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Abstract: We show that quantum circuit complexity for the unitary time evolution operator
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of the fundamental gates or cost metric. Deviations from linear early-time growth arise from

the commutation algebra of the gates and are manifestly negative for any circuit, decreasing the

linear growth rate and leading to a bound on the growth rate of complexity of a circuit at early

times. We illustrate this general result by applying it to qubit and harmonic oscillator systems,

including the coupled and anharmonic oscillator. By discretizing free and interacting scalar

field theories on a lattice, we are also able to extract the early-time behavior and dependence

on the lattice spacing of complexity of these field theories in the continuum limit, demonstrating

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
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[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 –



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 |ψ〉R to a specified

target state |ψ〉T through some sequence of unitary operations. Given these reference and target

states, we can represent this overall transformation with some target unitary operator Ûtarget,

|ψ〉T = Ûtarget |ψ〉R . (2.1)

Taking the target unitary as a sequence of operations with respect to some set of fundamental

Hermitian “gate” operators {ÔI}, it can be written

Ûtarget = P exp

[

−i
∫ 1

0

V I(s)ÔI ds

]

, (2.2)

where the V I(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
[

ÔI , ÔJ

]

= ifK
IJÔK with structure

constants fK
IJ . In this work we will take the target unitary to be the time-evolution operator

associated with some time-independent Hamiltonian Ĥ

Ûtarget = e−itĤ = e−it ωIÔI , (2.3)

where the ωI are the expansion of the Hamiltonian in the basis of the gate operators ÔI . More

generally, the s-dependent unitary

Û(s) = P exp

[

−i
∫ s

0

V I(s′)ÔI ds
′

]

, (2.4)

is a solution to the differential equation

dÛ(s)

ds
= −iV I(s) ÔI Û(s) , (2.5)

subject to the boundary conditions

Û(0) = 1̂ and Û(1) = Ûtarget . (2.6)

In principle, there are many different paths (“circuits”) V I(s) that can be used to build the

unitary Û(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
[

V I
]

=

∫ 1

0

√

GIJV I(s)V J(s) ds , (2.7)

corresponding to the geodesic length in the space of operators with respect to some metric

GIJ . The metric GIJ identifies the operational “cost” or weight to building the path with any

particular operator ÔI . As discussed in [8], a simple and natural choice is the flat metric

GIJ = δIJ . 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 GIJ is constant with Euclidean signature, but otherwise unspecified.
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The operator complexity for the target operator Ûtarget is identified as the minimal length

of the path connecting it to the unit operator

Ctarget = min
{V I}

D
[

V I
]

= min
{V I}

∫ 1

0

√

GIJV I(s)V J(s) ds , (2.8)

where the minimization is taken over the possible paths {V I(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 {ÔI} with

metric GIJ and structure constants fK
IJ , and solves the Euler-Arnold equation1

GIJ
dV J

ds
= GJLf

J
IKV

KV L . (2.9)

In order to find the complexity for a given target operator, one must solve (2.9) for the minimal

paths V I(s) subject to the boundary conditions (2.6) obtained from solutions to (2.5).

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)

1

2

d

ds

(

GIJV
IV J

)

= V IGIJ
dV J

ds
= GJLf

J
IKV

IV KV L = 0 , (2.10)

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

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 =
√

GIJV IV J

∣

∣

∣

min
. (2.11)

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

ds
of the minimal

path is perpendicular to its tangent vector V I(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 {ÔI}, 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

fK
IJ 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 Ûtarget given some fundamental gates with structure constants [ÔI , ÔJ ] =

ifK
IJÔK , we need to find the minimal geodesic V I(s) satisfying

GIJ V̇
J(s) = fJ

IKV
K(s)GJLV

L(s) ;
dÛ(s)

ds
= −iV I(s)OIÛ(s) , (3.1)

1See Appendix A for a derivation of the Euler-Arnold equation.
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subject to the boundary conditions Û(0) = 1̂ and Û(1) = Ûtarget. We will consider our target

unitary operator to be written as a time-independent Hamiltonian time evolution operator2

expanded over the fundamental gates

Ûtarget = e−itωI ÔI , (3.2)

as in (2.3), where the ωI 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 I(s) and s-dependent unitary Û(s)

perturbatively in (operator) time t as

V I(s) = V I
0 (s) + t V I

1 (s) + t2 V I
2 (s) + . . . (3.3)

Û(s) = Û0(s) + t Û1(s) + t2 Û2(s) + . . . (3.4)

and so on. Inserting (3.3),(3.4) into (3.1), we can solve the resulting equations perturbatively

in time t, order by order.

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

At zeroth order in time t = 0, our target operator is simply the identity operator Ûtarget = 1̂.

The only solution to (3.1) subject to the boundary conditions, then, is the trivial one V I
0 (s) = 0

and Û0(s) = 1̂. At first order in time t, the equations (3.1) become

V̇ I
1 (s) = 0 ;

dÛ1(s)

ds
= −iV I

1 (s)OI . (3.5)

The solutions, subject to Û(0) = 1̂, are

V I
1 (s) = λI1 ; (3.6)

Û1(s) = −isλI1ÔI , (3.7)

for some integration constants λI1. By matching the solution (3.7) to the boundary condition

Û(1) = Ûtarget ≈ 1̂− it ωI ÔI expanded to first order, the integration constants are determined

to be the expansion parameters of the Hamiltonian λI = ωI . The resulting circuit complexity,

at leading order in time t, is then

C =
√

GIJV I(s)V J(s) ≈ t
√

GIJV
I
1 (s)V

J
1 (s) = |ω|t , (3.8)

where |ω| =
√
GIJωIωJ 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 Ĥ = ωIÔI and

tr(ÔIÔJ) = GIJ , we can write ωI = GIJ tr(Ô†
JĤ), so that the universal early-time growth of

complexity takes the compact form

C ≈ | tr(Ô†
IĤ)| t . (3.9)

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

GIJ V̇
J
2 (s) = fJ

IKω
KGJLω

L ; (3.10)

dÛ2(s)

ds
= −iV I

2 (s)OI − s(ωIOI)
2 , (3.11)

2We extend this analysis for time-dependent Hamiltonians in Appendix B.
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where we used the first-order solutions (3.6) and (3.7). The solutions to (3.10) and (3.11) are

V I
2 (s) = sΩI

2 + λI2 ; (3.12)

