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Abstract

We argue that many-partite entanglement is ubiquitous in holography and holo-

graphic quantum error correction codes. We base our claim on genuine multi-entropy,

a new measure for multi-partite entanglement. We also discuss a connection between

the bulk IR reconstruction and many-partite entanglement on a large number of bound-

ary subregions.
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1 Introduction

Entanglement and quantum information play a pivotal role in our modern understanding of

quantum gravity and AdS/CFT. A groundbreaking progress along the line was marked by

the discovery of Ryu-Takayanagi (RT) formula [1, 2], relating entanglement entropy in the

boundary CFT to the area of minimal surfaces in the bulk AdS. This sparked the beginning

of “geometry from entanglement” program [3, 4], which established the now common belief

that bulk geometrical data is encoded in the entanglement structure of the boundary field

theory.

The RT formula tells us that holographic CFT states must possess large entanglement in

order to support a bulk geometry. A natural question to ask is: Can we classify the amount

of different classes of entanglement of holographic CFT states? Or stated differently, how do

entanglement between different number of parties contribute to this picture? Unfortunately,

this question cannot be answered just by examining the entanglement entropy itself, as it is

only sensitive to bipartite entanglement in a pure state. In terms of tripartite entanglement,

Ref. [5] answered this question by studying the reflected entropy [6] and Markov gap [7].1

However for higher partite entanglements this remains an open problem.

In this essay, we would like to propose an answer to this question by arguing that holo-

graphic CFT states must contain large amounts of q-partite entanglement for all2 q ≥ 3.

We base our proposal on two observations: The first being the structure of holographic er-

ror correction codes [10], where we argue that under conditions imposed by holography, its

code subspace naturally possesses large amounts of multipartite entanglement. The second

being a new measure of multipartite entanglement called genuine multi-entropy [11], which

we argue to be non-zero in holographic states from its proposed geometric dual. We briefly

review them in the remainder of this section.
1See also [8, 9] for recent progress and discussions on this topic.
2Here we mean all q up to O

(
V/ℓdpl

)
, where ℓpl is the Planck length scale and V is the d-dimensional volume

of the boundary CFT.
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Holographic quantum error correction code

An important piece in our modern understanding of the holographic dictionary is the real-

ization of quantum error correction (QEC) in AdS/CFT [10]. The central idea is that one

should think of the relation between the bulk and the boundary as a linear map encoding

semiclassical bulk operators into the CFT Hilbert space, which can then be “reconstructed”

from the boundary data [12].

Figure 1: The boundary subregions R1, R2, · · · and their corresponding entanglement wedges
(shown in white). O stands for an local operator that can be reconstructed even if one loses
some subregions. As we divide the boundary into finer subregions, the possible location of O
(shown in gray) grows in size. In the boundary field theory, all subregions have independent
degrees of freedom.

As an extension of the causal wedge, the entanglement wedge of a boundary subregion

R is defined as the bulk region bound by R itself and its RT surface, which has been

suggested as the region reconstructible given data on R [13–16]. A salient feature of this

entanglement wedge reconstruction is that one does not need access to the entire boundary

in order to perform reconstructions. Consequently, a bulk operator can still be reconstructed

even if some boundary subregions are lost. Moreover, the selection of the lost subregions is

arbitrary, although the number of subregions to be lost is limited depending on the position

of reconstructed local operator. For example, in Fig. 1, the reconstruction of the bulk local

operator O is possible even if one loses subregions R1, or R2, etc.

It is long understood that these properties of QEC are only possible due to the entan-

glement between the subsystems. However, the exact structure these entanglement remains
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largely unknown. This is one of our main motivation to study q-partite entanglement for

holographic QECs.

Genuine multi-entropy

To study q-partite entanglements, we will make use of the multi-entropy [17–19], which is a

natural generalization of entanglement entropy into q-partite subsystems. The multi-entropy,

denoted S(q), is defined as a logarithm of a symmetric contraction of pure density matrices.

The multi-entropies can be used to quantify higher-partite entanglements. However, S(q)

itself is not a great measure of q-partite entanglement since it is also sensitive to all ~q-partite

entanglements for ~q < q. Thus, one cannot determine whether the nonzero value of S(q) is

due to bipartite or multipartite entanglement. To resolve this issue, one can define a genuine

multi-entropy (denoted GM(q)) with the following properties [11]:

• GM(q) includes the q-partite multi-entropy.

