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Devices that use quantum advantages for storing energy in the degree of freedom of quantum systems have
drawn attention due to their properties of working as quantum batteries (QBs). However, one can identify a
number of problems that need to be adequately solved before a real manufacturing process of these devices.
In particular, it is important paying attention to the ability of quantum batteries in storing energy when no
consumption center is connected to them. In this paper, by considering quantum batteries disconnected from
external charging fields and consumption center, we study the dissipative effects that lead to charge leakage to the
surrounding environment. We identify this phenomena as a self-discharging of QBs, in analogy to the inherent
decay of the stored charge of conventional classical batteries in a open-circuit configuration. The performance
of QBs concerning the classical counterpart is highlighted for single- and multi-cell quantum batteries.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the last few years, one has been paid some attention to
the development of quantum devices able to store energy to be
used for later processing. The result after years of studies is a
number of works discussing the performance of quantum bat-
teries (QBs) concerning their charging power [1-11] and work
extraction [12-16]. One can highlight as a significant advance
to this field the work developed by Allahverdyan, Balian and
Nieuwenhuizen, who addressed the question of how much en-
ergy can be extracted from quantum system by unitary oper-
ations [17]. Based on quantum thermodynamics theory, they
showed that the extractable maximum energy is given by
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also known as ergotropy, with O being the dimension of the
Hilbert space and we write Hy = ZHD: | € l€)(&] and p =
Znﬂzl ©On lon) {onl, sothat o1 > 02>+ ->0pand €, <6 < -<é€p.

However, it is important to keep in mind we are still far
from a real development of practical QBs due to a number
of different reasons. In fact, if we understand that the manu-
facturing process of these devices is not only justified by its
high charging power, we raise a number of question that have
not yet been adequately addressed. As one of these questions,
we highlight here the phenomenon known as self-discharging
(SD) of batteries [18-22]. This process leads to the loss of
charge due to inherent characteristic of the system used as
working fluid for storing energy and it happens regardless
whether the battery is connected to some consumption hub.
Although we have a number of proposals of two-level QBs in
different systems, such as spin systems [23], quantum cavi-
ties [2, 14, 24, 25], among others [3, 26-28], the SD mecha-
nism for this kind of QB is yet an open question.

Based on studies of SD in commercial batteries, in this pa-
per we introduce a strategy to study SD processes in QBs.
The key point is defining how to put a QB as an open-circuit,
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Figure 1. Sketch of (a) an classical open circuit consists of a charger
C, the battery B, an internal resistance r and an external circuit L (a
lamp), where the resistance r is considered to describe the ohmic self-
discharging of a classical battery [20]. The arrow shows the equiva-
lent of the classical circuit in a quantum approach. An external field
F is used as charger and an auxiliary qubit A is used as consumption
center (the “lamp”). (b) Classical open-circuit configuration used to
study SD processes and its quantum counterpart as we are proposing
here to do similar studies of SD in QBs.

which is intuitively done by the absence of external charg-
ing or extracting energy fields, and interaction with auxiliary
systems used as consumption hubs. We apply our approach
to single- and multi-cell QBs, where we show that by using
quantum properties of the system (more specifically, quan-
tum state superposition) the performance of the storing en-
ergy device is enhanced concerning the classical counterpart
(no quantum superposition).

II. SINGLE-CELL QBS

The study of SD in classical batteries is done in the follow-
ing way: after charging the battery or capacitor, we let the sys-
tem evolves in a open-circuit configuration, where inevitably
some amount of energy is lost, leading then to the SD process.
As illustrated in Fig. 1, a similar approach can also be applied
to QBs. The dynamics of a QB can be written as

p(1) = Hlp(] + Rlp®)], (@)
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where H|[p(#)] describes the unitary dynamics of the system
and/or coherent interaction with consumption hub and R[p(7)]
encodes all loss processes due to the coupling with an envi-
ronment. In particular, let us also suppose that

1
Hlp®)] = = [Ho + Hine + Hex (1), p(D)]. 3)

with H;, is a Hamiltonian used to deal with internal interac-
tions between the cells of the battery He(f) being an arbitrary
field used to inject or extract energy from the QB (external
field). Then, we say that the battery is in a open-circuit con-
figuration when Hex(f) = 0, situation in which one can ade-
quately study the SD of QBs using a similar strategy as done
for classical batteries.

