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We study the entanglement entropy of Hamiltonian SU(2) lattice gauge theory in 2+1 dimensions
on linear plaquette chains and show that the entanglement entropies of both ground and excited
states follow Page curves. The transition of the subsystem size dependence of the entanglement
entropy from the area law for the ground state to the volume law for highly excited states is found
to be described by a universal crossover function. Quantum many-body scars in the middle of the
spectrum, which are present in the electric flux truncated Hilbert space, where the gauge theory can
be mapped onto an Ising model, disappear when higher electric field representations are included in
the Hilbert space basis. This suggests the continuum (2 + 1)-dimensional SU(2) gauge theory does
not have such scarred states.

Introduction. Entanglement is a peculiar property of
quantum systems that has no classical analog [1, 2].
Entanglement entropy of a subsystem in a pure state
quantifies the amount of entanglement between the sub-
system and its complement. Calculations of entangle-
ment entropy have wide physical applications such as
understanding the Bekenstein-Hawking radiation from
a quantum perspective [3–6], characterizing phases of
many-body systems [7–9], understanding thermalization
of isolated quantum systems [10, 11], detecting quantum
many-body scars [12–18] and proving monotonic renor-
malization group flow for certain physical quantities [19–
22].

For quantum field theories, studies of entanglement en-
tropy have been largely limited to (1+1)-dimensional the-
ories, such as conformal field theories, and have generally
made use of the replica method [23, 24] or holographic
techniques in cases where the field theory has a gravity
dual [25, 26]. For gauge theories, these techniques are
not easily applied. One difficulty, which is manifest on
a lattice, is the appearance of gauge non-invariant states
on the edge of the subsystem (or its complement), i.e.,
on the entangling surface [27, 28]. Many studies have
noted this problem and described methods of adding ex-
tra states in order to factorize the complete Hilbert space
into two sectors, one for the subsystem and one for its
complement [29–33]. A numerical study using the replica
trick in the Euclidean path integral can be found in [34],
and a calculation using tensor networks in [35].

Here we provide a construction applicable to the
Hamiltonian formulation of lattice gauge theory [36].
The advantage of the Hamiltonian formulation is that
we can study excited pure quantum states and not only
thermal ensembles. This will allow us, e.g., to obtain
the Page curve for excited states. We consider the

(2 + 1)-dimensional SU(2) gauge theory on linear pla-
quette chains as an example. The division into a sub-
system and its complement in our construction is carried
out in the electric basis and cuts through links. The
resulting reduced density matrix is invariant under time-
independent gauge transformations at each vertex. As
consistency checks, we will show analytically that the
entanglement entropy of a subsystem is equal to that of
its complement and provide numerical evidence that our
method gives symmetric Page curves for both ground and
excited pure quantum states.

Our construction also allows us to search for quan-
tum many-body scar states among all the eigenstates by
studying their entanglement entropies. Such states are
identified as those highly excited eigenstates with low
entanglement entropies that weakly break ergodicity and
violate the strong eigenstate thermalization hypothesis.
Scarred states delay or inhibit the thermalization of a
many-body system.

So the current work complements our previous studies
that investigate the eigenstate thermalization hypothe-
sis [37, 38]. Major results of our current work are as
follows:

• We define partitions of a lattice system in a way
compatible with the local Gauss law;

• We calculate entanglement entropies of pure
ground and highly excited states and confirm the
transition from the area law to the volume law
smoothly follows a universal crossover function;

• We find quantum many-body scars when the local
Hilbert space is truncated at jmax = 1

2 , which dis-
appear with higher jmax truncation.
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Hamiltonian. For simplicity, we consider the (2 + 1)-
dimensional SU(2) lattice gauge theory on a square pla-
quette chain. (It is straightforward to extend our study
to the spatial plane by using a honeycomb lattice [39],
however, this would require significantly larger comput-
ing resources.) The Kogut-Susskind Hamiltonian of the
lattice gauge theory is [36]

H =
g2

2

∑

L

(Ea
i )

2 − 2

a2g2

∑

P

Tr


 ∏

(n,̂i)∈P

U(n, î)


 , (1)

where L denotes links, P plaquettes, and the product in
the second term is over the four oriented links of a pla-
quette. n and î indicate the location and direction of a
link. a denotes the lattice spacing and g is the gauge cou-
pling. Physical states are those that satisfy Gauss law at
each vertex and can be fully expressed in the electric ba-
sis |j,mL,mR⟩ that describes states on each link [40–42],
where mL,mR are the third components of the angular
momentum quantum number j on the two ends of a link.
In this basis, the electric energy (Ea

i )
2 is diagonal with

eigenvalues j(j+1). The mL,mR dependence can be in-
tegrated out by imposing Gauss law at each vertex. As a
result, the matrix elements of the plaquette term (which
gives the shifted magnetic energy) can be expressed in
terms of Wigner 6-j symbols [43]. With j truncated at
jmax on each link, the Hilbert space on a given lattice is
finite dimensional, and the Hamiltonian can be exactly
diagonalized numerically.

