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We uncover a new mechanism whereby the triple interplay of non-Hermitian pumping, bosonic
interactions and nontrivial band topology leads to ultra-strong bosonic condensation. The extent
of condensation goes beyond what is naively expected from the interaction-induced trapping of
non-Hermitian pumped states, and is based on an emergent caging mechanism that can be further
enhanced by topological boundary modes. Beyond our minimal model with 2 bosons, this caging
remains applicable for generic many-boson systems subject to a broad range of density interactions
and non-Hermitian hopping asymmetry. Our novel new mechanism for particle localization and
condensation would inspire fundamental shifts in our comprehension of many-body non-Hermitian
dynamics and opens new avenues for controlling and manipulating bosons.

Introduction.— There has been growing excitement in
interplay between many-body interactions and the non-
Hermitian skin effect (NHSE) [1–21]. This stems from
the non-locality and sensitivity of the NHSE [3, 5, 14, 22–
28], which profoundly impacts particle localization [1–
7] and condensation dynamics [8–12, 29], which leads
to unexpected consequences in the presence of quantum
many-body interactions. These include the emergence
of a many-fermion Fermi skin [2, 7], exotic spin liq-
uids from environmental couplings [1], spectral symmetry
breaking [13], unconventional quantum dynamics in non-
Hermitian baths [9, 10, 30–33] and the non-Hermitian
Mott skin effect [20].

In this work, we uncovered a new mechanism whereby
bosons can be made to condense very strongly through
the triple interplay of non-Hermitian pumping, density
interactions and non-trivial band topology. Due to the
emergent non-locality of both the NHSE [14, 22–25] and
the density interactions, the observed phenomenon con-
trasts starkly with the conventional behavior of inter-
acting bosons, such as photons, which repel each other
when they interact i.e. photon blockade [34–37]. In par-
ticular, we show that ultra-strong localization, and not
just boundary state accumulation, arises from an emer-
gent caging mechanism that requires both non-Hermitian
pumping and density interactions.

Ultra-strong non-Hermitian Bosonic condensation.— To
demonstrate how non-Hermitian pumping, topology and
bosonic interactions can interplay to cause unexpectedly
strong bosonic condensation, we consider a minimal in-
teracting 1D bosonic lattice model that contains topolog-
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ical edge modes at its boundary sites:

H =

L∑
x=1

tLb
†
2x−1b2x + tRb

†
2xb2x−1

+

L−1∑
x=1

t0

(
b†2xb2x+1 + b†2x+1b2x

)
+
U

2
n2x0

,

(1)

which is a Su-Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) lattice [38] with
asymmetric intercell (tL and tR) hoppings and unit intra-
cell hoppings, equipped with a density interaction 1

2Un
2
x0

at site x0, U ≥ 0. Here bx (b†x) is the bosonic annihi-
lation (creation) operator at sites x = 1, 2, . . . , 2L, with
nx0

= b†x0
bx0

the boson number operator. Non-Hermitian
pumping [14, 22, 24, 39–70] occurs towards the left if
r = tL/tR > 1, accumulating the bosons towards the
left boundary. However, when there are multiple indis-
tinguishable bosons, this accumulation would also be af-
fected by the repulsive (U > 0) interaction at site x0,
with strength depending on bosonic occupancy. In this
work, we have chosen the interaction 1

2Un
2
x0

that mimics
the simplest possible nonlinearity in the mean-field limit,
different from the usual Bose-Hubbard interaction [34–
37, 71, 72] by a local density shift [73–77].
While one might naively expect a repulsive (U > 0)

density interaction to primarily suppress the NHSE, the
observed behavior can be dramatically different even
with just two bosons. Two distinct measures of par-
ticle accumulation can be defined: the spatial density
accumulation and the many-body correlation. An ini-
tial 2-boson state |ϕ(t = 0)⟩ evolves according to the

