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Abstract: Let A and B be local operators in Hamiltonian quantum systems with N degrees of freedom

and finite-dimensional Hilbert space. We prove that the commutator norm ||[A(¢), B]| is
upper bounded by a topological combinatorial problem: counting irreducible weighted paths
between two points on the Hamiltonian’s factor graph. Our bounds sharpen existing
Lieb-Robinson bounds by removing extraneous growth. In quantum systems drawn from
zero-mean random ensembles with few-body interactions, we prove stronger bounds on the
ensemble-averaged out-of-time-ordered correlator E [[|[A(t), B]||%]. In such quantum systems
on Erdés-Rényi factor graphs, we prove that the scrambling time tg, at which ||[A(t), B]||r =
(1), is almost surely t; = Q(y/log N); we further prove t; = Q(log N) to high order in
perturbation theory in 1/N. We constrain infinite temperature quantum chaos in the g-
local Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev model at any order in 1/N; at leading order, our upper bound on
the Lyapunov exponent is within a factor of 2 of the known result at any ¢ > 2. We also
speculate on the implications of our theorems for conjectured holographic descriptions of
quantum gravity.
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Introduction

1.1 | Operator Growth in Quantum Many-Body Systems

Consider a many-body quantum system of N > 1 degrees of freedom which interact via few-body inter-
actions. How quickly is quantum information lost? It has been conjectured by Sekino and Susskind [1]
that the scrambling time tg for quantum information obeys a universal bound

ts = Q(log N):; (1)

namely, any physical quantum system cannot lose information in a time that does not grow at least
logarithmically with the number of degrees of freedom. In the literature, (1) is coined the fast scrambling
conjecture.

One formal definition for scrambling of quantum information is the time at which two halves of a
quantum many-body system, prepared in a tensor product state, become nearly maximally entangled.
With this definition, the inspiration for (1) is that quantum black holes appear to clone states [2] (which is
impossible [3, 4]) unless (1) holds. It was proved [5] that the time to generate nearly maximal entanglement
between two halves of a many-body quantum system obeys (1) whenever generic local two-point correlation
functions decay exponentially with time.

A weaker notion of “scrambling”, which is more accessible experimentally [6, 7], is the spreading of
operators from local operators into non-local operators under Heisenberg time evolution. This is an early
time manifestation of what is called “many-body quantum chaos”. One practical way of measuring opera-
tor spreading is with out-of-time-ordered correlators (OTOCs) [8]. Since infinite temperature OTOCs are
equivalent to the 2-norm of an operator commutator, generalizations [5, 9] of the Lieb-Robinson theorem
[10] have been used to rigorously bound OTOCs and scrambling. Unfortunately, these bounds are too
weak to imply (1) in many physically relevant models.

1.2 | Summary of this Paper

We now present a heuristic overview of our key results and their implications. (The rest of the paper will
be mathematically precise.)



Consider a Hamiltonian quantum many-body system with IV > 1 degrees of freedom, interacting via
few-body interactions. We write the Hamiltonian as

H=> Hx, (2)
X

where X correspond to subsets of the degrees of freedom with O(1) elements. Let A; and B; be local
operators acting on degrees of freedom i and j. Our goal is to bound the commutator norm |[|[4;(t), B;]||.
This object tells us what “fraction” of the time evolved operator A;(t) acts non-trivially on the Hilbert
space of j. This was historically done following Lieb and Robinson [10], who repeatedly invoke the triangle
inequality on the Heisenberg evolved [A;(t), B;] = [4; +it[H, A;] — $t*[H, [H, 4;]] + O(t3), B;]. As we will
explain, this perspective does not give sharp bounds on operator growth. Perhaps a more useful intuitive
starting point, which we develop in this paper, is to consider instead the operator A;(t) as a vector in the
real vector space of Hermitian operators [11]. The commutator [4;(t), B;] is only non-zero if the vector
A;(t) “points” in certain directions. Clearly, we should try to separate out terms in the time evolution
that “rotate” our vector in the directions of interest, while ignoring rotations in planes orthogonal to
directions of interest. In particular, this “rotational analogy” suggests that we might look for the critical
steps in a sequence of [H,---] commutators which rotate our vector in the right direction, and resum
the remainder (this resummation should not contribute to our commutator bound). To emphasize this
alternative intuition, we will often replace the commutator norm bounds with the following bounds on
the projected operator P;A;(t):

I[4s, Bj]|

P;A;(t)]| ~ sup ——=——. 3

J
This notation helps us to clarify that most terms in the nested commutators of Lieb and Robinson are
“rotations” of PjA;(t) which leave ||P;A;(t)|| fixed. We formalize which terms are important and which
terms are not using the factor graph structure of the Hamiltonian. Even without knowing each Hx
explicitly, we still restrict how operators grow, classifying the terms in the Taylor expanded P; A;(t) into
different topological classes of operator growth. Remarkably, each topological class is resummable, using
a generalization of the interaction picture of quantum mechanics. This exact resummation leads to a
simple bound on |[P;A;(t)|| (Theorem 3). And moreover, this approach works for both the conventional
operator norm of a commutator, as well as other norms including Frobenius norms or Schatten p-norms.
The classic Lieb-Robinson bound [10] is a simple corollary of our bound (Corollary 7), and it is
instructive to compare our results to theirs. The key historical insight of the Lieb-Robinson bound was
that
I[A:(8), Bl S o)/ onn), @

where d(i,j) is the distance between degrees of freedom i and j, A, is a quantum Lyapunov exponent
and vrR is the Lieb-Robinson velocity which bounds the spatial growth of operators. (5) suggests that
the domain in which operators have support expands out at the velocity vy,r, which is readily computed
following [12]. We prove that vr, as computed by applying the triangle inequality to nested commutators,
overestimates the speed at which this domain grows by (at least) a factor of 2 (Proposition 8). We further
show that the speed is overestimated by (at least) a factor of 4 in a one dimensional lattice model.
In many large-N quantum systems which involve all-to-all couplings between degrees of freedom, one
expects that [8]
I14:0), Billle S e, (5)
where A, is independent of N. If we define ¢} as the time when the commutator norm is O(1), then we
find t¥ 2 log N, in agreement with (1). (5) can be proven from the Lieb-Robinson bound in models where
M IIHx|| = O(N) [5, 9] (see also Proposition 10).



However, the scaling of individual terms in the Hamiltonian is often far too large to invoke the
Lieb-Robinson bound or Theorem 3 directly: in many physical models of large-N systems, > ||Hx||? =
O(N). We formally study random ensembles of Hamiltonians where it is natural to impose this scaling
of |Hx||. Bounding the ensemble-averaged E [||P;A;(t)||?] differs from our previous bound in two ways:
(1) the square allows for the operator to grow in “two different ways” which need not be the same; (2)
randomness demands that each Hx show up at least twice in the nested commutators (of either side).
The appropriate classification of operator growth, while retaining its topological character, is now more
complicated (Theorem 13).

We then study random ensembles of quantum systems on Erdos-Rényi hypergraphs where each cou-
pling constant (on average) takes a similar value. We prove that (on average)

At V-1 2 At 9
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where ¢ 2 and A, are N-independent constants (Theorem 18). In the above formula, g corresponds to a
topological graph genus. Using (6), we can perturbatively prove (1) to any order g = O(N'~%) with § > 0.
Perhaps more interestingly, we also find that contributions at order g > N cannot grow the commutator
any further. This truncation of the series at order ¢ = N — 1 implies that it is absolutely convergent in
the N — oo limit when A\jt < 1. So while we cannot formally prove the fast scrambling conjecture (1),
we also did not find an asymptotic series with zero radius of convergence, as one might expect from a
generic quantum many-body system [13].

We are also able to find an alternative bound (Theorem 22):

1B A0l € 5 (M = 1) + 55 (e — 1) (7)

with a = O(N?). This allows us to prove that the scrambling time ¢, = Q(y/log V), almost surely on

any Erdoés-Rényi hypergraph. While not quite as strong as (1), this result shows that the scrambling

time diverges in the thermodynamic limit. We find both Theorem 18 and Theorem 22 to be of value, as

the former bound is much stronger to any finite order in the perturbative expansion, whereas the latter
bound gives a sharper non-perturbative constraint on the scrambling time.

An example of a random regular model for which Theorem 18 and Theorem 22 are non-trivial is the
g-local Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) model [14, 15, 16]. This model is conjectured to be holographically dual
to some theory of quantum gravity in two dimensions in an asymptotically AdSs spacetime. Applying
Theorem 18 to the SYK model, we find that our bound on the Lyapunov exponent is within a factor of
2 of the known result [17] at leading order in 3 at all values of ¢ > 2 for which the model is chaotic.
The origin of the discrepancy will be explained. We also provide new analytic constraints on infinite
temperature OTOCs at any ¢ and any order in %

Since our bounds describe qualitatively correct physics in the SYK model, it is tempting to speculate
that our theorems may have interesting implications for theories of quantum gravity. While we could
not say anything rigorous, we do make a few comments below. We also note (see the Epilogue section at
the end of this paper) that in subsequent work to this paper, we were able to prove the fast scrambling
conjecture in the SYK model, using generalizations of the ideas which we had originally developed in this
work.

Firstly, the asymptotic nature of our bound (6) is natural in the context of diagrammatic quantum
many-body theory: the factor g! is a consequence of the O(g!) distinct graph topologies of genus g [18].
We will find that the g! in (6) also has this origin. In the more specific context of string theory, these
asymptotic series can signal the presence of non-perturbative effects — branes [19, 20]. Our results, which
are of an entirely combinatorial nature, also suggest such non-perturbative effects could be generic in any
model with sufficient spatial non-locality to be fast scramblers.
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On the other hand, Theorem 22 also implies that these non-perturbative effects are always “mild”,
since even as N — oo, C;;(t) — 0 almost surely for any finite time ¢ = O(NY).  As noted above, this
“mildness” was indeed later proven to be the case.

In the conjectured holographic duality between certain large-N quantum theories and gravity [21], the
small parameter % which controls (6) is proportional to Newton’s gravitational constant Gy in the dual
quantum theory. Gy is the coupling constant for quantum gravity, and as Gy — 0, perturbation theory
suggests that quantum fluctuations of spacetime become negligible and gravity may be treated semiclas-
sically. As our work strongly suggests that (at least for certain correlation functions) the % expansion
is well-behaved, even accounting for any possible non-perturbative effects, our work could then further
imply that semiclassical gravity is a sensible limit of a true, ultraviolet-complete and non-perturbative
quantum theory of gravity. While the validity of the semiclassical approximation is often assumed in the
physics literature, it would be interesting if this result follows from elementary mathematical aspects of

graph theory and ¢-local many-body quantum mechanics, and was not a necessary postulate in physics.

Preparatory Formalism

2.1 | Heisenberg Operator Evolution

Having informally introduced the subject of the paper, and our main results, we now precisely define
the relevant terms introduced above. Let V be a discrete set whose elements denote quantum degrees
of freedom; define |V| := N. We study many-body quantum systems whose Hilbert space H is a finite
dimensional complex vector space, expressed as a tensor product

M= Q) H (8)
eV
We assume that
dim(#;) = d; = ©O(NY) (9)

for every i, and that d; > 1 for every 1.

Among the norms one can equip with O € B = End(H), the community studying many-body chaos
largely studies the Hilbert-Schmidt norm or Frobenius norm, which is conveniently also an inner-product
on the vector space of operators:

10]lr == (0]0), (10)
where (0,0,)
tr(0102
01|0g) = ———. 11
(01]0s) dim(H) (11)
For example, an orthonormal basis of B may be constructed as
N
T = Q) Ty, (12)
i=1
where Ti0 = 1; is the identity and T;* for a; =0,... ,d? — 1 are some orthogonal traceless operators on site
7 that
tr(TPTP) = I(a = b)d;. (13)

Here I(- - -) denotes the indicator function which returns 1 if its argument is true, and 0 if false.
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We may define orthogonal projectors IP; onto all operators which act non-trivially on H;:
P{TE) = T(a; # 0)|T2). (14)

Note that these projectors are well-defined whether or not we are concerned with the Frobenius inner
product above. Throughout this work, we will denote an operator as O; whenever P;|0;) = I(i = j)|0;).
The space of all such O; is B; C B. If X C {1,..., N}, we define an X-local operator by P;|O) =1(j €
X)|O). We denote Bx C B to be the space of all X-local operators. We define a g-local operator to be a
sum of X,-local operators, where each set X, has at most ¢ elements: |X,| < ¢. As an example, in the
notation above, O; is {j}-local and more generally 1-local.

