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We put forth a notion of optimality for extracting ergotropic work, derived from an energy constraint govern-
ing the necessary dynamics for work extraction in a quantum system. Within the traditional ergotropy frame-
work, which predicts an infinite set of equivalent pacifying unitaries, we demonstrate that the optimal choice
lies in driving along the geodesic connecting a given state to its corresponding passive state. Moreover, in a
practical scenario where unitaries are inevitably affected by environmental factors, we refine the existing def-
inition of ergotropy and introduce the notion of operational ergotropy. It enables the characterization of work
extraction in noisy scenarios. We find that for certain typical noise models, the optimal choice which governs
the Schrödinger part of the dynamics, aligns with the optimal drive in the unperturbed scenario. However, we
demonstrate that such optimality is not universal by presenting an explicit counterexample. Additionally, within
this generalized framework, we discuss the potential for faster work extraction from quantum systems in the
presence of noise.

I. INTRODUCTION

In the realm of quantum thermodynamics, a fundamental
pursuit involves the extraction of energy from a given quan-
tum state, which serves as a temporary reservoir of energy, fa-
cilitating its subsequent transfer at a later time—a cornerstone
objective for thermal machinery. Work extraction in quantum
thermodynamics can be broadly classified into two categories.
First with respect to a heat bath [1–3] and the other one, which
would be the quantity of interest in this letter, is ergotropy [4].
For a reference Hamiltonian, the maximum reversible work
achievable via unitary evolution [5, 6] is termed as ergotropy
[4]. Ergotropy is considered to be a pivotal concept in the de-
velopment of efficient quantum batteries [7–11]. Along with
protocol for work extraction from unknown state [12], exten-
sive investigation has been undertaken to amplify ergotropy
and optimize energy transfer by leveraging various quantum
attributes including entangling operations [7, 13–15], quan-
tum coherence [16, 17], quantum correlations [18–22], and
measurement-feedback control [23, 24]. Moreover, from the
operational perspective, ergotropic gap [25] has been shown
to be a witness [26] of quantum entanglement [27]. Recently,
by following the avenue of of local work extraction proto-
cols, the notion of extended local ergotropy [28] and work
extraction via non-completely positive trace-preserving [29]
has also been studied. Despite all these research, a fundamen-
tal conceptual void regarding the amount of time required for
work extraction remained unaddressed which we discuss in
this letter.

The standard definition of ergotropy primarily focuses on
optimizing work extraction, neglecting the requisite potential
energy-time relation to operationalize the pacifying unitary
in an experimental scenario. In particular, there should be a
bound imposed on the strength of the potential that drives the
system towards work extraction. The importance of an energy
constraint comes from the fact that realistically there is only
a finite amount of energy that is available in an experimental
setting. The energy-constrained potential must guide the sys-
tem until a specific temporal threshold, a consideration that
has consistently remained overlooked within the established

framework of ergotropy. With explicit time-dependence of
work extraction, it can further provide additional insights into
the effects of the environment during the process of driving
the non-passive initial state which holds significance in forti-
fying the robustness of ergotropy.

In this work, we incorporate the time explicitly during the
cyclic work extraction process. This further shows that the
pacifying unitary evolution is non-unique, i.e., there exist in-
finite possible planes in which the driving can be performed.
However, the optimal time required to attain maximum work
extraction, i.e., ergotropy, corresponds solely to the geodesic
drive. Furthermore, our investigation delves into the impact
of decoherence on ergotropy. The motivation for the same
stems from the practical observation that the process of ex-
tracting work may encounter environmental perturbations in
real-world scenarios instead of a closed unitary process. To
address this we examine three prototypical noise models and
show that although the value of ergotropy decreases in noisy
time evolution there exists a specific type of noise that can fa-
cilitate reduction in optimal time required and also increase
output power in some scenarios.

The pinnacle of our study pertains to the observation that
while the geodesic drive stands as an optimal strategy for ex-
tracting work within the context of above mentioned noise
models, it may not invariably represent the most efficient ap-
proach for minimizing time in maximum work extraction sce-
narios. Our work offers a proof of principle approach in sup-
porting this notion by demonstrating the presence of a dy-
namical process governed by a completely positive and trace
preserving (CPTP) map, wherein the work extraction along
geodesic path falls short of achieving optimality.

