
Projective measurements can probe non-classical work extraction and
time-correlations
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We demonstrate an experimental technique to characterize genuinely nonclassical multi-time cor-
relations using projective measurements with no ancillas. We implement the scheme in a nitrogen-
vacancy center in diamond undergoing a unitary quantum work protocol. We reconstruct quantum-
mechanical time correlations encoded in the Margenau-Hills quasiprobabilities. We observe work
extraction peaks five times those of sequential projective energy measurement schemes and in vi-
olation of newly-derived stochastic bounds. We interpret the phenomenon via anomalous energy
exchanges due to the underlying negativity of the quasiprobability distribution.

There is no unique way of defining a joint probabil-
ity for the multi-time statistics of quantum mechanical
quantities since even a single quantum observable does
not always commute with itself at different times. Nev-
ertheless, across the quantum sciences, multi-time fluctu-
ations of quantum-mechanical quantities, especially en-
ergy, play a crucial role. Correlation functions between
events at different times resemble joint probability distri-
butions for the eigenvalues of the observables, but they
are in general neither real nor positive. In fact, they are
represented by quasiprobabilities, akin to the well-known
Wigner function in quantum optics [1], but associated
with a process rather than a state. The standard def-
inition of a temporal correlation function between two
events described by projectors Πi(0) and Πf (t),

qKD
if = Tr [ρΠi(0)Πf (t)] , (1)

coincides with a Kirkwood-Dirac quasiprobability
(KDQ) [2–4], and the same goes for multi-time exten-
sions.

As we survey in [5], the centrality of the KDQ and
its real part, the Margenau-Hill quasiprobability (MHQ),
has only recently come to be fully appreciated. These
quasiprobabilities underpin analysis from perturbation
theory [5] to information scrambling [6, 7]. Weak val-
ues [5, 8, 9] are conditional KDQ [5, 7] and generalized
anomalous weak values are in one-to-one correspondence
with non-classical (negative or complex) KDQ quasiprob-
abilities [10, 11]. Negative values of the MHQ are linked
to quantum metrological advantages in both local and
postselected setups [12–14] and to power output advan-
tages in quantum thermodynamics [14].

Contrary to investigations of multi-time processes via
sharp measurements [15–18], experimental investigations
with quasiprobabilities have mostly focused on character-
izing states rather than processes. This has a long tra-
dition in quantum optics, where phase-space quasiprob-
abilities have been used extensively for tomographic
scopes [19–22]. To our knowledge, experimental access
to the KDQ and MHQ has been limited to weak mea-
surement schemes and, even then, mostly to characterize
states [23–27].

In such a context, the aim of our work is two-fold:
First, pave the way to the experimental study of the
role of non-commutativity in temporal correlations via
the MHQ. We do so by providing the first experi-
mental demonstration of a weak two-point measurement
(wTPM) scheme [5, 28], a protocol that – in contrast
to weak measurement schemes – requires neither an-
cillae nor fine-tuned system-ancilla couplings. In fact,
we reconstruct the back-reaction-free limit encapsulated
by quasiprobabilities not by a weak measurement, but
by linearly combining different projective measurement
schemes in such a way that different back-reactions can-
cel. Conceptually our idea can be seen as a twist on prob-
abilistic error cancellation techniques in quantum com-
puting, where several noisy circuits are sampled from to
reconstruct an ideal error-free limit [29]. This technique
can be deployed in quantum thermodynamics beyond the
scope of our study.

Second, we lay down the theoretical and experimental
ground for the study of non-classical energetic processes
via the MHQ. We measure work extraction peaks in a
driven three-level system up to five times those of the
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TPM scheme [30] and in violation of a newly introduced
stochastic bound. We explain this phenomenon by inter-
preting negative probabilities as non-classical pathways
of a stochastic process. Remarkably, the data required
to witness genuinely non-classical effects via violations of
the stochastic work bound can be obtained from mea-
surements routinely performed in TPM experiments.

We put this forward as a theoretical and experimental
framework to interpret the recently observed energetics of
superconducting qubits experiments [31], and more gen-
erally in quantum thermodynamics experiments showcas-
ing genuinely non-classical features.

