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A basic primitive in quantum information is the computation of the moments EU [Tr
[
UρU†O

]t
].

These describe the distribution of expectation values obtained by sending a state ρ through a
random unitary U , sampled from some distribution, and measuring the observable O. While the
exact calculation of these moments is generally hard, if U is composed of local random gates,
one can estimate EU [Tr

[
UρU†O

]t
] by performing Monte Carlo simulations of a Markov chain-like

process. However, this approach can require a prohibitively large number of samples, or suffer from
the sign problem. In this work, we instead propose to estimate the moments via tensor networks,
where the local gates moment operators are mapped to small dimensional tensors acting on their
local commutant bases. By leveraging representation theoretical tools, we study the local tensor
dimension and we provide bounds for the bond dimension of the matrix product states arising from
deep circuits. We compare our techniques against Monte Carlo simulations, showing that we can
significantly out-perform them. Then, we showcase how tensor networks can exactly compute the
second moment when U is a quantum neural network acting on thousands of qubits and having
thousands of gates. To finish, we numerically study the anticoncentration phenomena of circuits
with orthogonal random gates, a task which cannot be studied via Monte Carlo due to sign problems.

I. INTRODUCTION

Computing the moments of expectation values measured
at the output of random quantum circuits has become
an important task in quantum information sciences. For
instance, their analysis can help us determine conditions
leading to non-classical simulability and exponential quan-
tum advantage [1–6], the onset of quantum chaos [7–9],
and the presence of local minima and barren plateaus in
variational quantum computing [10–21]. When the circuit
is sampled from a compact unitary group, one can leverage
tools from Weingarten calculus [22, 23] to exactly evaluate
these moments, even being able to compute them asymp-
totically [24]. However, if the unitaries U are sampled from
a generic distribution, the calculation quickly becomes ex-
tremely hard and intractable.

To make the problem more manageable, researchers have
studied circuits which have additional structure to them.
One of the most physically motivated assumptions is that
U is composed of local Haar random gates [8, 9, 25–29].
In this framework, one can map the problem of comput-
ing the moment to a Markov chain-like process, which
enables the use of tools from classical statistical mechan-
ics [9, 13, 17, 30–33]. This approach has shown to be in-
credibly successful, and it particularly excels at producing
upper and lower bounds for the moments. However, there
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is still room for improvement. In particular, for most of
the aforementioned techniques to work, it is not always
sufficient to consider that the unitary is composed of local
random gates, as other assumptions are usually needed.
For instance, one could require that the gates are sampled
from the same group, or that the circuit gates have either
a very regular arrangement or a very random one. More-
over, one could also be interested in computing the exact
value of the moments, and not their bound. While some
of these limitations can be overcome by using Monte Carlo
(MC) sampling of the Markov chain-like process [13], this
approach can still require a prohibitively large number of
samples due to its additive error, or suffer from the sign
problem [34, 35].

In this work we propose using Tensor Networks (TN)
to compute the moments of the random quantum circuit’s
expectation values. At its core, our work leverages the
vectorization picture to represent the circuit’s initial state
and the measurement operator t-th fold products as Ma-
trix Product State (MPS) [36, 37] and the local unitaries
moment matrices as gates arising from the projectors be-
tween their local commutants (see Fig. 1). This formalism
is quite flexible, being applicable to general gate topolo-
gies, as well as circuits where the local gates are sampled
from different groups. Of course, we are not claiming that
the tensor contractions will always be efficient, since their
difficulty will depend on several factors such as the gate’s
topology, and the local dimensions of the tensors. Still, our
approach has several advantages over MC techniques,. For
example TNs do not suffer from sign problems, nor require
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of our main results. Our ultimate goal is to estimate expectation values of the form
EU [Tr

[
UρU†O

]t
], where ρ is a quantum state, U a quantum circuit composed of local random gates, and O some observ-

able. By leveraging tools from the Weingarten calculus we can map this problem to that of evaluating the inner product
EU [Tr

[
V ρV †O

]t
] = ⟨⟨ρ⊗t|τ̂ (t)|O⊗t⟩⟩, where |ρ⊗t⟩⟩ and |O⊗t⟩⟩ are respectively the vectorized t-th fold tensor product of the

initial state and measurement, and where τ̂ (t) is the product of the local gates t-th moment operators. Previous works have
proposed to compute this inner product by interpreting τ̂ (t) as a Markov chain-like process and using MC sampling techniques. In
this work, we instead evaluate this quantity by expressing |ρ⊗t⟩⟩ and |O⊗t⟩⟩ as MPSs, and τ̂ (t) as a TN with local gates.

sampling. In addition, we also make theoretical contri-
butions by leveraging tools from representation theory to
compute the local dimension of the TNs, as well as provide
bounds for the maximum bond dimension of MPSs arising
from deep circuits. Moreover, we showcase our methods by
comparing them against MC sampling, revealing that we
can indeed compute the moments with much higher preci-
sion when using TN. We then present large scale numerical
experiments which illustrate the power of TNs for study-
ing the variance of expectation value. Finally, we show
that having access to the MPSs representation of the ini-
tial state (or measurement) as it evolves through the TN
moment gates enables a new dimension of analysis, such as
the study of this vector’s entropic properties.

II. FRAMEWORK

In what follows we will consider a random unitary quan-
tum circuit U acting on an n-qudit Hilbert space H =
(Cd)⊗n. We further assume that the circuit takes the
form U =

∏L
l=1 Uγl

, i.e., that it is composed of L local
gates acting on kl ⩽ k qudits according to some topol-
ogy T = {γl}Ll=1. Here, each γl ∈ [n]⊗kl is a tuple of
(non-repeating) kl indexes ranging between 1 and n which
determine the set of qubits that Uγl

acts on. For instance,
if the circuit is a one-dimensional ansatz acting on alter-
nating pairs of qudits (see Fig. 1), then we would have
T = {(1, 2), (3, 4), . . . (n − 1, n), (2, 3), . . .}. Moreover, we
will assume that each Uγl

belongs to some unitary Lie

group Gl ⊆ U(dk).
Next, we will focus on studying moments of expectation

values of the form

ℓU (ρ,O) = Tr
[
UρU†O

]
, (1)

which correspond to sending an input n-qudit state ρ
though U and measuring the expectation value of a Her-
mitian observable O at the circuit’s output. Here, by mo-
ments we mean analyzing quantities such as

EU [ℓU (ρ,O)] , EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))2] , (2)

or more generally EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))t]1 for some t ∈ N. In
the previous, the expectation value is taken over the set
of unitaries obtained by sampling each local Uγl

inde-
pendently and identically distributed (i.i.d.) according to
the Haar measure dµl over Gl. As such, we can express
EU = EGL

· · ·EG1 , with EG[f(U)] =
∫
G
dµ(U)f(U) the

Haar integral over the group G.

III. CONNECTION TO THE LITERATURE

Before proceeding to the description of our results, we
find it important to compare our methods with other tech-
niques that exist in the literature. In particular, given the

1 We note that while not explicitly stated, our methods can be
trivially extended to compute more general moments such as
EU [

∏t
η=1 Tr

[
UρηU†Oη

]
].
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pervasiveness of quantities such as those in Eq. (2), their
computation has received considerable attention. The sim-
plest approach to computing these expectation values is by
running the circuit N times (sampling random local uni-
taries each time) and computing the sample mean of the
set of observations. While such approach is by far the
simplest, it has the significant –and often overlooked– dis-
advantage that the ensuing expectation values come with
a statistical uncertainty of 1/

√
N . As such, computing the

moments to a large precision requires a large number of
circuit repetitions.

A more principled theoretical approach to computing the
values in Eq. (2) has been taken in [4, 11–13, 17, 30–32]
where the authors leverage tools from Weingarten calcu-
lus to analytically compute averages over each local Haar
random gate. As further detailed below, the previous ap-
proach maps the problem of evaluating EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))t] to
a Markov chain-like problem, therefore enabling the use of
classical statistical mechanics [4, 9, 13, 30, 32, 33]. In par-
ticular, these works consider exclusively circuits where all
the local unitaries are sampled i.i.d. from the same funda-
mental representation of a unitary group, and where the
circuit’s topology is somewhat structured. Moreover, their
goal is to ultimately provide upper and lower bounds for
the expectation value’s moments.

It is also important to note that for most cases considered
in the literature, e.g., the expectation values with t = 1 and
t = 2 as in Eq. (2), one can use MC methods to approx-
imate the expectation values through the ensuing Markov
chain-like approach [13]. While MC techniques can lead to
good approximations of the moments, they have two criti-
cal issues. First, one needs to run the MC sampling algo-
rithm a finite number of times, leading to an additive error.
Since the expectation values EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))t] can be expo-
nentially small quantities, one could require a prohibitively
large number of samples for their approximation. Second,
and most importantly, the weights of the configuration can
be negative, meaning that one can encounter the sign prob-
lem, which increases exponentially the computational com-
plexity of the MC simulation [34, 35].

In this work, we will follow a similar approach to the
one in [4, 11–13, 17, 30–32], as we make use of Weingarten
to map the problem of calculating EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))t] to that
of evolving a state through a Markov chain-like process
matrix. However, unlike previous approaches which lever-
age statistical mechanics or MC simulations, we will here
present a TN method which allows us to exactly obtain the
expectation values. Our techniques can be applied under
quite general conditions, including the case when the local
unitaries are sampled from subgroups of the unitary (such
as the orthogonal group) and combinations thereof, as well
as when the circuit topology is arbitrary. Moreover, as we

explicitly show in our numerical experiments section, the
TN techniques introduced here can be employed in situa-
tions where a sign problem would arise for MC techniques.

IV. FROM WEINGARTEN CALCULUS TO
TENSOR NETWORKS

A. Basics of Weingarten calculus

To begin, we recall a few basic concepts from Weingarten
calculus. We refer the interested reader to [22–24] for a
modern and detailed description of the tools used here.

