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The discovery of Mott insulators and superconductivity in twisted bilayer graphene has ignited
intensive research into strong correlation effects in other stacking geometries. Bernal-stacked bilayer
graphene (BBG), when subjected to a perpendicular electric field, exhibits phase transitions to a
variety of broken-symmetry states. Notably, superconductivity emerges when BBG is in proximity
to a heavy transition-metal dichalcogenide, highlighting the role of spin-orbit coupling (SOC). Here
we investigate the origin of Ising SOC and its role in the competition between superconductivity
and spin- and valley-polarized states in BBG. Starting from strong electron-electron interactions
on the BBG lattice, we derive a low-energy effective model near the valleys that incorporates both
density-density and spin-spin interactions. Using self-consistent mean-field theory, we map out the
BBG phase diagram. Our findings reveal that near the van Hove filling, a mixed spin- and valley-
polarized phase dominates over superconductivity. Away from the van Hove filling, a spin-polarized,
spin-triplet superconducting state arises, characterized by an in-plane orientation of the magnetic
moment and an out-of-plane orientation of the d-vector. Contrary to previous proposals, we find
that Ising SOC favours spin-valley order while suppressing superconductivity near the van Hove
singularity. We discuss other potential proximity effects and suggest directions for future studies.

I. INTRODUCTION

Twisted bilayer graphene has emerged as a popu-
lar platform for investigating strongly-correlated elec-
tronic states, primarily due to the appearance of flat
Moiré bands at certain twist angles that amplify electron-
electron interactions [1–3]. Until recently, the relatively
innocuous platform of Bernal-stacked bilayer graphene
(BBG) has been overlooked as a candidate material for
correlated-electron physics.

Renewed interest in BBG was sparked by a pair of 2021
papers that observed a sequence of unusual symmetry-
breaking electronic states as the bias field and electron
density were tuned [4, 5]. Notably, when the BBG was
subjected to an in-plane magnetic field, a region of super-
conductivity emerged within the phase diagram, point-
ing to unconventional superconductivity. A subsequent
study found a similar enhancement of the superconduct-
ing state when the BBG was placed on a substrate of
monolayer tungsten diselenide (WSe2) [6]. Due to the low
atomic mass of carbon, graphene exhibits intrinsically
tiny spin-orbit coupling (SOC) [7–11]. However, when
placed on a substrate with a heavy atom (i.e. tungsten),
graphene experiences a proximity-induced SOC enhance-
ment of up to two orders of magnitude [12–16]. SOC is
believed to play a key role in the enhancement of the
superconducting state [6, 17].

Recent experiments have further revealed the com-
plex structure of the BBG phase diagram. In addition
to superconductivity, spin- and valley-polarized phases
[18–21], as well as exotic Wigner crystal and fractional
quantum Hall states [22, 23] have been reported. One
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study has even identified two separate superconducting
regimes, one of which is argued to arise from a nematic
normal state characterized by broken rotational sym-
metry [24]. Rhombehedral-stacked multilayer graphene,
which shares many similarities with BBG, is also being
vigorously explored [25–30].

Theoretical efforts to understand the various normal-
state phases in BBG under a displacement field have
also been undertaken [31–33]. These studies exam-
ine the normal-state phase diagrams in the presence of
long-range Coulomb interactions [32, 33] and short-range
Hund’s coupling [31], but do not address superconduc-
tivity. In addition, some work has focused on generic
two-dimensional systems with spin and valley degrees of
freedom [34, 35].

Several proposals have been put forward to explain the
origin of superconductivity in the context of Ising SOC.
A recent study proposed a mangon exchange mechanism
for superconductivity arising from a spin-canted nor-
mal state, favouring s-wave pairing [36]. Another study
has suggested combined p- and d-wave superconductiv-
ity that emerges from competition with an intravalley
current density wave connecting the small Fermi pockets
near the van Hove singularity [37]. f -wave superconduc-
tivity is also being explored [38, 39], and has been ar-
gued to be the most favourable superconducting channel
[40, 41]. Clearly, the symmetry and origin of the super-
conducting state in BBG remain open questions requiring
further exploration (see also Refs. [42–46]).

In this work, we examine the phase diagram of BBG
near electron densities corresponding to the van Hove
singularity (vHS) to explore the interplay of broken-
symmetry phases. Our interacting model is based on
the idea that, at low energies, the biased BBG lattice
resmebles a honeycomb lattice with a staggered sublat-
tice potential, as studied in Ref. [47]. By applying
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a Schrieffer-Wolff transformation and incorporating on-
site Hubbard, nearest-neighbor (NN), and next-nearest-
neighbour (NNN) repulsive interactions, we obtain ef-
fective intervalley density-density and spin-spin inter-
actions. The resulting effective Hamiltonian yields in
valley-polarized, spin-polarized, and spin-triplet super-
conducting states. We perform self-consistent mean-field
(MF) calculations with and without SOC to investigate
the role of SOC in promoting superconductivity.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we review
the single-particle tight-binding Hamiltonian and exam-
ine the Fermi surface near half-filling. We then derive the
proximity-induced SOC from the adjacent WSe2 layer,
starting from the atomic SOC in the tungsten d orbitals.
In Sec. III, we introduce the interacting Hamiltonian
on the BBG lattice, including electron-electron interac-
tions up to next-nearest-neighbour distance. Performing
a Schrieffer-Wolff transformation, we obtain the effective
interacting Hamiltonian for electrons near the valleys,
which takes the form of intervalley density-density and
spin-spin interactions, akin to Hund’s coupling in valley
degrees of freedom. After introducing the MF order pa-
rameters in Sec. IV, we present the self-consistent MF
phase diagram and results for a few representative pa-
rameter sets in Sec. V. Finally, in Sec. VI, we summarize
our findings, discuss the implications, and outline open
questions for future studies.

