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Abstract. In AdS/CFT, partition functions of decoupled CFTs living on separate asymptotic boundaries
factorize. However, the presence of bulk wormholes connecting different boundaries tends to spoil the
factorization of the bulk partition function, which leads to a disagreement between the two sides. In this
paper, we present two examples where wormhole contributions cancel each other in bulk partition function
calculations, thus the bulk factorization can be realized. The first example is in 2-dimensional Jackiw-
Teitelboim (JT) gravity, where the proposed way of realizing the cancellation resides in the extra complex
phases associated with different wormholes. The phases arise due to the degenerate vacua structure. In the
example of the Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) model, the cancellation can be achieved due to the distribution of
the wormhole saddles on a complex plane. The two examples demonstrate a way of realizing bulk partition
function factorization by extending the Hilbert space and dressing wormhole saddles with extra phases.

PACS. XX.XX.XX No PACS code given

1 Introduction

The recent progress on low-dimensional holography [1,2,3]
and the black hole information paradox [4,5] have brought
challenges to the standard AdS/CFT correspondence. As
an example, in the derivation of the so-called island for-
mula [6,7,8], wormhole geometries connecting different
asymptotic boundaries and higher genus geometries were
introduced in the Euclidean path integral [4,5,9]. The in-
clusion of bulk connecting geometries causes an apparent
puzzle: the factorization puzzle1 [11,12].

The factorization puzzle is a tension between the bulk
gravitational partition function and dual quantum the-
ory in the AdS/CFT. Boundary theories living on several
disconnected asymptotic regions naturally produce fac-
torized partition functions, this is because actual bound-
ary partition function calculation usually does not include
non-local effects. However, the boundary factorization is
in conflict with the existence of bulk wormholes. In the
presence of bulk wormholes connecting different bound-
aries, the bulk partition function obviously doesn’t fac-
torize. The puzzle is essentially the disagreement between
the boundary and bulk perspectives.

1 Note that there is a slightly different but related factorisa-
tion puzzle. According to the Maxfield-Penington-Witten con-
vention [10], the spelling “factorization” specifically means the
puzzle that spacetime wormholes cause partition functions not
to factorize on a set of disconnected asymptotic spacetime
boundaries. While the factorisation puzzle is a Lorentzian de-
scription where concepts like Hilbert space and algebras are
involved.

To see the puzzle more explicitly, assuming we have
n non-connected d-dimensional boundary components la-
belled by {B1, B2, · · · , Bi, · · · , Bn}. Since the n parts of
spacetime are non-connected, the locality of the bound-
ary field theory implies that the overall partition function
should factorize to the products of n partition functions,
which can be formally denoted as

Zbdy =

n∏
i=1

Z[Bi] . (1)

Note that we have denoted the partition function on each
component Bi as Z[Bi]. Now, if each d-dimensional com-
ponent is a boundary dual of a bulk gravity theory, accord-
ing to the Gubser-Klebanov-Polyakov-Witten (GKPW)
relation [13,14], the bulk partition function equals the
boundary partition function, i.e. Zg

i = Z[Bi]. Partition
functions can be derived using Euclidean path integral on
the Euclidean manifold, so we can use the corresponding
Euclidean geometry to illustrate the bulk partition func-
tion, as

Z[B]
holo
= (2)
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where we have used Σ to represent the summation of high-
genus geometries2. Due to the traditional holographic dic-
tionary, it is natural to conclude that the bulk gravita-
tional partition function should also be factorized into n
pieces

Zgravity =

n∏
i=1

Zg
i =

n∏
i=1

Z[Bi] = Zbdy , (3)

which can be illustrated as

Zgravity = ΣΣΣ

Σ

Σ ΣΣ
. (4)

However, in the presence of bulk wormholes connecting
different boundaries, like the geometries shown below

, (5)

the bulk partition function naively does not factorize and
thus does not equal the boundary partition function. So,
we have seen a problem due to the presence of the bulk
connecting geometries.

Note that we have assumed that non-local effects are
not included in boundary partition function calculations.
Starting with decoupled boundary components, while one
finds wormholes in bulk geometry. This is the origin of the
factorization puzzle. One can also include non-local inter-
actions in the boundary theories, such that factorization
is not a necessary property. Non-local interactions may
cause further confusion when doing path integral that we
do not intend to deal with. We mainly focus on boundary
theories without non-local effects and try to find bulk the-
ories that respect the factorization property in this paper.

There are several excellent attempts to understand the
factorization puzzle. It was suggested that the gravity the-
ory might be dual to an ensemble of theories [1,2,3,4,15,
16,17,18,19,20,21,22], where factorization is not a neces-
sary property because of the possible variance. Dual to
ensemble-averaged boundary theories is different than the
standard AdS/CFT correspondence where we only have
a specific boundary theory. So the above proposal raises

2 We have used Σ to represent the following diagrams

= + + + · · ·

alternative confusion about which one is the right dual-
ity, the ensemble-averaged one or the standard one. Re-
cent studies suggest that factorization can be restored if
the half-wormhole contributions are added in [23,24,25,
26,27]. However, the factorization requires a nontrivial
relationship between the contributions of wormholes and
half-wormholes, where some strange bi-local interactions
between the half-wormholes are also added into the story
[27]. In [28], Benini et al. show that by gauging a global 1-
form symmetry in 3-dimensional bulk Chern-Simons the-
ory, the dimension of the bulk baby universe Hilbert space
is one and the factorization can be realized. The rela-
tion between symmetry breaking and bulk topology is also
hinted at there. All the above results suggest that the fac-
torization puzzle can be restored when the bulk theory
is equipped with some special structure. The aim of the
present work is to further explore what structure can be
used to understand the factorization puzzle.

The factorization puzzle is a problem due to the worm-
hole geometries connecting different boundaries. But it
is especially conspicuous and high-profile in topological
gravity theories, such as the 2-dimensional Jackiw-Teitelboim
(JT) gravity [29,30,31] and the related Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev
(SYK) model [32,33,34]. In high dimensions, the bulk
high-genus geometries are largely suppressed due to the
exponential suppression in genus expansion. In this paper,
we are going to show two examples where the wormhole
contributions cancel each other and the bulk factoriza-
tion can be realized. The examples are in the JT gravity
and the SYK model. In the low-dimensional examples,
there is no contrast between the extra parameter and the
McNamara-Vafa baby universe hypothesis [35].

In JT gravity, when degenerate vacua is included in the
theory, the bulk geometries connecting different bound-
aries are associated with extra phases. Those phases can
ensure the cancellation of those geometries and we are left
with disconnected geometries. The cancellation provides a
way of realizing bulk partition function factorization. In
the SYK model, the wormhole saddles are associated with
a complex phase, and their distribution on the complex
plane leads to a similar wormhole cancellation. Connec-
tions between the two examples remain unclear and need
further studies. When a specific set of boundary vacua is
chosen in the JT gravity (or one single wormhole saddle
is designated in the SYK model), all the bulk connecting
geometries (or interactions between different replicas) can
be seen, which can be regarded as the “classical limit”.
This explains what ingredient is missing in the theories
with a factorization puzzle. The degenerate vacua struc-
ture might be the necessary ingredient for bulk partition
function factorization.

The paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we
study the cancellation between the bulk geometries con-
necting different boundaries when degenerate vacua is con-
sidered. Section 3 mainly focuses on the wormhole sad-
dle points in the one-time point SYK model, and demon-
strates a similar cancellation in the SYK model. Section
4 is the conclusion and discussion section. In appendix A,
we reviewed the Euclidean path integral and the origin of



Peng Cheng, Pujian Mao: Notes on Wormhole Cancellation and Factorization 3

the degenerate vacua. Appendix B illustrates the concept
of wormholes in the SYK model with fixed coupling.

2 Wormhole cancellation in JT gravity with
extra vacua

We will demonstrate the wormhole cancellation in the 2-
dimensional JT gravity in this section. The JT gravity
theory consists of a 2-dimensional metric gµν and a dilaton
field Φ, whose action can be written as

I[g, Φ] = −S0χ−
1

2

∫
M

√
g Φ(R−2Λ)−

∫
∂M

√
h Φ(K−1) ,

(6)
where χ is the Euler characteristic. S0 can be regarded as
the constant mode of Φ, or extremal black hole entropy if
the theory is reduced from high dimensional near horizon
geometry. The variation of the dilaton field Φ results in
R − 2Λ = 0. Then, the bulk action is only left with the
topological part and doesn’t have any bulk propagating
degrees of freedom. The remaining degrees of freedom are
all on the boundary, where we have Φ|∂M = C/ϵ and
guu|∂M = 1/ϵ2 as the boundary condition. It can be shown
that the boundary theory is described by the Schwarzian
action [36]

S[f ] = −1

2

∫
dt {f, t} , with {f, t} =

f ′′′

f ′′
− 3

2

(
f ′′

f ′

)2

.

(7)
Now, we have a topological gravity theory, whose bound-
ary theory is described by the Schwarzian theory (7). The
Schwarzian theory, as well as the 2-dimensional gravity
theory, can be regarded as the low energy limit of the
SYK model, which is a very useful tool to clarify lots of
conceptual problems.

In 2-dimensional gravity theories, the boundaries are
1-dimensional circles. We can use Z[⃝] to denote the par-
tition function on a boundary circle. For simplification,
if we consider the case with two asymptotic boundaries
{B1, B2}, the factorization puzzle can be summarized as
the inequality between the boundary factorized partition
function and the partition function of the bulk geometries,
which can be illustrated as follows

Z[⃝]× Z[⃝] ̸= + . (8)

In order to denote the puzzle shown in (8) in text, we are
going to use Z [⃝∪⃝] to denote the right part of (8)
when n = 2, and express the puzzle as inequality

Z[⃝]× Z[⃝] ̸= Z [⃝∪⃝] . (9)

From Eq. (8), the solution to the puzzle seems pretty
obvious. If all the connected geometries cancel each other

and give zero in the partition function, then the puzzle
can be avoided. Claiming all connected geometries are
subleading seems not to be the right way out. We need
to add extra ingredients to the wormhole-like geometries.
But what structure can ensure the cancellation between
the wormholes? We are going to show how the cancellation
can be realized with the help of degenerate vacua.

2.1 Extra vacua

It was demonstrated in [37] that the asymptotic bound-
aries of the wormhole can be in different vacua. To show
degenerate vacua can be the key ingredient in understand-
ing the factorization puzzle, we first need to understand
the origin and the basic structure of the vacua.

From thermal field theory, the partition function of a
system can be derived from the Euclidean path integral on
the corresponding Euclidean manifold. That is the reason
why we always use the Euclidean manifold to denote the
corresponding partition function. For example, the geom-
etry of a Euclidean black hole is a cigar, and the black
hole thermodynamics can be derived from a path integral
on the cigar geometry. Recall that in black hole thermody-
namics, the black hole partition function can be obtained
by tracing two thermo-field double (TFD) states [38,39],
i.e. Z = tr(|TFD⟩ ⟨TFD|). Diagrammatically, the cigar ge-
ometry can be obtained by gluing two TFDs, as shown in
appendix A.

Similar to the black hole case, the wormhole parti-
tion function can be obtained by tracing the thermo-mixed
double (TMD) state [40,41,42], which can be illustrated
as

tr[ρ2TMD] =
∑
ψ1,ψ2

𝜙 𝜓!

#𝜙 𝜓"𝜓"

𝜓!

⟨0$|

| ⟩0%

=

| ⟩0!

⟨0"|

. (10)

The TMD state can be regarded as a generalization of
TFD. However, as detailed in appendix A, there are cru-
cial differences between the Euclidean black hole and Eu-
clidean wormhole geometry. In the cigar case, the trace
operation identifies the vacua evolved from τ = −∞ and
τ = ∞ such that there is a unique vacuum for the whole
black hole. However, for the wormholes, there is no trace
operation identifying the asymptotic vacua on different
boundaries, which means that the boundaries of the worm-
hole can be in different vacua.

In 2-dimensional JT gravity, it was shown that the
vacuum degeneracy for wormholes can be understood by
the twist between the trumpets [37]. Three schematic dia-
grams are shown below to illustrate the twist and different
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vacua:

(a) (b) (c)

. (11)

As can be seen from (11), diagram (a) is the case when we
have the same vacuum for both up and down trumpets.
Diagrams (b) and (c) are twisted ones, and we can say
that the up and down trumpets are in different vacua.

To study the consequence of those degenerate vacua,
let us suppose there are k degenerate vacua, labeled by

|vacua⟩ = {|0⟩ , |1⟩ , |2⟩ , · · · , |k − 1⟩} . (12)

The vacua are organized according to the cyclic group
Zk with an integer k, which means that an operator S
acting on |i⟩ gives out |i+ 1⟩. |0⟩ can also be obtained by
acting the operator on |k − 1⟩. In (11), the action S is used
to twist (b) back to (a). As we will see later, the cost of
twisting (b) back would be an extra factor S related to the
twisted angle. So, the extra factor should be regarded as
the expectation value of operator S. Operator S twisting
(b) back to (a) can be formally expressed as

⟨i|i+ 1⟩ = ⟨i| S |i⟩ = S × ⟨i|i⟩ . (13)

In JT gravity, the twist is characterized by a continuous
U(1) parameter, while we are going to use a relatively sim-
pler version of U(1) symmetry, i.e. Zk, to demonstrate the
mechanism of realizing factorization. We believe that Zk
symmetry is good enough to capture the essence. More-
over, it can be demonstrated that the mechanism works
also in the k → ∞ limit.

