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Extracting work from a physical system is one of the cornerstones of quantum thermodynamics.
The extractable work, as quantified by ergotropy, necessitates a complete description of the quantum
system. This is significantly more challenging when the state of the underlying system is unknown,
as quantum tomography is extremely inefficient. In this article, we analyze the number of samples
of the unknown state required to extract work. With only a single copy of an unknown state,

we prove that extracting any work is nearly impossible.

In contrast, when multiple copies are

available, we quantify the sample complexity required to estimate extractable work, establishing a
scaling relationship that balances the desired accuracy with success probability. Our work develops
a sample-efficient protocol to assess the utility of unknown states as quantum batteries and opens
avenues for estimating thermodynamic quantities using near-term quantum computers.

Introduction.— Quantum thermodynamics [1-6] is vi-
tal for developing and optimizing a range of quantum
technologies, including computation [7-9], heat engines
[10-15], batteries [16-18], and sensors [19, 20]. A central
focus of this field is the study of work extraction from
quantum systems [21-26], which has significant implica-
tions for the development and advancement of quantum
technologies. A better understanding of the amount of
extractable work from a given system is crucial for char-
acterizing quantum batteries, powering quantum tech-
nologies, and, more broadly, building thermodynamically
efficient and scalable quantum devices [27-37].

For an N-dimensional quantum system in a state p
with Hamiltonian H, the extractable work under unitary
transformations is quantified by the ergotropy of the state
p, given by [38-40]

Erg(p) = max Tr[H (p—UpU')], (1)

UeU(N)

where U(N) is the group of N x N unitary matrices.
In recent years, ergotropy has been extensively explored
across various information processing and computing
tasks [41-47].

To estimate the maximal amount of extractable work
by measuring ergotropy, it is necessary to optimize over
unitaries U, as shown in Eq. (1). The resulting optimal
unitary depends on the spectrum of p, which is revealed
only when a complete description of the state of a quan-
tum system is available. However, in realistic settings,
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Fig. 1. Schematic of the possibilities for extracting work when
a quantum system is prepared in some unknown state p. We
show that it is nearly impossible to extract any work with
only a single copy of p. On the other hand, when multiple
copies are available, we provide a sample and qubit-efficient
randomized quantum algorithm for work extraction that re-
quires only a few samples of p.

due to technological limitations, the presence of uncon-
trollable environmental noise, and/or untrusted sources,
the state in which the system is prepared is often un-
known or, at best, only partially known [48-57]. This
makes it impossible to estimate ergotropy (and hence,
the maximal possible extractable work) without perform-
ing a full tomography on p, a highly inefficient procedure
[58, 59]. The best we can hope for is to devise a strat-
egy in such a black-box setting that still provides some
information about the amount of extractable work while
requiring only a few samples of p. This naturally leads
us to the following question: In such a black box setting,
where the underlying quantum state is unknown, how
many samples are needed to obtain an estimate of the
amount of extractable work from the system? Despite
the importance of a sample-efficient scheme for work ex-
traction, this question has remained largely unexplored.
In this paper, we address this gap by examining how the
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number of copies of p affects work extraction.

One possibility is to proceed by assuming that the un-
known state is random. Our first contribution is to rig-
orously establish that it is nearly impossible to extract
any (non-zero) work from a single copy of the unknown
random quantum state. This is obtained by proving that
ergotropy is Lipschitz continuous with the Lipschitz con-
stant scaling as the spectral norm of the Hamiltonian of
the system, allowing us to use the concentration of mea-
sure phenomenon (such as Levy’s lemma [60]) to show
that for any random p, Erg(p) is close to its expecta-
tion value, which is zero. Owing to its connections with
quantifying work, there is widespread interest in estimat-
ing ergotropy and understanding its properties. Conse-
quently, our result is of independent interest. On the
other hand, as mentioned before, tomography would re-
quire exponentially many samples and measurements to
estimate ergotropy. This points to a trade-off between
the number of available copies of the unknown state and
extractable work. Interestingly, in Ref. [61], the authors
propose a scheme using partial information from quan-
tum measurements that quantifies the extractable work
from unknown quantum states by associating it with a
quantity called observational ergotropy. However, it is
unclear if this quantity can be estimated faithfully in a
sample-efficient manner.

Our second contribution equips this procedure with
rigorous performance guarantees. More precisely, we de-
velop a sample-efficient randomized protocol to esti-
mate observational ergotropy, facilitating work extrac-
tion. Our method computes this quantity to e-additive
accuracy, with high probability, by making very few mea-
surements on p — this requires O(1/¢2) copies of p and,
remarkably, has only a logarithmic dependence on the
dimension of the system. The protocol is a randomized
quantum algorithm that can be efficiently run on a quan-
tum computer using as many samples of p. Our result
thus broadens the applicability of quantum computers
to the efficient estimation of extractable work and the
characterization of quantum batteries.

Throughout this work, we consider n-qubit quantum
systems associated with a Hilbert space Hy of dimen-
sion N = 2" and the underlying system is described
by a Hamiltonian H, which we have full knowledge of.
Suppose Dy denotes the set of density operators on Hy,
then, in our setting, the n-qubit system of Hamiltonian
H is prepared in some unknown quantum state p € Dy.
Next, we discuss the two possible approaches to work
extraction from (i) a single copy of p, and (ii) multiple
copies of p (see Fig. 1).

(No) work extraction from a single copy of p.—
When only a single copy of the unknown state is avail-
able, it is, in principle, possible to consider p to be a
random state drawn from some statistical distribution
over all possible density matrices. The idea would be to
make use of the information about this distribution to
extract some work. To this end, we assume that p € Dy
is a random density matrix whose purification leads to a

Haar random state. We prove that it is almost always
impossible to extract any nontrivial amount of work (er-
gotropy) with high probability over possible density ma-
trices from this distribution. This result is obtained via
a sequence of non-trivial steps, which we outline here,
while detailed derivations can be found in Sec. B of the
Appendix.

Since p is a random quantum state, its ergotropy,
Erg(p), is a random variable. We first prove that the
expectation value of this random variable, E[Erg(p)] is
zero. We then estimate for a random instance of p how
close Erg(p) is to its expected value. Typically, this is
proved using measure concentration bounds, which re-
quires Lipschitz continuity. However, whether the latter
property holds for the ergotropy function has been un-
known. We show ergotropy to be a Lipschitz continuous
function with a Lipschitz constant of 4| H||. This allows
us to apply the concentration of measure bound to derive
that with a high probability Erg(p) < ~, for even expo-
nentially small . Our results are formally stated via the
following theorem.

Theorem 1 (Impossibility of work extraction from a ran-
dom state). Let p € Dy be a random state obtained by
partial tracing subsystem B of a randomly selected pure
state ) o5 € Hn @ Hnr with N' > N. Then, its er-
gotropy Erg(p) is a Lipschitz continuous function with
Lipschitz constant 4||H||. Moreover, for any vy > 0,

NN/")’z

Pr[Erg (p) > 7] < 2exp [,MHHHQ] )

One expects that this limitation can be overcome given
access to multiple copies of p. Next, we explore the num-
ber of samples of p required to quantify the amount of
work that can be extracted from it.

