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We propose a non-Hermitian model for Cooper pair splitters, in which the process of electron
tunneling into electrodes is characterized by non-Hermitian terms. We find that across a broad range
of parameters, the energy levels consistently remain real, and coalescing states are always present.
The Coulomb repulsion between electrons in a quantum dot affects the order of the coalescing states.
This gives rise to two distinct dynamic behaviors: (i) when the initial state is an empty state, the
final state supports a nonzero electron-escaping rate; (ii) the electron-escaping rate is zero for a
single-electron initial state. In the former case, our exact solutions reveal that the average electron-
escaping rate vanishes along a set of hyperbolic curves in the plane of the chemical potentials of the
two quantum dots. The stability of the results in the presence of disordered perturbation is also
investigated. Our findings pave the way for investigating Cooper pair splitters within the framework
of non-Hermitian quantum mechanics.

I. INTRODUCTION

Rigorous results for a model Hamiltonian play an im-
portant role in physics and sometimes open new avenues
for exploration in the field. The exact solution to the
quantum harmonic oscillator has played a crucial role in
the history of physics. It stands as a key concept in tra-
ditional quantum mechanics and continues to be a cor-
nerstone for modern research and applications within the
field. One recent example is the discovery of the solution
for the non-Hermitian harmonic oscillator, which serves
as the foundation for PT -symmetric quantum mechanics
[1–4]. In traditional quantum mechanics, the Hamilto-
nian being Hermitian is a fundamental postulate that
ensures that the energy spectrum is real and that the
system undergoes unitary time evolution [5]. In contrast,
the real spectrum and unitary dynamics are not required
to be tied together in an open system. In recent years,
non-Hermitian physics [6–10] has attracted much atten-
tion from various research areas [11–20]. Non-Hermitian
quantum physics is particularly relevant for describing
open quantum systems that interact with their environ-
ment, leading to phenomena such as damping probability
and the appearance of nonorthogonal states.

Cooper pair splitters are devices that can separate
Cooper pairs [21, 22], which are pairs of electrons that
are bound together in a superconducting state, into indi-
vidual electrons while maintaining their quantum entan-
glement. It has been explored in various experimental se-
tups, including those based on nanowires [23–33], carbon
nanotubes [34–37], graphene [38–41], and semiconductor
quantum dots [33, 42]. These devices have shown promis-
ing results in generating entangled electrons, which are
essential for quantum applications. Theoretical investi-
gations are usually performed within the framework of
Hermitian quantum mechanics [43–47]. However, it is a
typical open system [48] in which the superconductor and
electrodes can be considered as the electron source and
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drains. From a theoretical point of view, a non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian is a suitable candidate to characterize this
system. Traditionally, Cooper pair splitters have been
modeled using Hermitian quantum mechanics. However,
it is crucial to propose a paradigm shift by incorporating
non-Hermitian effects into our analysis. These effects are
essential for capturing the nonreciprocal nature of the
electron tunneling process.

In this work, we introduce a non-Hermitian model to
analyze the behavior of a Cooper pair splitter, a de-
vice critical for the manipulation of electron pairs in
open quantum systems. By incorporating non-Hermitian
terms into the Hamiltonian, we aim to provide a more
comprehensive understanding of the electron tunneling
process and its implications for the energy levels and dy-
namics of the system. Through the exact solutions of the
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian, we find that the energy lev-
els in our non-Hermitian model consistently remain real,
indicating the stability of the system. Moreover, we iden-
tify the presence of coalescing states, which are pivotal in
understanding the dynamics of the electron-pair splitting
process. Such dynamics are exclusive to non-Hermitian
systems. We also find that the Coulomb repulsion be-
tween electrons in a quantum dot is a significant factor
affecting the order of coalescing states. Our exact re-
sults demonstrate that the average electron-escaping rate
decreases along a set of hyperbolic curves in the chemi-
cal potential plane of the two quantum dots. This find-
ing offers a clear indication of the interplay among non-
Hermitian effects, Coulomb repulsion, and dynamics.

This paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we
introduce the Hamiltonian of the non-Hermitian Cooper
pair splitter and provide the complete exact solutions.
In Section III, we discuss two types of dynamics for two
representative initial states. Two observables are defined
to characterize the dynamics. The robustness of the dy-
namics under the time-dependent disorder perturbation
is investigated in Section IV. Finally, we draw conclu-
sions in Section V. Some details of the derivations are
provided in the Appendix.

