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We propose a novel quantum battery realized with a few interacting particles in a three-well
system with different on-site energies, which could be realized with ultracold atom platforms. We
prepare the initial state in the lowest energy well and charge the battery using a Spatial Adiabatic
Passage (SAP)-based protocol, enabling the population of a higher energy well. We examine the
charging under varying interaction strengths and reveal that the consideration of collective charging
results in an intriguing oscillatory behavior of the final charge for finite interactions, through diabatic
evolution. Our findings open a new avenue for building stable and controllable quantum batteries.

Introduction. Energy storing quantum devices [1, 2]
emerged as part of a quantum energy initiative for
quantum-inspired technologies [3], where the energy
stored in these quantum batteries (QBs) would be used
for further transfer to quantum consumption hubs. The
performance of QBs is mainly ruled by laws of quantum
thermodynamics, which dictates physical processes in-
volving entropy production, heat, and work in the quan-
tum realm [4]. Through this theory, one may properly
manage useful work provided by quantum systems at sin-
gle atom level [5], the energy cost to perform quantum
tasks [6, 7], and to predict the extractable amount of work
stored in such systems [8], among other applications [9].
By harnessing genuine effects from interacting quantum
systems, QBs exhibit scalable enhanced charging per-
formance (power) with respect to their non-interacting
(classical) counterpart [10-15]. Experimental realiza-
tions of QBs have been done with superconducting inte-
grated circuits [16, 17], Nuclear Magnetic Resonance [18],
quantum dots [19], and organic microcavities [20], with
the first experiment of a room-temperature QB designed
with carboxylate-based metal complexes [21].

Despite the high performance of these devices, some
properties of such devices make their usage for real-world
applications a challenge. In particular, and the main fo-
cus of this work, instantaneous discharging is observed
for always-on charging of QBs due to the quantum re-
currence theorem of Poincaré [22], demanding then for
the development of stable charging strategies. The in-
stantaneous discharging is related to oscillations in time
of the stored energy in the battery, leading to loss of
performance due to the energy backflow from the bat-
tery to the charger [23]. Proposals of stable charging
of QBs have been induced through localization effects
in disordered spin systems [24, 25], using single [26] and
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FIG. 1. (a) The physical system consisting of N particles
which may populate three wells with different energy. (b)
Schematic representation of the evolution used for the stable
charging protocol, in which the tunneling strengths Q12(¢)
and Q23(t) are switched on in a counter-intuitive way to avoid
populating the intermediate well with energy eo.

collective dark-states [27], Zeno protection [28], adiabatic
evolutions [26, 29] and transitionless driving [23], for ex-
ample, with the first experimental implementation of op-
timal stable charging done with superconducting three-
level atoms [16]. Inspired by QBs proposals with inter-
acting spin chains [30-33], ultracold atoms confined in
optical lattices appear as a promising platform for de-
signing QBs [34]. The high level of control offered by
ultracold atoms [35, 36] makes them unique candidates
for developing efficient and stable QBs. In particular, the
control over the atomic internal states and of the inter-
atomic interactions offer novel configurations of QBs not
achievable with other quantum physical systems.

In this Letter, we propose a three-well QB controlled
with an SAP-based protocol [37-39], as depicted in
Fig. 1la. Moreover, and in contrast to previous related
studies [26], we consider quantum collective effects by in-
cluding on-site interactions. In addition to the proposed
three-well implementation, such a QB could also be re-
alized with an array of three-level systems with a Stimu-
lated Raman Adiabatic Passage-based protocol [40, 41].
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FIG. 2. Normalized final (¢t = 7) charge C/Cmax as a function of the interaction 7|U|/h and the coupling 7Q/h, for N = 2, 3,
and 4, as indicated in the legends. The solid red line on the charge map indicates the line with |U| = 0.1€.

