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The Lorentz reciprocity is a fundamental property in electromagnetism and well known to break
down due to an external magnetic field. With a fictitious or imaginary vector potential, however,
its behavior is largely unknown. Here we show that in systems with an imaginary vector potential
and displaying the non-Hermitian skin effect, the Lorentz reciprocity is broken but still governed
by a rigorous mathematical relation, which we term non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity. When
mimicking an imaginary vector potential using just linear integrated photonic elements, however,
the conditions that lead to the Lorentz reciprocity are still satisfied and hence the latter cannot be
broken. Nevertheless, we show that the non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity can still be observed with
a proper choice of inputs and outputs, alongside the Lorentz reciprocity. In addition, we also reveal
another equal-amplitude response in the same system, which we attribute to a non-Hermitian gauged
symmetry. Furthermore, we show that light propagation is not impinged by the non-Hermitian
topological funnel effect, highlighting an underappreciated difference between coherently driven
and non-driven systems. These findings are confirmed using a tight-binding model and full-wave
simulations of coupled optical micro-ring resonators, providing a valuable extension of the Lorentz
reciprocity in the non-Hermitian domain.

I. INTRODUCTION

Wave reciprocity is a familiar concept that has been
studied for nearly two centuries [1–4]. First discussed
by Stokes and Helmholtz for light and by Lord Rayleigh
for sound, reciprocity states that the perception of these
waves does not depend on the direction of propagation
under normal conditions. More commonly known as the
Lorentz reciprocity in the context of Maxwell’s equa-
tions, this property often requires the system to be time-
invariant, linear, and with symmetric permittivity and
permeability tensors (e.g., non-magnetic). The study of
its violation has been revitalized in recent years in the
quest for on-chip optical isolators in optical computing
and communications [5–9], without using magneto-optical
materials that have compatibility issues with current fab-
rication techniques employed in integrated circuits [10].
At the same time, non-reciprocity in coupled-mode

theory or tight-binding model (such as the Hatano-Nelson
model [11, 12]) has been widely used in the study of
non-Hermitian physics [13], leading to the so-called non-
Hermitian skin effect [14–17]. Featuring a localized mode
profile similar to other topological edge states [18–22],
this non-Hermitian effect is usually demonstrated using
direction-dependent couplings and can exist in the absence
of a traditional bulk bandgap. As a result, it is a property
not of a few midgap states but rather of a significant
proportion (if not all) of the system’s eigenmodes, which
holds in one dimension (1D) and higher dimensions as
well, indicating a different mechanism of localization. This
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mechanism is often referred to as an imaginary gauge
transformation: Starting from a corresponding system H̄
with reciprocal couplings, this transformation superposes
an exponential envelope on top of the eigenstates of H̄
in space, which is equivalent to applying an imaginary
vector potential.

Because non-reciprocal couplings in real space are diffi-
cult to achieve in atomic, molecular, and condensed mat-
ter systems [23–25], the demonstration of non-Hermitian
skin effects so far mainly relied on classical wave systems,
including mechanical [26], acoustic [27], and photonic plat-
forms [28, 29]. Therefore, unlike the originally proposed
superconducting system in the presence of defects and an
external magnetic field by Hatano and Nelson [11], the
apparent breaking of reciprocal couplings between certain
modes in such linear wave systems, surprisingly, does not
violate the conditions that lead to the Lorentz reciprocity.

Take the aforementioned photonic realization, for ex-
ample. Non-reciprocal couplings between two whispering-
gallery modes of the same chirality are achieved using an
auxiliary ring in the middle, and the coupling in one direc-
tion is via the upper half of this auxiliary ring while that
in the opposite direction is via the bottom half [14–16].
By imposing gain and loss on these two halves respectively,
waves are amplified or attenuated correspondingly when
passing through the auxiliary ring in the two opposite
directions, leading to different effective coupling strengths.
Although optical gain and loss are fundamental in a mul-
titude of nonlinear effects, they do not necessarily invoke
nonlinearity or break the Lorentz reciprocity in the linear
regime.

In this work, we show that this discrepancy be-
tween non-reciprocal couplings and the persistence of the
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Lorentz reciprocity is due to the internal degree of freedom
of the coupling elements, i.e., the pseudospin associated
with clockwise (“spin-down”) and counterclockwise (“spin-
up”) modes. More specifically, the Lorentz reciprocity
involves both pseudospins, while the non-reciprocal cou-
plings are defined within each pseudospin species. Con-
sequently, while the Lorentz reciprocity still holds in an
integrated linear photonic system with non-Hermitian
skin modes, the non-reciprocal couplings and effective
imaginary magnetic field do lead to a broken reciprocity
in transmission in the subspace of one pseudospin, which
can be observed with a proper choice of input and output
ports.

More importantly, we show that this broken reciprocity
in transmission is still governed by a rigorous mathe-
matical relation, which we term non-Hermitian gauged
reciprocity. Furthermore, we show that the transmission
of light with a coherent drive is not impinged by the
non-Hermitian funnel effect [28], highlighting an underap-
preciated difference between driven and non-driven non-
Hermitian systems. Finally, we reveal an equal-amplitude
response different from the Lorentz reciprocity in the same
photonic system. We attribute it to a non-Hermitian
gauged symmetry, meaning that a system only acquires
a symmetry (such as parity) after an imaginary gauge
transformation.

