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Causal games of work extraction with indefinite causal order
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An indefinite causal order, where the causes of events are not necessarily in past events, is predicted by
the process matrix framework. A fundamental question is how these non-separable causal structures can
be related to the thermodynamic phenomena. Here, we approach this problem by considering the existence
of two cooperating local Maxwell’s demons which exploit the presence of global correlations and indefinite
causal order to optimize the extraction of work. Thus, we prove that it is possible to get an advantage from
the indefinite causal order, also from a statistical point of view.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the common view of the nature, the events have a defi-
nite causal order, i.e., the causes of events are in past events.
In contrast, it is known that the process matrix formalism
of Oreshkov, Costa and Brukner [[1]] allows causal structures
compatible with local quantum mechanics for two parties Al-
ice and Bob, which are causally non-separable, i.e., neither
Alice comes before Bob nor Bob comes before Alice, nor a
mixture thereof. This indefinite causal order can be exploited
to achieve some tasks, e.g., allows us to find a strategy violat-
ing the so-called causal inequalities [[1} [2]], even if there also
are causally non-separable processes which admit a causal
model [3], i.e., they do not violate causal inequalities (a pop-
ular example is the quantum switch model [4]). Moreover, in-
definite causal order can provide advantages in certain com-
munication [5H7] and computing tasks [8}[9], and recent ex-
periments have been performed [10H14]. Recently, a certain
attention has also been paid to understand the role of indef-
inite causal order to achieve thermodynamic tasks [15H20].
In particular, in Ref. [20] it is shown how the work extrac-
tion by using a quantum switch is related to the daemonic
ergotropy [21]]. Basically, in the daemonic ergotropy extrac-
tion Alice and Bob share a correlated state, if Alice performs
measurements on her part and communicates to Bob the out-
comes, Bob can perform an optimal unitary cycle to extract
the maximum work from his part. Of course, the measure-
ments performed by Alice are in the past of Bob, thus the
protocol exhibits a definite causal order. Here, we adopt the
same point of view, with the addition that the roles of Alice
and Bob can be also reversed, in order to get a causally non-
separable structure. As we will show, this allows us to get
a work extraction where indefinite causal order plays some
major role.

II. ERGOTROPIC CAUSAL GAMES

To link the daemonic ergotropy scheme to an indefinite
causal order structure, we assume that Alice and Bob share
two correlated states. In particular both Alice and Bob have
a square qubit and a circle qubit. The square qubit of Alice
and the circle one of Bob (red qubits) are correlated, in par-
ticular are in a singlet state, and the circle qubit of Alice and
the square one of Bob (blue qubits) are also in a singlet state.

Alice and Bob can perform local operations and can commu-
nicate each other. In detail, Alice and Bob perform measure-
ments on the square qubits, and unitary operations on the
circle ones. A schematic illustration of the system is given in
Fig.[1] Since Alice and Bob can communicate, due to the pres-

FIG. 1. The system is made of four parties, represented by two
squares and two circles. The parties in A and B belong to Alice
and Bob, respectively, and the parties connected by a line are ini-
tially correlated. Local measurements and unitary operations are
performed on the squares and the circles, respectively.

ence of global correlations, in principle they can perform op-
timized unitary operations depending on the measurements
to achieve a precise task. Here, we consider the possibility to
have causally non-separable processes, and a thermodynamic
task that is the work extraction from the total four qubits
system, i.e., from the two singlet states. What is the role of
indefinite causal order in achieving this task? Due to the vi-
olation of causal inequalities, in particular, the probability to
guess the neighbor values of the measurement is larger in
the causally non-separable case [2]], one can expect to extract
more work than in the causally separable case. However, the
answer is not that simple, let us show why. We start to de-
fine the Hamiltonian of the system. The qubits do not interact
each other, and a qubit has the Hamiltonian H = (o, + 1) /2,
with € > 0, where o,, with @ = x,y, z, are the Pauli matri-
ces. Alice and Bob will perform measurements of ¢, on their
square qubits. If the system is in the initial state, Alice gets
the bit x and the singlet state collapses in |x) ® |x) with prob-
ability p(x) = 1/2, where x = 0, 1, |x) is eigenstate of o, with
eigenvalue 2x —1and ¥ = 0if x = 1, ¥ = 1 if x = 0. Similarly,
Bob gets the bit y and the singlet state collapses in |y) ® |7)
with probability p(y) = 1/2. We note that one measurement
does not change the energy of a singlet state which is € for
any value of the bit obtained. This energy can be lowered
due to a local unitary operation. To explain how, we start



