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Over the past two decades, the overlap matrix approach has been developed to compute quantum entangle-
ment in free-fermion systems, particularly to calculate entanglement entropy and entanglement negativity. This
method involves the use of partial trace and partial transpose operations within the overlap matrix framework.
However, previous studies have only considered the conventional partial transpose in fermionic systems, which
does not account for fermionic anticommutation relations. Although the concept of a fermionic partial transpose
was introduced in [1], it has not yet been systematically incorporated into the overlap matrix framework. In this
paper, we introduce the fermionic partial transpose into the overlap matrix approach, provide a systematic anal-
ysis of the validity of partial trace and partial transpose operations, and derive an explicit formula for calculating
entanglement negativity in bipartite systems. Additionally, we numerically compute the logarithmic negativity
of two lattice models to verify the Gioev-Klich-Widom scaling law. For tripartite geometries, we uncover limi-
tations of the overlap matrix method and demonstrate that the previously reported logarithmic negativity result
for a homogeneous one-dimensional chain in a disjoint interval geometry exceeds its theoretical upper bound.
Our findings contribute to a deeper understanding of partial trace and partial transpose operations in different
representations.

I. INTRODUCTION

Research on quantum entanglement in recent decades has
offered a novel perspective on the analysis of many-body
states in condensed matter physics [2–5]. Unlike classical cor-
relations, quantum entanglement reveals the intrinsic connec-
tions between subsystems of a quantum state. This unique
property has made quantum entanglement a critical frame-
work for understanding collective behaviors, quantum phase
transitions, topological order, and quantum criticality in con-
densed matter systems [6–10]. Among the various measures
of entanglement, the entanglement entropy has proven to be
particularly effective in characterizing bipartite entanglement
in the ground states of many-body systems [5, 11, 12].

However, for mixed states, such as tripartite systems and
thermal states, entanglement entropy alone cannot fully char-
acterize entanglement, as it also includes contributions from
classical correlations. To address this limitation, several mea-
sures have been proposed to quantify entanglement in mixed
states [13]. Among these, entanglement negativity [14–16],
based on the partial transpose operation, is widely used. One
of the key features of this measure is that, for separable states,
the eigenvalues of the density matrix remain non-negative af-
ter applying the partial transpose operation [17, 18], making
it a powerful diagnostic tool for identifying entanglement.

Compared to other mixed state entanglement measures, en-
tanglement negativity has the advantage of requiring only
straightforward linear algebra computations. In this paper, we
focus on logarithmic negativity, which is defined as follows.
Given the density matrix of a mixed state, such as a reduced
density matrix obtained by tracing out region B while retain-
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ing ρA1∪A2
, the logarithmic negativity is given by

E = lnTr
∣∣∣ρTA2

A1∪A2

∣∣∣ , (1)

where ρTA2

A1∪A2
denotes the partial transpose operation on re-

gion A2 over the reduced density matrix ρA1∪A2
, and the

trace norm operation Tr |O| represents the sum of the square
roots of the eigenvalues of O†O. If O is Hermitian, the trace
norm simplifies to the sum of the absolute eigenvalues of O,
though this is not always the case. Logarithmic negativity has
been extensively applied to investigate entanglement in vari-
ous many-body systems, including one-dimensional harmonic
oscillators [19–22], spin systems [23–30], topologically or-
dered phases [10, 31–33], and conformal field theory (CFT)
[34–37].

The negativity depends on the definition of partial trans-
pose. In the literature, three distinct forms of partial transpo-
sition have been studied: the bosonic partial transpose (bPT),
as discussed in Ref. [38, 39]; the untwisted partial transpose
(uPT), introduced in Ref. [1, 40–42]; and the twisted partial
transpose (tPT), presented in Ref. [43]. In fermionic systems,
the definition of partial transpose must respect the fermionic
anticommuting relations. Both uPT and tPT satisfy this re-
quirement, whereas bPT does not. Compared to bPT, uPT
and tPT have advantageous properties. For example, it has
been shown that a fermionic Gaussian state remains Gaus-
sian after applying uPT or tPT [1, 40, 41, 43], making them
convenient for simulating Rényi negativity using the quantum
Monte Carlo (QMC) algorithm [42, 44]. Interestingly, the log-
arithmic negativity calculated using tPT coincides with that of
uPT. Therefore, in this work, we focus solely on uPT and omit
further discussion of tPT.

However, in practice, the calculation of logarithmic nega-
tivity is very challenging, even for free fermion systems. For
example, the Green function approach [1, 38, 39, 43] for free-
fermion systems is very powerful, but it is still difficult to ex-
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tract analytical properties of logarithmic negativity. In con-
trast, the overlap matrix approach has emerged as a more ef-
fective tool for computing entanglement entropy and entan-
glement negativity in free-fermion systems [45–49]. How-
ever, in previous applications of the overlap matrix approach,
only bPT was considered. In this paper, we incorporate uPT
into the overlap matrix approach. We provide a systematic
proof of the validity of the uPT operation, a numerical and an-
alytical confirmation of the partial trace operation in the bipar-
tite geometry of free-fermion systems, and propose analytical
results consistent with the CFT method. In the tripartite case,
we demonstrate that the previous overlap matrix approach for
computing logarithmic negativity exceeds its theoretical upper
bound.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we introduce
the fermionic partial transpose in the overlap matrix approach
for entanglement negativity calculation in free fermions sys-
tem. In Sec. III, we establish the validity of the formula for
computing entanglement negativity in bipartite pure states and
prove that the partial transpose density matrix in the over-
lap matrix approach is related to that in Fock space through
a similarity transformation. We also calculate two examples,
and our numerical results are consistent with the Gioev-Klich-
Widom scaling law. In Sec. IV, we study the logarithmic
negativity of free fermions in tripartite case, and demonstrate
that in mixed states, the equivalence of partial transposition
in the overlap matrix approach and in Fock space no longer
holds. Consequently, we show that previously reported results
for tripartite geometries violate their theoretical upper bound.
Finally, in Sec. V, we summarize our findings.

