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Abstract: We investigate the bipartite and multipartite quantum entanglement structure

in gravity and the dual holographic field theory based on the generalized Rindler wedge

formalism. We deduce a separation theorem, which asserts that for subregions satisfying

a certain geometric condition, the bipartite/multipartite squashed entanglement or the

conditional entanglement of multipartite information vanishes, indicating that these subre-

gions represent separable states with no quantum entanglement among them. We interpret

this fact from the observer perspective in gravity and show how to probe the entangle-

ment structure further in this framework by introducing a time cutoff in the gravitational

spacetime. We also present the corresponding dual boundary field theory interpretation.
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1 Introduction

The profound significance of quantum entanglement in gravitational and holographic theo-

ries has been acknowledged for a long time. This recognition traces back to the exploration

of the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy associated with black holes [1–6], an endeavor that sub-

sequently paved the way for the formulation of the holographic principle [7] and laid crucial

foundation for the establishment of the AdS/CFT correspondence [8]. With the proposal

of the Ryu-Takayanagi (RT) formula [9], which provides a geometric dual for entanglement

entropy in holographic field theories, the profound idea that “entanglement builds geom-

etry” [10, 11] took shape. This includes investigations into tensor networks [12–14], the

ER=EPR proposal [15], and other related studies, which have contributed to unveiling the

intricate entanglement structures inherent in gravitational and holographic theories.
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The RT formalism states that bulk degrees of freedom within the entanglement wedge,

which is the region bounded by extremal surfaces, correspond to degrees of freeom of the

corresponding boundary subregions. Thus extremal surfaces act as a way to divide bulk

degrees of freedom. Another way to partition gravitational degrees of freedom is presented

in [16], where instead of using extremal surfaces, we introduced a set of accelerating ob-

servers and associated well-defined subregions based on whether observers can precisely

access those regions. This approach yields a consistent area law when calculating the gravi-

tational entropy of the generalized Rindler wedge, the spacetime subregion where observers

can access. Also, its holographic dual on the boundary field theory side as the entangle-

ment entropy of a specific state ρ̃, where all long-range entanglement is eliminated, is also

established [16, 17].

However, entanglement entropy only measures the amount of entanglement of a sub-

system with its complement without delivering more precise information about which com-

ponents are engaged in and contribute to the entanglement. One could investigate entan-

glement between subregions to reveal fine entanglement structures. A challenge thus arises

when analyzing the entanglement between subregions in gravitational and holographic the-

ories, i.e. to seek for a faithful, geometrically computable entanglement measure for mixed

states. Some progress has been made, such as the entanglement of purification [18–21], and

partial entanglement entropy [22–24]. However, neither of these measures excludes classical

correlations apart from the quantum entanglement, which we aim to address. Moreover,

the challenges become even more formidable when we attempt to study multipartite en-

tanglement structures [25], as these structures are significantly richer than their bipartite

counterparts [26].

Compared to the RT formula, which solely relies on extremal surfaces to partition

gravitational degrees of freedom, the generalized Rindler wedge formalism imposes a weaker

requirement, only necessitating Rindler-convexity of the surface. This condition provides

more flexibility in selecting the shape of the surfaces. Also the quantum states dual to

these Rindler convex subregions have been shown to be well-defined states with certain IR

entanglement structures removed consistently. Thus this improves our ability to analyze

intricate gravitational entanglement structures that the RT formula cannot address. In

this paper, we utilize the squashed entanglement [27–29] as the measure of mixed state

entanglement between two subregions in gravitational spacetime. This choice is motivated

by the remarkable characteristics it embodies as an ideal bipartite quantum entanglement

measure [30], even though its computation, even in the realm of quantum information

theory, remains an almost insurmountable challenge. We derive the geometrical condition,

which involves the separation of two subregions by a Rindler-convex region, for the squashed

entanglement between those two subregions to vanish. This condition results in a separable

state with no quantum entanglement between the two subregions. The result, namely the

separation theorem, is achieved by utilizing the generalized Rindler wedge formulated in

[16, 31, 32].

Furthermore, the extension of the separation theorem from bipartite to multipartite

subregions will also be realized in gravitational theory. As previously mentioned, multi-

partite entanglement structures offer a richer and more complicated landscape compared
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to their bipartite counterparts. In this study, we delve into various forms of multipartite

quantum state separabilities, including the full m-partite separability, the k-separability

[33–35], as well as the m-partite total and partial separabilities [36]. Adopting the multi-

partite squashed entanglement [28, 29] and the conditional entanglement of multipartite

information [37] as our measure, we establish distinct geometrical conditions corresponding

to the vanishing conditions for both measures in each form of the quantum state separabil-

ity mentioned above in the null vacuum spacetime, thus extending the separation theorem

to multipartite cases.

We find an observer interpretation of the multipartite separation theorem in the grav-

itational system and then introduce a time cutoff, which we propose as a means to probe

the location of entanglement. By employing the subregion-subregion duality inherent in

the AdS/CFT framework, we have discovered that these nontrivial aspects of entangle-

ment structures in gravitational theory naturally emerge in boundary physics through the

utilization of the GRW subregion duality proposed in [16].

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 provides an overview of the

work presented in [16] as a foundational Section 3 is dedicated to establishing the bipartite

separation theorem in gravitational theory. In Section 4, we delve into the physical impli-

cations of the separation theorem and explore its holographic correspondence. In Section 5,

we extend our analysis from bipartite to multipartite entanglement scenarios and provide a

simple example of three subregions with a time cutoff introduced that probes the location

of quantum entanglement.

2 Overview of generalized Rindler wedge

In this section, we present a concise overview of [16], where we studied the gravitational

entropy of general observer horizons and established a holographic observer concordance

framework, as the foundation for later discussions. In subsection 2.1, we demonstrate the

Rindler-convexity condition for observer horizons as well as the characteristics of its en-

tanglement entropy. In subsection 2.2, we briefly discuss the holographic interpretation of

the generalized Rindler wedge, which serves as the dual to the subregion on the boundary

with a time cutoff. Furthermore, we delve into the significance of this time cutoff and its

introduction into the bulk, highlighting its equivalence in its effect.

2.1 Rindler convexity condition of the observer horizon

In [16], we explored the properties of the most general horizon for observers, where the

term “observers” denotes a set of detectors distributed across a portion of the Cauchy

slice, moving along their individual worldlines without back-reaction to the spacetime,

thereby forming a reference frame. These detectors are capable of acceleration and may

not be rigid, meaning that the distances between them can vary. However, it is crucial to

note that the worldlines of these detectors cannot intersect with each other in order to

maintain a well-defined reference frame.

An observer horizon is the hypersurface that serves as the boundary of the largest

region in spacetime where observers, who are causally disconnected from a specific region
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on the Cauchy slice, can reside. This condition implies that the observer horizon must be

a hypersurface generated by null generators on the Cauchy slice. Additionally, observers

situated outside the horizon must “accelerate” away from it in order to avoid being drawn

into the expanding horizon, which propagates at the speed of light.

Due to the definitions mentioned above, we argue that a surface on the Cauchy slice

can serve as an observer horizon if and only if it satisfies a global condition named as

the Rindler-convexity condition. There are two equivalent definitions of Rindler-convexity,

which we refer to as the “normal condition” and the “tangential condition”, respectively.

Normal condition for Rindler-convexity: a region on a Cauchy slice is ‘Rindler-

convex’ if the normal null geodesics outside its boundary both to the future and from the

past never intersect to form caustics.

Tangential condition for Rindler-convexity: the boundary of a region on a Cauchy

slice is ‘Rindler-convex’ if any lightsphere externally tangential to its boundary never

reaches the inside of the region, where a ‘lightsphere’ is defined to be the intersection

of the Cauchy slice with an arbitrary lightcone.

These two equivalent conditions are derived from the fact that the worldlines of near-

horizon observers cannot intersect and that the observer cannot have any causal connec-

tion with the region inside the horizon, respectively. It has been demonstrated that in a

Tµνk
µkν = Cρµνσk

ρkσ = 0 spacetime (null vacuum 1) on a Cauchy slice with a vanishing ex-

trinsic curvature, Rindler-convexity is equivalent to geodesic convexity [16]. Additionally,

when a black hole is present, the gravitational lensing effect ensures that any Rindler-

convex region must encompass the event horizon. We name the wedge in the spacetime

which observers can access the generalized Rindler wedge (GRW).

Observers offer a method for consistently partitioning degrees of freedom in gravita-

tional systems. We define the spacetime subregion that observers can access as the GRW.

By employing reference frame transformations, we can exclude the region within the horizon

and compute the gravitational entanglement entropy of the GRW using the replica trick.

Further details can be found in [16, 32]. Ultimately, this approach leads to the entanglement

entropy of the GRW being proportional to the horizon area

S =
A

4G
. (2.1)

Up to this point, another motivation for introducing Rindler-convexity becomes ap-

parent: it guarantees that the surface area of a subregion is smaller than the region that

contains it, provided both are Rindler-convex, as proven under the null energy condition in

[16]. This aspect is crucial since the holographic principle informs us that the gravitational

degrees of freedom of a region reside on its spatial boundary. A potential issue arises when

selecting a highly irregular region with an exceptionally large surface area. The Rindler-

convex condition prevents this problem by precluding the region from being excessively

“rough”.

