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Lifshitz transitions are topological transitions of a Fermi surface, whose signatures typically ap-
pear in the conduction properties of a host metal. Here, we demonstrate, using an extended Falicov-
Kimball model of a two-flavor fermion system, that a Lifshitz transition which occurs in the non-
interacting limit impacts interaction-induced insulating phases, even though they do not host Fermi
surfaces. For strong interactions we find a first order transition between states of different polar-
ization This transition line ends in a very unusual quantum critical endpoint, whose presence is
stabilized by the onset of inter-flavor coherence. We demonstrate that the surfaces of maximum
coherence in these states reflect the distinct Fermi surface topologies of the states separated by
the non-interacting Lifshitz transition. The phenomenon is shown to be independent of the band
topologies involved. Experimental realizations of our results are discussed for both electronic and
optical lattice systems.

Introduction.—In recent years, topology has become
increasingly appreciated in condensed matter physics as
a framework for understading diverse physical phenom-
ena. These include the Thouless pump [1, 2], topologi-
cal defects [3–9], quantized Hall effects [10–18], magnetic
breakdown [19–22], and topological insulators [23–33].
In addition to its utility for theoretical understanding,
topology is physically significant because it leads to phe-
nomena that are robust with respect to various pertur-
bations [34–38].

Lifshitz transitions [39–44] are an example of this.
They occur when the topology of a Fermi surface changes
with system parameters such as pressure, doping or ex-
ternal magnetic field [40–42, 44], and typically are ob-
servable as anomalies in magneto-oscillation periods as
the system passes through such transitions. Because a
Lifshitz transition is a Fermi surface phenomenon, its
impact is normally only expected in metallic systems. In
this work, we demonstrate that such transitions can also
impact systems outside their metallic regime. In partic-
ular, we report on a system where a Lifshitz transition
in the non-interacting limit leaves a clear signature when
gap-opening interactions eliminate the Fermi surface.

Specifically, we examine a two-component system with
interactions such that inter-component coherent phases
can be supported. We demonstrate that the system sup-
ports different phases where the loops of maximum co-
herence in the Brillouin Zone are topologically distinct.
An example of this is presented in Fig. 1. The topologies
of the Fermi surfaces on either side of the Lifshitz tran-
sition mirror the topologies of these maximum coherence
loops, demonstrating that the Lifshitz transition “seeds”
the quantum phase transition of the interacting system.
Importantly, the two different coherent states are sepa-
rated by a first order transition for relatively strong in-
teractions. We find that, within the models we examine,
the transition line hosts a very unusual quantum critical
endpoint (QCEP) [45], reminiscent of a thermodynamic

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e)

Figure 1: (a), (b), (c): the coherence as a function of
crystal momentum. Regions of largest coherence form
topologically distinct curves. (d) and (e): Fermi surfaces
on either side of the Lifshitz transition in absence of spon-
taneous coherence.

Z2 critical point [9, 46]. As in the the latter, beyond the
endpoint the evolution between coherent phases becomes
continuous, with no sharp distinction between the states.
Examples of this are illustrated in Fig. 2.

The phenomenon we describe in this work is robust
with respect to band topology: we find it occurs whether
the non-interacting bands that correlate through coher-
ence have the same or different Chern numbers. In the
latter case, the first order transition can also entail a
transition in the occupied band topology [47, 48], but in
such situations one does not find distinct coherent phases
on either side of the transition. Our study demonstrates
that for systems where a non-interacting Lifshitz transi-
tion resides in a setting where spontaneous breaking of a
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Figure 2: (a) and (b): Energy states solving Hartree-Fock equations, demonstrating hysteresis for large U which is
absent for small U . (c) and (d): Phase diagrams for four-band models for crossing bands of opposite and the same
Chern numbers, respectively. (e): Phase diagram of a two-band model for crossing bands of opposite Chern numbers.

continuous symmetry can occur, a rich set of transitions
results, separating phases that offer insight into the dif-
ferent Fermi surface topologies that the non-interacting
system supports.

Model Hamiltonian.—We adopt a minimal model cap-
turing the physics in which we are interested, with Hamil-
tonian of the form

Ĥ =
∑

k

∑

ℓ=t,b

∑

p=±1

[pEk +∆ℓ] ĉ
†
k,ℓ,pĉk,ℓ,p+U

∑

k

ρ̂−k,tρ̂k,b,

(1)

where ĉ†k,ℓ,±1 creates a particle in an eigenstate of
a Bernevig-Hughes-Zhang Hamiltonian [17] hℓ,k, with
eigenvalues ±Ek and eigenvectors χq,±1. (Details may
be found in the Supplementary Material (SM) [49].) The
second term is an interlayer contact interaction [16, 30]

that involves density operators ρ̂k,ℓ =
∑

q,p=±1 χ
†
k+q,p ·

χq,pĉ
†
q+k,ℓ,pĉq,ℓ,p. Eq. 1 preserves the total number of

fermions of t- and b-flavor separately, and supports a U(1)
flavor symmetry. Such models belong to the general class
of extended Falicov-Kimball models (EFKM), which have
been studied as candidates for describing electronic exci-
tonic physics, ferroelectricity and bilayers phases [50–59].
The impacts of Lifshitz transitions and band topology on
such systems, the focus of this study, are to our knowl-
edge unknown.

The model can also be interpreted as a bilayer sys-
tem without tunneling between layers [60–63]), in which

intralayer interactions have been neglected. In what fol-
lows we adopt this realization as a paradigm for such
systems, and refer to the flavors as layers. We expect
the behavior of this model at half-filling to apply when
bands of each flavor are relatively far apart energetically,
while there is a crossing of bands of two different flavors:
with short-range interactions, Fermi statistics suppresses
short-range intra-flavor interactions, allowing inter-flavor
interactions to dominate. Beyond this, the model can
also be mapped onto a two-species fermionic atomic gas
system in an optical lattice, as we discuss below.

