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Twisted bilayer graphene (TBG) represents a highly tunable, strongly correlated electron system owed to its
unique flat electronic bands. However, understanding the single-particle band structure alone has been chal-
lenging due to complex lattice reconstruction effects and a lack of spectroscopic measurements over a broad
energy range. Here, we probe the band structure of TBG around the magic angle using infrared spectroscopy.
Our measurements reveal spectral features originating from interband transitions whose energies are uniquely
defined by the twist angle. By combining with quantum transport, we connect spectral features over a broad
energy range (10-700 meV) spanning several superlattice minibands and track their evolution with twist angle.
We compare our data with calculations of the band structures obtained via the continuum model and find good
agreement only when considering a variation of interlayer/intralayer tunneling parameters with the twist angle.
Our analysis suggests that the magic angle also shifts due to lattice relaxation, and is better defined for a wide
angular range of 0.9°-1.1°. Our work provides spectroscopic insights into TBG’s band structure and offers an
optical fingerprint of the magic angle for screening heterostructures before nanofabrication.

I. INTRODUCTION

Twisted bilayer graphene (TBG) represents a paradigm
shift in condensed matter physics, as its electronic structure
is highly sensitive to minute changes in the arrangements of
atoms induced by the relative twisting of crystallographic axes
[1, 2]. This high sensitivity allows one to tune a 2D elec-
tron gas from a non-interacting Fermi-liquid to a strongly cor-
related electron system at the so-called magic angle (1.1°)
[3, 4] , which hosts a multitude of exotic quantum phases
[5–9]. Obtaining the single-particle band structure is one
of the most important steps to predicting and understand-
ing those phases, but, until now, has been challenging due
to the complexity of the system and sensitivity to external
perturbations [1, 2]. Although various scanning probe ex-
periments [10–12] combined with theoretical models [13–
17] have captured key qualitative features of the TBG band
structure, a systematic and quantitative study of the evolution
in global properties with twist angle is still missing. Opti-
cal spectroscopy offers a versatile approach to studying 2D
materials via probing interband transitions over a broad en-
ergy range [18, 19], and has also recently proven a powerful
technique for the study of graphene superlattices [20–25] and
twisted transition-metal dichalcogenide heterostructures[26–
29], whose optical responses are dramatically modified by
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the underlying moiré potential. While TBG close to the
magic angle hosts abundant optical transitions [30], the res-
onant features lie in the mid-infrared and terahertz frequency
range[20, 31–37], making optical spectroscopy challenging
because of the large optical wavelength relative to the typical
TBG device size.

In this study, we combine infrared optical spectroscopy and
quantum transport to study clean and large TBG heterostruc-
tures with twist angles ranging from 0.94° to 1.67°. During
the assembly of our heterostructures, we make reference areas
that include the same dielectric materials but exclude the ma-
terial of interest (Fig. 1a). In that way, we can employ a back-
ground normalization, which allows us to distinguish infrared
spectral features using room temperature Fourier transform
infrared spectroscopy (FTIR). Following this, the same het-
erostructures are fabricated into high-quality quantum trans-
port devices (Fig. 1b), allowing us to extract further material
parameters, including the twist angle and bandgaps, to relate
them to the infrared spectral features. By analyzing the spec-
tral features and quantum transport measurements, we model
the single-particle band structure of TBG (Fig. 1c) and track
its evolution with the twist angle.

We fabricate TBG heterostructures using the “cut-and-
stack” method[7, 8] (see Methods). We use a few-layer
graphite gate because it enables optical spectroscopy mea-
surements thanks to its infrared transparency and provides
electrostatic gating in the following transport measurements.
The heterostructure (Fig. 1a) contains a “signal” region and
a “reference” region. The signal region consists of hBN/T-
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BG/hBN/graphite, while the reference region consists of hB-
N/hBN/graphite, excluding the TBG. Importantly, the lay-
ers in both regions are made with the same flakes with uni-
form thickness. Therefore, we obtain the extinction spec-
trum of TBG by normalizing the spectrum collected at the
signal region with the spectrum from the reference region (1-
signal/reference)×100%. Both regions are in general around
20×20 µm2, large enough to provide sufficient signal while
the signal region maintains a low twist-angle inhomogene-
ity (Supplementary VIII A). The measurements are performed
using a commercial FTIR equipped with a microscope and a
mercury cadmium telluride (MCT) detector in the transmis-
sion mode at room temperature (see Methods for details).

II. INFRARED SPECTRA OF TBG

To verify that the method for background normalization il-
lustrated in Fig. 1a works well, we first perform control ex-
periments of Bernal bilayer graphene whose spectral proper-
ties are well known [18, 19, 38]. The grey curve in Fig. 2a
plots the extinction spectrum, which shows a shoulder-like
feature around 400 meV after which it transitions to a regime
of constant universal absorption ∼4%. This behavior is well
described by theory[39, 40] and corresponds to the onset of
interband transitions between parallel bands (Fig. 2a inset)
unique to Bernal bilayer graphene, resulting in a broadband
universal optical absorption. The measured transition energy
is also in agreement with previous works that reported val-
ues of 350-400 meV[18, 19, 38]. Therefore, we demonstrate
the effectiveness of background normalization and its suitabil-
ity for studying encapsulated graphene heterostructures. Fig.
2b plots the resistivity (ρxx) of Bernal bilayer graphene as a
function of carrier density, revealing the usual behavior of a
peaked response at charge neutrality without additional super-
lattice features.

