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how this approach applies to systems that have been previously difficult to study using existing
techniques for quantum circuit complexity.
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1 Introduction

Quantum circuit complexity refers to the minimum number of simple unitary operations needed
to transform a reference quantum state into a target state. A notable diagnostic within quantum
information theory, quantum circuit complexity (hereafter referred to simply as complexity) has
led to new insights into various fields, including quantum many-body systems [1, 2|, quantum
computation [3, 4], cosmology [5-8]|, astrophysics [9], and black hole physics [10-12]. In addition,
complexity can be used as a proxy for other various physical quantities, leading to its use in
understanding the dynamics of quantum systems, particularly in relation to chaos [13-20],
decoherence [21-23|, and phase transitions |2, 24, 25].

Recently, there has also been a surge in interest in complexity stemming from its role in
holography, where it is a useful probe to investigate the interior of an eternal black hole in
anti-de-Sitter space (AdS). Complexity was proposed within the AdS/CFT framework as a
quantity in the conformal field theory that can help understand the growth in the size of the
wormhole as the black hole thermalizes [12, 26-28|. Beyond the original proposals [29-31], it
has been suggested that complexity is dual to a wide range of geometric objects in the AdS bulk



[32-34]. Because of these interesting applications, formulating and generalizing complexity for
free and interacting quantum field theories can provide valuable insights into holographic and
other scenarios.

While originally defined through discrete gate counting, complexity can be extended to
a continuous geometric formulation [35, 36] in which complexity corresponds to the shortest
path in the space of unitaries required to construct a target unitary from the identity. Various
approaches to this continuous description of complexity have been proposed (see [13, 37-39]),
and the sensitivity of different approaches varies, sometimes leading to qualitatively different
findings [6]. One approach characterizes the unitaries by their action on a specific Gaussian form
for the wavefunction [37, 40| which, while simplifying formulation of the problem of minimizing
the path in the space of unitaries, limits the scope of this approach to specific Gaussian reference
and target states. Another approach, Krylov complexity [41-44], is a proposal for complexity
which measures the degree of operator growth in some specific basis, but is more efficiently
formulated for unitaries that can be written as generalized coherent state operators [20, 45, 46].

In this paper we will focus instead on an operator-based approach to complexity [8, 13, 47,
48] which uses the Euler-Arnold equation to find the shortest path in the space of unitiaries.
This approach will be independent of the specific form of reference and target states and not
limited to generalized coherent state operators, allowing us to smoothly extend our analysis to
non-Gaussian evolution as well as free and interacting quantum field theories. In this operator-
complexity framework, the target unitary (which we will take to be the time-evolution operator
of some generic time-independent Hamiltonian) is constructed from a set of fundamental gates
that form a Lie algebra. The minimal geodesic on the associated group manifold of the Lie
algebra is determined as a solution to the Euler-Arnold equation [8, 13, 48|. This group-theoretic
approach is advantageous because the geometry is defined by the Lie algebra generators (subject
to the choice of a “cost metric” on the space of states) and is inherently independent of the
reference and target states. Furthermore, this method can be readily be extended to study the
complexity of non-Gaussian and interacting systems by considering the Lie algebra of the set
of fundamental operators characterizing these systems.

This paper is organized as follows. After reviewing some general framework and results
associated with operator complexity in Section 2, we focus on finding generic solutions to the
Euler-Arnold equation that are perturbative in time in Section 3. We show that the resulting
complexity for the time-evolution operator of a generic time-independent Hamiltonian takes a
universal form which is bounded by linear growth at early times. This result applies independent
of the algebra of the fundamental gates or the metric on the space of unitaries, allowing it to
be useful to a wide range of applications in quantum mechanics and interacting quantum field
theories. We demonstrate this general result by applying it to several quantum mechanical
examples in Section 4, including qubits and free and coupled harmonic oscillators, as well as
free and interacting quantum field theories. The appendices include some additional details,
including a derivation of the Euler-Arnold equation in Appendix A, a generalization of our
perturbative result to time-dependent Hamiltonians in Appendix B, and detailed calculations
of for the anharmonic oscillator in Appendix C.



2 Operator Complexity

We will consider a notion of continuous operator complexity following [8, 13, 48]. Consider a
quantum circuit consisting of the transformation of a given reference state |1))g to a specified
target state i) through some sequence of unitary operations. Given these reference and target
states, we can represent this overall transformation with some target unitary operator Z;{target,

‘w>T = Z/A{taurget |1/}>R . (21)

Taking the target unitary as a sequence of operations with respect to some set of fundamental
Hermitian “gate” operators {O;}, it can be written

1
Z;{target = 7DeXp |:_Z/ VI<S)@I dS:| ) (22)
0

where the V(s) specify the path of the sequence of operators, and the path-ordering P ensures
that the operators are applied sequentially over the circuit time parameter s from s = 0 to
s =1.

We will take the gate operators to obey a Lie algebra [@I, @J:| = szf,@;( with structure
constants f7. In this work we will take the target unitary to be the time-evolution operator
associated with some time-independent Hamiltonian H

y _ —itH _ —itw!O
utarget =e€ =e€ ! 5 (23)

where the w! are the expansion of the Hamiltonian in the basis of the gate operators O;. More
generally, the s-dependent unitary

O(s) = Pexp l—i / VIO, ds’] , (2.4)

0

is a solution to the differential equation

o= —iVi(s) O; U(s), (2.5)
subject to the boundary conditions
U0)=1 and U(1) = Uarges - (2.6)

In principle, there are many different paths (“circuits”) VZ(s) that can be used to build the
unitary U(s) subject to the boundary conditions (2.6). In order to identify the “optimal” path,
we will characterize each path realizing the unitary (2.4) by its circuit depth

D [VI} :A \/G[JVI(S)VJ(S) ds, (27)

corresponding to the geodesic length in the space of operators with respect to some metric
G1s. The metric G, identifies the operational “cost” or weight to building the path with any
particular operator O;. As discussed in [8], a simple and natural choice is the flat metric
Gr; = 675. Other natural choices include splitting the space into so-called “easy” and “hard”
directions, the latter with a metric weighted by a cost factor [13, 48, 49|. For now, we will
assume the metric G is constant with Euclidean signature, but otherwise unspecified.



The operator complexity for the target operator Z]target is identified as the minimal length
of the path connecting it to the unit operator

I T 7
Crarget = {mr]{D V = ?‘1/11%/ \/GUV W (s)ds, (2.8)
where the minimization is taken over the possible paths {V1(s)} satisfying (2.5) and (2.6). The
minimal path of (2.8) is a geodesic on the group manifold of the space of gates {@1} with
metric Gr; and structure constants f£, and solves the Euler-Arnold equation’

av’
ds

In order to find the complexity for a given target operator, one must solve (2.9) for the minimal
paths VZ(s) subject to the boundary conditions (2.6) obtained from solutions to (2.5).

Grj— = G i VEVE. (2.9)

Minimum length geodesics of the circuit depth (2.8) have several unique and useful proper-
ties that are independent of any particular set of gate operators or Hamiltonian. In particular,
the magnitude of the circuit depth is constant along the minimal path which solves (2.9)

1d v’
57 (G VIV = VIGU

which vanishes by the antisymmetry of the structure constants, so that the circuit depth is in-

= G fieVIVEVE =0, (2.10)

dependent of the circuit parameter s. Thus, the complexity is simply the value of the minimized
circuit depth at any point along the circuit,

Ctarget =V GIJVIVJ

The constancy of the circuit depth (2.10) also implies that the acceleration <

(2.11)

min

d ' of the minimal

path is perpendicular to its tangent vector V7 (s).

In previous studies [8, 13], the quantum circuit complexity (2.8) for special choices of target
operators and Hamiltonians was found by using the explicit form of the structure constants and
matrix representations for the fundamental gates {@1}, and solving the resulting, relatively
simple, coupled differential equations (2.9) and (2.5). In general, however, it is difficult to
specify the representations for an arbitrary set of fundamental gates and structure constants
fE and solve the resulting coupled differential equations. In the next section, we present a
perturbative approach to finding the minimal length geodesics solving (2.9) and (2.5) subject
to the boundary conditions (2.6) that works for any choice of structure constants and time-
independent Hamiltonian, and does not require the use of any matrix representation of the
fundamental gates.

3 A Perturbative Approximation in Operator Time

As discussed in the previous section, in order to find the quantum circuit complexity for
some target operator Usarget given some fundamental gates with structure constants [Of, O] =
ifK Ok, we need to find the minimal geodesic V/(s) satisfying

dU(s)

G’IJVJ(S) = fi]KVK(S)GJLVL<5) ; ds B _iVI<S)OIU<S)7 o

!See Appendix A for a derivation of the Euler-Arnold equation.




subject to the boundary conditions U (0) = 1 and U (1) = L?target. We will consider our target
unitary operator to be written as a time-independent Hamiltonian time evolution operator?
expanded over the fundamental gates

Z/A{target = eiitWI@I ) (32)

as in (2.3), where the w! are parameters that specify the Hamiltonian. For general choices of
fundamental gates and target operator, solving these coupled equations exactly will be quite
difficult. Instead, we will expand the tangent vector V'(s) and s-dependent unitary U(s)
perturbatively in (operator) time ¢ as

VI(s) = Vi (s) +t Vi (s) + 82 V5l () + ... (3.3)
U(s) = Up(s) + tUy(s) + 2 Us(s) + . .. (3.4)

and so on. Inserting (3.3),(3.4) into (3.1), we can solve the resulting equations perturbatively
in time ¢, order by order.

