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Topological stability is an important property for topological materials. However, the non-
Hermitian effects may change this situation. Here, we investigate the robustness of edge states
in the non-Hermitian Kitaev chain with imbalanced tunneling term and superconducting pairing
term. By defining the similarity of Majorana zero modes (MZMs) and magnetic factor, the coalesc-
ing phase diagram of the MZMs and corresponding spin polarization phase diagram are provided.
Because of the non-Hermitian coalescence effect and non-Hermitian suppression effect induced by
the breakdown of sublattice symmetry and particle-hole symmetry, the system emergence very inter-
esting phenomenons, such as defective MZMs, number-anomalous bulk-boundary correspondence,
coalescing of many-body ground states, the magnetic phase crossover without gap closing. Those
novel non-Hermitian effects offer fresh insights into MZMs and topological physics.

I. INTRODUCTION

As a prototype model of one-dimensional (1D) topo-
logical superconductors (SCs), Kitaev chain have been a
hot spot in condensed matter physics since unpaired Ma-
jorana zero modes (MZMs) are predicted to exist at the
ends of this chain when the system is in the topologically
nontrivial phase [1], which is robust for perturbation.
Due to the potential applications in topological quan-
tum computation (TQC), Majorana fermions or MZMs
have been widely studied in recent years, including find-
ing MZMs in different materials [2–9], its non-Abelian
statistics [10–13] and its application in TQC [14–17].

Recently, non-Hermitian (NH) physics attracts lots of
attention [18]. A non-Hermitian Hamiltonian has been
introduced to describe the NH open system, which is re-
garded as a subsystem of an infinite Hermitian system
[19]. The NH systems present many novel topological
properties, such as exceptional points (EPs) in complex
energy spectrum [20–22], anomalous topological transi-
tion [21–33] and edge states [34–37]. One of the most
important properties for the topological systems is the
bulk-boundary correspondence (BBC), i.e., bulk topolog-
ical invariants of the bulk energy spectrum can predict
unique gapless boundary states. Due to the NH skin ef-
fect [38–42], the typical BBC is broken, it obeys the non-
Block BBC relationship [43–48]. Experimentally, those
topological properties of the NH systems have been inves-
tigated in platform of photonics [49–53], quantum walks
[54–56] and electric circuits [57].

While, it is still an open question whether the topo-
logical robustness of MZMs can be changed by the NH
effects in superconducting systems. Physically, an NH
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Kitaev chain can be obtained by setting the the chemical
potential or hopping amplitude or SC paring to com-
plex values, these choices may be realized by adding
onsite particle gain/loss [58–64], or introducing nonre-
ciprocal effects to the nearest neighbor hopping ampli-
tude [38, 39], or imbalanced tunneling of particle par-
ing [65–68], respectively. In previous research about the
MZMs in NH Kitaev chain, the BBC is no different from
the Hermitian cases both for the located (gain/loss) and
dislocated(imbalanced SC paring) NH effects. Experi-
mentally, the Hermitian Kitaev model can be realized in
nanowire [69] and the related PT-symmetric many-body
system have been presented in Ref.[70], the nonreciprocal
effects can also be realized by using a cavity array with
passive nearest neighbor tunneling [71]. Specifically, the
NH Kitaev model with imbalanced particle paring may
be realized by loading fermionic cold atoms in a 1D op-
tical lattice, where the effective p-wave pairing can be
induced by an optical Raman transition [72], and the
non-Hermiticity may be implemented by controlling and
monitoring the decay of atoms [73–76].

In this letter, we find that the breakdown of chiral sym-
metry and particle-hole (PH) symmetry can induce de-
fective MZMs, which means one of the two localized edge
states will disappear, referred to as number-anomalous of
the MZMs. As a result, the conventional BBC is broken
down, this indicates the NH effects break the robustness
of the topological Majorana bound states. Here, the NH
effects make difference are the coalescence effects and NH
suppression effect. The coalescence effect means the sim-
ilarity rate of two states γ = 〈ψ1|ψ2〉 changes from 0 to 1,
i.e., two orthogonal states coalesce into one in a nonuni-
tary way; For a target state ψ = α1 |↑〉+ α2 |↓〉, the NH
suppression effect means the NH parameters change the
population of |↑〉 and |↓〉 in a non-unitary way.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec.II, we de-
scribe the model Hamiltonian and analyze its topological

http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.11451v2
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FIG. 1: Schematic illustration of the non-Hermitian Kitaev
chain in different representation, the dotted box indicates the
unit cell. (a) The lattice structure in Dirac Fermion repre-
sentation, which is described by HNH. The imbalanced hop-
ping amplitudes from A to B (orange arrow) and from B to
A (blue arrow) are described by β1; The imbalanced paring
amplitudes of particles and holes are described by β2. (b)
Kitaev chain viewed as two coupled SSH chains in Majorana
representation, which is described by HM