As a first case, let us consider the most elementary case of
a QB constituted by a single two-level system with internal
Hamiltonian Hy = hiwo*o~, 0~ = o*' = |g) (e|, driven by the
master equation

1
A1) = —[Ho.p(O] + Rralp(D], “)

which describes the relaxation processes leading to energy
dissipation, with

r
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being o =le) (e| — |g) (g|- In particular, we assume this pro-
cess in our study because it is the most common decoherence
processes in a large of physical systems, e.g. in nuclear spin
systems [29-31], cavity quantum electrodynamics [32] and
superconducting qubits [33-35]. Then, by writing the density
matrix in the QB basis |e) and |g) as

P(1) = 0e(1) le) (el + 04(0) |8) (8l + (Qeg(t) le) gl + h-c.), (6)
the solution of the dynamics can be found as
0c(D) = 0e(0)e ™", 0eg(t) = Qeg(0)e ™!, (N

From this general result for the dynamics considered here,
we can study different situations. In particular, we are in-
terested in the decay performance when we use quantum re-
sources (coherence) to store energy in the QB.

A. Discharging from full charge state

As a first discussion, let us assume the case of a battery
initially in a full charged state 0¢s(0) =0 and 0.(0)= 1. In this
case, the available energy as given by the ergotropy &(7) and
the internal energy U(¢) read (with Eyax =7w)

E) = Ot = 1) (267> = 1) Emax, UD) = Emne™ 7, (8)

where O(x) is the Heaviside theta (0 if x<0 and 1 if x>0) and
7. is the population crossing time. This crossing is inevitable
due to the decay where the instantaneous population in excited
oe(#) decreases from 1 to 0 and the population in ground state

04(1) goes through the contrary direction. Then, 0.(¢) > 04(?)
for 1 <7, 0.(t) =04 (1) for t=7, and 0. (1) < 04 (?) for t> 7, con-
sequently, the basis ordering requested by the Eq. (1) changes
in time during the dynamics. From a simple calculation by
imposing 0. (1) =,(t) we can show that 7. =2 In(2)/T".

The decay of both quantities &(¢) and U () is well-described
by the monotonic decreasing exponential e™/™, with 74 =2/T
being a characteristic decay time scale. This kind of decay
process is similar to the ohmic behavior of SD for conven-
tional classical batteries [18, 19], where we also get a descrip-
tion in terms of a single decay time scale. Then we under-
stand this result as intuitively expected due to the absence of
any quantumness in the battery during the process (quantum
state coherence, for example). It is also worth highlighting
that the ergotropy sudden death arising to the population or-
dering during the system evolution. With this example we
argue that, although we have some quantum advantage in the
charging process of the a two-level system [26], the fact of
a quantum system to be charged in the full charge state can-
not be taken as quantum concerning SD processes, since its
behavior is equivalent to conventional classical batteries.

B. Exploring quantum advantage

Now, let us explore quantum coherence of a two-level QB
to study the same process. As an immediate consequence of
considering quantum coherence, we remark the impossibility
of starting the system in a full charged state. Hence, in order
to have a fair comparison between classical and quantum per-
formance we will assume that the system starts with ergotropy
E(0) =& /2 = Emax/2. Under this choice, we can compare the
gain of an state with maximal coherence |) = (le) + |g))/ V2
regarding its classical counterpart given by the mixed classi-
cal state po = (3/4) le) (el + (1/4)|g) (gl|. It is straightforward
conclude that the ergotropy for both states is &;2. Then, the
ergotropy for the classical and quantum version, respectively,
give

Ea() = €120 (1 = 1) (3¢7% - 2) hw, (9a)
Equ() = E1ppe™ (1= €2 V2 =272 4 e7T),  (9b)

where ‘rg/ ) In(3/2)/T". Then, it is immediate to conclude

some substantial difference between the two initial states. Dif-
ferent from the classical case, the existence of quantum co-
herence leads us to a SD phenomena that cannot be explained
by an ohmic process, a characteristic of commercial classical
supercapacitors [20-22]. In the Fig. 2a we show the time evo-
lution of the above quantities, highlighting the half-life time
71/2 (concerning the initial amount of stored energy) for each
kind of battery. Then, one can see the advantage of storing
energy in quantum information concerning classical one.

