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The presence of nonanalyticity in observables is a manifestation of phase transitions. Through the study
of two paradigmatic topological models in one and two dimensions, in this work we show that the circuit
complexity based on our specific quantification can reveal the occurrence of topological phase transitions, both
in and out of equilibrium, by the presence of nonanalyticity. By quenching the system out of equilibrium, we
find that the circuit complexity grows linearly or quadratically in the short-time regime if the quench is finished
instantaneously or in a finite time, respectively. Notably, we find that for both the sudden quench and the finite-
time quench, a topological phase transition in the pre-quench Hamiltonian will be manifested by the presence
of nonanalyticity in the first-order or second-order derivative of circuit complexity with respect to time in the
short-time regime, and a topological phase transition in the post-quench Hamiltonian will be manifested by the
presence of nonanalyticity in the steady value of circuit complexity in the long-time regime. We also show
that the increase of dimension does not remove, but only weakens the nonanalyticity of circuit complexity. Our
findings can be tested in quantum simulators and cold-atom systems.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the development of physics, concepts from one field
sometimes are able to revolutionize the understanding of other
fields. Recently, the complexity, which was originally de-
veloped in quantum information science to characterize how
difficult to prepare one target state from certain reference
state[1, 2], has been brought into the fields of holography
and black hole physics[3–7]. Among various progresses, the
two conjectures, namely “complexity equals volume”[3–5]
and “complexity equals action”[6, 7], have attracted partic-
ular attention and triggered active investigation of complexity
in these fields[8–25], hopefully producing new insights in un-
derstanding quantum gravity.

In the study of complexity, its quantification is a central
topic[25–29]. According to the original quantum-circuit def-
inition, the complexity (in this context, it is usually dubbed
circuit complexity) corresponds to the minimum number of el-
ementary gates required to realize a unitary operator U which
transfers the reference state |ψR〉 to the target state |ψT 〉, i.e.,
|ψT 〉 = U |ψR〉. As the choice of elementary gates itself has
a lot of freedom, the quantification based on this principle
is apparently not an easy task. A breakthrough was made
by Nielsen and collaborators who provided a geometric in-
terpretation to the circuit complexity[30–32]. Concretely, as
a desired unitary operator can be generated by some time-
dependent Hamiltonian H(t), they impose a cost function
F[H(t)] which defines a Riemannian geometry on the space
of unitary operations, then the circuit complexity is shown to
correspond to the minimal geodesic length of the Riemannian
geometry.

The minimal-geodesic-length quantification makes the cir-
cuit complexity be a geometric quantity. In contemporary
physics, another geometric quantity of great interest is the
so-called topological invariant which mathematically charac-
terizes the global geometric property of a closed manifold.
Over the past decades, this concept has been demonstrated to

play a fundamental role in characterizing new phases of mat-
ter in condensed matter physics[33–36]. As the topological
invariant of a phase is defined in terms of the wave function of
ground state or the underlying Hamiltonian, a change of topo-
logical invariant (or say topological phase transition) thus in-
dicates a dramatic change of the geometry of the manifold de-
fined by the wave function of ground state or the Hamiltonian.
Therefore, it is quite natural to expect that a topological phase
transition can also be manifested through the circuit complex-
ity if the reference and target states correspond to two distinct
ground states. Very recently, Liu et al.[37] did find that both
equilibrium and dynamical topological phase transitions in the
one-dimensional Kitaev model[38] can be revealed through
the circuit complexity. Concretely, they found that by choos-
ing the ground states of the Kitaev model as the reference and
target states, the circuit complexity exhibits nonanalytic be-
havior at the critical points where the target ground state un-
dergoes a dramatic change in topology. In addition, when the
Kitaev model undergoes a sudden quench, they found that by
choosing the pre-quench ground state as the reference state
and the post-quench unitary evolution state as the target state,
the circuit complexity first increases and then saturates, with
the steady value displaying nonanalyticity when the Kiatev
model is quenched across a critical point.

As the cost function itself has some arbitrariness, the quan-
tification of circuit complexity is not unique. It is therefore
worthy to find out that whether the nonanalyticity of circuit
complexity is preserved or not when a different quantifica-
tion is adopted. Given this, in this work we consider a cost
function distinct from Ref.[37] to quantify the circuit com-
plexity. For generality, we further consider two topological
models with richer phase diagrams. As dimension is known
to have strong impact on both classical and quantum phase
transitions, here we consider that the two topological mod-
els take different dimensions to reveal its impact on the cir-
cuit complexity. To reveal whether the presence of nonana-
lyticity in the circuit complexity is generic or not when the
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system is quenched out of equilibrium, both sudden quench
and finite-time quench are investigated. Our main findings
can be summarized as follows: (i) while we adopt a dis-
tinct quantification, the presence of nonanalyticity in circuit
complexity across topological phase transitions holds. (ii)
We find that the long-time behavior of the post-quench cir-
cuit complexity is not sensitive to the way of quench. Sim-
ilarly to Ref.[37], we find that for both the sudden quench
and the finite-time quench, the steady value of circuit com-
plexity based on our quantification in the long-time regime
can reveal the occurrence of topological phase transitions in
the post-quench Hamiltonian by the presence of nonanalytic-
ity. (iii) The short-time growth behavior of the post-quench
circuit complexity, however, is found to depend on the way
of quench. It grows linearly/quadratically with time for the
sudden/finite-time quench in the short-time regime. Notably,
we find that the first-order (for sudden quench) or second-
order (for finite-time quench) derivative of circuit complexity
with respect to time in this regime can reveal the occurrence
of topological phase transitions in the pre-quench Hamilto-
nian by the presence of nonanalyticity. It is noteworthy that
unlike the steady value, the determination of the short-time
growth behavior can be done very quickly since it requires
very little information in the short-time regime, therefore, we
believe that this finding is particularly useful for the experi-
mental study of topological phase transitions. (iv) We find that
the increase of dimension does not remove, but only weak-
ens the nonanalyticity of circuit complexity, demonstrating
the generality of the underlying physics. As in recent years
equilibrium and dynamical topological phase transitions are
of great interest both in theory[39–53] and in experiment[54–
58], our findings may shed new light on this active field.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec.II, we introduce
our quantification of circuit complexity and show that across
various topological phase transitions in one dimension, the
circuit complexity always displays nonanalyticity at the crit-
ical points. In Sec.III, we consider that the one-dimensional
generalized Kitaev model is suddenly quenched. We study
the evolution of circuit complexity after the sudden quench
and show that the short-time and long-time behavior of the
post-quench circuit complexity can respectively reveal the oc-
currence of topological phase transitions in the pre-quench
and post-quench Hamiltonian. In Sec.IV, we consider that the
quench process is finished in a finite time and show that the
conclusions for the sudden quench are preserved. In Sec.V,
we generalize the study to two dimensions and discuss the im-
pact of dimension on the circuit complexity. We conclude in
Sec.VI. Some calculation details are relegated to appendices.

