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Feedback control and erasure protocols have often been considered as a model to embody

Maxwell’s Demon paradox and to study the interplay between thermodynamics and infor-

mation processing. Such studies have led to the conclusion, now widely accepted in the

community, that Maxwell’s Demon and the second law of thermodynamics can peacefully

coexist because any gain provided by the demon must be offset by the cost of performing

measurement and resetting the demon’s memory to its initial state. Statements of this kind

are collectively referred to as second laws of information thermodynamics and have recently

been extended to include quantum theoretical scenarios. However, previous studies in this

direction have made several assumptions, in particular about the feedback process and the

measurement performed on the demon’s memory, and thus arrived at statements that are

not universally applicable and whose range of validity is not clear. In this work, we fill

this gap by precisely characterizing the full range of quantum feedback control and erasure

protocols that are overall consistent with the second law of thermodynamics. This leads us

to conclude that the second law of information thermodynamics is indeed universal : it must

hold for any quantum feedback control and erasure protocol, regardless of the measurement

process involved, as long as the protocol is overall compatible with thermodynamics. Our

comprehensive analysis not only encompasses new scenarios but also retrieves previous ones,

doing so with fewer assumptions. This simplification contributes to a clearer understanding

of the theory. Additionally, our work identifies the Groenewold–Ozawa information gain as

the correct information measure characterizing the work extractable by feedback control.

I. INTRODUCTION

The problem of consistency between the second law of thermodynamics and information pro-

cessing has been at the center of one of the longest running debates in the history of modern
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physics, ever since Maxwell conjured up his famous demon [1]. A widely accepted solution to

Maxwell’s paradox is that the validity of the second law of thermodynamics is recovered by taking

into account the work cost for measurement and erasure, i.e., the resetting of the demon’s mem-

ory to its initial state [2–8]. These ideas, bridging thermodynamics with information theory, are

nowadays collectively referred to as information thermodynamics [9, 10].

In this context, and including a quantum theoretical scenario, Sagawa and Ueda, in a series of

celebrated papers [11–13], derived an achievable upper bound for the work extracted by feedback

control and showed that the conventional second law can, in general, be violated from the viewpoint

of the system alone, but such a violation is exactly compensated by the cost of implementing the

controlling measurement and resetting of the memory. Such a tradeoff relation is what they call

the second law of information thermodynamics (ITh).

Unfortunately, despite their significance, the balance equations established in Refs. [11–13] rely

on several, mutually inconsistent assumptions that lack a direct operational interpretation. Fur-

thermore, these works discuss only sufficient conditions for the validity of such balance equations.

While some generalizations and refinements have been proposed [14–16], a comprehensive charac-

terization of the validity range of the second law of ITh remains elusive. As a result, it is unclear

under what conditions the second law of ITh holds. In fact, at the time of this writing, it is not

even clear whether the second law of ITh should be considered a universal law or not, and what

its logical status is with respect to the conventional second law of thermodynamics.

Our paper addresses this gap by adopting a top-down approach. Instead of deriving the second

law from assumptions with unclear logical necessity, we initiate from a purely information-theoretic

framework and incorporate a thermodynamic narrative at the conclusion. The advantages are

twofold: on the one hand, this allows us to determine exactly (in terms of sufficient and necessary

conditions) how far feedback control protocols can be generalized while remaining overall consistent

with the second law of thermodynamics. On the other hand, we obtain balance equations that

are valid for any measurement process, thus demonstrating the universal validity of the second

law of ITh in general feedback control and erasure protocols. Our conclusion is that as long as

a quantum feedback control protocol is overall compatible with thermodynamics, it must also

satisfy the second law of ITh, regardless of the measurement process involved. Moreover, as a by-

product, our balance equations provide a thermodynamic interpretation to the Groenewold–Ozawa

information gain [17–20], even in situations when it takes negative values.

The remaining part of this paper is organized as follows. In Section II, we introduce notation

and some basic definitions. In Section III, we describe the most general setup of quantum feedback

control and erasure protocols, and compute exact formulas and bounds for the work associated

with such protocols. In Section IV we study the logical relation between the validity of the second
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law of ITh and the validity of the second law of thermodynamics, for which we formulate necessary

and sufficient conditions in Section V. In Section VI we compare our analysis with that given in

Refs. [11–13]. We close the paper with some concluding remarks in Section VII.

II. NOTATION AND BASIC DEFINITIONS

Consider a quantum system A associated with a finite-dimensional Hilbert space HA. The

algebra of linear operators LA on HA will be denoted as L(HA), 1A and OA denoting the unit and

null operators, respectively. States on A are represented by unit-trace positive operators, i.e., ρA ⩾

OA, Tr[ρA] = 1. Given a state ρA, its von Neumann entropy [21] is defined as S(ρA) ≡ S(A)ρ :=

−Tr[ρA ln ρA]. For any state ρA and a positive operator σA such that supp(ρA) ⊆ supp(σA),

the Umegaki quantum relative entropy is defined by D(ρA∥σA) := Tr[ρA(ln ρA − lnσA)] ⩾ 0 [22],

which is non-negative due Klein’s inequality [23, 24], and vanishes if and only if ρA = σA. For a

composite system AB, bipartite states are denoted by ρAB, and the corresponding reduced states

by, e.g., ρA := TrB[ρ
AB]. The quantum mutual information of a bipartite state ρAB is defined as

I(A :B)ρ := S(A)ρ + S(B)ρ − S(AB)ρ ≡ D(ρAB∥ρA ⊗ ρB) ⩾ 0, with equality if and only if ρAB =

ρA⊗ρB. On the other hand, the conditional quantum entropy of a bipartite state ρAB is defined as

S(A|B)ρ := S(AB)ρ−S(B)ρ, which can be negative. The conditional quantum mutual information

of a tripartite state ρABC is defined as I(A :C|B)ρ := S(A|B)ρ+S(C|B)ρ−S(AC|B)ρ ⩾ 0, where

the non-negativity follows from the strong subadditivity of the von Neumann entropy (see, e.g.,

Ref. [25]).

Operations provide the most general description for how a quantum system may transform. In

the Schrödinger picture, an operation acting in a system A is defined as a completely positive (CP),

trace non-increasing linear map Φ : L(HA) → L(HA). We shall denote the consecutive application

of operations Φ1 followed by Φ2 as Φ2◦Φ1. For each operation, there exists a Heisenberg picture dual

Φ∗, defined by the trace duality Tr[Φ∗(LA)ρA] = Tr[LAΦ(ρA)] for all ρA and LA. Φ∗ is a sub-unital

CP linear map, i.e., Φ∗(1A) ⩽ 1A. Among the operations are channels, which preserve the trace,

and if Φ is a channel, then Φ∗ is unital, i.e., Φ∗(1A) = 1A. We shall denote the identity channel

acting in A as idA, which satisfies idA(LA) = LA for all LA. An operation acting in a composite

system AB is local if it can be written as Φ = ΦA⊗ΦB, such that Φ(LA⊗LB) = ΦA(LA)⊗ΦB(LB)

for all LA and LB. As such, ΦA ⊗ idB is an operation that acts locally and non-trivially only in

subsystem A.

A thermodynamic system A is defined as the tuple (ρA;HA;β), where HA is the Hamiltonian

and β := 1/kBT > 0 is the inverse temperature of an external thermal bath, with kB Boltzmann’s

constant. Throughout, we shall only consider the case where the thermal bath has a constant
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temperature, and so for notational simplicity we will abbreviate the thermodynamic system as

(ρA;HA). When the system is in thermal equilibrium, the thermal state or Gibbs state is defined

as γA := e−βH
A
/ZA, where ZA := Tr[e−βH

A
] is the partition function.

Definition 1. Consider a thermodynamic system (ρA;HA). The internal energy is defined as

E(ρA;HA) := Tr[ρAHA],

and the nonequilibrium free energy [26, 27] is defined as

F (ρA;HA) := E(ρA;HA)− β−1S(A)ρ ≡ Feq(H
A) + β−1D(ρA∥γA) ,

where Feq(H
A) := −β−1 lnZA ≡ F (γA;HA) is the equilibrium (Helmholtz) free energy.

