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The field of information scrambling has seen significant growth over the last decade, where the out-of-time-
ordered correlator (OTOC) has emerged as a prominent tool to probe it. In this work, we use bipartite OTOC,
a particular form of OTOC, to study information scrambling in the atom-field interaction models and the model
of the Ising spin chain interacting with a tilted magnetic field. This is done considering the effects of open
quantum systems. A relationship between information scrambling, using bipartite OTOC, and irreversibility,
using entropy production, is probed under unitary dynamics. The equivalence of bipartite OTOC with operator
entanglement is explicitly shown for the Ising model.

I. INTRODUCTION

The relationship between the classical and quantum dynam-
ics of chaotic systems is at the heart of the study of quan-
tum chaos. Recently, there has been a resurgence of inter-
est in many-body quantum chaos and its relationship to in-
formation scrambling. Information scrambling refers to the
spreading of quantum information over a complex quantum
system such that it is not accessible to simple probes. Inter-
est in this field was rejuvenated recently by works on black
hole information paradox [1, 2], and the problem of quan-
tum thermalization [3]. Traditionally, the ideas of random ma-
trix theory were employed to probe quantum chaos [4, 5]. In
recent times, the out-of-time-ordered correlator (OTOC) has
emerged as a prominent tool to investigate information scram-
bling. This was first brought out in the context of supercon-
ductivity [6], and was popularized by [7]. The growth rate of
OTOC is commonly attributed to the classical Lyapunov ex-
ponent [8]. OTOC has been extensively used in the study of
a number of systems, such as in quantum field theories [9],
random unitary models [10], spin chains [11, 12], and quan-
tum optical models [8, 13, 14], among others [15–17]. Various
forms of OTOC, such as regularized and physical OTOC, were
also used in the context of the fluctuation-dissipation theorem,
generalized to the case of OTOC [18].

Numerous qualitative aspects of the OTOC remain unaf-
fected by the particular operators selected, provided that their
locality remains constant. Thus, OTOCs averaged over (suit-
ably distributed) random operators represent a significant sim-
plification. It is possible to perform the uniform average over
pairs of random unitary operators, supported across both sides
of the bipartition of the system Hilbert space [19]. The oper-
ational importance of this averaged bipartite OTOC is that it
quantifies the scrambling of information at the quantum chan-
nel level, as well as the operator entanglement of the dynam-
ics [20, 21]. Further, Haar averaging over all the unitary ma-
trices in the given Hilbert space eliminates any specific choice
of unitary matrices to probe the information scrambling in the
system. Thus, the averaged bipartite OTOC is an effective in-
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strument for examining chaos and information scrambling in
many-body quantum systems using unitary operators. This
framework, expanded to include open quantum systems [22],
that is, the quantum systems impacted by their ambient envi-
ronment, will be used in this paper.

The theory of open quantum systems provides a framework
to study quantum systems affected by their surroundings [23–
25]. There has been significant growth in the applications of
this theory in the field of quantum information [26–29]. The
dynamics of an open quantum system can be understood using
Markov and rotating wave approximations, characterized by
the Gorini-Kossakowski-Lindblad-Sudarshan (GKLS) master
equation [30, 31]. With advancements in theory and technol-
ogy, the understanding of open systems has expanded from
the limitations of Markovian dynamics to the domain of non-
Markovianity [32–38]. In a number of scenarios, the effect
of open quantum systems on information scrambling have
been realized [11, 39, 40]. Further, the concept of informa-
tion scrambling shares an information-theoretic connection to
mutual information [41], which is a key ingredient in the for-
mulation of entropy production, characterizing irreversibility
in the system [42, 43].

Information scrambling invokes the scenario wherein there
is a loss of distinguishability between two local neighbor-
hoods, say A and B, see Fig. 1. This causes irreversibility
emerging from discarding any information contained locally,
say in the state of B, wherein the non-local information shared
between A and B becomes essential. This irreversibility can be
probed by entropy production and hence motivates a relation-
ship between information scrambling and entropy production.
Entropy production takes center stage in the study of quan-
tum thermodynamics [42, 43], which is one of the prominent
applications, in recent times, of the theory of open quantum
systems, fuelled by the development of quantum technolo-
gies and devices [44–46]. The study of quantum thermody-
namics in the presence of system-bath coupling in the (non-
)Markovian regime is a challenging task [47–50].

