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Understanding thermalisation in quantum many-body systems is among the most enduring prob-
lems in modern physics. A particularly interesting question concerns the role played by quantum
mechanics in this process, i.e. whether thermalisation in quantum many-body systems is funda-
mentally different from that in classical many-body systems and, if so, which of its features are
genuinely quantum. Here we study this question in minimally structured many-body systems which
are only constrained to have local interactions, i.e. local random circuits. We introduce a class of
random permutation circuits (RPCs), where the gates locally permute basis states modelling generic
microscopic classical dynamics, and compare them to random unitary circuits (RUCs), a standard
toy model for generic quantum dynamics. We show that, like RUCs, RPCs permit the analytical
computation of several key quantities such as out-of-time order correlators (OTOCs), or entangle-
ment entropies. RPCs can be interpreted both as quantum or classical dynamics, which we use to
find similarities and differences between the two. Performing the average over all random circuits,
we discover a series of exact relations, connecting quantities in RUC and (quantum) RPCs. In
the classical setting, we obtain similar exact results relating (quantum) purity to (classical) growth
of mutual information and (quantum) OTOCs to (classical) decorrelators. Our results indicate
that despite of the fundamental differences between quantum and classical systems, their dynamics
exhibits qualitatively similar behaviours.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Finding universal aspects in the dynamics of many-
body quantum systems — and the emergent laws gov-
erning them — is one of the central themes of mod-
ern theoretical physics. Although this question is as
old as quantum mechanics [1], the last two decades have
brought important progress in our understanding. The
key driving factors have been the advent of new ap-
proaches borrowed from other fields of physics — such
as quantum information [2–6], high energy physics [7–
11], and quantum chaos [12–15] — and the discovery
of new methods to characterise out-of-equilibrium quan-
tum matter. Two important examples are those based
on the combination of random matrix theory and spatial
locality [16, 17], and those exploiting the duality between
space and time [15, 18–20]. These approaches turned out
to be especially powerful in systems, dubbed quantum
circuits, which are defined in a discrete space-time and
led to a much deeper understanding of quantum dynam-
ics. For instance, we now know how the support of local
operators expands under the time evolution [14, 18, 21–
28] and how the entanglement between different spatial
regions grows [16, 22, 29–36].
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A natural question arising from this recent success is
what is precisely the role of “quantumness” in the emer-
gence of this phenomenology. Could similar physics be
observed in classical systems? The closest classical ana-
logue of quantum circuits are reversible classical circuits
(such as cellular automata and Boolean circuits), which
have long been used to model universal features of clas-
sical dynamics [37]. For instance, recent work has in-
troduced objects known as decorrelators [38, 39], which
probe operator spreading in the classical setting much
like out-of-time-order correlators (OTOC)s [9–11, 40] do
in the quantum setting. Analogously to OTOCs, decor-
relators can be used to diagnose the speed of operator
spreading, the so called butterfly velocity, and obtain Lya-
punov exponents [41]. Similarly, in reversible classical
circuits the mutual information across a bipartition [42]
closely matches the behaviour of entanglement entropy in
quantum chaotic dynamics. This includes both the linear
growth of mutual information to a volume law and even
exhibiting a form of measurement-induced phase transi-
tion [43, 44].

The local updates in reversible classical circuits are im-
plemented by permutations, which are particular exam-
ples of unitary matrices, and therefore classical circuits
can be interpreted as special quantum circuits. The cor-
responding quantum model exhibits the same dynamics
as the classical model if restricted to “classical” initial
states without superpositions and diagonal observables.
In the quantum model, however, one can also study gen-
eral superpositions of initial states, and off-diagonal ob-
servables. Examples of these quantum circuits of permu-
tations include the “Rule 54” cellular automaton [24, 45–
48], the CNOT gate [49, 50], Yang-Baxter maps [51], and
Goldilocks quantum cellular automata [52]. A common
trait of all these examples is that whenever one does not
consider classical states or observables, the ensuing dy-
namics looks qualitatively very similar to that of generic
quantum systems. In fact, by means of numerical sim-
ulations Ref. [53] showed that a circuit that randomly
selects between CNOT, SWAP, and Rz, produces wave
functions that closely approximate the behaviour of fully
Haar-random states. This again leads to the question of
the role of quantumness in quantum many-body dynam-
ics.

Here we aim to address this question more compre-
hensively by systematically comparing generic quantum
dynamics and generic classical dynamics. To this end,
we follow the fruitful approach proposed in Ref. [16] and
model generic quantum dynamics by considering a ran-
dom unitary circuit (RUC): a quantum circuit where the
gates are drawn at random from the set of unitary ma-
trices. This produces a minimally structured quantum
many-body system where only the constraints of unitar-
ity and locality of the interactions are retained. Mirroring
this approach in the classical realm, we then introduce
random permutation circuits (RPCs), where local up-
dates are implemented by randomly selected elements of
the set of permutations. This allows us to adapt the ma-

chinery of the Weingarten calculus [54], which has been
very fruitful in RUCs (see e.g. Refs. [14, 21, 22, 26, 31]),
to obtain exact results for averaged observables.
We consider the dynamics generated by RPCs both in

the classical and in the quantum settings. The upshot of
our analysis is that, in both cases, the qualitative features
of RPCs are analogous to those of RUCs. More specif-
ically, we show that the behaviour of decorrelator and
mutual information in classical RPCs matches that of
OTOCs and entanglement in RUCs. In fact, also quan-
tum RPCs show the same phenomenology for OTOCs
and entanglement whenever one considers off-diagonal
observables, and initial states that are superpositions of
computational-basis states. We also find exact quanti-
tative correspondences between averaged quantities in
RUCs and RPCs. For example, apart from an overall
scale, we find that the averaged decorrelator in classi-
cal RPCs takes exactly the same form as the averaged
OTOCs in RUCs if one squares the local Hilbert space
dimension. Similarly, we find that this is the case also
for the averaged OTOCs between a diagonal and an off
diagonal operator in quantum RPCs.
The rest of the paper is structured as follows. In

Sec. II we introduce the framework of quantum circuits
and explain our main results. In Sec. III we recall a
few basic properties of RUCs and by analogy introduce
RPCs. This is followed by Sec. IV, which contains a de-
tailed discussion of the quantum dynamics generated by
RPCs. Specifically, we present exact results on the aver-
aged dynamical correlations, OTOCs, and purity. Then,
in Sec.V, we focus on the classical dynamics of RPCs and
present our conclusions in Sec.VI. Some further discus-
sions, technical details, and proofs are reported in the
Appendixes.

II. SETTING AND RESULTS

We consider a one-dimensional chains of 2L qudits with
local Hilbert space dimension q evolving under a brick-
work quantum circuit. The qudits are placed on a chain
with lattice spacing 1/2. Time is also discrete, and the
evolution from time t ∈ N to t+1 is implemented by the
unitary operator

U(t) =
∏

x∈ZL+1/2

U(x, t+ 1/2)x
∏

x∈ZL

U(x, t)x, (1)

so that the state of the system at time t, denoted by
|ψ(t)⟩, is given as

|ψ(t+ 1)⟩ = U(t) |ψ(t)⟩ = U(t) · · ·U(0) |ψ(0)⟩ . (2)

Here the local gate U(x, t) ∈ End(Cq2) acts non-trivially
on two qudits, and we introduced the notation U(x, t)x
to denote the matrix in End(Cq2L) acting as U(x, t) on
the qubits at positions x and x+1/2 and as the identity
operator elsewhere. Note that we do not assume any
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|ψ(t)⟩ = ,

FIG. 1. Time evolution of an initial product state, represented
by dark triangles.

translational (in space or time) invariance and therefore,
in general, U(x, t) ̸= U(x′, t′) for (x, t) ̸= (x′, t′).

The evolution of the quantum circuit is conveniently
represented diagrammatically, using the standard graph-
ical representation of tensor networks, see, e.g. Ref. [55].
In particular, depicting the local gate as

U(x, t) = , (3)

we can represent |ψ(t)⟩ as in Fig. 1, where we took |ψ(0)⟩
to be a product state in space. In the figure, different
shades represent different gates and the time direction
runs from bottom to top, hence lower legs correspond
to incoming indices (matrix row) and upper legs to out-
going indices (matrix column). Note that, following the
standard conventions, when legs of different operators
are joined together, a sum over the index of the corre-
sponding local space is understood. For simplicity we
assume periodic boundary conditions (unless otherwise
specified).

When studying the dynamics of quantum information
one typically considers quantities involving n ≥ 2 copies
of |ψ(t)⟩ and of its conjugate ⟨ψ(t)|. In this case the basic
building block for the diagrammatic representation is

U (2n)(x, t) ≡ (U(x, t)⊗ U∗(x, t))⊗n = 2n , (4)

where (·)∗ denotes complex conjugation. In the tensor
network language this representation is commonly re-
ferred to as the folded picture [55].

A special class of quantum circuits is that consist-
ing of permutation unitaries, which do not generate co-
herence in the local basis spanned by the qudit states
{|s⟩ , s ∈ Zq}. Specifically, one requires U(x, t) to be a
permutation matrix in the basis {|s1, s2⟩ ≡ |s1⟩ ⊗ |s2⟩}.
A circuit comprised of these gates always maps compu-
tational basis states to other computational basis states,
i.e. it acts like a global permutation on the basis

B = {|s1, . . . , s2L⟩ , sj = 0, . . . , q − 1}. (5)

The main motivation to study permutation unitaries
is that they can be thought of as being derived from
an underlying classical model. Since in this case the
time-evolution operator U(t) is a permutation, we can

associate to this quantum model an equivalent classi-
cal reversible circuit composed of the same local per-
mutation gates and evolving the classical configuration
(s1, . . . , s2L) in precisely the same way as the quantum
circuit evolves the basis state |s1, . . . , s2L⟩. While the
time evolution of computational basis states is the same
in both models, the key difference is that the quantum
model permits superpositions. In contrast, in the clas-
sical model we can only consider probabilistic mixtures
of basis states. This can conveniently be represented by
a density matrix (diagonal in the computational basis at
all times)

ρ(t+ 1) = U(t)ρ(t)U†(t). (6)

To attain a universal characterisation of the dynam-
ics we consider random circuits, where at each space-
time point the local gates (3) are drawn at random
from a specific ensemble. In particular we focus on two
classes of random circuits (see also Sec. III). The first
is the well-established family of random unitary circuits
(RUCs) [16, 17], which has been extensively studied over
the last few years, see e.g. Refs. [14–16, 21–23, 31, 32, 56–
65]. We will use this class as a representative of generic,
local quantum evolution. The second class, which we
dub random permutation circuits (RPCs), is composed
of the aforementioned permutation unitaries. In partic-
ular, we consider the random circuit where each U(x, t)
is drawn uniformly at random from the set of all per-
mutations of q2 elements. These circuits, and their cor-
responding classical models, can be seen as a caricature
of the most general local classical reversible microscopic
dynamics. Although quantum circuits of random permu-
tations have been considered in the recent literature, see
e.g. Refs. [53, 66], to the best of our knowledge the class
of Haar random permutation gates introduced here has
not yet been studied.

