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Quantum reservoir computing algorithms recently emerged as a standout approach in the devel-
opment of successful methods for the NISQ era, because of its superb performance and compatibility
with current quantum devices. By harnessing the properties and dynamics of a quantum system,
quantum reservoir computing effectively uncovers hidden patterns in data. However, the design of
the quantum reservoir is crucial to this end, in order to ensure an optimal performance of the algo-
rithm. In this work, we introduce a precise quantitative method, with strong physical foundations
based on the Krylov evolution, to assess the wanted good performance in machine learning tasks.
Our results show that the Krylov approach to complexity strongly correlates with quantum reser-
voir performance, making it a powerful tool in the quest for optimally designed quantum reservoirs,
which will pave the road to the implementation of successful quantum machine learning methods.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum computing is currently a rapidly evolv-
ing field, exerting a substantial impact on various do-
mains, including, cryptography, optimization, and ma-
chine learning. Despite remarkable recent progress, the
development of fault-tolerant quantum computers, capa-
ble of solving most challenging tasks such as integer fac-
torization [I] or unstructured search [2], remains a long-
term goal that necessitates extensive error correction for
a significant number of qubits. As an interesting alterna-
tive, noisy intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) [3] algo-
rithms, which leverage the current generation of quantum
computers with tens or hundreds of qubits, have recently
accomplished important milestones [4].

A promising application of NISQ devices is quantum
machine learning. In particular, Quantum Reservoir
Computing (QRC) [B, 6] has emerged as a powerful al-
gorithm, demonstrating an excellent performance on a
wide range of applications [THI0]. Notably, QRC repre-
sents a significant leap in the realm of machine learning,
built upon the foundations of classical reservoir comput-
ing [II]. While classical reservoir computing relies on
the dynamic properties of neural networks for computa-
tional tasks, QRC exploits the dynamics and properties
of characteristic quantum systems as computational re-
sources to perform machine learning tasks. These dy-
namics have been recently shown to play a key role in
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the efficiency of QRC [7], and the main goal of this work
is to provide an adequate venue for its optimal design,
that allows the processing of larger input datasets tak-
ing advantage of the exponential size of the associated
Hilbert space. Within this framework, QRC has been
able to solve classification [12], regression [9] [13], and
forecasting temporal tasks [6] [8, T4H19].

In gate-based quantum computing, QRC relies on a
random quantum circuit, aka the quantum reservoir,
which is applied to an initial quantum state represent-
ing the input data. The objective is to extract valuable
information from it by measuring local operators, yield-
ing the relevant features necessary for predicting the out-
put, which are then fed into a classical machine learning
algorithm, typically a linear model. It has been shown
that, for an effective learning of input-output relation-
ships, the quantum reservoir must be a complex enough
quantum circuit [7, [0 [T0]. Hence, a careful design of the
quantum reservoir is vital to achieve an optimal perfor-
mance of the QRC model. The majorization principle
[20], a statistical concept used to assess the degree of dis-
cordance between probability distributions, has emerged
as a significant and efficient indicator of complexity for
random quantum circuits [2IH23], and it has proven to
be a compelling indicator of performance in QRC as well
[9]. However, given the recent advancements in quantum
technologies, there is a pressing need for more powerful
complexity methods to understand the physical proper-
ties of quantum algorithms that can facilitate the optimal
design of large-scale quantum solutions.

In this paper, we present a significant step forward
along this line, by delving into a novel complexity mea-
sure known as the Krylov complexity and the associated
Lanczos sequence [24], 25], which have been proposed for
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operators [26] and states [27]. These measures are built
on robust physical principles, and the Krylov complex-
ity’s unique growth behavior provides a precise definition
of complexity over large time scales. Moreover, they of-
fer applicability to a broad variety of problems, having
proven suitable for analyzing intricate systems in con-
densed matter physics [28], quantum field theory [29],
and quantum information [30]. In this sense, our anal-
ysis of the Krylov complexity paves the road to unlock
deeper insights into quantum systems, facilitating the de-
velopment of superior quantum algorithms for different
real-world challenges.