Non-classicality.– The KDQ encodes temporal corre-
lations between quantum observables and so does its real
part, the MHQ. Here we focus on the latter. Given two
observables A(0) ≡ ∑i aiΠi(0) and B(t) ≡ ∑f bfΞf (t)
in terms of their eigenvalues ai, bf and their eigenprojec-
tors Πi(0), Ξf (t), and a quantum channel E describing
the system dynamics in the time interval [0, t], the MHQ
reads as

qif (ρ, t) = Re Tr
[
ρΠi(0)E†(Ξf (t))

]
, (2)

where E† denotes the adjoint of E and ρ is the quantum
state at t = 0. The MHQ is a quasiprobability, as it sat-
isfies

∑
if qif = 1 and qif ∈ R. The marginals over i (f)

reproduce the quantum outcome statistics of a measure-
ment of B(t) carried out at time t (A(0), carried out at
time 0). The MHQ, being a two-time correlator [32], en-
codes information about the process, including its linear
response and quantum currents [5, 33].

In our experiments A(0) and B(t) are the Hamiltonian
at times 0 and t and the channel is a unitary work pro-
tocol U , i.e., E(·) ≡ U(·) ≡ U(·)U†. The ‘unperturbed’
work 〈w〉t := Tr [H(t)ρ(t)] − Tr [H(0)ρ(0)] can be ob-
tained as the average

〈w〉t =
∑
i,f

qif (ρ, t)wif (3)

with wif = Ef (t) − Ei(0). Clearly, the same framework
applies to the study of temporal correlations beyond work
processes.

The quantum process has a stochastic (classical) inter-
pretation when qif ≥ 0 for all i, f . In fact, for fixed i, f ,
commutativity implies positivity: if (a) [ρ,Πi] = 0 or (b)
[Πi, E†(Ξf )] = 0 or (c) [E†(Ξf ), ρ] = 0, then qif ≥ 0 [5].
The converse does not hold, i.e., negativity is a stronger
property than non-commutativity [4]. In cases (a-b), qif
reduces to the TPM probability of observing outcomes
i followed by f in a sequential projective measurement
of the observables A(0) and B(t), with the intermediate
evolution E .

Negative values of qif indicate non-classicality in the
temporal correlations. These are associated with proofs
of contextuality [11, 34] and correspond to elementary
non-classical processes. For work protocols, crucially an

anomalous excitation process Ef > Ei (classically as-
sociated to work done, not extracted!) occurring with
‘negative probability’ qif < 0 is equivalent to a classi-
cal de-excitation process occurring with probability |qif |,
and hence contributes to the extracted work.

The non-classicality of the MHQ is defined via the neg-
ativity functional [4, 5, 35] [36]

ℵ ≡ −1 +
∑
i,f

|qif (ρ, t)| . (4)

For work extraction from pure states, we prove in the sup-
plemental material [37] an upper bound on the extracted
work Wext that holds whenever a stochastic interpreta-
tion is possible, i.e., ℵ = 0:

Wext ≡ −〈w〉t ≤
∑

i,f s.t. wif>0

wif

√
pTPM
if pEND

f , (5)

where pTPM
if ≡ piTr [U(Πi)Ξf (t)], with pi = Tr [ρΠi],

are the joint probabilities from the TPM scheme, and
pEND
f ≡ Tr [U(ρ)Ξf (t)] is the END-time energy measure-

ment probability [38]. Standard TPM experiments sat-
isfy this inequality. Hence, its violations indicate work
extraction peaks above TPM that can only occur be-
cause negativity is at play. We will look for these peaks
in the experimental data by optimizing the negativity
of anomalous excitation processes within the experimen-
tally achievable parameters.
Measurement scheme.– We present an experi-

mental implementation of the wTPM measurement
scheme [28], a non-selective (NS) 2-outcome projective
measurement that checks whether the initial energy is Ei
or NOT Ei, followed by unitary evolution and a projec-
tive measurement of the final Hamiltonian. The wTPM
joint probabilities read

pwTPM
if ≡ Tr [U(ρNS,i)Ξf (t)] , (6)

where ρNS,i = piρi + (1 − pi)ρi, ρi = ΠiρΠi/pi, and
ρi = (I − Πi)ρ(I − Πi)/(1 − pi). The state ρNS,i can be
obtained by performing non-selective projective measure-
ments with projectors Πi and I−Πi or, equivalently, by
the preparation of the states ρi and ρi with the corre-
sponding probabilities (as in our experiments).