3.1 Complexity at Leading and Next-to-Leading Order in Time

At zeroth order in time ¢ = 0, our target operator is simply the identity operator Z;{target =1.
The only solution to (3.1) subject to the boundary conditions, then, is the trivial one Vjl(s) = 0
and Up(s) = 1. At first order in time ¢, the equations (3.1) become

) dU
Vi(s)=0 ; U;;S) = iV (s)O;. (3.5)
The solutions, subject to U(0) = 1, are
Vi'(s) = Ai; (3.6)

Uy(s) = —isAL Oy,

for some integration constants A!. By matching the solution (3.7) to the boundary condition
U (1) = I;{target ~1—itwl O ; expanded to first order, the integration constants are determined
to be the expansion parameters of the Hamiltonian A’ = w’. The resulting circuit complexity,
at leading order in time t, is then

C = VGVISVI(s) ~ 1) Gr Vi)V (s) = |wlt (3.8)

where |w| = /Grjwlw’ is the magnitude of the Hamiltonian expanded in the gate basis.
This result, valid at leading order in time, demonstrates universal early-time linear growth of
quantum circuit complexity for any fundamental gate set. Using the expansion H =w!O; and
tr(0;0;) = Gp;, we can write w! = G/ tr(OH), so that the universal early-time growth of
complexity takes the compact form

C~|tr(OVH)|t. (3.9)

At second order in time ¢ the equations (3.1) become

GV (s) = flxw" Gw”; (3.10)
dUdQS(S) — _Z'V21<S)OI . S(MIOI)Q : <3.11>

2We extend this analysis for time-dependent Hamiltonians in Appendix B.



where we used the first-order solutions (3.6) and (3.7). The solutions to (3.10) and (3.11) are

Vi(s) = sQb + )\ (3.12)

Us(s) = —1s(i050; + (w'Op)?) — isMO . (3.13)
where the M} are some integration constants, and Q! is a constant vector

Qb = GM f{ 0™ G ™ (3.14)

which depends on the structure constants and the Hamiltonian (through the w’). In order to
determine the constants A} of integration, we will match the solution (3.13) at s = 1 to the
target operator Usarget (2.3) expanded to second-order in ¢

Usargerz = —2t2(w'Op)? . (3.15)

The boundary condition requires that the integration constants take the value
N = =30, (3.16)
so that the solutions (3.12),(3.13) for the geodesic and unitary at second order in time become

Vi(s) = (s — )2 (3.17)
Us(s) = —its(s — 1)UO; — £ (w'O;)*. (3.18)

Ei
2

While it is tempting to use (3.17) to evaluate the complexity at next-to-leading order in
time ¢, this is not sufficient. Including contributions to the tangent vector up to second order,
we have (we will consider the square of complexity here, for notational simplicity)

C2 = G[JVI T & G[J (tvll +t2V21) (tVf] +t2‘/2“])
~ G VIV + 288G VIV + G Vv (3.19)

The first term in (3.19) gives the leading order result for the complexity (3.8) when evaluated
on the solution (3.6). The next-to-leading order term contributes at power O(¢*) but vanishes

G[J‘/ll‘/i] = G[JW%QJ = G[JWIGLJf[]/VKwKGNMwM = fiVKwLwKGNMwN = O, (320)

because of the antisymmetry of the structure constants f2.. Thus, the only non-vanishing
contribution to (3.19) occurs at order O(t*). However, in order to correctly capture the contri-
bution (3.19) at order O(¢*), we must include contributions from the nezt order in perturbation
theory?, VI(s) = t ViI(s) + t2 Vil (s) + t3 V] (s), so that (3.19) receives another contribution at
O(th)

C? ~ t* G, VIV +t* G Vi VY + 2t* G, Viivy (3.21)

and we dropped higher order terms.

31t is also possible to see that the last term of (3.19) evaluated on the second-order solution (3.17) will
be explicitly s-dependent, in contradiction to the general result (2.10) found in the previous section that the
minimized circuit depth must be s-independent. We must go to next order in perturbation theory in order to
resolve this.



Considering the tangent vector and unitary at third-order, then

Vis) ~ ‘/1( )+ 12 V5 (s) + 82 Vi (s)' (3.22)
U(s) ~ Uy(s) + tUL(s) + 2 Ua(s) + £3 Us(s), (3.23)

the equations (3.1) become

d

GIJ@‘/&J(S) = [1 VS ()G Vi (s) + [ Vi ()G Vi (s) ; (3.24)
d ~ . A . Ao . PPN
£U3(S) = —’LV;(S)O[ — ZVZI(S)OIUl(s) — lel(s)OIUg(s) ) (3.25)

Using the solutions for V!(s) (3.6) and Vj(s) (3.17), (3.24) has the solution
Vi =s(s— 1)L + AL, (3.26)
where M is another integration constant and
Oy = GM LGt (3.27)

with parentheses denoting symmetrization of the indicies. The solution to (3.25) for the unitary,
using (3.7) and (3.18), becomes

R R g3 52 R $3 52 o

Us(s) = — isAiOp — i <§ - 5) QLO; — <§ - Z) w/QL0;0; (3.28)
(s 8 JOI A A .53 TA\3

2 <§ _ 5) W00, + i (WO (3.29)

In order to find the value of the integration constant A, we must evaluate (3.28) at s = 1

Us(1) = — MO + 1010, — iw’fﬂ[@,, O)] + L(w'Op)?
= —iNOr + 20O — LT ROk + LW O))?, (3.30)
and match it to the target unitary (3.2) expanded to third order in time
Uarger,s = 2w O1)?. (3.31)
The integration constant is found to be
A =100 — LIS fi, (3.32)
so that finally the third-order contribution to the tangent vector is
Vi =1(6s(s— 1)+ 1)Qf — Lw/QF fk,. (3.33)
Evaluating (3.21)
C* =~ G, ViV +t* G VIV + ot G vy (3.34)

with the solutions for the tangent vectors order-by-order (3.6), (3.17), (3.33), and making use
of the relations
wJQg(fII(JG[LwL = G[JQQIQQJ = |QQ‘2 ;
G[JCUJQé == %wjfj]KQgKGJLwL == _%|QQ|2, (335)



we find that the contributions to (3.34) at O(t*) become

1
G[J‘/é[‘/él + QG[J‘/;IVJ = (8 - 5)2 — 8(8 — 1) — é ‘92‘2 = —%‘92‘2, (336)
so that the (squared) complexity is
C* =t Grw'w’ —t" L0 + ... (3.37)

Note that the result is s-independent after including the third-order solution for the tangent
vector V4!, consistent with the result (2.10) that the circuit depth evaluated on the minimized
geodesic must be s-independent. Taking the square root, the complexity for any unitary eval-
uated up to next-to-leading order in time takes the universal form

C~tlwl (1— L 2" (3.38)
This is the main result of this paper: the complexity of any quantum circuit realizing the target
unitary (3.2) with the geodesic length depth functional (2.7) is of the universal form (3.38) at
leading and next-to-leading order in time.

As noted earlier, the leading-order behavior of the complexity (3.38) for any unitary is linear
in time and is independent of the group structure of the fundamental gates {@1}, insofar as a
different set of fundamental gates will lead to a different decomposition w’ of the Hamiltonian.
Because the vectors w!, QI are real vectors, the sign of the subleading-order term in (3.38) is
fixed and thus the complexity is bounded by linear growth at early times, so that any corrections
to the leading-order behavior reduce the growth rate of complexity. This is again true for any
set of fundamental gates or target unitary operator.

The subleading term in (3.38) depends on the algebra of the gates through the structure
constants f# in Q) and we can see the conceptual origin of this term as arising from the
algebra of the gates generating new terms through [@1, @ g =i fff,(’j;c As a simple example,
consider a simple circuit consisting of two straight-line segments

VI(s) = (3.39)

VI 0<s<s;
VZI s51<s<1

where VI, V)] are s-independent vector components. The corresponding unitary constructed
from this circuit would be

1 A A
Pexp {—’L/ VI(s)O; ds} — —il=s))VJ Oy —is1 VI Oy
0

e*i((lfsl)VQIJrslVlf)@If%sl(lfsl)VQIVIJfIIL(](’jKJr... (3'40)

where the ... represents terms with higher nested commutators of the gates. We see that the
algebra of the gates adds additional terms to the construction of the circuit, reducing the overall
number of gates needed to construct the unitary. While this simple example with piece-wise
straight line segments does not minimize the circuit depth in general, it shows how the algebra
of the gates can generate additional terms in the construction of the circuit, thus reducing the
overall length of the circuit needed to construct the target unitary and explaining the sign of
the sub-leading term in (3.38).



The leading-order and subleading-order behavior is not, however, independent of the cost
Gy of using particular operators (although the linear growth and sign of the correction term
(3.38) are still fixed). As an example, consider a diagonal cost metric in which some gates
are “easy”’ with unit cost G;; = 0;;, while other directions are “hard” G,s = pd.s With a
penalty factor p > 1. Separating the target operator parameters into easy and hard directions
w! = {w’, w*}, we see from the solution (3.6) that while the optimal path at early times is the
straight-line path

Vi(s) = Vi(s)t = w't; (3.41)
Ve(s) = V¥(s)t = w™t, (3.42)

the complexity is dominated by the hard directions

C~tvVGrwlw! = /it |whard » (3.43)

where |whara? = 32, (w®)? is the magnitude of the target operator parameters in the hard
directions. It may seem surprising that the complexity is proportional to the cost of the hard
directions, because as the cost becomes large the optimal geodesic ought to avoid the hard
directions directly. Nevertheless, we see that for very small distances in operator space the
straight-line solution is the optimal one. At next-to-leading order (that is, for later times),
however, the optimal path (3.17)

Vi) = Vi(s)t+ Vi (s)t? =w't + (5 — %) QL. (3.44)

becomes curved
Vi(s) m wit + put? (5 — 1) 80 (friw? + flsw’) w = W't + pt’ (5 — —) QL (3.45)
Ves) ~ wrt + 12 ( )5”5@ (frw' + frw) o’ =wt + 12 <s - 5) QS (3.46)

where we substituted in expressions for ) and ), has any factors of y scaled out. For a large
penalty factor > 1, the second term (3.45) causes the optimal path to become preferentially
curved in the easy directions compared to the hard directions. This reflects the synthesis of the
hard gates indirectly through the algebra of the easy gates [@easy, @easy} ~ 1 f}f]@hard. These
results are in general agreement with the conceptual reasoning of [50] for generic circuits. The
resulting complexity (3.38) deviates significantly from linear growth at later times

16,00
5” %2], (3.47)

C \/_t\whard\ [1 - —

‘ Whard ‘ 2

beyond which we lose perturbative control of the solutions.