We study Hamiltonains which take the form

H:=>" Hy, (15)

with F' C ZY a set of subsets of V, and Hxy € Bx. We assume that each Hx is nonzero, ||Hx|| > 0;
by construction, tr(Hx) = 0. In this formula, ||Hx|| corresponds to the operator norm of Hx, i.e. the
maximal singular value of Hyx. In this paper, we are interested in g-local Hamiltonians, with ¢ = O(N?).
Hence if X € F, | X| < q. Heisenberg evolution can then be regarded as a rotation'

0(t)) := e10), (16)
which is generated by the Liouvillian £ € End(B)
L£|0) = |i[H, O)). (17)

We will also define
Lx|0) = [i[Hx, O)). (18)

We can now write out-of-time-ordered correlators (OTOCs), the main objects of interest in this work,
in the prevailing notation

N D)
Cilt) = 0T "V AA) 19)

We will always assume that (A4;|4;) = 1 and ignore the denominator, as it is otherwise a distraction: all
bounds developed in this paper do not depend on the choice of A; € B;.

To interpret ||P;|A;(t))||r, it is useful to consider |O) as analogous to the wave function in ordinary
quantum mechanics, and i£ as a “Hamiltonian” on “operator space”. Now, ||P;|A;(t))||% represents the
fraction of the growing operator |A;(t)) that acts non-trivially on the tensor factor #;. Indeed, it is
obvious from (19) that 0 < Cj;(¢) < 1. It is more natural to talk about Cj;(t) because, as in quantum
mechanics, it is the probability amplitude that most naturally evolves under automorphisms including
time evolution et.

We must warn the reader that some of the properties and interpretations above are unique to inner-
product spaces, i.e. the Frobenius norm. Another natural choice of norms for operators O € End(H) is

one of the Schatten p-norms for 1 < p < oo:

01l := te[(OTOy/?)! /2. (20)

!Note that £ are antisymmetric, given the inner product (11). Clearly, e“* € SO(dim(B)) is an orthogonal transformation.
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Figure 1: A factor graph G = (V, F, E) for the Hamiltonian printed above. Throughout this pa-
per we will denote elements of V' as light blue circles, elements of F' as light red squares/rectangles
and elements of E as solid black lines.

Only when p = 2 does this (Frobenius) norm lead to an inner product space. Nevertheless, the key result
of this paper (Theorem 3) will hold both for Frobenius norms, and for p-norms. Indeed, the p — oo
limit of the Schatten norm gives the conventional operator norm, which is typically used in studies of
Lieb-Robinson bounds in the mathematical physics literature. So we will also describe how to bound

: 4:0), B
CP(t) = sup NA:(®), B;llp L. 21
i = S AT, 1B, 1)

In the limit p — oo, a bound on ||[A4;(t), B;]|| should be understood as a “worst case bound” since the
operator norm |- - -|| is the largest singular value. Note that the Frobenius norm is upper bounded by the
operator norm

1O]2

T < [10]lco- (22)

[0l[r =
Because the operator norm leads to a “worst case” bound, it is often not as useful as Frobenius norms
for understanding many-body chaos, or for understanding random systems. As discussed in the Epilogue,
subsequent work to this paper has uncovered important subtleties and differences between how quickly
Frobenius norms can grow, versus operator norms, in certain classes of many-body systems.

2.2 | (Factor) Graph Theory

We will find it useful to organize the information about Hx into a factor graph G = (V, F, E): see Figure 1.
The node set V and factor set I have already been defined above; the edge set E C V x F' is defined as

E={({X):i€c X and X € F}. (23)

While factor graphs were introduced in the study of classical coding theory [22], they are natural for
studying g-local quantum systems as well [5]. We will often abuse the shorthand notation i € Gor X € G
to mean ¢ € V or X € F respectively, whenever the intent is clear from context. The boundary operation
0:V — F is defined as 0v := {X € F : (v,X) € E}; similarly, 0 : F — V is defined by 90X := {v €
V:(v,X) € E}. We may write 0y or O if it is important to emphasize which definition is being used.
The boundary of a set is the union of the boundary of subsets: e.g. Oy {i1,...,in} = Oyii U---Udyip.”

2This is because a factor graph is “bipartite” when interpreted as an ordinary graph.



The degree of a node or factor deg; : VU F — Z7 is defined as degq(v) = |0v|. We define the distance
function dg : VUF x VUF — ZT as follows:

dg(a,b) =min [|[E'| : (V',F',E’) C G is connected, and {a,b} C V' U F'] (24)

i.e. it is the number of edges one traverses on the factor graph G to get from a to b; note that a and b can
be either nodes or factors. We assume that G is connected, so dg(a,b) < 2(N —1). When the context is
clear, we will usually drop the subscript from dg.

Non-Random Systems

We now introduce a formalism suitable for studying operator growth in general Hamiltonian systems,
especially those on factor graphs of low degree. We begin by writing (for j # 1)

o tn
!Oi)ZPng > Lx,Lx,]00). (25)

]P’jeﬁt‘(’)i) = Pj exXp [Z Ext
n=1 ’ X1,X2,Xn€F

XeF

Not every sequence above is interesting. In particular, we note the following three identities, which follow
immediately from the definitions in Section 2:

ﬁ)d(’)i):o if ’i%X, (26&)
[P;,Lx] =0 if and only if j ¢ X, (26D)
[Lx,Ly]=0 if XNY =40. (26¢)

The purpose of the next subsection is to use these simple identities to organize sequences in (25). We
emphasize that the main result of this section, Theorem 3, follows from (25) and (26) — no further
information about the Hamiltonian is needed.

3.1 | Causal Trees

Our first goal is to develop a topological classification for sequences of Liouvillians acting on operators
Lx, -+ Lx,|0;). For convenience, we write this ordered sequence using only the graph theoretic informa-
tion: M = (i, X1,...,Xn).

Using (26¢), it is clear that some ordered sequences are very similar and will lead to the same operator:
if M contains two factors Xy and Xj1 with X; N X1 = 0, we should not care which came first. Rather
than keeping track of the entire sequence M, we will only keep track of pairs of couplings which must
occur in a specific order.

Given a sequence M, we define an ordered sequence of causal forests Ty,...,T,. Each T} can be
thought of as an undirected graph on the vertex set {i} U F. We recursively construct 7,, as follows:

> 1y = {Z}
» Given T),,_1, we construct T,, as follows:
» If there is an integer 1 < k < n with X3, = X,,, T, = T),_1;
» elseifi € X, T, = Trim1 U (Xy, (4, X0));
» else if 1 < k < n is the smallest value of k such that X N X, # 0, T), = Tp—1 U (Xp, (Xk, Xpn));
» else T, =T,,—1 U (X,,0).

We say that T}, is a causal tree if it is simply connected: namely, it has a single connected component. If
a sequence has n elements, we denote the final causal tree T), as T'(M).
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Figure 2: The causal tree consists of all blue paths. The irreducible path is solid blue, and the
rest of the causal tree is dashed blue. Blue Ls are part of the irreducible path.

Lx, - Lx,10;) =0if T((¢, X1,...,Xy)) is not a causal tree.

Proof. This follows immediately from (26a) and (26¢). O

Intuitively, the causal tree stores information about which factors in M are the first to grow |0;) into
a larger operator (acting on a larger subset of V). We say that if T'(M) is simply connected, the sequence
M exhibits creeping order and that Lx, --- Lx, is creeping.

It is often helpful to “embed” causal trees T (M) as subtrees of the Hamilonian’s factor graph G =
(V,F,E). To do this is straightforward: since two connected factors in T'(M) can only be connected by
an edge if they share a node in common, we embed T'(M) such that if edge (X, X2) € T'(M), we choose
a vertex v € X1 N X5 and add connect X; and X to v. Slightly abusing notation, we will often refer to
this subgraph of G as the causal tree T'(M). Figure 2 shows a sequence M together with its causal tree
as a subtree in the factor graph.

An important subtlety when thinking of causal trees as subtrees of G is that they need not be unique
if the Hamiltonian is g-local with ¢ > 2. A simple example of a non-unique 7'(M) C G is shown in Figure
3. We say that any two causal trees which arise from the same sequence M are indistinguishable: they
have the same causal tree of factors alone, and their only difference is the specific embedding into the full
factor graph. In our formalism, indistinguishable causal trees will always be treated as identical.

If i # j and P;Lx,, --- Lx,|0;) # 0, then there exists a unique self-avoiding path from i to j in the
causal tree T'((¢, X1,...,Xy)). We will call it the irreducible path.
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Figure 3: Top/shaded: the causal tree as a unique tree of factors, together with nodes i and
j. Bottom: two indistinguishable causal trees on the full factor graph. Our formalism treats
indistinguishable causal trees as equal.

s

Proof. Using (26b), P;Lx, - Lx,|0;) = Lx, - Lx,P;]0;) =0 if j ¢ X; U---UX,. We conclude that
j € T(M)N V.2, Then there is a unique self-avoiding path from 7 to j in a tree graph containing both i
and j [23]. O

Let I' C T (M) be the irreducible path (ordered set) of factors obtained from Proposition 2. We define
the equivalence relation ~j; on causal trees as follows: if T’ o are causal trees with {4, j} C V N7} 2, then
Ty ~j; Ty if and only if they share the same irreducible path of factors. The uniqueness of irreducible
path means this equivalence relation is well-defined. We define 7j; as the set of all (distinguishable) causal
trees containing ¢ and j, and Sj; = Tj;/ ~ji to be the set of irreducible paths from i to j. Alternatively,
Sj; is the set of equivalence classes of causal tree. We write I" € S;; to mean the sequence of factors I" on
the irreducible path. We define the length ¢(I") as the number of factors in I', and X} for 1 < k < ¢(I)
to be the k" factor in the path I"." We refer to the equivalence relation ~j; as topological because (up to
indistinguishability) Iy ~j; I if and only if I and Iy are homotopic paths between i and j in the factor
graph.

3.2 | Bounds from Irreducible Paths

We begin with our first main result: a theorem relating Cj;(t) to a combinatorial problem on the factor
graph G = (V, F, E).

If H is a Hamiltonian on factor graph G = (V, F, E), {i,j} C V and i # j,

Lt
Cis(t) = 1B 10)le Z 2|t| H||H I (27)
1Ol IAET ! Xerl
Lt
A(p) “EBje ‘OZ)HP 2|t|
CP (1) = < Hx 28
5O =S50l = 2 A };[F” ' .

3This notation will be used frequently in this paper to denote that j is a vertex, and lies in a certain graph — in this case,
the causal tree T'(M). Also note that here we are explicitly thinking of the causal tree as a subgraph of the full factor graph.
“When thinking of I" as a line subgraph of the factor graph G, X/ € I is the unique factor obeying dg (i, X{) = 2k — 1.
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Proof. We will present proof for the Frobenius norm. However, the exact same steps will also work for
general Schatten p-norms, up to a minor modification to the normalization factor which arises from the
triangle ineqality:.

The strategy of proof here is as follows. (1) We show that ||P;e!|O;)||r is given by summing over
all creeping sequences, and organize this sum by topological class (Lemma 4). (2) Next, we prove a
generalized Schwinger-Karplus identity to exponentiate the Liouvillians which contribute reducibly to
each topological class (Lemma 5). (8) Combining these two lemmas, we prove that the reducible terms in
each creeping sequence never grow |[P;e“!|0;)|r and bound only the growth arising from the irreducible
path, obtaining (28).

Step 1: We begin by organizing creeping sequences by topology. Using Proposition 2, we may write

o tn
]P’jeﬁt|z4i) :szm Z EXn ‘CXI‘AZ)
n=1""T{i,X1,...Xn})ET}i

=175 31 D1 D SRRy E) (20)
IeS;;

[ n=1 """ T(i,X1,.,Xn)€[T]

For [F] S Sji,

tn
> Lx Lx|0i) =
T(i7X17“',Xn)€[F] i
¢

- £+ 32 mi)
t =g my r my_1 I'ymo
Yo LMLy (L) L (£5)™]05) (30)
mo,...,me=0 (g dL Z mk)'
k=0
where ¢ = (1),
Lh=r— > Ly, (31)
YeF:[ynvI|>0
and '
{7} k=0I) -1
r . o(T)
Ve = U x5 o<k<er)-1 - (32)
m=2+k

is the set of forbidden vertices between steps k and k+1 of irreducible path I": if M with T'(M) € [I'],
then Lx does not appear in between ﬁX{ and £X£+1 if XN Vkp = 0.

Proof. Every term on the right hand side of (30) forms a causal tree 7' € [I'] by construction, and thus
appears on the left hand side. Conversely, every term on the left hand side must be expressible as a
term on the right hand side: using (32) and our algorithm for constructing the causal tree, any T which
contains a factor Y in between X ,{ and X ,{ 41 With YN VkF # () is mapped to a different equivalence class:
see Figure 4. Since there is a bijection between all terms on each side of (30), and each term on both
sides of (30) has the same real coefficient 1, the equality (30) is established. O
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I' =P7L75L543L31] A1)
[T] = P7(L)™ L5 (L5)™ Loaz(L])™ L31 (L) ™| Ar)

B, o
i N S SR

V()F ‘/lr ‘/2F

cgm
omo = e =

1 2

Figure 4: The sets Vkp are chosen to preserve the topological class [I'], as are L‘£ . Shaded regions
of different opacities denote “blocked” regions in between each step of the irreducible path.

