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We propose an intrinsic mechanism to understand the even-odd effect, namely opposite signs
of anomalous Hall resistance and different shapes of hysteresis loops for even and odd septuple
layers (SLs), of MBE-grown MnBi2Te4 thin films with electron doping. The non-zero hysteresis
loops in the anomalous Hall effect and magnetic circular dichroism for even-SLs MnBi2Te4 films
originate from two different anti-ferromagnetic (AFM) configurations with different zeroth Landau
level energies of surface states. The complex form of the anomalous Hall hysteresis loop can be
understood from two magnetic transitions, a transition between two AFM states followed by a
second transition to the ferromagnetic state. Our model also clarifies the relationship and distinction
between axion parameter and magnetoelectric coefficient, and shows an even-odd oscillation behavior
of magnetoelectric coefficients in MnBi2Te4 films.

Introduction - The recent discovery of MnBi2Te4
(MBT) [1–8] provides an excellent platform to explore the
interplay between topological physics and magnetism[9,
10]. Exotic magnetic topological phases, including the
quantum anomalous Hall (QAH) state [11, 12], axion
insulator (AI) [11–13] and Möbius insulator [14], have
been theoretically predicted. For bulk materials, the
A-type anti-ferromagnetism, namely ferromagnetic cou-
pling in one septuple layer (SL) and anti-ferromagnetic
(AFM) coupling between two adjacent SLs, has been un-
ambiguously established through magnetic susceptibility
[3, 4] and neutron diffraction experiments [2]. Topo-
logical Dirac surface states have also been observed in
angular-resolved photon emission spectroscopy [3, 15–
18], although the existence of magnetic gap is still un-
der debate [4, 15, 19, 20]. These experiments confirmed
the coexistence of magnetic order and topological band
structure in bulk MBT.

The situation of MBT thin films however is subtle.
Theoretically, an even-odd effect was predicted for insu-
lating MBT films [11–13]. The QAH state can exist for
odd SLs while the AI state [11, 12, 21–37] appears for
even SLs. Later experiments combining reflective mag-
netic circular dichroism (RMCD) and anomalous Hall
(AH) measurements, however, challenged this scenario
[38–43]. The corresponding hysteresis loops are not syn-
chronized. Specifically, RMCD signals exhibit a clear
hysteresis loop for odd SLs whereas the AH hysteresis
loop is almost invisible. For even SLs, a small zero-field
RMCD signal was reported, whereas a clear AH hystere-
sis loop was found. These experimental findings indicate
the complexity of real materials where the chemical and
magnetic environments that depend on individual sample
qualities are important.

Recently, another type of even-odd effect was found in
metallic MBT films grown by molecular beam epitaxy
(MBE) [44]. Although the metallic samples with both
even and odd SLs show AH hysteresis loops, the loop
shapes are clearly distinct. The AH hysteresis loops can

be decomposed into two AH components. One behaves
the same for even and odd SLs, coming from minor Mn-
doped Bi2Te3. The other is from dominant MBT phase,
and (1) the signs of zero-field AH resistance are oppo-
site for even and odd SLs; (2) for even SLs, AH sign
reverses twice around spin-flop transition between AFM
and canted AFM states in Fig. 1(a), reproducing the
measurements in Ref. [44], while no such behavior occurs
for odd SLs (Appendix Sec.I [45]). Similar transport data
was also shown in even-SL MBT fabricated by mechan-
ical exfoliation [38, 40, 46, 47]. Given different disorder
levels for the samples prepared with different methods,
we here explore intrinsic mechanism for this even-odd
effect.

In this work, we provide a theoretical understanding of
AH hysteresis loops in MBT films based on a two-surface-
state model and a four-band thin film model. Our theory
suggests that the transition between two nearly degen-
erate AFM states (Fig. 1(b)) can provide a consistent
understanding of both the opposite signs between even
and odd SLs and the complex AH hysteresis loop of even
SLs in Fig. 1(a). Furthermore, we interpret our results
with orbital magnetization [48–51] and extract the mag-
netoelectric coefficient, which approaches the bulk value
determined by the axion parameter as the layer thick-
ness increases for even SLs and stays zero for odd SLs.
We clarify the relationship and distinction between axion
parameter and magnetoelectric coefficient.

Anomalous Hall hysteresis loop - For even SL MBT,
there are two degenerate AFM configurations, labelled
as AFM1 and AFM2 (Fig. 1(b)), related by either inver-

sion Î or time reversal symmetry T̂ . This degeneracy is
lifted in the presence of both magnetic and electric fields
from asymmetric substrates or electric gates [42, 46]. To
describe AFM configurations, we consider a two-surface-
state model with the HamiltonianH = HM+He+He−M ,
whereHM describes the magnetization part, He is for the
electron part and He−M gives the coupling between elec-
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FIG. 1. (a) Experimental measurement of AH resistance ρyx
as a function of magnetic field µ0H in a 2 SL MBT film. The
spin-flop field is around 2.3 T, indicated by the black arrow.
See Ref. [44] and Appendix Sec.I [45] for more details. The
favored AFM states denoted here are for the case with V0 > 0.
When V0 < 0, AFM1 and AFM2 are switched. (b) Magneti-
zation configurations of even SL MBT films. (c) Illustration
of the two-surface-state model for g > 0 and B > 0, where
“t” and “b” stand for top and bottom surfaces, respectively.
Each band is labeled with blue or red color, which represents
positive or negative AH sign. The zeroth Landau levels are
shown in red and the other Landau levels are shown in green.
(d-e) Illustration of two surface states with an electric field
(d) E > 0 and (e) E < 0.

trons and magnetization [40, 52, 53]. The explicit forms
of HM , He, He−M are given in Appendix Sec.II.A [45].
Magnetic simulations in Ref. [13] and [40] suggest that
the ground state of HM is the out-of-plane AFM config-
urations, namely AFM1 and AFM2 in Fig. 1(b) that are
degenerate under HM , at low magnetic fields B. The FM
state is energetically favored at larger B.

The ground state energy for AFM1 and AFM2 can be
distinguished by including electron energy of He+He−M ,
which involves Landau level (LL) spectrum under B (Ap-
pendix Sec.II.A [45]). For Dirac surface states, besides
the normal LLs, there are additional zeroth LLs (zLLs),
depicted in Fig. 1(c). All the higher LLs are equivalent
for AFM1 and AFM2, and energy difference solely comes
from zLLs with the eigen-energies ε01,λ = λgMs + λV0/2

for AFM1 and ε02,λ = λgMs−λV0/2 for AFM2 under pos-

itive B, where λ = + (λ = −) corresponds to zLL on the
conduction band bottom (valence band top), V0 is asym-
metric potential between two surfaces induced by elec-
tric fields, g is the exchange coupling coefficient and Ms

is the saturation magnetization. When g is positive, the
zLL for the top surface state corresponds to the energy
at the conduction band bottom (valence band top) for
AFM1 (AFM2) while that for the bottom surface state
is at the valence band top (conduction band bottom), in
Fig. 1(c). At V0 = 0, the occupied zLL has the same en-
ergy for two AFM configurations ε01,− = ε02,− = −gMs.
However, this degeneracy will be broken by an electric

field, which shifts the zLL energies ε01,− and ε02,− oppo-
sitely. For V0 > 0, the zLL energy of AFM1 decreases
(ε01,− = −gMs − V0/2) while that of AFM2 increases

(ε02,− = −gMs+V0/2) (Fig. 1(d)), and the energy differ-

ence is ∆ε = ε01,− − ε02,− = −V0 < 0. Therefore, AFM1
is energetically favored for V0 > 0, corresponding to par-
allel alignment of electric and magnetic fields B ·E > 0
(we choose V0 = eEL with E representing electric field
and L the film thickness). For V0 < 0 (B · E < 0),
AFM2 has a lower ground state energy (∆ε = −V0 > 0).
Therefore, the energy difference between two AFM states
microscopically arises from the energy shift of zLLs under
electric fields.