Finally, we expect the perturbative result (3.38) to be a good approximation up to times
lpert ~ ~ |W|_1 ) (348)

since 2} (3.14) is quadratic in the w’, and we assumed the structure constants f%, ~ O(1). If
the group manifold associated with the gates {O;} has conjugate points along some direction



associated with a particular component w! of the Hamiltonian, we expect the target unitary to
reach those conjugate points at the timescale t.onj ~ (wf )~!. When the decomposition of the
Hamiltonian into the w! has only a single component (or is dominated by the conjugate point
direction), these two timescales are roughly equivalent, so that we expect (3.38) to be a good
approximation up to the conjugate point timescale. More generally, we expect the timescale
(3.48) for the perturbative result (3.38) to be a good approximation to be less than, or the
same order as, the conjugate point timescale, tpert S teonj-

3.2 Perturbative Solutions at Any Order

Following the procedure of the previous subsection, it is possible to calculate the circuit com-
plexity of a target unitary to any order in perturbation theory in operator time ¢. The
target unitary is expanded as

N ) A —) A\ T
Z/{target = eithIOI = g 7( Z)' (WIO[> , (349)
n:

n=0

while the tangent vector and unitary can be similarly expanded as
=D t"Vi(s) 1 U= _t"Un(s). (3.50)
n=0 n=0

The equations (3.1) then become, order-by-order,

GIJ—VJ Z f[KV GJLV ( )
ptg=n
d ~ , .~ A
—Un(s) = _Zp;q;n V()01 (s) . (3.51)

The solutions can be written as a power series in circuit time s

- i SVia 1 Unls) = i $Uno (3.52)
a=0 a=0

where the V,, ., U,W are s-independent constants and operators, respectively. Inserting the
power series expansion (3.52) into (3.51) gives a set of recursion relations for the power series
coefficients of the tangent vector

1
GIJVn{a = a Z Z fIJK‘/p,ﬂKGJLV;LVL7 (353>

pH+qg=n ptr=a—1

:—Z— Z Z ‘/;)MIOI q,v - (354)

p+q n pt+r=a—1

and the unitary

The boundary conditions at s = 0 allow us to start the recursion relations with Vi, = 0 and
Upo = ﬂ, while the boundary conditions at s = 1, namely U(1) = Uarget, fix the constants Vsla
in terms of the Hamiltonian expansion parameters w! through

(=) (WO = Z Unor - (3.55)

n!

In principle, the recursion relations (3.53), (3.54) and (3.55) can be solved for any given set of
Hamiltonian expansion parameters w’! and structure constants f I{(] up to any order in time ¢.

~10 -



4 Examples

In the previous section we outlined a technique for finding the optimal quantum circuit (and
corresponding complexity) that constructs a target operator given a fundamental gate set by
solving the Euler-Arnold equations (2.9) subject to the boundary conditions (2.6) perturbatively
in time, to any order. We presented explicit solutions at leading and next-to-leading order in
time, finding a universal form for the complexity (3.38) valid perturbatively in time.

In this section, we examine these perturbative results for specific gate sets and target
operators in the context of known exact solutions. We also apply the perturbative results to
calculate the leading-order behavior of complexity for interacting quantum oscillators.

4.1 Qubits and SU(N)

We will begin by considering quantum circuits generated by unitary operators acting on single
qubits, so that target operators Usarget belong to the group U(2). Restricting to SU(2), the
corresponding gates {O;} = {é;} belong to the Lie group su(2) with algebra,

[él, ég] - ’iég, [ég, él] - iég, [éQ, ég] - Zél . (41)

More generally, target operators acting on N-qubits belong to the group SU (2N ) and are
generated by the Lie algebra su (2N ) with totally antisymmetric structure constants

For a operator-space metric proportional to the identity metric Gy ~ d7;, the Euler-Arnold
equation (2.9) for the optimal path in SU (2N ) is solved exactly by the straight-line solution
V1(s) = v! because of the antisymmetry of the structure constants. The boundary condition
for a target operator of the form (3.2) leads to the identification for the circuit parameters
vl = tw!, and a corresponding complexity that is linear in time

Cloat) — tlw|, (4.3)

su(2N)

up to the presence of conjugate points (see [13, 48] for more discussion of conjugate points in
SU (2V)). This matches exactly the perturbative result (3.38)

er ]- |QQ|2
CS(EQIZ)) ~ t|w| <1 “u W) tlwl, (4.4)

since the 24 vanish identically in this case. Thus, the perturbative result in this case matches
the exact result.

For a generic metric G, however, the solution to the Euler-Arnold equation is non-trivial
and may be difficult to find analytically. Let us consider instead a simpler case, following the
discussion in the previous section, in which some directions (say, "k-local” gates consisting of
n < k products of single qubit gates) have unit cost G;; = ¢;; for i, j < k, while other directions
labeled by «, 5 > k have a large cost associated to them G,z = pdn5, with o > 1, so that the
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metric takes block-diagonal form

Gy = . (4.5)

7
Even with this weighted metric, the antisymmetry of the structure constants (4.2) simplifies
the form of the perturbative result (3.38) to take the form

1 ‘El’jaija‘

_ +2
24 |Whard|2 a

C~ ./t |whardl ) (4.6)
where |wpaal? = Y, (w®)? is the magnitude of the target operator in the hard directions, as
before. We see similar behavior as the earlier result (3.47), which was derived for any set of
gates: the initial behavior of complexity for any circuit built out of su(/N) gates initially grows
linearly with time, at a rate proportional to the cost factor \/u and the magnitude of the
target operator parameters |wpaq|. Soon, however, it becomes easier to build the components
of the target operator that are “hard” by using the algebra of the “easier” gates. For example,
a simple circuit consisting of the successive application of two “easy” gates generates a “hard”
gate through the algebra,

(108 giBe; _ i(aéi+Be;)— SaBejabat . (4.7)

for some specific 7, 7 in the easy directions and some « in the hard directions. Because of this
effect, the rapid linear growth soon shuts off at a timescale of order tyer; ~ (y/ft|whara|) ™", Which
is parametrically small for > 1. However, the complexity for su(/N) also has a new behavior:
if the target operator is only “hard”, so that the {w’} vanish, then complexity reduces to pure
linear growth without corrections. This seems consistent with the qualitative behavior discussed
above: if, for example, there are no easy components to the target operator, then it will not
be possible to use the easy directions in the quantum circuit to build the hard components of
a target operator through their algebra as in (4.7).

In the case of su(2), we can be even more explicit. Assigning the gate é3 to be the “hard”
direction, the complexity at early times becomes

1

Cony ~ VIt | 1= = (@) + (@2)?) t?] (48)

so that the correction to the rapid linear growth becomes independent of w?, the target operator
in the hard direction.

4.2 Harmonic Oscillator

The bosonic analog of unitary operators built using su(2) gates are the creation and annihilation
operators of the quantum harmonic oscillator a,a" with [a,a'] = 1
a2 +af? . i(e*—-a®) | aat+afa

_ e raa 4
1 f 4 (4.9)

>
fah
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These operators satisfy the su(1,1) Lie algebra,
[él, ég] - —’iég, [ég, él] - iég, [éQ, ég] - Zél 5 (410)

with structure constants:
ff2:_17 f321:]-7f213:1 (411)
Target operators built from these gates belong to the group? SU(1,1)

~ S s . PPN
—ilw té1 —wtéa —iwte
utarget =e ! 2 ’ s (412)

which can also be parameterized in terms of the squeezing and rotation operators

Uarger = S(r, 0)R(0) (4.13)

with
5’(7“, ¢) _ eg(e*%%?—eﬁ%ﬂ) _ 6—2ir(sin(2¢)é1+cos(2¢)é2); (4'14)
]:2(9) _ 649% — 20 (4.15)

where r = r(t), the squeezing parameter, characterizes the amount of squeezing, ¢ = ¢(t) is
the squeezing angle, and 6 = 6(t) is the rotation angle.

Solutions for the complexity for this set of gates for a metric proportional to the identity
matrix are already known [8] (see also [51]), so we will use this setup as another test-case to
compare the perturbative result (3.38) to the known solutions. We can then explore the behavior
of solutions with non-trivial metrics and weightings, beyond those considered in [8, 51|. As a
simple check to start with, let us consider an equal-weight metric G;; ~ d;; and a target
operator along the direction w! = (0,0, «)

Z;{target = eiiatés ) (416)

corresponding to the Hamiltonian time-evolution for a free harmonic oscillator (or alternatively
in the language of (4.13), zero squeezing r = 0 and a linearly growing rotation angle § = @ ¢/2).
The exact solution is known to be the straight-line V(s) = V%(s) = 0, V3(s) = at resulting in
the complexity 8]

Cs(z)gff)) = min|27mn — ot (4.17)

The global minimization in (4.17) takes into account the periodicity of operator space in this di-
rection, resulting in the sawtooth-like behavior (see [8] for more discussion). Let’s compare this
to the perturbative result. With these choices of gate set and target operator, the sub-leading
contribution to the universal perturbative result (3.38) vanishes Q) = 0, so the perturbative
complexity grows linearly with time

coe)) = lwlt = at, (4.18)

matching the exact solution (4.17) at early times (the perturbative result cannot easily see the
periodicity effect described in [8]).

4 Alternatively, the gates can be rewritten as generators of SP(2,R).
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More generally, for an arbitrary target operator as parameterized by (4.12) and an equal-
cost metric, the perturbative result (3.38) leads to the behavior

e = ok [1 - LEPHCPIP
= 2y/r()2 + 0(1)° {1—§—Zg)f(0f3t)2}, (4.19)

where in the second line we re-expressed the result in terms of the time-dependent squeezing
and rotation angle parameters. This matches the corresponding exact results of [8] for r < 1.

The advantage of the perturbative result (3.38) is that the early-time complexity can easily
be obtained in cases where the exact result may be difficult to find analytically. For example,
consider a weighting scheme where the é1, é5 gates, corresponding to an inverted oscillator, are
weighted more than the free Hamiltonian gate é3, e.g.

©w 00
Gry=10p0], (4.20)
001

for ;1 > 1. As discussed in Section 3.1, the generic expectation of the complexity for the case
when some of the gates have a large weight factor is that the complexity initially grows at a
rapid linear rate proportional to /i, but the higher order terms quickly become important
around the timescale (3.48) tpert ~ |w|™! ~ 1/(\/ft|whara|), Which is suppressed parametrically
by p, shutting off the rapid linear growth. For the su(1, 1) gates, the corresponding complexity
for an arbitrary target operator takes the form

Mp;jfll) V(w2 + (w?) \/_t{l——( 3)2 tQ]. (4.21)

As expected, the leading-order behavior is rapid linear growth proportional to /i t; however,
because of the relations between the structure constants, the higher order terms only become
important at the parametrically longer timescale set by the periodicity in the w? direction,
teonj ~ (w3) ™. Thus, the rapid linear growth occurs for a parametrically longer time, a feature
that appears to be unique to the é;, é; gates of su(1,1) due to their relationship to an inverted
oscillator.