1A null vacuum spacetime background allows a surface to be Rindler-convex on both sides, i.e. well-
defined accelerating observers could live on either side of the surface. To our knowledge, null vacuum is a
very strict condition, and viable examples include the Minkowski spacetime, the AdS, and the dS spacetime.
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2.2 Holographic dual of GRW and time cutoff

In the context of AdS/CFT correspondence, the concept of “hole-ography” relates differ-

ential entropy on the boundary to the non-extremal surface area in the bulk [38–40]. The

concept of the shape constraint for the hole, which is equivalent to the condition of Rindler-

convexity, was introduced by Hubeny in [31]. This idea was motivated by the reversibility

of the null geodesics shooting from a hole in the bulk and a time strip on the boundary,

which, combined with the causality constraint, corresponds to the tangential condition of

Rindler-convexity. The information-theoretic interpretation of differential entropy was ex-

plicitly discussed in [17]. In [16], our focus lies on the impact of the “time cutoff”, offering a

corresponding interpretation of the differential entropy as the entanglement entropy of the

CFT state with long-range entanglement being “cut”, namely the GRW subregion duality.

The proposed GRW subregion duality suggests a correspondence where the GRW in

the bulk corresponds to a boundary spacetime subregion that results from the intersection

of the GRW with the boundary. This duality can be understood as an extension of concepts

such as causal holographic information [41, 42], “time-band subalgebra-subregion” duality

[43], and AdS-Rindler subregion duality [44, 45]. However, the challenge in proving this

duality lies in mathematically defining the “time cutoff” on the boundary. In [38, 39], it is

suggested that the differential entropy reveals the entanglement between scales [46], specif-

ically the entanglement between UV/IR degrees of freedom on the boundary divided by

the time cutoff. However, this interpretation is somewhat ambiguous because it is difficult

to explicitly determine which IR degrees of freedom have been cut due to the energy-time

uncertainty of the observers on the boundary, which is constrained to a finite time interval.

[16] propose an alternative interpretation: the observers can observe all degrees of freedom

on the boundary, but the observer cannot detect the long-range entanglement structure

due to the causality constraint imposed by the time strip.

As depicted in figure 1, the “zigzag” time cutoff excludes all correlations between

regions A and B, while preserving the entanglement structure within regions AE and BE

[16]. This exclusion corresponds to the conditional mutual information I(A;B|E). We can

interpret this process as counting the “out legs” after the time cutoff, as shown on the right

side of figure 1. Therefore, we can envision the residual entropy [31] of the observers within

this zigzag region as:

Sres
ABE = S(ABE) + I(A;B|E) = S(AE) + S(BE)− S(E). (2.2)

Considering the entirety of Sres
ABE and introducing additional regions C,D, . . ., we can

extend the counting process. If we take regions A, B, C, . . . to be sufficiently small such

that we can take the continuous limit, this formula will coincide with the formula for

differential entropy [38].
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Figure 1. Left: Depicting a spacetime subregion with a ‘zigzag’ shape and a time cutoff in the

boundary spacetime. A boundary observer, following the blue curve as their worldline, has the ca-

pacity to observe the entanglement structure within a causal diamond outlined by dashed blue lines.

This observer can freely exist within the zigzag region delimited by the time cutoff. Consequently,

they can observe any entanglement structure within regions AE or BE. However, the entanglement

structure between regions A and B remains unobservable due to the time cutoff. Right: The illustra-

tion showcases the entanglement structure. Solid lines and curves represent the ‘entangling pairs,’

and the number of blue lines indicates the entanglement entropy SABE . The black lines and curves

depict the observable entanglement structure, while the orange curve signifies the entanglement

that becomes unobservable due to the time cutoff (represented by the dashed line). Figure taken

from [16].

With this understanding, we can also give a large class of causal holographic informa-

tion an information-theoretic interpretation as follows. For the causal wedge in the bulk

which is exactly a GRW, the intersection of it with the boundary corresponds to the causal

diamond of the boundary subregion. Consider an oval boundary subregion as an illustra-

tion. Its causal diamond can be perceived as a “time cutoff” mechanism that preserves

entanglement for distances shorter than the minor axis of the oval, while cutting off corre-

lations beyond this range. The causal holographic information [41, 42, 47] is the number

of the remaining ‘out legs’ after this cutoff.

One remaining question is whether the concept of a “reconstructed” state, where all

long-range correlations are “cut”, exists in the context of quantum information theory.

In [16], tripartite toy models involving GHZ and W states are discussed. The conclusion

drawn is that the former can be “reconstructed,” while the latter cannot. However, it is

believed that the process of cutting all long-range correlations can always be achieved in

holographic field theory. We substantiate this proposition by introducing a “space cutoff”

in the bulk geometry, which removes the IR region inside the Rindler-convex hole on the

AdS-Cauchy slice. Through an analysis of the entanglement wedge shapes, we argue that

this bulk geometry precisely corresponds to the reconstructed state on the boundary.

After the discussion of time cutoff on the boundary, we extend the concept of time cutoff

to the gravitational system that provides a novel approach to investigate the entanglement

structure in gravitational systems. By introducing a time cutoff in the bulk, we observe

that the condition of Rindler-convexity is relaxed, resulting in certain regions that were
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initially Rindler-concave becoming Rindler-convex due to the intersection of their normal

null geodesics outside the spacetime region constrained by the time cutoff. Significantly, we

demonstrate that this bulk time cutoff also serves to “cut” the long-range entanglement

in the gravitational spacetime, analogous to the effect of the boundary time cutoff on the

boundary field theory2.

According to our observer interpretation, the entanglement structure between regions

A and B is severed due to the inability of observers to exchange entangling pairs or com-

municate signals between these regions within a finite time interval. This effectively renders

the entanglement structure of A and B unobservable. From a geometric perspective, this

implies that the normal null geodesics emitted from the surfaces of A and B never in-

tersect, either in the future or in the past. Consequently, the combination of regions A

and B becomes Rindler-convex. Typically, Rindler-convex regions are topologically trivial

because the normal null geodesics emitted from disjoint subregions A and B must inter-

sect, violating the convexity condition. However, the introduction of a time cut-off relaxes

the Rindler convexity condition, allowing the disconnected region AB to become Rindler

convex with an entanglement entropy of SAB = Area(A+B) = SA + SB. As a result, the

mutual information between regions A and B vanishes, indicating that the entanglement

between them is effectively “cut off”.

The observation that a time cutoff can “cut” long-range entanglement can be utilized

to probe the distance of bipartite or multipartite entanglement in a gravitational system.

We will explore this topic in more detail in the following sections.

The concluding aspect of [16] that we would like to introduce is the concept of holo-

graphic observer concordance. The GRW subregion duality teaches us that the GRW, which

represents the degrees of freedom partitioned by observers in the bulk, corresponds to a

spacetime subregion on the boundary, which in turn represents the degrees of freedom

partitioned by boundary observers residing within it. Conversely, for boundary subregions

whose degrees of freedom can be observed by boundary observers (observable regions), their

corresponding entanglement wedge in the bulk must be a GRW as well. This proposition

holds true even when a time/space cutoff is introduced in the bulk, leading to the concept

of holographic observer concordance, asserting that the partitioning of degrees of freedom

by observers in either the bulk or on the boundary is in concordance through holography.

The utility of this holographic observer concordance concept will be much of use in Section

4, where we aim to establish the holographic correspondence of the separation theorem on

the boundary, building on its observer interpretation in the bulk.

3 Gravitational bipartite entanglement

The generalized Rindler wedge formalism helps us understand the shape dependence of

entanglement entropy in gravitational systems. To discern more details about the entan-

glement structure, the next step should be to analyze the quantum entanglement between

different subregions of the gravitational system in order to find out where the quantum

2This analogy to the effect does not imply that this time cutoff in the bulk has an exact holographic
correspondence.
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entanglement lies. Therefore, an immediate question arises: what physical quantity should

we use to characterize the quantum entanglement between gravitational spatial subregions?

Considering the whole Cauchy slice in the gravitational spacetime as a pure state, the

union of two or many spatial subregions is in general a mixed state. As von Neumann

entropy is not an adequate measure for quantum entanglement in mixed states, we need

to use alternative quantities to assess the entanglement between spatial subregions. The

analysis of quantum entanglement in mixed states has been a topic of study for a long time

with many different measures proposed to quantify the quantum entanglement. In this

work, we opt for squashed entanglement, which is a faithful [30] but challenging measure

to compute, for good reasons. Being a faithful measure, the subsystems are separable if

and only if the squashed entanglement is zero, and we aim for a way to determine whether

it equals zero in our gravitational system. We suggest a sufficient condition under which

the squashed entanglement vanishes so that the quantum entanglement disappears and

provides a perspective on the correspondence between the separability of quantum states

in the gravitational subregions and the geometric structure of the subregions. We will

first concentrate on the bipartite case, and then we extend our results also to multipartite

entanglement in the subsequent section.

In this section, we will first review the definition and properties of squashed entangle-

ment and then derive the sufficient condition for zero squashed entanglement for gravita-

tional subregions utilizing the Rindler convexity condition. We will explain this result with

observer physics and compare the results with previous holographic results revealing their

shortcomings in the calculations.

3.1 Squashed entanglement as the bipartite quantum entanglement measure

There are many entanglement measures for mixed states, such as entanglement of purifica-

tion [18], distillable entanglement, entanglement of formation [48, 49], relative entropy of

entanglement [50], squashed entanglement [27], etc. Here, we utilize the squashed entangle-

ment as the quantity to measure the bipartite quantum entanglement of the gravitational

degrees of freedom within the subregions. This choice is due to the outstanding properties

that squashed entanglement exhibits, which we will mention below.

