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The non-Hermitian paradigm of quantum systems displays salient features drastically different
from Hermitian counterparts. In this work, we focus on one such aspect, the difference of evolving
quantum ensembles under Hnh (right ensemble) versus its Hermitian conjugate, H

†
nh (left ensem-

ble). We propose a formalism that quantifies the (dis-)similarity of these right and left ensembles, for
single- as well as many-particle quantum properties. Such a comparison gives us a scope to measure
the extent to which non-Hermiticity gets translated from the Hamiltonian into physically observable
properties. We test the formalism in two cases: First, we construct a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
using a set of imperfect Bell states, showing that the non-Hermiticity of the Hamiltonian does not
automatically comply with the non-Hermiticity at the level of observables. Second, we study the
interacting Hatano–Nelson model with asymmetric hopping as a paradigmatic quantum many-body
Hamiltonian. Interestingly, we identify situations where the measures of non-Hermiticity computed
for the Hamiltonian, for single-, and for many-particle quantum properties behave distinctly from
each other. Thus, different notions of non-Hermiticity can become useful in different physical sce-
narios. Furthermore, we demonstrate that the measures can mark the model’s Parity–Time (PT)
symmetry-breaking transition. Our findings can be instrumental in unveiling new exotic quantum
phases of non-Hermitian quantum many-body systems as well as in preparing resourceful states for
quantum technologies.

I. INTRODUCTION

The non-Hermitian paradigm of quantum systems,
though often challenging our common understanding and
interpretation of properties related to physical systems,
may appear naturally as a result of valid physical pro-
cesses. For instance, it may emerge via ubiquitous effects
of noise in real quantum systems [1–3] or constrained
dynamics realized via suppressing the quantum jumps
in dissipative quantum dynamics [4–7]. In recent years,
many concepts of Hermitian systems have been gen-
eralized to the non-Hermitian context, including bulk-
boundary correspondence [8], topological characteriza-
tion of non-Hermitian systems [9, 10], eigenstate thermal-
ization [11, 12], many-body localization [13], etc. More-
over, apart from fundamental aspects, recent works also
highlight promising applications of the non-Hermitian
framework in the context of quantum technologies, such
as in quantum thermal machines exploiting exceptional
points [14] or enhanced quantum sensing [15–19]. De-
spite this importance, many fundamental aspects of non-
Hermitian systems are still unclear. For instance, for
a non-Hermitian system there exist different choices of
eigenbasis (right, left, or mixed basis), which can yield
results that lack a proper physical interpretation [20–
22]. Even more, there is no clear framework how to
quantify, using physically observable properties, the non-
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Hermiticity of a given system.
Here, we present such a framework. To provide a con-
cise overview, we briefly anticipate its main features,
while we discuss its details in the bulk of the article. As is
well known, the left and right eigenvectors diagonalizing
a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian Hnh =

∑
m λm|Rm⟩⟨Lm|,

obeying Hnh|Rm⟩ = λm|Rm⟩, ⟨Lm|Hnh = ⟨Lm|λm, and
⟨Lm|Rn⟩ = δmn, can in general be distinct, ⟨Lm| ̸=
(|Rm⟩)†. As we discuss, the evolution generated by Hnh
leads an initial state to ensembles of right eigenvec-
tors (including, e.g., single eigenstates reachable at large

times), ρRR(t) =
e−itHnhρine

itH
†
nh

Tr[e−itHnhρine
itH

†
nh ]
, such that observ-

ables measured on the system will physically be of the
form ⟨R|Ô|R⟩. In contrast, the evolution governed by
H†nh leads to ensembles of left eigenvectors, ρLL(t) =
e
−itH†

nhρine
itHnh

Tr[e−itH
†
nhρineitHnh ]

, and thus to expectation values of the

form ⟨L|Ô|L⟩. As we further show, the dynamics under
any non-Hermitian Hamiltonian Hnh can be modeled as
an effect of complete quantum measurements and subse-
quent post-selection of the results, giving a clear physical
meaning to these expectation values in terms of observ-
able properties. Unlike the Hermitian case, the evolu-
tion governed by Hnh and H

†
nh may lead to results that

can significantly differ from each other, due to a rich in-
terplay between potentially complex λm and/or the dif-
ference between {|Rm⟩} and {⟨Lm|}. Our aim is to de-
sign measures that systematically capture these differ-
ences between Hnh and H

†
nh, and thus quantify the non-

Hermiticity of the system through observable properties.
As a first measure, we introduce the “Hamiltonian non-
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Figure 1. Behavior of degree of non-Hermiticity computed us-

ing D = ||Hnh−H
†
nh
||

||Hnh||
for two different non-Hermitian Hamil-

tonians. (a) Behavior of D for HBellnh constructed using a set
of imperfect Bell states as defined in Eqs. (16) and (17). For
each value of the non-Hermiticity parameter ᾱ = 1 − α, we
plot the maximum (Dmax, blue) and the minimum (Dmin, red)
within 1000 random realizations of the Hamiltonian obtained
by choosing its energy eigenvalues {λm} from a Gaussian dis-
tribution with zero mean and unit variance. While Dmin in-
creases only slowly and under strong fluctuations, Dmax ex-
hibits a clear monotonic growth with ᾱ. (b) Behavior of D for
the interacting non-Hermitian Hatano–Nelson model (HHNnh ).
At low values of interaction V ,D increases monotonically with
asymmetric coupling χ and saturates to D ≈ 2. However, even
for moderately large values of V , D takes a significant non-
zero value only beyond a threshold coupling, χc. Further, be-
yond V ≳ 103, D remains zero for all values of χ considered in
our analysis. In other words, under strong interactions the dis-
tance betweenHHNnh and (H

HN
nh )

† becomes insignificant in com-
parison to the norm of HHNnh (see also Fig. 6 in Appendix C).
The white circles correspond to the PT symmetry-breaking
transition of the model marked by non-analytic behavior of
the finite-size level-spacing ∆01 := Re(λ1 − λ0) (inset: ∆01
versus V for fixed χ = 2.5). There is a striking agreement
between the regions where D drops and non-analyticities in
∆01. The data is reported for N = 12 sites, half-filling, and
with anti-periodic boundary conditions.

Hermiticity” D = ||Hnh−H†nh||
||Hnh|| , where ||.|| is the opera-

tor norm. This quantifier relies on knowledge of the full
model Hamiltonian. In order to make non-Hermiticity
more easily accessible, we further define the “non-
Hermiticity score” as SCFnh = |FRR[ρRR] − FLL[ρLL]|.
This score quantifies the non-Hermiticity at the level of
any physical state-dependent function F [.] related to the
model by measuring the difference when evaluating F [.]
for the state evolved under Hnh versus the one evolved
under H†nh.

