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We point out an interesting connection between the mathematical framework of the Krylov basis,
which is used to quantify quantum complexity, and the entanglement entropy in high-energy QCD.
In particular, we observe that the cascade equation of the dipole model is equivalent to the SL(2, R)
Schrodinger equation in the Krylov basis. Consequently, the Krylov complexity corresponds to the
average distribution of partons and the Krylov entropy is the counterpart the entanglement entropy
computations of [1]. Our work not only brings new tools for exploring quantum information and
complexity in QCD, but also gives hope for experimental tests of some of the recent, physical probes
of quantum complexity.
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Introduction. Recently, the tools of quantum
information (QI), such as entanglement or complexity,
provide a new perspective on high-energy physics.
This has proved particularly fruitful for understanding
quantum black holes in the AdS/CFT correspondence
[2] (see e.g. [3]). Moreover, precise measures of
quantum complexity are also believed to be crucial
for understanding black hole interiors [4, 5]. These
exciting developments have motivated a new paradigm
of exploring quantum systems from the angle of
entanglement and complexity.
In fact, in a series of papers [1, 6–22] the authors argued
that understanding entanglement in QCD may provide
new insights into the gluon-dominated structure and
properties of high-energy hadrons. This was supported
by the computation of the entanglement entropy in the
electron-proton Deep Inelastic Scattering (DIS) process
[1], which is based on the following logic. The proton
is an eigenstate of the QCD Hamiltonian (a pure state),
however, a measurement of its partonic content at some
resolution scale introduces a bipartition between resolved
and unresolved parts that are entangled in an intricate
way. This entanglement can be quantified by the von
Neumann entropy

SA = −Tr(ρA log ρA) = −
∑
n

pn ln pn, (1)

where ρA = TrB(ρAB) is the reduced density matrix
of the resolved part A (B is its complement). The
eigenvalues pn are interpreted as probabilities of a state
with definite number (n) of partons/dipoles.
More importantly, [1] conjectured that this entanglement
entropy is directly related to the hadronic entropy
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calculated with the Gibbs formula after counting the
hadrons measured in the collider experiment. The
motivation for this conjecture comes from the parton-
hadron duality [23], where hadrons can be directly linked
to partons, which fragment and hadronize. Following
this proposal, the measurement of hadronic entropy in
DIS has been performed [24] and seems to be consistent
with the theoretical prediction [25–27]. Further evidence
for the general picture of the proton as the maximally
entangled state comes from studies of proton-proton
collisions [28] and diffractive DIS [29], where the hadronic
entropy has been successfully described.
In this work, we shed new light on this story by pointing
out its mathematical equivalence to the Krylov space
approach to quantum complexity [30–32]. Intuitively,
it has been observed that the dynamics of complexity
and growth of quantum operators are well captured
by epidemic/cascade models [33, 34], and the parton
evolution equations that we will consider are examples
thereof. Having established the precise connection, we
will use it to bring new tools such as the capacity of
entanglement, K-variance or continuum limits to the
QCD discussions and to probe the saturation effects.

Dipole cascade model. In this section, we review
the main findings of [1]. In QCD at high energies, the
convenient degrees of freedom of the proton are color
dipoles and quadrupoles [35–37]. The latter can be
expressed, in the approximation of a large number of
colors, as dipoles that represent a pair of high-energy
quarks or gluons. The usefulness of this representation
derives from the fact that, at high energies, the dipole size
is fixed during the interaction time and the S-matrix of
the interaction is diagonal with respect to the transverse
dipole size [36]. In [1, 13, 16], the authors considered
two scenarios: the 3+1 D Mueller’s picture (see [36] for
a review) [38] as well as its 1+1 D reduction. Here we
focus on the 1+1 D case, which is exactly solvable and,
in the low x regime (explained below), approximates the

ar
X

iv
:2

40
4.