Lemma 1. Consider a bipartite thermodynamic system (ρAB;HAB). Assume that the Hamiltonian

is additive, i.e., HAB = HA +HB := HA ⊗ 1B + 1A ⊗HB. It holds that

E(ρAB;HAB) = E(ρA;HA) + E(ρB;HB)

and

F (ρAB;HAB) = F (ρA;HA) + F (ρB;HB) + β−1I(A :B)ρ .

Proof. Note that by the definition of the partial trace, it holds that Tr[ρABLA ⊗ 1B] = Tr[ρALA]

for all LA and ρAB. The additivity of the internal energy follows trivially from the additivity of

the Hamiltonian. Now note that F (ρAB;HAB) = E(ρAB;HAB) − β−1S(AB)ρ. Observing that

S(AB)ρ = S(A)ρ + S(B)ρ − I(A : B)ρ completes the proof.

In what follows, when tracking the change of these quantities in time, we use the following

notation: when a thermodynamic system Y transforms as (ρYi ;H
Y
i ) 7→ (ρYj ;H

Y
j ), where L

Y
k denotes

the state/Hamiltonian of the system at time t = tk, we denote the change in internal energy E,

nonequilibrium free energy F , and entropy S as follows:

∆xYi→j := x(ρYj ;H
Y
j )− x(ρYi ;H

Y
i ) (x = E,F, S) . (1)

Lemma 2. Consider a bipartite thermodynamic system which transforms as (ρABi ;HAB
i ) 7→

(ρABj ;HAB
j ), such that ρABj = ΦA ⊗ idB(ρABi ), where ΦA is a channel acting in A and idB is the

identity channel acting in B. The following hold:

(i) ρAj = ΦA(ρAi ) and ρ
B
j = ρBi .

(ii) If HAB
k = HA

k +HB for k = i, j, then ∆EABi→j = ∆EAi→j = Tr[ΦA(ρAi )H
A
j ]− Tr[ρAi H

A
i ].
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Proof. (i): For all LA and LB, it holds that

Tr[ρAj L
A] = Tr[ΦA ⊗ idB(ρABi )(LA ⊗ 1B)] = Tr[ρABi ΦA∗ ⊗ idB(LA ⊗ 1B)]

= Tr[ρABi ΦA∗(LA)⊗ 1B] = Tr[ρAi Φ
A∗(LA)] = Tr[ΦA(ρAi )L

A],

Tr[ρBj L
B] = Tr[ΦA ⊗ idB(ρABi )(1A ⊗ LB)] = Tr[ρABi ΦA∗ ⊗ idB(1A ⊗ LB)]

= Tr[ρABi 1A ⊗ LB] = Tr[ρBi L
B].

Here, we have used the definition of the partial trace, the trace duality, and the fact that

ΦA∗ is unital while idB(LB) = LB for all LB. Since Tr[ρALA] = Tr[σALA] for all LA if and

only if ρA = σA completes the proof.

(ii): This follows from item (i), together with the additivity of the Hamiltonian, Lemma 1, and

the fact that HB
i = HB

j = HB.

A. The second law of thermodynamics

When a process does not involve an exchange of heat with an external thermal bath, it is

referred to as adiabatic. A paradigmatic example of an adiabatic process is a unitary channel,

which, by definition, does not involve any external system. Even if a channel is non-unitary, the

assumption of adiabaticity may be justified if, for example, the channel is implemented very quickly

with respect to the time scale required for heat to dissipate, as assumed in e.g. [28].

Definition 2. Consider a thermodynamic system which transforms as (ρYi ;H
Y
i ) 7→ (ρYj ;H

Y
j ),

such that ρYj = Φ(ρYi ), where Φ is a channel acting in Y . If Φ is adiabatic, then the work injected

(extracted) is defined as the increase (decrease) in internal eneregy, i.e.,

Win := ∆EYi→j , Wext := −∆EYi→j .

In this paper, we also consider processes that, although far from equilibrium, still involve a single

thermal bath at a fixed inverse temperature β > 0, and as such are considered to be isothermal.

According to Ref. [27], for isothermal processes, at equilibrium or not, the second law can be

formulated as an inequality, which, for a given system Y , reads

W Y
ext ⩽ −∆F Yi→j , (2)

where W Y
ext on the left-hand side represents the work that can be extracted from system Y as it

evolves from time step ti to time step tj . Notice that the nonequilibrium free energy change in the
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right-hand side can be replaced by the change in equilibrium free energy whenever the initial state

of Y is assumed to be in thermal equilibrium—this is a consequence of the implication [27]

ρYi = γY =⇒ −∆F Yi→j ⩽ −∆F Yeq,i→j , (3)

which follows from F (γY ;HY
i ) = Feq(H

Y
i ) and F (ρ

Y
j ;H

Y
j ) ⩾ Feq(H

Y
j ). The above inequality will

be useful when connecting our analysis to previous ones.

We shall model an isothermal process explicitly as a unitary interaction between the system

of interest Y and a thermal bath B. By the first law of thermodynamics and the adiabaticity of

the global evolution, the extracted work from the system of interest Y may be identified with the

change in internal energy of the compound Y B [27]. In such a case, we obtain a refinement of

Eq. (2), expressed as an equality.

Lemma 3. Consider a system Y and a thermal bath B, which transform as (ρY Bi ;HY B
i ) 7→

(ρY Bj ;HY B
j ). Assume that ρY Bi := ρYi ⊗ γB, and that ρY Bj = Φ(ρY Bi ) with Φ(·) := U(·)U † a

unitary channel, and that HY B
k := HY

k +HB for k = i, j. Then the extracted work from system Y

will read

W Y
ext = −∆EY Bi→j = −∆F Yi→j − β−1SBirr,

where

SBirr := I(Y : B)ρj +D(ρBj ∥γB) ⩾ 0

is the irreversible entropy production, vanishing if and only if ρY Bj = ρYj ⊗ γB.

Proof. Since unitary evolution is adiabatic, then by Definition 2 the extracted work from the

compound Y B will equal the decrease in internal energy, and so by Definition 1 it holds that

W Y B
ext := −∆EY Bi→j = −∆F Y Bi→j − β−1∆SY Bi→j = −∆F Y Bi→j , with the last step following from the fact

that unitary evolution does not change the von Neumann entropy. Now note that by the first

law of thermodynamics, it holds that W Y
ext = −∆EYi→j − QY , where W Y

ext is the work extracted

from system Y , and QY := ∆EBi→j is the heat that flows to the bath B. By the additivity of the

Hamiltonian and Lemma 1, it follows that W Y
ext = −∆EYi→j − ∆EBi→j = −∆EY Bi→j =: W Y B

ext . We

may therefore write

W Y
ext = −∆F Y Bi→j

= −∆F Yi→j −∆FBi→j − β−1I(Y : B)ρj

= −∆F Yi→j − β−1
[
I(Y : B)ρj +D(ρBj ∥γB)

]
.
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In the second line we have used Lemma 1 and the additivity of the Hamiltonian, together with

the fact that system and bath are uncorrelated at initial time, and so I(Y : B)ρi = 0. In the third

line we use the fact that the bath is initially in thermal equilibrium, i.e., ρBi = γB, together with

Definition 1 and the fact that the bath Hamiltonian, and hence the bath equilibrium free energy,

does not change. Finally, we recall that the mutual information I(Y : B)ρj is non-negative and

vanishes if and only if ρY Bj = ρYj ⊗ρBj , whereas the relative entropy D(ρBj ∥γB) is non-negative and
vanishes if and only if ρBj = γB [24].

III. THE QUANTUM FEEDBACK CONTROL AND ERASURE PROTOCOLS

We consider now quantum feedback control and erasure protocols. The protocol will comprise

of five discrete time steps ti, i = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4. The total system is composed of a target system A, a

controller C = MK consisting of a memory M and a classical register K, and two thermal baths

B1, B2, both of which have the same inverse temperature β > 0. For notational simplicity, we shall

omit superscripts when denoting any quantity pertaining to the entire compound B1AMKB2,

reserving their use only when discussing subsystems, for example AMK, etc. In particular, we

shall assume that the Hamiltonian at time step ti reads Hi = HB1 +HA
i +HMK+HB2 . That is, at

each time step we assume that there are no interaction terms between the different subsystems, and

only the Hamiltonian of the target system Amay change. The protocol is represented schematically

in Figure 1, and below we shall describe each step in detail.