The aim of this work is to study the information scrambling
in the form of OTOC, in particular bipartite OTOC, in various
models. This includes models of atom-field interaction, par-
ticularly the Dicke and Tavis-Cummings (TC) models and the
Ising model with a tilted magnetic field. These models have
been shown to exhibit quantum chaotic properties in particular
parameter regimes [8, 13, 51]. This is done in the presence of
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FIG. 1. A toy model of an Ising spin chain partitioned into two sub-
systems with 1 spin in subsystem A and the rest in subsystem B. The
figure shows how, with time, the initial distinguishability of A and B,
due to the commutativity of the local operators, gets disrupted, and
the bipartition loses its distinction.

open quantum system effects. Further, a relationship between
information scrambling and irreversibility (using entropy pro-
duction) is investigated.

The plan of the paper is as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly
discuss the concept of bipartite OTOC and its form in the
presence of open quantum system effects. Section III ex-
plores the dynamics of the bipartite OTOC for the Dicke, TC,
and Ising models using the adjoint form of the GKLS master
equation. A discussion on the relationship between the bipar-
tite OTOC, operator entanglement, and entropy production is
done in Sec. IV, followed by conclusions in Sec. V.

II. BIPARTITE OTOC

The strength of the information scrambling in a quantum
system under the Hamiltonian dynamics can be understood as
the evolution of non-commutativity of local operators V(t) =
U†VU evolved in time with another operator W at time t = 0
and is given by the function

CV,W (t) B
1
2

Tr([V(t),W]†[V(t),W]ρ), (1)

where the average is taken using the maximally mixed state
ρ = I

d . The exponential nature of CV,W (t) in Eq. (1) indicates
the chaotic nature of a quantum system. This has been ver-
ified in systems with semiclassical limits or systems with a
large number of degrees of freedom. Quantum chaos, gener-
ally, refers to the exponentially fast dispersion of information

throughout a quantum many-body system. Mathematically,
the ‘out-of-time-ordered correlator’ (OTOC) corresponds to

FV,W (t) B
〈
V†(t)W†V(t)W

〉
, (2)

which is a four-point correlation function where the operators
are out-of-time-ordered, and the average is taken with respect
to the state ρ. The quantities in Eqs. (1) and (2) can be linked
for the case where the operators V(t) and W are unitary via the
relation

CV,W (t) = 1 − Re
{
FW,V (t)

}
. (3)

The bipartite OTOC is defined over a Hilbert space that
has two partitions and measures the evolution of the non-
commutativity of two unitary operators from those two par-
titions. For OTOCs involving unitary operators, the choice
of those operators is crucial. The conception of bipartite
OTOC aims to get rid of this dependence on the choice of
unitary operators. Since all the unitary operators are not
equally sensitive to chaotic behavior, averaging over all pos-
sible random unitary operators renders a more general form
of OTOC [52–58] We consider a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space with a bipartition, such that the composite Hilbert space
is H = HA ⊗ HB. The function CVA,WB (t), Eq. (3), is Haar
averaged over all independent unitary operators VA and WB,
which belong to subsystems A and B, respectively. This Haar
averaged quantity is

G(t) B 1 −
1
d

Re
∫

dVdWTr
[
V†A(t)W†BVA(t)WB

]
. (4)

We now introduce another replica of the Hilbert space of H ,
which is, H ′ = HA′ ⊗ HB′ with the same dimension as that
of H , i.e., d = dim(H) = dAdB and Ut = e−iHt is the unitary
evolution of the composite system (A+ B). Invoking the swap
operators S AA′ and S BB′ (see Appendix A), which belongs to
the Hilbert space of H ⊗ H ′, the expression for the bipartite
OTOC G(t) is given by [22]

G(t) = 1 −
1
d

ReTr
(
S U†⊗2

t
S AA′

dA
U⊗2

t
S BB′

dB

)
. (5)

The S BB′ can be replaced using the identities

S = S AA′S BB′ = S BB′S AA′ (6)

and the fact that S 2 = S 2
AA′ = S 2

BB′ = I, which is natural for
swap operators. Replacing S BB′ yields the final expression for
the bipartite OTOC of a unitary evolution U(t), which is given
by

G(t) = 1 −
1
d2 Tr(S AA′U⊗2

t S AA′U
†⊗2
t ), (7)

the same expression is valid for S BB′ also.

