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Multipartite entanglement, a higher-order interaction unique to quantum information, offers var-
ious advantages over bipartite entanglement in quantum network (QN) applications. Establishing
multipartite entanglement across remote parties in QN requires entanglement routing, which irre-
versibly transforms the QN topology at the cost of existing entanglement links. Here, we address
the question of whether a QN can be topologically transformed into another via entanglement rout-
ing. Our key result is an exact mapping from multipartite entanglement routing to Nash-Williams’s
graph immersion problem, extended to hypergraphs. This generalized hypergraph immersion prob-
lem introduces a partial order between QN topologies, permitting certain topological transformations
while precluding others, offering discerning insights into the design and manipulation of higher-order
network topologies in QNs.

Quantum entanglement, a pivotal quantum re-
source [1], allows for the simultaneous correlation of mul-
tiple qubits. Multipartite entanglement offers notable
benefits, in terms of both efficiency and scalability, over
bipartite entanglement in a variety of quantum informa-
tion applications such as sharing secret among multiple
parties [2] and reducing the memory requirements for en-
tangling qubits [3]. These benefits make multipartite en-
tanglement a necessary building block for future quan-
tum networks (QN) [4–6]. In a QN, each vertex (node)
typically represents a local assembly of qubits entangled
with qubits from other vertices, and each edge (link) sig-
nifies an entangled state between qubits that belong to
different vertices [7]. In this setting, multipartite entan-
glement is most effectively represented as a higher-order
interaction, or in the language of hypergraph theory, as a
hyperedge [8]. Contrasting with ordinary edges that con-
nect just two vertices, hyperedges can connect several
vertices at once—a feature that has wider applications
in not only physics but also chemistry [9], biology [10],
and social sciences [11].

In ordinary QNs (without hyperedges), vertices not
directly connected by an edge can still be entangled
through a fundamental operation known as entanglement
routing [12, 13], provided that there is a path of edges
connecting the vertices. This operation, however, utilizes
all the edges along the path, subsequently deleting them
from the QN, leading to a dynamic process called path
percolation [14]. As a result, each entanglement rout-
ing operation uniquely modifies the QN’s topology in an
irreversible manner, permitting certain types of topolog-
ical transformations while precluding others, raising the
question: can a QN’s topology be transformed from one
to another through a series of entanglement routing op-
erations? It is also unknown how this question extends
to hypergraph QNs due to the ambiguous definition of
paths involving multipartite entanglement [13]. Under-

standing this question is key to grasping the complex-
ity of many-body entanglement structures (e.g., matrix
product states [15], which are derivable from QNs [6, 16]).
Moreover, the insights can be applied to evaluate the ef-
fectiveness of qubit layouts (e.g., the hex lattices used
by IBM [17]). This is especially relevant as small-scale
multipartite-entanglement QNs have been implemented
on superconducting [18] and optical [19] platforms.

Here, we address this question of entanglement rout-
ing, involving both edges and hyperedges, by establish-
ing an exact mapping to a topological problem on hy-
pergraphs. We first identify and simplify entanglement
routing into two hypergraph rules by extending the rout-
ing operation to multipartite entanglement. Then, we
show that the corresponding topological problem can be
viewed as a generalization of the well-established graph
immersion problem [20], which, to our best knowledge,
has not been generalized to hypergraphs. This aptly al-
lows us to formalize our problem as hypergraph immer-
sion, which establishes a partial order [21] between hy-
pergraph topologies. Following graph immersion [22], we
also prove in an accompanying work that the algorithmic
complexity of solving hypergraph immersion is polyno-
mial [23]. This unique bridge between quantum informa-
tion and graph theory may provide some useful insights
into the efficient design of multipartite QNs.