Û2(s) = −1
2
s2(iΩI

2ÔI + (ωIÔI)
2)− isλI2ÔI . (3.13)

where the λI2 are some integration constants, and ΩI
2 is a constant vector

ΩI
2 = GLIfJ

LKω
KGJMω

M , (3.14)

which depends on the structure constants and the Hamiltonian (through the ωI). In order to

determine the constants λI2 of integration, we will match the solution (3.13) at s = 1 to the

target operator Ûtarget (2.3) expanded to second-order in t

Ûtarget,2 = −1
2
t2(ωIÔI)

2 . (3.15)

The boundary condition requires that the integration constants take the value

λI2 = −1
2
ΩI

2 , (3.16)

so that the solutions (3.12),(3.13) for the geodesic and unitary at second order in time become

V I
2 (s) = (s− 1

2
)ΩI

2 ; (3.17)

Û2(s) = −i1
2
s(s− 1)ΩI

2OI − s2

2
(ωIOI)

2 . (3.18)

While it is tempting to use (3.17) to evaluate the complexity at next-to-leading order in

time t, 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 = GIJV
IV J ≈ GIJ

(

t V I
1 + t2 V I

2

) (

t V J
1 + t2 V J

2

)

≈ t2GIJV
I
1 V

J
1 + 2t3GIJV

I
1 V

J
2 + t4GIJV

I
2 V

J
2 . (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(t3) but vanishes

GIJV
I
1 V

J
2 = GIJω

I
2Ω

J = GIJω
IGLJfN

LKω
KGNMω

M = fN
LKω

LωKGNMω
N = 0 , (3.20)

because of the antisymmetry of the structure constants fN
LK . Thus, the only non-vanishing

contribution to (3.19) occurs at order O(t4). However, in order to correctly capture the contri-

bution (3.19) at order O(t4), we must include contributions from the next order in perturbation

theory3, V I(s) ≈ t V I
1 (s) + t2 V I

2 (s) + t3 V I
3 (s), so that (3.19) receives another contribution at

O(t4)

C2 ≈ t2GIJV
I
1 V

J
1 + t4GIJV

I
2 V

J
2 + 2t4GIJV

I
1 V

J
3 , (3.21)

and we dropped higher order terms.

3It 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.
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Considering the tangent vector and unitary at third-order, then

V I(s) ≈ t V I
1 (s) + t2 V I

2 (s) + t3 V I
3 (s)

′ (3.22)

Û(s) ≈ Û0(s) + t Û1(s) + t2 Û2(s) + t3 Û3(s) , (3.23)

the equations (3.1) become

GIJ
d

ds
V J
3 (s) = fJ

IKV
K
2 (s)GJLV

L
1 (s) + fJ

IKV
K
1 (s)GJLV

L
2 (s) ; (3.24)

d

ds
Û3(s) = −iV I

3 (s)ÔI − iV I
2 (s)ÔIÛ1(s)− iV I

1 (s)ÔIÛ2(s) . (3.25)

Using the solutions for V I
1 (s) (3.6) and V I

2 (s) (3.17), (3.24) has the solution

V I
3 = s(s− 1)ΩI

3 + λI3 , (3.26)

where λI3 is another integration constant and

ΩI
3 = GMIfJ

MKΩ2
(KGJLω

L) , (3.27)

with parentheses denoting symmetrization of the indicies. The solution to (3.25) for the unitary,

using (3.7) and (3.18), becomes

Û3(s) =− isλI3ÔI − i

(

s3

3
− s2

2

)

ΩI
3ÔI −

(

s3

3
− s2

4

)

ωJΩI
2ÔIÔJ (3.28)

− 1
2

(

s3

3
− s2

2

)

ωJΩI
2ÔJÔI + is

3

6
(ωIÔI)

3 . (3.29)

In order to find the value of the integration constant λI3, we must evaluate (3.28) at s = 1

Û3(1) =− iλI3ÔI +
i
6
ΩI

3ÔI − 1
12
ωJΩI

2[ÔI , ÔJ ] +
i
6
(ωIÔI)

3

= −iλI3ÔI +
i
6
ΩI

3ÔI − i
12
ωJΩI

2f
K
IJÔK + i

6
(ωIÔI)

3 , (3.30)

and match it to the target unitary (3.2) expanded to third order in time

Ûtarget,3 =
i
6
(ωIÔI)

3 . (3.31)

The integration constant is found to be

λI3 =
1
6
ΩI

3 − 1
12
ωJΩK

2 f
I
KJ , (3.32)

so that finally the third-order contribution to the tangent vector is

V I
3 = 1

6
(6s(s− 1) + 1)ΩI

3 − 1
12
ωJΩK

2 f
I
KJ . (3.33)

Evaluating (3.21)

C2 ≈ t2GIJV
I
1 V

J
1 + t4GIJV

I
2 V

J
2 + 2t4GIJV

I
1 V

J
3 , (3.34)

with the solutions for the tangent vectors order-by-order (3.6), (3.17), (3.33), and making use

of the relations

ωJΩK
2 f

I
KJGILω

L = GIJΩ2
IΩ2

J = |Ω2|2 ;
GIJω

JΩI
3 =

1
2
ωIfJ

IKΩ2
KGJLω

L = −1
2
|Ω2|2 , (3.35)
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we find that the contributions to (3.34) at O(t4) become

GIJV
I
2 V

J
2 + 2GIJV

I
1 V

J
3 =

[

(s− 1

2
)2 − s(s− 1)− 1

3

]

|Ω2|2 = − 1
12
|Ω2|2 , (3.36)

so that the (squared) complexity is

C2 = t2GIJω
IωJ − t4 1

12
|Ω2|2 + . . . (3.37)

Note that the result is s-independent after including the third-order solution for the tangent

vector V I
3 , 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 ≈ t|ω|
(

1− 1
24
t2
|Ω2|2
|ω|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 {ÔI}, insofar as a

different set of fundamental gates will lead to a different decomposition ωI of the Hamiltonian.