Squashed entanglement is defined as one-half of the infimum of the conditional mutual

information (CMI):

Esq (ρA;B) = inf

{
1

2
I(A;B | E)ρ : ρABE is an extension of ρAB

}
, (3.1)

where I(A;B | E) is:

I(A;B | E) := S(AE) + S(EB)− S(E)− S(AEB). (3.2)

Note that the coefficient 1
2 is only a convention with which the squashed entanglement will

coincide with the von Neumann entropy when ρAB is a pure state.

Among various measures of entanglement in mixed states, squashed entanglement satis-

fies most properties proposed as useful for an entanglement measure, such as non-negativity,
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monogamy [51], asymptotic continuity [52], convexity, and LOCC monotonicity [27]. Most

importantly for our subsequent argument, squashed entanglement is a faithful measure

[30], meaning that squashed entanglement will vanish if and only if the mixed state ρAB

is separable. A simple explanation of this faithful condition is as follows. It was first proven

in [53] (theorem 6) that a state ρABE on HA ⊗ HB ⊗ HE saturates strong subadditivity

with equality if and only if there is a decomposition of the system E into a direct sum of

tensor products

HE =
⊕
j

HeLj
⊗HeRj

(3.3)

such that

ρABE =
⊕
j

pjρAeLj
⊗ ρeRj B, (3.4)

with states ρAeLj
in HA ⊗HeLj

and ρeRj B in HeRj
⊗HB, and classical probabilities pj . Take

partial trace on the subsystem E in equation (3.4), and we could get

ρAB =
∑
j

pjρAj ⊗ ρBj . (3.5)

i.e. theAB reduction of state ρABE is separable indicating vanishing quantum entanglement

between A and B.

Squashed entanglement, serving as a lower bound on the entanglement of formation and

an upper bound on distillable entanglement, possesses nearly all the properties we desire

for measuring quantum entanglement [54], excluding classical correlations [55]. However, its

calculation is challenging because finding the infimum of CMI among all possible extensions

of ρABE is complicated, as the dimension of HE might be arbitrarily large. Nonetheless, in

gravitational systems, we have managed to determine the subsystem E minimizing the CMI

to be zero in a broad range of situations, and therefore we provide a sufficient condition

under which the squashed entanglement vanishes, which we show in the next subsection.

3.2 Squashed entanglement for gravitational subsystems

As reviewed in Sec.2, in [16] we have calculated the gravitational entanglement entropy for

spatial subregions satisfying a so-called Rindler convexity condition. Only subregions in the

gravitational spacetime bounded by a Rindler convex surface could be associated with a set

of well-defined physical observers and for these Rindler convex subregions, the existence of

physical observers suggest that their entanglement entropy could be well-defined as their

degrees of freedom should be fully encoded within their own subregions. This global Rindler

convexity condition is important as it reflects the nonlocal property of gravity. We now use

this Rindler convexity condition to detect the entanglement structure of the gravitational

spacetime, i.e. calculating the squashed entanglement of gravitational subsystems, which

will reveal more interesting consequences of this condition. Our fundamental observation

is derived from the fact that strong subadditivity is always saturated for Rindler convex
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regions AE, EB, and ABE

Area(AE) +Area(EB) = Area(AEB) +Area(E). (3.6)

S(ρAE) + S(ρEB) = S(ρAEB) + S(ρE). (3.7)

From the definition of (3.2), this is a clear indication that the conditional mutual informa-

tion between subsystems A and B vanishes, given the subsystem E as a condition, i.e. the

CMI I(A;B | E) = 0. As the squashed entanglement is the infimum of CMI I(A;B | E)

and it is non-negative, we could see that the squashed entanglement between A and B

vanishes, i.e. Esq(A;B) = 0. In other words, there is no quantum entanglement between A

and B, or equivalently, A− E −B forms a quantum Markov chain in that order [53].

This result strongly relies on the fact that subregions AE, EB, E, and ABE all have

to be Rindler convex. As E is always Rindler convex when AE and EB are both Rindler

convex, here we only need to specify the condition that all AE, EB, and ABE have to

be Rindler convex. Thus the conclusion should be that as long as subregions AE, EB,

and ABE are Rindler convex, the quantum entanglement between A and B vanishes. Note

that in this part, subregions AE, EB, E, and ABE refer to space subregions that the

corresponding observers of the Rindler convex surface can or cannot see, and this “can

see” or “cannot see” property has to be the same for all the four subregions at the same

time.

There is a subtle point here. For the strong subadditivity condition in (3.7) to hold,

subregions of A and B may not need to be Rindler convex. Since regions A and B may

be Rindler concave, we may not be able to construct well-defined accelerating observers

associated with A or B, and it is unclear whether the gravitational degrees of freedom inside

a Rindler-concave region could be well-defined or not due to possible nonlocal distributions

of gravitational degrees of freedom. For this reason, we denote the remaining Hilbert spaces

of HAE and HBE after tracing out HE as HA and HB respectively. Note that in general,

HA and HB defined in this way are not the Hilbert spaces of the degrees of freedom inside

concave subregions A and B. For this to be precisely defined, we have to make the following

reasonable assumption: if M and N are both Rindler-convex regions and M ⊃ N , we have

HM = HN ⊗HM/N if M ⊃ N. (3.8)

This assumption can be understood as follows. If M ⊃ N , the Rindler observers of N have

access to an extra region (M − N) than the Rindler observers of M . Consequently, we

anticipate that the ignorance of M ’s observer will be larger than that of N ’s observer so

that we have (3.8). Once again, we adopt the conservative viewpoint and do not interpret

HM/N as the Hilbert space of the concave region M −N .

Therefore, even though we have demonstrated that Esq(A;B) = 0, interpreting the

physical implications of this result becomes challenging when either A or B is Rindler-

concave. As a result, when A or B is Rindler concave, we can alternatively analyze the

entanglement structure between two Rindler-convex subregions a ⊂ A and b ⊂ B instead

2. As strong subadditivity is saturated, the whole state ρABE can be factorized as in (3.4).
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Now, instead of taking the partial trace of subsystem E, we take the partial trace of HAE/a

and HBE/b with HAE = Ha ⊗ HAE/a, HBE = Hb ⊗ HBE/b. With partial trace TrAE/a

acting trivially on Hb and TrBE/b acting trivially on Ha, finally we can get:

ρab =
∑
j

pjρaj ⊗ ρbj , (3.9)

i.e. the state is separable (no quantum entanglement exist) for Rindler-convex subregions a

and b. It is important to note that while the condition E ensures that I(A;B|E) vanishes,

in general, I(a; b|E) is not zero. Moreover, for general Rindler convex shapes of a and b,

it is difficult to find a Rindler-convex region e that makes I(a; b|e) vanish. It appears to

contradict the fact that ρab is a separable state with zero squashed entanglement. However,

in the case of squashed entanglement, the choice of the extension e and ρabe is arbitrary. e

does not have to correspond to a state in a Rindler-convex subregion of the whole state, and

it does not even have to be a reduced state derived from the entire pure state. This is because

the quantum entanglement between a and b is determined solely by ρab, regardless of which

state ρab is reduced from. Although finding the optimal extension ρabe with vanishing

I(a; b|e) is challenging, based on the previous conclusion that ρab is a separable state, we

know that such an extension must exist and therefore the conclusion that ρab is a separable

state with zero squashed entanglement is valid.

In the above, we have shown that ρab is separable for Rindler-convex regions a and b if

a ⊂ A and b ⊂ B, given AE, BE, and ABE all satisfing the Rindler-convexity condition.

Now, we will analyze the geometric conditions under which Rindler-convex subregions a

and b can be separable having no quantum entanglement, without specifying the exact

regions A and B. In other words, we want to determine the condition under which we can

construct regions A ⊃ a, B ⊃ b and E given a and b, such that AE, BE, E, and ABE are

all Rindler-convex, ensuring the saturation of strong subadditivity.

Geometrically, the answer to this question is that this is only possible if we can con-

struct a convex region E that ‘separates’ regions a and b. This leads to the following

“separation theorem”.

Separation Theorem: there is no gravitational quantum entanglement between the de-

grees of freedom inside two Rindler convex spatial subregions a and b on a Cauchy slice,

i.e. the whole state is separable for a and b, if there exists a Rindler-convex region E that

separates a and b.

There are three equivalent, covariant definitions of the term ‘separate’ here as follows.

Normal Definition of ‘separate’. On a Cauchy slice, subregions a and b are ‘separated’

by E if and only if: any normal null geodesic emitted from a and b does not intersect before

they intersect with the normal null geodesic emitted from E.

Tangential Definition of ’separate’. Any lightsphere externally tangential to both a

and b must pass through E. It is worth noting that in the case when Rindler-convexity is

equivalent to geodesic convexity, the term ‘separate’ implies that any geodesic which passes

through both regions a and b must also pass through the region E (see figure 2).

Mathematical Definition of ‘separate’. E separates a and b if E separates the ‘Rindler-
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convex hull’ of a and b, which is the smallest Rindler-convex set that contains a and b.








































                        a    A          E           B    b


Figure 2. The spherical regions a and b, bounded by the black circle, are separated by the purple-

shaded region E. The Rindler-convex hull of ab is bounded by the red curve, with E dividing it into

the blue-shaded region A and the green-shaded region B. The red dashed curve passing through

region E represents a lightsphere that is externally tangential to both a and b, in accordance with

the tangential definition of “separate”. The Rindler observers of the region E reside in regions A and

B at this moment are causally disconnected from each other in both the past and future. Regions

AE, BE, E, ABE, a, and b are all Rindler-convex.