Schrodinger equation |ϕ̇(t)⟩ = −iH|ϕ(t)⟩, and can be ex-
pressed as

|ϕ(t)⟩ = 1√
2

2L∑
x=1

2L∑
x′=1

vxx′(t)|(x, x′)⟩, (2)

where vxx′(t) = vx′x(t) is the amplitude of the basis state

|(x, x′)⟩ = b†xb
†
x′ |0⟩ containing indistinguishable bosons

at sites x, x′. We define the 2-boson density at site x =
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Figure 1. Spatial density accumulation (a-d) and ultra-strong bosonic condensation (e) due to a boundary density interaction
at x0 = 1, for different two-boson initial states (1,1), (4,4), and (1,4) evolving via H [Eq. 1]. r = 1 or 4 corresponds to Hermitian
(a,b) or non-Hermitian (c,d) cases, and U = 0 or U ̸= 0 corresponds the absence (a,c) or presence (b,d) of the density interaction.
(a-d) Heatmaps depict ρx(t) [Eq. 3], the time-dependent boson number over the simulation duration t ∈ [0, T ] with T = 10.
The line plot above each heatmap shows the corresponding time-averaged boson number profile ρ̄i [Eq. 4]. The bosons are
most likely to be trapped at site x = 1 in the presence of both leftwards NHSE (r > 0) and nonzero interaction (U > 0), as
shown by the white and bright yellow regions in the heatmaps. While normally being considered as repulsive, the interaction
term U also acts as a trap at x0 = 1 in non-equilibrium dynamics. (e) The dramatic interplay of NHSE pumping and bosonic
interaction is most saliently expressed through the bosonic condensation at x = 1, as given by the two-boson correlation P11

[Eq. 5]. Here, we observe significantly larger P11, indicated by the red curves in all three (e) subfigures, which demonstrates
the greatly enhanced ability to trap both bosons at site 1 when both U > 0 and r > 0. t0 = 3 for all cases. r = 4 corresponds
to tL = 1.6 and tR = 0.4.

1, 2, . . . , 2L by

ρx(t) =
⟨ϕ(t)|b†xbx|ϕ(t)⟩

⟨ϕ(t)|ϕ(t)⟩
, (3)

with 0 ≤ ρx(t) ≤ 2. Associated with it is the time aver-
aged spatial density

ρ̄x =
1

T

∫ T

0

ρx(t
′)dt′, (4)

where T is the simulation duration. While ρx(t) and ρ̄x
reveal where the bosons localize on the lattice, a high
value of ρx(t) or ρ̄x can physically arise either due to
strong single-boson localization at site x, or moderate
double-boson condensation at the same site. To quan-
tify this important distinction, we also examine the two-
boson correlation probability

Pxx′(t) =

{
|vxx′(t)|2 if x = x′,

|
√
2vxx′(t)|2 if x ̸= x′,

(5)

which represents the probability of observing a boson at
sites x and x′ at the same time t. For revealing underlying

trends in the evolution of the two-boson correlation, we
also define the time-smoothed correlation

P̄xx′(t) =
1

∆t

∫ t

t−∆t

Pxx′(t′)dt′, (6)

which removes temporal oscillations shorter than a pre-
scribed timescale ∆t.
We first consider scenarios where the density interac-

tion is at the leftmost (boundary) site x0 = 1. Figs. 1(a-
d) showcase the evolution of the dynamical density ρx(t)
[Eq. 3] and its time-average ρ̄x [Eq. 4] of three illustra-
tive initial 2-boson state configurations. For the initial
state (1, 1) (Top Row) where both bosons are already on
x0 = 1, the density interaction indeed repels the bosons
in the Hermitian limit, as evidenced in the suppressed ρ̄x
density at x = x0 = 1 across the Hermitian interacting
vs. non-interacting cases (orange vs. blue). Somewhat
expectedly, this suppression vanishes when the NHSE
counteracts the repulsion by pumping the bosons towards
x0 = 1 (green and red). However, for the initial state
(4, 4) (Center Row) where both bosons are initially far
from x0 = 1, the boson density oscillates and spreads



3

out, failing to accumulate appreciably at x0 = 1 ex-
cept when both the non-Hermiticity and interaction are
present (red). Indeed, in this non-equilibrium scenario,
the U > 0 density term behaves more like a local poten-
tial well that traps the ρx(t) at x = x0, rather than a re-
pulsion. Qualitatively similar behavior is observed in the
density evolution for initial state (1, 4) (Bottom Row),
when one of the bosons is initially already at x0 = 1 and
is as such unaffected by the NHSE.

