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In 1996, Hatano and Nelson proposed a non-Hermitian lattice model containing an imaginary
Peierls phase [Phys. Rev. Lett. 77 570–573 (1996)], which subsequent analyses revealed to be an
instance of a new class of topological systems. Here, we experimentally realize a continuum analog
to this model containing an imaginary gauge potential using a homogeneous spin-orbit coupled Bose-
Einstein condensate (BEC). Non-Hermiticity is introduced by adding tunable spin-dependent loss
via microwave coupling to a subspace with spontaneous emission. We demonstrate that the resulting
Heisenberg equations of motion for position and momentum depend explicitly on the system’s phase-
space distribution. First, we observe collective nonreciprocal transport in real space, with a “self-
acceleration” that decreases with the BEC’s spatial extent, consistent with non-Hermitian Gross-
Pitaevskii simulations. We then examine localized edge states: the relatively strong interactions in
our BEC suppress the formation of topological edge states, yielding instead highly excited states
localized by an interplay between self-acceleration and wavefunction spreading. Finally, we confirm
that our non-Hermitian description remains valid at all times by comparing to a multi-level master-
equation treatment.

Open quantum systems are characterized by an inter-
play between their closed system dynamics and those re-
sulting from the external reservoir. Because this evo-
lution goes beyond what is possible in closed systems,
open systems offer new opportunities and paradigms for
quantum engineering [1–3]. In some limits, this evolu-
tion can be described by effective non-Hermitian Hamil-
tonians with unusual spectral features such as singu-
lar exceptional points [4–8] and phases characterized
by spectral topology [5, 9, 10]. The Hatono-Nelson
(HN) model [11, 12] is an iconic non-Hermitian lattice
model containing a constant imaginary Peierls phase
with topology quantified by an integer winding num-
ber [5, 9, 13] that leads to the non-Hermitian skin effect
(NHSE) [14, 15]. By contrast with a uniform real-valued
Peierls phase, which can be eliminated by a gauge trans-
formation, its imaginary counterpart has direct physical
consequences such as non-reciprocal wavefunction local-
ization [11, 14, 16–19] and an equivalent description of
evolution on curved space [20, 21].

We experimentally realized the continuum analog to
the HN model featuring a spatially uniform imagi-
nary gauge potential with single particle non-Hermitian
Hamiltonian

Ĥnh =
(p̂− iB)2

2m∗ + V (x̂)− iℏ
γ

2
, (1)

with effective mass m∗, canonical momentum p̂, imagi-
nary gauge potential B, external potential V , and since
there is no gain in our atomic Bose-Einstein conden-
sate (BEC), an overall loss rate γ. We introduced B
into atomic BEC’s by combining laser-induced spin-orbit
coupling (SOC) and spin-dependent loss. As shown in
Fig. 1a-b a pair of lasers Raman-coupled two internal
states |↓⟩ and |↑⟩ with strength Ω, recoil momentum

p0 [22] and recoil energy ℏω0 = p20/(2m); an additional
microwave field drove transitions between |↑⟩ and a lossy
“reservoir” subspace. This gives rise to a two-band non-
Hermitian SOC model with Hamiltonian

ĤSOC =
(p̂+ p0σz)

2

2m
+

ℏΩ
2
σx +

ℏδ
2
σz − iℏγP↑ (2)

in terms of Pauli operators σx,y,z, quasi-momentum
p̂ [23], atomic mass m, detuning δ, and spin projection
operator P↑ = |↑⟩⟨↑|.

We make an adiabatic approximation in which dy-
namics are projected into the lowest band and focus on
the large Raman coupling (Ω > 4ω0) “single minimum”
limit, where the Hermitian contribution to ĤSOC has
low-energy dynamics well described by the effective mass
m∗ [24]. The ground state, a plane-wave at p = 0, con-
sists of an equal superposition of |↑⟩ and |↓⟩; for eigen-
states with p≪

√
2mℏΩ the occupation probabilities are

proportional to p with P↑,↓(p) = [1 ∓ 2p0p/(mℏΩ)]/2.
As can be seen in Fig. 1c, these probabilities lead to
a lowest band non-Hermitian contribution to Eq. (2) of
−iℏγP↑(p̂), equivalent to an imaginary gauge field

B = −p0
γ

Ω− 4ω0
(3)

along with an overall loss rate γ/2 (in what follows we
will omit this straightforward contribution). These ex-
pressions are suitable for our experimental configuration
(see Methods).

