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ABSTRACT: Recent studies have shown that there is a strong interplay between quantum
complexity and quantum chaos. In this work, we consider a new method to study geomet-
ric complexity for interacting non-Gaussian quantum mechanical systems to benchmark
the quantum chaos in a well-known oscillator model. In particular, we study the circuit
complexity for the unitary time-evolution operator of a non-Gaussian bosonic quantum me-
chanical system. Our results indicate that, within some limitations, geometric complexity
can indeed be a good indicator of quantum chaos.
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1 Introduction

Chaos is a ubiquitous phenomenon in the macroscopic world. Unlike random systems,
chaotic systems come from deterministic theories. However, due to the lack of arbitrarily
precise measurements, the exponential sensitivity to initial conditions in chaotic systems
makes long-term prediction unrealistic. Typically, one denotes the timescale for validity
of deterministic evolution as the ‘Lyapunov time’. Classically', there are several well-
behaved criterion to distinguish chaotic systems without fully having to analyse their dy-
namics. Firstly, for chaotic systems, two nearby trajectories in phase space start separating
exponentially according to Lyapunov exponents while for non-chaotic ones, the distance
between trajectories evolves according to some power law. Secondly, for a bounded sys-
tem, the phase space of chaotic system often exhibit the existence of a strange attractor
behaviour?, which has a fractal (non-integer) dimension. Mathematically, we can also de-
termine the integrability of a Hamiltonian system from its phase-space dynamics, which is
a sufficient (although not necessary) condition for being non-chaotic [1].

On the other hand, we now (quite rightly) assume that the world around us is fun-
damentally quantum in nature. However, the quantum analogue of the classical chaos
described above is yet not that obvious. The minimal unit in phase space for quantum
mechanical systems is not a point anymore because of the Heisenberg uncertainty principle,
and therefore the analogy with the trajectory separation is not available any longer. In
addition, quantum states that differ slightly in their initial conditions will maintain their
inner product throughout the entire evolution due to unitarity, and hence this is not a
good measure to quantify the “growth” in the separation of these states. Moreover, since

1By classical, we would typically mean Newtonian dynamics or General Relativistic systems.
2An attractor is a set of points in phase space that the system evolves towards over time regardless of
its initial starting point.



we understand the world through classical instruments, it implies that we do need a corre-
spondence between quantum microphysics and macroscopic observables. This, of course,
includes the classical/quantum correspondence for chaos. Generally, quantum chaos refers
to the study of the sub-class of quantum systems whose classical limits are chaotic. Going
beyond the pivotal role it plays in quantum many-body physics, recently quantum chaos
has also had increasingly closer interactions with quantum gravity [2-14]. For example, in
Holography, it is argued that black holes are described by maximally chaotic (dual) sys-
tems such as the Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) model, which imposes a bound on the quantum
Lyapunov exponent: A < 27kgT'/h [6].

There are a few proposals which have been advanced to diagnose quantum chaos,
namely Random Matrix Theory (RMT) [1, 15], Out-of-Time-Ordered Correlations (OTOCs)
[16], Entangelment Entropy [17, 18], Eigenstate Thermalization Hypothesis (ETH) [19],
Berry’s Phase [20] and fractal methods [21, 22]. These techniques have been widely used
and they vary in their ability to successfully characterize features of a quantum chaotic
system. However, not only are some of these methods very difficult to compute, they also
have limitations in identifying chaos in complicated setups. For example, recent studies
on the mass-deformed SYK model revealed a conflict between the RMT and OTOC diag-
nostics [23, 24|, and it was argued that the two probes capture features for two different
temporal regimes. While OTOC could only capture the early-time behaviour of the system
[25], RMT was successful in determining the late-time dynamics.

Motivated by the need to have a better understanding of quantum chaos and the lack
of a universal, computable probe to diagnose it, quantum complezity was recently proposed
as a complementary diagnostic which might be able to do so [26-31]. In this paper, we
explore the effectiveness of the notion of complexity to identify the dynamics of a quantum
chaotic systems. If we assume that the universe is a quantum computer with a certain
capacity, circuit complexity measures how difficult it is to prepare a state starting from
another quantum state [32-36]. On the other hand, in a quantum chaotic system, the effect
of a quench acting on a state is expected to be quickly scrambled across the system. Due to
large number of basis states, it is not realistic to describe the fine-grained time-evolution of
the system, i.e., the one given by the unitary evolution in terms of Hamiltonian. Instead, a
coarse-grained measure needs to be considered. The time dependence of complexity in some
sense indicates how fast (or how difficult) is this scrambling process by defining another
measure of evolution. In other words, chaos may be related to the potential of minimal
evolution instead of physical evolution. In this sense, complexity may serve as a diagnosis
to detect quantum chaos. By now, there is a quite a few papers that have described how
circuit complexity can be used to diagnose chaos [26, 28, 37-41]. In particular, the early
evolution of complexity for a chaotic system, with NV degrees of freedom, has been claimed
to show linear growth [42] (until the time ¢ ~ ¢” when the complexity saturates).