We now switch to a TBG device with 1.46° twist angle.
The red curve in Fig. 2a plots the extinction spectrum. Strik-
ingly, we observe four distinct peaks labeled 1-4 (indicated
by the colored arrows), which we refer to throughout this
work, strongly contrasting with the spectrum of Bernal bi-
layer graphene. Fig. 2b (bottom panel) plots the resistivity
as a function of carrier density measured in the device fabri-
cated from this heterostructure. In addition to the main peak
at charge neutrality, satellite peaks of resistivity are observed
at finite doping, where the band edge is reached upon dop-
ing 4 electrons/holes per moiré unit cell[3, 4]. Temperature-
dependent measurements of the high resistance states re-
veal the expected activated behavior, from which gaps of
50 (46) meV for electrons (holes, respectively) are extracted,
consistent with previous works[5, 41] (Fig. 2b inset). Know-
ing the carrier density where satellite peaks occur (carrier den-
sity determined via Hall effect measurements, shown in sup-
plementary VIII B), we determine the twist angle of this het-
erostructure to be 1.46°. The continuum model[14, 15, 42]
offers a simple but effective way of describing the band struc-
ture of TBG. Using the single-particle band structure calcu-
lated from the continuum model (Fig. 2d), we calculate the

optical conductivity using the Kubo formula[30] (Fig. 2c).
Quantitatively, we find that the measured resonances shown
in Fig. 2a align with the calculated resonances depicted in
Fig. 2c.

We proceed to study the spectral response of TBG het-
erostructures with a range of twist angles below and above
the magic angle. Fig. 3a plots the extinction spectra measured
for a range of samples varying from 0.94° to 1.67° (twist an-
gles obtained from quantum transport measurements). All the
twist angles show distinct spectral features with peaks shift-
ing to lower energies upon lowering the twist angle (traced by
dashed lines). This behavior resembles the evolution of the
band structure of TBG, in which the interband transition en-
ergies shift to lower energy with decreasing twist angle. For
twist angles approaching the magic angle, 1.1°, we observe
a strong increase in band resistivity (Fig. 2c) and additional
maxima at integer fillings start to manifest, indicative of nar-
row electronic band consistent with previous works[4–6]. No-
tably, we find the features at integer fillings persists in our
0.94° and 0.98° samples (Supplementary VIII C).

Despite such small differences in twist angles between
0.94° and 0.98° and between 1.12° and 1.16°, the FTIR mea-
surements show notable energy shifts in the spectral peaks.
Such a large sensitivity raises the question as to whether our
spectra are skewed by twist-angle inhomogeneity commonly
observed in TBG [43, 44]. However, from measurements of
the two-probe resistance between different contact pairs, we
extract a twist-angle inhomogeneity within ±0.02° (Supple-
mentary VIII A). We attribute this to the high quality of our
heterostructures which is evident from the atomic force mi-
croscopy image showing no wrinkles and only a few small
bubbles (Supplementary VIII D). As an additional check, we
measure the extinction spectra of the TBG heterostructures
during various stages of the device fabrication process includ-
ing reactive-ion etching (RIE) and metal deposition (Supple-
mentary VIII E). We find that the spectral peaks do not shift
during these procedures (except the slight shift of transition
2 for 1.67° device, see Supplementary VIII E), allowing us to
connect the results of quantum transport with FTIR measure-
ments.

III. MODELLING THE BAND STRUCTURE OF TBG

In order to understand the observed optical spectra, we
calculate the band structure of TBG using the continuum
model[14, 15] and compare our measured spectra with opti-
cal conductivity calculations. When two layers of monolayer
graphene are stacked together with a small twist angle, a long-
period moiré superlattice forms (Fig. 1a inset), which consists
of AA and AB stacking regions. The effective Hamiltonian is
constructed by considering the intralayer Hamiltonian of each
layer of graphene and the effective interlayer coupling matrix
between the two layers. The model incorporates several key
parameters [14, 15]: (1) the twist angle, which defines the
periodicity of the moiré superlattice; (2) the intralayer tun-
neling potential (t), which defines the nearest hopping energy
within each graphene layer and can be readily converted to
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the Fermi velocity of monolayer graphene by vF =
√

3ta0/2
(a0=0.246 nm, lattice constant of graphene). This determines
the intralayer Hamiltonian; (3) the interlayer coupling energy
at AA (u0) and AB (u1) sites, which describes the interlayer
coupling strength between twisted graphene layers.

Here, we emphasize several key points about how the
above-mentioned parameters modify the band structure of
TBG and, consequently, the optical conductivity and band
gap. First, the continuum model defines a magic angle 1.1°
when the Fermi velocity of the flat band reaches zero[14]
(Supplementary VIII F Fig. S7a,b) and electron correlations
are expected to be the strongest. The dimensionless param-
eter α is defined as α = u1/vF kθ [14, 15], where kθ is the
wave vector of the moiré superlattice and α ≈ 0.586 for the
first magic angle. Hence, the magic angle is fixed by the
ratio u1/vF . Second, the ratio u0/u1 describes the relative
size of the AA and AB regions within the moiré unit cell,
which can be modified due to the lattice relaxation that fa-
vors the shrinking of the AA regions and the expansion of AB
regions[17, 45, 46]. Consequently, the optical conductivity
will change both in peak energies and intensities by varying
u0/u1 (Supplementary VIII F Fig. S8c), which can then be
compared to FTIR measurements. Moreover, the bandgaps
between the flat and remote band increase with decreasing
u0/u1, which can be directly compared to those extracted from
electrical transport measurements (Supplementary VIII F Fig.
S8d). Third, we tentatively choose vF to be in the range
of 0.89-1.2×106 m/s, inclusive of the values from literature
about monolayer graphene[14, 47, 48]. Tuning vF shifts the
energy of interband transitions monotonically without chang-
ing its intensity (Supplementary VIII F Fig. S8b), and there-
fore vF can be extracted by comparing optical conductivity
calculations with FTIR measurements (Fig. 3a). The above
considerations place strict constraints on the choice of param-
eters, allowing us to identify the best agreement with the ex-
perimental data while maintaining physical meaning.