Unlike painting the whole diagram in different colors
in (11), we will only use different colors to decorate bound-
aries in different vacua. Black boundaries are specially re-
served to denote the superposition of different vacua when
too many diagrams are needed to illustrate all different
vacua explicitly.

Like the vacua generated by the soft charge, those dif-
ferent degenerate vacua should not form “super-selection
sector”, and when we compare two different vacua, we
would get a number representing the overlap between the
vacua. So, the bulk geometry connecting different vacua
equals the geometry connecting boundaries in the same
vacuum multiplied by an extra factor F (S). As the sim-
plest example, the 2-fold Euclidean wormhole connecting
|i⟩ and |i+ 1⟩ can be represented as

| ⟩𝑖 + 1

| ⟩𝑖

= S ×

| ⟩𝑖

| ⟩𝑖

(14)

where F (S) = S1 because |i+ 1⟩ is only “one step” away
from |i⟩. The situation when we have nonadjacent vacua
|i+ a⟩ and |i⟩ shouldn’t be hard to obtain, which reads as

| ⟩𝑖 + 𝑎

| ⟩𝑖

= Sa ×

| ⟩𝑖

| ⟩𝑖

. (15)

The above argument can also be generalized to the case
where we have more asymptotic boundaries. For example,
for the case n = 3, we have

| ⟩𝑖 + 𝑎 | ⟩𝑖 + 𝑏

| ⟩𝑖

= Sa×Sb×

| ⟩𝑖

| ⟩𝑖

| ⟩𝑖

(16)

where we get the product of two factors Sa and Sb. Note
that the extra factor S only shows up when we are compar-
ing the boundary vacua in one connected diagram. There
is not a factorized result for disconnected geometries and
one needs to keep all the boundary vacua unchanged, be-
cause we can not use the overlap between the vacua to
further rewrite them. The above fact would finally can-
cel the connected geometries and result in the factorized
partition function.

Let’s use the simplest case (n = 2, k = 2) to explain
the above expressions more explicitly. With the degener-
ate vacua being considered, we get four copies of all bulk
geometries with all possible topologies

Z [⃝∪⃝] = + + +

| ⟩0 | ⟩0

| ⟩0 | ⟩0

| ⟩1 | ⟩1

| ⟩1| ⟩1

+ + + +

| ⟩0 | ⟩0

| ⟩0 | ⟩0

| ⟩1 | ⟩1

| ⟩1| ⟩1

= + + + +

| ⟩0 | ⟩0

| ⟩0 | ⟩0

| ⟩1 | ⟩1

| ⟩1| ⟩1

(17)
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There is no way to use the overlap between different vacua
to represent the disconnected geometries, so we need to
keep those contributions and use black circles to denote
the superposition of different vacua. As for the four con-
nected geometries, if they cancel each other, we would end
with a factorized partition function

Z [⃝∪⃝] = . (18)

Then, we can say we get Z [⃝∪⃝] = Z [⃝]× Z [⃝].

2.2 Cancellation between wormholes

The main task for the remainder of this section is to boot-
strap the relation between the connected geometries as
shown in (17) by requiring no factorization puzzle. We
will get the expression of S such that all the bulk geome-
try that connects different boundaries sum over to give a
zero.

Firstly, let’s try some simple cases. For the (n = 2,
k = 2) case, the partition function can be illustrated as

Z [⃝∪⃝] = + + S + S +

| ⟩0 | ⟩1

| ⟩0 | ⟩0

| ⟩0 | ⟩1

| ⟩1| ⟩1

.(19)

The answer seems very obvious. If S = −1, the geometries
connecting different boundaries cancel each other, and we
get a factorized result for Z [⃝∪⃝]. Moreover, S = −1
preserves the group structure of Z2, because as argued
before we want S2 = 1 such that the group is cyclic.

For the (n = 3, k = 2) case, we have three boundaries
and two degenerate vacua in the theory. We are going to
fill all possible geometries between those three boundaries
and calculate Z [⃝∪⃝∪⃝]. The geometry can be rep-

resented as follows,

Z [⃝∪⃝∪⃝]

= +++

+ +++

+ +++ .(20)

For cases with n ̸= 2, since we only want completely dis-
connected geometries, all the partially connected geome-
tries should also be canceled. Say it differently, all the
connected geometries with m < n boundaries should can-
cel each other before the cancellation works for the n-
boundary case. The last three diagrams in the first line
of (20) all contain wormholes connecting two boundaries.
For those diagrams to be individually canceled, we need
to impose the same constraint as the (n = 2, k = 2) case.
So with constraints

S + 1 = 0 , and S2 = 1 , (21)

the wormholes connecting two boundaries vanish. To can-
cel the geometries connecting three boundaries, we need
to ask

S2 + 2S + 1 = (S + 1)2 = 0 , and S2 = 1 . (22)

There is a solution of constraints (21) and (22), which is
S = −1. The (n = 3, k = 2) case is same as the (n = 2,
k = 2) case.

Note that we have required bulk geometries connect-
ing the same number of boundaries to vanish step by step.
In the (n = 3, k = 2) case, we first asked the worm-
holes connecting two boundaries to vanish and then asked
the geometries connecting three boundaries to give out a
zero answer. It seems like nothing prevents partially and
fully connected geometries conspire altogether to produce
a vanishing answer. However, a partially connected ge-
ometry can never cancel a fully connected one, because
they have different gravitational partition functions. For
example, in the (n = 3, k = 2) case, a partially connected
geometry has a partition function proportional to Z1×Z2,
while a fully connected geometry would be proportional
to Z3. So the constraints listed in (21) and (22) should
respect the hierarchy of connected boundaries.

For the (n = 2, k = 3) case, the three degenerate vacua
are denoted as {|0⟩ , |1⟩ , |2⟩}, represented by blue, red, and
green colors respectively. The bulk partition function can
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be written as

Z [⃝∪⃝]

= + 𝑆 + 𝑆!+ 𝑆!+

+ +𝑆 ++ 𝑆!+𝑆 (23)

The bulk cancellation works if the following constraints
are satisfied

S2 + S + 1 = 0 ,

S3 = 1 . (24)

The solution can be easily solved, which gives us

S = exp

[
2πi

3

]
. (25)

So S = −1 doesn’t work generally, we want a general
result for n boundaries and k degenerate vacua.

It is natural to ask why don’t we demand partition
function canceling between the different colors as opposed
to individually. For example, is it possible for the third
diagram in the first line of (23) to cancel the second di-
agram in the second line? Actually, those two diagrams
are the same. Say it differently, rotating the whole figure
(a) in (11) is a diffeomorphism (gauge transformation).
So asking two times a diagram to be zero is the same as
demanding the diagram equals zero, and there is no non-
trivial solution. So, the constraints shown in (24) gotten
by demanding the diagrams cancel each other is the only
natural choice. The configurations with the same colors
can be regarded as like terms and the cancellation works
only after uniting like terms. Certainly, for more general n
and k, there can be other ways to twist the diagrams and
get other combinations of figures. But if twisting the up
trumpet brings in an extra S, twisting the down trumpet
in the same direction brings in a S∗. One can manipulate
the diagrams however one wants. After all, all the other
combinations give the same equations as shown in (24), if
not the trivial ones.

