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In classical thermodynamics energy always flows from the hotter system to the colder one. However, if these
systems are initially correlated, the energy flow can reverse, making the cold system colder and the hot system
hotter. This intriguing phenomenon is called “anomalous energy flow” and shows the importance of initial
correlations in determining physical properties of thermodynamic systems. Here we investigate the fundamental
limits of this effect. Specifically, we find the optimal amount of energy that can be transferred between quantum
systems under closed and reversible dynamics, which then allows us to characterize the anomalous energy flow.
We then explore a more general scenario where the energy flow is mediated by an ancillary quantum system that
acts as a catalyst. We show that this approach allows for exploiting previously inaccessible types of correlations,
ultimately resulting in an energy transfer that surpasses our fundamental bound. To demonstrate these findings,
we use a well-studied quantum optics setup involving two atoms coupled to an optical cavity.

I. INTRODUCTION

The second law of thermodynamics, as formulated by Clau-
sius, states that heat always flows spontaneously from a hot to
a cold system [1]. The validity of this formulation relies on the
assumption that the two systems share no correlations [2–4].
When this condition is not met, various counter-intuitive phe-
nomena can occur [5–18]. This suggest that classical thermo-
dynamic concepts, such as work or heat, may need to be ap-
propriately modified before they can be applied to correlated
quantum systems [19–23]. Indeed, it is now well-established
that initial correlations can influence the work performed in a
thermodynamic process [24–31], or enhance the performance
of certain thermal machines [32–36].

In this work we examine how initial correlations affect en-
ergy transfer between quantum systems. This problem was
raised in Ref. [37], and has since then been explored both
theoretically [38–52] and experimentally [53]. These studies
have shown that in the presence of initial correlations, energy
transfer can be amplified or even reversed. Our aim is to un-
derstand the fundamental limitations of this process.

Let us examine a closed quantum system comprising two
locally thermal and non-interacting parts A and B with inverse
temperatures βA and βB ≤ βA. Quantum mechanics imposes
limits on how much energy can be transferred between such
systems [40]. Specifically, in any unitary process, the energy
change of the colder system, denoted ∆EA, satisfies

∆EA (βA − βB) ⩾ ∆I − βBW, (1)

where W := ∆EA + ∆EB is the external work performed
on the bipartite system, and ∆I is the change in the quantum
mutual information between A and B during the process, see
Appendix A for more details.
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FIG. 1. Energy flows in quantum systems. Panel (a) shows the
standard scenario of two initially uncorrelated systems evolving uni-
tarily. In this case, in the absence of work, energy always flows from
the hot (B) to the cold (A) system, hence the local energy change
∆EA ≥ 0. In Panel (b) the two systems are initially correlated
and an anomalous energy flow can be observed, i.e. ∆EA < 0. In
this work we determine the minimal value of ∆EA optimized over
energy-preserving and unitary evolutions, denoted with ∆E⋆

A ≤ 0.
Panel (c) shows the extended scenario involving a quantum catalyst
(C), i.e. an ancillary system that returns to its initial state at the end
of the process. The catalyst further enhances the energy flow, i.e.
leads to ∆EA < ∆E⋆

A, and can be later reused for another process.

In classical thermodynamics, the two systems are always
initially uncorrelated, i.e. ∆I ≥ 0. Therefore, lowering the
energy of the cold system A can only be accomplished by
performing work on the system, i.e. W > 0. On the other
hand, when no work is performed, then ∆EA will have the
same sign as βA−βB (i.e., heat flows from hot to cold). Con-
sequently, when ∆I ≥ 0, Eq. (1) reduces to the Clausius’
statement of the second law of thermodynamics: “It is impos-
sible to transfer energy from a cold system to a hot one in a
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cyclic process without performing work” [1]. In this sense Eq.
(1) can be viewed as a generalization of the Clausius formu-
lation of the second law of thermodynamics which takes into
account initial correlations between subsystems.

This natural flow of energy can be violated if subsystems
are initially correlated and the process consumes correlations,
which corresponds to ∆I < 0 and W = 0 in Eq. (1). Un-
der this conditions, quantum mechanics permits processes that
transfer energy from the cold system to the hot one, i.e. for
∆EA < 0. This phenomenon is known as anomalous en-
ergy flow (AEF) and demonstrates that correlations can act as
a thermodynamic resource.

One can also consider other types of resources to accom-
plish or improve thermodynamic tasks: the available level of
control on the system and its energy structure. These con-
cepts, known as control and structural complexities, are cru-
cial in the context of AEF [54]. Indeed, restricting the allowed
level of control constrains the possible evolution of the sys-
tem. Enlarging the set of allowed operations usually relaxes
these constraints. For that, we will introduce an ancillary sys-
tem (a catalyst) that assists the process by mediating the flow
of energy between different parts of the system without pro-
viding energy itself. This extension will allow us to inves-
tigate the impact of control and energy structure on energy
flows in quantum systems.

