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Abstract

Krylov complexity is an important dynamical quantity with relevance to the study

of operator growth and quantum chaos, and has recently been much studied for various

time-independent systems. We initiate the study of K-complexity in time-dependent

(driven) quantum systems. For periodic time-dependent (Floquet) systems, we de-

velop a natural method for doing the Krylov construction and then define (state and

operator) K-complexity for such systems. Focusing on kicked systems, in particular

the quantum kicked rotor on a torus, we provide a detailed numerical study of the

time dependence of Arnoldi coefficients as well as of the K-complexity with the system

coupling constant interpolating between the weak and strong coupling regime. We

also study the growth of the Krylov subspace dimension as a function of the system

coupling constant.

1 Introduction

The study of strongly coupled quantum many-body systems provides a variety of chal-

lenges and opportunities. These include physical questions related to understanding oper-

ator growth, thermalisation, scrambling of quantum information, as well as the structure

and dynamics of quantum entanglement in many-body systems. Another important related

topic is the study of quantum chaos. A reasonable and robust definition of quantum chaos

(especially beyond the semi-classical regime) is still lacking, although various diagnostic

measures have been proposed in the last few decades including the energy level spacing dis-

tribution, spectral form factors, Loschmidt Echo, out-of-time-order correlators (otoc) and

circuit complexity [1–4]. There has also been a renewed interest in attempting to char-

acterise chaotic dynamics via time-dependent quantities in quantum many-body systems

which have no classical counterpart.

A relatively new quantity relevant to studies of operator growth and quantum chaos is

Krylov complexity. Defined in [5] via a recursive algorithm (the Lanczos iteration, which

we review in the next section) to study the growth of operator complexity, it depends on

the Hamiltonian encoding the dynamics and the choice of the observable under study. The
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related state complexity was defined and studied in [6]. A unified perspective on state and

operator complexities was recently provided in [7].

The authors of [5] conjectured (and provided evidence for) the ‘Universal Operator

growth Hypothesis’ for general quantum systems in the thermodynamic limit. This in-

volves an upper bound on the rate of growth of the Lanczos coefficients generated by the

Lanczos algorithm and is related to the quantum chaos bound on the Lyapunov exponent

in thermal systems [4]. The dynamics of the Lanczos coefficients and the related Krylov

complexity has been numerically studied also for finite entropy sytems such as (integrable

and non-integrable) spin-chains, Feingold-Peres and SYK models [5, 8–10], as well as the

Bose-Hubbard model [11]. Krylov complexity has also been computed in field theoretic

examples [12–15].

All these examples are of time-independent many-body Hamiltonian systems. However,

time-dependent Hamiltonian systems provide some of the simplest settings to investigate

(classical and quantum) chaos. As is well known, classical chaos manifests in a phase space of

dimension at least three. Thus amongst the simplest chaotic systems are driven Hamiltonian

systems with a single degree of freedom. These include one dimensional periodically kicked

systems such as the quantum kicked rotor (QKR) [16]. Such systems also have a tunable

coupling constant, which can be used to interpolate between the weak and strong coupling

domain. Due to the relative simplicity, it is thus desirable to study K-complexity in such

systems before tackling the more complicated facets of many-body chaos.

The goal of this paper is to study K-complexity for time-dependent quantum systems.

The main obstacle here is that the usual Krylov construction (reviewed below) - construct-

ing the orthonormal Krylov basis using the Lanczos algorithm - works only for autonomous

Hamiltonian systems. Focusing on periodically driven systems, also known as Floquet sys-

tems, we provide a natural and general Krylov construction based on a generalised Lanczos

algorithm which can then be used to study (state and operator) Krylov complexity in such

systems. Specialising further to kicked Floquet systems, we focus on a particular illustrative

example, the QKR on a torus which is a finite dimensional, intrinsically quantum version of

the canonical QKR (standard map on a cylinder) and investigate the dynamics of Arnoldi

coefficients and K-complexity. Such quantum maps provide the simplest examples of physi-

cal systems manifesting quantum chaos and thus are ideal testing grounds for exploring the

regular to chaotic transition as well as universal features of chaotic dynamics in the quantum

domain.

