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Abstract

We calculate the operator complexity for the displacement, squeeze and rotation operators of
a quantum harmonic oscillator. The complexity of the time-dependent displacement operator is
constant, equal to the magnitude of the coherent state parameter, while the complexity of unitary
evolution by a generic quadratic Hamiltonian is proportional to the amount of squeezing and is
sensitive to the time-dependent phase of the unitary operator. We apply these results to study the
complexity of a free massive scalar field, finding that the complexity has a period of rapid linear
growth followed by a saturation determined by the UV cutoff and the number of spatial dimensions.
We also study the complexity of the unitary evolution of quantum cosmological perturbations in de
Sitter space, which can be written as time-dependent squeezing and rotation operators on individual
Fourier mode pairs. The complexity of a single mode pair at late times grows linearly with the
number of e-folds, while the complexity at early times oscillates rapidly due to the sensitivity of
operator complexity to the phase of unitary time evolution. Integrating over all modes, the total
complexity of cosmological perturbations scales as the square root of the (exponentially) growing
volume of de Sitter space, suggesting that inflation leads to an explosive growth in complexity of the

Universe.
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1 Introduction

As a concept, quantum circuit complexity is a measure of the number of simple quantum operations
necessary to build a given unitary target operator — which transforms some reference state into a
target state — from the identity. For quantum systems in which the set of available operators form a
continuum, quantum circuit complexity (hereafter denoted simply as complexity) can be interpreted in
a geometric way as the length of a minimal geodesic in the space of operators [1-3]. Because of their
wide-ranging applications, we are interested in the class of quantum systems built from the quantum
harmonic oscillator. In order to make progress in finding the complexity of a target operator, it is often
necessary to characterize the action of the operator on a restricted subspace of reference and target
states, such as Gaussian wavefunctions, as in e.g. [4H8]. Such restrictions, however, make it difficult to
make general statements about target unitaries, and can be difficult to extend to quantum field theory

or interacting systems.

In this paper, we will consider the complexity of the target unitary operator directly, following the
group manifold approach of [9-12] (see also |[13]) and extending it to the quantum harmonic oscillator. In
this formulation, the target unitary is generated from a set of fundamental operators, which form a Lie
algebra. Upon the choice of a suitable right-invariant metric, the minimal geodesic on the corresponding
group manifold of the Lie algebra is found as a solution to the Euler-Arnold equation [9,(10,/14]. The
advantage of this group-theoretic approach is that the geometry is determined by the generators of the
Lie algebra (up to the choice of the metric), and is manifestly independent of the reference and target
states. Further, this approach can potentially be extended to the study of complexity for interacting
systems by suitably generalizing the Lie algebra of the fundamental operators beyond those considered

here.

The target unitaries we consider here will be the displacement, squeeze and rotation operators



of a quantum harmonic oscillator. These operators are not only a starting point towards applying
this formalism for complexity to more complex systems, they are also interesting from the perspective
of continuous variable quantum information |15H17]. In particular, coherent and squeezed states of
light are ubiquitous ingredients in quantum optics [1§], and may play a supporting role in enhancing
quantum computation algorithms (see e.g. [15,/16,/19]). Squeezed states also show up in interesting
applications in quantum field theories on curved backgrounds (such as [20-23]), and these states and the
corresponding operators that generate them can lead to new quantum information theoretic perspectives
on phenomena such as cosmological perturbations and Hawking radiation [24-28]. Since the complexity
of these operators has been studied in state-based approaches before, we are able to compare our state-

independent to computing complexity with those methods.

Complexity is particularly interesting when applied to many-body systems, where it may serve as a
diagnostic for quantum chaos [8,29-35] or topological phase transitions [36-38|. To this end, the oper-
ator complexity of a single quantum harmonic oscillator is readily extended to a free massive quantum
scalar field by writing the field as a sum over (decoupled) Fourier modes up to a UV cutoff. While still
integrable, this simple system can serve as a testing ground for many-body operator complexity as well
as uncover general features of the UV divergences that appear in complexity when moving to quantum
field theory. Another particularly interesting model is the unitary evolution of quantum cosmological
perturbations in the presence of a time-dependent background. At leading order, the Fourier modes
of quantum cosmological perturbations behave as quantum harmonic oscillators with time-dependent
frequencies [39]; the corresponding unitary time evolution operator can be written as a product of
time-dependent squeezing and rotation operators [20-23,26]. The state complexity of cosmological
perturbations has been studied before [24}25,28], but being state-based, these calculations all require
some specific choices for reference and target states. Operator complexity instead is independent of the
particular reference and target states, resulting in a more general statement about the complexity of

the unitary evolution of the cosmological background.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2| we review the state-independent method
of operator complexity from [9}/10]. In Section [3[ we apply this technique to the displacement operator,
finding that the operator-space geometry is 3-dimensional hyperbolic space, and the complexity is
simply proportional to the magnitude of the coherent state parameter of the displacement operator.
In Section 4] we consider a generic unitary that is quadratic in the creation and annihilation operators,
which can be decomposed as a product of the squeeze and rotation operators. After describing the
geometry, we explore the upright and inverted harmonic oscillators as simple examples before finding
the complexity for a generic product of squeeze and rotation operators. In Section [5| we extend our
analysis to quantum field theories with a UV cutoff. Specifically, we first consider a massive free scalar
field, calculating the resulting complexity of unitary time evolution and its leading UV divergence. We
then analyze the complexity of unitary evolution of quantum cosmological perturbations in a de Sitter
background for individual Fourier modes as well as the integral over all Fourier modes, comparing our
results to corresponding calculations of state complexity. In Section [6] we conclude with a discussion
of our results and future directions. Finally, in Appendix [A] we demonstrate that our results for the

complexity for these groups is independent of the choice of matrix representation.



2 Operator Complexity

We start by reviewing the continuum circuit complexity construction we will use throughout the rest of
the paper; see also [9}/10]. Our quantum circuit is a unitary operator that transforms a given reference

state [1)r to a specified target state |¢)p

|¢>T = z/A{taurget |77Z)>R (1)

The target unitary L?target consists of a continuum of operations parameterized by a parameter ‘s’ that

controls the level of the circuit

1
Uonse = Poxp | ~i [ V()01 as) @)
0

where the operators {O} are some set of fundamental operators, the V/(s) are vectors that specify
the path of the sequence of operators, and the path-ordering P ensures that the operators are applied

sequentially from s = 0 to s = 1. It is convenient to introduce the s-dependent unitary

O(s) = Pexp [—i /O V)0 ds’} , (3)

which is a solution to the differential equation

dU PN
5) _ —iVI(s) O1 U(s), (4)
ds
subject to the boundary conditions
U0)=1 and U(1) = Usarges - (5)

In principle, there are many different paths (“circuits”) V! (s) that can be used to build the target
unitary through . In order to identify the “optimal” path, we will characterize each path realizing
the unitary by its circuit deptlﬂ