Step 2: Next, we define the canonical n-simplex

A™Mt) = {(t1,...,tn) €[0,8]" ity <ty < --- <ty ), (33)
which has volume i
Vol(A"™(t)) = o (34)

59 t€+kE mg
=0
It)= Y —— AR FARY (352)
mo,...,mp=0 (g S Z mk)'
k=0
I(t):= / dty - - dty ee(t7t) fpeFe1temte) . F1lta—t) g oFot (35b)
Al(t)

Then Z(t) = Z(t).
Proof. We prove by induction. In the base case £ = 0,

() = i %fm _ Pt — F(1), (36)
m=0 ’

12



Now assume that the identity above holds for when the value of ¢ is reduced by 1. Then observe that

%i(t) = FL(t) + A / dty - dtg_yg eFer Tt g, eFilmh) g ooty (37)
AZ*l(t)
d d > > 1 mp 1 my_1 mo
Lrn-2 Y Y [ AT ()
mo,-me—1=0 | me=1 (f 4 5~ my)! L+ > my)!
k=0 k=0

S I D e

k=0
+ ! 7 .Ag(]:g_lt)mé’1 ce (.Flt)ml (Alt) (fot)mo
-1+ 3 my)
k=1
—RIW A Y L (Fet) ™ (Aat) - (A (Fot) ™, (39)
mo,...,mp_1=0 ([ — 14+ Z mk)'

k=1

Using the identity at smaller values of £, we conclude that Z(t) and Z(t) obey the same first order linear
ordinary differential equation. When £ > 0, they also share the same initial condition Z(0) = Z(0) = 0.
Hence they are equal: Z(t) = Z(t). O

Step 3: Now consider the following equalities. Starting with (29), we obtain

oo
1
BefO) =B 3 S e (L Lt (L, ) (L) ()0
I'eS;; mo,...,mg=0 (g + Z mé)'
k=0
=P; ) dty - dtg T L - et <t2*t1>£xlpe‘15 b10;) (39)
FGSjiAaF)(t)
where we used Lemma 4 in the first line and Lemma 5 in the second line. -
Since Ly is antisymmetric for any Y € F, each E{ is antisymmetric. Then |||O||p = || t|O)||p for
any t € R, and
I£x10)|lr < 2|Hx|[[[|0)]|- (40)
Using (39),
PO [e = [Py > [ diz--dtpe Tt L pefialeton gy e Im ) £ B0 |0
| TSl |
< Z dty - dtgf|eCt Ly e ity .e‘C{—l(tf—l_tE)ﬁXZe‘C{tf|Oi)HF
_FESjiAe(t)
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I' =P3L32L01| A1)

(2t

C3(t) < ||H123||

=7

Figure 5: A simple application of Theorem 3 to an elementary factor graph with 2 irreducible
paths from 1 to 3.

< 3 VoI (a"0@) 210 TT 1) - 11O) - (41)

IresSj; Xel

In the third line above, we used the triangle inequality and unitary invariance of Frobenius norm. Com-
bining (34) and (41) proves the theorem. For general p-norm, replace P; with Lp P;. O

A simple application of Theorem 3 is depicted in Figure 5
Theorem 3 states that operator growth, as measured by Cj;(t), is bounded by the “weight” of all
irreducible paths from i to j. This also immediately implies the following corollary:

Corollary 6

Let {i,j} C V. Define a symmetric real matrix h € RV*N componentwise:

> lHxll i#§
hij == xeFr:{ijicx : (42)
0 f=
Then X
Ci;(t), Ci5(t) < exp[2|t|h]j, (43)

with exp[A];; = (e?);; the i component of the matrix exponential.
Proof. 1t is a standard result in graph theory that [24]

exp(2|t|hl]i; = i [ (h"),;: = i 2" x (total weight of all paths from ¢ to j of length n). (44)
p ij = ol ij ol g p J g .
n=0 n=0

Since this sum includes reducible paths, and Theorem 3 bounds Cj;(t) by only terms in (h");; over
irreducible paths of length n, (43) is a weaker inequality than (28). O
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While Corollary 6 is probably the simplest and most conventional way of estimating the combinatorial
sum in Theorem 3, we note that subsequent to the original posting of this work, the paper [25] proposed
an alternative approach for trying to estimate similar geometric sums to those which arise in Theorem 3
on d-dimensional lattice graphs.

3.3 | Recovering the Lieb-Robinson Bound
Define the undirected graph G= (V, E’), where

E={(i,j) : da(i,j) =2}. (45)

The distance between two vertices in G is

Ta(i,) = d(i.1). (46)
once the factor vertices of G have been removed. Note that, by definition, (h");; = 0 if d(i,§) < n. We
will usually suppress the subscript on glvé
The Lieb-Robinson bound, with explicitly computed coefficients following [12], uses the triangle in-
equality and submultiplicativity of the operator norm to expand (21). This leads to a much weaker bound
than (43): [5] X N
Ci;(t) < exp[2[t|h]i; (47)

where o
~ hij i # ]
hiji=9 S ha i=j (48)
k

is a positive semi-definite matrix. (47) was proven in [5], where a bound on @j was derived in terms of
the exponential of a matrix involving the factor graph G’s adjacency matrix. This result is much weaker
than Theorem 3.

We now present the Lieb-Robinson bound:

Corollary 7: Lieb-Robinson Bound

Let {i,j} C V with i # j, let @ € R obey a > 1, and let hmax be the maximal eigenvalue of 71” Then
Cij (t) < C% (t), where

C(t) 1= (2wt — 1) om0 o8, (49)

Proof. The proof is straightforward and is found in [5]. Using (46) and component-wise positivity h;; > 0:

7 ZOO D™ (70 Zoo D™ (7 ZOO n—d(i.j) ClED"™ (7
exp[2[¢fhli; = n! (h ) B n! (h ) <D o n! <h )
r ! ij n:[iv(iyj) ! ij —i ! ij
— ndiing) ClED" 5
< §1a D R (50)
Summing the series we obtain (49). O
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The Lieb-Robinson bound is usually interpreted as the statement that operators cannot grow faster
than ballistically. The region in which the operator is supported is said to expand with a Lieb-Robinson
velocity: [10]

lim sup  Cy;(t) =0, if u> vpg, (51)
B0 idli,)=ut
where from (49),
o 2hpaxa 7
VLR = inf = 2ehmax. (52)
a loga

Note that the N — oo limit must be taken so that two vertices can be found arbitrarily far apart.
In fact, the Lieb-Robinson velocity defined in (51) is not a sharp bound.

lim sup  Cii(t) =0, ifu> ULR. (53)
t,N—oco . . 5. . 2
i,j:d(1,5)=ut

Proof. Since the maximal eigenvalue of a symmetric matrix is obtained by a variational principle:

S ihis; > hij(6i + ;) D higi= ) Y dihids

e sp MV _ up MY N LT ijev
max — T 5, -
bRVl Y @7 gerVl 2) @7 deRIV] 2 ¢ > 6
1% eV eV i€V
> 2hmax (54)

where hpayx is the maximal eigenvalue of h;;. Now repeat the proof of Corollary 7, but replace ﬁij with
hij. Generalizing (52) we obtain (53). O

The “Lieb-Robinson” bound of [11] also is developed by thinking of operators as rotating vectors.
While it is weaker than (43), it is not quite as weak as (47). And while it has been appreciated in the
literature that the Lieb-Robinson bound is not tight, we are not aware of any prior literature with formal
bounds as strong as Theorem 3 and Proposition 8.

3.4 | Spin Chains

In general, the bound (28) is stronger than (43), which is in turn much stronger than (49). Let us consider
the canonical example of a “spin chain” Hamiltonian whose factor graph G is the one-dimensional lattice
with nearest neighbor interactions and open boundary conditions:

Gidpon = (ZN,ZN-1,{(m,n) :m —n =0 or 1}). (55)

Our notation is as follows: elements of the factor set, denoted as n € Zy_1, are interpreted as {n,n + 1}
for 0 <n < N — 1. We suppose that for any factor n € Zy_1, | Hy| = h.
We now recite each bound in turn. Let {ji,j2} C Zn be vertices, and ¢ > 0 be time. (28) is the
strongest bound, and implies that
R (2ht)|j1—j2|

Cii(t) < ————. 56
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109 N
= 10 .
O
g
< 1073 —— Theorem 4
g —— Corollary 7
2 10-9 — LR (a=1.01) |
—L-R (e =4)
10715 . _ L‘-R (a ‘: ‘2‘0)‘ —
101 10° 101

ht

Figure 6: A comparison of (56) (Theorem 3), (57) (Corollary 6), and (58) (Corollary 7) for
various . We set |71 — jo| = 12 for illustrative purposes but results are similar for any |i — j|.

(43) is most elegant to evaluate in the limit N — oo with § —i and & — j held fixed. This simply allows
us to neglect boundary conditions. We evaluate the matrix exponential in the plane wave eigenbasis using
standard manipulations, and obtain

™

Oij(t) < /(21]; eik(j1*j2)e2ht-2cosk _ I|j1_j2|(4ht), (57)

—T

where I,, is the n'® modified Bessel function. Finally, it is straightforward to see that the maximal
eigenvalue of h;; is upper bounded by hmax < 4h. Thus for any a > 1, the Lieb-Robinson bound (49) is

C’ij (t) < (e8hat _ 1) e~ li1—jz2|loga 58)

Figure 6 shows a numerical comparison of Theorem 3, Corollary 6 and the Lieb-Robinson bound. We
observe that at early times, Theorem 3 and Corollary 6 are identical. This is always the case at early
times and is an elementary observation that the shortest path(s) from i to j are irreducible. At all times,
the Lieb-Robinson bound is lousy and separated by a large constant factor from Theorem 3. In fact, the
Lieb-Robinson velocity vpr = 8eh, whereas the true velocity of operator spreading is bounded by (56)
as vop < 2eh. The discrepancy of 4 comes from the following: one factor of 2 arises from replacing h;;
with Eij (due to invoking the triangle inequality), and one factor of 2 arises from trying to bound (h");;
universally, instead of using its component-wise elements.

3.5 | On the Tightness of Our Bounds

We can construct a solvable model which demonstrates that our bound on the velocity of commutator
growth in spin chains approaches optimal (our bound is larger than the true value at late times by around
35%). Consider the Hamiltonian

H=> XY, (59)
€L
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defined on an infinite chain for simplicity (though it can easily be truncated if desired). On each i € Z
we place a qubit (d; = 2). Let X;,Y;, Z; denote the three Pauli matrices on qubit i. Choose the initial
operator

O = -~-Z_2Z_1 ~Y0. (60)

with Zs extending towards negative infinity. A straightforward calculation reveals that

01) = D), (61)

JEZ
where
§) == Z-- Z;_1Y; (62)
and
de
S = 2h (61 (1) — (1) (63)

Hence the dynamics of this operator are equivalent to a one-dimensional quantum walk. The explicit
late time solution of this quantum walk was calculated in [20]; the wave front propagates with velocity
v = 4h, which is very close to our bounds v,, < 2eh ~ 5.44h. We note that the velocity of 4h can be
found exactly using more sophisticated “many body quantum walk” methods to bound OTOCs, which
were developed in [27] subsequently to the original posting of this work.

3.6 | Proof of a Fast Scrambling Conjecture in Some Regular Systems

Fix 0 € [0, 1]. We define the operator scrambling time
t0 = inf{t € RT : for any i,j € V, Cjj(s) > d for some s € [0,1]}. (64)

Our goal is to ask whether t& = Q(log N), as suggested by the fast scrambling conjecture (1). This section
is largely a review of [5, 9]; we summarize the results here both to improve slightly on bounds on Cj;(t),
and more importantly to contrast their results with the developments in Section 4.

First, we need to fix a convention for the scaling of || Hx||. After all, we may freely rescale Hx — aHx
and t — a~ 't for a € (0, 00) without changing any physical predictions. We partially fix the scale of Hx
as follows. Let {H o )} be a sequence of Hamiltonians on increasingly larger Hilbert spaces made up of
N degrees of freedom. We will call the Hamiltonians belong to this sequence strongly extensive if

0< lim ————— =

(HWM|HWN)) (Hx|Hx)
N—o0 N Z

< 0. (65)
XeF

Strong extensivity is different than the physicists’ usual definition of an extensive Hamiltonian as one

where for 5 € (0, 00),
log (tr <e_f3H(N>>)
—o00 < lim

N—o0 N

< 0. (66)

This latter definition is more physically motivated by the theory of statistical physics, but our formal
definition of strong extensivity is significantly easier to work with. We are not aware of any non-integrable
model which is extensive but not strongly extensive.