Model. We will consider as a general case, N identi-
cal bosons in a three-well system, where the wells energy
is €, with ¢ = 1 to 3 in ascending order. In addition,
we will consider an energy U when a pair of particles
are in the same well. On top of that, our SAP-inspired
protocol considers a time-dependent tunneling between
the wells 1 and 2 and also, between the wells 2 and 3.
As illustrated in Fig. 1, the Hamiltonian in a second
quantization formalism reads as H= ﬁo + -Hcoll + ffch,
with ﬁo = 2?21 ellA)le)l the self-Hamiltonian of the sys-
tem that sets the energy scale of the battery, f{wu =
sU Z?:l f;(7; — 1) is the in-situ particle-particle inter-
action that describes the collective (quantum) aspect of
the battery charging, and the charging H,, describes the
time-dependent tunneling between wells

-Hch = 912(t)6iw12t51;32 + ng(t)eiwzgti);i)g + h.C. 5 (].)

where bl (b;) is the creation (annihilation) operator of a
particle in the well i, and n; = ZA)IZA)l is the number oper-
ator. The coupling is assumed to have driving strength
;;(t) in resonance with the energy transitions of the
system at a frequency w;; = (¢; —¢;) /h. The SAP is
implemented by the suitable choice of the tunneling such
that 912(0) = 923(7') =0 and 912(7‘),923(0) 75 0. Here
we choose a lineal transition given by Qq2(t) = tQ/7 and
Do3(t) = Q — Q12(t). So, according to the adiabatic the-
orem [42], for large enough 7 the system will move the
particles from the lowest to the highest energy well.

At the end of the charging, the extractable amount
of energy by coherent drives from a QB is defined by
erogotropy [8], which for a unitary evolution charging
can be uniquely obtained as [29]

C = (U(r)|Ho[¥ (7)), (2)

where |U(7)) is the state at the end of the SAP protocol.
By exploiting the definition of battery capacity as the
energy of the most active state [43], it is possible to get
the maximum charge for our system with N particles as
Chax. = Neg, corresponding to an eigenstate of the final

Hamiltonian and thus, stable. The energy charging of
the QB may be obtained from the Schrodinger equation
in the interaction picture as

f{int = ﬁcoll + thQ(t)l;'{l;Q =+ hQQg(t)lA);lA)g + h.C., (3)

and thus the charging performance depends only on the
tunneling amplitudes and the collectivity parameter U.

Interacting system charge. Now, we will analyze
the final charge diagram as a function of the coupling 72
and the internal interaction 7U. In Fig. 2 we show the
charge diagram corresponding to N = 2 to N = 4. The
charge only depends on the absolute value of the inter-
action |U|, but not on its sign. The energy spectra are
computed with negative interactions U < 0 for descrip-
tion simplicity, but the physics is the same for U > 0.

Firstly, we note that the non-interacting limit U =
0 (left side of the panels) corresponds to the single-
particle configuration studied with a STTRAP protocol
in Ref. [26], which does not consider collective charging.
For |U| > 0, Fig. 2 shows two distinct regions. On one
side, when the coupling 7€2 is much smaller than the in-
teraction 7U (bottom right regions of the panels), the
system ends with essentially a null final charge (C = 0).
On the other hand, when the coupling is much larger
than the interaction (top regions of the panels), the sys-
tem produces a finite final charge C' but also shows an
intriguing oscillation of C' with increasing 7|U| between
maximum and partial charging.

To understand why the system does not charge in
the weak tunneling region, we examine the system with
N = 2, even though our arguments can be generalized
for more particles. A system with two bosons on a triple
well potential has six states in its Hilbert space. Due to
the large interaction U, the system will form two mani-
folds, one with the three states with the particles in the
same well and the other with both particles in different
wells. Both manifolds are separated by an energy gap
~ U. In addition, our tunneling is a single-particle oper-
ator and thus it can only move the particles individually.
The latter connects the states with two particles in the
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FIG. 3. Energy spectrum for two particles with interaction
U = —0.0292. Panel (a) shows the complete energy spectrum.
Panel (b) zooms the two states in the central manifold. Note
that panels (a) and (b) plot £/Q and panel E/U, respectively.

same well to states with particles at different wells. If
the coupling is weak compared with the gap between the
states that are connecting, the transition is almost sup-
pressed. Therefore, by starting from both particles in the
lowest energy well, if U > () the state cannot evolve with
time, and thus both particles remain in the same initial
site during the evolution, preventing charging.