Preparation step: At the initial time t = t0, the compound system is prepared in the state

ρ0 := γB1 ⊗ ρA0 ⊗ σM0 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|K ⊗ γB2 (4)

where ρA0 and σM0 are arbitrary states on A and M , respectively, while |0⟩K represents the

idle state of the classical register1, and γB1 , γB2 are the thermal states of the baths, with

respect to the same inverse temperature β.

The measurement step: This step comprises an interaction step and a readout step. The inter-

action (or pre-measurement) step (from t = t0 to t = t1) represents the interaction between

A and M , described by a unitary channel U(·) := U(·)U † acting in AM . The readout (or

pointer objectification) step (from t = t1 to t = t2) is represented as a CP-instrument [29]

acting in M , that is, a family M := {Mk : k ∈ K} of operations Mk : L(HM ) → L(HM ),

where K is the value space and k ∈ K are the measurement outcomes, such that their

1 Note that the memory considered in Ref. [12] is described by a Hilbert space with a direct sum structure. Here

we describe the degrees of freedom of the labels of the blocks and the internal states of the memory using different

quantum systems. In the context of our paper, the two pictures are clearly equivalent.
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point-wise sum MK(·) :=
∑

k∈K Mk(·) is a channel, i.e., is trace-preserving. The instrument

M is identified with (or is compatible with) a unique observable, represented by a positive

operator valued measure (POVM) M := {Mk : k ∈ K} acting in M , with the effects (or

POVM elements) reading Mk := M∗
k(1

M ). Since the observable M acts in the memory, it

is referred to as the pointer observable. After M is measured by the instrument M, the

observed outcome k is recorded in the classical register. Such classical readouts are assumed

to be all perfectly distinguishable, and thus are represented, following a common convention

in quantum information theory [25], by orthogonal pure states |k⟩K . Accordingly, at t = t2

the state of the compound system reads

ρ2 := γB1 ⊗
(∑
k∈K

(idA ⊗Mk) ◦ U(ρA0 ⊗ σM0 )⊗ |k⟩⟨k|K
)
⊗ γB2 =

∑
k∈K

pk ρ2,k, (5)

where

ρ2,k = γB1 ⊗ ρAM2,k ⊗ |k⟩⟨k|K ⊗ γB2 .

Here, the probability of obtaining outcome k is given by the Born rule as

pk := Tr[(idA ⊗Mk) ◦ U(ρA0 ⊗ σM0 )] ,

and for every k such that pk > 0, the corresponding normalized post-measurement state of

system A and memory M is defined as

ρAM2,k :=
(idA ⊗Mk) ◦ U(ρA0 ⊗ σM0 )

pk
,

and ρAM2,k := OAM otherwise.

We note that a fixed tuple (HM , σM0 ,U ,M) defines a measurement process or measurement

scheme for an instrument A := {Ak : k ∈ K} acting in the target system A, with the

operations reading

Ak(·) := TrM [(idA ⊗Mk) ◦ U(· ⊗ σM0 )] ≡ TrM [(1A ⊗Mk)U(· ⊗ σM0 )]. (6)

The POVM measured in A is thus A := {Ak : k ∈ K}, with the effects Ak := A∗
k(1

A). As

such, we may equivalently write pk = Tr[Ak(ρ
A
0 )] = Tr[Akρ

A
0 ] and ρ

A
2,k = Ak(ρ

A
0 )/pk.

The formalism of CP-instruments provides the most general readout procedure (i.e., pointer

objectification) allowed by quantum theory. Previous works instead have focused on a re-

stricted class of instruments acting in the memory M , namely, Lüders instruments com-

patible with a projection valued measure (PVM), also known as “projective measurements”
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[12, 14, 15]. For any observable M, the operations of the corresponding Lüders instrument

read ML
k (·) :=

√
Mk(·)

√
Mk, and M is a PVM if the effects Mk are mutually orthogonal pro-

jections. As shown by Ozawa, every instrument acting in A admits a “normal” measurement

scheme—where σM0 is chosen to be pure and the pointer observable is chosen to be a PVM

[29]. But we stress that the pointer observable in a given measurement process need not be a

PVM and, a fortiori, even if it is, the instrument measuring it need not be of the Lüders form;

it is well known that every observable M admits infinitely many M-compatible instruments.

However, the operations of such instruments may always be written as Mk = Φk ◦ ML
k ,

where Φk are arbitrary channels, see e.g. [30, 31].

Since the interaction step is unitary, it is adiabatic. Following a well-established convention,

see e.g. Refs. [11, 12, 15], we shall assume that the pointer objectification step is also

adiabatic which, as discussed above, may be justified if this process takes place very fast as

compared to the time-scale in which heat dissipates. By Definition 2, the work associated

with the measurement step will be given as the change in internal energy, i.e., Win,0→2 :=

∆E0→2. But note that by Eq. (4) and Eq. (5), only the state of AMK changes due to

measurement. By the additivity of the Hamiltonians, we may split the contribution from A

and MK to the total work as

WA
ext,0→2 := −∆EA0→2, WMK

in,0→2 := ∆EMK
0→2, (7)

such that WMK
in,0→2 −WA

ext,0→2 = ∆E0→2.

The feedback control step: From t = t2 to t = t3, a feedback control protocol is performed.

This is implemented by coupling the compound AK with the thermal bath B1 by a unitary

channel F(·) := F (·)F †, defined by the unitary operator 2

F :=
∑
k∈K

Fk ⊗ |k⟩⟨k|K .

Here, Fk are unitary operators on B1A, which induce the unitary channel Fk(·) := Fk(·)F †
k

conditional on the classical register having recorded outcome k. At time step t = t3, the

state of the compound reads

ρ3 := (F ⊗ idMB2)(ρ2) =
∑
k∈K

pk ρ3,k, (8)

where

ρ3,k = ρB1AM
3,k ⊗ |k⟩⟨k|K ⊗ γB2 .

2 Note that unitarity of F implicitly assumes that K is represented by a Hilbert space HK of dimension equal to

the number of measurement outcomes.
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Here, ρB1AM
3,k = (Fk ⊗ idM )(γB1 ⊗ ρAM2,k ). Note that we may write the conditional states of

the target system A at time step t3 as ρA3,k = Λk(ρ
A
2,k), where Λk(·) := TrB1 [Fk(γB1 ⊗ ·)]

are channels acting in A as a result of the conditional unitary interactions with the bath.

We shall say that the feedback process is pure unitary if we choose Fk = 1
B1 ⊗ FAk , so that

Λk(·) = FAk (·)FA†k . In such a case, the feedback process does not involve the thermal bath.

This is the case considered in, e.g., Refs. [11–13]. However, since Szilard [2] onward, the

traditional formulation typically considers a feedback protocol that is done in contact with

a thermal bath, as we do here.

Since feedback is implemented by a global unitary channel, then by Definition 2 the work

extracted during this step is given as the decrease in internal energy of the compound. Since

the feedback unitary acts non-trivially only in the subsystem AB1K, while the state of K is

left unchanged, we identify such work with the target system A. That is,

WA
ext,2→3 := −∆E2→3. (9)

The erasure step: Lastly, the erasure process from t = t3 to t = t4 is modeled by coupling MK

with the thermal bath B2 by a unitary channel V(·) := V (·)V †. We naturally assume that

HA
3 = HA

4 , since the target system A remains dormant. At time step t4, the state of the

compound system will read

ρ4 := (idB1A ⊗ VMKB2)(ρ3), (10)

such that ρMK
4 = ρMK

0 = σM0 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|K . That is, the interaction between MK and the

bath B2 returns the local state of MK back to its initial configuration. Such a setting

appears in the context of Landauer’s principle [4, 32]. If, in addition, it holds that ρAMK
4 =

ρA4 ⊗ σM0 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|K , i.e., if the correlations between A and MK are also erased, then we say

that the erasure is perfect. Otherwise, we call the erasure partial. While perfect erasure can

in principle be achieved if a suitable bath is provided, it is a nontrivial problem to determine

if such a unitary erasure process always exists for a given bath. In order to alleviate this

problem, here we also consider a protocol that involves partial erasure.