A major breakthrough, which has led to deep insights
into the dynamics of quantum information, has been
the realisation that several probes of quantum informa-
tion spreading, e.g. Rényi-2 entanglement entropy and
OTOCs [21, 22], can be computed analytically when aver-
aging over RUCs. Here we show that a similar averaging
procedure leads to analytically tractable results also in
the case of RPCs. Below we summarise our main results
and discuss their implications. On the technical level,
these results are obtained by finding a diagrammatic rep-
resentation of the relevant quantities in terms of folded
tensor networks, for which we derive closed systems of
recurrence relations that can be solved in closed form.
This approach was introduced in Ref. [26] and sidesteps
the mapping to the classical spin model that is often used
in random-circuit calculations, see e.g. Refs. [17, 21, 31].

A. Results in the quantum setting

To characterise the quantum dynamics generated by
random permutations we study the behaviour of spatio-
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FIG. 2. Rescaled correlation function ⟨Cττ (x, t)⟩RPC /Λττ (t)
(cf. Eq. (70)), and its asymptotic form (cf. Eq. (8)) ver-
sus x/

√
t. The prefactor Λττ (t) is chosen to remove

the overall correlation decay, Λµν(t) = Kµν(4/q)
2t(1 +

1/q)−4t/t2. The label τ refers to the clock operator, Oτ |s⟩ =
|(s+ 1) (mod q)⟩, and we chose q = 5.

temporal correlations, the spreading of local operators,
and the rate of entanglement production after a quantum
quench, comparing them with results from random uni-
tary circuits. The calculations are described in Sec. IV,
while here we discuss the main results.

First, in Sec. IVA we find that — in contrast to the
random-unitary case — the correlations under random-
permutation dynamics attain a non-zero value, and find
a closed-form expression for the average. Specifically, we
consider

Cµν(x, t) =
1

tr1
tr[Oµ(x, t)Oν(0, 0)], (7)

where Oµ denotes a traceless, Hermitian operator acting
on a single qudit, and is normalised as a generalised Pauli
matrix, i.e. tr

[
OµO†

µ

]
= q. We denote by Oµ(x, 0) the

operator acting like Oµ on the site x and as the identity
elsewhere, and by Oµ(x, t) its Heisenberg picture evolu-
tion for t steps.
The correlation function averaged over random permu-

tations can be shown to fulfil a recurrence relation whose
closed-form solution is reported in Eq. (70). As is shown
in Appendix C, for large space and time-scales the aver-
aged correlation function takes a Gaussian form, rescaled
by an exponentially decaying factor. In particular, denot-
ing by ⟨·⟩RPC the average over random permutations, we
have

⟨Cµν(x, t)⟩RPC ≃ Kµν

t2

(
4/q

(1 + 1/q)2

)2t

e−2x2/t, (8)

whereKµν is an observable-dependent constant that does
not scale with x or t, see Fig. 2. Interestingly, the exact
expression in Eq. (70) is closely related to correlations in
random unitary circuits. Indeed, although the averaged
correlation function under random unitary dynamics is

zero, we establish the following exact correspondence

⟨C2
µν(x, t)⟩RUC ∝ ⟨Cµν(x, t)⟩RPC|q 7→q2

, (9)

where ⟨·⟩RUC denotes the average over random unitaries,
and the proportionality constant depends on the choice
of Oµ and Oν (see Sec. IVA for the details).
In Sec. IVB, we provide a more precise characterisation

of operator spreading by computing the OTOC between
Oµ and Oν . Namely, we look at

Oµν(x, t) =
1

2

tr[|[Oµ(x, t),Oν(0, 0)]|2]
tr1

. (10)

Under permutation dynamics, the operators that are ini-
tially diagonal in the computational basis stay diagonal
for all times, and therefore an OTOC between two such
operators is identically zero for all x and t. However, for
generic Oµ, Oν , Eq. (10) is expected to asymptotically
approach the generic step-like form. We show that the
OTOC averaged over random permutations can be ex-
actly evaluated for a pair of operators, where only one
is diagonal. Surprisingly, the latter is found solving the
same system of recursive relations that also appear in
the calculation of the averaged correlation function. This
leads to the identity

⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC = (1− oν,2)

[
⟨Cµν(x, t)⟩RPC

qoµoν

]∣∣∣∣
α7→1+q

, (11)

where α = 1 + 1/q is a parameter appearing in the solu-
tion of ⟨Cµν(x, t)⟩RPC, and we replaced µ with d to stress
that the first operator is diagonal. We also introduced
the observable-dependent constants

oµ :=
1

q3/2

q−1∑
i,j=0

⟨i|Oµ|j⟩ , (12)

which parametrises the correlation functions, and

oµ,2 :=
1

q

q−1∑
i=0

⟨i|Oµ|i⟩2 , (13)

which measures the extent to which Oµ is diagonal. The
normalisation condition implies 0 ≤ oµ,2 ≤ 1, and oµ,2 =
0 whenever Oµ is orthogonal to all diagonal operators.
For example, for a random Hermitian Oµ we find oµ,2 =
1/q.
At large space-time scales Eq. (11) approaches a step-

like form, signalling that operators spread with a butter-
fly velocity vB < 1 [21, 22]. In App. C, we show that

⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC

1− oν,2
≃ Φ

(
vBt+ x

σ(t)

)
Φ

(
vBt− x

σ(t)

)
, (14)

where we defined

Φ(z) =
1 + erf(z)

2
, vB =

q − 1

q + 1
, σ(t) =

2
√
qt

q + 1
. (15)
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Interestingly, by making the replacement oν,2 7→ 0 and
q 7→ q2, the r.h.s. of Eq. (14) can be seen to coincide with
the asymptotic form of the averaged OTOC in random
unitary circuits [21]. In fact, in Sec. IVB we establish
the following exact correspondence valid for any x and t

⟨Oµν(x, t)⟩RUC =
1

1− oν,2
⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC|q 7→q2

. (16)

We remark that the prefactor in Eq. (16) implies
a quantitative difference with respect to the expected
generic behaviour: for RUCs (or any sufficiently generic
quantum circuit) the value inside the light cone is ex-
pected to be 1. In the case of ⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC the cor-
responding value is instead given by the weight of the
off-diagonal part of Oν , i.e. 1 − oν,2 ∈ [0, 1] (1 − 1/q for
a random Hermitian operator). This can be intuitively
explained by splitting Oν in its diagonal and off diagonal
components, i.e.

Oν = Od,ν +Oo,ν . (17)

Noting that this decomposition is preserved by the RPC
evolution, and that diagonal operators commute, we then
have

⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC=
1

2
⟨ tr[|[Od(x, t),Oo,ν(0, 0)]|2]

tr1
⟩RPC . (18)

The off-diagonal contribution to the OTOC (i.e. the
quantity on the r.h.s.), behaves as an OTOC in random
unitary circuits, but it is rescaled to account for the fact
that the norm of Oo,ν is strictly smaller than the norm
of the full operator Oν [67], which gives the overall pref-
actor 1 − oν,2. The splitting in Eq. (17) is conceptually
similar to the one used in Ref. [56] to analyse random
circuits with conservation laws: in that context one sep-
arates parallel and orthogonal components to the con-
served densities. Rather than a conservation law, how-
ever, the fact that in our case the evolution preserves the
split (17) should be thought of as a dynamical constraint.

Following the same logic, we then expect that the
OTOC of two generic operators should still be asymp-
totically proportional to the r.h.s. of Eq. (14) but the
proportionality constant should change to

(1− oν,2) 7→ (1− oµ,2oν,2), (19)

which equals 1− 1/q2 for random operators. This state-
ment can be checked in the large q limit, where one ac-
cordingly finds ⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC = 1 − 1/q2 + O(1/q4) for
x ≤ t.
Finally, in Sec. IVC we consider entanglement growth.

While there exist special product states that remain un-
entangled (computational basis states and the uniform
superposition over all basis states), generic non-fine-
tuned low-entangled initial states exhibit linear growth
of entanglement. To show this, we compute the average
purity of half of the system after a quench from a product
state |ψ(0)⟩,

⟨P (t)⟩RPC =
〈
tr
[(
tr[1,...,L] |ψ(t)⟩⟨ψ(t)|

)2]〉
RPC

. (20)

TABLE I. Relations between random quantum circuits
(RUC) and random permutation circuits (RPC) (cf. Eqs. (9),
(16), and (21)).

Correlations ⟨C2
µν(x, t)⟩RUC = ⟨Cµν(x, t)⟩RPC

∣∣∣∣oµ 7→1

q 7→q2

OTOCs ⟨Oµν(x, t)⟩RUC = ⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC

∣∣∣∣oν,2 7→0

q 7→q2

purity ⟨P (t)⟩rp ≃ ⟨P (t)⟩ru |q 7→q/2

When the initial state is a random product state we find
that at large q the asymptotic behaviour of the purity
(1 ≪ t < L/2) is given by

⟨P (t)⟩RPC ≃
(
4

q

)2t

. (21)

This coincides with the result observed in random unitary
circuits [21], with the replacement q 7→ q/2.
A common trait of all these results is that the qual-

itative behaviour of random-permutation circuits looks
generic whenever one considers the dynamics of generic
(i.e. not fine-tuned) operators or states. On the other
hand, the existence of the “special” basis, in which the
set of diagonal operators is mapped onto itself, repre-
sents a non-trivial dynamical constraint with measurable
consequences, as evidenced by the prefactor in Eq. (16).
The correspondence between random unitary circuits

and random permutation circuits is illustrated in Table I.

B. Results in the classical setting

We can use the analytical results obtained from av-
eraging over RPC also to characterise generic reversible
classical dynamics. To this end, we first, in Sec. VA, con-
sider the decorrelator D(x, t) introduced in Ref. [38, 41],
which is the classical analogue of the OTOC. It is de-
fined by considering two copies of the system initialised
in the same configuration. One then makes a local change
at position x = 0 in one of the two copies by applying
a one-site traceless probability-conserving operator Oα

(e.g. a bit flip for q = 2), and lets both copies undergo
the same deterministic time evolution. The decorrelator
measures the probability that the two configurations dis-
agree at position x and time t upon taking a uniform
average over all initial configurations (and random per-
mutation gates).
We find that, upon averaging over random permuta-

tions, the decorrelator becomes independent of the choice
of Oα. More specifically, we obtain the exact relation

D(x, t) =
1− 1/q

1− oν,2
⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC . (22)
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For large x, t, we can again use the asymptotic expan-
sion (14), which yields

D(x, t) ≃ (1− 1/q)Φ

(
vBt+ x

σ(t)

)
Φ

(
vBt− x

σ(t)

)
, (23)

with Φ(z), vB , and σ(t) given in Eq. (15).
This immediately gives access to the damage spreading,

which quantifies how many sites will be flipped on aver-
age (i.e. the expected Hamming distance). This quantity
is given by the sum of the decorrelator over all sites.
Asymptotically it takes the form

H(t) =
∑
x

D(x, t) →
(
1− 1

q

)
2vBt. (24)

This expression has an intuitive interpretation: within
the light cone the state is completely randomised, which
means that the probability of the two copies agreeing
on a particular site is 1/q. The area in the light cone
is 2vBt, and thus Eq. (24) is just the expected number
of disagreements in two randomly chosen computational
basis states of length 2vBt.