A. Bipartite OTOC for open quantum systems

The evolution of open quantum systems involves a com-
pletely positive trace preserving (CPTP) quantum channel E,
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which maps the initial system density matrix to a density ma-
trix at a later time. To modify the bipartite OTOC for open
systems, the unitary map must be replaced by a CPTP map E.
In the Heisenberg picture, we employ the adjoint master equa-
tion, which deals with the time evolution of a certain operator
in the system’s Hilbert space. The CPTP map that acts on the
operator is E†, and the evolved operator is E†(V). The bipar-
tite OTOC for the open system in terms of the Hilbert-Schmidt
norm can then be written as [22]

G(E†) B
1

2d
EVA,VB [CVA,WB (t)] =

1
2d
EVA,VB ||[E

†(VA),WB]||22

=
1

2d
EVA,VB Tr{[E†(VA),WB]†[E†(VA),WB]}, (8)

where VA = V ⊗ IB,WB = IA ⊗ W with V ∈ U(HA) and
W ∈ U(HB), i.e., VA and WB belong to the set of unitary
operators in the Hilbert spaceHA andHB, respectively. EVA,WB

denotes the Haar averaging with respect to all possible unitary
operators in the Hilbert space, that is,

EX∈G(...) ≡
∫

X∼Haar
dX(...). (9)

Making use of the swap operators S AA′ and S , the bipartite
OTOC for open quantum systems can be expressed as

G(E†) =
1
d

{
Tr

(
SE†⊗2 S AA′

dA

)
−

1
d

Tr
(
S AA′E

†⊗2S AA′
)}
,

=
1
d2 Tr{(S dB − S AA′ )E†⊗2S AA′ }. (10)

Hence, if we know the form of swap operators in the Hilbert
space and the form of the quantum channel, we can calculate
the bipartite OTOC for the open quantum system. The CPTP
adjoint map affects only the operator belonging to the A sub-
system. The effect of the map is trivial over the operator from
the B subsystem, although the adjoint map acts on the opera-
tor that spans the full subspace. Due to the dependence of the
bipartite OTOC on the swap operator acting on both A and
B subspaces, scrambling of local information between them
is possible for evolution under both unitary and adjoint maps.
In the following sections, we explore the dynamics of the bi-
partite OTOC for the models that are known to have a chaotic
regime.

III. DYNAMICS OF BIPARTITE OTOC FOR VARIOUS
MODELS

Here, the bipartite OTOC is calculated for three models,
namely the Dicke and the Tavis-Cummings (TC) models and
the Ising model with a tilted magnetic field. For the first two
cases, the bipartition is composed of the spin and radiation
parts, which are quantum optical models of atom-field inter-
action [13, 59]. For the Ising model in the tilted magnetic
field, the bipartition is that of one spin and all other spins. For
all the models, open-system effects will be considered.

A. Dicke model

Here, we consider the N-qubit Dicke model consisting of N
two-level atoms with transition frequencies ω0, coupled to a
single mode of a quantized radiation field of frequencyωc [60,
61]. The Hamiltonian (ℏ = 1) of the system is given by

HDicke = ω0Jz + ωca†a +
λ
√

N
Jx(a + a†). (11)

The collective angular momentum operators Ji (i = x, z), in
terms of a pseudospin of length j = N/2, describe the en-
semble of two-level atoms. The single mode quantized ra-
diation field is depicted by the number operator a†a, where
a and a† are the bosonic creation and annihilation operators,
respectively. The third term gives the coupling between the
quantized radiation field and the atoms, where λ denotes the
interaction strength and

√
N is the scaling factor.