We note that our model does not consider the effects of
electron-electron interactions and the influence of the hBN
substrate. The former is further justified by low-temperature
FTIR measurements, which show no difference in the ex-
tinction spectra between 4.5 K and 300 K (Supplementary
VIII G). Regarding the substrate, we check the alignment an-
gles between TBG and hBN crystal axes from the optical im-
ages and find alignment angles larger than 3°, which we ex-
pect to have little influence on the infrared spectra measured
in this study (Supplementary VIII D) [49].

We now compare the continuum model calculations with
experimental data for the 1.46° sample. We find the best
match for vF =1.05×106 m/s, u1=130 meV, and u0=100 meV
(see Supplementary VIII F for details on modeling proce-
dures). We fix u1/vF such that the magic angle is defined
for 1.1°, consistent with previous experiments[8, 50]. Fig.
2d shows the calculated band structure from the continuum
model with the above-mentioned parameters. Fig. 2c plots the
optical conductivity, which displays four prominent features
like the measured spectrum, with the peak positions matching
reasonably well for peaks 2-4. From this analysis, we find that
transitions between the flat and first remote band (transition

1) have the highest oscillator strength, although our spectrum
is smeared by the hBN phonon band. To identify the physi-
cal origin of the peaks, we calculate the optical conductivity
that only acounts for the interband transitions labeled as 1-
4 in Fig. 2d (Fig. 2c dashed lines), whose energies match
well with the four experimental peaks in Fig. 2a. As a fi-
nal check of the chosen parameters and calculated band struc-
tures, we compare the bandgaps separating the flat and remote
bands with experimental values extracted from temperature-
dependent transport measurements. The calculated bandgap
of 39 meV is in reasonable agreement with the experimental
values of 50 (46) meV for electron (hole) doping.

We proceed by comparing the continuum model calcula-
tions with experimental data for other devices following a
similar procedure (Supplementary VIII F). The experimental
extinction spectra of all the devices are shown in Fig. 3a, ac-
companied by the theoretical spectra (Fig. 3b). Like the ex-
perimental data, our calculations capture the evolution of the
spectral peaks to lower energies for decreasing twist angle.
For twist angles 0.94°-1.16°, we find that transitions 1 and 2
shift outside the range of FTIR measurements but transitions
3 and 4 remain. Fig. 3d plots a comparison of the peak po-
sitions obtained from experiments and calculations (extracted
from the minima of the second derivative of the spectra, Sup-
plementary VIII H), highlighting the good agreement between
them.

Fig. 4a plots the bandgaps extracted for the electron and
hole sides, compared with those from calculations, where we
obtain a reasonable agreement. The experimental data cap-
tures the trend observed previously in which the bandgap
exhibits a non-monotonic dependence, reaching its maximal
value of around 1.1°. This behavior is another hint at the
magic angle for which the bandgap is supposed to be the
largest[16].

IV. DISCUSSION

The continuum model parameters used to obtain the best
agreement to the experimental data (Fig. 3b,d and Fig. 4a)
are plotted in Fig. 4b as a function of our devices’ twist angle
(see Supplementary VIII F Table II for specific values). For
comparison, the black and blue dashed lines plot the orig-
inal continuum model parameters taken from refs[14, 15]:
vF =0.89 × 106 m/s, and u0=u1=110 meV. Our experimental
results suggest several differences compared to the original
continuum model. First, the intralayer/interlayer coupling en-
ergies are not constant; instead, they vary with the twist angle.
Our measurements in devices 1.12°-1.67° can be described by
fixed u1 and vF . However, calculations using these parame-
ters for 0.94° and 0.98° fail to capture the spectral shape of
FTIR measurements(Supplementary VIII F Fig. S9a,b). To
accurately represent this spectral shape, it is necessary to vary
u1 and vF accordingly (Fig. 4b). Second, vF is clearly un-
derestimated by the original model. For twist angle 1.12°-
1.67°, we find that vF = 1.05× 106 m/s, consistent with val-
ues obtained in a recent spectroscopic measurement of mono-
layer graphene[51]. Third, we find u0 < u1, which implies the
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presence of lattice relaxation, well established in the literature
[16, 45, 46].

Importantly, our analysis suggests that the magic angle
is not a fixed value, but rather defined over an angular
range°[16, 17]. For 1.12°-1.67°, we achieve good agreement
between experiments and calculations by fixing the magic an-
gle to 1.1°[14, 15], consistent with the observation of the high-
est superconducting critical temperature and the largest corre-
lated insulator bandgap ν = -2 at that angle [8, 50]. However,
the calculated spectra of 0.94° and 0.98° do not match the ex-
perimental data under the same choice of parameters, specif-
ically, those satisfying the condition where the magic angle
is equal to 1.1° (Supplementary VIII F Fig. S9a,b). Theoret-
ical work[16, 17] suggests that the magic angle may shift to
a lower angle considering the effect of the lattice relaxation,
instead of being a single fixed value. Inspired by this predic-
tion, we achieve good agreement for 0.94° and 0.98° when
the magic angle of the continuum model is shifted from 1.1°
to ∼0.9° (Supplementary VIII F Fig. S9 and S10 ). This is
also compatible with our transport measurements that reveal
correlated features, intrinsic to magic-angle TBG in 0.94° and
0.98° devices (Fig. 3c, Supplementary VIII C). Several ex-
perimental works have also shown correlated states and su-
perconductivity in samples with twist angles between 0.9°-
1.0°[12, 50], further supporting this claim.

V. CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

In conclusion, we present a systematic optical spectroscopy
study on TBG. We measure the optical transitions unique to
TBG and connect them with the bandgaps extracted from
quantum transport in a single heterostructure. Although we
employ the continuum model in the simplest form with only
essential parameters, this study provides a starting point for
a quantitative understanding of the single-particle band struc-
ture, which can be used for the development of further com-
prehensive theoretical models. Apart from this study, tera-
hertz optical spectroscopy holds huge potential for probing
the strongly correlated electrons inside the flat band[25].

Finally, we recall that the infrared spectra are extremely
sensitive to the twist angle, which can be measured at room
temperature by FTIR directly after heterostructure assembly.
The technique therefore may be used as a pre-characterization
tool before nanofabrication and cryogenic measurements.
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FIG. 1. Schematic of work flow. a, Schematic of the device structure and FTIR measurements. The green, black+red, and grey layers
represent hBN, TBG, and graphite layers. The left part of the device consists of hBN/TBG/hBN/graphite and the right part consists of
hBN/hBN/graphite. The top and bottom hBN and graphite are kept at exactly the same thicknesses for background normalization. Inset: Moiré
superlattice consists of AA and AB regions. b, The signal region of the device is fabricated into a hall bar device after the FTIR measurements.
Resistivity is measured by sourcing constant current and sensing voltage drop by four-probe measurements at a base temperature of 10 K.
Scale bar, 5 µm. c, We obtain the band structure of TBG by comparing the calculations of the continuum model to the FTIR and transport
measurements.
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FIG. 2. TBG 1.46°. a, Extinction spectra (raw and smoothed) of Bernal bilayer graphene and 1.46° TBG (offset by 2% for clarity). The
orange-shaded region indicates the Reststrahlen phonon band of hBN. Inset: Band structure of Bernal bilayer graphene. The dashed line is the
Fermi level. The black arrows indicate interband transitions responsible for optical absorptions close to 400 meV. The colored arrows label
absorptions peaks of 1.46° corresponding to the interband transitions as indicated in d. b, Resistivity versus carrier density of Bernal bilayer
graphene and 1.46° TBG. Inset: Conductance at ± 4 fillings (triangles) fitted by exp(-∆/2kBT) (dashed lines), where ∆ is the bandgap and kB
is the Boltzmann constant. c. The real part of the optical conductivity Re(σ ) computed from the band structure in d using the Kubo formula.
The dashed lines are Re (σ ) that only count for the transitions labeled by the arrows 1-4 in d. a and c share the same x-axis. d, Band structure
of 1.46° derived from the continuum model as discussed in the main text. The arrows label the optical transitions we observe in the extinction
spectrum as displayed in a.
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FIG. 3. Twist angle dependent extinction spectra. a, Extinction spectra (raw and smoothed) of TBG with twist angles between 0.94°-1.67°.
The black dashed lines indicate the evolvement of the absorption peaks with the twist angle. b, Extinction spectra of TBG computed by
transfer matrix method with the input of optical conductivity from the continuum model, which can be directly compared with the spectra in
a. The spectra in a and b are offset for clarity. The orange-shaded region indicates the Reststrahlen phonon band of hBN. c, Resistivity versus
filling factor for 0.94°, 1.16°, and 1.67°. d, Optical absorption peaks versus twist angle extracted from the experimental (a) and calculated
(b) optical spectra by finding the minima of the second derivative (Supplementary VIII H). The shaded region (0.9°-1.2°) indicates the angular
range where correlated insulating states and superconductivity are observed in transport measurements. The solid lines are guidance for the
eyes. Transitions 1-4 correspond to the optical transitions labeled in Fig 2 d.
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FIG. 4. Bandgap at ν=±4 and the continuum model parameters. a, Bandgap at ν =±4 for TBG devices with twist angles between 0.94°
and 1.67°. Error bars indicate the standard deviation of the bandgaps extracted from different pairs of contacts. The red stars are the bandgap
at ν = ±4 calculated with the continuum model using the parameters in b. b, Interlayer coupling energies (left y-axis) at AA site (u0, red)
and AB site (u1, cyan) and Fermi velocity of monolayer graphene (vF , dark blue) (right y-axis) as a function of the twist angle obtained by
comparing the continuum model calculations to FTIR and transport measurements (see Supplementary VIII F for details). As a comparison to
the previous theoretical work, the black dashed line is u0=u1=110 meV[14, 15], and the dark blue dashed line is vF =0.89×106 m/s[14, 15].
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VII. METHODS

