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The axioms of Quantum Mechanics require that the hamiltonian of any closed system is self-
adjoint, so that energy levels are real and time evolution preserves probability. On the other hand,
non-hermitian hamiltonians with PT -symmetry can have both real spectra and unitary time evo-
lution. In this paper, we study in detail a pair of quantum oscillators coupled by an imaginary
bilinear term, both in quantum mechanics and in quantum field theory. We discuss explicitly how
such hamiltonians lead to perfectly sound physical theories with real spectra and unitary time
evolution, in spite of their non-hermiticity. We also analyze two-point correlation functions and
their associated Källen-Lehmann representation. In particular, we discuss the intimate relation be-
tween positivity violation of the spectral functions and the non-observability of operators in a given
correlation function. Finally, we conjecture that positivity violation of some spectral functions of
the theory could be a generic sign of the existence of complex pairs of energy eigenvalues (i.e., a
PT -broken phase) somewhere in its parameter space.

I. INTRODUCTION

Non-hermitian systems are emerging as feasible plat-
forms to describe new phenomena on different scales. In
Non-Hermitian topological photonics, the topology en-
sures the robustness of propagation of electromagnetic
waves, while the non-Hermiticity allows for more meth-
ods of wave manipulation [1, 2]. In open quantum sys-
tems, where the dynamics of density matrices are de-
scribed by a Lindblad master equation, the effective
Hamiltonian of the quantum system is non-hermitian,
where the non-hermitian part describes the dissipation
of energy of the original system with the bath [3]. Some
further applications rely on lattices systems, where dissi-
pation can be generated in different ways for each site, or
synthetically building setups with asymmetrical hopping.
In ultracold atoms, for instance, dissipation is generated
with lasers that ensure the loss of particles in a controlled
way.
An important theoretical tool to describe dissipa-

tive quantum systems is the modeling of locally non-
conservative systems by effective non-Hermitian Hamil-
tonians [4–6]. These types of Hamiltonians have several
counterintuitive properties. Perhaps, one of the most
striking is the appearance of non-Hermitian degeneracies
[7] known as exceptional points (EPs) [8, 9]. When a
non-Hermitian Hamiltonian continuously depends on ex-
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ternal parameters, it could happen that, for certain val-
ues of the parameters, two or more eigenvalues coalesce
to an EP. However, this is not a usual degeneracy, as
observed in Hermitian systems. In an exceptional point,
not only the eingenvalues coincide, but also the eigen-
vectors become linearly dependent [10], reducing in this
way the dimension of the subspace associated with the
degenerated eigenvalue. This singularity of the Hilbert
space has remarkable topological consequences [11–14].

These complex level crossings are of tremendous im-
portance for non-hermitian physics, as, for instance,
on the topological properties of gapless non-hermitian
phases [15]. In the case of gapped phases, topological or
not, exceptional points are exactly the phase transition
points, i.e., the region in parameter space where the com-
plex gap closes. One example where this behavior occurs
is in PT -symmetric (or, equivalently, pseudo-hermitian)
systems. These are characterized by spectra with real
eigenenergies or complex conjugate pairs, which we call
the PT -symmetric region and broken PT -symmetry re-
gion, respectively [16–18]. The point in which the real
eigenenergies split into complex conjugates, i.e. the point
in which the PT symmetry is broken, is an exceptional
point.

In recent years, there has also been a growing interest
in PT -symmetric Quantum Field Theories. For exam-
ple, the ghosts of the Lee model [19] and of the Pais-
Uhlenbeck model [20] (as a prototype for higher deriva-
tive QFTs) have been rendered harmless by acknowledg-
ing that these theories are PT -symmetric [21, 22]. Var-
ious PT -symmetric Quantum Field Theories have been
explored, not only for scalar fields but also for higher spin
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fields [23–37].
In this paper, motivated by the well known positiv-

ity violation of spectral functions in Yang Mills theories,
we will work with the so called pseudo-hermitian systems
[38]. We choose a simplified model of two harmonic oscil-
lators with an imaginary coupling, in quantum mechan-
ics and in quantum field theory. These models present
interesting features, such as PT -symmetry breaking in
its spectrum. However, we will only focus on the PT -
symmetric phase, i.e., we will not study the complex part
of the spectrum of the model. This choice is because the
region with real eigenenergies still presents positivity vi-
olation in its spectral function.
We fully characterize the spectrum of both models, ex-

plicitly showing the real eigenenergies. Also, by ensuring
that all observables must respect the same symmetry of
the hamiltonian (i.e. be pseudo-hermitian) during all the
time evolution, we showed that it is possible to ensure
the positivity of the spectral function. We are able to do
this by building a metric operator both for the quantum
mechanical and the quantum field theory model.
This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we re-

view some basic properties of pseudo-hermitian quantum
mechanics, which will be used throughout the text. In
Sec. III, we discuss two-point correlation functions and
the positivity (or not) of their associated spectral func-
tions and how this can be closely related to the pseudo-
hermiticity of the hamiltonian. Next, in Sec. IV, we
study in detail a pair of harmonic oscillators coupled
through an imaginary bilinear term, so that the result-
ing hamiltonian is not hermitian, but rather pseudo-
hermitian. We generalize this discussion to scalar quan-
tum fields in Sec. V. Finally, in Sec. VI, besides summa-
rizing our findings and pointing out possible directions
for future work, we conjecture that the relation between
positivity violation of the spectral function and a non-
trivial metric in Hilbert space is possibly not an accident
of the model we studied, but likely a quite generic feature
of Quantum Field Theories.

II. A FEW ASPECTS OF PSEUDO-HERMITIAN

QUANTUM MECHANICS

In order to define the Hilbert space for the states of
a given quantum theory, one has to define not only a
set of state vectors, but also an inner product [39]. As-
suming some inner product (which we call the reference

inner product, and denote by the standard Dirac nota-
tion, 〈·|·〉) we define the adjoint of a generic operator Ô
in the reference inner product as Ô† according to

〈ψ|Ôφ〉 = 〈Ô†ψ|φ〉. (1)

We emphasize that we use this notation (’dagger’) only
for the reference inner product. If the operator obeys
Ô = Ô†, i. e., if it is self-adjoint with respect to the
reference inner product, we call it hermitian.

A point which is not always discussed in standard text-
books of Quantum Mechanics is that the Dirac inner
product is not the only possibility for the construction
of the Hilbert space of a quantum theory. Indeed, de-
pending on the dynamics of a system (i.e., its hamilto-
nian and the dynamical variables used to express it), the
choice of an adequate inner product is crucial for a sen-
sible quantum theory. According to the Dirac-von Neu-
mann postulates of Quantum Mechanics [39, 40], transi-
tion probabilities and expectation values of observables
are derived from an adequate inner product. Evidently,
a poor choice of inner product for the Hilbert space can
lead to an ill-defined quantum theory.
Now, consider a quantum system endowed with a non-

hermitian Hamiltonian Ĥ (meaning Ĥ 6= Ĥ†). This
hamiltonian is said to be η−pseudo-hermitian (or sim-
ply η−hermitian) if it respects the following similarity
transformation,

Ĥ† = η̂Ĥη̂−1, (2)

where the operator η̂ is called the metric operator [38].

