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Abstract: In this paper we study the notion of complexity under time evolution in chaotic

quantum systems with holographic duals. Continuing on from our previous work, we turn

our attention to the issue of Krylov complexity upon the insertion of a class of single-

particle operators in the double-scaled SYK model. Such an operator is described by

a matter-chord insertion, which splits the theory into left/right sectors, allowing us, via

chord-diagram technology, to compute two different notions of complexity associated to the

operator insertion: firstly the Krylov complexity of Heisenberg evolution, and secondly the

complexity of a state obtained by an operator acting on the thermofield double state. We

will provide both an analytical proof and detailed numerical evidence, that both Krylov

complexities arise from a recursively defined basis of states characterized by a constant

total chord number. As a consequence, in all cases we are able to establish that Krylov

complexity is given by the expectation value of a length operator acting on the Hilbert space

of the theory, expressed in terms of basis states, organized by left and right chord number.

We find analytical expressions for the semiclassical limit of K-complexity, and study how the

size of the operator encodes the scrambling dynamics upon the matter insertion in Krylov

language. We furthermore determine the effective Hamiltonian governing the evolution of

K-complexity, showing that evolution on the Krylov chain can equivalently be understood

as a particle moving in a Morse potential. A particular type of triple scaling limit allows

to access the gravitational sector of the theory, in which the geometrical nature of K-

complexity is assured by virtue of being a total chord length, in an analogous fashion to

what was found for the K-complexity of the thermofield double state.
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1 Introduction and overview

In this paper we continue our study of properties of a type of complexity named Krylov

Complexity or simply K-Complexity. In particular we will investigate the K-complexity of

a class of operators inserted in double-scaled SYK, and show that they can be understood

in geometric terms suggesting an interpretation of geometric length in the bulk. Quantify-

ing the complexity of quantum evolution is a central topic of interest, both from a practical

point of view of exploring the limits of quantum information processing and quantum com-

puting, but also from an a-priori much less expected perspective, namely that of quantum

gravity [1–3]. In both of these research directions, the notion of Krylov complexity [4] is

emerging as a reliable quantifier of both operator [5–8] and state complexity [9, 10]. In this

approach one associates the notion of quantum complexity with the spread of the system’s

wavefunction in a certain optimally chosen basis, the so-called Krylov basis [4, 5, 7–9, 11–

15]. Such a K-complexity can be associated to quantum operators, where operator growth

under Heisenberg evolution is measured with respect to a certain iteratively constructed ba-

sis of the Hilbert space of operators, starting from a seed operator Oseed, complemented by

its commutators [H, [H, . . .Oseed]]. Krylov complexity can also be defined for states, where

Schrödinger evolution is formulated with respect to a certain iteratively constructed basis

of states living in the original Hilbert space, based on a reference state |Ψ⟩, complemented

by states obtained by successive applications of the Hamiltonian H |Ψ⟩ , H2 |Ψ⟩ , . . ..
It has been proposed that quantum complexity should play a pivotal role in the holo-

graphic dictionary between AdS quantum gravity and its boundary field-theory dual. A

number of scenarios have been put forward in this direction [1–3], which all associate a

geometric construction in the bulk to an abstract notion of complexity on the boundary.

In fact, a number of geometric diffeomorphism-invariant quantities can be defined, which

all exhibit the expected phenomenology of holographic complexity [16]. It is therefore of

great importance to find circumstances in which a concretely defined notion of complexity

in the boundary theory can be mapped to a geometric quantity in the bulk. Progress in

this direction can be made in double-scaled SYK (DSSYK), a certain quantum-mechanical
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system, defined as a limit of the class of p−body Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev models, and its AdS2
dual description. The p−body SYK model possesses a highly interesting double scaling

limit where both the cluster size p and the total number of Fermions, N , go to infinity,

leaving λ = 2p2

N fixed [17–20]. In this case, it can be shown that the Krylov basis plays an

important and direct role in holographic bulk reconstruction [10, 21], leading to the iden-

tification of bulk wormhole length with boundary Krylov complexity of the thermofield

double state in the semiclassical limit [10]. In summary then, Krylov complexity of the

thermofield double state in DSSYK can be directly shown to map to wormhole length under

the holographic bulk-boundary map, resulting in a precise entry for a notion of complexity

in the AdS/CFT dictionary. It is natural to ask whether a similar holographic correspon-

dence can be established for Krylov operator complexity. The results of this paper indeed

establish that Krylov complexity directly measures chord number in the bulk Hilbert space,

and thus has a natural interpretation of bulk length in the semiclassical limit.

1.1 Overview

Previous work, [10], established a direct geometric manifestation of Krylov complexity

by making use of the bulk reconstruction map of [21]. The precise quantity that was

considered in this work was the Krylov state complexity of the thermofield double state

|TFD⟩ = |0⟩, identified with the zero chord state in the chordial treatment of DSSYK

[17, 22, 23]. The chord-diagram techniques relevant for such a description will be reviewed

in Section 2 below, including the generalization to matter chords [17, 21–24], which allows

us to study operator Krylov complexity in this work. As anticipated in [21], the Krylov

basis in DSSYK is exactly what one obtains by the Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization

procedure on the successive states
{
|0⟩, H|0⟩, H2|0⟩, . . .

}
, giving rise to the Krylov basis

{|0⟩, |1⟩, |2⟩, . . .} that is shown to coincide with the chord number base spanning the bulk

Hilbert space under the reconstruction map of [21].

Given that Krylov operator complexity is equally of interest as its state complexity

cousin, it is natural to ask whether a similiar story holds true also for operator complexity.

We address this question in the present paper. Interestingly, there are two different notions

of Krylov complexity associated to a given seed operator Oseed.

1. Krylov operator complexity: this is the original complexity measure of operator

growth, proposed in [4]. Note that this complexity will become trivial once a limit is

taken that takes Oseed to the identity operator. We will show that operator complex-

ity can be studied in an effective two-sided Hilbert space, spanned by chord states of

the form |nL, nR⟩, under evolution of a Hamiltonian HR −HL.

2. Krylov state complexity of a reference state, perturbed by the application of the

operator Oseed: this notion of complexity will approach the Krylov state complexity

of [10] when the operator approaches the identity, and stay non-trivial in the limit.

We will show that this complexity can be studied in the effective two-sided Hilbert

space under evolution by HR +HL.
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In order to study the first notion of complexity, we establish a mapping between the Krylov

basis built from the Gram-Schmidt procedure on the set of states1, |Oseed), |[H,Oseed]) , . . . ,

|[H, [H, . . .Oseed]]), and states |nL, nR⟩ of fixed chord number n = nL+nR in the language

of [24]. In this way one finds that {|0), |1), |2), . . .}, that is the Krylov basis of DSSYK in

the presence of a matter operator, again coincides with the fixed chord number basis, and

is therefore related to bulk length.

The bulk of this paper describes how to derive this result, by combining a number

of different approaches. We establish the analytical form of the Lanczos coefficients and

Krylov elements of matter operators in DSSYK by sewing together analytic small−n and

asymptotic large−n results giving the Lanczos coefficients, as well as Krylov elements, the

so-called “binomial states” |ψn⟩, whose explicit form is given in Eq. (3.13). This is achieved

both analytically in various parameter limits, and by giving strong numerical evidence that

the binomial form of the Krylov elements is correct in the for generic n, at small λ = 2p2

N .

This paper is organised as follows: we begin with an introduction to what is by now

a large and powerful set of mathematical tools that allows a very explicit description of

the physics of DSSYK as well as a very concrete bulk-boundary mapping. This chord-

diagram based language is reviewed and extended to suit the present study in section 2.

In section 3 & 4 we then use the machinery to obtain analytical and numerical results on

both operator K-complexity of a seed operator Oseed (section 3) and state K-complexity of

the Oseed deformed TFD state (section 4). The paper ends with a discussion and outlook

section, followed by a number of appendices which provide more detail regarding analytical

and numerical aspects of section 3 & 4. We will now turn to a technical introduction of

the tools of the DSSYK trade.

2 The tools of the trade

In this paper, we study the complexity of operators in the DSSYKmodel, which necessitates

the introduction of a certain amount of technology. This is what we aim to accomplish

in this section, where we review first the sector of DSSYK that contains no matter, its

effective Hamiltonian, chord states and operators. We then move on to mostly review the

one-particle sector containing one operator insertion with its attendant chord states and

operators. This prepares the ground for calculating its boundary operator K-complexity.

We also discuss the triple-scaling limit and the equivalence of the DSSYK model in this

limit to JT gravity and recall the identification of the K-complexity of the time evolving

thermofield double with the length of a particular wormhole.

The point of departure in defining the DSSYK model, is the SYK model itself, which

is a many-body system of all-to-all interacting fermions with p-range interaction. More

precisely, it is an ensemble averaged model of N interacting Majorana fermions with Hamil-

tonian:

H = ip/2
∑

1≤i1<···<ip≤N

Ji1...ip ψi1 . . . ψip , (2.1)

1defined on the Hilbert-Schmidt space of operators acting on the original Hilbert space of states in

DSSYK.
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where {ψi, ψj} = 2δij , the coefficients Ji1...ip are random and taken from a distribution

of zero mean and variance given by ⟨Ji1...ip̃Jj1...jp̃⟩ = J2

λ

(
N
p

)−1
δi1j1δi2j2 . . . δipjp̃

2, and λ is

defined below.

DSSYK is the limit of SYK where both the length of the Majorana monomials, p, and the

number of Majoranas, N , are taken to infinity while the ratio λ ≡ 2p2/N is kept fixed, see

[17, 18]. In the limit N → ∞, p → ∞ and λ fixed, the ensemble averaged moments are

given by:

M2k ≡ ⟨Tr(H2k) ⟩ = J2k

λk

∑
chord diagrams
with k chords

q# intersections. (2.2)

where q = e−λ. Here, chord diagrams with k chords are circles (which represent the

Trace operation) with 2k marked points on the circumference (representing Hamiltonian

insertions) and chords connecting pairs of points. Every intersection of two chords adds a

multiplicative factor of q to the value of the chord diagram. For example,

M4 = J4/λ2
[

+ +
]
= (J4/λ2)(2 + q). (2.3)

2.1 Chord states without matter

The moments described in (2.2) give rise to an effective description of the DSSYK Hamil-

tonian [17, 18]. In DSSYK, the ensemble-averaged effective Hamiltonian acquires a concise

form in terms of creation and annihilation operators:

H =
J√
λ
(a+ a†). (2.4)

The operators a† and a act as creation and annihilation operators (in a manner described

below) over a particular basis known as the chord basis, {|n⟩}∞n=0. Chord basis elements

are conceived by cutting chord diagrams in two, leaving n loose ends called ‘open’ chords.

An n-chord state can be represented diagrammatically by

|n⟩ =

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+

+

+ + + +

…
n open chords

(2.5)

The action of the creation and annihilation operators on the chord basis elements is

non-trivial; while creating a chord amounts to adding an open chord to the set of existing

n chords,

a† |n⟩ = |n+ 1⟩ , (2.6)

annihilating a chord involves ‘closing’ it, which may involve crossing other chords in the

process. The closing of a chord can be done in several ways: either crossing one existing

2for simplicity in the numerical analysis we will instead take, as done in [17], the variance

⟨Ji1...ip̃Jj1...jp̃⟩ = J2
(
N
p

)−1
δi1j1δi2j2 . . . δipjp̃ . We will go back to the former normalization when we discuss

the continuum approximation of complexities or their connection to gravity, and to do so it will be sufficient

to multiply the Lanczos coefficients by a factor J/
√
λ.
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chord, two existing chords, and up to n − 1 existing chords, contributing a 1 + q + q2 +

· · ·+ qn−1 = (1− qn)/(1− q) factor to the annihilation operation:

a |n⟩ = [n]q |n− 1⟩ , a |0⟩ = 0 (2.7)

where the q-number3

[n]q ≡
1− qn

1− q
, (2.8)

has been introduced; we will sometimes use the notation [n] for simplicity of notation.

The inner product among chord basis elements is non-trivial and given by

⟨m|n⟩ = δmn[n]q! , (2.9)

where [n]q! ≡ [1]q[2]q . . . [n]q is the q-factorial, and ⟨0|0⟩ = 1. This inner-product can be un-

derstood as all ways to connect a bra chord state with a ket chord state (of the same number

of chords) with each other. For example ⟨3|3⟩ = =

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+

+

+ + + + =

1 + 2q + 2q2 + q3 = [3]q!.
Finally, we mention that in the (un-normalized) chord basis, the Hamiltonian (2.4)

takes the form

H
∗
=

J√
λ(1− q)



0 1− q
1 0 1− q2

1 0 1− q3

1 0
. . .

. . .
. . .


. (2.10)

The chord state |0⟩ is identified with the normalized infinite-temperature thermofield-double

(TFD) state, |TFD⟩ = 1√
N

∑
E |E⟩ in the non-averaged theory (where N → +∞ is used to impose

normalization of the state to 1), and, as argued in [21], its evolution is given by the Hamiltonian

(2.10):

e−iHsykt |TFD⟩ → e−iHt |0⟩ (2.11)

where on the left-hand side Hsyk stands for (2.1) and on the right-hand side H is given by the

effective Hamiltonian (2.10).

In the next section we will review [10], where it was shown that the normalized chord states

are the Krylov basis elements for the Krylov problem involving the effective DSSYK Hamiltonian

with initial state given by the infinite-temperature TFD state which becomes the zero-chord state,

|0⟩, in the effective theory. Indeed, the DSSYK Hamiltonian (2.10) becomes symmetric with entries

identified with the Lanczos coefficients in the normalized chord basis, see (2.15).

2.2 K-complexity and its holographic dual in DSSYK without matter

The Krylov basis {|ψn⟩}∞n=0 for the chord state |0⟩ evolving under the effective Hamiltonian (2.4) is

constructed using the Lanczos algorithm [25]. With the effective Hamiltonian, (2.4), the definitions

of a and a†, (2.7), and the chord inner product (2.9), the Krylov basis is found to be

|ψ0⟩ = |0⟩ , (2.12)

|ψn⟩ =
|n⟩
⟨n|n⟩

(2.13)

3See e.g. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Q-analog
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and

bn =
J√
λ

√
1− qn
1− q

, n = 1, 2, . . . , (2.14)

are identified with the Lanczos coefficients. The Krylov basis is an orthonormal basis, ⟨ψm|ψn⟩ =
δmn, here identified with the normalized chord number states. We note that an equivalent way to

obtain these Lanczos coefficients is to use the relationship between moments and Lanczos coeffi-

cients. In the effective theory, the moments of the Hamiltonian, M2k, are equivalent to moments

of the ensemble-averaged survival probability ⟨TFD|e−iHsykt|TFD⟩ → ⟨0|e−iHt|0⟩. The Lanczos

coefficients read-off from these moments are given by (2.14).

The Krylov basis states are then given by normalized chord number states, and, in this basis,

the ensemble averaged effective Hamiltonian is given by

H
∗
=

J√
λ(1− q)



0
√
1− q√

1− q 0
√
1− q2√

1− q2 0
√
1− q3√

1− q3 0
. . .

. . .
. . .


. (2.15)

We will now perform a number of steps, as first done in [21], which will allow us to connect this

Hamiltonian with the Hamiltonian of JT gravity [26]. Defining a canonical conjugate momentum,

p̂, to the chord number operator, n̂, such that [n̂, p̂] = i14, the effective Hamiltonian (2.15) takes

the form

H =
J√

λ(1− q)

(
eip̂
√
1− e−λn̂ +

√
1− e−λn̂e−ip̂

)
. (2.16)

Now, a length observable, l̂ = λn̂5, can be defined, resulting in the Hamiltonian

H =
J√

λ(1− q)

(
eiλk̂

√
1− e−l̂ +

√
1− e−l̂e−iλk̂

)
, (2.17)

where k̂ = p̂/λ. By definition, Krylov complexity is given by the time-evolving expectation value

of n̂ [10]:

λCK(t) = λ⟨n̂(t)⟩ = ⟨l̂(t)⟩ = ⟨0|eiHt l̂ e−iHt|0⟩. (2.18)

Later, we will also be interested in the limit of small λ which connects with the usual SYK, and

is one of the conditions to probe JT gravity. The limit λ → 0 with n → ∞, such that l = λn is

kept fixed, renders Krylov space continuous and allows us to treat the Krylov space dynamics semi-

classically. A summary of the results for the Lanczos coefficients and Krylov complexity in DSSYK

without matter at small λ are shown in Figure 1. In particular, K-complexity for DSSYK at small

λ shows two distinct time regimes: a quadratic early-time behavior and a linear late-time behavior.

When analyzing the case of operator K-complexity at small λ we will see that, depending on the

‘size’ of the DSSYK operator, a new time regime will emerge, reflecting the operator’s ‘scrambling’.

4In general there are some subtleties due to n being discrete, but, in the continuum limit we will be

taking, the usual canonical commutation holds, so that p = −i∂n and [n̂, p] = i1 (cf. [27], [28]).
5We could have also defined the length as l = λlfn, in terms of an arbitrary length scale lf . As in this

case, we usually suppress this reference scale, but it may be useful to restore it, with the variable change

l → l/lf , when performing the holographic matching, in order to identify it with the AdS length lAdS .
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2J t 2log 2

t = J 1
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Figure 1. Summary of results for DSSYK without matter for λ = 0.01 and J = 1. Left: the

Lanczos coefficients as given by (2.14). Their behavior switches from ∼
√
n behavior to constant

behavior at n = 1/λ. Right: Krylov complexity switches from ∼ t2 behavior to linear behavior

at a time t∗ = 1/J . The blue line shows the numerical solution gotten from solving the Krylov

problem for the Hamiltonian (2.15).

In [21] it was shown that the Hilbert space of DSSYK in the triple scaling limit is the same

as the Hilbert space of 2d JT gravity. The triple scaling limit consists of taking λ → 0 and

l →∞ while keeping the ratio e−l/(2λ)2 ≡ e−l̃ fixed. Here, l̃ is known as the renormalized length

l̃ = l − 2 log
(

1
2λ

)
. The triple scaling limit is equivalent to taking λ → 0 and zooming into the low

energy regime of DSSYK where the density-of-states is given by ρ(E) ∝ sinh(2π
√
E). Taking the

triple scaled limit in (2.17), the triple scaled Hamiltonian [21] is given by

H = E0 + 2λJ

(
ˆ̃
k2

2
+ 2e−̂l̃

)
+O(λ2), (2.19)

where E0 = − 2J
λ + O(λ0). The leading-order piece of the above Hamiltonian takes the form of

Liouville quantum mechanics, connecting the low-energy regime of DSSYK with JT gravity [21, 24].

In a similar manner to (2.18), K-complexity in this limit is given by the expectation value of the

renormalized length, λC̃K(t) = ⟨̂l̃(t)⟩. At small λ, the wavefunction is peaked around its expecta-

tion value and it is possible to solve for l̃(t) classically. Solving the equations of motion obtained

from (2.19) with initial conditions l̃(0) = x0 and
˙̃
l(0) = 06 one finds:

l̃(t)/lf = λC̃K(t) = 2 log
[
cosh

(√
λJE t

) ]
− log

(
E

4λJ

)
(2.20)

where E = 4λJe−x0 is the energy of the solution. Here, lf is an arbitrary reference length in

DSSYK that we usually omit and we reinstate here via l̃→ l̃/lf in order to provide its entry in the

holographic dictionary. This result can be compared with the renormalized wormhole length in JT

gravity [26],

l̃(t)/lAdS = 2 log
[
cosh

(√
E

2lAdSϕb
t

)]
− log

(
lAdSϕbE

2

)
(2.21)

6The second initial condition is motivated by the Lanczos coefficients (2.14), which become proportional

to the velocity of a particle moving on the Krylov chain in the semiclassical limit.
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where ϕb is the value of the dilaton field on the boundary of AdS2 and Φh is the value of the dilaton

on the (observer dependent) horizon; E is the ADM energy on the boundary, E =
2Φ2

h

ϕb
, and t here

is the boundary time.

In the table below we summarize the exact boundary-bulk correspondence between triple-scaled

SYK and JT gravity. The duality requires the following parameter identifications in the holographic

dictionary:
1

lAdSϕb
= 2λJ and lf = lAdS . (2.22)

Boundary Bulk

triple-scaled SYK JT gravity

H = − 2J
λ + 2λJ

(
l2fk

2

2 + 2e−l̃/lf
)

H = 1
lAdSϕb

(
l2AdSP 2

2 + 2e−l̃/lAdS

)
Krylov basis are |l̃⟩ states Hilbert space consists of states with well de-

fined wormhole length |l̃⟩
K-complexity in the semiclassical limit Normalized wormhole length in JT gravity

λC̃K(t)/lf =2 log
[√4λJ

E
cosh

(√
λJE t

) ] l̃(t)

lAdS
=2 log

[√ 2

lAdSϕbE
cosh

(√
E

2lAdSϕb
t

)]

We can also use a different, but equivalent, parametrization, when discussing the holographic

dictionary. Let us consider the case where x0 = 0 and Φh = 1, if we reinsert the value of the

boundary energy E on both sides we obtain:

λC̃K(t) = 2 log [cosh (2λJt)] ←→ l̃/lAdS = 2 log

[
cosh

(
rs
l2AdS

t

)]
, (2.23)

where we used that Φh/ϕb = rs/lAdS . This matching identifies an entry in the holographic dictio-

nary equivalent to (2.22), but stated in terms of the Schwarzschild radius rs:

2λJ =
rs
l2AdS

. (2.24)

2.3 Operators in DSSYK

In [10] we focused on state Krylov complexity, here we will focus on operator Krylov complexity

for a random operator, as motivated in [18], of the form:

O = ip̃/2
∑

1≤i1<···<ip̃≤N

Oi1...ip̃ψi1ψi2 . . . ψip̃ (2.25)

where Oi1...ip̃ are random, taken from a distribution with zero mean and variance given by

⟨Oi1...ip̃Oj1...jp̃⟩ =
(
N

p̃

)−1

δi1j1δi2j2 . . . δipjp̃ (2.26)

taken also to be independent of the random couplings of the Hamiltonian.

In the first part of this work, we will focus on computing operator Krylov complexity for a

random operator (2.25) in DSSYK. In [17, 18] it was shown that the auto-correlation function,

C(t) = (O|O(t)) = 1

Tr(1)
Tr
[
OeiHtOe−iHt

]
, (2.27)
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with H given by (2.1), can be given a closed form in DSSYK, using chord diagram technology. In

the following, we set Tr(1) = 1. Using the Baker-Campbell-Hausdorff formula this expression can

be expanded in terms of nested commutators:

C(t) =

∞∑
n=0

(it)2n

(2n)!
Tr
(
O[H, [H, . . . , [H,O] . . . ]]

)
. (2.28)

We will be be interested in the ensemble average of the auto-correlation function which amounts to

the computation of the ensemble averaged moments, defined as

µ2n ≡ ⟨Tr
(
O[H, [H, . . . , [H,O] . . . ]]

)
⟩, (2.29)

with 2n nested commutators. The expression (2.29) can be reduced to a sum of terms of the form

Tr(OHk1OHk2), in which k1 + k2 = 2n. For example

µ2 = 2 ⟨Tr(OH2O)⟩ − 2 ⟨Tr(OHOH)⟩ (2.30)

µ4 = 2 ⟨Tr(OH4O)⟩ − 8 ⟨Tr(OH3OH)⟩+ 6⟨Tr(OH2OH2)⟩. (2.31)

A general expression for the ensemble averaged moments is given by

µ2n =

n∑
k=0

(
n

k

)
(−1)k⟨Tr(OH2n−kOHk)⟩ . (2.32)

In [17, 18] it was shown that expressions of the form ⟨Tr(OHk1OHk2)⟩ can be evaluated using chord

diagrams as we discuss below.

2.4 Moments from chord diagrams

We showed that the expression for the moments µ2n given in (2.29) can be reduced to a sum of

terms of the form Tr(OHk1OHk2), with k1 + k2 = 2n, which in turn can be computed via marked

chord diagrams. Such marked chord diagrams have one marked chord which represents an O-O
contraction, and n chords representing H-H contractions. On one side of the marked chord there

are k1 insertions of H and on the other side of the marked chord there are k2 insertions of H. We

then connect the H chords in all possible ways and count the number of intersections between H

chords with themselves and H chords with the O chord. Each H-H intersection gives a factor of

q = e−λ (recall that λ = 2p2/N) , while a H-O intersection contributes a q̃ = e−λ̃ factor, where

λ̃ = 2pp̃/N . This procedure provides an expression for Tr(OHk1OHk2), as follows [17, 18]:

⟨Tr(OHk1OHk2)⟩ =
(
J√
λ

)k1+k2 ∑
π∈marked chord diagrams

qkHH q̃kHO (2.33)

where kHH counts the number of times H chords intersect each other, kHO counts the number of

H chords intersecting an O chord, and π denotes generically a tuple (kHH , kHO).

Below we provide a few examples of the use of marked chord diagrams to compute moments

of the autocorrelation function (2.27). For O = 1 the moments are expected to be zero since the

autocorrelation function is constant. This is equivalent to setting q̃ = 1 which means that there is

no cost for an operator chord crossing a Hamiltonian chord in the chord diagram; in other words,

the identity operator is an operator of length p̃ = 0 which implies λ̃ = 0 and thus q̃ = 1. We may

check that this is the case for the first few moments below.
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• Contributions to the second moment, from (2.30):

µ2 = 2 ⟨Tr(OH2O)⟩ − 2 ⟨Tr(OHOH)⟩ = 2
J2

λ
(1− q̃). (2.34)

Indeed, q̃ → 1 takes µ2 to zero. In anticipation of the Krylov discussion later, we mention

here that µ2 = b21 where b1 is the first Lanczos coefficient. This implies a one-dimensional

Krylov space which is expected for the identity operator.7

• Chord diagram contributions to µ4:

⟨Tr(OH4O)⟩ = ++ =
J4

λ2
(2 + q) (2.35)

⟨Tr(OH3OH)⟩ = ++ =
J4

λ2
q̃(2 + q) (2.36)

⟨Tr(OH2OH2)⟩ = ++ =
J4

λ2
[1 + q̃2(1 + q)] (2.37)

Note that when q̃ → 1 (no cost for operator crossing H lines), we get back for each of these

expressions the result for ⟨Tr(H4)⟩. In total, from (2.31), we find that

µ4 = 2
J4

λ2
(−1 + q̃)(−5− q + 3q̃(1 + q)). (2.38)

Also here, when q̃ → 1, we have µ4 = 0 as expected for a unity operator.

• In a similar manner, µ6 can be computed:

µ6 = 2
J6

λ3
(1− q̃)[35+10q̃2(1+q)(1+q+q2)+q(21+q(3+q))−5q̃(1+q)(7+q(4+q))] (2.39)

which again is zero for q̃ → 1.

Finally, we may note for reference that the moments computed above are compatible, via the

recursion method (cf. equation 3.12 in [10]), with the first three exact operator Lanczos coefficients

computed in section 3.1, cf. expressions (3.14)-(3.16).

2.5 Chord states with operator insertion

In [21], it was proposed that the insertion of an operator on the TFD state gives rise to states which

can be described by the number of open chords on the left of an open operator chord, nL, and the

number of open chords on the right of the operator chord, nR. This constructs the one-particle

sector, H1p, of the DSSYK Hilbert space in which our discussion takes place. The states in the

one-particle sector are denoted by |nL, nR⟩ and can be described diagrammatically by

|nL, nR⟩ =

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+

+

+ + + +

n open chords
… …
nL nR

. (2.40)

These states are a useful basis in the construction of the time evolved state

eitHsykOe−itHsyk |TFD⟩ → eitHLe−itHR |nL = 0, nR = 0⟩, (2.41)

7Note that, for a Krylov dimension K, the Lanczos algorithm halts at bK = 0, so in this case when q̃ = 1

we have K = 1 and there is only one Krylov element, O0 = O = 1.
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where on the left-hand side Hsyk stands for (2.1) and on the right-hand side HL and HR provide

an effective description for the time evolution of the operator in the ensemble-averaged theory as

we discuss below.

