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We investigate a multi-qubit quantum battery-charger model, focusing on its potential emulation
on a superconducting qubit chip. Using a large-spin representation, we first obtain the analytical
form of the energy EB(t), power PB(t) and their maximum values, Emax

B and Pmax
B , of the battery

part by means of the antiferromagnetic Holstein-Primakoff (AFM-HP) transformation within the
low-energy approximation. In this case, our results show that superextensive scaling behavior of
Pmax
B ensues. By further combining these with the ones obtained via exact diagonalization (ED), we

classify the dynamics of various physical quantities, including the entanglement between the battery
and charger parts for system sizes encompassing over 10,000 qubits. Finally, by checking a diverse
set of system configurations, including either a fixed battery size with growing number of charger
qubits, or when both parts simultaneously grow, we classify the system size scalings of Emax

B and
Pmax
B , relating it with the entanglement entropy in the system. In agreement with the analytical

results, robust superextensive behavior of Pmax
B is also observed in this case. Our work provides an

overall guide for expected features in experiments of quantum batteries emulated in superconducting
qubit platforms, in particular ones that exhibit long-range couplings.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent breakthroughs in quantum technologies have
highlighted the concomitant effort of both theory and
experiments in bringing to light phenomena that can
surpass capabilities often associated to classical systems.
Among those, advances in quantum communications [1–
4] and quantum computing [5–7] reveal concrete advan-
tages in contrast to their classical analogues, which lever-
age on special properties of the quantum realm, as entan-
glement, coherence and quantum correlations. Combin-
ing all three allows experimentalists to perform quantum
simulations, via the emulation of elusive physical models
using cold atoms [8–12], trapped ions [13–17], and super-
conducting qubit chips [18–21].

Coherent preparation and control of a quantum sys-
tem also endows the ability to tackle the prospects of
energy storage using quantum devices. This gave birth
to the idea of a quantum battery, a quantum-mechanical
system that permits deposition and extraction of energy,
with a claimed performance that overcomes their classi-
cal analogues. It was first proposed and demonstrated by
Alicki and Fannes [22], which by using global entangle-
ment operations, described the maximal amount of ex-
tractable work from an isolated quantum system. Doing
the reverse process, charging a quantum battery, Ref. [23]
reported similar N -fold increase in charging power of
the system with global operations, where N is the num-
ber of the two-level cells of the battery, originally non-
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interacting. As a consequence of the difficulties in re-
alizing global entanglement operations in many-particle
systems, ideas of quantum batteries with collective, but
local, interactions among the cells came into fruition. It
has been reported [24] that the collective behavior of
an interacting quantum battery would lead to a quan-
tum advantage in charging power even in the absence of
quantum entanglement, obtaining a generic upper bound
under a restricted interaction order. The observation of
advantages of charging power in an interacting spin-chain
model of a many-body quantum battery over its nonin-
teracting correspondent was also investigated [25] – these
originated from the interactions, but however, could be
explained on a mean-field level rather than by the cor-
relations between the spins. Enhancements of charging
power were also reported in Dicke-like quantum optical
models but debate ensued of whether such advantages
originated from quantum entanglement [26] or just the
coherent cooperative interactions without many-particle
entanglement [27]. A comprehensive review about quan-
tum batteries can be found in Ref. [28].

More recently, it was reported a much better work ex-
traction capabilities could be also achieved by making use
of the low-entangled many-body localized states in com-
parison to highly-entangled ergodic ones, which paved
the way for exploring a disordered quantum battery [29].
Another recent breakthrough advanced rigorous bounds
in the charging power, showing that in various previ-
ously studied prototypical models for quantum batter-
ies, including integrable spin chains, the Lipkin-Meshkov-
Glick model (with infinite-range two-body interactions)
or the Dicke model, they all do not show superextensive
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behavior, if correctly characterizing the thermodynamic
limit [30]. Yet, a recent exploration of the all-to-all cou-
pled Sachdev-Ye-Kitaev (SYK) quantum battery, with a
well-defined thermodynamic limit, avoids this fate and
ultimately recovers the quantum advantage in the charg-
ing power [31].

At the same time, studies that tackle more realistic
situations, e.g., that take into account quantum systems
with dissipation and noise, were also investigated in order
to explain how these unavoidable factors affect the per-
formance of quantum batteries [32–37]. Finally, recent
experimental proposals that realize some of these ideas
have been put forward in various settings [38, 39].

To clarify the connections between the energy transfer
and entanglement in quantum batteries, and provide a
guidance to upcoming experiments, we consider battery
and charger in the same footing in the absence of exter-
nal fields, investigating an interacting model that closely
resembles recently constructed noisy intermediate-scale
quantum (NISQ) devices featuring coherent supercon-
ducting qubits [18, 40]. These display largely tunable
inter-qubit couplings, and serve as the basis of our anal-
ysis. With the focus on future devices with a large num-
ber of elements, we investigate battery-charger models
with much larger number of qubits (NB and NC) than
the currently available NISQ devices (see FIG. 1), while
pointing out how our results modify for a much smaller
number of qubits.

Our presentation is divided as follows: In Sec. II, we in-
troduce the model, further showing analytical results for
either a ‘parallel’ or a collective one under the assumption
of uniformity of the couplings and onsite potentials. The
latter is extracted after applying an anti-ferromagnetic
(AFM) Holstein-Primakoff (HP) transformation within
the low-energy approximation. Section III displays ex-
act numerical results obtained via exact diagonalization
(ED) for various settings of the Hamiltonian parameters,
also analyzing the dependence of the charger and total
system size. We summarize our results in Sec. IV.