There are different notions of complexity. Krylov complexity is one such that quantifies
the operator growth through its dependence on the so-called ‘Lanczoz coefficients™ [30, 44,

3For computing Krylov complexity, the evolution of operator growth is mapped to a single particle
hopping on an one-dimensional chain with the hopping amplitudes governed by the Lanczos coefficients
[30, 43].



45]. Since one expects chaotic systems to show complex growth of local operators in time,
it has been shown how the statistics of these Lanczos coefficients can be related to quantum
chaos [46-48]. Krylov complexity has been studied recently for well-known chaotic systems,
both with [47] and without [49, 50] having classical counterparts®. In this work, we shall use
a different measure of complexity, namely geometric (circuit) complexity [32-35, 51-57], as
the tool to diagnose chaos in a coupled oscillator system. We will make the definition of
geometric complexity more precise later on, but for now, let us point out why our work is
a significant improvement upon previous attempts made in this direction.

In [37], a concrete way to diagnose quantum chaos from geometric complexity had
been proposed. In order to diagnose chaos in quantum systems, one proposal is to use
the complexity between the reference state and target state by evolving the reference state
forward in time ¢ with Hamiltonian H and backwards in time ¢ with Hamiltonian H + dH,
where 0 H is the small perturbation, that is:

or) = /T ) = U [yg) (L1)
The argument is that a linear growth of complexity will mean that the small perturbation
grows in time and can be considered to characterise quantum chaos in the system. Although
this idea is certainly a novel one, it has one major loophole. A simple check of oscillator
systems with a quadratic potentials shows that the linear growth does not always refer
to quantum chaos. If the classical potential has an unstable saddle point, the complexity
transfers from showing an oscillating behaviour to having linear growth. This is best
reflected in the case of an inverse harmonic oscillator, which is a classically solvable system
with no chaotic behaviour, and yet has linear growth of complexity. The growth comes from
the fact that the distance of trajectories that begin very close from nearby saddle points
will in general grow exponentially, leading to a false Lyapunov parameter. In fact, this
loophole in using complexity as a way to detect chaos is the same one that appears when
using Lyapunov coefficients of OTOCs, which grow exponentially in integrable systems
containing isolated saddle points [58]. On the other hand, geometric complexity is difficult
to compute for non-Gaussian setups which do not have a closed algebra for the local
operators. It is the same reason why we only have partial results regarding applying
circuit complexity to interacting quantum systems using different approximation schemes
[55, 59, 60]°. This means systems which are potentially interesting from the point of view
of chaos (in the sense of displaying truly chaotic dynamics as opposed to artefacts of having
unstable saddle points) are precisely the ones hard to test using geometric complexity.

This is the gap that our paper tries to fill by applying a recently proposed algorithm
to compute geometric complexity for interacting quantum mechanical systems [59, 66] to a
coupled oscillator system. More concretely, we will be studying the Pullen-Edmonds model

[67]:
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“For more details, interested readers are referred to the following review [31], and references therein.
5Circuit complexity for circuit generated by symmetry generators for certain quantum field theories,
e.g. CFT, warped CFT and BMS; has been computed [61-65]. But the connection to chaos has not been
explored.
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with A being positive, which is well-established as a truly chaotic system. In this case, the
system is bounded by a positive potential and thus any linear growth of complexity can be
conjectured to be the diagnosis of quantum chaos rather than the result of any instability
in the potential. Our method, although providing only an upper bound on complexity, is
an improvement on other approaches since it is not restricted to a small range of early-
time behaviour [60], the latter being a regime in which it would be difficult to establish the
chaotic nature of a system.

In Section 2, we start by reviewing this model using the RMT method to establish its
chaotic antecedents. In Section 3, we give a detailed description of the geometric method
that we will be using to compute the complexity for non-Gaussian systems. Then we
compute the time dependence of complexity for our chaotic model. We are able to show
that the geometric complexity reveals a linear growth for our chaotic system and is indeed
a diagnosis to identify such behaviour. Thus, we use this model to benchmark the effective
of circuit complexity to quantify chaos. We end by summarising our results and comparing
this method to existing ones in the literature.