For hermitian and positive η̂, the spectrum of Ĥ is real
[41]. Note that the metric operator is not unique, in the
sense that infinitely many operators can possibly imple-
ment (2).
It has been known for quite some time that non-

hermitian hamiltonians can have real spectrum [16].
Even if this is the case, there are at least two evident
potential problems with a non-hermitian hamiltonian (if
used to described a closed system) if one keeps using
the reference Hilbert space. First, the eigenvectors of
a non-hermitian operator with different eigenvalues are
not mutually orthogonal. Therefore, an energy measure-
ment would not properly project the system in a state
with well-defined energy. Second, being the generator
of time evolution, a non-hermitian hamiltonian leads to
a non-unitary time evolution operator and, therefore, to
non-conservation of total probability.
These problems can be solved, however, by noting that

both of them rely on the definition of the Hilbert space in-
ner product. A complete and discrete set of eigenvectors
of the hamiltonian (with real eigenvalues) may be used
to define a new inner product so that such eigenvectors
then constitute an orthonormal basis. In this new Hilbert
space (with the new inner product), the hamiltonian is
self-adjoint [41].
Let us now define an inner product which renders the

hamiltonian self-adjoint as [38, 41, 42]

〈ψ|φ〉η := 〈ψ|η̂ φ〉. (3)

We call this the η-inner product. Note that, although def-
inition (3) is built upon the reference inner product, the
η−inner product exists on its own. Indeed, it could even
be considered as the reference inner product from the
start. The reason to redefine the inner product through
Eq. (3) is to build a convenient connection between the
Hilbert spaces.
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A different inner product implies a different conjuga-
tion rule for operators. With the connection between the
reference and the η−inner product given by (3), it is con-

venient to define the η−conjugate Â# of any operator Â
so that

〈

ψ
∣

∣

∣
Âφ
〉

η
=
〈

Â#ψ
∣

∣

∣
φ
〉

η
, (4)

which is equivalent to defining [38]

Â# = η̂−1A†η̂. (5)

It is immediate to show that for any Ĥ that satisfies
(2) it follows that

〈ψ|Ĥφ〉η = 〈Ĥψ|φ〉η, (6)

that is, Ĥ# = Ĥ . This justifies calling Ĥ a “η−hermitian
operator”. From a different (and equivalent) point of

view, one could even say that Ĥ is indeed hermitian, as
long as we start considering 〈·|·〉η as the reference inner
product.
It is relation (6) that supports the reality of the energy

levels (but only if the inner-product is positive-definite
[41]). Although (pseudo-)hermiticity implies real eigen-
values, the converse is not necessarily true, because the
very notion of an adjoint operator (i.e. Ô† or Ô#) de-
pends on the definition of a somewhat arbitrary inner
product, whereas the spectrum of an operator can be
defined regardless of any inner product.
Considering a generic (not necessarily positive) metric,

the eigenvalue problem for the hamiltonian Ĥ is

Ĥ |ψn〉 = En |ψn〉 , (7)

whereas the eigenvalue problem for Ĥ† is

Ĥ† |φn〉 = E∗
n |φn〉 . (8)

That is, |ψn〉 are the right-eigenvectors of Ĥ, whereas
|φn〉 are its left-eigenvectors. The η−hermiticity relation
(2) implies that

|φn〉 = η̂ |ψn〉 . (9)

Furthermore,

〈φn|ψm〉 = 〈ψn|η̂ψm〉 = 〈ψn|ψm〉η = δmn, (10)

so that the set {{|ψn〉}, {|φn〉}} is a biorthonormal basis
for the Hilbert space. The formalism called Biorthog-
onal Quantum Mechanics [43] (which is equivalent to
the pseudo-hermitian formalism employed here) is con-
structed around this property of pseudo-hermitian hamil-
tonians.
The biorthonormality property (10) leads to the rep-

resentation of the identity operator as

1̂ =
∑

n

|ψn〉 〈φn| =
∑

n

|ψn〉 〈ψn| η̂, (11)

since 〈φn| = 〈ψn| η̂. Of course, for a hermitian hamilto-

nian, |φn〉 = |ψn〉 and η̂ = 1̂. Using Eqs. (9, 10), it is
immediate so see that a possible metric operator can be
built from the eigenvectors of the hamiltonian as

η̂ =
∑

n

|φn〉 〈φn| (12)

and also

η̂−1 =
∑

n

|ψn〉 〈ψn| . (13)

An important property of pseudo-hermitian operators in
general is that their eigenvalues are either real or come in
complex conjugate pairs [16, 38]. In particular, given the
eigenvalue problem (7) for an η−hermitian hamiltonian

Ĥ , it follows that

(Ei − E∗
j ) 〈ψi|ψj〉η = 0. (14)

Therefore, if

E∗
i 6= Ej then 〈Ei|Ej〉η = 0, (15)

so that orthogonality of states with different eigenvalues
is guaranteed (in particular, but not exclusively, if such
eigenvalues are real). Furthermore,

∀Ei ∈ C we have ‖|Ei〉‖2η = 〈Ei|Ei〉η = 0, (16)

that is, complex energy eigenvectors have zero norm, be-
ing thus not part of the physical states (in this regime,
the metric is not positive-definite). By performing appro-
priate changes in the parameters of a pseudo-hermitian
hamiltonian, one can often allow it to shift from a purely
real spectrum to one with some complex values along
with real ones (or even a completely complex spectrum).
The regime in which complex energies are present is
called the PT -broken phase, first described in [16], and
the boundary in parameters space at which the transition
from real to complex spectrum takes place is an excep-

tional surface [15, 44, 45].
We will consider more deeply the very interesting case

of complex energies in an upcoming work [46]. In the
present paper, we will work only with cases where the
energy eigenvalues are real. In our closing section, how-
ever, we will allow ourselves to make a conjecture about
a possible interpretation of the PT −broken phase in the
context of High-Energy Physics.
Let us now consider the time evolution of a system with

a pseudo-hermitian hamiltonian. Given the Schrödinger
equation

Ĥ |ψ〉 = i~
d |ψ〉
dt

, (17)

it follows that, for two arbitrary states |ψ〉 and |φ〉,

d

dt
〈ψ|φ〉η =

1

i~
〈ψ|
(

η̂Ĥ − Ĥ†η̂
)

|φ〉. (18)
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The above equation implies that the time invariance of
the inner-product for any pair of states requires that
the hamiltonian is η-hermitian, which is a more general
condition than hermiticity. This condition was already
pointed out by Pauli [47] when commenting on the use
of indefinite inner-products by Dirac [48].
Another way to understand probability conservation

in pseudo-hermitian closed systems is by discussing the
time evolution of Heisenberg picture operators. Let us
define a generic Heisenberg picture operator ÔH(t) such
that it obeys the time evolution equation

dÔH(t)

dt
=

1

i~

[

ÔH(t), Ĥ
]

, (19)

where Ĥ is the (time-independent) system hamiltonian.
The initial condition for the time evolution is taken to be
the corresponding Schrödinger picture operator ÔH(t =

0) = ÔS . Equivalently,

ÔH(t) = Û(t)−1ÔSÛ(t), (20)

where Û(t) = exp
(

−iĤt/~
)

is the time evolution opera-

tor. Note that, for a generic non-hermitian hamiltonian,
Ĥ† 6= Ĥ , the evolution operator is not (Dirac-)unitary,

Û † 6= Û−1, so that probability conservation in the theory
may be at risk. However, for a pseudo-hermitian hamilto-
nian, unitarity can be saved as long as the inner product
used to calculate probabilities is the η−inner product de-
fined in (3). Indeed, it is immediate to show that, for any

η−hermitian hamiltonian, Û# = η̂Û †η̂−1 = Û−1, and
unitarity of time evolution is recovered, being equivalent
to conservation of probability, as long as the η−inner
product (3) is employed instead of the reference inner
product [22, 42, 49].
Observables must be such that not only their eigenval-

ues are real, but also that the eigenvectors correspond-
ing to different eigenvalues are mutually orthogonal. As
such, they must be self-adjoint with respect to an ade-
quate inner product. Of course, this property must stay
true during time evolution. However, for a non-hermitian
hamiltonian, hermiticity is in general broken under time
evolution, i.e., for a given operator ô(t1) = ô†(t1) at some
time t1, one has in general ô(t2) 6= ô†(t2) for t2 6= t1.
But given that the hamiltonian is η−hermitian, all other
η−hermitian operators will keep this property under time
evolution, i.e., if there is another time-dependent opera-
tor q̂(t) such that q̂(t1) = q̂#(t1) at some time t1, then

q̂(t) = q̂#(t) for all t, as long as Ĥ# = Ĥ .
Given the choice of the η−inner product (3), observ-

ables Ô = Ô# can be built from hermitian operators

ô = ô† as [41]

Ô = ρ̂−1ôρ̂, (21)

where ρ̂ = η̂1/2 = ρ̂†. Note that the existence of a hermi-
tian ρ̂ requires a hermitian and positive metric operator
η̂.
With the results above, we believe it should be clear

that a proper treatment of any pseudo-hermitian system
requires the knowledge of a nontrivial metric operator
η̂. With it, one can properly define the observables and
establish the unitary time evolution of the theory in a
consistent manner.