To write down the left and right Hamiltonians we need to introduce creation and annihilation

operators which act on the |nL, nR⟩ states. The creation operators a†L/R create a Hamiltonian chord

to the left/right of all existing chords:

a†L|nL, nR⟩ = |nL + 1, nR⟩ (2.42)

a†R|nL, nR⟩ = |nL, nR + 1⟩ . (2.43)

This can be represented diagrammatically, for example, for aL, as

a†L

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+ + + + +

n open chords

… …
nL nR

… … … …

… …

… …

… … =

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+ + + + +

n open chords

… …
nL nR

… … … …

… …

… …

… …

… …

… …

… … . (2.44)

It is useful to introduce left and right annihilation operators:

αL|nL, nR⟩ = |nL − 1, nR⟩ (2.45)

αR|nL, nR⟩ = |nL, nR − 1⟩ . (2.46)

Attention: a and α† are not Hermitian conjugates of each other with respect to the one-particle

sector inner product, reviewed in 2.6. They have different notation for this reason. Following [24],

the left and right Hamiltonians, HL and HR, can be written as follows:

HL =
J√
λ

(
a†L + αL

1− qnL

1− q
+ αR q̃ q

nL
1− qnR

1− q

)
(2.47)

HR =
J√
λ

(
a†R + αR

1− qnR

1− q
+ αL q̃ q

nR
1− qnL

1− q

)
(2.48)

The expressions for the left and right Hamiltonians can be made simpler if one introduces the

left and right chord annihilation operators:

aL = αL
1− qnL

1− q
+ αR q̃ q

nL
1− qnR

1− q
(2.49)

aR = αR
1− qnR

1− q
+ αL q̃ q

nR
1− qnL

1− q
. (2.50)

Note that nL/R should be understood as an operator, measuring the number of nL/R in the chord

state it acts on, and thus the order of operations among αL/R and nL/R is important.

The operation aL/R can be understood diagrammatically as closing a chord by taking it all the

way to the left/right, for example:

aL

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+ + + + +

n open chords

… …
nL nR

… … … …

… …

… …

… … =
⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+ + + + +

n open chords

… …
nL nR

… … … …

… …

… …

+

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+ + + + +

n open chords

… …
nL nR

… … … …

… … + · · ·+

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+ + + + +

n open chords

… …
nL nR

… … … …

… …

… … +

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+ + + + +

n open chords

… …
nL nR

… … … …

… …

… …

… …

… … + · · ·+

⟨3 |3⟩ = =

+ + + + +

n open chords

… …
nL nR

… … … …

… …

… …

… …

… …

… …

which represents

aL |nL, nR⟩ = |nL − 1, nR⟩+ q |nL − 1, nR⟩+ · · ·+ qnL−1 |nL − 1, nR⟩
+q̃ |nL, nR − 1⟩+ · · ·+ q̃qnR−1 |nL, nR − 1⟩ ,

and can be re-summed as (2.49).

Introducing ∆ = p̃/p, such that q̃ = q∆ = e−
2pp̃
N , and using the q-number notation, aL and aR

can be written more simply as:

aL = αL [nL]q + αR q
nL+∆[nR]q (2.51)

aR = αR [nR]q + αL q
nR+∆[nL]q . (2.52)
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In [24] it is argued that indeed aL/R is the adjoint of a†L/R with respect to the one-particle

sector inner product (cf. section 2.6). We reproduce the proof diagrammatically in the next section

where the chord inner-product is introduced.

These definitions make the expressions for the left and right Hamiltonians simple:

HL =
J√
λ

(
a†L + aL

)
(2.53)

HR =
J√
λ

(
a†R + aR

)
. (2.54)

Using (2.51) and (2.52) it can be shown that [24]:

[aL, aR] = [a†L, a
†
R] = 0 (2.55)

[aL, a
†
R] = [aR, a

†
L] = qnL+nR+∆ , (2.56)

which imply that HL and HR commute:

[HL, HR] ∝ [a†L + aL, a
†
R + aR] = [a†L, a

†
R] + [a†L, aR] + [aL, a

†
R] + [aL, aR]

= 0− qnL+nR+∆ + qnL+nR+∆ + 0 = 0 . (2.57)

Since [HL, HR] = 0, the time-evolution of an operator inserted on the TFD state of DSSYK, as

given in (2.41), is described by the time evolution of the state |nL = 0, nR = 0⟩ under the effective

Hamiltonian HR −HL:

eitHsykOe−itHsyk |TFD⟩ → eitHLe−itHR |nL = 0, nR = 0⟩ = e−it(HR−HL)|0, 0⟩ . (2.58)

Furthermore, for the infinite-temperature TFD state, the ensemble-averaged moments of the auto-

correlation function ⟨TFD|OeitHsykOe−itHsyk |TFD⟩ given by (2.29) are equivalent to the moments

of the survival probability ⟨0, 0|e−it(HR−HL)|0, 0⟩:

µ2n = ⟨Tr
(
O[H, [H, . . . , [H,O] . . . ]]

2n nested commutators

)
⟩ = ⟨0, 0|(HR −HL)

2n|0, 0⟩ . (2.59)

In short, this construction maps the time evolution of an operator to the Schrödinger evolution

of a state, in the effective or averaged theory, belonging to the so-called one-particle sector of the

Hilbert space [24], where the map is correct in the sense that the averaged auto-correlation function

of such an operator at infinite temperature coincides with the fidelity of the Schrödinger-evolving

state. An alternative (yet equivalent) approach for the computation of the averaged operator

moments (2.59), presented in [17], consists on mapping the operator O to an effective operator

in the averaged theory that acts on the zero-particle sector and which evolves in the Heisenberg

picture. In appendix F we review this construction and discuss certain subtleties of the application

of the Lanczos algorithm to such an effective operator.

2.6 Inner-product of chord states with operator insertion

Finally, we discuss the inner product between operator chord states. Given two basis elements

|n′L, n′R⟩ and |nL, nR⟩ in the one-particle basis, the inner-product ⟨n′L, n′R|nL, nR⟩ is defined in [21]

in a way that makes it consistent with the evaluation of correlation functions via chord diagrams and,

more specifically, with the definition of bras and kets given a consistent slicing of chord diagrams.

In a similar manner to the zero-particle state inner product, the one-particle state inner product

consists of all ways to connect chords from the bra with chords from the ket, connecting the operator

chord from the bra with that of the ket and the Hamiltonian chords of the bra with those of the
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ket. We shall not review such a construction here, but it will suffice to say that the inner product

is fully defined via the recursion relation

⟨n′L, n′R|nL, nR⟩ (2.60)

= [nL]q⟨n′L − 1, n′R|nL − 1, nR⟩+ q∆+nL [nR]q⟨n′L − 1, n′R|nL, nR − 1⟩ (2.61)

= [nR]q⟨n′L, n′R − 1|nL, nR − 1⟩+ q∆+nR [nL]q⟨n′L, n′R − 1|nL − 1, nR⟩ . (2.62)

Iterating this recursion up to the point where e.g. the ket state is |nL, nR⟩ = |0, 0⟩ allows one to

show that [21, 24] the inner product ⟨n′L, n′R|nL, nR⟩ is non-zero if and only if nL + nR = n′L + n′R.

This feature can be explained as follows: Since (2.61) lowers n′L by one and (2.62) lowers n′R by

one, to lower both the n′L, n
′
R indices down to zero, one needs to perform in total n′L + n′R steps.

The key observation is that every time a recursion step of either (2.61) or (2.62) is used, the total

n′L + n′R ≡ n′ is lowered by one and the total nL + nR ≡ n is lowered by one for every term at

that recursion step. Invoking the symmetry of the inner product it can be assumed, without loss

of generality, that n < n′. In this case, after n recurrence step, we have n = 0 which means that,

for each term, either: one of the nL, nR is negative or nL = nR = 0. If one of them is negative the

recursion gives zero (it is equivalent to acting with aL|0, nR⟩ = 0 or aR|nL, 0⟩ = 0). If nL, nR are

both are zero then any further recursion step of either type (2.61) or (2.62) will give zero because

of the [nL = 0] = [nR = 0] = 0 coefficients.

Additionally, considering the original construction leading to this definition for the inner-

product in the one-particle sector, it is possible [21] to supplement the recursion (2.60) by some

boundary conditions that relate it to the inner product in the matterless sector:

⟨0, n′R|nL, nR⟩ = q̃ nL⟨n′R|nL + nR⟩ . (2.63)

Now, using symmetry of the inner product, and recalling that inner product in the zero-particle

sector is given by [21]

⟨m|n⟩ = δmn[n]q! , (2.64)

where [n]q! =
∏n

k=1[k]q is the q-factorial (with [0]q! = 1), one can combine (2.63) and (2.60)-(2.62)

to show more directly that states |n′L, n′R⟩ and |nL, nR⟩ are orthogonal whenever they belong to

different total chord number sectors [21], namely

⟨n′L, n′R|nL, nR⟩ = 0 if n′L + n′R ̸= nL + nR . (2.65)

However, generically states |k, n−k⟩ and |k′, n−k′⟩ with equal total chord number are not necessarily

orthogonal and will generically have a non-zero overlap. See appendix C.1.2 for some further

discussion on the structure and symmetries of this inner-product, beyond the standard inner-product

symmetry.

For completeness, let us note that in [24] the recurrence relations (2.61) and (2.62) are solved

to find a closed form for the inner product ⟨n′L, n′R|nL, nR⟩. As explained above, it is non-zero only

if n′L + n′R = nL + nR. Introducing the notation

nL − nR = 2y, n′
L − n′R = 2y′, n′L + n′R = n = nR + nL (2.66)

and assuming, without loss of generality that

y > y′, y > 0 (2.67)

where the first condition is a result of the symmetry of the inner product and the second condition

is a result of the left-right symmetry (see appendix C.1.2), [24] find the inner product to be

⟨n′L, n′R|nL, nR⟩ =
∑

0≤k≤nR

qk
2+k(2∆+y−y′)+∆(y−y′) [nL]![nR]![n

′
L]![n

′
R]!

[k]![y − y′ + k]![n′L − k]![nR − k]!
. (2.68)
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The operators aL/R and a†L/R are Hermitian conjugates of one another under the chord inner

product. This can be seen diagrammatically:

aL = +…+ = +…+

a†
L

= = +…+

aL = +…+ = +…+

a†
L

= = +…+

where the first line shows the action of aL on the ket state which consists of all ways of taking

an open chord and ‘closing’ it to the left of all existing chords; then, the inner product is taken

between this linear combination and the bra state. The second line shows the action of a†L on the

bra state which consists of adding a Hamiltonian chord to the left of all existing chords, then taking

the inner product with the ket state. The result of these two procedures is the same.

Using the tools introduced in this section, we turn to evaluate the operator K-complexity of

DSSYK in the next section.

3 Operator K-complexity

The time-evolution of the operator-inserted state given in (2.58) defines a Krylov problem with a

total Hamiltonian HR −HL and initial state |nL = 0, nR = 0⟩, in the sense that having an initial

state and a time evolution generator in a Hilbert space are the sufficient ingredients to implement

the Lanczos algorithm and to define K-complexity accordingly [4]. The solution to this Krylov

problem is, however, less immediate as compared to the matterless case studied in [10]: in the

latter case, the chord basis consists of a set of orthogonal states |n⟩ such that Hm|0⟩ is a linear

combination of states |n⟩ with n = 0, . . . ,m; where H is the effective Hamiltonian for the averaged

theory in the zero-particle sector, cf. (2.4). This allows for the identification of the normalized

version of the state |n⟩ with the n-th Krylov element, up to a global phase that was found to be

zero studying the specific action of H on chord number eigenstates8. In the present case of the

Schrödinger evolution generated by HR −HL in the one-particle sector, as explained in Section 2,

one considers a basis of states |nL, nR⟩, defined through

|nL, nR⟩ = (a†L)
nL(a†R)

nR |0, 0⟩ , (3.1)

and which has the property (by construction [21, 24]) that each state is a linear combination of

states of the form HmL

L HmR

R |0, 0⟩ with mL +mR ≤ nL + nR ≡ n, where n denotes the total chord

number of the state. However, this time the total chord number eigenvalue is degenerate. To be

explicit, let us note that the one-particle Hilbert space, H1p, is arranged as follows:

H1p =
⊕
n≥0

H(n)
1p , (3.2)

where each fixed chord number sector is defined as

H(n)
1p = span {|k, n− k⟩ : k = 0, . . . , n} , (3.3)

8Equivalently, it can be shown inductively that the normalized states |n⟩ satisfy the Lanczos algorithm

with Lanczos coefficients that can be directly read from the expression of H in coordinates over the chord

basis [10].
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whose dimension is therefore dimH(n)
1p = n+ 1. Consequently, the operation

(HR −HL)
m |0, 0⟩ (3.4)

will result in a sum of certain specific linear combinations of states within each of the fixed chord

number sectors in the range n = 0, . . . ,m, and it is not a priori clear which orthogonal directions

will be selected by the Lanczos algorithm [25, 29], stated in section 3.1, when constructing the

orthonormal Krylov basis {|ψn⟩}, whose elements are labeled by a single index. Furthermore, the

fact that the basis {|nL, nR⟩} is itself not orthogonal with respect to the chord inner product of the

one-particle sector (cf. section 2.6) adds a further technical complication to the problem.

To summarize, observing the form of the time evolution generator HR − HL and its action

over the initial state |0, 0⟩ does not allow for an immediate identification of the orthonormal Krylov

basis, and a careful study of the Lanczos algorithm is required in order to construct the Krylov

basis elements |ψn⟩ and, in particular, in order to assess whether they are exact eigenstates of total

chord number. Note that this amounts to a non-trivial statement given the degeneracy of the fixed

total chord number sectors9.

The Lanczos algorithm will take the states successively generated by (3.4) and build an or-

thonormal Krylov basis {|ψn⟩}n≥0 out of them, which will be a basis adapted for describing the

time evolution of the state

|ψ(t)⟩ = e−it(HR−HL)|0, 0⟩ , (3.5)

as announced in section 2.5. This basis may be used to expand (3.5) as

|ψ(t)⟩ =
∑
n≥0

ψn(t)|ψn⟩ , (3.6)

and the Krylov space wave functions ψn(t) may be used in order to define the Krylov complexity

of |ψ(t)⟩ in the usual manner [4, 7, 9, 10]:

CK(t) =
∑
n≥0

n |ψn(t)|2 =
∑
n≥0

n ψn(t)ψn(−t) . (3.7)

The second equality holds because the time evolution generator is hermitian [32]. Note that equation

(3.7) may be envisioned as the expectation value of the Krylov complexity operator ĈK on the state

|ψ(t)⟩ given in (3.6) or in (3.5), where the Krylov complexity operator is

ĈK :=
∑
n≥0

n |ψn⟩⟨ψn| . (3.8)

The goal of this paper is to explicitly build the Krylov basis elements |ψn⟩ and subject them

to the map between the bulk and boundary Hilbert spaces in order to discuss under which circum-

stances they correspond to length operator eigenstates in the bulk theory. This, in order to connect

9In this sense, the setup of the problem is reminiscent of the task of building the Krylov basis for

an operator in a quantum many-body system with k-local interactions: operator space admits a basis of

operators of fixed size, but subspaces of fixed size are highly degenerate (cf. [4, 30, 31], or equation (2.66)

in [32]), in a way such that Krylov basis elements need not be exact size eigenstates, and in fact for a

maximal operator Krylov dimension in a finite system [7] they cannot be so because they need to span

all orthogonal directions in Krylov space. However, the analysis in DSSYK will differ from the intuitive

description just given because the chord eigenbasis {|nL, nR⟩} and the Krylov basis {|ψn⟩} have the same

cardinality, namely ℵ0 (countable infinity), which is not incompatible with Krylov elements being total

chord number eigenstates, and they will indeed be found to be so in the regime where the bulk dual is

described by JT gravity.
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from first principles the K-complexity (3.7) to the length expectation value as a function of time in

a bulk setup including a shockwave. Technically, we do so by exploiting the fact that in DSSYK the

Heisenberg evolution of the operator of interest is mapped via (2.58) to the Schrödinger evolution

of the state |0, 0⟩ ∈ H1p, which represents in the averaged theory the TFD state perturbed by the

operator insertion. For an alternative approach à la Heisenberg, see appendix F, and for a generic

proof of the bijective correspondence between the (operator) Krylov basis elements of an operator

O, seen as an element of operator space, and the (state) Krylov basis of the |TFD⟩ perturbed by

an operator insertion, say OL|TFD⟩, seen as a state in the doubled Hilbert space of states, we refer

to [32].

3.1 Krylov basis and Lanczos coefficients from the operator chord basis

As explained above, we wish to perform the Lanczos algorithm for the total Hamiltonian HR −
HL with initial state |ψ0⟩ = |0, 0⟩, as this will produce the Krylov basis {|ψn⟩} adapted to the

Schrödinger evolution of the state |ψ(t)⟩ in (3.5). Let us begin by presenting the form of the

Lanczos recursion satisfied by the Krylov basis elements10:

bn|ψn⟩ = (HR −HL)|ψn−1⟩ − bn−1|ψn−2⟩ , (3.9)

where |ψ0⟩ = |0, 0⟩, ⟨ψm|ψn⟩ = δmn, and the boundary conditions may be taken to be b0 = 1,

|ψ−1⟩ = 0 (the zero vector in the Hilbert space). In an iterative or inductive approach to this

recursion, it is often convenient to define the non-normalized Krylov elements |An⟩, given by the

right-hand side of (3.9), so that the Lanczos coefficients are given by bn = ∥An∥.
Let us now state the explicit form of the total Hamiltonian appearing in (3.9), combining

equations (2.53) and (2.54) or (2.47) and (2.48). For the sake of clarity in the present discussion,

we shall nevertheless use a normalization of the Hamiltonian in which the overall prefactor in the

above-mentioned equations is taken to be J instead of J/
√
λ, as done in [17]. We shall return to the

Hamiltonian normalization J/
√
λ later on, in the discussions relevant to the gravitational regime

of the theory :

HR −HL = J
(
a†R − a

†
L + aR − aL

)
(3.10)

= J
[
a†R − a

†
L + αR[nR]q (1− q̃q nL)− αL[nL]q (1− q̃q nR)

]
. (3.11)

By inspection of (3.11) we can see that whenever HR −HL acts on some vector belonging to the

n-th total chord number sector, H(n)
1p , it will produce a linear combination of states belonging to

H(n+1)
1p and H(n−1)

1p . We can already anticipate that the Krylov vectors constructed by the Lanczos

algorithm (3.9) have the property that

|ψn⟩ ∈
n⊕

m=0

H(m)
1p , (3.12)

but as we shall shortly show, generically the projection of (HL − HR)|ψn−1⟩ over H(n−2)
1p need

not cancel against the projection over the same subspace of bn−1|ψn−2⟩, and therefore |ψn⟩ is not

entirely contained in H(n)
1p and, instead, develops a “tail” over the sectors of smaller total chord

10The most generic form of the Lanczos recursion for states given a hermitian Hamiltonian includes

[25, 29] a second set of Lanczos coefficients an = ⟨ψn|(HR − HL)|ψn⟩. Such coefficients, however, vanish

whenever odd moments are zero, i.e. ⟨0, 0|(HR − HL)
2n+1|0, 0⟩ = 0 ∀n ≥ 0, which is the case due to the

Gaussian nature of the random couplings in the disordered Hamiltonian with which the DSSYK model is

defined.
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number. In what follows we shall explore, both numerically and analytically, how the Hamiltonian

and operator parameters λ and ∆ (or equivalently q and q̃) control such a tail, and under what

circumstances the Krylov elements satisfy |ψn⟩ ∈ H(n)
1p , thus being simultaneously eigenstates of

the total chord number operator and of the Krylov complexity operator (3.8).

Through direct computation one can show (cf. appendix A) that the states |ψn⟩ defined through

|ψn⟩ =
1∏n

k=0(bk/J)
|χn⟩ , |χn⟩ :=

n∑
k=0

(−1)k
(
n

k

)
|k, n− k⟩ , (3.13)

are orthonormal and solve the Lanczos recursion (3.9) for n = 0, 1, 2, 3 given the following Lanczos

coefficients (recall we use the convention where b0 ≡ 1):

b21 = 2J2(1− q̃) , (3.14)

b22 = J2[3 + q − q̃(1 + 3q)] , (3.15)

b23 = J2 (1 + q)(10 + (−5 + q̃)q̃ + q + (−14 + q̃)q̃q + (1 + 5q̃(−1 + 2q̃))q2)

b22
. (3.16)

Note that the limit in which the operator becomes the identity is ∆ → 0 for fixed λ, which is

equivalent to q̃ → 1. Such a limit implies b1 → 0, which is consistent as anticipated in section 2.4:

in the absence of operator insertions, the TFD state is stationary under the evolution generated by

HR −HL, therefore having a one-dimensional Krylov space, which is reflected in the fact that the

Lanczos algorithm terminates at step n = 1 by hitting a zero at b1 = 0 [7]. It can also be verified

that the moments given in (2.34), (2.38) and (2.39) give rise to these Lanczos coefficients (modulo

using the same Hamiltonian normalization in both cases).

For n ≥ 4, the Ansatz (3.13) is no longer an exact solution of the Lanczos recursion (3.9)

for arbitrary q and q̃. The generic, exact solution of the Lanczos algorithm for arbitrary values of

the parameters q and q̃ should be such that it deviates from the binomial Ansatz (3.13) for n ≥ 4

but reduces to it for the initial values of n. We shall nevertheless adopt an inductive approach in

which we will take (3.13) as the induction hypothesis and analyze the induction step in order to

investigate under which conditions the binomial Ansatz remains correct for subsequent values of

n. In this inductive analysis, assuming that the binomial Ansatz (3.13) is correct for the Krylov

elements |ψm⟩ for m = 0, . . . , n and for some (by now unspecified) Lanczos coefficients bm with

m = 1, . . . , n, the next (non-normalized) Krylov element satisfies:

|An+1⟩ = (HR −HL)|ψn⟩ − bn|ψn−1⟩ (3.17)

= J(a†R − a
†
L)|ψn⟩+ J(aR − aL)|ψn⟩ − bn|ψn−1⟩ (3.18)

=
J

(b1/J) . . . (bn/J)

[
(a†R − a

†
L)|χn⟩+ (aR − aL)|χn⟩ −

b2n
J2
|χn−1⟩

]
. (3.19)

It is now possible to show that the first term in (3.19) gives back directly a binomial state, namely

(a†R − a
†
L)|χn⟩ = |χn+1⟩ , (3.20)

and both of the two next terms in (3.19) belong to the sector H(n−1)
1p but, as we have already

emphasized, they need not exactly cancel because such a sector has a dimension greater than one.

Thus, for the binomial Ansatz (3.13) to be correct, the following statement is a necessary and

sufficient condition:

(aR − aL) |χn⟩
!
=
b2n
J2
|χn−1⟩ . (3.21)
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Let us now analyze the left-hand side of the condition (3.21), which can be expressed as

(aR − aL)|χn⟩ =
n−1∑
k=0

ck(n) (−1)k
(
n− 1

k

)
|k, n− 1− k⟩ , (3.22)

where ck(n) is the prefactor of the coefficients in the linear combination that captures the deviation

from the binomial Ansatz. For the condition (3.21) to be fulfilled, it is sufficient (and necessary)

that, for a fixed n, ck(n) is constant in k for the corresponding k-domain, namely k = 0, . . . , n− 1,

in which case we can assign it to be b2n, solving the induction. After some algebra, we find that

ck(n) admits the following simplified expression:

ck(n) = n
[n− k]
n− k

(1− q̃qk) + n
[k + 1]

k + 1
(1− q̃qn−1−k) , (3.23)

which enjoys the following symmetry:

ck(n) = cn−1−k(n) . (3.24)

Appendix A provides an explanation of why this symmetry property allows for the binomial Ansatz

(3.13) for the Krylov elemens |ψn⟩ to be the correct solution of the Lanczos algorithm for n =

0, 1, 2, 3. However, generically for n ≥ 3, ck(n) is a non-constant (yet symmetric) discrete function

of k = 0, . . . , n − 1, thus failing to allow for the cancellation (3.21), as a consequence of which it

can be shown inductively that the generic Krylov elements will take the form:

|ψn⟩ =
1

(b1/J) . . . (bn/J)
|χn⟩+

⌊n/2⌋∑
m=1

|ξ(n)n−2m⟩ , (3.25)

where |ξ(n)n−2m⟩ ∈ H
(n−2m)
1p denotes the tail on smaller total chord number sectors that the n-th

Krylov element develops, besides the leading binomial term |χn⟩ ∈ H(n)
1p . Note that, given a fixed

n, states |ξ(n)n−2m⟩ with different values of m are orthogonal to each other (and to |χn⟩) because they
belong to different total chord number sectors.

From now on, we shall analyze the properties of the tail in (3.25). Section 3.2 shows that

in a limit in which λ → 0 and q̃ is kept fixed the coefficients ck(n) in (3.23) become constant as

a function of k for every n, thus allowing to obtain a simple closed-form solution to the Lanczos

algorithm. Next, section 3.3 will provide numerical evidence for the fact that the parameter λ

controls the suppression of such a tail, which motivates the semiclassical analysis in section 3.4:

The semiclassical limit is defined as the limit where λ→ 0 but λn is held fixed, hence becoming a

continuous version of chord number. In this regime, we find an analytical expression for the Lanczos

coefficients, allowing for the analytical evaluation of Krylov complexity subsequently presented in

section 3.5. Building up on this result, a canonical analysis of this semiclassical K-complexity

connecting scrambling dynamics to an instability in the effective Krylov space potential will be

presented in section 3.6. Finally, in section 3.7 we will derive the triple-scaled [21] Hamiltonian

relevant to the gravitational regime out of the operator Lanczos coefficients.

3.2 Exact solution for heavy operator and λ→ 0

As announced, there exists a limit in which ck(n) becomes constant in k = 0, . . . , n−1 for fixed and

arbitrary n, in which case it can always (i.e. for every n) be pulled out of the k-sum in (3.22) and

identified with the b2n coefficient, assuring condition (3.21), as we shall prove by induction below.

