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Universal efficiency at optimal work with bayesian statistics
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A connection between optimal thermodynamic efficiency of quantum heat engines and the notion
of prior information as used in bayesian statistics is proposed. By averaging the work obtained in a
heat cycle over the prior distribution of the external controllable parameter, it is shown for a class
of priors that the average work is optimal at an efficiency which shows a universal form for small
temperature differences of the heat reservoirs. In particular, Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency is obtained
for a specific choice of the prior.
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The connection between thermodynamics and the notion of information though subtle, is of fundamental impor-
tance. It enters into the discussion of many basic questions ranging from validity of the second law, Maxwell’s demon,
Landauer’s erasure principle, the requirement of optimal resources for computation and so on [1]. With the advent
of quantum information science, it can be useful also for our understanding of the relation between thermodynamics
and quantum theory [2–4]. The interplay between these seemingly different fields of physics is being investigated
intensively [5]-[8] and fusion names like “Quantum Thermodynamics” seem to reflect this trend. It is also motivated
by the possibility of actually making devices [9, 10] at very small scales; to understand their behavior under heat
dissipation, to optimize information processing and so on. From a theoretical perspective, generalization of thermody-
namic processes have been considered for quantum systems and the corresponding heat cycles have been constructed
[11]-[16]. Within the field of finite-time thermodynamics, the characteristics of heat engines at maximum power have
been studied by incorporating various types of irreversibilities. Curzon and Ahlborn [17], first of all displayed an
elegant formula for optimal efficiency at maximum power ηCA = 1−√

1− ηc, where ηc is the Carnot efficiency. The
issue of universality of CA value has captured the imagination of workers in this area since many years [18]. Recently,
many authors [19]-[22] have discussed in different models, a universal form for optimal efficiency, at least in the near-
equilibrium regime (small difference in reservoir temperatures) as given by η ≈ ηc/2 + ηc

2/8 +O(ηc
3). In particular,

the first term has been shown to follow exactly [19] from linear irreversible thermodynamics under the assumptions
of strong coupling between work and heat flux.
In this paper, we bring out a new connection between the optimal efficiency of a quantum heat engine and the notion

of prior information as used in bayesian statistical inference [23, 24]. In literature, for such engines, the total work over
a heat cycle has been considered with certain given external parameters of the quantum system (working medium)
[14, 15]. We introduce another averaging over this work by considering an ensemble of ensembles, where in each
ensemble the external parameters take certain values, but are random variables over the so-called hyperensemble and
are chosen from a given prior distribution. We analyse the condition when the work averaged over the hyperensemble
is optimal and show that the corresponding efficiency exhibits a universal form in the near-equilibrium regime.

Consider a quantum system with finite or infinite number of discrete energy levels given by ε
(1)
n = εna1, where the

factor εn depends on the energy level n as well as other fixed parameters/constants of the system; a1 is a controllable
external parameter. Initially, the quantum system is in thermal contact with bath at T1 and its levels are occupied

according to the canonical probability distribution p
(1)
n . The system undergoes a heat cycle operated between two

heat baths with temperatures T1 and T2 (let T1 > T2), as follows [14]: (i) the system is detached from the hot bath
and made to undergo a quantum adiabatic process (equivalent to expansion for a2 < a1) during which the energy

levels change to ε
(2)
n = εna2, whereas the occupation probabilities of the levels do not change. According to the

standard interpretation for the change in energy, only work is done by the system in this stage; (ii) the system with

modified energy spectrum ε
(2)
n is brought in thermal contact with cold bath T2. Heat may be rejected to the bath in

this stage. After thermalisation of the system, its new occupation probabilities are denoted by p
(2)
n ; (iii) The system

is now detached from the cold bath and made to undergo another quantum adiabatic process (compression) during

which the energy levels change back to ε
(1)
n . Work is done on the system in this stage; (iv) the system is brought in

thermal contact with hot bath again. Heat is absorbed by the system in this stage whence it recovers its initial state,
completing one cycle. This is the quantum analogue of classical Otto cycle.
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The total work done in one cycle is calculated to be

W =
∑

n

(

ε(1)n − ε(2)n

)(

p(2)n − p(1)n

)

, (1)

= (a1 − a2)
∑

n

εn

(

p(2)n − p(1)n

)

< 0. (2)

Similarly, heat exchanged (absorbed by the system) with hot bath in stage (iv) is given by Q1 =

a1
∑

n εn

(

p
(1)
n − p

(2)
n

)

> 0. Heat exchanged by the system with the cold bath is Q2 = a2
∑

n εn

(

p
(2)
n − p

(1)
n

)

< 0.

