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Skin effect, where macroscopically many bulk states are aggregated towards the system boundary,
is one of the most important and distinguishing phenomena in non-Hermitian quantum systems. We
discuss a new aspect of this effect whereby, despite its topological origin, applying magnetic field
can largely suppress it. Skin states are pushed back into the bulk and the skin topological area,
which we define, is sharply reduced. As seen from exact solutions of representative models this
is fundamentally rooted in the fact that the applied magnetic field restores the validity of the
low-energy description that is rendered inapplicable in the presence of non-Bloch skin states. We
further study this phenomenon using rational gauge fluxes, which reveals a unique irrelevance of the
generalized Brillouin zone in the standard non-Bloch band theory of non-Hermitian systems.

Introduction.– Hermicity has long been accepted as a
basic requirement in quantum mechanics [1]. However,
it was discovered that both reality of energy spectra and
unitarity of time evolution can hold in the parity-time
(PT ) symmetric non-Hermitian (NH) Hamiltonians [2–
4]. This finding and its experimental realizations [5–29]
focused interest on the properties of NH systems [30–
35]. As an effective description, NH Hamiltonians have
a wide range of applications, including systems with en-
ergy or matter source and drains [36–44], modeling of
subsystems with an environment [45–49], and quasiparti-
cles in solids with interaction or disorder [50–57]. Unique
features have been found with no Hermitian counter-
parts including exceptional points and rings [58–73], ex-
tended topological classifications [74–78], and NH skin
effect (NHSE) under open boundary condition (OBC)
[79–92]. In NHSE states are localized near the bound-
aries, which leads to the breakdown of conventional bulk-
boundary correspondence and motivates the concept of
generalized Brillouin zone (GBZ) [93–98]. Intriguingly,
NHSE has an unconventional topological origin in terms
of complex energies instead of wavefunctions [99, 100].
Being a robust and ubiquitous phenomenon in NH sys-
tems, an interesting question arises: Is it possible to
control or manipulate NHSE? Given its nonperturba-
tive effect in Hermitian physics one might suspect that
magnetic field (real or synthetic) could be used here.
Techniques to generate (synthetic) magnetic field have
been well-established in candidate NH systems, such as
cold atoms [101–103], photonic and acoustic structures
[104–107], electric circuits [108–111], and conventional
solid-state systems [112–114]. Yet its effects in NH sys-
tems have only been addressed in some specific scenarios
[111, 115, 116].

Here, we study a more generic problem, namely the
interplay of magnetic field and NHSE. Although the lat-
ter is topological as discussed in more detail below, we
find that magnetic field can strongly suppress it. Our key

Magnetic suppression 
of NHSE

Recovery of low-
energy description

Re-emergence 
of bulk states

Reduced skin 
topological area

FIG. 1. Manifestations of the magnetic suppression of NHSE.

findings are summarized in Fig. 1. The skin topology, be-
ing a global property of the lattice model, leads to macro-
scopically many skin states. As we show this invalidates
the low-energy description that carries only local infor-
mation. However, the skin states localized at the bound-
ary can be pushed back to the bulk by the applied mag-
netic field. As elucidated by analytical calculations in
representative models, this phenomenon originates from
the nonperturbative nature of magnetic field: the funda-
mental breakdown of low-energy description can be re-
covered. As a quantitative indicator, the skin topological
area, defined as the regions in the complex-energy plane
where the skin winding number is nontrivial, is sharply
reduced in corresponding lattice models with irrational
and rational gauge fluxes. Specifically, rational gauge-
flux calculation enables us to show an unexpected irrel-
evance of GBZ to the suppression of NHSE, contrary to
the intuition that suppression results from deformation
of GBZ towards a conventional Brillouin zone.

Unidirectional skin systems.– We consider a one-band
model

H = 2tx cos kx + 2ty cos ky + 2iγy sin ky (1)

and a two-band model H = d · σ with

dx = iγx−κ+ty cos ky−tx cos kx, dy = ty sin ky+iγy (2)

and dz = ∆. Lattice constant is set to unity henceforth.
In the Hermitian case when γx,y = 0, Eq. (1) has the
band minimum at k = (π, π); Eq. (2) has two Dirac
points (∆ = 0) or two band edges separated by a gap

ar
X

iv
:2

11
0.

14
84

1v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.m

es
-h

al
l]

  2
8 

O
ct

 2
02

1



2

(∆ > 0) when κ < tx + ty and is otherwise gapped with
the band edges at k = (π, 0) when κ > tx+ty. These two
models share one unique property: the NHSE is present
if and only if y-direction is open and γy 6= 0. This can be
directly seen from evaluating the skin topological winding
number [99, 100]

w(E0) =
1

2πi

ˆ 2π

0

dk
d

dk
log det[H(k)− E0], (3)

where k is the conventional Bloch momentum in any open
direction under question as if it has a periodic boundary
condition (PBC) and a Brillouin zone. For E0 outside the
spectrum of H(k) this extends the definition of a gap to
the complex-energy plane C. Eq. (3) actually manifests
the unique point-gap topology that is entirely distinct
from Hermitian systems and those NH systems continu-
ously deformable to them [99, 117]. The necessary and
sufficient condition for NHSE along that direction under
question is the existence of E0 ∈ C such that w(E0) 6= 0.
It can be nonzero only for the foregoing condition, oth-
erwise the trajectory of det[H(k) − E0] collapses into a
retracing arc without interior.