Extracting work from multiple copies of p.— We
demonstrate that observational ergotropy, which charac-
terizes work in such a black-box setting, can be estimated
in a sample-efficient manner using a quantum computer.
As outlined in Ref. [61], this quantity can be obtained via
the following two-stage process: (i) Firstly, perform pro-
jective measurement with mutually orthogonal operators
{P;}M | such that Y, P, = Iy, and compute p; = Tr[P;p],
for each i. This step essentially decomposes the full space
into M blocks of orthogonal support, i.e. ©M,H,;, where
H;, = PHyP;. We assume that the dimension of each
block is 27, where r = log,(N/M). (ii) Secondly, ran-
domize each block completely by applying a direct sum
of Haar random unitaries to convert the still unknown
state from the previous step into a known state p. That
is,

ﬁ: /~ dMHaar (@ﬁﬂZ) X [(@Bf\il‘Z) P (@i]\il";j)}
VinU(27)

(3)

where dppaay is the normalized Haar measure, which

factorizes nicely as d,UzHaar (@%1‘2) = Hi d/JfHaar (‘Z)



These steps allow us to compute Erg(p), which is referred
to as the observational ergotropy of the original unknown
state p [61-63]. That is,

Ergos (o) =T [H (p=Ua pUL)|, (@)
where Uy is a global unitary implementing a basis change
from the basis of space @, H; to the eigenbasis of H and
a permutation that orders the p;’s in non-increasing or-
der. This has the effect of constructing the passive state
with respect to p, analogous to the role of the optimal
unitary in the expression for ergotropy. As there is com-
plete knowledge of H, all that is required to construct
Ug are the p;’s obtained from the first stage. Since p is
obtained by extracting partial information from the orig-
inal state, the quantity Erg,,.(p) provides a lower bound
on Erg(p), with the two quantities matching when p is
completely known.

We first quantify the number of samples of p required
to obtain an estimate p; of p; = Tr[P;p], for all ¢ € [1, M].
Performing a projective measurement results in outcome
1 with probability p;. The strategy is to make T repeated
projective measurements, each time with a fresh copy of
p: for the j*! iteration, the measurement outcome i cor-
responds to an i.i.d. random variable Yi(J ) whose expec-
tation value is p;. So, for ¢ € [1, M], we take the sample

mean of each of the T runs, i.e. p; = Z;‘T:1 Yi(j)/f. Then,
Hoeffding’s inequality [64] ensures that |p; —p;| < €, with
a failure probability of at most §/M, as long as

f:o(M“M“v. (5)

2

That is, if G; is the event that |p; — p;| > &, then
Pr[G;] < §/M. Finally, the union-bound ensures that

only T samples are sufficient to ensure that for every

€ [1,M], |p; — pi| < e, with a probability of at least
1—4. Observe that the construction of the global unitary
Ug1 necessitates arranging the set of estimates {pl} 2, in
non-increasing order. That is, the accuracy with which
these estimates approximate each p; should be such that
they leave this ordering unaltered, i.e., p;—p; > 0 should
also imply p; —p; > 0, for all pairs of 4, j € [1, M]. Thus,
if A < min, ;{|p; — pj| : pi # p;}, this is ensured by
choosing any ¢ < A/2. Despite requiring only a few
measurements, this estimation scheme provides sufficient
information regarding p to enable the construction of Uy.
For detailed derivations, see Sec. C of the Appendix.

We are now in a position to estimate observational er-
gotropy for unknown p. The central idea is to develop
an easy-to-implement, efficient, randomized scheme that
iteratively estimates the desired quantity. This is given
by Protocol 1. Indeed, the outcome of this randomized
protocol is a number that approximates the observational
ergotropy to e-additive accuracy, with a success proba-
bility of at least 1 — 4. We outline the details of this
scheme.

Protocol 1: Work Extraction from unknown p

1. With probability 1/2, measure H on the state p.
2. With probability 1/2, execute steps (a) — (c).
(a) Measure p in the basis spanned by the

projectors { P;}*, and ignore the outcomes
to obtain the post-measurement state p.

(b) Sample a unitary U, uniformly at random
from the r-qubit Pauli group, where
r = log,(IN/M), and apply the unitary
Ug(Ins ® Uy) to p to obtain

P =Un(In @ Up)p(Inr @ UT)TUgl

(¢c) Measure —H in the state obtained after
Step 2(b).

3. Store the outcome of the measurement of the ;5%
iteration into p;.

4. Repeat Steps 1 and 2, a total of T times.

2
5. Output pu = T Z?:l -

As the outcome of the measurement on p is ignored,
Step 2(a) naturally coarse grains the state. Note that
each P; acts on the whole Hilbert space Hy, but has
support only on H;. If p;; denotes the projection of p on
the support of P;, we have p = Zf\il PpP;, = &M pii. Tt
is easy to see that applying a direct sum of Haar random
unitaries to this expected density matrix would result in
the desired state p (see Eq. (3)). However, implement-
ing this efficiently is crucial to maintaining the sample
efficiency of the overall protocol. For this, in Step 2(b),
we sample uniformly at random a single unitary U, from
the r-qubit Pauli group P(r), which is an exact 1-design
of L = 47! elements denoted as {Uy,--- UL} [65]. Note
that Iy ® U, = &M, U,. Let p” be the (random) state
after applying a uniformly sampled U, on p, then the
expected value of p” is given by

L
Z pJJ
z:

UpyUT dp(U) = p. (6)
U~U(27)

Ey, ~p([p"]

M
=i,

As discussed previously, applying the global unitary
Ugl to this coarse-grained state would lead to the pas-
sive state corresponding to p. Note that in Protocol
1, the outcome of a POVM measurement of H in p
(Step 2(a)) is a random variable whose value lies in
the interval [—||H|,+|H]|], such that its expectation
value is simply Tr[Hp]. Similarly, the outcome of Step
2(c) is another random variable with expectation value

—H UgByp(lp’ ]UT] ~Tr[H UgpU}]. As both

these measurements are performed independently with
probability 1/2, the outcome of the j* run of Steps 1



and 2 of Protocol 1 is a random variable y; such that
2]E[#’]] = TI'[H(p - Ugl:bUgl)] = Ergobs (p)

Since these steps in Protocol 1 are executed a total of T’
times, the outcome is a sequence of i.i.d. random variables
{Mj}?:l' Finally, in Step 5, the overall output of our
method is twice the mean p of these random variables.
We find T for which the sample mean p is an e-accurate
estimate of the actual expectation value (Erg,, (p)) via
Hoeffding’s inequality [64], which implies for any ¢ > 0,

Pr{|u — Erggp, (p)] = €] < 2exp {—TE2IIH||72/8] Thus,
1 approximates observational ergotropy to e-additive ac-

curacy, i.e., |p—Erg, . (p)]| < e, with probability at least
1—4, as long as

T—0 <|H||2 logu/a)) | -

e2

Overall, the probability estimation stage and the work
estimation stage combined require T+ T samples (equiv-
alently, as many measurements) of p and succeeds with
probability (1 — §)2. Note that the overall sample com-
plexity depends only logarithmically on the dimension of
the system.
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Fig. 2. Work extraction from translationally invariant Heisen-
berg XXX model. The Hamiltonian for n spins is given by
H, = — ?:1 U?) ® O'i]-H) — Z;;l aé]) (with the periodic
boundary condition), where Uij) and UQ(E” for Pauli-Z and
Pauli-X matrices for the jth spin, respectively. For n = 3,
let the spins be in the state p = [11) (11| ® I2/4 + 3 [¢) (],
where [¢)) = = (= [011) +[100) + [101)). We have Erg (p) ~
2.53 while Erg_,. (p) ~ 1.37. To estimate the latter quan-
tity, we perform projective measurement {L;}{_; with L; =
|00> <00| Ry, L2 = |01> <01| ® Iy, L = |10> <10| ® I4, and
Ly = |11) (11| ® I4. The figure shows how Protocol 1 ap-
proximates Erg_,_ (p) as a function of the number of samples
T. For T as in Eq. (7), we obtain an e-accurate estimate of
Erg,, (p) for ¢ = 1072, and failure probability § = 10~*.