After identifying the lower-energy AFM configurations
under magnetic and electric fields, we next study the sign
of AH conductance. To be consistent with negative AH
sign for odd SLs in Ref. [44], exchange coupling g should
be positive, so that the valence bands of both surface
states in odd SLs contribute negative AH sign (Appendix
Sec.III [45]). For even SLs, the AH signs are reversed for
the surface whose magnetization is flipped compared to
that of odd SLs For Fermi energy inside magnetic gap,
the valence bands of top and bottom surfaces give ex-
act opposite contributions, leading to zero overall AH
conductance, as shown in Fig. 1(c) where blue and red
colors stand for positive and negative AH signs, respec-
tively. For the system with B > 0 and E > 0 (V0 > 0) at
electron doping, the favored AFM configuration is AFM1
with a positive AH conductance at electron doping (Fig.
1(d)). When E < 0 (V0 < 0), the favored AFM configu-
ration is AFM2, also exhibiting positive AH conductance
at electron doping (Fig. 1(e)). With similar analysis for
B < 0, we conclude that the odd and even SL films will
always have opposite AH signs at electron doping, inde-
pendent of the alignment between E and B. These re-
sults explain the observations of the even-odd AH effect
in the samples with electron doping.

To buttress our arguments, we also investigate a thin
film model which includes both surface and bulk states,
and perform numerical calculations for the zLL ener-
gies and the AH conductivity for 2-SL MBT in Fig.
2 (Appendix Sec.II.B [45]). For B · E > 0, ∆ε =
εAFM1 − εAFM2 < 0 so that AFM1 is energetically fa-
vored, while forB·E < 0, AFM2 is preferred (Fig. 2(b)).
We then compare the Hall conductivity in 2-SL and 3-SL
MBT at both electron and hole doping with carrier den-
sity n = ±2× 10−12cm−2 for positive B in Fig. 2(c). A
non-zero V0 can induce a positive (negative) AH response
in 2-SL MBT at electron doping (hole doping). For 3-SL
MBT, the AH sign does not change with doping or elec-
tric fields. In summary, the 2-SL and 3-SL MBT show
opposite AH signs at electron doping, while they have
the same AH sign at hole doping, consistent with the
analysis of the two-surface-state model. This prediction
is in agreement with the experiment in Ref. [46], and
the resulting AH sign is also consistent with previously
proposed even-odd effect in the insulating regime [11–13]
(Appendix Sec.III [45]).
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We further investigate the hysteresis loop for even
SL MBT. Fig. 2(d) shows the Hall conductivity σxy
for both the AFM and FM states at electron density
n = 2 × 10−12cm−2 for V0 > 0 and sketch the expected
favored states at different B by red line. The spin-flop
transition field Bc for 2-MBT film is around 2.3 T in
experiment [44]. For |B| > Bc, the FM states have
the lower magnetization energy and thus energetically
favored. For |B| < Bc, the AFM states have lower en-
ergy, and AFM1 is favored at 0 < B < Bc, while AFM2
is preferred at −Bc < B < 0 for V0 > 0. When the
magnetic field is swept from positive to negative, the fa-
vored state for 2-SL films goes through FM1 → AFM1 →
AFM2 → FM2 and correspondingly the sign of Hall con-
ductivity σxy varies as − → + → − → + (the red lines in
Fig. 2(d)). Since the AFM1-AFM2 phase transition is of
first order, a hysteresis loop can form at small B before
spin-flop transition (the black dashed lines in Fig. 2(d)),
corresponding to the observed AH hysteresis loop in Fig.
1(a). Thus, the double sign changes of the hysteresis loop
can be naturally understood as a two-step phase transi-
tion: the first-step transition between two AFM states
followed by the second-step transition between the AFM
and FM states. For even SL MBT films thicker than
2 SL, multi-step spin-flop phase transitions might occur
due to multiple FM configurations [41] (Appendix Sec.IV
[45]).

The dependence of AFM ground state energy on elec-
tric fields implies the possibility of electrical control of
AH conductance near AFM transition. If we sweep elec-
tric fields from positive to negative (the blue curve in Fig.
2(e)), the favored configuration changes from AFM1 to
AFM2 according to Fig. 2(b), and correspondingly, Hall
conductivity first changes from positive to negative mo-
mentarily then back to positive due to hysteresis. This
electric control of AH conductance potentially provides
a microscopic picture to understand recent experiments
[46].

Orbital magnetization and magnetoelectric effect -
Next we will discuss an alternative view point of AFM
transition based on orbital magnetization created by
magnetoelectric effect in MBT films. In magnetic materi-
als, spin moment is usually much larger than orbital mo-
ment. The odd-SL MBT has an uncompensated net spin
magnetization, and thus orbital magnetization is negligi-
ble. For even SLs, however, spin magnetization cancels
out in AFM configurations, and orbital magnetization
can play a role. The orbital magnetization in even SL
MBT can lead to magnetoelectric effect, e.g. an electric
field can create a magnetization, given by M = αE, with
magnetoelectric coefficient α. The magnetoelectric effect
has been previously studied in 2D magnetic materials
[54, 55].

Orbital magnetization usually contains two parts, a
trivial and a topological part, mtotal = mtrivial +mtopo

[56–59]. Fig. 3(a)-(d) show orbital magnetic moments
as a function of V0 for 2-5 SLs in thin film model at
µ = 0 (Appendix Sec.VII [45]). For odd SLs (Fig. 3(b),

FIG. 2. (a) Illustration of thin film model for 2 SL MBT films.
Each SL has a thickness of d. (b) The energy density differ-
ence between AFM1 and AFM2 ∆ε = ε1 − ε2 as a function
of asymmetric potential V0 and magnetic field B at electron
density n = 2 × 1012cm−2. (c) Numerically calculated Hall
conductance σxy as a function of V0 for favored 2 SL and 3
SL samples at electron and hole doping under positive B with
carrier density n = ±2×1012cm−2. (d) Hall conductance σxy

as a function of B at electron density n = 2 × 10−12cm−2

for positive V0. The red line is the expected favored state at
different B. The dashed black lines illustrate the hysteresis
loop. (e) Electric control of Hall conductivity for 2 SL. The
yellow circles and green triangles stand for the Hall conduc-
tivity for AFM1 and AFM2 respectively. The solid lines of
sweeping V0 are sketched by hand only for illustration.

(d)), orbital moment remain constants, while for even
SLs (Fig. 3(a), (c)), orbital moment is zero at V0 = 0
and linearly increases with V0 for AFM1. This lin-
ear behavior implies the magnetoelectric effect in even
SL MBT. The signs of magnetic moments reverse for
AFM2. With magnetic fields, the electric-field-induced
orbital magnetization can lead to the energy difference
∆ε = εAFM1−εAFM2 = Morb,1 ·B−Morb,2 ·B between
two AFM states, where Morb,1 and Morb,2 are orbital
magnetization of AFM1 and AFM2, respectively. A pos-
itive electric field, namely V0 > 0, can induce a negative
(positive) total orbital magnetization Morb,1 = −M0ẑ
(Morb,2 = M0ẑ) for the AFM1 (AFM2) configuration,
where M0 is a positive number and ẑ is the unit vector
along z axis, so ∆ε = −2M0B < 0 at positive B, which
means AFM1 is favored, and ∆ε = 2M0B > 0 at −B, for
which AFM2 is favored. The above analysis is quantita-
tively consistent with the perspective of zLLs (Appendix
Sec.VII [45]).
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FIG. 3. Calculated orbital magnetic moment m as a function
of V0 for (a) 2SL, (b) 3SL, (c) 4SL and (d) 5SL in the thin film
model for chemical potential µ = 0. The blue, red and yellow
lines are for trivial, topological and total magnetic moment,
respectively. (e) The trivial and topological part of α and
total α as a function of SL number. (f) Illustration of the
electric control of orbital magnetic moment in even SL MBT.