Setup – We realized this configuration for nearly pure
87Rb BECs (with N0 ≈ 2× 105 atoms and chemical po-
tential µ ≈ h × 500 Hz) confined by the joint action of
blue and red detuned optical dipole traps (ODTs, with
wavelengths 635 nm and 1064 nm respectively). The blue
ODT horizontally confined the BEC in a L = 30 µm
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FIG. 1. Concept. a Level diagram for creating non-Hermitian
SOC in a system subspace linked to a reservoir subspace with
a microwave field of strength Ωµ. Dissipation is induced when
the excited state |e⟩ decays with rate Γ. b Geometry. A homo-
geneous BEC was confined in a box-shaped trap in the ex-ey

plane, and Raman-dressed by a pair of laser beams projected
through a high-resolution microscope objective. Dissipation
is induced by a resonant laser. c Imaginary gauge potential.
Left: Spin up population and imaginary gauge field as a func-
tion of momentum (solid) along with their linear approxima-
tions (dashed). Right: corresponding momentum dependent
loss. Both computed for Ω/ω0 = 5.7. Bottom: Gaussian
momentum distribution before (black) and accelerated after
(red) evolving with γ = 0.19ω0 for 10 ms. The solid red curve
plots the final distribution including the overall loss term in
Eq. (1), while the dashed curve includes only the imaginary
gauge potential.

square (in the ex-ey plane, projected using a numerical
aperture NA = 0.55) while the red ODT provided a ver-
tically oriented (ez) harmonic potential with frequency
ωz/(2π) ≈ 220 Hz. Our experiments focused on the state
space spanned by |f = 1,mF = 0⟩ and |f = 1,mF = 1⟩
that served as our spin states |↑⟩ and |↓⟩, respectively. A
large bias magnetic field B0 ≈ 978 µT along ey provided
sufficient quadratic contribution to the Zeeman shift for
us to resonantly couple |↑⟩ and |↓⟩ whilst being far off
resonance to |f = 1,mF = −1⟩. We induced spin-orbit
coupling with strength p0 = (2πℏ/λR)×sin(θ) by Raman-
coupling |↑⟩ and |↓⟩ with a pair of λR = 790.03 nm
laser beams intersecting with half-angle θ = 16.5 degrees
(Fig. 1a), and prepared the SOC ground state (see Meth-
ods). The spin-dependent loss in Eq. (2) was created by
simultaneously microwave coupling |↑⟩ (with Rabi fre-
quency Ωµ) to an intermediate electronic ground state

|i⟩ = |f = 2,mF = 0⟩ while expelling atoms with a laser
resonant between |i⟩ and the |f ′ = 3,m′

F = 0⟩ excited
state. This laser, aligned along ez, had intensity I and
optical Rabi frequency ΩL = Γ

√
I/(2Isat) in terms of the

natural line-width Γ and saturation intensity Isat [25].
Dynamical evolution – We begin by considering the dy-

namics of Hermitian observables. Reference [26] showed
that the response to general non-Hermitian Hamiltoni-
ans can be exotic and very different from their Hermi-
tian counterparts. Subject to non-Hermitian gauge field
B, the Heisenberg equation of motion (EoM) for an op-
erator ô becomes

iℏ∂t⟨ô⟩ = ⟨[ô, Ĥh]⟩ −
iB
m∗ ⟨{δp̂, δô}⟩, (4)

where δô ≡ ô−⟨ô⟩ and Ĥh is the Hermitian contribution
to Ĥnh (see Methods for details). For example, this im-
plies that the EoM for momentum iℏ∂t⟨p̂⟩ = ⟨[p̂, V̂ ]⟩ −
2iB⟨δp̂2⟩/m∗ (i.e., the force equation), directly depends
on the variance of the momentum distribution ⟨δp̂2⟩. The
physical origin of this “self-acceleration” can be under-
stood by considering the free evolution of a Gaussian
wavepacket in momentum space, with initial state shown
by the black curve in Fig. 1c-bottom. The anti-Hermitian
contribution to the Hamiltonian, −ip̂B/m∗, gives a time
evolution operator Ûah = exp[−pBt/(ℏm∗)] that includes
loss for p > 0 and gain for p < 0. As shown by the
red curves (with dashed including only the imaginary
vector potential, and solid adding the overall loss term
γ/2), the action of this operator shifts the centroid by
−2B∆p2t/(ℏm∗) (where ∆p is the initial width of the
distribution), as expected from the force equation.