Originally developed to efficiently calculate the expo-
nential of a matrix [3T], B2], Krylov methods have found
widespread use in quantum evolution of states and op-
erators within systems with large Hilbert spaces [33].
These methods involve mapping the system’s evolution
to a non-interacting tight-binding model within the so-
called Krylov space. Such mapping leads to a measure
of complexity that has garnered significant attention in
recent research [25] 20, 28| 34H43]. The key aspect of
this measurement, called K-complexity, lies in the con-
cept of spreading of the one-particle wavefunction over
Krylov basis. In fact, it has been demonstrated that,
by using this basis, the dispersion of a wave packet is
minimized, thereby avoiding ambiguities when defining
the complexity associated with quantum evolution. Sev-
eral authors have extensively considered this measure to
study the transition from integrability to chaos in a va-
riety of systems [44H46]. It is important to note that
when applied to operators, the effectiveness of this com-
plexity measure appears to be contingent on the specific
operator under consideration [39]. Similarly, in the case
of states, it may not yield satisfactory results depend-
ing on the initial conditions [47]. However, in the case
of state evolution, and within the effective tight-binding
model, both the Krylov complexity and the statistics of
the onsite potentials have shown to be promising robust
measures of quantum complexity.

In this paper, we focus on the investigation of the reser-
voir complexity using Krylov methods, to advance in the
optimal design for QRC. However, an important chal-
lenge arises in the case of reservoirs, as we lack a Hamil-
tonian description, having instead an evolution operator
U(t). To overcome this hurdle, we propose to use an
effective Hamiltonian for these reservoir systems, which
involves taking the logarithm of the operator U(¢). To
validate this approach, we first delve into analyzing spin
chains, as a starting point of our research. By careful
examination of the system behavior at different time in-
stances, the Krylov approach is found to effectively quan-
tify the system complexity only when the evolution op-
erator is used for times smaller than the scrambling time
[48], defined as the point where the K-complexity of the
system reaches its asymptotic plateau. Beyond this time,
the system exhibits a level of chaoticity that makes it
challenging to describe it using conventional methods.
We then further proceed with our validation by analyz-

ing the complexity of the standard map, the paradig-
matic system extensively studied for both classical and
quantum chaos, where, as stated before, the quantum
dynamics is governed by an evolution operator, without
a Hamiltonian description. Our results demonstrate that
the Krylov complexity aligns perfectly with other con-
ventional measures of quantum chaos. Most relevant,
by employing the Krylov-based complexity measure, a
valuable insight into the intricate dynamics of quantum
reservoirs is gained, especially for times before the onset
of significant scrambling effects. Additionally, a pivotal
objective of our research is to shed light on the relation-
ship between Krylov methods and other well-established
measures of complexity, providing a comprehensive un-
derstanding of these intriguing quantum systems.

II. RESULTS

We next analyze the performance of quantum reser-
voirs using the Krylov approach to complexity.

In the realm of QRC, random quantum circuits are rep-
resented by a unitary evolution operator U, which creates
a quantum-enhanced representation of the input data. A
problem arises here; although the Krylov method is typ-
ically well-defined for studying quantum systems when
described by a Hamiltonian operator, there is no satisfac-
tory adaptation for the case of unitary operators. This
severe limitation needs to be addressed beforehand, to
make it possible to study the Krylov complexity for quan-
tum reservoirs. To this end, we introduce in Sec. [[TA] a
suitable method to analyze the Krylov complexity with
quantum unitaries, which is then validated by showing
that it can accurately reproduce the properties of two
benchmark quantum systems with chaotic dynamics: the
longitudinal-transverse field Ising model, and the stan-
dard map.

A. Krylov complexity for evolution operators

The method that we propose to use is simple. Given an
evolution operator U, a corresponding effective Hamilto-
nian H.g is calculated as

Hog = —ilogU. (1)

We will show that this choice allows us to use the above
method to characterize the K-complexity of U. The op-
erator Heg is then used to calculate the Lanczos coeffi-
cients and Krylov complexity for an initial quantum state
).

To validate this ansatz, we first apply the proposed
method to the longitudinal-transverse field Ising model,
with nearest neighbor interactions in the z direction, and
a transverse magnetic field in the (z, z) plane. The cor-
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Figure 1. Scaling of the scrambling time (¢s) with the num-
ber of quantum spins (n) in the Ising model (2). The inset
illustrates the calculation of the scrambling time, defined as
the duration required for the K-complexity Cy, as defined in
Eq. to reach half of the average value at the plateau for
a system of size n = 10.

responding Hamiltonian is then given by

H =

n n—1
k=

(haof + hsof) = J Y 0ioiya, (2)
1 k=1

where n is the number of spin —1/2 sites in the chain, o7,
is the Pauli operator at site k = 1,2, -- ,n in the x, y and
z directions, h; and h, are the components of the mag-
netic field, and J is the nearest-neighbor coupling. To
expand an operator in the Krylov space, it is necessary
to work in a symmetry subspace. Our system is invariant
under reflection with respect to the centre of the chain.
In this work, we always operate in the positive parity
subspace and fix the coefficients h, = J = 1. Hamilto-
nian is integrable for h, = 0 and for h, = 3, while
it exhibits a quantum chaotic behavior for intermediate
values of h,.

