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BISTRITZER-MACDONALD DYNAMICS IN TWISTED BILAYER
GRAPHENE

ALEXANDER B. WATSON, TIANYU KONG, ALLAN H. MACDONALD,
AND MITCHELL LUSKIN

ABSTRACT. The Bistritzer-MacDonald (BM) model, introduced in [10], at-
tempts to capture the electronic properties of twisted bilayer graphene (TBG),
even at incommensurate twist angles, by an effective periodic model over the bi-
layer moiré pattern. Starting from a tight-binding model, we identify a regime
where the BM model emerges as the effective dynamics for electrons modeled
as wave-packets spectrally concentrated at the monolayer Dirac points, up to
error that can be rigorously estimated. Using measured values of relevant
physical constants, we argue that this regime is realized in TBG at the first
“magic” angle.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Overview. Twisted bilayer graphene (TBG) consists of two graphene mono-
layers deposited on top of each other with a relative twist. Although, for generic
twist angles, twisted bilayer graphene has no exact periodic cell, the atomic struc-
ture of twisted bilayer graphene has an approximate twist angle-dependent periodic
structure known as the bilayer moiré pattern. Bistritzer and MacDonald @ pro-
posed a model in 2011 for the electronic properties of TBG which is periodic over
the bilayer moiré pattern, and used it to predict a series of “magic” angles where
the Fermi velocity would vanish and electron-electron interaction effects might be
enhanced. These predictions were dramatically validated by the experimental ob-
servations of Mott insulation and superconductivity at the first (largest) magic
angle 6 ~ 1° in 2018 . Since these discoveries, superconductivity and other
strongly correlated electronic phases have been observed in many other twisted
multilayer systems, now often referred to collectively as moiré materials. The ubig-
uity of moiré scale models in the field of moiré materials makes it important to
understand their range of validity. Although compelling formal arguments for the
validity of such models exist @ , to our knowledge, no mathematically
rigorous justification of any of these models exists in the literature.

The present work identifies a parameter regime where the Bistritzer-MacDonald
model can be used to approximate the electronic properties of TBG up to
error which can be rigorously estimated. More specifically, it considers the single-
particle time-dependent Schrédinger equation, in the tight-binding approximation,
for electrons in TBG, making a two-center approximation for the interlayer hop-
ping function (see and Assumption [2.1). We non-dimensionalize the model,
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identifying its fundamental dimensionless parameters: ¢ > 0, the ratio of interlayer
distance to the monolayer lattice constant, and 6 > 0, the twist angle. We intro-
duce sufficiently regular (Assumption wave-packet initial data 7 spectrally
concentrated at the monolayer Dirac points, whose spread in momentum space is
controlled by a new dimensionless parameter v > dﬂ We consider the parameter
regime where

(1.1) h(|k|;€) v, and 0 < v, as v — 0,

where h(|k|; ) denotes the Fourier transform of the (non-dimensionalized) interlayer
hopping function evaluated at the (non-dimensionalized) monolayer K point k :=
aK, where a is the monolayer lattice constant. We then prove that, in the regime
, the solution evolves as a wave-packet over timescales oc v~ (1) for any
0 < v < ¢, for some constant ¢ > 0 depending on the interlayer hopping function
(Assumption , up to error which — 0 as v — 0, if and only zﬂ the wave-packet
envelopes evolve according to a (scaled) Bistritzer-MacDonald model (Lemma
and Theorem . That BM model is, specifically,

e o (—iV) h(|kl;0) 32 _ Tne_isn"')
12) i f <fz<n|;e>zilT;ei5n"" o (-iv) /

o = (01,02) denotes the vector of Pauli matrices, f = (f{*, 7, f3', sz)T denotes
the vector of envelope functions on layers 1,2 and monolayer sublattices A, B, and
T, and s, := as,, n € {1,2,3}, denote the hopping matrices (2.48) and (non-
dimensionalized) momentum shifts . It is straightforward to check that the
model is invariant (modulo unitary transformations) under translations in the
moiré lattice (Lemma , and under arbitrary interlayer displacements (Lemma
. All of the #-dependence of the model enters through the length of the
momentum shifts s,,, which sets the moiré scale.

Restoring physical unitﬂ in , recovers the model proposed by Bistritzer-
MacDonald’s [10]

(1.3)

] vo - (—iV) w 237 Tne_isn"" b(|K|, L)
h T = . n=1 s = h , — ——
"oed (w 22:1 Tetsnr vo - (—iV) fow vp, w N

apart from a 6-dependence of the monolayer Dirac cones |10, which we prove can
be neglected in the regime In , h denotes Planck’s constant, vp is the
Dirac velocity of monolayer graphene, and 6(|K |; L) denotes the Fourier transform
of the interlayer hopping function evaluated at the monolayer K point and inter-
layer distance L > 0. Using physically realistic values for v and w, Bistritzer and
MacDonald numerically computed the band structure of the Hamiltonian ,
finding a sequence of “magic” twist angles where the Fermi velocity vanishes. They
also gave an analytical prediction of the first (largest) magic angle § =~ 1° by a
formal perturbation theory, and we review this calculation (Section .

1Equivalent1y, the scale of variation of the wave-packet envelope in real space is proportional
to 'y’l.

2For the “only if” part of this statement, see equation of Lemma

3Note that we abuse notation between and by using 7, 7, and f both for dimensionless
quantities and their physical counterparts.

4That this 0-dependence is small was already noted in |10|, and neglecting it does not affect
the prediction of the first magic angle.
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We emphasize that, although the analysis of this work is specialized to time-
propagation of electronic wave-packets, we view our basic ansatz as probing
the single-particle electronic properties of TBG more generally. It is natural to
ask, then, whether the regime is really the relevant regime for understanding
TBG’s most interesting physical properties. In particular, one can ask: given the
estimated physical value of h(|k|;€), and 0 near to the first magic angle, does there
exist a range of v values, with v < 1, such that both conditions of hold, with
constants on the order of 17. We verify this as follows. Using the values given in
[10] for the interlayer hopping energy and monolayer graphene m-band energy scale

(1.4) "“I?'L) ~110 meV, ™2~ 96 eV,
a

we find that

(1.5) Bl o) = JUEEL) 10 meV .

C | (Re) T 2.6 eV
On the other hand, the first magic angle is at
(1.6) 0 ~ 1° ~ 0.017 radians.

The statement now follows immediately: take any v such that h(|&|;€) = Aoy, with
Ap on the order of 1. Then, we have both v < 1, and 8 < A7, for all § up to and
including the magic angle, with A\; also on the order of 1. For such -y, our analysis
shows that will be a valid model of the single-particle electronic properties of

TBG over the energy scale ,ythD ~ %, and the length scale v~ 1a.

We comment finally on the relevance of the BM model to modeling of
strongly-correlated (many-body) electronic phases in TBG. At the first magic angle,
the number of atoms per moiré cell can be estimated by squaring the ratio of the
moiré lattice constant ~ § to the monolayer lattice constant a and multiplying by
4 (to capture the layer and sublattice degrees of freedom), giving

1
(1.7) — & 14000.

0
The largeness of this number makes it imperative to develop many-body models of
TBG at the moiré scale. We now argue, by a simple comparison of energy scales,
that the BM model accurately approximates the single-particle part of many-
body models (we do not attempt any rigorous analysis in this direction). Fixing 6
again at the magic angle, the Coulomb e-e interaction in hexagonal Boron nitride
(hBN, which typically encapsulates TBG in experiments) at the moiré scale defines
an energy via

e2

47T€hBN (%)
where e, is the permittivity of hBN = 5¢y [31], €g is the vaccuum permittivity,
and e is the elementary charge. The smallness of this number relative to the in-
terlayer hopping energy suggests that e-e interaction terms couple only states
that are described accurately by the BM model . Note that this is not the
same as saying that interactions are insignificant. Indeed they are known to sig-
nificantly affect the dynamics in TBG’s flat moiré bands, whose width can be as
small as ~ 10 meV [16], leading to the wealth of strongly-correlated phases seen in
experiments to date. Similar considerations apply to lattice-mediated interactions

(1.8) ~ 23 meV,
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between electrons, which are characterized by a smaller energy scale ~ 1 meV |21}
45].

1.2. Related work. We comment on related mathematical work. Our results are
closely related to those of Fefferman-Weinstein [25], who considered wave-packets
spectrally localized at the Dirac points of a graphene monolayer, starting from a
PDE model rather than the tight-binding model we consider here. Under additional
assumptions, we recover the same timescale of validity (~ v~2¢ for any € > 0) as
they prove (see Remark [3.6)).

During the preparation of this work, we were made aware of parallel work de-
riving Bistritzer-MacDonald-type models for twisted bilayer graphene by Cances-
Garrigue-Gontier |12]. Our works developed independently, and indeed work in
different settings and derive different results. While [12] work in the setting of a
continuum model, we work in the setting of a discrete tight-binding model. While
[12] derive a moiré scale model by a formal variational approximation, we iden-
tify a parameter scaling limit where the Bistritzer-MacDonald model emerges up
to higher-order terms which can be rigorously estimated. Finally, in contrast to
[12], the Bistritzer-MacDonald model we derive has only nearest-neighbor momen-
tum space hopping, consistent with [10] (see Figure for a discussion of the
meaning of “nearest-neighbor” here).

We finally comment on related mathematical work on continuum PDE models
of moiré materials. Becker-Embree-Wittsten-Zworski have introduced a spectral
formulation of magic angles in (3 |4], while Becker-Kim-Zhu [6] have obtained ex-
pansions of the density of states of TBG in the presence of strong magnetic fields
using semiclassical analysis. Becker-Wittsten [7] have proved a semiclassical quan-
tization rule for the one-dimensional moiré-scale model introduced by Timmel-Mele
[43]. Becker-Ge-Wittsten have also studied the transport and spectral properties of
this model in [5]. Two of the authors of the present work gave a computer-assisted
proof of existence of the first magic angle of the “chiral” approximation to the
Bistritzer-MacDonald model in [44]. Numerical methods for computing electronic
properties of twisted multilayer materials which exploit similar approximations to
those made in the Bistritzer-MacDonald model have been developed |11} 15} |17} |34}
306, 137].

1.3. Conclusions and Perspectives. The main results of the present work are
(1) the identification of the parameter regime (L.1)), and (2) the identification of
sufficient assumptions, most importantly on the interlayer hopping function (As-
sumption, so that the BM model can be rigorously justified as an effective
model of wave-packet propagation in TBG. As alluded to above, however, the BM
model is by no means only a model of wave-packet propagation. Rigorously
justifying the use of the model , for example, to calculate the density of states
or conductivity of TBG in the parameter regime identified here and under similar
assumptions will be the subject of future works.

Another important potential development of the present work would justify the
various proposed models of TBG which account for effects of mechanical relaxation
(see Remark . Here, it would be especially interesting to identify whether
there exists a parameter regime where TBG can be rigorously approximated by the
“chiral” model [41], a simpler and more symmetric variant of the BM model. A
further question would then be how close this regime is to that realized in real TBG.
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We expect that these analyses could be generalized to essentially arbitrary moiré
materials such as twisted multilayer transition metal dichalcogenides (TMDs) or
even twisted heterostructures consisting of layers of distinct 2D materials. Here an
important question is how the distinct dispersion relations of these 2D materials
affects the analysis; TMDs, for example, exhibit quadratic dispersion, quite unlike
the linear dispersion exhibited by graphene. Finally, it would be very interesting to
generalize these analyses to fundamental PDE models of moiré materials, like the
model of TBG studied in [12].