Such a unidirectional feature of NHSE is crucial to
investigating the system under magnetic field. We con-
sider a uniform magnetic field along z-direction for our
two-dimensional system, which is conveniently generated
by the minimal coupling Πi → ki − Ai. To use Eq. (3)
with a conserved ky to study NHSE in y-direction for
instance, we can only use vector potential A = B(0, x)
and are thus forced to leave x-direction open. As the skin
phenomenon can have significant impact on the physical
properties [118], we would like x-direction with OBC to
be conventional such that no qualitative change is in-
troduced; therefore, the unidirectional NHSE along y-
direction only is the simplest and clearest choice. Al-
though we make use of a specific gauge we checked that
the observable consequences (e.g. the wavefunction local-
ization near the edge) are gauge invariant as physically
expected.

Failure and recovery of low-energy description.– In
the following, we inspect the low-energy effective mod-
els around the band edges of the lattice models, which
turn out to fall into three major classes exhausting the
common possibilities: (a) nonrelativistic Schrödinger-
type from Eq. (1) around k = (π, π): ha = −m +

txΠ2
x + ty(Πy − i

γy
ty

)2 with m = 2tx + 2ty −
γ2
y

ty
; (b)

relativistic Dirac-type from Eq. (2) around k = (π2 , 0)
when κ = ty: hb =

∑
i=x,y (tiΠi + iγi)σi + ∆σz; (c) a

mixture of both from Eq. (2) around k = (π, 0) when
κ > tx+ ty: hc = [−m− 1

2 txΠ2
x]σx+(tyΠy+iγy)σy+∆σz

with m = κ − ty − tx − iγx. We henceforth use fraktur
letters to mark certain complex quantities. Our consid-
erations lead to the general relation: While the NHSE
impedes the low-energy effective description (where skin
states are essentially missing and only trivial Bloch solu-
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FIG. 2. Amplitude |ψ(n)
2 | of lowest energy states (blue, or-

ange, and green respectively for n = 0, 1, 2) from the sec-
ond wavefunction component of the representative Dirac-type
Hamiltonian. The Schrödinger and mixed types have similar
features and are shown in SM. Lattice calculations (a,b) with
N = 400 sites along y-direction assume y = 0 as the left
boundary: (a) skin states aggregate towards the left bound-
ary and do not have low-energy description when B = 0; (b)
finite magnetic field B = 0.01 moves these states back to the
bulk. (c) Low-energy exact solutions from Eq. (4) defined
along y ∈ (−∞,∞) are recovered by B and match with panel
(b). Parameters γx = 0.02, γy = −0.1, κ = tx = ty = 1.

tions exist), adding an external magnetic field, which is
a nonperturbative effect, in general recovers the validity
of low-energy models.

We exemplify with the representative case (b), which
can be reduced to a single equation for the second wave-
function component (setting tx,y = 1 for brevity)

ψ′′2 − 2γyψ
′
2 + [ε̃2 −B2(y − y0)2]ψ2 = 0 (4)

where ε̃2 = ε2 −∆2 + γ2y − B, y0 = −(kx + iγx)/B. The
nonrelativistic type ha can be exactly mapped to Eq. (4)
because it combines the two linear dispersion components
in hb to effectively get a Schrödinger-like one. The mixed
type hc requires a more involved analysis due to non-
Hermiticity and inhomogeneous dispersion, given in Sup-
plemental Material (SM)[119]. Crucially, all three cases
exhibit similar and closely related physical behavior, jus-
tifying the generality of our conclusions.

When B = 0, Eq. (4) reduces to the form ψ′′2 −2γyψ
′
2+

(K(ε)2 + γ2y)ψ2 = 0 where K(ε)2 = ε2−∆2− (kx + iγx)2.
Choosing a complex K, the general solution ψ2(y) =
eγyy(A sinKy + B cosKy) can accommodate the trivial
Bloch state as a bounded solution with ReK the Bloch
momentum. This is to be contrasted with the numeri-
cal solution of the lattice model shown in Fig. 2(a) that
exhibits NHSE. One might try imposing, say, ψ2(y <
0) ≡ 0, in order to describe skin states accumulated near
the left boundary at y = 0. However, this fails to pro-
vide a valid low-energy description comparable to con-
ventional Hermitian edge states for at least two reasons:
(i) The actual decay rate of wavefunction cannot be de-
termined within the low-energy model itself, e.g., through
a boundary condition to specify K. Such information is
missing from the low-energy model since it is given by
the continuum of generally state-dependent GBZ radius
|β|, defined for the lattice system and related to the skin
topology as discussed later. In contrast, the Hermitian
low-energy theory is in general self-contained and able to
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fully characterize the edge states. The macroscopically
large number of skin states, on the other hand, manifests
itself as a nonlocal property arising from the unconven-
tional topology. (ii) We can see the failure in a more self-
evident way. The difference between global topology and
local description leads to a caveat: the correspondence
between NH systems and characteristic low-energy mod-
els is surjective. As an extreme example, due to lattice
symmetry, x, y are on the same footing in the forego-
ing low-energy model hb, i.e., the unidirectional topolog-
ical skin information is completely concealed. Note that,
including higher-order terms in the low-energy theory,
which is a nonuniversal procedure, cannot guarantee to
remedy these problems in general. Therefore, the failure
of the low-energy description is an inevitable feature of
NHSE systems, deeply rooted in its inability to capture
the full nonlocal topological information.