We next construct the evolution operator U = e
for our Hamiltonian. In this case, the unitary is also
normalized to the chosen time T', to recover the scale of
the original Hamiltonian. Finally, the chaotic properties
of Heg associated with the Ising model are computed
for three different values of the characteristic time. The
longest one is taken as the Heisenberg time,

iHT/h

2h
where pg represents the mean density of states around
energy E. The second time is the scrambling time tg,
defined as the time it takes to reach half the value of the
saturation of the K —complexity calculated using H of
Eq. . Figure shows the scaling of the scrambling time
with the number of spins of the quantum system, which
increases cubically with n. This power law behavior is
characteristic of integrable or mixed systems than chaotic
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Figure 2. Mean value of the distribution of the ratio of con-
secutive level spacings 7 for the Ising model of Eq. as a
function of the coupling constant h,. The values 7 ~ 0.386
(horizontal dashed line) and 7 ~ 0.536 (horizontal dotted line)
corresponds to a regular and a chaotic system, respectively.
The Hamiltonian has been constructed from the unitary evo-
lution operator for three different times: the Heisenberg time
(tm), the scrambling time (ts), and a shorter period of time
(ts/25). The black curves represent the statistics obtained
with the Ising model Hamiltonian.

[49], which requires a more detailed study that we will
do in the future. A representation of how the scrambling
time is defined is shown in the inset. Finally, a third time
is chosen, corresponding to a short period of time tg/25.

With these three time scales, we study the chaotic dy-
namics of the Ising Hamiltonian for different values of h,
for a system with n = 10 spins. The results are displayed
in Fig. 2] There, the black curve shows the mean value
of the distribution of the ratio of consecutive level spac-
ings 7 calculated with the actual Hamiltonian in Eq.
[50H52], which indicates the regular or chaotic character
of the system according to criteria of random matrix the-
ory [53]. This curve clearly shows a very sudden phase
transition from an integrable system for h, ~ 0 to a
chaotic system for h, ~ 1, and gradually back to an in-
tegrable system for h, = 3. On the other hand, the color
curves show the values of 7 calculated with the effective
Hamiltonian H.g for the three characteristic times using
Eq. . As can be seen, when the time scale is short,
i.e., tg/25, Heg correctly reproduces the behavior of 7.
However, when the characteristic time increases, the re-
sulting effective Hamiltonian loses the phase transition,
becoming integrable for all values of h,.

To complete our study, we show in Fig. [3| the mean
K —complexity, Cl, and the variance of the Lanczos co-
efficients a and b for the same three time scales considered
before. The Krylov complexity has been computed using
several initial states ) [see Eq. (7)], that are eigenstates
of H in the integrable regime (h, > 5). Let us remark
that the choice of the initial states is vital to accurately
capture the evolution of the K-complexity with h, [47].
The results in Fig. 3| (a) shows that the variance of a
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Figure 3. (a) Variance of the Lanczos coefficients a and b for
the Ising model with n = 10 spins, as a function of h.. (b)
Mean K-complexity (Cy) as a function of h.. The three times
used are the same as in Fig.

and b increases with h, for the true Hamiltonian (black
curve). However, as the time period becomes longer, the
variance of such coefficients increases in a slower fashion
(colored curves). In fact, in the limit ¢ = ¢y the variance
of the coefficients is basically constant. Complementarily,
Fig. 3| (b) shows C} at the saturation time for the dif-
ferent time scales, from which it can be concluded that,
while for t = tg/25 the dynamics of C}, is correctly re-
produced, the pattern is completely lost at ¢ = tg, and
for t = tg it exhibits an intermediate dynamics.

The previous results show that as long as the time
of the evolution operator is small enough, the effective
Hamiltonian, introduced by us in Eq. (1)), is able cor-
rectly reproduce the chaotic dynamics of the system (),
as well as the K—complexity (Cy). Notably, the compu-
tational time and resources required to apply this method
to large-scale systems can be substantially reduced by
considering only the first few coefficients of the Lanc-
zos sequence. As it is shown in the Supplemental Ma-
terial [V B] the coefficients still allow for an accurate re-
production of the Krylov statistics and complexity.