A. Device fabrication

The samples are fabricated by the “cut-and-stack”
method[7, 8]. A polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS) stamp cov-
ered with a propylene carbonate (PC) film is used to pick up
the top hBN flake. Graphene flake is mechanically exfoliated
on Si++/SiO2 (285 nm) and cut into two pieces using an AFM
tip. The top hBN is then used to pick up the first graphene
flake followed by the second graphene with a target rotation
angle (∼1.15° for magic-angle devices). The heterostructure
then picks up bottom hBN and few-layer graphite as a gating
electrode. During the transfer process, the substrate is kept at
100-120 °C. The final stack is then dropped on a target sub-
strate at 180 °C. The PC film is them removed by chloroform.
The hBN flakes and graphite gate are carefully chosen to have
uniform thicknesses without layer steps. The thickness of
hBN is usually 10-20 nm. We use a graphite gate instead of
a metal gate for two reasons: 1. Although few-layer graphite
has infrared absorptions, it is still able to transmit most of the
infrared light and therefore makes it possible to perform trans-
mission measurements; 2. Graphite gate is proven to yield
a high device quality thanks to the clean interface between
graphite and hBN[6, 7, 52]. We use lightly doped silicon
(0.5 mm thickness, P-type, B-doped, 2 sides polished, 1-20
ohm.cm) with double-side coated SiO2 (300 nm each side) as
the device substrate, which is semi-transparent in the infrared
frequency range. The stack is etched into a hall bar geometry
by SF6 and O2 plasma etching and one-dimension contacts
(Cr/Au, 5/60 nm) are deposited by electron beam evaporation
(Cr) and thermal evaporation (Au).

https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10912482
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.10912482
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B. FTIR measurements

The infrared spectra are collected from Bruker Tensor
II with a Hyperion microscope (Objective 35X, NA=0.5)
equipped with a mercury cadmium telluride (MCT) detec-
tor cooled by liquid nitrogen. The measurements are done
at room temperature in the ambient atmosphere without nitro-
gen purging. Carbon dioxides in the air have a strong absorp-
tion at 291.3 meV (2350 cm−1) and will cause a spike/dip in
the final extinction spectrum (Fig. 2a, Fig. 3a), which also
confirms the wavenumber accuracy of the instrument. The
spectra are acquired in a rapid scan mode averaged over 600
scans with a resolution of 4 cm−1. The aperture for the globar
thermal source is 6 mm. The noise level of the final spectrum
varies from 0.1% to 2% depending on the physical dimension
of the device. The spectrum at the reference region is col-
lected immediately after the signal region while the FTIR is
kept at exactly the same condition and the scanning parame-
ters are also the same. We chose transmission measurement
instead of reflection because transmission mode gives a better
SNR compared to reflection in our measurements. We did not
apply electrostatic gating to the device during the FTIR mea-
surements and thus the doping level was close to zero, which
was later confirmed by transport measurements that the gate
voltage of the charge neutrality point was always close to zero.

C. Transport measurements

Electrical measurements were carried out using the usual
4-probe transport techniques in a dry cryostat. Briefly, we
source small excitation currents (10-100 nA) at low frequency
(17.111 Hz) through the device’s leads. Lock-in techniques
are used to measure the voltage across different pairs of con-
tacts. A Keithley 2614B source meter is used to control the
gate voltage of the device. The carrier density is calibrated
using Hall measurements under out-of-plane magnetic fields
of ± 0.95 T.

VIII. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION

A. Devices homogeneity

Fig. 3a of the main text shows that optical transitions 1-4 of
TBG are sensitive to the twist angle. For instance, we observe
a clear spectral shift between 1.12° and 1.16°. Therefore, the
twist-angle homogeneity of our devices is critical. We employ
high temperature (∼100°C) pickup during the heterostructure
assembly to remove bubbles and yield high-quality devices.
This is seen in atomic force microscope (AFM) images (Fig.
S4 b). The twist-angle homogeneity is checked on all our de-
vices using two-probe conductance measurements between all
pairs of contacts (Fig. S1). The twist angle variations are lim-
ited to ±0.02° in all our devices.

B. Twist angle extraction

We extract the twist angles by using 4-terminal transport
measurements. Fig. S2a shows the typical resistivity for
our devices. Two peaks were systematically measured, cor-
responding to the regime where the Fermi energy reaches the
band insulator. In such condition, the band is fully filled
with 4 (2 spin and 2 valleys) charge carriers per moiré unit
cell. The twist angle is later found using the relation nν=±4 =
8θ/

√
3a2, where a= 2.46 Å is graphene’s lattice constant and

n the carrier density. The latter was extracted from measure-
ments of the Hall resistivity in regions of the phase diagram
where the classical regime (Rxy = B/|n|e) is applicable. In our
devices, this can be achieved for magnetic fields B =± 0.95 T
and gate voltages |Vg| > |Vν=±4|. Fig. S2b shows the Hall
density as a function of gate voltages. We can also extract
the relative permittivity of hBN (εhBN) through the equation:
C = ε0εhBN/d, where d is the thickness of bottom hBN mea-
sured by AFM, and ε0 is the vacuum permittivity. We extract
εhBN=2.8 for all the devices (except 0.98° due to gate leakage)
as shown in the main text.

C. Additional transport data

In this section, we show temperature-dependent transport
data for all the devices presented in the main text and re-
lated Arrhenius fitting (Fig. S3), which reproduces previ-
ous transport studies. The 0.98° device started leaking be-
fore temperature-dependent and hall measurements. So we
extracted the twist angle by the planar capacitor model with
relative permittivity the same as extracted from all other de-
vices (εhBN=2.8) and hBN thickness measured by AFM.

