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Non-Hermiticity enables macroscopic accumulation of bulk states, named non-Hermitian skin
effects. The non-Hermitian skin effects are well established for single-particle systems, but their
proper characterization for general systems is elusive. Here, we propose a general criterion of non-
Hermitian skin effects, which works for any finite-dimensional system evolved by a linear operator.
The applicable systems include many-body systems and network systems. A system meeting the
criterion exhibits enhanced non-normality of the evolution operator, accompanied by exceptional
characteristics intrinsic to non-Hermitian systems. Applying the criterion, we discover a new type
of non-Hermitian skin effect in many-body systems, which we dub the Fock space skin effect. We
also discuss the Fock space skin effect-induced slow dynamics, which gives an experimental signal
for the Fock space skin effect.

Introduction.— Localization is a fundamental phe-
nomenon in condensed matter physics. Disorders or im-
perfections induce so-called weak localization and An-
derson localization, which form the foundation of quan-
tum transport [1, 2]. The Pauli exclusion principle and
the Coulomb repulsion also result in another localization,
Mott localization, enriching quantum phases of strongly
correlated systems [3].

Recently, a novel class of localization has been ex-
tensively studied: Non-Hermiticity of the Hamiltonian
[4–32] gives rise to a macroscopic accumulation of bulk
states on boundaries. The new localization phenomenon
is called the non-Hermitian skin effect [33–56]. The origin
of the non-Hermitian skin effect in terms of topology is
well established for single-particle systems: The spectral
winding number or the one-dimensional Z2 number un-
der the periodic boundary condition is responsible for the
non-Hermitian skin effects [57, 58]. Furthermore, experi-
mental confirmation of the single-particle non-Hermitian
skin effect has been done in various systems [32, 43, 59–
66].

Whereas the non-Hermitian skin effects are also ex-
plored in systems other than single-particle ones [52, 67–
94], the characterization is less obvious. No topologi-
cal description for general cases has been discovered [67];
thus, no clear criterion has been known yet. The spec-
trum change between the periodic and open boundary
conditions could help detect non-Hermitian skin effects.
However, it only captures a partial aspect of them. More-
over, precise localization has not been observed occasion-
ally. For instance, the Pauli exclusion principle prohibits
a macroscopic accumulation of bulk states for fermionic
many-body systems, obscuring the corresponding non-
Hermitian skin effect [68, 72, 88].

The purpose of this Letter is to present a general cri-
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terion for non-Hermitian skin effects, which applies to
any finite-dimensional system evolved by a linear oper-
ator. Whereas our criterion is mathematically rigorous,
it is based on physical institution. Systems obeying the
criterion reproduce known characteristic features of non-
Hermitian skin effects, and thus, we can predict related
exceptional phenomena based on the criterion. In par-
ticular, by applying the general criterion to many-body
systems, we discover a new type of non-Hermitian skin
effect, the Fock space skin effect.
General criterion for non-Hermitian skin effects.—

Let us start with the definition of localization, which ap-
plies to any state in a finite-dimensional Hilbert space,
including a many-body one. Let |ψ⟩ be a state in a
Hilbert space H with the dimension dimH = D > 1, and
|1⟩ , |2⟩ , . . . , |D⟩ be an orthonormal basis in H. Then, we
define the localization of the state |ψ⟩ as follows:
Definition 1. For an integer ξ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , D − 1}
and a positive number Λ, a normalized state |ψ⟩ with

∥|ψ⟩∥ =
√
⟨ψ|ψ⟩ = 1 is defined to be Λ-localized with

the localization length ξ when |⟨n|ψ⟩| < Λ holds for any
n ∈ {ξ + 1, . . . , D}.
We show a schematic illustration of a Λ-localized state

in Fig. 1 (a). In the green region where n exceeds the
localization length ξ, the amplitude |⟨n|ψ⟩| is suppressed
below the threshold Λ. The threshold Λ measures the
strength of the localization: A smaller threshold implies
more robust localization for a fixed localization length.
This definition is abstract since one can use any orthonor-
mal basis |n⟩. If we choose the basis |i, σ⟩ labeled by site i
with an internal degree of freedom σ as the orthonormal
basis |n⟩, the above localization becomes conventional.
Still, this particular choice is not always necessary for
the rigorous characterization of localization inherent in
non-Hermitian systems, as discussed below.
Having precisely defined the localization, we now count

how many states can accumulate. Since the localized
state is mainly described by ξ basis states |1⟩, . . . , |ξ⟩ in-
side the localization length ξ, a natural expectation is
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(a)

(b) Hermitian localization

(c) Non-Hermitian skin effect

FIG. 1. (a) A schematic illustration of the Λ-localization.
The horizontal axis is the label n of the basis state |n⟩, and
the vertical one is the amplitude |⟨n|ψ⟩| of the state |ψ⟩. The
vertical green line represents the localization length ξ, and
the horizontal red line is the threshold Λ. (b) Hermitian lo-
calization and (c) non-Hermitian skin effect.

that at most ξ localized states can accumulate for suffi-
ciently small Λ. This is true for Hermitian systems. How-
ever, due to non-Hermitian skin effects, much stronger
accumulation may occur for non-Hermitian systems.

The counterintuitive macroscopic accumulation be-
comes possible because of the distinction between right
and left eigenstates in non-Hermitian systems. For com-
parison, let us first consider the Hermitian case. See
Fig.1(b). In this case, the right eigenstate |ψ⟩ and the
left one |ψ⟩⟩ are the same, and thus, each state is de-
scribed by a single state, of which the dominant part
ensures its independence. Therefore, different localized
states |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩ must avoid each other in the restricted
Hilbert space within the localization length ξ to keep
their independence. This exclusion principle limits the
possible accumulation number of states by ξ. In con-
trast, for non-Hermitian systems, we may avoid such a
constraint: For non-Hermitian systems, the right and left
eigenstates are generally different; thus, they can localize
differently. In particular, the right localized state |ψ⟩ can
overlap with the corresponding left localized state |ψ⟩⟩,
mainly in the region outside the localization length, as il-
lustrated in Fig.1 (c). (For non-Hermitian skin effects in
single-particle systems, the right, and the corresponding
left skin modes are indeed localized at opposite bound-
aries [6].) Therefore, even when an eigenstate |ϕ⟩ is al-
most identical to |ψ⟩ inside the localization length, it can
be orthogonal to the left eigenstate |ψ⟩⟩ simultaneously.
Remarkably, the biorthogonality ⟨⟨ψ|ϕ⟩ = 0 ensures the
independence of these eigenstates |ψ⟩ and |ϕ⟩. Hence,
more than ξ right localized states can accumulate to-
gether without the contradiction to their independence.
The upper limit of the accumulation number of states
can be O(D), which is macroscopically significant in the
thermodynamic limit.