II. CIRCUIT COMPLEXITY AND TOPOLOGICAL PHASE
TRANSITIONS IN ONE DIMENSION

We start with a generalized Kitaev model which takes the
form H = 1

2
∑

k ψ
†

k H(k)ψk with ψk = (ck, c
†

−k)T and

H(k) = (−t1 cos k − t2 cos 2k − µ)τz + (∆1 sin k + ∆2 sin 2k)τy

≡ dz(k)τz + dy(k)τy, (1)

where τx,y,z are Pauli matrices in particle-hole space, t1 (∆1)
and t2 (∆2) represents the nearest-neighbor and next-nearest-
neighbor hopping (pairing) amplitude, respectively, and µ is
the chemical potential. For convenience, the lattice constant
is set to unit throughout this work.

Owing to the presence of chiral symmetry, i.e., {τx,H(k)} =

0, this model belongs to the class BDI[59–61] and is known
to be characterized by the winding number defined as[61]

ν =
i

4π

∫ π

−π

dkTr[τxH−1(k)∂kH(k)]. (2)

According to the above formula, we present the phase diagram
corresponding to ∆1 = ∆2 , 0 in Fig.1(a). Noteworthily, as a
topological phase transition is associated with the closure of
bulk energy gap, the phase boundaries in the phase diagram
can be easily determined, which are found to be the lines satis-
fying µ = t1−t2, µ = −t1−t2 and µ = (t1+t2)/2. In comparison
to the standard Kitaev model which only involves the nearest-
neighbor hopping and pairing [38], it is readily seen that
the presence of additional next-nearest-neighbor hopping and
pairing leads to a richer phase diagram, and therefore more
topological phase transitions can be investigated to demon-
strate the generality of the presence of nonanalyticity in circuit
complexity.

The generalized Kitaev model above describes a spinless
superconductor. By following the standard Bogoliubov trans-
formation, the model can be diagonalized and accordingly the
ground-state wave function can be obtained, which reads[62]

|Ω〉 =
∏
k>0

|ψk〉 =
∏
k>0

(cos(θk/2) + i sin(θk/2)c†kc†
−k)|0〉, (3)

where θk = arctan(dy(k)/dz(k)). As here the momentum is a
good quantum number, we can treat each k independently[37].
For each k, one can see that the state is a superposition of |0〉
and c†kc†

−k |0〉, and the superposition is characterized by a single
parameter θk/2 (noteworthily, θk/2 and θk/2+π are equivalent
as the π difference only results in a global phase difference
to the wave function). Taking the ground state with θR

k /2 and
θT

k /2 as the reference state |ψR
k 〉 and target state |ψT

k 〉, respec-
tively, then the effect of unitary operator is equivalent to doing
a transport from the point θR

k /2 to the point θT
k /2 on the unit

circle. Apparently, on the circle the length of the arc connect-
ing θR

k /2 and θT
k /2 provides a natural measure of the distance

between the two states. Owing to the equivalence between
θk/2 and θk/2 + π, the minimal length of the arc is in fact
given by arccos |〈ψT

k |ψ
R
k 〉|, where |〈ψT

k |ψ
R
k 〉| is known as fidelity.

In fact, such a quantification corresponds to the well-known
quantification of circuit complexity in terms of inner-product
metric[62, 63]. Throughout this work, we adopt this quantifi-
cation which has a simple and clear geometric interpretation.

Accordingly, if we start with a ground state |ΩR〉 and adi-
abatically transfer it to another ground state |ΩT 〉, then the
corresponding circuit complexity is

C =
∑
k>0

arccos |〈ψT
k |ψ

R
k 〉| =

∑
k>0

arccos | cos(∆θk/2)|, (4)
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FIG. 1. (Color online) (a) Phase diagram. ν denotes the winding
number, and the horizontal (µ/t1=0.2) and vertical (t2/t1 = 1.2) red
dashed lines are two paths that we choose to vary the parameters. (b)
Circuit complexity (in units of system size, below this is implicitly
assumed) for several reference states. Parameters are t1 = 1, t2 = 1.2,
and ∆1 = ∆2 = 1. (c) The derivative of circuit complexity with
respect to µT . Parameters are the same as in (b). |dC/dµT | turns out
to be independent of µR, and is equal to γ(µ). (d) The derivative of
circuit complexity with respect to tT

2 . Parameters are t1 = 1, µ = 0.2,
and ∆1 = ∆2 = 1. |dC/dtT

2 | is also found to be independent of tR
2 and

coincide with γ(t2). Throughout this work, vertical pink dashed lines
(see (b)(c)(d)) correspond to the critical points at which topological
phase transitions take place.

where ∆θk = θT
k − θ

R
k . For each k, one can see that the max-

imum value is π/2, which corresponds to that |ψR
k 〉 and |ψT

k 〉

are orthogonal. For comparison, the formula for circuit com-
plexity in Ref.[37] takes the form C =

∑
k(∆θk/2)2. While in

essence the two formulas only differ by a square-root opera-
tion, in the following one will see that remarkable differences
will arise in the behaviors of circuit complexity. To simplify
the analysis of circuit complexity, below we will restrict our-
selves to ground state evolutions corresponding to the varia-
tion of only one parameter of the model. Concretely, we will
fix (t1,∆1,∆2) and only vary either µ or t2.