D[V = /01 VG VIVY ds, (6)

corresponding to the geodesic length in the space of operators. The metric G identifies the operational
“cost” or weight to building the path with any particular operator Or; as we will discuss, while a natural
choice is the Cartan-Killing form of the Lie algebra of the operators {@1}, Gry = Kjj, leading to a
bi-invariant metric, this choice will not be possible for the non-compact groups we are interested in
here, as we will discuss in the following sections. Instead, for the examples we consider in this paper we
will choose a flat metric on the operators Gyy = dry, leading to a right-invariant metric, so that there
are no preferred directions in operator space (though we leave G as arbitrary for the remaining parts
of this section, for clarity). More generally, the metric may be constructed either phenomenologically,
by including the difficulty of preparing a particular gate in the lab, or by including a theoretical bias for

“simple” versus “composite” operators. The choice of metric Gy, together with , leads to a notion

“There are other choices for the cost function of the circuit depth [1}/4]. We will choose the geodesic cost function for
its relative simplicity and geometric interpretation.



of distance on this space [4]
ds? = Gry dv'av’ (7)
where

av! =T (a0 U Of) . (8)

The optimal quantum circuit is the one with minimal circuit depth, so that the complexity of

is the minimization of the circuit depth

Crarget = ?nlr]{p VI = Inllr]{ / VG VIV ds, (9)
Vv 1%

over all possible paths {V(s)} realizing the target operator . The minimal path V(s) is therefore

a geodesic on the space , which solves the Euler-Arnold equation 94|10} /14]

av’

Grj——
1J ds

=L, vIGp VY, (10)
where the f E are the structure constants of the operators,

(01,0,] = iff; Op. (1)

In the following sections, we will proceed as follows. First, we identify the target unitary Z:{target and
select a set of basis operators {@I}, with associated Lie group, that we use to construct this unitary.
Paths that solve define a set of geodesics {V!(s)} on this space. We then restrict this set of
geodesics to those that realize the target unitary through and the boundary conditions . Finally,
we use the resulting optimal construction of the unitary to calculate the complexity @, and determine

its dependence on the parameters of the target unitary.

3 Displacement Operator Complexity

As a simple application, we begin by analyzing the circuit complexity associated with the displacement

operator
L?target = 75((1) = exp [adT — a*&] , (12)

which generates the coherent state |o) = D(«)|0) from the vacuum. More generally, we can consider

the time-dependent displacement operator
atarget(t) _ ﬁ(a,t) _ ez’HotZ“)(a)e—iHot ) (ae—z’wt) ’ (13)

in which the displacement operator is time-evolved by a free Hamiltonian Hy = wata. The
displacement operator is a standard starting point for many approaches to calculating complexity

[5,134,140,41], and as such will provide a good place to start in applying the formalism developed in



Section [2] as applied to infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces.

A natural set of fundamental operators to use for generating through the construction ([2)

1
D(a,t) =P exp [—1/ VIi(s)er ds} , (14)

0

are the Hermitian operators
b=~ (a+af), e ! (a-a), e=1 (15)
1= —F7= ) 2 = = - ) 3= )

V2 V2
which obey the standard Heisenberg Lie algebra [é1, é3] = —iés, with all other commutators vanishing.
As a result, the only non-zero structure constant (up to permutations) is fi, = —1, so that the Cartan-

Killing form vanishes K7j = fILKfj(L = 0. In terms of the {é;}, we can write our target operator

as

Ukarget (£) = exp [\/iz Imla(t)] & + v2i Rela(t)] éa] . (16)

The s-dependent vectors V/(s) in (14 parameterize the path through the space of operators, from
the identity (at s = 0) to the target operator (at s = 1). The associated circuit depth @ measures
the geodesic length of any particular path, given a metric Gy; on the space of operators. Since the
Cartan-Killing form vanishes, a natural choice for the metric is a diagonal metric Gry = d;5 so that
the infinitesimal circuit depth G;;VIV/ = (V1)2 + (V2)2 + (V3)2 is non-zero.

The path from the identity to our target state with the smallest circuit depth is thus obtained as a
solution to the Euler-Arnold equation , which becomes

av't
ds
dv’?
ds
av?
ds

— _V2v3 :

= VIv3; (17)

Combining the first two equations of , it is straightforward to see that (V1)2+ (V?2)? is independent
of s. Since the third equation of leads to V3(s) = c3, a constant, we have the following general

solution for a depth-minimizing path

Vi(s) = wycos(vgs) + vosin(vss);
VZ2(s) = wysin(vgs) — vgcos(vss); (18)
V3(s) = wvs3;

where vy, v9,v3 are constants that will be determined by boundary conditions. The resulting circuit

complexity along this minimal path is then simply

1
Cums = | JGLVI()V/(5) ds = \fof + 13+ 07, (19)
0

Before imposing the boundary conditions to fix the constants {v;} in terms of the target unitary




operator, let us make a simplification in our construction of the unitary operator in terms of the é;.
Since the operator é3 is a center that commutes with all other elements, its contribution to ([14]) is just

an overall time-independent phase when operating on states
1 1 o
exp [—1/ vie; ds] [V)Yr = exp [—z/ (Vl(s)é1 + VQ(S)éQ) ds] e tvsl [V)Rr
0 0
1
= exp [—z/ (Vi(s)ér + V3(s)é2) d,s] e " )R . (20)
0

We will therefore set v3 = 0 to avoid this additional phase ambiguity. The resulting solutions for
the depth-minimizing path simplify so that the solutions become V1(s) = vy, V2(s) = vg, V3(s) =0

with corresponding complexity
Ctarget =1/ U% + U% . (21)

Our target operator ([12) is the s = 1 boundary condition of the s-dependent unitary operator
" S

U(s) =Pexp [—z/ VI(ser ds’] , (22)
0

which is a solution to the differential equation (4]

dU (s)

= —iVI(s) e U(s). (23)

In order to find an explicit solution to , we will use an explicit 3 x 3 upper-triangular matrix

representationlﬂ of the Heisenberg Lie algebra generators as

010 000 00 i
e4=10 0 0], é=|00 1|, é=|000 (24)
000 000 000

Within this representation, a general element of the Heisenberg group can be written in terms of group

elements a, b, ¢

1 da(s) c(s
Us)=10 1 ibs)]| - (25)
0 0 1

Following , we can use and the explicit representation of the fundamental operators {é;} to

construct the operator-space geometry of the Heisenberg group
ds* = Gry dv! av’ = da® + db* + (bda + de)? (26)

which has constant negative curvature. The operator-space geometry associated with the Heisenberg

group is thus 3-dimensional hyperbolic space.

With the explicit representation and the solutions for the V! (s), the differential equation

5We obtain identical results for other matrix representations, indicating that the precise choice of matrix representation
is not important. See Appendix E



is solved by the parameterizations

a(s) = ap—v1s;

b(s) = by —vas; (27)
1

c(s) = co+bovis— —01v98?

2

where the ag, by, cy are constants. Imposing the boundary condition that the unitary reduce to the

identity operator at s = 0, U(s =0) = 1 leads to the unitary

1 —ivs —%1111)252
Uis)=10 1 —ivgs . (28)
0 0 1

The boundary condition at s = 1, ﬁ(s =1) = Z:{target, with 1) now leads to a solution for the
constants v; = —v/2 Im[a(t)],v2 = —v/2 Re[a(t)]. The resulting complexity for the time-dependent

displacement operator is thus
CHeis = \/5 |a| ) (29)

and is simply proportional to the time-independent magnitude of the coherent state parameter. This
result for the complexity of the displacement operator is similar to previous results [5,140] for the
complexity of a corresponding coherent state, and stands in contrast to other measures of complexity

of the displacement operator [34,41], in which the complexity is time-dependent.