II. SINGLE-PARTICLE HAMILTONIAN

A. Tight-binding model

We begin with a short review on the tight-binding
model of the BBG lattice. We consider bilayer graphene
in an AB (Bernal) stacking arrangement as shown in
Fig. 1. We include the NN intralayer hopping t∥, the
interlayer dimer hopping t⊥, and the non-dimer inter-
layer hopping t3. To construct the tight-binding model,

we introduce the creation (annihilation) operators a†l,k
and b†l,k (al,k and bl,k), corresponding to sublattices A

and B, respectively. The layers are indexed by l ∈ {1, 2}
and the associated momentum is denoted by k. In ad-
dition to the hopping Hamiltonian, an external electric
displacement field D is introduced perpendicular to the
plane of the graphene, leading to the potential difference
term HD = D(n1 −n2), where nl is the density operator
for layer l.

Introducing the spinor Ψ̃k = (a1,k, b1,k, a2,k, b2,k)
T
,

the Hamiltonian can be written H0 =
∑

k Ψ̃
†
kH0(k)Ψ̃k,

where H0(k) takes the explicit matrix form [48–50]

H0(k) =

 D t∥f
∗
k 0 t3g

∗
k

t∥fk D t⊥ 0
0 t⊥ −D t∥f

∗
k

t3gk 0 t∥fk −D

 , (1)

where fk = 1 + e−ik·a1 + e−ik·a2 and gk = e−ik·a1 +

FIG. 1. Bernal bilayer graphene lattice. The A1 and B1

atoms (red) are in the top layer (l = 1), while the A2 and B2

atoms (blue) are in the bottom layer (l = 2). The dominant
hopping processes t∥, t⊥, and t3 in Eq. (1) are indicated. Due
to strong t⊥ between overlapping A2 and B1 sites, A1 and B2

orbitals form the low-energy bands near half-filling.

e−ik·a2 + e−ik·(a1+a2). Here, a1 = a0(3x̂ +
√
3ŷ)/2 and

a2 = a0(3x̂ −
√
3ŷ)/2 are the primitive translation vec-

tors. Typical strengths for the hopping parameters are
t∥ = 3.3 eV, t⊥ = 0.42 eV, and t3 = 0.315 eV [51], which
will be used throughout the paper. The eigenvalues are

±E±
k = ±

√(
t2∥ +

t23
2

)
|fk|2 +D2 +

t2⊥
2

± ϵ2k , (2)

where

ϵk =

[(
t2∥ +

t23
4

)
|fk|4t23 +

((
4D2 + t2⊥

)
t2∥ −

t23t
2
⊥
2

)
|fk|2

+t⊥t3t
2
∥

(
g∗kf

2
k + gk (f

∗
k)

2
)
+
t4⊥
4

]1/4
. (3)

The broken-symmetry phases arise near half-filling in the
biased BBG system. In this regime, the low-energy bands
are located near the Brillouin-zone corners at K and K′.
In our coordinate system, K and K′ = −K are found
along kx = 0 at k = (0,±4π/3

√
3a0). Fig. 2 displays

the four electronic bands E(i), with i = 1, .., 4 labelled
in order of increasing energy about the K points. The
displacement fieldD gaps out the electronic spectrum, re-
sulting in extremely flat bands at certain field strengths
[52–55]. The displacement field also polarizes the elec-
tronic wavefunctions to just one of the two BBG layers,
allowing for tunable proximity effects [56, 57].
The outermost bands E(4) and E(1) with energy ±E+

k
arise from symmetric and antisymmetric combinations
of the overlapping A2 and B1 dimer sites, which are hy-
bridized by t⊥ and pushed away from charge neutrality,
as shown in Fig. 2. Thus, the low-energy physics are
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FIG. 2. Low-energy band structure of biased BBG near K
and K′. The red and blue bands (E(3) and E(2)) originate pre-
dominantly from the A1 and B2 orbitals, respectively. These
bands are gapped out by the displacement field D. The yellow
bands (E(4) and E(1)) originate from symmetric and antisym-
metric combinations of the A2 and B1 dimer orbitals, and are
pushed away from charge neutrality by the interlayer hopping
t⊥ (not to scale). The chemical potential µ is shown tuned to

the van Hove singularity within E(3).

dominated by the innermost bands E(3) and E(2), which
have energy ±E−

k , respectively. As has been observed
previously [58, 59], these bands originate primarily from
the isolated (non-dimer) A1 and B2 orbitals. Specifi-
cally, the E(2) band (blue) is composed almost exclu-
sively of contributions from the B2 orbitals. Similarly,
the E(3) band (red) is composed primarily of contribu-
tions from the A1 orbitals. Roughly speaking, if we de-
note by ck the eigenvector associated with the E(3) band,
ck ∼ αka1,k + βkb2,k, where |αk| → 1 and |βk| → 0 as

k → ±K. A similar parameterization holds for the E(2)

band. In this way, excess charges above neutrality are
localized to layer l = 1 [48, 52].