In the second region, where the coupling is much larger
than the interaction (above the solid red line in the pan-
els), the results do not depend on the value of the cou-
pling 72. We find oscillations in the charge as a function
of |U] for any number of particles N, where the period
of these oscillations depends on V. Interestingly, we also
find that systems with odd and even numbers of particles
show a distinct onset of oscillations with U. Indeed, with
even N the oscillations are approximately periodic and
with a fixed amplitude. In contrast, for odd N the am-
plitude of the oscillations decreases but achieves periodic
full charging. We will explain this phenomenon later on.

Importantly, our results show that it is possible to
reach Cpax for any N and if one chooses |U| to the
regions of maximum charge. This feature could be ex-
ploited in experiments to get a full charge by tuning the
inter-atomic interactions. The maximum charge is also
achievable for a finite interaction when the interaction
strength and the coupling have similar values. That sit-
uation is interesting, but we will focus on the situation
where Q > |U]|.

Analytical time-evolution. Having examined the
charging from our numerical calculations, we now provide
an analytical interpretation of our results. We will focus
on the case with Q/|U| > 1, corresponding to the region
above the solid red lines in Fig. 2(a-c).

We first analyze the two-particle case, which can be ex-
amined analytically for Q/|U| > 1. By taking ¢ as a fixed
parameter in Eq. (3), we can diagonalize the Hamiltonian
for two particles analytically, resulting in an energy spec-
trum as the one shown in Fig. 3. The spectrum has states
with an energy proportional to £ and others to £2€).
While these states show a weak dependence on U and
t/7, the gap between these states is ~ Q. In addition,
at the center of the panel (a) the spectrum shows two
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FIG. 4. Charge as a function of the interaction 7|U|/h for
N = 2. The solid red line shows the analytical result (4) for
large 7, while the other lines show numerical calculations
for the indicated values of 7).

states whose energy does not depend on the coupling (2
but depend instead on U. These two states can be better
appreciated in panel (b). Moreover, at ¢t = 0, the state
with both particles in the lowest energy well (our initial
state |¢g)) is an eigenstate with energy E = U, belong-
ing to the central manifold. At t = 7, the state with
both particles in the higher energy well (the state with
maximum charge |¢1)) is also an eigenstate with energy
E = U, belonging to the central manifold as well.

Therefore, the battery starts from a state in the central
manifold, disconnected from the other states by a factor
Q. If the coupling €2 is much larger than the energy scales
of the central manifold (U), one can expect that all the
physics will happen through the two states of Fig. 3(b).
From now on, we will refer to them as |¢pg(t)) with energy
Eo(t) and |¢(t)) with energy E(¢). These states are the
instantaneous eigenstates of the Hamiltonian. |¢g) does
not depend on time and has a constant energy Ey(t) = U,
while |¢1) is time-dependent.

By computing the time evolution of the state in a su-

perposition between |¢g) and |¢;1) with the parallel trans-
port condition [44], the final ergotropy is

C = Crnax [1 — Bsin® (3(m — 4)7U/(16h))] ,  (4)

with 8 = 4(2e5 — €1 — €2)/9¢3 [see Supplementary Ma-
terial]. As in Fig. 2(a), Eq. (4) shows oscillations as a
function of 7U. In Fig. 4 we show a comparison between
the results obtained with the numeric time evolution and
the results from the analytic result (4). We observe an
almost perfect agreement for large 7, while we observe
increasing discrepancies for decreasing 07, as expected.