As shown in figure 2, the definition of ‘separate’ ensures that I. region E does not

intersect with a or b, and II. there exists a Rindler-convex region ABE, AE, BE, and E,

which guarantees the saturation of strong subadditivity (3.7). In summary, the separation

theorem can be encapsulated in the following slogan:

Geometrically separable =⇒ Quantum State separable. (3.10)

The contrapositive version of this theorem (the arrow in the opposite direction) would

state that if two Rindler convex regions cannot be separated by a convex region, then

they must have non-vanishing quantum entanglement. Proving this opposite side is indeed

difficult because when we cannot find the extension ρABE with I(A;B|E) = 0 on the

gravity side, this does not mean that no such a state E could exist in the more general

range of states in quantum information theory. The challenge arises from the difficulty in

calculating Esq in quantum information theory as the dimension of HE could be arbitrarily

large.

Is this separation theorem too strict? One can conclude that the quantum state on

any two non-adjacent regions is separable, i.e. the convex region E is no longer needed,

utilizing the same logic based on the gravity theory with any region, including the concave

one, having the entanglement entropy proportional to its surface area. However, as we will

discuss below when a black hole exists, non-adjacent regions are believed to be entangled

due to the intuition from its holographic dual field theory side. This conflicts with the result

that any non-adjacent regions are separable, ruling out the possibility of the separation

theorem being too strict.

To summarize, though it remains a conjecture whether the contrapositive version of the

separation theorem holds, the separation theorem is still believed to serve as a non-trivial
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effect in the semiclassical limit, which establishes a connection between the geometrical

structure and the separability of the corresponding quantum state.

4 Physical interpretations and holographic squashed entanglement

Following the holographic observer concordance formalism proposed in [16], we also provide

an observer interpretation for the understanding of the separation theorem here. Moreover,

compared with the entanglement entropy of a single subregion, the separation theorem

provides a more elaborate description of gravitational entanglement structure. This is es-

pecially evident when a time cutoff is introduced, as it allows for quantifying the location

of “entangling pairs”.

The separation theorem can be explained through observer physics. We will show that

with the existence of a region E as required in the separation theorem, we could always

define a set of physical observers who could not observe a and b at the same time. Thus the

existence of this set of well-defined observers, who could not see the quantum entanglement

between a and b, indicates that a and b should not have any quantum entanglement in this

quantum state from the observer correspondence perspective. The detail is as follows.

With ab’s Rindler-convex hull divided by E into two parts (blue and green in figure 2),

we can also choose two sets of E’s Rindler observers3, with each set of observers constrained

in either one part of ab’s Rindler-convex hull on the Cauchy slice (blue or green). Each set of

observers could observe all the entanglement structures inside regions a or b, respectively, as

these observers can persist for an arbitrarily long time to observe inside regions a ⊂ A and

b ⊂ B. Due to the normal definition of ‘separate’, the two sets of observers inside regions A

and B never did and never will have any causal connection with each other because each set

is behind the Rindler-horizon of the other. From these observers’ perspectives, gravitational

degrees of freedom inside regions a and b did not and will not have any chance to entangle

with each other. Furthermore, these two sets of observers will not even be aware of whether

they exist in the same spacetime manifold or not.

4.1 The location of ‘entangling pairs’

Specifically, if Tµνk
µkν = Cρµνσk

ρkσ = 0 (null vacuum), an infinitely large lightsphere

could extend all the way to infinity without converging or diverging. As a result, there

exist spacelike surfaces which are convex on both sides. As we proved in [16], if the Cauchy

slice has zero extrinsic curvature, these surfaces are planes. Therefore, in a null vacuum,

Rindler-convex regions can be arbitrarily ‘thin’. This simplifies the separation of two regions

by definition, and two nonadjacent regions can be separated if they can be divided by a

plane4. This leads to the conclusion that any two nonadjacent Rindler-convex regions can

3When we say E’s Rindler observers, we refer to the observers who treat region E’s boundary as their
horizon.

4It is worth noting that, when the spatial dimension is greater than two, two regions that can be separated
by a convex region are not necessarily separable by a plane. A counterexample is four regions, each near a
surface of a tetrahedron; any two of them cannot be separated from the other two by a plane, but they can
be separated by the tetrahedron.
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certainly be separated by a very thin Rindler-convex region, thus any two non-adjacent

Rindler-convex regions in a null vacuum as defined above are not entangled.

Imagine two adjacent Rindler-convex regions in a null vacuum, with quantum entan-

glement between them [56–58]. If we ‘remove’ a thin interval from a at their interface so

that they can be separated by a plane, the quantum entanglement between the new smaller

subregion a and b vanishes completely. A plausible physical interpretation of this could be

that all gravitational degrees of freedom used for entanglement are, in fact, located near the

interface of the subregions. As we have entanglement entropy proportional to its surface

area, we would expect a uniform distribution of ‘gravitational entangling pairs’ near the

surface of a region.

On the other hand, if the spacetime background is not a null vacuum, the Rindler-

convex region cannot be arbitrarily thin. In this case, there might exist non-zero gravita-

tional quantum entanglement between two distant Rindler-convex regions. Mathematically,

this situation might result from the existence of matter fields or black holes5 that deform

the vacuum spacetime geometry. We can then conclude that gravitational quantum ‘en-

tangling pairs’ might not be located solely near their interface, when matter or black holes

are present.

4.2 Introducing time cutoff

We have previously argued that introducing a time cutoff into the gravitational system ‘cuts

out’ the long-distance correlation by relaxing the Rindler-convexity condition in gravita-

tional systems [16]. This decrease in correlation includes both quantum entanglement and

classical correlation between the two regions. In this context, we are specifically interested

in the former and this decrease in quantum entanglement is reflected in two aspects. With

the introduction of a time cutoff: I. the Rindler-convex hull of ab decreases in size, and II.

region E could become more ‘wiggly’. Both of these aspects stem from the relaxation of the

Rindler-convexity condition due to the time cutoff, which in turn suggests that separating

a and b becomes easier.

Theoretical analysis allows us to determine when this time cutoff would completely

eliminate all quantum entanglement for two subregions which originally had quantum en-

tanglement in the general case. The critical thickness of the “time layer” when the two

regions become separable can then naturally reveal the shortest distance of quantum en-

tanglement between them. Generally, as we continue to increase the cutoff to make the

remaining ‘time layer’ manifold thinner, the quantum entanglement between a and b would

be the first to vanish, followed by the mutual information. In quantum information theory,

quantum entanglement contributes to mutual information, meaning that mutual infor-

mation cannot vanish before the quantum entanglement vanishes. This is evident in the

procedure where the ‘bridge’ of the Rindler-convex hull connecting a and b, with its cross-

section giving an upper bound of the mutual information, becomes thinner, requiring a

smaller region E to separate the bridge. Ultimately, when the bridge breaks up, i.e., the

5Especially when a black hole exists, every Rindler-convex surface must wrap the event horizon. That
makes the Rindler-convex condition so strict that only few regions could be geometrically separable.
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Rindler-convex hull is disconnected, and the mutual information vanishes as well. We will

provide a simple example to illustrate this in the next section.

4.3 Separation theorem in holography

One can observe that the separation theorem unveils nontrivial entanglement structures

within gravitational theory. Naturally, there is an interest in finding its corresponding

boundary theory physics to gain further insights. The AdS/CFT correspondence demon-

strates that the theory of Einstein gravity in anti-de Sitter spacetime, as GN → 0, is dual

to a conformal field theory in the large N limit, residing on the conformal boundary of AdS

spacetime. Since our preceding argument is general and not tied to any specific spacetime

background, it should also hold in the AdS spacetime. Conveniently, subregion-subregion

duality and GRW subregion duality establish a correspondence between the density matri-

ces in these two theories. Below, by utilizing these two formalisms, we will demonstrate that

the separation theorem in the bulk naturally gives rise to boundary physics that emphasizes

the “entanglement builds geometry” idea.

The concept of entanglement wedge reconstruction [43, 47, 59–65] establishes that the

quantum state on a boundary subregion are dual to the degrees of freedom within its corre-

sponding entanglement wedge in the bulk, while the GRW subregion duality associates the

GRW in the bulk to a specific ρ̃ state on the boundary, as reviewed in Section 2. The sep-

aration theorem specifies the separability of quantum states in Rindler-convex subregions

in the bulk, and though EWs are in general not Rindler convex, however, according to

the entanglement wedge reconstruction EWs are well-defined subregions whose degrees of

freedom are fully encoded within the subregions, thus we could change the smaller Rindler

convex subregion a in the bulk separation theorem to EWs and we may wonder whether

we could in turn demonstrate the separability (with no squashed entanglement) of the dual

subsystems of the boundary.

Crucially, one issue we must clarify is: which state are we actually considering for

separability? From the formula of zero squashed entanglement, we trace out the subsystem

E in (3.4) to obtain ρAB and test the separability of A and B. Note that the degrees of

freedom of E could be traced out as long as the whole Hilbert space could be factorized

into the Hilbert spaces of E and its complement. Due to the nonlocality of gravity, this

could not always be done [66–69]. However, for GRWs or their compliments, we could

do this because a consistent subalgebra [16, 43] for these systems could be well-defined6.

On the gravity side, rigorously speaking, tracing out E means that we are assessing the

separability of A and B within the GRW outside E, i.e. the reduced state. However, in

quantum information theory, as long as the degrees of freedom in E (HE) are independent

of the degrees of freedom in AB (HAB), tracing out E will not modify the entanglement

structure between A and B as this is only determined by ρAB. In gravitational theory, the

concept that “observers partition the degrees of freedom” indeed leads to the fact that

degrees of freedom in E are independent from the rest. Thus, on the gravity side, we could

6The algebra mentioned here is a Type III von Neumann algebra in nature, which leads to an obstacle
in factorizing Hilbert spaces into tensor products. Howver, in principle, these subalgebras could be modified
into Type II von Neumann algebras as has been done in [70–73] recently.
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conclude that we are studying the separability of A and B in the original state, where we

define HA(B) as TrEHAE(BE).

