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Non-abelian symmetries are thought to be incompatible with many-body localization, but have
been argued to produce in certain disordered systems a broad non-ergodic regime distinct from
many-body localization. In this context, we present a numerical study of properties of highly-excited
eigenstates of disordered chains with SU(3) symmetry. We find that while weakly disordered systems
rapidly thermalize, strongly-disordered systems indeed exhibit non-thermal signatures over a large
range of system sizes, similar to the one found in previously studied SU(2) systems. Our analysis is
based on the spectral, entanglement, and thermalization properties of eigenstates obtained through
large-scale exact diagonalization exploiting the full SU(3) symmetry.

I. INTRODUCTION

Localization induced by the presence of strong disor-
der is one way for interacting quantum many-body sys-
tems to escape the prevailing thermalization paradigm
epitomized by the eigenstate thermalization hypothe-
sis (ETH) [1–3]. The resulting many-body localization
(MBL) [4, 5] has been the subject of many theoretical
and experimental investigations (see reviews [6, 7]) and
is the arena for a plethora of non-ergodic phenomena: ab-
sence of transport even at “infinite temperature” [4, 8],
entanglement area law for highly-excited eigenstates [9–
11], memory of the initial state [12], logarithmic growth
of entanglement after a quench [10, 13, 14], to mention
a few highlights. These phenomena, which are best ob-
served in numerical simulations of finite one-dimensional
many-body systems at strong disorder, are ascribed to
the presence of an extensive set of local integral of mo-
tions [11, 15–17] in the MBL phase. Currently there is
a debate on whether MBL really exists in the thermo-
dynamic limit even in one dimension, and/or whether
the phase transition from an ergodic to a MBL phase as
driven by disorder can be probed by finite-size numerics,
as well as on how to interpret them [18–31]. Independent
of this, numerical simulations are relevant to describe the
various experiments [32–40] probing MBL physics which
are performed on finite length and time scales.

The influence of symmetries on the existence of many-
body localization is also very intriguing [41]. While
MBL is expected (and observed in several numerical stud-
ies [8, 42–52]) to be compatible with abelian symmetries,
symmetry-enhanced topological order [53, 54] and non-
abelian symmetries [53] have been argued not to be com-
patible with MBL as characterized by a complete set of
local integral of motions. The key argument for non-
abelian symmetries is that they would allow and protect
degenerate localized eigenstates (with a degeneracy pos-
sibly exponentially large with system size) at finite en-
ergy density, which would be unstable to interactions:
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loosely speaking, degeneracies offer too many thermal-
ization channels for creation of resonances. As a result,
the system must either thermalize (this is the expec-
tation for systems with continuous non-abelian symme-
try [55]) or maintain MBL while spontaneously breaking
the non-abelian symmetry to an abelian subgroup, the
latter scenario having been demonstrated in numerical
studies of spin chains with non-abelian symmetries with
finite-dimensional irreducible representations [56, 57]. A
further possibility theoretically remains, that some form
of localization persists but not in the form of strict MBL
with local integral of motions: in this category quantum
critical glasses [58, 59] (which criticality reflects in eigen-
states with logarithmic scaling of entanglement in one di-
mension) have been the early contenders to be described,
even though most candidate models have been recently
shown to present signs of instability towards thermaliza-
tion in the thermodynamic limit [60].

The thermalization process of systems enjoying a con-
tinuous non-abelian symmetry may however be non triv-
ial. Ref. [61] provides a detailed analysis of the sim-
plest lattice model with SU(2) symmetry, the random-
bond Heisenberg spin-1/2 chain, where a broad non-
ergodic regime is identified at finite size for strong enough
disorder, which is distinct from conventional MBL (i.e.
with local integrals of motions). This regime, identified
within a real-space renormalization group (RSRG) ap-
proach [58, 59, 62, 63], is characterized by the absence
of resonances on a certain length scale, and share the
common feature of logarithmic scaling of entanglement
with quantum critical glasses. This non-ergodic regime
disappears for large enough system sizes L > LRSRG

erg (α)

where the ergodic length scale LRSRG
erg (α) depends on dis-

order strength (1/α) and can be estimated from RSRG,
whose breakdown is driven by proliferation of multi-
spin resonances [55, 61]. These multi-spin resonances
(contrasting with two-body resonances expected to cause
the breakdown of standard MBL systems without non-
abelian symmetries) have also been shown, on the basis
of a similar RSRG approach, to be the source of instabil-
ity towards thermalization for a large class of non-abelian
symmetries [60].