The two sources of dissipation in this atom-field system
can be attributed to spontaneous emission and cavity de-
cay. To this end, we need to consider the above model as
an open quantum system, with its dynamics being governed
by a Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad (GKSL) mas-
ter equation. The adjoint form of the GKSL master equation,
which is required to study the evolution of operators, is given
below

∂

∂t
A =L(A) = i[HDicke, A] + γ(NthA + 1)

[
J+AJ− −

1
2
{A, J+J−}

]
+ γNthA

[
J−AJ+ −

1
2
{A, J−J+}

]
+ κ(NthB + 1)

[
a†Aa −

1
2
{A, a†a}

]
+ κNthB

[
aAa† −

1
2
{A, a†a}

]
, (12)

where γ acts as a dissipating factor modelling spontaneous
emission, and κ is responsible for cavity decay. Further,
Nthk =

1
eβωk−1 with β = 1

kBT , and k = A, B denoting the sub-
spaces A and B, respectively. By vectorizing this master equa-
tion, the Lindbladian superoperator L and, in turn, the CPTP
map E† = etL is obtained. We consider the atomic system to
belong to the A subspace, and the radiation field is relegated
to the B subspace. By applying the swap operators for the
specific dimensions, the bipartite OTOC is obtained. Further,
the Fock space of the field part is truncated in such a man-
ner that increasing the dimension of the Fock space after a
point doesn’t affect the dynamics [13, 62]. The dynamics of
the bipartite OTOC for the Dicke model for different values
of atom-field interaction strength λ is shown in Fig. 2. We
observe that as the atom-field coupling strength λ increases,
the fluctuations (or revivals) in the Bipartite OTOC G(E†) de-
crease; that is, the curves smooth out. This is predominant
when the coupling parameter approaches the critical value
λc =

√
ωω0

2 , where the Dicke model transitions from the nor-
mal regime to the superradiant regime. In [13], an exponential
behavior of OTOC was observed when the Dicke model un-
derwent a phase transition from the normal to the superradiant
regime. A consistent result is observed here for the bipartite
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FIG. 2. Variation of averaged bipartite OTOC for Dicke model
G(E†) with time t for different values of spin-cavity field interaction
strength λ. The value of parameters are: ω0 = 2, ωc = 2, T = 2,
γ = κ = 0.05.
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FIG. 3. Bipartite OTOC for Dicke model with coupling strength
λ = 1.5 for four different temperatures. The value of parameters
are: ω0 = 2, ωc = 2, γ = κ = 0.05.

OTOC, where the smoothening of the curve in the superradi-
ant regime, characterized here by λ = 1, could be considered
an indicator of the onset of quantum chaos. Further, in Fig. 3,
we plot the variation of the bipartite OTOC for different tem-
peratures for a given value of λ. It is observed that the bipar-
tite OTOC takes the highest values for zero temperature. As
the temperature increases, the values of the bipartite OTOC
reduce.

B. Tavis-Cummings model

The Tavis-Cummings (TC) model can be obtained from the
Dicke model by removing the counter-rotating terms, and its
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= 2.5

FIG. 4. Variation of averaged bipartite OTOC for Tavis Cummings
model G(E†) with time t for different values of spin-cavity field in-
teraction strength λ. The value of parameters are: ω0 = 2, ωc = 2,
T = 2, γ = κ = 0.05.

Hamiltonian is

HTC = ω0Jz + ωca†a +
λ

2
√

N

(
J+a + J−a†

)
. (13)

The total number of the excitationsN = a†a+ Jz in this model
remains conserved. The sources of dissipation in this model
are the same as in the Dicke model. By replacing HDicke in
Eq. (12) by HTC , we arrive at an adjoint master equation for
the TC model. The swap operators for this model remain the
same as those for the Dicke model.

Figure 4 depicts the variation of the bipartite OTOC for the
TC model. It can be observed that, like the Dicke model, as
the coupling strength increases, the fluctuations (or revivals)
in the bipartite OTOC G(E†) decrease. The fluctuations in the
bipartite OTOC act as an identifier of an integrable system; the
smoothness of the bipartite OTOC indicates non-integrability.
The least revivals are seen when the coupling parameter is
around the critical value λc =

√
ωω0 (2 for the parameters

chosen here) for a phase transition from the normal to the su-
perradiant regime. This is again consistent with what was ob-
served in [13].