It is interesting to interpret the result in terms of the average number density — or equivalently,

the average energy — of a vacuum coherent state
(E) ~ No = (ald'd|a) = [af*. (30)

From this perspective, the complexity of the displacement operator scales as the square root of

average energy (average number of particles)

Cdisplacement ~ <E> . (31)

In realizations of quantum information protocols, the energy needed to prepare a state or set of gates
can be an important resource [15,19]. Because of the scaling , this implies that the energy required
to build a coherent state with some fixed complexity C. grows quadratically with that complexity
(E) ~ C2. Tt would be interesting to study further whether these scalings have general lessons for

building quantum information protocols with continuous variables in the lab.

4 Squeezing Operator Complexity

Let us now turn our attention to a unitary quantum circuit that is constructed from a generic quadratic

combination of creation and annihilation operators

)1 = Ua|0) (32)



where Uy is the unitary operator
Uy = exp [—i/ﬁg dt] (33)
defined in terms of a quadratic Hamiltonian
H=Qata+ % (A a2+ A fﬂ?) . (34)
The unitary operator can also be written more generally in the factorized form [18§]
Uz = S(r, ) R(6) (35)
in terms of the squeeze and rotation operators

(e~2i®32_c2id412) A —i6 afagaaf

and R(f)=e " 2 | (36)

NI

S(T7¢) =€

where 7, the squeezing parameter, characterizes the amount of squeezing, ¢ is the squeezing angle,
and 6 is the rotation angle. The formulation in terms of the squeezing and rotation operators
can be quite useful, particularly when the parameters Q, A of the target quadratic Hamiltonian ({34])
are time-dependent, as often happens for interesting physical applications. Thus, we can represent our

quantum circuit more generally as the squeezed state

)1 = Uhargee V) = [S(r0) RO)] 1), (37)

where [1))R is an arbitrary reference state. From another perspective, a Bogoluibov transformation be-
tween two sets (@, al) <» (b, bT) of creation and annihilation operators can be written as a transformation
with respect to the squeeze and rotation operators

a=ab+ ﬁ* bT = utTarget butarget : (38)

From the form of Hy, the natural set of fundamental operators {@ 1} to use in building the target

unitary are the Hermitian operators

42 1 12 (% — at? aat + ata
. a“+a . i(a® —a') . aa'+a'a
€1 = A ) €2 = A ) €3 = A (39)
These operators satisfy the su(1,1) Lie algebra,
€1, 62] = —iés, [é3,61] = iéa, [én, €3] =iey, (40)

therefore the target operator L?target is a generic element of SU(1,1). The structure constants [é;, é;] =

. k- ~

ff’QZ—l, f§1:17f213:1 (41)



define the su(1,1) Cartan-Killing form K;; = filk fjkl

2 0 0
K=o 2 o]. (42)
0 0 -2

Following the discussion in Section [2| a natural choice for a metric on the space of operators of
su(1,1) would be proportional to the bi-invariant Cartan-Killing form G;; = K;;. However, because
of the negative eigenvalue in such a metric would be Lorentzian, potentially leading to a zero or
imaginary complexity @ for “lightlike” (G;;V*V7 = 0) or “timelike” (G;;V'VJ < 0) paths, respectively.
Since we would like to interpret the complexity @D as a continuum version of the number of gates needed
to build the target quantum circuit, negative or imaginary complexities are undesirable. Instead,
here we will again choose a diagonal Riemannian metric with equal cost factors G;; = d;; so that
Gy ViVi = (Vl)2 + (V2)2 + (V3)2 is non-negative. This means that all of our fundamental operators
are “easy,” in contrast to the SU(2) analysis of |9] which chose one of the directions to be a “hard”

direction with an increased cost factor.

Given our characterization of the target circuit in terms of the su(1,1) generators {é;}
~ A A 1 .
Usaeger = $(r, 9)R(0) = Pexp [1 / Vi(s) é ds] , (43)
0

we now need to find paths {V1(s),V?2(s),V3(s)} that minimize the circuit depth @ The geodesic
equation becomes the set of three equations for the V?(s)

av't
ds
dv?
ds
avs
ds

= —2V2V3;

= 2VV3, (44)

Solutions to take the form

Vi(s) = wvicos(2uss) — vysin(2uss);
V%(s) = wvysin(2u3s) + vy cos(2u3s) ; (45)
VS(S) = U3,

where v1, v9, v3 are constants that we will determine by matching the form of the target operator .
With this solution the magnitude of the vector V* takes the simple form

G V'VI = (Vl)2 + (VQ)2 + (V3)2 =02 40 +v3 =02 403 (46)

where we defined v? = U% —|—v% for convenience. The complexity @, the minimal circuit depth evaluated
on the solution to the Euler-Arnold equation , becomes

Ctarget =/ v? + 7)32, . (47)

10



The constants v; are determined by matching to the target operator , which solves

= —iVI(s) ¢ U(s), (48)

subject to the boundary conditions U(O) =1, U(l) = L?target = S’(r, gb)fi(ﬁ) In order to solve ,

we work with the following 2 x 2 representation of the su(1,1) generators,

1{0 -1 1{0 i 1{1 o0
b == ,éy = b3 = = . 49

Within the 2 x 2 representation, a general element of SU(1,1) takes the form
0(s) = (1) p(s)* such that  |g2 — |p2 = 1. (50)
p(s) als)

We can further write this in terms of some «, 3, ~, which parametrize the group

R (cosh(p) 1y Sinle) (a0 — z',B)Sinp(p))

U(s) = . .
(5) (a + ZB) smp(pg; cosh —i~y sin(p)

(51)
p

where p? = a? 4+ 32 — 42. Following , we can use and the explicit representation of the funda-

mental operators {é;} to construct the non-compact operator-space geometry of the su(1, 1) generators

. h4
dstyoy) = 4smp4 P (8% 4+ 7% + p? coth? p)da® + (a® + 4% + p* coth? p)dB*
+(a? 4 2 + p? coth? p)dy? — 2a8dadf — 2(28p coth p + ary)deudy
+2(2apcoth p — fvy)dpdy] . (52)

The corresponding curvature
Rsu(l,l) = —8(p2 + 272) tanh? pP— p2 (53)

is non-positive.