II. OVERLAP MATRIX APPROACH IN FREE-FERMION
SYSTEMS

We begin with a brief review of the original overlap matrix
approach and introduce the fermionic partial transpose opera-
tion for entanglement negativity calculation. Consider a gen-
eral Hermitian Hamiltonian of a free-fermion system

H =
∑
i,j

hi,jc
†
i cj =

N∑
α=1

ϵαf
†
αfα, (2)

where the Hermitian matrix h can be diagonalized by a uni-
tary matrix U , such that f†α =

(
c†U

)
α
=
∑N

i=1 c
†
iUi,α is the

fermionic operator in the diagonal basis with energy ϵα, sat-
isfying the anticommutation relation

{
fα, f

†
β

}
= δα,β . Here,

N denotes the number of lattice sites. An M -particle ground
state can be written as

|Ψ⟩ =
M∏
α=1

f†α |0⟩ , (3)

where M lowest energy single particle states are occupied.
We consider a bipartite system in which the lattice sites are
divided into two regions, labelled by A and B. A projec-
tion operator PA(B) can be defined to only keep the parti-
cles in A (B) for a given state. Specifically, the projection

of f†α operator satisfies PAf
†
α =

∑
i∈A c

†
iUi,α and PBf

†
α =∑

i∈B c
†
iUi,α. As expected, the sum of the projections satis-

fies PAf
†
α +PBf

†
α = f†α, ensuring completeness. An overlap

matrix is then introduced

[MA]α,β = ⟨PAuα|PAuβ⟩

=
∑
i∈A

U∗
iαUiβ , 1 ≤ α, β ≤M (4)

where |uα⟩ = f†α |0⟩ is a single-particle state. It can be eas-
ily verified that MA(B) is Hermitian and MA + MB = 1.
Consequently, the two overlap matrices MA and MB can be
simultaneously diagonalized as U†MAU = diag

(
{Pγ}Mγ=1

)
and U†MBU = diag

(
{1− Pγ}Mγ=1

)
. The eigenvalues Pγ

are restricted to the range [0, 1] (see Appendix A for a proof).
We can use U to define a new basis

d†γ =

M∑
α=1

f†αUα,γ . (5)

In this new basis, the formerM -particle ground state becomes

|Ψ⟩ = eiθ
M∏
γ=1

d†γ |0⟩ , (6)

where the phase factor eiθ = det
(
U†). Another interesting

property of this new basis is that the region A and B part op-
erators separate,

d†γ ≡
√
Pγd

†
Aγ

+
√
1− Pγd

†
Bγ

(7)

where

d†Aγ =

∑
α UαγPAf

†
α√

Pγ

, d†Bγ =

∑
α UαγPBf

†
α√

1− Pγ

, (8)

and they preserve the anticommutation relations{
dA(B)γ , d

†
A(B)γ′

}
= δγγ′ and

{
d
(†)
A(B)γ , d

(†)
B(A)γ′

}
= 0.

Since each term in the product of Eq. (6) is independent, it
follows that the system can be described as a tensor product,
and consequently, the density matrix also factorizes accord-
ingly

ρ =

M⊗
γ=1

[
1− Pγ

√
Pγ (1− Pγ)√

Pγ (1− Pγ) Pγ

]
≡

M⊗
γ=1

ργ , (9)

where the basis is ordered as {|0Aγ1Bγ⟩ , |1Aγ0Bγ⟩} and the
creation operator acts as d†A(B)γ |0⟩ =

∣∣1A(B)γ

〉
. Notably,

the original density matrix, which initially has dimensions
2N × 2N , is effectively reduced to 2M × 2M . This reduc-
tion occurs because other rays in the Hilbert space do not con-
tribute to |Ψ⟩, and all other matrix elements in ρ are strictly
zero. It is particularly worth mentioning that the most time-
consuming computation in the overlap matrix approach is the
diagonalization of the M ×M overlap matrix, whereas in the
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Green’s function approach, the most time-consuming compu-
tation is the diagonalization of the N × N Green’s function
matrix. Therefore, in general, the overlap matrix approach is
more advantageous, as M is smaller than N .

The partial trace in d† representation yields

ρA =

M⊗
γ=1

[
1− Pγ

Pγ

]

=

M⊗
γ=1

ρAγ ,

(10)

where the basis is ordered as {|0Aγ⟩ , |1Aγ⟩}. Before perform-
ing the partial transposition, it is useful to outline some key
properties of the uPT, as discussed in Ref. [41]. The defini-
tion in Fock space is given by

(|{nj}A, {nj}B⟩⟨{n̄j}A, {n̄j}B |)T
f
B

= (−1)ϕ({nj},{n̄j})|{nj}A, {n̄j}B⟩⟨{n̄j}A, {nj}B |,
(11)

where the phase factor

ϕ({nj}, {n̄j}) =
[(τB + τ̄B) mod 2]

2
+(τA+ τ̄A)(τB + τ̄B),

(12)
where τA(B) =

∑
j∈A(B) nj and τ̄A(B) =

∑
j∈A(B) n̄j . This

uPT: (1) preserves the tensor product structure of fermionic
density matrices, whereas the bPT does not