C. Ising model with tilted magnetic field

Next, we consider an Ising chain, which interacts with a
tilted magnetic field. This model has been found to be useful
for understanding the chaotic behavior of a quantum system
and has been studied extensively from statistical physics and
quantum information perspectives [51]. The Hamiltonian Hθ
for this model is given by

Hθ(J, B, θ) = HA + HB + HAB, (14)
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where,

HA = B(sin(θ)σx
1 + cos(θ)σz

1),

HB = B

N∑
i=2

(sin(θ)σx
i + cos(θ)σz

i ), and

HAB = J
N−1∑

i

σz
iσ

z
j+1, (15)

where B denotes the magnetic field strength, θ is the angle
of tilt of the magnetic field, varying which one can take the
model from the integrable to the non-integrable regime, and
J is the spin-spin coupling strength. HA and HB defines the
Hamiltonian for A and B bipartitions, respectively. σz and σx

are the Pauli spin matrices. For θ = 0, the magnetic field is
longitudinal, where the model is almost trivially integrable,
and the spectrum is highly degenerate. When θ = 90◦, the
field is transverse, and the model is still integrable because
of the Jordan-Wigner transformation that maps the model to
the noninteracting fermions. When 0 < θ < 90◦, the Jordan-
Wigner transformation results in interacting fermions, making
the model non-integrable [63].

In Fig. 5, we sketch the bipartition in the Ising model. In
the first case, all the spins are acted upon by similar GKSL
Lindbladians. In the other case, we consider a scenario where
the first and the last spins are being acted upon by bosonic
baths at different temperatures. We now take recourse to the
Heisenberg formalism, where we use the adjoint form of the
GKSL master equation to analyze the time evolution of a sys-
tem operator A, which is given by

∂

∂t
A = i[Hθ, A] +

N∑
j=1

(
γ(Nth j + 1)

[
σ

j
+Aσ j

− −
1
2
{A, σ j

+σ
j
−}

]
+ γNth j

[
σ

j
−Aσ j

+ −
1
2
{A, σ j

−σ
j
+}

])
, (16)

where N is the number of spins in the Ising chain being acted
upon by the bath, γ is the dissipation factor, and Nth j =

1
eβω j−1

.

The variation of the bipartite OTOC for this model for four
different angles of tilt, including the two extreme cases of
θ = 0◦ and θ = 90◦ is plotted in Fig. 6. The bipartition, in this
case, is considered such that one subsystem has a single spin,
and the remaining spins are in the other subsystem. Here, we
observe that for a given coupling constant J = 0.5, the fluc-
tuations in the bipartite OTOC G(E†) tend to smoothen out as
the angle of the tilt of the magnetic field increases. However,
the bipartite OTOC for angle θ = 0◦ is oscillatory, consistent
with the integrable behavior of the Ising model for this angle.

Further, we study the bipartite OTOC in the above Ising
model under the assumption that the bath acts only on the first
and the last spins of the Ising chain. The bipartition of the sys-
tem is taken as 2 spins in the A subsystem and 3 spins in the B
subsystem, as illustrated in the second sketch of Fig. 5. Here,
we can study a spin chain attached to the baths at the same or
different temperatures on either side. In this case, only the first
and last spins are subjected to the dissipating Lindblad opera-

FIG. 5. A schematic sketch illustrating the bipartitions and action of
the bath in the Ising chain for calculating the bipartite OTOC.
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FIG. 6. Variation of averaged bipartite OTOC for the Ising model in
tilted magnetic field G(E†) with time t for different values of angle
of tilt of the magnetic field θ. The value of parameters are: ω0 = 2,
ωc = 2, T = 2, γ = 0.05,B = J = 0.5.

tors L j’s as σ j
± (where j = 1,N). To this end, the above mas-

ter equation [Eq. (16)] with appropriate Lindblad operators is
used. The bipartite OTOC for this system is shown in Fig. 7
for two different angles of tilt with the magnetic field for the
same or different temperatures of the two baths. It is evident
from the figure that the bipartite OTOC takes lesser values in
the presence of different bath temperatures, with the last spin
having a higher temperature than the first one. Furthermore, a
smooth graph of the bipartite OTOC is obtained for the angle
7π/16, indicating non-integrable behavior, whereas the graph
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FIG. 7. Bipartite OTOC for a system with two bipartitions with sub-
system A having 2 spins and B having 3 spins with the first and last
spins experiencing the influence of baths. Two cases are considered
where the two baths are at the same (T1 = T2 = 1) or different tem-
peratures (T1 = 1, and T2 = 10). Further, J = B = 1.

for the angle π/2 has fluctuations in it, indicative of integra-
bility. This is consistent with the (non-)integrable behavior of
the Ising model, Eq. (15).

