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We investigate the full counting statistics of charge transport in U(1)-symmetric random unitary
circuits. We consider an initial mixed state prepared with a chemical potential imbalance between
the left and right halves of the system, and study the fluctuations of the charge transferred across
the central bond in typical circuits. Using an effective replica statistical mechanics model and a
mapping onto an emergent classical stochastic process valid at large onsite Hilbert space dimension,
we show that charge transfer fluctuations approach those of the symmetric exclusion process at
long times, with subleading t−1/2 quantum corrections. We discuss our results in the context of
fluctuating hydrodynamics and macroscopic fluctuation theory of classical non-equilibrium systems,
and check our predictions against direct matrix-product state calculations.

Introduction - The long-time dynamics of generic
many-body quantum systems is expected to be effectively
classical. Starting from a pure initial state, the local
properties of chaotic systems quickly thermalize: the ex-
pectation value of local operators can described by an ef-
fective Gibbs ensemble with spatially-varying Lagrange
multipliers such as temperature. The resulting evolu-
tion from local to global equilibrium is then described
by the classical equations of hydrodynamics. However,
the advent of quantum simulator platforms such as cold
atoms [1–14], trapped ions [15–17] or superconducting ar-
rays [18–21] has made it possible to measure not only lo-
cal expectation values, but also their full quantum statis-
tics. Whether there exists an emergent classical descrip-
tion of such fluctuations in generic, chaotic many-body
quantum systems is an open question.

Consider a one-dimensional quantum system with a
conserved charge, that is prepared with a domain-wall
chemical potential imbalance across the central bond
µL = −µR = µ. By measuring the charge in the right
half of the system at times 0 and t, experiments reveal
“quantum snapshots” of the charge transfer Q across the
central bond (from the left to right). By repeating the
experiment, one has access the full distribution of mea-
surement outcomes Pt(Q). While the average of that dis-
tribution is described by hydrodynamics – which in the
case of a single conserved charge simply reduces to a dif-
fusion equation – higher cumulants describe current fluc-
tuations and the full counting statistics (FCS) of charge
transport [22–29].

Computing the FCS in many-body quantum systems
is a formidable task, and exact or mean field results
have only been achieved in a few cases, notably in
non-interacting fermion models [30–37], integrable sys-
tems [38–49] and in quantum dots/few qubit models [50–
57]. While there is currently no exact result pertaining
to chaotic many-body quantum systems, charge current
fluctuations are expected to be subject to the large de-

viation principle [58–60]: all cumulants of charge trans-
fer should scale in the same way with time, as

√
t for

a diffusive system in one dimension. In the context of
classical stochastic models with a conserved charge, the
emergence of the large deviation principle is understood
within a general formalism known as macroscopic fluc-
tuation theory (MFT) [61]. MFT is a toolbox for solv-
ing the noisy diffusion equation obtained from promoting
the hydrodynamic equation to a non-linear fluctuating
hydrodynamic theory by adding a noise term to the cur-
rent, whose strength are determined by the fluctuation-
dissipation theorem. MFT has been very successful in
describing stochastic classical systems, and has recently
been used to compute the FCS of a paradigmatic inte-
grable Markov chain, the (simple) symmetric exclusion
process (SEP) [62, 63].

Quantum systems have intrinsic quantum fluctuations,
and it is natural to wonder whether they can be cap-
tured by an emergent classical description such as MFT.
In this letter, we investigate the FCS in an ensemble of
diffusive chaotic models – random unitary circuits with a
conserved U(1) charge [64, 65]. Quantum systems with a
conserved charge are endowed with current fluctuations
and counting statistics. While the quantum many-body
dynamics of individual circuit realizations is generally in-
accessible, by ensemble averaging, we will study the dy-
namics of typical circuit realizations. At the level of mean
transport, this is known to yield a classical stochastic de-
scription [64–67]. In this work we show that a classical
stochastic process in fact describes the entire (late time)
FCS, and quantify the sub-leading corrections.

In order to capture typical current fluctuations within
a single circuit realization, circuit averaging must be per-
formed at the level of cumulants, which are polynomial
in the system’s density matrix. By doing so, we map
the problem of computing cumulants onto that of expec-
tation values in replica statistical mechanics (SM) mod-
els. By simulating the SM time evolution using matrix-
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FIG. 1. (a) A two-time measurement protocol for charge
transfer across the central bond in a random unitary circuit
with a U(1) conserved charge. The charge in the right half of
the system is measured at times 0 and t. (b) The cumulant
generating function χ(λ, t) with a step initial state (µ = ∞)
at times t = 10 and t = 25 for different circuit realizations
(multi-colored) from TEBD simulations, the circuit averaged
CGF with 35 samples (red dashed) and the late time ana-
lytical prediction for the SEP CGF [69] (black solid). The
two FCS snapshots show self-averaging of the FCS; circuit-
to-circuit fluctuations in the rescaled CGF χ/

√
t decay as

O(1/t) [68].

product states, and separately, by introducing an effec-
tive stochastic model of coupled SEP chains, we show
that the quantum corrections to the higher order cumu-
lants are sub-leading. This leads to a late-time FCS con-
sistent with a simple fluctuating hydrodynamics for xthe
coarse grained charge density ρ(x, τ) [62] with re-scaled
space-time coordinates x = j/ℓ and τ = t/ℓ2,

∂τρ = −∂xj, j = −D(ρ)∂xρ+

√
2σ(ρ)

ℓ
ξ, (1)

where ξ(x, τ) is a Gaussian white noise with zero mean
and unit variance, and ℓ is the size of the hydrodynamic
cells over which ρ is coarse-grained. The only micro-
scopic input is this equation are the diffusion constant
D(ρ) = 1 and the conductivity σ(ρ) = D(ρ)χs(ρ) with
χs(ρ) = ρ(1− ρ), which characterize both random quan-
tum circuits and SEP. The noise term in eq. (1) is set by
the fluctuation-dissipation theorem to preserve equilib-
rium charge fluctuations, making this equation a natural
candidate for a fluctuating hydrodynamic theory of ran-
dom quantum circuits. We confirm this result by comput-
ing the FCS in individual quantum circuits using matrix
product state techniques [68] (Fig. 1) as an independent
check to our effective stochastic theory. Our results es-
tablish the emergence of “classicality” at long times in
quantum systems, even at the level of fluctuations.