In Fig. 2, we numerically demonstrate how Protocol 1
estimates the observational ergotropy. We plot this quan-
tity as a function of samples of the unknown state. We

consider a 3-qubit system described by the Heisenberg
XXX model Hamiltonian [66]. For ¢ = 1072, § = 1074,
observe that Protocol 1 requires roughly 1.5/? samples
to estimate the desired quantity. To help illustrate our
findings, we provide other examples in Sec. E and Sec. F
of the Appendix.

Our method can also be seen as a randomized quantum
algorithm to estimate the amount of extractable work
from an unknown state. Since the projectors P; are eas-
ily implementable, both stages can be implemented on
a quantum computer requiring T + T" independent itera-
tions. Interestingly, the quantum algorithm is qubit effi-
cient, i.e., it requires no ancilla qubits and can potentially
be implemented in the intermediate term. If 7, is the
circuit depth of the global unitary Ugi, then the circuit
depth of each run is simply O(7,), as it requires constant
circuit depth to implement a randomly sampled unitary
from the r-qubit Pauli group (in Step 2(b)). The precise
depth of constructing Uy is instance-specific: it depends
on p and the choice of the projective measurement {P;},
which determines the amount of coarse-graining. Note
that this unitary implements (i) a basis change from the
basis spanned by the projectors to the eigenbasis of the
Hamiltonian, followed by (ii) a sequence of permutations
required to arrange the estimated p; in non-increasing
order. It is possible to implement (i) as H is completely
known, while the set of projectors {P;} is chosen by the
user. Also, (ii) can be efficiently executed [67], with the
gate depth depending on the number of permutations re-
quired to be implemented.

Our algorithm can be made more efficient in physically
relevant settings. Observe that our scheme performs a
measurement of H on p, which might be difficult to im-
plement. However, consider any H = Zj hjA;, which
is a linear combination of n-qubit Pauli strings A; with
total weight h = 3, |h;|. For such Hamiltonians, ubiqg-
uitous across physics [66], instead of measuring H (—H)
in Step 1 (Step 2(c)) in each run of our algorithm, we can
independently sample a Pauli term A according to the en-
semble {h;/h, A;}; and measure A, and —A, respectively.
It suffices to adopt this simple randomized measurement
scheme, which enables the measurement of a single local
Pauli operator in each run. In Sec. D of the Appendix, we
prove that the modified Protocol 1 outputs g which ap-
proximates Erg,, . (p) to e-additive accuracy, with prob-
ability at least 1 — § as long as T = O(h?log(1/6)/e?).

Discussion.— We consider the problem of extracting
work from a physical system described by a known Hamil-
tonian H but prepared in some unknown state p. In this
paper, we find the number of samples of p required to es-
timate extractable work in such a black box setting. We
prove that it is near impossible to extract any work from
a single copy of p. When multiple copies are available,
we demonstrate that only 1/e2? samples suffice to esti-
mate the amount of extractable work, as quantified by
observational ergotropy, with a high success probability
and e-additive accuracy. The same number of samples of



p is then required to be leveraged as an Erg,, . (p) energy
source, e.g., for charging a quantum battery [68] or imple-
menting an arbitrary quantum gate in an energy-efficient
manner [69].

The value of observational ergotropy of p depends on
the choice of measurements and may even be non-positive
in certain cases. In principle, it is possible to maximize
this quantity over all possible measurement settings to
ensure that it is non-negative. However, given practical
constraints on the number of available copies, we restrict
our analysis to only a single quantum measurement. It
would be interesting to explore how multiple measure-
ment settings would affect the sample complexity.

A subtle combination of randomized sampling and
measurements is employed to ensure that our quan-
tum algorithm for estimating extractable work is not
only sample-efficient but also qubit-efficient. This is
non-trivial as other ways of estimating observational er-
gotropy can be inefficient. In fact, in Sec. G of the Ap-
pendix, we show that more elaborate quantum algorith-
mic primitives, such as Linear Combination of Unitaries
[70, 71] can be integrated into our scheme to estimate
the extractable work. However, they increase the sam-
ple complexity exponentially and require ancilla qubits.

Our work opens up avenues for future research on using
quantum computers for estimating meaningful quantum
thermodynamic quantities of physical systems, helping
to build better, more resource-efficient quantum techno-
logical devices.
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APPENDIX

In the Appendix, we introduce preliminaries and provide detailed proofs of some of the unproven statements in the
main article. We also give additional examples that illustrate the sample complexity of our work extraction algorithm.
Finally, an ancilla-assisted work extraction protocol is also discussed, which, although interesting, results in a worse
sample complexity than our protocol in the main text.

Appendix A: Preliminaries — Work extraction and ergotropy

Recall that N = 2", the Hilbert space of n qubits is denoted by Hy and the set of density operators, trace one
positive semi-definite matrices, on Hy is denoted by Dy. Further, define [s] = {1,--,s}. The Hamiltonian of the n
qubit system, denoted by H, satisfies

H = ZE Z|Ea,n> (Eq; K| 7212 Q. (A1)
a=1

where Q, := 9% | |Eq; k) (Ey; k| is the projector onto the eigensubspace of energy E,, g, is the degeneracy of the
energy eigenvalue E,, and E, < Eq41 for all @ € [s — 1]. s is the total number of distinct eigenvalues of H and

> _19a = N. Let us further define an ordering on the eigenstates, for convenience, as follows: |[Ej;1) < -+ <
|Elagl> < - < |E3,1> <-.- < |Esvgs> Denote by (|¢1> o 7|¢91>v"‘ a|¢N gs+1> |¢)N>) the ordered tuple
of eigenvectors arranged in order of nondecreasing energy. Here we have partitioned N as {g1, - ,9s} such that

> . 9o = N. In particular, the set

{’¢1+Za 1%> ' ”¢22:19a>}

spans the eigenspace of energy F;, where [ € [s].

Ergotropy:-Let us consider a quantum system of n qubits with the Hamiltonian H (Eq. (Al)) in an arbitrary
state p € Dy. Note that the extractable work is a path/process dependent quantity; the extractable work from any
quantum system can be defined in multiple ways depending on the quantum operations used for work extraction (see,
e.g., Refs. [22, 25, 38, 74]). Ergotropy is a notion of extractable work under unitary operations. The ergotropy of a
quantum system in a state p is defined as [38, 40]

Erg(p) = max Tr [H (p—UpUT)], (A2)

where U(N) is the group of N x N unitary matrices. Let the spectral decomposition of p be given by p =

SV A ) (i, where A; > 0 and S A\ = 1. Let 7 be the permutation of N objects such that Ar(i) = An(y) for

all 1 <4< j < N. Then the unitary matrix Vg € U(IV) achieving the maximum in Eq. (A2) can be written as
=35 bt o (gt o (A3)
a=1k=1

Thus, ergotropy of the state p can be written as
Erg (p) = Tr [H (p— VapVh )| (A4)

For the nondegenerate Hamiltonian, i.e., H = Zfil E; |E;) (E;| (with By < --- < Ey), the above expression simplifies
to

Erg(p) = Y B ([5G B = 6jxr)) - (A5)

ij=1

Observational ergotropy:— For a physical system described by Hamiltonian H on Hy, the observational ergotropy
of a state p € Dy is defined with respect to a measurement setting. Consider the projective measurement {P;}M;
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described by projectors P; such that Zf\il P, = Iy, and H; = PHNP;, for all i € [M]. Then, the observational
ergotropy of p is defined as

Erg,, (p) = Tr[Hp] = min Tr [HU U]

UEU(N)
= Ty [Hp| - Tr [HUgl 7 Ung] : (A6)
where p = Zf\il pi%, pi = Tr[pP;] for ¢ € [M]. If Tr[P;] is the same for all ¢, Uy is a global unitary that

implements (i) a basis change from ©M;H,; to the eigenbasis of H, followed by (ii) a permutation that orders the p;’s
in non-increasing order. We refer the readers to Refs. [61-63] for the bounds on observational ergotropy and other
details.