07
65

7v
2 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 5

 M
ay

 2
02

4

mailto:pawel.caputa@fuw.edu.pl
mailto:krzysztof.kutak@ifj.edu.pl


2

Balitski, Fadin, Kuraev, Lipatov (BFKL) growth of the
gluon density [39–42].
The probability pn(Y ) of finding a state with n dipoles at
rapidity Y (playing the role of the evolution time) obeys
the equation [38, 43]

∂Y pn(Y ) = −λn pn(Y ) + λ (n− 1) pn−1(Y ), (2)

where the parameter λ characterizes the speed of the
evolution. The first term in (2) describes the decrease
in the probability due to the splitting into (n+1) dipoles,
while the second one describes the increase due to the
splitting of (n-1) dipoles into n dipoles. The solutions of
(2) are given by

pn(Y ) = e−λY
(
1− e−λY

)n−1
, (3)

and we plot some of them in fig. 1. At large rapidities, the
probabilities tend to the same value, which is interpreted
as a state of maximum entanglement [1, 29]. We used
λ = 0.4, which, via formula λ = 4ᾱs ln 2, can be related
to the QCD coupling constant αs = 0.15, ᾱs = Ncαs/π,
where Nc = 3 is a number of colors. The larger value of
the coupling constant leads to faster evolution, but the
features of the solutions are essentially unchanged. The
entropy (1) associated with the system of dipoles is given
by [1]

S = λY + (1− eλY ) · log
(
1− e−λY

)
, (4)

while the average number of dipoles grows exponentially
with rapidity

⟨n⟩ =
∞∑

n=1

npn(Y ) = eλY . (5)

The equation above, where Y = ln 1/x with Bjorken x −
longitudinal momentum fraction of the proton as carried
by the parton, is a model for the BFKL momentum
density of partons and it features the growth of partons
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FIG. 1. Solutions of the equation ((2)) for pn with n from
1 (the top blue line) to 5 (the purple line at the bottom) for
αs = 0.15.

(mainly gluons) with increasing rapidity. Taking the high
energy limit of eq. (4) and combining it with eq. (5)
one gets the relation between entanglement and parton
distribution (g(x) - denoting the number of gluons at a
given x) [1]

S ≃ λY = ln⟨n⟩ ≃ lnxg(x). (6)

In the above, the parton momentum density has been
represented by gluons. The generalization accounting for
quarks and the charge factor can be found in [25].

Let us now switch for a moment to a seemingly distant
and unrelated corner of the high-energy theory, the
Krylov complexity.

Krylov Complexity. Complexity is usually
quantified using a circuit model, where the circuit that
performs a given task is constructed from a universal set
of gates. The complexity of the task is defined as the
minimum number of gates used to construct the circuit
that accomplishes it [44]. Despite this simple intuition,
it is very difficult to precisely quantify complexity in
quantum systems, especially in quantum field theories.
Nevertheless, a new physical measure of complexity of
time evolution, defined as a spread in Hilbert space,
has recently been developed at the interplay between
many-body and high-energy physics. It started from
the observation that epidemic models capture very well
the growth of operators and the evolution of complexity
in holography [33, 34]. This was sharpened using the
Krylov basis [30] and extended to a definition of state
complexity in [32] (see also e.g. [45–51]). The key point
is to expand the state or the operator in the minimal
basis that supports its unitary evolution (the so-called
Krylov basis). To be concrete, we examine it for the
state |Ψ(t)⟩ that solves the Schrodinger equation with a
general time-independent Hamiltonian H

|Ψ(t)⟩ = e−iHt |Ψ0⟩ =
∑
n=0

ψn(t) |Kn⟩ . (7)

The Krylov basis |Kn⟩ is constructed by the iterative
Gram-Schmidt procedure (the Lanczos algorithm [52])
applied to the Krylov subspace consisting of the initial
state |Ψ0⟩ ≡ |K0⟩ and all powers of the Hamiltonian
acting on it Hn |Ψ0⟩. The Lanczos algorithm produces a
basis in which the Hamiltonian is tri-diagonal

H |Kn⟩ = an |Kn⟩+ bn |Kn−1⟩+ bn+1 |Kn+1⟩ , (8)

with an and bn, called Lanczos coefficients, obtained in
the iterative procedure. Consequently, the amplitudes
ψn(t) in (7) satisfy the Schrodinger equation

i∂tψn(t) = anψn(t) + bn+1ψn+1(t) + bnψn−1(t) . (9)

Effectively, this approach maps the evolution to a one-
dimensional chain with sites labeled by the index n of
the Krylov basis vectors, and encodes the dynamics into
the probability distribution pn(t) ≡ |ψn(t)|2. This also
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brings us to the key concept of the Krylov complexity
(K-complexity for short), which is defined as the average
position n on the chain

CK(t) = ⟨n⟩ =
∑
n

n pn(t). (10)

Of course, there is more information about the dynamics
that is hidden in pn(t) than just in ⟨n⟩ and we often
employ additional QI tools to probe it. The first one is
the Shannon entropy measuring the information content
of the distribution (dubbed the K-entropy [53])