Much longer plaquette chains can be accommodated if
only states with j ≤ jmax = 1

2 are taken into account.
In this constrained basis the SU(2) theory on a plaque-
tte chain becomes equivalent to an Ising model with the
Hamiltonian [37] (see also [44, 45])

H =

N−1∑

i=0

(
Jσz

i σ
z
i+1 − 2Jσz

i + hxνiσ
x
i

)
, (2)

where J = −3g2/16, hx = (ag)−2, νi = (i/
√
2)σ

z
i−1+σz

i+1 .
We impose periodic boundary conditions σz

N = σz
0 . In

the following, we study both the Ising limit and Hilbert
spaces with jmax >

1
2 . In all cases our calculations involve

Hilbert spaces of dimension O(104).
Entanglement entropy. The entanglement entropy SA

associated with a segment A of the entire lattice support-
ing a pure quantum state |ψ⟩ is given by

SA = −Tr (ρA ln ρA) , (3)

where ρA = TrAc |ψ⟩⟨ψ| is the reduced density matrix of
the state on the segment A, and Ac denotes the com-
plement of A. Consider, e.g., a state on a five-plaquette
chain as shown in Fig. 1. Here we express the state in the
electric basis as |{j}⟩, where the set {j} denotes the col-
lection of eigenvalues j of the electric field on each link.
For physical states, the three j values at each vertex must
form a SU(2) singlet. We divide the chain into left and

{jL} {jR}

j1L j1R

j2L j2R<latexit sha1_base64="k8MN2KtaRcKNYUFBbH3CA7qLmGk=">AAACCHicbVDLSsNAFJ34rPUVdenCYBFchUS0uiy6cVnBPqAJZTK9aYdOHszcCCV06cZfceNCEbd+gjv/xmmbhbYeuNzDOfcyc0+QCq7Qcb6NpeWV1bX10kZ5c2t7Z9fc22+qJJMMGiwRiWwHVIHgMTSQo4B2KoFGgYBWMLyZ+K0HkIon8T2OUvAj2o95yBlFLXXNI09AiF7uyUxA7rBonLt2VTdP8v4A7a5ZcWxnCmuRuAWpkAL1rvnl9RKWRRAjE1Spjuuk6OdUImcCxmUvU5BSNqR96Gga0wiUn08PGVsnWulZYSJ1xWhN1d8bOY2UGkWBnowoDtS8NxH/8zoZhld+zuM0Q4jZ7KEwExYm1iQVq8clMBQjTSiTXP/VYgMqKUOdXVmH4M6fvEiaZ7ZbtS/uziu16yKOEjkkx+SUuOSS1MgtqZMGYeSRPJNX8mY8GS/Gu/ExG10yip0D8gfG5w/SVJna</latexit> 8 > > > > > > > > < > > > > > > > > : <latexit sha1_base64="I/L98XFm4+/2IHCxvhoMhxC1Zko=">AAACCHicdVA9SwNBEN2L3/EramnhYhCsjrtTE+1EG0sFYwK5EPY2c8mSvQ9254RwpLTxr9hYKGLrT7Dz37inEVT0wTCP92bYnRekUmh0nDerNDU9Mzs3v1BeXFpeWa2srV/pJFMcGjyRiWoFTIMUMTRQoIRWqoBFgYRmMDwt/OY1KC2S+BJHKXQi1o9FKDhDI3UrW76EEP3cV5mE3OHROHftmmm+Ev0B2t1K1bGPDmvegUcd23Hq3l6tIF5939ujrlEKVMkE593Kq99LeBZBjFwyrduuk2InZwoFlzAu+5mGlPEh60Pb0JhFoDv5xyFjumOUHg0TZSpG+qF+38hZpPUoCsxkxHCgf3uF+JfXzjA87OQiTjOEmH8+FGaSYkKLVGhPKOAoR4YwroT5K+UDphhHk13ZhPB1Kf2fXHm2W7MPLvarxyeTOObJJtkmu8QldXJMzsg5aRBObsgdeSCP1q11bz1Zz5+jJWuys0F+wHp5BzVMmh4=</latexit> 8 > > > > > > > > < > > > > > > > > :

FIG. 1. A five-plaquette chain cut into left (black) and right
(red) parts through two horizontal links. The state on the
left is labeled by the collection of j values {jL} on the four
horizontal and three vertical unbroken links and the j values
j1L, j2L for the two dangling links. Similarly for the state on
the right. j1L = j1R and j2L = j2R since they form the same
link before the cut.

right segments by cutting through two horizontal links
and decompose an arbitrary state |ψ⟩ in terms of a state
living on the left segment and another living on the right
segment:

|ψ⟩ = c{jL}j1Lj2L{jR}j1Rj2Rδj1Lj1Rδj2Lj2R

|ψ{jL}j1Lj2L⟩ ⊗ |ψ{jR}j1Rj2R⟩ , (4)

where c denotes the combinatorial coefficients and re-
peated indexes are summed. The delta functions ensure
that the two dangling links on the top (bottom) at the
boundary have the same j value since they form the same
link before the cut. The reduced density matrix of the
left chain can be obtained by tracing out {jR}, j1R, j2R

ρL = c{jL}j1Lj2L{jR}j1Lj2Lc{jL}′j1Lj2L{jR}j1Lj2L

|ψ{jL}j1Lj2L⟩⟨ψ{jL}′j1Lj2L | . (5)

The reduced density matrix is a direct sum

ρL =
⊕

j1L, j2L

ρL(j1L, j2L) , (6)

where the trace of ρL(j1L, j2L) is not necessarily unity.
A similar expression can be written down for ρR. Since
Gauss law has been integrated out in the {j} basis at
each vertex and the cutting does not involve any vertex,
the reduced density matrix is still invariant under time-
independent gauge transformations at each vertex.
The second-order Rényi entropy is given by

Tr(ρ2L) = c{jL}j1Lj2L{jR}j1Lj2Lc{jL}′j1Lj2L{jR}j1Lj2L

c{jL}′j1Lj2L{jR}′j1Lj2Lc{jL}j1Lj2L{jR}′j1Lj2L . (7)

Since j1L = j1R and j2L = j2R, by replacing the sums
over j1L, j2L with j1R, j2R we obtain

Tr(ρ2L) = Tr(ρ2R) . (8)

Similarly one can prove

Tr(ρnL) = Tr(ρnR) , (9)
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(a) jmax = 1.5, N = 6, g2a = 1.2. (b) jmax = 1, N = 8, g2a = 0.8.

