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In this work, we confront the geometrical scaling properties of inclusive DIS cross section (e +
p → e + X) with the scaling entropy obtained from event multiplicity. We show that these two
quantities are equivalent in the kinematic range probed by H1 Collaboration data. We propose
that scaling entropy associated with partonic interactions is a more efficient way to detect scaling in
experimental data. We used a combined analysis of the inclusive cross section and entropy obtained
from multiplicities P (N) of final-state hadrons to accurately determine the value of the Pomeron
intercept. The approach could provide new constraints for future hadron collider experiments and
deepen our understanding of parton saturation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Saturation physics predicts that at small Bjorken-x,
the transverse momentum-dependent gluon distribution
grows rapidly as ϕ(x, kT ) ∼ x−λ, where αP = λ+1 repre-
sents the hard Pomeron intercept. To prevent indefinite
growth, non-linear effects become significant at the mo-
mentum scale Q2

s ∼ ϕ(x) ∼ x−λ. The gluon distributions
are expected to depend on the scaling variable kT /Qs(x)
rather than on x and kT independently, with this scaling
behavior influencing various observables.

The scaling properties of inclusive cross sections at
small-x in deep inelastic scattering (DIS) are well es-
tablished [1–7]. This phenomenon is one of the most
compelling pieces of evidence for saturation physics. A
similar scaling behavior has been observed at hadron col-
liders in the inclusive differential cross section for hadron
production [8–10]. Studies show that the kinematic range
of this scaling is consistent across DIS cross sections and
hadron production, extending to values of momentum
Q2 significantly larger than Q2

s(x). By defining a scal-
ing variable τ = Q2/Q2

s(x), it has been shown [8] that
the scaling behavior of inclusive cross sections in both
e+ p→ e+X and p+ p→ h+X processes holds within
the kinematical ranges τ < 103 and x < 0.08.
The scaling properties observed in hadroproduction

cross sections at small-x are extended to multiplicity, ge-
ometry parameters, and hadron species in pp and pA col-
lisions [10–13]. These properties serve as valuable tools
for analyzing differential cross sections with dependencies
on multiple parameters. However, detecting scaling in in-
clusive cross sections is model-dependent, requiring gluon
distributions to be estimated within a specific framework
and the parameter λ to be extracted from experimental
data. In the dipole picture of DIS, various models have
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been employed to extract λ from the HERA combined
data [14–16], yielding different values (a comparison is
presented in Section III). Here, we propose that scaling
entropy provides a model-independent method to deter-
mine λ using event multiplicity data, provided the scaling
hypothesis holds within a specific kinematic range.

Although not all QCD models predict scaling, λ re-
mains a crucial parameter to distinguish different par-
ton dynamics. HERA data [17, 18] have demonstrated
the growth of the proton structure function F2(x,Q

2) ∼
x−λ(Q2) at fixed values of Q2, with λ(Q2) varying signif-
icantly from λ(Q2 = 1) = 0.12 to λ(Q2 = 800) = 0.5.
At high Q2, collinear factorization describes this growth
by resumming powers of log(Q2), while at low x, BFKL
dynamics [19, 20] resums powers of log(1/x), yielding
unintegrated gluon distributions with power-law growth
ϕ(x, kT ) ∼ x−λ at a constant rate. Comparisons of
these approaches in the description of the DIS data can
be found in [21]. Furthermore, phenomenological mod-
els based on Regge theory, incorporating soft and hard
Pomerons, have been used to fit the data [22–24].

In recent years, the study of hadroproduction at high
energies has evolved beyond collinear factorization and
Regge phenomenology to address anomalous phenom-
ena observed at the LHC. Collective behavior in small
collision systems (pp, pA) with high multiplicities, such
as strangeness enhancement [25–27], angular correlations
[28, 29], and the multiplicity dependence of average pT
[26], resemble observations in heavy-ion collisions. Theo-
retical frameworks have also been developed to describe
the production and thermalization of quark-gluon plasma
(QGP) in heavy-ion collisions [30–33].

Traditional Monte Carlo event generators such as
PYTHIA [34, 35] and EPOS LHC [36] face chal-
lenges in accurately reproducing the multiplicity de-
pendence of pT -differential spectra in pp collisions [37]
and high-multiplicity ep collisions [38]. In this context,
information-theory and thermal descriptions of partonic
degrees of freedom have gained traction [11, 39–46]. En-
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tanglement entropy, proposed in [46], has emerged as a
valuable tool for testing QCD and has been applied to
hadron production in DIS and small-x parton cascades
[47–51]. Entropy-based approaches provide new insights
into QCD phenomenology, offering a means to control
infrared divergences and study event multiplicity distri-
butions.