D. Alignment between graphene and hBN

In the main text, the continuum model in a single-particle
picture is employed considering only a set of basic param-
eters (twist angle θ , Fermi velocity vF , and interlayer cou-
pling energies u0 and u1). However, due to the slight lattice
mismatch between hBN and graphene, the alignment between
them (<1°) can introduce a second-order moiré superlattice
in addition to that of TBG, modifying the band structure and
electrical properties[9, 49]. We check the alignment angle be-
tween graphene and hBN by using the optical image. Fig.
S4 a shows an optical image of the 0.94° device with crys-
tal edges of hBN and graphene labeled by the dashed lines.
Table I shows that the twist angles between TBG and encap-
sulating hBN layers for all the devices in this study are over
3°. In addition, we do not observe any high resistance peaks
at the charge neutrality point in all our devices (Supplemen-
tary VIII C), which is typically seen in TBG devices aligned
to hBN[9]. Therefore, we conclude that the additional moiré
superlattice may not be a dominating factor in affecting our
analysis using the continuum model.
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E. Extinction spectra during fabrication

In the main text, we show the extinction spectra of the
stacks and transport measurements of the same stacks after
a series of fabrication processes (electron beam lithography,
reactive ion etching (RIE), and metal deposition). One may
question whether the twist angle of the stack has changed dur-
ing fabrication. Here, we show that we can monitor the optical
absorptions of TBG devices during fabrication.

The FTIR spectra as displayed in the main text are mea-
sured from the stacks right after heterostructure assembly
without any fabrication process yet (Fig. S5a). After RIE,
the stack will be etched into hall bar geometry (Fig. S5b),
whose extinction spectrum can be measured in a similar way
as the original stack except that the device area is slightly
smaller. Following, metal contacts (Cr/Au) are deposited for
transport measurements (Fig. S5c). However, metal con-
tacts introduce significant absorptions and reflections of the
infrared light due to the Drude and plasmonic responses,
which makes background normalization challenging. We de-
sign all the metal contacts to be strictly parallel to each other
(Fig. S5c) and confine the polarization of the incident light
to be parallel to the contacts by using a ZeSe holographic
wire grid polarizer, minimizing the plasmonic response of the
metal contacts. We also deposited the same contacts on the
same substrate near the device (Fig. S5d), which allows us
to measure the extinction spectrum of the contacts by (1 -
Signal_ref/Background_ref)×100%. Finally, we can get the
extinction spectrum of TBG by [(1 - Signal/Background) - (1
- Signal_ref/Background_ref)]×100%. Therefore, the Drude
response of the metal contacts is also properly removed. The
polarizer and metal contact will decrease the transmitted sig-
nal significantly. Therefore, the spectrum after depositing
contact is noisier compared to that of the original stack.

Fig. S6 shows the extinction spectra of TBG with twist an-
gles of 0.98°, 1.12°, 1.46°, and 1.67° at different stages: (1).
the stacks after the transfer process, (2). after RIE etching but
without depositing metal contacts, (3). after depositing metal
contacts. The extinction spectra of 0.98° and 1.12° maintain
almost the same shape and peak positions during fabrication.
For the 1.46° device, the peaks at 313 meV and 489 meV per-
sist through the fabrication process, while the peaks at 223
meV and 666 meV become less clear likely because of the de-
creased signal-noise-ratio as discussed above. For the 1.67°
device, the peaks at 315 meV and 572 meV maintain the same
positions. However, the peak at 396 meV shifts to 430 meV
after RIE etching, which we speculate may be caused by strain
at the edges of the device mesa induced by etching. Never-
theless, considering all other spectral peaks remain unshifted,
our results suggest that the twist angle of our devices does not
change during device fabrication.

F. Continuum model calculations and comparisons with
experimental data

In this section, we focus on discussing the procedure for
modeling the band structure of TBG. We compare the contin-

uum model[13, 14] calculations to the experimental data by
varying vF , u0, and u1, while sticking to the physical con-
straints as discussed in the main text.

Around the magic angle (1.1°), the moiré periodicity is
much larger than the lattice constant of monolayer graphene,
resulting in each moiré period containing thousands of car-
bon atoms. The continuum model provides a simplified de-
scription of this system, allowing the calculation of the band
structure with a few essential parameters: the twist angle (θ ),
the Fermi velocity (vF ) of monolayer graphene, and the inter-
layer coupling energies at AA/AB (u0/u1) sites. The dimen-
sionless parameter α is defined as α=u1/vF kθ [14, 15], where
kθ =(4π/3a0)·2sin(θ /2) is the wave vector defined by the
moiré superlattice, and a0 is the lattice constant of monolayer
graphene. The magic angle is theoretically found when the
Fermi velocity of the flat band (v∗F ) reaches minimum[14, 15],
where α≈0.586 for the first magic angle (Fig. S7a). By
converting α to θ , the magic angle is 1.1° (Fig. S7b) when
vF =0.89×106 m/s and u1=110 meV as adapted by previous
work[14, 15]. In addition, the bandwidth of the flat band and
the bandgap between the flat and remote bands are also indi-
cations of the magic angle [16], where the bandwidth reaches
a minimum and the bandgap reaches a maximum (Fig. S7c) .

Experimental works[8, 50] show the critical temperature of
superconductivity and the correlated bandgap at ν = -2 ver-
sus twist angle reaches the maxima at around 1.1°, as an in-
dication of the magic angle where the electron-electron in-
teractions are the strongest. However, fixing the magic an-
gle to 1.1° doesn’t provide a unique mathematical solution
for the choice of vF and u1. The magic angle can be main-
tained by varying vF and u1 while fixing the ratio u1/vF as
shown in Fig. S7d. For monolayer graphene, vF is directly
related to the nearest hopping energy (t) between sub-lattices
(vF =

√
3ta0/2[53]).