For an electric field strength E ≈ 0.1V/nm, orbital
moments in even SL MBT is estimated as 10−1 e

h · eV ∼
0.4µB/nm

2 with e
h ≃ 4.18µB/(nm

2 · eV ) and Bohr mag-

neton µB = eℏ
2me

. With the magnetic moment ∼ 5µB of
Mn ions and the in-plane lattice constant a ≃ 0.43nm of
MBT [2], spin magnetization is around 27µB/nm

2, and
hence orbital magnetization is approximately two orders
smaller than spin magnetization, which thus can only
play a role in compensated AFM configuration.

We can further extract the magnetoelectric coefficient
α from orbital magnetization [60–62]. In Fig. 3(e), the
trivial part of α goes to zero and the topological part
approaches quantized value e2/2h as the layer number
increases for even SLs at µ = 0 [37, 52]. The odd SLs
always exhibit zero α with a constant orbital magnetiza-
tion. Thus, α oscillates between zero and nonzero for odd
and even SLs of MBT films (Fig. 3(e)). The behaviors
of α for a nonzero chemical potential µ are discussed in
Appendix Sec.VII [45].

We should distinguish magnetoelectric coefficient
α from the axion parameter θ, a three-dimensional
(3D) bulk quantity that characterizes the axion term
θe2E ·B/2πh in electromagnetic response of topological
insulators [13, 35, 60–64]. θ can be directly connected
to magnetoelectric coefficient α (an experimental observ-
able) as α = θe2/2πh when all the surface states of 3D
TIs are gapped. For the MBT films, this corresponds
to even SLs in the large thickness limit, and the mag-
netoelectric coefficient α value approaches e2/2h (Fig.
3(e)) as θ = π in bulk MBT. For the thick odd-SL MBT,
magnetoelectric coefficient α is zero, different from the

bulk axion parameter θ = π. Due to θ = π, such phase
was previously referred as AIs with higher-order topol-
ogy [14, 23, 24, 34, 65–67]. In Appendix Sec.VII [45],
we show while the total orbital magnetization depends
on bulk magnetic configurations, the magnetoelectric co-
efficient α only depends on the surface magnetization,
insensitive to bulk magnetization.
Orbital magnetization in even SL MBT can have an

impact in magnetic circular dichroism (MCD) [43]. Early
RMCD experiments in even SLs show a non-zero hystere-
sis loop around small magnetic fields [40, 41]. Our studies
of orbital magnetization provides an intrinsic mechanism
for these observations. A decent RMCD signal may also
come from the p-d transition of magnetic ions, or the dif-
ference in the reflections between two surface states [68].
MCD signals of orbital magnetization in even SLs can
also be controlled by sweeping electric fields. Following
the blue curve in Fig. 3(f), AFM1 is the favored configu-
ration with negative orbital magnetization at positive V0,
and magnetization vanishes at V0 = 0. As V0 turns to
negative, the system remains in the AFM1 with positive
orbital magnetization as the AFM1-AFM2 transition is
of first order, giving rise to hysteresis loop, similar to AH
hysteresis loop discussed in Fig. 2(e). Therefore, orbital
magnetization is expected to vary from negative to pos-
itive then back to negative as the electric potential V0
sweeps from positive to negative.

Conclusion - In summary, we apply a two-surface-
state model and a thin-film model to MBT films, and
demonstrate that the presence of electric and magnetic
fields can select a favored AFM configuration in even SLs
through the effect of zLLs, leading to a nonzero AH re-
sponse and orbital magnetization. For real samples, dis-
orders and magnetic domains are inevitable (Appendix
Sec.VI [45]). For example, antiferromagnetic domain
walls have been imaged in MBT via cryogenic magnetic
force microscopy [69]. Thus, the AFM transition should
correspond to enlargement and shrinkage of two opposite
AFM domains. Furthermore, bulk states, in addition to
surface states, may also play a role due to chemical po-
tential inhomogeneity, potentially leading to more com-
plicated behaviors [47]. More experimental studies are
necessary to validate our prediction of AH effect in even
and odd SL MBT at electron and hole dopings, as well
as the possible electric control of orbital magnetization
in even SL MBT.
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Supplemental Materials

I. A SUMMARY OF EXPERIMENTAL OBSERVATIONS IN MBT FILMS

In this section, we summarize our experimental observations of the anomalous Hall transport in MnBi2Te4 films,
which was published in Ref. [44], make the manuscript self-contained. We used molecular beam epitaxy (MBE) to
fabricate the MnBi2Te4 films down to 1SL and systematically studied their thickness-dependent transport properties.
In MnBi2Te4 films thicker than 2 SL, we identified a non-square hysteresis loop in the AFM regime. Furthermore,
the non-square AH hysteresis loop observed in the AFM state shows an even-odd layer number dependent behavior.
In even SL samples, hysteresis loops present a hump feature, while in odd SL samples, it shows a two-step magnetic
transition feature. We speculated that this feature may be induced by the superposition of two AH effects with
opposite and same signs for the even and odd layer numbers, respectively. To extract these two AH components, we
expressed the ρyx of the MnBi2Te4 films as: ρyx = ρOH + ρAH1 + ρAH2 and fitted the ρ′yx = ρyx − ρOH with the
following equation:

ρ′yx = ρ1tanh(w1(µ0H − µ0HC1)) + ρ2tanh(w2(µ0H − µ0HC2)) (S1)

Here ρOH represents the ordinary Hall effect, ρ1(ρ2), µ0HC1(µ0HC2) are the amplitude and the coercive field of the
first (second) AH component ρAH1 (ρAH2), respectively; w1 and w2 are two constants. The extracted AH1 possesses a
more pronounced coercive field and displays a distinct even-odd layer-dependent behavior, which is the central theme
of this paper. AH2 has a smaller coercive field and always shows a negative sign in all the samples. Through a careful
analysis, we found that the two AH components originate from two coexisting phases in the MBE-grown MnBi2Te4
films: AH1 is from the dominant MnBi2Te4 phase while AH2 is from the minor Mn-doped Bi2Te3 phase.

In Fig. S1, we show both the AH resistivity and conductivity fitting results of the 2SL MnBi2Te4 film. To derive the
AH conductivity, we first converted the Hall resistivity ρyx (Fig. S1a) of the 2SL MnBi2Te4 film into conductivity σyx
(Fig. S1e) using the formula σyx = ρyx/(ρ

2
yx + ρ2xx). We then employed the same fitting method for AH conductivity

as we did for AH resistivity. The extracted two AH conductivity components are shown in Fig. S1g and h , mirroring
the characteristics observed in the AH resistivity.

II. MODEL HAMILTONIAN FOR MBT FILMS

MnBi2Te4 (MBT) is a layered topological insulator with anti-ferromagnetic (AFM) coupling between adjacent
septuple layers (SLs). Here we use two models to simulate such MBT films. In a two-surface-state model, we only
consider the top and bottom surfaces of the film described by two Dirac Hamiltonians. We further introduce exchange
couplings, magnetization, gauge couplings and external magnetic fields, as well as an asymmetric potential induced
by external electric fields (gate voltages). The AFM order implies that the magnetizations on the two surfaces are
parallel for odd SL MBT films and anti-parallel for even SL films (Fig. S2(a)). In a thin-film model, we employ
an effective four-band model for a bulk magnetic topological insulator and construct a slab model for the thin film
along z direction with the open boundary condition for the four-band model Hamiltonian (Fig. S3(a)). The exchange
coupling is a z-dependent function that implements the AFM order between neighboring layers. We further investigate
the Landau levels and anomalous Hall (AH) effect for both models in the following sections.