The above argument suggests that the presence of ξ+1
accumulated localized states gives the minimal condition
for non-Hermitian skin effects. More rigorously, we have

the following theorem [95]:

Theorem 1. Let Ĥ be an operator on H (such as an ef-
fective Hamiltonian, a Liouvillian superoperator, and so
on), and |ψ1⟩ , |ψ2⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ ∈ H be normalized (right)

eigenstates of Ĥ with different eigenvalues. Then, if all
the ξ+1 eigenstates |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ are Λ-localized with

the threshold Λ ≤ 1√
(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)

=: Λξ for given lo-

calization length ξ and orthonormal basis (|n⟩)n=1,...,D,

then Ĥ must be non-Hermitian.

This theorem gives a general criterion for non-
Hermitian skin effects: If the system meets the condition
of Theorem 1, it shows the non-Hermitian skin effect,
namely, localization intrinsic to non-Hermitian systems.
Note that Λ-localization depends on the choice and ar-
rangement of the basis (|n⟩)n as well as the value of ξ,
but meeting the criterion for a particular basis and ξ is
sufficient for the non-Hermitian skin effect.
We have confirmed that the single-particle Hatano-

Nelson model [96, 97] satisfies the criterion [95]. Later,
we apply the criterion to many body systems and find a
new type of skin effect; the Fock space skin effect.
Non-normality.— Non-Hermitian skin effects result

in exceptional features: They give an extreme sensitivity
of energy spectra against perturbation, enabling a pro-
posal of a new sensor, i.e., the non-Hermitian topological
sensor [98]. Furthermore, they also give rise to slow-
ing down the relaxation process without the gap closing
[52, 99]. Remarkably, these exceptional features in non-
Hermitian skin effects originate from non-normality.
An evolution operator Ĥ is called normal (non-normal)

if Ĥ and its Hermitian conjugation Ĥ† commute (do not

commute) with each other, i.e., [Ĥ, Ĥ†] = 0 ([Ĥ, Ĥ†] ̸=
0). Since a Hermitian operator is always normal, non-
normality measures the strength of non-Hermiticity. A
normal operator Ĥ on H is diagonalizable by a unitary
matrix, which is equivalent to the condition that the right
and left eigenstates coincide. Therefore, if right and left
eigenstates differ, the corresponding evolution operator
must be non-normal. As discussed above, the distinc-
tion between right and left eigenstates is essential for the
anomalous accumulation of states in non-Hermitian skin
effects. Thus, a system showing a non-Hermitian skin ef-
fect must be non-normal. In the proof of Theorem 1, we
have shown that a system meeting the criterion in Theo-
rem 1 is not merely non-Hermitian but also non-normal.
To quantify the non-normality of Ĥ, we introduce a

useful scalar measure: For a diagonalizable Ĥ, we con-
sider the condition number κ(V̂ ) [100–102]

κ(V̂ ) := ∥V̂ ∥∥V̂ −1∥ = σmax(V̂ )/σmin(V̂ ) ≥ 1, (1)

where V̂ is an operator diagonalizing Ĥ, ∥·∥ is the opera-

tor two-norm, and σmax(V̂ ) and σmin(V̂ ) are the maximal

and the minimal singular values of V̂ . If Ĥ is normal,
V̂ is unitary up to an overall constant; thus, the maxi-
mal and the minimal singular values are the same, so we
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have κ(V̂ ) = 1. On the other hand, if Ĥ is non-normal,

then we have an enhanced condition number κ(V̂ ) > 1.

Therefore, κ(V̂ ) measures the non-normality of Ĥ. For a
single-particle system with a non-Hermitian skin effect,
one can show that κ(V̂ ) grows exponentially with the
system length L,

κ(V̂ ) ∼ ecL (c > 0), (2)

using the topological origin of the non-Hermitian skin
effect [102].

In our general setup for non-Hermitian skin effects, no
topological description has been known yet, so the same
topological argument does not work. Instead, we have
the following theorem to estimate the lower bound of
κ(V̂ ) [95].

Theorem 2. Let Ĥ be a diagonalizable operator on H
and |ψ1⟩ , |ψ2⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ be normalized (right) eigen-

states of Ĥ. Then, if all the ξ + 1 eigenstates
|ψ1⟩ , |ψ2⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ are Λ-localized with the threshold

Λ ≤ 1√
D − ξ

, the condition number κ(V̂ ) of the operator

V̂ diagonalizing Ĥ has the lower bound

κ(V̂ ) >

√
1

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)Λ2
− 1

ξ + 1
=

√
Λ2
ξ

Λ2
− 1

ξ + 1

(3)

It should be noted that the lower bound in Theorem 2
is not optimal: The highest threshold Λξ in Theorem 1
gives a meaningless bound less than 1. Nevertheless, The-
orem 2 is practically useful because most non-Hermitian
skin effects have much lower values of Λ. Moreover, with-
out detailed information on eigenstates of Ĥ, one can
quickly evaluate the bound since only two parameters, ξ
and Λ, determine the bound.

The enhanced condition number has various physical
implications. It is directly related to the Petermann fac-
tor [103, 104], which quantifies the linewidth broadening
resulting from quantum excess noise in lasers and laser
gyroscopes. Furthermore, it fairly sharpens the spectral
sensitivity against perturbations due to the Bauer-Fike
theorem [100, 102]. It also makes the relaxation time

τ0 longer by τ0 log κ(V̂ ) in the transit dynamics, as de-
scribed below.

Fock space skin effect.— A significant advantage of
our general criterion is flexibility in choosing the or-
thonormal basis. The flexibility enables us to char-
acterize non-Hermitian skin effects in many-body sys-
tems properly. For many-body systems, the basis in the
real space coordinate has multiple site indices |i1, i2 . . . ⟩,
where ip is the site of pth particle. Hence, the char-
acterization of the non-Hermitian skin effect is not ap-
parent, in contrast to the single-particle case. The av-
erage position of particles could help examine the many-
body non-Hermitian skin effect, but this characterization
severely restricts information obtained for many-body

states. Keeping an application to interacting systems
in mind, we choose the Fock space as the orthogonal ba-
sis. We propose the concept of the Fock space skin effect
as a localization phenomenon inherent in non-Hermitian
many-body systems.
Let Ĥ be an operator on a finite-dimensional Fock

space F (such as fermionic, hard-core bosonic, or spin
systems on a finite lattice) with the dimensionD > 1, and
(|n⟩)Dn=1 be orthonormal Fock space basis of F . Then, the
exact definition of the Fock space skin effect is as follows.

Definition 2. If there is an integer ξ such that at least
ξ+1 eigenstates of Ĥ are Λξ-localized with the localization
length ξ, we call such localization the Fock space skin
effect.