Hartree-Fock Analysis.—We consider ground states of
Ĥ within the Hartree-Fock (HF) approximation, in sit-
uations where the system is half-filled. Details of the
analysis may be found in the SM [49]. For ∆ = 0, the
spectrum consists of one filled and one empty band for
each layer, with an intervening gap that is present even in
the absence of interactions. With increasing |∆|, bands of
opposite flavor approach one another, eventually crossing
when spontaneous symmetry breaking is not considered.
The Fermi surfaces consist of matching loops for each fla-
vor surrounding the Γ point of the square Brillouin zone
(BZ). With growing |∆| these loops eventually touch the
M points at the BZ edge, signaling a Lifshitz transition.
For still larger |∆| the loop topology changes, now sur-
rounding the X points (corners) of the BZ.

Multi-flavor systems with matching Fermi surfaces are
known to be unstable to spontaneous inter-flavor coher-
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ence in the presence of interactions [64, 65]. Figs. 2 (c)
and (d) illustrates what happens, within our HF analy-
sis, when two bands pass fully through one another as a
function of ∆, with a Lifshitz transition separating dif-
ferent Fermi surface topologies (see SM [49] for an illus-
tration.) We consider both crossing bands of the same
Chern number C = 1 [panel (c)], and crossing bands of
opposite Chern number C = ±1 [panel (d)]. Continu-
ous transitions are indicated as dashed lines while solid
lines indicate first order transitions. The resulting phases
include a non-interacting gap (NIG) phase, which is con-
tinuously connected to the ∆ = 0 non-interacting state;
inter-layer coherent phases (Coh I and II); and a layer-
polarized (LP) phase.

To characterize the polarization of a phase, we de-
fine a polarization function P (k) ≡ ∑4

i=1⟨ψi(k)|τz ⊗
1|ψi(k)⟩f(Ei(k)) ≡ ∑4

i=1 Pi(k)f(Ei(k)), where |ψi(k)⟩
are the four HF wavefunctions at wavevector k with en-
ergy Ei(k), f is the Fermi function, and the τz is a
Pauli matrix acting in layer-space. Spontaneous coher-
ence in the system arises when order parameters of the
form ⟨c†k,ℓ,pck,ℓ′,p′⟩ ≠ 0 for ℓ ̸= ℓ′. This always en-
tails values of Pi(k) which are not equal to either −1
or 1, so that non-vanishing values of a coherence func-
tion, C(k) ≡ ∑

k

∑4
i=1(1 − |Pi(k)|)f(Ei(k)), signal the

presence of interlayer coherence.
Fig. 1 illustrates the behavior of C(k) as a function

of k for two coherent states, and their correlation with
the non-interacting Fermi surface. The loci of maximum
C(k) have two different topologies reflecting the behavior
of the Fermi surfaces on either side of the non-interacting
Lifshitz transition. For small U the evolution from one
behavior to the other as a function of ∆ is continuous,
while for larger values there is a first order transition
between them (see Figs. 2 (a) and (b)). The transition
line is quite interesting. It hosts a very unusual QCEP,
which at the mean-field level is highly analogous to the
critical point of a thermal Z2 transition. Indeed, the
behavior of the full polarization, P =

∑
k P (k), when

the bias ∆ is varied, displays a jump that continuously
vanishes at the QCEP, as illustrated in Fig. 3.

Beyond this, as U drops from large values, the tran-
sition line gives birth to two continuous transitions, in
which coherence sets in from either the NIG or the LP
phase. Moreover, although the situations illustrated in
Figs. 2 (c) and (d) look very similar, they have an im-
portant difference. In (c), the transition out of the NIG
phase involves a change in Chern number. The transition
occurs without a gap closing at large U [28, 47, 66, 67],
while at smaller U the onset of coherence occurs continu-
ously and simultaneously with the topological transition.
The topological transition is in this way tied up with the
symmetry-breaking transition. By contrast, in (d) there
is no topological transition of the filled bands, and there
is no closing of the band gap at any of the quantum phase
transitions. Fig. 4 illustrates this difference in behavior.

Figure 3: Plot of P versus 1/∆ for fixed U , illustrating
a closing discontinuous polarization jump.

Two Band Model.—Several of the results described
above can be qualitatively understood within a two band
model, in which one retains only the two bands that cross
one another in the model. These can have the same
or opposite topologies; Fig. 2(e) illustrates the result-
ing phase diagram for the case of opposite Chern num-
bers. Although there is a change in the locations of the
phase boundaries, particularly at large U , the system re-
tains the same basic phases and features of the four band
model. Most prominent is the first order transition line
dropping from large U , which ends at a QCEP.
The phases of this model are characterized by two

order parameters: (i) Bp ≡ U
2V

∑
k⟨ĉ

†
k,tĉk,t − ĉ†k,bĉk,b⟩,

where ĉk,ℓ annihilates a particle in the retained band
of layer ℓ, which is a measure of the polarization of
the system; and (ii) an interlayer coherence Btb(k) ≡
U
V

∑
k1

|χ†
k,t · χk1,b|2⟨c†k1,t

ck1,b⟩. (V is the system area).
Within mean-field theory the self-consistent equations for
these have the form [49]

Bp

U
=

1

2V

∑

k2

ξ̃(k2)√
|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2

≡ F (Bp +∆);

(2)

Btb(k1) =
U

2V

∑

k2

f(θk1 , θk1 ; Crel)Btb(k2)√
|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2

, (3)

where ξ̃(k2) = Ek2
+ ∆ + Bp, Crel = 1(−1) when

the product of the Chern numbers for the crossing
bands is 1(-1), f(θk1 , θk1 ; 1) = (1+cos θk1 cos θk2)/2 and
f(θk1 , θk1 ;−1) =

