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We investigate the relationship between Krylov complexity and operator quantum speed limits
(OQSLs) of the complexity operator and level repulsion in random/integrable matrices and many-
body systems. An enhanced level-repulsion corresponds to increased OQSLs in random/integrable
matrices. However, in many-body systems, the dynamics is more intricate due to the tensor product
structure of the models. Initially, as the integrability-breaking parameter increases, the OQSL
also increases, suggesting that breaking integrability allows for faster evolution of the complexity
operator. At larger values of integrability-breaking, the OQSL decreases, suggesting a slowdown
in the operator’s evolution speed. Information-theoretic properties, such as scrambling, coherence
and entanglement, of Krylov basis operators in many-body systems, are also investigated. The
scrambling behaviour of these operators exhibits distinct patterns in integrable and chaotic cases.
For systems exhibiting chaotic dynamics, the Krylov basis operators remain a reliable measure of
these properties of the time-evolved operator at late times. However, in integrable systems, the
Krylov operator’s ability to capture the entanglement dynamics is less effective, especially during
late times.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum chaos refers to the study of quantum sys-
tems which exhibit characteristics akin to classical chaos.
In chaotic classical systems, slight differences in initial
conditions can lead to vastly different dynamics, making
long-term predictions difficult. One of the primary indi-
cators of quantum chaos is the level spacing distribution
[1, 2], which describes the statistical properties of the en-
ergy levels of a quantum system. Another key quantity
is the Loschmidt echo [3], which measures the sensitiv-
ity of a quantum system to perturbations by comparing
the time evolution of an initial state with and without
a small perturbation. This quantity can provide insights
into the stability and reversibility of quantum evolution.
The chaotic behaviour in quantum systems can also be
explored through other dynamical quantities like Out-of-
Time-Ordered Correlators (OTOCs) [4–6] and by other
information theoretic quantities like entangling power etc.

Recently, significant attention has been directed toward
studying the dynamics of operators in Heisenberg’s pic-
ture, particularly in exploring quantum chaos [7]. Even
closed quantum systems can exhibit thermalisation be-
havior, where the long-time behavior of observables can
be described by thermal ensembles [8–10]. Such investi-
gations also include studying OTOCs, circuit complexity,
and operator entanglement entropy. The OTOC is a pow-
erful diagnostic of operator growth, which measures the
spreading of the local operator O1 by the correlation func-

tion ⟨O†
1(t)O

†
2(0)O

†
1(t)O

†
2(0)⟩ with another local operator

O2 . The OTOC has been extensively utilised to study the
scrambling of quantum information. However, since scram-
bling does not necessarily imply chaos [11, 12], its utility
is limited to systems exhibiting semi-classical or large-N
limits [13, 14]. On the other hand, complexity is a concept
that lies at the intersection of computer science, quantum
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computing, and black hole physics. An important quan-
tity in this context is the Circuit complexity [15] which
quantifies the minimal number of elementary gates required
to construct the target unitary operator is the size of the
smallest circuit that produces the desired target state from
a product state. This concept has been studied [16, 17] to
characterise operator dynamics. However, its computation
is limited to only a few systems [18, 19], notably integrable
ones, due to challenges in finding the optimal combination
of gates for the shortest circuit in generic chaotic quantum
systems[20]. The difficulty is that the gates lying in later
layers of the circuit may cancel the gates in previous layers.

In [21], the authors introduced another notion of
operator complexity, namely “Krylov complexity” (K-
complexity), to characterise operators’ growth under
Heisenberg evolution. The main idea underlying the K-
complexity is that due to time evolution, the operator
O(t) evolves into an increasingly complex non-local opera-
tor whose representation in any basis of local operators re-
quires an exponentially large number of coefficients. Hence,
it is easier to treat operators of similar “complexity” as a
thermodynamic bath and look at the dynamics of the op-
erator as it flows through the baths of increasing “com-
plexity”. Their approach is based on a well-known recur-
sion method [22], widely used for probing condensed mat-
ter systems’ dynamical properties (correlation functions)
under linear response theory. The recursion method allows
for systematically constructing an orthogonal basis (Krylov
basis) of operators under the Heisenberg time evolution. K-
complexity measures how an operators O(t) grow over time
under Heisenberg evolution e−iHt in a basis which is fixed
by the operator O(t) and H. K-complexity calculation can
be mapped to the problem of finding the average position
of a quantum particle on a half-chain, with hopping matrix
elements given by the Lanczos coefficients bn. The “op-
erator growth hypothesis” states that bn grows as fast as
possible (linearly) in chaotic quantum systems.

Recently, there has been a flurry of works [23–32] on
notions similar to the K-complexity. It also has been ex-
tended periodically driven systems [33], field theory [34],
open quantum systems, random matrix models [35], ran-
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dom walks [36], and adiabatic gauge potentials [37, 38].