II. RESULTS

Non-Hermitian gauge transformation

Since a non-Hermitian gauge transformation is central
to our results, we start by briefly reviewing the concept
of gauge transformation in electromagnetism and the
tight-binding model. Consider the Hamiltonian of a non-
relativistic charge particle q in an electromagnetic field:

H = − ℏ2

2m

[
∇⃗ − iq

ℏc
A⃗

]2
+ qV. (1)

Here A⃗ and V are the electromagnetic vector and scalar po-
tential, respectively. The standard gauge transformation

in electromagnetism, defined by A⃗→ A⃗′ = A⃗−∇f(r⃗, t)
and V → V ′ = V + ∂tf(r⃗, t), keeps the electric and mag-
netic fields invariant. When f does not depend on time,
the scalar potential is then unaffected, and the difference
between H and the system after the gauge transformation,
i.e.,

H̄ = − ℏ2

2m

[
∇⃗ − iq

ℏc
A⃗′
]2

+ qV, (2)

is the phase between their eigenstates, i.e.

ψµ(r⃗) → ψ̄µ(r⃗) = ψµ(r⃗) exp(−iqf(r⃗)/ℏc). (3)

If f is taken as real (complex), then H̄ is Hermitian (non-
Hermitian) after the gauge transformation. In either case,

the energy eigenvalues remain unchanged, even though
the probability amplitude is changed when the gauge field
f is complex. This change leads to physically observ-
able outcomes, and it is at the core of the non-Hermitian
skin effect, where the probability amplitude of any eigen-
state in the system is pushed towards one edge or corner
determined by the gauge field.

A similar gauge transformation can be defined for the
following tight-binding model of a one-dimensional chain
with the open boundary condition:

H =
∑
j

Vj |j⟩⟨j|+ t̄j,j+1

(
eiαj |j + 1⟩⟨j|+ e−iαj |j⟩⟨j + 1|

)
,

(4)
Vj , the onsite potential, plays the role of the scalar po-
tential in electromagnetism, while αj acts as the vector
potential, which is evaluated at the middle between sites
j and j + 1. Its gauge transformation can be defined sim-
ilarly to that in electromagnetism, i.e., α′

j = αj − (∇f)j ,
and it is easy to show that

H̄ =

N∑
j=1

Vj |j⟩⟨j|+ t̄j,j+1

(
eiα

′
j |j + 1⟩⟨j|+ e−iα′

j |j⟩⟨j + 1|
)

has the same energy eigenvalues as H.

This gauge transformation can be written explicitly as
H̄ = Ḡ−1HḠ, where Ḡ is a diagonal matrix with elements
g11 = 1 and gjj = eifj (j > 1). We then find

gjjψ̄µ(j) = ψµ(j), (5)

where ψ̄µ(j), ψµ(j) are the wave functions of H̄ and H
at site j. Note that we have used (∇f)j ≡ (fj+1 − fj)/Λ
and set the lattice constant Λ = 1, or equivalently, fj =∑j−1

n=1(∇f)n with the boundary condition f1 = 0.

Let us come back to the tight-binding Hamiltonian
H in Eq. (4) before the gauge transformation. We de-
note its nearest-neighbor (NN) couplings as tj+1,j =
t̄j,j+1e

iαj , tj,j+1 = t̄j,j+1e
−iαj . In other words, t̄j,j+1

is defined as the geometric average of tj+1,j and tj,j+1.
The vector potential can then be expressed as

αj =
i

2
log

tj,j+1

tj+1,j
, (6)

and when the couplings tj,j+1,tj+1,j are non-reciprocal
and differ only by amplitude, the vector potential αj is
then imaginary. Such a system is hence often referred to
as an imaginary or non-Hermitian gauged array [29, 30].

Coherent drive and wave propagation

To quantify wave transmission in the presence of an
imaginary magnetic field, we discuss below wave prop-
agation excited by a coherent drive in a tight-binding
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model:

iȧ1 = (ω1 − ω)a1 + t12a2 − i
√
κ′a

(i)
1

iȧ2 = (ω2 − ω)a2 + t21a1 + t23a3 (7)

. . .

iȧN = (ωN − ω)aN + tN,N−1aN−1 − i
√
κ′a

(i)
N .

Here aj (j = 1, 2, . . .) is the wave amplitude at site j
in the rotating frame of the drive, which has frequency
ω. The overhead dots denote the time derivative, and
ωj is a complex resonance at site j, including both the
real-valued resonant frequency and the intrinsic loss rate.
Compared with the tight-binding model in Eq. (4),

the set of equations above have two additional terms
proportional to

√
κ′, which represent the drives at the left

and right of the system: When we drive this 1D chain

from the left (right), we set a
(i)
1 = 1, a

(i)
N = 0 (a

(i)
1 = 0,

a
(i)
N = 1) and denote the output at the opposite end by

a
(o)
N (a

(o)
1 ). The latter is given by a

(o)
N =

√
κ′aN and

a
(o)
1 =

√
κ′a1, where κ

′ is the coupling loss to the input
and output channels (e.g., waveguides) and aN , a1 are
again the wave amplitudes at the last and first site.
When we consider reciprocity in this framework, the

time-reversal of one input (output) channel is taken as
the new output (input) channel in the opposite direction.
This convention is used extensively in the study of the
scattering matrix [31] in various systems.

Below we consider ωj ’s close in frequency (if not identi-
cal), and they couple to form N supermodes, where tij is
the coupling from site j to i and different in magnitude
from tji in the opposite direction. The coherent drive
excites one or more of these supermodes, and the steady
state of Eq. (7) is found by setting all ȧj = 0. It can be
conveniently solved using

(H − ω1)a = i
√
κ′a(i) (8)

where a = [a1, a2, . . . , aN ]T , a(i) = [a
(i)
1 , 0, . . . , 0, a

(i)
N ]T .