NH. The Majorana
Fermion aj,A/B (bj,A/B) are marked by blue (red) filled cir-
cle. The solid lines indicate the couplings m1,m2, im3, im4

between nearest neighbor sites, and the dashed lines indicate
the couplings iµ intra-site. (c) The lattice schematic diagram
of the Hermitian counterpart systerms in Majorana represen-
tation, which is described by HM

cp.

invariant. In Sec.III, we investigate the MZMs based on
effective edge states Hamiltonian in the Majorana repre-
sentation, and the number-anomalous BBC is revealed.
In Sec.IV, we study the NH effects on the defective MZMs
in spin language and show the phase crossover in the cor-
responding NH Ising model. Finally, we provide a sum-
mary and discussion in Sec.V.

II. NON-HERMITIAN KITAEV CHAIN AND
TOPOLOGICAL INVARIANT

A. Hamiltonian of non-Hermitian Kitaev model

We introduce a 1D NH Kitaev model induced by the
breakdown of chiral symmetry and particle-hole symme-
try, the Hamiltonian is

HNH = −
∑

j

[tLc
†
jcj+1 + tRc

†
j+1cj

+∆+c†jc
†
j+1 +∆−cj+1cj + µ(1 − 2nj)], (1)

where c†j(cj) is a fermionic creation (annihilation) oper-

ator on site j. As shown in Fig.1(a), we introduce the
imbalanced hopping strength β1 and the imbalanced SC

paring strength β2 in the system, which has two sublat-
tice in a unit cell. tL/R = te±ǫβ1 denote the left/right
hopping amplitude where ǫ = ±1 for inter/intra cell.
∆± = ∆0e

±β2 is the amplitude of p-wave pair creation
(annihilation), µ is the chemical potential.
Then, we rewrite HNH in the Bogoliubov-de Gennes

formalism HNH = C†hBdGC where C and C† are column
and row vectors containing all canonical operators

C = (c1,A, · · · , cN,B, c
†
1,A, · · · , c†N,B)

T ,

C† = (c†1,A, · · · , c†N,B, c1,A, · · · , cN,B). (2)

then we can transform it to its Hermitian counterpart
using a similarity transformation

hcp = S2S1hBdGS
−1
1 S−1

2 (3)

where the transform matrices are defined as

S1 = diag{1, r1, · · · , 1, r1, 1, r−1
1 , · · · , 1, r−1

1 },
S2 = diag{r2, · · · , r2, r−1

2 , ..., r−1
2 } (4)

and r1 = exp(−β1), r2 = exp[(β1−β2)/2]. So the Hamil-
tonian of the Hermitian counterpart read as [65, 66]

Hcp = −
∑

j

{(td†j+1dj +∆0d
†
jd

†
j+1 + h.c.) + µ(1− 2nj)},(5)

where the canonical operators are defined as

dj ≡ Ωjcj , d
†
j ≡ Ω−1

j c†j (6)

and the scale factors of similar transformation are

Ωj∈odd = e(β1−β2)/2,Ωj∈even = e−(β1+β2)/2. (7)

It is obvious that the operators satisfy the anti-

commutation relations {di, d†j} = δij , {di, dj} =

{d†j, d†i} = 0 and Hcp has the form of the 1D Hermitian
Kitaev model.
By the Fourier transform, We can write down the

Bogoliubov-de Gennes Hamiltonian in the momentum
space as

HNH(k) = −
1

2
C†h(k)C (8)

where C and C† are column and row vectors con-
taining all canonical operators, C = (ck,A, ck,B , c

†
−k,A,

c†−k,B)
T , C† = (c†k,A, c

†
k,B , c−k,A, c−k,B), and the non-

Hermitian matrix is

h(k) =









−2µ e−β1K+ 0 eβ2X+

eβ1K− −2µ −eβ2X− 0
0 −e−β2X+ 2µ −eβ1K+

e−β2X− 0 −e−β1K− 2µ









(9)
where K± = t(1 + e±ik), X± = ∆0(1 − e±ik). Diagonal-
izing h(k), we can get the energy dispersion