Since erasure is implemented by a global unitary channel, then by Definition 2 the work

injected during this step is given as the increase in internal energy of the compound. Since

the erasure unitary acts non-trivially only on MK and the bath B2, while the Hamiltonian

of A does not change, then we identify such work with MK. That is,

WMK
in,3→4 := ∆E3→4. (11)
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�B1

⇢A
0

⇢M
0

|0ih0|K

�B2

U

M

Fk

V

t
t0 t1 t2 t3 t4

FIG. 1. A general quantum feedback control and erasure protocol. Interaction step (t0 → t1): system A

and memory M interact by a unitary channel U . Readout step (t1 → t2): an instrument M is applied

on the memory M and the outcome k is written on the classical register K. The interaction step and the

readout step together are referred to as the measurement step, which is assumed here to occur adiabatically.

Feedback control step (t2 → t3): a controlled unitary channel Fk is applied on the compound of system

A and thermal bath B1 depending on the outcome k. Erasure step (t3 → t4): a unitary channel V is

applied on the compound of MK and thermal bath B2, so as to return the state of MK to its initial

configuration. The total compound system is assumed to evolve adiabatically during the protocol, that is,

no heat is exchanged with any outside source.

The total work extracted from the target system A is given by the contribution of the extracted

work from measurement, and the extracted work from feedback. By Eq. (7) and Eq. (9), this reads

WA
ext :=WA

ext,0→2 +WA
ext,2→3 = −∆EA0→2 −∆E2→3 . (12)

On the other hand, the total work injected into the controller MK is given by the contribution of

injected work from measurement, and the injected work from erasure. By Eq. (7) and Eq. (11),

this reads

WMK
in :=WMK

in,0→2 +WMK
in,3→4 = ∆EMK

0→2 +∆E3→4 . (13)

Finally, the net extracted work is defined as

WAMK
ext :=WA

ext −WMK
in = −∆E0→4, (14)

which is just the total decrease in internal energy of the entire compound; recall that the transfor-

mation during each step of the protocol is given by a global adiabatic channel.
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A. General work formulas of the quantum feedback control and erasure protocols

In this section, we give generally valid formulas for the work defined in Eqs. (12) and (13).

To this end, let us first introduce the following information measure related to the measurement

process on the target system:

Definition 3. The Groenewold–Ozawa information gain [17, 18] of the target system’s measure-

ment process is defined as:

IGO := S(A)ρ0 − S(A|K)ρ2 , (15)

where the entropy of the post-measurement state of the target system conditioned by the classical

register, S(A|K)ρ2 , can equivalently be written as
∑

k pkS(ρ
A
2,k), i.e., the average entropy of the

post-measurement states of A. Note that IGO is determined entirely by the prior system state ρA0

and the instrument A acting in A as defined in Eq. (6). The Groenewold–Ozawa information gain

is guaranteed to be non-negative for all prior states ρA0 if and only if the instrument A is quasi-

complete; A is called quasi-complete if for all pure prior states ρA0 , the posterior states ρA2,k :=

Ak(ρ
A
0 )/pk are also pure. An example of a quasi-complete instrument is an efficient instrument,

whereby each operation can be written with a single Kraus operator, i.e., Ak(·) = Lk(·)L†
k. In

general, therefore, IGO can be negative [18].

The following theorem gives universally valid formulas for the work associated with feedback

control and erasure protocols with a general quantum measurement process, independent of ther-

modynamics and from a purely information-theoretic point of view.

Theorem 1. In the quantum feedback control and erasure protocol with a general quantum

measurement process (Fig. 1), the extracted work from the system is

WA
ext = −∆FA0→4 + β−1

[
IGO − I(A :K)ρ3 − SB1

irr

]
, (16)

and the work needed to run the controller is

WMK
in = β−1

[
IGO +∆SAMK

0→2 + I(A :M |K)ρ2 + SB2
irr

]
, (17)

where

SB1
irr :=

∑
k∈K

pk

(
I(A : B1)ρ3,k +D(ρB1

3,k∥γB1)

)
⩾ 0,

SB2
irr := I(MK :B2)ρ4 +D(ρB2

4 ∥γB2) ⩾ 0,

denote the irreversible entropy production associated with the isothermal feedback and erasure

steps.
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Proof idea. These equalities are obtained from Eq. (12) and Eq. (13), together with Lemmas 2 and

3. The detailed proof is given in Appendix A.

Regarding Eq. (16), I(A : K)ρ3 = S(ρA3 ) −
∑

k∈K pkS(ρ
A
3,k) is the Holevo information of the

conditional states of A after feedback [33], which is non-negative and vanishes if and only if ρA3,k =

ρA3 for all k. Ref. [34] also derives a similar equality, but it uses the QC-mutual information, which

is mentioned in Section VI, not the Groenewold–Ozawa information gain.

From Theorem 1, we obtain work inequalities that are always valid in the quantum feedback

control and erasure protocols with a general quantum measurement process.

Theorem 2. In the quantum feedback control and erasure protocol with a general quantum

measurement process (Fig. 1), the work extracted from the target system is upper bounded as

WA
ext ⩽ −∆FA0→4 + β−1IGO , (18)

where the equality holds if and only if I(A :K)ρ3 = SB1
irr = 0. The work cost to run the controller

is lower bounded as

WMK
in ⩾ β−1[IGO +∆SAMK

0→2 ] , (19)

where the equality holds if and only if I(A :M |K)ρ2 = SB2
irr = 0.

Proof. Eq. (18) and Eq. (19) are obtained by Eq. (16) and Eq. (17), respectively, together with

the non-negativity of the quantum relative entropy, the quantum mutual information, and the

conditional quantum mutual information. The equality conditions are clear.

Let us discuss in more depth the conditions under which the equalities in the above theorem can

be achieved. A necessary condition for the equality in Eq. (18) is for the entropy production during

the feedback step, SB1
irr , to vanish. This will trivially be achieved if the feedback process is pure

unitary, i.e., if for each outcome the target system undergoes an isolated unitary evolution. But

note that this will in general be incompatible with the other necessary condition for the equality in

Eq. (18), i.e., a vanishing Holevo information I(A : K)ρ3 . Recall that this quantity vanishes if and

only if ρA3,k = ρA3 for all k, which implies that ρA3,k = ρA3,k′ for all k, k
′. But if the feedback process

is pure unitary, then ρA3,k = FAk (ρA2,k)F
A†
k . Since unitary channels leave the von Neumann entropy

invariant, and two states are identical only if their entropies are identical, it clearly follows that

a necessary condition for a vanishing Holevo information given a pure unitary feedback process is

for all the posterior states after measurement, ρA2,k, to have the same entropy, which is generally
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not the case. Such a restriction will not apply in general when the feedback process is allowed to

exchange entropy with the thermal bath.

Similarly as above, a necessary condition for the equality in Eq. (19) is for the entropy production

during erasure, SB2
irr , to vanish. The other necessary condition, however, is given by a vanishing

conditional mutual information I(A :M |K)ρ2 . It is easily verified that this quantity is equivalent to∑
k∈K pk I(A :M)ρ2,k , that is, the average mutual information between A andM in the conditional

joint states ρAM2,k after measurement. Clearly, such a quantity vanishes if and only if ρAM2,k =

ρA2,k⊗ρM2,k. Given that ρAM2,k = (idA⊗Mk)◦U(ρA0 ⊗σM0 )/pk, a sufficient condition for I(A :M |K)ρ2

to vanish is if the instrument M is nuclear (also known as measure-and-prepare [35] or Gordon-

Louisell type [36]); M is nuclear if it holds that Mk(·) = Tr[Mk(·)]ϱMk for all k, where {ϱMk } is

a family of states on M . It is clear that each operation of a nuclear instrument acting in M will

destroy the correlations between A and M . Every POVM admits a nuclear instrument and, as

shown in Corollary 1 of [37] (see also Theorem 2 of [31]), if the pointer observable measured by M
is rank-1, i.e., if all the effects Mk = M∗

k(1
M ) are proportional to a rank-1 projection, then M is

necessarily nuclear.