The above formalism opens up the possibility to an-
alyze to what extent the degree of non-Hermiticity of
the Hamiltonian Hnh gets translated to the behavior of
physically observable quantities. Moreover, we find situ-
ations where the Hamiltonian non-Hermiticity is small
(due to a term with a large norm) while the non-
Hermiticity score of simple observables is large, and vice

versa. Thus, different non-Hermiticity quantifiers comple-
ment each other, being able to reveal different notions of
non-Hermiticity. Furthermore, as we demonstrate in our
work, the scores may become instrumental in marking
non-Hermitian phase transitions.
The rest of this article is organized as follows. In
Sec. II, we introduce the formalism that provides an oper-
ational interpretation of dynamical evolution under any
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian, unveil the physical mean-
ing of the right and left eigenvectors associated with a
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian, and introduce the quanti-
fiers “Hamiltonian non-Hermiticity” as well as the “non-
Hermiticity score.” In Sec. III, we illustrate the frame-
work, first at the example of a non-Hermitian Hamil-
tonian constructed using a set of imperfect Bell states.
Subsequently, we discuss the behavior in the interact-
ing Hatano–Nelson model with asymmetric hopping, for
which we compare non-Hermiticity of the model Hamil-
tonian and the non-Hermiticity score for single- as well
as multi-site properties. Finally, in Sec. IV, we conclude
with a brief discussion.

II. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

In this section, we provide the theoretical framework
for quantifying non-Hermiticity of a quantum system.
We first discuss an operational interpretation of non-
Hermitian dynamics as application of positive opera-
tor valued measurement on the system which is fol-
lowed by a postselection. This interpretation shows that
the resulting time-evolved state has a valid (albeit non-
normalized) probability distribution, meaning observ-
ables can be measured and a physical meaning can be
associated to them. Then, we show that the natural en-
semble to evaluate expectation values is the ensemble of
right and left eigenvectors for dynamics generated under
Hnh and H

†
nh, respectively. Finally, this naturally leads

us to two (not necessarily equivalent) ways to quantify
non-Hermiticity of a quantum system: through the differ-
ence between the matrices Hnh and H

†
nh, and—perhaps

more physically accessible—through the differences be-
tween expectation values reached by the evolution gen-
erated by Hnh and its hermitian conjugate.

A. Operational interpretation of dynamics under
any non-Hermitian evolution

We start our discussion by providing an operational
interpretation of dynamics governed by any generic non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian Hnh. Let us consider a general
quantum state

ρ(t) =
∑
λ

pλP̂λ, (1)

where P̂λ is a non-negative operator, P̂λ = L̂
†
λL̂λ, and

pλ  0 and
∑
λ pλ = 1. Now, a dynamical evolution of
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the above state under any map [23] would result in

ρ(t+ δt) =
∑
m

Km(δt)ρ(t)K†m(δt) =
∑
λ

pλ
ˆ̃Pλ, (2)

where
∑
mK†mKm = I and ˆ̃Pλ =∑

mKm(δt)L
†
λLλK†m(δt) is again a positive opera-

tor (because each summand KmL†λLλK†m is), with
ˆ̃Pλ  0 and

∑
λ
ˆ̃Pλ = I.

We now consider a constrained evolution by projecting
the evolved state ρ(t+ δt) onto a subspace,

ρ̃(t+ δt) = Pρ(t+ δt)P =
∑
λ

pλMλ , (3)

where Mλ = P ˆ̃PλP. In the case where P ≠ I (i.e., a
projector onto a true subspace of the full Hilbert space),
we have

∑
λMλ ̸= I. The subspace restriction thus can

lead to a loss of norm, Tr(ρ̃(t + δt)) ¬ 1. Nevertheless,
ρ̃(t+ δt) satisfies all the necessary conditions for a valid
quantum state in the language of kinematic evolution:

(i) Positive operator:We haveMλ  0 and pλ 
0. This implies ρ̃(t+ δt)  0.

(ii) Positive measurement probabilities: If we
measure some quantum observable Ô =

∑
ℓ aℓOℓ,

the probabilities of distinct outcomes aℓ are pos-
itive, since using (i) we have pℓ ≡ Tr(Oℓρ̃(t +
δt)Oℓ)  0.

Thus, while
∑
ℓ pℓ = Tr(ρ̃(t+ δt)) ¬ 1 is possible, proba-

bilities of obtaining measurement results are always pos-
itive as expected from a physical observable. The re-
maining probability is associated to the cases where the
system has leaked out into the subspace not considered
(given by projector I − P). Hence, one can always as-
sign an “operational meaning” or dynamical interpreta-
tion to any quantum state that satisfies the above two
conditions. Before computing a quantity related to the
system, it can be useful to normalize the quantum state
ρ̃(t+ δt), as we do throughout this paper, so as to obtain
the probabilities conditioned on the system being in the
subspace, which sum up to identity.
We now show that the evolution under an arbitrary
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian Hnh, defined on the system’s
Hilbert space HS, can be written as a Kraus map acting
on an extended space including an ancilla, HS⊗HA, fol-
lowed by a suitable projection. I.e., the evolution under
any non-Hermitian Hamiltonian takes the form given by
Eq. (3). The ancilla can be considered as any generic
system ranging from qubits to bosonic baths. For the il-
lustration purpose, here we consider it to be a qubit.
We start by constructing the evolution to leading or-
der in a small time step δt, from which we obtain the
continuous time evolution in the limit δt → 0. Given
any Hnh, one can always define the operators K0 =
(IS − iHnhδt) ⊗ IA and K1 =

√
δt(H†nh −Hnh) ⊗ σxA

acting in HS ⊗ HA. Here, σxA is the Pauli matrix and
K†0K0 +K

†
1K1 = I+O(δt2). The dynamical evolution of

an initial state operator ρ(t) acting on HS ⊗HA is given
by

ρ(t+ δt) = K0ρ(t)K†0 +K1ρ(t)K
†
1 . (4)

This evolution describes a Master equation with jump op-
erators K1 and is in the Kraus form as given in Eq. (2).
(Note that the considered form of the operators K0 and
K1 is not unique; in particular, a specific physical im-
plementation yielding the same Hnh may be described
microscopically by a different set of Kraus or unitary op-
erators [24–29].)
To obtain the desired evolution, we assume the ancilla
qubit to be initialized in the |0⟩⟨0| state. We then employ
dynamical evolution under the above map. Afterwards,
we project the evolved state back onto P0 = |0⟩⟨0|. This
amounts to using the qubit as a “flag” permitting post-
selection onto the no-jump trajectory [5, 30]. The result
is