General case

What we have learned from the simple cases is that
to calculate the n case, the wormholes connecting m < n
boundaries should also cancel each other. So the factor de-
pends on k but should not depend on n. Let us look at the
n = 2 case with k degenerate vacua. The k vacua can be

labeled by {|0⟩ , |1⟩ , · · · , |k − 1⟩}. We are going to name
the two boundaries as up and down boundaries. There are
k different choices for the down boundary, and we would
like to see how many choices for the up vacuum with the
fixed down vacuum. Comparing the up and down vacuum
gives out the extra factors whose powers are determined
by the difference between the vacua. Supposing the down
boundary is in |α⟩ vacuum, the constraint from the can-
cellation can be written as

k−1∑
α=0

k−1∑
i=0

| ⟩𝛼 + 𝑖

| ⟩𝛼

=

k−1∑
α=0

k−1∑
i=0

Si ×

| ⟩𝛼

| ⟩𝛼

= 0 , (26)

We want the cancellation works for every choice of down
vacuum |α⟩ such that all the connected diagrams sum over
to zero. Or equivalently, we can rewrite the above expres-
sion as

k−1∑
i=0

Si ×
k−1∑
α=0

| ⟩𝛼

| ⟩𝛼

= 0 , (27)

So the constraint from the bulk connected geometry can-
cellation is

k−1∑
i=0

Si = 0 . (28)

We also have another constraint from the cyclic group
structure

Sk = 1 . (29)

The solution of the constraints (28) and (29) can be easily
solved, which is

S = exp

[
2πi

k

]
. (30)

For the geometry connecting n boundaries, we can fix
one of the boundaries as |α⟩, and then compare |α⟩ with
the other n− 1 legs. So we are going to compare |α⟩ with
those legs one by one, which gives out a product of n− 1
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factors. The diagram can be expressed as

product of n−1 factors︷ ︸︸ ︷
k−1∑
i=0

Si × · · · ×
k−1∑
j=0

Sj ×
k−1∑
α=0

| ⟩𝛼

| ⟩𝛼

|
⟩ 𝛼

|⟩ 𝛼
|
⟩ 𝛼

| ⟩𝛼|
⟩𝛼

=

(
k−1∑
i=0

Si

)n−1

×
k−1∑
α=0

| ⟩𝛼

| ⟩𝛼

|
⟩ 𝛼

|⟩ 𝛼
|
⟩ 𝛼

| ⟩𝛼|
⟩𝛼

= 0 .

(31)

The constraint from the above diagram is(
k−1∑
i=0

Si

)n−1

= 0 ⇐⇒
k−1∑
i=0

Si = 0 . (32)

The expression is indeed independent of n, so this equation
is satisfied, all the cases with m < n boundaries are also
satisfied. Just like the n = 2 case, the expression for factor
S is

S = exp

[
2πi

k

]
, (33)

which also respects the group structure. It is easy to show
that simple cases (22) and (25) can also be checked, which
are

exp

[
2πi

k

]
k=2

= −1 , exp

[
2πi

k

]
k=3

= exp

[
2πi

3

]
.(34)

The factor S can be illustrated on the complex plane
shown in Fig. 1. We have the k = 3 case shown on the
left hand of the figure and the k = 4 case is shown next
to it.

Note that it doesn’t matter to assign S or S∗ to the
i+ 1 vacuum. The cancellation works because we need to
compare one specific vacuum |i⟩ with every other vacuum
and all the vacua are uniformly distributed on a circle
centered at the origin on the complex plane. Take the
n = 2, k = 3 case as an example, here we defined

|1⟩ = S × |0⟩ , |2⟩ = S × |1⟩ , |0⟩ = S × |2⟩ . (35)

The final result would be the same if we had used a dif-
ferent definition

|2⟩ = S × |0⟩ , |1⟩ = S × |2⟩ , |0⟩ = S × |1⟩ . (36)

On the complex plane, the above definitions correspond
to a different order of points on the first figure shown in
Fig. 1. The story is invariant under the permutation of
different vacua.

As a brief summary of the section, we have shown that
by adding degenerate vacua, the bulk partition function is

indeed factorized because of the cancellation of the bulk
connecting geometries. We assumed k degenerate vacua
in the theory, and bulk geometries connecting the bound-
aries in different vacua give out extra factors F (S). The
expression of factors is solved from the constraints (28)
and (29). It is easy to see that the bulk geometries con-
necting different boundaries cancel each other, and we end
up with a factorized partition function.

It is important to note that unlike some schemes trying
to handle the factorization puzzle by completely killing the
bulk topological modes, the bulk topological modes are
protected in our prescription to realize factorization. This
can be seen from (18), where Σ represents the summation
of handlebodies. Moreover, the calculation doesn’t mean
the wormhole contributions are completely killed, we just
want to show that the wormhole contributions add up to
zero. When a specific boundary vacuum is chosen, we can
still see the wormholes.

Note that the twist is characterized by a continuous
U(1) parameter, while we have used a discrete Zk sym-
metry to demonstrate the mechanism of realizing factor-
ization. The reason for such a choice is that Zk symmetry
is good enough to capture the essence of the twist shown
in (11), and the factorization can be related using this
relatively simple version of U(1) symmetry. The k → ∞
limit of Zk can be regarded as the U(1) symmetry. The
mechanism demonstrated in this paper should work for
the k → ∞ limit, so we have enough reason to believe the
factorization puzzle can be understood if the symmetry is
the continuous U(1) symmetry. Nevertheless, an explicit
demonstration of the wormhole cancellation with continu-
ous U(1) symmetry is worth careful research, and we will
leave it for further studies.

3 Cancellation between wormhole-type
correlations in the SYK model

In this section, we are going to study the cancellation be-
tween wormhole-type correlations in the SYK model, from
which we can see the wormhole cancellation is because of
the associated extra complex phase.

The cancellation being demonstrated in this section is
largely inspired by the previous section. We will discuss
further relations between the two ways of cancellation in
the discussion section. The JT gravity discussed before
is a two-dimensional topological theory, whose boundary
theory is described by the Schwarzian action (7). It was
shown that the low energy dynamics of the SYK model
[32,33,34] can also be described by the Schwarzian theory
[20,34]. The JT gravity can be regarded as the low energy
limit of the SYK model. So the SYK model provides a
good model for understanding problems in JT gravity. In
this section, we would adopt an even simpler toy model,
i.e. one-time-point SYK model [24], where the time con-
tour is replaced by a single instant of time.