SK(t) = −
∑
n

pn(t) log pn(t). (11)

Moreover, with the K-variance we can quantify the
fluctuations around the average position ⟨n⟩ [47]

δ2K =
⟨n2⟩ − ⟨n⟩2

⟨n⟩2
. (12)

In addition, from the m-th Renyi entropy

S
(m)
K =

1

1−m
log

(∑
n

pmn (t)

)
, (13)

we can define the analog of the heat capacity, the
Capacity of Entanglement [54–56]

CE = lim
m→1

m2∂2m[(1−m)S
(m)
K ]. (14)

The last quantity that we will consider is the purity,
defined as

γK =
∑
n

p2n(t). (15)

We will use these tools for dipole cascades after making
a precise connection below.
Most importantly, equation (9) admits a class of analytic
solutions with an = 0 and bn = αn for some constant α
(see Appendix A) given by

ψn(t) = (−i)n tanh
n(αt)

cosh(αt)
. (16)

They were first derived in [30, 57] for the Sachdev-Ye-
Kitaev (SYK) model [58, 59] and later explained using
the dynamical SL(2,R) symmetry in [31]. Interestingly,
we can associate them with (7) evolved by the boost-type
Hamiltonian

|ψ(t)⟩ = e−iα(L1+L−1)t |0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ , (17)

where L±1 are the SL(2,R) generators and ψn(t) follow
from the Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff relation for this
Lie algebra. If we express them in the two-mode
representation (see Appendix A), they are nothing

else but the Schmidt coefficients in this two-mode
decomposition.
The K-complexity for this solution grows exponentially
with time

CK(t) =

∞∑
n=0

n|ψn(t)|2 = sinh2(αt), (18)

while the K-entropy (11) (see also [60])

SK(t) = 2 log(cosh(αt))− 2 log (tanh(αt)) sinh2(αt),
(19)

increases linearly for late times, leading to the relation
CK(t) ∼ exp(SK(t)).
We conclude this part with the observation [30] that from
the exponential growth of CK(t) at late times we can
define a Lyapunov exponent λK = 2α. In fact, this time
growth is correlated with the asymptotic growth of the
Lanczos coefficients bn with n, which was conjectured to
be at most linear

bn ∼ αn+ κ, (20)

where α and κ are system-dependent constants. For
example, in the SYK model this bound is saturated
and the Krylov-Lyapunov exponent coincides with the
maximum chaos bound [61] from the out-of-time-ordered
correlators λK = λOTOC = 2π/β, where β is the inverse
temperature β = 1/T of the system.
The Connection. In this section, we present the

main results of our work. First, we observe that
(9) implies an equation for the probabilities pn(t)
(in complete analogy with the usual Schrodinger and
continuity equations). More precisely, we can show that
pn(t) = |ψn(t)|2 associated with the solution (16) satisfy
the cascade equation

∂Y pn(Y ) = αnpn−1(Y )− α(n+ 1) pn(Y ), (21)

where we have introduced a “rapidity” variable Y related
to the time t via

tanh2(αt) = 1− e−αY . (22)

This is almost the same as (2), and the only difference is
the range of the index n. Namely, in the QCD model
n is the number of dipoles n ∈ (1,∞), and in the
Krylov basis we have n ∈ (0,∞). Indeed, by shifting
the index n→ n+1, we verify that the SL(2,R) solution
expressed in terms of Y satisfies the cascade equation
(2) after identifying α with λ. Consequently, the average
dipole number ⟨n⟩ maps to the Krylov complexity (more
precisely CK + 1) 1. Given the above and using eq. (5),

1In [16] the summation index n is shifted so that in the case the
relation to Krylov complexity does not need shift. The arbitrariness
is related to choice of initial condition and is not relevant at high
energy limit.
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FIG. 2. Solutions of the equation ((24)) for pn from 1 (the
top blue line) to 5 (the bottom purple line). Upper plot:
αs = 0.15. Lower plot: αs = 0.3.

we can write the relation between the K-complexity (in
the cascade model) and the patron distribution

CK = xg(x). (23)

We also note that the entanglement entropy (4) is the
counterpart of the K-entropy. These connections are one
of our main results2.
Finally, we point out that the coefficients in the cascade
equation, eq. (2), satisfy the bound (20) (choosing α = λ
and κ = 0). Whether this reflects any ”chaotic” or
scrambling properties of QCD, i.e., λ = 4ᾱs ln 2 plays
the role of the Lyapunov exponent, is beyond the scope
of this work, but it would be fascinating to explore these
questions, given the bulk of developments following [61].
After explaining the relation between these two
developments, in the next sections we will study a
generalized dipole evolution equation that takes into
account saturation effects and probe it with QI tools
from the Krylov approach. Understanding the possible
mechanisms behind both saturation of parton density
and saturation of complexity is very important and we
will explore them in this tractable QCD scenario.