• GM(q) vanishes for all ~q-partite entangled states with ~q < q.3

In a nutshell, one should think of GM(q) as an “irreducible representation decomposition” of

the different numbers of multi-partite entanglements contained in the multi-entropy.

In practice, GM(q) can be explicitly constructed from linear combinations of all the lower-

partite ~q-multi-entropies with ~q ≤ q [11, 20]. For example, the q = 3 genuine multi-entropy

is given by

GM(3)(A : B : C) = S(3)(A : B : C)− 1

2
(S(A) + S(B) + S(C)) . (1)

For higher partite cases, genuine multi-entropies come with free parameters. This is related

to the fact that there are in general many different classes of multi-partite entanglement even

3Example of these states includes but is not limited to separable states. For example, in q = 3 they also
include triangle states. They are bipartitely-entangled states of the form |ψ⟩ = |ψA1B2

⟩ |ψB1C2
⟩ |ψC1A2

⟩.

3



for the same q. For q = 4 there is one free parameter a:

GM(4)(A : B : C : D) = S(4)(A : B : C : D)− 1

3

(
S(3)(AB : C : D) + S(3)(AC : B : D) + · · ·

)
+ a (S(AB) + S(AC) + S(AD)) + (1/3− a) (S(A) + S(B) + S(C) + S(D)) , (2)

where + · · · stands for summing over all possible permutations of the boundary subregions

(total 6 terms). For q = 5 we also have a free parameter b:

GM(5)(A : B : C : D : E) = S(5)(A : B : C : D : E)− 1

4

(
S(4)(AB : C : D : E) + · · ·

)
+

1 + 4b

10

(
S(3)(AB : CD : E) + · · ·

)
+

1− 16b

20

(
S(3)(ABC : D : E) + · · ·

)
(3)

− 1 + 4b

20
(S(AB) + S(AC) + · · · ) + b (S(A) + S(B) + S(C) + S(D) + S(E)) .

We emphasize that the (genuine) multi-entropy can be obtained for any positive integer q

in a straightforward manner even for q > 5, which is a major advantage over other previously

proposed multipartite entanglement measures.

2 Code subspace in QEC and multipartite entanglement

We demonstrate the importance of multipartite entanglement in holography from the view-

point of QEC. A deep connection between QEC and entanglement has long been dis-

cussed [21, 22]. The main idea is to encode the original states into a code subspace of

the physical Hilbert space with a larger dimension. The encoded states in general have

entanglement between subsystems in the physical Hilbert space, and this entanglement pro-

tects against a quantum error. The type of QEC relevant for holography is known as erasure

codes, in which the error is simply erasing a subsystem in the physical space.

Here for our purpose, we show a simple example where we encode one qubit into four [23].
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The encoding map is given by

|0⟩ → 1√
2
(|0000⟩+ |1111⟩) ≡ |0̄⟩ , |1⟩ → 1√

2
(|1010⟩+ |0101⟩) ≡ |1̄⟩ . (4)

This code protects against the erasure of any single qubit in the physical Hilbert space.

However upon losing two or more qubits, the information about the original state is lost.

The reader is encouraged to regard it as a discretized example of the holographic QEC in

Fig. 1, where a single bulk qubit is encoded into the boundary of four subregions.

To get a gist of how error correction works, suppose that the first qubit in the physical

Hilbert space was erased. This is equivalent to performing a partial trace Tr1 on the first

qubit. Under such an operation, we have

|0̄⟩ ⟨0̄| −→
Tr1

1

2
(|000⟩ ⟨000|+ |111⟩ ⟨111|) , |1̄⟩ ⟨1̄| −→

Tr1

1

2
(|010⟩ ⟨010|+ |101⟩ ⟨101|) ,

|1̄⟩ ⟨0̄| −→
Tr1

1

2
(|010⟩ ⟨111|+ |101⟩ ⟨000|) , |0̄⟩ ⟨1̄| −→

Tr1

1

2
(|111⟩ ⟨010|+ |000⟩ ⟨101|) .

(5)

It is easy to see that after the operation, the matrix elements in the physical subspace do

not mix and thus one can easily read out the original state. The erasure for other qubits

in the physical Hilbert space follows a similar story. On the other hand, if two qubits are

traced out, we lose the distinguishability. For example, if the first and the third are traced

out, it is obvious that |0̄⟩ and |1̄⟩ become the same. If the first and the second are traced

out, both |1̄⟩ ⟨0̄| and |0̄⟩ ⟨1̄| vanish and they lose distinguishability. Similarly, erasure of any

other two qubits results in the lost of the distinguishability.

