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Quantum Charging Advantage Cannot Be Extensive Without Global Operations
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Quantum batteries are devices made from quantum states, which store and release energy in a
fast and efficient manner, thus offering numerous possibilities in future technological applications.
They offer a significant charging speedup when compared to classical batteries, due to the possibility
of using entangling charging operations. We show that the maximal speedup that can be achieved
is extensive in the number of cells, thus offering at most quadratic scaling in the charging power
over the classically achievable linear scaling. To reach such a scaling, a global charging protocol,
charging all the cells collectively, needs to be employed. This concludes the quest on the limits
of charging power of quantum batteries and adds to other results in which quantum methods are
known to provide at most quadratic scaling over their classical counterparts.

Introduction.— In recent years tremendous efforts have
been devoted to developing quantum technologies, which
are now coming to fruition in several fields of prac-
tical use. Among the largest successes is quantum
metrology [1], which led to the detection of gravitational
waves [2], quantum cryptography [3], which finds appli-
cations in communicating sensitive data [4, 5|, quantum
computing, which promises to revolutionize chemistry [6]
as well as to speed up or solve important problems in
optimization, cybersecurity and data analysis [7], and
nanoscale thermodynamic devices, which offer unprece-
dented precision in thermometry [8]. At large, society
is moving toward quantum technologies, because they
promise to offer faster, smaller, and more precise devices.

All of these achievements require an efficient way of
storing and using energy, as well as fast charging and dis-
charging. The necessity of charging and discharging goes
well beyond the quantum world. Examples are electric
vehicles where the charging time is one of the main bot-
tlenecks in preventing the widespread use of such tech-
nology, or future fusion power plants, in which a large
amount of energy needs to be pumped in a short amount
of time and discharged in an instant to start the reac-
tion. In the quantum world, nanoscale devices will re-
quire nanoscale batteries, with no energy to spare.

Outstanding successes of quantum technologies
prompt a question whether quantum effects can also
improve the energy storage to satisfy current and future
demands. This leads to the notion of quantum battery,
which is a quantum mechanical system acting as an
energy storage, and in which quantum effects are ex-
pected to provide significant advantages over its classical
counterpart (see [9, 10] for reviews). Starting from the
work of Alicki and Fannes [11], the possibility of using
quantum effects (like coherence and entanglement) to
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increase the performance of a quantum battery has been
heavily studied. These studies address several figures of
merit, such as work extraction [11, 12], energy storage
[13-17], charging stability [18-21], available energy
[22-24] (with the notion of ergotropy [25]) and charging
power [26-37], the last being the actual focus of this
letter.

It has been shown [27] that quantum effects lead to
a speedup in the charging power of a quantum battery.
The source of this quantum speedup lies in the use of en-
tangling operations, in which the cells are charged collec-
tively as a whole. Those operations, where the number of
cells that are being entangled together collectively scales
with the system size (i.e., creating multi-partite entangle-
ment), are called global operations. In contrast, classical
batteries are charged in parallel, meaning that each cell
is charged independently of each other. The advantage
of this collective versus parallel charging is measured by
the ratio I, called the quantum charging advantage [27].
However, it is still not known how large the quantum ad-
vantage is in general. To this end, the best known result
is [27]

I <y(k*(m-1)+k), (1)

in which ~ is a model-dependent constant, k is the maxi-
mum number of cells that are collectively charged, while
m (called participation number) is the maximum num-
ber of parallel charging operations in which a single cell
appears.

In principle, this bound allows for a super-extensive
scaling of the quantum advantage, meaning that the ad-
vantage can scale more than linearly with the number
L of cells. For example, consider a charging protocol
that has a finite and fixed value of k£ but having all-to-all
couplings. In such a case, the participation number of
a given cell is of order m = (ij) ~ (L-1)*1(k-1),
leading to a quantum advantage of order L1,

This prompted a race toward finding the best possible
scaling — the authors of [27] found that the scaling is of
order L at most through an extensive numerical search,
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and proposed a conjecture that this extensive scaling can-
not be surpassed. The search for scaling advantages con-
tinued in [13, 14, 28, 29, 32, 38], which also showed at
most extensive scaling, but it was later shown that some
of these advantages were not caused by genuine quan-
tum effects [39]. A genuine, extensive, quantum advan-
tage was found in [33], in a setup including both global
charging operations and all-to-all couplings. The con-
jecture still held, but remained unproven, together with
uncertain role as to which all-to-all interactions play in
determining the quantum advantage.

In this letter, we prove this conjecture, showing that
a quantum battery provides at most extensive advantage
over classical batteries. Furthermore, we show that this
scaling is achievable only via global charging operations,
i.e., we show that all-to-all interactions, and more gen-
erally, the participation number, does not provide any
scaling advantage.

We first provide a general bound (Theorem 1), con-
straining the maximum charging power achievable with
a general quantum battery with any general Hamilto-
nian, not necessarily realized by L identical cells, thus
including also more general cases described in the liter-
ature [28]. The conjecture is proven as a consequence of
this theorem (Corollary 1), applied to the battery made
of identical cells. Together with examples showing ex-
tensive advantage [26, 33|, already found and discussed
in the literature, this result concludes the quest for the
best possible scaling which can be obtained by quantum
batteries.