This joint probability is related to the MHQ [5, 28] by

qif = pTPM
if − 1

2

(
pwTPM
if − pEND

f

)
, (7)

i.e., the MHQ is given by three distinct contributions [39]
that stem from applying in three separate sets of runs the
wTPM protocol, the TPM and END schemes [40].
Experimental setting.– We use as a quantum sys-

tem the electronic spin of an NV center in bulk diamond
at room temperature. NV centers are defects in a dia-
mond lattice with an orbital ground state that is a spin
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triplet S = 1. The degeneracy in the spin quantum num-
ber mS is lifted due to the zero field splitting and to the
presence of an external bias field aligned with the spin
quantization axis. The NV spin qutrit can be optically
initialized into mS = 0 (|0〉) by illuminating the defect
with a green laser [41]. Moreover, the spin state can be
read out by detecting the photoluminescence (PL) after
a laser illumination, as the PL intensity depends on the
spin projection mS [42, 43]. In addition, on-resonance
microwave fields are used to coherently drive the spin,
with coherence times up to milliseconds (at room tem-
perature) [44, 45]. By virtue of these properties, NV cen-
ters are broadly used for quantum technologies, such as
quantum sensing [46–48], quantum information [49, 50]
and, recently, for quantum thermodynamics [51–53].

A time-varying Hamiltonian is implemented by coher-
ently driving the NV spin with a microwave field with
phase changing in time. More specifically, the spin qutrit
is driven by a bi-chromatic microwave field on-resonance
with both the transitions |0〉 ↔ |−1〉 and |0〉 ↔ |+1〉.
In the microwave rotating frame, the Hamiltonian of the
system (after the rotating wave approximation) is

H(t) = Ω1 (Sx1 cosφ1t+ Sy1 sinφ1t) +

Ω2 (Sx2 cosφ2t− Sy2 sinφ2t) , (8)

where ~ = 1, Sα are the spin operators defined in terms of
the Gell-Mann matrices, and the Hamiltonian amplitude
Ω1 (Ω2) and rate of phase increase φ1 (φ2) correspond
respectively to the Rabi frequency and the phase of the
driving field for the transition |0〉 ↔ |+1〉 (|0〉 ↔ |−1〉),
as detailed in [37]. See also [37] for more details on the en-
ergy level structure and the driving fields. To simplify the
measurements in the time-varying energy eigenbasis, we
remove the time dependency on one of the Hamiltonian
eigenstates by setting Ω1 = Ω2 = Ω and φ1 = φ2 = φ.
The eigenstates of the Hamiltonian (8) are: |E±(t)〉 =
1
2 (|1〉± 1√

2
eiφt |0〉+ |−1〉), and |E0(t)〉 = 1√

2
(|−1〉 − |1〉),

with eigenvalues E± = ±Ω and E0 = 0. Thus, the
projectors of interest are Ξk(t) = |Ek(t)〉〈Ek(t)| and
Πk(0) = |Ek(0)〉〈Ek(0)| for k = +, 0,−. Note that
[H(0), H(t)] 6= 0 for tφ/π 6∈ Z. Hence, the system en-
ergy changes during the unitary evolution under H(t),
meaning that work is exchanged between the NV spin
and the microwave field.

Work quasiprobabilities.– The MHQ plays a role
in thermodynamics, where the characterization of work,
heat, and internal energy fluctuations in quantum pro-
cesses calls for novel tools to account for exquisitely quan-
tum effects. The seminal TPM scheme [30, 54, 55] is
unable to capture non-commutativity [56]. This moti-
vated the use of the MHQ to characterize non-classical
work fluctuations [57] and anomalous heat exchanges due
to quantum correlations [58]. However, experimental
realizations remained limited, due to the challenge of
adapting TPM experiments to access work quasiprobabil-
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FIG. 1. Experimental results from the END scheme [panel
(a)], and from the measurements of the conditional probabili-
ties obtained by initializing the qutrit in the states ρi [panels
(b)] and ρi [panels (c)]. The solid lines denote the simulations
using Eq. (8) with Ω = (2π)2.219 MHz and φ = 1.09 Ω. Note
that the data for f=0 are always constant. This is a conse-
quence of setting φ1 = φ2 = φ. In such case, the interaction
between the NV center and the two microwave fields corre-
sponds to a Stimulated Raman Adiabatic Passage (STIRAP)
in the two-photon resonance condition [59] (see also [37]). The
data outside the interval [0, 1] is originated by photon shot
noise during the PL read-out, hence affecting the PL normal-
ization (see text).

ities. Here, we experimentally reconstruct the MH work
quasiprobability on the NV center using only projective
energy measurements and pure state preparations. This
paves the way for a range of other TPM experiments to
adopt the same strategy.