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

10
04

6v
1 

 [
co

nd
-m

at
.s

tr
-e

l]
  1

4 
Ju

l 2
02

4

mailto:songtc@nankai.edu.cn


2

QDL QDR

Lε Rε

S

L R

κ

Lc σ
'Rc σ

U U

FIG. 1. The schematic depicts a Cooper pair splitter as described by the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1). S represents a superconductor,
which serves as the source of Cooper pairs. Each quantum dot is represented by black circles, with respective chemical potentials
εL and εR. The Hubbard on-site interaction is denoted by U . The hopping strength between two quantum dots is denoted
by κ. L and R represent the left and right electrodes, respectively. The process of electrons escaping from quantum dots is
characterized by the non-Hermitian term in Eq. (3).

II. MODEL AND PHASE DIAGRAM

We begin with a non-Hermitian Cooper pair splitter,
and the Hamiltonian is

H = H1 +H2, (1)

with

H1 = −κ
∑
σ

c†LσcRσ − γd†S + h.c.

+
∑
ℓσ

εℓc
†
ℓσcℓσ + U

∑
ℓ

nℓ↑nℓ↓, (2)

and

H2 = λ
∑
ℓσ

cℓσ, (3)

where εℓ represents the energy level of quantum dots,
which can be tuned by external gates and ℓ = L,R.

σ =↑, ↓ is the index of the electron spin. d†S =(
c†L↓c

†
R↑ − c†L↑c

†
R↓

)
/
√
2 describes a singlet state. The

amplitudes for Cooper pair splitting and elastic cotun-
neling are dominated by γ and κ, respectively. U is the
interdot Coulomb potential and we consider U ≫ κ, γ, λ
for simplicity. H2 is the non-Hermitian term, which is re-
sponsible for transmitting split electrons from quantum
dots to electrodes. A schematic of the system is displayed
in Fig. 1.

The correlation between two electrons stems from the
on-site Hubbard interaction U , which is crucial for un-
derstanding phenomena such as the Mott transition, an-
tiferromagnetism, and superconductivity. To character-
ize the strong electron correlations, an effective Hamilto-
nian, such as the t − J Hamiltonian, can be derived by

using the Schrieffer-Wolff transformation [49], with the
transformation generator depending on t/U and exclud-
ing the possibility for electrons to doubly occupy a single
site [50].
The effective Hamiltonian reads

Heff =
∑
ℓσ

εℓc̃
†
ℓσ c̃ℓσ − κ

∑
σ

(
c̃†Lσ c̃Rσ + h.c.

)
+ λ

∑
ℓσ

cℓσ

+Jeff

(
sL · sR − 1

4

)
− γ

(
d†S + dS

)
, (4)

where the exchange coupling strength Jeff =

4Uκ2/
[
U2 − (εL − εR)

2
]
, and sαℓ (α = x, y, z) is

the spin-1/2 operator. The operators c̃†ℓσ and c̃ℓ′σ′

satisfy the relations{
c̃†ℓσ, c̃ℓ′σ′

}
= δℓℓ′δσσ′ , c̃†ℓσ c̃

†
ℓσ′ = 0. (5)

Based on the basis set(
1, d†S , c

†
L↑, c

†
R↑, c

†
L↓, c

†
R↓

)
|0⟩ , (6)

where |0⟩ is the vacuum state and satisfies cℓσ |0⟩ = 0,
the matrix representation h of Heff and the solution of
equation

hψn = ϵnψn, h
†ϕn = ϵ∗nϕn, (7)

(n ∈ [1, 6]) are obtained in the appendix A. The analysis
indicates that coalescing states [51] exist, and the num-
ber of these states depends on the system parameters.
Specifically, finite values of U and infinite values of U
lead to different degrees of energy level degeneracy and
result in distinct EPs. The details are presented in the
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FIG. 2. The phase diagram for the Hamiltonian represented by Eq. (1) is depicted on the εL − εR parameter plane for several
representative values of κ and U (γ = 1). The configurations corresponding to the coalescing energy levels are indicated by
color-coded regions or curves. For U = 20, the green solid lines indicate a 2nd-order EP and a 3rd-order EP. For U = ∞, the
red dashed lines indicate two 3rd-order EPs.

appendix, and the structure of the solutions is demon-
strated as a phase diagram in Fig. 2. Notably, except for
the parameters at several hyperbolic curves in the phase
diagram, the coalescing state lacks the components of the

vacuum state |0⟩ and singlet pair state d†S |0⟩, while other
eigenstates are superposition of all the basis states. This
is crucial for the dynamics that will be discussed in the
following section.