Hypergraph QN.—We start by considering a hyper-
graph QN model where each hyperedge e of size r (i.e., e
joins r vertices together) is represented as a generalized
GHZ state between r qubits:

|GHZ⟩r =
|

r︷ ︸︸ ︷
00 . . . 0⟩+ |

r︷ ︸︸ ︷
11 . . . 1⟩√

2
. (1)

These states, albeit varying in size (r ≥ 2), always have
the lowest nontrivial generalized Schmidt rank [24] to ex-
hibit entanglement (rank = 2). GHZ states are prevalent
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FIG. 1: Hypergraph immersion. (a) The “coales-
cence” operation merges two hyperedges that share at
least one vertex, resulting in a new hyperedge that joins
all vertices from the original two. (b) The “evapora-
tion” operation disconnects a vertex from a hyperedge,
reducing the hyperedge’s size by one. (c) Transformation
of QN from an initial topology to a final one, achieved
through a series of operations. The final topology is ef-
fectively immersed within the original.

in quantum systems, such as the random transverse-field
quantum Ising model, where the critical ground state
consists exclusively of GHZ-state magnetic domains [25].
The Ising configuration naturally facilitates a QN inter-
pretation using complex network theory [26].

How do we entangle multiple vertices by routing via
several hyperedges? Given, for example, two GHZ states
of r1, r2 qubits respectively and at least one common ver-
tex that shares two qubits separately from the two states,
a simple projector on the two qubits,

M ∝ |0⟩⟨00|+ |1⟩⟨11| , (2)

suffices to “merge” the two states into a larger GHZ state
of r1 + r2 − 1 qubits, which are all simultaneously entan-
gled. Conversely, one has the freedom to disentangle a
vertex from a GHZ state of size r by applying

M ′ ∝ |0⟩⟨0|+ |0⟩⟨1| (3)

on the vertex, yielding a smaller GHZ state with r − 1
qubits. With appropriate rotations of |0⟩ and |1⟩, these
two operations are also extensible to general Schmidt-
rank-2 states of the form |α1⊗α2⊗...⊗αn⟩+z|βl⊗β2⊗...⊗
βn⟩ [27]. An example of such is the cat state, commonly
used in continuous-variable optical communications [28].

The projectors M and M ′ do not represent optimal
routing protocols. However, a combination of M and M ′

is sufficient to reproduce, with a consistently nonzero suc-
cess probability, any topological change to QN through
entanglement routing tasks. Therefore, entanglement
routing, or simply the inclusion of M and M ′, creates
a partial order between different QN topologies made up

of general Schmidt-rank-2 states. This is akin to, but
inherently different from how stochastic local operations
and classical communication (SLOCC) sets an algebraic
partial order for generic multipartite entanglement [29].
Coalescence and evaporation operations.—The topo-

logical emphasis of Eqs. (2) and (3) suggests that they
can be simplified as hypergraph operations. Consider two
hypergraphs H and G, each comprising sets of vertices
V (H) and V (G), and sets of hyperedges E(H) and E(G),
respectively. Both H and G are loopless and undirected,
but may include multi-hyperedges. The feasibility of de-
riving H from G through entanglement routing is equiv-
alent to asserting that H can be derived from G through
the following hypergraph operations:

• Coalescence: merging two connected hyperedges to
create a new one including all the incident vertices.

• Evaporation: disconnecting an hyperedge from one
vertex that it is incident on.

One can visualize vertices in the hypergraph as spa-
tially distributed objects (pink) that are “hydrophilic”
(Fig. 1). Correspondingly, each hyperedge e can be visu-
alized as a water droplet, touching those hydrophilic ob-
jects (vertices) that are incident with e. In this physical
analogy, the coalescence operation results in the merging
of two droplets that share contact with a common vertex
v, forming a larger droplet [Fig. 1(a)]; the evaporation
operation simulates the reduction in volume of a droplet
and the loss of its connections to the vertices it was pre-
viously in contact with [Fig. 1(b)]. This physical analogy
motivates our naming of the two operations.

Note that both operations are irreversible: the coa-
lescence reduces the number of hyperedges by one; the
evaporation reduces the number of vertices incident with
the hyperedge by one. Hence, for H to be derived from
G through these operations, a necessary condition is
|V (H)| ≤ |V (G)| and |E(H)| ≤ |E(G)|, i.e., H must not
possess more vertices or hyperedges than G. In general,
determining whether H can be derived from G poses a
nontrivial problem. In the following, we present an alter-
native definition in parallel to these operations.