Given a compact unitary Lie group G with Haar measure
dµ acting on a finite-dimensional Hilbert spaceH, we define
the t-th fold twirl map τ (t)G : B(H⊗t)→ B(H⊗t) as

τ
(t)
G (X) =

∫
G

dµ(V )V ⊗tX(V †)⊗t , (3)

for any X ∈ B(H⊗t). Here B denotes the set of bounded
operators acting on a given vector space. The importance
of the twirl spans from the fact that any expectation value
of the form EG[Tr

[
V ρV †O

]t
] can be written as

EG

[
Tr
[
V ρV †O

]t]
= Tr

[
τ
(t)
G (ρ⊗t)O⊗t

]
= Tr

[
ρ⊗tτ

(t)
G (O⊗t)

]
,

where we have used the linearity of the trace and the in-
variance of the Haar measure.

Then, we find it convenient to recall the vectorization
formalism, in which an operator in B(H⊗t) is mapped to
a vector in H⊗t ⊗ (H∗)⊗t while a channel from B(H⊗t)
to B(H⊗t) is mapped to a matrix in B(H⊗t ⊗ (H∗)⊗t).
Specifically, given some operator X =

∑dt

i,j=1 cij |i⟩⟨j|, its

vectorized form is |X⟩⟩ =
∑dt

i,j=1 cij |i⟩ ⊗ |j⟩, while given a

channel Φ(X) =
∑d2t

ν=1KνXJ
†
ν , we obtain Φ̂ =

∑d2t

ν=1Kν⊗
J∗
ν . In this picture, we can verify that since ⟨⟨Y |Φ̂|X⟩⟩ =

Tr
[
Y †Φ(X)

]
, then

EG

[
Tr

[
V ρV †O

]t]
= ⟨⟨ρ⊗t|τ̂ (t)G |O

⊗t⟩⟩ , (4)

where the Hermitian operator τ̂ (t)G ∈ B(H⊗t ⊗ (H∗)⊗t),
defined as

τ̂
(t)
G =

∫
G

dµ(V )V ⊗t ⊗ (V ∗)⊗t (5)

is known as the t-th moment operator.
It is well known that the twirl map is a projection onto

the t-th order commutant of G, i.e., the operator vector



4

space comm(t)(G) = {M ∈ B(H⊗t) | [M,V ⊗t] = 0}, of
dimension dG,t = dim(comm(t)(G)). As such, given a basis
{Pµ}

dG,t

µ=1 of comm(t)(G), one can express the twirl operator
as

τ
(t)
G (X) =

dG,t∑
µ,ν=1

(W−1
G,t)νµ Tr[PµX]Pν . (6)

Here W−1
G,t is known as the Weingarten Matrix, and is the

inverse2 of the Gram matrix W of the commutant’s basis
(under the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product). That is, WG,t

is a matrix with entries (WG,t)νµ = Tr
[
B†

νBµ

]
. In the

vectorization picture, we have that

τ̂
(t)
G =

dG,t∑
µ,ν=1

(W−1
G,t)νµ|Pν⟩⟩⟨⟨Pµ| . (7)

As a sanity check, one can verify that combining Eqs. (4)
and (7) clearly recovers (6).

B. Mapping to a tensor network problem

Using the previous tools and techniques, we can thus
express

EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))t] = ⟨⟨ρ⊗t|
L∏

l=1

τ̂
(t)
Gl
|O⊗t⟩⟩ (8)

= ⟨⟨ρ⊗t|τ̂ (t)|O⊗t⟩⟩ . (9)

where we defined τ̂ (t) =
∏L

l=1 τ̂
(t)
Gl

. Equation (8) shows
that in order to compute the expectation value, we need to
compute the inner product between two vectors (|ρ⊗t⟩⟩ and
|O⊗t⟩⟩) and the d2tn× d2tn matrix τ̂ (t). Clearly, the evalu-
ation of this expectation value becomes rapidly intractable
as its dimension increases exponentially with the number
of qudits n, and the moment’s order t. However, since the
gates are local, it is completely unnecessary to work with
such large matrices, and the problem’s dimension can be
reduced to a much smaller problem size [4, 13].

To understand the previous let us note that τ̂ (t) is a
product of the local moment superoperators for each gate.
Then, we can see by explicitly expanding the product of
two adjacent moment operators that

τ̂
(t)
Gl+1

τ̂
(t)
Gl

=
∑

µl+1,νl+1

∑
µl,νl

(W−1
Gl,t

)νlµl
(W−1

Gl+1,t
)νl+1µl+1

× |Pνl+1
⟩⟩⟨⟨Pµl+1

|Pνl
⟩⟩⟨⟨Pµl

| .

2 Or pseudo-inverse if W is singular.

That is, the product of two moment operators can be un-
derstood as a map between the basis elements of the t-th
order commutant of the first gate, to that of the last gate.
As such, we can attempt to find a more efficient repre-
sentation of the τ̂ (t)Gl

projectors as a process matrix in the
bases arising from the local commutants. In turn, such rep-
resentation will map τ̂ (t) to a sequence of L such process
matrices arranged according to the topology of T which
we can then interpret as a circuit’s TN. Then, if we rep-
resent |ρ⊗t⟩⟩, and |O⊗t⟩⟩ as MPSs in the aforementioned
commutants’ bases, the expectation value EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))t]
in Eq. (8) can be computed via standard TNs techniques.
As previously mentioned, and as exemplified in our nu-
merics section, having access to the MPS representation
of τ̂ (t)|O⊗t⟩⟩ opens up a whole new dimension of analysis,
given that we can study its the entropic properties as it
evolved through the TN gates. Notably, such analysis is
readily available from our TN approach, but is not acces-
sible via MC sampling techniques, thus further differenti-
ating our work from previous literature.

C. Toy model example

To illustrate the previous idea of tackling the problem
via TNs, consider an n = 3 qubit system (d = 2) where
the random quantum circuit is composed of two (L = 2)
two-qubit gates (kl = 2 for l = 1, 2) following the topology
T = {(1, 2), (2, 3)} (see Fig. 2(a)). That is

U =

2∏
l=1

Uγl
= U(2,3)U(1,2) . (10)

Then, let us assume that both local unitaries are sampled
i.i.d. from the fundamental representation of U(4). More-
over, we will be interested in evaluating the second moment
EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))2]. To finish, let us denote the Hilbert space
over which U acts as H = H1⊗H2, where Hj is the Hilbert
space of the j-th qubit.

It is well known that

comm(2)(G) = spanC{11⊗ 11,SWAP} , (11)

where 11 denotes the identity matrix acting on H, while
SWAP is the operator that exchanges the two copies of the
(two-qubit) Hilbert space [22, 23, 38]. Since the operators
in this basis are non-normalized and non-orthogonal, we
find it convenient to instead define the orthonormal basis
(under the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product)

comm(2)(G) = spanC

{
11⊗ 11
4

,
S⊗ 11 + 11⊗ S + S⊗ S

4
√
15

}
.
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Figure 2. a) We consider a quantum circuit composed of L local
random gates arranged according to some topology T , and act-
ing on an n-qudit system. b) The TN for the ensuing operator
τ̂ (t) will have n legs and will be composed of L gates arranged
with the same topology T . c) By expressing the vectorized op-
erators |ρ⊗t⟩⟩ and |O⊗t⟩⟩ as MPSs, we can evaluate the moment
by contracting these MPSs with the TN of τ̂ (t).

Here, we have used the fact that we can always express
SWAP = SWAP1 ⊗ SWAP2, with SWAPj the operator
that swaps the j-th qubits, as well as the fact that

SWAP =
1

2
(11 + S) ,

with S = X⊗X+Y ⊗Y +Z⊗Z and X,Y and Z the Pauli
operators. Here we implicitly reordered the order of the
Hilbert spaces from H⊗H to H⊗2

1 ⊗H
⊗2
2 , so that SWAP1

(SWAP2) acts on the two copies of the first (second) qubit’s
Hilbert space.

With the previous, we can express the vectorized or-
thonormal basis of comm(2)(G) as{

|11⟩⟩|11⟩⟩
4

,
|S⟩⟩|11⟩⟩+ |11⟩⟩|S⟩⟩+ |S⟩⟩|S⟩⟩

4
√
15

}
. (12)

In this notation, one can verify that the following equalities
hold

τ̂
(2)
U(4)|11⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ = |11⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ ,

τ̂
(2)
U(4)|S⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ =

1

5
(|S⟩⟩|11⟩⟩+ |11⟩⟩|S⟩⟩+ |S⟩⟩|S⟩⟩) ,

τ̂
(2)
U(4)|11⟩⟩|S⟩⟩ =

1

5
(|S⟩⟩|11⟩⟩+ |11⟩⟩|S⟩⟩+ |S⟩⟩|S⟩⟩) ,

τ̂
(2)
U(4)|S⟩⟩|S⟩⟩ =

3

5
(|S⟩⟩|11⟩⟩+ |11⟩⟩|S⟩⟩+ |S⟩⟩|S⟩⟩) ,

meaning that we can represent the effective action of τ̂ (2)U(4)

as the 4× 4 matrix (2× 2× 2× 2 tensor)

τ̂
(2)
U(4) ≡ P =

1 0 0 0
0 1/5 1/5 3/5
0 1/5 1/5 3/5
0 1/5 1/5 3/5

 . (13)

Importantly, P acts on two, two-dimensional, vector spaces
with basis {|11⟩⟩, |S⟩⟩}.

From the previous, and as shown in Fig. 2(b), the prod-
uct of these moment operators can be reduced to a 8 × 8
matrix (a 2× 2× 2× 2× 2× 2 tensor)

τ̂ (2) ≡ P(2,3)P(1,2) , (14)

where P(2,3) indicates that the P gate of Eq. (13) acts on
the second and third two-dimensional legs. If we com-
pare Eqs. (10) with (14), this example shows that the cir-
cuit’s moment operator can be expressed as a TN com-
posed of 2× 2× 2× 2 tensors. Then, the expectation value
EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))2] in Eq. (8) can be estimated by representing
|ρ⊗2⟩⟩ and |O⊗2⟩⟩ as an MPS in the basis {|11⟩⟩, |S⟩⟩}⊗3,
and evaluating the inner product of these smaller operators
(see Fig. 2(c)). For instance if O is a Pauli operator on the
first qubit, then

|O⊗2⟩⟩ ≡ 1

3
|S⟩⟩|11⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ , (15)

which is an MPS of bond dimension χ = 1. Here, we
have exploited the fact that from the point of view of
twirling over U(4), every Pauli operator is the same, i.e.,
τ
(2)
U(4)(X

⊗2
1 ) = τ

(2)
U(4)(Y

⊗2
1 ) = τ

(2)
U(4)(Z

⊗2
1 ) = 1

3τ
(2)
U(4)(S).

