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Random many-body states are both a useful tool to model certain physical systems and an im-
portant asset for quantum computation. Realising them, however, generally requires an exponential
(in system size) amount of resources. Recent research has presented a way out by showing that
one can generate random states, or more precisely a controlled approximation of them, by apply-
ing a quantum circuit built in terms of few-body unitary gates. Most of this research, however,
has been focussed on the case of quantum circuits composed by completely random unitary gates.
Here we consider what happens for circuits that, instead, involve a minimal degree of randomness.
Specifically, we concentrate on two different settings: (a) brickwork quantum circuits with a single
one-qudit random matrix at a boundary; (b) brickwork quantum circuits with fixed interactions but
random one-qudit gates everywhere. We show that, for any given initial state, (a) and (b) produce
a distribution of states approaching the Haar distribution in the limit of large circuit depth. More
precisely, we show that the moments of the distribution produced by our circuits can approximate
the ones of the Haar distribution in a depth proportional to the system size. Interestingly we find
that in both Cases (a) and (b) the relaxation to the Haar distribution occurs in two steps — this is
in contrast with what happens in fully random circuits. Moreover, we show that choosing appropri-
ately the fixed interactions, for example taking the local gate to be a dual-unitary gate with high
enough entangling power, minimally random circuits produce a Haar random distribution more
rapidly than fully random circuits. In particular, dual-unitary circuits with maximal entangling
power — i.e. perfect tensors — appear to provide the optimal quantum state design preparation for
any design number.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent years have seen increasing interest devoted to
the realisation of many-body random states in extended
quantum systems. In essence, this is because these ob-
jects provide useful models for the state of real physi-
cal systems in certain conditions — most notably black
holes [1, 2] — and represent useful resources for quantum
computation and for the concrete realisation of quantum
technologies, e.g., they can be used for efficient imple-
mentations of quantum state tomography [3] and bench-
marking [4].

The basic problem that the researchers had to solve is
that realising many-body random states, or, equivalently,
many-body random unitary matrices, is hard, i.e., re-
quires an amount of resources scaling exponentially with
the number of microscopic constituents [5]. The pro-
posed solutions made use of the concept of pseudoran-
domness [6], i.e., instead of attempting to construct a
bona fide random state one can try to reproduce a state
that ‘looks’ random to all experiments that query it only
a finite number of times k — a state with this property
is referred to as a quantum state k-design [7].

Crucially, contrary to true random states, k-designs
admit efficient realisations in terms of local quantum
circuits [8–19], i.e., they can be systematically approx-
imated by repeatedly applying unitary operations that
only couple a small number of qudits at a time. Specif-
ically, a seminal result has been to show that one can
realise k-designs using local circuits whose depth is only
linear in the number of qudits of the system [10, 11].
In fact, very recent breakthroughs have shown that one

can achieve poly-logarithmic scaling of the depth with
the number of constituent qudits by gluing together
logarithmic-size circuits [16, 18].

Nearly all of this research, however, has been focussed
on the case where the quantum circuits realising the ap-
proximate k-designs are fully random (or are fully ran-
dom modulo certain symmetries [15, 19]). A natural
question is then whether the ‘approximate k-design prop-
erty’ can be maintained when the amount of randomness
is reduced to a minimum. For instance, when the ran-
dom operations are restricted on a single qudit, while
the rest of the circuit only involves fixed (non-random)
operations.

This question is particularly compelling for two main
reasons. First, by optimising the fixed operations one
can hope to generate k-designs more efficiently than in
fully random settings. In fact, the potential advantage is
two-fold. On the one hand one would need to generate
far less instances of the random circuit — the exponen-
tial scaling of the number of samples with the system
size is avoided. On the other, by selecting an optimal
circuit, one can hope to generate k-designs faster than
the random circuit, i.e., requiring lower depth. Second,
in the minimally random setting the emergence of (ap-
proximate) k-designs can be seen as a fascinating novel
form of universality of the time evolution. Indeed, in the
putative family of minimally random circuits producing
approximate k-designs the dynamics becomes eventually
insensitive to all the microscopic details (of both inter-
actions and initial state). This would not only be the
case for local observables as in regular thermalising sys-
tems [20, 21] but also for their multilinear functions up to
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order k, hence displaying a form of thermalisation that is
much stronger than the typical one — a similar stronger
form of thermalisation has been recently observed in the
context of projected ensembles [22–28].

Here we initiate the investigation of the aforemen-
tioned question. We first focus on the setting where a
one-qudit random matrix is applied at the boundary of
a one-dimensional brickwork circuit using a combination
of numerical and analytical approaches. We consider two
different classes of random one-qudit matrices: random
Paulis — drawn with equal probability — and random
unitary matrices — drawn from the Haar distribution.
First, by adapting a theorem from Ref. [26], we show that
for almost all choices of local gates of the quantum circuit
this setting produces k-designs for sufficiently large times
(i.e. circuit depths). Then we move on to characterise the
time-scale of this process showing that, similarly to the
fully random case [11–13], one can produce approximate
k-designs in a number of time steps proportional to the
number of qudits in the system. In fact, we find that if
the local gates are close to being dual-unitary (DU) [29]
and have sufficiently high entangling power the time scale
to produce k-designs is strictly shorter than the Haar ran-
dom circuit. Finally, we observe that, contrary to what
happens for Haar random circuits, the generation of k-
designs generically occurs in two steps.

We then move on to investigate a ‘more random’ set-
ting that is still ‘less random’ than the Haar circuit. Our
point of departure is that the two-step relaxation we
identified has recently been found in the dynamics of pu-
rity [30–32] and out-of-time-ordered correlators [33, 34] in
finite circuits of both fixed [34] and random gates [30–33].
The random circuits showing two-step relaxation, how-
ever, only involve one-site random operations while the
two-qudit operation (the interaction) is fixed — some as-
pects of k-design generation in such systems have recently
been studied in Ref. [35], which dubbed them struc-
tured random circuits. This behaviour was explained in
Ref. [36] (see also Ref. [37]) by noting that both fixed
and structured random gates can produce ‘magnon-like’
excitations in the multi-replica space that are not present
in a fully random circuit. This suggests that structured
random circuits should behave more similarly to fixed
systems also concerning the generation of k-designs. We
verify this hypothesis finding that all the behaviours ob-
served in our minimally random circuits are also detected
in structured random circuits. In fact, we find that ran-
dom DU circuits with maximal entangling power show
the fastest generation of k-designs.

The rest of the paper is laid out as follows. In Sec. II
we describe in detail both settings considered in this pa-
per — minimally random circuits and structured random
circuits — and the main quantity of interest: the Frobe-
nius distance between the k-moment density matrix of
the brickwork circuit and the global Haar random one.
In Sec. III we present a numerical survey of the evolution
of this distance considering different choices of k and gate
parameters. In Sec. IV we present an analytical charac-

terisation of these behaviours with special focus on the
DU case, where more precise statements can be made.
Finally, Sec. V contains our conclusions.

II. MINIMALLY RANDOM QUANTUM
CIRCUITS

As discussed in the introduction, we are interested in
the class of states generated by minimally random quan-
tum circuits. In particular, we consider unitary circuits
acting on 2L qudits (d ≥ 2 internal states) with open
boundary conditions and a brickwork structure of the
form

U = UeUo,

Ue =

L∏
n=1

U
(2n)
2n,2n+1, Uo =

L−1∏
n=1

U
(2n+1)
2n+1,2n+2,

(1)

such that the time evolution of a state is written as

|ψ(t)⟩ = U t|ψ⟩. (2)

In Eq. (1) the operator U
(n)
a,b acts non-trivially, as the

matrix U (n) ∈ U(d), only on the qudits at position a and
b and we have labeled the local gates with an additional
superscript index to stress that these need-not be the
same. We consider inserting randomness in two different
ways

(a) Random one-qudit unitaries on one of the bound-
aries (independent in time) and fixed gates every-
where else.