Although we use the full dispersion for the purposes
of our mean-field calculations, it is instructive to exam-
ine the Taylor expansion of the low-energy bands in the
vicinity of K and K′. To fourth order in k,

E−
k ≈ D + u

(
k2x + k2y

)
+ w

(
k2x + k2y

)2
± v

(
k2y − 3k2x

)
ky, (4)

where the plus and minus signs correspond to the K
and K ′ valleys, respectively. E−

k can be simplified by
collecting the symmetric and antisymmetric contribu-

tions εsk ≡ D + u
(
k2x + k2y

)
+ w

(
k2x + k2y

)2
and εak ≡

v
(
k2y − 3k2x

)
ky. Introducing the valley index τ = {+,−},

we have E−
k ≈ εsk + τεak near K or K′. The factors u, v,

and w are constant functions of the hopping parameters
and the displacement field D. The quartic terms are nec-
essary to capture the main features of the full dispersion.
εsk transforms according to the A1 irreducible represen-
tation of C3v, while εak transforms according to A2. The
inversion symmetry is preserved in this expansion, but
is now represented as valley exchange τ → −τ combined

FIG. 3. Low-energy patch description near the valleys. Red
trefoils are low-energy Fermi surfaces at the van Hove sin-
gularity for D = 50 meV (not to scale). The larger hexagon
indicates the boundary of the first Brillouin zone. The smaller
hexagons represent the momentum-space patches of our low-
energy theory (also not to scale). k is measured from the BZ
centre, while p = k−K is measured relative to the K point.

with k → −k. For D/t⊥ ≪ 1, the coefficient v is propor-
tional to the trigonal warping t3, effectively quantifying
the degree of asymmetry.
The van Hove singularities originate from the trigonal

warping t3 and correspond to saddle points in the elec-
tronic structure [60]. Each valley possesses three saddle
points, one of which is located along the kx = 0 axis. The
others are related by a C3 rotation. At the vHS energy
µvHS, the Fermi surface is a trefoil, as shown in Fig. 3.
The saddle points are found at the trefoil vertices. The
vHS coordinates can be computed numerically from the
full dispersion Eq. (2) by evaluating the Hessian at the
extrema, or approximately (but analytically) from the
expansion in Eq. (4).
When the system is lightly electron-doped, it is rea-

sonable to limit the single-particle theory to those bands
originating from the A1 sites (band E(3) ≡ E−

k ). In-
troducing the spinor Ψp,σ = (c+,p,σ, c−,p,σ)

T , where τ ∈
{+,−} denotes the valley, σ ∈ {↑, ↓} denotes spin, and
p is measured from K or K′ (see Fig. 3), the effective
kinetic Hamiltonian near the valleys can be expressed as

H0 =
∑
p,σ

Ψ†
p,σ

(
ξpτ0 + εapτz

)
Ψp,σ. (5)

Here, τ⃗ is a Pauli matrix acting in the valley degree of
freedom and we have absorbed the chemical potential
µ into ξp ≡ εsp − µ. The momentum p is restricted to
|p| ≪ |K|, as |K| is the separation between the valleys.

By discarding the high-energy bands, we effectively
eliminate the A2 and B1 dimer sites. The remaining A1

and B2 sites form an emergent honeycomb lattice con-
nected by t3. This system closely resembles monolayer
graphene with a staggered sublattice potential [61, 62],
where here the displacement field plays the role of the
staggered potential. Such models are also applicable to
WSe2 and other transition-metal dichalcogenides [63].
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FIG. 4. Schematic depiction of the A1 → dxz/yz → A1

(graphene → tungsten→ graphene) hopping processes. The
WSe2 is placed above the BBG, proximate to layer l = 1. Elec-
trons from the graphene A1 pz-orbitals hop between them-
selves via an intermediate hopping to the tungsten dxz/yz or-
bitals, who are mixed by the atomic SOC λw. Red and blue
colouring of the orbitals correspond to the sign of the wave-
function.

B. Proximity-induced spin-orbit coupling

We now place the BBG on a substrate of monolayer
tungsten diselenide, i.e. above the top layer l = 1. The
heavy tungsten atoms introduce a sizeable atomic spin-
orbit coupling term Hw = −λwL · S to the tungsten d-
orbitals of the WSe2 lattice. Through a second-order
hopping process, we show how electrons in the proximate
graphene layer inherit Ising SOC. We do not attempt a
rigorous derivation, but rather seek a qualitative under-
standing of its origin.

Due to the trigonal-prismatic crystal-field splitting, the
d-orbitals separate into three levels: dxz/dyz, dxy/dx2−y2 ,
and dz2 [64, 65]. We assume that the active orbitals
are the dxz/dyz level, but a similar argument holds if
we consider dxy/dx2−y2 orbitals as the active level. In
the subspace spanned by dxz and dyz, L · S behaves like
LzSz and we have explicitly LzSz |xz, σ⟩ = iσ |yz, σ⟩ and
LzSz |yz, σ⟩ = −iσ |xz, σ⟩ . The Sz operator is even un-
der spatial inversion but Lz changes sign. As the two
graphene valleys are related by inversion, the effective
SOC interaction has opposite sign for K and K′ result-
ing in a τz dependence.

To see how this comes about, we consider a simpli-
fied model of the BBG-WSe2 heterostructure. We take
as our starting point the triangular sublattice of the A1

sites. Focusing on momentum K = (0,Ky), we consider
a hopping process involving the pz-orbitals of A1 and the
d-orbitals of tungsten along the y-axis (see Fig. 4).