4.3 Coupled Oscillators

Let us extend the single harmonic oscillator of the previous section to a pair of coupled oscillators
with Hamiltonian controlled by a coupling parameter 3

~

2
Floouplea = —— (7% + 52) + 220 (22 + 32) + B (o) (4.22)
coupled m D1 Do 9 1 2 142 .

= a(d{dl + d;dg) + §(a1a2 + a1a2 + aQa1 + a{ ;)

where 3 = /(ma), we re-wrote the Hamiltonian in terms of the (free) raising and lowering
operators

G @(“Lﬁ), At — @(j_Lﬁ), (4.23)
mao 2
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and we assumed the two oscillators have the same fundamental frequency «. The Hamiltonian
(4.22) can also be seen as arising from the coupled oscillators,

~

o mk* 5 B, .
H = b +P§) + 5 (ﬁ + 553) + = (21— 332)2 ) (4.24)

1

2 ( 2
with fundamental frequency a? = k? + 3/m. The relative strength of the coupling between
the oscillators compared to their fundamental frequency is controlled by the dimensionless
parameter [3/cv.

The quantum circuit complexity of two coupled oscillators was studied using the wavefunc-
tion method in [15] in the context of open systems. The operators in (4.22) are part of the
sp (4, R) algebra, and we will take the corresponding 10 generators as our fundamental gates:

éo = L(aral + asal), &1 = Y(aial — aqal,)
é; = 1(ala} + aran), é3 = L(ala} — aay),
&4 = (a0 + aa}), &5 = L(ama] — wmad), (4.25)
¢ = 3(al* +a7), ér = (al’ —aj),
b = S0l +a3), by = S0 — a3),
In terms of these gates, the coupled Hamiltonian (4.22) can be written
Heouplea = 2060 + B (62 + é4) . (4.26)
This algebra is closed, with the commutation relations
€0, é2) = —iés, [€o, €3] = i€y, [Eo, €] = —ié7, [€0, 7] = ig, [€0, €s] = —iéq, [€0, E9] = ics
[éla é4] = _ZéSa [éla é5] = Zé4a [éla éﬁ] = _Zé'?a [Ala é7] = Zéﬁa [Ala éS] = Z.é9a [éh é9] = _'LéS
[62, €3] = i(é0 — 3), [62, 4] = §(é7 + &9), [éa, 5] = §(és — €6), [62, &) = —ié5, [é2,é7] = 164
[éQa éS] = Zé57 [éQa 69] = 'Lé4
[e3, 4] = —5(6 + €3), [€3, 65] = 5(E9 — €7), [€3, 6] = —iéy, €3, E7] = —iés, [é3, Es] = —iéy, [E3, &9] = €5
€4, €5] = —iéy, [64, €] = —i€3, [€4, €7] = 19, [€4, 5] = —i€3,[E4, 9] = i€y
65, 66) = —iéa, [65, 7] = —iés, [és5, Es] = i€y, [65, 9] = i3
[éﬁ, é7] = ’L(Qéo + 2é1 — 1), [ég, ég] = i(260 - 261 - 1) (427)

Taking the perturbative-in-time result for complexity (3.38) and an equal-cost metric G;; =

017, the leading-order linear in time behavior for the target operator Z;Itarget = exp [—z’tﬁ Coupled} =

exp [—z’twléf} is
2 22\ /2
Ccoupled ~ ‘W|t = (40[ + 26 ) t. (428)

In the decoupling limit 3 — 0, this indeed gives the correct scaling for two decoupled oscillators
C — 2at. At next-to-leading order in time, the corrections depend on the magnitude of the

vector

Qf = G 0™ Gy (4.29)
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Using the structure constants extracted from the algebra above, it is straightforward to find
Q5]2 = 16a%3? + 8% so that the next-to-leading order complexity takes the simple form

1 ‘92‘2 2 2 22 1/2 1 2242
coupled ~ t - 24 t == (4 2 ) t 1—-— t . 430
Compia <t (1 - 32121 o? 425 25 (1.30)

We see that while the growth rate of complexity is set by the prefactor |w| = \/4a2 + 252,
the timescale for the corrections in (4.30) to be important is set only by the coupling between
the oscillators B . For weak coupling B < «, these two timescales are parametrically separate
from each other and the linear growth of complexity is dominant. However, for strong coupling
3>> a the rapid linear growth of complexity with rate Btis quickly shut off by the interactions
within the same timescale t ~ 57!, so that only O(1) growth in complexity can occur before
the next-order-in-time corrections become important. In the next section, we will see that
this is true more generally for interacting systems: in the strong coupling limit, a rapid linear
rise in complexity receives corrections to this linear growth after only O(1) growth. While
it is possible that these higher order corrections shut off complexity, it is also possible that
they lead to a different regime of linear growth of complexity with time. Unfortunately, our
perturbative-in-time analysis does not allow us to determine this intermediate- to late-time
behavior.

It is also possible to rewrite the coupled oscillators (4.24) in terms of the normal modes
by = (21 £ 22)/V2,ps = (D1 £ P2)/V2

A 1 . . m R . o R

Hnormal = % (pi +p2,) + E (Oéixi —+ 062,372,) = OZJF(ILCLJF + oz,aT_a, , (431)
where o = k% o® = k? + 26/m. In this normal-mode space, the two oscillators decouple into
two independent, free harmonic oscillators, so that the complexity of the target time-evolution

operator Z;{normal = exp [—itﬁnormal] grows strictly linearly with time according to Section 4.2

Cnormalmode = |w‘t = 043_ + 052_ t= \/50415, (432)

in terms of the fundamental frequency «. At first glance this seems to contradict the result
(4.30) using the original Z;, #5 coordinates, in which the coupling between the oscillators causes
the complexity to deviate from a linear dependence on time. However, the different behavior in
complexity is merely reflecting the difference in the set of gates used to build the target unitary.
The original coordinates used the set (4.25), which have non-trivial commutation relations. In
contrast, the normal mode gate set &l&i are combinations of the gates in (4.25) and decouple
from each other. The “right” gate set depends on the details of the situation of interest (perhaps
the physical setup or interaction with an external system) which determines the natural set of
gates that are used to build the target unitary. Alternatively, a more fundamental approach
might be to minimize the complexity over all choices of the gate set, in which case the gates
built from the original coordinates (4.25) may be a better choice than the normal mode gates
during some range of time.

4.4 Anharmonic Oscillator

The perturbative framework of Section 3 can also be used extract the behavior of the complexity
for circuits that are non-Gaussian and may be difficult to study using wavefunction-based
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approaches to circuit complexity or constructions with generalized coherent-states. Circuits of
this type are of interest as they encode the effects of non-linearities and interactions, and there
are few, if any, approaches that can be used to calculate their corresponding circuit complexity:.

As a simple representative example, consider the anharmonic oscillator Hamiltonian with
fundamental frequency «

. 1 2
Hanharm = —ﬁQ + —ma 3?2 —+ )\JAZA
2m 2
- 1~
- (a + 3>\> o+ Sh (361436 + 285+ ¢4) (4.33)

where A = \/(m2a?), we re-wrote the Hamiltonian in terms of the (free) raising and lowering

mo 7 mo 7
0= 4+/— |2+ —D = — (27— —p 4.34
e ) I CEre) B (434)

and used the “target” gates {ég...é4}

operators

¢y =a'a, (4.35)
o = (P +a?) |
éy = a'?a?,

és = (a"a+a'a®) ,

éy = (a™+a) .

>
~

As with the coupled oscillators in the previous section, we see that the strength of the anhar-
monic interaction relative to the usual harmonic oscillator is controlled by the dimensionless
parameter \/a.

The algebra of these “target” gates is not closed by itself; for example, the commutator of
two of these gates generates

61, 65) = =2 (a™ —a*) | (4.36)

which is not in the set (4.35). We could try and expand our gate set to include the new operator
appearing in (4.36) as é; = i (a' — a*) (the numbering anticipates an ordering later), but then
we see that the algebra of between operators of this expanded gate set generates yet another
new gate, now higher order in products of a', a, as in

(62, 67] = 12ie4 + 8i (a™a + a'a”) . (4.37)

It is straightforward to see that this process will not stop, with increasingly higher powers of
a', a generated, so that the number of generated operators constructed from (4.35) in this way
is infinite. At first glance, this seems to imply that it is not possible to calculate the complexity
of a unitary operator constructed from the anharmonic oscillator gates (4.35) without working
with an infinite number of fundamental gates.

However, we will take advantage of the fact that the perturbative complexity (3.38) up
to some finite order in ¢ only requires the target gates (4.35) and some finite set of generated
gates. For example, consider a target unitary operator of the form

~ il T
Z/{target =e " anharm® — (& U er 5 (438)
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where ﬁanharm and the target operator vector components w’ can be extracted from (4.33). For
a equal-cost metric Gy = d;;, the leading-order result is simply given by

89 <
C~|w|t=1/a®+ 1—6)\2t, (4.39)

and does not require any additional gates beyond the target gates (4.35). It is also important
to note that this result does not require the anharmonic parameter A to be small compared to
the fundamental frequency «, so the result is perturbative in time, but is valid for all A, even
for A > o.

At the next order in time, the complexity

L) ,
C~ \w|t( st (4.40)

becomes sensitive to the algebra of the gate set through
QL = G f ™G ™ (4.41)

In order to analyze this contribution, it helps to make a distinction between the “target gate”
set (4.35), which we will now denote as {é;} = {é,é1, €9, 3,64} with latin indicies 4,7, ...,
and a set of “generated gates” denoted as {é,} with greek indicies «, 3, .... By definition the
target operator vector components are zero along the “generated” directions, {w!} = {w! w} =
{w?, 0}, but the vector Q4 may in principle have components along the target gate directions 2%
as well as the generated gate directions 25. Examining the structure of (4.41), first notice that
components of (2} along the target gate directions only contain contributions from structure
constants among the target gates themselves,

O = G [ Gy = G* fh* Gimw™, (4.42)

where we will assume that the cost metric G;; does not mix the target and generated gates.
The algebra among the target gates is known, and can easily be calculated. Along the generated
gate directions, the vector 25 takes the form

05 = G fw G ™ = G f W Glw™ . (4.43)

These components will be non-zero if there are non-vanishing structure constants of the form
f[]ik mixing target and generated gates, which arise through an algebra with contributions of
the form

(65, k] = if2 65+ ... (4.44)

(where ... could be contributions with a different form of the structure constants). The task of
calculating the next-to-leading order corrections to the complexity (4.40) can now be reduced
to finding the set of generated gates {é,} that lead to an algebra of the form (4.44), find the
corresponding structure constants fgk, use these to calculate the vector 2% in (4.43), which
then directly leads to the complexity (4.40).