IV. SECOND LAW OF THERMODYNAMICS VERSUS SECOND LAW OF ITH

Our analysis so far has been independent of thermodynamics, but henceforth we will explore

the consequences derived by combining the results of Theorem 1 with the second law of thermo-

dynamics. Before doing so, however, we introduce two types of second laws of thermodynamics in

this section, and show how they are related.

The overall second law holds when the net extracted work, given in Eq. (14), and the change in

free energy of the compound AMK—that is, all systems except for the thermal baths—obey the

relation in Eq. (2), i.e.,

WAMK
ext :=WA

ext −WMK
in ⩽ −∆FAMK

0→4 . (20)

We remark again that the above inequality embodies the second law of thermodynamics when

considered from the beginning (time t0) to the end (time t4) of the protocol, regardless of what

happens in the intermediate steps.

On the other hand, the second law of ITh, as formulated in [12], holds when the net extracted

work and the change in free energy of the target system alone obey the relation in Eq. (2), i.e.,

WAMK
ext :=WA

ext −WMK
in ⩽ −∆FA0→4 . (21)

Since the memory and register are erased, the free energy change ∆FMK
0→4 is zero. Thus, Eq. (20)
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may appear to be attributed to Eq. (21). As the following theorem shows, however, they coincide

only in special cases.

Theorem 3. In any quantum feedback control and erasure protocol with perfect erasure, the

overall second law of thermodynamics (20) and the generalized second law of ITh (21) are log-

ically equivalent regardless of the measurement process involved. More generally, if the erasure

is only partial, the validity of the second law of thermodynamics (20) is sufficient, but not

necessary, for the validity of the generalized second law of ITh (21).

Proof. The statement of the theorem is obtained from the following chain of relations:

−∆FAMK
0→4 = −∆FA0→4 −∆FMK

0→4 − β−1I(A :MK)ρ4

= −∆FA0→4 − β−1I(A :MK)ρ4

⩽ −∆FA0→4 ,

where the first equality holds because of Lemma 1 and I(A : MK)ρ0 = 0; the second equality

follows from the erasure condition ρMK
4 = ρMK

0 ; and the final inequality follows from the non-

negativity of quantum mutual information. It is also clear that the final inequality becomes an

equality if and only if erasure is perfect, that is, ρAMK
4 = ρA4 ⊗ ρMK

0 so that I(A :MK)ρ4 = 0.

V. NECESSARY AND SUFFICIENT CONDITIONS FOR THE VALIDITY OF THE

SECOND LAW OF THERMODYNAMICS

Due to Theorem 3, we see that the problem of characterizing the exact range of validity of

the second law of ITh can be solved by looking at the range of validity of the second law of

thermodynamics. The latter can be captured exactly owing to Theorem 1, where the formulas of

work associated with quantum feedback control and erasure protocols are obtained as equalities.

We obtain the following:

Theorem 4. The quantum feedback control and erasure protocol with a general quantum mea-

surement process (Figure 1) satisfies the overall second law of thermodynamics, i.e., Eq. (20),

if and only if

∆SAMK
0→2 ⩾ I(A :MK)ρ4 − I(A :M |K)ρ2 − I(A : K)ρ3 − SB1

irr − SB2
irr . (22)
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A sufficient condition for the overall second law to hold is if the measurement process does not

decrease the entropy, i.e., ∆SAMK
0→2 ⩾ 0.

Proof idea. Eq. (22) is obtained by combining Eq. (20) with Eqs. (16) and (17). The sufficiency

of ∆SAMK
0→2 ⩾ 0 to satisfy Eq. (22) follows from the non-negativity of the irreversible entropy

production terms SB1
irr , S

B2
irr , and the relation

I(A :M |K)ρ2 + I(A : K)ρ3 ⩾ I(A :MK)ρ3 ⩾ I(A :MK)ρ4 ,

which follows from the data processing inequality [38]. The detailed proof is given in Appendix B.

The above theorem can be equivalently reformulated in terms of work, instead of entropy.

Corollary 1. The quantum feedback control and erasure protocol with a general quantum measure-

ment process satisfies the overall second law of thermodynamics if and only if

WMK
in ⩾ β−1

[
IGO + I(A :MK)ρ4 − I(A : K)ρ3 − SB1

irr

]
.

Proof idea. This equation is obtained by combining Eq. (20) with Eq. (16). See Appendix B.

VI. COMPARISON WITH PREVIOUS LITERATURE

Here, we compare the work inequalities presented in Theorem 2 with those previously obtained

by Sagawa and Ueda [11, 12]. According to [11], the achievable upper bound on the amount of work

extracted by feedback control from the target system A, assumed to be initially in equilibrium, is

WA
ext ⩽ −∆FAeq, 0→4 + β−1IQC , (23)

where IQC is a nonnegative quantity named the QC-mutual information [11]. This quantity, in

some particular situations, can be interpreted as a measure of the information gained by the

measurement performed by the controller on the target system. Thus Eq. (23) implies that the

second law (2) for system A can be violated in a feedback control protocol by an amount that

is directly proportional to the information that the controller is able to obtain about the target

system. Then, in a subsequent paper [12], the same authors showed that the quantity β−1IQC,

under suitable assumptions, provides a tight lower bound on the work cost for measurement and

erasure:

WMK
meas +WMK

eras ≡WMK
in ⩾ β−1IQC , (24)
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thus obtaining

WA
ext −WMK

in ⩽ −∆FAeq, 0→4 , (25)

which Ref. [12] refers to as the second law of ITh.

However, in order to be valid, the analysis presented by Sagawa and Ueda in [11–13] requires

the following assumptions on the quantum feedback control and erasure protocol:

Assumption 1 (A-1) [12]: The readout/ pointer objectification must be implemented by a

Lüders instrument ML
k (·) :=

√
Mk(·)

√
Mk compatible with a projection valued measure

Mk =
√
Mk acting in M . That is, for each measurement outcome k, it must hold that

ρAM2,k =
(1A ⊗Mk)U(ρA0 ⊗ σM0 )(1A ⊗Mk)

pk
.

Assumption 2 (A-2) [11–13]: The instrument acting in the target system A, i.e., Ak(·) :=

TrM [(idA ⊗ Mk) ◦ U(· ⊗ σM0 )], must be efficient. That is, every operation Ak must be

expressible with only one Kraus operator.

Assumption 3 (A-3) [11]: The target system A must be initially prepared in the Gibbs state,

that is, ρA0 = γA.

Assumption 4 (A-4) [12]: At time step t = t2, the target system and memory must be in a

product state for each outcome k, i.e., ρAM2,k = ρA2,k ⊗ ρM2,k.

Assumption 5 (A-5) [11]: The feedback process must be pure unitary. That is, for each out-

come k it must hold that ρA3,k = FAk (ρA2,k)F
A†
k .

Assumption 6 (A-6) [12]: The memory M has a Hilbert space and Hamiltonian with a direct

sum structure, HM =
⊕N

k=0HMk and HM =
⊕N

k=0H
Mk , where N = |K| is the number of

measurement outcomes, and HMk are Hamiltonians on the sector HMk . Denoting the Gibbs

states for each sector k as γMk , it must hold that: (i) the initial state of the memory satisfies

σM0 = γM0 , and (ii) the conditional states of the memory before erasure read ρM3,k = γMk .

Let us remark that none of the assumptions above need be satisfied by general measurement and

feedback processes which we consider and, a fortiori, they are mutually incompatible in general.