Here H is the same Hamiltonian given by Eq. (4).
Different from the standard technique used in temporal

coupled-mode theory [32] that expresses a by inverting
the matrix operator on the left hand side of Eq. (8), we

use the left eigenstate ψ̃T
µ ’s and right eigenstates ψµ’s of

H instead:

a =
∑
µ

√
κ′

λµ − ω
[ψ̃T

µa
(i)]ψµ. (9)

Here ψ̃µ and ψµ are defined by [33]

HT ψ̃µ = λµψ̃µ, Hψµ = λµψµ, (10)

where the superscript “T” denotes the matrix transpose.
We have assumed that the system is away from an ex-
ceptional point [13], leading to the biorthogonal relation

ψ̃T
µψν = δµν . It is through the properties of the left and

right eigenstates of H that we reveal the unique non-
Hermitian properties of wave propagation in our system
in the following sections.

The transmission coefficient in this system from left to
right and that in the opposite direction can be defined by

tL ≡
a
(o)
N

a
(i)
1

=

√
κ′a

(L)
N

1
, tR ≡ a

(o)
1

a
(i)
N

=

√
κ′a

(R)
1

1
, (11)

where a(L), a(R) are the amplitudes in the steady state
when driving the system from the left and right, respec-
tively.
Below we show explicitly that although the Lorentz

reciprocity is broken in this tight-binding model, i.e.,
tL ̸= tR, it evolves to a non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity.

Non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity

For a non-Hermitian gauged array H with tj,j+1 ≠
tj+1,j ∈ R and an imaginary vector potential αj , it
is clear from our discussion of Eq. (4) that H can be
transformed to a system H̄ with reciprocal couplings
t̄j,j+1 =

√
tj+1,jtj,j+1 ∈ R and α′

j = 0. The required

function f is also imaginary, given by fj =
∑j−1

n=1 αn.
Therefore, it is customary to refer to H → H̄ = Ḡ−1HḠ
as an imaginary gauge transformation, where Ḡ is the
diagonal matrix introduced in Eq. (5).

We also note that unlike in the original Hatano-Nelson
model [11], we do not require αj ’s (and t̄j,j+1’s) to be
identical. More importantly, we note that HT describes
a system that differs from H by only exchanging tj,j+1

and tj+1,j . As a result, it is easy to show that HT and H̄
are related by the same imaginary gauge transformation,
i.e., HT = Ḡ−1H̄Ḡ.

Combined with the definition of the left eigenstate ψ̃T
µ

mentioned in Eq. (10), we find

Ḡjjψ̃µ(j) = ψ̄µ(j). (12)

Note that we have used the site position as the argument
of the eigenstates and reserve the subscript for the mode
index, which is consistent with the continuous case [see
Eq. (3)] and different from our notation for the vector
potential α, the steady state solutions a(L),a(R), and
input vector a(i).

Inserting Eq. (12) in the steady state given by Eq. (9),
we derive

a
(L)
N =

∑
µ

√
κ′ψ̄µ(1)ψ̄µ(N)

λµ − ω

gNN

g11
, (13)

a
(R)
1 =

∑
µ

√
κ′ψ̄µ(N)ψ̄µ(1)

λµ − ω

g11
gNN

, (14)

and in turn,

tR
tL

= g−2
NN =

N−1∏
j=1

e−2αj =

N−1∏
j=1

tj,j+1

tj+1,j
, (15)
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FIG. 1. Broken and survived Lorentz reciprocity in
non-Hermitian gauged arrays. (a) Mode profiles of the
steady state when driving the left side (thick solid line; indi-
cated by the arrow on the left) and the right side (thin solid
line; indicated by the arrow on the right), respectively. The
bottom edge of the shaded area highlights the equal-amplitude
response in all figures, either due to non-Hermitian gauged
symmetry or Lorentz reciprocity. Dashed line shows the non-
Hermitian skin mode at the driving frequency. t′ = 1.2t and
κ0 = −2Im[ω0] = 0.4t = 4κ′. The input and output channels
are not shown. (b) Same as (a) but with a different configura-
tion of non-reciprocal couplings.

where we have used g11 = 1. This result shows explicitly
that the Lorentz reciprocity is broken in the tight-binding
model with different NN couplings tj,j+1 ≠ tj+1,j ∈ R,
and we refer to this relation as non-Hermitian gauged
reciprocity.
We note that this non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity

depends only on the imaginary gauge field αj ’s, and it is
independent of both the underlying system with reciprocal
couplings (i.e., H̄) and the driving frequency, even though

the transmission coefficients tL,R are [through a
(L)
N and

a
(R)
1 in Eqs. (13) and (14)].
The Lorentz reciprocity in the tight-binding model is

restored when the product of all couplings to the left
equals the product of all couplings to the right, with
reciprocal couplings being the trivial case. We illustrate
broken and survived Lorentz reciprocity numerically in
Fig. 1, using an array with nine sites (N = 9) and no
detuning (i.e., all ωj ’s equal ω0), driven at ω = Re[ω0].
Note that the black and red arrows next to the main
figures only indicate the direction of the drive but not its
amplitude; the latter is set to 1 in all cases as specified
in Eq. (11). In the case shown in Fig. 1(a), the zero
mode (i.e., with Re[λµ] = ω0) is localized on the left,
and we can readily see the directional gain and loss due
to this non-Hermitian skin effect: the wave amplifies
(attenuates) when propagating from right to left (left
to right). Consequently, we find tR/tL = 4 × 1.28 as
Eq. (15) predicts. This ratio does not change when we
drive at a different frequency, e.g., at the next resonance
ω/t = 0.375 above the zero mode. In the case shown in
Fig. 1(b), indeed we find tR = tL by letting the couplings
to the right (left) be stronger in the left (right) half of
the array, leading to a zero mode peaked at the center
[29, 34].
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0

30

|a
j|

FIG. 2. Identical transmission with and without a non-
Hermitian funnel. (a) Same as Fig. 1(b) but with t′ = 9t.

t̄ =
√
tt′ remains the same. Insert: Zoomed-out view showing

the whole steady states and all eigenstates (grey lines). (b)
Same as (a) but with t′ = t.