Here we investigate the fundamental limits on energy flows
in out-of-equilibrium quantum systems. For a general bipar-
tite quantum state ϱAB, we determine the maximal amount of
energy that can be transferred between A and B via energy-
conserving unitaries. In the special case where the local states
of ϱAB are thermal with inverse temperatures βA > βB, this
leads to the optimal bound on AEF. We then discuss a way to
overcome this limitation by using coherent quantum catalysis
[55]. We demonstrate these findings using an experimentally-
relevant model in quantum optics.

II. FRAMEWORK

We consider a closed quantum system composed of two
subsystems A and B. Each subsystem comes with a local
HamiltonianHx =

∑dx

i=1 ε
x
i |i⟩⟨i|x of dimension dx, where εxi

indicates the i-th energy eigenvalue and |i⟩x the correspond-
ing eigenstate of subsystem x ∈ {A, B}. Without loss of
generality, we assume that the energies are sorted in an in-
creasing order, i.e. εxi ≥ εxj for all i ≥ j. We further de-
note the free Hamiltonian of AB with H0 =

∑M
ν=1 Eν Πν ,

where M is the number of distinct energy levels {Eν} of the
total system and {Πν} are projectors onto the subspaces corre-
sponding to the (mν)−fold degenerate eigenvalue Eν , so that∑M

ν=1mν = dAdB. The average energy of subsystem x in
the state ϱx is denoted with E(ϱx) := Tr[Hx ϱx].

We are interested in driving the bipartite system AB unitar-
ily to study the transfer of energy from A to B. This process is
modelled using a Hamiltonian HAB(t) = H0 + V (t), where
H0 = HA + HB and V (t) is a cyclic potential. As a re-
sult, the system evolves as ϱAB → ϱ′AB = U ϱAB U

†, where

U = T [exp(−i
∫ τ

0
HAB(t)dt)] is a unitary operator, τ is the

duration of the protocol, and T is the time-ordering superoper-
ator (we use ℏ = kB = 1). Importantly, any unitary operation
U can be implemented in the above manner. Notice that the
initial and the final states ϱAB and ϱ′AB will, in general, not be
of the Gibbs form.

It is often the case that fundamental (or experimental) lim-
itations on the cyclic potential V (t) restrict the class of uni-
taries that can be implemented. For instance, in the absence of
work, the total energy of the system is conserved at all times
t ∈ [0, τ ]. This can be captured mathematically by requiring
that [H0, V (t)] = 0 at all times t or, equivalently, that H0 and
U share the same eigenbasis, i.e. [H0, U ] = 0. In other words,
the unitary U has a block-diagonal form

U =

M∏
ν=1

Uν , (2)

where Uν acts non-trivially only on the subspace ν.
An example scenario in which energy conservation imposes

dynamical limitations can be observed when A and B repre-
sent two two-level systems. In this setting, the two systems
are unable to interact with each other, unless they shared an
identical energy gap. However, if they were out of resonance,
one could still bring an ancillary system capable of provid-
ing the missing energy, thus enabling non-trivial interactions.
Such an ancilla, however, must recover its energy back by the
end of the protocol, otherwise it would itself contribute to the
flow of energy. Hence, in Sec. III B we extend the framework
by allowing for using ancillary systems which must be left un-
changed at the end of the protocol. In classical thermodynam-
ics the use of such systems is usually neglected (e.g. the piston
used to compress a gas). Such systems can be mathematically
modelled by adding an ancillary subsystem (catalyst) C with
a Hamiltonian HC which interacts with the system AB, and
after the interaction returns to its initial state. In this sense the
joint system ABC evolves according to an energy-preserving
unitary U as ϱAB ⊗ ωC → ϱ′ABC := U(ϱAB ⊗ ωC)U

† under
the constraint that TrAB[ϱ

′
ABC] = ωC. Quantum catalysis is

an active topic of research which finds applications in quan-
tum thermodynamics [55–68], entanglement theory [69–77],
and other fields [78–87]. See Refs. [88, 89] for recent reviews.

Our main figure of merit is the maximal energy flow be-
tween systems (A) and (B), denoted by ∆E⋆

A, i.e.