A. Two surface states model

As described in the main text, the two-surface-state model writes as

H = HM +He +He−M . (S2)

Specifically,

HM = Jms1 ·ms2 −MsB · (ms1 +ms2)−
K

2
(m2

s1,z +m2
s2,z), (S3)

where msi = (sinθicosϕi, sinθisinϕi, cosϕi) is the magnetization vector with polar and azimuthal angles θ and ϕ,
the index i = 1, 2 labels the magnetization at the top and bottom surfaces, Ms is the saturation magnetization, J
labels the effective exchange coupling between magnetizations at two surfaces (J > 0 for AFM and J < 0 for FM), B
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FIG. S1. Hall trace of MBE-grown 2SL MnBi2Te4 films measured at T =2 K. (a) µ0H dependent ρyx (a) of 2SL MnBi2Te4
films. (b) The corresponding AH resistance ρ′yx after subtracting the ordinary Hall effect in the AFM regime. The dashed lines
are curves fitted by the two AH component model in Ref. [44]. (c-d) The extracted first (c) and second (d) AH component
ρAH1 and ρAH2. The blue (red) curve represents the process for decreasing (increasing) µ0H. (e-h) The corresponding AH
conductance of (a-d).

is the external magnetic field and K is easy-axis anisotropy [40, 52, 53]. The magnitude of magnetization has been
absorbed into the definition of the parameters J , K and Ms, so msi is a unit vector (|msi| = 1). He is described by
two-surface-state model in the basis |t, ↑⟩, |t, ↓⟩, |b, ↑⟩ and |b, ↓⟩,

He = vf ((kx +
e

ℏ
Ax)σy − (ky +

e

ℏ
Ay)σx)τz + V0τz/2, (S4)

where σ and τ are Pauli matrices in the spin and layer sub-space, vf is the Fermi velocity, V0 is the asymmetric
potential between two surfaces and the Landau gauge is chosen as A = (0, Ay, 0) = (0, Bx, 0) for the out-of-plane
magnetic field B = (0, 0, B). The electron-magnetization coupling Hamiltonian depends on magnetic configurations,
and takes the form

He−M = gMs

(
ms1,zσz 0

0 ms2,zσz

)
(S5)

where g is the exchange coupling coefficient between electrons and magnetic moments and the two blocks of the above
Hamiltonian are for two surfaces. Here the exchange coupling of in-plane magnetization is dropped because it only
shifts the locations of surface Dirac point and can be generally absorbed into the gauge potential A. The directly
Zeeman coupling between electron spin and external magnetic field is dropped as it is much smaller than the exchange
coupling at the low magnetic field limit. The ground state of HM is given by the out-of-plane AFM configurations
with ms1 = (0, 0,±1) and ms2 = −ms1 at zero or low external magnetic fields B [13, 40] (ms1,z = −1 corresponds
to AFM1, ms1,z = +1 corresponds to AFM2). The magnetization energy for these two AFM states is EM = −J −K,
and the energy of AFM states is independent of magnetic field B due to the zero total magnetization ms1+ms2 = 0.
On the other hand, the FM state has the magnetization energy EM = J −K ± 2MsB, where ± selects the FM state
with magnetization vectors aligned with B as the favored configuration. Thus, for J > 0, the AFM states have lower
energy while the FM state can be energetically favored at a large B.

We next will solve the Landau level problem for the above two-surface-state model. Under the presence of an
out-of-plane magnetic field B = (0, 0, B), Landau levels (LLs) emerge from the bands [70]. We choose the Landau
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FIG. S2. (a) Illustration of the magnetization configurations for odd and even SL AFMMBT films. In odd SL, the magnetization
of both surfaces aligns with the external magnetic field. In even SL, there are two possible AFM configurations with opposite
magnetization on top and bottom surfaces. (b) The positions of zLLs in two-surface-state model for g > 0 and B > 0. The
bands are labeled with red and blue colors which represent negative and positive AH signs, respectively. (c) The locations of
zLLs for g < 0 and B < 0.

gauge as A = (0, Bx, 0) with B > 0 and substitute kx and ky with the annihilation and creation operators

a =
lc√
2
k−, a

† =
lc√
2
k+, (S6)

where k± = kx ± iky and lc =
√

ℏ
eB is the magnetic length. On the harmonic oscillator basis ϕn with n = 0, 1, 2, ...,

these operators behave as

aϕn =
√
nϕn−1, a

†ϕn =
√
n+ 1ϕn+1, a

†aϕn = nϕn. (S7)

By replacing kx and ky with a and a† in He+He−M , we then obtain the Hamiltonian and the wave-function ansatz[70],

H =


V0/2 + gMsms1,z −i

√
2vfa/lc 0 0

i
√
2vfa

†/lc V0/2− gMsms1,z 0 0

0 0 −V0/2 + gMsms2,z i
√
2vfa/lc

0 0 −i
√
2vfa

†/lc −V0/2− gMsms2,z

 , (S8)
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ΨN = exp(−iXy/l2c)


fN1 ϕN
fN2 ϕN+1

fN3 ϕN
fN4 ϕN+1

 , (S9)

where N = −1, 0, 1, ... as n ranges from 0, 1, 2, ..., X = −kyl2c is the center of motion and fNi are the expansion
coefficients in the harmonic oscillator basis. From the Hamiltonian with N = −1 or n = 0

Hn=0 =

0 0 0 0
0 V0/2− gMsms1,z 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 −V0/2− gMsms2,z

 , (S10)

Ψn=0 =

 0
ϕ0
0
ϕ0

 , (S11)

we can solve the zeroth Landau levels (zLLs) as εt = V0/2− gMsms1,z and εb = −V0/2− gMsms2,z for the top and
bottom surface state, respectively. Using ms1,z = −1 in AFM1, ms1,z = 1 in AFM2 and ms2,z = −ms1,z, we therefore
obtain the energies of zLLs ε01,λ = λgMs + λV0/2 for the AFM1 state and ε02,λ = λgMs − λV0/2 for the AFM2 state,
where λ = + and λ = − corresponds to the zLL on the conduction band bottom and valence band top, repectively.

The higher Landau levels are obtained from the Hamiltonian

Hn =


V0/2 + gMsms1,z

−ivf
√
2n

lc
0 0

ivf

√
2n

lc
V0/2− gMsms1,z 0 0

0 0 −V0/2 + gMsms2,z
ivf

√
2n

lc

0 0
−ivf

√
2n

lc
−V0/2− gMsms2,z

 , (S12)

given by εnµ,ν = µ
√
2v2fn/l

2
c + (gMs)2 + νV0/2, where µ, ν = ±1, n = 1, 2, · · · representing the nth LL. All the higher

LLs of the two surface states are equivalent for the two AFM configurations, even in the presence of both electric and
magnetic fields.

B. Thin film model

We then considered a MBT thin film based on an effective bulk four-band model [71]. The intrinsic AFM orders
are implemented such that the neighboring layers have opposite exchange coupling g. To simplify the case, here we
introduce the 2 SL film, with a total thickness L and septuple-layer (SL) thickness d (Fig. S3(a)). The samples with
any layers can be calculated with the same method.

The effective four-band Hamiltonian for 2 SL film writes as

H = H0 +H1 +H2,

H0 =M(k)τz +Bkzτy +A((ky +
e

ℏ
Ay)τxσx − (kx +

e

ℏ
Ax)τxσy),

H1 = −e(Ez − Ed)σ0 = (V0z/L− V0/2)σ0,

H2 =

{
gMsms1,zσz, L/2 < z < L,

gMsms2,zσz, 0 < z < L/2
,

(S13)

where the four-band model H0 is written in the basis |P1+−, ↑⟩, |P2−+, ↑⟩, |P1+−, ↓⟩ and |P2−+, ↓⟩ with Pauli matrices τ
and σ in the orbital (P1, P2) and spin (↑, ↓) sub-space,M(k) =M0+M1k

2
z+M2k

2
∥, E is the electric field strength and

V0 is the asymmetric potential drop across the whole thin film. For the thin film model, the z-directional momentum
kz should be replaced by −i∂z with open boundary condition ψk∥(z = 0) = ψk∥(z = L) = 0, and the wavefunction is
then expanded as

ψk∥(z) =
∑
n,λ

an,λ(k∥)

√
2

L
sin(

nπ

L
z)|λ⟩, (S14)
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where n = 1, 2, ..., N , an,λ(k∥) is the expansion coefficient and |λ⟩ is the basis of the four-band model with λ = 1, ..., 4.
Combined with the eigen-equation H(k∥)ψk∥(z) = Eψk∥(z), we obtain the matrix element of expansion

⟨n, λ|H|n′, λ′⟩ = 2

L

∫ L

0

dzsin(
nπ

L
z)Hλλ′(z)sin(

n′π

L
z). (S15)

We chose the parameters as M0 = −0.28eV , M1 = 6.86eV Å2, M2 = 44.5eV Å2, A = 3.33eV Å, B = 2.26eV Å, N = 15
and d = 1.3nm [71].