Such a limit is:

q → 1 , q̃ fixed. (3.26)
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Recalling that q = e−λ and q̃ = e−∆λ, this limit can be equivalently expressed as:

λ→ 0 , ∆→ +∞ , q̃ = e−∆λ fixed. (3.27)

Noting that the q-numbers (2.8) have the property of reducing to regular numbers when q → 1,

namely limq→1[n]q = n, expression (3.23) can be seen to simplify drastically in the proposed limit

(3.26):

ck(n)
q→1 , q̃ fixed−−−−−−−−→ 2n(1− q̃) ≡ c(n) . (3.28)

Where, in the last step, the result of the limit has been assigned to c(n) for any value of k because

ck(n) became k-independent. In other words, in this limit we have:

(aR − aL) |χn⟩ = c(n)|χn−1⟩ ∀n ≥ 1 , (3.29)

which implies that (3.21) will be satisfied with b2n = c(n). We therefore propose this expression as

the induction hypothesis for the Lanczos coefficients (recall we had an Ansatz (3.13) for the Krylov

elements, but not one for the Lanczos coefficients). Thanks to this cancellation, as promised, the

Lanczos step (3.17) simplifies greatly and yields:

|An+1⟩ =
J

(b1/J) . . . (bn/J)

(
a†R − a

†
L

)
|χn⟩ =

J

(b1/J) . . . (bn/J)
|χn+1⟩ . (3.30)

This is almost the induction step for the Krylov elements binomial Ansatz, but first the state needs

to be normalized:

b2n+1

J2 = 1
J2 ⟨An+1|An+1⟩ = ⟨χn+1|χn+1⟩

(b1/J)2...(bn/J)2
=

⟨χn|(a†
R−a†

L)
†|χn+1⟩

(b1/J)2...(bn/J)2
. (3.31)

= ⟨χn|(aR−aL)|χn+1⟩
(b1/J)2...(bn/J)2

= c(n+1)⟨χn|χn⟩
(b1/J)2...(bn/J)2

, (3.32)

where in the last step we have made use of (3.29). Now, recalling our induction hypothesis for the

Krylov elements (3.13), we note that normalization of the Krylov elements |ψn⟩ up to step n, which

is assumed for the sake of the inductive argument, implies the following norm of the binomial states

of total chord number (up to) n:

⟨χn|χn⟩ =
b21 . . . b

2
n

J2n
. (3.33)

Combining (3.33) with (3.32), we reach:

b2n+1 = J2c(n+ 1) , (3.34)

in agreement with our Lanczos coefficients hypothesis. Now, normalizing (3.30) with the obtained

Lanczos coefficient yields the next normalized Krylov element,

|ψn+1⟩ =
1

(b1/J) . . . (bn/J)(bn+1/J)
|χn+1⟩ , (3.35)

also in agreement with the induction hypothesis for the Krylov elements (3.13). At this point,

(3.34) together with (3.35) conclude the induction step, and note that the seeds for both the Krylov

elements and the Lanczos coefficients Ansätze have also been explicitly checked in the previous

section 3.1, as one can verify by taking the limit of expressions (3.14), (3.15) and (3.16) for b1, b2
and b3 (respectively) when q → 1 with q̃ fixed.

Summarizing, we have proved inductively that in the limit (3.26), which is equivalently the

limit (3.27), the Lanczos algorithm can be solved in closed form for arbitrary n, with Lanczos

coefficients bn and Krylov basis elements |ψn⟩ given by:

bn = J
√
2n(1− q̃) , |ψn⟩ =

Jn

b1 . . . bn

n∑
k=0

(−1)k
(
n

k

)
|k, n− k⟩ , ∀n ≥ 0 . (3.36)
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The solution (3.36) of the Lanczos algorithm in the limit (3.27) is, however, apparently too

simple: We only get a square-root growth in n for the Lanczos coefficients, similar to what we

obtained in the q → 1 limit of the Lanczos coefficients of the TFD state in [10], which implies [33]

a quadratic growth of K-complexity, CK(t) ∼ 2(1 − q̃)(Jt)2. In particular, this does not feature

any imprints of chaotic operator dynamics, namely a linear bn sequence that would give rise to an

exponential profile of K-complexity as a function of time [4]. We may understand this behavior

by noting that the limit (3.27) is the special case where we make the operator much bigger in size

than the interaction terms in the Hamiltonian: it is a non-typical operator for which scrambling

dynamics are not generically expected. Nevertheless, we shall eventually see in section 3.4 that

the limit studied in the present section effectively isolates the small-n behavior of the Lanczos

coefficients bn computed in the semiclassical limit, where operators with fixed q̃ are seen to feature

scrambling depending on how close q̃ is to 1. In that sense, the Lanczos coefficients computed in

the current section may be understood as describing the early-time regimes of the semiclassical

K-complexity. Systematic corrections to the solution (3.36) in a small-λ expansion with q̃ (and n)

fixed that deviate from the limit (3.27) are presented in appendix B, where it is shown that ck(n)

remains k-independent up to order λ2.

3.3 Numerical experiments

In order to build some intuition, and to back up some of the analytical results in later sections, we

shall now present a numerical analysis of the solution of the Lanczos recursion (3.9). Our aim is to

analyze the tails (3.25) of the Krylov elements over the various total chord number sectors which,

as argued in section 3.1, are the main obstacle to achieving an analytic expression for the Lanczos

coefficients and, more importantly, for identifying the Krylov basis elements |ψn⟩ with total chord

number eigenstates.

The numerical calculations were obtained using two complementary approaches:

• Efficient implementation of the Lanczos algorithm based on the partial re-orthogonalization

routine (PRO) described in [7] (see [32] for a discussion on the implementation of PRO for

generic Hilbert spaces, not just operator space).

• High-precision direct implementation of the Lanczos algorithm (3.9) in the one-particle irrep

of the chord algebra, equipped with the inner product defined through (2.60).

Both approaches are found to be complementary. We apply the PRO algorithm to truncations of

the one-particle Hilbert space consisting of the direct sum of all total chord number sectors up to

some value N , i.e.:

H1p;N :=

N⊕
n=0

H(n)
1p , (3.37)

whose dimension is therefore:

dN := dimH1p;N =

N∑
n=0

(n+ 1) =
1

2
(N + 1)(N + 2) , (3.38)

which behaves as dN ∼ N2

2 . This illustrates the problem introduced at the beginning of section 3

and in section 3.1: we have that the number of distinct fixed chord number states in the Hilbert

space truncation, N + 1 (corresponding to total chord number n = 0, . . . , N), is smaller than the

Krylov space dimension K, i.e. the cardinality of the Krylov basis, which is generically bounded

by the inequality K ≤ dN [7, 29, 32]. Generically K can be (much) larger than N , implying that

the Krylov elements |ψn⟩ cannot be eigenstates of total chord number with eigenvalue n for all

n = 0, . . . ,K − 1. Even without a truncation (N → +∞), the dimensionality of the sectors H(n)
1p
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Figure 2. Profile of three Krylov elements |ψn⟩, for n = 10, 15, 20 (respectively, left, center and

right) over the basis |k,m− k⟩; entries are shown in absolute value. In all cases we fixed q̃ = 0.56,

and considered two values of λ = 0.05, 0.5 (resp. top and bottom). We can observe that in the

case where λ = 0.5 the Krylov elements |ψn⟩ develop significant projection over sectors with total

chord number m < n.

could allow for more than one orthogonal Krylov elements to develop a projection over the same

sectors, and in the case of a finite truncation (N < +∞) this is in fact compulsory, as we shall see,

because K ∼ N2

2 > N . We will thus focus on building the Krylov elements |ψn⟩ for n = 0, . . . , N

as the ones with n in the range N < n < K will suffer from finite-truncation effects, exploring

linear re-combinations of already probed sectors. This unveils the numerical cost of this truncation-

based approach: In order to access up to N Krylov elements and Lanczos coefficients free from

finite-truncation effects, one needs, at least, a Hilbert space truncation H1p;N , whose dimension

scales as ∼ N2

2 , therefore requiring the numerical construction of operators as N2

2 ×
N2

2 matrices11.

The PRO algorithm is able to handle these constructions efficiently at machine precision; however,

for instances in which the numerical instability of the Lanczos algorithm [34, 35] requires control

of a precision finer than the regular double floating point machine precision, we resorte to high-

precision implementations of the pure Lanczos algorithm, based on symbolic manipulation of the

inner product recursion (2.60) and of the Lanczos recursion (3.9).

As a starter, figure 2 presents three-dimensional plots of a few Krylov basis elements |ψn⟩
in coordinates over the chord basis elements {|k,m− k⟩, k = 0, . . . ,m, m ≥ 0} for two different

values of λ. More explicitly, the plots show the coefficients ψ
(n)
mk of the linear combination

|ψn⟩ =
∑
m≥0

m∑
k=0

ψ
(n)
mk|k,m− k⟩ , (3.39)

11Note that, due to the locality of the Hamiltonian (3.11) with respect to the total chord number, the

Lanczos coefficients bn and Krylov elements |ψn⟩ will be completely blind to finite-truncation effects for

n ≤ N , and may thus be compared to analytical results where N is formally infinite.
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where the states of the tail |ξ(n)m ⟩, introduced in (3.25), may be identified as:

|ξ(n)m ⟩ =
m∑

k=0

ψ
(n)
mk|k,m− k⟩ . (3.40)

For a given Krylov element |ψn⟩, the plots in figure 2 depict the following features:

1. The main contribution to |ψn⟩ are the chord states with total chord number equal to n.

Reducing λ suppresses the tail states |ξ(n)m ⟩ with m < n in the tail of the Krylov vector |ψn⟩,
which is seen to be very localized in the n-th total chord number sector for the smallest value

of λ, but which develops a tail on other sectors in the case of the largest λ value.

2. Furthermore, the profile of |ψn⟩ over the sector H(n)
1p is very symmetric (note that the plots

show |ψ(n)
mk|) and the largest contribution comes from the states |k, n− k⟩ with k ≈ n

2 .

3. As anticipated by (3.25), we observe that the non-zero tail states |ξ(n)m ⟩ of a given Krylov

vector |ψn⟩ are those such that m = n−2k for k = 1, . . . , ⌊n/2⌋. This is a consequence of the

fact that the total Hamiltonian (3.11) only features hoppings between total chord number

sectors differing by one unit. This implies that the diagonal Lanczos coefficients are an = 0

as discussed in section 3.1 which, when plugged in the Lanczos recursion (3.9), results in the

fact that the Krylov elements “jump” through total chord number sectors in steps of two

units. More formally, it can be shown inductively that even Krylov elements |ψ2n⟩ only have

projections over the sectors H(2n)
1p of even total chord number, and similarly for the odd ones,

which only have support over sectors of odd total chord number.

Despite the fact that the plots in figure 2 are very insightful illustrations of the wave functions

ψ
(n)
mn of the Krylov elements |ψn⟩ in the one-particle Hilbert space, we shall note that these are

coordinates with respect to a non-orthonormal basis |k,m − k⟩. The elements of this basis are in

general not normalized with respect to the inner product (2.60), and are in general not orthogonal

if they belong to the same total chord number sector. Nevertheless, the fact that states belonging

to different sectors are orthogonal will allow us to perform a basis-independent analysis of the

localization of Krylov elements on total chord number sectors, by analyzing the norm contributions

coming from each one of these. Borrowing expression (3.25) and being agnostic about the specific

profile of the Krylov element |ψn⟩ over the leading Hilbert space sector, we may write

|ψn⟩ =
⌊n/2⌋∑
m=0

|ξ(n)n−2m⟩ , |ξ(n)n−2m⟩ ∈ H
(n−2m)
1p . (3.41)

We now recall what the Krylov elements are orthonormal, ⟨ψm|ψn⟩ = δmn. Denoting the norm

contribution of each sector as

ψ(n)
m :=

√
⟨ξ(n)m |ξ(n)m ⟩ (3.42)

and recalling that sectors of different total chord number are orthogonal, we have that Pythagoras’

theorem applies:
n∑

m=0

(
ψ(n)
m

)2
= 1 , (3.43)

but note that
(
ψ
(n)
m

)2 ̸=∑m
k=0

(
ψ
(n)
mk

)2
because the set {|k,m− k⟩}mk=0 with fixed m is not orthog-

onal with respect to the chord inner product (2.60). Nevertheless, (3.43) is just enough to analyze

systematically the norm contributions of the different sectors to a given Krylov element and the

localization of the latter within the sector with the largest possible total chord number. In order

to study this numerically, we find it useful to consider the following indicators:
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• Chord expectation value of the Krylov vector, given by:

⟨ψn|n̂|ψn⟩ =
N∑

m=0

m
(
ψ(n)
m

)2
. (3.44)

This indicator provides an average of the chord sectors over which the state |ψn⟩ has a

projection, weighted by the norm contributions
(
ψ
(n)
m

)2
.

• Similarly to other many-body physics contexts [36], we may estimate the number of chord

sectors effectively contributing to |ψn⟩ through the participation ratio (PRm), given by the

inverse of the inverse participation ratio (IPRn):

IPRn =

N∑
m=0

(
ψ(n)
m

)4
, (3.45)

PRn =
1

IPRn
. (3.46)

We note that (3.43) implies 1 ≤ PRn ≤ N .

Numerical simulations assess whether |ψn⟩ ∈ H(n)
1p for every n = 0, . . . N . If such is the case, one

should find ⟨ψn|n̂|ψn⟩ = n and PRn = 1 for all n = 0, . . . , N .

Figure 3 shows the numerical results for a Hilbert space truncation of N = 50 chord sectors

(whose dimension is dN = 1326). For a fixed numerical value of q̃ = 0.577 we set a small value

of λ = 0.05 and solve the Lanczos algorithm supplemented by PRO. As already shown in figure 2,

numerical observation suggests that, even when the binomial Ansatz does not apply, the projection

of the n-th Krylov element over the nth sector is very symmetric and peaked near the state |n/2, n/2⟩
(assuming n is even), a good guess for an approximation to the Lanczos coefficients (on which next

section will elaborate further) is the evaluation of the ck(n) coefficient at the center k = n
2 . Such an

estimate is included in figure 3, showing fantastic agreement with the numerically obtained Lanczos

coefficients, even in the regime where the limiting form (3.36), which is also included in the plot,

fails to accurately capture the b-sequence.

By contrast, figure 4 presents the corresponding results for an instance of the system where λ

takes a larger value, λ = 0.5, as also studied for figure 2.

Summary of numerics

We have provided numerical evidence that, keeping q̃ fixed, reducing λ has the effect of suppressing

the tails |ξ(n)m ⟩ of the Krylov basis vectors |ψn⟩ over the sectors m < n, allowing us to describe them

accurately with the binomial Ansatz (3.13) and featuring Lanczos coefficients bn that follow closely

the form bn = J
√
cn/2(n), where the coefficient ck(n) is given in (3.23). These numerical observa-

tions will be explained in the next section from the perspective of an asymptotic, or semiclassical,

limiting procedure. Consequently, in such a limit it is possible to identify the Krylov complexity

eigenstates (i.e. the Krylov basis elements) with total chord number eigenstates. We therefore

obtain an equality between the Krylov complexity operator (3.8) and the restriction of the total

chord number operator to the Krylov space of the one-particle state (3.5) whose time evolution we

are studying. Some further details of the numerical computations presented in this section, together

with complementary results, are given in appendix C.

3.4 Analytical Lanczos coefficients

In the previous sections we showed how one can come up with an Ansatz for the Lanczos coefficients

{bn}n≥1 and the Krylov basis {|ψn⟩}n≥0, which is given in terms of what we called the binomial
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Figure 3. Results of the numerical implementation of the Lanczos algorithm for a system with

λ = 0.05, q̃ = 0.577, using a finite Hilbert space truncation that reaches up to the N = 50 chord

sector. Top left: Lanczos coefficients bn as a function of n. Vertical lines indicate, for reference,

the values n = 1
λ and n = N . The coefficients bn for n > N are subject to finite-truncation effects

(in fact, the bn sequence was found to continue up to termination at K ∼ dN ∼ N2/2, even though

it is not plotted for the sake of this discussion). The analytical estimate b2n = J2 cn/2(n), given in

section 3.4, is found to agree excellently with the Lanczos coefficients for all n ≤ N . Top right:

Expectation value of total chord number of the Krylov elements |ψn⟩. For n ≤ N (i.e. before

truncation effects kick in) we observe that ⟨ψn|n̂|ψn⟩ ≈ n, suggesting that those Krylov elements

are peaked on the corresponding chord sector. For n > N the chord number expectation value

starts to decrease as a function of n, reflecting the fact that the wave function of the subsequent

Krylov vectors probes orthogonal directions within the chord sectors that are not included in the

span of the Krylov elements with n ≤ N . Bottom left: Participation ratio of the chord sectors

in each Krylov vector. For n ≤ N we find that it is equal to one, confirming that each Krylov

vector is confined within one chord sector. Putting this together with the plot on the top right,

one can conclude that |ψn⟩ ∈ H(n)
1p for n ≤ N , i.e. the Krylov vectors, which are Krylov complexity

eigenstates, are simultaneously total chord number eigenstates. Bottom right: For illustration

purposes, this plot compares the profile of the n = N Krylov vector over the sector H(N)
1p , i,e, the

wave function ψ
(N)
Nk in (3.39), and compares it to the (normalized) binomial Ansatz (3.13), showing

good qualitative agreement. The horizontal axis in this case is the left chord number k, labeling

the basis elements |k,N − k⟩ in the aforementioned sector. Such basis elements are not orthogonal,

and therefore this plot may be taken as a qualitative demonstration (similar to figure 2), rather

than as a quantitative analysis of norm contributions. Nevertheless, the binomial Ansatz is seen

to match very closely the numerically obtained wave function. The overall conclusion emerging

from this figure is the following: For n ≤ N , the Krylov elements |ψn⟩ are localized in sectors of

total chord number n, within which they are satisfactorily described by the binomial Ansatz (3.13);

furthermore, they solve the Lanczos recursion (3.9) with Lanczos coefficients that are accurately

described by bn = J
√
cn/2(n), where ck(n) is given in (3.23), an approximation that will be argued

for in section 3.4 (always in the regime that is not affected by the truncation protocol).
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Figure 4. Numerical solution of the Lanczos algorithm with PRO for a finite truncation of the one-

particle Hilbert space with chord sectors up to N = 50, for the parameters λ = 0.5 and q̃ = 0.577

(i.e. same parameters as in 3 but with a bigger value of λ). In plots whose horizontal axis is

n, the vertical lines n = 1
λ , N have been included for reference. Top left: Lanczos coefficients.

We start to observe small deviations between the numerics and the semiclassical approximation

bn = J
√
cn/2(n) (cf. section 3.4). Top right: Total chord number expectation value of the Krylov

vectors |ψn⟩. Even before the truncation, it deviates from a line with unit slope, reflecting the fact

that Krylov vectors start to develope a non-negligible tail over sectors of smaller total chord number

(cf. figure 2). Bottom left: Consistently, the chord sector participation ratios deviate from 1.

Bottom right: As an illustration, the profile of the Krylov element |ψN ⟩ over the sector H(N)
1p ,

captured by the wave function ψ
(N)
Nk , is seen to deviate slightly from the (normalized) binomial

Ansatz (3.13).

states |χn⟩, cf. (3.13). This basis solves the Lanczos algorithm exactly until n = 3 (cf. section 3.1),

while discrepancies occurring for higher n > 3, are of higher order in λ (cf. section 3.2 and

appendix B), thus being under control for small λ, given a fixed n. Section 3.3 presented numerical

results for the Lanczos coefficients and the Krylov states, which follow closely the small-λ predictions

in appendix B up to some λ-dependent value of n after which the deviations become significant.

This is a result of the fact that such an analysis was performed taking λ to zero for fixed n.

In this section we want to study analytically what happens at higher n, and in particular we

will propose that in the semiclassical limit the binomial Ansatz is controlled analytically, yielding

an accurate expression for the Lanczos coefficients. Such a semiclassical limit is defined as follows

[21, 24]:

λ→ 0 , n→∞ , λn ≡ l fixed , (3.47)

where l may be thought of as a dimensionless length introduced by the semiclassical scaling of

the chord number variable. As argued in section 3.1, operator complexity can be obtained as the
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Krylov complexity of the |0, 0⟩ seed state evolving under the two-sided Hamiltonian HR−HL, given

explicitly in (3.11).

The states {|ψn⟩}n≥0 are built out of the Lanczos recursion in the one particle sector (3.9).

To begin, we shall argue that there is a sense in which the binomial Ansatz (3.13) is still satisfied

by the Krylov basis vectors in the semiclassical limit (3.47). The sense in which this is true is the

following: each Krylov vector |ψn⟩ will have the generic form predicted in (3.25), where the norm of

the tail vectors belonging to sectors of chord number smaller than n will be suppressed in λ in the

semiclassical limit, such that the leading norm contribution comes from the binomial state in the

n-th sector appearing in (3.25). In order to show inductively the self-consistency of the suppression

of these tails, we may consider as an induction hypothesis that both the Krylov vectors |ψn⟩ and
|ψn−1⟩ are given by the binomial Ansatz (3.13), and we shall argue that the Lanczos step (3.9)

produces the (n + 1)th binomial state, plus a tail whose norm is suppressed in the semiclassical

limit. Let us now present the explicit inductive argument. We propose the following induction

hypothesis for the Krylov vectors and the Lanczos coefficients in the semiclassical limit:

|ψn⟩ =
1

(b1/J) . . . (bn/J)
|χn⟩+ (subleading in λ) , b2n ∼

λ∼0
J2 cn/2(n) , (3.48)

where, in the Krylov vector Ansatz, “subleading in λ” stands for a vector orthogonal to |χn⟩ whose
norm contribution to |ψn⟩ is suppressed with respect to the one due to |χn⟩. In order to proceed

to the inductive proof of this hypothesis, we should start discussing the induction seed, which is

in fact a subtle point given that we have posed an Ansatz for the Krylov basis and the Lanczos

coefficients that we expect to be satisfied in the semiclassical limit. It shall nevertheless suffice to

say, as explained at the beginning of this section, that the hypothesis (3.48) is exact up to n = 3

where the λ-corrections are exactly zero, and remains valid thereafter with corrections suppressed

in an expansion in powers of λ given fixed n; therefore, the hypothesis (3.48) proposes to extend

this behavior to the large-n regime12.

We now turn to proving that the induction step is satisfied by (3.48). The induction step

is precisely a step of the Lanczos algorithm, cf. (3.9), which is a two-term recursion. Thus, we

assume that (3.48) is satisfied for |ψn⟩, |ψn−1⟩, bn and bn−1 and we proceed to construct bn+1

and |ψn+1⟩. As for the Krylov vector, proving the self consistency of (3.48) in the semiclassical

limit, amounts to plugging the leading term of the Krylov state, i.e. the binomial state |χn⟩, in
the Lanczos step and verifying that it produces the next binomial state |χn+1⟩ plus tails that are

indeed subleading. Explicitly, the Lanczos step that constructs the non-normalized (n+ 1)-Krylov

vector, |An+1⟩ = bn+1|ψn+1⟩, reads:

|An+1⟩ = (HR −HL)|ψn⟩ − bn|ψn−1⟩ (3.49)

=
J

(b1/J) . . . (bn/J)

(
|χn+1⟩ − |ζn−1⟩

)
, (3.50)

where, after some algebra, the tail vector |ζn−1⟩ reads:

|ζn−1⟩ =
n−1∑
k=0

(
ck(n)− b2n/J2

)
(−1)k

(
n− 1

k

)
|k, n− 1− k⟩ , (3.51)

with the coefficient ck(n) given in (3.23). In order to check whether the norm of the tail is suppressed

compared to that of |χn+1⟩, we compute explicitly the norm of |An+1⟩, which is nothing but the

12As a check, later in this section equation (3.74) will show that the Lanczos coefficients Ansatz in (3.48)

recovers the small-λ analysis of appendix (B) if we set λn≪ 1.
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Lanczos coefficient bn+1. This coefficient picks up norm contributions from both the two orthogonal

states |χn+1⟩ ∈ H(n+1)
1p and |ζn−1⟩ ∈ H(n−1)

1p :

b2n+1

J2
=

J2n

b21 . . . b
2
n

(
⟨χn+1|χn+1⟩+ ⟨ζn−1|ζn−1⟩

)
. (3.52)

Explicitly, the two norm contributions are:

⟨χn+1|χn+1⟩ =
n+1∑

k′,k=0

(−1)k
′+k

(
n+ 1

k′

)(
n+ 1

k

)
⟨k′, n+ 1− k′|k, n+ 1− k⟩ , (3.53)

⟨ζn−1|ζn−1⟩ =
n−1∑

k′,k=0

[
ck′(n)− b2n

J2

][
ck(n)−

b2n
J2

]
(−1)k

′+k

(
n− 1

k′

)(
n− 1

k

)
⟨k′, n− 1− k′|k, n− 1− k⟩ .

(3.54)

As promised, we may now analyze both contributions (3.53) and (3.54) in the semiclassical limit

(3.47) and argue that the latter is suppressed in powers of λ with respect to the former. Let us

start by noting that the overlaps between states belonging to the same sector H(n)
1p are computed

via the semiclassical limit of (2.68), which was worked out in [24]:

⟨x′|x⟩ = ⟨n′L, n′R | nL, nR⟩ = [n]q!

( (
1− c2

)
/2

cosh x−x′

2 − c cosh x+x′

2

)2∆

, (3.55)

where c2 = qn and x = λnL−nR

2 . Indeed, in this limit, the n-chord sector will be weighted with an

extra 1−qn

1−q ∼ 1/λ factor (note that λn is fixed in the semiclassical limit) with respect to the (n−1)-

sector, due to the [n]q! term in (3.55), implying that inner products in the sector H(n)
1p scale as λ−n

in the semiclassical limit. Hence, the overlap in (3.53) gives the corresponding norm contribution

a total scaling of λ−(n+1). On the other hand, the overlap in (3.54) contributes to the tail norm

with a factor λ−(n−1), and, in order to assess whether ⟨ζn−1|ζn−1⟩ is suppressed with respect to

⟨χn+1|χn+1⟩, it is only left to show that the contribution due to each of the ck(n)− b2n/J2 terms is

at least more suppressed than 1/λ. The coefficients ck(n), whose definition is given in (3.23), admit

a smooth form in the semiclassical limit13:

ck(n) ∼
λ→0

c(l, lL;λ) ≡
l

l − lL
1− e−(l−lL)

λ
(1− q̃e−lL) +

l

lL

1− e−lL

λ
(1− q̃e−(l−lL)) . (3.56)

Expression (3.56) is in fact of order 1/λ. However, as discussed in appendix D, the binomials

entering the sums in (3.53) and (3.54) get squeezed in the semiclassical limit, effectively becoming

Dirac delta functions centered in the middle of the domain of lL ≡ λk. We refer to appendices

D.1.1 and D.1.2 for the details of the proof of this fact, but we can summarize it here by noting

that, in the semiclassical limit, the asymptotic expansion of the binomial
(
n
k

)
near λ ∼ 0 is:(

n

k

)
semicl.
=

(
l/λ

lL/λ

)
(3.57)

∼
λ∼0

√
2l

πλ(l2 − 4x2)
exp

{
1

λ

(
l log(2l)− (l − 2x) log(l − 2x)− (l + 2x) log(l + 2x)

)}
, (3.58)

13We also consider λk ≡ lL to be fixed in the semiclassical limit, in which strictly speaking the k-sums

will become infinite Riemann sums whose integration measure is given by λ→ 0. For details, see appendix

D.
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where x = lL − l/2. In expression (3.58) we can see that 1
λ enters as a large parameter in the

prefactor of the exponent, which is therefore amenable to a saddle-point approximation. Direct

computation yields that the saddle point is indeed at x = 0 ⇔ lL = l
2 . Therefore, the sums

in (3.54) are asymptotically dominated by the configuration k = n/2 + δk where δk
n → 0 (and

similarly for k′), for which the induction hypothesis on the Lanczos coefficients (3.48) assures that

cn/2(n) − b2n/J2 ∼
λ∼0

λ0, implying that the tail norm (3.54) is of order λ−(n−1), thus suppressed

with respect to (3.53). This shows that the non-normalized Krylov vector (3.49) is dominated by

the binomial state in the n+ 1 sector. Schematically:

|An+1⟩ =
Jn+1

b1 . . . bn
|χn+1⟩+ subleading in λ , (3.59)

where the orthogonal tail has a subleading norm in the sense that we have just discussed.