We start with 1.46°. We note that we find the best solution
by varying u0 and vF simultaneously while fixing u1/vF by
maintaining the magic angle 1.1°(Fig. S8a). Fig. S8b shows
the calculated extinction spectra for Spot I to V I as indicated
in Fig. S8a, while keeping u0/u1=70% and the magic angle
to be 1.1°. By changing vF , the shape of the optical spectrum
remains the same but the energies of absorption peaks shift to
higher energy with increasing vF . Fig. S8c shows the calcu-
lated spectra by varying u0 while keeping u1 and vF at Spot
IV . The shape of the spectrum is modified dramatically by
varying u0/u1. Fig. S8d shows that the calculated bandgap
between the flat and remote band decreases with increasing
u0/u1. Using the calculations presented in Fig. S8, we find
the best match between experiments and theory and extract
the continuum model parameters in the following way. First,
we fix the magic angle to be 1.1° by fixing the ratio u1/vF .
We start with a tentative value vF =1.05×106 m/s. Second, we
vary u0/u1 (Fig. S8c) and find the best agreement with the ex-
perimental spectrum in terms of the spectral shape, while the
offset in the peak positions can be adjusted in the next step
by varying vF . In this step, we extract u0/u1. Third, we vary
vF while keeping the magic angle 1.1° (Fig. S8a,b) and keep-
ing the u0/u1 as extracted from the second step. In this step,
we extract vF and u1. Finally, After extracting u0, u1, and vF
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from the previous steps, we use the same parameters to cal-
culate the bandgap between the flat and remote band, which
is then compared with temperature-dependent transport mea-
surements as a final check. We extract u0=100 meV, u1=130
meV, and vF =1.05×106 m/s for 1.46°. We note that we take
priority of achieving the best agreement to the optical spec-
trum compared to Arrhenius extracted gaps. We try to re-
produce the trend for the bandgap versus the twist angle, in
which the bandgap reaches its maximal values at around 1.1°
(Fig 4a).

We can find good agreements between the experiments and
the continuum model calculations for twist angles 1.12°-1.67°
by following the above-mentioned procedures. We extract
u1=130 meV, and vF =1.05×106 m/s (corresponding to magic
angle 1.1°) for 1.67°-1.12°. However, following the same pro-
cedure would lead to poor agreements for 0.94° and 0.98°(Fig.
S9a,b). Ref[16, 17] suggests that the magic angle may not be
a single value, but an angular range by taking into account the
lattice relaxation. Inspired by this theoretical prediction, we
shift the magic angle from 1.1° to 1.0° (Fig. S9c,d) and 0.9°
(Fig. S9e,f). Here, we focus on 0.94°, and 0.98° follows the
same procedure. When the magic angle is 1.1° and 1.0°, we
cannot find agreement between the calculated and measured
spectrum considering the spectral shape in Fig. S9b,d (as dis-
cussed previously, here we are at the second step). Interest-
ingly, we find that when the magic angle is 0.9° and u0=80
meV, we can achieve a good match between the calculated
and measured spectrum just considering the spectral shape as
shown in Fig. S9e,f (the offset in energy will be adjusted by
the following steps). Fig. S10a,b,c shows the procedure (the
third step) to extract u1 and vF . We notice that in Fig. S10c,
there is around a 20 meV deviation between the experiment
and calculation, which is acceptable considering good agree-
ments with the experimental optical spectrum.

To conclude, we achieve good agreement between the con-

tinuum model in a single-particle picture with only essential
parameters and our experimental data. The continuum model
parameters used throughout this work are displayed in Table
II, the same as Fig. 4b.

G. Cryogenic temperature FTIR transmission measurement

In the main text, we employ the continuum model in a
single-particle picture without including electron-electron in-
teractions. To support this claim, we perform infrared FTIR
measurements of a 1.16° stack at 4.5 K and 300 K (Fig. S11),
considering that electron-electron interactions may become
prominent at cryogenic temperature and therefore modify the
optical transition energies significantly. However, no notable
spectral shift is observed and the two absorption peaks (cor-
responding to transitions 3 and 4 discussed in the main text)
stay at the same energy at both temperatures. This justifies our
choice of a single-particle picture. We note that the cryogenic
temperature FTIR measurement is performed at the setup de-
scribed in ref[54].

H. Extinction spectra peak extraction

The FTIR measurements presented in this work are all per-
formed at room temperature unless otherwise stated. Un-
der such conditions, most of the observed spectral peaks are
broad, with exact peak positions hard to identify. The peak
positions, such as the one shown in Fig. 3d, are found from
the minima of the second derivative[55]. Fig. S12 shows an
example for such procedure.
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FIG. S1. Two terminal conductance measurements. a, Optical image of a 0.94 ° device after fabrication. Scale bar, 5 µm. The numbers
labeled on the image are the measured twist angles between different pairs of contacts (extracted from the maxima of resistance at ±4 fillings).
b, Two terminal conductance measurements from different pairs of contacts. Data were taken at 10 K.
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FIG. S2. Hall density measurement of a 1.12° TBG. Four-probe resistivity (ρxx) (top) and hall density measurement (ρxy) (bottom) under a
magnetic field of 0.95 T. Black dashed lines: fitting with a planar capacitor model in the region where the classical regime is applicable. Blue
dashed lines indicate the resistivity maxima at ν =±4, allowing calculation of the twist angle.
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FIG. S3. Additional transport data. Temperature-dependent measurements (10-150 K) for all devices shown in the main text. Insets:
Arrhenius fitting at ν =±4. For the 0.98° device, we only show data at 10 K because of gate leakage.
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FIG. S4. Check alignment between graphene and hBN a, Optical image of the 0.94° device. White dashed lines indicate the edge of the top
hBN. Red dashed lines: edge of the bottom hBN. White arrows: edge of graphene layers. We estimate the twist angle between the top hBN
and graphene to be about 4° (or 34°, ±1.5°) and between the bottom hBN and graphene to be about 17° (±1.5°). The twist angle between the
top and bottom hBN is about 9°. Scale bar, 5 µm. b, AFM image of the twisted region as indicated by the blue dashed box in a. Scale bar, 5
µm.