This paper investigates scaling entropy as a model-
independent tool to determine the parameter λ, offering
a perspective on the dynamics of QCD at high energies.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section II
introduces the scaling entropy as a consequence of uni-
tarity and provides the formalism for partonic entropy in
the Boltzmann-Gibbs form. The negative binomial dis-
tribution (NBD), used to extract experimental entropy, is
also discussed. Section III compares the entropy-derived
λ with the values obtained from inclusive cross-section
scaling. Finally, the paper concludes with a summary of
key findings.

II. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK AND MAIN
PREDICTIONS

At high energies, the proton wave function is domi-
nated by a large number of soft gluons. The partonic
content of protons is most effectively probed via the in-
teraction of a virtual photon in deep inelastic scattering
(DIS). A photon with virtuality Q2 interacts with a pro-
ton characterized by a gluon distribution ϕ(x, kT ). This
process is best understood in the color dipole picture,
where the photon fluctuates into a quark-antiquark pair
(a QCD color dipole).

The key information on the proton structure comes
from the imaginary part of the forward scattering ampli-
tude of the dipole projectile with the proton target in the
coordinate space, denoted N (x, r). A central feature of
saturation physics is that the limited growth of the gluon
distribution is linked to the unitarity constraint on the
scattering amplitude, i.e. N (x, r) is bounded between 0
(dilute regime) and 1 (saturation regime). In dipole co-
ordinate space, r, the cross section can be expressed as a
convolution of the photon wavefunction |ψγ(r, z)|2 with
N (x, r):

σγ∗p(x,Q
2) = σ0

∫
d2r dz |ψγ(r, z)|2 N (x, r). (1)

This expression can be transformed into transverse mo-
mentum space via a Fourier transform:

σγ∗p(x,Q
2) = σ0

∫
d2kT dz |ψγ(kT , z)|2 P(x, kT ), (2)

where the Fourier transform of the scattering amplitude,
P(x, kT ), is normalized to unity and can be interpreted
as a probability distribution containing all information
about the interaction process at the partonic level.

The form of P(x, kT ) can be derived from the maxi-
mum entropy principle using Lagrange multipliers to op-
timize the distribution in a canonical ensemble. The most
general form of nonextensive statistical mechanics, the
Tsallis entropy [52], is given by:

Sq =

∫
d2kT

1− [P(x, kT )]
q

q − 1
, (3)

with constraints:

⟨k2T ⟩q =

∫
d2kT k

2
T [P(kT )]

q∫
d2kT [P(kT )]q

= β−1,

∫
d2kTP(kT ) = 1.

(4)
The Tsallis q-index represents the degree of non-
extensivity of the distribution.
This framework leads to a stationary state with a

power-law distribution, as proposed in Refs. [8, 11]. The
Lagrange parameter β can be linked to the scaling hy-
pothesis:

⟨k2T (x)⟩q ∼ β−1(xs/x)
λ. (5)

Since 1/x corresponds to the time scale probed by the
soft gluons, the interaction with the gluons of varying
energies results in an anomalous diffusion-like process.
This connects ⟨k2T (x)⟩q to a generalized form of Einstein’s
relation for diffusion.
Under these conditions, the probability distribution

can be expressed in a scaling form:

P(x, k2T ) ∼
1

x−λ
f(k2T /x

−λ). (6)

The resulting partonic entropy in the Tsallis formalism
is given by:

Sparton
q (x) =

1

q − 1
−

(
2− q

q − 1

)q

(πQ2
s(x))

1−q. (7)

This general form has been used to establish a relation-
ship between the saturation scale and the overlap area in
pp collisions [11]. Scaling exists regardless of whether
q = 1 or q ̸= 1; however, integrated kT data cannot dis-
tinguish differences associated with high-kT degrees of
freedom. Such effects are observable in pT -differential
cross sections.
Experimentally determined entropy from multiplicity

production is usually defined in the Boltzmann-Gibbs
(BG) form and can also be estimated in q = 1 limit:

Sparton
1 (x) = −

∫
P(x, kT ) log[P(x, kT )]d

2kT . (8)

Assuming the scaling relation holds, the entropy re-
sults in the following form:

Sparton
1 = C + λ log

(
1

x

)
, (9)

where C is a constant dependent on the specific form of
P(x, kT ), but the slope with respect to log(1/x) directly
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FIG. 1: The NBD multiplicity fit using Eq. (11) at different values of y (solid lines) compared with experimental
data from H1 collaboration [38] (blue boxes). The fit for P (N) versus N is perform for N > 1.

provides λ. This scaling relation underpins the anoma-
lous diffusion-like behavior of gluons and connects the
entropy to partonic momentum distributions.