From Theorem 1 for the Fock space F , the Fock space
skin effect is a non-Hermitian one.
To demonstrate the Fock space skin effect, we consider

the fermionic Hatano-Nelson model with interaction:

ĤiHN =

L−1∑
j=1

(
eαĉ†j ĉj+1 + e−αĉ†j+1ĉj + Un̂j n̂j+1

)
, (4)

where ĉj (ĉ†j) is the fermionic annihilation (creation)
operator at site j with the anticommutation relations

{ĉi, ĉj} = {ĉ†i , ĉ
†
j} = 0, {ĉi, ĉ†j} = δi,j , and n̂j = ĉ†j ĉj

is the particle number at site j.
For α ̸= 0, this model shows the energy spectrum dif-

ference between the periodic and open boundary condi-
tions [95]: The model shows a complex spectrum under
the periodic boundary condition but a real spectrum un-
der the open boundary condition. Thus, we can expect
the Fock space skin effect. Below, we consider the open
boundary condition.

As the total particle number N̂ =
∑L

j=1 n̂j com-

mutes with ĤiHN, we can restrict the Hilbert space into
the N -particle fermionic Fock space FN of the dimen-
sion dimFN = L!/[N !(L − N)!]. To show the Fock
space skin effect, we arrange the order of the Fock ba-

sis (|n⟩)dimFN
n=1 = (ĉ†j1 · · · ĉ

†
jN

|0⟩ | 1 ≤ j1 < · · · < jN ≤ L)

of FN as follows: We take a reference eigenstate |Ψ1⟩
of ĤiHN, and rearrange the order of the Fock basis |n⟩
to satisfy the inequality, |⟨1|Ψ1⟩| ≥ |⟨2|Ψ1⟩| ≥ · · · ≥
|⟨dimFN |Ψ1⟩| . Then, we search a localization length ξ

and ξ +1 eigenstates (|Ψm⟩)m=1,...,ξ+1 of ĤiNH that sat-
isfy the Definition 2.

In Fig. 2, we illustrate the Fock space skin effect ob-
tained in this manner: ξ + 1 eigenstates are Λξ-localized
with the localization length ξ, so the system meets our
criterion. Both for the attractive (U < 0) and repulsive
(U > 0) interactions, the system shows the Fock space
skin effect.

As mentioned above, the non-Hermitian skin effect re-
sults in the non-normality of the Hamiltonian. There-
fore, the Fock space skin space effect also enhances the
non-normality. Now, using Theorem 2, we evaluate the
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FIG. 2. The Fock space skin effect in the fermionic interacting
Hatano-Nelson model [α = 0.5, L = 12, N = 6; (a) U = −1.0;
(b) U = 1.0]. We take the localization length as ξ = 800 (the
green solid line) and plot just ξ + 1 eigenstates. One can see
the macroscopic accumulation of the eigenstates in the Fock
space. All of the amplitudes |⟨n|Ψm⟩| are smaller than the
threshold Λξ = 0.003 173 (the red solid line) for n ≥ ξ + 1,
with D = L!/[N !(L − N)!] = 924, which indicates the Fock
space skin effect.

scalar measure of non-normality κ(V̂ ) for the interacting
Hatano-Nelson model.

To obtain a severe bound from Theorem 2, we should
choose the lowest value of the threshold Λ. We can
expect that all states in the interacting Hatano-Nelson
model show the Fock space skin effect, so we choose
ξ = dimFN − 1, which gives the lowest value of
Λ. Because the lowest value of Λ obeys Λ + ϵ <
maxm=1,...,dimFN

| ⟨dimFN |Ψm⟩ | for ϵ = 0+, Theorem 2
leads to the bound

κ(V̂ ) ≥ 1√
dimFN

√
1

maxm | ⟨dimFN |Ψm⟩ |2
− 1 =: κ0.

(5)

Figure 3 compares κ(V̂ ) and κ0 for the interacting
Hatano-Nelson model at the half-filling (N = L/2) re-

garding the fermion ĉ†j in the site basis. Remarkably, κ0

reproduces the system size dependence of κ(V̂ ) for large
L correctly, giving a good measure for the enhanced non-
normality. Figure 3 also shows that many-body systems
may exhibit much stronger non-normality than single-

particle systems: It shows κ(V̂ ) ∼ ec
′L2

(c′ > 0) for
N = L/2, which is beyond the linear behavior in L of
the exponential in Eq.(2). Generally, for L ≥ N ≥ 1,
we estimate that the interacting Hatano-Nelson model
shows [95]

κ0 ∼ eαN(L−N)/
√
dimFN . (6)

This equation reproduces the L2 dependence in the ex-
ponential for N = L/2 as well as the L dependence in the
exponential in Eq.(2) for N = 1. It also indicates that
whereas the Pauli exclusion principle obscures the parti-
cle accumulation, the Fock space skin effect occurs except
for N = L, where particles cannot move anymore due to
the Pauli exclusion principle. The superexponential non-
normality crucially sharpens the spectral sensitivity to
perturbations via the Bauer-Fike theorem [100].

FIG. 3. The system size L dependence of the condition num-
ber κ(V̂ ) and its lower bound κ0 in Eq.(5) for the interacting
fermionic Hatano-Nelson model in Eq.(4). The model param-
eters are α = 0.5, U = −1, and N = L/2. The left figure

shows that both of κ(V̂ ) and κ0 increase more rapidly than

eO(L) as L becomes large. The right figure indicates that
the system size dependence of log κ(V̂ ) and log κ0 approaches
O(L2).

FIG. 4. The nonunitary dynamics ∥e−iĤeff t∥ of the effective

Hamiltonian Ĥeff in Eq.(9) [α = 0.5, U = −1.0, N = L/2
(half-filling); right side: L = 8, N = 4].

