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PT-symmetric quantum theory was originally proposed with the aim of extending standard quan-
tum theory by relaxing the Hermiticity constraint on Hamiltonians. However, no such extension
has been formulated that consistently describes states, transformations, measurements and compo-
sition, which is a requirement for any physical theory. We aim to answer the question of whether
a consistent physical theory with PT-symmetric observables extends standard quantum theory. We
answer this question within the framework of general probabilistic theories, which is the most gen-
eral framework for physical theories. We construct the set of states of a system that result from
imposing PT-symmetry on the set of observables, and show that the resulting theory allows only one
trivial state. We next consider the constraint of quasi-Hermiticity on observables, which guarantees
the unitarity of evolution under a Hamiltonian with unbroken PT-symmetry. We show that such
a system is equivalent to a standard quantum system. Finally, we show that if all observables are
quasi-Hermitian as well as PT-symmetric, then the system is equivalent to a real quantum system.
Thus our results show that neither PT-symmetry nor quasi-Hermiticity constraints are sufficient to
extend standard quantum theory consistently.

I. INTRODUCTION

In standard quantum theory, the observables of a sys-
tem are constrained to be Hermitian operators in order to
guarantee real and well-defined expectation values. PT-
symmetric quantum theory was originally proposed with
the aim of extending standard quantum theory by relax-
ing the assumption of Hermiticity on the Hamiltonian
[1–4]. In particular, the development of PT-symmetric
quantum theory was motivated by the observation that
a Hamiltonian possesses real energy values if the Hamil-
tonian and its eigenvectors are invariant under an anti-
linear PT-symmetry. If, on the one hand PT-symmetric
quantum theory has witnessed numerous theoretical [5–
12] and experimental advances in the recent years [13–
22], on the other hand, an operational foundation for
PT-symmetric quantum theory that consistently extends
standard quantum theory has not been formulated. The
absence of such a consistent extension has led to dis-
putable proposed applications of PT-symmetry that con-
tradict established information-theoretic principles in-
cluding the no-signalling principle, faster-than-Hermitian
evolution of quantum states, and the invariance of entan-
glement under local operations [23–26]. In this article,
we answer the question of whether a consistent physi-
cal theory with PT-symmetric observables that extends
standard quantum theory can be found. We answer this
question in the negative using the framework of general
probabilistic theories (GPTs) [27–34].

Formulating PT-symmetric quantum theory as a self-
consistent physical theory has been a long-standing re-
search problem1. Efforts to construct a physical the-
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1 Here we review only the works that deal with the consistency

ory involving PT-symmetric Hamiltonians can be divided
into two broad categories: the quasi-Hermitian formu-
lation for unbroken PT-symmetry [12, 37–41] and the
Krein-space formulation [42–47]. The quasi-Hermitian
approach shows that a physical system with an unbro-
ken PT-symmetric Hamiltonian is equivalent to a stan-
dard quantum system, and therefore this approach does
not extend standard quantum mechanics. The Krein
space formulation attempts to extend standard quantum
theory to include PT-symmetric quantum theory, but
this approach has not succeeded in formulating a self-
consistent physical theory. We next discuss both these
approaches and their shortcomings.

A PT-symmetric Hamiltonian that is not Hermitian
leads to non-unitary time evolution, and, consequently,
the system violates the conservation of total probabil-
ity [2, 4, 48]. This problem was initially circumvented by
introducing a new inner product on the Hilbert space, re-
ferred to as “CPT inner product”, with respect to which
the PT-symmetric Hamiltonian is Hermitian [2]. Note
that the CPT inner product depends on the Hamilto-
nian of the system as well as the PT-symmetry. The
evolution of the system is then unitary with respect to
this new inner product, and therefore conserves proba-
bility. This approach motivated the further development
of quasi-Hermitian quantum theory, whereby one intro-
duces a different inner product from the standard one.
Such a different inner product had previously been used
to study systems modelled by effective non-Hermitian
Hamiltonians [49], but its application to the search for
extensions of quantum mechanics was driven by the field

of (first-quantized) PT-symmetric quantum theory. We remark
that self-consistent formulations of PT-symmetric quantum field
theories have also been investigated [35, 36], but they are outside
the scope of the present work.
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of PT-symmetry. According to quasi-Hermitian quantum
theory, a closed physical system with a quasi-Hermitian
Hamiltonian can generate unitary time evolution if the
system dynamics is considered on a modified Hilbert
space with a Hamiltonian-dependent inner product [37–
41, 50, 51]. Operational foundations of quasi-Hermitian
quantum theory and the equivalence of the resulting the-
ory to standard quantum theory follow from the fact
that quasi-Hermitian observables form a C∗-algebra that
is isomorphic to the C∗-algebra of Hermitian observ-
ables [12]. Every unbroken PT-symmetric Hamiltonian
is quasi-Hermitian with respect to a suitably modified
inner product [37], and therefore, a physical system with
an unbroken PT-symmetric Hamiltonian is equivalent to
a standard quantum system.

Thus, the quasi-Hermitian approach to unbroken PT-
symmetry does not extend standard quantum theory.
In fact, the equivalence of unbroken PT-symmetric sys-
tems to standard quantum systems has been used to suc-
cessfully refute the claims involving applications of PT-
symmetry that contradicted information-theoretic prin-
ciples [37–41, 50, 52]. In addition to not providing an
extension to standard quantum mechanics, it is to be
noted that the quasi-Hermitian approach bypasses the
original idea of introducing PT-symmetry. The allowed
set of observables in quasi-Hermitian quantum theory are
only required to be Hermitian with respect to the mod-
ified inner product, and they do not have to satisfy the
PT-symmetry, if any, of the system Hamiltonian. There-
fore, quasi-Hermitian quantum theory is constructed by
actually replacing the constraint of PT-symmetry with
that of quasi-Hermiticity.

The Krein space approach aims to establish a self-
consistent formulation of PT-symmetric quantum theory,
for both broken and unbroken PT-symmetric Hamiltoni-
ans. In this formulation, the set of allowed states in PT-
symmetric quantum theory form a Krein space, which is
a vector space equipped with an indefinite inner prod-
uct derived from PT-symmetry [42–47]. The indefinite-
ness of the inner product imposes further restrictions on
the theory, going beyond the original requirement of PT-
symmetric invariance for the Hamiltonian, such as a su-
perselection rule prohibiting superposition of states from
certain subspaces and the calculation of measurement
probabilities being restricted to these subspaces. Despite
these restrictions, whether the resulting theory is self-
consistent remains an open question. As an operational
interpretation of this theory has not been investigated
yet, the question of whether it extends standard quan-
tum mechanics cannot be answered at this stage. More-
over, the Krein-space formulation is only applicable to
PT-symmetric Hamiltonians that are Schrödinger opera-
tors, and therefore does not encompass finite-dimensional
systems.

In this article, we first show that the only consistent
way to construct PT-symmetric quantum theory with
unbroken PT-symmetric observables, without any Her-
miticity or quasi-Hermiticity constraint, is by assigning

a single, trivial state with every physical system. This
result shows that PT-symmetry alone is too weak a con-
straint on the set of observables to construct a non-
trivial physical theory. We therefore investigate the con-
sequences of imposing different constraints related to PT-
symmetry on the set of observables. A prime candi-
date for such a constraint is quasi-Hermiticity, which has
been studied in the context of unbroken PT-symmetry,
as mentioned above. We show that if quasi-Hermiticity
is the only constraint on the observables, then the re-
sulting system is mathematically equivalent to a stan-
dard quantum system, thereby recovering the results of
Refs. [12, 38–41, 50] in a rigorous operational framework.
However, we eliminate the assumption that pure states
in the new theory constitute a Hilbert space, as done,
instead, in the existing literature. Finally, we consider
the setting in which all observables are quasi-Hermitian
as well as PT-symmetric, and show that the resulting
system is equivalent to a real quantum system [53–60].
Our results show that neither PT-symmetry nor quasi-
Hermiticity constraints are sufficient to extend standard
quantum theory consistently.