In this expression, the Pomeron intercept can be ex-
tracted experimentally from hadron multiplicity data,
provided that scaling survives the hadronization process.
According to the local-hadron-parton duality (LHPD)
[53], the hadron spectra reflect the partonic spectra,
without an additional x-dependence introduced during
hadronization. This is supported by scaling line analy-
ses in pp collisions [8, 11], where the energy dependence
(or dependence on x) of pT -spectra remains consistent
post-hadronization.

If we consider the power-like gluon distribution pro-
posed in [8] characterized by a power law parameter
2 + δn, the constant C in the corresponding expres-

sion can be estimated as C = (2+δn)
(1+δn) + log

(
π

1+δn

)
+

λ log(x0) ≈ −0.82. The hadronization process results in
an increase in the entropy of hadrons compared to that
of partons. Specifically, if an ejected parton with mo-
mentum Q gives rise to a hadron with momentum ⟨z⟩Q,
we expect a corresponding increase in entropy given by

Shadron = Sparton+2 log
(

1
⟨z⟩

)
, which can have a depen-

dence on Q2. For comparison, taking ⟨z⟩ = 0.5 yields
C ≈ 0.57.

The Boltzmann-Gibbs entropy is additive in parton ra-
pidity (Y = log(1/x)), i.e., Sparton(Y0 +∆Y ) = S(Y0) +
S(∆Y ), a property that breaks down when q ̸= 1. Nonex-
tensive characteristics of hadroproduction, reported in
several works [54–63], suggest that this behavior applies
to gluons under LHPD as well. However, for consistency,
we must use the BG scaling entropy for comparison with
experimental data as explained next.

We will now discuss the experimental aspects of ex-

tracting the experimental entropy from the HERA ep
data. In multiplicity data, the entropy indicator related
to the probability of detecting N charged hadrons, P (N),
is investigated in BG form:

Smult = −
∑
N

P (N) log(P (N)). (10)

The most established parametric model for describ-
ing multiplicities is the negative binomial distribu-
tion (NBD). In pp collisions at LHC energies, a two-
component NBD is often needed: a soft component for
lower multiplicity events and a hard component for high-
multiplicity events. However, for H1 data, a single com-
ponent NBD is sufficient, as will be discussed in the sec-
tion III. The NBD probability is given by

PNBD(N, ⟨N⟩, k) = α
Γ(N + k)

Γ(N + 1)Γ(k)

(⟨N⟩/k)N

(1 + ⟨N⟩/k)N+k
.

(11)
Here, ⟨N⟩ and k are fitted parameters. Since NBD does
not describe N = 0, data fit excludes N = 0, and α
ensures normalization.
The dispersion D is given by:

D2 = ⟨N2⟩ − ⟨N⟩2 = ⟨N⟩+ ⟨N⟩2/k. (12)

In DIS, Bjorken-x is related to experimental quantities:

xBj =
Q2

sy
, W =

√
Q2

(
1

x
− 1

)
+m2

p, (13)

where y is the fractional energy loss of the incoming elec-
tron, and W is the hadronic center-of-mass energy. High
W corresponds to large invariant masses of final-state
hadrons, associated with high-multiplicity events.
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The main point of this work is a confrontation of par-
ton scaling entropy (9) with an experimentally defined
entropy indicator from (10) obtained from NBD fit to
multiplicity (11). In this way we are able to extract λ in
model independent way and compare with the inclusive
cross section λ.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

We now proceed to the analysis of multiplicity data
P (N) in the context of NBD with one component. We
observe that in the range of multiplicities N < 40 for
charged hadrons the second component as used in high
energy hadronic collisions [64–66] is not needed. We also
exclude the N = 0 bin that cannot be accurately de-
scribed by NBD. We must remember that NBD is char-
acterized by two parameters ⟨N⟩ and k related to average
and fluctuations that can be addressed in different the-
oretical models [50, 66–69]. Therefore, in this sense, it
provides us with a general parameterization of the fluc-
tuations in each event.