We define a factor graph to be regular if for any i,j € V, |0i] = |9j|, and for any X,V € F,
|0X| = |0Y|. We call a regular factor graph g-local with degree k if |0i| = k and |0X| = gq.
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Let H be a strongly extensive Hamiltonian on a g-local, degree k regular factor graph, with & = O(NY)
and ¢ = O(NY). If max(||Hx||)/ min(||Hx/||) < oo, then t& = Q(log N) for § € (0,1).

Proof. This result was essentially derived already in [5, 9]. Since our proposition is slightly more precise,
and the result is instructive to derive, we repeat a proof here.
First, pick any node i € V. Note that |{j € V : d(i,j) = 2m}| < k(k — 1)™ 1(q — 1)™. Hence, there
exists a vertex j € V such that d(7, j) = Q(log N).
Next, observe that
q|F| = kN (67)

determines the total number of factors in any regular factor graph. Hence if k = O(N?) and ¢ = O(N?),
|F| = O(N). From (65) and the relative boundedness of || Hx||, we see that ||Hx|| = O(N?).
Now we apply Corollary 7 with a = e to the vertices ¢ and j from the previous paragraphs:
X N dli i
log 0 <logCij(t) < 2ehmax|t| — # (68)

Finally we must prove that Bmax = O(NY), which follows from the variational principle

> hij(di+ 85)° 2" (7 + 67)
Amax = Sup J€ < sup < 2kmax||Hx|| = O(NV). 69
it S0 s N max|| Hy|| = O(N7) (69)
eV eV
This completes the proof. O

Another system of interest is what we will call a g-local transverse field model” (TFM) on any g-local
factor graph G. We define a TFM as any quantum system whose Hamiltonian may be expressed as

H:=HY+H =Y Hl+ > H, (70)
% XeF:|X|>1
such that (1) [|H|| = O(N?) for any i € V, (2) for any X,Y € F with |X|,|Y| > 1, [HS, H$] = 0, and
(3) Hx is scaled such that
> lIHS | =0W). (71)
XeF:|X|>1

The “q” and “c” superscripts refer to the “quantum” and “classical” parts of the Hamiltonian respectively.
The “quantum” part of H ensures it is always strongly extensive. Because the classical parts of the
Hamiltonian all commute with one another, they will only be relevant for the thermodynamic properties
of the system when (71) holds.

Proposition 10

Let H be a TFM, such that H€ is g-local on a regular factor graph of degree k, and

N
H%|| € —a. 72
IS < (72)

5The name is inspired by the transverse field Ising model, which is used in quantum annealing and optimization (28, 29].
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Then
N
Z C 2a|t| (73)

and t = Q(log N) for any § € (0,1).

Proof. This proposition also comes from [5], albeit with a weaker bound than (73). We repeat the short
proof for clarity. Let u; = 1 for each i € V denote a vector in RIVI. Then

Z hz‘ju]‘ = Ffvlu <a= au;. (74)
JjeV

The inequality in the middle follows from (67) and (72). Now using Corollary 6:

N . N 1
> Cy(t) Z ( 2|t|h>. uj < e (75)
ig=1 =1

The second inequality follows from repeated application of (74). The full proposition follows from noting
that we bounded Cj;(t) by a monotonically decreasing function for all i and j; hence

1 a
sg[%)ft} nzujn Cij(s) < Nez L (76)

This completes the proof. ]

One might ask whether or not Corollary 6 is a sharp bound at early times, as it was in the spin chain.
We expect that it often is on regular graphs. As another example, consider a 2-local TFM on the complete
graph, whose factor graph is

G = (Zn,{{j1,d2} : J1,2 € Zn, 1 < o}, {(J1, {J1, J2}) : 12 € ZN}). (77)
Suppose that (72) holds. Then Theorem 3 gives that
N—-2 m N-2 m
A 2at (2at)™ 2at
(1) < =TTV —k)
C]()_N—1+£(N—1)m1m!k2( T N-— 12( )(N—1>

< () 1) = (o (22 0 (1)) 1)

Keeping in mind that a fraction % of the pairs Oij have i # j, we conclude that (73) and (78) are
asympotically identical when ¢t = O(log N), as N — oo. This is easy to understand from the graph theory
perspective: almost surely, a randomly chosen path of length ¢ = o(\/N ) is irreducible.

There are factor graphs which are not regular, however, for which Theorem 3 and Corollary 6 give
very different results. An example corresponds to a 2-local Hamiltonian on the star graph [5, 30], whose
factor graph is

G= (ZN,ZN_l, {(Z,]) 21 E€ELN,] ELN_1, 1 E {],N — 1}) (79)

Assuming ||Hx|| = a for factor X € G, Theorem 3 gives

Cor(t) < 2a%t? (80)
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while Corollary 6 gives

A cosh(2h|t|[vVN —1) — 1
< .
Cor(t) < N -1

Hence on factor graphs with very heterogeneous degree distributions, Theorem 3 is much stronger. How-
ever, we also emphasize that ¢ > O(1) is inconsistent with the fast scrambling conjecture, as postulated
for operator growth. An explicit 2-local model on the star graph where t*¥ = O(1) is found is contained
in [30].

Since we have reduced the problem of bounding operator growth to a combinatorial problem in graph
theory, it should be possible to use the known properties of random graph ensembles to make detailed
predictions about the behavior of C’ij (t) on random graphs. This interesting problem should be pursued
elsewhere.

(81)

n Random Systems

4.1 | Random Hamiltonian Ensembles

In this section, we shift our focus to Hamiltonians drawn from a certain kind of random ensemble, which
we now introduce. Let G = (V, F, E) be a factor graph with |V| = N. In this section, we allow the
factor set F' to contain the same element of Zg multiple times, for reasons we will soon explain. For
example, if V' = {1,2,3}, we may choose F' = {{1,2}1,{1,2}2,{1,3}}; the subscript on X € F counts
this multiplicity, and {1,2}; # {1, 2}.

We define the probability space (RI¥!,o(RIF1), ur) where o(---) denotes a canonical Borel algebra.
Points J € RIFl can be written as J := (Jiy.ony J‘F‘); we call Jx € R a random coupling. There is one
random coupling for each X € F'. In this paper we will exclusively focus on measures pup where Jx and
Jy are independent if X # Y

dup = [] dux, (82)

XeF

where (R,o(R), ux) is a probability space for each X € F, and where for any X € F, Jx is zero-mean:

/ dpix Jx =0, (83)
Consider the linear Hamiltonian map H : Rl — B defined by

H(J):= Y JxHx, (84)
XeF

where Hx € Bx is an X-local Hermitian operator with ||Hx|| > 0 and
(Hy|Hx) = I(X = X'). (85)

The orthogonality of Hx means that H is an injection. In our 3-site example above, we may choose
Hyy 9y, = X1Xa, Hy gy, = V1Yo and Hyy 3y = X373, where X;,Y;, Z; denote Pauli matrices for i € V.
Thus, since there can be multiple orthogonal X-local operators, we allowed multiplicity in the factor set.

We can now formally define our random Hamiltonian ensemble as a probability space (B, o(B), ug),
where for any subset Q C B by

18(Q) = pr (H1(Q)). (86)
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We define averages over the ensembles up and pp, related by the above formula, with the notation

E[f] = / dup f. (87)

We say that a random Hamiltonian ensemble is simple if (1), for any X € F, E[Jx]| = 0, and (2) for any
{X1, X5} C F with X; # Xo, Jx, and Jx, are independent random variables.
The goal of this section is to bound

E[(A4;(1)|PiA;(1)] _ E [(Ajle“Pie]A;)]
(Aj]45) (Aj]45)

E [y (1] = (89)

There are two important (and related) complications of this object relative to ||P;e!|4;)||, which we
studied to prove Theorem 3. (1) There are now two factors of e“*. (2) Each random coupling Jx must
show up at least twice (but could show up twice in the same e“?): using (83), E[Jx f] = 0 for arbitrary
functions f which do not depend on Jx.

Our motivation for developing separate bounds for (88) is that many systems of interest in physics are
drawn from random Hamiltonian ensembles where Theorem 3 is far too weak to prove the fast scrambling
conjecture. For example, consider the random SU(2) Heisenberg model on the complete graph, with
Hamiltonian [31]

3
H=> Y J;XPXy (89)

1<j a=1
where X € B; (a € {1,2,3}) denote Pauli matrices, and

Bl Juy] = (0 ) = (77D, (90)

This Hamiltonian is almost surely strongly extensive as N — oo, and should obey (1). We will perturba-
tively prove that it does in Theorem 18. However, applying Corollary 6 to (89), we obtain

1
Ciy(t) < e, (91)

The factor of 6 is not tight, but more problematic is that N max(|.J;;|) > V' N. Hence we cannot use
Theorem 3 to obtain (1). It is necessary to average over the random couplings to recover (1).
For the rest of this section, we will exclusively focus on simple random Hamiltonian ensembles.

4.2 | Causal Tree Pairs

In (88), the numerator is the inner product of (A4;le™**P; and P;e*!|A4;). Proposition 2 implies that the
only sequences of £ which contribute to either vector above are creeping. So with

(Ail Lx, - Lx, Pl -+ L£x,]Ad)
in mind, we define the two sequences

MR = (iaXla'"7Xk’>j)Xk+17"‘7X”)’ (92&)
ML = (i,Xn,...,Xk—f—l,j)Xk’)"‘?Xl) (92b)

to be the couplings read from right to left (Mg) and from left to right (M;y,). We have also now added
the target node j € V wherever the projector P; appeared in the sequence, for reasons which will become
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clear later. My, r are reverses of each other, but it is useful to think of them as “independent”. We define
the set M?Z to be the set of all sequences of factors where (1) each factor shows up at least twice, (2) at
least one factor contains j, and (&) the sequence is creeping when read from left to right or right to left,
as in (92). We will usually write (Mg, M) € M?Z to emphasize the “two sided” nature of the sequences.
The reason for defining M?Z is the following generalization of Proposition 2:

Proposition 11

Ifi # j, E[(4i|Lx, - Lx,PiLlx, | Lx,]A;)] # 0 and (92) defines My, g, then (Mr, Mg) € MJQZ

Proof. (1) Since the average is non-vanishing, we conclude from (83) that each factor in (My,, M) must
show up at least twice. (2) Using (26b), there exists X € My g with j € X. (3) Proposition 1 implies
that M, g are both creeping. These are the three properties necessary for (My,, Mg) € M?l O

The rest of this section mirrors Section 3.1, introducing the framework necessary to prove Theorem 13.
First, we define the causal tree pair

(Tr,, Tr) = (T(ML1), T(MR)) := T( My, MR). (93)

made out of the causal trees of My, r. The last definition in the above equation is of the function
T: M?i — Tji x Tj;- The set of all causal tree pairs is thus given by the image of T: namely, 7;21 = T(M?l)
When (11,,TR) € 7;%, the causal trees 17, r have the same factors: 71, N F' = Tr N F'. When thought of
as subgraphs of the full factor graph, 71, r also contain the same nodes: Ty, NV = Tr N V. We call two
causal trees with such properties compatible and denote the relation as T, = Tr. While the node and
factor sets of each causal tree in the pair (71,,TR) are identical, in general T1, # Tr because the two trees
contain distinct edges.

We define a causal subtree pair (Si,Sr) C (T1.,Tr) by Sur C TR, if both (Si,Sr), (11, Tr) € 7;%
We emphasize that in this definition, indistinguishable causal trees are treated as the same object. We
define an equivalence relation ~j; on causal tree pairs: (71,,TR) ~ji (SL,Sr) if they share a common
causal subtree pair.

Proposition 12

There is a unique irreducible causal tree pair (Qr,Qr) in each equivalence class of causal tree pairs
[(QL, @r)]ji, with the property that for any (SL,Sr) € [(TL, Tr)]ji; (QL, Qr) € (SL, SR)-

Proof. This follows constructively: given (T1,,TRr), (S1,Sr) € [(11,TR)]ji, by definition there exists a
causal tree pair (Qr,QRr) € i with Qur € Sp,r NTL,r. Since the equivalence class has a finite number
of elements, this intersection can be repeated until the irreducible element, whose left/right causal trees
are subtrees of the left/right causal trees of any other element, is found. O

Figure 7 gives some intuition behind our definition of irreducible causal tree pairs. Given the two
sequences My, g of Liouvillians, we are tempted to simply find the irreducible path between ¢ and j of
both sequences. However, these irreducible paths may not share factors — in this case, the average E[- - -]
implies that any unrepeated factors must show up a second time somewhere in each sequence. Since each
sequence must be creeping, we then look for the smallest possible connected subtrees of 11, g := T'(Mr,R)
which share factors (thus implying that every factor appears twice, and that E[- - - | can be non-vanishing).
Looking only for causal subtrees is how we restrict our study to creeping sequences within the graph
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reducible causal tree pairs:
(X1|L18L124L17L147L345L579L345L17Ps Lo79Les L1a7LesL18L124|X1)
(X1|L17L124L147L345P5 L3a5L16LosLosL16Ls79L17L579L147L124| X 1)

~ S
A
6 \1/
\ /e
N/
8

irreducible causal tree pairs:
(Xa|L17L124 L5345 Ls79L147Ps L17L345 Lsr9 Lra7Lr24] X1)
(X1|L124L17L147L345P5 L345L579L17L579L147L124] X 1)

Figure 7: Reducible (left) and irreducible (right) causal tree pairs on a factor graph. The left
tree is shown in red, and the right tree is shown in blue. Examples of reducible/irreducible
sequences in the same equivalence class are given above/below, respectively.

theoretic formalism. As shown in Figure 7, the requirement that 77, g are each connected subtrees can
force the causal graph to be larger than simply the union of two irreducible paths. (We will revisit this
issue in Section 4.8).