Setup.— We consider quantum batteries made out of
a time independent initial Hamiltonian, H, having dis-
crete spectrum. At time ¢ =0 a possibly time-dependent
driving Hamiltonian, V' (¢), is turned on and the initial
state pg is evolved according to the quench

G = =iV (1), pe]. (2)

The energy stored in the battery, measured by the initial
Hamiltonian, changes from FE(0) = tr(Hpo) to E(t) =
tr(f] pt) during time evolution. Charging the battery
means reaching large values of E(t) — E(0).

An important figure of merit is the instantaneous
charging power of the battery. It is defined as the instan-
taneous change in the energy stored per unit of time:

P(t) = tr(H %2). (3)

where we used that H is time-independent.
Generally, the instantaneous power is bounded in
terms of the commutator between H and the driving term

40] (4)

P < |[[H, V()] <2|H

through the operator norm [40].

However, the driving is often limited in realistic situ-
ations. For example, in lattice systems, the interaction
couples only nearby sites and therefore V' transfers energy
only between not-too-distant energy levels of the initial

Hamiltonian H. Taking the spectral decomposition of
the initial Hamiltonian to be H = ¥; F;|E;)(E;|, where
we assume the energy levels E; being ordered, we express
the driving Hamiltonian as Vo= Z;\}fmzl Vim|E; Y Enml-
The limiting property is formalized as follows: we de-
fine AE as the minimum value such that for all j and
m,
when |E; - E,|>AFE, then Vj, =0. (5)
Thus, it is natural to look for a more precise bound
than eq. (4), taking this common property into account.
Main result.— In the conditions of eq. (5), we now
show that a more stringent bound can be derived.

Theorem 1. For driving that couples energy levels with
at most AFE energy difference, as expressed by eq. (5),
the instantaneous charging power is bounded as

‘P(t)| < AFE ||V(t) - 'Umin(t) ” /27 (6)

where vpin (t) is the smallest eigenvalue of V (¢), and | ||
denotes the operator norm.

Hence, the operator norm of the initial Hamiltonian,
central in inequality (4), is not the relevant figure of
merit. Instead, the crucial quantity is the maximal value
of energy (as measured by H) that can be transferred
by V in a single time step. While non-trivial to prove,
this result is very intuitive. The charging power is the
amount of the energy stored in the battery in a single
time step. Thus, this change in energy must be bounded
by the maximum amount of energy that the driving term
can transfer to the system during that time.

The fact that the bound is not given by the operator
norm of H has a far reaching consequence. As outlined in
the Introduction, it has been a matter of active research
which combination of initial and driving Hamiltonians
can reach a charging power scaling with ||H || Theorem
1 shows that to reach this scaling one needs to consider
driving terms having non vanishing matrix elements be-
tween the ground state and the highly excited states of
H. This latter property defines the so-called global charg-
ing operations which we discuss more extensively later.
Another point of this bound is that it applies to any
Hamiltonian H, even with interacting cells.

Sketch of the proof.— The full proof of the theorem
is technically involved. Here we sketch the main idea,
while we refer the reader to the Supplementary material
for details.

We express the commutator between H and V as an
integral of commutators which are more easily and di-
rectly bounded. In particular, we define certain operator
functions ﬁ(e) and ©¥(e), depending on a continuous pa-
rameter e and satisfying

[a.v]- [ :E[ﬁ(e),@(e)] de, (7)



as well as the following properties

i@l =5 )=

®)

We apply triangle inequality to eq. (7) to derive bound
H[ﬁ,V] || < AE ||V(t)|| Since any number A commutes

with H, and Vy = V -\ also satisfies eq. (5), we can make
this bound tighter by minimizing over A,

e AE -
=int |22, < Rl -]

(9)
The theorem then follows from eq. (4).

Lattice case.— In case of a battery made by cells, each
of them given, for example, by a qubit, Theorem 1 pro-
vides a much more stringent bound than other known
bounds [27].

We consider a battery composed of L identical cells,
having initial Hamiltonian

A L A
=S HY, (10)
=1

It v]

where H®) = f®~~-®f®ﬁs®f®~~-®f and I:[S is the
single site Hamiltonian at the [-th place. We charge this
battery by turning on the driving Hamiltonian,

Vi)=Y Vi), (11)

ieK (L,k)

where, by definition, each term in the summation couples
together at most k cells. Expressed mathematically,

K(L.k) = ) (L), (12)
n=1
C(Lyn) = {(ir, ... in)li1 < - <in and i; € {1,...,L}},

where C(L,n) is a set of all combinations of n sites, and
Vi acts as an identity on the site which does not appear in
the index, i.e., for any local matrix MO =]g - -@IeMe
eI, Where M is at the I-th place, if I gi=(i1,...,0n),
then [M®,V;(t)] = 0. The cases with k o L are called
global operations. The corollary follows.

Corollary 1. For initial and driving Hamiltonians (62)
and (63), the instantaneous charging power is bounded
as

)

\P(t)| <k | Hy = Bymin| [V (£) = vmin (0] /2. (13)

where Fpmin is the single cell ground state energy.

The result is proven by showing that the maximum
As
shown in the Supplementary Material, the corollary then
follows directly from Theorem 1.