(
cos2 θk1/2

) (
cos2 θk2/2

)
. In Eq. 3 we

have assumed that ⟨c†k1,t
ck1,b⟩ is real and has C4 rota-

tional symmetry in the HF ground state, which we indeed
find in our more general numerical analysis.
Eq. 2 provides particular insight into the connection
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(a) (b)

Figure 4: Gap vs. bias ∆ for U = 1.8. (a): Crossing
bands have the same Chern number C = 1. (b): Crossing
bands have opposite Chern number C = ±1. Insets: Gap
remains open in first case but closes in second.

between the first-order transition lines in Fig. 2 and a
thermal Z2 transition. Direct plots of the left- and right-
hand sides of the equation show that at large positive
(negative) values of ∆, one finds a single solution with
maximal negative (positive) values of Bp, but in some
transition region of ∆ there are three solutions. (See
SM for details [49].) The physical state of the system
jumps between two of the three solutions when their en-
ergies cross, behavior which is highly reminiscent of what
one finds in a mean-field treatment of, for example, the
liquid-gas transition [68]. Such a jump always occurs

provided maxx
dF (x)
dx > 1

U . Interestingly, because of the
Lifshitz transition, one finds a point for which the left-
hand side of the inequality diverges when Btb = 0, so
that there is a first order jump for any positive value of
U , and no QCEP is manifested. However, for |Btb| > 0,

this divergence is smoothed over, maxx
dF (x)
dx < ∞, and

for sufficiently small (but non-vanishing) U the first or-
der jump gives way to a continuous cross-over: a QCEP
is stabilized. This mean-field phenomenology is highly
reminiscent of that of a classical liquid-gas critical point.
Remarkably, in order to be realized in this setting, spon-
taneous coherence, a purely quantum phenomenon, must
be manifested between layers.

Eq. 3 also allows an understanding of the behaviors of
the coherence onset at the NIG-Coh I boundary for small
U , which are different depending on whether Crel = ±1.
In this regime, the bias is such that the single-particle
energies of the two bands are very close near the Γ point.
Writing ∆0 for the bias at which the two bands touch
at the Γ point, we define ∆̃ ≡ ∆−∆0, and simplify our
model by assuming the bands to be quadratic, in which
case they have a constant density of states g0. Within
this model and for small k one may assume cos θk =
cos θ(Ek) ≈ −1 + α(Ek − E0), with α a parameter of
order the bandwidth W . As shown in the SM [49], one
may then show Btb ≈ b0(1 − cos θk) for Crel = 1, and

Btb ≈ b0 cos
2 θk/2 for Crel = −1, with

b0 ≈W exp

[
− 2

Ug0

]
Crel = 1;

b0 ≈ 4

√
W

α2|∆̃|
exp

[ −4

α2∆̃2Ug0

]
Θ(−∆̃) Crel = −1;

for small |∆̃|. In these expressions, Θ is a Heaviside step
function. These results show that for bands of opposite
Chern number (Crel = −1) the band closing (∆̃ → 0)
associated with a change of topology of the occupied
band occurs simultaneously with the onset of coherence
(b0 ̸= 0). This contrasts with the situation for Crel = 1, in
which b0 is non-zero for small |∆̃| even if the correspond-
ing non-interacting bands do not cross. Thus the single
particle energy gap never closes in this case. The differ-
ing Berry’s curvatures of the two bands for Crel = −1
case frustrates the formation of coherence in the system.
This is apparent in the insets of Fig. 4.
Discussion.—These results suggest a number of inter-

esting questions. One set of these addresses the univer-
sality classes of the critical point as well as those of the
coherence onset regions when the bands first cross. In
the former case, the presence of a broken U(1) symmetry
and its accompanying Goldstone mode suggests that its
critical behavior will be different than that of a classical
thermal Z2 transition. In the latter case, the presence of
gapless fermions for Crel = −1 suggests the transition will
be in a different universality class than for Crel = 1. Ef-
fects of real thermal fluctuations on the system, and the
form a quantum critical region [69, 70] takes, is import
to understand in settings where temperature effects can-
not be ignored. Another set of questions involve how this
phase diagram might be manifested in different physical
realizations. One involves an optical lattice [71] hosting
two species of atoms with an inter-species Feshbach reso-
nance [72, 73]. A particle-hole transformation maps this
onto an EFKM; in this case coherence is realized in su-
perconducting states of the system. For appropriate pa-
rameters, we expect two such states, separated by a first
order transition. Finally, van der Waals materials [74] of-
fer platforms for electron bilayer realizations of this sys-
tem, which support layer polarized states [75, 76] and/or
interlayer coherence [77–81], whose interaction and com-
petition could lead to novel quantum phase boundaries
and transitions such as those we have described in this
study.
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C. Brüne, H. Buhmann, L. W. Molenkamp, and A. Ya-
coby, Induced superconductivity in the quantum spin hall
edge, Nature Physics 10, 638 (2014).

[13] C. Weeks, J. Hu, J. Alicea, M. Franz, and R. Wu, Engi-
neering a robust quantum spin hall state in graphene via
adatom deposition, Phys. Rev. X 1, 021001 (2011).

[14] C.-Y. Hou, E.-A. Kim, and C. Chamon, Corner junction
as a probe of helical edge states, Phys. Rev. Lett. 102,
076602 (2009).

[15] L. Du, I. Knez, G. Sullivan, and R.-R. Du, Robust helical
edge transport in gated InAs/GaSb bilayers, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 114, 096802 (2015).

[16] A. M. Bozkurt, B. Pekerten, and İ. Adagideli, Work ex-
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Here we provide details of our self-consistent equations and further details about the topological
transition. For the self-consistent equations, we show the calculations of Btb (i.e., the coherence)
and demonstrate how the results depend on the topology of the bands. We also provide further
numerical and analytic analysis on the system’s behavior near topological transitions.