to take in exam a definite causal order where Alice precedes
Bob, i.e., A < B, so that, at first, Alice performs a measure-
ment on her square red qubit, and communicate to Bob the
bit x, and performs a local unitary operation U4 on her circle
blue qubit. Later, Bob uses the bit x of information received
to perform a local unitary U, on his circle red qubit, so that
the initial red singlet state becomes |x) ® Uy |x) with proba-
bility p(x) = 1/2, thus with the aim to lower the energy, Bob
performs the unitary U, such that Uy |x) = |-), where |+) is
the eigenstate of o, with eigenvalue +1, and the final energy
of the two qubits will be ¢/2 with equal probability, so that
its average is €/2. In detalil, the local unitary U, is such that
Uo [1) = [-), Up[0) = [+), U1 ]0) = |-) and U; [1) = |+). The
blue qubits are in the state (Us [0) ® |1) — Ua [1) ® |0))/V2
with an average energy equal to € for any U,. If Bob per-
forms a measurement on his square blue qubit, he gets the
state Ux |§) ® |y) with probability p(y) = 1/2, but in average
the energy remains €. Thus, in this case the final average en-
ergy of the four qubits is equal to (E) = €/2+¢ = 3¢/2, which
is the lowest value gettable for a definite causal order. Since
the work extracted is minus the change of energy, the aver-
age work extracted (w) = € — (E) gets the maximum value
(w) = €/2, which is also equal to the daemonic ergotropy.
Of course, if Alice and Bob do not communicate but only use
local operations, in average they cannot lower the energy of
the singlet states, so that the average work is zero, (w) = 0.
In contrast, in the presence of indefinite causal order Al-
ice and Bob are given the bit inputs x and y, and return
the bit outputs a and b, respectively. By taking in account
Alice, for each input x and output a, we associate an op-

eration described by a completely positive map M;‘&AO

L(HA) — L(HA0), where L(HX) is the space of linear
operators over the Hilbert space HX of dimension dy = 2.
We note that all the maps must sum up to a trace-preserving
map. Using the Choi-Jamioltkowski isomorphism [22] [23]],
we represent the map Mjlleo as the operator MaAlgcAO
[ ® MaAﬁCAO(|<P+> (p™D]T € L(HA @ HA?), where IX

is the identity matrix on HX and |¢*) = ¥, |ii). The op-

erators M;“l;AO are such that :l'XAO > 0 for each a and
Tra, {Za Mfl;Ao} = I, Similarly, for Bob we get the op-
erators Mflljo € L(HB ® HPBo). The joint conditional prob-
ability reads

p(a,blx,y) = Tr {(M;‘lg*o ® M,f’lfyBO)w} , (1)

where W € L(HA @ HA> @ HPI ® HB0) is the so-called
process matrix, which is an hermitian operator such that the
probabilities given by Eq. (1) are non-negative and normal-
ized. In particular, a process matrix W needs to satisfy the
conditions [24]]

w >0,
Tr{W} = dAodBo s

BiBoW = AoBiBoW ,

N

~ o~ o~ o~
(S
NN NSNS N4

ArAoW = AA0Bo W,
W = B()W+AOW —AOBOW,

=)

where we have defined the operation

IX
xW="—Trx{W}. (7)
dx

If Bob cannot signal to Alice or Alice cannot signal to Bob we
have the process matrices WA<B = wArAoBr g [Bo or wB=4 =
wAiBiBo g 140, respectively, where wAdoBr ¢ L(HA @
HAo @ HBI) and WABBo ¢ L(HA @ HBI @ HBO). In

detail, from Eqgs. (2}{6) we get the conditions for the matrix
WAIAOBI

wArdoBr > ¢ (3)
Tr {WAIAOBI} = dAo , 9)
BIWAIAOBI = A BIWAIAOBI , (10)

and similar conditions for the matrix WArBrBo  Therefore,
a process is causally separable if the process matrix can be
expressed in a convex combination

Wiep = qWAE + (1 — gwP=4. (11)

We recall that causal non-separability can be inferred by us-
ing causal inequalities [ [2][24-26]. An example of causal in-
equality is a bound of the probability of success of the “guess
your neighbor’s input” game [2]. For uniform input bits x
and y, the probability of success is psucc = 1/4 Xy, p(a =
y,b = x|x,y) and for a separable process psyc. < 1/2, but it is
known that there are causally non-separable processes such
that psycc > 1/2. One can expect that pg,.. will play a role
in the work extraction. The work extraction scheme can be
generalized to the case of indefinite causal order by requir-
ing that Alice and Bob perform the local unitary operations
U, and Uy, respectively, which depend on the bits a and b. It
is easy to see that the final state is the mixture

p= > pypablxy)lx) (x| ® U |7) (£| U]

x,y.a,b
®U, ) (gl U] ® |y (yl . (12)