Slow relaxation due to Fock space skin effect.— The
enhanced non-normality due to the Fock space skin ef-
fect results in the slowing down of the relaxation time.
As mentioned above, this is a general consequence of the
non-Hermitian skin effect. For concreteness, we exam-
ine a particular process showing this feature here. Let
us consider an open quantum system governed by the
Lindblad equation [105, 106]

∂ρ̂

∂t
= −i(Ĥ0ρ̂− ρ̂Ĥ0) +

∑
r

(
L̂rρ̂L̂

†
r −

1

2
{L̂†

rL̂r, ρ̂}
)

= −i(Ĥeff ρ̂− ρ̂Ĥ†
eff) +

∑
r

L̂rρ̂L̂
†
r, (7)

where the Hermitian Hamiltonian Ĥ0 and the Lindblad
operator L̂r are given by

Ĥ0 =

L−1∑
j=1

(
coshα(ĉ†j ĉj+1 + ĉ†j+1ĉj) + Un̂j n̂j+1

)
,

L̂j =
√
2 sinhα(ĉj + iĉj+1) (j = 1, 2, . . . , L− 1),

L̂0 =
√
2 sinhαĉ1, L̂L =

√
2 sinhαĉL. (8)

Then, the effective Hamiltonian Ĥeff realizes the
fermionic Hatano-Nelson model with interaction [18]

Ĥeff = Ĥ0 −
i

2

∑
r

L̂†
rL̂r = ĤiHN − 2i sinhαN̂. (9)
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The slowing down due to the Fock space skin effect
becomes evident for the survival probability P (t; ρ̂init)
that the total particle number does not decrease dur-
ing the time interval t for the initial state. The
probability P (t; ρ̂init) is of the form [95], P (t; ρ̂init) =

Tr
(
e−iĤeff tρ̂inite

iĤ†
eff t
)
. In particular, for a pure ini-

tial state ρ̂init = |Ψinit⟩ ⟨Ψinit|, we obtain P (t; ρ̂init) =

∥e−iĤeff t |Ψinit⟩ ∥2, which is governed by the norm of the

evolution operator ∥e−iĤeff t∥.
Remarkably, the condition number gives the up-

per bound of ∥e−iĤeff t∥: For V̂ diagonalizing Ĥeff

(and thus ĤiHN) and the complex eigenenergies Em

(m = 1, . . . ,dimFN ) of Ĥeff , we have ∥e−iĤeff t∥ =

∥V̂ −1e−idiag(E1,E2,... )tV̂ ∥ ≤ κ(V̂ )emaxm ImEmt [107].
Then, it holds ImEm = −2N sinhα for any m be-
cause HiHN has a real spectrum under the open bound-

ary condition. As a result, we have ∥e−iĤeff t∥ ≤
κ(V̂ )e−2Nt sinhα. As shown in Fig. 4, the upper bound

κ(V̂ )e−2Nt sinhα reproduces the asymptotic behavior of
∥e−iHeff t∥ correctly.

Using the upper bound, we can estimate the relaxation
time t = τ when the survival probability becomes expo-
nentially small as

τ = [1 + log κ(V̂ )]τ0 (10)

where τ0 = (2N sinhα)−1 is the conventional relaxation
time evaluated from the energy. Then, from Eq.(6), we
conclude that the Fock space skin effect exceptionally

slows down the relaxation time of the survival probabil-
ity, which could be observable in experiments [95].

Discussion.— In this Letter, we propose a general
criterion for non-Hermitian skin effects. Applying it to
many-body systems, we discover a novel class of non-
Hermitian skin effects, the Fock space skin effect. We
also discuss a possible experimental signal for the Fock
space skin effect.

Whereas we focus on many-body systems in this Let-
ter, our criterion applies to a wide range of systems. For
instance, the criterion works for the Liouvillian: When
the state space is given by a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space H, the Liouvillian acts on the Hilbert space B(H)
spanned by all the linear operators on H, which is also fi-
nite dimensional. We can consider the Λ-localization for
eigenstates of the Liouvillian on B(H) and discuss the
corresponding skin effects. Our criterion also works on
skin effects without open boundaries [69]. Furthermore,
our method applies to network models described by a
linear operator, where no translation invariance usually
exists.

We thank Daichi Nakamura, Yusuke O. Nakai, and
Kohei Kawabata for their helpful discussions. This work
was supported by JST CREST Grant No. JPMJCR19T2,
Japan. K.S. was supported by the Graduate School of
Science, Kyoto University, under the Ginpu Fund, and
JST SPRING, Grant No. JPMJSP2110. M.S. was sup-
ported by JSPS KAKENHI Grant No. JP24K00569.

Note added.— A part of this work was presented in
[108]. After completing this work, we became aware of a
recent related work [109].
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Supplemental Material for “General criterion for non-Hermitian skin effects and
Application:

Fock space skin effects in many body systems”

S1. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

In this section, we prove Theorem 1. Below, we assume that the dimension D of the Hilbert space H is finite and
ξ is an integer ξ ∈ {1, 2, . . . , D − 1}.

Theorem 1. Let Ĥ be an operotor on H, and |ψ1⟩ , |ψ2⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ ∈ H be normalized eigenvectors of Ĥ associated
with different eigenvalues. If all the ξ + 1 eigenvectors |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ are Λ-localized with the localization length ξ

for the threshold Λ =
1√

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)
=: Λξ, then Ĥ must be non-Hermitian.

Proof. We show that there is at least a nonorthogonal pair among the ξ+1 eigenvectors |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ of Ĥ, which

leads to the non-Hermiticity of Ĥ.
Let (|n⟩)Dn=1 be a complete orthonormal basis of H, and suppose that |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ are Λξ-localized with the

localization length ξ with respect to the basis (|n⟩)n. Then, we introduce a (ξ+1)× (ξ+1) matrix P whose elements
are given by

(P )j,k := ⟨ψj |ψk⟩ (j, k = 1, 2, . . . , ξ + 1). (S1)

Note that every diagonal element of P is one from the assumption. Because we have

(P )j,k =

D∑
n=1

⟨ψj |n⟩ ⟨n|ψk⟩ =
ξ∑

n=1

⟨n|ψj⟩∗ ⟨n|ψk⟩+
D∑

n=ξ+1

⟨n|ψj⟩∗ ⟨n|ψk⟩ , (S2)

we can decompose P into the sum of two (ξ + 1)× (ξ + 1) matrices P1 and P2 such that

P = P1 + P2, (S3)

P1 :=

⟨1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨1|ψξ+1⟩
...

. . .
...

⟨ξ|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ|ψξ+1⟩


†⟨1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨1|ψξ+1⟩

...
. . .

...
⟨ξ|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ|ψξ+1⟩

 , (S4)

P2 :=

⟨ξ + 1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ + 1|ψξ+1⟩
...

. . .
...

⟨D|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨D|ψξ+1⟩


†⟨ξ + 1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ + 1|ψξ+1⟩

...
. . .