Most of this analysis is performed using heuristic argu-
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ments or within the RSRG which is based on strong dis-
order and does not capture the ergodic phase. In view of
experimental interest for non-ergodic matter, with some
experimental platforms hosting states with non-abelian
symmetries [32, 35, 64, 65], it is important to test the
validity of such (analytical) predictions with unbiased
numerics on microscopic disordered Hamiltonians with
non-abelian symmetries.

The RSRG results of Ref. [61] are accompanied by ex-
act diagonalization (ED) results on highly-excited eigen-
states of random SU(2) spin chains, and confirm the clear
existence of a thermal regime at small enough disorder
as well as of a non-ergodic regime below a length scale
L∗(α). The determination of L∗(α) is not unique, but
one intriguing way is through the observation of non-
monotonous (with system size) spectral statistics, L∗(α)
being the scale at which statistics change behavior. The
length scales L∗(α) (obtained from ED on relatively small
system sizes) and LRSRG

erg (α) (obtained from RSRG on
much larger systems) do not coincide, but it is expected
that they are proportional, providing an indirect evidence
for the non-trivial thermalization scenario of continuous
non-abelian symmetric systems from statistics on exact
eigenstates of random spin chains of moderate sizes. A
further evidence for the existence of a non-ergodic regime
comes from another recent computation [66] of the dy-
namical behavior of SU(2) and SU(3) systems after a
quench. Finally we also note that results on disordered
Floquet systems with SU(2) symmetry [67] as well as on
the Hubbard model (which enjoys SU(2) symmetry) with
a symmetry-preserving disorder [68–73] are also consis-
tent with the absence of full MBL, and indications of
non-thermalization at strong disorder.

So far and to the best of our knowledge, thermal-
ization properties of eigenstates with a continous non-
abelian symmetry have been studied only in the SU(2)
case [61, 67]. In this work, we present large-scale
diagonalization results for SU(3) chains with random
bond couplings where we consider properties of eigen-
states in the middle of the spectrum and probe for
their ergodic/non-ergodic properties. We find evidence
for a similar scenario as in the SU(2) case where ther-
malization occurs for a sufficiently large length scale
L∗,SU(3)(α), even though for ultimately strong disorder
values, the system sizes we can reach do not allow to
probe this length scale, and we have to rely on similarity
of finite-size trends to the SU(2) case or to smaller dis-
order. Technically, the SU(3) case is more challenging,
as naively the matrix sizes for chains of length L scale
as 3L (instead of 2L). To mitigate this, we make a full
usage of SU(3) symmetry by performing diagonalization
in each irreducible representation. This allows to reach
chains of sizes up to L = 21, instead of at best L = 15
with standard computations in the usual U(1) (Sz) basis.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Sec. II, we intro-
duce the disordered SU(3) model, and the method that
we use to obtain its eigenstates as well as details of the
numerical computations (including the finite-size samples

that we employ). Sec. III contains our numerical results
on spectral properties (Sec. IIIA), distribution of expec-
tation values of local observables (Sec. III B) as well as
entanglement properties (Sec. III C) of eigenstates. Our
detailed analysis indicate clearly the existence of a ther-
mal phase at weak disorder, and a broad non-ergodic
regime at strong disorder, within the system sizes acces-
sible to us. Finally, Sec. IV offers a discussion on the
ergodic length scale in our model in comparison with the
results of Ref. [61], as well as computational perspectives
on other problems of thermalization of systems with non-
abelian symmetries.

II. MODEL AND METHODS

The model considered in this work is a generalization of

the Heisenberg spin-1/2 chain HSU(2) =
∑L

i=1 JiSi ·Si+1,
which enjoys SU(2) symmetry, to SU(3) symmetry where
now the spin operators are replaced by permutation op-
erators Pi,j :

HSU(3) =

L∑
i=1

JiPi,i+1. (1)

To each site we assign the fundamental representation of
SU(3) (single-box Young tableau) with a 3-dimensional
local Hilbert space and a local basis |ci⟩ where c = 1, 2, 3
is the “color” at site i. Pi,i+1 permutes colors at sites i
and i+ 1: Pi,i+1| . . . cic′i+1 . . . ⟩ = | . . . c′ici+1 . . . ⟩.
The absolute value of the coupling constants Ji are

random variables drawn from the probability distribution

P (|J |) = αΘ(1− |J |)
|J |1−α

(2)

with α denoting the inverse strength of the disorder (the
system is more disordered as α → 0). Furthermore, we
choose the sign of Ji to be positive/negative with an equal
probability 1/2, without loss of generality.
The Hamiltonian HSU(3) can be block-diagonalized in