Returning to the form , the differential equation then becomes equivalent to the differential
equations for ¢(s) and p(s)

% _ _Z%H (v2 J;ivl)e_gwgsp; (54)
% _ i%Sp (v2 ;ivl)emvgs ’ (55)
with solutions
a(s) = e (12 4 cpe /2 (56)
p(s) = ?12;72@'1}161@35 (cl()\ — iv3)e™/? — (N + Ug)e_ksﬂ) , (57)

where again we used v} 4+ v3 = v? for notational simplicity, and A = \/v2 — v§ can be either real or

imaginary, depending on the relative sizes of v and vs. Demanding the boundary condition U (0) = il

11



implies ¢(0) = 1,p(0) = 0, which fixes ¢; = 55 (X +iv3), c2 = 55 (A — iv3), so that U(s) becomes

U( ) g~ vss (cosh (%) + %2 sinh (%)) e ivss 7(1)”;“”) sinh (%) (58)
s) = 4 4 .
evss 7(”2;\“”) sinh (%) e'vss (cosh (%) — 1% sinh (%))

Imposing the remaining boundary condition at s = 1, U(l) = Ugarger Will allow us to determine the
geodesic constants v; in terms of the target operator quantities. However, before we do this in the

general case, let us examine limiting cases in order to gain an intuition for the results.

4.1 Free Harmonic Oscillator

As our first example, let us consider time evolution under the free harmonic oscillator Hamiltonian as

our target operator

) = e oty (59)

with Hy = %(fﬁd + d&T) = 2wés. In terms of the squeeze and rotation operators this corresponds
to vanishing squeezing r = 0 and a time-dependent rotation angle 0(t) = wt. The resulting target

operator is then
. A e—iwt 0
Unarger = e = ( 0 eiwt) . o

Imposing the boundary condition U (1) = L?target on the operator , we find v1 = v9 = 0 so that

A = 1vs3, and

e—iwt _ e—i03/2 ) (61)

Since the complexity becomes Ciee = \/W = |vs|, the simple solution v = 26(t) = 2wt to
results in a complexity that is unbounded and grows linearly with time Cgee = 2wt. However, the
complexity should be a minimization over the v;, and this is not the minimal solution to (61f). For
wt > T, we can solve with the smaller angle |v3| = 2(27 — wt), up until wt > 2w, at which point
v3 = 4(wt — 2m)/3 (and so on for increasing windings). The resulting complexity as a function of time
oscillates between positive and negative slopes of +4w/3, as seen in Figure [1{ Indeed, since the operator
is identical after the revival time Z;{target(t =0) = L?target(t =T) for T = 2r/w, we expect the

complexity to show a similar periodicity.

4.2 Inverted Harmonic Oscillator
Next we consider the inverted harmonic oscillator, with Hamiltonian

i = —% (AQ +aT2) = —20¢. (62)

12
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Figure 1: (Left) When wt > 7, the minimal length geodesic for |vs| to satisfy the boundary condition
becomes |v3| = 2(2m —wt). (Right) Because of this “shortcut”, the complexity of the time evolution

operator e~ *Hot for the free harmonic oscillator oscillates between positive and negative slopes +2w with
a period given by the quantum revival time 7' = 27 /w.

Taking the time evolution operator as our target operator again, with representation

(63)

Uharges = €~ 11t — 291 _ <Cosh(Qt) —isinh(Qt)) |

isinh(2t)  cosh(Qt)

we see this as a squeeze operator with linearly increasing squeezing r(t) = ¢, constant squeeze angle

¢ = m/4, and vanishing rotation angle # = 0. Matching U(l) = L?target leads to the conditions

A )y A ) A ;
e " (cosh <2> + zv—; sinh <2>> = cosh (), % sinh <2> e "3 = —isinh(Qt), (64)

which are solved by A = v1 = 2r(t) = 2Qt, v = v3 = 0. The resulting complexity for the inverted

harmonic oscillator grows linearly with time
CInvert =202t (65)

Unlike the free harmonic oscillator of the previous subsection, the complexity for the inverted harmonic

oscillator grows without bound, reflecting the instability of the inverted oscillator.

4.3 General Squeezing and Rotation

Having spent some time on the simplified special cases of the previous two subsections, we now consider
a more general element of SU(1,1). The most general target operator can be written as a product of

squeeze and rotation operators
atarget = S'(T’, (ﬁ)ﬁ)(@) . (66)

As discussed above, a generic quadratic time-evolution operator can always be decomposed into a
product of this form, in which the parameters r(t), ¢(t),0(t) all inherit time-dependence through the
Heisenberg equation of motion. Using the forms of the squeezing and rotation operators , and the

13
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[Vl 20} 6 = 11110
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_ 9 =77
o = IV = 2r
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(a)
Figure 2: Numerical solutions to the boundary condition (68)) for the geodesic parameters (a) v =
\/vi + 03, illustrating that v & 2r, and (b) vs, illustrating the behavior .

generators (39)) with the representation (49)), we write our target operator as

N —i0 -osh i(2¢+0) ginh
Uorget = §2 c@os‘ r e ’ sinhr) (67)
e~ (26+9) ginh € coshr

Matching the operator at the boundary condition U (1) = L?target with we obtain the conditions

. . . W3 (g — ¢
e Y coshr = e <cosh (;\) + 213\3> ) e~ 2040 ginh r = e(vi\wl) sinh (;) . (68)

Solutions to for v = \/v? 4+ v3 = v(r,0),v3 = v3(r,0) as functions of the squeezing parameter and

rotation angle can be found analytically in the limits of small r < 1 and large r > 1 squeezingﬂ
v & 2r; (69)
20min  forr <1

lus| = (70)
Omin forr > 1

where

0 —2mn for 2mn <0 < 7w(2n+1)
O i = for some n, (71)

2rn — 60  for m1(2n —1) < 6 < 27mn

represents the minimization of the rotation angle discussed in Section[4.1] More generally, the equations
can be solved numerically as seen in Figure [2] illustrating that this analytic solution holds quite

generally, with vs interpolating between 20, and 0y, for intermediate values of the squeezing r.

The resulting complexity of a generic squeezed state is thus given by

CSqueeze ~ \/ 4r2 + 1)32, 5 (72)

where v3 is given by . Since v3 is bounded by 2w, for large squeezing r > 1 the complexity is linear

5The relative sizes of v; and vy are determined from the squeezing angle ¢ from , but will not be important in the
rest of our analysis.
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in the squeezing parameter
CSqueeze ~2r. (73)

Interestingly, the complexity of the target operator consisting of the product of the squeeze and
rotation operators depends periodically on the rotation angle 8 through v, but is entirely independent

of the squeezing angle ¢.

The complexity of a Gaussian squeezed state, generated by acting the squeezing operator (66)
on a vacuum state, has been considered before using different techniques. For example, in [24] the
complexity of a single-mode squeezed state was calculated by parameterizing the effect of a squeezing
operator on Gaussian wavefunctions, using the approach of [4,/7]. In contrast to our results above
and , the complexity of a single-mode squeezed state in [24] depends sensitively on the squeezing
angle. Further, the Gaussian wavefunction approach of [4}7] ignores normalization factors and phases
of the Gaussian wavefunction, and cannot be sensitive to the rotation angle # in the way found in
, even though such states are technically distinct. The differences between the two approaches is
heightened by applying them to the inverted harmonic oscillator. Our result above finds that the
complexity is equal to the time-dependent squeezing parameter r(t) = 22¢t, growing linearly with time,
while the complexity for the Gaussian wavefunction approach saturates at late times Cgauss =~ 7/4 [24].
These differences may simply be due to the fact that the pure operator complexity, as we have found
here, is independent of the specific forms of the reference and target states, and is thus the complexity
of the quantum circuit as it would be applied to an arbitrary reference state. A more specific reference
state, such as a vacuum state as considered in [24], perhaps allows one to find additional shortcuts by
using the Gaussian form of the position-space wavefunction. In this way, our results for the operator
complexity may serve as a universal upper bound on the complexity needed to construct the target
operator as applied to an arbitrary reference state. Specific choices of reference and target states can

then allow one to find shortcuts in the construction of the operator with smaller circuit depth.

