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Krylov complexity has recently gained attention where the growth of operator complexity in
time is measured in terms of the off-diagonal operator Lanczos coefficients. The operator Lanczos
algorithm reduces the problem of complexity growth to a single-particle semi-infinite tight-binding
chain (known as the Krylov chain). Employing the phenomenon of Anderson localization, we propose
the inverse localization length on the Krylov chain as a probe to detect weak ergodicity-breaking.
On the Krylov chain we find delocalization in an ergodic regime, as we show for the SYK model,
and localization in case of a weakly ergodicity-broken regime. Considering the dynamics beyond
scrambling, we find a collapse across different system sizes at the point of weak ergodicity-breaking
leading to a quantitative prediction. We further show universal traits of different operators in the
ergodic regime beyond the scrambling dynamics. We test for two settings: (1) the coupled SYK
model, and (2) the quantum East model. Our findings open avenues for mapping ergodicity/weak
ergodicity-breaking transitions to delocalization/localization phenomenology on the Krylov chain.

Introduction.— As Landau and Lifshitz remarked
years ago [1], “According to the fundamental principles
of statistical physics, the result of statistical averaging
does not depend on whether it is with respect to the
exact wave function of a stationary state of a closed
system or by means of the Gibbs distribution.” Ther-
malization in closed quantum systems has long been a
topic of deep interest and has led to a wide variety of
concepts such as ergodicity, quantum chaos and integra-
bility. The modern cornerstone, namely the Eigenstate
Thermalization Hypothesis (ETH), was established in a
series of papers [2–7] and is generally taken as the defin-
ing feature of quantum ergodicity [8–11]. A prerequi-
site for quantum thermalization is quantum ergodicity
that fundamentally relates to the concept of quantum
chaos. However, the two are not the same as has been
recently highlighted in [12] where a metric has been pro-
posed for quantum states to differentiate between inte-
grability, chaos and ergodicity. Recently, the “universal
operator growth hypothesis” (UOGH) [13] has provided a
way of detecting quantum chaos and operator complexity
via the so-called Krylov complexity (K-complexity). K-
complexity has been extensively studied in a variety of
systems ranging from many-body localized systems and
non-local spin chains to open quantum systems as well
as relativistic systems [14–31]. However, as was shown
in [19], the UOGH can still be satisfied by some (non-
chaotic) integrable systems, highlighting the difference
between chaos and scrambling. The exponential growth
of out-of-time correlator (OTOC) is considered to be a
hallmark probe for quantum chaos but it also grows ex-
ponentially for integrable semi-classical systems due to
the presence of unstable saddle points [32, 33]. There-
fore there exists a hierarchy in the conceptual founda-
tion of thermalization of closed quantum systems, namely
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among ergodicity, quantum chaos, scrambling and in-
tegrability. Any deviation from the ETH implies weak
ergodicity-breaking where there either exists some non-
thermal eigenstates and/or admits slow relaxation dy-
namics from some initial conditions. For example, in the
context of adiabatic gauge potential (AGP) [34], when
the ETH scaling fails, the system either admits delayed
thermalization [35] or does not thermalize at all while
being chaotic [12]. Other examples include quantum
scars and Hilbert space fragmentation that can also lead
to weak ergodicity-breaking [36–39]. In this work, we
present a probe to investigate the weak breaking of quan-
tum ergodicity in terms of complexity of arbitrary oper-
ators and map the problem of ergodic/weak ergodicity-
breaking transitions to delocalization/localization phe-
nomenology on the Krylov chain. We showcase this for
the Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev model (SYK) [40–43] that has
gained attraction for its analytical tractability despite
being a non-integrable and chaotic system.
The other system we consider is the quantum East

model [44, 45] which—in contrast to the coupled SYK
model—has a local structure and shows at least weakly
ergodicity-broken dynamics without the use of disorder
[46, 47]. The quantum East model was first introduced
in the context of many-body localization (MBL) as an
exemplary model that showed indicators for localization
without disorder[44, 48] because the mechanism for weak
ergodicity-breaking in the quantum East model is based
on kinetic constraints [46, 47]. Hence, there exists a nat-
ural connection to other systems that show slow thermal-
ization [49] and systems with quantum scars [38, 50]. Re-
cent studies have also shown how quantum East models
with particle number conservation are connected to sys-
tems observing Hilbert space fragmentation [36, 37, 51].
We compare both models at infinite temperature with

previous studies [35, 46] and we find that delocaliza-
tion/localization on the Krylov chain captures the onset
of weak ergodicity-breaking.
Formal Setting.— We consider a vector space of

bounded operators in the Hilbert space H (of dimen-
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sion N ) denoted by B(H) where dim(B(H)) = N 2.
Krylov complexity is defined in terms of Heisenberg evo-
lution of any initial operator O0 belonging to B(H) cor-
responding to a given Hamiltonian H. Hence it is easier
to use the operator-to-state mapping O → |O) where
the action of the Liouvillian operator L ≡ ı[H, •] leads
to time evolution given by |O(t)) =

∑∞
n=0

tn

n! |LnO0) [52].
The recursive application of L on |O0) generates a Krylov
space of operators where we apply the Lanczos algorithm
to find the Krylov basis [53]. This requires defining an
inner-product in B(H) where we chose the Wightman
inner-product given by (A|B) = ⟨e−βH/2A†e−βH/2B⟩β ,
where β is the inverse temperature. Since we inves-
tigate the infinite temperature case in this paper, this
boils down to (A|B) = 1

N Tr
[
A†B

]
. We generate a set

of ortho-normalized basis vectors {|On)}K−1
n=0 where K is

the dimension of the Krylov space bounded from above
by K ≤ N 2 −N + 1 [18]. The Lanczos algorithm allows
for a matrix representation for the Liouvillian operator
L in a tri-diagonal form where the off-diagonal elements
are given by the Lanczos coefficients {bn}K−1

n=1 (diagonal
elements are vanishing). Details of the algorithm and
the associated numerical instabilities can be found in the
supplemental material.

We can now expand any operator in the Krylov

space as |O(t)) =
∑K−1

n=0 ϕn(t)|On) where we have
|O(t = 0)) = |O0). The time-dependent coefficients ϕn(t)
capture the spread of the operator over different Krylov
basis vectors. Using the Heisenberg equation of motion,
it can be shown (derived in the supplemental material)
that ϕn(t) satisfies the “real-wave-equation-type” differ-
ential equation [54]: ∂tϕn(t) = bnϕn−1(t) + bn+1ϕn+1(t)
with the initial conditions ϕn(t = 0) = δn,0, bn=0 = 0
and ϕ−1(t) = 0. Therefore solving for ϕn(t) is equivalent
to evolving the operator. Thus, the Lanczos coefficients
{bn}K−1

n=1 are physically interpreted as “nearest-neighbor
hopping amplitudes” on this one-dimensional Krylov
chain with ϕn(t) being the “wavefunction” of the mov-
ing “particle” along the chain. The definition of Krylov

complexity then is given by K(t) ≡ ∑K−1
n=0 n |ϕn(t)|

2
.