P0ρ(t+ δt)P0 = P0K0(ρS(t)⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)K†0P0
+P0K1(ρS(t)⊗ |0⟩⟨0|)K†1P0

= (IS − iHnhδt)ρS(t)(IS + iH†nhδt)⊗ |0⟩⟨0|
+O(δt2). (5)

Therefore, in the limit of a small time step δt, the sys-
tem undergoes the non-Hermitian evolution given by
e−itHnhρSe

itH†nh , whereas the ancilla remains in the ini-
tialized |0⟩⟨0| state. One can see this evolution as a
quantum-Zeno effect, generated by the continuous mon-
itoring described by P0, and which freezes the ancilla to
the |0⟩⟨0| state. As is typical for the quantum-Zeno ef-
fect, the system undergoes a non-Hermitian evolution,
describing the loss of norm out of the Zeno subspace [31–
33].
In summary, if we consider a quantum system evolved
under the effect of an arbitrary non-Hermitian system, we
can always assign an operational meaning to the evolved
states: they can be understood as quantum states origi-
nated due to the action of a constrained dynamical evo-
lution manifested using complete quantum measurement
and postselection of the results. This interpretation shows
that the resulting time-evolved state has a valid proba-
bility distribution, meaning observables can be measured
and a physical meaning can be associated to them.

B. Interpreting the eigenbasis of Hnh

As mentioned in the introduction, to compute phys-
ically relevant quantities of any non-Hermitian system,
the non-unique choice of basis states often leads to
anomalous behavior. In this section, we argue that expec-
tation values evaluated in the right and left eigenvectors
of the model have a valid physical origin [12, 34].
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Let us consider a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian Hnh ex-
pressed in the biorthogonal basis

Hnh =
∑
m

λm|Rm⟩⟨Lm|, (6)

where ⟨Lm|Rn⟩ = δmn and the set of right (left) eigen-
vectors {|Rm⟩} ({⟨Ln|}) are not necessarily orthonormal.
We now consider the evolution it generates,

ρRR(t) = e−iHnhtρineitH
†
nh ,

=
∑
i

e−i(λm−λ
∗
n)tamn|Rm⟩⟨Rn|, (7)

where amn = ⟨Lm|ρin|Ln⟩. We can distinguish three
situations.

1. All the λm’s have non-vanishing imaginary part
with a non-degenerate max{ℑ[λm̃]} = λ.
Under this condition, Eq. (7) can be rewritten as

ρRR(t) =
∑
m

e2tℑ[λm]amm|Rm⟩⟨Rm| (8)

+
∑
m ̸=n

e−it(λm−λ
∗
n)amn|Rm⟩⟨Rn|.

At large times, ρRR(t) eventually converges to the right
eigenvector with slowest decay rate [5, 34],

ρRR(t)
t→∞−−−→ e2tλam̃m̃|Rm̃⟩⟨Rm̃|. (9)

In general, physical expectation values are given
by Tr(ρRR(t)Ô). Taking the trace in the biorthog-
onal basis that satisfies the completeness relation∑
m |Rm⟩⟨Lm| = I, and using the relation ⟨Rn|Lk⟩ = δnk,
we thus find physical observables will be obtained from
the expectation values ⟨Rm̃|Ô|Rm̃⟩.

2. All λm’s are real (Parity-Time symmetric case).
In this case, Eq. (7) reduces to

ρRR(t) =
∑
m

amm|Rm⟩⟨Rm|

+ amn
∑
m ̸=n

e−it(λm−λn)|Rm⟩⟨Rn| . (10)

This situation resembles the Hermitian case; neglecting
resonances, the off-diagonal fluctuations are suppressed
at large times, resulting in a diagonal ensemble consisting
of the right eigenvectors given by

ρRR(t)
t→∞−−−→

∑
m

amm|Rm⟩⟨Rm|. (11)

Similar to the previous case, here also the observables at
long times are determined by (suitably weighted) matrix
elements ⟨Rm|Ô|Rm⟩ in the right eigenbasis.

3. Arbitrary non-Hermitian time evolution.

In the general scenario, an observable Ô undergoes the
evolution

Tr(ÔρRR(t)) =
∑
mn

e−it(λm−λ
∗
n)amn⟨Rn|Ô|Rm⟩ .(12)

While the expression is more complicated, the matrix
elements of the observable are still determined by the
right eigenvectors, while the left eigenvectors enter
through the overlap with the initial state via amn.

All the scenarios considered above illustrate the phys-
ical origin of expectation values evaluated in the right
eigenvectors of the model. A similar analysis with H†nh
justifies the same reasoning for the left eigenvectors
({⟨Lm|}). As these considerations also show, while possi-
bly containing interesting properties of the model [34],
terms like ⟨Rm|Ô|Ln⟩ do not naturally appear in the
evaluation of physical quantities for the quantum state
evolved under any generic non-Hermitian dynamics.

C. Non-Hermiticity quantifiers

The above considerations put us into the position to
introduce two (nonequivalent) ways of quantifying non-
Hermiticity through the full Hamiltonian or through ob-
servables.

1. Hamiltonian non-Hermiticity

As a first measure, we introduce the “Hamiltonian non-
Hermiticity” (see also Fig. 1). It puts the qualitative no-
tion of comparing a system Hamiltonian and its Hermi-
tian conjugate onto quantitative grounds. We define it
as

D =
||Hnh −H†nh||
||Hnh||

, (13)

where ||.|| is the operator norm. This measure quanti-
fies the distance between a model Hamiltonian Hnh and
its Hermitian conjugate. It naturally vanishes for Hermi-
tian systems. We find it most useful to normalize D to
the norm of Hnh, in order to avoid attributing signifi-
cant non-Hermiticity to systems that are actually dom-
inated by a large Hermitian part (see also Appendix C
for a discussion about the unnormalized version). While
it captures properties that the entire model system can
in principle assume, quantifying non-Hermiticity via D
requires access to the full Hamiltonian matrix.