Now, we turn our attention to the general N > 2 case,
which can be analyzed with an effective theory. Once
we add more particles, the spectral properties observed
with IV = 2 become slightly different. However, the main
argument is similar; the system has a set of states with
an energy proportional to €2, whereas a few of them do
not depend on that coupling. For N = 2 only two states
do not depend on Q [Fig. 3(b)]. However, we find that
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FIG. 5. Energy spectrum for N = 3 to N = 6 and its popula-
tion (in color) corresponding to a time evolution with param-
eters 7TU = —20h and 72 = 1000h. The dash-dotted lines are
the fit corresponding to the energies of Eq. (7). Only shown
the equivalent states of Fig. 3(b).

for N particles | N/2 + 1] states fulfill such condition.
In Fig. 5 we show these states for several numbers of
particles, from N = 3 to N = 6. In contrast to Fig. 3(b),
here the states are not degenerate at the beginning and
the end of the protocol. In that case, our initial state at
t = 0 and our target state at ¢ = 7 correspond to states
with energy E/U = N(N —1)/2, and thus, in Fig. 5 can
be identified as the manifold ground state.

In Fig. 5 the colors show the probability associated
with each instantaneous eigenstate |®;(¢)) for a time evo-
lution. We obtain a slight difference between the odd and
even number of particles, as we observed in the charge
diagrams from Fig. 2. For an odd N, the minimum gap
between the manifold ground state (the initial state) and
the first excitation of that manifold one is on the order
of U. On the other hand, for systems with even N, the
minimum gap is ~ 0.2U. The latter indicates that for an
odd N it is easier to have an adiabatic evolution due to
the larger gap.

For these systems, we have modeled an effective two-
level model of the time-evolution. In that situation, the
initial state (from now on, |®¢)) in Fig. 5 has an avoided
crossing with the first excitation of the manifold (from
now on |®1)) at t ~ 0.37 = 79, and also at ¢t ~ 0.77 = 7y.
In the general case, we define 7y and 7 as the times
where the gap is minimum. One can assume that the
evolution is adiabatic and only there is a level transition
at the avoided crossings, with the same probabilities at
both times. We also assume that all the relevant physics
occurs between these two states, ignoring the rest.
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FIG. 6. Charge as a function of the interaction U for N = 3 to
6 computed with 72 = 10000A. Blue lines correspond to the
numerical time-evolution calculations and the orange ones to
the predictions of the model of Eq. (5), where the probability
is computed using Eq. (6).

With that mechanism, by assuming that transitions
may occur in an avoided crossing with probability Py, it
is possible to show that the final ergotropy is [see Sup-
plemental Material]

C
Cmax

T1 2

=1- 4CJ5$P¢ sin (/ (Eog — El)dt/(2h)> , (5)
70

where ¢ = 1 — (U |Ho|W1)/(¥o|Ho|¥o) and Py =1 — Py,

and Pj given by the Landau-Zener transition probability,

Py = exp (—2ma®/(nlal)) , (6)

where both a and « are obtained by the adjustment in the
lowest gap in the spectrum of the two states considered.
Near the transition, in the Landau-Zener approximation,
the energy of the states follows

E(t) = % ((k1 + ko)t &+ \/4a2 + (ky — k2)2t2)) , (1N

where we fit the parameters «, k1 and ks, and we com-
pute @ = k1 — ko. We plot the lines of the energy ob-
tained in the fit as dash-dotted lines in Fig. 5. In Fig. 6
we compare the numerical results of the final charge as
a function of 7U for a large value of 72 with the pre-
dictions of the two-level model using the Landau Zener
transition probability. With our model, we only used in-
formation about the energy spectrum. We obtain a good
agreement with the numerical time evolution simulation,
especially on the frequency of the oscillations, but also in
the decay of the amplitude with more accurate results for
N =3 and N = 4. We observe a discrepancy for small
interactions, and also in the decay of the amplitude for
large interactions, indicating that the two-level model is
more robust for intermediate U.

Conclusions In this letter, we have shown how a
battery based on a three-well system charges when we



consider interaction. We have demonstrated that it is
possible to reach the maximum charge for a finite value
of the interaction through a diabatic procedure. In
addition, we have explained the time evolution of the
system with simple models that use only the information
of the energy spectrum. Our quantum battery proposal
is feasible experimentally in ultracold atoms laboratories
nowadays.