To further confirm our previous conclusions, we con-
sider a second benchmark system, with different math-
ematical characteristics. This system is the (quantum)
standard map, a quantum mechanical version of the clas-
sical standard map, which describes the dynamics of a pe-
riodically kicked rotor system on a torus. The associated
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Figure 4. Variation of 7 as a function of the chaos parameter
k for the standard map.

torus structure gives rise to periodicity in both position
and momentum. When quantized, this periodicity leads
to a discrete Hilbert space with a dimension of N, and
Planck constant denoted as h = 1/(27N).

Mathematically, the standard map is defined by a uni-
tary operator U, such that

) — U ) = e~ Br e~ Boos2md) gy (g

where % is the position operator, p is the momentum
operator, and k is the chaos parameter. For small values
of k, the level spacing statistics (7) is described by the
Poisson law, and by the Wigner-Dyson law of the random
matrix theory for large values of k. This behavior is
depicted in Fig. |4 which shows the variation of 7 with the
parameter k for different sizes of the Hilbert space. As
can be seen, the evolution of 7 is qualitatively equivalent
for all different system sizes considered.

Similarly to what we did before with the Ising model,
for which the system Hamiltonian was known, we have
obtained the mean complexity C}, and variance of the
Lanczos coefficients with the effective Hamiltonian H.g
in Eq. . The results, displayed in Fig. 5] show that also
in this case the Krylov statistics correctly reproduce the
quantum chaotic behavior of the system. In particular,
Fig. [5| (a) shows that the variance of the Lanczos coef-
ficients decreases as k increases, in accordance with the
behavior of the mean level spacing 7. Moreover, Fig. [5((b)
shows that the mean and variance of the K —complexity
also increase (decrease) with k, result which also repro-
duces the integrable-chaotic transition taking place in the
system with k. Here, variances are calculated over the
100 simulations varying the initial state |1} of the system
(see Eq. , which are all chosen to be eigenstates of the
standard map in the integrable region with k£ = 0.01.

In summary, we can state that our results reflect that
the Krylov dynamics obtained with the effective Hamilto-
nian correctly captures the complexity and chaotic prop-
erties of a quantum map. This confirms the fact that our
construction of Heg is a valid method to compute the
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Figure 5. Same as Fig. |3| for the standard map with Hilbert
space sizes N = 100, 200,400 and 800.

K —complexity of a unitary operator, which will be next
used to calculate the Krylov statistics for the title case
of multiple quantum reservoirs.

B. Krylov complexity for quantum reservoirs

Once our method, described in Sect.[[TA] has been val-
idated, we proceed to discuss the results for the chaotic
and Krylov statistics of seven families of random quan-
tum circuits, which often serve as quantum reservoirs,
and compare them with their performance in QRC (see
Sect. .

We begin by analyzing the statistics of the Lanczos
coefficients, together with the mean and variance of the
K —complexity for the seven families of quantum reser-
voirs. The corresponding results are presented in Fig. [6}
In particular, Fig.[6] (a) depicts the variance of the Lanc-
zos coefficients a and b, showing that the families achiev-
ing better performance (lower MSE) are also those with
smaller variance in a and b. The variances here have
been calculated over 100 simulations performed for each
family. The initial state [¢) is here chosen randomly
from the computational basis. Moreover, Fig. |§| (b) also
indicates the existence of a significant correlation in the
mean and variance of the K —complexity, with the better-
performing reservoirs having lower Var(Cy) and higher
C},. Therefore, these results clearly show that the Krylov
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Figure 6. Same as Fig. [3] for the seven families of quantum
reservoirs for n = 10,8 and 6. Cj and Var(ﬁk) have been
normalized with the dimension of the Hilbert space for better
visualization.

statistics are an excellent choice for designing optimal
quantum reservoirs, that present high performance for
quantum machine learning tasks.

One final point is worth discussing here. In Refs. [9
10], we studied the distribution of the unitary operators
generated by the seven families of quantum reservoirs
in the Pauli space, which is the space of quantum op-
erators. Using a simple toy model of two qubits, we
demonstrated that the less complex families of reservoirs,
G1 and G2, only span a small subspace of the operator
space. On the other hand, the more complex families,
such as G3 and MG, uniformly sample the entire oper-
ator space, resulting in improved performance in QRC.
Now, the Krylov approach to complexity further clari-
fies and allows a better understanding of this result. In-
deed, the K —complexity measures the average dimension
of the Krylov subspace required to represent the evolu-
tion of an initial state over time, described by the uni-
tary operator sampled from any of the quantum reservoir
families. Therefore, only the families able to generate
the whole set of quantum operators will be able to span
larger Krylov subspaces, then giving rise to higher val-
ues of Cj. On the contrary, families that only produce
non-universal, limited sets of quantum operators will re-
sult in low-dimensional Krylov spaces, leading to lower
complexity values.