I. HARTREE FOCK EQUATIONS FOR FOUR BAND EFKM

The single particle Hamiltonian that we consider is based on the Bernevig-Hughes-Zhang model [S1], which supports
nontrivial band topology [S2–S6]. For electrons belonging to flavor ℓ = t, b and momentum k this Hamiltonian is

hℓ,k = sℓ
(
ℏvskx

σx + ℏvsky
σy +Mℓ,kσz

)
+∆ℓ1, (S1)

where sℓ = ±1 is an index used to control whether bands of the same or opposite Chern numbers cross one another,
∆ℓ = ±∆ is a bias experienced by the ℓ-type electrons, skµ = sin kµ with µ = x, y (our unit of length is the lattice
constant), σi ( i ∈ {x, y, z}) are Pauli matrices acting on two internal orbitals associated with each tight-binding site,
and v is the Fermi velocity. In units where ℏv = 1, Mℓ,k = mℓ + 2 − cos kx − cos ky. For −4 < mℓ < 0, the two
bands of each family have Chern number C = ±1; outside this interval their Chern numbers are zero. For simplicity
we take mℓ = −0.5, so that Mℓ,k =Mk is independent of the ℓ index, and focus on total fermion densities such that
the system is at half-filling. Occupation of the two families of electrons is controlled by varying ∆, and we focus on
ranges of this parameter such that (in the absence of interactions) the lower energy band of one family crosses the
upper energy band of the other. The eigenstates of the Hamiltonian given by Eq. (S1) are

χk,+ =
1√

2Ek(Ek +Mk)

(
Ek +Mk

skx
+ isky

)
≡
(

cos θk/2
sin θk/2 e

iφk

)

χk,− =

(
− sin θk/2 e

−iφk

cos θk/2

)
, (S2)

where + and − correspond to the positive and negative energy bands for sℓ = 1 and ∆ℓ = 0, and Ek =√
s2kx

+ s2ky
+M2

k. For sℓ = −1, the wavefunctions χk,+ and χk,− are interchanged.

To this single particle Hamiltonian we add an interaction of the Falicov-Kimball type, so that the extended Falicov-
Kimball model (EFKM) we work with has the form

Ĥ =
∑

k

∑

ℓ=t,b

∑

p=±1

[pEk +∆ℓ] ĉ
†
k,ℓ,pĉk,ℓ,p + U

∑

k

ρ̂−k,tρ̂k,b, (S3)

where ∆t = ∆, ∆b = −∆, and ρ̂k,ℓ =
∑

q,p=±1 χ
†
k+q,p ·χq,pĉ

†
q+k,ℓ,pĉq,ℓ,p. U is an inter-flavor contact interaction, and

we consider only repulsive interactions (U ≥ 0.) The last term has the explicit form

Hinter ≡ U
∑

k

ρ̂−k,tρ̂k,b

=
∑

k

∑

q1,q2

∑

p1,p2,p3,p4=±1

Gp1,p2,p3,p4(−k+ q1,q1,k+ q2,q2)ĉ
†
q1−k,t,p1

ĉq1,t,p2 ĉ
†
q2+k,b,p3

ĉq2,b,p4 , (S4)

where

Gp1,p2,p3,p4
(q1,q2,q3,q4) =

U

V

[
χ†
q1,p1

· χq2,p2

] [
χ†
q3,p3

· χq4,p4

]
.
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Here V is the area of the system. We proceed by performing a Hartree-Fock decomposition on Hinter to obtain an

effective, mean-field single-particle Hamiltonian. For this we need expectation values ⟨ĉ†q,ℓ,pĉq′,ℓ′,p′⟩ ≡ ηℓ,ℓ
′

p,p′(q)δq,q′ .
Note by considering only states that are diagonal in wavevector, we rule out states with in-plane charge ordering.
This is natural for half-filling in these systems. We thus make the substitution Ĥinter → ĤHF

inter, in which

ĤHF
inter =

∑

k

∑

p,p′

[
Btt

pp′ (k) ĉ
†
k,t,pĉk,t,p′ +Bbb

pp′ (k) ĉ
†
k,b,pĉk,b,p′

+Btb
pp′ (k) ĉ

†
k,t,pĉk,b,p′ +Bbt

pp′ (k) ĉ
†
k,b,pĉk,t,p′

]
, (S5)

where

Btt
pp′ (k) =

∑

k2

∑

p3,p4

Gp,p′,p3,p4
(k,k,k2,k2) η

bb
p3,p4

(k2) , (S6)

Bbb
pp′ (k) =

∑

k1

∑

p1,p2

Gp1,p2,p,p′ (k1,k1,k,k) η
tt
p1,p2

(k1) , (S7)

Btb
pp′ (k) = −

∑

k1

∑

p2,p3

Gp,p2,p3,p′ (k,k1,k1,k) η
bt
p3,p2

(k1) , (S8)

Bbt
pp′ (k) = −

∑

k2

∑

p1,p4

Gp1,p′,p,p4
(k2,k,k,k2) η

tb
p1,p4

(k2) . (S9)

Our Hartree-Fock Hamiltonian is then

ĤHF =
∑

k

∑

ℓ=t,b

∑

p=±1

[pEk +∆ℓ] ĉ
†
k,ℓ,pĉk,ℓ,p + ĤHF

inter .