The situation is, however, entirely different when B 6=
0. Eq. (4) now admits a well-defined solution

ψ
(n)
2 ∝ e−(y−y0)

2/2l2B+γyyHn((y − y0)/lB) (5)

with magnetic confinement length lB = B−1/2 and Hn
the nth Hermite polynomial holomorphic in C. The
mixed type hc assumes a more complex solution involving
the triconfluent Heun function HT(α, β, γ, z) [119–121].
Remarkably, all three low-energy models share a few key
features highlighted by Eq. (5), as confirmed by lattice-
model and exact solutions shown in Fig. 2(b,c). We ob-
serve that (i) Solutions are now bulk states confined by B
with a discrete spectrum bounded from below; the wave-
functions are otherwise divergent due to non-Hermiticity
as B → 0, indicating the nonperturbative nature. (ii)
Wavefunctions are nodeless if and only if γx 6= 0 since
the quasiparticle now effectively moves in C due to the
γx/B shift along imaginary y-direction easily seen from
Eq. (5). This is absent in the one-band model Eq. (1) or
ha. (iii) The apparent imaginary momentum shift γy in
Πy, seen from its appearance in all low-energy Hamiltoni-
ans, adds a slanting asymmetry to the amplitude or peak
height along y. One important distinction lies in that the
two wavefunction components ψ1,2 for the mixed type hc
share the same quantum number n, i.e., the same num-
ber of amplitude peaks/nodes, in stark contrast to the

Dirac-type with ψ
(n+1)
1 in pair with Eq. (5).

The ability to recover a valid low-energy description
is physically due to an exceptionally robust magnetic
confinement effect that counteracts non-Hermiticity and
works for various dispersions. The wavefunction is, de-
spite NHSE, forced to localize in the bulk within a con-
finement length scale lB . For a macroscopic system of
our main interest, finite lB controls the possible NH di-
vergence in the wavefunction and macroscopically many
skin states, if not all, are no longer destined to be pushed
all the way to the edges. The skin wavefunctions are
transformed back to normal bulk states that admit valid
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FIG. 3. Color-coded winding numbers in the complex-energy
plane for (a1-a3) one- and (b1-b3) two-band lattice models
with magnetic flux 2πφ/φ0 = 0, 0.04, 0.08, respectively. Skin
topological area S1/N as a function of magnetic flux for (c)
one- and (d) two- band models. Lattice sites N = 200, γy =
0.1, tx = ty = 1 and γx = 0, κ = 2.5.

low-energy description. When lB is comparable to or
longer than a mesoscopic/microscopic system, the size
constraint will otherwise become relevant and reduce the
nonperturbative effects.

Magnetic suppression of NH skin effect .– To visual-
ize the NHSE and its magnetic suppression, we need to
open y-direction and use the gauge A = B(−y, 0) with
kx a good quantum number. We thus obtain effective
one-dimensional lattice models H(kx) [119]. As shown in
Fig. 2, without magnetic field, wavefunctions are local-
ized near the left edge due to NHSE. Applying the mag-
netic field, NHSE is suppressed and wavefunctions move
away from the edges towards the bulk. It can be observed
that the low-energy states in the lattice models under
magnetic field are well captured by the low-energy con-
tinuum model. This magnetic suppression also holds for
states at higher energy as a much more extensive global
property; we find that the average center of almost all
wavefunctions moves towards the bulk interior[119].

This phenomenon also has a topological aspect closely
related to Eq. (3). From this perspective, the presence of
skin modes corresponds to the existence of E0 in C that
makes w(E0) nonzero. The set of all such points forms
a special complex-energy plane region, which is not nec-
essarily simply connected [e.g., Fig. 3(b)]. We propose
that, the winding number-weighted area of this nontriv-
ial region, which we henceforth call skin topological area,
can serve as a quantitative indicator of the suppression
phenomenon. This also places the topological number



4

w(E0), which lacks a simple interpretation in terms of
protected edge states as in the Hermitian case, in the
concrete physical context of the skin effect strength. We
will show below that applying magnetic field causes sig-
nificant reduction in the skin topological area.

The calculation is performed in the gauge A = B(0, x)
with the system open along x-direction as previously dis-
cussed. Fig. 3 illustrates how the skin area S1 shrinks as
the magnetic field increases. For B = 0 in particular, S1
for the one-band model Eq. (1) is approximately 4πγytyN
with N the number of unit cells in the x-direction. This
can be understood by noting that x-direction has no
NHSE and hence OBC is effectively the same as PBC.
The winding of H at any fixed kx as ky varies from 0
to 2π encloses an ellipse in C with semi-axes 2ty, 2γy
and hence the area 4πγyty. Similarly, for the two-band
model, the skin topological area S1 when B = 0 is equal

to 1
2π

´ 2π
0
S1(kx)dkx, where S1(kx) is the skin area from

Eq. (2) at a given kx. S1 is obviously an extensive quan-
tity in the orthogonal direction without NHSE and we
thus plot S1/N in Fig. 3(c,d).