...
⟨D|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨D|ψξ+1⟩

 . (S5)

Then, since the (ξ + 1) × (ξ + 1) matrix P1 is a product of a ξ × (ξ + 1) matrix and its Hermitian conjugation, it is
positive semidefinite and of at most rank ξ. Therefore, we can diagonalize P1 by a unitary matrix U as

U†P1U = diag(0, p1, . . . , pξ), p1, . . . , pξ ≥ 0. (S6)

Now, we prove the theorem by contradiction. For this purpose, we assume that P is the identity matrix I. Then,
we have

U†P2U = I − diag(0, p1, . . . , pξ) = diag(1, 1− p1, . . . , 1− pξ), (S7)

which requires that P2 has the eigenvalue 1. However, from the assumption that |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ are Λξ-localized
with the localization length ξ, we can show that the spectral radius ρ(P2) of P2 is smaller than 1:

ρ(P2) ≤ TrP2 =

ξ+1∑
j=1

D∑
n=ξ+1

|⟨n|ψj⟩|2 <
ξ+1∑
j=1

D∑
n=ξ+1

(
1√

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)

)2

= 1, (S8)

which implies that P2 cannot have the eigenvalue 1. As a result, we conclude that P is not the identity matrix,
which indicates there exists a nonzero component of (P )j,k = ⟨ψj |ψk⟩ (j ̸= k). Because eigenvectors with different

eigenvalues must be orthogonal for a Hermitian (more precisely normal) Hamiltonian, Ĥ must be non-Hermitian
(non-normal).
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S2. REMARKS ON THE TIGHTNESS OF THEOREM 1

In this section, we discuss how tight the evaluation in the Theorem 1 is.
Theorem 1 describes a trade-off between the localization length ξ and the number of Λξ-localized eigenvectors in

Hermitian systems: Hermitian systems do not allow more than ξ Λξ-localized eigenvectors within the localization
length ξ. We can also show that Hermitian systems allow less than ξ + 1 Λξ-localized eigenvectors within the
localization length ξ: Since eigenvectors in Hermitian systems are orthonormal, we can choose the eigenvectors as the
basis to define the Λξ-localization. Then, we have less than ξ + 1 Λξ-localized eigenvectors within the localization
length ξ. Therefore, ξ + 1 is the minimal number of Λξ-localized eigenvectors required in Theorem 1.

Next, we discuss how tight the threthold Λξ =
1√

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)
in Theorem 1 is. For this purpose, we introduce

ξ + 1 vectors |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ for the basis (|n⟩)n as

|ψj⟩ =
e2πij/(ξ+1)

√
ξ + 1

|1⟩+ e4πij/(ξ+1)

√
ξ + 1

|2⟩+ · · ·+ e2ξπij/(ξ+1)

√
ξ + 1

|ξ⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
ξ

+
1√

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)
|ξ + 1⟩+ · · ·+ 1√

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)
|D⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

D−ξ

(S9)

which are Λ-localized with the localization length ξ for the threshold Λ > Λξ. Then, |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩ are found to be
orthonormal each other,

⟨ψj |ψk⟩ = δj,k, (S10)

so we can regard them as eigenstates of a Hermitian Hamiltonian. Therefore, we can put ξ + 1 Λ-localized states
inside the localization length ξ for a Hermitian Hamiltonian once we choose the threshold Λ larger than Λξ. Hence,
Λ must be less than or equal to Λξ in Theorem 1.

S3. LOCALIZATION CRITERION FOR THE HATANO-NELSON MODEL

In this section, we examine the single-particle Hatano-Nelson model (without disorders)

Ĥ =

L−1∑
j=1

((t+ g) |j + 1⟩ ⟨j|+ (t− g) |j⟩ ⟨j + 1|) , (S11)

from the viewpoint of our general criterion for non-Hermitian skin effects in Theorem 1. In Fig. S1, we illustrate the
non-Hermitian skin effect of the single-particle Hatano-Nelson model. As is seen clearly, the single-particle Hatano-
Nelson model satisfies our general criterion for non-Hermitian skin effects.

S4. PROOF OF THEOREM 2

In this section, we prove Theorem 2. The accurate statement of Theorem 2 is as follows.

Theorem 2. Let Ĥ be a diagonalizable operator on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space H of the dimension D, and
|ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψD⟩ be linearly independent normalized eigenvectors of Ĥ. For an orthonormal basis (|n⟩)Dn=1 of H, suppose

that |ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψξ⟩ , |ψξ+1⟩ are Λ-localized with the localization length ξ ∈ {1, . . . , D − 1} for the threshold Λ ≤ 1√
D − ξ

.

Then, the condition number κ(V̂ ) of the operator V̂ :=
∑D

n=1 |ψn⟩ ⟨n| diagonalizing Ĥ satisfies

κ(V̂ ) >

√
1

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)Λ2
− 1

ξ + 1
=

√
Λ2
ξ

Λ2
− 1

ξ + 1
. (S12)

To prove this theorem, we first generalize the condition number to the case where the matrix is not square.
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(a) (b)

FIG. S1. Verification of the localization criterion for the single-particle Hatano-Nelson model (t = 1.0, g = 0.2). We take the
basis |j⟩ in real space coordinate and the localization length ξ = 30. (a) For L = 100, all of the amplitudes |⟨j|Ψm⟩| are smaller
than the threshold Λξ = 0.021 467 (the red solid line) for n ≥ ξ + 1, with D = L. Thus, the Hatano-Nelson model satisfies
the general criterion of non-Hermitian skin effects in Theorem 2. (b) For L = 150, one can also confirm the general criterion,
though the threshold Λξ becomes 0.016 396 due to the change of the dimension D = L.

Definition 3. We define the condition number κ(A) of an m× n matrix A as

κ(A) :=
σmax(A)

σmin(A)
, (S13)

where σmax(A) is the maximum singular value of A and σmin(A) is the minimum one. For σmin(A) = 0, we formally
define κ(A) := +∞.

This definition includes the original definition for square matrices. For singular values, we have the following
property:

Proposition 1 (For the proof, see Corollary 3.1.3 in Ref.[110].). Let A be an m × n matrix, Ar be an m × (n − r)
submatrix of A obtained by deleting r columns from A, and σk(X) be the k-th largest singular value of a p× q matrix
X:

σmax(X) = σ1(X) ≥ · · · ≥ σmin{p,q} = σmin(X) ≥ 0. (S14)

Then, it holds that

σk(A) ≥ σk(Ar) ≥ σk+r(A), k = 1, . . . ,min {m,n} , (S15)

where for a p× q matrix X we set σj(X) := 0 if j > min {p, q}.

From this Proposition, we immediately obtain the following Proposition.

Proposition 2. Let A be a D ×D matrix, and Ar be a D × (D − r) submatrix of A obtained by deleting r columns
from A. Then, it holds that

κ(Ar) ≤ κ(A). (S16)

We also have Proposition 3.