The model and measurement scheme - We work
with a one dimensional chain, in which each site is com-
prised of a charged qubit with basis states |q = 0, 1⟩,
and a neutral qudit of dimension d, yielding a single-
site Hilbert space Hloc ≡ C2 ⊗ Cd. The system evolves

via the application of layers of random nearest-neighbor
unitary gates in a brick-wall pattern (see Fig. 1). The
unitary gates conserve the total charge on the two sites,
but are otherwise Haar random [64, 65].
Unitary evolution and projective measurement ensures

that the system’s charge dynamics is endowed with cur-
rent fluctuations. We will investigate the charge trans-
fer Q across the central bond in a time window [0, t]
by following the two-time projective measurement proto-
col [70–75] in Fig. 1, i.e., measuring the operator Q̂R for
the charge in the right half of the system at times 0 and
t. The FCS for this measurement setup is characterized
by the cumulant generating function χ(λ) ≡ log⟨eiλQ⟩t,
where the average ⟨f(Q)⟩t =

∑
Q Pt(Q)f(Q) is over rep-

etitions of the measurement protocol and Pt(Q) is the
probability to measure a charge transfer Q. As shown
in [50], writing Pt(Q) in terms of Born probabilities en-
ables us to write the average over measurements as a
quantum expectation value [68]

⟨eiλQ⟩t = ⟨T eiλ∆Q̂R⟩′ ≡ Tr
[
T eiλ∆Q̂R ρ̂′

]
, (2)

where ∆Q̂R ≡ Q̂R(t)− Q̂R(0) and Q̂R(t) ≡ U(t)Q̂RU(t)†

is the Heisenberg evolved charge operator. The non-
commutativity of quantum dynamics requires the use of
the time-ordering T [24, 76, 77]. The density matrix ρ̂′

is related to the initial state ρ̂ by the quantum channel
ρ̂′ =

∑
q Pqρ̂Pq, where Pq are projectors onto the charge

sector QR = q. For initial states with a chemical poten-

tial imbalance, ρ̂ ∝ exp
[
µQ̂L − µQ̂R

]
, we simply have

ρ̂′ = ρ̂.
The circuit averaged charge dynamics is known to

maps onto that of a discrete-time symmetric simple ex-
clusion process [64, 65, 78] with a brick-wall geometry,
i.e., Pt(Q) = Pt,SEP(Q) where O refers to the averaging
O over circuits – all of the quantum fluctuations are lost
in the circuit averaged moments of charge transfer. To
capture the FCS in typical quantum circuits, we focus on
self-averaging quantities, in particular, the cumulants of
charge transfer. The cumulants are related to the gen-
erating function by Cm(t) ≡ (−i∂λ)mχ(λ)|λ=0. To com-
pute the n-th cumulant, we introduce an often-used n-
replica statistical mechanics model [64, 79–84], express-
ing each cumulant as a statistical expectation value.

Mapping to a statistical mechanics model - By
circuit averaging, we reduce the size of the state space
needed to describe the replicated model. The Haar av-
erage of a replicated gate, U ≡ U⊗n ⊗ U∗⊗n, projects
onto a smaller space of states characterized by only the
local charge degrees of freedom and a permutation de-
gree of freedom σ ∈ Sn that defines a pairing between
the n replicas at each site (specifically, between the n
conjugated and un-conjugated replicas).
The circuit average of the replicated circuit is equiva-

lent to a statistical mechanics model [64, 66, 79–83, 85–



3

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

t

0.45

0.46

0.47

0.48

0.49

0.50

(a) C2(µ = 0.1, t)/
√
t

100 101

t

10−6

10−5

10−4

∆
C

2(
t)

SEP

q = 3

q = 4

q = 6

q = 8

Stat-Mech

Stochastic

0 5 10 15 20

t

0.0004

0.0006

0.0008

0.0010

0.0012

0.0014

(b) ∆CH
3 (µ = 0.1, t)/a(d)

100 101

t

10−4

10−3

10−2

∆
C

3(
t)

Spin-wave ED

Theory

0 20 40 60 80 100

t

−0.4

−0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

(c)
√
t(κ̃− 3)

100 101 102

t

10−4

10−2

|∆
C

4(
t)
|

SEP

q = 1.75

q = 1.80

q = 1.90

q = 2.00

q = 3.00

FIG. 2. Circuit averaged charge transfer cumulants Cn for U(1) charge conserving random unitary circuits at different local
Hilbert space dimension q = 3, 4, 6, 8 and in a discrete-time symmetric simple exclusion process, computed using TEBD applied
to the SM transfer matrix: (a) the variance at chemical potential imbalance µ = 0.1 (main) and the difference from SEP ∆C2

(inset) with data from a replica statistical mechanics model and an effective stochastic process; (b) the third cumulant (rescaled
by the inter-chain coupling a(d)) for a softened stochastic model with Hamiltonian H3 (see eq. (7)) (main) and the approach to

SEP of the circuit averaged third cumulant (inset); (c) a proxy for the excess Kurtosis showing a t−1/2 approach to a Gaussian
κ = 3 (main), and the approach to SEP of the circuit averaged fourth cumulant at equilibrium (inset).

89] with the permutation degrees of freedom living on the
vertices and the charge configurations on the edges. The
partition function for this statistical mechanics model is
given by a sum over the charge configurations and per-
mutations (compatible with the charges) with statistical
weights associated with each edge [64, 66, 67].

In the SM model, d → ∞ locks together neighbor-
ing permutations, and together with the initial and final
boundary conditions σ0 = σt = 1, the n-replica model
decouples into n independent discrete-time SEP chains.
Letting d be large but finite allows different permutations
to appear during the dynamics; domain walls between
domains of different permutations σ and τ have an en-
ergy cost of O

(
|στ−1| log(d)

)
per unit length of domain

wall [80] (|σ| is the transposition distance of σ from 1).
This is the basis of a large-d expansion that is the focus
of the next section.

We use the time-evolving block decimation (TEBD)
algorithm [90–92] to apply the n = 2 SM transfer ma-
trix, and compute exactly the charge transfer variance,
C2, which is given as a SM expectation value. Denoting
the n-replica expectation value by ⟨·⟩n-rep, and using su-
perscripts to indicate in which replica an observable acts,
the variance is given by

C2(t) = ⟨T ∆Q̂
(1)2
R −∆Q̂

(1)
R ∆Q̂

(2)
R ⟩2−rep. (3)

Using maximum bond dimension χ = 1500, we compute
C2 for different initial chemical potential imbalances µ
and for local Hilbert space dimensions q ≡ 2d = 3, 4, 6, 8
[93]. The results for µ = 0.1 are shown in first panel
of Fig. 2 and results for µ = 2 and ∞ can be found
in the supplementary materials [68]. By subtracting the
variance for q = ∞ (i.e., the SEP variance), we isolate
the quantum contributions to C2, which we call ∆C2,
and find that these decay as t−1/2 for all q (inset of
panel 1, Fig. 2). The n-replica SM model requires a

local state space of dimension 2nn!, putting higher cu-
mulants beyond reach with TEBD. In order to access the
higher cumulants, and to find a theoretical explanation
for the approach to SEP at n = 2, we develop an ef-
fective stochastic model for the charge dynamics in the
replicated SM models.