The H1 collaboration extracted entropy and variance
from the data using cubic spline interpolation between
experimental points. Since we are using NBD fit for in-
terpolation/extrapolation there is a small difference be-
tween the two approaches in those quantities. Regarding
data binning at large multiplicity, we must consider the
large uncertainties in the average N in the larger bins.
To account for this uncertainty we fit by minimization of
χ2 using the effective variance,

χ2 =
∑
i

(yi − f(x))2

σ2
iy +

(
σix

∂f(x)
∂x

)2 . (14)

In Figure 1 we present the comparison of data for P (N)
and the fit of the NBD function at different values of
y. Data correspond to photon virtualities 5 < Q2 < 10
GeV2. The resulting parameters are presented in Table I.
The parameter 1/k associated with variance (12) shows
the deviation from the Poisson distribution at 1/k → 0.
At highW ( larger x) we have P (N) closer to the Poisson
limit, and the variance grows fast up to 1/k ∼ 0.2 which
is the value obtained from pp colliders at

√
s ∼ 100 GeV

[66].
An important aspect of hadroproduction is the insuf-

ficiency of one component NBD to describe N>∼40. This
situation is observed in LHC pp multiplicity data [64, 65].
It is usually associated with a secondary mechanism of
particle production and two component NBD (soft +
hard) is used to fit P (N) at high N values. Although
the small x (higher ⟨N⟩) H1 data present a small devi-
ation of one component of the NBD, it is not statistical
sufficient to account for the second distribution.

Given that we have control over the probability distri-
bution, we can now proceed with the entropy analysis.
The experimental estimation of entropy can be obtained
from the NBD distribution using Eq. (10). Under the

assumptions mentioned before, we can compare it with
partonic entropy from Eq. (9). This allows us to extract
the value of λ to each value of Q2 directly from entropy.
Figure 2 shows the resulting linear behavior of partonic

entropy in solid lines compared to the experimental value
extracted from the estimation of NBD as a function of
xbj . There is a good agreement with the data in the range
of multiplicities observed in the HERA kinematic range.
There is no significant evidence in this range of high-
order corrections like logn(1/x) to the linear behavior of
entropy.
The values of the extracted values of λ are presented

in Figure 3. The filled bar represents the average value
with uncertainties from the different Q2 bins. The final
value obtained by the scaling of the partonic entropy is

λentropy = 0.322± 0.007. (15)

Different works studied the scaling of the cross section
in HERA and LHC with scaling models based on satura-
tion physics. In order our hypothesis to make sense, i.e.
that the quantity from Eq. (9) can be used to describe
the small-x behavior of gluon distribution, the λ value
found in scaling of the inclusive cross section must be
the same as found in entropy analysis.
Now we are going to confront the entropy scaling with

inclusive cross-section scaling, σγp(τ), in order to check
the consistency of both descriptions. Provided that the
gluon distribution has the scaling property i.e. it can be
written as a function of the variable kT /Qs(x), for any
particular form of the distribution the partonic entropy
is the same except by some constant. So in this sense the
scaling entropy is a model-independent way to determine
the Pomeron intercept in scaling models.
On the other hand the determination of scaling in

cross-section data is dependent of the particular model
for gluon distribution. We follow the analysis from [8]
where the gluon distribution is parametrized by a power
law form in order to describe scaling in inclusive pion pro-
duction cross section from hadron collider data. In that
case, the value λ = 0.33 was used in order to reproduce
the pion spectra scaling.
We now let λ be a free parameter in the fit to the

model. The γp cross section can be calculated in the
dipole picture (1) including only light flavors with zero
quark mass. The resulting χ2 for each value of λ is pre-
sented in Figure. 4 and compared with the result from
scaling entropy. The minimum of the χ2 minimization
curve coincides inside the uncertainty with the value of
λentropy indicating that this is a universal quantity that
determines the partonic dynamics in the small-x regime.
The estimation of λ by the inclusive cross section method
is

λσ = 0.329± 0.025, (16)

which is in good agreement with Eq. (15). It is impor-
tant to note that all data on the entropy are within the
kinematic interval x and Q2 from inclusive cross section
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Q2 Range y Range α ⟨N⟩ k χ2/dof
5 < Q2 < 10 0.0375 < y < 0.075 1.050± 0.033 3.223± 0.098 11.02± 3.053 0.125

0.075 < y < 0.15 0.952± 0.017 4.304± 0.070 9.938± 1.029 0.048
0.15 < y < 0.3 0.903± 0.020 5.475± 0.105 6.225± 0.485 0.103
0.3 < y < 0.6 0.886± 0.025 6.380± 0.172 4.281± 0.334 0.236