2We should also point out that (3) appeared in the context of the
operator growth in SYK [57], but Y was replaced by t and there
was no relation with the Krylov approach.

Dipole cascade with recombinations. In QCD at
high energies, once the parton density is high enough,
gluons are expected not only to split but also to
recombine. The recombination changes the exponential
growth of the number of gluons (with rapidity) and leads
to saturation [35, 62] (see also [36, 63] for a review).
While there are hints of gluon saturation [36, 64], strong
evidence is still lacking and the search for saturation
is the subject of forthcoming programs at both the
Electron Ion Collider [65] and the Large Hadron Collider
[66, 67]. The evolution equations that account for gluon
saturation are nonlinear generalizations [68–73] of the
BFKL equation. The 1+1 dipole model can also be
generalized to account for recombination that leads to
saturation. The generalized evolution equation reads
[74, 75]

∂Y pn(Y ) = −λnpn(Y ) + λ(n− 1)pn−1(Y ) (24)

+ βn(n+ 1)pn+1(Y )− βn(n− 1)pn(Y ),

where β = λα2
s. Clearly, the first two terms are the

same as in (2), while the last two account for dipole
recombination. The proportionality of the recombination
terms with α2

s indicates that they are relevant at large
values of rapidity, when the smallness of the coupling
constant is compensated by the large number of dipoles.
This equation was solved analytically in the
approximation of large Y in [76], but in order to
test our new QI tools in this context, we simply solve
it numerically with initial conditions p1(0) = 1 and
pn(0) = 0 for n > 1 (see also Appendix B for solutions
in the continuum limit). The resulting probabilities are
plotted in fig. 2 and the curves are similar to those in
fig. 1. Nevertheless, the behavior changes drastically as
we increase the value of the coupling αs. In this regime,
the term responsible for the dipole recombination starts
to play an important role already at lower rapidities. It
also leads to a scenario where at asymptotic rapidities
the probability with a large number of dipoles dominates
and even increases with increasing rapidity.

QI tools for dipole cascades. Finally, we apply
the QI tools from the Krylov framework to the dipole
cascade model both with and without recombinations.
More precisely, we evaluate the K-complexity (10), the
K-entropy (11) and the K-variance (12). Moreover,
we evaluate the capacity of entanglement (14), which
contains information about the width of the eigenvalue
distribution of the reduced density matrix [54] and the
purity (15), which is strictly 1 for pure states and deviates
from this value as the system becomes mixed.
First, in fig. 3, we plot the QI measures that characterize
the dipole cascade eq. (2) using the exact solution of
[38]. We confirm previous results that the entropy grows
linearly with Y and reaches the maximally entangled
state [1] at large rapidities. This is also supported
by the value of purity tending to zero. The rate
of the growth of entropy is given by λ and the
complexity grows exponentially. We also find that
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FIG. 3. Quantum measures applied to solutions of eq. ((2)).
The plot is for αs = 0.15.
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FIG. 4. Quantum measures applied to solutions of eq. ((24)).
Plot for αs = 0.15.

the capacity of entanglement measuring entanglement
spreading saturates at unity.
Next, we plot the same measures for the solutions
of the dipole model that accounts for recombinations.
The complexity grows initially, but saturates at large
rapidities 3. From the QCD perspective, this behavior
confirms an expected feature of the interplay between
the splitting and recombination terms in the eq. (24).
The entropy, however, develops a maximum as observed
in [76] and saturates at larger rapidities. We note
that such behavior is consistent with gluon densities
obtained with QCD evolution equations that take into
account transverse degrees of freedom [26]. This is
also consistent with the evolution of the capacity of
entanglement, which has the minimum (see Appendix C
for a plot in the linear scale). Interestingly, the system
does not reach a state where the purity drops to zero,
indicating a departure from the maximally entangled
state. Overall, we interpret this behavior as an indication
of “classicalization” [77], i.e. the emergence of scale in
the system. In our case, this is the value of rapidity for
which the capacity has a minimum and the complexity
saturates. This is also consistent with the results shown

3Note that the enormous rapidity range that we use is relevant to our
theoretical study of the models. The phenomenologically relevant
rapidity range is Y < 7.

in fig. (5), where the negativity of the system with
saturation is lower.

