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Gragoatá, 24210-346 Niterói, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

A. Saguia
E-mail: asaguia@id.uff.br
Instituto de Fı́sica, Universidade Federal Fluminense, Av. Gal. Milton Tavares de Souza s/n,
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Gragoatá, 24210-346 Niterói, Rio de Janeiro, Brazil

Abstract. We introduce a counter-diabatic approach for deriving Hamiltonians modeling
superchargable quantum batteries (QBs). A necessary requirement for the supercharging
process is the existence of multipartite interactions among the cells of the battery. Remarkably,
this condition may be insufficient no matter the number of multipartite terms in the
Hamiltonian. We analytically illustrate this kind of insufficiency through a model of QB based
on the adiabatic version for the Grover search problem. On the other hand, we provide QB
supercharging with just a mild number of global connections in the system. To this aim, we
consider a spin-1/2 chain with n sites in the presence of Ising multipartite interactions. We then
show that, by considering the validity of the adiabatic approximation and by adding n terms of
(n − 1)-site interactions, we can achieve a Hamiltonian exhibiting maximum QB power, with
respect to a normalized evolution time, growing quadratically with n. Therefore, supercharging
can be achieved by O(n) terms of multipartite connections. The time constraint required by
the adiabatic approximation can be surpassed by considering a counter-diabatic expansion in
terms of the gauge potential for the original Hamiltonian, with a limited O(n) many-body
interaction terms assured via a Floquet approach for the counter-diabatic implementation.
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1. Introduction

Quantum batteries (QBs) are devices able to store and distribute energy in a quantum
network [1, 2, 3, 4]. They are fundamental ingredients for quantum processes for which
energy transfer is triggered by specific events, being stored otherwise. Examples are provided
by quantum thermal machines [5, 6], where energy should be provided to and extracted
from a quantum system in parts of a cycle. In order to be applied in a real scenario, QBs
are expected to exhibit several features. Firstly, it is desired that QBs behave as reliable
devices, keeping its charge under parameter fluctuations and environment effects (see, e.g.,
Refs. [7, 8, 9, 10]). Secondly, QBs must be stable as a function of time, which means that
the dynamics asymptotically drive the system to a charged or discharged state. The stability
problem can be solved by an adiabatic quantum evolution [11, 12, 13, 14]. A third desired
property, which radically distinguishes QBs from classical devices, is the supercharging
behavior [1]. Indeed, it has been shown that, due to quantum correlations [15], QBs may
attain a fast charging regime, with maximum power growing quadratically with respect to the
size n of the quantum system [16, 17, 18], while classical (non-interacting) batteries exhibit
power behaving linearly with n. In this supercharging scenario, the quantum advantage, as
measured by the ratio between the maximum quantum and classical power, shows then an
extensive scaling with respect to the size n of the system.

The supercharging property requires, as a necessary but not sufficient condition, that
multipartite (global) interactions are present in the quantum system [18]. Remarkably, what
provides sufficiency for supercharging is still under debate. Here, we introduce a counter-
diabatic approach for deriving Hamiltonians modeling superchargable QBs. We start by
analytically illustrating the insufficiency of global couplings through a model of QB based
on the adiabatic version for the Grover search problem [19]. Our aim with this example is
to corroborate the idea that the underlying mechanism behind supercharging is a nontrivial
problem. On the other hand, we provide an adiabatic scheme for supercharging that may
involve just a mild number of multipartite connections in the system. In this direction, we
consider a spin-1/2 chain with n sites in the presence of Ising multipartite interactions. In
this model, the time-dependent Hamitonian H(λ(s)) depends on a smooth bounded function
λ(s), which is defined in terms of a normalized parameter s = t/T (0 ≤ s ≤ 1), with t
denoting the instantaneous time and τ the total time of evolution. We then show that, by
considering the validity of the adiabatic approximation and by adding n terms of (n − 1)-
site interactions, we can achieve a Hamiltonian exhibiting maximum QB power, with respect
to the normalized time s, growing quadratically with n. Therefore, supercharging can be
achieved by O(n) terms of multipartite connections. Naturally, as we increase n, the power
with respect to the instantaneous time t will be affected by the adiabatic time constraint,
potentially reducing the power performance. However, the detrimental effects of the total
adiabatic time, which increases with the size of the system, can be surpassed by considering
a counter-diabatic driving for the original Hamiltonian [20, 21, 22]. As usual, the exact
counter-diabatic dynamics remove the adiabaticity constraints over the evolution time at the
expense of adding non-local terms in the total Hamiltonian [23]. We solve this problem by
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considering a counter-diabatic series for the gauge potential [24], which approximates the
adiabatic dynamics at arbitrary precision. The expansion can be implemented through the
original O(n) global terms in the Hamiltonian within a Floquet approach [25]. Therefore, as
we will show, we can keep supercharging in the Floquet Ising QB with just a mild set of O(n)
multipartite interactions, which may be fully implemented with current technology.