D. General formalism

The previous example illustrates how EU [(ℓU (ρ,O))t] =
⟨⟨ρ⊗t|τ̂ (t)|O⊗t⟩⟩ can be computed by representing τ̂ (t) as
an n-legged TN and |ρ⊗t⟩⟩ and |O⊗t⟩⟩ as MPSs. In fact,
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just like in the previous toy model, given a unitary with
random local gates of the form U =

∏L
l=1 Uγl

, the TN for
τ̂ (t) will have n legs and will be composed of L gates –which
we will dub “P gates”– arranged according to the topology
T . That is

τ̂ (t) =

L∏
l=1

Pγl
. (16)

Each Pγl
gate will have kl legs, and its input and output

dimensions will depend on who the local group Gl is, but
also on the P gates that precede and follow it (as it needs
to capture how the local commutants get projected into
each other). In the simpler case when kl = k ∀l and when
all the local groups are the same, the P gates will have the
same dimensions.

Note that the previous does not imply that we can effi-
ciently contract the tensors, as this will ultimately depend
on the local tensor dimensions, the circuit topology, and
the entanglement in the MPSs arising from the initial state
and measurement operator. In what follows we present a
few general considerations that will allow us to better un-
derstand when the TN simulation might be efficient.

We begin by analyzing the dimensions of the P gates.
For instance, we can show that the follow result holds.

Theorem 1. Let U be a random quantum circuit composed
of L two-qudit gates. If the local unitaries are sampled
i.i.d. from the fundamental representation of the Lie group
G ∈ {U(dk), O(dk), Sp(dk/2)} (assuming d even), then the
P gate for each τ̂

(t)
Gl

will be a square matrix of dimension
up to (t!)2 × (t!)2 for G = U(dk), and of dimension up to(

(2t!)
2tt!

)2

×
(

(2t!)
2tt!

)2

, for G = O(dk), Sp(dk/2).

The proof of this theorem, as well as that of our other
main theoretical results, can be found in the appendices.

For the special case of a circuit composed of two-qubit
gates (d = 2 and k = 2), Theorem 1 implies that
the first moment operator will be trivial for any G ∈
{U(dk), O(dk), Sp(dk/2)}, as the P -gates for each τ̂

(1)
Gl

are
one dimensional projectors onto the vectorized identity
(which follows from the fact that the local groups are irre-
ducible). Then, the second moment operator τ̂ (2) will be
composed of 4 × 4 square gates (or 2 × 2 × 2 × 2 tensors)
for G = U(4) given by Eq. (13), and of dimension 9× 9 (or
3 × 3 × 3 × 3 tensors) for G = O(4), Sp(2). We note that
the dimension bounds given by Theorem 1 will be useful
for small t or large qudit dimension d, but these can also be
extremely loose. In this case, one can tighten them by us-
ing representation theoretical tools. For instance, if d = 2
and G is the unitary group, one should replace the upper

bound of (t!)2 × (t!)2 by (Ct)
2 × (Ct)

2, where Ct are the
Catalan numbers3.

It is important to note that while the dimen-
sion of the tensor representation of τ̂

(t)
Gl

matches
(dim(comm(t)(G)))2 × (dim(comm(t)(G)))2 for these
groups4, this is not a generic feature. In fact, the di-
mension of the τ̂

(t)
Gl

tensor can depend on who ρ and O
are. For instance, if the unitary’s two-qubit gates are
sampled from the free-fermionic reducible representation
of G = SO(4) ≃ SU(2) ⊕ SU(2) [5, 16, 40–42], then we
have that dim(comm(2)(G)) = 10 [16], which would imply
that τ̂

(2)
Gl

are matrices of size 100 × 100 if one were to
extrapolate the previous realization. However, we find
that the following theorem holds.

Theorem 2. Let U be random quantum circuit composed
of L two-qubit gates. If the local unitaries are sampled i.i.d.
from the free-fermionic reducible representation of the Lie
group G = SO(4) ≃ SU(2) ⊕ SU(2) then the P gate for
each τ̂

(t)
Gl

will be a square matrix of dimension 9 × 9 (or
3 × 3 × 3 × 3 tensors) if ρ has fixed parity, and of size
36× 36 (or 6× 6× 6× 6 tensors) if ρ is a generic state.

Next, let us analyze the bond dimension of the MPSs
arising from ρ and O. If ρ is a product state and if O
can be expressed as a tensor product of Hermitian oper-
ators (e.g., a projector onto a computational basis state,
or a Pauli operator), then |ρ⊗t⟩⟩ and |O⊗t⟩⟩ can be repre-
sented as MPSs with bond dimension χ = 1. From here
one can wonder how large the bond dimension of τ̂ (t)|O⊗t⟩⟩
or τ̂ (t)|ρ⊗t⟩⟩ will be as a function of the number of gates
L in the circuit, and concomitantly of the P -gates in the
TN. While the bond dimension for small L can vary widely
depending on the local groups and topology (see the nu-
merics section) we can make statements about the large L
limit.

In particular, let us denote as GU the Lie group to which
the distribution of U converges to for large L. We can
obtain GU as follows. First, let Gl = {iHlm}dim(gl)

m=1 be a
basis for the Lie algebra gl associated to the Lie group Gl

3 This follows from the fact that the order t! of the symmetric group
St can be much larger than the operator’s space dimension, lead-
ing to an over-complete basis. Here, one needs to instead compute
how many trivial irreducible representations appear in the opera-
tor space decomposition under the adjoint action of the t-th fold
representation.

4 Here we used the Schur-Weyl duality between the t-fold represen-
tation of the unitary group and the symmetric group St, as well as
that for the t-th fold representation of the orthogonal (or symplec-
tic) group and the Brauer algebra B2t. See for instance [24, 39].
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(that is Gl = egl). Then, we need to compute the Lie
algebra [43]

gU =

〈
L⋃

l=1

Gl

〉
Lie

, (17)

where ⟨·⟩Lie denotes the Lie closure, i.e., the vector space
obtained by nested commutators of all the operators in the
bases Gl. Such Lie algebra is important as U ∈ GU = egU

for any set of randomly sampled local gates. Moreover,
as the number of gates increases, one can generally ex-
pect that EU = EGL

· · ·EG1
≃ EGU

. The number of gates
needed for the circuit to become a t-design over GU can
be estimated via the spectral gap of τ̂ (t), i.e., how large its
first not-equal-to-one eigenvalue is [14, 30, 32, 44–49].

The previous shows that if L is large enough so that
the distribution of U becomes a t-design over GU , then
τ̂ (t) becomes a projector onto comm(t)(GU ). Then, how
large the bond dimension of τ̂ (t)|O⊗t⟩⟩ or τ̂ (t)|ρ⊗t⟩⟩ is will
solely depend on what’s the bond dimension of a linear
combination of the vectorized operators in the basis of this
commutant. Thus, we find that the following proposition
holds.

Proposition 1. Let U be deep enough so that it forms
a 2-design over GU . The bond dimension of the MPS
τ̂ (t)|A⊗t⟩⟩ for any A ∈ B(H) is up to χ = t! for GU =

U(dn) and up to χ = (2t!)
2tt! for G = O(dn), Sp(dn/2).

When t = 2, Proposition 1 implies that irrespective of
the number of qudits n, or the local dimension d, The
maximum bond dimension of the MPS τ̂ (t)|A⊗t⟩⟩ for any
A ∈ B(H) is χ = 2 for GU = U(dn) and χ = 3 for
G = O(dn), Sp(dn/2).

It is important to note that the results in the previous
proposition follow from the fact that the elements in the
commutants of U(dn), G = O(dn), Sp(dn/2) can be natu-
rally expressed as rank-one projectors onto MPSs of bond
dimension χ = 1 for the Hilbert space H⊗t

1 ⊗H
⊗t
2 · · ·⊗H⊗t

n ,
where Hj denotes the Hilbert space of the j-th qudit. Such
result will not generally hold, especially for the case when
GU is not an irreducible fundamental representation of a
Lie group. In the more general scenario, one needs to find
how the vectorized elements of comm(t)(GU ) will decom-
pose in terms of operators acting on H⊗t

1 ⊗H
⊗t
2 · · · ⊗H⊗t

n .
Such analysis will be case by case dependent, but we can
provide some guidelines for some special cases.

In particular, let us study the situation when iρ or iO
belonging to gU , and when t = 2. We recall that we can
always express gU in its reductive decomposition, i.e., as a
direct sum of commuting ideals

gU = g1 ⊕ · · · ⊕ gζ−1 ⊕ gζ , (18)

where gj are simple Lie algebras for j = 1, . . . , ζ − 1, and
with gζ being the center of gU , and therefore abelian. Here,
the only elements of the t-th fold commutant that will have
non-zero overlap with ρ⊗2 (or O⊗2) are the Casimir oper-
ators {Cj}ζj=1 [14], where

Cj =

dim(gj)∑
µ=1

Bµ ⊗Bµ , (19)

and with {Bµ}
dim(gj)
µ=1 being an orthonormal basis for igj .

For instance, we can use this insight to prove that

Proposition 2. Let U be deep enough so that it forms
a 2-design over the free-fermionic representation of GU =
SO(2n), with associated Lie algebra gu = so(2n). Given
some Pauli operator A ∈ B(H) such that iA ∈ gU , then the
maximum bond dimension of the MPS τ̂ (2)|A⊗2⟩⟩ is χ = 3.

Propositions 1 and 2 show an interesting property of
our proposed TN approach. In many cases, for shallow
circuits with small L, the bond dimension of the MPS is
generally small. This follows from the fact that the MPS
representation of |ρ⊗t⟩⟩ and |O⊗t⟩⟩ can be such that χ = 1,
and since the gates in the circuit are local, they cannot
generate too much entanglement. Then, for deep circuits
with very large L the bond dimension of τ̂ (t)|O⊗t⟩⟩ (or
τ̂ (t)|ρ⊗t⟩⟩) is small again.

