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In this work, we explore the effects of a quantum quench on the circuit complexity for a quenched
quantum field theory having weakly coupled quartic interaction. We use the invariant operator
method, under a perturbative framework, for computing the ground state of this system. We give
the analytical expressions for specific reference and target states using the ground state of the system.
Using a particular cost functional, we show the analytical computation of circuit complexity for the
quenched and interacting field theory. Further, we give a numerical estimate of circuit complexity
with respect to the quench rate, δt for two coupled oscillators. The parametric variation of the
unambiguous contribution of the circuit complexity for an arbitrary number of oscillators has been
studied with respect to the dimensionless parameter (t/δt). We comment on the variation of circuit
complexity for different values of coupling strength, different number of oscillators, and even in
different dimensions.

I. Introduction

The quest to understand the fundamental laws of na-
ture has driven research in both high energy physics and
quantum information theory, leading to a remarkable in-
terplay between these fields. By applying information-
theoretic tools to the study of various quantum sys-
tems, researchers have made groundbreaking discoveries,
revealing the deep connections between seemingly dis-
parate areas of physics[1–7]. As we continue to explore
the interconnections between these fields, we can look
forward to new insights and discoveries that have the po-
tential to transform our understanding of the universe.

Circuit complexity is a fundamental concept in quan-
tum information theory that studies the computational
resources required to solve a problem using quantum cir-
cuits. Formally, circuit complexity measures the min-
imum number of gates required to implement a given
quantum computation, as a function of the size of the
input. The study of circuit complexity plays a crucial
role in designing efficient quantum algorithms and un-
derstanding the power and limitations of quantum com-
puters.

Since Leonard Susskind and his collaborators proposed
the use of circuit complexity to study the interior of
black holes [8–15], this approach has been extended to
the study of quantum field theories. Researchers have
found that circuit complexity can provide a useful tool
for characterizing the complexity of entangled states in
these theories and understanding their dynamics [16–19].
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In the realm of many-body physics, the study of quan-
tum quenches has become increasingly important in re-
cent years, as they offer a powerful way to drive sys-
tems out of equilibrium and explore their dynamics [20–
22]. In a quantum quench, a time-dependent parameter
is suddenly or slowly varied, driving the system away
from its ground state and potentially leading to ther-
malization. The study of entanglement in the context
of quenched systems has been a key area of investiga-
tion [23–32]. Moreover, the measurement of circuit com-
plexity in quenched systems has emerged as a valuable
tool for quantifying the computational resources required
to simulate their dynamics [33, 34]. Together, these
studies shed light on the fundamental principles of non-
equilibrium dynamics in quantum systems, and may pave
the way for the development of novel quantum technolo-
gies.
In dynamical systems, the time-dependent Schrödinger

equation plays a crucial role in understanding their evo-
lution over time. To tackle this problem, the Lewis-
Resenfeld invariant-operator method has been developed,
which allows one to determine the time-dependent eigen-
states of such systems [35]. Additionally, the method
can be extended to consider the adiabatic evolution of
time-dependent parameters [36, 37], providing a means
to compute time-independent perturbative corrections to
the eigenstates [38]. The exact form of time-dependent
parameters in these eigenstates can be found by solving
the Ermakov-Milne-Pinney equation, which can be effi-
ciently computed using the Mathematica software. These
methods offer a powerful means to investigate the behav-
ior of dynamical systems, shedding new light on the intri-
cate interplay between their time-dependent parameters
and their evolution over time.
In this research article, we investigate the circuit com-

plexity of an interacting (quartic) quenched quantum
field theory using the invariant operator method as de-
scribed in the appendix of our previous work [39]. The
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quench protocol we employ is the most commonly studied
in the literature, and we use the results of [19] based on
Nielsen’s geometric approach to compute the circuit com-
plexity. Specifically, we focus on graphically representing
the time evolution of the unambiguous contribution of
circuit complexity under different parametric variations.
Our findings contribute to the growing body of literature
on circuit complexity in quantum field theory and pro-
vide insights into the dynamics of complex interacting
systems. For more details on the chosen quench protocol
and methodology, readers can refer to [19, 33, 40].

The organization of the paper is as follows:

• Discretising, a Quantum Field Theory (QFT) with
quartic interaction, on a lattice, we decouple the
Hamiltonian using Fourier modes in section II. Ev-
idently, the decoupled Hamiltonian refers to that
of N coupled oscillators having a quartic perturba-
tive coupling. The frequency of these oscillators is
quenched by choosing a particular protocol.

• In section III, we use the invariant operator method
to compute the time-dependent ground states and
also the first-order perturbative corrections to the
ground state, of the quenched Hamiltonian. No-
tably, our research article represents the first time
that this method has been applied to the computa-
tion of circuit complexity in a quenched field theory.
This innovative approach allows for a more compre-
hensive understanding of the dynamics of complex
interacting systems and provides new insights into
the behavior of circuit complexity under quenched
conditions.

• Using the ground, we fix a specific reference and
target state in section IV. We then evaluate the cir-
cuit complexity of the chosen reference and target
state in an interacting (quartic) quenched quantum
field theory using a particular cost function. We
also evaluate the continuum limit of circuit com-
plexity. Our results are based on a modification of
the results presented in [19], which is founded on
Nielsen’s geometric approach [41–45]. The method
we use is more general than the covariance matrix
approach used in [33] and is, therefore, applicable
in a perturbative framework.

• In section V, we numerically evaluate circuit com-
plexity for different sets of parameters and com-
ment on the dynamical behavior of the circuit com-
plexity in three different regimes.

• Section VI encapsulates the conclusions we draw
from the results obtained in this work.