We acknowledge helpful discussions with Joan Mar-
torell and Veronica Ahufinger. B.J-D and A.R-F ac-
knowledge funding from Grant No. PID2020-114626GB-
100 by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/5011 00011033 and ”Unit
of Excellence Maria de Maeztu 2020-2023” award to the
Institute of Cosmos Sciences, Grant CEX2019-000918-
M funded by MCIN/AEI/10.13039/501100011033. We
acknowledge financial support from the Generalitat de
Catalunya (Grant 2021SGR01095). A.R-F acknowledges
funding from MIU through Grant No. FPU20/06174.
F.I. acknowledges funding from ANID through FONDE-
CYT Postdoctorado No. 3230023. A.C.S. is supported
by the Proyecto Sinérgico CAM 2020 Y2020/TCS-6545
(NanoQuCo-CM) from the Comunidad de Madrid. NTZ
acknowledges support from the Independent Research
Fund Denmark and the Novo Nordisk Foundation.

abel.rojo@fqa.ub.edu

felipe.isaule@uc.cl

ac_santos@iff.csic.es

bruno@fga.ub.edu

zinner@phys.au.dk

[1] R. Alicki and M. Fannes, Physical Review E 87, 042123
(2013).

[2] F. C. Binder, S. Vinjanampathy, K. Modi, and J. Goold,
New Journal of Physics 17, 075015 (2015).

[3] A. Auffeves, PRX Quantum 3, 020101 (2022).

[4] S. Deffner and S. Campbell, Quantum Thermodynamics:
An Introduction to the Thermodynamics of Quantum In-
formation (Morgan & Claypool Publishers, 2019).

[5] J. RoBnagel, S. T. Dawkins, K. N. Tolazzi, O. Abah,
E. Lutz, F. Schmidt-Kaler, and K. Singer, Science 352,
325 (2016).

[6] J. Monsel, M. Fellous-Asiani, B. Huard, and A. Aufféves,
Physical Review Letters 124, 130601 (2020).

[7] S. Deffner, Europhysics Letters 134, 40002 (2021).

[8] A. E. Allahverdyan, R. Balian, and T. M. Nieuwenhuizen,
Europhysics Letters 67, 565 (2004).

[9] N. M. Myers, O. Abah, and S. Deffner, AVS Quantum
Science 4, 027101 (2022).

[10] F. Barra, Physical Review Letters 122, 210601 (2019).

[11] G. M. Andolina, M. Keck, A. Mari, M. Campisi, V. Gio-
vannetti, and M. Polini, Physical Review Letters 122,
047702 (2019).

[12] D. Ferraro, M. Campisi, G. M. Andolina, V. Pellegrini,
and M. Polini, Physical Review Letters 120, 117702
(2018).

[13] F. Campaioli, F. A. Pollock, F. C. Binder, L. Céleri,

*
T
¥
§

1

J. Goold, S. Vinjanampathy, and K. Modi, Physical Re-
view Letters 118, 150601 (2017).

[14] A. Crescente, M. Carrega, M. Sassetti, and D. Ferraro,
Physical Review B 102, 245407 (2020).

[15] M. Carrega, A. Crescente, D. Ferraro, and M. Sassetti,
New Journal of Physics 22, 083085 (2020).

[16] C.-K. Hu, J. Qiu, P. J. P. Souza, J. Yuan, Y. Zhou,
L. Zhang, J. Chu, X. Pan, L. Hu, J. Li, Y. Xu, Y. Zhong,
S. Liu, F. Yan, D. Tan, R. Bachelard, C. J. Villas-Boas,
A. C. Santos, and D. Yu, Quantum Science and Technol-
ogy 7, 045018 (2022).

[17] G. Gemme, M. Grossi, D. Ferraro, S. Vallecorsa, and
M. Sassetti, Batteries 8, 43 (2022).

[18] J. Joshi and T. S. Mahesh, Physical Review A 106,
042601 (2022).

[19] I. Maillette de Buy Wenniger, S. E. Thomas, M. Maffei,
S. C. Wein, M. Pont, N. Belabas, S. Prasad, A. Harouri,
A. Lemaitre, I. Sagnes, N. Somaschi, A. Auffeves, and
P. Senellart, Physical Review Letters 131, 260401 (2023).