III. TWO TYPES OF DYNAMICS

In this section, we will discuss the dynamics of such a
non-Hermitian system. In general, there are two types
of dynamics of a non-Hermitian system with a full real
spectrum: (i) EP dynamics, in which the initial state is
driven by a Jordan block. The corresponding final state
approaches the coalescing state after long-term evolution.
(ii) Quasi-Hermitian dynamics, the initial state is the
superposition of a set of biorthonormal eigenstates and
coalescing states. The evolved state is oscillatory, but
the Dirac probability is nonconservative.

The solution of the present non-Hermitian Cooper-
pair-splitter system indicates that two types of dynamics

are involved (see Appendix B) within the yellow region
in the phase diagram. In the following, we introduce the
electron-escaping rate, denoted by the following formula:

Rℓσ (t) = |⟨ψ (t)| cℓσ |ψ (t)⟩| , (8)

for an evolved state. Additionally, we define the average
current as:

Iℓσ =
1

T

∫ T

0

Rℓσ (t) dt, (9)

to characterize the efficiency of the Cooper pair splitter.
Here we consider the time evolution of two specific initial
states for the yellow region in the phase diagram.
(i) The initial state is the vacuum state |ψ (0)⟩ = |0⟩.

Within the yellow region, where ξ1,2 ̸= 0, we have

|ψ (0)⟩ =
4∑

i=1

αi |ψi⟩ , (10)

where the eigenstate |ψi⟩ denotes

ψT
i

(
1, d†S , c

†
L↑, c

†
R↑, c

†
L↓, c

†
R↓

)T

|0⟩ . (11)
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FIG. 3. The numerical results of the electron-escaping rate defined in Eq. (8). For U = 20, the initial state for (a1) and (a2)

is |0⟩ and c†L↑ |0⟩, respectively. As expected, (a1) exhibits quasi-Hermitian dynamics and (b1) exhibits EP dynamics. Other

parameters are γ = 1, λ = 1, κ = 1, εL = 1, and εR = 2. The plots in (b1) and (b2) are the results for the same initial state |0⟩
but with U → ∞ for (b1) and U = 20 for (b2). The parameters for (b1) are γ = 1, λ = 1, κ = 1.41, εL = 0.5, and εR = 1.98,
corresponding to the point located at the red dashed line in Fig. 2(e). The parameters for (b2) are γ = 1, λ = 1, κ = 1.41,
εL = 3.689, and εR = 0.239, corresponding to the point located at the green solid line in Fig. 2(e). The results agree with our
predictions, corresponding to 2nd-order and 3rd-order EP dynamics, respectively.

The initial state is the superposition of two biorthonor-
mal eigenstates {|ψ1⟩ , |ψ2⟩} and two coalescing states
{|ψ3⟩ , |ψ4⟩}. Then the evolved state is

|ψ (t)⟩ = e−iHt |ψ (0)⟩ =
4∑

i=1

αie
−iϵit |ψi⟩ , (12)

which is periodic, with its period determined by the en-
ergy levels {ϵi}. Accordingly, we have

R (t) ∝ |ξ1f1 (t) + ξ2f2 (t)| , (13)

where f1(t) and f2(t) are periodic functions.
(ii) The initial state is a single electron occupied state,

|ψ (0)⟩ = c†ℓσ |0⟩. Within the yellow region, where ξ1,2 ̸=

0, we have

|ψ (t→ ∞)⟩ ∝ (µ |ψ3⟩+ ν |ψ4⟩) t. (14)

Accordingly, we have

R (t→ ∞) → 0, (15)

due to the fact

⟨ψi| cℓσ |ψj⟩ = 0, (16)

if i, j = 3, 4. Now, we turn to the case beyond the yellow
region, where the parameters satisfy Eq. (A18) for Jeff ̸=
0 and Eq. (A19) for Jeff = 0. In these situations, the
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FIG. 4. Color contour plots of the numerical results for the average current IR↓ defined in Eq. (9). We take U → ∞ for (a1)
and (a2) and U = 20 for (b1) and (b2), κ = 0.95 for (a1) and (b1) and κ = 1.41 for (a2) and (b2). The initial state is |0⟩ and
γ = 1, λ = 1 for all the cases. The white dashed lines represent the EP lines obtained from the exact results. We can see that
the current is exactly zero along the EP lines for infinite U , and the current is relatively smaller along the EP lines for finite
U . These results indicate that the current can demonstrate EP lines both for finite and infinite U .

time evolution of |ψ (0)⟩ = |0⟩ involves the Jordan block,
which obeys EP dynamics. Accordingly, we have

R (t→ ∞) → 0, (17)

which is distinct from the results observed in the yellow
region.