First, assumptions (A-1) and (A-4) are generically incompatible, since given pointer objectification

by a Lüders instrument, the post-measurement states ρAM2,k will in general be correlated. There are

two cases in which (A-4) will be guaranteed to hold given (A-1): (i) if Mk are rank-1 projections,

which is both necessary and sufficient for the M-compatible Lüders instrument ML to be nuclear,
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then measurement of M by ML is guaranteed to destroy the correlations between A and M ; (ii)

if the premeasurement unitary channel is local, i.e., U = UA ⊗ UM , then it trivially holds that

ρAM2,k = UA(ρA0 ) ⊗Mk UM (σM0 )Mk/pk. But in such a case the measurement process implements a

trivial observable on A, i.e., it will hold that all the effects of the POVM A measured in A will

be proportional to 1A, in which case the measurement will not provide any information. Second,

whenever the effects of the observable measured by A are linearly independent—for example, if the

observable is projection valued—then (A-1), (A-2), and (A-6) are compatible only if dim(HM0) ⩽∑N
n=1 dim(HMk)/N . This follows from the fact that Gibbs states have full rank, and so the rank

of γM0 equals dim(HM0), together with the fact that an efficient instrument compatible with

an observable with linearly independent effects is extremal [39]. See Appendix C. In particular,

since Mk are projections onto the subspaces HMk , then if Mk are rank-1 projections, which is

necessary to guarantee compatibility of (A-1) and (A-4) discussed above, then HM0 must also be

1-dimensional—that is, the memory must be prepared in a pure state.

On the other hand, as a consequence of our analysis, one easily sees that in fact Assumption (A-

1) alone is already sufficient to obtain Eq. (21) which, under Assumption (A-3) and Eq. (3), directly

implies Eq. (25). This is because for any POVM, the corresponding Lüders channel ML
K(·) :=∑

k∈K
√
Mk(·)

√
Mk is bistochastic—that is, it preserves both the trace and the identity—and so

does not decrease the entropy [40]. In such a case, ∆SAMK
0→2 ⩾ 0 is guaranteed to hold, which

implies the validity of the overall second law of thermodynamics (20) (by Theorem 4) and, in turn,

also the validity of the second law of ITh (21) (by Theorem 3). See Appendix D for further details.

Thus, Eqs. (18) and (19) constitute a strict extension of Sagawa and Ueda’s relations (23)

and (24). This is because:

1. When readout/ pointer objectification is implemented by a projective measurement on the

memory, i.e., under (A-1), it holds that ∆SAMK
0→2 ⩾ 0. Moreover, if ∆SAMK

0→2 is strictly

positive, Eq. (19) is a more refined inequality than Eq. (24), since the latter cannot be

saturated.

2. When the instrument acting in A is assumed to be efficient, i.e., under (A-2), then the

Groenewold–Ozawa information gain IGO coincides with the QC-mutual information IQC,

as shown in Ref. [41].

3. When the target system is initialized in a Gibbs state, i.e., under (A-3), then −∆FA0→4 ⩽

−∆FAeq,0→4 because of Eq. (3).

In particular, we conclude that the correct information measure that remains valid for general

measurement processes is IGO, not IQC. Although IGO has been considered also in some previous

works [14, 15], these still imposed assumption (A-1). Our analysis shows that IGO is the right

quantity to consider even when (A-1) is not satisfied.
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VII. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we formulated quantum feedback control and erasure protocols with general

feedback (i.e., isothermal, not necessarily unitary) and measurement (i.e., not necessarily of the

Lüders type) processes, and derived exact formulas for the work extracted by feedback control and

the work required for measurement and erasure (Theorems 1 and 2). Unlike previous studies [11,

12, 14, 15], the equations we derived are universally valid, in the sense that we did not impose

any assumptions on the feedback process, the measurement, or the initial state of the system. Of

course, our equations recover those presented in previous studies [11–13], but are able to do to do

so with fewer assumptions than those used there. The main result of our study has been to show

that the validity of the generalized second law of ITh presented here is a necessary requirement

for any quantum feedback control and erasure protocol that is consistent with phenomenological

thermodynamics (Theorem 3), for which we also precisely characterized the conditions of validity

(Theorems 4), and that the two laws become equivalent in the case of perfect erasure of the demon’s

memory.

This resolves the problem of the scope of the second law of ITh, which was unclear from previous

studies, but can now be considered a universally valid law of physics. Our results also resolve a

debate about the operational interpretation of the Groenewold–Ozawa information gain, which

has been generally considered problematic, especially in those situations where it takes negative

values, but we have seen to quantify the amount by which the extractable work by measurement-

plus-feedback exceeds the reduction in free energy.

An interesting direction to follow will be to look for applications of our approach to other

formulations of the second law such as fluctuation theorems [14, 42–46]. In the same way, another

possible line for future research is to bring our analysis to the one-shot case [47–49], possibly beyond

quantum theory [50–52], and to introduce insights from the thermodynamic reverse bound [53],

retrodiction [45, 46, 54, 55] and the theory of approximate recoverability [56]. Finally, an interesting

line of future investigation will be to see how the second law of ITh interplays with the first and

third laws of thermodynamics: the first law demands that the interaction between system and

memory of the measuring device must be constrained so as to conserve the total energy, whereby

the Wigner-Araki-Yanase theorem will impose limitations on the measurements one may perform

[57–59]. On the other hand, the third law will prohibit the memory from being initialized in a pure

state, which has also been shown to impose fundamental constraints on measurements [60, 61].
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[49] P. Lipka-Bartosik and R. Demkowicz-Dobrzański, Thermodynamic work cost of quantum estimation

protocols, J. Phys. A Math. Theor. 51, 474001 (2018).

[50] E. Hänggi and S. Wehner, A violation of the uncertainty principle implies a violation of the second law

of thermodynamics, Nat. Commun. 4, 1 (2013), arXiv:1205.6894.

[51] M. Krumm, H. Barnum, J. Barrett, and M. P. Müller, Thermodynamics and the structure of quantum

theory, New J. Phys. 19, 043025 (2017).

[52] S. Minagawa, H. Arai, and F. Buscemi, Von neumann’s information engine without the spectral theo-

rem, Phys. Rev. Res. 4, 033091 (2022).

http://www.mathnet.ru/php/archive.phtml?wshow=paper&jrnid=ppi&paperid=903&option_lang=eng
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.127.1
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.127.1
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3480658
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3480658
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.54.2629
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.54.2629
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3610676
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.3610676
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.100.210504
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.109.180602
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.85.021104
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.85.021104
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/15/12/125012
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.103.052111
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.103.052111
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1116/5.0060893
https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms3059
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.8.021011
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aae664
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1038/ncomms2665
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/aa68ef
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.4.033091


23

[53] F. Buscemi, D. Fujiwara, N. Mitsui, and M. Rotondo, Thermodynamic reverse bounds for general open

quantum processes, Phys. Rev. A 102, 032210 (2020).
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Appendix A: Proof of Theorem 1

We shall first prove Eq. (16). Given that feedback is implemented by a global unitary channel

ρ2 7→ ρ3 = F ⊗ idMB2(ρ2), the extracted work will read

WA
ext,2→3 := −∆E2→3 = Tr[ρ2H2]− Tr[F ⊗ idMB2(ρ2)H3]

= Tr[ρB1A
2 (HB1 +HA

2 )]− Tr[ρB1A
3 (HB1 +HA

3 )]

=
∑
k∈K

pk

(
Tr[γB1 ⊗ ρA2,k (H

B1 +HA
2 )]− Tr[Fk(γB1 ⊗ ρA2,k)(H

B1 +HA
3 )]

)
= −

∑
k∈K

pk

(
∆FA2→3,k + β−1[I(A : B1)ρ3,k +D(ρB1

3,k∥γB1)]

)
. (A1)

Here, the second line follows from Lemma 2 and the fact that F acts locally in B1AK, and that

the Hamiltonian at t2, t3 is additive with only the Hamiltonian of A changing in time, and that the

state of K does not change. The third line follows from Eq. (5) and Eq. (8). The final line follows

from Lemma 3. Now let us note that we may write

−
∑
k∈K

pk∆F
A
2→3,k =

∑
k∈K

pk

(
Tr[ρA2,kH

A
2 ]− Tr[ρA3,kH

A
3 ] + β−1[S(ρA3,k)− S(ρA2,k)]

)
= Tr[ρA2H

A
2 ]− Tr[ρA3H

A
3 ] + β−1

∑
k∈K

pk[S(ρ
A
3,k)− S(ρA2,k)]

= (Tr[ρA2H
A
2 ]− Tr[ρA0H

A
0 ]) + (Tr[ρA0H

A
0 ]− Tr[ρA3H

A
3 ])