∆E⋆
A := min

U
[E(σA)− E(ϱA)] , (3)

where σA := TrB
[
UϱABU

†] and U is a unitary that sat-
isfies [U,HAB] = 0. We will also be interested in the
special case when initial state ϱAB has thermal marginals,
i.e. TrA[ϱAB] = γB and TrB[ϱAB] = γA, where γx =
exp(−βxHx)/Zx is a thermal state of subsystem x ∈ {A,B}
with Zx = Tr[exp(−βxHx)], and the inverse temperatures
satisfy βA ≥ βB. In this context the quantity ∆E∗

A captures
the maximal degree of reversing the natural flow of energy
between subsystems A and B, i.e. the anomalous energy flow
(AEF). In this case ∆E⋆

A < 0 indicates that AEF can occur for
some unitary process U , and ∆E⋆

A ≥ 0 means that the energy
always flows from A to B, and hence AEF cannot occur.
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III. RESULTS

A. Optimal energy flow in a correlated quantum system

Our first contribution is finding the maximal energy flow
∆E⋆

A as defined via Eq. (3) for general quantum states ϱAB.
We start by observing that energy-preserving unitaries sim-
ply rotate populations within degenerate energy eigenspaces
of the joint system AB. Let us therefore decompose ϱAB as

ϱAB =

M∑
ν=1

ϱννAB +

M∑
ν ̸=µ

ϱνµAB, (4)

where ϱνµAB := Πν ϱAB Πµ. Using this representation, in Ap-
pendix B we show that the operators ϱνµAB for ν ̸= µ (i.e.,
elements outside of degenerate energy subspaces) do not con-
tribute to the average local energy E(ϱA). Consequently, en-
ergy coherences outside of the degenerate energy subspaces
(and hence also the correlations they describe), are irrelevant
from the perspective of changing local energies of the system.
Therefore, the only relevant contribution towards ∆EA comes
from the operators ϱννAB. As these operators are independent
from each other, optimizing local energy change on A can be
achieved by optimizing it within each subspace ν.

Let us now observe that the unitary operators acting on sub-
space ν, i.e. uν = ΠνUν , can be arbitrary. This means that
in each such subspace, we can apply a different uν that opti-
mizes energy flow within that subspace, e.g. using the tech-
niques described in Ref. [90]. More specifically, let us write
ϱννAB =

∑mν

n=1 p
ν↓
n |ϕνn⟩⟨ϕνn|, where pν↓n are the eigenvalues

ordered non-decreasingly in the degenerate subspace ν and
|ϕνn⟩ are the corresponding eigenvectors. Note that x↓n indi-
cates the elements of a set ordered in a non-decreasing order.
Moreover, we also decompose Πν =

∑mν

n=1 |Eν
n⟩⟨Eν

n |, where
|Eν

n⟩ are sorted in the order of non-increasing local energies of
A, i.e. such that ⟨Eν

n |HA ⊗ 1B|Eν
n⟩ ≥ ⟨Eν

k |HA ⊗ 1B|Eν
k ⟩ for

n ≥ k. In this notation, the unitary uν that minimizes the local
energy of subsystem A within the degenerate energy subspace
ν is given by uν =

∑mν

n=1 |Eν
n⟩⟨ϕν↓n |. In other words, in each

subspace ν we apply a unitary which has the following two
actions: (1) diagonalize ϱννAB, and (2) permute the eigenval-
ues of ϱννAB in the order of non-decreasing local energies of A.
For more details see Appendix C.

The above reasoning can be formulated in terms of the fol-
lowing theorem, which constitutes our first main result.

Theorem 1. For a bipartite state ϱAB the optimal local en-
ergy change under energy-preserving unitaries is given by

∆E⋆
A = E(σ⋆

A)− E(ϱA), (5)

where σ⋆
A =

∑dA

i=1 q
⋆
i

∣∣εAi 〉〈εAi ∣∣ and q⋆i are given by

q⋆i =

M∑
ν=1

mν∑
n=1

pν↓n ⟨Eν
n |
(∣∣εAi 〉〈εAi ∣∣⊗ 1B

)
|Eν

n⟩. (6)

The unitary U⋆ that enables this energy flow is given by

U⋆ =

M∏
ν=1

Uν , where Uν =

mν∑
n=1

|Eν
n⟩⟨ϕν↓n |+

∑
µ̸=ν

Πµ. (7)

The above theorem characterizes the optimal reversible
(unitary) and energy-preserving protocol which minimizes the
(local) energy change on subsystem A. It therefore provides
the solution to the optimization problem from Eq. (3). In
particular, when ∆E⋆

A < 0 and local marginals of ϱAB are
thermal states with βA ≥ βB, Theorem 1 gives the optimal
(achievable) bound on the AEF. In general, the final state ob-
tained in the optimal protocol from Theorem 1 is not thermal.