III. ON THE SPECTRAL FUNCTIONS OF

PSEUDO-HERMITIAN THEORIES

Correlation functions are, of course, very relevant
quantities in the study of any quantum theory. Indeed,
knowledge of the full set of correlation functions of a
quantum theory is equivalent to solving the theory. In
the case of two-point correlation functions, the spectral
function plays a central role, since it encodes much of the
physical content of a theory [50–52].
Given the importance of the spectral function for

the understanding of any theory, and also the interest-
ing properties of the spectral function when the system
hamiltonian is pseudo-hermitian, we decided to dedicate
a whole section of this paper to it. We believe that the
remarks we make here may have interesting consequences
for the interpretation of quantum theories which display
a spectral function which is not positive-definite, such as
Yang-Mills theories [53–67] and Fermi liquids with mul-
tipolar interactions [68–70].
Let us start by considering the generic time-ordered

correlation function

CAB
η (t) := 〈ψ0|T

{

Â(t)B̂(0)
}

ψ0〉η, (22)

where T is the usual time ordering operator and |ψ0〉 is
the ground state. Note that we define the correlation
function in terms of the η−inner product (3). Of course,
if one would like to calculate the correlation function in
terms of the reference (Dirac) inner product, it suffices to

make the replacement η̂ → 1̂. The correlation function
in frequency space is given by the Fourier transform

C̃AB
η (ω) :=

∫ ∞

−∞

dt eiωtCAB
η (t). (23)

Inserting a complete set of energy eigenstates as in (11),
we find, after a few steps, that

C̃AB
η (ω) = lim

ǫ→0

∑

m

i

2π











〈

ψ0

∣

∣

∣
Â(0)m

〉

η

〈

m
∣

∣

∣
B̂(0)ψ0

〉

η

ω − Em−E0

~
+ iǫ

−

〈

m
∣

∣

∣
Â(0)ψ0

〉

η

〈

ψ0

∣

∣

∣
B̂(0)m

〉

η

ω + Em−E0

~
− iǫ











. (24)
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If Â = B̂, then

C̃AA
η (ω) = lim

ǫ→0

∑

m

1

2π

i

ω2 −
(

Em−E0

~

)2
+ iǫ

2(Em − E0)

~

〈

ψ0

∣

∣

∣
Â(0)m

〉

η

(

〈

ψ0

∣

∣

∣
Â#(0)m

〉

η

)∗

, (25)

so that, for real eigenenergies, the correlation function can be written in the form of a Källen-Lehmann representation,
i.e.,

C̃AA
η (ω) = lim

ǫ→0

∫ ∞

0

ds
i

ω2 − s+ iǫ
ρ(s), (26)

with

ρAA(s) =
∑

m

1

2π

〈

ψ0|Â(0)|m
〉

η

(

〈

ψ0

∣

∣

∣
Â#(0)m

〉

η

)∗

δ

[

s−
(

Em − E0

~

)2
]

(27)

being called the spectral function associated with the
correlation function CAA

η . Note that, in general, ρAA(s)

is a complex quantity. However, for Â# = Â,

ρAA(s) = lim
ǫ→0

∑

m

1

2π

∣

∣

∣

∣

〈

ψ0

∣

∣

∣
Â(0)m

〉

η

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

δ

[

s−
(

Em − E0

~

)2
]

,(28)

which is a non-negative quantity. Let us remark that,
for a standard hermitian theory, η̂ = 1̂ the hermiticity
condition corresponds to Â†(t) = Â(t) and it also implies
positivity of the spectral function, in this case.
In summary, we simply reviewed the well-known fact

that the two-point correlation function of a self-adjoint
operator has a positive spectral function. This has been
done here simply to show explicitly that this result is
also perfectly valid in the presence of a metric in Hilbert
space, as long as the correlation functions properly take
this metric into account. But mainly, we wish to stress
an almost equivalent statement: the existence of a non-
positive spectral function in some two-point correlation
function can be evidence for a lack of η-hermiticity of the
operators that define this correlation function.
We believe that these fairly simple remarks can have

interesting implications for the understanding of systems
with exceptional points and/or pairs of complex conju-
gate energy eigenstates. We will comment further on this
in Sec. VI.

IV. A QUANTUM MECHANICAL TOY MODEL

A. Model hamiltonian, its associated metric

operator, and equivalent hermitian hamiltonian

Before proceeding to the more interesting case of quan-
tum fields, let us first review the quantum mechanical
case of two harmonic oscillators coupled by an imaginary
bilinear term [71–75], with a hamiltonian given by

ĤQM =
1

2m

(

p̂2x + p̂2y
)

+
m

2

(

Ω2
xx̂

2 +Ω2
yŷ

2
)

+ igx̂ŷ .

(29)

Assuming that the position and momentum operators are
hermitian,

x̂† = x̂

p̂†x = p̂x

ŷ† = ŷ

p̂†y = p̂y, (30)

it is evident that (29) is not hermitian. Using the Baker-
Haussdorff lemma [76], it is possible to show that [72]

Ĥ†
QM = e−2θL̂z/~ĤQMe

2θL̂z/~ (31)

holds for

tanh 2θ =
2g

m
(

Ω2
x − Ω2

y

) . (32)

where L̂z = x̂p̂y − ŷp̂x. By inspecting (31), we identify
the metric operator for this system as

η̂ = e−2θL̂z/~ = η̂†, (33)

Note that this form of the metric operator could be an-
ticipated by considering that an added bilinear term λx̂ŷ
implements a rotation with respect to the axes of the in-
dependent position operators. In the case of a pair of
harmonic oscillators, phase space trajectories of constant
energy are ellipses in the XY plane. The distinguishing
feature of our case is that the “rotation” in the ellipses
is given by an imaginary angle.
It is evident that in order for the angular parameter

θ to be real we must have |2g| < |m
(

Ω2
y − Ω2

x

)

|. We
call this condition weak coupling and it is crucial for the
hermiticity condition η̂† = η̂. In this regime, we have

a positive-defined metric operator η̂ = e−2θL̂z and the
hamiltonian ĤQM is said to be η-hermitian [41].
The usefulness of the metric operator can be appreci-

ated in many aspects of the theory, as already discussed
in Sec. II. A particularly interesting application is actu-
ally implemented through the definition of the operator



6

ρ̂ := η̂1/2, as it can perform a similarity transformation
on the hamiltonian such that the operator

ĥQM := ρ̂ĤQM ρ̂
−1 (34)

is hermitian, i.e., ĥ†QM = ĥQM . Whenever it can be de-

fined, the spectrum of ĥQM is identical to that of ĤQM

[41]. For this reason, ĥQM is called the equivalent hermi-

tian hamiltonian of ĤQM . For the system of oscillators
is an imaginary coupling (29),

ĥQM = e−θL̂z/~ĤQMe
θL̂z/~

=
1

2m

(

p̂2x + p̂2y
)

+
m

2

(

ω2
xx̂

2 + ω2
y ŷ

2
)

, (35)

where

ω2
x :=

cosh2 θ Ω2
x + sinh2 θ Ω2

y

cosh 2θ

=
1

2

[

Ω2
x +Ω2

y −
√

(Ω2
x − Ω2

y)
2 − 4g2/m2

]

,

ω2
y :=

sinh2 θ Ω2
x + cosh2 θ Ω2

y

cosh 2θ

=
1

2

[

Ω2
x +Ω2

y +
√

(Ω2
x − Ω2

y)
2 − 4g2/m2

]

, (36)

where we used (32). Notice that the hermiticity of the
ρ̂ operator is crucial for the existence of the hermitian

hamiltonian ĥQM . In the case of the hamiltonian (29),
this is only possible in the weak coupling regime, where
θ ∈ R.
Since the spectra of ĤQM and of ĥQM are identical,

it is immediate to see that the energy eigenvalues of the
hamiltonian (29) are

eQM (nx, ny) = EQM (nx, ny) nx, ny ∈ N,

= ~ωx

(

nx +
1

2

)

+ ~ωy

(

ny +
1

2

)

, (37)

where eQM denotes the eigenvalues of ĥQM and EQM

denotes the eigenvalues of ĤQM .