The consequences of the bound in eq. (66) are remark-
able. In particular, it rules out the possibility of having
extensive quantum charging advantage without global
charging operations.
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FIG. 1. (a) Maximum power Ppnax and maximum operator

norm of the commutator H[ﬁ, V] H as a function of L (maxi-
mized over all time and 500 realizations of disorder for each
value of L), starting from the ground state of initial Hamil-
tonian H = Z{;l hé7 and charged by driving Hamiltonian as
in eq. (80). For this example, we fixed h = 1. We observe a
slight decrease in Pray and | [H, V]| with growing L, which is
a result of increasing dimensionality of the system, resulting
in the lower chance of the of the initial state to be optimal.
While keeping the number of realizations of different driving
fixed at 500, which means that upper the bound is more diffi-
cult to reach. (b) The same as (a) but for a driving given by
eq. (16). For this example, we additionally fixed V = 1.

To show that, we need to discuss each of these terms
separately: as explained above, k is the number of cells
being coupled together by the driving, and thus & < L.
|Hs — Esmin| is @ number that depends on particulars
of a single cell but does not scale with L. The last
term, [V () = vmin(t)|, which we call potential (in anal-
ogy with electric circuits), can be in principle made arbi-
trarily large. Physically, this would correspond to invest-
ing a very large/infinite energy into the driving. With
larger driving energy, the charging is faster. Thus, to
compute the quantum charging advantage, we need to
compare the parallel and quantum scaling on an equal
footing, by assuming that the energy scale that is in-
vested into the driving is the same in both cases. We




do that by fixing the potential of the quantum driving
to be at most equal to the potential of the parallel driv-
ing, |V = vmin| < |V - Uilnin |. This is the constraint CO,
introduced and argued for in Ref. [27].

Parallel charging is given by k = 1 in driving Hamil-
tonian (63), while the initial state is assumed to be a
product state p = ﬁ?L Thus, in the parallel charg-
ing scenario the driving affects each cell independently.
From this, we easily calculate that both the potential
v - vmmH = LHV” - vllminH and the charging power
Pl = P! scale linearly with L. pq, |Vl - o]

PS|| denote the state, potential, and charging power of a
single cell, respectively.

Combining eq. (66), constraint C0, and the results for
parallel charging, we bound the quantum advantage as

smin H and

P|  k|H - B | VA - L
= 21 “ “ |l Vaminl L _ vk, (14)
| P 2lP)|L

where v is L and k-independent. Thus, the quantum
advantage scales with the maximum number k of cells
that are coupled together by V. If this number does not
scale with the lattice size, L, then the quantum advan-
tage cannot scale with L, as extensively foreshadowed
in the Introduction. The extensive scaling is possible
only for global interactions, k oc L. By showing that the
only source of the quantum advantage comes from the
global entangling operations, we showed that the advan-
tage comes from genuine quantum effects. This addresses
the discussion of the role of quantum-ness posed in rela-
tion to the bound on charging power found in [39].

Finally, we ask what is the maximal scaling of power
with L that a quantum charging protocol can achieve.
Clearly, using Eq. (66), the maximum charging power
is given by the product of k, and by whatever scaling
can be constructed from |V — vy, | (for now leaving con-
straint CO behind). It is possible to artificially construct
some driving Hamiltonians that scale super-extensively,
i.e.,, with higher powers of L [28, 29]. However, such
models are unphysical [33, 39], because they would lead
to a free energy that is super-extensive in the thermo-
dynamic limit. Therefore, for any physical model, con-
sidering extensive energy ||V — vmin| ~ L, the maximal
charging power scales at most quadratically P ~ L?, for
global operations k o< L. (Compare with the linear scal-
ing of parallel charging.)

As an illustrative example, we study charging of a
quantum battery by means of a driving Hamiltonian ob-
tained via a simple generalization of the celebrated SY
Hamiltonian [41], i.e. arandom, 2-local, all-to-all Hamil-
tonian

V:CZ Y Jgeied (15)

where the coupling constants J; are randomly extracted
from a normal distribution and the normalization factor

4

C'is chosen such that HV — Umin H = 2, to ensure a fair com-
parison between different realizations (instances). (C' o
L7312 which for the SY Hamiltonian follows from the
replica formalism [41, 42]. We numerically confirm this
scaling in the Supplementary material.) The results are
shown in Fig. 3 (a). We clearly see that the power is
bounded by the degree of k-locality and not by the par-
ticipation number. As a result, we do not find any ex-
tensive charging advantage for this model as expected.
Interestingly, we observe that both the maximum power
as well as the maximum value of the commutator norm

zenial

slightly decreases with the system size, L. This is a fi-
nite size effect which sensitively reduces by further in-
creasing the system size. We present an analysis of this
phenomenon in the Supplemental Material.

Does global charging always lead to an extensive quan-
tum advantage?— The presence of a global charging term
in V does not guarantee an extensive charging advantage.

As an example, consider a battery composed of L
qubits having initial Hamiltonian H = Y, hé7 and
charged via the following driving

~

¥ V AT AT AT

V= LL/2J+1(1:§dal ®0-l+1+;:810-l )7 (16)
with V' being a constant. From Theorem 1, we obtain
P <2Lh||V| = 2LAV (using |Hs - Esmin| = 2h), due to
the second term representing a global operation, which
couples all of the sites at the same time. Presence of this
global charging term suggests possibility of an extensive
charging advantage.