One of the insights of Theorem 1 is that the only type of
correlations which can influence the energy flow between A
and B correspond to degenerate energy subspaces. As a con-
sequence, the bound from Eq. (1) for W = 0 is not gen-
erally achievable with energy-conserving unitaries. Hence,
for quantum states that exhibit correlations between non-
degenerate energy levels, the natural flow of energy can never
be reversed, even though they can be highly correlated.

Our second main result provides a way to overcome this
limitation using the concept of coherent quantum catalysis
[55]. This provides a way to access the correlations “locked”
in the non-degenerate energy subspaces. In other words, we
will use a catalyst to lift some of the dynamical restrictions
imposed by the energy conservation law [78]. In the next sec-
tion, we show how to surpass the bound given by Theorem 1
using coherent quantum catalysis.

B. Enhancement of energy flow using coherent catalysis

We start with an experimentally-relevant example of spins
coupled to a single-mode optical cavity. Consider two spins
(two-level systems) A and B with the same energy ε cou-
pled to a single mode of an electromagnetic field C with
frequency ε and a bosonic annihilation operator a. Further-
more, let σi = |g⟩⟨e|i denote the lowering operator of the i-th
qubit. The systems evolve via the Tavis-Cummings Hamilto-
nian [91, 92], which in the rotating wave approximation reads

H = ε
∑

i=A,B

σ†
iσi + εa†a+Hint, (8)

where Hint := g
∑

i=A,B

(
aσ†

i + a†σi

)
and [H,Hint] = 0.

The two qubits should be understood as the cold (A) and the
hot (B) subsystems. The cavity C plays the role of the cata-
lyst. The system AB is prepared in a state ϱAB(λ, θ) which
is a linear combination of a product of Gibbs states and two
orthogonal Bell states, i.e.

ϱAB(λ, θ) = (1− λ− θ)γA ⊗ γB + λϕ+AB + θψ−
AB, (9)

where γi := γ(βi, Hi) for i = A,B and the (inverse) tem-
peratures satisfy βA > βB (i.e. A is colder than B). The two
Bell states are given by |ϕ+AB⟩ := (|00⟩AB + |11⟩AB)/

√
2

and |ψ−
AB⟩ := (|01⟩AB − |10⟩AB)/

√
2, where ϕ+AB :=∣∣ϕ+AB

〉〈
ϕ+AB

∣∣ and ψ−
AB :=

∣∣ψ−
AB

〉〈
ψ−
AB

∣∣, and the free parame-
ters satisfy λ + θ ≤ 1. The optical cavity C will be prepared
in a state ωC which will be determined later.
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FIG. 2. Catalytic anomalous energy flow. We consider two spins
A and B coupled to an optical cavity C with N = 3 Fock levels. Fig.
(a) shows the schematic depiction of the Tavis-Cummings model in
which two two-level systems are each coupled to a single mode of
light in an optical cavity (see main text). Fig (b) shows ∆E∗

A−∆Ec
A,

i.e. the difference between the optimal energy change on the cold
system A and the energy change obtained using the catalytic proto-
col, for the state given by Eq. (9) as a function of parameters λ and
θ. The inset shows the particular case of θ = 0, for which no AEF
is possible due to Theorem 1 (blue curve). We observe that using the
cavity as a catalyst allows for energy flows that would otherwise be
impossible to achieve.

We consider an energy-conserving unitary protocol com-
posed of two steps. First, the spins interact with the cavity via
unitary U(τ) = exp

(
−i
∫ τ

0
H(t) dt

)
, which leads to

σAB(τ) = TrC
[
U(τ) (ϱAB ⊗ ωC)U

†(τ)
]
. (10)

The state of the cavity ωC is the unique solution to

ωC = TrAB

[
U(τ) (ϱAB ⊗ ωC)U

†(τ)
]
. (11)

In other words, the cavity returns to its initial state at t =
τ . This guarantees that C acts as a catalyst, i.e. its quantum
state does not change under the dynamics. Consequently, it
delivers no energy to the bipartite system AB and the energy
flow can only be attributed to the system AB. This is valid
for any value of the parameter τ > 0. Second, we apply the
optimal unitary U⋆ from Theorem 1 to σAB(τ), which leads
to σ′

AB(τ) := U⋆ σAB(τ)U
†
⋆ , and the protocol terminates.