1.4. Structure of paper. The structure of this work is as follows. We will first
review the tight-binding models of graphene and twisted bilayer graphene in Section
[2l We will then introduce the wave-packet ansatz we will use to generate approx-
imate solutions of the tight-binding model Schrodinger equation, and explain the
strategy of the proof of convergence of these solutions, in Section The strat-
egy reduces the proof to a series of technical lemmas and a single main lemma,
which identifies the parameter regime where the BM model represents the domi-
nant effective dynamics, whose proof we give in Section d] In Section [f] we review
Bistritzer-MacDonald’s formal derivation of magic angles. We postpone various
detailed calculations and proofs to the Appendices.

2. THE TIGHT-BINDING MODEL OF TWISTED BILAYER GRAPHENE

The main object of this section is to introduce the tight-binding model of twisted
bilayer graphene, which we will take as fundamental in what follows. Before we can
do this, we must first recall the tight-binding model of monolayer graphene.

2.1. The tight-binding model of graphene. Graphene is a sheet of carbon
atoms arranged in a honeycomb lattice; that is, a triangular lattice with two atoms
per unit cell. We introduce Bravais lattice vectors as

(2.1) a == g (1, \/§>T, as = g (—1, \/§>T, A= (a1, az),

where a > 0 is the lattice constant (see Figure[2.1(A))). The graphene Bravais lattice
A and a fundamental cell " can then be written succinctly as

(2.2) A={R=Am:m e 7}, F::{Aa:aE[O,l)z}.

It is straightforward to check that the area of a fundamental cell |T'| = @aQ. Within
the Rth fundamental cell of the lattice, there are two atoms, at positions R + 74
and R + 78, which we will take as

2.3 =0, 7P.= O,dT, d::i.
(2.3) (0,d) 7

We model wave functions of electrons in graphene as elements i of the Hilbert

- T
space Hmono = 62(22;(:2)7 ertlng flp = (flpR)ReA = (¢1‘%7¢1€)R6A7 where W}(}T{F
represents the electron density on sublattice o € {4, B} in the Rth cell. The
graphene tight-binding Hamiltonian with nearest-neighbor hopping acts as

_ wB + /(/)B—al + wB_"‘Q
(2.4) (HY)p = —t <¢§ + wg+a1 + wng) o Red

where ¢t > 0 is the nearest-neighbor hopping energy.
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FIGURE 2.1. Plot of the graphene monolayer atomic struc-
ture (blue dots), showing the lattice vectors ai,as, B site shift
78, and a unit cell ' (shaded in orange). Here, and elsewhere, we
set the monolayer lattice constant a = 2.5, consistent with its ex-
perimental value in Angstroms. The A site shift is trivial (74 = 0)
because of our choice of origin. Plot of the graphene mono-
layer reciprocal lattice (blue dots), showing the reciprocal lattice
vectors by, by, a fundamental cell (Brillouin zone) I'* (shaded in
orange), and the K and K’ points (marked by green up and down
arrows respectively). Plot of the monolayer graphene eigen-
value bands Ey over the Brillouin zone I'* shown in (B), showing
their conical structure at the Dirac points K and K'.

The Hamiltonian is invariant under lattice translations so it is natural to pass
to the Bloch domain. The reciprocal lattice vectors are defined by the equation
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b; - a; = 2md;; for 1 <4,j < 2. They are explicitly (see Figure [2.1(B))
T T
dr (V3 1 dr [ V3 1

2.5 by =— | —,= by = — | —,= B := (b, bs).
( ) 1 3d<2’2> ) 2 3d< 272> ; (17 2)
We then define the reciprocal lattice A*, and a fundamental cell of the reciprocal
lattice I'* (known in this context as the Brillouin zone), by

(2.6) A ={G=Bn:nez?}, T*:= {35:56[0,1)2}.

We write wave-functions in the Bloch domain L2(I'*; C?) as ¢) = (i(k))k =
e
- ~ T
(1/1A(k),z/JB(k:))k - and the unitary Bloch transform Hpeno — L?(I'*;C?) and
e

its inverse by

[Qw]”(k) — 1 i Z efikA(RJrT“)qﬁ;r%’
T2 e
2.7) .
4], g [ e 4

where |I'*| denotes the Brillouin zone area. Note that with this convention, Bloch
transforms are quasi-periodic with respect to A* in the sense that

(28) (GY)7 (k + G) =TT IGU" (K), G € A"
The Hamiltonian is block diagonal in the Bloch domain, taking the form
(2.9) (9HG™0) (k) = H(K)(k),
o 0 F(k) o ik~(‘rBf‘rA) —ik-a1 —ik-as
(2.10) H(k):= —t <F(k) 0 ) , F(k):=e¢ (I+e +e ).

The Bloch Hamiltonian H (k) is easily diagonalized, with eigenpairs

1 F(k)
(2.11) Ei(k):=*t|F(k)|, Pi(k):=—1|1,F—=—=

V2 |F'(K)]
The functions Fy : I'* — R are known as the Bloch band functions. The Bloch
band functions are degenerate at the Dirac points (see Figure [2.1(C))), defined (up
to G € A*) by

4
(2.12) K = 31(1,0)T, K = -K.
a
Taylor-expansion around Dirac point K in terms of ¢ = k — K shows thatﬂ
V3a .
(213) K +q) = =" (a0 — i) + O(lal?),
and hence
V3at
(2.14) H(K +q) = hwpo -q+0(|q?), vp:= =5 0= (o1,00) ",

5Note that we use tildes here to reserve f for the Fourier transform of a continuous function
f-

6Here we are intentionally vague about the Taylor-expansion remainder for the sake of read-
ability. We will make the error term precise when necessary for our proofs.
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where o = (01,02)" is the vector of Pauli matrices, and vp is the Fermi velocity.
Taylor-expansion around Dirac point K’ yields
\/ga

(2.15) F(K' +q) = ==~ (a1 — ig2) + O(la[*),

leading to an identical expansion to (2.14) other than the sign change in ¢;. We
finally record the transformation of H(k) under translation of k in the reciprocal
lattice

(2.16)  H(k+G) =S "I (k). o0,0' € {A, B}, Ge A"

2.2. The tight-binding model of twisted bilayer graphene. Twisted bilayer
graphene (TBG) consists of two graphene monolayers with a relative twist. Let
R(¢) denote the matrix which rotates counterclockwise by angle ¢

(2.17) R(¢) = <COSC ~sin C) .

sin¢  cos(

Then, denoting the twist angle by 6 > 0, the lattice vectors of each layer are defined
by

0 0
(218) ay ;= R (—2) a;, s ; = R (2) a;, Al = (ai71,ai7g) s xS {1,2},
where the first subscript denotes the layer. We can then define lattices and funda-
mental cells just as in the monolayer

(219) A= {R; = A;m : m € 22}, Fi::{Aia:ae[O,l)z}, i€ {1,2).

The site shifts are similarly rotated, and we allow for a uniform interlayer displace-
ment 9 so that

(2.20) 77 =R (Z) <TU - ;) . TS:=R <z) (r” 4 g) , o€ {AB)

There are two especially natural choices of 0 (see Figure . When 9 =0
mod A, the two untwisted graphene sheets are exactly aligned on top of each other.
When 9 = =77 mod A, the untwisted graphene bilayer is said to be in “Bernal
stacking” configuration. This is, mechanically speaking, the most energetically
favorable configuration for the untwisted system [15]. We will see that the spectral
properties of the effective model for the twisted bilayer (§ > 0) we derive are
independent of ?; see Lemma Note that this was already observed in [10].

We model wave functions of electrons in TBG as elements ¢ of the Hilbert space
H = (2(Z%C?) @ ?(Z*C?) = (62(Z2;C2))2, writing 1 = (¢1,102) ", where
= (YR)p,en, = (wﬂi,wgi);e/\v, i € {1,2}. Tt will sometimes be convenient
to write instead ¢ = (Yg,, R25 leRz EAL XAy The twisted bilayer graphene tight-
binding Hamiltonian acts as

H, H 12> (il)1>
2.21 Hy = ,
(221) v (H s Ha) 12
where the diagonal (intralayer) part of the Hamiltonian is the monolayer graphene
Hamiltonian

(2.22) (Hitn) g, = —t (wﬁi + VR, a, T VR —a.,

. ie{1,2),
wéz + wﬁi+ai,1 + wéri—m,z) { }
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~10 =5 0 5 10 —10 -20 0 20 10

FIGURE 2.2. Plots of the atomic structures of twisted bilayer
graphene, with interlayer displacement 0 = 0 (above), and 0 = 78
(below), at twist angle § = 3°, near to the origin. Both structures
generate the same moiré pattern, up to a shift, and BM models
with identical spectral properties (Lemma.

and the off-diagonal (interlayer) part is defined by (the 21 term is similar so we
omit it)

(223) (H121/)2)?21 = Z Z b (R12 + TCféT,; L) 1/}372’2’ oc {Av B},

RyeAz 0’€{A,B}

where Ris :== Ry — Ry and Tﬁ’l =77 — Tg/. Here, L > 0 denotes the interlayer
distance, while b is the interlayer hopping function, which arises from the overlap of
ionic (or Wannier) orbitals on each layer | . In this work, we will always assume
that b is radial, i.e., a function of r := |r| only, and make the standard abuse of
notation to write h(r; L) = h(r; L). More specifically, we will always assume that
h is a function of the three-dimensional distance between sites so that

(2.24) h(r; L) := b (\/r2 n L2) ,

for some decaying function h¥ (see Figure [2.3)). Roughly speaking, the fact that the
interlayer hopping function has the form (2.24) allows us to assume that the two-
dimensional Fourier transform of ) decays exponentially with a rate proportional to
L. We postpone a discussion of the precise properties we require of fj (Assumption
, and of the validity of these assumptions (see Proposition and Examples
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h{e:e)

w0.00 4

—0.25 4

0.50 4

—1.00

FIGURE 2.3. (A) Schematic illustrating how, in our tight-binding
model, the z direction perpendicular to the bilayer is suppressed,
and we view the hopping as a function of the two-dimensional vec-
tor =, but through on the three-dimensional distance /7?2 + ¢2,
where ¢ is the (non-dimensionalized) interlayer distance. This
leads to the (two-dimensional) Fourier transform of the interlayer
hopping function h(r;¢) decaying exponentially with a rate pro-
portional to ¢. (B) Plot of the Fourier transform of the non-
dimensionalized, radial, interlayer hopping function, fz(f;@), for
different values of the (non-dimensionalized) interlayer distance /.
Specifically, we take h as in Example with a = 20. The de-
cay is much more rapid for larger values of £. Also shown are
the key values of £ at |k| and 2|k|. Our results rely crucially on
the assumption that “nearest-neighbor” momentum space hopping
dominates all other momentum space hopping, which amounts to

}A;L((QI‘:I‘;)) — 0 as £ — oo; see Assumption and the

discussion below.

assuming that

2.3) until Section when we will nondimensionalize our model. There we will
also discuss possible relaxations of our assumptions on the form of the interlayer
hopping function (Remark .

Even though the interlayer hopping breaks translation symmetryﬂ of H, it is still
useful to transform both layers to the Bloch domain. The reciprocal lattice vectors
of each layer are defined by

0 0
(225) bl,i =R <—2> b;, b27i =R (2) b,, B;:= (bl,z‘be,i) XS {1,2},
and the reciprocal lattices and Brillouin zones similarly

(2.26)  A':={Gi;=Bin:neZ?, T:= {Blﬂ LB e o, 1)2}, ie{1,2).