If we increase the contrast between each pair of non-
reciprocal couplings in this latter case, all modes of the
system peak strongly at the center of the system [Fig. 2(a);
insert], which is a variant of the non-Hermitian skin effect.
As a result, any initial excitation localized away from
the center will eventually move to the middle, which was
termed a non-Hermitian topological funnel [28]. Being
topological, this behavior seems to imply a universal
behavior, whether the system is coherently driven or not.
We find, instead, that not only can light escape the funnel
and propagate from one end of the lattice to the opposite
side, in the steady state with a coherent drive as in our
consideration above; the transmission coefficients are also
independent of the funnel here.

More specifically, these transmission coefficients are
identical to the case without the non-Hermitian skin ef-
fect (see Fig. 2), i.e., with each pair of couplings being
reciprocal and all modes being extensive across the lattice.
This behavior can be understood by first noticing that
the factor gNN in Eq. (15) becomes 1 and hence equal to
g11. As a result, we find

tL =
∑
µ

κ′ψ̄µ(N)ψ̄µ(1)

λµ − ω
= tR (16)

using Eqs. (11), (13), and (14). Therefore, these transmis-
sion coefficients only depend on the eigenvalues λµ’s and
eigenstates ψ̄µ’s of the Hamiltonian H̄ with reciprocal
couplings, i.e., they are independent of the imaginary
vector potential and the non-Hermitian funnel at the
middle. This observation highlights the contrasting be-
haviors of driven and non-driven non-Hermitian systems,
a difference underappreciated in previous studies.

We note that we have taken all on-site resonances ωj ’s
to be the same (and set them to zero) here, which is
common in photonic devices to enhance the coupling of
neighboring resonators that is due to resonant tunneling.
The non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity, however, does not
require this condition, as can be seen from the derivation
of Eq. (15).
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Non-Hermitian gauged symmetries

Despite the lack of the Lorentz reciprocity, the
case shown in Fig. 1(a) clearly displays another equal-
amplitude response: the light amplitude in the steady
state at the driven site is the same whether we send in
light from the left or right, i.e.,

a
(L)
1 = a

(R)
N . (17)

To identify the symmetry leading to this phenomenon, we
note ψ̃µ(j)ψµ(j) = ψ̄2

µ(j) and

a
(L)
1 =

∑
µ

√
κ′

λµ − ω
ψ̄2
µ(1), a

(R)
N =

∑
µ

√
κ′

λµ − ω
ψ̄2
µ(N),

both expressed using the wave function ψ̄µ of the reciprocal
system H̄ only. Equation (17) holds when

ψ̄µ(1) = ±ψ̄µ(N) (18)

is true for all eigenstates of H̄, which demands that H̄ is
parity symmetric.

In other words, the equal-amplitude response given by
Eq. (17) requires the system H to have a non-Hermitian
gauged symmetry : it does not have parity symmetry due
to its non-reciprocal couplings, but it does so after the
non-Hermitian gauge transformation Ḡ:

P−1H̄P = H̄, H̄ = Ḡ−1HḠ. (19)

For example, all (reciprocal) couplings in H̄ corresponding

to the model used in Fig. 1(a) are given by
√
tt′, except for

the leftmost and rightmost one, both given by
√
tt′/2. As

a result of this non-Hermitian gauge transformation, the
probability amplitude in an eigenstate is changed, which
is evident from the requirement imposed by Eq. (18), but
the corresponding energy eigenvalue remains the same as
we mentioned before.

We can also express the symmetry relation (19) as

P̄−1HP̄ = H, P̄ ≡ ḠP Ḡ−1, (20)

and we refer to P̄ as a non-Hermitian gauged parity
symmetry. This proof shows that the equal-amplitude re-
sponse due to the non-Hermitian gauged parity symmetry
holds at any driving frequency, not just at the resonance
of the zero mode; it also permits on-site detuning of
ωj ’s, as long as they remain parity symmetric, which are
unaffected by the non-Hermitian gauge transformation.

The concept of non-Hermitian gauged symmetries can
be easily generalized by replacing the parity in Eq. (20)
with another symmetry, whether it is a linear symmetry
such as rotation or an anti-linear symmetry such as parity-
time (PT ) symmetry. For example, a non-Hermitian chi-
ral symmetry Π can be constructed using the product of
PT symmetry and non-Hermitian particle-hole symmetry
(NHPH) CT [35, 36], i.e., Π = (PT )(CT ) = PC. PT

is broken if we apply a non-Hermitian gauge transfor-
mation and turn reciprocal couplings into non-reciprocal
couplings, but the system now has non-Hermitian gauged
PT symmetry instead, i.e., ḠPTḠ−1 = P̄ T . At the
same time, reciprocal couplings are not required by
NHPH symmetry, and hence the latter remains a sym-
metry in the presence of the non-reciprocal couplings.
As a result, the system’s chiral symmetry evolves to
Π̄ = (P̄ T )(CT ) = ḠP Ḡ−1C = ḠΠḠ−1, which is also
non-Hermitian gauged.