Appendix B: Concentration of ergotropy
1. Induced measures on the space of mixed states

The notion of random states requires a probability measure to be associated with the set of states. For an N-
dimensional system with Hilbert space Hy, a random pure state |¢)) may be written as |¢0) = U |¢g) € Hy, where
[tho) is a fixed pure state and U is an N x N unitary matrix chosen uniformly from the unique Haar measure ppaa,(U)
on the unitary group U(N) (see e.g. Refs. [75, 76]). However, the set Dy of density matrices (nonnegative and trace
one N x N matrices) does not admit any unique probability measure on it, and in fact, there exist several inequivalent
measures on Dy . For example, one may generate a random density matrix p € Dy by partial tracing the purifications
|) € Hn ® Hpy chosen uniformly from the unique Haar measure on the pure states in Hy ® Hys, where N’ > N.

This procedure induces the probability measure dvy n/(A) on the eigenvalues {A1,...,An} of p, which is given by
76, 77]
N N
dvy v (A) = Cnove 6 [ 1= N | IANP T AY Ndx,, (B1)
j=1 j=1

where Cy, 7 is the normalization constant and A(X) =[], ¢, ;< n(Ai —A;). The eigenvectors of p are distributed via
the unique Haar measure on U(IN). The normalized probability measure pn n- over Dy is then given by

dun,ni(p) = dvn N (A) X dpnaar (U), (B2)

where p= UA[]T7 dVN’NI(A) = dVN,N’()\l, ey )\N)

Another way to obtain a probability measure on Dy is to note that any density matrix p, using the spectral
decomposition theorem, can be written as p = UAUT, where U is an N x N unitary matrix and A = diag (A, ..., \y)
is a diagonal matrix with nonnegative real entries that sum to one. Then assuming that the distributions of eigenvalues
and eigenvectors of p € Dy are independent, one may propose a probability measure u on Dy as p(p) = v(A) x
tHaar (U), where the measure pigaq,(U) is the unique Haar measure on U(N) and measure v(A) defines the distribution
of eigenvalues (see e.g. Refs. [76, 78]). The measure v(A) is not unique and one may pick it based on different metrics
on the Hilbert space [79]. In particular, for Hilbert-Schmidt metric, dv(A) coincides with dvy n(A) given in Eq. (B2)
[76]. In this work, we will focus only on the partial trace induced measure on the set of density matrices.

2. Lipschitz continuity and the concentration of measure phenomenon

Lipschitz continuity:— Let X and Y be two metric spaces with metrics dx and dy, respectively and h: X — Y be a
function on X. Then h is said to be a Lipschitz continuous function with the Lipschitz constant L if for any x, 2’ € X

dy (h(x) — h(z')) < L dx(z,). (B3)

Note that any other constant L’ > L is also a valid Lipschitz constant [60, 80, 81]. One can obtain a Lipschitz constant
for function h as [82, 83]

L? = max (Vh(z) - Vh(z)). (B4)

zeX
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Concentration of measure phenomenon:— Certain smooth functions defined over measurable vector spaces are known
to take values close to their average values almost surely [60]. This phenomenon is collectively referred to as the
concentration of measure phenomenon and is expressed via various inequalities bounding the probability of departure
of the functional values from the average value. Logarithmic Sobolev inequalities together with the Herbst argument
(also called the “entropy method”) are very general techniques to prove such inequalities [82]. A particular form of
the concentration inequality suitable for our exposition is stated as the following lemma [60, 80, 83, 84].

Lemma 1 (Concentration of measure phenomenon). Let S* be the k-sphere and R be the set of real numbers. Let
h : 8* — R be a Lipschitz continuous function with Lipschitz constant L. Then for each point x € S* chosen at
random and for v > 0, we have

(B5)

Pr (Jh(z) — Elh(2)]| > ) < 2exp [— (k+ 1)y }

(973 1n2) L2

where Elh(x)] := [, _or h(z)du(z) and du(z) is the measure on S*.

Average ergotropy:-Let p = UAUT be a random state in Dy obtained via partial tracing Haar random pure states
on Hy ® Hys, where A = Zf\;}l MNR; and R; = |r;) (r;], be an arbitrary state. The ergotropy of p is given by
Erg (p) = maxycyn) Tr [H (p — VpVT)}. Let the maximization be obtained at V = Ug. Then

Bxg (p) = Tr [H (p— UgpU} )|
-3 AT [H (URZ»UT - UglURiUTUng)} . (B6)
Since p is a random state, Erg (p) is a random variable. In the following lemma, we show that the expectation value

E [Erg (p)] of Erg (p) is vanishing.

Lemma 2. The average ergotropy is zero for random quantum states sampled from the distribution un n:(p) (Eq.

(B2)).
Proof. We have

EErg ()= | [ danr 0 v (4) Brg (UAVT)
U

N-—1
/ vy (A) S AT [H / dpittaar (U) (URZ-UT — UgURU' Ugﬂﬂ
A

=0

N-1
dVN N’ Z /\z |: / dMHdar URZUT — URZUT):|

I
S —

(B7)
In the third line above, we used the left invariance of the Haar measure. O

We now have all the ingredients to prove that Erg (p) is a Lipschitz continuous function. We state our results via
the following lemma:

Lemma 3. The ergotropy of quantum states is a Lipschitz continuous function with Lipschitz constant L = 4|/ H]||.

That is, for p,o € Dy such that p = Trg [|Y) (Y| 4 5] and 0 = Trp [|¢) (9| 4 5], where B is an N'-dimensional system,
we have

[Erg (p) — Erg (o) < 4| H|| [[¥) ap — 1) a5l (B8)

Proof. Let p be a density matrix in Dy such that p = Trp [|¢) (] 4 5], where B is an N’-dimensional system. Here
V) s = Ef\il Z;\/:l Vi |E:) | F;) is a pure state in a composite Hilbert space of dimension NN’ and {|E;)}Y; is
the eigenbasis of the Hamiltonian H of the system A while {|Fj>};\/=/1 is some orthogonal basis for the system B. Let
H = vazl E; |E;) (E;| be such that E; < E; for ¢ < j. Due to the normalization condition, ZZ\; Zj\il i |? =1,
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all pure states |1) o lie on (2NN’ — 1)-sphere S*N'~1. Let us define a function f : S*NN'~1 s R as f(¢))
f(Trp [[9) (] ap]) 7= Tr [Hp]. Then

N N’
w) = ZZE)W”F (B9)
i=1j=1
Using above, we have
of(¥) S ofy)
m =2E ., Re[thmnl; BIm[thyun] = 2F, Im[¢,,n]. (B10)
Then
N N’
. — 2
e, VIW) Vi) =4 omax | ZMZIE [omnl” < 4IH|, (B11)

where ||H|| is the operator norm of H, which is equal to the maximum eigenvalue of H. Thus, using Eq. (B4), the
Lipschitz constant Ly corresponding to the function f is given by 2||H||. That is, for any two pure states [¢) , 5 and
|) 45> We have