In the dual boundary field theory side, things can become subtle because degrees

of freedom in the bulk that are dual to the boundary subregions are non-local. This is

evident from the fact that the entanglement wedge does not adhere to an addition rule,

i.e., EW (A∪B) ̸= EW (A)∪EW (B). Consequently, a region E ⊂ EW (A∪B) in the bulk

might encode information in A ∪ B on the boundary, even if E has no intersection with

EW (A) or EW (B). Therefore, the bulk region E might be understood as being dual to

some IR degrees of freedom in the momentum space on the boundary [38, 74] which carry

long-range entanglement structures [75], and tracing them out will actually modify the

entanglement structure between A and B on the asymptotic boundary. On the dual field

theory side, we assert that ρ̃ is a state derived from ρ with the elimination of certain long-

range entanglement, corresponding to a GRW. From the calculation in (3.4), it becomes

apparent that we are examining the separability of A and B in the ρ̃ state. This is because

the quantum state of AB has changed with some of their long-range entanglement removed

and this separability in ρ̃ differs from the separability in the state ρ because some degrees

of freedom have already been traced out 7. Consequently, in the dual boundary field theory

side, the separation theorem tests the separability of subsystem A and B in the ρ̃ state.

As we demand that region E cannot have intersections with EW (A) or EW (B), the GRW

of E must include EW (A) and EW (B), making ρA and ρB density matrices reduced from

ρ̃. Thus, the geometrical separation between EW (A) and EW (B) corresponds to the fact

that one can construct a GRW in the bulk (which dual to a time cutoff on the boundary),

eliminating the quantum entanglement between A and B while preserving ρA and ρB.

This is not in contradiction to the result on the gravitational side. We could view the

subsystem A or B in the field theory side as the original subsystem with small momentum

modes removed and this could in turn explain the gravitational nonlocality as storing the

long-range entanglement structure between subregions.

Then to analyze the holographic separablity, we should analyze the geometrical con-

dition for boundary subregions to have separable dual bulk entanglement wedges. Due to

the complicate geometrical structure of extremal surfaces in asymptotical hyperbolic space,

finding the necessary and sufficient condition would be a difficult task. We now give a suf-

ficient condition, which states that for two boundary subregions A and B which can be

separated by a spherical shell in the sense that A and B are in different sides of the shell,

EW (A) and EW (B) are separable regions in the bulk.

As shown in Figure 3, this proof is quite intuitive. Since A and B on the boundary could

be separated by a spherical shell (the blue circle at the boundary), the entire boundary

is divided by the shell into two parts: the outside part M ⊃ A, and its complement,

the inside part N ⊃ B. Then, P = ∂EW (M) = ∂EW (N) is the plane (with vanishing

extrinsic curvature tensor in the bulk, the blue hemisphere) in the bulk homologous to the

7In the case which AB’s RT surface is disconnected, tracing out E will not modify the entanglement
structure between A and B, and we will end up with the conclusion that the squashed entanglement between
A and B indeed vanishes as we find a region E to separate their entanglement wedges. However, this is a
trivial result, as their mutual information vanishes due to the disconnected RT surface.
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spherical disk on the boundary. Due to the nesting rule, we have EW (M) ⊃ EW (A) and

EW (N) ⊃ EW (B). Therefore, we have proved that P is a plane which is a limit case of

the convex subregion E that separates EW (A) and EW (B).
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Figure 3. The separability of EW (A) and EW (B) can be illustrated as follows: A and B are

two boundary subregions shaded in red and green separately, and the blue circle on the boundary

separates them. One could prove that the plane P in the bulk homologous to the blue disk must

separate EW (A) from EW (B) from the nesting rule.

On the boundary, if regions A and B can be “separated by a spherical shell”, it means

that we can construct two sets of boundary observers who can observe ρA and ρB respec-

tively without being causally connected with each other in a finite time interval. Then, the

time cutoff introduced on the boundary could be seen as the boundary of the causal domain

of these observers. One can observe that this time cutoff indeed “cuts” all the entanglement

between A and B, which is why we assert that the separation theorem naturally emerges in

the context of boundary physics. Observer interpretation also inspires us to understand the

theorem above from the perspective of “holographic observer concordance” framework that

the degrees of freedom on the boundary that can be separated by two causally disconnected

boundary observers must be dual to the two entanglement wedges that can be separated by

two sets of observers in the bulk.

There are a few more noteworthy points to mention. Firstly, the condition for EW (A)

and EW (B) to be separable, as described above, is not a necessary condition in higher-

dimensional cases such as AdSd+1/CFTd with d > 2. This is because two regions that

can be separated by a Rindler-convex region do not necessarily need to be separated by a

plane in high dimensional space. Therefore, sometimes it becomes imperative to analyze

the specific geometric structure of EW (A) and EW (B) in order to determine whether it is

possible to construct a ρ̃ state where A and B are separable in holographic theory. Secondly,

when designing the time cutoff on the boundary to eliminate the entanglement between A

and B, it’s important to note that the shape of the time cutoff surface cannot be arbitrary.

It has been demonstrated in [31] that only the case where the “strip wedge” coincides

with the “rim wedge” is permissible. In simpler terms, the time cutoff surface should be at

the intersection of a GRW and the asymptotic boundary. Thirdly, it’s worth noting that

the separation theorem holds true in general holographic theories, not limited to the AdS

vacuum case where GRW subregion duality applies. This insight opens up possibilities for
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extending GRW subregion duality to non-vacuum scenarios and sheds light on the location

of entanglement structures. Specifically speaking, in general holographic theories, long-

range entanglement structures between regions on the boundary at certain distances are

located within the convex IR region which separates their entanglement wedges within the

bulk.

5 Gravitational multipartite entanglement

In this section, we generalize the separable property of the two-partite case to the mul-

tipartite case. We first provide an overview of three types of separability of multipartite

systems commonly studied in quantum information theory. By employing the measure of

multipartite squashed entanglement and the conditional entanglement of multipartite in-

formation, we are able to identify the distinct geometric configurations of gravitational

subregions that correspond to these different types of separability in multipartite states.

Generalizing bipartite entanglement into multipartite entanglement is not a trivial task

because the multipartite entanglement structure is much richer than the bipartite case.

Although we have already proved that the state of any two non-adjacent Rindler-convex

regions is separable in null vacuum spacetimes, this result does not necessarily hold in the

multipartite case, i.e. non-adjacent multi-Rindler-convex regions might not be separable

as will be demonstrated later. In the first two subsections, we will focus on tripartite

entanglement by analyzing three different classes of geometrical tripartite subregions and

then generalize our findings to other multipartite cases in the rest of this section. We aim to

provide an elucidation that “geometrically separable” corresponds to “quantum separable

states” for multipartite states in both gravitational systems and the holographic dual field

theories.

5.1 Separability for mutipartite quantum system

Before looking for dedicated multipartite entanglement measures, a natural approach was

to employ bipartite quantities to study multipartite entanglement [36]. The separability in

bipartite quantum systems could also be generalized to multipartite systems. In the context

of general multipartite entanglement structures, there exist three classes of separability.

1. Full m-partite separability of m systems [76]. The state ρA1...Am of m sub-

systems A1, . . . , Am is full m partite separable if and only if it can be expressed in the

form

ρA1...Am =
∑
i

piρ
i
A1

⊗ . . .⊗ ρiAm
. (5.1)

2. m-party total semi-separability and k-separability [36]. Another class of mul-

tipartite separability criteria involves the notions of m-party total semi-separability (m-

TSS) and k-separability. The n-partite state is divided into m subsystems, where m ≤ n.

m-TSS is defined as the full m-partite separability among these subsystems. We denote

this as m− TSS(A1;A2; ...;Am). A state of n-partite subsystems is defined to be semisep-

arable [77] if it has 2 − TSS(Ai1Ai2 ...Ai(n−1)
;Ain) for any choices of i1, ..., in. This means
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that the state ϱA1...An is 2 − TSS under all 1- (n − 1) partitions. Furthermore, the con-

cept of semi-separability has been refined to include all 2-TSS under arbitrary bipartite

i− (n− i), i = 1, ..., n− 1 divisions, rather than considering only the 1− (n− 1) divisions

[78]. Following this line of reasoning, k-separable (k ≤ n) states are defined as those satis-

fying all k-TSS criteria after the n-partite state being arbitrarily partitioned into k parts

[33–35]. Clearly, when m = k = n, the conditions of m-TSS, k-separable, and full n-partite

separable are all equivalent.

3. M-party partial semi-separability (m-PSS) [36]. Given an n-partite state, one

can perform a partial trace over n −m parties, leaving m parties remaining. The partial

semi-separability (m-PSS) condition checks the separability of the remainingm subsystems.

We denote this condition as m− PSS(A1;A2; ...;Am) if the remaining subsystems are full

m-partite separable. In the case of tripartite systems, we can only analyze the 2-PSS

condition, which checks the separability of the two remaining subsystems after tracing one

out.

To summarize briefly, full m-partite separability indicates that quantum entangle-

ment vanishes completely among these subsystems. k-separability means that entanglement

which includes the number of partite less than k vanishes completely, and TSS or PSS re-

quires the multipartite entanglement to vanish under specific situations such as considering

some subsystems as a whole or ignoring some.