In order to continue with the inductive proof, we need to finish the computation of the Lanczos

coefficient (3.52), which we have just shown to be dominated in the semiclassical limit by the

contribution coming from the binomial state. We have:

b2n+1

J2
= J2n ⟨χn+1|χn+1⟩

b21 . . . b
2
n

=
J2n

b21 . . . b
2
n

n∑
k′,k=0

(−1)k
′+kck(n+ 1)

(
n

k′

)(
n

k

)
⟨k′, n− k′|k, n− k⟩ ,

(3.60)

where in the second equality we have used that ⟨χn+1| = ⟨χn|(aR−aL). The sums in (3.60) localize,

in the semiclassical limit, to the contribution coming from the center of the summation range, due

to the same argument in appendix (D) to which we already alluded earlier. We thus have:14

b2n+1 ∼
λ∼0

J2n+2
cn+1

2
(n+1) ⟨χn|χn⟩
b21 . . . b

2
n

∼
λ∼0

J2cn+1
2
(n+ 1) , (3.61)

where in the last step the ⟨χn|χn⟩ has been canceled out against the denominator using the induction

hypothesis (3.48). Finally, the (n+1)-Krylov vector is obtained normalizing |An+1⟩ with the Lanczos

coefficient (3.61):

|ψn+1⟩ =
1

bn+1
|An+1⟩ =

1

(b1/J) . . . (bn+1/J)
|χn+1⟩+ subleading in λ , (3.62)

where in the last step we have used (3.59). All in all, we have obtained (3.61) and (3.62), which

satisfy the induction hypothesis (3.48). This concludes the proof by induction.

We have proved inductively that in the semiclassical limit the Krylov vectors |ψn⟩ are given by

binomial states, and therefore |ψn⟩ ∈ H1p(n), that is, they are eigenstates of the total chord number

operator. Putting this together with the fact that the states |ψn⟩ are, by definition, eigenstates

of the Krylov complexity operator (3.8), it follows that the latter is equal to the chord number

operator15 and, in particular, Krylov complexity is equal to the chord number expectation value.

Let us now move on to analyzing the obtained Lanczos sequence. The proof presented above

holds in the semiclassical limit given any fixed ∆ > 0, as discussed in appendix (D), since the

operator dimension is not scaled parametrically with λ in the limiting procedure. This provides a

14Even though we are using discrete labels, strictly speaking, in the semiclassical limit the coefficient ck(n)

becomes asymptotically a smooth function c(l, lL;λ), given in (3.56), where l ≡ λn. From this perspective,

n and n + 1 are undistinguishable. It is nevertheless harmless and preferred for this analysis to use the

same index for the Lanczos coefficient and for the vector whose norm produces it in equation 3.61.
15In order to be fully correct, we should say that the Krylov complexity operator ĈK is equal to the

restriction of the total chord number operator n̂ over the Krylov space of the state |0, 0⟩.
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limiting form for the Lanczos sequence, expression (3.48), which is seen to describe very accurately

the Lanczos coefficients of in the the numerical simulations in section (3.3) and appendix (C.2)

provided sufficiently small values of λ. However, the ∆-dependence only enters through q̃ = e−λ∆

in the c-coefficients (3.23), and gets sent to q̃ = 1 in the strict semiclassical limit as we can observe

from (3.56). Hence, in order to obtain a Lanczos sequence with a non-trivial operator dependence,

we can supplement the semiclassical limit (3.47) with the additional scaling

∆→ +∞ , q̃ = e−λ∆ fixed . (3.63)

In appendix D we argue that this ∆-scaling in the semiclassical limit still provides (and in fact

controls parametrically) the localization of the sums that were instrumental in the inductive proof

of the semiclassical solution of the Lanczos algorithm, which therefore carries through. With this,

the Lanczos coefficients take the form:

bn = J
√
ck=n/2(n) = 2J

√
1− qn/2
1− q

(
1− q̃qn/2

)
(3.64)

We now wish to study the regimes of this Lanczos sequence and contrast them with the Krylov

complexity regimes of the analysis in next section. For this, we may reinstate the Hamiltonian

normalization used in [21] and reviewed in section 2, which makes DSSYK reduce to large-p SYK

when λ→ 0 [21, 37] and which is convenient for the continuum approximation of Krylov complexity

(cf. [10] and next section). This normalization is implemented by the change J 7→ J√
λ
, implying:

bn 7−→ bn/
√
λ =

J√
λ

√
ck=n/2(n) , (3.65)

where J is a dimensionful parameter that sets the units of energy. With this, the Lanczos coefficients

take the form:

bn =
2J√
λ

√
1− qn/2
1− q

(
1− q̃qn/2

)
, (3.66)

Next, we will study the behavior of (3.66) in various regimes, in particular for small and large

n. We will also see that the value of q̃ plays an important role.

3.4.1 Regimes of Lanczos coefficients

Here, we analyze the regimes of the Lanczos coefficients as a function of n, while keeping q̃, and

λ fixed. The analysis is analogous to the one performed for the Lanczos coefficients for the state

K-complexity of the infinite temperature TFD in [10]. However, in this case, we gain a new regime

from the presence of the additional q̃ parameter. Recalling that when q̃ → 1 the operator is small,

we would expect to see some kind of operator growth whose signature is a linear growth of Lanczos

coefficients, see [4], in this limit.

At small n, we perform an expansion keeping first order terms in qn/2 = e−λn/2 ≈ 1− λn
2 , to

find a square-root behavior of the Lanczos coefficients:

bn ≈ J

√
2(1− q̃)
λ(1− q)

√
n, n≪ 2

λ
. (3.67)

At large n, qn/2 = e−λn/2 is small, and we can approximate
√

(1− qn/2)(1− q̃qn/2) ≈ (1 −
qn/2/2)(1− q̃qn/2/2) such that:

bn ≈
2J√

λ(1− q)

(
1− qn/2

2

)(
1− q̃ qn/2

2

)
, n≫ 2

λ
. (3.68)
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This result tends to a q̃-independent constant when n→∞:

bn ≈
2J√

λ(1− q)
, n→∞. (3.69)

Indeed, as can be observed in fig. 5, at large n ≫ 2/λ the Lanczos coefficients reach the same

horizontal asymptote, independently of q̃. This is evidence that the operator Krylov complexity

we will build out of them in the next section will present the expected late-time linear growth,

regardless of the value of q̃. The only difference between operators of different q̃ will then be the

onset of this linear behavior.

We will now take care of the q̃ → 1 limit, where, as we have noted above, we expect to see a

signature of operator growth in the behavior of the Lanczos coefficients. Going to the next term in

the small n expansion gives rise to the result:

bn ≈
2J√

λ(1− q)

√
(1− q̃)λn

2
+

(3q̃ − 1)

2

(
λn

2

)2

+O
(
(λn/2)

3
)
, (3.70)

interestingly, in the early n regime we see a competition between the ∝ n and the ∝ n2 term inside

the square root. When the ∝ n2 term is dominant, this can define a novel linear regime for the

Lanczos coefficients, not found in the analysis of the TFD state complexity of [10]. When q̃ is big

enough this regime is parametrically distinct from the square root behavior, and in particular the

transition happens around n ∼ 2
λ

2(1−q̃)
3q̃−1 . We will confirm in the next section that the linear regime

observed here, which lasts longer the closer q̃ is to 1, is linked to the characteristic exponential

regime of operator complexity. More explicitly, for n≪ 2/λ around q̃ = 1, the result (3.70) can be

written as

bn ≈
2J√

λ(1− q)

(
λn

2

)√
(3q̃ − 1)

2

(
1 +

(1− q̃)
3q̃ − 1

2

λn

)
,

2(1− q̃)
3q̃ − 1

2

λ
≪ n≪ 2

λ
, (3.71)

which is linear in n. Note that the linear behavior will not be seen if 2(1 − q̃)/(3q̃ − 1) > 1 or

q̃ < 0.6. This result shows that as q̃ → 1, the Lanczos coefficients tend to

bn ≈ J
λ√

λ(1− q)
n, n≪ 2

λ
and q̃ → 1 . (3.72)

For small λ this becomes bn ≈ J n which implies an exponential growth of Krylov complexity of

the form CK(t) ∝ e2Jt. In the next section we will show that such a behavior is indeed found in the

result for K-complexity. Finally, we mention that for q̃ → 1, the large n behavior of the Lanczos

coefficients is

bn ≈
2J√

λ(1− q)

(
1− qn/2

)
, n≫ 2

λ
. (3.73)

To summarize, we found that the Lanczos coefficients show the following regimes:

bn ≈


2J√

λ(1−q)

√
(1− q̃)λn2 + (3q̃−1)

2

(
λn
2

)2
+O

(
(λn/2)

3
)
, n≪ 2/λ

2J√
λ(1−q)

(
1− qn/2

2

)(
1− q̃qn/2

2

)
, n≫ 2/λ

. (3.74)

For q̃ ≈ 1, the first regime becomes approximately linear between 2(1−q̃)
3q̃−1

2
λ ≪ n ≪ 2

λ , with

bn ≈ J λ√
λ(1−q)

n. And, the second regime behaves as bn ≈ 2J√
λ(1−q)

(
1− qn/2

)
. We attempt

to demonstrate all of these statements in fig. 5.
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Figure 5. The Lanczos coefficients of (3.66) with J = 1 and λ = 0.01, for q̃ = 0.5 and q̃ = 0.99

(in the inset: a zoomed-in version for better visualization of the small n regimes). For q̃ = 0.5, the

thick gray lines show the small and large n approximations in (3.74). For q̃ = 0.99 the gray lines

show (3.70) for small n and (3.73) for large n; in the inset we show in gray the linear approximation

(3.71).

3.5 Analytical form of operator K-complexity in the semiclassical limit

In this section we will find an analytical expression for Krylov complexity in the small λ limit. As

we mentioned before, and as shown in [10], λ can serve as a parameter which makes Krylov space

continuous. Defining x ≡ λn, where it is understood that λ → 0 and n → ∞, the wavefunction is

identified with a continuous function, φn(t) → f(t, x); in the same limit, the Lanczos coefficients

become continuous as well, bn → b(x). With these identifications, the wavefunction equation,

φ̇n(t) = bnφn−1(t)− bn+1φn+1(t), becomes

ḟ(t, x) = b(x)f(t, x− λ)− b(x+ λ)f(t, x+ λ)

= −2λb(x)f ′(x, t)− λb′(x)f(t, x)− 1

2
λ2b′′(x)f(t, x)− λ2b′(x)f ′(t, x) +O(λ3) (3.75)

If we define v(x) ≡ 2λb(x), this takes the form

ḟ(t, x) = −v(x)f ′(t, x)− v′(x)

2
f(t, x)− λ

2

(
v′(x)f ′(t, x) +

v′′(x)

2
f(t, x)

)
+O(λ2) (3.76)

In this case, the continuous version of the Lanczos coefficients takes the form

b(x) =
2J√

λ(1− q)

√
(1− e−x/2)(1− q̃e−x/2) (3.77)

and, in a similar manner to the matterless case, the velocity field, v(x) = 4J
√
(1− e−x/2)(1− q̃e−x/2),

is of O(λ0). Keeping only the O(λ0) in (3.76), the equation is equivalent to a chiral wave equation

(∂t + ∂y)g(t, y) = 0 through the change of variables dy = dx/v(x) and g(t, y) =
√
v(x(y))f(t, x(y)).

Such an equation moves any initial condition, g(0, y), rigidly in time, allowing us to use a point-

particle approximation for the wave-packet.

We note, however, that at small x, the first order in λ velocity field is v(x) = 2
√
2
√
1− q̃

√
x+

O(x3/2), while its first derivative is given by v′(x) =
√
2
√
1−q̃√
x

+ 3(3q̃−1)
√
x

4
√
2
√
1−q̃

+O
(
x3/2

)
whose second

term can be large when q̃ → 1. When inserted into (3.76), the third coefficient, (λ/2)v′(x), can

compete with the first coefficient, v(x), when q̃ → 1, unless λ is scaled down accordingly. This can

spoil the chiral wave equation and therefore the point particle approximation at early times. We
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note however that, if we are taking the λ → 0 limit, the approximation will hold at all times for

any fixed q̃, so that the motion of the wave-packet on the Krylov chain can be well described as

the motion of a point particle with velocity proportional to the Lanczos coefficients. Analogously

to [10] then, the Krylov complexity is the position of this particle, which can be found by inverting

the integral: ∫ n(t)

0

dn

2bn
= t . (3.78)

If we perform the integration we get:√
λ(1− q)
J log q

tanh−1

( √
1− qn/2√
1− q̃qn/2

)∣∣∣∣n(t)
n=0

=

√
λ(1− q)
J log q

tanh−1

( √
1− qn(t)/2√
1− q̃qn(t)/2

)
. (3.79)

By inverting this result and reinstating q = e−λ, we obtain the operator complexity in the point

particle approximation, n(t):

n(t) =
2

λ
log

[
1 + (1− q̃) sinh2

(√
λ

1− q
J t

)]
, (3.80)

which in the λ→ 0 limit simplifies to:

CK(t) = n(t) ≈ 2

λ
log
[
1 + (1− q̃) sinh2(J t)

]
. (3.81)

Let us study the behavior of this complexity as a function of time. At early times, Jt≪ 1, we can

approximate sinh2(Jt) ≈ (Jt)2:

λCK(t) ≈ 2 log[1 + (1− q̃)(Jt)2] ≈ 2(1− q̃)(Jt)2, t≪ 1

J
. (3.82)

At later times we approximate sinh2(Jt) ≈ 1
4e

2Jt − 1
2 , such that 2 log[1 + (1 − q̃) sinh2(Jt)] ≈

2 log
(

1+q̃
2

)
+ 2 log

(
1 + 1−q̃

1+q̃
e2Jt

2

)
. Further assuming that 1−q̃

1+q̃
e2Jt

2 ≪ 1 we can approximate

λCK(t) ≈ 2 log

(
1 + q̃

2

)
+

1− q̃
1 + q̃

e2Jt,
1

J
≪ t≪ tscr ≡

1

2J
log

2(1 + q̃)

1− q̃
, (3.83)

where we defined the scrambling time as the time of onset of the linear regime, analogously to what

we discussed in fig. 1 for the matterless TFD state complexity. At even later times, we preserve

only the exponential part of sinh2(Jt) ≈ 1
4e

2Jt which gives:

λCK(t) ≈ 2 log

(
1− q̃
4

)
+ 4Jt when t≫ tscr (3.84)

To summarize, depending on the time scale and on the parameter q̃, K-complexity has the following

behavior:

λCK(t) ∼


2(1− q̃)(Jt)2 t≪ 1

J

2 log
(

1+q̃
2

)
+ 1−q̃

1+q̃ e
2Jt 1

J ≪ t≪ tscr

2 log
(

1−q̃
4

)
+ 4Jt t≫ tscr

(3.85)

Let us briefly comment on the regimes we have identified. The operator complexity has the same

quadratic early time behavior that was found for the infinite temperature TFD state complexity

in [10]. However, before arriving at the asymptotic linear behavior, there is a new intermediate

exponential regime whose length is controlled by q̃. This regime lasts for for a time proportional
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Figure 6. K-complexity in the small λ limit with various values of q̃. The thick grey line shows the

analytical result (3.81), while the thin blue line shows numerical results. The blue dashed vertical

line shows the time scale below which the behavior is quadratic and given by (3.82). The red

dashed vertical line is the ‘scrambling’ time, below which the behavior is exponential and given by

(3.83). We superimpose the quadratic approximation (3.82), the scrambling regime (3.83) and the

linear regime (3.84) as thick lightblue, pink and yellow lines respectively. Note that for q̃ = 0.5 the

scrambling time is below the quadratic time, and thus there is no scrambling regime.

to − log(1− q̃), which we can think as the characteristic time needed for a matter insertion per-

turbation to grow on the system. So we can consider this intermediate exponential regime as long

and parametrically different to the ∝ t2 behavior when tscr ≫ 1/(2J), that is when q̃ → 1. In these

cases, the complexity will stay small following this exponential regime for a very long time before

starting the linear growth, which is a manifestation that an energy perturbations that is initially

confined to a smaller number of the fermionic modes takes more time to grow.

Next we want to compare the result we found for operator complexity with those obtained

from models of quantum circuits [38], as they are usually good benchmarks to understand quantum

information theoretic quantities.

Connection with circuit complexity

In particular we will recognize that DSSYK and circuit complexities follow similar behaviors, and

that they share the same dependence on the dimension of the system and the size parameters of the

operator and Hamiltonian. The operator circuit complexity of O can be defined as the minimum

number of gates needed to approximate it up to a certain tolerance [39]. Notice that this notion,

in contrast to the Krylov complexity we defined, does not depend only on the operator choice and

system details, but also on some arbitrary allowed tolerance parameter and set of gates considered.

Now let us consider a system of G qubits evolving with a Hamiltonian H acting at each time step

on a random set of k ≪ G qubits. We are interested in the circuit operator complexity of the

operator O = W (t) = eiHtWe−iHt, which is defined as the precursor of a perturbation W acting
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on a small number s0 of qubits. It has been shown [38], that this operator circuit complexity has

an early exponential time dependence followed by a linear regime, ensuing at a ‘scrambling time’

n∗ such as:

n∗ ∝ log
G

s0(k − 1)
. (3.86)

We note that this circuit complexity behavior is very similar to that of (3.81) when q̃ ∼ 1. Indeed

they differ only at very early times (when the DSSYK complexity ∝ t2), and share the long expo-

nential regime and the linear behavior after scrambling. Moreover, the scrambling times related to

these two notions of complexity, present a similar dependence on the Hamiltonian and operator size

parameters. When q̃ ∼ 1, we have that the scrambling time for the DSSYK operator complexity

can be written as:

tscr ∼̃
q∼1

1

2J
log

(
2

1− q̃

)
∼ 1

2J
log

(
2

λ∆

)
∼ 1

2J
log

(
N

pp̃

)
(3.87)

where we have reinstated in the expression the dimension of the Hamiltonian p, the operator p̃,

and the size of the system N . These size parameters appear inside the log similarly as they do for

(3.86), with the natural identifications k ↔ p, s0 ↔ p̃ and G ↔ N . We consider this similarity a

good sanity check for our result of DSSYK operator K-complexity.

3.6 Canonical analysis

Section 3.5 noted that, in the semiclassical limit, controlled by λ→ 0 and where the dimensionless

variable x ≡ λn, the propagation of the wave packet in Krylov space becomes ballistic, admitting

an equivalent description in terms of a point particle that follows a trajectory determined by the

velocity profile

v(x) = lim
λ→0

(
2λb(x)

)
= 4J

√(
1− e−x/2

) (
1− q̃e−x/2

)
. (3.88)

The velocity field v(x) may be regarded as the parametric equation for the phase space trajectory

of the point particle. We may now seek the Hamiltonian that produces this trajectory as a solution

of its equation of motion. Given any constant E > 0, which may be thought of as setting the energy

units, it is possible to show that such a trajectory follows from the following Hamiltonian:

H = E

{
k2

2
+ 8

(
J

E

)2

V (x)

}
, (3.89)

where V (x) is given by a Morse potential:

V (x) = (1 + q̃) e−x/2 − q̃e−x . (3.90)

Note that below we present an alternative derivation of this Hamiltonian from the semiclassical

Lanczos coefficients. For q̃ ∈ [0, 1], the potential (3.90) takes the form of the reverse of the potential

for a diatomic molecule, see figure 7. In particular, it features an unstable maximum located at the

position

xm(q̃) = −2 log 1 + q̃

2q̃
. (3.91)

We note that for q̃ ∈ [0, 1] the unstable maximum location satisfies xm(q̃) ≤ 0.

In order to reproduce the semiclassical Krylov complexity result (3.81) out of Hamiltonian

(3.89), we need to solve its associated equation of motion given the initial condition x(0) = 0, as
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the starting value of K-complexity is always zero. The second initial condition is already dictated

by the Lanczos coefficients and encoded in v(x): ẋ(0) = v
(
x(0)

)
= 0. This yields (see appendix E):

lim
λ→0

[λCK(t)] = x(t) = 2 log
{
1 + (1− q̃) sinh2 (tJ)

}
, (3.92)

in perfect agreement with (3.81), as expected by construction of (3.89).

When q̃ = 0 (i.e. very heavy operators), equation (3.92) reduces to the matterless solution

studied in [10], namely
x(t)

2
= 2 log cosh(tJ) , (3.93)

where the factor of 1
2 on the left hand-side appears because the heavy operator insertion effectively

splits the system into two identical copies, the left and right half-lengths evolving independently

and following (3.93). Mathematically, this is the result of the fact that the one-particle algebra

becomes the tensor product of two copies of the zero-particle algebra when q̃ = 0 [24]. On the other

hand, when q̃ = 1, the solution (3.92) becomes stationary, as expected for the identity operator.

We are now in position to understand the scrambling dynamics that solution (3.92) features

when q̃ is close to 1, as discussed in section 3.5, from the perspective of the Morse potential

(3.90). The computation of Krylov complexity amounts to solving the equation of motion of the

Hamiltonian (3.89) with the initial conditions
(
x(0), ẋ(0)

)
= (0, 0). For any value of q̃ ∈ [0, 1[, the

unstable maximum xm(q̃) < 0 appears to the left of the starting position of the point particle (see

figure 7), which will therefore start rolling down the potential towards x > 0. The closer q̃ is to 1,

the closer will xm(q̃) be to the starting position, and hence the roll-off of the particle gets slightly

delayed. In the limiting case q̃ = 1, the particle at t = 0 happens to be sitting exactly on top of the

unstable equilibrium point, hence remaining stationary. In short, this analysis connects scrambling

dynamics of operator complexity to the dynamics of a point particle evolving in a potential that

features an unstable equilibrium point.

For completeness, we may conclude this section by noting that the Hamiltonian (3.89) is classi-

cally equivalent to the Hamiltonian that can be obtained in the usual manner from the combination

of the Lanczos coefficients and the displacement operator in Krylov space [10]. In the semiclassical

limit, we have:

HR −HL = eiλkb(x) + b(x)e−iλk (3.94)

=
2J√

λ(1− q)

{
eiλk

√
1− V (x) + e−iλk

√
1− V (x)

}
, (3.95)

where V (x) is the same function defined in (3.90). The Hamiltonian (3.95) is different as an operator

from (3.89); however, it can be checked that when λ→ 0 the equation of motion for x(t) is the same

in both cases16, hence the classical equivalence of the Hamiltonians. Furthermore, the semiclassical

analysis in section 3.5 showed that when λ→ 0 the evolution generated by (3.94) in Krylov space

becomes classical in the sense that the Krylov wave function evolves ballistically, and therefore in

this limit the Hamiltonians (3.94) and (3.89) may be freely interchanged for the purpose of the

canonical description of Krylov complexity and, in turn, of total chord number.

3.7 Triple-scaled Hamiltonian

Let us now derive the form of the Hamiltonian HR−HL in the low-energy regime. This is achieved

by the so-called triple-scaling limit [21], which zooms near the ground state via a large-length

16In fact, this is true for any (hermitian) potential function V (x).
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Figure 7. This figure depicts the Krylov space potential that governs the evolution of the operator

Krylov complexity in the semiclassical (λ → 0) limit, where the K-complexity is given by the

position x(t) of a point particle that propagates through Krylov space driven by such a potential,

starting at rest at x(0) = 0. The top left, top right and bottom left graphs correspond to the

potential for values q̃ = 0.577, 0.999, 1, respectively. We observe that this potential has an unstable

maximum that lies closer to the initial position of the particle the closer q̃ is to 1, and hence the

asymptotically linear Krylov complexity growth gets delayed by some amount of time, as seen in the

bottom right plot. In short, the instability in the potential provides a mechanism for scrambling-

like dynamics. More precisely, this behavior is the imprint of the switchback effect caused by the

insertion of the operator in the state O(t)|TFD⟩, whose Krylov complexity we have computed using

the fact that in DSSYK such a state gets mapped to the one-particle state e−it(HR−HL)|0, 0⟩, cf.
(2.58).

limit17, namely

λ→ 0 , x→∞ ,
e−x

(2λ)2
≡ e−x̃ fixed. (3.96)

This limit captures the low-energy dynamics of DSSYK (and, in turn, of large-p SYK, since λ→ 0),

where the system features a gravitational dual governed by JT gravity, as reviewed in section 2.2. In

previous work [10] we showed that in this limit the matterless Hamiltonian reduces to the Liouville

Hamiltonian relevant to such a gravitational theory [21, 26], where the rescaled Krylov complexity

variable x̃ played the role of the regularized bulk length in AdS units. The total chord number

in the one-particle algebra has also been argued in [21, 24] to become the gravitational length

variable when λ → 0 and, since in section 3.4 we proved that operator Krylov complexity is equal

to total chord number, the form of HR−HL in terms of the bulk length operator in the JT gravity

regime can be obtained out of triple-scaling the operator Lanczos coefficients (3.64). However, an

17This limit may be understood as a choice of bulk length regularization scheme, as explained in appendix

B of [10]

– 36 –



important subtlety needs to be taken into account: as we make the variable x large to zoom in on

the vicinity of the ground state, the operator should be made light in a coordinated manner, in

order to prevent its influence from being too disruptive. More technically, for the low-energy limit to

be self-consistent, the effect of the operator dependence should be contained within the low-energy

Hamiltonian. In order to achieve this, we propose to supplement the triple-scaling protocol (3.96)

with the prescription of keeping ∆ fixed in q̃ = eλ∆ as λ goes to zero. All in all, the triple-scaled

Lanczos sequence in terms of the semiclassical variables is:

b(x) =
2J√

λ(1− q)

√
(1− e−x/2)(1− e−λ∆−x/2) (3.97)

7−→ bTS(x̃) =
2J√

λ(1− q)

√
(1− 2λe−x̃/2)(1− 2λe−λ∆−x̃/2) (3.98)

= b0(λ)− 4Je−x̃/2 − λJ(1− 2∆)e−x̃/2 +O(λ2) , (3.99)

where b0(λ) = 2J
λ + O(λ0) is a constant related to the system’s ground-state energy. The triple-

scaled Hamiltonian H(−) may be determined by posing

−H(−) ≡ HR −HL = eiλk̃bTS(x̃) + bTS(x̃)e−iλk̃ (3.100)

and expanding around λ = 0. Given that the Lanczos coefficients tend to a constant when x̃→ +∞,

the expression after the second equality in (3.100) can be understood as a scattering Hamiltonian

whose spectrum is symmetric around zero. Hence, in order to assure that the lowest energy corre-

sponds to the mode of lowest momentum, we introduce a sign flip in the definition of H(−) which is

harmless at this point due to the symmetry of the spectrum but which will be crucial after triple-

scaling in order to obtain a Hamiltonian correctly bounded from below. As promised, expanding

(3.100) around λ = 0 yields:

H(−) − E0(λ) = 2λJ k̃2 + 8J

(
1− λ∆

2

)
e−x̃/2 +O(λ2) , (3.101)

where the ground-state energy is E0(λ) = −2b0(λ). In light of (3.101), the following comments are

in order:

• The first occurrence of the operator scaling dimension is the first order in λ, that is, at the

same level as the kinetic term. As announced earlier, this signals that the low-energy ap-

proximation is self-consistent; the operator-dependence doesn’t disruptively affect any terms

leading with respect to the kinetic term in the small-λ expansion.

• When λ → 0, the Hamiltonian “freezes” and takes the form of a rigid potential with no

kinetic term, and with no operator dependence, namely:

lim
λ→0

(
H(−) − E0(λ)

)
= 8Je−x̃/2 . (3.102)

This admits the following physical interpretation: In our limiting protocol, the triple-scaling

of the length has been accompanied by keeping ∆ fixed in q̃ = e−λ∆ as λ was sent to zero.