For completeness, we also consider the portion of en-
ergy stored in the system as ergotropy from quantity &(f) =
E@/U(1), being U(t) = tr(p(t)Hp) the internal energy of the
system. We understand the parameter £(¢) in the following
way: the energy conservation law says that we need to spend
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Figure 2. (a) Ergotropy (as a multiple of &,) for the initial classi-
cal and quantum states. Vertical dashed lines denotes the respective
half-life time for classical and quantum states given, respectively, by
ﬁl/zl“ =21n(6/5)~0.36 and 7‘1‘721" =21In[2(1 + V6)/5]~0.65. (b) Effi-
ciency coefficient £(¢) for the same process.

a total amount of energy U(¥) to store an total &(¢) of ergotropy
in the QB, so that some portion of energy cannot be extracted
from the QB by unitary operations. Thus, it gives us a way
to quantify the percentage of U(¢) that is wasted in the pro-
cess. In fact, in case &(f) = 1 we have U(r) = &(¢), while
e(t) < 1 means U(¢¥) > &(t) and hence there is an amount of
‘dead energy’ that cannot be later extracted by unitary opera-
tions, being &(f) =0 the worst scenario. The result is shown in
Fig. 2b. In this scenario, the advantage of QBs becomes even
more evident, in which we can design a battery that simulta-
neously presents a decay slower than its classical counterpart,
and spends less energetic resource to store useful work.

C. Quantum supremacy of QBs in self-discharging

With recent progress in quantum control, the processing
power of quantum computers has reached a frontier close
to quantum supremacy [36, 37]. In a few words, quantum
supremacy happens when a quantum device implements a
given task that a classical one is unable to perform or needs
a impracticable time to do it. Then, it leads us to the question
whether QBs provide absolute advantage concerning classical
ones. In this sense, it is possible to show that QBs do not
present quantum supremacy regarding self-discharging pro-
cesses. We mean, there is at least one kind of channel in
which storing energy in coherence is not a good choice con-
cerning the classical counterpart. In fact, let us consider the
same initial states as previously for a single-cell QB case. In
a scenario in which the system evolves under the phase damp-
ing channel [38], the evolved state for the classical state reads
Pal(t) = pe1, since the phase damping channel does not affect
the battery, and the ergotropy is not lost. On the other hand,
the same channel acting on the quantum state gives us [38]

1 7
Pau(t) = 5 (le) (el + 18} {gl) + eT (le) gl +1g) e . (10)

where y is the damping rate. Therefore, in the asymptotic
regime ¢ > y we find pq (1) = (1/2) [le) (el + |g) (gl], a state
with zero ergotropy. In conclusion, while classical state is able
to keep ergotropy for an infinity time for this kind of dissipa-
tion, the ergotropy stored in quantum states is quite volatile.

It is worth highlighting that phase damping is a purely quan-
tum mechanical effect which promotes the loss of information
(quantum superposition) without loss of energy. Then, since
ergotropy of quantum states is stored as quantum information,
it is drastically affected by this kind of decoherence.

III. N-CELL QBS

In general we also are interested in exploring quantum ef-
fects in multi-cell QBs as, for example, entanglement or co-
herence. By considering a linear chain of N cells, we let the
system evolving under a decay process described by the mas-
ter equation considered as

1 .
o = - [Ho(N) + H®, p(1)] + Reea[p()] + Rialp(0)],  (11)

i

where Hy(N) = Zﬁlvzl hwo o, , Hiy s the inperaction Hamilto-

nian between cells of the battery given as H'" =Y Jho o .,
int n= n+l

Rret[o(#)] being independent relaxation, as in Eq. (5) for each
cell, and the second term reads

N
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that describes the intracell leakage, in which a given cell n of
the battery would emit an excitation and then this excitation is
temporarily stored in its nearest-neighbor cell.