Because the vectors ωI ,ΩI
2 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 fK
IJ in ΩI

2, and we can see the conceptual origin of this term as arising from the

algebra of the gates generating new terms through [ÔI , ÔJ ] = ifK
IJÔK. As a simple example,

consider a simple circuit consisting of two straight-line segments

V I(s) =

{

V I
1 0 ≤ s < s1

V I
2 s1 ≤ s ≤ 1

(3.39)

where V I
1 , V

I
2 are s-independent vector components. The corresponding unitary constructed

from this circuit would be

P exp

[

−i
∫ 1

0

V I(s)ÔI ds

]

= e−i(1−s1)V I
2
ÔIe−is1 V I

1
ÔI

= e−i((1−s1)V I
2
+s1V I

1 )ÔI−
i
2
s1(1−s1)V I

2
V J
1
fK
IJ

ÔK+... (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).
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The leading-order and subleading-order behavior is not, however, independent of the cost

GIJ 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 Gij = δij, while other directions are “hard” Gαβ = µ δαβ with a

penalty factor µ ≫ 1. Separating the target operator parameters into easy and hard directions

ωI = {ωi, ωα}, we see from the solution (3.6) that while the optimal path at early times is the

straight-line path

V i(s) ≈ V i
1 (s) t = ωi t ; (3.41)

V α(s) ≈ V α
1 (s) t = ωα t , (3.42)

the complexity is dominated by the hard directions

C ≈ t
√

GIJωIωJ ≈ √
µ t |ωhard| , (3.43)

where |ωhard|2 =
∑

α (ω
α)2 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)

V I(s) ≈ V I
1 (s) t+ V I

2 (s) t
2 = ωI t+

(

s− 1

2

)

ΩI
2 t

2 , (3.44)

becomes curved

V i(s) ≈ ωi t+ µ t2
(

s− 1

2

)

δℓiδκλ
(

fκ
ℓjω

j + fκ
ℓδω

δ
)

ωλ ≡ ωi t+ µ t2
(

s− 1

2

)

Ω̂i
2 ; (3.45)

V α(s) ≈ ωα t + t2
(

s− 1

2

)

δαλδκδ
(

fκ
λjω

j + fκ
λνω

ν
)

ωδ ≡ ωα t+ t2
(

s− 1

2

)

Ω̂α
2 , (3.46)

where we substituted in expressions for ΩI
2 and Ω̂2 has any factors of µ scaled out. For a large

penalty factor µ≫ 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
[

Ôeasy, Ôeasy

]

∼ ifK
IJÔhard. 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

C ≈ √
µ t|ωhard|

[

1− 1

24
µ
δijΩ̂

i
2Ω̂

j
2

|ωhard|2
t2

]

, (3.47)

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

tpert ∼
|ω|
|Ω2|

∼ |ω|−1 , (3.48)

since ΩI
2 (3.14) is quadratic in the ωI , and we assumed the structure constants fK

IJ ∼ O(1). If

the group manifold associated with the gates {ÔI} has conjugate points along some direction
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associated with a particular component ωÎ of the Hamiltonian, we expect the target unitary to

reach those conjugate points at the timescale tconj ∼ (ωÎ)−1. When the decomposition of the

Hamiltonian into the ωI 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 . tconj.

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 t. The

target unitary is expanded as

Ûtarget = e−itωI ÔI =
∑

n=0

(−i)n tn
n!

(

ωIÔI

)n

, (3.49)

while the tangent vector and unitary can be similarly expanded as

V I(s) =
∑

n=0

tnV I
n (s) ; U =

∑

n=0

tnUn(s) . (3.50)

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

GIJ
d

ds
V J
n (s) =

∑

p+q=n

fJ
IKV

K
p (s)GJLV

L
q (s) ;

d

ds
Ûn(s) = −i

∑

p+q=n

V I
p (s)ÔIÛq(s) . (3.51)

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

V I
n (s) =

n
∑

α=0

sαV I
n,α ; Ûn(s) =

n
∑

α=0

sαÛn,α , (3.52)

where the Vn,α, Ûn,α 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

GIJV
J
n,α =

1

α

∑

p+q=n

∑

µ+ν=α−1

fJ
IKVp,µ

KGJLVq,ν
L , (3.53)

and the unitary

Ûn,α = −i 1
α

∑

p+q=n

∑

µ+ν=α−1

Vp,µ
IÔI Ûq,ν . (3.54)

The boundary conditions at s = 0 allow us to start the recursion relations with V I
0,0 = 0 and

Û0,0 = 1̂, while the boundary conditions at s = 1, namely Û(1) = Ûtarget, fix the constants V I
s,α

in terms of the Hamiltonian expansion parameters ωI through

(−i)n
n!

(ωIÔI)
n = Ûn(1) =

n
∑

α

Ûn,α . (3.55)

In principle, the recursion relations (3.53), (3.54) and (3.55) can be solved for any given set of

Hamiltonian expansion parameters ωI and structure constants fK
IJ up to any order in time t.
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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 Ûtarget belong to the group U(2). Restricting to SU(2), the

corresponding gates {ÔI} = {êI} belong to the Lie group su(2) with algebra,

[ê1, ê2] = iê3, [ê3, ê1] = iê2, [ê2, ê3] = iê1 . (4.1)

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

[êi, êj] = iǫijk êk . (4.2)

For a operator-space metric proportional to the identity metric GIJ ∼ δIJ , the Euler-Arnold

equation (2.9) for the optimal path in SU
(

2N
)

is solved exactly by the straight-line solution

V I(s) = vI 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

vI = tωI , and a corresponding complexity that is linear in time

C(exact)

su(2N)
= t|ω| , (4.3)

up to the presence of conjugate points (see [13, 48] for more discussion of conjugate points in

SU
(

2N
)

). This matches exactly the perturbative result (3.38)

C(pert)

su(2N)
≈ t|ω|

(

1− 1

24

|Ω2|2
|ω|2

)

= t|ω| , (4.4)

since the ΩI
2 vanish identically in this case. Thus, the perturbative result in this case matches

the exact result.

For a generic metric GIJ , 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 Gij = δij for i, j ≤ k, while other directions

labeled by α, β ≥ k have a large cost associated to them Gαβ = µδαβ, with µ ≫ 1, so that the
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metric takes block-diagonal form

GIJ =





















1

1

µ

µ





















. (4.5)

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

C ≈ √
µ t |ωhard|

[

1− 1

24

|ǫijαωjωα|
|ωhard|2

µ t2
]

, (4.6)

where |ωhard|2 =
∑

α(ω
α)2 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
√
µ and the magnitude of the

target operator parameters |ωhard|. 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,

eiαêieiβêj = ei(αêi+βêj)−
i
2
αβǫijαêα+... (4.7)

for some specific i, j in the easy directions and some α in the hard directions. Because of this

effect, the rapid linear growth soon shuts off at a timescale of order tpert ∼ (
√
µ|ωhard|)−1, which

is parametrically small for µ ≫ 1. However, the complexity for su(N) also has a new behavior:

if the target operator is only “hard”, so that the {ωi} 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 ê3 to be the “hard”

direction, the complexity at early times becomes

Csu(2) ≈
√
µ ω3 t

[

1− 1

24

(

(ω1)2 + (ω2)2
)

µt2
]

, (4.8)

so that the correction to the rapid linear growth becomes independent of ω3, 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 â, â† with [â, â†] = 1

ê1 =
â2 + â†2

4
, ê2 =

i
(

â2 − â†2
)