Numerical simulations of the electron-escaping rate
Rℓσ (t) for the system, using typical parameters, are per-
formed to demonstrate our results. The evolved states,
corresponding to two distinct types of initial states, can
be obtained through numerically exact diagonalization.
The results are presented in Fig. 3, which accords with
our predictions.

Obviously, the average current is always zero for the

initial state c†ℓσ |0⟩ for any given system parameters. In
contrast, it can be nonzero for the initial state |0⟩ and

nearly vanishes when a 2nd-order EP becomes a 3rd-
order EP according to curves in Eq. (A18) for Jeff ̸= 0
and completely vanishes in Eq. (A19) for Jeff = 0. Fig.
4 shows the numerical results of the average current in
the εL-εR plane. We can see that the observable Iℓσ
clearly demonstrates that the higher-order EPs appear
in the non-Hermitian Cooper-pair-splitter system. Im-
portantly, it also indicates that Iℓσ reaches its maximum
in the vicinity of the zeros of εL or εR.

IV. STABILITY IN THE PRESENCE OF
DISORDERED PERTURBATION

In this section, we focus on the situation involving a
specific type of disorder and hope that the dynamics are
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FIG. 5. Color contour plots of the average current for the time evolution of the initial state |0⟩ are driven by the Hamiltonian
with time-dependent chemical potentials in Eq. (18). The numerical results are obtained from Eq. (21) with representative
values of a. The other parameters are the same as those in Fig. 4(b2). This indicates that the exact results are robust against a
certain range of disorder perturbations, and the difference between the cases with infinite and finite U disappears as a increases.

robust.
We consider the case where there are time-dependent

random perturbations in the energy levels of quantum
dots, which appear in the form

εR,L (t) = ε0R,L + ran (−a, a)t . (18)

The notation ran (−a, a)t represents a uniformly dis-
tributed random variable in the interval (−a, a), resulting
in the parameter εR,L (t) at time t. Due to the presence of
the perturbation, it is difficult to obtain the exact evolved
results. Numerical simulation is an efficient method for
investigating this problem, and computations are per-
formed on a uniform time mesh for discretization, i.e.,
stroboscopic time evolution. For a given initial state, the
time-evolved state is computed by using

|ψ (tn)⟩ = T
n∏

i=1

e−iH(ti−1)(ti−ti−1) |ψ (0)⟩ , (19)

where T is the time-order operator and ti − ti−1 = δt is
a constant. Accordingly, the energy levels take the form

εR,L (tl) = ε0R,L + ran (−a, a)l , (20)

and the average current is computed by using

Iℓσ ≈ 1

T

M∑
i=1

|⟨ψ (ti)| cℓσ |ψ (ti)⟩| δt. (21)

The numerical results for the cases with finite Hubbard
U and a range of representative values of a are plotted
in Fig. 5. These results indicate that they remain robust
against a certain range of perturbations. As a increases,
the effect of finite U diminishes.
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V. SUMMARY

In summary, we introduced a non-Hermitian model
to study the behavior of a Cooper pair splitter. The
model incorporates non-Hermitian terms to describe the
electron tunneling process into electrodes, capturing the
nonreciprocal nature of this phenomenon. Our results
reveal that within a wide parameter space, the energy
levels of the system remain real and exhibit coalescing
states. The presence of Coulomb repulsion between elec-
trons in a quantum dot influences the ordering of these
coalescing states, leading to two distinct dynamic behav-
iors. When the system starts in an empty state, the final
state allows for a nonzero electron-escaping rate, indicat-
ing that electrons can be transferred to the electrodes.
Conversely, if the system begins with a single-electron
state, the electron-escaping rate is zero, suggesting a
trapped state with no electron transfer. The exact solu-
tions demonstrate that the average electron-escaping rate
decreases along hyperbolic curves in the chemical poten-
tial plane of the two quantum dots, providing a unique
signature of non-Hermitian dynamics. The findings not
only contribute to the understanding of the Cooper pair
splitter within the framework of non-Hermitian quantum
mechanics but also open up new avenues for further re-
search. Future work will explore the practical implica-
tions of these theoretical insights, including potential ap-
plications in quantum computing and quantum informa-
tion processing.
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APPENDIX

In this appendix, we present a derivation for the solu-
tion to the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1), based on which the
phase diagram in Fig. 2 can be obtained. In addition, we
also provide a brief introduction to the dynamics driven
by a Jordan block, which forms the foundational theory
for our investigation in Sec. III.