IV. BIPARTITE OTOC, OPERATOR ENTANGLEMENT,
AND ENTROPY PRODUCTION

In the literature, it has been shown that entropy production
has a natural connection to information scrambling [19, 42].
Further, the connection between the operator entanglement
and bipartite OTOC was brought out in [22]. To account for
the correlation between the subsystems, a useful quantity, that
is, correlation entropy [43], is also studied. To study the inter-
play between these quantities, we take up a simple toy model
of an Ising spin system in a tilted magnetic field, considered
above, and analyze its global unitary evolution. Here, the par-
tition A is taken as the S subsystem of 1 spin, and the partition
B of 3 spins is the E subsystem, see Fig. 8. The S could be
thought of as a system, and E as the bath. After illustrating
the above ideas for this toy model, we take up the Dicke and
TC models and study their entropy production and correlation
entropy.

The operator entanglement in many-body quantum systems
quantifies how much the local operators become entangled
over time. It serves as a natural candidate for distinguish-
ing between chaotic and integrable dynamics in quantum sys-
tems [64]. Further, it was shown in [19, 21, 22] that the bi-
partite OTOC for a unitary evolution U matches the operator
entanglement Eop(U). The total unitary |U⟩ABA′B′ is supported
over the composite Hilbert space HAB and its replica HA′B′ .
Since the entanglement of state |U⟩ABA′B′ across AA′|BB′ is
non-trivial, in contrast to the bipartition AB|A′B′ which is
maximal due to it being local unitarily equivalent to the max-
imally entangled state, B and B′ are traced out. The explicit

FIG. 8. A sketch illustrating the bipartition of the Ising model as the
system and the bath.

expression for Eop(U) is given by the linear entropy of σU
[19, 21].

Eop(U) = 1 − Tr(σ2
U), (17)

where

σU = TrBB′ (|U⟩ ⟨U |) . (18)

The loss of distinguishability between the subsystems S
and E motivates the study of entropy production Σ that quanti-
fies irreversibility emerging from discarding any information
contained locally in the state of E, wherein the non-local in-
formation shared between S and E becomes essential. For the
state of the system ρS (t) given by

ρS (t) = TrE
[
ρS E(t)

]
= TrE

[
U {ρS (0) ⊗ ρE(0)}U†

]
, (19)

the entropy production is [42, 43]

Σ = S (ρS E(t)||ρS (t) ⊗ ρE(0)), (20)

where S (ρ||σ) = Tr(ρ ln ρ − ρ lnσ) is the quantum relative
entropy. It is noteworthy that the sum of the ρS (t) and ρE(t)
entropies is not the entropy of the total system as it lacks the
entropy contribution contained in the correlations, in partic-
ular entanglement between the two subsystems [43]. To ac-
count for this, correlation entropy S C(t) is defined. It accounts
for the entropy contribution due to entanglement between the
system and the reservoir and is given by

S C(t) = −S (ρS E(t)||ρS (t) ⊗ ρE(t)). (21)

For the unitary evolution, the bipartite OTOC, Eq. (5),
shows scrambling of information between the two subsystems
with the evolution of time as the initial local behavior of the
system gets altered. As can be seen from Fig. 9, the bipar-
tite OTOC increases initially and then varies around a satura-
tion value, except for the case where θ = 0 (integrable case).
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FIG. 10. (a) Entropy production Σ and (b) correlation entropy S C of the S -E Ising spin system for three different angles of tilt of the magnetic
field. The parameters are B = J = 0.5.
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FIG. 9. Comparison of the bipartite OTOC and operator entan-
glement Eop(U) for three different angles, where the bipartition is
outlined in Fig. 8, and the total system evolves unitarily. Here,
J = B = 0.5 and T = 1.