In a similar manner, the EoM for the center-of-mass
(CoM) position is given by iℏ∂t⟨x̂⟩ = iℏ⟨p̂⟩/m∗ −
iB⟨{δp̂, δx̂}⟩/m∗, indicating that the CoM dynamics are
influenced not only by the canonical momentum ⟨p̂⟩ but
also by an additional anomalous term. This “self dis-
placement” term arises from the imaginary gauge field in-
teracting with correlated fluctuations in momentum and
position.

While these EoMs effectively isolate the role of the
imaginary gauge potential in dynamics, they are difficult
to employ for predicting dynamics: the equations for ⟨x̂⟩
and ⟨p̂⟩ are not closed. That is, they involve an infinite hi-
erarchy of coupled equations describing ever higher order
anti-commutators and operator products. For example,
computing the acceleration demands the time derivative
∂t⟨{δp̂, δx̂}⟩. Using Eq. (4) together with the kinetic and
force equations, we obtain

ℏ∂2t ⟨x̂⟩ = i
⟨[V̂ , p̂]⟩
m∗ − 4B

(m∗)2
〈
δp̂2
〉
+i

B
m∗ ⟨{δx̂, [V̂ , p̂]}⟩+. . . ,

(5)
which is only valid for short times (see the Methods).

Nonreciprocal transport – After preparing the BEC in
the SOC ground state, we simultaneously applied the
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FIG. 2. Nonreciprocal transport. In each panel markers are
experimental data and solid curves are GPE simulations. a
Center of mass time evolution for a range of B/p0. Each
point reflects the average of about 10 measurements and the
uncertainties are the standard error of the mean. b Initial
acceleration as a function of B/p0. Markers result from fits
to the experimental data in a; solid curves are simulated ac-
celeration with (red) and without (blue, magnified by 20x)
atomic interactions. Dashed curves plot the corresponding
EoM-predicted acceleration averaged for the first 6 ms. c Re-
versed gauge field. Single spin transport ⟨x⟩↓ at |B/p0| = 0.16.

microwave and optical fields and allowed the system to
evolve for up to 9 ms. Using the high NA microscope pic-
tured in Fig. 1b, we separately measured the in-situ |↑⟩
and |↓⟩ density distributions via partial transfer absorp-
tion imaging [27]. Figure 2 shows that the overall CoM
position initially evolves proportionally to t2, as if pro-
pelled by a constant force. We extracted the acceleration
from quadratic fits to the the early-time dynamics (up to
9 ms), and plot it as a function of the imaginary gauge
potential B/p0 in Fig. 2b derived from observed loss rate
γ with Eq. (3). The solid blue curve, representing the ac-
celeration predicted by the non-interacting Hamiltonians
thus far discussed, bears no resemblance to our data.

Going beyond this description, our BEC also has inter-
actions that are described by the Gross-Pitaevskii equa-
tion (GPE). This effectively augments the Hamiltonian
with a mean field energy g|ψ(x)|2, which is proportional
to the local atomic density |ψ(x)|2 and an interaction
strength g. For our experimental parameters, GPE sim-
ulations of the continuum HN model [Eq. (1)] are in
agreement with those of full two-band SOC Hamiltonian
[Eq. (2)]; therefore, wherever possible we compare our
experimental data to the suitable interacting continuum
HN model.

The solid curves in Fig. 2a represent GPE simulations
of our experiment performed with no adjustable parame-
ters and show excellent agreement with our observations.
Likewise, the GPE-predicted acceleration (solid red curve
in Fig. 2b) also closely matches our measured data. Ad-
ditionally, the dashed curves confirm that the closed-form
expression for the short-time acceleration [Eq. (5)] is valid
for both the non-interacting and interacting cases [i.e.,

using V → V + g|ψ|2 in Eq. (5)] up to B/p0 ≈ 0.18,
beyond which higher-order terms become non-negligible
(see Methods).