The paper is structured as follows. In Sec. II, we address
the inherent limitations in the conventional concept of work-
extraction, which we modify by invoking explicit time depen-
dence in the definition of ergotropy. This modification is uti-
lized to confirm the non-equivalence of pacifying unitaries,
thereby facilitating the derivation of optimal pacifying uni-
taries. In Sec. III, we introduce the notion of operational er-
gotropy, motivated from the experimental perspective where
the dynamics governed by the pacifying unitary is hindered by
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the inevitable presence of environment during practical imple-
mentation. Moreover, in Sec. III A, we demonstrate that akin
to the noiseless scenario, employing geodesic drive proves op-
timal in the context of the known noise models, offering an
additional advantage in accelerating the work extraction pro-
cess. Conversely, in Sec. III B, we prove that the optimality
of geodesic drive is not universal. Finally, we conclude in
Sec. IV.

II. INTRODUCING OPTIMALITY IN THE STANDARD
NOTION OF ERGOTROPY

Before laying out the limitations of ergotropic work extrac-
tion and arguing for a generalization, let us first analyze the
canonical formulation of ergotropic work extraction. In the lit-
erature, the standard notion of ergotropy is defined as the max-
imum amount of work that can be extracted from a quantum
system [4]. Typically, the average energy of a d-dimensional
quantum system ρ is defined for a reference Hamiltonian H
as ⟨E⟩ = Tr(ρH). On the other hand, the ergotropy of the
system ρ is defined as

W = Tr(ρH)−min
U

Tr
(
UρU†H

)
, (1)

where minimization has to be done over all possible unitary
operations. The minimization requires the unitary to convert
ρ to its corresponding passive state ρp = UρU† [5, 6], from
which no work can be extracted via any unitary cycle, hence
we call such a unitary to be a pacifying unitary. The pacify-
ing unitaries are generated by turning on an external potential
V (t) for a time τ such that

U(τ) = e−i
∫ τ
0
H(t)dt, (2)

where H(t) = H + V (t). Without loss of generality, one can
take the external potential to be constant during the duration
of the work extraction process [7, 19, 30], i.e., V (t) = V for
0 ≤ t ≤ τ and 0 elsewhere.

To find out the form of the pacifying unitary and the pas-
sive state ρp, one needs to decompose ρ andH in their spectral
form as ρ =

∑d
k=1 rk|rk⟩⟨rk| and H =

∑d
k=1 ϵk|ϵk⟩⟨ϵk| re-

spectively. Here {|rk⟩}k and {|ϵk⟩}k are the eigenvectors and
{rk}k and {ϵk}k are the properly ordered eigenvalues of the
ρ and H respectively, such that, rk ≥ rk+1 and ϵk ≤ ϵk+1

. Since the passive state can be mathematically written as
ρp =

∑d
k=1 rk|ϵk⟩⟨ϵk| [4, 31], by construction passive state

energy becomes
∑
k rkϵk. Interestingly the choice of the paci-

fying unitary is not unique. The set of pacifying unitaries is
denoted by {U{µk}} where k runs up to the system dimension,
and each µk is a phase:

U{µk} =
∑
k

eiµk |ϵk⟩⟨rk| , (3)

with 0 ≤ µk < 2π ∀k, and without loss of any generality
we can take µ0 = 0. Therefore we have a collection of uni-
taries that results in pacification. Now, the existing framework
of ergotropy indicates that all these unitaries are equivalent as

they extract the same amount of work. Till date, the role of
these phases was mostly assumed to be irrelevant. However,
in a realistic energy-constrained scenario, where the maximal
strength of the engineered Hamiltonians is limited, it can be
shown that all these unitaries take different times for pacifica-
tion, which we denote by tU{µk} . Consequently, this variation
in temporal requirement lifts the degeneracy in their status.
The energy constraint is imposed by the following condition
on the Hamiltonian generating the pacifying unitary in Eq. (2)
as

||H(t)||1 ≤ ωmax, (4)

where ||A||1 = Tr
√
AA† denotes the trace norm of A. Phys-

ically, this limits the maximal amount of energy that can be
pumped into the system. Intuitively, we expect this bound to
translate to

t∗ ∼ 1

||H(t)||1
∼ 1

ωmax
, (5)

where t∗ is the minimum pacification time consistent with the
energy bound in Eq. (4), such that t∗ = min{µk} tU{µk} . Later
we would demonstrate the relationship between t∗ and ωmax

explicitly. The requirement for the minimal pacification time
leads to an emergent notion of optimality.