(ρAB ⊗ ρ′AB)
T f
A = ρ

T f
A

AB ⊗ (ρ′AB)
T f
A ; (13)

(2) leaves the logarithmic negativity invariant under a unitary
transformation

E (ρ) = E
[
(UA ⊗ UB) ρ

(
U†
A ⊗ U†

B

)]
; (14)

(3) satisfies the additivity property

E (ρAB ⊗ ρ′AB) = E (ρAB) + E (ρ′AB) . (15)

Utilizing these three essential properties, we demonstrate that
the bPT for the density matrix in Ref. [47] is not appropriate,
as it violates property (1) above if bPT is applied to fermionic
systems [41]. To address this issue, we introduce the uPT to
evaluate entanglement negativity. The uPT density matrix can
be expressed as

ρT
f
B =

M⊗
γ=1

ρ
T f
B

γ , (16)

with

ρ
T f
B

γ =


1− Pγ

Pγ

−i
√
Pγ(1− Pγ)

−i
√
Pγ(1− Pγ)

 .
(17)

where the basis is ordered as
{|0Ai1Bi⟩ , |1Ai0Bi⟩ , |0Ai0Bi⟩ , |1Ai1Bi⟩}. The correct-
ness of Eq. (10) and Eq. (17) will be discussed in detail
later.

Due to the tensor product structure of the density matrix,
both the entanglement entropy and entanglement negativity
can be computed efficiently. As an example, consider the log-
arithmic negativity. The eigenvalues of the Kronecker prod-
uct of two matrices, A ⊗ B, are given by all possible prod-
ucts λµµν , where λµ and µν are the eigenvalues of A and
B, respectively. For the non-Hermitian ρT

f
B , we need to

compute the eigenvalues of

√(
ρT

f
B

)†
ρT

f
B , which are given

by {Ξγ,α} =
{
1− Pγ , Pγ ,

√
Pγ (1− Pγ),

√
Pγ (1− Pγ)

}
.

Thus, the logarithmic negativity can be formulated as

E = lnTr|ρT
f
B | = ln

∏
γ

∑
α

Ξγ,α

=
∑
γ

ln

[
1 + 2

√
Pγ(1− Pγ)

]
.

(18)

Importantly, it is shown that this formula is identical to that
of Ref. [47], even though they treated the fermionic system as
a bosonic system. In contrast, our approach uses the appro-
priate uPT for fermionic systems, ensuring consistency with
the underlying fermionic structure. The formula for Von Neu-
mann and Rényi entropy, consistent with Ref. [45, 46], can be
derived similarly, as can the Rényi negativity.

III. LOGARITHMIC NEGATIVITY OF FREE FERMIONS
SYSTEM IN BIPARTITE CASE

A. Validity of partial transpose in overlap matrix approach

Before discussing the numerical results, we begin with the
proof of Eq. (18). For the Hamiltonian in Eq. (2), given that
the density matrix of the ground state has a tensor product
structure, and using Eq. (15), the logarithmic negativity

E

(⊗
γ

ρ
T f
B

γ

)
=
∑
γ

E
(
ρ
T f
B

γ

)
. (19)

Hence, one can analyze each ρ
T f
B

γ individually. We prove
that the partially transposed density matrix ργ in the over-
lap matrix approach is related to its counterpart in Fock space
through a unitary transformation.

Proof. We expand the partially transposed single-mode

density matrix in the overlap matrix approach ρT
f
B

γ into Fock
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(a) (b)

FIG. 1. Bipartite system for a chain and a honeycomb lattice. (a)
A contiguous region A consisting of l sites is selected within a sys-
tem of total size L. (b) For the honeycomb lattice, the system is
partitioned such that one region forms a corner, with each edge con-
sisting of l = L/3 unit cells. The entire system contains L unit cells
along each lattice vector, allowing us to examine the scaling law in
two dimensions.

space

ρ
T f
B

γ =
∑
i∈A

∑
i′∈A

(UU)iγ
(
U†U†)

γi′
c†i |0⟩ ⟨0| ci′

+
∑
i∈B

∑
i′∈B

(UU)iγ
(
U†U†)

γi′
c†i |0⟩ ⟨0| ci′

−i
∑
i∈A

∑
i′∈B

(
U†U†)

γi

(
U†U†)

γi′
|0⟩ ⟨0| ci′ci

−i
∑
i∈A

∑
i′∈B

(UU)iγ (UU)i′γ c
†
i c

†
i′ |0⟩ ⟨0| .

(20)

Comparing this with the density matrix partially transposed in

Fock space, denoted as ρ̃T
f
B

γ

ρ̃
T f
B

γ =
∑
i∈A

∑
i′∈A

(UU)iγ
(
U†U†)

γi′
c†i |0⟩ ⟨0| ci′

+
∑
i∈B

∑
i′∈B

(UU)iγ
(
U†U†)

γi′
c†i |0⟩ ⟨0| ci′

−i
∑
i∈A

∑
i′∈B

(UU)γi′
(
U†U†)

γi
|0⟩ ⟨0| ci′ci

−i
∑
i∈A

∑
i′∈B

(UU)iγ
(
U†U†)

i′γ
c†i c

†
i′ |0⟩ ⟨0| ,

(21)

evidently, transforming ρ̃T
f
B

γ into ρT
f
B

γ can be achieved through
the unitary transformation ci → e−2i arg(ϕγi)ci, provided that
i ∈ B where ϕγi = (UU)γi.