[F (@) = F(@) < 2[H[ [[¥) a5 = 10) aslla- (B12)

Let us define a function g : S2VV'=1 s R as g(¢) = g(Trp [|¢) (¥],p]) = mingeyn) Tr [HUpU]. Let p =
Zil\il Ai |Ai) (Ai| be the spectral decomposition of p such that A\; > A; for ¢ < j. Then the minimization in above
equation is achieved for the unitary Uy = Zf\; |E;) (Ai]. Then

N N’

ZEz Nlplh) = D" Epivr; (| Ei) (Bl X). (B13)
i,k,l=1j=1
Now
dg9(¢) i o
= . = £, 5zm5]n¢k + wm(skm ]n) <>\l‘ Ei> <Ek| /\l>
OReYmn ik,l=1j=1 !
N
= Y 2B Re [}, (M| En) (Bi| M) - (B14)
k=1
Similarly,
P N N . .
8151(1/1)@ = Z ZEZ (i6imOintr; — iWijOkmin) (M| Ei) (Ex| M)
mne g k=1 j=1
N
= - Z 2B Im [, (M| E) (Ex| M) - (B15)
k=1
Then

s i pm VW) VI)

2

w 21 j W’LJP_

m=1n=1 kl=1

N N’ N 2 N
> (Z 2E; Re [, (M| En) <Ek)\l>]> + Z 2E; Im [, (M| E) (Ei| M)

2
N N’
<4||H|| . ZZ Zwkn (Nl E) (Er| Ar)
”IwLJl m 1n=1|k,l=1

N N’

=4||H mn|” = 4| H B16
I omax S S al = 4l (B16)

m=1n=1
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Thus, using Eq. (B4), the Lipschitz constant Lo corresponding to the function g is given by 2||H||. That is, for any
two pure states [¢) 4,5 and |¢) 4 5, we have

9() = 9(@)] < 2 H|[ [[1) ap = 10) all2- (B17)
Now using Eqgs. (B12) and (B17) we can estimate the Lipschitz constant for ergotropy as follows.

[Erg (Trp [[¥) (¥ ap]) — Exg (Trp [|¢) (¢lapD| = [f(¥) — 9(¥) = f(¢) + 9(¢)]
<[f@) = £+ l9(®) — 9(9)]
<A[H|[ ([} ap = 19) aplla- (B18)

This completes the proof of the lemma. O

Finally, we prove Theorem 1, the main result of this section:

Theorem 2 (Concentration of ergotropy). Let p € Dy be a random density matriz obtained by partial tracing
randomly selected pure state |hap) in a composite Hilbert space of dimension of NN'. Then the probability that
ergotropy of p is slightly away from zero is close to zero for large N'. In particular, for each v > 0, we have

(B19)

NN/ 2
Pr[Erg (p) > ] < 2exp [ g ] :

72r3 In2 | H|?
Proof. The proof of the theorem follows by applying Lemma 1 to the ergotropy function with & = 2NN’ — 1 and

noting that the average ergotropy is zero (see Lemma 2). Further, ergotropy is a Lipschitz continuous function with
Lipschitz constant 4| H|| (see Lemma 3). O

Appendix C: Hoeffding inequality and probability estimation

Let us consider independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) random variables Y1, - - Yz which satisfy a; <Y; <
b;. Let, for all j € [T}, E[Y;] := E[Y]. For such i.i.d. random variables, for all ¢ > 0, Hoeffding’s inequality [64, 85]
states that

T ~
1 2722
Pr :ZYJ-—E[Y] >e| <2exp —T—E . (C1)
Tia Zj:l(bj - a;)?
Let p be an unknown n-qubit quantum state, and we want to estimate probabilities of outcomes of a projective
measurement given by {Pi}i]\i1 such that P? = P; and P; > 0 for all i € [M]. Further, Zi\il P, =1y, where N = 2",

Suppose we perform this projective measurement T times. At each instance of measurement, the outcome is one of
the indices i € [M]. Let us define an indicator function I;, which is one if the measurement outcome is ¢ and zero

otherwise. During jth repetition of the measurement, we store the value of I; in the random variable Yj(i). The
expectation value of Yj(i) for each j € {T} is given by E {Yj(i)] = p;, where p; = Tr [pP;] for i € [M]. Then, defining

%Zjil Yj(i) = p;, from Hoeffding’s inequality for i.i.d. random variables Yj(i), for all € > 0 we have
Prilp; — pil > €] < 2exp [-2T6?] (C2)

where we used the fact that 0 < Yj(i) < 1 for each j € [f] and i € [M]. Now, for 0 < § < 1, by choosing
2 exp [—2?52} < 46/M or

T > % In (22\4> , (C3)

we have Pr[|p; — ps| > €] < §/M. Thus, T samples of p suffice to estimate p; within additive error ¢ and maximum
failure probability §/M. Now applying union bound on measurement outcomes i € [M], we have

M
Jo.
i=1

Pr

M
< ZPr [G;] < 2M exp {—21:52} <4, (C4)
i=1
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where G; denotes the event that |p; — p;| > e. This implies that O (log (2M/§) /e?) samples of p are sufficient to
estimate p; for all ¢ € [M] within additive error ¢ and maximum failure probability d.

Choosing the error e: As discussed in the main article, the estimates p; need to be arranged in non-increasing
order for the construction of the global unitary Ug. It is thus necessary to ensure that the precision € is such that it
does not alter the ordering of the original p;’s. In other words, we intend to find error € in the estimated probabilities
{;b]}i\il such that p; — p; > 0 implies p; — p; > 0 for all pairs ¢, j € [M]. For the equality case, i.e., p; = p;, the error
incurred in estimation does not affect Ug). Now, for distinct (p;, p;) pairs let us define A := min; ; {|p; — p;| : pi # p;}-
Then for p; —p; > 0, we have p; — p; > A. Using this, we have

(pi —pj) = (i —pi) — (D5 —p;) + (i — py)
> —2e+ A.

Thus, taking e < A/2 (e.g. taking € = A/3), we can ensure that the error incurred in the estimation of probabilities
p; does not affect the choice of global unitary. These choices imply the following lemma.

Lemma 4. The number T of samples of p required to estimate M probabilities upto an error A/3, d.e., |Di —pil < A/3
for all i € [M] with failure probability at most § can be taken as

-0 (lggw‘”) , (C5)

where A :=min,; ; {|p; — pj| : pi #pj}-

The proof of Lemma 4 follows directly by substituting the upper bound on ¢ into the expression for T. This shows
that the estimation of probabilities p; for all ¢ € [M] with additive error A/3 and failure probability at most d requires
only O (log(M/8)/A?) samples of the unknown state.

Appendix D: Randomized quantum algorithm for work extraction from local Hamiltonians

For this section, consider any n-qubit Hamiltonian

K
H=> hiA;,
j=1

where each A; is a string of n-qubit Pauli operators and h = }|h;|. Without loss of generality, we assume that

h; € R*. This is because, in general, these coefficients can be written as h; = ei¢cj, where ¢; € RT. In this case, the
imaginary phase can be absorbed into the description of the Pauli operator itself, i.e., A; — eid)Aj.

In this case, we can replace the POVM measurements of H in Protocol 1 with the measurements of randomly
sampled A; which takes values in {—1,1}. These modifications simplify the measurement scheme while still ensuring
that the randomized algorithm estimates observational ergotropy Erg.,. (p) to e-additive accuracy, with a success
probability of at least 1 — §. We outline the steps via Protocol 2.