Floquet systems, which will be the focus of our study, provide a fertile (experimental and

theoretical) laboratory for investigating various facets of non-equilibrium quantum dynam-

ics. The potential to engineer and control quantum states precisely and access new phases

of matter away from thermal equilibrium is one reason why the study of driven quantum

systems is an important contemporary area of investigation. A whole host of rich physical

phenomena arises in Floquet many-body systems. This includes the existence of novel out-

of-equilibrium phases of matter including topological states, pre-thermalisation, many body

localisation, dynamical quantum phase transitions and the existence of time crystals due to

spontaneous breaking of time translation symmetry. For more details on these aspects, see

the references [17–28].
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This paper is structured as follows. In section 2 we give a brief overview of the basic

notions of Krylov construction and K-complexity. Section 3 explains how the construction

works for general Floquet systems. Section 4 illustrates this method using the concrete

examples of a toral QKR, and numerically explores the dynamics of the Arnoldi coefficients

and K-complexity. Finally, section 5 provides a summary of the principal results and outlines

future directions to be explored. The appendix outlines similar results obtained using the

standard Lanczos algorithm with a Hermitian effective Floquet Hamiltonian.

2 Overview of Krylov Construction and Complexity

In this section, we provide a brief overview of the standard Krylov construction for time-

independent Hamiltonians. For more details, see for example [5, 10, 29].

2.1 States

We first review the notion of state complexity, also known as spread complexity [6]. Consider

a system with given (time-independent) Hamiltonian H and initial state |ψ0⟩. We are

interested in the time evolved state given by

|ψ(t)⟩ = exp(−itH) |ψ0⟩

= |ψ0⟩ − itH |ψ0⟩+
(−it)2

2!
H2 |ψ0⟩+ .... (1)

so we construct the sequence of vectors { |ψ0⟩ , H |ψ0⟩ , H2 |ψ0⟩ , H3 |ψ0⟩ , .... } and then start

the Gram-Schmidt like orthonormalisation process with |K0⟩ = |ψ0⟩ and the recursive algo-

rithm

|Kn⟩ = b−1
n |An⟩ ,

|An+1⟩ = (H − an) |Kn⟩ − bn |Kn−1⟩ (2)

with |K−1⟩ = 0, and the Lanczos coefficients

an = ⟨Kn|H |Kn⟩ , bn = ⟨An|An⟩1/2 . (3)

Note that the Hamiltonian takes a tridiagonal (Hessenberg) form in the Krylov basis 1.

The state complexity is then defined as the expectation value of the K-complexity operator

K̂ =

KD−1∑
n=0

n |Kn⟩ ⟨Kn| , (4)

in the time-evolved state

Kψ(t) = ⟨ψ(t)| K̂ |ψ(t)⟩ . (5)

1The diagonal elements are the an’s, which are vanishing for the case of the operator Krylov construction

discussed below.
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2.2 Operators

The physical question of interest here is the growth of operator complexity and how to quan-

tify it. To measure operator K-Complexity, we use a basis naturally generated by Heisenberg

time evolution of operators. An initially localized typical observable in a quantum many-

body system generically spreads under time evolution:

O(t) = exp(itH)O(0) exp(−itH) = exp(itLH)O(0)

= O(0) + it[H,O(0)] +
(it)2

2
[H, [H,O(0)]] + ....

for any time-independent Hamiltonian H. The following recursive construction is then

natural:

LH |O0) = |[H,O0]), L2
H |O0) = |[H, [H,O0]]), ....

and so on. Here we have defined an operator ket |O0), which is natural as the space of all

operators acting on a vector space forms a vector space by itself. We have also defined the

Liouvillian super-operator LH , which is an operator acting (as the adjoint action of H) on

this space of operators. We also make the simple choice of the Frobenius inner-product on the

space of operators2: (A|B) =
1

D
Tr(A†B). We now choose the maximal linearly independent

set from {|O0),LH |O0),L2
H |O0), ....} and construct an orthonormal basis (Krylov basis) for

this Krylov subspace using the following algorithm. Let the initial normalised state be

|K0) = |O0) and define |K1) = |[H,O0])/b1 and continue recursively

|Kn) =
1

bn

[
LH |Kn−1)− bn−1|Kn−2)

]
(6)

Here, bn is the norm of the state in the r.h.s. numerator above. These normalisation

coefficients encode the dynamics of the system and are called Lanczos coefficients. With the

above choice of the inner product, one can explicitly check the orthonormality of the basis

generated above.