Using Eq. (14), the identity E
(
ρ
T f
B

γ

)
= E

(
ρ̃
T f
B

γ

)
holds,

allowing us to compute bipartite negativity in free-fermion
systems via the overlap matrix approach. In Appendix C, we
verify the eigenvalues of Eq. (17) through exact diagonal-
ization and obtain consistent results, indicating that a similar-
ity transformation maps ρT

f
B to ρ̃T

f
B . This confirms that the

overlap matrix can be effectively used to analyze the negative
spectrum[50, 51]. Intriguingly, we find that the eigenvalues of
ρT

f
B are either purely imaginary or real.

B. Two numerical examples

In the following, we consider two free fermion systems.
The Hamiltonian we discuss here is

H = −µ
∑
i

c†i ci − t
∑
⟨i,j⟩

(
c†i cj + H.c.

)
, (22)

where µ > 0 is the chemical potential, and ⟨i, j⟩ denotes the
nearest neighbor hopping, with t > 0 the hopping amplitude.

a. One-dimensional infinite chain. Consider an infinite
lattice system (L→ ∞) with periodic boundary conditions
(PBC), i.e. cN+1 = c1. In a bipartite setup, as shown in Fig.
1(a), the overlap matrix takes the form of a Toeplitz matrix.

[MA]α,β = L−1
l−1∑
ν=0

ei 2πL ν(β−α). (23)

To obtain analytical results on entanglement, the formula
in Eq. (18) should be generalized to a continuous form[46].

If we define the relation of the eigenvalues Pγ and its con-
tribution to logarithmic negativity as f (Pγ), i.e. f (Pγ) =

ln
(
1 + 2

√
Pγ (1− Pγ)

)
, then the logarithmic negativity for-

mula becomes

E =

M∑
γ=1

f(Pγ)

=

∮
dλ
2πi

M∑
γ=1

f(λ)

λ− Pγ

=

∮
dλ
2πi

f(λ)
d ln DA(λ)

dλ
,

(24)

where the integral contour is shown in Fig. S2, and DA (λ) =

det
(
M̃A = λ1−MA

)
represents the characteristic polyno-

mial of the overlap matrix, which is also a Toeplitz matrix.
The Fisher-Hartwig conjecture[6, 52–56] facilitates the eval-
uation of the determinant of the Toeplitz matrix M̃A revealing
that entanglement follows a volume law in a one-dimensional
infinite chain (see Appendix B for a detailed derivation)

E ≈ 1

π2

∫ 1

0

dx
f(x)

x(1− x)

[
ln L+ ln

(
2

∣∣∣∣sin 1

2
kF

∣∣∣∣)]
=

1

2

[
ln L+ ln

(
2

∣∣∣∣sin 1

2
kF

∣∣∣∣)] , (25)

where kF = l
L · 2π. When l ≪ L, the logarithmic negativity

follows E ∼ 1
2 ln l + C, where C is a constant, consistent

with Ref. [36, 37] for central charge c = 1. This is also
supported by the numerical results in Fig. 2(a). For higher-
dimensional systems, such as a hypercube lattice [0, L1] ×
[0, L2]×· · ·× [0, Ld], the Widom conjecture[57] predicts that
the entanglement scales as ∼ Ld−1 logL when region A is
chosen as [0, z1L] × [0, z2] × · · · × [0, zdL] with zi < 1 for
i = 1, · · · , d. This result also aligns with previous studies[54,
58, 59].
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FIG. 2. Logarithmic negativity E in different lattice systems. (a) E as a function of ln l in a one-dimensional infinite chain for a bipartite system.
The total chain length is set to 1000 sites. Two parameter choices are compared with the analytical formula (black line), both confirming the
linear relationship between E and the logarithm of the subsystem size. (b) E/L versus lnL in a honeycomb lattice. The results indicate that
logarithmic negativity follows the two-dimensional scaling law E ∼ L lnL. The slope varies for different µ/t, reflecting changes in the Fermi
surface.

b. Honeycomb lattice. From Fig. 2(b), the logarithmic
negativity of the honeycomb lattice follows the scaling law
∼ L logL, suggesting that the Widom conjecture remains
valid. The scaling factor varies depending on the shape and
structure of the Fermi surface. This demonstrates that both
examples are consistent with the Gioev-Klich-Widom scaling
law [57, 58, 60].

IV. LOGARITHMIC NEGATIVITY OF FREE FERMIONS
SYSTEM IN TRIPARTITE CASE

Similar to Ref. [47], when the three overlap matrices
MA1

, MA2
and MB are simultaneously diagonalizable, the

logarithmic negativity

E =
∑
γ

ln [P1γ + P2γ

+

√
1

2

(
P 2
Bγ + 2P1γP2γ + PBγ

√
P 2
Bγ + 4P1γP2γ

)
+

√
1

2

(
P 2
Bγ + 2P1γP2γ − PBγ

√
P 2
Bγ + 4P1γP2γ

)]
,

(26)
where PBγ represents the probability of the γ-th particle in

regionB. It is worth noting that the complexity of this formula

arises from the non-Hermitian nature of ρ
T f
A1

A and simplifies
to Eq. (18) when region B contains no lattice sites, leading to
PBγ = 0 for all γ.

When three overlap matrices cannot be simultaneously di-
agonalized, rather than dealing with the complexity of deriv-
ing ρA, it is more convenient to begin the tripartite entan-
glement negativity calculation from Eq. (10). However, this
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(a) (b)

FIG. 3. Comparison of the eigenvalues of ρA, after reordering and
removing the zero components, between the partial trace in overlap
matrix approach and in Fock space. We consider an N = 12 and
µ/t = 1 homogeneous one-dimensional chain in two bipartite ge-
ometries: (a) an adjacent interval case where the system is evenly
divided into regions A and B; (b) a disjoint interval case where the
system is evenly partitioned into A1, B1, A2 and B2 sequentially.

equation should be considered rigorously, as the eigenvalues
of ρA have not yet been verified.