What is striking, however, is the ultra-strong two-
boson condensation at boundary site x0 = 1 when non-
Hermiticity (r > 1) and the density interaction (U > 0)
are both present. This is revealed in the dynamical P11(t)
[Eq. 5] plots in Fig. 1(e), which shows the probability of
both bosons condensing at x = 1. From the Top Row,
when both bosons are prepared at x = 1 (initial state
=(1,1)), they can only remain both there if the inter-
action and non-Hermiticity are simultaneously present
(red). But most surprising is what happens when at least
one boson is initially away from x = 1 (Center and Bot-
tom Rows): we observe overwhelmingly higher P11 only
when non-Hermiticity and interaction simultaneously in-
terplay (red), compared to having either on their own
(yellow, green). This suggests that trapping both bosons
and suppress photon blockade [34–37] hinges on an emer-
gent consequence of this interplay, a fact not evident from
the density evolution alone [Fig. 1(a-d)].

To quantitatively characterize this two-boson conden-
sation, we plot in Fig. 2(a) the time-averaged conden-
sation probability P̄11 = P̄11(T ) with ∆t = T [Eq. 6],
which is the correlation P11 smoothed over the entire
simulation duration T . The heatmap of P̄11 in the inter-
action strength vs. non-Hermiticity U -r plane [Fig. 2(a)]
reveals significantly enhanced P̄11 (colored) for certain
(U, r) regions, compared to the r = 1 Hermitian limit
where P̄11 essentially vanishes (black). While P̄11 gen-
erally increases with r, optimal condensation P̄11 occurs
at windows of U that are highly dependent on the initial
state, as will be explained below.

Topological origin of ultra-strong bosonic condensation.—
Intriguingly, for a density interaction at the x0 = 1
boundary, it turns out that the ultra-strong boundary
bosonic condensation is not just due to the interaction-
NHSE interplay, but also relies crucially on SSH topology.
This is evident from the 2-boson band structure plot in
Fig. 2(b), where each eigenenergy E is colored accord-
ing to the overlap ψ11 = ⟨(1, 1)|ψ⟩ of its corresponding

eigenstate |ψ⟩ with |(1, 1)⟩ = (b†1)
2|0⟩. Computed for our

Hamiltonian H [Eq. 1] at strong non-Hermitian hopping
asymmetry r = 4, it features 5 bands, with bands 2 and
4 from the hybridization of bulk and topological bands.
This follows from the single-boson band structure [38, 78–
82] with two symmetrically gapped bulk bands separated
by in-gap topological zero modes. The effect of the U
density interaction is to induce high ψ11 overlap (red)
successively from bands 3 to 5, as U is increased.

To illustrate, with the initial state (1,1), suppressed
P̄11at U ≈ 3 corresponds to high ψ11 overlap with band

Figure 2. Extent of two-boson condensation due to a bound-
ary density interaction at x0 = 1 [Eq. 1], and its corre-
spondence with the boundary localization of 2-boson spec-
tral bands. (a) Time-averaged two-boson condensation prob-
ability P̄11 [Eq. 6] at site x = 1, in the parameter space
of non-Hermitian hopping asymmetry r and density inter-
action strength U . (b) Corresponding two-boson spectra
at r = 4(tL = 1.6 and tR = 0.4), t0 = 3, which features
five bands, with bands 2 and 4 being containing a pair of
interaction-hybridized bulk and topological bosons. As U in-
creases, it creates a group of eigenstates at E ≈ U that ex-
hibits strong localization ψ11 (red) at x = x0 = 1. Strong ψ11

localization in the hybrid topological band 4 leads to sup-
pressed P̄11 for the boundary-localized initial state (1, 1) (cir-
cled in dashed black), but enhanced P̄11 condensation for the
initial state (1, 4) (solid black). By contrast, strong ψ11 lo-
calization in the bulk bands 3 and 5 (circled in light blue)
corresponds to enhanced P̄11 for the bulk initial state (4, 4).

Figure 3. Ultrastrong boundary condensation P̄11 from
interaction-induced caging, for initial state (2,2) within a
x0 = 3 cage for a 5 unit cell chain. (a) Snapshots of the
time-smoothed (∆t = 2) two-boson correlation probability
P̄11 [Eq. 6] for (a1) non-interacting and (a2) interacting cases.
The L-shaped cage in (a2) traps the bosons tightly. (b1) Evo-
lution of probability of both bosons at the left boundary, with
greatly enhanced P̄11(t) only for the non-Hermitian interact-
ing case (red). (b2) When only one boson is present, the
boundary density ρ̄1(t) remains low regardless of whether a
U barrier is present, showcasing that the caging mechanism
is an interaction effect.
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Figure 4. Persistence of ultrastrong boundary condensation P̄11 from interaction-induced caging, even for initial state (4,4)
outside a x0 = 3 cage. (a) Snapshots of the time-smoothed (∆t = 2) two-boson correlation probability P̄11 (Eq. 6) for (a1)
non-interacting and (a2) interacting cases. The bosons still gradually penetrate the L-shaped cage due to the NHSE towards
(1,1), and remains trapped in it after that (t = 3, 8). (b1) Eventually, P̄11(t) is ultra-enhanced only for the non-Hermitian
interacting case (red), with (b2) negligible enhancement of boundary localization by U in the single-boson case, similar to
(b1,b2) of Fig. 3. (c) Time-averaged two-boson probability P̄cage within the x0×x0 cage as a function of hopping asymmetry r.
For initial states (2, 2) and (4, 4) with coincident bosons, the U = 1 cases exhibit much larger P̄cage due to interaction-induced
caging. But for (2, 4), non-coincident initial bosons do not interact appreciably and the effect of interactions is negligible.

