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We investigate non-Hermitian skin modes in laser arrays with spatially localized excitation.
Intriguingly, we observe an unusual threshold behavior when selectively pumping either the head or
the tail of these modes: both cases exhibit the same lasing threshold and hence defy the conventional
principle of selective pumping, which aims to maximize the overlap between the pump profile and the
target lasing mode. To shed light on this enigma, we reveal a previously overlooked phenomenon, i.e.,
energy exchange at non-Hermitian coupling junctions with the photonic environment, which does not
occur with uniform gain or loss. Utilizing a transfer matrix approach, we elucidate the mechanism of
this anomalous threshold behavior, which is determined by the specific physical realization of the
non-Hermitian gauge field (i.e., using gain, loss, or their mixture). Finally, we derive a generalized
principle of selective pumping in non-Hermitian arrays, which shows that the decisive spatial overlap
is given by the triple product of the pump, the lasing mode, and its biorthogonal partner. Our
study provides a glimpse into how the two forms of non-Hermiticity, i.e., asymmetric couplings
and a complex onsite potential, interact synergetically in laser arrays, which may stimulate further
explorations of their collective effects in photonics and related fields.

I. INTRODUCTION

Spatially selective pumping is a widely employed tech-
nique in driven-dissipative systems, where the excitation
energy, or “pump,” is concentrated on specific regions of
the system under study [1–21], typically using materials
with a broad gain spectrum and an incoherent source
at a frequency higher than that of the target mode. By
spatially overlapping the pump with the targeted mode,
this approach provides a means of single- and few-mode
excitation, complementary to spectrally coherent drive,
especially in scenarios where the density of states exceeds
the inverse spectral resolution of the coherent excitation
source.
Using spatially selective pumping, early experiments

in side-pumped solid state lasers demonstrated Hermite-
Gaussian modes [1, 2] and ray modes [3]. Subsequently,
the advent of microcavity lasers [27–29] has elevated spa-
tially selective pumping to an indispensable tool for ex-
citing and observing wave-chaotic modes [4, 5], reducing
lasing threshold [6, 7], enhancing output power [8], tailor-
ing emission directionality [9–12], and controlling modal
interaction and multimode lasing behaviors [13–15]. In
addition, spatially selective pumping has also been suc-
cessfully employed to manipulate properties of random
lasers [16–18] and induce pattern formations in exciton-
polariton condensates [19–21].

More recently, spatially selective pumping has attracted
considerable interest in photonic molecules and lattices.

∗ li.ge@csi.cuny.edu

For example, it is fundamental to non-Hermitian photon-
ics based on quantum inspired symmetries [30, 31], such
as parity-time symmetry that requires judiciously placed
elements of optical gain and loss. Non-Hermitian degen-
eracies known as exceptional points, as well as the phase
transitions across them, have been observed using spatially
selective pumping [32, 33], showcasing their remarkable
sensitivity to changes in system parameters. Coupled
with carrier dynamics, spatially selective pumping has
also provided a means to tune nonlinear properties of cou-
pled semiconductor (class B) lasers [22–26]. Furthermore,
spatially selective pumping has facilitated the excitation
of Hermitian flat band [34] and enabled the tuning of its
localization length [35]. Building upon the non-Hermitian
extension of particle-hole symmetry, spatially selective
pumping has been utilized to propose non-Hermitian flat-
bands [36, 37] and zero-mode lasers with tunable spatial
profiles [38]. Moreover, it provides a convenient route to
study topologically protected photonic edge and corner
states, without the need for resonant excitation. By focus-
ing the pump at the edges of the system, such an approach
has demonstrated localized edge states in one-dimensional
(1D) lattices [39–41] and propagating chiral edge states
in two-dimensional (2D) systems [42]. Notably, spatially
selective pumping has shown the capability to redefine
the system boundary, allowing steering of these chiral
edge states on demand [43].

In this work, we probe a category of uniquely non-
Hermitian topological edge and corner states with spa-
tially selective pumping, i.e., those arising from the phe-
nomenon known as the non-Hermitian skin effect [44–50].
In the presence of a spatially uniform non-Hermitian gauge
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field, a significant proportion of the system’s eigenmodes
are localized toward one edge or corner of the system,
which holds in both 1D and higher-dimensional systems.
By varying this imaginary gauge field spatially, one can
also achieve localization at any target position [51], in-
cluding one corner, all corners, or any interior point, as
recently demonstrated using a 2D array of optical micro-
ring resonators [52–54]. Despite their similarly localized
spatial profiles to those rooted in Hermitian symmetry
and topology [40–42], spatially selective pumping has
not been studied systematically for these non-Hermitian
gauged laser arrays.

Intriguingly, our study reveals an unexpected threshold
behavior when selectively pumping either the head or the
tail of the non-Hermitian skin modes: both cases exhibit
the same lasing threshold and hence defy the conven-
tional principle of spatially selective pumping. To shed
light on this enigma, we uncover a previously overlooked
phenomenon that provides a key insight into its under-
standing, i.e., energy exchange at non-Hermitian coupling
junctions with the photonic environment, which does not
occur with uniform gain or loss. With selective pumping,
however, this energy exchange is nonzero and varies across
the array, depending not only on the non-Hermitian gauge
field but also the position of the pump.
Importantly, we show that the usual non-Hermitian

tight-binding model, while mathematically rigorous, pro-
vides an incomplete and even misleading physical expla-
nation for this unusual threshold behavior. Utilizing a
transfer matrix approach instead, we elucidate the mech-
anism of this anomalous threshold behavior, which is
determined by the specific physical realization of the
non-Hermitian gauge field (i.e., using gain, loss, or their
mixture). Finally, we derive a generalized principle of
selective pumping in non-Hermitian arrays, which shows
that the decisive spatial overlap is given by the triple prod-
uct of the pump, the lasing mode, and its biorthogonal
partner.

II. CONVENTIONAL PRINCIPLE OF
SELECTIVE PUMPING

In order to elucidate the breakdown of the conven-
tional principle of selective pumping (with “spatially”
dropped for conciseness) in a non-Hermitian gauged ar-
ray, below we provide a brief overview of this principle.
Suppose H is the passive tight-binding Hamiltonian of
an array in the position basis {|n⟩} (n = 1, 2, . . . , N),
where N is the size of the array. With the introduction
of a pump with strength D > 0 and a profile given by
F =

∑
n fn|n⟩⟨n| (fn ≥ 0), the now active system can be

described by H ′ = (H + iDF ) until the system reaches
its lasing threshold, beyond which nonlinear effects such
as gain saturation become important.