Definition 1. The optimal pacifying unitary U{µ∗
k} ∈

{U{µk}} is the one that extracts work equal to the ergotropy
in the minimum amount of time.

Now the central question is, given an energy bound as in
Eq. (4), what is the optimal pacifying unitary? We address
this in the following Proposition.

Proposition 1. The optimal pacifying drive is along the
geodesic connecting the states ρ to its corresponding passive
state ρp.

Proof. As mentioned before, during the work extraction pe-
riod which lasts for a time τ , the driving Hamiltonian H + V
generates unitaries that drive ρ to ρp via the various trajecto-
ries with the same constant speed respecting the energy con-
straint. Therefore, the evolution that pacifies ρ in the minimal
time corresponds to the shortest path connecting ρ and ρp on
the state space, referred to as the geodesic.

Therefore, in the noiseless case, where Proposition. 1
uniquely restricts U{µ∗

k} to be the geodesic drive, the com-
plete physics of work extraction for a given energy bound is
characterized by the triad: (W, t∗, U{µ∗

k}). Here, once U{µ∗
k}

is specified, t∗ gets fixed automatically. However, in a more
generalized setting involving noise, Proposition. 1 does not
hold and hence the role of the triad to specify work extraction
becomes more involved. The importance of such a character-
ization will be reemphasized subsequently.

Let us now demonstrate how the optimal pacifying unitary
can be evaluated for two-dimensional quantum systems where
the geometry of the state space is much cleaner. Consider an
arbitrary qubit state ρ, specified by spherical polar coordinates
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FIG. 1. (Color online.) The initial state is taken to be |+⟩ with ωmax = 2. In (a) we plot the extracted work, W (t) (vertical axis) as a function
of time, t (horizontal axis) for the noiseless and some prototypical Markovian noise models, namely amplitude damping channel (ADC), phase
damping channel (PDC), and depolarizing channel (DPC). The decay rate γ = 0.4 for all the noise models. In (b) we plot the minimum time,
t∗ (left ordinate) for maximum work WO (right ordinate) extraction with the decay rates γ (abscissa). Both t∗ and WO decreases with γ.
Interestingly, we show in the inset of (b), the output power, P ∗ (vertical axis) for the ADC increases with increase in the value of γ (horizontal
axis) unlike the case for PDC and DPC where the power decreases monotonically. In (c), the extracted work, W (t) (ordinate) is plotted as a
function of time, t (abscissa) for two different pacifying unitaries in the presence and absence of noise described in Sec. III B. The solid curves
correspond to the noiseless case. The solid violet curve corresponds to the geodesic drive by rotation around n̂π = (0,−1, 0), i.e., negative
y axis, while the green solid curve corresponds to pacification via rotation along the axis n̂0 = 1√

2
(1, 0, 1). In the presence of the noise with

ζ = 5, the green dashed curve denotes the case where the rotation along the axis n̂0 is employed while the violet dashed one corresponds to
the geodesic drive. Note that, in the noiseless scenario, tUπ < tU0 whereas in the noisy evolution the situation is reversed, i.e., tNUπ

> tNU0
. All

the axes are dimensionless.

(r, θ0, ϕ0) of the Bloch sphere. The spectral form of the state
is given by

ρ = λ|ψ⟩⟨ψ|+ (1− λ)|ψ⊥⟩⟨ψ⊥|, (6)

where without loss of any generality, λ = 1+r
2 ≥ 1

2 , and
|ψ⟩ = cos θ02 |0⟩ + eiϕ0 sin θ0

2 |1⟩. The Hamiltonian with re-
spect to which energies are measured is taken to be H =
|1⟩⟨1| = 1

2 (I − σ3). Here, σ0 = I and σ1 = σx, σ2 =
σy, σ3 = σz are the Pauli matrices. The passive state of ρ
takes the form ρp = λ|0⟩⟨0| + (1 − λ)|1⟩⟨1|, which can be
specified by (r, 0, 0) in spherical polar coordinates. Now, the
ergotropy from Eq. (1) is found to be W = r sin2 θ02 . The
corresponding pacifying unitaries, following Eq. (3), can be
defined by a one-parameter family