2. Grover Battery

In this section, we introduce a charging process of a QB based on the adiabatic realization
of the Grover algorithm [19], where the desired (”marked”) element is an excited state of the
battery. For the sake of comparison, we first introduce the driving Hamiltonian for a classical
(parallel) charging of single-qubit cells of a QB as

H∥(t) = Ω0

n∑
k=1

[
f (t)σ(k)

x + g(t)σ(k)
z

]
=

n∑
k=1

Hk
∥ (t), (1)

whereΩ0 sets the Hamiltonian energy scale, n is the number of cells of the battery, and σx and
σz are the Pauli operators defined in the computational basis {|n⟩}, with n ∈ {0, 1}, such that
σz|n⟩ = (−1)n+1|n⟩, σx|0⟩ = |1⟩, and σx|1⟩ = |0⟩. Throughout the manuscript, we adopt ℏ = 1.
As it can be seen, the above Hamiltonian drives a system of n quantum cells (e.g., spin−1/2
particles) in a parallel (non-interacting) charging, where the k-th cell is independently driven
by the local Hamiltonian Hk

∥
(t).

The system ergotropy [26], i.e., the extractable energy by unitary operation, is defined
here with respect to the reference Hamiltonian Href =

∑
kΩ0σ

(k)
z . Therefore, by choosing the

time-dependent functions g(t) and f (t) such that g(0) = f (τ) = 1 and g(τ) = f (0) = 0, for
a sufficiently large time τ, the k-th quantum cell will be driven from the ground state of its
Hamiltonian Ω0σ

(k)
z to the ground state of the Hamiltonian Ω0σ

(k)
x , which is a charged state

with respect to the reference Hamiltonian Href. Globally, according to the adiabatic theorem,
the system driven by the Hamiltonian H∥(t) will evolve from the initial state |Eempty⟩ = |0⟩⊗n

(passive state of Href), to the half-charged state |Ehc⟩ = |+⟩
⊗n, with |+⟩ = (|0⟩ + |1⟩)/

√
2.

Since we are transitioning throughout pure states, the ergotropy available for extraction is then
provided by the difference ∆E = Ehc−Eempty = nΩ0 between the energy Ehc = ⟨Ehc|Href |Ehc⟩ =

0 of the half-charged state and the energy Eempty = ⟨Eempty|Href |Eempty⟩ = −nΩ0 of the empty
state. Therefore, ∆E can be seen as the maximum storage capability of the QB. This scenario
constitutes the classical charging scheme to be used as a benchmark for the study of the
collective (quantum) charging protocols.

Let us now introduce the Grover battery, which is a model for QB with global interactions
based on the adiabatic realization of the Grover algorithm [19]. By considering a Hilbert space
of dimension N = 2n, we define the driving Hamiltonian by

H(s) = f (s)(1 − |Ehc⟩⟨Ehc|) + g(s)(1 − |Eempty⟩⟨Eempty|), (2)

where we have defined the normalized time s = t/τ. By preparing the system in the
empty energy state |Eempty⟩ and by letting the system evolve under adiabatic dynamics from
t = 0 until t = τ, this Hamiltonian allows us to achieve the same final state as the parallel
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Hamiltonian H∥(t), but now through collective (global) interactions. Notice that the final
(target) state can be expressed as

|Ehc⟩ = |+⟩
⊗n =

1
√

N

N−1∑
i=0

|i⟩, (3)

which is a uniform superposition of computational basis states. Therefore, the systems evolves
from the discharged state |Eempty⟩ to the half-charged (target) state |Ehc⟩ of the battery.