A. The solution to the Hamiltonian

In this subsection, we derive the effective Hamilto-
nian in Eq. (4) and provide its solutions. In the limit
of a large Coulomb potential, where U ≫ λ, κ, γ, the

double-occupied states c†L↑c
†
L↓ |0⟩ and c†R↑c

†
R↓ |0⟩ can be

neglected when considering low-energy eigenstates. To
obtain the effective Hamiltonian for low-energy eigen-
states, we consider the subspace constructed by the fol-

lowing basis (
1, d†S , c

†
L↑, c

†
R↑, c

†
L↓, c

†
R↓

)
|0⟩ , (A1)

which forms a set of eigenstates of the sub-Hamiltonian
H0,

H0 =
∑
ℓσ

εℓc
†
ℓσcℓσ + U

∑
ℓ

nℓ↑nℓ↓. (A2)

Taking the hopping term

H ′ = −κ
∑
σ

(
c†LσcRσ + h.c.

)
, (A3)

as a perturbation, the effective Hamiltonian of H0 +H ′

can be obtained as

H0 +H ′ →
∑
ℓσ

εℓc̃
†
ℓσ c̃ℓσ − κ

∑
σ

(
c̃†Lσ c̃Rσ + h.c.

)
+Jeff

(
sL · sR − 1

4

)
, (A4)

where the exchange coupling strength

Jeff =
4Uκ2

U2 − (εL − εR)
2 , (A5)

and the spin-1/2 operator is defined by

sαℓ =
1

2

(
c̃†ℓ↑, c̃

†
ℓ↓

)
σα

(
c̃ℓ↑
c̃ℓ↓

)
, (A6)

with σα (α = x, y, z) being the Pauli matrix. The oper-

ators c̃†ℓσ and c̃ℓ′σ′ satisfy the relations{
c̃†ℓσ, c̃ℓ′σ′

}
= δℓℓ′δσσ′ , c̃†ℓσ c̃

†
ℓσ′ = 0. (A7)

Together with the non-Hermitian and pairing terms we
obtain the effective Hamiltonian

Heff =
∑
ℓσ

εℓc̃
†
ℓσ c̃ℓσ − κ

∑
σ

(
c̃†Lσ c̃Rσ + h.c.

)
+ λ

∑
ℓσ

cℓσ

+Jeff

(
sL · sR − 1

4

)
− γ

(
d†S + dS

)
. (A8)

Now, we turn to the solution of the effective Hamil-
tonian, Heff . Based on the basis set in Eq. (A1), the
matrix representation of Heff is obtained as

h =



0 −γ λ λ λ λ
−γ εR + εL − Jeff 0 0 0 0

0 λ/
√
2 εL −κ 0 0

0 λ/
√
2 −κ εR 0 0

0 −λ/
√
2 0 0 εL −κ

0 −λ/
√
2 0 0 −κ εR

 . (A9)

The solution to the system satisfies the Schrodinger equa-
tions

hψn = ϵnψn, h
†ϕn = ϵ∗nϕn, (A10)
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(n ∈ [1, 6]). It is easy to check that the explicit forms of
the eigenvectors and eigenvalues are

ψ1,2 =


−
√
2γξ1,2/ϵ1,2√
2ξ1,2

λ (κ+ εR − ϵ1,2)
λ (κ+ εL − ϵ1,2)
−λ (κ+ εR − ϵ1,2)
−λ (κ+ εR − ϵ1,2)

 , (A11)

and

ψ3 = ψ5, ψ4 = ψ6,

ψ3,4 =


0
0

κ+ εR − ϵ3,4
κ+ εL − ϵ3,4

− (κ+ εR − ϵ3,4)
− (κ+ εL − ϵ3,4)

 , (A12)

with

ϵ1,2 =
εL + εR − Jeff ±

√
(εL + εR − Jeff)

2
+ 4γ2

2
,

ϵ3 = ϵ5, ϵ4 = ϵ6,

ϵ3,4 =
εL + εR ±

√
(εL − εR)

2
+ 4κ2

2
, (A13)

where the parameter is

ξ1,2 = ϵ1,2Jeff − γ2 − εLεR + κ2. (A14)

In parallel, we have

ϕ1,2 =


ξ1,2

−ξ1,2ϵ1,2/γ
λ (εR − ϵ1,2 + κ)
λ (εL − ϵ1,2 + κ)
λ (εR − ϵ1,2 + κ)
λ (εL − ϵ1,2 + κ)