We examined the effect of E and B on determining the favored AFM configuration by calculating Landau levels
following the same method as shown in the last section. The difference is that now the Hamiltonian has z dependence,
and thus the eigen-wave function ansatz should take the form [70]

ΨN = exp(−iXy/l2c)


fN1 (z)ϕN
fN2 (z)ϕN
fN3 (z)ϕN+1

fN4 (z)ϕN+1

 , (S16)

where all the fNi are z-dependent functions. By solving the Hamiltonian, we plot the dispersion and the energy of
LLs as a function of B at gMs = 0.05eV (g > 0) and V0 = 0.1eV , as shown in Fig. S3(b) and (c). We summarized
the energy difference ∆ε = εAFM1 − εAFM2 between two configurations as functions of both B and V0 in Fig. 2(b)
in the main text.

In Fig. S3(d), we show the dispersion and Landau levels for 3-SL MBT film with gMs = 0.05eV (g > 0) and
V0 = 0.1eV . As the zero-field AH resistance and the ordinary Hall resistance share the same sign for the electron
doping in 3-SL MBT film in experiments, this fact is consistent with our Landau level spectrum in Fig. S3(d), in
which the zeroth Landau level coincides with the top of the valence bands at small magnetic fields. In our calculation
for Fig. S3(d), we choose g > 0, while the zeroth Landau level will appear at the conduction band bottom if g < 0.
Therefore, by comparing the numerical results with the experiment facts, we can fix the sign of the exchange coupling
constant as positive within the definition of our model Hamiltonian, and this allows us to determine the anomalous
Hall sign in the next section.

The Hall conductance shown in the main text Fig. 2 is calculated by

σxy = −i 1
2π

∑
filled n

∫
dkxdky

∑
m

⟨un|∂xH|um⟩⟨um|∂yH|un⟩ − ⟨un|∂yH|um⟩⟨um|∂xH|un⟩
(εn − εm)2

, (S17)

where ∂j =
∂

∂kj
(j = x, y), εn and un are eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the Hamiltonian and n,m are band numbers.

III. ANOMALOUS HALL SIGN

Below we will provide a discussion on the anomalous Hall sign of two AFM configurations in the two-surface-state
model. From the Landau level calculations in Sec. II.A for the two-surface-state model, we notice that the zeroth LLs
only appear for half of the bands and their locations depend on the sign of g and mi,z, with εt = V0/2− gMsm1,z and
εb = −V0/2−gMsm2,z for the top and bottom surface states. We first focus on the g > 0 case. For B > 0 and V0 = 0,
the magnetization vectors mi,z in odd SL (FM alignment of magnetization between two surfaces) tend to align with
the magnetic field, meaning that m1,z = m2,z = +1, and thus the zLLs coincide with the energy of valence band top
on both top and bottom surfaces with εt = −gMs and εb = −gMs. In AFM1 with m1,z = −1 and m2,z = +1, the
zLLs are located at the conduction band bottom on the top surface εt = gMs, and valence band top on the bottom
surface εb = −gMs. In AFM2, the zLLs are located at the valence band top on the top surface εt = −gMs and
conduction band bottom on the bottom surface εb = gMs. Meanwhile, we label the AH sign in terms of color red
and blue for negative and positive AH signs, respectively, as shown in Fig. S2(b). In odd SL MBT films, the valence
bands are assigned with negative AH sign (red) and the conduction bands are assigned with positive AH sign (blue),
and thus the zero-field AH resistance should be negative, which is the same as the ordinary Hall resistance (negative
for B > 0), to be consistent with the AH sign determined from Fig. S3(d), as compared with experiments. As the top
surface state of AFM1 and the bottom surface state of AFM2 have opposite magnetization compared to the odd SL,
the AH signs of their bands switch correspondingly, namely, the valence band is positive (blue) and the conduction
band is negative (red), as shown in Fig. S2(b). Furthermore, the position of the zLL of these surface states also
change from valence to conduction band as mi,z changes sign, and therefore, all the zLLs are located at the red bands
for g > 0 and B > 0 (Fig. S2(b)).
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FIG. S3. (a) Illustrations of the thin film model for 2 SL and 3 SL MBT films. The samples have a total thickness of L with
each septuple layer thickness d = 1.3nm. The neighboring layers exhibit opposite magnetization to describe AFM order. (b)
Electronic energy dispersion for the AFM1 and AFM2 configurations with gMs = 0.05eV and V0 = 0.1eV . (c) The energy
spectrum of Landau levels as a function of magnetic field B for the AFM1 and AFM2 configurations. The zeroth Landau levels
are labeled in red and blue, while all the higher Landau levels are labeled in black. (d) Dispersion and Landau levels for 3 SL

at gMs = 0.05eV and V0 = 0.1eV . The Hall conductance is σxy = − e2

h
in the gap. Note that here we fix chemical potential

instead of electron density when considering the Hall resistance at different magnetic fields.

Next we will determine the favored AFM configuration for even SL and its AH sign under the presence of an asym-
metric potential. The external electric field splits the energies of the top and bottom surface states, and subsequently
differentiates the energies of the occupied zLL in AFM1 and AFM2. If electric field lowers the energy of the bottom
surface states but increases the energy of the top surface states (E > 0 and V0 > 0), then the energy of the occupied
zLL for AFM1 εb = −V0/2 − gMs decreases, while the energy of the occupied zLL for AFM2 εt = V0/2 − gMs

increases. Thus, AFM1 becomes energetically favored for g > 0, B > 0 and E > 0 (Fig. S4(a)). More generally,
the energetically favored AFM configuration should have its zLL located at the valence band top of the surface state
whose energy is lowered by the electric field. Since all the zLLs coincide with the red bands, this means that the
favored AFM configuration is the one with red valence band on the lower-energy surface state, as shown in Fig. S4(a)
and (b). For electron doping in the favored AFM configuration, the electrons will first fill the conduction band of
the lower-energy surface states which should have blue color, as the corresponding valence band has red color. As
a result, the overall AH sign is positive (blue) in the favored even SL configuration, opposite to the AH sign in odd
SL, which is always negative for g > 0 and B > 0. Therefore, the even and odd SL have opposite AH signs for the
electron doping, irrespective of the electric field direction.

The situation is dramatically changed for hole doping. For B > 0 and E > 0, the Fermi level now crosses the
valence band of the top surface in AFM1, so that all the occupied states contribute a negative AH conductance,
which is the same sign of the AH conductance in odd SL. Similar situation occurs for B > 0 and E < 0. The odd
SL and even SL both exhibit negative (positive) AH sign under positive (negative) magnetic field, again regardless of
the electric field direction. This is consistent with the experiment by Gao et al. [46], where the 5-SL MBT exhibits
negative AH at both electron and hole doping, while the 6-SL MBT displays negative and positive AH resistance at
hole and electron doping, respectively. For an magnetic field of 1T and electric field of 0.2V/nm (V0 ≈ 1eV for 6 SL
MBT film) corresponding to the values in Gao et al., the scale of the energy difference from our calculation is around
∆ε/n = 0.1meV (using ∆ε = 1eV/µm2 and n = 1 × 1012cm−2), which is about 1K at the temperature scale and is
at the same order as the temperature (around 2K) in experiments by Gao et al..

Based on the above analysis, we sketch the hysteresis loops for odd and even SL at electron and hole dopings in
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Fig. S5, and we notice that only the even SL at electron doping shows different zero-field AH sign compared to the
other cases. For odd SL at electron doping, the ordinary Hall and the AH resistance share the same sign (Fig. S5(a));
while at hole doping, the ordinary Hall resistance has opposite sign as the AH resistance (Fig. S5(b)) and as a result
there is a sign change when the magnetic field reduces from a large positive value toward zero. For even SL at electron
doping, the AH of FM state and the ordinary Hall have the same sign, and the sign changes happen at a transition
from FM state to AFM state and another transition between two AFM states (Fig. S5(c)), which has been discussed
in details in the main text. At hole doping, the FM state and AFM state of even SL share the same AH sign, while
the ordinary Hall switches sign, and therefore when the magnetic field is reduced from a large positive value toward
negative, the Hall resistance changes sign first from ordinary Hall to FM state, followed by another sign change caused
by transition between two AFM states (Fig. S5(d)).