Since the Hamiltonian in Eq. (2) has |Eempty⟩ as the only privileged state in the
computational basis, we can express the state vector with only two independent complex
amplitudes, a(s) and k(s), reading

|ψ(s)⟩ = a(s)
[
|Eempty⟩ + k(s)

√
N|Ehc⟩

]
, (4)

where the normalization of the state vector provides

|a(s)|2 =
1

1 + (N − 1)|k(s)|2
, (5)

with k(s) determined by the quantum dynamics. The performance of the QB is governed by
its instantaneous power, which can be defined as

P(s) =
1
τ

d
ds
⟨ψ(s)|Href |ψ(s)⟩. (6)

By using that Href is diagonal in the computational basis and that Tr[Href] = 0, we can obtain
the instantaneous power in terms of k(s) as given by

P(s) =
∆E
τ

N(
1 + (N − 1)|k(s)|2

)2 d
ds
|k(s)|2, (7)

where we have explicitly inserted the normalization condition provided by Eq. (5). From
Eq. (7), we can analyze the charging properties of the Grover Hamiltonian.

We will consider the adiabatic evolution for the QB driven by the Hamiltonian H(s) in
Eq. (2). This is due to the fact that, as previously mentioned, adiabaticity allows for a stable
charging protocol [11, 12, 13]. In that case, we can analytically determine the amplitude k(s)
for the state vector in Eq. (4). Starting the evolution in the ground state of H(0), the system
will continuously evolve to the instantaneous ground state of H(s), with k(s) = kad(s) given
by

kad(s) = 1 −
1 −
√

1 − 4 f (s)g(s)N

2N f (s)
, (8)

where N ≡ 1 − 1/N. We consider two different interpolation protocols in Eq. (2), the linear
interpolation, defined as

flin(s) = s, glin(s) = 1 − s, (9)

and the optimal interpolation [19], as given by quantum adiabatic brachistochrone [27, 28]

fBrach(s) =

√
N − 1 − tan

[
(1 − 2s) arctan

(√
N − 1

)]
2
√

N − 1
, (10)
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s = 0 s = 1
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Time Evolution
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Figure 1. (a) Schematic description of the charging protocol, with the QB initially at the
empty charge state. Throughout the quantum evolution, ergotropy is injected in the QB until
its final half-charged state. (b) Scaling of the maximum power for both linear and optimal
interpolations. We have added the function N−1/2 as a dashed line for comparison. We have
also normalized Pmax by defining P0 = Ω0∆E. (c) Behavior of the brachistochrone as function
of the time for different QB sizes.

and gBrach(s) = 1 − fBrach(s). Notice that the charging process through the Grover
Hamiltonian in Eq. (2) requires the emergence of many-body interacting terms, including
n-body contributions (as shown in Fig. 1a).

Similarly to the adiabatic realization of the Grover algorithm, the total charging time
scales as τlin → O(N) for the linear interpolation and τBrach → O(

√
N) for the optimal

interpolation [19]. By taking into account each interpolation schedule and the expression
for kad(s), we can obtain the instantaneous power from Eq. (7), where we consider the
total evolution time τ as τlin = N/Ω0 and τBrach =

√
N/Ω0. Then, we can investigate the

scaling of the charging power as a function of N. As a metric of performance, we adopt the
maximum power throughout the evolution, which is defined by Pmax = maxs P(s). Indeed,
this is the metric adopted in the Ref. [18] to prove the necessity (but no sufficiency) of
global interactions to achieve the supercharging behavior. In Fig. 1b, we show the scaling
of the maximum power as a function of N for the two interpolations considered. Notice that,
for both interpolation protocols, Pmax decreases with the number of qubits approximately as
N−1/2 = 2 (−n/2), failing to achieve the classical power associated with independent batteries
in parallel, which grows linearly with n. Remarkably, the scaling of the brachistochrone
achieves a slightly enhancement with respect to the linear implementation. This result has
been previously observed, for the case of single-cells superconducting QBs [29]. Our model
suggests the generalization of such a result to many-cells QBs. Here, this advantage comes
mainly as a response of the change of the shape of the brachistochrone curve as N increases, as
shown in Fig. 1c. In fact, notice that the asymptotic flat shape arises due to the brachistochrone
curve sensitivity to changes in the minimum energy gap of the Grover Hamiltonian, around
s = 0.5, for different values N.