III. PHOTONIC SIMULATIONS

As we mentioned in the introduction, the realization of
the tight-binding model in Fig. 1(a) with non-reciprocal
couplings on a linear photonic platform cannot break the
Lorentz reciprocity.
To understand the discrepancy between this general

property and the non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity in
the tight-binding model with non-reciprocal couplings,
here we examine the implications of the tight-binding
model. This model considers the couplings of a set of
fixed modes as we have seen in Eq. (7), independent of the
direction of wave propagation. As an example, consider

the case shown in Fig. 3(a), where the input a
(i)
1 from

the U-shaped waveguide on the left drives a clockwise
(CW) mode in the first micro-ring resonator. This array
has 9 “cavity” rings [numbered in Fig. 3(a)] captured
by the 9 sites in the tight-binding model, and the non-
reciprocal couplings between their CW modes are realized
by coupling to the counterclockwise (CCW) modes in the
8 auxiliary rings [unnumbered in Fig. 3(a)] as mentioned

in the introduction. The output a
(o)
9 on the right in the

tight-binding model is then from the bottom of the right
waveguide. Now to compare with the result obtained from
driving from the right side in the tight-binding model, we
need to excite the same set of CW modes in the cavity
rings. The input light then needs to be sent in from the
top of the right waveguide [Fig. 3(c)], which is not the
output channel when we drive from the left.
This observation highlights that the discrepancy be-

tween non-reciprocal couplings in the tight-binding model
and the persistence of the Lorentz reciprocity on a linear
photonic platform is due to the internal degree of freedom
of the coupling elements, i.e., the pseudospin associated
with CW (spin-down) and CCW (spin-up) modes.

To demonstrate both the non-Hermitian gauged reci-
procity in the subspace of one pseudospin species and the
persisting Lorentz reciprocity, we simulate wave propa-
gation in this photonic system using the finite-element
method (COMSOL Multiphysics). Semi-circular waveg-
uides are added to the top and bottom sides of the array
to measure the amplitude in each ring [e.g., those marked
by

√
κca1,2 in Fig. 3(a)], and the additional loss

√
κc due

to this scheme can be included in the total loss rate of each
ring, i.e., Im[ωj ] in Eq. (7). The input/output waveguides
on the left and right are also curved to ensure that they
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FIG. 3. Photonic simulations of a coherently driven non-Hermitian gauged array. (a) Schematic of the coupled
micro-rings and input/output channels. See Sec. A for the parameters used. (b-d) Field patterns when driving from the bottom
left, top right, and bottom right waveguide, respectively. |E| is shown. (e) Verification of non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity
[Eq. (15)] and symmetry [Eq. (17)] given by the tight-binding model. (f) Verification of the Lorentz reciprocity in the actual
device. Amplitudes in (e,f) are normalized by the input and from the stronger half of each ring.

do not couple directly to the semi-circular waveguides.

Comparing the two driving scenarios consistent with the
tight-binding model [Figs. 3(b,c)], we indeed observe the
equal-amplitude response warranted by non-Hermitian
gauged parity symmetry [Fig. 3(e)], together with the
directional gain (loss) when light propagates from right
to left (left to right). To verify the non-Hermitian gauged
reciprocity given by Eq. (15), we note that instead of
characterizing each pair of non-reciprocal couplings, gNN

can be obtained from the ratio of the amplitudes in the
first and last ring in the zero mode (see Sec. A), which
we found to be approximately 1.48. Its square (i.e., 2.19)

agrees well with tR/tL = a
(R)
1 /a

(L)
9 ≈ 2.12 extracted from

Fig. 3(e). This result also confirms directly the breaking
of the Lorentz reciprocity in the tight-binding model.

To verify the standard Lorentz reciprocity of this device,
however, we need to send in light from the bottom of the
right waveguide [Fig. 3(d)], and it excites the CCW modes
in the cavity rings instead, which are coupled by the CW
modes in the auxiliary rings. Since the directions of
wave propagation are reversed in the two halves of the
auxiliary rings, each pair of non-reciprocal couplings are
also switched in the tight-binding model. In other words,
flipping the pseudospin leads to the flip of the sign of the
vector potential αj ’s in Eq. (4) as well.

Once one realizes this point, it is easy to show via
Eqs. (13) and (14) that the two transmission coefficients
tL and tR also exchange when we flip the pseudospin, i.e.,
tL (tR) for the spin-down modes becomes tR (tL) for the

spin-up modes, which proves the Lorentz reciprocity [see
Fig. 3(f)].

Note that this derivation does not require the Hamilto-
nian for one pseudospin to be the mirror image of that
for the other pseudospin, as dictated by the generality
of the Lorentz reciprocity. In other words, their shared
H̄ with reciprocal couplings does not need to have par-
ity, or equivalently, themselves are not required to have
non-Hermitian gauged parity symmetry.

One intriguing feature of the field patterns in the pho-
tonic simulations shown in Fig. 3 is that a subset of
cavity rings, despite having a uniform refractive index, dis-
play contrasting amplitudes between the top and bottom
halves, which cannot be captured by a single eigenmode
of the ring resonator, an assumption used in the tight-
binding model. Nevertheless, the observed non-Hermitian
gauged reciprocity and symmetry do not rely on this as-
sumption, and they can be derived analytically on this
photonic platform using a transfer matrix approach (see
Sec. B).