The factorization puzzle is not necessarily a puzzle in
the averaged theory, because the wormholes can be re-
garded as the variance. So, to consider the factorization
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Fig. 1. The distribution of extra factor S on the complex plane. The left figure is the case k = 3, while the k = 4 case is shown
in the right figure.

puzzle, we are mainly interested in the SYK model with
fixed couplings because a specific boundary theory rather
than an ensemble of theories matches our general un-
derstanding of holography. It was shown by the authors
of [24] that when the couplings are fixed, the wormhole
saddles persist. Moreover, for the case with more than
two fermions, the wormhole saddles are not sensitive to
whether we average over the couplings or not, i.e. they
are self-averaging saddles. The main task of the section is
to see if a mechanism for wormhole cancellation appears in
the one-time-point SYK model with fixed couplings. We
will see the mechanism is similar to the one discussed in
the previous section.

3.1 One-time-point SYK model with fixed couplings

First of all, let us review the basics of the one-time-point
SYK model, following paper [24]. The one-time-point SYK
model is a theory ofN Grassmann numbers, with partition
function

Z =

∫
dNψ exp

iq/2 ∑
1<i1<···<iq<N

Ji1···iqψi1ψi2 · · ·ψiq

 .
(37)

We can denote the product of Grassmann numbers as
ψi1···iq = ψi1 · · ·ψiq . The couplings Ji1···iq are Gaussian
distributed, such that the mean and variance can be writ-
ten as 〈

Ji1···iq
〉
= 0 ,〈

Ji1···iqJj1···jq
〉
=
J2(q − 1)!

Nq−1
δi1j1 · · · δiqjq , (38)

for constant J which can be taken to 1. Here q is taken to
be an even number greater than two.

What are wormholes in the SYK model? We can repli-
cate the system and calculate the correlation between the
left and the right systems. The whole model can be rewrit-
ten with the collective fields Σ and G. As shown in Fig.
2, the correlation between the two replicas GLR can be

Fig. 2. Sketch of collective fields GLL, GRR, and GLR in the
SYK model. While we only have wormhole-type correlation
GLR in the one-time-point SYK model.

interpreted as the wormhole. One advantage of the one-
time-point SYK model, as we will see, is that we only have
wormhole-like correlations GLR and ΣLR in the theory.
GLR is defined as

GLR =
1

N

N∑
i=1

ψLi ψ
R
i ≡ 1

N
ψLi ψ

R
i , (39)

and ΣLR is the Lagrangian multiplier that enforces (39)
in path integral. GLL and GRR are zero because there
is only one point on each boundary and the square of
a Grassmann number vanishes. We will briefly discuss a
more general model in the next subsection and see how
the conclusions in this section can be extrapolated to the
regular SYK model. The collective fields can be easily de-
fined when we average the theories over coupling constants
Jj1···jq . However, to consider the factorization puzzle, one
should begin with a version of the SYK model with fixed
couplings, because factorization is not necessarily a prop-
erty in the averaged theory. The puzzle itself can be refor-
mulated as the existence of bulk-connected wormholes in
the non-averaged theory.



Peng Cheng, Pujian Mao: Notes on Wormhole Cancellation and Factorization 9

Fig. 3. Wormhole saddle points in ZLZR for the q = 4 case.

We are mainly interested in if the non-averaged parti-
tion function ZLZR

ZLZR =

∫
d2Nψ

× exp
[
iq/2

∑
1<i1<···<iq<N

Ji1···iq

(
ψLi1···iq + ψRi1···iq

) ]
(40)

can be factorized or not. It can be shown that, in the large
N limit,

ZLZR

∣∣∣
wormholes

= ⟨ZLZR⟩J
∣∣∣
wormholes

=
N

2π

∫
dgLR

∫
dσLR

× exp[N(log(ie−
iπ
q σLR)− iσLRgLR − 1

q
gqLR)]

∣∣∣
wormholes

,

(41)

and the main contributions are from the wormhole saddle
points. See Appendix B for more details. gLR and σLR are
just collective fields

ΣLR = ie−i
π
q σLR , GLR = ei

π
q gLR . (42)

and we can get the q solutions of the saddle point equation
(72), which are

gmLR = e−iπ/qe−
2πmi

q , (43)

σmLR = −ieiπ/qe
2πmi

q , (44)

and label them by 0 ≤ m ≤ q − 1. In Fig. 3, the solutions
are labeled on the complex plane for the q = 4 case. Those
wormhole saddle points are largely reminiscent of the bulk
wormhole distributions shown in Fig. 1. So we can say
that we found another support of our bulk discussion in
the SYK model.

To further check the cancellation, we can calculate the
partition function ZLZR in large N limit. With the worm-
hole solutions (43) at hand, the partition function ZLZR

can be worked out as the summation of all the saddle
points

ZL ZR

∣∣∣
wormholes

∝
q−1∑
m=0

e
2πmi

q Ne−N(1− 1
q ) . (45)

Note that the q wormhole saddle points sum together to
zero when N is not a multiple of q. In general, there is no
obvious relation betweenN and q. So we conclude that the
wormholes associated with extra phase can cancel each
other in the partition function. Moreover, the distribu-
tion of the wormhole solution matches the bulk calcula-
tion demonstrated in the previous section. It is worth not-
ing that when N is divisible by q, the above cancellation
doesn’t work and further studies are needed to understand
this specific situation. Or one may say that in order for
the cancellation, N should not be divisible by q, otherwise
we need extra novel mechanisms to cancel the wormholes.

3.2 Turning on GLL and GRR

The above demonstration can be extrapolated to a more
general setting of the SYK model with fixed couplings.
We can turn on time dependence on the L and R replicas.
The consequences of the boundary time dependence are
nontrivial GLL(t, t

′) and GRR(t, t
′) defined as

GLL(t, t
′) =

1

N
ψLi (t)ψ

L
i (t

′) , (46)

GRR(t, t
′) =

1

N
ψRi (t)ψ

R
i (t

′) , (47)

as well as nontrivialΣLL andΣRR, and we would also have
more GLR and ΣLR configurations with different (t, t′), as
shown in Fig. 2.

Although a trivial partition function for GLR in the
one-time-point SYK model with fixed couplings already
means factorization between two boundaries, turning on
the time dependence on the left and right boundaries can
help us see the factorization between the two boundaries
more clearly. As discussed at the beginning of the section,
the factorization puzzle is only necessary to be addressed
in the SYK model with fixed couplings. We do not want to
average over couplings and would like to work with fixed
couplings to address the factorization puzzle, because a
specific boundary theory rather than an ensemble of the-
ories matches our general understanding of holography.