We could accelerate the adiabatic algorithm by adding counter-diabatic fields and
interactions to the Hamiltonian [20, 21, 22]. However, this will, at most, remove the adiabatic
time constraint, multiplying Pmax by the total time τ of evolution, which behaves as O(N)
for the linear interpolation and O(

√
N) for the optimal case. Therefore, even by adopting a

counter-diabatic dynamics, the power Pmax still fails to achieve a classical power behavior.
This illustrates the insufficiency of many-body interactions to achieve QB supercharging.



Quantum battery supercharging via counter-diabatic dynamics 6

3. Many-body Ising battery in a transverse magnetic field

Let us now discuss a QB model exhibiting optimal supercharging behavior with a just mild
set of many-body interactions. For the sake of comparison with the Grover charging, here we
will consider the same reference Hamiltonian given by Href as before. As depicted in Fig. 2a,
differently from the Grover battery, the time-dependent Hamiltonian is provided by a spin-
1/2 chain with n sites under a z-basis local magnetic field supplied by n terms of (n− 1)-body
interactions, reading

H(λ(s)) = (1 − λ(s))Href + λ(s)Ω0

n∑
i=1

n∏
j,i

σx
j , (11)

where λ(s) is an oscillating interpolation function given by

λ(s) = sin2
[(
π

2

)
sin2
(
π s
2

)]
. (12)

Notice that, since the dimensionless time s varies from 0 to 1 throughout the evolution, the
oscillating parameter λ(s) behaves as 0 ≤ λ(s) ≤ 1. We will then adiabatically evolve the
system from the ground state of a pure magnetic field in the z direction (the discharged state)
until the ground state of a pure multi-qubit Ising interaction in the x direction (the half-
charged state). Indeed, as shown in Ref. [18], global interactions are necessary to achieve
supercharging behavior, even though they are far from sufficient for this task, as we have
explicitly shown for the Grover battery. Concerning the specific oscillatory form of the driving
protocol λ(s), it is motivated by the adiabatic optimization of boundary conditions, so that the
first and the second derivatives of λ(s) with respect to s vanish at the beginning and end of the
protocol [30, 31].

In order to investigate the maximum power for the adiabatic implementation of the QB,
we will start by redefining the power to a normalized version with respect to the dimensionless
time s, which is given by

P(s) =
d
ds
⟨ψ(s)|Href |ψ(s)⟩. (13)

Since we are interested in the scaling performance of the battery with respect to the
system size n, we now consider the maximum power Pmax(n) = maxs P(s) with respect to
s. In Fig. 2b, we show the scaling of Pmax(n) as we increase the number of sites n. Notice
that Pmax(n) achieves the quadratic optimal behavior expected for QB, obtaining therefore the
quantum extensive advantage with respect to the classical linear behavior.

In order to achieve supercharging, we must now show that the maximum power with
respect to the instantaneous time t (instead of s) keeps the quadratic behavior as we increase
n. By defining the maximum instantaneous power Pmax as Pmax = (1/τ)Pmax, we must take
into account the scaling of τ as a function of n. Notice that the adiabatic dynamics requires
a slow evolution, with a total time τ constrained to be much greater than the inverse of the
minimal energy gap squared [32]. In order to understand the scaling of the gap, we can
look at the second-order derivative of the ground state energy with respect to λ(s). This is
shown in Fig. 2c. This plot indicates the existence of a second-order (continuous) quantum
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Figure 2. (a) Schematic description of the (n − 1)-spin interaction terms of the Ising
Hamiltonian in Eq. (11) (for the case n = 4). Differently from the Grover QB, n-spin
interaction terms are not present in the system. (b) Scaling of the maximum power for the
adiabatic dynamics of the multi-qubit Ising spin-1/2 interaction in a magnetic field. (c) The
second derivative of the ground state energy with respect to λ, which shows a second-order
(continuous) quantum phase transition in the model.