A noble property of this example is that all of the encoded states, given by (4), have the

special form of “generalized GHZ states” |GHZq⟩ with q = 4. It is known that the generalized

GHZ state in q-qubits is maximally entangled in some aspects [24]. Indeed, one can verify

this by explicitly calculating q-partite genuine multi-entropy GM(q) for the GHZ state. One
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can confirm that, for q = 4, [20]

GM
(4)
|GHZ4⟩ = (1/3− a) log 2 . (6)

Thus the encoded states have nonzero multipartite entanglement in general.

We give another example for five qubits here, commonly known as the five-qubit perfect

tensor code [25]. This code protects against the erasure of up to any two qubits in the

physical Hilbert space. The code words of this code are

|0̄⟩ = 1

4

(
|00000⟩+ |10010⟩+ |01001⟩+ |10100⟩+ |01010⟩ − |11011⟩ − |00110⟩ − |11000⟩

− |11101⟩ − |00011⟩ − |11110⟩ − |01111⟩ − |10001⟩ − |01100⟩ − |10111⟩+ |00101⟩
)
,

|1̄⟩ = 1

4

(
|11111⟩+ |01101⟩+ |10110⟩+ |01011⟩+ |10101⟩ − |00100⟩ − |11001⟩ − |00111⟩

− |00010⟩ − |11100⟩ − |00001⟩ − |10000⟩ − |01110⟩ − |10011⟩ − |01000⟩+ |11010⟩
)
. (7)

Contrary to q = 4, these encoded states are not of generalized GHZ types. One can also

confirm that q = 5 genuine multi-entropy4 for these states are nonzero in general [20]. In

general, one expects for higher q ≥ 6, the encoded states are similar to this q = 5 example.

Similarly, one can expect that the encoded states exhibit a nonzero genuine multi-entropy

GM(q) in general:

GM(q) ̸= 0 (for encoded states). (8)

One might object that we are cherry picking amongst all the available QEC codes for

examples where there is large multipartite entanglement in the code subspace, and indeed

there are known codes which only require parametrically small entanglement [26]. However,

we argue here that they do not have the desired property to qualify as a holographic code.

Holographic QEC codes have the very special property that if we consider an operator O

4Precisely speaking the Rényi version of the genuine multi-entropy is nonzero in general.
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very deep in the bulk, then O is protected up to the erasure of one half of the total boundary

subsystems – which happens to be the best one can do without violating the no-cloning

principle. It has been argued that such codes are only possible with nearly maximal amount

of entanglement present [27,28], of which both of the codes we presented in this section are

great examples. Whether maximal entanglement implies large multi-partite entanglement

is still an open question. However, based on the examplary codes given in this section and

various evidences from holography 5, we conjecture that this is indeed the case for holographic

QEC codes.

3 Genuine multi-entropy in holography

Another piece of evidence for our claim on large multipartite entanglement comes from

the structure of minimal surfaces in AdS/CFT. Consider a constant time slice Σ of a D-

dimensional AdS space. We work with D = 3 below but we expect a similar argument holds

true for generic D. We divide the asymptotic boundary ∂Σ into q ≥ 3 connected subregions

R1, R2, · · · , Rq and evaluate the genuine multi-entropy GM(q)(R1 : R2 : · · · : Rq) for the

boundary CFT state. As shown in Sec. 1, GM(q) is given by a linear combination of the

multi-entropies S(p) with p ≤ q. The idea is that S(p) has a proposed holographic dual [17]6

as the area of p-multiway cuts (divided by 4GN) on Σ. A p-multiway cut is the minimum-

area division of Σ into p subregions ri such that each ri contains the boundary region Ri, see

Fig. 2a for an example. As a result GM(q) can be determined solely from the bulk geometry.

In what follows we will give examples (both analytically and numerically) that in general

GM(q) = O

(
1

GN

)
(in holography). (9)

This signals that the boundary CFT states dual to Σ have large q-partite entanglement.

5For example see [5, 7, 9] for arguments for large tripartite entanglement and [29, 30] for hints for large
multi-partite entanglement in holography.