Our results are derived by applying the founda-
tional and rigorous framework of GPTs [27–34] to non-
Hermitian quantum theory. GPTs are a framework
where one only assumes that the theory is probabilis-
tic; as such, GPTs can accommodate theories beyond
quantum theory. This framework is routinely applied
to studying foundational aspects of quantum theory and
other theories [34, 61–67]. In particular, it is possible
to define probabilities associated with the measurement
of physical observables via a duality between states and
basic effects of a theory. Here we show how different con-
straints imposed on the observables of the system, such
as PT-symmetry and quasi-Hermiticity, allow us to char-
acterize the set of valid states of the system. This set is
then compared to the one of standard quantum theory
to check if PT-symmetric or quasi-Hermitian constraints
provide an actual extension of quantum theory.

The organization of this article is as follows. In
Section II we present the background material on PT-
symmetric Hamiltonians, quasi-Hermitian Hamiltonians
and GPTs. Section III contains the GPT-treatment of a
theory where the only constraint on observables and ef-
fects is unbroken PT-symmetry. In Section IV, we discuss
the mathematical equivalence of quasi-Hermitian quan-
tum systems with standard quantum systems. Finally,
Section V contains a discussion of how real quantum sys-
tems emerge from the combination of PT-symmetric and
quasi-Hermitian constraints. Conclusions are drawn in
Section VI.

II. NOTATION AND BACKGROUND

In the following discussion, we denote a system by A. In
subsections II A and II B, we associate the Hilbert space
H with A. The inner product defined in H will be de-
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noted by 〈•|•〉. For convenience, we will assume H to be
finite-dimensional, as this is the usual scenario in which
the GPT framework is applied. The set B (H ) comprises
the bounded linear operators acting on H .

A. PT-symmetric quantum theory

In this section, we review the basics of PT-symmetric
quantum theory. PT-symmetric quantum theory re-
places the Hermiticity constraint on observables in stan-
dard quantum mechanics by the physically-motivated
constraint of invariance under PT-symmetry. The op-
erator PT acting on the Hilbert space H is assumed to
be the composition of P, a linear operator and T, an an-
tilinear operator, such that their combined action is an
antiunitary involution on H .

Definition II.1. A (linear or antilinear) operatorM act-
ing on the Hilbert space H is an involution if it satisfies
M2 = 1.

Any antiunitary operator that is also an involution is
a valid PT-symmetry, and can be used to construct an
instance of PT-symmetric quantum theory. For a given
choice of PT-symmetry, the time evolution of a physical
system A is described by a Hamiltonian HPT ∈ B (H )
that is not necessarily Hermitian, but it is invariant under
the action of PT. That is,

[HPT,PT] = 0. (1)

Even if HPT is diagonalizable, Eq. (1) is not sufficient to
guarantee that HPT and PT share an eigenbasis, as PT
is an antilinear operator. This brings us to the definition
of an unbroken PT-symmetric Hamiltonian.

Definition II.2 (Adapted from [2]). A Hamiltonian
HPT is called an unbroken PT-symmetric Hamiltonian,
or in other words HPT is said to possess unbroken PT-
symmetry, if HPT is diagonalizable, and all the eigenvec-
tors of HPT are invariant under the action of PT.

As a consequence of this definition, an unbroken PT-
symmetric Hamiltonian possesses real spectrum. If not
all eigenvectors of HPT are invariant under the action
of PT, as is the case for Hamiltonians with broken
PT-symmetry, then the spectrum of HPT could consist
of complex eigenvalues that arise in complex conjugate
pairs (see e.g. Ref. [68]). Instead, non-diagonalizable
PT-symmetric Hamiltonians describe exceptional points,
characterized by coalescence of one or multiple pairs of
eigenvalues and eigenvectors [69].

Example II.3. Consider P = σx and T = κ, where σx is
the Pauli x matrix, and κ denotes complex conjugation.
Then the Hamiltonian

HPT =

(
reiθ s
s re−iθ

)
, r, s, θ ∈ R (2)

commutes with the the product PT, i.e. HPT is PT-
symmetric [2]. The eigenvalues of HPT are λ± = r cos θ±√
s2 − r2 sin2 θ, which are real for s2 ≥ r2 sin2 θ. Fur-

thermore, note that if s2 > r2 sin2 θ, HPT is diagonaliz-
able, and the corresponding eigenvectors of HPT can be
chosen to be

|λ+〉 =
1√

2 cosα

(
eiα/2

e−iα/2

)
(3)

|λ−〉 =
i√

2 cosα

(
e−iα/2

−eiα/2

)
, (4)

where α ∈
(
−π2 ,

π
2

)
is such that sinα := (r/s) sin θ (note

that such an α exists for the parameter values satisfying
s2 > r2 sin2 θ). The eigenvectors {|λ+〉 , |λ−〉} are easily
verified to be eigenvectors of the antilinear operator PT.
Hence, HPT in this parameter regime displays unbroken
PT-symmetry. For s = ±r sin θ, the Hamiltonian HPT

becomes non-diagonalizable, and this parameter regime
is called exceptional point. For s2 < r2 sin2 θ, the Hamil-
tonian HPT has complex eigenvalues, and thus enters a
broken PT-symmetric phase.

B. Quasi-Hermitian quantum theory

In this section, we discuss the fundamental concepts
in quasi-Hermitian quantum theory and the relation of
the theory to PT-symmetric Hamiltonians. We begin
with the definition of a quasi-Hermitian operator, which
forms the basis of this theory.

Definition II.4. Let η ∈ B (H ) be a positive definite
operator. An operator M ∈ B (H ) is quasi-Hermitian
with respect to the metric operator η, or η-Hermitian, if
it satisfies the condition

ηMη−1 = M†. (5)

In quasi-Hermitian quantum theory, the dynamics of
a system A is generated by a non-Hermitian Hamilto-
nian HQH ∈ B (H ) that is quasi-Hermitian [68]. Conse-
quently, the evolution generated by HQH is not unitary.
In particular, a quasi-Hermitian Hamiltonian generates a
quasi-unitary evolution in H . We define a quasi-unitary
evolution below.

Definition II.5. An operator M ∈ B (H ) is quasi-
unitary or η-unitary if it satisfies the condition

M†ηM = η.

Clearly, a closed system A undergoing a quasi-unitary
evolution violates the conservation of probability in H .
However, in quasi-Hermitian quantum theory, unitarity
of evolution is restored by modifying the system Hilbert
space to Hη, consisting of the underlying vector space V
with a modified inner product 〈•|•〉η given by

〈φ|ψ〉η := 〈φ|η|ψ〉 , ∀ |φ〉 , |ψ〉 ∈ V . (6)
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We refer to this modified inner product as the η-inner
product. In this setting, η-unitary operators preserve the
η-inner product. It is easy to verify that HQH acts as
a Hermitian operator on Hη [49, 68]. Any valid observ-
able in A is also required to satisfy Eq. (5), or equiva-
lently be represented by a Hermitian operator in B (Hη),
in this theory. Furthermore, the isomorphism between
H and Hη implies that a closed quasi-Hermitian system
with Hamiltonian HQH is mathematically equivalent to a
standard quantum system, provided the dynamics of the
former is described in Hη. In other words, Hamiltonians
that are η-Hermitian in H generate unitary evolution
in Hη.