2 Calculation from Random Matrix Theory

Random Matrix Theory (RMT) is a widely accepted diagnostic to probe quantum chaos.
It states that the statistical behaviour of the spectrum of a quantum chaotic system can be
described by that of a random matrix® [69-71]. A random matrix is a matrix with random
variables as its entries, which all obey the same statistical properties.

There are three random matrix ensembles that are relevant to the discussion depending
on the symmetries of the quantum system. For an integrable system, according to Berry-
Tabor Conjecture, its spectrum statistics are described by the Poisson Ensemble”, with the
Probability Density Function (PDF) of its level spacing, defined as the difference of two
successive energy eigenvalues, given by:

PPoisson(S) =e° (21)

where s is the dimensionless normalised level spacings where we have set the mean level
spacing to 1.

For chaotic systems with time-reversal symmetry and those that do not have time-
reversal symmetry, their level spacing statistics matches the Gaussian Orthogonal Ensemble
(GOE) and the Gaussian Unitary Ensemble (GUE), respectively:

32
Poon(s) = g5 ™4 Poup(s) = Z5s%e (2.2)

Their shapes are as shown in Fig. 1.

6There are some non-generic counterexamples [68].
"Note that additional symmetries of the system will introduce commensurability of the spectra, which
will lead to deviations from the Poisson PDF.
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Figure 1. The PDFs corresponding to the three different ensembles.

Our Hamiltonian (1.2) is clearly time-reversal symmetric, and thus we expect that the
spectrum structure will be similar to that of GOE if it is indeed chaotic. For convenience of
numerical computations, we set some of the parameters of the Hamiltonian (1.2) to unity

to find
2 2 2 2

H:%+%+%+%+Am2y2, (2.3)
with A > 0. Note that this analysis to identify the chaotic nature of our Hamiltonian exists
in the literature [72], and we are simply reproducing those results to unify notation and
for the ease of the reader. Classically, this model transfers from having quasi-periodicity to
becoming chaotic as the energy increases. Correspondingly, there is degeneracy of energy
eigenvalues at low energy level due to the symmetry x <> y, while at higher energy levels,
the quartic potential introduces repulsion to the level spacing statistics. By setting A = 0.1,
it can be shown through numerical plots (see Fig. 2) that the system approaches GOE as
we raise the energy cut off.

To capture the energy dependence of quantum chaos, we use the statistical quantity
of residual squared R? as our fitting parameter. Suppose we have data of a set of energy
eigenvalue level spacings {ag,}, with ¢ running from 0 to n, and a fitting function f(x),
which for our case is the GOE density function, then the R? is defined as:

n
R*:= ) [(a0, — f(2:))] (2:4)
i=0
where we have ignored the normalising parameter since we are only interested in the com-
parison between different energy levels. The smaller the value of R? is, the better the fitting
function. We see a clear decreasing curve for R? in Fig. 3, implying that the system gets
more chaotic as it goes to higher energy eigenvalues.

In conclusion, we recover the expected result that the Hamiltonian (1.2), with a non-
zero perturbation parameter A, reveals a statistical behaviour similar to the Gaussian
Orthogonal Ensemble, which we recognise as quantum chaos for a time-reversal symmetric
system. In contrast, the A = 0 case is an obviously integrable system, with its level spacing
values only being taken at 6F = 0 and §FE = 1, which is not described by GOE. Having
proven that our system is a truly chaotic one for A > 0, that has been characterized by the
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Figure 2. These are four PDFs of energy level spacings at different energy levels. As we can see,

the system become more similar to GOE as the energy increases.

Figure 3. The x-axis is the normalised energy starting point, i.e.
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eigenvalues below this value and only count the energy level spacing higher than that. The y-axis is
the R? as our fitting parameter. As we go to higher energies, the fitting number is smaller, meaning
that the distribution of difference of spectrum is more likely to be GOE.

RMT diagnostic, we next turn to compute the complexity of this system to see if we are



able to recognize the chaotic dynamics in this system from this quantity.

3 Chaos quantified by complexity

3.1 Review of geometric complexity

Nielsen et. al [32-34] made new linkages between differential geometry and quantum com-
plexity in a number of studies, proposing a change from the discrete explanation of gate
complexity to continuous one. They noticed that the problem of determining the quan-
tum complexity of a unitary operation is related to the problem of finding minimal-length
geodesics in certain curved geometry. A geometrical definition of quantum complexity was
first proposed as a tool to constrain the value of gate complexity; from there, it developed
into a contender for a distinctive definition of quantum complexity. This is crucial to apply
circuit complexity to quantum mechanical, and more generally, quantum field-theoretic
systems.