The UOGH [13] implies bn ∼ n for chaotic systems.
Then, as shown in [23], there is a saturation of bn → 1,
emblematic of random matrix theory [23]. Recall that the
eigenvalues of chaotic systems are extensive in its degrees
of freedom while the eigenvalues for a random matrix
Hamiltonian is usually scaled to be of O(1). That’s why
in order to compare the growth of operators with the
random matrix behavior, we need to properly scale our
results which is explained in the supplemental material.

Main Results.— The following picture emerges from
the aforementioned discussions for chaotic systems with
f -degrees of freedom between the dual behavior of Lanc-
zos coefficients {bn} and Krylov complexity K(t) [17, 55]:
(1) initially a linear growth of {bn} for 1 ≪ n < O(f)
implies an exponential growth in time of K(t) for 0 ≲
t < O(log(f)) as captured by the UOGH [13], (2) a
saturation after the linear growth happens for {bn} for
n ≫ O(f) that implies a linear-in-time growth of K(t)

for t ≳ O(log(f)), and (3) finally the descent of {bn} to
zero for n ∼ O(e2f ) implying a saturation of K(t) for
t ∼ O(e2f ). The last stage happens at extremely late
time scale that is beyond the scope of this work.
We only consider local operators having zero overlap

with other conserved quantities of the system. Stage (1)
of the complexity growth still has notion of locality from
the point of view of operators. For ergodic systems, a
random matrix behavior sets in during stage (2) of the
evolution, allowing for a universal description of opera-
tors because the notion of locality is lost. Therefore, our
analysis starts after stage (1) of complexity growth.
Since the Krylov chain is a tight-binding model with

disorder in the hopping elements, it is natural to expect
phenomenology of Anderson localization (see e.g., [18, 56]
for an integrable system). For a fixed length of the Krylov
chain, we propose the inverse of localization length given
by the square root of

σ2 = Var(xj) where xj ≡ ln

(
b2j−1

b2j

)
, (1)

as a probe to quantitatively detect weak ergodicity-
breaking transition points. We will refer to this as the
Krylov variance or simply variance for brevity from this
point on. We note the differences from the two related
works [18, 24] [57]. The variance was studied in the con-
text of integrable and weak-integrability broken systems
in [18] where they studied the localization on the Krylov
chain in a qualitative sense. Furthermore, the variance
was used in [24] to find correlations with quantum chaos
where they included the entire spectrum of Lanczos coef-
ficients including the stage 1 of the aforementioned com-
plexity growth where the notion of operator locality is
still present. We fundamentally differ from their analyses
in the following ways: (a) we propose the Krylov variance
as a probe for ergodicity/weak ergodicity-breaking tran-
sition, (b) we only include the Lanczos coefficients after
the scrambling time (stage 2) where a sensible universal
description of operators becomes viable, and (c) we pro-
vide a quantitative tool to predict the point of transition
through a collapse for an arbitrary local operator across
different system sizes after the scrambling time.
We want to state that the Krylov variance can still be

employed when keeping the entire sequence of {bn} (as
we show for the case of the large-q SYK model below,
also see supplementary material) but the collapse and the
universality across different operators can only be under-
stood in qualitative terms. The quantitative analysis of
transition points observed through collapse can only be
captured after the scrambling time. Conceptually, the
localization length is enhanced for integrable systems as
shown in [18] and we show via the analytical case of the
large-q SYK model that for the ergodic regime, σ2 → 0
for n → ∞. Therefore the ergodicity/weak ergodicity-
breaking transition is mapped to a complete delocaliza-
tion/localization phenomenology on the Krylov chain.
SYK Model.— Quantum ergodicity of the Majorana

SYK model has been studied in [58, 59] where in the
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Figure 1: Lanczos coefficients {bn} at β = 0 in a single
realization of the Majorana SYK model (Eq. (2)) where
N = 24, the initial operator is |O0) = χ1. The vertical
solid line at n = 50 indicates where the initial ramp of
the bn has seized for all parameter values.
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Figure 2: Krylov variance σ2 at β = 0 against the sys-
tem parameter κ for the coupled SYK model (Eq. (2))
ignoring the first 50 Lanczos coefficients {bn} as justified
through Fig. 1 in the text. We have calculated the av-
erage σ from a total of 5 realizations before calculating
(σ)2. In (a), we use |O0) = χ1 where the collapse of dif-
ferent system sizes captures the point of weak ergodicity-
breaking. In (b), we show universal behavior across dif-
ferent operators for N = 24 where there is a qualitative
change in behavior around the transition point.

limit of large numbers of particles, the system is er-
godic. Here we start by considering a general case of
the large-q SYK model whose Hamiltonian is given by
Hq = ıq/2

∑
1≤i1<···<iq≤N

Ji1···iqχi1 · · ·χiq (subscript q de-

notes q-body interaction). Here χi are the Majorana
fermions and Ji1···iq are random variables derived from a

Gaussian ensemble with zero mean and variance (q−1)!J 2

2qNq−1

where we have introduced a re-scaled interaction strength
J ≡ 21−qqJ for some constant J . The dimension of the
Hilbert space is N = 2N/2. We consider the large-N
semi-classical limit where the system is ergodic as stud-
ied in [58]. Using the large-q expansion [42], we can cal-
culate the auto-correlation function corresponding to an
initial operator, say |Oo) = χ1(t = 0) that in turn leads
to analytical evaluation of (non-rescaled) Lanczos coef-
ficients {bn} for all n [13]. In the infinite temperature

limit at O(q0), we get bn = J
√
n(n− 1) + O(1/q) for

n > 1 [60]. Therefore we can calculate the variance as
in Eq. (1) and find by including the entire sequence of
{bn} that σ2 → 0 as n → ∞. Therefore, on the level of
the Krylov chain, we find a delocalization in contrast to
the localization that happens in the weakly ergodicity-
broken regime where σ2 is enhanced. Using this as a
motivation, we study a system of coupled SYK models
whose Hamiltonian is given by

H =
2√
N

∑

1≤i<j<k<l≤N

Jijklχiχjχkχl+ı
∑

1≤i<j≤N

κijχiχj .