On the other hand, for the g < 0 case, the location of zLLs in odd SL changes to the conduction band bottom on
both surfaces when g changes sign (for B > 0 in Fig. S2(c)). Meanwhile, the AH signs of the bands change as well,
since the AH signs depend on the sign of gmi,z. Therefore, in odd SL, the valence bands have positive AH sign and
the conduction bands have negative sign, and thus the zero-field AH resistance should be positive when the Fermi
energy is around the gap for g < 0. We notice this AH sign in this case is opposite to the ordinary Hall sign at the
electron doping, so it is inconsistent with the experimental observations. But we will still discuss the possible scenario
for the even SL case when g < 0.

For AFM1 of the even SL case, the zLLs are located at the valence band top on the top surface εt = gMs (Ms is
always assumed to be positive), and the conduction band bottom on the bottom surface εb = −gMs. For AFM2 of
the even SL case, they are located at the conduction band bottom on the top surface εt = −gMs and valence band
top on the bottom surface εb = gMs. Thus, no matter the sign of g, the locations of the zLLs always coincide with
the band energy extreme of the red bands in Fig. S4. Similar to the discussion above for the g > 0 case, we find
the energetically favored state for the g < 0 case is AFM2 when B and E are parallel, and AFM1 when B and E
are anti-parallel, in Fig. S4(c) and (d). At electron doping, we notice that the Fermi energy will always cross the
blue conduction band of the energetically favored magnetic configuration, no matter this configuration is AFM2 (Fig.
S4(c)) or AFM1 (Fig. S4(d)). Consequently, the AH sign is always positive at electron doping, determined by the
blue conduction bands, in both Fig. S4(c) and (d). Therefore, for g < 0, the even and odd SL show the same positive
AH sign at electron doping; while at hole doping, the odd SL still has positive AH sign but the even SL has negative
AH sign.

The sign of the exchange coupling g can be determined from comparing the signs of the ordinary Hall and AH
resistance in odd SL to those in experiments, as discussed in Sec. II.B For g > 0, the ordinary Hall and AH share
the same sign, which is consistent with experimental measurements, while for g < 0, they have opposite signs for odd
SLs. Therefore, we can fix the sign of exchange coupling as positive (within our definition of the model). Our above
analysis further suggests that the odd and even SL films show opposite AH signs at electron doping and the same
sign at hole doping for g > 0, which is also consistent with experimental observations.

It was predicted that even SL films are axion insulators while odd SL films are QAH insulators when the MBT
films are insulating [11–13]. We notice that the experiments for insulating MBT films are controversial [10] and this
simple picture for insulating MBT films has not been experimentally confirmed, as the real samples are quite dirty and
complicated. For example, electron-hole paddles, Mn doping and film thickness fluctuations can exist in MBT films
and can have a strong influence on the transport property for the “insulating” regime. Our intrinsic mechanism for
the even-odd effects in the electron and hole doping regions of MBT films can be naturally connected to the even-odd
effect in the insulating regime. For even SL MBT films, the AH signs are predicted to be opposite for electron and
hole doping, so that the AH conductance is naturally zero when the Fermi energy is tuned to the insulating regime.
For odd SL MBT films, both electron and hole doping give rise to the same AH sign as the insulating case. Due to the
large free carriers in metallic MBT films, we expect the influence of sample inhomogeneity and Mn doping becomes
weaker so that the even-odd effect is more robust.

IV. MULTI-STEP SPIN-FLOP TRANSITION IN THICKER EVEN SL MBT FILMS

For even SL MBT films thicker than 2 SL, multiple intermediate magnetic configurations can exist and have been
studied in literature [41, 72]. As a result, a series of subsequent spin-flop transitions between different states may
occur, as evidenced in Fig. 2d-h in Ref. [41], where multi-step spin-flop transitions were observed. Previous works
also find that the surface spin-flop transitions happen at a smaller magnetic field than the bulk spin-flop transitions
in even MBT films as the magnetic field increases (Fig. 3c in Ref. [73], Fig. 4d in Ref. [72] and Fig. 2h in Ref. [41]).
The transition between AFM configurations discussed in this paper occurs at an even smaller magnetic field than
that of the surface spin-flop transition. We notice that the hysteresis loop of Hall resistance Rxy can exist in even
SL MBT films with the coercive magnetic field smaller than that for all different types of spin-flop transition Fig. 4e
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FIG. S4. Illustration of two-surface-state model for AFM1 and AFM2 at (a) g > 0 and B > 0 and E > 0, (b) g > 0, B > 0
and E < 0, (c) g < 0 and B > 0 and E > 0, (d) g < 0, B > 0 and E < 0. The favored AFM configuration in each case is
marked by the box.

in Ref. [38], Fig. 2b in Ref. [40] and Fig. 1e in Ref. [41]. Previous experiments attributed this observation as the
thickness-independent surface related magnetization [41], defects and disorders in the samples, or substrate-induced
top-bottom surface asymmetry [38, 44]. Our theoretical studies provide an intrinsic mechanism of the transition
between two AFM states to understand this hysteresis loop in even SL MBT films.

Below we take a 4 SL MBT film as an example and provide an understanding of the hysteresis loops and multi-step
spin-flop transitions in multilayer MBT films. First, near zero magnetic field, the two AFM states with opposite
magnetization in the neighboring layers are the ground state (Fig. S6a), as studied in previous works [13, 40].
Therefore, the first transition is between these two AFM states, determined by the direction of external electric and
magnetic fields. We calculated the Hall conductance of AFM 1 and AFM 2 for 4 SL in the thin film model at
V0 = 0.03eV and n = 2× 1012cm−2 (Fig. S6c). When B > 0 (B < 0) and V0 > 0, the favored AFM state is AFM 1
(AFM 2) as discussed in the main text. Thus, as the magnetic field sweeps from negative to positive, the sign of the
Hall conductance changes from negative to positive, corresponding to the transition from AFM 2 to AFM 1.

Second, as the magnetic field becomes larger, other possible ferromagnetic (FM) configurations arise, as shown in
Fig. S6b for cases with B > 0, where the overall magnetization is aligned with the external magnetic field. The
calculated Hall conductance of these FM states are also shown in Fig. S6c. As mentioned above, the surface spin-flop
transition occurs before the bulk spin-flop transitions, so the top surface layer in AFM 1 will first flip spins as the
magnetic field increases. As a result, the first spin-flop transition most likely corresponds to the transition between
AFM 1 and FM 3, during which the sign of the Hall conductance changes from positive to negative. In real materials,
the magnetization is canted for these intermediate magnetic states, but here we omit the canting effect since the sign
of Hall conductance only depends on the out-of-plane magnetization. With further increasing magnetic fields, the FM
state will transition from FM3 to FM5, leading to the further increasing of AH conductance. This gives rise to the
multi-step spin-flop transitions observed in experiments.
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FIG. S5. Predictions of AH hysteresis loops for odd and even SL MBT films at electron and hole doping for g > 0. (a) Odd
SL at electron doping. The AH sign changes from negative to positive when B sweeps from positive to negative. (b) Even
SL at electron doping. The favored AFM configuration has a positive AH sign, so it changes from negative to positive as the
system transits from the FM state into AFM state when B decreases from a positive value. Notably, there exists a sign change
originating from the transition between two AFM states before the spin-flop transition. (c) Odd SL at hole doping, at which
the ordinary Hall has positive slopes. (d) Even SL at hole doping. It shows a similar pattern as the odd SL since they have
the same AH sign.

V. INFLUENCE OF HIGHER LANDAU LEVELS

In experiments, the first (or even higher) Landau levels (LLs) can be occupied. We will discuss below that including
these higher LLs will not change our mechanism. We will further derive the constraint of the valid parameter regimes
for our mechanism to work.