A. Overlap matrix approach preserves the eigenvalues of ρA

In this subsection, we compare the eigenvalues of Eq. (10)
with exact diagonalization results. We consider two types of
tripartite geometries: adjacent intervals and disjoint intervals.
As shown in Fig. 3, both geometries yield identical eigen-
values for the partial trace in different representations. Ad-
ditionally, the reduced density matrix has no more than 2M

nonzero eigenvalues contributing to the entanglement. This
result further demonstrates that reduced density matrices in
the overlap matrix approach and Fock space are related by a
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FIG. 4. Comparison of the logarithmic negativity in Ref. [47] with
its upper bound in the M = 5 case, highlighting the necessity of a
careful approach in the partial transposition procedure.

unitary transformation, a property that does not always hold
in the Jordan-Wigner transformation [61–63].

The key reason behind the validity of the partial trace in the
overlap matrix approach lies in its “semi-local” nature, mean-
ing that it remains associated with either region A or B. Con-
sequently, tracing out region A or B does not lead to the loss
of information about the remaining region. A general proof
in Appendix D and the numerical benchmark confirm that the
entanglement spectrum [64–67] can be reliably obtained using
the overlap matrix approach.

B. Logarithmic negativity for tripartite system

Previous studies [47] faced an exponential complexity issue
in calculating logarithmic negativity when three overlap ma-
trices could not be simultaneously diagonalized. The Green’s
function approach provides an upper bound for the logarith-
mic negativity of free fermion systems in the bPT framework.
Using this method, we find that although the numerical results
in Ref. [47] capture the entanglement scaling law, they vio-
late this upper bound. The upper bound of the mixed-state
logarithmic negativity [1, 37–39]

E
(
ρ
T b
A1

A

)
≤ E

(
ρ
T f
A1

A

)
+ ln

√
2, (27)

where ρ
T b
A1

A represents the reduced density matrix after bPT.
In Fig. 4, we demonstrate that the logarithmic negativity re-
ported in Ref. [47] exceeds the upper bound in the M = 5
case.

Our clarification is as follows: while ρ̃T
f
B in overlap matrix

approach connects to ρT
f
B in Fock space via a similarity trans-

formation for pure states, this does not hold for mixed states,
which are classical mixtures of pure states. The transforma-
tions of different pure states vary, meaning that their classical
mixtures disrupts the similarity transformation between ρ̃T

f
B

and ρT
f
B . As a result, the findings in Ref. [47] are not totally

exact.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this study, we have presented a detailed analysis of the
overlap matrix approach for computing entanglement in free-
fermion systems, with a particular emphasis on the partial
trace and fermionic partial transpose operations within the
overlap matrix framework. In the bipartite case, we demon-
strated that for pure states, the eigenvalues of ρA remain in-
variant under the overlap matrix approach. This property
establishes the overlap matrix approach as the first known
“semi-global” mapping capable of preserving the eigenvalues
of ρA, providing a significant advantage in entanglement com-
putations. Moreover, we derived an analytical formula for the
bipartite logarithmic negativity, offering a concise and com-
putationally efficient method for quantifying entanglement in
such systems.

For mixed states, however, the situation is more complex.
Using tripartite geometries as a representative example, we
identified a critical limitation in the overlap matrix mapping:
the logarithmic negativity reported in Ref. [47] exceeds the
theoretical upper bound. This discrepancy arises because the
partial transpose operation in the overlap matrix mapping pre-
serves eigenvalues only for pure states. For mixed states,
which are classical mixtures of pure states, this equivalence
breaks down due to the inconsistent transformations of indi-
vidual pure states under the overlap matrix approach. This
finding underscores the need for careful consideration when
applying overlap matrix approach in the context of mixed
states.

In summary, our work highlights both the strengths and lim-
itations of the overlap matrix approach. For bipartite entangle-
ment, this method proves to be a more effective and reliable
strategy compared to the Green’s function approach, partic-
ularly due to its ability to preserve eigenvalues under “semi-
local” mappings. However, the framework for tripartite entan-
glement remains incomplete, as the overlap matrix approach
encounters challenges when applied to mixed states. In this
context, the Green’s function approach remains the preferred
choice for numerical studies due to its broader applicability.

Beyond these specific findings, our study introduces a novel
perspective on entanglement research. We have demonstrated
that the partial trace operation in overlap matrix approach pre-
serves the eigenvalues of the reduced density matrix, a prop-
erty that has important implications for future research. This
insight provides a foundation for further refinement and ap-
plication of the overlap matrix approach, potentially advanc-
ing the field of entanglement computation in free-fermion sys-
tems.
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Appendix A: Supplementary material on the bipartite overlap matrix approach

a. The range of eigenvalues of overlap matrix. Here, we will prove that the eigenvalues of the overlap matrix lie within the
range [0, 1]. To demonstrate this, it is convenient to adopt the wave function representation. After a unitary diagonalization, the
overlap matrix takes the form [

UMAU†]
αβ

=
∑
k,k′

Uαk [MA]kk′

[
U†]

k′β

=
∑
kk′

∫
r∈A

Uαkϕ
∗
k (r)ϕk′ (r)

[
U†]

k′β
dr.