An effective stochastic model - At large d, the low-
est energy contributions to the SM free energy come from
dilute configurations of small domains of single transpo-
sitions in an ‘all-identity’ background. The smallest of
these domains – or bubbles – have the lowest possible
energy cost of 4 log(d). All configurations of these bub-
bles can be counted in the brick-wall circuit picture by
inserting a projector P1 onto the identity permutation
sub-space in-between every replicated gate U .
Upon doing this, we can replace U with a gate G(n)

that explores only the σ = 1 subspace but has a modified
charge dynamics [68],

P1 P1

P1 P1

U⊗n ⊗ U∗⊗n =

P1 P1

P1 P1

G(n) . (4)

The result is an effective Markov process described by an
n-chain ladder with hard-core random walkers on each
chain and a hopping rate that is conditional on the lo-
cal occupancy of the other chains. More concretely, the
model is that of n discrete-time SEP chains with pair-
wise local interactions between chains – when two chains
have the same (different) charge configuration at a pair
of neighboring sites, the interaction biases transitions in
favor of states in which both chains have the same (dif-
ferent) configurations. The transfer matrix is given by
a product of even and odd layers of two-site operators,
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T = TETO with TE/O =
∏
j∈Even/Odd Tj,j+1. Represent-

ing a charge with a red dot and focusing on n = 2 replicas
(labelled 1, 2), the modified transitions on a pair of sites
(i, j) are given by

1

2 ,
→ p + p + r + r

i j

1

2 ,
i j

→ r + r + p + p , (5)

where the transition probabilities are p = 1+a
4 and r =

1−a
4 with a(d) = [4d4 − 1]−1. All other transitions are

as given for decoupled SEP chains (charges hopping with
probability 1/2). The derivation of the Markov process
is described in detail in the supplementary materials [68].

This effective model inherits an n-fold SU(2) invari-
ance (one for each chain) from the SM model, allowing for
arbitrary rotations of the charge basis |Q = 0, 1) in each
chain (see supplementary materials for details). Choos-
ing a rotated basis ({|↑) ∝ |0) + |1) , |↓) ∝ |0) − |1)}),
the n-th cumulant can be written in terms of matrix ele-
ments of the n-chain transfer matrix, Tn, with the initial
and final states having at most n magnons (overturned
spins). This reduces the problem of calculating Cn to the
diagonalization of an Ln × Ln matrix.

Results - By applying the Markov process transfer
matrix exactly, we calculate the second and third cumu-
lants at different biases and the fourth cumulant in equi-
libirum. We find that in all cases, the effective evolution
approaches SEP as ∆Cn ≡ Cn − CSEP

n ∼ a(d)t−1/2 (see
the insets in Fig. 2 and [68]). The variance data shows
excellent agreement between the SM model and the ef-
fective model.

In chaotic models at equilibrium (no bias, µ = 0), we
expect that the distribution Pt(Q) will approach a Gaus-
sian at late times. However, even long-time deviations
from Gaussianity are universal and are captured by an
effective classical stochastic model – SEP in the case of
random circuits. For example, using standard SEP re-
sults [69], we find that at half-filling, the average equilib-
rium excess Kurtosis decays in a universal way as

κ− 3 =
(4− 3

√
2)
√
π

2
√
t

+ . . . (6)

independently of the value of q. Circuit averaging quanti-
ties with the evolution unitary in the denominator, such
as Kurtosis, requires a replica trick. To avoid this, we
calculate the proxy κ̃ ≡ µ4

σ4
that averages the numerator

and denominator separately (µ4 is the fourth central mo-
ment and σ is the standard deviation) and find the same
universal approach to a Gaussian, κ = 3, for different q
(panel 3 of Fig. 2). We have accentuated the variations
between models by using unphysical local Hilbert space
dimensions q.

Effective Hamiltonian - To understand the ap-
proach to SEP at long times, we can map the effective

n-chain Markov processes to an effective ferromagnetic
Hamiltonian. We do this by softening the transfer ma-
trix, Tn → e−Hn . The effective Hamiltonian is given by

Hn ≡
∑

j

n∑

α=1

P
(α)
j,j+1 − a(d)

∑

j

∑

α<β

P
(α)
j,j+1P

(β)
j,j+1, (7)

where the superscripts indicate in which chain an opera-
tor acts and where the second term contains a sum over
distinct pairs of chains. We have dropped sub-leading
O
(
1/d8

)
terms. In terms of Heisenberg spin interac-

tions, the projector P is given by Pj,j+1 = 1
4 −Sj ·Sj+1.

The imaginary time dynamics is then dominated at late
times by the low energy physics of (7). We study the
low energy spectrum for n = 2 using standard spin-wave
methods [68] and find that, at late times, the quantum
contribution to the charge transfer variance is

∆CH2 ≈ a tanh(µ/2)
2

16
√
πt

, (8)

where the superscript H indicates that this prediction is
for the continuous time stochastic model with imaginary
time Hamiltonian dynamics [68]. We also consider the
third cumulant in the softened stochastic model, finding
the familiar t−1/2 decay of quantum fluctuations (Fig.
2 panel 2) from numerics and theoretical predictions in
the linear response regime (µ ≪ 1 [68]). This general
scaling can be generalized to higher cumulants using a
simple renormalization group (RG) argument based on
power-counting: because of the imaginary time evolution,
the long-time dynamics is controlled by the low energy-
properties of eq. (7). Using standard spin-coherent state
path integral techniques, it is straightforward to show
that the perturbation coupling the replicas with strength
a(d) has scaling dimension ∆ = 4, and is thus irrelevant
in the RG sense. At long-times, we thus expect the dif-
ferent replicas (SEP chains) to be effectively decoupled
so that ⟨O⟩n−chain = ⟨O⟩SEP(1 +O

(
t−1

)
).

The asymptotic decoupling between replicas also es-
tablishes that circuit-to-circuit fluctuations are sup-
pressed at long times. To see this, consider an n-copy
quantity A (this could be mean charge transfer for n = 1
or charge transfer variance for n = 2), the circuit average
of A is given by A = ⟨X⟩n-chain for some operator X on
n replicas, whereas the circuit-to-circuit fluctuations is

controlled by (A−A)2 = ⟨X ⊗ X⟩2n-chain − ⟨X⟩2n-chain.
Using the asymptotic decoupling of the SEP chains we
have the aforementioned suppression of circuit-to-circuit

fluctuations, Var(A)/A
2 ∼ t−1. Therefore, the FCS of

individual quantum circuits approaches the SEP predic-
tions as

χ(λ)/
√
t = χ(λ)/

√
t+O(1/t), (9)

with χ/
√
t → χSEP/

√
t as t → ∞. To verify this predic-

tion, we have computed the FCS of individual random
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quantum circuits for a domain wall initial state (µ = ∞)
using standard counting field techniques [68] (Fig. 1).
We find that the rescaled CGF χ(λ)/

√
t is indeed self-

averaging with O(1/t) fluctuations, and does approach
the SEP predictions at long times [68].