To investigate the situation where the higher Landau levels are occupied, we calculate the energy difference between
AFM1 and AFM2 ∆ε as a function of the carrier density n at V0 = 0.1eV (Fig. S7a). At n = 0, the energy difference
only comes from the occupied zLLs at the valence bands in two AFM states, and is shown in Fig. S7b or c, in which
the zeroth LL of valence band in AFM1 has a lower energy than that in AFM2 for our parameter set. As the carrier
density of conduction bands increases, we notice that the absolute value of the energy difference decreases until it
reaches zero in Fig. S7a. This is because the zeroth LL of conduction band in AFM2 has lower energy compared to
that in AFM1. Due to the asymmetric potential V0 induced by external electric field, we find that for AFM1, the
first LL of the bottom surface has the lower energy than the zeroth LL of the top surface (Fig. S7b). Consequently,
for the AFM2 configuration, the electrons first fill the zeroth LL of the conduction band while for the AFM1, they
fill the first LL of conduction bands whose energy is higher than the zeroth LL of AFM 2, and thus reduce the total
energy difference (Fig. S7b, where the solid lines are filled LLs and dashed lines are unfilled LLs). When the carrier
density further increases and fills the zeroth LL of the conduction band at top surface in AFM1, as shown in Fig.
S7c, the combined energies of the zeroth LLs in two AFM states become the same and the energy difference goes to
zero. Thus, from this discussion and the plot in Fig. S7a, we find that for a fixed external electric field (described
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FIG. S6. (a) Two AFM states of 4 SL MBT film. (b) Possible FM configurations of 4 SL MBT film for B > 0. (c) Calculated
Hall conductance for each state at V0 = 0.03eV and n = 2× 1012cm−2.

by V0) and magnetic field B, there is a critical electron density nc, below which there is an energy difference between
AFM1 and AFM2 so that a hysteresis loop can occur, while above which there is no energy difference between AFM1
and AFM2. This critical electron density is determined by the condition when the zeroth LLs of conduction bands
are fully occupied for both the AFM1 and AFM2 configurations.

This also implies that for a finite carrier density, there is a minimum V0 for the energy difference between AFM1
and AFM2 to be nonzero, as shown in Fig. S7d, where ∆ε is plotted as a function of V0 (blue line) for a fixed magnetic
field B = 1T and carrier density n = 2 × 1012cm−2. As discussed above, the energy difference between two AFM
states comes from the different occupations of the zeroth LLs in two AFM configurations, which can only be achieved
when a minimal asymmetric potential is introduced. This minimal value of V0 increases with the carrier density, as
shown in Fig. S7e, where the dashed line labels the critical values for n and V0 and the dotted line corresponds to
the blue curve in Fig. S7d.

We also show the energy difference as a function of B in Fig. S7d with V0 = 0.1eV and n = 2× 1012cm−2, where
there is no such constraint for the magnetic field, and a small B is sufficient to induce a difference in the energy
between two AFM states. In Fig. S7f, we plotted the energy difference as a function of n and B, where the dashed
line indicates the critical carrier density for a fixed asymmetric potential V0 = 0.1eV and the dotted line corresponds
to the red line in Fig. S7d.

VI. DISORDER EFFECT

In experiments, magnetic disorders, particularly magnetic domains, must be present. Magnetic disorders will have
a strong influence of AH effect. Firstly, magnetic disorders are expected to reduce the AH conductivity if the system
is in the metallic regime, as demonstrated in early studies [74]. Moreover, magnetic disorders can also lead to extrinsic
mechanisms of AH conductance such as skew scattering, as studied in Ref. [13, 38]. The competition and interplay
between intrinsic and extrinsic mechanisms of AH effect in real materials are a complicated topic [75], which is
beyond the scope of the current manuscript. We notice that in moderately dirty regime of disorders, the intrinsic AH
contribution can become the dominant mechanism over extrinsic skew scattering for the AH effect based on the early
theoretical studies [74, 75]. As both disorder strength and spin-orbit coupling are strong, we anticipate the MBT
films are likely in the regime where the intrinsic mechanism is dominant.
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FIG. S7. (a) Energy difference between AFM 1 and AFM 2 as a function of carrier density n with different magnetic fields at
V0 = 0.1eV . (b) Dispersion and Landau Levels for V0 = 0.1eV and B = 2T . Solid lines are filled LLs and dashed lines are
empty LLs. The lowest three LLs in the conduction band are filled. (c) Case when the zeroth LL in the conduction band of
AFM 1 is filled at an higher electron density. (d) Energy difference between AFM 1 and AFM 2 as a function of V0 (blue curve)
at B = 1T and as a function of B (red curve) at V0 = 0.1eV . The carrier density is fixed at n = 2 × 1012cm−2. (e) Energy
difference as a function of carrier density n and asymmetric potential V0 at B = 1T . (f) Energy difference as a function of n
and B at V0 = 0.1eV .

VII. ORBITAL MAGNETIZATION IN MBT FILMS

In this section, we look into the orbital magnetization and axion dynamics in MBT films. As mentioned in the
main text, the orbital magnetization contains two parts mtotal = mtri +mtopo, a trivial part and a topological part,

mtri = − ie

2ℏ
⟨∇ku| × [H(k)− ϵ(k)]|∇ku⟩

= − ie

2ℏ
∑
u′

⟨u|∂xH|u′⟩⟨u′|∂yH|u⟩ − ⟨u|∂yH|u′⟩⟨u′|∂xH|u⟩
ϵ′ − ϵ

,
(S18)

mtopo = − ie

2ℏ
⟨∇ku| × 2[ϵ(k)− µ]|∇ku⟩

= − ie
ℏ
[ϵ(k)− µ]

∑
u′

⟨u|∂xH|u′⟩⟨u′|∂yH|u⟩ − ⟨u|∂yH|u′⟩⟨u′|∂xH|u⟩
(ϵ′ − ϵ)2

,
(S19)

where ϵ and |u⟩ are the eigenvalues and eigenstates of the Hamiltonian He +He−M For the two-surface-state model,
we can derive the orbital magnetic moments analytically following Ref. [76]. Let us consider only the top surface
state Ht = vf (kxσy − kyσx) + gMsm1,zσz + V0/2. The two eigenvalues are ϵ1 = V0/2 − A and ϵ2 = V0/2 + A with
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A =
√
(gMs)2 + v2fk

2 and the corresponding eigenstates are

u1 =
1√

v2fk
2 + (gMsm1,z −A)2

(
gMsm1,z −A

ik+vf

)
,

u2 =
1√

v2fk
2 + (gMsm1,z +A)2

(
gMsm1,z +A

ik+vf

)
,

(S20)

with k± = kx ± iky. We can then derive

⟨u1|∂xH|u2⟩⟨u2|∂yH|u1⟩ − ⟨u1|∂yH|u2⟩⟨u2|∂xH|u1⟩ = −i 8

N2
v4fk+k−gMsm1,zA, (S21)

where N =
√
(v2fk

2 + (gMsm1,z −A)2)(v2fk
2 + (gMsm1,z +A)2) =

√
4v2fk

2(v2fk
2 + (gMs)2). Using Eq. (S18) and

(S19), we obtain the orbital magnetic moments of the valence band

mtri,top = −
ev2fgMsm1,z

2ℏ((gMs)2 + v2fk
2)
, (S22)

mtopo,top =
ev2fgMsm1,z

2ℏ((gMs)2 + v2fk
2)3/2

(
√
(gMs)2 + v2fk

2 + µ− V0/2) (S23)

for the top surface states. Similarly, we can get the analytical results for the bottom surface state Hb = −vf (kxσy −
kyσx) + gMsm2,zσz − V0/2 as

mtri,bot = −
ev2fgMsm2,z

2ℏ((gMs)2 + v2fk
2)
, (S24)

mtopo,bot =
ev2fgMsm2,z

2ℏ((gMs)2 + v2fk
2)3/2

(
√
(gMs)2 + v2fk

2 + µ+ V0/2). (S25)