However, in this case an extensive quantum advan-
tage is not reached. This is because the nearest-
neighbor terms });_,qq0f ® )., which provide non-
ertensive advantage, dominate the interaction. They
contribute V/(1 + 1/|L/2]) while the global term con-
tributes only V/(|L/2] + 1) to the total norm ||V| . This
sub-extensive scaling is confirmed by the following, alter-
native, inequality, which is derived in the Supplementary
material,

L A A
|P(t)] gz 1Vie| | Hs = Esmin]| - (17)

where V}, is the k-local part of V. From inequality (17) we
obtain P < 4|Va|h+2L|VL|h = (M/‘fmj + L/2 +1)Vh ~
8V h for the present example, which indeed confirms that
the power does not display an extensive advantage. As
a further confirmation, we explicitly computed the max-
imum charging power for this driving Hamiltonian (16),
reported in Fig. 3 (b). We clearly see that the charging
power stays well-below the threshold given by eq. (17).

Discussion and conclusions.— We found a bound on
the maximum charging power which can be achieved by
charging a quantum battery via an external quench pro-
tocol.




This bound shows that the maximum charging power
is not dependent on the operator norm of the battery
Hamiltonian, by which the amount of charged energy
is measured. Instead, it is governed by the maximum
energy difference, AFE, between two eigenstates of the
battery Hamiltonian for which the driving Hamiltonian
has a non-vanishing matrix element. In other words, the
charging power is limited by the amount of energy that
the driving Hamiltonian can add into the battery in a sin-
gle step, a result which a posteriori seems very natural.
This bound can be applied to a general quantum battery,
described by any Hamiltonian, even those of interacting
quantum cells.

When applied to quantum batteries made of L identi-
cal cells, this bound provides a limit on how fast they can
be charged as compared to classical batteries. The max-
imum speed by which a quantum battery can be charged
depends only on the number k of cells interacting to-
gether in a single term. It does not depend on the par-
ticipation number, which is the number of independent
terms in the driving Hamiltonian in which a single cell
appears. For example, pair-wise interactions can provide
a quantum speedup by at most a factor of two, even in
the case of all-to-all couplings, where every cell is con-
nected to every other cell. For a speedup of a factor of k,
one needs to consider k-cell interactions, while the max-
imal speedup of L is achieved for L-particle interactions.

While charging power of classical batteries scales linearly
with the number of cells (e< L), quantum batteries pro-
vide at most quadratic scaling in charging power (o< L?).
This quadratic scaling cannot be reached without global
operations. However, the mere presence of global charg-
ing operations does not always guarantee an extensive
charging advantage, as we demonstrated on an explicit
example.

This work adds to other results, in which quantum
systems provide at most quadratic improvement over the
known classical method, like the Heisenberg limit in sen-
sitivity scaling in quantum metrology over the classically
achievable shot-noise limit [1, 43, 44], and Grover’s search
algorithm [45], which is known to be asymptotically op-
timal [46].

The bound specifies, for a given battery Hamiltonian
and for a given driving, the maximum instantaneous
charging power achievable in that particular setup. It
does not give any information about the quantum state
for which such a power can be achieved. This constitutes
an interesting question for future research.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL FOR:
“QUANTUM CHARGING ADVANTAGE
CANNOT BE EXTENSIVE WITHOUT GLOBAL
OPERATIONS”

I. PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Let us consider an initial Hamiltonian, H , which is as-
sumed to be time independent, having spectral decompo-
sition H = Zj]\il E;|E;}{(E;|, where the energies E; are or-
dered, i.e. E; < I, for j <m. Let us consider a different
Hamiltonian V', which we call the driving Hamiltonian,
which we will write in basis of the initial Hamiltonian as
V= Zﬁm:l Vim|E;)(Ewm|. AE is the minimum number
such that for all j and m,

when |E; - Ep,|>AE, then Vj, =0. (18)

We also consider the spectral decomposition of the driv-
ing Hamiltonian as V = ¥, ala)(al. Out of H and V we
define other two operators h(e) and 9(e), functions of a
continuous variable e satisfying 0 < e < AFE. Explicitly,
the definition of h(e) takes the following form

R N
h(e) = Zlhj(eﬂEj)(Eﬂ : (19)

where the functions h;(e) are defined as follows

for |24 is odd

i 20
for | 2221 is even (20)

By definition, il(e) has the same eigenvectors as H but
its eigenvalues are restricted to be either —% or % The
eigenvalues of B(e), as functions of e, are depicted in

Fig. 2. In turn, v(e) is defined using ﬁ(e) as follows

N
o(e) = Zlvjm(e)|Ej><Em|, (21)
Vj (6) = {ij for (J - m)(h](e) - hm(e)) >0
DI Y for (= m)(hy(€) ~ hiu(€)) < 0

By their definition, we can deduce the following lemmas
for ©(e) and h(e).

Lemma 1. We can express the commutator between the
initial and the driving Hamiltonians using ©(e) and h(e)
as follows:

AE

[£,V]= / L Th(e).(e)]de. (22)

Proof. Let us write explicitly the commutator of initial
Hamiltonian ,H, with driving Hamiltonian ,V, as
N ~
[H, Vim|Ej )} Em|]
4,m=0

[71,7] -

N
= EO(Ej = Ep)VimlEj(Enl — (23)

|
|
|
)
I
En-1 En

FIG. 2. Values h;(e) (1/2 as the blue region, and —1/2 as the
red region) as a function of index j, which relates to eigenstate
energy E; depicted on the z-axis, and of parameter e depicted
on the y-axis. Condition (18) means that for energies E; and
E,, that are further than AF, the corresponding element of
the driving Hamiltonian Vj,, is zero.

as well as the commutator of operator h(e) with operator

i(e)
AE |
[ o). o(e)de
AE N
:\/e\ Z [h(€)7Ujm(e)|Ej)<Em|:|de

=0 jm=0

N AE
- 3 (L w0 EE
7,m=0 €=
(24)
We prove this lemma by comparing elements
Qjm = (E'j - Em)‘/jm (25)

in eq. (23) and

b= [ (1)~ (Dym(edde (26)

eq. (24), and showing that they are equal.