In Fig.1(b), we present the circuit complexity associated
with the variation of µ. The result clearly demonstrates the
presence of nonanalyticity in the C-µT curve. The nonan-
alytic behavior becomes even more apparent by performing
a first-order derivative, i.e., dC/dµT . As shown in Fig.1(c),
divergence appears exactly at the critical points of topolog-
ical phase transitions. Furthermore, it is readily found that
in Fig.1(c) dC/dµT does not depend on µR, that is, the first-
order derivative of circuit complexity does not depend on the
choice of reference state. Noteworthily, such an independence
of reference state is absent in Ref.[37], indicating that differ-
ent quantifications may lead to remarkable different behaviors
in the circuit complexity.

Let us now give a simple explanation of the presence of
nonanalyticity. For this generalized Kitaev model, its topolog-
ical invariant, the winding number, characterizes the number
of times that the vector d(k) = (dy(k), dz(k)) winds around
the origin when k goes from −π to π. When a topological
phase transition occurs, the number of times that the vector
d(k) winds around the origin has a discrete change. Accord-
ingly, the angle θk, which characterizes the orientation of the
vector d(k), must jump at some k. Apparently, ∆θk for these k
also jump at the critical points. Then according to Eq.(4), it is
readily seen that the circuit complexity will be nonanalytic at
the critical points.

Before proceeding, here we define a quantity,

γ(λ) ≡
∑
k>0

lim
δλ→0+

arccos |〈ψk(λ + δλ)|ψk(λ)〉|
δλ

, (5)

where λ denotes some parameter of the Hamiltonian. The
physical meaning of this quantity is quite obvious. It char-
acterizes the growth rate of circuit complexity when a state is
adiabatically transferred to its nearby state. For the sake of
discussion convenience, we name it adiabatical growth rate.
According to Eq.(3), a short calculation reveals[62]

γ(λ) =
∑
k>0

1
2
|
dθk

dλ
|. (6)

As mentioned above, when a topological phase transition oc-
curs, ∆θk will dramatically change for some k. Therefore, it
is quite obvious that γ(λ) is also nonanalytic at the critical
points. Interestingly, we find that |dC/dµT | and γ(µ) coincide
with each other, as shown in Fig.1(c). The divergence of γ(µ)
at the critical points indicates that the adiabatical growth rate
goes divergent when the state gets close to a critical point.
In other words, when the reference state gets more close to a
critical point, it becomes more difficult to prepare the target
state in an adiabatical way. Noteworthily, the overlap of the
adiabatical growth rate and the first-order derivative is not ac-
cidental. As shown in Fig.1(d), it also appears when we fix µ
and vary t2. This overlap is apparently related to the result that
the first-order derivative of circuit complexity is independent
of the reference state, indicating that this property is tied to
our quantification.

III. SUDDEN QUENCH AND CIRCUIT COMPLEXITY
EVOLUTION

In equilibrium, as the Hamiltonian and the ground state are
tied to each other, the topological invariants defined in terms
of them are equivalent. When out of equilibrium, however,
as the underlying instantaneous wave function in general does
not correspond to the ground state of the instantaneous Hamil-
tonian, the topological invariants defined in terms of instan-
taneous Hamiltonian (labeled as νH) and instantaneous wave
function (labeled as νw) are not guaranteed to be equivalent.
In particular, when a system is isolated from the environment,
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FIG. 2. (Color online) Common parameters are t1 = 1, t2 = 1.2, and
∆1 = ∆2 = 1. (a) The evolution of post-quench circuit complexity.
µi = −0.9. (b) Steady value of post-quench circuit complexity shown
in (a). (c) Dynamical growth rate. µ f = 0.3 is fixed.

the wave function will follow unitary evolution, and so νw will
keep its value no matter how νH changes[64, 65]. Therefore,
for an isolated system out of equilibrium, a topological phase
transition can only be defined as a change of νH . As out of
equilibrium, transitions associated with a change of νH are
usually dubbed dynamical topological phase transitions. In
the following, we focus on such isolated systems and first in-
vestigate the evolution of circuit complexity after a sudden
quench[66–73].

For concreteness, we consider that for t < 0, the system
is described by Hi and stays at its ground state |Ωi〉. At
t = 0, the Hamiltonian is suddenly quenched to H f , and af-
terwards it keeps as H f . Accordingly, the wave function at
t > 0 is given by |Ω(t)〉 = e−iH f t |Ωi〉. For each k, we have
|ψk(t)〉 = e−iH f (k)t |ψi

k〉. Thus, the post-quench circuit complex-
ity is given by C(t) =

∑
k>0 arccos |〈ψk(t)|ψi

k〉|. A short calcu-
lation reveals[62]

C(t) =
∑
k>0

arccos
√

1 − sin2 ∆θ̃k sin2(E f (k)t), (7)

where ∆θ̃ = θ
f
k − θ

i
k with θ f (i)

k = arctan(d f (i)
y (k)/d f (i)

z (k)), and

E f (k) =

√
(d f
y (k))2 + (d f

z (k))2.
By fixing µi, we show the evolution of post-quench circuit

complexity for a series of µ f in Fig.2(a). One can see that
after the quench, the circuit complexity will first grow linearly
with time (see the inset) and then saturate with some degree
of oscillations. While adopting a different quantification, we
find that similarly to Ref.[37], here the steady value in the
long-time regime also exhibits nonanalyticity at the critical

points where the topology of the post-quench Hamiltonian H f

undergoes a change, as shown in Fig.2(b). Noteworthily, as
oscillations always appear, we take the average of C(t) over
a sufficiently long time as the steady value. Throughout this
work we take Cs = (