The Hartree-Fock approximation in this system consists of diagonalizing the effective single-particle Hamiltonian

ĤHF , and from this computing the quantities ηℓ,ℓ
′

p,p′(q) assuming that the ground state can be represented by filling

half of the Hartree-Fock eigenstates, specifically those with the lowest eigenvalues of ĤHF . Since the states and
energies depend on η, the procedure is carried out iteratively until the values of η used as input for ĤHF are the same
as those produced by its eigenstates.
Our numerical procedure was performed using a square grid of momentum points. For some initial values of (U,∆),

all elements of Bij were typically set equal to an initial seed of all ones. The choice of the seed does not appear to
impact the results of the HF calculation provided that the values of (U,∆) are sufficiently far away from a first-order
phase boundary. In a few cases, we introduced an element of randomness to the seed to verify numerical stability. The
evaluation of these quantities was iterated until the difference between the values of Bij in two successive iterations
was less than a fixed convergence criterion. After a solution was found for a set of parameters, this solution was
typically used as a seed for parameters (U,∆+ δ∆), producing results behaving as in either Fig. 2(a) or Fig. 2(b) of
the main text. We used a typical grid size of 50× 50, and usually results were considered converged when the relative
change of the Bij ’s was less than 0.005. For many parameter sets we checked that results on a scale that would be
visible in our figures did not change when finer grids or a more stringent convergence criterion was used. For results
near phase boundaries, this was sometimes necessary.

II. RELATION BETWEEN SINGLE PARTICLE BAND STRUCTURES AND PHASES

The different phases presented by our models can be distinguished by the qualitative forms of their band structures.
Fig. S1(a) shows bands which have been slightly renormalized by the interlayer interaction, yet are qualitatively the
same as in the non-interacting case, for vanishing or small interlayer bias. We call this phase the “non-interacting
gap” phase (NIG in the main text), and it is always characterized by vanishing Btb and Bbt order parameters. Fig.
S1(b) shows a bandstructure where the two bands nearest the Fermi level intermix, resulting in a coherent phase. Fig.
S1(c) displays a situation in which the bands have separated entirely by layer, resulting in a layer-polarized phase
(LP in the main text). Again in this phase, Btb and Bbt vanish.
Coherence in the system is manifested in two distinct ways. In one phase (Coh I) the bands cross near the Γ point

of the Brillouin zone (BZ), while in the other (Coh II) the bands cross near the X point. Fig. S2(a) illustrates the
situation for the first of these, and Fig. S2(c) illustrates the second. If one eliminates coherence between the two
layers (setting Btb and Bbt to zero in Eqs. S8 and S9), these phases adiabatically connect to states with Fermi surfaces
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∆
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Figure S1: Band diagram sketches of the different phases exhibited by our model. Panel (a) represents the NIG
phase, panel (b) a coherent phase, and panel (c) the LP phase.

illustrated in in Fig. S2(b) and Fig. S2(d), respectively. These states are topologically distinct and are separated by
a Lifshitz transition. As illustrated in the main text, the different topologies are reflected in the coherent phases by
the topologies of their loops of maximum coherence.

(a)

ky

kx

(b)

(c)

ky

kx

(d)

Figure S2: Band diagram sketches of the two different states that our coherent phases descend to when the order
parameters Btb and Bbt are set to zero by hand. Panels (a) and (c) show the non-coherent bands, (b) and (d) are

sketches of the Fermi surfaces corresponding to these band structures.
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III. SELF-CONSISTENT EQUATIONS FOR TWO-BAND MODEL

In the previous section we showed that all of the Bij
p1,p2

’s involved four different spinors. States of the bands that

actually anti-cross are in general linear combinations the four different eigenstates of Ĥ with U = 0 with a given
wavevector k. One may better understand our results by focusing on the just the two central bands in the model,
projecting away the bands that are outermost in energy. In this way each layer hosts a single band, so that the band
index p becomes extraneous, and the spinors for each layer have fixed form. This allows the mean-field equations to
be written in a relatively simple manner.

In the two-band model, in Eqs. S5 - S9, a single index p is now associated with the layer index (t or b), but these

equations remain otherwise the same. Using ηℓ,ℓ
′

p,p′(k) → ηℓ,ℓ
′
(k) ≡ ⟨ĉ†k,ℓĉk,ℓ′⟩ in Eqs. S6 - S9, one finds

Btt =
U

V

∑

k2

(
χ†
k1,t

· χk1,t

)(
χ†
k2,b

· χk2,b

)
⟨ĉ†k2,b

ĉk2,b⟩ =
U

2V

∑

k2


1− ξ̃(k2)√

|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2


 (S10)

Bbb =
U

V

∑

k2

(
χ†
k1,b

· χk1,b

)(
χ†
k2,t

· χk2,t

)
⟨ĉ†k2,t

ĉk2,t⟩ =
U

2V

∑

k2


1 +

ξ̃(k2)√
|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2


 (S11)

Btb(k1) =
U

V

∑

k2

(
χ†
k1,t

· χk2,t

)(
χ†
k2,b

· χk1,b

)
⟨ĉ†k2,b

ĉk2,t⟩

=
U

2V

∑

k2

(
χ†
k1,t

· χk2,t

)(
χ†
k2,b

· χk1,b

) Btb(k2)√
|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2

(S12)

where in the first two of these equations we have used the normalization χ†
k,ℓ · χk,ℓ = 1, and ξ̃(k2) = Ek2 +∆+ Bp.

The self-consistent equation for Bp ≡ U
2V

∑
k⟨c

†
k,tck,t − c†k,bck,b⟩ in the main text (Eq. 2) follows directly from the

first two equations above. While the full self-consistent equation for Btb(k) allows it to have any fixed overall phase,
reflecting that the solution has broken a U(1) symmetry, in writing Eq. S12 we have assumed Btb(k) to be real, so
that Btb(k) = Bbt(k).