Rational magnetic flux and irrelevance of GBZ .– An
alternative but informative viewpoint on the phenomena
discussed so far is placing the NH system under magnetic
field with a rational gauge flux B = pφ0/q, where p, q are
coprime integers and φ0 denotes the flux quantum. For
an m-band model in the gauge A = B(0, x) we have a
mq×mq Hamiltonian H(k̃x, ky) with k̃x ∈ [0, 2π/q), ky ∈
[0, 2π). Rational flux implies periodicity with an enlarged
unit cell which confers a degree of analytic tractability in
terms of the GBZ in the non-Bloch band theory. We
employ this formalism in the calculation of skin topolog-
ical area. The GBZ predicts the band spectrum under
OBC in the macroscopic limit [80, 96, 97]. Deviation
of a GBZ β(θ), parametrized by a generic θ ∈ [0, 2π),
from the conventional unit-circular Brillouin zone in C,
eik for k ∈ [0, 2π), can imply the NHSE and determine
the state-dependent exponential decay rate β.

With the non-Bloch momentum substitution eiky → β,
we find that the determinant in Eq. (3) takes the form

det[H(β)− E0] = A0 +A+β
q +A−β

−q (6)

where E0 enters only A0. This is valid for our two mod-
els with coprime p, q, otherwise additional terms appear.
Note that this is a remarkably simple form, given the
usual difficulty in computing GBZ[96, 98]. We obtain a
circular GBZ β(θ) = |β|eiθ of radius |β| = 2q

√
A−/A+,

where, for the two-band model, A± = A±(k̃x, γy, κ −
iγx, p, q). For the one-band model, it is simply |β| =√

(1− γy)/(1 + γy), which is independent of q, p and

k̃x. This indicates two important features – the mag-
netic suppression is (i) in general not necessarily related
to the shape of GBZ, in contrast to the naive expecta-
tion that magnetic suppression deforms GBZ towards the
conventional Brillouin zone; (ii) a new nonperturbative

(a) (b)

FIG. 4. Skin topological area S as a function of rational
magnetic flux 2πp/q with q = 67, γy = 0.1, tx = ty = 1 and
γx = 0, κ = 2.5. p = 1 approximately corresponds to the
largest magnetic flux in Fig. 3(c,d). (a) One-band model. (b)
Two-band model.

effect different from the critical skin effect where a tiny
parameter change qualitatively alters the GBZ [116, 122].
Given that the 2q complex β’s, which constitute the gen-
eral solution and are obtained from the eigenequation,
have identical modulus, this is presumably due to a sub-
tle phase interference effect brought about by the mag-
netic field, whereby the skin behavior is dictated by the
low-energy theory to be completely altered [96]. Indeed,
approaching the Landau limit, a NH discrete spectrum
becomes the more appropriate description than the GBZ
formalism derived by assuming continuum band struc-
ture [96, 97].

We now turn to the skin topological area of the
rational-flux models. Eq. (6) with β → eiky gives a
complex-plane ellipse with semi-axes (A+±A−)/2, which
winds its center A0(E0) q times as ky extends from 0 to
2π. Therefore, given E0, as long as zero energy falls inside
the ellipse, the winding number Eq. (3) is q, otherwise
it vanishes. The skin topological area S2(k̃x) is noth-
ing but q times the region of E0 such that A0(E0) does
not translate the ellipse beyond zero energy. Compared
with the previous calculation that requires solving a ky-
dependent large open system, the relation in the ther-
modynamic limit is S = limN→∞

1
N S1 = 1

2π

´
S2(k̃x)dk̃x

where S2(k̃x) varies weakly with k̃x at large q. The latter
reduces computational complexity and provides a sim-
ple geometric interpretation of the origin of the topologi-
cal skin phenomenon. In Fig. 4, we plot S for q = 67
and p = 0−5 using similar parameters as in Fig. 3.
This confirms the hypothesis of shrinking skin topological
area even at larger magnetic fields beyond the low-field
regime of Fig. 3. In particular, the jump between p = 0
and 1, corresponding to the total change in Fig. 3(c,d),
accurately demonstrates the magnetic suppression phe-
nomenon by working in the thermodynamic limit natu-
rally accessible in this approach (see SM for the analysis
of finite-size effects). In addition, the skin topological
area, now with uniform winding w(E0) ≡ q, turns out to
correspond to the brightest core regions in the previous
open-lattice calculation, e.g., the brightest central core
and the two side bars in Fig. 3(a3,b3), respectively.

Summary.– We find that NHSE can be strongly sup-
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pressed by an external magnetic field. The physical
mechanism is closely related to that magnetic field non-
perturbatively restores the low-energy description oth-
erwise made inapplicable by NHSE. Correspondingly,
we identified the topological origin of the phenomenon
whereby the skin topological area, introduced in this
work, shrinks as magnetic field is increased. This is ob-
served in both irrational and rational flux models, the lat-
ter of which also demonstrates an intriguing irrelevance
of standard non-Bloch band theory.
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[58] C. Dembowski, H.-D. Gräf, H. L. Harney, A. Heine,
W. D. Heiss, H. Rehfeld, and A. Richter, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 86, 787 (2001).