 , (A15)

and

ϕ3 = ϕ5, ϕ4 = ϕ6,

ϕ3,4 =


0
0

εR − ϵ3,4 + κ
εL − ϵ3,4 + κ
εR − ϵ3,4 + κ
εL − ϵ3,4 + κ

 . (A16)

We note that all the energy levels {ϵn} are real, and
ψ3 and ψ4 are two 2nd-order coalescing states. This can
also be confirmed by the identities

ϕ†3ψ3 = ϕ†4ψ4 = 0. (A17)

That is, the biorthogonal modes of two states are zero.

We conclude that, in general, the solution to the sys-
tem consists of two real levels and two 2nd-order coalesc-
ing levels, except for the following case. The equation
of ξ1 = 0 or ξ2 = 0 corresponds to the curve in the pa-
rameter εL-εR plane, which is described by the following
equation

J2
eff

(
εLεR − κ2

)
+ Jeff (εL + εR) ζ + ζ2 = 0. (A18)

Here, the coefficient is defined as ζ = κ2−γ2−εLεR. Un-
der this condition, we find that one element of {ϵ1, ϵ2}
is equal to one element of {ϵ3, ϵ4}, indicating the coa-
lescence between one state of {ψ1, ψ2} and one state of
{ψ3, ψ4}. Therefore, the solution of the system consists
of one 2nd-order coalescing level and one 3rd-order coa-
lescing level for ξ1,2 = 0 when Jeff is not equal to zero.
When we consider the limit as U approaches infinity,

and Jeff approaches 0, the energy levels remain real. The
solution of the system consists of two real levels and two
2nd-order coalescing levels. Particularly, at the curve

εLεR = κ2 − γ2, (A19)

in the parameter εL-εR plane, we have ζ = 0, and then

ψ1 = ψ3 = ψ5, ψ2 = ψ4 = ψ6, (A20)

and

ϕ1 = ϕ3 = ϕ5, ϕ2 = ϕ4 = ϕ6. (A21)

The solution of the system consists of two 3rd-order co-
alescing levels, which can be confirmed by the identities

ϕ†1ψ1 = ϕ†2ψ2 = 0. (A22)

Accordingly, in the region where κ2 − γ2 > 0, the hy-
perbolic curves are in the first and third quadrants. Con-
versely, when κ2 − γ2 < 0, they are in the second and
fourth quadrants. Specifically, under these conditions,
two of the hyperbolic curves degenerate to lines along
two principal axes

εR = 0, or εL = 0, (A23)

at κ = ±γ.

B. EP dynamics

In this subsection, we present a general formalism for
the temporal evolution of an initial state that includes a
Jordan block. In non-Hermitian systems, an EP is a pa-
rameter value at which two or more eigenvalues and their
corresponding eigenvectors coalesce. This is a point of
non-Hermitian degeneracy where the usual spectral de-
composition of the operator fails because the eigenvectors
are no longer linearly independent.
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Mathematically, an EP is always associated with a Jor-
dan block corresponding to a single eigenvalue λ. This
block has the form:

Jd =


λ 1 0 · · · 0
0 λ 1 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 · · · λ 1
0 0 · · · 0 λ

 , (B1)

which is a d× d matrix, satisfying (Jd − λ)
d
= 0.

Applying the above analysis to the solution for h, we
have the following results. For the case with two 2nd-
order EPs, there exist two auxiliary states ψau

3,4 that sat-
isfy

(h− ϵ3,4)ψ
au
3,4 = ψ3,4. (B2)

Then, for an initial state with nonzero components of

ψau
3,4, we have the long-term evolution

|ψ (t→ ∞)⟩ ∝ (µ |ψ3⟩+ ν |ψ4⟩) t. (B3)

On the other hand, for the case with two 3rd-order
EPs, there exists four auxiliary states

{
ψau
j , j ∈ [1, 4]

}
obeying

(h− ϵ3)ψ
au
1 = ψau

3 , (h− ϵ3)ψ
au
3 = ψ3, (B4)

and

(h− ϵ4)ψ
au
2 = ψau

4 , (h− ϵ4)ψ
au
4 = ψ4. (B5)

Then, for an initial state with nonzero components of
ψau
1,2,3,4, we have the long-term evolution

|ψ (t→ ∞)⟩ ∝ (β1 |ψ3⟩+ β2 |ψ4⟩) t2. (B6)
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