The complexity of a quantum circuit can also be calculated by characterizing the circuit through a
covariance matrix [42]. Applying this approach to a squeezed state leads to a complexity proportional
to the squeezing Ceov = 7(t) [24,/43], similar to our results above (although the results [24,/43] appear
again to be insensitive to the rotation angle #). However, both the covariance matrix and Gaussian
wavefunction approaches suffer from similar limitations: they can only be applied to Gaussian reference
and target states. In contrast, the operator complexity approach we have outlined here is independent
of the reference and target states, and is potentially generalizable to other groups that are not quadratic

in the raising and lowering operators.

5 Scalar Field Complexity

In the previous sections, we studied the operator complexity of the displacement operator as well as
the free and and squeezed quantum harmonic oscillators. Now we extend the formalism and techniques
of operator complexity from [9,/10] to a quantum scalar field, first in the case of a free massive scalar

field, then to quantum scalar cosmological perturbations.
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5.1 Free Scalar Field

To begin, let us consider a (d+1)-dimensional free scalar field of mass m in a box of size L with periodic

boundary conditions (we will take L — oo at the end). Expanding the field in Fourier modes

(o ¢]
. 1 o o
ba) =Y —= (aﬁ e 4 gl o x) (74)
— \/2E;
T

for canonical creation and annihilation operators {dﬁ,&m} = 0w, where py = 7ir/L and Ey =

\/P% +m? and 7 is a d-dimensional vector of integers. The Hamiltonian becomes a sum over modes

a= % S Y Ea(akan + asal) - (75)

ni=1no=1 ng=1

We will cutoff the infinite sums of modes at the UV scale A = Npax7/L for Nyax > 1, allowing us to
study how the complexity diverges as a function of the UV cutoff A. As a result, our target unitary

becomes the product

R Nmax Nmax Nmax '1E (AT* +a AT>
~ _ —lsLbg\a-07TA7Q
utarget — o iHt _ H H H e 2\ GntaTandy | (76)
n1=1 n2=1 nd:1

For each mode 7 we can choose our set of fundamental gates to be the corresponding su(1, 1) generators

i

from Section {4 e.g. é7 = (éT ¢q + éﬁé;) /4. The corresponding geometry on the space of operators
becomes the (Npax)? dimensional direct product of copies of the su(1,1) geometry

Nmax Nmax Nmax

ds? =" " LY GLVIVY (77)

ni=1na=1 ng=1

For any single mode 7 of the target unitary , the minimal path, and corresponding complexity, is
given by that of the free harmonic oscillator of Section

~ ~ 2(Bpt —2mm) for 2mm < Ept <7m(2m+1
Chee = |V5| = (En ) K ( ) for some integer m (78)
2(2rm — Ezt) for m1(2m —1) < Ezt < 2mm

which oscillates between 0 < Cﬁee < 27. Taking into account all of the modes, the total complexity for

the (regularized) free scalar field is

(79)

where v? is given by 1) Taking the continuum limit L — oo, the sums become integrals Z?L =1

L / md i A d?p, and the complexity becomes

Ld/2 A
= O (50)
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Figure 3: The operator complexity of the time evolution operator for a free scalar field of mass
m with UV cutoff A (here chosen as m = A/10) shows a sharp growth C4 ~ 2At at early times, some
transient behavior at intermediate times 7/A < t < 7/m, and a saturation (with damped oscillations)
at late times ¢ > 7m/m. (a) The transient intermediate behavior is shown for d = 1 for m # 0 (solid);
when m = 0 (dashed) there is no transient period, and the operator complexity saturates after its
initial growth. (b) The growth and saturation of the operator complexity is similar across different
dimensions.

where v3(p) is the continuum version of with E,, = \/p? + m?. Even before performing the integral,
we see that the scalar field complexity diverges as the square root of the volume, similar to other

field theory complexity calculations using a geometric cost function [4].

At very early times 7w/t > A much shorter than the UV scale, none of the modes in has yet
reached its first oscillation in v?. Thus, we have v3(p) = 2E, t in these early times, and the complexity

becomes

LY? A 2 2\ 42 Jd L2 1/2 4 (d+2)/2 d/2 A d/2
where we took the integral to be dominated by the high-energy modes p?> > m?, and vol(d) is the
volume of a d-dimensional unit sphere. The UV divergence at these early times scales as A4+2)/2,

leading to a rapid growth of complexity over a very short time scale.

At intermediate times /A < t < 7/m, the complexity for the UV modes p? > m? are rapidly
oscillating, but the complexity for the IR modes p? < m? are still increasing with time, ’UéR ~ 2mt.
Since the UV modes dominate the integral, this leads to a transient period of mild time dependence,
as seen for d = 1 in Figure Finally, at late times ¢t > 7/m, the complexity of each mode is rapidly
oscillating with an O(1) value, so the total complexity of the scalar field roughly saturates (up to

oscillations that will damp out over time) to an average value set by the UV scale,

Ld/2

Co ~ /2

A
/ ddp ~ LY2NY2 (82)
Putting this behavior together, we get a plot of complexity versus time Figure [3|that has a sharp linear
rise followed by a saturation with damped oscillations, consistent across multiple values of the dimension
d as shown in Figure Taking the scalar field to be massless m — 0 removes the intermediate transient

behavior, so that the complexity simply saturates after the sharp rise at early times, as seen in Figure

[Bal
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The volume and UV divergences in the saturated operator complexity of the free scalar field
Hamiltonian evolution operator are similar to the divergences found in [4] for the state complexity of
the ground state of a free scalar field in d-dimensions. Naturally, the power of 1/2 in is coming
from the square root in the geometric length of the circuit depth @ The Euler-Arnold minimization

procedure simultaneously minimizes the “squared length” circuit depth

1

C = min D [V'] = min / G V'vY ds, (83)
{vi} Vit Jo

so the corresponding saturated complexity for the scalar field would scale with the volume and UV

cutoff instead as
Cyp ~ LAY, (84)

This divergence structure compares more favorably with that of common proposals of complexity from

holography [441/45], as well as other studies of scalar field complexity [4].

5.2 Quantum Scalar Cosmological Perturbations

Another interesting application of operator complexity to field theory is its application to the unitary
evolution of quantum cosmological perturbations in an expanding background. We will briefly review
the description of quantum cosmological perturbations as squeezed states; see [20-23,39] for details.
We will work in (3 + 1)-dimensions and take a spatially flat Friedmann-Lemaitre-Robertson-Walker
(FLRW) metric

ds* = —dt* + a(t)?dz® = a(n)? (—dn? + di?) (85)

where 7 is known as the conformal time. The Hubble expansion rate of this background is characterized
by the time derivative of the scale factor H = a/a = a’/a?, where a dot denotes a derivative with respect
to cosmic time t and a prime denotes a derivative with respect to conformal time 7. On this background,
we will consider fluctuations of a light scalar field ¢ = ¢o(t) + do(z,t); the fluctuations d¢ combine
with linearized fluctuations of the metric to form gauge-invariant perturbations, such as the curvature
perturbation R. When written in terms of the Mukhanov-Sasaki variable v = 2R, where z = av/2¢

with e = —H /H?, the action expanded to quadratic order becomes
1 3 2 = N2 2\ o 2
S:§ dnd’z (v — (Vv)° + ~)v —2;1}1} : (86)

The action represents a massless scalar field coupled to an external time-dependent source due to

the expanding cosmological background.