In addition to complexity, quantum speed limits [39, 40]
have also been employed to characterise operator dynam-
ics. Quantum speed limits are fundamental bounds on the
minimum time required for a quantum system to evolve
from one state to another. Traditional quantum speed lim-
its tend to be overly conservative when estimating rele-
vant timescales for various processes, such as thermalisa-
tion [41]. Notably, the pioneering work [42] spurred the
development of more tailored speed limits for observables.
Operator quantum speed limits (OQSLs) establish funda-
mental bounds on the rate at which quantum operators
can evolve, for example, time evolution in the Heisenberg’s
picture. These limits are essential for understanding the
maximum speed of quantum information processing [43]
and thermalisation in many-body systems [44]. In [45], the
authors generalised quantum speed limits for unitary oper-
ator flows by quantifying distance over the unitary flow. It
has been used to constrain the linear dynamical response
of quantum systems and the quantum Fisher information,
a central quantity in quantum metrology. In the next sec-
tion, we will demonstrate that K-complexity can also be
computed as the expectation value of the “Complexity Op-
erator” K(t) in the Heisenberg picture. This approach has
garnered significant attention in the field of OQSLs [28, 45–
47]. Additionally, it is of considerable interest to study the
OQSL of this operator to gain deeper insights into the dy-
namics of quantum complexity.

In [47], the growth rate of Krylov complexity was
bounded by a fundamental limit and analytically investi-
gating the conditions under which this bound is saturated.
In [45, 46], an OQSL was used to study the speed limit
of the Complexity operator. The OQSL of the complex-
ity operator is saturated when the so-called “complexity
algebra” is closed. In this work, we numerically investi-
gate the OQSL of the complexity operator in both ran-
dom/integrable matrices [1] and many-body systems. Our
analysis encompasses integrable and chaotic regimes, allow-
ing us to compare the behaviour of the OQSL of K(t) across
different types of quantum systems. The energy levels of
integrable and chaotic quantum systems follow Poisson and
Wigner-Dyson level spacing distributions respectively [48].
The advantage of studying the random/integrable matri-
ces is to study the operator growth in cases where there
is no notion of tensor product structure. Hence, only the
level statistics determine the behaviour of K-complexity
and OQSL. We will also discuss the impact of integrability-
breaking in qubit Hamiltonian on OQSLs and the prop-
erties of Krylov basis operators as their complexity in-
creases, which also provides information about the com-
plexity of the thermodynamic baths of similar complexity
through with O(t) evolves. This discussion also aims to
elucidate the relationship between operator complexity and
other information-theoretic aspects of operator dynamics,
like scrambling and entanglement entropy [49]. Scrambling
[50–52] refers to the process by which quantum informa-
tion becomes distributed across the degrees of freedom in a
system, making it inaccessible to local measurements. By
examining the average size of Krylov basis operators, we
gain insights into how widely an operator spreads over the
system’s basis states. Coherence measures the superposi-

tion of these basis states, providing a quantitative under-
standing of the operator’s complexity. For this purpose,
the following section delves into Krylov basis operators’
average size, coherence, and entanglement properties gen-
erated by the Lanczos algorithm in many-body systems.
These signatures also differentiate the scrambling mecha-
nisms of Krylov basis operators. We also verify if these
properties exhibited by Krylov basis operators are compa-
rable to those of the time-evolving operator. In summary,
this paper aims to provide a comprehensive picture of oper-
ator dynamics in many-body systems by analysing Krylov
basis operators’ average size, coherence, and entanglement.

II. K - COMPLEXITY AND OPERATOR SPEED
LIMIT

In this section, we describe the recursion method [22] and
the definition of K-complexity for an operator O evolving
under the time evolution generated by HamiltonianH. The
Lanczos algorithm constructs the so-called Krylov basis. In
this basis the, the Liouvillian L ≡ [H, .] takes a tridiagonal
form. Time evolution of an operator in Heisenberg picture
is

O(t) = e−iHtOeiHt. (1)

The Krylov space is the minimal subspace where the dy-
namics of O takes place. This subspace structure is evident
from the power series expansion of Eq. (1),

O(t) = O +
∑
n

(it)n

n!
Ln(O). (2)

The Krylov space of O(t) is the linear span of operators
constructed by repeated applications of L on O,

KO = span{O,LO,L2O, ...}. (3)

The operator O is itself a vector
∣∣O)

in the larger

Hilbert space equipped with an inner product
(
O
∣∣V )

≡
Tr(O†ρ1V ρ2). Throughout this work, we will be working
with Hilbert Schmidt inner product, i.e. ρ1 = ρ2 = I. In
this notation, the auto-correlation function takes the form

G(t) =
(
O
∣∣O(t)

)
. (4)

The orthonormal basis for Krylov space can be constructed
by applying the Lanczos algorithm. We fix the first Krylov
operator

∣∣K0

)
=

∣∣O)
and further operators can be con-

structed as∣∣Kn+1

)
=

1

bn+1
L
∣∣Kn−1

)
− bn−1

∣∣Kn−2

)
, (5)

where the Lanczos coefficients bn are fixed, and the Krylov
basis operators are normalised to unity, i.e.,

(
Kn

∣∣Kn

)
= 1.