TABLE I. Alignment for hBN

Twist angle top hBN/bottom hBN top hBN/graphene graphene/bottom hBN

0.94° 9° 4° 17°
0.98° 17° 4° 13°
1.12° 8° 5° 3°
1.16° 3° 7° 10°
1.46° 1° 5° 6°
1.67° 13° 10° 23°

TABLE II. The continuum model parameters (the same as Fig. 4b) we used throughout this work for the best agreement to FTIR and transport
measurements.

Twist angle u0 (meV) u1 (meV) vF (m/s) Magic-angle

0.94° 80 115 1.15×106 0.886°
0.98° 80 120 1.15×106 0.924°
1.12° 80 130 1.05×106 1.096°
1.16° 90 130 1.05×106 1.096°
1.46° 100 130 1.05×106 1.096°
1.67° 100 130 1.05×106 1.096°
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FIG. S5. Optical images for 1.12° device during fabrication. a. After transfer. Black dashed line indicates the TBG region. Grey dashed line
indicates the graphite gate at the bottom of the stack. Red rectangles indicate the area where the signal and background spectra are collected.
b. After RIE. c. After metal deposition. White arrow indicates the polarization of the incident light. White rectangles indicate where we
collected the spectra. d. Bare metal contacts with the same shape as c fabricated in order to remove the optical response of the contacts. Scale
bars, 5 µm in all panels.
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FIG. S6. Extinction spectra during fabrication Extinction spectra of 0.98°, 1.12°, 1.46°, and 1.67° are measured from the device after stack
assembly, after RIE, and after metal deposition. The black lines indicate the peak positions extracted from the spectra of the original stack
before fabrication (red line). The spectra are offset for clarity.
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FIG. S7. Magic angle a, The Fermi velocity of TBG within the flat band (v∗F ) normalized to vF versus the dimensionless parameter α=u1/vF kθ

reproduced from ref[14, 15], where vF is the Fermi velocity of monolayer graphene that defines the intralayer Hamiltonian, kθ is the wave
vector defined by the moiré superlattice, and u1 is the interlayer coupling energy at AB site. The first magic angle is predicted to be at α ≈
0.586, corresponding to magic angle 1.1°. b, v∗F /vF versus the twist angle (θ ) by converting α in a to θ . c, The bandgap between the flat and
remote bands and the bandwidth of the flat band as a function of the twist angle, where the bandgap reaches a maximum and the bandwidth
reaches a minimum close to the magic angle. d, The magic angle as a function of u1 and vF . Varying the ratio u1/vF results in different magic
angles theoretically. The black dot indicates parameters adapted from ref[14, 15].
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FIG. S8. Modelling the band structure of 1.46°. a, Spots I to V I indicate that we vary vF and u1 simultaneously while fixing the magic angle
to be 1.1°(i.e. fixing the ratio u1/vF ). b, The calculated extinction spectra for Spots I to V I. u0/u1 is fixed to be 70%. The black dashed line
is the experimental spectrum of 1.46°. Spot IV (vF =1.05×106 m/s, u1=130 meV) shows the best agreement with the experimental spectrum.
c, The calculated extinction spectrum of 1.46° with u0 from 40 meV to 120 meV, while vF and u1 are fixed at Spot IV . u0=100 meV gives
the best agreement. d, The red dots represent the bandgap at ν=±4 versus u0. The black dashed lines indicate the bandgap extracted from
transport measurements. u0=100 meV gives a close match to the experiment value.
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FIG. S9. Modelling 0.94° under different magic angles. The black dots in a, c, and e indicate the choice of u1 and vF for calculating the
extinction spectrum as displayed in b, d, and f, respectively. We fix vF =1.05×106 m/s and vary u1 to change the magic angle (1.1°, 1.0°, and
0.9°). b, d, and f show the calculated extinction spectra by varying u0 while u1 and vF are fixed as shown in a, c, and e. The black dashed
lines are the experimental spectra of 0.94°. We find a good agreement in f for u0 = 80 meV when the magic angle is 0.9°. At this step, we just
consider the relative spectral shape, exact peak positions will be adjusted later by tunning vF .
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FIG. S10. Modelling 0.94° by changing vF at magic angle 0.9°. a, Spots I to V I indicate varying vF and u1 simultaneously while fixing the
magic angle to be 0.9°. b, The calculated extinction spectra for Spots I to V I as shown in b, while keeping u0/u1 ≈ 70% as extracted from Fig.
S9. The black dashed line is the experimental spectrum of 0.94°. We find the best agreement when vF =1.15×106 m/s, u1=115 meV (spot V I).
c, The red dots show the bandgap at ν=±4 calculated for Spots I to V I. The black dashed lines indicate experimental values.
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FIG. S11. Low temperature FTIR spectrum. Extinction spectra of a 1.16° device at cryogenic temperature (4.5 K, green) and 300 K (red).
The sharp dip (291.3 meV) in the spectrum is due to the absorption of carbon dioxide in the air, which can be safely ignored.
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FIG. S12. Extraction of peak positions for 1.16° TBG. We extract the positions of the absorption peaks in the extinction spectrum by finding
the minima of its second derivative[55]. Blue line: raw and smoothed spectrum. Solid red line: second derivative of the extinction. Black
dashed lines: extracted peak positions from the second derivative minima.
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