V. DEALING WITH UNNORMALIZED TENSOR
NETWORK CONTRACTIONS

The general formalism derived in the previous section
allows us to compute t-th moment of an expectation value
by building a tensor network. Here, one replaces the gates
appearing in U with P tensors arising from the τ̂ (t)Gl

, and
replaces local qudits Hilbert spaces Hl with legs whose di-
mension depends on the local gate’s commutants. For the
sake of simplicity, we will refer to the resulting TN as the
P -network, or P -net for short.

While this construction allows us to drastically reduce
the dimension of the problem (see Theorems 1 and 2),
care must be taken when dealing with the ensuing tensors,
as neither the MPS encoding the (vectorized) t-th tensor
product of the measurement operator |O⊗t⟩⟩ nor the one
encoding the quantum state |ρ⊗t⟩⟩ are in principle normal-
ized states. Similarly, the P -gates in the P -net need not be
unitary (see for instance the P -gate in Eq. (13)). Hence,
when evolving |O⊗t⟩⟩ (or |ρ⊗t⟩⟩) through the P -net, one
could very quickly start facing very small or very large
numbers, leading to loss of numerical precision or overflow
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errors. In order to prevent such issues we propose the fol-
lowing recipe to contract the TN:

• We associate a vector nO to |O⊗t⟩⟩, whose length is
equal to the size n of the system, and we fill it with
ones. This vector will hold all the normalization fac-
tors of the measurement operator’s MPS. After the
application of P -gates acting in parallel, or after a
given (fixed) number of gates in case of an unstruc-
tured topology, we perform a Singular Values De-
composition (SVD) sweep through |O⊗t⟩⟩, normaliz-
ing the singular values at each pair of sites. Namely,
calling AO

j the j-th tensor of the MPS |O⊗t⟩⟩, we
contract adjacent tensors AO

j , A
O
j+1, obtaining a two-

sites tensor ÃO
j,j+1 which we then decompose using

SVD as, dropping super and subscripts for the sake
of notation, Ã = W1 · S ·W2, with W1 and W2 uni-
tary tensors and S a diagonal matrix containing the
singular values of Ã. We normalize S ← S/∥S∥,
distributing the weight equally between W1 ad W2

as W1 ← W1

√
S and W2 ←

√
SW2 and update

AO
j ← W1 and AO

j+1 ← W2. In the process we
also update the normalization factors as (nO)j ←
(nO)j∥S∥, (nO)j+1 ← (nO)j+1∥S∥. This procedure
allows us to keep the norms of the tensors in ψ well-
behaved.

• We associate an analogous vector nρ to |ρ⊗t⟩⟩. We
then normalize the tensors Aρ

j to √χj , χj being the
bond dimensions of the link between sites j and j +
1, and we save the normalization factors in nρ as
(nρ)j =

∥∥Aρ
j

∥∥/√χj . Notice that the last tensor will
be normalized to one, as the non-existing link at the
right of site n can be treated as having dimension
χn = 1. The intuition behind this is that if |ρ⊗t⟩⟩
were to be a normalized quantum state’s MPS, in the
left canonical form it would be composed of unitary
tensors, whose norms are √χ.

• Lastly, we compute the inner product
⟨⟨ρ⊗t|τ̂ (t)|O⊗t⟩⟩ by initializing yet another vec-
tor nt and filling it with the norms of the sequential
contractions of pairs of tensors AO

j , A
ρ
j . Here, we

start with the first tensors (j = 1), contract them,
normalize the result, save the norm in (nt)1, then
proceed to contract this normalized tensor with the
second tensors and so on.

Once all the tensor contractions have been performed we
are left with three vectors nO, nρ, nt. The overlap
⟨⟨ρ⊗t|τ̂ (t)|O⊗t⟩⟩ is then obtained as the multiplication of
all the entries of said vectors.

Figure 3. Circuit topologies for the numerical experiments. a)
A QCNN is composed of a “convolutional” layer where two-qubit
gates on act on alternating pairs of qubits, and of “pooling” lay-
ers, where half of the qubits are traced out. QCNNs naturally
have a number of layers nL in O(log(n)), and a number of local
gates in O(n). b) In each layer of an HEA, gates act on alter-
nating neighboring qubits in a brick-like fashion. Here we show
an HEA with nL = 3 layers with open boundary conditions. An
HEA with nL layer, has a number of gates in O(nnL).

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

In this section, we showcase our TN framework by com-
puting the exact t = 2 moments for two well-known qubit
(d = 2) circuit topologies: a Quantum Convolutional Neu-
ral Networks (QCNN) [12, 50] and a one-dimensional Hard-
ware Efficient Ansatz (HEA) [11, 51, 52], when all the gates
composing U on each architecture are sampled i.i.d. first
from the fundamental representations of G = U(4) and
from G = O(4). The circuit topologies are shown in Fig. 3.
Importantly, as we will see below, when the local gates are
sampled from O(4), MC simulations are not available due
to a sign problem.

A. Local gates sampled from G = U(4)

In this section we will study the second moment for the
case when O is a Pauli operator. However, instead of choos-
ing a specific ρ, we will compute the inner product with all
possible Paulis Pj in a basis of B(C2n) of bodyness |Pj | = k
(that is, Pj acts non trivially on k qubits). These quanti-
ties of interest will henceforth be called k-purities, denoted
as p(k)O , and take the form

p
(k)
O =

1

4n
EU

 ∑
Pj / |Pj |=k

Tr
[
PjU

†OU
]2 . (20)

It is not hard to see that since O is itself a Pauli, then∑n
k=1 p

(k)
O = 1, and since by definition p

(k)
O ⩾ 0 for all k ,
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then the k-purities form a probability distribution. Recall-
ing that the first moment EU

[∑
Pj / |Pj |=k Tr

[
PjU

†OU
]]

=

0 for any non-identity Pauli (since the local group is ir-
reducible, and its first order commutant trivial), we can
interpret the collection of the k-purities as describing how
the variance of the Heisenberg evolved operator U†OU de-
composes in terms of Paulis of a given bodyness.

As it was previously discussed, the core of our TN cal-
culations rely on choosing an adequate basis for the local
commutants, as these will define the gates for the P -net.
For the case of U(4), we have already derived in Eq. (13)
the matrix representation of the P -gates for the particular
choice of the local basis {|11⟩⟩, |S⟩⟩}.

1. Quantum convolutional neural network

We begin by taking U to be a QCNNs as introduced in
[50]. To truly illustrate the power of our techniques, we
consider a system of n = 1264 qubits. Clearly, a full den-
sity matrix simulation of the expectation values would be
beyond any plausible supercomputer as it would require
over 101632 bits to save each amplitude to machine preci-
sion5.

In Fig. 4(blue), we show the k-purities of the QCNN
acting on n = 1264 qubits. Here, we can see that the vast
majority of contributions to the k-purities are concentrated
in a region with k ∼ n/3. Moreover, it is clear that the dis-
tribution is skewed towards more local operators, and has
essentially no contributions coming from global Paulis act-
ing on all qubits. Of course, care must be taken when inter-
preting this result as we recall that it shows the cumulative
purity for all Paulis of a given bodyness. If we wanted to
ask: What is the contribution to the purity coming from a
single Pauli acting on k-qubits, we would have to roughly
divide p(k)O by the number of Paulis Nk = 3k

(
n
k

)
of a given

bodyness. Thus, since there are significantly more Paulis
with bodyness k = n/3 than Paulis with bodyness k = 1
(see Fig. 4(orange)), we can expect that the contribution of
a Pauli acting on a single-qubit must be much larger than
that of a single Pauli acting on k qubits. In fact, we have
shown in the inset of Fig. 4 the quantity p(k)O /Nk, and we
can indeed see that the contributions to the purities decay
exponentially with k.

5 That is, we would need a device with over sixteen googol bits just
for memory; or we would need to store ∼ 20 bits of information in
every atom of the visible universe.

Figure 4. We show the distribution of k-purities of Eq. (20)
for a QCNN acting on n = 1264 qubits (blue). We also present
the number of Paulis Nk = 3k

(
n
k

)
acting on k-qubits (orange).

The inset depicts the quotient p
(k)
O /Nk.

2. One-dimensional hardware efficient ansatz

Let us now proceed to study the k-purities for an HEA
acting on n = 200 qubits. In this example, the opera-
tor measured at the end of the circuit will be taken to be
O = Zn/2, Pauli-z operator acting on the middle qubit.
Note that unlike the QCNN where the number of layers
is fixed, in an HEA, the depth of the circuit is a free pa-
rameter. As such, in Fig. 5 we show how the k-purities
change as a function of the HEA’s number of layers nL.
Here, we can see that –as expected due to the circuit’s
light-cone structure [11]– for shallow circuits nL = 1 the
Heisenberg evolved operator U†OU is mostly local. This is
evidenced from the fact that k-purities for nL = 1 concen-
trate at k ∼ 2. Then, as the number of layers increases, we
can see that the distribution of k-purities shifts and peaks
at higher values of k. Eventually, the distribution con-
verges at an approximate Gaussian distribution with mean
in k ∼ 3n/4 (i.e., the purity distribution of nL = n/2
and nL = n are completely indistinguishable). This is
completely expected as it is known that one-dimensional
hardware efficient ansatz with local random gates forms a
2-design over SU(2n) for nL ∈ O(n) [32, 45, 46]. Such con-
vergence is evidenced in our plots, and seen to be reached
as early as nL = n/2.
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Figure 5. We show the distribution of k-purities of Eq. (20) for
a one-dimensional HEA acting on n = 200 qubits as a function
of the number of layers nL. We note that the distributions for
nL = n/2 and nL = n are completely indistinguishable.