4
, ê3 =

ââ† + â†â

4
. (4.9)
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These operators satisfy the su(1, 1) Lie algebra,

[ê1, ê2] = −iê3, [ê3, ê1] = iê2, [ê2, ê3] = iê1 , (4.10)

with structure constants:

f 3
12 = −1, f 2

31 = 1, f 1
23 = 1 . (4.11)

Target operators built from these gates belong to the group4 SU(1, 1)

Ûtarget = e−iω1tê1−iω2tê2−iω3tê3 , (4.12)

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

Ûtarget = Ŝ(r, φ)R̂(θ) , (4.13)

with

Ŝ(r, φ) = e
r
2
(e−2iφâ2−e2iφâ†2) = e−2ir(sin(2φ)ê1+cos(2φ)ê2) ; (4.14)

R̂(θ) = e−iθ â†â+ââ†

2 = e−2iθê3 , (4.15)

where r = r(t), the squeezing parameter, characterizes the amount of squeezing, φ = φ(t) is

the squeezing angle, and θ = θ(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 GIJ ∼ δIJ and a target

operator along the direction ωI = (0, 0, α)

Ûtarget = e−iα t ê3 , (4.16)

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 θ = ω̃ t/2).

The exact solution is known to be the straight-line V 1(s) = V 2(s) = 0, V 3(s) = αt resulting in

the complexity [8]

C(exact)
su(1,1) = min

n
|2πn− αt| , (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 ΩI
2 = 0, so the perturbative

complexity grows linearly with time

C(pert)
su(1,1) = |ω|t = αt , (4.18)

matching the exact solution (4.17) at early times (the perturbative result cannot easily see the

periodicity effect described in [8]).

4Alternatively, 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

C(pert)
su(1,1) = |ω|t

[

1− 1

6

((ω1)2 + (ω2)2)(ω3)2

|ω|2 t2
]

= 2
√

r(t)2 + θ(t)2
[

1− 2

3

r(t)2θ(t)2

r(t)2 + θ(t)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 ê1, ê2 gates, corresponding to an inverted oscillator, are

weighted more than the free Hamiltonian gate ê3, e.g.

GIJ =





µ 0 0

0 µ 0

0 0 1



 , (4.20)

for µ ≫ 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
√
µ t, but the higher order terms quickly become important

around the timescale (3.48) tpert ∼ |ω|−1 ∼ 1/(
√
µ|ωhard|), which is suppressed parametrically

by µ, shutting off the rapid linear growth. For the su(1, 1) gates, the corresponding complexity

for an arbitrary target operator takes the form

C(pert)
µ,su(1,1) ≈

√

(ω1)2 + (ω2)2
√
µ t

[

1− 1

24
(ω3)2 t2

]

. (4.21)

As expected, the leading-order behavior is rapid linear growth proportional to
√
µ 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 ω3 direction,

tconj ∼ (ω3)
−1. Thus, the rapid linear growth occurs for a parametrically longer time, a feature

that appears to be unique to the ê1, ê2 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 β

Ĥcoupled =
1

2m

(

p̂21 + p̂22
)

+
mα2

2

(

x̂21 + x̂22
)

+ β (x̂1x̂2) (4.22)

= α(â†1â1 + â†2â2) +
β̃
2
(â1â2 + â1â

†
2 + â2â

†
1 + â†1â

†
2) ,

where β̃ ≡ β/(mα), we re-wrote the Hamiltonian in terms of the (free) raising and lowering

operators

â =

√

mα

2

(

x̂+
i

mα
p̂

)

, â† =

√

mα

2

(

x̂− i

mα
p̂

)

, (4.23)
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and we assumed the two oscillators have the same fundamental frequency α. The Hamiltonian

(4.22) can also be seen as arising from the coupled oscillators,

Ĥ =
1

2m

(

p̂21 + p̂22
)

+
mk2

2

(

x̂21 + x̂22
)

+
β

2
(x̂1 − x̂2)

2 , (4.24)

with fundamental frequency α2 = k2 + β/m. The relative strength of the coupling between

the oscillators compared to their fundamental frequency is controlled by the dimensionless

parameter β̃/α.

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:

ê0 =
1
2
(â1â

†
1 + â2â

†
2), ê1 =

1
2
(â1â

†
1 − â2â

†
2, )

ê2 =
1
2
(â†1â

†
2 + â1â2), ê3 =

i
2
(â†1â

†
2 − â1â2),

ê4 =
1
2
(â2â

†
1 + â1â

†
2), ê5 =

i
2
(â2â

†
1 − â1â

†
2), (4.25)

ê6 =
1
2
(â†21 + â21), ê7 =

i
2
(â†21 − â21),

ê8 =
1
2
(â†22 + â22), ê9 =

i
2
(â†22 − â22),

In terms of these gates, the coupled Hamiltonian (4.22) can be written

Ĥcoupled = 2αê0 + β̃ (ê2 + ê4) . (4.26)

This algebra is closed, with the commutation relations

[ê0, ê2] = −iê3, [ê0, ê3] = iê2, [ê0, ê6] = −iê7, [ê0, ê7] = iê6, [ê0, ê8] = −iê9, [ê0, ê9] = iê8

[ê1, ê4] = −iê5, [ê1, ê5] = iê4, [ê1, ê6] = −iê7, [ê1, ê7] = iê6, [ê1, ê8] = iê9, [ê1, ê9] = −iê8
[ê2, ê3] = i(ê0 − 1

2
), [ê2, ê4] =

i
2
(ê7 + ê9), [ê2, ê5] =

i
2
(ê8 − ê6), [ê2, ê6] = −iê5, [ê2, ê7] = iê4

[ê2, ê8] = iê5, [ê2, ê9] = iê4

[ê3, ê4] = − i
2
(ê6 + ê8), [ê3, ê5] =

i
2
(ê9 − ê7), [ê3, ê6] = −iê4, [ê3, ê7] = −iê5, [ê3, ê8] = −iê4, [ê3, ê9] = iê5

[ê4, ê5] = −iê1, [ê4, ê6] = −iê3, [ê4, ê7] = iê2, [ê4, ê8] = −iê3, [ê4, ê9] = iê2

[ê5, ê6] = −iê2, [ê5, ê7] = −iê3, [ê5, ê8] = iê2, [ê5, ê9] = iê3

[ê6, ê7] = i(2ê0 + 2ê1 − 1), [ê8, ê9] = i(2ê0 − 2ê1 − 1) . (4.27)

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

δIJ , the leading-order linear in time behavior for the target operator Ûtarget = exp
[

−itĤcoupled

]