Hypergraph immersion.—We consider a general func-
tion, α, with domain V (H) ∪ E(H), such that:

1. α(v) ∈ V (G) for all v ∈ V (H), and α(v1) ̸= α(v2)
for all distinct v1, v2 ∈ V (H);

2. for each hyperedge e ∈ E(H), if e has distinct ends
v1, v2, · · · , then α(e) is a connected subgraph in G
that includes α(v1), α(v2), · · · .

3. for all distinct e1, e2 ∈ E(H), E(α(e1)∩α(e2)) = ∅;

In other words, α is an injective mapping from vertices
in H to vertices in G, and from hyperedges in H to edge-
disjoint connected subgraphs in G. The formulation of
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α mirrors the graph immersion as outlined in Ref. [20],
which has a similar definition that maps edges in H to
edge-disjoint paths in G, but with H and G being ordi-
nary graphs. For ordinary edges, the function α reduces
to the definition of graph immersion.

Theorem 1. An immersion α of hypergraph H in hy-
pergraph G exists if and only if H can be obtained from
a subgraph of G by a sequence of coalescence and evapo-
ration operations.

Proof. If an immersion α exists, we can show that H
is isomorphic to a graph H ′ obtained by applying the
coalescence and evaporation operations on a subgraph of
G, where the bijection corresponding to the isomorphism
f : V (H) → V (H ′) takes the same value as α, i.e., ∀v ∈
V (H), f(v) = α(v).

We obtain H ′ as follows. We focus on the subgraph
of G, G′ ⊆ G s.t. G′ =

⋃
e∈E(H) α(e). By the defini-

tion of immersion α, G′ is necessarily connected. For
each e ∈ E(H) with distinct ends v1, v2, . . . , v|e|, we
then apply the coalescence operation to pairs of (hy-
per)edges in α(e) ⊆ G until we obtain one single hy-
peredge with all vertices in {α(v1), α(v2), . . . , α(v|e|)}
included. Finally, we apply the evaporation opera-
tion to disconnect the hyperedge from vertex u, ∀u ∈
V (α(e))\{α(v1), α(v2), . . . , α(v|e|)}. The resulting con-
nected component of vertices {α(v)}v∈V (H) is H

′, and it
is straightforward to show that H is isomorphic to H ′

with the bijection f .
Now, if H can be obtained by applying the two opera-

tions to a subgraph of G, we can immediately construct α
which maps v ∈ V (H) to α(v) ∈ V (G), the one it comes
from. Then a(v1) ̸= α(v2) for all distinct v1, v2 ∈ V (H).
Also, for each edge e ∈ E(H), we can retrieve the set of
edges α(e) ∈ E(G) where we apply the operations to ob-
tain e. Then α(e) is connected since the two operations
can only be applied to connected edges. Also, for all dis-
tinct e1, e2 ∈ E(H), E(α(e1) ∩ α(e2)) = ∅, since each
edge in G can be used at most once in the operations.
Hence, H is immersed in G by definition.

Intuitively, the three conditions in the definition of hy-
pergraph immersion find explanations in parallel to quan-
tum information:

The first condition, concerning vertices—or locality, re-
quires that two vertices in H are distinct if and only if
they correspond to different vertices in G. As a result, H
cannot introduce or merge vertices. This constraint un-
derscores the role of SLOCC, restricting that only qubits
associated with different vertices in QN are constrained
by (S)LOCC—the free operation that establishes entan-
glement as a resource [1]. This locality constraint in QN
must uphold throughout entanglement routing.

The second condition, concerning hyperedges—or con-
nectivity, requires that to establish entanglement between
distinct vertices, the vertices must be “connected.” This

TABLE I: Conditions for immersion of a complete
r-uniform hypergraph Kr

n in G.

H = Kr
n H can be immersed in G if and only if...

K1
1 |V (G)| ≥ 1.

K1
2 |V (G)| ≥ 2.

K2
2 |E(G)| ≥ 1.

K1
3 |V (G)| ≥ 3.