E(k) = ±2
√

(t cos(k)− µ)2 +∆2 sin2(k), (10)
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FIG. 2: Similarity γM and localized properties of the two
defective MZMs with L = 24, µ = 0.1, t = 1 and ∆0 = 0.8.
(a) The blue area represent γM = 0 which means two MZMs
local at two end of the chain independently, the yellow areas
represent γM = 1 which means the two MZMs coalesce to one
and local at either left or right end of the chain. (b1-b9)
The distributions of the MZMs for different cases marked by
the points P1-P9 in (a), respectively. For the cases in P1, P5,
P9, which are away from β1 = 0 and β2 = 0, the two MZMs
coalesce to one.

which can’t be affected by the non-Hermitian parameter
β1, β2 and is just the spectrum of β1 = β2 = 0. It should
be noticed that there is no skin effect for the system [38–
42]. Therefore, one can calculate the gap closing point
E(k) = 0 to get the topological phase boundary of the
system. As a result, the Majorana edge modes emerge in
the topological phase |µ/t| < 1.

B. Biorthogonal Z2 topological invariant

Then, we investigate the topological properties of the
NH Kitaev chain HNH. The fermion Hamiltonian in mo-
mentum space is divided into three parts,

ĤNH = ĤNH,k>0 + ĤNH,k=0 + ĤNH,k=π. (11)

After diagonalizing the fermion Hamiltonian at the
points k > 0, we have

ĤNH,k>0 =
∑

k>0

ε(k)α†
kαk −

∑

k>0

ε(k)α−kα
†
−k (12)

where αk are diagonalized quasi-particles operators and
α±k annihilate the ground state |G〉, i.e., α±k|G〉 = 0.
Both α band has a positive energy at each point in mo-
mentum space k > 0. The Hamiltonian at k = 0 and
k = π are diagonalized into

ĤNH,k=0 = ε(k = 0)α†
k=0αk=0,

ĤNH,k=π = ε(k = π)α†
k=παk=π (13)

where ε(k = 0) = µ− t and ε(k = π) = µ+ t.

Based on the biorthogonal set, the right/left eigen-
states and corresponding eigenvalues for the NH sys-
tems satisfy the relationship ĤNH|ΨR

m〉 = Em|ΨR
m〉, and

Ĥ†
NH|ΨL

m〉 = E∗
m|ΨL

m〉. To describe this topological struc-

ture of ĤNH, we define biorthogonal Z2 topological invari-

ant,

ω = sgn(η
k=0
· η

k=π
) (14)

where

η
k=0

=
〈

ΨL
0

∣

∣ c†k=0ck=0

∣

∣ΨR
0

〉

,

η
k=π

=
〈

ΨL
0

∣

∣ c†k=πck=π

∣

∣ΨR
0

〉

. (15)

Here,
∣

∣ΨR
0

〉

denotes the ground state, ∆0 = t, and

η
k=0

=
ε[k = 0]

|ε[k = 0)]| =
µ− t
|µ− t| ,

η
k=π

=
ε[k = π]

|ε[k = π)]| =
t+ µ

|t+ µ| . (16)

As a results, we have

η
k=0

= { +1, ε (k = 0) > 0
−1, ε (k = 0) < 0

,

η
k=π

= { +1, ε (k = π) > 0
−1, ε (k = π) < 0

. (17)

Then ω becomes topological invariant to characterize the
universal properties of different topological phases, ω =
1 with (ηk=0, ηk=π) = (−1,−1) or (1, 1) represent two
trivial SCs, and ω = −1 with (ηk=0, ηk=π) = (−1, 1) or
(1,−1) represent two topological SCs, where there exist
two MZMs located at two end of the 1D Kitaev chain.