II. The Setup and the Quench protocol

While the effect of quench on free field theories has
been previously studied, this is one of the first attempts

to understand its impact in the context of interacting
theory. To begin, we focus on a scalar field theory with
λ̂φ4 interaction term, which we regulate by placing it
on a lattice. Once discretized, the Hamiltonian repre-
sents a family of N coupled anharmonic oscillators. We
transform the original coordinates to normal modes to
decouple the Hamiltonian, which allows us to compute
the eigenstates for the system in a simpler way. To fa-
cilitate comparison with previous works, we follow the
notations used in [16, 19]. We also describe the time-
dependent quench profile chosen, which is the frequency
of these oscillators. The Hamiltonian for a scalar field
theory with a λ̂φ4 interaction is given by [16],

H = 1
2

∫
dd−1x

[
π(x)2 + (∇φ(x))2 +m2φ(x)2

+ λ̂

12φ(x)4

]
. (1)

Here d is the space-time dimensions. We assume that
the coupling λ̂ << 1, so that we can work in a pertur-
bative framework. This theory can be discretized on a
d−1 dimensional lattice, which is characterised by lattice
spacing, δ.
Closely following the prescription shown in [16, 19]

by making proper substitutions one can show that the
Hamiltonian for the scalar field theory having quartic in-
teraction term can be expressed as,

H =
∑
~n

{ P̂ (~n)2

2M + 1
2M

[
ω2X̂(~n)2

+ η2
∑
i

(
X̂(~n)− X̂ (~n− x̂i)

)2

+ 2λX̂(~n)4
]}
.

(2)

Here ~n denotes the spatial location of the points on the
lattice, x̂i represents the unit vectors along the lattice
while ω represents the frequency of individual oscillators
and η denotes inter-mass coupling. The above Hamil-
tonian, in Eq.(2) represents a family of infinite coupled
anharmonic oscillators. We use normal mode coordinates
as discrete Fourier transform of the original coordinates,
given by:

xa = 1√
N

N−1∑
k=0

exp
[
i
2πa
N

k

]
x̃k (3)

pa = 1√
N

N−1∑
k=0

exp
[
i
2πa
N

k

]
p̃k (4)

Setting M = 1 for simplicity, the Hamiltonian of Eq.(2)
can be rewritten in normal modes as:

H = Hk +H ′φ4 , (5)
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where,

Hk = 1
2

N−1∑
k=0

[
|p̃k|2 + ω2

k|x̃k|2
]
, (6)

denotes the unperturbed (free) Hamiltonian which can
be decoupled for each of the N oscillators. Here,

ω2
k = ω2 + 4η2 sin2

(πk
N

)
, (7)

denotes the freqency for each of the N oscillators. The
exact form of the eigenstates for the unperturbed Ha-
multonian of Eq.(6) has been computed in the subsection
IIIA.

On the other hand the λφ4 perturbation term in the
Hamiltonian of Eq.(5) can be dealt with by transforming
the form of perturbations in normal modes:

H ′φ4 = λ

N

N−1∑
k1,k2,k3=0

x̃αx̃k1 x̃k2 x̃k3 ;

α = N − k1 − k2 − k3 mod N

(8)

The contribution of the above Hamiltonian in Eq.(8) is
evaluated by approximating the first order correction to
the eigenstates of unperturbed Hamiltonian by employ-
ing the use of time-independent perturbation theory in
the subsection III B.
We now consider the frequency ω in, Eq.(7) as a time-
dependent quench profile. One of the most common
quench profiles used in literature [40] is given by:

ω2(t/δt) = ω2
0

[
tanh2

(
t

δt

)]
. (9)

Here ω0 can be considered as a free parameter and δt
measures the quench rate. We choose this particular
quench profile chosen since it admits an exact solution
for the mode functions given in [40]. Note that this
profile attains a constant value at very early and late
time. Also, for this chosen form of quench profile, the
dynamical changes in the system occur in the time win-
dow [−δt, δt]. We will set t/δt = T and ω0 = 1. The
respective frequencies in the normal mode basis take the
following form,

ωk =
√
ω(T )2 + 4η2 sin2

(πk
N

)
, (10)

where ω(T ) is the quench profile in Eq.(9) and k runs
from 0 to N − 1.

As the frequency of each oscillator now depends on
time, the unperturbed Hamiltonian is evidently time-
dependent. We employ the use of invariant operator
method to compute the exact form of the unperturbed
Hamiltonian. We emphasise that the perturbed Hamil-
tonian is not time-dependent and hence can be used as a
time-independent perturbation applied to N coupled os-
cillators. Using the ground state of total Hamiltonian of
Eq.(5) we construct the reference as well as target states
which are further used to evaluate the circuit complexity
of this interacting quench model.
III. Constructing Wave function for a φ4

quench model

In this section our prime objective is to derive an an-
alytical expression for the eigenstates of Hamiltonian
in Eq.(5), by using Lewis-Resenfield invariant opertor
method and approximate it to the first order perturbative
correction. The expression for eigenstates of decoupled
and unperturbed Hamiltonian in Eq.(6) is derived using
invariant operator method, in the subsection IIIA. The
first order perurbative correction to the ground state of
the decoupled Hamiltonian, is derived in the subsection
III B.

A. Eigenstates and Eigenvalues for unperturbed
Hamiltonian

As shown earlier, in the normal mode basis, the un-
perturbed Hamiltonian, of Eq.(6), for N oscillators de-
couples. The wavefunction for any generic state of the
N oscillators is then a product of eigenstates for each
decoupled Hamiltonian, of Eq.(6):

ψn0···nN−1 (x̃0, · · · x̃N−1, T ) = ψn0(x̃0, T )ψn1(x̃1, T )
· · ·ψnN−1(x̃N−1, T ).(11)

Here T denotes the time-dependence of eigenstates
emerging due to the quenched frequency from Eq.(9).
We deal with these time-dependent eigenstates by em-
ploying the use of invariant operator method, closely fol-
lowing the prescription of [46]. In Appendix A, we have
briefly mentioned the steps one can follow to compute an
analytical expression for eigenstates of a quenched Hamil-
tonian of Eq.(6) using invariant operator method. Using
Eq.(A11) and the arguments given in Appendix A one
can show that the expression for the eigenstate of total
unperturbed Hamiltonian of N coupled oscillators is:

ψ
(0)
n1···nN−1 =

(
1

2n0+n1+···+nN−1n0! · · ·nN−1!

)(g0g1 · · · gN−1

πN

)1/4
exp

[
− i2

N−1∑
k=0

(2nk + 1)γk

]
exp

[
−1

2

N−1∑
k=0

ν̃kx̃
2
k

]
×Hn0

[√
γ̇0x̃0

]
· · ·HnN−1

[√
γ̇N−1x̃N−1

]
. (12)
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Here gk = γ̇k and,

ν̃k = γ̇k

(
1− iρ̇k

ρkγ̇k

)
, (13)

for k = 0, 1 · · · , N−1. All other symbols used in Eq.(12)
are defined in Appendix A. In this work, we focus on
the ground state of the wavefunction shown in Eq.(12),
which can be written as:

ψ
(0)
0···0 =

(g0g1 · · · gN−1

πN

)1/4
exp

[
−1

2

N−1∑
k=0

(iγk + ν̃kx̃
2
k)
]
.