A. Case 1: Crossing Bands of Opposite Chern number (Crel = −1)

In this case our band wavefunctions are

χk,t =

(
cos θk/2

sin θk/2 e
iφk

)
(S13)

χk,b =

(
− sin θk/2 e

−iφk

cos θk/2

)
, (S14)

where cos θk/2, sin θk/2 and eiφk have the definitions given in Eq. S2 above. With the shorthand notation θk1
≡ θ1,

etc., one finds

χ†
k1,t− · χk2,t−

= sin θ1/2 sin θ/2e
i(φ1−φ2) + cos θ1/2 cos θ2/2 (S15)

and

χ†
k2,b

· χk1,b

= cos θ1/2 cos θ2/2 + sin θ1/2 sin θ2/2e
i(φ1−φ2). (S16)
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This leads to

χ†
k1,t

· χk2,tχ
†
k2,b

· χk1,b

=
(
sin θ1/2 sin θ2/2 e

i(φ1−φ2) + cos θ1/2 cos θ2/2
)2

= cos2 θ2/2 cos2 θ1/2 + sin2 θ1/2 sin2 θ2/2 e
2i(φ1−φ2)

+ 2 sin θ1/2 cos θ2/2 cos θ1/2 sin θ2/2 e
i(φ1−φ2)

=
1

4
(1 + cos θ2)(1 + cos θ1)

+
1

4
(1− cos θ1)(1− cos θ2) e

2i(φ1−φ2)

+
1

2
sin θ1 sin θ2 e

i(φ1−φ2) (S17)

We substitute Eq. S17 into Eq. S12, and then assume ⟨ĉ†k2,b
ĉk2,t⟩ is invariant when k2 is rotated by π/2, which we

have found to be the case in our four band model when starting from an asymmetric seed. In this case the last two
terms make no contribution to Eq. S12 upon summation over k2, the resulting form for Btb is real, and Bbt = Btb.
We then arrive at the equation

Btb(k1) =
U

8V

∑

k2

(1 + cos θk1
)(1 + cos θk2

)
Btb(k2)√

|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2

=
U

2V

∑

k2

cos2 θk1
/2 cos2 θk2

/2
Btb(k2)√

|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2
(S18)

which is the concrete form of Eq. 3 in the main text that we use in this case.

B. Case 2: Crossing Bands with the Same Chern number (Crel = 1)

In this case we take

χk,t = χk,b =

(
cos θk/2

sin θk/2 e
iφk

)
, (S19)

With the same notation as in the previous case,

χ†
k1,t

· χk2,t

= cos θ1/2 cos θ2/2 + sin θ1/2 sin θ2/2e
i(φ2−φ1) (S20)

and

χ†
k2,b

· χk1,b

= cos θ1/2 cos θ2/2 + sin θ1/2 cos θ2/2e
i(φ1−φ2), (S21)

so that

χ†
t−(k1) · χt−(k2)χ

†
b+(k2) · χb+(k1)

= sin2 θ2/2 sin2 θ1/2 + cos2 θ1/2 cos2 θ2/2

+ sin θ1/2 cos θ2/2 cos θ1/2 sin θ2/2 [ei(φ1−φ2) + ei(φ2−φ1)]

=
1

4
(1− cos θ2)(1− cos θ1) +

1

4
(1 + cos θ1)(1 + cos θ2)

+
1

2
sin θ1 sin θ2 cos(φ2 − φ1)

=
1

2
(1 + cos θ1 cos θ2 + sin θ1 sin θ2 cos(φ2 − φ1)) (S22)
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Again dropping terms that vanish in Eq. S12 upon summation over k2, we arrive at

Btb(k1) =
U

4V

∑

k2

(1 + cos θk1 cos θk2)
Btb(k2)√

|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2
(S23)

Collectively, this result and that of the previous case may be written in the form shown in Eq. 3 of the main text.

IV. BERRY FLUX THROUGH THE TRANSITIONS

In this section we present Berry flux results for the two band model as the system exits the NIG phase, passes
through the Coh I phase, and finally transitions into the Coh II phase, for a situation where Crel = −1. For our choice
of parameters, in the NIG phase the Berry’s flux of the occupied band is negative and changes monotonically as one
moves radially outward from k = 0 [Figs. S3 (a) and (b)]. Near the transition there is a pronounced minimum at the
Γ point. As the bias is increased and coherence forms, positive Berry’s flux appears in the regions of the Brillouin
zone exhibiting large coherence, and the Chern number of the occupied band changes from −1 to +1 [Figs. S3(c) and
(d).] With yet larger bias the system passes through the first order transition into the Coh II phase. The Berry flux
is considerably more spread out than in the Coh I phase, and the peak at the Γ point is much smaller [Figs. S3(e)
and (f).]

(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

Figure S3: Evolution of the Berry’s flux for fixed U = 2.4 as a function of the bias ∆. In panels (a) and (b) the
Chern number of the occupied band is C = −1. A topological transition accompanied by a gap closing occurs at
∆ = 1.7. In panels (c)-(f) the occupied band has Chern number C = +1. (c) and (d) show results from the Coh I

phase. Between ∆ = 1.75 and ∆ = 1.8 there is a first-order transition into the Coh II phase. (e) and (f) show results
from the Coh II phase.
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V. MEAN-FIELD ANALYSIS OF THE TWO-BAND MODEL I: ORIGIN OF CRITICAL ENDPOINT

The phases that we observe are characterized by two different order parameters – the interlayer coherence Btb

(discussed in more detail below) and the layer polarization Bp. The self-consistent equation for the latter has the
form

Bp

U
=

1

2V

∑

k2


 ξ̃(k2)√

|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2


 ≡ F (Bp +∆). (S24)

Depending on the values of (U,∆), the equation above could have either one or three solutions. To see that this,
we sketch the two sides of Eq. (S24) in Fig. S4 for different values of ∆. The role of the bias in this picture is
that increasingly negative values of ∆ shift F (Bp + ∆) to the right. Moreover, decreasing U increases the slope of
Bp/U . Hence for extreme values of ∆ (as in Figs. S4a and S4c) there will always be exactly one solution, while

an intermediate bias (Fig. S4b) may support three solutions, provided maxx
dF (x)
dx > 1

U , i.e., the maximum slope of
F must exceed the slope of Bp/U . When three solutions are available, the two “outer” solutions are local energy
minima for the mean-field states, while the central solution is a local maximum. The first order transition occurs
when the energy ordering of the states associated with the largest and smallest solutions for Bp interchange. Because
the central solution merges with one of the outer solutions as ∆ varies, this interchange of energy must occur as ∆ is
varied within the three solution range.