When a pair of j,m satisfies |E; — E,,| > AE, Vj,, and
vjm(€e) are zero by definition(egs. (18) and (21)), which
means that the corresponding elements a;,, and bj,, are
both zero and thus equal.

In the opposite case, i.e. when |E; — E,,,| < AE, Vj,
and v, (e) may not be zero. In this case, we explicitly
have

(hj(€e) = hin(€))vjm(e)
(hj(e) - hm(e))ij
(hm(e) = h;(e))Vim

for j>m, hj(e) > hpm(e)
for j >m, hj(e) < hm(e)
=1 (hm(e) —hj(e))Vjm for j<m, h;(e)>hy(e)
(hj(e) = hm(e))Vjm for j<m, h;j(e) < hp(e
0 for hj(e) = hm(e)
Vim  for j>m, hj(e) # hy(e)
=4-Vim for j<m, h;(e) # hp(e)
0 for hj(e) = hy(e)

)



For a fixed j,m, this equation implies that the inte-
grand (h;(e)—hp(e))vjm(e) is a piecewise constant func-
tion, which is equal to either 0 and Vj,, when j > m, or
0 and -V}, when j <m. To figure out at which points
this function jumps, we need to take a look at the defi-
nition of h,,(e), eq. (20). Then to calculate bj,,, we just
need to integrate over this piecewise function, which is
straightforward once we know where it jumps.

In order to identify this jump, we need to determine in
which region, in the interval 0 < e < AFE, h;(e) and h,,(e)
are not equal. First, we assume that j > m. Hence, Ej; is
also bigger than E,,, since we are assuming that E; are
ordered. Let us rewrite E,, as

E,, =n,AE + z,, (28)

for the maximal integer n,, such that z,, is a real number
in the interval 0 < x < AE. This shows

lEm—eJ_anAE+gcm—eJ_ N, for x,, > e
AE AFE “An, -1 foraz, <e
(29)

which implies that h,, is a piecewise constant function
made from two pieces with the jump at e = x.

Given that E; and E,, differ at most by AE, we con-
clude that in the decomposition

Ej :njAE+acj s (30)

n; can be either equal to n,, or n, +1. Let us first
consider the case n; = n,,. In this case (case 1), we have

forz;>e

(31)

LEj— J_anAEerj—eJ_ N,
AE AE -

n, -1 forx;<e

Noticing that our assumption E; > I, implies that x; >
T, We have

0 for e <z,
hj(e) = hm(e) =3 (-1)"*  for z,, <e <, (32)
0 for e > x;

In the opposite case (case 2), i.e. when n; = n,, +1, our
assumption F; > E,, implies z; < x,,, and we have

(-1)"  fore<uz;
hj(e) —hm(e) =10 for z; <e<ay, (33)
(=D)L for e > a,,

Then to get the full integrand, we plug in the vj,,(e)
again, whose sole role is to transform the negative sign
into the positive sign and to add Vj,,. This in case 1
gives

0 for e <z,

(hj(e) = hm(e))vjm(e) =1V;
0 fore>x;

for z,,, <e<z; (34)

while in case 2 we obtain

Vim fore<z;
(hj(e) = hm(€))vjm(e) =10
Vim for e>x,,

for x; <e<z, (35)

In case 1, we compute
bjm = Vim(2j = ¥m) = Vim(Ej = Em) = ajm.  (36)

In case 2, we compute
bjm = Vim(xj + AE =) = Vim(Ej = Em) = ajm. (37)

In both cases, we have shown that a;n, = bjn,. The case of
m > j follows from identical arguments. This concludes
the proof.

O

Lemma 2. Operator norms of 9(e) and V are equal for
every e, expressed mathematically as

loce) =V (38)

Proof. We prove lemma 2 by showing that ¢(e) and 1%
have same spectra. Then the Lemma follows directly
from the definition of the operator norm. Operator norm
is defined as

)
=S (39)

where the supremum goes over all vectors [¢). In the
case of bounded Hermitian operators, this is equivalent
to the supremum of absolutes value of eigenvalues of the
operator A,

|A] = sup A, (40)

which means that the same spectrum directly imply the
same operator norm between different operators.
We express each eigenvector |a) of the driving Hamilto-

nian V' in terms of eigenvectors of the initial Hamiltonian
H as

a) = Zlﬂj|Ej)~ (41)

By definition of an eigenstate, the following equation
holds:

N . N
agﬂley‘) =ala)=Vla)= 3 VimPmlE;). (42)

§,m=0

Therefore, the fact that |a) is an eigenstate of driving
Hamiltonian V is equivalent to that for all j,

N
m=1



Further, for each eigenvalue of the driving Hamiltonian
«, and for any arbitrary but fixed value of e, we define
the state |y(e)) (will we omit writing the dependence on
« for clarity), which we will prove to be an eigenvector
of operator ©(e) that corresponds to the same eigenvalue
(but now of operator ¥(e)) a. Thus, by doing this we
will show that V and #(e) have the same spectrum. We
define state |y(e)) as

N

v(e)) = Z

i (e)|Ej)- (44)

Coefficients 7;(e) are defined by a recurrence relation
71(e) = B
Yiw1(e) = {

'yj(e)ﬁ“l, for hj.i(e) > hj(e),  (45)
~i(e )ﬁfﬂ, for hj,1(e) < hj(e).