(14)

To compute the eigenvalues of the unperturbed quenched
Hamiltonian in Eq.(6) one can again use the invariant
operator method. From the arguments given in [38] the
energy eigenvalues for time-dependent harmonic oscilla-
tors can be evaluated by multiplying a time-dependent
factor by the expression of energy eigenvalues of time-
independent harmonic oscillators. Hence, one can show
that the energy eigenvalues for each of the N decoupled
oscillators become:

〈ψnk |Hi |ψnk〉 = Wk(T )
[
nk + 1

2

]
. (15)

Here Wk(T ) for k = 0, · · · , N − 1 is a time-dependent
factor for each oscillator given by,

Wk(T ) = γ̇k
2

(
ρ̇k + ρ2

i ρ
2
i + ρ2

i γ̇i

ρ2
i γ̇i

2

)
. (16)

Using the above form of time-dependent eigenvalues, one
can compute the energy eigenvalues for the decoupled
Hamiltonian of Eq.(6), which is given by:

〈ψ(0)
n1,··· ,nN−1 |H |ψ

(0)
n1,··· ,nN−1〉 =

N−1∑
k=0

Wk

(
nk + 1

2

)
.

(17)

The above expression for the eigenvalues of unperturbed
Hamiltonian can now be used to approximate the first
order time-independent perturbative correction to the
ground state of Eq.(14).

B. Wavefunction for λφ4 perturbation applied to
the ground state of N quenched-coupled

oscillators

In this section our prime objective is to evaluate an-
alytical expression for the wavefunction of ground state
of N coupled oscillators in a perturbative framework, ap-
proximated to first order. We consider ψ(1) to be the first
order correction arising due to Hamiltonian in Eq.(8).
Hence, using Eq.(14), the expression for ground state of
total Hamiltonian Eq.(5) corrected to first order in λ can
be written as,

ψ0,0,···0 (x̄0, · · · x̃N−1) =
(g0g1 · · · gN−1

πN

)1/4

× exp
[
−1

2

N−1∑
k=0

(iγk + ν̃kx̃
2
k + λψ1)

]
.

(18)

We take note of the fact that forN coupled oscillators the
λφ4 perturbation can give rise to a combination of five
terms viz., x4

a, x
2
bx

2
c , xdx

3
e, xfx

2
gxh and xixjxkxl. Hence,

we have expressed the form of first order correction by
closely following the notations used in [19],

ψ1
4 =

N−1∑
a=0

4a mod N≡0

B1(a) +
N−1∑
b,c=0

(2b+2c) mod N≡0
b 6=c

B2(b, c)
2 +

N−1∑
d,e=0

(3e+d) mod N≡0
d 6=e

B3(d, e)

+
N−1∑

f,m,h=0
(f+2m+h) mod N≡0

f 6=m 6=h

B4(f,m, h)
2 +

N−1∑
i,j,k,l=0

(i+j+k+l) mod N≡0
i 6=j 6=k 6=l

B5(i, j, k, l)
24 .

(19)

One can compute the exact form of coefficients for each
of the five different perturbative terms by first choosing
appropriate number of oscillators and then generalising
the result for N oscillators. Further one can compute the

perturbative correction by setting V as each perturbative
term mentioned above, and then using the formula given
below,
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ψ
(1)
0,···0 =

∑
(n0···nN−1)6=(0,···0)

〈ψ(0)
n0,···nN−1 |V |ψ

(0)
0,···0〉 × ψ

(0)
n0,···nN−1

〈ψ(0)
0,···0|H |ψ

(0)
0,···0〉 − 〈ψ

(0)
n0,···nN−1 |H |ψ

(0)
n0,···nN−1〉

. (20)

For example, if one wants to get the form of B3(d, e)
in Eq.(19), set number of oscillators to N = 2 and put
V = x0x

3
1 in Eq.(20). The form of the perturbative ex-

pansion thus obtained can be generalised for arbitrary
number of, N oscillators. We then repeat these steps
to fix all the coefficients of perturbative expansion. The
exact form of all these coefficients, using Eq.(20) is tab-
ulated in Appendix D.

IV. Analytical calculation for Circuit
Complexity of φ4 quench model

The ground state of the total Hamiltonian, calculated
in the previous section, given by Eq.(18) is used to con-
struct the reference and target states in the subsection
IVA. Choosing a specific cost functional, we have de-
rived the analytical expression for circuit complexity, by
modifying the results of [19], in the subsection IVB.

A. Constructing Target/Reference states

In the wavefunction for N oscillators with quartic per-
turbation shown in Eq.(18) following the prescription
given in [19] one can write the exponent in the form of a
matrix conjugated by a basis vector, ~v. The wavefunction
then takes the below given form:

ψs0,0,···0 (x̃0, · · · , x̃N−1) ≈ N s exp
[
−1

2vaA
s
abvb

]
. (21)

Here N s denotes the normalisation factor and As de-
notes a block diagonal matrix, for the respective state.
Further, the space of circuits is parameterised by setting
value of the running parameter s. At s = 1 the above
form of wavefunction coincides with the wavefunction in
Eq.(18) such that Ns=1 becomes the normalising factor
of Eq.(18), by an appropriate choice of the basis ~v. Then
ψs=1

0,0,···0 is referred to as the target state. There are many
possible choices for choosing bases so as to obtain the
terms in perturbative expansion in Eq.(19). However as
a minimal choice we choose the below mentioned basis,

~v = {x̃0, · · · x̃N−1, x̃
2
0, · · · , x̃2

N−1, · · · , x̃ax̃b, · · · }. (22)

In this basis one can show that the matrix A, in Eq.(21)
has a block diagonal form:

As=1
ab =

A1 0

0 A2

 . (23)