Uµ = |0⟩⟨ψ|+ eiµ|1⟩⟨ψ⊥|, (7)

where 0 ≤ µ < 2π, and |ψ⟩ ,
∣∣ψ⊥〉 are the eigenvectors of ρ

(see Eq. (6)).
From Proposition. 1 we know the optimal pacifying unitary

evolves an arbitrary state along the geodesic connecting itself
to its passive state. To evaluate it, we first provide a geometric
explanation for the infinite cardinality of {Uµ} which con-
tains pacifying unitaries corresponding to each allowed value
of µ. Recall that a unitary evolution between two points on the
Bloch sphere of identical purity follows a circular path. This
trajectory is created by the intersection of a plane connect-
ing ρ and ρp with the Bloch sphere. Since there are infinitely
many planes with this property we have the set {Uµ}. Each
value of µ corresponds to a different pacification trajectory
and thereby a different plane. Therefore, the optimal pacifi-
cation corresponds to a driving Hamiltonian whose direction
n̂µ∗ is normal to the plane of the geodesic, i.e.,

n̂µ∗ = {sinϕ0,− cosϕ0, 0}, (8)

(see Appendix A for details). This in turn produces the op-
timal pacifying unitary Uµ∗ ∈ {Uµ}, where µ∗ = ϕ0 + π
mod 2π. Note that n̂µ∗ resides entirely in the x − y plane.
Consequently, the target pacifying unitary is a rotation of
angle θ0 about the axis n̂µ∗ , i.e., Up ≡ Uµ∗ = exp

(
−

i(θ0/2)n̂µ∗ .σ
)
. On the other hand, the driving Hamiltonian

can be written as H(t) = H + Vµ∗ = Kn̂µ∗ .σ (K > 0),
where σ is the vector of the Pauli matrices {σ1, σ2, σ3}. Note
that in principle K can be arbitrarily large. However, follow-
ing the energy bound in Eq. (4) we get 2K ≤ ωmax. There-
fore, the fastest driving compatible with the energy bound is
when K = ωmax/2 and the corresponding driving unitary is
U(t) = exp

(
− i(ωmax/2)t n̂µ∗ .σ

)
. Finally, by comparing,

i.e., U(t∗) = Up, we get t∗ = θ0
ωmax

which is the minimal
time required to extract the ergotropy consistent with the en-
ergy bound given in Eq. (4). In general, the time τ for draw-
ing out the ergotropy from the system respects the following
speed limit

τ ≥ t∗ =
θ0
ωmax

. (9)

To conclude, we show that the complete characterization of
the optimal work extraction from the single qubit systems is
specified by triad

(
r sin2 θ02 ,

θ0
ωmax

, Uϕ0+π mod 2π

)
.

Let us now illustrate the choice of the optimal unitary with
a simple example. Suppose the initial state of the system is
ρ = |+⟩⟨+| and for which the passive state is ρp = |0⟩⟨0|.
The set of pacifying unitaries from Eq. (7) is given by Uµ =
|0⟩⟨+| + eiµ |1⟩⟨−|. Now consider two pacifying unitaries
among the set {Uµ} indexed by µ = 0 and π which can be
written as U0 = (σ1+σ3)/

√
2 and Uπ = (I+iσ2)/

√
2. Here,

U0 is a rotation about n̂0 = 1√
2
(1, 0, 1) upto an overall phase,
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whereas Uπ indicates the dynamics along the geodesic con-
necting ρ and ρp on the Bloch sphere. Without loss of general-
ity, by choosing ωmax = 2, the pacification times correspond-
ing to the above mentioned unitaries reads as tU0

= π
2
√
2

,
and tUπ = π

4 = t∗. It is straightforward to show that Uπ
offers the minimal time of work extraction saturating Eq. (9).
Therefore, among the set {Uµ}, Uπ turns out to be the optimal
pacifying unitary.

III. OPERATIONAL ERGOTROPY

We are now equipped with the optimal pacifying unitary for
extracting the maximum amount of work from a quantum sys-
tem in the minimum amount of time respecting a given energy
constraint. Nevertheless, from a realistic standpoint, achiev-
ing precise unitary implementations will always be hindered
due to the inevitability of noise. In this section, we introduce
the concept of a generalized notion of ergotropy, namely op-
erational ergotropy, where the work extraction is governed by
some noisy unitary dynamics.