In Sec. VB we study the spreading of information in
the classical setting. We quantify the latter by computing
the evolution of the mutual information I(A : Ā) between
a subsystem A and its complement Ā [42]. The mutual
information is defined in terms of the entropies of the
reduced systems

S2(ρ) = − log tr
(
ρ2
)
, (25)

as

I(A : Ā) = S2(ρA) + S2(ρĀ)− S2(ρ), (26)

where ρA = trĀ(ρ) and ρĀ = trA(ρ). Since it is difficult
to average S2 over all circuits due to the presence of the
log, we use the customary annealed average approxima-
tion [21, 22, 31]

⟨S2(ρ)⟩RPC ≈ − log
〈
tr
(
ρ2
)〉

RPC
, (27)

in terms of which we can define the annealed averaged
mutual information

Ĩ(A : Ā) = − log

〈
tr
(
ρ2A
)〉

RPC

〈
tr
(
ρ2
Ā

)〉
RPC

⟨tr(ρ2)⟩RPC

, (28)

which allows us to focus on the circuit-averaged purity.
If we initialise the system in the classical equivalent of

a pure state, a single configuration, the mutual informa-
tion remains zero at all times, because the entropy of the
system (and any subsystem) is zero. Instead, we consider
a mixed product initial state of the form

ρ(0) = ρ⊗2L
0 , (29)

with ρ0 diagonal, such that we can think of ρ(0) as a
classical mixture of computational basis states. We study
the time evolution of this mixture under Eq. (6).

Since the density matrix ρ(t) (and, similarly, reduced
states ρA,Ā(t)) remains diagonal for all t, the calculation
of the purity can be mapped to a double-replicated circuit
(instead of a four-replica circuit for the usual quantum
purity). This allows us to compute the short time (t ≤
LA/2) purity using a simple recurrence relation yielding

Ĩ(A : Ā) = −8t log

[
q

1 + q

(
γ +

1

q γ

)]
, (30)

where we introduced the shorthand symbol γ for the ini-
tial purity of a single-site density matrix

γ = tr
(
ρ20
)
,

1

q
≤ γ ≤ 1. (31)

The mutual information is always zero for γ = 1/q and
γ = 1 corresponding to identity (totally mixed state) and
a single computational basis states. For general states,
however, we observe linear growth.

III. RANDOM CIRCUITS

In this section we give a more detailed definition to the
two classes of random circuits considered in this paper.
We begin in Sec. IIIA by reviewing definition and basic
properties of random unitary circuits. Then, in Sec. III B,
we proceed by analogy to introduce random permutation
circuits.

A. Random Unitary Circuits

In random unitary circuits the local gate U(x, t) gen-
erating the evolution operator in Eq. (1) is sampled from
the group of q2 × q2 unitary matrices, U(q2), according
to the Haar measure of the group (we denote it as dU).
This means that the average of a building block U (n)(x, t)
reads

U (2n) ≡ ⟨U (2n)⟩RUC =

∫
U(q2)

(U ⊗ U∗)⊗ndU = 2n . (32)

Because of the invariance of the Haar measure, this object
is a projector, i.e. (U (2n))2 = U (2n). In particular, it
projects on the space spanned by the states

{ |σj⟩ ⊗ |σj⟩}n!j=1 ≡ {|σjσj⟩}n!j=1, (33)

where { |σj⟩} is in one-to-one correspondence with S(n),
the set of permutations of n objects. Namely, for each
permutation σj ∈ S(n) one defines a state |σj⟩ with the
following coefficients in the computational basis of 2n
qudits (|s1r2 . . . snrn⟩nsj ,rj=1)

⟨s1r1 . . . snrn|σj⟩ =
n∏

m=1

δsm,rσ(m)
. (34)
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Note that these states are not orthogonal, and their
scalar product is given by [31]

⟨σi|σj⟩ = q−c(σiσ
−1
j ), (35)

where c(σ) denotes the number of cycles in the permu-
tation σ. This means that also the states (33) are not
orthogonal and we denote their Gram matrix by

[G
(2n)
U ]ij = ⟨σiσi|σjσj⟩ = ⟨σi|σj⟩2 . (36)

Whenever the vectors (33) are linearly independent (al-
ways true for fixed n and large enough q) this matrix
is positive definite. Therefore, proceeding by standard
orthogonalisation, we can express the projector U (2n) as

U (2n) =

n!∑
i,j=1

[(G
(2n)
U )−1]ij |σiσi⟩⟨σjσj | . (37)

The inverse of the Gram matrix appearing in this expres-
sion is known in the literature as the Weingarten matrix,
or Weingarten function [54], therefore we denote it by

W
(2n)
U . Note that in the case at hand [W

(2n)
U ]ij only de-

pends on σiσ
−1
j . For example, for n = 2 we have

W
(4)
U =

1

q2(q4 − 1)

[
q2 −1

−1 q2

]
. (38)

This means that applying U (4) to tensor products of the
states

| (4)⟩ := 1

q
|σ1⟩ =

4
, | (4)⟩ := 1

q
|σ2⟩ =

4
, (39)

gives

U (4) | ⟩ = | ⟩ , U (4) | ⟩ = | ⟩ ,

U (4) | ⟩ = U (4) | ⟩ = q

1 + q2
( | ⟩+ | ⟩) ,

(40)

where the relations on the first line are a direct conse-
quence of the unitarity of the dynamics and hold for any
unitary gate or average of unitary gates, while the second
depends on the specific form of the averaged gate (37).
Note that in Eq. (39) we explicitly reported in a super-
script the number of replicas in which the states on the
l.h.s. are defined. Instead, in Eq. (40) we suppressed
these superscripts as the number of replicas is already
reported in the averaged gate. In the rest of the paper
we will follow this convention and suppress the super-
script on states every time that the number of replicas is
clear from the context.

Using the diagrammatic representation in Eqs. (32)
and (39) we can depict these relations as

4 = , 4 = ,

4 = 4 =
q

1 + q2

(
+

)
.

(41)

Since U (4) is symmetric these relations also hold when
the diagrams are flipped top to bottom.

B. Random Permutation Circuits

When considering circuits of random permutations we
sample the local gate U(x, t) in Eq. (1) from a unitary
representation of the permutation group. These matrices
implement permutations in a special basis, which we take
to be the computational basis of two qudits

{|s⟩ ⊗ |r⟩ ≡ |s, r⟩}qs,r=1 . (42)

Recalling our discussion in Sec. II, this is the special basis
in which the circuit acts classically. More formally, we
define the set

S(q2) = {U ∈ U(q2) : U |s, r⟩ = |f(s, r)⟩}, (43)

where f is an invertible endomorphism of Zq × Zq. It is
easy to see that, when equipped with the standard matrix
product, S(q2) is indeed a finite group of order q2!.
Since S(q2) is a finite group its Haar measure is the

flat one (also referred to as counting measure), see, e.g.
Ref. [54]. Therefore, the averaged tensor-product gate is
written as

Q(n) ≡ ⟨U (n)⟩RPC =
1

q2!

∑
U∈S(q2)

U⊗n = n , (44)

where we have assumed that the gates U are written in
the computational basis (42) and thus are real. Note that
the averaged gate in Eq. (44) is defined for any positive
integer in the exponent n, not only for even numbers as
in Eq. (32).
Similarly to the random unitary case the averaged gate

in Eq. (44) is a projector into the space spanned by ap-
propriate invariant vectors. These vectors are

{ |πj⟩ ⊗ |πj⟩}Bn
j=1 ≡ { |πjπj⟩}Bn

j=1, (45)

where |πj⟩ are in a one-to-one correspondence with the
partitions of Zn, where j is (a priori non-uniquely) spec-
ifying the partition. We recall that a partition πj of Zn

is defined as

πj = {{i1,1, . . . , i1,ℓ1}, . . . {ik,1, . . . , ik,ℓk}} (46)

with

k∑
m=1

ℓm = d,

k⋃
m=1

{im,1, . . . , im,ℓm} = Zn. (47)

The number Bn of partitions of Zn is known as the Bell
number [68, 69], and fulfils the following recurrence rela-
tion

B0 = B1 = 1, Bn =

n−1∑
i=0

(
n− 1

i

)
Bi. (48)

The vector |πj⟩ ∈ Cqn corresponding to the partition πj is
defined by the following coefficients in the computational
basis

⟨s1s2 . . . sn|πj⟩ =
k∏

m=1

(
ℓm∏
r=2

δsim,r−1
,sim,r

)
. (49)
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We see that set of states { |π2n,j⟩} includes { |σ2n,j⟩},
the one considered in the previous subsection, as a sub-
set. Indeed, Eq. (34) can be obtained as a special case of
Eq. (49) [70]. One can explicitly enumerate all partitions
and the corresponding vectors for the first few n. In par-
ticular, in Appendix A we report them for n = 1, 2, 3, 4,
which correspond respectively to sets of 1, 2, 5, and 15
vectors.

Note that the appearance of partition states in Eq. (45)
can be understood by recalling that U acts as a one-to-
one map between two-site basis states |s1s2⟩,

U |s1s2⟩ = |f(s1s2)⟩ , f, f−1 ∈ End(Zq ⊗ Zq), (50)

and therefore also U⊗k with an arbitrary k ∈ N
bijectively maps the set of replicated basis states

{|s1s2⟩⊗k}0≤s1,s2≤q−1 to itself. From here it directly fol-
lows that all the states of the form (45) are invariant
under U⊗n,

U⊗n |πjπj⟩ = |πjπj⟩ . (51)

We remark that this holds for any permutation unitary
U , and therefore is not a consequence of averaging.