According to the inflationary model of the early universe, the observed classical perturbations in
the early universe began as quantum cosmological perturbations stretched to large scales by the rapid
expansion of inflation [39]. More generally, quantum fields on time-dependent and curved backgrounds
can lead to interesting effects such as particle production and entanglement. We will promote our scalar

cosmological perturbation to a quantum field and expand in (continuous) Fourier modes leading to the
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Hamiltonian
Heosmo = / &k = / Pk [k: (atag+a_pal ) —i= (aza_ - aga*]z)} (87)

where we wrote the creation and annihilation operators with explicit factors of Eﬁ = nir/L to illustrate
that the first term represents the free Hamiltonian evolution of the modes :I:Eﬁ, while the second term
represents particle creation from the time-dependent cosmological background, entangling modes of

opposite momenta.

Let us first consider the unitary evolution associated with the evolution of a single (E, —E) pair
of modes; we will then return to considering the total evolution of all of the modes. The unitary

time-evolution operator
Us(n) = P et Jo HplDd (88)

can be rewritten in terms of two-mode squeezing and rotation operators

~ ~ ~

Uz(n) = Sg (rk, o) Ry; (6) (89)

where
3,; = exp [Tkén) (6_2i¢k(”)&gd% — e%‘z’kd%&ig)] (90)
Rp = exp |~ity(n) (agal +al o )] (91)

with k = |/¥|, are similar to the single-mode squeezing and rotation operators of Section |4 Indeed,
the two-mode operators (9091)) can be built from the fundamental set of operators

non AT At
aEa_E—FaEa

(92)

which satisfy the su(1, 1) algebra (40). This allows us to use the calculations of Section so that the

complexity for the individual pair of modes (E, —E) is

Ci(n) = V/4Ark(n)? + v3(n)? (93)

where v3(n) is given in terms of 6y (n) by (70).

Before using the time-dependence of the squeeze and rotation parameters to determine the resulting
time-dependence of the complexity , we immediately notice that by construction, the complexity
(93) does not include any information about the reference state. In particular, we did not need to
assume that the quantum state is in its ground state in the asymptotic past, as is typically done
to study the time-evolution of the quantum state of cosmological perturbations. Our complexity of
the time-evolution operator of the cosmological background is thus insensitive to details such
as the initial state of the cosmological perturbations, in contrast to state-dependent methods such
as [24125,/28,/43]. Thus, it is potentially useful as a measure of the complexity of the background,

independent of the details of state preparation.

The time-dependence for the squeezing parameter r4(n) squeezing angle ¢x(n) and rotation angle
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Figure 4: (a) Squeezing parameter 7, (b) squeezing angle ¢, and (c) rotation angle 6, each as a
function of the scale factor a = a(n) for a de Sitter background and a fixed co-moving wavenumber
k. While the mode is inside the horizon kHgs > a, the squeezing is small r, < 1 and the squeezing
and rotation angles vary with time. When the mode exits the horizon, the squeezing begins to grow
rr ~ Ina and the squeezing angle and rotation angles “freeze-out” to fixed values.

05 (n) arises from the Heisenberg equations of motion with the Hamiltonian #; (e.g. see [21/23])

/

GZ: = —Z; cos(2¢x) ; (94)
Ci;:c = k+ jcoth(2rk) sin(2¢x) ; (95)
sz;“ — ke Zzltanh(rk) sin(26%) (96)
An exact solution of particular interest is known for de Sitter space, a(n) = —1/(Hgsn) for n < 0
1 1 -1 a
r, = sinh <2“ﬁ7> = sinh <2kHds> (97)
or = —% - %tzm_1 <2|;77|> = —% - %tan_1 <2]€?{ds) (98)
0 = |kn| —tan! <2|2?77|> = k]_ids —tan~? (2k?fds> (99)

At early times n — —oo (or kHgg > a), the mode is inside the horizon and the squeezing rp < 1

is small, while ¢y, 0 are varying with time. As the mode exits the horizon at late times |kn| < 1
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Figure 5: The complexity of a single (E, —IZ) mode pair of cosmological perturbations in a de Sitter
background for several different measures of complexity as a function of the scale factor. Operator
complexity Cr (93)) (black), studied in this paper, is sensitive to the oscillating phase 0}, at early times.
The covariance matrix complexity of the corresponding state Ceoy (blue) is directly proportional
to the squeezing parameter 7, which is insensitive to the phase. The wavefunction-method complexity
of the corresponding state Cyavefen (red) is also insensitive to the phase, though its sensitivity to
the squeezing angle gives very slight differences in intermediate growth. All of these different measures
of complexity grow linearly with the number of e-folds N, ~ Ina at late times (with slightly different
numerical coefficients due to differing conventions).

(a > kHgg), the squeezing begins to grow r; ~ Ina and the squeezing and rotation angles “freeze out”

to their superhorizon values. This behavior is shown numerically in Figures [4 and

For a fixed time, small wavelength modes |kn| > 1 have small squeezing 7, < 1 so the the com-
plexity is dominated by the rapidly oscillating contribution from the phase 6 through vs, and the
complexity is Ci; ~ O(1). For long-wavelength modes |kn| < 1, the mode is outside the Hubble horizon

and the complexity becomes dominated by the squeezing parameter

Co(n) ~ 2 ~ 21 <2|;77|> ~ 21n (a(n)/ac) ~ 2N, (100)

where a, = —1/(Hgsk) is the scale factor at horizon exit, and in the last step we wrote the result
in terms of the number of e-folds of expansion since the horizon exit of the mode. A plot of the full
numerical solution of the single-mode complexity as a function of the scale factor of the universe

illustrating this behavior can be found in Figure

It is interesting to compare the operator complexity for the cosmological perturbation (E, —E)
mode pair to the corresponding state complexity. There are several different techniques for calculating

state complexityﬂ including the wavefunction method (see [4,24.25]) with corresponding complexity

1 1+ e2% tanhry,
Cwavefcn = —F= In 2i%
V2 1 — e 2% tanhr,

2
+ arctan (2sin 2¢y sinhry coshry)?, (101)

"For the purposes of comparison, each of these techniques assumes a geometric cost function and a Bunch-Davies
vacuum state as a reference state.
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and the covariance matrix method (for examples, see the appendix of |24] as well as [43]), with corre-

sponding complexity,
Ceov =Tk - (102)

In the long-wavelength (superhorizon) limit kH;s < a, all of the measures of complexity (93}101}{102))

grow in a similar way as the number of e—foldsﬁ
Ci: ~ 2v/2 Cyvaveten ~ 2Ceov ~ 21In (a(n)/ac) ~ 2N, (103)

The difference between the measures of complexity is primarily apparent at small wavelengths a < kHgg
when the mode is within the horizon: the operator complexity rapidly oscillates between 0 and 2,
while both of the state complexities , smoothly go to zero in this UV limit. This differing
behavior of the complexities can be seen in Figure [5] in the limit of small scale factor a, which shows

each of these complexities for a fixed wavelength k.