(A1)

A new set of eigenstates ψα =
∑

k

[
U†]

kα
ϕk (r) is constructed, preserving both orthogonality and normalization. Conse-

quently, the integral of the squared modulus ψα over region A cannot exceed 1.

b. The eigenvalues of ρ̃T
f
B

i . Here we will prove that the eigenvalues of ρ̃T
f
B

i in Eq. (20) are identical to those of ρT
f
B

i in Eq.
(21). By rearranging the basis order, both matrices can be block diagonalized into the form shown in Fig. S1. The first two
blocks, which contain nonzero elements (i.e. the red and orange blocks), are completely identical in both density matrices.
Therefore, we only need to analyze the characteristic polynomial of the yellow block.

FIG. S1. The block diagonal structure of ρ̃
T

f
B

i and ρ
T

f
B

i .

The characteristic polynomial has a general form

det



−λ b1
−λ b2

. . .
...

. . . bN−1

a1 a2 · · · aN−1 −λ

 = −λ det


−λ b2

. . .
...

. . . bN−1

a2 · · · aN−1 −λ

+ (−1)N a1 det


b1

−λ b2
. . .

...
−λ bN−1



= −λ det


−λ b2

. . .
...

. . . bN−1

a2 · · · aN−1 −λ

+ (−1)2N−1 a1b1 det

−λ
. . .

−λ


= · · ·

= (−1)2N−1 (−λ)N−2 a1b1 + (−1)2N−3 (−λ)N−2 a2b2 + · · ·+ (−1)2·2−1 (−λ)N−2 aN−1bN−1

≡ f (a1b1; a2b2, · · · , aN−1bN−1) .
(A2)
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This demonstrates that the characteristic polynomial depends on the sequence {a1b1, a2b2, · · · , aN−1bN−1}. Evidently, the

values of aibi in ρT
f
B

i are identical to those in ρ̃T
f
B

i . Consequently, the characteristic polynomial and the eigenvalues remain
unchanged.

Appendix B: The Fisher-Hartwig conjecture

Following Ref. [53], we now proceed with the proof of Eq. (25).
In Eq. (23) the overlap matrix is a Toeplitz matrix which indicates that the matrix elements [MA]i,j depend only on the value

of i − j, i.e. [MA]i,j = f (i− j) where the function f depends on the specific context. The Toeplitz matrix, denoted as TL [ϕ]

in general, is generated by a function ϕ (θ) if its entries are given by the Fourier coefficients of ϕ (θ)

TL [ϕ] =
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

ϕ(θ)e−i(i−j)θdθ, i, j = 1, ..., L− 1 (B1)

In our case the overlap matrix

ϕl ≈
∫ 1

2

− 1
2+

l
L

e−i2πlνdν

=
1

2π

∫ π

−π+ l
L ·2π

e−ilνdν

=
1

2π
eilπ

∫ 2π

0

ϕ(θ)e−ilθdθ,

(B2)

where

ϕ (θ) =

{
0 if θ ∈ [0, kF ]

1 if θ ∈ [kF , 2π]
, kF =

l

L
· 2π (B3)

For the Toeplitz matrix M̃A = λ1−MA, the generating function is obtained by replacing 0 with λ and 1 with λ−1 respectively.
Regarding the singularities of the generating function, it can be decomposed into a product of functions with known asymptotic
behavior, which facilitates the application of the Fisher-Hartwig conjecture

ϕ(θ) = ψ(θ)

R∏
r=1

tβr,θr (θ)uαr,θr (θ), (B4)

where

tβr,θr (θ) = exp[−iβr(π − θ + θr)], θr < θ < 2π + θr

uαr,θr (θ) = (2− 2 cos(θ − θr))
αr . Reαr > −1

2

(B5)

In our case, the jump discontinuity of the generating function is characterized by R = 2, with parameters β = −β1 = β2 =
1
2πi ln

λ−1
λ , and the singular points located at θ1 = kF and θ2 = 0. The smooth part of the generating function is given by

ψ (θ) = (λ− 1)
(
λ−1
λ

)− kF
2π .

Then the Fisher-Hartwig conjecture illustrates that the determinant of a Toeplitz matrix

DL = (F [ψ])
L

(
R∏
i=1

Lα2
i−β2

i

)
E [ψ, {αi} , {βi} , {θi}] when L→ ∞ (B6)

F [ψ] = exp

[
1

2π

∫ 2π

0

lnψ(θ) dθ

]
(B7)
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E [ψ, {αi}, {βi}, {θi}] = E [ψ]

×
R∏
i=1

G(1 + αi + βi)G(1 + αi − βi)/G(1 + 2αi)

×
R∏
i=1

(ψ−(exp(iθi)))
−αi−βi(ψ+(exp(−iθi)))

−αi+βi

×
∏

1⩽i ̸=j⩽R

(1− exp(i(θi − θj)))
−(αi+βi)(αj−βj)

(B8)

E [ψ] = exp

[ ∞∑
k=1

ksks−k

]
(B9)

G(1 + z) = (2π)z/2e−(z+1)z/2−γEz2/2
∞∏

n=1

{(1 + z/n)ne−z+z2/(2n)}, (B10)

where sk represents the kth Fourier coefficient of lnψ (θ). In our case since ψ (θ) is a constant independent of θ, we tem-
porarily denote it as C, leading to sk = Cδ (k). Consequently, the summation simplifies as follows

∑∞
k=1 ksks−k →∫∞

0
C2kδ(k)δ(−k)dk = 0. By substituting Eq. (B7), Eq. (B8), Eq. (B9), and Eq. (B10) into Eq. (B6), we arrive at the

desired result.

