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We propose a minimal “three-patch model” for the anomalous Hall crystal (AHC), a topological
electronic state that spontaneously breaks both time-reversal symmetry and continuous translation
symmetry. The proposal for this state is inspired by the recently observed integer and fractional
quantum Hall states in rhombohedral multilayer graphene at zero magnetic field. There, interaction
effects appear to amplify the effects of a weak moiré potential, leading to the formation of stable,
isolated Chern bands. It has been further shown that Chern bands are stabilized in mean field
calculations even without a moiré potential, enabling a realization of the AHC state. Our model
is built upon the dissection of the Brillouin zone into patches centered around high symmetry
points. Within this model, the wavefunctions at high symmetry points fully determine the topology
and energetics of the state. We extract two quantum geometrical phases of the non-interacting
wavefunctions that control the stability of the topologically nontrivial AHC state. The model
predicts that the AHC state wins over the topological trivial Wigner crystal in a wide range of
parameters, and agrees very well with the results of full self-consistent Hartree-Fock calculations of
the rhombohedral multilayer graphene Hamiltonian.

I. INTRODUCTION

Interacting electrons in the absence of external periodic
potential can spontaneously break continuous transla-
tion symmetry, a phenomenon first predicted by Wigner
in the context of the jellium model [1]. Solid state
systems, where translation symmetry is explicitly bro-
ken by the atomic potential, seem incompatible with
realizing such spontaneous translation breaking. How-
ever, continuous translation symmetry can be (approx-
imately) restored at very low electron densities: exper-
iments both with strong magnetic field [2–6] and with-
out [7–14] have reported Wigner crystals. The profusion
of two-dimensional materials with controllable electron
densities therefore presents an excellent opportunity to
explore the physics of electron crystallization, yet little
has been realized, or even predicted, beyondWigner crys-
tals.

While Wigner crystals are essentially classical crys-
tals of localized electrons, it is in principle possible to
generate a topologically nontrivial phase under sponta-
neous translation symmetry breaking. This was first
borne out in Hall crystals, a topologically nontrivial state
formed by electrons in a Landau level spontaneously
breaking translation symmetry [15–18]. Surprisingly, re-
cent experiments on rhombohedral multilayer graphene
(RMG) [19] suggested an avenue for realizing such a topo-
logical Wigner crystal at zero magnetic field. There,
pentalayer RMG, with a moiré potential induced by an

∗ These authors contributed equally.

aligned hBN crystal on one side, shows both Chern insu-
lating (CI) and fractional Chern insulating (FCI) states
at zero magnetic field, also called fractional quantum
anomalous Hall (FQAH) states [20–25]. These states
appear under a sizable perpendicular displacement field
that polarizes the electrons to one side — and combined
experimental [19, 26] and theoretical evidence [27–31] in-
dicate it is the side away from the hBN moiré, strongly
suppressing the moiré potential. This creates a puzzle:
how can such a weak moiré potential stabilize a Chern
insulator?

Remarkably, self-consistent Hartree-Fock (SCHF) cal-
culations in models of RMG revealed that the Chern
insulator is stable even in the absence of moiré poten-
tial [28, 29]. In this limit the state is interpreted as
spontaneously breaking translation symmetry. To em-
phasize that it appears at zero magnetic field, the state
was named an anomalous Hall crystal. In mean-field
treatments of models without the moiré potential, the
state is surprisingly stable to various perturbations, such
as changes in the microscopic hopping parameters. The
role of the moiré potential in experiment is currently
under debate [31]. However, the ubiquity of the AHC
phase in theoretical models without a moiré potential is
in strong contrast to the case of strong moiré limit.

The appearance of AHC ground states in these models
poses a fundamental conceptual question: when and why
do these models give rise to a topological state? Due to
its nontrivial topology, the AHC state does not admit
a simple classical explanation for its origin á la Wigner
crystals. In this paper, we shed light on a simple yet fully
quantum-mechanical mechanism underlying the origin of
the AHC ground states.
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Beyond the fundamental interest in its stability,
the AHC provides a mechanism to generate nontrivial
band topology different from previous examples such as
nonzero magnetic field, band inversion [32–35] and back-
ground skyrmionic textures [36–42]. Here, it is the spon-
taneously broken translation symmetry that predomi-
nantly generates the requisite Berry curvature. The
source of this Berry curvature is the interference of
plane waves: after translation breaking, the state at
each crystalline momentum is a superposition of several
plane waves whose phase winding generates Berry curva-
ture [43]. In fact, the Chern number is highly constrained
by the interference pattern between a small subset of
plane waves near the high-symmetry points.

To study the stability and origin of topology, we con-
struct a minimal phenomenological model, the “three-
patch model,” wherein we keep a minimal number of
plane waves to represent translation-broken states with
different Chern numbers. This amounts to keeping only
three electrons and seven plane wave states.

Despite its simplicity, the three-patch model both illus-
trates when the AHC state is energetically favorable, and
matches realistic phase diagrams closely. Particularly, we
show that the stability of the AHC phase depends on
the scattering phases between plane waves, which are in
turn dictated by the quantum geometric phases of the
plane wave states. Furthermore, the three-patch model
reproduces the full Hartree-Fock prediction for the phase
boundary between the AHC and a trivial crystal with
striking accuracy, serving as a posteriori confirmation of
its generality and applicability. The three-patch model
thus gives a tractable way to understand the anomalous
Hall crystal mechanism of generating quantized anoma-
lous Hall states.

The remainder of this work is organized as follows.
In Section II we introduce the “three-patch model”, an
analytical-solvable model with a stable anomalous Hall
crystal phase. Based on this simple picture, we make a
number of specific predictions about microscopic mod-
els of RMG. By studying the model with RMG spinors,
we predict that both the Hartree and Fock interactions
cooperate to stabilize the state in a large part of the
parameter space. We further predict a quantum phase
transition between the C = 0 state and C = 1 state,
driven by a change in quantum geometry.

We then provide an intuitive picture to understand
the charge densities of the three-patch states. This also
allows us to graphically examine the energetics of the
states, which reveals that the Hartree interaction always
favors the AHC state. In Section III, we perform SCHF
calculation of a microscopic Hamiltonian of RMG. We
confirm that ground states found in SCHF match the
three-patch characteristics, and verify that the SCHF
phase diagram is closely mirrored by the prediction by
the three-patch model. We conclude with some discus-
sion about future directions in Section IV.

II. A THREE-PATCH MODEL OF AN
ANOMALOUS HALL CRYSTAL

We discuss a mechanism for generating Chern bands in
models of interacting electrons where both crystallinity,
i.e. spontaneous breaking of the continuous translation,
and band topology are spontaneously generated. Some of
the ingredients, which are made more precise below, are
(i) a relatively flat energy dispersion in the momentum
range of interest, and a large dispersion outside it, (ii)
quantum geometry encoded in a multicomponent wave-
function that varies over the Brillouin zone, which seeds
the Chern character of the final state and (iii) C3 sym-
metry, retained partly for analytical convenience. This
general mechanism is encapsulated in a minimal “three-
patch model”. Solving the minimal model gives a simple
criterion based on quantum geometry for obtaining the
AHC as the ground state, which is satisfied in a wide
range of parameters.

A. Construction of the Three-Patch Model

We now construct the three-patch model, highlighting
the hypotheses it requires.
Consider an electronic band of a multi-orbital contin-

uum quantum system with continuous translation sym-
metry, C3 symmetry, and broken time-reversal symmetry
(for example, the K valley of rhombohedral multilayer
graphene). The Hilbert space is spanned by plane wave
states |q, a⟩, where q is the wavevector and a denotes the
component (i.e. spin, layer, sublattice, etc.). We choose
a basis for components |a⟩ that are irreps of C3, so that
the action of C3 on the basis states is

Ĉ3 |q, a⟩ = exp

[
2πiℓa
3

]
|C3q, a⟩ , ℓa ∈ Z/3Z. (1)

Eigenstates ĉ†q |0⟩ = |ϕq⟩ in the band of interest are in-
dexed by unrestricted momentum q such that

ĥ |ϕq⟩ = Eq |ϕq⟩ , T̂r |ϕq⟩ = eiq·r |ϕq⟩ , (2)

where ĥ is the single-particle Hamiltonian of the system,
and T̂r′ϕ(r) = ϕ(r + r′). These wavefunctions therefore
take the unnormalized plane wave form

ϕaq(r) = ⟨r, a|ϕq⟩ = χa(q)eiq·r. (3)

We also define χ(q) =
∑

a χ
a(q) |a⟩ to be the orbital-

space spinor.
We add density-density interactions in the usual way:

Ĥ0 = ĥ+ Ĥint

= ĥ+
1

2

∫
d2r d2r′ V (r − r′) : ρ̂(r)ρ̂(r′) :,

(4)

where ρ̂(r) is the sum of real space densities over all
components.
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We restrict our attention to a fixed electron density n,
where we will study the energetic competition between
crystalline insulating ground states. In anticipation of
spontaneous translation symmetry breaking, we consider
a hexagonal “superlattice” generated by a1,a2, shown in
Fig. 1(a). The superlattice size is chosen such that there
is one electron per unit cell i.e. filling ν = 1. While this
is not due to an explicitly translation-breaking superlat-
tice potential (e.g. moiré potential), we adopt notation
from that context. The band structure is folded (but
not yet electronically hybridized) onto a hexagonal mini
Brillouin zone (mBZ), Fig. 1(b), with reciprocal lattice
vectors g1, g2 and three high-symmetry points γ, κ, and
κ′. Fig 1(b) shows κ1,κ3, and κ5 get folded to κ, while
κ2,κ4 and κ6 are folded to κ′. We choose γ at a C3 high
symmetry point before translation breaking. The folded
single-particle band structure is three-fold degenerate on
the edge of the bottom band at κ and κ′, which we call
mini-valleys. The C3 symmetry enforce degeneracy of the
kinetic energy Eκj = Eκj+2

, so the folded band structure
is three-fold degenerate.