We take the initial state to be pure ρ = |ξ〉〈ξ| [60].
One can therefore reconstruct pEND

f , pTPM
if , and pwTPM

if

by measuring a set of conditional probabilities of the form

p(f |ψ) ≡ Tr [U(|ψ〉〈ψ|)Ξf (t)] , (9)

where |ψ〉 depends on the scheme that we want to imple-
ment. We directly measure pEND

f = p(f |ξ) for the END
scheme. Instead, for the TPM and wTPM schemes we
measure the conditional probabilities p(f |i) and p(f |i)
by initializing the quantum states ρi and ρi, respec-
tively, and we combine them as pTPM

if = pi p(f |i) and

pwTPM
if = pip(f |i)+(1−pi)p(f |i) (we recall pi = Tr[ρΠi]).

The results for the measurements of pEND
f , p(f |i) and

p(f |i) are shown in Fig. 1. The protocol to measure
these conditional probabilities is based on our previous
works [51–53]; however, the full description of the proto-
col is also included in [37]. The main idea is the following:
First, the qutrit is prepared into the pure state |ψ〉 = |ξ〉,
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FIG. 2. (a-c) Measured MHQs qif as a function of time. The blue circles correspond to f = −, the orange squares to f = 0, and
red triangles to f = +. The solid line represents the simulated data, while the dashed black line corresponds to

∑
f |qif |. Note

that only q−+ [panel (c)] exhibits negative values. (d) Experimental measurements (green circles) of the negativity [Eq. (4)] as
a function of time (solid green line represents the simulated data). For almost all the interaction time t the negativity is larger
than zero, hence overcoming the classical limit (dotted line) and entering into the non-classical region (blue area). This region

is bounded from above by
√
d− 1 (dashed line), where d = 3 is the dimension of the system’s Hilbert space [5].

|i〉 or |i〉, depending on the measurement scheme (END,
TPM, wTPM). Then, it evolves under the time-varying
Hamiltonian H(t) in the time interval [0, t]. At the end
of the protocol, we optically read out the probability that
the energy of the system is Ef (t), i.e., p(f |ψ). As men-
tioned before, the PL intensity (averaged over ∼ 106 rep-
etitions of the experiment) encodes information about
the spin state. Hence, by normalizing the average PL
with respect to reference PL levels we obtain p(f |ψ) [37].
Note that the optical read-out is destructive, hence, for
each given initial state, we perform independent experi-
ments for each value of t and for each of the three Hamil-
tonian projectors Ξf (t).

We can now obtain the MHQ work distributions at
each t by combining the results of all the previous mea-
surements as dictated by Eq. (7). The results are shown
in Fig. 2a-c. From Eq. (4) the non-classicality is quanti-
fied by the negativity of the measured work distribution.
Its experimental values are plotted in Fig. 2d.

Work extraction.– Let us focus now on the ther-
modynamics of the driven qutrit. In Fig. 3 we compare
the experimental data for the average extracted work in
the TPM scheme, −〈w〉TPM

t , with the unperturbed ex-
tracted work Wext = −〈w〉t. In our experiment, the
TPM (projective measurements) reduces the efficiency
of the work extraction process. Comparing Fig. 3 and
Fig. 2 we observe that peaks in the average work co-
incide with peaks in negativity (non-classical process).
What is more, Fig. 3 shows that the stochastic bound
of Eq. (5) for work extraction is violated, showing that
these peaks are high enough that they can only occur
when qif turns negative. The bound in Eq. (5) is a pow-
erful tool for witnessing non-classicality, as it relies only
on the combination of the TPM statistics and END-time
energy measurements.