2. Non-Hermiticity score of observables

For practical purposes (in numerics or experiment), it
may be of interest to construct quantifiers that—in con-
trast to D—rely only on the use of observables. To this
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end, we introduce the notion of “non-Hermiticity score”
of an observable, defined as

SCFnh = |FRR[ρRR]−FLL[ρLL]| . (14)

This score quantifies the non-Hermiticity at the level of
any computable physical quantity related to the model.
It measures the difference of a state-dependent function
F [.] when evaluated for the state evolved under Hnh or
under H†nh, which as discussed above lead to ensembles
of right or left eigenvectors (ρRR(t) or ρLL(t)), respec-
tively. As illustrated in the next section, one can choose
for F [.] single-body observables such as local magneti-
zation or occupations as well as many-body observables
such as von-Neumann entropy or purity. Following the
discussions in Sec. II A, the corresponding expectation
values are well-defined. The non-Hermiticity score thus
expresses how much the non-Hermiticity of the model
Hamiltonian is concretely translated into physical observ-
ables in a given time evolution.
Following also the discussion in Sec. II B, the density
matrices ρRR and ρLL used to evaluate the score can rep-
resent the snapshot of a system at a given evolution time
(see also Fig. 3 below) or they can correspond to individ-
ual eigenstates (Figs. 2). For the latter case, sometimes
the non-Hermiticity score can depend significantly on the
choice of eigenvectors. To have a state-independent anal-
ysis that captures the behavior across the spectrum, we
can reformulate the non-Hermiticity score of Eq. (14) as
a well-defined distance measure, given by

||SCFnh||p =
(∑
i=1

(
SCFnh[i]

)p) 1p
. (15)

This quantity is nothing but the p-norm
of the vector SCFnh with elements SCFnh =
{SCFnh[1], SC

F
nh[2], . . . , SC

F
nh[D]}, where SCFnh[k]

denotes the non-Hermiticity score computed for the
k-th eigenstate of the model, and D corresponds to the
Hilbert space dimension. In our case, we will illustrate
the results obtained for the case p → ∞ (see Fig. 4),
for which the above definition reduces to the infinity
norm, ||SCFnh||∞ = maxi SC

F
nh[i], which is the maximum

value of the non-Hermiticity score computed over all the
eigenstates of the model.
At the opposite limit, p→ 0+, one obtains the 0-norm,
which counts the number of eigenvectors with non-zero
non-Hermiticity score and thus captures the qualitative
behavior across the entire spectrum. In our analysis be-
low, for convenience we use a numerical threshold EFTh,
counting the total number of elements of SCFnh with the
condition SCFnh[k]  EFTh. We denote the corresponding
score by GF . An example is plotted in Fig. 5.

III. ILLUSTRATION AT MODEL SYSTEMS

We are now equipped with ways to quantify the non-
Hermiticity of a quantum system. In this section, we illus-

trate their behavior at two models. The first example has
a quantum information-theoretic origin, namely, a non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian constructed using a set of imper-
fect Bell states. In the second example, we consider a
many-body Hamiltonian, the interacting Hatano–Nelson
model, where non-Hermiticity is incorporated via asym-
metric hopping between the sites. The findings related to
both models highlight the inequivalency between differ-
ent notions of non-Hermiticity.

A. Non-Hermitian model construed using
imperfect Bell state

In order to introduce the first example of the non-
Hermitian Hamiltonian that we have considered in our
work, we present a set of “imperfect” Bell states char-
acterized by the parameter α (0 < α < 1) and having
the following mathematical form when expressed in the
computational basis, given by

|R1,2⟩ =
( 1α − 1)|00⟩+ (|00⟩ ± |11⟩)√

1 + 1
α2

,

|R3,4⟩ =
(1− α)|00⟩+ (|01⟩ ± |10⟩)√

(1− α)2 + 2
. (16)

For α = 1, the above set of states reduces to the perfect
set of Bell states, |Ψ±⟩ = |00⟩±|11⟩√

2
, and |Φ±⟩ = |01⟩±|10⟩√

2
.

It can be prepared employing Bell state measurements
(BSM) that project two qubits onto one of the four max-
imally entangled Bell states, which has been efficiently
realized in atomic [35] and optical platforms [36]. Imper-
fect Bell states such as the above could be the result of
preparation in a non-ideal BSM setup.
The non-Hermitian Hamiltonian (HBellnh ) is constructed
by choosing the imperfect Bell states as the set of right
eigenvectors. Subsequently, the set of left eigenvectors
can be obtained from the inverse of a matrix whose
columns are the vectors {|Rm⟩}. The unnormalized left
eigenvectors are

|L1,2⟩ =
√
1 + α2

2
(|00⟩+ (α− 1)|01⟩ ± 1

α
|11⟩),

|L3,4⟩ =
√
(1− α)2 + 2
2

(|01⟩ ± |10⟩) . (17)

One can easily verify that the above vectors form a
biorthonormal basis satisfying the relation

⟨Lm|Rn⟩ = δmn , ⟨Rm|Rm⟩ = 1. (18)

We now construct a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian using
the basis states described in Eqs. (16) and (17) as

HBellnh =
∑
m

λm|Rm⟩⟨Lm| , (19)

where we choose the λm as real numbers [37], sampled
from independent Gaussian distributions with zero
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Figure 2. Non-Hermiticity at the level of single- and two-site
quantum properties of the model constructed using imperfect
Bell states. (a) Non-Hermiticity score SCmz of a single-site
quantum property, the z-magnetization, computed for both
right as well as left eigenvectors. The maximum and the min-
imum (SCmzk ) values of the score are obtained for k ∈ 1, 2
and k ∈ 3, 4, respectively. In both cases, the behavior remains
qualitatively the same as the Hamiltonian non-Hermiticity
shown in Fig. 1(a). (b) Entanglement score, SCS , obtained
for the von Neumann entropy. Interestingly, the behavior ob-
tained for quantum entanglement differs from the single-site
score. In particular, unlike SCmz , SCSk attains its minimum
value for k = 1, 2 and becomes maximum for k = 3, 4.
Moreover, though SCSk=3,4 shows monotonic growth similar
to SCmz and Dmin,max, SCSk=1,2 vanishes for low as well as
high values of ᾱ and attains a maximum around ᾱ = 0.449.

mean and unit variance [38]. In recent years, such
a bottom-up approach of reverse engineering a non-
Hermitian quantum Hamiltonian from easily constructed
eigenvectors got much attention in the community [39].
Below, we present the results obtained for both static
and dynamical quantum properties related to the above
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian.

1. Non-Hermiticity at the level of Hamiltonian:
behavior of D with α

We first examine how the degree of non-Hermiticity D
behaves for the Hamiltonian described in Eq. (19). For a
fixed value of the parameter α, we compute D for 1000
random realizations of Hnh by choosing its eigenvalues
{λm} from a Gaussian distribution with zero mean and
unit variance. In Fig. 1(a), we plot the maximum as well
as minimum among all the random realizations, denoted
by Dmax and Dmin, respectively, against ᾱ = 1 − α. At
α = 1 (ᾱ = 0), the right and left eigenvectors recover per-
fect Bell states and the Hamiltonian becomes Hermitian,
reflected in vanishing D. Though fluctuating, Dmin tends
to increase with ᾱ. The growth of Dmax is smoother and
at a faster rate, reaching the maximum non-Hermiticity
of D = 1 at ᾱ = 1.