Since Vjy,, and vj,,(e) are zero when |E; — E,,,| > AE (as
follows from egs. (18) and (21)), we just need to consider
pairs of j,m that satisfy |E; - E,,| < AE.

First, we assume j > m. We will show that there is
at most one index k, j > k > m, for which hg.1(e) and
hi(e) are different. This statement is relatively clear
from Fig. 2: for |E; — E,,| < AE and a fixed e, the hor-
izontal line drawn at height of e can cross the red re-
gion into blue (or blue into red) at most once. To prove
this statement mathematically (which duplicates the vi-
sual proof), for a contradiction we assume that there are
two distinct indexes k and k&’ such that j > k' > k > m,
where the sign changes, i.e., for which hgy1(e) # hg(e)
and hyr41(e) # hgr(€). By definition of hg(e) (eq. (20)),

Ekr+1 — Ek >AFE. (46)

However, from j > k' > k > m and from the fact that we
assumed our energy levels to be ordered, we have

Ej -F,>FEw.1 - Eyg (47)

which according to eq. (46) means that E; - E,,, > AE,
which is in contradiction with our assumption |E; - E,,| <
AE.

So we just showed that for every combination j > m
there exists at most one index k, j > k > m, such that h(e)
changes sign at this index, i.e., hg(e) # hgr1(e). Using
this knowledge, we compute a ratio that will be useful
later in showing that |y(e)) is an eigenstate of ©(e). In
the case when k exists, we obtain ratio

ym(e) _ s ’Ys(e)
vi(e)  smm Vs+1(e) (48)
) { Hi?ln 6§i1 = Bm for hyi1(e) —he(e) >0

B
[ Bsil = _% for hyi1(e) —hi(e) <0

by the definition of v (eq. (45)).

Because k is the only point where value h(e) changes,
it means that h;(e) = hyi1(e) and hy,(e) = hi(e), which

means we can rewrite the above equation as

for hj(e) = hm(e) >0
for hj(e) — hm(e) <O.

’}/’”’L(e) — (49)

7i(e)
If such k does not exist, then hp,(e) = hpii(e) =« =
hj(e), in which case v, (e)/v;(e) = Bm/B;, so by includ-
ing this case we can generalize this the above equation
to

Ym(e) [ 5 forhi(e) ~hum(e) 20
vile) {—%ﬁj’ for ;) — hm(€) < 0. (50)

The case of m > j follows from identical arguments,
which result in a change of sign. Combining cases j > m,
j <m and j = m (which is trivial) together, we finally
obtain the ratio for any j and m as

%WL
= fm
Bj

Combining eq. (2

for (hj(e) = hm(€e))(j—m) >0
for (hj(e) —hm(e))(j—m) <0.
(51)

’Ym(e)
75(e)

1), (43) and eq. (51) we obtain

ngj Vim (e )7’”("’) = ngj Vin2m o, (52)

m=1 (6) m=1 o 6]

Using this property, we have
N

Z Ujm(e)'ym(e”Ej)

7jym=1

N
:04;%(6)|Ej)

d(e)l(e)) =
(53)
= aly(e)).

This directly implies that |y(e)) is an eigenstate of 9(e)
associated with eigenvalue a. Therefore V and ©(e) have

the same spectrum. By Eq. ( HV” [o(e)|, which
concludes the proof. O

Theorem 1. (Extended version of Theorem 1. shown in
the main text) For driving that couples energy levels with
at most AE energy difference, as expressed by eq. (18),
the following series of inequalities holds.

|7, V]

| <AEinf |V-D| <
D

(54)
where D are matrices diagonal in the eigenbasis of the
initial Hamiltonian H.

Proof By deﬁmtlon (20) the eigenvalues of h(e) are ei-
ther 5 or —5. Hence

l)] = (55)



holds for all e’s. Using lemma 1, | [H,V] | can be rewrit-
ten as

(7. V]

B H [t seae). (50

We apply the triangle inequality of operator norm two
times (once for the first and once for the second inequal-
ity) and obtain

NI
er—o [n(e), 0(e)]de

< [t des [ 2 i@ 10 d? |
o7

By lemma 2 and eq. (55), the right hand side of this
equation equals

A A A
[ el ta@lde= [
‘ (58)

Since any diagonal matrix D = Z;-VZI N IE; W Ej], com-

14

de = AE|V

mutes with H , we can make this bound tighter by min-
imizing over D. The key is to realize that if we de-
fine V! = V — D, where V satisfies eq. (18), then also
Vo= mezl(ij = 0imA;)|E;)(En| satisfies the same
equation, with the same AFE. Thus, equation (58) holds
also for operator V', and we have

[ V1l = [, v - D] V-D

|<AE

: (59)

which holds for any D which is diagonal in the energy
basis.