The efficiency of the engine defined as usual by η = |W|/Q1, is in this case given by

η = 1− a2
a1

. (3)

It is bounded from above by ηc, as work can be extracted (W < 0), only if a2/a1 > T2/T1. For concreteness, we now
consider the case of a two-level system as our working medium, with ε0 = 0 and ε1 = 1. Using Eq. (3), we express
the total work extracted in a cycle as function of efficiency η and one spectral parameter, say a1, as

W (a1, η) = a1η

[

1
(

1 + ea1/T1

) − 1
(

1 + ea1(1−η)/T2

)

]

> 0. (4)

Now for a fixed η, the external parameter a1 can take different values. We regard η as a parameter which characterises
our ensemble and consider a collection of such ensembles all with same η, but where now a1 is chosen from some prior
distribution. For this hyperensemble, we study the work averaged over the prior distribution Π(a1).
So we define average work for a given η as

W (η) =

∫ amax

amin

W (a1, η)Π(a1)da1. (5)

Clearly, this average value would depend on the choice of distribution, which is not clear-cut. Let us make the choice,
Π(a1) = ln−1 (amax/amin) (1/a1) where a1 is a continuous parameter in the range [amin, amax].
For the given model system, this expression comes out to be

W = ln−1

(

amax

amin

)

η

[

T2

(1− η)
ln

(

1 + eamax(1−η)/T2

1 + eamin(1−η)/T2

)

− T1 ln

(

1 + eamax/T1

1 + eamin/T1

)]

. (6)

It can be seen that given the range for a1, the average work vanishes for η = 0 and η = ηc. In between these values
of η, the average work exhibits a maximum. We look for the optimal efficiency at which this work is maximal for
given [amin, amax] values, by putting ∂W/∂η = 0. We simplify the resulting expression by first considering the limit
of vanishing amin and obtain

T2

(1− η)2
ln

[

1 + eamax(1−η)/T2

2

]

− T1 ln

[

1 + eamax/T1

2

]

− η

(1 − η)

amax
(

1 + e−amax(1−η)/T2

) = 0. (7)

One can see from Eq. (7) the dependence of optimal efficiency on amax in Fig. 1. Particularly, in the limit amax → ∞,
the above expression reduces to

T1 −
T2

(1 − η∗)2
= 0, (8)

which yields η∗ = 1−
√

T2/T1, the exact CA value.
One can observe that when the lower (upper) limit for a1 goes to 0 (∞), then the prior distribution is not normal-

isable. The use of so called improper priors though, is not uncommon in bayesian inference. The prior distribution
Π(a1) = 1/a1 for the range [0,∞] is well known as an example Jeffreys’ prior [25]. However, it is to be noted that
the limits are taken after the derivative of work is set equal to zero and so the asymptotic expressions for the optimal
efficiency are well-defined.
As an example of another choice, a uniform distribution is chosen in the range [0, amax]. Then

W =
η

amax

∫ amax

0

W (a1, η)da1. (9)
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FIG. 1: Efficiency versus amax using Eq. (7). The curves correspond to T2 = 1 and T1 taking values 2, 4, 6 respectvely, from
bottom to top. Apart from the approach to corresponding CA value at large amax, it is also seen that the limit is approached
slowly for larger temperature differences.