Proposition 3 (For proof, see Theorem 4.3.7 in Ref.[111].). Let A,B be n × n Hermitian matrices. Arrange the
eigenvalues of A and B in the following way:

λ1(A) ≤ λ2(A) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(A), λ1(B) ≤ λ2(B) ≤ · · · ≤ λn(B). (S17)

Then, we have

λj(A) + λ1(B) ≤ λj(A+B) ≤ λj(A) + λn(B), j = 1, . . . , n. (S18)
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Now we prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. Let V be the D ×D matrix whose elements are given by

(V )m,n := ⟨m| V̂ |n⟩ = ⟨m|ψn⟩ , m, n = 1, 2, . . . , D (S19)

and V ′ be the D × (ξ + 1) submatrix of V whose elements given by

(V ′)m,n := ⟨m|ψn⟩ , m = 1, 2, . . . , D, n = 1, . . . , ξ + 1. (S20)

Since V ′ is obtained by deleting D − ξ − 1 columns of V , we have

κ(V̂ ) = κ(V ) ≥ κ(V ′) (S21)

from Proposition 2. To prove Theorem 2, we will show that

κ(V ′) >

√
1

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)Λ2
− 1

ξ + 1
. (S22)

For this purpose, we introduce the (ξ + 1)× (ξ + 1) positive-semidefinite Hermitian matrix,

P := (V ′)†V ′. (S23)

Then, we obtain

κ(V ′) =
σmax(V

′)

σmin(V ′)
=

√
λmax(P )

λmin(P )
, (S24)

where λmax(P ) and λmin(P ) are the maximum and minimum eigenvalue of P , respectively. Now we decompose P
into the sum of two (ξ + 1)× (ξ + 1) matrices P1 and P2 in the same way as the proof of Theorem 1:

P = P1 + P2, (S25)

P1 :=

⟨1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨1|ψξ+1⟩
...

. . .
...

⟨ξ|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ|ψξ+1⟩


†⟨1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨1|ψξ+1⟩

...
. . .

...
⟨ξ|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ|ψξ+1⟩

 , (S26)

P2 :=

⟨ξ + 1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ + 1|ψξ+1⟩
...

. . .
...

⟨D|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨D|ψξ+1⟩


†⟨ξ + 1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ + 1|ψξ+1⟩

...
. . .

...
⟨D|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨D|ψξ+1⟩

 . (S27)

Both of P1 and P2 are (ξ + 1)× (ξ + 1) positive-semidefinite Hermitian matrices, and P1 is of at most rank ξ, so the
minimum eigenvalue of P1 becomes zero:

λmin(P1) = 0. (S28)

From Proposition 3, we have

λmax(P ) ≥ λmax(P1) + λmin(P2) ≥ λmax(P1), (S29)

λmin(P ) ≤ λmin(P1) + λmax(P2) = λmax(P2), (S30)

which leads to

κ(V ′) ≥

√
λmax(P1)

λmax(P2)
. (S31)
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Now we evaluate λmax(P1) from below and λmax(P2) from above by employing the Λ-localization property of
|ψ1⟩ , . . . , |ψξ+1⟩. For λmax(P1), we have

λmax(P1) = σmax


⟨1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨1|ψξ+1⟩

...
. . .

...
⟨ξ|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ|ψξ+1⟩




2

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
⟨1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨1|ψξ+1⟩

...
. . .

...
⟨ξ|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ|ψξ+1⟩


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

(S32)

≥

∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
⟨1|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨1|ψξ+1⟩

...
. . .

...
⟨ξ|ψ1⟩ · · · ⟨ξ|ψξ+1⟩



1
0
...
0


∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

=

ξ∑
n=1

|⟨n|ψ1⟩|2 = 1−
D∑

n=ξ+1

|⟨n|ψ1⟩|2 (S33)

> 1− (D − ξ)Λ2. (S34)

For λmax(P2), we have

λmax(P2) ≤ TrP2 =

D∑
n=ξ+1

ξ+1∑
j=1

|⟨n|ψj⟩|2 < (ξ + 1)(D − ξ)Λ2, (S35)

because any eigenvalue of P2 is zero or positive. Thus, we eventually obtain

κ(V̂ ) ≥ κ(V ′) >

√
1− (D − ξ)Λ2

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)Λ2
=

√
1

(ξ + 1)(D − ξ)Λ2
− 1

ξ + 1
. (S36)

S5. SPECTRA OF INTERACTING FERMIONIC HATANO-NELSON MODEL UNDER THE PERIODIC
BOUNDARY CONDITION AND THE OPEN BOUNDARY CONDITION

The fermionic Hatano-Nelson model with interaction exhibits the spectrum change between the periodic and the
open boundary conditions [67]. Figure S2 shows the spectra of the fermionic Hatano-Nelson model with interaction
under the periodic and open boundary conditions: While the periodic boundary condition gives a complex spectrum,
the open boundary condition gives a real spectrum. This difference can be understood by a similarity transformation
called the imaginary gauge transformation. The similarity transformation is given by

R̂ =

L∏
j=1

(1 + (e−αj − 1)n̂j), (S37)

which maps the interacting non-Hermitian Hatano-Nelson model to a Hermitian one under the open boundary con-
dition [84],

R̂−1ĤiHNR̂ =

L−1∑
j=1

(
ĉ†j ĉj+1 + ĉ†j+1ĉj + Un̂j n̂j+1

)
. (S38)

Since the similarity transformation does not change the spectrum, we can conclude that the spectrum of the interacting
Hatano-Nelson model coincides with that of the Hermitian model, and thus it is real. We also note that Eq.(S38) does
not hold for the periodic boundary condition: The boundary terms connecting site L and site 1 remain non-Hermitian
even after the similarity transformation. Thus, the periodic boundary condition gives the interacting Hatano-Nelson
model a complex spectrum.

S6. ESTIMATION OF κ0 FOR THE INTERACTING FERMIONIC HATANO-NELSON MODEL

Here, we estimate κ0 for the interacting fermionic Hatano-Nelson model. For this purpose, we use the similarity
transformation in Eq.(S38). Using the similarity transformation, we can get the eigenstates |Ψm⟩ of the interacting
Hatano-Nelson model from the eigenstates |Φm⟩ of the Hermitian model on the right-hand side in Eq.(S38),

|Ψm⟩ = R̂ |Φm⟩ /∥R̂ |Φm⟩ ∥. (S39)
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FIG. S2. The spectra of the fermionic Hatano-Nelson model with interaction under the periodic boundary condition (PBC)
and the open boundary condition (OBC). The model parameters are α = 0.5, U = −1, L = 14, and N = L/2 (half-filling).
The two spectra are entirely different.