III. DEFECTIVE MAJORANA EDGE STATES

A. Hamiltonian in Majorana representation

By introduce Majorana Fermion an = c†n + cn, bn =
−i(c†n−cn), the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian HNH can be
written in Majorana-representation:

HM
NH = − 1

4

∑

j

[m1(aj,Aaj,B − bj,Bbj+1,A)

+ m2(bj,Abj,B − aj,Baj+1,A)

+ im3(bj,Aaj,B + bj,Baj+1,A)

+ im4(−aj,Abj,B − aj,Bbj+1,A)

+ i4µ(aj,Abj,A + aj,Bbj,B)], (18)

where the coupling m1,m2, im3, im4 between nearest
neighbor sites are:

m1 = t sinh(β1) + ∆0 sinh(β2),

m2 = t sinh(β1)−∆0 sinh(β2),

m3 = t cosh(β1) + ∆0 cosh(β2),

m4 = −t cosh(β1) + ∆0 cosh(β2). (19)
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FIG. 3: Similarity γspin of the two ground states in spin-
representation with L = 4, t = ∆0 = 1 and µ = 0.1. The
blue area I represents γspin = 0 which means the two ground
states are orthogonal, The yellow area II-V represent γspin = 1
which means the two ground states coalesce to one and act
as exceptional points (EPs).

As shown in Fig.1(b), the system contains four Majo-
rana Fermions in each unit cell. the Majorana Fermion
aj,A/B (bj,A/B) are marked by blue (red) filled circle, the
solid lines indicate the couplings m1,m2, im3, im4 be-
tween nearest neighbor sites, and the dashed lines in-
dicate the couplings iµ intra-site.

B. Analytic results of the defective MZMs

To acquire the correspondence of topological number
Z and the number of edge stats for the finite size chain
Cfinite, we can investigate the analytic expression of edge
states under the open boundary condition. We begin
from the zero-mode eigenstates in the semi-infinite limit
from the right or left boundary.

In order to avoid confusion with the operators cj, c
†
j in

HNH, we rewrite it’s Hermitian counterpartHcp in Eq.(5)

by substituting the notation simply: {dj , d†k} → {c̄j, c̄
†
k},

i.e., Hcp = C̄†hcpC̄, which is written as

Hcp = −
∑

j

{(tc̄†j+1c̄j +∆0c̄
†
j c̄

†
j+1 + h.c.)− µ(1 − 2n̄j)},

(20)
this is just the 1D Hermitian Kitaev model. Therefore,
we can investigate the non-Hermitian properties of HNH

based on its Hermitian counterpart Hcp, with the defini-
tion of Majorana operators

c̄†j =
1

2
(āj + ib̄j), c̄j =

1

2
(āj − ib̄j) (21)

we rewrite the Hamiltonian Hcp by Majorana operators,

HM
cp =

−i
2

L
∑

j=1

{(t−∆0)b̄j+1āj +(t+∆0)b̄j āj+1+2µāj b̄j}

(22)

The lattice schematic diagram of HM
cp is shown in

Fig.1(c). As we know, in the Hermitian cases, two un-
paired Majorana zero mode would locate at the right
and left end of the Kitaev chain. Besides, for a finite size
chain with µ 6= 0, the eigne energy of the two Majorana
edge modes can split due to the coupling of them.
Next, we try to acquire the analytic expression for the

edge states. Firstly, we consider a very long wire, which
means the Majorana edges modes have zero energy; We
calculate their wave functions by using the Heisenberg
equations of motion

[HM
cp, ām] = 0, [HM

cp, b̄m] = 0, (23)

where ām, b̄m are the two Majorana operators at site n
which were denoted by ān,A, ān,B and b̄n,A, b̄n,B above.
We obtain the difference equations for these operators as
[80, 81]:

(t+∆0)b̄m + (t−∆0)b̄m+1 + 2µb̄m = 0

(t−∆0)ām + (t+∆0)ām+1 + 2µām = 0 (24)

for 2 ≤ m ≤ 2L − 1, These difference equations can
be solved exactly by using Z-transform methods. We
introducing a power series

A(z) =

∞
∑

m=0

z−mām ≡ Z[ām] (25)

where z is a complex variable. The function A(z) =
Z[ām] is called the Z-transform of ām. Taking the Z-
transform of the above difference equation and using
properties such

Z[ām−1] = z−1A(z), Z[ām+1] = zA(z)− zā0 (26)

ā0 is a constant determined by boundary conditions, one
can obtain a closed form expression for the Z-transform
A(z), given by:

A(z) =
ā0z

2

z2 + µ
t−∆0

z + t+∆0

t−∆0

(27)

This Z-transform has a unique inverse, which is the exact
solution to the difference equation. Thus the obtained
wave function is

ām = ā0C
m

[

cos(θm) +
1

tan θ
sin(θm)