The stark contrast between the single-particle and
GPE accelerations arise from the markedly different spa-
tial modes of these two cases. On one hand, the non-
interacting particle in a box has a cosinusoidal ground
state ∝ cos(πx/L) is hardly effected by the 0.9 µm box-
trap projection resolution. On the other hand, the BEC
wavefunction remains essentially uniform until it drops
rapidly to zero at the box edge over a length scale de-
termined by an interplay of the ξ ≈ 0.3 µm healing
length and the NA-limited sharpness of the trap’s edge.
This interaction-driven change enhances both the self-
acceleration and self-displacement contributions to the
⟨p̂⟩ and ⟨x̂⟩ EoM’s. Because both ξ and the projec-
tion resolution are much smaller than L, the interacting
system’s momentum-space wavefunction is broadened,
thereby enhancing the self-acceleration ∝ ⟨p̂2⟩. Further-
more, interactions extend the wavefunction into regions
where the trap potential varies rapidly, amplifying the
self-displacement contribution ∝ ⟨{δx̂, [V̂ , p̂]}⟩ and thus
increasing the acceleration.

Thus far, we have modified only the magnitude of the
imaginary gauge potential B (which is ∝ γ); this is be-
cause in our loss-only system the decay rate γ is strictly
positive, so changes to it cannot affect the sign of B.

To invert the sign of B, we coupled |↓⟩ rather than |↑⟩
to the lossy subspace, thereby replacing P↑ with P↓ in
Eq. (2) and flipping the sign of B in Eq. (3) [28]. Fig-
ure 2c illustrates the effect of this change: because both
the self-acceleration and self-displacement are ∝ B, re-
versing its sign inverts the nonreciprocal transport. Un-
like in Fig. 2a-b, we now focus on ⟨x⟩↓, the CoM posi-
tion of only the |↓⟩ spin state. We do so for two rea-
sons: firstly, this component’s displacement is increased
relative to the average yielding a larger signal, and sec-
ondly predicting spin-resolved motion requires the full
two-band SOC. The data are consistent within its un-
certainties with the result of this two-band GPE cal-
culation (solid curves), however, the simulation exhibits
high-frequency oscillations, resulting from coherent oscil-
lations between the two SOC bands. These confirm that
small deviations from the single-band (adiabatic) approx-
imation exist but remain undetectable within our current
experimental sensitivity.

Suppressed non-Hermitian skin effect – Both non-
Hermitian terms — iB and iℏγ/2 — can be eliminated
from Eq. (1) by an “anti-unitary gauge transformation”
Â = exp(Bx̂/ℏ − γt/2). The transformed wavefunction
|ψ′⟩ = Â |ψ⟩ obeys the usual Schrödinger equation, mak-
ing it straightforward to compute and understand eigen-
states and dynamics. For example, the noninteracting
ground state immediately leads to the non-Hermitian
solution ∝ cos(πx/L) exp(−Bx/ℏ); this state, exponen-
tially localized to the boundary, directly manifests the
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FIG. 3. Dynamical edge modes. a CoM dynamics of an
initially canted state for a range of B (markers) along with
quadratic fits (dashed curves), with B/p0 = 0.19, 0.11, 0.05,
0.01 (top to bottom). b Optimal B/p0 from data as in a versus
CoM position x0 (markers, single error bar is representative
of all data). Curves show calculations with (red) and without
(blue) interactions.

NHSE [29].
Expecting a similar outcome for our homogeneously

trapped BEC, we prepared BECs with an initially
“canted” density distribution and then abruptly switched
γ to a non-zero value. Figure 3a shows that the CoM po-
sition undergoes uniform acceleration that depends sys-
tematically on B; the dashed curves are quadratic fits
that yield the acceleration. From the zero crossing of
this acceleration, we identify the value of B with no net
motion. Data of this type, collected using different ini-
tial CoM positions, are shown in Fig. 3b. It might be
tempting to interpret these configurations as equilibrium
NHSE states; however, they deviate markedly from the
single-particle solution (blue).

Indeed, applying the anti-unitary gauge transforma-
tion to the GPE shows that our system’s ground state
is expected to be described by a Thomas-Fermi–like uni-
form density distribution, leaving only small vestiges of
the NHSE at the BEC’s low-density periphery [30]. This
outcome is consistent with recent theory for repulsively
interacting bosonic systems [31–33].

The red curve in Fig. 3b plots the results of a full
time-dependent GPE simulation, showing significantly
improved agreement with experiment. These simulations
show that the observed “static” configuration is actually
a dynamical effect—somewhat analogous to macroscopic
self trapping [34] of BECs in double-well potentials—here
the effects of self-acceleration and self-displacement are
counterbalanced by the BECs repulsive interactions.