We define the set of all irreducible causal pairs as Sfi = 7;% / ~ji. Unlike in Section 3.1, there will be
many sequences M which lead to the same irreducible causal pair, and there is no canonical sequence.
As such, given (Qr,QRr) € szi, we define

¥(Qr, Qr) = {M € M, : T(M) = (Qr, Qr) and [M| = 2[F N Qr[} (94)

to be the set of all possible orderings of factors on the left and right causal trees, simultaneously. Let
Y € U(T,Tr), and let £(yp) = |[¢| be the number of factors in the sequence (which will always be an
even number). Let {1, g(1)) to be the number of factors between ¢ and j in the sequences ¢ = (My,, MR)
respectively. Slightly abusing notation, we will also write ¢ = (i, X1, Xa,..., Xy) as the sequence of
factor nodes (together with root i and target j) in the right sequence Mp. For any factor X € 1, let
1 < ming(X) < maxy(X) < () denote the first and second location of X in the sequence Mgr. We
define miny,(j) and maxy(j) to be the first and last factors which include the node j (as read from right
to left). As in Section 3.1, we now define a sequence of V,sp which encode nodes which cannot be reached
in a growing operator without changing either the left or right causal tree: for 0 < k < (1)),

k
V:’ =kveV—-ivg UX;Z’, and v € XY for some m = min(X%) > k + 1 U{j, ifk<m$n(j)}
p=1
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(AL (L)™0 L1a(LE)™ Laas (L™ Lioa(LY)™ Loz (LE) 5Py
(L™ Loz (LY)™ Loz (LY)™ Ly (LY)™ Laas(Ly)™2 L15(LY)™ L1a6(LE) ™| Ar)

{0,1,2,3,5,6,7,8,9,10}

{0,1,10} {0,1,2,9,10} {0,1,2,9,10} {0,1,2,3,7,8,9,10}

Figure 8: An irreducible causal tree pair (Qr,Qr) € 8322‘7 which follows from the sequence

depicted. @Qr, is shown in red and Qg is shown in blue. Sets in purple next to each node v € V
denote values of k for which v € Vk¢; sets in orange next to each factor X € F' denote values of

k for which X € Y.

o)
UveV—i:vég U X;f, and v € X¥ for some m = max(X%) < k U{j, ikamgx(j)}. (95)
p=k+1

We also define the set
YY = {XeF:Xnd%é@}u{Xezp:ngn(X) > k}U{X € ¥ max(X) < k) (96)

to be a set of forbidden factors in between X;f and X ;f 41: the first set changes either the left or right

causal tree; the second /third set prevents the right /left-most appearance of any factor from being modified,
respectively. An example of how to construct both ka and ka is given in Figure 8.
4.3 | Bounding the Norm Variance

We now state our second main theorem:

Theorem 13

Let E[---] denote expectation value in the measure of a simple random Hamiltonian ensemble on
G = (V,F,E), with

E [J%] = Jz- (97)
Then
1
E[C;)?]) < ) oo ] @Ixt* (98)
j (QL.Qr)ES?, YEP(QL.Qr) LWOMRO! x5 len

Proof. The method of proof follows closely Theorem 3. (1) We generalize Lemma 4 to the sum over
sequences in I\\/Jljzi, using the expectation value and zero-mean property of Jx to simplify things. (2) Next,
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we show that the disorder average can be used to exactly re-write the sum over random couplings as a
sum over sequences 1 describing all possible irreducible causal tree pairs, along with orthogonal rotations.
We bound the resulting sum exactly as in Theorem 3.

Step 1: With the classification developed in Section 4.2, we may write

A
(Asle™FPje | 4;) = ( > ) Zz W(Ailﬁxn"'CXMIP’J‘ﬁXT“'ﬁXllAz‘)- (99)
QL’QR MeM# )
TM)E@LQn)]

Now we state the following generalization of Lemma 4:

For (Qr,Qr) € S

A
E > ﬁ(“mﬁxn o Lx, Pilx, - Lx,]As)
MEM2;:T(M)E[(QL,QR)] o

£ ) ¢
( t)e_éR+m2R+Zi:ZR+1 mg t€R+Z 'EO m;

5| » > b ><

el (@rQn) moyme=0 (£ = IR+ + Sttt ™) (B + iRy ms)!

(ALY Ly -+ Ly, (Lo )P (LG )™ Ly (L )™ (L) Ly (£5)™] A1)

XY en
(100)
where ¢ := ((¢), {g := lr(v) and
Ly:=L- Y Ly. (101)

Yeyy

Proof. The proof is analogous to Lemma 4. Every non-vanishing term on right hand side of (100) is
in the class [(Qr,Qr)] with ordering ¢ by construction.” Conversely, for every (M, Mg) € M?i with
[T(My, MRr)] = [(QL, Qr)], the sequence (My,, My) must be expressible as a term on the right hand side
of (100), as otherwise the sequence would belong to a different equivalence class in sz The coefficients
of the non-vanishing terms on each side of the sum are also identical, as they are only determined by the
number of Liouvillians in between the projector P; and the left /right vectors (4;| and |4;).” Hence there
is a bijection between the non-vanishing terms on both sides of the sum: they are equivalent. O

Step 2: Now we further simplify (100):

(_t)n—'r'tr
- Z W(AZM:X" o Lx, Pilx, - Lx|Ai)
MEMZ;:T(M)E[(QL,Qr)] o

5While there are terms in the sum on the right hand side where a coupling X ¢ QL r can show up a single time, these
terms are killed by the average.

"Note that there is an extra ([,fR)meR term on the left hand side of P;. Its forbidden factors are Y;ft are the same as

(,CfR)m‘R, which appears to the right of P;, because by definition Y;g only depends on the relative position of factors to each
other, and not on the location of the projector P;.
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_ Y 4L _pY L 4L _ ¥ 4L

=K Z / dtIf"'dt%L(Aﬂe Ly (¢ téL)(—Eﬁz)e Ly (tg, tszl)“_(_ﬁﬁé +1)e ﬁthl}P’j
R

zﬁew(QLvQR)AZL(t)

v 1 4R
“ / At - At By I £ B W Pl )
AR (t)

tltr
<E > i 11 @xD | (AiAd) (102)
ver(QLr) N Xe

where in the first step, we applied Lemma 5, and in the second step we used the orthogonality of eﬁ;ft,
(40) and (85).
Lastly, we note that

1 _t T tn—’l"
E [Ci;(t)*] = E A, > > (T!) e Ailln - L BiLx o Lx,|4)
T Queriess  Mem;:
| T(M)E[(QL,QR)]
tEL‘i’ZR
<E Z Z YA (2|Jx]) (103)
(QL.QR)ES?, VET(QLQR) T+ XEY

where in the first line we used the fact that the only non-vanishing sequences are elements of M?i, and
in the second line we used (102). Since each factor in ¢ shows up exactly twice (due to irreducibility),
we may use that |Jx|? = J% to evaluate the expectation value using (97). Hence the last line of (103) is
equivalent to (98). O

4.4 | Causal Graphs

Having proved Theorem 13, our next major goal is to prove Theorem 18: the perturbative fast scrambling

conjecture. In order to achieve this, we organize the irreducible causal tree pairs in terms of graphs.
Given (Qr,QRr) € SJZ,L», the causal graph is defined as M = Qr, U Qr.

When thinking of the causal graph as a factor subgraph of the Hamiltonian’s factor graph, it is
important to remember that the important information in each causal tree is the relative sequence of
factors that arises. We always take the causal graph to correspond to an indistinguishable causal tree
pair (Qr, @r) whose union forms the graph of minimal genus. An example of a causal graph is shown
in Figure 9. As with causal trees, we say that two causal graphs are indistinguishable if they come from
indistinguishable causal tree pairs.

Recall that the genus g of a (factor) graph is defined as
g((V,F,E)) = |[E|+ 1 - |V| = |F], (104)

and that ¢ > 0. A graph with g = 0 is simply connected, i.e. a tree [23]. Generically, a non-contractible
causal graph will be associated with multiple irreducible causal tree pairs. In Section 4.5, we will see
that the genus of the causal graph controls the order at 1/N at which a given irreducible causal tree pair
contributes to our bound on E[C;;(¢)?].

In this section, we derive three useful properties of causal graphs for the proof of Theorem 18 below.
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Figure 9: Left: an irreducible causal tree pair drawn on the full factor graph. Right: the causal
graph. Note that the irreducible pair is chosen so that the causal graph is genus 2, and not 3.

Proposition 15
If M is a causal graph, 0 < g(M) < N — 1.

Proof. There exists an irreducible causal tree pair (Qr,, Qr) with M = Qr, U Qr. Observe that in causal
tree Qr, a factor X is the first to hit a node in a creeping sequence if and only if degg, (X) > 1; clearly
the statement holds in Qg also. It follows that the number of such vertices X is at most N — 1, since an
operator can only hit each node first a single time. Also, since (Qr,, @r) is irreducible, each factor X € M
must obey max(deg, (X),degg, (X)) > 1. These previous two results can be combined to conclude that
if Qur = (V. F, ELR), |Er U Er| < 2(N — 1). Since g(QL) = 9(Qr) =0,

g(M) = |EL U Er|[+1—|V| = |F| = [EL U Er| — |EL| = [(EL U Er) — EL[ < N — 1. (105)

The last inequality above follows from the fact that |(Er, U ER) — EL| is less than or equal to the number
of factors in Er with degree larger than 1. O

Proposition 16

Let (Qu,Qr) € SJQZ Suppose M = Qr, U Qgr and g(M) = g. Then there are at most 2¢g nodes or
factors of degree greater than 2:

[{a € VUF :deg(a) > 2}| < 2g, (106)

with deg = deg,,, degg, or degg,. .

Proof. Since Qrr € M, a proof for deg = deg,; suffices. Let y = [{a € V U F : deg(a) > 2}|. Since
(QL, @Qr) is irreducible, there are no factors in M of degree 1 and at most 2 nodes (i and j) of degree 1
in M. We complete the proof by combining

AENM|= D deglv)+ > deg(X)>y+2([VNM|+|FnM|)-2 (107)
veVNM XeFNnM
with (104): [V M|+ |[FAM|—1=|EnM|—g. 0
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Proposition 17

If M is a causal graph of genus g, then there are at least g + 1 factors in M.

Proof. Let (Qr,,QRr) € Sfi be an irreducible causal tree pair with M = Qr, U Qr. If M has 1 factor, then
there is a unique path from ¢ to j and so g(M) = 0.

We now prove the proposition by induction, and contradiction. Suppose that M is a causal graph,
|[FNM|=g+1and g(M) = g+ 1. Suppose that there is a node v € V N M and a subset of edges
{(v,X1), (v, X2)} € EN M which can be removed from M: M’ = M — (v,0,{(v, X1), (v, X2)}) remains
connected and causal. Since the factor set is unchanged, M’ is a smaller graph formed from the union of
two smaller indistinguishable causal trees to Q1 r. Hence M was not in fact a causal graph, contradicting
our assumptions.

Now suppose that we can remove a single edge from e € ENM: M = M — (0,0,{e}) remains
connected and causal. If e = (v, X) then X cannot contain the first appearance of v in any sequence of
T~(QuR). Hence M was not causal.

Since factor graphs are bipartite between nodes and factors, it is not possible to reduce the genus by
1 while retaining connectivity in any other way. This proves the proposition. O

Intuitively, Proposition 17 states that the causal graph only becomes higher genus when creeping order
can be broken. This requires the insertion of an edge in between a chain of two other factors. A graph of
genus g — 1 with a sequence of two factors has at least g 4+ 1 factors, consistent with the proposition.

4.5 | Perturbative Proof of the Fast Scrambling Conjecture on Erdds-Rényi Hypergraphs

We define K‘JI\, to be a model with all-to-all ¢g-body interactions; or, more mathematically, the complete
q-local factor graph: let V.= {1,..., N}, and

K$ = (V{X €Z) : |X| =¢},{(3,X) i€ X}). (108)

We define K% (m) analogously to the above, except that we also attach a flavor index a € {1,...,m} to
each factor:

K§(m) = (V,{Ya:Y €Z},|Y|=qa e {1,....m}},{(,Y):ieY}). (109)

In the quantum mechanical context, if all Hilbert spaces H; have dimension d, it is natural to take
m = (d? — 1)4: each “flavor” of factor corresponds to a possible orthogonal g-local Hermitian operator.