10 < Q2 < 20 0.0375 < y < 0.075 1.019± 0.016 3.199± 0.043 40.98± 18.53 0.018
0.075 < y < 0.15 0.972± 0.017 4.406± 0.068 10.92± 1.146 0.046
0.15 < y < 0.3 0.922± 0.021 5.401± 0.108 6.071± 0.493 0.115
0.3 < y < 0.6 0.889± 0.022 6.378± 0.146 4.539± 0.311 0.180

20 < Q2 < 40 0.0375 < y < 0.075 1.016± 0.019 3.194± 0.052 18.87± 5.221 0.025
0.075 < y < 0.15 1.007± 0.012 4.554± 0.042 12.41± 0.865 0.018
0.15 < y < 0.3 0.962± 0.020 5.676± 0.107 7.537± 0.615 0.100
0.3 < y < 0.6 0.911± 0.020 6.614± 0.129 4.790± 0.291 0.129

40 < Q2 < 100 0.0375 < y < 0.075 0.967± 0.053 2.830± 0.146 12.68± 8.785 0.262
0.075 < y < 0.15 0.984± 0.019 4.566± 0.067 16.93± 2.374 0.047
0.15 < y < 0.3 0.989± 0.018 5.911± 0.091 7.814± 0.538 0.065
0.3 < y < 0.6 0.952± 0.032 6.641± 0.174 5.743± 0.529 0.237

TABLE I: The resulting parameters for NBD distribution fit using Eq. (11) at different bins of Q2 and y.
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FIG. 2: The experimental entropy obtained from H1 data (bars) using the relation (10) with NBD extrapolation to
high values of N . The solid lines represent the predicted scaling entropy given by Eq. (9).

data where scaling of the cross section in terms of the
variable Q/Qs(x) as shown by Fig. 5 is expected to be
obeyed.

It is timely to compare our results with different ap-
proaches in the literature. First, concerning the satura-
tion models the determination of energy growth of satu-
ration scale Q2

s(x) ∼ x−λ the leading logarithm (LL) pre-
diction from BK equation gives λLL = 4.88Ncαs/π. This
produces a growth too fast for any phenomenological ap-
plication. The NLO correction predicts slower growth
λBK ∼ 0.3 [70]. On the other hand, models with im-
pact parameter dependence usually give a lower λ due
to the growth of the proton radius that contributes to
cross-section growth. The energy dependence of satura-
tion scale in these models was estimated in [71] using the
IPsat model [72] resulting in the value λ = 0.2 and the
bCGC model [73] which gives λ ≃ 0.18.

Different dipole models used inclusive cross section γ∗p
to make the determination of λ. The values of λ obtained
from these models are presented in green circles in Figure
6. The values extracted from impact parameter depen-
dent models IPsat and bCGC are the ones estimated in
Ref. [71]. Homogeneous impact parameter models such
as GBW [16] and IIM [15] lead to higher values close to
the scaling line. However, they all present slower growth
than that obtained by entropy scaling analysis. This is
in part due to the kinematic range involved in fit, the
number of fitted parameters, and also the uncertainties
due to the gluon distribution modeling itself. On the
other hand, model independent analysis using some qual-
ity factor indicator in a model independent way as done
in Refs. [6] (PS) and [7] (GPSS) present a larger value of
λ ∼ 0.32−0.33 compatible with the entropy scaling anal-
ysis. The value obtained using the MPM model for σγ∗p
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FIG. 3: Values of λ obtained at each Q2 bin (green
bars). They are on average independent of Q2 with the
average weighted value plus uncertainty represented by

the filled blue vertical bar.

is also presented in Figure 6 and is denoted by MPM(ep).
From the collision system pp, the MPM model [8] uses

the value λ = 0.33 in order to reproduce scaling line for
pion production inclusive cross section pp(p̄) → π+X in√
s = 200 GeV (RHIC) up to

√
s = 13 TeV (LHC).

The value is different from the one considered in the
analysis of Refs. [10] (MP) and [9] using the charged
hadron multiplicity-spectra at LHC energies. This is due
to the fact that the authors used the number of charged
hadrons and not the inclusive cross section for calculation
of the scaling line as was done in the MPM case (denoted
MPM(pp) in Fig. 6).

In conclusion, any model-independent analysis of ge-
ometric scaling of inclusive cross section in HERA data
agrees with the scaling entropy scaling presented in this
work. Its important to note that this is the same value
observed also in inclusive cross section at hadron collid-
ers. We hope that this analysis can help us understand
the energy behavior of the saturation scale and make
dipole models more accurate.