the irreducible representations (irreps) of SU(3), each of
which can be assigned a standard Young tableau with at
most 3 lines. We use the orthogonal unit representation
introduced in Ref. 74 to be able to work directly in spe-
cific irreducible representations. Most calculations are
carried out for the singlet irrep with rectangular Young
tableaus with 3 lines. Since singlet tableaus restrict com-
putations to chains of sizes L multiple of 3, we also
present some calculations for non-singlet tableaus. Ta-
ble I provides a description of the chain samples used in
this work, with the number of sites L, the shape of the
Young-tableau corresponding to the irrep of SU(3), and
the size of the corresponding Hilbert space in this irrep.
We use shift-invert diagonalization [75] to obtain eigen-

states of HSU(3) in the middle of the spectrum (ϵ = 0.5 in
standard notations where ϵ = (E−Emin)/(Emax−Emin)).
The orthogonal unit representation of Ref. 74 is partic-
ularly convenient for permutations operators Pi,i+1 as
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L 15 16 17 18 19 21
Young tableau (5, 5, 5) = = •5 (6, 5, 5) = •5 (7, 5, 5) = •5 (6, 6, 6) = •6 (7, 6, 6) = •6 (7, 7, 7) = •7

Degeneracy 1 3 6 1 3 1
Hilbert space size |H| 6006 36,036 136,136 87,516 554,268 1,385,670

TABLE I. Chain samples used in this work, with the number of sites L, the shape of the Young-tableau corresponding to
the irrep of SU(3) (we use the simplified notation where • stands for singlets and •n represent a (n, n, n) (sub-)tableau), the
degeneracy of this irrep in the spectrum of HSU(3), and the size of the Hilbert space in this sector.

one obtains a sparse matrix representation for the Hamil-
tonian Eq. 1 when open boundary conditions are used.
This allows us to use efficient sparse linear algebra tech-
niques [76–78] in the shift-invert method [75]. For pe-
riodic boundary conditions, the matrices are less sparse
(with roughly twice as many non-zero matrix elements),
which does not allow to reach large sizes. We can sim-
ulate open chains with up to L = 21 sites (with Hilbert
space size of 1, 385, 670), see Table I for a list of all sys-
tems considered. For each irrep considered and for each
disorder strength α, we use at least 1000 disorder realiza-
tions, except for the L = 21 singlet tableau where we use
about 300 disorder realizations for each α (due to the
considerable simulation time needed for this large sys-
tem). For each disorder realization, we collect between
50 and 100 eigenstates near ϵ = 0.5, which we refer to as
mid-spectrum eigenstates below.

III. RESULTS

We consider three different indicators to detect ergodic
or non-ergodic behavior in eigenstates: spectral statis-
tics in the form of the gap ratio (Sec. III A), statistics
of a local observable, the permutation operator Pi,i+1

between consecutive sites (Sec. III B) and the entangle-
ment entropy (for different block sizes) for singlet states
(Sec. III C).

A. Spectral Statistics

We start our analysis with the consecutive gap ratio [8]

r =
min(∆n,∆n+1)

max(∆n,∆n+1)
(3)

where ∆n = En+1 − En is the gap between the n-th
and (n + 1)-th energy levels En and En+1, which is by
now a standard measure of spectral statistics and ther-
mal behavior for many-body systems. For thermal sys-
tems, the distribution P (r) of the gap ratio 0 ≤ r ≤ 1 is
predicted for the Gaussian orthogonal ensemble (GOE,
relevant for the real Hamiltonian Eq. 1) by random ma-

trix theory [79] to be PGOE(r) = 27(r+r2)
4(1+r+r2)5/2

with mean

value ⟨r⟩GOE ≃ 0.5307. For integrable / MBL systems, a
Poisson distribution PPoisson(r) = 2/(1+r)2 is expected,
with mean value ⟨r⟩Poisson = 2 ln(2)− 1 ≃ 0.386.
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FIG. 1. Top: Average Gap ratio as a function of (inverse) dis-
order strength α ∈ {0, 3.0.45, 0.6, 0.8, 1, 1.3, 1.6, 1.9} for dif-
ferent chain lengths L. Solid lines represent data for sin-
glet tableaus (chains of size L = 15, 18, 21) and dashed lines
are for non-rectangular tableaus (see Table I). Data for sin-
glet tableaus for the values of α mentioned above have been
slightly shifted to the left (α → α− 0.02) for readability pur-
poses. Error bars are smaller than symbol size, except for
L = 21 where they are explicitly given. The two limiting val-
ues ⟨r⟩GOE and ⟨r⟩Poisson for respectively thermal and Poisson
statistics are also given. Bottom: Similar data, but as a func-
tion of the size of the Hilbert space |H| (in logarithmic scale)
for different disorder parameters α. Statistics for eigenstates
in the singlet sector are joined by a solid line.