(b) Random (and independent in the space-time) one-
site gates everywhere but fixed two-site interac-
tions.

In Case (a) one can express Eq. (1) at a given time step
t as

U(αt) = UeUo · (αt)2L, (3)

where αt ∈ S is a random one-site unitary matrix in the
set S independently drawn with probably µS(αt) [38].
Case (b), instead, involves adding random one-site uni-
taries to every gate

U
(n)
n,n+1=(α

(n)
t ⊗α(n+1)

t )Ū
(n)
n,n+1, (4)

where α
(n)
t and α

(n+1)
t are independently drawn from S

and Ū
(n)
n,n+1 is a fixed two-site unitary. Therefore, the

time evolution operator at a given t depends on

α⃗t = (α
(1)
2t−1, . . . , α

(2L)
2t−1, α

(1)
2t , . . . , α

(2L)
2t ) (5)

random unitary matrices.
To treat both Cases (a) and (b) simultaneously we

write U(α⃗t) where α⃗t can either be a one-dimensional
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or 4L-dimensional vector of unitary random matrices.
Case (b) involves considerably more randomness com-
pared to (a) but all of the entangling power of the circuit
is contained in fixed, non-random two-local gates. We
will see that this leads it to be closer to Case (a) than to
a circuit with fully random interactions, like those stud-
ied in Refs. [8–18].

Given an initial state |ψ⟩ we label its path through the
random circuit with αt = {α⃗1, α⃗2, . . . α⃗t}, i.e., we write
the state at time t as |ψ(αt)⟩. Therefore we denote the
ensemble produced by our random circuits by

E = {µS(αt), |ψ(αt)⟩}, (6)

where µS(αt) is the probability of producing the state
|ψ(αt)⟩. Our independence condition implies that
µS(αt) is the product of the probability measures for the

individual α
(n)
t . To fix the ideas here we consider three

specific choices of d (local dimension), S, and µS

(a.1) d = 2; S = {I, σx, σy, σz}; µS(α) = 1/4

(a.2) d generic; S = U(d); µS(α) = µH(α)

(b.1) d generic; S = U(d)4L; µS(α⃗) =
∏4L

j=1 µH(αj)

where µH(α) is the Haar measure of U(d). We stress that
the first two choices pertain to Case (a) while the third
to Case (b).

We note that, by exchanging the roles of space and
time, the ensemble produced by (a.1) becomes very simi-
lar to the projected ensemble considered in Refs. [26, 39].
Indeed, the application of a random Pauli becomes a
measurement in the Pauli basis. Our setting, however,
can produce more general ensembles because — contrary
to Refs. [26, 39] — our local gates are not forced to be
DU. Instead, as we mentioned in the introduction, ran-
dom state generation in the setting (b.1) has recently
been studied in Ref. [35], which dubbed it structured
random unitary circuit. The latter reference, however,
mostly focussed on gates fulfilling a special ‘solvable con-
dition’ in the two-replica space.

Our main question is whether the distribution in
Eq. (6) approaches the Haar distribution in the limit of
large t and, in case, how it does so. To this end we study
the time evolution of the moments of the distribution,
which are captured by the mixed state

ρ
(k)
t = E

[
(|ψ(αt)⟩⟨ψ(αt)|)⊗k

]
, (7)

where the average is taken over the measure µ, i.e.

E[f(αt)] =
∑
αt∈S

f(αt)µS(αt) . (8)

To quantify the convergence we investigate the two-norm

distance of ρ
(k)
t to the Haar ensemble

∆
(k)
2 (t) =

∥ρ(k)t − ρ
(k)
H ∥22

∥ρ(k)H ∥22
, (9)

where ρ
(k)
H is written as Eq. (7) with µ replaced by the

Haar measure. Here we have chosen the two-norm as
it facilitates the analytical treatment. For instance, it
allows us to express the distance between the ensembles
in terms of frame potentials [40, 41]

F (k) =
∑
αt,βt

µαt
µβt

|⟨ψαt
|ψβt

⟩|2k = tr[ρ(k) 2], (10)

as follows

∆
(k)
2 =

F (k)

F
(k)
H

− 1, (11)

where the frame potential for the Haar ensemble is known
to be [41]

F
(k)
H =

(
d2L + k − 1

k

)−1

. (12)

The key objective of this paper is to identify whether

∆
(k)
2 (t) approaches 0 at large times and, if so, how large

should one take t to have that ∆
(k)
2 (t) is certainly smaller

than some arbitrary ϵ [10, 11].

III. NUMERICAL SURVEY

To get some intuition on the behaviour of ∆
(k)
2 (t) for

large times we begin with a numerical survey considering
both Cases (a) and (b). We focus our attention on a
class of circuits with d = 2 characterized by the following
parametrization

U
(n)
n,n+1 = ei[Jxσ

x⊗σx+Jyσ
y⊗σy+Jσz⊗σz ]un ⊗ un+1, (13)

where Jx = Jy = π/4 − δ is fixed, and the one-site uni-
taries are characterized by fixed Euler angles

u = exp[iθ1σ
z] exp[iθ2σ

x] exp[iθ3σ
z]. (14)

Moreover — unless we explicitly state otherwise — we
take our initial state to be the all zero state

|ψ⟩ = |0⟩⊗2L
. (15)

Throughout this section δ is varied, however, we pay spe-
cial attention to the point δ = 0 where the circuit is DU.
In Case (a) we fix J = 0.1 and randomly generate one
realisation of the random Euler angles for each uj , but
we keep this fixed performing no average. In Case (b)
the one-site unitaries {un} are taken to be Haar random
while we compare different Js. We discuss separately the
two cases.

A. Case (a)

Since we have a single random unitary matrix at the
boundary of the system (at x = 2L), in Case (a) we can
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FIG. 1. Calculating ∆
(k)
2 (t) with sampled averaging for L = 4

(8 qubits) for various k. Here we take random Pauli’s on
the boundary and evaluate the expression in Eq. (10) for all
configurations for t ≤ 9. For t > 9 we take 109 samples. We
set δ = 0 in the top figure and δ = 0.1 in the bottom figure.

evaluate Eq. (9) in two ways: We can either compute
the average explicitly and then calculate the dynamics,
or numerically average over circuit realisations. Both ap-
proaches are discussed in more detail in Sec. IV.

First we perform the average numerically in the case of
random Pauli matrices at the boundary, i.e., considering
the choice (a.1) in the language of the previous section.
We approximate the average by sampling a maximum of
109 configurations of Paulis. This allows us to access any
moment k for t ∈ [0, 9] exactly while larger t may be
approximated: A representative example of our results
is presented in the top panel of Fig. 1, which displays
dynamics of the moments k ∈ [1, 6] at the DU point
(δ = 0) and a non-DU point δ = 0.1. We see that the
distance seems to decay quickly in time, suggesting that
the minimally random circuits do produce k-designs at
large times — this statement can in fact be proved ex-
actly as discussed in Sec. IV. Specifically, for k > 1 at the

0 10 20 30 40 50
t
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5
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5

10

ln
(1

)
2

(t)

= 0
= 0.05
= 0.1
= 0.15

= 0.2
= 0.25
= 0.3

FIG. 2. Calculating ∆
(1)
2 (t) with explicit averaging for L = 8

(16 qubits) for various δ. Curve captures the behaviour for
both random Pauli and Haar averaging on the boundary.