In particular, Step 1 and Step 2(c) of Protocol 1 is modified as follows: instead of measuring H (or —H ), sample a
Pauli string A according to the ensemble {h;/h, A;}M,, and perform a POVM measurement of A with respect to p in
Step 1 (or equivalently —A in Step 2(c)). Note that E[A] = H/h, and the j* iteration of Steps 1, and Steps 2(a)-(c)
in Protocol 2 results in a random variable y; in Step 3 such that

2 Efu) = T [H (o - Vg 5UL)].

Then, the overall output of Protocol 2 (Step 5) is

T
2h
n= ?le“j'
=

As before, Hoeffding’s inequality ensures that

Pr [l Ergop, ()| > €] < 2exp [-Th /8]
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Protocol 2: Work Extraction from local Hamiltonians
1. With probability 1/2, sample A ~ {h;/h, A;}}2; and measure A on the state p.
2. With probability 1/2, execute steps (a) — (¢).

(a) Measure p in the basis spanned by the projectors {Pl}f”il and ignore the outcomes to obtain the
post-measurement state p.

(b) Sample a unitary U, uniformly at random from the r-qubit Pauli group, where r = log,(N/M), and apply
the unitary Ug(Ia ® Uy) to p to obtain

P =Ua(In @ Up)p(In ® Un)'UY,

(c) Sample A ~ {h;/h, A;}?L, and measure —A in the state obtained after step (b) above.

3. Store the outcome of the measurement of the 5" iteration into ;.

4. Repeat Steps 1 and 2(a)-(c), a total of T times.

2h
5. Output pu = T Zle

So, we have
‘/.t - EI‘gobs (p)| <g,
with probability 1 — ¢ as long as

T

9

Appendix E: Example of a 3-qubit system

Let us consider a 3-qubit system with the Hamiltonian
H® =HeLoL+LeHeLh+lholh e H, (E1)
where H = 1(Iy — Z). Here n = 3 and N = 8. The spectral decomposition of this Hamiltonian is given by
H® =2 B, 9% |E,: k), where
By =0,9(E1) =1,|E;1) = ) = [¢1)
Ey =1,9(E2) = 3, |Ex; 1) ) = ¢2) | E2;2) = [010) := [¢3) , | E2; 3) = [100) := [¢4) ;
B3 =2,9(E3) = 3,|E3;1) = [011) := [¢5) , | E3;2) = [101) := |¢g) , | B33 3) = [110) := |7) ;
Ey=3,9(Eys) = ) ) == [ds)
Further let Q, = Zi(:Efl) |Eq; k) (Eq; k| with a =1,--- ;4. Consider the unknown state to be p = (1/3) E?:1 pi, where

6

=3 D10 @il paim g 3 (UG 65l pai= 5 D 100) (0l (B2)

i,7=1 i,j=4

The energy Tr [H (®) p] of state p is given by 29/18. A minimum energy state (such a state is not unique here) with
respect to p is given by

pp = é <2Z |9i) (il + Z |pi) <¢i|> : (E3)

The energy Tr [H (®) pp] of state p, is given by 2/3. The ergotropy of p is given by

29 —12

~ 0.94.
13 0.9

Erg(p) =Tr {H(S) (p— pp)] =
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(2)
1%(4) |¢s) = |F4; 1)  Highest energy state
1) Pr® |ds) < (2(39
1%(4) \
<
o 61) < o 67) = | Ex; 3)
wwr
@ Pr(3) |¢6 < (2<)3>-) [é6) = |E5;2) > Second excited state
P "o > ¢5) = | Bs; 1)
1
|¢5 < 7r(3)

v

e 90) (v, 64) = | B2;3)
— I6s) = | Es; 2) > First excited state

|¢3 < (1() ) i -
(2
42, |62) = | E2; 1)
Dr(1) |¢2 < 7(r2<)1>
ws&) 3 |¢p1) = |F1;1)  Lowest energy state
(1)
|¢1 < (1)

Fig. 3. The schematic above shows the action of global unitary on measured state to yield a corresponding passive state
for n = 3 (N = 8) and Hamiltonian H® given by Eq. (E1). Let the projective measurement be given by {P;}7_;, where

P=37 ¢§b>> <w£b)’ and ¢ = 1,--- ,4. Let p be the unknown state and p; = Tr[P;p]. Let 7 be the permutation on 4
objects such that pr(;) > preit1) for all i € [3]. Then we define Ug = |¢1) (¢ < | T [p2) <1/;7(r(1>‘ + | p3) < 7(71()2)‘ + |¢a) < 53()2)) +
165 (650 | + 1) (0| + 167 (80| + 1) (2|

1. Measurement in entangled basis

Let the projective measurement be given by {P;}1_;, where P, = Z§=1

wi(b)> <1/}§b)’ for i € [4], where

M) = 7<|¢1>+|¢7>) @)= 7<|¢2>+\¢s>> (E4)
)= f<|¢1> 7)) ) = 7<|¢2> 65)) (E5)
) = f<|¢3>+|¢4>>; DE 7<|¢5>+\¢6>> (E6)
) = 5 o) = loa) s i) = —= () ~ o) (E7)

Indeed all P;’s are two dimensional projectors and in fact P, = |®4) (P4 |®Ia, Po = [®_) (P_|R3, P3 = [¥4) (U4 |Ql,,
and P, :1 [W_) (U_| @ L, where |®,) = -5 (|00) +[11)), [_) = %qomf 11)), [¥4) = —5(|01) +]10)), and
W) = 5 (101) = [10)).

Let us now compute the probabilities Tr[P;p]. We have Tr[Pip] = &, Tr[P2p] = &, Tr[Psp] = 5, and Tr[Pyp] =
The average state after the measurement is given by p = Z?,l P;pP;. The energy Tr [H (®) ] is glven by 3/2. The

eigenvalues of p are given by = is (\er 3) A AR YR TR . (3 \/5) ,0. The minimum energy state corresponding

136736797127 127 18
to this state is given by

A= g5 (V5 43) 100 611+ 55 3100 6+ 160) (ol + 55 2100 (014 35 (3 VE) e el (B9
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Observational Ergotropy
Entangled basis (Sec. E 1) Product basis (Sec. E2)
p ~ 1.61 ~ 0.94 ~ 0.33 ~ 0.22

State Energy Ergotropy

Table 1. Ergotropy and observational ergotropy. For state p = (1/3) Zle pi, where p1, p2, and p3 are given in Eq. (E2), the
table shows values of ergotropy and observational ergotropy for two different measurement settings.

The ergotropy of the state p, is given by
~ -~ - 3 1
Erg (7,) = Tr [H<8> (7 — pp)] =:- 18 (21 - 2{) ~ 0.58.