K2
3

∃ a cycle of length ≥ 3, or two length-2 cycles that
are edge-disjoint and share exactly one common
vertex.

K3
3 ∃ a connected component of size ≥ 3 in G.

K1
4 |V (G)| ≥ 4.

K2
4

∃ an (ordinary) graph, derived through evapora-
tions on hyperedges in G, that is either non-series-
parallel [34] or falls into the special cases given in
Ref. [35] (see SM).

K3
4

∃ an immersion of one of the 18 hypergraph vari-
ants of K3

4 in G (see SM).

K4
4 ∃ a connected component of size ≥ 4 in G.

...
...

...

emphasis loosely resonates with the Reeh–Schlieder the-
orem [30], suggesting that localized regions in quantum
field theory (QFT) must also be “connected” [31]. In-
deed, we can view a QN as a partition of spatially dis-
tributed qubits (quantum fields), such that qubits are
affiliated with the same vertex in QN if and only if they
are encompassed within the same local region. This view
translates QN to the language of QFT [32], emphasizing
the topological aspects of entanglement overall.
The third condition requires that each hyperedge in G

can be utilized only once to derive a hyperedge inH. This
rule is a direct reflection of the no-cloning theorem [33],
asserting that a quantum state cannot be replicated. In
other words, once a hyperedge is utilized for entangle-
ment routing, it cannot be reused.
Examples.—Let the resulted multipartite QN after en-

tanglement routing be a complete r-uniform hypergraph,
H = Kr

n, where n ≡ |V (Kr
n)|, and the edge set E(Kr

n)
is equal to the set of all size-r subsets in V (Kr

n). In
other words, Kr

n includes all possible hyperedges of size
r. We present a few necessary and sufficient conditions
for H = Kr

n to be immersed in G in Table I. We observe
that the conditions are straightforward for most small n
and r, except for K2

4 and K3
4 , which represent the first

nontrivial examples. Indeed, while both K2
4 and K3

4 are
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FIG. 2: K2
4 versus K3

4 . (a) Three-edge-connectedness.
Both K2

4 and K3
4 are three-edge-connected, i.e., every

pair of vertices (such as A and B) are linked by at least
three edge-disjoint paths (red, blue, orange). But K2

4

and K3
4 cannot be immersed into each other. (b) In an

infinite honeycomb lattice, there exists an immersion of
K2

4 , (c) but notK
3
4 . Conversely, in a cycle graph made up

of ≥ 4 vertices and double-edges, while (d) there cannot
be an immersion of K2

4 , (e) an immersion of K3
4 exists.

three-edge-connected, it can be shown that neither one
can be immersed in the other [Fig. 2(a)]. This is an ex-
plicit example showing that immersion is a partial order,
not a total order.

We discuss the criteria for immersion of K2
4 and K3

4

further in the SI. These criteria lead to more compelling
examples, involving infinite network topologies:

Theorem 2. There is an immersion of K2
4 but not K3

4

in an infinite honeycomb lattice (63).

Proof. The proof of the existence of an immersion α of
H = K2

4 in an infinite honeycomb lattice G is straightfor-
ward. According to Table I, since G is not series-parallel,
α must exist. An illustration of such an immersion is pre-
sented in Fig. 2(b).

For H = K3
4 , assume there exists an immersion α of H

in G, with the four vertices in H mapped to A, B, C, and
D in G. The presence of a hyperedge of size 3 implies
connectivity among the three vertices {A,B,C} inG. Es-
sentially, there are three possible minimal configurations:
A-B-C, B-A-C, or A-C-B, where, for instance, A-B-C

indicates a path from A to B and then from B to C. Sim-
ilarly, for vertex sets {A,B,D} and {A,C,D}, they must
be similarly connected through paths in G. All the paths
must be edge-disjoint. However, in a honeycomb lattice,
each vertex is contained in at most three edge-disjoint
paths. Consequently, there are only two possible path
configurations for three hyperedges, depicted in Fig. 2(c)
(another one being its mirror symmetry). Subsequently,
vertices B, C, and D have exhausted all available edge-
disjoint paths originating from them. Therefore, there is
no space in G for the immersion of a fourth hyperedge
connecting {B,C,D}, contradicting α’s existence.