This is clearly seen in the results of Fig. [7] which com-
pares the mean squared error (MSE) of the predictions in
the machine learning tasks [panel (a)] reported in Ref. [9],
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Figure 7. (a) Mean Squared Error (MSE) obtained with the
quantum reservoir computing algorithm for the seven families
of quantum reservoirs and the two molecules: LiH (n = 8) and
H20 (n = 10). (b) Variation of 7 for the different families of
quantum reservoirs with sizes n = 6,8 and 10.

with the mean energy level spacing, 7, for the seven fami-
lies of quantum reservoirs [panel (b)] obtained here. The
results show that there is a strong correlation between
the quantum chaotic behavior of the families of quantum
circuits and the performance in QRC. Actually, the fam-
ilies with higher values 7, such as the G3 and MG, are
also the ones providing better performance as quantum
reservoirs. On the contrary, G1 and G2 are the families
with worse performance, which also present lower val-
ues of 7. Finally, the diagonal circuits Do, D3 and Dy
provide intermediate results both in terms of MSE and
T.

III. METHODS
A. Quantum reservoir computing

The idea of QRC lies in using a Hilbert space as a high-
dimensional embedding of the input data. In this way,
the extracted features enhanced by quantum operations
are used to feed a classical machine learning model, which
predicts the desired target.

Consider the dataset {(z;,y;)}, where z; are the input
samples and y; the target outputs. The goal of the ma-
chine learning algorithm is to predict the desired output
y; given an input data sample x;. In this work, the in-

put data x; represents the electronic ground state of a
molecule, and the output y; is the first excited energy
of such molecule (see Sect. . The data samples
are encoded as an n-qubit quantum state |z;). Then,
a random unitary transformation U, implemented by a
quantum circuit, is applied to extract features from the
input data, resulting in the quantum state U |x;). The
operator U is sampled from a carefully selected family of
operators, such that U creates enough entanglement to
generate useful transformations of the input data while
being experimentally feasible. For this reason, the design
of the reservoir U is crucial for the optimal performance
of the algorithm. In this work, the QRs are designed as
random quantum circuits whose gates are chosen from a
family containing a finite set of gates. That is, given a
family of quantum gates, a quantum circuit is generated
by uniformly sampling gates from that family. The depth
of the circuit is fixed to depth = 40, and 100 simulations
are run for each of the families. We have repeated the ex-
periments with circuits with different number of qubits,
n = 6,8 and 10. The K—complexity and the statistics of
the Lanczos coefficients of the resulting unitary operators
U will be compared with the performance of the quantum
reservoirs in the machine learning task presented in Sect.
for two molecules: LiH, requiring n = 8 qubits,
and H,O, requiring n = 10 qubits.

After applying U to the initial quantum state,
the expected value of single-qubit observables is
measured. These observables are Pauli operators
{X0,20,---X;,Z;,--- , XN, Zn}, where X, Z; represent
the Pauli operators X, Z applied to qubit j. Notice that,
in general, a n-qubit unitary U transforms a simple ob-
servable Z (or X) into a linear combination of Pauli op-
erators

UZU' =" ap Py, (5)
k

where {Py} are tensor products of local Pauli opera-
tors. Therefore, measuring single Pauli operators of a
state which has received a unitary transformation could
produce complex nonlinear outputs, which could be rep-
resented as a linear combination of exponentially many
nonlinear functions [54].

Finally, the  extracted — features o =
(X1),(Z1), -+ ,(XNn),{ZN)), are fed to a classical
ML algorithm, usually a linear model. Even though
more complex models can be used, the quantum reser-
voir should be able to extract valuable features so
that a simple machine learning model can predict the
target y. A linear model with regularization, called
ridge regression, is enough to learn the output. Ridge
regression minimizes the following expression

T
Dol =Wz +~ [[WI]?, (6)

t=1

MSE,(9,y) =

S

where ~ is the regularization parameter and W are the
linear coefficients and || - ||? is the L? norm. This loss



function prevents the algorithm from learning large co-
efficients W, which usually leads to unstable training
and poor generalization capacity. ~ is a hyperparame-
ter which needs to be tuned depending on the problem
at hand. When ~ is too large, the model will learn very
small values of W, which leads to predicting constant
values. On the other hand, if v is too small the chances
of overfitting increase.