2. Non-Hermiticity score for single-site property:
magnetization

One of the main goals of our work is to examine to
what extent the non-Hermiticity of the model Hamilto-
nian gets translated to its physical properties. Towards
that aim, we now analyze the non-Hermiticity score for
the magnetization in individual eigenstates. Results for
quantum entanglement in individual eigenstates are pre-
sented in the following section. Analytical forms of all the
quantities discussed in these two sections are provided in
Appendix A. Two subsequent sections contain results for
purity and entanglement under time evolution.
In Fig. 2(a), we plot the non-Hermiticity score for the
magnetization of the first qubit (labeled A) along the
z-axis, F [ρ] = mz[ρ] = Tr(σ̂zAρ), SC

mz
k = |mz[ρkRR] −

mz[ρkLL]| Here, σ̂z is the 2 × 2 Pauli matrix along the
z-direction and ρkRR =

|Rk⟩⟨Rk|
⟨Rk|Rk⟩ , ρ

k
LL =

|Lk⟩⟨Lk|
⟨Lk|Lk⟩ , where

|Rk⟩ and |Lk⟩ are individual right and left eigenvectors
of HBellnh , as given in Eqs. (16) and (17). As we are consid-
ering here properties of single eigenvectors, the eigenval-
ues λk do not directly enter the non-Hermiticity score, in
contrast to D discussed above, and no sampling over λk
is necessary. To give an operational interpretation of the
above observables, we may want to assume the eigenval-
ues to fulfill case 2 in Sec. II B, such that ρkRR and ρ

k
LL

are prepared when evolving an initial state to long times
under HBellnh and (H

Bell
nh )

†, respectively.
As Fig. 2(a) shows, at each value of ᾱ, SCmzk achieves
its maximum (minimum) for k ∈ 1, 2 (3, 4). Both the
minimum and maximum of SCmz increase monotoni-
cally with ᾱ and agree qualitatively with D as shown in
Fig. 1(a). Moreover, SCmzk=1,2 attains its theoretical max-
imum at ᾱ = 1. In other words, this single-particle prop-
erty can serve as a probe of the non-Hermiticity of the
model. Notably, for all values of α and any eigenvector
k, mz remains zero when computed for ρkRL = |Rk⟩⟨Lk|.
Hence, the single-site quantum property obtained in the
biorthogonal basis fails to capture any signature of the
non-Hermiticity of the model.

3. Non-Hermiticity score for the von Neumann entropy
(static case)

In this section, we analyze entanglement properties of
the same set of right and left eigenvectors as considered
above, in particular of the von Neumann entropy (VNE),
defined as S[ρ] = −TrA(TrB(ρ) log2TrB(ρ)). Figure 2(b)
presents the associated non-Hermiticity score, SCSk =
|S[ρkRR]−S[ρkLL]|. Unlike the case formz, at each value of
ᾱ, SCSk becomes minimum for k = 1, 2, and the behavior
does not comply with D. In particular, SCSk=1,2 vanishes
both for ᾱ → 0 and ᾱ → 1, and attains a maximum
around ᾱ = 0.449. This is significantly different from
the behavior of Dmax (or Dmin) as well as the single-site
property discussed above.
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In contrast, the maximum value of SCSk , attained for
all values of ᾱ at k = 3, 4, remains akin to D. Never-
theless, quantitative differences remain. E.g., unlike D,
SCSk=3,4 increases almost linearly in the region 0.4 ≲
ᾱ ¬ 1.0 and goes to zero at ᾱ = 0. Moreover, SCSk=3,4
does not reach its theoretical maximum of 1 at ᾱ = 1.
Again, the VNE obtained for the biorthogonal ensemble
ρkRL = |Rk⟩⟨Lk| remains independent of ᾱ (yielding the
value S(|Rk⟩⟨Lk|) = 12 ∀k) and is thus not a useful probe
for the non-Hermiticity of the system.

4. Non-Hermiticity score of global purity

In this section, we study the time-dependent
non-Hermiticity score of the purity, P[ρ(t)] =

Tr
(
ρ(t)2
)
/Tr(ρ(t))2, of a state ρ(t) obtained from an ini-

tial state ρin when evolved under HBellnh or (H
Bell
nh )

†. If the
initial state is chosen as maximally mixed, ρin = I

4 , one
gets P(ρRR(t)) = P(ρLL(t)) (see Appendix B). Hence,
SCP(t) = 0 at all times and fails to witness any imprint
of D. However, for a non-maximally mixed initial state,
SCP(t) acquires a non-zero value. In Fig. 3, we plot the
time-dependent purity score for systems initialized in a
mixed Werner state, ρW = δ|Ψ−⟩⟨Ψ−| + (1 − δ) I4 , with
|Ψ−⟩ = |01⟩−|10⟩√

2
. We tune the initial purity to (a) δ = 0.1,

(b) δ = 0.5, and (c) δ = 0.9, and choose four different
values of α, α = 0.1, 0.3, 0.6, 0.9, which are depicted
using lighter to darker shades of blue. In these plots, we
fix the Hamiltonian eigenvalues to λ1 = 0.1, λ2 = 0.2,
λ3 = 0.3, and λ4 = 0.4.
For all values of α and δ, SCP(t) exhibits non-
monotonic, periodic behavior with time. Moreover,
at low δ, the highest value of the non-Hermiticity
score within the considered time window, SCPmax =
maxt∈[0,100]{SCP(t)}, depends on the parameter α. For
instance, both at low and high values of α, SCPmax re-
mains low while it attains larger values at intermediate
α. However, for initial states with higher purity, i.e., with
larger δ [exemplified for δ = 0.9 in Fig. 3(c)] SCPmax de-
creases with increasing α. All these observations suggest
P does not imitate the profile of D, and thus gives an
independent imprint of non-Hermiticity on the time evo-
lution.