The resulting energy change of subsystem A is given
by ∆EA(τ) = E (σ′

A(τ)) − E(ϱA), where σ′
A(τ) =

TrB [σ′
AB(τ)]. The value of parameter τ is then numerically

optimized so that ∆EA(τ) achieves minimal value, which we
denote with ∆Ec

A := minτ>0 ∆EA(τ).
In Fig. 2 we present the performance of the above pro-

tocol in the context of AEF. More specifically, we observe
that ∆Ec

A can be significantly lower than ∆E∗
A as determined

from Theorem 1. This shows that the use of a (coherent) cat-
alyst can improve the transfer of energy between two sub-
systems. Moreover, the largest advantage is obtained when
ϱAB(λ, θ) does not contain ocuppations, nor coherences, in
the subspace of degenerate energy, i.e. the one spanned by
energy eigenstates |01⟩AB and |10⟩AB (which corresponds to
θ = 0). This leads to a genuinely new type of AEF which
relies on the correlations between non-degenerate energy lev-
els, as opposed to correlations within the degenerate energy
subspace. Moreover, since in the case when θ = 0 we have
∆E⋆

A = 0 and thus no AEF can occur, the above protocol
demonstrates that coherent catalysis can not only enhance, but
also activate previously impossible AEFs. It is worth men-
tioning that the setup we have studied can be experimentally
realized using current state-of-the art technology [93–96].

The example presented above demonstrates that AEF can
be enhanced, and even activated, using appropriately tuned
quantum states acting as catalysts. It is natural to ask about
the optimal energy flow that can be obtained when using ar-
bitrary catalysts and energy-conserving interactions. In Ap-
pendix D we derive such a fundamental bound which sets a
lower bound on the value of ∆E that can be achieved using a
catalyst. The bound is given by a semi-definite program (SDP)
[97, 98], which guarantees that it can be efficiently solved us-
ing existing numerical techniques [99]. Finally, in Appendix
E we present a toy example which shows that the activation
of AEF can also occur when the system ϱAB contains purely
classical correlations. In this case the catalyst required by the
transformation is also fully classical (i.e. incoherent in the
energy basis).

IV. SUMMARY

We investigated the role of correlations in reversing the nat-
ural flow of energy in correlated quantum systems. More
specifically, we derived the maximal (local) energy change
that can be achieved using energy-conserving unitary pro-
cesses, and determined the actual process that achieves this.
This allows to determine the optimal anomalous energy flow
(AEF) that can be observed in correlated quantum systems.
Furthermore, we also investigated this task in the presence of
a quantum catalyst and shown that AEF can be further en-
hanced, and even activated, when an appropriate ancillary sys-
tem is used catalytically.

In this work we addressed the fundamental question of how
correlations can help in transferring energy between two quan-
tum systems. However, the complete understanding of this
problem is far from being achieved. Here we assumed that
the unitary can be implemented perfectly by having access to
ideal interactions and ideal time-keeping, which has an infi-
nite energy cost. In realistic (imperfect) scenarios, more re-
strictions are put in the accessible operations, which can, in
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principle, reduce the amount of energy that can be transferred
between the two systems. It would be interesting then to see
how the presence of an imperfect clock and control affect our
results. Furthermore, it would be interesting to see whether
coherent catalysis can be used to improve actual thermody-
namic protocols. For example, our results suggest that coher-
ent catalysis not only allows to generate a new kind of AEF,
but that it can also be used to improve the existing optimal pro-
tocols for cooling or work extraction by explicitly exploiting
the energy coherence (and entanglement) of quantum states.
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Appendix A: Bound on anomalous energy flow

For the convenience of the reader, in this section we re-
propose a derivation for the bound on the anomalous energy
flow for two interacting systems in the presence of corre-
lations. Similar bounds appeared previously, e.g., in Refs.
[40, 53, 100]. To derive the bound, we first remind the def-
inition of the (quantum) relative entropy [101], i.e.

S(ϱ∥σ) := Tr[ϱ(log ϱ− log σ)]. (A1)

Moreover, the von Neuman entropy is defined as

S(ϱ) := −Tr[ϱ log ϱ]. (A2)

Finally, the quantum mutual information is defined as

I(A : B)ϱAB
:= S(ϱAB∥ϱA ⊗ ϱB). (A3)

Consider a bipartite system ϱAB with thermal marginals, i.e.
ϱA := TrB[ϱAB] = γA and ϱB := TrA[ϱAB] = γB, un-
dergoing an entropy non-decreasing quantum channel E , i.e.
a completely-positive (CP) trace-preserving (TP) linear map,
that is

ϱAB → E(ϱAB) = σAB, where S(ϱAB) ≤ S(σAB). (A4)

For the initial and the evolved state of system A we can write

S(σA||γA) = −S(σA)− Tr [σA log γA] (A5)
= −S(σA) + βATr [σAHA] + logZA. (A6)

From the definition of relative entropy it follows that
S(γA||γA) = 0. Consequently, we can write

S(σA||γA) = S(σA||γA)− S(γA||γA)

= −S(σA) + βATr [σAHA] + logZA

+S(γA)− βATr [γAHA]− logZA

= βA∆EA −∆SA, (A7)

where the term ∆SA = S(σA)−S(γA) represents the change
in the entropy of system A.