To make analytic progress, we impose three physical
conditions on the ground states:

1. C3-preserving Crystallization: spontaneous sym-
metry breaking of continuous translations while
preserving C3. This gives a hexagonal “superlat-
tice” with three C3 invariant momenta γ, κ, and
κ′.

2. Weak coupling mean field: the ground state is a
Slater determinant state that only hybridizes ener-
getically proximate bands.

3. Three-patch assumption: the single-particle or-
bitals that make up the ground state wavefunction
is essentially homogeneous in large patches around
the three C3 invariant momenta. This is in spirit
similar to previous “patch models” or “hotspot
models” in the superconductivity community [44–
58].

We will argue in App. D that these three conditions can
be physically motivated if the band dispersion has a flat
bottom and a dispersive edge. Moreover, we verify these
three conditions are consistent with SCHF ground states
of microscopic model of RMG in Sec. III.

Under these assumptions, the ground states of Ĥ0 can
be physically modeled by C3 symmetric Slater determi-
nants with one electron at each of the high symmetry
points. This procedure is detailed in App. D. Briefly,
this follows by taking a single representative k-point for
each high-symmetry patch, which we conveniently take
to be the high-symmetry points. Since the state is weakly
coupled, only low-energy bands are allowed to hybridize,
giving three states at κ, κ′ due to symmetry-enforced
band crossings, but generically only one at γ, as shown in
Fig. 1(c). The only possible single-particle wavefunctions

kx
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κ2κ3

κ4

κ5 κ6
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g2
g3

0

1
2
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a2

Orbital 1

Orbital 2

Orbital 3

χ(κ6) χ(κ1)

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

FIG. 1. Setup of the three-patch model. (a) Real space geom-
etry of the superlattice. The three inequivalent Wyckoff po-
sitions are labeled by circles, squares, and triangles. (b) Mini
Brillouin zone (mBZ) and associated high symmetry points.
The points κ1, κ3, κ5 span the κ point, while κ2, κ4, and κ6

span the κ′ point. (c) Schematic folded band structure of the
model in the mBZ. The κ and κ′ points have three-fold degen-
eracies. (d) Band gaps are opened up along mBZ boundaries
by interactions, which crucially depend on (e) the nontrivial
quantum geometry of multi-component wavefunctions.

are

ψγ,ℓγ=0(r) = χ(γ) (5)

ψκ,ℓκ(r) =
1√
3

∑
j=1,3,5

exp

[
2πiℓκ
3

j

2

]
eiκj ·rχ(κj),

ψκ′,ℓκ′ (r) =
1√
3

∑
j=2,4,6

exp

[
2πiℓκ′

3

j

2

]
eiκj ·rχ(κj),

where we fix the gauge χ(κj+2) = Ĉ3χ(κj), and the
states are indexed by C3 angular momenta ℓξ defined
by

C3 |ψξ,ℓξ⟩ = exp

[
2πiℓξ
3

]
|ψξ,ℓξ⟩ . (6)

In the above, we fixed the gauge such that ℓγ = 0.
Given the discrete choices at each momentum point,

there are exactly 9 Slater determinant states |Ψℓκ,ℓκ′ ⟩ at
filling one electron per k-point, which are fully charac-
terized by ℓκ and ℓκ′ . In first quantization,

Ψℓκ,ℓκ′ (r1, r2, r3) = A[ψγ(r1), ψκ,ℓκ(r2), ψκ′,ℓκ′ (r3)],
(7)

where A is the antisymmetrization operator. Each
|Ψℓκ,ℓκ′ ⟩ captures the character of a full 2D state whose
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Chern number is given by

C ≡ ℓκ + ℓκ′ mod 3. (8)

This follows from the theory of symmetry indicators [33,
59–64], which posits that the sum of angular momentum
at C3 symmetric momenta determines the Chern number
mod 3 i.e. C ≡ ℓγ + ℓκ + ℓκ′ . This can be thought of as
a generalization of the famous Fu-Kane formula for in-
version symmetric topological insulators [33], which was
later generalized to Chern bands with discrete rotation
symmetries [59, 60]. We choose the C3 origin such that
ℓγ = 0 above, implying Eq. (8). We will refer to three
possible values of C as simply C = 1, 0,−1, although in
principle the Chern number can be larger.

Due to C3, these Slater determinant states have de-
generate kinetic energy, so their energetic competition is

determined solely through interactions:

E(ℓκ, ℓκ′) = ⟨Ψℓκ,ℓκ′ |Ĥint|Ψℓκ,ℓκ′ ⟩ . (9)

Below we will evaluate the energies E(ℓκ, ℓκ′) analytically
to determine when a C = 1 state is stabilized.

B. Analytical solution of the three-patch model

We will now perform a full analytical evaluation of the
three-patch energy in Eq. (9). As it is the energy of a
Slater determinant state, we can perform Wick contrac-
tion to separate Hartree and Fock contributions:

E(ℓκ, ℓκ′) =
1

2

∑
ξ,ξ′∈

{γ,κ,κ′}

EH(ξ, ξ′) + EF (ξ, ξ
′).

(10)

Here, the Hartree and Fock (exchange) energies
EH , EF between single particle states are defined as

EH(ξ, ξ′) =

∫
d2rd2r′ψa

ξ (r)ψ
a
ξ (r)V (r−r′)ψb

ξ′(r)ψ
b
ξ′(r), EF (ξ, ξ

′) = −
∫
d2rd2r′ψa

ξ′(r)ψ
a
ξ (r)V (r−r′)ψb

ξ(r
′)ψb

ξ′(r
′),

(11)

where again ψa
ξ (r) is the component a of the single-

particle wavefunctions at high symmetry point ξ, and
the repeated indiced are summed over.

Naively, the interaction energy Eq. (10) comes with
three pairs of terms. However, translation by ã = (a1 +
a2)/3 shifts angular momenta ℓκ → ℓκ + 1, and ℓκ′ →
ℓκ′ − 1 as we show in App. C. Thus, the energy can only

depend on ℓκ+ ℓκ′ ≡ C mod 3. Since the (ξ, ξ′) = (γ, κ)
term does not depend on ℓκ′ , it cannot have dependence
on angular momenta; the same goes for the (γ, κ′) term.
The only term with dependence on C is the (κ, κ′) term.
By explicit computation in Fourier space, we obtain

the energy of the (κ, κ′) interaction term as a function of
ℓκ, ℓκ′ :

EH(κ, κ′) =
1

9

∑
m,n∈{1,3,5}

∑
o,p∈{2,4,6}

e2πi[(n−m)ℓκ+(p−o)ℓκ′ ]/6Λm,nΛo,pVκn−κmδκn−κm,κo−κp , (12)

EF (κ, κ
′) = −1

9

∑
m,n∈{1,3,5}

∑
o,p∈{2,4,6}

e2πi[(n−m)ℓκ+(p−o)ℓκ′ ]/6Λm,pΛo,nVκp−κmδκp−κm,κo−κn , (13)

where we defined form factors Λm,n = χ†(κm)χ(κn), and
Vq is the Fourier transform of interaction V (r) at momen-
tum q. The physical meaning of each term in this sum
is clear: they correspond to different scattering processes
with momentum transfer κm − κn.

Only the scattering processes depicted in Fig. 2(a, b)
and their C3 rotated counterparts have ℓκ, ℓκ′ depen-
dence. Collecting those together, and using the C3 action

Λn,m = Λn+2,m+2 to simplify the expression, we get

E(C) = Vg1
ϵH(C) + Vκ1

ϵF (C) + E0, (14)

ϵH(C) =
2

3
Re
[
e2πiC/3Λ1,3Λ4,6

]
=

2

3
λH cos

(
θH +

2πC

3

)
,

(15)

ϵF (C) = −2

3
Re
[
e−2πiC/3Λ1,2Λ4,5

]
= −2

3
λF cos

(
θF − 2πC

3

)
.

(16)
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FIG. 2. Predicted phase diagram by the three-patch model. (a) and (b) show the scattering processes contributing to the
Hartree and Fock terms EH(C) and EF (C), and their associated form factors. (c) The angles of the form factors, θH and
θF , determine the Chern number favored by the Hartree and Fock terms respectively. Colored regions are where the Hartree
and Fock ground states agree. Curves correspond to the evolution of θH and θF as a function of 0 ≤ η ≤ 1, which tunes the
RMG-inspired spinors χ(NL) for different number of components NL,. The transition points where the C = 1 state becomes
the ground state in the three-patch model for NL = 3, 4, 5 are very close to each other, and are marked by the yellow star
in the phase diagram. The orange dot marks the η = 0 point. (d) The energy difference between the C = 1 state and the
lowest-energy C ̸= 1 state in the three-patch model for different number of components NL as a function of η. Transition points
to the C = 1 states are marked by yellow stars.

Here E0 is a term that does not depend on the Chern
number C. We parameterized the form factors in terms
of two angles

Λ1,3Λ4,6 = λHe
iθH , Λ1,2Λ4,5 = λF e

iθF . (17)

The ground state of ϵH(ϵF ) is determined by θH(θF )
alone. For certain values of θH and θF , the ground states
of the Hartree and the Fock terms agree, uniquely deter-
mining the ground state. In Fig. 2(c), we show a 2D
phase diagram of the three-patch model as a function
of θH and θF . The “frustration free” regions where the
Hartree ground state and the Fock ground state agree
are shaded with color.