Selective pumping aims to increase the spatial overlap
between the pump profile F and a target mode Ψµ, and
when Ψµ’s pump utilization surpasses other competing

modes, this target mode becomes the first to reach its
lasing threshold. More specifically, let D0, Ds be the
thresholds of a passive mode Ψ0 with uniform and selec-
tive pumping, respectively. It can be shown that (see
Appendix A)

Ds ≈
D0

ΨT
0 FΨ0

(1)

with the normalizations TrF = N and ΨT
0 Ψ0 = 1. The

denominator on the right hand side quantifies the spa-
tial overlap between Ψ0 and the pump profile, and the
superscript “T” denotes the matrix transpose. A strong
(weak) overlap then leads to a low (high) threshold with
selective pumping.
Take the Su-Schrieffer-Heeger (SSH) array [55], for

example:

H =
∑
n

(ωc − iκ0)|n⟩⟨n|+ (tn|n+ 1⟩⟨n|+ h.c.) .

Here ωc is the single-cavity frequency and κ0 is the cavity
loss. The nearest-neighbor (NN) coupling tn ∈ R is given
by t (t′) when n is odd (even), and h.c. stands for the
Hermitian conjugation of the first term in the brackets.
In the passive case, i.e., without pump, all the energy
eigenvalues of H have the same imaginary part given by
−iκ0 [Fig. 1(c)]. With an odd number of cavities, one
of them is a zero-mode featuring Re [ωµ] − ωc = 0 and
an example of topological edge states, localized at the
left boundary when t′ > t [Fig. 1(a)]. To excite this edge
mode, we pump just the leftmost cavity to induce a strong
overlap [40, 41], and indeed, this mode is the first to reach
its lasing threshold [Fig. 1(c)]. The approximation (1)
captures this behavior nicely: it gives DsN = 2.74κ0,
close to its actual value DsN = 2.56κ0. When we pump
the rightmost cavity instead [Fig. 1(b)], this zero-mode
has a much reduced pump utilization, and a pair of band-
edge modes that overlap better with the pump become
the first lasing modes instead [Fig. 1(d)], at a higher lasing
threshold DsN = 4.36κ0.
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FIG. 1. Selective pumping an SSH laser array. (a,b)
Intensity profile of the lasing mode at threshold when pump-
ing the left and right cavity (orange arrows), respectively. A
Gaussian peak is superposed in each cavity. (c,d) Correspond-
ing trajectories of the resonances when increasing the pump.
Line(s) with an arrow show the lasing mode(s), and open dots
mark the passive resonances. Here t′/t = 1.2, κ0/t = 0.2, and
N = 9.
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III. NON-HERMITIAN GAUGED ARRAY

A. Anomalous threshold behavior

Now let us focus on a non-Hermitian gauged laser array,
featuring a stronger coupling from right to left (t′ > t):

H =
∑
n

(ωc − iκ0)|n⟩⟨n|+ ( t|n+ 1⟩⟨n|+ t′|n⟩⟨n+ 1| ) .

The asymmetric couplings create a non-Hermitian gauge
field [44] that localizes all modes toward the left edge.
The zero-mode (also a non-Hermitian skin mode) has
the strongest localization [Fig. 2(a)], which can be quan-
tified using the inverse participation ratio (i.e., IPR =
(
∑

i |Ψi|2)2/
∑

i |Ψi|4 ≈ 4.0 with t′/t = 1.2 and N = 9).
When we pump the leftmost cavity, the zero-mode

overlaps strongly with the pump and is the first lasing
mode as expected [Fig. 2(c)]. With the same t, t′ as in the
SSH array, this zero-mode has an IPR identical to that of
the topological edge state in the SSH array. According to
Eq. (1), we then expect that they should have similar if
not identical lasing thresholds. However, we find DsN =
4.22κ0 here instead, more than 50% higher than the SSH
array. Probably even more surprisingly, we find that this
zero-mode localized on the left edge is again the first lasing
mode when we pump the rightmost cavity [Fig. 2(b)], with
exactly the same threshold [Fig. 2(d)]. This unexpected
finding thus defies the conventional principle of selective
pumping represented by Eq. (1).
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FIG. 2. Selectively pumping a non-Hermitian gauged
laser array. The panels and parameters are the same as
Fig. 1. The spatial profile of the zero-mode in panel (b) has a
longer tail compared to that in panel (a).

B. Symmetry arguments

To understand this unusual threshold behavior, we first
note that the two configurations, i.e., pumping the left-
most or the rightmost cavities (denoted by Configurations

A, B with pump profile FA, FB and threshold D
(A)
s , D

(B)
s ),

can be mapped into each other. More specifically, the left-
right mirror reflection P (an anti-diagonal matrix with
1’s) maps the left pump in Configuration A to the right
pump in Configuration B, i.e., PFAP

−1 = FB. It also

exchanges the couplings t, t′, which can be restored by
the imaginary gauge transformation given by the diagonal
matrix G = diag[1, t/t′, (t/t′)2, . . .]. Because the latter
does not change the onsite potential [? ], here given by
just (ωc−iκ0) in H, we identify S ≡ GP as a symmetry of
H (i.e., SHS−1 = H). Similarly, we find GFBG

−1 = FB

using the property that FB , G are both diagonal matrices,
and hence

SFAS
−1 = G(PFAP

−1)G−1 = GFBG
−1 = FB . (2)

Altogether, we derive

S(H + iD(A)
s FA)S

−1 = H + iD(A)
s FB ≡ H ′

B . (3)

This expression then indicates H ′
B, in Configuration B,

has the same eigenvalues as H + iD
(A)
s FA. The latter

represents the system at threshold in Configuration A,
with the zero-mode on the real axis and all other modes
in the lower half of the complex plane [Fig. 2(c)]. There-
fore, H ′

B also represents the system at threshold but

in Configuration B, i.e., D
(B)
s = D

(A)
s , with the zero-

mode again being the lasing mode [Fig. 2(d)]. We note,

though, the wave functions Ψ
(A)
s ,Ψ

(B)
s of the zero-mode

at threshold in these two configurations are different, i.e.,

Ψ
(B)
s = SΨ

(A)
s ≠ Ψ

(A)
s ; they are both localized at the left

edge but with different tail lengths [Figs. 2(a,b)].

C. Energy exchange with the environment at
non-Hermitian coupling junctions

Next, to understand the breakdown of the conventional
principle of selective pumping, we analyze the dynamical
equation for the intensity in each cavity:

d|ψn|2

dt
= 2(DFnn − κ0)|ψn|2 + Jn,n+1 + Jn,n−1, (4)

where Fnn is the pump strength in the nth cavity and

Jn,n+1 = it′∗ψ∗
n+1ψn + c.c., Jn,n−1 = it∗ψ∗

n−1ψn + c.c.

are the inter-cavity power flows from cavity n + 1 to n
and from cavity n − 1 to n [59], respectively. Here we
have used the notation [ψ1, ψ2, . . .]

T for the lasing mode
at threshold, and c.c. stands for the complex conjugation
of the first term.