(2)
The random couplings Jijkl and κij are drawn from a

Gaussian distribution with variance 6J2

N3 and κ2

N respec-
tively, where J and κ are system parameters. We mea-
sure κ in units of J and we fix the unit system on the
energy scale J = 1. By tuning κ, we can study the er-
godic and weakly ergodicity-broken regimes. This model
has also been considered in [35] where they study ther-
malization dynamics of this model. They employ the adi-
abatic gauge potential (AGP) and analyze the Thouless
time via the spectral form factor [34]. In their analysis
using AGP, they find a weak ergodicity-breaking transi-
tion defined in terms of deviation from the ETH scaling.
Finding this deviation from the ETH prediction leads to a
delayed thermalization as can be seen from the spectral
form factor. Here we study the same weak ergodicity-
breaking transition.
We observe a linear ramp in the sequence of {bn} in

Fig. 1 for the ergodic regime (κ = 0.01J) as expected
from UOGH [13]. The vertical solid line at n = 50 shows
the end of this initial ramp and the onset of random ma-
trix behavior beyond which we argue that all operators
attain universal behavior due to the lost notion of local-
ity. We note the large spread in the sequence of {bn} in
the ergodicity-broken regime (κ = 100 J) which we quan-
tify by studying the Krylov variance σ2 (Eq. (1)) beyond
the scrambling point (n ≥ 50). We plot the Krylov vari-
ance in Fig. 2 against κ. In Fig. 2(a), we find a near
perfect collapse across different system sizes for the ini-
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tial operator |O0) = χ1, capturing the weak ergodicity-
breaking transition. This transition is also captured in
[35] (first proposed in [61]) where they observe a devi-
ation from the ETH scaling of the AGP that leads to
delayed thermalization as analyzed via the spectral form
factor. As can be seen in Fig. 2(a) the value of σ2 di-
minishes in the ergodic regime with increasing system
size, while it is enhanced in the weakly ergodicity-broken
regime. This signals delocalization and localization on
the Krylov chain, respectively. In order to show univer-
sal behavior across different operators, we plot the Krylov
variance for different operators at N = 24 in Fig. 2(b).
We do observe a qualitatively universal change of be-
havior across the transition point. Again, we observe a
near perfect collapse in the ergodic regime signalling uni-
versality. In the supplemental material, we also provide
plots for a single realization of the coupled SYK model
which is not far from multiple realizations as shown here
and for the full sequence of {bn}.

Figure 3: Lanczos coefficients {bn} at β = 0 in the quan-
tum East model (Eq. (3)) for L = 12 where the initial
operator is |O0) = n6. The vertical solid line (n = 50)
shows the value of n where the initial ramp of the Lanc-
zos coefficients ends for all considered parameter values.

Quantum East Model.— The Hamiltonian of the quan-
tum East model is defined on a 1D lattice of size L

H = −1

2

L−1∑

i=1

ni(e
−sσx

i+1 − 1), (3)

where ni is the projection on the spin-up state at lattice
site i, σx

i is the x-Pauli operator acting on that respective
lattice site i and s is a system parameter. As ni projects
on the spin-up state we can effectively consider any spin-
down lattice site as a kinetic constraint for dynamics on
the next lattice site.

For appropriate boundary conditions, the ground-state
of the quantum East model undergoes a sharp delocal-
ization (s < 0)/localization (s > 0) transition at s = 0
[46] (see the supplemental material for further details).

Moreover in the regime s ≥ 0, localized eigenstates can
be constructed at arbitrary energy density. We analyze
this model and find that there exists a weak ergodicity-
breaking around s = 0.

Similar to the SYK case, we first plot the Lanczos co-
efficients {bn} in Fig. 3, where we observe a qualitatively
different spreading in the sequence of {bn} between the
ergodic and non-ergodic regime. In particular, we again
observe a linear ramp in the ergodic regime s = −2 as
expected from the UOGH [13] followed by a saturation as
denoted by the vertical solid line, reminiscent of random
matrix type behavior. To quantify the spread of {bn},
we plot the Krylov variance σ2 against s in Fig. 4, ignor-
ing the {bn} of the initial ramp. Around the transition
point s = 0 we observe a qualitative change across differ-
ent system sizes in Fig. 4(a), signifying weak ergodicity-
breaking with a subsequent collapse of the curves around
s > 1. The quantum East model is already known to
have a first order phase transition at s = 0 [62, 63]. At
the transition point s = 0, the some eigenstates of the
system undergo a sharp delocalization/localization tran-
sition which leads to non-thermal behavior and delayed
relaxation to thermalization [46]. This delayed thermal-
ization is manifested as weak ergodicity-breaking as al-
ready discussed in the introduction and this is indeed the
point also captured by the Krylov variance in Fig. 4(a).
We leave the discussion of the collapse around s = 1
for future work. Fig. 4(b) captures how operators in the
bulk of the system show universal behavior in the ergodic
regime and across the transition, similar to the behavior
in the coupled SYK model (Fig. 2(b)).

Conclusions and Discussion.— The UOGH [13]
mapped the question of quantum chaos and operator
complexity to a semi-infinite tight-binding Krylov chain.
Here we argued that a universal scaling for all local oper-
ators is viable only after the scrambling time where the
behavior is reminiscent of a random matrix theory. We
propose the measure of the inverse localization length
(Eq. (1)) on the Krylov chain as a probe for capturing
weak ergodicity-breaking by showing the collapse across
different system sizes. We also showed a universal be-
havior for different local operators across the transition
point. Conceptually, we argued and then showed that
considerations after the scrambling time allows for the
Krylov variance in Eq. (1) to be used as a quanti-
tative tool to find the transition point. Therefore we
boiled down the question of ergodicity/weak ergodicity-
breaking to delocalization/localization phenomenology
on the Krylov chain. The next logical extension is to gen-
eralize the findings to finite temperatures, where one has
to use the Wightman inner-product as discussed above.
The natural question to ask is about the universality
of the Krylov variance can be answered by matching
against other approaches for studying ergodicity break-
ing, in particular the adiabatic gauge potential (AGP)
[12, 34] following the analytical efforts made in [64]. This
means further inquiring into the nature of integrable sys-
tems and associated weak-integrability breaking. In this
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Figure 4: Krylov variance σ2 at β = 0 against the sys-
tem parameter s in the quantum East model (Eq. (3))
for different system sizes. We ignore the first 50 Lanczos
coefficients {bn} as justified through Fig. 3 in the text.
In (a), we use |O0) = n⌊L/2⌋ as an operator with sup-
port on the middle of the lattice. A qualitative change
in σ2 around s = 0 and subsequent collapse across differ-
ent system sizes capture the transition point that leads
to weak ergodicity-breaking. We note that the peak at
s = 0 decreases with the system size. In (b), we plot for
L = 12 where the purpose is to show the qualitatively
universal behavior of different operators across the tran-
sition point.