We note these angles are connected to the Pancharat-
nam overlap

P =

6∏
i=1

Λi−1,i = λ3F e
3iθF , (18)

where χ0 is defined to be χ6. The angle argP records the
accumulated geometric phase by a path along the mBZ
boundaries. In the case where spinors vary slowly along
the path, the phase argP = 3θF can be approximated
by the total Berry curvature within the Brillouin zone.

The Fock term starts favoring a C = 1 state when θF >
π/3, which approximately translates to

∫
mBZ

Ω(k) ≳ π,
i.e. half the Berry curvature necessary for the C = 1
state. The Hartree term, however, favors the C = 1
state at arbitrarily small η, whose competition with the
Fock term determines the ultimate ground state.

C. Topological Transition from RMG spinors

The phases θH and θF can depend on the detail of the
spinor structure, which in turn determine whether the
C = 1 is stable. We now consider a concrete example of
the spinor to examine the behavior of ϵH(C) and ϵF (C).
We take the following spinor motivated by the physics of
RMG systems:

χ(NL)(κn+1) = N (1, ηe2πin/6, . . . , ηNL−1e2πi(NL−1)n/6),
(19)

where η is a positive number less than 1,

N = 1/
√∑NL−1

a=0 η2a is the normalization fac-

tor. The components have C3 action given by
Ĉ3 = diag(1, e2πi/3, . . . , e2πi(NL−1)/3).
In Fig. 2(c), we show parametric curves (θF (η), θH(η))

for 0 ≤ η ≤ 1 for various values of NL = 2 − 5. We see
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FIG. 3. Hartree and Fock energies of different C states. The rows correspond to different number of components. The first
two columns correspond to the Hartree and Fock terms EH(C) and EF (C), plotted with Vg = Vκ = 1. “HF, contact” is the
sum of Hartree and Fock energies with Vg = Vκ = 1, while “HF, Coulomb” is computed with Vκ = 1, Vg = 1/

√
3. The yellow

star marks the phase transition point between C = 0 and C = 1 using Coulomb interaction.

that at NL = 2, the curve never enters the region where
both Hartree and Fock terms favor the C = 1 ground
state (labeled as “C = 1 GS” in the figure), while for
other number of layers, a significant portion of the curve
is inside the “C = 1 GS” region. We conclude that the
AHC state forms at a large range of η for NL = 3 − 5,
regardless of the values of Vg and Vκ.
To see this more quantitatively, we evaluate the

Hartree and Fock energies explicitly. They can be or-
ganized in powers of η (See App. A):

ϵH(C) =
2

3

NL−1∑
a,b=0

N 4ηa+b cos

(
2π(a+ b+ C)

3

)
(20)

ϵF (C) = −2

3

NL−1∑
a,b=0

N 4ηa+b cos

(
2π(a+ b− 2C)

6

)
.

(21)

We consider two types of interactions: short-range in-
teraction, i.e. contact interaction V (r) ∝ δ(r), Vq =
const. (Vκ1

= Vg1
), and long-range interaction, i.e.

Coulomb interaction V (r) ∝ 1/|r|, Vq ∝ 1/|q| (Vκ1
=√

3Vg1
).

Let us define ∆E to be the energy difference between
the Coulomb energy of the C = 1 state and the lowest
energy state:

∆E :=
ϵH(1)√

3
+ ϵF (1)− min

C=0,−1

[
ϵH(C)√

3
+ ϵF (C)

]
. (22)

Values ∆E < 0 signal that C = 1 is the ground state with
the Coulomb interaction. We plot this for NL = 2 − 5

in Fig. 2(d). We see that for NL ≥ 3, C = 1 becomes
the ground state at η ∼ 0.6, marked by a yellow star,
while the C = 1 never becomes the unique ground state
for NL = 2. The corresponding critical point is marked
in Fig. 2(c) as well, where the single yellow star covers
all the critical points. As the Hartree term always favors
the C = 1 state, the transition point is slightly outside
of the “C = 1 GS” region. We conclude that the AHC
state is favored for large enough η for NL ≥ 3.

Having understood the case of Coulomb interaction
for NL = 2 − 5, we now look at Hartree and Fock
contributions separately. Since many of the qualita-
tive features are similar for all NL ≥ 3, we focus on
NL = 2, 3. We plot the Hartree and Fock energies
(ϵH(C), ϵF (C)), as well as contact and Coulomb ener-

gies (ϵH(C) + ϵF (C), ϵH(C)/
√
3 + ϵF (C)) in Fig. 3. We

note the following features of these plots, which can also
be analytically confirmed: 1) Hartree always favors the
C = 1 state, 2) Fock favors the C = 0 for all values of

η for NL = 2, but favors C = 1 above η ≈ 1/
√
2 for

NL ≥ 3, 3) Coulomb interaction energy behaves quali-
tatively similarly to the Fock interaction energy, and 4)
The contact interaction makes C = 0 and C = 1 ex-
actly degenerate at NL = 2, which is a general feature of
NL = 2 spinors (which is true in general for NL = 2, see
App. B).

We stress again that the energetics of the phase tran-
sition for this choice of spinors is mostly governed by the
Fock exchange energy, manifesting in the similarity be-
tween the Fock energy curve and the Coulomb energy
curve. While the Hartree energy always favors the C = 1
state, it only shifts the phase transition point slightly.
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ρκ(r, ℓ = 0)

ρκ(r, ℓ = 1)

ρκ(r, ℓ = −1)

ρκ′(r, ℓ = 0)

ρκ′(r, ℓ = 1)

ρκ′(r, ℓ = −1)

C = ℓκ + ℓκ′ = 1 + 0

C = ℓκ + ℓκ′ = 0 + 0

C = ℓκ + ℓκ′ = −1 + 0

FIG. 4. Charge densities of competing candidate states of the
three patch model. (left): the charge densities at the κ point.
The size of the circles corresponds to different amplitudes of
charge densities, which come from different components of
the spinor. Different angular momentum states labeled by ℓ
are related to each other by translation. (right): the charge
densities in the κ′ point. (center): the total charge densities
of states with different Chern numbers.

D. Three-patch states in real space

In this section, we inspect the charge density of
the three-patch states with RMG spinors, discussed in
Sec. II C. These charge densities are not only character-
istic features of the different three-patch states, but also
let us peek into their energetics in different regimes.

Let us consider the single particle state at κ with an-
gular momentum ℓκ. The C3 symmetry of the spinors
Ĉ3χ(κi) = χ(κi+2), fixes the i dependence of χ

a(κi ∈ κ)
to the form χa(κj) = exp[2πiℓa(j−1)/6]χa(κ1), where ℓa
is the angular momentum of spinor component a. Using
this fact, we can rewrite each component of ψκ,ℓκ (Eq. (5)
as follows:

ψa
κ,ℓκ(r) = φκ,ℓκ+ℓa(r)χ

a(κ1). (23)

The spatial wavefunction is given by

φκ,ℓtot(r) :=
1√
3

∑
j=1,3,5

e2πiℓtotj/6eiκj ·r, (24)

in which ℓtot is the total angular momentum of the com-
ponent. At κ point, it can be written as ℓtot = ℓκ + ℓa.
The functions φκ′ for κ′ can be obtained by complex
conjugation. Some of the key properties of these wave-
functions are reviewed in App. C.

Let us now consider the RMG-inspired spinor,
Eq. (19), with NL = 2:

χ(2)(κn) ∝ (1, ηe2πi(n−1)/6). (25)

Since the components have different angular momenta ℓa,
their charge densities ρκ,ℓtot(r) =

∑
a |ψa

κ,ℓκ
(r)|2 appear

offset from each other, resulting in the charge density
pattern shown in the left column of Fig. 4. We likewise
show the charge densities in κ′ in the right column.

The total charge densities are simply the sum of these
charge densities. We note that for each Chern number,
there are three possible charge densities corresponding
to different C3 angular momenta. In Sec. IIID, we show
that these schematic charge densities agree well with ac-
tual SCHF charge densities.

These spatial density patterns can be used to under-
stand some aspects of the energetics of the three-patch
states. In App. E, we show that the three-patch charge
densities can be used to understand 1) Hartree energy
competition between C = 1 and C = 0 state, 2) Fock en-
ergy competition between C = 0 and C = 1 at small η,
and 3) the stability of the C = 0 state under honeycomb
potential.

We caution the readers that even though the charge
densities provide a simple graphical picture to under-
stand some aspects of the energy competition, it also
fails to predict many important features. In particular,
it does not capture the strength of the Fock interaction at
large η, thus failing to capture the stability of the AHC
state.

III. APPLICATION OF THE THREE-PATCH
MODEL TO RHOMBOHEDRAL MULTILAYER

GRAPHENE

We now introduce a streamlined microscopic model of
rhombohedral multilayer graphene (RMG) [65]. We note
that our model neglects detailed effects such as longer-
range hoppings within the rhombohedral graphene,
which was shown to not affect the phase diagram
strongly [29], lattice relaxation, and the layer-dependence
of the Coulomb interactions. We also neglect the hBN
moiré potential [66–69], but allow for interaction gen-
erated spontaneous translation breaking. We show this
simplified model hosts an AHC state within SCHF,
and furthermore provides a concrete justification for the
three-patch model and its approximations.

A. Hamiltonian

Consider NL layers of graphene with rhombohedral

stacking with creation operators ĉ†σ,ℓ where σ ∈ {A,B}
labels sublattice and ℓ ∈ {1, . . . , NL} labels layer. From
the side (Fig. 5(d)), RMG forms a staircase with different
hopping strengths within and between layers — akin to
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the SSH chain. The Hamiltonian is

ĥRMG =
∑
k

ĥ0(k) + ĥD(k)

ĥ0(k) = −t0S(k)
NL∑
ℓ=1

c†B,ℓ(k)cA,ℓ(k)

+ t1

NL∑
ℓ=2

c†B,ℓ−1(k)cA,ℓ(k) + h.c.