Finite-size dependence for the mean gap ratio (see
Fig. 1) clearly indicates that for large enough α ≥ 0.8, the
system will become thermal as system size increases. For
the largest size L = 21, we can already observe statistics
very close to the GOE prediction for α ≥ 1.6. For the
disorder value α = 0.45, 0.6, the singlet tableaus strik-
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ingly show almost no system size dependence (see bot-
tom panel of Fig. 1) with a mean value between the Pois-
son and thermal values (the non-singlet tableaus show a
slight finite-size tendency towards thermal behavior for
α = 0.6). Finally, the behavior for the strongest disorder
α = 0.3 is marked by unusually low values, even below
the Poisson limit, except for the largest L = 21 system.
This behavior was also found in the SU(2) case [61] for
the same value of α and is attributed to cutting-bond
effects (small J values tend to effectively cut the chain in
two, resulting in almost degeneracies and low values for
the gap ratio). This effect should disappear as a function
of system size, which is what we indeed observe.

Similar data in the SU(2) case [61] display a remarkable
non-monotonous behavior (a decrease with small system
size, followed by an increase on larger systems) for ⟨r⟩ for
two intermediate values of disorder α = 0.8, 1.0, with a
minimum for chain sizes around L ∈ [14, 18] (with corre-
sponding Hilbert space sizes between 429 and 4862). We
do not observe this behavior, except possibly for α = 0.6.
We have checked (data not shown) that it does not occur
specifically for systems of lower size than the smallest size
L = 15 (with Hilbert space size 6006) presented in Fig. 1,
even though we are limited by the fact that there are
not many possibilities available for this range of Hilbert
space sizes for SU(3) systems. It is also possible that this
non-monotonous effect could arise at a larger length scale
L > 21 for α = 0.45.

Let us finally mention that open boundary conditions
typically produce lower values of mean gap ratio than
periodic boundary conditions (this should be a 1/L effect,
albeit non-negligible for the moderate system sizes that
we can probe). This was observed in other systems [80],
and we could also check this behavior for L = 12, 15 (data
not shown).
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FIG. 2. Probability distribution of gap ratio P (r) for dif-
ferent disorder strengths for a L = 18 chain. The dashed
lines present the reference Poisson and GOE (thermal) dsitri-
butions for comparison. Inset: Hilbert space size depen-
dence of the level repulsion effect P (0) (as approximated by
P (r ≤ 0.04)) for the same values of disorder.

Fig. 2 offers a comparison of the probability distribu-
tion P (r) for L = 18 singlet eigenstates for the vari-
ous strengths of disorder α, to the limiting cases of the
thermal distribution PGOE(r) and Poisson distribution
PPoisson(r). For the strongest disorder α = 0.3, the dis-
tribution is very close to Poissonian except for low values
of r where it exhibits a sub-Poissonian value P (0) > 2,
corresponding to effective level attraction and low values
of mean gap ratio, which can again be explaining by the
cut-chain effects. For larger disorder α = 0.45, 0.6, the
distributions display a maximum for finite small values
of r, and are thus markedly different from Poisson, even
though their large r behavior then closely joins the Pois-
son tail. For larger values of α, a crossover is observed
towards the thermal distribution which is reasonably well
reproduced for α = 1.6 and α = 1.9.
In the inset of Fig. 2, we analyze the level repulsion

effect in more detail, by considering the finite-size depen-
dence of P (r ≤ 0.04) (as a proxy to P (0)) for all values of
α for singlet tableaus (L = 15, 18, 21). The dependence
is very similar to the one of mean gap ratio statistics:
for α ≥ 0.8, there is clear evidence of level repulsion in
the thermodynamic limit (as P (0) decreases) whereas for
α = 0.45, 0.6, P (0) seems approximately constant within
the range of studied sizes. Finally the cutting-chain ef-
fects at very strong disorder α = 0.3 manifest in values
of P (0) larger than the Poisson value P (0) = 2, but this
effect disappears as the system size is increased.
The conclusion of the gap ratio analysis is that systems

with strong disorder (α ≤ 0.6) clearly manifest evidence
of non-thermal behavior for the system sizes L ≤ 21 stud-
ied, which cannot be attributed to very small values of
bond coupling that will tend to artificially increase level
repulsion, falsely mimicking Poisson statistics (this effect
is observed for α = 0.3 and its finite-size dependence un-
derstood). Indeed the distributions of P (r) in this non-
thermal regime are not Poissonian, especially at low val-
ues of r. For α = 0.45, the broad extent of Hilbert space
sizes (from 103 to 106) over which the spectral statistics
do not show tendency to either thermalization or Poisson
behavior is quite remarkable.