]

(28a)

b̄m = b̄0C
−m

[

cos(θm) +
1

tan θ
sin(θm)

]

(28b)

where

C =

√

t−∆0

t+∆0
, θ = arctan

√

t2 −∆2
0 − µ2

µ
(29)

The entire model is equivalent to two coupled SSH like
chains containing both the hopping parameters i(∆0 −
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t) and i(∆0 + t), as shown in Fig.1(c). Here, we only
concentrate on the zero energy eigne states, the excited
states in complex and is not important here. If t > ∆0 >
0, µ 6= 0, the system has two gap states, one can get the
analytical wave function of the zero energy mode (gap
states) in Majorana-representation. Here we express the
zero mode of HM

cp in ā-sublattice and b̄-sublattice as (i.e.
the states in the left and right edges)

|ψ〉La =

L−1
∑

m=0

Λ(m) |m〉 ⊗
(

ā
0

)

|ψ〉Rb =

L−1
∑

m=0

Λ(m) |L−m〉 ⊗
(

0
b̄

)

(30)

where we set ā0,A = b̄N,B = 1, Λ(m) = CmΘ(m)

Θ(m) =

[

cos(θm) +
1

tan θ
sin(θm)

]

. (31)

When the region we considerate is µ2 < 4(t2 −∆2
0) pre-

dict an oscillatory exponential decay of the coefficients:
e−n/2ζ for |ψ〉ā, where the decay length ζ is defined by

ζ = 1/

∣

∣

∣

∣

ln

(

t−∆0

t+∆0

)∣

∣

∣

∣

(32)

So with the inverse similarity transformation based on
Eq. (6), Eq. (20) and Eq. (21), we exchange the oper-

ator by the rule (āj , b̄j) → (c̄†j , c̄j) → (d†j , dj) → (c†j , cj),

and we get the anti-zero-energy modes (edge states) for
the initial non-Hermitian Hamiltonian HNH in Nambu
representation, as shown in Eq.(2). The right-vectors of
the right/left localized edge states are expressed as

∣

∣ψR
NH

〉

=
i√Nb

L
∑

m=1

Λ(L−m+ 1)[Ω−1
m |m〉 − Ωm |L+m〉],

∣

∣ψL
NH

〉

=
1√Na

L
∑

m=1

Λ(m)[Ω−1
m |m〉+Ωm |L+m〉], (33)

where L = 2N is the length of the Majorana ladder,
Ωm∈odd = e(β1−β2)/2, Ωm∈even = e−(β1+β2)/2.
Similarly, we can get the left-vector 〈Φ| of the zero

mode edge states defined by 〈Φ|H = 〈Φ|E , or H† |Φ〉 =
E∗ |Φ〉. We can use the exchange te−β1 ↔ teβ1 , ∆0e

β2 ↔
∆0e

−β2 , Ω↔ Ω−1, for convenience, the left-vector for the
right/left localized edges states can be expressed as

∣

∣ΦR
NH

〉

=
i√Nb

L
∑

m=1

Λ(L−m+ 1)[Ωm |m〉 − Ω−1
m |L+m〉],

∣

∣ΦL
NH

〉

=
1√Na

L
∑

m=1

Λ(m)[Ωm |m〉+Ω−1
m |L+m〉], (34)

where Na = Nb =
∑L

m=1 2Λ(m)2 ≡ N is biorthogonal
normalization coefficient.
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FIG. 4: The spin structure of the many-body ground state
|G〉1

NH
with (a) β2 = ±4 and (b) β1 = ±4. Here, we set L = 4,

t = ∆0 = 1 and µ = 0.1. The non-Hermitian suppression
effect, induced by the competition of β1 and β2, drives the
spin flipping to opposite direction continuously without gap
closing.

Next, taking (
∣

∣ψR
NH

〉

,
∣

∣ψR
NH

〉

) and (
〈

ΦL
NH

∣

∣ ,
〈

ΦR
NH

∣

∣) as
the basis states, we construct the effective Hamiltonian

of edge states for the finite-size Kitaev chain as

Hedge =

(

hLL hLR
hRL hRR

)

, (35)

where the elements of Hedge are defined as hI,J =
〈

ΦI
NH|HNH|ψJ

NH

〉

and I, J = L,R. We have hLL = hRR =
0, hRL = h∗LR = iξ, i.e.,

Hedge =

(

0 −iξ
iξ 0

)

= ξσy (36)

where σy denotes the Pauli matrices acting on the sub-
space of two edge states and ξ is the coupling coefficient
of them [82]:

ξ =

√

t2 −∆2
0

L+1

4 sin3 θ
{2 sin(θL)

+ L sin[(L+ 2) θ]− L sin [(L+ 4) θ]} (37)

The energy of MZMs are E±
edge = ±

√

|ξ| and in the

thermodynamic limit (L 7→ +∞) we have E±
edge 7→ 0.