ĥD(k) = −
NL∑
ℓ=1

uD(ℓ− 1)n̂ℓ(k)

(26)

where t0 = 3100meV is the intralayer hopping,
t1 ≈ 380meV is the interlayer hopping, S(k) =∑2

n=0 e
ik·δn in terms of graphene interatomic vec-

tors δn = Cn−1
3 (0, a/

√
3), a = 0.246 nm is the

graphene lattice constant, and n̂ℓ(k) = c†A,ℓ(k)cA,ℓ(k) +

c†B,ℓ(k)cB,ℓ(k) is the electron density on layer ℓ. Finally,
uD > 0 is a displacement field that polarizes electrons in
the conduction bands towards the top layer. We have
neglected further-neighbor hoppings ti≥2. While they
change the topology of the Fermi surface at small elec-
tron density from an annulus to three distinct pockets, a
previous SCHF study has shown that the AHC state is
unaffected by these further-neighbor hoppings [29]. The
model enjoys C3 rotation symmetry, two-fold rotation
C2x, mirror Mx, time-reversal, and standard discrete
translations.

We can define a natural length scale of this Hamilto-
nian by the condition that the first and second term of

ĥ0(k) in Eq. (26) have equal magnitude. Approximat-
ing the intra-layer dispersion linearly as t0S(K +∆k) =
vF∆k · σ with vF = 1.6 × 105ms−1, we find the length
scale to be L0 = 2πvF /t1 ≈ 11nm. This natural length
scale should be contrasted against the length scale of
translation symmetry breaking, coming from either ex-
plicit moiré potential or spontaneous symmetry break-
ing. We expect qualitatively new physics to happen when
these two length scales match. We note that this is pre-
cisely what happens for the magic angle of twisted bilayer
graphene, whose moiré length scale is also around 10nm.

We consider an interacting Hamiltonian

ĤRMG = ĥRMG+
1

2A

∑
q

Vq : ρ̂qρ̂−q :, Vq =
2π tanh |q|d
ϵrϵ0|q|

(27)
where ρ̂q is the charge density operator at wavevector q,
A is the sample area, Vq corresponds to the double-gated
Coulomb interactions with gate distance d = 25nm and
dielectric ϵr = 5 (unless otherwise specified). Finally,
normal ordering is with respect to the fermionic vacuum
at charge neutrality for simplicity. We note this vac-
uum is strongly renormalized in realistic models in the
limit uD → 0, necessitating “Hartree-Fock subtraction”
or other techniques to property renormalize the kinetic
term in order to model the realistic system [31]. In the

simplified model used here we take only the lowest con-
duction band to be dynamical.
To perform Hartree-Fock calculations, we focus on the

low-energy part of the single-particle spectrum and only
keep the states near the K point of graphene. We use
graphene Bravais lattice vectors

R1 = a(1, 0), R2 = a(1/2,
√
3/2), (28)

with corresponding reciprocal lattice vectors

G1 =
2π

a
(1, 1/

√
3), G2 =

2π

a
(0, 2/

√
3), (29)

and K = 2π/a(2/3, 0). The vicinity of the K point is
shown in Fig. 5(a).
To account for the possibility of translation symmetry

breaking, we consider a “ghost” superlattice generated
by the Bravais vectors

r1 = Ls(1, 0), r2 = Ls(1/2,
√
3/2), (30)

where Ls is the superlattice scale defined below. The
corresponding reciprocal lattice vectors are given by

g1 =
2π

Ls
(1, 1/

√
3), g2 =

2π

Ls
(0, 2/

√
3). (31)

These generate the mini-Brillouin zone (mBZ) shown in
Fig. 5(a). Here, we have chosen the mBZ to be centered
at the graphene K point and oriented the same way as
the graphene Brillouin zone, with high-symmetry points
γ, κ, and κ′.
The superlattice scale Ls is fixed by the electron den-

sity n. As we are interested in the behavior of the system
at the filling of one electron per superlattice unit cell i.e.
ν = 1, we choose Ls to enforce this filling. Since the area
of the superlattice unit cell is

√
3L2

s/2, we have

L2
s =

2√
3n
. (32)

While we do not consider the effect of a moiré poten-
tial in this work, we provide a conversion between moiré
parameters and superlattice parameters for ease of com-
parison to experiments with moiré patterns from proxi-
mate hBN layers. In the presence of moiré potential, the
superlattice constant Ls should be taken to be the same
as moiré lattice constant. In the case of the moiré pat-
tern generated by hBN/graphene lattice mismatch, the
lattice constant goes as

Lmoiré
s = a

1 + ϵ√
ϵ2 + 2(1 + ϵ)(1− cos θ)

, (33)

where ϵ ≈ 0.018 is the lattice mismatch, and θ is the
relative rotation angle between hBN and graphene. The
experimental value of θ = 0.77◦ [19] corresponds to Ls ≈
11.5nm, putting it close to the natural length scale L0.
Plots of this relation are shown in Appendix G.
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FIG. 5. (a) The choice of mBZ for folding. The γ point is
chosen to coincide with the K point of RMG. (b) Schematic
side view of the structure of RMG, showing the staircase-like
structure. We simplify the RMG model such that only the
hoppings t0,1 along the staircase are taken into account. (c)
The band structure of the simplified Hamiltonian of RMG
at NL = 5 (Eq. (26)) along the kx axis at uD = 40meV.
Vertical lines correspond to the position of κ point after fold-
ing the band structure at densities (29, 9.2, 2.9) × 1011cm−2

from outside to inside. (d), (e), (f) The RMG band struc-
ture after folding according to (c). Electronic densities are
(9.2, 2.9, 29) × 1011cm−2 respectively. Gray shading corre-
sponds to Coulomb interaction strengths at the interparticle
distance corresponding to these densities. Only the electronic
density in (d) is suitable for the three-patch model. (e) is
below the optimal range of density for the three-patch model
due to the degeneracy at γ. (f) is above the optimal range of
density because the bandwidth is too large.

With the above choice of geometry, the single particle
states in our mean-field calculations take the form

ψk(r) =
∑
m,n

cm,n
k ϕk+mg1+ng2

(r), (34)

where ϕk are eigenstates of the single particle Hamilto-
nian, and cm,n

k are complex coefficients.

B. Spinor structure of RMG

We now investigate the spinor structure of RMG. As
has been shown in Sec. II, a fundamental input to the
three-patch model are the spinors at the corners of the
mBZ, i.e. the κi points.
We assume the time-reversal symmetry has been bro-

ken by spontaneous valley polarization, and focus on near
the graphene K point. We can simplify Eq. (26) by ap-
proximating −t0S(K + k) ≈ vF k̄, where vF ≈ 106m/s
is the graphene Fermi velocity, and k̄ = kx − iky. When
vF |k| < t1, the spectrum corresponds to the topological
phase of the SSH chain [70, 71]. It hosts two localized
boundary modes, polarized on A and B sublattices. The
A mode has (unnormalized) wavefunction

χ̃B(K+k) = (1, 0,−η(k), 0, η(k)2 . . . ) where η(k) = vF |k|
t1

(35)
in the basis BNL , ANL , BNL−1, ANL−1, . . . . Its normal-
ized counterpart is χB = χ̃B/|χ̃B |. The A boundary
mode is χA = σxPχ

∗
B where σx flips sublattice, and P

reverses the order of the layers.
If uD, vF |k| < t1, then the layer edge modes give the

that give the highest energy valence band and lowest en-
ergy conduction band of RMG. We can thus project the
single-particle Hamiltonian H(k) into a two-dimensional
Hilbert space spanned by χA(k) and χB(k):

Heff(K + k) =

(
−uDδ(k) t1η(k)

NL

t1η(k)
∗NL uD(−(NL − 1) + δ(k))

)
(36)

where δ(k) = 1
uD

⟨χA(k)|HD|χA(k)⟩ ≈ |η(k)|2/(1 −
|η(k)|2). At small enough k, the diagonal part domi-
nates, and we can approximate the energy eigenstate by
χ̃B .
Dropping the A sublattices, and performing a layer-

dependent gauge transformation, we find that the spinor
at the k are given by

χB(K + k) ∝ (1, η(k), η(k)2, . . . ). (37)

Thus, we recover the spinor structure used in Sec. II C,
allowing us to compare the phenomenology of the section
to that of the simplified RMG Hamiltonian.
We now consider the mBZ at density n to determine

the value of η. The mBZ corners, κj , measured from the
graphene K point, are given by

κj(n) =
2π

Ls(n)
(C6)

j−1(2/3, 0), (38)

where C6 is the six fold counterclockwise rotation, and
Ls is determined by n via Eq. (32). Correspondingly, the
spinors are given by

χB(K+κn+1) ∝ (1, η(κi(n))e
2πin/6, η(κi(n))

2e4πin/6, . . . )
(39)
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FIG. 6. Properties of a C = 0 state (Wigner-like insulator) found in SCHF atNL = 5 with parameters (t0, t1) = (3100, 380)meV,
uD = 15meV, n = 4.8× 1011cm−2, analogous to that in Fig. 7. We use 24× 24 k-points and project onto the lowest 7 bands.
(a-e) Charge densities of the C = 0 state. The left panels (a,b) correspond to orbitals BNL and BNL−1 of the wavefunction
at κ, while the right panels (d,e) correspond to charge densities at κ′ of the same orbitals. The central panel (c) is the total
charge density, including all the momenta points. (f) The Berry curvature, normalized such that the average of Ω(k) being 2π
corresponds to C = 1 over the BZ.(g) The band number Nb(k) in the mBZ. We can clearly see the existence of three patches.

where

η(κi(n)) :=
vF |κi(n)|

t1
=
L0|κi(n)|

2π
=

L0

2π2

(
n

6
√
3

) 1
2

.