Discussion - Our main result is that charge transfer
fluctuations in random charge-conserving quantum cir-
cuits is controlled by an effective SEP stochastic model
at long times: Cn = CSEP

n + O
(
t−1/2

)
. The full cu-

mulant generating function of individual random circuits
χ(λ) ≈ χ(λ) must then take the same form as that of SEP

at late times, χ(λ) ≡ log⟨eiλQ⟩ ≈ χSEP(λ). The symmet-
ric exclusion process generating function is known ana-
lytically [69] from integrability, and is given by

χ(λ) ≈
√
tF (ω), F (ω) =

1√
π

∞∑

n=1

(−1)n+1

n3/2
ωn, (10)

where ω = ρL(e
iλ − 1) + ρR(e

−iλ − 1) + ρLρR(e
iλ −

1)(e−iλ − 1) and ρL/R = e
µL/R

1+e
µL/R is the initially local

charge density in the left (L) and right (R) halves of the
system [94]. The same FCS was recently shown to emerge
from MFT [62] from solving eq. (1) directly. Our results
thus establish that the current fluctuations of individual
realizations of random quantum circuits are described
by the simple fluctuating hydrodynamic equation (1).
To fully establish the validity of MFT to many-body
quantum systems, it would be interesting to consider
ensembles of circuits with more general diffusion con-
stants D(ρ): there as well we expect a similar mapping
onto effective classical stochastic models to the one we
have found here, with irrelevant inter-replica couplings
as in (7). We leave the study of such generalizations to
future work.
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FULL COUNTING STATISTICS IN QUANTUM MECHANICAL SYSTEMS

Full counting statistic was originally introduced as a characterization of current fluctuations in mesoscopic con-
ductors [22, 24–28]. In this appendix, we discuss the generalization to generic quantum mechanical systems. In
particular, we will closely follow Ref. [50] and define the FCS using a two-time projective measurement protocol. In
the two-time measurement protocol, we first measure a quantity of interest – for example, the charge q in right-hand
side of the system – at time 0, and then again at time t. With the probability of these measurement outcomes
denoted P (q0, qt), the moment generating function Z(t, λ) is defined as the Fourier transform of the probability
Pt(Q) =

∑
q0,qt

P (q0, qt)δqt−q0,Q of charge transfer Q (from left to right) in a time window [0, t].

Z(t, λ) =
∑

Q

eiλQPt(Q). (S1)

From this generating function we also have access to the cumulant generating function χ(t, λ) using the following
relation,

χ(t, λ) ≡ log(Z(t, λ)). (S2)

The cumulants Cm are then computed as derivatives of χ(t, λ) with respect to the counting field λ,

Cm(t) ≡ (−i∂λ)mχ(t, λ)|λ=0. (S3)

The first few cumulants are given by,

C1(t) = ⟨Q⟩t, C2(t) = ⟨(Q− ⟨Q⟩t)2⟩t, C3(t) = ⟨(Q− ⟨Q⟩t)3⟩t, (S4)

where ⟨f(Q)⟩t ≡
∑
Q Pt(Q)f(Q).

We will now relate the generating functions to quantum expectation values. To do this, we implement the projective
measurements at time 0 and t with the projectors Pq0 and Pqt respectively. Then, for a given initial state |ψ⟩ at time
0, the Born probability for the measurement outcomes q0 and qt is then given by

P (q0, qt) = ⟨ψ|Pq0U(0, t)PqtU(t, 0)Pq0 |ψ⟩ , (S5)

with U the unitary evolution operator. Generalizing to a mixed initial state ρ, P (q0, qt) is given by

P (q0, qt) = Tr [ρPq0U(0, t)PqtU(t, 0)Pq0 ] . (S6)

The generating function Z(t, λ) is then given by

Z(t, λ) =
∑

q0,qt

eiλ(qt−q0) Tr [ρPq0U(0, t)PqtU(t, 0)Pq0 ] . (S7)

Denoting Q̂R as charge operator for the right-hand half of the system, the generating function can be recast as

Z(t, λ) =
∑

q0,qt

Tr
[
ρPq0e

−iλQ̂RU(0, t)Pqte
iλQ̂RU(t, 0)Pq0

]
,

= Tr
[
ρ′e−iλQ̂RU(0, t)eiλQ̂RU(t, 0)

]
, (S8)
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where we have used completeness
∑
q Pq = 1 and defined ρ′ =

∑
q PqρPq. Notice that ρ′ remains a valid mixed

state as
∑
q PqρPq is a completely positive trace preserving map. Using the notation ⟨·⟩′ = Tr [ρ′·] and defining the

Heisenberg evolved operators Q̂R(t) = U(0, t)Q̂RU(t, 0), we have the more compact expression for Z(t, λ),

Z(t, λ) = ⟨T eiλ∆Q̂R(t)⟩′, (S9)

where ∆Q̂R(t) = Q̂R(t)− Q̂R(0) and where T is the time ordering operator. The cumulants can now be expressed as
quantum expectation values,

C1(t) = ⟨∆Q̂R(t)⟩′, C2(t) = ⟨T (∆Q̂R(t)− ⟨∆Q̂R(t)⟩′)2⟩′, C3(t) = ⟨T (∆Q̂R(t)− ⟨∆Q̂R(t)⟩′)3⟩′. (S10)

MAPPING TO A STATISTICAL MECHANICS MODEL

When circuit averaging quantities that are polynomial in evolution unitary of a system, such as entanglement
entropies, it is necessary to use a replicated Hilbert space, H⊗n ⊗ H∗⊗n. Circuit averaging then naturally maps
random unitary circuit models onto replica statistical mechanics models [64, 79–81, 83, 85–87], whose local degrees
of freedom at each site are the local charges qm ∈ {0, 1}, m = 1, · · · , n, and permutation degrees of freedom σ ∈ Sn.
The permutation degrees of freedom define a pairing between the n copies of Hloc and the n copies of H∗

loc, where
Hloc is the single site Hilbert space in the underlying circuit. In terms of the single site basis states of the quantum
circuit, the SM local states are given by

|q1, · · · , qn;σ⟩ ≡
∑

a1,··· ,an
am∈Hqm

∣∣∣a1 · · · ana∗σ(1) · · · a∗σ(n)
〉
, (S11)

where Hq ⊂ Hloc is the local charge sector with charge q and the notation a∗ distinguishes the states that live in the
complex conjugate replicas H∗

loc. The central object in the computation of the SM transfer matrices is the circuit

average of replicated two-site gates, U⊗n ⊗ U∗⊗n, which takes the generic form,

U⊗n ⊗ U∗⊗n =
∑

σ,τ∈Sn

∑

Q1,···Qn

Wσ,τ ({Qm}) |{Qm};σ⟩ ⟨{Qm}; τ | , (S12)

where Qm = qm+ q′m is the total charge on both sites in the m-th replica, and the states |{Qm};σ⟩ are given in terms
of the local SM states by

|{Qm};σ⟩ =
∑

q1···qn
q′1···q

′
n

(∏

m

δqm+q′m,Qm

)
|{qm};σ⟩ ⊗ |{q′m};σ⟩ . (S13)

The functions Wσ,τ ({Qm}) are computed explicitly for n = 2 in Ref. [64] and are given by

W1,1 =W×,× = [dQ1dQ2 − δQ1,Q2 ]
−1, W1,× =W×,1 = −δQ1,Q2 [dQ1(d

2
Q1

− 1)]−1, (S14)

where d0 = d2 = d2 and d1 = 2d2 and where 1 and × are the identity and swap permutation respectively.
The general n-replica case is considered in Ref. [66], which we summarize now. Letting q ≡ (q1, · · · , qn) and

q′ ≡ (q′1, · · · , q′n) be vectors of the charges in each replica on the incoming legs of the two sites and p and p′ be the
charges on the outgoing legs, we may write U⊗n ⊗ U∗⊗n as a tensor diagram,