Equation (4) indicates that there are two power sources
or drains for each cavity, i.e., the onsite term given
by Pn = 2(DFnn − κ0)|ψn|2, and the exchange term
pn = Jn,n+1 +Jn,n−1 with its neighbors via the coupling
junctions [56]. At the laser threshold, a self-sustained os-
cillation means that the left hand side of Eq. (4) becomes
zero for each cavity, and hence we have the following
power relation:

∑
n

Pn = −
∑
n

pn = −
N−1∑
n=1

g(n,n+1). (5)
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In the last step we have rearranged the summation using
g(n,n+1) ≡ Jn,n+1 + Jn+1,n, which is the power gained
(if positive) or dissipated (if negative) at the coupling
junction between cavities n and n+ 1.
In a system with symmetric couplings (i.e., t′ = t∗),

it is clear that Jn,n+1 = −Jn+1,n from their definitions,
indicating all g(n,n+1) = 0, i.e., power flows from one
cavity to its neighbors without being amplified or dissi-
pated. Therefore, gain and loss for the entire lattice only
comes from the onsite terms, whether or not the pump is
uniform. Equation (5) then gives D0 = κ0 with uniform
pumping and Ds = κ0/(Ψ

†
sFΨs) with selective pumping.

Ψs is the lasing mode at threshold with selective pumping
and normalized by Ψ†

sΨs = 1. We then recover Eq. (1) if
Ψ0 ≈ Ψs ∈ R.

This derivation shows clearly that the conventional
principle of selective pumping is based on the assumption
that the system does not exchange power with the pho-
tonic environment via the inter-cavity couplings (at least
not strongly). Note that this condition holds even in our
non-Hermitian gauged array at threshold, if the pump is
uniform: with real couplings t and t′, H ′ = H + iD0F (at
threshold) is real-valued and has a real, non-degenerate
spectrum. Therefore, we find

H ′Ψ∗
0 = (H ′Ψ0)

∗ = (ω(TH)Ψ0)
∗ = ω(TH)Ψ∗

0 (6)

with H ′Ψ0 = ω(TH)Ψ0 (also see Appendix A). The obser-
vation then indicates that Ψ∗

0 = Ψ0 is real, which renders
all Jn,n+1,Jn+1,n (and hence g(n,n+1)) zero.

With selective pumping, however, these eigenstates be-
come complex-valued in our non-Hermitian gauged array.
For the lasing zero-mode in particular, its wave function
has a staggering phase in both Configurations A and B

1 3 5 7 9
lattice position n

0

1 3 5 7 9
lattice position n

-π

0

π

0

-0.2 0

0.1

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

-π

π

1 3 5 7 9
lattice position n

0

1

P 
 /t

(e) (f)

1 3 5 7 9
lattice position n

-0.5

0

1 3 5 7 9
lattice position n

1 3 5 7 9
lattice position n

0.5

n P 
 /t n

g (
n,

n+
1)

/t

g (
n,

n+
1)

/t

FIG. 3. Properties of the zero-mode at threshold in
a non-Hermitian gauged laser array. (a,b) Phase of
its wave function in Configurations A and B. (c,d) Power
dissipated (g(n,n+1) < 0) and gained (g(n,n+1) > 0) at each
coupling junction in these two configurations, plotted at half
integer positions and with the normalization ψ1 = 1. (e,f) The
corresponding power gained (Pn > 0) or dissipated (Pn < 0)
onsite.

[Figs. 3(a,b)], i.e., with a ±π/2 relative phase between
neighboring cavities due to non-Hermitian particle-hole
symmetry [38]. As a result, g(n,n+1) = [(t∗/t′)− 1]Jn,n+1

is no longer zero due to the asymmetric couplings, and
hence the system exchanges power with its photonic envi-
ronment via the coupling junctions, leading to the break-
down of the conventional principle of selective pumping.

D. Generalized principle of selective pumping

Nevertheless, a generalized principle of selective pump-
ing can be established (see Appendix A):

Ds ≈
D0

Ψ̃T
0 FΨ0

, (7)

where Ψ̃T
0 is the corresponding left eigenstate of the pas-

sive H (i.e., the biorthogonal partner of Ψ0), normalized

by Ψ̃T
0 Ψ0 = 1 [57]. It is then clear that the decisive spa-

tial overlap now that determines the lasing threshold is
not just between the pump profile and the lasing mode,
but also with its biorthogonal partner Ψ̃T

0 . When H is

symmetric as in the SSH array, we find Ψ̃0 = Ψ0 and
recover Eq. (1).
Equation (7), though just an approximation, further

corroborates our findings of the identical thresholds in
Configurations A and B: Ψ̃0 (without the transpose) is
a right eigenstate of HT , which is mapped to H by the
aforementioned mirror reflection P . Therefore, Ψ̃0 and
Ψ0 are mirror-symmetric partners, and any two pump
profiles that are also mirror-symmetric partners give the
same triple product Ψ̃T

0 FΨ0, and in turn, the same lasing
threshold according to Eq. (7). We find Ds = 5κ0 for
both Configurations A and B using Eq. (7), which agrees
with its numerical value (4.22κ0) qualitatively.

E. Failure of the tight-binding model

Following our previous discussion of the power rela-
tions in the non-Hermitian gauged array, next we offer a
physical understanding of this identical threshold in these
two configurations. We find all g(n,n+1)’s are negative in
Configuration A [Fig. 3(c)], indicating that the system
dissipates energy into the environment at every coupling
junction. The situation is reversed in Configuration B
[Fig. 3(d)], where the system receives power from the envi-
ronment at all coupling junctions. This contrast provides
an explanation of their identical lasing threshold: due to
the vastly different overlaps between these two pump con-
figurations and the non-Hermitian skin mode, the system
receives a net onsite gain

∑
n Pn = 3.18κ0 in Configura-

tion A [Fig. 3(e)] but a net onsite loss −
∑

n Pn = 3.73κ0
in Configuration B at threshold [Fig. 3(f)]. Nevertheless,
they are compensated by dissipating and gaining exactly
the same amounts via the coupling junctions.
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A closer examination of this seemingly satisfactory
explanation suggests, however, either it is misleading in
certain non-Hermitian gauged arrays or it excludes these
systems from exhibiting the aforementioned anomalous
threshold behavior: one common approach to realize
asymmetric couplings and the resulting non-Hermitian
gauge field in photonic systems is using auxiliary rings
with different gain and/or loss halves as couplers (see, for
example, cavity 2 in Fig. 4; also Refs. [52–54]). In the
case that the auxiliary rings are passive with lossy and
lossier halves, they simply cannot provide the gain needed
in Configuration B at the coupling junctions. Similarly,
if the auxiliary rings are active with gain and more gain
in the two halves, they cannot induce the loss needed in
Configuration A.

These observations highlight a significant drawback in
relying on the tight-binding model to describe the physical
system with asymmetric couplings: it does not provide
information on the nature of each coupling, which is essen-
tial for understanding the energy exchange between the
system and its environment. Furthermore, a potentially
graver concern arises when the supermodes formed by
the couplings of the auxiliary rings may even lase before
the non-Hermitian skin modes. To tackle these issues,
below we analyze the non-Hermitian gauged array using a
transfer matrix approach, from which we gain a more ac-
curate and detailed understanding of the aforementioned
anomalous threshold behavior.