∫ t f

ti
C(t)dt)/(t f − ti), with ti = 50 and

t f = 130.
From above it is readily seen that obtaining the steady value

requires us to know the evolution of C(t) for quite a long time,
therefore, using the steady value to detect the occurrence of
topological phase transitions is not very efficient. Surpris-
ingly, we find that the growth rate of post-quench circuit com-
plexity within the linear growth regime in fact can also reveal
the occurrence of topological phase transitions. In order to
distinguish from the equilibrium case, here we name it dy-
namical growth rate. As the circuit complexity grows linearly
right after the quench, the dynamical growth rate is thus sim-
ply given by

χ ≡ lim
δt→0+

C(δt)
δt

=
∑
k>0

| sin ∆θ̃k |E f (k), (8)

or equivalently, χ ≡ ∂tC|t→0+ . One can see that for each k, the
dynamical growth rate is proportional to the energy. If start-
ing from different pre-quench Hamiltonian Hi and quenching
to the same H f (e.g., H f can be chosen to describe a triv-
ial phase for which hopping and pairing are turned off, i.e.,
H f = −µτz), then as ∆θ̃k displays distinct winding behavior
for Hi with distinct vH , χ will exhibit nonanalyticity at the
critical points where the topology of the pre-quench Hi un-
dergoes a change. In Fig.2(c), we present the result for the
case with a fixed µ f . It is readily seen that nonanalyticity does
appear at every critical points.

According to Eq.(8), it is quite obvious that the determina-
tion of dynamical growth rate requires very little information
right after the quench, therefore using it to reveal the occur-
rence of topological phase transitions is much more conve-
nient and accurate than using the steady value suggested in
Ref.[37]. As a final remark of this section, we point out that
the linear growth behavior right after the quench is also spe-
cific to our quantification. For comparison, in Ref.[37] the
circuit complexity does not grow with time in a linear way
right after the quench. For their quantification, the slope of
the circuit complexity in the extremely short-time regime is
time-dependent, and therefore it is hard to give a sharp defini-
tion of dynamical growth rate as here, suggesting that a good
choice of the quantification may benefit its application.

IV. FINITE-TIME QUENCH AND CIRCUIT COMPLEXITY
EVOLUTION

For the sudden quench, the change from the initial Hamil-
tonian to the final Hamiltonian is completed instantaneously.
In this section we consider finite-time quench for which one
of the parameters in the Hamiltonian changes from its ini-
tial value at t ≤ 0 to the final value with a finite speed.
To be specific, we focus on the chemical potential and take
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FIG. 3. (a) (Color online) Common parameters are t1 = 1, t2 = 1.2,
and ∆1 = ∆2 = 1. (a) The evolution of circuit complexity under
a finite-time quench. The quench duration time tq is fixed to 1 and
µi = −0.9. (b) The dependence of steady value on µ f , tq and µi

keep the same as in (a). (c) ∂tC, the dynamical growth rate of circuit
complexity, in the short-time regime, µi = −0.9, µ f = 1.8. The slope
of ∂tC is found to increase with the quench speed. (d) ∂2

t C in the limit
t → 0+. The concrete value of ∂2

t C depends on the quench speed, but
the presence of nonanalyticity at the critical points does not rely on
the quench speed.

µ(t) = µi +vtΘ(tq− t)+(µ f −µi)Θ(t− tq), where tq = |µ f −µi|/|v|
is the quench duration time and Θ(x) is the step function with
Θ(x) = 1/0 for x > / < 0. This expression means that
the chemical potential is quenched from µi to µ f with a fi-
nite speed v. When v goes to infinity, it returns to the sudden
quench addressed in the previous section.

As the Hamiltonian changes with time in the domain 0 <
t < tq, the circuit complexity in this domain is given by

C(t) =
∑
k>0

arccos |〈ψi
k |Te−i

∫ t
0 H(k,t′)dt′ |ψi

k〉|, (9)

where T denotes the time ordering operator. When t > tq,

C(t) =
∑
k>0

arccos |〈ψi
k |e
−iH f (k)(t−t f )Te−i

∫ t f
0 H(k,t′)dt′ |ψi

k〉|. (10)

By fixing µi and tq, we show the evolution of circuit com-
plexity for a series of µ f in Fig.3(a). Similarly to the sudden-
quench case, we find that the circuit complexity will satu-
rate with some degree of oscillations in the long-time regime
(not shown explicitly) and its steady value Cs also displays
nonanalyticity at the critical points where the topology of
the post-quench Hamiltonian undergoes a change, as shown
in Fig.3(b). The similarity in the long-time regime between
the sudden quench and the finite-time quench is naturally ex-
pected since after tq the dynamics of the whole system is gov-
erned by the same time-independent Hamiltonian H f for both
cases. When looking at the short-time regime in Fig.3(a), we
find that the circuit complexity does not grow linearly as in the
sudden-quench case. Instead, it grows quadratically with time
right after the start of the quench. To better show the quadrat-
ical growth, we present the evolution of ∂tC in Fig.3(c). It is
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FIG. 4. (a) Phase diagram with n denoting the Chern number. The
horizontal (µ/t1 = 0.5) and vertical (t2/t1 = 1.5) red dashed lines
are two paths that we choose to vary the parameters. (b) Circuit
complexity for several reference states. Parameters are t1 = 1.0 and
t2 = 1.5. (c) The derivative of circuit complexity with respect to
µT . Parameters are the same as in (b). (d) The derivative of circuit
complexity with respect to tT

2 . Parameters are t1 = 1 and µ = 0.5.

readily seen that right after the start of the quench, ∂tC grows
linearly with time like the circuit complexity after a sudden
quench. From Fig.3(c), one can also find that while ∂tC de-
pends on the quench speed, its linear growth behavior is robust
against the variation of the quench speed. The linear growth
behavior of ∂tC leads us to expect that ∂2

t C, which can be
understood as the acceleration of the circuit complexity, will
display nonanalyticity at the critical points where the topol-
ogy of the pre-quench Hamiltonian undergoes a change. The
numerical results confirm the above expectation, as shown in
Fig.3(d). Therefore, for the finite-time quench, the short-time
behavior and the long-time behavior of the circuit complex-
ity can also respectively reveal the occurrence of topological
phase transitions in the pre-quench Hamiltonian and in the
post-quench Hamiltonian.