Therefore, setting λ = 0 effectively turns off the operator insertion, in which case we do not

expect the Hamiltonian HR−HL to generate any time evolution at all18, which is consistently

the case of (3.102).

18As a complementary remark, we note that setting ∆ = 0 in (3.101) yields a potential term at order λ0

plus a kinetic term at order λ. It is well-known [40, 41] that treating the kinetic term as a perturbation

of the potential yields an ill-defined perturbative expansion with convergence radius equal to zero. In fact,

in order to address the case when ∆ = 0 independently from λ we should just go all the way back to the

definition of the Lanczos algorithm in section 3.1: When ∆ = 0 the Hamiltonian HR −HL simply becomes

identically zero, not yielding any time evolution at all for the state |0, 0⟩.
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• More importantly, we have found that the triple-scaled Hamiltonian (3.101) no longer features

a Morse potential, but instead it is, to first order in λ, a Liouville Hamiltonian with a

subleading operator-dependent correction. In particular, since its potential does not feature

any unstable equilibrium points, it will show no traces of scrambling dynamics. We may

understand this as being consistent with our limiting protocol: The operator weighting factor

q̃ = e−λ∆ tends to 1 when λ is sent to zero while ∆ is fixed, implying that the position of

the unstable maximum (3.91) of the Morse potential (3.90) tends to xm → 0. On top of this

limiting form of the Morse potential, the length triple-scaling (3.96) amounts to observing

this potential at large distances, i.e. far away from the unstable maximum, where the Morse

potential effectively looks monotonously decreasing. We may therefore understand this as a

late-time regime that focuses on the linear growth of K-complexity (bulk length), which is

indeed featured by the solution of the Liouville Hamiltonian (3.101), cf. [10].

4 The K-complexity of the OTFD state

In this section, we want to discuss a new object, namely the state K-complexity that we obtain

by solving a Krylov problem with Hamiltonian HL + HR and initial state |0, 0⟩. This defines

the complexity of the state that we obtain by inserting an operator O of the form (2.25) on the

infinite-temperature TFD state |0⟩. Notice that this complexity is not the operator complexity,

which was obtained from the study of the evolution of |0, 0⟩ generated by HR − HL, because of

the crucial relative sign difference in the Hamiltonian evolution chosen here. However, it is an

equally interesting object to study because it extends the discussion of [10], allowing to compute

the complexity of a new class of states obtained by the insertion of operators O on the TFD that

here we call OTFD states. The expected dual geometry of states of this kind is a two-sided black

hole perturbed by a shock wave launched from one side at boundary time t = 0. We shall show

that the Krylov complexity operator constructed in this setup is equal to the total chord number

operator restricted to the relevant Krylov space, hence becoming the bulk length operator in the

triple-scaling limit that zooms in on the JT regime, in full consistency with [24]. We leave the

details of this matching to a future publication.

4.1 Semiclassical Lanczos coefficients

In order to compute the Krylov complexity of the OTFD state, let us start by analyzing the

corresponding Lanczos algorithm. We shall jump directly to the asymptotic (cf. semiclassical)

limit relevant for the eventual construction of the gravitational Hamiltonian. Using an inductive

argument completely analogous to that in section 3.4, we can prove that the Krylov basis elements

are total chord number eigenstates, which will in turn imply equality between Krylov complexity

and total chord number of the time-evolving state.

The action of (HL +HR)
m |0, 0⟩, will again result in combination of states |nL, nR⟩, that will

be used by the Lanczos algorithm to build the orthonormal Krylov basis. It is possible to write

the evolution operator HL +HR in terms of chord creation/annhilation operators, analogously to

(3.11), as:

HR +HL = J
(
a†R + a†L + aR + aL

)
= (4.1)

= J
[
a†R + a†L + αR[nR]q (1 + q̃q nL) + αL[nL]q (1 + q̃q nR)

]
. (4.2)

If we act with HR +HL on some state in the n-th total chord number sector H(n)
1p , we will obtain a

linear combination of states in H(n+1)
1p and H(n−1)

1p . In particular we will see, analogously to what we
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observed in section 3.4, that inserting the n-th state of the Krylov ansatz in the Lanczos recursion

won’t exactly result in a total chord number eigenstate. Indeed we will obtain a state in H(n+1)
1p ,

but we will generally also develop a tail living in H(n−1)
1p , which, similarly to section 3.4, will be

suppressed in norm with respect to the projection of the Krylov element over the subspace H(n+1)
1p .

Just like in section 3.4, we shall show that the following Ansatz for the Krylov basis satisfies the

Lanczos algorithm in the semiclassical limit where λ→ 0 and λn is fixed:

|ψ+
n ⟩ =

1∏n
k=0(b

+
n /J)

|χ+
n ⟩ , |χ+

n ⟩ :=
n∑

k=0

(
n

k

)
|k, n− k⟩ . (4.3)

The binomial states |χ+
n ⟩ have been defined analogously to |χn⟩ in (3.13), modulo the alternating

sign that is now absent in (4.3), and similarly the b+n are normalization coefficients.

In order to proceed inductively19, let us insert |ψ+
n ⟩ in the Lanczos recursion that computes

the next unnormalized Krylov vector |A+
n+1⟩ = b+n+1 |ψ

+
n+1⟩:

|A+
n+1⟩ = (HR +HL)|ψ+

n ⟩ − b+n |ψ+
n−1⟩ = (4.4)

=
J

(b+1 /J) . . . (b
+
n /J)

(
|χ+

n+1⟩ − |ζ
+
n−1⟩

)
. (4.5)

Here |ζ+n−1⟩ is the aforementioned tail in H(n−1)
1p , potentially spoiling our Ansatz (4.3), which can

be rewritten as:

|ζ+n−1⟩ =
n−1∑
k=0

[
c+k (n)−

(
b+n
J

)2
](

n− 1

k

)
|k, n− 1− k⟩ , (4.6)

where c+k (n) are objects analogous to (3.23), defined as:

c+k (n) ≡ n
[n− k]q
n− k

(1 + q̃qk) + n
[k + 1]q
k + 1

(1 + q̃qn−1−k) (4.7)

The next Lanczos coefficient is given by the norm of |A+
n+1⟩:(

b+n+1

J

)2

=
1

(b+1 /J)
2 . . . (b+n /J)2

(
⟨χ+

n+1|χ
+
n+1⟩+ ⟨ζ

+
n−1|ζ

+
n−1⟩

)
, (4.8)

where these norm contributions are:

⟨χ+
n+1|χ

+
n+1⟩ =

n+1∑
k′,k=0

(
n+ 1

k′

)(
n+ 1

k

)
⟨k′, n+ 1− k′|k, n+ 1− k⟩ ,

⟨ζ+n−1|ζ
+
n−1⟩ =

n−1∑
k′,k=0

[
c+k′(n)−

(
b+n
J

)2
][
c+k (n)−

(
b+n
J

)2
](
n− 1

k′

)(
n− 1

k

)
⟨k′, n− 1− k′|k, n− 1− k⟩ .

(4.9)

At this point, the argument to prove that ⟨ζ+n−1|ζ
+
n−1⟩ gives a subleading contribution to the

Lanczos coefficients, is analogous to the induction performed in section 3.4. In sums similar to those

above, the binomials in the semiclassical limit become effectively Dirac delta functions around the

symmetric configuration k, k′ ∼ n/2 (as explained in appendix D.1.1). In the region contributing to

(4.9), the expression c+k (n) is constant and equal to c+n/2(n), so that, analogously to section 3.2 and

19The discussion on the induction seed is completely analogous to sections 3.1 and 3.2.
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3.4, we obtain b+n = J
√
c+n/2(n) from the Lanczos algorithm. Consequently the tails in H(n−1)

1p are

suppressed, and the Lanczos recursion builds the following Krylov basis and Lanczos coefficients:

|ψ+
n+1⟩ =

1

b+n+1

|A+
n+1⟩ =

1

(b+1 /J) . . . (b
+
n+1/J)

|χ+
n+1⟩+ subleading in λ ,

b+n 7→ b+n =
J√
λ

√
c+n/2(n) = 2J

√
1− qn/2
λ(1− q)

(1 + q̃qn/2) ,

(4.10)

where in the last line we have directly switched to the Hamiltonian normalization such that J 7→ J√
λ
,

similarly to (3.65), which shall be more convenient in subsequent sections. In conclusion, we find

that the n-th Krylov element |ψn⟩ belongs to the sector H(n)
1p in the λ → 0 limit. Therefore, the

Krylov basis will be made of simultaneous eigenstates of the total chord number operator and of

the OTFD state Krylov complexity operator.

4.2 Semiclassical Krylov complexity

In an analysis which is analogous to the one in section 3.5, it is possible to show that the Krylov

complexity of the evolution of the OTFD state in the small-λ limit is captured by the position of a

classical point particle exploring Krylov space following a velocity profile dictated by the twice the

value of the Lanczos coefficients. In this semiclassical limit, K-complexity can be obtained from the

direct integration of such a velocity profile:∫ n+(t)

0

dn

2b+n
= t , (4.11)

which yields:

λC+
K(t) ∼

λ∼0
2 log(1 + (1 + q̃) sinh2(Jt)) (4.12)

Notice that q̃ → 1 corresponds to the insertion of the identity on the TFD. Consistently, we

have λC+
K(t)

q̃→1→ 2 log cosh (2Jt), correctly reproducing the continuum limit of the matterless state

complexity of the TFD, up to a t 7→ 2t rescaling due to the two-sided evolution HR + HL. The

regimes of this complexity are the following:

λC+
K(t) ≈

2(1 + q̃)(Jt)2 if t ≲ 1
J

2 log
(

1+q̃
4

)
+ 4Jt if t≫ 1

J

(4.13)

We note that in this case there is no early exponential behavior because, for any q̃ ∈ [0, 1], the

factor 1 + q̃ is always greater than 1 and, in particular, it is never small, which is what would yield

a scrambling behavior at early times. Figure 8 depicts the OTFD state Krylov complexity (4.12)

for different values of q̃. We observe that it features a much milder dependence on the details of

the operator insertion, as compared to operator K-complexity (3.81).

4.3 Canonical analysis

The semiclassical analysis in the previous section used the fact that in the limit λ→ 0 the Krylov

wave packet of the time-evolving state e−it(HR+HL)|0, 0⟩ behaves as a delta function that propagates

ballistically through Krylov space. Thanks to this, Krylov complexity, which we have also been

shown to be equal to the state’s total chord number in this limit, can be computed as the position

of a point particle that travels through Krylov space following a velocity profile dictated by the

semiclassical limit of the Lanczos coefficients in (4.10):

v(x) = lim
λ→0

(
2λb(x)

)
= 4J

√
(1− e−x/2)(1 + q̃e−x/2) . (4.14)
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We may now proceed to a Hamiltonian analysis in the same spirit as that in section 3.6. It can

be shown that the classical trajectory v(x) in (4.14) can be obtained from the equation of motion

of a Hamiltonian of the same form as (3.89), where this time the potential is given by:

V (x) = (1− q̃)e−x/2 + q̃e−x . (4.15)

Self-consistently, the Krylov complexity computed in section 4.2 can be derived by solving the

equation of motion of the Hamiltonian (3.89) equipped with the potential (4.15) given the initial

conditions
(
x(0), ẋ(0)

)
=
(
0, v(0)

)
= (0, 0), yielding (cf. appendix E):

lim
λ→0

(
λC+

K(t)
)
= x(t) = 2 log

{
1 + (1 + q̃) sinh2(tJ)

}
(4.16)

We note that this solution exhibits no scrambling behavior because for any q̃ ∈ [0, 1] the prefactor

of the hyperbolic sine is never small. The solution transitions from an initial polynomial behavior

to late-time linear growth, as studied in the previous section. Physically, we understand this in the

following terms: The thermofield double state already features non trivial evolution in the absence

of matter, as studied in [10], and the addition of the operator insertion on the initial state only

modifies the complexity profile in time quantitatively without qualitatively disrupting it.

In connection to the previous considerations, we can give a physical interpretation to the

potential (4.15). Since q̃ ∈ [0, 1], V (x) takes the form of a Morse potential that doesn’t feature

a relative sign between the e−x/2 and the e−x terms, and instead it is a monotonously decaying

potential (asymptoting to zero) which interpolates between the Liouville potential e−x when q̃ = 1

and another Liouville-like potential e−x/2 when q̃ = 0, see figure 8. Indeed, when q̃ = 1 the operator

becomes the identity, and the potential V (x) takes the limiting form of double the Liouville potential

of the matterless case studied in [10], since in this limit HR = HL. On the other hand, an extremely

heavy operator with q̃ = 0 splits the system into two identical DSSYK copies (cf. discussion in

section 3.6), and therefore V (x) becomes the Liouville potential for the half-length x/2. The

corresponding limiting forms of the solution (4.16) are consistent with this discussion.

Finally, we stress that the discussion around (3.94) also applies to the present case where we

study the evolution of |0, 0⟩ under HR +HL: The Hamiltonian (3.89) equipped with the potential

(4.15) is classically equivalent to the actual Hamiltonian that we may obtain out of the semiclassical

limit of the Lanczos coefficients of the OTFD state and, since in the semiclassical limit the dynamics

generated by the latter Hamiltonian become classical anyway, we can equivalently describe evolution

in Krylov space in this limit with the canonical Hamiltonian specified by the potential V (x).

4.4 Triple-scaled Hamiltonian out of the Lanczos coefficients

In this section we will use the triple-scaling limit to derive the low-energy regime of the Hamiltonian

HR + HL that generates the evolution of the TFD state perturbed by an operator insertion. We

will express it in terms of the Krylov complexity operator, which we have proved to be equal to

chord number, therefore becoming the bulk length operator in this low-energy limit that takes us

to the regime where DSSYK is dual to JT gravity.

Similarly to how we proceeded in section 3.7, we complement the triple-scaling of the Krylov

space position variable (3.96) with keeping the operator scaling dimension ∆ fixed in q̃ = e−λ∆ as

λ is sent to zero, so as to achieve a consistent low-energy Hamiltonian. With this prescription, the
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Figure 8. Left: Krylov space potential for the OTFD state in the semiclassical limit (λ → 0),

where Krylov complexity (shown to be equal to the total chord number) is given by the position of a

point particle propagating through Krylov space as it rolls down the potential, starting from x(0) =

0 at rest. The function V (x) is a Morse-like potential that interpolates between the matterless

Liouville potential e−x when q̃ = 1 (lower dashed line) and another matterless Liouville potential

e−x/2 when q̃ = 0 (upper dashed line). The specific cases of the potential when q̃ = 0.577, 0.75, 0.9

have been plotted. Right: Evolution of Krylov complexity as a function of time for the same values

q̃ = 0.577, 0.75, 0.9. As discussed in the text, operator-dependence is rather mild and, in particular,

there are no signs of scrambling, as expected from (4.16).

triple-scaled Lanczos coefficients bTS take the form:

b(x) =
2J√

λ(1− q)

√
(1− e−x/2)(1 + q̃e−x/2) (4.17)

7−→ bTS(x̃) =
2J√

λ(1− q)

√
(1− 2λe−x̃/2)(1 + 2λe−λ∆−x̃/2) (4.18)

= b0(λ)− 2λJ
(
∆e−x̃/2 + 2e−x̃

)
+O(λ2) , (4.19)

where b0(λ) =
2J
λ +O(λ0) will be related to the ground state energy just like in section 3.7, as we

will shortly see. The triple-scaled Hamiltonian, which we denote H(+), can be derived out of the

triple-scaled Lanczos coefficients in the usual manner:

−H(+) ≡ HR +HL = eiλk̃bTS(x̃) + bTS(x̃)e−iλk̃ . (4.20)

Where, just like in section 3.7, the minus sign in the definition of H(+) is necessary in order to

achieve a low-energy Hamiltonian bounded from below. Plugging (4.19) in (4.20) we obtain:

H(+) − E0(λ) = 4λJ

(
k̃2

2
+ ∆e−x̃/2 + 2e−x̃

)
+O

(
λ2
)
, (4.21)

where the ground-state energy is E0(λ) = −2b0(λ). This is the same gravitational Hamiltonian

that was derived in [21] out of the triple-scaling of the total chord number operator in the case

of symmetric configurations. In our analysis, we proved that the Krylov complexity operator for

the state |ψ(t)⟩ = e−it(HR+HL)|0, 0⟩ is equal to the total chord number operator restricted to the

Krylov space explored by the latter state and, consistently, the low-energy Hamiltonian expressed

in terms of the triple-scaled K-complexity operator x̃, derived out of the triple-scaled Lanczos

sequence, has been found to be given by the expected form. This is a strong consistency check

of the equivalence between total chord number and Krylov complexity in the setup at hand. The
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Figure 9. Triple-scaled potential (4.22) for the OTFD state as a function of the regularized Krylov

complexity variable (shown to be equal to chord number and, in turn, to bulk length in the JT

regime). The plot depicts two instances of the potential, one where ∆ = 0 and it is given by (twice)

the matterless Liouville potential studied in [10], and one where ∆ = 1. Dashed horizontal lines

mark the maximum value of the potential in each case. We interpret their difference as due to the

energy injected in the system by the operator insertion, to be understood as the bulk shockwave

energy as stated in (4.23).

triple-scaled Hamiltonian (4.21) is the gravitational Hamiltonian describing the bulk dual of the

state |ψ(t)⟩, where the Krylov complexity (or total chord number) variable x̃ plays the role of bulk

length normalized by the AdS length lAdS .

For reference, let us denote the triple-scaled potential appearing in the Hamiltonian (4.21) as

V(x̃), where:
V(x̃) = 8λJe−x̃ + 4λJ∆e−x̃/2 . (4.22)

We can see that, when ∆ = 0, the potential (4.22) reduces to the Liouville potential of (2.19)

describing bulk length in JT without matter, times an overall factor of two since HR+HL ≡ 2HL,R

when the operator is the identity. More interestingly, we note that when ∆ > 0 the operator

dependence enters consistently in the low-energy Hamiltonian, namely through a term of order λ in

(4.21), where the net effect of the operator insertion is to lift the matterless Liouville potential by

adding to it a term (of order λ) controlled by ∆, see figure 9. From (4.22), we estimate the energy

inserted by the operator (i.e. the shockwave energy from the bulk perspective) as the value of the

shift in the potential energy at x̃ = 0:

Eop ≡ Eshock = 4Jλ∆ . (4.23)

That is, we find that the bulk dual of the operator insertion is a shock of energy Eshock = O(λ).

In [10] we found that, in the absence of matter, the bulk dual of the triple-scaled Hamiltonian is a

two-dimensional black hole with temperature T = λJ
π , which is also of order λ (consistently with

the low-energy limiting procedure). Combining both results, we have that Eshock ∝ T which means

that the matter generating the shockwave in the bulk has an energy within the typical range set by

the black hole temperature (cf. [42]).

The specific bulk computation matching the solutions of the equation of motion dictated by

the Hamiltonian (4.21) needs nevertheless a careful analysis. Such a Hamiltonian, describing the

evolution of the TFD state perturbed by an operator inserted exactly at t = 0, has been derived in

a small-λ where ∆ is fixed (i.e. not parametrically scaled with λ). We return to the issue of bulk

matching in the discussion section which we now turn to.
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5 Discussion

Let us begin by recapping what has been achieved in this paper. Making use of chord-diagram

technology and by exploiting a suitable semi-classical limit, where λ → 0, we were able to obtain

the Lanczos coefficients and associated complexity profiles of two different complexity measures

in DSSYK. These, together with the main results pertaining to each are summarized in the table

below:

Operator K-complexity O|TFD⟩ K-complexity

O |0⟩ = |0, 0⟩ seed O |0⟩ = |0, 0⟩ seed
H = HR −HL evolution H = HR +HL evolution

Lanczos coefficients: Lanczos coefficients:

bn = 2J√
λ

√
1−qn/2

1−q

(
1− q̃qn/2

)
b+n = 2J√

λ

√
1−qn/2

1−q

(
1 + q̃qn/2

)
Krylov basis states are eigenstates of total

chord number:

Krylov basis states are eigenstates of total

chord number:

|ψn⟩ = Jn

b1...bn

∑n
k=0(−1)k

(
n
k

)
|k, n− k⟩ |ψ+

n ⟩ = Jn

b+1 ...b+n

∑n
k=0

(
n
k

)
|k, n− k⟩

Operator complexity in the semiclassical limit: O|TFD⟩-complexity in the semiclassical limit:

λCK(t) =2 log
[
1 + (1− q̃) sinh2 Jt

]
, λC+

K(t) =2 log
[
1 + (1 + q̃) sinh2 (Jt)

]
,

when q̃ → 1 has long exponential behavior No exponential behavior

The semiclassical, λ → 0, results in the table above are understood to be valid for operator

insertions with fixed q̃. Let us now move on to discuss the matching of these results to bulk

geometric quantities, in the relevant limit, that is the triple-scaled limit of the quantities in the

table.

A bulk dual of operator complexity

The results above identify the Krylov basis as a certain linear combination of states of fixed chord

number, which strongly suggests a direct relation with bulk length, similar to what was shown for

the matterless case in [10], reducing to the length of a two-boundary wormhole in the triple-scaling

limit. More concretely one would expect that the light O−O matter chord in DSSYK translates to a

shockwave insertion in JT gravity, which deforms the matterless wormhole length to account for the

presence of the matter insertion. With this in mind, we can try to identify the geodesic length which

geometrizes Krylov operator complexity in JT gravity with matter, leaving the detailed calculation

for future work [43]. The OTFD state is the result of inserting the operator O on top of the TFD,

which is represented geometrically by the two-dimensional black hole in JT gravity [44], which in

turn can be obtained by a dimensional reduction of the BTZ black hole. As has proven useful in

similar calculations of the OTOC [42], the infalling matter can be approximated as a shockwave

deformation of the black hole itself, which again can be constructed as a dimensional reduction of

the BTZ-shockwave shell geometry [42, 45]. The corresponding geometry is obtained by matching

the 2D black hole of the matterless case [32] to an analogous solution with added energy, 4λJ∆,

where we identify bulk parameters as

2λJ =
rs
l2AdS

∆ ∼ E

M
, (5.1)

where M is the mass of the BTZ black before dimensional reduction. Generally, the above proce-

dure can only be expected to provide a bulk geometric representation of the late-time behavior of
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operator Krylov complexity, for light insertions, owing to the approximations inherent in the shock-

wave geometry. It would be interesting to study the full complexity profile from a dual geometric

perspective, by considering a solution that corrects the crude shockwave approximation at early

times. In particular, it would be very interesting to describe early time scrambling dynamics in JT

gravity out of Krylov complexity in the adequate low-energy limit, which might imply refining the

triple-scaling limit studied in section 3.7. Scrambling dynamics in JT gravity have previously been

discussed in works such as [46], by coupling the Schwarzian action to suitable conformal matter and

evaluating the OTOC.

Outlook

The detailed results and complexity profiles obtained add to the set of explicit examples of Krylov

complexities in non-trivial interacting models with holographic duals. However, since the very

definition of the model via a double scaling N, p → ∞ involves a thermodynamic type limit, we

have not been able to capture finite Hilbert-space size type effects in the present study, that is to

say we have not been able to probe the saturation regime [7, 8] of either type of complexity. It

would be extremely interesting to try and extend the study of Krylov complexity, and especially its

bulk dual into the saturation regime, possibly along the lines of the work of [47, 48].

Another interesting direction to consider is the relation of our results to the chord algebra

of [21, 49–51]. It would be interesting to see if the fixed-chord number binomial states we have

introduced in this paper play a special algebraic role, and whether such an algebraic understanding

would enable us to push further into the multi-particle sector of the Hilbert space. The recent paper

[52] contains a number of relevant results that link the binomial states identified in our work as the

Krylov basis to the algebra of DSSYK.

Finally, it would be rewarding to elaborate further on the behavior of Krylov complexity if

time-folds are introduced into the evolution contour, and in particular to address the switchback

effect for operator Krylov complexity.
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A Details on the Lanczos algorithm for arbitrary q and q̃

This Appendix collects some finer details on the analytical study of the Lanczos algorithm performed

in section 3.1 for fixed system and operator parameters q and q̃, given the initial state |ψ0⟩ = |0, 0⟩
and the total Hamiltonian HR −HL. Here we set J = 1 to simplify our notation, notice that, in

order to reinstate it and obtain expressions analogous to those of the main text of the paper, it is

sufficient to send bn → bn/J .

Let us begin by providing the explicit derivation of the first few Krylov elements |ψn⟩ for
n = 1, 2, 3 which, as announced in section 3.1, fulfill the binomial Ansatz (3.13). The iterative

implementation of the corresponding Lanczos steps is the following:

0. |ψ0⟩ = |0, 0⟩ with ⟨0, 0|0, 0⟩ = 1

1. |ψ1⟩:

• |A1⟩ = (HR − HL)|0, 0⟩ − ⟨0, 0|HR − HL|0, 0⟩|0, 0⟩ = |0, 1⟩ − |1, 0⟩ where in the final

step we used HR − HL = a†R − aR − a
†
L − aL and that aL/R|0, 0⟩ = 0, as well as the

property of the inner product that it is zero if n′L + n′R ̸= nL + nR which annihilates

⟨0, 0|HR −HL|0, 0⟩, since HR −HL changes either nL or nR.

• The first Lanczos coefficient is then given by

b21 = ⟨A1|A1⟩ = (⟨0, 1| − ⟨1, 0|)(|0, 1⟩ − |1, 0⟩)
= ⟨0, 1|0, 1⟩ − ⟨0, 1|1, 0⟩ − ⟨1, 0|0, 1⟩+ ⟨1, 0|1, 0⟩ = 2(1− q̃) = µ2 (A.1)

where we used the inner products computed in the examples below the recurrence

relations. Note that we found the same result as µ2 in (2.30).

• Thus, the first Krylov element is given by

|ψ1⟩ =
1√

2(1− q̃)
(|0, 1⟩ − |1, 0⟩) (A.2)

2. |ψ2⟩:

• We start by constructing the non-normalized Krylov vector:

|A2⟩ = (HR −HL)|ψ1⟩ − ⟨ψ1|(HR −HL)|ψ1⟩ |ψ1⟩ − ⟨ψ0|(HR −HL)|ψ1⟩ |ψ0⟩ (A.3)

= (HR −HL)|ψ1⟩ − b1|ψ0⟩ (A.4)

where in the second line we used the fact that ⟨ψ1|(HR −HL)|ψ1⟩ = 0 (because HL/R

change the total nL + nR) and the definition of b1. We now compute:

(HR −HL)|ψ1⟩ =
1

b1
(a†R + aR − a†L − aL)(|0, 1⟩ − |1, 0⟩) (A.5)

=
1

b1
[|0, 2⟩ − 2|1, 1⟩+ |2, 0⟩+ 2(1− q̃)|0, 0⟩] (A.6)

=
1

b1
[|0, 2⟩ − 2|1, 1⟩+ |2, 0⟩] + b1|0, 0⟩ (A.7)

where it is important to remember that aL/R are not simply annihilation operators, but

are rather given by (2.51) and (2.52). Thus we find

|A2⟩ =
1

b1
(|0, 2⟩ − 2|1, 1⟩+ |2, 0⟩) (A.8)

– 46 –



and

b22 = ⟨A2|A2⟩ =
1

b21
[2⟨0, 2|0, 2⟩ − 8⟨0, 2|1, 1⟩+ 2⟨0, 2|2, 0⟩+ 4⟨1, 1|1, 1⟩] (A.9)

where we used the right-left symmetry to gather terms. Using the recursion relations

one can compute that ⟨0, 2|0, 2⟩ = 1+ q, ⟨0, 2|1, 1⟩ = q̃(1+ q), ⟨0, 2|2, 0⟩ = q̃2(1+ q) and

⟨1, 1|1, 1⟩ = 1 + q̃2q, and we find that:

b22 = 3 + q − q̃(1 + 3q) . (A.10)

It can be checked that this is precisely the result gotten from the moments (2.30) and

(2.31) according to the relationship b22 = µ4/µ2 − µ2.