IV. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have discussed the transmission proper-
ties of non-Hermitian gauged arrays when responding to a
coherent drive, both in the usual tight-binding model and
a prominent integrated photonic platform with coupled
micro-ring resonators. While the Lorentz reciprocity is
broken in the former in general, it is replaced by a non-
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Hermitian gauged reciprocity that depends only on the
imaginary vector potential. This breaking of the Lorentz
reciprocity and the emergence of its replacement require
driving modes of the same pseudospin when the wave
propagates in the two opposite directions. The actual
Lorentz reciprocity, on the other hand, involves one pseu-
dospin when light propagates from left to right and the
other pseudospin in the opposite propagation direction.
As a result, both types of reciprocity can be observed
in the same photonic system, as we have shown using
full-wave simulations.

Here we also note that the general principle of reci-
procity does not require time reversal, a related property
that is absent in most photonic systems. For example, if
we replace non-reciprocal couplings in Fig. 1 by reciprocal
couplings, then Eq. (15) tells us that tR/tL = 1, i.e., the
transmission is reciprocal. This result holds independent
of whether the system is lossy. If it is, e.g., with a negative
imaginary part for each on-site frequency ωj , then time-
reversal symmetry of the system is lifted; its time-reversal
partner has optical gain at each site instead, i.e., with a
positive imaginary part for each ωj .

By the same argument, the independence of time
reversal (i.e., Im[ωj ]’s) should also hold for the non-
Hermitian gauged reciprocity, but one is reminded that
non-reciprocal couplings indicate intrinsic energy ex-
change with the environment at the coupling junctions
[30], and hence time reversal symmetry is lifted by de-
fault. This energy exchange at the coupling junctions is
also crucial to understand the non-Hermitian skin effect,
and in particular, the directional gain (and loss) we have
seen in both the tight-binding model [Fig. 1(a)] and the
photonic simulation [Fig. 3(e)]: The loss at each site can-
not possibly produce gain as the wave propagates, and
therefore, it must come from the coupling junctions.

Furthermore, by contrasting with the non-Hermitian
funnel effect, we have highlighted the difference between
driven and non-driven non-Hermitian systems that was
underappreciated in previous studies. This difference is
not due to the excitation of multiple modes in the steady
state: One can choose to excite any mode preferably by
setting the drive frequency at the resonant frequency of
that mode. When this mode is well separated from the
other modes spectrally and has a low loss, the steady state
with the drive is essentially given by just this mode alone
as can be seen from the fraction in Eq. (9). If this mode
has the lowest loss (or highest gain), it then matches the
surviving mode in the long run of the non-driven case that
manifests the non-Hermitian funnel effect, both localized
at the position of the funnel [see Fig. 2(a); inset].

The reason that light can propagate through the funnel
and reach the other side in the steady state, instead, is just
the presence of the drive, which sends light consistently
into the system despite its buildup at the funnel position.
The observation that the transmission coefficients are
independent of the funnel, i.e., they are the same in
both H with the funnel and H̄ without the funnel, is a
neat consequence of the imaginary gauge transformation

between H and H̄ where g11 = gNN = 1.
Finally, we have also revealed a non-Hermitian gauged

symmetry in the same system, which leads to a different
equal-amplitude response to the coherent drive. These
observations provide a valuable perspective on the roles
of an imaginary vector potential on the non-Hermitian
extension of the Lorentz reciprocity, which may help in
designing future functional photonic devices.
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Appendix A: Non-Hermitian zero mode

Due to the non-Hermitian particle-hole (NHPH) sym-
metry mentioned in the main text and the Lieb theorem
[37], the system shown in Fig. 1(a) of the main text has
a zero mode, i.e., with λµ = ω0, and so does the corre-
sponding photonic system shown in Fig. 3. We note that
the imaginary part of ω0, i.e., −κ0/2, already includes
the waveguide coupling loss in the first and the last rings
in the tight-binding model, and for our integrated pho-
tonic platform, κ0 also includes the coupling loss to the
semi-circle waveguides.

This zero mode ψµ and its partner ψ̄µ in the correspond-
ing Hamiltonian H̄ with reciprocal coupling t̄ mentioned
in the main text are related by:

ψµ(1) = g11ψ̄µ(1) = ψ̄µ(1), (A1)

ψµ(N) = gNNψ̄µ(N) = gNNψ̄µ(1). (A2)

In the last step, we have used ψ̄µ(1) = ψ̄µ(N) because H̄
has parity symmetry and this mode is an even parity mode
when N = 9. Therefore, instead of obtaining gNN via the
product in Eq. (15) of the main text by characterizing
every pair of non-reciprocal couplings on the photonic
platform, a much easier way is to derive it from the ratio
of ψµ(N)/ψµ(1) in this zero mode [see Fig. 4(c)].

This zero mode we consider here consists of CW (“spin-
down”) modes in the cavity rings, which we show in
Fig. 4(a). It also has a degenerate partner consisting of
CCW (“spin-up”) modes in the cavity rings [Fig. 4(b)],
which is excited in Fig. 3(d) in the main text when veri-
fying the Lorentz reciprocity of the photonic platform by
sending in light from the bottom of the right waveguide.

The parameters used in the photonic system shown in
Fig. 3 in the main text and here in Fig. 4 are the same.
The outer radius and refractive index of the cavity and
auxiliary rings are 4 µm, 2.8, and 4.038 µm, 2.8± 0.0012i,
respectively. The ring spacing is 0.08 µm, waveguide-ring
spacing is 0.5 µm, and the driving wavelength is 1515.35
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(b)

(a)

max min

(c)

|a
j|

2 4 6 8
lattice position j

0

1

CCW
CW

FIG. 4. Spatial profiles of the zero modes in Fig. 3 of the main text. (a,b) Field patterns of the CW and CCW zero
modes, showing their |E|. (c) Extracted CW and CCW amplitudes in the two zero modes, showing g9,9 ≈ 1.48.

nm. The background refractive index is 1.9, and the width
of all rings and waveguides is 0.45 µm.