5. Non-Hermiticity score of von Neumann entropy
(dynamic case)

Further above, we have discussed the non-Hermiticity
score for the VNE when computed for the special cases
of ρRR(t)

t=∞→ ρkRR = |Rk⟩⟨Rk| and ρLL(t)
t=∞→ ρkLL =

|Lk⟩⟨Lk|. In this section, we consider a more general sce-
nario where ρRR(t) is obtained following Eq. (7) (and
mutatis mutandis for ρLL(t)). Note that, in this case,
the VNE is not an entanglement measure, as the global

t t t

t

t20 40 60 80

(f)

0

0.01

0.02

0 t t
0 20 40 60 80 100

0

0.01

0.02

δ = 0.1

(a) (b)

SC
𝒫

(c)

0 20 40 60 80 100
0

0.1

0.2

δ = 0.5

0 20 40 60 80 100
0

0.15

0.3

δ = 0.9

0 20 40 60 80 100
0

0.04

0.08

δ = 0.1

(d)

t

(e)

0 20 40 60 80 100
0

0.15

0.3

δ = 0.5

0 20 40 60 80 100
0

0.3

0.6

δ = 0.9

t t t

tt

SC
𝒮

Figure 3. Behavior of non-Hermiticity score with time, for
global purity P and von Neumann entropy S, computed for an
initial state ρW = δ|Ψ−⟩⟨Ψ−|+(1−δ) I4 subjected to evolution
under HBellnh and (H

Bell
nh )

†. We probe the cases for α=0.1, 0.3,
0.6, 0.9 as shown using curves with darker to lighter shades
of blue, and in all cases fix the Hamiltonian eigenvalues to
λ1 = 0.1, λ2 = 0.2, λ3 = 0.3, λ4 = 0.4. (a)-(c) Purity score,
SCP(t) for (a) δ = 0.1, (b) δ = 0.5, and (c) δ = 0.9. For large
δ, the amplitude of SCP(t) decreases with increasing α, while
for small δ it attains a maximum at intermediate values of α.
(d)-(f) Non-Hermiticity score for the VNE, SCS(t), for same
choices of δ.

states ρRR(t) and ρLL(t) are not pure. In Fig. 3(d)-
(f), we plot the time-dependent behavior of SCS(t) =
|S[ρRR(t)] − S[ρLL(t)]|, for the same parameter values
as in panels (a)-(c). Similar to the purity score, SCS

exhibits non-monotonic behavior with time and its max-
imum value computed for the considered time period,
SCSmax = maxt∈[0,100]{SCS(t)}, again remains low for
high values of α. However, this score achieves significant
values at small α even at large δ.
As these examples show, the non-Hermiticity score for
dynamical physical quantities does not necessarily follow
the profile of D. In particular, SCF can attain a low
value even when the model Hamiltonian is highly non-
Hermitian (in this case α → 0). One must thus distin-
guish between the non-Hermiticity of the model Hamil-
tonian and its imprint onto physical properties.

B. Non-Hermitian interacting Hatano–Nelson
model

The second example system we consider is an in-
teracting quantum many-body Hamiltonian, the non-
Hermitian Hatano–Nelson model [40–43], defined by

HHNnh =
N∑
i

−J(eχc†i ci+1 + e
−χc†i+1ci) + V n̂in̂i+1 . (20)

Here, the hopping strength J = 1 scales the Hamilto-
nian, c†i (ci) is the creation (annihilation) operator for a
spinless fermionic particle at site i, n̂i = c

†
i ci the single-

mode number operator, and V is the strength of nearest-
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neighbor interaction. Moreover, we restrict our studies to
the half-filling sector and employ periodic (anti-periodic)
boundary conditions for odd (even) N/2. The notion
of non-Hermiticity is introduced by asymmetric hopping
controlled by the parameter χ, where the model reduces
to the Hermitian version at χ = 0. The model has parity-
time (PT) reversal symmetry, which results in eigen ener-
gies appearing as complex conjugate pairs. In Ref. [43], it
is reported that as the strength of the interaction (V ) in-
creases, the model undergoes two PT symmetry-breaking
transitions: One of them is due to an exceptional point
between the two lowest excited states and marked by
the non-analytic behavior of the finite-size level-spacing
∆01 := Re(λ1 − λ0). The other corresponds to a full
collapse of the complex many-body spectrum onto the
real axis in a finite-size system. The former transition is
accompanied by a first-order symmetry-breaking transi-
tion from a PT broken gapless phase to a PT-symmetric
charge-density phase. Similar characteristics are also re-
ported in the hardcore bosonic version of the model with
periodic boundary condition [44]. In what follows, we
present the results for the degree of Hamiltonian non-
Hermiticity of the model as well as single- and multi-
site non-Hermiticity scores, and also contrast their trend
against the above-mentioned transitions.

1. Hamiltonian non-Hermiticity (D) in the interplay of
asymmetric coupling (χ) and interactions (V )

To begin with, we examine how the asymmetric cou-
pling parameterized by χ and interaction strength V af-
fect the degree of non-Hermiticity (D) of the Hamilto-
nian HHNnh , plotted in Fig. 1(b). At V = 0, D grows
monotonously with χ and eventually saturates to the the-
oretical maximum of D ≈ 2. However, turning on even
a small amount of interaction has a detrimental effect
on D: it attains a significant non-zero value only beyond
a non-vanishing threshold coupling, χc. Interestingly, we
further observe that up to V ≈ 103, χc increases almost
linearly with V . At even larger interaction strengths, D
remains zero up to the largest values of χ considered in
our analysis (χ = 5.4).
As these results show, interactions suppress the non-
Hermiticity of the model significantly, as the distance
between HHNnh and (H

HN
nh )

† becomes insignificant in com-
parison to the norm of HHNnh . Interestingly, the domain of
vanishing D coincides with the region of non-analyticity
of ∆01, which can be read off from Fig. 1(b) and its inset.
This indicates that D can be useful in detecting the PT
symmetry-breaking transition present in the model. In
turn, this may signify the importance of the normaliza-
tion of D considered in Eq. (13). In fact, the unnormal-
ized incarnation of D does not reveal any transition (see
Appendix C). In the following, we will examine to what
extent such a behavior reflects in the behavior of single-
and multi-site quantum properties related to the model.
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Figure 4. Comparison of non-Hermiticity at the level of the
Hamiltonian and single- and multi-party physical properties
of the non-Hermitian Hatano–Nelson model (HHNnh ). We com-
pute the non-Hermiticity score for both the number operator
n̂ and half-chain VNE S for all the right and left eigenvectors
of the model and finally compute the maximum among all of
them. (a) Depicts the behavior of SCn̂max in the V − χ plane.
We note that for a large region in the parameter space, the
behavior of SCn̂max remains almost complementary to D, as
shown in Fig. 1(b). A similar plot for the half-chain VNE is
presented in (b), where for the same set of parameters, we
plot the behavior of SCSmax. We note that SC

S
max behaves

differently from both SCn̂max as well as the degree of non-
Hermiticity (D). In particular, SCSmax attains significant value
only when both V and χ take large values. However, closer
inspection shows the qualitative agreement between the trend
of SCn̂max and SC

S
max. The white circles correspond to the PT

symmetry-breaking transition marked by the non-analytic be-
havior of ∆01 defined in Sec. III B and shown in the inset of
Fig. 1. We notice the agreement between the PT symmetry-
breaking transition and domain for vanishing scores. The data
is reported forN = 12 sites, half-filling, and with anti-periodic
boundary conditions.