II. MODEL AND ANALYTICAL RESULTS

We investigate a quantum battery-charger model fea-
turing N qubits, as schematically shown in FIG. 1(b), be-
ing inspired by the actual NISQ device used in Ref. [18].
Its Hamiltonian consists of three terms:

Ĥ = ĤB + ĤC + ĤI . (1)

The first (second) term describes all the diagonal element
in the Hamiltonian of the NB (NC) qubits of the bat-
tery (charger) part, whereas the third term denotes the
(off-diagonal) all-to-all couplings among each pair of the
qubits of the system by which energy can be transferred
between the two parts, as well as within the battery and

charger(NC qubits) 

battery(NB qubits) 

battery(NB qubits) 

charger(NC qubits) 

battery’s qubit charger’s qubit 

(a)

(b)

FIG. 1. Illustration of the (a) classical (parallel) and (b) quan-
tum (collective) batteries. The N qubits are divided into
two parts: the battery part (green box) with NB qubits and
charger part (blue box) with NC qubits. In the parallel case,
NB = NC , and only individual couplings Jpair between the
battery and charger qubits exist. In the collective case, cou-
plings JB among the battery qubits, JC among the charger
qubits and JBC between the battery and charger qubits.

charger part separately. Individually, the terms read as,

ĤB(C) =
∑

m∈NB
(m∈NC )

Vmσ̂
+
mσ̂
−
m, (2)

with interacting part,

ĤI =
∑

m∈N,n∈N,m<n
Jmn(σ̂+

mσ̂
−
n + σ̂−mσ̂

+
n ). (3)

Here, m and n label the qubits, Vm is the onsite potential
of qubit m, and Jmn is the coupling strength between
the qubit m and n. σ̂± = 1

2 (σ̂x ± iσ̂y) are the raising
and lowering operators and σ̂x,y,z are the spin-1/2 Pauli
matrices. Focusing on the charging process, we set the
initial state as the one in which the battery (charger) is
in its lowest-energy (highest-energy) product state. The
total initial state of the system |ψ(0)〉 is then written as,

|ψ(0)〉 = |↓↓ · · · ↓〉B
⊗
|↑↑ · · · ↑〉C ≡ |⇓〉B

⊗
|⇑〉C .(4)

Assuming that the system is isolated from the environ-
ment, experiencing thus unitary time evolution, the state
at time t is |ψ(t)〉 = e−iĤt |ψ(0)〉. The performance of the
quantum battery is monitored by the instantaneous en-
ergy EB(t) and average power PB(t) of the battery part,

EB(t) = 〈ψ(t)|ĤB |ψ(t)〉, PB(t) =
EB(t)− EB(0)

t
,(5)
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as well as their maximum values Emax
B and Pmax

B over
time t,

Emax
B = max

t
[EB(t)], Pmax

B = max
t

[PB(t)]. (6)

To understand the connections between EB(t) and PB(t)
with entanglement, we further investigate the von Neu-
mann entropy SvN, which reveals how the battery and
charger part entangle in the dynamics,

SvN = −TrB [ρB log(ρB)] = −
∑
i

λi log(λi), (7)

where ρB is the reduced density matrix of the battery
part, and λi is the i-th eigenvalue of ρB .

Before systematically studying the properties of the
quantum battery, one usually defines a ‘classical’ refer-
ence, i.e., a parallel charging battery schematically rep-
resented in FIG. 1(a), consisting of identical qubit pairs
(one qubit in the battery and another in the charger) fea-
turing only intra-pair interactions, as to contrast the dif-
ferences that the collective interactions will bring. Since
there are no interactions between pairs, and each pair ex-
periences its charging processes individually, energy and
power of the parallel battery are thus extensive, that is,
proportional to the number of qubits of the whole system.
In what follows, we first obtain the analytical expressions
for the physical quantities of the parallel battery, where
we subsequently generalize them to the collective (non-
parallel) case.

A. Parallel battery

Assuming that the couplings within each pair are ho-
mogeneous, the total Hamiltonian of the parallel battery
Ĥ‖ can be written in terms of the number of battery-
charger pairs NB , i.e., Ĥ‖ = NBĤ

pair, in which Ĥpair is
the Hamiltonian of a single pair defined as

Ĥpair = Jpair(σ̂
+
b σ̂
−
c + σ̂−b σ̂

+
c ) + Vbσ̂

+
b σ̂
−
b + Vcσ̂

+
c σ̂
−
c , (8)

where Jpair is the coupling of the two qubits of the pair,
Vb(c) is the corresponding onsite potential of each qubit
of the pair and N = 2NB = 2NC ; σ̂b and σ̂c are the Pauli
matrices of the battery and charger qubit of each pair.

The analytical form of the energy E
‖
B(t) =

NB〈ψ(t)|Ĥpair|ψ(t)〉 thus reads

E
‖
B(t) =

2NBVbJ
2
pair

Ω2
[1− cos(Ωt)] , (9)

where Ω ≡
√

4J2
pair + ∆V 2 and ∆V ≡ Vb − Vc. Here, its

maximal value being

E
‖,max
B =

4NBVbJ
2
pair

Ω2
, t

‖,max
E =

π

Ω
, (10)

where t‖,max
E is the shortest time to reach the E‖,max

B .
The corresponding average power for this parallel case
P
‖
B(t) = E

‖
B(t)/t is written as

P
‖
B(t) =

2NBVbJ
2
pair

Ω2t
[1− cos(Ωt)] , (11)

whose maximal value reads

P
‖,max
B '

1.44NBVbJ
2
pair

Ω
, t

‖,max
P ' 2.33

Ω
, (12)

where, similarly, t‖,max
P is the shortest time to reach the

P
‖,max
B ; one sees that P ‖B(t) reaches its maximum faster

than E‖B(t) within the same set of parameters. In turn,
the corresponding von Neumann entropy of the parallel
battery S‖vN is

S
‖
vN = −NB [A log(A) +B log(B)] , (13)

where A = cos2(Ωt
2 ) + ∆V 2

Ω2 sin2(Ωt
2 ) and B =

4J2
pair

Ω2 sin2(Ωt
2 ). The illustration of the dynamics is shown

in FIG. 6 in Appendix A. As expected, these quantities
oscillate in time, but a nonzero ∆V , i.e., introducing an
offset between the onsite potentials of the battery and
charger qubits of the pair hampers the energy transfer,
and the battery part cannot be fully charged under this
condition. Additionally, in the absence of offset, P ‖,max

B
is proportional to the coupling of the pair: Improving
the magnitude of the coupling Jpair aids the charging
capabilities of the battery, both faster and with higher
maximum power. As will become clear in what follows,
similar conditions are obtained for the collective quantum
battery

B. Large-spin representations of the collective
quantum battery-charger

Among the many possibilities for the set of variable
couplings that some NISQ platforms offer, we restrict
our analysis to the situation where the onsite potentials
of the battery and charger parts are taken as uniform, i.e.
all battery’s (charger’s) qubits possess the same onsite
potential VB (VC). Furthermore, we set all couplings
Jmn of the qubit pairs within the battery (charger) in
Eq. (3) equal to JB (JC), whereas all couplings between
the battery and charger qubits equal to JBC .