If the system Hilbert space has dimension dim(H) = D, the space of operators has

dim(HO) = D2. The Krylov space is the minimal subspace that contains the time evolution

of O for all times 3. We will denote its dimension by DK . It was shown in [9] that 1 ≤
DK ≤ D2−D+1. Generic initial states/operators in chaotic systems are expected to lead to

saturation of this upper bound whereas spectral degeneracies of the Liouvillian and system

symmetries usually reduce the Krylov space dimension [9, 10]. In this context, by generic

we mean that the initial state/operator has a non-zero projection on all the Liouvillian

eigenvectors.

It is also possible to map this general quantum system in the Krylov basis representation

to a particle hopping model on a discrete chain, where bn is the hopping amplitude at the

n-th site. By writing |O(t)) =
∑

n i
nϕn(t)|Kn) and using the Heisenberg equation of motion

2This induces the standard Hilbert-Schmidt operator norm. For thermal systems, a variant of this - the

Wightman inner product - is more natural, see [5].
3In other words it is the minimal invariant subspace of the Liouvillian that contains O(0).
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for the operator together with the definition of the Lanczos algorithm (eq. (6)), we obtain

a Schrodinger-like equation for the operator amplitudes ϕn(t):

ϕ̇n(t) = bnϕn−1(t)− bn+1ϕn+1(t) (7)

with ϕ−1(t) = 0 and ϕn(0) = δn0 . See, for example, [5, 10, 29] for more details.

K-complexity is then defined as

KO(t) =

DK−1∑
n=0

n(O(t)|Kn)(Kn|O(t)) =
DK−1∑
n=0

n|ϕn(t)|2 (8)

and is the average particle position on the Krylov chain.

It is clear from this definition thatDK provides an upper bound on the Krylov complexity
4. In the Krylov chain picture, the dimension of the linear subspace containing the time

evolution of the operator is given by the effective size of the chain. Underpinning this idea

of operator complexity is the characterisation of chaotic behaviour through the saturation

value of K-complexity (average position on the chain at late times) [9, 10].

Other than the average position on the chain, one can also compute the K-entropy [30]

- the dispersion about the mean. This is the Shannon entropy of the distribution ϕn(t),

SK(t) = −
DK−1∑
n=0

|ϕn(t)|2 log |ϕn(t)|2 (9)

and determines how randomized the distribution is (the extent of delocalisation on the

Krylov chain).

It is noteworthy that K-complexity depends only on the Hamiltonian and the initial

state/operator. These are precisely the two quantities that control classical chaos - param-

eters (in H) and phase space initial conditions 5. While this is merely suggestive and does

not demonstrate the utility of K-complexity as a chaos diagnostic, one can contrast this

with other quantities such as the Loschmidt echo, which is sensitive to how the Hamiltonian

is perturbed, or the circuit complexity, which has ambiguities such as the tolerance, choice

of elementary gates and choice of the metric on the operator manifold.

The authors of [5] conjectured distinguishing behaviour of the Lanczos coefficients bn’s

for maximally chaotic systems in the thermodynamic limit

bn ∼ αn+ γ +O(1) (10)

leading to an exponential growth in K. Here the growth rate α > 0, as well as γ are real

constants. For the integrable case there is a softer growth bn ∼ n1/δ with δ > 1. The chaos

bound [4] on the quantum Lyapunov exponent takes the form λL ≤ 2α. The reader may

refer to [5] for further details.

In [30] the growth of operator complexity was investigated beyond the scrambling time.

For finite dimensional chaotic systems with f degrees of freedom, the K-complexity shows an

4In fact the stronger upper bound of DK/2 was demonstrated in [9].
5The one caveat to this is that for the case of operator K-complexity, it also further depends on the

choice of the inner product on the vector space of operators and it is unclear if this is, in general, dictated

solely by physical considerations.
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exponential growth till the scrambling time (O(log f)), and then transitions to a sustained

period of linear growth until the Heisenberg time (O(ef )) when it saturates to a value below

DK/2. One caveat to be noted here is that the initial exponential growth is a necessary

but not sufficient condition for chaotic behaviour, because it can also be the signature of

an unstable fixed point in phase space of an otherwise integrable system. This “scrambling

but not chaos” has been studied for K-complexity [31] as well as the OTOC [32, 33]

In [9] it was argued that DK will be maximal (that is, DK = D2−D+1) for 1) a system

without degeneracies in the spectrum of the Liouvillian and, 2) the initial operator having a

non-zero projection on all the Liouvillian eigenvectors. It was argued that generic operators

in chaotic systems saturate this upper bound whereas for integrable systems DK is expected

to be significantly smaller 6. We will demonstrate that this is indeed the case for a finite

dimensional quantum system (toral QKR) with a tunable coupling constant, which allows

access to weak and strong coupling regimes.