The energy eigenvectors |ψn〉 of ĤQM can be calculated

from those of ĥQM , |χ〉, as [41]

|ψn〉 = ρ̂−1 |χ〉 . (38)

We have just calculated the spectrum of the non-
hermitian hamiltonian (29) and showed that it is real
and bounded from below. To achieve that goal, we re-
sorted to the equivalent hamiltonian (35). However, this
is not the only possible method. In the next subsection,
we show a direct calculation of the spectrum of the hamil-
tonian and the corresponding energy eigenstates using a
direct algebraic method. Whenever the spectrum is real,
for a positive metric, the equivalent hamiltonian exists
and both methods are applicable.

B. Observables and ladder operators

In the previous subsection we used the equivalent
hamiltonian to solve the eigenvalue problem for our origi-
nal hamiltonian because the Dirac inner product and the
standard harmonic oscillator are objects we are more fa-
miliar with. This procedure can be compared to an “ac-
tive transformation” effected by the square-root of the
metric, from which the new hamiltonian (35) results. In
this subsection, we will adopt a sort of “passive transfor-
mation” point of view, in which we define new variables
and tackle the same problem directly, i.e., in terms of the
original hamiltonian (29).
Let us define the new variables

X̂ = ρ̂−1x̂ρ̂ = x̂ cosh θ + iŷ sinh θ

Ŷ = ρ̂−1ŷρ̂ = −ix̂ sinh θ + ŷ cosh θ

P̂X = ρ̂−1p̂xρ̂ = p̂x cosh θ + ip̂y sinh θ

P̂Y = ρ̂−1p̂yρ̂ = −ip̂x sinh θ + p̂y cosh θ. (39)

Note that these variables can be formally interpreted
as the result of a sort of “rotation” in the reference frame
of position variables by an imaginary angle iθ. They obey
the familiar canonical commutation relations

[

X̂, P̂j

]

= i~δjX 1̂

[

Ŷ , P̂j

]

= i~δjY 1̂
[

X̂, Ŷ
]

= 0
[

P̂X , P̂Y

]

= 0 (40)

where j = X,Y .
It is straightforward to show that these variables are

η−hermitian, i.e.,

X̂# = X̂

Ŷ # = Ŷ

P̂#
X = P̂X

P̂#
Y = P̂Y (41)

and are identified as observables of the system [41]. In-
deed, since the η−inner product (3) is an adequate inner
product for the quantum system defined by the hamil-
tonian (29), the eigenvalues of the operators (39) are all
real and their eigenvectors are orthogonal with respect
to the η−inner product.
With these new variables, we may write the hamilto-

nian ĤQM as

ĤQM =
1

2m

(

P̂ 2
X + P̂ 2

Y

)

+
m

2

(

ω2
xX̂

2 + ω2
yŶ

2
)

. (42)

Note that this hamiltonian is precisely the same as (29),
but now written in terms of the new variables in (39).
Indeed, since the dynamical variables in (42) are not
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hermitian, but rather η−hermitian, it is evident that

Ĥ†
QM 6= ĤQM and Ĥ#

QM = ĤQM .

Of course, given the form of the hamiltonian in (42),
its quantization in the Hilbert space endowed with the
η−inner product is trivial. However, for the sake of mak-
ing the relationship between both Hilbert spaces (the one
with the reference (Dirac) inner product and the one with
the η−inner product) as clear as possible, let us insist in
the reference space for a while.
Now, note that we have not changed spaces since ĤQM

is not (Dirac) hermitian, meaning the ”passive rotation“
does not affect the Hilbert space being considered as was
the case for the equivalent Hamiltonian (35). Mirroring
the procedure for solving the standard harmonic oscil-
lator, we examine the possibility of establishing ladder
operators in the new Hilbert space. With this in mind,
we define

α̂†
X :=

√

mωx

2~

(

X̂ − i

mωx
P̂X

)

β̂X :=

√

mωx

2~

(

X̂ +
i

mωx
P̂X

)

α̂†
Y :=

√

mωy

2~

(

Ŷ − i

mωy
P̂Y

)

β̂Y :=

√

mωy

2~

(

Ŷ +
i

mωy
P̂Y

)

. (43)

Since the familiar commutation relations apply in re-
gards to the previously defined operators X̂, Ŷ , P̂X , P̂Y ,
it is then easy to show that the hamiltonian ĤQM will
possess the familiar (but still non-hermitian) structure

ĤQM = ~ωx

(

α̂†
X β̂X +

1

2

)

+ ~ωy

(

α̂†
Y β̂Y +

1

2

)

. (44)

The distinguishing feature of the above hamiltonian is
that the operators being multiplied are not Dirac conju-

gates of one another (i.e., α̂†
X 6= β̂†

X etc.). In fact, these
operators are related by

α̂†
i = η̂−1β̂†

i η̂ = β̂#
i , (45)

where i = X,Y . This shows us that, since the η−norm

of any state β̂i |ψ〉 is non-negative, i.e.,

〈β̂iψ|β̂iψ〉η = 〈ψ|β̂†
i η̂β̂i|ψ〉

= 〈ψ|η̂α̂†
i β̂i|ψ〉

= 〈ψ|α̂†
i β̂iψ〉η ≥ 0, (46)

then the expectation value of the hamiltonian (29) is
positive-defined. Finally, given that

[

β̂i, α̂
†
j

]

= 1̂δij
[

ĤQM , β̂i

]

= −~ωiβ̂i
[

ĤQM , α̂
†
i

]

= ~ωiα̂
†
i , (47)

(where no summation over repeated indices is implied) it
is straightforward to recover the result (37) for the energy
spectrum.
As for the usual 2-d harmonic oscillator, the ground

state |ψ0〉 is defined as

β̂X |ψ0〉 = 0 and β̂Y |ψ0〉 = 0, (48)

whereas the stationary excited states can be obtained
from the ground state by repeated application of the rais-
ing operators, i.e.,

|NX , NY 〉 =
1√

NX !NY !

(

α̂†
X

)NX
(

α̂†
Y

)NY

|ψ0〉

=
1√

NX !NY !

(

β̂#
X

)NX
(

β̂#
Y

)NY

|ψ0〉 .(49)

The result we arrived at above is exactly the same as
for the equivalent hamiltonian, as had to be the case.
Therefore, we have shown that we are able to perform
the same analysis of the energy eigenvalues directly from
ĤQM . For this, the usage of the inner product 〈·|·〉η was
essential. In the process we have identified ladder opera-

tors in this space, namely we identify β̂i as the lowering

operators and β̂#
i = α̂†

i as the raising operators.