1. Families of quantum reservoirs

The design of the quantum reservoir is crucial for the
performance of the algorithm. For this reason, seven fam-
ilies of quantum circuits are studied. For a given family,
the quantum circuit is built by adding a fixed number
of random quantum gates from such family. For each
family, 100 simulations are carried out.

The seven families of quantum reservoirs can be or-
dered in terms of complexity according to the majoriza-
tion principle [21], which in turn corresponds to differ-
ent performances in QRC [9]. In this study, we will
demonstrate that the distinction in complexity can also
be quantified using the Krylov evolution. As a result,
Krylov measures offer excellent means to identify optimal
families of random quantum circuits for machine learning
tasks. This approach provides a more precise and quanti-
tative method for comprehending the variations between
various quantum reservoir designs, enabling the formu-
lation of practical guidelines for efficient quantum algo-
rithm implementations. Additionally, it bridges the gap
between quantum machine learning designs and quan-
tum complexity theory, opening up new possibilities for
advancements in quantum machine learning research.

The seven families considered are the following. The
first 3 circuits are constructed from a few generators:
Gl = {CNOT, H, X}, G2 = {CNOT, H, S}, and
G3={CNOT, H, T}, where CNOT is the controlled-NOT
gate, H stands for Hadamard, and S and T are 7/4 and
/8 phase gates, respectively. The circuits constructed
from G2 generate the Clifford group [55], and G1 gen-
erate a subgroup of Clifford [56]. Therefore, both G1
and G2 are non-universal and classically simulatable. On
the other hand, G3 is universal and thus approximates
the full unitary group U(N) to arbitrary precision. The
fourth family is composed of Matchgates (MG), which are
two-qubit gates formed from 2 one-qubit gates, A and B,
with the same determinant. Matchgates circuits are also
universal (except when acting on nearest neighbor lines
only) [57, [68]. The last families of gates are diagonal in
the computational basis, which are divided into 3 fami-
lies: D5, D3 and D,,. Here, D5 gates are applied to pairs
of qubits, D3 gates are applied to 3 qubits, and D,, gates
are applied to all the qubits. Diagonal circuits cannot
perform universal computation but they are not always
classically simulatable [59]. For more details about these
families of quantum reservoirs see Appendix [[VA]

2. Quantum machine learning task

In order to assess the performance of the different
quantum reservoirs, a machine learning task needs to
be defined. In this work, the task consists of predict-
ing the first excited electronic energy F; using only the
associated ground state |vg), with energy FEj for the
LiH and H,O molecules. The ground states [t)g)  for
such Hamiltonians are calculated by exact diagonaliza-
tion for different configuration ranges: Ry € [0.5,3.5]
a.uw., Rop € [0.5,1.5] a.u., and ¢pon = 104.45°. The de-
tails of the ground state calculation are given in Ref. [9].
The ground state of the molecules is described using
n = 8 qubits for LiH and n = 10 qubits for H,O. The
datasets {[10)  , E1(R)} R is split into training and test
sets, where the test set contains the 30% of the data
Ry € [1.1,2.0] a.u. and Ron € [1.05,1.35] a.u. and
it is chosen so that the reservoir has to extrapolate to
unseen data. The performance of the seven families of
quantum reservoirs will be compared to the Krylov evo-
lution.

B. The Krylov approach to complexity

The Krylov method is a numerical technique originally
designed to approximate the action of a matrix or opera-
tor on a vector, without explicitly calculating the full ma-
trix elements [31],[32]. It is particularly useful when deal-
ing with large matrices or operators, which are common
in quantum mechanics, especially in the context of solv-
ing the time-dependent Schrodinger equation, Heisenberg
evolution of operators, or eigenvalue problems [33, [60-
66]. Notably, it has been recently used to determine the
complexity of quantum evolution for both operators and
states [25H27]. In this work, we focus on the second case,
i.e., states.

Let us consider a state |¢) in a complex Hilbert space
H with dimensionality N, i.e., # = CV. This state
evolves under the influence of a time-independent Hamil-
tonian denoted by H € End(H). We introduce the D-
dimensional Krylov subspace, denoted as Kp,

Kp =Span{|¢>7H|¢>7---aHD_l|¢>}- (7)

To ensure generality, we assume that the state |¢)) and
the Hamiltonian H do not share any symmetries, mean-
ing Ky = H. When there are shared symmetries, the
time evolution is constrained within their respective sub-
spaces. Consequently, the problem should be redefined
to operate solely within that subspace.