We note that the two initial non-correlated singlets become
correlated but are still separable. The average final energy of
the state p is

(E) =€+ pie+2pre =€+ (1 — poycc + p2)e,  (13)

where we have defined the probabilities p; and p; to wrong
one and two bits, respectively, which are p, = 1/4 3., , p(a =
7,b = x|x,y) and p1 = 1 — psyec — p2. We deduce that the final
energy has the probability distribution

2
pe(B) = )" piS(E— € ie), (14)
i=0

where py = psycc. For a definite causal order, the optimal
process described above gives pg,.c = 1/2, and no chance
of getting both bits wrong, thus p, = 0 and p; = 1/2. In
this case, we extract the work w = € or zero with the same
probability. For an indefinite causal order such that pg,ec >



1/2, the probability to extract the work w = € is larger than
any definite causal order. Our next question is if it is possible
to achieve a gain in the average extracted work, i.e., to get
(E) < 3€/2. Surprisingly, for the system under consideration,
the answer is negative, because of the presence of a non-zero
probability p,. In particular, we find the general upper bound

(15)

from which (E) > 3e/2. To prove the bound of Eq. (15), we
note that by using Eq. (1) we get

Psuce — P2 < 1/2,

1 AfA, ArA B/B B/B
Psuce — P2 = ZTI’{( (Mo\f) o _ M1|§ O) ® (Moﬁ) o _M1|11 o)

ArA ArA BrB, BB,
(v - i) o (gt — i)

from which, since W > 0, M‘ﬁ

1
s =0 2 5T { (Mgl - M) (M - )

1 ALA B;B ArA BB
JTe{(Mpe @ Mo + Mito @ Mo ) whs)

140 > 0 and MP1BO > 0, we get
x bly

A

IA

We note that a process matrix W is such that [1]
Te (M40 @ Mo} =

ArA ArA BB BB
M 1ee ZaMa"x ¢ and M, = ZhMbl'yo, then
< l,duetoWZO,M(’f|

MfllyBo > 0, and so from Eq. we deduce the upper bound

of Eq. (15). Similarly, we get also a lower bound, so that in
general |psyec — p2| < 1/2.

Thus, in the presence of indefinite causal order, if pgyec >
1/2 then p, > 0 and p; < 1/2. From the point of view of
the probability distribution of work, with respect to the op-
timal causally separable process, we get a larger probabil-
ity psuce to extract the work w = €, a smaller probability
p1 to extract zero work, but the non-zero probability p, to
perform the work —w = € gives an average extracted work
(w) = € — (E) smaller than €/2, and so also a larger vari-
ance. However, we note that it is possible to get a gain in the
average work extracted for indefinite causal order by appro-
priately modifying the Hamiltonian. For instance, by consid-
ering an interaction between the red qubits, which lowers the
highest energy level from 2¢ to €, i.e., by adding the interac-
tion —e(c2 +1) ® (68 + 1)/4 = —€|+) (+| ® [+) (+], so that
we have a ground state |-) ® |-) with zero energy and three
states with energy e, and, of course, by also adding the same
interaction between the two blue qubits, we get the probabil-
ity distribution of energy

1 for any x and y, where

Tr {MAIAO ® MB’BOW}

140 > 0 and
alx bly x

PE(E) = psuccS(E — €) + (1 — psycc)O(E — 2¢€),  (19)
which depends only on the probability pg,c.. In this case,
the system initially is in one of the states with highest en-
ergy. Thus, the average work extracted is (w) = € — (E) =
(psuce — 1)€, which is larger than the causal bound €/2 for an
indefinite causal order such that pg,.. > 1/2. We note that
this situation can also be easily realized by using a couple of

two spinless fermions which interact with the Hamiltonian
H, = en? + en® — entnB, where n2 and n? are the number
operators of the fermions of Alice and Bob, respectively, with
o = red, blue.