−εLT

−1

1
F (Bp +∆)

Bp/U

Bp

(a)

−1

1
F (Bp +∆)

Bp/U

Bp

(b)

−1

1
F (Bp +∆)

Bp/U

Bp

(c)

Figure S4: Schematic showing the different possible solutions to Eq. S24 for the polarization Bp. Panel (a) is at the
largest bias, panel (b) an intermediate bias, and panel (c) is at the smallest bias. In panel (a) εLT refers to the Bp

at which the Lifshitz transition occurs when Btb = 0, for fixed ∆. In the limit that Btb → 0, the slope of F here
becomes divergent, so that the transition from small to large Bp solutions is first order for arbitrarily small U . Finite
values of Btb lower the maximum slope from this divergent value, allowing a QCEP to emerge in the phase diagram.

The roles of the Lifshitz transition and coherence are particularly interesting in this analysis. In the incoherent limit
Btb → 0, because the former induces a van Hove singularity in the density of states, the maximum slope of F (Bp+∆)
diverges when ∆ is chosen such that the Fermi surface is precisely at the Lifshitz transition. In this situation the
first order transition will occur for arbitrarily small U , and the first order transition line ends on the U = 0 axis
precisely at the non-interacting Lifshitz transition. There is no quantum critical endpoint (QCEP) in this situation.
For non-vanishing coherence (Btb ̸= 0), the coherence “smooths out” the divergence in slope of F (Bp+∆), yielding a
maximum finite slope at Bp ≡ −εLT , indicated schematically in Fig S4a. Because of this, there exists a minimum U

below which the condition allowing three mean-field solutions (maxx
dF (x)
dx > 1

U ) cannot be satisfied. This means that
as a function of ∆, Bp must evolve continuously from its minimum to its maximum value. This change in behavior
indicates that the phase diagram supports a QCEP, and, at the mean-field level, this can only be present when the
system supports inter-flavor coherence.
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VI. MEAN-FIELD ANALYSIS OF THE TWO-BAND MODEL II: ONSET OF COHERENCE AT SMALL
U

A. Case 1: Crossing Bands of the Same Chern number (Crel = 1)

Recall from Eq. S23 that the self-consistent equation for Btb for the case where the two crossing bands have the
same topology is

Btb(k1) =
U

4V

∑

k2

(1 + cos θk1
cos θk2

)
Btb(k2)√

|ξ̃(k2)|2 + |Btb(k2)|2
. (S25)

As a result, any self-consistent solution will be of the form Btb(k) = b0 + bc cos(θk) where b0 and bc are constants
that do not depend on k. As a simple model, we assume that we can make the replacement θk → θ(εk), where
εk = Ek − Ek=0, so that we can rewrite Eq. (S25) as two separate equations,

b0 =
U

4

∫ W

0

dεg (ε)
b0 + bc cos θ (ε)[(

ε+ ∆̃
)2

+ (b0 + bc cos θ (ε))
2

]1/2 , (S26)

bc =
U

4

∫ W

0

dεg (ε) cos θ (ε)
b0 + bc cos θ (ε)[(

ε+ ∆̃
)2

+ (b0 + bc cos θ (ε))
2

]1/2 . (S27)

Here W is the bandwidth, g(ε) is the density of states g(ε) = 1
V

∑
k δ [ε− εk], and ∆̃ ≡ 1

2

[
Btt −Bbb

]
+ ∆ is the

renormalized bias. Recalling that the wavefunctions for the BHZ Hamiltonian have the form (Eq. (S2))

χk,+ =
1√

2Ek(Ek +Mk)

(
Ek +Mk

skx
+ isky

)
≡
(

cos θk/2
sin θk/2 e

iφk

)

with Mk = m+ 2− cos kx − cosky and Ek =
(
sin2 kx + sin2 ky +M2

k

)1/2
, we assume ∆̃ is small and negative, so that

in the absence of coherence (b0 = bc = 0) the two bands cross very near εk = 0. We then consider the behavior of

cos θk near k = 0. In this limit, Mk ≈ m + k2

2 and Ek ≈ |m| + (1+m)
2|m| k

2. For small negative values of m (recall we

take m = −1/2 in our numerical analyses) we expect that cos θk=0 = −1 exactly at the Γ point, and for k slightly
away from Γ,

cos θ =
Mk

Ek
=

−|m|+ 1
2k

2

|m|+ (1+m)
2|m| k

2
(S28)

≈ −1 +
k2

2m2
. (S29)

Since Ek−Ek=0 disperses quadratically from k = 0, we make the replacement cos θ (ε) → −1+αε, where α is constant
of order 1/W . This captures the behavior of the cos θk in the vicinity of the band crossing.