F. Transfer matrix analysis

We consider the couplings of counterclockwise (CCW)
modes in the odd-numbered rings shown in Fig. 4(a),
which are the cavities considered in the tight-binding
model. We define ep = einpkL (p = 1, 3, . . . , N) where
np is the refractive index in the nth ring and k is the
free-space wave vector. These rings have the same Re [np]
and length L but can have different Im [np]’s depending
on the pump profile. The amplitudes of the CCW mode
in ring 1 and those of the clockwise (CW) mode in ring 2
(one of the auxiliary rings) satisfy [60, 61](

A1

B2

)
= S

(
a1
b2

)
, S =

(
s iJ
iJ∗ s∗

)
. (8)

(a)

1
2A1

a1

b3

B3
3
A3

a3 t

(b)

3

t’1

t

t’b2 A2

B2 a2

FIG. 4. Schematics of a non-Hermitian gauged array.
(a) Couplings of CCW modes in cavity rings (1, 3, . . .) via
auxiliary rings (2, . . .) with two halves of different Im[n]’s
in the transfer matrix analysis. (b) The corresponding tight-
binding model.

S is the unitary scattering matrix satisfying |s|2+|J |2 = 1.
To propagate these amplitudes down the array, we rewrite
this equation as(

A1

a1

)
=Mc

(
B2

b2

)
, Mc =M−1

c =
1

iJ

(
s −1
1 −s

)
. (9)

Next, the propagation of waves inside cavity 2 can be
written as(

B2

b2

)
=M2

(
A2

a2

)
, M2 = e−1

u

(
0 1

edeu 0

)
(10)

with eu = einukLu and ed = eindkLd . Here nu, Lu (nd, Ld)
are the refractive index and length of the upper (lower)
half of the auxiliary ring. To achieve t′ > t in the non-
Hermitian gauged array as in Fig. 2, we then require
Im [nd] < Im [nu], which represent gain (loss) when nega-
tive (positive).
By repeating the same procedure for all N ring res-

onators in the array, we find(
A1

a1

)
≡M

(
BN

bN

)
, M ≡ (ΠN−1

p=2 McMp)Mc, (11)

where the transfer matrices inside the cavity rings are

Mp =

(
0 e

−1/2
p

e
1/2
p 0

)
(p = 3, 5, . . . , N − 2).

Assuming all auxiliary rings are identical, we also have
M2 =M4 = . . . =MN−1.

The resonances of the array are then found by combin-
ing Eq. (11) with the propagation equations in the first
and last (cavity) rings, i.e., a1 = A1e1 and bN = BNeN ,
which leads to

e1 =
M21 +M22eN
M11 +M12eN

. (12)

Mij ’s are the matrix elements of the total transfer matrix
M , and they are proportional to e−Na

u [see the expression
forM2 in Eq. (10)], whereNa = (N−1)/2 is the number of
auxiliary rings. This factor is cancelled in the denominator
and numerator on the right hand side of Eq. (12), whose
only dependence on eu, ed comes from the product eued in
Mp (p = 2, 4, . . .). This observation shows explicitly the
non-Hermitian gauge symmetry: changing nuLu, ndLd

(and in particular their imaginary parts) does not affect
the resonance frequencies, as long as σ ≡ nuLu+ndLd is a
constant. Therefore, we recover the anomalous threshold
behavior shown in Fig. 2, i.e., pumping the head or the
tail of a non-Hermitian skin mode leads to the same lasing
threshold.
Next, we show that the mechanism of this anomalous

threshold behavior depends on the specific physical real-
ization of the non-Hermitian gauge field. Figure 5 shows
the results for a non-Hermitian gauged array formed by
nine cavity rings and eight auxiliary rings. Three cases
are presented using auxiliary rings with balanced gain
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FIG. 5. Transfer matrix analysis of non-Hermitian
gauged arrays. (a) Trajectories of the resonances when
pumping either the first or the last cavity ring. Symbols are the
same as in Fig. 2(c). (b) Power gained (positive) or dissipated
(negative) at coupling junctions at threshold. Upper (lower)
panel is for Configuration A (B) with the normalization A1 = 1
in the first cavity. Parameters used are r = 4.75µm and
r′ = 4.70µm in the cavity rings and auxiliary rings respectively,
with Re [n] = 2.7 in all rings. Passive cavity rings have Im [n] =
2× 10−4. s = 0.7, J =

√
1− s2, and Im [nu] = 1.5× 10−3 =

−Im [nd]. (c,d) Same as (a,b) but with Im [nu] = 2× 10−3 =
−2Im [nd]; (e,f) Same as (a,b) but with Im [nu] = 10−3 =
−Im [nd] /2.

and loss, net loss, and net gain, respectively. They feature
the same imaginary gauge field (see Appendix D)

t′/t ≈ eIm[nuLu−ndLd]k0 = 1.2 (13)

as in the tight-binding model shown in Fig. 2, where k0
is the free-space wave vector of the zero-mode. Below
we define the coupling gain/loss via the auxiliary ring p
by (|ap|2 − |Bp|2) + (|bp|2 − |Ap|2), with the two intensity
differences occurring at the upper and lower halves, re-
spectively [see, for example, the one labeled by p = 2 in
Fig. 4(a)]. For convenience, both the wave amplitudes
and the coupling gain/loss here are dimensionless, scaled
by their nature units.
The first case exhibits similar results to the tight-

binding model, i.e., with loss (gain) at all coupling junc-
tions in Configuration A (B) [Fig. 5(b)]. The threshold in
Configurations A and B is found at Im [n] = −7.96×10−4,
and the trajectories of the non-Hermitian skin modes
[Fig. 5(a)] are similar to those in Fig. 2 obtained from the

tight-binding model. While the auxiliary-ring resonances
have lower losses in the passive case, they do not reach
their threshold when the zero-mode starts lasing with
selective pumping (see Fig. 10 in Appendix D).

If we assume a stronger cavity loss (e.g., Im [n] =
2 × 10−3), the spatial profile of the lasing mode in ei-
ther Configuration A or B is determined mainly by the
localized pump, i.e., with a peak at the pump position
(not shown). This is the regime of zero-mode lasing with
tunable spatial profiles [38], and these two configurations
still share the same lasing threshold. The same situation
takes place when we use only loss or gain in the auxil-
iary rings to achieve the same imaginary gauge field (e.g.,
Im [nd] = 4Im [nu] = 4× 10−3) (not shown).