(40)
The critical η ∼ 0.6 in the three-patch model, where
the C = 0 state transitions to a C = 1 state, cor-
responds to an electronic density of 7.9 × 1011 cm−2,
with a corresponding superlattice length scale of ap-
proximately 12 nm, slightly larger than the length scale
2πvF /t1 = 11nm. In terms of the angle between hBN
and graphene, this corresponds to roughly 0.6◦, close to
the experimental value 0.77◦ [19].

C. Density range of validity

The band structure of RMG under displacement field,
Fig. 5(c), has a relatively flat band bottom, suggesting
it could host three-patch states. We now carefully de-
marcate the density regime where expect the three-patch
phenomenology.

We then fold the band structure onto the mini-
Brillouin zone given according to the reciprocal lat-
tice vectors in Eq. (31). Note that since there is no
superlattice-scale potential, there is no eigenvalue repul-
sion.

There is a range of densities in which the minimal
model is applicable. The dashed lines in Fig. 5(c) show
the location mBZ boundaries at k−K = ±2π/Ls(2/3, 0)
corresponding to three different densities. Correspond-
ingly, the xaxis labels (κ′, κ, and γ) on Fig. 5(d-f) refer to
different points for different panels. Fig. 5(d) shows the
band structure at optimal density (orange line), whose

lowest band is relatively flat compared to the interac-
tion scale (gray shading), promoting symmetry breaking.
Moreover, the large gap to the second band exceeds the
interaction scale significantly at γ, disfavoring mixing.
Thus, the ground state is likely to be a weakly coupled
symmetry-broken state.
Outside this range of densities, the three-patch as-

sumptions can break down. If the density is too low [Fig.
5(e)], then the other bands will mix strongly at γ, vio-
lating the assumed form of the wavefunction in Eq. (5).
This will potentially alter the angular momentum ℓγ . Al-
ternatively, too large a density [Fig. 5(f)] makes the band
too dispersive at the mBZ boundaries, potentially favor-
ing a Fermi liquid over a crystal. Henceforth we focus
on the “Goldilocks zone” of densities corresponding to
folding the bands near the edge of the flat band bottom.

D. Three-patch states as SCHF ground states

In Sec. II, we showed that there is a close energetic
competition between C = 0 and C = 1 states in the
three-patch model using RMG spinors. We now show
that the microscopic model Eq. (27) not only realizes
this energetic competition, but recapitulates the same
real space charge density patterns.
We briefly comment on our SCHF numerics. We ex-

plicitly allow translation symmetry breaking by using the
folded band structure in the mBZ defined in Eq. (31). We
assume valley and spin polarization, resulting from the
flavor Stoner ferromagnetism due to the large density of
states [72]. We choose the superlattice scale Ls such that
the filling is one electron per superlattice unit cell at each
density considered. We project to the lowest 7 conduc-
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FIG. 7. Properties of a C = 1 state (anomalous Hall crystal) found in SCHF at parameters NL = 5, (t0, t1) = (3100, 380)meV,
uD = 40meV, n = 9.2× 1011cm−2. Panels are arranged similarly to Fig. 6.

tion bands for simplicity, although we note that it may
become uncontrolled due to the reduced Hilbert space.
See Ref. [29] for further numerical details.

At low densities, corresponding to low η, the ground
state is a topologically trivial insulator. Its real-space
charge density is shown in Fig. 6(c), which has an over-
all triangular lattice of a Wigner-like insulator — just as
in Fig. 4. This charge density is essentially determined
by the sum of charge densities from κ and κ′. In the
dominant BNL spinor components, shown in (a) and (d),
the charge is centered at the same Wyckoff positions,
with the subdominant BNL−1 components “filling in the
gaps” to produce the same structure shown in Fig. 11.
The Berry curvature, shown in Fig. 6(f) is small every-
where, giving C = 0.

At higher densities, i.e. higher η, there is a transition
to a C = 1 state. Fig. 7(c) shows its charge density,
which is fairly uniform with peaks on a honeycomb lat-
tice. Now the dominant BNL components are centered on
different Wyckoff positions at κ versus κ′, but the sub-
dominant components are on top of each other. Referring
to Fig. 4, we can see this is precisely the same structure
as the C = 1 state there, whose dominant and subdomi-
nant components are represented by large and small cir-
cles, respectively. Here the Berry curvature, Fig. 7(f), is
strongly peaked at κ and κ′, with a slight C2 breaking.

The success of the three-patch model, which only con-
tains three single-particle wavefunctions, to reproduce
the SCHF charge density is consistent with three-patch
assumptions. We now explicitly verify that the ground
states are weak-coupling states that mix only a few low-
lying bands in the folded band structure: this can be re-
vealed by studying the number of single-particle bands of
the folded band structure mixed into the occupied band
of the SCHF ground state. To quantify this, we note that

SCHF eigenstates have the form

ψk(r) =
∑
g

χk(g)e
i(k+g)·r, (41)

where g runs over superlattice reciprocal vectors, i.e. dif-
ferent (unhybridized) mini-bands. We define a mini-band
distribution function

pk(g) := |χk(g)|2. (42)

When the eigenstate is an equal superposition of N
plane waves (i.e. N mini-bands after folding), the
von Neumann entropy of the band distribution function
Sv.N.(k) = −∑g pk(g) log pk(g) equals logN . There-
fore, we define the band number

Nb(k) := eSv.N.(k) = exp

(
−
∑
g

pk(g) log pk(g)

)
(43)

to quantify the number of bands that mix at each k-point.
The band number Nb(k) is shown in Fig. 6,7 (g). It is

approximately 1 near γ, but is close to 3 in at κ, κ′. This
confirms that only minibands close to the band bottom
appear in the SCHF wavefunction, explicitly confirming
the “weak coupling” assumption. In fact, we can see the
appearance of large patch-like features near γ, κ and κ′.
The assumptions of the three-patch model are therefore
borne out in microscopic SCHF, so we should expect the
phenomenology and predictions of the three-patch model
to hold.

E. Microscopic verification of the three-patch
phase diagram

The previous sections demonstrated translation break-
ing, weak band mixing and clear patches in SCHF ground
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FIG. 8. (a) Energy differences between C = 1 and C = 0
ground states in the three-patch model. We take spinors of
the form Eq. (19) with NL = 5, finding a transition at η ≈
0.6. (b) Dimensionally-reduced phase diagram of insulating
states in Eq. (27), simplified microscopic RMG. Here η is
proportional to the density, while Nb(γ) quantifies how much
remote bands are populated in the γ point wavefunction of
the SCHF ground state (details in text). The line at η = 0.52
approximately separates the C = 0 and C = 1 phases, in good
agreement with the phenomenological three-patch model.

states of RMG, putting the model into the regime of the
three-patch model. We therefore expect the predictions
and phenomenology of the three-patch model to appear
in the microscopic model. We now show a striking man-
ifestation of this: the competition between C = 0 and
C = 1 is set by a single parameter η.
Fig. 8(a) shows the energy difference between C = 0

state and the C = 1 state in the three patch model
with Coulomb interaction using spinors χB from Eq. (35)
parametrized by η with NL = 5. There is a phase tran-
sition around η = 0.6. We recall that in RMG, the value
of η is given by

η(n) =
L0

2π2

(
n

6
√
3

) 1
2

(44)

where L0 ≈ 11nm is the natural length scale of RMG. We
note that effect of the ignored zero mode χA is negligible

at large uD, where its weight is suppressed. However, at
small uD, its weight can become as large as O(10)%. This
gives rise to a large “gray area” where the three-patch
model is inconclusive about the ground state (App. F),
and effects neglected in the three-patch model can de-
termine the ground state. For simplicity, we apply the
result of the three-patch model with χB in our analysis
below.
If η is the primary driver of the phase transition be-

tween C = 0 and C = 1 — as predicted by the three-
patch model — there should be a clean phase boundary
in terms of η alone. To verify this, we first compute
the microscopic ground state over a high dimensional
parameter space, then dimensionally reduce the results
in terms of just two variables. Explicitly, we select η
and Nb(γ), which quantifies the number of remote bands
that mix at the γ point, and must be close to 1 for the
three patch model to be applicable. Concretely, we take
NL = 5, and vary uD ∈ [5, 70]meV, ϵr ∈ [3, 10], and
n ∈ [1.4, 17]×1011cm−2. We identify metallic data points
either by a large occupation difference in the mBZ or by
a small indirect gap less than 2meV. We discard such
metallic data points as they are outside the scope of the
three-patch model.

The dimensionally-reduced SCHF phase diagram is
shown in Fig. 8(b). We see that all of the points above
η = 0.52 (dashed line) belong to the C = 1 phase, while
most of the points below η = 0.52 are in the C = 0 phase.
We note that the C = 0 and C = 1 phase boundary in
SCHF at η = 0.52 goes far beyond the weak coupling
Nb(γ) = 1 point, potentially hinting that the three-patch
model works beyond the weak-coupling assumption. We
may thus conclude that η indeed controls the topological
phase transition, and that the three-patch model accu-
rately predicts the critical value.

It is instructive to fix a realistic value of ϵr to see a
density v. uD phase diagram(Fig. 9(a)). We see that
the AHC state is favored in the “Goldilocks” region at
intermediate density and a narrow range of displacement
field uD. The qualitative features of this phase digram
remains the same even when we include further-neighbor
hoppings(Fig. 9(b)). As predicted by the three-patch
model, the AHC phase gives way to the WC phase at
low density. In fact, the critical value can be shifted to
lower density/η by changing the gate distance of the in-
teraction, exactly as predicted by the three-patch model
(App. G). We will comment further on the striking suc-
cess of the three-patch model in the discussion.