[59] C. Dembowski, B. Dietz, H.-D. Gräf, H. L. Harney,
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I. THREE TYPES OF LOW-ENERGY EFFECTIVE MODELS

A. Dirac type

Let’s exemplify with the κ = ty case of Eq. (2) where the Dirac points k = (±π2 , 0) if ∆ = 0 or otherwise gapped
by 2∆. The low-energy Hamiltonian around k = (π2 , 0) is

h =
∑
i=x,y

(tiΠi + iγi)σi + ∆σz (S1)

where Πi = pi−Ai. Momentum pi is either taken as −i∂i or ki along the open or periodic direction. In the case when
y-direction is open, we have the eigenequation

[σxtx(Kx +By)− iσy(−ty∂y + γy) + ∆σz]ψ = εψ (S2)

with ψ = (ψ1, ψ2)T, which reduces to a single second-order ordinary differential equation (ODE), for instance, of
ψ2(y)

ψ′′2 − 2γ̃yψ
′
2 + [ε̃2 − t2xyB2(y − y0)2]ψ2 = 0 (S3)

where ε̃2 = (ε2 + γ2y −Btxty −∆2)/t2y, y0 = −Kx/B,Kx = kx + iγx/tx with txy = tx/ty, γ̃y = γy/ty. As seen here, we
henceforth use fraktur letters to denote certain complex quantities for clarity and k in low-energy models means the
deviation from the band minimum.

Eq. (S3) can be analytically solved in its own right as an ODE defined in the complex domain C. The eigenenergy
spectrum is εn>0 = ±

√
2nBtxty + ∆2 and ε0 = ∆, which is always real however large γx, γy are, and the wavefunction

component

ψ
(n)
2 ∝ e−(y−y0)

2/2l2B+γ̃yyHn((y − y0)/lB) (S4)

where the magnetic confinement length scale lB = (txyB)−1/2 and Hn is the nth Hermite polynomial holomorphic
on C. Note that this wavefunction is physically readily interpreted as an imaginary shift due to γx in real-space
y-direction as seen in y0, together with another imaginary shift in momentum py due to γ̃y, which are fully absent in
Hermitian situations.
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It is crucial to note that the foregoing solution and the associated physical picture of imaginary shift in real and
momentum spaces would be nullified were it not for the nonperturbative presence of an external magnetic field:
Eq (S4) becomes unbounded or illdefined as B → 0. In fact, when B = 0, Eq. (S3) reduces to

ψ′′2 − 2γ̃yψ
′
2 + (K2 + γ̃2y)ψ2 = 0 (S5)

where K = (ε2 − ∆2 − K2
x)

1
2 /ty. The general solutions, ψ2(y) = eγ̃yy sinKy, eγ̃yy cosKy, by no means can yield a

wavefunction not divergent at y = ±∞ for the presence of finite γ̃y. The only exception is the trivial Bloch solution
ψ2(y) ∝ eikyy and the complex ε is specified by ImK = ±γ̃y,ReK = ky. This, however, is invalidated by the skin
effect, i.e., failure of the low-energy model as discussed in the main text, unless the system has a PBC.

B. Schrödinger type

The low-energy model of Eq. (1) around k = (π, π) is

h = −m+ txk
2
x + ty(ky − i

γy
ty

)2 (S6)

where m = 2tx + 2ty −
γ2
y

ty
. When y-direction is open, we have kx → kx −Ax and the eigenequation

[−m+ tx(kx +By)2 − ty(∂y +
γy
ty

)2]φ(y) = εφ(y), (S7)

which is in the same form as Eq. (S3) with γx = 0, lB = (txyB
2)−

1
4 , ε = (2n+1)

√
B2txty−m for n ∈ Z. It thus shares

similar physical features. This is not surprising since Eq. (S6) can be seen as a nonrelativistic Schrödinger version of
Eq. (S1): an apparently imaginary shift of momentum ky is introduced to a quasiparticle with quadratic dispersion in
Eq. (S6); Eq. (S3) combines the two linear dispersion components to effectively get a quadratic one. Also note that
due to the absence of γx, the wavefunction will become slanting but still nodeful. This is shown in Fig. S1.
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FIG. S1. Amplitude of three lowest energy states (n = 0 blue, n = 1 orange, and n = 2 green) from the wavefunction of the
Schrödinger-type Hamiltonian. Spatial coordinate y is in units of lattice constant set to unity. Lattice calculations (a,b) with
N = 400 sites along y-direction take y = 0 as the left boundary: (a) skin states aggregate towards the left boundary and do not
have low-energy description when magnetic field B = 0; (b) finite B = 0.01 moves these states back to the bulk. (c) Low-energy
exact solutions defined along y ∈ (−∞,∞) are recovered by magnetic field and their profiles match with the lattice result (b).
Parameters γy = 0.1, tx = ty = 1.

On the other hand, when x-direction is open, we have

[−m− tx∂2x + ty(ky −Bx− i
γy
ty

)2]φ(y) = εφ(y) (S8)

which is again in the form of Eq. (S3).