Theorem 3. There is an immersion of K3
4 but not K2

4

in a cycle graph consisting of only double-edges and no
less than 4 vertices.

Proof. The proof of the existence of an immersion α of
H = K3

4 in a cycle graph consisting of double edges and
no less than 4 vertices (G) can be shown by construction.
See Fig. 2(e) for an example in G of size 7, where the four
vertices in H are mapped to A,B,C,D in G. The gen-
eralisation to G of an arbitrary size n is straightforward.
For H = K2

4 , assume by contradiction that such im-
mersion exists, denoted by α. Assume w.l.o.g. the four
vertices A′, B′, C ′, D′ in H are mapped to A,B,C,D, re-
spectively, that are consecutive anti-clockwise in G. The
presence of edges A′B′, A′C ′, A′D′ implies three edge-
disjoint paths between A,B, A,C, and A,D, respectively.
Since node C can only reach node A through nodes B
or D, assume w.l.o.g. that B ∈ α(A′C ′). Hence, there
are two edges that are incident on node B in α(A′C ′),
and there is also one edge that is incident on node B
in α(A′B′). Then, there is only one edge in G that is
incident on node B but is not in α(A′B′) or α(A′C ′).
However, α(B′C ′) and α(B′D′) imply that there are two
edges that are incident on node B but are not in α(A′B′)
or α(A′C ′), which leads to contradiction.

These examples have profound implications for QN de-
signs. For instance, now we know that the 2D lattice
in Fig. 2(b) is impossible for simultaneous secret shar-
ing among every three parties in any four-party group
through entanglement routing, unless additional quan-
tum channels [36] or memories [37] are introduced to the
QN to create more links. Similarly, the quasi-1D struc-
ture in Fig. 2(e) also has inherent topological limitations.
To conclude, the hypergraph immersion problem we in-
troduce captures the topological landscape of entangle-
ment routing in QNs, which could allow for analyzing
very large scales (due to its polynomial complexity [23]).
Discussion.—In classical communication, information

transmission is fundamentally directional [38], reflecting
the causality between the sender and receiver. Hence,
a classical broadcast can only disseminate information
from one-to-many, not many-to-one. In contrast, quan-
tum entanglement lacks a causal structure, as suggested
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by the no-communication theorem [39], which can be
used to transmit classical information. This absence of
causality underscores the unique interpretation of multi-
partite entangled states as undirected multiedges, a pure
quantum analog. Also, note that a variant of immersion
involves labeled vertices in both hypergraphs G and H,
corresponding to the establishment of multipartite en-
tanglement between specified vertices. In this labeled
scenario, identifying an immersion of H in G is simpler
than in the unlabeled case. We leave this direction for
future exploration.
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[7] A. Aćın, J. I. Cirac, and M. Lewenstein, Entanglement
percolation in quantum networks, Nature Physics 3, 256
(2007); X. Meng, J. Gao, and S. Havlin, Concurrence
Percolation in Quantum Networks, Physical Review Let-
ters 126, 170501 (2021).

[8] A. Bretto, Hypergraph Theory: An Introduction, 1st ed.
(Springer, Cham, Switzerland, 2013).

[9] J. Jost and R. Mulas, Hypergraph laplace operators for
chemical reaction networks, Adv. Math. 351, 870 (2019).

[10] S. Klamt, U. Haus, and F. Theis, Hypergraphs and cel-
lular networks, PLOS Computat. Biol. 5, 1 (2009).

[11] C. Taramasco, C. J., and C. Roth, Academic team for-
mation as evolving hypergraphs, Scientometrics 85, 721
(2010); L. Krumov, C. Fretter, M. Müller-Hannemann,
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Networks Enhanced by Distributed Quantum Memories,
arXiv.2403.16367 10.48550/arXiv.2403.16367 (2024).

[38] T. M. Cover and J. A. Thomas, Elements of Information
Theory, 2nd ed. (Wiley-Interscience, Hoboken, 2006).