A1 contains coefficients of terms like x2
a and xaxb in

Eq.(18) multiplied by −2. All the elements of A1 can
be fixed to obtain a specific form of target state. This
block is often referred to as the unambiguous block.
The elements of A2 block consist of coefficients which

are basis dependent i.e. there is not any unique choice
of basis vector for defining the elements of A2 block be-
cause unlike A1 block which only consist of coefficients
of quadratic terms and they can be defined uniquely
without any ambiguity, the A2 block consists of ele-
ments which are coefficients of terms like x̃2

ax̃
2
b , x̃2

ax̃
2
b x̃

2
c ,

x̃ax̃bx̃cx̃d which can be defined in several ways. Due
to this arbitrariness, the complexity for the ambiguous
block will be different for different choices of basis. One
cannot therefore fix elements of A2 such that the con-
tribution of A2 to total complexity of the system is in-
dependent of choice of basis. Due to these ambiguities,
the A2 block is often referred to as ambiguous block. We
construct the reference state by choosing the value of
all the frequencies for each of the N oscillators as ω̃ref .
Since all the oscillators have same frequency, the refer-
ence state evidently would be time-independent. Then
wavefunction in Eq.(19) can be modified to that of refer-
ence state, mentioned below,

ψs=0(x1, x2, ...., xn) = N s=0 exp
[
−
N−1∑
i=0

ω̃ref
2
(
x2
i + λ0x4

i )
]
.

(24)
Note that, λ0 is a parameter denoting the non-Gaussian
nature of the reference state and is not to be confused
with the perturbative coupling λ used in target state.
In normal modes the above expression can be recast as
shown below,

ψs=0(x̃1, x̃2, ...., x̃n) = N s=0 exp
[
− 1

2

(
vaA

s=0
ab vb

)]
,

(25)
where the matrix As=0

ab can be fixed as:

As=0
ab =

ω̃ref IN×N 0

0 As=0
2

 . (26)

Again there will be ambiguities in fixing the elements of
As=0

2 for the reasons already mentioned above.
Equipped with the target and and reference states for
the quenched and interacting oscillators we can proceed
to give an analytical expression for circuit complexity by
getting around the ambiguities in the upcoming subsec-
tion.



6

B. Analytical calculation of the complexity
functional

In this subsection we outline analytical steps to com-
pute the expression for circuit complexity for the pre-
viously mentioned target state Eq.(18) starting with a
reference state Eq.(25) using the results of [19].
As shown in [33] the complexity functional depends on
the chosen cost function. In this article we work with the
following cost function,

Fκ(s) =
∑
I

pI |Y I |κ. (27)

As shown in [19, 47] the circuit complexity with this par-
ticular cost function becomes,

Cκ =
∫ 1

s=0
Fκ ds. (28)

Next, we write the complexity as sum of two terms,

Cκ = C(1)
κ + C(2)

κ . (29)

Here C(1)
κ refers to the contribution to the circuit com-

plexity from A1 block while C(2)
κ refers to the contribu-

tion from A2 block. C(1)
κ and C(2)

κ can be given as ratio of
eigenvalues of the respective blocks for chosen target (18)
and reference states Eq.(25) as prescribed in [19, 33],

Cκ = 1
2κ

N−1∑
i=0

∣∣∣log(Λ(1)
i

ω̃ref

)∣∣∣κ +A
∑
j

∣∣∣log( Λ(2)
j

hiω̃refλ0

)∣∣∣κ.
(30)

Here A denotes the penalty factor. Due to the am-
biguities arising while fixing the form of A2 block,
numerically one cannot fix the form of Λ(2)

i . However, as
discussed in the Appendix C we can choose a minimal
basis such that elements of A2 are fixed for N = 2
oscillators. In the Appendix C, we have computed the
total circuit complexity for N = 2 coupled oscillators

having a quenched Hamiltonian with a quartic coupling.

In this work, have neglected the contribution of the
ambiguous block i.e. C(2)

κ as we cannot find any basis
to get the numerically exact contribution of A2 block
for arbitrary number of oscillators. Nonetheless, we
attempt to give an analytical form of C(2)

κ=1 in terms
of renormalized parameters in the Appendix B again
following the steps shown in [19].

C. The Continuum Limit for C1

Now, we will compute the exact form of eigenvalues of
A1 block, taking the continuum limit. To find the form of
Λ(1)
i , we now reinstate the factor of M previously set to

M = 1 in the section II. In light of this the Hamiltonian,
given in Eq.(5) will change, although retaining the pre-
vious form of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions. The new
Hamiltonian with a factor of M becomes,

H = 1
M

∑
~n

{P (~n)2

2 + 1
2M

2
[
ω2X(~n)2 + Ω2

∑
i

(X(~n)

−X(~n− x̂i))2 + 2
{
λ4X(~n)4}

]}
.

(31)
Considering the reinstated factor of M , we rescale some
of the parameters as shown below,

ω → ω

δ
; η → η

δ
; λ→ λ

δ2 ; ω̃ref →
ω̃ref
δ

; λ0 → λ0

δ
.

Using these rescaled parameters one can generalise the
form of eigenvalues Λ(1)

i using Mathematica by consider-
ing trial cases for different values of N and eliminating
all the factors aside for ρk and ω̃k by using appropriate
formulae mentioned in previous sections. Below we show
the generalised formula for eigenvalues of A(s=1)

1 block
depending on whether the chosen number of oscillators,
N is even or odd,

Λi = 3λρ2
i

2N

(
gα + 2gi

gα (ρ2
i (gi + ω2

i ) + ρ̇i)
− 2giρ2

α

ρ2
i (ρ2

α (ω2
i gα + gi (2gα + ω2

α)) + giρ̇α) + ρ̇igαρ2
α

)
+ ν̃i

2 , N : Even

=
3λg2

i ρ
4
i

((
gi + ω2

i

)
ρ2
i + ρ̇i

)
Ngi (ρ2

i (gi + ω2
i ) + ρ̇i) (ρ2

i (ρ2
i (giω2

i + gi (2gi + ω2
i )) + giρ̇i) + giρ̇iρ2

i )
+ ν̃i

2 , N : Odd
(32)

where the index, α = |N/2 − i|. One can insert this
expression for eigenvalues in Eq.(30) to get the desired
value of circuit complexity. We emphasize that the form
of these eigenvalues make the circuit complexity a time-
dependent quantity due to the chosen quench profile.
This time-dependence of complexity is explored in nu-

merical plots by choosing an appropriate scale of time.
One can check the behaviour of circuit complexity, C1
at the continuum limit: N → ∞ while δ → 0 such that
L = (Nδ) is finite.
Now, in arbitrary dimensions, the equation for C(1)

κ=1, can
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be rewritten as:

C(1)
κ=1 = 1

2

d−1∑
k=1

N−1∑
i=0

∣∣∣log(Λ(1)
i

ω̃ref

)∣∣∣. (33)

For simplicity, if one chooses to set same frequency (of
the respective oscillator) in each dimension, d, then one
can write:

ωi =

√
1

d− 1

[
4(d− 1)η2 sin2

(
πi

N

)
+ ω2

0 tanh2
(
t

δt

)]
.