0 5 10 15
NA

0
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S
A

∆E = 0, ground

∆E = 9.99

∆E = 13.14

∆E = 24.48

(c) jmax = 1
2
, N = 17, k = 0, g2a = 1.2.

FIG. 2. Entanglement entropy as a function of the subsystem size NA on (a) an aperiodic five-plaquette chain with jmax = 1.5,
(b) an aperiodic seven-plaquette chain with jmax = 1, and (c) a periodic 17-plaquette chain in the zero momentum sector with
jmax = 1

2
. The states are labeled by their energies relative to the ground state energy ∆E = E − E0 in lattice units.

for any integer n > 2. When the Hilbert space size is
finite, as is the case on a finite lattice with a finite jmax,
Eq. (9) implies that ρL and ρR have the same eigenvalues
and thus have the same entanglement entropy SL = SR.
We will later confirm this result numerically. The calcula-
tion of SA can be simplified when jmax = 1

2 , as explained
in Appendix A.

Results. We first study the entanglement entropy of
the ground state and various excited states as a function
of the subsystem size for three lattice configurations: (a)
a five-plaquette chain with jmax = 1.5, g2a = 0.8 and
closed boundary conditions jext = 0 on the external links;
(b) a seven-plaquette chain with the same parameters as
(a) except for jmax = 1; and (c) a periodic 17-plaquette
chain in the zero momentum (k = 0) sector with jmax = 1

2

and g2a = 1.2. We note that on an aperiodic chain the
number of vertices along the top link is one more than
that of plaquettes and thus the subsystem length may
take the values NA ∈ {0, ..., N}, where N is the number
of top vertices. Our results are shown in Fig. 2, where
all the numerical points are calculated without using the
symmetry between NA and N −NA, demonstrating the
expected Page curves.

Consistent with the expectation for gapped (1 + 1)-
dimensional systems [46] our results for the ground state
satisfy the area law, while those for the highly excited
states follow the volume law. To demonstrate this for
case (c), we fit the ground-state result by the function

Sarea(NA) = b0 − b1(e
−NA/ℓcorr + e−(N−NA)/ℓcorr) , (10)

where b0 and b1 are constants and ℓcorr is the correlation
length of the system. We use the exponential dependence
on NA since the spectrum of our Hamiltonian is gapped
and thus not conformal.1 Fits with polynomial or log-

1 Of course, the discrete lattice would break a possibly existing
conformal symmetry, but it is known from numerical studies that
the continuum limit of the SU(2) gauge theory exhibits a mass
gap (the glueball mass).

0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6
g2a

0.70

0.75

0.80

0.85

` c
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r

`corr

FIG. 3. Correlation length as a function of the coupling ex-
tracted from the ground state entanglement entropy in case
(c).

arithmic functions do not generate good results. The
fitted values are b0 = 0.470, b1 = 0.472 and ℓcorr = 0.766.
We also study the coupling dependence of the correlation
length, which is shown in Fig. 3 and exhibits an approx-
imately linear dependence. We note that by requiring
the physical correlation length aℓcorr to be invariant as a
changes, we can obtain a renormalization group equation
for g2a. Our plaquette chains for jmax >

1
2 are currently

too short to permit a reliable determination of ℓcorr.
We fit the results for the most highly excited state

considered in all three cases, which corresponds to the
peak of the level density (i.e. infinite temperature) and
is shown by red triangles in Fig. 2 with a volume law
function

Svol(NA) = sNAθ
(N
2

−NA

)
+ s(N −NA)θ

(
NA − N

2

)
,

(11)

where s is a constant that can be interpreted as the en-
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FIG. 4. The function ln[sinh(x)] evaluated at the points x =
c−1
1 NA, where c1 is taken from the fit results to the orange and
green states in Figs. 2a, 2b, 2c here depicted by the orange
and green markers. The subsystem sizes are NA = 1, .., ⌊N

2
⌋.

Additionally the asymptotic behavior of ln[sinh(x)] for small
(black dashed) and large (red dotted) x is shown.

tropy density. The fitted value in case (c) is s = 0.665,
which is very close to the entropy constraint S/N ≤ ln 2.
For case (a) and (b), the fitted values are s = 1.646 and
s = 1.307, respectively.
The transition from the area law in the ground state to

the volume law in the highly excited state can be repre-
sented by a crossover function that was derived for (1+1)-
dimensional conformal field theory in Ref. [47]

Scross(NA) = c0 +
c

3
ln[c1 sinh(c

−1
1 NA)]θ

(N
2

−NA

)

+
c

3
ln{c1 sinh[c−1

1 (N −NA)]}θ
(
NA − N

2

)

= c0 +
c

3
ln(c1) +

c

3

{
ln[sinh(c−1

1 NA)]θ
(N
2

−NA

)