Eq. (5) is a necessary and sufficient condition for any
diagonalizable operator in B (H ) to possess a real spec-
trum [37]. Consequently, any Hamiltonian HPT with un-
broken PT-symmetry satisfies Eq. (5) for some metric
operator η.

Below we give an example of such a metric operator
for an unbroken PT-symmetric Hamiltonian.

Example II.6. The Hamiltonian HPT in Eq. (2) is Her-
mitian with respect to the inner product

〈ψ|φ〉CPT = (CPT |ψ〉) · |φ〉 , (7)

where, for α ∈
(
−π2 ,

π
2

)
,

C =
1

cosα

(
i sinα 1

1 −i sinα

)
is the “Charge” operator [2], where α is defined as in
Eqs. (3) and (4), and a · b =

∑
j ajbj denotes the dot

product. The easiest approach to verify that HPT is Her-
mitian with respect to the inner product in Eq. (7) is by
considering the action of C and PT on the eigenvectors
of HPT. Using the explicit form of the eigenvectors of
HPT in Eqs. (3) and (4), it is straightforward to see that
C |λ±〉 = ± |λ±〉. We already know that PT |λ±〉 = |λ±〉.
The normalization factor 1/

√
2 cosα in Eqs. (3) and (4)

ensures that CPT |λ±〉·|λ±〉 = 1 and CPT |λ±〉·|λ∓〉 = 0.
Thus, the eigenvectors of HPT are orthonormal with re-
spect to the inner product in Eq. (7). Having already
proven the reality of the eigenvalues of HPT, we conclude
that HPT is Hermitian with respect to the inner product
in Eq. (7). Finally, we can once again use the action of
C and PT to show that CPT = PTC = TPC, where we
also used PT = TP in the latter step. Now, the inner
product in Eq. (7) can be re-expressed as

〈ψ|φ〉CPT = 〈ψ|PC|φ〉 , (8)

which is equivalent to η-inner product with η = PC.

In contrast to the requirement of PT-symmetry on the
Hamiltonian, the observables of the quasi-Hermitian sys-
tem associated with HPT are not traditionally required
to be invariant under the same PT-symmetry. Instead,

observables are required to be quasi-Hermitian with re-
spect to the CPT inner product, or to another inner prod-
uct which makes HPT Hermitian2. This contrast in re-
quirements on the Hamiltonian and other observables is
deemed to be necessary to maintain consistency, so as
to ensure reality of eigenvalues of the observables and
unitarity of the evolution generated by the Hamiltonian.
However, the reality of the eigenvalues of observables and
unitarity of the evolution are not fundamental to the con-
sistency of every physical theory, although they are in-
tegral to the consistency of standard quantum mechan-
ics. In fact, a rigorous operational assessment of the con-
sequences of requiring observables to be PT-symmetric
(and not quasi-Hermitian) has never been carried out in
the literature. This is exactly the starting point of our
analysis in §III.

C. General probabilistic theories

In this section, we review the basic structure of general
probabilistic theories (GPTs) [27–34]. There are differ-
ent ways to introduce GPTs; here we opt for a minimalist
treatment, inspired by Ref. [70], which focuses on states
and effects, the objects of interest of our analysis. Here
effects indicate the mathematical objects associated with
the various outcomes of the measurement of physical ob-
servables (possibly even generalized ones, such as those
associated with POVMs in quantum theory).

For every system A, we identify a set of basic effects
X (A), and a set of basic measurements MX (A), which
are particular collections of basic effects. We can think
of any basic measurement to be associated with a certain
physical observable. It is assumed that the basic mea-
surements in MX (A) provide a covering of X. A state
µ of the system is a probability weight, i.e. a function
µ : X → [0, 1] such that, for every basic measurement
m ∈ MX (A), we have

∑
E∈m µ (E) = 1. In simpler

words, a state assigns a probability to every measure-
ment outcome: µ (E) is the probability of obtaining the
outcome associated with E if the state is µ. The set of
states of system A, denoted by St (A), is a convex set,
because any convex combination of probability weights
is still a probability weight.

Since states are real-valued functions, we can define
linear combinations of them with real coefficients: if
a, b ∈ R and µ, ν ∈ St (A), then aµ+ bν is defined as

(aµ+ bν) (E) := aµ (E) + bν (E) ,

for every E ∈ X (A). In this way, states span a real vec-
tor space, denoted as StR (A). Hereafter, we assume that

2 Ref. [2] erroneously posited that the observables of a PT-
symmetric system should satisfy CPT-symmetry, but later clar-
ified in the erratum that this condition should be replaced by
η-Hermiticity with η = PC.
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StR (A) is finite-dimensional. Note that basic effects can
be regarded as particular linear functionals on StR (A): if
E ∈ X (A), then E (µ) := µ (E), where µ ∈ St (A). Simi-
larly, one can consider the real vector space spanned by
basic effects, denoted by EffR (A). Note that StR (A) is
the dual space of EffR (A). Within EffR (A) one identifies
the set of effects, Eff (A), which comprises all elements of
EffR (A) that can arise in a physical measurement on the
system, even if they are not basic effects. For physical
consistency, effects in Eff (A) must be such that states are
still probability weights on them. Certain collections of
effects that are not necessarily basic effects make up more
general measurements than basic measurements. Yet the
property

∑
E∈m µ (E) = 1 for a state µ still holds even

when m is a general type of measurement. In this sense,
every effect in Eff (A) must be part of some measurement.

Example II.7. In quantum theory, for every system,
basic effects can be taken to be rank-1 orthogonal projec-
tors, in which case basic measurements are all the collec-
tions of rank-1 projectors that sum to the identity. Basic
effects span the vector space of Hermitian matrices. The
set of effects is the set of POVM elements, namely oper-
ators E such that 0 ≤ E ≤ 1, and measurements are all
POVMs. With the formalism presented above, states are
particular linear functionals on the vector space spanned
by basic effects. According to a theorem by Gleason [71],
they are of the form trρ•, where ρ is any positive semidef-
inite matrix with trace 1 (density matrix), and • is a
placeholder for a basic effect. In other words, there is a
bijection between quantum states and density matrices.
This is the reason why quantum states are commonly de-
fined as density matrices, forgetting their nature as linear
functionals.

Two states (resp. two effects) are equal if their action
on all effects (resp. states) is the same. In this way, it is
possible to show that the effects in all basic measurements
sum to the same linear functional u, known as unit effect
or deterministic effect. Indeed, if m and m′ are two basic
measurements, and µ is a state,∑
E∈m

E (µ) =
∑
E∈m

µ (E) = 1 =
∑
F∈m′

µ (F ) =
∑
F∈m′

F (µ) .

Thus,
∑
E∈mE =

∑
F∈m′ F . This fact guarantees that

the principle of Causality is in force, so the theory cannot
have signalling in space and time [29].

Example II.8. In quantum theory, the unit effect is the
identity, as all rank-1 projectors in a basic measurement
sum to the identity.

In this framework, in any theory we can define a physi-
cal observable O mathematically, starting from the basic
measurement m = {E1, . . . , Es} associated with it. Let
{λ1, . . . , λs} be the (possibly equal) values of the observ-
able that can be found after a measurement, where λj is
the value associated with the jth outcome, i.e. with the

effect Ej . Then we can represent O as a linear combina-
tion of the basic effects in m, where the coefficients are
its values (cf. [34]):

O =

s∑
j=1

λjEj .