Validity of method – The behavior of open quantum
systems—governed by the quantum master equation—
can be approximated by non-Hermitian Hamiltonians
only up to the first so-called quantum jump, which,
for the data presented here, occurs in about twice the
26 ns lifetime of 87Rb’s 5P3/2 excited state. Neverthe-
less, we observe non-Hermitian evolution on millisecond
timescales, raising an immediate question: how can a
non-Hermitian picture remain valid for such long dura-
tions?

We experimentally explored this question in a simpli-

fied configuration using RF rather than Raman to in-
duce |↑⟩↔ |↓⟩ coupling [35]. Beginning with a |↑⟩ BEC,
we abruptly applied combinations of optical, microwave,
and RF fields for a duration t, and monitored the time-
evolving populations N↑, N↓, and Ni.

We begin with the minimal scenario of no rf coupling
(i.e., ΩRF = 0) illustrated in Fig. 4a, where the system
state-space is just |↑⟩. The markers show the time evolu-
tion of the normalized population N↑/N0 for a range of
optical Rabi frequencies ΩL. When ΩL/Ωµ ≪ 1, the sys-
tem exhibits damped Rabi oscillations between |↑⟩ and
|i⟩, while for ΩL/Ωµ ≫ 1, the evolution instead yields
simple exponential decay. In a standard three-level mas-
ter equation description, a quantum jump (spontaneous
decay) returns the atom from |e⟩ to |i⟩, at which time the
non-Hermitian approximation fails. In our shallow trap,
however, the recoil momentum imparted during sponta-
neous decay ejects the atom so that it never returns, ef-
fectively removing any jumped atoms from observation.
This mechanism resolves the question: no observed atom
has undergone a quantum jump, making a non-Hermitian
description possible for all times.

The resulting non-Hermitian Hamiltonian for the re-
duced system subspace, Ĥmin = −iℏγP↑ predicts
exponential decay (with rate 2γ), and therefore re-
quires ΩL/Ωµ ≫ 1. The dashed curves in Fig. 4a
show fits describing damped oscillatory behavior via
exp(−2γt) cos2(ωefft/2) to our data. Figure 4b collects
the results of such fits (markers) and compares them with
parameters obtained from master equation simulations
featuring quantum jumps only from |e⟩ to |v⟩ (curves,
computed with no free parameters). In both cases, the os-
cillation frequency drops to zero when ΩL = 2Ωµ, mark-
ing a sharp transition from damped oscillations to expo-
nential decay. In the exponential-decay regime (shaded),
γ decreases with increasing ΩL, manifesting the quantum
Zeno effect [36].

These data fully calibrate the non-Hermitian contri-
bution to the system Hamiltonian. To verify this cali-
bration, we introduce RF coupling in the Zeno regime
(Fig. 4c) and compare the observed dynamics with the
predictions of our non-Hermitian model (solid curves).
No free parameters are used: the decay rates come
from Fig. 4b, and the RF Rabi frequency was indepen-
dently measured. Our results thus confirm that the non-
Hermitian description is quantitatively accurate beyond
the nominal quantum jump timescale.

Discussion and outlook – Here we realized an imag-
inary gauge potential using a spin-orbit coupled BEC
with laser-induced loss, and demonstrated that such a
framework can be valid for all times. This implementa-
tion serves as a specific example of a more general sce-
nario [37], in which a subspace |S⟩, evolving under other-
wise Hamiltonian evolution, experiences quantum jumps
into an uncoupled subspace |V ⟩.

In our system, repulsive interactions have the appar-
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FIG. 4. Transition from coherent to quantum Zeno regime. a Data with ΩRF = 0 showing fractional population in |↑⟩ versus
time for four values of ΩL, all with Ωµ = 2π × 3.08(4) kHz. Solid curves are fits as described in the text. b Lifetime and
oscillation frequency extracted from the fits as in a, plotted as a function of ΩL. Solid curves derive from analogous fits to
master equation simulations. c Fractional population in |↑⟩ versus time, now with rf coupling ΩRF = 2π × 1.20(5) kHz. Solid
curves show the predictions of the non-Hermitian Hamiltonian with no adjustable parameters.

ently contradictory effects of enhancing self-acceleration
while simultaneously suppressing the NHSE; this natu-
rally raises questions about the impact of these mean-
field interactions on spectral topology and the non-
Hermitian bulk-boundary correspondence. While our re-
sults focused on CoM variables, the underlying GPE sim-
ulations show that this is accompanied by the formation
of rapidly oscillatory shock-waves, with wavelength below
our imaging resolution. These patterns are reminiscent
of those predicted in the context of non-Hermitian analog
gravity simulations [38].