[20] J. Q. Quach, K. E. McGhee, L. Ganzer, D. M. Rouse,
B. W. Lovett, E. M. Gauger, J. Keeling, G. Cerullo, D. G.
Lidzey, and T. Virgili, Science Advances 8, eabk3160
(2022).

[21] C. Cruz, M. F. Anka, M. S. Reis, R. Bachelard, and A. C.
Santos, Quantum Science and Technology 7, 025020
(2022).

[22] P. Bocchieri and A. Loinger, Physical Review 107, 337
(1957).

[23] L. F. C. Moraes, A. Saguia, A. C. Santos, and M. S.
Sarandy, Europhysics Letters 136, 23001 (2022).

[24] M. B. Arjmandi, H. Mohammadi, A. Saguia, M. S.
Sarandy, and A. C. Santos, Physical Review E 108,
064106 (2023).

[25] D. Rossini, G. M. Andolina, and M. Polini, Physical Re-
view B 100, 115142 (2019).

[26] A. C. Santos, B. Cakmak, S. Campbell, and N. T. Zinner,
Physical Review E 100, 032107 (2019).

[27] J. Q. Quach and W. J. Munro, Physical Review Applied
14, 024092 (2020).

[28] S. Gherardini, F. Campaioli, F. Caruso, and F. C. Binder,
Physical Review Research 2, 013095 (2020).

[29] A. C. Santos, A. Saguia, and M. S. Sarandy, Physical
Review E 101, 062114 (2020).

[30] T. P. Le, J. Levinsen, K. Modi, M. M. Parish, and F. A.
Pollock, Physical Review A 97, 022106 (2018).

[31] S. Ghosh, T. Chanda, and A. Sen(De), Physical Review
A 101, 032115 (2020).

[32] F. Zhao, F.-Q. Dou, and Q. Zhao, Physical Review A
103, 033715 (2021).

[33] S. Ghosh and A. Sen(De), Physical Review A 105,
022628 (2022).

[34] T. K. Konar, L. G. C. Lakkaraju, S. Ghosh, and
A. Sen(De), Physical Review A 106, 022618 (2022).

[35] 1. Bloch, J. Dalibard, and S. Nascimbeéne, Nature Physics
8, 267 (2012).

[36] C. Gross and I. Bloch, Science 357, 995 (2017).

[37] C.J.Bradly, M. Rab, A. D. Greentree, and A. M. Martin,
Physical Review A 85, 053609 (2012).

[38] R. Menchon-Enrich, A. Benseny, V. Ahufinger, A. D.
Greentree, T. Busch, and J. Mompart, Reports on
Progress in Physics 79, 074401 (2016).

[39] J. L. Rubio, V. Ahufinger, Th. Busch, and J. Mompart,
Physical Review A 94, 053606 (2016).

[40] N. V. Vitanov, A. A. Rangelov, B. W. Shore, and


mailto:abel.rojo@fqa.ub.edu
mailto:felipe.isaule@uc.cl
mailto:ac_santos@iff.csic.es
mailto:bruno@fqa.ub.edu
mailto:zinner@phys.au.dk
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.87.042123
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.87.042123
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/17/7/075015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PRXQuantum.3.020101
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aad6320
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aad6320
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.124.130601
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/134/40002
https://doi.org/10.1209/epl/i2004-10101-2
https://doi.org/10.1116/5.0083192
https://doi.org/10.1116/5.0083192
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.210601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.047702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.047702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.117702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.117702
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.150601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.118.150601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.102.245407
https://doi.org/10.1088/1367-2630/abaa01
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac8444
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac8444
https://doi.org/10.3390/batteries8050043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.106.042601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.106.042601
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.260401
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abk3160
https://doi.org/10.1126/sciadv.abk3160
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac57f3
https://doi.org/10.1088/2058-9565/ac57f3
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.107.337
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.107.337
https://doi.org/10.1209/0295-5075/ac1363
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.108.064106
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.108.064106
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.100.115142
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.100.115142
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.100.032107
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.14.024092
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevApplied.14.024092
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.013095
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.101.062114
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.101.062114
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.97.022106
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.032115
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.101.032115
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.033715
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.103.033715
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.105.022628
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.105.022628
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.106.022618
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2259
https://doi.org/10.1038/nphys2259
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.aal3837
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.85.053609
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/79/7/074401
https://doi.org/10.1088/0034-4885/79/7/074401
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.94.053606

K. Bergmann, Reviews of Modern Physics 89, 015006 C. H. Keitel, Journal of Physics B: Atomic, Molecular
(2017). and Optical Physics 52, 202001 (2019).