Therefore, from the mathematical point of view, observ-
ables are particular elements of EffR (A). In this way, it is
possible to define the expectation value of the observable
O on the state µ as

〈O〉µ = µ (O) =

s∑
j=1

λjµ (Ej) . (9)

Given that µ (Ej) represents the probability of obtaining
Ej , i.e. of obtaining the value λj , the meaning of Eq. (9)
as an expectation value is clear. This also shows the
tight relationship between observables and effects, which
implies that any constraint imposed on observables of
a theory can be viewed directly as a constraint on the
effects of the theory. We will see an example of this in
Proposition III.2.

Example II.9. In quantum theory, observables are in-
deed linear combinations of basic effects. This can be
seen as a consequence of the fact that observables in
finite-dimensional systems are represented by Hermitian
matrices: in this way, every observable is diagonalizable,
and therefore it can be written as a linear combination
of its spectral projectors with the coefficients being its
eigenvalues, i.e. the values that can be found in a mea-
surement. In turn, every spectral projector can be writ-
ten as a sum of rank-1 projectors, so every quantum ob-
servable can be written as a linear combination of basic
effects that make up a basic measurement (they sum to
the identity).

We end this section by defining the meaning of equiv-
alence between two physical systems.

Definition II.10. Let A and B be two physical systems.
We say that A is equivalent to B if there exists a linear
bijection T : Eff (A) → Eff (B) such that T (uA) = uB,
where u denotes the unit effect.

Note that such a T can be extended by linearity to be-
come an isomorphism of the vector spaces EffR (A) and
EffR (B), because such vector spaces are spanned by ef-
fects. The existence of a linear bijection between effect
spaces implies the existence of a linear bijection between
state spaces, which justifies the equivalence at an even
stronger level.

Lemma II.11. If A and B are equivalent, then there
exists a linear bijection T ′ : St (B)→ St (A).

Again, such a T ′ can be extended by linearity to be-
come an isomorphism of the vector spaces StR (B) and
StR (A).
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Proof. Note that if A and B are equivalent, we can con-
struct T ′ : StR (B) → StR (A) as the dual map of the
isomorphism T : EffR (A)→ EffR (B) introduced in Def-
inition II.10. With such a construction, T ′ : StR (B) →
StR (A) is defined as ν 7→ µ such that µ (E) := ν (T (E)),
for every E ∈ Eff (A). It is known from linear algebra
that T ′ : StR (B)→ StR (A) is also an isomorphism.

Now, to prove the lemma, it is enough we prove that
T ′ (St (B)) = St (A). We first show that T ′ (St (B)) ⊆
St (A). Observe that µ (E) = ν (T (E)) ≥ 0 because
T (E) ∈ Eff (B) and ν ∈ St (B). Moreover,

µ (u) = ν (T (u)) = ν (u) = 1,

because T (u) = u. The fact that µ (u) = 1 also ensures
that µ (E) ≤ 1, for every effect E ∈ Eff (A). Then µ ∈
St (A). This shows that T ′ (St (B)) ⊆ St (A).

To show the other inclusion, let us consider a state
µ ∈ St (A), and let us show we can find a ν ∈ St (B)
such that µ (E) = ν (T (E)) for all E ∈ Eff (A). To
this end, it is enough to take the state ν ∈ St (B) such
that ν (F ) := µ

(
T −1 (F )

)
for all F ∈ Eff (B). Now, by

hypothesis T −1 (F ) ∈ Eff (A), so the definition of ν is
well posed. Then, for any E ∈ Eff (A), we have

µ (E) = ν (T (E)) := µ
(
T −1 (T (E))

)
≡ µ (E) .

This shows that T ′ (St (B)) ⊇ St (A), from which
T ′ (St (B)) = St (A).

This concludes our review of general probabilistic the-
ories, and next we apply this framework to investigate
PT-symmetric quantum theory.

III. A GPT WITH PT-SYMMETRIC EFFECTS

In this section, we derive the structure of states in the
GPT defined by PT-symmetric observables (and hence
effects). Here we assume that the observables of the sys-
tem APT under consideration are operators on a finite-
dimensional complex Hilbert space H ∼= Cd, where d
is the dimension of the space. However, we remove the
Hermiticity constraint from the set of observables (and
consequently from effects), and replace it with unbroken
PT-symmetry, as given in Definition II.2. We denote any
valid PT-symmetry discussed in Section II A by K, and
consequently use this notation throughout this article.
We show that, under these assumptions, the theory al-
lows only one state, which is associated with a multiple
of the identity matrix.

Before proving that the theory we construct only al-
lows a single state, we first show that for unbroken K-
symmetric observables, the projectors in their spectral
decomposition are also K-symmetric. We later use this
structure to declare K-symmetric projectors as the basic
effects in our theory. We begin our analysis by defining
K-symmetric projectors.

Definition III.1. A projector P (i.e. an operator satis-
fying P 2 = P ) is said to be K-symmetric if it commutes
with the anitunitary symmetry K, i.e. KP = PK.

Note that we do not require projectors to be Hermitian
(viz. orthogonal), but simply idempotent (P 2 = P ).

Now we are ready to state the proposition that shows
that any unbroken K-symmetric operator can be ex-
pressed as a linear combination of K-symmetric, possi-
bly non-orthogonal, projectors onto its eigenspaces. This
proposition complements an observation by Bender and
Boettcher in Ref. [1] that led to the development of un-
broken PT-symmetric quantum theory, namely that the
eigenvectors of an unbroken PT-symmetric Hamiltonian
are also eigenvectors of the PT operator.

Proposition III.2. Let O be an unbroken K-symmetric
operator on Cd with distinct eigenvalues {λj}sj=1. Then

there exist spectral projectors {Pj} satisfying

1. O =
∑
j λjPj;

2. PjPk = δjkPj;

3.
∑
j Pj = 1;

4. each Pj is K-symmetric.

Proof. The observable O is diagonalizable by definition
of unbroken K-symmetry, and its spectrum is real. The
existence of spectral projectors {Pj} satisfying condi-
tions (i)–(iii) for any diagonalizable matrix O is a known
fact of linear algebra. We only need to prove that these
projectors satisfy condition (iv). Consider a decomposi-
tion of Cd into a direct sum of the eigenspaces of O:

Cd = V1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ Vs.

Let us start by examining the projectors whose associated
eigenvalue λj is non-zero. In this case, the projector Pj
is thus defined

Pj |ψ〉 =

{
1
λj
O |ψ〉 |ψ〉 ∈ Vj

0 |ψ〉 /∈ Vj
.

Therefore, Pj is K-symmetric on Vj because so is O. It
is also K-symmetric outside Vj because it behaves as the
zero operator, which is trivially K-symmetric. Therefore,
Pj is K-symmetric on all Cd. If present, let us consider
the projector P0 associated with the zero eigenvalue as
the last projector. It can be written as 1 −

∑
Pj 6=P0

Pj .

Being a linear combination with real coefficients of K-
symmetric operators, it is K-symmetric itself.

This observation provides a strong motivation to con-
struct a GPT with effects represented by K-symmetric
projectors when the Hermiticity requirement for observ-
ables is replaced by unbroken K-symmetry. We now pro-
ceed to construct such a theory.

Consider a finite dimensional system AK where the ob-
servables are not necessarily Hermitian, but they possess
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unbroken K-symmetry. Thanks to Proposition III.2, we
can take the set of basic effects of this system to be

X (AK) =
{
P : P 2 = P, PK = KP

}
.

Basic measurements on this system are collections of K-
symmetric projectors that sum to the identity operator 1.
Note that the identity operator is also K-symmetric by
definition, implying that {1} is a particular example of a
basic measurement (1 is the unit effect). Consequently,
any valid state ρ in this new theory must satisfy ρ (1) = 1.