DU point we see a common slope of

ln∆
(k)
2 (t) ≈ −r(k)1 t+ c

(k)
1 , (16)

where r
(k)
1 ≈ ln 4 ≈ 1.39 at the DU point. For k = 1 the

state ρ
(k)
t reaches exactly the maximally mixed state —

first moment of the Haar ensemble — in a finite number
of steps equal to 2L + 1. As we show in Sec. IVA, this
is a direct consequence of dual-unitarity and it is well
captured by the numerical average even at large times,
when 42t ≫ 109. This can be partially explained by
noting that the distribution of overlaps

{|⟨ψ(αt)|ψ(βt)⟩|}, (17)

is unimodal. In fact, in App. B we show that the distribu-
tion of overlaps approaches a Rayleigh distribution [42]
for large scales (time and system size) but is well ap-
proximated by it even at moderate scales. In the bottom
figure of Fig. 1 we see the dynamics for a non-DU point
with δ = 0.1. Here the slope is again similar for all k

but slower than the DU point with r
(k)
1 ≈ 1.36. Since we

begin with a pure state for sufficiently large L we know

c
(k)
1 ∼ kL ln 2, which is found by applying the Stirling
approximation to Eq. (12), regardless of δ or the initial
pure state.
Sampling the configurations of αt numerically becomes

unfeasible for larger times. To progress, we evaluate the
average in Eq. (7) explicitly, coupling together 2k copies

of the system. In this way the evolution of ρ
(k)
t is obtained

by numerically constructing the superoperator Bk[·] gen-
erating its dynamics (cf. Sec. IV), i.e.

ρ
(k)
t+1 = Bk[ρ

(k)
t ] . (18)

The operator Bk inherits the brickwork structure from U,
but the local space of its gates is of dimension d2k, rather
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than d. This limits our investigation to k = 1, 2 but
allows us to explore an essentially arbitrary time window.
The possibility of exploring large times reveals an

interesting phenomenon. While away from the DU

point ∆
(k=1)
2 (t) shows a convincing exponential relax-

ation characterised by a single rate r(1), ∆
(k=2)
2 (t) shows

two-step relaxation of the form

ln∆
(2)
2 (t) ≃

{
−r(2)1 t+ c

(2)
1 , t ≤ t

(2)
∗

−r(2)2 t+ c
(2)
2 t > t

(2)
∗

, (19)

where t
(2)
∗ is generically δ-dependent. A similar phe-

nomenon was recently observed in the dynamics of pu-
rity [30–32] and out-of-time-ordered correlators [33, 34]
in quantum circuits of finite size. First, in the case struc-
tured random circuits like those of our Case (b) [30–33],
and then also in non-random cases [34]. This behaviour
was explained in Ref. [36] (see also Ref. [37]) through a
mapping to a statistical mechanical model (we comment
more on this in Sec. IVA).

More specifically, our results for the case k = 1 are
reported in Fig. 2. Note that these correspond to both
choices (a.1) and (a.2) because for k = 1 the average over
random Paulis and one-site random unitary matrices co-
incide. We already observed that in the DU case we have

∆
(1)
2 (t ≥ 2L) = 0, while

r(1)
∣∣∣
δ=0
t<2L

= ln
∆

(1)
2 (t− 1)

∆
(1)
2 (t)

∣∣∣∣∣
δ=0

= ln d2 = ln 4. (20)

Increasing δ, however, we observe a convincingly expo-
nential decay after a few time steps for all δ > 0. In
particular, we have r(1)(δ) ≤ ln 4, meaning that even be-
fore relaxation the decay is fastest at the DU point and
it is monotonically slower away from it. We demonstrate

this in Fig. 3, where, for δ > 0, r
(1)
1 shows a roughly

exponential dependence on δ i.e.,

r
(1)
1 (δ) ≈ exp (−4.53δ + c) . (21)

Next, we discuss our findings for k = 2, where the
Cases (a.1) and (a.2) no longer result in the same dynam-
ics. We see this in Fig. 4, which provides a comparison
between the two (top and bottom panels). First we note
that in this case the DU point does not show exact relax-
ation to the Haar value in a finite number of time-steps,
however, it asymptotically flows to it faster than δ > 0.
We see a two step relaxation for both boundary drivings
and all δ > 0, while the DU point has an approximately

flat decay with r
(2)
1 = r

(2)
2 ∼ ln d2 = ln 4 for Pauli driving

and r
(2)
1 = r

(2)
2 ∼ ln d3 = ln 8 for Haar driving. In Fig. 5

we plot our extracted r
(2)
1 , r

(2)
2 for both the cases studied.

Close to the DU point the Haar driving is significantly
faster than Pauli, while for sufficiently large δ the decay
rates become equivalent. For both cases, all instances
with δ < 0.15 generate decay rates faster than that of

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.301.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.2

ln
r(1

)
1

(
)

L = 8

FIG. 3. r
(1)
1 for various δ extracted from the L = 8 (16

qubits) data presented in Fig. 2.

the Haar random brickwork circuit in the limit of large
size (cf. [10–12, 35]), i.e.,

r
(2)
2

∣∣
Haar

= 4 ln
d2 + 1

2d
. (22)

We also generically observe r
(2)
1 > r

(2)
2 .

Finally, Fig. 6 reports the transition time from the first
to the second decay regime. We see weak dependence on
δ when the latter is small, while the second decay regime
takes over at later times for larger δ. The L dependence

close to the DU point is consistent with t
(2)
∗ = 2L for

Haar driving and t
(2)
∗ = 2L+ 1 for Pauli driving. Larger

δs appear to pick up a constant shift, so that for all δs the

scaling behaviour is consistent with t
(2)
∗ ∼ 2L for large

L.

B. Case (b)

We now move to investigate an example of Case (b):
Case (b.1) in the classification of Sec. II. Here we have
Haar random unitary driving on every qudit for each time
step but the two qudit interaction is fixed. The details on
the specific implementation of this setting are presented
in Sec. IV. For this class of circuits (and small k) we can
study much larger systems due to the effective reduction
in local dimension provided by the average over random
one-site matrices everywhere. In light of the similar be-
haviours observed in the purity’s evolution (cf. Ref. [30–
32]), we expect Case (b) to show similar phenomenology
to Case (a).

In Fig. 7 we present results for the evolution of ∆
(2)
2 (t)

for different DU gates parametrised by their entangling
power (cf. the discussion in Sec. IVB)

p =
2

3
cos(2J)

2
. (23)
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t

15

10

5

0

5

10

ln
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Full Haar

FIG. 4. Calculating ∆
(2)
2 (t) with explicit averaging for various

δ. All data is from system size L = 4 (8 qubits). (Top)
Boundary randomness is random Pauli matrices [Case (a.1)].
(Bottom) Boundary randomness is with one site Haar random
unitaries [Case (a.2)].

First we note that the two step relaxation of Eq. (19)
is only observed for small entangling power p < 0.4 in
Fig. 7. For large p we instead see a state dependent re-
laxation prior to settling into an exponential decay with
a roughly p independent rate. We report the fits for
the decay rates in Tab. I. For comparison, the decay
rate in Eq. (22) of the Haar random brickwork circuit

for d = 2 gives r
(2)
2 ≈ 0.89257. The small entangling

power p = 0.2 has a similar decay rate to the Haar ran-
dom brickwork circuit, while the cases tested with higher
entangling power p ≥ 0.3 decay significantly faster.