The different types of separability discussed are not equivalent, both in their defini-

tions and practical implications. Among the three classes of separability, it is evident that

full m-partite separability is stronger than k-separability with k < m, which, in turn, is

stronger than k − TSS and k − PSS. In the context of gravitational tripartite entangle-

ment, we will demonstrate that there are precisely three kinds of geometrical separating

conditions corresponding to the three separating conditions mentioned above. Moreover,

stronger conditions for separability correspond to stricter geometrical conditions, as we will

demonstrate below.

5.2 Geometrical conditions for 2-TSS and 2-PSS structures

Our ultimate goal is to identify all the geometrical structures of gravitational subregions

whose states correspond to each of the separabilities described above. Let us begin with the

simplest PSS case. Consider three Rindler-convex subregions, denoted as A,B,C, within

a gravitational system. The procedure of tracing out one of the subsystems, say C, is to

disregard all systems except A and B. We can then analyze the separability of A and

B using the separation theorem. As depicted in figure 5.1(a), each pair of Rindler-convex

regions is geometrically separable (in null vacuum). This corresponds to the tripartite state

ρABC satisfying PSS(A,B), PSS(B,C), and PSS(C,A).
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Figure 4. In the case of three Rindler-convex regions, we can identify two typical classes of geomet-

rically separated regions. On the left side, every pair of regions can be separated by a Rindler-convex

region, but region A and the combined region BC cannot be separated. This corresponds to a state

that satisfies the condition of being totally 2-PSS. On the right side, each region can be separated

from the remaining regions by a Rindler-convex region. This type of state corresponds to a semisep-

arable state of the multipartite subsystems.

Generally speaking, a state of tripartite subsystems that satisfies the condition of being

totally PSS could still exhibit tripartite entanglement. One famous example of such a state

is the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger (GHZ) state [26, 79, 80]

|GHZ⟩ = 1√
2
(|000⟩+ |111⟩). (5.2)

One can check that the remaining state is separable if we trace out any subsystem from the

GHZ state. Moreover, GHZ class is dense in the Hilbert space of three qubits [81], therefore,

if we pick a state randomly in Haar measure, (as we did in Page theorem argument in [16]),

the state must belong to the GHZ class. As GHZ state is maximally entangled with respect

to every bipartition (A|BC, B|AC, C|AB), it implies that the tripartite entanglement

in gravitational d.o.f, if exists, also tends to reach the maximum, like the result of Page

theorem [82] in bipartite gravitational entanglement.

Now let us analyze the 2-TSS case in the gravitational system. First, we need to

consider the geometric location of the d.o.f of ρAB. Although we can construct Rindler

observers outside regions A and B individually, it is not possible to construct Rindler

observers for the combined region A ∪ B. Therefore, it is not appropriate to exclusively

attribute ρAB to the d.o.f within region A ∪ B for the sake of rigor. However, similar to

the approach taken in the previous section, we can overcome this issue by making two

reasonable assumptions which could be proved valid in holographic theory:

1. ρAB could be reduced from ρM with M ⊃ (A∪B) being Rindler convex. This assump-

tion implies that, as we construct the Rindler observers of M , we expect their ignorance

to encompass all the d.o.fs of ρAB.

2. Given any single Rindler-convex region N with N ∩ (A∪B) = ∅, we anticipate that

none of the degrees of freedom within A ∪ B are inside N . This assumption suggests that

the degrees of freedom of a Rindler-convex region could be partitioned from its complement

by Rindler observers.

With these preparations, we can utilize the separation theorem to analyze the entan-

glement between subsystems C and AB. If we can construct a Rindler-convex region E
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that separates C from AB’s Rindler convex hull M , there exists a region P ⊃ C and

Q ⊃ M which renders the regions PE, QE, and PQE Rindler-convex, and naturally sat-

isfies 3.7. Using the same method as the separation theorem, one can conclude that ρABC

is TSS(C,AB). figure 5.1 (b) depicts a state which is TSS(A,BC), TSS(B,AC), and

TSS(C,AB), i.e., semiseparable or k-separable with k = 2.

One can discern that the geometrical condition of semiseparability in figure 5.1 (b) is

stronger than the geometrical condition of total 2-PSS in figure 5.1 (a). This corresponds

to the monogamy of bipartite squashed entanglement

Esq(A;BC) ≥ Esq(A;B) + Esq(A;C), (5.3)

where Esq(A;BC) remains positive even though Esq(A;B) and Esq(A;C) becomes zero.

Is it sufficient to analyze tripartite entanglement solely through the concept of bi-

partite? Or equivalently, is semiseparable synonymous with fully separable? The answer

is affirmative only if ρABC is a pure state; otherwise, one can construct counterexamples

that are semiseparable but still having multipartite entanglement. An explicit example was

presented in [83]. Furthermore, any combination of 2-TSS and PSS cannot result in a fully

separable (3-TSS) state for the mixed state ρABC [36]. In a gravitational system, we must

treat ρABC as a mixed state because we only regard the entire Cauchy slice as a pure

state. Therefore, we must propose another geometrical structure that is dual to the fully

separable state ρABC .

5.3 Multipartite squashed entanglement and conditional entanglement of mul-

tipartite information

To establish a connection between geometrical structures and multipartite entanglement

structures and to generalize the separation theorem to the multipartite case, we have opted

to use multipartite squashed entanglement and the conditional entanglement of multipartite

information (CEMI) as the measure of multipartite entanglement.

Multipartite squashed entanglement, which first appeared in [28, 29], has at least two

versions, Esq and Ẽsq, as defined in [84]

Esq (A1; · · · ;Am) ≡ 1

2
inf

{
I (A1; · · · ;Am | E)ρ : TrE {ρA1···AmE} = ρA1···Am

}
,

Ẽsq (A1; · · · ;Am) ≡ 1

2
inf

{
Ĩ (A1; · · · ;Am | E)ρ : TrE {ρA1···AmE} = ρA1···Am

}
,

(5.4)

where I (A1; · · · ;Am | E)ρ and Ĩ (A1; · · · ;Am | E)ρ is defined as

I(A1; · · · ;Am | E)ρ =

m∑
i=1

S(AiE)− (m− 1)S(E)− S(A1 · · ·AmE),

Ĩ(A1; · · · ;Am | E)ρ =

m∑
i=1

S(A[m]\{i}E)− S(E)− (m− 1)S(A1 · · ·AmE).

(5.5)

One can verify that each of the definitions reduces to the bipartite squashed entanglement
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when m = 2. It has been established in [85] that these two measures are, in fact, equal.

An intriguing observation, as demonstrated in Appendix A, is that the geometric condi-

tions for both of these measures to vanish are also proven to be equal. This coincidence

strongly suggests a bidirectional correspondence between geometric structure and squashed

entanglement, rather than a one-way derivation. Given the equivalence between these two

measures, we will now refer to the squashed entanglement as the first one (Esq) unless

stated otherwise.

The measure known as the conditional entanglement of multipartite information (CEMI)

is defined as follows [37]

EI (A1 : · · · : Am)ρ ≡ 1

2
inf

ρA1A
′
1···AmA′

m

I
(
A1A

′
1 : · · · : AmA′

m

)
ρ
− I

(
A′

1 : · · · : A′
m

)
ρ
, (5.6)

where similar to the multipartite squashed entanglement, the infimum is over all extensions

ρA1A′
1···AmA′

m
of ρA1···Am , i.e.,

ρA1···Am = TrA′
1···A′

m

{
ρA1A′

1···AmA′
m

}
. (5.7)

It is evident that the non-negativity of CEMI is guaranteed by strong subadditivity. Fur-

thermore, It has been demonstrated in [86] by Wilde, utilizing strong subadditivity, that

CEMI serves as an upper bound for the multipartite squashed entanglement.

Are the multipartite squashed entanglement and CEMI suitable measures? In [87], Guo

and Zhang proposed the following properties that a multipartite entanglement measure

should satisfy: 1. it vanishes in a fully separable state; 2. it cannot increase under m-

partite local operations and classical communication (LOCC); 3. it reduces to the bipartite

case when m = 2; 4. it obeys monogamy [51]. These properties have already been proven

for multipartite squashed entanglement [28, 29], which has also the qualities of convexity,

subadditivity, continuity, etc. For CEMI, the properties mentioned above also hold, except

for the fact that it is not known whether it is monogamous. Our primary concern is the

faithfulness of these measures in determining whether a state is separable or not. Regarding

multipartite squashed entanglement, this remains an open question to our knowledge [88,

89]8. However, as the vanishing condition of CEMI is stronger than the vanishing condition

of Esq, the faithfulness of CEMI has already been proven in [86], i.e., EI (A1 : · · · : Am)ρ = 0

if and only if ρA1···Am is a full m-partite separable state (5.1). In summary, while Esq and

CEMI are both good measures, they have not been proven to be perfect multipartite

entanglement measures yet.

8We would like to thank M.M. Wilde for pointing this out.
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Figure 5. Geometric structures corresponding to vanishing multipartite squashed entanglement and

vanishing CEMI. Left: regions E, AE, BE, CE, and ABCE are all Rindler-convex, and region E

separates Rindler-convex regions a, b, and c. We can divide E’s Rindler observers into three groups

in the blue-shaded region A, the green-shaded region B, and the red-shaded region C, respectively.