=

exp
[

−itωI êI
]

is

Ccoupled ≈ |ω|t =
(

4α2 + 2β̃2
)1/2

t . (4.28)

In the decoupling limit β̃ → 0, this indeed gives the correct scaling for two decoupled oscillators

C → 2α t. At next-to-leading order in time, the corrections depend on the magnitude of the

vector

ΩI
2 = GILfJ

LKω
KGJMω

M . (4.29)
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Using the structure constants extracted from the algebra above, it is straightforward to find

|Ω2|2 = 16α2β̃2 + 8β̃4 so that the next-to-leading order complexity takes the simple form

Ccoupled ≈ |ω|t
(

1− 1

24

|Ω2|2
|ω|2 t

2

)

=
(

4α2 + 2β̃2
)1/2

t

(

1− 1

6
β̃2t2

)

. (4.30)

We see that while the growth rate of complexity is set by the prefactor |ω| =
√

4α2 + 2β̃2,

the timescale for the corrections in (4.30) to be important is set only by the coupling between

the oscillators β̃. For weak coupling β̃ ≪ α, these two timescales are parametrically separate

from each other and the linear growth of complexity is dominant. However, for strong coupling

β̃ ≫ α the rapid linear growth of complexity with rate β̃−1 is quickly shut off by the interactions

within the same timescale t ∼ β̃−1, 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

x̂± = (x̂1 ± x̂2)/
√
2, p̂± = (p̂1 ± p̂2)/

√
2

Ĥnormal =
1

2m

(

p̂2+ + p̂2−
)

+
m

2

(

α2
+x̂

2
+ + α2

−x̂
2
−

)

= α+â
†
+â+ + α−â

†
−â− , (4.31)

where α2
+ = k2, α2

− = k2 + 2β/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 Ûnormal = exp
[

−itĤnormal

]

grows strictly linearly with time according to Section 4.2

Cnormalmode = |ω|t =
√

α2
+ + α2

− t =
√
2α t , (4.32)

in terms of the fundamental frequency α. At first glance this seems to contradict the result

(4.30) using the original x̂1, x̂2 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 â†±â± 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 α

Ĥanharm =
1

2m
p̂2 +

mα2

2
x̂2 + λx̂4

=
(

α + 3λ̃
)

ê0 +
1

2
λ̃ (3ê1 + 3ê2 + 2ê3 + ê4) , (4.33)

where λ̃ ≡ λ/(m2α2), we re-wrote the Hamiltonian in terms of the (free) raising and lowering

operators

â =

√

mα

2

(

x̂+
i

mω
p̂

)

, â† =

√

mα

2

(

x̂− i

mω
p̂

)

, (4.34)

and used the “target” gates {ê0 . . . ê4}

ê0 = â†â , (4.35)

ê1 =
(

â†2 + â2
)

,

ê2 = â†2â2 ,

ê3 =
(

â†3â+ â†â3
)

,

ê4 =
(

â†4 + â4
)

.

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 λ̃/α.

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

two of these gates generates

[ê1, ê3] = −2
(

â†4 − â4
)

, (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 ê7 = i
(

â†4 − â4
)

(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 â†, â, as in

[ê2, ê7] = 12iê4 + 8i
(

â†5â+ â†â5
)

. (4.37)

It is straightforward to see that this process will not stop, with increasingly higher powers of

â†, â 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 t only requires the target gates (4.35) and some finite set of generated

gates. For example, consider a target unitary operator of the form

Ûtarget = e−iĤanharmt = e−itωI êI , (4.38)
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where Ĥanharm and the target operator vector components ωI can be extracted from (4.33). For

a equal-cost metric GIJ = δIJ , the leading-order result is simply given by

C ≈ |ω|t =
√

α2 +
89

16
λ̃2 t , (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 λ̃ to be small compared to

the fundamental frequency α, so the result is perturbative in time, but is valid for all λ̃, even

for λ̃≫ α.

At the next order in time, the complexity

C ≈ |ω|t
(

1− 1

24

|Ω2|2
|ω|2 t2

)

, (4.40)

becomes sensitive to the algebra of the gate set through

ΩI
2 = GILfJ

LKω
KGJMω

M . (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 {êi} = {ê0, ê1, ê2, ê3, ê4} with latin indicies i, j, ...,

and a set of “generated gates” denoted as {êα} with greek indicies α, β, .... By definition the

target operator vector components are zero along the “generated” directions, {ωI} = {ωi, ωα} =

{ωi, 0}, but the vector ΩI
2 may in principle have components along the target gate directions Ωi

2

as well as the generated gate directions Ωα
2 . Examining the structure of (4.41), first notice that

components of ΩI
2 along the target gate directions only contain contributions from structure

constants among the target gates themselves,

Ωi
2 = GiℓfJ

ℓKω
KGJMω

M = Giℓf j
ℓkω

kGjmω
m , (4.42)

where we will assume that the cost metric GIJ 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 Ωα
2 takes the form

Ωα
2 = GαβfJ

βKω
KGJMω

M = Gαβf j
βkω

kGjmω
m . (4.43)

These components will be non-zero if there are non-vanishing structure constants of the form

f j
βk mixing target and generated gates, which arise through an algebra with contributions of

the form

[êβ, êk] = if j
βkêj + . . . (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 {êα} that lead to an algebra of the form (4.44), find the

corresponding structure constants f j
βk, use these to calculate the vector Ωα

2 in (4.43), which

then directly leads to the complexity (4.40).

The details of the algebra and resulting components of ΩI
2 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 êα that will generate an algebra of this form. The generated

gates that can potentially contribute to terms of the form (4.44) are

ê5 = i
(

â†2 − â2
)

, ê8 = â†6 + â6 , (4.45)

ê6 = i
(

â†3â− â†â3
)

, ê9 = i
(

â†6 − â6
)

,

ê7 = i
(

â†4 − â4
)

, ê10 = â†5â+ â†â5 ,

ê11 = i
(

â†5â− â†â5
)

,

ê12 = â†4â2 + â†2â4 ,

ê13 = i
(

â†4â2 − â†2â4
)

,

ê14 = â†3â3 .