As before, to arrive to an explicit expression of Q(n) in
terms of { |πjπj⟩} one proceeds to orthogonalise the set.
This leads to the following expression

Q(n) =

Bn∑
i,j=1

[W
(n)
P ]ij |πiπi⟩⟨πjπj | , (52)

where the Weingarten function of the permutation group
is the inverse of the Gram matrix of the double partition
states

[G
(n)
P ]ij = ⟨πiπi|πjπj⟩ = ⟨πi|πj⟩2 . (53)

For example, for n = 2 the Weingarten function is

W
(2)
P =

1

q2(q2 − 1)

[
q2 −1

−1 1

]
. (54)

This means that, applying Q(2) to the tensor products of
the states

| (2)⟩ := 1
√
q
|σ1⟩ =

1
√
q
|π1⟩ =

2
,

| (2)⟩ := 1

q
|π2⟩ =

2
,

(55)

we find

Q(2) | ⟩ = | ⟩ , Q(2) | ⟩ = | ⟩ ,

Q(2) | ⟩ = Q(2) | ⟩ =
√
q

1 + q
( | ⟩+| ⟩) ,

(56)

where, as before, the first relation on the first line is a di-
rect consequence of the unitarity of the dynamics, while

the second reflects the deterministic nature of permuta-
tion circuits. Therefore, they hold for any permutation
circuit and any average of them. Instead, the relation on
the third line depends on the specific form of Q(2).

Using the diagrammatic representation introduced
above these relations can be depicted as

2 = , 2 = ,

2 = 2 =

√
q

1 + q

(
+

)
.

(57)

Once again, the symmetric structure of Q(2) implies that
these relations also hold when the diagrams are flipped
top to bottom.

Interestingly, these equations are exactly equivalent to
Eq. (41) upon performing the mapping q 7→ q2. As we see
in the rest of the paper, this leads to formal correspon-
dences between quantities computed in random unitary
and random permutation circuits.

IV. QUANTUM DYNAMICS

In this section we characterise the quantum dynamics
generated by random permutation gates and compare it
with the dynamics of random unitary circuits. Specifi-
cally in Sec. IVA we study spatio-temporal correlations.
In Sec. IVB we characterise operator spreading by com-
puting OTOCs, and in Sec. IVC we consider entangle-
ment dynamics.

As we discussed in Sec. II the results obtained here
show that the dynamics generated by circuits of random
permutations for generic operators and states have the
same qualitative features as those of real quantum cir-
cuits.

A. Two-point correlation functions

Let us begin considering the two-point correlation
functions over the infinite temperature state, Cµν(x, t),
defined in Eq. (7). Even though x takes half-integer val-
ues, here we for clarity choose it to be an integer — the
case of x half-odd-integer is completely analogous.

The average of Cµν(x, t) over random permutations
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can be written in terms of Q(2) as

⟨Cµν(x, t)⟩RPC =

2

2 2

2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2

2 2

2

Oµ

Oν

2x

2t

, (58)

where in the diagram above we set t = 5, x = 2 and
introduced the operator-dependent states,

| (2)
µ ⟩ = Oµ ⊗ 1 | (2)⟩ = Oµ

. (59)

Since Q(2) is a projector on the subspace spanned by
products of

∣∣ (2)
〉
and

∣∣ (2)
〉
(cf. (55)), the states cor-

responding to the operators Oα and Oβ are projected
onto the space spanned by | ⟩ and | ⟩. In particular,
by computing the overlaps (cf. Eq. (12))

⟨ (2)| (2)
µ ⟩ = q−

3
2

q−1∑
i,j=0

⟨i|Oµ|j⟩ = oµ,

⟨ (2)| (2)
α ⟩ = q−1 tr[Oα] = 0,

(60)

and using the first line of Eq. (57) we find

⟨Cµν(x, t)⟩RPC =
oµoν(
1− 1

q

)2 (⟨C (x, t)⟩RPC − 1

q

)
, (61)

where by oµ we denote the rescaled sum of matrix el-
ements of Oµ (cf. Eq. (12)). Eq. (61) shows that all
non-trivial information is contained in ⟨C (x, t)⟩RPC.

Crucially, we now show that the latter can be com-
puted exactly by writing and solving a system of recur-
rence relations. First we introduce the following two fam-
ilies of auxiliary functions

wk(x, y) :=

2

2 2

2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2

2 2

2
x

y

k

x−k

, (62)

and

vk(x, y) :=

2

2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2

2 2

2
x

y

k

x−k

, (63)

where 0 ≤ k ≤ x. Note that

w1(t− x+ 1, t+ x) = ⟨C (x, t)⟩RPC . (64)

Next, we observe that wk(x, y) and vk(x, y) fulfil a closed
system of recurrence relations given by

wk(x, y) =

√
q

1 + q
(wk−1(x− 1, y) + vk(x, y)) ,

vk(x, y) =

√
q

1 + q
(wk(x, y − 1) + vk+1(x, y)) ,

(65)

with boundary conditions

w0(x, y) =
1
√
q
, w1(1, 1) =

2

(1 + q)
,

v0(0, 1) = 1, v1(1, y) = w1(1, y − 1),

v0(x, 1) =
1

1 + q
(1 + v0(x− 1, 1)) ,

vx(x, y) =
1
√
q
wx(x, y − 1),

vk(x, 1) =
1
√
q
vk−1(x− 1, 1) = q−k/2v0(x− k, 1).

(66)

The validity of Eqs. (65) and (66) can be straightfor-
wardly proven diagrammatically, by repeated application
of the graphical identities in Eq. (57). For example, con-
sidering (62) and repeatedly applying the second line of
(57) starting from the bottom corner one readily obtains
the first of (65).
Remarkably Eqs. (65) can be solved explicitly for any

boundary condition by writing a generating function ful-
filling a two-variable recurrence relation and solving it
via the so called kernel method [71]. The explicit deriva-
tion is presented in App. B, while the relevant result in
our case reads

w1(x,y) =
1

q
+
q2 − 1

q

( √
q

1 + q

)2x+2y

× [Ax,y(α)Ay−1,x(α)−Ax,y−1(α)Ay,x(α)],

(67)

where α and Ax,y(z) are respectively defined as

α = 1 +
1

q
, (68)
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and

Ax,y(z) =

y∑
t=1

(
x− 1 + y − t

x− 1

)
zt + δy,0δx,0. (69)

Substituting back into Eq. (64) and then in (61) we finally
obtain

⟨Cµν(x, t)⟩RPC =
oµoν

1− q−2

[ √
q

1 + q

]4t
(At−x+1,t+x(α)At+x−1,t−x+1(α)−At−x+1,t+x−1(α)At+x,t−x+1(α)). (70)

Interestingly, the functional form of the correlation
Eq. (70) is exactly the same as that of averaged
correlations squared in random unitary circuits, i.e.
⟨Cµν(x, t)

2⟩RUC. This can be seen by noting that also
⟨Cµν(x, t)

2⟩RUC fulfils the system of equations (65) up
to a simple redefinition of the parameters. We begin by
considering the diagrammatic representation of the aver-
aged squared correlation in random unitary circuits

⟨C2
µν(x, t)⟩RUC =

4

4 4

4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4

4 4

4

Oµ

Oν

2x

2t

. (71)

Here the dark circle represents

| (4)
µ ⟩ = (Oµ ⊗ 1)⊗2 | (4)⟩ = Oµ

, (72)

which can be straightforwardly expanded in terms of
| (4)⟩ and | (4)⟩. This leads to

〈
C2

µν(x, t)
〉
RUC

=
⟨C2 (x, t)⟩RUC − 1

q2(
1− 1

q2

)2 (73)

which is the direct analogue of Eq. (61). In fact, the
numerical coefficients of Eq. (73) can be obtained from
those of Eq. (61) by performing the mapping

oµ 7→ 1, q 7→ q2 . (74)

Finally, to evaluate ⟨C2 (x, t)⟩RUC, we recall the exact
equivalence between (41) and (57), which implies that
one can directly repeat the manipulations performed in
the first part of this subsection with the only (trivial)
difference arising from the different numerical factor on
the r.h.s. of the equations on second line of (41) and (57),
which is accounted for by the second of Eq. (74). This
leads to the promised correspondence.

B. Out-of-time-ordered correlation functions

To provide a quantitative characterisation of operator
spreading we consider OTOCs. In particular, we com-
pute the averaged OTOCs between two traceless Hermi-
tian one-site operatorsOµ, andOν , as defined in Eq. (10),
the r.h.s. of which can be conveniently split into two con-
tributions

⟨Oµν(x, t)⟩RPC =

Õ(1)
µν (x,t)︷ ︸︸ ︷

⟨tr[O2
µ(0, 0)O2

ν(x, t)]⟩RPC

tr1

−
⟨tr[(Oµ(0, 0)Oν(x, t))

2]⟩RPC

tr1︸ ︷︷ ︸
Õ

(2)
µν (x,t)

.

(75)

We first note that the first term is given as

Õ(1)
µν (x, t) = 1 + õµõν (q ⟨C (x, t)⟩RPC − 1) , (76)

where ⟨C (x, t)⟩RPC is the correlation function appear-

ing in Eq. (61), we used tr
[
O2

µ

]
= q and we introduced

õµ =
1

q − 1

1

q

q−1∑
i,j=0

⟨i|O2
µ|j⟩ − 1

 . (77)

Note that if the operator Oµ is diagonal in the compu-
tational basis we have õµ = 0. Interestingly, this also
holds for randomly selected Hermitian operators with
Gaussian-distributed matrix ensembles.
The second term on the r.h.s. of Eq. (75) is given by

the following diagram

Õ(2)
µν (x, t) = q2t+1

4

4 4

4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4

4 4

4

Oν

Oµ

t−
x
+
1

t+
x

, (78)
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where, in analogy with Eq. (59), we introduced

| (4)
µ ⟩ = (Oµ ⊗ 1)⊗2 | (4)⟩ = Oµ

,

| (4)
µ ⟩ = (Oµ ⊗ 1)⊗2 | (4)⟩ = Oµ

.

(79)

For generic observables the states | (4)
µ ⟩ and | (4)

ν ⟩ have
non-zero overlap with all of the relevant states |π(4)

j ⟩,
which makes the exact contraction of the above diagram
unfeasible. We are, however, able to treat exactly the
case where at least one of the operators is diagonal in
the computational basis. This follows from the fact that

for a diagonal operator Od, the projection of | (4)
d ⟩ to

the invariant states includes only | (4)⟩ and a single ad-
ditional state (cf. App. A)

| (4)⟩ := 1
√
q
|π(4)

1 ⟩ = , (80)

while we also have

4 = , 4 = ,

4 = 4 =

√
q

q + 1

(
+

)
.