The master equation above describes a N-cell QB where the
cells interact each other. The interaction Hamiltonian HIII‘;[‘ de-
scribes the interaction of a linear chain in different contexts.
For example, it describes the capacitive interaction between
two superconducting qubits [39, 40], or the dipole-dipole in-
teraction in atomic chain [41-44]. The term R [p(f)] in the
master equation describes an collective decay of the system, in
which the n-th cell has its decay dependent on the other cells
of the battery. The master equation considered here describes
a system of N quantum emitters (two-level atoms or artifi-
cial atoms) interacting with a continuum of photonic modes,
where the photonic degrees of freedom are adequately elimi-
nated by a Born-Markov approximation. Then, after this pro-
cess we find a master equation for N interacting emitters me-
diated by virtual photons [39—44]. In our analysis we consider
a dissipative channel R [o(r)] in which the nearest-neighbor
interaction is the most relevant contribution. It is worth men-
tioning that in case where the mediated interaction is negli-
gible, one gets H{" = 0 and Rici[p(1)] = 0, so that the system
dynamics is given by a set of independent cells as studied in
the previous section.

It is worth mentioning that the internal energy U we are in-
terested does not take into account the Hamiltonian Hilli]‘:, since
the existence of interactions will promote positive/negative
contributions in U and it eventually lead to an unfair compar-
ison when we consider different kind of geometry beyond the
linear one (as we shall consider soon). For this reason, only
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Figure 3. Efficiency coefficient &(¢) for (a) classical and (b) quantum
states for some values of N. Here we consider J=2I" and I, =1"/2.

contributions of the QB energy basis is taken into account,
we mean, U = tr(Hy(N)p). We analyze the dynamics in the
same scenario as before by taking the classical state of N cells
as pc(N) = ®nN:1pC1 and the quantum state as |Y/(N)) = ®nN:1 ).
Because each cell starts in a configuration with ergotropy &2,
then the initial amount of ergotropy in the QB as function of
N is &;2(N) = N/2. In Fig. 3a we show the efficiency pa-
rameter £(¢) for the classical state, normalized by the initial
amount of ergotropy in each case, and the Fig. 3b shows the
same quantity for the quantum version.

As in the single-qubit case, here we can see enhancement
for N-cells quantum battery (at least up to N =5) concerning
the discharging time. In addition, by taking into account that
the initial amount of efficiency in storing energy as ergotropy,
as computed by the parameter £(0), it shows a clear quantum
advantage scaling with N. In fact, the value £4,(0) = 1 means
high efficiency of the quantum version for any N. On the other
hand, the quantity £,(0)~0.667 says we have a total of ‘dead
energy’ given by ~ 33.3% per cell, hence it is easy to see
that the total amount of worst energy scales as ~ 0.333hwN.
It is worth mentioning that due to the initial state considered
here, no quantum advantage is obtained from entanglement,
and that makes our proposal useful due to the very simple state
we use as resource to store energy.

A. Exploring network effects

It is a reasonable assumption to think that the kind of in-
teractions between the cells of an QB would develop some
role in its charging process. For this reason, it is worth ana-
lyzing how the system geometry affects the SD. In this sce-
nario, we write the interaction Hamiltonian in a general way
as Hiy =3 m Jho, oy, in which the sum 33, .\ is done over
all direct interactions between the QB cells. In addition, we
assume that connection between each pair of cells induces a
collective decay channel each other, so that the master equa-
tion is modified as

Ralp®] = 3 B 2070007, ~ (s o). (13)
2 n m m=n

{n.m}

This kind of dynamics is usually found in light mediated
interaction in atomic systems [41-43] and superconducting
qubits [34, 35], for example. To illustrate our results, we
consider four kind of geometries for a five-cell QB. They are
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Figure 4. (a) Internal energy as a multiple of the initial internal en-
ergy Uy = (W(N)| Ho(N) [¢(N)) = Nhiw/2. (b) Efficiency coefficient
&(1) for the (main) quantum and (inset) classical states. Here we as-

sume N=5,J=2I"and I';y=I/2.

named here as central, linear, circular and symmetric network,
as shown in the legends of the Fig. 4 (from top to bottom, re-
spectively).