work we already compared the results for the coupled
SYK model where we captured the same point of weak
ergodicity-breaking where the ETH scaling is violated for
the AGP leading to delayed thermalization [35]. We be-
lieve that the “raw” Lanczos coefficients shown in Figs. 1
and 3 capture a variety of physics, e.g., ergodicity break-
ing, phase transitions, etc. Different constructions of the
Lanczos coefficients, such as the Krylov variance pro-
posed in this work, may capture different aspects of the
underlying physics. Another playground for exploration
can be open quantum systems as studied in [25–27].
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I. REVIEW OF LANCZOS APPROACH TO KRYLOV COMPLEXITY

A. Krylov space of operators

We consider a vector space of bounded operators in the Hilbert space H denoted by B(H). If we consider the
dimension of the Hilbert space H as N , then the dimension of the vector space of bounded operators B(H) is N 2.
Now if we consider any initial operator O0 ∈ B(H) where O0 = O(t = 0), then the time evolution of the operator in
Heisenberg picture for a given time-independent Hamiltonian H is given by

O(t) = eıHtO0e
−ıHt (1)

Using the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula eXY e−X =
∑∞

n=0
Ln

XY
n! where LXY = [X,Y ], we get

O(t) =O0 + t[H,O0] +
t2

2!
[H, [H,O0]] +

t3

3!
[H, [H, [H,O0]]] + · · ·

=
∞∑

n=0

tn

n!
LnO0

(2)

where Liouvillian operator L ≡ ı[H, •] acts as, for instance, LO0 = ı[H,O0] and L2O0 = ı2[H, [H,O0]]. Since Krylov
complexity is defined in terms of evolution of operator in B(H) for a given Hamiltonian H, it’s easier to study the
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ar
X

iv
:2

40
3.

14
38

4v
1 

 [
qu

an
t-

ph
] 

 2
1 

M
ar

 2
02

4



2

vector space by using the operator-to-state mapping O → |O). In this notation, we have

|O(t)) = eLt|O0) =

∞∑

n=0

tn

n!
|LnO0) (3)

Each |LnO0) for a particular value of n is independent from others and this forms the basis for Krylov space that is
spanned by

Krylov space = span
[
|O0), |L1O0), |L2O0), . . .

]
(4)

We employ the Lanczos algorithm where we first need to define the inner-product on B(H). We chose the Wightman
inner-product

(A|B) = ⟨e−βH/2A†e−βH/2B⟩β (5)

where ⟨. . .⟩β = Tr
[
e−βH . . .

]
/Tr

[
e−βH]

. Since we are interested in the infinite temperature limit (inverse temperature
β = 0), the inner produce reduces to

(A|B) =
1

N Tr
[
A†B

]
(6)

where N is the dimension of the Hilbert space H.

B. Lanczos algorithm and the Krylov basis

We present the operator Lanczos algorithm for infinite temperature case (β = 0) where inner produce becomes
Eq. (6) but generalizing to finite temperature case is straightforward using Eq. (5).

We start with an initial operator that is properly normalized, namely |O0) → 1√
(O0|O0)

|O0). Then the procedure is

1. Set b0 ≡ 0 and O−1 = 0.

2. For n ≥ 1 : |An) = |LOn−1)− bn−1|On−2).

3. Set bn =
√

(An|An).

4. Stop if bn = 0, else set |On) =
|An)
bn

and jump to step 2.

This procedure will construct a set of basis vectors that are normalized and orthogonal to each other

Krylov basis = {|On)}K−1
n=0 (7)

as well as a set of Lanczos coefficients {bn}K−1
n=1 . Here K is the Krylov space dimension which is bounded from above

as follows [1]:

K ≤ N 2 −N + 1 (8)

We always initiate our algorithm with a Hermitian operator |O0). The Lanczos coefficients allow us to represent the
Liouvillian operator L as a tri-diagonal matrix where the off-diagonal elements are the Lanczos coefficients {bn} while
the diagonal elements are identically zero due to the structure of the Liouvillian operator that implies (On|L|On) = 0
∀n. To explicitly construct the matrix, let’s evaluate the arbitrary matrix element (Om|L|On) as follows:

(Om|L|On) = (Om| [|An+1) + bn|On−1)] = bn+1 (Om|On+1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=δm,n+1

+bn (Om|On−1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=δm,n−1

=

{
bn+1, m = n+ 1
bn, m = n− 1 (9)

Therefore the general structure of the Liouvillian matrix in terms of Krylov operator states is given by

(Om|L|On) = Lmn =




0 b1 0 0 . . . 0
b1 0 b2 0 . . . 0
0 b2 0 b3 . . . 0
...

. . .
. . .

...
. . . bK−1

0 0 0 . . . bK−1 0




(10)



3

C. Stability of the Lanczos algorithm

The Lanczos algorithm, introduced in the previous section, is known to suffer from numerical instabilities when
constructing the Krylov space. Numerical round-off error can lead to the degradation of the orthogonality between
Krylov basis vectors and subsequently to unstable sequences of Lanczos coefficients {bn}.

In order to reduce the numerical instability and ensure that the Krylov basis stays orthogonal, we implement the
Lanczos method with full orthogonalization (FO) throughout the whole work. FO means that on every Lanczos
iteration step, we orthogonalize An against all operator basis states already in the Krylov basis (after step 2 in the
algorithm in the previous section). Since we use FO, we can also modify step 2 of the Lanczos algorithm to reduce
computational time and still ensure that we get a proper ortho-normalized set of Krylov operator basis states. We
now present the algorithm we used throughout this work (also see [2, 3]):

(a) Set b0 ≡ 0 and O−1 = 0.

(b) For n ≥ 1 : |An) = |LOn−1) where |An) is enforced to be Hermitian since we always initiate in this work with a
Hermitian operator |O0) (see the text below Eq. (12)).

(c) Full orthogonalization (FO) of |An) against all previous |Oi) with i < n: |An) → |An)−
∑n−1

i=0 |Oi)(Oi|An).

(d) Set bn =
√
(An|An).

(e) Stop if bn = 0, else set |On) =
|An)
bn

and jump to step 2.

This again leads to a properly ortho-normalized Krylov basis as in Eq. (7). Modifying step 2 in previous subsection
to step (b) above does lead to a change of structure of the Liouvillian matrix in Eq. (10). Using this algorithm, we
get as matrix elements the following:

(Om|L|On) = (Om|An+1)
FO−−→(Om|

[
|An+1)−

n∑

i=0

|Oi)(Oi|An+1)

]

= (Om|An+1)−
n∑

i=0

(Om|Oi)(Oi|An+1) =

{
bn+1, m = n+ 1
0, ∀m ̸= n+ 1

(11)

Therefore we obtain a lower-triangular matrix for the Liouvillian matrix Lmn = (Om|L|On) where indices m and n
label rows and columns, respectively. But we obtain the same set of Lanczos coefficients {bn} as for the full Lanczos
algorithm and this modified algorithm serves to make the numerical implementation more stable [2].