These three groups of observers are entirely causally disconnected from each other and can observe

all the degrees of freedom within regions a, b, and c, respectively. Right: in contrast to the left side,

region E is partitioned into three regions A′, B′, and C ′. To ensure Rindler convexity for all of

them, their interfaces must exhibit Rindler convexity on both sides, requiring that the background

spacetime is a null vacuum. Since regions A, B, and C are only adjacent to regions A′, B′, and C ′,

one can demonstrate, utilizing the Rindler convexity of regions E and ABCE, that regions AA′,

BB′, and CC ′ are also Rindler convex.

Having analyzed the quantum information aspect of the separable condition, let us

now focus on its geometrical correspondence. Physically, we could learn from the observer

interpretation proposed in the last section, and formulate a generalized hypothesis as fol-

lows: if there exist three groups of consistent observers, each capable of observing all the

degrees of freedom in regions A, B, and C respectively and causally disconnected with

other groups, the state ρABC is fully 3-partite separable. Figure 5.3 illustrates this case,

where each group of observers is causally disconnected with other groups as they are behind

others’ horizon (part of the large triangle).

In the dual boundary theory, as we reviewed in sections 2 and 4, bulk Rindler observers

that are causally disconnected from each other are concordant with causally disconnected

boundary observers. The boundary time cutoff eliminates all quantum entanglement be-

tween these boundary subregions, indicating the vanishing of multipartite entanglement

for bulk subregions utilizing the GRW subregion-subregion duality9. Therefore, one would

expect to prove a multipartite version of the separation theorem on the gravity side, which

corresponds to the physics of boundary time cutoff eliminating entanglement structure on

the boundary.

As depicted in Figure 5.3, it is evident that there exists a Rindler convex region E

which effectively separates regions a, b, and c from each other. This partitioning of the

9It is important to note that the GRW subregion duality and holographic observer concordance requires
the AdS vacuum state.
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Rindler observer into three distinct sets enables each set to observe the degrees of freedom

of a, b, or c, respectively. Subsequently, one can construct Rindler-convex regions AE, BE,

CE, and ABCE. By evaluating the multipartite conditional mutual information between

A, B and C, and considering subsystem E as the condition, we find that the tripartite

squashed entanglement vanishes

Esq (A;B;C) = inf{I(A;B;C | E)ρ}
= SAE + SBE + SCE − 2SE − SABC

= Area(AE) +Area(BE) +Area(CE)− 2Area(E)−Area(ABC)

= 0.

(5.8)

Here, we interpret ρA as the density matrix reduced from ρAE after taking the partial trace

over subsystem E, as we emphasized in the bipartite case. Following the two assumptions

above, it is straightforward to conclude that ρA must contain all the degrees of freedom

in a. Since A, B, C have zero multipartite squashed entanglement under the condition of

ρE , it implies that a, b, c also have zero multipartite squashed entanglement due to the

monogamy of multipartite squashed entanglement.

The distinction between the geometrical condition for vanishing multipartite squashed

entanglement and semiseparability lies in the fact that multipartite squashed entanglement

requires a single subsystem E as the condition to separate all subsystems, while semisep-

arability demands E1, E2, ..., Em to separate Ai from A[m]\i respectively. It is clear that

the former is a stricter condition. Correspondingly, in the geometric case, semiseparability

requires different Rindler-convex regions to separate region Ai from others, while full m-

partite separability demands a single Rindler-convex region to separate all Am regions. As

depicted in figure 5.3, this geometrical condition is noticeably stricter than the semisepa-

rable case.

As the faithfulness of multipartite squashed entanglement has not been proven yet,

we cannot ensure that the m-partite state in the gravitational system is a full m-partite

separable state. That motivates us to analyze the CEMI between gravitational subregions.

As shown in figure 5.3, one can partition convex region E into three parts A′, B′, and C ′,

with each part only adjacent to region A, B and C, respectively. If we demand that regions

A′, B′ and C ′ are all Rindler-convex, the background spacetime must be a null vacuum to

allow the interfaces to be Rindler convex on both sides.

In a null vacuum spacetime, the multipartite mutual information of m Rindler convex

regions A1,A2, ..., Am is twice the area of their interfaces if region A1A2...Am is also Rindler

convex, similar to its bipartite counterpart [16]

I(A1 : A2 : ... : Am) = SA1 + SA2 + ...+ SAm − SA1A2...Am

=
m∑
i=1

Area(∂Ai)−Area(∂(A1A2...Am))

= 2
∑
i>j

Area((∂Ai) ∩ (∂Aj)).

(5.9)
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With this preparation, we can calculate the CEMI of gravitational subregions A, B, and

C in figure 5.3 as follows

EI(A : B : C)ρ ≡ 1

2
inf

ρAA′BB′CC′
I(AA′ : BB′ : CC ′)ρ − I(A′ : B′ : C ′)ρ,

= 2(AAA′|BB′ +AAA′|CC′ +ABB′|CC′ −AA′|B′ −AA′|C′ −AB′|C′)

= 0,

(5.10)

where AM |N represents the area of the interface between regions M and N . CEMI vanishes

due to the fact that adding subsystems A, B, and C in multipartite mutual information

I(A′ : B′ : C ′) does not modify the area of interfaces between them.

In the second line of equation (5.10), we require regions A′, B′, C ′, A′B′C ′, AA′, BB′,

CC ′, and AA′BB′CC ′ to be Rindler-convex. Since region A′B′C ′ is region E, in comparison

to the multipartite squashed entanglement, we only need to additionally ensure that the

background spacetime is a null vacuum so that A′, B′, and C ′ can all be Rindler-convex

regions. This corresponds to the fact in quantum information theory that CEMI serves as

an upper bound of Esq, making its vanishing condition stronger than that of Esq. Due to

the faithfulness of CEMI, we can conclude that the state of subsystems A, B, and C is

fully 3-partite separable. This proof can be naturally generalized to m-partite cases.

Gravitational Multipartite Separation Theorem. The quantum state ρA1,...,Am of

gravitational subregions A1, A2, ..., Am has vanishing multipartite squashed entanglement

if there exists a Rindler-convex region E that simultaneously separates regions A1, ..., Am

from each other, and it is fully m-separable in the null vacuum.

On the holographic field theory side, employing similar arguments as discussed in the

previous section, one can derive the corresponding sufficient geometric condition for con-

structing a ρ̃ state with boundary subregions A1, A2, ..., Am as full m-partite separable while

preserving ρA1 ...ρAm . Specifically, this condition entails the existence of m − 1 spherical

shells that separate regions A1, ..., Am from each other, resulting in the same explanations

for boundary time cutoff, etc.

By now, we have established the multipartite separation theorem on the gravity side,

corresponding to the physics of time cutoff eliminating IR entanglement structure on the

boundary side in vacuum AdS. For non-vacuum cases, this theorem should be questioned

on both sides. On the gravity side, CEMI is no longer calculable because A′, B′, and C ′

might not be Rindler convex simultaneously, and the faithfulness of multipartite squashed

entanglement is still an open question. On the boundary side, GRW subregion duality

might not hold anymore, making the physics of boundary time cutoff unclear in the non-

vacuum case. In a null vacuum, our hypothesis put forth by observer physics has been

proven. Compared with the bipartite case, the only difference is that we require region E

to separate three regions simultaneously.

With the geometric condition corresponding to the fully m-separable state in a null

vacuum established, all geometric conditions respectively corresponding to k − TSS, k −
PSS and k−separable for any k can be easily identified because their definitions are based

on full m-separable, as we have already demonstrated. Given the fact that ‘simultaneously
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separating’ is a stricter geometric condition than ‘respectively separating’, one can easily

show that the geometric condition corresponding to the stronger separability condition of

quantum states is also stronger. This gives us a clearer implication on the correspondence

of separation itself, i.e., the slogan we summarized in the last section (3.10).

5.4 Probing quantum entanglement

Locality of gravitational entanglement. As we previously discussed, in the case of

null vacuum, bipartite quantum entanglement between subregions is local and vanishes

immediately when two non-adjacent Rindler-convex regions are considered. However, in

the context of multipartite entanglement, the situation is different. The global tripartite

entanglement may not vanish until we physically separate the three regions from each other

by a finite distance to allow for the existence for Rindler-convex region E. This observation

indicates that multipartite gravitational entanglement can carry quantum information over

long distances. Moreover, the distance over which the entanglement persists increases with

the number of parties involved. In other words, the more parties there are, the longer

the separation distance is needed to fully disentangle them. This finding aligns with the

difficulty of simultaneously separating a large number of subregions using a single Rindler-

convex region, as it becomes increasingly challenging as the number of parties grows.

When a time cutoff is introduced, multipartite entanglement is affected in a similar

way to the case of bipartite entanglement. In the extreme case where no observers can

be causally connected with any of the multiple regions, making it impossible to detect the

entanglement structures between them, the combination of the entire set of regions becomes

Rindler-convex. In this scenario, the entropy of the combined system is proportional to its

surface area. As a result, the multipartite mutual information I vanishes

I(A1 : A2 : ... : An) = S1 + S2 + ...+ Sn − S12...n = 0. (5.11)

The entire state is a simple product state without any quantum or classical multipartite

correlations [29]

ρA1...Am = ρ1 ⊗ . . .⊗ ρm. (5.12)

What we are primarily interested in is the quantum entanglement structure rather than

classical correlations. Here, we can investigate the quantum entanglement structure by

analyzing when the time cutoff removes all quantum entanglement. As observers can detect

the entanglement structures within the “time layer”, which refers to the spacetime region

between the cutoff, the information regarding the quantum entanglement structure is indeed

embedded in the geometric shape of the minimal time cutoff required to remove all quantum

entanglement.