"Here we refer to the translation symmetry of the individual layers, which is generally broken
by the interlayer hopping. For specific “rational” twist angles, H will retain exact translation
symmetry with respect to “supercell” lattice vectors which are distinct from the monolayer lattice
vectors. Note that we do not assume rationality of the twist angle anywhere in the present work.
BM models are periodic with respect to the moiré lattice, which is well-defined for generic twist
angles.
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The K and K’ points of each layer are simply

0 0
(227) K,:=R <—2> K, K, =R (2> K, K,.=-K; ic{12}.

We denote wave functions in the Bloch domain L2(T'}; C2) @ L2(T'5; C2) by ¢ =
- ~N\ T - - - - T
(D (ke _ (JA(L JB(L. , :
(91.62) ., where §; = <¢z(kz)>ki€1“: = (94 (ka), V! (kzl))kierz, i€ {1,2}. Tt will

sometimes be convenient to write instead ¢) = (ﬁ(kl, kg)) . We then
(k1,k2)€T XT3

define a unitary Bloch transform G — L2(I'j;C?) @ L?(I'4;C?), and its inverse,
componentwise, by

(2.28) ww%h@y:G%mHm»’ o], - kfmhh’

[G2v] (K2) {gglz[&} N
where
(2.29)
(Gitil (k) = —— S etk (R
‘F*|§ R, EN;
[gzil'lzjz}g (k;) == T |1 / eiki‘(RH_Tg)"z}g(ki) dk;, o€ {A B} i€ {l,2}
*|5 r:

The Hamiltonian now acts by

ngngl—WN}l (k1) + g1H12g2_11/~}2 (k1)

2.30)  (GHG ') (k1,k2) = . 7
(2.30) ( ¢>( 1k2) GoH21Gy "1 ) (ko) + (G2Ha2Gy "ha ) (K2)

)

where the diagonal terms are as before

(2.31) (G:Hi 7 0) (ki) = Hilhko)bu(ks), i€ {12},

(2.32)
. ) — O F(kz) ) — ZkL(TB—TA) —iki~ai,1 —iki-ai 2
Hl(kl) = —t <F‘(kjl) 0 > 5 F(kl) =e (1+€ 1T +e )

Just as in the monolayer, formal Taylor-expansion of H;(k;) around Dirac points
K, in terms of g; = k; — K; yields effective Dirac operators. Specifically, we have

(233) Fi(K;+q;) = —@e“’i”(qi,l —igi2) + O(q;l?), ;= (qi1,0:2)",
where
-0 i=1,
(2.34) 0; = { 0 i—2.
and hence
Hi(K;+q;) =hpog, - q;+ O(lg,?),
(2.35)

0 e0i/2(q; 1 — igi ) .
) g = . 2y 2y 1.2
T9,/2 " 4; <€_19i/2<q1‘,1 + iQi,2> 0 , 1€ { ’ }7
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where vp is the monolayer Fermi velocity (2.14]). The analogous calculation at the
K’ points of layer i leads to the same results but with ¢;,1 replaced everywhere by
—qi1-

A short calculation, presented in Appendix [A] shows that the off-diagonal terms
take the form

(2.36)

(Q1H12g;11&2) (k1) =

i Z / Z Z ei[GrTT—GrT;’,]G(kl n Gl; L)§(k1 n Gl _ k2 _ G2)Q/~ng(k2) dk27
I

‘ | U/G{A,B} 2G1€A’1‘ GQGAE

where we define the Fourier transform pahﬂ

@37 B&L) = [ B Ldr, bl) =

(271r)2 /}Rzeig'rﬁ(ﬁ L)dk.

Note that the off-diagonal part of H is not block diagonal with respect to quasi-
momentum after Bloch transformation, reflecting the model’s lack of translation

symmetry. The assumption that 6 exponentially decays with rate proportional to
L (Assumption , because of the form ([2.24) of b, will allow us to considerably

simplify (2.36)) in what follows.

2.3. Moiré lattice, moiré reciprocal lattice, and moiré potential of twisted
bilayer graphene. The moiré lattice, moiré reciprocal lattice, and moiré potential
of TBG will play a fundamental role in the analysis of the following sections. The
moiré reciprocal lattice vectors are (see Figure [2.4(A)))

(2.38) b1 :=b11—ba1, by2:=bi2—bapo.

In terms of the distance between the Dirac points of the layers
0
(2.39) |AK| := 2|K]|sin <2> ,

the moiré reciprocal lattice vectors have the explicit forms

T T
1 3 1 3
(2.40) bor = vaAK| [ -V3) b, = vEaR (L)
’ 2 2 ’ 27 2
We define the moiré reciprocal lattice and Brillouin zone in terms of By, := (b1, b, 2)
as (see Figure [2.4(B))
(2.41) A% = {Gm = Bpn :n € 72}, T% = {Bmﬁ B e, 1)2} .

The associated moiré lattice vectors, defined by the equation by, ; - @y, j = 270
for 1 <i,5 <2, are

T T
(2.42) L C I o o Am (V31
‘ ™UTBIAK| 20 2) 0 TP T 3AK I 202

8Note that, with this definition, h has units of energy, but 6 has units of energy times area.
Since |I'| has units of area, (2.36) has units of energy as expected.
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FIGURE 2.4. Plot of the rotated monolayer reciprocal lattice
vectors, the moiré reciprocal lattice vectors, the rotated Brillouin
zones I'7 (orange) and I'j (blue) and the momentum hops s;,
i € {1,2,3}. The K points of layers 1 and 2 are marked with
green and red triangles, respectively. Plot of the moiré mo-
mentum lattice, formed by translating the monolayer Dirac points
K and K5 (labeled here as the moiré Dirac points K, and K 'm,
respectively) by moiré reciprocal lattice vectors. The Bistritzer-
MacDonald model we derive keeps only the nearest-neighbor hops
in this lattice, corresponding to s;, i € {1,2,3}. A choice of moiré
Brillouin zone is shown shaded in green.

For small 6, we see that the moiré reciprocal lattice vectors are much longer than
the single layer lattice vectors: |an, ;| > |a;|,7 € {1,2}. The moiré lattice and unit
cell are then

(2.43) Am = {Rp = Apm:meZ?, T, := {Ama La e o, 1)2} :

where A, := (@m,1,8m,2). The monolayer K points are known as the moiré K
and K’ points

(2.44) K, =K, K| =K,

We introduce notation for the momentum difference between the monolayer Dirac
points and its rotationsﬂ by 2F (see Figure [2.4(A))

(2.45) s1: =K, —K,, s3:=K;—Ky—bys+bis=51+bys,

’ s3: =K1 —Ky+by; —bi3 =5 —by 1.

These vectors all have length |AK|, and can be written explicitly as
(2.46)

T T
T \/g 1 \/g 1
s1=|AK|(0,-1) , s2=|AK||—,=| , ss=|AK||{—,2] .
2 2 2 2
9The rotations by 27" are, equivalently, the momentum differences between the Dirac points
measured with respect to the equivalent monolayer Dirac points obtained by rotating the Dirac

points (2.12)) by 27"
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We emphasize that the moiré reciprocal lattice, moiré lattice, and momentum hops
all depend on 6 through |AK].

We finally introduce the continuum (matrix-valued) moiré potential, defined for
0,0’ € {A, B} and r € R? by

3
(2.47) Tgo (1) =Y Ty7 e,
=1
where
799 =1, T9% =¢ {bla‘"g_bm""gl]
(248) 1 ) 2 9

9

’
Tgo-g’ — ei [*51,1'T(1’+b2,1~7'g ]

are the hopping matrices. Written out in full, the hopping matrices are

(11 a1 e
Tl(l 1>, Ia=e <ei¢ 1/

. 1 el
ngelbla <e_i¢ 1 >

Note that when @ = —77 we have by -9 = by - 9 = —¢ and we recover the hopping
matrices appearing in equation (7) of [10]. We provide a detailed motivation and
derivation of the moiré potential in the proof of Lemma We will see that the
0-dependent shifts in can always be removed by conjugating by a unitary
(Lemma .

The moiré potential has two important and easily verifiable properties. It is
periodic (up to a phase) with respect to the moiré lattice
(2.50)

TS (r + Ryy) = ¢ ' BnT9% (), VR, € A, 0,0 € {A,B}, j=123,

(2.49)

and its rate of oscillation is controlled by 8. The specific property we will require
is the existence of a constant Cr > 0 such that for all 0,0’ € {A, B},

oo’ (T)

oo 1o < Crb, VreR2

(2.51) sup
1<a<2

This is, of course, a reflection of the fact that the moiré cell becomes larger for
smaller angles.

2.4. Non-dimensionalization and assumptions on interlayer hopping func-
tion. We close this section by non-dimensionalizing the tight-binding model of
twisted bilayer graphene in order to identify fundamental dimensionless parame-
ters. In the following sections, we will identify the parameter regime where the
Bistritzer-MacDonald model represents the dominant effective dynamics. We start

from the time-dependent Schrédinger equation for ¢(7) : [0, 00) — (¢*(Z%; (CQ))2
(2.52) ihop = H,  $(0) = o

It is natural to non-dimensionalize so that vp = a = h = 1. To this end, we
introduce dimensionless time and position variables

(2.53) = @7, = 2’ (' 7)== (e, 7).
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With this change, dividing (2.52)) through by the energy scale

V3t wph
2.54 E=1" ==
leaves both sides dimensionless. Recall the definition of the interlayer hopping

function (2.24). We introduce a dimensionless interlayer hopping function h byH

(255) b0 = WGP ) = bt (/P 2) = Sob(ar'sal),

where ¢ := % is the dimensionless ratio of the interlayer distance to the monolayer
lattice constant, and hf is a fixed, dimensionless, decaying function. We finally drop
the ’s and just write » and 7 for the dimensionless spatial and temporal variables.
Just as for h, we define the Fourier transform pair

(2.56) h(g;0) = /Rze—iﬁ""h(r;e)dr, h(r;l) = (2i)2 /Rzeig""ﬁ(aé)dk

In what follows, we will often use notation defined in the previous sections for
dimensionful quantities, such as vectors in the monolayer lattice R € A, for the di-
mensionless quantities obtained by setting a = 1. We do this wherever it is unlikely
to cause confusion. The exceptions are our notations for the non-dimensionalized
Dirac points k := Ka and non-dimensionalized momentum shifts s,, := s,,a, where
we introduce separate notation so that we can write expressions such as , and
compare (|1.2) and , without ambiguity.

The non-dimensionalized model in real space is, then,

(2.57) i0-p = Hip,  4(0) = v,
where H is as in (2.21)), with

2 (VB 4B 4B ) ,
2.58 Hythy)pp = ——— "B i—ain imaix ) e {12},
oo Cuin == (U LU ) o0
(2.59)
. \[ o’ . oo’ _ _o
(H121/}2 R, — 7 Z (RU +TU H )ijv Rij*Ri*Rj, Tz'j =70 —7% .
RocN2 0’€{A,B}

In momentum space, the model is as in (2.30)), where the diagonal terms are
(2.60) (giHngfli/;i) (ki) = Hi(ki)i(ki), i€ {1,2},
(2.61)

2 (0  F(k)

. . —_ - . — Zkl(TleT?) 7iki-ai,1 7“{5,;'(17;,2
k) == (g T 0)e Pl = (1emikirass poikiasa)

10A¢ first sight, it would appear natural to define h so that h(r’; ¢) = ft h(r; L). However, the

. . . . f a2 1oy — 2 b(&L)
choice (2.55)) is more convenient because, using |I'| = , it ensures that h(¢’;¢) = N
where ¢’ = a€ (we use this in (1.5))).
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and the off-diagonal terms are
(2.62)

<91H1292_11;2)0 (k1) =
> / >y G =G (k) 1 Gy 0)0(ky + G — ky — Ga)iS (Ky) k.
-

o'€{A,B} " " 2G1EAN] G2€A]
Note that in the final model, there are just two dimensionless parameters:

e /, the ratio of interlayer distance to the monolayer lattice constant,
e 0, the twist angle.