Next, we exploit the special structure of the Liouvillian operator L ≡ ı[H, •] in the sense that this form of L
preserves Hermiticity when applied on any arbitrary Hermitian operator Oh:

(LOh)
† = (ı [H,Oh])

†
= −ı (HOh −OhH)

†
= ı(−OhH− (−)HOh) = LOh (12)

Throughout this work, we always start with a Hermitian operator |O0). Therefore, all the Krylov operator basis
states obtained through the Lanczos algorithm in Eq. (7) are—by construction—also Hermitian. Therefore all the
intermediate {|An)} are all Hermitian (obtained in step (b) above). We find that imposing the redundant step of
re-enforcing the Hermiticity condition on the |An) after applying the Lanczos step (step (b)) significantly improves
the stability of the algorithm. Even though applying the FO on |An) in step (c) can lead to loss of Hermiticity, we
find that we never have to impose Hermiticity condition after the (FO) step (c). The error manifested in the overlap
of the Lanczos basis continues to be negligibly small.

Next, we quantify the error analysis that we will present below. To show that all of the Krylov basis states {|On)}
in Eq. (7) are orthogonal within acceptable accuracy, we calculate

ϵn = max
i<n

(Oi|On) , (13)

to asses the accuracy of the sequence {bn}.
We now present the accuracy of our data both for the coupled SYK model and the quantum East model by showing

the maximum value of ϵn. As can be seen from the provided plots in Fig. 1, maxn(ϵn) is always negligibly small.
Naturally, we have also checked for other cases for all system sizes and all parameter values that we have considered
in this work (including the supplemental material) and ϵn remains negligibly small. From this we conclude that the
Krylov variance can be calculated robustly for arbitrary systems without numerical instabilities.
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Figure 1: Graphs of the maximal overlap (maximum of Eq. (13)) in the Lanczos basis as a function of system
parameter for the coupled SYK model (left) and the quantum East model (right) for all operators shown in the main
manuscript for system size N = 24 and L = 12, respectively. In the case of the coupled SYK model we not only take
the maximum over all n but also for all realizations. The numerical stability of the operator Lanczos algorithm shown
here is representative of all other plots considered in this work that we have naturally checked for.

D. Krylov complexity

Since we have the Krylov basis as in Eq. (7), we can expand any operator |O(t)) in terms of these basis states as

|O(t)) =
K−1∑

n=0

ϕn(t)|On) , (14)

where we have |O(t = 0)) = |O0). Here ϕn(t) are time-dependent functions that capture the spread of the operator
over different Krylov basis vectors. We now use the Heisenberg equation of motion

∂tO(t) = ı[H,O(t)] = LO(t) (L ≡ ı[H, •]) , (15)

where we substitute Eq. (14) for |O(t)) to get the following differential equation for ϕ(t):

∂tϕn(t) = bnϕn−1(t) + bn+1ϕn+1(t) , (16)

with the initial conditions ϕn(t = 0) = δn,0, bn=0 = 0, and ϕn=−1(t) = 0. Therefore solving this “real-wave-equation-
type” structure for ϕn(t) is equivalent to evolving the operator |O(t)) (Eq. (14)). Thus the Lanczos coefficients

{bn}K−1
n=1 are physically interpreted as “nearest-neighbor hopping amplitudes” on this one-dimensional chain with

ϕn(t) being the “wavefunction” of the moving “particle” along the chain. With this setup, the Krylov complexity
(also sometimes referred to as K-complexity) is defined as

K(t) ≡
K−1∑

n=0

n |ϕn(t)|2 , (17)

which can be physically interpreted as expectation value of “position” on the above Krylov chain. It can be easily
verified that if we use a different expansion coefficient in Eq. (14) such as

|O(t)) =
K−1∑

n=0

ınψn(t)|On) (18)

and use the Heisenberg’s equation of motion for |O(t)) in Eq. (15), we get the following differential equation for ψn(t):

ı∂tψn(t) = bnψn−1(t)− bn+1ψn+1(t) , (19)

which has a “Schrödinger-type” structure and the same initial conditions as before, namely ψn(t = 0) = δn,0, bn=0 = 0,
and ψn=−1(t) = 0. The coefficients ϕn(t) and ψn(t) are related through ϕn(t) = ınψn(t).
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E. Growth of Krylov complexity

For a chaotic system, we now analyze the various stages of growth of Krylov complexity. We proceed in chronological
dynamical order to form a complete picture.

1. Universal Operator Growth Hypothesis

A “universal operator growth hypothesis” was proposed in [4] whose fundamental tenet is that any chaotic system
implies a linear growth of Lanczos coefficients {bn} with n, or in other words bn ∼ αn (with logarithmic corrections
in one dimension [4]) where the proportionality α is system dependent. It was shown [4] that bn ∼ αn implies an
exponential growth of Krylov complexity defined in Eq. (17) asK(t) ∼ e2αt and that α bounds the Lyapunov exponent
as λL ≤ 2α. This is an improvement over the famous Maldacena-Shenker-Stanford bound on chaos [5] (see Fig. 8 of
[4] for the case of large-q SYK model).

2. Random matrix theory

Operator growth hypothesis as mentioned above deals with the initial growth of operators where the Lanczos
coefficients bn grows with n [6]. In the context of random matrix theory (RMT), the asymptotic value of bn in
large-N theories saturates to 1. In other words,

lim
n→∞

lim
N→∞

bn = 1 (RMT) (20)

We know that eigenvalues of quantum many-body chaotic systems are extensive in the degrees of freedom of the
system while while the eigenvalues for a random matrix Hamiltonian is usually scaled to be of O(1). That’s why in
order to compare the growth of operators with the random matrix behavior, we need to properly scale our results
using the fact that the energy scale is conjugate to the time scale.

The spectrum of a random matrix can be described by a semi-circle of width two and the non-re-scaled Lanczos
coefficients are subject to the same scale as the eigenvalues. Therefore, we re-scale the original Lanczos coefficients
b̃n with respect to the largest and smallest eigenvalues Emax and Emin by

bn = b̃n/rspectrum , where rspectrum =
Emax − Emin

2
. (21)

This ensures that the Lanczos coefficients bn—as shown throughout the main manuscript and the supplementary
material—are all re-scaled in such a way that they are comparable with the results of RMT allowing for their proper
comparison throughout the parameter space. Indeed, this process resembles re-scaling of the Hamiltonian to energy
scales of the original Wigner semi-circle law for random matrices.

3. Decay at the edge of Krylov space

At the edge of the Krylov space [2], the Lanczos coefficients {bn} descent back to zero where the algorithm stops
and this signifies the saturation of the Krylov complexity.