Definition 2. The operational ergotropy WO is defined by

WO := max
t,{µk}

W{µk}(t), (10)

with W{µk}(t) = Tr(Hρ) − Tr(HΛ
{µk}
t (ρ)). Here Λ

{µk}
t

denotes the dynamical map that takes ρ→ ρt.

As before, {µk} represents the pacifying unitary that con-
trols the Schrödinger part of the dynamics, see Eq. (3). Nat-
urally, the first course of action is to investigate how noise
affects the total maximal work that can be extracted compared
to the noiseless case and how the time in which this work
can be extracted gets altered. The other essential point of in-
terest is whether the optimal choice of {µ∗

k} coincides with
the geodesic drive, optimal in the noiseless case. Physically,
it means whether it is sufficient to use the pacifying unitary
that was optimal in the noiseless situation, or whether it is
preferable to use a different pacifying unitary (see Eq. (7))
that produces better work extraction features in the presence
of noise. These questions can be addressed by analyzing the
generalized triad (WO, t

∗, U{µ∗
k}) where the extracted work is

calibrated using the operational ergotropy. Interestingly, due
to the presence of perturbations, U{µ∗

k} alone cannot deter-
mine the optimal time in this scenario unlike in the noiseless
case. It is worth noting that when discussing the implemen-
tation of a unitary in the presence of noise, we specifically
refer to its Hamiltonian generator, responsible for governing
the Schrödinger part of the dynamics.

A. Work extraction in the presence of paradigmatic noises

Let us first consider the noise to be a memoryless chan-
nel, i.e., Markovian noise. The action of the channel on the
initial state ρ can be represented as Λ

{µk}
t (ρ) = eL{µk}tρ,

where the Lindbladian L{µk} satisfies ρ̇ = L{µk}ρ = −i[H+

V{µk}, ρ]+D(ρ). Here,H+V{µk} is the generator ofU{µk} in
Eq. (3). D is the dissipator for the corresponding Markovian
noise. For the sake of simplicity, we will again demonstrate
our findings with two-level quantum systems (See Appendix
C for details). Specifically, we again consider ρ = |+⟩⟨+|
to be the system’s initial state, and ωmax = 2. We ana-
lyze the effect of amplitude damping channel (ADC), phase
damping channel (PDC), and depolarizing channel (DPC) (see
Appendix B for the form of their dissipators) in the process
of work extraction and argue whether the optimality of the
geodesic drive still holds.

1. Noise speeds up work extraction

In the presence of noise, the operational ergotropy WO de-
creases with an increase in the noise strength, γ, for all the
noise models under consideration. Moreover, the extent of re-
duction is inherently dependent upon the specific nature of the
noise (Fig. 1(a) and (b)). The next quantity of interest from the
triad (WO, t

∗, U{µ∗
k}) is the optimal time, t∗. It is the earliest

instant at which the extracted work attains its maximum value.
Mathematically, t∗ is the temporal maximizer in the definition
of operational ergotropy in Eq. (10). Alongwith WO, interest-
ingly, the optimal time required to extract the maximum work
from the system also decreases monotonically with increasing
value of γ, i.e.,

t∗(γ) < t∗(γ′) when γ > γ′. (11)

The above investigation shows that although the maximal
achievable work (operational ergotropy) decreases, it can be
obtained faster compared to the noiseless case, see Fig. 1(a)
and (b). This also translates into the enhancement of the max-
imal output power, P ∗(γ) = WO(γ)/t

∗(γ) in the presence
of environmental effects, see inset of Fig. 1 (b). Counterin-
tuitively, when the work extraction is affected by ADC, the
maximum attainable power becomes larger than the perfect
unitary dynamics, however, this is not the situation for DPC
and PDC.

2. Optimality of the geodesic drive for the considered Markovian
noise models

The last quantity of the triad (WO, t
∗, U{µ∗

k}) that we in-
vestigate is the optimal unitary controlling the Schrodinger
part of the dynamics U{µ∗

k}. In the presence of the considered
Markovian noise models, our analysis reveals that the optimal
drive for the Schrodinger part of the dynamics remains the
one that was optimal in the noiseless case (See Appendix D
for details).