We now show that in this new theory, system AK has
only a single state. To prove this, we start by recalling a
result of linear algebra.

Lemma III.3. For every linear functional ν : S → R

where S is the complex linear span of a subset of Md (C)—
the space of complex square matrices of order d—there
exists a Tν ∈Md (C) satisfying

trTνE = ν (E) ∀E ∈ S.

Furthermore, such a Tν is unique if and only if S =
Md (C).

Proof. We know that, if we have an inner product on
Md (C), all linear functionals on Md (C) (and therefore
on S) can be obtained through that inner product. Now,
we can consider the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product on
Md (C), given by (E,F ) := tr E†F , for E,F ∈ Md (C).
Therefore, the action of a linear functional ν : S → R

can be represented as

ν (E) = tr T̃ †νE,

for some complex square matrix T̃ν , and for any E ∈ S.

To get the thesis, it is enough to define Tν := T̃ †ν .
If S = Md (C), then there is a unique Tν by virtue of

the isomorphism between Md (C) and its dual space via
the established Hilbert-Schmidt inner product. To prove
the converse direction, suppose by contradiction that S
is a proper subspace of Md (C). In this case, there is not
a unique way to extend a linear functional on S to the
whole Md (C). This means that we can associate more
than one square matrix of order d with ν.

Lemma III.3 implies that the states in St (AK) can be
represented by matrices in Md (C).

Now we focus on the special case where the PT-
symmetry is simply κ, the complex conjugation opera-
tion in the canonical basis, and show that the associated
κ-symmetric system Aκ admits only a single state. After
that, we extend this result to any general PT-symmetry
K. In the special case K = κ, it is easy to verify that
the set of all κ-symmetric effects are given by real projec-
tors on Cd: for any κ-symmetric projector P ∈ Md (C),
we have κPκ = P ∗ by definition of complex conjugation,
and κPκ = P by the definition of κ symmetry. The fol-
lowing lemma adapts Lemma III.3 to deal with the case
of real projectors and show that any valid state in Aκ

can be represented by a real matrix.

Lemma III.4. Let Q denote the R-linear span of κ-
symmetric, i.e., real projectors on Cd. For every linear
functional ν : Q → R, there exists a κ-symmetric opera-
tor Tν ∈Md (R) satisfying

ν (Q) = trTνQ ∀Q ∈ Q.

Proof. Since here we are dealing only with real projec-
tors, this case can be embedded in Md (R), for which
an analogous statement to Lemma III.3 holds. Then the
matrix Tν of Lemma III.3 can be taken to be real and
therefore, κ-symmetric.

Now we determine the allowed states for system
Aκ with κ-symmetric effects, which we refer to as κ-
symmetric states. According to Section II C, we need
to find linear functionals on Q that yield a number in
[0, 1] when applied to a basic effect that is κ-symmetric,
i.e. a real projector.

Lemma III.5. For every system of a κ-symmetric the-
ory, there exists only one state ν, given by

ν (Q) =
1

d
rkQ,

for all real projectors Q, where d is the dimension of the
system, and rk denotes the rank of the matrix.

Proof. Let ν be a κ-symmetric state, and let Tν be a real
operator satisfying

ν (Q) = trTνQ

for every real projector Q (cf. Lemma III.4). Let {|j〉}
be the orthonormal basis of Cd in which κ acts as com-
plex conjugation. For any j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, we must have
0 ≤ trTν |j〉 〈j| ≤ 1, since |j〉 〈j| is a basic effect (a κ-
symmetric projector), so that

0 ≤ (Tν)jj ≤ 1.

Let us assume for some j, k ∈ {1, . . . , d} and j 6= k, we
have c1 := 〈k|Tν |j〉 6= 0. Let Q := |j〉 〈j| − 2 |j〉 〈k| /c1.
Observe that Q has real entries and Q2 = Q; therefore, Q
is a κ-symmetric projector. However, trTνQ = (Tν)jj −
2 < 0, which leads to a contradiction as ν (Q) = trTνQ ∈
[0, 1], ν being a κ-symmetric state. Therefore, we must
have 〈k|Tν |j〉 = 0 for all pairs j, k with j 6= k. We have
concluded that Tν is a diagonal matrix.

Let us next assume that for some j 6= k, c2 :=
〈j|Tν |j〉 − 〈k|Tν |k〉 6= 0. Define |±〉 := (|j〉 ± |k〉) /

√
2,

and Q′ := |+〉 〈+| − 3 |+〉 〈−| /c2. Once again, it is
easy to verify that Q′ is a κ-symmetric projector. We
have 〈+|Tν |+〉 = trTν |+〉 〈+| ≤ 1 and 〈−|Tν |+〉 = c2/2,
where we have used the fact that Tν is diagonal to derive
the latter equation. Therefore,

trTνQ
′ = 〈+|Tν |+〉 −

3

c2
〈−|Tν |+〉 ≤ 1− 3

2
< 0.

We reach a contradiction again, and therefore c2 = 0.
We have therefore proved that all diagonal entries of Tν
must be identical. Now, from ν (1) = 1, we get Tν = 1/d,
which leads to ν (Q) = trQ/d = rkQ/d as required.
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We now extend this lemma to general PT-symmetries
(denoted by the operator K) beyond κ-symmetry. This
leads us to our main result, namely that if we replace
Hermiticity with K-symmetry, the system AK has only
a single valid state.

Theorem III.6. For every system AK of a K-
symmetric theory, there exists only one state µ, given
by

µ (P ) =
1

d
rkP

for every K-symmetric projector P , where d is the di-
mension of the system.

Proof. As a first step, let us prove that a system AK is
equivalent to a system Aκ. To this end, define M :=
Kκ. By Theorem 3.1 in Ref. [72], we can express M

as M = S (S∗)
−1

for some operator S ∈ Md (C), where
∗ denotes complex conjugation of the matrix entries, so
that K = SκS−1. With every K-symmetric projector P ,
we can associate a projector Q = S−1PS. Now,

Q∗ = κS−1PSκ = S−1KPSκ

= S−1PKSκ = S−1PS = Q,

where we have used K = SκS−1 repeatedly, and also
used the fact that P is K-symmetric. We conclude that
Q has real entries, and it is κ-symmetric. So in this
case T : Eff (AK) → Eff (Aκ) is T (P ) = S−1PS, for
any P ∈ Eff (AK). Notice that T is a linear bijection
(its inverse is T −1 (Q) = SQS−1, for Q ∈ Eff (Aκ)) and
T (1) = S−11S = 1. Therefore, AK is equivalent to Aκ.

Then we know that there is a (linear) bijection between
the sets of states of Aκ and AK . Hence, AK will have
one state µ too. To determine it, we make use of the dual
map of T , as per Lemma II.11. We then have, for every
P ∈ Eff (AK),

µ (P ) = ν
(
S−1PS

)
= rk

(
S−1PS

)
/d = rkP/d,

where ν is the state determined in Lemma III.5.

This theorem shows that a purely PT-symmetric the-
ory is trivial, therefore PT-symmetry alone does not ex-
tend quantum theory in any meaningful way. Finally, we
can represent the unique state from Theorem III.6 by a
multiple of the identity matrix, thanks to Lemma III.3.

Corollary III.7. The unique state of a d-dimensional
K-symmetric system AK can be represented by 1

d1.

We conclude this section with a remark that our anal-
ysis can be extended to more general antilinear involu-
tions K as the unbroken symmetry of observables. In
other words, we go beyond the case of PT-symmetry. To
see this, note that Theorem III.6, which constitutes the
core of the results presented in this section, holds for any
antilinear involution.