The 2nd Krylov element is thus

|ψ2⟩ =
1

b1b2
(|0, 2⟩ − 2|1, 1⟩+ |2, 0⟩) (A.11)

3. |ψ3⟩:

• The non-normalized Krylov vector is

|A3⟩ = (HR −HL)|ψ2⟩ − b2|ψ1⟩ (A.12)

=
1

b1b2
(|0, 3⟩ − 3|1, 2⟩+ 3|2, 1⟩ − |3, 0⟩) (A.13)

• And the next Lanczos coefficient is:

b23 =
(1 + q)(10 + (−5 + q̃)q̃ + q + (−14 + q̃)q̃q + (1 + 5q̃(−1 + 2q̃))q2)

b22
. (A.14)

This is the same result one gets using the moments from the operator chord diagrams,

see Section 2.4.

• The next Krylov element is then given by

|ψ3⟩ =
1

b1b2b3
(|0, 3⟩ − 3|1, 2⟩+ 3|2, 1⟩ − |3, 0⟩) . (A.15)

As announced in section 3.1, one can understand why the binomial Ansatz |ψn⟩ (3.13) is correct
for n = 0, . . . , 3 in terms of the symmetry (3.24) of the coefficients ck(n) introduced in (3.23):

• It correctly recovers the seed of the Lanczos algorithm: |ψ0⟩ = |0, 0⟩.

• In order to study the case of |ψ1⟩, we note that due to the boundary condition of the Lanczos

recursion, |ψ−1⟩ = 0, setting n = 0 in (3.17) we find directly that |A1⟩ = (HR −HL)|χ0⟩ =
(a†R − a†L)|χ0⟩ = |χ1⟩. This is formally compatible with the fact that the domain k =

0, . . . , n− 1 for the sum in (3.22) is empty.

• More interestingly, |ψ2⟩ is addressed by setting n = 1 in the condition (3.21). For n = 1,

there is only one value of k summed over in the k-sum of (3.22), namely k = 0, so c0(1) can

trivially be seen as an overall prefactor, which does coincide with the Lanczos coefficient b21
given in (3.14), namely:

c0(1) = 2(1− q̃) = b21, n = 1 (A.16)
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• For n = 2, the k-sum in (3.22) only ranges in k = 0, 1, and precisely the symmetry (3.24)

ensures c0(2) = c1(2), so that ck(2) is constant within the k-sum and can indeed be pulled

out as a prefactor, which does coincide with the coefficient b22 given in (3.15):

c0(2) = c1(2) = 3 + q − q̃(1 + 3q) = b22 , n = 2 (A.17)

This implies the cancellation (3.21) for n = 2, thus ensuring that |ψ3⟩ is still of the form

(3.13).

• In order to assess |ψ4⟩ we need to consider ck(n) for n = 3. In this case we still have (3.24)

ensuring c0(3) = c2(3), but these need not be equal to c1(3), and in fact they are not:

c0(3) = 4 + q + q2 − q̃(1 + q + 4q2) = c2(3) (A.18)

c1(3) = −3(1 + q)(−1 + q̃q) ̸= c0(3), c2(3) . (A.19)

Since, for fixed n = 3, the sum (3.22) ranges in k = 0, 1, 2, we conclude that this time

ck(n = 3) can no longer be pulled out of the sum as a prefactor, invalidating (3.21) for n = 3.

This implies that |A4⟩ in (3.17), and therefore |ψ4⟩, will not satisfy the binomial Anstaz20

(3.13), but will instead be given by a linear combination of |χ4⟩ and a non-zero element of

H(2)
1p .

B Small-λ analysis for heavy operators

Section 3.2 showed that in the limit where λ → 0 keeping q̃ = e−∆λ fixed (which implies taking a

large operator dimension ∆→ +∞ such that the product ∆λ is fixed) the binomial Ansatz for the

Krylov basis elements |ψn⟩ is correct for every n ∈ N0, admitting a simple analytic expression for

the Lanczos coefficients, cf. (3.36). In this appendix we discuss the leading corrections to this result

given by a systematic expansion around λ = 0 where q̃ is still kept fixed. In the two-dimensional

parameter space given by the tuple (λ,∆) this procedure corresponds to moving along one of the

hyperbolas in figure 13. To begin, it is interesting to note that ck(n) remains k-independent to first

order in λ:

ck(n) = 2n(1− q̃) + 1

2
n(n− 1)(3q̃ − 1)λ+O(λ2) , (B.1)

where the k-dependence starts at second order in λ. Notice that also here we will set J = 1.

In order to perform a small-λ analysis of the deviations from the binomial Ansatz (3.13) at

fixed q̃ we shall take as a starting point the exact Krylov elements |ψn⟩ for n = 0, 1, 2, 3, which do

agree with such an Ansatz as argued in section 3.1, together with their exact Lanczos coefficients

(3.14)-(3.16). From there, we may go further in the Lanczos algorithm:

|A4⟩ = (HR −HL) |ψ3⟩ − b3 |ψ2⟩

=
1

b1b2b3

{
|χ4⟩+

2∑
k=0

[ck(3)− b23](−1)k
(
2

k

)
|k, 2− k⟩

}
. (B.2)

20A comment on the indexing might be helpful: ck(n) is the coefficient that probes the “deviation” of

(aR − aL)|χn⟩ from |χn−1⟩, and the k-domain ranges for k = 0, . . . , n− 1. If given a fixed n we have that

ck(n) is constant in k, ck(n) ≡ c(n) ∀k = 0, . . . n−1, then the condition (3.21) is fulfilled, and hence |ψn+1⟩
is granted to fulfill the binomial Ansatz (3.13). In this case, however, c(n) gives the Lanczos coefficient b2n,

rather than b2n+1. For instance, the fact that ck(2) is constant in k = 0, 1 implied that |ψ3⟩ also follows the

binomial Ansatz, but the Lanczos coefficient b23 actually has nothing to do with ck(3), because for n = 3

ck(n) is no longer constant in k!
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It turns out that the difference in the square brackets is second order in λ:

ck(3)− b23 =
1

2
(−1)k (1− q̃)λ2 +O(λ3), k = 0, 1, 2 , (B.3)

where the k-dependence enters only at the third order in λ. This implies that:

|A4⟩ −
1

b1b2b3
|χ4⟩ = O(λ2) , (B.4)

where, more formally speaking, the right-hand side stands for a vector whose norm is of order

λ2. Indeed, by inspection of the chord inner-product recursion (2.60) one can conclude that the

λ-dependence of the overlaps between basis elements of a given total chord number sector, ⟨k′, n−
k′|k, n−k⟩, always starts at order λ0 for fixed q̃, hence allowing to read off the leading λ-dependence

of the norm of the difference (B.4) from the ck(3)− b23 factor in (B.2). Let us now check how this

affects the next Lanczos coefficient:

b24 = ⟨A4|A4⟩ =
1

b21b
2
2b

2
3

{
⟨χ4|χ4⟩

+

2∑
k,m=0

[ck(3)− b23][cm(3)− b23](−1)k+m

(
2

k

)(
2

m

)
⟨m, 2−m|k, 2− k⟩

}
(B.5)

where we used the fact that the inner product is zero unless n′L + n′R = nL + nR, which makes the

cross terms vanish. Again noting that the overlaps ⟨m, 2 −m|k, 2 − k⟩ start at order λ0, we find

that the difference between the Lanczos coefficient and the norm of the binomial state is controlled

by λ as dictated by (B.3) as follows:

b24 −
1

b21 b
2
2 b

2
3

⟨χ4|χ4⟩ = O(λ4) (B.6)

Since the expansion (B.1) is valid for arbitrary n, we may iterate this argument and conclude

that generically for fixed q̃ and given some n ∈ N0, the following statements hold:

|An⟩ −
1

b1 . . . bn−1
|χn⟩ = O(λ2) , (B.7)

b2n −
1

b21 . . . b
2
n−1

⟨χn|χn⟩ = O(λ4) , (B.8)

where the line (B.7) is telling that the n-th non-normalized Krylov vector fulfills the binomial

Ansatz up to a vector whose norm is of order λ2, for every n ∈ N0, and where the second line

(B.8) relates the square of the n-th Lanczos coefficient to the norm of the binomial states. Both

expressions may be recast more compactly as follows:

|An⟩ −
1√

⟨χn−1|χn−1⟩
|χn⟩ = O(λ2) , (B.9)

b2n −
⟨χn|χn⟩

⟨χn−1|χn−1⟩
= O(λ4) , (B.10)

Now, recalling (3.20) and (3.22), together with the expansion (B.1) we can see that:

⟨χn|χn⟩ = ⟨χn−1|(aR− aL)|χn⟩ =
(
2n(1− q̃)+ 1

2
n(n− 1)(3q̃− 1)λ

)
⟨χn−1|χn−1⟩+O(λ2) , (B.11)
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Figure 10. The coefficient
√
ck(n) is independent of k for arbitrary n up to (but not including)

second order in a small-λ expansion. These plots show a comparison between the zeroth and first

order truncations of the Taylor series in powers of λ of
√
ck(n), and the function

√
cn/2(n), plotted

as a function of n, for λ = 0.05 (left) and for λ = 0.05 (right). In both cases q̃ is fixed to the

numerical value q̃ = 0.56.

which, together with (B.10) leads to the sought subleading correction to the b-sequence:

bn =

√
2n(1− q̃) + 1

2
n(n− 1)(3q̃ − 1)λ+O(λ2) =

√
2n(1− q̃) + n(n− 1)(3q̃ − 1)

4
√

2n(1− q̃)
λ+O(λ2) .

(B.12)

A word of caution regarding the order of limits might be insightful at this point: This appendix

(together with section 3.2) has studied a limit where, while keeping q̃ fixed, λ is sent to zero for

arbitrary n ∈ N0, which is also kept fixed. This means that, for every n, making λ sufficiently

small will make the Krylov elements |ψn⟩ and Lanczos coefficients bn get arbitrarily close to the

binomial Ansatz (3.13) and to the limiting coefficients (3.36), respectively. However, the Taylor

series coefficients that control these deviations in (B.9) and in (B.12) at higher orders in λ are

n-dependent: This implies that, even if λ is fixed to some numerically small value λ ≪ 1, there

will always exist a λ-dependent value of n for which the corrections to the binomial Ansatz and

the corresponding Lanczos coefficients will become of order one, invalidating the limiting form.

Observing (B.12) we can see that the coefficient of λ goes like ∼ n3/2 (up to a numerical constant),

and will become of O(1) for n ∼ λ−3/2.

In order to give an analytical expression for bn and |ψn⟩ that remains robust upon increasing

n to arbitrary values, it will be useful to resort to the asymptotic (or semiclassical) limit presented

in section 3.4. Such an analysis reveals that the limiting form of the Lanczos coefficients is in fact

bn ∼
√
cn/2(n). In figure 10 we plot as a function of n the value of this estimate, together with the

zeroth and first order corrections in λ of
√
ck(n), both of which are k-independent.

C Details on numerics

This appendix will give further details on the numerical implementation of the model for the

application of the Lanczos algorithm, presented in section C.1. A collection of further numerical

results for various system and operator parameters is also gathered in section C.2. For a specific

discussion of the Lanczos algorithm and the partial re-orthogonalization (PRO) routine implemented

in this project, the reader is referred to [7] (for an application of this routine to generic Hilbert

spaces besides operator space, see [29, 32, 35]).

C.1 Setup

This section of the appendix contains the details on how the objects relevant to the one-particle

sector of the chord Hilbert space were built for the numerical computations presented in this paper.

– 50 –



C.1.1 Truncation scheme and computational basis

As announced in section 3.3, for the instances in which the Lanczos algorithm was not solved using

symbolic manipulations and high precision arithmetics, the strategy adopted consisted on building

a finite-truncation of the one-particle Hilbert space, given in equation 3.37, which we restate here:

H1p;N =

N⊕
n=0

H(n)
1p . (C.1)

I.e., the truncated Hilbert space is the span of sectors of total chord number up to and including

N . We may recall as well that each sector is spanned by a chord eigenbasis |nL, nR⟩ with constant

nL + nR, namely

H(n)
1p = span {|k, n− k⟩ : k = 0, . . . , n} , (C.2)

its dimension being given by dimH(n)
1p . The dimension of the truncation is dN = (N +1)(N +2)/2,

as computed in (3.38), and we can generalize this to the dimension of any subspace given by the

span of all sectors up to (and including) the n-th sector, given analogously by

dn =

n∑
m=0

dimH(m)
1p =

1

2
(n+ 1)(n+ 2) , (C.3)

which will be a useful quantity to keep track of.

Since computationally objects such as states and operators are represented, respectively, by

vectors and matrices whose items represent coordinates with respect to some specific basis, let us

now devote some words to the algorithmic prescription for encoding the two-label chord basis,

Bchord = {|k, n− k⟩ k = 0, . . . , n}Nn=0 (C.4)

in the computational basis,

Bcomp = {ei}dN−1
i=0 , (C.5)

where each vector ei is computationally represented by a column with all zeros but a one at the

i-th position (indexing starts at zero). The algorithm for encoding (C.4) into (C.5) consists on

a bijective correspondence between the tuple (n, k) labeling a state in the chord basis and the

index i that identifies computational basis elements. Such a bijection is possible if one thinks of a

“lexicographic” arrangement of the tuples (n, k), i.e. sorting them such that tuples with smaller n

are first and, for same n, those with smaller k are first. More specifically, one side of the bijection

takes a tuple (n, k) and gives the corresponding index i(n, k) of the vector ei(n,k) that represents

the state |k, n− k⟩:
i(n, k) = dn−1 + k , (C.6)

where we recall that indexing of the computational basis starts at zero. The reciprocal of (C.6) is

a map that takes an index i labeling a state ei of Bcomp and produces the tuple
(
n(i), k(i)

)
that

denotes the corresponding state
∣∣k(i), n(i)− k(i)〉 on Bchord:
n(i) = max {n : i− dn−1 ≥ 0} , (C.7)

k(i) = i− dn(i)−1 . (C.8)

Note that composing (C.6) with (C.7)-(C.8), or viceversa, yields correctly the identity map. Nu-

merically, it is nevertheless preferable to build iteratively two dictionaries, (n, k)→ i and i→ (n, k),

by looping through the tuples (n, k) in the convenient order (i.e. nesting a k-loop inside an n-loop),

updating a counter i at every step, which is then used to define the corresponding entry in both
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dictionaries simultaneously. This spares performing the maximization required in (C.7) every time

an item of the dictionary i→ (n, k) is built.

Once the interpretation of the computational basis Bcomp in terms of the chord eigenstates

of Bchord is clear, one can proceed to build operators O as matrices (Oij) in coordinates over the

computational basis, where such coordinates may be obtained as follows:

• For every state in the chord basis, |k, n − k⟩, compute the action of O, and express it as a

linear combination of states in Bchord:

O|k, n− k⟩ =
N∑

n′=0

n′∑
k′=0

Onk
n′k′ |k′, n′ − k′⟩ . (C.9)

In particular, note that Onk
n′k′ ̸= ⟨k′, n′ − k′|O|k, n − k⟩ because the basis Bchord is not or-

thonormal with respect to the chord inner product (we will elaborate further on the inner

product in section C.1.2), so one really needs to construct the coordinates of the image of

|k, n− k⟩ under the map O, with respect to the chord basis.

• For every pair of tuples (n, k) and (n′, k′) entering in (C.9), find the corresponding compu-

tational basis indices i(n, k) and i′(n′, k′).

• Assign the matrix elements Oi′(n′,k′),i(n,k) = Onk
n′k′ .

Note that the instructions may be seen as a generic prescription, rather than as a structured

description of an algorithm. In practice, the construction of the matrix (Oij) according the the

rules given may be achieved by looping through the states |k, n−k⟩ in the chord basis and assessing

to what state(s) |k′, n′−k′⟩ they are mapped (and with what weight) by the operation O, something

that can only be done if one originally has access to the definition of O in terms of its action on

the chord eigenstates, which is the case for all the operators of interest in this work.

With this prescription for encoding basis elements in the computational basis and representing

operators as matrices in such a basis, we were able to construct numerically all the relevant operators

of the chord algebra reviewed in section 2, namely the number operators nL, nR, n, the ladder

operators a†L, a
†
R, αL, αR, and the Hamiltonians HL, HR, with which the total Hamiltonians HR ±

HL, relevant for the different holographic prescriptions, may be built.

We were specifically interested in the time evolution of the state |0, 0⟩ generated, in the

Schrödinger picture, by HR−HL, whose K-complexity describes operator growth. In order to solve

the Lanczos algorithm in this context, one needs to construct the matrix representing HR −HL in

the computational basis, noting that the seed state |0, 0⟩ is encoded in the initial element of the

computational basis, e0. But the last ingredient that remains to be implemented numerically is the

inner product that defines the notion of orthogonality, which takes the form of a non-trivial tensor

when expressed in coordinates over Bcomp, as we shall discuss in the next subsection.

C.1.2 Inner product and normalized basis

The chord basis (C.4) is not orthogonal with respect to the inner product (2.60). Therefore,

encoding this basis in the computational basis (C.5) comes at the cost of numerically dealing with

a non-canonical inner-product matrix. Even if the vectors ei are numerically given by columns

of ones and zeros, they are not orthonormal and we need to construct an inner-product matrix

g ≡ (gij), where gij = g(ei, ej), where g represents the inner-product tensor. The computational

prescription for building the matrix elements gij is analogous to the one described in the previous

section regarding the construction of operators, i.e. it boils down to performing the assignment

gij = ⟨k(i), n(i)− k(i)|k(j), n(j)− k(j)⟩ . (C.10)
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The above assignment can indeed be performed directly using the closed-form solution of the inner

product recursion given in (2.68). However, this may not be the most efficient approach due to

the need of performing a sum of n(j)− k(j) terms; a more time-wise efficient construction (which

comes at the cost of a higher propagation of numerical error) consists on the implementation of

a memoized recursive function that explicitly solves the recursion (2.60). Memoizing a recursive

function consists on supplementing it with a caché-like variable that gets progressively updated

every time the function is called, storing already-computed values of the inner product so that they

don’t need to be recomputed every time a recursion step or a function call stumbles on them. In

programming languages like Python, where function arguments are passed by assignment, such a

caché may be chosen to be a variable of the dictionary type, whose items may be progressively

updated inside the function, remaining accessible in the global memory scope. In other languages,

like C++, the caché variable may need to be passed by reference to the recursive function.

In order to get rid of the numerically disturbing (q-)factorial growth of the overlaps between

chord states, which boils down to the boundary condition (2.63), we chose to work, for the purpose

of the numerical analyses only, on a renormalized chord basis,

|k, n− k⟩ 7−→
√

[n]q|k, n− k⟩ . (C.11)

This is analogous to the implicit renormalization of the matterless chord eigenbasis assumed through-

out [10]. Here, however, this procedure doesn’t quite make the basis orthonormal, but it gets rid

of a numerically annoying q-factorial growth of the overlaps with the total chord number. Without

changing the notation (for the sake of clarity), let us rewrite the form of the inner-product recur-

sion (2.60) and its boundary condition (2.63) after subjecting them to the redefinition (C.11). The

expressions below21 therefore only apply to the discussion in this appendix:

⟨k′, n′ − k′|k, n− l⟩ = 0 if n′ ̸= n , (C.12)

⟨k′, n− k′|k, n− l⟩ =
[k]q
[n]q
⟨k′ − 1, n− k′|k − 1, n− k⟩+ q̃qk

[n− k]q
[n]q

⟨k′ − 1, n− k′|k, n− k − 1⟩ , (C.13)

⟨0, n|k, n− k⟩ = q̃k . (C.14)

This new basis normalization does not affect the map between the indices characterizing states in

Bchord and Bcomp presented in section C.1.1, as it only amounts to rescaling the states. It will

however affect the expressions of the ladder operators a†L,R and αL,R, given in (2.42)-(2.43) and

in (2.45)-(2.46), respectively, because they are not diagonal in the chord basis; such expressions

therefore need to be modified accounting for the basis renormalization (C.11) in order to build

the matrices representing those operators in coordinates over the renormalized basis. Nevertheless,

operator identities such as the relation betweenHL,R and the ladder operators are basis-independent

and therefore remain unchanged and applicable to any matrix representation of the operators as

long as they are all representations with respect to the same basis.

The fact that the map encoding Bchord to Bcomp preserves a notion of ordering of the successive

total chord number sectors results in the fact that the matrix (gij) features a very neat block-

diagonal structure, reflecting orthogonality of the different sectors. Hence, we may find it convenient

to denote the blocks of the matrix as g
(n)
k′k, containing the overlaps within a given total chord number

sector:

g
(n)
k′k := ⟨k′, n− k′|k, n− k⟩ . (C.15)

21Every state |nL, nR⟩ may be denoted by a tuple (n, k), where k = nL and n = nL + nR. For instance,

the state |k, n− k − 1⟩ = |k, (n− 1)− k⟩ corresponds to the tuple (n− 1, k), and so forth for all the states

appearing in (C.13).
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Now, recalling the construction of the chord inner product [21], it is possible to show that the

(n+ 1)× (n+ 1) matrix g(n) at a given sector n enjoys the two following symmetries:

• The usual inner product symmetry (recall that the chord Hilbert space is a real Hilbert

space):

⟨k′, n− k′|k, n− k⟩ = ⟨k, n− k|k′, n− k′⟩ =⇒ g
(n)
k′k = g

(n)
kk′ . (C.16)

• Left-right symmetry:

⟨k′, n− k′|k, n− k⟩ = ⟨n− k′, k′|n− k, k⟩ =⇒ g
(n)
k′k = g

(n)
n−k′,n−k . (C.17)

In words, (C.16) and (C.17) imply that the matrix g(n) is symmetric with respect to both of its

diagonals. The number of matrix elements that are independent in the matrix is therefore equal

to the number of items in one of the four triangular sectors (upper, lower, right or left) in which

the matrix is divided by the main and the secondary diagonals. The number of matrix elements

belonging to a triangle (including its borders), which we shall denote s(n), is obtained from a

counting problem whose solution depends on whether n is even or odd, since in the former case the

(g
(n)
k′k)

n
k′,k=0 matrix has a central item, whereas in the latter it doesn’t. The generic solution is:

s(n) =
(
1 +

⌊n
2

⌋)(
1 +

⌈n
2

⌉)
=


(
1 +

n

2

)2
n even ,(

1 +
n

2

)2
− 1

4
n odd .

(C.18)

Hence, correctly accounting for all the symmetries of the matrix g(n) will imply that the number

of independent overlaps that need to be computed in each chord sector when numerically building

the inner product is s(n) given in (C.18), rather than the full size of the block g(n), which is

(n+ 1)2 > s(n). It is a reduction of roughly a factor of four, i.e. limn→+∞
s(n)

(n+1)2 = 1
4 , as expected

since only one triangular sector of the matrix is independent.

For illustration, figure (11) depicts the inner-product matrix gij for a Hilbert space truncation

N = 50. Both the block-diagonal structure due to orthogonality of chord sectors and the symmetries

within a given chord sector are manifest.

A comment on numerical reliability of results is in order here. The limit q̃ → 1 (corresponding

to ∆→ 0 for λ fixed) may be thought of as an İnönü-Wigner contraction of the one-particle algebra

to the zero-particle one22. In this case, two-sided states |nL, nR⟩ effectively behave as their one-sided

counterpart |nL + nR⟩, in the sense that

⟨n′L, n′R|nL, nR⟩
q̃→1−→ ⟨n′L + n′R|nL + nR⟩ = δn′

L+n′
R,nL+nR

, (C.19)

as can be shown with (C.11), or just recalling the derivation of the chord inner product recursion

from chord diagram techniques in [21] (but conveniently renormalizing the states as in (C.11)),

where the fact that q̃ = 1 would make distinction between left and right irrelevant. Consequently,

appropriate linear combinations of |nL, nR⟩ states belonging to the same total chord number sector

can yield states that are effectively null. For example, in the sector of total chord number n = 1,

the state

|σ−⟩ = |0, 1⟩ − |1, 0⟩ (C.20)

22Intuitively, from the perspective of chord diagrams, crossings with the operator chord will have weight

q̃ = 1, so effectively they may be regarded as a matterless diagram with no distinction between left and

right
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Figure 11. Inner product matrix (C.10). Top left: Matrix plot, including all total chord number

sectors up to n = 50. The encoding (C.6) of the chord basis in the computational basis allows

to observe a clear block-diagonal structure reflecting the fact that sectors of different total chord

number are orthogonal. Top right: Matrix plot of the overlaps in a fixed sector with total chord

number n = 50, i.e. the matrix
(
g
(n)
kk′

)
in (C.15). In agreement with (C.16) and (C.17), we observe

that this matrix is symmetric around both its main and secondary diagonal, taking the form of a

saddle. Bottom left: Plots of the overlaps
(
g
(n)
kk′

)
for constant difference k′ − k, as a function

of the sum k′ + k, which amounts to moving in the top-right figure along lines that are parallel

to the main diagonal. The red line corresponds to k = k′, and it therefore gives the norms of the

states |k, n− k⟩; we note that the only states with unit norm in the basis |k, n− k⟩, renormalized

as stated in (C.11), are |0, n⟩ and |n, 0⟩, as the plot confirms. Bottom right:
(
g
(n)
kk′

)
for constant

sum k′ + k, as a function of the difference k′ − k, which sweeps through lines of the top-right plot

that are parallel to the secondary diagonal. We observe that, the larger the difference between k

and k′, the smaller the overlap.

becomes a null state when q̃ → 1, reflecting the fact that it becomes effectively equivalent to the

matterless state

|σ−⟩ 7−→ |1⟩ − |1⟩ = 0 , (C.21)

We can see this explicitly by considering the inner-product matrix in the n = 1 sector:(
g
(n=1)
k′k

)
=

(
1 q̃

q̃ 1

)
. (C.22)

This matrix has eigenvalues σ± = 1± q̃, and therefore when q̃ → 1 we have that σ− → 0, implying

that the corresponding eigenvector becomes a null state. Such an eigenvector is indeed (C.20). In

full generality, it is possible to prove23 that, for arbitrary total chord number n ≥ 0, the inner-

23The proof goes as follows: Using (C.19) we see that, when q̃ = 1, the overlap matrix
(
g
(n)

k′k

)
for a fixed
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product matrix in that sector, g(n), has exactly n zero eigenvalues and one positive eigenvalue when

q̃ = 1. This means that, when q̃ = 1, all but one linearly-independent directions in a given chord

sector become null: The whole sector H(n)
1p shrinks onto the matterless state |n⟩ ∈ H0p.

While the above is a mathematically interesting structure, it is bad news for the numerics:

Taking q̃ closer and closer to 1, in an attempt to describe lighter operators, brings us closer to

the special point q̃ = 1 where null states proliferate, and it does so by featuring almost-zero-norm

states when q̃ is close to 1, making numerics unstable. In those situations, it will turn out that

the Lanczos-PRO algorithm operating at double floating point precision will not be sufficient for

stabilizing the recursion, and high precision implementations may be preferred24.

For completeness, we may say that the opposite limit in q̃, namely q̃ → 0, is completely

harmless from the point of view of numerics. This limit just amounts to making the operator

very heavy (∆ → +∞ for fixed λ), which pinches off all chord diagrams splitting them into two

matterless diagrams. The one-particle algebra becomes in this case a tensor product (rather than

a co-product [24]) of two zero-particle algebras, H1p → H0p ⊗ H0p, and states |nL, nR⟩ become

effectively equivalent to |nL⟩ ⊗ |nR⟩ (modulo prefactors).