(34)
Hence, in arbitrary dimensions d, the circuit complexity
can be still be computed using Eq.(30), thus getting rid
of the lattice sums in Eq.(33) such that frequencies are
set to Eq.(34).

V. Numerical Results

In this section we numerically evaluate the value of
circuit complexity for coupled oscillators using the ex-
pressions computed for total complexity of two coupled
oscillators, denoted by C, shown in the Appendix C and
the unambiguous contribution of complexity for arbitrary
number of oscillators using the results of the subsection
IVC, henceforth denoted by C1.We will use a finite lat-
tice for our numerical evaluation and will discretize the
time steps to plot the behaviour of the circuit complexity
obtained. Note that each time-dependent coefficients in
these expressions explicitly depend on ρk(t, δt) given by
Eq.(A7). To obtain the values of A,B and C which can
be inserted in Eq.(A7), we set some straightforward ini-
tial conditions. The invariant quantities, Ωk in Eq.(A8)
are taken to be Ωk = 1. Using the values of ρk(t, δt) for
t→ 0, we get the desired values of A,B and C by setting
ρk(0, δt) = 1 while γk(0, δt) = 0 by using AC−B2 = Ω2.
The coupling between the oscillators is set to be η = 0.25.
The free parameter in the quench profile, Eq.(9) is set
to ω0 = 1. The frequency of reference state is set to
ωref = 0.001.
Using the exact values of circuit complexity we param-

eterise four different plots in this section. The first plot
features the behaviour of total complexity C computed
for two coupled oscillators discretised on a lattice of size
L = 20, varying with the quench rate δt. This plot is
divided into two regions, δt < 1 is the sudden quench
limit (blue) region while δt > 1 is the slow quench
limit (yellow) region. The next three plots characterise
the behaviour of unambiguous contribution of circuit
complexity C1 for more than two coupled oscillators
discretised on a lattice of size, L = 100, varying with
dimensionless parameter (t/δt). In these plots we mark
(t/δt) = 1 as Quench Point, by a dotted vertical red
line. The red region for (t/δt) < 1.2 features the early
time behavior of circuit complexity, the yellow region
0.8 < (t/δt) < 1.2 shows the behavior of complexity
near the quench point while the blue region, (t/δt) > 1.2

characterises the late time behavior of circuit complexity.

In Fig.1, we have plotted the numerical values of to-
tal complexity for N = 2, coupled oscillator system
with quartic interaction , using Eq.(C7), with respect
to the quench rate δt. The blue coloured region shows
the behaviour of circuit complexity in the fast regime,
δ << 1. In slow regime, initially, the circuit com-
plexity monotonically increases till δt = 0.01. Beyond,
δt = 0.01 the complexity shows a linear scaling with
slope, log C/ log δt = 0.0825, upto t = 0.1. This linear
scaling is then followed by a monnotonous increase in
circuit complexity till t = 0.2. Beyond t = 0.2, circuit
complexity saturates, making transition into slow regime,
δt > 1, marked by a yellow background. Furthermore, it
is evident that, for each quartic coupling, λ, the circuit
complexity shows same behaviour. However, it is clear
that as one increases quartic coupling, the complexity
decreases.
Although one cannot get numerical results for total

circuit complexity of more than two oscillators, we have
plotted the numerical values of complexity pertaining to
the unambiguous block i.e., C1 with respect to the di-
mensionless parameter (t/δt) for N = 10 coupled oscil-
lators, in Fig.2. The figure is divided into three regions,
first is the early time behaviour for the dimensionless
parameter between 0 < (t/δt) < 0.8 marked by a red
background. In this region for all the three considered
quartic couplings, circuit complexity decreases linearly
upto (t/δt) = 0.7. Beyond this, for (t/δt) > 0.7, circuit
complexity C1, diverges for each particular quartic cou-
pling λ, such that higher the value of λ, higher is the
complexity C1. This linear scaling is then followed by
a monotonous decrease in the value of C1, as we move
near the quench point (t/δt) = 1, marked by a yellow
background. The late time behaviour, is characterised
by saturation of C1, for (t/δt) > 1.2, which is marked by
a blue background. It is evident that for different quartic
couplings, λ, the circuit complexity C1 scales similarly in
each particular region. However as we increase the quar-
tic coupling, λ, circuit complexity C1 increases at any
particular time near and beyond the quench point.
In Fig.3 we have plotted the unambiguous contribution

of circuit complexity C1 for a discretised field theory with
respect to the dimensionless parameter (t/δt) for different
number of oscillators, viz., N = 10, 11, 12 (keeping quar-
tic coupling fixed at λ = 0.01). The early time behavior
for a particular N is characterised by a steep linear de-
crease in value of circuit complexity, C1 upto (t/δt) = 0.4.
Beyond this point the complexity C1 monotonically de-
creases and finally saturates at (t/δt) ≈ 0.5. After this
point, the unambiguous contribution of circuit complex-
ity, C1 remains saturated. The early time behavior of
C1 featuring a decrease and saturation in value of com-
plexity is marked by red background. The behavior of
C1 near to the quench point as well as at late time is
characterised by a constant saturated value at all times,
marked by yellow and blue backgrounds respectively. It



8

FIG. 1. Log-Log variation of the total circuit complexity (C) with respect to the quench rate (δt) for different orders of the
coupling constant λ for two coupled oscillators with quartic perturbation.

FIG. 2. Variation of the circuit complexity for A1 block (C1) for N = 10, with respect to the dimensionless parameter (t/δt)
for different orders of the coupling constant λ.

is evident that unambiguous contribution of circuit com- plexity, C1 scales similarly for any N . However larger the
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FIG. 3. Semi-Log variation of the circuit complexity for A1 block (C1) at λ = 0.01, with respect to the dimensionless parameter
(t/δt) for different values of N .