Imagine an A1 electron hops to a dxz orbital, where-
upon it is mixed with dyz by the atomic SOC λw, and
then hops back to A1. Such process leads to the effective

SOC term

Hλ ∼ txzλwtyz
E2

pd

σδσσ′ , (6)

where the standard perturbation theory has been em-
ployed assuming that Epd, the atomic energy difference
between pz and dxz/dyz is much larger than λw, txz, and
tyz. The tyz hopping changes sign under y → −y, but
txz does not (see Fig. 4). Thus, from Eq. (6) it be-
comes clear that the SOC interaction takes opposite sign
in opposite valleys (i.e. under Ky → −Ky). Note that
the tungsten atoms must be displaced slightly along the
x-direction to allow for finite txz, which would otherwise
be zero by symmetry.
Introducing Ψp = (c+,p,↑, c−,p,↑, c+,p,↓, c−,p,↓)

T , the
effective Ising SOC Hamiltonian acting in the A1 sub-
space reduces to

Hλ = λ
∑
p

Ψ†
p(σzτz)Ψp, (7)

where σ⃗ is another Pauli matrix acting in the spin degree
of freedom and λ ∼ txzλwtyz/E

2
pd. Within our patch

model, the SOC strength is approximated as constant
in magnitude, with equal and opposite values in the K
and K′ valleys. The constant-magnitude approximation
is reasonable, as the Fermi surface pockets are small. For
the same reason, we neglect Rashba SOC. The effective
low-energy single-particle Hamiltonian is then given by
H0 +Hλ.
Our simplified treatment does not take into account

the lattice geometry of the WSe2/BBG heterostructure.
In particular, due to the lattice mismatch between the
graphene and the WSe2, the hopping process described
above may only be possible in certain domains of the sam-
ple. However, even with a relative twist angle between
the lattices, Ising SOC is expected to be generic; only the
magnitude of λ is affected by twist angle [11]. A more
sophisticated study taking into account the atomic sites
of the supercell using first-principle methods reported an
effective Ising SOC near the K points consistent with the
above result [66, 67]. Another microscopic model for the
origin of Ising SOC is proposed in Ref. [59].

C. Fermi surface topology

It is useful to establish how the Fermi surface (FS)
changes in the presence of SOC. In Fig. 5, we present
the FS topology for the tight-binding model as a function
of the chemical potential µ, for three choices of the SOC
strength λ. We focus on electron-doping into the E(3)

band. Our results apply equally for hole-doping into the
E(2) band due to particle-hole symmetry.
In the absence of SOC, the system possesses four de-

generate bands (spin × valley). There is a vHS at
µvHS ≈ D (here we take D = 50 meV). As the chemical
potential moves through the vHS, each of the four degen-
erate Fermi surfaces separate into three Fermi pockets.
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FIG. 5. Evolution of Fermi surface (FS) topology for the effec-
tive tight binding model H0 +Hλ as a function of µ for three
different values of λ. The vertical lines indicate a transition in
the FS topology. SYM and SOC refers to the symmetric band
without SOC and to the band with SOC, respectively. The
index inside the bracket counts the number of FS pockets.
When there are two different sized pockets, two indices are
used for large and small pockets. BI stands band insulator.
We set D = 50 meV.

As µ increases, the FS topology changes from SYM(12)
to SYM(4). Here, ‘SYM’ indicates a FS topology without
any broken symmetry, and the index counts the number
of equal-sized FS pockets. For chemical potentials be-
low the band edge, the system is a simple band insulator
(BI).

When λ ̸= 0, the four-fold degeneracy is lowered to two
sets of two-fold degenerate bands. The two-fold degener-
ate vHSs occur at µ ≈ D ± λ. The SOC thus allows for
various other FS topologies. In Fig. 5, ‘SOC’ refers to
the bands with finite λ and the two indices (α, β) count
the number of unequal-sized FS pockets in order of de-
creasing size. For example, SOC(2, 6) labels the topol-
ogy consisting of 2 larger and 6 smaller Fermi pockets.
Some topologies such as SOC(6, 6) and SOC(2) are only
available for 2λ < W and 2λ > W, respectively, where
W ≈ 3.4 meV is the bandwidth between the band edge
and the local band minimum.

III. LOW-ENERGY EFFECTIVE
INTERACTION HAMILTONIAN

Now that we have established the low-energy tight-
binding modelH0+Hλ, including the Ising SOC, we turn
to the low-energy interactions of doped electrons near the
valleys to capture the possible broken-symmetry states.
The interacting Hamiltonian for electrons on the non-
dimer A1 and B2 sites, including on-site, NN, and NNN
Hubbard interactions, is given by

Hint = UA1

∑
i∈A1

ni,↑ni,↓ + UB2

∑
i∈B2

ni,↑ni↓

+ V0
∑
⟨i,j⟩

ninj + V ′
0

∑
⟨⟨i,j⟩⟩

ninj , (8)

where ni∈A1 =
∑

σ a
†
1,i,σa1,i,σ is the electron density op-

erator for A1 sites, and similarly nj∈B2
=

∑
σ b

†
2,j,σb2,j,σ

for B2 sites. Here, UA1 and UB2 are the on-site Hubbard
interactions at A1 and B2, respectively. V0 is the NN
density-density interaction between electrons on A1 and
B2 which form the emergent honeycomb lattice. V ′

0 is
the NNN interaction between A1 and A1 or B2 and B2.
All interactions are assumed repulsive.