DL(λ) =

(λ− 1)

(
λ− 1

λ

)− kF
2π

L

L−2β2(λ)

e−(1+γE)β2(λ)
∞∏

n=1

[(
1− β2(λ)

n2

)n

e
β2(λ)

n2

]
(2− 2 cos kF )

−β2(λ),

(B11)

and

d ln DL(λ)

dλ
= L

[
1

λ− 1
− kF

2π

(
1

λ− 1
− 1

λ

)]
−

(
2 ln L+ (1 + γE) +

∞∑
n=1

[
n

n2 − β2(λ)
− 1

n

]
+ ln (2− 2 cos kF )

)
dβ2(λ)

dλ

= L

[
1

λ− 1
− kF

2π

(
1

λ− 1
− 1

λ

)]
− 2β(λ)

πiλ(λ− 1)

[
ln L+ (1 + γE) + ln (2| sin 1

2
kF |) + Υ(λ)

]
,

(B12)

where Υ(λ) =
∑∞

n=1
n

n2−β2(λ) −
1
n . For the linear term in L, since all of them exist a first-order pole in λ, the integral over λ

ultimately contributes zero to them based on the residue theorem. Therefore, the entanglement quantity is given by

Entanglement quantity =
1

π2

∮
dλf(λ)

β(λ)

λ(λ− 1)

[
ln L+ (1 + γE) + ln (2| sin 1

2
kF |) + Υ(λ)

]
, (B13)

where the integral contour is shown in Fig. S2. The residue theorem ensures that the contributions from the integration paths
−−−→
FED and

−−−→
CAB vanish. Consequently, the integral simplifies to

Entanglement quantity =
1

π2

(∫ 0+i0+

1+i0+
+

∫ 1+i0−

0+i0−

)
dλf(λ)

β(λ)

λ(λ− 1)[
ln L+ (1 + γE) + ln (2| sin 1

2
kF |) + Υ(λ)

]
.

(B14)
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In the complex number field the phase of β (λ) must be taken into account to ensure a consistent and well-defined formulation

β(x(∈ R) + i0±) =
1

2πi

(
Ln

(x− 1 + i0±) (x− i0±)

x2

)
= −iW (x) +

(
1

2
− 0±

)
,

(B15)

10

FIG. S2. The integral contour in Eq. (B13) consists of arcs
−−−→
FED and

−−−→
CBA with radii ϵ → 0. The midpoint of these arcs originate from the

range of eigenvalues of the overlap matrix. The imaginary part of
−→
AF (

−−→
DC) is given by δ = 0+

(
−δ = 0−

)
.

where W (x) = 1
2π ln 1−x

x . Then the integral

Entanglement quantity =
−1

π2

∫ 1

0

dx
f(x)

x(x− 1)

[
ln L+ (1 + γE) + ln (2| sin 1

2
kF |)

]
+

1

π2

∞∑
n=1

∫ 1

0

dx
f(x)

x(x− 1)
n

[
iW (x)− 1

2

n2 − [−iW (x) + 1
2 ]

2

+
−iW (x)− 1

2

n2 − [− 1
2 − iW (x)]2

+
1

n2

]
≡ E1 + E2.

(B16)

Introduce the ψ function

ψ(x) ≡ d

dx
ln Γ(x) = −γE +

∞∑
n=0

1

n+ 1
−

∞∑
n=0

1

n+ x
, (B17)

with the property ψ(x+ 1) = ψ(x) + 1
x , the infinite series is simplified as

E2 =
1

π2

∫ 1

0

dx
f(x)

x(x− 1)
(−1)

[
−γE +

∞∑
n=0

1

n+ 1
−

∞∑
n=1

1

n

−1

2

(
ψ(

1

2
− iW (x)) + ψ(

1

2
+ iW (x))

)
− 1

]
=

−1

π2

∫ 1

0

dx
f(x)

x(x− 1)
(−γE − 1)

+
1

2π2

∫ 1

0

dx
f(x)

x(x− 1)

[
ψ(

1

2
− iW (x)) + ψ(

1

2
+ iW (x))

]
.

(B18)
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The first line of E2 cancels out with E1, leaving the entanglement quantity as

Entanglement quantity =
−1

π2

∫ 1

0

dx
f(x)

x(x− 1)

[
ln L+ ln (2| sin 1

2
kF |)

]
+

1

2π2

∫ 1

0

dx
f(x)

x(x− 1)

[
ψ(

1

2
− iW (x)) + ψ(

1

2
+ iW (x))

]
.

(B19)

The first line precisely corresponds to Eq. (25), while the second line represents the next-to-leading order correction term.

Appendix C: The eigenvalues of the density matrix after partial transpose in the overlap matrix approach

In this appendix, we will generalize our result to a random hopping model, i.e.

H =
∑
i,j

tijc
†
i cj = c†tc, (C1)

where the elements of t are random numbers following a uniform distribution while maintaining Hermiticity. This can be
achieved by generating random matrices T1 and T2 to construct T = T1+ iT2, and then symmetrizing as t = T+T †

2 . Other types
of random t can also be generated to further validate our results. Numerical findings confirm that the overlap matrix approach
aligns with exact diagonalization, as shown in Fig. S3.
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FIG. S3. Comparison of the eigenvalues of ρT
f
B and ρ̃T

f
B : (a) the congruence of eigenvalues between ρT

f
B and ρ̃T

f
B ; (b) difference in real parts

of eigenvalues; (c) difference in imaginary parts of eigenvalues. We select N = 12 with an even bipartite geometry. The results indicate that
the difference is on the order of 10−15, demonstrating near-perfect agreement.