Moving beyond simple single-particle or mean-field de-
scriptions introduces core conceptual questions, because
loss and gain reflect transitions between Fock spaces of
total atom number, rather than simply modifying the
wavefunction normalization. In this context, defining
non-Hermitian many-body topological invariants is a key
challenge [31, 32]. Despite these challenges, new strongly
correlated physics is predicted in non-Hermitian quan-
tum systems. For instance, asymmetric fermionization
dynamics have been theorized in the Tonks-Girardeau
regime of the 1D Bose gas [39]. In lattice systems, com-
bining nonreciprocal hopping with Hubbard interactions
may stabilize novel phases, such as non-Hermitian Mott
insulators and many-body localized states [31–33, 40].
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Experimental parameters

The Raman coupling parameters were chosen to maximize the observable impact of B. Firstly, we selected the
Raman coupling strength to be Ω ≳ 4ω0: large enough for the ground SOC band to be nominally harmonic with
effective mass m∗ ≳ m, yet small enough to minimize spontaneous emission driven heating. Recalling that ω0 ∝ p20,
the remaining contributions to B in Eq. (3) are inversely proportional to p0 and therefore a decreasing function of
intersection angle θ. Our final choice of θ = 16.5 degrees yields an easily observable signal while still maintaining a
wide range of momenta for which Eq. (3) is valid.

Our SOC experiments began with spin-polarized BECs in |↓⟩ detuned by δ = 157 ω0 from Raman resonance. We
adiabatically transferred the BEC to the SOC ground state (i.e., with p = 0 and in the lowest SOC band) by first
ramping the intensity of Raman beams from zero to Ω = 5.7(1)ω0 in 110 ms and then ramping detuning δ to zero in
150 ms. The system was then rendered non-Hermitian by abruptly applying the microwave and optical couplings at
t = 0.

Operator expectation values

We consider the general time evolution of observables ⟨ô⟩. For non-Hermitian evolution, the expectation value of
observables

⟨ô⟩ = ⟨ψ| ô |ψ⟩
⟨ψ|ψ⟩

(6)

includes an explicit normalization term. This leads to a second term in the derivative

∂t⟨ô⟩ =
∂t ⟨ψ| ô |ψ⟩

⟨ψ|ψ⟩
− ⟨ô⟩∂t ⟨ψ|ψ⟩

⟨ψ|ψ⟩
. (7)

At this point we introduce the time evolution operator Û(t) = exp(−iĤt/ℏ) as usual on the RHS and take derivatives

iℏ∂t⟨ô⟩ =
⟨ψ|
(
ôĤ − Ĥ†ô

)
|ψ⟩

⟨ψ|ψ⟩
− ⟨ô⟩

⟨ψ|
(
Ĥ − Ĥ†

)
|ψ⟩

⟨ψ|ψ⟩
.

It is convenient to break Ĥ = Ĥh + Ĥah into Hermitian Ĥh = (p̂2 − B2)/(2m∗) + V (x̂) and anti-Hermitian Ĥah =
−iBp̂/m∗ terms to arrive at the general expression

iℏ∂t⟨ô⟩ = ⟨[ô, Ĥh]⟩+ ⟨{ô, Ĥah}⟩ − 2⟨ô⟩⟨Ĥah⟩

= ⟨[ô, Ĥh]⟩ −
iB
m∗ [⟨{ô, p̂}⟩ − 2⟨ô⟩⟨p̂⟩]

= ⟨[ô, Ĥh]⟩ −
iB
m∗ [⟨{ô− ⟨ô⟩, p̂− ⟨p̂⟩}⟩] . (8)

This recovers the result in the main document.

Recursive equations of motion

Simple Hermitian Heisenberg EoM’s can be closed: for example for a harmonic potential the evolution of ⟨x̂⟩ and
⟨p̂⟩ can be described just by a pair of linear differential equations. This is not the case for non-Hermitian Hamiltonian
evolution, as we explicitly show below.