C. Time evolution of Heisenberg picture operators

and unitarity

In what follows, we will be interested in the time evolu-
tion of dynamical variables of the system, i.e., of Heisen-
berg picture operators ÔH such that their Schrödinger
picture counterpart is ÔS ∈ {x̂, X̂, ŷ, Ŷ , p̂x, P̂X , p̂y, P̂Y },
previously defined in the text.
Let us start by the Heisenberg picture operators cor-

responding to the η−hermitian operators in Eq. (39).
Since the hamiltonian written in terms of these dynam-
ical variables (42) is a sum of two decoupled parts, it is
easy to see that

X̂H(t) = cos(ωxt)X̂ + sin(ωxt)
P̂X

mωx

ŶH(t) = cos(ωyt)Ŷ + sin(ωyt)
P̂Y

mωy

P̂XH(t) = cos(ωxt)P̂X −mωx sin(ωxt)X̂

P̂Y H(t) = cos(ωyt)P̂Y −mωy sin(ωyt)Ŷ , (50)

where the Schrödinger picture operators X̂, Ŷ , P̂X , and
P̂Y are defined in (39). The Heisenberg picture operators
in (50) can be obtained either by solving the Heisenberg
equation of motion (19), or by application of the time

evolution operator Û(t) = exp
(

−iĤQM t
)

, as in (20).

Since Ĥ#
QM = ĤQM , it immediately follows that the time

evolution operator is unitary with respect to the η−inner
product, that is, Û#(t) = Û−1(t).
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One can also quickly check that the operators in (50)

are η−hermitian for any time t: X̂H(t)# = X̂H(t),

YH(t)# = ŶH(t) etc. This property, which can be de-
rived from the η−hermiticity of the hamiltonian, is of
course fully compatible with such operators being asso-
ciated with physical observables.

For comparison, let us also consider the time evolution
of the original variables of the Hamiltonian (29). The
solution to the Heisenberg picture equation of motion
(19), with the initial conditions x̂H(t = 0) = x̂, ŷH(t =
0) = ŷ, p̂xH(t = 0) = p̂x, and p̂yH(t = 0) = p̂y can be
easily be found from (39) and (50) and is given by

x̂H(t) = cosh θX̂H(t)− i sinh θŶH(t)

ŷH(t) = i sinh θX̂H(t) + cosh θŶH(t)

p̂xH(t) = cosh θP̂XH(t)− i sinh θP̂Y H(t)

p̂yH(t) = i sinh θP̂XH(t) + cosh θP̂Y H(t). (51)

It is interesting to note that, although x̂† = x̂, this her-
miticity condition is not valid in general for t 6= 0, i.e.,

x̂†H(t) 6= x̂H(t). Evidently, this is due to lack of hermitic-
ity of the hamiltonian itself. Let us also recall that this
operator is also not η−hermitian, i.e., x̂H(t)# 6= x̂H(t).
Such a property is another way of understanding that

the x̂ operator cannot be associated with an observable
of the system.
Let us conclude this subsection by remarking that the

properties of the η−hermitian operators discussed so far
are evidence that not only the η−inner product is more
adequate than the reference inner product for dealing
with the hamiltonian (29) (or, equivalently, 42), but also
the η−hermitian operators make the physics more ap-
parent than the (Dirac) hermitian operators used in the
original hamiltonian (29). In the next subsection, we will
show how one can arrive at a similar conclusion from the
point of view of correlation functions of products of op-
erators.

D. Correlation functions and spectral function

In order to complete our discussion on the quantum
mechanical case, let us now discuss a few correlation func-
tions. Two crucial aspects of the following discussion are,
first, the adequate choice of operators involved in the cor-
relation function and, second, the choice of inner product
(since every correlation function is calculated assuming
some inner product).
The first (and simplest) correlation function we con-

sider is the ground-state expectation value 1

CXX
η (t) := 〈ψ0|T

{

X̂(t)X̂(0)
}

ψ0〉η =
~

2mωx

[

θ(t)e−iωxt + θ(−t)eiωxt
]

(52)

where we used (43) and (50), and T is the usual time-ordering operator. Given that the model hamiltonian (29)

is equal to the η−hermitian Eq. (42), written in terms of operators such as X̂, the result (52) could be easily
anticipated. Finally, note that the correlation function (52) is defined in terms of the η−inner product. In other

words, the operators whose product is calculated (in this case, X̂) are self-adjoint with respect to the inner product

used in the definition of this correlation function. For the case of the coordinate Ŷ , a completely analogous result
follows

CY Y
η (t) := 〈ψ0|T

{

Ŷ (t)Ŷ (0)
}

ψ0〉η =
~

2mωy

[

θ(t)e−iωyt + θ(−t)eiωyt
]

. (53)

An important quantity that can be obtained from the correlation functions above is the spectral function [52]. The
Fourier transform of the two-point function (52) is given by

C̃XX
η (ω) :=

∫ ∞

−∞

dt eiωtCXX
η (t)

= lim
ǫ→0+

~

m

i

ω2 − ω2
x + iǫ

(54)

which can be trivially put in the Källén-Lehmann representation

C̃XX
η (ω) = lim

ǫ→0+

∫ ∞

0

ds

2π

i

ω2 − s+ iǫ
ρ(s), (55)

where

ρXX(s) =
2π~

m
δ(s− ω2

x) ≥ 0, ∀s (56)

1 From this section onwards, we shall drop the H subscript for

Heisenberg picture operators, whenever this brings no confusion
to the reader.
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is the spectral function. Note that it is non-negative everywhere. This could be anticipated on general grounds, since
X̂(t) is self-adjoint with respect to the inner product used to define the correlation function (52).
It is now interesting to calculate the correlation function with one of the dynamical variables of the “original”

pseudo-hermitian hamiltonian (29). From (51), we have the correlation function

Cxx
η (t) := 〈ψ0|T

{

x̂(t)x̂(0)
}

ψ0〉η = cosh2 θ 〈ψ0|T
{

X̂(t)X̂(0)
}

ψ0〉η − sinh2 θ 〈ψ0|T
{

Ŷ (t)Ŷ (0)
}

ψ0〉η, (57)

whose Fourier transform is given by

C̃xx
η (ω) = lim

ǫ→0+

~

m

[

i

ω2 − ω2
x + iǫ

cosh2 θ − i

ω2 − ω2
y + iǫ

sinh2 θ

]

. (58)

If we try to express C̃xx
η (ω) in a way analogous to the

Källen-Lehmann representation, we find a would-be spec-
tral function

ρxx(s) =
π~

m

[

δ
(

s− ω2
x

)

cosh2 θ − δ
(

s− ω2
y

)

sinh2 θ
]

,(59)

which is not a positive-defined function everywhere. The
correlation function Cyy

η is very similar to (57) and its
associated spectral function ρyy is also not everywhere
positive. This property is often called positivity viola-

tion. Indeed, positivity of the spectral function would
be expected from two-point functions of hermitian oper-
ators. In the case of the operator x̂(t), its hermiticity is
valid only at t = 0, due to the nonhermitian nature of
the hamiltonian (29) itself. Therefore, it is not surprising
that its two-point correlation function violates reflection
positivity.

In this specific example, we saw that positivity vio-
lation in a correlation function involving only hermitian
operators is a consequence of the non-hermiticity of the

hamiltonian. We believe that this can be a generic fea-
ture of quantum theories.

V. A SCALAR FIELD MODEL WITH

IMAGINARY COUPLING

Having discussed the quantum mechanical model of a
pair of harmonic oscillators with an imaginary coupling,
we are now in a good position to study a quantum field
theory that is a natural generalization of such a model: a
pair of scalar fields with an imaginary bilinear coupling.
But before looking at the quantum theory, let us briefly
investigate the classical field-theoretical model and later
on we shall proceed to its canonical quantization.