IV. A GPT WITH QUASI-HERMITIAN
EFFECTS

After the failure of PT-symmetry alone to extend
quantum theory, we begin our journey to explore other
possible ways, related to PT-symmetry, to extend quan-
tum theory. Specifically, in this section we show that if
the allowed observables on a certain Hilbert space are
quasi-Hermitian (also known as η-Hermitian, cf. Defini-
tion II.4) then such a system is equivalent to a standard
quantum system. We show that the states in this the-
ory are also quasi-Hermitian (η-Hermitian) with respect
to the same η. In order to emphasize the η-dependence
of the quasi-Hermiticity constraint, we refer to the oper-
ators satisfying Definitions II.4 and II.5 as η-Hermitian
and η-unitary, respectively. Note that the equivalence of
quasi-Hermitian quantum systems with standard quan-
tum systems was already known [12]. Nevertheless, here
we rederive this result in the broader framework of gen-
eral probabilistic theories, which subsumes the known re-
sult. It is worth emphasizing that our analysis does not
make any a-priori assumption that pure states of quasi-
Hermitian quantum theory form a Hilbert space.

Given that this new theory only admits η-Hermitian
observables, we characterize the set of effects and states
allowed for the system. In order to do so, we need the
following definitions.

Definition IV.1. An η-Hermitian operator E is η-
positive semidefinite, denoted E ≥η 0, if

〈ψ|E|ψ〉η ≥ 0 ∀ |ψ〉 ∈ Cd.

Note that 〈ψ|E|ψ〉η = 〈ψ|ηE|ψ〉 by the definition of the

η-inner product in Eq. (6), so E is η-positive semidefinite
if and only if ηE is positive semidefinite.

Definition IV.2. An η-density matrix is a η-positive
semidefinite matrix of unit trace.

For any η-Hermitian observable O, it is not hard to see,
with the help of the modified inner product in Eq. (6),
that O has a spectral decomposition in terms of rank-1
projectors that are also η-Hermitian. Therefore, basic
effects in the new theory can be taken to be all rank-
1, η-Hermitian projectors. More generally, the set of all
allowed effects of this system Aη is given by

Eff (Aη) =
{
E : E† = ηEη−1,0 ≤η E ≤η 1

}
.

In this setting, measurements are all the collections of
η-Hermitian effects that sum to 1. Basic measurements
are those comprised of rank-1 η-Hermitian projectors. As
{1} is also a measurement, any valid state ν of system
Aη must obey the property ν (1) = 1 (again, 1 is the unit
effect).

We now prove that every η-Hermitian quantum system
Aη is equivalent to a standard, i.e. Hermitian quantum
system A1 (η = 1).
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Lemma IV.3. The systems Aη and A1 are equivalent.

Proof. Let us consider the map T : Eff (Aη) → Eff (A1),

whereby E 7→ η1/2Eη−1/2, for every E ∈ Eff (Aη). Let

us check that η1/2Eη−1/2 is Hermitian, and that 0 ≤
η1/2Eη−1/2 ≤ 1. The Hermiticity of η1/2Eη−1/2 can be
proven by (

η1/2Eη−1/2
)†

= η−1/2E†η1/2

= η−1/2ηEη−1η1/2

= η1/2Eη−1/2,

where we have used the fact that E is η-Hermitian. The
property η1/2Eη−1/2 ≥ 0 follows from〈

φ
∣∣∣η1/2Eη−1/2∣∣∣φ〉 =

〈
ψ
∣∣∣η1/2 (η1/2Eη−1/2) η1/2∣∣∣ψ〉

= 〈ψ|ηE|ψ〉 ≥ 0 ∀ |φ〉 ∈ Cd,

where we have used the substitution |ψ〉 := η−1/2 |φ〉 in
the first equality and Definition IV.1 in the last step. The
property η1/2Eη−1/2 ≤ 1 is proven in a similar way:〈

φ
∣∣∣(η1/2Eη−1/2 − 1)∣∣∣φ〉

=
〈
ψ
∣∣∣η1/2 [η1/2 (E − 1) η−1/2

]
η1/2

∣∣∣ψ〉
= 〈ψ|η (E − 1)|ψ〉 ≤ 0 ∀ |φ〉 ∈ Cd.

T is a linear bijection: the inverse is T −1 (F ) =
η−1/2Fη1/2, for all F ∈ Eff (A1). Finally, T (1) =
η1/21η−1/2 = 1, which concludes the proof.

This result is already sufficient to conclude that quasi-
Hermiticity does not provide any meaningful extension of
quantum theory, as systems are equivalent. Lemma IV.3
implies that there is a linear bijection between the cor-
responding set of states, which we can exploit to derive
the states of a quasi-Hermitian system.

Proposition IV.4. For every state µ ∈ St (Aη), there
exists a unique η-density matrix ρµ satisfying

µ (E) = tr ρµE ∀E ∈ Eff (Aη) .

Proof. By Lemma II.11, we know that there is a linear
bijection T ′ : St (A1) → St (Aη) constructed as the dual
of the map T introduced in Lemma IV.3. Consider ν ∈
St (A1), which is such that ν (F ) = tr σνF , where σν is
its associated density matrix, and F ∈ Eff (A1). Then,
µ ∈ St (Aη) is constructed as

µ (E) = ν (T (E)) = ν
(
η1/2Eη−1/2

)
= tr σνη

1/2Eη−1/2 = tr η−1/2σνη
1/2E, (10)

where E ∈ Eff (Aη) .

Therefore, one choice for the matrix representation of
µ is ρµ := η−1/2σνη

1/2, which can be easily verified to be
η-Hermitian. Furthermore, ρµ ≥η 0 which follows from

〈ψ|ηρµ|ψ〉 =
〈
ψ
∣∣∣η (η−1/2σνη1/2)∣∣∣ψ〉 =: 〈φ|σν |φ〉 ≥ 0,

where we have set |φ〉 := η1/2 |ψ〉. Finally, µ (1) = 1
implies tr ρµ = 1. Therefore ρµ is an η-density matrix.
The uniqueness of ρµ follows from Lemma III.3.

With this proposition we concluded that a system with
η-Hermitian observables leads to states that are repre-
sented by η-density matrices.

V. GPT WITH A COMBINATION OF
PT-SYMMETRIC AND QUASI-HERMITIAN

CONSTRAINTS ON EFFECTS

In Section III we proved that the constraint of PT-
symmetry alone on observables gives rise to a trivial the-
ory. Therefore, we now consider a system that is quasi-
Hermitian for some η, and then we impose the constraint
of PT-symmetry on observables. We model the con-
straint of PT-symmetric invariance on an η-Hermitian
observable by introducing an η-antiunitary operator.

Definition V.1. An antilinear operator Kη is η-
antiunitary if

〈Kηψ|Kηφ〉η = 〈ψ|φ〉∗η ∀ |ψ〉 , |φ〉 ∈ Cd,

where 〈•|•〉η is the η-inner product defined in Eq. (6).

In this section, we denote by Kη any valid η-antiunitary
operator that serves as a PT-symmetry in the η-inner
product. Note that if η = 1, then the PT operator Kη

is antiunitary, which is consistent with the literature, as
discussed in Section II.

The main finding of this section is that a system with
η-Hermitian, Kη-symmetric observables is isomorphic to
a real quantum system. To prove this result, we first fo-
cus on the special case where the allowed observables are
Hermitian (η = 1) as well as κ-symmetric, κ being com-
plex conjugation in the canonical basis as in Section III,
and show that we arrive at a real quantum system [53–
60]. After that, we extend the analysis to observables
being Hermitian as well as K-symmetric, where K is any
valid PT-symmetry (cf. Section II A). Finally we consider
the case where observables are η-Hermitian, for η 6= 1

and Kη-symmetric, and show that the resulting system
is equivalent to a real quantum system.