U⊗n ⊗ U∗⊗n =
∑

σ,τ∈Sn

∑

q,q′,p,p′

δ(στ−1 ∈ Stab(q + q′))δq+q′,p+p′Wg(στ−1)

σ

τ

q + q′

q q′

p p′

, (S15)

where Stab(q + q′) = Sn0
× Sn1

× Sn2
is the stabilizer group for the configuration of charges Q = q + q′, with nQ

counting the number of times the charge Q appears inQ = (Q1, · · · , Qn). The function Wg(σ) =
∏2
Q=0 d

nQ

Q WgdQ(σQ)
is a product of Weingarten functions in different charge sectors where σQ is the permutation on the charge sector Q
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t

x

1

σ ̸= 1

FIG. S1. (Left) The statistical mechanics models generated by circuit averaging replicated circuits live on an an-isotropic
hexagonal lattice with the edges carrying charge degrees of freedom and the vertices carrying permutations degrees of freedom.
(Right) Dilute configurations of small domains of non-identity permutations dominate the statistical mechanics partition func-
tion in the large d limit.

implemented by σ and where d0 = d2 = d2 and d1 = 2d2. The legs in this tensor carry the charge indices q and the
vertices carry the permutations σ. This naturally leads to an SM model on an an-isotropic hexagonal lattice shown
in Fig. S1 with two types of edge in an analogous way to the non-symmetric case [79, 80, 82, 85, 87].

The partition function for this model is given by a sum over the charge configurations on each edge and the
permutations (compatible with the charges) at each vertex and where the vertical and diagonal edges have the
following associated weights,

σ

τ

q + q′ → Wg(στ−1) ∼ O
(
d−2|στ−1|

)
,

σ′

τ
q → d−|σ′τ−1|, (S16)

where |σ| is the transposition distance of σ (from 1). In the d→ ∞ limit, the Weingarten functions lock together the
incoming and outgoing permutations σ = τ . Together with the initial and final boundary conditions, σ0 = σt = 1, the
permutation degrees of freedom are completely frozen, and the n-replica model decouples into n independent discrete-
time SEP chains for the charge degrees of freedom. Letting d be large but finite allows different permutations to appear
during the dynamics; domain-walls between different permutations σ and τ have an energy cost of O

(
|στ−1| log(d)

)

per unit length of domain wall.

EFFECTIVE STOCHASTIC MODEL AT LARGE d

The dominant contributions to the SM partition function at large d are the ‘all identity’ configurations, in which
the replicas are paired according to the identity permutation at every vertex. The next most relevant contributions
will be given by dilute configurations of small domains of single transpositions in an identity background (see Fig.
S1). The smallest domains are the least costly, with a free energy contribution of 4 log(d), and are shown below,

σ

σ

11

11

σ

1

11

11

1

σ

11

11

, (S17)

where σ is a transposition of only two replicas and where the shaded region represents the two-site gate. These small
domain contributions can also be counted in the brick-wall circuit picture by inserting projectors P1 onto the identity
pairing space on each leg, or equivalently, by contracting the legs with states |q;1⟩. Upon doing this, we can replace
U⊗n ⊗ U∗⊗n with a gate G(n) that explores only the σ = 1 subspace but has a modified charge dynamics,

P1 P1

P1 P1

U⊗n ⊗ U∗⊗n =

P1 P1

P1 P1

G(n) . (S18)
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Before giving an explicit expression for G(n), we adjust out notation for the local SM states with the identity permu-

tation. Defining the states |q) ≡ 1√
d

∑
a∈Hq

|aa∗⟩ ∈ Hloc ⊗ H∗
loc, we can write |q;1⟩ = dn/2 |q1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ |qn). Let us

also define the two projectors P and K as follows,

P ≡ 1

2

[
|0) |1)−|1) |0)

][
(0| (1|−(1| (0|

]
, K ≡ 1−P = |0) |0) (0| (0|+|1) |1) (1| (1|+ 1

2

[
|0) |1)+|1) |0)

][
(0| (1|+(1| (0|

]
.

(S19)
Using superscripts to indicate in which replica the projectors act, the gate G(n) can be written as

G(n) =

n∏

α=1

K(α) + a(d)
∑

α<β

P (α)P (β)
∏

γ ̸=α,β

K(γ) +O
(
d−8

)
, (S20)

where a(d) = [4d4 − 1]−1.

Sketch of derivation

To see this result, we will multiply the averaged gate by SM states in the identity pairing space. We will consider
a identity permutation state with charges q and q′ on the incoming legs (one for each site) such that the total
charges Q = q + q′ satisfies Qm ≤ Qm+1, i.e., a charge configuration in which the replicas are already collected
into groups of like charge sector. The averaged gate then decomposes in an obvious way, U⊗n ⊗ U∗⊗n |q;1⟩ |q′;1⟩ =
∏2
Q=0 U

⊗nQ

Q ⊗ U
∗⊗nQ

Q |q;1⟩ |q′;1⟩.
For the charge sectors Q = 0, 2, the charges on all legs are frozen (the charge on each site in each replica is the

same). Dropping the charge labels from the states and retaining only the permutation label, the averaged Q-sector
gate takes a simple form,

U
⊗nQ

Q ⊗ U
∗⊗nQ

Q =
∑

σQ,τQ∈SnQ

WgdQ(σQτ
−1
Q ) |σQ⟩ ⟨τQ| . (S21)

Now note that the identity permutation state is an eigenvector with eigenvalue 1, since it corresponds to contracting
each unitary with its conjugate in the same replica:

U
⊗nQ

Q ⊗ U
∗⊗nQ

Q |1⟩ = |1⟩ . (S22)

Putting the charge labels back in, the restriction of U
⊗nQ

Q ⊗ U
∗⊗nQ

Q to the identity subspace is given by

(
U

⊗nQ

Q ⊗ U
∗⊗nQ

Q

)
1
= d

−nQ

Q |(Q, · · · , Q);1⟩ ⟨(Q, · · · , Q);1| . (S23)

This can also be written graphically as a tensor diagram,

(
U

⊗nQ

Q ⊗ U
∗⊗nQ

Q

)
1
= d

−nQ

Q

PQ

PQ

PQ

PQ PQ

PQ

PQ

PQ

, (S24)

where PQ is the projector on charge sector Q.