C. Mixture type

When κ > tx + ty the low-energy Hamiltonian of Eq. (2) around the band minimum k = (π, 0) is

h = [−m− 1

2
txk

2
x]σx + (tyky + iγy)σy + ∆σz (S9)
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with m = m − iγx,m = κ − ty − tx. When y-direction is open, similar to Sec. I A, we have kx → kx − Ax and the
eigenequation

a2ψ′′2 − 2aγ̃yψ
′
2 + [ε̃2 + aB̃2y − (m̃ + B̃2y2/2)2]ψ2(y) = 0 (S10)

where we make the coordinate shift y = y − kx/B and define ε̃2 = (ε2 − ∆2)/t2y, txy = tx/ty, γ̃y = γy/ty, m̃ =

m/ty, B̃ = at
1
2
xyB. This completely goes beyond the conventional relativistic or nonrelativistic Landau level and

even the NH Landau level in Sec. I A and Sec. I B. Note that here we recover the appearance of lattice constant
a for the inhomogeneity between the dispersions along x and y, which will eventually give rise to an a-dependence
in some characteristic quantity, in contrast to the homogeneous Schrödinger and Dirac cases. In fact, substituting

ψ2(y) = e[∓y(
ay2

2r3
+m̃)+γ̃yy]/au(z±) with y = ±rz± where we denote r = ( 3a

B̃2
)

1
3 , it reduces to the triconfluent Heun

equation[S120]

u′′(z)− (3z2 + γ)u′(z) + (α− (3− β)z)u(z) = 0 (S11)

where r̃ = r/a, α = r̃2(ε̃2 − γ̃2y), β = β± = ±3, γ = 2r̃m̃, z = z±. Therefore, we arrive at the general solution

ψ2(y) =
∑
s=±

Cs e−(z
3
s+γzs)/2+sγ̃y r̃zsHT(α, βs, γ, zs) (S12)

with C± the integration constants and HT the triconfluent Heun function. This can be seen from evaluating the
Wronskian at any particular point, which is justified by the Abel’s identity[S123, S124]. Note that for our case
β 6= 3(n+ 1), n ∈ Z+, HT does not truncate into the polynomial solution subspace because Eq. (S11) has an irregular
singularity at z =∞[S120, S121]. We can impose the Dirichlet boundary condition at ±∞ and obtain the eigenenergy
in α and the coefficient C− for the wavefunction when we set C+ = 1 without loss of generality, which can be calculated
with root-finding methods. We show in Fig. S2 the representative wavefunctions. The exponential factor in Eq. (S12)

suggests an unconventional magnetic length scale lB = ( 6
atxyB2 )

1
3 , different from the Schrödinger and Dirac cases. To

assure this, one can adopt a WKB (Wentzel–Kramers–Brillouin) ansatz ψ2(y) ∼ ef(y) and retain the leading order

terms, which gives rise to a2f ′(y)2 = (B̃2y2/2)2 and hence f(y) = −atxyB
2

6 |y|3.

40 115

0.5

1. (a)

160 215

0.5

1. (b)

-40 10

0.5

1. (c)

FIG. S2. Amplitude of three lowest energy states (n = 0 blue, n = 1 orange, and n = 2 green) from the second wavefunction
component ψ2 of the mixed type Hamiltonian. Spatial coordinate y is in units of lattice constant a set to unity. Lattice
calculations (a,b) with N = 400 sites along y-direction take y = 0 as the left boundary: (a) skin states aggregate towards the
left boundary and do not have low-energy description when magnetic field B = 0; (b) finite B = 0.01 moves these states back
to the bulk. (c) Low-energy exact solutions defined along y ∈ (−∞,∞) are recovered by magnetic field and their profiles match
with the lattice result (b). Parameters γx = 0, γy = −0.1, κ = 2.5, tx = ty = 1.

This magnetic suppression of skin effect originates physically from the similar picture as the previous two cases,
except that the quadratic and in general complex confinement potential is replaced by an even more involved quartic
one. Here, although lacking an analytically transparent form, the wavefunction actually inherits the same key features
as Eq. (S4): eigenstate labeled by integer n bears n nodes and n+ 1 peaks, which is not automatically guaranteed for
this singular Sturm-Liouville problem[S123, S124]; γx, γy respectively removes nodes and slants amplitudes along the
space.

Lastly, we point out a distinct feature from previous two types. The corresponding ODE of ψ1 only differs from
Eq. (S10) in the sign of the linear-y term, which therefore shares the same quantum number. Consequently, two
components of ψ = (ψ1, ψ2) share the similar profile of peaks and (slightly offset) nodes. Actually, only a minor
difference is brought by this sign switch.

On the other hand, when x-direction is open, we have

ψ
(4)
2 − 4m̃ψ′′2 + 4ityxBψ

′
2 − 4[ε̃2 −B2t2yx(x− x0)2]ψ2 = 0 (S13)
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where x0 = (ky + iγy/ty)/B, m̃ = m/tx,m = m− iγx,m = κ− ty − tx, tyx = ty/tx, ε̃
2 = (ε2 −∆2 −m2)/t2x. Since this

4th-order ODE is not likely to be analytically accessible, we can numerically solve it and again obtain well-defined
bulk solutions.