Appendix D: A proof of rationality of partial trace in the overlap matrix approach

In this appendix, we expand the Eq. (10) into Fock space and compare with the reduced density matrix partially traced in the
original basis. We prove that these two equations are completely identical.
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We start from the eigenstate

|Ψ⟩ =
M∏
α=1

f†α|0⟩

=

M∏
α=1

N∑
i=1

(
c†iUi,α

)
|0⟩

=
∑

i1,i2,··· ,iM

Ui1,1Ui2,2 · · ·UiM ,Mc
†
i1
c†i2 · · · c

†
iM

|0⟩

=
∑

1≤j1<j2<···<jM≤N

( ∑
σ∈SM

sgn(σ)Ujσ(1),1Ujσ(2),2 · · ·Ujσ(M),M

)
c†j1c

†
j2
· · · c†jM |0⟩

=
∑

1≤j1<j2<···<jM≤N

det


Uj1,1 Uj1,2 · · · Uj1,M

Uj2,1 Uj2,2 · · · Uj2,M

...
...

. . .
...

UjM ,1 UjM ,2 · · · UjM ,M

 c†j1c
†
j2
· · · c†jM |0⟩

≡
∑
J

det (UJ) |J⟩,

(D1)

where in the fourth line
∑

σ∈SM
represents the summation over all elements of the M th-order symmetric group SM (M denotes

the paticle number) and in the last line J implies a permitted sequence of {j1, j2, · · · , jM}. Accordingly the density matrix

ρ =
∑
J,K

det (UJ) det (U
∗
K) |J⟩⟨K|

=
∑
J,K

det (UJ) det (U
∗
K) |JA, JB⟩⟨KA,KB |.

(D2)

The partial trace operation ensures that the particles in region B remain the same in both bra and ket states, i.e. JB = KB . Then
we decompose the numerous terms in ρA based on the particles in region A

ρA =

min(M,|A|)∑
m=0

∑
JA,KA⊆A

|JA|=|KA|=m

 ∑
JB⊆B

|JB |=M−m

det(UJA∪JB
) det(UKA∪JB

)
∗

 |JA⟩⟨KA|. (D3)

It should be noted that the maximum particle number in region A is min (M, |A|), where |A| represents the the number of sites
in region A. From Sec. II we also know that rotating {fα}Mα=1 to {dAi}Mi=1 and {dBi}Mi=1 does not alter the density matrix.
Hence the reduced density matrix can also be expressed as

ρA =

min(M,|A|)∑
m=0

∑
JA,KA⊆A

|JA|=|KA|=m

 ∑
JB⊆B

|JB |=M−m

det((UU)JA∪JB
) det((UU)KA∪JB

)
∗

 |JA⟩⟨KA|. (D4)

Then we expand the Eq. (10):

ρ̃A = TrB ρ̃

=

M∏
γ=1

(
Pγ |1Aγ

⟩⟨1Aγ
|+ (1− Pγ)|0Aγ

⟩⟨0Aγ
|
)

=

M∏
γ=1

(
Pγ

∑M
α=1

∑
j∈A c

†
jUj,αUα,γ√

Pγ

|0⟩⟨0|
∑M

β=1

∑
j∈A cjU

∗
j,βU∗

β,γ√
Pγ

+ (1− Pγ)|0⟩⟨0|

)

=

M∏
γ=1

 M∑
α=1

∑
j∈A

c†jUj,αUα,γ |0⟩⟨0|
M∑
β=1

∑
k∈A

ckU
∗
k,βU∗

β,γ +

M∑
α=1

∑
j∈B

Uj,αUα,γ |0⟩⟨0|
M∑
β=1

U∗
j,βU∗

β,γ

 ,

(D5)
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where the symbol ρ̃A is introduced to distinguish it from the original reduced density matrix. In the fourth line we express 1−Pγ

as
∑

j∈B

∑M
α,β=1 Uj,αUα,γU

∗
j,βU∗

β,γ , which can be verified by the identity
(
U†MBU

)
αβ

= δαβ (1− Pα). With the essential
identity

0 =
∑
µν

∑
i∈B

U∗
µβU

∗
iµUiνUνα

=
∑
i∈B

(UU)iα(UU)∗iβ ,
(D6)

which help derive the equation below

ρ̃A =

min(M,|A|)∑
m=0

∑
JA,KA⊆A

|JA|=|KA|=m

 ∑
JB⊆B

|JB |=M−m

det((UU)JA∪JB
) det((UU)KA∪JB

)
∗

 |JA⟩⟨KA|, (D7)

from the Eq. (D5). It is clear to derive it in reverse order. Ultimately we demonstrate that ρA = ρ̃A.

Appendix E: The upper bound of logarithmic negativity in bPT

In this appendix, we derive the upper bound formula for logarithmic negativity, as given in Eq. (27). Based on Ref. [39], the
upper bound of logarithmic negativity in bPT is

E
(
ρT

b
B

)
≤ ln d̃et

[(
1 + γ×

2

)1/2

+

(
1− γ×

2

)1/2
]
+ ln d̃et

1− γ2

2
+ ln

√
2, (E1)

where the symbol d̃et indicates that double degenerate eigenvalues of the corresponding matrix are counted only once. A
normalized Gaussian density operator is defined as ρ× = O+O−

tr(O+O−) . For Gaussian operators

1

Zσ
exp

∑
k,l

(Wσ)k,lmkml/4

 , (E2)

the covariance matrix

γσ = tanh
Wσ

2
, exp(Wσ) =

1 + γσ
1− γσ

. (E3)

As far as the spectrum of ρ× is concerned, it can undergo a similarity transformation

γ× ≃ (1− γ+γ−)
−1(γ+ + γ−). (E4)

For particle-conserved free fermions, we can replace γ with the Green function Gi,j = ⟨cic†j⟩ and γσ with Gσ , and demonstrate
that the first two terms of Eq. (E1) precisely correspond to the logarithmic negativity in uPT [1, 37–39].
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