Within this prescription of homogeneous couplings for
each part of the system, it is then convenient to define
large spin operators of the battery and charger parts as

SαB =
∑
m∈NB

1

2
σαm, SαC =

∑
m∈NC

1

2
σαm, (14)

where α = x, y, z. With these, the different Hamiltonian
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terms are simplified to

HB = VB(SzB +
NB
2

),

HC = VC(SzC +
NC
2

),

HI = JBC(S+
BS
−
C + S−BS

+
C ) +

JB
2

(S+
BS
−
B + S−BS

+
B )

+
JC
2

(S+
CS
−
C + S−CS

+
C )− JBNB + JCNC

2
,

(15)
where the corresponding large-spin raising and lowering
operators are

S±B = SxB ± iSyB , S±C = SxC ± iSyC . (16)

Since the z component of the total spin Sz = SzB +
SzC is conserved, one can take |SzB , SzC〉 as basis and
thus the initial state of Eq. (4) is written as |ψ(0)〉 =∣∣NB

2 ,−NB

2

〉
B

⊗∣∣NC

2 , NC

2

〉
C
.

C. Low energy behaviors of the collective quantum
battery-charger

Based on the large-spin representations and the form
of the initial state, an antiferromagnetic (AFM) Holstein-
Primakoff (HP) transformation can be conveniently ap-
plied to each term in Eq. (15). For the battery part, for
example, we take

∣∣NB

2 ,−NB

2

〉
= |⇓〉 as the reference state

such that the transformation reads

SzB = a†a− NB
2
,

S+
B = a†

√
NB − a†a,

S−B =
√
NB − a†aa,

(17)

where a(a†) is the bosonic annihilation (creation) oper-
ator of the battery state. For the charger, the reference
state is

∣∣NC

2 , NC

2

〉
= |⇑〉, and the corresponding transfor-

mation is written as

Szc = −b†b+
NC
2
,

S+
C =

√
NC − b†bb,

S−C = b†
√
NC − b†b,

(18)

where, similarly, b(b†) denotes the bosonic annihilation
(creation) operator of the charger state. If we further
assume that the battery is at the low energy state, and
that excitations are small,

〈
a†a
〉
� NB and

〈
b†b
〉
�

NC , we obtain analytical expressions to describe the low-
energy behavior of our quantum battery-charger, such
that the Hamiltonian is written as

HB = VBa
†a,

HC = VC(NC − b†b),
HI = JBC

√
NBNC(a†b† + ab) + JBNBa

†a+

JCNCb
†b.

(19)

With the form of our initial state, the number of exci-
tations is conserved, i.e., 〈ψ(t)|D|ψ(t)〉 = 0, where D =
a†a− b†b, resulting in

〈
ψ(t)|a†a|ψ(t)

〉
=
〈
ψ(t)|b†b|ψ(t)

〉
.

Finally, the total Hamiltonian H reads

H = ωa†a+ g(a†b† + ab) + VCNC , (20)

where ω = JBNB + JCNC + ∆V and g = JBC
√
NBNC .

Here and afterwards ∆V ≡ VB − VC . Given the form
of the initial state, the time-dependence of the battery’s
energy is

EB(t) =


2g2VB

ω2−4g2

[
1− cos(

√
ω2 − 4g2t)

]
ω2 > 4g2

VBg
2t2 ω2 = 4g2

2g2VB

4g2−ω2

[
cosh(

√
4g2 − ω2t)− 1

]
ω2 < 4g2 .

(21)
Its maximum is obtained under the condition ω2 > 4g2:

Emax
B =

4g2VB
ω2 − 4g2

, tmax
E =

π√
ω2 − 4g2

, (22)

where, as before, tmax
E gives the shortest time to reach

Emax
B . The corresponding average power of the battery

reads

PB(t) =


2g2VB

(ω2−4g2)t

[
1− cos(

√
ω2 − 4g2t)

]
ω2 > 4g2

VBg
2t ω2 = 4g2

2g2VB

(4g2−ω2)t

[
cosh(

√
4g2 − ω2t)− 1

]
ω2 < 4g2 ,

(23)
whose maximum, again for ω2 > 4g2, is written as

Pmax
B ' 1.44g2VB√

ω2 − 4g2
, tmax

P ' 2.33√
ω2 − 4g2

. (24)

Details of the calculations of Eqs. (21) and (23) are dis-
played in Appendix B, where we further contrast the re-
sults stemming from the AFM-HP transformation with
the ones obtained via exact diagonalization of the original
Hamiltonian: A good match is observed at short times
scales.

The expressions listed above for the case where ω2 >
4g2 show that Emax

B , Pmax
B , tmax

E and tmax
P have similar

functional form to the corresponding ones for the paral-
lel battery. Yet, as we shall see below, the differences in
the parameters, in particular in the numbers of elements
NB and NC yield significant differences in its extensive
behavior. For example, if NB = NC and JB = JC =
JBC = J it results that ω2 − 4g2 = 4JNB∆V + ∆V 2.
If we further assume that ∆V > 0, and that NB is suf-
ficiently large such that 4JNB � ∆V , we end up with
ω2 − 4g2 ' 4JNB∆V and the physical quantities read

Emax
B ' JNBVB

∆V
, tmax

E ' π√
4JNB∆V

,

Pmax
B ' 0.72(JNB)3/2VB√

∆V
, tmax

P ' 2.33√
4JNB∆V

.