We now turn to the Q = 1 sector, and make use of tensor diagrams again to write U⊗n1
1 ⊗ U∗⊗n1

1 as

U⊗n1
1 ⊗ U∗⊗n1

1 =
∑

σ1,τ1∈Sn1

Wgd1(σ1τ
−1
1 )

P1

P1

P1

P1 P1

P1

P1

P1

σ1 τ1 , (S25)
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where P1 is the projector onto the Q = 1 subspace. Projecting this onto the identity permutation subspace is more
complicated than in the previous cases. Unlike the Q = 0, 2 sectors where there is no freedom in the choice of charge
configurations on the two sites, the Q = 1 sector does have freedom. In particular, the allowed charge states on each
of the two sites within each replica are (q, q′) = (0, 1) and (1, 0). The identity permutation subspace (in the Q = 1
sector) is spanned by the states |v⟩ defined diagrammatically below,

|v⟩ ≡ d
−n1/2
1

v1

vn1

... , (S26)

where vi ∈ {P1, Z} are sums of projectors onto the charge configurations (q, q′) = (0, 1) and (1, 0), P1 = P01 + P10

and Z = P01 − P10. The restriction of
(
U⊗n1
1 ⊗ U∗⊗n1

1

)
1
to the identity permutation space can be written in terms

of these states,
(
U⊗n1
1 ⊗ U∗⊗n1

1

)
1
=

∑

v,w

Cv,w |v⟩ ⟨w| . (S27)

To determine the coefficient Cv,w, we contract the tensor diagram in eq. (S25) by |w⟩ and ⟨v|. It is not hard to check

that the choice w = (P1, · · · , P1) is in fact an eigenstate of U⊗n1
1 ⊗ U∗⊗n1

1 with eigenvalue 1, and that any state with
an odd number of Z’s will be annihilated due to the tracelessness of Z and the fact that Z is an involution (it is
unavoidable that an odd number of Z’s will appear on the same loop in the tensor diagram). This leaves us with
choice of v and w that have at least two Z’s. For such states, only the diagonal matrix elements Cv,v with v having
only two insertions of Z contribute at O

(
d−4

)
, all other matrix elements are O

(
d−8

)
. Concretely, for the state v with

Z’s inserted in replicas α and β, we find Cv,v ≈ d−2
Q , where the leading order contribution comes from σ1 = τ1 = Tα,β

(the transposition of replicas α and β). For n = 2, this matrix element is calculated exactly to be Cv,v = a(d). To
O(a(d)), we have the following for the restriction to the identity subspace,

(
U⊗n1
1 ⊗ U∗⊗n1

1

)
1
= d−n1

1

P1

P1

P1

P1 P1

P1

P1

P1

+ a(d)d−n1
1

∑

α<β

P1

Z

Z

P1 P1

Z

Z

P1

...
...

...
...

...
...

α

β

+O
(
a(d)2d−n1

1

)
. (S28)

The penultimate step is to notice that the projectors P and K defined in eq. (S19) have the following diagrammatic
form

P = d−1
1 Z Z , K = d−1

0 P0 P0
+ d−1

1 P1 P1
+ d−1

2 P2 P2
. (S29)

The final step is to sum over all charge sector configurations (rather than the ordered configuration we first considered).
Doing so recovers the gate G(n) as defined in eq. (S20).

Transition probabilities for the n = 2 replica stochastic model

For the n = 2 stochastic model, a pair of neighboring sites x and y are updated by G(2) with the transition
probabilities given below. For the states in the charge sectors (Q1, Q2) ̸= (1, 1), we have the transitions

|q1, q2⟩x |q1, q2⟩y → |q1, q2⟩x |q1, q2⟩y ,

|q1, q2⟩x |q1, q2⟩y → 1

2

(
|q1, 0⟩x |q1, 1⟩y + |q1, 1⟩x |q1, 0⟩y

)
,

|q1, q2⟩x |q1, q2⟩y → 1

2

(
|0, q2⟩x |1, q2⟩y + |1, q2⟩x |0, q2⟩y

)
, (S30)
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for q1, q2 ∈ {0, 1} and where q ≡ 1−q. For the charge sector (Q1, Q2) = (1, 1) we find that the transitions are modified
by the parameter a(d) in the following way,

|q, q⟩x |q, q⟩y → 1 + a

4

(
|0, 0⟩x |1, 1⟩y + |1, 1⟩x |0, 0⟩y

)
+

1− a

4

(
|0, 1⟩x |1, 0⟩y + |1, 0⟩x |0, 1⟩y

)

|q, q⟩x |q, q⟩y → 1 + a

4

(
|0, 1⟩x |1, 0⟩y + |1, 0⟩x |0, 1⟩y

)
+

1− a

4

(
|0, 0⟩x |1, 1⟩y + |1, 1⟩x |0, 0⟩y

)
. (S31)

SPIN WAVE ANALYSIS

The n-replica stochastic model evolves under the transfer matrix Tn, given by an ‘even-odd’ and ‘odd-even’ layer of
two-site gates G(n) (eq. (S20)). Expectation values of (time-ordered) two-time observables A(t)B(0) in the n-replica
model can be viewed as a vector overlap between observables in the replicated operator space,

⟨A(t)B(0)⟩n-replica ≡ ⟨A|T tn
∣∣Bρ⊗n

〉
. (S32)

The circuit averaged variance C2 ≡ ⟨∆Q2⟩ − ⟨∆Q⟩2 is given in our stochastic model by

C2 = ⟨∆Q̂(1)2
R ⟩1-replica − ⟨∆Q̂(1)

R ∆Q̂
(2)
R ⟩2-replica. (S33)

The first term agrees exactly with the SEP prediction as it is only a single replica quantity. Notice also, that
after expanding ∆Q̂R = Q̂R(t) − Q̂R(0), all terms with one or fewer factor of Q̂R(t) cancels with like terms in the
corresponding expression for the SEP prediction CSEP

2 . The difference from SEP is then given by

∆C2 ≡ CSEP
2 − C2 = ⟨∆Q̂(1)

R ∆Q̂
(2)
R ⟩2-replica − ⟨∆Q̂(1)

R ⟩21-replica
=

〈
Q̂R, Q̂R

∣∣∣
(
T2(t)− T

(1)
1 (t)T

(2)
1 (t)

)
|ρ, ρ⟩ . (S34)

where |a, b⟩ =
∣∣a(1)b(2)

〉
. Define a rotated basis |↑) ≡ 1√

2
(|0) + |1)), |↓) ≡ 1√

2
(|0)− |1)) (where the states |0) and

|1) were introduced in the previous appendix). Using these states we can write the local charge operator Qx as

|Qx⟩ =
√
2L

2 (|GS0⟩ − |x⟩), where |GS0⟩ = |↑ · · · ↑) is the spin ‘up’ polarized state and |x⟩ = |↑ · · · ↑↓x↑ · · · ↑) is the
state with a single over-turned spin at site x. The charge operators for the left and right halves of the system are then

given by |QR⟩ =
√
2L

2

(
L
2 |GS0⟩ − |r⟩

)
and |QL⟩ =

√
2L

2

(
L
2 |GS0⟩ − |l⟩

)
, where |r⟩ = ∑

x∈right |x⟩ and |l⟩ = ∑
x∈left |x⟩.