We first discuss how the constraints of η-Hermiticity
and Kη-symmetry on observables translate into con-
straints on the allowed effects on the system. Any observ-
able O that is η-Hermitian as well as Kη-symmetric has a
spectral decomposition in terms of rank-1 projectors that
are also η-Hermitian and Kη-symmetric (these are basic
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effects). This observation follows from restricting Propo-
sition III.2 to an η-Hermitian observable O with unbro-
ken Kη-symmetry. Consequently, the set of all allowed
effects of the system are Kη-symmetric and η-positive
semidefinite, satisfying in addition E ≤η 1. For the spe-
cial case of Hermitian (η = 1), κ-symmetric observables
we first focus on, this characterization implies that the
set of effects of the system Aκ,1 are given by

Eff (Aκ,1) =
{
E : E† = E,E∗ = E,0 ≤ E ≤ 1

}
.

Now we show that for the set of effects Eff (Aκ,1), the
allowed set of states are density matrices with real entries
in the canonical basis.

Lemma V.2. Each state ν ∈ St (Aκ,1) can be repre-
sented by a κ-symmetric, i.e., real density matrix.

Proof. We need to show that every ν ∈ St (Aκ,1) is rep-
resented by a σν ∈ Md (R) with σν ≥ 0 and trσν = 1.
The existence of a σν ∈ Md (R) is a direct consequence
of Lemma III.4. The normalization condition trσν = 1
follows from trσν = ν (1) = 1. Finally,

〈ψ|σν |ψ〉 = trσν |ψ〉 〈ψ| ∈ [0, 1] ∀ |ψ〉 ∈ Rd,

because |ψ〉 〈ψ| ∈ Eff (Aκ,1).

We now move to the case in which observables are K-
symmetric and Hermitian. We denote this system by
AK,1 and the allowed set of effects is given by

Eff (AK,1) =
{
E : E† = E,KE = EK,0 ≤ E ≤ 1

}
.

Now we show that system AK,1 is equivalent to a real
quantum system.

Proposition V.3. The systems Aκ,1 and Aκ,1 are equiv-
alent.

Proof. We prove this proposition by constructing a bi-
jection T : Eff (AK,1) → Eff (Aκ,1). To begin, recall
κ2 = 1. Then K = (Kκ)κ =: Uκ. U is linear (it
is the composition of two antilinear operators) and uni-
tary, as it is the composition of two antiunitary opera-
tors (cf. Lemma V.6). The fact that K2 = 1 implies
that UκUκ = UU∗ = 1. This implies that U∗ = U†,
from which U = UT. Then by Autonne-Takagi factor-
ization [73], U = V V T for some unitary matrix V , so
that

K = Uκ = V V Tκ = V κ
(
κV Tκ

)
= V κV †. (11)

We now show that

T :Eff (AK,1)→ Eff (Aκ,1)

E 7→ V †EV (12)

is the required bijection. Observe that this definition is
well posed:

κT (E)κ =
(
κV †

)
E (V κ)

=
(
V †K

)
E (KV )

=
(
V †K

)
K−1EK (KV )

= V †EV

= T (E) ,

where the second equality follows from Eq. (11), and the
third and fourth ones follow by using KE = EK and
K2 = 1 respectively. Therefore, T (E) is a matrix with
real entries. Clearly V †EV is Hermitian, and as T is a
similarity transformation, T (E) and E have the same
spectrum, so 0 ≤ T (E) ≤ 1. This shows that T (E) ∈
Eff (Aκ,1). Further, T is a linear bijection, with inverse
F 7→ V FV †, F ∈ Eff (Aκ,1). Finally, T (1) = V †1V = 1.
This completes the proof of the equivalence.

As a corollary, we have a linear bijection between the
corresponding set of states, which we will now use to
characterize the states of the system AK,1 in matrix form.

Theorem V.4. Each state µ ∈ St (AK,1) can be repre-
sented by a K-symmetric density matrix.

Proof. We employ the usual dual construction of
Lemma II.11: we consider T ′ : St (Aκ,1) → St (AK,1).
Take ν ∈ St (Aκ,1), which is such that ν (F ) = tr σνF ,
where σν is its associated real density matrix (see
Lemma V.2), and F ∈ Eff (Aκ,1). Then, µ ∈ St (AK,1) is
constructed as

µ (E) = ν (T (E)) = ν
(
V †EV

)
= tr σνV

†EV = tr V σνV
†E,

where E ∈ Eff (AK,1). Therefore, one choice for ρµ is
ρµ := V σνV

†. Clearly ρµ ≥ 0 and tr ρµ = 1. We now
show that ρµ is K-symmetric. This is revealed by

KρµK =
(
V κV †

)
V σνV

† (V κV †)
= V κσνκV

†

= V σνV
†

= ρµ,

where we have used Eq. (11), and κσνκ = σν in the third
equality.

We finally come to the most general case, in which
effects are Kη-symmetric and η-Hermitian. We assume
that Kη is an η-antiunitary operator (cf. Definition V.1),
taking the role of PT-symmetry in the η-inner product.
In this case, we have

Eff
(
AKη,η

)
=
{
E : E† = ηEη−1,KηE = EKη,0 ≤η E ≤η 1

}
.

We next prove a few lemmas required for proving the
main result. The first of these lemmas constructs an η-
equivalent of complex conjugation.
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Lemma V.5. The operator κη = η−1/2κη1/2 is η-
antiunitary. Moreover, κ2η = 1.

Proof. First of all, note that κη is antilinear due to the
presence of κ. The proof follows from

〈κηψ|κηφ〉η =
〈
κηψ

∣∣∣ηη−1/2 (κη1/2κ) (κφ)
〉

=
〈
κηψ

∣∣∣η1/2(η1/2)∗φ∗
〉
,

where we have used the definitions of η-inner product
and of κη, and the properties of κ. Now

〈κηψ|κηφ〉η =
〈
φ∗
∣∣∣(η1/2)∗ η1/2∣∣∣κηψ〉∗

=
〈
φ∗
∣∣∣(η1/2)∗ η1/2η−1/2κη1/2∣∣∣ψ〉∗

=
〈
φ∗
∣∣∣(η1/2)∗ (η1/2)∗∣∣∣ψ∗〉∗

where we have used the properties of κ and the definition
of κη again. The properties of complex conjugation yield

〈κηψ|κηφ〉η = 〈φ|η|ψ〉 = 〈ψ|φ〉∗η .

The second property of κη, namely κ2η = 1, follows from

κ2η = η−1/2κη1/2η−1/2κη1/2 = η−1/2κ2η1/2 = 1.

The next two lemmas express some useful properties
of η-antiunitary operators.

Lemma V.6. The product of two η-antiunitary opera-
tors is η-unitary.

Proof. Let K
(1)
η ,K

(2)
η ∈Md (C) be two η-antiunitary op-

erators. Invoking the definition of η-antiunitarity twice,
we get〈
K(1)
η K(2)

η ψ
∣∣∣K(1)

η K(2)
η φ

〉
η

=
〈
K(2)
η ψ

∣∣∣K(2)
η φ

〉∗
η

= 〈ψ|φ〉η ∀ |ψ〉 , |φ〉 ∈ Cd,

which proves that K
(1)
η K

(2)
η is an η-unitary operator.

Lemma V.7. Any η-antiunitary operator Kη can be ex-
pressed as Kη = Uηκη, where Uη is η-unitary.

Proof. By the properties of κη, we have Kη = (Kηκη)κη,
and Uη := Kηκη is η-unitary by Lemma V.6.