Appendix B: Transfer matrix analysis

In this section, we apply and extend a transfer matrix
approach [30] to take into account the spatial dependency
of the steady-state field inside each ring in the photonic
simulations. For simplicity, we consider just the micro-
ring resonators and the left and right waveguides, with
the effect of radiation loss in the cavity rings and their
coupling losses due to the semi-circular waveguides repre-
sented by a small positive imaginary part of the refractive
index.
For the CW modes considered in Figs. 3(b,c) in the

main text and compared to the tight-binding model, we
define their transfer matrix M by(

a
(o)
1

a
(i)
1

)
=M

(
a
(o)
Na+1

a
(i)
Na+1

)
, M ≡ (ΠNa

p=1CpMp)CNa+1.

(B1)
Here Na = 2N − 1 is the total number of rings (cavity

(        )

1
2

a(i)
1

a(o)
1

a1,dl

a1,ul
a1,ur

a1,dr
b2,dl

b2,dr

b2,ul
b2,ur

a(i)
1= S1

a1,dl
(        )= S2

b2,ul

a1,ur(        )b2,dl

a1,dr(        )a(o)
1

a1,ul

(a) (b)

Am
pl

itu
de

lattice position j
2 4 6 80

0.1

0.05

FIG. 5. Transfer matrix analysis of a non-Hermitian
gauged array. (a) Amplitudes related by scattering matrices
at coupling junctions. a’s and b’s are in the cavity and auxiliary
rings, respectively. “u” and “d” in the subscripts indicate the
upper and lower half of each ring, while “l” and “r” indicate
the left and right coupling junctions. (b) Same as Fig. 3(e).
Thick solid and dashed lines plot ap,ul and ap,dr respectively
when driving from the left, and thin solid line plots ap,dr when
driving from the right. Here p counts all rings while j counts
only cavity rings.

rings plus auxiliary rings), Mp (p = 1, 2, . . . , Na) is the
propagation matrix within each ring, i.e.,

Mp =

(
0 e−inp,dkLp

einp,ukLp 0

)
, (B2)

where k is the free-space wave vector. np,d, np,u are
the complex refractive index along the upper and lower
halves of each ring, and Lp is their equal path length. In
a cavity ring, np,u, np,d inside Mp need to be exchanged
in principle but here they are the same (i.e., uniform loss
in a cavity ring).
The coupling matrix Cp is related to the scattering

matrix Sp at each coupling junction [see Fig. 5(a)], i.e.,

Cp =
1

iJ∗
p

(
sp −1
1 −s∗p

)
, Sp =

(
sp iJp
iJ∗

p s∗p

)
, (B3)

with S1 (SNa+1) describing the coupling between the left
(right) waveguide and the first (last) ring. Sp is unitary
due to flux conservation, and consequently det(Cp) =
−Jp/J∗

p .

Non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity

Below we first verify the non-Hermitian gauged reci-
procity, given by Eq. (15) in the main text. We note
that the amplitudes of the transmission coefficients are

given by |tL| = |a(o)Na+1/a
(i)
1 | (with a

(i)
Na+1 = 0) and

|tR| = |a(o)1 /a
(i)
Na+1| (with a

(i)
1 = 0) respectively, and with

the extra phase introduced by the Sp’s removed, we find

tR
tL

= −det(M)

Na+1∏
p=1

J∗
p

Jp
=
∏

j∈aux

einp,ukLj

einp,dkLj
, (B4)

where we have used detMp = −1 in the cavity rings and
detCp = −Jp/J∗

p .
In deriving Eq. (B4), the removal of the phases in the

transmission coefficients is implemented by first consider-
ing that all Sp’s are off-diagonal, i.e., with sp = 0. In other
words, light is transferred from one cavity to another at
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each coupling junction completely. In this case, the com-
plex amplitude of light acquires a phase factor iJ∗

p/|Jp|
when propagating from left to right at junction p and
iJp/|Jp| in the opposite direction. These are the factors
we have removed from tL,R even when sp is non-zero:

tL =
a
(o)
N

a
(i)
1 ΠNa+1

p=1 (iJ∗
p/|Jp|)

∣∣∣∣∣
L

=
1

M21Π
Na+1
p=1 (iJ∗

p/|Jp|)
,

tR =
a
(o)
1

a
(i)
N ΠNa+1

p=1 (iJp/|Jp|)

∣∣∣∣∣
R

= − detM

M21Π
Na+1
p=1 (iJp/|Jp|)

.

To better understand this phase convention, we note that
tL,R given above become tL = tR = 1 as designed if we
simply couple the left waveguide to the right waveguide
(i.e., Na = 0) with total transmission (i.e., s1 = 0 and
|J1| = 1), which can be seen using M = C1 in this case
and M21 = 1/(iJ∗

1 ), det(M) = −J1/J∗
1 .

The right hand side of Eq. (B4) consists of only contri-
butions from auxiliary rings, and each fraction in it, to a
good approximation, is indeed the ratio of each pair of
non-reciprocal couplings in the tight binding model [30],
hence confirming the non-Hermitian gauged reciprocity
given by Eq. (15). In the case shown in Fig. 5(b), this
ratio of tR/tL is found numerically by propagating the
incident light first from the left and then from the right
using Eq. (B1). Its value, which we find to be 1.90, agrees
exactly withe the analytical result given by Eq. (B4).
The equal-amplitude response due to the non-Hermitian
gauged parity, evident in Fig. 5(b), can also be proved
similarly (see the next section).