The natural follow-up to this is to ask whether the conti-
nuity of optimality of the pacifying unitary in the noiseless
case is a generic feature or not. In the subsequent section, we
provide an explicit example of falsifying the above claim.
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B. Sub optimality of the geodesic drive

So far, we have demonstrated that the optimal unitary for the
noiseless scenario coincides with the optimal unitaries in the
noisy dynamics for some specific physical noise models. Nev-
ertheless, this observation does not hold for arbitrary noisy
dynamics. In this section, we provide a counterexample as a
proof-of-principle demonstration of the sub-optimality of the
geodesic drive. This turns out to be particularly important
since it concretely establishes the importance of a more gen-
eralized notion of ergotropy, namely the operational ergotropy
that we have introduced in Def. 2. Furthermore, the follow-
ing example reinforces the necessity of considering the entire
triad (WO, t

∗, U{µ∗
k}) for a complete description of the work

extraction.
Consider the evolution of a general state ρ under the influ-

ence of noise, which can be described as

ρ(t+∆t) = p(t) U∆t(ρ(t)) + (1− p(t))ρ(t), (12)

where Ut(·) = U(t)(·)U†(t). Here, the probability p(t) =
1 − exp(−ζ(1− ft)), with ft = Tr(ρ(t)σ) is the overlap of
ρ(t) with the attractor which is a fixed state σ and ζ > 1.
This engineered noise model represents a completely positive
trace preserving (CPTP) map. If the noiseless evolution tra-
jectory passes near the attractor σ the dynamics slows down
considerably. Conversely, if the pacification is done through
a trajectory that passes far away from σ, the noise effectively
does not alter the noiseless dynamics. More precisely, a given
evolution becomes insensitive to the noise when, throughout
the trajectory (for all times t), ζ(1 − ft) >> 1 is satisfied,
which guarantees p(t) ≈ 1 ∀t. Now, when we consider a
pacifying unitary generated by H + V , we have U(∆t) =
I− i(H + V )∆t. This translates to

dρ

dt
= −i[H(t), ρ], (13)

where H(t) = p(t)(H + V ), and [A,B] = AB − BA is the
commutator of A and B. Note that the effect of the noise is
to perturb the Hamiltonian in a time-dependent way. Further-
more, Eq. (13) implies that the action of the noise retains the
unitarity structure of the dynamics. However, this unitary is
generated by the Hamiltonian H(t) that essentially scales the
noiseless Hamiltonian H + V via the time-dependent scal-
ing factor p(t) ≤ 1. It effectively slows down the dynamics
compared to the noiseless scenario, although the trajectory re-
mains invariant. As mentioned before, we recover the noise-
less (unperturbed) evolution when p(t) = 1 ∀t.

To demonstrate the sub-optimality of the geodesic path,
let us revisit the same example we have discussed in Sec.
II where the initial state of the system is ρ = |+⟩⟨+|, and
ωmax = 2. The attractor of the noise model is taken to be
σ = cosψ |0⟩ + sinψ |1⟩ with ψ = π/8. From our previ-
ous analyses, we know that the set of pacifying unitaries is
Uµ = |0⟩⟨+|+ eiµ |0⟩⟨−|, with the optimal drive given by Uπ
which in turn traces out a quarter circle on the Bloch sphere
from |+⟩ to its passive state |0⟩. Now we are set to address
the question of whether the optimal pacifying unitary in the
noiseless case remains so in the noisy cases as well.

Observation 1. The drive along the geodesic leads to sub-
optimal work extraction.

When the optimal unitary in the noiseless scenario, Uπ ,
a rotation about the axis n̂π = (0,−1, 0), is used for work
extraction in the above noisy model, the effective dynamics
becomes asymptotically slow. The above phenomenon is due
to the fact that σ lies on the pacification trajectory, the fixed
point of the dynamics. The extractable work in turn satu-
rates to 1

2 − sin2 ψ|ψ=π/8 = 1
2
√
2

, as shown in Fig. 1 (c).
The saturation time in this case is asymptotically long, i.e.,
tNUπ

→ ∞, where N indicates the presence of noise. There-
fore, the geodesic drive turns out to be useless for work ex-
traction. On the other hand, by considering our benchmark
example involving a non-optimal pacifying unitary, denoted
as U0, which entails a rotation around n̂0 = 1√

2
(1, 0, 1), we

can achieve the desired passive state. Hence, the maximum
amount of extractable work coincides with WO = 1/2, and is
achieved at tNU0

≈ 3.026. Thus, it is evident that U0 performs
better than the geodesic drive. Therefore, in the presence of
noise, we obtain a reversed hierarchy of pacifying unitaries,
i.e, tNUπ

> tNU0
= t∗, whereas in the noiseless case, we had

tUπ < tU0 . Recall that tUπ is the optimal time t∗ for the
noiseless scenario. Finally, we show that U0 turns out to be
the optimal drive in this case. The details of the proof of the
optimality are provided in the Appendix. D. The complete
work extraction triad for this noise model is ( 12 , 3.026, U0).