+ ln{sinh[c−1
1 (N −NA)]}θ

(
NA − N

2

)}
, (12)

where c0 is a constant that cancels the divergences at
NA = 0 and NA = N .2 c1 and c are other fit parame-
ters. c has the physical meaning of the central charge for
conformal field theories. Our use of this function is moti-
vated by the fact that at high temperature the continuum
SU(2) gauge theory is known to be approximately confor-
mal. Furthermore, Figs. 2c and 3 show that the energies
of the excited states studied are much larger than the
inverse of the correlation length 1/ℓcorr for case (c). We
conclude that the excited states studied here truly cor-
respond to the high-temperature regime. Excluding the

2 In our following fit study, we only use the data points at NA ∈
[1, N − 1] due to the divergence in the ln(sinh) function. So the
fitted result of c0 is always finite. It will become infinite in the
limit a → 0.

singular points NA = 0 and NA = N , our fitted results
are shown in Table I.

Orange Green

Fig. 2a (1.20, 3.70, 12476.0) (1.05, 7.09, 5.42)

Fig. 2b (1.03, 3.26, 8772.0) (1.02, 6.12, 4.19)

Fig. 2c (0.54, 2.95, 69.5) (0.54, 3.22, 3.17)

TABLE I. Fitted parameter values (c0, c, c1) using Eq. (12)
for the subsystem entanglement entropies of the excited states
marked as orange and green in Fig. 2.

In order to illustrate the transition to the volume law
in the three panels of Fig. 2, we expose their functional
dependence on NA. To do so, we subtract the constant
terms in Eq. (12), divide the results by c

3 , and restrict to
the region N < NA/2. The remaining part of Eq. (12)
has the form ln[sinh(x)] with x = c−1

1 NA. The numerical
results for the orange and green fits in Fig. 2 are plotted
as points in Fig. 4 as a function of x. We also show the
asymptotic forms ln(x) for the logarithm enhanced area
law (black dashed curve) and x−ln(2) for the volume law
(red dotted line). The approach of the numerical points
to the linear behavior marks the transition to the volume
law, which is seen to occur around x ≈ 1.
Scars. Next we study the half-chain (NA = ⌊N

2 ⌋) en-
tanglement entropy for each eigenstate and search for
quantum many-body scar states. The results on a peri-
odic plaquette chain with jmax = 1

2 and g2a = 1.6 are
shown in Fig. 5. At this coupling the system is non-
integrable and exhibits an equal partition between the
electric and magnetic energies (see Appendix B) which
is a property of the continuum SU(2) gauge theory at
thermal equilibrium. An eigenstate in the middle of the
spectrum with excitation energy E −E0 = 24.419 above
the ground state is found to be a low-entanglement state
whose entanglement entropy deviates strongly from all its
neighbors. This state is identified as a quantum many-
body scar due to two observations. First, we find no sig-
nificant volume dependence of the deviation when com-
paring the results obtained from the N = 17 and N = 19
chains and Furthermore, the entanglement entropy of this
state exhibits a logarithmic dependence on the subsystem
size, which resembles a lower-energy eigenstate and dif-
fers greatly from its neighbors that follow the volume law,
as exemplified by the red curve in Fig. 2c. Figure 5b also
suggests the existence of a tower of quantum many-body
scars below E − E0 = 24.42.
To understand the nature of the scarred eigenstate, we

study its wavefunction components in the electric basis
|ψ⟩ = c{j}|{j}⟩ where {j} is a collection of j values on all

the links and implicitly summed over. We plot |c{j}|2 and
the associated electric energy of the basis state in Fig. 6
for the scarred eigenstate and a typical state around the
energy E−E0 = 24.42 for the k = 0 sector of the periodic
N = 19 plaquette chain with jmax = 1

2 . Weight factors

|c{j}|2 in typical eigenstates are peaked around a given
electric energy but are not dominated by some few single
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(a) N = 17. (b) N = 19.

0 2 4 6 8
NA

0

1

2

3

S
A

N = 17, k = 0, g2a = 1.6

E − E0 = 24.419

(c) N = 17.

FIG. 5. Half-chain entanglement entropies of all energy eigenstates in the k = 0 sector on periodic (a) N = 17 and (b)
N = 19 plaquette chains with jmax = 1

2
, g2a = 1.6. (c) Entanglement entropy of the outsider state in the N = 17, k = 0 case

whose energy is 24.419 above the ground state as a function of the subsystem size. Red dashed line is a fit of Eq. (12) with
(c0, c, c1) = (0.61, 3.61, 39.45). The large value of c1 indicates the NA dependence is logarithmic.

(a) Scarred eigenstate. (b) Typical eigenstate.

FIG. 6. Wavefunction components of the scarred eigenstate and a typical eigenstate around the energy E − E0 = 24.42 in
the electric basis in the k = 0 sector on a periodic N = 19 plaquette chain with jmax = 1

2
and g2a = 1.6. Their half-chain

entanglement entropies are 3.42 and 5.76, respectively. The x-axis labels the electric energy of the basis state which is zero
when all j values are 0. We fix the y-axis scale to be the same in both plots for visual comparison.

states. On the other hand, the scarred eigenstate has
larger components in some special basis states, such as
the four outliers on the top left in Fig. 6a.