For θ = 0, we observe an oscillatory behavior of the bipartite
OTOC. The bipartite OTOC is higher for the angle θ = 7π/16
when compared with the bipartite OTOC for θ = π/2. The
long-time behavior of the curve for θ = π/2 shows deviation
from the saturation value, consistent with the behavior ob-
served in Fig. 7. Interestingly, the operator entanglement for
all the angles match exactly with the variation of the bipartite
OTOC. This benchmarks the statement that the operator en-
tanglement serves as a witness of (non-)integrable dynamics
of quantum systems for unitary evolution.

The entropy production and the correlation entropy are
plotted in Fig. 10. It is observed that the entropy production
Σ rises quickly, reminiscent of the behavior of the bipartite
OTOC, when the angle of tilt of the magnetic field is non-zero.
The highs and the lows of the bipartite OTOC match those of
the entropy production. The similarity of bipartite OTOC with
entropy production hints that entanglement is the underlying
factor that affects the commutativity of any two unitary opera-
tors in their respective subspaces and the entropy production.
It is noteworthy that the bipartite OTOC reveals the changes
through the operator evolution, and the entropy production
does it through the state evolution. Interestingly, for some

time periods, the entropy production rate is negative, which
was used as an identifier of non-Markovianity in [65]; even
though in the present case, the evolution considered is unitary.
Further, the correlation entropy S C is plotted in Fig. 10(b). It
can be seen that the values of |S C | are lesser than the values of
the entropy production, that is, Σ + S C ≥ 0. For θ = 0, we ob-
serve from Figs. 10(a) and (b) that both the entropy production
and the correlation entropy are zero, indicating its trivially in-
tegrable behavior. For θ = π/2, the entropy production and
the correlation entropy match exactly, modulo with opposite
signs, that is, the sum Σ + S C = 0 (Fig. 11). Hence, the irre-
versibility due to the lack of non-local information shared be-
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FIG. 12. Variation of the entropy production Σ, correlation entropy S C , and bipartite OTOC G(U) with time for the (a) Dicke and (b) TC
models, under unitary evolution. Here, (a) λ = 1.5, and (b) λ = 2, and ωc = ω0 = 2.
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FIG. 11. The quantity Σ + S C as a function of time. The parameters
are B = J = 0.5.

tween the two subsystems S and E is exactly compensated by
the entropy contribution due to entanglement between them.
This indicates that the Ising model is non-trivially integrable
at the angle θ = π/2; in fact, it can be made integrable by
mapping it to a model of non-interacting fermions using the
Jordan-Wigner transformation. There’s a mismatch between Σ
and S C for the angle θ = 7π/16, which is evident from Figs. 10
and 11, indicating a non-integrable behavior of the system. In-
terestingly, these features of the Ising model are corroborated
here by tools of quantum statistical mechanics, that is, entropy
production and correlation entropy. We note here that in order
to facilitate a comparison with bipartite OTOC, the entropy
production and correlation entropy are calculated by taking
the E subsystem in the maximally mixed state and the S sub-
system in any state, taken here as the ground state. This choice
is followed subsequently. The choice of different states affects
the difference in values between the bipartite OTOC and the
entropy production, even though the qualitative behavior re-
mains similar. Further, the results for θ = 0 that both Σ and
S C are zero and for θ = π/2 that the sum Σ + S C = 0 continue
to be satisfied for different states.

To further motivate the connection between entropy pro-
duction and bipartite OTOC, we briefly return to the Dicke
and TC models considered above. Figure 12 depicts the en-
tropy production, correlation entropy, and bipartite OTOC for
the Dicke and the TC model undergoing unitary evolution.
Here, the atomic and the radiation field parts are the subsys-
tems A and B, respectively, for the calculation of the bipartite
OTOC and are analogous to the symbols S and E for the cal-
culation of the entropy production, Eq. (20), and correlation
entropy, Eq. (21). It can be observed that the variations in

the entropy production and the bipartite OTOC are in good
agreement with each other. This suggests a relationship be-
tween irreversibility, characterized by entropy production, and
information scrambling, characterized by bipartite OTOC, of
the system. However, the numerical values of the two do
not coincide, indicating that information scrambling and ir-
reversibility, though similar, are not synonymous. Further, in
both cases, the values of the correlation entropy are lesser than
the entropy production, and in the case of the Dicke model,
S C ∼ −Σ.
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FIG. 13. Entropy production and bipartite OTOC for the Dicke
model at λ = 1.5, T = 2 and ωc = ω0 = 2.