IV. CONCLUSION

Work extraction is one of the primary goals of thermody-
namics from its very inception. From steam engines to quan-
tum batteries, effective extraction of work has turned out to
be crucial in building technologies that run the world in both
classical and quantum regimes. In the quantum domain, one
of the standard frameworks of work extraction is carried out
via implementing unitary operations, referred to as ergotropy.
Here we identify that there exists a family of unitaries, which
we call pacifying unitaries, that lead to the same amount of
extracted work. As a result, the entire set was deemed to be
identical. However, when we limit the maximal energy that
can be pumped into the system, all the pacifying unitaries
typically become inequivalent in terms of the time required
to extract the maximum work. Here we introduced the con-
cept of optimality in which the pacifying unitary that extracts
work equal to the ergotropy in the shortest amount of time is
considered optimal. Moreover, we generalized the purview of
ergotropy to situations where the unitaries used for ergotropic
work extraction are tampered with noise. This led to a concept
of operational ergotropic work that is extracted by generalized
CPTP maps whose noiseless avatar corresponds to a pacifying
unitary. Here we addressed two important questions: In the
presence of noise, what can be the optimal choice of unitary
for the Schrodinger part of the dynamics? and Is it the optimal
pacifying unitary obtained in the noiseless case?

For some paradigmatic Markovian noise models, we found
that the best work extraction features are indeed obtained
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when the Schrodinger part of the dynamics is governed by
the optimal pacifying unitary corresponding to the noiseless
case. Interestingly, in these cases, although noise reduced the
maximal work that can be extracted, it may be extracted faster
compared to the noiseless case. However, we reported that
the choice of optimal dynamics is not universal. Strikingly,
we furnished an example of a noise model where the opti-
mal pacifying unitary of the noiseless sector performs worse
than other pacifying unitaries thereby establishing its sub-
optimality in the generalized framework.

Although the fundamental laws of nature are time transla-
tion invariant, the irreversibility of thermodynamic processes
results in a definite time direction. In this letter, we estab-
lished that not only the arrow of time, but the amount of time
turns out to be particularly important in thermodynamic work
extraction processes. In both noiseless and noisy scenarios,

where we generalized the concept of ergotropy, by focusing
on time requirements, we prescribed how to filter out optimal
work extraction strategies from a set of “apparently” equiv-
alent ones. We believe that our work would pave the way
for future research exploring the time requirements in gen-
eral work extraction strategies in various scenarios involving
quantum correlations (operational daemonic ergotropy) [23]
or non-Markovianity.
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Appendix A: The normal to the plane of the geodesic

To compute the unit normal n̂, we first define two vectors
connecting the origin of the Bloch sphere to ρ and ρp.

Vρ = {r sin θ0 cosϕ0, r sin θ0 sinϕ0, r cos θ0},
Vρp = {0, 0, r}. (A1)

These two vectors lie in the plane of the geodesic. Therefore,
the normal to this plane is given by

n = Vρ × Vρp = r2 sin θ0{sinϕ0,− cosϕ0, 0}. (A2)

The unit normal is

n̂ =
n

||n||
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where ||v|| =
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consistent with the energy bound is given by

U(t) = exp

(
−iωmaxt

2
n̂.σ

)
. (A4)

The extracted work as a function of time for the geodesic drive

W (t) = Tr(Hρ)− Tr(HU(t)ρU†(t))

= r sin

(
ωmax

2
t

)
sin

(
θ0 −

ωmax

2
t

)
. (A5)

We obtain work equal to the ergotropy for t = t∗ = θ0
ωmax

.

Appendix B: Master equation for different channels

For any state ρ, the dissipators of various noise Markovian
noise models are as follows.