A. The model lagrangian and conserved quantities

As our starting point, let us consider the action of the
theory in natural units (~ = c = 1)

S =

∫

d4xL =

∫

d4x

[

1

2
∂µa∂µa−

m2
a

2
a2 +

1

2
∂µϕ∂µϕ−

m2
ϕ

2
ϕ2 − igaϕ

]

, (60)

where L is the lagrangian density, a = a(xµ) and
ϕ = ϕ(xµ) are scalar fields, ma and mϕ are massive pa-
rameters of the model and g ∈ R is the coupling parame-
ter. Note that, for the case of d = 1 spacetime dimensions
(i.e., only a time dimension), the theory corresponds pre-
cisely to the hamiltonian we have studied in the previous
section.
The lagrangian density (60) is evidently complex. The

corresponding Euler-Lagrange equations are

(✷+m2
a)a = −igϕ

(✷+m2
ϕ)ϕ = −iga, (61)

where ✷ = ∂2/∂t2 −∇2 is the D’Alembertian operator.
Note that, even if the initial and/or boundary condi-

tions are such that the fields a and ϕ are real, the imag-
inary coupling will necessarily “push” the a and the ϕ
fields into the complex plane. In other words, for any
nontrivial initial condition, the classical a and ϕ fields
will not remain real under time evolution.

At the quantum level, this same property will be mani-
fest as follows: if, for a given choice of Hilbert space inner
product the (Heisenberg picture) field operators are her-
mitian at a given time t0, then the same field operators at
some other time t1 6= t0 will be, in the general case, non-
hermitian. This is typical of pseudo-hermitian systems
and is a direct consequence of the non-observability of
the field operators for the theory defined by (60). How-
ever, this should not be viewed as a fundamental prob-
lem with the theory. Rather, it only means that the
dynamical variables used to write down the action (60)
do not correspond to observables. As in ordinary Quan-
tum Mechanics, this property does not imply that the
theory itself lacks observables. Indeed, observables can
be built from the (non-selfadjoint) dynamical variables,
as we shall discuss later.

In order to find a hamiltonian for the system, let us
first derive the energy-momentum tensor. Just like in an
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ordinary, real, theory we find

T µν =
∂L

∂(∂µϕ)
∂νϕ+

∂L
∂(∂µA)

∂νa− Lηµν (62)

where ηµν = diag(1,−1,−1,−1) are the components of
the Minkowski space metric tensor. It should not be
surprising that, from a classical standpoint, the energy-
momentum tensor associated with the action (60) is a
complex quantity.
The hamiltonian is then given by

H =

∫

d3xT 00 =

∫

d3x

[

1

2
π2
ϕ +

1

2
(∇ϕ)2 +

m2
ϕ

2
ϕ2 +

1

2
π2
a +

1

2
(∇a)2 + m2

a

2
a2 + igaϕ

]

, (63)

where the canonically conjugate field momenta are

πϕ =
∂L

∂(∂0ϕ)
=
∂ϕ

∂t
,

πa =
∂L

∂(∂0a)
=
∂a

∂t
. (64)

The linear momentum carried by the fields is

~P =

∫

d3xT 0iêi =

∫

d3x
[

Πϕ
~∇ϕ+Πa

~∇a
]

, (65)

where êi (i = 1, 2, 3) are the usual cartesian unit vectors.

Note that, although the functional form of ~P is not
complex, the time evolution of the classical fields will typ-
ically lead to complex values of linear momentum, since
the fields ϕ and a become complex themselves.
All these features of the classical theory could make it

seem a meaningless task to define a quantum theory hav-
ing the complex action (60) as a starting point. However,
as we will argue next, it is actually quite simple to build
a meaningful quantum field theory from it.

B. Canonical quantization

Following the standard procedure of canonical quan-
tization, let us promote the dynamical variables to
(Schrödinger picture) operators, such that they respect
the standard equal-time commutation relations

[ϕ̂(~x), ϕ̂(~y)] = [â(~x), â(~y)] = 0,

[ϕ̂(~x), π̂ϕ(~y)] = [â(~x), π̂a(~y)] = iδ(3)(~x− ~y)1̂. (66)

If one assumes that the fields and their conjugate mo-
menta are hermitian with respect to some (reference) in-
ner product, i.e.,

[ϕ̂(~x)]† = ϕ̂(~x)

[â(~x)]
†

= â(~x), (67)

then the hamiltonian (63) is, of course, not hermitian due
to the imaginary coupling term igâϕ̂.

In order to establish the standard analogy to the case of
coupled harmonic oscillators discussed in Sec. IV, let us
first define the Fourier-transformed fields and momenta

ψ̃(~p) =

∫

d3x ei~p·~xψ(~x) (68)

where ψ = ϕ, a, πϕ, or πA. From now on, we shall omit
the caret notation (̂ ) to denote operators, except to avoid
any possible confusion. The commutation relations be-
tween the Fourier-transformed fields are

[ϕ̃(~p), ϕ̃(~k)] = [ã(~p), ã(~k)] = [ϕ̃(~p), ã(~k)] = 0
[

π̃ϕ(~p), π̃ϕ(~k)
]

=
[

π̃a(~p), π̃a(~k)
]

=
[

π̃ϕ(~p), π̃a(~k)
]

= 0
[

ϕ̃(~p), π̃a(~k)
]

=
[

ã(~p), π̃ϕ(~k)
]

= 0
[

ϕ̃(~p), π̃ϕ(~k)
]

=
[

ã(~p), π̃a(~k)
]

= i(2π)3δ(3)(~p+ ~k). (69)

In terms of these operators, the (Schrödinger picture)
canonically quantized version of the hamiltonian (63)
reads

H =
1

2

∫

d3p

(2π)3
[

π̃ϕ(−~p)π̃ϕ(~p) + ω2
ϕ(~p)ϕ̃(−~p)ϕ̃(~p) + π̃a(−~p)π̃a(~p) + ω2

a(~p)ã(−~p)ã(~p) + 2igã(−~p)ϕ̃(~p)
]

, (70)

where ω2
ϕ(~p) := ~p2+m2

ϕ and ω2
a(~p) := ~p2+m2

a. It is not
surprising that our hamiltonian is simply a (continuous)
sum of harmonic oscillator hamiltonians (one for each
normal mode), with an imaginary coupling. With this in
mind, in analogy with the harmonic oscillator studied in
the previous section, can identify a metric operator

η = exp

{

−2θ

∫

d3p

(2π)3
[ϕ̃(−~p)π̃a(~p)− ã(−~p)π̃ϕ(~p)]

}

,(71)

where

tanh(2θ) =
2g

m2
A −m2

ϕ

, (72)

which is precisely the value of the ansatz parameter θ
that makes the hamiltonian (70) η−hermitian, i.e.,

η̂Ĥη̂−1 = Ĥ†. (73)

Just like in the quantum mechanical model (29), in the
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field theory (60) we can also define two important regions
in the parameter space: (i) a weak coupling regime, for
which 2g < |m2

A−m2
ϕ|, so that θ ∈ R and the spectrum of

the hamiltonian is real and (ii) a strong coupling regime,
for which 2g > |m2

A−m2
ϕ|, where θ ∈ C and the spectrum

of the hamiltonian is complex. The latter is the PT -
broken phase and the critical value gcrit = |m2

A−m2
ϕ|/2 is

an exceptional point. Note that the distinction between
phases can be made at the level of the metric operator: a
positive metric corresponds to the weak coupling regime,
while a (generally) complex metric corresponds to the
PT -broken phase. Given the many subtleties associated
with a nonhermitian metric, we will postpone the analy-
sis of the PT -broken phase to another work [46].