Conclusions and discussion. In conclusion, we
have established a connection between the framework
of the evolution of states with dynamical SL(2, R)
symmetry in the Krylov basis and the evolution of
dipoles in the 1+1 dimensional Mueller dipole cascade
model. This new connection allowed us to relate the K-
complexity to the number of dipoles and the K-entropy
to the entanglement entropy of dipoles in DIS discussed
in [1]. The results with the simple dipole model in 1+1 D
have a chance to hold more generally. In particular, the
dipole model in 3+1 D has formally the same structure
as the 1+1 D model. This suggests that Krylov space
methods should also be applicable and that the relation
between quantum complexity and the gluon density can
be generalized more broadly.
We have also imported some of the new, useful QI tools to
explore more fine-grained properties of the dipole cascade
models. The first of the models features linear growth
of the entropy with rapidity [1, 22, 78] and exponential
growth of complexity, while the second model shows
the saturation of these measures. Interestingly, from
the perspective of quantum complexity, we usually think
about the saturation of complexity as a consequence of
the finite Hilbert space. However, in the QCD model,
the saturation comes from the interplay between splitting
and recombination of partons (both infinite dimensional).
It will be very interesting to understand this mechanism
from a more QI perspective, and we leave it as an
important future problem.

We also analyzed the variance, capacity and purity
measures. The models with and without saturation
predict very different behavior of these new, potentially
measurable quantities. Note, for example, that the
evolution of capacity shows a characteristic minimum
at the maximum value of entropy. Therefore, it can
potentially be a more sensitive probe of the degree of
parton entanglement to be detected.

Last but not the least, we are certain that these QI
tools will not only be useful for future analysis of the
entanglement structure governed by more realistic QCD
evolution equations but may also be measurable under
the same assumptions as the hadronic entropy.
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Appendix A: General SL(2,R) solutions

In this appendix, we provide a brief summary of the
analytical solution (16) and use it to evaluate the QI tools
discussed in the main text.
A general class of analytical solutions to equation (9) can
be obtained when

an = γ(n+ h), bn = α
√
n(2h+ n− 1), (A1)

for parameters γ and α that depend on the physical
details of the initial state and evolving Hamiltonian. The
parameter h corresponds to the conformal dimension of
the operator the growth of which we are considering. As
described in [31], these Lanczos coefficients reflect the
underlying dynamical SL(2,R) symmetry of the Krylov
basis for a given physical problem.
In the following, we focus on the case when γ = 0, for
which the solution ψn(t) yields the probabilities

pn(t) = |ψn(t)|2 =
Γ(2h+ n)

n!Γ(2h)

tanh2n(αt)

cosh4h(αt)
. (A2)

It is useful to think of this example as a state

|ψ(t)⟩ = eiα(a
†b†+ab)t |0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ , (A3)

where the operators in the exponent L−1 = a†b† and
L1 = ab, are the raising and lowering operators of the
SL(2,R) Lie algebra. The third generator L0 = 1

2 (a
†a +

b†b+ 1) and |0⟩ ⊗ |0⟩ is its eigenstate L0 |h⟩ = h |h⟩ with
h = 1/24. This is simply a special case of the coherent
state of the SU(1,1) (SL(2,R)) algebra and we can expand
it as

|ψ(t)⟩ =
∞∑

n=0

tanhn(αt)

cosh2h(αt)

√
Γ(2h+ n)

n!Γ(2h)
|n⟩ ⊗ |n⟩ . (A4)

We think of this state as a Schmidt decomposition in the
product of two Hilbert spaces, so that tracing out over
one of them yields the density matrix

ρ(t) =

∞∑
n=0

pn(t) |n⟩ ⟨n| . (A5)

It is useful to rewrite these probabilities in terms of the
rapidity variable Y

pn(Y ) =
Γ(2h+ n)

n!Γ(2h)
(e−αY )2h

(
1− e−αY

)n
. (A6)

4General h can be obtained by acting with the same exponent (A3)
on the initial state with k = 2h− 1 difference between the modes.
These are the k-added or subtracted states in the jargon of quantum
optics.
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This probability satisfies a cascade equation