where we have normalized |Ψm⟩ as ⟨Ψm|Ψm⟩ = 1. Then, we have

⟨n|Ψm⟩ = ⟨n|R̂ |Φm⟩ /∥R̂ |Φm⟩ ∥

=

∑
p ⟨n| R̂ |p⟩ ⟨p|Φm⟩

∥
∑

q R̂ |q⟩ ⟨q|Φm⟩ ∥

=
⟨n| R̂ |n⟩ ⟨n|Φm⟩

∥
∑

q R̂ |q⟩ ⟨q|Φm⟩ ∥
, (S40)

where (|n⟩)n is the Fock basis with the particle number N and we have used the fact that |n⟩ is an eigenstate of R̂.
As mentioned in the main text, we arrange the Fock basis as

| ⟨1|Ψ1⟩ | ≥ | ⟨2|Ψ1⟩ | ≥ · · · ≥ | ⟨dimFN |Ψ1⟩ |, (S41)

where we have chosen Ψ1 as the reference state. Assuming that no particular localization occurs in the eigenstates
Φm of the Hermitian Hamiltonian, the coefficient ⟨n|R̂|n⟩ in Eq.(S40) determines the order of the Fock basis. Then,
noting that

max
n

⟨n|R̂|n⟩ = exp

−α
N∑
j=1

j

 , min
n

⟨n|R̂|n⟩ = exp

−α
L∑

j=L−N+1

j

 , (α > 0) (S42)

we can evaluate | ⟨dimFN |Ψm⟩ | as

| ⟨dimFN |Ψm⟩ | = | ⟨dimFN | R̂ |dimFN ⟩ ⟨dimFN |Φm⟩ |
∥
∑

q R̂ |q⟩ ⟨q|Φm⟩ ∥

∼
exp

(
−α

∑L
j=L−N+1 j

)
∥R̂ |1⟩ ∥

=
exp

(
−α

∑L
j=L−N+1 j

)
exp

(
−α

∑N
j=1 j

) = exp(αN(L−N)), (S43)

for α > 0 and L≫ 1. As a result, we have the estimation of κ0 in the main text:

κ0 ∼ exp(αN(L−N))/
√
dimFN . (S44)
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S7. EVOLUTION OF SURVIVAL PROBABILITY

In this section, we show that the survival probability in the main text satisfies

P (t; ρ̂init) = Tr
(
e−iĤeff tρ̂inite

iĤ†
eff t
)
. (S45)

We derive this equation from the Lindblad equation,

∂ρ̂

∂t
= −i(Ĥ0ρ̂− ρ̂Ĥ0) +

∑
r

(
L̂rρ̂L̂

†
r −

1

2
{L̂†

rL̂r, ρ̂}
)

= −i(Ĥeff ρ̂− ρ̂Ĥ†
eff) +

∑
r

L̂rρ̂L̂
†
r. (S46)

with the effective Hamiltonian Ĥeff is defined by

Ĥeff = Ĥ0 −
i

2

∑
r

L̂†
rL̂r. (S47)

We impose the following two conditions on the Lindblad equation:

• The Hermitian Hamiltonian Ĥ0 preserves the particle number N̂ :

[Ĥ0, N̂ ] = 0, N̂ =

L∑
j=1

ĉ†j ĉj . (S48)

• The Lindblad operator L̂r gives an nr-body loss (nr ̸= 0):

L̂r =
∑

j1,...,jnr

dj1,...,jnr

nr∏
α=1

ĉjα
(
dj1,...,jnr

∈ C
)
. (S49)

The operators Ĥ0 and L̂r in the main text satisfy these conditions. Let P̂N be the orthogonal projection onto the
N -particle Fock space FN . For N > L, we define P̂N := 0 for convenience. Since we have

P̂N P̂N ′ = δN,N ′ P̂N ,
∑
N

P̂N = Î , (S50)

any operator Â can be recast into

Â =
(
P̂0 P̂1 P̂2 · · ·

)

Â0,0 Â0,1 Â0,2 · · ·
Â1,0 Â1,1 Â1,2 · · ·
Â2,0 Â2,1 Â2,2 · · ·
...

...
...

. . .



P̂0

P̂1

P̂2

...

 , Âm,n := P̂mÂP̂n. (S51)

If the initial state ρ̂init consists of N -particles, we have ρ̂init = P̂N ρ̂initP̂N . Then, the survival probability is of the
form

P (t; ρ̂init) = Tr(P̂N ρ̂(t)P̂N ) = Tr(ρ̂N,N (t)), (S52)

from the definition. Now, we consider the time evolution of ρ̂m,n = P̂mρ̂P̂n. Since we have

P̂N ĉj = ĉjP̂N+1, ĉ†jP̂N = P̂N+1ĉ
†
j (S53)

and thus

[Ĥeff , P̂N ] = 0, P̂N L̂r = L̂rP̂N+nr
, L̂†

rP̂N = P̂N+nr
L̂†
r, (S54)
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it holds that

∂ρ̂m,n

∂t
= −iP̂m

(
Ĥeff ρ̂− ρ̂Ĥ†

eff

)
P̂n +

∑
r

P̂mL̂rρ̂L̂
†
rP̂n

= −i
(
Ĥeff ρ̂m,n − ρ̂m,nĤ

†
eff

)
+
∑
r

L̂rρ̂m+nr,n+nr
L̂†
r. (S55)

Then, by introducing

ρ̂′(t) := eiĤeff tρ̂(t)e−iĤ†
eff t, (S56)

the time evolution equation (S55) reads

∂ρ̂′m,n

∂t
= eiĤeff t

(∑
r

L̂rρ̂m+nr,n+nr
(t)L̂†

r

)
e−iĤ†

eff t (S57)

=
∑
r

L̂′
r(t)ρ̂

′
m+nr,n+nr

(t)L̂′
r(t)

†, (S58)

with L̂′
r(t) := eiĤeff tL̂re

−iĤ†
eff t. The solution of this equation is given by

ρ̂′m,n(t0) = ρ̂m,n(0) +

∫ t0

0

dt1
∑
r1

L̂′
r1(t1)ρ̂

′
m+nr1

,n+nr1
(t1)L̂

′
r1(t1)

† (S59)

= ρ̂m,n(0) +

∞∑
k=1

∑
r1,...rk

∫ t0

0

dt1 · · ·
∫ tk−1

0

dtk

×
(
L̂′
r1(t1) · · · L̂

′
rk
(tk)

)
ρ̂m+nr1

+···+nrk
,n+nr1

+···+nrk
(0)
(
L̂′
r1(t1) · · · L̂

′
rk
(tk)

)†
.

(S60)

If we take ρ̂(0) = ρ̂init = P̂N ρ̂initP̂N and m = n = N , ρ̂m+nr1+···+nrk
,n+nr1+···+nrk

(0) in the second term of the above
equation vanishes. Thus, we obtain

ρ̂′N,N (t) = ρ̂N,N (0), i .e., ρ̂N,N (t) = e−iĤeff tρ̂N,N (0)eiĤ
†
eff t = e−iĤeff tρ̂inite

iĤ†
eff t, (S61)

which leads to Eq.(S45).
Note that whereas the above derivation employs the full Lindblad equation in Eq. (S46), only the effective Hamilto-

nian Ĥeff governs the survival probability. The quantum jump term
∑

r L̂rρ̂L̂
†
r in Eq.(S46) is irrelevant to the survival

probability since it changes the total particle number.