In general, we define the change of the total energy of
system AB as W := ∆EA + ∆EB, and hence ∆EA =
W − ∆EB. If E is a unitary operation, then W represents
the total work exchange. When E is a non-unitary process,
then W is the total energy exchange composed of two contri-
butions: the work and the heat exchanges.

Let us now write Eq. (A7) separately for both subsystems A
and B and add them up. This gives us a formula for the energy
exchange between two systems under an arbitrary quantum
channel, i.e.

(βA − βB)∆EA = ∆SA +∆SB − βBW +
∑

i=A,B

S(ϱi||γi).

(A8)

Since
∑

i S(ϱi||γi) ≥ 0, we thus have the inequality

(βA − βB)∆EA ≥ ∆SA +∆SB − βBW. (A9)

Both types of dynamics of the system AB described in this
work (i.e. unitary and unitary with a catalyst) are entropy non-
decreasing processes, i.e. they satisfy

∆SAB = S (σAB)− S (ϱAB) ⩾ 0. (A10)

Combining inequalities (A9) and (A10) and using the fact that
∆I = ∆SA + ∆SB − ∆SAB, one can obtain

(βA − βB)∆EA ≥ ∆I − βBW. (A11)

If we now assume that βA ≥ βB, then Eq. (A9) tells us that
extracting energy from the cold system is possible by either
exploiting the initial correlations or investing external energy
on the total system.

Appendix B: Role of non-degenerate coherences in energy
preserving dynamics

Here we demonstrate that energy coherences outside of the
degenerate energy subspaces do not affect the flow of energy
in the regime of energy-preserving dynamics. To do so, we
begin by examining the state’s decomposition in Eq. (4), i.e.

ϱAB =

M∑
ν=1

ϱννAB +

M∑
ν ̸=µ

ϱνµAB. (B1)



6

The terms ϱνµAB for ν ̸= µ describe all energy coherences out-
side of the degenerate subspaces. We are going to show that
they do not contribute to the average (local) energy change
∆EA. Let us define

Eνµ
A := Tr[(HA ⊗ 1B) ϱ

νµ
AB ], (B2)

Ẽνµ
A := Tr

[
(HA ⊗ 1B) Uϱ

νµ
ABU

†]. (B3)

With the above definitions we have ∆EA =
∑

ν,µ(Ẽ
νµ
A −

Eνµ
A ). The contribution to the initial energy of subsystem A

corresponding to ϱνµAB is given by

Eνµ
A = Tr[(HA ⊗ 1B) ϱ

νµ
AB ] (B4)

= Tr [Πµ (HA ⊗ 1B) Πν ϱAB] (B5)
= δνµE

νν
A , (B6)

where we used the fact that HA ⊗ 1B, Πµ and Πν have the
same block-diagonal structure.

We now compute the contribution of the term ϱνµAB to the
final energy of system A, i.e.

Ẽνµ
AB = Tr[(HA ⊗ 1B)UAB ϱ

νµ
AB U

†
AB] (B7)

= Tr[(HA ⊗ 1B)
M∏
i=1

Ui (ΠνϱAB Πµ)
M∏
j=1

U†
j ] (B8)

= Tr
[
ΠµU

†
µ (HA ⊗ 1B) UνΠν ϱAB

]
. (B9)

In the second line we used Eq. (2), i.e. the fact that an energy-
preserving unitary U is block-diagonal in the energy basis, as
well as ϱνµAB = ΠνϱABΠµ. In the last line we used the cyclic
property of the trace and the fact that

∏
i UiΠj = UjΠj =

ΠjUj . Since the operators HA ⊗ 1B, Uµ and Uν have the
same block-diagonal form (in the energy-basis), we have that
ΠµUµUνΠν = δµν11ν , it is straightforward to show that

ΠµU
†
µ (HA ⊗ 1B) UνΠν = δµνΠµU

†
µ (HA ⊗ 1B) UµΠµ.

(B10)
Therefore Ẽνµ

AB = δνµẼ
νν
AB and we can infer that ∆EA =∑

ν(Ẽ
νν
AB − Eνν

AB). Consequently, energy coherences outside
of the blocks of degenerate energy do not contribute to the
energy flow in the process. Naturally, a similar derivation can
be carried out for subystem B, leading to the same result, i.e.
Ẽµν

B = Eµν
B = 0 for µ ̸= ν.