With this substitution, and taking the density of states near the band crossing to be constant (g(ε) ≈ g0), we arrive
at the equations

b0 =
U

4
g0

∫ W

0

dε
b0 + bc[−1 + αε]

[(
ε+ ∆̃

)2
+ (b0 + bc[−1 + αε])

2

]1/2 , (S30)

bc =
U

4
g0

∫ W

0

dε(−1 + αε)
b0 + bc[−1 + αε]

[(
ε+ ∆̃

)2
+ (b0 + bc[−1 + αε])

2

]1/2 . (S31)

For small U we expect b0 and bc to be very small. The denominator then introduces a strong peak in the integrands

of these equations near ε = −∆̃, so we may write

bc ≈
U

4
g0

[
−1− α∆̃

] ∫ W

0

dε
b0 + bc[−1 + αε]

[(
ε+ ∆̃

)2
+ (b0 + bc[−1 + αε])

2

]1/2 (S32)
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Then bc =
(
−1− α∆̃

)
b0. In the limit |∆̃|/W ≪ 1, we can set bc ≈ −b0. We then arrive at a single equation of the

form

1 =
Ug0
4

∫ W

0

dε
2− αε

[(
ε+ ∆̃

)2
+ b20 (2− αε)

2

]1/2 (S33)

Anticipating that, for small Ug0, b0 will be very small we write the equation in form

1 =
Ug0
4

∫ W

0

dε
2− αε√

(ε+B)
2
+ C

,

where we have defined the constants B = ∆̃ − 2αb20 and C = ∆̃2 + 4b20 −
(
∆̃− 2αb20

)2
, and have dropped a term of

order α2b20. Carrying through the integration yields

1 =
Ug0
4

{
(2 + αB)

[
ln

∣∣∣∣∣
W +B√

C
+

√
1 +

(W +B)2

C

∣∣∣∣∣− ln

∣∣∣∣∣
B√
C

+

√
1 +

B2

C

∣∣∣∣∣

]

−α
[√

C + (W +B)
2 −

√
C +B2

]}
. (S34)

An analytic expression for b0 may be found in the interesting limit ∆̃ → 0, which is the situation that the two bands
just touch at the Γ point in the absence of coherence (i.e., for b0 = 0.) Taking this limit and dropping subleading
terms in αb0, Eq. S34 simplifies to

1 ≈ Ug0
2

{
ln
W

b0
− αW

}

which yields, for Ug0 ≪ 1 and αW ∼ 1,

b0 ≈W exp

[
− 2

Ug0

]
,

as stated in the main text. We see in this case that the system supports spontaneous coherence even when there is
no band crossing in it absence, provided the bands are sufficiently close in energy.

B. Case 2: Crossing Bands of Opposite Chern number (Crel = −1)

Recall from Eq. S18 that the self-consistent equation for Btb for the case where the two crossing bands have opposite
topology is

Btb(k1) =
U

2V

∑

k2

(cos2 θk1
/2)(cos2 θk2

/2)
Btb(k2)√

(ξ̃(k2)2 + |Btb(k2)|2
(S35)

As a result, any self-consistent solution will be of the form Btb(k) = b20 cos
2(θk/2) where b0 is a constant that does

not depend on k. Making the same replacement of θk as in the previous subsection, we can modify Eq. (S35) into
the form

1 =
U

2

∫ W

0

dεg (ε)
cos4 θ (ε) /2

[(
ε+ ∆̃

)2
+ b0 cos4 θ (ε) /2

]1/2

As above, cos θ ≈ −1 + k2

2m2 , so that

cos2
θ

2
=

1 + cos θ

2
∼= k2

4m2
=⇒ cos4

θ

2
=

k4

16m4
.
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Again recalling εk ≡ Ek − Ek=0 ∼ k2 for k near the Γ point, we take cos4 θ (ε) /2 → α2ε2

4
.

Using this low-energy form for the cosines, noting that the integrand is strongly peaked around ε = −∆̃ and taking
g (ε) → g0 we obtain

1 =
U

8
g0

∫ W

0

dε
α2ε2

[(
ε+ ∆̃

)2
+ 1

4α
2b20ε

2

]1/2

≈ U

8
g0∆̃

2

∫ W

0

dε
α2

[(
ε+ ∆̃

)2
+ 1

4α
2b20ε

2

]1/2

The integral equation can be rewritten in the form

1 =
α2Ug0∆̃

2

8

∫ W

0

dε
1

[A(ε+B)2 + C]
1/2

=
α2Ug0∆̃

2

8

∫ W+B

B

dε
1

[Aε2 + C]
1/2

,

where A = 1 + 1
4α

2b20, B = ∆̃
1+ 1

4α
2b20

, and C = 1
4α

2b20
(∆̃)2

1+ 1
4α

2b20
. Computing the integral generates the transcendental

equation

8

α2Ug0∆̃2
= ln

(√
C +AW 2 +W

√
A√

C +AB2 +B
√
A

)
, (S36)

in which we have set W +B ≈W .
In contrast to the previous case, non-vanishing solutions for b0 to Eq. S36 do not exist in the limit ∆̃ → 0. A

self-consistent solution can instead be found with
∣∣∣∆̃
∣∣∣ ≫ b20. This is the statement that b0 drops very rapidly as the

bias changes, such that the Fermi surface that is present in the absence of coherence shrinks to a point. With this

assumption, A ≈ 1, B ≈ ∆̃, and C ≈ 1
4α

2b20∆̃
2. Notice that B2 ≫ C and that we are interested in the case where the

bands cross, so that B < 0. Then

8

α2Ug0∆̃2
= ln

(−4WB

C

)

=⇒ C = −4WB exp

[
− 8

α2Ug0∆̃2

]

=⇒ b20 = −16W

α2∆̃
exp

[
− 8

α2Ug0∆̃2

]
. (S37)

This equation is equivalent to what is presented in the main text. Note that Eq. S37 yields a real value for b0
when ∆ < 0. As assumed above, we see that b0 ≪ |∆̃|, and moreover b0 = 0 for ∆̃ > 0. In contrast to the case of
Crel = 1, the coherence gap vanishes precisely when the bands just touch, so that the topological transition and the
U(1) symmetry-breaking transition precisely coincide.
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