In order for the first lasing mode at threshold to be a
non-Hermitian skin mode peaked at the leftmost cavity
in both Configurations A and B, below we consider auxil-
iary rings with net loss and gain instead. By increasing
(decreasing) the loss (gain) in the upper (lower) halves of
the auxiliary rings by Im [∆n] = 5×10−4, the second case
in Fig. 5 shows results that differ from the tight-binding
model: while all coupling junctions still dissipate power
in Configuration A, not all of them gain power in Con-
figuration B [Fig. 5(d)]. The largest deviation from the
tight-binding model is the last case shown in Figs. 5(e-f),
where we achieve the same asymmetric couplings (and
imaginary gauge field) as in the cases above by increasing
(decreasing) the gain (loss) in the lower (upper) halves of
the auxiliary rings by Im [∆n] = −5× 10−4 instead. Now
the system gains power from all auxiliary rings in both
Configurations A and B, and their identical lasing thresh-
old is understandably lower at Im [n] = −1.26 × 10−4,
thanks to the enhanced gain in the auxiliary rings.

The passive resonances in Figs. 5(a,c,e) have almost the
same spacing, which indicates that the average coupling
t̃ ≡ tt′ is roughly equal in these three cases, besides the
imaginary gauge field t′/t. This observation then shows
that both t and t′ are fixed in these cases approximately,
despite that we have changed the gain and loss in the
auxiliary rings significantly.

This finding first suggests that the coupling t (t′) is
not simply determined by the upper (lower) halves of
the auxiliary rings, as one may have anticipated from
comparing the two schematics in Fig. 4 or assumed in
previous studies. Furthermore, it also shows that differ-
ent realizations of the same non-Hermitian gauge field
demand contrasting power exchanges with the photonic
environment to produce the same threshold in Configura-
tions A and B, which is beyond the analyzing capability
of the tight-binding model. This is true even after we take
into account the different effective cavity decays of the
passive resonances shown in Figs. 5(a,c,e) (see Appendix
B).

As we have hinted in the motivations of adopting the
transfer matrix analysis, here another crucial drawback
of the tight-binding model is its inability to describe
the supermodes formed by the auxiliary ring resonances,
which have much lower thresholds than the non-Hermitian
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skin modes in the third case above; they are already lasing
before we even pump the cavity rings (see Fig. 10 in
Appendix D).

We also mention in passing that for the CW modes
in the cavity rings (instead of CCW modes considered
above), their couplings lead to the same resonances in the
transfer matrix analysis: we just need to switch eu and
ed in the analysis above, which leads to the same equa-
tion (12) thanks to its non-Hermitian gauge symmetry.
Consequently, degenerate CW and CCW non-Hermitian
skin modes are localized on the opposite edges of a 1D
array due to the opposite non-Hermitian gauge fields they
experience. The anomalous threshold behavior discussed
above then manifests itself as a lasing mode with a sym-
metric intensity profile at threshold, localized on both
edges before nonlinear gain saturation and modal interac-
tion play a role. We further note that the same anomalous
threshold behavior takes place in higher dimensional sys-
tems [54] as well. For a square lattice with a uniform
non-Hermitian gauge field in both the x and y directions,
pumping either of the four corners (i.e., the head, tail,
and two “wings”) leads to the same lasing threshold (see
Appendix C).

IV. CONCLUSION

In summary, we have reported an anomalous thresh-
old behavior when pumping either the head or tail of a
non-Hermitian skin mode; these two configurations lead
to the same lasing threshold and hence defy the con-
ventional principle of selective pumping. We have given
explanations to this behavior from both the mathematical
and physical perspectives, by introducing a transfer ma-
trix analysis that remedies two crucial drawbacks of the
usual tight-binding model, i.e., the lack of information on
the physical realization of the imaginary gauge field and
whether the auxiliary rings lase first. Our study provides
a glimpse into how the two forms of non-Hermiticity, i.e.,
asymmetric couplings and a complex onsite potential [58],
interact in a synergetic fashion, which may stimulate fur-
ther explorations of their collective effects in photonics
and related fields.
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Appendix A: Threshold analysis in the tight-binding
model

To quantify the effect of selective pumping in the tight-
binding model of a laser array, we analyze the equation
that determines the lowest lasing threshold with uniform

pumping:

(H + iD01)Ψ0 = ω
(TH)
0 Ψ0. (A1)

Here H is the effective Hamiltonian of the passive system
(i.e., with cavity decay κ0 but no gain), D0 represents
the pump strength at the lasing threshold, and 1 is the

identity matrix representing uniform pumping. ω
(TH)
0 ∈ R

and Ψ0 are the lasing frequency and wave function at
threshold. Note that the eigenstates of H + iD01 are
the same as those of H, and its eigenvalues are merely
shifted from those of H (denoted by {ωµ}) by iD0. In
other words,

ω
(TH)
0 = Re [ω0] , D0 = −Im [ω0] , (A2)

where ω0 is the passive resonance that evolves into the
lasing mode at threshold.

Below we refer to this basis (including the lasing mode
at threshold) and the corresponding left eigenstates of H

by {Ψµ} and {Ψ̃T
µ} (µ = 0, 1, 2, . . .), and they satisfy the

following biorthogonal relation after normalization:

Ψ̃T
µΨν = δµν . (A3)

Here we have assumed that none of these states are at an
exceptional point, which would make Ψ̃T

µΨµ = 0 and the
basis {Ψµ} incomplete.
Now with selective pumping, we represent the pump

profile f(r⃗) by a diagonal and positive semi-definite matrix
F normalized by TrF = N , where N is the size of the
lattice. We then have

(H + iDsF )Ψs = ω(TH)
s Ψs, (A4)

where Ds is the new threshold. ω
(TH)
s ∈ R and Ψs are the

modified lasing frequency and wave function at threshold.
Their formal solutions can be obtained by the expansion
Ψs =

∑
µ aµΨµ, which leads to∑

µ

aµ(ωµ − ω(TH)
s + iDsF )Ψµ = 0 (A5)

or

FA =
1

Ds
WA, (A6)

where F is a square matrix with elements Fµν = Ψ̃T
µFΨν ,

A = [a0, a1, . . . , aN ]T , and W is a diagonal matrix with

elements Wµµ = i(ωµ − ω
(TH)
s ).

Equation (A6) is a system of N complex linear equa-
tions, and by fixing the normalization of A (e.g., requiring
a0 = 1), we can solve for the N unknowns: the (N − 1)
amplitudes and the (N − 1) phases of {aµ>0}, the las-

ing frequency ω
(TH)
s , and the threshold Ds. One strat-

egy to find all solutions of Eq. (A6) is treating it as a
parametrized eigenvalue problem [62–64]:

FAµ = λµWAµ. (A7)
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By tuning the real frequency ω
(TH)
s in W , we monitor the

generalized eigenvalues λµ’s in the complex plane. When
one of them crosses the real axis, the inverse of that
real eigenvalue gives one (linear) lasing threshold. The
corresponding eigenstate of Aµ is the wave function of
that lasing mode at threshold in the basis {Ψµ}, and the

tuning parameter ω
(TH)
s at which this crossing happens

is the corresponding lasing frequency.
If |F00a0| is much greater than |

∑
µ>0 F0µaµ|, which

usually takes place in a lattice with strong couplings and
weak losses (i.e., with modes having high quality factor),
the first row of the matrix equation in (A6) gives