We now move to the discussion of the relationship be-
tween scaling entropy and other types of entropy pro-
posed to deal with the phenomenology of QCD. In the
model proposed by Kharzeev and Levin in Ref. [46] the
entropic indicator of partonic degrees of freedom is as-
sociated with the integrated collinear gluon distribution
function

SKL = log(xG(x,Q2)). (17)

The report from H1 collaboration [38] compares this in-
dicator with experimental data showing large deviations
from data/theory. We note that the result will be de-
pendent of the model used to the collinear gluon dis-
tribution function. It will also generate running of the
λ(Q2) given the dependence of Q2 on the gluon distri-
bution. This quantity will be the same as the scaling
entropy (9) only if xG(x,Q2) = x−λ is independent of
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FIG. 4: The value of χ2 for the inclusive cross section
fit as a function of different values of λ (green dots)
compared with scaling entropy extracted parameter

(filled blue bar).
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model and combined HERA data at different values of
λ. The central value is the one obtained from minimum

χ2.

Q2. A second analysis presented in Ref. [74] included
a factor C(αs, log(Q

2), log(1/x)) in order to describe the
splitting of virtual quark which has been introduced to
correctly describe the H1 data. Along the same lines,
a study is available in Ref. [75] confront different ap-
proaches to the gluon distribution with H1 data. This
approach has been used in phenomenological applications
such as [51] to study the hadronization process and mul-
tiplicities in pp collision at LHC [45]. Moreover, a more
accurate description is provided in Ref. [47] has tested
this approach using a modification of relation (17) to in-
clude (sea) quarks, and the results show agreement with
H1 data by using updated collinear PDFs.
The resulting ratio data/theory for σγp is presented to

different values of λ in Figure 5. All cross-section data
over a wide range of variables x, Q2 are in good agree-
ment close to the scaling line in relation to the variable
Q/Qs(x). Although the parameter λ has been extracted
from the inclusive cross-section of HERA data in different
works, particle production at the LHC has highlighted
the importance of this scaling for understanding hadronic
collision physics. However, determining this scaling can
be model-dependent or difficult to observe directly in the
data, and scaling entropy may prove useful for detecting
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FIG. 6: Comparison of different values of λ found at
different works. See the discussion in the text.

scaling in such cases.
The detection of particles at the LHC has revealed the

challenge of dealing with differential cross-sections that
depend on multiple variables, such as impact parame-
ters, multiplicity classes, fluctuations, centrality, rapid-
ity, energy, and momentum scales involved in the colli-
sion, among others. In these scenarios, the idea presented
here is expected to be of practical utility.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

We present an entropic indicator that can be ob-
tained in a model-independent way from experimental
data relating partonic degrees of freedom with final state
hadrons. We show the utility of such concept by an-
alyzing H1 data on charged-hadron multiplicities and
use it to extract the Pomeron intercept. We conclude
that the value obtained from scaling entropy is the same
as obtained from inclusive cross-section data indicating
robustness of such approach on determining important
QCD quantities. The scaling entropy concept can also
be used to detect scaling in different experimental data
in a direct way without direct calculation of cross sec-
tions. In future works the same approach can be used
to confront this entropic indicator with cross section to
different processes at LHC.
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[68] I. Zborovský, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 816 (2018), 1811.11230.
[69] F. Gelis, T. Lappi, and L. McLerran, Nucl. Phys. A 828,

149 (2009), 0905.3234.
[70] J. L. Albacete, N. Armesto, J. G. Milhano, C. A. Salgado,

and U. A. Wiedemann, Phys. Rev. D 71, 014003 (2005),
hep-ph/0408216.

[71] T. Lappi, Eur. Phys. J. C 71, 1699 (2011), 1104.3725.
[72] H. Kowalski and D. Teaney, Phys. Rev. D 68, 114005

(2003), hep-ph/0304189.
[73] G. Watt and H. Kowalski, Phys. Rev. D 78, 014016

(2008), 0712.2670.
[74] D. E. Kharzeev and E. Levin, Phys. Rev. D 104, L031503

(2021), 2102.09773.
[75] M. Hentschinski, K. Kutak, and R. Straka, Eur. Phys. J.

C 82, 1147 (2022), 2207.09430.


	Precise determination of pomeron intercept via scaling entropy analysis
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Theoretical framework and main predictions
	Results and discussions
	SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
	Acknowledgments
	References