The details of the algebra and resulting components of Q. for the anharmonic oscillator can
be found in Appendix C. Here we will summarize the result. For the target gates (4.35), there
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are a finite set of generated gates é, that will generate an algebra of this form. The generated
gates that can potentially contribute to terms of the form (4.44) are

és =1i(a” —a?), és =a®+a’, (4.45)
é6 =i (aa —a'a’), ég =1 (a'® —a),
ér =i (a™ —a'), é1o = aPa+a'a’

Y
én =i(a%a —a'a®),
é1o = aa® + aat,
e =i (a'a® —aa"),

e = a%a.

By explicitly calculating the commutation relations between the target gates (4.35) and the
generated gates (4.45) we can extract the fék for (4.44) and calculate (4.43) for a given choice
of cost metric GG;;. Interestingly, the components of €2} along the target gate directions vanish
identically, so that only the generated gate components €2 contribute to the next-to-leading
order in time result for complexity. For an equal-cost metric Gy; = d;;, we find

Qa2 = A2 (aoz2+boz5\+c§\2) , (4.46)

where a, b, ¢ are pure numbers with values a = 24749 ,b = 287653 ,¢c = 1257067. The resulting
complexity (4.40) thus becomes

1 Q) ,
Can arm ~ t ]- - A4 t
o = it (1 57

, 89, 1/2 1 A2 <aa2+ba5\+05\2> ,
= —A tl1—— - | . 4.4
(24 557) H @i (147)

An interesting feature of this calculation is that it is not necessary to assume that the anhar-
monic parameter \ is small (in this case, small in comparison to the fundamental frequency «
of the corresponding harmonic oscillator). Instead, the result (4.47) is valid for any A. While
the complexity for the anharmonic oscillator follows the general features of the result (3.38) —
namely that the early-time behavior of complexity is linear in time, and next-to-leading-order
in time corrections to this behavior have a fixed negative sign — the result (4.47) is noteworthy
primarily because it provides a mechanism to calculate the complexity of an anharmonic oscil-
lator in closed form, without approximation or a perturbative series in A. In particular, from
(4.47) we see that in the limit of a weak anharmonic parameter A < «, the linear growth rate
of complexity is controlled by the fundamental frequency «, while the timescale for corrections
to this linear growth are controlled by the anharmonic parameter \, C ~ at(l — aX*t? /24).
Alternatively, in the limit of a strong anharmonic parameter A > «, both of these scales are
controlled by A~! since C ~ \t(1 — ¢\*2/24). Mirroring what we saw in Section 4.3 for the
complexity of coupled oscillators, in the case of strong coupling the rapid linear growth in com-
plexity is proportional to the coupling, but the linear approximation breaks down with in the
same timescale so that only O(1) growth in complexity can occur before the linear perturbative
approximation fails.

It is straightforward to extend the analysis above to calculate complexity to higher-order
in time beyond O(t?), using the results of Section 3.2 and the reasoning employed here. At
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higher orders in time, the complexity will depend on higher powers of the structure constants
contracted together, which in turn will require more generated gates to be added to the set
(4.45); however, at any given order in time, the number of generated gates (and corresponding
algebra and structure constants) will remain finite.

Finally, we comment briefly on the effect of weighting the “generated” gates by a cost
factor y compared to the target gates. Since the components Q) vanish along the target gate
directions, the cost factor shows up as an inverse power of p in QF from (4.43):

80 . 1/2 1 5\2 (CLOJQ—FZ)OJS\—'—C)\Q)
C~ <a2 + —A2> t{1—— T . (4.48)

Since none of the “generated” gates have a contribution to w!, when the cost factor is large
1> 1 the higher order corrections to complexity vanish and complexity simply becomes linear
in time and independent of u, indicating that the generated gates become projected out, as
expected.

4.5 Free and Interacting Scalar Fields

The previous subsections can be viewed as a warmup for the analysis of free and interacting
scalar fields on a lattice. Consider first a free massive scalar field in d spacetime dimensions
with Hamiltonian

H= ;/dd ! {AQ( ) + (ﬁ$)2+m2$2} : (4.49)

on a lattice with spacing 6. We can rewrite (4.49) as a sum over the lattice sites 77

Hlattice - E

n

P(i)? 2 ¢ 4 5 %
Wi ——k }: (i) — X (7 »], (4.50)

where the Z; are unit vectors that point along the lattice and we defined 8 = 1/6%, M = 1/9,
k=m,and X = 542, P = 5425,

To be specific, let’s consider a 1-dimensional chain of N oscillators in d = 2 coupled as in
(4.50)

N ~
N P2 M o2 6 ~ N 2
Heopoin = § L X2+ (Xi X, ) 451
b £ | 2M T 9 1 ] ’ (4.51)

where we take the boundary conditions to be periodic, e.g. X Nil = X;. The analogy with
Section 4.3, in particular (4.24) is clear, so that the chain can be considered as N harmonic
oscillators with nearest-neighbor coupling. After substituting in expressions for )A(Z-, P, in terms
of raising and lowering operators along the lines of (4.23), the lattice Hamiltonian (4.51) can
be written as

N
Hooin =y [afﬁa, - /23 (alaly, + g + afg + aia IH)] : (4.52)

i=1

where the fundamental frequency is o = /m2 + /M = \/m? + 1/62 and § = 3/(Ma), as with
the coupled oscillators from Section 4.3. The strength of the coupling between the oscillators
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is controlled by the dimensionless quantity

o |

1 o<1 f 1/6
I5; N{m5 < orm>1/ (4.53)

Ma? ~ m?+1 O(1) form < 1/6 (i.e. 6 = 0).

Thus we see that the “continuum limit” in which the lattice spacing goes to zero § — 0 leads
to an O(1) coupling between nearest neighbors in the corresponding coupled oscillator system;
since the analysis of coupled oscillators in Section 4.3 does not rely on small coupling 3, we can
probe the continuum limit regime with our analysis.

In analogy with the pair of coupled oscillators, it is natural to choose gates that are linear
combinations of generators of sp (2V, R)

- 1/, . N A .

b;r =3 (ala at aiai+1) , b, = 3 (ajaz+1 — alaHl) ,

. L /.. . N A .\

ef = 3 (azahq + aiajﬂ) , G =5 <ajaz+1 — aiaHl) , (4.54)
- 1 5 i

+_ Lo oo —_ V(2 a9

dr =5 (aF* +at). d =5 (al-at).

With these gates, (4.52) becomes

N
: B
Hchain = Z |:O[hj_ + m <bj_ + Cj_) s (455)

i=1

which we recognize as N-copies of the coupled oscillator of Section 4.3. Therefore, for the target

operator Z;{target = exp [—z’tﬁchain], the complexity at early times is

Cohain = \/N\/zioﬂ +2 (Mia)Qt <1 - % (Mﬂa)j (4.56)

- 4 1/ 11t
— 2 _ I
N N\/4m et e (1 m? 41/ (4.57)

2WNmt (1= b ) form > 1/5
VN5 <1_i§_z> form < 1/6 (ie. § —0).

(4.58)

We see that in the continuum limit 6 — 0, the linear growth of complexity diverges proportion-
ally to the inverse of the lattice spacing 6. This is in agreement with other calculations of the
early-time growth of complexity of a free scalar field using other techniques [8]. In addition,
the factor of v/N in the complexity (4.56), arising from the sum over the N-copies of coupled
oscillators, indicates that the complexity is proportional to the square root of the volume v/vol,
also in agreement with other techniques.

As with the coupled oscillators, it is of course also possible to diagonalize the Hamiltonian
(4.52) into the normal modes. In this case, the oscillators all decouple from each other, and
the resulting complexity grows strictly linearly with time. However, as discussed in Section
4.3, the choice of basis gates may be specified by the physical situation of interest, and the
normal-mode basis may not be the choice that minimizes the complexity.
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We can extend the above approach to consider an interacting scalar field theory, such as
= (a1 | 2e2) 1 1 (%)2 + Ln2gr 4 L (4.59)
2 2 2 12 ' '

The complexity of the interacting scalar field theory has been considered before [52], but analysis
has been limited by the necessity of using very specific non-Gaussian reference states, and it is
not clear that there is a clean decoupling limit A — 0 that recovers the free scalar field behavior.
Our approach, based on the universal result (3.38), will not require any specific reference state,
and a clear decoupling limit will exist, allowing us to reliably compute the circuit complexity
at early times.

As with (4.50), we put this scalar field on a lattice with spacing ¢ and consider it as a set
of coupled harmonic oscillators with self-interactions

nt:§
7

with the same definitions for M, k, £ as in (4.50), and now we have an anharmonic parameter A =

—Mk2 48 Z (X - @,))2 + /\X(ﬁ)4] . (4.60)

A /(12691). The resulting Hamiltonian is a combination of coupled oscillators with fundamental
frequency a? = m*+ /M, as in Section 4.3, combined with anharmonic self-interactions similar
0 (4.33). In order to specific the corresponding gate set, the “target gates” consist of both free
and coupled oscillator gates (4.26) as well as the self-interaction gates (4.35) appearing in the
Hamiltonian for each lattice site. The “generated gates” consist of (4.45) and their coupled
oscillator counterparts.