4 [circled in black in Figs. 2(a,b)]. This is because
band 4 contains one bulk and one topological boson,
which is not consistent with maintaining both bosons at
x0 = 1. As such, the same interaction strength of U ≈ 3
leads to enhanced P̄11 (dashed black) for the initial state
(1,4), where only one boson overlaps with the topological
boundary mode. Likewise, U ≈ 1 or U ≈ 5 favors the
P̄11 bosonic condensation for the bulk initial state (4,4),
as circled in light blue, since that is when the ψ11 overlap
with the bulk bands (3 and 5) is strongest.

2-boson interactions as caging mechanisms.— Interest-
ingly, our density interaction U can also act as a non-
local cage when it is situated away from the boundary
site x = 1. In Fig. 3, we demonstrate how this interac-
tion largely confines the evolved state to the left of x0 i.e.
x ≤ x0, if the initial state has both bosons in the same
region. And, more elaborately, for an initial state with
both bosons lying to the right of x0, Fig. 4 shows how the
interaction will first act as a barrier to the evolved state,
but then eventually still trap the particle flux that leaked
through it due to NHSE pumping. Overall, this caging
mechanism hence further enhances the ultra-strong bo-
son condensation at the boundary. We shall fix the den-
sity interaction to be at x0 = 3, and consider initial states
(2, 2) and (4, 4) in Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 respectively.

This caging mechanism is most intuitively represented
in the 2D configuration space (x, x′), where x and x′ rep-
resent the positions of the two bosons[83]. A key observa-
tion is that the nonlinear term 1

2Un
2
x0

can be interpreted
as a non-local L-shaped “cage” [Figs. 3(a) and 4(a)], with
potential “walls” [72, 75] of height 1

2U across the entire
lines (x, x0) and (x0, x) where only one boson is at x0.
These walls cross at (x0, x0), where double bosonic oc-
cupancy at x0 gives an even higher potential barrier of
2U .

Fig. 3(a) compares the dynamical evolution of an ini-

tial state (2, 2) in the (a1) absence and (a2) presence of
the density interaction U . In Fig. 3(a1) with U = 0, the
smoothed probability cloud P̄xx′(t) [Eq. 6] of finding the
bosons at (x, x′) spreads out freely and reflects against
the boundaries, even though it is slightly amplified to-
wards the (1, 1) corner due to leftwards NHSE pumping.
However, in Fig. 3(a2), this spreading is drastically con-
tained within the 3×3 L-shaped cage formed by nonzero
U at x0 = 3 [see Supplemental videos]. This caging,
which requires both the U interaction and directed am-
plification towards (1, 1), indeed leads to far enhanced
boundary boson condensation P̄11(t), as shown in the
red curve in Fig. 3(b1).

Interestingly, the caging mechanism protects the P̄11

condensation even when the initial state is outside the
cage. In Fig. 4(a) with both bosons initially to the right
of x0 = 3 at (4, 4), their flux P̄xx′(t) still gradually en-
ters the 3 × 3 cage due to the NHSE pumping towards
(1, 1). Comparing the non-interacting (a1) with the in-
teracting (a2) cases between t = 0 to 2.2, the interaction-
induced potential walls only slow the diffusion into the
cage slightly. However, once the bosons have entered the
cage, they are subject to the same trapping mechanism as
in Fig. 3, thereby also experiencing eventual ultra-strong
condensation at x = 1 [red in Fig. 4(b1)].