B. Local observables

We now proceed to results for the the distribution of
a local observable ⟨n|O|n⟩ with |n⟩ mid-spectrum eigen-
states. More specifically we consider the local permu-
tation operator O = Pi,i+1 between sites i and i + 1.
The left panels of Fig. 3 show the distribution where
Pi,i+1 is measured for i = imax for the strongest coupling
Ji,i+1 = Jmax in the chain, the middle panels for i the
further away from this strongest coupling (imax + L/2)
mod L (which should correspond to a random coupling),
and the right panels for the observable averaged over all
possible values of i, i + 1. The data are presented for
three different representative disorder values α = 0.3, 0.8
and 1.6 and for the largest system L = 21.
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FIG. 3. Distribution of the local observable O = Pi,i+1 shown for 3 disorder values α = 0.3, 0.8, 1.6 and for system size L = 21.
Left panel: P (⟨Omax⟩), for sites imax, imax + 1 with the strongest coupling in the chain; middle panel P (⟨Orand⟩), for the site
the further away i = (imax + L/2) mod L; and right panel the average P (⟨Orand⟩) over all bonds i, i + 1. The dashed line
corresponds to the expected thermal value ⟨Othermal⟩ ≃ 0.2 for L = 21, as obtained from a random state, which is quite different
from the expected thermodynamical value 1/3.

In the limit of very large disorder α = 0.3, the dis-
tribution of ⟨Omax⟩ is dominated by two sharp peaks at
Omax = +1 and Omax = −1, the latter being approx-
imately half the size of the largest peak. This can be
understood by adapting the argument put forward in the
RSRG computation for the SU(2) case: in the limit of
infinite disorder, the strongest bond is decimated first,
and the two fundamental representations of SU(3) are
coupled to form either a 2-box symmetric (with de-
generacy 6 and for which O = +1) or antisymmetric

(with degeneracy 3 and O = −1) irrep. This explains

the two peaks at ±1 in the distribution P (Omax) and
their relative height. The opposite bond (imax + L/2)
mod L would be decimated later in the decimation pro-
cedure, resulting in intermediate values with neverthelss
the most likely values being again ±1. This is exactly
what is observed in the top middle panel for P (Orand)
at α = 0.3. Finally, the average over all possible bonds
(right panel) corresponds to averaging over all levels of
decimation, resulting in a distribution P (⟨Ō⟩) close to
the one for the strongest bond P (⟨Omax⟩). We thus find
that our data for P (⟨O⟩) for the SU(3) case are compat-
ible with the strong disorder scenario advocated at small
α in the SU(2) case, namely that eigenstates can be con-
sidered (for moderate systems sizes) to be close to those
obtained from a strong disorder RSRG procedure.

We now continue with the smallest disorder α = 1.6.
We observe a close to Gaussian distribution around a
most likely value O∗ ≃ 0.2, for all three distributions
P (⟨Omax⟩) , P (⟨Orand⟩) , P (⟨Ō⟩), which as we argue now

matches the expectation of ETH. In the thermal regime
and for mid-spectrum eigenstates, the observable should
be the average taken uniformly over all the states formed
by coupling two fundamental tableaus on sites i and i+1.
It is easy to see that this average should be 1/3, however
for finite (small) systems this may not be exactly the
case. Indeed by randomly sampling Hilbert space of finite
systems, we find that the expected limit 1/3 is reached
only slowly as 1/L [81]. In particular, for the singlet size
L = 21 (singlet tableau), the random sampling provides
an average ⟨Ō⟩ ≃ 0.200, which is matching very well with
the “ergodic” peaks at O∗ ≃ 0.2 in Fig. 3 for α = 1.6.

The situation for the intermediate disorder α = 0.8
is very instructive. For random P (⟨Orand⟩) and average
P (⟨Ō⟩) distributions, the ergodic peak at O∗ ≃ 0.2 dom-
inates but a non-zero background for all other possibles
values of O is present with peaks at ±1. We interpret this
as a tendency to ETH for this observable for most eigen-
states, with remnants of non-thermal behavior. For the
strongest coupling, the distribution P (⟨Omax⟩) is close to
trimodal with a central peak at O∗ ≃ 0.2, but slightly
more dominant sharp peaks at ±1, together with the
same background of non-zero probability for other val-
ues of ⟨Omax⟩. This behavior is also compatible with a
tendency to thermalization for this value of α but with
a slower convergence / stronger finite-size effect for this
specific observable, which indeed is atypical as associated
to the strongest bond in the Hamiltonian.