A physical interpretation of the non-classical work can

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
t [µs]

−0.5
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0.5

1.0

1.5 −〈w〉t /Ω −〈w〉TPM
t /Ω

FIG. 3. Average unperturbed extracted work Wext =
−〈w〉t =

∑
i piEi(0)−

∑
f p

END
f Ef (t), and average extracted

work in the TPM scheme, −〈w〉TPM
t = −

∑
i,f p

TPM
if wif . The

striped region on top (bottom) indicates violations of the
stochastic work extraction (injection) bounds, achievable only
if ℵ 6= 0 [see Eq. (5) and [37]].

be given by noting that, in our experiments, negativity
is concentrated in the anomalous excitation processes –
negativity of the MHQ distribution is associated with
the largest exciting transition, w−+ = 2Ω [Fig. 2a-c].
Classically this transition contributes to work done but
quantumly it enhances work extraction. This negativity
is destroyed in the TPM scheme, resulting in decreased
work extraction. Theoretical considerations often focus
on the total negativity ℵ, but from a thermodynamic
point of view, our experiments indicate that it is the dis-
tribution of negativity among the outcomes that plays a
crucial role. In fact, numerical simulations [37] show that
our experimental conditions are both close to minimizing
q−+ as well as maximizing the extracted work.
Conclusions.– We presented the first experimental

implementation of a wTPM scheme, reconstructing the
Margenau-Hills work quasi-distribution for a spin qutrit.
Our platform of choice has been an NV center in diamond
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driven by a microwave field acting as a work reservoir.
Our experiment demonstrates how to reconstruct gen-

uinely non-classical effects in a work process using pro-
jective measurements only, without the need for ancillae
and fine-tuned couplings, with similar resource require-
ments as the TPM.

Furthermore, we found that peaks in the work extrac-
tion are associated with peaks in non-classicality in the
form of negativity. In fact, the height of the observed
work peaks was such that they can only be explained by
the presence of negativity. We proved this by introduc-
ing a new stochastic bound for work processes [Eq. (5)]
that allows inferring negativity without even implement-
ing the wTPM measurement scheme. Thus, we witness
non-classicality with minimal adjustments to TPM ex-
periments already in place. Since the TPM scheme has
been implemented in a variety of platforms [17, 18, 51–
53], we expect our demonstration will herald further ex-
perimental studies on such set-ups.

We gave a general interpretation of the nonclassi-
cal work phenomenon as an anomalous energy process,
where negativity flips the conventional directionality of
selected stochastic transitions, transforming contribu-
tions to work done into contributions to work extracted
– leading to the observed peaks. We highlighted the
thermodynamic relevance of the ‘negativity distribution’,
beyond usual considerations of total negativity. The
enhanced work extraction resembles recently reported
anomalous energy exchanges in superconducting qubit
systems [31, 61]. We believe our work will provide a suit-
able interpretative and experimental framework for that
setup, but we leave this study for future work.

Finally, our experiment can provide access to the
multi-time correlations of a driven unitary dynamics.
This suggests an alternative path to witnessing relevant
process properties, such as scrambling [35], by combin-
ing independent experiments that involve projective mea-
surements only and no ancillae. This is particularly rel-
evant in view of the results in [62] linking, in the case
of diagonal initial states, a TPM characteristic function
to the out-of-order-correlations (OTOC) witnessing in-
formation scrambling. These results can be generalized
beyond the diagonal case when access to the MHQ is
granted. The potential use of wTPM schemes to extract
information from the dynamics of many-body systems is
another future line of research suggested by our work.

Acknowledgments. We gratefully thank F. Poggiali for
critical reading of the manuscript. S.H.G. acknowledges
the financial support from CNR-FOE-LENS-2020. S.G.
acknowledges The Blanceflor Foundation for financial
support through the project “The theRmodynamics be-
hInd thE meaSuremenT postulate of quantum mEchan-
ics (TRIESTE)”. A.B. acknowledges support from the
Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Re-
search Foundation) project number BR 5221/4-1. A.L.
acknowledges support from the Israel Science Founda-

tion (Grant No. 1364/21). The work was also supported
by the European Commission under GA n. 101070546–
MUQUABIS.

∗ shergom@mit.edu; Current address: Research Labora-
tory of Electronics, Massachusetts Institute of Technol-
ogy, Cambridge, MA 02139

† stefano.gherardini@ino.cnr.it
‡ lostaglio@protonmail.com

[1] E. Wigner, “On the quantum correction for thermody-
namic equilibrium,” Phys. Rev. 40, 749–759 (1932).

[2] J. G. Kirkwood, “Quantum statistics of almost classical
assemblies,” Phys. Rev. 44, 31–37 (1933).

[3] P. A. M. Dirac, “On the analogy between classical and
quantum mechanics,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 17, 195–199
(1945).

[4] D. R. M. Arvidsson-Shukur, J. Chevalier Drori, and
N. Yunger Halpern, “Conditions tighter than noncom-
mutation needed for nonclassicality,” J. Phys. A: Math.
Theor. 54, 284001 (2021).