4. Summary

Therefore the picture that emerges for the growth of Krylov complexity and its mapping to the Krylov space in
terms of the Lanczos coefficients {bn} has three stages where the third stage kicks in after a significantly long time as
mentioned below. The three stages are [2, 7, 8]

1. initially a linear growth of {bn} for ≪ n < O(f) implies an exponential growth in time of K(t) for 0 ≲ t <
O(log(f)),

2. a saturation after the linear growth happens for {bn} for n≫ O(f) that implies a linear-in-time growth of K(t)
for t ≳ O(log(f)), and
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3. finally the descent of {bn} to zero for n ∼ O(e2f ) implying a saturation of K(t) for t ∼ O(e2f ).

We argued in this work that all local operators looses their sense of locality once the stage (2) of the growth kicks in
and that’s why this allows for a possibility to have universal behavior for all operators (with vanishing overlap with
any other conserved quantity in the system).

F. Krylov chain

As argued in [1], the integrability of a system suppresses the K-complexity and this can be mapped onto the
phenomenology of Anderson localization on the Krylov chain. The reason for this mapping to work, as we will also
show below, is that there is a larger variance of the Lanczos coefficients {bn} which implies a stronger disorder in
hopping amplitudes on the Krylov chain. Therefore integrability enhances localization on the Krylov chain where the
localization length is given by [1, 9] lloc ∝

√
K/σ where K is the length of the Krylov chain and σ is defined as

σ2 = Var(xj) where xj ≡ ln

(
b2j−1

b2j

)
. (22)

This measure of the localization length is our suggested probe in this work for capturing weak ergodicity-breaking
after the scrambling time (stage 2 of the K-complexity growth).

We argue that due to the vast size of the operator Hilbert space N 2 −N − 1, σ2 will always be dominated by the
dynamics after the ramp of the Lanczos coefficients {bn}. Therefore, we ignore the initial ramp of {bn} and focus on
the large j statistics of {xj}. However, the short-time dynamics on the Krylov chain are still relevant for the chaotic
behavior of the system which is also captured on the Krylov chain as the scrambling time has yet not been reached.
This is also the domain of the “universal operator growth hypothesis” [4]. Therefore, we show the analysis of σ2 also
for the entire sequence of {bn} here in the supplementary material (Fig. 6(a), Fig. 6(b), Fig. 9). However, these plots
are only qualitative in nature, the full quantitative prediction of the point of weak ergodicity-breaking transition can
be deduced from the plots where the Lanczos coefficients are considered only after the scrambling time. The reason
is grounded in loss of notion of locality as explained above as well as in the main manuscript.

G. Equivalence of different approaches

In the literature on Krylov complexity, there is another physically equivalent definition of Liouvillian is used which
is given by

L̃ ≡ [H, •] , (23)

in contrast to our definition of Liouvillian considered throughout this work, namely L ≡ ı[H, •]. We now show
equivalence between these two approaches. We always initialize the Lanczos algorithm with a Hermitian operator
|O0). As we showed in Eq. (12) that L preserves Hermiticity, this is not true for L̃ which acts on any arbitrary
Hermitian operator Oh to give an anti-Hermitian operator Oah and vice versa:

(L̃Oh)
† = ([H,Oh])

†
= (HOh −OhH)

†
= (OhH−HOh) = −L̃Oh

(L̃Oah)
† = ([H,Oah])

†
= (O†

ahH−HO†
ah) = (−OahH+HOah) = L̃Oah

(24)

Therefore when the Lanczos algorithm, as explained in Sec. I B, is implemented using L̃ instead of L by starting
from an initial Hermitian operator |O′

0), we get the Krylov basis states as {|O′
n)}K−1

n=0 which are alternating between
Hermitian (for even values of n) and anti-Hermitian (for odd values of n) operator states. Therefore ınO′

n is Hermitian

for all values of n. Moreover, for both L and L̃, the diagonal elements in the Liouvillian matrix representation are
identically zero. This is because (O′

n|L̃|O′
n) = 0 irrespective of whether |O′

n) is Hermitian or anti-Hermitian. Recall
the definition of inner-product: (A|B) = 1

N Tr
[
A†B

]
where N is the dimension of the Hilbert space. Let the off-

diagonal Lanczos elements be {bn} and {b′n} which are obtained through L and L̃, respectively. Both L and L̃ have
a tri-diagonal matrix representation (Eq. (10)) in {bn} and {b′n}, respectively which can be written as (K is the
dimension of the Krylov space)

L =

K−2∑

n=0

bn+1 (|On)(On+1|+ |On+1)(On|) , L̃ =

K−2∑

n=0

b′n+1

(
|O′

n)(O′
n+1|+ |O′

n+1)(O′
n|
)
. (25)
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In order to understand the connection between the two approaches, we study the evolution of an arbitrary operator
with respect to both L (already shown in Eq. (3) and reproduced here for convenience) and L̃

|O(t)) = eLt|O0) =
∞∑

n=0

tn

n!
|LnO0), |O′(τ)) = eıL̃τ |O′

0) =
∞∑

n=0

(ıτ)n

n!
|L̃nO′

0) , (26)

where time is labeled by t and τ to denote the time evolution by L and L̃ respectively. Since any operator matches
at initial time t = τ = 0, namely |O(t = 0)) = |O′(τ = 0)), this implies for n = 0 Krylov operator basis state that

|O0) = |O′
0) which, for instance, is used as an initial operator in the Lanczos algorithm either using L or L̃. Therefore,

assuming analytic continuation, we find equivalence between the two definitions using the mapping
{
t↔ ıτ,L ↔ L̃

}

which ensures that the physical content stays the same. For instance, the Heisenberg’s equation of motion in Eq.
(15) structurally remains the same under this transformation where we take t → ıτ and L → L̃ as well as denote
O(t→ ıτ) = O′(τ).