(25)
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Here J
∆V � 1 is assumed to guarantee that the low en-

ergy approximation is still valid. Thus, its dependence
on the number of elements of the battery follows:

Emax
B ∝ NB ; PmaxB ∝ N3/2

B ; tmax
E , tmax

P ∝ N−1/2
B .(26)

One can see that Pmax
B scales superextensively with NB ,

in stark contrast with the extensive scaling behavior of
P
‖,max
B of the parallel case. This exemplifies the quan-

tum advantage of a quantum battery, here in a battery-
charger model.

In the case ω2 ≤ 4g2, EB(t) is proportional to t, di-
verging at long times. Since the previous analytical ex-
pressions and accompanying scaling forms are based on
the low energy approximation, once EB(t) is sufficiently
large, the analytical results are no longer valid, and we
instead make use of exact diagonalization to numerically
investigate the dynamical behaviors of the physical quan-
tities.

Before moving to these results, we comment that a
recent ‘quantum-battery’ study by some of us has em-
ployed a similar large-spin representation but on a differ-
ent model [41]. There a ferromagnetic (FM) H-P trans-
formation is applied instead. We point out that the type
of H-P transformation to employ is largely initial-state-
dependent: For the initial state of Eq. (4) a two-large-
spin scheme where the battery large-spin points down
and the charger large-spin points up, thus exhibiting an
AFM structure, an AFM transformation gives better re-
sults in comparison to the FM H-P one, when contrasting
both to the exact results (see Appendix C).

III. EXACT NUMERICAL RESULTS

Combining the large-spin representation mentioned in
Sec. II B and the ED method, we are able to investigate
substantially large system sizes, much larger than the
current capabilities of existing NISQ devices. The goal is
to first characterize the aspects that maximize the capac-
ity of quantum batteries, by means of the inspection of
the dynamics of physical quantities, then complement it
with an analysis of the dependence on the system size, in-
cluding the relative size of battery and charger parts. For
better comparisons of EB(t), PB(t) and their maximum
under different various system sizes, we chose VB as the
unit of energy and set it to 1, without loss of generality.

A. Large quantum batteries: dynamics with
NB = NC

We report in FIG. 2 the relaxation dynamics of EB(t),
PB(t), accompanied by the corresponding entanglement
entropy SvN [normalized by its maximum value Smax

vN =
log(min(NB , NC) + 1)], under different parameters of
the total Hamiltonian. In particular, we contrast the
cases of homogeneous(JB = JC = JBC = 1) and
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FIG. 2. Dynamics of various quantities for a large quantum
battery-charger system featuring NB = NC = 10, 000 qubits:
The energy of the battery in (a)[(d)], the corresponding power
in (b)[(e)], and lastly the von Neumann entropy (c)[(f)], de-
scribing the entanglement of the battery and charger parts.
Left panels (a–c) describe the cases with homogeneous(JB =
JC = JBC = 1) couplings, whereas right panels (d–f) the same
for the inhomogeneous couplings (JB = JBC = 1, JC = 0).
The difference in local energies of battery and charger is given
by ∆V = VB−VC and we study five cases of ∆V with VB = 1.

inhomogeneous(JB = JBC = 1, JC = 0) couplings, with
different choices of the onsite potentials VB(C), where
∆V = VB − VC . The inhomogeneity from diminished
JC is intuited by the idea that weakening the connec-
tions within the charger qubits aids energy transfer from
the charger to battery part.

Starting with the homogeneous coupling cases, we no-
tice that the balanced situation with ∆V = 0 leads to a
large build-up of EB , with a quick equilibration reaching
values close to half of the largest capacity of the bat-
tery part and subsequent revivals originated from inte-
grability. On the other hand, if one introduces a negative
offset on the energies of the battery-charger parts (∆V
= -8 and -0.8), despite resulting in smaller EB at long-
times, it reaches larger maximum value at short-times
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FIG. 3. (a) Maximum energy in the battery Emax
B and (d) maximum power Pmax

B as a function of the number of charger
qubits, for a battery with fixed number NB = 10, 000. Insets give qualitatively similar results for a much smaller number
of qubits (and potentially closer to existing NISQ devices), featuring NB = 100. The corresponding participation ηB at the
times where the maximum battery’s energy (c) and power (e) are achieved. At those instants of time, (c) and (f) show the
corresponding von Neumann entropy SvN(reduced by its maximum Smax

vN ) of the battery part with the amount of the charger
qubits NC under different couplings and onsite potentials. We contrast different situations, with either two honogeneous
coupling case (JB = JC = JBC = 1) or a inhomogeneous one (JB = JBC = 1, JC = 0), with finite and vanishing energy offset
between charger and battery parts. Maximum energy transfer occurs when NB ' NC , despite variations among the different
Hamiltonian parameters.

that surpasses the zero-offset case. Larger negative off-
set, i.e. ∆V = −8(orange dashed line) results in a larger
maximum in contrast to ∆V = −0.8(green dashed line).
Finally, in the opposite regime of positive energy offsets
(∆V = 8 and 0.8), energy flow is hampered, and the ex-
citations in the charger are largely contained in it over
the course of the dynamics. Furthermore, the larger the
positive offset is, the stronger suppression it brings. This
implies that tuning up the onsite potentials of the charger
helps enhancing the energy transfer.

Such tendency, however, is less obvious in the inhomo-
geneous coupling cases. By setting JC = 0 we notice
that EB/NB exhibits large fluctuations around 0.5 at
long-times for different sets of ∆V , while the short-time
dynamics is similar irrespective of the value of the poten-
tial offset. The magnitudes of the maxima are however
larger and the time to reach them is shorter compared to
those of homogeneous cases. Such enhancement is also
observable in PB [FIG. 2(e)]. This shows that decreasing
the magnitude of the couplings among the charger qubits
boosts energy transfer and overcomes the suppression of
positive offsets of the onsite potentials, making the differ-
ences of onsite potentials rather irrelevant for the ∆V ’s
investigated.