Next we move away from the DU point but continue to
perform averaging as prescribed in Case (b.1). To do this
we return to the parameterisation in Eq. (13). We fix J =
0.1 and vary δ. This is shown in the bottom plot of Fig. 7.
Again we only see the two step relaxation as defined in
Eq. (19) for small p and a state dependent short time
regime for larger p. The second decay regime is observed

for all p, and r
(2)
2 is reported in Tab. I. We note that the

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

1.75

2.00

r(2
)

1
(

)

Pauli Haar

0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25 0.30
0.25

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

1.75

2.00

r(2
)

2
(

)

Pauli
Haar
Full Haar

FIG. 5. r
(2)
1 , r

(2)
2 for various δ from the L = 4 data presented

in Fig. 4. The full Haar value is calculated for d = 2 in
Eq. (22).

correlation between p and the decay rate is weaker than in
the DU case. For example, in Fig. 7 we have two points
with similar entangling power p ≈ 0.64 and p ≈ 0.63
and visibly different decay rates. When the entangling
power is similar, gates that are closer to the DU point
appear to generate an appreciably faster decay (we have
respectively δ = 0.1 and δ = 0.2 in the aforementioned
example). Moreover, for non-DU averaged gates we see
that more entangling power is necessary to be as fast
as the Haar random case result with p ≈ 0.59 giving
us a result similar to the Haar rate given in Eq. (22).
For higher entangling power, however, we observe rates
significantly faster than Haar random.

Finally, we also consider k = 3. Specifically, in Fig. 8

we report the dynamics of ∆
(k=3)
2 (t) for three static gate

choices. In this case we can reach a maximum system
size of 2L = 10 by embedding our effective Hilbert space
dimension of 6 permutation states inside 8 qubits. Due to
system size constraints we only witness early time state-
dependent dynamics, however, we see quick convergence
of the 3-moments to the Haar value.
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FIG. 6. t
(2)
∗ as a function of δ, extracted from data given

in the figures in Fig. 4 and similar data sets for L = 2, 3.

t
(2)
∗ is extracted as the first point incompatible with the first
decay regime. Solid circle are from Case (a.1) and stars are
Case (a.2).

DU Non-DU

p r
(2)
2

0.1 0.41
0.2 0.85
0.3 1.39
0.4 2.10
0.5 2.74
0.6 2.77
0.7 2.73
0.8 2.77

p r
(2)
2

0.18 0.12
0.34 0.25
0.49 0.50
0.59 0.86
0.63 1.40
0.64 2.00

TABLE I. Decay rates for different entangling power p, ex-
tracted from both plots in Fig. 7 in Case (b.1).

IV. ANALYSIS

Let us now provide an analytical characterisation of
the behaviours discussed in the previous section. We be-
gin by introducing a theoretical framework to approach
the problem and discuss some general features — includ-
ing the rigorous statement on the production of quantum
state k-designs at sufficiently large times. We then spe-
cialise the treatment to the case where the local gates in
Eq. (1) are DU, this allows us to obtain further analytical
results supporting our interpretations.

Since the settings of interest in this work (cf. Sec. II)
involve quantum circuits with randomness without time

correlations, the time evolution of ρ
(k)
t (cf. Eq. (7)) is

Markovian, i.e., the k-moment at time t+1 only depends
on that at time t. More precisely we have

ρ
(k)
t+1 = Bk[ρ

(k)
t ], (24)

where we introduced the linear super operator Bk:

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
t

20

15

10

5

0

5

10

15

ln
(2

)
2

(t)

p = 0.1
p = 0.2
p = 0.3
p = 0.4
p = 0.5

p = 0.6
p = 0.7
p = 0.8
Full Haar

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
t

6

4

2

0

2

4

6

ln
(2

)
2

(t)

p 0.64
p 0.63
p 0.59
p 0.49

p 0.34
p 0.18
Full Haar

FIG. 7. Calculating ∆
(2)
2 (t) with explicit averaging over

Case (b.1) circuits. (Top) Dynamics generated by DU gates
defined in Eq. (63) for L = 14 and k = 2. We set d = 2 for this
example. (Bottom) Non-DU gates using the parametrization
of Eq. (13). We set J = 0.1 and vary δ. In the figure we
report the entangling power p of the averaged gate, which
corresponds to (from high to low entangling power) an evenly
spaced set of δ = 0.1 . . . 0.6. Here L = 14 as well.

End(Cd2kL

) → End(Cd2kL

) defined by

Bk[A] =
∑
α⃗t∈S

U(α⃗t)AU†(α⃗t) A ∈ End(Cd2kL

). (25)

As it is apparent from its definition — Bk[·] is written
in Krauss form with unitary Krauss operators — this
super operator is a unital and trace preserving quantum
channel, i.e., a unital CPTP map [43]. This map is non-
expanding, i.e., its spectrum lies on the unit disk of the
complex plane.
An analysis of the fixed points of this channel allows

us to answer a basic question about k-designs generation
in the settings under exam. Indeed, straightforwardly
adapting a theorem by Ippoliti and Ho (cf. Sec. 3 C of
Ref. [26]), we can show that for almost all choices of two-
site gates, the brickwork circuit in Eq. (1) does indeed
produce quantum state k-designs for sufficiently large
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1 2 3 4 5 6
t

20

15

10

5

0

5
ln

(3
)

2
(t)

Perfect tensor
Hadamard
Low entangling

FIG. 8. Time-dependence of ∆
(3)
2 (t) for three instances of

Case (b.1). The non-random 2-qudit gate in Eq. (4) is
taken to be either a perfect tensor, cf. Eqs. (81–83) (red), a
Hadamard gate Uab

cd = δa,dδb,c exp(i2πab/d) (blue), or a dual-
unitary gate of the form Uab

cd = δa,dδb,c exp(iJab) (green). In
the simulations we set d = 3, and chose (J00, J01, . . . , J22) =
(6.03, 4.24, 2.86, 5.68, 5.84, 1.34, 4.44, 3.51, 2.62).

times. More precisely, denoting by AV ⊂ U(d) the open
set containing V ∈ U(d), we have the following rigorous
statement

Property 1. For all the three Cases (a.1), (a.2),
and (b.1) the limit state

lim
t→∞

ρ
(k)
t = ρ(k)∞ , (26)

exists and — for almost all {U (n)} ∈ AV (cf. Eq. (1))

and any (AV , V ) — ρ
(k)
∞ = ρ

(k)
H .

This statement guarantees that in all three Cases (a.1),
(a.2), and (b.1), choosing {U (n)} in the arbitrary open set
AV , we almost always produce a circuit that generates
the Haar distribution at large enough times, confirming
our numerical observations of the previous section. Note
that, crucially, no averaging is performed over the {U (n)}.
See App. A for a proof of this statement.

Our second question — concerning the way in which
the Haar distribution is approached — is instead more
difficult to answer. To make some progress we apply the
standard vectorisation (folding) mapping

|i⟩⟨j| 7→ |i, j⟩ , (27)

where {|j⟩ , j = 1, . . . , d} is the local computational basis.

Then we can represent Bk[·] as a matrix in End(Cd4kL

).
For brevity, we make a little abuse of notation and denote
the matrix corresponding to Bk[·] with the same symbol
but remove the explicit dependence on the input, i.e., we
write it as Bk. The matrix Bk inherits the spectral prop-
erties of the channel Bk[·]. Namely, labelling its eigen-
values as {λm,q} we have |λm,q| ≤ 1. In this labelling

m ranks the eigenvalues magnitude in descending order,
|λm,q| > |λm+1,q|, and q distinguishes eigenvalues with
degenerate magnitudes, |λm,q+1| = |λm,q| ≡ |λm| [44].
Instead, we represent the vectorised form of ρ

(k)
t as |ρ(k)t ⟩.