+ β−1[IGO + S(ρA3 )− S(ρA0 )− I(A : K)ρ3 ]

= ∆EA0→2 −∆FA0→3 + β−1[IGO − I(A : K)ρ3 ]

= ∆EA0→2 −∆FA0→4 + β−1[IGO − I(A : K)ρ3 ]. (A2)

In the second line we use the fact that
∑

k∈K pk ρ
A
i,k = ρAi . The third line is obtained by adding and

subtracting Tr[ρA0H
A
0 ] , β

−1S(ρA0 ), and β
−1S(ρA3 ), and noting that IGO = S(ρA0 )−

∑
k∈K pkS(ρ

A
2,k)

and I(A : K)ρ3 = S(ρA3 ) −
∑

k∈K pkS(ρ
A
3,k). The final line is obtained by noting that ∆FA0→4 =

∆FA0→3 +∆FA3→4, and that ∆FA3→4 = 0 since both the state and Hamiltonian of system A do not

change between time step t3 and t4. Finally, since WA
ext,0→2 = −∆EA0→2, then by Eq. (A1) and

Eq. (A2) we have that

WA
ext =WA

ext,0→2 +WA
ext,2→3

= −∆FA0→4 + β−1

(
IGO − I(A : K)ρ3 −

∑
k∈K

pk[I(A : B1)ρ3,k +D(ρB1
3,k∥γB1)]

)
,

and so we obtain Eq. (16).
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Next, we show Eq. (17). Since the erasure step is implemented by the global unitary channel

ρ3 7→ ρ4 = idB1A ⊗ V(ρ3), we have

WMK
in,3→4 := ∆E3→4 = Tr[idB1A ⊗ V(ρ3)H4]− Tr[ρ3H3]

= Tr[V(ρMK
3 ⊗ γB2)(HMK +HB2)]− Tr[ρMK

3 ⊗ γB2(HMK +HB2)]

= ∆FMK
3→4 + β−1[I(MK : B)ρ4 +D(ρB2

4 ∥γB2)]

= −∆FMK
0→2 + β−1[I(MK : B)ρ4 +D(ρB2

4 ∥γB2)].

The second line follows from Lemma 2 and the fact that V acts locally inMKB2, and the fact that

the Hamiltonian at t3, t4 is additive while the Hamiltonians ofMK and B2 do not change. The third

line follows from Lemma 3. The final line follows from the assumption of erasure, i.e., ρMK
4 = ρMK

0 ,

so that ∆FMK
3→4 = −∆FMK

0→3 , together with the fact that both the state and Hamiltonian of MK

do not change between time steps t2 and t3, so that −∆FMK
0→3 = −∆FMK

0→2 −∆FMK
2→3 = −∆FMK

0→2 .

Given that WMK
in,0→2 = ∆EMK

0→2 = ∆FMK
0→2 + β−1∆SMK

0→2, we have that

WMK
in =WMK

in,0→2 +WMK
in,3→4

= ∆FMK
0→2 + β−1∆SMK

0→2 −∆FMK
0→2 + β−1[I(MK : B)ρ4 +D(ρB2

4 ∥γB2)]

= β−1[∆SMK
0→2 + I(MK : B)ρ4 +D(ρB2

4 ∥γB2)]. (A3)

Now note that in general, the following relationship holds:

I(A :M |K)ρ2 := S(A|K)ρ2 + S(M |K)ρ2 − S(AM |K)ρ2

= S(A|K)ρ2 − S(A)ρ0 + S(A)ρ0 + S(MK)ρ2 − S(MK)ρ0 + S(MK)ρ0 − S(AMK)ρ2

= S(A|K)ρ2 − S(A)ρ0 + S(MK)ρ2 − S(MK)ρ0 + S(AMK)ρ0 − S(AMK)ρ2

= −IGO +∆SMK
0→2 −∆SAMK

0→2 . (A4)

The second line is obtained by adding and subtracting S(A)ρ0 and S(MK)ρ0 , together with the

definition S(AM |K)ρ2 := S(AMK)ρ2 − S(K)ρ2 and S(M |K)ρ2 := S(MK)ρ2 − S(K)ρ2 . The third

line is obtained by noting the fact that ρAMK
0 = ρA0 ⊗ρMK

0 so that S(A)ρ0+S(MK)ρ0 = S(AMK)ρ0 .

By combining Eq. (A4) and Eq. (A3), we obtain the desired equality Eq. (17).

Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 4

Assume that the protocol satisfies the overall second law of thermodynamics WAMK
ext ⩽

−∆FAMK
0→4 . As shown in Theorem 3, it holds that −∆FAMK

0→4 = −∆FA0→4 − β−1I(A : MK)ρ4 .

Then it must hold that

WAMK
ext :=WA

ext −WMK
in ⩽ −∆FA0→4 − β−1I(A :MK)ρ4 ,
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which implies that

WMK
in ⩾WA

ext +∆FA0→4 + β−1I(A :MK)ρ4 .

Using the expression for WA
ext given in Eq. (16), the overall second law of thermodynamics is thus

equivalent to

WMK
in ⩾ β−1

[
IGO + I(A :MK)ρ4 − I(A : K)ρ3 − SB1

irr

]
,

which is the statement of Corollary 1. Finally, using the expression for WMK
in given in Eq. (17),

the overall second law is equivalent to

∆SAMK
0→2 ⩾ I(A :MK)ρ4 − I(A :M |K)ρ2 − I(A : K)ρ3 − SB1

irr − SB2
irr , (B1)

and so we obtain Eq. (22). To show that ∆SAMK
0→2 ⩾ 0 is sufficient for the overall second law to

hold, we must show that the lower bound of Eq. (B1) is non-positive. Given the non-negativity of

the irreversible entropy production terms SB1
irr , S

B2
irr , it suffices to show that

I(A :MK)ρ4 − I(A :M |K)ρ2 − I(A : K)ρ3 ⩽ 0.

To this end, let us note that

I(A :M |K)ρ2 =
∑
k∈K

pkI(A :M)ρk,2

=
∑
k∈K

pkD(ρAM2,k ∥ρA2,k ⊗ ρM2,k)

⩾
∑
k∈K

pkD(Λk ⊗ idM (ρAM2,k )∥Λk ⊗ idM (ρA2,k ⊗ ρM2,k))

=
∑
k∈K

pkD(ρAM3,k ∥ρA3,k ⊗ ρM3,k)

=
∑
k∈K

pkI(A :M)ρk,3 = I(A :M |K)ρ3 . (B2)

Here, Λk(·) := TrB1 [Fk(γB1 ⊗ ·)] are the conditional channels acting in A during feedback, the

third line follows from the data processing inequality [38], and the fourth line follows from item (i)

of Lemma 2. Note that if feedback is pure unitary, so that Λk(·) = FAk (·)FA†k , then the inequality

above becomes an equality.

Now notice that the following equality holds from the chain rule:

I(A :M |K)ρ3 + I(A : K)ρ3 = I(A :MK)ρ3 . (B3)
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By Eq. (B2) and Eq. (B3), it follows that

I(A :MK)ρ4 − I(A :M |K)ρ2 − I(A : K)ρ3 ⩽ I(A :MK)ρ4 − I(A :M |K)ρ3 − I(A : K)ρ3

= I(A :MK)ρ4 − I(A :MK)ρ3

= D(ρAMK
4 ∥ρA4 ⊗ ρMK

4 )−D(ρAMK
3 ∥ρA3 ⊗ ρMK

3 )

= D(idA ⊗ Φ(ρAMK
3 )∥idA ⊗ Φ(ρA3 ⊗ ρMK

3 ))

−D(ρAMK
3 ∥ρA3 ⊗ ρMK

3 )

⩽ 0.

Here, Φ(·) = TrB2 [V(· ⊗ γB2)] is the erasure channel acting in MK, the fourth line follows from

item (i) of Lemma 2, and the final line follows from the data processing inequality.