Similar dynamical features at either homogeneous or
inhomogeneous couplings are also reflected in the entan-
glement between the battery and charger parts shown
in FIGs. 2(c) and 2(f). Entanglement of homogeneous
cases equilibrates with fluctuations at long-times and due
to the small energy transfer, the von Neumann entropy
of ∆V = 8(cyan dashed dotted line) is much smaller
than the others. Large fluctuations are also observed in
the entanglement dynamics of inhomogeneous cases in
FIGs. 2(f). As for the previous physical quantities, the
dynamical behavior of different offsets are similar, espe-
cially at short-times. Finally, by comparing the paral-
lel and (collective) quantum batteries, a finite offset ∆V
brings barriers to the energy transfer in either case. The
immediate contrast comes in analyzing the effects of the
sign of offsets of onsite potentials. The maxima of energy
and power of parallel cases are not sensitive to the sign of
the difference ∆V while for the collective ones, a larger
VC aids in the energy transfer over short-times, and the
battery reaches equilibrium (with fluctuations) when the
couplings are homogeneous.
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FIG. 4. Similar to FIG. 3, but now setting both battery and charger parts with the same size, i.e., NB = NC . The different
Hamiltonian configurations, the same as the ones chosen in FIG. 3, lead to similar qualitative behavior, but energy and power
in the battery are maximized in the case where the couplings have inhomogeneity, (JB = JBC = 1, JC = 0), and a negative
onsite energy offset(∆V = −8) between both parts.

B. Imbalance of quantum battery-chargers:
NB 6= NC

Besides the energy and power of the battery [Eq. (5)],
we further characterize the ‘participation’ of the battery
part,

ηB(t) =
〈ψ(t)|∑m∈NB

σ+
mσ
−
m|ψ(t)〉

min(NB , NC)
, (27)

where min(NB , NC) returns the smaller of NB and NC .
It physically represents the ratio of the acquirable ‘par-
ticles’ (in the bosonic language where the spin-operators
map to) the battery has obtained over the course of the
dynamics. Having established general features that maxi-
mize the energy charger-battery transfer for systems with
the same number of qubits in each part, we now investi-
gate how the various quantities are affected once we al-
low that NB 6= NC . First, we analyze the case where the
battery size is fixed (NB = 10, 000), while changing the
number of charger’s qubits from 200 to 20,000. Results
for this situation are summarized in FIG. 3. To start, we
show Emax

B and Pmax
B vs. the charger qubit number NC in

FIGs. 3(a) and 3(d): For homogeneous couplings a ‘res-
onant’ condition is achieved, i.e., both energy and power
in the battery are maximized once NB ' NC . Inhomo-
geneity brought by a suppressed JC enhances the energy
transfer and Emax

B and Pmax
B are larger than those of the

homogeneous cases. When NC > NB , the maxima do

not experience a steep decay. Such enhancement of en-
ergy transfer originated from inhomogeneity is similar to
what we observe in FIG. 2 with NB = NC . Whereas
those qubit numbers are much beyond what present-day
NISQ platforms can coherently emulate, we note that fix-
ing NB = 100 and changing the number of charger qubits
up to NC = 2NB leads to qualitatively similar results, as
shown in the insets in FIGs. 3(a) and 3(d).

Observing the participation ηB at instants of time that
maximize both the energy and power [FIGs. 3(b) and
3(e)] the rapid increase displayed in Emax

B and Pmax
B of

the homogeneous cases at NB ' NC is also reflected on
the corresponding ηB value. Moreover, a reduced cou-
pling (JC = 0) with finite energy offset (∆V = −8) shows
that the ‘particle’ occupation in the battery is largely en-
hanced, and the charger-battery energy flow is boosted
by this inhomogeneity. Lastly, SvN between the two parts
of the system [FIGs. 3(c) and 3(f)] shows behavior rem-
iniscent of the previous quantities: ’Resonant’ peaks ap-
pear, and furthermore considerable improvement of en-
ergy transfer makes the battery part charged close to
its highest energy state, which is a pure state of the
whole system with zero entanglement. Thus a decrease
of von Neumann entropy of the inhomogeneous case in
FIGs. 3(c) (blue dashed dotted lines) can be observed
when NB ∼ NC .

One aspect that has since been used to describe an
improvement of the work extraction in quantum battery
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systems is the capping of the amount of entanglement
in the course of the dynamics, accomplished in Ref. [29]
by the introduction of disorder on the onsite energy lev-
els. This is related to the onset of a many-body localized
phase, known to reduce entanglement in quantum sys-
tems away from equilibrium [42, 43]. Here in our case,
the barrier to entanglement build-up within the charger
was accomplished by the reduced coupling in this part of
the system. The previously described ‘resonant’ condi-
tion for energy transfer is thus significantly modified, and
now a wide range of NC values can already be seen to
improve the energy transfer between charger and battery
[FIG. 3(a)].

Building on those results, we now investigate a second
configuration, one with an equal number of battery and
charger qubits, NB = NC , while monitoring the influence
of the total system size in FIG. 4. As one would expect,
Emax
B [FIG. 4(a)] and Pmax

B [FIG. 4(d)] steadily grow with
the system, but the situation with inhomogeneous cou-
plings (JB = JBC = 1, JC = 0) and a finite offset en-
ergy between charger and battery (∆V = −8) displays
the largest overall increase. This occurs with the largest
participations ηB [FIGs. 4(b) and 4(e)] among the dif-
ferent Hamiltonian parameters used. Yet, this regime is
highlighted by a small entanglement entropy due to the
approach to the highest energy state of the battery at
the instants of time where the maxima energy and power
are achieved in the battery [FIGs. 4(c) and 4(f)].