FIG. 4. Semi-Log variation of the circuit complexity for A1 block (C1) at λ = 0.01, N = 10 with respect to the dimensionless
parameter (t/δt) for different dimensions d.

number of oscillators N , larger is the value of C1. In the continuum limit when we have large number of coupled
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oscillators, one can expect that the unambiguous contri-
bution of circuit complexity, C1 will behave similar to
that shown in this figure.

In Fig.4, we have plotted the unambiguous contribu-
tion of circuit complexity C1 for a discretised field theory
with respect to the dimensionless parameter (t/δt) for
different number of dimensions, viz., d = 2, 3, 4 (keeping
quartic coupling fixed at λ = 0.01 while number of oscil-
lators N = 10.). For a particular d, the early time be-
havior of unambiguous contribution of circuit complexity
is characterised by a monotonous decrease in the value
of C1, marked by a red background. The values of C1
for different dimensions, d begin to converge near to the
quench point (t/δt = 1) and finally saturate to a con-
stant value, this is marked by yellow background. At
late times, the unambiguous contribution of circuit com-
plexity C1 remains saturated to a constant value, this
is marked by a blue background. It is evident for any
dimension d, the circuit complexity C1 scales similarly.
However higher the dimension d, larger is the value of C1
at any particular time in the red region.

VI. Conclusions

In this article, we have studied the dynamical behav-
ior of circuit complexity in a quenched field theory with
quartic interaction. To do this, we have used a unique
framework that combines Nielsen’s geometric approach
based on [19, 33] and the invariant operator method.
While preparing the reference and target states, we have
employed Nielsen’s geometric approach to finding the op-
timal circuit out of an infinite set of circuits. This ap-
proach provided a novel perspective to understand the
behavior of complexity under different parametric condi-
tions.

We have used the invariant operator method to find the
exact form of eigenstates of the unperturbed part of the
Hamiltonian. Combining this with perturbation theory,
we were able to determine approximate solutions to the
time-dependent Schrödinger equation. This enabled us
to derive the analytical expression for time-dependent
circuit complexity using Nielsen’s method.

We have discretized the field theory on a lattice and
evaluated the wavefunction for N -coupled oscillators
having quartic perturbation and a quenched frequency.
We used the ground state wavefunction to derive the
analytical form of the reference and target states. By
choosing a specific cost function and a minimal basis, we
computed the exact form of the total complexity for two
coupled oscillators and the unambiguous contribution of
circuit complexity for arbitrary N number of oscillators.
Our study thus provides a comprehensive understanding
of the dynamical behavior of circuit complexity in a
quenched field theory with quartic interaction.

The important results of our work are appended below
point-wise:

• For two coupled oscillators, we observed that, in
most part of the sudden quench, the total circuit
complexity monotonously increases at very small
values of quench rate, then scales linearly and
shows a trend of thermalisation near δt = 1. In
the slow quench limit, the complexity remains sat-
urated irrespective of the quench rate. When pa-
rameterised for different values of quartic coupling,
λ, it is evident that as coupling increases, even cir-
cuit complexity increases.

• The exact analytical form for unambiguous contri-
bution of the circuit complexity for N coupled os-
cillators was derived using the results of [19]. The
parametric variation of this circuit complexity was
then plotted with respect to dimensionless param-
eter (t/δt).

• It is evident from these plots that unambiguous
contribution of the circuit complexity decreases
with respect to the dimensionless parameter. When
parametrised for different quartic couplings, we find
that initially the complexity decreases linearly fol-
lowing same line, irrespective of the quartic cou-
pling. Near to the quench point, complexity for
each quartic coupling diverges and saturates at late
times. After, quench point, the complexity after
divergence is clearly in direct proportion to the in-
creasing value of quartic coupling.

• We observed that, the unambiguous contribution of
the circuit complexity behaves similarly, irrespec-
tive of the number of oscillators, N . However, as
N increases the respective value of complexity in-
creases at any particular time. Using this, we com-
mented on the conitnuum limit where the results
would still be the same.

• Furthermore, it is clear that the unambiguous con-
tribution of circuit complexity for the chosen set of
parameters is proportional to the increasing num-
ber of dimension at early times. However at the
quench point, unambiguous contribution of circuit
complexity attains a constant value irrespective of
the number of dimensions and thermalises at late
times.

In conclusion, we have presented a novel approach to
study the time-dependent circuit complexity in the con-
text of quenched interacting field theory. By combining
the invariant operator method and Nielsen’s geometric
approach, we have derived the analytical expression for
circuit complexity and explored its behavior under vari-
ous parametric conditions. Our results demonstrate that
the quenching of the system has a significant impact on
the circuit complexity of interacting field theories. Our
work provides a new perspective on the understanding
of the dynamical behavior of circuit complexity in inter-
acting field theories. It also opens up avenues for future
research, such as the exploration of circuit complexity
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in other interacting field theories and the study of its
relationship with other quantum information theoretic
quantities.

Future Prospects:

• In this work we explored the effects of quantum
quench on QFT with quartic coupling, in the fu-
ture it would be interesting to explore the effects of
quantum quench on Krylov Complexity [48–52] for
QFT with quartic coupling.

• Some of the works focusing on understanding the
connection between complexity and quantum en-
tanglement are [40, 53–56]. The connection be-
tween complexity and quantum entanglement in

the case of quenched theories might turn out to
be fruitful.
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A. Evaluating the eigenstates of unperturbed Hamiltonian using Invariant operator method.

In this appendix, we have shown the analytical steps one can perform to evaluate the expression for the eigenstates
of unperturbed Hamiltonian having a quenched (time-dependent) frequency shown in Eq.(6) of the section IV. The
invariant operator method is the optimal choice to compute these eigenstates as it enables one to evaluate exact time-
dependent wavefunctions by solving the time-dependent Schrodinger equation. A detailed analysis on the invariant
operator method can be referred from [57].
First, we define the creation (a†k) and annihilation (ak) operators given by,

ak = 1√
2γ̇k

[
γ̇k

(
1− i ρ̇k

ρkγ̇k

)
x̃k + ip̃k

]
a†k = 1√

2γ̇k

[
γ̇k

(
1 + i

ρ̇k
ρkγ̇k

)
x̃k − ip̃k

]
.