∂Y pn(Y ) = α(n+2h−1)pn−1(Y )−α(n+2h)pn(Y ), (A7)

and for h = 1/2 we recover our example (21).
One way to understand this equation is simply by analogy
with the Schrodinger equation for the wave function and
the continuity equation for the probabilities. In fact,
we can simply write our Schrodinger equations for the
Krylov wave function and for its complex conjugate,
multiply them by the conjugate wave functions and
add them. The left hand side is the derivative of the
probability pn(t) and the right side is a combination of
different wave functions and their conjugates. We can
check that our SL(2,R) solution has the property that the
right hand side can be rewritten as the above equation
times overall function of t. Finally, changing the variables
to Y removes this factor and yields the above equation.
Next, to present the analytical results for the QI
measures, it is useful to parameterize our probability
distribution by the variable

zz̄ = 1− e−αY = tanh2(αt), (A8)

such that

pn = (1− zz̄)(zz̄)n. (A9)

Then we have all our quantities in terms of zz̄ we have

CK = ⟨n⟩ = zz̄

1− zz̄
, (A10)

while the K-entropy is given by

SK = log

(
zz̄

1− zz̄

)
− log(zz̄)

1− zz̄
. (A11)

Clearly, we have the relation

SK = log⟨n⟩ − log(zz̄)

1− zz̄
, (A12)

which for late times, as zz̄ → 1, relates SK and K-
complexity ⟨n⟩. The variance is simply given by

δ2K = (zz̄)−1. (A13)

Moreover, the Renyi entropies

S(m) =
1

1−m
log

(
(1− zz̄)m

1− (zz̄)m

)
, (A14)

give rise to the capacity of entanglement

CE =
zz̄ log(zz̄)2

(1− zz̄)2
. (A15)

Finally, we can also derive the purity as

γK =
1− zz̄

1 + zz̄
. (A16)

Plugging zz̄ from (A8) reproduces our results from the
main text.

Appendix B: The continuum limit

It is often useful to consider the continuum limit of the
discrete chain equation [53] and we repeat this procedure
for the general model with saturation. Namely, starting
from (24), we can write it as

∂Y pn = bn−1pn−1 − bnpn + cn+1pn+1 − cnpn, (B1)

where in our explicit equation we have bn = λn and cn =
βn(n− 1), but we keep them general for the moment.
Next, we define the continuous variable x ≡ ϵ n, so that

pn(Y ) ≡ p(x, Y ), pn±1 = p(x± ϵ, Y ). (B2)

Moreover, we write

ϵbn ≡ v(x), ϵcn ≡ w(x), (B3)

as well as

ϵbn−1 = v(x− ϵ), ϵcn+1 = w(x+ ϵ). (B4)

After expanding for ϵ ≃ 0, we derive the continuum
equation

∂Y p(x, Y ) + ∂xj(x, Y ) = 0, (B5)

where

j(x, Y ) = (w(x)− v(x)) p(x, Y ). (B6)

For β = 0 and v(x) = λx, we reproduce [53], but
the generalized equation is responsible for the effective
ṽ(x) = w(x)− v(x). For example, we can take the initial
Gaussian profile

p(x, 0) =

√
2

π

1

σ
e−

x2

2σ2 , (B7)

so that, if v(x) = λx and β = 0, the solution becomes

p(x, Y ) =

√
2

π

1

σ
exp

(
−λY − e−2λY x2

2σ2

)
. (B8)

This gives the exponential growth of complexity

⟨x⟩ =
∫ ∞

0

x p(x, Y )dx =

√
2

π
σeλY . (B9)
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On the other hand, if w(x) = v(x), we get a stationary
solution p(x, Y ) = p(x, 0), which leads to constant

⟨x⟩ =
√

2

π
σ. (B10)

Recall that the discrete stationary solution of the general
equation (24) is given by [75]

pn(Y ) =
Nn

n!
e−N , ⟨n⟩ = N = 1/α2

s, (B11)

and corresponds to the continuum intuitions above.

Appendix C: Additional plots

In this appendix, we provide additional figures in
linear scale that complement those in the main body of
the paper. In particular, for the two QCD models of
the main text, together with the entanglement entropy
and the capacity of entanglement, we also evaluate the
logarithmic negativity defined as [79, 80]

N (Y ) = 2 ln

(∑
n

√
pn(Y )

)
. (C1)

Clearly, the maximum and decrease of the entanglement
entropy is now also visible in the evolution of the capacity

of entanglement. The logarithmic negativity is positive,
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FIG. 5. Plot of entropy, capacity of entanglement and
negativity extracted from solutions of eqs. (2) and (24).

.
which means that the entropy is entanglement entropy,
i.e. quantum entropy.
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