At half-filling, the low-energy triangular B2 sublattice
is fully occupied due to the displacement field D. When
the system is lightly electron-doped, the additional elec-
trons are constrained to the high-energy A1 sublattice.
The effective interacting Hamiltonian for A1 electrons
can be derived using a Schrieffer-Wolff transformation,
similar to the procedure carried out in Ref. [47] for a
honeycomb lattice with a staggered sublattice potential.

Including occupations of up to three fermions per up-
per triangle, the resulting low-energy interacting Hamil-
tonian is found to be

Heff
int =

∑
⟨i,j⟩,σ

[
t̃

2
(ni + nj)

](
a†1,i,σa1,j,σ + h.c.

)
+ γ

∑
ijk∈△,σ

(
a†1,i,σnka1,j,σ + Pijk

)
+ U

∑
i

ni↑ni↓ + V
∑
ij

ninj , (9)

where D̄ = 2D − UA1 + 3V0 − 12V ′
0 , γ = t20/(D̄ + 2V ′

0)−
t20/(D̄+ V0) > 0, and t̃ = t20/(D̄+2V ′

0) + t20/(D̄+UA1
+

3V ′
0)− 2t20/(D̄ + V0) > 0. Here, t0 is the effective band-

width of band E
(3)
k near the valley. The renormalized

interactions go as U ∼ UA1
and V ∼ V ′

0 , assuming that
D ≫ UA1

> V0 > 2V ′
0 > t0. The interaction γ → 0 as

V0, V
′
0 → 0, and corresponds to correlated hopping be-

tween three sites of i, j, k ∈ A1 due to the presence of
occupied B2 sites in the middle of a triangle formed by
NN A1 atoms (Pijk refers to permutation among the ijk
forming the triangle). Note that we have not included
the Ising SOC λ in this procedure as λ≪ (D, t).

Focusing on momenta near the valleys τ ∈ {+,−}, and
retaining fermionic modes a1,τK+p,σ ≡ cτ,p,σ, a Fourier
transform of the above model results in

Heff
int =

1

N

∑
q

g1 ρ+(q)ρ−(−q)+g2 s+(q) ·s−(−q), (10)

where

ρτ (q) ≡
∑
p,σ

c†τ,p,σcτ,p+q,σ (11)

and

sτ (q) ≡
1

2

∑
σσ′

∑
p

c†τ,p,σσσσ′cτ,p+q,σ′ . (12)

The parameters g1 and g2 are given by

g1 =
1

2
(U + 15V − 24γ − 6t̃) > 0,

g2 = −2(U − 3V + 12γ − 6t̃) < 0. (13)
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As we will discuss in Sec. VI, the WSe2 substrate may
modify the strengths of g1 and g2 in addition to induc-
ing the Ising SOC. Below we consider a full Hamiltonian
H0 + Hλ + Hint and explore possible broken-symmetry
states within MF theory. We limit our study to broken-
symmetry states with zero centre-of-mass momentum
q = 0.

IV. MEAN-FIELD ORDER PARAMETERS

Note that g1 is repulsive while g2 is attractive, indi-
cating that they act like the density-density and Hund’s
coupling between the valleys. Let us examine the attrac-
tive channels. Since the interactions can be reformulated
as −g1(ρ+ − ρ−)

2 and g2(s+ + s−)
2, with g1 > 0 and

g2 < 0, they lead to attractive channels for valley polar-
ization (Pz) and spin polarization (M) with q = 0:

Pz ≡ 1

2
⟨(ρ+ − ρ−)⟩, M ≡ ⟨(s+ + s−)⟩. (14)

Intervalley-order parameters Px and Py are also possible.
We collect the three isospin components into a vector

P =
1

2

∑
ττ ′,p,σ

⟨
(
c†τ,p,σ (τ )ττ ′ cτ ′,p,σ

)
⟩. (15)

Given the trigonal warping associated with the εap τz term
in Eq. (5), we expect Pz to be different from Px and Py.
Spin and valley polarization are treated on equal footing,
in that spin polarization is valley-independent and valley
polarization is spin-independent.

We also consider the particle-particle channel. The MF
interaction strength for the spin-singlet is (g1− 3

4g2)/2 >
0, i.e. repulsive due to g1 > 0 and g2 < 0. For this rea-
son we do not expect the spin-singlet to form. However,
the spin-triplet has an attractive interaction [47] and is
associated with the order parameter

∆ =
1

2

∑
ττ ′,p,σσ′

⟨cτ,p,σ
(
iσyσ · d̂

)
σσ′

(iτy)ττ ′ cτ ′,−p,σ′⟩.

(16)

Here, d̂ denotes the d-vector, which is perpendicular to

the spin of the Cooper-pair condensate, i.e. d̂·S|ψsc⟩ = 0,
where S is the total spin of the Cooper pair and |ψsc⟩ is
a spin-triplet SC state. For example, when d̂ = ẑ, the
triplet occurs in Sz = 0. Note that the above spin triplet
is a valley-singlet SC, and thus the antisymmetric wave
function condition is satisfied under the exchange of the
two valleys.