When we only have a single instant of time on each
boundary, we only have GLR which represents the cor-
relations between different boundaries, i.e. wormholes in
the theory. In the more general setting, GLL and GRR
are not zero, and these bilocal fields, together with ΣLL
and ΣRR, can be used as the equivalent description of
boundary theories on each boundary. Let us only consider
the saddle point contributions in partition function Z2

with fixed couplings, the partition function can be writ-
ten as the summation of contributions of different saddles.
Note that we can have disconnected saddles containing
GLL(t, t

′) and GRR(t, t
′) on each boundary and connected
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wormhole saddles. The disconnected saddle contributions
can be factorized while the wormholes can not. With fixed
couplings, GLR has a similar behavior as in the one-time-
point SYK model. Each GLR gives out a non-zero contri-
bution to Z2, and q of them together give zero contribution
to the partition function. The partition function Z2 can
be written as

Z2 =
∑

saddles

e−I

=
∑

disconnected saddles

e−I +
∑

wormholes

e−I|wormholes ,

(48)

The wormhole contributions sum over to zero and we are
only left with disconnected saddle contributions. There is
no factorization puzzle for disconnected saddles contribu-
tions. ZLZR equals zero in the one-time-point SYK model
means the wormhole-like correlation cancels each other in
the general SYK model with fixed couplings and the par-
tition function can be factorized into left and right parts,
where each part only contains GLL and GRR.

So as a brief summary, for general N and q, the worm-
hole saddles defer each other with phases

S = exp

[
2πi

q
m

]
, with 0 ≤ m ≤ q − 1 . (49)

We saw a similar behavior in the JT gravity. The worm-
hole saddles for the q = 4 case are shown in Fig. 3, where
we have four wormhole saddles in the path integral each
with different phases. The four saddles (43) form a cyclic
group Z4 which is reminiscent of the vacua structure dis-
cussed in the previous section and the distribution shown
in Fig. 1.Note that from the partition function shown in
(45), the cancellation works whenN is an integral multiple
of q. So another conclusion of this section is that factor-
ization puts constraints on the theory. In the current case,
N should not be divisible by q, otherwise we need extra
novel mechanisms to cancel the wormholes.

4 Conclusion and discussion

In this paper, we demonstrate two examples where the
cancellation between bulk connecting geometries can be
realized thus the factorization puzzle can be avoided. If
factorization of bulk gravity dual to decoupled boundary
theories is regarded as the essential property, the exam-
ples might provide some important clues for the general
structure a bulk theory should associated with. In gen-
eral, we propose that the wormholes connecting different
boundaries should be divided into different sectors, and
those sectors are associated with different phases on the
complex plane. With the extra complex phase, the bulk
connecting geometries can cancel each other in the parti-
tion function, which results in a factorized result.

In the JT gravity, by allowing degenerate vacua with a
specific structure, the bulk geometries connecting different
asymptotic boundaries are associated with extra factors.

The expression of the factors can be bootstrapped by re-
quiring the cancellation between those bulk connecting ge-
ometries. As a result, the extra factors are complex phases
and there should be several different sectors of those ge-
ometries. The distributions of the sectors are shown on the
complex plane in Fig. 1. The connecting geometries cancel
each other we end up with a factorized gravity partition
function, which matches the boundary partition function.

It is well-known that the boundary theory of the JT
gravity, i.e. the Schwarzain theory, is the low energy limit
of the SYK model. We adopt a very simple toy model, the
one-time-point SYK model, to study the behavior of the
wormhole-type correlation GLR. In the path integral cal-
culation of two replica quantities, we find that there are q
different wormhole saddles in the saddle point approxima-
tion. The distribution of the q wormhole saddles is super
similar to the distribution shown in Fig. 1. Those sad-
dles are also associated with different phases and cancel
each other in the path integral. Although the distribution
of the saddles doesn’t depend on the relation between N
and q, N is not an integral multiple of q is vital for the
cancellation. So if one claims the factorization is an essen-
tial property of a theory and no extra novel ingredients
should be added to cancel the wormholes, the factoriza-
tion may put a constraint on the theory, i.e. N should not
be an integral multiple of q.

Discussion:

The classical limit where the wormholes can be
seen. The mechanism that restores the factorization is
different from the way that tries to solve the puzzle by
completely killing the bulk topological modes. Moreover,
we can say that the bulk topological expansion, including
all the connecting geometries, can be regarded as some
kind of “classical limit” when a specific set of boundary
vacua is given. As shown in Fig. 4, when specific boundary
vacua are given there is no cancellation, thus we have the
factorization puzzle. When we ignore the possible vacuum
degeneracy and calculate the partition function with the
same boundary vacuum denoted by a red circle i.e.

Z [⃝∪⃝∪⃝] , (50)

one would never get a factorized answer. This can be rep-
resented as

Z [⃝∪⃝∪⃝] ̸= Z [⃝]× Z [⃝]× Z [⃝] . (51)

The above demonstration explains why we have a factor-
ization puzzle and how we can understand the puzzle by
admitting degenerate vacua. In the SYK model, specifying
boundary vacua is equivalent to choosing a single point on
the complex plane in Fig. 3. A single point of GLR itself
is non-zero, which is the origin of the non-factorization
property in the dual theory. As argued in the previous
section, every point on the complex plane comes with a
phase, and the sum of those saddle points in the path in-
tegral gives zero. Choosing a specific point on the plane
means that we are gauging the Zq symmetry of the theory.
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Z [⃝∪⃝∪⃝] = +++ +

Fig. 4. Bulk geometries specific boundary vacua are chosen. In the example of a bulk gravity theory with 3 boundaries, when
the boundary vacua are specified, there is no cancellation and all the bulk geometry should be summed over. So, the partition
function can not be factorized. When all the boundaries are chosen to be in the same vacuum, there is also no cancellation.

Connections between the two examples. Are the
two examples discussed in this paper, especially the sym-
metries Zk and Zq, related or not? Certainly, the two the-
ories, i.e. the JT gravity and SYK model, are closely re-
lated. Also, the cancellations in the two examples share
lots of similarities. For instance, the wormholes are as-
sociated with extra complex phases in both cases, which
directly result in the cancellation. However, despite the
similarity, we have to admit that there are important dif-
ferences between the two examples. In the JT gravity, the
Zk symmetry is merely a discrete version of a U(1) symme-
try. In addition to the finite k cases that have been shown
in the paper, the cancellation is supposed to work in the
large k limit in the JT gravity. While in the SYK model, q
is the number of interacting fermions in the Hamiltonian.
It seems no clue in finding a U(1) symmetry for those
qs. Moreover, the mechanism itself works for any value of
k ≥ 2 in JT gravity, but it does not work for specific val-
ues of q in relation to N . The physical meaning of q on the
gravity side is unclear. So the relation between the two ex-
amples is not completely clear, and more studies to better
understand the origin and connotation of the symmetries
are important for the puzzle. For example, the relation
between the two sides might be further clarified through
research on the so-called hyperfast scrambling, i.e. large q
limit [43,44,45,46].