Again we are interested in the efficiency where the average work W is maximal. Equating its derivative with respect
to η, to zero, we get

∫ amax

0

[

a1
1 + ea1/T1

− a1
1 + ea1(1−η)/T2

]

da1 −
η

T2

∫ amax

0

(a1)
2ea1(1−η)/T2

(1 + ea1(1−η)/T2)2
da1 = 0. (10)

To simplify, we consider the asymptotic limit of amax → ∞. Eq. (10) yields

π2T1
2

12
− π2T2

2

12(1− η∗)2
− η∗π2T2

2

6(1− η∗)3
= 0. (11)

This implies the following cubic equation

(1− η∗)3 − (1 + η∗)θ2 = 0, (12)

where θ = T2/T1. In this case also, the optimal efficiency in the asymptotic limit depends only on the ratio of reservoir
temperatures. The solution η∗ can be explicitly written in terms of radicals. Here we focus on the near-equilibrium
case i.e. for small values of ηc = (1− θ). The efficiency can then be approximated as

η∗ ≈ ηc
2

+
3

16
ηc

2 +O(ηc
3) (13)

Thus close to the equilibrium limit, the first order term for efficiency matches with Curzon-Ahlborn form.
It is possible to generalise the above models as follows. Assume a class of prior distributions Π(a1) = Na1

−γ ,
defined in the range [0, amax], where N = (1− γ)/amax

1−γ and γ < 1. Again doing optimisation of the average work
over η, we get

∫ amax

0

[

(a1)
1−γ

1 + ea1/T1

− (a1)
1−γ

1 + ea1(1−η)/T2

]

da1 −
η

T2

∫ amax

0

(a1)
2−γea1(1−η)/T2

(1 + ea1(1−η)/T2)2
da1 = 0. (14)

In the limit amax → ∞, the above integrals can be evaluated using the standard results:
∫

∞

0
(x)1−γ/

(

1 + ex/T
)

dx =

(1−2γ−1)T 2−γΓ[2−γ]ζ[2−γ], for γ < 2 and where Γ[·] and ζ[·] are the Gamma function and Riemann zeta functions,
respectively. Thus Eq. (14) can be converted to

(1− η∗)3−γ − (1− γ)θ2−γη∗ − θ2−γ = 0, (15)

Now, for γ = 0, we get the equation with uniform prior i.e. Eq. (12), discussed above. The case γ = 1 corresponds
to CA value as the optimal efficiency. For the general case of γ < 1, Eq. (15) has been numerically solved and the
results for various γ values are plotted in Fig.2 [29]. It is seen that in the near-equilibrium limit, all the curves merge
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and so CA value is approached in this case. In fact, assuming θ to be close to unity, ηc = (1 − θ) is very close to
zero. The efficiency η∗ being bounded from above by the Carnot value is thus small too. On using these facts in the
expansion of Eq. (15), one obtains

η∗ ≈ ηc
2

+
(3− γ)

16
ηc

2 +O(ηc
3). (16)

Thus the first order term is independent of the model index γ. The second order term is dependent on it; for γ = 1,
we recover the CA value and the 1/8 factor and for γ = 0, we get Eq. (13). For general values of θ, the CA value is
an lower (upper) bound for the optimal efficiency with 0 < γ < 1 (1 < γ < 2).
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FIG. 2: Optimal efficiency versus θ = T2/T1 with parameter γ of the prior distribution taking values 0.25, 0.75, 1.0, 1.50
respectively, from top to bottom. CA value is obtained for γ = 1 (solid line). For close to equilibrium (θ nearly unity), the
universal form for optimal efficiency is η∗ ≈ ηc/2.

As mentioned above, for the asymptotic limit in which the optimal efficiency reveals a universal form, the prior
distributions such as Jeffreys’ prior, are non-normalisable. These priors quantify our state of prior knowledge about
the system and the justification for their choice is to be sought in other principles [26, 27]. In fact, based on some
newly gained information about the system, these can be updated using Bayes’ theorem and can be converted into
posterior distributions [28]. Also the consequences for other choices for the priors appear worth pursuing and may
yield universality classes for optimal efficiency that go beyond the linear term. The attractive feature of the models
considered in this paper is their analytical tractability. Other possible extensions of the present work are the choice of
different working media as well as application of similar ideas to heat cycles other than Otto cycle as discussed here.
Findings along some of these lines will be presented elsewhere. To summarise, we have seen that a universal form
for thermodynamic efficiency in a quantum heat cycle and in particular, emergence of the CA value in connection
with prior information. The possible universality of the CA value has been probed earlier from a thermodynamic
perspective, in the performance of heat engines at maximum power or maximum work extracted in a given cycle. The
findings of this paper suggest a novel arena for the interplay between thermodynamics and information.
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