V. CIRCUIT COMPLEXITY AND TOPOLOGICAL PHASE
TRANSITIONS IN TWO DIMENSIONS

Since a topological phase transition is always associated
with a dramatic change of the global geometric property of
the underlying ground state wave function or Hamiltonian, it
is natural to expect that the circuit complexity will also ex-
hibit nonanalyticity in higher dimensions. To demonstrate
this explicitly, here we consider a paradigmatic “d · τ” model
in two dimensions for concreteness. The model reads H =
1
2
∑

k ψ
†

kH(k)ψk, with H(k) = d(k) · τ and [52]

dx(k) = sin kx, dy = − sin ky,
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FIG. 5. Common parameters are t1 = 1, t2 = 1.5. (a) The evolution
of post-quench circuit complexity. µi = 0.9. (b) Steady value of post-
quench circuit complexity shown in (a). (c) Dynamical growth rate.
µ f = 0.7 is fixed.

dz(k) = t1(cos kx + cos ky) + t2 cos kx cos ky − µ, (11)

where the dx and dy terms together describe a chiral p-wave
pairing, and the dz term is the kinetic energy of normal state.
As for this Hamiltonian only particle-hole symmetry is pre-
served, it belongs to the class D that in two dimensions is
characterized by the first-class Chern number,

n =
1

4π

∫
BZ

d2kd̂(k) · (∂kx d̂(k) × ∂ky d̂(k)), (12)

where d̂ = (dx, dy, dz)/
√

d2
x + d2

y + d2
z . The geometric mean-

ing of this formula also has a winding interpretation: it counts
the number of times that the three-component vector d(k)
winds around the origin when the momentum transverses the
whole first Brillouin zone. It indicates that when a topological
phase transition takes place, the orientation of the vector d(k)
will also change dramatically at some momenta. By using the
above formula, we present the phase diagram in Fig.4(a).

Following the steps in one dimension, we find that for an
adiabatical evolution of ground states, the circuit complexity
is

C =
∑

kx>0,ky

arccos | cos(∆θk/2)|, (13)

where ∆θk takes the same definition as in Eq.(4), but here

θT (R)
k = arctan(

√
(dT (R)

x (k))2 + (dT (R)
y (k))2/dT (R)

z (k)). As for
this model all topological phase transitions occur at the time-
reversal invariant momenta, including (kx, ky) = (0, 0), (0, π),
(π, 0), and (π, π), at which dx(k) and dy(k) vanish identically,
it is readily seen that across a critical point, the orientation

of the vector d(k) will reverse its direction at the respective
momenta. Then according to Eq.(13), it is clear that nonana-
lyticity will also be present in the circuit complexity.

Similarly to the one-dimensional model, in the following
we also consider that only µ and t2 are variables. In Fig.4(b),
we fix t2 and present several C-µT curves corresponding to dif-
ferent µR. In comparison to Fig.1(b), it is readily seen that the
increase of dimension enhances the smoothness of the C-µT

curve. Nevertheless, it is as expected that the circuit com-
plexity also exhibits nonanalyticity at all critical points, and
this feature becomes quite obvious after performing a first-
order derivative, as shown in Fig.4(c), where one can see that
the overlap of |dC/dµT | and γ(µ) also holds. If fixing µ and
varying t2, the results also demonstrate the presence of nonan-
alyticity at the critical points and the overlap of |dC/dtT

2 | and
γ(t2), as shown in Fig.4(d).

The evolution of circuit complexity after a sudden quench is
presented in Fig.5(a). It is readily seen that the long-time and
short-time behaviors are quite similar to those in one dimen-
sion. Due to this similarity, here we will not discuss the more
complicated finite-time quench. From Fig.5(b)(c), one can
find that owing to the increase of dimension, the Cs-µ f curve,
as well as the χ-µi curve both become somewhat smoother.
Nevertheless, the nonanalyticity at the critical points holds
and can be revealed by performing a first-order derivative (see
the inset in Fig.5(b)).

Through Fig.4 and Fig.5, we demonstrate that the cir-
cuit complexity can also reveal the occurrence of topological
phase transitions in higher dimensions. However, as the in-
crease of dimension is shown to weaken the nonanalyticity, it
indicates that the application of this quantity to detect higher
dimensional topological phase transitions requires a higher
precision of measurements.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, we have adopted a simple quantification of the
circuit complexity distinct from Ref.[37] and demonstrated
that it can reveal the occurrence of topological phase transi-
tions by the presence of nonanalyticity. By studying the evo-
lution of circuit complexity after a quench, either sudden or
finite-time, we find that the growth behavior in the short-time
regime and the steady value in the long-time regime can re-
spectively reveal the occurrence of topological phase transi-
tions in the pre-quench Hamiltonian and in the post-quench
Hamiltonian by the presence of nonanalyticity. Since the
growth behavior in the short-time regime can be determined
by very few measurements, its nonanalytic behavior is ex-
pected to be very useful for the experimental study of topo-
logical phase transitions. Furthermore, we have investigated
the effect of dimension and shown that the increase of dimen-
sion does not remove, but only weakens the nonanalyticity.
As the circuit complexity based on our quantification can be
determined by measuring the fidelity, the test of our predic-
tions is well with the current experimental accessibility. For
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instance, the two-band models studied can be simulated in
a superconducting qubit, and the evolution of states can be
measured by performing quantum state tomography[74]. In
light of the active study of equilibrium and dynamical topo-
logical phase transitions in quantum simulators and cold-atom
systems[54–58], our predictions can also be tested in these
platforms, hopefully providing some new insights into under-
standing various phase transitions.
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Appendix A: Derivation of the circuit complexity under the
inner-product metric