[41] K. Bergmann, H.-C. Négerl, C. Panda, G. Gabrielse, [42] T. Kato, Journal of the Physical Society of Japan 5, 435
E. Miloglyadov, M. Quack, G. Seyfang, G. Wichmann, (1950).
S. Ospelkaus, A. Kuhn, S. Longhi, A. Szameit, P. Pirro, [43] X. Yang, Y.-H. Yang, M. Alimuddin, R. Salvia, S.-M. Fei,
B. Hillebrands, X.-F. Zhu, J. Zhu, M. Drewsen, W. K. L.-M. Zhao, S. Nimmrichter, and M.-X. Luo, Physical
Hensinger, S. Weidt, T. Halfmann, H.-L. Wang, G. S. Review Letters 131, 030402 (2023).
Paraoanu, N. V. Vitanov, J. Mompart, T. Busch, T. J. [44] M. V. Berry, Journal of Physics A: Mathematical and
Barnum, D. D. Grimes, R. W. Field, M. G. Raizen, Theoretical 42, 365303 (2009).

E. Narevicius, M. Auzinsh, D. Budker, A. Pélffy, and
J

Supplementary Material for:
Stable SAP-like collective charging of ultracold atoms quantum batteries

Development of the two-particle time-evolution
Our initial state |p) can be expressed as a superposition of both states |po(t = 0)) and |¢1(t = 0)) as

Bt =0)) = o) = Sion(e = 0+ 2lente = 0). ®

Assuming an adiabatic evolution with the parallel transport condition, (d)ﬂ%d)i) = 0, the time evolution of the state
can be expressed as

8(0) =[St B0y ) 4\ [2emt s B O 1)) Q

and taking into account that Ejy is constant, we can rearrange it as

5(0) = |/ Sou(e) + 2 TEO-EDg ) (10)
Now, by computing the integral from ¢t = 0 to ¢t = 7, we obtain the state at the end of the SAP protocol reads
1 2 _i3(n—a)rU/(8R)
() = 1/3160(m) + 1/ 5e 61(7) (1)

Note that the final state is also described by the two instantaneous time eigenstates with a relative phase proportional
to 7U. Using this state, we can recover the charge using our definition.

Development of the few particles time-evolution

Using the two-level model, the time-dependent state will be
[W(t <70)) = |Po), (12)

until the first crossing. After that, there will be a transition with probability P, and so, the state just after the
transition will be

Wt =r0)) = /(1= Py)|Wo) + /Py 91), (13)

and with a parallel transport, we assume an adiabatic evolution until the second transition. So, the state will arrive
with the phases

|U(rg <t <)) =4/(1— P$)e—if:0 Eodt/h‘\l/0>
+ \/;ie_i f:o Eldt/h‘\p1> . (14)
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After the second transition, we can express the state as
[W(t 2 7)) =(Py + (L= Py)e” o (o BI00 ) (15)

+ /Pi(l B Pi)(l B e—if:ol (Eo—E1)dt/ﬁ)|\P1> )

Note the negative sign in the second term. This sign is needed to preserve the norm of the wavefunction, and it comes
from the relative phase in the transition. With this state, we can derive the charge at t = 7.



	Stable SAP-like collective charging of ultracold atoms quantum batteries
	Abstract
	Acknowledgments
	References
	Supplementary Material for:  Stable SAP-like collective charging of ultracold atoms quantum batteries
	Development of the two-particle time-evolution
	Development of the few particles time-evolution