In the end, it is worth observing that the advantage in
the work extraction can be related to the formation of cor-
relations between the red qubits and the blue ones in the
final state p of Eq. (12). In particular, for the optimal pro-
cess with definite causal order giving ps,cc = 1/2, in the
final state the red qubits are not correlated with the blue
ones. In general, the total correlations are quantified by
the mutual information Leg.piue = Sred + Sbiue — Sred.blues
where S,.4 and Spy,e are the von-Neumann entropies of the
reduced final states of the red and blue qubits, respectively.
In detail, the von-Neumann entropy of a state p is defined
as S = —Tr {p logzp}. Conversely, Syeqpiue is the von-
Neumann entropy of the final state p of the total system,
which explicitly reads Sreapiue = = Xapx,y Aabxy 108, Aabxy
where Aupxy = p(x,y)p(a, blx,y) are the eigenvalues of the
density matrix p. Since },, Aapxy = p(x,y) = 1/4 and
2,y dabxy = p’(a,b), where p’(a, b) is the probability to get
the outputs a and b, we get Syeqpiue = 2+ Hap — Ir.o, where
Hap = =24 p'(ab)log, p’(a,b) is the Shannon entropy
corresponding to the outputs a, b, and I1.¢ is the mutual in-
formation between the inputs x,y and the outputs a, b. Then,
we get

Ired:blue = Sred + Sblue -2+ II:O - HA,B s (20)
from which, since S,.g < 2 and Spj,. < 2, we get the upper
bound

(21)

where 0 < Hy p—I1.0 < 1. To derive alower bound of Ieg.p1ye»
we consider that the entropy is non-negative, so that S,.q +
Sbive = (Sred +Sbiue)/2, and by using the inequality | X +Y]| >
[IX] = |Y]|, from Eq. we get

Ired:blue <2+ II:O - HA,B s

Lreavive > |Hap = 110 = 2+ (Srea + Spiue) /2] . (22)
If Hig — Iro — 2 + (Sred + Shiue)/2 = 0, from the latter, by
using Eq. to express Syeq + Spiue in terms of Ireg.pive, Ir.o
and Hy g, we get the lower bound

Lrea:biue = 3(Hap —Ir.o) — 2. (23)
We note that if this lower bound is non-negative, then
3(Hap — I.0) — 2 > —Lyed:biue from which, by using Eq. (20),
we get Hag — Ir.o — 2+ (Sred + Spiue) /2 = 0, such that Eq.
is satisfied. Thus, in general we can write

Lreabiue 2 maX{O: 3(I_IA,B - II:O) - 2} . (24)

We note that Eqgs. and connect the formation of cor-
relations between the red and blue qubits only to the infor-
mation exchange. Concerning Hy p, as shown in Ref. [27],
there exist causally non-separable process matrices W such
that Hap(W) > maxw,,,es, Hap(Wsep), where Sy is the
set of all the separable processes W, defined by Eq. (11),



such that A(WA<B) = A(W) and A(WB<4) = A(W), and
A(W) is the non-signalling part of the process matrix W de-
fined as A(W) = 4,p,W. Thus, for given operators M*7©

alx

and MﬁIyBO, it is possible to get a larger lower bound of the
mutual information I.4.p1 if there is indefinite causal or-
der, and to get a larger amount of correlations between the
red and the blue qubits. For instance, for the causally non-
separable process matrix of Ref. [2]], which violates causal in-

equalities giving peuce = 5(1 + 1/V2)/16, that is

A Ao B A B, B
W—l I®4+UZ[O'ZOO'ZIIBO+O'ZIIAOO'XIO'XO
4

7 ,

where the tensor products are implicit, and the local opera-
tions

(25)

My =M™ =0, (26)
Myeto = M = o*) (o] (27)
My = MgiPe = 10) (0] ® |0) (o] , (28)
mArdo = pMBrPo — |1y (1] ® |0) (0], (29)

11 1)1

we get a non-zero mutual information Leg.prye = 1.0951, so
that correlations have been generated. Moreover, the two
bounds are I.o — Hap + 2 ~ 1.2993 and 3(Hap — I1.0) — 2 =
0.102, so that Ieq.pie is closer to the upper bound since
Sred = Spiue ~ 1.8979 is closer to two than zero. In partic-
ular, we get p, = (5+ 1/V2)/16, in agreement with Eq. (15).

III. CONCLUSIONS

To summarize, we suggested a general scheme to achieve
an advantage in work extraction games in the presence of in-
definite causal order. For a system of four qubits, we showed
that the probability to extract a positive work in a single real-
ization is equal to the success probability of the “guess your
neighbor’s input” game. However, depending on the Hamil-
tonian, the average work extracted can be not larger than the
one extracted for definite causal order. We think that the ad-
vantage achieved can be also related to the formation of cor-
relations between the two couples of the two qubits. More-
over, the fact that a larger average work can be extracted if
there is indefinite causal order suggests that a reformulation
of the thermodynamic second law, which in general bounds
the work extractable, is necessary. In conclusion, we hope
that our results can open a new avenue in applying indefi-
nite causal order structures in thermodynamics and can in-
spire further investigations and applications in these fields.
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