F. Three-patch states from analytical mean-field
equation

In this brief section, we use a mean field gap equation
to analyze the interaction-driven gap. Surprisingly, we
find gap opening induces nearly constant wavefunctions
in the κ, κ′ patches.
Let us focus on a small momentum patch of radius S
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FIG. 9. Phase diagram of RMG without a moiré potential in
self-consistent Hartree-Fock. Red square indicate anomalous
Hall crystals, blue circles indicate Wigner-crystal-like insulat-
ing states. Gray pentagons are states that are likely metallic
(diagnosed by n(k) varying by > 1%). The dashed purple line
shows the phase transition predicted by the three-patch model
— close to the true mean field transition. (a) Phase diagram
in simplified model Eq. (36). (b) Phase diagram including
higher hoppings (t2, t3, t4) = (−21meV, 290meV, 141meV)
in the expanded model from Ref. [29]. We note that the
addition of higher hoppings does not significantly alter the
phase diagram, suggesting these phase are stable to a vari-
ety of perturbations. Parameters: 24 × 24 unit cells, ϵr = 5,
dgate = 10nm.

at κ. At each point in the patch, there are three low-
lying states in the Hilbert space of the folded Brillouin
zone corresponding to plane waves |ϕκ1+k⟩, |ϕκ3+k⟩, and
|ϕκ5+k⟩, defined in Eq. (2). In this three-dimensional
Hilbert space, the linearized dispersion of each plane-
wave state (before folding) is given by

H0(k) =

veffF k · ê1 0 0
0 veffF k · ê3 0
0 0 veffF k · ê5

 , (45)

where êi is the unit vector parallel to κi, and v
eff
F is the

effective Fermi velocity at the κ patch. We assume the
dispersion veffF is small, since the κ patch is near a local
minimum of dispersion in experimental relevant regimes
[see Fig. 5(c)].
We consider a mean-field Hamiltonian Hmf(k) by pro-

jecting the Hatree and Fock terms into this subspace. By
C3 symmetry, it takes the form

Hmf(k) =

 0 ∆(k) ∆∗(k)
∆∗(k) 0 ∆(k)
∆(k) ∆∗(k) 0

 . (46)

where the mean field ∆(k) can be written as

∆(k) = Vg1
Λκ1+k,κ3+k

∫
d2k′Λκ3+k′,κ1+k′ ⟨ĉ†κ3+k′ ĉκ1+k′⟩

−
∫
d2k′Vk−k′Λκ3+k′,κ3+kΛκ1+k,κ1+k′ ⟨ĉ†κ3+k′ ĉκ1+k′⟩ ,

(47)

where Λk,k′ = χ†(k)χ(k′) is the form factor of plane
wave states. The first term is the Hartree contribution,
whereas the second term is the Fock contribution.
Since we are only interested in the vicinity of κ, we as-

sume that all the spinors around the κi points are roughly
unchanging:

χ(κi + k) ≈ χi. (48)

We also approximate Vk−k′ = V0. With these approxi-
mations, Eq. (47) can be drastically simplified:

∆(k) = (Vg1
|Λ1,3|2 − V0)

∫
|k′|<S

⟨ĉ†κ3+k′ ĉκ1+k′⟩ ≡ ∆.

(49)
Note that now the mean-field potential ∆ is independent
of k, and thus so is the mean-field Hamiltonian Eq. (47).
To solve the self-consistent equation Eq. (49), we con-

sider the single-particle Hamiltonian H(k) = H0(k) +
Hmf(k), and solve for the lowest energy single-particle
state of H(k). In the absence of the kinetic part H0(k),
the lowest energy eigenstate takes the form

|k(0)⟩ = 1√
3
(|ϕκ1+k⟩+ |ϕκ3+k⟩+ |ϕκ5+k⟩), (50)

if we take ∆ to be real and negative. We note that the
eigenstate at k = 0 has angular momentum ℓκ = 0. Now
we treat H0(k) perturbatively, assuming ε = |veffF k/∆|
to be small. The lowest energy eigenstate of the full
Hamiltonian H(k) is given by

|k⟩ = 1√
3

∑
i=1,3,5

(
1− (k̂ · êi)

3|∆| ε

)
|ϕκi+k⟩+O

(
ε2
)
. (51)
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Evaluating ⟨ĉ†κ3+k′ ĉκ1+k′⟩ with |k⟩, we find

∆ =
(
V0 − Vg1

|Λ1,3|2
) ∫

d2k′
√
2∆√

|veffF k′|2 + 18|∆|2
. (52)

Cancelling ∆ from each side, it is easy to see the equation
admits a nonzero solution only if the prefactor is positive.

The positivity condition on the prefactor has a quan-
tum geometric interpretation. It can be written as

V0 − Vg1
|Λ1,3|2 = V0 − Vg1

+ Vg1
|d1,3|2 > 0, (53)

where |d1,3|2 = 1 − |Λ1,3|2 is the quantum distance [43].
This inequality is satisfied for physical interactions Vg1

<
V0, revealing a mean field tendency to open a gap. In
fact, in the limit of the contact interaction Vg1

= V0, the

left-hand side of the inequality reduces to Vg1
|d1,3|2, re-

vealing that the quantum distance between spinors is a
major driving force behind the symmetry breaking ten-
dency. We also note that the positivity of the prefactor
is a necessary, but not sufficient, condition for opening a
finite gap. Unlike in BCS theory, the k-integral does not
diverge at ∆ = 0, and thus the equation does not hold for
an arbitrarily small prefactor. It is amusing to note that
the magnitude of the form factors controls the gap, while
their phase controls the topology of a resulting insulator.

From Eq. (51), we see that the wavefunctions |k⟩ are all
perturbatively close to |k(0)⟩, controlled by the small ra-
tio |veffF k/∆|, giving rise to a patch-like behavior. The
physical interpretation of this is straightforward: the
Fock energy favors a large overlap between wavefunc-
tions, similar to how it favors ferromagnetic configu-
ration between spins with large, negative Fock energy.
The states around κ are therefore perturbatively close to
each other, controlled by the dispersion veffF that is small
around the flat band bottom.

IV. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work, we constructed a physically-motivated
minimal “three-patch model” for the AHC state com-
posed of seven spinor-valued plane waves at the high
symmetry points κ, κ′, and γ. In the three-patch model,
these high symmetry point wavefunctions completely de-
termine both the energetics and the topology of the
states, through which we predict the phase diagram of the
RMG. The success of the phenomenological three-patch
model is striking. Despite its extreme simplicity — with
analytic solvability, no kinetic energy, and a vastly re-
duced Hilbert space — it qualitatively and quantitatively
captures the results of microscopic SCHF calculations.
This has a fascinating implication: the competition be-
tween C = 0 and C = 1 is mostly or fully determined by
interactions.

Given the example of Wigner crystals, one might ex-
pect the topologically trivial electronic crystal to win the

energetic competition. But here a crucial extra ingredi-
ent is present: the spinor structure. The spinors enter
via two geometrical phases, θH and θF , that determine
the ground state favored by the Hartree and Fock terms
respectively. These can compete, but there is a broad
“frustration free” regime where Hartree and Fock terms
collaborate to favor C = 1. In fact, the spinors of RMG
fall in this “frustration free” regime in the broad range
of the phase diagram.

When comparing careful self-consistent Hartree-Fock
results on the simplified RMG Hamiltonian and Coulomb
interaction with NL = 5, we found that the three-patch
model successfully described many features of RMG, at
least in the weak-coupling regime. In particular, we
found that the three-patch model qualitatively repro-
duced the phase diagram as shown in Fig. 8. The phase
boundary between the topological and trivial state was
mostly determined by a single parameter η of the spinor.
Rather surprisingly, the three-patch model also captured
the precise charge density pattern obtained from numer-
ics, which in part justifies the effectiveness of our three-
patch model.

It is fruitful to consider the unusual mechanism that
generated the Berry curvature in the AHC state. Explic-
itly, the Berry curvature comes from phase-ful superpo-
sitions of plane waves produced from gap opening — not
just the intrinsic Berry curvature present in the single
particle bands before folding. Even if there is only an in-
finitesimal amount of intrinsic Berry curvature, such as
for the NL = 3 spinor at η → 0 with contact interactions
(Fig. 3), the AHC state can still be favored. The AHC
thus represents a novel scenario where interaction-driven
spontaneous translation breaking is the source of topol-
ogy. The high density of states regimes without much
Berry curvature, which are often realized near the bot-
tom of a band, may thus permit AHC states. We suggest
this mechanism opens an unexplored regime where quan-
tized anomalous Hall effects might occur.

In fact, the three-patch model provides a simple al-
gorithm to look for AHC candidate materials: 1) Per-
form ab initio calculations to look for compound with
the band structure with a flat band bottom, 2) Compute
the spinor structure near the band bottom, and 3) Com-
pute the quantum geometric phases θH and θF . If these
phases lie in the “frustration free” region, the compound
is a potential AHC candidate.

While we formulated the three-patch model for conti-
nous symmetry breaking, a similar treatment based on
symmetry indicators and the patch model might be ap-
plicable in more generality. For example, the appearance
of QAH-crystal states in moiré systems [73] can be sub-
ject to three-patch style analysis. It is also interesting to
note that the combination of a weak translation-breaking
potential and commensurate filling might stabilize AHC
with other Bravais lattice geometries.

We note a simple experimental prediction of the three-
patch model. Since the critical value of η is proportional
to

√
n/t1, increasing the interlayer hopping t1 by apply-
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ing pressure would increase the density necessary to sta-
bilize the AHC state. Pressure therefore might drive a
quantum phase transition between the AHC state and
the Wigner-like insulator state.