(81)

Analogously to the treatment of two-point correlation
functions, this allows one to formulate a difference equa-
tion whose solution gives the diagram in Eq. (78). In
fact, as it is shown in App. D, the resulting system of re-
currence relations can be exactly mapped into Eqs. (65)
and (66) upon redefinition of the parameters. This leads
to the exact expression for the OTOC between a diago-
nal observable Od and an arbitrary observable Oν given
in Eq. (11), namely using the shorthand notation

α = 1 + q, oµ,2 =
1

q

q−1∑
i=0

⟨i|Omu|i⟩ , (82)

the averaged OTOC takes the following form,

⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC =
q(1− oν,2)

q2 − 1

[ √
q

1 + q

]4t
(At−x+1,t+x(α)At+x−1,t−x+1(α)−At−x+1,t+x−1(α)At+x,t−x+1(α)), (83)

cf. Eq. (69) for the definition of Ax,y(z).
Interestingly, also in this case we have an exact cor-

respondence between the result found for random per-
mutations and that of random unitary circuits. In this
case, the precise statement is that the OTOC between
a diagonal and a generic operator averaged over random
permutations, i.e. Eq. (11), coincides exactly with the
OTOC among two local operators averaged over random
unitary circuits (cf. Refs. [21, 26]), if one performs the
mapping (cf. Eq. (13))

oµ,2 7→ 0, q 7→ q2 . (84)

To show this we start from the expression of the averaged
OTOC in random unitary circuits in terms of the solution
of a system of recurrence relations given in Ref. [26]. The
latter is derived proceeding along the lines of the previous
subsection: one writes a diagrammatic representation for
the object of interest and repeatedly applies Eq. (41). In
our notation the result can be expressed as

⟨Oµν(x, t)⟩RUC=
q4

(q2 − 1)2
(
1−q2t−1at−x(1, t+ x)

)
, (85)

where ak(x, y) fulfils

ak(x, y) =
1

1 + q2
ak(x− 1, y) +

q

1 + q2
bk(x, y),

bk(x, y) =
1

1 + q2
ak(x, y − 1) +

q

1 + q2
bk−1(x, y),

(86)

with boundary conditions

ak(x, 0) =
1

q|k−1| , ak(k, y) =
1

q|y+k−1| ,

b0(x, y) = a0(x, y).

(87)

As shown in App. E this system can again be brought
to the same form as Eqs. (65) and (66) and explicitly
solved. This yields precisely the expression obtained from
Eq. (83) via the mapping in Eq. (84).

C. Entanglement Growth after a Quench

As a further characterisation of quantum dynamics we
study the rate of growth of entanglement after a quantum
quench, which we conveniently measure evaluating the
averaged purity. Specifically we initialise the system in a
random product state

|ψ(0)⟩ =
2L⊗
j=1

|ψj⟩ , (88)

where |ψj⟩ are independently distributed single-qudit
random states [72]. Then we let the system evolve ac-
cording to Eq. (1), until, at time t < 2L, we compute
the purity with respect to a bipartition of the system in
two halves, and then average it over all possible choices
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of gates and initial states

⟨P (t)⟩ =
〈
tr
[(
tr[1,...,L] |ψ(t)⟩⟨ψ(t)|

)2]〉
. (89)

Considering open boundary conditions (i.e. only one
boundary between the two subsystems) we find that the
above quantity can be represented diagrammatically as
follows

⟨P (t)⟩ =

4

4 4

4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4 4 4

2t

, (90)

where we introduced the following graphical representa-
tion of the averaged initial state

= q ⟨
(
|ψ⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩∗

)⊗2⟩ := | ⟩ . (91)

Note that all the gates outside a light cone emanating
from the subsystem’s boundary can be removed by using
the unitarity of the local gates. We also emphasise that in
the above equation we did not specify over what ensemble
the average is performed and, therefore, we did not colour
the averaged gates.

When considering the average over random unitary
gates the diagram in Eq. (90) can be directly contracted.
Indeed, one can just repeatedly apply the relations on
the second line of (41) starting from the top corner of
the triangle. The result reads [21]

⟨P (t)⟩RUC =

(
2q

q2 + 1

)2t

. (92)

Instead, in the case of random permutations the situation
is more complicated. This is because the diagram at the
top corner of the triangle, i.e.

Q(4) | ⟩ , (93)

produces a linear combination of all the 15 states in
Eq. (45) for n = 4. This generates a rapidly growing
number of terms and makes it very difficult to attain
a close-form expression. To simplify the treatment we
evaluate the expressions in the in the large-q limit: this
introduces a substantial simplification because, at lead-
ing order, we only need to account for | (4)⟩,

∣∣ (4)
〉
, and∣∣ (4)

〉
(cf. (80)). Indeed, at leading order we have the

following relevant relations

4 =
1

q

(
+ +

)
,

4 = (q − 1)q−
3
2

(
+

)
,

4 = (q − 1)q−
3
2

(
+

)
.

(94)

To find a recurrence relation for ⟨P (t)⟩RPC it is useful to
introduce an auxiliary object defined as

Q(m,n) =

4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4 4 4 4

m

n

, (95)

where n ≥ 0 is assumed to be even. In terms of this
diagram the averaged purity is

⟨P (t)⟩RPC = Q(2t, 0). (96)

Considering (95) and repeatedly using the local relations
(94) we obtain the following recursive relation

Q2(m,n) = q−1
(
2Q2(m− 1, n) +Q2(m− 1, n− 2)

+Q2(m− 1, n+ 2)
)
,

Q2(m, 0) = q−1 (2Q2(m− 1, 0) +Q2(m− 1, 2)) ,

Q2(0, n) = ⟨ | ⟩n .

(97)

The solution of this relation can be found by elementary
methods and expressed as

Q2(m, 2n) = q−m
m+n∑
k=0

⟨ | ⟩2k
(

2m

m+ n− k

)

− q−m
m+n∑
k=0

⟨ | ⟩2k
(

2m

m− 2− n− k

)
.

(98)

This gives

⟨P (t)⟩RPC=

2t∑
k=0

[(
4t

2t− k

)
−
(

4t

2t− k − 2

)]
⟨ | ⟩2k

q2t
. (99)

We emphasise that this solution accurately describes the
averaged purity only at the leading-order in q−1. To
find it, we note that the averaged random initial state
projected to invariant states becomes

| ⟩ → 1

1 + 1
q

( | ⟩+ | ⟩) , (100)

which gives

⟨ | ⟩ = 2

(1 + 1
q )
√
q
≈ 2

√
q
. (101)

This means that the sum in Eq. (99) gives its leading
contribution for k = 0 and we have

⟨P (t)⟩RPC = q−2t

[(
4t

2t

)
−
(

4t

2t− 2

)]
= q−2t 2(4t+ 1)!

(2t+ 2)!(2t)!
≃
(
4

q

)2t

,

(102)
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where in the last step we used Stirling’s formula. Com-
paring with the large q limit of Eq. (92) we see that for
random permutations the purity is enhanced by a fac-
tor 22t compared to random unitaries. This means that
random permutation create less entanglement that ran-
dom unitary, however, they produce the same qualitative
behaviour.

1. Special product states

Even though we focussed on random product states
our approach can be directly applied to all initial prod-
uct states that become translational invariant upon the
application of a layer of averaged gates.

An interesting example of states with this property
are product states in the computational basis. Since
the permutation gates map these states into other
computational-basis states, the time-evolved state is al-
ways in a product form, and there is no entanglement
growth. This is consistent with the solution in Eq. (99).
Indeed, in this case we have

⟨ | ⟩ → √
q, (103)

and therefore

⟨P (t)⟩RPC =

(
4t

0

)
−
(
4t

−2

)
= 1. (104)

Another example of state treatable with our approach,
and that leads to no entanglement growth, is the uniform
superposition of all computation-basis states

|ψ(0)⟩ =

(
1
√
q

q−1∑
i=0

|i⟩

)⊗2L

. (105)

Since permutation gates map each computational basis
state in a single computational basis state this flat su-
perposition is left invariant by the time evolution, and
its purity is pinned to one. As we show in App. F, how-
ever, for this state one cannot directly apply the large q
formula in Eq. (99) because the simplified local relations
in Eq. (94) do not give the leading contribution.

V. CLASSICAL DYNAMICS

In this section we characterise the classical dynamics
generated by random permutation gates. As discussed in
Sec. II, in this setting one can introduce suitable probes
of many-body dynamics that show the same qualitative
(and sometimes quantitative) behaviours as the standard
probes used in the quantum setting.

A. Decorrelators and damage spreading

While averaged expectation values and correlation
functions are immediately zero in the classical setting, we

can consider the decorrelator introduced in Sec. II B. In
essence, this quantity measures how a local perturbation
spreads under classical dynamics. It is defined by taking
two copies of the initial state, changing the state of one of
the copies at (t = 0, x = 0) by applying a one-site trace-
less probability-conserving operator Oα (e.g. a bit flip for
q = 2), and letting both systems undergo the same deter-
ministic time evolution. The decorrelator measures the
probability that the two configurations disagree at posi-
tion x and time t upon taking a uniform average over all
initial configurations (and random permutation gates).
Explicitly, the decorrelator can be expressed as

D(x, t) = 1− 1

q2L
tr[Of (x)Oα(0, t)]. (106)

Here Oα, Oα(x, t) denotes the operator Oα applied at
position x and time-evolved for t time steps, and Of (x)
is the operator that forces the two copies to be the same
at the site x

Of (x)

q2L−1
= | ⟩⟨ |⊗(2x−1) ⊗ 1⊗ | ⟩⟨ |⊗(2L−2x)

, (107)

where | ⟩ is a shorthand for

| ⟩ := | (1)⟩ = 1
√
q

q−1∑
i=0

|i⟩ . (108)

Upon averaging over random permutations D(x, t) be-
comes independent of the choice of the operator Oα, as
long as it is traceless (tr[Oα] = 0), and conserves prob-
ability (⟨ |Oα = ⟨ |). In particular for t = 0 we have
D(x, 0) = δx,0, while for t > 0 the averaged decorrelator
reduces to

⟨D(x, t)⟩RPC =
q

q − 1
−

√
q

q − 1
d(t−x+1, t+x, 1), (109)

where we introduced the family of generalised diagrams
d(x, y, k) as

d(x, y, k) =
√
q
x+y−1

2

2 2

2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2

2 2

2
x

y −
k

k

. (110)
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To evaluate (109) we introduce another family of dia-
grams

z(x, y, k) =
√
q
x+y−1

2

2 2

2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2

2 2

2
x
−
1

y −
k

k

.(111)

Using Eq. (57) we can show that d(x, y, k), z(x, y, k) fulfil
exactly the same recurrence relations as tν(x, y, k), and
zν(x, y, k) defined in Eqs. (78) (cf. App. D for the pre-
cise relations and boundary conditions), when one makes
the substitution oν,2 → 1/q. Therefore, up to a constant
factor, the averaged decorrelator has exactly the same
functional form as the averaged OTOC between a diag-
onal and generic observable

⟨D(x, t)⟩RPC =
1− 1/q

1− oν,2
⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC . (112)

B. Mutual information

Here we conclude our investigation of classical dynam-
ics generated by random permutations by computing the
averaged mutual information defined Eq. (26) after the
system is prepared in a homogeneous product probability
distribution in Eq. (29).