3. Maximum bond dimension scaling

The ability of our method to deal with QCNNs and deep
HEAs acting on large number of qubits stems from the
good behavior of the bond dimension χ of the MPS rep-
resenting the evolution of the input measurement opera-
tor |O⊗t⟩⟩ throughout the P -net. In Fig. 6 we thus plot
the maximum value χmax of the vectorized measurement
operator MPS, different number of qubits n, and for dif-
ferent number of layers in U . For the QCNN, the max
number of layers is nL = ⌈log(n)⌉ (with ⌈·⌉ denoting the
ceiling of a real-valued number), whereas for HEA we take
nL = 1, · · ·n. For a QCNN (Fig. 6(top)), we can see that
the maximum bond dimension is always kept within rea-
sonable levels (as further evidenced from the large scale
numerics performed in Fig. (5)). Here, we can clearly see
the effect of the ceiling in the number of layers, as when n
surpasses a power of 2, the bond dimension exhibits small
jumps. Then, for the HEA (Fig. 6(bottom)), we can sur-
prisingly see that the bond dimension is always 4 irrespec-
tive of the number of qubits, and the number of layers.
Both of these results show that our TN methods are well
behaved and scalable for the circuit topologies considered.

4. Comparison with Monte Carlo techniques

As briefly discussed in the previous sections, a common
approach in the literature to exactly estimate the t = 1, 2
moments is the use of MC sampling for the Markov chain-

Figure 6. Scaling of the maximum bond dimension χmax of
the MPS |O⊗t⟩⟩ for the QCNN circuit topology (top) and the
HEA (bottom) as a function of the number of qubits n and the
number of layers nL.

like process [13]. To illustrate the advantage of our TN
method versus MC sampling, we have implemented the
algorithm in [13] to reconstruct the k-purity distribution
via MC sampling for a QCNN and for an HEA, both
with depth nL = ⌈log(n)⌉. Denote as ptn the ground-
truth purity distribution obtained via our TN methods,
and as pmc the MC purity distribution. In Fig. 7 we
plot the scaling of the Kullback-Leibler (KL) divergence
KL(ptn, pmc) =

∑
ptn log(ptn/pmc) between those two dis-

tributions, as the number of MC samples ns increases from
ns = 1 to ns = 106. As we can see in Fig. 7(top), when
U is a QCNN, MC fails to accurately reproduce the purity
distributions even at ns = 106 samples. Moreover, we can
see that as the number of qubits increases past a power of
two, which implies an increase in the number of layers, the
performance of MC decreases. In fact, as shown in the in-
set of this panel, at n = 250 qubits, an exponential increase
in shots, leads to what appears to be a sub-linear improve-
ment in the KL divergence. This fact implies that a supra-
exponential number of MC samples might be needed to
decrease the KL divergence by a constant amount. Then,
as we can see in Fig. 7(bottom), for an HEA, while the KL
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Figure 7. Scaling of Kullback-Leibler divergence between the
purity distributions obtained via TNs (exact distribution) and
via MC sampling for a QCNN (top) and an HEA (bottom)
of different system sizes, and for different number ns of MC
samples. The curves show the average (solid line) and standard
deviations (ribbon) over 100 independent MC runs. The insets
show the decaying of the KL divergence at a fixed system size
(largest n considered) as the number of MC samples increases.

divergence is smaller, indicating that MC can indeed lead
to better purity distributions, the same phenomena occurs.
Namely, exponentially increasing the number of measure-
ments leads to smaller and smaller improvements in the
KL divergence.

Taken together, these results show that our TN can sig-
nificantly outperform standard MC sampling techniques.

5. Entanglement properties of the vectorized MPSs

In this section we showcase a novel dimension of anal-
ysis enabled from our TN approach. First, let us recall
the (obvious) fact that as |O⊗t⟩⟩ evolves through the gates
of the P -net, it will always be an un-normalized vector in
R⊗n. As such, if we normalize it, we can consider that
the MPS now represents a quantum state. Combining this
realization with the fact that this MPS keeps a small bond
dimension as it propagates through the layers of the P -net,
allows for studying its entanglement and entropic proper-
ties.

Indeed, given a well-behaved MPS one can compute the
entanglement properties of some reduced state [36, 37]. For
instance, given a bipartition of the set of n MPS indexes as
{I, Ī}, we can compute the entropy of entanglement, i.e.,
the Von Neumann entropy, given by

S(I) = −Tr[ρI log(ρI)] , (21)

where ρI is the reduced state of the MPS obtained by trac-
ing out the qubits whose indexes are in Ī. Similarly, we
can also compute the second Rényi entropy

S2(I) = −
1

2
log

(
Tr

[
ρ2I
])
. (22)

Notice that the computational cost of computing S2 scales
as χ5, implying that we need χ to be small for this cal-
culation to be efficient. For instance, we can see from
Fig. 6 that we can readily compute S2 for the HEA cir-
cuit, whereas the same does not apply to the QCNN.

In what follows we will define several sets of indexes
leading to reduced states of interest. First, we define
the simplest set Qj = {j}, containing only index j, so
that ρQj

is the reduced density matrix on the j-th qubit,
and S(Qj) quantifies the entanglement between the j-th
qubit and the rest. Next, we define the set of “edge”
qubits indexes Ej = {1, 2, · · · j}, so that ρEj is the reduced
state on all the qubits from 1 to j. Finally, we define as
Mj = {n/2− j, n/2− j+1, · · · , n/2+ j] as the set of “mid-
dle” qubit indexes, spanning those that spread from the
middle qubit outwards with radius j.

In Figure 8 we present results for a numerical study of
the entanglement properties of (the normalized) τ̂ (2)|O⊗t⟩⟩
for the P -nets of a QCNN (top) and HEA (bottom). For
the QCNN panel the system size is set to n = 256, thus
forcing the number of layers to be nL = 8, and the mea-
surement operator is chosen to be O = Z1. We show the
heatmap of S(Ej) for cuts at each possible index j and
increasing number of layers. The inset shows an analogous
plot for S(Qj). In the HEA panel we use n = 200 and a
total number of layers nL = n = 200, while the measure-
ment operator is O = Zn/2. This time the main plot shows
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S(Qj), where we color-coded the increasing number of lay-
ers. The two insets at the left and right depict, respectively,
the heatmap of S(Ej) and a color-coded plot of S2(Mj).
Notice that the right inset shares the same color-coding of
nL with the main plot.

As we can see from both panels in Figure 8 , all the
correlations are initially stored in the causal cone of O, to
then quickly get washed out and become localized to the
first few sites (QCNN) or completely vanish (HEA). In the
QCNN case, we can particularly appreciate the switching
of correlations in each of the layers’ support and their later
decay. For the HEA, the fact that the correlations disap-
pear with depth can be easily interpreted by recalling that,
as discussed in the previous sections, a deep HEA forms a
2-design over U(2n). One can then use Weingarten cal-
culus to find the MPS to which τ̂ (2)|O⊗t⟩⟩ converges to,
and prove that it corresponds to a quantum state whose
distance from a product state is exponentially small in n.
Namely, as shown in the appendix, we can find that for a
deep HEA which forms a 2-design over U(2n), one has that
∀j

ρQj
=

1

4n − 1

(
4n−1 − 1

√
3(4n−1 − 1)√

3(4n−1 − 1) 3 4n−1

)
, (23)

whose associated eigenvalues are

{
1

2

(√
−5 4n + 16n + 13

4n − 1
+ 1

)
,
1

2
−
√
−5 4n + 16n + 13

2 (4n − 1)

}

which leads to S(Qj) = 0, as the eigenvalues converge to
{1, 0}, in the n→∞ limit.

B. Local gates sampled from G = O(4)

In this section we will use our TN machinery to study
the second moments of the expectation value for the case
when U is a quantum circuits composed of two-qubit ran-
dom gates (d = 2 and k = 2) drawn i.i.d. from the fun-
damental representation of O(4). Following the same line
of thought as that used to determine the P -gates for the
U(4) examples above, we need to find a local basis for the
P -net. As indicated by Theorem 1, the local dimension of
each P -gate legs is 3. In particular, we can use the follow-
ing orthogonal local basis {|11⟩⟩, |S⟩⟩, |B⟩⟩}, where |11⟩⟩, |S⟩⟩
are the same operators appearing in the U(4) basis and
where |B⟩⟩ = |X⊗X−Y ⊗Y +Z⊗Z⟩⟩. This choice leads

Figure 8. Entropic measures of entanglement for the vectorized
MPS representation of the vectorized measurements it propa-
gates through the P -net associated to a QCNN (top) and a
HEA (bottom). Here, S and S2 are the Von Neumann and sec-
ond Rényi entropies, respectively. The entropies of Qj quantify
the entanglement between qubit j and the rest, while Ej (Mj)
the one between the edge (middle) qubits and the rest (see the
main text).

to 9× 9 (3× 3× 3× 3 tensor) P -gates reading

P =



1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 7/36 1/36 7/36 11/18 1/6 1/36 1/6 −1/18
0 1/36 7/36 1/36 −1/18 1/6 7/36 1/6 11/18
0 7/36 1/36 7/36 11/18 1/6 1/36 1/6 −1/18
0 7/36 1/36 7/36 11/18 1/6 1/36 1/6 −1/18
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1/36 7/36 1/36 −1/18 1/6 7/36 1/6 11/18
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1/36 7/36 1/36 −1/18 1/6 7/6 1/6 11/18


.
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More details on the derivation of the O(4) P -gates can be
found in the appendices.

Importantly, we can see from Eq. (24) that the P -matrix
contains both positive and negative signs. This will lead
to a Markov chain-like process matrix with non-negligible
negative entries, indicating that a Monte Carlo simulation
is not available. Thus, all the results presented in this
section, which are obtained Via our TN methods, cannot be
readily reproduced via Monte Carlo sampling techniques.

We note that instead of presenting plots for the k-purities
in random quantum circuits with orthogonal gates (such as
those presented in the previous section), we instead opt for
the more interesting route of using our TN methods to
study the anticoncentration phenomenon on these circuits.

1. Anticoncentration of shallow orthogonal local random
quantum circuits

Anticoncentration [4, 53] captures how much the proba-
bilities of obtaining different outcomes when measuring a
quantum circuit are similar to each other, i.e, how much
the outcome probability distribution of the quantum cir-
cuit resembles that of a uniform distribution. Particularly,
a random circuit architecture is said to be anticoncentrated
if the probability of any measurement outcome is, at most,
a constant factor larger than the uniform value. Quantita-
tively, anticoncentration can be studied by computing the
so-called collision probability averaged over the randomly
chosen circuits [4]

Z = EU

 ∑
x∈[q]n

pU (x)
2

 , (24)

where x is a computational basis state of the n-qudits cir-
cuit U , and pU (x) is the probability of measuring it as
outcome. If the circuit anticoncentrates, each of the sum
terms has to be at most a constant factor greater than the
uniform probability q−n. Hence one obtains the anticon-
centration bound as the condition of the existence of a fac-
tor α independent of n such that Z < αq−n. For instance,
it has been analytically shown that the outcome probabil-
ities of one-dimensional HEAs, such as those depicted in
Fig. 3(b), with local random U(4) gates anticoncentrate at
nL = Θ(log(n)) depth [4]. We here analyze if a similar
phenomenon will occur if the HEA gates are sampled from
O(4) rather than U(4).