An essential future direction is to go beyond mean-field
theory. Although the three-patch model here has given a
simple physical picture of the AHC phase, we expect that
— just as for the Wigner crystal [74–76] — its energetic
competition should change significantly in beyond mean-
field treatments. This would shed light on the energy
competition with metallic states, as well as correlated
insulators e.g. an analogue of composite fermion crystals
in the lowest Landau level [77–80]. Moreover, there is a
fascinating possibility that the AHC state can compete
with a fractional anomalous Hall crystal, where a larger
unit cell is fractionally occupied, resulting in a translation
broken topologically ordered state. Understanding these
questions requires analytical or numerical techniques that
can treat many strongly-correlated bands, and will be
a topic for future work. We hope that the three-patch
model will provide valuable insight and phenomenological
guidance for such future studies.

Note added—After the completion of this work,
Refs. [81–83] appeared. Refs. [81, 82] proposed different
systems to realize the AHC. Ref. [83] discussed a model
similar to ours and the results agree in overlapping areas.
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in layered two-dimensional materials. Phys. Rev. B,
89(20):205414, May 2014.

[67] Pilkyung Moon and Mikito Koshino. Electronic proper-
ties of graphene/hexagonal-boron-nitride moiré superlat-
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Appendix A: Derivation of Hartree and Fock energies for RMG spinors

We evaluate the Hartree and Fock energies Eqs. (20,21) explicitly. Recall that the spinor is given by

χ
(NL)
n+1 := χ(NL)(κn+1) = N (1, ηe2πin/6, η2e4πin/6, . . . , ηNL−1e2πi(NL−1)n/6), (A1)

where N = 1/
√∑NL−1

a=0 η2a.

The form factor is defined by Λn,m = χ†
nχm. Then,

Λ3,1 = Λ6,4 = N 2
NL−1∑
n=0

η2ne−2πin/3, (A2)

Λ1,2 = Λ4,5 = N 2
NL−1∑
n=0

η2ne2πin/6. (A3)

Therefore, we get



19

ϵH(C) =
2

3
Re[e2πiC/3Λ1,3Λ4,6] (A4)

=
2

3
Re

e2πiC/3

(
N 2

NL−1∑
n=0

η2ne2πin/3

)2
 (A5)

=
2

3
N 4

NL−1∑
a,b=0

η2(a+b)Re[e2πiC/3ei2(a+b)ϕ] (A6)

=
2

3
N 4

NL−1∑
a,b=0

η2(a+b) cos

(
2π(a+ b+ C)

3

)
(A7)

Similarly, we get for Fock

ϵF (C) = −2

3
Re[e−2πiC/3Λ1,2Λ4,5] (A8)

= −2

3
Re

e−2πiC/3

(
N 2

NL−1∑
n=0

η2ne2πin/3

)2
 (A9)

= −2

3
N 4

NL−1∑
a,b=0

η2(a+b)Re[e−2πiC/3e2πi(a+b)/3] (A10)

= −2

3
N 4

NL−1∑
a,b=0

η2(a+b) cos

(
2π(a+ b− 2C)

6

)
(A11)

Appendix B: Proof of degeneracy under contact interaction

We will now prove the curious fact that if κ and κ′ spinors only have two components (with angular momentum 0
and 1, respectively), then the Chern number 0 and 1 states will remain degenerate under contact interaction.

We now define

χ(κ1) =

(
aκ
bκ

)
, χ(κ4) =

(
aκ′

bκ′

)
. (B1)

The C3 action is given again by Ĉ3 = diag(1, e2πi/3). We fix the gauge such that χ(κj+2) = Ĉ3χ(κj).
Making use of Eqs. (15,16), we obtain

ϵH(C) =
2

3
Re
[
e2πiC/3Λ1,3Λ4,6

]
=

2

3
Re
[
e2πiC/3(|aκ|2 + e2πi/3|bκ|2)(|aκ′ |2 + e2πi/3|bκ′ |2)

]
=

2

3

(
|aκ|2|aκ′ |2 cos(2πC/3) + (|aκ|2|bκ′ |2 + |bκ|2|aκ′ |2) cos(2π(C + 1)/3) + |bκ|2|bκ′ |2 cos(2π(C + 2)/3)

)
,

(B2)

ϵF (C) = −2

3
Re
[
e−2πiC/3Λ1,2Λ4,5

]
= −2

3
Re
[
e−2πiC/3(aκaκ′ + e−2πi/3bκbκ′)(aκ′aκ + e−2πi/3bκ′bκ)

]
= −2

3

(
|aκ|2|aκ′ |2 cos(2πC/3) + (aκ′aκbκbκ′ + aκaκ′bκ′bκ) cos(2π(C + 1)/3) + |bκ|2|bκ′ |2 cos(2π(C + 2)/3)

)
(B3)

In contact interactions, we can take Vg = Vκ = 1. Thus

E(C) = ϵH(C) + ϵF (C) =
2

3
cos

(
2π(C + 1)

3

)
|aκaκ′ − bκbκ′ |2 (B4)
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FIG. 10. Real-space plot of high-symmetry point wavefunctions ϕτ,ℓtot(r). The size of the circles corresponds to the amplitudes
of the wavefunctions at the Wyckoff points, and the color corresponds to the phase of the wavefunctions. The rows correspond
to different high symmetry points (a) κ and (b) κ′, and the columns correspond to different angular momenta ℓtot. Different
wavefunctions at the same high-symmetry point are related by translations.

which means that E(0) = E(1). We note that contact interaction annihilates all intra-orbital interactions, and one
can generally prove that the C = 0 and C = 1 states are still degenerate under any inter-orbital interaction.

Appendix C: Real space properties of orbitals at κ and κ′

In this appendix, we will explain two elementary characteristics of C3 symmetric orbitals at κ and κ′ points. Recall
that Wyckoff positions are points in the unit cell that are invariant under a spatial symmetry action. With the current
choice of the lattice, these points are integer multiples of

ã =
1

3
(a1 + a2). (C1)

Below we will establish the following two facts:

1. The orbital-resolved charge densities of C3 symmetric states at κ and κ′ points have peaks and zeros at the
Wyckoff points, determined by both the orbital angular momentum ℓa and the state angular momentum ℓξ;

2. The action of the translation Tã translates ℓκ → ℓκ + 1, and ℓκ′ → ℓκ′ − 1.

To understand the first statement, take the κ point without loss of generality. Now, consider the state ψκ,ℓκ(r): its
orbital-resolved charge density is given by

ρaκ(r, ℓκ) =
∣∣ψa

κ,ℓκ(r)
∣∣2 . (C2)

We now make use of the definition Eq. (5). Consider the momentum point κ1: Let’s say χ
a(κ1) = χ0. Then, due

to the gauge choice χ(κ3) = Ĉ3χ(κ1), we have χa(κ3) = exp[2πiℓa/3]χ0, and similarly χa(κ5) = exp[4πiℓa/3]χ0.

We may now compute the angular-momentum resolved charge density:
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ρℓaκ (r, ℓκ) =
∣∣ψa

κ,ℓκ(r)
∣∣2

=
1

3

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j=1,3,5

exp

[
2πiℓκ
3

j

2

]
eiκj ·rχ(κj)

a

∣∣∣∣∣∣
2

=
|χ(κ1)

a|2
3

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

j=1,3,5

exp

[
2πi(ℓa + ℓκ)

3

j

2

]
eiκj ·r

∣∣∣∣∣∣
= |χ(κ1)

a|2 |φκ,ℓκ+ℓa(r)|2

(C3)

Since κj · ã = 2πj/3 for j ∈ 1, 3, 5 and −2πj/3 for j = 2, 4, 6 (modulo 2π), we may immediately deduce

ρaκ(mã, ℓκ) = 3 |χ(κ1)
a|2 δm,ℓa+ℓκ . (C4)

where the δm,n = 1 if 3|(m− n) and 0 otherwise.
This motivates a definition of

ℓtot = ℓa + ℓκ. (C5)

Indeed, a similar calculation for the κ′ shows that

ρaτ (mã, ℓτ ) ∝ δm,τℓtot . (C6)

where τ = ± labels the κ and κ′ points.
This establishes the first fact: the peak of the charge density is at a Wyckoff position determined by a signed

total angular momentum, τ(ℓa + ℓτ ). Particularly, one can see in Fig. 10 that although the charge density peaks of
ℓtot = 1 at κ point and ℓtot = −1 at κ′ point share the same Wyckoff positions, the wavefunctions have different phase
structures and thus different angular momenta.

As for the second fact, we show it explicitly:

(Tãψκ)(r, ℓκ) = ψκ(r − ã, ℓκ)

=
1√
3

∑
j=1,3,5

exp

[
2πiℓκ
3

j

2

]
eiκj ·(r−ã)χ(κj)

∝ 1√
3

∑
j=1,3,5

exp

[
2πi(ℓκ + 1)

3

j

2

]
eiκj ·rχ(κj)

= ψκ(r, ℓκ + 1).

(C7)

The κ′ point calculation is exactly similar. Both of these statements can be checked graphically in Fig. 10.

Appendix D: Justification of the three-patch model

In this appendix, we will motivate the building blocks of the three-patch model from simple physical conditions of
the single-particle band structure. We will also discuss how we arrive at the restricted Hilbert space in Eq. (5) and
below.

Spontaneous translation symmetry breaking can occur in the case that the interaction strength U is much larger
than the bandwidth of the lowest band within the mBZ:

|E(γ)− E(κi)| ≲ U (D1)

In the limit where the lowest band is completely flat, the Fermi surface can be arbitrarily deformed without being
penalized by the kinetic energy. In this way, we can create low-energy Fermi surfaces with perfect nesting conditions,
which are in general unstable to the creation of insulating states by the exchange interaction. This thus corresponds
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to condition (i) stated at the beginning of Sec. II. Once we take the dispersion into account, a gap equation must be
solved to investigate the existence of such instabilities, which is performed under various approximations in Sec. III F.