Theorem 18: Perturbative Fast Scrambling in Complete ¢-Local Models

Let E[- - - | denote expectation value in a simple random Hamiltonian ensemble on K%, with |[Hx|| =1
and 2 |
2 j q - 1 .

Tk < (110)

Then for i # j € V,

Mt I '(6144e4(q—1)3
g

g
N (Jt)Qe**t> (111)
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with

Ao = 4&7,/(1;1. (112)

Proof. We prove this theorem as follows. (1) First, we apply Theorem 13. We further loosen the bound
and sum over the left and right causal tree relatively independently. (2) We enumerate over all possible
creeping sequences behind the right causal trees for any given causal graph and left causal tree. (3) We
enumerate possible ways of embedding a casual graph of factors into the full factor graph G. (4) Then
we sum over all possible causal graphs arising from a given left causal tree. (5) We enumerate all possible
creeping sequences behind the left causal tree. We show that the genus of the causal graph controls the
power of % at which a term contributes to the bound. (6) Combining these combinatoric results for sums
over trees and further loosening the bound we arrive at the elegant formula (111).
Step 1: First we apply Theorem 13. Using the inequality

1 9a+b
< 113
ald! = (a+0)! (113)
we find that
2t lr, R,
E[Cy0° ) <E| ) > AT IT x|
(QL.QR)ES?, ve¥(QL,QR) Xep
Bl Y% S QL) (( 1 7% a1
_(QL,QR)ESJ% ¢EW(QL7QR) ' Xep (QL,Qr)€S?, : XeQr

where we defined ¢r + 1, := 2¢: i.e. £ is the number of factors in the causal tree @1, or Qr. Intuitively,
in this step we have chosen to ignore the location of j in the sequences (My,, MR).
We found it challenging to enumerate |¥(Qr, @r)| directly. An easier object to work with is

N(@Q) == {M = (i, X1,..., Xp) : T(M) = Q}], (115)
the number of distinct creeping sequences whose causal tree is (). Clearly,
20)!
(@1, @n)l < SENQUN @) < 2N (@UN@n), (116

as in the first inequality, we have counted all possible sequences, including those where (Qr,, Qr) is not
irreducible. We have also not enforced the constraint that (1, r are causal trees of the same sequence
read in opposite orders. Hence we obtain

E[Ci;(t)?] < ) 20 [ 73N QLN (@Qr)
(QuQr)esy, ) XeQ

< > (ét)) Qu [I 7% > Y. N@r)

QL:(QL.Qr)ES ) XeQL M:FNM=FNQL QreTj
for some QR FNM=FNQgr

R o\
<> > @0 (&% (;qu) Y N@u Y Y. N@r) (117
9=0 t=g+1 "7 QL:(QL,Qr)ESE, Mg(M)=g  QrET;:

for some QR, FNM=FNnQy FNM=FNQgr

‘FQQL|=£
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Figure 10: An example of how we overcount all possible ways of traversing Qg in Lemma 19. The
thick dotted lines denote edges in Qg which put additional constraints on the relative ordering
of factors which we have not accounted for. The thin dotted lines denote edges in Q1 and M
(but not Qr) which are not traversed. We have labeled each Z}f and /; ; with a unique color for
clarity.

where in the second step above, we have further organized the sum by the way in which the graph M
arises from the factors of @Qr,, and in the last step above we employed (110), and organized the sum by
the genus g of the causal graph and the number ¢ of factors in the irreducible causal tree pair. We also
employed Proposition 15 and Proposition 17 in the last line above to restrict the range of the sums over
g and /.

Step 2: What remains is to enumerate N (Qr) and N (Qy,). First, keeping ¢ and ¢ fixed, we will bound
the sum over all possible choices of Qg using the following loose (but simple) result:

Let M be a causal graph with g(M) = g. Then

Y. N(@r) < (6(g +1)f (118)

QrET;:
FNM=FNQg

Proof. Using Proposition 16, there are at most 2¢g nodes/factors of degree > 2 in M. For an ordinary
undirected graph, the largest number of edges in a genus g graph where all vertices have degree > 2 is
3g — 1, using (104). This implies that the actual causal graph can be constructed by joining together
at most 3g + 1 linear subgraphs consisting of alternating nodes and factors: (1) segments ; and ;
may contain ¢ and j as endpoints respectively, but then must be traversed in a fixed creeping order; (2)
otherwise, there are line segments <1, ...,v3¢4—1, which a priori can be traversed in creeping order from
both endpoints simultaneously. Let us write ¢; and ¢; to be the number of factors in «; and +y; respectively,
and 6116’2 for 1 < k <3¢ — 1 to be the number of factors on 2 line segments in 7, along which creeping
order is enforced. Clearly, (} + £2 = {(7y). See Figure 10 for a demonstration.
Suppose g > 0, and consider the inequalities

39—-1 1 2
0 T(6h+ 6 = 0())
Z N(Qr) < Z 10! H 112
QrETji Gt ks k=1 R
FAM=FNQg
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o0

6g 6g
< Y I (e = ka> o] i, = (69)". (119)
k=1 et TR

mi,...,meg=0

In the first line, the inequality comes from the fact that the right hand side counts numerous sequences
which are not globally creeping. In the second line, we have relaxed the constraints on the lengths of each
(pair of) line segments, and simply summed over all possible causal trees on all topologically equivalent
graphs M. The multinomial theorem was used to simplify the final answer. If ¢ = 0, then there is a
unique choice of @Qr and a unique ordering of factors which is creeping. Combining this fact with (119)
we obtain (118). O

Step &: The following two steps are summarized in Figure 11. We will sum over the possible ways to
choose trees @r, and causal graphs M as follows: in (117), we replace

YoooN@Y Y = > oNQw Y ) (120)

QL:(QL,.Qr)ESS; M:g(M)=g QLETji/v M/ v
for some QR, FOM=FnQr, |[FNQL|=¢ g(M)=g
|FNQr|=¢ FNAM=FNQx,

In this equation 2 is the “inclusion” of the irreducible causal tree pair of factors (Qr,@Qr) into the full
factor graph G = (V, F, E).

The reason for including a sum over 2 is that two isomorphic causal graphs of factors can have non-
isomorphic embeddings into the full factor graph depending on what nodes are shared in common: see
Figure 11. We then further write

Y- Y % 121

g (M—G)/Sn—25n-2

where Sy_o denotes the action of the permutation group on the nodes V keeping ¢ and j fixed, and
M — G/Sy—_2 denotes the number of non-isomorphic subgraphs of a factor graph which come from
identical causal graphs of factors alone.

We first bound the sum over permutations Sy_o as follows:

—|Om X
) DR R LA | i
SNn—2, given MCG XeFNnM (g — |OmX])!
Na—10mX]|
< N\VﬂM\*Z « N ENS

XeFnM
NIVNM|-24+qt—|ENM]|
< (q _ 1)\EOM|—2€ ~

(q—2)*
_ —£+|V0M|—1XN(q_1)£_l_g: NTUNC (¢—1)*’
<la-17 e <<q—2>!> <q—1>N< N ) (122)

In the first line, the first factor corresponds to the choice of all vertices in V. N M — {i,j}, and the second
factor corresponds to the number of ways to choose any nodes for the factors of degree 1 (which are not
included in the irreducible causal graph). Recall that 0y X is the degree of factor X in the subgraph
M C G. In the second line, we used the fact that the only factor which can have degree 1 contains
j (and if it has degree 1, then j must appear as a node of that factor), to replace the inequality by a
simpler one to manipulate. In the third line, we used the fact that factor graphs are bipartite to replace
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Figure 11: A demonstration of the splitting of sums in Steps 3-4 of the proof of Theorem 18.
Note that the numbering on factors is used to denote the order in which they appear in Mt..
Also note that in the last step, we have allowed the same node to show up in “forgotten” vertices
multiple times, as this need not contribute higher genus to the causal graph.

Y ox |0 X| = |E N M|, along with |FF'" M| = ¢. In the final line, we used (104) together with the simple
inequality
VAM|<g+? (123)

to simplify the answer.

The sum over non-isomorphic embeddings is related to the question of which factors share which
nodes, together with the location of j. An extremely simple way to bound this is as follows: firstly, there
are at most (¢ — 1)¢ factors in V' N M — i, which we could assign to j. Secondly, since there are £+ g — 1
edges between factors in M (unembedded in G), we may bound

(—1<|VAM|-2<(l+g—1. (124)

For any fixed value of |V N M|, we may allocate all of these nodes (except possibly i and j) to the edges
between factors in the causal graph of factors. Using the multinomial theorem:

l—1+g L+g—1

> os@onex Yy UL
’ n=1 "1

(M—QG)/SN—2 m=0—1k1,....km=1

33



£—1+g mbta—1 o
_ _ g9
<(qg—1)¢ ; T < (g — 1)Lt (125)

The first factor above corresponded to the placement of j, and the second to the possible ways to share
vertices between the factors in the causal graph.

Step 4: Next, we will perform the sum over all causal graphs M which can arise given a fixed causal
tree QJr,, up to the inclusion 2 into the full factor graph G. This is easy to enumerate: as we are now
considering the orderings of factors alone, we simply choose g pairs of factors (or node i) and add an edge
between them. Accounting for a permutation symmetry factor of 29¢!:

D (1> (126)

- 9q!
Y7 299!
g(M)=g
FNM=FNQy,
Keep in mind that all of the edges we have added are implicitly understood to be part of the right causal
tree Qr. Using the fact that there is a unique choice of M at each genus g when the number of factors is
¢ =1 or 2, we can further simplify (126) to

0?9
> 1< — (127)
gl
M/ ’
9(M)=g
FNM=FNQy,

Step 5: Next, we will bound N (Qy,) for all possible trees at fixed g and ¢, up to (factor) graph
isomorphism. We define the number of branches of a causal tree to be the number of nodes or factors of
degree 1, not including ¢. Using Proposition 16 to constrain b < 2¢g + 1, we then write

2g+1

ST N <Y NG, (128)
QLET;i/Sn—2 b=1
|FﬂQL|=Z

where N (b, ) is the number of creeping sequences of ¢ factors whose causal tree has b branches, up to
graph isomorphism.

N(b,€) < V. (129)

Proof. We follow standard generating function techniques [32]. Define

x© nZ
ZMZI E't (130a)

We will derive a recursive equation for A(t,z). Observe that N(b,£) is also the number of creeping
sequences with length £+ 1 factors, assuming that the first factor in the creeping sequence is the only one
to contain . A generating function for the number of these creeping sequences is given by

btf-i-l

N (b, 0). (131)

¢ o) o0
Ag(t,z) = xt + /dt’ At x) = ot + ZZ
J —

b=1 ¢ 1
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The first factor of xt is because a two vertex graph needs to be counted in Ag, but there is no one vertex
graph counted in A.
Next, we claim that Ay obeys the following differential equation:

oo An’
0 A
—A()::L‘—I—Zﬁzx—i—eo—l. (132)
n=1

To understand why, note that the left hand side of (132) corresponds to removing the unique choice of first
factor. On the right hand side, we are faced with the two possible outcomes: (1) there are no remaining
factors, in which case we are left with %(aft) =z, or (2) there are n factors which can appear next. Each
of these n factors itself gives rise to a causal subtree generated by a creeping sequence whose first factor
is fixed. Now suppose that these subtrees had N7, ..., N, ways of growing. Then the number of ways of
growing their union is given by

_ 1 (t+ 4 b))~ <
/\ftotZEX4g1!...gn! Ny--- Np. (133)

Due to permutation symmetry among the n subtrees, we must divide by % Putting this all together,
and adding back the factors of  and ¢ to form a generating function, we obtain (132).
Solving (132) with initial condition Ay(0,z) = 0, we find

1 1 — (1 —x)e Aotz
t= 1 134
T log . (134)
Using (131) and (134) we obtain
o= ztt xet — xet®
b=1 ¢=1
Since N (b, ¢) > 0, consider the generating function
~ Ll ~ t zet —x
Ata) =S ZONb ) =A(——z) =20 136
(t,2) ;g!/\[( ) (1—:z:x> 1 —zet (136)
which encodes a sequence obeying N'(b, £) < N (b, ). Since
No(b,0) =0 — (b—1)' < ¥, (137)
and since a tree with b branches clearly needs at least ¢ edges, we obtain (129). O
Step 6: We now combine all of the results above to obtain
N—-1 oo 1 ( 1)' 2
qg—1)!
E[Cs(] <2 2. G <8Jt p ) XY o NQu Y Bla+1)
9=0 l=g+1 ' SN—2 QLET;i/Sn—2 M/Sn_2
[FNQL|=¢ g(M)=g
FNM=FNQy,
N-1 oo 2 ¢ 2g+1
1 (g —1)! 6e(g + 1)Nat e(q —1)22\Y ¢ ’
— t b
<X % g (o5 (B () e 2
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i L 8.7t 1)! 12e g+1)2Nq ! e(q—1)22\? 1
(20)! N‘J 1 (g —2)! N g!N

l=g+1
s (45 > (s
1

P

ZIH
tﬁ

g=0 (=
N—-1 oo 2m
1 6144e —1)3 2)9 1 < q— 1)
- L (T o (48(g+ )Tty —
NQOZ¥< ) gyt (4800 D7 1
M AN (6144t (g —1)3 5 0 L)!
< 2 g! (q—N(jt) e ) (138)

where in the first line we used Lemma 19, in the second line we used Lemma 20, (122), (125) and (127),
in the third line we used

2g+1 2912 ¢
29 + 2
Yo < / daa! < %, (139)

in the fifth line we used that when ¢ > g,

Pog+ 1) _ (2e2(g+1)7 _ 2%e%g]
e T IR CI)]

and in the last line we used (112). O

(140)

Let G(V, m) be the set of all possible factor graphs with node set V' with up to m distinct factors X € F
with identical neighbors 0X. We define the probability space Gy (¢, k,m) := (G(V,m),c(G(V,m)), tiq.x)
as follows: (4 1)l

qg—1)!
nas v = T (10x1= 04 (14
XeF
This is called an Erdos-Rényi random hypergraph ensemble of factor graphs [33]. Note that the proba-
bility measure 4, corresponds to independently choosing each possible degree ¢ factor with probability

=S such that Bq[|9i]] = k + O(%) for any i € V.