After averaging p with respect to Haar measure, we get p’ = (5P1 + 5P, +2P5 + 6Py). The energy of the state

p' is given by 3/2. The eigenvalues (in decreasing order) {\;}5_, and the corresponding set of eigenvectors {|\;)}5_;
of p' are given by

1 1 5 5

o=z P =) de =g ) = ) de = o e = o) e = o ) = [u®)s
_ 9 (1) _ 5 (2) 1 ‘ (1) _ 1 7’ (2)

A5 = 350 As) = ‘1/} > 36’ Xe) = ‘d’ > =13 A7) = |¥3 > 18’ Ae) = |¥3 >

Let us define permutation 7 as (1 4 3 2), i.e., (1) =4, 7n(4) =3, 7(3) =2, m(2) = 1. Using this, let us consider a
global unitary (see Fig. 3)

a = o) (00| + 102 (650 | + 1) (w50 |+ 160) (00| + 165 (50| + 166) (00 |+ 167) (00| + 168 (65|
= lon) (w57 | + 102 (i + I9a) (0P| +160) (01| + los) (857 | + 106) (8”| + lor) (w5 + Ios) (w57

The minimum energy state for p’ = Ugp’ Ul o1 1s then given by

Pr= 35 [GZW ¢l|+52|¢ ¢z|+22\¢1 @]- (E9)

=3

The ergotropy of the state p’ is given by Erg (p') = Tr [H (®) (0 — p;))] = 2 ~ 0.22. while the observational ergotropy
of the state p is given by Erg, . (p) = Tr [H(S) (p— p;)] = 1 ~ 0.33 (See Table 1 and Fig. 4a).

2. Measurement in product basis
Let the projective measurement be given by {K;}}_;, where K; = [00) (00| ® I, Ko = [01) (01| ® I, K3 =

[10) (10| ® I, and Ky = |11) (11] ® Io. We have Tr[K1p] = 2/9, Tr[K2p] = 2/9, Tr[K3p] = 2/9, and Tr[K4p] = 1/3.
The average state after the measurement is given by o = Z?Zl K;pK;. The energy Tr [H(S)ﬁ] is given by 29/18. The

eigenvalues of & are given by 2 55 %, %, %, é, é, 0,0. The minimum energy state corresponding to this state is given by
2 2 6
Gp =752 _loi) (&l + ¢ Z|¢ (bl + ¢ Z|¢>¢> (il - (E10)
i=1 =5

The ergotropy of the state & is given by Erg () = Tr [H( ) (5 — 5p)] = Ts — 1~ 0.61. After averaging ¢ wrt to Haar
measure, we get

o = % (2K1 4+ 2K3 4+ 2K3 + 3Ky) . (E11)
The energy of the state o’ is given by 29/18. The minimum energy state for o’ is given by
i -
oy = 5 Z |¢i) (il + 9 Z |pi) (il (E12)
i=1 i=3
The energy of the state o), is given by Tr[H (8)0;,] = %g The ergotropy of the state o’ is given by

Erg(0/) = Tr [H® (o’ — o) = 15 =~ 0.22. The observational ergotropy of the state p is given by Erg,. (p) =
Tr [H® (p—o0])] = 2 ~ 0.22 (See Table 1 and Fig. 4b).
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(a) Measurement in entangled basis (b) Measurement in product basis

Fig. 4. Observational ergotropy and sample complexity. Consider a state p = (1/3) Z§:1 pi, where p1, p2, and p3 are given
in Eq. (E2). Figs. (4a) and (4b) show the convergence of our protocol from main text to the exact value of observational
ergotropy, as we increase number of samples, with respect to measurements in entangled (Sec. E1) and product (Sec. E2)
bases, respectively.

Appendix F: Example of 4 qubit translationally invariant spin chain

In this section we consider translationally invariant spin chain, in particular, one dimensional Heisenberg XXX
model, as an example. For n spins such a spin chain is described by the Hamiltonian

HnZ—JZJgj)(X)O'gj-H)—hZO'g(Cj), (F1)
Jj=1 Jj=1

where J is the spin coupling constant, h is the transverse magnetic field and the periodic boundary condition is ensured
by identification aﬁ"*” = ng). The sign of J ensures whether the ground state is ferromagnetic or antiferromagnetic

0.38
o

0361\

0344

0.32 \

0.30 LY PaalS

0.28 b w S

0.26

0.24

Observational Ergotropy
I/

0.02

0.00 + T
0

10 x 104 15 x 104 20 x 104

Iterations

5x 104

Fig. 5. n = 4 Heisenberg XXX model. For the state in Eq. (F2), the exact observational ergotropy of 74 is equal to = 0.28.
The figure shows how our protocol for work extraction reaches to ~ 0.28 as we increase the number of samples in accordance
with the bound on the sample complexity.

[86-88]. Here we take J =1 and h = 1. For the case of 4 spins, we consider the state

me= 7100 {611+ 7 162) (00l + 3 [6s) (6], (F2)
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where |¢1) = |[0010), |¢2) = |0111) and
63) = 5 (10000} + [0001) + [1110) + [1111)). (F3)

The ergotropy of 74 is computed to be &~ 2.86. Further, to obtain observational ergotropy, we perform the projective
measurement defined by the projectors L; for i = [4], where

Ly =00) (00| ® Iy; Ly = [01) (01| ® Ly; L3 = [10) (10| ® Ly; Ly = |11) (11| ® 1. (F4)

With the above projectors, the observational ergotropy of 74 is given by = 0.28. In Fig. 5, we show how our protocol
reaches this value as we increase the number of samples.

Appendix G: Estimating observational ergotropy using Linear Combination of Unitaries

In this section, we discuss a different approach for estimating observational ergotropy. It is, in principle, possible
to use a different sampling strategy to implement a direct sum of Haar random matrices in Protocol 1. For this,
we express this quantity (which is itself a unitary) as a Linear Combination of Unitaries (LCU) [70]. Observe that

V = @MV, can be expressed as as a linear combination of 2M unitaries as follows:

M M I —|—f 2M
ol N\l o T M4 5
V=ol V=) li)ieVi=)_ OVi= W,
i=1 i=1 j=1

2

where I; = 2|i)(i| — I is a diagonal unitary matrix and ¢; = 1/2 for all j € [2M]. The matrices W; above are
unitaries and are defined as

IyoV; f1<j<M
W, =< _ N (G1)
I @V if M <j<2M.

Even though this framework has been central to the development of a number of near-optimal quantum algorithms
[70, 89-92], it is quite resource-demanding as it requires several ancilla qubits and multi-qubit controlled operations
to be implemented. However, recently, a randomized quantum algorithm for LCU was introduced [91], which requires
circuits of shorter depth and only a single ancilla qubit. So, instead of randomly sampling an element from the
r-qubit Pauli group P(r) as described in Protocol 1, we can implement V' by using the Single-Ancilla LCU algorithm
of Ref. [91]. However, we prove that this leads to a substantial increase in the sample complexity.

Let us first consider a unitary 1-design @ := {Ry,---, R} of cardinality L on the spaces H; whose dimensions are
the same for all ¢ € [M]. Here R;, for all i € [L], are unitaries acting on #; for all j € [M]. Further, let us define a
set S of cardinality LM as follows.

5= {@M,Vi | VinQ Vie }. (G2)
In the following lemma we prove that S is itself a unitary 1-design on &M, H,.

Lemma 5. The set S, Eq. (G2), of direct sums of unitaries V; on Hilbert spaces H,; for i € [M] sampled from a
unitary 1-design constitute a unitary 1-design on ®MH; with respect to the product measure.

Proof. Note that averaging of an unknown state p with respect to @ij‘il‘z = V sampled from the Haar measure
dp (V) = sz\i1 dp (\71) produces

T an () =5, D
J,vovt T (7) = Xnig: (G3)

where p; = Tr [pP;] and Tr[P;] = 2" is the dimension of the each block on which P; is the projector. Now consider
Vi € [M], V; is sampled from a unitary 1-design Q = {Ry,--- , Ry} of cardinality L. Further, let the elements of S be
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given by V; with s =1,--- , LM, Each V; is of the form @iiﬂz. To prove the lemma, it is sufficient to prove that
M B 1 M
/V VPVT H dp (Vz) =M Z VkPVkT
i=1 k=1

Mo LM

= Z WZVkHPPjVJ> (G4)

i,j=1 k=1

where P; is a projector for all ¢ € [M] and Zf\il P, = Iy. We analyze the cases i = j and ¢ # j in Eq. (G4),

separately.