We know that the evolution of operator in Eq. (26) can be translated to a differential equation of “wave-equations”
on a one-dimensional Krylov chain (e.g., Eq. (16) corresponding to Eq. (14), or equivalently Eq. (19) corresponding to

Eq. (18)). Similarly we expand an arbitrary operator in terms of Krylov basis operator states {|O′
n)}K−1

n=0 corresponding

to the evolution through L̃:

|O′(τ)) =
K−1∑

n=0

φn(τ)|O′
n) (27)

Then the Heisenberg equation of motion leads to the following “Schrödinger-type” differential equation corresponding
to operator growth with respect to L̃:

ı∂τφn(τ) = −b′n+1φn+1(τ)− b′nφn−1(τ) , (28)

with the initial conditions φn(τ = 0) = δn,0, b
′
n=0 = 0 and φn=−1(τ) = 0. Here we used the Lanczos step |L̃O′

n) =

b′n+1|O′
n+1) + b′n|O′

n−1). This is the same differential equation as found in [6] using L̃. If we translate this differential
equation using the aforementioned mapping and denote φn(τ → −ıt) = ϕ(t), then we re-derive our “real-wave-
equation-type” differential equation in Eq. (16) along with the same initial conditions where we have used L for
operator evolution. Therefore the mapping obtained here also ensures that the Lanczos coefficients corresponding to
L and L̃ are mapped onto each other thereby proving the equivalence of the two approaches. As a redundant check,
we express an arbitrary operator using another set of expansion coefficients (like Eq. (18)) as

|O′(τ)) =
K−1∑

n=0

ınΨn(τ)|O′
n) , (29)

which leads to the following “real-wave-equation-type” differential equation

∂τΨ(τ) = −b′n+1Ψn+1(τ) + b′nΨn−1(τ) , (30)

with the initial conditions Ψn(τ = 0) = δn,0, b
′
n=0 = 0 and Ψn=−1(τ) = 0. This is the same as obtained in [4, 6] using

L̃. We again re-derive “Schrödinger-type” differential equation in Eq. (19) when we use the aforementioned mapping
where we denote Ψ(τ → −ıt) = ψ(t). Therefore, we again found that the Lanczos coefficients corresponding to L
and L̃ are mapped one-to-one using the mapping. Hence we have established that the physical content of both the
approaches corresponding to L and L̃ are equivalent and can be mapped onto each other using the aforementioned
mapping.

II. COUPLED SACHDEV-YE-KITAEV MODEL

The Hamiltonian considered in the main manuscript is

H =
2√
N

∑

1≤i<j<k<l≤N

Jijklχiχjχkχl + i
∑

1≤i<j≤N

κijχiχj . (31)

The random couplings Jijkl and κij are drawn from a Gaussian distribution with variance 6J2

N3 and κ2

N respectively,
where J and κ are system parameters and we take the large-N limit [10]. We measure κ in units of J where we
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Figure 2: Lanczos coefficients {bn} compared for different system sizes for the coupled SYK model (Eq. (31)) in (a)
the ergodic regime κ = 0.01 J and in (b) the ergodicity-broken regime κ = 100 J with the initial operator |O0) = χ1

at N = 24. We visualize the end of the ramp for all parameters considered with a vertical solid line at n = 50.

Figure 3: Lanczos coefficients {bn} at β = 0 for the coupled SYK model model (31) for N = 24. The initial operator
is |O0) = ıχ1χ2 which—in contrast to χ1—has support in only a single charge parity sector. Again, we mark the
value of n = 50 where the initial ramp in the Lanczos coefficients stops with a solid vertical line.

have kept J = 1 to fix the unit system. This is the same Hamiltonian as studied in [11] where they studied the
adiabatic gauge potential (AGP) and found a delayed thermalization due to the violation of ETH scaling in the AGP
as confirmed by the spectral form factor analyses.

The coupled SYK system needs to be averaged over disorder realizations due to the presence of random couplings.
We have averaged σ over multiple realizations and then plot the Krylov variance denoted by (σ)2. The reason we
average over σ instead of σ2 is that the standard deviation σ directly measures the inverse localization length on the
Krylov chain, given by lloc ∝

√
K/σ. Here K is the length of the Krylov chain. Therefore, conceptually speaking, σ

is a quantity of interest on the Krylov chain.
The Majorana SYK has a particle-hole symmetry as well as charge-parity symmetry. We formalize this now. For N

Majorana fermions, the dimension of the Hilbert space is 2N/2 which is equivalent to having L = N/2 Dirac fermions.
Often, it is convenient to use the Dirac basis to computationally handle Majorana fermions. Let the Dirac operators
be denoted by cj where j = 1, 2, . . . , L where L = N/2. They satisfy the standard anti-commutation relations:

{ci, c†j} = δij , {ci, cj} = 0 and {c†i , c†j} = 0. Then the Majorana fermions can be written as [12]

χ2j =
cj + c†j√

2
, χ2j−1 =

ı(cj − c†j)√
2

. (32)
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Figure 4: Plotting the Krylov variance σ2 against κ at β = 0 for the coupled SYK model (Eq. (31)) ignoring the first
50 Lanczos coefficients {bn} where |O0) = χ1 is used. On the left, we show σ2 for a single realization of the SYK
model while on the right, we have calculated the average σ from a total of 5 realizations before calculating (σ)2. The
plot on the right is the same plot shown in the main manuscript which we again show here for comparison.
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Figure 5: Plotting the Krylov variance σ2 against κ at β = 0 for the coupled SYK model (Eq. (31)) for N = 24
ignoring the first 50 Lanczos coefficients bn for different initial operators |O0). On the left, we show σ2 for a single
realization of the SYK model while on the right, we have calculated the average σ from a total of 5 realizations before
calculating (σ)2. The plot on the right is the same plot shown in the main manuscript which we again show here for
comparison.

Then, we can define the total charge of the system as Q =
∑L=N/2

j=1 c†jcj . Clearly, [Hq, Q] ̸= 0 where Hq is the
Hamiltonian of single arbitrary q body Majorana SYK model where q is always considered to be even. It is given
by Hq = ıq/2

∑
1≤i1<···<iq≤N Ji1···iqχi1 · · ·χiq as also mentioned in the main manuscript. Therefore the charge is not

conserved but (Q mod (q/2)) commutes with the HamiltonianHq. For our case q = 4, therefore (Q mod 2) commutes
with H4 and therefore, the Hamiltonian H4 is divided into two blocks: even sector and odd sector corresponding to
even and odd values of Q. Two choices of initial operators, namely χ1 and ıχ1χ2χ3, have support in both symmetry
sectors and in order to be consistent, we have considered the full spectrum for all operators, to generate the plots
presented in the main manuscript and here in the supplemental material.

As a side remark, the symmetry between holes and particles are captured by the operator P̂ = T
∏L=N/2

j=1 (cj + c†j)
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Figure 6: Plotting the Krylov variance σ2 against κ at β = 0 for the coupled SYK model (Eq. (31)) including all the
Lanczos coefficients {bn} where |O0) = χ1 is used. On the left, we show σ2 for a single realization of the SYK model
while on the right, we have calculated the average σ from a total of 5 realizations before calculating (σ)2. We still
observe a qualitative change in behavior around the point of weak ergodicity-breaking as observed in Fig. 4 above or
Fig. 2 of the main manuscript by using our prescription.

where T : C → C such that Tz = z (complex conjugate) ∀ z ∈ C. For q = 4, P̂ 2 = +1 for L mod 4 = 0, 1

while P̂ 2 = −1 for L mod 4 = 2, 3. Using the relation P̂ cjP̂ = αc†j and P̂ c†jP̂ = αcj , we get P̂χjP̂ = αχj

where α ≡ (−1)L−1P̂ 2. Using all these properties, one can show that [H4, P̂ ] = 0 and hence is a symmetry of the
Hamiltonian. Generalization to q-body case is straightforward.