As mentioned in the main text, |ψk〉 is a superposition of
|0〉 and c†kc†

−k |0〉. Therefore, under the basis (c†kc†
−k |0〉, |0〉), |ψk〉

can be written as a two-component spinor,

|ψk〉 =

(
i sin(θk/2)
cos(θk/2)

)
. (14)

A two-component spinor can be mapped to a three-component
vector in terms of the Pauli matrices,

ψk = 〈ψk |σ|ψk〉 = −(0, sin θk, cos θk)T . (15)

Let us consider that the target state is infinitely close to the
reference state, i.e., |ψR〉 = |ψk〉, and |ψT 〉 = |ψk + dψk〉, or
equivalently, ψR = ψk, and ψT = ψk + dψk. The normalization
requires ψk · dψk = 0. As the two states are infinitely close to
each other, to leading order, the unitary operator which trans-
forms the reference state to the target state can be written as

U = I + iF(ψk) · σ + ... (16)

where F(ψk) is an infinitely small parameter to be determined.
As |ψT 〉 = U |ψR〉 and ψT = ψk +dψk = 〈ψT |σ|ψT 〉, it is readily
found that to leading order of F(ψk).

dψk = i〈ψk |(σF(ψk) · σ − F(ψk) · σσ)|ψk〉

= −2〈ψk |F(ψk) × σ|ψk〉. (17)

A solution of the above equation is

F(ψk) =
1
2

(dψk × ψk + αψk), (18)

where α denotes an infinitely small constant. Therefore,
to leading order, the unitary operator for an infinitely small
change of the state is given by

U = I +
i
2

(dψk × ψk + αψk) · σ. (19)

Ignoring global phase, U belongs to the SU(2) group. The
standard inner-product metric on SU(2) is[63]

ds2 =
1
2

Tr[dU†dU]

=
(dψk × ψk + αψk) · (dψk × ψk + αψk)

4

=
dψk · dψk + α2

4
, (20)

which is minimized when α = 0. Accordingly, the inner-
product metric is ds2 = dψk · dψk/4 = dθ2

k/4. Therefore, the
circuit complexity, which corresponds to the geodesic length,
is given by

ds = |dθk |/2 = arccos |〈ψk + dψk |ψk〉|. (21)

Above we have used that

|ψk + dψk〉 =

(
i sin((θk + dθk)/2)
cos((θk + dθk)/2)

)
. (22)

Performing a summation over k, we reach the expression of
circuit complexity in Eq.(4) of the main text.

Appendix B: The wave function of ground state

We start with the Hamiltonian H = 1
2
∑

k ψ
†

k H(k)ψk with
ψk = (ck, c

†

−k)T and

H(k) = (−t1 cos k − t2 cos 2k − µ)τz + (∆1 sin k + ∆2 sin 2k)τy
≡ dz(k)τz + dy(k)τy. (23)

By performing a standard Bogoliubov transformation, i.e.,

ck = cos
θk

2
αk + i sin

θk

2
α†
−k,

c†
−k = i sin

θk

2
αk + cos

θk

2
α†
−k, (24)

where θk = arctan(dy(k)/dz(k)), the Hamiltonian will be diag-
onalized as

H =
1
2

∑
k

Ek(α†kαk − α−kα
†

−k)

=
∑
k>0

Ek(α†kαk + α†
−kα−k) + ..., (25)

where “...′′ stands for some unimportant constant, and Ek =√
d2
y(k) + d2

z (k). The ground state satisfies αk |Ω〉 = 0 for arbi-
trary k. One can find that the solution is

|Ω〉 =
∏
k>0

|ψk〉 =
∏
k>0

(cos
θk

2
+ i sin

θk

2
c†kc†
−k)|0〉, (26)
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where |0〉 represents the vacuum, i.e., ck |0〉 = 0. As k is a good
quantum number, we can treat each k independently. For each
k, |ψk〉 is a superposition of |0〉 and c†kc†

−k |0〉. Let us focus on
a specific k and consider that the reference state is given by
|ψR

k 〉 = (cos θR
k
2 + i sin θR

k
2 c†kc†

−k)|0〉, and the target state is given

by |ψT
k 〉 = (cos θT

k
2 + i sin θT

k
2 c†kc†

−k)|0〉. The inner product of the
two states, which is also known as fidelity, is given by

|〈ψT
k |ψ

R
k 〉| = | cos(θT

k /2) cos(θR
k /2) + sin(θT

k /2) sin(θR
k /2)|

= | cos((θT
k − θ

R
k )/2)|

≡ | cos(∆θk/2)|. (27)

Appendix C: The growth rate of adiabatic circuit complexity

Here we give a derivation of Eq.(6) in the main text. Con-
sider a ground state |ΩR〉 =

∏
k>0 |ψk(λ)〉 as the reference state,

where λ refers to the parameter to vary, and consider its near
neighbour |ΩT 〉 =

∏
k>0 |ψk(λ + δλ)〉 as the target state, then

according to Eq.(4) in the main text, we have

δC(λ) =
∑
k>0

arccos |〈ψk(λ + δλ)|ψk(λ)〉|. (28)

To characterize the growth rate of circuit complexity when λ
is adiabatically varied away from its reference state’s value, a
natural definition of the growth rate is

γ(λ) ≡ lim
δλ→0+

δC(λ)
δλ

=
∑
k>0

lim
δλ→0+

arccos |〈ψk(λ + δλ)|ψk(λ)〉|
δλ

.(29)

As δλ is infinitely small, it’s justified to make a Taylor expan-
sion,

〈ψk(λ + δλ)|ψk(λ)〉 = 〈ψk(λ)|ψk(λ)〉 + 〈
dψk(λ)

dλ
|ψk(λ)〉δλ

+
1
2
〈
d2ψk(λ)

dλ2 |ψk(λ)〉(δλ)2 + .... (30)

According to the expression of |ψk(λ)〉, one can easily find that
the linear-order term vanishes. Therefore, up to second-order
of δλ, we have

|〈ψk(λ + δλ)|ψk(λ)〉| = 1 −
1
8

(
dθk

dλ
)2(δλ)2. (31)

Accordingly, we have

δC(λ) =
∑
k>0

arccos |〈ψk(λ + δλ)|ψk(λ)〉|

=
∑
k>0

arccos(1 −
1
8

(
dθk(λ)

dλ
)2(δλ)2)

=
∑
k>0

√
2

√
1
8

(
dθk(λ)

dλ
)2(δλ)2 + ...