Wormhole saddles and topological changes in
higher dimensions. The factorization puzzle is a prob-
lem in the scenario of holography, where we have the large
1/GN limit in the bulk gravity theory. In general, to un-
derstand quantum gravity problems using path integral,
one needs to integrate over all the possible geometries
that respect the given boundary condition. The integra-
tion is weighted by the exponential of the action. In the
1/GN → ∞ limit, the off-shell configurations are largely
suppressed, and only saddles make the dominant contri-
butions in the path integral. So, in this paper, we only
focus on the on-shell wormhole saddles and are trying to
figure out the cancellation between different saddles.

Topological changes in higher dimensional gravity are
acute [47], and one might need to come up with differ-
ent ways to understand those geometries [48,49,50,51,52].
It seems more comfortable to consider wormhole geome-
tries in low dimensions. But one has to admit that the
real problems are in higher dimensions. The vacuum de-

generacy proposed in this paper corresponds to the twist
between trumpets in JT gravity. Those extra parameters
in low dimensions have no contrast with the swampland
conjecture [53,54,35]. In higher dimensions, we tend to
believe that the degeneracy corresponds to some approxi-
mate global symmetries [55,56,57], whose charges are soft.
It was argued that those approximate ones might survive
from the swampland and might provide the wormhole can-
cellation mechanism in higher dimensions.

More to learn. The mechanism proposed here can
also be regarded as a demonstration of exploring struc-
tures of quantum gravity theory from “clouds”, just like
“Nineteenth-century clouds” of Lord Kelvin. For local bound-
ary theories living in disconnected regions, there should
not be interactions between these different components.
However, the presence of bulk wormholes is in contrast
with the general expectation that the boundary partition
function factorizes in AdS/CFT. The above factorization
puzzle is an apparent contradiction to us only because of
our ignorance of the whole theory. Here we stand with
the general expectation and show that there can be inter-
esting physics hidden in degenerate vacua structures, and
when those structures are considered the puzzle can be
saved. Moreover, we can see the puzzle because we have a
traditional unique vacuum brain.

We are demonstrating two examples where the factor-
ization can be realized in this paper. There is much more
to be understood related to the quantum theory of grav-
ity, and the real solution to the puzzle might come from
different physics. For example, there can well be a large
conspiracy related to the finite N effects, and the factor-
ization puzzle may be solved by comprehending the finite
N physics. Moreover, there may be a refined way of defin-
ing Euclidean path integral such that the puzzle can be
understood. After all, physical motivation and exact ex-
hibition of the factorization are the keys for any proposal
to make sense.
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A Vacuum degeneracy of wormholes

We are going to review the path integral derivation of ther-
modynamics both for black holes and wormholes, follow-
ing [37]. By comparing partition functions of black holes
and wormholes, we would see the vacuum degeneracy dis-
cussed in section 2.1.

It is well-known that the partition function of a sys-
tem can be derived from the Euclidean path integral on
the corresponding Euclidean manifold. So we usually use
the Euclidean black hole geometry which is a cigar to rep-
resent the black hole partition function. Similarly, we can
use a tube, as shown in Eq. (10), to represent the parti-
tion function of a wormhole. We will compare Euclidean
black holes and wormholes and study the difference be-
tween them in this appendix.

First of all, we need some basics of thermal field the-
ory. Any Euclidean path integral from ϕ1 to ϕ2 can be
illustrated diagrammatically as

⟨ϕ2|ϕ1⟩ =
∫ ϕ(τ)=ϕ2

ϕ(0)=ϕ1

Dϕ e−SE =

0

𝜏

𝜙!

𝜙"

. (52)

Moreover, the ground state |0⟩ can be obtained by evolving
any state |X⟩ for ∞ amount of Euclidean time τ , since
the high energy eigenstates with non-zero En are largely
suppressed by e−τEn , i.e.

lim
τ→∞

e−τH |X⟩ = |0⟩+ lim
τ→∞

∑
n̸=0

e−τEn |n⟩ → |0⟩ . (53)

Diagrammatically, we can depict the vacuum wave func-
tional as

⟨ϕ2|0⟩ =
∫ ϕ(0)=ϕ2

ϕ(−∞)

Dϕ e−SE =

−∞

0

𝜏

𝜙!

. (54)

Evolving back from τ = 0 to τ = −∞, only the ground
state can survive after the evolution, so we used the solid
line in (54) to represent the vacuum state. We will always
use solid lines to denote vacua in this paper.

Now, we can consider a bipartition of space due to the
presence of a horizon. We have state ⟨ϕ2|⊗⟨ϕ1|, whose vac-
uum wave functional measured by the overlap with vac-
uum state can be represented as

⟨ϕ2| ⊗ ⟨ϕ1|0⟩ =
−∞

0

𝜏
𝜙! 𝜙"

. (55)

Choosing a different foliation and changing the integration
variable from τ to θ shown below, we have

⟨ϕ2|⊗⟨ϕ1|0⟩ =
𝜃

𝜙!𝜙"

= ⟨ϕ1| e−
β
2Hθ |ϕ2⟩ , (56)

with θ ∈ (0, β/2]. The above expression can be further
written as

⟨ϕ1| e−
β
2Hθ |ϕ2⟩ =

∑
n

e−
β
2En ⟨ϕ1|n1⟩ ⊗ ⟨ϕ2|n2⟩∗ , (57)

where |n⟩ is the eigenstates of HamiltonianHθ, withHθ |n⟩ =
En |n⟩ and the * symbol represents the CPT transforma-
tion. In (57), we are evolving the wave function of ϕ2 to
the wave function of ϕ1, both represented on eigenstates
of Hθ which is |n⟩. The wave function of ϕ2 on eigenstates
|n⟩ are written as χn[ϕ2] = ⟨ϕ2|n2⟩, and the one for ϕ1 are
written as χn[ϕ1] = ⟨ϕ1|n1⟩. The subscripts 1 and 2 are
used to denote left and right parts. Now, by comparing
(56) and (57), the Minkowski vacuum can be expressed as
the thermo-field double (TFD) state

|0⟩ =
∑
n

e−
β
2Hθ |n2⟩∗ ⊗ |n1⟩ ≡ |TFD⟩ . (58)

The reduced density matrix ρR can be obtained by par-
tially tracing the degrees of freedom behind the horizon in
ρ = |TFD ⟩⟨TFD|, which can be represented by a Pacman
geometry

⟨ϕ| ρR |ϕ⟩ =
2𝜃 = 𝛽

𝜙

𝜙 . (59)

ρR can be used to explain the thermal spectrum of the
Unruh effect, as well as the Hawking radiation. The parti-
tion function is a further trace of Pacman shown in (59),
i.e.