Amplitude damping: γ(2σ−ρσ+ − σ+σ−ρ− ρσ+σ−),

Phase damping:
γ

2
(2σ3ρσ3 − 2ρ),

Depolarization channel:
γ

4
(2

3∑
i=1

σiρσi − 6ρ).

Here, σis are the usual Pauli matrices with σ+ =
|1⟩⟨0| , σ− = |0⟩⟨1| as raising and lowering operator respec-
tively, and γ is the decay rate.

Appendix C: Generators for different Pacifying unitaries

First we note that Kn̂µ.σ = H + Vµ generates Uµ. To ob-
tain the generator, we expand and equate e−iKn̂µ.σtµ toUµ. In
particular, we have e−iKn̂µ.σtµ = Uµ =

∑3
k=0 a

k
µσk, where

akµ = 1
2 Tr(σkUµ). We now can easily solve for tµ and n̂µ

from the following expansion by equating each coefficient of
σis

cos(Kt∗) σ0 − i sin(Kt∗) n̂µ.σ =
1

2
Tr(σkUµ). (C1)

Moreover, following the energy bound in Eq. (4) of the main
text, we can substitute K = ωmax

2 .

Appendix D: Optimal drives in presence of noise

A set of pacifying unitaries was identified for the consid-
ered initial state ρ = |+⟩ ⟨+| drives ρ to its corresponding
passive state |0⟩ ⟨0|. Geometrically, these unitaries pacify
through various distinct trajectories on the Bloch sphere.
These trajectories are circular paths obtained from the inter-
section of the plane passing through the two points on the
Bloch sphere corresponding to states |+⟩ and |0⟩, and the
Bloch sphere. Each such pacification trajectory is completely
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FIG. 2. (Color online.) Minimal pacification time tUβ (left ordinate,
violet color) and work extraction Wβ(tUβ ) (right ordinate, green
color) are plotted as a function of β by taking initial state |+⟩ and
ωmax = 2, γ = 0.25. Solid lines correspond to noiseless scenario
whereas the dashed lines signify prototypical noise models , i.e.,
ADC, PDC and DPC. Noiseless optimal unitary Uβ=π/2 ≡ Uµ=π

remains the optimal one for Schrodinger part of the dynamics in the
mentioned noisy evolution. All the axes are dimensionless.

characterized by the particular plane induced by a given paci-
fying unitary. The planes connecting |+⟩ and |0⟩ are charac-
terized by a one parameter family of planes

n̂β =
(cosβ√

2
,− sinβ,

cosβ√
2

)
, (D1)

where β ∈ [0, π/2]. Note that for a complete characterization,
we need to consider n̂−β as well. However, the optimal drives,
at least for the considered noise models come from the drives
generated n̂β . The time dependent drive along n̂β is

Uβ(t) = exp (−itn̂β .σ) . (D2)

Now the quantities of interest are tUβ
, which is minimal time

required for work extraction for the drive along n̂β and the
corresponding extracted work Wβ(tUβ

).

1. Optimality of geodesic drive for paradigmatic Markovian
noise models

For the Markovian noise models considered in this work, by
optimizing over β as shown in Fig. 2 we find that the minimal
time tUβ

required for work extraction is achieved for β = π/2.
At this time the extracted work is maximized simultaneously.
Physically, this corresponds to a rotation about the −y axis.
It in turn corresponds to Uµ=π drive considered in Sec. III A.
Therefore, we get t∗ = tUβ=π/2

= tNUµ=π
. This analysis holds

true for other choices of transition rates γ as well.

2. Demonstrating the suboptimality of geodesic drive

For the case of the noise model considered in Sec. III B, the
search for optimality is demonstrated in Fig. 3. Here, unlike
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FIG. 3. (Color online.) tUβ (vertical axis) is plotted against β (hori-
zontal axis) where the initial state is |+⟩ with ωmax = 2 and ζ = 5
for the noise model considered in Sec. III B. Optimal unitary in this
scenario becomes Uβ=0 = Uµ=0. In the inset we have compared the
same for the unperturbed evolution. All the axes are dimensionless.

in the previous case, β = 0 corresponds to the best work ex-
traction scheme. In particular, we find tUβ=0

≈ 3.026, is the
optimal path for noise model in Eq. (12). Note that β = 0
implies rotation along the axis n̂ = 1√

2
(1, 0, 1) as claimed in

Sec. III B. Therefore, we have t∗ = tUβ=0
= tNUµ=0

.
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