Notably, this caging mechanism is an emergent conse-
quence of few-body density interactions, and cannot be
replicated by an effective potential barrier in the single-
particle context. Plotted in Figs. 3(b2) and 4(b2) are the
evolutions of the densities ρ̄x=1 of a single boson in the
same 1D SSH chain of Eq. 1, but with an on-site poten-
tial U at x0 = 3. Evidently, the U ̸= 0 cases (orange)
do not trap the boson at x = 1 boundary any more than
the U = 0 cases (blue), with the boundary boson den-
sity remaining far lower than the P̄11(t) of the interacting
NHSE 2-boson cases [red in Figs. 3(b1) and 4(b1)].
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The efficacy of the caging mechanism is further cor-
roborated by plots of P̄cage =

∑x0

x,x′=1 P̄xx′ , the time-

averaged two-boson probability within the cage x, x′ ≤
x0. As evident in Figs. 4(c1-c3), P̄cage increases steadily
with the NHSE strength r, testimony to the crucial role
of non-Hermitian pumping. Comparing Figs. 4(c1) and
(c2), we see that the density interaction (U > 0, orange)
significantly enhances P̄cage, particularly when both
bosons are already initially inside the cage [Figs.4(c2)].
Saliently, however, the interaction U has a negligible ef-
fect if one boson is initially inside the cage and the other
outside such that they interact minimally, as in the initial
state (2, 4) for x0 = 3 [Figs.4(c3)].

Generalizations.— Although we have explicitly consid-
ered only two particles, the caging mechanism that leads
to ultra-strong boundary localization holds for rather
general density interactions with arbitrary numbers of
bosons. With N bosons, each Fock state is indexed by
a lattice point x⃗ = (x1, ..., xN )T living in the configu-
ration space RN [84–87], and the density takes distinct
integer values in the various hyperplanes, depending on
the bosonic occupancy. Given a generic interaction that
is a multinomial in the densities n1, n2, ... at various sites,
a monomial Unx1

nx2
...nxM

gives different energy offset
in the corresponding hyperplanes, such as to form the
barriers of a “hyper-cage”. For instance, with 4 bosons,

an interaction Unx0
nx′

0
gives an energy U in the planes

where two bosons at fixed at x0 and x′0, 2U along lines
where three bosons are fixed at either x0 or x′0, etc. Due
to the non-locality of the NHSE [14, 22–25], caging can
occur as long as translation invariance is broken in the
configuration space, even if the interaction-induced bar-
riers do not completely enclose any region.
Discussion.— We have revealed how the interplay be-
tween the NHSE, topology and boson-boson interactions
can unexpectedly lead to ultra-strong bosonic condensa-
tion. This particle condensation strongly exceeds that of
NHSE-pumped free bosons, being also facilitated by the
interaction-induced hybridization of topological and bulk
states, as well as an emergent non-local caging mech-
anism. Our findings generalize to higher numbers of
bosons as well as generic density interactions and topolo-
gies, bringing forth a new approach to trapping and con-
trolling bosons. Experimentally, demonstrations of non-
Hermitian systems have been maturely built upon me-
chanical arrays [88, 89], photonic [29, 62, 90–92], elec-
trical circuit [24, 55, 81, 93] and quantum circuit plat-
forms [7]. Various platforms can potentially implement
the setup for locally interacting bosons to incorporate the
n2x term, including optical lattices [94–99], photonic sys-
tems [73, 100–107], circuit QED [108–112],various quan-
tum simulators [71, 97, 109, 113–131] as well as photonic
resonator arrays, as further elaborated in [78].
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ollo, and F. Ciccarello, Optica 9, 565 (2022).

[11] F. Qin, R. Shen, C. H. Lee, et al., Physical Review A
107, L010202 (2023).

[12] H. Li, H. Wu, W. Zheng, and W. Yi, Physical Review
Research 5, 033173 (2023).

[13] S.-B. Zhang, M. M. Denner, T. Bzdušek, M. A. Sen-
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S. Höfling, et al., Physical Review Letters 126, 215302
(2021).

[82] W. Zhang, X. Ouyang, X. Huang, X. Wang, H. Zhang,
Y. Yu, X. Chang, Y. Liu, D.-L. Deng, and L.-M. Duan,
Physical Review Letters 127, 090501 (2021).

[83] Here (x, x′) and (x′, x) refer to the same state due to
bosonic statistics [72, 75, 132–135].

[84] L. Mandel, Optical Coherence and Quantum Optics
(Cambridge University Press, 1995).

[85] M. O. Scully and M. S. Zubairy, Quantum optics (Cam-
bridge university press, 1997).