II. FINITE-SIZE EFFECT IN THE MAGNETIC SUPPRESSION

Here, as a complement to Fig. 3(c,d) in the main text, we present additional data of different system sizes up to the
computational ability we have at hand. Fig. 3 in the main text uses the largest common system size (N = 200) we can
reach for both one-band and two-band models. Note that this calculation of the skin topological area is considerably
more demanding than wavefunction calculations such as those for Fig. 2.
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FIG. S3. Skin topological area S1/N as a function of magnetic flux at different sizes N of the open system. Other parameters
same as Fig. 3 in the main text, which uses the common size N = 200. (a) One-band case: we compare N = 100, 200, 400; (b)
two-band case: we compare N = 50, 100, 200.

In Fig. S3, the important feature is the common trend that a larger system size lowers the skin topological area
at finite B. Note that the rightmost magnetic flux 2πφ/φ0 = 0.1 roughly corresponds to the p = 1 point in Fig. 4
since 2π · 1/67 ≈ 0.1. Consequently, the jump in the area between zero field and 2πφ/φ0 = 0.1 increases as the
system size grows, which will eventually reach the thermodynamic-limit result in Fig. 4. For instance, the lowest area
slightly above 0.1 in Fig. S3(a) is well within the same order of magnitude to the corresponding p = 1 point about
0.1 in Fig. 4(a), especially given that the zero-field values match between two calculations and are order-of-magnitude
larger. This helps to confirm the thermodynamic-limit nature of the rational-flux calculations.

III. MAGNETIC SUPPRESSION OF NHSE AS A GLOBAL PROPERTY

To show the magnetic suppression as a global property, we define the average center of the wavefunctions as

Y =
1

2πMN

ˆ 2π

0

dkx

M∑
m=1

N∑
j=1

j|ψkx,m(j)|2 (S14)

for the one-band model, where ψkx,m(j) is the wavefunction amplitude at site j of the m-th lowest state labeled by kx.
The number of the unit cells is N and the sum is over the lowest M eigenstates. Similar expression is applicable for
the two-band model, except N → 2N due to doubled dimension. Y ∈ [0, 1] by definition, and Y = 0 (1) corresponds
to that all wavefunctions considered are localized at the left (right) edge. As shown in Fig. S4, without magnetic field,
the wavefunctions are localized near the left edge. When the magnetic field is turned on, the NHSE is suppressed and
the average center of the wavefunctions moves towards the center. Compared with the high-energy wavefunctions, the
low-energy ones are more sensitive to the magnetic field as per our physical picture from the low-energy theory, whose
average center can approach 1/2, i.e., the bulk center, with a moderate magnetic field strength. This is consistent
with our analytical results of the corresponding low-energy continuum models.

One should note that this is not a complete elimination of NHSE. The discussion gains us from low-energy exact
solutions an intuitive and clear physical picture of the magnetic suppression of NHSE. Although this generally can
reach well beyond low-energy states as we see, one would naturally imagine extra complexities: high-energy behavior
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may not render all states back to the bulk or free from skin aggregation; for large magnetic fields when lB becomes
comparable to the lattice constant, the transparent low-energy picture ceases to be fully accurate. Indeed, some
characteristic features of NHSE, including non-Bloch bands and skin topological area, diminish but not vanish.
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FIG. S4. Average center Y of the wavefunctions as a function of magnetic flux. Blue lines are for the lowest-energy 10%
eigenstates and the red lines are for all the eigenstates. Lattice site N = 400, tx = ty = 1, γy = 0.1 and κ = 2.5. (a) One band
model. (b) two-band model.

IV. NON-BLOCH BAND THEORY WITH RATIONAL GAUGE FLUX

A closely related aspect is the non-Bloch band theory of NH systems with possible skin effects, where one defines
the generalized Brillouin zone (GBZ) that yields the correct prediction of band spectrum continuum under OBC in the
macroscopic limit[S80, S96, S97]. Any deviation of a GBZ from the conventional unit-circular BZ, eik for k ∈ [0, 2π), in
the complex plane would imply the presence of skin modes. Unfortunately, this is not directly an approach amenable
to adding a magnetic field, simply because any foregoing gauge realization would open at least one direction and make
the system effectively macroscopically many bands, which obstructs any accessible analysis of the GBZ.

With the non-Bloch momentum substitution eiky → β, we find the key quantity in the general form

det[H − E] = A0 +A+β
q +A−β

−q (S15)

when p and q are coprime, otherwise it adds more complexity due to additional harmonics. For model Eq. (1),
A±(γy, q) = (1 ± γy)q, A0(k̃x, γy, p, q, E) = 2 cos(qk̃x) + P (γy, p, q, E

(q)) with P (E(q)) a q-th order polynomial of

E. Model Eq. (2), for instance, when tx = ty = 1, γx = 0, bears a more complex form A±(k̃x, γy, κ, p, q) =
1

2q−1

[
cos(qk̃x) + P ((∓γy)(q), κ(q))

]
and A0 = A0(k̃x, γy, κ, p, q, E) where P (x(m), y(n)) is a polynomial of degree m

and n respectively in x and y.
Solving the eigenequation det[H(β)−E] = 0, we obtain 2q solutions dependent on E: |β1| ≤ |β2| ≤ · · · ≤ |β2q−1| ≤

|β2q|. GBZ is the trajectory specified by |βq| = |βq+1| [S96]. Since the non-Bloch spectrum E is not known a priori,
we practically subtract det[H(β)−E] = 0 by its counterpart det[H(βeiθ)−E] = 0 with a distinct complex momentum
of identical modulus

det[H(β)− E]− det[H(βeiθ)− E] = 0 (S16)

and solve for the qth larger β(θ) in absolute value. GBZ is given by β(θ), θ ∈ [0, 2π). This procedure is most convenient
when the left-hand side of Eq. (S16) no longer depends on E, which is indeed the case for our models as E solely
enters A0 in Eq. (6).