A zero momentum basis state |a(k = 0)⟩ is linear su-
perposition of all possible translations of the representa-
tive state |a⟩. For the observed scarred eigenstate the
special basis states are

|a1⟩ = |10000000 · · · 0⟩ , |a2⟩ = |10100000 · · · 0⟩ ,
|a3⟩ = |10101000 · · · 0⟩ , |a4⟩ = |10101010 · · · 0⟩ , (13)

where 1 denotes spin-up and 0 spin-down. The special
nature of these states is deeply connected with the mag-
netic part of the Hamiltonian in Eq. (2) and is explained
in detail in Appendix B, where also another comparison
between the scarred eigenstate and a typical eigenstate
around the energy E − E0 = 19.42 is shown.

Furthermore, we calculate the recurrence probability
of an initial scarred eigenstate under the time evolution
driven by the magnetic Hamiltonian |⟨ψ|e−iHmt|ψ⟩|2 and
compare it with that of an initial typical eigenstate of a
similar energy. The results are shown in Fig. 7, where we
see the recurrence probability of the scarred eigenstate
at E − E0 = 24.419 is two orders of magnitude larger
than that of the typical eigenstate at E − E0 = 24.417,
which is of the same order as the inverse of the Hilbert
space dimension (27, 594). This difference reflects that
the scarred eigenstate does not thermalize since it has
large components in those special states that transition
into each other preferentially under the magnetic inter-
action.

Finally, we discuss whether such quantum many-body
scars exist in the continuum limit. Because of the renor-
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0 100 200 300
t

10−5

10−3

10−1
|〈ψ
|e−

iH
m
t |ψ
〉|2

E − E0 = 24.417, scarred

E − E0 = 24.419, typical

FIG. 7. Recurrence probabilities of the scarred eigenstate at
E−E0 = 24.419 and a typical eigenstate at E−E0 = 24.417
under the time evolution driven by the magnetic interaction
on a periodic N = 19 plaquette chain with jmax = 1

2
and

g2a = 1.6.

FIG. 8. Half-chain entanglement entropies for all the en-
ergy eigenstates on an aperiodic five-plaquette chain with
jmax = 1.5 and g2a = 1.05. The closed boundary condi-
tions are 1, 1, 0, 1 for the external links, which avoid reflection
symmetry.

malization group flow, the coupling goes to zero in this
limit. In order to correctly describe high energy states,
one must increase jmax simultaneously. In particular, one
can show the needed jmax value grows as [48]

jmax ∼ NLẼ

g2ϵ
, (14)

where NL denotes the number of links on the lattice, Ẽ

is the energy up to which we want to describe all states

within an accuracy ϵ (the definition of Ẽ differs from the
energy of the Hamiltonian studied here by an overall shift
that makes the magnetic energy non-negative). We study
a five-plaquette chain with jmax = 1.5 and g2a = 1.05
where we observe no entropy outliers in the middle of
the spectrum, as shown in Fig. 8. Similar results are
obtained for other N, g2a, jmax and boundary conditions
(see Appendix C). Therefore, we surmise that the scarred
eigenstates observed for jmax = 1

2 do not occur in the full
SU(2) gauge theory.
Conclusions. In this letter we calculated the entangle-

ment entropy in Hamiltonian (2 + 1)-dimensional SU(2)
lattice gauge theory on plaquette chains. We defined a
link-cutting procedure to partition a chain that renders
the reduced density matrix and the entanglement entropy
invariant under time-independent gauge transformations.
We showed that the entanglement entropies of the ground
state and excited states follow Page curves that fit a sim-
ple scaling law (12). We also calculated the half-chain
entanglement entropies for all eigenstates and observed
the presence of scars in the middle of the spectrum on
a periodic plaquette chain with jmax = 1

2 . These scars
are a result of the existence of special electric basis states
that transform into each other by the action of the mag-
netic Hamiltonian. We found no highly excited states
of exceptionally low entanglement entropy in cases with
smaller g2 and higher jmax. This suggests that in the
physical limit, there are no quantum many-body scars in
the SU(2) gauge theory.
There are many possible avenues of further exploration

of the entanglement properties of SU(2) gauge theory on
the lattice. Such studies would include the effects of finite
volume and electric flux truncation, the time evolution of
information scrambling, and the modular (entanglement)
Hamiltonian. We plan to pursue these studies in future
work.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

X.Y. thanks Niklas Mueller for interesting discussions.
The authors gratefully acknowledge the scientific support
and HPC resources provided by the Erlangen National
High Performance Computing Center (NHR@FAU) of
the Friedrich-Alexander-Universität Erlangen-Nürnberg
(FAU). B.M. acknowledges support by the U.S. De-
partment of Energy, Office of Science (grant DE-FG02-
05ER41367). X.Y. is supported by the U.S. Depart-
ment of Energy, Office of Science, Office of Nuclear
Physics, InQubator for Quantum Simulation (IQuS)
(https://iqus.uw.edu) under Award Number DOE (NP)
Award DE-SC0020970 via the program on Quantum
Horizons: QIS Research and Innovation for Nuclear Sci-
ence.



7

[1] J. Eisert, M. Cramer, and M. B. Plenio, Rev. Mod. Phys.
82, 277 (2010), arXiv:0808.3773 [quant-ph].

[2] T. Nishioka, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, 035007 (2018),
arXiv:1801.10352 [hep-th].

[3] L. Bombelli, R. K. Koul, J. Lee, and R. D. Sorkin, Phys.
Rev. D 34, 373 (1986).

[4] A. Almheiri, N. Engelhardt, D. Marolf, and H. Maxfield,
JHEP 12, 063 (2019), arXiv:1905.08762 [hep-th].

[5] G. Penington, JHEP 09, 002 (2020), arXiv:1905.08255
[hep-th].