It is intuitive to imagine that the more intracell decay, the
slower the energy leakage from the system into the surround-
ing environment. On the other hand, consider the result shown
in Fig. 4a, in which we compute the instantaneous internal en-
ergy U(t) =tr(o(f)Hy(N)) for the quantum state, being p(r) the
the solution of the Eq. (11). This behavior suggests a comple-
mentary discussion, being the topology most relevant to the
collective energy decay than the number of intracell channels.
As example, we can mention the linear and central geome-
tries, in which they have a same number of connections but
they present different property of storing internal energy (ex-
citation). In addition, and most important here, the efficiency
in storing energy as ergotropy is strongly affected by the ge-
ometry. As a highlight, by using a central geometry we guar-
antee more efficiency than in the other cases, as it is shown in
Fig. 4b. In addition to keep energy for more time, the capac-
ity of storing ergotropy is also enhanced relatively to the other
geometries. In conclusion, we can see that the connectivity
between each cell of the QB can be used as resource to de-
sign QBs with different SD characteristics. If we use classical
states to used store ergotropy the connectivity does not matter,
as we can see in Fig. 4b (inset).

In order to give more details about the quantumness of the
battery, we also consider the dynamics of the entanglement
and coherence of the system during the dynamics. As mea-
sure of entanglement, we use the pairwise concurrence be-
tween two cells and we take into account an average over all
connections of the battery. Mathematically this reads

CW) = A/ Ni) 3, Can0, (14)

where Ny, denotes the number of total connections in the
battery, for example, one has Ny, = 4 and Ny, = 5 for
the central and circular networks, respectively, in a five-cell
QB. To end, the pairwise concurrence C,,(f) is obtained by
taking the reduced density matrix of the n-th and m-th cells.
This quantity is computed from definition of concurrence by
Hill-Wootters that reads C(0) = max{0,1; — 1o — A3 — A4},
where A, -, A4 are the eigenvalues in decreasing order of
the matrix R=(p'/2pp'/%)!/2, where p= (6, ® &,)p* (6, ® G,
with p* being the complex conjugate of p written in the highly
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Figure 5. (a) Coherence and (b) entanglement dynamics for the sys-
tem assumed in Fig 4. Here N=5, J=2I" and I'; =T/2.

entangled Bell basis [45]. On the other hand, the coher-
ence is computed from its conventional definition based on
the /;-norm normalized coherence [46, 47] defined as C(¢) =
(1/Crmax) 2 j#i leij(®)], with p;;(¢) being the matrix elements of
the system state. This measure of coherence is enough for our
discussion, since our reference basis is well defined by the
empty and charged states of the battery [9].

We identify some amount of coherence and entanglement
that arise during the decay dynamics starting from the classi-
cal state, but they are very small quantities (of order of 1072)
and we neglected them. On the other hand, these quantities
are very significant for the case where initial state of the QB
has initial coherence, therefore we show these quantities in
Fig. 5. The behavior for coherence and entanglement leads us
to conclude that the resistance of a QB against decay process
is associated with the amount of coherence in the system. In
fact, while the entanglement can increase during the dynamics
due to collective decay of the system, the efficiency follows an
equivalent decreasing process as followed by the coherence.
Moreover, to the best of our knowledgment, it is not trivial
to conclude whether entanglement develops some role in the
kind of process we are considering in this manuscript. We
mean, from the dynamics for the central geometry we can no-
tice that the collective decay induces both entanglement births

and death. However, the efficiency cannot be perfectly ex-
plained by the entanglement behavior. This result reinforces
a recent discussion raised in Refs. [9, 23], where it has been
provided some evidences that entanglement is not the main
resource for QBs.

IV. CONCLUSION

In this paper we study the SD process of two-level QBs, in
which the dissipative processes lead to energy loss from the
system to its surrounding environment. The quantum advan-
tage is firstly explored in a single-cell QB, where the usage
of quantum coherence to store energy leads to a slower de-
cay concerning the process in which energy is initially stored
in classical states. When we increase the system, both co-
herence and geometry of the intracell connections seem to be
good sources to design robust QB against these undesired ef-
fects that discharges our QB, even whether it is not coupled to
some consumption hub.

It is important mentioning that this paper shows a scenario
in which storing ergotropy as coherence provides an enhanced
performance concerning the case where ergotropy is stored as
populations. Therefore, our results suggest an advantage of
using quantum properties of the system instead classical ones.
No quantum supremacy of QBs is supported by this study.
The study of general dissipative channels in self-discharging
of quantum batteries is a good topic for future research. The
results presented here open perspectives for new advances in
QBs, since keeping energy stored in QB for long times after
the charging process is a key task for the development of real-
istic energy storing quantum devices.
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