Ds ≈
i(ω0 − ω

(TH)
s )

F00
=

D0

Ψ̃T
0 FΨ0

+ o(ϵ). (A8)

Here we have used the expressions for D0 and ω
(TH)
0 in

Eq. (A2), and we note ϵ ≡ ω
(TH)
s − ω

(TH)
0 vanishes if a

zero-mode lases with both uniform and selective pumping.
To understand better the requirement on the lasing

mode in this approximation, we note that it can also be

derived using ω
(TH)
s ≈ ω

(TH)
0 and Ψs ≈ Ψ0, i.e., the lasing

frequency and the spatial profile of the lasing mode should
stay roughly the same with selective pumping. We then
find (D01−DsF )Ψ0 ≈ 0 and recover Eq. (A8).
The denominator on the right hand side of Eq. (A8)

represents the spatial overlap between the lasing mode,
the pump profile, and its biorthogonal partner (i.e., the
corresponding left eigenstate of H). When H is symmet-

ric as in the SSH array, we find Ψ̃0 = Ψ0, with which
we derive Eq. (1) in the main text. In the continuous
limit, we then recover the more conventional form of this
denominator, i.e.,

∫
dr⃗f(r⃗)Ψ2

0(r⃗) [8].
In the main text, we have used Eq. (A8) to fur-

ther corroborate the identical threshold when pump-
ing the leftmost and rightmost cavity in a non-
Hermitian gauged array. We note though not all
observations based on Eq. (A8) hold due to its ap-
proximative nature. For example, given the struc-
ture Ψ0 ∝ [1, 0, (t′/t), 0, . . . , 0, (t′/t)N−1]T and Ψ̃0 ∝
[(t′/t)N−1, 0, (t′/t)N−2, 0, . . . , 0, 1]T of the zero-mode in

the non-Hermitian gauged array, we find Ψ̃T
0 FΨ0 ∝∑

n∈odd Fnn where Fnn is the pump strength in the nth
cavity. As a result, selective pumping any odd-numbered
cavity gives the same threshold according to Eq. (A8),
but the actually thresholds in these pump configurations
differ. For example, the zero-mode has a threshold of
DsN = 4.81κ0 when pumping the middle cavity, and we
have seen in the main text that this value is 4.49κ0 instead
when pumping the leftmost or the rightmost cavity.

Appendix B: Different cavity decays

As we have mentioned in the main text using the trans-
fer matrix model, selective pumping with an strong cavity
loss brings the system to the regime of of zero-mode lasing

-0.3

0

1 3 5 7 9
0

0.5

-0.1

0

0

0.05

1 3 5 7 9
lattice position n lattice position n

(b)(a)

g (
n,

n+
1)

/t

g (
n,

n+
1)

/t

FIG. 6. Power gained or dissipated at coupling junc-
tions in a non-Hermitian gauged laser array at thresh-
old. Parameters are the same as in Fig. 2 but with κ0 = 0.4t
in (a) and 0.08t in (b). The upper (lower) panel shows the
result when pumping the leftmost (rightmost) cavity in the
tight-binding model.

with tunable spatial profiles, where the lasing mode at
threshold has a significant (if not dominating) peak at the
pump location. This is also the case in the tight-binding
model, but the later does not capture the different mech-
anisms of the anomalous threshold behavior when the
physical realization of the imaginary gauge field changes.
Take the three cases shown in Fig. 5 analyzed using

the transfer matrix approach, for example. They have
almost identical asymmetric couplings t, t′, and their ef-
fective cavity decays, judged by Im [ωµ]’s of the passive
Hamiltonian H, are roughly 1 : 2 : 0.4. The first case
gives similar results to the tight-binding model with the
same t′/t in Fig. 2 of the main text, where κ0 is taken to
be 0.2t. Here we consider the other two cases in the tight-
binding model, with κ0 = 0.4t and 0.08t respectively. As
can be seen in Fig. 6, the tight-binding model still shows
power dissipation (gain) at all coupling junctions when we
pump the head (tail) of the non-Hermitian gauged array,
and hence it fails to capture the actual power relations
displayed in the last two cases in Fig. 5.

Appendix C: Anomalous threshold behavior in 2D

As we have mentioned in the main text, the conven-
tional principle of selective pumping represented by Eq. (1)
in the main text breaks down also in a 2D non-Hermitian
gauged array. Here we exemplify in Fig. 7 the identical
threshold of pumping either corner of a rectangular lattice,
which has couplings ty = 1.5tx and t′x/tx = t′y/ty = 1.2.
With κ0 = −0.1tx, the lasing threshold is reached at
DsN = 8.1κ0 no matter which corner we pump. The
approximation given by Eq. (A8) again captures this
behavior qualitatively, giving DsN = 9κ0.
Here we have made the couplings in the x and y di-

rections sufficiently different. If we have not, then the
density of states would be high close to the zero-mode,
which tend to induce stronger couplings between these
non-Hermitian skin modes. As a result, the lasing modes
at threshold by pumping the four corners will have signif-
icantly difference intensity profiles, even though they still
have the same threshold. For example, with the same
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FIG. 7. Selectively pumping a 2D non-Hermitian
gauged laser array. (a) Trajectories of the resonances when
pumping either corner of the array. Line with an arrow shows
the lasing zero-mode. (b) Field profiles |Ψs| of the lasing
modes at threshold when pumping either corner (orange ar-
rows), respectively. A Gaussian peak is superposed in each
cavity.

gauge fields in the x and y directions as above but with
ty = 1.2tx, pumping either of the two “wings” of the
passive zero-mode (i.e., the bottom left and the upper
right corners) will introduce strongest intensity peaks at
both of these two corners (not shown). Again, this is the
regime of zero-mode lasing with tunable spatial profiles
mentioned in the main text [38].

Appendix D: Beyond the tight-binding model

Single ring. We start by considering a single resonator
of refractive index n and length L. Its resonances are de-
termined by einkL = 1, or k = 2mπ/(nL) (m = 1, 2, . . .).
Note that n can be made complex with a positive imagi-
nary part to represent both material and radiation losses.
Denote n = n0 + in1 and k = kr + iki, we find

kr =
n0
|n|2

2mπ

L
, ki = − n1

|n|2
2mπ

L
. (D1)

Two ring with symmetric coupling. To characterize
coupled ring resonators, here we resort to a simple model
that ignores the radiative coupling and only considers the
evanescent coupling through the scattering matrix S at
each coupling junction. We place two identical cavities (1
and 2) next to each other and first consider the coupling
between the counterclockwise (CCW) mode in cavity 1
and the clockwise (CW) mode in cavity 2 [Fig. 8(a)].
The incoming and outgoing amplitudes in these two

modes at the coupling junction can be captured by the
following S matrix [60, 61]:(

A
B

)
= S

(
a
b

)
, S =

(
s iJ
iJ∗ s∗

)
. (D2)