Corollary 21: Perturbative Fast Scrambling on Erdés-Rényi Hypergraphs

Let E, denote expectation value in Gy (m,q,k), with ¢ = O(N®). For any G € Gy, let Eg[ -]

denote expectation value in a simple random Hamiltonian ensemble on G with |Hx|| = 1 and
j2
142
Tr< o (142)

Then E, x[Ec[Ci;(t)?]] is bounded by (111) and (112).
Proof. Let (V,F,E) € G(V,m). For X € F, define the independent random variables®

-1k
Zx ~ Bernoulli (]I(|X| = q)%) . (143)

81f Z ~ Bernoulli(p), P(Z =0) =1 —pand P(Z =1) = p.
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It is convenient to think about the problem not on the factor graph G, but instead on the complete
factor graph K% (m) with m flavors, with coupling constants Zx Jx. Using Theorem 13, and the fact that
Zx =7%,

2 (2t)fut+tr
Fa [0 [Gu(07]] < Bas | B 2 > e H@xlox)
(QL,Qr)ES (K% (m)) YE¥(QL,QR) YRY

L +lr
< Ex (m) > > % II Eex(zx)7%)

010!
(Qu@Qr)ESE(KY (m) be¥(@Qu.Qn) = 1+ XeQw

< 3 3 (2t)1+x 11 J? (¢ -1k
- gk mNa-1
XeQL

(R
(Qu@RESE (KL (m) veP(@QLQr) =

2t)futir J%(q—1)!
- Z Z ()xl_gz q(i\fq—l) (144)

(QL,Qr)eS? (KY) ve¥(QL,Qr) fulén!
where in the second line we used linearity of expectation value and independence of Zx, in the third
line we used (142) and (143), and in the last line we used that there are m‘(@L) causal trees in K% (m)
connecting the same nodes (in the same order) as there are in K%. The last line above is equivalent to
(114), except that we have not yet simplified the sum over ¥ (Qr,, Qr). The rest of the proof of Theorem 18
hence applies. O

We now discuss the implication of Theorem 18 and Corollary 21. While the bound (111) appears to
be an asymptotic series as N — oo, it is absolutely convergent for times Apt < a, with a = O(N®). To
see this, use the identity g! < N9 in (111), which holds for g < N:

Mt N1 ,
E [Cij(t)?] < a5 D (6144e4(q— 1)2(%)2&@)
g=0
et . , . .
<o [1-o1aet (g - 1202 (145)

Note we have also simplified the formula slightly using ¢~ (¢ —1)® < (¢ — 1)2. Even in the limit N — oo,
this Taylor series converged for short times, since as t — 0, te™! — 0, as t — 0 the bound lies within
the radius of absolute convergence of the series. Unfortunately, this radius of convergence is too small to
prove (1).

Corollary 21 implies that a typical Hamiltonian in a simple random Hamiltonian ensemble a typical’
g-local factor graph of arbitrary degree is a fast scrambler to almost any order in perturbation theory:
for any genus g = O(N'~%) with a > 0, we find an operator scrambling time ¢t = O(alog N). After all,
if we truncate the genus expansion at order g, = AN'=% € Z, with A = O(N?):

«t 9=

et 6144e*(q — 1)? g 1
B[Co(@] a7 Dol () o ()

M & 4 29x 2 At)? 1
g=0

9The notion of typical being used here is that of Erdés and Rényi, as is canonical in random (hyper)graph theory [33]
when a more specific ensemble is not provided.
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Axt 4 2 -1
en* 6144e*(q — 1 A 1
< q N 1 - ](\[)(jt)Qe)\*t]Va] + O <]V2+g*> . (146)

In fact, as is typical with (nearly) asymptotic series, up until At ~ 1, the bound (111) is very well
approximated by the leading order term, up until time scales very close to the radius of convergence. At
this point, the bound abruptly diverges. We expect this divergence is a failure of our bound and not a
counterexample to fast scrambling in regular systems.

4.6 | On the Combinatorics at High Genus

In fact, it may be the case that the ¢! in (111) is physically meaningful. In ordinary quantum field theory,
asymptotic series are quite common and arise from the fact that there are O(g!) topologically distinct
graphs (Feynman diagrams) at genus g [18]. Moreover, on physical grounds one expects these series to
be asymptotic [13]. Mathematically speaking, the proliferation of topologically distinct graphs is also the
origin of the factor of ¢! in the proof of Theorem 18.

One interesting observation is that in quantum field theory, there is no reason to truncate the genus
expansion at genus g = N —1. After all, the same particle or node could show up arbitrarily often in a high
genus graph. On physical grounds, it is actually natural to expect that (111) could be the qualitatively
correct form of C;;(t)?, with one crucial modification: g! — (—1)9g!. Such a modification would make
the series (111) Borel resummable [34] and prove the fast scrambling conjecture. We will see significant
support in Theorem 22 for the conjecture that the true % expansion of Cy;(¢)? is resummable.

Although we have noted that on physical grounds the “asymptotic” nature of (111) is quite generic,
one might ask whether the multiple inequalities invoked in the proof of Theorem 18 are responsible for
the factor of g! in (111). We now give a few heuristic arguments that this is unlikely to be the case.

(1) First, we give an affirmative argument that there exist causal graphs arising from irreducible
causal tree pairs which are genus ¢ = O(NN) which do not have a significant set of constraints on the
ordering of factors. Consider the irreducible causal tree pair sketched in Figure 12, consisting of a binary
tree expanding out from the target node j. Even in a 2-local model, this factor subgraph may exist. Now
consider a random creeping ordering of the couplings on the left/right trees. The probability that this
random ordering is compatible with the causal graph is O(279). As this holds for both the left and right
graph, we conclude that the constraint of creeping order is not strong enough to remove g!.

(2) Secondly, we argue that the oversimplification of allowing all left and right creeping sequences to
“weave” through each other does not add g!. One way to see this is to demand that all couplings show
up once to the left of P;, and once to the right of P;. The sum over all such sequences would be smaller
by a factor of O (24).

4.7 | The Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev Model

As an application of Theorem 18, we now turn to the g-local Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) random ensemble
[14, 15, 16]. Let ¢ = O(N?) be an even integer, and let 11, ...,y denote N Majorana fermion operators
with anticommutation relations

{wi, o} =203 = j). (147)

(147) implies that ||¢;]| = 1. While thus far we have only worked with bosonic (commuting) degrees of
freedom, we will explain shortly why our formalism straightforwardly generalizes. The Hamiltonian is

H=1i2 3" Jyibiy s, (148)

11 <t <-<iq
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Figure 12: A high genus causal graph formed by the merger of two binary trees. Here Qr takes
the left path (blue) at a merger while @y, takes the right path (red). Edges in E N (Qr, U @Qr)
are denoted in black. It is possible to reach g = O(/N) with such a construction. The number of
constraints on M, g from this causal graph is only O(e%), not O(g!).

where J;,...;, are independent, identically distributed zero-mean random variables of variance

—1)!
E [Ji.i,%] = ;‘f] Nq—)l J>. (149)

We also take J;,...;, to be antisymmetric rank-¢q tensors, for convenience.
It is straightforward to generalize our formalism for this model. Consider the operator vector space
spanned by
i1 i) = 124y by, (150)
Using the inner product (11) with dim(H) = 2V/2, for any subsets X,Y € ZY, (X|Y) =I(X =Y). For
any permutation o € Sy, |i1 -+ iy) = sign(o)|o(i1) -+ o(iy)). Using these properties, we conclude that
(for example)
L jldgin - im) = 205, d1 -+ - Jg—191 - - im). (151)
Hence we obtain that the |i1 - - -4,,) form an orthonormal basis. We conclude that |X) for X € ZY span
a real vector space. As before, Lx is antisymmetric. We define the projector

(OIF;10) i= simrgte (10,6110 w3} (152)

which continues to obey (26). These properties are sufficient to use the formalism of this paper.

Let us first focus on the behavior of E[Cy;(t)?] = 2727V 2tr({¢;(t),;}?) at leading order in 1/N:
i.e. genus 0 causal graphs. Since genus 0 causal graphs are irreducible paths from i to j, they are easily
resummed: assuming i # j, Theorem 13 implies that

= (6 < (G (@5 o)

The first factor comes from the Taylor expansion of e*4*; the second expansion comes from the Liouvil-
lian and the average over random couplings; the third factor comes from the sum over all inequivalent
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Figure 13: Comparing the ratio of Lyapunov exponent A, at finite ¢ to large g in the SYK
model. (154) is shown in black, and the numerical results of [17] are shown in red.

irreducible paths containing n factors on the factor graph. Using (113) we conclude that

1 2(q — 1) 1
E [C;:(t)?] < —=cosh | 24/ ~—— — . 154
[C’J(t)]_NCOS ( . jt>+O<N2> (154)
The exact answer is known analytically to leading order in 1/g: [17]

E [Ci(t)?] = % [cosh (2Jt) + O <;)] +0 <A1[2> . (155)

We conclude that our bound (154) is not tight: we overestimate the exponential growth rate by a factor of
/2. The origin of this effect is that the exact evaluation of E [Cy;(t)?] contains terms such as £z21~~z‘q |0) =
—4JZ-21 ,,,iq](’)) which we have not been able to subtract out. In more physical terms, the growing operator
|1i(t)) quantum mechanically interferes with itself, destructively, as it grows. This destructive interference
is not captured by either Theorem 3 or Theorem 13.

As far as we know, (154) is the first analytic constraint on OTOCs at infinite temperature in the SYK
model at finite ¢, even at leading order in 1/N. Figure 13 compares our predictions for the g-dependence
of the growth rate to numerical calculations of the result [17], and our exact bound is indeed consistent
with their result.

Of course, we have also provided bounds to all orders in 1/N. Applying Theorem 18 to the SYK
model, we conclude that the infinite temperature Lyapunov exponent, at all orders in %, is bounded by

(¢—1)
q

A <48

J. (156)

When ¢ is large, this differs from the leading order Lyapunov exponent by a factor of 24. In other words,
upon including all orders g < m in perturbation theory in the large N limit, for fixed m, the operator
growth time is at least 4% of the leading order prediction in %
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4.8 | Improved Non-Perturbative Bound on the Scrambling Time

Theorem 18 demonstrates (1) to any order N=9 with ¢ = O(N'7¢) with ¢ > 0. However, the non-
perturbative bound on ¢ from Theorem 18 is t = Q(N?), as discussed in (145). The following theorem
improves on this result.

Theorem 22

Let G € Gy(m,q,k) be drawn from the Erdos-Rényi ensemble. Let H be a random Hamiltonian
drawn from a simple random Hamiltonian ensemble on G, obeying (97). Then

2 =0 (ViogN) (157)

holds almost surely as N — oo.

Proof. We prove this theorem as follows. (1) First we consider an alternative classification of sequences
in MJQZ not by irreducible causal tree pair, but simply by irreducible paths in the left/right sequences
(My, Mg) € MJQZ (2) We study the problem on the K%,. Using the fact that each coupling must show
up twice in the disorder-averaged OTOC, and that the factors along the left /right irreducible path must
show up in that order at least once, we obtain a non-perturbative bound on E[C;;(t)?]. (8) We argue
that, analogously to Corollary 21, our bound also holds upon averaging over an Erdés-Rényi factor graph
ensemble. We then use Markov’s inequality to find (157).