With these definitions, we write

∆C2 =
2L

4
⟨r, r|

(
T2(t)− T

(1)
1 (t)T

(2)
1 (t)

)
|ρ, ρ⟩ . (S35)

The number of overturned spins in each replica is independently conserved by the transfer matrix. This enables us
to select the component of the initial state that has a single overturned spin in each replica,

∆C2 =

(
tanh(µ/2)

2

)2

⟨r, r|
(
T2(t)− T

(1)
1 (t)T

(2)
1 (t)

)
|l − r, l − r⟩ . (S36)

The effective stochastic models have a global SU(2) invariance in each of their chains, and have a single stationary state
for a particular choice of fillings defined independently for each chain (the spins on each chain can have independently
oriented z-axes when defining filling). This stationary state is given by the equal weight combinations of all spin
configurations within a particular spin sector (filling) in each chain. If the state in a particular chain is a ground state
of the ferromagnetic Heisenberg model, for instance |GS1⟩ = |l⟩ + |r⟩, this chain becomes inert, and no interactions

between this chain and others take place. Therefore, (T2(t)−T (1)
1 (t)T

(2)
1 (t)) |GS1, ψ⟩ = (T

(2)
1 (t)−T (2)

1 (t)) |GS1, ψ⟩ = 0
for any |ψ⟩. We use this fact to replace |l − r, l − r⟩ by 4 |l, l⟩, giving

∆C2 = tanh
(µ
2

)2

M(t), M(t) ≡ ⟨r, r|
(
T2(t)− T

(1)
1 (t)T

(2)
1 (t)

)
|l, l⟩ . (S37)

Similar steps allow us to express any cumulant as a simple overlap of few-magnon states. In general, the n-th
cumulant can be expressed as an overlap of states with n magnons distributed among the n chains of the n-chain
stochastic model.
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Effective Hamiltonian

By softening the gates Tn of the discrete time stochastic models, we consider a continuous time stochastic process
with an effective Hamiltonian T tn → Tn(t) ≡ e−tHn . The gates are softened by taking K → e−εP and P (α)P (β) →
εP (α)P (β) and keeping only the O(ε) terms,

G(n),x,y → 1 − ε

(∑

α

P (α)
x,y − a(d)

∑

α<β

P (α)
x,y P

(β)
x,y

)
≈ e−ε(

∑
α P

(α)
x,y −a(d)

∑
α<β P

(α)
x,y P

(β)
x,y ). (S38)

The effective Hamiltonian is then given by

Hn =
∑

j

∑

α

P
(α)
j,j+1 − a(d)

∑

j

∑

α<β

P
(α)
j,j+1P

(β)
j,j+1. (S39)

The stationary states of the discrete time processes are the ground states of the effective Hamiltonians Hn. By
studying the low-energy properties of H2, we will determine the long-time behaviour of the charge transfer variance
C2. Writing (S37) for ∆C2 using the effective Hamiltonian evolution, we have

∆CH2 = tanh
(µ
2

)2

M(t), M(t) ≡ ⟨r, r|
(
e−tH2 − e−t(H

(1)
1 +H

(1)
2 )

)
|l, l⟩ . (S40)

Restricted to the subspace of a single overturned spin in each chain (which we refer to as the 1 + 1 space), the
Hamiltonian H2 becomes,

H2,1+1 =
1

2

∑

x,y

[(|x, y⟩ − |x+ 1, y⟩) (⟨x, y| − ⟨x+ 1, y|) + (|x, y⟩ − |x, y + 1⟩) (⟨x, y| − ⟨x, y + 1|)]−
∑

x

a |vx⟩ ⟨vx| ,

(S41)
where |v⟩ = 1

2 (|x, x⟩ − |x+ 1, x⟩ − |x, x+ 1⟩+ |x+ 1, x+ 1⟩). The inter-chain interaction is only activated when the
overturned spin in each chain are distance |x− y| ≤ 1 apart. This means that the low lying interactions are magnons
(spin-waves) that propagate independently in each chain except when they experience a contact interaction. In the
center of mass frame, this interaction takes the form of a scattering potential at the origin. The eigenstates of
the Hamiltonian are therefore scattering states, with the same energies as in the model without a scatter impurity
(in the thermodynamic limit). It is easy to check that the anti-symmetric scatter state with momenta (k1, k2),
|k1, k2⟩− |k2, k1⟩, is an eigenstate of H2,1+1 with eigenvalue E2(k1, k2) = 2−cos(k1)−cos(k2) = E1(k1)+E1(k2). The
anti-symmetric scattering states are also eigenstates of the Hamiltonian without an inter-chain interaction term, and
so the contributions from these states in eq. (S40) cancel. Labelling the symmetric scattering eigenstates as |k1, k2⟩′+
and |k1, k2⟩+ for the Hamiltonian with and without the scattering impurity respectively, we write

M(t) =
1

2

∑

x1,x2∈L

∑

y1,y2∈L

∑

k1,k2

e−tE(k1,k2)
(
ψ′
+(k1, k2; y1, y2)ψ

′
+(k1, k2;x1, x2)

∗ + ψ+(k1, k2; y1, y2)ψ+(k1, k2;x1, x2)
∗) ,

(S42)
where the factor of 1/2 accounts for the double counting momenta and where ψ′

+(k1, k2;x1, x2) = ⟨x1, x2|k1, k2⟩′+ and
ψ+(k1, k2;x1, x2) = ⟨x1, x2|k1, k2⟩+ take the following form

ψ′
+(k1, k2;x1, x2) =

1

L
eip(x1+x2)ϕ′+(p, k;x2 − x1), ϕ′+(p, k; r) =

1√
2

(
eik|r| + eiθ(p,k)−ik|r| + α(p, k)δ(r)

)
, (S43)

with p = k1 + k2 and k = k2 − k1. The scattering phase shift θ(p, k) and the function α(p, k) at the origin vanish in
the absence of a scattering potential. To determine θ and α, we use the fact that H2,1+1 is diagonal in p. Defining
the real-space difference coordinate r = x2 − x1, the total momentum p sector Hamiltonian is given by

Hp =
∑

r

(2 |r⟩ ⟨r| − h |r⟩ ⟨r + 1| − h |r + 1⟩ ⟨r|)− a

4
(2h |0⟩ − |1⟩ − |−1⟩) (2h ⟨0| − ⟨1| − ⟨−1|) , (S44)

where h(p) ≡ cos(p). Using the ansatz |k⟩′+ = 1
L

∑
r ϕ

′
+(p, k; r) |r⟩, with ϕ′+(p, k; r) given by eq. (S43), we find that

the scatter phase shift and α are given at small momenta by

eiθ ≈ (2 + a)k − ia(k2 − p2)2/4

(2 + a)k + ia(k2 − p2)2/4
, Re{α} ≈ −a

2

(
p2 − k2

)
, Im{α} ∼ ik. (S45)



8

Converting the sums to integrals and then using the fact that e−tE(k1,k2) suppresses all large momentum contributions
to expand in small momenta, E(k1, k2) = 2(1− cos(p) cos(k)) ≈ p2 + k2 as well as to extend the momentum integrals
to (−∞,∞), we find

M(t) =
1

16π2

∫

L

d2x

∫

R

d2y

∫
dk dp e−t(p

2+k2)eipw
(
ϕ′+(p, k; ∆y)ϕ

′
+(p, k; ∆x)