In Fig. 1 of the main manuscript, we showed the Lanczos coefficients corresponding to the operator χ1 for N = 24,
here we show in Fig. 2 the coefficients for different system sizes in the ergodic and ergodic-broken regimes. We also
show in Fig. 3 the Lanczos coefficients for another operator |O0) = ıχ1χ2 for a given system size which has a support
in both symmetry sectors of the Hamiltonian as explained above. Both the plots show that our cut-off n = 50 for
the initial ramp holds across all considered system sizes. We have also checked for all combinations of operators and
system sizes to ensure the validity of the cut-off.

Next we show the Krylov variance σ2 plotted against κ in Fig. 4 for a single realization as well as for multiple
realizations of the SYK model. We can observe that a single realization shows similar features as the averaged-over-
multiple-realization case which legitimizes our averaging procedure over σ to calculate (σ)2.

In Fig. 5, we show the universality across different operators for a given system size by considering the Lanczos
coefficients after the scrambling time. We again compare the results of a single realization against multiple realizations
and we find a decent agreement between the two. In general we have found that the single realization case is already
quite a good approximation to the case where we have averaged over multiple realizations.

The early Lanczos coefficients {bn} in the initial ramp control the early time dynamics on the Krylov chain.
Therefore, even though we expect universality across operators for a given system size only after the scrambling has
happened, the full σ2 may still give insight into the short-time dynamics of the initial state on the Krylov chain.
Fig. 6 shows (σ)2 calculated using the full sequence of {bn} analogous to how we detect the weak ergodicity-transition
in the main manuscript. We again see a qualitative change in behavior around the transition point but—in contrast
to the results in the main manuscript—we cannot use this to make a quantitative prediction about the point of weak
ergodicity-breaking transition. We can also see that in the ergodic regime, there is already a difference of ∼ 103 order
of magnitude when considering the largest system size N = 24. This reinforces our claim from the main manuscript
that a universal quantitative probe for weak ergodicity-breaking should be realized after the scrambling in a system
has already happened.
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Figure 7: Lanczos coefficients {bn} compared for different system sizes for the quantum East model (Eq. (33)) in (a)
the ergodic regime s = −2 and in (b) the ergodicity-broken regime s = 2 for the initial operator |O0) = n6 at L = 12.
We visualize the end of the ramp with a vertical solid line at n = 50.

Figure 8: Lanczos coefficients {bn} at β = 0 in the quantum East model (Eq. (33)) for L = 12. The initial operator
is |O0) = σx

6 . We again mark the value of n = 50 where the ramp in the Lanczos coefficients ends by a solid vertical
line.

III. QUANTUM EAST MODEL

The Hamiltonian of the Quantum East model as defined on a 1D lattice of size L is [13]

H = −1

2

L−1∑

i=1

ni(e
−sσx

i+1 − 1) , (33)

where ni is the projection on the spin-up state at lattice site i, σx
i is the x-Pauli operator acting on that respective

lattice site i and s is a system parameter. As ni projects on the spin-up state, we can consider any spin-down lattice
site as a kinetic constraint for dynamics on the next lattice site.

Naturally, due to the kinetic constraint, the quantum East model as in Eq. (33) can be divided into symmetry
sectors: as spin-up sites can not facilitate dynamics on the previous lattice sites, a string of l spin-down lattice sites,
starting on the first site, will be kinetically disconnected from the dynamical part of the system. Therefore, their
states must also be disconnected in Fock space, giving rise to a block structure of the Hamiltonian with the quantum
number l.

As all of these symmetry blocks are self-similar—in the sense that they just represent the same system but with
a smaller system size—we naturally only want to study the largest symmetry block. To maximize the number of
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Figure 9: Plotting the Krylov variance σ2 at β = 0 for the quantum East model (Eq. (33)) for different system
sizes where we have considered all bn for the calculation of σ2. The initial operator in the Lanczos iteration is
|O0) = n⌊L/2⌋. We can still observe a small qualitative change in behavior around s = 0 which is the point of weak
ergodicity-breaking (compare with Fig. 4 of the main manuscript).

dynamical sites in our computational basis we modify the boundary conditions of the Hamiltonian (33) by inserting a
spin-up lattice site on the 0th lattice site (not simulated) and also allow for dephasing due to facilitation of dynamics
on a lattice site at L+1 (also not simulated). The effective Hamiltonian with the aforementioned boundary conditions
can be realized as

H = −1

2
(e−sσx

1 − 1)− 1

2

L−1∑

i=1

ni(e
−sσx

i+1 − 1)− 1

2
nL(e

−s − 1). (34)

It was shown in [13] that by modifying the regular quantum East Hamiltonian in Eq. (33) like shown above, the
system’s first order transition can be captured by a sharp delocalization (s < 0)/localization (s > 0) transition in the
ground-state at s = 0. Furthermore, it was shown how in the regime s > 0, localized eigenstates can be constructed
at arbitrary energy density. Due to this clear picture how we can understand the dynamics in the regime s > 0,
we consider a quantum East Hamiltonian with the boundaries Eq. (34) instead of Eq. (33) throughout the main
manuscript.

In Fig. 3 of the main manuscript, we showed the plot for the Lanczos coefficient for the operator n6 for system size
L = 12. Here we show for different system sizes the same plot for ergodic and ergodicity-broken regimes in Fig. 7.
This shows that our cut-off n = 50 for the initial ramp holds across all considered system sizes. Next we show the
Lanczos coefficients for the operator σx

6 at system size L = 12 in Fig. 8. This shows that also for different operators
the chosen cut-off n = 50 is valid. Naturally, we have also checked for all other combinations of operators and system
sizes to confirm the validity of the cut-off.

In Fig. 4 of the main manuscript, we showed the Krylov variance σ2 by considering the Lanczos coefficients after
the cut-off. Since the early ramp of {bn} does capture the early-time dynamics on the Krylov chain, we also show the
Krylov variance including all the Lanczos coefficients {bn} starting from n = 1 in Fig. 9. We insist that although there
seems to be a perfect collapse, conceptually it only makes sense to consider the Lanczos coefficients after scrambling
has happened because only then the operators admit a universal description by loosing their respective notion of local
behavior. Note also that in the ergodic regime there is a factor of ∼ 102 difference between σ2 with and without
using the full {bn} while the saturation for ergodicity-broken regime remains the same. Therefore, there is an acute
sensitivity between the two regimes when we only consider the Lanczos coefficients after the scrambling time. Hence
we conclude that the analysis of the full {bn} leads to a qualitative instead of a quantitative probing of the weak
ergodicity-breaking.
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