The algorithm is stopped whenever bDK = 0 for some op-
erator

∣∣KDK

)
which also fixes the dimension of the Krylov

subsapce dim(KO) = DK which can in principle be∞. The
above algorithm suffers from numerical instability, which
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re-orthogonalisation algorithms can handle. Having calcu-
lated the Krylov basis, one can define the K-complexity
as

CK(t) =

DK∑
n

n|
(
Kn

∣∣O(t)
)
|2 =

(
O(t)

∣∣K∣∣O(t)
)
, (6)

where K is the super operator which is diagonal in the
Krylov basis K = diag(0, 1, 2, .., DK). The K-complexity
can also be defined as the average position of

∣∣O(t)
)
in the

Krylov basis.
In finite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, the notion of OQSL

[45, 46] can be used to characterise the flow of operators un-
der continuous evolution governed by the equation of mo-
tion. In this work, we will focus on the operators’ Heisen-
berg evolution (see [46] for other classes of flows). Fol-
lowing [45, 46], the central quantity here is also the auto
correlation function

(
O
∣∣O(t)

)
also known as the operator

overlap. The derivation of the OQSL relies on the map-
ping between d dimensional complex Hilbert space and 2d
dimensional real vector space. This space is endowed with
a Riemannian metric given to be the real part of

(
.
∣∣.). This

allows for the interpretation of arccos(Re
(
O
∣∣U)

) as the an-

gle between two vectors in R2d. Since the norm of O(t) is
preserved under unitary evolution, the O(t) dynamics are
contained on the 2d−1 dimensional sphere with radius ||O||
centred at the origin. The geodesic distance between two
operators O and U lying on the sphere of radius ||O|| is

dist(O,U) = ||O|| arccos(Re(O|U)

||O||2
). (7)

Now one can obtain the expression of the OQSL denoted
by τQSL by the following process. First note that

τ =
length(O(τ))
1
τ length(O(τ))

≥ dist(O,O(τ))
1
τ length(O(τ))

, (8)

where length(O(τ)) =
´ τ
0
||L(t)O(t)||dt and V(τ) =

1
τ

´ τ
0
||L(t)O(t)||dt is average speed of the evolution. Not-

ing that any curve traced by O(t) has to be greater than or
equal to geodesic distance, the speed limit can be obtained
as

τ ≥ τQSL =

√
G(0) arccos(Re(G(τ))

G(0) )

V(τ)
. (9)

One can obtain a refinement to the above OQSL [46] by
separating the part of O(t) which is stationary under uni-
tary evolution e−iLt as O(t) = S+U(t) where

(
S
∣∣U(t)

)
= 0

throughout the evolution. Hence, the refined OQSL is

τref =

√
G(0)− ||S||2 arccos(Re(G(τ)−||S||2)

G(0)−||S||2 )

V(τ)
. (10)

Having defined the refined OQSL and since [I,L] = 0 (here
I is the identity operator in same Hilbert space as L), the
OQSL for the complexity operator after this refinement is

τref = ||K̃||
arccos(

Re
(
K̃(t)

∣∣K̃)
||K̃||2 )

||[L, K̃]||
, (11)

where K̃(t) = e−iLtK̃e+iLt and K̃(t) = K(t) −(
K(t)

∣∣I) I
||I||2 .

Relation to Quantum Chaos

K-complexity and other Krylov space methods have been
studied extensively in the context of quantum chaos in
many body systems and field theories. It was conjectured
in [21] that in chaotic many-body systems in thermody-
namic limit with local O, bn grow linearly with logarith-
mic correction in 1d systems. However, the exact relation-
ship with other indicators of quantum chaos, such as level
spacing distribution, OTOC, and spectral form factor, still
needs to be determined. In finite many-body systems, the
bn also have descent and plateau regimes after the initial
linear growth.

The structure of eigenvalues of H is useful in highlighting
some of the characteristics of the Krylov subspace. Level
repulsion and Gaussian orthogonal ensemble (GOE) spec-
tral statistics are the hallmarks of quantum chaos [1], while
Poisson level spacing distributions are observed in non-
chaotic models [2]. With the eigen decomposition H =∑d

m Em

∣∣Em

〉〈
Em

∣∣, if Em = En with m ̸= n such scenarios
are called resonances. Due to the level of repulsion, such
conditions will be nearly improbable in chaotic systems.
This places a constraint on the dimension of Ker(L) [53] as
the eigenvalues of the L are Em−En. If d is the dimension
of H, then dim(Ker(L)) = d + number of resonances
and the maximum possible dimension of Krylov space
DK = d2 − dim(Ker(L)) + 1. It has also been seen nu-
merically that the Lanczos sequence bn in systems with
Poisson type level distribution have higher variances in bn
[54, 55].