In the geometrical framework, the length of the minimal geodesic on the unitary group
manifold connecting the identity to the evolution operator U is the complexity of this uni-
tary operator. The minimal geodesic corresponds to the optimal circuit. An extension of
the basic idea of the geometrical framework, which was based on unitaries acting on n-qubit
systems, to a general unitary is initially straightforward, but it does lead to several math-
ematical subtleties (see [59] for details). One begins by identifying the set of fundamental
operators related to the target unitary operator and classifying them as “easy” or “hard”.
In order to define a geometry, one then considers a right-invariant metric (G), popularly
known as the penalty factor matrixz that accurately penalizes the directions along the hard
operators such that moving in their direction is discouraged for geodesics in the Lie group.
The choice of the matrix Gy is usually motivated by phenomenological considerations,
inspired by difficulties of performing certain operations [73]. The choice of the metric leads
to a notion of distance on the unitary space, which is given by

ds® = 1

= Gy Te[iUtOlaU Te[iu ' Ot dU| |, 3.1
(0,00 T (0,00 [ | U] 440 (3.1)

where the Oj represents the generators of the unitary group and U plays the role of a
point on the manifold. The trace Tr is taken in a matrix representation of the generators®.
For geodesics, only the right-invariance of the line element matters, but not the specific
form on the entire group. To see this in more detail, recall that an efficient way of de-
termining geodesics on Lie groups equipped with a right invariant metric is by using the
so-called Euler-Arnold equation [74]?, which has been extensively used recently to compute
the geodesics on unitary manifolds [29, 39, 59, 60, 66, 75]. The Euler-Arnold equations
uses the structure constants of the Lie algebra corresponding to the group. No other infor-
mation regarding the group or its form is necessary while solving it. The necessity of the

8In [55], a generalization to studying interacting QFTs was based on using finite-dimensional matrices
for these opeartors while in [60] a truncation was sought based on a power-series expansion in time.

9An English translation of the original French article can be found
here:https://terrytao.wordpress.com/2010/06 /07 /the-euler-arnold-equation/.



right invariance of the line element can be understood from its derivation provided in the
appendix of [59]. But more importantly the Euler-Arnold equation gives geodesic flow on
a manifold equipped with a right invariant metric.
They are given by

av/(s
O v @), (32)
where ff] are the structure constants of the Lie algebra, defined by

(07,05] =ifEOK . (3.3)

The components V! (s) represent the tangent vector (or the velocity) at each point along

Gry

the geodesic, defined by:
dU(s)
ds

Given a solution V7 (s), a further integration of (3.4) results in the path (or trajectory) in

= —iVI(s)O;U(s). (3.4)

the group, guided by the velocity vector V/(s). Generically, this solution can be written
as the path-ordered exponential

U(s) = Pexp < - z/ ds' VI(S')(91> ) (3.5)
0
on which we impose the boundary conditions:
U(s=0)=1 and U(s=1)= Usarget - (3.6)

where Uparget is some target unitary whose complexity we wish to study.

In general, equation (3.2) defines a family of geodesics {V!(s)} on the unitary space.
The boundary condition U(s = 1) = Utarget filters out those geodesics that can realize the
target unitary operator by fixing the magnitude of the tangent vector V' at s = 0 (at the
identity operator). There could be more than one value of the v;’s for which the point of
the target unitary is reached. However, the smallest value is to be considered as we are
looking for the shortest geodesic.

ClUiarge] = _min / dsy/GrLVI(5)VI(s). (37)
{Vi(s)

where the minimization is over all geodesics {V!(s)} from the identity to Utarget -

3.2 Geometric complexity of the considered model

Now we turn our attention to the following Hamiltonian:
o _ P Ph o men,

2m  2m 2
We choose m = w,, = 1 to match with our analyses from the previous section, and we

(2% + %) + Aok (3.8)

relegate the more general case to the Appendix A. This allows us to write the Hamiltonian

in the following form:

A
2

2 2 2
H:%‘Jr%‘Jr +%B+>\x?4x23. (3.9)



We can consider the following generators:

2 2 2 2
Pa |, Ta P | Tp
M, =%A A A PB 7B 1
1Tty Ty Ty (3:.10)
2 2 2 2
Pa T4 bp g
M,=="4 _"4 My == - = a1
ST o YTy e (3:-11)
1 1
Ms = 5(zapa+paza), Ms = 5(eppp +ppTn), (3.12)
My =zx%, Mg=axh My=a%42%. (3.13)
In terms of these generators, the Hamiltonian can be written as:
H = wy, My + wp, Mo + AMy. (314)
Therefore, our target unitary operator is:
Utarget = €Xp < — i(mel + Wi Mo + )ng) t). (3.15)
Now if we take the commutators, we find:
[Ml, Mg} == 2’LM5, (316)
[My, Ms] = —2iM3, (3.17)
[Ms, Ms] = —2i M, (3.18)
[My, My] = 0, (3.19)
[Mn, My] =0, (3.20)
[M7, Mg] = 0, (3.21)
[Ma, M4] = 2iMsg, (3.22)
[My, Mg] = —2iMy, (3.23)
[My, Mg] = —2iMs, (3.24)
[My, Ma] =0, (3.25)
[My, My] =0, (3.26)
[Mla Md = 0’ (327)
[My, My) = —i(23pa + 24paza + zapax? + paz’) = —iMi, (3.28)
(M, Mg] = 0, (3.29)
[My, My| = —i(:CAprzB —i—prAxQB) = —iMi;. (3.30)

This is where we have implicitly made our first approximation. For interacting systems such
as ours, the algebra of the operators do not naturally close and is an infinite-dimensional
one, as expected. However, we have only kept terms to O(4) order. We are already
implicitly forcing our geodesics to be in the lower-dimensional manifold of the full infinitely-
dimensional space by truncating this algebra. In short, this (and neglecting higher-order
terms in the Dyson series, as will be explained shortly) is why we can only claim to find



an upper bound on complexity since there might always be a shorter geodesic available in
the higher-dimensional direction that we have left out (see [59] for more details.)

Using the knowledge obtained from the commutation relation of the operators, we can
proceed to solve the Euler-Arnold equations (3.2) which, in our case, can be written more
explicitly as:

Gndc‘l/; R fRV3GsVO + FEVIGaVE + FOV GroV'0 + faVOG1 VY, (3.31)
G22dc‘l/; ~forV Ges VO + fagVOGaV* + fo5VEG1212V"? + f25VOGrzisV'2, (3.32)
G33dc‘l/; ~fa VIG5V + [ VPGV + 39V G0V + f3 VIG VY, (3.33)
G44ddvs4 ~fHV2GeaVE + fRVOGaV2 + fRVBG1oaV 2 + f3VOG153V3,  (3.34)
G55dc‘l/; ~fE VGV + VGV + fLVTGrVT + [ VOGeV?, (3.35)
G%‘ZV; R fLVEGVE+ fRVAICRVE + [RVEGssVE + f5oV GV, (3.36)
G77dc‘lfs7 ~ VG010V + FROV3G1010VI0 + fLVIGHVT, (3.37)
Gfié%d/d‘/t;8 ~faaV2iG1212V2 + faiV G212V + f5V0GasVE, (3.38)
Gggdd‘f ~falVIG VI + V2G5V + faAV3G 1V (3.39)

+ fosVPGooV? + [V OGoo V7. (3.40)

This is where further approximations are required. In principle, we should consider all
the quartic operators but we would truncate up to those terms that appear in the target
unitary operator. While setting up the Euler-Arnold equation, we have used the “x~” sign
instead of the “=" sign as some of the terms have been neglected. The following arguments
justify why one should be able to do that:

e Step 1: The penalties associated with all the quadratic operators are identical i.e

G11 = G = G33 = Gy = G55 = Geg = p.

e Step 2: The penalties associated with all the quartic operators are equal (¢) and
large (¢ >> p) such that the component of the velocity vector VZ(s) along those
directions are negligible [55]. The penalties of operators of order higher than quartic
order also have prohibitive penalties such that the corresponding V!’s — 0.

These go in line with our primary goal of preferring the lower dimensional manifold (corre-
sponding to the ‘free’ system described by the quadratic operators) and penalizing geodesics
that go in the higher-dimensional directions. Once again, the basis of this is that we are
interested in a ‘perturbative’ notion of geometric complexity that provides a sensible and
rigorous upper bound for us.

The above two approximations considerably simplify the Euler-Arnold equations. Let
us explain in a little more detail. Consider the equation corresponding to the first generator

~10 -



ie dd—‘/:. It has terms like ff$V7G1010V10, f1191V9G1111V11. Owing to the large penalties
associated with My, Mg, Mg and Mg the corresponding components V7, V& V9 V10 would
be negligible. Hence, the contribution of the product of such terms would be extremely
small and hence can be neglected. Using the above argument we can rewrite the above
equations as:

vt

- ~fRVEVE 4 fRVEVE, (3.41)
dv?