Z =
∑
ϕ

2𝜃 = 𝛽

𝜙

𝜙 = tr(|TFD ⟩⟨TFD|) . (60)

For the black hole partition function, the above disk is
replaced by the cigar geometry because of the curvature
of the black hole. So we have

ZBH =
∑
ϕ

𝜙
𝜙

𝛽 . (61)

For Euclidean wormholes, TFD states are further gen-
erated to the thermo-mixed double (TMD) states [40,41,
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42], i.e.

ρTMD = . (62)

Following the same procedure in deriving the black hole
thermodynamics, the wormhole partition function can be
obtained by gluing two TMD states

ZWH ∝
∑
ψ1,ψ2

𝜙 𝜓!

#𝜙 𝜓"𝜓"

𝜓!

⟨0$|

| ⟩0%

=

| ⟩0!

⟨0"|

. (63)

The symbol ∝ is used due to a normalization factor.
Now, we can study the difference between the black

hole and wormhole partition functions, by comparing (61)
and (63). For black holes, the trace operation identifies
vacua evolved from τ = −∞ and τ = ∞. So there is no
vacuum degeneracy for Euclidean black holes. However,
the situation is completely different for wormholes, no
trace operation identifies the vacua evolved from τ = −∞
and τ = ∞. The up and down vacua ⟨0u| and |0d⟩ form
their own circles.

In 2-dimensional JT gravity, the vacuum degeneracy
for wormholes was understood by the twist between the
trumpets. Schematic diagrams are shown in (11) to illus-
trate the twist. As discussed in the main text, the action
S is used to twist (b) back to (a), and the cost to twist (b)
back is a phase related to the twisted angle. So, the phase
can be regarded as the expectation value of operator S.

B Wormholes in SYK model with fixed
coupling

We consider the following partition function in this ap-
pendix:

ZLZR =

∫
d2Nψ

× exp
[
iq/2

∑
1<i1<···<iq<N

Ji1···iq

(
ψLi1···iq + ψRi1···iq

) ]
.

(64)

It is obvious that we are allowed to insert the identity I
in the above integral to enforce GLR = 1

Nψ
L
i ψ

R
i , which

results in

ZLZR

=

∫
d2Nψ exp

[
iq/2

∑
1<i1<···<iq<N

Ji1···iq

(
ψL

i1···iq + ψR
i1···iq

) ]
×
∫

dGLR δ(GLR − 1

N
ψL

i ψ
R
i ) exp

{N
q

[
Gq

LR − (
1

N
ψL

i ψ
R
i )q

]}
.

(65)

One can then rewrite the delta function in its Fourier
transform, with ΣLR as the Lagrangian multiplier. Rotat-
ing the contours by π/q

ΣLR = ie−i
π
q σLR , GLR = ei

π
q gLR , (66)

ZLZR can be written as

ZLZR(J) =

∫
dσLR Ψ(σLR)Φ(J, σLR) , (67)

with

Ψ(σLR) =

∫
dgLR

(2π/N)
exp

[
N(−iσgLR − 1

q
gqLR)

]
, (68)

and

Φ(J, σLR) =

∫
d2Nψ exp

[
ie−iπ/qσLRψ

L
i ψ

R
i

+iq/2Ji1···iq (ψ
L
i1···iq + ψRi1···iq ) +

N

q
(
1

N
ψLi ψ

R
i )

q
]
.(69)

The second term Φ(J, σLR), which depends on the cou-
pling constants Ji1···iq , is the part we are interested in.
Averaging Φ(J, σLR) over couplings, we would get

⟨Φ⟩J =

∫
d2Nψ exp

[
ie−iπ/qσLRψ

L
i ψ

R
i

]
= (ie−iπ/qσLR)

N

(70)
Substituting ⟨Φ⟩ and ⟨Ψ⟩ into the original partition func-
tion ZLZR in (67), we get the averaged partition function

⟨ZLZR⟩J =
N

2π

∫
dgLR

∫
dσLR (71)

× exp[N(log(ie−
iπ
q σLR)− iσLRgLR − 1

q
gqLR)] .

In the large N limit, the main contributions are from the
saddle points, which can be easily calculated by solving
the saddle point equations. The saddle points are the q
solutions of

(GLR)
q = 1 . (72)

The q solutions can be written as

gmLR = e−iπ/qe−
2πmi

q , (73)

σmLR = −ieiπ/qe
2πmi

q , (74)

where the q solutions are labeled by 0 ≤ m ≤ q − 1.
Now, we have got q wormhole saddles in the one-time-

point SYK model. However one should keep in mind that
those wormhole saddles are in the averaged theory. Since
the bulk-connected wormholes are the main obstacle for
the factorization puzzle, we are interested in if those worm-
hole saddles are self-averaging or not. If the wormholes are
self-averaging, we would also those wormholes in the non-
averaged theories.

To see whether the wormholes are self-averaging or
not, the strategy is to compare

〈
Φ2
〉
J
and ⟨Φ⟩2J around
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the wormhole saddles, as indicated by [24]. It is easy to

directly evaluate ⟨Φ⟩2J , as shown in (70), and we have

⟨Φ⟩2J = (ie−iπ/qσLR)
2N . (75)

For
〈
Φ2
〉
J
one need further replicate the L and R bound-

aries to four replicas L, L′, R and R′.
〈
Φ2
〉
J
can be de-

noted as〈
Φ2
〉
J
=

∫
d4σAB d4gAB
(2π/N)4

exp
{
N
[
log
[
(ie−iπ/qσLR)

2

+X[σAB ]
]
+ Y [σAB , gAB ]

]}
(76)

where σAB and gAB are used to denote other collective
fields rather and σLR and gLR. It was shown by [24] that,
near the wormhole saddles, the difference between

〈
Φ2
〉
J

and ⟨Φ⟩2J are small in large N limit, i.e.〈
Φ2
〉
J

∣∣∣
wormholes

= ⟨Φ⟩2J
∣∣∣
wormholes

+O(
1

Nq−2
) . (77)

This means that near the wormhole saddles are self-averaging
in the large N limit. The conclusion can be further gener-
ated to the partition function (67), using the self-averaging
property of wormhole saddles. Near the wormhole saddles
and in the large N limit, the non-averaged partition func-
tion ZLZR can be evaluated using the averaged theory
shown in (71). Or one can say that in large N

ZLZR

∣∣∣
wormholes

= ⟨ZLZR⟩J
∣∣∣
wormholes

. (78)

Then, the partition function ZLZR can be further written
as

ZL ZR

∣∣∣
wormholes

≈ N

2π

q−1∑
m=0

[
(ie−

iπ
q σLR)

N

× exp[N(−σLRgLR − 1

q
gqLR)]

∣∣∣
gLR=gmLR,σLR=σm

LR

]
∝

q−1∑
m=0

e
2πmi

q Ne−N(1− 1
q ) . (79)
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