Without performing the detailed analysis of the gates and algebra, however, we know that
the general result (3.38) guarantees that the early-time growth of complexity will be linear, and
the behavior will scale as

Cinteracting ~ ‘W|t ~ \/N\/GQQ + Z)BQ + 05\2 t, (461)

where 3 = 3/(Ma) (see below (4.52)) and A = A/(M2a?) (see below (4.33), and a, b, ¢ are some
numerical coefficients arising from rewriting (4.60) in terms of the target gates, whose exact
values will not be relevant here. The dominant behavior of the linear growth of Complexity
is then controlled by either the free oscillator «a;, the coupled oscillator interaction 3, or the
anharmonic self-interaction A. Note that the limit of A — 0 for fixed lattice spacing will
lead to a smooth limit of the free scalar field, which is something that is difficult and more
subtle using other techniques for studying the circuit complexity of the quartic self-interaction
[52]. Specifically, the strength of the “coupled oscillators” arising in the free scalar field will be
controlled by the dimensionless quantity (see (4.53))

T ME21/62)  1+m2? (4.62)

B B !
«

which approaches O(1) in the continuum limit 6 — 0. On the other hand, the strength of the
self-interactions will be controlled by the dimensionless quantity

5\_ A A N ﬁ form > 1/6 (4.63)
o M203  1200-1(m2 4+ 1/62)32 125% form < 1/4 .
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in terms of the original coupling constant A of the interacting field theory. Interestingly, for
d < 4 the effective strength of the anharmonic term vanishes in the continuum limit § — 0,
so the complexity of the system is dominated by the free scalar field result (4.56) C ~ VN t/§
in this limit. For 4 < d < 6, the self-interaction term in (4.61) will diverges in the continuum
limit, but not as fast as the free scalar field contribution, so again the complexity is dominated
by the free scalar field result. Only for d > 6 does the contribution of the self-interaction
dominate the complexity (4.61) in the continuum limit, with C ~ \/it/ §@=4/2 Interestingly,
this implies that for all d < 6 scalar field theories, both free and interacting, the early-time
growth in complexity is controlled entirely by divergences from the continuum limit of the free
theory.

In addition to the linear growth of complexity, following (3.38) there will also be a sublead-
ing term due to the non-trivial algebra gates of the interacting lattice of oscillators subtracting
from this linear growth. As with the linear growth, the contributions of the free and interact-
ing parts of the theory will be controlled by the same dimensionless parameters as discussed
above. Though the details of the calculation are quite involved and challenging, we can already
anticipate some of the general results from our earlier results on the coupled and anharmonic
oscillator and (3.38). In the limit of weak self-interaction A, we expect both the linear growth
rate of complexity and the time scale at which corrections to the linear growth appear to be
controlled by the lattice spacing 6~1. For stronger self-interaction A, we still expect the lat-
tice spacing to control both of these scales for d < 6. For d > 6, however, the inverse of the
self-interaction parameter A1 will control both timescales, as in Section 4.4.

5 Discussion

The quantum circuit complexity of an operator is an interesting quantity in quantum informa-
tion theory because it can provide information about how difficult it is to construct a unitary
transformation from a given set of gates, and may provide insight into behaviors such as quan-
tum chaos. In this paper, we considered the early-time behavior for continuous quantum circuit
complexity of the unitary time-evolution operator Z]target = exp [—it[:I ] for an arbitrary time-

independent Hamiltonian H. In addition to the Hamiltonian H , a calculation of the quantum
circuit complexity also requires a choice of Hermitian gates {O;} in which the Hamiltonian is
decomposed as H = w! Oy, and a “cost” metric G, that characterizes the difficulty in building
the target unitary with the gates {@I}

Without making any assumptions on the form of the Hamiltonian, gates, or cost metric,
we showed in Section 3 that the complexity of Uiareer takes a universal form at early times

2
C%t|w\( LMR) , (5.1)

24 |w]?

where |w| = /G jwlw’ is the magnitude of the Hamiltonian decomposed along the gate set.
The quantity || is the magnitude of a real vector that depends on the components of w’
and the structure constants f# of the algebra of the gates, [@1, @ Jl =i f}f]@K This universal
form for the complexity at early times has several important features. First, the leading-order
behavior of the complexity is universally linear in time confirming other estimates of the early
growth of complexity [50], with the rate of change of the complexity given simply by the
magnitude of the Hamiltonian when decomposed along the gate set (and weighted by the cost
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metric). Second, the sign of the sub-leading term in (5.1) is fixed and negative, so that the
complexity of unitary time evolution at early times is bounded by linear growth for any system,
including cases in which there are interactions. The origin of this subleading, subtractive, term
can be traced to the algebra of the gates; for example, when successive gates are applied, their
combined effect can be to generate new, additional terms through their commutators, as in

e*iﬁléle*i’yl(’jl _ e*i(ﬁhr“/[)@ﬂrﬁ[’f][@l,@J]er — e*i(ﬁlJr’YI)@I*%51“/Jff§@1(+--- (5.2)

where the ... represent terms with higher commutators of the gates. Through the algebra and
the structure constants f#9, a circuit can generate additional terms, reducing its length, leading
to the suppression of the linear growth of complexity in (5.1) through the || term. In special
circumstances, however, [2s] = 0, so the linear growth persists for late times as well (though
the growth may ultimately be limited by global periodicity constraints). We showed how, in
the presence of one or more “hard” directions in which the cost metric G?}ard) ~ 1> 11is large,
the linear growth of the complexity scales as the square root of the cost fact C ~ |/ t|whardl
leading to an initially rapid growth in complexity, which is however quickly shut off by the
algebra effect discussed above.

We explored the application of the universal result (5.1) to several examples, including
Hamiltonians constructed from gates satisfying algebras ranging from su(2V) to su(1, 1), real-
izing the harmonic oscillator, matching the universal result to known results in the literature
and generalizing these results to arbitrary cost metrics G;;. We also demonstrated how our
approach can be used to calculate the complexity for coupled oscillators, finding that while the
linear growth of coupled oscillators is controlled by the fundamental frequency of the oscillators,
suppression of the linear growth is controlled by the coupling between the oscillators, allowing
the linear and higher-order terms to be parametrically separable. An advantage of our universal
result is that since it only requires the algebra of gates, we can calculate the complexity for
systems that other approaches are not well-suited to handle. We demonstrated this power by
calculating the complexity for the anharmonic oscillator and showing how the strength of the
anharmonic term controls the suppression of linear growth at early times. Using these results,
we were able to extend our analysis to study the complexity of free and self-interacting 5«;54
scalar field theories in d spacetime dimensions by discretizing them on a lattice with spacing 9.
While the general behavior for the complexity of the scalar field theories follows the universal
result (5.1), we were able to show how the linear growth of complexity, and the suppression
to that linear growth through ||, scales with  in the continuum limit as well as the self-
interaction coupling constant A Surprisingly, we found that for d < 6 spacetime dimensions,
the initial linear growth in complexity is independent of any A¢* self-interaction in the con-
tinuum limit, scaling as C ~ v N t/d for N — oo lattice sites and 6 — 0 spacing. It would
be interesting to study this further to make connections with any universal expectations of
early-time linear growth for strongly coupled systems.

Looking forward, it would be interesting to use the universal result found here to investigate
models that allow tuning between integrable and chaotic behavior, since it is possible that the
transition into quantum chaos may be observable in the behavior of the higher-order in time
corrections to the early-time complexity. This current work does not focus on the holographic
perspective. Instead, we explored complexity purely within the quantum mechanical and field
theory framework. By using the approach outlinedin this paper, however, one could investi-
gate different interacting field theories with large coupling that have a gravity dual description.
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Progress in understanding complexity for interacting quantum field theories can provide valu-
able insights into holographic scenarios. Finally, we note that the results here may be a useful
tool in comparing and contrasting different approaches to complexity to each other. We hope
to explore these and other interesting topics in future work.
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A Derivation of EA equation

In this appendix, we review the derivation of geodesics in the space of an arbitrary group
manifold G. Denoting an arbitrary unitary by U, we choose a gate basis on the tangent space
(i.e. the Lie algebra) as the set {Or}. A path is given by U(s) and we parameterize the path
by s € [0, 1]. In order to define the distance we need a metric on the group manifold. A simple
metric would be

di? = tr(Q1JQ) ds? . (A.1)
The matrix quantity €2 is the velocity on the group manifold and is related to group elements
along the path by Q = «UU ! and J is some fixed matrix in the definition of the inner product.
A dot indicates a derivative with respect to the “circuit time” s. Expanding €2 in the basis Oy,
we have ) = VI(s)O;. The corresponding metric elements in this basis will then be given by
tr((’)H O;) = Gr;. In the case of an orthonormal basis of gates, and if we choose J to be the
identity matrix then the metric will be Gy; = d7;. On the other hand if for a given group if we
use the adjoint representation for the basis gates Oy, then the metric will be the Cartan-Killing
form i.e. Gr; = Kry = fh, M.

The distance from U(0) to U(1) is given by

1
EZ/ \/VIVJG[JdS. (AQ)
0

To find the minimal geodesic distance we should vary this action and solve the resulting equa-
tions of motion. But before varying this action let us notice some points. First, note that
the variations of the V! are induced from variations of g that are fixed at the endpoints i.e.
dU(0) = 6U(1) = 0. Here we fix U(0) = 1 and U(1l) = Uiarget, some fixed target operator.
Second, for the sake of the equations of motion, we could use the equivalent action

1
S = %/ VIVJG]J ds. (AS)
0
Varying this action we simply get

1
552/ 5VIVJG[Jd$ (A4)
0

In order to obtain the equations of motion we should find the relation of 6V and 6U. From the

definition we have:
vIi=icY w(OlouY, (A.5)

95



where G'7 is the inverse of G;. Variation of both sides leads to
SV =G w(OVeUU — OluUteuU). (A.6)

Now we define the variable n = i0UU ! that, like 6U, vanishes at both ends. Expanding it in
the basis as n = n!O; and taking a derivative with respect to the circuit time s we find

0!l = iGY w(OLsUUt — OlsuUTtUU Y. (A7)
Comparing these equations we find
SV = il + fh VR, (A8)
where we have used the algebra of the gates
[Oh OK] = Z'ijOI-

Using the (A.8) in (A.4) we find

1
55 =2 / Vit + Fh V). (A.9)
0
By integration by parts and with the vanishing of n at the endpoints, we find
GV =G fh,VEVY, (A.10)

which is the Euler-Arnold equation for the VZ.