K %f§4V4V6 + f§6V6V47 (342)
avs

o RIRVIVE 4 VeV (3.43)
d 4

T‘; ~fLVAVO 4 V2, (3.44)
dv’®

s ~fHVIVE 4 fVV (3.45)
d 6

O RV BV, (3.46)
dV7 10y,17,10 107,37,10 IR veihvat

a5 V' VT4 VIV 4 fisVIVE (3.47)
dV8 12v,27,12 12v,47712 67/8

25 VIV fad VIV 4 fse VIV, (3.48)
dv?

= R VIV + fgVEVE 4 fos VIV 4 fVIVE o fogVOVE L (3.49)

av? av8 av®
a5 a5 and g
associated with the quartic operators My, Mg,My, Mg, M11 and Mo, are much larger

The equations could be immediately simplified. Since the penalties

compared to the quadratic operators (¢ >> p), the components V7, V8 V9 V10 V1l and
V12 are extremely small. Therefore, the products VIV/ where 1< I <6and 7< I <13
would be negligible as V/’s for 1 < I < 6 though finite are not divergent quantities. If we

7 8 9
dc‘{s , d;/; and % can be greatly

take into consideration this argument, then the equations
simplified and can, in fact, be equal to zero.

With these approximations at hand, we can finally express the Euler-Arnold equations

- 11 -



as:

dv!

—— =0, (3.50)
2

W2 o 51

avs

LS| 6 7 (3.52)

ds ’

dv*

— ~ —4V?ys (3.53)

ds ’

dv®

—— ~ vy (3.54)

ds ’

dve

—— AV, (3.55)

dv’ dv® dv?

R0 =m0, =m0 (3.56)

The solutions of these equations can be written as:

Vis) =wv1, V3(s) =y, (3.57)
V3(s) = v3 cos(4svy) — vs sin(4svy), (3.58)
V4(s) = v4 cos(4svy) — vg sin(4svs), (3.59)
V®(s) = vs cos(4sv1) + v3 sin(4svy), (3.60)
VO(s) = vg cos(4svy) + v4 sin(4svy), (3.61)
Vi(s)=wvy, V8(s)=ws, Vs)=ug. (3.62)

The complexity of the target unitary operator in terms of the v;’s is thus given by:

OfUsarger) = \/p(03 + 03 + 03 + 3 + 02 +02) + g0} + 0 +3). (3.63)

We want to know the geodesic for fixed boundary conditions U(s = 0) = I and U(s) =
Utarget to fix the v;’s. The unitary along the geodesic path from the identity with a specific
tangent vector V'(s) is given by the path-ordered exponential:

U(s) = Pexp < — z/ VI(S’)M1d5’> , (3.64)
0
which is a solution to the equation:
au
dis) = V() MU (s) . (3.65)

Solving U(s) would require dealing with the path ordering, which is a notoriously difficult
problem and is usually solved using an iterative approach, which is expressed through the
Dyson expansion. Therefore, the path-ordered exponential can be written as:

U(s):]I—i/ Vl(s’)MIds’—i—(—i)Q/ Vf(s’)MIds'/ VI Mpds" + ... (3.66)
0 0 0

- 12 —



We keep only the leading order term in the Dyson series, which means that we will only be
able to comment on the upper bound'® of complexity rather than its precise value. Since
by ignoring the contribution of the other terms in the Dyson series, we might be ruling out
the possibility of finding a shorter path in the operator space and hence we interpret the
result as upper bound. Including all the terms in the Dyson series gives us the shortest
path among the geodesic curves. Ignoring terms in the Dyson series takes us away from
the shortest path we want. Hence, when we keep only upto the leading order, we are
considering the geodesic curve that is the farthest from the actual shortest one which gives
us the precise complexity. For a detailed explanation, the readers are referred to [59]. By
keeping only the leading order term, we are esssentially writing:

U(s) ~ exp ( i /0 ) VI(s’)MIds’) (3.67)

With the obtained solutions of the Euler-Arnold equations, we can write the above expres-
sion as:

) — Yor sin2(2
Ul(s) %exp(—i(vlle 4 g My + <USSIH( sv1) - vs sin?( Svl))Mg
U1

N <v4 sin(4svy) ;}27}6 sin?(2svs) ) M+ (27}3 sin2(2svliv+ v sin(4svy) ) M
2 1

204 sin? (2 in(4
+< v4 8in”(2sv3) + vg sin( SUZ))MG—|—U7SM7+7)88M8+U93M9+"'))‘

vy
(3.68)
The above equation at s = 1 should reach Usarget, i.e€.
U(S = 1) = Utarget = exp < — Z<M1 + MQ + )\Mg)f) y (369)

which gives us the following values of the integration constants obtained from the Euler-
Arnold equations:

v = t, V2 = t, Vg = )\t, (3.70)

which gives us the complexity of Usarget as follows:

C[Utarget] = \/p(U% + U%) + C])\Qt2 . (371)