[86] H. Bruus and K. Flensberg, Many-body quantum theory
in condensed matter physics: an introduction (OUP Ox-
ford, 2004).

[87] A. Altland and B. D. Simons, Condensed matter field
theory (Cambridge university press, 2010).

[88] A. Ghatak, M. Brandenbourger, J. Van Wezel, and
C. Coulais, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sci-
ences 117, 29561 (2020).

[89] W. Wang, X. Wang, and G. Ma, Nature 608, 50 (2022).
[90] L. Xiao, T. Deng, K. Wang, G. Zhu, Z. Wang, W. Yi,

and P. Xue, Nature Physics 16, 761 (2020).
[91] S. Weidemann, M. Kremer, T. Helbig, T. Hofmann,

A. Stegmaier, M. Greiter, R. Thomale, and A. Szameit,
Science 368, 311 (2020).

[92] Q. Lin, T. Li, L. Xiao, K. Wang, W. Yi, and P. Xue,



7

Physical Review Letters 129, 113601 (2022).
[93] C. Shang, S. Liu, R. Shao, P. Han, X. Zang, X. Zhang,

K. N. Salama, W. Gao, C. H. Lee, R. Thomale, et al.,
Advanced Science 9, 2202922 (2022).

[94] O. Mandel, M. Greiner, A. Widera, T. Rom, T. W.
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[149] C. Sträter, S. C. Srivastava, and A. Eckardt, Physical

Review Letters 117, 205303 (2016).
[150] I. Fushman, D. Englund, A. Faraon, N. Stoltz,

P. Petroff, and J. Vuckovic, science 320, 769 (2008).
[151] A. Kubanek, A. Ourjoumtsev, I. Schuster, M. Koch,

P. W. Pinkse, K. Murr, and G. Rempe, Physical Review
Letters 101, 203602 (2008).

[152] M. Koch, C. Sames, M. Balbach, H. Chibani,
A. Kubanek, K. Murr, T. Wilk, and G. Rempe, Physical
review letters 107, 023601 (2011).

[153] T. Volz, A. Reinhard, M. Winger, A. Badolato, K. J.
Hennessy, E. L. Hu, and A. Imamoğlu, Nature Photon-
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Supplemental Material for “Non-Hermitian ultra-strong bosonic condensation
through interaction-induced caging”

S1. SINGLE-BOSON AND TWO-BOSON SPECTRA

In the main text, we have computed for our Hamiltonian H [Eq. 1 in the main text] for two bosons at strong
non-Hermitian hopping asymmetry r = 4. The emergence of five distinct bands in the two-boson spectrum, compared
to three bands typically seen in single-boson cases, requires careful explanation. Below, we elucidate the existence of
these five bands by analyzing the system in the non-interacting limit (U → 0).

The single-boson band structure, shown in Fig. S1(a), contains two symmetrically gapped bulk bands (E1 and E2)
separated by in-gap topological zero modes (E0) at zero energy. The corresponding eigenstates demonstrate distinct
localization profiles, with boundary skin-localized states for bulk bands [Fig. S1(b)] as well as topological zero modes
[Fig. S1(c)].

(a) (b) (c)

Figure S1. Single-boson spectrum of the non-Hermitian SSH model [Eq. S1 with U = 0] under open boundary conditions with
tL = 1.6, tR = 0.4 and t0 = 3. (a) The energy spectrum shows two bulk bands (E1 and E2) separated by topological zero
modes (E0). (b) Localization profile |ψ|2 of left boundary-localized states in the bulk bands. (c) Localization of the topological
zero mode, also confined at the left boundary.

For the two-boson case in the non-interacting limit, the energy spectrum can be systematically constructed through
all possible pairwise combinations of the single-particle energies. As shown in Fig. S2(a), this results in five distinct
bands rather than three. The lowest [band 1 in Fig. S2] and highest [band 5 in Fig. S2] bands correspond to
configurations where both bosons occupy the lower (E1 ⊕ E1) or upper (E2 ⊕ E2) bulk bands, respectively. The
intermediate bands 2 and 4 in Fig. S2 arise from mixed occupations, where one boson occupies the zero mode while
the other occupies either the lower (E0 ⊕ E1) or upper (E0 ⊕ E2) bulk band.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure S2. Two-boson spectrum in the non-interacting limit (U = 0). (a) Energy spectrum showing five bands arising from
combinations of single-particle energies. Band 1 results from hybridization of E1 ⊕ E1. Band 2 results from hybridization of
E1(E0)⊕E0(E1). Band 3 results from hybridization of E1 ⊕E2 and E0 ⊕E0 configurations. Band 4 results from hybridization
of E2(E0)⊕ E0(E2). Band 5 results from hybridization of E2 ⊕ E2. (b) Localization pattern of a zero-corner state in band 3.
(c) Localization of mixed bulk-topological states in bands 2 and 4, where either x or x′ (both not both) are boundary-localized.