OQSL of the complexity operator K saturates when the
operator L belongs to either the SU(2) or SL(2R) alge-
bra [46, 47]. The nature of the OQSL of the complexity

super operator K̂ depends on the 2 resonance conditions,
Ej + Ek = Em + En for {j, k} ̸= {m,n}. This is evi-
dent by considering another super Liouvillian S ≡ [L, .],
the eigenvalues of S are given by Ej − Em − (Ek − En)
where m,n, k, l ∈ {1, 2, ..., DK}. As any general operator
A(t) evolving under the time evolution of e−iSt, can be
decomposed into A(t) = S+V (t), where the maximum di-
mension of S is DK+ number of 2 resonances. Unlike the
1-resonance case, there can be many 2-resonances even in
GOE spectral statistics. Consequently, in finite dimension
many-body systems, the OQSL of the complexity operator
will be sub-maximal as generic many-body systems have
level repulsion and do not follow the SU(2) algebra.

III. K-COMPLEXITY AND OQSL FOR RANDOM
AND MANY-BODY HAMILTONIANS

In this section, we delve into the connection between
the level spacing distribution and the complexity operator’s
OQSL. We aim to understand how the OQSL changes as
we move from integrable systems to chaotic ones. Specif-
ically, this crossover in level spacing distribution becomes
evident when considering the level statistics of integrable
matrices [48]. A matrix H(x) = xT + V is integrable if

it has a commuting partner H̃(x) = xT̃ + Ṽ which is not
a liner combination of H and I and there does not exist
Ω such that [Ω,H] = [Ω, H̃] = 0. In this work, we will

3
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FIG. 1. behaviour of bn with level spacing
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FIG. 2. behaviour of CK(t) with level spacing

focus on type -1 integrable matrices which feature D − 1
nontrivial commuting partners. Any D×D matrix can be
parametrised as

H(x)ij = xγiγj
di − dj
ei − ej

, i ̸= j

H(x)jj = dj − x
∑
k ̸=j

γ2
k

dj − dk
ej − ek

, (12)

where γi are sampled from the distribution δ(1−|γ|2), while
ei and di represent two sets of eigenvalues drawn indepen-
dently from GOE ensembles. Integrable matrices exhibit a
parameter dependence in their eigenvectors i.e., most eigen-
states are localised in the eigenbasis of V . To study the
effects of only level repulsion on OQSL, we need to remove
this dependence by taking eigenvectors as Random vectors.
At x = 0, the level spacing follows Poisson statistics, tran-
sitioning to Wigner-Dyson statistics at x = 1. The O oper-
ator is another randomD×D matrix drawn from the GOE.
This scenario has no notion of the locality of the operator
O, making it an ideal setup for studying the dependence of
OQSL and K-complexity solely on the level spacing. The
initial linear growth of bn (Figure 1) decreases with the in-
crease in repulsion level, which is followed by a brief plateau

20 40 60 80 100
t
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20
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60

τref
x=0.2 x=0.4 x=0.6 x=0.8 x=1

FIG. 3. behaviour of OQSL with level spacing

and descent. As the initial Lanczos coefficients determine
the early behaviour of the K-complexity, the latter grows
at faster rates in cases where level repulsion is minimal,
see Figure 2. Since O is not a local operator, the early
linear growth of K-complexity cannot be associated with
scrambling [53]. The OQSL (Figure 3) of the complexity
operator increase with the increase in level repulsion.

Numerically, by analysing the Kernel of the super-
operator S = [L, .] and the decomposition of K in the
eigen-space of S, we find that I is not the only station-
ary element under e−iLt evolution. In other words, due
to non-vanishing support of |K) over ker(S), the QOSL is
not tight for choice of H and O. This limit can be further
refined by subtracting the projection of |K) on ker(S) from
the |K); for more details see [46].
We recall that the GOE does not represent generic phys-

ical systems, since all energy levels interact. Hence, it is
more prudent to study OQSL and K-complexity in many-
body systems from integrable to chaotic regimes. This work
will consider the ANNI [56, 57] Hamiltonian is a trans-
verse field Ising chain with a non-integrable next-nearest-
neighbour interaction term with open boundary conditions.
The Hamiltonian for the model is

H(g, h) = −
L∑

i=1

(ZiZi+1 + hXi + gXiXi+2), (13)

Since the ANNI model is non-integrable for |g| > 0, it can
only be handled numerically through exact diagonalisation.
We study the behaviour of K-complexity and OQSL as we
change the integrability breaking parameter g > 0. Due to
the tensor product structure of the Hamiltonian, theOQSL
and K-complexity will depend on the initial operator O and
its tensor product structure. This behaviour was absent
in the previous case, as the eigenvectors of matrices drawn
from the GOE are random. The OQSL (Figure 6) initially
increases with the integrability breaking term g and then
decreases as g increases. A key difference in the behaviour
of bn ( 4) from the RMT case is the presence of an early
rise in bn even for g = 1, which is absent in the RMT x = 1
case although both of these lie in chaotic regimes. This is
due to the local structure of O which propotional to (7XL/2

+ 4ZL/2 ) and H. There will always be initial spreading
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FIG. 5. behaviour of CK(t) with integrability breaking param-
eter g.
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FIG. 6. behaviour of OQSL with integrability breaking param-
eter g.

of the local operator irrespective of the integrability of H.
In Figure 5, the complexity grows at faster rates for higher
values of g, which is expected as the bn grows faster with n.
This behaviour is in contrast with the RMT case. Similar
to the RMT case, this OQSL is not tight for the ANNI
model, and we expect this to be the case for generic finite
many-body systems.