C. Scaling forms

With the overall dependence of Emax
B and Pmax

B in the
battery size established, we turn now to a specific quan-
tification of the growth with the charger size. In the
regime where the number of qubits within battery and
charger parts are evenly matched, as originally shown in
FIG. 4, the maximal energy and power grow as a power-
law with NC , i.e., Emax

B , Pmax
B ∝ (NC)α. As FIG. 5(c)

shows, irrespective of the different Hamiltonian config-
urations, the growth of the maximal energy is consis-
tent with an extensive behavior, α ' 1. More surprising
scaling, however, can be observed in the maximal power
shown in 5(d). Here, the scaling exponent α of the ho-
mogeneous cases is approximately 1.5, which shows that
a ‘quantum advantage’ is present in such settings. What
is more, the decrease of JC strengthens this superexten-
sive scaling exponent to values close to 1.9. A further
check of tPmax

B
, the corresponding time to reach Pmax

B
over such settings, shown in FIG. 9(b) in Appendix D,
confirms that the superextensive behavior of Pmax

B orig-
inates from the subextensive nature of tPmax

B
, while the

energy scaling is always extensive. Whereas the ideal
conditions that led to these results can be interpreted as
non-realistic for experimental emulation, the superexten-
sive scaling of Pmax

B and subextensive behavior of tPmax
B

are yet observed even when the couplings acquire some
noise, shown in FIG. 10. This confirms the robustness of

the claimed superextensive scaling in FIG. 5(d), for not
being tied to a specific ideal parameter setting.

At the same time, a direct comparison to the cases
where the battery size is fixed (NB = 10, 000) while one
changes the number of qubits in the charger NC , is shown
in FIGs. 5(a) and 5(b). Here one can classify the depen-
dence of either Emax

B or Pmax
B with NC via two types of

power law, (NC)α1 when NB � NC , and (NC)α2 when
NB → NC . While in the former one can immediately
see that 1 < α1 . 2, the scaling when approaching the
previously described ‘resonant’ condition is much more
robust. In concrete terms, for the cases of the homo-
geneous couplings, α2 for the considered range of NC
charger qubits are larger than 25, with either a finite off-
set ∆V or with ∆V = 0. Investigation of tPmax

B
of the

NB-fixed cases depicted in FIG. 9(a) expresses similar
‘resonant’ peaks when NB ∼ NC in the homogeneous
coupling cases. For the inhomogeneous case, a peak ap-
pears when NC is much smaller to NB instead.
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FIG. 5. Scaling of Emax
B (upper panels) and PmaxB (lower pan-

els) with Nα
C , for two settings of collective quantum batteries:

(a, b) with fixed battery size (NB = 10, 000 – see Sec. IIIA),
and (c, d) with equal amount of qubits in each part, NB = NC
(see Sec. III B). The latter displays superextensive scalings,
with α ≥ 1.5. The fixed NB case, on the other hand, is
marked by different scaling forms, depeding whether NB is
close to NC or not. Lines depict linear fittings on the log-log
plot, for the data within the corresponding range they are
plotted.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

In summary, we have investigated a quantum battery-
charger model, composed of interacting qubits, with a
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specific focus on existing NISQ platforms. First, by intro-
ducing a large-spin representation to simplify the Hamil-
tonian under the assumption of homogeneous couplings
and onsite potentials, we extracted analytical forms of
the battery’s energy EB(t), power PB(t) (as well as their
maximum values Emax

B , Pmax
B ) based on the AFM H-P

transformation and low energy approximation. Within
these conditions, we show the extensive scaling and su-
perextensive scalings of Emax

B and Pmax
B , respectively.

Combining the large-spin representation and ED, we nu-
merically investigate the real-time dynamics of EB(t),
PB(t), participation ηB and entanglement, represented
by SvN, between the battery and charger part, reveal-
ing the set of Hamiltonian parameters that maximize the
energy transferred to the battery part.

Finally by checking the scalings of Emax
B , Pmax

B with
NC , the number of charger qubits under two settings, for
either NB fixed or NB = NC , we observe a ‘resonant’
condition in the former case that maximizes the energy
transferred, in particular in the homogeneous-coupling
cases, accompanied by close relations of the quantum
entanglement. Inhomogeneity brought by a reduced JC
leads to a performance that surpasses that of the homo-
geneous cases in energy transfer. Superextensive scaling
of Pmax

B , interpreted as a signal of quantum advantage,
can be observed with the growth of the system size when
setting NB = NC , which is robust even if the couplings
of qubits have an included noise.

Superextensive behavior observed in physical quanti-
ties, especially the maximal power are treated as ev-
idences of quantum advantages of quantum batteries
against their classical counterparts, and have been re-
ported in many studies [25–27]. Other investigations,
however, point out that after properly characterizing
the thermodynamic limit some of the then claimed su-
perextensive behaviors disappear (see Sec. I). The idea
of carefully characterizing the thermodynamic limit was
exposed in Ref. [24], to avoid the unfairness of compar-
isons between the parallel and collective batteries, the
latter introducing extra energy of battery elements by
their interactions to drive transitions. In this work, the
battery-charger system is isolated from the environment,
and, most importantly, due to the special choice of initial
(product) state, additional interactions of the collective
battery over the parallel case just provide “collective ef-
fects” with no extra energy introduced once the onsite
potentials are initially fixed. This is the reason why the
maximal energy in the battery scales extensively when
NB = NC . Thus the parallel and collective batteries can
be fairly compared by setting the same system sizes, un-
der the same conditions for onsite potentials and initial
state we choose.

While many concrete aspects of quantum batteries re-
main elusive for a precise technical application, as effi-
cient means to extract the stored energy after the charg-
ing process, for example, our investigation provides a
path and quantitative aspects for their emulation in plat-
forms featuring superconducting qubits, departing from

abstract models that merely introduce chargers as effec-
tive external fields. Under our quantum battery-charger
platform, our results support the idea of maximizing the
couplings, as a fundamental step in achieving an efficient
charging process, or that a vanishing battery-charger en-
ergy offset is preferable if only weak couplings are attain-
able.
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Appendix A: Details of the parallel battery
calculations

For completeness, we introduce the details of the
parallel-charging protocol, schematically displayed in
FIG. 1(a). To start, in consistency to the case of an all-
to-all coupled quantum battery, we set the initial state
of each pair as |ψ(0)〉pair = | ↓b↑c〉, in which the bat-
tery part is ‘empty’ while the charger is ‘full’. Since the
total spin s = sb + sc of the pair is conserved, we can
choose {|↓b↑c〉 , |↑b↓c〉} as the basis to write Hpair defined
in Eq. (8) in the main text:

Hpair =

(
Vc Jpair

Jpair Vb

)
(A1)

where the battery Hamiltonian is

Hpair
b =

(
0 0
0 Vb

)
(A2)

The corresponding eigenvalues of Hpair are:

λ1 =
V − Ω

2
λ2 =

V + Ω

2
(A3)

with V = Vb+Vc, ∆V = Vb−Vc and Ω =
√

4J2
pair + ∆V 2.