Notably, the central band [band 3 in Fig. S2] emerges from the merging of two distinct contributions: one where
the bosons are distributed between the lower and upper bulk bands (E1 ⊕ E2), and another (much rarer) instance
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where both bosons occupy the zero mode (E0⊕E0). This explains why we observe five bands rather than six possible
energy band combinations, as the energetic proximity of these configurations leads to their mixing into a single band.

The localization profiles shown in Fig. S2(b) and (c) reflect this hybridization, exhibiting characteristics that can
be understood as superpositions of the single-particle localization profiles.

S2. POSSIBLE PHYSICAL REALIZATIONS

In the main text, we have proposed a bosonic interacting model in a non-Hermitian SSH lattice, as shown in Eq.1,
also reproduced here as Eq. S1:

H =

L∑
x=1

tLb
†
2x−1b2x + tRb

†
2xb2x−1

+

L−1∑
x=1

t0

(
b†2xb2x+1 + b†2x+1b2x

)
+
U

2
n2x0

.

(S1)

Below, we discuss how the bosonic interacting model of Eq. S1 may be potentially realized using photonic res-
onator arrays. Arrays of micro-resonators have been extensively utilized to implement one-dimensional (1D) and
two-dimensional (2D) photonic lattices, particularly in the investigation of non-Hermitian photonics over the past
decade [136–141]. These designs predominantly employ ring resonators, which can achieve exceptionally high Q
factors [141].

In Ref. [142], the authors proposed how a non-Hermitian SSH model can be realized using photonic coupled resonant
arrays. The non-Hermitian asymmetric coupling can be realized through judicious incorporation of optical gain and
loss elements into unidirectional coupling link rings.

To implement the nonlinear density term, we can employ the Kerr effect which introduces third-order nonlinearity
χ(3). This nonlinear optical effect causes the refractive index of a medium to change with the intensity of light. The
third-order nonlinearity can be achieved through natural materials [143–146] (although the χ(3) value is relatively
small) or by employing cavity QED based on electromagnetically induced transparency (EIT) to achieve an equivalent
χ(3). The latter involves introducing atoms [77, 147–149] or quantum dots into a cavity [34, 150–153] and, through
appropriate external field control, inducing a target optical field with strong effective nonlinearity.

S3. BOSONIC CONDENSATION IN THE HATANO-NELSON MODEL

In the main text, we have discussed the emergence of ultra-strong bosonic condensation in the non-Hermitian SSH
model. Here, we show that the ultra-condensation phenomenon and the caging mechanism are not exclusive to the
non-Hermitian SSH model but can also be observed in the Hatano-Nelson model. The Hatano-Nelson model is known
to exhibit a non-Hermitian skin effect, where the bulk states are localized at the edges of the system [154]. After
including the bosonic interactions, the interacting Hatano-Nelson Hamiltonian is given by

HHN =

L−1∑
x=1

tLb
†
xbx+1 + tRb

†
x+1bx +

U

2
n2x0

, (S2)

where tL and tR are the left and right hopping amplitudes, respectively. And U is the on-site interaction strength.
We will use the same measurement as in the main text—specifically, the smoothed two-boson correlation probability,
P̄xx′(t), from Eq. 6 in the main text, which represents the trends of the probability of observing bosons at sites x and
x′ simultaneously at time t—to demonstrate ultra-strong bosonic condensation in the Hatano-Nelson model.

In Fig. S3, we show the smoothed two-boson correlation probability P̄11(t) and the smoothed two-boson probability
P̄cage(t) within the x0 × x0 cage for the Hatano-Nelson model. We consider two different initial states similar as in
the main text: one where both bosons are initially inside the cage (1, 1) and another where both bosons are initially
outside the cage (3, 3). In both cases, we found the predominantly red curves (non-Hermitian, Interacting) exhibit the
same ultra-strong bosonic condensation and caging behavior as in the Hatano-Nelson model. This demonstrates that
the ultra-condensation phenomenon and the caging mechanism are not exclusive to the non-Hermitian SSH model
but can be observed in other non-Hermitian models as well.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure S3. (a) and (b) show the smoothed two-boson correlation probability P11(t) in Eq. 6 in the main text and the smoothed
two-boson probability P̄cage(t) within the x0 ×x0 cage for the initial state (1, 1) [inside the cage] at interaction position x0 = 2.
(c) and (d) show the same quantities for the initial state (3, 3) [outside the cage] and x0 = 2. r = tL/tR = 4, tL = 1/tR =
2, U = 6, L = 10 for the Hatano-Nelson model in Eq. S2.