[5] M. Lostaglio, A. Belenchia, A. Levy, S. Hernández-
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Supplemental Material: Projective measurements can probe non-classical work
extraction and time-correlations

DETAILS ON THE EXPERIMENTAL SETUP

As described in the main text, the three level system realized for our experiments is based on the spin triplet S = 1
of the orbital ground state of an NV center, with Hamiltonian

HNV = ∆S2
z + γeBSz , (S1)

where ∆ = 2.87GHz is the zero-field-splitting, γe denotes the electron gyromagnetic ratio, and B is a bias magnetic
field aligned with the NV quantization axis z (determined by the orientation of the NV defect in the diamond lattice).

The spin triplet is driven by two continuous on-resonance microwave (MW) fields addressing the transitions |0〉 ↔
|−1〉 and |0〉 ↔ |+1〉. Hence, overall the spin dynamics can be described by the Hamiltonian

H(t) = HNV + (Ω1 cos(ω+1t+ ϕ1(t)) |+1〉〈0|+ Ω2 cos(ω−1t+ ϕ2(t)) |−1〉〈0|+ h.c.) , (S2)

where Ω1 and Ω2 are the Rabi frequencies for the transitions |0〉 ↔ |+1〉 and |0〉 ↔ |−1〉, respectively. In addition,
ω±1 = ∆±γeB denote the frequencies, and ϕ1(t) and ϕ2(t) are the time-varying phases of the MW fields. The energy
level structure of the qutrit and its interaction with the MW fields is depicted in Fig. S1(a).

In the microwave rotating frame (defined by the unitary transformation V = exp[jt(ω+1 |+1〉〈+1|+ω−1 |−1〉〈−1|)],
with j2 = −1) and after applying the rotating wave approximation, the Hamiltonian H(t) reads as

H(t) = Ω1 (Sx1 cosϕ1(t) + Sy1 sinϕ1(t)) + Ω2 (Sx2 cosϕ2(t) + Sy2 sinϕ2(t)) . (S3)

The Hamiltonian (S3) is defined in terms of the spin operators Sx1 = 1√
2
λ1, Sy1 = 1√

2
λ2, Sx2 = 1√

2
λ6, Sy2 = 1√

2
λ7,

where λi are the Gell-Mann matrices:

λ1 =

0 1 0
1 0 0
0 0 0

 ; λ2 =

0 −i 0
i 0 0
0 0 0

 ; λ6 =

0 0 0
0 0 1
0 1 0

 ; λ7 =

0 0 0
0 0 −i
0 i 0

 . (S4)

In our experiments, we select the time-varying phases so that they change linearly in time, i.e., ϕ1(t) = φ1t and
ϕ2(t) = −φ2t. Therefore, Eq. (8) in the main text is recovered from Eq. (S3). The energy level structure in the MW
rotating frame is sketched in Fig. S1(b).

FIG. S1. Energy diagram for the NV center spin triplet. (a) In the laboratory frame according to the Hamiltonian H(t) in
Eq. (S2). (b) In the MW rotating frame, as described by the Hamiltonian H(t) in Eq (S3) (or Eq. (8) in the main text). (c)
In a rotating frame where the Hamiltonian is effectively time-independent, as in Eq. (S5). It is worth noting that in frame (c),
the time-varying phase of each MW field can be reinterpreted as detuning.

Finally, let us note that we can describe the system dynamics in a different rotating frame for which the Hamiltonian
is time independent. In fact, instead of the MW rotating frame, we can express Eq. (S2) by transforming it in the
rotating frame determined by the unitary transformation V = exp [jt ((ω+1 + φ1) |+1〉〈+1|+ (ω−1 + φ2) |−1〉〈−1|)].
In this new frame and after the rotating wave approximation, the time-independent Hamiltonian is:

H̃ = Ω1Sx1 − φ1Sz1 + Ω2Sx2 + φ2Sz2 , (S5)

where Sz1 = |+1〉〈+1| and Sz2 = − |−1〉〈−1|. The diagram of the energy level structure for this new rotating frame
is shown in Fig. S1(c). Observe that this diagram represents a Stimulated Raman Adiabatic Passage (STIRAP)
experiment for a three-level ladder scheme [59].
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PROTOCOL TO MEASURE CONDITIONAL PROBABILITIES