The S matrix is dimensionless, and so are s and J . Given
the local flux conservation relation, i.e., |a|2 + |b|2 =
|A|2+|B|2 = [a, b]S†S[a, b]T , S must be unitary (S†S = 1)
and we have |s|2 + |J |2 = 1.
For a resonance k, the amplitudes a,A and b, B are

related by

a = AeinkL, b = BeinkL. (D3)

Substitute these relations in Eq. (D2) and we find

(1− seinkL)A = iJeinkLB, (1− s∗einkL)B = iJ∗einkLA,
(D4)

or

(1− seinkL)(1− s∗einkL) = −|J |2ei2nkL. (D5)

Using |s|2 + |J |2 = 1, this expression gives

ei2nkL − 2Re [s] einkL + 1 = 0, (D6)

or

einkL = e±iθ (D7)

where

θ = tan−1

√
1− Re [s]

2

|Re [s] |
> 0 (D8)

given the physical constraint that |s| ≤ 1.
Equation (D6) indicates that each resonance k0 of a

single ring splits into two resonances k± given by

k± − k0 = ± θ

nL
. (D9)

(a) (b)

1
2

B

b

A

a
x

y
zb21

2 A2
A1

a1

b3

B3
3B2 a2

FIG. 8. Schematics of (a) two and (b) three coupled ring
resonators.
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Due to the mirror symmetry of the system about the y−z
plane at the center of the gap between the two rings, these
two modes must be symmetric and anti-symmetric about
the same plane, i.e., A = ±B and a = ±b. This physical
consideration then determines the phases of both s and
J : by substituting the exponential factors in Eq. (D4) by
that given by Eq. (D6), we have

A

B
= iJ

e±iθ

1− se±iθ
(D10)

Here we have two choices

iJ
eiθ

1− seiθ
= ±1, iJ

e−iθ

1− se−iθ
= ∓1, (D11)

that give

(s± iJ)eiθ = 1, (s∓ iJ)e−iθ = 1, (D12)

respectively. No matter which choice we make,

s2 + J2 = 1 (D13)

always holds, and combining it with the local flux con-
servation relation |s|2 + |J |2 = 1, we know that both s
and J are real. Furthermore, we do not expect a phase
jump when a (b) passes through the coupling junction to
become part of A (B), especially in the limit J → 0: we
should recover the single-ring case presented above, i.e.,
s→ 1. Therefore, we take s to be positive, and the angle
θ becomes θ = tan−1(|J |/s).
The two choices in Eq. (D10) then tells us that if J

is also positive, then k− is symmetric and k+ is anti-
symmetric. If J is negative instead, then k+ is symmetric
and k− is anti-symmetric.
Equation (D9) indicates that

t̃ ≡ k+ − k0 = k0 − k− =
θ

nL
(D14)

is the effective coupling between the CCW mode in cavity
1 and CW mode in cavity 2 in the tight-binding model.
It is approximately real for a high-Q passive resonance
(i.e., with 0 < n1 ≪ n0). |t̃| approaches its maximum
π/(2nL) = k0/(4m), i.e., the the strong coupling limit,
when |J | ≫ s.

Finally, the analysis for the coupling of the CW mode
in cavity 1 and the CCW mode in cavity 2 is the same as
above, leading to the same resonances k±. Altogether,
there are two pairs of degenerate modes near k0, one
symmetric and the other anti-symmetric about the
y − z mirror plane. Because the system is also mirror
symmetric about the x − z plane through the centers
of the two rings, the two modes in each pair can also
be expressed as symmetric (cosine) and anti-symmetric
(sine) modes about this plane.

Two rings with asymmetric couplings. In the main
text, we have introduced the transfer matrix to analyze
a coupled laser array with cavity rings and auxiliary

rings. Here we study a special case with just three rings
[Fig. 8(b)]. The second ring is the auxiliary ring, and
it features different values of the refractive index and
arclengths in the upper (nu,Lu) and lower (nd,Ld) halves,
allowing us to implement different combinations of gain
and loss. We also allow the refractive index to be different
in the left (n1) and right (n3) rings, to account for selec-
tively pumping one ring. The coupling junctions between
the first two and the last two are identical, and so are
their scattering matrices:(

A1

B2

)
= S

(
a1
b2

)
,

(
B3

A2

)
= S

(
b3
a2

)
. (D15)

We take s > 0 and J ∈ R in the S matrix using our find-
ings of the two ring case. We also have a1 = A1e

in1kL ≡
A1e1, b2 = A2e

indkLd ≡ A2ed, a2 = B2e
inukLu ≡ B2eu,

b3 = B3e
in3kL ≡ B3e3, which leads to

s− e1
1− se1

s− e3
1− se3

eued = 1 (D16)

when we combine the two scattering matrix equations.
We note that J does not appear in Eq. (D16) similar
to Eq. (D6) in the two-ring case; it is eliminated in the
coefficients of e1 and e3 in the numerator, both of which
are given by s2 + J2 = 1.
Obviously, Eq. (D16) is equivalent to Eq. (12) in the

main text with N = 3, as can be checked directly using

M =
1

J2

[
s(ed − e−1

u ) s2e−1
u − ed

s2ed − e−1
u s(e−1

u − ed)

]
. (D17)

We have mentioned the explicit no-Hermitian gauge sym-
metry exhibited by Eq. (12) in the main text. As expected,
here Eq. (D16) shows the same non-Hermitian gauge sym-
metry: nu, Lu and nd, Ld only appear in the product eued.
Therefore, as long as

σ ≡ nuLu + ndLd = const., (D18)

the coupled rings have the same resonances for a fixed set
of other parameters, independent of the values of nu,nd,
and in particular, their imaginary parts.
There are several scenarios possible due to this non-

Hermitian gauge symmetry: (1) With net loss (Im [σ] >
0), an imaginary gauge transformation can map an auxil-
iary ring with different losses in the two halves to one with
the same loss. It can also map an auxiliary ring with gain
and loss halves to one with stronger gain and stronger
loss, or to one with weaker loss(es) in the two halves. (2)
With net gain (Im [σ] < 0), an imaginary gauge transfor-
mation can map an auxiliary ring with different gains in
the two halves to one with the same gain. It can also map
an auxiliary ring with gain and loss halves to one with
stronger gain and stronger loss, or to one with weaker
gain(s) in the two halves.
Below we analyze Eq. (D16) to estimate the effective

couplings and the non-Hermitian gauge field. When s = 1
(and J = 0), the rings are uncoupled and Eq. (D16) only
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gives the condition that determines the resonances of the
auxiliary ring, i.e., eued = 1; the resonances of cavities
1 and 2 are determined by e1 = 1 and e2 = 1 respec-
tively, which make the denominators (and numerators)
of the two fractions on the left hand side of Eq. (D16)
vanish. From this analysis, we expect three “supermodes”
from Eq. (D16) when |J | ̸= 0, which evolve from three
uncoupled resonances in the three rings, one from each.
When cavities 1 and 2 are identical, the effective cou-

pling between them can be expressed by reformatting
Eq. (D16):

k − k0 =
1

in1L
ln

1± s
√
eu(k)ed(k)

s±
√
eu(k)ed(k)