Overall, the OQSL of the complexity operator is deter-
mined by the spectrum of S and the projection of K on
the eigenbases of S. However, due to the tensor product
structure of the many-body Hamiltonian, it is worthwhile
to study the Krylov basis operators |Kn) in a different op-
erator basis that recognises the local structure of both H
and O. This allows us to comment on the structure of
the Krylov operators from an information-theoretic point
of view.

IV. ENTANGLEMENT AND SCRAMBLING IN
KRYLOV SPACE

According to the resource theory of scrambling [50–52],
the mechanisms by which quantum information becomes
scrambled can be categorized into two distinct classes: en-
tanglement scrambling and Magic scrambling Figure 7. In
entanglement scrambling, local Pauli operators, which ini-
tially affect only a tiny, localized part of the quantum sys-
tem, evolve into Pauli operators of larger weight. This
process spreads quantum information across a broader sys-
tem region, increasing the entanglement and making it
more challenging to extract the information without revers-
ing the entire dynamics of the many-body system. Non-
entangling unitaries do not increase the Pauli operators’
weight; under conjugation, they take weight-1 Pauli oper-
ators to weight-1 Pauli operators.

On the other hand, Magic scrambling involves trans-
forming a few Pauli operators into a complex superposi-
tion of many different Pauli operators. The “magic” of the
quantum state refers to the non-stabilizer nature of quan-
tum states that cannot be efficiently simulated by classical
means. In this case, free unitary transformation (Clifford
unitaries) on the Pauli operators preserves their structure,
changing only the phase factor, but not creating a super-
position of multiple Pauli operators. Magic scrambling of
a non-clifford unitary is quantified by the distance between
the unitary and the set of Clifford unitaries, identical to
the resource theory of Magic [58].

These distinctions highlight how local quantum informa-
tion spreads and is rendered inaccessible, contributing to
our understanding of quantum chaos and the dynamics of
complex quantum systems.

A. Influence and Coherence in Krylov Operator
space

This section studies the influence and coherence of the
time-evolved operator O(t) and the Krylov basis opera-
tors |Kn) generated during the Lanczos algorithm. We
start with the generalised n-qubit Pauli group as P⊗n

2 =
{Pa⃗ : Pa⃗ = ⊗n

i=1Pai
}a⃗∈Vn

2
with Pai

= XsiZti and ai =

5
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FIG. 7. Left - Entanglement Scrambling due to an increase in
the size of the string of Pauli operators, Right- Magic Scram-
bling due to mapping of Pauli operators into superposition of
multiple operators. Figure inspired from [50]

FIG. 8. behaviour of |ca⃗| for different Krylov basis operators
n = {6, 500, 4000} for g = 0.01 (top row) and g = 0.5 (bottom
row) .

(si, ti) ∈ V2 = Z2 ⊗Z2. X and Z are Pauli Z and X oper-
ators respectively. In this basis, it is natural to work with

the inner product
〈
O1, O2

〉
≡ Tr(O†

1O2)
2n which is just the

Hilbert Schmidt product normalised by the dimension of
the Hilbert space. Any n-qubit operatorO can now be writ-
ten as O =

∑
a⃗∈Vn

2
ca⃗Pa⃗ with ca⃗ =

〈
O,Pa⃗

〉
. The normal-

isation condition
√〈

O,O
〉
= 1 implies

∑
a⃗∈Vn

2
|ca⃗|2 = 1.

To visualize both scrambling mechanisms, we plot the ele-
ments |ca⃗| via density plots, where each row represents the
projection of the operator O on operators of a fixed size.
The elements in each row correspond to all the Pauli basis
elements of a particular size |⃗a|. Here, the size |⃗a| is de-
fined by the number of non-identity operators in the basis
element Pa⃗. For instance, a Pauli basis element with size
|⃗a| = 2 might include operators like X⊗I⊗Z or I⊗Y ⊗X.
The density plot thus provides a visual representation of
how the operator O is projected onto these basis elements

100 200 300 400 500
n

1

2

3

4

W(Kn)
g=0.01 g=0.1 g=0.5

FIG. 9. behaviour of W (Kn) integrability breaking parameter
g.

of varying sizes, highlighting the distribution of its com-
ponents. In this visualization, snapshots of Krylov basis
operators show similar patterns for small and intermediate
values of n (e.g., n = 6 and n = 500). This similarity sug-
gests that the scrambling dynamics are relatively the same
across this n.