Its eigenvectors read

v1 =

(
−∆V + Ω

2aJpair
,

1

a

)ᵀ

v2 =

(
−∆V − Ω

2bJpair
,

1

b

)ᵀ

,

(A4)

where a2 = Ω2+∆V ·Ω
2J2

pair
and b2 = Ω2−∆V ·Ω

2J2
pair

are normaliz-
ing parameters. The wavefuntion at time t following an
unitary evolution is written as:

|ψ(t)〉pair =

(
Ω+∆V

2Ω e−iλ1t + Ω−∆V
2Ω e−iλ2t

−JpairΩ e−iλ1t +
Jpair

Ω e−iλ2t

)
(A5)
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and thus the instantaneous energy Epair
b =

〈ψ(t)|pairHpair
b |ψ(t)〉pair is finally written as

Epair
b =

2VbJ
2
pair

Ω2
[1− cos(Ωt)] , (A6)

whose average power is

P pair
b =

2VbJ
2
pair

Ω2t
[1− cos(Ωt)] (A7)

The density matrix of the pair, ρpair =
|ψ(t)〉pair〈ψ(t)|pair, is used to write entanglement
entropy between the two qubits of the pair Spair

vN :

Spair
vN = −A log(A)−B log(B) (A8)

where A = cos2(Ωt
2 ) + ∆V 2

Ω2 sin2(Ωt
2 ) and B =

4J2
pair

Ω2 sin2(Ωt
2 ). Then Eqs. (9-13) in the main text are

demonstrated.
The dynamics of these three quantities is reported in

FIG. 6, for various combinations of the battery-charger
qubit coupling Jpair and the energy offset ∆V . As ex-
pected, no steady state is observed in this effective two-
qubit problem, but rather an oscillation characterized by
Ω that grows with the coupling Jpair and the energy off-
set ∆V . Additionally, a finite ∆V suppresses the charg-
ing, whereas increasing the magnitude Jpair trivially in-
creases the maximum energy stored and the correspond-
ing power.

Further characterization of the charging process is cap-
tured by the entanglement entropy, SvN [see Eq. 7], de-
picted for the same set of parameters in FIG. 6(c). In the
whole procedure, either in this parallel case or the col-
lective one investigated in the details in the main text,
the dynamics starts from a product state, whose asso-
ciated entanglement entropy thus vanishes. Focusing on
∆V = 0, the instants of time where the maximum energy
is deposited in the battery corresponds to another prod-
uct state, with excitations reversed in comparison to the
initial preparation, |ψ(tEmax

B
)〉pair = | ↑b↓c〉. As a result,

SvN also vanishes at t = tEmax
B

. Conversely, at instants
of time where E‖B is half of its maximum charge, i.e., the
energy is evenly distributed among charge and battery
parts, the wavefunction is maximally entangled among
its constituents and the entanglement entropy reaches a
maximum. This is immediately observed in FIGs. 6(a)
and (c), where the inflection points of the former lead to
peaks in the latter.

As previously mentioned, a finite ∆V complicates this
picture, since the battery is never maximally charged.
Nonetheless, at times at which the system periodically
returns to EB = 0, SvN = 0.
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FIG. 6. Dynamics of E‖B (a), P ‖B (b) and S
‖
vN, normalized

by the maximum S
‖,max
vN , (c) for different parameters of the

parallel battery as shown in FIG. 1(a). The battery qubit
cannot be fully charged if the detuning ∆V 6= 0. Improving
the magnitude of Jpair trivially enhances P ‖,max

B .

Appendix B: Analytic calculations of EB and PB of
the Quantum Battery

The concrete form of the energy of the battery reads

HB = VB
〈
ψ(t)|a†a|ψ(t)

〉
= VB

〈
ψ(0)|eiHta†ae−iHt|ψ(0)

〉
.

(B1)

The key step is the calculation of eiHta†ae−iHt, which
based on the definition of Baker–Campbell–Hausdorff
formula, one can obtain the following results (for the first
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6 orders):

1st :
[
H, a†a

]
= g(−a†b† + ab)

2nd : [H, 1st] = −gω(a†b† + ab)− 2g2(a†a+ bb†)

3rd : [H, 2nd] = −g(ω2 − 4g2)(a†b† − ab)
4th : [H, 3rd] = −gω(ω2 − 4g2)(a†b† + ab)

− 2g2(ω2 − 4g2)(a†a+ bb†)

5th : [H, 4th] = −g(ω2 − 4g2)2(a†b† − ab)
6th : [H, 5th] = −gω(ω2 − 4g2)2(a†b† + ab)

− 2g2(ω2 − 4g2)2(a†a+ bb†)

(B2)

For our initial state |⇓B ,⇑C〉 only the even orders con-
taining the term a†a + bb† have non-vanishing contribu-
tions. Thus EB reads,

EB = 2g2VB

[
t2

2
− t4

4!
(ω2 − 4g2) +

t6

6!
(ω2 − 4g2)2 + . . .

]
.

(B3)
If ω2 = 4g2, the battery’s energy is

EB = VBg
2t2 , (B4)

and the corresponding power is written as

PB = VBg
2t . (B5)

In the case ω2 > 4g2, EB simplifies to

EB =
2g2VB
ω2 − 4g2

[
t2

2
(
√
ω2 − 4g2)2 − t4

4!
(
√
ω2 − 4g2)4+

t6

6!
(
√
ω2 − 4g2)6 + . . .

]
=

2g2VB
ω2 − 4g2

[
1− cos(

√
ω2 − 4g2t)

]
(B6)

with PB reading as

PB =
2g2VB

(ω2 − 4g2)t

[
1− cos(

√
ω2 − 4g2t)

]
. (B7)

Whereas for ω2 < 4g2, EB and PB read

EB =
2g2VB

4g2 − ω2

[
t2

2
(
√

4g2 − ω2)2 +
t4

4!
(
√

4g2 − ω2)4+

t6

6!
(
√

4g2 − ω2)6 + . . .