In close analogy with the quantum mechanical case,
we define the Schrödinger picture field operators

Φ(~x) := η−1/2ϕ(~x)η1/2 = ϕ(~x) cosh θ + ia(~x) sinh θ

A(~x) := η−1/2a(~x)η1/2 = −iϕ(~x) sinh θ + a(~x) cosh θ,
(74)

and their respective conjugate momenta

ΠΦ(~x) := η−1/2πϕ(~x)η
1/2 = πϕ(~x) cosh θ + iπa(~x) sinh θ

ΠA(~x) := η−1/2πa(~x)η
1/2 = −iπϕ(~x) sinh θ + πa(~x) cosh θ,

(75)

which are η−hermitian operators, i.e.,

Φ(~x)# = Φ(~x)

A(~x)# = A(~x)

ΠΦ(~x)
# = ΠΦ(~x)

ΠA(~x)
# = ΠA(~x), (76)

where the η−inner product and the η−conjugation are
defined exactly like in (3) and (4), respectively. Note
that, due to the linearity of the Fourier transform and
of the metric operator (which is here a constant opera-
tor throughout spacetime), perfectly analogous relations
are valid for the Fourier-transformed (momentum-space)
fields. Furthermore, note that the transformations (74)
and (75) both take the form of a rotation in the ϕ − a
plane by an imaginary angle iθ.
In terms of these operators, the quantized field hamil-

tonian (70) is given by

H =

∫

d3p

(2π)3
[

ΠΦ(−~p)ΠΦ(~p) + Ω2
Φ(~p)Φ(−~p)Φ(~p) + ΠA(−~p)ΠA(~p) + Ω2

A(~p)A(−~p)A(~p)
]

, (77)

where

Ω2
Φ(~p) =

cosh2 θ ω2
ϕ(~p) + sinh2 θ ω2

a(~p)

cosh 2θ
= ~p2 +M2

Φ,

Ω2
A(~p) =

cosh2 θ ω2
a(~p) + sinh2 θ ω2

ϕ(~p)

cosh 2θ
= ~p2 +M2

A,

(78)

so that we identify the masses of the observable fields
(74) as

M2
Φ =

cosh2 θm2
ϕ + sinh2 θ m2

a

cosh 2θ
,

M2
A =

cosh2 θm2
a + sinh2 θm2

ϕ

cosh 2θ
. (79)

Note that the form (77) of the hamiltonian is mani-
festly self-adjoint with respect to the η−inner product,
i.e., Ĥ# = Ĥ . Besides, transformations (74) and (75)
also decomposes the the hamiltonian into two indepen-
dent parts. In terms of the operators in (74) and (75),
the linear momentum operator (65) is given by

~P =

∫

d3x
[

ΠΦ(~x)~∇Φ(~x) + ΠA(~x)~∇A(~x)
]

(80)

which is also η−hermitian, i.e., ~P# = ~P.
Property (76) ensures that both the hamiltonian and

the linear momentum operators are observables of the
field theory defined by the action (60).

Given the form (77) of the hamiltonian, it should be
clear that it simply corresponds to a pair of decoupled
scalar fields, which ultimately are equivalent to set of de-
coupled harmonic oscillators, one for each normal mode.
Thus, one may expand the fields (74) and their conju-
gate momenta (75) in terms of creation and annihilation
operators, so that

Φ(~x) =

∫

d3p

(2π)3
1

√

2ΩΦ(~p)

[

αΦ(~p)e
i~p·~x + α#

Φ (~p)e
−i~p·~x

]

A(~x) =

∫

d3p

(2π)3
1

√

2ΩA(~p)

[

αA(~p)e
i~p·~x + α#

A(~p)e
−i~p·~x

]

ΠΦ(~x) = −i
∫

d3p

(2π)3

√

ΩΦ(~p)

2

[

αΦ(~p)e
i~p·~x − α#

Φ (~p)e−i~p·~x
]

ΠA(~x) = −i
∫

d3p

(2π)3

√

ΩA(~p)

2

[

αA(~p)e
i~p·~x − α#

A(~p)e
−i~p·~x

]

,

(81)

where

[

αΦ(~p), α
#
Φ (
~k)
]

= (2π)3δ(~p+ ~k). (82)

Note that the creation operators are given by α#(~p),
rather than α†(~p). The hamiltonian (63) can then be
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cast in the usual form

H =

∫

d3p

(2π)3

[

ΩΦ(~p)

(

α#
Φ (~p)αΦ(~p) +

δ(~p = ~0)

2

)

+

+ΩA(~p)

(

α#
A(~p)αA(~p) +

δ(~p = ~0)

2

)]

, (83)

so that the spectrum of the theory is the same as the one
of a free theory of two real scalar fields. In terms of the
creation and annihilation operators, the linear momen-
tum operator is given by

~P =

∫

d3p

(2π)3
~p
[

a#Φ (~p)aΦ(~p) + a#A(~p)aA(~p)
]

. (84)

With all these properties being almost trivially identi-
cal to the ones of a free theory, the existence of a Fock
space for the nonhermitian theory (60) is also an imme-
diate consequence. The vacuum state is the one annihi-
lated by the operators aΦ and aA, and any excited state
is obtained from the vacuum by sucessive applications

of the creation operators a#Φ and a#A . For example, de-

noting the vacuum state by |0〉, the state a#Φ (
~k) |0〉 is a

state of a single Φ particle with momentum ~k and energy

E1 =
√

~k2 +M2
Φ. All other excited states (i.e., the Fock

space) can be built in a similar fashion.
One could now argue that the whole argument made

so far is quite trivial, since the theory with imaginary
coupling ultimately boils down to a theory of decoupled
free fields with real parameters. To some extent, we can-
not fully disagree with this remark, as is evident from
the simplicity of the discussion above. However, this ap-
parent triviality may be not so evident when one deals
exclusively with correlation functions of some quantum
field theory in a nonperturbative regime. This is the case,
e.g., of functional methods such as the Schwinger-Dyson
equations [55, 61, 62, 65] or the Functional Renormal-
ization Group [63, 64] in the context of Yang-Mills the-
ories. In such approaches, propagators with associated
not-everywhere positive spectral functions are found.
In the next subsection, we will resume our discussion

of Secs. III and IV about two-point correlation functions,
but now for the case of fields. As we will see, positivity
violation of the Källen-Lehmann spectral function can be
seen as a consequence of choosing operators that do not
correspond to observables of the theory.

C. Two-point correlation functions and positivity

violation

Let us now turn our attention to time-ordered expecta-
tion values of products of field operators, i.e., two-point
correlation functions, or simply propagators. We define
the propagator

DΨ1Ψ2

η (x, y) := 〈ψ0|T
{

Ψ̂1(x)Ψ̂2(y)
}

ψ0〉η (85)

where |ψ0〉 is the vacuum state, T is the usual time-
ordering operator, Ψ1 and Ψ2 are generic Heisenberg
picture field operators, x and y are arbitrary spacetime
points, and η is the metric operator. The Heisenberg
picture operators Ψ̂H(x) can, as usual, be obtained from

their Schrödinger picture counterparts Ψ̂S(~x) as

Ψ̂H(x) = eiĤtΨ̂S(~x)e
−iĤt, (86)

so that Ψ̂S(~x) = Ψ̂H(x), with x = (t = 0, ~x). In what
follows, we shall omit the subscripts H or S, unless the
operator picture is not clear from the context.
It is interesting to note that, since the hamiltonian

is η−hermitian, Ĥ# = Ĥ , a given Schrödinger picture

η−hermitian operator ΨS(~x) = Ψ#
S (~x) will give rise to a

corresponding η−hermitian Heisenberg picture operator.
In other words, self-adjointness is preserved under time
evolution. This is what happens with the field operators
Φ̂ = Φ̂# and Â = Â#. On the other hand, any oper-
ator which is not η−hermitian, even if it is self-adjoint
with respect to some other inner-product, will loose this
property under time evolution. This is precesely what
happens with the field operators ϕ̂ = ϕ̂† and â = â†.
Note that the definition of the propagator (85) depends

explicitly on the choice of the metric operator. In a her-
mitian field theory, one has, of course, η̂ = 1̂, so that the
metric does not appear in the calculation of the corre-
lation functions. Note also that, in a path-integral for-
mulation, the two-point function calculated in the usual
way (i.e., by taking functional derivatives of the generat-
ing functional with respect to sources) will lead precisely
to (85), as discussed, e.g., in [41, 77].
As a consequence of the discussion of Sec. (III), we can

explicitly see that the correlation functions including the
operators ϕ and a of the action (60) do not have an ev-
erywhere positive spectral function. This is the case be-
cause, even though these operators are hermitian at some
given time (say, t = 0), their time evolution (given by a
nonhermitian hamiltonian) is such that their hermiticity
is lost in general for t 6= 0. On the other hand, the op-
erators Φ and A, defined in (74) will be η−hermitian for
every time t. Since the hamiltonian is also η−hermitian,
propagators of such fields will have a positive spectral
function. In the following, we calculate such correlation
functions, in order to show our claims explicitly.
First, let us calculate the propagator of the