Therefore, the sum of contributions from the top and bottom surface states is

mtri = −
ev2fgMs

2ℏ((gMs)2 + v2fk
2)
(m1,z +m2,z), (S26)

mtopo =
ev2fgMs

2ℏ((gMs)2 + v2fk
2)3/2

[(m1,z +m2,z)(
√
(gMs)2 + v2fk

2 + µ) + (m2,z −m1,z)V0/2]. (S27)

As a result, for odd SL (m1,z = m2,z = +1) at µ = 0, there is mtri = − ev2
fgMs

ℏ((gMs)2+v2
fk

2)
and mtopo =

ev2
fgMs

ℏ((gMs)2+v2
fk

2)

which cancel out exactly with each other and lead to zero total orbital magnetization. This is consistent with the
result in Ref. [76]. For even SL (m1,z = −m2,z), we can see that the trivial part is zero while the topological part is

mtopo =
ev2

fgMsm2,zV0

2ℏ((gMs)2+v2
fk

2)3/2
, with m2,z = 1 for AFM1 and m2,z = −1 for AFM2. We emphasize that these results are

only valid when there is no coupling between two surface states, while in the numerical calculations of the thin-film
model in the main text, a small trivial part of orbital magnetic moment can still be induced due to the hybridization
between two surface states, as discussed below.

By evaluating the orbital magnetization, we can also determine the favored AFM state, which is quantitatively
equivalent to the zeroth LLs perspective. As a simple example, the energies of the occupied zeroth LLs are ε01,− =

−gMs − V0/2 for AFM 1 and ε02,− = −gMs + V0/2 for AFM 2, as calculated in Appendix Sec. II. A, for the two-
surface-state model. Therefore, the energy difference (per area) between them in the insulating region is ∆E =
1

2πl2c
(ε01,− − ε02,−) = − e

hBV0, where lc =
√

ℏ
eB is the magnetic length. On the other hand, we show that the energy

difference (per volume) between the two AFM states is ∆ε = −2M0B in the manuscript from the perspective of
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FIG. S8. Orbital magnetic moment density m as a function of asymmetric potential V0 in the two-surface-state model at
µ = 0eV and gMs = 0.1eV (g > 0). (a) AFM1 with t = 0eV . The trivial part remains zero while the topological part increases
linearly with V0. (b) AFM1 with t = 0.1eV . Both trivial and topological part varies linearly with V0 but with opposite signs
of slopes. (c) Odd SL with t = 0eV . Both trivial and topological part are constant and their sum mtotal is zero. (d) Odd SL
with t = 0.1eV . The trivial and topological part still present zero slopes and cancel out with each other exactly.

FIG. S9. Orbital magnetic moment density m as a function of asymmetric potential V0 in the two-surface-state model at
µ = 0.1eV and gMs = 0.1eV . (a) AFM1 with t = 0eV . (b) AFM1 with t = 0.1eV . (c) Odd SL with t = 0eV . The total
magnetic moment now has nonzero value. (d) Odd SL with t = 0.1eV .
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FIG. S10. Orbital magnetic moment density m as a function of chemical potential µ in the two-surface-state model at
V0 = 10meV and gMs = 0.1eV . (a) AFM1 with t = 0eV . (b) AFM1 with t = 0.1eV . (c) Odd SL with t = 0eV . (d) Odd SL
with t = 0.1eV .

orbital magnetization. For thick even MBT films (ideal axion insulator), there is M0 = αE = e2

2hE in the insulating

region. Thus, the energy difference (per area) is ∆E = ∆εL = − e2

h ELB = − e
hBV0, which is the same result from

the zeroth LL approach.
The hybridization between two surface states can be taken into account by the Hamiltonian Ht = tτx in addition to

the Hamiltonian (S1) and numerically calculate orbital magnetic moment density in the two-surface-state model. Fig.
S8 and Fig. S9 plot the two parts of the orbital magnetic moment and their sum as a function of V0 at µ = 0eV and
µ = 0.1eV , respectively. Here we show the results of AFM1 configuration for even SL, and the orbital magnetization
of AFM2 simply flips in sign compared to AFM1. In Fig. S8 (µ = 0eV ), when two surfaces are isolated (t = 0eV ),
for even SL, the trivial part vanishes and the topological part increases linearly with electric potential V0, and the
slope represents a quantized magnetoelectric coefficient α = e2/2h. On the other hand, in odd SL both components of
orbital magnetic moment are constant and the total magnetic moment is zero, consistent with the analytical results
as shown previously. When there is coupling between two surfaces (Fig. S8(b) and (d)), α remains zero for odd SL,
while in even SL, the trivial orbital magnetization now presents a nonzero slope with an opposite sign compared to the
topological part and thus the total α value is smaller than the quantized value e2/2h, indicating the finite size effect
in thin samples where the two surfaces are hybridized. In Fig. S9 (µ = 0.1eV ), the trivial and topological parts for
odd SL no longer cancel out with each other due to the nonzero chemical potential µ and there is a finite total orbital
magnetic moment, while for even SL, the magnetic moment behavior is qualitatively similar to that of zero chemical
potential case. We also examine more quantitatively the chemical potential µ dependence of the orbital magnetic
moment in Fig. S10 at V0 = 10meV . For even SL, both the trivial part and the topological part are constant in the
gap, and when the chemical potential µ is in the conduction bands, there is a rapid change in the orbital magnetic
moment due to the contribution from the conduction bands. For odd SL, the topological part varies linearly with µ
while the trivial part is constant until the chemical potential reaches the conduction bands, which is consistent with
the analytical results in Eq. (S26) and (S27).

The orbital magnetic moments in the thin film model are also calculated, as discussed in the main text. The results
are consistent with the two-surface-state model, that α = 0 for odd SL and α approaches quantized value e2/2h in
even SL as the sample thickness increases, implying that the two surfaces become less coupled.

An essential difference between the magnetoelectric coefficient α and the axion parameter θ is that α is a physical
quantity that can be measured in experiments and can take any values, while θ is a bulk topological quantity that will
take two possible values 0 and π mod 2π (−π is equivalent to π) in the presence of time reversal symmetry (or other
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FIG. S11. (a) Different magnetic states with the same surface magnetization and different bulk magnetization. (b) Calculated
orbital magnetic moment m as a function of V0 for each state with g = 0.05eV and µ = 0eV . (c) Extracted magnetoelectric
coefficient α for each state.

crystal symmetry such as inversion). Our calculation (discussed below) suggests that α mainly comes from surface
state contribution and thus strongly depends on the properties of surfaces, and the difference between even and odd
SLs is that the magnetization at the top and bottom surfaces is parallel or anti-parallel. In this sense, the even-odd
effect of magnetoelectric coefficient α will still survives even when the layer number becomes very large, while θ is a
bulk quantity defined in the infinite thickness limit and thus should be a constant value.

Our method is to directly evaluate the electron orbital magnetization m of the thin films and then extract magne-
toelectric coefficient α from the slope of orbital magnetization with varying the asymmetric potential V0. To examine
the influence of the surface and bulk layers numerically, we perform the following calculations for the magnetoelectric
coefficient α in 6 SL MBT films with different magnetic configurations, where the surface magnetization remains the
same as the AFM configuration while the bulk magnetization varies (Fig. S11a). We can see that in Fig. S11b for
different states, the values of the total electron orbital magnetization are quite diverse, strongly depending on the
bulk magnetic configurations. However, the extracted magnetoelectric coefficient α (which corresponds to the slope of
the electron orbital magnetization m respect to the asymmetric potential V0) almost remains around the same value
(Fig. S11c), indicating that α mainly depends on the surface magnetization, regardless of the bulk magnetization
properties.

In summary, although the overall orbital magnetization is determined by the bulk contribution, the slope of the
orbital magnetization with respect to the asymmetric potential V0 is mainly originated from the surface magnetization.
Thus, the magnetoelectric coefficient α mainly comes from the surface state contribution, which is a combined effect
from both the bulk axion parameter θ and the magnetizations at two surfaces.
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