2. Single-site properties: non-Hermiticity score of number
operator n̂

To study the impact of non-Hermiticity on single-site
properties, we analyze the non-Hermiticity score of the
number operator for the first site, n̂1. The maximum
score over all eigenstates, SCn̂max ≡ ||SC

n̂
nh||∞, is plot-

ted in Fig. 4(a). Importantly, SCn̂max exhibits an almost
complementary behavior to the non-Hermiticity of the
HamiltonianD. In particular, at low values of interaction,
SCn̂max becomes almost zero. Once the strength of the
interaction is increased, expectation values of the single-
site occupation evaluated in right and left eigenvectors
start to exhibit a disparity, which is captured by signifi-
cantly non-zero values of SCn̂max within an intermediate
regime of χ. Throughout the entire window of interaction
strengths considered, SCn̂ vanishes at small χ, while be-
yond V ≈ 102 the non-vanishing region extends up to
the maximum value of χ that we have considered. The
region of V where SCn̂max becomes finite for any χ resides
in close proximity to the PT symmetry-breaking transi-
tion marked by the non-analytic point of ∆01. Thereby,
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Figure 5. Global characteristics of SCFnh for the non-
Hermitian Hatano–Nelson model (HHNnh ). We compute the to-
tal number of elements of SCn̂nh and SC

S
nh with the condi-

tions SCn̂nh[k]  E n̂Th and SCSnh[k]  ESTh, respectively, where
k = 1, 2, ..., D with D being the Hilbert space dimension.
These quantities, scaled by D, are shown in (a) and (b). We
obtain a similar trend as in Fig. 4. Data for threshold val-
ues E n̂Th = ESTh = 0.1. Similar to Figs. 1 and 4, the white
circles correspond to the PT symmetry-breaking transition.
The data is reported for N = 12 sites, half-filling, and with
anti-periodic boundary conditions.

SCn̂max can be considered as another candidate in identi-
fying the PT symmetry-breaking transition of the model.
In summary, the complementary behavior of SCn̂max to
D suggests that the single-particle quantum property of
the model can be a useful probe in detecting the non-
Hermiticity of the model.
Unlike the case of HBellnh , here the spectrum of the
Hamiltonian consists of a large number of eigenvec-
tors. Therefore, to illustrate the non-Hermitian behavior
across the spectrum of the model, in Fig. 5(a) we plot the
quantity Gn̂, see Sec. II C 2, choosing as threshold value
E n̂Th = 0.1. The behavior is qualitatively similar to the
one of SCn̂max, showing that in this case, the maximal
score is representative of the behavior across the spec-
trum.

3. Multi-site properties: non-Hermiticity score of von
Neumann entropy

As a multipartite quantum property, here we ana-
lyze the non-Hermiticity score computed for half-chain
VNE, defined as SCS = |S[ρRR]−S[ρLL]|, where ρRR =
TrN/2+1...N (|Rk⟩⟨Rk|) and ρLL = TrN/2+1...N (|Lk⟩⟨Lk|),
with |Rk⟩ and ⟨Lk| the k-th right and left vectors ofHHNnh ,
respectively. In Fig. 4(b), we plot the maximum of SCS

over all the eigenstates of the model, SCSmax.
In this case, the behavior of SCSmax remains qualita-
tively similar to SCn̂max. In particular, SC

S
max starts at-

taining significant nonzero value after a threshold value
of the interaction strength that exhibits almost linear
behavior with the coupling χ. Moreover, similar to the
single-particle case, in most of the considered regimes,

multipartite quantum properties of the right and left
ensembles remain very much distinguishable from each
other. Such a disparity becomes maximum when both
interaction and the coupling become very large.
Furthermore, we report that GS , i.e., the number of
eigenstates with SCS above a threshold that we choose
as ESTh = 0.1, shows behavior similar to the Gn̂ as well as
SCSmax. Similar to the previous cases, the PT symmetry-
breaking transition region qualitatively coincides to the
domain where GS becomes finite.

IV. DISCUSSION

In this work, we have introduced a formalism that
quantifies different notions of non-Hermiticity, which can
emerge in any generic non-Hermitian system. In partic-
ular, as first quantifier, we have introduced the Hamilto-
nian non-Hermiticity, a measure that computes the nor-
malized distance between a non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
Hnh and its hermitian conjugate (Hnh)†. We have intro-
duced a second quantifier to capture a notion of non-
Hermiticity at the level of physically computable quanti-
ties related to the model. This quantifier has been moti-
vated by noticing that in the non-Hermitian paradigm
one can prepare quantum ensembles of right or left
eigenvectors, which often yield incompatible results with
respect to single- and multi-site quantum properties.
Based on this observation, we have introduced the non-
Hermiticity score that characterized the difference be-
tween observables in the right and left eigenensemble.
These quantifiers enable a comparative study of the de-
gree of non-Hermiticity across different regions of param-
eter space, for static as well as dynamic properties.
We have tested the formalism on two examples, in their
static eigenstates as well as time evolution. The first
non-Hermitian model we have considered has quantum
information-theoretic origin, namely a non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian constructed using a set of imperfect Bell
states. We showed that though the qualitative behavior
of the non-Hermiticity score computed for a single-site
observable complies with the degree of non-Hermiticity
of the model, in the case of the von Neumann entropy
their behavior significantly differs.
Second, we have applied our formalism to a more
generic case, to a quantum many-body model in the form
of the interacting Hatano–Nelson model with asymmet-
ric coupling. The model gives us a scope to examine how
both interaction and hopping affect the behavior of dis-
tinct notions of non-Hermiticity. For the Hamiltonian
non-Hermiticity, interaction has an adverse effect. Im-
portantly, for the non-Hermiticity score of single- and
multi-site quantum properties, the behavior is more in-
volved. For instance, the non-Hermiticity score of the
single-site number operator n̂ remains almost comple-
mentary to the behavior of the degree of non-Hermiticity
of the Hamiltonian. This implies that even at large inter-
actions, when the non-Hermitian part of the Hamiltonian
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gets strongly suppressed, locally the left and right vectors
can be significantly different from each other. Finally,
we have examined to what extent the non-Hermiticity
of the model gets translated into the behavior of entan-
glement. At first glance it appears that the behavior of
non-Hermiticity does not vary smoothly with both in-
teraction strength and coupling. However, a careful look
reveals that for a significant region of the considered pa-
rameter range, in relation to entanglement the left and
right ensembles behave distinctly from each other and the
difference qualitatively mimics the behavior obtained for
the single-particle case. Furthermore, we obtain qualita-
tive agreement between the PT symmetry-breaking tran-
sition regime of the model with the domain where the
scores become zero to finite or vice-versa. This indicates
that the non-Hermitian scores can be useful in identifying
potential non-Hermitian phase transitions in a model.