First, let us note that given a circuit U with local Haar
random O(4) gates, all the computational basis states
will be equiprobable (as long as at least one gate acts
on each qubit). This follows from the fact that the bit-
flip transformation X is in SO(4). Hence, we can study

Figure 9. Averaged collision probability ZU/O for a one-
dimensional HEA composed of local random gates sampled i.i.d.
from O(4) (orange line) and U(4) (blue line) and acting on
n = 22 qubits, as a function of the number of layers nL. The
dashed lines shows Z(U/O)

H , the asymptotic value of ZU/O as nL

tends to infinity. The inset shows the behavior in a neighbor-
hood of nL = log(n).

the anticoncentration by analyzing the simplified quantity
Z = qnEU [pU (|0⟩n)2]. Moreover, we can readily obtain the
value ZH at which Z will converge in the limit of infinite
depth, i.e., when U becomes a random sample from the
global O(2n), which reads ZH = 3/(2n + 2) [24].

In Figure 9 we show the behavior of Z as a function of
the number of layers nL for a circuit acting on n = 22
qubits. For comparison, we also show the same behavior
for the HEA with local gates samples from U(4) (i.e., the
case analyzed in [4]). Here, we can see that as the number
of layers increases, the average collision probability quickly
converge to their infinite depth limit. We can clearly see
that for all values of nL the value of Z is smaller for a
circuit with unitary random gates (which is expected due
to its larger expressive power). Nonetheless, it seems like
random quantum circuits with orthogonal gates still anti-
concentrate at logarithmic depth.

VII. DISCUSSION

Tensor networks have emerged as a crucial tool in the
realm of statistical physics and condensed matter physics.
The significance of tensor networks lies in their ability to
represent complex correlations efficiently, allowing for the
exploration of evolutions in vector spaces that are oth-
erwise computationally intractable. Importantly, unlike
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Monte Carlo techniques, which struggle with process ma-
trices exhibiting a negative sign, tensor networks offer an
alternative approach that sidesteps this issue.

In this work, we follow suit in this line of thought and
ask the question: “Can we use tensor networks, instead
of Monte Carlo sampling, to exactly compute the moments
of expectation values obtained from quantum circuits com-
posed of local random gates? ” Our question is motivated
from the fact that the moments can be expressed –via
vectorization– as the inner product between two vectors
and a Markov chain-like process matrix. Indeed, we not
only show that this approach is mathematically sound,
but also advantageous over standard Monte Carlo sampling
techniques.

Our first main contribution is a description of the math-
ematical framework needed to exactly compute quantities
such as EU [Tr

[
UρU†O

]t
] via tensor networks. The formal-

ism is presented in a general way, allowing for local gates
acting on different number of qubits, and being uniformly
sampled from different local groups. We then use represen-
tation theoretical tools to derive theoretical results which
analyze the local dimension of the tensor, as well as present
bounds for the maximum bond dimension of the matrix
product states that deep circuits can produce. Next, we
showcase our method for estimating the second moment
of two-types of quantum neural networks with local two-
qubit gates sampled from the fundamental representations
of U(4) and O(4). Here, we illustrate that our methods can
efficiently tackle circuits acting on thousands of qubits, and
composed of thousands of gates. These results also illus-
trate the fact that tensor networks can significantly out-
perform Monte Carlo simulations in terms of the desired
estimation accuracy, but also by being able to tackle tasks
where Monte Carlo would exhibit sign problems (local or-
thogonal circuit anticoncentration), or not be appropriate
(computing entropic properties of the MPS).

While our numerical simulations have demonstrated the
capabilities of the use of TN to study random quantum cir-
cuits, there are also many open questions and new research
directions opened by our results. For instance, we naturally
expect that our proposed techniques will encounter issues
for problems with complicate topologies, or when the local
tensor dimensions leads to prohibitively large bond dimen-
sions. In this context, we note that it is not clear to us
how to derive general bounds for the local tensor dimen-
sions, and we expect that a rigorous mathematical analysis
will be needed on a case-by-case basis (see for instance our

results in Theorem 2 for free-fermion circuits with gates
sampled from SO(4) ≃ SU(2) ⊕ SU(2)). We leave for fu-
ture work a detail exploration of this optimal local basis
questions, and we hope that representation theoretic tools
can be used to make progress in this regard. Then, we also
note that the representation of the circuit moment opera-
tor itself could be used to learn properties of the quantum
circuit independently of the initial state and measurement
operator. For instance, we could use density matrix renor-
malization group techniques to obtain its eigenvalues, and
thus be able to predict the number of layers needed for the
circuit to become a t-design over GU . On a similar note, it
is worth highlighting that having access to a matrix prod-
uct state representation of τ̂ (t)|ρ⊗t⟩⟩ allows a whole new
dimension of random quantum circuit analysis, such as the
study of the entanglement and entropic properties of this
quantum state. We leave for future work a more detailed
analysis of what additional insights such analysis can pro-
vide us. Finally, we note that the proposed tensor network
formalism can be readily applied to random quantum cir-
cuits with intermediate measurements, thus enabling the
study of monitored random dynamics and measurement-
induced criticality [54–57]. As such, given the versatility
of our proposed techniques, we envision that tensor net-
works will quickly become a standard tool in the toolbox of
quantum information scientist studying and working with
circuits composed of random local gates.

Note added: A few days before our manuscript was up-
loaded as a preprint, we became aware of the work [58],
which presents a method for treating the P -net as a TN
similar to one presented here. We note that while some of
the techniques in Ref. [58] are similar to ours, that work
only considered the case of local unitary gates. As such, the
extension to local orthogonal or free-fermionic gates gates
introduced here is, to our knowledge, completely novel.
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3089 (2008).

Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 1 and Proposition 1

In what follows, we present a joint proof for Theorem 1
and Proposition 1. For simplicity we start by considering
the case when all the local gates are sampled from G =
U(dk), and the study the case of G = O(dk), SP (dk/n).

Proof. Let V be a unitary acting on k-qudits. Then, we
know from the Schur-Weyl duality that the t-th order com-
mutant of the fundamental representation of the unitary
group U(dk) is spanned by the subsystem permuting repre-
sentation of the symmetric group St. Specifically, the sub-
system permuting representation of a permutation σ ∈ St

is

P (σ) =
dk∑

i1,...,ik=1

|iσ−1(1), . . . , iσ−1(k)⟩⟨i1, . . . , ik| , (A1)

from which it can be verified that [V ⊗t, P (σ)] = 0 for any
V ∈ U(dk) and for all σ ∈ St.

Next, let us note that any permutation of the t-copies of
the k-qudit Hilbert space can be expressed as

P (σ) =

k⊗
µ=1

Pµ(σ) , (A2)

where Pµ(σ) permutes the copies of the µ-th qudits. From
this, it follows that in the vectorized formalism we can
express

|P (σ)⟩⟩ =
k⊗

µ=1

|Pµ(σ)⟩⟩ , (A3)

indicating that |P (σ)⟩⟩ is an MPS of bond dimension one.
Thus, since there are t! operators in St, and since each one
of them corresponds to a bond dimension one MPS, we can
always construct the P matrix for the moment operator in
a tensor product basis where each P (σ) is a basis element,
leading to P being a square matrix of dimension up to
(t!)2 × (t!)2.

From here, it is not hard to see that if the group is
GU = U(dn), then since τ̂ (t) will be a projector onto
comm(t)(U(dn)), then for any A ∈ B(H⊗t), the vector-
ized operator τ̂ (t)|A⟩⟩ will be a linear combination of the
|P (σ)⟩⟩. Since there are t! of them, and since they are all
bond dimension-one MPSs, the maximum bond dimension
of the vector τ̂ (t)|A⟩⟩ is t!.

Next, let us consider the case of O(dk) and Sp(dk/2)
(assuming d is even). Here, we know from the Schur-Weyl
duality that the t-th order commutant of the fundamental
representation of the orthogonal group O(dk) is spanned

https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2008.0189
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspa.2008.0189
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by the Brauer algebra B2t [38]. Given that the t-th order
commutant of Sp(dk/2) follows the same structure as the
Brauer algebra, we will focus on the orthogonal group, with
the proof of the symplectic group following similarly.

Here, we only need to know that for any element σ of
the Brauer algebra it follows that

|P (σ)⟩⟩ =
k⊗

µ=1

|Pµ(σ)⟩⟩ , (A4)

meaning that the P matrices can also always be con-
structed in a basis where each |P (σ)⟩⟩ is a basis element.
Hence, since there are (2t!)

2tt! such elements, the P matrix

will be square and of dimension up to
(

(2t!)
2tt!

)2

×
(

(2t!)
2tt!

)2

.
With a similar reasoning, the maximum bond dimension of
any operator projected by the t-th moment operator of a
deep circuit with GU = O(dn) will be (2t!)

2tt! .

Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 2 and Proposition 2

In this section we present a proof for Theorem 2 and
Proposition 2 an n-qubit circuit composed of free-fermionic
gates [16]. First, let us recall a few basic properties of
the free-fermionic representation of the group SO(2n). To
begin, we recall that the Lie algebra so(2n) associated to
this group has a basis given by [41, 59, 60]

so(2n) = spanRi{Zi, X̂iXj , ŶiYj , X̂iYj , ŶiXj}1⩽i<j⩽n ,
(B1)

where we use the notation ÂiBj = AiZiZi+1 · · ·Zj−1Bj .
To work with this algebra, it is convenient to define the 2n
Majorana operators [61]

c1 = X11 . . . 11, c3 = ZX11 . . . 11, . . . , c2n−1 = Z . . . ZX

c2 = Y 11 . . . 11, c4 = ZY 11 . . . 11, . . . , c2n = Z . . . ZY ,

which are proportional to Pauli operators that satisfy the
anti-commutation relation

{cµ, cν} = 2δµν µ, ν = 1, . . . , 2n . (B2)

In this basis, all the elements of so(2n) in (B1) can be
expressed as the product of two Majoranas. That is,

so(2n) = spanR{cµcν}1⩽µ<ν⩽2n . (B3)

Next, we note that the adjoint action of SO(2n) over
the operator space B(H) is in itself a representation of the

Lie group, and hence induced a decomposition of B(H)
into invariant subspaces, or group-modules. In particular,
one can prove that B(H) can be decomposed into modules
as [16]

B(H) =
2n⊕
κ=0

Bκ , (B4)

where each Bκ is the linear space, of dimension
(
2n
κ

)
,

spanned by a basis of products of κ distinct Majoranas. As
such, we know that given any A ∈ Bκ, then V AV † ∈ Bκ
for any V ∈ SO(2n).

Having characterized the Lie group and its associated
Lie algebra, let us proceed to study their t-th fold com-
mutants. First, for t = 1, we know that the only symme-
try of the group is the fermionic parity operator X⊗n =
(−i)nc1c2 · · · c2n, so that

comm(1)(SO(2n)) = spanC{11, Z⊗n} . (B5)

Then, an orthonormal basis of size 2(2n + 1) for
comm(2)(SO(2n)) is given by [5, 16]

Q0
κ = Nκ

∑
s∈([2n]

κ )

cs ⊗ cs ,

Q1
κ = Nκ (−i)niκ mod 2

∑
s∈([2n]

κ )

(−1)π(s)cs ⊗ cs̄ ,
(B6)

for integers 0 ≤ κ ≤ 2n, and Nκ =

(
2n

√(
2n
κ

))−1

.

With these results in mind, let us first prove Theorem 2.

Proof. Let V be a two-qubit gate sampled from the
Haar measure of the free-fermionic representation of the
group SO(4). Then, according to Eq. (B6), a basis for
comm(2)(SO(2n)) contains 10 elements. For simplicity, let
us first consider the first five parity respecting elements Q0

κ
which we can express in the Pauli basis as

Q0
0 =1111 ⊗ 1111

Q0
1 =X11 ⊗X11 + Y 11 ⊗ Y 11 + ZX × ZX + ZY ⊗ ZY

Q0
2 =Z11 ⊗ Z11 + 11Z ⊗ 11Z +XX ⊗XX +XY ⊗XY

+ Y Y ⊗ Y Y + Y X ⊗ Y X

Q0
3 =11X ⊗ 11X + 11Y ⊗ 11Y +XZ ⊗XZ + Y Z ⊗ Y Z

Q0
4 =ZZ ⊗ ZZ

Here, a Pauli operator AB⊗CD is read as: A and B act on
the first and second qubits, respectively, of the first copy of
the Hilbert space; while C andD act on the first and second
qubits, respectively, of the second copy of the Hilbert space.
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By vectorizing this operator, and re-ordering the indexes
of the tensor product to AB ⊗CD → |AC⟩⟩ ⊗ |BD⟩⟩, and
omitting redundancies as |A⟩⟩|B⟩⟩ ≡ |AA⟩⟩⊗|BB⟩⟩ we find

|Q0
0⟩⟩ =|11⟩⟩|11⟩⟩

|Q0
1⟩⟩ =|X + Y ⟩⟩|11⟩⟩+ |Z⟩⟩|X + Y ⟩⟩

|Q0
2⟩⟩ =|Z⟩⟩|11⟩⟩+ |11⟩⟩|Z⟩⟩+ |X + Y ⟩⟩|X + Y ⟩⟩

|Q0
3⟩⟩ =|11⟩⟩|X + Y ⟩⟩+ |X + Y ⟩⟩|Z⟩⟩

|Q0
4⟩⟩ =|Z⟩⟩|Z⟩⟩

which shows that the local commutant’s basis for the
vectorized (parity respecting) 2-nd order commutant of
SO(4n) is composed of three elements {|11⟩⟩, |Z⟩⟩, |X +
Y ⟩⟩}. A similar procedure can be performed on the rest of
the elements Q1

κ, which will lead to three additional basis
vectors. Therefore, the P matrix for τ̂ (2)SO(4) will be of di-
mension 9 × 9 if either ρ or O have fixed fermionic parity
(as we only need to keep the basis elements coming from
the Q0

κ operators), while it will be of size 36×36 for generic
states and observables.

Next, let us provide a proof for Proposition 2.

Proof. First, let us recall that we assume that the ran-
dom circuit U forms a 2-design over SO(2n). Then, we
know that the circuit moment operator τ̂ (2) will be a
projector onto the commutant comm(2)(SO(2n)) spanned
by the 2(2n + 1) elements in Eq. (B6). If A is a Pauli
operator belonging to iso(2n), then we know that A⊗2

can only have non-zero overlap with the Casimir opera-
tor Q0

2. A direct calculation reveals that Tr
[
Qj

κA
⊗2

]
=

δj,0δκ,2⟨⟨Q0
2|A⟩⟩ = δj,0δκ,22

nNκ. More precisely, we have

that 2nN2 = 1/
√(

2n
κ

)
∈ Ω(1/ poly(n)).

From the previous, find

τ̂ (2)|A⊗2⟩⟩ =
∑
j=0,1

2n∑
κ=0

|Qj
κ⟩⟩⟨⟨Qj

κ|A⊗t⟩⟩

=
1√(
2n
κ

) |Q0
2⟩⟩ . (B7)

Hence, the maximum bond dimension of τ̂ (2)|A⊗2⟩⟩
will be equal to that of |Q0

2⟩⟩. Denoting as S =

{Zi, X̂iXj , ŶiYj , X̂iYj , ŶiXj} the basis for iso(2n), we know
that we can express Q0

2 as
∑

P∈S P ⊗ P . A direct vector-
ization of this operator, along with a basis reordering and
elimination of redundancies leads to

|Q0
2⟩⟩ ∝

n∑
j=1

|Zj⟩⟩+
∑

1⩽i<j⩽n

| ̂(Xi + Yi)(Xj + Yj)⟩⟩ , (B8)

where

| ̂(Xi + Yi)(Xj + Yj)⟩⟩ = |(Xi+Yi)Zi+1 · · ·Zj−1(Xj+Yj)⟩⟩ .

From here, we need to show that this an MPS of bond
dimension χ = 3. For this purpose, we use the following
lemma.

Lemma 1. The state

|ψ⟩ =
n∑

i=1

|0 . . . 01i0 . . . 0⟩+
∑

1⩽i<j⩽n

|0 . . . 02i1 . . . 12j0 . . . 0⟩

can be described by the following (bond dimension χ = 3)
MPS:

, (B9)

where

=
[
|0⟩ |1⟩ |2⟩

]
ν
,

=

|0⟩ |1⟩ |2⟩0 |0⟩ 0
0 |2⟩ |1⟩


µ,ν

, =

|1⟩|0⟩
|2⟩


µ

(B10)

The proof of this lemma is direct as we have explicitly
constructed the MPS.

Using Lemma 1, we conclude our proof as |Q0
2⟩⟩ can be

mapped to the state |ψ⟩ in the lemma via the relabeling
11→ 0, Z → 1 and (X + Y )→ 2, and therefore is an MPS
of bond dimension χ = 3.

Appendix C: Efficient computation of the k-purities

Computing the k-purities p(k)O of Eq. (20) requires com-
puting sums over exponentially large spaces, as the number
of n-qubits Paulis Pj with bodyness |Pj | = k isNk = 3k

(
n
k

)
.

Hence, obtaining these quantities by individually evaluat-
ing the Hilbert-Schmidt products with all the 4N Paulis
would lead to an exponential wall-time, making the method
unpractical. However, we can directly obtain p(k)O from the
MPS representation of τ̂ (2)|O⊗2⟩⟩ by computing its overlap
with an MPS |ϕk⟩⟩ that effectively projects onto the sub-
space of all Paulis with given bodyness k. Since the maxi-
mum bond dimension of |ϕk⟩⟩, turns out to be ⌊n/2⌋ + 1,
with ⌊x⌋ being the integer part of x, this computation is
efficient.
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In order to construct these projectors one first needs to
understand how to extract the overlaps with the trivial
11⊗2
j , and non-trivial X⊗2

j , Y ⊗2
j , Z⊗2

j Paulis from the local
comm(2)(Gj) bases on each of the physical legs j ∈ [n] of
the MPS τ̂ (2)|O⊗2⟩⟩ at the end of the P -net. To this end,
we will introduce two vectors |sIj ⟩⟩, |sPj ⟩⟩ defined by the
following properties

⟨⟨sIj |O⊗2⟩⟩ = 1

4
Trj

[
11⊗2
j O⊗2

]
,

⟨⟨sPj |O⊗2⟩⟩ = 1

4
Trj

[
(X⊗2

j + Y ⊗2
j + Z⊗2

j )O⊗2
]
,

(C1)

where Trj denotes the partial trace over the j-th qubit.
For example, in the cases studied in Secs. VI A, where all
the gates are drawn i.i.d. from G = U(4), one finds, for
the local basis {|11⟩⟩, |S⟩⟩} used therein, that the vectors
|sIj ⟩⟩, |sPj ⟩⟩ exactly correspond to the basis elements |sIj ⟩⟩ =
|11⟩⟩ ∀j and |sPj ⟩⟩ = |S⟩⟩ ∀j.

Once these vectors have been figured out, computing p(k)O
turns into a matter of computing the contractions of the
MPS at the end of the P -net with all the possible

(
n
k

)
ways

we can distribute k |sPj ⟩⟩ and n − k |sIj ⟩⟩ on its physical
legs. That is, the projectors |ϕk⟩⟩ that we are looking for
can be written in the following form

|ϕk⟩⟩ =
∑
c∈∆n

k

⊗
j∈c

|sPj ⟩⟩

⊗
⊗

j̄ /∈c

|sPj̄ ⟩⟩

 , (C2)

where we defined ∆n
k to be the set containing all the

(
n
k

)
combinations of k indices from [n]. For example ∆3

1 =
{(1), (2), (3)}, and ∆3

2 = {(1, 2), (1, 3), (2, 3)}. Notice that
together, Eqs. (C1) and (C2) correctly lead to

p
(k)
O = ⟨⟨ϕk|τ̂ (2)|O⊗2⟩⟩ , (C3)

as can be easily checked from the definition of k-purities in
Eq. (20).