∗ + ϕ+(p, k; ∆y)ϕ+(p, k; ∆x)
∗) , (S46)

where ∆x = x2 − x1 and likewise for ∆y and where w = y1 + y2 − x1 − x2. Expanding ϕ′+ and ϕ+ yields M(t) =
M1(t) +M2(t) +M3(t) where each contributions is given by

Mi(t) =
1

32π2

∫

L

d2x

∫

R

d2y

∫
dk dp e−t(p

2+k2)eipwg1(p, k,∆x,∆y), (S47)

and where the gi are given by

g1(p, k,∆x,∆y) = eik(|∆x|+|∆y|)(e−iθ − 1) + c.c, (S48)

g2(p, k,∆x,∆y) = α∗
(
eik|∆x| + eik|∆y|

)
δ(∆x) + α

(
e−ik|∆x| + e−ik|∆y|

)
δ(∆y), (S49)

g3(p, k,∆x,∆y) = |α|2δ(∆x)δ(∆y). (S50)

We next rescale the momenta by p → p′ = p
√
t and k → k′ = k

√
t and the positions by xi → x′i = xi/

√
t and

yi → x′i = yi/
√
t. The third contribution M3(t) is sub-leading, at O(1/t), whereas the contributions M1(t) and M2(t)

are given to leading order in 1/t by

M1(t) = − 1

32π2
√
t

∫

L

d2x

∫

R

d2y

∫
dk

∫
dp e−p

2−k2−ipw a(k
2 − p2)2

(2 + a)k
sin(k(|∆x|+ |∆y|)), (S51)

M2(t) =
1

32π2
√
t

∫

L

d2x

∫

R

d2y

∫
dk

∫
dp e−p

2−k2−ipw4Re{α} cos(k|∆x|)δ(∆y). (S52)

Discarding O
(
a2
)
contributions, each of these integrals is equal to a(d)/

[
16
√
πt
]
. Putting this together gives a

cumulant difference ∆CH2 as

∆CH2 (µ, t) ≈ a(d) tanh(µ/2)
2

16
√
πt

. (S53)

We test this result numerically and find excellent agreement with the theoretical prediction.

10−1 100 101

t

10−2

10−1

M
(t

)

a(d)

16
√
πt

Spin-wave ED

FIG. S2. M(t) = ∆C2(t)/(a(d) tanh(µ)
2) is calculated numerically using spin-wave exact diagonalization data (red) and its

late-time behavior is given by eq. (S53) (grey).

In the linear-response regime (µ≪ 1), we can leverage this result to find a theoretical prediction for the difference
between SEP and the effective stochastic models in the third cumulant ∆CH3 (µ, t),

∆CH3 (µ, t) ≈ 3µM(t)

4
≈ 3a(d)µ

64
√
πt
. (S54)
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AB-INITIO MATRIX PRODUCT STATE NUMERICS

We verify the predictions of our effective statistical model by directly computing the FCS of individual realizations
of random U(1) quantum circuits using matrix-product state techniques. We focus on the case q = 2 (qubits) for
simplicity. Recall that the unitary evolution is generated by a brick-wall pattern of Haar-random 2-qubit charge-
conserving gates (written in the charge basis |11⟩ , |10⟩ , |01⟩ , |00⟩)

U
(t)
j,j+1 =




1 0 0 0
0 ei(αj,t+ψj,t)

√
1− ξj,t ei(αj,t+χj,t)

√
ξj,t 0

0 −ei(αj,t−χj,t)
√
ξj,t ei(αj,t−ψj,t)

√
1− ξj,t 0

0 0 0 eiρj,t


 , (S55)

where the variables ρj,t, ψj,t, χj,t, αj,t ∼ U(0, 2π) and ξj,t ∼ U(0, 1) are random in both space and time. In order to
compute FCS, we introduce a “counting field” [50, 54–58, 72, 95, 96], and modify the gates acting on the central bond
in the system by adding phase factors e±iλ/2 on the off-diagonal elements keeping track of charge transfer across that
bond:

U
(t)
0,1(λ) =




1 0 0 0
0 ei(α0,t+ψ0,t)

√
1− ξ0,t ei(α0,t+χ0,t)

√
ξ0,te

iλ/2 0
0 −ei(α0,t−χ0,t)

√
ξ0,te

−iλ/2 ei(α0,t−ψ0,t)
√

1− ξ0,t 0
0 0 0 eiρ0,t


 . (S56)

Denoting the global unitary implementing this modified circuit up to time t by U(t, λ), the moment generating function
of charge transfer can be computed from the overlap

⟨eiλQ⟩ = Tr
(
U†(t,−λ)U(t, λ)ρ0

)
, (S57)

where ρ0 is the initial density matrix. (In equilibrium and at half-filling, we have ρ0 = 1/2L.) We can evaluate eq. (S57)
using standard matrix-product state techniques and using the TEBD algorithm to compute the time evolution. We do
this with bond dimension χ = 2000 to compute the CGF for individual circuit realisations, as shown in Fig. 1, finding
that the circuit-to-circuit fluctuations around the SEP CGF diminish over time. These deviations are captured by the
quantity |χ(λ, t)−χSEP(λ, t)|2/t, where χSEP is the asymptotic SEP CGF (eq. (10)). We integrate over the counting
field to obtain a single measure of circuit-to-circuit fluctuations. This is shown in Fig. S3 below for eight individual

circuits and the average over n = 35 circuit realisations,
∫
dλ|χ(λ, t)− χSEP(λ, t)|

2
/t. We find a power law decay of

t−2, corresponding with a cumulant generating function χ(λ, t)/
√
t ∼ χSEP(λ, t)/

√
t+O(1/t).

100 101

t

10−2

10−1

100

∫
d
λ
|χ
−
χ

S
E

P
|2 /
t

average over samples

t−2 power law decay

FIG. S3. Circuit-to-circuit fluctuations of the CGF for individual circuits (multicolored) and averaged over 35 circuit realisations
(blue) using TEBD numerics.
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ADDITIONAL NUMERICAL DATA FOR THE STATISTICAL MECHANICS MODEL

In this appendix, we present cumulant data for initial biases not shown in the main text, µ = 2,∞. Using TEBD
with bond dimensions χ = 1000 and χ = 1500 we apply the n = 2 SM transfer matrix, finding a t−1/2 approach to the
SEP value (while the data remains converged). We also verify this with the effective stochastic model which agrees
remarkably well with the SM data. We also compute the third cumulant using the stochastic model, again finding a
t−1/2 deviation from SEP. The SM and stochastic model data is shown in Fig. S4.

100 101

t

10−4

10−3

10−2

µ = 2

q = 3

q = 4

q = 6

q = 8

SM

Stoch

100 101

t

µ =∞

∆C2(µ, t)

100 101 102

t

10−1

100

101

µ = 2

∼ a(d)/t1/2

100 101 102

t

µ =∞

∆C3(µ, t)

FIG. S4. The approach of circuit averaged cumulants Cn(t) to their SEP values: (a) ∆C2(t) data for µ = 2,∞ using the
statistical mechanics model (dashed) and the effective stochastic model (bold); (b) ∆C3(t) data for µ = 2,∞ using the effective
stochastic model.
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