We will assume in what follows that these parameters are positive, i.e.,
(2.63) >0, 6>0.

This assumption on ¢ is natural. We make the assumption on 6 without loss of
generality since it is straightforward to generalize all our results to the case where
6 < 0. We avoid the case § = 0, where the moiré lattice is not well-defined. In this
case, the system is straightforward to analyze since it is periodic with respect to
the monolayer graphene lattice (see, e.g. [18]).

We now discuss the assumptions we require on the interlayer hopping function
h, starting with the following proposition, which follows immediately from .

Proposition 2.1. Let r := |r| and £ := |€]|, and the nondimensionalized interlayer
hopping function h have the form (2.55)). Then the Fourier transform of h is radial,
and can be calculated through the Hankel transform

(2.64) h(€:0) = h(&;0) = 21 /0  Joleryrnt (\/72 +£2) dr,

where Jo(C) is the Bessel function of the first kind

T o

1 27 .
(2.65) Jo(€) : / e’ceost qp.
0

The two-dimensional Fourier transform of the interlayer hopping function can
alternatively be calculated as the one-dimensional inverse Fourier transform of the
three-dimensional Fourier transform of the interlayer hopping function.

Proposition 2.2. Let r,&, and h be as in Proposition [2.1} It is straightforward
to see that the three-dimensional (with respect to v and £) Fourier transform of

h* (Vr? + ?) is
oo sin (\/WR)
0 \/WR

(2.66) % (\/52 ¥ wZ) —4r
We then have that

2.67 (€ 0) = he: ) =
(267) €0 =hie0 = o [

R

R?h*(R) dR.

el p!t (\/52 + w2> dw.
We now make our main assumptions on h.

Assumption 2.1. Letr:=|r| and £ := |€|. We assume that h has the form (2.55)
for some h¥, and that the Fourier transform ([2.56)) exists. We assume that h can
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be bounded above and below by decaying exponentials, more specifically, that there
exist constants Cy, Cy, D1, Do, {yg > 0, with D1 > Dy, such that

(2.68) Cre P < p(g;0) < Che P25 Ve € R VL > (.
We assume further that the constants D1 and Do satisfﬂ

D,
2.69 1<—<2
(2.69) <5
We finally assume that h is Lipschitz continuous with a Lipschitz constant which
exponentially decays, more specifically, that there exists a constant C's > 0 such that

(270)  |h(&:0) — W€ 0)] < Cse P08 ) e —¢| ve & e R2 Ve > 4,

where d (0, [57 6’]) denotes the minimum distance between the straight line connect-
ing & and &' and the origin (see Remark .

We discuss briefly the importance of each part of Assumption Radial sym-
metry of h allows us to simplify the moiré potential (see )7 and sim-
plifies the proof of Lemma [{:4] We expect that this assumption can be relaxed; see
Remark 2.4

The lower bound in , together with the upper bound in and the in-
equality (2.69)), guarantee that the interlayer terms corresponding to the momentum
space ho are rigorously larger, in the regime , than all other momen-
tum space hops arising from . To see this, note that the interlayer terms
corresponding to the momentum space hops are proportional to ﬁ(|m|;€),
while the next largest interlayer terms are bounded by Che=2P2!%l. Combining

(2.68) with (2.69)) ensures that

€—2D2£\m\

h(lkl;€)
For more detail, see Section [d] in particular the proof of Lemma The lower
bound in may fail in some more realistic models; see Remark

Finally, the estimate allows for the bound in the proof of Lemma
[44] This bound justifies an approximation where the momentum space interlayer
hopping strength fz, which is, in general, wavenumber-dependent, is treated as
wavenumber-independent. The wavenumber-dependence of the interlayer hopping
strength can be seen clearly in , where h depends on k;. The approximation
can be seen clearly in , where the un-approximated interlayer hopping is the
left-hand side, and the approximated interlayer hopping is the first term on the
right-hand side. This approximation is known in the physics literature as the “local”
approximation; see, for example, .

Using a table of Hankel transform pairs , we find that Assumption can be
verified for some specific h. Note that exponential decay of the interlayer hopping

function in real space is to be expected when the tight-binding model has been
defined through a basis of exponentially localized Wannier functions (see

also Remark .

S eP1=2DRl 0 a5 0 — oo,

~

(2.71)

HNote that the lower bound already follows from D7 > Da, so the upper bound is the non-
trivial assumption here.
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Example 2.1. The function
1
(r2 + £2)3/2

satisfies Assumption with Do =1, any £y > 0 and any 1 < Dy < 2. Its Fourier
transform is

(2.72) h(r;0) =

(2.73) hg:0) = 2%#.

Example 2.2. For any o > 0, the function
(2.74) h(r;0) = e-oVr>+

satisfies Assumption [2:1), for any £y > 0, and any pair D; > 1 and 0 < Dy < 1
such that (2.69)) holds. Its Fourier transform is

e~ VE+a? (1 —|—€\/§2—1-7a?)
(€2 + a2)3/2

Example 2.3. For any o > 0, the function

e—aVrIHeE

satisfies Assumption [21), for any ¢y > 0, and any pair Dy > 1 and 0 < Dy < 1
such that (2.69)) holds. Its Fourier transform is

o—l\/€+a?

2+ a2 ’

Note that in all of Examples we can take D = 14+¢€, and Dy =1 — € for
any € > 0, so that (2.69) holds comfortably.

Examples suggest that Assumption may hold for fairly general A,
with D; = 1+ € and Dy = 1 — ¢ for any ¢ > 0. However, we can prove this

only for the upper bound in (2.68), by a straightforward application of Cauchy’s
theorem (although see Remark [2.1)). Although the following Proposition is surely

well-known, we include a proof for completeness, especially since it is so simple.

(2.75) h(€:0) = 27

(2.76) h(r;0) =

(2.77) h(&;0) = 2

Proposition 2.3. Assume that h*(() is analytic in ¢, except possibly at the origin,
and satisfies the bound

(2.78) [W*(Q)] < C/Re ¢|7*7°, Re( >R,

for some fized C;R,§ > 0. Then, for any fited 0 < € < 1, there exists a constant
C. > 0 such that

(2.79) ’ﬁ(g;e)\ < Cemt1=9k,

Proof. Since h(&;¢) = h(&; ) is radial, it suffices to prove (2.79) by setting & =
(€,0)T, with £ > 0, in the Fourier transform formula (2.56)), resulting in

(2.80) h(&; 0) ://e—iﬁ%ﬁ (\/m) dz dy.
RJR
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Pushing the z integral below the real axis using Cauchy’s theorem (using ([2.78) to
control the “ends” of the rectangle) we have that

(2.81)

ﬁ(f;f) = ¢ t1—e)¢ //eﬂf””hti (\/x2 —2i(1 —€)x —£2(1 —€)2 +y2 + €2> dz dy.
RJR

Using decay of h¥ (2.78)), the double integral converges and we are done. O

The alternative formulation given in Proposition [2.2] allows for the following

Proposition 2.4. Assume that hﬂ(C) is analytic in (, except possibly at the origin,
and satisfies the bound

(2.82) h#(¢)] < C|Re¢|' %, Re( >R,

for some fized C,R,§ > 0. Then, for any fixed 0 < € < 1, there exists a constant
C. > 0 such that

(2.83) ’ﬁ({;@)‘ < Ce~t1-9%,

Proof. The proof is exactly analogous to that of Proposition [2.3] except that we
push the w integral up to R + i(1 — €)¢&. O

Remark 2.1. The argument given in the proof of Proposition could possibly
be extended under additional assumptions on hf to give lower bounds, or even to
evaluate fl(f;f) explicitly. For example, when h is as in Example the integral
over y in is explicit, and the resulting integrand in x has a simple pole at
—il, so that pushing the integral below the real axis leads immediately to .
More generally, the integrand of has a branch point at —il. In this case, one
can fix the branch cut to point downwards, and then further deform the x integral
of into the integral either side of the branch cut. Such investigations do
not seem to lead in a straightforward way to general conditions on h* guaranteeing
lower bounds, so we do not consider this further in this work.

Remark 2.2. Note that follows easily if h is continuously differentiable
everywhere and that derivative decays exponentially with distance from the origin
(with rate proportional to £). We require the slightly more obscure statement
to allow for h merely Lipschitz, as in ,

Remark 2.3. We remark on rigorous results on decay of orbitals (and hence of
the interlayer hopping function). Precise exponential asymptotics of the hopping
function in real space have been obtained by Helffer-Sjéstrand [30]. Ezxponential
upper and lower bounds on the hopping function have been proved in the context
of a continuum model of graphene by Fefferman-Lee- Thorp-Weinstein [24)]. These
bounds were generalized to the setting of a strong magnetic field by Fefferman-
Shapiro- Weinstein [27, |40].

Remark 2.4. The assumption that h is radial, and, more specifically, a function
of the three-dimensional distance , is very much an approrimation to the
physical h. It would be more realistic to assume that h is a general decaying function
which respects the symmetries of monolayer graphene, i.e., 2é’-rotation, inversion
(r = —r), and complex conjugation. Our results will go through, but will be more

complicated to state and prove, as long as the bounds (2.68), (2.69)), and (2.70)), still

hold for such an h. Interestingly, the Fourier transforms of some realistic choices of
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h, especially those which account for mechanical relaxation of the bilayer, actually
have zeros, so that the lower bound in fails (see Figure 3 of [35]). It is
actually unclear, in such cases, whether a similar reduction to effective dynamics
is possible, and, if it is, what the effective dynamics should be.

Remark 2.5. The lattice structure, A;, for each layer has been observed to be
significantly reconstructed at small twist angles to reduce its elastic energy [15,
20, 147/, and the Hamiltonian must thus be appropriately modified [23, |35, |47] to
predict electronic properties accurately. It follows from the results in [35] that for
small twist angles the decay rates D; ~ 0/(d; +0) for d; > 0, but we can continue to
expect that 1 < D1 /Dy < 2. We will see in Sectz’on@ that the unrelaxed Bistritzer-
MacDonald model is sufficiently accurate to predict the first magic angle at 6 ~
1°, although a relaxed model is necessary to predict the correct band gap between
the nearly-flat bands at the Fermi energy and the other moiré bands [23, |35, |47].
Generalizing our rigorous theory to allow for lattice relaxation is the subject of
ongoing work.

3. APPROXIMATE SOLUTIONS BY A SYSTEMATIC MULTIPLE SCALES ANALYSIS

In this section, we will generate approximate solutions of the time-dependent
Schrodinger equation by a systematic multiple scales analysis. In the following
section, we will prove convergence of these approximate solutions to exact solutions.