By explicitly calculating the commutation relations between the target gates (4.35) and the

generated gates (4.45) we can extract the f j
βk for (4.44) and calculate (4.43) for a given choice

of cost metric GIJ . Interestingly, the components of Ωi
2 along the target gate directions vanish

identically, so that only the generated gate components Ωα
2 contribute to the next-to-leading

order in time result for complexity. For an equal-cost metric GIJ = δIJ , we find

|Ω2|2 = λ̃2
(

aα2 + b α λ̃+ c λ̃2
)

, (4.46)

where a, b, c are pure numbers with values a = 24 749 , b = 287 653 , c = 1 257 067. The resulting

complexity (4.40) thus becomes

Canharm ≈ |ω|t
(

1− 1

24

|Ω2|2
|ω|2 t2

)

=

(

α2 +
89

16
λ̃2
)1/2

t



1− 1

24

λ̃2
(

aα2 + b α λ̃+ c λ̃2
)

α2 + 89
16
λ̃2

t2



 . (4.47)

An interesting feature of this calculation is that it is not necessary to assume that the anhar-

monic parameter λ̃ is small (in this case, small in comparison to the fundamental frequency α

of the corresponding harmonic oscillator). Instead, the result (4.47) is valid for any λ̃. 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 λ̃. In particular, from

(4.47) we see that in the limit of a weak anharmonic parameter λ̃≪ α, the linear growth rate

of complexity is controlled by the fundamental frequency α, while the timescale for corrections

to this linear growth are controlled by the anharmonic parameter λ̃, C ≈ αt(1 − aλ̃2t2/24).

Alternatively, in the limit of a strong anharmonic parameter λ̃ ≫ α, both of these scales are

controlled by λ̃−1 since C ≈ λ̃ t(1 − cλ̃2t2/24). 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(t3), 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 µ compared to the target gates. Since the components Ωi
2 vanish along the target gate

directions, the cost factor shows up as an inverse power of µ in Ωα
2 from (4.43):

C ≈
(

α2 +
89

16
λ̃2
)1/2

t



1− 1

24

λ̃2
(

aα2 + b α λ̃+ c λ2
)

µ(α2 + 89
16
λ̃2)

t2



 . (4.48)

Since none of the “generated” gates have a contribution to ωI , when the cost factor is large

µ≫ 1 the higher order corrections to complexity vanish and complexity simply becomes linear

in time and independent of µ, 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

Ĥ =
1

2

∫

dd−1x

[

π̂2(x) +
(

~∇φ̂
)2

+m2φ̂2

]

, (4.49)

on a lattice with spacing δ. We can rewrite (4.49) as a sum over the lattice sites ~n

Ĥlattice =
∑

~n

[

P̂ (~n)2

2M
+
M

2
k2X̂(~n)2 +

β

2

∑

i

(X̂(~n)− X̂(~n− x̂i))
2

]

, (4.50)

where the x̂i are unit vectors that point along the lattice and we defined β = 1/δ3, M = 1/δ,

k = m, and X̂ = δd/2φ̂, P̂ = δd/2π̂.

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

(4.50)

Ĥchain =
N
∑

i=1

[

P̂ 2
i

2M
+
Mα2

2
X̂2

i +
β

2

(

X̂i − X̂i+1

)2
]

, (4.51)

where we take the boundary conditions to be periodic, e.g. X̂N+1 = X̂1. 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 X̂i, P̂i in terms

of raising and lowering operators along the lines of (4.23), the lattice Hamiltonian (4.51) can

be written as

Ĥchain =
N
∑

i=1

[

αâ†i âi +
β̃

2

(

â†i â
†
i+1 + âiâi+1 + â†i âi+1 + âiâ

†
i+1

)

]

, (4.52)

where the fundamental frequency is α =
√

m2 + β/M =
√

m2 + 1/δ2 and β̃ = β/(Mα), 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

β̃

α
=

β

Mα2
=

1

m2δ2 + 1
≈
{

1
m2δ2

≪ 1 for m≫ 1/δ

O(1) for m≪ 1/δ (i.e. δ → 0) .
(4.53)

Thus we see that the “continuum limit” in which the lattice spacing goes to zero δ → 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 β̃, 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 (2N,R)

b̂+i =
1

2

(

â†i â
†
i+1 + âiâi+1

)

, b̂−i =
i

2

(

â†i â
†
i+1 − âiâi+1

)

,

ĉ+i =
1

2

(

â†i âi+1 + âiâ
†
i+1

)

, ĉ−i =
i

2

(

â†i âi+1 − âiâ
†
i+1

)

, (4.54)

d̂+i =
1

2

(

â†2i + â2i

)

, d̂−i =
i

2

(

â†2i − â2i

)

,

ĥi = â†i âi .

With these gates, (4.52) becomes

Ĥchain =
N
∑

i=1

[

αĥ+i +
β

Mα

(

b̂+i + ĉ+i

)

]

, (4.55)

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

operator Ûtarget = exp
[

−itĤchain

]

, the complexity at early times is

Cchain =
√
N

√

4α2 + 2

(

β

Mα

)2

t

(

1− 1

6

(

β

Mα

)2
)

(4.56)

=
√
N

√

4m2 +
4

δ2
+ 2

1/δ4

m2 + 1/δ2
t

(

1− 1

24

1/δ4

m2 + 1/δ2
t2
)

(4.57)

≈







2
√
N mt

(

1− 1
24

1
m2δ2

t2

δ2
t2
)

for m≫ 1/δ
√
N t

δ

(

1− 1
24

t2

δ2

)

for m≪ 1/δ (i.e. δ → 0) .
(4.58)

We see that in the continuum limit δ → 0, the linear growth of complexity diverges proportion-

ally to the inverse of the lattice spacing δ−1. 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
√
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
√

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

Ĥ =

∫

dd−1x

[

1

2
π̂2(x) +

1

2

(

~∇φ̂
)2

+
1

2
m2φ̂2 +

1

12
λ̂φ4

]

. (4.59)

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 λ̂→ 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 δ and consider it as a set

of coupled harmonic oscillators with self-interactions

Ĥint =
∑

~n

[

P̂ (~n)2

2M
+

1

2
Mk2X̂(~n)2 +

β

2

∑

i

(

X̂(~n)− X̂(~n− x̂i)
)2

+ λX̂(~n)4

]

. (4.60)

with the same definitions forM, k, β as in (4.50), and now we have an anharmonic parameter λ =

λ̂/(12δd+1). The resulting Hamiltonian is a combination of coupled oscillators with fundamental

frequency α2 = m2+β/M , as in Section 4.3, combined with anharmonic self-interactions similar

to (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 ≈ |ω|t ∼
√
N

√

aα2 + bβ̃2 + cλ̃2 t , (4.61)

where β̃ = β/(Mα) (see below (4.52)) and λ̃ = λ/(M2α2) (see below (4.33), and a, b, c 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 α, the coupled oscillator interaction β̃, or the

anharmonic self-interaction λ̃. Note that the limit of λ̃ → 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))