Now that we have examined the operator complexity for a single (E, —E) mode of cosmological
perturbations, let us now consider its extension to field theory by including an integral over the Fourier
modes of the Hamiltonian . Analogously to , the total cosmological complexity now

becomes

A
Cop — L?’/Q\// (4r(n)? + v3(n)?) &k . (104)

As noted above, in the UV limit |kn| > 1 the integrand is dominated by the rapid oscillations of the

phase about an O(1) value. In the IR limit |kn| < 1, the integrand is dominated by the squeezing

parameter ri(n) ~ In (kalnl) > 1. The integral in (104]) thus roughly splits into two regimes, which

combine as

| =1 1 A
oot~ I3 / dry(n)? &Pk + / vg(n)2d3k~L3/2\/ / K2 In? () dk + / K2dk
IR uv 0 Ll || =1
~ L322 4 aoA3 (105)
VPP~

up to O(1) factors absorbed into the «; constants. As expected from Section the UV part of the
integral diverges as A3 and is independent of the de Sitter background. Surprisingly, this competes with

the first term, which represents growth in complexity in the IR due to the squeezing and is proportional
to the growth in volume of de Sitter space 1/|n|*> ~ Higa(n)? ~ Hige™e. In fact, for a UV cutoff near
the Planck scale A ~ 10" GeV and 60 e-folds of expansion, the squeezing contribution to the complexity

dominates over that from the UV modes for Hubble scales down to approximately Hyg > 1 keV!

How does this result for the total operator complexity of quantum cosmological perturbations (105])
compare to the total state complexities (102)),(101)) in the field theory limit? The generalization of

the covariance matrix-method state complexity (102) to include multiple modes in the continuum limit

8The wavefunction complexity is smaller by a factor of 2v/2 due to the conventions of (101); the covariance matrix
method complexity is similarly different by a factor of 2 due to conventions.

22



should be the geometric sum

A
clot ~ 132 // r2 d3k . (106)

The IR contribution to the integral (106]) is the same as for (105]), while in the UV we have rj =
1/(2k|n|) < 1 so (L06) becomes

Ciol ~ L3/ / r§d3k+/ r? d3k ~ L*/? 513 T (107)
IR % ul [n*”

where 3; ~ O(1). Interestingly, the UV divergence is weaker here, depends on the de Sitter scale
through A/|n|? ~ AHZ%4a(n)?, and scales with the square of the scale factor.

Finally, let’s take the continuum field theory limit of the wavefunction-method complexity (101

A o
otot N L3/? / In 1+e Qfd’k tanh ry,
1 — e~2% tanhr

wavefcn \/5

2
+ arctan (2 sin 2¢y sinhri cosh rk)2> d3k
(108)

Again, we can approximate this expression by dividing the integral into IR |kn| < 1 and UV |kn| > 1
parts, fA ~ [;r+ Jyv- In the IR, we take the approximate solutions (see [25]) r ~ In(1/[kn|) >
1,¢r =~ —m/2 and the IR integral is dominated by the first term of the integrand

/Wl 1 : k* dk /'77 k%1 2( > dk ~ X (109)
n ~ n 1—= 1
0 0 Lol \HP

where A\ ~ O(1) is an order one constant. As with the IR contributions of the other measures of

‘—1

1 + e~ 2% tanhry
1 — e2% tanhry,

complexity, this scales as the volume growth of de Sitter, exponentially with the number of e-folds
1/|n> = H3ga(n)® ~ H3ge3Ne. For the UV |kn| > 1, the squeezing parameter and angle have the
approximate solutions [25] r ~ 1/(2|kn|) < 1,¢r = —7/4 — 1/(4]kn]|), where we kept the subleading
dependence in ¢g. Inserting these solutions into the integrand of , the leading behavior in the UV
In~'<k<Ais

<A:ilkg (
A
) /|n—1’“2<<k\787\>4> T (“ 1) @fs’ (110)

with Ay ~ O(1). Remarkably, the UV integral does not diverge, and we can take A — 0 to
obtain a UV-finite result, as we did in the last step above. We then find that the UV contribution
(110) also scales as 1/|n|3, similar to the IR part of the integral. Combining the IR (109) and UV
contributions to the integrand of , then, we obtain a result for the total field theory state

complexity (wavefunction method) of cosmological perturbations in de Sitter space as

1 4 e~ 2% tanhry

In -
1 — e~2%% tanhry

2
+ arctan (2 sin 2¢y sinhri cosh rk)2> dk

3/2
Citen ™ LS/Z‘ 73 ~ 1L ), (111)

where again « is some other O(1) constant.
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Summarizing our results for the three different complexities ((105)),(107)),(111) of cosmological per-
turbations in the field theory limit,

ngt ~L3/? ‘707[—‘13 + agA3 Operator Complexity (112)
tot 3/2 /81 A . . .
Ceov ~L —= + Bors Covariance Matrix-Method State Complexity (113)
o P nl?
1
clot o ~yL3? PEE Wavefunction-Method State Complexity (114)

The wavefunction-method complexity simply scales as the square root of the volume, and is
UV finite in contrast to the operator complexity or covariance matrix-method complexity .
Nevertheless, as we argued above, even for a Planck-scale UV cutoff the IR terms dominate for around
60 e-folds of expansion when Hgg > 1 keV. Assuming the IR term dominates in all of the complexities

3/2

above, the scaling C*°* ~ a(n)3/? means that during inflation, the total complexity of the universe due

to the cosmological perturbations grows by a factor,

Cny)  (af 3/2N€3N8/2 (115)
)~ \a /

which is a factor of ~ %0 ~ 1039 for N, ~ 60 e-folds of inflation.

6 Discussion

As a step towards a better understanding of the complexity of operators in scalar field quantum field
theories, we analyzed the operator complexity associated with the displacement, squeeze, and rotation
operators of a quantum harmonic oscillator. Applying the approach of [9,10], we define the complexity
of a target operator as a minimal length geodesic between two points, identified with the identity and
the target operator, in a geometry associated with the group algebra of the fundamental operators
that generate the operator. As discussed in the Introduction, this notion of operator complexity is

independent of the choice of reference and target states.

We focused here on two sets of unitary operators of the quantum harmonic oscillator — the dis-
placement operator, and the squeeze and rotation operators — which together characterize any unitary
operation that is at most quadratic in the creation and annihilation operators. The displacement op-
erator can be constructed with generators of the Heisenberg group, and the resulting operator-space
geometry is 3-dimensional hyperbolic space. The corresponding complexity of a (time-dependent) dis-
placement operator is proportional to the magnitude of the coherent state parameter, independent of
time. This result is similar to some previous results for the complexity of coherent states obtained
using state-based complexity techniques [5,|40], but is in contrast to other results for the complexity of
the displacement operator in which a non-trivial dependence on time was found [34,/41]. It would be

interesting to study the reasons for these differences.