However, for a large n = 4000, the pattern changes sig-
nificantly depending on the coupling constant g. When
g = 0.5, the Krylov operator is spread over many high-
weight operators, indicating extensive scrambling where
the operator has components across many basis elements,
each with many non-identity terms. In contrast, when
g = 0.01, only a few high-weight operators primarily sup-
port the Krylov operator. This behaviour suggests that the
operator exhibits less magic scrambling with smaller val-
ues of g, meaning that it has not diffused as broadly across
the operator basis. This reduction in scrambling implies
that the system’s evolution allows for some unscrambling
of initial quantum information. Overall, this density plot
analysis shows how the complexity and distribution of the
operator O change under different levels of integrability
breaking. Now, the average size of an operator O can be
quantified by its influence [21, 50].

W (O) =
∑
a⃗∈Vn

2

|⃗a||ca⃗|2 (14)

Influence is the average number (size) of non-Identity op-
erator in the Pauli - basis expansion of O. Another valuable
metric for assessing the spread of O in the Pauli basis is the
inverse participation ratio (IPR), given by 1∑

a⃗ |ca⃗|4 , [59, 60].

This ratio provides effective basis elements over which the
operator O(t) has significant support. The IPR captures
how coherently the operator O is distributed across the
Pauli operator basis. A low IPR indicates that O is concen-
trated in the few basis elements, suggesting a less scrambled
operator. Conversely, a high IPR signifies that O is spread
out over many basis elements, reflecting higher scrambling
and complexity. This metric serves as a measure of the co-
herence of O with respect to the Pauli basis. By analyzing
the IPR, we can gain insights into the degree to which O
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FIG. 10. behaviour of IPR(Kn) with integrability breaking
parameter g.
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FIG. 11. behaviour IPR(O(t)) with integrability breaking
parameter g.

has evolved, and how its components are distributed, pro-
viding a clearer picture of the operator’s dynamics in the
quantum system. For a unitary to function effectively as a
magic scrambler, it must also be proficient in entanglement
scrambling. Because the number of available operators to
form a superposition increases dramatically as the size of
the operator string increases. Therefore, examining the
operator’s influence and coherence is instructive for deter-
mining whether the dynamics generate entanglement and
magic scrambling.

In Figure 9, we observe that the influence of the initial
Krylov basis operators increases and then saturates for all
subsequent Krylov basis operators, regardless of the value
of g. It suggests that quantum chaos does not play a sig-
nificant role in the influence dynamic of the operator. In
contrast, the inverse participation ratio of the Krylov ba-
sis operators

∣∣Kn

)
and the time-evolved operator

∣∣O(t)
)

exhibits distinct behaviours for different values of the in-
tegrability breaking parameter g. For a small g = 0.01,
the IPR of

∣∣Kn

)
peaks at central values of n, indicating

that the operator is most coherent and localized in these
regions, which suggests limited magic scrambling. How-
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FIG. 12. behaviour of Sen of Kn with integrability breaking
parameter g.

ever, for larger values of g = 0.1 and g = 0.5, the IPR
shows a plateau-like behaviour, implying that the opera-
tor is spread more uniformly across many basis elements.
This distribution suggests more magic scrambling as the
operator forms superpositions over a more extensive set of
basis elements. By analyzing both the influence and the
IPR—we can see how the system’s dynamics facilitate en-
tanglement and magic scrambling. This dual capability is
essential for complex quantum systems to act as an effective
scrambler of quantum information.

B. Operator Entanglement

This section examines the operator entanglement en-
tropy (OpEE) of the time-evolved operator O(t) [49, 61, 62]
and the Krylov basis operators generated during the Lanc-
zos algorithm. To define the OpEE, we consider a biparti-
tion of the spin chain into two subsystems, A and B. Sim-
ilar to the previous section, we can construct two separate
bases for each of these subsystems, consisting of (nA, nB)
qubits, respectively. The basis vectors for these subsys-
tems can be written as Aa⃗ = ⊗nA

i=1Pai
, where a⃗ ∈ VnA

2 , and

Bb⃗ = ⊗nB
i=1Pbi , where b⃗ ∈ VnB

2 . Any operator O can be de-
composed uniquely O =

∑
a⃗∈VnA

2 ,⃗b∈VnB
2

Oa⃗,⃗bAa⃗ ⊗Bb⃗ where

Oa⃗,⃗b =
〈
Aa⃗ ⊗ Bb⃗

∣∣O〉
. Now the OpEE of the normalised

operator O with
√〈

O,O
〉
= 1 can be defined as

Sen = −Tr(ρAoplog(2, ρ
A
op)) , (15)

where (ρAop)a⃗,a⃗′ =
∑

b⃗∈VnB
2

Oa⃗,⃗bO
†
b⃗,a⃗′ .