Obtaining ⟨x̂⟩ as function of t using the kinetic equation (i.e., setting ô = x̂)

iℏ∂t⟨x̂⟩ = iℏ
⟨p̂⟩
m∗ − i

B
m∗ ⟨{δp̂, δx̂}⟩ (9)

requires both ⟨p̂⟩ and ⟨{δp̂, δx̂}⟩. We therefore use the force equation (i.e., setting ô = p̂)

iℏ∂t⟨p̂⟩ = ⟨[p̂, V̂ ]⟩ − 2i
B
m∗ ⟨δp̂

2⟩. (10)
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to define ⟨p̂⟩, and find that these dynamics depend on ⟨δp̂2⟩: yet another degree of freedom.
Equation (9) also depends on ⟨{δp̂, δx̂}⟩, which can again be obtained from Eq. (9),

iℏ∂t⟨{δp̂, δx̂}⟩ = 2iℏ
⟨δp̂2⟩
m∗ + ⟨{δx̂, [p̂, V̂ ]}⟩ − iB

m∗ ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}⟩, (11)

where we noted that ⟨{δp̂, δx̂}⟩ = 0 at t = 0 and used[
{δp̂, δx̂}, p̂2

2m∗ + V̂

]
= 2iℏ

p̂δp̂

m∗ + {[δp̂, V̂ ], δx̂}. (12)

The last equation above introduced two new Hermitian contributions and one non-Hermitian contribution. Again,
the two Hermitian contributions are determined by the initial wavefunction, but we need to plug o = {[δp̂, V̂ ], δx̂} into
Eq. (8) to obtain information about the non-Hermitian anticommutator term. For now, as the main text suggests,
the first-order approximation is made by cutting off the recursion here. We combine Eq. (11), (10), (9) and ignore

− iB
m∗ ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}⟩ (13)

to derive the CoM acceleration

ℏ∂2t ⟨x̂⟩ = i
⟨[V̂ , p̂]⟩
m∗ − 4B

(m∗)2
〈
δp̂2
〉
+ i

B
m∗ ⟨{δx̂, [V̂ , p̂]}⟩ (14)

which was examined to agree well with the observed experimental data at short times. In the limit t → 0, simple
integration obtains

⟨x̂⟩ = i
⟨[V̂ , p̂]⟩
2ℏm∗ t2 + λ

(
−2∆p

m∗ t+ i
⟨{δx̂, [V̂ , p̂]}⟩

2ℏ∆p
t

)
. (15)

Here, the dimensionless small expansion parameter λ is defined

λ :=
B∆p
ℏm∗ t (16)

where ∆p =
√
⟨δp̂2⟩.

Furthermore, when one goes beyond the first-order approximation, the recursive structure of the equations of motion
is revealed. The next order requires the introduction of the equation for the ignored term

iℏ∂t⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}⟩ = 4iℏ
⟨p̂(δp̂)2⟩
m∗ + 4⟨{δp̂, δx̂[p̂, V̂ ]}⟩ − iB

m∗ ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}⟩, (17)

where we note [
{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}, p̂2

2m∗ + V̂

]
= 4iℏ

(δp̂)2p̂

m∗ + 4{δp̂, δx̂[δp̂, V̂ ]}. (18)

Henceforth, besides the ordinary Hermitian terms, each EoM introduces a new anti-commutator. Eventually, we need
to generate an infinite hierarchy of equations to calculate these higher-order anti-commutators {δp̂, {δp̂, ...{δp̂, δx̂}}...},
which are essential to complete the system.

In a higher-order approximation, we will attempt to cut off the hierarchy at any finite order n defined by
{δp̂, {δp̂, ...{δp̂︸ ︷︷ ︸

n

, δx̂}}, which provides an approximate solution to the dynamics with our finite experiment time t

and small imaginary gauge potential B. In addition, these EoMs have an even-odd structure. For example, Eq. (9)
evaluates zero at t = 0, and yet Eq. (10) is finite. Likewise, Eq. (17) is zero and Eq. (11) is finite. In other words, the
early-time dynamics of ⟨x̂⟩ is a constant acceleration, ⟨{δp̂, δx̂}}⟩ is linear in t, and ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}⟩ is quadratic in t.
More generally, these equations indicate that the anti-commutator {δp̂, {δp̂, ...{δp̂︸ ︷︷ ︸

n

, δx̂}} is a linear function of t when

n is odd and a quadratic function when n is even. This observation suggests we can only cut off the hierarchy where
n is odd.
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Returning to our first-order approximation, a calculation to the next order is essential to validate it. The statement
above concludes Eq. (17) alone is insufficient because it is zero at t = 0. Hence one needs to calculate

iℏ∂t⟨p̂(δp̂)2⟩ = ⟨[p̂(δp̂)2, V̂ ]⟩ − iB
m∗ ⟨2p̂(δp̂)