3.1. Wave-packet ansatz. In this section, we will introduce the basic “wave-
packet” ansatz we will use to generate approximate solutions. The non-dimensionalized
time-dependent Schrédinger equation is (2.57). We assume the following “wave-
packet” initial condition

o = (%,0)
(3.1) V2,0
(wi,Ony%i = 71/2 50<X>‘X:7(Ri+‘r;’) ezm.(Ri-"_Ti )7 i € {1’ 2}7 oc {A’ B}’

where v > 0 is a dimensionless small parameter which can be interpreted in a few
(equivalent) ways. Most obviously, small v enforces a separation of scales between
the spatial variation of the envelope and plane wave parts of the wave-packet.
Equivalently, v measures the concentration of the wave-packet, in momentum space,
relative to the monolayer K points (see Appendix. We can also, however, using
the linear relationship between momentum relative to the K point and energy
defined by the monolayer Dirac dispersion relation , think of v as measuring
the spectral width of the wave function relative to the dimensionless energy scale
1 (which, in physical units, corresponds to & (2.54).

We make the following assumption on the initial amplitudes f; o which, in par-
ticular, ensures that 1y € H.

Assumption 3.1. We assume that the initial amplitudes have bounded third Sobolev
norm

(3.2) sup  sup HfZOHH?’(R?) < Cy,,
oce{A,B}ie{1,2}

for some constant Cy, .
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Remark 3.1. Our results require bounded first and second Sobolev norms because
the proofs of Lemmas [4.4] and [{.3 involve estimating first and second order Taylor
series remainders in momentum space. Requiring bounded third Sobolev morms

allows for estimate (D.19) in the proof of estimate (A.7) of Lemma[{.4}
We then seek a solution of (2.57) for 7 > 0 via a “wave-packet” (msatﬁ

(3.3) ¥(7) =¥(1) + n(7),
where
(3.4)

_ (Yalr)
\II(T) - (\1,2(7_)) )
(\IIZ)GRL (T) = 71/2 fiU(XaT)|X='y(Ri+r;.’),T=fy7— eini.(Ri+Tg)v i € {L 2}a0 € {AaB}

is the wave-packet ansatﬂ and n(7) is the corrector. To summarize, the additional
parameter introduced by our ansatz is:

e 7, the momentum space spread of the wave-packet relative to the inverse
lattice constant.

Remark 3.2. Assuming that T scales linearly with ~v in (3.4]) is natural because
it results in (4.1) and the leading term of (4.2) balancing. Physically, this occurs
because the dispersion relation at the Dirac point (2.14) is linear.

In what follows, when we wish to suppress the sublattice degree of freedom, we
will adopt the obvious shortened notations f; = (f7, 2 ) fio = (fA 0L ffO)T RS
{1,2}. When we also want to suppress the layer degree of freedom we will write
f= (fl,fg)—r and fo = (f170,f270)—r. We will also simply evaluate the multiscale
variables X, T etc., whenever there is no danger of confusion.

Assuming that

(3.5) [{(X,0) = ffo(X), i€{l,2},0 € {A B},
the corrector satisfies
(3.6) i0rn=Hn+r, n0)=0, r:=—>0,—H)U,

where r is known as the residual. )
Recall that we denote the electronic wave function Hilbert space (¢*(Z% C?))
of the twisted bilayer by H. We will denote by || - || the standard H-norm, i.e.,

(3.7) ollac={ D> > > 6%

i=12 R;€A; 0=A,B

1

2

The following lemma shows that the H-norm of the corrector n can be bounded
in terms of the H-norm of the residual r.

Lemma 3.1. Let n satisfy the IVP . Then

(3.8) \mwm</u Vo dr.

12Note that here we use the notation ¥ to distinguish between the wave-packet noted by .

L3Note that normally in the ansatz there would be a time-dependent phase part, but in
this case, since (by convention) the monolayer Bloch bands equal zero at the Dirac points, this
phase is zero for all time.
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Proof. The proof is a standard calculation using self-adjointness of H; see, for
example, Section 3C of [29]. O

Lemma [3.1] obviously implies that

(3.9) In(m)[lx -0 aslongas 7 sup |r(7')||sx — 0,
7/€[0,7]

and hence the time-scale on which the wave-packet ansatz ¥ approximates
the solution of 1 in the H-norm is controlled by the H-norm of the residual
r. The key lemma of this work is the following, because it identifies a parameter
regime where the Bistritzer-MacDonald model emerges as a necessary condition
for smallness of r beyond a certain order, and hence as a necessary condition for
convergence of ¥ to ¢ over a longer time scale.

Lemma 3.2. Let Assumptions and [3] hold. Assume further that
(3.10) h(|k|; €) = Aoy, and 0 < Ay,

for fized positive constants Ao, A\1 > 0. Introduce the scaled moiré potential (re-
call the definition of the moiré potential (2.47)) and scaled Bistritzer-MacDonald
Hamiltoniarl™

(3.11) Hpy o= (" T(T_(f;)") " (g@x)) . T(X) = M\Ty <‘f) .

Then, there exist constants g, C, c > 0 depending only on iL, the monolayer operator

(2.10), and the constants N\g and A\, such that, for all v < 7o, the residual defined
by (3.6) satisfies

(3.12)

rR(T) =

g [w? (= [i0r — Hem] /)] (X, T) e““’*i“”} +tR,(7),

X=v(Ri+77),T=~T

where
(3.13) e7 (T)ll2e < CY NS Covm) s resesy.-

Remark 3.3. We remark on the origin of the scalings (3.10). The scaling of £ with
respect to vy comes from balancing the leading terms of (4.2) and . This scaling
forces logarithmic growth of £ with respect to -y , which leads to rapid decay
of the interlayer hopping terms (2.62), and finally a Bistritzer-MacDonald model
with only nearest-neighbor hopping in momentum space. The scaling of 0
with respect to 7y is essential so that the regularity of solutions of the BM model is
preserved as vy — 0 (see Lemma . Informally, this requires that the scaled moiré
potential T appearing in varies on the scale 1 (as opposed to, for example,
the scale v). To see how the scaling of 0 with respect to ~ enforces this, note that
for small 6 we have |s,| = 0, so that we can consider Ty(r) as a function of Or, so

that Ty % can be considered a function of 07X. It is then clear that the condition

for T to vary at least over the scale 1 is precisely boundedness of the ratio %.

14wWe denote by A' the conjugate transpose of a matrix A.
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Remark 3.4. The scaling can be stated simply (but a little imprecisely) in
terms of length-scales. Approzimating h(|k|; ) ~ e~ 15 (note that this is essentially
what happens for each of the Examples , the scaling can be written as
(3.14) Lol iml

v o gl
where + denotes the lengthscale of variation of the wave-packet envelope, and %
denotes the lengthscale of the moiré pattern.

The key point of Lemma [3.2)is that, formally at least, the H-norm of the first
term of is proportional to vy, while the H-norm of the second is o(vy) as v — 0.
In particular, the residual is o(7) as 7y — 0 in the regime if and only if the
wave-packet envelopes evolve according to the Bistritzer-MacDonald model. This is
summed up by the following corollary.

Corollary 3.1. Under the hypotheses of Lemma[3.3, if the wave-packet envelope
functions f appearing in (3.4)) evolve according to the Bistritzer-MacDonald model

(3.15) iorf = Hemf, f(0)= fo,

where Hgy is as in (3.11), then, there exist constants vo,C,c > 0 depending only
on h, the monolayer operator (2.10)), and the constants Ao and A1, such that, for
all v < 4o, the residual appearing in (3.6]) satisfies

(3.16) (M) ll3 < N F G s r2ics) -

Note that starting from the scaled BM model with (3.15]), it is straight-
forward to derive the more familiar form of the BM model (1.2)), as follows. First,
change variables from X and T back to the dimensionless, unscaled, position and
time variables (recall (2.53)) r and 7 as

(3.17) r=—, T=—.

Then, multiply both sides of the equation by v, and use iL(|I€|, £) = oy (3.10)).

Remark 3.5. Note that estimates (3.13) and (3.16) are worst-case estimates.
When h is any of Examples estimates where the power 1+ ¢ is replaced by
2 — ¢ for any ¢ > 0 hold; see Remark[{.1]

The argument so far is purely formal since we have not discussed the existence
and uniqueness theory for (3.15)), nor whether the Sobolev norms of solutions can
be controlled. These issues are addressed by the following lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Consider the general initial value problem for the BM PDE (3.15)),
i.e.,
(318) Zan - HBMf7 f(O) = f07
where fo € HY(R%;C*). Then the following facts hold
e The IVP (3.18) has a unique solution f satisfying
(3.19) 1fC Tl L2@eiesy = lfollz2@eicsy, VT = 0.

o The IVP (3.18)) preserves regularity of fo in the sense that there exist con-
stants Cs > 0 depending on s, \g, and A1, such that

(3.20) £ T s resery < Csllfoll s 2icty, VT >0
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for each positive integer s.
Proof. See Appendix [E] O

We emphasize that equation (3.20) of Lemma relies on the following fact.
Indeed, it is the reason why € must be scaled with « in (3.10]) for our results to
hold.

Lemma 3.4. In the parameter regime (3.10), the derivatives of the scaled moiré
potential (3.11)) can be bounded independently of v and 6

0 /
(3.21) sup T77(X)| < Crhi, VX €R?0,0' € {A, B}
1<a<2 | 0Xq
Proof. The result follows immediately from (2.51)). O

We can now state and prove the main theorem of this work.

Theorem 3.1. Under the hypotheses of Lemma the solution ¥ of (2.57)), where
Yo is as in (3.1), satisfies

o~ (25)
(3.22) Wa ()

(%)‘1721 (T) = 71/2 fzg(Xv T)|X:’Y(Ri+Tg),T:"{T e“ﬁ‘(RhLTg) + "716?,1 (T)a
where i € {1,2},0 € {A, B}, and where the envelopes [ evolve according to the BM

model (3.15)), and, there exist constants C,~yy > 0 such that, for all v < vy and
c >0 as in Lemma

(3.23) ()l < Cy'Fer.
It follows that, for any fired 0 < v < ¢ and Cy > 0, the corrector also satisfies
(3.24) lim sup [ln(T)|l% = 0.

740 76[0,01’7*(1*")]

Proof. Estimate (3.23)) follows immediately from combining Lemmas and
and (13.24)) follows immediately. O

Remark 3.6. Fefferman-Weinstein considered wave-packet propagation in a
graphene monolayer modeled by a continuum PDE, obtaining the timescale of valid-
ity T = O(y~2%") for any v > 0. Recalling Remark when h is as in Examples
2.5, we recover this timescale of validity.

We finish this section by proving two simple Lemmas which establish that the
(equivalent) BM models (3.11), (1.2), and (1.3)), are invariant under arbitrary in-
terlayer displacements 0 (2.20) (see Figure, and under translation by moiré
lattice vectors . In the first case, we will prove that, for any fixed interlayer
displacement 0 # 0, there exists a unitary operator U(d) which conjugates the
Hamiltonian to the same model with 9 = 0. Note that a similar calculation was
already given by Bistritzer-MacDonald [10].

Lemma 3.5. Let Hpy be as in (3.11)), where the momentum hops, moiré poten-
tial, and hopping matrices, are as in (2.45), (2.47), and (2.49), respectively. Let
Swf(X):=f(X —w), and w :=~v((by - 0)am 1+ (b2 -0)amz2). Then

(3.25) UQ@)HpmU®)" = Hpy, U(2) = diag (126*1'%,12&%) S,
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where Hpyy is exactly as in (3.11))-(2.45)-(2.47)-(2.49), but with d = 0.