3 Krylov construction for Floquet systems

In this section, we provide a quite natural and completely general method for the Krylov

construction in any periodically driven time-dependent quantum system. This utilises the

Floquet operator and generalises the usual Lanczos algorithm for constructing the Krylov

basis. The method uses what is known as the Arnoldi iteration for constructing the Krylov

basis. The operator Krylov construction for Floquet systems using this method was devel-

oped 7 in [34]. The Arnoldi iterative algorithm has recently [35, 36] also been utilised in the

study of open quantum systems 8. Note that in the time-dependent case, as the evolution

operator is not simply exp(−itH) but is given instead by Dyson’s time-ordered exponential,

the Liouvillian is not determined simply in terms of the Hamiltonian. For periodically-driven

dynamics, there is a way to bypass this issue for doing the Krylov construction.

3.1 States

Suppose that the initial state of a Floquet system (with time periodicity T ) is |ψ(0)⟩. We

initiate the Krylov construction in the following manner. Let UF be the Floquet operator

of the system and construct the Krylov subspace:

HK = {|ψ0⟩ , UF |ψ0⟩ , U2
F |ψ0⟩ , ......}

= {|ψ0⟩ , |ψ1⟩ , |ψ2⟩ , ......} , (11)

where |ψj⟩ denotes the state of the system after a time t = jT . As is usual in the study of

Floquet dynamics, we will only probe the system stroboscopically at these discrete times 9.

6For a 1D simple harmonic oscillator, with the position operator used to initiate the Krylov construction,

the Krylov space is two dimensional even though H is infinite dimensional. However there are exceptions to

this, such as the strongly interacting integrable XXZ spin chain (solvable via the Bethe ansatz) where DK

is maximal [10]. We thank the referee for pointing this out.
7We thank A. Dymarsky for bringing this work to our attention after our arXiv preprint appeared.
8A variant approach for open systems utilising a bi-Lanczos algorithm was recently developed in [37].
9For kicked Floquet sytems which we focus on in the next section, the system evolves freely with no

potential in between the localised kicks. The K-complexity growth in between two kicks will thus be that
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The Krylov subspace is thus naturally generated with the Liouvillian L = UF by picking the

maximal linearly independent set of vectors from the above sequence. Note that since UF
is unitary and not Hermitian, the usual Lanczos algorithm discussed in the previous section

for constructing the orthonormal basis in this subspace will not work 10.

We can however use a generalised ‘Lanczos’ algorithm - known as the Arnoldi iteration

- for constructing an orthonormal basis for the Krylov subspace. For this we proceed as

follows. Define |K0⟩ = |ψ0⟩ and

|K1⟩ =
1

h1,0

(
UF |K0⟩ − h0,0 |K0⟩

)
. (12)

Subsequently we continue recursively,

|Kn⟩ =
1

hn,n−1

(
UF |Kn−1⟩ −

n−1∑
j=0

hj,n−1 |Kj⟩
)
. (13)

Here hj,k = ⟨Kj|UF |Kk⟩. The hn,n−1 are the Arnoldi coefficients which are given by the

norm of the vector in the r.h.s numerator above. As before, the algorithm terminates if a null

vector is generated 11. One can check that this Gram-Schmidt-like procedure, constructs an

orthonormal basis in the Krylov subspace.

With the Krylov basis generated, the state complexity is defined as before: Kψ
j =

⟨ψj| K̂ |ψj⟩ where the complexity operator K̂ is defined in eq. (4). Since |ψj⟩ = U j
F |K0⟩,

this can be written as

Kψ
j =

DK−1∑
n=0

n | ⟨Kn|U j
F |K0⟩ |2. (14)

Similarly, the K-entropy after j kicks is given by

Sψj = −
DK−1∑
n=0

| ⟨Kn|U j
F |K0⟩ |2 log | ⟨Kn|U j

F |K0⟩ |2. (15)

These explicit expressions can be used to compute the state K-complexity and K-entropy

once the Krylov basis and Floquet matrix are known. We will use them in the next section

to investigate the time-dependence of these quantities in a specific model - the toral QKR.