. (D19)

We have included the explicit k dependence of eu,ed to
emphasize that this is in fact a self-consistent equation.
The two signs on the right hand need to be taken as the
same, which leads to two resonances k± as a result of the
effective coupling between cavities 1 and 2. When this
effective coupling is much weaker than the free spectral
range of the single-ring resonances, k± can be approxi-
mated by

k± = k0 +
1

in1L
ln

1± s
√
eu(k0)ed(k0)

s±
√
eu(k0)ed(k0)

. (D20)

We note that unlike the two-ring case, |k± − k0| here are
different in general, even when the system is idealized to
be Hermitian [see Fig. 9(a)], which seems to suggest that
an effective symmetric coupling or asymmetric couplings
would be difficult to define. As shown in Fig. 9(b) for a
longer array with 17 rings (nine cavity rings plus eight
auxiliary rings) though, this issue does not impose a
fundamental challenge when comparing the results of the
tight-binding model and the transfer matrix approach:
if we define the effective coupling in the three-ring case
as t̃ = (k+ − k−)/2 using Eq. (D19), and that in the
17-ring case by fitting the resonances with a tight-binding
model (t̃ =

√
tt′), they differ by about 11%, giving by

t̃ = 3.88× 10−3 µm−1 and 3.45× 10−3 µm−1.
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FIG. 10. Supplemental data for the three cases shown
in Fig. 5 of the main text. (a,c,e) Spatial profiles of
their passive zero-mode from the transfer matrix calculation
(histogram), plotted using Ψn = A2n−1 (n = 1, 2, . . . , 9) of
the CCW modes in the cavity rings. Solid line shows their
envelope from tight-binding model with t′/t = 1.2. (b,d,f)
Trajectories of auxiliary-ring resonances when the pump is
increased to the lasing threshold of the non-Hermitian skin
zero-mode. Open dots mark the passive resonances.

Furthermore, by tuning the size of the auxiliary rings
to be anti-resonant with the cavity ring, we can align the
center of the supermodes with the single-ring resonance
k. This can be seen by requiring that the two solutions
of Eq. (D19), i.e., k±, satisfy k+ − k0 = −(k− − k0) = t̃,
or equivalently,

1 + s
√
eu(k+)ed(k+)

s+
√
eu(k+)ed(k+)

1− s
√
eu(k−)ed(k−)

s−
√
eu(k−)ed(k−)

= 1. (D21)

We then find√
eu(k+)ed(k+)eu(k−)ed(k−) = −1. (D22)

Next, we substitute k± = k0 ± t̃ into this expression and
use eu(k+)eu(k−) = e2u(k0), ed(k+)ed(k−) = e2d(k0), we
then find

eu(k0)ed(k0) = ±1. (D23)

The “+” solution is spurious as can be checked when
substituted in Eq. (D21), and the “−” solution is precisely
the anti-resonant condition in an auxiliary ring. Here
this solution requires Lu,d = 14.779µm, which gives t̃ =
3.74× 10−3 µm−1 in the three-ring case.

We note that the estimation of the gauge field is in-
dependent from that of t̃: the latter, as mentioned, is
given by

√
tt′, and the former is given by |t′/t|. In the

tight-binding model for two asymmetrically coupled rings,
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the amplitude ratio between the rings are ±
√
t′/t. In

the transfer matrix analysis, this ratio is represented by
A1/B3 that can be shown to be

A1

B3
= ed

s− e3
1− se1

= e−1
u

1− se3
s− e

. (D24)

In the last step we have used Eq. (D16). Using e1 = e3
in the passive case (and with uniform pumping), we then
find∣∣∣∣ t′t
∣∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣∣A1

B3

∣∣∣∣2 =

∣∣∣∣ ed(k±)eu(k±)

∣∣∣∣ ≈ ∣∣∣∣ ed(k0)eu(k0)

∣∣∣∣ ≈ eIm[nuLu−ndLd]k0 .

(D25)
It gives |t′/t| ≈ 1.20 for the three sets of parameters used
in Fig. 5, which agree nicely with the values of the gauge
field extracted from the 17 rings case (i.e., |t′/t| ≈ 1.20).

The analysis for the couplings of CW modes in cavities
1 and 2 is slightly different; the one in cavity 1 (cavity
2) couples to the bottom (upper) half of the auxiliary
ring, and hence eu and ed need to be switched when
compared with the analysis above for the CCW modes

in these two cavities. Nevertheless, this change does
not affect the resonances due to the non-Hermitian
gauge symmetry mentioned earlier. Therefore, here
we have three pairs of degenerate supermodes with
all modes considered (two pairs originated from the
cavity rings and one pair from the auxiliary ring). This
observation holds for both uniform pumping and selec-
tive pumping (i.e., different ni’s in the first and last rings).

Longer arrays. In the main text, we have used the
expression (D25) to keep the non-Hermitian gauge field
fixed when varying the gain and loss in the two halves
of auxiliary rings. In Figs. 10(a,c,e) we show that this
approximation has a high precision by comparing the
amplitudes of the CCW zero-mode in the cavity rings
with their envelope from the tight-binding model. In
Figs. 10(b,d,f) we show the spectra of the supermodes
formed by the auxiliary ring resonances, which do not
lase before the non-Hermitian skin zero-mode except for
the last case.

[1] H. Laabs and B. Ozygus, Excitation of Hermite Gaus-
sian modes in end-pumped solid-state lasers via off-axis
pumping, Opt. Laser Technol. 28, 213–214 (1996).

[2] Y. F. Chen, T. M. Huang, C. F. Kao, C. L. Wang, and
S. C. Wang, Generation of Hermite-Gaussian modes in
fiber-coupled laser-diode end-pumped lasers, IEEE J. Quan.
Electron. 33, 1025–1031 (1997).

[3] J. Dingjan, M. P. van Exter, and J. P. Woerdman, Geo-
metric modes in a single-frequency Nd: YVO 4 laser, Opt.
comm. 188, 345–351 (2001).

[4] S. Shinohara, T. Harayama, T. Fukushima, M. Hentschel,
T. Sasaki, and E. E. Narimanov, Chaos-assisted direc-
tional light emission from microcavity lasers, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 104, 163902 (2010).

[5] S. Wang, S. Liu, Y. Liu, S. Xiao, Z. Wang, Y. Fan, J.
Han, L. Ge, and Q. Song, Direct Observation of Chaotic
Resonances in Optical Microcavities, Light Sci. Appl. 10,
135 (2021).

[6] N. B. Rex, R. K. Chang, and L. J. Guido, Threshold
lowering in GaN micropillar lasers by means of spatially
selective optical pumping, IEEE Photonics Technology
Lett. 13 1 (2002).

[7] N. L. Aung, L. Ge, O. Malik, H. E. Türeci, and C. F.
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