Proof. Let Ty, n € {1,2, 3}, denote the hopping matrices (2.49) with @ = 0. Then
(3.26)

X — .5 . — -5 . —_ -5
T(X) — AOTG () — AO (T167271~X + 671b2~DT267z72-X + ezb1<DT3esz3-X) )
0

—_~—

Let 7(X) denote T (X) but with @ = 0. Then

5110

(3.27) SuT(X)=¢€"7 T(X)Sw.
The result now follows. O

The second Lemma, whose proof is a straightforward calculation using ,
establishes that the BM model Hamiltonian commutes with translation operators
in the moiré lattice, as long as the translation operators are modified by appropriate
phase shifts. The origin of these phase shifts is the non-zero distance between the
monolayer K points, and the fact that the monolayer K points are chosen as the
momentum space origins in both layers. We include the lemma for completeness,
and because of its importance in allowing the spectrum of Hgyr to be expressed in
terms of “moiré” Bloch bands [10].

Lemma 3.6. Let Hgy be as in 1 , where the momentum hops, moiré poten-
tial, and hopping matrices, are as in , and (| -, respectively, let
Swf(X) = f(X —w), and let A, be as in l . Then

(3.28)

SR, Hgm = HeMSR,,, SR, —dlag(lle s e’

51 Rm

) Sr.. Rm€An

The translation and rotation symmetries of Hgy are also discussed in the sup-
plementary material of [44].

Remark 3.7. We Temark on potential generalizations of our results, other than
relazing Assumption [2-1) as discussed in Remark [2.7).

First, it shouldn’t be necessary to restrict to the nearest-neighbor tight-binding
model of graphene . The Dirac points of graphene are protected by symmetry [8,
28], and so it should be possible to carry through our derivation with replaced
by a geneml Hamiltonian with exponentially-decaying (in real space) hopping which
respects = -rotation, inversion (r — —r), and complex conjugation symmetries.

Second, it should be possible to push the time-scale of validity of the wave-packet
approximation to higher orders in vy~ by including corrections to the ansatz in
the form of a formal series in powers of v. It would be interesting to understand the
effective dynamics over these longer time-scales. We expect that they will involve
longer range momentum space hopping than the nearest-neighbor momentum shifts
(12.45]).

4. PROOF OF LEMMA

In this section, we prove Lemma[3.2} The structure of the proof is as follows. In
Section we state a sequence of lemmas, whose proofs are given in Appendices
and [D] The lemmas write r = —(i0; — H)¥ as a sum of (formally) “leading
order” and “higher order” terms. In Section [£:2] we identify the parameter regime
where the leading order terms balance and every higher order term is smaller in
order to complete the proof of Lemma
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4.1. Simplification of residual r = —(i0, — H)¥. We start with the action of
107, which is very simple. Because of the scaling of the wave-packet envelope, the
time derivative acting on the wave-packet ends up being proportional to ~.

Lemma 4.1.
i0r(Vi)g, (T) =
V2 (iv0r) f7 (v (R +73) 1)y €470, i€ {1,2},0 € {4, BY.
We now consider the action of H on the wave-packet. The following lemma
decomposes the action of the diagonal parts of H into a leading order part, propor-
tional to v and with the form of a Dirac operator, and a higher-order term r!, which

is formally O (’y?). This term is simply the remainder from Taylor-expanding the
monolayer Bloch Hamiltonian up to linear order at the Dirac points.

Lemma 4.2. Let H be as in (2.58)), and ¥ be as in (3.4). Then, fori € {1,2} and
o€ {A, B},

(Hii Vi), (1) =

4.9 1/2 oo o (—iV oo’ ig/ X, T‘ et (Rit+T7)
(42) 7 |7 0/6%;3}( ouj2 (<IV) T LKA

+ (k)7 (1),
where 0; is as in (2.34), and there exists a constant C' > 0, depending only on the

monolayer operator (2.10)), such that
(43) HTzI'(T)HgQ(ZZ;(?) < Cly2 ||f1(7PyT)||H2(]R2) :
Proof. See Appendix [B] O

The following lemma shows that the diagonal part of H can be further decom-
posed into a f-independent part proportional to vy, and a #-dependent part which
is O(~0).

Lemma 4.3. Let H be as in (2.58)), and U be as in (3.4). Then, fori € {1,2} and
o€ {A, B},
(HiiWi)g, (1) =

1/2 ; oo’ o i (RitTy
(44) v [ g/e{zw} (o (Vo)™ S Koo e
+(rg,)7 (1) + (rR,)7 (1),
where 1! is as in Lemma and there exists a constant C > 0 such that
(4.5) 175 (D) |2 2oy < COVIF T 1 ey -
Proof. See Appendix [C] 0

We now consider the action of the off-diagonal terms of H. The following lemma
decomposes this action into a leading order part and higher order terms 7! and
V. The leading order part is proportional to h(||; ) and describes interlayer cou-
pling through the moiré potential. The higher order terms r''' and V' come from
Taylor-expanding the interlayer hopping function about the wave-packet center and
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neglecting momentum space coupling terms other than three dominant terms, re-
spectively. Note that we consider H12W¥, without loss of generality since Hyq Wy
could be simplified by exactly the same steps.

Lemma 4.4. Let H be as in (2.58), and U be as in (3.4). Recall the hopping
matrices T; (2.48), and the momentum hops s;(2.45),1 < j < 3. Then, for o €
{A, B},

(4.6)
(Hi2Ws)%, (1) =
3 .5 X / . o
0 1230 0 T3 e g g s
j=1o'€{A,B} X=y(R1+77

+ (1, )7 (7) + (rR,)7 (1),
where, for any ¢; > 0 and Mo > 1, there exist constants Ci >0and Cy >0
depending only on ¢1, My, and h such that for oll £ > ¢1 and M > My,
(4.7)
P () le2 z2ic2) < Crvh(|sl; €)

< sup (elorpatimalen
o'e{A,B}

o’ 2112 Dil|k|
. M 1
/3 ( ’W)Hm(n@) +7" Me

f2 (.”YT)HHi"(R2)> 5

48) PV (P)legace) < Cah(|il; O)elPr—2D2lt8l gy, Hfg’(-,w)‘
o'€{A,B}

Proof. See Appendix D] O

L2(R?)

4.2. Identification of parameter regime where the BM model is dominant
effective dynamics. In this section, we complete the proof of Lemma We
start by identifying the regime where the leading-order terms in , , and
balance. This occurs when

(4.9) h(|K];0) = Mo,

for some fixed, positive constant Ag > 0. When (4.9) holds, the leading-order terms

in (4.1), , and (4.6) are all proportional to 7, and the residual can be written
as

g, (1) = —[(i0- — H)V]g, (1)

= 1/2 — |7 — 0 e Zh‘,q(R7+Tf)
7| = o = Hiu] 1), (X’T)‘X=7(Ri+rs),T=we

+ (R, (1) + (MR, (1) + ()R, (1),
where
O_g/2" (=iVx) AoTh (%)
N (%) eup (-ix0))

where we write At for the conjugate transpose of a matrix A, and 7!, ' and
!V are as in (4.3) and (4.6]), respectively. Assuming for a moment that all Sobolev

(4.11) HYy\p =

II1
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norms of the envelope functions f7 can be bounded independently of all parameters
and 7, the orders of these terms are

Il v @)l ~ 72?0 (el P2l p2a2)
(4.12)
[P (7)ll ~ el =20kl
We will choose M > 0 so that these errors balance. First, note that (2.68]), together
with (4.9)), implies that

(4.13)

—lIn~y <r< —In~y
D[ = 7 Dslkl

It then follows easily that

(4.14) 7Y ()l < 71+2%7%,

and that

(4.15) I e S 7272 (707 4 42002)

We can roughly balance these errors by taking

(@16) M= = ) S (IR 1),
Y

Using ([2.69)), we then have existence of constants C' > 0 and ¢ > 0 such that

(4.17) D ol I e PGB PErCERenS

ie{I,IILIV} "

for all ~ sufficiently small.

The estimate 7 together with , brings us close to the result of Lemma
However, the result, so far, is not sufficient for our purposes. Specifically, it
is easy to see that, without further assumptions, part of Lemma will not
hold uniformly in v when Hpy is replaced by H3y, (as in ) The problem
is that, for fixed # and v — 0, the derivatives of the scaled moiré potential grow

without bound (cf. (2.51f))

0 (X 0
4.18 57 | — || < C—.
“18) ‘3Xa ’ ( v ) ‘ Ty
To avoid this, we assume that
(4.19) 0 <A,

introducing another positive constant A; > 0. But now, we can use Lemma [L.3] to
drop the 6-dependence of the intralayer terms in H3,; (4.11]), so that we can now
write the residual as

(4.20)

rR,(T) =

1/2 18 — H 4 X.T ) ein,;-(R,;—}-‘rf) +t0 r
v |y (= [ior BM]f)Z( ) )Xz'y(R,-+1-;’),T='yT Ri( )s

where Hpy is as in (3.11]), and
(4.21) R, (1) = ("%, (1) + (MR, (1) + (F" R, (1) + (™) R, (7).
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Combining (4.17)) with (4.5, we have existence of constants C' > 0 and ¢ > 0 such
that

(4.22) o7 (T)ll3 < Oy
for all sufficiently small v, from which (3.13]) follows immediately, using (2.69)).

Remark 4.1. [t is worth noting that (4.17)) and are worst-case estimates.
In fact, for each of Examples[2.1]2-3 the constants Dy, Dy can be taken such that
Di =1+4¢€and Dy =1—¢€ for any 0 < €. In such cases we have the significantly
better bounds

(4.23) Yo <O s @ecs,
ie{I,IILIV} u

and

(4.24) ¢ (7)ll2 < Cy*~

for any ¢ > 0.

5. BISTRITZER-MACDONALD’S FORMAL DERIVATION OF THE FIRST MAGIC
ANGLE

In this section, we review Bistritzer-MacDonald’s formal, analytical, derivation
of the first “magic angle” of TBG [10]. We start by recalling the Fourier transform
pair

(&) = (Ff) () = /

e T f(r)dr
RZ

(5.1)
1) = (F1F) ()= s | € H@ae.

acting componentwise on vector functions. Recall the BM Hamiltonian, in physical
units,

vo - (—iV) wY? _ T,eisnT

5.2 = ‘ n=1-""n

o2 o (w S Ties v (=iv) )
where v := hwp, and w := % We can write Hpy\ in the Fourier domain, as

3
s _ vo - € wy o T35 s,
5.3 HeM = FHpuF = A I
( ) BM BM (w 25:1 TJTSSj Vo - é’

where S, f(£) := f(€ — w) denotes the shift operator. The idea is to consider a
drastically truncated version of (3.15)), defined by

vo - € wT} wTh wTy
5 wT]  vo - (€ —s1) 0 0
.4 = 1
(5 ) f)BM,trunC szT 0 Vo - (E _ 82) 0
wT?]L 0 0 vo - (€ — s3)

The operator (5.4) can be understood as HeM projected onto a basis consisting of
modes with momentum £ on layer 1, together with modes at momenta § — s;,j €
{1,2,3}, on layer 2.
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We start by considering the limit without interlayer coupling, i.e., w = 0. In this
case, we have

(5.5) QBM,trunc = diag (vo - §,vo - (€ — 51),v0 - (§ — 82),v0 - (§ — 83)),

so that the spectrum as a function of £ is the union of cones centered at s;, j €
{1,2,3}, i.e.,

3
(56) Spec fJBM,trunc = {:l:|€|} U {:l: |£ - Sj|} .
j=1
In particular, 0 is exactly two-fold degenerate when & = 0.
We now turn on interlayer coupling, setting w > 0. We will first show that the
two-fold degeneracy of the eigenvalue 0 at £ = 0 is unbroken by the perturbation by
explicitly constructing the 0 eigenspace. Let ® := ($g, Py, Do, <I>3)T. The equation

(5.7) j%)BM,trunc‘I) =0
is a system of four equations. Three of these equations have the solutions
(5.8) O =w(vo-s;) ' TId, je{1,2,3}
It is straightforward to check that

1
RN

Remarkably, substituting (5.8)) into the fourth equation of (5.7) yields a trivial
equation for ®g, because direct calculation shows that

(5.9) (vo-s;)"" s;.