In order to probe finite-size effects for these distribu-
tions, we consider the scaling (with the size |H| of Hilbert
space) of the fraction f(O) of eigenstates which belong to
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ergodic peak, with Ômax in straight lines and Ôrand with
dashed lines. “Belonging” to the central peak actually means
O in [O∗ − δ,O∗ + δ] with δ = 1/4.

the “ergodic” peak close to 0.2, similar to what was done
in Ref. [61]. We consider the fraction of states which have
⟨O⟩ in [O∗(|H|)− δ,O∗(|H|) + δ], with O∗(|H|) the most
probably value obtained from a random-state sampling
and where δ = 1/4, as chosen to be able to make a com-
parison with Ref. [61] which consider δ = 1/8 for an ob-
servable in the range [−3/4, 1/4]. Our results in Fig. 4 are
compatible with a fraction f that tends to 1 as predicted
by ETH, for all values of α ≥ 0.6, for both Omax and
Orand, albeit with different speeds of convergence. For
the two strongest disorder strenghts, we find an overall
slight tendency for this fraction to increase with Hilbert
space size, albeit obscured by a finite-size and Young-
tableau shape dependence. It is clear nevertheless that
on these small system sizes, the ETH prediction f → 1
is far from being reached since f < 0.2 for α ≤ 0.6,
meaning that the eigenstates are clearly non-thermal for
these ranges of L and disorder α. This is overall in agree-
ment with the existence of a finite-size regime with non-
thermal behavior for this SU(3) disordered system. Com-
paring to SU(2) disordered chains with the same Hilbert
space sizes (see Fig. 9 in Ref. [61]), we find similar ergodic
fractions for α = 0.6, 0.8, and SU(2) systems to be very
slightly more thermal than SU(3) systems for α = 1.0.

C. Entanglement entropy

We consider a bipartition of the chain in two parts
A and B constituted respectively by the LA first sites
A = {i = 1 . . . LA} and LB remaining ones B = {i =
LA . . . L} with LA + LB = L. Defining the reduced den-
sity matrix ρA = TrB |n⟩⟨n| of an eigenstate |n⟩ for such
a bipartition, the entanglement entropy of this eigenstate
is given by:

S(|n⟩) = −TrAρA log(ρA).

We present results of entanglement entropy (following
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FIG. 5. Both panels represent entanglement entropy S of
mid-spectrum eigenstates versus block size LA, as a function
of disorder parameter α and for a chain with L = 21 sites. The
solid line is the result for a wave-function on a similar L = 21
size with Gaussian-distributed coefficients, corresponding to
the Page [82] entanglement volume law. Top panel: linear
scale for the block size LA, where dashed lines are guides to
the eye. Bottom panel: Logarithmic scale for LA. The dashed
lines are fits to a logarithmic scaling S(LA) = a + b log(LA)
for the three strongest disorders and LA ∈ [5, 10].

Ref. [83] for its computation in the orthogonal unit basis)
for the non-degenerate singlet mid-spectrum eigenstates
of the largest L = 21 system we could simulate, as a
function of block size LA in Fig. 5. The results are sym-
metric with respect to inversion of LA and LB = L−LA,
thus we only show data up to LA = 10. For small dis-
order (large α ≥ 1.3), the entanglement entropy follows
a very clear volume law scaling (with S growing linearly
with the block size, see top panel of Fig. 5), with a co-
efficient matching with the expected Page [82] behavior
obtained by considering the entanglement entropy of ran-
dom vectors (distributed on the Haar sphere), presented
as a solid line in Fig. 5. For intermediate disorder
α = 0.8, 1.0, the growth of entanglement appears linear
for small LA but data bends as LA reaches L/2, due to
the finite block-size limitation. For larger disorder (par-
ticularly for α = 0.3, 0.45), we observe a slow growth
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of entanglement, which we find compatible with a loga-
rithmic growth, within the system sizes that can be ad-
dressed (see bottom panel of Fig. 5 where fits to logarith-
mic scaling of S(|n⟩) are shown). This contrasts not only
with the volume law at large α, but also to a strict area
law expected for standard MBL eigenstates. This log-
arithmic “subthermal” behavior has been predicted for
the entanglement entropy in the intermediate, finite-size,
regime of SU(2) disordered chains by the RSRG calcula-
tions [55, 61], but was not strictly speaking observed in
the finite-size exact diagonalization results of Ref. [61].