One must not forget that there is a periodicity associated with v; and vy. The gen-
erators My and My that correspond to the Hamiltonian of the individual oscillators has
spectrum n; + 1/2 and ng + 1/2, with integer n; and ng. The operators My + My and
M — My thus has an integer spectrum. Therefore, on embedding the finite dimensional
Lie group used here in the infinite dimensional Hilbert space of quantum mechanics, the

10 An interpretation on the upper bound of complexity was also provided in [76, 77].
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generators M + My and M; — M> should exponentiate to an operator with period 27w. To
exploit the condition of periodicity, we note that:

vy M1 + voMy = ((’1}1 + ’Ug)(Ml + MQ) + (Ul — UQ)(Ml — Mg)) . (3.72)

1
2

From the above equation, it can be seen that a period of 47 for vq 4+ +wvo is necessary to
generate of period of 2x for M; + Ms. Therefore, to invoke the periodicity argument let’s
rewrite the complexity expression as:

ClUsarget] = \/ g ((vl +v2)? + (v1 — v2)2> + q\2t2, (3.73)

which can be further simplified to:

C[Utarget] - \/}2) (Ul + U2)2 + C]A2t2, (374)

as v1 — v9 = 0 in this case.

Writing the complexity expression explicitly in terms of v; and vs allows us to imple-
ment the periodicity condition associated with the generators M7 and M> in the complex-
ity. To study the behavior of the complexity upper bound we need to fix the values of
the penalty factors p and ¢. Although, the choice of penalty factors may seem arbitary,
it is not the case here. It has an intricate relation with the interaction parameter A. In
our computation, we resorted to perturbation theory but the argument was based on the
penalty factors p and ¢. Thus there must be some relation between these penalty factors
and . The parameter ¢ was associated with the operators of higher order and indicated a
higher penalty, hence it should be inversely related to the parameter A (as the interaction
strength is small for our case), whereas p, being the lower penalty term should be linked
with A directly. Therefore,

g~ —~, Dp~A. (3.75)

It must be noted that when A = 0, the higher order operators do not play any further role
in the analysis. The Lie algebra of operators closes at the quadratic level and hence all
the operators should have equal penalties. In such scenario, the choice of having different
penalties is not necessary any longer. Consequently, (3.75) is valid only when A > 0.
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Figure 4. Behavior of the complexity. ¢ = 10, p = 0.1.

From the Fig. (4), we see that when the interaction term is switched off, i.e. when
A = 0, the complexity exhibits the oscillatory behaviour as expected for a harmonic system.
However, as soon as we switch on the interaction term, the complexity starts exhibiting a
linearly growing behaviour which we identify as the quantifier of chaotic dynamics.

4 Conclusions and Discussion

In this paper, we have initiated a study of the geometric complexity of the time evolution
operator for a non-Gaussian system. We consider a non-Gaussian quantum mechanical
model, namely the Pullen-Edmonds model. Then, we use the geometric method pioneered
by Nielsen et al. [33] to study the circuit complexity of the time evolution operator.
However, algebra for the generators for our case does not close naturally. For our analysis,
we have truncated it by restricting ourselves to the quartic generators made out of the basic
operators x and p. Subsequently, we approximate the Euler-Arnold equation needed for
computing the complexity by choosing the metric Gj; such that all the quadratic operators
are weighted by the same penalty factor p and all the quartic operators are weighted by
these same penalty factors ¢ and g > p. In this way, we can neglect the contributions to the
velocity (tangent) vectors along those directions. This is a reasonable assumption because
the more complicated the operators, the cost of making the operators should be higher from
a simulation perspective. This enables us to compute the complexity without expanding in
time, as done in previous studies. Furthermore, since we are focusing on the upper bound
of complexity, we keep only the leading terms in the Dyson series of the path-ordered
exponential of the optimized unitary (3.67). Finally, we see that, as soon as we turn on the
quartic coupling in the Hamiltonian, the behaviour of complexity (after making appropriate
identification of the penalty factors with the interaction strength (3.75)) changes drastically
from that of the free theory. It starts to grow linearly compared to the case where the
underlying theory is free. This we can identify as the quantifier of chaotic dynamics and
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is consistent with the observations from RMT, where even turning on a small A can make
this theory chaotic, as evident from the nearest-neighbour energy eigenvalue distribution
that we discussed in Section (2). Finally, we would like to emphasize that, unlike [60],
we are not expanding the path ordered exponential, i.e. the unitary operator for which
we are computing the complexity based on a small time expansion. This makes the early
time behaviour of the complexity independent of the algebra of the generators as claimed
in [60]. On the other hand, we have demonstrated within a set of simplifying assumptions
how the circuit complexity can clearly distinguish between a chaotic and non-chaotic regime
(algebra of the generators changes between these two regimes).