3⟩ (19)

iℏ∂t⟨{δp̂, δx̂[p̂, V̂ ]}⟩ =⟨− p̂
4V̂ δx̂

2m∗ +
ip̂3V̂ ℏ
2m∗ − p̂3V̂ δx̂δp̂

m∗ +
p̂3V̂ p̂δx̂

m∗ +
ip̂2V̂ p̂ℏ
2m∗ +

p̂2V̂ p̂δx̂δp̂

m∗

− δx̂p̂V̂ p̂3

m∗ +
δx̂δp̂p̂V̂ p̂2

m∗ − 5ip̂V̂ p̂2ℏ
2m∗ +

2ip̂V̂ p̂δp̂ℏ
m∗ +

δx̂V̂ p̂4

2m∗ − δx̂δp̂V̂ p̂3

m∗

+
3iV̂ p̂3ℏ
2m∗ − 2iδp̂V̂ p̂2ℏ

m∗ − ip̂V̂ 2ℏ+ 2p̂δx̂δp̂V̂ 2 + 2δx̂δp̂p̂V̂ 2

− 2p̂δx̂p̂V̂ 2 − ip̂V̂ 2ℏ− 2V̂ δx̂V̂ p̂2 + 2iV̂ p̂V̂ ℏ− 4V̂ p̂V̂ δx̂δp̂+ 4V̂ p̂V̂ p̂δx̂⟩

− iB
m∗ ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂[p̂, V̂ ]}⟩.

(20)

iℏ∂t⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}⟩ =⟨4iℏ(δp̂)
3p̂

m∗ + 4p̂2p̂V̂ δx̂− 8iℏp̂2V̂ + 12p̂2V̂ δx̂δp̂− 12p̂2V̂ p̂δx̂− 4p̂δx̂V̂ p̂2

− 16iℏp̂V̂ δp̂+ 12δp̂2p̂V̂ δx̂+ 12δx̂p̂V̂ p̂2 + 16iℏp̂V̂ p̂− 24p̂V̂ p̂δx̂δp̂+ 12δx̂δp̂V̂ p̂2

− 8iℏV̂ p̂2 + 16iℏV̂ p̂δp̂− 12δp̂2V̂ p̂δx̂⟩ − iB
m∗ ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, {δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}}⟩.

(21)

Note that we kept the third-order anti-commutator. To simplify expressions, we make an approximation to ignore
quantum fluctuations which collapses all the commutators, and let replacements δp→ p, δx̂→ x̂ for small t→ 0

iℏ∂t⟨p̂(δp̂)2⟩ =− iB
m∗ ⟨2p̂

4⟩ (22)

iℏ∂t⟨{δp̂, δx[p̂, V̂ ]}⟩ =− iB
m∗ ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂[p̂, V̂ ]}}⟩ (23)

=− iB
m∗ ⟨4ℏ

2V ′′ + 2ℏ2x̂V ′′′ + 2ℏ2x̂V ′′∂x⟩ (24)

iℏ∂t⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}⟩ =
4iℏ⟨p̂4⟩
m∗ . (25)

We used the fact that the initial distribution is symmetric in the phase space, and hence ⟨[p̂(δp̂)2, V̂ ]⟩ =
0, ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, {δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}}⟩ = 0. Combining these, one derives

− B
m∗ ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂}}⟩ = (

Bt
m∗ )

2

[
6
⟨p̂4⟩
m∗ + 2iℏ⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂[p̂, V̂ ]}}⟩

]
. (26)

Together, the second-order expansion in λ is

⟨x̂⟩ = i
⟨[V̂ , p̂]⟩
2ℏm∗ t2 + λ

(
−2∆p

m∗ + i
⟨{δx̂, [V̂ , p̂]}⟩

2ℏ∆p

)
t− λ3

(∆p)3

(
3
⟨p̂4⟩
m∗ +

i

ℏ
⟨{δp̂, {δp̂, δx̂[p̂, V̂ ]}}⟩

)
t. (27)

This confirms our assertion above. Using induction, if one cuts off the recursion at the n-th order anti-commutator
{δp̂, {δp̂, ...{δp̂︸ ︷︷ ︸

n

, δx̂}}, the expansion for the CoM displacement ⟨x̂⟩ will be polynomial up to λn.
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