We also considered the squeeze and rotation operators, which are elements of the group SU(1,1)
(isomorphic to SL(2,R)), finding again a non-compact, negatively curved group manifold. As two

simple examples, we confirmed that the complexity for time evolution by a free harmonic oscillator is
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bounded by 27 and oscillates with a frequency given by the quantum revival time, while the complexity
for an inverted harmonic oscillator grows linearly with time without bound, reflecting the instability of
the inverted oscillator. More generally, a generic quadratic Hamiltonian can be written as the product
of squeeze and rotation operators, and the corresponding operator grows linearly in the squeezing
parameter for large squeezing, and is independent of the squeezing angle. This stands in contrast with
the wavefunction-method complexity of a squeezed state [24,25], in which the squeezing angle plays an
important role in determining the time-dependent behavior of complexity. It would be interesting to
study further the relationships and qualitative differences between the wavefunction-based and operator-

based methods for calculating complexity.

Our analysis of the complexity of the displacement, squeezing and rotation operators may have
interesting applications. For example, coherent and squeezed states of light are essential building blocks
of quantum optics [18,46,47], and these states can play an important role in continuous variable quantum
computation, see e.g. [15-17]. For example, in one such algorithm [19] the squeezing r is inversely
proportional to the precision Ag of phase estimation (for fixed computational time), r ~ 1/In(Ag).
Since we found that the complexity is proportional to the squeezing , this implies that the resulting
precision for a measurement constructed from a squeezed state with complexity C, scales exponentially
with the complexity Ap ~ e~C, suggesting that complexity itself might be an exploitable resource for
quantum computation algorithms. Alternatively, the average energy (or particle number) of a squeezed

vacuum state — another useful quantum information resource — scales with the squeezing parameter as

(E) ~ N = (0[S (r, ) NS(r, $)0) = sinh?r. (116)
For small squeezing r < 1, the average energy scales as the square of the squeezing parameter (E) ~ r2
so that the complexity scales as the square root of the average energy C ~ \/@ . Interestingly, this
dependence of the complexity on the average energy is identical to that of the coherent state .
For large squeezing, however, the average energy scales exponentially with the squeezing (E) ~ e*".
The resulting complexity therefore scales logrithmically with the average energy C ~ In \/@ . We see
here that a benefit to such large-squeezing states is that the quantum circuit complexity needed to
build a squeezed state with some average energy (F), scales slower with (E), than its coherent state
counterpart. It would be interesting to explore whether this flattening of the dependence of complexity
on average energy occurs for other resources, and whether complexity itself can serve as a quantum

information resource.

In Section [5], we used our results for the operator complexity of the quantum harmonic oscillator to
study the complexity of a free massive scalar field. In the continuum limit with a UV cutoff A, we found
that the complexity rapidly grows linearly with time followed by saturation at a value Cy4 ~ LA/2\/2
that depends on the UV cutoff and the number of spatial dimensions. As an application of our quan-
tum mechanical and field theory results, we studied the operator complexity of quantum cosmological
perturbations in a de Sitter background. The time evolution of Fourier modes of cosmological per-
turbations can be characterized by two-mode squeezing and rotation operators with time-dependent
squeezing and rotation parameters. Restricted to pairs of Fourier modes, we find that while the op-
erator complexity oscillates rapidly at early times (corresponding to modes deep within the Hubble
horizon), at late times the squeezing dominates and the operator complexity grows linearly with the
number of e-folds of expansion C;; ~ 2N, ~ 2Ina. Up to the overall numerical coefficient, this agrees

with previous results on the complexity of cosmological perturbations at late times obtained using the
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wavefunction-method complexity and covariance matrix-method complexity [24,25]. Integrating over
all Fourier modes, the operator complexity roughly splits into the geometric sum of two regimes: a UV
part, which diverges as the free scalar field, and an IR part, which represents growth due to squeezing
and grows exponentially as the volume of de Sitter space ~ H C?l’seNe. A similar integration for the
covariance matrix-method complexity yields a similar IR part but a weaker UV divergence, while the
total integrated wavefunction-method complexity is remarkably UV-finite and scales as the (square
root of the) volume of de Sitter space. Together, these results for the total, integrated complexity of
quantum cosmological perturbations suggest that the complexity of the observable universe grows by

3Ne/2 90 during N, ~ 60 e-folds of de Sitter inflation due to the growth in volume. It

a factor of e
would be interesting to consider whether this rapid growth in complexity is consistent with bounds on
the growth or saturation of complexity expected from more general considerations (e.g.see [29,30] for
examples), and its relation to the entanglement entropy of cosmological perturbations (see [48-50] for

some examples).

Finally, we close with some thoughts on future directions. We have focused here the operator
geometry generated by simple operators based on the creation and annihilation operators of a quantum
harmonic oscillator. It would be interesting to extend this analysis to more general systems and their
associated groups, including self-interacting and coupled oscillators. It is also unclear what relationship,
if any, there is between the many different approaches towards computing complexity in the literature,
even for the simple harmonic oscillator system considered here. It would also be interesting to consider
whether there are physical constraints in which some measures of complexity are better suited to

characterizing the “circuit depth” cost of construction than others.
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A Alternative Matrix Representations

In this appendix, we will choose an alternative matrix representation for the Heisenberg group, estab-

lishing representation-independence of the result.

We begin with the Heisenberg group by noting that the solutions for the operator tangent vectors
from are independent of the matrix representation of the generators of the Heisenberg group

Vl(s) = v}
V2s) = w (117)
Vis) = 0,

with a corresponding expression for the complexity

Ctarget = U% + U% . (118)
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We will determine the v1,v2 constants by matching them to our target operator, which is a solution to

= —iVI(s) e; U(s), (119)

subject to the boundary conditions U(0) = 1, U(1) = Usarges = D(c). In order to find an explicit
solution, we need to use a matrix representation of the Heisenberg group. In the main text, we used
a standard 3 x 3 upper-triangular matrix representation of the Heisenberg group generators. In this

appendix, we will instead use a 4 x 4 matrix representation, which takes the form

0 0 0 0 0 /2 0 0 0 0 00
0 0 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 00
élz . ) é2_ ) é3_ (120)
0 —i/2 0 0 0 O 0 0 0 0 00
—i/2 0 00 0 0 —i/2 0 0 i/2 0 0

Within this representation, a general element of this 4 x 4 matrix representation of the Heisenberg

group becomes

1 bs)/2 00

i 0 1 0 0

V&O=1 6 ap 1 o0 (121)
0

—a/2  ¢/2 —b/2

Using ([120)) and (121)) in (119) and imposing the boundary conditions, the parameterizations a(s), b(s), c(s)

of the group generators have the solutions

a(s) = wvis=—V2Im[a(t)] ; (122)
b(s) = wvzs=—V2Re[a(t)]; (123)
c(s) = 0. (124)
The resulting complexity
Cheis = V2 |l (125)

is identical to the result obtained using the 3 x 3 matrix representation. We conclude that the

physical result — the circuit depth — appears to be independent of the matrix representation, as expected.
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