S4. BOSONIC CONDENSATION IN THE NON-HERMITIAN SSH MODEL WITH TRIVIAL
TOPOLOGY

In the main text, we discussed the emergence of ultra-strong bosonic condensation in the non-Hermitian SSH model
with nontrivial topology, where tL× tR = 0.4×1.6 < t20 = 32. Here, we demonstrate that both the ultra-condensation
phenomenon and the caging mechanism can also be observed in the non-Hermitian SSH model with trivial topology,
where t′L × t′R > t′20 .

For this section, we use the parameters t′0 = 1, t′L = 4.8, and t′R = 1.2. These values are chosen such that
t0(tL + tR) = t′0(t

′
L + t′R) and r = t′L/t

′
R = 4, ensuring similar scales and hopping asymmetry for both the nontrivial

and trivial cases. Here, t′L × t′R = 4.8× 1.2 > t′20 = 1, corresponding to the trivial case. The same measurement as in
the main text—specifically, the smoothed two-boson correlation probability, P̄xx′(t), from Eq. 6 in the main text—is
used to demonstrate ultra-strong bosonic condensation in the non-Hermitian SSH model with trivial topology. And
P̄cage(t), the smoothed two-boson probability within the x0 × x0 cage, is used to illustrate the caging mechanism.

The ultra-strong bosonic condensation and caging behavior are illustrated in Fig. S4. We also consider two different
initial states: one where both bosons are initially inside the cage (1, 1) and another where both bosons are initially
outside the cage (3, 3). In both scenarios, we found that the predominantly red curves (non-Hermitian, interacting)
exhibit the same ultra-strong bosonic condensation and caging behavior as observed in the non-Hermitian SSH model
with nontrivial topology. This demonstrates that the ultra-condensation phenomenon and the caging mechanism are
not exclusive to the non-Hermitian SSH model with nontrivial topology; rather, they can also be observed in the
non-Hermitian SSH model with trivial topology.

The key difference between the trivial and nontrivial models, as discussed in the main text, lies in the absence
of a topological origin in the trivial case. In this case, the topological bands, specifically bands 2 and 4, are no
longer present, as illustrated in Fig. S5(b). Instead, the bulk states are localized at the edges, which is also shown in
Fig. S5(b). The ultra-strong condensation described in the main text, which has a topological origin in the nontrivial
case, is absent in the trivial case. Furthermore, the ultra-strong condensation shown in Fig. S5(a) does not correspond
to the boundary localization of the 2-boson spectral bands in the trivial model.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure S4. (a) and (b) show the smoothed two-boson correlation probability P11(t) in Eq. 6 in the main text and the smoothed
two-boson probability P̄cage(t) within the x0 ×x0 cage for the initial state (1, 1) [inside the cage] at interaction position x0 = 2.
(c) and (d) show the same quantities for the initial state (3, 3) [outside the cage] and x0 = 2. r = tL/tR = 4, tL = 1/tR = 2, U =
6, L = 10 for the non-Hermitian SSH model in Eq. 1 in the main text with t0 = t′0 = 1, tL = t′L = 4.8, and tR = t′R = 1.2.

(a) (b)

Figure S5. Extent of two-boson condensation due to a boundary density interaction at x0 = 1 [Eq. 1 in the main text],
and its correspondence with the boundary localization of 2-boson spectral bands. (a) Time-averaged two-boson condensation
probability P̄11 [Eq. 6 in the main text] at site x = 1, in the parameter space of non-Hermitian hopping asymmetry r and
density interaction strength U . (b) Corresponding two-boson spectra at r = 4, which features 3 bands only. The topological
bands are absent, and the bulk states are localized at the edges. The interesting topological origin descibed in the main text of
the ultra-strong condensation in the nontrivial case is absent in the trivial case. Parameters are t′0 = 1, t′L = 4.8, and t′R = 1.2.
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