We begin by noting that the dynamics preserves the
diagonal structure of the state, and therefore also ρ(t),
time-evolved according to Eq. (6), is diagonal. Thus it is
convenient to represent the probability distribution ρ(t)
as a (unnormalised) vector

|ρ(t)⟩ = qLρ(t) | (1)⟩⊗2L
, (113)

with
∣∣ (1)

〉
given in Eq. (108). The fact that the dynam-

ics is a permutation in the computational basis gives us
two equivalent ways of viewing time-evolution: one can
either evolve the state as a diagonal density matrix or as
a pure state, i.e.,

|ρ(t+ 1)⟩ = qLρ(t+ 1) | (1)⟩⊗2L
= U(t) |ρ(t)⟩ . (114)

Using the mapping in Eq. (113), the purity reduces to
the overlap of the vector with itself

tr
[
ρ2
]
= ⟨ρ|ρ⟩ , (115)

while the vectorised reduced density matrices are given
as

|ρA⟩ = qLĀ(1⊗ ⟨ (1)|⊗2LĀ) |ρ⟩ ,

|ρĀ⟩ = qLA( ⟨ (1)|⊗2LA ⊗ 1) |ρ⟩ ,
(116)

where we assume the subsystem A (Ā) to be positioned
on the left (right) and consist of 2LA (2LĀ) sites.
The mapping between diagonal density matrices and

(unnormalised) states allows us to express the averaged
subsystem purity as a 2-replica quantity (rather than 4-
replica purity considered in Sec. IVC). In particular, for
short times t ≤ LA/2 it reduces to〈

tr
(
ρ2A(t)

)〉
RPC

= γ2LA−4tf(2t)2, (117)

and, equivalently,〈
tr
(
ρ2Ā
)〉

RPC
= γ2(L−LA)−4tf(2t)2. (118)

Here we introduced f(m) as

f(m) = q3m/2

2

2 2

2 2 2

2 2 2 2

m

, (119)

and introduced the symbol γ for the overlap between the
state | ⟩ and the initial state | ⟩

γ =
√
q ⟨ | ⟩ , 1

q
≤ γ ≤ 1. (120)

Note that the constant γ also parametrises the purity of
the full state, as we have

⟨ψ(t)|ψ(t)⟩ = ⟨ψ(0)|ψ(0)⟩ = γ2L. (121)

Using now the relations in Eq. (57), we get the follow-
ing recurrence condition for f(m)

f(m) =
q

1 + q

[
γ2 +

1

q

]
f(m− 1), f(0) = 1, (122)

which is immediately solved by

f(m) =

(
q

1 + q

[
γ2 +

1

q

])m

. (123)

Putting all together and recalling the definition in
Eq. (28) this gives

Ĩ(A : Ā) = −8t log

[
q

1 + q

(
γ +

1

q γ

)]
, (124)

as reported in Sec. II B.

VI. DISCUSSION AND OUTLOOK

In this work we investigated what qualitative features
generically associated to quantum many-body dynamics,
e.g. growth of entanglement and operator spreading, are
genuinely “of quantum nature”, in the sense that they
cannot be observed when the underlying dynamics is clas-
sical.
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To make this question well-defined and tractable we
considered the specific setting of brickwork quantum cir-
cuits, where space-time is discrete and interactions are
local. In this setup we compared the dynamical features
of two classes of random systems, archetypes of “quan-
tum” and “classical” evolution. Specifically, we mod-
elled generic quantum evolution using random unitary
circuits [17], and proposed that the generic classical evo-
lution can be faithfully represented by circuits of random,
local permutations — the classical analogue of local uni-
taries and a model for generic reversible microscopic dy-
namics. This choice is convenient because, like random
unitary circuits, random permutation circuits allow for
the exact analytic calculation of several probes of quan-
tum many body dynamics.

We compared the dynamical features of random uni-
tary circuits to those of random permutation circuits by
considering two different settings for the latter. The first
is a “quantum setting” where everything is computed ac-
cording to the rules of quantum mechanics — although
there exists a special basis where the evolution is classi-
cal and diagonal observables remain diagonal at all times.
Namely, we studied quantum circuits where the local uni-
tary gates are random permutations in the computational
basis. The second setting that we considered is a true
classical setting—a classical cellular automaton—where
no superpositions are allowed, and only diagonal observ-
ables can be computed. In the first setting we could com-
pare the dynamics of random unitary circuits and ran-
dom permutation circuits by computing the same, stan-
dard probes, such as OTOCs and entanglement entropy,
while in the second setting we considered the classical
analogues of these probes.

In general we found that for generic product initial
states and generic local observables the qualitative fea-
tures of the dynamics generated by random permuta-
tions are completely analogous to those of random uni-
tary circuits. More precisely, in the quantum setting
we found that whenever we study the spreading of op-
erators that are not diagonal in the “classical” basis or
states that are generic superpositions of classical states,
the phenomenology of random permutation circuits coin-
cides with random unitary circuits. We found, however,
that there are quantitative differences among the two.
For example, we found that the OTOCs of generic op-
erators in random permutation circuits (RPCs) have the
same shape as those in random unitary circuits (RUCs),
but they are rescaled by a constant factor smaller than
one. This means in particular that their value inside the
light cone is bounded below one.

Similarly, in the classical setting we found that the be-
haviour of decorrelators and mutual quantum informa-
tion exactly mirrors that of OTOCs and entanglement
entropy in random unitary circuits. In fact, we also found
some exact mappings between averaged quantities com-
puted in random permutation circuits (in both settings)

and random unitary circuits. This is due to a formal
equivalence between the average of two replicas of the ele-
mentary gate over random permutation and four replicas
the elementary gate over random unitaries.
Our work opens several interesting directions for future

research. An immediate one is to study other aspects
of the quantum many-body dynamics and the spectral
properties of random permutation circuits. For instance,
an obvious question that we did not consider here is to
determine the classical statistical mechanical model cor-
responding to random permutation circuits similarly to
what has been done in the random unitary case [31].
Moreover, it would be interesting to understand the in-
terplay of random permutation dynamics with measure-
ments, investigating the occurrence of measurement in-
duced entanglement phase transitions [57, 59] and the
features of the projected ensembles [73] occurring in ran-
dom permutation circuits. Finally, another natural direc-
tion is to investigate the spectral properties of Floquet
random permutation circuits. Indeed, it is interesting to
wonder whether the latter will be described by a clas-
sic random matrix ensemble as it is the case for random
unitary circuits [61–64].
A more general question concerns the quantum com-

putational capabilities of random permutation circuits.
Indeed, random unitary circuits are known to form ap-
proximate unitary k designs [6, 74–78], i.e. polynomial-
depth circuits of random unitaries reproduce the mo-
ments of a many-body random matrix with arbitrary
precision. Analogously, random permutation circuits are
known to form approximate permutation k designs [79–
82], i.e. polynomial-depth circuits of random permuta-
tions reproduce the moments of a many-body permu-
tation matrix with arbitrary precision. Our results on
the behaviour of quantum information in these circuits,
however, suggests that hiding the information about the
privileged basis, e.g. via a small number of random local
basis changes, might be sufficient to lift random permu-
tations to approximate unitary k designs. Interestingly,
a concrete construction to realise unitary k designs us-
ing random permutations has been recently presented in
Ref. [83].
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Appendix A: Partitions for n = 1, 2, 3, 4

In this appendix we list all states {|πj⟩}Bn
j=1 for n = 1, 2, 3, 4. For n = 1 we have only one partition, and the

corresponding vector is

|π1⟩ = |{{0}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a=0

|a⟩ . (A1)

For n = 2 there are two distinct partitions corresponding to the vectors

|π1⟩ = |{{0, 1}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a=0

|aa⟩ , |π2⟩ = |{{0}, {1}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|ab⟩ . (A2)

For n = 3 we have 5 distinct partitions corresponding to the vectors

|π1⟩ = |{{0, 1, 2}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a=0

|aaa⟩ , |π2⟩ = |{{0, 1}, {2}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|aab⟩ ,

|π3⟩ = |{{0, 2}, {1}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|aba⟩ , |π4⟩ = |{{1, 2}, {0}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|abb⟩ ,

|π5⟩ = |{{0}, {1}, {2}}⟩ =
q−1∑

a,b,c=0

|abc⟩ ,

(A3)

For n = 4, there are 15 distinct partitions corresponding to the vectors

|π1⟩ = |{{0, 1, 2, 3}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a=0

|aaaa⟩ , |π2⟩ = |{{0, 1, 2}, {3}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|aaab⟩ ,

|π3⟩ = |{{0, 1, 3}, {2}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|aaba⟩ , |π4⟩ = |{{0, 2, 3}, {1}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|abaa⟩ ,

|π5⟩ = |{{1, 2, 3}, {0}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|abbb⟩ , |π6⟩ = |{{0, 1}, {2, 3}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|aabb⟩ ,

|π7⟩ = |{{0, 3}, {1, 2}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|abba⟩ , |π8⟩ = |{{0, 2}, {1, 3}}⟩ =
q−1∑
a,b=0

|abab⟩ ,

|π9⟩ = |{{0, 1}, {2}, {3}}⟩ =
q−1∑

a,b,c=0

|aabc⟩ , |π10⟩ = |{{0, 2}, {1}, {3}}⟩ =
q−1∑

a,b,c=0

|abac⟩ ,

|π11⟩ = |{{0, 3}, {1}, {2}}⟩ =
q−1∑

a,b,c=0

|abca⟩ , |π12⟩ = |{{1, 3}, {0}, {2}}⟩ =
q−1∑

a,b,c=0

|abcb⟩ ,

|π13⟩ = |{{1, 2}, {0}, {3}}⟩ =
q−1∑

a,b,c=0

|abbc⟩ , |π14⟩ = |{{2, 3}, {0}, {1}}⟩ =
q−1∑

a,b,c=0

|abcc⟩ ,

|π15⟩ = |{{0}, {1}, {2}, {3}}⟩ =
q−1∑

a,b,c,n=0

|abcd⟩ .