S8. EXPERIMENTAL FEASIBILITY OF FOCK SPACE SKIN EFFECT IN ULTRACOLD FERMIONIC
GASES

In this section, we discuss the experimental feasibility of the Fock space skin effect in ultracold fermionic gases on
an optical lattice.

In the main text, we consider an open quantum system governed by the Lindblad equation

∂ρ̂

∂t
= −i(Ĥ0ρ̂− ρ̂Ĥ0) +

∑
r

(
L̂rρ̂L̂

†
r −

1

2
{L̂†

rL̂r, ρ̂}
)

= −i(Ĥeff ρ̂− ρ̂Ĥ†
eff) +

∑
r

L̂rρ̂L̂
†
r. (S62)

Here the Hermitian Hamiltonian Ĥ0 and the Lindblad operator L̂r are given by

Ĥ0 =

L−1∑
j=1

(
coshα(ĉ†j ĉj+1 + ĉ†j+1ĉj) + Un̂j n̂j+1

)
,

L̂j =
√
2 sinhα(ĉj + iĉj+1) (j = 1, 2, . . . , L− 1),

L̂0 =
√
2 sinhαĉ1, L̂L =

√
2 sinhαĉL, (S63)
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which lead to the effective Hamiltonian

Ĥeff = Ĥ0 −
i

2

∑
r

L̂†
rL̂r =

L−1∑
j=1

(
eαĉ†j ĉj+1 + e−αĉ†j+1ĉj + Un̂j n̂j+1

)
− 2i sinhαN̂. (S64)

We first discuss how to realize the above system. We consider ultracold fermionic gases on an optical lattice. Then, we
can obtain the nearest neighbor density-density interaction in Ĥ0 via the dipole-dipole couplings reported in fermionic
KRb molecules [112–114], fermionic and bosonic Dy atoms [115], and fermionic NaK molecules [116]. Following a

theoretical proposal in Appendix F of Ref. [18], we also get the one-body losses L̂j ∝ ĉj + iĉj+1 on the basis of
reservoir engineering. Combining these techniques, we prepare the experimental platform for the open quantum
system in Eq. (S63).

Next, we propose a protocol for measuring the norm dynamics ∥e−iĤeff t∥, which exhibits the transient slow dynamics
as mentioned in the main text. The goal in the protocol is to obtain the survival probability P (t, ρ̂init). The intended
protocol is as follows.

1. Prepare an initial pure state |Ψinit⟩ with the total particle number N .

2. Introduce the density-density interaction and the dissipation in Eq. (S63) and develop the quantum state under
the Lindblad equation in Eq.(S62).

3. After the time interval t, turn off the dissipation and count the total particle number of the system. In many-
body ultracold gases, one can employ the quantum gas microscope technique [117] to count the total number of
the surviving particles on the optical lattice.

4. Repeat the procedure above (step 2 to 3) for a fixed |Ψinit⟩ and obtain the survival probability P (t; ρ̂init =
|Ψinit⟩ ⟨Ψinit|) as the ratio of the trials where the total particle number does not change after the interval t to
all the trials.

5. Change the time interval t into various values, and then evaluate P (t; |Ψinit⟩ ⟨Ψinit|) as a function of t.

We discuss the optimal initial pure state |Ψinit⟩ to observe the slow dynamics by the Fock space skin effect. From
Eq.(S45) in Sec. S7, the survival probability obeys

P (t; |Ψinit⟩⟨Ψinit|) = Tr
(
e−iĤeff t|Ψinit⟩⟨Ψinit|eiĤeff t

)
= ∥e−iĤeff t|Ψinit⟩∥2

≤ ∥e−iĤeff t∥2. (S65)

The equality in the last equation holds if we choose the right singular vector associated with the maximum singular

value of e−iĤeff t as an initial state: Let |Ψmax(t)⟩ and |Ψmax(t)⟩⟩ be the right- and left-singular vectors associated

with the maximum singular value of the operator e−iĤeff t. Then because ∥e−iĤeff t∥ is the maximum singular value of

e−iĤeff t, we have

e−iĤeff t |Ψmax(t)⟩ = ∥e−iĤeff t∥|Ψmax(t)⟩⟩, ∥|Ψmax(t)⟩∥ = ∥|Ψmax(t)⟩⟩∥ = 1, (S66)

which leads to equality in the last equation in Eq.(S65). Thus, we can optimize the survival probability at t by
choosing Ψmax(t) as the initial state.
Now consider the initial state Ψmax(s), which saturates the inequality in Eq. (S65) at t = s. Then, as we have√

P (t; |Ψmax(s)⟩ ⟨Ψmax(s)|) ≤ ∥e−iĤeff t∥, (S67)

where the equality holds at t = s, ∥e−iĤeff t∥ is an envelope of curves for
√
P (t; |Ψmax(s)⟩ ⟨Ψmax(s)|) with all possible

s > 0. The determination of the envelope requires an infinite number of initial states strictly speaking, but in practice,
we only need a few initial states. Since the slow dynamics are manifest only until the order of the relaxation time τ ,
as discussed in the main text, the curve connecting the maximum of

√
P (t; |Ψmax(s)⟩ ⟨Ψmax(s)|) for a few different

s ≤ O(τ) well approximates the envelope ∥e−iĤeff t∥, as illustrated in Fig. S3. The curve shows a deviation from the

upper bound κ(V̂ )e−Nt sinhα until t ∼ 4, indicating the slow dynamics. Here, we would like to remark that an exact
preparation of the optimal initial state Ψmax is unnecessary in this protocol. If an initial state Ψinit substantially
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FIG. S3. The time evolution of the square root of the survival probabilities P (t; |Ψmax(s)⟩ ⟨Ψmax(s)|) for s = 1, 4, 7 (the blue,
orange, and green solid lines, respectively) and the curve connecting the maximum value of them at each t (the black dashed
line). We use the model in Eqs. (S62) and (S63) [α = 0.5, U = −1.0, N = L/2 = 4 (half-filling)]. The brown dashed line is the

upper bound κ(V̂ )e−2Nt sinhα of ∥e−iĤeff t∥.

overlaps with Ψmax, then one can use it as the optimal initial state. One can check the overlap with Ψmax by numerical
simulations.

Finally, we comment on the experimental relevance of measuring the survival probability. As shown in Fig.S3, the
survival probability eventually decays exponentially. Still, we can observe the Fock space skin effect-induced slow
dynamics of the survival probability for moderate system size. This is because the Fock space skin effect slows the
earlier time dynamics of the survival probability, not a later one. Thus, the effect can be manifest in experiments
before the system fully decays.
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