Then, the following Lemma shows how to build |ϕk⟩⟩ as
an MPS of maximum bond dimension χ = ⌊n/2⌋+ 1.

Lemma 2. the vector |ϕk⟩⟩ can be written as the following
MPS:

,

(C4)

where

=

|s
I
m⟩⟩ |sPm⟩⟩

. . .
. . .

|sIm⟩⟩ |sPm⟩⟩


µ,ν

,

=


|sIk+m⟩⟩ |sPk+m⟩⟩

. . .
. . .

|sIk+m⟩⟩ |sPk+m⟩⟩
|sIk+m⟩⟩


µ,ν

,

=


|sPn−m+1⟩⟩

|sIn−m+1⟩⟩
. . .

. . . |sPn−m+1⟩⟩
|sIn−m+1⟩⟩


µ,ν

,

(C5)

for all 1 ⩽ k ⩽ ⌊n/2⌋. For ⌊n/2⌋ < k < n |ϕk⟩⟩ can
be recovered with the same construction after swapping
|sIj ⟩⟩ ↔ |sPj ⟩⟩ and changing k ← n − k.6 Lastly, the cases
k = 0, n are trivially recovered by |ϕ0⟩⟩ =

⊗
j |sIj ⟩⟩ and

|ϕn⟩⟩ =
⊗

j |sPj ⟩⟩, which can again be written in a simple
MPS form with bond dimension χ = 1.

The proof of this Lemma follows by direct inspection.

Appendix D: MPS for deep HEA circuits composed of
U(4) random gates

It is well known that deep n-qubit HEA quantum circuit
made of local Haar random i.i.d U(4) gates converge to 2-
designs over the global U(2n) [32, 46]. Using Weingarten
calculus we can thus compute the MPS obtained at the end
of the P -net for these architectures. In particular, if we
assume that U forms a 2-designs over U(2n), we have [22,
24]

τ2
U (O

⊗2) =
1

d2 − 1

(
Tr
[
O⊗2]− Tr

[
O⊗2SWAP

]
d

)
11 ⊗ 11

+
1

d2 − 1

(
Tr
[
O⊗2SWAP

]
−

Tr
[
O⊗2

]
d

)
SWAP ,

(D1)

6 Notice that when n is even, the MPS |ϕn/2⟩⟩ has no A tensors.
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with d = 2n. Here

11 =

n⊗
j=1

Ij ,

SWAP =

n⊗
j=1

SWAPj =

n⊗
j=1

1

2
(11j + Sj) .

(D2)

Let us now assume all the Paulis to be normalized, i.e.
Tr[11] = 1. This leads to Tr[S] = 3, Tr[SWAP] = 1/2,
Tr[S SWAP] = 3/2. In what follows, we find it convenient
to write

|11⟩⟩ = (1, 0) = |0⟩ ,
|S⟩⟩ = (0,

√
3) =

√
3 |1⟩

|SWAP⟩⟩ = 1

2
(|11⟩⟩+ |S⟩⟩) = 1

2
(|0⟩+

√
3 |1⟩) ,

(D3)

where we have performed a change of basis from
{|11⟩⟩⟩, |S⟩⟩⟩} to {|0⟩ , |1⟩} as the latter is orthonormal.

Since we will eventually normalize the vectorized oper-
ators to interpret them as quantum states and compute
their entropy, we can simply write

τ2U (O
⊗2) ∝ SWAP− 11

d
∝ (I + S)⊗n − 11 , (D4)

where we used the fact that Pauli operators are traceless.
Vectorizing this operator we get

|τ2U (O⊗2)⟩⟩ ∝ (|0⟩+
√
3 |1⟩)⊗n − |0⟩⊗n

, (D5)

which once normalized, reads

∣∣τ2U (O⊗2)
〉
=

(|0⟩+
√
3 |1⟩)⊗n − |0⟩⊗n

√
d2 − 1

. (D6)

Notice that we switched the notation from |τ2U (O⊗2)⟩⟩ to
|τ2U (O⊗2)⟩ to indicate that the latter is a proper quantum
state.

From here, we can compute the reduced density matrix
of |τ2U (O⊗2)⟩ into any subsystem. In particular, we care for
ρQj

= Trj [
∣∣τ2U (O⊗2)

〉〈
τ2U (O

⊗2)
∣∣] where Trj indicates the

partial trace over all qubits but the j-th one. In particular,
since the state is permutation invariant, ρQj = ρQj′ for all
j, j′ = 1, . . . , n. Let us introduce the unnormalized state
|ϕ⟩ = |0⟩+

√
3 |1⟩, and let us call α = 1/(d2 − 1). We have∣∣τ2U (O⊗2)

〉〈
τ2U (O

⊗2)
∣∣ = α[ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|1 ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|

⊗n−1

+ |0⟩⟨0|1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|
⊗n−1

− |ϕ⟩⟨0|1 ⊗ |ϕ⟩⟨0|
⊗n−1

− |0⟩⟨ϕ|1 ⊗ |0⟩⟨ϕ|
⊗n−1

] .

(D7)

Since Tr
[
|ϕ⟩⟨ϕ|⊗n−1

]
= 4n−1, Tr

[
|0⟩⟨0|⊗n−1

]
=

Tr
[
|ϕ⟩⟨0|⊗n−1

]
= Tr

[
|0⟩⟨ϕ|⊗n−1

]
= 1, we can straightfor-

wardly read off the reduced density matrix for any single
qubit as

ρQj =
1

4n − 1

(
4n−1 − 1

√
3(4n−1 − 1)√

3(4n−1 − 1) 3 4n−1

)
. (D8)

The eigenvalues λ1 > λ2 of this matrix are

λ1 =
1

2

(√
−5 4n + 16n + 13

4n − 1
+ 1

)
,

λ2 =
1

2
−
√
−5 4n + 16n + 13

2 (4n − 1)
.

(D9)

Interestingly, λ2 ̸= 0, signaling that the ensuing MPS for
deep circuits has a non-trivial entanglement structure (it is
not a product state). However, these correlations become
exponentially small as the system size n increases.

Appendix E: Derivation of the O(4) P -gates

In the same spirit as the toy model presented in the main
text for U(4), we here show how to build the P -matrices
of random circuits whose gates are sampled i.i.d. from the
Haar measure of the fundamental representation of O(4).
We start by recalling that comm(2)(O(4)) is [24]:

comm(2)(O(4)) = spanC{11⊗ 11,SWAP,Π} ,

where Π is the unnormalized projector Π = d |Φ⟩⟨Φ| onto
|Φ⟩ = 1

2

∑3
i=0 |ii⟩, the Bell state over two copies of H,

the (two-qubit) Hilbert space H = H1 ⊗ H2 over which
a gate sampled from O(4) acts on. We now notice that,
analogously to the case of the SWAP operator, Π can be
decomposed as Π = Π1 ⊗ Π2, with Πj acting on H⊗2

j , the
two copies of the j-th qubit, and that

Π =
1

2
(11 +B) ,

with B = X ⊗ X − Y ⊗ Y + Z ⊗ Z and X,Y and Z the
Pauli operators. With this in mind, we find it convenient
to work with the following basis of comm(2)(O(4)):

{11⊗ 11,S⊗ 11 + 11⊗ S + S⊗ S,B⊗ 11 + 11⊗ B+ B⊗ B} ,

where we recall the definition S = X ⊗X +Y ⊗Y +Z ⊗Z
from the main text. Let us now define the following two
vectors

|AS⟩⟩ = (|S⟩⟩|11⟩⟩+ |11⟩⟩|S⟩⟩+ |S⟩⟩|S⟩⟩) ,
|AB⟩⟩ = (|B⟩⟩|11⟩⟩+ |11⟩⟩|B⟩⟩+ |B⟩⟩|B⟩⟩) .
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Given these, we can express the vectorized basis of
comm(2)(O(4)) as

{|11⟩⟩|11⟩⟩, |AS⟩⟩, |AB⟩⟩} . (E1)

We can now compute the action of the second moment op-
erator τ̂ (2)O(4) on each distinct tensor product of two elements
from {|11⟩⟩, |S⟩⟩, |B⟩⟩}. We find

τ̂
(2)
SO(4)|11⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ = |11⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ ,

τ̂
(2)
SO(4)|S⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ = τ̂

(2)
SO(4)|11⟩⟩|S⟩⟩ =

7

36
A2 +

1

36
A3 ,

τ̂
(2)
SO(4)|S⟩⟩|B⟩⟩ = τ̂

(2)
SO(4)|B⟩⟩|S⟩⟩ =

1

6
A2 +

1

6
A3 ,

τ̂
(2)
SO(4)|S⟩⟩|S⟩⟩ =

11

18
A2 −

1

18
A3 ,

τ̂
(2)
SO(4)|B⟩⟩|11⟩⟩ = τ̂

(2)
SO(4)|11⟩⟩|B⟩⟩ =

1

36
A2 +

7

36
A3 ,

τ̂
(2)
SO(4)|B⟩⟩|B⟩⟩ =

−1
18
A2 +

11

18
A3 .

Putting it all together, the previous shows that the P -
matrix for the fundamental representation of O(4) is

P =



1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 7/36 1/36 7/36 11/18 1/6 1/36 1/6 −1/18
0 1/36 7/36 1/36 −1/18 1/6 7/36 1/6 11/18
0 7/36 1/36 7/36 11/18 1/6 1/36 1/6 −1/18
0 7/36 1/36 7/36 11/18 1/6 1/36 1/6 −1/18
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1/36 7/36 1/36 −1/18 1/6 7/36 1/6 11/18
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
0 1/36 7/36 1/36 −1/18 1/6 7/6 1/6 11/18


.

with P acting on two, three-dimensional vector spaces with
basis {|11⟩⟩, |S⟩⟩, |B⟩⟩}.
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