Because the eigenstates of σy is (1, i) and (1,−i), the
eigenstates of Hedge (i.e. the eigen wavefunction of edge
states) are

∣

∣ψ+
〉

=
1√
2N

(∣

∣ψL
NH

〉

+ i
∣

∣ψR
NH

〉)

,

∣

∣ψ−
〉

=
1√
2N

(∣

∣ψL
NH

〉

− i
∣

∣ψR
NH

〉)

. (38)

So far, we get the analytic solution of the non-Hermitian
Majorana zero modes.

C. Number-anomalous bulk-boundary
correspondence

Then, to describe the localization and the orthogonal-
ity of the two edge states, i.e., to investigate the bulk-
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boundary correspondence of the NH system, we define
the similarity of the two edge states as

γM ≡
〈

ψ−|ψ+
〉

=
(

e−β1 − eβ1

) (

eβ2 − e−β2

)

κ, (39)

where κ = 1
2N

∑L−1
n=0 (−1)nC2nΘ2

n is a nonzero value in-
dependent of β1 and β2. When β1,2 6= 0 we have γM 6= 0,
which means the two edge states |ψ±〉 are not orthog-
onal and no longer located at two ends of the chain re-
spectively. The distributions of similarity γM(β1, β2) and
corresponding eigen wavefunction are calculated numeri-
cally and are shown in Fig.2. We can see that, γM tends
to be 1 when the NH strength β1 and β2 are away from
0, this means the two MZMs become one gradually and
evolve to the exceptional points (EPs) eventually. As a
result, the typical BBC is broken and the MZM local
only at the left or right end of the system. For example,
when β1 = β2 = 3 (point P5 in Fig.2(a)), γM = 1 and the
Majorana zero mode only locate at left end of the chain
(shown in (b5) of Fig.2(b)).
Therefore, the number-anomalous BBC can be defined

as [37]

Cfinite = 2− γM. (40)

In the Hermitian case (β1 = β2 = 0), we have γM =
0, the number of MZMs is Cfinite = 2 and the typical
BBC is acquired. While, in the NH cases (β1,2 6= 0),
we have 0 < γM ≤ 1, the MZMs becomes defective and
we have 1 ≤ Cfinite ≤ 2. A special case is Cfinite = 1,
which indicates the existence of a singular MZM. This
phenomenon didn’t occur in previous studies, neither in
Hermitian nor in NH SC systems.
There are two reasons for this observation: the break-

down of sublattice symmetry induced by β1 and the
breakdown of the particle-hole symmetry induced by
β2. As shown in the Fig.1(a), the imbalanced particle
hopping lead to the breakdown of sublattice symmetry,
which can suppress the particles located at A-sublattice
(β1 < 0) or B-sublattice (β1 > 0). Meanwhile, the im-
balanced paring amplitudes lead to the breakdown of the
particle-hole symmetry, which make the Majorana quasi-
particle behave particle-like or hole-like. In a word, the
defective Majorana zero modes are induced by the break-
down of sublattice symmetry and particle-hole symmetry.

IV. MANY-BODY CORRESPONDENCE OF
THE DEFECTIVE MZMS

Benefit from the mapping between Kitaev chain and
spin chain, one can simulate the MZMs in the Ising lan-
guage via a Jordan-Wigner transformation [77, 78], be-
cause the Ising model is relatively easy to implement. For
example, MZMs have attracted much attention due to
their potential application in topological quantum com-
putations, the spin chain can be used to simulate the
braiding of these MZMs, which corresponding to the

FIG. 5: Global magnetic phase diagram of the many-body
ground states. The variations of χM induced by non-
Hermitian suppression effect are marked by different colors:
FM phase (blue and red area), AFM phase (green and yellow
area) and so on. Here, we set L = 4, t = ∆0 = 1 and µ = 0.1.

topological quantum gates [79]. Therefore, it is neces-
sary to explore the many-body correspondence of the de-
fective MZMs and explain the NH effects on the spin-
representation.