C.1.3 Hermiticity with respect to the chord inner product

The fact that the inner product takes the non-canonical form of the matrix gij in coordinates

over the computational basis Bcomp with which we work implies the need for adjusting the adjoint

operation, as this notion is relative to the inner product. Consequently, the hermiticity condition for

an operator O will not be equivalent to the symmetry of the matrix (Oij) containing its coordinates

over Bcomp. In this section we shall elaborate on how hermiticity was accounted for in our numerical

implementations.

We shall begin by revising the expression of the bra of a state in coordinates over a non-

orthonormal basis. We remind that the bra “⟨v|” is nothing but the one-form ωv obtained from a

vector (ket) |v⟩ through the musical isomorphism, according to which such a one-form is defined

through its action on any other vector |u⟩ of the Hilbert space as

ωv(|u⟩) = g(|v⟩, |u⟩) , ∀|u⟩ ∈ H1p , (C.23)

which motivates the Dirac notation ⟨v|x⟩. In coordinates over the besis Bcomp, we have that |v⟩ is
represented by a column vector, |v⟩ ∗

= v, and similarly for |u⟩, such that their overlap is given by

⟨v|u⟩ = vT g u , (C.24)

where we recall that g denotes the inner product matrix. From (C.24) we can directly read off the

representation of the bra in coordinates over Bcomp:

⟨v| ∗
= vT g . (C.25)

n-sector becomes an (n + 1) × (n + 1) matrix of ones (i.e. all its items, not just the diagonal, are exactly

1), which fortunately is easy to diagonalize in a real space [53]. Denoting the eigenvectors of the matrix

as
∑n

k=0 ck|k, n − k⟩, we can see that the n-dimensional zero eigenspace is given by the coefficients locus{
ck :

∑n
k=0 ck = 0

}
, while there is a one-dimensional eigenspace of eigenvalue n + 1 defined by the locus

{ck : c0 = c1 = · · · = cn}, QED.
24For exactly q̃ = 1 we did verify numerically that the Krylov space of the state |0, 0⟩, given the Hamil-

tonian HR − HL, is one-dimensional as it should, since in the absence of operator insertions, the TFD

state is stationary under the evolution generated by this Hamiltonian, verifying (HR −HL)
n|0, 0⟩ = 0 for

n > 0 when q̃ = 1. At a technical level, this can be verified by direct application of HR − HL, given in

equation (3.11): We find that (HR−HL)|0, 0⟩ = |σ−⟩, i.e. the state (C.20), which becomes null when q̃ = 1,

implying that the first Lanczos coefficient b1 =
√

⟨σ−|σ−⟩ =
√
2σ− =

√
2(1− q̃) becomes zero in this limit,

cf. (3.14), thus terminating the Lanczos algorithm at this n = 1 step.
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That is, numerically, in order to build the bra of a given vector we needed to perform the operation

(C.25). Each time a vector is constructed numerically, it is generally recommendable, if memory

permits, to store its bra in a separate array. In this way, eventual computations of inner products

can directly be called as the canonical (computational) inner product between the bra array and

the ket array, instead of performing the operation (C.24). This is an efficient solution whenever the

same bra is going to be used more than once for the computation of overlaps. Therefore, in the

numerical implementation of the Lanczos-PRO algorithm, each time a Krylov element was built,

its bra was accordingly constructed and stored, for the purpose of making use of it when convenient

in the re-orthogonalization steps [7].

Similarly, the hermitian adjoint of an operator O with respect to the inner product g, i.e. O†,

is represented in coordinates over the computational basis by a matrix (O†)ij which is in general

different from just the transpose of Oij . The matrix expression of the adjoint O† can just be read

of from the definition of the adjoint operator, which is an operator O† satisfying

g(O|v⟩, |u⟩) = g(|v⟩,O†|u⟩), ∀ |v⟩, |u⟩ ∈ H1p . (C.26)

In matrix notation, and making use of (C.24), this implies:

O† = g−1 OT g . (C.27)

Note that (C.27) is consistent with (C.23), in the sense that both expressions combine to verify(
O|v⟩

)†
= ⟨v|O†.

In light of (C.27), we see that an operator O is hermitian with respect to the chord inner

product if and only if its matrix representation over the basis Bcomp verifies

O = g−1 OT g ⇐⇒ (g O) = (g O)T . (C.28)

That is, ifO is hermitian with respect to the chord inner product, the matrix gO should be explicitly

symmetric, but O need not be so. An equivalent and insightful form of (C.28) is the following:

O = g−1 OT g ⇐⇒ g1/2 O g−1/2 = (g1/2 O g−1/2)T , (C.29)

where O′ ≡ g1/2 O g−1/2 may be seen as the expression of the operator O in coordinates over a

new basis for which the passage matrix is P = g−1/2. Without being specific about such a basis, we

can anticipate that it is orthonormal given the corresponding transformation of the inner product25:

g′ = PT g P = g−1/2 g g−1/2 = 1 . (C.30)

In retrospect, (C.29) comes to say that hermitian operators take the form of symmetric matrices

when expressed in coordinates over an orthonormal basis, consistently. In [21], operations of the

form H→ g1/2 H g−1/2 are performed with both the zero-particle and one-particle Hamiltonians

in order to obtain their expression in terms of the length operator and its canonical conjugate

momentum but, in the case of the one-particle sector, only in the semiclassical limit, where the

states of the same chord sector are argued to become orthogonal, hence making g become a diagonal

(i.e. not just block-diagonal) matrix, whose inverse may thus be easily computed analytically.

As an illustration, figure 12 shows the Hamiltonian Htotal ≡ HR − HL given in (3.11) in

coordinates over Bcomp, together with the transformation gHtotal, which makes it take the form of

an explicitly symmetric matrix, confirming that the operator constructed is hermitian with respect

to the chord inner product (within the working machine precision).

25Note that the multiplicity of the square roots of a g is in correspondence with the fact that there exist

multiple orthonormal bases. Additionally, g is correctly invertible (for q̃ ∈ [0, 1[ ) because, as a well-defined

inner product, it has no zero eigenvalues (it is in fact a positive-definite and symmetric matrix).
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Figure 12. Plots of various sectors of the matrices H (left) and gH (right), where H ≡ Htotal =

HR−HL, in coordinates over the computational basis that encodes the chord basis. In all cases we

can appreciate the block-tridiagonal structure of the Hamiltonian, and additionally the right plots

are manifestly symmetric, in agreement with the hermiticity condition (C.28) applied to H. Note

that, in plots where the color code involves a logarithmic scale, numerically very small values are

assigned the color white.
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Figure 13. Sketch of the parameter space of the system, DSSYK with ’t Hooft coupling λ plus

double-scaled operator of dimension ∆, where the one-parameter families considered in our numer-

ical analyses are highlighted. Dashed black lines are families of constant q̃ = e−λ∆, which increases

towards the origin of the graph, and in particular the blue line is the family in which q̃ = 0.577.

Red dashed lines correspond to λ = 0.05, 0.1, 0.5, 2, 10, 20. Magenta lines are families of constant

∆ = 1, 11.002. The dots represent the actual tuples (∆, λ) for which numerical simulations were

carried out. Note that λ = 0 is the large-p SYK limit [37, 54], while λ → +∞ is the RMT limit

[17, 23].

Most of the discussions in sections C.1.2 and C.1.3 review well-established facts of linear algebra

adapted to the problem at hand, where we needed to do numerics using a non-orthonormal basis,

which happens to be the physically natural basis in DSSYK with matter (operator). For this reason,

it was found convenient to spell out explicitly the relevant technical details in this appendix.

C.2 Further numerical results

This section presents numerical results that complement the main ones shown in section 3.3. We

implemented either the Lanczos-PRO algorithm [7, 35] at double floating point machine precision

or the pure Lanczos algorithm at high precision for various system parameters lying within the

one-parameter families depicted in figure 13, which are families of two kinds: either fixed q̃ = e−λ∆,

or fixed ∆. In all cases we compared the output Lanczos coefficients bn to the expression
√
cn/2(n),

argued in section 3.4 to be the form of the Lanczos coefficients in the asymptotic limit, and we

also studied the localization of Krylov basis elements to fixed chord number sectors. In all the

one-parameter families studied, generically we observe that reducing λ has the effect of improving

the accuracy of the Ansatz, as shown in figures 14 to 22 and as generically analyzed in appendix B.

For the sake of clarity, let us provide a list grouping all the relevant figures into three categories

depending on the one-parameter families in parameter space that they belong to:

• Figures 14 to 17 complement figures 3 and 4 in the main text and correspond to a λ-study

along the hyperbola of constant q̃ = 0.577, i.e. the blue line in figure 13. As λ increases,

the deviations from the asymptotic limit become significant, and in particular the chord

sector participation ration in the Krylov vectors deviates from one, signaling that they are

no longer effectively localized in fixed total chord number sectors, developing significant tails
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Figure 14. q̃ = 0.577, λ = 0.1.

on various sectors, lowering the chord number expectation value and making the Lanczos

coefficients differ from the Ansatz bn = J
√
cn/2(n). Numerically, note that the deviations of

the b-sequence are more pronounced in the region with n ≂ 1/λ, as for small enough values of

n compare to 1/λ the small-λ analysis of appendix (B) becomes applicable, while for n≫ 1/λ

the numerics effectively probe again the asymptotic limit (cf. section 3.4). This is why, for

indicative purposes, a vertical line at n = 1/λ has been included in the plots of n-dependent

quantities, besides the vertical line at n = N signaling when n approaches the total chord

number truncation value (cf. C.1), after which spurious finite-size effects kick in.

• Figures 18 to 22 complement figure 3 and correspond to the analysis with fixed ∆ = 11.002,

i.e. the rightmost magenta line in 13 (which intersects in a point with the fixed-q̃ family).

The conclusions on the λ-dependence on results are completely analogous to what has been

described in the previous point regarding the analysis of constant q̃.

• For illustration purposes, figures 23 to 26 present yet another constant-∆ analysis, but this

time with ∆ = 1 (cf. the leftmost vertical magenta line in figure 13). When both ∆ and

λ are numerically small, implying that q̃ is similar to 1, the numerics become unstable for

the reasons described towards the end of section C.1.2. These plots still allow to conclude

that decreasing λ for fixed ∆ makes the asymptotic Ansatz bn = J
√
cn/2(n) better, but

comparison with the analysis at fixed ∆ = 11.002 also reveals that, for fixed λ, decreasing ∆

makes results deviate from the Ansatz (cf. figures corresponding to points lying on the same

horizontal line in figure 13).
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Figure 17. q̃ = 0.577, λ = 20.
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Figure 19. ∆ = 11.002, λ = 0.5.
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Figure 20. ∆ = 11.002, λ = 2.
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Figure 21. ∆ = 11.002, λ = 10.
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Figure 22. ∆ = 11.002, λ = 20.
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For these parameter values, q̃ is sufficiently close to 1 as to make the numerical instabilities of the

Lanczos algorithm unbearable at double floating point machine precision (cf. discussion in section

2.6). In these cases, only the first few Lanczos coefficients were computed using high precision

arithmetics, and no study of chord expectation values and sector participation ratios was performed.
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Figure 24. ∆ = 1, λ = 2.
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Figure 25. ∆ = 1, λ = 10.
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Figure 26. ∆ = 1, λ = 20.
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D Details on asymptotic analysis

The objective of this appendix is showing that the leading contribution to sums of the kind in (3.60)

is coming out of elements inside a particular where ck(n) is constant. We will show that we can

consider this region as a square centered around k = m ∼ n/2, with side length given essentially

by 1
λ , the characteristic variation scale of the semiclassical variables. Notice that in this appendix,

we set J = 1 to simplify the notation during our analysis. In order to reinstate the J dependence,

it will be sufficient to perform the change bn → bn/J .

We will start with a slightly different problem, by examining the sum:

1

b+n (b
+
n−1)

2...(b+1 )
2

n−1∑
k,m=0

c+k (n)

(
n− 1

m

)(
n− 1

k

)
⟨m,n− 1−m|k, n− 1− k⟩ , (D.1)

where c+k (n) are objects analogous to (3.23), defined as:

c+k (n) ≡ n
[n− k]
n− k

(1 + q̃qk) + n
[k + 1]

k + 1
(1 + q̃qn−1−k) (D.2)

This sum is easier to understand because of the absence of the alternating signs accompanying the

binomial coefficients. Also we note that (D.1) is an interesting computation itself. Indeed this is

the sum we obtain when we compute ⟨ψ+
n−1| aL + aR |ψ+

n ⟩, which are lower diagonal entries of the

matrix (HL +HR) on the basis made of states |ψ+
n ⟩ defined as:

|ψ+
n ⟩ =

1

b+n ...b
+
1

∑
k

(
n

k

)
|k, n− k⟩ , (D.3)

where the b+n are again normalization coefficients. For analogous reasons as those outlined in sec-

tion 3 for the operator complexity and its basis {|ψn⟩}n, the basis {|ψ+
n ⟩}n will be the Krylov

basis, built from the seed state given by an operator O insertion on the infinite temperature TFD,

under the evolution operator HL + HR. So (D.1) will give as the result the Lanczos coefficients

that compute a new Krylov complexity, the OTFD state complexity, that we will study in section 4.

Let us start by examining the inner product that we use to compute the state overlaps in (D.1).

In the semiclassical limit where we send λ → 0, nL,R → ∞ so that lL,R = λnL,R are fixed, the

inner product of (2.68) becomes [24]:

⟨x′|x⟩ = ⟨n′L, n′R | nL, nR⟩ = [n]!

( (
1− c2

)
/2

cosh x−x′

2 − c cosh x+x′

2

)2∆

, (D.4)

where c2 = qn and x = λnL−nR

2 , x′ = λ
n′
L−n′

R

2 . So we have:

⟨m,n−m|k, n− k⟩ = [n]!

(
(1− qn) /2

coshλk−m
2 − qn/2 coshλn−k−m

2

)2∆

(D.5)

Now with this analytical form we want to understand in which regions of the plane (k,m) the scalar

product is suppressed. We have an exponential suppression controlled by ∆ when we move of δk

outside the diagonal k = m :

⟨k, n− k|k + δk, n− δk − k⟩ ∝
(
coshλ

δk

2
− qn/2 coshλn− 2k − δk

2

)−2∆

∝λδk≳1 e
−λδk∆ (D.6)
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Figure 27. Characteristic behavior of the state overlap ⟨m,n−m|k, n− k⟩ where λ = 0.01,

∆ = 40, n = 1000, without the [n]! multiplicative factor. The overlap is minimum in n/2 moving

along the diagonal (left), while moving off the diagonal results in an exponential suppression (right).

In particular we notice that in the limit ∆→∞, the overlap is null outside of a strip of characteristic

width ∼ 1/λ centered on the diagonal (as first reported in [21]). This is the scale of variation of

our semiclassical variables (for example λn, kept fixed), given by the condition δkλ ∼ 1. The scalar

product is approximately constant in this region, but notice that if ∆ is held finite the size of this

area is controlled by 1/∆.

If, instead, we move on the diagonal, we have that k = m = n/2 is a minimum and the overlap

increases if we go towards the edges of the summation region (fig. 27)26:

⟨n/2 + δk, n/2− δk|n/2 + δk, n/2− δk⟩ ∝
(
1− qn/2 coshλδk

)−2∆

(D.7)

Again, in the λ → 0 limit, this starts to deviate from the constant contribution in the minimum

when δk ∝ 1/λ. This is again a symptom that in this asymptotic region the scalar product depends

on the semiclassical variables, whose unit variation corresponds to a 1/λ variation in the chord

numbers.

Notice that these behaviors that we observed from the asymptotic analytical expressions for the

inner product are in agreement with those obtained in fig. 11 by solving the defining recursion

relation (2.61) numerically.

Let us now study c+k (n). We find that the function k = n/2 the function has a minimum, and

by expanding around it we find:

c+k (n) ∼k∼n/2 c
+
k=n/2(n) + const.× (k − n/2)2

n2
∼ c+k=n/2(n) + const.× (λδk)2, (D.8)

where δk = k−n/2, so we can estimate that the correction becomes non-negligible when δk ∼ 1/λ.

By putting everything together we have that c+k (n) ⟨m,n− 1−m|k, n− 1− k⟩ has a saddle

point around k = m ∼ n/2, and in a square region of side 1/λ we can approximate it with a

constant. Now, this region is actually the only one contributing to the leading order of the sum

(D.1) in the semiclassical limit. This happens because the binomial coefficients in the sum make the

contribution from these regions parametrically bigger than all others. We can see this for example

from the Chernoff bound for the sum of binomial coefficients27:

26As a safety check, the points where the denominator is null are outside the summation bounds.
27See e.g. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Chernoff_bound.
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n/2−1/λ∑
k=0

(
n

k

)
< 2ne−

2
λn

1
λ , (D.9)

so the neglected tails of the sum are exponentially suppressed by a parametrically large coefficient,

and they will give a subleading contribution to (D.1) or to norm computations of |ψ+
n ⟩.

Now let us go back to our original problem of computing the sum (3.60). In this case the alter-

nating sign attached to the binomials becomes potentially problematic, and we lose the localizing

power of the binomial coefficient’s sum we leveraged in the previous case. An example comes from

considering the case ∆ → 0, where summing with alternating signs the binomial coefficients gives

a null result. So with the alternating signs, even though binomials are bigger in the central region,

we may have non-trivial cancellations so that even terms closer to the edges of the sum parameters

can contribute. We can bring this case under analytical control by considering the limit ∆ → ∞
of heavy operators. This limit aids in the localization of (3.60), because it suppresses the scalar

product outside of a strip of characteristic width 1/λ centered on the diagonal k = m. Now let

us study the sum of binomial coefficients with alternating signs on a rectangular strip centered in

k = m = n/2, with widths ∼ 1/λ across the diagonal and a along it:

i= 1
λ ,k=n/2−a∑
i=− 1

λ ,k=0

(−1)i
(
n

k

)(
n

k + i

)
≈

k=n/2−a∑
k=0

(
n

k

)(
n+ 1

λ − k
n

(
n

k − 1
λ

)
+

1
λ + k

n

(
n

k + 1
λ

))
, (D.10)

where we parametrized m = k + i. In this case we are summing only in a 1/λ-wide interval across

the diagonal because of the suppression coming from the scalar product. Now the picture for the

sum along the diagonal is more similar to that of the previous case. Indeed, in an analogous manner

we can bound the contribution from a tail outside the strip we described, when we take a ∼ 1/λ:

k=n/2− 1
λ∑

k=0

(
n

k

)(
n+ 1

λ − k
n

(
n

k − 1
λ

)
+

1
λ + k

n

(
n

k + 1
λ

))
⪅ const.

(
n

n/2

)(∑
k

(
n

k

))
∝ e− 1

λ ,

(D.11)

so tails are parametrically suppressed with respect to the sum on the full strip.

Analogous considerations to those we performed for c+k (n) show that ck(n) is approximately con-

stant in a width of 1/λ from k = n/2. So we have that sums of the type of (3.60) essentially

saturate in the 1
λ ×

1
λ square region, where all terms in the addends, other than the binomials, are

approximately constant.

We have performed the analysis of the sums (3.60), (D.1) in chord number space, and we

have verified that the leading contributions are localized in a region of the sum parameters whose

dimension is controlled by the scale of the semiclassical variables ∼ λ−1. In the following sections we

will show how to reinstate the previous arguments using instead the semiclassical lengths variables,

where we can phrase them as a saddle point analysis controlled by 1/λ.

D.1 Asymptotic behavior of the binomial coefficients in the semiclassical limit

This section intends to give a formal analysis of the behavior of the binomial coefficients, which are

ubiquitous in the sums defining Krylov vectors and Lanczos coefficients, in the semiclassical limit

(3.47). As we shall see, the effect of this limit is to squeeze the binomials turning them into Dirac

delta functions of the semiclassical variables, putting on solid footing our arguments in favor of the

relevant sums being dominated by the contributions due to the middle of the summation domain.
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The study can also be phrased in terms of a saddle-point analysis which is controlled by the large

parameter λ−1 in the semiclassical limit.

D.1.1 Binomials as representations of the Dirac delta function

Let us consider in this section the semiclassical limit of a discrete sum involving objects that admit

a smooth limiting form, weighted by the binomial coefficients. In this way we can isolate the

semiclassical analysis of the binomial coefficient as a separate problem. In particular, we consider

the computation of the following norm:

⟨χ(+)
n+1|χ

(+)
n+1⟩ =

n∑
k′,k=0

c
(+)
k (n+ 1)

(
n

k′

)(
n

k

)
⟨k′, n− k′|k, n− k⟩ , (D.12)

where c
(+)
k (n) was defined in (4.7). Equation (D.12) is the norm of the binomial state that con-

tributes to the Krylov basis vectors of the state |0, 0⟩ evolving under the total HamiltonianHR+HL,

namely:

|χ(+)
n ⟩ =

n∑
k=0

(
n

k

)
|k, n− k⟩ . (D.13)

We now consider the exercise of taking the semiclassical limit (3.47) of (D.12), i.e. we shall

take λ→ 0 while n→ +∞ keeping λn ≡ l fixed as our semiclassical (dimensionless) length variable.

Consistently with this prescription, we will take λk ≡ lL, in a way such that the sums in (D.12) will

become Riemann integrals whose measure will be given by λ→ 0. Both the c
(+)
k (n) coefficient and

the overlap ⟨k′, n−k′|k, n−k⟩ admit smooth limiting forms in the semiclassical limit as functions of

the semiclassical variables l and lL. The latter is given by (3.55), while the former is just analogous

to (3.56), namely:

c
(+)
k (n) ∼

λ→0
c(+)(l, lL;λ) ≡

l

l − lL
1− e−(l−lL)

λ
(1 + q̃e−lL) +

l

lL

1− e−lL

λ
(1 + q̃e−(l−lL)) . (D.14)

It is therefore left to study the semiclassical form of the binomial coefficients in (D.12), together

with the explicit mechanism through which the sums become integrals. We note that each or the

two binomials in (D.12) can be written as:(
n

k

)
=

Γ(n+ 1)

Γ(k + 1)Γ(n− k + 1)

semicl.−→ Γ(l/λ+ 1)

Γ(lL/λ+ 1)Γ(l/λ− lL/λ+ 1)
= λ ηλ

(
l, lL −

l

2

)
, (D.15)

where the leftover λ prefactor in the rightmost term of (D.15) will be combined with the corre-

sponding k-sum to yield a continuous integral, and we have defined the function ηλ(l, x) of the

length offset x = lL − l
2 = lL − lR as:

ηλ(l, x) :=
1

λ
η

(
l

λ
,
x

λ

)
, for η(l, x) =


Γ(l + 1)

Γ(l/2 + x+ 1)Γ(l/2− x+ 1)
, |x| ≤ l/2 ,

0 , else.

(D.16)

Regarded as a function of x, a function ηλ(l, x) defined out of an absolutely integrable and symmetric

function η(l, x) is a nascent Dirac delta function in the sense that, when λ goes to zero, it becomes

asymptotically equivalent to a distribution that is proportional to a delta function centered at x = 0,

as one may verify integrating it against a test function in the λ→ 0 limit. Indeed, considering the

normalization

f(l) :=

∫
R
dx η(l, x) , (D.17)
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we may take a test function g(x) and integrate it against ηλ(l, x):∫
R
dx ηλ(l, x)g(x) =

∫
R
dx η(l/λ, x)g(λx) ∼

λ∼0
g(0) f

(
l

λ

)
, (D.18)

where we have made use of the definition of ηλ in (D.16) and changed variables conveniently. In

other words, we have the asymptotic statement:

ηλ(l, x) ∼
λ∼0

f

(
l

λ

)
δ(x) , (D.19)

i.e. the binomials become asymptotically proportional to Dirac delta functions of the semiclassical

variables centered at x = 0 ⇔ lL = l
2 . This proof, however, has been slightly cavalier: In order

to be rightfully considered as a nascent delta function in the variable x, ηλ(l, x) should have been

obtained out of η(l, x) by only replacing x 7→ x
λ (besides the overall 1/λ prefactor in (D.16)), but

here we have that also l is rescaled to l/λ, and this implies that the implicit exchange of the limit

λ → 0 and the integral sign in (D.18) is dubious, as one cannot exclude the possibility that the

remaining λ-dependence in η(l/λ, x) competes with g(λx) making the integral localize at a point

potentially distinct from x = 0. For the specific nascent delta function in (D.16) this is happily not

the case, as we may show by considering its explicit asymptotic expansion at λ ∼ 0, given by:

ηλ(l, x) ∼
λ∼0

√
2l

πλ(l2 − 4x2)
(2l)l/λ

(
l − 2x

)− l−2x
λ
(
l + 2x

)− l+2x
λ

(D.20)

=

√
2l

πλ(l2 − 4x2)
exp

{
1

λ

(
l log(2l)− (l − 2x) log(l − 2x)− (l + 2x) log(l + 2x)

)}
. (D.21)

We may now recognize that the asymptotic behavior at λ ∼ 0 of any integral of ηλ(l, x) multiplied

by smooth functions of the semiclassical length offset x can be computed via a saddle-point analysis

of the function in the exponent of (D.21). Direct computation shows that its maximum is indeed

located at x = 0, and therefore the integral will localize at this value.

Altogether, the norm of the |χ(+)
n+1⟩ state posed in (D.12) takes the following form in the

semiclassical limit:

⟨χ(+)
n+1|χ

(+)
n+1⟩ ∼

λ∼0
[n]q!

∫
R2

dlLdl
′
L c(+)(l, lL;λ)ηλ

(
l, lL − l

2

)
ηλ

(
l, l′L − l

2

) (
1− e−l

)
/2

cosh
(

lL−l′
L

2

)
− e−l/2 cosh

(
l−lL−l′

L
2

)
2∆

(D.22)

∼
λ∼0

c(+)

(
l,
l

2
;λ

)
[n]q!

∫
R2

dlLdl
′
L ηλ

(
l, lL − l

2

)
ηλ

(
l, l′L − l

2

) (
1− e−l

)
/2

cosh
(

lL−l′
L

2

)
− e−l/2 cosh

(
l−lL−l′

L
2

)
2∆

(D.23)

∼
λ∼0

c(+)

(
l,
l

2
;λ

)
⟨χ(+)

n |χ(+)
n ⟩ , (D.24)

where the “ ∼
λ∼0

” symbols are used to formally denote asymptotic equivalence at λ ∼ 0. In the second

line, the c(+)(l, lL;λ) factor has been pulled outside of the integral taking its value at lL = l/2 thanks

to the nascent delta functions ηλ in the integrand or, equivalently, invoking the saddle-point analysis

that follows from writing such functions in the form (D.21). As announced earlier, we don’t intend

to perform the leftover integral explicitly, but we just note that it coincides with the semiclassical

limit of the norm of the previous binomial state |χ(+)
n ⟩. More formally, we have proved the following

identity:

lim
λ→0
n→∞

λn fixed

⟨χ(+)
n+1|χ

(+)
n+1⟩

c
(+)
(n/2)(n)⟨χ

(+)
n |χ(+)

n ⟩
= 1 . (D.25)
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In general, any sum involving binomial coefficients times other functions that have a smooth

form in the semiclassical limit localizes in such a limit to the contributions coming from the middle

of the summation domain thanks to the fact that the binomials get squeezed into Dirac delta

functions. This can be used to prove formally the expression of the bn coefficients of the OTFD
state studied in section 4, together with the fact that for such a state the Krylov basis vectors are

proportional to the binomial states |χ(+)
n ⟩, which are in turn total chord number eigenstates.