3.2 Operators

Operator complexity for studying operator growth is defined in a similar manner. Let O0

be the operator under study at t = 0 and construct

HO
K = {|O0), |U †

FO0UF ), |(U †
F )

2O0U
2
F ), ....}

= {|O0), |O1), |O2), ....} , (16)

of a free integrable system.
10One can check explicitly that the basis vectors generated in this way will not be orthogonal.
11Note that for Lanczos iteration, |Kn⟩ involves explicitly only |Kn−1⟩ and |Kn−2⟩, while Arnoldi iteration

requires all previous vectors as well.
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where Oj denotes the Heisenberg picture operator at time t = jT . As before, |O) denotes
the operator O as a ket in the linear space of all operators that act in H. Note that here

UF , as a superoperator, has the action UF |O) = |U †
FOUF ).

The Krylov basis is then generated by the following recursive algorithm. Define |K0) =

|O0) and

|K1) =
1

h1,0

[
UF |K0)− h0,0|K0)

]
(17)

|Kn) =
1

hn,n−1

[
UF |Kn−1)−

n−1∑
j=0

hj,n−1|Kj)

]
(18)

with hj,k = (Kj|UF |Kk) =
1

D
Tr(K†

jU
†
FKkUF ). As before, the normalisation hn,n−1 are the

Arnoldi coefficients.

With Oj = (U †
F )

jO0U
j
F being the time evolved operator at (stroboscopic) time t = jT ,

the operator complexity, defined by KO
j = (Oj|K̂|Oj), is given by

KO
j =

DK−1∑
n=0

n|(Kn|U j
F |K0)|2

=
1

D2

DK−1∑
n=0

n|Tr[K†
nU

†j
F K0U

j
F ]|

2. (19)

As before, this provides us a direct way to compute operator complexity given the Floquet

matrix and the Krylov operator basis. Using |Oj) =
∑

n ϕ
j
n|Kn), where ϕ

j
n = (Kn|Oj) is

the n-th operator amplitude at time t = jT , we can write an equivalent form of the above

equation

KO
j =

∑
n

n |ϕjn|2 . (20)

3.3 Floquet dynamics on the Krylov chain

Similar to the Krylov chain picture in terms of a particle-hopping model generated by the

Lanczos procedure (briefly reviewed above in section 2), there is an analogous picture when

the Arnoldi procedure is used to study the stroboscopic time-evolution for Floquet dynamics.

We start with

|Oj+1) = UF |Oj). (21)

Next we use |Oj) =
∑

n ϕ
j
n|Kn) and eq. (18) which determines the action of UF on |Kn).

This leads to the following set of equations for the operator amplitudes

ϕj+1
0 = h0,0ϕ

j
0 + h0,1ϕ

j
1 + h0,2ϕ

j
2 + ....+ h0,DK−1ϕ

j
DK−1

ϕj+1
1 = h1,0ϕ

j
0 + h1,1ϕ

j
1 + h1,2ϕ

j
2 + ....+ h1,DK−1ϕ

j
DK−1

ϕj+1
2 = h2,1ϕ

j
1 + h2,2ϕ

j
2 + h2,3ϕ

j
3 + ....+ h2,DK−1ϕ

j
DK−1

...

ϕj+1
DK−1 = hDK−1,DK−2ϕ

j
DK−2 + hDK−1,DK−1ϕ

j
DK−1 (22)
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which can be written in the compact form12

ϕj+1
i =

DK−1∑
l=i−1

hi,l ϕ
j
l (23)

Here j = 0, 1, 2, .... denotes the number of kicks (time parameter) and i, l range over the DK

Krylov chain sites: i, l = 0, 1, 2, ..., DK − 1. Also, h0,−1 = 0 and ϕ0
n = δn0. Note that instead

of a continuous time differential equation (eq. (7)) for the operator amplitudes, in this case

we find a discrete time (stroboscopic) difference equation since we are dealing with Floquet

dynamics. This set of difference equations provide an alternative (and computationally

simpler) recursive route to evaluating the operator amplitudes (and thereby K-complexity

using eq. (20)) given the initial data (at j = 0). We have checked that our results for

K-complexity in the next section obtained using this technique match with those using the

method described earlier in this section.

Note that the above equation also makes it clear that we have gone beyond nearest

neighbour hopping, as distant Krylov chain sites are now involved. That longer range

hopping is required when Arnoldi iteration is used to study Floquet dynamics in the Krylov

chain picture was noted by [34].