The next lemma links η-antiunitary operators with
standard antiunitary operators.

Lemma V.8. If Kη is an η-antiunitary operator, then

K := η1/2Kηη
−1/2 is a standard antiunitary operator.

Proof. We know that Kηκη is η-unitary by Lemma V.7,

and therefore (Kηκη)
†
η (Kηκη) η−1 = 1 by Defini-

tion II.5. This implies that we also have

(Kηκη) η−1 (Kηκη)
†
η = 1. (13)

The left-hand side of this equation can be simplified to

(Kηκη) η−1 (Kηκη)
†
η

= Kη

(
η−1/2κη1/2

)
η−1

[
Kη

(
η−1/2κη1/2

)]†
η

= Kηκ
(
η−1/2

)∗
η1/2η−1

[
Kηκ

(
η−1/2

)∗
η1/2

]†
η

= Kηκ
(
η−1/2

)∗
η1/2η−1η1/2

(
η−1/2

)∗
(Kηκ)

†
η

= Kηκ
(
η−1

)∗
(Kηκ)

†
η,

which allows us to recast Eq. (13) as

Kηκ
(
η−1

)∗
(Kηκ)

†
η = 1. (14)

Now we are ready to show that Kκ is a unitary, which
means that K is antiunitary.

Kκ (Kκ)
†

= η1/2Kηη
−1/2κ

(
η1/2Kηη

−1/2κ
)†

= η1/2Kηκ
(
η−1/2

)∗ [
η1/2Kηκ

(
η−1/2

)∗]†
= η1/2Kηκ

(
η−1/2

)∗ (
η−1/2

)∗
(Kηκ)

†
η1/2

= η1/2
[
Kηκ

(
η−1

)∗
(Kηκ)

†
η
]
η−1/2

= η1/21η−1/2

= 1,

where we have used Eq. (14) in the second last equality.

We now prove the key proposition, which establishes
the equivalence of the systems AKη,η and AK,1, where
Kη is an η-antiunitary operator and K, defined in
Lemma V.8, represents PT-symmetry.

Proposition V.9. The systems AKη,η and AK,1, where

K = η1/2Kηη
−1/2, are equivalent.

Proof. We prove the statement by constructing a bijec-
tion explicitly.

T :Eff
(
AKη,η

)
→ Eff (AK,1)

E 7→ η1/2Eη−1/2. (15)

In Lemma IV.3 we proved that T is a linear bijection,
T (1) = 1, and that T (E) is Hermitian and such that
0 ≤ T (E) ≤ 1, for all η-Hermitian effects E, hence also
for all η-Hermitian effects E that are also Kη-symmetric.
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We are only left to show that T (E) is K-symmetric.

KT (E)K

= Kη1/2Eη−1/2K

= Kη1/2KηEKηη
−1/2K

= Kη1/2
(
η−1/2Kη1/2

)
E
(
η−1/2Kη1/2

)
η−1/2K

= T (E) .

Here, in the second equality, we have used the fact that E
is Kη-symmetric, and in the third equality the definition
of K.

Thanks to this proposition, we have proved the main
result in this section: a system with effects that are
quasi-Hermitian and PT-symmetric is equivalent to a
real quantum system. We conclude our analysis of this
new theory by characterizing the matrix representation
of states in St

(
AKη,η

)
through the following theorem.

Theorem V.10. Each state µ ∈ St
(
AKη,η

)
can be rep-

resented by a Kη-symmetric η-density matrix.

Proof. As usual, we establish a linear bijection T ′ :
St (AK,1) → St

(
AKη,η

)
as per Lemma II.11. Take

ν ∈ St (AK,1). By Theorem V.4, ν (F ) = tr σνF , for
F ∈ Eff (AK,1), where σν is a K-symmetric density ma-
trix. Then, for E ∈ Eff

(
AKη,η

)
, the construction, which

is identical to Eq. (10), yields

µ (E) = tr η−1/2σνη
1/2E.

Therefore, one choice for ρµ is again ρµ := η−1/2σνη
1/2.

We already know that ρµ is an η-density matrix from the
proof of Proposition IV.4. We only need to show that ρµ
is Kη-symmetric.

KηρµKη = η−1/2Kη1/2
(
η−1/2σνη

1/2
)
η−1/2Kη1/2

= η−1/2KσνKη
1/2

= η−1/2σνη
1/2

= ρµ,

where we have used the fact that σν is K-symmetric.

We have therefore shown that a GPT with Kη-
symmetric and η-Hermitian effects is non-trivial, unlike
the theory introduced in Section III, and each system is
equivalent to a real quantum system. This result holds
for any choice of Kη-symmetry and the metric operator
η, as long as Kη is an η-antiunitary operator.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this article, we conclusively answered the question of
whether a consistent physical theory with PT-symmetric

observables could extend standard quantum theory. In-
deed, the development of PT-symmetric quantum the-
ory was motivated by the conjecture that replacing the
ad-hoc condition of Hermiticity of observables with the
physically meaningful constraint of PT-symmetry could
lead to a non-trivial extension of standard quantum the-
ory. However, no such consistent extension of standard
quantum mechanics based on PT-symmetric observables
has been formulated to date.

Two approaches for formulating a consistent PT-
symmetric quantum mechanics, which could potentially
result in an extension of standard quantum theory, have
been attempted in the literature. The first approach
leverages quasi-Hermiticity of unbroken PT-symmetric
observables. The quasi-Hermitian approach does not re-
place the Hermiticity constraint with PT-symmetry, but
rather imposes Hermiticity on observables with respect
to a different inner product. If, on the one hand, this ap-
proach can provide a self-consistent theory, on the other
hand, it is equivalent to standard quantum mechanics,
and does not offer any extension. Another approach to a
consistent formulation of PT-symmetric quantum theory
is based on Krein spaces. In contrast to quasi-Hermitian
quantum theory, whether the theories developed within
this approach are self-consistent is still an open question.

In this article, we proposed an approach based in-
stead on the framework of general probabilistic theories
(GPTs). This framework is applicable to any theory that
is probabilistic, and is commonly used for studying quan-
tum mechanics and other physical theories. We showed
that if PT-symmetry is the only constraint on the set of
observables, then the resulting theory has only a single,
trivial state. In a nutshell, the reason behind the set of
states being extremely restricted is that PT-symmetry is
a weak constraint on the set of effects, and consequently
the set of allowed effects is rather large. The dual to the
set of effects, namely the set of states, is therefore rather
small. In fact, the set of states is a singleton set, and
therefore the smallest possible. We conclude that PT-
symmetric observables alone cannot yield a non-trivial
theory that extends standard quantum mechanics

We then studied the consequences of imposing quasi-
Hermiticity on the set of observables. If all observables
are quasi-Hermitian and not necessarily PT-symmetric,
we found the resulting system to be equivalent to a stan-
dard quantum system. While this equivalence is known
in the literature, our approach using general probabilistic
theories recovers this result from first principles with no
assumptions on the state space. We also investigated the
GPT in which observables are both PT-symmetric and
quasi-Hermitian. We found these systems to be equiv-
alent to real quantum theory systems. As real quan-
tum theory is a restriction of standard quantum theory
[56, 58, 59], this approach too fails to provide an ex-
tension of standard quantum mechanics. Moreover, real
quantum theory also faces the additional complication
that the generator of time evolution is not an observable
of the theory, as noted in Ref. [65].
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In conclusion, neither PT-symmetry nor quasi-
Hermiticity of observables leads to an extension of stan-
dard quantum mechanics. What possible constraints, if
any, could lead to such a meaningful extension remains
an intriguing open question.
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