The Krylov method endeavors to approximate the
time-evolved state |1(t)) using the most optimal element
from the set Xp. To accomplish this, we create a set
of orthonormal basis vectors, denoted as Bp = {|vg) =
[¥), ..., lvp_1)}, for the Krylov subspace. Usually, the
basis is created using Lanczos’s algorithm, which is a
modified version of the Gram-Schmidt procedure. Lanc-



zos’s algorithm leverages the fact that orthonormaliza-
tion is only required for the last two vectors in the ba-
sis. In order for the Krylov subspace to fully encompass
the entire evolution at all times, it must span the entire
Hilbert space, meaning that D = N, where D represents
the dimension of the Hilbert space. By following this
approach, the Hamiltonian is transformed into its tridi-
agonal form,

H |v) = an |vg) + bry1 [veyr) + bk [ve—1),  (8)

where a;, and by are values that define the Lanczos se-
quences. This observation leads us to interpret the sys-
tem on the Krylov basis, as a 1-D non-interacting tight-
binding model. An initial state localized at one end of
this effective chain evolves under the influence of the on-
site potentials a; and hopping amplitudes by at the nth
site—causing the excitation to propagate and populate
the rest of the lattice.

By expressing the evolved state [¢(t)) in this Krylov
basis, we have,

D-1

Vi (t) [vg) 9)

k=0

The coefficients 15 (t) can be obtained by solving the
Schrodinger equation,

i (t) = apn(t) + brp—1(t) + bypprthrr(t)  (10)

From this formalism, the concept of Krylov complexity
denoted by Ci(t) arises, which represents the average
position,

D—

H

e (t)]*. (11)

k=0

This complexity measure can be understood as the av-
erage dimension of the Krylov subspace needed to ac-
curately represent the evolution of the initial state over
time.

In recent studies [44440], the potential of using Krylov
complexity as a reliable measure to assess the transition
from integrability to chaos has been explored. This in-
vestigation has been conducted in various systems, in-
cluding those with and without semiclassical limits. The
results indicate that both the complexity and variance of
the Lanczos coefficients provide an excellent description
of this transition when considering Krylov evolution for
states.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In the realm of the rapidly progressing field of de-
veloping quantum methods for NISQ devices, which is
aimed at surpassing classical approaches using the cur-
rently available quantum computers, QRC algorithm has

emerged as a standout approach. This algorithm har-
nesses the inherent properties and dynamics of a quan-
tum system, referred to as the quantum reservoir, to dis-
cover hidden patterns within the input data crucial to
perform optimal machine learning tasks. Indeed, the de-
sign of the quantum reservoir is of uttermost importance
for the successful implementation of the algorithm. In
this respect, it was recently proven that the complexity
of the quantum reservoir, measured by the majorization
criterion [21], is an excellent indicator of performance in
machine learning tasks [9] [10].

Building upon this knowledge, the present work ex-
pands the understanding by providing a quantitative and
precise method to assess the performance of quantum
reservoirs, employing the Krylov approach to complex-
ity. To achieve this, we first had to develop a technique
able to calculate the Krylov evolution for quantum uni-
tary operators. Through this approach, we successfully
reproduced the chaotic phase transition of two quantum
systems, namely the longitudinal-transverse field Ising
Hamiltonian and the standard map, validating our ansatz
of Eq. .

Subsequently, we demonstrated that Krylov statistics,
including the mean K —complexity at saturation Cj and
its variance Var(C}), along with the variance of the Lanc-
zos coefficients, exhibit a strong correlation with the
performance of quantum reservoirs. Consequently, the
Krylov evolution emerges as an efficient and precise tool
for estimating the performance of QRC. These findings
hold immense promise for designing optimal quantum al-
gorithms involving random quantum systems, facilitating
successful implementations of quantum machine learning
methods.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR
QUANTUM RESERVOIR COMPLEXITY BY KRYLOV EVOLUTION APPROACH

A. Families of Quantum reservoirs

The seven families of quantum reservoirs considered in this work are the following:

1. G1: The quantum circuit is constructed from the generator G1 = {CNOT, H, X}, where CNOT is the controlled-
NOT gate, H stands for Hadamard, and X is the NOT gate. The set G1 generates a subgroup of Clifford [56]
group, and thus is non-universal and classically simulatable.

2. G2: The quantum circuit is constructed from the generator G2 = {CNOT, H, S}, with S being the 7/4 phase
gate. The circuits constructed from G2 generate the whole Clifford group [55], so they are non-universal and
classically simulatable, but more complex than G1 circuits.