[6] A. Almheiri, R. Mahajan, J. Maldacena, and Y. Zhao,
JHEP 03, 149 (2020), arXiv:1908.10996 [hep-th].

[7] A. Kitaev and J. Preskill, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 110404
(2006), arXiv:hep-th/0510092.

[8] M. Levin and X.-G. Wen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 110405
(2006), arXiv:cond-mat/0510613.

[9] H. Li and F. Haldane, Phys. Rev. Lett. 101, 010504
(2008), arXiv:0805.0332 [cond-mat.mes-hall].

[10] S. Majidy, A. Lasek, D. A. Huse, and N. Y. Halpern,
Phys. Rev. B 107, 045102 (2023), arXiv:2209.14303
[quant-ph].

[11] N. Mueller, T. V. Zache, and R. Ott, Phys. Rev. Lett.
129, 011601 (2022), arXiv:2107.11416 [quant-ph].

[12] C. J. Turner, A. A. Michailidis, D. A. Abanin, M. Serbyn,
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Appendix A: Simplification of the entanglement entropy calculation when jmax = 1
2

As mentioned in the main text, when jmax = 1
2 , the plaquette chain can be mapped onto an Ising chain, where

states can be represented by spins pointing up or down at each plaquette location. In the Ising representation, degrees
of freedom live at each spin site and the division into subsystems is natural; one just assigns a certain number of spin
sites to be a subsystem and then the calculation of entanglement entropy is straightforward. This has been widely
studied. Here we study it because it corresponds to the SU(2) lattice gauge theory in the strong coupling limit, i.e.,
jmax = 1

2 and the structure of the σx
i term in Eq. (2) is a result of the SU(2) group property and local Gauss law.

On a periodic spin chain, an eigenstate can be written as

|ψ(k)⟩ =
∑

a

ca|a(k)⟩ , (A1)

where the momentum basis state is defined as

|a(k)⟩ = 1√
Na

N−1∑

r=0

e−ikrT̂ r|a⟩ , (A2)

with a representative state |a⟩ of the translation T̂ equivalent class. The reduced density matrix of a subchain A is

ρA = TrAc(|ψ(k)⟩⟨ψ(k)|) =
∑

a,b

c∗acb TrAc(|b(k)⟩⟨a(k)|) =
∑

a,b

c∗acb√
NaNb

∑

ra,rb

eik(ra−rb)TrAc(T̂ rb |b⟩⟨a|T̂−ra) . (A3)

In the calculation, one can save TrAc(T̂ rb |b⟩⟨a|T̂−ra) for all ra, rb, |a⟩ and |b⟩ for repeated use.
The reader may wonder why in the Ising representation there seems to exist no edge effect as in the general case,

where the two cut links could not be uniquely assigned to one subsystem. It turns out that when jmax = 1
2 , the

j values on the vertical links are redundant when we only consider states with no electric flux winding around the
periodic chain. (States with winding electric flux are decoupled from those with none). Spin-up (spin-down) at a site
means the top and bottom links in the corresponding plaquette are both in j = 1

2 (j = 0). As a result of Gauss law
the j value on a vertical link is determined by the j values on the two top or bottom links that share the same vertex
with the vertical link. When we divide the spin chain into left and right segments, we actually cut two vertices along
a vertical link in the original plaquette chain. This is only possible without ambiguity when jmax = 1

2 . For example,

we consider jmax >
1
2 and a vertex with three links: left, right and vertical. If the right and vertical links have j = 1

2 ,
the left link can have either j = 1 or j = 0. In either case, although the j values on the right and vertical links look
identical, they actually correspond to different states: When the left link has j = 1, the two j = 1

2 states on the right
and vertical links are symmetric, while they are antisymmetric when the left link has j = 0. We note that if we had
kept the mL,mR quantum numbers in the basis states, cutting through vertices would be possible without causing
an ambiguity.

Appendix B: More results for jmax = 1
2

1. Non-integrability of the system when jmax = 1
2
and g2a = 1.6

As mentioned in the main text, the periodic N = 17 plaquette chain with jmax = 1
2 is non-integrable when g2a = 1.6.

We confirm this by analysing level statistics. It is known that the distribution of eigenenergy gaps in non-integrable
systems follows the Wigner-Dyson statistics featuring a vanishing probability of zero gap (level repulsion). In the
following level statistics analysis, we will exclude the lowest 1500 and the highest 1500 eigenstates (ordered by their
eigenenergies) to reduce the spectrum boundary effect.

In Fig. 9a, the distribution of the rescaled energy gap s ≡ δ/δ̄ is shown, where δ denotes the energy gap and δ̄ is the
average value of the energy gap. The red line is a prediction from 2× 2 random matrices in the Gaussian orthogonal
ensemble (GOE). We used the k = 1 momentum sector (the momentum is 2π

N k) since the k = 0 sector has a discrete
parity symmetry that must be lifted in order to expose the repulsive level statistics. Furthermore, the restricted gap
ratio defined as

0 < rα =
min[δα, δα−1]

max[δα, δα−1]
≤ 1 , (B1)

is depicted in Fig. 9b, where the red curve is a prediction from the GOE. The expectation value of the restricted gap
ratio is ⟨r⟩ ≈ 0.518, which is very close to the GOE prediction ⟨r⟩GOE ≈ 0.5307. Based on these analyses, we conclude
the system is non-integrable when jmax = 1

2 and g2a = 1.6.
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(b) Restricted gap ratio.