The interacting MF Hamiltonian can be recast as

HMF
int = VP

∑
ττ ′,p,σ

c†τ,p,σ (τ ·P)ττ ′ cτ ′,p,σ (17)

+VM
∑

τ,p,σσ′

c†τ,p,σ (σ ·M)σσ′ cτ,p,σ′

+
VT
2

∑
ττ ′,p,σσ′

c†τ,p,σ

(
∆⃗ · σiσy

)
σσ′

(iτy)ττ ′ c
†
τ ′,−p,σ′ ,

where the MF interaction strengths are given by

VP = −g1,

VM =
1

4
g2,

VT =
1

2

(
g1 +

1

4
g2

)
. (18)

The attractive interaction is obtained for the spin triplet
when −g2 > 4g1. Rewriting g1 and g2 in terms of t̃, γ, U ,
and V [Eq. (13)], we have 2VT = 9V − 18γ, indicating
that the attractive interaction for the SC originates from
γ, the assisted hopping interaction. Meanwhile, for the
spin- and valley-polarizing channels, we obtain attractive
interactions for any g1 > 0 and g2 < 0. Solving for the
order parameters, P, M, and ∆ self-consistently at zero
temperature, we obtain the MF results presented in the
next section.

V. MEAN-FIELD RESULTS AND
IMPLICATIONS

In this section, we first present our MF results as a
function of µ for three choices of (g1, g2), with and with-
out SOC. The full phase diagrams will be discussed later.
In Fig. 6, the left column shows the results for λ = 0
and the right column for λ = 2 meV. From top to bot-
tom, |g2|/g1 increases. More specifically, the interactions
are parameterized by g1 = g cos(θ), g2/4 = −g sin(θ).
In this way, θ = π/4 corresponds |g2/4g1| = 1 where
|VP |/|VM | = 1 and VT becomes attractive. Panels (a),
(b), and (c) correspond to θ = π/10, 5π/16, and 2π/5, re-
spectively. These θ correspond (roughly) to (g1, g2/4) =
(6.7,−2.2), (3.9,−5.8), and (2.2,−6.7) meV.

A. Effects of interactions without Ising SOC

As is evident from the MF Hamiltonian in Eq. (17),
the interaction parameter g1 favours valley polarization
(VP) and intervalley order (IVO), characterized by finite
Pz and (Px, Py), respectively. The attractive g2 favours
spin polarization (SP) and spin-triplet superconductivity
(SC). When λ = 0 (left panel in Fig. 6), the vHS is
located around µvHS ≈ 50 meV. The IVO, VP, SP, and
SPSC (SP coexisting with SC) phases emerge near the
vHS as the ratio |g2|/g1 increases from top to bottom.

Let us first consider case (a), where VP and IVO occur
due to VP dominating over VM and VT , with VT being
repulsive. The abrupt onset of the VP order parameter
as the chemical potential approaches the vHS indicates
a first-order transition resembling the Pomeranchuk (or
nematic) instability. The density difference between val-
leys leads to a splitting of the vHS into two distinct vHSs
(one below and one above µvHS), thereby lowering the
system’s energy [68, 69]. There is a first-order transition
to IVO, developing when the chemical potential is tuned
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FIG. 6. Order parameter amplitudes (in unit of meV) as a function of µ for three different sets of (g1, g2). IVO, VP, SP, VPSP,
SC, and SPSC refer to intervalley-ordered, valley-polarized, spin-polarized, valley- and spin-polarized, superconducting, and
spin-polarized superconducting states, respectively. Left and right column are for λ = 0 and λ = 2 meV, respectively. (a)
g1 = 6.7 meV and g2 = −8.7 meV, leading to VP = −6.7 meV, VM = −2.2 meV, and VT > 0. The location of the vHSs are
indicated. (b) g1 = 3.9 meV and g2 = −23.3 meV, leading to VP = −3.9 meV and VM = −5.8 meV. VT is attractive, but
spin-triplet SC is absent as the interaction is too weak (VT ≈ −1 meV). For the λ = 0 cases, Mx = My ≡ M∥ = Mz and only
M∥ is shown for clarity. Similarly, Px = Py ≡ P∥ for IVO. (c) g1 = 2.2 meV, g2 = −26.6 meV leading to VP = −2.2 meV,
VM = −6.7 meV, and VT = −2.2 meV. The triplet magnitude has been multiplied by a factor of 2 for visibility. These plots
are representative linecuts of Fig. 7 at (a) θ = π/10, (b) θ = 5π/16, and (c) θ = 2π/5. From top to bottom, |g2|/g1 increases.



8

deeper into the band. A similar transition has been ob-
served in rhomboherdal trilayer graphene [27].

IVO hybridizes theK andK ′ bands, while VP can only
shift them up and down. Hybridization can be energeti-
cally favourable if it gaps out the Fermi surface. As dis-
cussed above, the SU(2) isospin symmetry of P is broken
by the τz-dependence in the electronic dispersion, and
the degree of asymmetry is parameterized by the trigonal
warping t3. At t3 = 0, the SU(2) symmetry is restored
and we find the degenerate solution Px = Py = Pz. For
finite t3, we find a first-order transition between VP and
IVO. The critical µ depends on details of the calculation,
namely the strengths of t3 and VP .
Moving now to panel (b), as the ratio |g2|/g1 increases,

VM becomes dominant over VP and the VP order param-
eter is replaced by the SP order parameter. Like VP, the
SP order parameter also develops around µvHS. The first-
order transition from the symmetric (SYM) state high-
lights the significance of trigonal warping near the vHS,
which differs from the conventional second-order Stoner
instability.