For model Eq. (1), GBZ is simply a non-unit circle |β| =
√

(1− γy)/(1 + γy), which is independent of q, p and

k̃x. This undoubtedly exemplifies a significant conclusion – the magnetic suppression of skin effect is in general not
necessarily related to the shape of GBZ, in contrast to what one might naively expect, i.e., magnetic suppression
deforms the GBZ towards the conventional BZ. Without the magnetic field, the GBZ of the two-band model is
|β| =

√
|F0(γy)/F0(−γy)|, where F0(γy) = κ + tx cos kx + γy, where the GBZ may collapse or expand to infinity for

some particular kx in some cases. With the rational magnetic flux, |β| = 2q
√
A−/A+, where A± = A±(k̃x, γy, κ, p, q)

as defined above.
Lastly, we present the additional data on the q-dependence of the suppression effect in Fig. S5 as smaller q signifies

larger magnetic field. The clear overall feature is that larger q in general leads to smaller suppression effect, as one
would presume on the physical ground. Note that in those rational-flux calculations the magnetic field is in general
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large and beyond the low-field limit where the low-energy theory applies the best. It is thus remarkable that the
growing skin suppression effect with magnetic field can hold to a large extent, especially given that rational-flux
models can typically introduce accidental features dependent on the particular rational fraction. Note also that the
p = 0 points coincide for different q, because the system physically remains to be the same one without magnetic field
regardless of the choice of the enlarged unit cell.

(a) (b)

FIG. S5. Skin topological area S as a function of rational magnetic flux 2πp/q with q = 67, 101. Other parameters same as
Fig. 4 in the main text. (a) One-band case; (b) two-band case.

V. HAMILTONIANS WITH MAGNETIC FLUXES

A. Lattice model open in y-direction

To show NHSE and the magnetic suppression from the wavefunctions, we need to open y-direction and choose the
gauge A = B(−y, 0). The x-direction can be treated with the PBC. The Hamiltonians read as:

H(kx) =

N∑
n=1

(
2tx cos(kx − 2πnφ/φ0)c†ncn + (ty − γy)c†n+1cn + (ty + γy)c†ncn+1

)
(S17)

for one-band model and

H(kx) =

N∑
n=1

[
∆(a†

nan − b†nbn) + (−κ+ γy − tx cos(kx − 2πnφ/φ0)) a†
nbn + (−κ− γy − tx cos(kx − 2πnφ/φ0)) b†nan

+ ty(a†
n+1bn + b†nan+1)

]
(S18)

for two-band model, where φ is the magnetic flux per unit cell and φ0 = h/e is the flux quantum.

B. Lattice model open in x-direction

In order to calculate the topological winding number, we need to integrate ky. Therefore, the gauge choice has to
be A = B(0, x) and the x direction is open, the effective one dimensional lattice Hamiltonian writes:

H(ky) =

N−1∑
n=1

txc
†
ncn+1 + h.c.+

N∑
n=1

[2ty cos(ky + 2πnφ/φ0) + 2iγy] c†ncn (S19)
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for the one-band model and

H(k̃x, ky) =

N∑
n=1

{−κ+ ty cos(ky − 2πnφ/φ0)− i[iγy + ty sin(ky − 2πnφ/φ0)]}a†
nbn

+

N∑
n=1

{−κ+ ty cos(ky − 2πnφ/φ0) + i[iγy + ty sin(ky − 2πnφ/φ0)]}b†nan

+
tx
2

N−1∑
n=1

(a†
nbn+1 + b†n+1an + b†nan+1 + a†

n+1bn)

(S20)

for the two-band model, where ky ∈ [0, 2π).

C. Hamiltonians with a rational magnetic flux

With the gauge choice A = B(0, x) and a rational gauge flux pφ0/q per unit cell, the x direction recovers the q-unit
cell translational symmetry. The Hamiltonians write as,

H(k̃x, ky) =

q∑
j=1

txe
ik̃xc†jcj+1 + h.c.+

q∑
j=1

[2ty cos(ky + 2πpj/q) + 2iγy] c†jcj (S21)

for the one-band model and

H(k̃x, ky) =
q∑
j=1

{−κ+ ty cos(ky − 2πpj/q)− i[iγy + ty sin(ky − 2πpj/q)]}a†
jbj

+

q∑
j=1

{−κ+ ty cos(ky − 2πpj/q) + i[iγy + ty sin(ky − 2πpj/q)]}b†jaj

+
tx
2

q∑
j=1

(eik̃xa†
jbj+1 + e−ik̃xb†j+1aj + eik̃xb†jaj+1 + e−ik̃xa†

j+1bj)

(S22)

for the two-band model, with k̃x ∈ [0, 2π/q), ky ∈ [0, 2π). Note also that the PBC identifies aq+1 ≡ a1 and bq+1 ≡ b1.
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