We can take the infimum over all such diagonal matri-
ces, which gives

|[. V]| = int [,V - D]

|<AEf|V-D| (60)
D

This represents the tightest bound obtained by the
present method.

To prove the theorem as it is written in the main text,
we restrict ourselves to the case of D = A\I. In this case
we can evaluate the infimum and obtain explicitly

I[#,V]| < AEinf |[V-D
P . (61)
<ABif [V-M| = AE[V -vmin| /2,
which proves the theorem.
O

II. LATTICE CASE

We consider a battery composed of L cells described
by initial Hamiltonian

L
o= H®Y, (62)
=1

10

We charge this battery by turning on the driving
Hamiltonian,

Vi = Y Vi), (63)

ieK (L,k)
where, by definition, each term in the summation couples
together at most k cells. Expressed mathematically,

K(L.k) = ) (L), (64)
n=1
C(L,TL) = {(’il,. . ,Zn)|21 < < ’Ln and ij € {].7 Ce ,L}},

where C(L,n) is a set of all combinations of n sites, and
Vi acts as an identity on the site which does not appear in
the index, i.e., for any local matrix MY =]g -l M®
I®--®1, where M is at the I-th place, if{ ¢ ¢ = (i1,...,1p),
then

(MO Vi(t)] = 0. (65)

Corollary 1. For identical cells, which have initial
Hamiltonian H = Zlel H®O where HV = [®--® [® H,®
I®---®1I and the driving Hamiltonian is of form (63), the
following inequality holds:

()] < k| i - ES)

min

V() - vmin ()| /2. (66)

where Er(ri)n is the single cell ground state energy. (In the

main text, we denoted Egnin = ESI)H for better readabil-
ity.)

Proof. The single site Hamiltonian has spectral decom-
position as Hy = ¥ EJ(S)|EJ(.S))(EJ(.S)|, where Ej(.s) is or-

dered by increasing energy, and |E](.S)) is the single site
energy eigenstate. The basis of the initial Hamiltonian is
rewritten as

7 O e gy g

H= Y EYEYNE (67)
G=(11)

where .7 = (j17j27"'ajL); EJ(S) = Zlel EJ(lS)7 and |E;S)> =

\E§f))®---®|EJ(.E)).
An element of the driving Hamiltonian given by

eq. (63), Vi, is decomposed in the basis of the initial
Hamiltonian as

(Ns, -+, Ns)

T

g,m=(1,-,1)

Vigm ESWES)). (68)

To understand this complicated expression, we illus-
trate the use of indexes as follows: 4 denotes positions of
all the sites which interact through V; (for example ¢ =
(1,2) means that only the first and the second site inter-
act), while j = (j1,...,j) and m = (mq,...,my) denote
energy eigenstates of each site (for example, for L = 4,
m = (1,2,1,4) corresponds to tensor product of local



energy eigenstates |E((i)2 L 4)) = |E£S))|E§S))|E§S))|E£S))).

Then by definition (using additionally 5 = (1,3,2,1)),

_ (s 9 (s)
Vao),as2100,214) = (E(i,3,2,1)|V(1,2)|E(i,2,1,4)> (69)

Many of the elements of V; are zero. To show that, let
us assume that [ ¢ . Then choosing M = |E;, }(E;,|, from
eq. (65) we obtain

0 = (E4|[MD, Vi()]|Em) = (Ej|Vi| En) (1= 65m,) (70)
Thus, if j; # m;, then
Vi jm = (Ej|Vi|Em) = 0. (71)

To summarize, for any [ ¢ 4, if j; # my, then V; jm =0. In
other words, every element V; j,, that is non-zero must
have the same indexes m; = j; for every [ ¢ <.

For example, element (69) is zero, because 3 ¢ & =
(1,2), and 2 = j3 # m3 = 1. Elements that are allowed
to be non-zero are, for example, V(i ) (1.3,1,1)(1,2,1,1);
Vi1,2),(2,4,2,1)(1,2,2,1): OF V(1,2),(3,3,3,3)(3,2,3,3)-

In order to prove the Corollary, we must show that for
all j and m such that |E; - Em| > k |, - ES),
E; and E,, are eigen energies of the full Hamiltonian
H =y, H®) implies

‘ (where

Vjm =0. (72)

If we manage to show that, because AFE is the mini-
mum of all such numbers (see eq. (18)), it must be that

k| i - ES), ‘ > AE. Thus, the Corollary will follow from
Theorem 1.
Because Er(gl)n is the difference between the

largest and the smallest eigenvalue of H,, it takes more
than k sites to achieve energy difference |Ej — E,,| big-

ger than k HH -E®

min

, meaning that at least k + 1 in-

dices (elements) in j and m must differ. To prove that
mathematically, for a contradiction we assume that there
are k' < k cells in which 5 and m are different, while

|Ej — Em| >k HH - E® |l We have

min

L
o 3 () () _ &) _ g6
‘E] Em| - |ZEjl E | |ZE] ) 7r(l)|

(73)

(s) _ ()
< Z|EJ O] m (Z)| <K

min ||’

where 7(1) is a relabeling of indices to include only those
where j; and m; are different. This is in contradiction

with our assumption. Thus, if |Ej — E,,| > k HH -E®

min

then vectors 5 and m have at least k+1 different elements.