In Figure 13, the operator entanglement entropy (OpEE)
of the initial

∣∣Kn

)
exhibits varying growth patterns for dif-

ferent values of g. As the integrability-breaking perturba-
tion increases, the OpEE saturates more rapidly, increas-
ing n. However, regardless of the values of g, the OpEE of
higher

∣∣Kn

)
remains saturated, indicating a stabilization

of entanglement in Krylov basis operators. This behaviour
contrasts with the OpEE of O(t), which never saturates
even at late times for lower values of g.
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FIG. 13. behaviour of Sen of O(t) with integrability breaking
parameter g.

V. DISCUSSIONS

We explored the relationship between the operator quan-
tum speed limit of the complexity operator K and level-
repulsion in both random/integrable matrices and many-
body systems. In the case of random/integrable matrices,
we observed that the OQSL increases with the level repul-
sion, whereas the growth rate of K-complexity decreases.
This indicates a correlation between the repulsion of energy
levels and the speed at which the complexity operator can
evolve. The decrease in the growth rate of K-complexity
might be an artefact of taking eigenvectors of H(x) as ran-
dom vectors for every value of x.
In many-body systems, the behaviour is more compli-

cated due to the presence of the tensor product struc-
ture. Initially, the OQSL increases with the integrability-
breaking parameter g, suggesting that breaking integrabil-
ity allows for faster evolution of the complexity operator.

However, at larger values ofg, the OQSL decreases, indi-
cating a slowdown in the operator’s evolution speed.

Contrary to the random/integrable case, the growth rate
of K-complexity in many-body systems rises with increas-
ing g. This suggests that as integrability is further broken,
the complexity of the operators grows faster in many-body
dynamics.

For systems exhibiting chaotic dynamics, the Krylov op-
erator

∣∣Kn

)
remains a reliable representation of the co-

herence and entanglement properties of the time-evolved
operator O(t) even for moderate values of n, particularly
at late times. This reliability comes from the complex na-
ture of chaotic dynamics, which tend to spread O(t) across
all basis elements, leading to significant entanglement and
scrambling.

The coherence of Krylov basis operators shows distinct
behaviour for integrable dynamics, making it a better probe
for chaos than opEE. The reliability is lacking when deal-
ing with the entanglement dynamics. In integrable sys-
tems, the dynamics is more constrained, leading to limited
spreading of O(t) and reduced entanglement. As a result,
the Krylov operator

∣∣Kn

)
may fail to accurately capture

the entanglement exhibited by the time-evolved operator
O(t), especially during late times.

This distinction highlights the crucial role of chaotic dy-
namics in generating extensive entanglement and scram-
bling. In contrast, integrable dynamics impose constraints
that can limit the ability of certain representations, such
as the Krylov operator, to faithfully reflect the actual en-
tanglement dynamics of the system.
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J. R. Green, Time-information uncertainty relations in
thermodynamics (2020), arXiv:2001.05418 [cond-mat.stat-
mech].

[45] N. Carabba, N. Hörnedal, and A. del Campo, Quantum
speed limits on operator flows and correlation functions,
Quantum 6, 884 (2022), arXiv:2207.05769 [quant-ph].

[46] N. Hörnedal, N. Carabba, K. Takahashi, and A. del Campo,
Geometric Operator Quantum Speed Limit, Wegner Hamil-
tonian Flow and Operator Growth, Quantum 7, 1055
(2023), arXiv:2301.04372 [quant-ph].

[47] N. Hörnedal, N. Carabba, A. S. Matsoukas-Roubeas, and
A. del Campo, Ultimate Speed Limits to the Growth
of Operator Complexity, Commun. Phys. 5, 207 (2022),
arXiv:2202.05006 [quant-ph].

[48] J. A. Scaramazza, B. S. Shastry, and E. A. Yuzbashyan,
Integrable matrix theory: Level statistics, Phys. Rev. E
94, 032106 (2016), arXiv:1604.01691 [cond-mat.mes-hall].

[49] X. Wang and P. Zanardi, Quantum entanglement of unitary
operators on bipartite systems, Phys. Rev. A 66, 044303
(2002), arXiv:quant-ph/0207007 [quant-ph].

[50] R. J. Garcia, K. Bu, and A. Jaffe, Resource theory of quan-
tum scrambling, Proc. Nat. Acad. Sci. 120, e2217031120
(2023), arXiv:2208.10477 [quant-ph].

[51] P. Hayden and J. Preskill, Black holes as mirrors: Quan-
tum information in random subsystems, JHEP 09, 120,
arXiv:0708.4025 [hep-th].

[52] S. H. Shenker and D. Stanford, Black holes and the butter-
fly effect, JHEP 03, 067, arXiv:1306.0622 [hep-th].

[53] E. Rabinovici, A. Sánchez-Garrido, R. Shir, and J. Son-
ner, Operator complexity: a journey to the edge of Krylov
space, JHEP 06, 062, arXiv:2009.01862 [hep-th].