η−hermitian fields Φ and A. We find

DΦΦ
η (x, y) = 〈ψ0|T

{

Φ̂(x)Φ̂(y)
}

ψ0〉η

=

∫

d4p

(2π)4
i

p2 −M2
Φ + iǫ

eip·(x−y) (87)

and

DAA
η (x, y) = 〈ψ0|T

{

Â(x)Â(y)
}

ψ0〉η

=

∫

d4p

(2π)4
i

p2 −M2
A + iǫ

eip·(x−y), (88)
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where, as usual, the limit ǫ → 0+ is implicit. Further-
more, the mixed propagator DAΦ

η (x, y) vanishes identi-
cally. The Fourier transform of the above propagators is
immediate from the expressions (87) and (88), and their
spectral functions are given, respectively, by

ρΦΦ(s) = 2πδ(s−M2
Φ) (89)

and

ρAA(s) = 2πδ(s−M2
A) (90)

Note that both spectral functions (89) and (90) are non-
negative, as expected from the general discussion in Sec.
(III).
Now, let us consider the propagators and spectral func-

tions associated with the operators ϕ and a. Using the
results (87) and (88) we find

Dϕϕ
η (x, y) = 〈ψ0|T

{

ϕ̂(x)ϕ̂(y)
}

ψ0〉η
= cosh2 θ〈ψ0|T

{

Φ̂(x)Φ̂(y)
}

ψ0〉η − sinh2 θ〈ψ0|T
{

Â(x)Â(y)
}

ψ0〉η

=

∫

d4p

(2π)4

[

cosh2 θ
i

p2 −M2
Φ + iǫ

− sinh2 θ
i

p2 −M2
A + iǫ

]

eip·(x−y), (91)

and

Daa
η (x, y) = 〈ψ0|T

{

â(x)â(y)
}

ψ0〉η
= cosh2 θ〈ψ0|T

{

Â(x)Â(y)
}

ψ0〉η − sinh2 θ〈ψ0|T
{

Φ̂(x)Φ̂(y)
}

ψ0〉η

=

∫

d4p

(2π)4

[

cosh2 θ
i

p2 −M2
A + iǫ

− sinh2 θ
i

p2 −M2
Φ + iǫ

]

eip·(x−y), (92)

and also the mixed propagator

Daϕ
η (x, y) = 〈ψ0|T

{

â(x)ϕ̂(y)
}

ψ0〉η
= i sinh θ cosh θ

[

〈ψ0|T
{

Φ̂(x)Φ̂(y)
}

ψ0〉η − 〈ψ0|T
{

Â(x)Â(y)
}

ψ0〉η
]

= i cosh θ sinh θ

∫

d4p

(2π)4

[

i

p2 −M2
Φ + iǫ

− i

p2 −M2
A + iǫ

]

eip·(x−y). (93)

The corresponding spectral functions are given by

ρϕϕ(s) = 2π
[

δ(s−M2
Φ) cosh

2 θ − δ(s−M2
A) sinh

2 θ
]

,

ρaa(s) = 2π
[

δ(s−M2
A) cosh

2 θ − δ(s−M2
Φ) sinh

2 θ
]

,

ρaϕ(s) = 2πi sinh θ cosh θ
[

δ(s−M2
Φ)− δ(s−M2

A)
]

.(94)

It is clear that the spectral functions (94) are not every-
where positive. This could be anticipated from the fact
that the field operators ϕ(x) and a(x) are not self-adjoint,
even though they are hermitian at t = 0.

VI. DISCUSSION AND A CONJECTURE

After discussing in detail a full solution for a quan-
tum mechanical system of two harmonic oscillators cou-
pled through an imaginary bilinear term, we analyzed
the analogous case of two coupled scalar fields. The
mathematical simplicity of the model allowed for explicit
solutions, which exemplify generic features of pseudo-
hermitian theories in a very transparent manner.
We showed that, in a weak coupling regime, the spectra

of both theories are real, in spite of the non-hermiticity
of the hamiltonians. In particular, the hamiltonians are

found to be η-pseudo-hermitian (with analogous met-
rics), and observable operators of the theory are also con-
structed from η−hermitian operators.

We believe that our study of two-point correlation
functions may contribute to the discussion on the relation
between positivity violation of the spectral functions, the
non-observability of the respective operators, and the
unitarity of the theory. With explicit examples, we could
conclude that the non-self-adjointness of a given operator
under time evolution leads to a non-positive (in general,
complex) spectral function (given an inner-product re-
lated to the hamiltonian).

In other words, if some spectral function is calculated
in any quantum theory and it is found to be not positive-
defined, we conjecture that this can be evidence for a
nontrivial metric in Hilbert space. If such nontrivial met-
ric is confirmed, it is also possible that an exceptional
point exists somewhere in the theory’s parameter space.
Then, beyond such an exceptional point, a regime with
complex energy eigenvalues (i.e., a PT −broken phase)
should appear. In sum, although we do not have a proof
of this statement, we believe that positivity violation of
the spectral function (even in the phase of real eigenen-
ergies) can be a sign for the existence of a phase with



14

complex energy eigenvalues.
In particular, we conjecture that positivity violation

in Yang-Mills theories, which is a well-known feature
of the gluon propagator 〈0|Aa

µ(x)A
b
ν (y)|0〉 in the non-

perturbative regime, can be a consequence of a nontriv-
ial metric in Hilbert space. This idea will be put under
scrutiny in an upcoming work [78].
In condensed matter physics we hope that our work

will help to stablish reasonable experimental signatures
for PT -symmetry breaking for strongly correlated elec-
tronic systems. An interesting direction for future inves-
tigations is how the metric tensor constrains the spectral
function of metallic systems with quadrupolar electron-
electron interactions [68, 70] and if this would connect
with measurements of the dynamical nematic response
using methods such as time resolved resonant inelastic x-
ray scattering and momentum-resolved electron energy-
loss spectroscopy.
The field theoretical model discussed in this paper cor-

responds to a free theory. However, similar methods can
be applied to interacting theories. For example, the la-
grangian density

LO(2) =
1

2
∂µϕ∂

µϕ−
m2

ϕ

2
ϕ2 +

1

2
∂µa∂

µa− m2
a

2
a2

− igϕa− λ
(

ϕ2 + a2
)2
, (95)

is pseudo-hermitian and its metric is exactly given by

(71). Since it is in general very difficult to find a closed
expression for the metric operator (especially in QFT),
the theory (95) can be an interesting toy model for future
studies of interacting theories. Of course, infinitely many
other interacting pseudo-hermitian theories are possible,
with different metric operators.
Evidently, an important regime of the theory that was

not explored in this work is the strong coupling regime
(defined in Sec. IV), where the energy eigenvalues are
complex and the metric operator is not positive. Actu-
ally, we believe that this regime is the most interesting
phase of the theory, with many subtleties involved. We
will postpone this analysis (both in quantum mechanics
and in quantum field theory) to a future work.
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