]
=

2g2VB
4g2 − ω2

[
cosh(

√
4g2 − ω2t)− 1

]
(B8)

and

PB =
2g2VB

(4g2 − ω2)t

[
cosh(

√
4g2 − ω2t)− 1

]
, (B9)

respectively. These correspond to the final forms of EB
and PB shown in the main text, Eqs. (21) and (23).

Appendix C: Benchmarking the H-P transformation

As advanced in Sec. II B, the analytical results of the
collective quantum battery under the Holstein-Primakoff
transformation, valid at small excitation energies, are in
good agreement with the ones from exact diagonalization,
in particular at short-time scales. FIG. 7 shows the com-
parison of the real-time dynamics of both the energy EB
and power PB of the battery part, featuring NB = 200
and NC = 10000 qubits and various Hamiltonian pa-
rameters. The results exhibit a remarkable similarity, in
particular at short time scales.
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FIG. 7. Comparison of analytical and ED results for the
dynamics of energy and power of the battery part; here
NB = 200, NC = 10, 000, with different Hamiltonian param-
eters as marked. Lines depict the exact numerical results
whereas markers of the same color their corresponding ana-
lytical results.

We promote a second benchmark, contrasting the re-
sults of both types of H-P transformation, FM and AFM,
with the numerically exact ones in FIG. 8. Here it be-
comes clear that a transformation that follows the type
of initial state we choose, |ψ(0)〉 = | ⇓〉B

⊗ | ⇑〉C , akin to
an AFM large-spin state, fares better when compared to
the ones stemming from ED. The FM H-P transforma-
tion results significantly misses not only the amplitude
but also the frequency of dynamical oscillations, even at
short-time scales.

Appendix D: tPmax
B

of two settings

We further check how tPmax
B

varies with the size
of charger for the two different settings investigated.



12

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

E
B

(t
)/
N
B

(a)
JB = JC = JBC = 0.1

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

(c)
JB = JC = JBC = 1

0 1 2 3 4 5
t

0

2

4

6

8

10

P
B

(t
)/
N
B

(b)

ED

AFM H− P Transformation

FM H− P Transformation

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00
t

0

20

40

60

80

(d)

ED

AFM H− P Transformation

FM H− P Transformation

FIG. 8. Comparison of energy [(a) and (c)] and power [(b)
and (d)] for either FM or AFM H-P transformations with
NB = 50, NC = 100, VB = VC = 2. Homogeneous couplings
are chosen as J = 0.1 and 1 for the left and right panels, re-
spectively. Overall, the AFM H-P transformation gives better
results when contrasted to the exact ones obtained via ED.

FIG 9(a) shows the result of cases with NB fixed to
10,000, the same configurations of Hamiltonian as FIG. 3
in the main text. Similar peaks are observed when
NB ∼ NC for the homogeneous cases. Combined with
the results of FIG. 3(a) and 3(b) this states that an en-
hanced energy transfer is accompanied by a larger time
it takes to accomplish it. In the inhomogeneous JC = 0
case, however, a peak appears when NC is much smaller
than NB , coinciding with the regime of sharp increase of
both Emax

B and Pmax
B in FIG. 3.

FIG 9(b), on the other hand, shows the results of cases
with NB = NC , the same configurations of Hamilto-
nian as FIG. 4 in the main text; not the logarithmic
scale in both axes. Taking the relation 1/tPmax

B
∝ Nα,

one can observe that the exponents of the homogeneous
cases are the same as those of the special situation shown
in Eq. (26) of Sec. II B. For the inhomogeneous case,
a diminished JC enhances the energy transfer from the
charger to battery part and makes the power reach its
maximum faster with a larger scaling exponent.

Appendix E: Superextensive behaviors of noisy
couplings

As a complement of FIG. 4 in the main text, we further
check by time-dependent Lanczos algorithm the cases
when couplings acquire slight noise (details are given in

0 5000 10000 15000 20000
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10−1

t P
m

ax
B

NB = 10000

(a)
JB = JC = JBC = 1,∆V = −8

JB = JC = JBC = 1,∆V = 0

JB = JBC = 1, JC = 0,∆V = −8

2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0
log10(NC)

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0
lo

g
10

(1
/t
P

m
ax

B
)

NB = NC (b)

α =0.50

α =0.50

α =0.90

1/
√
NC, α = 0.5

FIG. 9. Variations of tPmax
B

, the corresponding time of Pmax
B .

Two panels share the same configurations of Hamiltonian. (a)
shows tPmax

B
of FIG. 3(d). One can see that, similar to other

quantities, tPmax
B

of the homogeneous cases also shows peaks
when NB ' NC and for the inhomogeneous case such peak
appears in small system size of the charger. (b) exhibits tPmax

B

of FIG. 4(d). Markers represent the numerical results and
lines are the linear fitting to them. In contrast to the parallel
case(black dashed line), tPmax

B
of the homogeneous cases also

exhibits a scaling behavior of 1/
√
NC while decreasing the

strength of the couplings among the charger qubits makes it
faster to reach the maxima of power.

the caption), which is closer to a more realistic situa-
tion of experiments. FIG 10 shows the results: Even
introducing noise to the couplings, the scaling exponents
are remarkably close to those of the homogeneous cases
with NB = NC , where a large spin representation is ap-
plicable, and implies that the superextensive behavior
observed in FIG. 5 is robust to imperfections.
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FIG. 10. Collective battery with Jij=1+δj, where δj ∈
[−0.1, 0.1] is the noise amplitude. Here, ∆V = 0 and both
axes are drawn in logarithmic scale. Markers are numerical
results derived by Lanczos algorithm, and solid lines are the
linear fittings. Scaling exponents are close to those of the ho-
mogeneous cases in FIG. 5(d). One can see that cases with
noise in couplings, which is closer to situations of experiments,
still shows superextensive behavior.
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