Note that

|ρ(k)0 ⟩ = (|ψ⟩ ⊗ |ψ⟩∗)⊗k, (28)

where |ψ⟩ is the initial state (cf. Sec. II).
Putting everything together, we can represent the vec-

torised k-moment at time t as

|ρ(k)t ⟩ = Bt
k |ρ

(k)
0 ⟩ =

∑
m≥0

pm−1∑
q=0

λtm,qc
(l)
m,q |λ(r)m,q⟩ , (29)

where |λ(r)m,q⟩ (⟨λ(l)m,q|) is the right (left) eigenvector asso-
ciated to λm,q, pm denotes the degeneracy of |λm,q|, and
we set

c(l)m,q = ⟨λ(l)m,q|ρ
(k)
0 ⟩, c(r)m,q = ⟨ρ(k)0 |λ(r)m,q⟩ . (30)

Property 1 ensures that the eigenspace associated with
the maximal-magnitude eigenvalue λ0 = 1 produces the
vectorised form of the k-th moment of the Haar ensem-
ble in all the three cases considered here (a.1). More
precisely

|ρ(k)H ⟩ =
p0−1∑
q=0

c
(l)
0,q |λ

(r)
0,q⟩ , ⟨ρ(k)H | =

pm−1∑
q=0

c
(r)
0,q ⟨λ

(l)
0,q| . (31)

Therefore, Eq. (29) can be re-written as

|ρ(k)t ⟩ − |ρ(k)H ⟩ =
∑
m=1

pm−1∑
q=0

λtm,qc
(l)
m,q |λ(r)m,q⟩ , (32)

which gives

∥ρ(k)t − ρ
(k)
H ∥22 = ∥ |ρ(k)t ⟩ − |ρ(k)H ⟩ ∥2

=
∑

m,m′≥1

pm−1∑
q,q′=0

λtm,q(λ
∗
m′,q′)

tc(l)m,qc
(l)∗
m′,q′ ⟨λ

(r)
m′,q′ |λ

(r)
m,q⟩ ,

(33)

where we used that the Frobenius norm becomes the
standard vector norm upon vectorisation.
This expression immediately implies that in the regime

t ≫ L the time-evolution of ∥ρ(k)t − ρ
(k)
H ∥22 — and hence

of ∆
(k)
2 (t) in Eq. (9) — is entirely determined by the

magnitude of the leading sub-leading eigenvalue of the
matrix Bk. Namely

∆
(k)
2 (t) ≃ C

k!
|λ1|2td2kL, t≫ L≫ 1, (34)

where we used Stirling’s approximation for the Haar mo-
ments in Eq. (12). Note that |λ1| bears an implicit de-
pendence on k and L but it typically saturates to a finite
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constant value |λ̄1| < 1 at large L. In this case one ob-
tains ϵ-approximate k-designs in a time

τ
(ϵ)
k ≃ 1

2 ln
(
1/|λ̄1|

) (2kL ln d− log ϵ) , (35)

where we neglected O(1) contributions. This is the
same leading-order scaling expected for Haar random cir-
cuits [12].

Eq. (34) does not automatically apply in the regime
1 ≪ t ≪ L, where the contribution of the higher terms
in Eq. (33) is not necessarily suppressed and can change

the scaling with t. This can lead ∆
(k)
2 (t) to show an ex-

ponential decay with a different exponent r
(k)
1 ̸= 2 ln |λ1|

similarly to what observed in the other accounts of two-
step relaxation [30–34, 36]. Below we consider the case of
minimally random circuits of DU gates where this phe-
nomenology can be (partially) shown to occur. We also
argue that in dual-unitary circuits with high enough en-
tangling power |λ1| is smaller than for fully Haar random
circuits, implying that the former generate random states
faster than the Haar random case.

A. Dual unitary gates: Case (a)

Let us now assume that our two-local gates are DU,
and focus on Case (a). For convenience, we assume the
initial state to be a product of (generalised) Bell pairs

|ψ⟩ =
( 1√

d

d∑
j=1

|j, j⟩
)⊗L

, (36)

where d is the local Hilbert space dimension. The reason
for this choice — which contrasts with the product states
used elsewhere in this manuscript — is that they belong
to the class of solvable initial states [45, 46], which allows

us to completely characterise the frame potential F
(k)
t

whenever t < 2L.
We start by introducing the diagrammatic tensor-

network notation, where a node with an open leg rep-

resents a vector in the space Cd2k

, and a node with a
number of outgoing legs is a vector (or a matrix/more
general tensor) in the tensor product of a number of local
spaces determined by the number of legs. In particular,
we represent the local time-evolution operator acting on

Cd2k ⊗ Cd2k

with square boxes

k = (U ⊗ U∗)
⊗k
, k = k

†
=

(
U† ⊗ UT

)⊗k
, (37)

where ⊗ represents the tensor product in the replicated
space. Similarly, we represent with a circle the average
over randomly chosen one-site unitaries

Dk = k = k
†
=

∑
α∈S

µS(α) (α⊗ α∗)
⊗k
. (38)

Using the convention that connected lines represent in-
dex summation, we can now express the time-evolution
operator Bk as

Bk =

k k k k

k k k k k

k

L

, (39)

where L denotes the number of pairs of open legs (L = 5

in the above example), while the initial state |ρ(k)0 ⟩ is
diagrammatically given as

|ρ(k)0 ⟩ = 1

dkL
L

. (40)

Using this we can express the frame potential

F
(k)
t = ⟨ρ(k)t |ρ(k)t ⟩ = ⟨ρ(k)0 |B†

k

t
Bt
k|ρ

(k)
0 ⟩ (41)

with the left diagram in Fig. 9. The diagram is simpli-
fied by taking into account the fact that U is unitary,
UU† = U†U = 1, which gives the following diagram-
matic relation

k

k

= . (42)

Repeatedly applying this to the l.h.s. of Fig. 9 and as-
suming t < L, we obtain two connected triangular tensor
networks scaling with t, as shown in the middle panel of
Fig. 9.
Note that up to this point we have not used any spe-

cial property of our gates. As anticipated before, how-
ever, here we are interested in a special family of gates
characterised by the dual-unitarity property. Namely, we
consider gates that are unitary also when propagating in
space. More concretely, we consider gates for which the
space-time dual matrix Ũ with the matrix elements give
by

⟨s1s2|Ũ |s3s4⟩ = ⟨s1s3|U |s2s4⟩ , (43)

is unitary, i.e.

Ũ†Ũ = Ũ Ũ† = 1. (44)

Graphically, this implies that a box factorises into two
lines also when it is connected with its Hermitian conju-
gate from the side

k

k

= . (45)

Repeatedly applying the dual-unitarity condition to the
middle-panel of Fig. 9, we obtain the right-most panel,
which reads explicitly as

F
(k)
t =

(
d−2k tr

[
D2

k

])t
. (46)
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DUunitarity

FIG. 9. Diagrammatic representation of F
(k)
t for t ≤ L and dual unitary gates. Using the unitarity condition (42), the diagramm

simplifies into the middle panel, while the factorised result in the right-most panel follows from additional application of dual
unitary condition (45).

This expression clearly depends on the choice of bound-
ary driving confirming our observation of Sec. III. In par-
ticular, evaluating Eq. (46) in Case (a.1), we can see that
there is no k-dependence

F
(k)
t

∣∣∣
(a.1)

= 4−t, (47)

while in Case (a.2) the frame potential reduces to the
average of powers of trace of d× d random unitaries

F
(k)
t

∣∣∣
(a.2)

=
(
d−2kTd,k

)t
, Td,k =

∫
U(d)

dU |tr[U ]|2k, (48)

which for generic d and k takes the following form [47]

Td,k = k!2
d∑

l=1

∑
s1+···+sl=k
s1≥s2≥···≥sl

l−1∏
i=1

l∏
j=i+1

(si − sj − i+ j)2

l∏
i=1

(l − i+ si)!
2

. (49)

Note that in the case of d = 2, the above expression
reduces to the k-th Catalan number Ck,

T2,k =
1

k

(
2k

k − 1

)
≡ Ck, (50)

while for d > k we have [47],

Td≥k,k = k!. (51)

This fully characterises the initial decay regime (i.e.
t < L), giving us

r
(k)
1 =


2 ln 2, (a.1),

2k ln 2− lnCk, (a.2), d = 2,

2k ln d− lnTd,k, (a.2), arbitrary d.