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Through the lens of various indicators (spectral statis-
tics, expectation values of local observables, entan-
glement entropy), we examined the behavior of mid-
spectrum eigenstates for disordered chains with the non-
abelian SU(3) symmetry. While the data at weak disor-
der perfectly match the expectations for a thermal phase,
our numerical analysis on finite sizes at strong disorder
(small values of α) points towards a non-thermal regime.

Could our data be interpreted as signatures of a phase
transition from a (standard) MBL phase (or regime) to
a thermal phase at a strong value disorder (for, say,
α ≃ 0.45), similar to the interpretation of similar data
in the standard MBL model [43]? We believe this is
not the case for the following reasons: first, there is
no regime where the spectral statistics exhibit perfect
Poisson statistics. The level repulsion at P (0) is either
sub-Poissonian (for α = 0.3) on the system sizes consid-
ered, or already non-Poissonian for the nearby disorder
strength α = 0.45. Second, even at very large disor-
der α = 0.3, the distribution of expectation values of
local observable has a non-zero background for some lo-
cal observable (such as Orandom in top middle panel of
Fig. 3). Finally, the entanglement entropy displays a be-
havior compatible with a logarithmic growth (as a func-
tion of block size) in the region α = 0.3 − 0.6. While it
is hard to distinguish a log from a small power-law, our
data appear to rule out an area law that standard MBL
eigenstates would follow.

We thus interpret our data as completely compatible
with the existence of a non-thermal, finite-size, regime
in the region α ≈ [0.3, 0.6] for systems below an ergodic
length scale L∗,SU(3), similar to the SU(2) situation pre-
dicted by the RSRG computation [55, 61]. It is difficult
to conclude on whether the thermal length scale L∗(α)
above which the system converges to the ETH is larger
or not for SU(3) systems than SU(2). The gap ratio
data do not explicitly show a minimum behavior (except
maybe for α = 0.6) as in the SU(2) case which would
help identifying this length scale. This is possibly due
to the lack of systems with intermediate Hilbert space

sizes which could help visualizing this behavior. On the
other hand, the very slightly more thermal data for the
fraction of thermal eigenstates (f in Sec. III B) for SU(2)
for fixed Hilbert space size can possibly and at best indi-
cate that L∗,SU(3)(α = 1) ≳ L∗,SU(2)(α = 1) ln(2)/ ln(3),
which is not predictive. Overall the overall agreement of
the evidence of non-thermal data for α = 0.3, 0.45, and
intermediate behaviour for α = 0.6, 0.8 in a similar range
of system sizes for SU(2) (Ref. [61]) and SU(3) (our data)
point towards the hypothesis that these two length scale
are probably very similar L∗,SU(3)(α) ∼ L∗,SU(2)(α). It
would be very interesting to have RSRG predictions for
the SU(3) case for this length scale, as well as in gen-
eral to compare to our exact diagonalization data when
possible. This would require extending [58, 59, 62, 63]
to highly-excited eigenstates the RSRG procedure de-
velopped for ground-states of random SU(N) symmetric
systems [84].

Our results are in agreement with the general argu-
ments forbidding a true MBL phase for systems with
non-abelian symmetries [53] as well as the recent dynam-
ical study [66] on the same SU(3) systems (performed
on larger system sizes, up to L = 48, but up to a finite
maximal time tmax = 500) which also find a sub-thermal
behavior for values α = 0.3 and α = 0.5. This dynamical
analysis indicates a slightly more thermal behavior for
SU(3) then for SU(2), for these values of α and lengths.

Our work exploits entirely the SU(3) symmetry by per-
forming exact diagonalization in each irrep thanks to the
use of the orthogonal unit basis introduced in Ref. [74].
This basis could be employed to systems with SU(4) sym-
metry: for singlet eigenstates, system sizes L = 16 and
L = 20 are reachable within shift-invert computations.
Another interesting application of the orthogonal unit
basis (which allows for diagonalization or time-evolution
of larger systems than in the standard U(1) basis) would
be to test in detail recent predictions of a non-abelian
version of the ETH [85, 86], which has been argued to
present different finite-size convergence to the thermal
ensemble than the standard ETH.
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order in random interacting ising-majorana chains sta-
bilized by many-body localization, Phys. Rev. Res. 4,
L032016 (2022).