Our analysis paves the way forward for various future investigations. Here, we have
mainly focused on a quantum mechanical system. It will be interesting to extend our
study to interacting quantum field theories. The simplest example will be an interacting
scalar field theory and study of this geometric complexity for the time evolution operator.
Furthermore, there are recent proposals for a non-Gaussian cMERA (continuous multi-
scale entanglement renormalization ansatz) tensor network for interacting quantum field
theory [78]. It will be good to extend our computation for such cMERA circuits, which
will help us to connect with the simulation of certain quantum field theories. Last, but
not least, it will also be interesting to extend our analysis for non-Gaussian models of
cosmology, thereby extending the studies of [79, 80] made in the context of states to the
time evolution operator.
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A Complexity derived from the general Hamiltonian

In this Appendix, we restore the parameters set to 1 in the main body of the paper to
compute the general expression for circuit complexity of this model. We have the following

Hamiltonian:
2 2 2
R P P mw
H:ﬁ+273+?m(x?4+x23) + M4, (A1)
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Let us consider the following defined generators.

2 2

2 2 2 2
mws x mwzs x
M1:2pA2 m A, M2: pBQ —+ m B’ (AQ)
mws, 2 2mws, 2
2 2,2 2 2,2
My= PA_TmTA o P Tty (A.3)
mws, 2 2mws, 2
1 1
Ms = §(SUAPA +pazra), M= i(prB + pBxR), (A.4)
My =g, Mg=zx%, My=a%a%. (A.5)

In terms of these generators, the Hamiltonian can be written as:

1
H= 3 <w72n(M1 + M3) + w2, (Ms + My) + (My — Ms) + (M — My) + )\MQ)- (A.6)

Therefore, our target unitary operator is:

1+ w? 1+ w? 2 1 2 1 A
Utarget:exp<—i< g 2 Yy Y ) Y M4+M9)t).

2 2 2 2 2
(A.7)
Now, if we take the commutator we see:
[M;, Ms) = 2iMs, (A.8)
[My, M5] = —2iM3, (A.9)
[M3, Ms| = —2iM;, (A.10)
[My, Ma] =0, (A.11)
(M, Mi] = 0, (A12)
My, Mg] = 0, (A.13)
[Mz, My} = 2iMs, (A.14)
[Ma, Mg| = —2iMay, (A.15)
[M47 Mﬁ] = _QiM27 (Alﬁ)
[Ml) MQ] = 0’ (A17)
[My, My] = 0, (A.18)
[My, Mg] = 0, (A.19)
) .
[My, M7] = —WT(I‘?APA + ApATA + ApAT + paxy) = —iM, (A.20)
(M, Ms] = 0, (A.21)
7 .

[Ml,Mg] = _wT(xAprQB —i—prA.rQB) = —i1Mi;. (A.22)
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With the obtained solutions of the Euler-Arnold equations, we can write:

(4 o sin?(2
U(s) R exp < — i(vlle + vosMy + <U3 sm( 8111) v U5 S ( 5U1)>M3
U1

v4 8in(4sve) — 2vg sin?(2sv 2u3 sin?(2sv1) + vs sin(4sv
+<4 ( 2)4U 6 sin( 2)>M4+< 3 sin( 121) 5 sin( 1))M5
2 1

20y sin?(2svy) + vg sin(4sv

4’1}2
(A.23)
The above equation at s = 1 should give Ugarget i€
1+ w? 1+ w? 2 1 2 1 A
Us=1) —exp =i —mpp 4 25 9m O = Dap Y = Dap o 2 e).
2 2 2 2 2
(A.24)

Comparing the coefficients of the generators M; and Ma, in the exponential we get

1+ w? 1+ w?
V] = < —i_2wm'>t7 Vg = < +2wm>t (A25)

As discussed earlier, the periodicity associated with the generators M + My and M7 —

M> should be taken into account.
Therefore, it is much more suitable to express the other integration constants v.s in
terms of v; and vy as follows:

U3 = U1 (w?n — 1) cot(2v1), (A.26)
Vg = Uy (wfn — 1) cot(2v2), (A.27)
vs = V1 — VW2, (A.28)
V6 = Vg — Vow?,. (A.29)

In terms of these v;’s the complexity expression can be written as:

C[Utarget] =
9 9 A\2¢2
D ((wﬁl —2w2, 4+ 2) (v} +v3) + v? (W2, — 1)” cot?(2v1) + v3 (w3, — 1) cot2(2v2)> -
(A.30)
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