(52)

This is consistent with Fig. 1, where the initial decay
for Case (a.1) is independent of k, and it reproduces the
d = k = 2 decay rate in Fig. 4 for (a.2). For qubits we
immediately observe that for an arbitrary k ≥ 1 we have

r
(k)
1

∣∣∣
(a.2),d=2

≥ r
(1)
1

∣∣∣
(a.2),d=2

= r
(k)
1

∣∣∣
(a.1)

. (53)

Note that for k = 1, we can simplify the diagram in
Fig. 9 for any time as D1 becomes a projector

D1 = | 1⟩⟨ 1| , (54)

where | 1⟩ denotes a (normalised) vectorised identity op-
erator

| 1⟩ =
1√
d

d∑
j=1

|jj⟩ . (55)

Graphically, we represent Eq. (54) as

1 = . (56)

Furthermore, the unitarity of U implies

1 = , 1 = , (57)

while the dual-unitary condition gives,

1 = , 1 = . (58)

Considering now the diagram on the l.h.s. of Fig. 9 for
t > L, we can first replace the dissipators D1 with the
projector to | 1⟩, and then repeatedly apply Eq. (58),
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and (57) to completely factorise the diagram obtaining
d−2L. Combining it with the result for t ≤ L we therefore
have

F
(1)
t =

{
d−2t, t ≤ L,

d−2L, t > L.
(59)

Instead, for general k > 1 dual-unitarity does not lead
to direct simplifications when time is large compared to
the system size. This is expected, as in this regime the
dual-unitary dynamics are BQP-complete [48]. To gain
more analytical insight, we therefore increase the amount
of randomness, and consider Case (b).

B. Dual unitary gates: Case (b)

Let us now consider Case (b) for dual unitary gates.
We begin by focusing on k = 2 and then move to k > 2.
The time-evolution operator B2 now consists of averaged
gates W , which can be understood as the blue gates in
Eq. (37), decorated with one-site projectors D2

W = 2 = 2
2

22

2

. (60)

This gives the following diagrammatic expression for B2

B2 =

2 2 2 2

2 2 2 2 2

L

. (61)

The averaged gate W is projected to the subspace
spanned by | ⟩ and | ⟩ defined as

| 2⟩ =
1

d

∑
s1,r1,s2,r2

δs1,r1δs2,r2 |s1, r1, s2, r2⟩ ,

| 2⟩ =
1

d

∑
s1,r1,s2,r2

δs1,r2δs2,r1 |s1, r1, s2, r2⟩ ,

| 2⟩ =
d | 2⟩ − | 2⟩√

d2 − 1
,

(62)

and takes the following form in the (orthonormal) basis
of {| 2⟩ , | 2⟩} [49]

W =


1 0 0 0

0 0 1− p p√
d2−1

0 1− p 0 p√
d2−1

0 p√
d2−1

p√
d2−1

1− 2p
d2−1

 . (63)

Here the free parameter p is the entangling power [49–
53], defined as the average linear entropy generated by
the gate when acting on Haar-random product states.
In particular, for a DU gates acting on qubits it can be
expressed as [54]

p =
2

3
cos(2J)

2
, (64)

where J is the parameter of the dual-unitary gate ap-
pearing in Eq. (13).

1. Late-time regime

Let us first consider times t that are large compared
to the system size L. In this regime the dynamics of
|ρ(2)t ⟩ is governed by the leading subleading eigenvalue
of B2. First let us note that both | 2 2⟩ and | 2 2⟩
are invariant under the action of W , which implies that
B2 has two eigenvectors corresponding to eigenvalue 1:

| 2⟩⊗2L
and | 2⟩⊗2L

. Property 1 guarantees that the
latter are the only ones.
To find the subleading eigenvalue λ1, let us start by

defining projectors P1 and P2 to the subspaces V1,2 de-
fined as

V1 = Span{ | 2⟩⊗j ⊗ | 2⟩⊗2L−j}2L−1
j=1 ,

V2 = Span({ | 2⟩⊗j ⊗ | 2⟩ ⊗ | 2⟩⊗2L−j−1}2L−1
j=0 ).

(65)

Even though the projectors P1,2 do not commute with
B2 (and are not orthogonal) Ref. [36] has argued that
the dominant subleading eigenvalues of B2 are well ap-
proximated by either the leading spectrum of P1B2P1 or
P2B2P2. This is based on an entanglement membrane ap-
proach [55, 56] supplemented with the observation that
structured random unitary circuits support ‘magnon ex-
citations’. While the membrane approach suggests that
V1 should contain the leading eigenvectors, the presence
of magnons indicates that also V2 should play a role.
This competition led Ref. [36] to argue that the value of
|λ1| is determined as the largest of the eigenvalues of the
two blocks. The first one is found to be d−2 [56], while
the second is the square of the leading eigenvalue of the
channel

2 , (66)

which turns out to be (1− p)2. This gives

|λ1| ≈ max{d−2, (1− p)2}. (67)

This prediction is expected to hold in the limit of large
L, but as we see from numerical test in Fig. 10, it
works well already for moderate system sizes. For suffi-
ciently entangling circuits (p ≥ 1− 1/d) we therefore ex-
pect |λ1| ≈ d−2 and

∆
(2)
2 ∼ d4(L−t), (68)

for t ≫ 2L. Recalling Eq. (35) this gives an ϵ-
approximate 2-design in a time

τ
(ϵ)
2 ≃ L− log ϵ

4 ln(d)
, (69)

which we argue is the shortest possible in brickwork cir-
cuit.

2. Early-time regime

Let us now examine the case in which time is short
compared to the system size, more precisely, L ≥ 2t.
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FIG. 10. |λ1| for k = 2. (Top) |λ1| for the Case (b) circuit
filled with average DU gates. All data here is for d = 2. Hor-
izontal line corresponds to (67). (Bottom)|λ1| for Case (b)
circuits away from the DU point. Data from the circuit de-
fined for bottom plot of Fig. 7.

In this case we expect to see no contribution from the
subspace V2. To see this, consider the overlap between a
vector from V2 and |ρ(2)t ⟩

Ox,t = ⟨ 2 . . . 2︸ ︷︷ ︸
x

2 2 . . . 2︸ ︷︷ ︸
2L−x−1

|ρ(2)t ⟩ . (70)

Setting the initial state |ρ(2)0 ⟩ to be a product of pairs as
in Eq. (40), we can express the overlap diagrammatically
as

Ox,t =
1

d4L

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 2 2 2 2 2

t

⌊x
2 ⌋ ⌊ 2L−x−1

2 ⌋

. (71)

The diagram can be simplifying by noting that | ⟩ is
invariant under W , which is diagrammatically expressed
as

2 = , 2 = , (72)

and observing that the dual unitarity of the original gate
gives the following two additional relations satisfied by
W

2 = , 2 = . (73)

This immediately gives

Oj,t|j≥2t or j<2(L−t) = ⟨ 2| 2⟩ = 0. (74)

Thus whenever L ≥ 2t the sector corresponding to the

subspace V2 cannot contribute to the decay of ∆
(2)
2 and

for large t we asymptotically expect

∆
(2)
2

∣∣∣
t≤L/2

∼ d−2t. (75)

In the case (1 − p)2 > d−2 then we expect to see the
relaxation with two different slopes, first 4 log d and then

−4 log(1− p). Instead for (1− p)2 ≥ d−2 we expect ∆
(2)
2

to decay as d−4t in both time regimes and for all entan-
gling powers above the threshold. This is in agreement
with the numerical findings reported in Fig. 7.