phase transition for the model, which implies a polynomial shrinking of the gap as we
increase the size n of the system. Therefore, the maximum instantaneous power P(n) will be
polynomially reduced due to the adiabatic constraint over τ. Naturally, this is detrimental for
the supercharging behavior, since the quadratic scaling will be lost in view of the polynomial
scaling of τ with respect to n.

We can restore the supercharging scaling by applying a counter-diabatic correction to the
Hamiltonian. To this end, we will consider the time-dependent Hamiltonian as H(λ(t)), with
t = sτ, so that we aim at removing the constraint over the total time τ. The auxiliary counter-
diabatic terms allow for a fast charging protocol by compensating the diabatic excitations that
naturally occur in fast evolutions. For a general Hamiltonian, the counter-diabatic correction
can be added so that we obtain a counter-diabatic Hamiltonian HCD(t) in the form

HCD(t) = H(λ(t)) + λ̇Aλ(t), (14)

where λ̇ ≡ dλ/dt andAλ(t) is the adiabatic gauge potential [24], whose matrix elements read

⟨m|Aλ|n⟩ = i⟨m|∂λn⟩, (15)

with {|n⟩} denoting the eigenbasis of the original Hamiltonian H(λ). The adiabatic potential
can be approximated by an expansion given by [25]

A
(ℓ)
λ = i

ℓ∑
k=1

αk [H(λ), [H(λ), · · · , [H(λ)︸                         ︷︷                         ︸
2k−1

, ∂λH(λ)]]] , (16)

where ℓ determines the order of the expansion and the set {αk} denotes variational parameters
to be fixed by minimizing the action S ℓ:

S ℓ = Tr G2
ℓ , G2

ℓ = ∂λH(λ) − i
[
H(λ),A(ℓ)

λ

]
. (17)
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(a) (b)

Figure 3. Fidelity F (t) with respect to the adiabatically evolved state for the unassisted
dynamics under H(λ(t)), the counter-diabatic (CD) expansions for ℓ = 1, 2 and the
corresponding Floquet evolutions (FE) for ℓ = 1, 2. The length of the chain is taken as n = 4
and the total time of evolution is set as (a) τΩ0 = 0.25 and (b) τΩ0 = 0.1. The frequencies are
ω0 = 2πΩ0 and ω = 103ω0 for ℓ = 1 and ω = 104ω0 for ℓ = 2.

We observe that the exact gauge potential can be recovered in the limit ℓ → ∞ [25]. For
a finite ℓ, the approximate gauge potential can be directly computed from Eq. (16). This
approach turns out to entail the inclusion of further many-body interaction terms, which would
invalidate the picture of supercharging behavior with just O(n) many-body interaction terms.

In order to avoid the inclusion of extra global interactions beyond O(n) contributions of
(n−1)-body terms, we will engineer the gauge potential with a Floquet protocol. The Floquet
Hamiltonian can be seen as an oscillating approximation for the counter-diabatic Hamiltonian,
reading

HF (t) =
[
1 +

ω

ω0
cos(ωt)

]
H(λ(t)) +

 ∞∑
k=1

βk sin[(2k − 1)ωt]

 dH
dλ

dλ
dt
, (18)

where ω0 is a reference frequency, ω is the Floquet frequency, and βk are the Fourier
coeeficients which, up to second order, are given by [25]

β1 = 2ω0α1, β2 = 2ω0

[
24ω2

0α2 + 3α1

]
. (19)

The reference frequency ω0 is typically set by the excitation energy of the system, while the
Floquet frequency is taken as much greater than ω0. Notice also that the Fourier coefficients
βk depend on the variational parameters αk introduced in Eq. (16) for the approximation of
the gauge potential.