[39] M. R. Douglas and N. A. Nekrasov, Noncommutative
field theory, Reviews of Modern Physics 73, 977 (2001).

[40] C. Berge, Graphs and hypergraphs (North-Holland, Am-
sterdam, Netherlands, 1973).

[41] J. Valdes, R. E. Tarjan, and E. L. Lawler, The recognition
of series parallel digraphs, SIAM Journal on Computing
11, 298 (1982).

Supplemental Materials

1. Terminology

A graph G consists of vertices and edges, where we de-
note by V (G), E(G) for the set of vertices and edges, re-
spectively. We consider undirected graphs in this paper,
where multiple edges may be present among the same set
of nodes, but loops are ignored. In an ordinary graph,
an edge can only connect two vertices, thus ∀e ∈ E(G),
e = uv with u, v ∈ V (G).

Connections between vertices are important in a graph.
Specifically, a cut point in a connected graphG is a vertex
whose removal disconnects G. Two vertices in G are said
to be biconnected if they cannot be disconnected by the
removal of any cut point. A biconnected component of
G is the subgraph induced by a maximal set of pairwise
biconnected vertices.

Two vertices are said to be three-edge-connected if
there are at least three edge-disjoint paths between them.
A three-edge-connected component of G = (V,E) is a
graph G′ = (V ′, E′) where V ′ ⊆ V is a maximal set of
vertices that are pairwise three-edge-connected in G. E′

contains all edges induced by V ′ plus a (possibly empty)
set of virtual edges defined as follows: for {u, v} ⊆ V ′, a
virtual edge uv is added to E′ for each distinct {x, y} ⊆
V − V ′ such that ux and vy form a cut edge pair in G.
Note that, due to the possible preference of virtual edges,
a three-edge-connected component will not necessarily be
a subgraph.

Another important definition is based on the series
and parallel operations. Specifically, an edge is said to
be in series-parallel connection if the joint resistor (of
the whole graph) through this edge can be evaluated by
Ohm’s two rules (resistors either in series or in parallel)
[34]. A graph is series-parallel if every edge is in series-
parallel connection.

We consider the important notion of immersion in this
paper. Specifically, for ordinary graphs, an immersion of
H in G is a function α with domain V (H) ∪ E(H) such
that: (i) α(v) ∈ V (G) for all v ∈ V (H), and α(u) ̸=
α(v) for all distinct u, v ∈ V (H); (ii) for each edge e ∈
E(H), if e has distinct ends u, v then α(e) is a path of
G with ends α(u), α(v); (iii) for all distinct e, f ∈ E(H),
E(α(e) ∩ α(f)) = ∅.
The notion of embedding (a.k.a. topological minor) is

closely related to immersion. Specifically, an embedding
of H in G is a function β that is defined the same as an
immersion α, except that in rule (iii), E(β(e1)∩β(e2)) =
∅ is replaced by V (β(e1) ∩ β(e2)) = β(V (e1 ∩ e2)) where
V (e1 ∩ e2) denotes the common endpoints of e1 and e2.
In other words, β is an injective mapping from edges in
H to vertex-disjoint paths, instead of edge-disjoint paths
as in immersion. As a special example, it is well known
that an embedding of the complete graph of size 4 exists

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.81.012317
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02787889
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02787889
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.045003
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.90.045003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.58.135
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https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00708652
https://doi.org/10.1038/299802a0
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https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.062415
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.062415
https://doi.org/10.1063/PT.3.3021
https://doi.org/10.48550/arXiv.2403.16367
https://doi.org/10.1137/0211023
https://doi.org/10.1137/0211023
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if and on if the graph is not series-parallel. We note that
an embedding is an immersion, but not vice versa.