3. Higher designs: k > 2

The main insight of Ref. [36], i.e, that the leading sub-
leading eigenvalue of B2 is given by either the ‘magnon
configurations’ or the domain walls (cf. Sec. IVB1), is
not limited to k = 2 and can be applied to arbitrary
designs k > 2. Namely, to find the leading sub-leading
eigenvalue of

Bk =

k k k k

k k k k k

L

, (76)

where we introduced

k = k
k

kk

k
. (77)

The main additional difficulties occurring in the general
case are two: (i) the domain wall subspace V1 is more
complicated and involves domain walls among any pos-
sible ‘permutation states’ |σj⟩, defined by the following
matrix elements in the computational basis of 2k qudits

(|s1r1 . . . skrk⟩dsj ,rj=1)

⟨s1r1 . . . skrk|σj⟩ =
k∏

m=1

δsm,rσ(m)
. (78)
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(ii) the leading eigenvalue, ρk, in the magnon subspace
V2, which was determined in Ref. [36] as the leading sub-
leading eigenvalue of

k , (79)

squared, is not just given by (1− p)2.
In a random DU circuit, however, it is still true that

the leading eigenvalue of P1B2P1 continues to be asymp-
totically given by d−2 [56]. Therefore Eq. (67) should be
replaced by

|λ1| ≈ max{d−2, ρk}. (80)

This equation suggests that the family of DU circuits
with the fastest speed of k-design preparation should
depend on k. In fact, since one can easily show that
ρk ≥ (1− p)2, this family should shrink by increasing k.
Finding the explicit k dependence is difficult as there is
no general way to determine ρk analytically for arbitrary
values of k. The latter, however, can be found for certain
specific classes of DU gates. For example, considering
perfect tensors [57–61] that, besides the dual-unitarity
conditions

k = , k = , (81)

and

k = , k = , (82)

also fulfil

k = , k = , (83)

one immediately has ρk = 0 (and also p = 1). Tensors
fulfilling these properties do not exist for d = 2 but are
known to exist for any d ≥ 3 [62, 63]. As a result, for
perfect tensors one expects the same (maximally fast)

decay in time for all ∆
(k)
2 , i.e.,

∆
(k)
2 ∼ C

k!
d2kLd−4t, ∀k. (84)

For large L and fixed k this gives

τ
(ϵ)
k ≃ k

2
L− log ϵ

4 ln(d)
, (85)

which we argue is the shortest time to achieve an ϵ-
approximate k design with a brickwork quantum circuit.

As for the k = 2 case, Eq. (80) seems in good agree-
ment with our numerical calculations also for k = 3, see
Tab. II. This is remarkable given the fact that the ac-
cessible values of L are substantially smaller in this case
than for k = 2.

L 2 3 4 5
Perfect tensor 0.125 0.114574 0.111721 0.111124

Hadamard 0.170067 0.138011 0.123132 0.116489
Low entangling 0.369653 0.322775 0.286805 0.26456

TABLE II. Dominant subleading eigenvalue |λ1| for selected
average DU models and k = 3 and d = 3. The gate definitions
can be found in the caption of Fig. 8. For these three cases
we have ρ3 = 0, ρ3 = 0.125, and ρ3 = 0.224776 respectively.
In these three cases we also have ρ3 = (1 − p)2. The value
λ1 was obtained from a hybrid subspace iteration method to
isolate the leading eigen-pairs with λ0,q = 1, followed by an
Arnoldi method to isolate λ1,q. In the low entangling case for
L = 5 the convergence criteria were not met and we report
the final eigenvalue magnitude estimate.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work we investigated quantum-state-design
preparation in local quantum circuits with a minimal de-
gree of randomness. We considered two cases, both in the
framework of brickwork circuits of finite size: (a) fixed
circuits with a single one-qudit random unitary matrix
at the boundary; (b) brickwork circuits with one-qudit
random unitary matrices everywhere but fixed interac-
tions. Both cases are characterised by the property that
the entangling part of the local gate is not random.

We found that both these settings produce quantum
state designs for sufficiently large depths. In fact, if
the local gates are sufficiently entangling, they do so
faster than fully random (Haar random) brickwork cir-
cuits. More specifically, we found that if the local
gates are dual-unitary there is a direct relationship be-
tween the speed of 2-design preparation and the entan-
gling power [50–53] of the local gates. The speed of 2-
design preparation grows monotonically with the entan-
gling power for small values of the latter, and, above a
critical value, it saturates to its maximal value — this is
a crossover for finite width but approaches a phase tran-
sition in the limit of infinite width. As a result, even for
moderate values of the entangling power dual-unitary cir-
cuits produce 2-designs faster than Haar random circuits.
Instead, away from the dual-unitary point the speed of
2-design preparation depends on both entangling power
and dual-unitarity breaking. We argued that the pro-
duction speed of more general k-designs should not only
depend on the entangling power, however, we showed
that dual-unitary circuits with maximal entangling power
— perfect tensors [57–61] — give the optimal k-design
preparation for any k. We also demonstrated numeri-
cally that, for k = 3, this is the case also for dual-unitary
gates in the Hadamard family [51]. Our findings sug-
gest that one can significantly improve the preparation
of Haar random states by considering specific gates —
dual-unitary with high entangling power — with a min-
imal amount of randomness. In a practical implementa-
tion this reduces both the required sample size and the
time to run a single sample.
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Moreover, we found that, in contrast to the random cir-
cuit setting, the k-design preparation in minimally ran-
dom quantum circuits occurs in a two-step fashion —
similarly to what happens for purity [30–32] and out-of-
time-ordered correlators [33, 34] — and provided an ana-
lytic description of this phenomenon in the case of dual-
unitary circuits. These findings suggest that that the two
settings we studied here are more similar to each other
than to Haar random circuits, meaning that the setting
(b) represents a qualitatively more accurate modelling of
non-random dynamics than the fully random circuit.

Our work raises many interesting questions for future
research. In particular, we can identify two compelling
directions. One is to rigorously prove some of the state-
ments that are argued or conjectured here. For exam-
ple, that the design production speed achieved by per-
fect tensors is the theoretical maximum achievable in a
brickwork circuit and whether one can achieve this speed
considering perfect tensors in the setting (a). The other
is to ask, more generally, whether the our setting (a) is
the optimal one for producing k-designs with a brickwork
quantum circuit (i.e. the one requiring the least amount
of resources) or can be further improved.
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Appendix A: Proof of Property 1

Property 1 follows by straightforward adaptation of
Ippoliti and Ho’s Theorem (cf. Sec. 3.C in Ref. [26]). Let
us provide a brief proof considering separately the three
Cases (a.1), (a.2), and (b.1).

1. Proof for Case (a.1)

In Case (a.1) the mixed state ρ
(k)
t evolves according to

ρ
(k)
t+1 = Bk[ρ

(k)
t ] = U⊗kDk[ρ

(k)
t ](U†)⊗k (A1)

where U is written in terms of matrices U (n) ∈ AV as in
Eq. (1) and

Dk[·] = 4−1
∑

α∈{I,σx,σy,σz}

(α2L)
⊗k · (α2L)

⊗k. (A2)

This is very similar to the setting considered in Ref. [26]:
the only difference is that AV is an open subset of
U(4) and not necessarily of the dual-unitary submani-
fold. Therefore, we need to show that the Lemma in Ap-
pendix E of Ref. [26], the one guaranteeing that one can

approximate any unitary by a brickwork circuit of gates
taken from AV , still holds. Repeating the arguments of
Ref. [26] we then need to show that

(UW †)n,n+1, (A3)

can generate any unitary operation by varying n ∈ Z2L,
and U,W ∈ AV . Considering W close to U we see that
one can then generate any arbitrary infinitesimal unitary
transformation on the qubits at position n and n + 1.
Taking then sufficiently high powers one can generate
any unitary transformation on the two qubits. Since n is
arbitrary the statement immediately follows. Following
Ref. [26] we then have that the limit

ρ(k)∞ = lim
t→∞

ρ
(k)
t , (A4)

exists and commutes with

(UσαU†)⊗k, (A5)

where U is an arbitrary unitary matrix in U(22L). These
two matrices can be chosen in such a way to generate
a complete gate set for each pair of qubits on the chain.