In summary, in our work we have opened a new
route to examining the quantum properties of any
generic non-Hermitian system. It permits to quantify
non-Hermiticity, not only along the traditional lines that
solely focuses on the Hamiltonian of the model but also
in respect to its influence onto observable properties. We
believe our formalism can be instrumental in character-
izing exotic quantum many-body phases, identifying po-
tential non-Hermitian phase transitions, as well as in the
preparation of resourceful quantum states for quantum
technologies. As an application of this proposed frame-
work, in future work we aim to apply it to gain a deeper
understanding of non-Hermitian topological systems.
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Appendix A: Derivation of analytical of magnetization and entanglement for imperfect Bell states

In this appendix, we present the analytical form of the magnetization and quantum entanglement computed for the
set of left and right eigenvectors of the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian HBellnh . Values of mz evaluated for the ensembles
of right and left eigenvectors of HBellnh are given in the following table:

Index (m) mz = Tr(σ̂zρLm), ρ
L
m = Tr1[|Lm⟩⟨Lm|] mz = Tr(σ̂zρRm), ρRm = Tr1[|Rm⟩⟨Rm|]

1 α2+α2(α−1)2−1
α2+α2(α−1)2+1

1−α2
1+α2

2 α2+α2(α−1)2−1
α2+α2(α−1)2+1

1−α2
1+α2

3 0 (1−α)2
2+(1−α)2

4 0 (1−α)2
2+(1−α)2

We can write the entanglement entropy as S(|Rm⟩⟨Rm|) = −λRm log(λRm)− (1−λRm) log(1−λRm) and S(|Lm⟩⟨Lm|) =
−λLm log(λLm)− (1− λLm) log(1− λLm). Analytical forms of the quantities λRm and λLm are:
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Index (m) λLm λRm

1 1
2 +

√
1− 4α2

(α2+α2(α−1)2+1)2

2
1
1+α2

2 1
2 +

√
1− 4α2

(α2+α2(α−1)2+1)2

2
1
1+α2

3 1
2

1
2 +

√
1− 4

(2+(α−1)2)2

2

4 1
2

1
2 +

√
1− 4

(2+(α−1)2)2

2

Appendix B: Purity score for maximally mixed input state

In this section, we give the analytical derivation for the purity score of the model given by imperfect Bell states.
The purity of the ensemble evolved under HBellnh is

P(ρRR(t)) =
Tr
[
ρRR(t)2

]
Tr(ρRR(t))2

=
∑
mnm′n′ pmnpm′n′⟨Rn′ |Rm⟩⟨Rn|Rm′⟩(∑

mn pmn⟨Rn|Rm⟩
)2 , (B1)

with pmn = e−i(λm−λn)t⟨Lm|ρin|Ln⟩. Similarly, for the quantum state evolved under (HBellnh )
†, we get

P(ρLL(t)) =
Tr
[
ρLL(t)2

]
Tr(ρLL(t))2

=

∑
mn,m′n′ p̃mnp̃m′n′⟨Ln′ |Lm⟩⟨Ln|Lm′⟩|(∑

mn p̃mn⟨Ln|Lm⟩
)2 , (B2)

with p̃mn = e−i(λm−λn)t⟨Rm|ρin|Rn⟩.
Now, for a maximally mixed initial state ρ = I

4 , from Eq. (B1) we get

P(ρRR(t)) =
∑
mnm′n′⟨Lm|Ln⟩⟨Lm′ |Ln′⟩⟨Rn′ |Rm⟩⟨Rn|Rm′⟩(∑

mn⟨Lm|Ln⟩⟨Rn|Rm⟩
)2

=
∑
mnm′n′⟨Ln|Lm⟩⟨Ln′ |Lm′⟩⟨Rm|Rn′⟩⟨Rm′ |Rn⟩(∑

mn⟨Ln|Lm⟩⟨Rm|Rn⟩
)2 (taking the conjugate of all the overlaps)

=
∑
mnm′n′⟨Rm|Rn⟩⟨Rm′ |Rn′⟩⟨Ln′ |Lm⟩⟨Ln|Lm′⟩(∑

mn⟨Ln|Lm⟩⟨Rm|Rn⟩
)2 (exchanging indices n and n′)

= P(ρLL(t)). (B3)

Hence, for a maximally mixed initial state, the purity obtained at any time remains exactly the same for the left and
right ensembles and thus the non-Hermiticity score for the purity vanishes.

Appendix C: Behavior of D̃ = |HHNnh − (HHNnh )†| in the V − χ plane

In this appendix, we present numerical results using—rather than the normalized Hamiltonian non-Hermiticity
score, Eq. (13)—the unnormalized norm D̃ = |HHNnh −(HHNnh )†|. Figure 6 shows the results computed for the interacting
Hatano–Nelson model. As may have been expected, the distance between HHNnh and its Hermitian conjugate (H

HN
nh )

†

depends only on the strength of the asymmetric hopping χ. As a consequence, the use of the unnormalized form would
suggest physics that remains completely independent of the interaction strength V . In particular, it does not capture
in any way the changes that occur in the observable scores as V is increased [see Figs. 4 and 5 of the main text].
Moreover, at large interaction the non-Hermitian part becomes insignificant in comparison to the interactions. We
thus find it more suitable to normalize by the operator norm |HHNnh | to obtain a non-Hermitian score D corresponding
to a Hamiltonian with fixed bandwidth [as given in Eq. (13) and Fig. 1(b) of the main text].
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Figure 6. Unnormalized degree of non-Hermiticity D̃ = ||HHNnh − (HHNnh )†|| for the interacting non-Hermitian Hatano–Nelson
model as in Fig. 1(b). The distance between HHNnh and its Hermitian conjugate (H

HN
nh )

† remains independent of the interaction
term V and simply increases monotonically with the strength of the asymmetric hopping χ.
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