Step 1: This step introduces a new formalism much along the lines of Sections 3.1 and 4.4. We will
state many facts without proof, as their justification is straightforward and follows our earlier results.

Let (M, MR) € M?Z Let T, g := T(My,r) denote the left/right causal tree, and let IT, g denote
the irreducible paths from i to j in 71, g, as defined via the equivalence class on Tj; of Section 3.1:
[ r] = [TLRr]. Then define the following equivalence relation ~; on M3;: (My, Mg) ~%; (Mg, M)
if and only if [T'(My)] = [T(M7)] and [T(Mg)] = [T(M%)]. The unique irreducible element of this
equivalence class is (I1,,IR). As in Section 4.2 there are many sequences M which lead to the same
irreducible path pair. We define Sj’f = 7;21 / ~%;. Figure 14 gives an example of an irreducible path pair.

We define the set

W'(Iy, IR) = {M € M3; : M~ (I, Ir) and FNM = F N (ILUIR)} (158)

For ¢ € ¥'(I1,,I'r), we define the set

VIR ming (X[R) < k < ming (X 1)
v {j} mind,(X[Ril) <k< mind,(XeI;{R), or maxw(X;;L) <k< minl/,(XeI;Lil) (159)
ko Viu minw(Xﬁjl) < k < mingy (X[T)
0 miny (j) < k < maxy(j)
and the set
Y= {XeF:XmV,;%éq)}u{Xezpzmwm(X) > k}U{X € s max(X) < k}. (160)
The generalization of Theorem 13 is that
Y _rv _
ElC;0f]=E| > / dty - dtly (Agle™ 5 TR (g JeF Ma )

(I, TR)ESH VeV (I, IR) A 4, (t)
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Figure 14: An irreducible path pair (I1,,IR) € SJ’%, which follows from the sequence depicted
(identical to that in Figure 8). Ip, is shown in red and IR is shown in blue; the rightmost
appearance of X € I7, is shown in purple, and the leftmost appearance of X € IR is shown in
orange. Sets in purple next to each node v € V denote values of k for which v € ka; sets in
orange next to each factor X € F denote values of k for which X € ka. Note that v is not

creeping from left to right.

_rY 4L e t—tR
x(_ﬁﬁeml)e Cop'ip, / At - At Pje Xeg { ‘»’R)ﬁsz...eﬁ’f(tzR—tlf‘)EﬁleﬁgtﬁAi) (161)
AR (1)
where
Ly =L—- Y Ly. (162)
Yey¥

Figure 14 shows the construction of Vk/w and Yk“p in an example. Using (113) we arrive at the bound

(20)"

ElCy®m?] < Y, W@l [] @) (163)
(I TR)ES2 " Xey

Here, the total number of factors in the sequence (Mry, My is denoted by n. This is slightly different
notation from in the proof of Theorem 18. We will also use the different notation 41, g := ¢(I1,r) below.

Step 2: Now we proceed by first analyzing (163) on K%;. First, let us fix (I1,,IR) € S]’%, and suppose
that I, N I'r contains n < min(fy,, /g) factors in common. If this inequality is saturated, it means that
the graph is genus 0 (I1, = IR), and |&/(I,I")| = 1. Otherwise, there are {1, — n > 0 free factors on the
left and fg — n > 0 free factors on the right. We can overestimate the size of |¥'(I1,, I'r)| by assuming
that the non-shared factors can appear anywhere, while (by construction) the factors in the irreducible

paths must show up in a fixed order. Using the multinomial theorem:

(201, +20r —2n)! 4!
0l TN

W' (I, Iw)| < (164)
Now let us plug (164) into (163), and split the sum into two terms depending on whether or not the
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irreducible paths are the same or not:

E[C;0% < > H (2Jx) + > E(ﬂ ™ T @7x). (165)

(s o Xey (I, TR)ESE TL#ATR Xey

The first term in the above sum is easy to evaluate. We evaluate the sum by first summing over all
inequivalent paths I" of fixed length ¢, and then summing over £:

> G Mes=Y ¥ G5 e -5 3 55 ()]

(I,r)es? ¢ Xep =1 FeTﬂ =1

= % [cosh <4\/T‘7t> - 1} : (166)

In the last equality in the first line, we have used identical counting of the number of independent paths
as in Theorem 18. Indeed, at genus 0, this bound and the bound of Theorem 13 are (by construction)
identical.’

Now we turn to the second sum. Without loss of generality, we assume that ¢, > ¢g. It is useful to
write

oo b fr-1 2(0,+tr—n)
(2t)" Lt P —
RG] CETEE) 5) ob ol i I
(I, IR)ESE AR tL=1tlr=1 n=0 (I3,IR)eS};
LI R)= ELR
ﬁ'(FLﬁFR)Z’n
ooty fr—1 2(Ly,+r—n) lr,+lr—n
) (1 (- Dl

l1,=14gr=1 n=0

The overall factor of 2 comes from our simplifying assumption. The new factor of (¢ — 1) the second line
above comes from the fact that if 1, # IR, the two paths must join up at some node or factor at least
once. There are n + 1 possible places where the paths can join up. If the paths join up at a node, then
there is a relative factor of 1 ; if they join up at a factor, there is also a relative factor of 4g=. This leads
to the bound above. We now sunply carry out the sums in order:

> e 'KR' H 27x) <J§<exp[ (4jt ]—1) Z Z( (471) )mll

/R!
(I, Tr)ESZ, AR Xey lrp=mm=1 R

D afr ] ) ()| ]

Step 3: It is straightforward to generalize the proof of Corollary 21, and we find

E, . [Ec [Cy(®)?])] < — [cosh( F jt) - 1]

+2<‘1—]1V>26—1<exp[ : (4jt)] ><q;1(4jt)2> exp [(1;1(4jt)2].
(169)

The genus 0 term in (111) is not as strong as this bound, a choice which was deliberately made to avoid cumbersome
formulas in Theorem 18 and its proof.
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Finally, we may bound #J. Let E[---] = E, x[Eg[- - -]]. Using Markov’s inequality,

E[Ci;(t)%]
P [Ci;(t)? > 6%] < —z (170)
From (169), there exist constants c1, ¢z, c3,cq = O(N®) such that
c c 2
E [Ci(1)7] < Fre™' + 7z (171)
Letting t = v/alog N, we find that as N — oo,
E [Cy;(t)?] < 2c3N+2 (172)

Hence for acy < 2, as N — oo, P [Cy;(t) > 8] — 0. Thus tJ > y/c; ' log N almost surely. Hence we obtain
(157). 0

B Epilogue

This work was under review during a time period of extremely rapid developments in the mathematical
theory of quantum information dynamics, some of which follows directly from the results presented above.
In what follows, we will outline some recent accomplishments, together with remaining open questions.

(1) The infinite temperature fast scrambling conjecture, which was not proven in this paper, has been
demonstrated in certain models. One of us first proved this by developing a “quantum walk” formalism
for bounding OTOCs [27]; the other more directly generalized Theorem 3 to random Hamiltonians by
using techniques from matrix martingale theory [35]. Each of these techniques is broadly generalizable,
and some of these generalizations will be discussed below.

(2) There are many systems which are not random but for which Hy are strongly extensive. An
example related to the SYK model is a more general class of melonic models [36, 37, 38, 39], all of which
exhibit similar correlation functions in the large NV limit. We have proven the fast scrambling conjecture
in a toy model of these systems as well [40].

(3) It would be interesting to try and generalize the inner product (11) to a thermal inner product
[41]. Of particular interest is the presence of a “bound on chaos” [42] which (under certain circumstances)
bounds the Lyapunov exponent from above by 2rnT", where T is the temperature. It would be remarkable if
this result (which follows from analytic properties of correlators in the complex plane) can be understood
from a graph theoretic perspective. Recent work [43] on the SYK model may be of relevance. A Lieb-
Robinson perspective on thermal commutator norms can be found in [44]. We note in passing that one
of the two assumptions of the chaos bound of [42] is quite similar to C;;(t) being parametrically small at
finite time ¢, a fact which we have proven in a broad class of models in this paper. Some initial progress
along these lines has been made in [45], which studied systems at finite chemical potential (but infinite
temperature), and demonstrated a provable and generic slow down of quantum dynamics in low-density
systems with a conserved charge.

(4) Many physically relevant systems involve bosonic degrees of freedom and thus necessarily have an
infinite dimensional Hilbert space. It would be interesting to study scrambling in such systems [46]. Lieb-
Robinson techniques for infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces have been developed in [47]. It is postulated
that a matrix model with bosonic degrees of freedom is dual to dynamical quantum gravity in higher
dimensions [418], and so the developments of our formalism to infinite dimensional Hilbert spaces may be
important in order to provide some rigorous constraints on scrambling in matrix model formulations of
quantum gravity and string theory.
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(5) As we discussed at the start of the paper, our work may imply that certain theories of quantum
gravity that admit a holographic description are not spoiled by non-perturbative effects in quantum
gravity. It would be interesting to clarify any such implications, even if certain assumptions cannot be
proven. A preliminary (yet challenging) task would be to study whether our bound correctly reproduces
the qualitative features of subleading corrections in % to OTOCs in the SYK model.

(6) At early times, we can explicitly construct a Hamiltonian on a one dimensional lattice for which
(for certain commutators) Theorem 3 is exact at early times. Let X,Y, Z be the Pauli matrices (a basis

for su(2)). Then consider the Hamiltonian

H = Z (XiXip1 +YiYi1), (173)
ic2Z

and the commutator norm ||[Z;(t), Z;]||. It is straightforward to see that Theorem 3 is a tight bound as
t — 0 for any ¢ and j. More generally, finding necessary and /or sufficient conditions (if they exist) for the
optimality of Theorem 3 and Theorem 13 for any ¢ and j, and for a fixed duration of time ¢ > 0, is an
important future task. Perhaps a necessary condition for the optimality of our bounds away from ¢ — 0
is that the factor graph is locally treelike. In the SYK model, our bounds do not correctly capture the
destructive interference of a growing operator with itself, and we expect such interference to be generic
on loopy factor graphs.

(7) Similarly, it would be interesting to check if Theorem 3 and/or Theorem 13 ever correctly repro-
duces the speed of light in lattice discretizations of Lorentz-invariant quantum field theory.

(8) If we replace Hamiltonian quantum evolution in a simple random ensemble with Brownian Hamil-
tonian evolution [9, 30], where each coupling constant Jx(¢) is an independent Brownian motion, we
expect that the genus expansion of Theorem 13 truncates at leading order (genus 0). It is an important
question whether the recent models of quantum dynamics employing random unitary circuits [49, 50]
(which we anticipate are similar in most respects to Brownian evolution) therefore miss any qualitatively
important aspects of quantum dynamics in simple random Hamiltonian ensembles (as they do in the
specialized model of [30]). Progress along these lines appears in [35], which combined theorem 3 with tool
from matrix martingales.

(9) As this paper is rigorous, the high genus terms of the topological expansion in Theorem 13 made
it very challenging to prove (1) for regular systems. It is plausible that for irreducible causal tree pairs
whose causal graph is of high genus, summing over the many creeping sequences of couplings lead to
destructive interference in operator growth. It would be worthwhile to check if this interference can be
proved in simple models. These results may have important implications about holographic quantum
gravity.

(10) Tt would be interesting if our topological generalization of the interaction picture of quantum
mechanics has an elegant interpretation in a path integral formulation of quantum mechanics.

(11) A notoriously challenging problem in mathematical physics, which we did not touch on in this
paper, is the study of systems with power-law interactions. The traditional Lieb-Robinson theorem [12]
says that commutators between operators separated by distance r can grow large in a time ¢ ~ logr.
Numerous recent works [51, 52, 53, 54] have ultimately proved the existence of a linear light cone in
operator norm for sufficiently large «, and demonstrated the optimality of the resulting bounds. In
particular [52] directly followed the methods proposed in this paper, choosing an alternative set of
equivalence classes and irreducible paths to present the first proof that a “Lieb-Robinson velocity” was
finite in one-dimensional models with power-law interactions. Interestingly, the shape of Frobenius light
cone is qualitatively different from the operator norm [55, 56, 57].

(12) Recently, an alternative notion of “operator complexity growth” has been proposed [58, 59]. In
this framework, one defines a basis of operators by starting with (e.g.) a single Pauli matrix X, and
then defining a basis of non-orthogonalized vectors X, [H, X], [H, [H, X]], etc. Studying how quickly an
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operator “grows” in this basis seems to be able to probe scrambling in an alternative way to the more
conventional OTOCs which we have studied in this paper. It would be interesting to try and relate our
formalism to this operator complexity growth picture in future work.

(13) Finally, the Lieb-Robinson theorem has had other applications: for example, proving that spatial
correlation functions decay exponentially in gapped systems on lattice graphs [12]. It would be interesting
if our stronger results lead to qualitatively stronger theorems in quantum many-body physics which at
first appear unrelated to operator growth and many-body chaos.
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