(A4)

Appendix B: Solution to the recurrence relation

Here we derive the solution to the recurrence equations defined in Eq. (65). Our method is a variant of the so called
kernel method [71] and is applicable for any boundary condition.
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We begin by simplifying the system of equations. Specifically, we express vk(x, y) in terms of wk(x, y) using the
first of Eq. (65) and introduce

uk(x, y) =

(
1 + q
√
q

)x+2k+2y [
wx(x+ k, y)− q−

x+1
2

]
. (B1)

This allows us to write Eq. (65) as a single recurrence relation

uk(x, y) = uk(x− 1, y) +

(
1 +

1

q

)
u0(x+ k, y − 1) +

k∑
r=1

ur(x+ k − r, y − 1) (B2)

with boundary conditions given by

uk(0, y) = 0, uk(x, 0) = δk,0(1− δx,0)
q − 1
√
q

(
1 +

1

q

)x

. (B3)

From now on, however, we will take the boundary conditions to be general and set

uk(0, y) = ψk,y, uk(x, 0) = ϕk,x, ϕk,0 = ψk,0. (B4)

Note that in these new variables the function of interest reads as

w1(x, y) =
1

q
+

( √
q

1 + q

)2x+2y−1

ux−1(1, y). (B5)

Equation (B2) can be simplified further to a form involving only differences of neighbouring terms. To achieve this
we subtract the equation evaluated at x+ 1 and k − 1 from the one evaluated at x and k. This gives

uk(x, y) + uk−1(x, y)− uk(x, y − 1)− uk(x− 1, y)− uk−1(x+ 1, y) = 0, (B6)

which holds for all k, x, y ≥ 1, while for k = 0 we have

u0(x, y) = u0(x− 1, y) + αu0(x, y − 1), α := 1 +
1

q
. (B7)

Next, we proceed to solve (B6), (B7), with the boundary conditions (B4). First we observe that (B7) is a single
difference equation for u0(x, y) and can be explicitly solved by iteration. The solution reads as

u0(x, y) = αy
x−1∑
m=0

(
y +m− 1

m

)
ϕ0,x−m +

y−1∑
n=0

αn

(
x+ n− 1

n

)
ψ0,y−n + δx,0δy,0ϕ0,0. (B8)

Then, to solve (B6), we define a rescaled generating function gk,y(z) as

gk,y(z) = zk(1− z)y
∞∑
x=1

zxuk(x, y). (B9)

Eq. (B6) can then be translated in the following equation for the generating function

gk,y − gk−1,y − gk,y−1 − zk+1(1− z)y−1ψk,y + zk(1− z)y−1uk−1(1, y) = 0 (B10)

with the boundary conditions

gk,0(z) =

∞∑
x=1

zx+kϕk,x, g0,y(z) = αy
∞∑

m=1

zmϕ0,m +

y∑
n=1

z(1− z)n−1αy−nψ0,n. (B11)

In this way we have reduced the recurrence relation in three variables into a recurrence relation in only two variables
(with an explicit dependence on the parameter z) and driving term

zk+1(1− z)y−1ψk,y − zk(1− z)y−1uk−1(1, y). (B12)



18

This relation is a linear difference equation, therefore its solution can be written as

gk,y(z) = g
(1)
k,y(z) + g

(2)
k,y(z), (B13)

where g
(1)
k,y solves (B10) with simpler boundary conditions g

(1)
k,0(z) = g

(1)
0,y(z) = 0. The latter can again be solved by

iteration to give

g
(1)
k,y(z) = −

k∑
m=1

y∑
n=1

(
k −m+ y − n

y − n

)
zm(1− z)n−1 (um−1(1, n)− zψm,n) . (B14)

On the other hand, g
(2)
k,y(z) is a solution to the homogeneous equation with the boundary conditions given by (B11).

Solving by iteration once again we find

g
(2)
k,y(z) =

k∑
m=1

(
y − 1 + k −m

y − 1

)
gm,0(z) +

y∑
n=1

(
k − 1 + y − n

k − 1

)
g0,n(z) + δk,0δy,0g0,0(z). (B15)

Here we have used the values of ux(1, y) as independent parameters. However, they are not arbitrary, as by construction
the function gk,y(z) has to be analytic in the neighbourhood of z = 0 and its derivatives give the values of uk(x, y)

gk,y(0) = 0,
dm

dzm
gk,y(z)

zk(1− z)y

∣∣∣∣
z=0

= m! · uk(m, y). (B16)

This gives us a set of conditions on ux(1, y), which can be used to fully determine it. This idea is the key step of the
kernel method [71]. Whenever ux(1, y) are finite, which can be verified a posteriori, this method leads to a consistent
solution.

To find a close form expression we note that Eqs. (B16) immediately imply that the first k derivatives of gk,y in
z = 0 should vanish, i.e.

dl

dzl
gk,y(0) = 0, 0 ≤ l ≤ k. (B17)

This gives us a set of k conditions for {un(1,m)}n=0,...,k−1;1,...,y for each y and k. We write them as follows

a(l, k, y) = b(l, k, y) + c(l, k, y), 0 ≤ l ≤ k, (B18)

where we set

a(l, k, y) =

k∑
m=1

y∑
n=1

(
k −m+ y − n

y − n

)
(−1)l−m

(
n− 1

l −m

)
um−1(1, n),

b(l, k, y) =

k∑
m=1

y∑
n=1

(
k −m+ y − n

y − n

)
(−1)l−m−1

(
n− 1

l −m− 1

)
ψm,n

+

y∑
n=1

(
n− 1

l − 1

)
(−1)l−1ψ0,n

(
Ak,y−n(α) +

(
k − 1 + y − n

k − 1

))
,

c(l, k, y) =

l−1∑
m=1

(
y − 1 + k −m

y − 1

)
ϕm,l−m + ϕ0,lAk,y(α),

(B19)

and introduced the auxiliary function

Ak,y(z) =

y∑
t=1

(
k − 1 + y − t

k − 1

)
zt + δy,0δk,0. (B20)

Equations (B18) are enough to determine {un(1,m)}n=0,...,k−1;1,...,y. To show it we explicitly invert them using the
following binomial identity (proven in App. B 1)
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Lemma 1. For m, y ≥ 1 and 1 ≤ n ≤ y

k∑
ℓ=m

(−1)ℓ−m

(
n− 1

ℓ−m

)(
y − 2 + k − ℓ

y − 2

)
=

(
y − n− 1 + k −m

y − n− 1

)
. (B21)

Specifically, by repeated use of (B21) we find

k∑
l=1

((
y − 2 + k − l

y − 2

)
a(l, k, y)−

(
y − 1 + k − l

y − 1

)
a(l, k, y − 1)

)
= uk−1(1, y), (B22)

which gives us the explicit form of uk−1(1, y)

uk−1(1, y) =

k∑
l=1

((
y − 2 + k − l

y − 2

)
[b(l, k, y) + c(l, k, y)]−

(
y − 1 + k − l

y − 1

)
[b(l, k, y − 1) + c(l, k, y − 1)]

)
. (B23)

The r.h.s. can be again simplified using (B21). The final form of the solution for generic boundary conditions reads
as

uk−1(1, y) = δk,1(1− δy,0)ψ0,y +

y−1∑
n=1

ψ0,n

((
y − n− 2 + k

k − 1

)
Ak,y−n(α)−

(
y − n− 1 + k

k − 1

)
Ak,y−1−n(α)

)

+

k−1∑
m=1

y∑
n=1

[(
k −m+ y − n− 2

y − n− 1

)(
k −m+ y − n

y − n

)
−
(
k −m+ y − n− 1

y − n

)(
k −m+ y − n− 1

y − n− 1

)]
ψm,n

+

k∑
l=1

l∑
m=1

[(
y − 2 + k − l

y − 2

)(
y − 1 + k −m

y − 1

)
−
(
y − 1 + k − l

y − 1

)(
y − 2 + k −m

y − 2

)]
ϕm,l−m

+Ak,y(α)By−1,k −Ak,y−1(α)By,k,

(B24)

where we introduced the auxiliary function

Bk,y =

y∑
t=1

(
k − 1 + y − t

k − 1

)
ϕ0,t + δy,0δk,0ϕ0,0. (B25)

Specialising it to the boundary conditions (B3) we find

uk−1(1, y) =
q − 1
√
q

(Ak,y(α)Ay−1,k(α)−Ak,y−1(α)Ay,k(α)) . (B26)

Plugging into Eq. (B1) we find Eq. (67).

1. Proof of Lemma 1

To prove Eq. (B21) we begin by rewriting the l.h.s. as follows

k∑
ℓ=m

(−1)ℓ−m

(
n− 1

ℓ−m

)(
y − 2 + k − ℓ

y − 2

)
=

n−1∑
r=0

(−1)r
(
n− 1

r

)(
y − 2 + k −m− r

y − 2

)
, (B27)

which follows from from a change of variables from ℓ to r = ℓ−m and the observation(
n− 1

r

)∣∣∣∣
r≥n

= 0,

(
y − 2 + k −m− r

y − 2

)∣∣∣∣
r≥k−m

= 0, y ≥ 1 . (B28)

Introducing now

fr(k, y,m) =

(
y − 2 + k −m− r

y − 2

)
, (B29)
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we can interpret the above expression as a binomial transform of the sequence {fr(k, y,m)}r [84], which is equivalent
to the n− 1-th forward difference of the sequence computed in r = 0. More precisely we have

n−1∑
r=0

(−1)r
(
n− 1

r

)
fr(k, y,m) = (−1)n−1

(
∆n−1f(k, y,m)

)
0
, (∆h)j := hj+1 − hj . (B30)

Using now the binomial recursive relation for fr(k, y,m) we get

(∆f(k, y,m))r = −f(k, y − 1,m)r, (B31)

which in particular implies that the (n− 1)-th difference gives

(∆n−1f(k, y,m))r = (−1)n−1fr(k, y − n+ 1,m). (B32)

Putting all together we find

k∑
ℓ=m

(−1)ℓ−m

(
n− 1

ℓ−m

)(
y − 2 + k − ℓ

y − 2

)
=

(
y − n− 1 + k −m

y − n− 1

)
. (B33)

Appendix C: Asymptotic form of Ax,y(z)

Here we give the asymptotic scaling of

Ax,y(z) =

y∑
r=1

(
x− 1 + y − r

x− 1

)
zr + δy,0δx,0. (C1)

Approximating the binomial symbol using the Stirling’s approximation, and evaluating the sum via saddle-point, we
get the following expression valid at leading order in l = x+ y for fixed η = x/(x+ y)

Ax,y(z)|x=lη,y=l(1−η) ≃

z
l(z − 1)−lη, η < z−1

z ,

(1− η)
1
2−l(1−η)η

1
2−lη z√

8πl

(
1 + 2

log 1
z(1−η)

)
, η > z−1

z ,
(C2)

while close to the transition point we have

(z − 1)x

zx+y
Ax,y(z)

∣∣∣∣
x≈ z−1

z (x+y)+ξ
√
x+y

≃ 1

2

[
1− erf

zξ√
2(z − 1)

]
. (C3)

1. Correlation functions

Using the above expressions one can directly evaluate the asymptotic expansion of dynamical correlations via
Eq. (70). In this case the function Ax,y(z) is evaluated in z = α = 1 + 1/q while the averaged correlation function
reads as