As a figure of merit for the battery charging process, we look at the fidelity F (t) between
the dynamically evolved state |ψ(t)⟩ and the adiabatically evolved state |ψad(t)⟩, which would
drive the system to a charged state. Mathematically, we can write F (t) = |⟨ψad(t)|ψ(t)⟩|. Now,
as an illustration, we set n = 4 and consider two choices for the total time of evolution:
Ω0τ = 0.25 (as in Fig. 3a) and Ω0τ = 0.1 (as in Fig. 3b), both of which are much less than
the adiabatic time scale. Then, in Fig. 3, we plot the fidelity F (t) for a number of distinct
evolutions, namely, the unassisted evolution (UA) under H(λ(t)), the counter-diabatic (CD)
expansions for ℓ = 1, 2 and the corresponding Floquet evolutions (FE) for ℓ = 1, 2. Notice
that the UA evolution is unable to drive the system to the target state, since we are in a
fast charging regime (Ω0τ is too small and, therefore, the dynamics is far from the adiabatic
approximation) . On the other hand, the CD expansion up to order ℓ = 2 is able to approximate
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the dynamics to the adiabatic evolution. Remarkably, this approximation to the target state
can be also well attained by the Floquet Hamiltonian, which has the advantage of keeping the
number of global interactions as O(n), such as in the original Hamiltonian H(λ(t)).

It is worth mentioning that the quantum charging considered in the many-body Ising QB
does not violate the requirements of genuine quantum advantage [16, 18]. In fact, to identify
whether a QB is taking advantage of artificial coupling resources during its charging process,
we can compute the ratio between the driving potential parameter vdv for each evolution. Such
a parameter is defined for the parallel vdv

∥
and collective vdv

# charging as

vdv
∥ = ||V̂∥ − vmin

∥ ||, vdv
# = ||V̂# − vmin

# ||. (20)

where || · || denotes operator norm and V̂∥ and V̂# are the charging potential for the parallel and
collective charging Hamiltonians, respectively, with vmin

∥
and vmin

# their minimum eigenvalue.
As observed in Refs. [16, 18], whenever the ratio r = vdv

# /v
dv
∥
≤ 1, the QB is not taking

advantage of artificial energy resources during its charging performance. Therefore, by taking
the Hamiltonian in Eq. (1) as the parallel charging and the Hamiltonian in Eq. (11) as the
collective charging, we identify that V̂∥ = Ω0

∑n
i=1 σ

x
j and V̂# = Ω0

∑n
i=1
∏n

j,i σ
x
j . Then

vdv
∥ = ||V̂∥ − vmin

∥ || = Ω0 ||
∑

i

σx
j + n1|| = 2 n Ω0, (21)

vdv
# = ||V̂# − vmin

# || =

 Ω0 ||
∑

i
∏

j,i σ
x
j + n1|| = 2 n Ω0 (for n even),

Ω0 ||
∑

i
∏

j,i σ
x
j + (n − 2)1|| = 2 (n − 1) Ω0 (for n odd),

(22)

where the last equality in Eqs. (21) and (22) are obtained by taking into account that all the
individual operators in the sum commute among themselves and with the identity operator,
exhibiting a common basis of eigenvectors. Hence, r ≤ 1, indicating that the quantum
charging considered here provides a genuine quantum charging advantage.

4. Conclusions

We have introduced a counter-diabatic approach to provide quantum extensive advantage
for a QB with respect to classical batteries. In this scenario, we have shown that a spin-
1/2 chain with just O(n) terms of global Ising interactions is already capable of achieving
quadratic instantaneous maximum power with respect to the number n of particles, which is
in contrast with the linear behavior for the classical charging. This method can be generalized
for other physical systems for QBs. Indeed, the idea is to find out an adiabatic dynamics
providing extensive advantage in terms of the normalized time s via a tractable number of
many-body interactions. Then, in order to remove the adiabatic time constraint, we can use a
Floquet approximation for the counter-diabatic Hamiltonian so that fast charging can be kept
without the necessity of adding extra many-body interactions. For future developments, we
intend to consider more general battery models and physical implementations in experimental
platforms available with current technology.
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