Finally, consider case (c), where |g2|/4g1 > 1 results
in an attractive spin-triplet SC interaction. With the
chosen values of (g1, g2), the SC order parameter is fi-
nite and coexists with SP close to the vHS. In the pure
SC regime, the orientation of the d-vector is arbitrary.
However, within the coexistence region, the d-vector is
pinned to the plane perpendicular to the (spontaneously
chosen) magnetization axis. In the SYM state, the SC
order parameter develops continuously. However, when
the SP state occupies the phase space near µvHS, the
strength of the SC order parameter is suppressed. One
might expect the large DOS available at the vHS to en-
hance superconductivity, however the spontaneous spin
splitting pushes the vHS away from the pairing surface,
resulting in a suppression of the superconducting gap.

The modification of the FS topologies in the ordered
states are labelled in Fig. 6, according to the scheme de-
scribed in Sec. II. FS topologies for IVO are more compli-
cated, and change rapidly with µ. We acknowledge that
order-parameter magnitudes are typically overestimated
by MF theory, and so our labelling of the FS topologies
in the symmetry-broken phases may differ beyond MF.

B. Effects of Ising SOC

As previously noted, the Ising SOC splits the original
vHS at µvHS ≈ D into two distinct values at approxi-
mately D ± λ. We define these as µvHS1

≡ D + λ and
µvHS2

≡ D−λ, as illustrated by the pair of vertical lines
in the right panels of Fig. 6. With this context, let us
examine cases (a) through (c) in the presence of finite
λ = 2 meV. Due to the symmetry of the Ising SOC,
Mx = My and ∆x = ∆y are degenerate solutions, which
we represent by M∥ and ∆∥, respectively.

In case (a), where VP dominates over VM and VT , the
finite VP state bifurcates and shifts to regions near the

new vHS locations, µvHS1
and µvHS2

. This behaviour
suggests that the VP state closely resembles the Pomer-
anchuk instability associated with the vHS, similar to
the λ = 0 case. Additionally, we observe a finite spin
polarization induced by the Ising SOC due to the linear
coupling between Pz and Mz through the term λτzσz.
Since λ > 0, naively one expects opposite sign of Pz and
Mz in the VPSP phase (denoted by VPSP−). This ex-
pectation is met near µvHS1

, but near µvHS2
the same

sign of Pz and Mz (denoted by VPSP+) occurs. The
explanation has to do with which set of SOC-polarized
bands participate in the Pomeranchuk transition. The
IVO is less sensitive to the shifted vHSs, and persists
in the intermediate region between µvHS1 and µvHS2 . In
principle, the IVO phase can support superconductivity,
but in the superconducting regime VP is small and IVO
does not develop.

In case (b), the strong tendency to develop VP near the
vHSs persists, even though VM dominates over VP . Near
µvHS1 and µvHS2 , VP is induced byMz through the com-
bined effects of Ising SOC and proximity to the vHS. The
three components of the magnetization (Mx,My,Mz) are
inequivalent because of the Ising SOC, which tends to po-
larize along the z-axis. Similar to case (a), VPSP− and
VPSP+ occur near µvHS1

and µvHS2
, respectively. Con-

versely, away from the vHS points, the SP state persists
without the presence of VP order, but only Mx and My

are finite (denoted by SP∥). In this phase, the valley-
resolved spin projections are canted, with equal and op-
posite Mz components for K and K ′. The in-plane com-
ponents are equal inK andK ′, resulting in a net in-plane
magnetization for the system. The canting angle depends
on the relative magnitudes of λ and M∥. This phase has
been observed in the self-consistent Hartree-Fock calcu-
lations of Ref. [31].

The reemergence of VP near the vHSs is also evident
in case (c), where the spin-triplet SC coexists with SP in
the absence of SOC. When SOC is introduced, the VPSP
state emerges near µvHS1

and µvHS2
. The presence of VP,

which differentiates the FS at the two valleys, strongly
suppresses SC. Our analysis indicates that transitions be-
tween the VPSP and SC states are first-order, with no
coexistence of VP and SC. When the VPSP disappears
away from the vHSs, the SC persists. However, when µ
is located between the two vHSs, the earlier SP∥ in case
(b) turns into SP∥SC with inequivalent ∆∥ and ∆z. The
Ising SOC favours the ∆z component because ∆z pairs
opposite spins between opposite valleys with the same
size of partner FS. The ∆∥ component therefore weakens,
but is still finite within SP∥SC. The pure SC denoted by
SC(4) develops for µ > µvHS1 where only ∆z is finite, and
where the number 4 refers to the number of the under-
lying FS pockets before the SC gap develops. A second
region of spin-unpolarized superconductivity SC(6) with
only ∆z finite develops when µ < µvHS2 , close the band
edge of the SOC-split bands. The underlying FS consists
of 6 Fermi pockets with opposite spin and opposite valley
quantum numbers.
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FIG. 7. Phase diagrams as a function of µ and interaction strength for (a) λ = 0, (b) λ = 1 meV, and (c) λ = 2 meV. The
interaction strengths are parameterized as g1 = g cos(θ) and g2/4 = −g sin(θ), so that θ = π/4 corresponds to |g2/4g1| = 1,
where |VP /VM | = 1 and VT becomes attractive. We set g = 7meV. The three arrows indicate the location of the linecuts in
Fig. 6. Disordered phases are shown in white.