Appendix C: Efficient instruments

Proposition 1. Let (HM , σM0 ,U ,M) be a measurement scheme for an instrument A combatible

with an observable A := {Ak : k = 1, . . . , N} acting in A, where N is the number of distinct

measurement outcomes. Assume that M is compatible with a projection valued measure M :=

{Mk : k = 0, . . . , N} acting in M , where outcome k = 0 is associated with a null effect A0 = OA,

and denote HMk := supp(Mk). Assume that the effects of A are linearly independent. Then A is

efficient only if

rank
(
σM0

)
⩽

∑N
k=1 dim(HMk)

N
⩽

dim(HM )

N
,

with the second inequality becoming an equality if and only if M0 = O
M .

Proof. Note that Assumption (A-6) assumes that the outcome associated with projecting M onto

the subspace HM0 is (statistically) never observed, i.e., it is observed with probability zero. For this

reason, in what follows, we need to introduce the effectM0 of the pointer observable, associated with

a null effect A0 = O
A for the system observable, which makes the presentation a little cumbersome.

To prove the claim, we first note that an efficient instrument compatible with an observable

with linearly independent effects is extremal ; given the instruments A,A′,A′′, all with the same

value space K, A is extremal if for any λ ∈ (0, 1), we may write Ak(·) = λA′
k(·) + (1 − λ)A′′

k(·)
only if A = A′ = A′′. That is, an instrument A is extremal if it cannot be written as a convex

combination of distinct instruments. As such, we shall first obtain necessary conditions on the

rank of σM0 that must be satisfied for the measurement scheme to implement a general extremal

instrument A.
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Let us write σM0 =
∑r

i=1 qi|ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|, where |ϕi⟩ are mutually orthogonal unit vectors, {qi} is a

probability distribution, and r = rank
(
σM0

)
. By linearity, for each i it holds that (HM , |ϕi⟩,U ,M)

is a measurement scheme for an instrument A(i), such that
∑

i qiA
(i)
k (·) = Ak(·) for all k. Note

that since outcome k = 0 of the pointer observable is associated with the null effect A0 = O
A, then

it holds that A0(·) = A(i)
0 (·) = OA. Denoting the (projection) effects of the pointer observable M

as Mk =
∑

µ |ψk,µ⟩⟨ψk,µ|, where {|ψk,µ⟩} is an orthonormal basis that spans HM , then for each i

and k, by Eq. (6) we may write

A(i)
k (·) = TrM [(1A ⊗Mk)U(· ⊗ |ϕi⟩⟨ϕi|)U †] =

∑
µ

L
(i)
k,µ(·)L

(i)†

k,µ ,

where the Kraus operators read

L
(i)
k,µ = V †

ψk,µ
UVϕi .

Here, Vφ : HA → HA ⊗ HM , |ξ⟩ 7→ |ξ⟩ ⊗ |φ⟩ are linear isometries defined by the unit vector

|φ⟩ ∈ HM , which satisfy

V †
φ1

AMVφ′ = ⟨φ|φ′⟩1A, Vφ1
AV †

φ′ = 1
A ⊗ |φ⟩⟨φ′|.

Noting that
∑

k,µ |ψk,µ⟩⟨ψk,µ| = 1M , it follows that for every i ̸= j, it holds that

∑
k,µ

L
(i)†
k,µL

(j)
k,µ =

∑
k,µ

V †
ϕi
U †Vψk,µ

1AV †
ψk,µ

UVϕj = V †
ϕi
1AMVϕj = O. (C1)

Let {Lk,ν | ν = 1, . . . , Rk} be a minimal Kraus representation for the operation Ak, i.e., where

Lk,ν are linearly independent and Rk is the Kraus-rank of Ak. Note that since A0 = OA, then

L0,ν = OA. Now assume that A is an extremal instrument. This implies that Ak = A(i)
k for all i

and k. As shown in [62], for each i there exists an isometry [u
(i)
µ,ν ∈ C] such that

L
(i)
k,µ =

∑
ν

u(i)µ,νLk,ν ,
∑
µ

u(i)∗µ,ν u
(i)
µ,ν′ = δν,ν′ . (C2)

By Eq. (C1), Eq. (C2), and orthonormality of {|ψk,µ⟩}, we may thus write for every i ̸= j the

following:

O =
∑
k,µ,µ′

L
(i)†
k,µL

(j)
k,µ′⟨ψk,µ|ψk,µ′⟩

=
∑
k,µ,µ′

(∑
ν

u(i)∗µ,ν L
†
k,ν

)(∑
ν′

u
(j)
µ′,ν′Lk,ν′

)
⟨ψk,µ|ψk,µ′⟩

=
∑
k,ν,ν′

L†
k,νLk,ν′⟨ψ

(i)
k,ν |ψ

(j)
k,ν′⟩, (C3)
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where

|ψ(i)
k,ν⟩ :=

∑
µ

u(i)µ,ν |ψk,µ⟩ ∈ supp(Mk) ≡ HMk . (C4)

As shown in [39], A is an extremal instrument if and only if the set

{L†
k,νLk,ν′ | k = 1, . . . , N ; ν, ν ′ = 1, . . . , Rk}

is linearly independent. As such, the equality condition in Eq. (C3) holds only if ⟨ψ(i)
k,ν |ψ

(j)
k,ν′⟩ = 0

for all k > 0, ν, ν ′, and i ̸= j. Now, by Eq. (C2) and Eq. (C4), together with the fact that

⟨ψk,µ|ψk′,µ′⟩ = δk,k′δµ,µ′ , it is easily verified that ⟨ψ(i)
k,ν |ψ

(i)
k′,ν′⟩ = δk,k′δν,ν′ for every i. Indeed, since

for every i, |ψ(i)
k,ν⟩ ∈ supp(Mk), then it also holds that ⟨ψ(i)

k,ν |ψ
(j)
k′,ν′⟩ = 0 whenever k ̸= k′. It follows

that

{|ψ(i)
k,ν⟩ ∈

N⊕
k=1

HMk | k = 1, . . . , N ; ν = 1, . . . , Rk; i = 1, . . . , rank
(
σM0

)
}

must be a set of mutually orthogonal vectors. The cardinality of the above set is easily computed

to be rank
(
σM0

)∑N
k=1Rk. But since

⊕N
k=1HMk can only contain at most dim(

⊕N
k=1HMk) =∑N

k=1 dim(HMk) mutually orthogonal vectors, then A is extremal only if

rank
(
σM0

)
⩽

∑N
k=1 dim(HMk)∑N

k=1Rk
.

Now assume that A is an efficient instrument. It holds that Rk = 1 for each k, and A is an extremal

instrument if and only if {L†
kLk = Ak | k = 1, . . . , N}, i.e., the effects of the measured observable A

in A, are linearly independent. This completes the proof.

Appendix D: Bistochastic pointer objectification and the overall second law

Here, we shall show that so long as the channel induced by the instrument responsible for pointer

objectification, MK(·) :=
∑

k∈K Mk(·), is bistochastic, then ∆SAMK
0→2 ⩾ 0 necessarily holds, and so

by Theorem 4 the overall second law will be satisfied.

Recall that ρAMK
2 =

∑
k∈K pk ρ

AM
2,k ⊗ |k⟩⟨k|K . Since the classical register K is not entangled

with AM , it follows that S(K|AM)ρ2 ⩾ 0. Thus, we have

∆SAMK
0→2 = S(AMK)ρ2 − S(AMK)ρ0

= S(AM)ρ2 + S(K|AM)ρ2 − S(AM)ρ0

⩾ S(AM)ρ2 − S(AM)ρ0 .
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Given that unitary channels are bistochastic, then so long as the channel MK is also bistochastic,

then so too is the composition Θ := (idA ⊗ MK) ◦ U . Now note that we may equivalently write

the von Neumann entropy as S(A)ρ = −D(ρA∥1A). As such, we have that

∆SAMK
0→2 ⩾ S(AM)ρ2 − S(AM)ρ0

= D(ρAM0 ∥1AM )−D(ρAM2 ∥1AM )

= D(ρA0 ⊗ σM0 ∥1AM )−D(Θ(ρA0 ⊗ σM0 )∥1AM )

= D(ρA0 ⊗ σM0 ∥1AM )−D(Θ(ρA0 ⊗ σM0 )∥Θ(1AM ))

⩾ 0.

Here, in the fourth line we have used the bistochasticity of Θ, and the final line follows from the

data processing inequality.
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