A. NH spin model corresponding to the NH
Kitaev model

In the Hermitian case, it has been noted that the Ki-
taev model can be mapped to the Ising model via the
Jordan-Wigner transformation, and the two MZMs can
also be mapped to the two degenerate ground states of
the Ising model. Similarly, we can transform the NH Ki-
taev model to NH Ising model in this way. The Hamil-
tonian HNH can be written in spin-representation as

Hspin
NH = −1

4

∑

j

{J1σx
j σ

x
j+1 + J2σ

y
j σ

y
j+1

+iJ3σ
x
j σ

y
j+1 + iJ4σ

y
j σ

x
j+1 + 4µσz

j }, (41)

where

J1 = t coshβ1 +∆0 coshβ2,

J2 = t coshβ1 −∆0 coshβ2,

J3 = ǫt sinhβ1 +∆0 sinhβ2,

J4 = −ǫt sinhβ1 +∆0 sinhβ2. (42)

AndHspin
NH can also be transformed to a Hermitian Hamil-

tonian by the similarity transformation

Hspin
cp = UHspin

NH U−1, (43)

where the similarity transformation operator can be ex-
pressed as U =

∏

j ⊗ Uj,A ⊗ Uj,B, where

Uj,A = diag{1, exp[(β2 − β1)/2]},
Uj,B = diag{1, exp[(β2 + β1)/2]}. (44)
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|G〉1
NH

|G〉2
NH

χM γspin Phase
β1 = 0, β2 → +∞ |↑↑↑↑〉 |↑↑↑↑〉 L(L+ 1)/2 1 FM2
β1 = 0, β2 → −∞ |↓↓↓↓〉 |↓↓↓↓〉 −L(L+ 1)/2 1 FM1
β2 = 0, β1 → +∞ |↓↑↓↑〉 |↓↑↓↑〉 L/2 1 AFM1
β2 = 0, β1 → −∞ |↑↓↑↓〉 |↑↓↑↓〉 −L/2 1 AFM2

β1 = β2 > 0 |→↑→↑〉 |←↑←↑〉 L(L+ 2)/4 0 Even-FM2
β1 = β2 < 0 |→↓→↓〉 |←↓←↓〉 −L(L+ 2)/4 0 Even-FM1
β1 = −β2 < 0 |↑→↑→〉 |↑←↑←〉 L2/4 0 Odd-FM2
β1 = −β2 > 0 |↓→↓→〉 |↓←↓←〉 −L2/4 0 Odd-FM1

TABLE I: The non-Hermitian effects on the two ground states in different limit cases (first collum). The spin configurations,
magnetic factor χM, similarity rate γspin and magnetic phase are shown in collum 2-6, respectively.

Therefore, the Hermitian counterpart of HNH in spin-
representation can be expressed as

Hspin
cp = −

L−1
∑

j=1

{Jxσx
j σ

x
j+1 + Jyσ

y
j σ

y
j+1 − 2µσz

j }, (45)

where Jx/y = t±∆0 and this is just the quantum XY spin
chain and its extensions have been studied from many
different perspectives.

B. Similarity of the two degenerate ground states

To characterize the properties of ground states, we
calculate the magnetic factor when the system is in its
ground state. Firstly, for simplicity and typicality, we
consider the limit case µ = 0, t = ∆0 where Hspin

cp is ex-
actly the Ising model without transverse field, the ground
states of Hspin

cp are described as

|G〉1cp = |→→ · · · →〉 , |G〉2cp = |←← · · · ←〉 . (46)

So the ground states of initial NH spin chain can be ob-
tained completely under the inverse similarity transfor-
mation:

|G〉1NH = U−1 |G〉1cp , |G〉
2
NH = U−1 |G〉2cp . (47)

In fact, Ui act as a transverse field inner each site i. When
we adjust β1 and β2, the two ground states may construct
different spin structure in the spin chain. Then, we define
the similarity of the two ground states as

γspin(β1, β2) =
2

NH 〈G|G〉1NH , (48)

After a tedious calculation, we can obtain

γspin(β1, β2) = (− tanh[
(β1 + β2)

2
] tanh[

(β1 − β2)
2

])
L

2

(49)
Therefore, γspin will change with β1 and β2. It is obvious

that |G〉1NH and |G〉2NH are not always orthogonal. We
study this phenomena in some limiting case: (1) when