B Perturbative Solutions for Time-Dependent Hamiltonians

In the main text, we considered the complexity of the time-evolution operator when the Hamil-
tonian is time-independent. A generalization of the above procedure to the case of the time-
dependent Hamiltonian, however, is straightforward. In this case, the time-evolution operator
would be

Utrarger) = e~ o (0! Ordr (B.1)

The perturbative-in-time expansion of this operator would be

) 1 . T /A t2 IA \2 Zt2 T A
u(t)target =1 —1tw O — E(w OI) — 7('0/ O;
t3 A t3 ~ t?’ A t3 )
+ ig(wlol)g - igwﬂof — EWIWIJOIOJ — Z’Zwlw"]f[{(]OK
+O(t"), (B.2)

where by w, w’ and w”, we mean w(0), w'(0) and w”(0) respectively. Now we can follow a similar
procedure as Section 3, although the details are more cumbersome. The difference with the
time-independent case appears evaluating the solution at the boundary conditions. Carefully
evaluating the boundary conditions order-by-order, the complexity to O(¢3) is

weow 12

1 2 1
L0021
|w|2 + |w|2 24| 2| 8

|w/ _w|2
jwl?

C ~ t|w| <1+%t +%|w’|2—%92-w'+%w”.w}) .

(B.3)

Clearly, this reduces to the time-independent result (3.38) when w’ is time-independent.
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C Target and Generated Gates for Anharmonic Oscillator

In Section 4.4, we introduced a technique for calculating the next-to-leading order in time result
for complexity for an anharmonic oscillator of the form

. 1 2
Hanharm = —]32 + —ma i’Q + )\i‘4
2m 2
~ 1~
= <Oé—|—3)\> é0+§)\(3é1 —|—3é2—|—2é3+é4) y (Cl)

where A = \/(ma?), and we used the “target” gates {&} (denoted by latin indicies)

éo = a'a; (C.2)
é = (™ +a%);

ér = aa’;

és = (aPa+a'a?);

in terms of the (free) raising and lowering operators
mao { mao {
P maf . v St ma s v s) C3
=5 (o4 p) =y (o= 1) (©3)

In addition to the “target” gates above, we also need to introduce a natural set of “generated”
gates {é,} (denoted by greek indicies)®

és =1i(a” —a?), és = a'% +a°, (C.4)
é6 =i (aa —a'a’), ég =1 (a'® —a),
ér =i (af* —a?), e = aPa+ala’,

~ .

én =1i(aa —afa”),

1o = a*a® + atat,

é1s =i (a™a® —a%a")

é14 = ala’.
These generated gates include all Hermitian combinations of powers of a”, a'™ for n +m even
up to power n+m = 6 (combinations of n+m odd will not be generated). The algebra between
the target gates {é;} and the generated gates {é,} will determine the non-zero contributions

to the complexity at next-to-leading order in time.

The algebra of the target and generated gates determines the structure constants through
[ér,é7] = iféx. The algebra constructed by commuting the target gates with each other is

60, é1] = —2iés, 61, 65] = —2ié5 — dicg (C.5)
[E0,é2] =0, (61, &3] = —2ié,,

(60, €3] = —2iég, [61,64] = —12ié5 — 8iég

(60, 4] = —diés, (65, 63] = —6iég — diéys

(63, 4] = —24iés — 36iég — 4ieg — 12ié13 (65, 64] = —12ié7 — 8iéy; .

5Though not all of these gates will be generated by the algebra of the target gates, they are nonetheless
useful for constructing the algebra between the target and generated gates.
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Interestingly, the structure constants among the target gates vanish, "“ = 0, but we have

non-zero structure constants of the form in which two target gates commute to a generated

1]7
gate. Because of the structure of the vector Q%, however, this algebra will not contribute to

the complexity at next-to-leading order, and only serves to motivate the introduction of the
generated gates.

Instead, contributions to the complexity arise from structure constants f¥ that involve
commutators between a target gate and a generated gate leading to a target gate, of the form

63, 6a] = iffén+ ... (C.6)

where the ... could be additional terms involving generated gates. For commutators involving
€o, we can use the relation

[ata, e + aa"] = (k — £) (a™a F ala") , (©.7)
to find the algebra
€0, €5] = 2ié, €0, €6] = 2ie3, [€0, 7] = diéq, (C.8)

with all other commutators either not being relevant (i.e. the commutator does not contribute
a term of the form (C.6)) or zero. For the other target gates, we simply need to calculate the

relevant commutators

1, é5] = 4i + 8iég (€9, é5] = 2ié1 + 4iég (C.9)
[é1, €6) = 12iég + 12ié5 — 2iéy (€9, €6] = 6ié3 + 4ié1o
[é1, 67] = 12ié; + 8iés [€9, €7] = 12ié4 + 8iéqg
[é1, €9] = 30iéy + 12ié1g [é3, €5] = 12iéq + 12165 + 2ié,
[é1, €11] = 20ié3 — iég + 10iéqy [é3, €6] = 12iéq + 36iéy + 16iéy1y
(61, E13] = 24iéy — 2ié, — 4ié1g + 16ieqy (€3, €7] = 24iéy + 361é3 + diég + 12ié1y
(64, €5] = 12061 + 8iéy [é3, €9] = 120ié,4 + 90ié19 + higher-order
(64, €6) = 24ié1 + 36ié3 — diég + 12ié1o [é3, €11] = 60ié3 + 60ié1 + higher-order
(64, €7] = 481 + 192iéq + 144iéy + 32iéqy [é3, €13] = 48iéy — Giéjg + T2ié14
+ higher-order
(4, 69] = 360ié; + 480ié5 + 180ié1y (64, é11] = 240iéq + 480ié, + 240ié 4
+ higher-order + higher-order

(64, €13] = 24ié1 + 96ié3 + 12iég + T2ié19
+ higher-order

where “higher-order” denotes a (Hermitian) contribution of the form a™a™ where m +n = 8,
and thus is not relevant for this analysis.

From this algebra, we can extract the structure constants and calculate the quadratic vector
= GILngwKGJMwM . (ClO)

As discussed in Section 4.4, assuming a diagonal, equal-cost metric G;; = d;;, the structure of
(C.10) simplifies so that the components along the target gate directions take the form

Q) = G fwR G ™ = G fl kG ™. (C.11)
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Since we do not have any non-zero structure constants of this form, these components vanish
identically Q5 = 0. The components of (C.10) along the generated gates directions takes the
form

Q5 = G fw G ™ = GP W G (C.12)

For the algebra (C.8) and (C.9), it is straightforward to find the fék = —fgﬁ and calculate
(C.12), which has components

0 — —27ak - iﬁx Q8 — 4 — % (C.13)
Q7 = —98a\ — 444)% Q5 =0,
o Wy o =0,
QL' = —120a) — 810X2, 02 =0,
op =B ot =0

From these components, it is straightforward to calculate |Qs|? = G950, which appears in
the subleading-in-time expression for complexity

Qa2 = A2 (aa2+ba5\+c)\2) , (C.14)

where a, b, ¢ are pure numbers with values a = 24749 ,b = 287653 ,¢c = 1257 067.

It is also easy to extend these calculations for a cost-metric that is diagonal, but gives a
higher cost p to the “generated” gates compared to the target gates, e.g.

1 .

Gy = . (C.15)

7
Since the vector €2} only has components along the “generated” gates direction, this simply
multiplies the result of (C.14) by an inverse factor of the weight p:

2

X 5
|QQ|2:;(aa2+baA+0)\2> , (C.16)

where a, b, ¢ have the same numerical values as before.

References

[1] T. Ali, A. Bhattacharyya, S. Shajidul Haque, E. H. Kim, and N. Moynihan, “Post-Quench
Evolution of Complexity and Entanglement in a Topological System,”
Phys. Lett. B 811 (2020) 135919, arXiv:1811.05985 [hep-th].

[2] P. Caputa, N. Gupta, S. S. Haque, S. Liu, J. Murugan, and H. J. R. Van Zyl, “Spread
complexity and topological transitions in the Kitaev chain,” JHEP 01 (2023) 120,
arXiv:2208.06311 [hep-th].

~ 99


http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2020.135919
http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.05985
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2023)120
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.06311

3]
[4]

[5]

(6]

7]

8]

9]

[10]

[11]

[12]

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

J. Watrous, “Quantum Computational Complexity,” 2008.

S. Chapman and G. Policastro, “Quantum computational complexity from quantum information
to black holes and back,” The European Physical Journal C' 82 no. 2, (Feb., 2022) 128.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10037-1.

A. Bhattacharyya, S. Das, S. S. Haque, and B. Underwood, “Rise of cosmological complexity:
Saturation of growth and chaos,” Phys. Rev. Res. 2 no. 3, (2020) 033273,
arXiv:2005.10854 [hep-th].

A. Bhattacharyya, S. Das, S. Shajidul Haque, and B. Underwood, “Cosmological Complexity,”
Phys. Rev. D 101 no. 10, (2020) 106020, arXiv:2001.08664 [hep-th].

A. Bhattacharyya, S. Brahma, S. S. Haque, J. S. Lund, and A. Paul, “The early universe as an
open quantum system: complexity and decoherence,” JHEP 05 (2024) 058,
arXiv:2401.12134 [hep-th].

S. S. Haque, C. Jana, and B. Underwood, “Operator complexity for quantum scalar fields and
cosmological perturbations,” Phys. Rev. D 106 no. 6, (2022) 063510,
arXiv:2110.08356 [hep-th].

K. Dixit, S. S. Haque, and S. Razzaque, “Quantum spread complexity in neutrino oscillations,”
Eur. Phys. J. C 84 no. 3, (2024) 260, arXiv:2305.17025 [hep-ph].

S. Ryu and T. Takayanagi, “Holographic derivation of entanglement entropy from AdS/CFT,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 96 (2006) 181602, arXiv:hep-th/0603001.

M. Van Raamsdonk, “Building up spacetime with quantum entanglement,”
Gen. Rel. Grav. 42 (2010) 2323-2329, arXiv:1005.3035 [hep-th].

L. Susskind, “Entanglement is not enough,” Fortsch. Phys. 64 (2016) 49-71,
arXiv:1411.0690 [hep-th].

V. Balasubramanian, M. Decross, A. Kar, and O. Parrikar, “Quantum Complexity of Time
Evolution with Chaotic Hamiltonians,” JHEP 01 (2020) 134, arXiv:1905.05765 [hep-th].

T. Ali, A. Bhattacharyya, S. S. Haque, E. H. Kim, N. Moynihan, and J. Murugan, “Chaos and
Complexity in Quantum Mechanics,” Phys. Rev. D 101 no. 2, (2020) 026021,
arXiv:1905.13534 [hep-th].

A. Bhattacharyya, S. S. Haque, and E. H. Kim, “Complexity from the reduced density matrix: a
new diagnostic for chaos,” JHEP 10 (2021) 028, arXiv:2011.04705 [hep-th].