4 K-complexity for quantum maps: the toral QKR

As an illustration of our general method of Krylov construction for Floquet systems, we now

investigate the dynamics of Arnoldi coefficients and K-complexity in a particular Floquet

system, the QKR on a torus. Operator growth in quantum maps (although not Krylov

complexity) has been studied previously in [38]. For related studies of the OTOC, see [39,

40]. The Hamiltonian of a particle (with mass M) on a circular ring with periodic delta

function kicks (time period T ) is

H = H0 + V =
p2

2M
+ V (θ)δT (t) (24)

Here δT (t) =
∑

j δ(
t
T
− j) and θ = 2πq, q ∈ [0, 1]. For V (θ) = −κ cos θ/(2π)2, this defines

the (classical and quantum) standard map on the cylinder, or the quantum kicked rotor

which is a much studied system that is chaotic (for large enough κ).

The quantum system can be characterised also by the Floquet operator - the one-step

time evolution operator relevant when the system is probed stroboscopically,

UF = UVU0 ≡ exp
(
− iTV (θ)/ℏ

)
exp

(
− iTP 2/2ℏM

)
. (25)

We will work with the simpler QKR on a torus, by imposing periodic boundary conditions

on both q and p. In position basis, the Floquet matrix for this quantum map (see [41] for a

12This equation holds also for states instead of operators and also if the dimension of the Krylov subspace

DK is infinite.

9



pedagogical discussion) takes the explicit form

(UF )nn′ =
1

N
e

iNκ
2π

cos(2π (n+α)
N )

×
N−1∑
m=0

e
−πi(m+β)2

N e
2πi
N

(m+β)(n−n′)

Kinematically, this is Schwinger’s finite dimensional model [42] with both Q and P discrete

with eigenvalues qn = (n+α)/N and pm = (m+β)/N , and has a finite dimensional Hilbert

space. Here N is the dimension of the Hilbert space, κ is the strength parameter of the

kicking and the matrix indices n, n′ run from 0 to N − 1. The α and β parameters control

the breaking of parity and time-reversal symmetries, respectively 13.

With the above explicit form of the Floquet Matrix and a given choice of the state/operator

at t = 0, the Krylov basis can be recursively generated and the K-complexity can be nu-

merically computed as discussed in the previous section. The relevant results are discussed

below14.

4.1 Results

State Complexity: To illustrate the principal features we choose a system size N = 350

for the toral QKR and two sets of values of the coupling constants. See figs. 1, 2, 3 below.

Operator Complexity: To study operator growth and complexity in the toral QKR,

we again use two sets of values for the coupling constants and a system size of N = 32 which

gives the maximal Krylov space dimension Dmax
K = 993. See figs. 4, 5, 6 below.

We now discuss our principal results and observations and compare with similar results

in the literature for time-independent systems.

In [43] a relation between non-integrability and delocalisation on the Krylov chain was

explored. In [8, 10] it was observed that (autonomous) integrable systems with enhanced

symmetries/degeneracies show a stronger disorder in their Lanczos sequences as compared

to chaotic ones and it was argued that this leads to a suppression of K-complexity for the

integrable case. For similar observations regarding another chaos diagnostic, the out-of-

time-ordered correlator, see [44] and [45] - the fluctuations in the OTOC after saturation

are enhanced in the regular (weakly-coupled) limit as contrasted with the chaotic case.

We clearly see a similar behaviour here for the Arnoldi coefficients (see figures 1 and

4) whose fluctuations are much larger in the weakly coupled limit. Note that although we

have presented the results for the Arnoldi coefficients hn,n−1, which being normalisation

coefficients are the analogues of the Lanczos coefficients, the same observations hold for the

other Arnoldi coefficients 15. Figures 2 and 5 (left) reveal how the size of the fluctuations

13Since we are primarily interested in how the dynamics is affected by changing the parameters κ, α, β we

have set other parameters in the Floquet matrix such as ℏ, T (time period of forcing), R (radius of circle)

and M (mass of particle) to unity.
14We obtained results for many set of values of κ, α, β, N and choice of the initial state/operator to ensure

genericity. We are providing only some sample results here which illustrate the main qualitative features.
15We have checked this for several other Arnoldi coefficients away from the sub-diagonal. We thank Pratik

Nandy for asking this question for the diagonal hn,n’s.
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in the Arnoldi coefficients, as measured by the standard deviation of the sequence hn,n−1,

decreases on increasing the system size. We note here that the plot for weak coupling is

above the one for the chaotic case, signifying a larger magnitude of fluctuations in the weakly

coupled case.