β1 = 0, we have γspin(0, β2) = [tanh(β2

2 )]L; (2) When

β2 = 0, we have γspin(β1, 0) = [− tanh(β1

2 )]L; (3) when

β1 = β2, we have γspin(β1 = β2) = 0. Indeed, for spin
systems with finite size, two ground states will coalesce
when β1 7→ 0(or β2 7→ 0). While, two ground states
can’t coalesce in the thermodynamic limit L 7→ ∞, due
to tanh(β1/2) < 1.
Now, we take 4-spin systems as an example and show

the coalescence phase diagram in Fig.(3). We can see
that γspin 7→ 0 when the NH strengths are near β1 = β2
region, and γspin 7→ 1 when β1, β2 are large enough which
means the wave functions of the two degenerate ground
states coalesce. This is very different from the similarity
of MZM in Majorana representation shown in Fig.(2),
where γM → 0 in the region near β1 = 0, or β2 = 0.

C. Phase crossover without gap closing

An important question is why the coalescing phase di-
agram of MZMs shown in Fig.(2) is totally different from
the coalescing phase diagram of spin ground states shown
in Fig.(3), i.e.

γM(β1, β2) 6= γspin(β1, β2). (50)

The key point is the correspondence of single-particle and
the many-body systems. We know that the relation of
MZMs and the ground states of spin system is

|G〉1/2NH = ψ̂
L/R
NH |F 〉 , (51)

where |F 〉 is the many-body vacuum state in spin-
representation, and it is also the many-body quantum
state with occupied single particle states for E < 0
and empty single particle states for E ≥ 0. Therefore,

the single-body wave function
∣

∣

∣ψ
L/R
NH

〉

shown in Eq.33

can’t describe the many-body ground states absolutely,
we must take |F 〉 into account. Indeed, the NH terms
perturb the vacuum background also, even they do not
change the energy of the states.
To give a quantitative description for the spin config-

urations of the two ground states in the spin system, we
define a magnetic factor as

χM(β1, β2) ≡
L
∑

n=1

1
NH 〈G|nσz

n |G〉1NH , (52)



8

where a weighted sum of the spin of the n-th lattice is
introduced. The introduce of the lattice number ”n” can
distinguish each site, so the magnetic factor χM(β1, β2)
contains all spin information in each site. Then, we
take the lattice size L = 4 as an example, and give
the magnetic susceptibility and spin configurations of
the many-body ground states |G〉1NH for typical cases
β2 = ±4 in Fig.(4a) and β1 = ±4 in Fig.(4b), where
L = 4, t = ∆0 = 1, µ = 0.1. Besides, we summarize the
phase for different limit cases in Table I. We can see that
the competition of β1 and β2 can drive the spin flipping to
opposite direction continuously, this is the non-Hermitian
suppression effect. Moreover the global magnetic order
phase diagram of the many-body ground states are shown
in Fig.5, which can be divided into five part correspond-
ing to the coalesce phase diagram: region II and III are
ferromagnetic (FM1,FM2), region IV and V are antifer-
romagnetic (AF1, AF2), while region I are the transition
area of those four phases.
It should be emphasized that the gap remains opened

during the phase crossover. The non-Hermitian Hamil-
tonian Hspin

NH can be transformed to a Hermitian Hamil-
tonian by the similarity transformation as shown in
Eq.(43). Because the similarity transformation can not
change the energy spectrum, the gap between the ground
states and the first exited state don’t vary with β1/2, the
phase diagram is obtained without gap closing.

V. CONCLUSION

We investigate the non-Hermitian effects on the Ki-
taev chain, whose hopping and superconductor paring

strength are both imbalanced. The biorthogonal Z2

topological invariant and Majorana edge states are given
analytically, these two imbalanced NH terms can in-
duce defective Majorana edge states, which means one
of the two localized edge states will disappear due to
the NH suppression effect. As a result, the typical bulk-
boundary correspondence is broken down. Besides, the
defective edge states are mapped to the ground states
of the non-Hermitian transverse field Ising model. With
the definition of state-similarity and magnetic factor for
the two ground states, the spin structure and the global
phase diagrams are given, the FM-AFM crossover with-
out gap closing is revealed. The novel non-Hermitian
effects may provide a way to investigate MZMs and topo-
logical physics.
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