β̃

α
=

β

M(k2 + 1/δ2)
=

1

1 +m2δ2
, (4.62)

which approaches O(1) in the continuum limit δ → 0. On the other hand, the strength of the

self-interactions will be controlled by the dimensionless quantity

λ̃

α
=

λ

M2α3
=

λ̂

12δd−1(m2 + 1/δ2)3/2
≈
{

λ̂
12δd−1m3 for m≫ 1/δ

λ̂
12δd−4 for m≪ 1/δ

(4.63)
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in terms of the original coupling constant λ̂ of the interacting field theory. Interestingly, for

d < 4 the effective strength of the anharmonic term vanishes in the continuum limit δ → 0,

so the complexity of the system is dominated by the free scalar field result (4.56) C ∼
√
N t/δ

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 ∼
√

λ̂ t/δ(d−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 λ̃, 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 δ−1. For stronger self-interaction λ̃, 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 λ̃−1 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 Ûtarget = exp
[

−itĤ
]

for an arbitrary time-

independent Hamiltonian Ĥ . In addition to the Hamiltonian Ĥ , a calculation of the quantum

circuit complexity also requires a choice of Hermitian gates {ÔI} in which the Hamiltonian is

decomposed as Ĥ = ωIÔI , and a “cost” metric GIJ that characterizes the difficulty in building

the target unitary with the gates {ÔI}.
Without making any assumptions on the form of the Hamiltonian, gates, or cost metric,

we showed in Section 3 that the complexity of Ûtarget takes a universal form at early times

C ≈ t|ω|
(

1− 1

24

|Ω2|2
|ω|2 t2

)

, (5.1)

where |ω| =
√
GIJωIωJ is the magnitude of the Hamiltonian decomposed along the gate set.

The quantity |Ω2| is the magnitude of a real vector that depends on the components of ωI

and the structure constants fK
IJ of the algebra of the gates, [ÔI , ÔJ ] = ifK

IJÔK . 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−iβIÔIe−iγIÔI = e−i(βI+γI)ÔI+βIγJ [ÔI ,ÔJ ]+... = e−i(βI+γI)ÔI−
i
2
βIγJfK

IJ ÔK+... (5.2)

where the . . . represent terms with higher commutators of the gates. Through the algebra and

the structure constants fK
IJ , a circuit can generate additional terms, reducing its length, leading

to the suppression of the linear growth of complexity in (5.1) through the |Ω2| term. In special

circumstances, however, |Ω2| = 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
(hard)
IJ ∼ µ≫ 1 is large,

the linear growth of the complexity scales as the square root of the cost fact C ∼ √
µ t|ωhard|,

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(2N) 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 GIJ . 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 λ̂φ4

scalar field theories in d spacetime dimensions by discretizing them on a lattice with spacing δ.

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 |Ω2|, scales with δ in the continuum limit as well as the self-

interaction coupling constant λ̂. Surprisingly, we found that for d ≤ 6 spacetime dimensions,

the initial linear growth in complexity is independent of any λ̂φ4 self-interaction in the con-

tinuum limit, scaling as C ∼
√
Nt/δ for N → ∞ lattice sites and δ → 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.

Acknowledgment

We would like to thank Chandan Jana for discussions. G. J. is supported by the “Quantum

Technologies for Sustainable Development” project from the National Institute for Theoretical

and Computational Sciences (NITheCS).

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 {OI}. 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

dℓ2 = tr(Ω†
JΩ) ds2 . (A.1)

The matrix quantity Ω is the velocity on the group manifold and is related to group elements

along the path by Ω = iU̇U−1 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 Ω in the basis OI ,

we have Ω = V I(s)OI . The corresponding metric elements in this basis will then be given by

tr(O†
IJOJ) = GIJ . In the case of an orthonormal basis of gates, and if we choose J to be the

identity matrix then the metric will be GIJ = δIJ . On the other hand if for a given group if we

use the adjoint representation for the basis gates OI , then the metric will be the Cartan-Killing

form i.e. GIJ = KIJ = fL
IMf

M
LJ .

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

ℓ =

∫ 1

0

√

V IV JGIJ ds . (A.2)

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 I are induced from variations of g that are fixed at the endpoints i.e.

δU(0) = δU(1) = 0. Here we fix U(0) = 1 and U(1) = Utarget, some fixed target operator.

Second, for the sake of the equations of motion, we could use the equivalent action

S = 1
2

∫ 1

0

V IV JGIJ ds . (A.3)

Varying this action we simply get

δS =

∫ 1

0

δV IV JGIJ ds . (A.4)

In order to obtain the equations of motion we should find the relation of δV and δÛ . From the

definition we have:

V I = iGIJ tr(O†
J U̇U

−1) , (A.5)
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where GIJ is the inverse of GIJ . Variation of both sides leads to

δV I = iGIJ tr(O†
JδU̇U

−1 −O†
J U̇U

−1δUU−1) . (A.6)

Now we define the variable η = iδUU−1 that, like δU , vanishes at both ends. Expanding it in

the basis as η = ηIOI and taking a derivative with respect to the circuit time s we find

η̇I = iGIJ tr(O†
JδU̇U

−1 −O†
JδUU

−1U̇U−1) . (A.7)

Comparing these equations we find

δV I = η̇I + f I
JKV

KηJ , (A.8)

where we have used the algebra of the gates

[OJ ,OK ] = if I
JKOI .

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

δS = 2

∫ 1

0

VI(η̇
I + f I

JKV
KηJ) . (A.9)

By integration by parts and with the vanishing of ηI at the endpoints, we find

GIJ V̇
I = GLKf

L
IJV

KV J , (A.10)

which is the Euler-Arnold equation for the V I .

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

Û(ttarget) = e−i
∫ t

0
ω(τ)I ÔIdτ . (B.1)

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

Û(t)target =1̂− itωIÔI −
t2

2
(ωIÔI)

2 − it2

2
ω′IÔI

+ i
t3

6
(ωIÔI)

3 − i
t3

6
ω′′IÔI −

t3

2
ωIω′JÔIÔJ − i

t3

4
ωIω′JfK

IJÔK

+O(t4) , (B.2)

where by ω, ω′ and ω′′, we mean ω(0), ω′(0) and ω′′(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(t3) is

C ≈ t|ω|
(

1 + 1
2
t
ω

′ · ω
|ω|2 +

t2

|ω|2
[

− 1
24
|Ω2|2 − 1

8

|ω′ · ω|2
|ω|2 + 1

8
|ω′|2 − 1

2
Ω2 · ω′ + 1

6
ω

′′ · ω
])

.