Also clear from figures 2 and 5 (right) is the sharp increase and saturation at the maxi-

mum possible value of the Krylov space dimension when the coupling constant is increased.

Recall that for finite entropy quantum chaotic systems (with Hilbert space dimension D),

generic initial operators/states are expected to lead to a maximal Krylov space dimension

(DK = D for states and DK = D2−D+1 for operators). The eigenvalues of the Liouvillian

super-operator L are exp(iϵab) with ϵab ≡ ϵa − ϵb (ϵa being a quasi-energy level). The zero

phase (when a = b) is always present and at least D times degenerate 16 but additional

degeneracies can arise due to the existence of symmetries or level crossings in the spectrum.

In the case of figs. 2 and 5 (right) with fixed α, β and tunable coupling κ, the growth of the

Krylov subspace dimension DK with κ is due to the existence of level repulsion which is ex-

pected to arise for chaotic dynamics (for small values of κ level crossings can give additional

zero phases thus lowering DK).

The K-complexity and K-entropy plots (3 and 6) also show a larger saturation value

for the strongly coupled chaotic case. A large value of the K-complexity means a more

efficient exploration of the Krylov chain (in the particle hopping model) which is expected

for chaotic dynamics. Note that in our model no exponential growth in K-complexity is

clearly discernible - this is expected as the scrambling time here is of the order of just a few

kicks. However, the saturation of K-complexity does happen around the Heisenberg time

(tH ∼ DK). Also plotted in fig. 7 are the spectral distributions for the quasi-energy level

spacings in the integrable and chaotic cases. The two sets of parameter values chosen here

are the same as for the operator K-complexity plots to facilitate comparison. As expected,

in one case we get the Poisson distribution, whereas the other is Wigner-Dyson of the GUE

universality class (both parity and time-reversal symmetries are broken in this case) and

shows level repulsion characteristic of chaos.

For these computations, to deal with issues of precision and pile-up errors, we used the

full orthogonalisation numerical algorithm (see [46] and appendix C of [9] for further details).

As noted above, these observations hold for different system sizes, initial states and cou-

pling constants. In fact, they also hold for other systems. An alternative finite-dimensional

quantum map in which similar computations can be done is the kicked Harper map with

the Floquet operator

UF = exp
(
− i

κ

2π
cos(2πQ)

)
exp

(
− i cos(2πP )

)
(26)

We have checked that the various plots obtained for this model, and related observations,

are similar to the ones for the toral QKR.

16See section 2 of [9] for a derivation of the bound on DK and where a discussion is provided on how

degeneracies in the spectrum lead to a lowering of the Krylov space dimension. The discussion there is for

time-independent Hamiltonian systems but a similar argument holds for Floquet systems.
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Figure 1: Dynamics of Arnoldi Coefficients. The plots highlight the larger fluctuations and

smaller Krylov space dimension for weak coupling. The plot on the left shows the variation

of hn,n−1 with n for α = β = 0, and a small and a large value of the coupling κ. The right

plot is for the same quantities but now for a fixed value of κ and two sets of values for α, β.

Figure 2: (Left) This plot shows how the fluctuation magnitude, as measured by the stan-

dard deviation, in the Arnoldi coefficients varies with system size (N). (Right) Krylov

Space Dimension (DK) vs. coupling strength. Note that DK increases with the coupling κ

and saturates quickly at the maximum possible value (dashed horizontal line).

Figure 3: Left: State Complexity dynamics. Note the differing saturation behaviour for

small and large coupling parameters. Right: K-entropy growth with time (number of kicks).
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Figure 4: Dynamics of Arnoldi Coefficients. The plots highlight the greater magnitude

of fluctuations in the weak-coupling limit. Also to be noted is the smaller Krylov space

dimension in this case.

Figure 5: (Left) Fluctuations versus system size. The plot shows how the size of fluctuations

changes as the system size (N) is increased. There is the expected overall decrease, although

it is not monotonic. (Right) Krylov Space Dimension DK vs. coupling κ. This plot makes

manifest the chaotic nature of the dynamics as the coupling κ is increased. DK increases

rapidly to its maximum possible value.

Figure 6: Left: Operator Complexity dynamics. This plot shows the variation of K-

complexity with time (number of kicks) for the weak and strong coupling cases. Right:

K-entropy vs. the number of kicks.
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Figure 7: Spectral statistics of the quasi-energy level spacings in the integrable (left) and

chaotic (right) cases.

5 Discussion

In this paper we studied the Krylov construction and complexity for time-dependent systems.