Here, we present a simple example to investigate the tripartite entanglement critical

distance between three spherical regions in a 2+1-dimensional null vacuum geometry. To

facilitate our analysis, we introduce a “planar” time cutoff in the spacetime, which leaves

a “time layer” between the regions. In figure 5.4, it is evident that separating region abc is

easier than where there is no cutoff, as demonstrated. Specifically, if a = 1.1, the thickness
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of the time layer must satisfy ∆t ≲ 10.87 to render abc semiseparable, and ∆t ≲ 3.88 to

eliminate the tripartite entanglement completely.
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Figure 6. We observe three black disk regions abc with a radius of r = 1, positioned at a distance

of 2a from each other. The introduction of a planar time cutoff is depicted by the red curves,

representing the largest lightspheres associated with each region. The Rindler-convex hull of abc is

highlighted in blue shading, while the brown shading represents region E, which acts as a separator

for the Rindler-convex hull. As a result, the tripartite quantum entanglement of abc vanishes.

In addition, if a time cutoff is introduced in a non-vacuum spacetime geometry, it

can render some surfaces Rindler-convex on both sides due to the relaxation of Rindler-

convexity. This makes CEMI calculable, and theoretically, though complex, one can analyze

the full m-partite separability in this scenario. This could also be viewed as an approach

to eliminate gravitational multipartite quantum entanglement by bulk time cutoff.

Based on the discussions presented earlier, we can draw the following conclusions when

a time cutoff is introduced in a null vacuum gravitational system.

1.If no observer can be causally connected with more than one of the subregions, the

state on the subregions must be a simple product state (5.12).

2.If there are n sets of observers, each being causally connected with only one of the

subregions, the state on the subregions must be a full m-partite separable state (5.1).

These observations highlight the difference of condition between eliminating mutual

information and eliminating quantum entanglement (multipartite squashed entanglement

or CEMI) via an observer approach.

6 Conclusion and discussion

In this paper, we examine the bipartite and multipartite entanglement structures of gravita-

tional subregions and their dual boundary quantum states. Through an analysis of squashed

entanglement and CEMI between disjoint subregions, we establish that quantum states on

geometrically separated subregions satisfying a certain separable condition must exhibit

vanishing multipartite squashed entanglement or CEMI at the semiclassical order. This

implies the absence of quantum entanglement between these subregions, signifying that
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the entire state is fully m-partite separable in a null vacuum geometry. Based on this,

we associate various separabilities in quantum information theory, such as m-party to-

tal semiseparable and k-separable, to well-defined geometrical structures in gravitational

theory, respectively.

On the dual boundary field theory side, through the utilization of subregion-subregion

duality and the GRW subregion duality, we have determined that the multipartite sep-

aration theorem assesses the separability of distinct boundary subregions in the ρ̃ state

(which corresponds to a GRW in the bulk). We have identified the sufficient condition for

ρ̃ to exhibit full m-partite separability among boundary subregions A1, . . . , Am, and this

condition naturally arises in boundary physics with the introduction of a time cutoff.

Finally, we introduce a time cutoff in gravitational theory to eliminate correlations

between subregions. We argue that the relaxation of the condition of geometrical separa-

bilities corresponds to the elimination of quantum entanglement under time cutoff. This

insight inspires us to consider time cutoff itself as a probe of the location of quantum

entanglement. We provide an example to illustrate this concept.

Given the striking similarity between the properties of the geometric separability and

those of the separabilities of quantum states, it becomes difficult to dismiss this as mere

coincidence. Moreover, the geometric structure can serve as a pedagogic graphical represen-

tation to identify entanglement structures for complex quantum states. This is reminiscent

of the well-known graph in [26], which uses the topological structure of rope knots to illus-

trate the difference between GHZ and W states. This concept motivates us to thoroughly

analyze the explicit geometrical conditions of separabilities, hoping to uncover constructive

insights into entanglement structures in the realm of quantum information theory. In the

following, we present some intriguing observations regarding geometrical separabilities.

Dimension-partite relationship in the multipartite entanglement in higher

dimensions. The observation that the dimensionality of the Cauchy slice affects the ability

to separate subregions in gravitational systems is an interesting finding. It suggests that

higher-dimensional Cauchy slices provide more possibilities for observers to accelerate in

different directions without having causal connections with other sets of observers, making

the separation of subregions easier.

In low-dimensional gravitational systems, such as those with only one spatial dimen-

sion, it is not possible to separate tripartite regions with three sets of observers. However,

in two spatial dimensions, we can construct geometric structures corresponding to 2-partite

separable (2-PSS), 2-tripartite separable (2-TSS), and 3-tripartite separable (3-TSS) states.

When it comes to 4-partite entanglement, the situation becomes more complex. If

the spatial dimension is limited to two dimensions, it is insufficient to accommodate all

distinct geometric configurations corresponding to the full range of inequivalent separable

types of 4-partite entanglement. Specifically, the geometric condition for semiseparable

is equivalent to 3-separable and fully separable on a 2-dimensional Cauchy slice. This

does not imply that the separation theorem is inconsistent, but rather suggests that low-

dimensional gravitational systems may lack some geometric structures corresponding to

certain multipartite entanglement configurations.

However, it can be proven that if the spatial dimension is not less than (m-1), where m
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is the number of parties involved, there exist distinct geometric structures corresponding to

each type of separable quantum states (n-PSS and n-TSS states). This observation estab-

lishes a dimension-partite relationship, indicating that the dimensionality of the Cauchy

slice plays a crucial role in determining the available geometric structures associated with

multipartite entanglement.

Further investigation of this dimension-partite relationship would be an interesting

avenue for future research, as it may provide deeper insights into the interplay between

geometry and multipartite entanglement in gravitational systems.

A possible global entanglement priority rule. In gravitational systems, we can

observe certain patterns and strategies regarding multipartite entanglement. Specifically,

in the tripartite case, we have encountered systems that exhibit 2-PSS for all partitions, yet

they are not semiseparable. This suggests a higher likelihood of GHZ-type states appearing

compared to W-type states [26].

Furthermore, even if a state is semiseparable, it may not be fully separated. To illustrate

this, let us consider a group of regions in general spacetime initially close to each other.

As we gradually increase the distance between them, we observe a progression: the regions

first become 2-PSS with each other, resulting in the decrease and eventual disappearance

of bipartite entanglement. This leads to a semiseparable state. Continuing this process, the

tripartite entanglement within each division of regions vanishes, resulting in a 3-separable

state. Subsequently, the state transitions into being 4-separable, 5-separable, and so on,

until it becomes fully separable. Importantly, this deformation process is continuous.

Based on these observations, it appears that entanglement in gravitational systems

tends to prioritize entanglements involving more parties over those involving fewer parties.

In other words, global entanglement is more prevalent and dominant in these systems.

If we consider the entire state as a random mixed state, we would expect states with

more “global” entanglement to have a larger measure in the mixed state Hilbert space.

Specifically, states like W class, where the multipartite entanglement originates solely from

lower-partite entanglements (n ≤ m− 1), may have a measure of zero.

To summarize, our observations reveal patterns in multipartite entanglement in grav-

itational systems. These include the prevalence of GHZ-type states, the continuous de-

formation of entanglement as distances increase, and the prioritization of entanglements

involving more parties. These findings provide insights into the distribution and dynamics

of entanglement in gravitational systems, as well as its relation to measures of mixed state

Hilbert spaces.
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A Relationship of two versions of multipartite squashed entanglement

This appendix establishes the equivalence of the geometric conditions for both forms of

multipartite squashed entanglement to vanish, ensuring consistency in our analysis of en-

tanglement structures. Given the fact that the equivalence of these measures in quantum

information theory is proven [86], this coincidence strongly suggests a bidirectional corre-

spondence between geometric structure and squashed entanglement, rather than a one-way

derivation.

To demonstrate the equivalence between the geometric conditions corresponding to the

two versions of multipartite squashed entanglement in gravitational systems, we provide a

purely geometric proof. The first step is to prove that the intersection (E) of two Rindler-

convex regions AE and BE must also be Rindler-convex.

Due to the tangential condition of Rindler-convexity, any lightsphere that is externally

tangential to a Rindler-convex region cannot penetrate its interior. In the case of the

intersection (E) of two Rindler-convex regions AE and BE, the surface of E can be divided

into two parts: one part coincides with the surface of AE, and the other part coincides with

the surface of BE. Since the lightspheres that are externally tangential to these two parts

cannot reach the interior of AE and BE respectively, they also cannot reach the interior

of E. This implies that E is Rindler-convex.

As depicted in figure 5.4, the geometric conditions that correspond to Ẽsq = 0 are that

regions ABE, BCE, ACE, and ABCE are all Rindler-convex. Therefore, the intersections

of these regions, namely regions AE, BE, and CE, are also Rindler-convex. This satisfies

the geometric condition that corresponds to Esq = 0.

Indeed, the equivalence between the geometric conditions corresponding to Esq = 0 and

Ẽsq = 0 can be demonstrated. If regions AE, BE, CE, and ABCE are all Rindler-convex,

we can show that regions ABE, BCE, and ACE are also Rindler-convex.

Considering region ABE, its surface can be divided into two parts: one part coincides

with the surface of ABCE, and the other part coincides with the surfaces of AE and BE.

By the Rindler-convexity of these regions, any lightsphere externally tangential to these two

parts cannot reach the inside of region ABE. Thus, region ABE satisfies the definition of

Rindler-convexity. By applying the same reasoning, we can conclude that region BCE and

region ACE are also Rindler-convex. Therefore, the geometric conditions corresponding to

Esq = 0 and Ẽsq = 0 are equivalent. This proof can be generalized to the n-partite case in

a similar manner.
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