3
(5.10) > Tjo-s;T) =0.
j=1
We conclude that 0 is a two-fold degenerate eigenvalue of ﬁBM’trunc.

We now study how the two-fold degenerate 0-eigenspace of f)BM,trunc is perturbed
by turning on non-zero €. We start by fixing an (unnormalized) basis of this
degenerate eigenspace as
(5.11)

T
i w i w i w i
(D = <61,11|AI(V|2(U‘81)T161‘7’U|A‘Kv2 (U'SQ)TQeiaw(U'S:ﬁ)TS.ei) s

for i € {1,2}. Direct calculation shows that

. w
5.12 " =146, ie{l,2}, =
(512) @ =116 i (12 =
. . . P i o
so that a normalized basis of the degenerate eigenspace is given by ®* := NAETTER

i € {1,2}. We now calculate the projection of 5BM7trunc onto the degenerate
eigenspace as

1 & 1’ 1| & 2’
o fJBM,truncé d ﬁBM,trunc(I)

2| & 1 2 & 2/
o f:)BM,trunc(b d S{)BM,truncq)

5 3
et KTPZTJ‘(U'SJ‘)(U'E)(U'%)T;
J

1

(5.13)

W
- 1+4+6a2
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Further direct calculation shows that (5.13]) can be simplified to the form of the
monolayer Dirac Hamiltonian (2.14)), with a re-scaled Fermi velocity

1—3a?
5.14 = . et
(514) A
Bistritzer-MacDonald called 6 such that p vanishes a “magic angle.” Using the
physical values [10]

(5.15) wa0.11eV, hup~6.6eVA, a~25A,

and the approximation

0 4
1 AK|=2|K]|sin| = | ~ |K|0 = —
(5.16) IAK]| = 2|K|sin (5 ) ~ |Kclo = 570,

we have that 6 is a magic angle if

(5.17) o= L = 0= M ~ .98°.

V3 ~ 47(6.6)
Despite the crudeness of the truncation ([5.4)), numerical calculations find that the
moiré bands of (1.2]) are indeed flat at the moiré K point at 8 ~ 1.05° |10], re-
markably close to the value (5.17]).
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APPENDIX A. DERIVATION OF EQUATION ([2.36))
By definition,

(A1)
(Q1H1292_11/;2) (k1) =
1 . o ’ . o/ ~ 1
= Z etk (Ri+77) Z Z b (R12 + 775 ;L)/ etk (Rot73 )00 (ko) dkes.
‘ | R;€A; Ry€A2 0'€{A,B} 2

Writing b as an inverse Fourier transform, and exchanging the order of summation
and integration, expression (A.1)) simplifies to
(A.2) 2

) |F* Z // Z e—ikzl'(R1+T‘f)ei€'(R12+‘rfo)eikz-(R2+‘rg)G(E;L)dé,&g’(ka)dk}
R2

o'e{A,B} R;€A; Ra€EA,

Using the Poisson summation formula

(A.3) S e Re=rr 3 6k - Gi), i€ {12}

R;EA; G, EA:

we have

| |/ Do etk e (R otk (Rl ) dg
I'*| Jre

R;€A; Ra€EA,

— ) [ S ST el R TT ek T (¢ oy — GY)3(€ — ko — Go)B(&: L) dE.

R?G enr Goens

Exchanging the order of summation and integration again and carrying out the
integration, expression (|A.4)) simplifies to

(A5) [T Z Z i{Grri-Gars ]6(k1 +Gy; L)o(k1 + G1 — k2 — Ga),
GQEA GQGA*

from which (2.36) immediately follows, using (|21;*)|2 = ﬁ

APPENDIX B. PROOF OF LEMMA

We organize the proof of Lemma [4.2] into sections. First, we will review formulas
for the wave-packet ansatz in Section Then, we will separate the momen-
tum space expression for H11¥; into “leading” and “higher-order” terms in Section
B2l We will then estimate the higher-order terms in Section [B:3] and transform
the leading terms back to real space in Section
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B.1. wave-packet ansatz in momentum space. In this section we record for-
mulas for the wave-packet ansatz in momentum space, which will be important in
the remainder of this appendix as well as in Appendices [C] and

(B.1)

~ ) - —1/2|p|1/2
g b 721’ o )

vos (Z;Z) Wio) (k")_(%p' > e ZO(K)Ki:m,ze{l,z}.

7 GieN; i =

(B.2)

7 ‘1’1(7)>

U(r)=| = ,

o= (0

~ —-1/2 T* 1/2 ) A

o i —i7?-G; fo .

(0) (k¢77):|72| it G (zci,T)‘ e dE{1L2),

(2m) Gi€EAT Ki==——"T=y7

With respect to g; = k; — K;, the initial condition and ansatz take the simpler
forms
(B.3)
- —1/2|F*|1/2 ]
(¥i0)° (ki +q;) = i€{l,2},

— -G,
Z =iy fo 70(24) 0, 9i-Ci’

GieA? T

771/2|F*|1/2

(B.4) ()7 (ki +q;,7) = (2r)2

—iT7?-G; fo
Z € ’ f7 (QhT)’Q_:qi,

Gi
T=~T
Giehs =1 ¥

where g; varies over the translated Brillouin zones I'f — k;,i € {1,2}. Note that
we will generally simply evaluate the multiscale variables KC; and Q; when there is
no danger of confusion.

Remark B.1. Note that we work with Fourier transforms of the wave-packet am-
plitudes, rather than with their continuum Bloch transforms. Although this leads
to formulas involving sums over reciprocal lattice vectors, we find this less cum-
bersome than introducing a continuum Bloch transform with respect to reciprocal
lattice vectors scaled by 7.

B.2. Separation of terms into leading and higher order in momentum
space. Since simplifying Hs5 Vs is so similar, we concentrate on simplifying Hq1 ;.
This is equivalent to simplifying the momentum space expression

(B.5) (Q1H11gf1@1) (k1 +q,) = Hi(k1 +q,)P1(k1 +q,).

The idea is to Taylor expand Hi(k1 + q;) in g; and then transform back to real
space. First recall that, using (2.16)), we have

(B.6) HI (k1 + qy)e "C17 = =iG1TTgoo () 4 (q, — G1)) o,0" € {A, B).
It follows that
(B.7)

(H1(I<a1 +q1)V (k1 + ql))a =

—-1/2 F* 1/2 » e , ., q _Gl
' T2 S S i my (wy + (g - G (17777)

Gi1€A] o’€{A,B}
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Now, substituting (2.35]) (and its obvious generalization to non-zero G1) into (B.7]),

we have

(B.8)

(ngugfl‘i’l) (k1+4qp) =

_1/2F*1/2 I q—G O'O'/Al q—G

Y | 2| Z e—lG1T17<00/2.< 1 1)) ij ( 1 17/_)/7_)

(2m) Grch v v

+(71)7 (k1 + @1, 7),
where 71 is exactly
(B.9)
(F)7 (k1 + q,,7) =
771/2‘F*|1/2

‘ ) _G —G O'G'/ " _G
e Z 671G1~‘r1 (Hl (Kl + (‘111)) — Yo _g/2" (qll>) if (qllvfy'r) .
(2m) GLEAT 7 ] !

We then define

(B.10) (rR,)7 (1) =[Gy '] g, (7)-
B.3. Estimation of “higher-order” terms. To prove (4.3)), we estimate
(B.11)
—1|7=*
I 2 _ |41 2 7
HTl(T)Hﬂ(zZ;cz’) = ||7"1("T)HL2(1“;,<C2) = T2t x

[ ¥

FT_K‘I GleAI

dq,

’ 2
(Hl (Fél +y (ql — Gl)) — N0 —9/2" (ql -~ Gl)) fal (ql — GI»WT>
Y Y v
oo 2
(1 (e (%)) oo (£)) 57 (5)
Y Y Y

But now note that we can replace the difference of matrices by the Taylor series
remainder formula. Since H; is periodic in k, its second derivatives can be uniformly
bounded and so the result follows.

_ oy
2m)* Jge

dg;.

B.4. Transforming leading terms back to real space. To derive (4.2), it re-
mains only to transform the leading order term in (B.8)
(B.12)

—1/2|%|1/2 o _ G\ ., -G
py —q T q o q
(277)2' 2 < 1”("“’”'( 1 1)) h ( 1 1’”)’
Gon v v

back to real space. Taking the inverse Bloch transform and inserting the Fourier
transform formula the expression becomes

X/ eiky(RH‘"T)/ eI X (g (—iVx))™T 7 (X y7) AX dky.
* ]RQ

1
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Now, noting that e?*1F1 = ¢ik1=G1)R1 for any Ry € A; and Gy € A}, we can
write all dependence on k; in terms of dependence on k; — G, and then re-write
the sum over G, and integral over k; as an integral over R? as

(B.14)
N1/2

@2’
X/QCiklmﬁr;’)/2@—2‘(7“2‘1)"‘ (0 o2 (—iVx))"" £ (X, y7) dX dk;.
R R

Now using the identity

y1/2
(B.15) o

and then integrating over X, yields the leading term of (4.2)).

/ ¢S OB =X) Gl = AV 25(y(Ry + 77) — X),
R2

AprPENDIX C. PROOF OF LEMMA [4.3]

The proof is straightforward. Substituting

(C.1) 09,2 =0+ |09,/ — O]

into yields , with

(C.2)

(rik )7 = A1/2 0/6%;3} (v[oo,/2 — o] - (—z’VX))M' ff/(X’W)‘X:v(Ri+Tg') ik (RitT])

+i6/2

But the conclusion now follows easily from Taylor expansion of e with respect

to 6.

APPENDIX D. PROOF OF LEMMA [A.4]

We organize the proof of Lemma [£.4] into sections just like the proof of Lemma
First, we will separate the momentum space expression for Hi5¥5 into “lead-
ing” and “higher-order” terms in Section We will then estimate the higher-
order terms in Section [D-2] and transform the leading terms back to real space in

Section [D.3]

D.1. Separation of terms into leading and higher order in momentum
space. In momentum space, (H12¥2)? takes the form (recall (2.62))

(D.1)

(g1H1292_1‘i/2> (k1+qy) =

> [y Y

o'€{A,B}" 2772 G1eEA] GaeA}

ellG1 T —G273 ]ﬁ(nl +G14+q;0)0(k1 — ke + Gy —Ga 4+ q; — q2)\i/g/(r<c2 +q,) dg,.



38 REFERENCES

Substituting the wave-packet ansatz (B.2) we have

(D.2)
71/2‘F*|1/2

N DD MDY

o'e{A,B} 2752 G eAt Gael} GLen;

‘IQ_G/2

ei[G1'TT—(G2+Gl2)""(27 ]ﬁ(nl + Gl + q17€)6(K/1 — K2 + G]_ - G2 + q; — q2>fgl ( ,77—) d(I2

Replacing the sum over G with a sum over Gy = G + G, and then dropping the
tilde we have

(D.3)

—1/2‘1’\* 1/2

I D YD i 3}
o’'e{A,B} T3 2 GieA] G2eAS GLeA;

. o o’1a fo’ 7G/
G =G (k) + Gy + @3 0)0(k1 — Ko + G1 — Go + g, — (gs — G5)) fS ((1272777> dg,.