We give below a point-wise summary of the principal results of this paper.

• We develop a general method for doing the Krylov construction for periodic time-

dependent systems. The construction utilises the Floquet matrix and the Arnoldi

iterative procedure for constructing the Krylov basis.

• In our study of the toral QKR, we noticed that the fluctuations in the Arnoldi coeffi-

cients are much larger in the weak-coupling regime as compared to the chaotic case.

This is not unexpected and, as noted above, is the case for other chaos diagnostics

and for other systems as well. The larger fluctuations lead to localisation on the

Krylov chain [10, 43]. We also studied the change in the magnitude of the fluctuations

(as measured by the standard deviation of the sequence {hn,n−1} and other Arnoldi

coefficients) as the system size increases.

• Likewise, we noted the distinctive behaviour of K-complexity of the toral QKR for

weak/strong coupling - in terms of the late-time saturation in the two cases. A sup-

pressed saturation value for the integrable case is in accord with results in the literature

for time-independent systems [8–10], where this behaviour is associated with an en-

hanced localisation on the Krylov chain due to a stronger disorder in the hopping

amplitudes. We also plotted the spectral statistics in the two cases and found the

expected behaviour (Poisson vs. Wigner-Dyson).

• We also determined how the Krylov subspace dimension (DK) increases as a function

of the coupling constant of the toral QKR. To the best of our knowledge, a detailed in-

vestigation of how DK changes on increasing the coupling strength in the Hamiltonian

of a system has not been undertaken before in the literature.

• Although for a concrete example we focussed on the toral QKR, we emphasise that

our method is not limited to this system. For any Floquet system, not necessarily a
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delta function kicked one, we can use the same method. Of course, for other Floquet

systems the Floquet matrix may not have a simple analytical form.

• In the appendix, we carry out the analysis for the toral QKR using the standard

Lanczos approach. Here we work with the effective Hermitian Hamiltonian i logUF .

The observations regarding larger fluctuations in the Lanczos coefficients in the regular

limit, and late-time saturation value of K-complexity, continue to hold in this approach

as well.

There are some interesting directions to be pursued further.

• It would be interesting to do this analysis for the canonical QKR (standard map with

cylindrical phase space). In part this is because the classical-quantum correspondence

is more readily studied in this model as there is a classical Hamiltonian which is

canonically quantized (this is not the case for the finite N toral QKR - an intrinsically

quantum, finite dimensional system). The Floquet matrix in this case is, in the mo-

mentum eigen-basis, an infinite dimensional (banded) matrix, so this numerical study

would be more challenging.

• It remains to be seen if there is a useful way to construct the Krylov basis and define

K-complexity for more general time-dependent systems. One interesting direction to

pursue here would be to compute K-complexity for quenched dynamics. See [47–49]

for some recent work in this direction.

We hope to report on these in the near future.
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A Krylov construction with HF ≡ i logUF

In this paper, since the Krylov construction involved a Liouvillian generated by the unitary

Floquet operator UF , we had to use the Arnoldi iteration as the Lanczos algorithm does not
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work in the non-Hermitian case. However, if we define UF ≡ exp(−iTHF ), then the Floquet

effecive Hamiltonian HF ≡ i logUF (setting T = 1) is Hermitian 17 and can be used to

initiate the usual Lanczos iteration based Krylov construction. The time dependence of the

Lanczos coefficients and operator complexity in this case (for the toral QKR with N = 32)

is given in the plots below. For Floquet spin chains, this method has been utilised in [34,

50].

Figure 8: Lanczos Coefficients and Krylov Complexity generated by logUF .

We notice that the fluctuations in the Lanczos coefficients are enhanced for weak cou-

pling, as before. Also, the K-complexity growth is similar to the Arnoldi analysis and the

saturation values differ in the weak and strong coupling domain.

This method, although it gives expected results for the coefficients and K-complexity, has

some limitations 18. In the Arnoldi approach with UF , the basis generated by the Liouvillian

is simple to interpret physically: the jth element is simply the state/operator after j kicks.

In the logUF case, although one formally works with a Hermitian operator, this is not the

system Hamiltonian - eq.(24) - and its physical interpretation is unclear. There are also

issues related to choosing the branch of the logarithm and folding of the spectrum which

gives rise to ambiguities. There is a freedom in shifting quasi-energies by integer multiples

of 2π which affects bn’s. For more detail, see the section on Krylov subspace dynamics in

[50].
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