FIG. 9. Level statistics in the k = 1 sector on a periodic N = 17 plaquette chain with jmax = 1
2
and g2a = 1.6: (a) rescaled

energy gap, (b) restricted gap ratio. The red lines are predictions from the Gaussian orthogonal ensemble.

2. Relation between electric and magnetic energies when jmax = 1
2
and g2a = 1.6

In the main text, g2a = 1.6 is used when studying quantum many-body scars in the case of jmax = 1
2 . We choose this

value since at it the equal partition of the electric and magnetic energies is approximately valid, which is a property
of the (2 + 1)-dimensional SU(2) gauge theory at thermal equilibrium in the continuum. The relation between the
electric and magnetic energies for all the eigenstates is shown in Fig. 10, where we have subtracted the corresponding
energies of the ground state, which makes the approximate equality manifest. A few isolated and mixed bands seen in
the plot are a remnant of the isolated electric energy sectors which will be discussed later. Some degree of spreading is
still seen in the plot, which is caused by the local Hilbert space truncation effects. As will be shown later, increasing
jmax shrinks the spreading.

FIG. 10. Relation between the electric and magnetic energies of all the eigenstates relative to those of the ground state in the
k = 0 sector on a periodic N = 17 plaquette chain with jmax = 1

2
and g2a = 1.6.

3. Scarred eigenstates and special basis states

In the main text, we show that the scarred eigenstate has large components in some special basis states. Here we
show that the transition between these states through the magnetic part of the Hamiltonian dominates over other
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(a) Scarred eigenstate. (b) Typical eigenstate.

FIG. 11. Wavefunction components of the scarred eigenstate and a typical eigenstate around the energy E − E0 = 19.42 in
the electric basis in the k = 0 sector on a periodic N = 19 plaquette chain with jmax = 1

2
and g2a = 1.6. Their half-chain

entanglement entropies are 2.70 and 5.09, respectively. The x-axis labels the electric energy of the basis state which is zero
when all j values are 0. We fix the y-axis scale to be the same in both plots for visual comparison.

transitions. The magnetic part of the Hamiltonian can be written as [37]

Hm = −2hx

N−1∑

i=0

1− 3σz
i−1

4
σx
i

1− 3σz
i+1

4
. (B2)

We consider a tower of states generated by applying Hm (He does not change the state) repeatedly to the bare
vacuum state |a0⟩ = |00000000 · · · 0⟩. Applying once we get |a1(k = 0)⟩, which is defined in the main text. Due to

the
1−3σz

i±1

4 factor, the transition amplitude from |a1(k = 0)⟩ to the state |11000000 · · · 0(k = 0)⟩ is suppressed by a
factor of two compared to that to other states. If we consider the state |a2(k = 0)⟩ among all the states generated
by Hm|a1(k = 0)⟩, its transition amplitude to the state |a3(k = 0)⟩ is enhanced at least by a factor of two due to
the symmetry compared to the other cases. Whether the “10” is generated on the left or right next to the “1010”
part in |a2(k = 0)⟩, it leads to the same state due to the translation, which is not the case for other states. For
example, |10100010 · · · 0(k = 0)⟩ and |10001010 · · · 0(k = 0)⟩ are two different states, but |10101000 · · · 0(k = 0)⟩ and
|101000 · · · 0010(k = 0)⟩ correspond to the same state. [If one lifts up the parity symmetry and focus on the parity-

even sector, the transition from |a2(k = 0)⟩ to |a3(k = 0)⟩ is still enhanced by a factor of
√
2 compared to that to

the state (|10100010 · · · 0(k = 0)⟩+ |10001010 · · · 0(k = 0)⟩)/
√
2.] Again the transition amplitude from |a3(k = 0)⟩ to

|a4(k = 0)⟩ is enhanced by at least a factor of two. This pattern continues until the string “101010 · · · ” exceeds half
of the lattice size, when the total length of the lattice and the oddness of the total lattice site number start to matter.
The transitions among these |ai(k = 0)⟩ states dominate in the semiclassical limit, where they form a periodic orbit
whose length grows linearly with the lattice size. If an eigenstate has a large overlap with these special states, which
is the case in Fig. 6a, it is expected that its entanglement entropy will only grow logarithmically with the subsystem
size, since the dimension of the space spanned by these special states is just linear in N rather than exponential in N .
In Fig. 11 we compare the wavefunction components of the scarred eigenstate at the energy E −E0 = 19.414 with

those of a typical eigenstate at the energy E −E0 = 19.419 for a periodic N = 19 plaquette chain with jmax = 1
2 and

g2a = 1.6. We find that the scarred eigenstate has large components in the special basis states discussed above and
in the main text.

4. Results at extreme couplings when jmax = 1
2

Here we study the system’s behavior at extreme couplings. First we consider the case with a strong coupling
constant g2a = 2.4 and calculate the distribution of the restricted gap ratio, the half-chain entanglement entropy
and the relation between the electric and magnetic energies. The results are shown in Fig. 12. In the level statistics
analysis, the lowest and highest 1500 states are excluded, as explained above. The feature of level repulsion and the
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FIG. 12. Distributions of restricted gap ratios (top), half-chain entanglement entropies (middle) and relations between the
electric and magnetic energies of all eigenstates (bottom) on a periodic 17-chain with jmax = 1

2
at strong (g2a = 2.4, left) and

weak (g2a = 0.1, right) couplings.
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(a) Scarred eigenstate. (b) Typical eigenstate.