6See also [31].
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(a) (b)

Figure 2: (a) A generic 5-multiway cut. The area of the cut is the sum of the area of all
dashed lines. Note that the intersection of the minimal surfaces is always trivalent. (b) The
minimal surfaces relevant for the computation of GM(3).

• q = 3

For tripartite divisions, the q = 3 genuine multi-entropy (1) is given by the following

linear combination

GM(3)(A : B : C) = γA:B:C − 1

2
(γA + γB + γC), (10)

where γA:B:C is the area of the triway cut (dashed lines in Fig. 2b) and γA, γB, γC are

the area of the RT surfaces. It is not hard to see 7 that the quantity defined by (10)

is semipositive and greater than zero if and only if the union of entanglement wedges

of each individual regions does not equal the entire bulk region.8, which is a defining

feature of the holographic codes we considered.

• q = 4

7An easy way to show this is to consider a splitting of the surface γA:B:C into three 2-cuts each with 1
2 weight

and then make use of triangle inequality with respect to γA/B/C [11].
8The same quantity (10) was used in Ref. [32] to argue for the existence of large tripartite entanglement
in random tensor networks by showing that it lower bounds the Markov Gap [7] of the boundary state,
another independent measure of tripartite entanglement.
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For quadripartite divisions, GM(4) (2) comes with one free parameter a :

GM(4)(A : B : C : D) = γA:B:C:D − 1

3
(γAB:C:D + γAC:B:D + · · · )

+ a(γAB + γAC + γAD) + (1/3− a)(γA + γB + γC + γD). (11)

Albeit much more complicated, it is possible to prove that [20] the bulk geometric

quantity corresponding to (11) is non-zero for a ≥ 1/3. Here we verify this fact

numerically in Fig. 3a. Combined with the results in Sec. 1, these are very strong

evidence that the holographic CFT states have large quadripartite entanglement.

• q ≥ 5

The above construction can be readily generalized into higher-partite divisions of the

boundary. The expression for holographic genuine multi-entropies will involve increas-

ingly more complicated linear combinations and more free parameters. In general we

expect GM(q) to be nonzero whenever there is a bulk region that cannot be recon-

structed from single boundary subregions, where the top multiway cut in the linear

combination of GM(q) is non-trivial and distinct from all the lower ~q < q cuts. This

observation leads to our proposal that holographic CFT states must also contain large

amounts of genuine q-partite entanglement for any q ≥ 5. For the record here we

have evaluated GM(5) numerically and we verify that GM(5) ̸= 0 in general for generic

5-partite divisions of the boundary in Fig. 3b.

4 Discussion

In this essay, we argued that the structure of holographic quantum error correction codes

and bulk minimal surfaces imply the existence of large higher-partite entanglement. What

can we say about the relative roles played by multipartite entanglements for different q? A

clue to answering this question comes from another important feature of holographic QEC
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(a) (b)

Figure 3: (a) The holographic values of GM(4) in vacuum AdS3, plotted against the conformal
cross-ratio η of the four points separating the boundary regions. We work with a = 1/3 here.
(b) The holographic values of GM(5) in vacuum AdS3. There are five boundary separation
points, which leaves us with two remaining degrees of freedom, which we take to be the the
conformal cross ratios (η, ζ) of the first two points with respect to the remaining three. We
work with b = 0 here. We set ℓAdS = 1 in the plots.

codes. As indicated in Fig 1, as we divide the boundary into finer and finer partitions, we

lose access to more and more close-to-boundary regions in the bulk. Equivalently speaking,

the construction of deeper bulk operators must rely more on higher-partite entanglement

between finer boundary subregions than operators closer to the boundary9. In terms of a

purely boundary point of view, this translates into the statement that higher q-partite en-

tanglements are increasingly more important in the IR, since it is known that radial direction

in the bulk AdS can be interpreted as a RG flow of the boundary CFT [34–36].

Another evidence of the statement above pertains to minimal surfaces and multiway cuts.

As shown in Sec. 3, the multiway-cut surfaces always lie within the region not reconstructable

from any single boundary subsystems (the gray regions in Fig. 1). Furthermore, on the

boundary near the entangling surfaces, the contributions of all the multiway cuts cancel

out. This also suggests a strong connection between higher-partite entanglement and bulk

reconstructions of operators near the center of bulk.

9See Ref. [33] for a similar discussion on multipartite entanglement and holographic QEC codes.
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