Appendix C: Proof of Theorem 1

In this section we prove Theorem 1. For that, we construct a
unitary U⋆ capable of optimally cooling subsystem A among
all energy-preserving unitaries. We then use this unitary to
find the final state σ⋆

AB i.e. a state in which the optimal amount
of energy has been transferred from A to B.

To this end, we consider the block decomposition of the
density operator ϱAB presented in Eq. (4). Our goal is to de-
termine the unitary U⋆ which leads to the optimal value of
the optimization problem from Eq. (3). First, observe that
any unitary U which satisfies [U,HAB] = 0 only acts on the

degenerate subspaces of AB. Therefore, the terms ϱνµAB for
ν ̸= µ in Eq. (4) do not contribute to ∆EA (see Appendix B),
and can thus be ignored in subsequent calculations. In other
words, for (non-catalytic) energy-preserving dynamics, corre-
lations described by terms outside of the degenerate energy
subspaces do not affect energy flows between subsystems.

Due to the above considerations we only need to con-
sider a block-diagonal density operator of the form ϱBLOCK

AB =∑M
ν=1 ϱ

νν
AB, where each block ϱννAB is processed using an inde-

pendent unitary acting within the degenerate energy subspace
ν. To determine such a unitary we will use the approach dis-
cussed in Ref. [90], see also Refs. [102, 103]. More specif-
ically, notice that for each degenerate energy subspace ν we
can write

ΠvϱABΠv = ϱννAB =

mν∑
n=1

pν↓n
∣∣ϕν↓n 〉〈ϕν↓n ∣∣ , (C1)

where {pν↓n } are eigenvalues of ϱννAB arranged non-
increasingly within the energy subspace ν and |ϕν↓n ⟩ are the
associated eigenvectors. Applying an energy conserving uni-
tary U =

∏M
ν=1 Uν so that σAB = UϱABU

† and Uν =
(uνnm)n,m, leads to the average local energy on A given by

EA(σA) =
∑
ν,n,m

|uνnm|2pν↓n εAm (C2)

The optimal unitary that leads to the minimal energy on the
subsystem A performs two actions: first diagonalizes a given
energy subpsace in the energy basis and then reorders the
eigenvalues to minimize the energy of A. In our current nota-
tion this means that uνnm = δnm for every ν.

Let us now decompose the projectors Πν onto the degen-
erate energy subspaces as Πv =

∑mν

n=1 |Eν
n⟩⟨Eν

n |, where the
vectors {|Eν

n⟩} are any vectors that form the basis of degener-
ate subspace ν which are sorted in the order of non-increasing
local energies of A, i.e. such that

⟨Eν
n |HA ⊗ 1B|Eν

n⟩ ≥ ⟨Eν
k |HA ⊗ 1B|Eν

k ⟩ for n ≥ k. (C3)

With this notation the energy-conserving unitary that mini-
mizes ∆EA takes the form

U =

M∏
ν=1

Uν , where Uν :=

mν∑
n=1

∣∣Eν
n

〉〈
ϕν↓n
∣∣+∑

µ̸=ν

Πµ,

(C4)

Let us write the state ϱBLOCK
AB in the basis of {|ϕνn⟩}, i.e.

ϱBLOCK
AB =

M∑
ν=1

ϱννAB =

M∑
ν=1

(
mν∑
n=1

p↓n|ϕν↓n ⟩⟨ϕν↓n |

)
. (C5)

Applying the unitary from Eq. (C4) to the above state yields

σ⋆
AB =

M∏
ν=1

Uν

(
mν∑
n=1

pν↓n |ϕν↓n ⟩⟨ϕν↓n |

)
U†
ν (C6)
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=

M∑
ν=1

(
mν∑
n=1

pν↓n |Eν
n⟩⟨Eν

n |

)
. (C7)

The reduced state on A therefore becomes σ⋆
A := TrB [σ⋆

AB].
In order to determine its energy it is enough to look at the
energy occupations, i.e. q⋆i = ⟨εAi |σA|εAi ⟩. They are given by

q⋆i = Tr
[∣∣εAi 〉〈εAi ∣∣⊗ 1Bσ

⋆
AB

]
(C8)

=

M∑
ν=1

mν∑
n=1

pν↓n Tr
[∣∣εAi 〉〈εAi ∣∣⊗ 1B |Eν

n⟩⟨Eν
n |
]

(C9)

=

M∑
ν=1

mν∑
n=1

pν↓n ⟨Eν
n |
(∣∣εAi 〉〈εAi ∣∣⊗ 1B

)
|Eν

n⟩. (C10)

This completes the proof of the theorem.

Appendix D: Fundamental bound on catalytic AEF

In the main text we have shown that, for a bipartite state,
the energy flow can be enhanced when using appropriately
tuned states that act as catalysts. It is natural to ask what is
the maximal energy flow that can be obtained with the help of
arbitrary catalysts.