⟨Cµν(x, t)⟩RPC = oµoνf(t− x+ 1, t+ x), (C4)

where we introduced

f(x, y) =
(α− 1)x+y−1

α2(x+y)−1(2− α)
(Ax,y(α)Ay−1,x(α)−Ax,y−1(α)Ay,x(α)) . (C5)

To understand what cases of Eq. (C2) to consider we then have to compare

x

x+ y
= η ∈ [0, 1], (C6)
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with 1− 1/z. Since 1− 1/z ∈ [0, 1/2] we have three cases: (i) η ≤ 1− 1/z, (ii) 1− 1/z ≤ η ≤ 1/z, and (iii) η ≤ 1/z.
The leading contribution is attained in the second case, when both η and 1 − η are larger than 1 − 1/z and f(x, y)
can be approximated by an exponentially decaying Gaussian centred around x/(x+ y) = y/(x+ y) = 1/2

f(ηl, (1− η)l)|η,1−η>(α−1)/α ≃
(
4(α− 1)

α2

)l−1

exp
[
−l(1− 2η)2

] 2 + log 2
α

4πl2( 2
α − 1) log3 2

α

. (C7)

This expression does not account for the tails, which should be evaluated in the other regimes. Plugging back into
(C4) and retaining only leading order terms this recovers Eq. (8) with

Kµν = oµoν
(2 + log 2q

1+q )

16π( q−1
q+1 ) log

3 2q
1+q

. (C8)

2. OTOCs

To find the asymptotic expansion of averaged OTOCs we recall

⟨Od,γ(x, t)⟩RPC = (1− oγ,2)g(t− x+ 1, t+ x) (C9)

with

g(x, y) =
(z − 1)x+y

(z − 2)z2(x+y)−1
(Ax,y(z)Ay−1,x(z)−Ax,y−1(z)Ay,x(z)) , (C10)

and that z = β = 1 + q ≥ 3.

Also in this case we have three possible regimes for x/(x + y) = η: (i) η ≤ 1/z, (ii) 1/z ≤ η ≤ 1 − 1/z, and (iii)
η ≤ 1− 1/z. The only contribution that is not exponentially suppressed is found in the second regime and is given by

g(ηl, (1− η)l)|η,1−η<1−1/z+O( 1
l )

≃ 1

4

(
1 + erf

[
z − zη − 1√
2(z − 1)/l

])(
1 + erf

[
zη − 1√
2(z − 1)/l

])
. (C11)

Plugging back into (C9) and retaining only leading order contributions this expression gives Eq. (14).

Appendix D: Averaged OTOCs in Random Permutation Circuits

Here we consider an OTOC between two observables, of which (at least) one is diagonal. In this case we can use

the fact that in the case of a traceless diagonal Hermitian operator Od, the projection of | (4)
d ⟩ (cf. (79)) to the set

of invariant states drastically simplifies

| (4)
d ⟩ 7→

√
q

q − 1
| (4)⟩ − 1

q − 1
| (4)⟩ . (D1)

Note that there are no free observable-dependent parameters upon specifying tr[Od] = 0, and tr[OdO†
d] = q.

This implies that the averaged OTOC between Od and a (so far) generic Oγ takes the following form,

⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC =
q

q − 1
−

√
q

q − 1
tν(t− x+ 1, t+ x, 1), (D2)

where tν(t − x + 1, t + x, 1) is a special case of the generalised partition function tν(x, y, k) with 0 ≤ k ≤ y, and an
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auxiliary function zν(x, y, k), given by the following diagrams,

tν(x, y, k) = qx+y

4

4 4

4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4

4 4

4

Oν

x

y −
k

k

, zν(x, y, k) = qx+y

4

4 4

4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4

4

Oν

x
−
1

y −
k

k

. (D3)

Using the relations (81), we can relate tν(x, y, k) and rν(x, y, k) for different values of k, x, and y to each other as

tν(x, y, k) =

√
q

1 + q
[tν(x, y − 1, k − 1) + zν(x, y, k)] , zν(x, y, k) =

√
q

1 + q
[tν(x− 1, y, k) + zν(x, y, k + 1)] ,

tν(x, y, 0) = 1, tν(0, y, k) = q
k
2 [1 + δk,y(oν,2 − 1)] , zν(x, y, y) =

√
qtν(x− 1, y, y),

(D4)

where we introduced the Oν-dependent parameter oν,2 defined as

oν,2 =
1

q

q∑
x=1

⟨x|Oν |x⟩2 , 0 ≤ oν,2 ≤ 1. (D5)

Note that oν,2 = 1 whenever Oν is diagonal, and oν,2 = 0 if Oν is orthogonal to all diagonal observables (i.e. its
diagonal elements are all 0).

It is convenient to perform a change of variables

uk(x, y) =
q + 1

q − 1

( √
q

q + 1

)−x−2y−2k [
q

x
2 − tν(y, k + x, x)

]
, (D6)

in terms of which the OTOC is expressed as

⟨Odν(x, t)⟩RPC =

( √
q

q + 1

)4t+2

ut+x−1(1, t− x+ 1). (D7)

Function uk(x, y) satisfies the relations

uk(x, y) = uk(x− 1, y) + (q + 1)u0(x+ k, y − 1) +

k∑
m=1

um(x+ k −m, y − 1),

uk(x, 0) = δk,0(1− δx,0)
q + 1

q − 1
(1− oν,2) (q + 1)

x
, uk(0, y) = 0,

(D8)

which have the same form as Eqs. (B2) and (B3) up to a redefinition of the parameters. In particular, the above
relation is solved by Eq. (B26) upon setting

α 7→ 1 + q,
q − 1
√
q

7→ q + 1

q − 1
(1− oν,2). (D9)

Appendix E: Averaged OTOCs in Random Unitary Circuits

Here we show that the averaged OTOC between local operators in random unitary circuit can be mapped to the
solution of Eqs. (B2) and (B3).
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We begin by rewriting Eq. (86) as a single equation by substituting the second equation into the first. The result
reads as

ak(x, y) =
1

1 + q2
ak(x− 1, y) + a0(x, y − 1)

[
q

1 + q2

]k+1

+
1

q

k−1∑
r=0

ak−r(x, y − 1)

[
q

1 + q2

]r+2

, (E1)

while the relevant boundary conditions are given by

ak(x, 0) =
1

q|k−1| , ak(k, y) =
1

q|y+k−1| . (E2)

This form of the recursion relation is the original one given in Ref. [26].
We now proceed introducing the new variable

z̃k(x, y) = (q2 + 1)x+y+k

(
q2 + 1

q

)k+y

ak(x+ k, y). (E3)

Rewriting (E1) and (E2) in terms of z̃k(x, y) we have

z̃k(x, y) = z̃k(x− 1, y) + z̃0(x+ k, y − 1)(1 + q2) +

k−1∑
r=0

z̃r(x+ k − r, y − 1), (E4)

and

z̃k(x, 0) =
1

q|k−1| (q
2 + 1)x

(
(q2 + 1)2

q

)k

, z̃k(0, y) =
1

q|k+y−1|

(
(q2 + 1)2

q

)k+y

. (E5)

Note that Eq. (E4) coincides with Eq. (B2) with the replacement

α 7→ (1 + q2). (E6)

Our next observation is that Eq. (E4) (but not the boundary conditions (E5)) is solved by the following product of
exponentials

sk(x, y) =

(
(q2 + 1)2

q2

)k+y

(q2 + 1)x . (E7)

Therefore, also the function

zk(x, y) =
q2

(q2 − 1)2
(qsk(x, y)− z̃k(x, y)), (E8)

solves Eq. (E4) by linearity. The boundary conditions for zk(x, y) are given by

zk(x, 0) = δk,0
q2 + 1

q2 − 1
(q2 + 1)x, zk(0, y) = 0. (E9)

Noting that the value zk(0, 0) does not affect zk(x, y) whenever x or y are non-zero, we have that Eq. (E9) can be
changed to

zk(x, 0) = δk,0(1− δx,0)
q2 + 1

q2 − 1
(q2 + 1)x, zk(0, y) = 0. (E10)

These conditions coincide with Eq. (B3) with the replacement α 7→ 1 + q2 up to the multiplicative constant

q2 + 1

q2 − 1

√
q

q − 1
. (E11)

Putting all together we have that zk(x, y) can be obtained from Eq. (B26) with the replacement

α 7→ 1 + q2,
q − 1
√
q

7→ q2 + 1

q2 − 1
. (E12)

To conclude, we note that rewriting Eq. (85) in terms of zk(x, y) we have

⟨Oµν(x, t)⟩RUC=

(
q

q2 + 1

)4t+2

zt−x(1, t+ x), (E13)

Plugging the explicit form of zk(x, y), this expression gives precisely Eq. (16).



24

Appendix F: Purity: Flat initial state

In this appendix we apply our large q expansion method to characterise the entanglement of the uniform superpo-
sition of all computation-basis states, i.e.

|ψ⟩ = 1
√
q

q−1∑
i=0

|i⟩ , | ⟩ = q | ⟩ , | ⟩ := |π15⟩ . (F1)

In this case, since | ⟩ ⊗ | ⟩ is an eigenvector of Q(4), the diagram simplifies and we get

⟨P (t)⟩RPC|flat = q4t

4

4 4

4 4 4

4 4 4 4

4 4 4 4 4

= q4t ⟨ | ⟩2t ⟨ | ⟩2t = 1,

(F2)

which is expected, as the initial state is invariant under dynamics, and there can be no entanglement growth. On the
other hand, the solution (99) clearly does not recover this, as in this case

⟨ | ⟩ → q ⟨ | ⟩ = 1
√
q
. (F3)

This highlights a subtlety of our large-q expansion in Eq. (94). We are assuming that for a given vector |x⟩ the largest
contribution to

⟨x| Q(4) | ⟩ ⊗ | ⟩ = ⟨x| Q(4) |π6⟩ ⊗ |π7⟩ = ⟨x|
15∑

m=1

C
(4)
6,7,m |πm⟩ ⊗ |πm⟩ , (F4)

C
(4)
6,7,m :=

15∑
n=1

[W
(n)
P ]mn ⟨π6|πn⟩ ⟨π7|πn⟩ (F5)

comes from the terms with the largest value of C
(4)
6,7,m. This, however, is neglecting the contribution of the overlap

⟨x| ( |π(4)
m ⟩ ⊗ |π(4)

m ⟩). For generic states (including random and computational basis states) this is not a problem
because the terms that we neglected in (94) do not have a large overlap with the appropriate states ⟨x| that arise in
the evaluation of the diagram. However, in the case of the flat initial state this is no longer the case, as ⟨ | ⟩ =

⟨ | ⟩ = q−1, and ⟨ | ⟩ = q−
1
2 , while ⟨ | ⟩ = 1, and therefore the contribution

C
(4)
6,7,1 =

1

q2
+O(q−3) (F6)

can no longer be neglected.
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