(B.3)

Clearly, this reduces to the time-independent result (3.38) when ωI 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

Ĥanharm =
1

2m
p̂2 +

mα2

2
x̂2 + λx̂4

=
(

α + 3λ̃
)

ê0 +
1

2
λ̃ (3ê1 + 3ê2 + 2ê3 + ê4) , (C.1)

where λ̃ ≡ λ/(mα2), and we used the “target” gates {êi} (denoted by latin indicies)

ê0 = â†â ; (C.2)

ê1 =
(

â†2 + â2
)

;

ê2 = â†2â2 ;

ê3 =
(

â†3â + â†â3
)

;

ê4 =
(

â†4 + â4
)

,

in terms of the (free) raising and lowering operators

â =

√

mα

2

(

x̂+
i

mω
p̂

)

, â† =

√

mα

2

(

x̂− i

mω
p̂

)

. (C.3)

In addition to the “target” gates above, we also need to introduce a natural set of “generated”

gates {êα} (denoted by greek indicies)5

ê5 = i
(

â†2 − â2
)

, ê8 = â†6 + â6 , (C.4)

ê6 = i
(

â†3â− â†â3
)

, ê9 = i
(

â†6 − â6
)

,

ê7 = i
(

â†4 − â4
)

, ê10 = â†5â+ â†â5 ,

ê11 = i
(

â†5â− â†â5
)

,

ê12 = â†4â2 + â†2â4 ,

ê13 = i
(

â†4â2 − â†2â4
)

,

ê14 = â†3â3 .

These generated gates include all Hermitian combinations of powers of ân, â†m 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 {êi} and the generated gates {êα} 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

[êI , êJ ] = ifK
IJ êK . The algebra constructed by commuting the target gates with each other is

[ê0, ê1] = −2iê5 , [ê1, ê2] = −2iê5 − 4iê6 , (C.5)

[ê0, ê2] = 0 , [ê1, ê3] = −2iê7 ,

[ê0, ê3] = −2iê6 , [ê1, ê4] = −12iê5 − 8iê6 ,

[ê0, ê4] = −4iê7 , [ê2, ê3] = −6iê6 − 4iê13 ,

[ê3, ê4] = −24iê5 − 36iê6 − 4iê9 − 12iê13 , [ê2, ê4] = −12iê7 − 8iê11 .

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, fk
ij = 0, but we have

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

gate. Because of the structure of the vector ΩI
2, 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 fk
iα that involve

commutators between a target gate and a generated gate leading to a target gate, of the form

[êi, êα] = ifk
iαêk + . . . (C.6)

where the . . . could be additional terms involving generated gates. For commutators involving

ê0, we can use the relation

[

a†a, a†kaℓ ± a†ℓak
]

= (k − ℓ)
(

a†kaℓ ∓ a†ℓak
)

, (C.7)

to find the algebra

[ê0, ê5] = 2iê1 , [ê0, ê6] = 2iê3 , [ê0, ê7] = 4iê4 , (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

[ê1, ê5] = 4i+ 8iê0 [ê2, ê5] = 2iê1 + 4iê3 (C.9)

[ê1, ê6] = 12iê0 + 12iê2 − 2iê4 [ê2, ê6] = 6iê3 + 4iê12

[ê1, ê7] = 12iê1 + 8iê3 [ê2, ê7] = 12iê4 + 8iê10

[ê1, ê9] = 30iê4 + 12iê10 [ê3, ê5] = 12iê0 + 12iê2 + 2iê4

[ê1, ê11] = 20iê3 − 8iê8 + 10iê12 [ê3, ê6] = 12iê0 + 36iê2 + 16iê14

[ê1, ê13] = 24iê2 − 2iê4 − 4iê10 + 16ie14 [ê3, ê7] = 24iê1 + 36iê3 + 4iê8 + 12iê12

[ê4, ê5] = 12iê1 + 8iê4 [ê3, ê9] = 120iê4 + 90iê10 + higher-order

[ê4, ê6] = 24iê1 + 36iê3 − 4iê8 + 12iê12 [ê3, ê11] = 60iê3 + 60iê12 + higher-order

[ê4, ê7] = 48i+ 192iê0 + 144iê2 + 32iê14 [ê3, ê13] = 48iê2 − 6iê10 + 72iê14

+ higher-order

[ê4, ê9] = 360iê1 + 480iê3 + 180iê12 [ê4, ê11] = 240iê0 + 480iê2 + 240iê14

+ higher-order + higher-order

[ê4, ê13] = 24iê1 + 96iê3 + 12iê8 + 72iê12

+ higher-order

where “higher-order” denotes a (Hermitian) contribution of the form â†nâm 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

ΩI
2 = GILfJ

LKω
KGJMω

M . (C.10)

As discussed in Section 4.4, assuming a diagonal, equal-cost metric GIJ = δIJ , the structure of

(C.10) simplifies so that the components along the target gate directions take the form

Ωi
2 = GiℓfJ

ℓKω
KGJMω

M = Giℓf j
ℓkω

kGjmω
m . (C.11)

– 28 –



Since we do not have any non-zero structure constants of this form, these components vanish

identically Ωi
2 = 0. The components of (C.10) along the generated gates directions takes the

form

Ωα
2 = GαβfJ

βKω
KGJMω

M = Gαβf j
βkω

kGjmω
m . (C.12)

For the algebra (C.8) and (C.9), it is straightforward to find the f j
βk = −f j

kβ and calculate

(C.12), which has components

Ω5
2 = −27αλ̃− 243

2
λ̃2 , Ω6

2 = 4αλ̃− 83

2
λ̃2 , (C.13)

Ω7
2 = −98αλ̃− 444λ̃2 , Ω8

2 = 0 ,

Ω9
2 = −1185

2
λ̃2 , Ω10

2 = 0 ,

Ω11
2 = −120αλ̃− 810λ̃2 , Ω12

2 = 0 ,

Ω13
2 = −381

2
λ̃2 , Ω14

2 = 0 .

From these components, it is straightforward to calculate |Ω2|2 = GIJΩ
I
2Ω

J
2 , which appears in

the subleading-in-time expression for complexity

|Ω2|2 = λ̃2
(

aα2 + b α λ̃+ c λ2
)

, (C.14)

where a, b, c are pure numbers with values a = 24 749 , b = 287 653 , c = 1 257 067.

It is also easy to extend these calculations for a cost-metric that is diagonal, but gives a

higher cost µ to the “generated” gates compared to the target gates, e.g.

GIJ =





















1

1

µ

µ





















. (C.15)

Since the vector ΩI
2 only has components along the “generated” gates direction, this simply

multiplies the result of (C.14) by an inverse factor of the weight µ:

|Ω2|2 =
λ̃2

µ

(

aα2 + b α λ̃+ c λ2
)

, (C.16)

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