For the i =j case: In this case, the action of V = (@f\il‘z) on P;pP; corresponds to applying a unitary R;
k

on the subspace defined by the projector P;. For each choice of R; in a given subspace PjpP; we can have LM—1

M
possible choices of R; in remaining M — 1 subspaces. This means that for each block we will have Zﬁzl VkPZ-pPZ-VJ =
LM=1S""  RP,pP,R!. Now we have

M 1 M M 1 L
Yo w2 VePoPVi =)+ > RiPipPR]
i=1 k=1 =1

i=1
=Y [ Venpr¥ an (7). (G5)
PRAYS

where \72 = ‘N/Z @i 0.
For the i# j case: For i # j, the action of V}, = (@ﬁl ‘N/z) on P;pP; corresponds to applying two unitaries: R;
k

from left on block i and R}, from right on block j. Given any two choices of R; and Ry in the i and j™ block,

respectively, of @fil‘z we can have LM~2 possible choices of V; in the remaining blocks of @f‘ilf/i. In particular, we
have

L M

i#] k=1

L
1
— T
= Zﬁ > RPipP;R],
7] Li'=1
-y /V _ VPRV a (V) an (7). (c6)
iz 7 ViV
Now combining Egs. (G5) and (G6), we get
1 LM M
o VeV = [ vev! [Jau (7).
oY Vv an (V)

where V = @ﬁl\z. This concludes the proof of the lemma. O

M
Integrated sampling strategy:—We sample {VZ} from the Pauli group of L elements. This set then naturally induces

the set {W,;}2M of 2M elements (see Eq. (Gl))ﬁ There are L™ such sets {W;}, let us denote them by Q, = {W, ,}2*
for £ € [LM } Thus, in Protocol 3, we can effectively do the following: sample an integer £ € [LM ] uniformly at
random to select the set QQy. Now, we can proceed by obtaining i.i.d. samples W7, W5 according to the ensemble

{WM, ﬁ}?g Then by following the steps of Protocol 3, we output some f; such that for any observable O,

LM
1 .
Elu;] = Tr OL—ME WepWih|, (G7)
/=1

where W, = ijl W;.e/(2M). We can formally state the steps of Protocol 3.
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Protocol 3: Work Extraction using Single-Ancilla LCU

1. With probability 1/2, perform energy measurement on unknown state p.
2. With probability 1/2, execute steps 2(a) to 2(e).
(a) Prepare the state p1 = |+) (+| ® p.
2M

(b) Sample an integer ¢ uniformly at random from [1, L] to select Q¢ = {W; (}3M,.
(c) Obtain i.i.d. samples W1, Wy from the distribution {W; ¢, 1/(2M)}.
(d) Define Wy = |0) (0] @ Iy + 1) (1] ® W1 and Wy = |0) (0| ® W2 + |1) (1] ® Iy. Obtain the state p’ from p as

p, = (Hg ® Ugl) W2W1p1WfW§ (]IQ (029] U;l) .

Perform measurement of —X ® H on the state p’.
(e) Multiply M? to the measurement outcome.
3. For the j* iteration, store the outcome ¢j, which on an average (as Steps 1 and 2 occur with probability 1/2 each)

takes value 3 ()\j +M2Xj>7 where \; € {E1, -+, Es} and Xj € {£Ei1, - ,+E}.

4. Repeat Steps 1 to 3 for T' times to obtain values {(1, -+ ,(r} and output ¢ := 2 ZJ.TZI G-

Remark 1. In step 1 of Protocol 3, the outcomes for the measurement of H are the eigenvalues of H. In step 2(d),
when we are measuring —X @ H, for each eigenvalue of H, there are two possible outcomes of X, namely, {+1,—1}.

Theorem 3. Suppose e, € (0,1). Let H be an n-qubit Hamiltonian and p € Dy be an N = 2"-dimensional unknown
density matriz. Then Protocol 3 outputs ¢ satisfying, |¢ — Erg.,s (p)| < & with success probability at least 1 — 6 for

T=0 (W log <(15)> . (G8)

Further, if the unitary Ug can be constructed with gate depth T, and Tmax s the upper bound on the gate depth of the
most expensive W; ¢, the cost of each run is at most 2Tmax + 7.

Proof. In each run of the protocol, with probability 1/2, protocol measures H = Y7 _, E,Q, (see Eq. (Al)) in the
state p. This results in an outcome FE, with probability g, = Tr [pQ,], where a € [s]. Step 2, with probability 1/2,
performs measurement of —X ® H on the state p’, where

p/ = (]12 X Ugl) WgVTflplWJW; (]12 X U;rl) .

In the expression for p, W1 and Ws are unitaries sampled with probability 1/(2M) each indirectly from @, which
itself is sampled with probability 1/LM. Simplifying p’, we have

pl = p' (Wi, Wa; Qy)
= (I, ® Ug) |10) (0| ® WapW] + [0) (1] @ WapW]

1) (0] ® WipWi + 1) (1] ® WlpWﬂ (H2 ® Ung) .

We have X = 37y 437 L, where IT} = |+) (+[ and II_; = [—) (—|. Thus, measurement in step 2 results in

outcome —M?r x E, with probability Tr [p'Il, ® Q,] := ¢q for fixed W1, Wy and Q,. Each run of steps 1 and 2 of
the Protocol 3 results in an independent and identically distributed random variable. Let us call this random variable
Y and it takes values E, with probability q,/2 and —M?r E, with probability g,.,/2 for fixed Wi, W5 and Q,. That

is, E[¢;] = E[Y] for all j € [T]. This also implies that E [(] = 2 Zle E[(;] = 2E[Y]. The expectation value of Y is
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given by

1 S
= 2 Y B Q) B, LY SR, Q)
a=1

re{+1}a=1
1 M?

= §Tl‘ [pH] - TTI‘ [EW17W27QZ [pl] X® H]

= ST [H ("),

where p" = M2UgEw, w,.0, Tt [0 X @ In| Ul = M2U,E, I:WZPWZ:| U, and Tr’ denotes the trace with respect to

gl — g
first system. Further, W, = Z?fl W;e/(2M) = ( j:lvj)z /M = (V), /M. Thus, we have

E[] = 2E[Y]
1 LIW
= Tr[Hp] — 73 Tr HUglz ) o (V) UL

D)

= Ergobs (p) )
where V = @ V; and p is given by Eq. (3). But the protocol gives us the sample average, i.e, ( = (2/T :.F: G
j=1"J J=15J

instead of E [(] = Erg,, (p). The random variable 2" takes values in the interval [—2(1 + M?)||H||,2(1 + M?)||H||].
Now, applying Hoeffding’s inequality to ¢, we have

Pr [|¢ — Brggp, (p)| > €] < 2exp

Te?
8(1+M2)*|H|?|

Thus, taking

2

8 (1+ M2 || H|?
rs 80HM0)| Hln(§>

ensures that

Pr[|¢ — Ergg, (p)| <c] >1—4.

MYH|E, (1

to estimate the observational egrotropy with an additive error € and success probability at least 1 — ¢ for all ¢ > 0
and 0 < 6 < 1. O

Thus, it is sufficient to choose

As mentioned previously, the sample complexity is exponentially worse than Protocol 1 of the main article as the
factor M* can scale as a polynomial in the dimension V.
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