A. Bhattacharyya, W. Chemissany, S. S. Haque, J. Murugan, and B. Yan, “The Multi-faceted
Inverted Harmonic Oscillator: Chaos and Complexity,” SciPost Phys. Core 4 (2021) 002,
arXiv:2007.01232 [hep-th].

A. Bhattacharyya, S. S. Haque, G. Jafari, J. Murugan, and D. Rapotu, “Krylov complexity and
spectral form factor for noisy random matrix models,” JHEP 10 (2023) 157,
arXiv:2307.15495 [hep-th].

A. Bhattacharyya, W. Chemissany, S. Shajidul Haque, and B. Yan, “Towards the web of
quantum chaos diagnostics,” Eur. Phys. J. C'82 no. 1, (2022) 87, arXiv:1909.01894 [hep-th].

J. Kudler-Flam, L. Nie, and S. Ryu, “Conformal field theory and the web of quantum chaos
diagnostics,” JHEP 01 (2020) 175, arXiv:1910.14575 [hep-th].

V. Balasubramanian, P. Caputa, J. M. Magan, and Q. Wu, “Quantum chaos and the complexity
of spread of states,” Phys. Rev. D 106 no. 4, (2022) 046007, arXiv:2202.06957 [hep-th].

- 30 —


http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10037-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10037-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.033273
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.10854
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.106020
http://arxiv.org/abs/2001.08664
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2024)058
http://arxiv.org/abs/2401.12134
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.063510
http://arxiv.org/abs/2110.08356
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-024-12620-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/2305.17025
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.181602
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0603001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0218271810018529
http://arxiv.org/abs/1005.3035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/prop.201500095
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.0690
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2020)134
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.05765
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.026021
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.13534
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2021)028
http://arxiv.org/abs/2011.04705
http://dx.doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhysCore.4.1.002
http://arxiv.org/abs/2007.01232
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2023)157
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.15495
http://dx.doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10035-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.01894
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2020)175
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.14575
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.046007
http://arxiv.org/abs/2202.06957

21| S. S. Haque, C. Jana, and B. Underwood, “Saturation of thermal complexity of purification,”
JHEP 01 (2022) 159, arXiv:2107.08969 [hep-th].

[22] A. Bhattacharyya, T. Hanif, S. S. Haque, and A. Paul, “Decoherence, entanglement negativity,
and circuit complexity for an open quantum system,” Phys. Rev. D 107 no. 10, (2023) 106007,
arXiv:2210.09268 [hep-th].

23| A. Bhattacharyya, T. Hanif, S. S. Haque, and M. K. Rahman, “Complexity for an open
Yy
quantum system,” Phys. Rev. D 105 no. 4, (2022) 046011, arXiv:2112.03955 [hep-th].

[24] C. Beetar, N. Gupta, S. S. Haque, J. Murugan, and H. J. R. Van Zyl, “Complexity and Operator
Growth for Quantum Systems in Dynamic Equilibrium,” arXiv:2312.15790 [hep-th].

[25] P. Caputa and S. Liu, “Quantum complexity and topological phases of matter,”
Phys. Rev. B 106 no. 19, (2022) 195125, arXiv:2205.05688 [hep-th].

[26] T. Hartman and J. Maldacena, “Time Evolution of Entanglement Entropy from Black Hole
Interiors,” JHEP 05 (2013) 014, arXiv:1303.1080 [hep-thl].

[27] J. Maldacena and L. Susskind, “Cool horizons for entangled black holes,”
Fortsch. Phys. 61 (2013) 781-811, arXiv:1306.0533 [hep-th].

[28] L. Susskind, “Computational Complexity and Black Hole Horizons,”
Fortsch. Phys. 64 (2016) 24-43, arXiv:1403.5695 [hep-th]. [Addendum: Fortsch.Phys. 64,
44-48 (2016)).

[29] D. Stanford and L. Susskind, “Complexity and shock wave geometries,”
Physical Review D 90 no. 12, (Dec., 2014) 126007.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.126007.

[30] A. R. Brown, D. A. Roberts, L. Susskind, B. Swingle, and Y. Zhao, “Holographic Complexity
Equals Bulk Action?,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 116 no. 19, (2016) 191301,
arXiv:1509.07876 [hep-th].

[31] M. Alishahiha, “Holographic Complexity,” Phys. Rev. D 92 no. 12, (2015) 126009,
arXiv:1509.06614 [hep-th].

[32] A. Belin, R. C. Myers, S.-M. Ruan, G. Sarosi, and A. J. Speranza, “Does Complexity Equal
Anything?,” Physical Review Letters 128 no. 8, (Feb., 2022) 081602.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.081602.

[33] A. Belin, R. C. Myers, S.-M. Ruan, G. Sarosi, and A. J. Speranza, “Complexity equals anything
I1,” Journal of High Energy Physics 2023 no. 1, (Jan., 2023) 154.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2023) 154.

[34] R. C. Myers and S.-M. Ruan, “Complexity Equals (Almost) Anything,” 2024.

[35] M. A. Nielsen, M. R. Dowling, M. Gu, and A. C. Doherty, “Quantum Computation as
Geometry,” Science 311 no. 5764, (Feb., 2006) 1133-1135.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1121541.

[36] M. R. Dowling and M. A. Nielsen, “The geometry of quantum computation,” 2006.

[37] R. Jefferson and R. C. Myers, “Circuit complexity in quantum field theory,”
JHEP 10 (2017) 107, arXiv:1707.08570 [hep-th].

[38] L. Hackl and R. C. Myers, “Circuit complexity for free fermions,” JHEP 07 (2018) 139,
arXiv:1803.10638 [hep-th].

[39] T. Ali, A. Bhattacharyya, S. Shajidul Haque, E. H. Kim, and N. Moynihan, “Time Evolution of

~ 31—


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2022)159
http://arxiv.org/abs/2107.08969
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.106007
http://arxiv.org/abs/2210.09268
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.046011
http://arxiv.org/abs/2112.03955
http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.15790
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.106.195125
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.05688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2013)014
http://arxiv.org/abs/1303.1080
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/prop.201300020
http://arxiv.org/abs/1306.0533
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/prop.201500092
http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.5695
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevd.90.126007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.90.126007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.116.191301
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.07876
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.126009
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.06614
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/physrevlett.128.081602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.128.081602
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/jhep01(2023)154
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2023)154
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1121541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.1121541
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2017)107
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.08570
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2018)139
http://arxiv.org/abs/1803.10638

[40]

[41]

[42]

[43]

[44]

[45]

[46]

[47]

48]

[49]

[50]

[51]

[52]

Complexity: A Critique of Three Methods,” JHEP 04 (2019) 087,
arXiv:1810.02734 [hep-th].

M. Guo, J. Hernandez, R. C. Myers, and S.-M. Ruan, “Circuit Complexity for Coherent States,”
JHEP 10 (2018) 011, arXiv:1807.07677 [hep-th].

E. Rabinovici, A. Sanchez-Garrido, R. Shir, and J. Sonner, “Operator complexity: a journey to
the edge of Krylov space,” JHEP 06 (2021) 062, arXiv:2009.01862 [hep-th].

J. L. F. Barbon, E. Rabinovici, R. Shir, and R. Sinha, “On The Evolution Of Operator
Complexity Beyond Scrambling,” JHEP 10 (2019) 264, arXiv:1907.05393 [hep-th].

D. E. Parker, X. Cao, A. Avdoshkin, T. Scaffidi, and E. Altman, “A Universal Operator Growth
Hypothesis,” Phys. Rev. X 9 no. 4, (2019) 041017, arXiv:1812.08657 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

A. Dymarsky and M. Smolkin, “Krylov complexity in conformal field theory,”
Phys. Rev. D 104 no. 8, (2021) L081702, arXiv:2104.09514 [hep-th].

P. Caputa, J. M. Magan, and D. Patramanis, “Geometry of Krylov complexity,”
Phys. Rev. Res. 4 no. 1, (2022) 013041, arXiv:2109.03824 [hep-th].

S. S. Haque, J. Murugan, M. Tladi, and H. J. R. Van Zyl, “Krylov complexity for Jacobi
coherent states,” JHEP 05 (2024) 220, arXiv:2212.13758 [hep-th].

M. A. Nielsen, “A geometric approach to quantum circuit lower bounds,”
Science 311 no. 4, (2006) 92, arXiv:0502070 [quant-ph].

V. Balasubramanian, M. DeCross, A. Kar, Y. C. Li, and O. Parrikar, “Complexity growth in
integrable and chaotic models,” JHEP 07 (2021) 011, arXiv:2101.02209 [hep-th].

M. R. Nielsen, M. A.and Dowling, “The geometry of quantum computation,”
Science 311 no. 4, (2006) 1133-1135, arXiv:0701004 [quant-ph].

A. R. Brown, M. H. Freedman, H. W. Lin, and L. Susskind, “Universality in long-distance
geometry and quantum complexity,” Nature no. 622, (2023) 58-62.
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06460-3.

S. Chowdhury, M. Bojowald, and J. Mielczarek, “Geometric quantum complexity of bosonic

oscillator systems,” arXiv:2307.13736 [quant-ph].

A. Bhattacharyya, A. Shekar, and A. Sinha, “Circuit complexity in interacting QFTs and RG
flows,” JHEP 10 (2018) 140, arXiv:1808.03105 [hep-th].

~ 392 -


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2019)087
http://arxiv.org/abs/1810.02734
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2018)011
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.07677
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2021)062
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.01862
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)264
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.05393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.041017
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.08657
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.L081702
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.09514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.4.013041
http://arxiv.org/abs/2109.03824
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2024)220
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.13758
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/universe5040092
http://arxiv.org/abs/0502070
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP07(2021)011
http://arxiv.org/abs/2101.02209
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/universe5040092
http://arxiv.org/abs/0701004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06460-3
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41586-023-06460-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/2307.13736
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2018)140
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.03105

	Introduction
	Operator Complexity
	A Perturbative Approximation in Operator Time
	Complexity at Leading and Next-to-Leading Order in Time
	Perturbative Solutions at Any Order

	Examples
	Qubits and SU(N)
	Harmonic Oscillator
	Coupled Oscillators
	Anharmonic Oscillator
	Free and Interacting Scalar Fields

	Discussion
	Derivation of EA equation
	Perturbative Solutions for Time-Dependent Hamiltonians
	Target and Generated Gates for Anharmonic Oscillator