When plotting Fig. 5, we have used an effective index
Re[n] = 2.48 in all rings and Im[n] = 1.9×10−4, ±8×10−4

in the cavity and auxiliary rings, respectively. Their radii
are taken to be 3.79 and 3.84 µm, in between the outer
and inner radii from those in the simulation. Since the
spacing between the input (output) waveguide and the
first (last) ring is wider than that between two rings, we
have used s1 = sNa

= 0.99 and sp = 0.7 (p ∈ [2, Na − 1]).
These parameters determine the field amplitudes inside
the rings, as well as the transmission coefficients. To
compare the former with those measured from the output
of the semi-circular waveguides in the simulations, we
have used a coupling efficiency of 6% to these waveguides.

With this set of parameters, we find that the other prop-
erties of the photonic system obtained from the transfer
matrix analysis also closely resemble those from the full-
wave simulations. For example, we mentioned the strong
up-and-down amplitude asymmetry inside a subset (i.e.,
the even-numbered) of cavity rings in Fig. 3 of the main
text. This feature is captured well by the strong contrast
of ap,ul and ap,dr in these cavities [see the thick solid and
dashed lines in Fig. 5(b)]. Note that these amplitudes
change little (∼ 1%) when light propagates on each half
of a cavity ring, due to the latter’s small size and minute
loss.

Non-Hermitian gauged symmetry

To prove the equal-amplitude response warranted by
the non-Hermitian gauged parity symmetry in the trans-
fer matrix analysis, we first specify the non-Hermitian
gauge transformation in this framework. Because the
non-reciprocal couplings are implemented using the aux-
iliary rings here, a gauge transformation only involves a
transformation of Mp defined by Eq. (B2), i.e.,

Mp =

(
0 e−inp,dkLp

einp,ukLp 0

)
≡
(

0 ep,d
ep,u 0

)
. (B5)

If we rewrite Mp using either off-diagonal element as a
prefactor, the remaining element has an exponent propor-
tional to (np,d+np,u) ≡ 2n̄p. Therefore, we can construct
a new system H̄ with

M̄p =

(
0 ein̄pkLp

ein̄pkLp 0

)
(B6)

that presents reciprocal couplings. The new total transfer
matrix M̄ differs from the original M only by a multi-
plicative factor.

With this non-Hermitian gauge transformation applied
to all auxiliary rings, if we require the resulting system
to have parity, then we need to have

M̄p = M̄Na−p+1 (B7)

for all auxiliary rings and

Mp =MNa−p+1 (B8)

for all cavity rings. These two conditions can be combined
to give

Mp ∝MNa−p+1. (B9)

In addition, the parity of H̄ also requires

sp = s∗Na−p+2, Jp = J∗
Na−p+2, (B10)

from our definition of the scattering matrix. Note that
we have Na rings in total but Na + 1 couplings junctions,
with the input and output waveguides considered.

With these observations, our proof of the equal-
amplitude response warranted by the non-Hermitian
gauged parity symmetry can be carried out using the
original transfer matrix M without applying the non-
Hermitian gauge transformation. We first focus on the
product of the three central matrices inside the definition
of M , i.e., CNMNCN+1, and we find the resulting 2× 2
matrix is traceless:

CNMNCN+1 ∝
(
−s∗NeN,d + sNeN,u eN,d − s2NeN,u

eN,u − (s∗N )2eN,d s∗NeN,d − sNeN,u

)
,

where we have used Eq. (B10) with p = N . Next, by
padding this result from the left and right by MN−1 and
MN+1 and using Eq. (B9) with p = N − 1, we again find
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that the resulting matrix is traceless. By repeating this
procedure and using Eqs. (B9) and (B10) alternately, we
find that the total transfer matrix M is also traceless, i.e.,

M11 = −M22. (B11)

This result is independent of whether we have an odd or
even number of cavity rings.
If H̄ has balanced gain and loss (with radiation loss

also considered), then a more concise way to derive this
relation is via the total scattering matrix S̄ for H̄, which
is still unitary in this case:(

ā
(o)
1

ā
(o)
Na+1

)
= S̄

(
ā
(i)
1

ā
(i)
Na+1

)
, S̄ =

(
s̄ iJ̄
iJ̄∗ s̄∗

)
. (B12)

The parity of H̄ then requires s̄ = s̄∗, similar to Eq. (B10).
In other words, s̄ is real, which in turn shows that

M̄ =
1

iJ∗

(
s̄ −1
1 −s̄∗

)
(B13)

is traceless. Now since the original M and M̄ only differ
by a multiplicative factor as mentioned previously, we
then recover Eq. (B11).
Finally, we verify that a1,ul, when driving the lattice

from the left, equals aNa,dr, when driving from the right,
which is the manifestation of the equal-amplitude response
warranted by the non-Hermitian gauged parity symmetry
shown in Fig. 5(b)]. It is easy to find

a1,ul =
1

iJ1

(
s∗1
M11

M21
− 1

)
a
(i)
1 , (B14)

aNa,dr =
1

iJ∗
Na+1

(
sNa+1

−M22

M21
− 1

)
a
(i)
Na+1, (B15)

and using Eq. (B10) again with p = 1 and Eq. (B11), we
finally derive

a1,ul = aNa,dr (B16)

with the same input amplitude in the two driving scenar-

ios, i.e., a
(i)
1 = a

(i)
Na+1.
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