Therefore, we conclude that ρ
(k)
∞ commutes with any uni-

tary matrix of the form U⊗k, with U in U(22L). The

Schur–Weyl duality [64, 65] then implies that ρ
(k)
∞ = ρ

(k)
H .

2. Proof for Case (a.2)

In Case (a.2) the channel Bk[·] can again be written as
in Eq. (A1). In this case, however, d is a generic integer
≥ 2 and Dk[·] is modified to

Dk[·] =
∫
U(d)

(α)⊗k · (α†
2L)

⊗kµH(α2L) , (A6)

Therefore the discussion in Ref. [26] does not directly
apply. Specifically, we need to prove again the Lemmas in
Appendix D of Ref. [26], those concerning the existence
of the limit state and the fact that it commutes with
the Krauss operators of the channel. By noting that,
however, Dk[·] projects the state at site 2L on the space
spanned by {Pσ}σ∈Sk

, where Sk is the symmetric group
of of k elements and

[Pσ]i,j =

k∏
p=1

δip,jσ(p)
, (A7)

one finds that the arguments of Ref. [26] can be straight-
forwardly repeated and both Lemmas continue to hold.
Also the Lemma in Appendix E holds as the arguments
of the previous subsection are not restricted to d = 2.
Therefore, we again have that the limit

ρ(k)∞ = lim
t→∞

ρ
(k)
t , (A8)
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exists and commutes with

(Uu2LU†)⊗k, (A9)

where u is an arbitrary unitary matrix in U(d) and U is
an arbitrary unitary matrix in U(d2L). These two matri-
ces can be chosen in such a way to generate a complete
gate set for each pair of qudits on the chain. Therefore,

we again conclude that ρ
(k)
∞ commutes with any unitary

matrix of the form U⊗k, with U in U(d2L). The Schur–

Weyl duality [64, 65] then implies that ρ
(k)
∞ = ρ

(k)
H .

3. Proof for Case (b.1)

The statement for Case (b.1) immediately follows from
Case (a.2). One can first average only on the unitary at
the boundary producing the channel studied in the pre-
vious subsection. Namely, the k-moment state is written
as

ρ
(k)
t =

∫
ρ
(k)
t (α)

2L−1∏
j=1

t∏
τ=1

µH(α
(j)
2τ−1)µH(α

(j)
2τ ), (A10)

where the integrand is a step of evolution of the channel
studied in the previous subsection for a given value of the

one-site unitaries α = (α
(1)
1 , ...., α

(2L−1)
2t ). Therefore we

readily have

ρ(k)∞ =

∫
ρ
(k)
H

4Lt−1∏
j=1

µH(α) = ρ
(k)
H . (A11)

Appendix B: Overlap-magnitude distribution

One can think of Eq. (10) as defining the moments of
the overlap-magnitude distribution, i.e., the distribution
of

|⟨ψz|ψq⟩| , (B1)

and it is interesting to wonder what is the asymptotic
form that this distribution takes in the large time limit.
In this appendix we address this question.

First, let us derive an asymptotic form for the infinite-
time expression in Eq. (12), where we take L to be large
while keeping k fixed. In this case Stirling’s approxima-
tion gives us

(
F

(k)
H

)−1

∼
√
1 + µ

k!
(1 + µ)

d2L−1

(
d2L + k − 1

e

)k

, (B2)

where we set µ = k/(d2L − 1). Therefore, at leading
order we find

F
(k)
H ∼ d−2kLk! . (B3)

These moments coincide with those of the generalised
gamma distribution [66]

p(x) =
(p/a)qxq−1

Γ(q/p)
e−(x/a)p , (B4)

for a specific choice of parameters a, p, q. In particular,
recalling that the moments of the distribution in Eq. (B4)
are given by

E(Xr) = ar
Γ
(

q+r
p

)
Γ
(

q
p

) , (B5)

a direct comparison shows that the latter coincide with
those in Eq. (B3) for a = d−L, q = p = 2, and r = 2k.

For this specific choice of parameters, i.e. for p = q = 2,
the distribution in Eq. (B4) is known as Rayleigh distri-
bution [42] and arises, for instance, as the distribution
of the magnitude of complex numbers that are generated
by drawing their real and imaginary part independently
from a Gaussian distribution with zero mean and unit
variance.

Our numerical results suggest that the overlap mag-
nitudes follow a Rayleigh distribution well beyond the
asymptotic limits considered above and approach this
universal form also for modest times and system sizes,
see, e.g., Fig. 11.
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FIG. 11. Distribution of |⟨ψαt |ψβt⟩| for L = 6, where we in-
serted Pauli random unitaries on the boundary and used 107

samples. In blue we showcase the actual sampled histogram
while in red we showcase a fit to the generalised Gamma dis-
tribution, where we find q = 1.9998 and p = 2.0009. Data
was generated for the DU point δ = 0.
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[31] M. Žnidarič, Solvable non-Hermitian skin effect in many-
body unitary dynamics, Phys. Rev. Res. 4, 033041
(2022).
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[47] G. Köstenberger, Weingarten calculus, arXiv:2101.00921
(2021).

[48] R. Suzuki, K. Mitarai, and K. Fujii, Computational
power of one- and two-dimensional dual-unitary quan-
tum circuits, Quantum 6, 631 (2022).

[49] A. Foligno and B. Bertini, Growth of entanglement of
generic states under dual-unitary dynamics, Phys. Rev.
B 107, 174311 (2023).

[50] P. Zanardi, C. Zalka, and L. Faoro, Entangling power of
quantum evolutions, Phys. Rev. A 62, 030301(R) (2000).

[51] S. Aravinda, S. A. Rather, and A. Lakshminarayan, From
dual-unitary to quantum Bernoulli circuits: Role of the
entangling power in constructing a quantum ergodic hi-
erarchy, Phys. Rev. Research 3, 043034 (2021).

[52] S. A. Rather, S. Aravinda, and A. Lakshminarayan, Cre-
ating ensembles of dual unitary and maximally entan-
gling quantum evolutions, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, 070501
(2020).

[53] S. A. Rather, S. Aravinda, and A. Lakshminarayan, Con-
struction and local equivalence of dual-unitary operators:
From dynamical maps to quantum combinatorial designs,
PRX Quantum 3, 040331 (2022).

[54] B. Bertini and L. Piroli, Scrambling in random unitary
circuits: Exact results, Phys. Rev. B 102, 064305 (2020).

[55] C. Jonay, D. A. Huse, and A. Nahum, Coarse-grained
dynamics of operator and state entanglement (2018),
arXiv:1803.00089 [cond-mat.stat-mech].

[56] T. Zhou and A. Nahum, Entanglement membrane in
chaotic many-body systems, Phys. Rev. X 10, 031066
(2020).

[57] F. Pastawski, B. Yoshida, D. Harlow, and J. Preskill,
Holographic quantum error-correcting codes: Toy models
for the bulk/boundary correspondence, J. High Energy
Phys. 2015 (6), 1.

[58] W. Helwig, W. Cui, J. I. Latorre, A. Riera, and H.-K.
Lo, Absolute maximal entanglement and quantum secret
sharing, Phys. Rev. A 86, 052335 (2012).

[59] W. Helwig, Absolutely maximally entangled qudit graph
states (2013), arXiv:1306.2879 [quant-ph].

[60] P. Facchi, G. Florio, G. Parisi, and S. Pascazio, Max-
imally multipartite entangled states, Phys. Rev. A 77,
060304 (2008).

[61] D. Goyeneche, D. Alsina, J. I. Latorre, A. Riera, and
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