But now we can replace the sum over G and integral with respect to g, over
'} — ko with an integral over R?. Carrying out this integral we have

1/2|F*|1/2 Z Z Z

(D.4) (2 o'€{A,B} G1€A} G2€A;

. o al1a ~ L — G 7G
TG ey + G+ 4508 <K1 2o 2+q17w>-

Y
Making the substitution

B(Kl +q, + Gy l) =

(D.5) . ) .
b+ Gai )+ [h(k1 + gy + Gri ) = ik + Gai )]

puts the off-diagonal terms into the form

(D.6)

7—1/2‘F*|1/2
(2m)?

I IEDY

o'€{A,B} G1€A] G2€A]

e o1e L . G -G
€Z[G1‘T1 —Ga- 13 ]h(KZQ + G27€)fg (Hl Ky + ’yl 2 + 9

m) + (M (k1 + a1, 7),
where
(D.7)

s ’1/2F*1/2
()7 (k1 gy, ) = L L

2. 2. D

o’'e{A,B} G1€A] G2€A]

G TT=GrmE) () + Gy + @, ) — bz + G 0)] 5 ("‘1 LR R ,w> .

v
Now recall that h decays (Assumption . It follows that the dominant terms

in the sum are those which minimize |k + Gs|, i.e. those with Go = 0,
G2 = by, and Gy = —by 1, which all give |ke + G2| = |k|. It is straightforward



REFERENCES 39

to see that the next largest term will have |ke + Ga2| = 2|k|. So we can further
simplify the off-diagonal terms as

—1/2 ]_'\* 1/2 — G
| I Z Z elGlTlhK', ‘e)fQ (K/l Ko + 1+q1,77_>

o/ e{A,B} G1EAT v

(D8) + ei[Gl"rf—bzz""g ]}AL(HQ + bg’g; E)fg/ (

K1 —Ke+ G —bao+q, )
YT
5
K1 —Ke+G1+b21+q >
AT

Y

+ ei[G1-Tf+b2,1""g }iL(K/Q — b2’1; 5)]65/ <

+ (f{H)U (k1+qy,7) + (f{V)a (k1 +qy,7),

where
v 1/2|1’\*|1/2
(A1) (k1 +q1,7) = > > >
o'e{A,B} G1€A] G2}
(D.9) G2¢{0,b22,—bs 1}

ei[cl-rgfcﬂg/]ﬁ(m + G 0)fS <Fv1 — Ko+ G —Gatq ,’YT> .

Y

We now simplify further. First, using radial symmetry of h (Assumption , we
have

(D.10) h(ka;€) = h(kg + bao; £) = h(ky — ba1; £) = h(|K]; ).

Then, note that we can replace G; by —G1, b2 — G1, and —b;; — G in the
first, second, and third terms of (D.§]), respectively. Each term can then be written
simply in terms of the vectors (2.45) as

y 1/2‘1’**|1/2

_ —iG1-7] fo M
e LLIID YD I f( ,w)

o'€{A,B} G1€A;

O11) + ez‘[bl,szf—bz,z-rgl]e—iGy‘ri’fg' <q1+52_G1’7T)

4 eilbram e rg ) —iGrrt fof (‘M—Gl, 77>
+ (’F{H)U (K’l + qdi, T) + (T{V) (K’l + qq, T)'

This expression can be written more simply in terms of the hopping matrices ([2.48))
as

(D.12)

(g1H12g2_1‘i/2) (k1+qy) =

_1/2|F*|1/2 —1G oo’ po’ q; + 51 — Gl
S i S ey (1)

o'e{A,B} G1€A}
—1 Rt o'o’ Ag’ +5 - G —q T crol Aa, —|—5 — G
L emiGTT e fe (‘1121777) LG TiTee fe <ql31m)
v ¥
+ (AN (k1 +qy,7) + (71Y)7 (k1 + @1, 7).

We define
(D.13) (rgy)7 (1) =[G 'R, (1), (PR (1) = (G771 ], (7).
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D.2. Estimation of “higher-order” terms. We now prove (4.7). Note first that
we can combine the sum over G; and integral over g; to yield

(D.14)
H HI

L2(T'%;C)

o'€{A,B} G2€A}

dg;.

iGard [ . o (K1 — Ky — Ga +
S [h(n1+q1;€)—h(nz+Gz;€)]fg (st )

Using Assumption we have

]ﬁ(m g l) — (ks + GQ;e)) <

(D.15) ‘lﬁ —ky—Ga2+q,

Cary e~ D20d(0,[k1+q; K52+ G2])

Substituting this into (D.14)), using the triangle inequality, and then changing vari-
ables in the integral we have

o

L 2
o sp Y /e—zDzzd(o,[n2+Gz+vq1,~2+G2])’qlfg (qlm)’ daqy,
U,E{A)B}GQEAE R2

2

L2(ry:0)
(D.16)

where C' > 0 depends only on C3 and numerical factors. We now split the integral
into integrals over the regions |g,| < 1 524Gy | and |gq,| > % ‘%Gﬂ where M > 1
but is otherwise arbitrary and will be ﬁxed later to optimize the estimate. In the
first integration region we have

1

g, < — Ko+ Go
v

M

(D.17) 1
e d( [KZQ‘FGQ‘F’Y(]DK,Q—FGQ]) (1—M> |K',2+G2|,

and so, using (2.70)), we have

2
e~ 2D20d(0,[k2+G2 474, K2+ G2]) ‘ ro’ ’ q
/|q <1‘n2+G2‘ q.f3 (q1,77) qq
(D.18) d .
< Qe 2D24(1- 47 ) Ik +Go fg'(.ﬁT)H 7

H'(R2)

where C' > 0 is a constant depending only on h, and D2 is as in Assumption
The second integral can be bounded using decay of f2 as (note that the estimate
involves the third Sobolev norm of the envelope function, because this is the minimal
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integer order such that the sum over G5 (D.21]) converges)

2

—2D2€d(0,[k2+G e ro’

e 20d(0,[k2+G2+7vq,,k2+G2)) ‘qlfg (qla'YT) dq1
1| k2+Go

|q1|>7‘ M ‘

5

B (;)4 Ee |4
¥ M
where C' > 0 is another constant depending only on h. Now note that for any fixed

f; > 0 and My > 1, there exists a constant Cy, p, > 0 such that, uniformly in
£> 1t and M > My,

(D20) Z 6—2D2£(1—ﬁ)|N2+G2\ < C£17M06—2D22(1—ﬁ)|n|'
G2

2

fé"(-ﬁT)H

H3(R2)

It is also easy to see that there exists a constant C' > 0 independent of ¢, ~y, and M
such that

e
Using (ID.20) and (D.21]) we can sum the estimates (D.18) and (D.19]) over G to

obtain the bound
o
)

Cy?  sup <62D2£(1;{)n‘
o'e{A,B}

2
<
L2(I75C)

(D.22 / )
55 om0

, 2
7 ('aVT)Hm) :

where C' > 0 depends only on on ¢1, My, and h. Tt will be convenient in what
follows to use Assumption to factor out h(|k|;£)? from this expression to obtain

(D.23)
2
~I11\ 7 <
H(r1 ) L2(T'5;C)
~ , 2 , 2
C?h(lnl; 0 sup (el2Pr2Pa(m A0l | g ()| g tagte it g (|
o'€{A,B} Ht s

The final step in deriving is to use equivalence of finite dimensional norms to
replace the square root of a sum coming from by a sum.

We now prove . Again, we can replace the sum over G and integral over
I'; by an integral over R2 to find

(D.24)
<

STV
H(Tl ) L2(T4C) —

—1|7*

ol L - )

2 Sup h(kz + Ga; )

(2m)* eqa.By nge:/\; R2
G2¢{0,bz2,—b21}

It is straightforward to check that

(D.25) min |ke + G2| = 2|k,
G2€EA]
G2¢{0,ba 2,—b21}

2

2
dg;.

o' (K1 — kKo — G2+ q
f2 ( 'Y 1777—)
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from which it follows immediately that

G

(D.26) ‘

< Ce PRl qup |1 £5]3 2 e
L2(T7;5C2) o'c{A,B} (®%)

uniformly in ¢ < ¢1, where C' > 0 is a constant depending only on h and ¢;. Tt is
convenient to again factor out h(|kl;£)? so that

m2r) @)

B K;e 26(2D174D2)€|n| sup fo" 2 ’
() s e

where C' > 0 is again a constant depending only on h and ¢;. The bound (4.8) now
follows.

D.3. Transforming leading terms back to real space. It remains only to
transform the first three terms of the right-hand side of (D.12]) back into real space.
These terms are
(D 28)

—-1/2 ‘F* | 1/2

—iG1-T oo’ q, +s -G
T eb) Y eieriree fg (111”)

o'€{A,B} G1€A} v

. o oAt 5 —G . o 1At 5 —G
+e—zG1~‘r1 T2G'O' f2¢7 (ql + j/ 1,77_> +e—zG1~T1 Tgra féy (ql + ’?; 1,'}/7) )

Taking the inverse Bloch transform and inserting the Fourier transform formula we
have

—1/2

i K;g/ gilartrn)-(Ri+77)
@z sl 0) . > >

o'e{A,B} G1€A}

=2

(D.29) 5. _i(qﬁs. Gl)-X )
> ey / cr f5 (X,y7) dX dg,.
R2

j=1

Since ¢/G1F1 =1 for all Ry € A; and G € A%, this can be re-written as

( )A Z Z/ (@1 =G1) (Ri+77)

o'€{A,B} G1eA; " 171

(D.30) ,

oo’ _i(1=C1).x _
a5

=1 R

o’ (X,y7) dX dqleml'(Rl""'T).

Replacing the sum over G and integral over g, by a single integral over R?, and
then evaluating this integral, we find
(D.31)

v Ph(kle) > / (Rl—f—rl— )ZTW —i*

o'e{A,B}

7 (X, y7) dX elmr Bty

Carrying out the integral over X after changing variables to % yields (4.6)).
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APPENDIX E. PROOF OF LEMMA [3.3]

First, note that the operator Hgy; with the domain H*(R?; C*) is an unbounded
self-adjoint operator in L?(R?; C*). To see this, note that the diagonal part of Hgy
is straightforwardly self-adjoint using the Fourier transform (see, for example, [39]),
while the off-diagonal terms are a bounded symmetric perturbation and hence do
not affect this property (see, for example, [22]). So now follows since —i Hgm
generates a unitary propagator in L?(R?;C*) (see, for example, [38]).

To see , we first note that, using Lemma we can find p > 0 depending
on A\g and Aq, but independent of -, such that

1
(E.1) [ Hn + #ll L2 r2scty > L2 (R200) > 5

so that H3,; + u is invertible. It is also, clearly, a second-order elliptic operator.
Hence, we now have, by elliptic theory [42], the existence of constants Cs 1,Cs2 > 0
for each positive integer s such that

(E.2) Collflmr=mecsy < (Hiy + N)s/2fHL2(R2;(C4) < Csall fllas ®eicey-
Using Lemma [3.4) again, these constants may depend on Ao and Ay, but can be cho-

sen independently of 7. We now use the fact that the unitary propagator generated
by —iHpym commutes with functions of Hpyy to see that, for any positive integer s,

(E.3)
1Dl <
Ot |+ w251 = Cnd|| s+ 0200, < CTiC ol

which proves . We emphasize again the importance of Lemma which
follows from the scaling of 6 with respect to v (3.10). Without this scaling, (3.20)
would not hold with constants independent of v because H3,, involves derivatives
of the moiré potential which grow without bound for fixed 6 as v | 0 (see (4.18)).
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