The “weak coupling mean field” assumption has two subparts. It firstly states that the state is weakly coupled.
This can also be implemented by an energetic constraint: we need a large gap between the γ point and its higher
harmonics, which means that there will be a large direct gap around the γ point in the folded band structure. In the
case where

E(γ + gi)− E(γ) > U, (D2)

interactions cannot hybridize the γ point wavefunction with other plane waves, and thus the state will be weakly
coupled. It also states that the state can be described as a Slater determinant state. While this mean-field approx-
imation is uncontrolled, as long as we consider a variational space of Hartree-Fock states, this assumption is always
satisfied.

The three-patch assumption is harder to justify a priori from the knowledge of the single-particle Hamiltonian ĥ
alone. Physically, the Fock interaction is strong between nearby momentum given the small momentum exchange,
and thus the single particle wavefunctions can be plausibly inferred to be similar. However, realistically, the best we
can do is an a posteriori justification by inspecting the nature of the SCHF ground state, which we have performed
carefully for the ground states of the RMG Hamiltonian.

In the remainder of this section, we will explain in detail how to physically obtain the reduced Hilbert space Eq. (5)
from the assumptions above.

We only consider Slater determinant states. After we fold the Brillouin zone, the states are then labeled by
crystalline momentum k:

|Ψ⟩ =
∏
k

nk∏
j=1

d†k,j |0⟩ , (D3)

where nk is the occupation number at mBZ momentum k, and d†k,j is the creation operator with mBZ momentum k.
Since we assumed the state to be an insulator, we fill the low-energy band of the mean-field Hamiltonian in the mBZ
such that nk = 1 for all crystalline momentum k.

The weak-coupling assumption then allows us to reduce to a low-energy Hilbert space with the lowest energy plane
waves. Explicitly, we can restrict to a Slater determinant states generated by low energy plane waves:

d̂†kn =
∑
g

ψg
knĉ

†
k+g. (D4)

Here the sum over g is only non-zero when E(k + g)− E(k) is small relative to the interaction strength.
Finally, the three-patch enables a further reduction to an analytically tractable model. Since the wavefunction is

assumed to be homogeneous within each patch, we pick one representative momentum to describe the whole patch.
The most natural choice is the set of high symmetry points ξ = {γ, κ, κ′}. Schematically, this reduction in Hilbert
space can be written as:

|Ψ⟩ =
∏

k∈mBZ

d†k |0⟩
three-patch−−−−−−−−−→

transformation

∏
k∈

{γ,κ,κ′}

d†k |0⟩ = |Ψ3p⟩ (D5)

The high symmetry points {γ, κ, κ′} have one, three, and three low-energy states respectively. We will assume that
electronic states from the higher shells have a gap to these low-energy states that is much larger compared to the

interaction energy. Following (D4), and C3 symmetry, the associated creation operators are d̂†γ , d̂
†
κ,ℓκ

, and d̂†κ′,ℓκ′
with

C3 angular momentum ℓξ. Their single-particle wavefunctions ψ(r) = ⟨r|d̂†|0⟩ are thus given by Eq. (5), which we
reproduce here

ψγ,ℓγ=0 = χ(γ) (D6)

ψκ,ℓκ(r) =
1√
3

∑
j=1,3,5

exp

[
2πiℓκ
3

j

2

]
eiκj ·rχ(κj),

ψκ′,ℓκ′ (r) =
1√
3

∑
j=2,4,6

exp

[
2πiℓκ′

3

j

2

]
eiκj ·rχ(κj).
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ρκ(r, ℓ = 0)

ρκ(r, ℓ = 1)

ρκ(r, ℓ = −1)

ρκ′(r, ℓ = 0)

ρκ′(r, ℓ = 1)

ρκ′(r, ℓ = −1)

C = ℓκ + ℓκ′ = 1 + 0

C = ℓκ + ℓκ′ = 0 + 0

C = ℓκ + ℓκ′ = −1 + 0

FIG. 11. Reproduction of Fig. 4. Charge densities of competing candidate states of the three-patch model. (left): the charge
densities at the κ point. The size of the circles corresponds to different amplitudes of charge densities, which come from different
components of the spinor. Different angular momentum states labeled by ℓ are related to each other by translation. (right):
the charge densities in the κ′ point. (center): the total charge densities of states with different Chern numbers.

By the assumption that we have an insulating state with ν = 1, we have one electron per representative state in the
patch. Together with the Slater determinant assumption, we arrive at variational states

Ψℓκ,ℓκ′ (r1, r2, r3) = A[ψγ(r1), ψκ,ℓκ(r2), ψκ′,ℓκ′ (r3)]. (D7)

This establishes the three-patch model.

Appendix E: Energetic competition of the three-patch states

We now use the charge density pattern above to infer some features of the Hartree and Fock energies. The Hartree
energy between ψκ and ψκ′ corresponds to the interaction energy of classical charge configurations. It now becomes a
simple visual exercise: we can visually figure out which charge densities are on top of each other by looking at Fig. 11.
It is easy to see that the C = 1 state has the least density overlap between ρκ, ρκ′ . This is confirmed in the Hartree
energy plot in Fig. 11.

At small η, the Fock term can be similarly graphically evaluated. This is because Fock exchange energy is controlled
by the alignment of pseudospins, and at small η most weight is on the top layer. We conclude the C = 0 state has
the lowest Fock energy due to the large overlap between the top layer charge densities, as confirmed in the Fock
energy plot in Fig. 11. We note, however, that this visual exercise misses other contributions such as intercomponent
interactions, and is qualitatively incorrect at large η, as evidenced by the fact that C = 1 state can have lower Fock
energy.

We note an interesting implication of the density patterns. Consider a potential such that V (r) = V0
∑

i cos(gi ·r),
where V0 < 0. This potential has a honeycomb shape, where the electrons are favored to form a triangular lattice at
the superlattice points. If we apply this potential to the first component of the spinor, the C = 0 state, which has
a triangular charge density in the first component, gains more energy than C = ±1 states. On the other hand, if
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FIG. 12. The energy difference between C = 0 and C = 1 states using the realistic spinors with the three-patch model, as
described in the App. F. The blue and red dashed lines correspond to the contour lines with energy −0.1 and 0.1 respectively.

the potential is applied to the second component, the C = 1 state is favored over the other states, since the charge
density of the second component forms a triangular lattice. This consideration implies that the phase boundary can
be shifted by such external potentials.

Appendix F: The three-patch model using realistic spinors

In the main text, we used the sublattice projected spinor χB (Eq. (35)) to compute the energetic competition
between different candidate states. In this section, we consider the three-patch model with the full spinor generated
by the single particle Hamiltonian Eq. (26), which takes the presence of the other sublattice A into account as well.
We note a similar computation was done in Ref. 83.

In Fig. 12, we show the Coulomb energy difference between the C = 1 and C = 0 states, computed using the
three-patch model. The input spinors for the three-patch model were taken to be the eigenstates of the single particle
Hamiltonian of RMG at different values of NL. As in Fig. 8, the spinors are taken to be at the corners of the BZ,
whose size is parametrized by η = vF |κi(n)−K|/t1.

As shown in Fig. 8, smaller η stabilizes the C = 0 state consistently for different values of NL. At higher η, the C = 1
state becomes more favorable, consistent with the computation using χB . In particular, at large uD, the boundary
between C = 0 and C = 1 is in quantitative agreement with that computed from χB , since the large displacement
field suppresses mixing between the two zero modes. On the other hand, at small uD, there is a significant deviation
from the prediction from χB , especially at NL = 5.

We note, however, that the small uD region is part of a large “gray area” where the energy difference between the
two competing states is small. In this region, we should not take the phase diagram from the three-patch model at
face value, as second-order effects neglected in our modelling likely determine the ground state in this regime.

Appendix G: Dependence of the phase diagram on gate distance

In this Appendix, we examine the effect of gate distance on the phase diagram of hombohedral pentalayer graphene.
This allows us to trace the evolution of the phase diagram from the Coulomb limit to the contact limit as the gate
distance decreases discussed in Fig. 3 of the main text.

Recall that the double-gated Coulomb interaction is given by Vq = 2π tanh |q|d/(ϵrϵ0|q|), where d is the distance
to the metallic gates. In the long-distance limit, Vq→0 = 2πd/(ϵrϵ0). In the following calculation, we use fixed d/ϵr
so that Vq→0 remains constant.

In Fig. 13, we show the phase diagram of rhombohedral pentalayer graphene at various gate distances. Towards
the contact limit (small gate distances), the C = 1 state relative to the C = 0 state — consistent with the prediction
of the three-patch model.

To facilitate comparison between these results and experiments, Fig. 14 shows the correspondence between the

dimensionless parameters η = vF |κi−K|
t1

and experimental parameters of charge density and twist angle. For instance,

θ = 0.77◦ corresponds to a charge density n ≈ 0.93× 1012 cm−2, which in turns corresponds to η ≈ 0.66.
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Contact Coulomb

FIG. 13. The phase diagram of rhombohedral pentalayer graphene at various gate distances, computed using SCHF. The
interaction strength used is Vq→0 = 73.55eV · nm, or ϵr = d/d0 where d0 = 2nm. Missing datapoints correspond to metallic
states.

0.0 0.5 1.0

η

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

d
en

si
ty

(1
0

1
2

cm
−

2
)

0.00 0.50 0.77 1.00

θ

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

1.1

d
en

si
ty

(1
0

1
2

cm
−

2
)

0.0 0.5 1.0

θ

0.55

0.60

0.65

0.70

η
(a) (b) (c)

FIG. 14. Conversions between the dimensionless parameter η and experimentally measurable quantities. (a) Electron density
versus η. (b) Electron density versus the moiré twist angle θ. (c) η versus θ.
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