[50] A. Chandran, V. Khemani, C. R. Laumann, and S. L.
Sondhi, Many-body localization and symmetry-protected

topological order, Phys. Rev. B 89, 144201 (2014).
[51] Y. Bahri, R. Vosk, E. Altman, and A. Vishwanath, Lo-

calization and topology protected quantum coherence at
the edge of hot matter, Nature communications 6, 7341
(2015).

[52] Y. Kuno, Many-body localization induced protection of
topological order in a xxz spin model, Phys. Rev. Res. 1,
032026 (2019).

[53] A. C. Potter and R. Vasseur, Symmetry constraints on
many-body localization, Phys. Rev. B 94, 224206 (2016).

[54] R. Vasseur, A. J. Friedman, S. A. Parameswaran, and
A. C. Potter, Particle-hole symmetry, many-body local-
ization, and topological edge modes, Phys. Rev. B 93,
134207 (2016).

[55] I. V. Protopopov, W. W. Ho, and D. A. Abanin, Effect
of su(2) symmetry on many-body localization and ther-
malization, Phys. Rev. B 96, 041122 (2017).

[56] A. Prakash, S. Ganeshan, L. Fidkowski, and T.-C. Wei,
Eigenstate phases with finite on-site non-abelian symme-
try, Phys. Rev. B 96, 165136 (2017).

[57] A. J. Friedman, R. Vasseur, A. C. Potter, and S. A.
Parameswaran, Localization-protected order in spin
chains with non-abelian discrete symmetries, Phys. Rev.
B 98, 064203 (2018).

[58] R. Vosk and E. Altman, Many-body localization in one
dimension as a dynamical renormalization group fixed
point, Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 067204 (2013).

[59] R. Vasseur, A. C. Potter, and S. A. Parameswaran, Quan-
tum criticality of hot random spin chains, Phys. Rev.
Lett. 114, 217201 (2015).

[60] B. Ware, D. Abanin, and R. Vasseur, Perturbative in-
stability of nonergodic phases in non-abelian quantum
chains, Phys. Rev. B 103, 094203 (2021).

[61] I. V. Protopopov, R. K. Panda, T. Parolini, A. Scardic-
chio, E. Demler, and D. A. Abanin, Non-abelian sym-
metries and disorder: A broad nonergodic regime and
anomalous thermalization, Phys. Rev. X 10, 011025
(2020).

[62] R. Vosk and E. Altman, Dynamical quantum phase tran-
sitions in random spin chains, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112,
217204 (2014).

[63] D. Pekker, G. Refael, E. Altman, E. Demler, and
V. Oganesyan, Hilbert-glass transition: New universal-
ity of temperature-tuned many-body dynamical quantum
criticality, Phys. Rev. X 4, 011052 (2014).

[64] A. V. Gorshkov, M. Hermele, V. Gurarie, C. Xu, P. S.
Julienne, J. Ye, P. Zoller, E. Demler, M. D. Lukin, and
A. M. Rey, Two-orbital s u(n) magnetism with ultracold
alkaline-earth atoms, Nature Physics 6, 289 (2010).

[65] M. A. Cazalilla and A. M. Rey, Ultracold fermi gases
with emergent su(n) symmetry, Reports on Progress in
Physics 77, 124401 (2014).

[66] D. Saraidaris, J.-W. Li, A. Weichselbaum, J. von
Delft, and D. A. Abanin, Finite-size subthermal regime
in disordered SU(N)-symmetric Heisenberg chains,
arXiv:2304.03099 (2023).

[67] Z.-C. Yang, S. Nicholls, and M. Cheng, Extended noner-
godic regime and spin subdiffusion in disordered su(2)-
symmetric floquet systems, Phys. Rev. B 102, 214205
(2020).
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Counting local integrals of motion in disordered spinless-
fermion and hubbard chains, Phys. Rev. B 97, 064204
(2018).

[71] I. V. Protopopov and D. A. Abanin, Spin-mediated par-
ticle transport in the disordered hubbard model, Phys.
Rev. B 99, 115111 (2019).

[72] B. Leipner-Johns and R. Wortis, Charge- and spin-
specific local integrals of motion in a disordered hubbard
model, Phys. Rev. B 100, 125132 (2019).

[73] S. J. Thomson, Disorder-induced spin-charge separation
in the one-dimensional hubbard model, Phys. Rev. B
107, L180201 (2023).

[74] P. Nataf and F. Mila, Exact diagonalization of heisenberg
SU(n) models, Phys. Rev. Lett. 113, 127204 (2014).
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