[54] E. Rabinovici, A. Sánchez-Garrido, R. Shir, and J. Sonner,
Krylov localization and suppression of complexity, JHEP
03, 211, arXiv:2112.12128 [hep-th].

[55] K. Hashimoto, K. Murata, N. Tanahashi, and R. Watanabe,
Krylov complexity and chaos in quantum mechanics, JHEP
11, 040, arXiv:2305.16669 [hep-th].

[56] W. Selke, The annni model — theoretical analysis and ex-

9

https://doi.org/10.26421/QIC8.10-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0701004
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2018)140
https://arxiv.org/abs/1808.03105
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2019)087
https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.02734
https://arxiv.org/abs/1810.02734
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/ac7aa6
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.02099
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/acd4b3
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/acd4b3
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.03366
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.03366
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.2.030316
https://arxiv.org/abs/1912.04297
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.041017
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.9.041017
https://arxiv.org/abs/1812.08657
https://arxiv.org/abs/1812.08657
https://arxiv.org/abs/2407.17054
https://arxiv.org/abs/2405.09628
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.08207
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.14384
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.14384
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptae073
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.06391
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.109.L121902
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.03584
https://arxiv.org/abs/2403.03584
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2024)264
https://arxiv.org/abs/2402.13694
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.160402
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.160402
https://arxiv.org/abs/2311.18401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.5.033085
https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.13603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.046007
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.06957
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.06957
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.108.054222
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.108.054222
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.00256
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2024)066
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2024)066
https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.14429
https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.14429
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2023)157
https://arxiv.org/abs/2307.15495
https://arxiv.org/abs/2401.00526
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.07228
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.14.011032
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.05460
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aa86c6
https://arxiv.org/abs/1705.08023
https://arxiv.org/abs/1705.08023
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-2789(98)00054-2
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9710043
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/9710043
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys3215
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys3215
https://arxiv.org/abs/1408.5148
https://doi.org/10.1038/35023282
https://doi.org/10.1038/35023282
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-020-0981-y
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41567-020-0981-y
https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.05418
https://arxiv.org/abs/2001.05418
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2022-12-22-884
https://arxiv.org/abs/2207.05769
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2023-07-11-1055
https://doi.org/10.22331/q-2023-07-11-1055
https://arxiv.org/abs/2301.04372
https://doi.org/10.1038/s42005-022-00985-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/2202.05006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.94.032106
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.94.032106
https://arxiv.org/abs/1604.01691
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.66.044303
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.66.044303
https://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0207007
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2217031120
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.2217031120
https://arxiv.org/abs/2208.10477
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2007/09/120
https://arxiv.org/abs/0708.4025
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2014)067
https://arxiv.org/abs/1306.0622
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2021)062
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.01862
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2022)211
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2022)211
https://arxiv.org/abs/2112.12128
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2023)040
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2023)040
https://arxiv.org/abs/2305.16669


perimental application, Physics Reports 170, 213 (1988).
[57] B. K. C. S Suzuki, J Inoue, Quantum Ising Phases and

Transitions in Transverse Ising Models, Lecture Notes in
Physics (Springer Berlin, Heidelberg, 2012).

[58] J. Emerson, D. Gottesman, S. A. H. Mousavian, and
V. Veitch, The resource theory of stabilizer quantum com-
putation, New J. Phys. 16, 013009 (2014), arXiv:1307.7171
[quant-ph].

[59] L. F. Santos and M. Rigol, Onset of quantum chaos in one-
dimensional bosonic and fermionic systems and its relation
to thermalization, Phys. Rev. E 81, 036206 (2010).

[60] N. Anand, G. Styliaris, M. Kumari, and P. Zanardi, Quan-

tum coherence as a signature of chaos, Phys. Rev. Res. 3,
023214 (2021), arXiv:2009.02760 [quant-ph].

[61] T. Zhou and D. J. Luitz, Operator entanglement entropy of
the time evolution operator in chaotic systems, Phys. Rev.
B 95, 094206 (2017), arXiv:1612.07327 [cond-mat.stat-
mech].

[62] V. Alba, J. Dubail, and M. Medenjak, Operator Entan-
glement in Interacting Integrable Quantum Systems: The
Case of the Rule 54 Chain, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 250603
(2019), arXiv:1901.04521 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

10

https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-1573(88)90140-8
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/16/1/013009
https://arxiv.org/abs/1307.7171
https://arxiv.org/abs/1307.7171
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.81.036206
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.3.023214
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.3.023214
https://arxiv.org/abs/2009.02760
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.094206
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.95.094206
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.07327
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.07327
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.250603
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.250603
https://arxiv.org/abs/1901.04521

	Speed Limits and Scrambling in Krylov Space
	Abstract
	Introduction
	K - Complexity and Operator Speed Limit
	Relation to Quantum Chaos

	K-complexity and OQSL for Random and Many-body Hamiltonians 
	Entanglement and Scrambling in Krylov space
	Influence and Coherence in Krylov Operator space
	Operator Entanglement

	Discussions
	References