C. Phase diagram

The overall phase diagram as a function of |g2|/g1 and
µ is shown in Fig. 7 for three different values of λ. As
discussed earlier, when the Ising SOC is absent, IVO and
VP occur near the vHS and persist roughly until |g2| ≈
4g1. As |g2| increases further, IVO transitions into SP,
followed by a coexistence of SP and SC (SPSC). Away
from the vHS, the spin-triplet SC occurs when |g2| >
4g1. The appearance of a sharp onset of the SC state as
|g2|/g1 increases is unphysical; the SC order parameter
will develop gradually once |g2| ∼ 4g1, except near the
top-left corner of (a), where the chemical potential passes
through the band edge.

As λ increases from 0 to 1 meV, the VPSP phases
emerge near µvHS1 and µvHS2 . Interestingly, when |g2| ≈
4g1, the VPSP phase begins to encroach upon the phase
space of both SC and SPSC. A reduction in occupied
phase space of SC near the vHS has been observed in Ref.
[17]. SP∥ is confined to the phase space near |g2| ≈ 4g1
and µvHS, i.e. in between µvHS1

and µvHS2
. The SC region

occurring away from the vHSs is not enhanced by the
Ising SOC, except for µ < µvHS2

, i.e. in the top-left
corner. This is simply a result of the splitting induced
by λ, pushing off one set of bands towards lower energies.
While the SC phase is not significantly extended by the
Ising SOC, the strength of the SC order parameter can
be tuned by the SOC by modifying the DOS near the
Fermi level. The phase space where the SC gap is largest
is found at the phase boundaries of SC and SPSC, even
in the absence of SOC. This may help to explain the two
distinct SC regions reported in Ref. [24]

As λ is increased up to 2 meV, the VPSP phases
overtake more of the phase diagram, encroaching fur-
ther upon SC and SPSC. In the region near µvHS, for
|g2| < 4g1, pockets of disordered phases emerge at the
phase boundaries. This is because µvHS1

and µvHS2
are

pushed further apart as λ increases, leaving some densi-
ties at very low DOS.

VI. DISCUSSION AND SUMMARY

Motivated by the emergence of superconductivity in
biased BBG proximate to WSe2, we investigate the role
of Ising SOC in promoting superconductivity. First, we
provide a qualitative description for the possible origin
of Ising SOC through hopping between the p-orbitals of
graphene and the d-orbitals of tungsten. We then de-
rive an interacting model based on the observation that
the low-energy bands of biased BBG resemble those of
a honeycomb lattice with a staggered sublattice poten-
tial, where spin-triplet superconductivity has been found
via momentum-space Hund’s coupling [47]. However,
the competition between superconductivity with other
symmetry-broken phases and their interplay with the van
Hove singularity have yet to be explored.
By applying a Schrieffer-Wolff transformation, includ-

ing further next-nearest-neighbor interactions, we find
that valley-singlet spin-triplet superconductivity coex-
ists with magnetic order near the van Hove singularity,
when the Hund’s coupling (g2) is sufficiently large. How-
ever, for smaller g2, the system develops valley polar-
ization or intervalley order, foregoing superconductivity.
When Ising SOC is introduced, superconductivity is fur-
ther suppressed near the van Hove singularities by a com-
peting phase with coexisting valley and magnetic order.
The enhancement of superconductivity due to Ising SOC
occurs only in a small region of phase space where the en-
hanced density of states leads to a larger superconducting
gap. This requires fine-tuning of the chemical potential.
In contrast to other proposals [36, 38, 39, 42], the general
behaviour is that Ising SOC promotes coexisting valley
and magnetic order near the van Hove singularity, sup-
pressing superconductivity.

Based on the effective interactions derived from the
Schrieffer-Wolff transformation, we speculate that the
proximate WSe2 monolayer effectively reduces the repul-
sive Coulomb interaction among doped electrons V ∼ V ′

0 ,
which in turn weakens the attractive interactions re-
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sponsible for valley and magnetic orders while enhanc-
ing those that promote superconductivity. To test this
hypothesis, we propose a heterostructure of BBG with
lighter 3d transition-metal monolayers that have weaker
atomic SOC, to observe if superconductivity emerges.
While hydrostatic pressure could enhance screening, it
also increases the Ising SOC itself [16], making it dif-
ficult to disentangle the two effects. Future theoretical
and experimental studies are needed to understand the
enhancement of superconductivity in BBG heterostruc-
tures with strong Ising SOC.
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Hurtubise, C. Lewandowski, H. Zhou, K. Watanabe,
T. Taniguchi, J. Alicea, and S. Nadj-Perge, Nature (Lon-
don) 613, 268 (2023), arXiv:2205.05087 [cond-mat.supr-
con].

[7] H. Min, J. E. Hill, N. A. Sinitsyn, B. R. Sahu, L. Klein-
man, and A. H. MacDonald, Phys. Rev. B 74, 165310
(2006), arXiv:cond-mat/0606504 [cond-mat.mes-hall].

[8] S. Konschuh, M. Gmitra, and J. Fabian, Phys. Rev. B
82, 245412 (2010).

[9] S. Konschuh, M. Gmitra, D. Kochan, and J. Fabian,
Phys. Rev. B 85, 115423 (2012), arXiv:1111.7223 [cond-
mat.mes-hall].

[10] J. Sichau, M. Prada, T. Anlauf, T. J. Lyon, B. Bosn-
jak, L. Tiemann, and R. H. Blick, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122,
046403 (2019).

[11] A. David, P. Rakyta, A. Kormányos, and G. Burkard,
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