(A1)

Here, k = 0, 1, · · · , N −1. Further, γk and ρk are time-dependent factors while γ̇k = ∂T γk, ρ̇k = ∂T ρk and ρ̈k = ∂2
T ρk.

One can show that the operators in Eq.(A1) satisfy the commutation relation [ai, a†j ] = δij . We fix the time-dependent
factor ρk as the solution to the Ermakov-Milne-Pinney equation for each oscillator,

ρ̈k + ω2
kρk = 0, (A2)

where ωk denotes frequency for each coupled oscillator Eq.(10). If we define,

αk = ω2
0 +

4η2 (sin2 (πi
N

))
tanh2 (T )

, (A3)

for, k = 0, 1, · · · , N − 1, then using Eq.(9) one can rewrite Eq.(A2) as:

ρ̈k + αk tanh2(T )ρk = 0. (A4)

Here k = 0, 1, · · · , N − 1. We assume that the solution to Eq.(A4) is of the form:

ρk(t, δt) = c1ε
1
k(t, δt) + c2ε

2
k(t, δt). (A5)

Here c1 and c2 represent numerical constants. On the other hand ε1k and ε2k are two complex valued coefficients for
each k = 0, · · · , N − 1. However we can consider only the term with, ε1k as one of the solutions to Eq.(A4), by
setting c2 = 0. Using Mathematica one can compute the exact form of ε1k, following the steps shown in [39], which is
mentioned below:

ε1k =
(
e

2t
δt

)− 1
2 iδtαk

(
e

2t
δt + 1

) 1
2 (
√

1−4δt2α2
k

+1)
2F1

(
1
2

(√
1− 4δt2α2

k + 1
)
,

1
2

(√
1− 4δt2α2

k − 2iδtα2
k + 1

)
; 1− iδtα2

k;−e 2t
δt

)
,

(A6)
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where, 2F1 denotes the hyper-geometric function. These complex valued solutions can be rewritten in the form
ε1k = εk + iζk, where εk and ζk can be treated as real and linearly independent equations; for each k = 0, · · · , N − 1.
As evaluated in [58], the solution to Eq.(A4) is guaranteed to be of the form:

ρk(t, δt) =
√
Aε2

k(t, δt)t+ 2Bε(t, δt)ζk(t, δt) + Cζ2
k(t, δt) . (A7)

Also, Ωk = ρ2
kγ̇k, is an invariant quantity with respect to time. Hence, γk can be computed as follows,

γk(t, δt) =
∫ t

0

Ωk
ρ2
i (t, δt)

dt . (A8)

Note that all the quantities are now a function of t and δt, this time-dependence is however suppressed along the most
part of this article; until necessary. The creation and annihilation operators in Eq.(A1) can now be used to construct
invariant operator, for each of the N decoupled Hamiltonians, of Eq.(6):

Ik = Ωk
(
a†kak + 1

2

)
. (A9)

Here, k = 0, 1 · · · , N−1. Assuming that each invariant operator Ik is one of the complete set of commuting observables
for the respective Hamiltonian Hk assures that each Ik has its own eigenstates. The ground state for this spectrum of
each invariant operator can be computed using annihilation operator of Eq.(A1) by solving, aku0k = 0. The expression
for the ground state of for the spectrum of each invariant operator Ik of Eq.(A9), for each k = 0, 1 · · · , N − 1 is given
by,

u0k =
(
γ̇k
π

)1/4
exp
[
− γ̇k

2 (1− iρ̇kρkγ̇k)x̃2
k

]
. (A10)

The creation operator in Eq.(A1) can then be used to evaluate the nth eigenstate of the invariant-operator Ik which
is given by,

unk = 1√
n!

(a†k)nu0k =
(

1
2nknk!

)(
γ̇k
π

)1/4
exp
[
γ̇k

(
1− iρ̇k

ρkγ̇k

)
x̃k2
]
Hnk

[√
γ̇kx̃k

]
. (A11)

Here Hnk denotes the Hermite polynomial of order nk; for each k = 0, · · · , N − 1. The eigenstates of the invariant
operator shown in Eq.(A11) can now be used to compute the wavefunction for each decoupled Hamiltonian of Eq.(6)
such that, ψnk = eiβnkunk , where βnk = −(1/2 + nk); for k = 0, · · · , N − 1.

B. C(2)
κ=1 in terms of renormalized parameters

As discussed in [19] one can attempt to find the form of C(2)
κ=1 by using renormalisation. In this subsection we give

an outline of the modified expression for the same in case of a quenched interacting field theory discretised on a d−
dimensional lattice containing N oscillators.
The renormalized matrix elements for A2 block are given as [19],

A2[m,n] = amnλRδ
−d

V
1
d−1 f(ω̃i)

. (B1)

Note that all these elements are time-dependent due to the form of frequency, ω̃i chosen as a quench profile. The
eigenvalues then take the general form [19],

Λ(2)
i = bjλRδ

−d

V
1
d−1 g(ω̃i)

, (B2)

where j ∈ {0, 1, · · · (DimA2 − 1} while i ∈ {0, 1, · · ·N − 1}. As shown in [19] the renormalized penalty factor is,

A = (λRδ4−d)µδ−υV
υ
d−1 . (B3)
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Here υ and µ are arbitrary integers which can be fixed by using physical arguments as discussed in [19]. Using Eq.(30),
the renormalized-complexity contribution for A2 block in d− dimensions can then be written as,

C(2)
κ=1 = (λRδ4−d)µδ−υV

υ
d−1

2

d−1∑
k=0

(DimA2)−1∑
ik=0

∣∣∣ log
( Λ(2)

ik
δ2

hiω̃refλ0

)∣∣∣. (B4)

Note that now each ik ∈ {1, 2, · · · (DimA2 − 1)} for k ∈ {1, 2, · · · d − 1}. Using the renormalized form of eigenvalues
from Eq.(B2) we finally obtain,

C(2)
κ=1 = (λRδ4−d)µδ−υV

υ
d−1

2

d−1∑
k=0

(DimA2)−1∑
ik=0

∣∣∣ log
( bikλRδ

2−d

V
1
d−1 g(ω̃i)hik ω̃refλ0

)∣∣∣ (B5)

. Note that, we have not used this expression for getting numerically exact results.