Let us now consider system AB and arbitrary ancillary sys-
tem C, which acts as a catalyst, i.e. remains invariant at the
end of the energy-conserving unitary processes. The quantity
that captures this can be formally defined in the following way

∆E⋆,c
A := min

U,ωC

E(σA)− E(ϱA) (D1)

subject to U(ϱAB ⊗ ωC)U
† = σABC (D2)

σC = ωC, ωC ≥ 0, Tr[ωC] = 1, (D3)

UU† = U†U = 1ABC, (D4)
[U,HABC] = 0. (D5)

Unfortunately, computing ∆E⋆,c
A explicitly is a difficult prob-

lem. In what follows we derive nontrivial lower bounds on
∆E⋆,c

A . For that, we make use of the Catalytic Entropy The-
orem which provides the necessary and sufficient conditions
for transforming general states using arbitrary unitary oper-
ations in the presence of arbitrary catalysts [104]. The the-
orem states that for any two density operators ϱAB and σAB,
there exists a density matrix ωC and a unitary U such that
TrC[U(ϱAB⊗ωC)U

†] = σAB and TrAB[U(ϱAB⊗ωC)U
†] =

ωC if and only if S(σAB) ≥ S(ϱAB). This makes it clear
that, instead of searching for optimal unitaries U and density
matrices ωC in the optimization problem (D1), it is enough
to search over all density matrices σAB on the system AB
with von Neumann entropy bounded from below by S(ϱAB).
Still, the unitaries that we consider here are arbitrary, i.e.
our solutions will not respect the constraint [U,HABC] = 0
and therefore can, in general, achieve a lower value in the
optimization problem (D1). In order to make our bound
tighter we add a linear constraint on the average energy, i.e.

Tr[HABσAB] = Tr[HABϱAB]. This allows us to lower bound
the optimal value of the optimization problem (D1) using the
following optimization problem:

∆E
(bound)
A := min

σAB

E(σA)− E(ϱA) (D6)

subject to S(σAB) ≥ S(ϱAB) (D7)
E(σAB) = E(ϱAB) (D8)

Remarkably, the above problem is an instance of a semi-
definite program (SDP), which implies that it can be solved
efficiently using existing numerical techniques.

Appendix E: Toy example of AEF activation

In this Appendix we present a simple toy example that
demonstrates the role of catalysts in generating desired flows
of energy in classically-correlated systems. Consider a bipar-
tite system prepared in a classically-correlated state

ϱAB =
1

2
(|00⟩⟨00|+ |11⟩⟨11|) , (E1)

with local Hamiltonians Hx = ε |1⟩⟨1|x for x ∈ {A,B}. The
local marginals of the above state are given by TrA[ϱAB] =
γB and TrB[ϱAB] = γA, where γA = γB are thermal states
at equal temperatures TA = TB = ∞. Since the degenerate
energy subspace of ϱAB is not populated, there is no unitary
U that satisfies [HA +HB, U ] = 0 and which could lead to a
flow of energy between subsystems A and B.

Let us now add a third system C (a catalyst) with Hamil-
tonian HC = ε |1⟩⟨1|C prepared in a maximally-mixed state
ωC = 1

21C. Let the global system evolve according to an
energy-conserving unitary U . The action of U on the energy
basis of the Hilbert space of three qubits |ijk⟩ := |i⟩A⊗|j⟩B⊗
|k⟩C for i, j, k ∈ {0, 1} is given by

U |001⟩ = |010⟩, U |110⟩ = |011⟩, (E2)
U |010⟩ = |001⟩, U |011⟩ = |101⟩, (E3)
U |101⟩ = |110⟩, (E4)

and U furthermore acts as identity on the remaining elements
of the energy basis. It can be easily verified that U satisfies
[U,HA + HB + HC] = 0 and evolves the composite system
into σABC := U(ϱAB ⊗ ωC)U

†, where the reduced states be-
come

σA =
3

4
|0⟩⟨0|+ 1

4
|1⟩⟨1| , σB =

1

4
|0⟩⟨0|+ 3

4
|1⟩⟨1| , (E5)

and furthermore σC = ωC. The energy change on A is given
by ∆EA = E(σA)−E(ϱA) = −1/4 < 0. That is, the system
A becomes colder and the system B becomes hotter. This
demonstrates that in the scenario with the energy-conservation
law catalysts can enable anomalous flow of energy even for
fully classically-correlated systems. Indeed, both systems A
and B are incoherent and classically-correlated states, and the
catalyst C is incoherent in the energy eigenbasis.
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