=
∑
k>0

1
2
|
dθk(λ)

dλ
||δλ|, (32)

and

γ(λ) = lim
δλ→0+

δC(λ)
δλ

=
∑
k>0

1
2
|
dθk(λ)

dλ
|. (33)

To see that γ(λ) is nonanalytic at critical points, we take a spe-
cial case of the model in Eq.(23) for illustration. Concretely,
we take t2 = ∆2 = 0 and t1 = ∆1 = 1. Accordingly, we have

H(k) = (− cos k − µ)τz + sin kτy. (34)

For this Hamiltonian, topological phase transitions take place
at µ = ±1. As only µ is a variable, we let λ = µ, then we have

γ(µ) =
∑
k>0

1
2
|
dθk(µ)

dµ
|

=
1
2

∑
k>0

sin k

(cos k + µ)2 + sin2 k

=
L
2

∫ π

0

dk
2π

sin k

(cos k + µ)2 + sin2 k

=
L
4π

∫ 1

−1

dx
1 + µ2 + 2µx

=
L

4πµ
ln |

1 + µ

1 − µ
|, (35)

where L denotes the system size. One can see that γ(µ) ex-
hibits logarithmic divergence exactly at the two critical points
µ = ±1.

According to Eq.(33), one can understand that the presence
of divergence in γ(µ) at a critical point is because θk will un-
dergo a dramatic change across a topological phase transition.
To see this intuitively, we go back to the more general model
in Eq.(23) and plot θk-k curves near the critical points. As
shown in Fig.6, θk will undergo a sudden jump at some mo-
menta when the system goes across a topological phase tran-
sition. Such sudden jumps lead to the presence of divergence
in γ(µ).

Appendix D: Post-quench circuit complexity

In the main text, we have considered a global quench of the
Hamiltonian. Concretely, we consider that before quench, the
system is described by Hi and stays at its ground state |Ωi〉.
At t = 0, the underlying Hamiltonian is suddenly quenched
to H f , and afterwards it keeps as H f . For an isolated system,
the wave function follows a unitary evolution, i.e., |Ω(t)〉 =

e−iH f t |Ωi〉 for t > 0. For each k, we have |ψk(t)〉 = e−iH f (k)t |ψi
k〉.

Thus, the post-quench circuit complexity is given by C(t) =∑
k>0 arccos |〈ψk(t)|ψi

k〉|.
To obtain the concrete expression of C(t), we need to know

|ψk(t). According to the unitary evolution,

|ψk(t)〉 = e−iH f (k)t |ψi
k〉

= eiE f (k)t〈ψ
f
k,−|ψ

i
k〉|ψ

f
k,−〉 + e−iE f (k)t〈ψ

f
k,+|ψ

i
k〉|ψ

f
k,+〉,
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FIG. 6. θk-k curves near critical points. Common parameters are
t1 = 1, t2 = 1.2, and ∆1 = ∆2 = 1. (a) Across the critical point
µc = −0.2, one can see that θk has a sudden jump at k = π. (b) Across
the critical point µc = 1.1, θk has a sudden jump at k = 2π/3.

(36)

where |ψ f
k,±〉 are the eigenstates of H f (k), with |ψ f

k,+〉 and |ψ f
k,−〉

corresponding to eigenenergy E f (k) and −E f (k), respectively.

Here E f (k) =

√
(d f
y (k))2 + (d f

z (k))2. According to Eq.(26),
one has

|ψ
f
k,−〉 = (cos

θ
f
k

2
+ i sin

θ
f
k

2
c†kc†
−k)|0〉,

|ψ
f
k,+〉 = (i sin

θ
f
k

2
+ cos

θ
f
k

2
c†kc†
−k)|0〉, (37)

then a short calculation reveals

〈ψk(t)|ψi
k〉 = e−iE f (k)t〈ψ

f
k,−|ψ

i
k〉〈ψ

i
k |ψ

f
k,−〉

+eiE f (k)t〈ψ
f
k,+|ψ

i
k〉〈ψ

i
k |ψ

f
k,+〉

= e−iE f (k)t cos2 ∆θk

2
+ eiE f (k)t sin2 ∆θk

2
, (38)

where ∆θk = θ
f
k − θ

i
k. Therefore,

|〈ψk(t)|ψi
k〉| =

√
cos2(E f (k)t) + cos2 ∆θk sin2(E f (k)t)

=

√
1 − sin2 ∆θk sin2(E f (k)t). (39)

Accordingly, we obtain the expression for post-quench circuit
complexity,

C(t) =
∑
k>0

arccos
√

1 − sin2 ∆θk sin2(E f (k)t). (40)

Appendix E: Growth rate of post-quench circuit complexity

In the main text, we have shown that right after the quench,
the post-quench circuit complexity grows linearly with time.
As the slope of a line can be determined by any two points on
the line, thus the growth rate of post-quench circuit complex-
ity can be defined as

χ ≡ lim
δt→0+

C(δt) −C(0)
δt

= lim
δt→0+

C(δt)
δt

. (41)

Above we have used C(0) = 0. According to Eq.(40), we have

χ =
∑
k>0

lim
δt→0+

arccos
√

1 − sin2 ∆θk sin2(E f (k)δt)

δt

=
∑
k>0

lim
δt→0+

arccos(1 − 1
2 sin2 ∆θk(E f (k)δt)2 + O((δt)3))

δt

=
∑
k>0

lim
δt→0+

√
2
√

1
2 sin2 ∆θk(E f (k)δt)2 + O((δt)3)