D.1.2 Saddle-point analysis of generic sums in the semiclassical limit

In this section we shall consider the case in which the sums under consideration involve the binomials

plus some other coefficients that do not have a smooth limiting form in the semiclassical limit. The

analysis of the nascent delta functions needs to be performed with more care in these situations.

Specifically, let us imagine that we wish to work with the two-sided Hamiltonian HR + zHL, for

some z ∈ R (required for hermiticity). Applying the Lanczos algorithm with this Hamiltonian to

the state |0, 0⟩ would make us stumble with some generalized binomial states, defined as28

|χ(z)
n ⟩ := (a†R + za†L)

n |0, 0⟩ =
n∑

k=0

zk
(
n

k

)
|k, n− k⟩ . (D.26)

The norm of these states defines a function of the variable z (and the system parameters λ and ∆)

given by:

⟨χ(z)
n+1|χ

(z)
n+1⟩ =

n∑
k′,k=0

c
(z)
k (n+ 1) zk

′+k

(
n

k′

)(
n

k

)
⟨k′, n− k′|k, n− k⟩ =: Fn+1(z;λ,∆) , (D.27)

where we have introduced a generalized c-coefficient

c
(z)
k (n) := n

[n− k]q
n− k

(
1 + zq̃qk

)
+ z2n

[k + 1]q
k + 1

(
1 +

1

z
q̃qn−1−k

)
. (D.28)

The second equality in (D.27) can be proved using the hermitian adjoint of (D.26). For z = 1,

the function Fn+1(z;λ,∆) becomes the norm of the states (D.13) studied in the previous section,

while for z = −1 we get sums with alternating signs, which are of relevance throughout section

3 for the study of the actual binomial states (3.13) that contribute to the Krylov states of the

state |0, 0⟩ evolving under HR − HL. For any z > 1 (resp. for 0 < z < 1) the function zlL/λ

becomes non-perturbatively large (resp. small) in the semiclassical limit when λ ∼ 0 and, even

more worryingly, for z < 0 it oscillates wildly and does not have a smooth limiting form. This

implies that the arguments in section D.1.1 do not apply immediately to sums of the form of that in

(D.27): One needs to take the semiclassical limit of zk
(
n
k

)
as a whole. The z-dependence in c

(z)
k (n)

is not disruptive because this coefficient still admits a smooth limiting form as a function of l and

lL in the semiclassical limit regardless of z, which is:

c
(z)
k (n) ∼

λ∼0
c(z)(l, lL;λ) ≡

l

l − lL
1− e−(l−lL)

λ
(1+ zq̃e−lL)+ z2

l

lL

1− e−lL

λ
(1+

1

z
q̃e−(l−lL)) . (D.29)

In what follows, we will assume z > 0, for which F(z;λ,∆) is well-defined in the semiclassical

limit, admitting an integral representation. We may then extend the relevant properties to the

28In this appendix we are slightly changing notation, in order to adapt it to the generalized binomial states

of the form (D.26). The states |χ(+)
n ⟩ are recognized as the Krylov basis of the OTFD complexity, while

here we denote with |χ−
n ⟩ what in the rest of the text were the Krylov states |χn⟩ of operator complexity.
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full complex plane of z ∈ C (except for singular points) by analytic continuation29,30, in order to

eventually focus on the values of z that are relevant for this paper.

Taking the semiclassical limit of (D.27) analogously to how we proceeded in section (D.1.1)

yields the following integral expression:

Fn+1(z;λ,∆) (D.30)

∼
λ∼0

[n]q!

∫
R2

dlLdl
′
Lc

(z)(l, lL;λ)ηλ(l, lL; z)ηλ(l, l
′
L; z)

 (
1− e−l

)
/2

cosh
(

lL−l′L
2

)
− e−l/2 cosh

(
l−lL−l′L

2

)
2∆

,

(D.31)

where we have defined

ηλ(l, lL; z) :=
1

λ
η

(
l

λ
,
lL
λ

)
, for η(l, lL) =


zlL Γ(l + 1)

Γ(lL + 1)Γ(l − lL + 1)
, 0 ≤ lL ≤ l ,

0 , else .

(D.32)

As announced, this time it is not a priori obvious where the center of this nascent delta function

will be. We have therefore chosen to define it as taking lL as its second argument, rather than

taking x = lL − l/2, which was the preferred choice in section D.1.1. In order to identify the point

on which ηλ(l, lL; z) localizes we shall directly consider its asymptotic expansion at λ ∼ 0:

ηλ(l, lL; z) ∼
λ∼0

√
l

2πλlL(l − lL)
exp

{
1

λ

(
l log(l)− lL log(lL/z)− (l − lL) log(l − lL)

)}
. (D.33)

The function (D.33) will be sharply localized, for λ ∼ 0, at a point lL = l
(∗)
L (z; l) given by the

extremum (which is in fact a maximum when z > 0) of the exponent. Direct calculation yields that

the z-dependent center of ηλ(l, lL; z) is:

l
(∗)
L (z; l) =

lz

z + 1
. (D.34)

This shows that in the semiclassical limit the expression zk

λ

(
n
k

)
becomes asymptotically proportional

to a Dirac delta function δ
(
lL − l(∗)L (z; l)

)
, allowing to write:

Fn+1(z;λ,∆) ∼
λ∼0

c(z)
(
l, l

(∗)
L (z; l);λ

)
Fn(z;λ,∆) , (D.35)

or equivalently

lim
λ→0

Fn+1(z;λ,∆)

c(z)
(
l, l

(∗)
L (z; l);λ

)
Fn(z;λ,∆)

= 1 . (D.36)

Strictly speaking, the above has been derived assuming z > 0, and we may now extend these

relations to the whole complex plane of z ∈ C, although we shall not discuss cases with Im(z) ̸= 0

29We remind that a sufficient condition for the analytic continuation of a function to be unique is being

analytic on an interval. Defining F(z;λ,∆) for z > 0 will therefore be enough. Note that the generalized

c-coefficient in (D.28) is manifestly a meromorphic function of z.
30Note that if z is not real, the function F(z;λ,∆) is no longer equal to the norm of generalized binomial

states, because in that case (a†R + za†L)
† = aR + zaL, but nothing prevents us from formally studying its

analytic continuation to the full complex plane. On a related note, the Hamiltonian HR + zHL is not

hermitian if Im(z) ̸= 0.
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because they don’t come from the analysis of a hermitian two-sided Hamiltonian HR+zHL. For the

particular value z = 1, expression (D.34) gives us that the integral (D.31) localizes at lL = l
2 , as we

had already shown in the case-specific analysis of section D.1.1. Generally speaking, for z ≥ 0 we

have that the localization point is l
(∗)
L ∈ [0, l[, which belongs to the domain of lL. More interestingly,

we note that the case of interest for operator complexity, which involves time evolution generated by

the Hamiltonian HR−HL, is addressed by z = −1: for this value of z, the center l(∗)L (z; l) in (D.34)

depicts a vertical asymptote, i.e. the localization point is l
(∗)
L ≡ ∞, which formally signals that the

integral might pick contributions from the edges of the integration domain. We can understand this

qualitatively as follows: the expression (−1)(lL/λ)
(

l/λ
lL/λ

)
is, in absolute value, equal to

(
l/λ
lL/λ

)
and

hence for small λ, both functions get squeezed and become sharply peaked around lL = l/2; however,

while the latter does so in a symmetric fashion, the former is wildly oscillating, with frequency

proportional to 1
λ (since (−1)lL/λ = eiπlL/λ in the principal branch). In the semiclassical limiting

procedure, there always exists a limiting scheme such that the oscillating function is odd around

the center31: integrating it against a smooth test function g(lL) that comes from the semiclassical

limit of some discrete coefficient gk in the original discrete sum will yield exactly zero (up to surface

terms) if such a test function is even around lL = l/2, because the contributions to the integral

coming from the right of the peak will get exactly canceled out by those to the left. This is why

(−1)k
(
n
k

)
cannot be claimed to converge (in the semiclassical limit) to a Delta function even if its

absolute value does: there are various ways to take the semiclassical limit of the sum, which yield

different results if the test function comes from terms gk that are symmetric around the middle of

the summation domain. This means that formally the limit does not exist32. Nevertheless, we can

still make the following point: If the test function integrated against ηλ(l, lL; z = −1) is ever so

slightly asymmetric around lL = l/2, the integrand contributions in any neighborhood to the right

of lL = l/2 will not exactly cancel out against those coming from the left, and in fact this non-zero

difference will get amplified the smaller λ gets. For the set of test functions that are not symmetric

around lL = l
2 , ηλ(l, lL; z = −1) is indeed acceptable as a delta function at lL = l/2.

As a simple illustration, consider the following sum:

S =

n∑
k=0

(−1)k
(
n

k

)
gk , (D.37)

where we assume that gk is such that it takes a smooth form in the semiclassical limit, e.g. gk ≡
g(λk)→ g(lL). Additionally assuming, for simplicity, that n is even, we can define k∗ ≡ (n− 1)/2

and, after some algebra, we reach:

S = (−1)k∗

k∗∑
y=0

(−1)y
(

n

k∗ − y

)(
gk∗−y − gk∗+1+y

)
. (D.38)

In the above expression, the alternating sign is now harmless because the summation domain is

no longer symmetric with respect to the center of symmetry of the binomial: in order to assess

whether in the semiclassical limit the sum is parametrically dominated by the contribution with

y = 0 we only need to check whether the differences gk∗−y − gk∗+1+y are not zero, i.e. whether the

test function is not symmetric around the symmetry center of the binomial33. This is a concrete

manifestation of the qualitative discussion we made in the paragraph preceding equation (D.37).

31This is because both k and k + 1 are undistinguishable in this limit, where k → ∞ such that λk = lL.
32We may also note that

∑n
k=0(−1)k

(
n
k

)
= 0 for all n > 0. In the semiclassical limit, ηλ(l, lL; z = −1)

is therefore not normalizable, and as such it can never tend in the sense of distributions to a well-defined

delta function.
33One may raise the concerning point that the overall phase of the sum, dominated by the y = 0 term,

is not well-defined in the limit. Fortunately, the sums such as (D.27) that are of interest for us feature two
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Considering our integral of interest, (D.31), we note that c(−)(l, lL;λ) is even around lL = l/2,

but the rightmost term of the integrand, coming from the semiclassical limit of the inner product, is

not whenever ∆ > 0 (in fact it is not factorizable as the product of functions of lL and l′L separately),

its symmetries being those of the inner product spelled out in (C.16) and (C.17). Consequently, for

any value of ∆ > 0, the integrand of (D.31) is always non-symmetric to some extent around lL = l
2 ,

and such lack of symmetry is accentuated the smaller λ is, which allows us to treat ηλ(l, lL; z = −1)
as a delta function at lL = l/2 and to accordingly pull outside of the integral the desired factor of

c(−)(l, l/2;λ).

In summary, for the z = −1 case of interest for operator complexity, the integral (D.31)

effectively localizes at lL = l/2 given ∆ > 0 thanks to the asymmetric profile of the inner product

factor if regarded as a function of lL, and we may write

⟨χ(−)
n+1|χ

(−)
n+1⟩ ∼ c

(−)
n/2(n)⟨χ

(−)
n |χ(−)

n ⟩ . (D.39)

In the numerical implementations of section 3.3 and appendix C.2, the accuracy of (D.39) may

be tested by fixing the value of ∆ and scanning through values of λ (i.e. the vertical paths on

figure 13). We consistently observed that, given a value of ∆ > 0, arbitrarily small values of λ

make expression (D.39) become arbitrarily accurate. On the other hand, we note that numerically

fixing the value of λ and decreasing ∆ towards zero will produce a departure from (D.39), as the

inner product gets progressively flattened (hence becoming more symmetric around the center of

the integration domain). We can confirm this by observing the numerical results in appendix C.2

corresponding to points lying on the same horizontal line in parameter space (cf. figure 13). For

exactly ∆ = 0 the inner product becomes a constant, and therefore even around lL = l/2, in which

case we don’t have localization of the integral regardless of the value of λ and it just vanishes34,

signaling that |χ(−)
n ⟩ becomes a null state in this limit: this is in agreement with the discussion in

section C.1.2, where the one-particle algebra is argued to contract to the zero-particle algebra when

∆ = 0 (or equivalently q̃ = 1 if λ is fixed).

Finally, let us remark that, the bigger ∆ is, the more peaked the inner product term in the

integrand (D.31) will be, making it more non-symmetric as a function of lL. This suggests that we

can parametrically control the accuracy of (D.39) if we additionally scale ∆ → ∞ while λ → 0 in

the semiclassical limit, putting on more solid footing the discussion presented at the beginning of

this appendix, where the product ∆λ is kept fixed on top of the semiclassical limit.

E Generic classical solution of Morse-like Hamiltonians

For reference, this appendix gathers the generic classical solution of the Hamiltonians of the Morse

type that are ubiquitous throughout this work. These are of the form:

H = αp2 + U(x) , (E.1)

where α > 0 the potential energy is

U(x) = βe−x/2 + γe−x , (E.2)

binomials, each of them with their corresponding alternating sign, so that the overall phase (−1)2k∗ = 1

cancels out.
34This would be an instance of a sum of the form (D.38) in which all the terms are identically zero due

to the vanishing of the differences inside the parenthesis. We can verify via direct computation that the

binomial states |χ(−)
n ⟩ are null states for any finite n when ∆ = 0, since they belong to the kernel of the

inner-product matrix g
(n)

k′,k of the corresponding total chord number sector, as discussed in appendix C.1.2.
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where β, γ ∈ R. When β < 0 and γ > 0, the potential U(x) is popularly known to describe a

diatomic molecule with bound states35. In our analysis, however, we will only be interested in the

two following situations:

• β, γ > 0, yielding a monotonously decreasing potential that asymptotes to zero.

• β > 0 and γ < 0, in which case U(x) features an unstable maximum (note that this is the

reverse of the potential for the diatomic molecule).

In any case, given some generic coefficients β, γ ∈ R, it is possible to find the most generic form of

solutions whose energy E does not exceed the maximum value of U(x), hence describing trajectories

that roll down the potential. All the solutions of interest for the current paper fall within this class36.

Given a trajectory with E ≤ maxx∈R U(x), there will always exist a time t0 at which all its energy

is potential, hence satisfying ẋ(t0) = 0. We can therefore find the most generic solution x(t) by

solving the equation of motion of (E.1) given the initial conditions:

x(t0) = x0 , ẋ(t0) = 0 . (E.3)

Direct integration of the equation of motion, or the use of a sufficiently inspired Ansatz, yields:

x(t) = x0 + 2 log
{
1 + b(β, γ;x0) sinh

2
(
(t− t0) c(α, β, γ;x0)

)}
, (E.4)

where (t0, x0) are the two independent integration constants that parametrize the solution and the

b and c coefficients are given by:

b(β, γ;x0) =
β + 2γe−x0/2

β + γe−x0/2
, (E.5)

c(α, β, γ;x0) =
1

2
e−x0/4

√
α
(
β + γe−x0/2

)
. (E.6)

This is a solution with total energy:

E ≡ E(β, γ;x0) = U(x0) ≤ max
x∈R

U(x) . (E.7)

F Operators in the effective averaged theory

This appendix suggests an alternative route to operator Krylov complexity in double-scaled SYK

based on the use of an effective operator evolving in the Heisenberg picture. Even though this

approach was not taken in the present paper, we shall spell out the setup for reference.

F.1 Effective operator approach

In [17] we find the following prescription for computing the disorder average of an operator self-

correlation function, which is obtained based on the analysis of chord diagrams with one matter

chord: 〈
Tr [OO(t)]

〉
= ⟨0|WeitHWe−itH |0⟩ , (F.1)

where, on the right-hand side, |0⟩ ∈ H0p is the zero-chord state (representing the unperturbed

infinite-temperature TFD state in the matterless sector of the averaged theory [10, 21]), H is the

35See [55] for a two-dimensional gravity application of this potential.
36Note that a trajectory with energy bigger than maxx∈R U(x) can go from x → −∞ at t → −∞ to

x → +∞ at t → +∞. Bulk length in a black hole background does not feature this type of behavior, and

neither does Krylov complexity, which is known to be an even function of time [32].

– 76 –



effective Hamiltonian in the zero-particle sector of the Hilbert space, given by equation (2.4), and

the effective operator W is an operator that acts over the zero-particle sector as:

W = q̃ n = e−∆λn . (F.2)

That is, the operator’s infinite-temperature auto-correlation function is given, after disorder average,

by the self-correlation of the time-evolving effective operator W (t) = eitHWe−itH measured in the

zero-chord state. Note that a BCH expansion of the right-hand side of (F.1) yields the averaged

moments written in section 2.4. To the extent that the scaling dimension ∆ is holographically

related to the mass (or energy) of the bulk perturbation, and λn is related to bulk length, we can

say that this picture is morally consistent with the geodesic approximation of correlation functions

[17, 23, 24, 56, 57].

F.2 Comparison between operator and state approaches

The relation between the operator and state approaches may be manifested by combining (2.59)

with (F.1). The disorder-averaged infinite-temperature auto-correlation of the operator O given in

(2.25) is: 〈
Tr [OO(t)]

〉
= C(t) = S(t) , (F.3)

C(t) ≡ ⟨0|WW (t)|0⟩ , (F.4)

S(t) ≡ ⟨0, 0|e−it(HR−HL)|0, 0⟩ , (F.5)

where C(t) in (F.4) is the self-correlation function of the operator W (t) and S(t) is the fidelity of

the Schrödinger evolution |ψ(t)⟩ = e−it(HR−HL)|0, 0⟩ of the perturbed state |0, 0⟩ as introduced in

(3.5). The matching (F.3) suggests that, at least morally speaking, the Krylov complexity of the

Heisenberg-evolving operator W (t) is related to the Krylov complexity of the Schrödinger-evolving

state |ψ(t)⟩, which in the averaged theory represents the perturbed infinite-temperature thermofield

double state, O(t)|TFD⟩. However, as we shall discuss in section F.3, the K-complexities of both

objects need not be mathematically equal despite the fact that S(t) = C(t). This is a specific

feature of DSSYK, where the TFD state is captured by the zero-chord state |0⟩, which has the

interpretation of a state belonging to a “two-sided” Hilbert space, but yet does not belong to the

tensor product of two identical Hilbert spaces.

In more general, potentially higher-dimensional setups, in which the thermofield double can

be written as state belonging to the tensor product of two identical Hilbert spaces, [32] proves that

the (operator) Krylov complexity of an operator O(t) is equal (i.e. not just qualitatively related)

to the (state) Krylov complexity of the TFD double perturbed by such an operator insertion, e.g.

OL(t)|TFD⟩, which after some algebra can be rewritten as e−it(HR−HL)OL|TFD⟩, i.e. a state

evolving unitarily in the Schrödinger picture with the Hamiltonian HR−HL, to which the Lanczos

algorithm is manifestly applicable. The proof in [32] involves the explicit map between the Krylov

problems defined on the different Hilbert spaces, and in particular the bijection between the operator

and state Krylov basis elements, as well as the Lanczos coefficients in both the operator and the

state versions of the Lanczos algorithm. The fact that the operator’s auto-correlation function and

the state’s survival amplitude are equal is a necessary condition for the Lanczos coefficients (and

consequently K-complexity) to coincide, but it is not sufficient37. In fact, as already announced, in

37Given two elements of the same Hilbert space (either state space or operator space) the fact that their

fidelities coincide is both a necessary and sufficient condition for their Lanczos coefficients to be equal

because the Lanczos algorithms being mapped have the same formulation (in particular, they are defined

through the same inner product). However, here we are discussing the fidelities of time-evolving elements

of different Hilbert spaces.

– 77 –



the current example of DSSYK we have C(t) = S(t) in (F.3) but, as we will see in next section, the

Lanczos coefficients of the operator W (t) differ from those of |ψ(t)⟩ computed in section 3.

F.3 Lanczos algorithm in the operator approach

For the sake of illustration, let us compute explicitly the first Lanczos coefficient of the effective

operator W (t) evolving in the Heisenberg picture with the Liouvillian L ≡ [H, ·]. The expression

of H in coordinates over the normalized chord basis of the zero-particle Hilbert space is given in

(2.15), where it is explicitly seen to take a symmetric and tridiagonal form with zero diagonal.

Having noted the initial condition W and the time evolution generator L, in order to implement

the operator Lanczos algorithm it is left to decide which is the relevant operator inner product in

this case [4, 25]. Expression (F.3) shows that the averaged operator two-point function is given by

C(t), defined in (F.4); this object can only be seen as the survival amplitude of W (t) if we take the

operator inner product to be the projection over the zero-chord state, i.e.(
A
∣∣B) = ⟨0|A†B|0⟩ , ∀ A,B ∈ Ĥ0p , (F.6)

where Ĥ0p denotes the space of (bounded) linear operators acting over H0p. With the product (·|·)
we can see that C(t) =

(
W
∣∣W (t)

)
. We may now implement the operator Lanczos algorithm, as we

announced, for the objects W , L and (·|·). The seed of the Lanczos algorithm is the initial operator

itself,

|W0) = |W ) , (F.7)

which can be checked to be correctly normalized to one according to (F.6). Next, we may construct

the non-normalized first Krylov basis element,

|A1) =
∣∣∣[H,W0]

)
=
∣∣∣[H,W ]

)
. (F.8)

Due to the Gaussianity of the disordered model, reflected in the fact that H has zero diagonal in

(2.15), it can also be seen that (F.8) is already orthogonal to (F.7) according to the product (F.6),

not requiring any a-coefficients [25, 29, 35] in the construction of |A1) written in (F.8). The first

operator Lanczos coefficient, which we shall denote as b
(op)
1 , may now be computed as the norm of

|A1) according to (F.6):(
b
(op)
1

)2
=
(
A1

∣∣∣A1

)
= ⟨0|[H,W ]†[H,W ]|0⟩ = −⟨0|[H,W ]2|0⟩ = 1− q̃ . (F.9)

This coefficient passes the check of becoming zero when q̃ = 1, in which case the operator W

becomes the identity and therefore features no time evolution. However, the
(
b
(op)
1

)2
obtained in

(F.9) differs (by a factor of 2) from the b21 obtained from the state Lanczos algorithm applied to

|ψ(t)⟩ = e−it(HR−HL)|0, 0⟩, given in (3.14)!

Let us take a moment to discuss this discrepancy. The fidelity of the state |ψ(t)⟩, given in

(F.5), admits a Taylor expansion

S(t) =
∑
n≥0

(it)2n

(2n)!
µ2n , (F.10)

where the moments µ2n are the ones studied in section 2.4, i.e.

µ2n = ⟨0, 0|(HR −HL)
2n|0, 0⟩ . (F.11)

On the other hand, the two-point function of the effective operator admits an analogous Taylor

expansion,

C(t) =
∑
n≥0

(it)2n

(2n)!
m2n , (F.12)
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with moments

m2n =
(
W
∣∣∣L2n

∣∣∣W) , (F.13)

By construction, as spelled out in (F.3), C(t) = S(t) and therefore µ2n = m2n, as one may also

check explicitly unwrapping the expressions (F.11) and (F.13). Since the moments of both the

operator’s two point function and the state’s fidelity are equal, one might conclude that their

Lanczos coefficients are equal, since such coefficients are in one-to-one correspondence with the

aforementioned moments. This reasoning is, nevertheless, flawed: The bijection relating the µ2n

moments to the state Lanczos coefficients is, in this particular case, not the same bijection as the

one relating m2n to the operator Lanczos coefficients. Therefore, as announced in the previous

section, the equality µ2n = m2n, which follows from the relation S(t) = C(t), is in this case not

enough to grant equality of the Lanczos coefficients.

The operator inner product (F.6), naturally induced from the definition of C(t) in (F.4), where

disorder-averaged correlation functions at infinite temperature are captured by an expectation value

in the zero-chord state, is in fact the responsible for the bijection between m2n and the operator

Lanczos coefficients being structurally different from the bijection between the µ2n and the state

Lanczos coefficients. Notably, the effective Liouvillian L = [H, ·] governing the Heisenberg evolution

of W (t) is not hermitian with respect to the operator inner product (F.6), as one can verify by

noting that generically

⟨0|[H,A]†B|0⟩ ≠ ⟨0|A†[H,B]|0⟩ ⇐⇒
(
LA
∣∣∣B) ̸= (A∣∣∣L∣∣∣B) (F.14)

for two arbitrary operators A,B ∈ Ĥ0p. The recursion method relating the moments (F.13) to the

operator Lanczos coefficients b
(op)
n changes depending on whether the time evolution generator (in

this case, L) is hermitian or not with respect to the operator inner product [25, 29]. In the state

approach, HR −HL is a hermitian operator with respect to the one-particle sector inner product,

as shown in [21, 24] and extensively discussed in sections 2 and 3. As an illustration, let us consider

the case n = 1: The (operator) moment m2 is given by

m2 =
(
W
∣∣∣L2
∣∣∣W) = 2(1− q̃) , (F.15)

while the square of the first operator Lanczos coefficient, explicitly computed above in (F.9), is

given by the square of the norm of |A1), which we may formally rewrite as:(
b
(op)
1

)2
= (A1|A1) =

(
W
∣∣∣L†L

∣∣∣W) = 1− q̃ . (F.16)

We now see explicitly that
(
b
(op)
1

)2
̸= m2 because L† ̸= L, as we have argued. In the state

approach, hermiticity of the two-sided Hamiltonian HR − HL allows to show via an analogous

manipulation that b21 = µ2, as one can explicitly check comparing (3.14) and (2.30). Summarizing,

the identity S(t) = C(t) in (F.3) implies that µ2 = m2, but µ2 gets mapped to b21 = 2(1 − q̃) via

the recursion method for hermitian time-evolution generators, while m2 maps to
(
b
(op)
1

)2
= 1 − q̃

through the recursion method for non-hermitian time-evolution generators. Not inconsistently,

S(t) = C(t) but the Lanczos coefficients that one would obtain from the operator approach need

not be mathematically equal to those in the state approach.

Furthermore, in order to correctly implement the Lanczos algorithm for this case in which L
is non-hermitian with respect to the relevant operator inner product, one would actually need to

resort to the extension of the Lanczos algorithm for non-hermitian generators [29], which essentially

consists on two parallel Lanczos algorithms, where roughly speaking there is one recursion for the
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bras and an analogous recursion for the kets that need to be simultaneously kept track of. Finally,

as an additional technical complication, we may note that, as defined, the product (F.6) is not an

entirely well-defined inner product, since it admits zero-norm operators. Given an operator A ∈ Ĥ0p

we have that

(A|A) = 0 ⇐⇒ ⟨n|A|0⟩ = 0 ∀ n ≥ 0 , (F.17)

i.e. all operators whose kernel contains the state |0⟩ have zero norm according to the inner product

(F.6). Physically, this is not so important because in order to make contact with disorder-averaged

observables we shall eventually only consider expectation values in the zero chord state, so the

zero-norm operators may be regarded as effectively null operators in the sense that they will not

contribute the sought observables. With this motivation, one may attempt to “fix” the inner

product by repackaging the operators in Ĥ0p into universality classes where operators that differ

by a null operator belong to the same class.

We leave the implementation of the (duly modified) Lanczos algorithm in this operator ap-

proach as an interesting open problem. It would be enlightening to compare the eventually obtained

operator Krylov complexity in this approach to the Krylov complexity of states in the one-particle

Hilbert space that has constituted the center of the analysis in this paper. Even if they are morally

related concepts, as they both probe the complexity due to an operator insertion perturbing the

thermofield double state, they are mathematically different objects that require a separate analysis.
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