However, since vector % in eq. (71) has at most k ele-
ments according to the assumption of the Corollary, but
there are at least k + 1 elements of 3 and m that differ,
according to that equation it must be that

Vijm = 0. (74)

11

This holds for every ¢ that make up V, thus also
Vim =0, (75)

which, by explanation below eq. (72), proves the Corol-
lary.
O

Finally, we prove eq. (17) in the main text.

Corollary 2. Let us consider identical cells, which have
initial Hamiltonian H = ZIL=1 HO where HD = [® - ®
li ®H,®1 ®"'®:f . Where we rewrite driving Hamiltonian
V=Yier(r,k Vi as

>

M=z
M=

V=2, ) V= (76)
k=14eC(L,k) k=1
The following inequality holds:
SR (s)
P < 3k |V = vemin| [ Hs - ESL 2. (77)
k=1

Proof. By triangular inequality, the charging power is
bounded as

N
\mquEsz;Mﬁyuw (78)

Using Corollary 1, we obtain

N
|P(t)] < Z L2, V]|

|| & - BS)

min

— Vk,min /2

III. RANDOM ALL-TO-ALL HAMILTONIAN

In this section, we estimate the normalization factor in
the SY-like Hamiltonian used as an example in the main
text, and we provide an explanation of why in Fig 1. (b)
the maximum decreases slightly with growing size of the
system L.

Let us consider a battery made of a random, 2-local,
all-to-all driving Hamiltonian given by

V=CV,, (80)

where
L
A A
0= Z Jijai g (81)

the couplings J;} are randomly extracted from a normal

distribution and C = " is a normalization factor

HVU—UO,mm



which ensures that ||V — Umin || = 2. We consider the initial
Hamiltonian to be H = ZiL=1 h&? .

Since C' depends on J;, which are randomly extracted
from a normal distribution, we see that C' as well changes
randomly in each simulation. Our goal is to estimate the
scaling of the quantity ”VO ~ V0, min H with the system size,
L.

To this end, we start by recalling that, for large L, the
eigenvalues of Vy, v ;, follow a Gaussian distribution. In
particular, they satisfy

(3 s = (Vo)) =0 (52)
as well as
2L
o2t = (;Uo,iz)J =(Tr(V§))s

L L
=<TY(Z 2 2 2. JGJiyeieen ”;—‘,)h,

i<j a=x,y,zi'<j' a’'=x,y, 2z
(83)

where (); denotes ensemble averaging over Jf. Since
trace of o® is 0, trace of elements in (83) are 0, except in
the case i =4', j = j' and a = o/. Using that the variance
of Ji% is 1, we obtain

022L:(Tr(i 3 (J%)QIL))J=3L(L_1)2L~ (84)

i<j =T,Y, 2 2

Hence, the eigenvalues of Vo, vg,i, follow a Gaussian
distribution having zero mean and variance given by

As last step, we need to estimate the expectation
value for the maximum among N numbers randomly ex-
tracted from a Gaussian distribution having vanishing
mean value and variance equal to . It can be shown,
[1], that such a maximum value goes like ov/2In N for
large N. As a result, using that, in our case, N = 2% the
mean value of Vo

—V0,min H
2

averaged over J;; takes the form
VO ~ U0, min || V0,max ~ Y0,min
(R ominly < (o~ L
L(L-1
~ 0/2n(2L) = \/3(2)2Lln2 — \BIA(L-1)In2

(85)

J = (vO,max>J

Motivated by this result, in Fig. 4 we numerically com-

puted <‘/[]_+m‘”)J for L up to 16 and we have fit-
ted the resulting values against an Ansatz of the form
an/L?(L - 1), with « being a fitting parameter. As it
is evident from the figure the agreement is excellent.
Thus, from the analytical estimate, Eq. (85), tested in
Fig. 3, we conclude that the normalization factor scales
as C o< \/L3(L-1).
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FIG. 3. Mean and standard deviation of HVO -9 min“ /2 for
each L. Total number of realization is 10000. The numerical

data are fitted against an Ansatz of the form ay/L?(L -1).
The fitting parameter, «, takes the value o = 0.964111.
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FIG. 4. (a) Number of the cases z +0.1 > H[V - ﬁ]” >z for
each L. Total number of realization is 10000. (b) Mean and
standard deviation of H[V - H] | for each L. Total number of
realization is 10000.

Now we will explain why in Fig 1. (b) the maximum
decreases slightly with growing size of the system L. Also

the quantity |[H, V]| is determined in terms Ji%; there-



fore, it also changes in each realization (instance) of the
simulation. Fig. 4 (a) shows the distribution (histogram)
of || [H,V] || as a function of L. As L increase, the shape
of distribution becomes sharper and localized around the
mean value ~ 2.5. Since Fig 1. (b) in the main text shows
the maxima from a finite number of 500 realizations, the
maximum drawn from this finite number also decreases.
Additionally, from Fig. 4 (b) we see that the standard
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deviation decreases faster with L than the raising of the
mean value. To conclude, the probability of getting large
values of || [H,V] || decreases with L. For this reason, the

expectation value of the maximum value of || [H,V] || re-
duces with L, if the number of realizations stays fixed for
every L. Since H [H,V] H is also an upper bound on maxi-
mum charging power P .y, We expect a similar behavior
also for this quantity.

[1] G. Kamath, “Bounds on the expectation of the maximum
of samples from a gaussian,” (2015).
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