FIG. 13. Wavefunction components of the scarred eigenstate and a typical eigenstate around the energy E − E0 = 18.3 in
the electric basis in the k = 0 sector on a periodic N = 17 plaquette chain with jmax = 1

2
and g2a = 2.4. Their half-chain

entanglement entropies are 1.89 and 3.62, respectively. The x-axis labels the electric energy of the basis state which is zero
when all j values are 0. We fix the y-axis scale to be the same in both plots for visual comparison.

reasonable agreement with the GOE prediction in Fig. 12a show the system at this coupling is still non-integrable.
But at the same time, we observe a manifest structure of multiple vertical bands in the relation between the electric
and magnetic energies, as shown in Fig. 12e. These bands correspond to different electric energy sectors, in each of
which various states have roughly equal electric energy and thus the electric energy corresponds to an approximate
symmetry. These electric energy sectors are equally and widely separated in the strong coupling limit. It is then
expected that the lowest energy state in each sector only significantly overlaps with states in the same sector and
is almost decoupled from other sectors. In other words, the lowest energy state in each sector does not explore the
whole Hilbert space when represented in the electric basis |{j}⟩. Therefore, the entanglement entropies of these states
follow sub-volume laws, shown as the outsiders in Fig. 12c. Since they have equally separated electric energies, which
dominate the total energy in the strong coupling limit, they appear equidistant in (total) energy in the plot. The
multiple-arc structure seen in Fig. 12c corresponds to the decoupled electric energy sectors depicted in Fig. 12e. To
further demonstrate this, the wavefunction components of the scarred eigenstate at E − E0 = 18.3 are shown in
Fig. 13, where the components of a typical eigenstate nearby are also depicted for comparison.

As a comparison, we also show results in the weak coupling limit in Fig. 12. We choose g2a = 0.1 at which the
system is still non-integrable, as shown in Fig. 12b. We would expect equally and widely separated magnetic energy
sectors to appear which correspond to a multiple-arc structure in the entanglement entropy plot. The multiple-arc
structure can be seen in Fig. 12d. However, since we use the electric basis and truncate the basis at jmax = 1

2 , the
decoupled magnetic sectors are not very pronounced in Fig. 12f. This also makes the low-entanglement states in
Fig. 12d not as manifest as in the strong coupling case shown in Fig. 12c.

Appendix C: More results with jmax > 1
2

The existence of special states for the jmax = 1
2 case with unusual high transition amplitudes among each other

seems to break down for jmax >
1
2 . The plots in Fig. 14 further support this observation, as some characteristic scar

states do not disappear when the length of the chain is increased from five to seven plaquettes, but they disappear
completely when the local Hilbert space basis is expanded to jmax = 3

2 .
So far, we only considered boundary conditions that break parity and top-bottom reflection symmetries. In Fig. 15

we show results when both symmetries are restored. One main difference from the other cases is that two dominant
arcs show up in the entanglement entropy plot.

The explanation of the two-arc structure is connected with the symmetry properties of the eigenstate corresponding
to the respective eigenenergy. In Fig. 15a the parity symmetric states are colored blue and the antisymmetric states
are colored orange. No preference for one of the symmetries can be recognized in this plot for either of the two arcs. In
Fig. 15b the top-bottom symmetric states are colored green and the antisymmetric states are colored red. Now a clear
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

FIG. 14. Half-chain entanglement entropies (top) and relations between the electric and magnetic energies of all eigenstates
(bottom) on a five-plaquette chain with jmax = 1 (left), jmax = 1.5 (right) and on a seven-plaquette chain with jmax = 1
(middle). The following closed boundary condition is used for the four external links: j1 = 1, j2 = 0, j3 = 0, j4 = 0.

(a) (b)

FIG. 15. Half-chain entanglement entropies of all eigenstates on a five-plaquette chain with jmax = 1.5 at g2a = 1.0 and closed
boundary conditions j1 = j2 = j3 = j4 = 0, which preserve the left-right and top-bottom symmetries. The eigenvalues are
marked in color depending on whether the corresponding eigenvector is symmetric or antisymmetric with respect to (a) the
parity (left-right) transformation or (b) the top-bottom transformation.
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difference in the symmetry properties for eigenstates in the two arcs is apparent. We conclude that the top-bottom
symmetry is the separating feature of the two arcs. It is interesting that only the top-bottom symmetry leaves an
imprint on the entanglement entropy. This may be related to the fact that the boundary of the subsystem coincides
with the parity symmetry axis of the plaquette chain.

Another difference of the case with jext = 0, 0, 0, 0 external links from cases with other boundary conditions, like
the case where the four external links have 1, 0, 0, 0, is that some scar states seem to appear as shown in Fig. 15.
To see them disappear, one needs to use even higher jmax. This expectation is supported by the fact that the scars
disappear from the middle of the spectrum when jmax is increased to 2.5 on a five-plaquette chain.
In Fig. 16 we also show the relation between the electric and magnetic energies for the eigenstates on the five-

plaquette chain with jmax = 1.5, g2a = 1.05 and boundary conditions 1, 1, 0, 1 presented in the main text. As stated
above, we find the mixed bands disappear and the spreading decreases.

FIG. 16. Relation between the electric and magnetic energies for all the energy eigenstates on an aperiodic five-plaquette chain
with jmax = 1.5 and g2a = 1.05. The closed boundary conditions are 1, 1, 0, 1 for the external links, which avoid left-right and
top-bottom symmetries.
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