C. Circuit Complexity for two oscillators

In the subsection IVA, we commented on the ambiguities in fixing the coefficients in the ambiguous A2 block for
arbitrary number of oscillators, N . Due to these ambiguities one cannot obtain numerical results for contribution
from A2 block in circuit complexity for N oscillators. However, in this appendix, we choose a minimal basis for the
case of two oscillators and hence get rid of these ambiguities to get the total contribution of A1 as well as A2 block in
circuit complexity. We begin by specialising the wavefunction (in normal modes) in Eq.(18) to that of two oscillators
by inserting N = 2, written as:

ψ0,0 (x̄0, x̄1) = (g0g1)1/4
√
π

exp [−ι(γ0 + γ1)] exp [C0] exp
[
− 1

2

(
C1x̄

2
0 + C2x̄

2
1 + C3x̄

2
0x̄

2
1 + C4x̄

4
0 + C5x̄

4
1

)]
. (C1)

The exact form of Ci for i = 0 to i = 5 can be inferred from the table in the Appendix D. Next, we write the above
wavefunction in the following form:

ψs(x̄0, x̄1) = N s exp
[
− 1

2

(
vaA(s)ab vb

)]
. (C2)

Here N s is the normalisation factor. Similar to that of generalised wavefunction inserting s = 1 in the above equation
will correspond to the target state, while inserting s = 0 corresponds to the reference state. We choose an unentangled
and non-Gaussian reference state given by,

ψs=0(x̄0, x̄1) =N s=0 exp
[
− ω̃ref

2 (x̄2
0 + x̄2

1 + λ0

2 (x̄4
0 + x̄4

1 + 6x̄2
0x̄

2
1))
]
.

Here λ0 parameterizes the non-Gaussianity of the reference state. The exponential in the above equation can be
written in form of a matrix A(s = 0) by choosing a basis,

~v = {x̄0, x̄1, x̄0x̄1, x̄
2
0, x̄

2
1}. (C3)

The matrix then takes the following form:

A(s = 0) =

 A0
1 0

0 A0
2

 , (C4)

where,

A0
1 =

 ω̃ref 0

0 ω̃ref

 ; A0
2 = λ0ω̃ref


b 0 0

0 1
2

1
2 (3− b)

0 1
2 (3− b) 1

2

 .



14

One can choose the values of b such that matrix A0
2 is non-singular. To diagonalize A0

2 we set b = 3. On the other
hand to choose a non-Guassian reference state we set λ0 = 1.5.
Similarly one can get the target state in form of matrix A(s = 1) given by,

ψs(x̄0, x̄1) = N s=1 exp
[
− 1

2

(
vaA(s = 1)ab vb

)]
. (C5)

Choosing the same basis as that in Eq.(C3) we can write the matrix for target state as,

A(s = 1) =

 A1
1 0

0 A1
2

 , (C6)

where,

A1
1 =

 C1 0

0 C2

 ; A1
2 =


b̃C5 0 0

0 C3
1
2 (1− b̃)C5

0 1
2 (1− b̃)C5 C4

 .

The parameter b̃ can be chosen such that A1
2 is non-singular. Further to diagonalise A1

2 we set b̃ = 1. It is clear that
with a minimal choice of basis given in Eq.(C3) one can fix all the elements of both A1 and A2 blocks for the case
of two oscillators. Aimed with the expression for circuit complexity for N oscillators given in Eq.(30), and setting
the penatly factor A =∞, we have computed the circuit complexity for the two quenched oscillators with quartic
coupling, by using:

Cκ=1 = 1
2

(
log
∣∣∣detA1

1
detA0

1

∣∣∣+ log
∣∣∣detA1

2
detA0

2

∣∣∣). (C7)

Here det refers to the determinant of the respective block of the matrix. Note that the quench profile chosen as the
frequency scale of the system imposes time-dependence on each element of the target state matrix block viz., A1

1 and
A1

2. The complexity therefore becomes time-dependent, this is clearly shown in the numerical results discussed in the
section V.

D. Tabulated Values of Coefficients

In this appendix, the values of various coefficients we have used in some steps to compute the analytical expression
of circuit complexity, are tabulated in respective tables.

• We begin by listing the values of Bi for i = 1, 2...5 in equation Eq.(19) of section III B in the table given below.

Bi Coefficient of Bi

B1(a)
− 3x2

a

4NgaWa
+ 9

16Ng2
aWa
− x4

a

4NWa

B2(b, c)
− 3x2

bWc

2NWbgc(Wb+Wc) −
3Wbx

2
c

2NgbWc(Wb+Wc) + 3
4Ngbgc(Wb+Wc) + 3Wc

4NgbWbgc(Wb+Wc) + 3Wb

4NgbgcWc(Wb+Wc) −
3x2

bx
2
c

N(Wb+Wc)

B3(d, e)
− 12xdWexe

Nge(Wd+We)(Wd+3We) −
4xdx3

e

N(Wd+3We)
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B4(f,m, h)
− 12xfxhWm

Ngm(Wf+Wh)(Wf+Wh+2Wm) −
12xfxhx2

m

N(Wf+Wh+2Wm)

B5(i, j, k, l)
− 24xixjxkxl

N(Wi+Wj+Wk+Wl)

Note that gk for k = 0, · · ·N − 1 is defined in the subsection IIIA, while Wk in Eq.(16). Also all the indices in
the tabulated expressions run from 0 to N − 1.

• Next, we tabulate the values of coefficients Ci for i = 1, 2...5 in equation Eq.(C1) of the Apendix C.

Ci Coefficient of Ci

C0
9λ

32g2
0W0

+ 9λ
32g2

1W1
+ 3λ

8g0g1(W0+W1) + 3λW1
8g0g1W0(W0+W1) + 3λW0

8g0g1W1(W0+W1)

C1

− 3λ
8g0W0

− 3λW1
4g1W0(W0+W1) −

ν0
2

C2

− 3λ
8g1W1

− 3λW0
4g0W1(W0+W1) −

ν1
2

C3

− λ
8W0

C4

− λ
8W1

C5

− 3λ
2(W0+W1)

Note that gk = γ̇k where γk for k = 0, 1 can be computed by solving the EMP equation as shown in the section
II, while Wk can be computed using Eq.(16).
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