The features brought out above are relevant under unitary
dynamics. To explore the scenario of open quantum sys-
tems, we calculate the entropy production and bipartite OTOC
for the Dicke model under the influence of the GKLS mas-
ter equation. The entropy production, Eq. 20, simplifies to
the following form in the weak coupling limit invoked in the
GKLS regime [43]

Σ = S (ρS (0)||ρeq
S ) − S (ρS (t)||ρeq

S ), (22)

where ρeq
S = e−βHDicke/Z, with Z = Tr

[
e−βHDicke

]
. As can be seen

from Fig. 13, the entropy production is non-negative and also
monotonic, consistent with its inherent Markovian behavior.
Also plotted along with it is the bipartite OTOC. In contrast to
the above case of unitary evolution, the connection between
bipartite OTOC and entropy production is not evident here.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, a study of information scrambling using bipar-
tite OTOC was made. The bipartite OTOC provides a general
framework wherein any specific choice of unitary operator is
eliminated. The bipartite OTOC of the atom-field interactions
models, namely, the Dicke and TC models and the Ising model
with a tilted magnetic field, were studied. In the context of
open quantum systems, the operators were evolved via the ad-
joint form of the GKLS master equation. This revealed the
regions where information scrambling occurred.

To bring out the connection between information scram-
bling and irreversibility, bipartite OTOC was examined in con-
junction with entropy production and correlation entropy. For
this, we used the simplified forms of the Ising model with a
tilted magnetic field, as well as the Dicke and TC models. In-
terestingly, a qualitative relationship between entropy produc-
tion, characterizing irreversibility, and bipartite OTOC, char-
acterizing information scrambling, emerged from this under
unitary dynamics. This was, however, not discernible in the
case of open quantum systems. The exact match of the bipar-
tite OTOC and operator entanglement for all angles of tilt was
observed for the Ising model. Moreover, the (non-)integrable
features of the Ising model with a tilted magnetic field were
validated using the tools of quantum statistical mechanics, that
is, entropy production and correlation entropy. For the angle
of tilt θ = 0, entropy production and correlation entropy were
zero, while their sum was zero for the angle θ = π/2, sug-
gesting a trivial integrable nature of the model at the former
angle, and non-trivial integrability in the latter case. For any
intermediate angle, say θ = 7π/16, the sum was greater than
zero, suggesting non-integrability.

Appendix A: The swap operators

To derive the quantity G(t), the following identity involving
Haar integral over random unitary matrices is used.(∫

U(d)
U ⊗ U†dµ(U)

)
=

S
d
. (A1)

That’s how we are introduced with the swap operator S . To
elaborate on the structure of the swap operator, let us in-
troduce another replica of the original Hilbert space, H ′ =
HA′ ⊗ HB′ with the same dimension as that of H , i.e., d =
dim(H) = dAdB. Taking S AA′ an operator over H ⊗ H ′, we
get

G(t) = 1 −
1
d2 Tr(S AA′U⊗2

t S AA′U
†⊗2
t ), (A2)

the same expression is valid for S BB′ also. The following are
the structure of S , S AA′ and S BB′

S =
∑

a,b,a′,b′

∣∣∣aba′b′
〉 〈

a′b′ab
∣∣∣ , (A3)

S AA′ =
∑

a,b,a′,b′

∣∣∣aba′b′
〉 〈

a′bab′
∣∣∣ , (A4)

S BB′ =
∑

a,b,a′,b′

∣∣∣aba′b′
〉 〈

ab′a′b
∣∣∣ . (A5)

Here, all of the swap operators belong to H ⊗ H ′ or more
precisely in a A+ B bipartite system, toHA ⊗HB ⊗H

′
A ⊗H

′
B.
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