3. G3: The quantum circuit is constructed from the generator G3={CNOT,H, T}, where T is the 7/8 phase gate.
G3 is universal and thus approximates the full unitary group U(NV) to arbitrary precision.

4. Matchgates (MG): Two-qubit gates formed by 2 one-qubit gates, A and B, with the same determinant. A
acts on the subspace spanned by |00) and [11), while B acts on the subspace spanned by |01) and |10). A and
B are randomly sampled from the unitary group U(2):

aq 0 0 as
0 b1 by O
0 by by 0]’
as 0 0 a4

G(A,B) = |A| = [B. (12)

Matchgates circuits are also universal (except when acting only on nearest neighboring lines) [57), 58].

5. Diagonal-gate circuits (D2, D3, D,): The last families of gates are diagonal in the computational basis.
The diagonal gates are separated into 3 families: Dy, D3 and D,,. Here, Dy gates are applied to pairs of qubits,
D3 gates are applied to 3 qubits, and D,, gates are applied to all qubits.

eltr 0 ... 0
0 €% ... 0
Dk(¢17"' 7¢2k): : . .. : B (13)
0 0 ... ePa2k

for k € {2,3,n}, and with ¢; chosen uniformly from [0,27) Vi. The gates are applied on all combinations
of k (out of n) qubits, the ordering being random. At the beginning and at the end of the circuit (after the
initialization of the state), Hadamard gates are applied to all qubits. As diagonal gates commute, they can
be applied simultaneously. Diagonal circuits cannot perform universal computation but they are not always
classically simulatable [59]. As opposed to the other families of circuits, which can be of arbitrary depth, the

diagonal Dy, D3 and D,, families contain a fixed number of gates, being those (g), (g) and 1 gates, respectively.

B. Krylov approach with reduced Lanczos coefficients

In this section, we study the performance of the Krylov approach when considering only a simplified subset of
coefficients from the complete Lanczos sequence. Rather than calculating the Krylov complexity and statistics using
all coefficients a and b, we perform the calculations here using only a fraction of these coefficients while disregarding
the tail end of the sequence. The percentage of the sequence of the Lanczos coefficients used for the calculations will
be called Lanczos Sequence (LS) from now on.

Figure |8 (top panel) illustrates the variance of a and b, while Fig. [§ (bottom panel) shows the mean complexity
C}, for the Ising model with n = 10 spins. The colored lines in the graphs represent the obtained statistics using all
Lanczos coefficients (green) and also when using only a fraction of them, with LS = 50% (red), 25% (blue), and 12.5%
(black). As can be seen in the bottom panel, the transition of the K —complexity is accurately reproduced when using
all Lanczos coefficients and also fairly well reproduced when only 50% of the coefficients are included. On the contrary,
the K —complexity phase transition is completely lost when using only a small fraction of coefficients, for example,
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Figure 8. (top) Variance of the Lanczos coefficients a and b for the Ising model with n = 10 spins, as a function of k. (bottom)
Mean K-complexity (C%) as a function of h.. The size of the Lanczos sequence (LS) is reduced to 100%, 50%, 25% and 12.5%.

12.5%. On the other hand (top panel), the evolution of the variance of the Lanczos coeflicients is well reproduced
even when using very small fractions of the Lanczos sequence, as it consistently exhibits a growing behavior with
respect to h,. More interestingly, the variance obtained from smaller fractions of coefficients actually shows higher
variances than those obtained from the entire set of coefficients. These findings indicate that when studying the
dynamics of Lanczos coefficients, one can focus solely on the first few values and still achieve accurate results, leading
to a significant reduction in the computational complexity of the method. As for the K —complexity, its evolution is
reasonably replicated when using smaller sets of coefficients, but its trend becomes completely lost when considering
only the initial few values.

Finally, the same trends are observed when studying the quantum standard map for N = 400, as depicted in Fig. [0
The behavior of the variance of the Lanczos coefficients is well-reproduced even for smaller sets of coefficients, with
as little as 12.5% of them being sufficient. Moreover, the K —complexity is also well-reproduced when using only 50%
of the coefficients, but its dynamics are lost when using 25% and 12.5% of the coefficients. These results highlight
the computational efficiency of the Krylov approach, as significantly reducing the size of the Lanczos coefficients still
allows for an accurate reproduction of the Krylov statistics and complexity. Consequently, employing only the first
coeflicients of the Lanczos sequence can substantially reduce the computational time and resources required to apply
this method to large-scale systems.
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Figure 9. Same as Fig. |8 for the quantum standard map with N = 400.
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