δt

=
∑
k>0

| sin ∆θk |E f (k). (42)

To see that χ is nonanalytic at the critical points, we again con-
sider the special model in Eq.(34) for illustration. Concretely,
we consider

Hi(k) = (− cos k − µi)τz + sin kτy,

H f (k) = −µ f τz. (43)

Accordingly, we have

χ =
∑
k>0

| sin ∆θk |E f (k)

=
∑
k>0

sin k√
(cos k + µi)2 + sin2 k

|µ f |

=
L|µ f |

2π

∫ π

0
dk

sin k√
(cos k + µi)2 + sin2 k

=
L|µ f |

2π

∫ 1

−1

dx√
1 + (µi)2 + 2µix

=
L|µ f |

2π
|1 + µi| − |1 − µi|

2µi ,

=

 L|µ f |

2π , |µ
i| ≤ 1,

L|µ f |

2π|µi |
, |µi| > 1.

(44)

The nonanalyticity of χ at the two critical points µi = ±1 is
obvious.



10

∗ yaodaox@mail.sysu.edu.cn
† yanzhb5@mail.sysu.edu.cn

[1] C. H. Papadimitriou, Computational complexity (John Wiley
and Sons Ltd., 2003).

[2] S. Arora and B. Barak, Computational complexity: a modern
approach (Cambridge University Press, 2009).

[3] L. Susskind, Fortschritte der Physik 64, 24 (2016).
[4] L. Susskind, Fortschritte der Physik 64, 44 (2016).
[5] D. Stanford and L. Susskind, Phys. Rev. D 90, 126007 (2014).
[6] A. R. Brown, D. A. Roberts, L. Susskind, B. Swingle, and

Y. Zhao, Phys. Rev. Lett. 116, 191301 (2016).
[7] A. R. Brown, D. A. Roberts, L. Susskind, B. Swingle, and

Y. Zhao, Phys. Rev. D 93, 086006 (2016).
[8] M. Alishahiha, Phys. Rev. D 92, 126009 (2015).
[9] J. L. F. Barbón and E. Rabinovici, Journal of High Energy

Physics 2016, 84 (2016).
[10] L. Lehner, R. C. Myers, E. Poisson, and R. D. Sorkin, Phys.

Rev. D 94, 084046 (2016).
[11] O. Ben-Ami and D. Carmi, Journal of High Energy Physics

2016, 129 (2016).
[12] D. Carmi, R. C. Myers, and P. Rath, Journal of High Energy

Physics 2017, 118 (2017).
[13] S. Chapman, H. Marrochio, and R. C. Myers, Journal of High

Energy Physics 2017, 62 (2017).
[14] P. Caputa, N. Kundu, M. Miyaji, T. Takayanagi, and K. Watan-

abe, Journal of High Energy Physics 2017, 97 (2017).
[15] P. A. Cano, R. A. Hennigar, and H. Marrochio, Phys. Rev. Lett.

121, 121602 (2018).
[16] Z. Fu, A. Maloney, D. Marolf, H. Maxfield, and Z. Wang, Jour-

nal of High Energy Physics 2018, 72 (2018).
[17] B. Swingle and Y. Wang, Journal of High Energy Physics 2018,

106 (2018).
[18] J. Couch, S. Eccles, T. Jacobson, and P. Nguyen, Journal of

High Energy Physics 2018, 44 (2018).
[19] A. R. Brown and L. Susskind, Phys. Rev. D 97, 086015 (2018).
[20] K. Goto, H. Marrochio, R. C. Myers, L. Queimada, and

B. Yoshida, Journal of High Energy Physics 2019, 160 (2019).
[21] A. R. Brown, H. Gharibyan, H. W. Lin, L. Susskind, L. Thor-

lacius, and Y. Zhao, Phys. Rev. D 99, 046016 (2019).
[22] A. Bernamonti, F. Galli, J. Hernandez, R. C. Myers, S.-M.

Ruan, and J. Simón, Phys. Rev. Lett. 123, 081601 (2019).
[23] P. Caputa and J. M. Magan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 231302

(2019).
[24] J. Jiang, Phys. Rev. D 98, 086018 (2018).
[25] S. Chapman, M. P. Heller, H. Marrochio, and F. Pastawski,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 120, 121602 (2018).
[26] R. A. Jefferson and R. C. Myers, Journal of High Energy

Physics 2017, 107 (2017).
[27] L. Hackl and R. C. Myers, Journal of High Energy Physics

2018, 139 (2018).
[28] H. A. Camargo, M. P. Heller, R. Jefferson, and J. Knaute, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 123, 011601 (2019).
[29] J. Jiang and B.-X. Ge, Phys. Rev. D 99, 126006 (2019).
[30] M. A. Nielsen, arXiv e-prints , quant-ph/0502070 (2005),

arXiv:quant-ph/0502070 [quant-ph].
[31] M. A. Nielsen, M. R. Dowling, M. Gu, and A. C. Doherty,

Science 311, 1133 (2006).
[32] M. R. Dowling and M. A. Nielsen, Quantum Info. Comput. 8,

861 (2008).
[33] M. Z. Hasan and C. L. Kane, Rev. Mod. Phys. 82, 3045 (2010).
[34] X.-L. Qi and S.-C. Zhang, Rev. Mod. Phys. 83, 1057 (2011).

[35] C.-K. Chiu, J. C. Y. Teo, A. P. Schnyder, and S. Ryu, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 88, 035005 (2016).

[36] X.-G. Wen, Rev. Mod. Phys. 89, 041004 (2017).
[37] F. Liu, R. Lundgren, J. B. Curtis, P. Titum, J. R. Garrison,

and A. V. Gorshkov, arXiv e-prints , arXiv:1902.10720 (2019),
arXiv:1902.10720 [quant-ph].

[38] A. Y. Kitaev, Physics-Uspekhi 44, 131 (2001).
[39] M. Heyl, A. Polkovnikov, and S. Kehrein, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110,

135704 (2013).
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