A hypergraph relaxes the constraints on the number of
vertices in each edge, where a hyperedge e can connect
an arbitrary number of vertices, and we denote the size
of a hyperedge by the number of vertices in this edge. An
r-uniform hypergraph is then a hypergraph where each
hyperedge has size r, and a complete r-uniform hyper-
graph is the one with all possible edges of size r, denoted
by Kr

n where n encodes the size of the hypergraph, i.e.,
|V (Kr

n)| = n.
The connection in hypergraphs can be considered

through the generalisation of a path in an ordinary graph
to hypergraphs, the Berge path [40]. A Berge path of
length t is an alternating sequence of distinct t + 1 ver-
tices and distinct t hyperedges of the hypergraph G,
v1, e1, v2, e2, v3, · · · , et, vt+1, such that vi, vi+1 ∈ ei, for
i = 1, · · · , t. A Berge cycle is the same as a Berge path
except that the last vertex vt+1 is replaced by v0, mak-
ing the sequence cyclic. A connected subgraph of a hy-
pergraph is then a set of vertices which are pairwise con-
nected by some Berge path(s). The size of the subgraph
is the size of its vertex set.

2. Criteria on Immersion of K2
4 and K3

4

In this section, we discuss in more detail how to deter-
mine whether there is an immersion of K2

4 and K3
4 .

K2
4

To determine the immersion of K2
4 , we utilise the fact

that K2
4 is an ordinary graph. Specifically, we consider

the strategy to apply a series of evaporation operations
to the edges of size greater than 2 in the hypergraph of
interest, G, until it becomes an ordinary graph (where
every edges have size 2), Ḡ. We denote the set of all
such ordinary graphs obtained from hypergraph G by
S = {Ḡi}ki=1. It is straightforward to show that an im-
mersion of K2

4 exists in G (as defined in hypergraphs)
exists if and only if an immersion of K2

4 exists in Ḡi for
some i (as defined in ordinary graphs). Therefore, if there
is some i such that Ḡi is non-series-parallel (see [41] for
an efficient algorithm), then an embedding of K2

4 exists,
thus an immersion of K2

4 exists; Else, for every three-

edge-connected components of each Ḡi, run Algorithm 1
to check whether any of them fall into the special cases
where an immersion of K2

4 exists (see [35] for more de-
tails on constructing three-edge-connected components).
Specifically, we will apply the pruning operation: in a
three-edge-connected series-parallel multigraph, suppose
v is a vertex with exactly two neighbours u and w, and
suppose there is only one copy of edge uw (then at least
two copies of uv by three-edge-connectivity); we say that
v is pruned if the multiplicity of uv is set to 2, and we say
that a graph is pruned if each vertex fitting the profile of
v is pruned.

Algorithm 1 test(Ḡ).

1: Input: a three-edge-connected series parallel multigraph
Ḡ.

2: Output: YES, if Ḡ contains an immersed K4, NO other-
wise.

3: for each vertex v in Ḡ with exactly one neighbour do
4: delete all but three copies of edges incident on v
5: end for
6: if any cut point in Ḡ has degree 7 or more then
7: output YES and halt
8: end if
9: for each biconnected component B with four or more ver-

tices do
10: prune B
11: if there is a vertex in B with degree 5 or more then
12: output YES and halt
13: end if
14: end for
15: output NO and halt

K3
4

We first note that any edges of higher orders, i.e., con-
sisting of more than 3 nodes, contain redundant informa-
tion for the immersion of K3

4 where all edges have size 3.
Hence, in the following, we focus on hypergraphs where
hyperedges have at most 3 nodes. In particular, we take
a first step to list all possible variants of hypergraphs of
size 4 with an immersion of K3

4 , that are minimal, in
the sense that no edges in the variants remain unused
for defining the immersion; see Fig. 3. A hypergraph of
interest, G, has an immersion of K3

4 if and only if G has
an immersion of any of the 18 variants in Fig. 3.
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FIG. 3: The minimum subset D̃(H). For H = K3
4 , the minimum subset D̃(K3

4 ) includes 18 variants of different
topologies. Including all variants ensures that, for every G in which H has an immersion, there is at least one
H̃ ∈ D̃(H) such that H̃ has an immersion in G.


	Quantum Networks: from Multipartite Entanglement to Hypergraph Immersion
	Abstract
	References
	Supplemental Materials
	1. Terminology
	2. Criteria on Immersion of K42 and K43
	K42
	K43