As discussed in the main text and in Ref. [5], the MHQ distribution qif can be reconstructed by combining three
different measurement schemes: END, TPM, and wTPM. These schemes involve projective measurements and non-
selective measurements, as illustrated in Fig. S2a. These measurements provide the probability pEND

f , and the joint

probabilities pTPM
if and pwTPM

if . In order to access such probabilities with our experimental platform, we take advantage

of the fact that all pEND
f , pTPM

if , pwTPM
if can be expressed in terms of the conditional probabilities p(f |ψ) [see Eq. (9)

in main text], as detailed in Fig. S2a. This is convenient because, with our experimental setup, we can measure
p(f |ψ) for each of the different initial states |ξ〉, |i〉, and |i〉, which allow us to reconstruct the END, TPM, and wTPM
probabilities. In order to measure p(f |ψ), we follow the protocol described in Fig. S2b-c. The qutrit is initially prepared
in the pure state |ψ〉 ∈ {|ξ〉, |i〉, |i〉}. To prepare |ψ〉, we initialize the system into |0〉 and we apply the mw gate Ri such
that Ri(|0〉〈0|) = |ψ〉〈ψ|. Note that this is possible since |ψ〉 is a pure state for any of the schemes (see main text). The
qutrit then evolves unitarily under the Hamiltonian [Eq. (8) in main text] for a time t. During this unitary evolution,
the quantum system exchanges work with the microwave field. Finally, we measure the probability that the energy of
the system is Ef (t), i.e., we read-out p(f |ψ). In order to achieve this, we apply a microwave gate Rf to the quantum
system, such that Rf (Ξf ) = |0〉〈0|, and then we measure the PL intensity. As mentioned in the main text, the average
PL value depends on the spin projection mS , so we normalize it with respect to the PL reference levels to obtain
the probability for the qutrit to be in the state |0〉: Tr [Rf (U(|ψ〉〈ψ|)) |0〉〈0|] = Tr[U(|ψ〉〈ψ|)R−1

f (|0〉〈0|)] = p(f |ψ).
Note that the eigenstates of the Hamiltonian change in time, hence the gate Rf depends on the final time t. For a
given initial state we perform independent experiments for several values of t and for each of the three Hamiltonian
projectors Ξf (t). Due to the low photon collection efficacy and shot-noise of the detector, each of these experiments
is repeated around 106 times in order to obtain the average PL.

PL

mw

readout

laser

FIG. S2. (a) Diagram showing the three different schemes END, TPM, and wTPM (from top to bottom) that are needed to
access MHQ distribution. The schemes are based on projective measurements (PM) and non-selective measurements (NSM) of
the Hamiltonian H(t), our measurement observable. The END scheme consists of a single PM at time t, by directly initializing
the system in ρ = |ξ〉〈ξ|. Instead, the TPM scheme prescribes a PM at the beginning of the protocol, and a second PM at time t.
Finally, the wTPM scheme is similar to the TPM, but the first PM is replaced by an NSM. (b-c) Protocol for the measurement
of the conditional probability p(f |ψ) to get the energies Ef (t) conditioned on the initial pure state |ψ〉. A resonant microwave
(mw) [blue] is used to coherently control the spin. A green laser [green] is used to initialize the spin into |0〉, and to allow the
optical read-out [red] of the probability for the system to be in the state |0〉. The mw gate Ri (Rf ) maps |0〉 into |ψ〉 (Ξf into
|0〉〈0|).
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FIG. S3. Distributions qif and pTPM
if (pif in labels to simplify notation) for each value of wif at t = 0.3 µs, which is one of

the times when the negativity ℵ is maximized. The values for wif = 0 are not shown since they do not contribute to work
extraction.

ROLE OF NON-CLASSICALITY FOR ENHANCED EXTRACTABLE WORK

In Fig. 3 in the main text we show the comparison between the work values 〈w〉t associated with the MHQ
distribution and the average 〈w〉TPM

t corresponding to the TPM scheme. In doing this, we also make use of the
experimental data obtained from the implementation of the weak two-point measurement (wTPM) scheme.

From the figure, we can observe that the presence of non-classicality, in the form of negativity of the MHQs, entails
a larger extractable work that is maximum when also ℵ takes its maximum value. The physical explanation of this
effects relies in the fact that non-classicality is able to transform the average work done by the system into extractable
work, and vice versa. Let us analyze this statement more in detail. The average work 〈w〉t ≡

∑
i,f qif (Ef − Ei) of a

MHQ work distribution can be equivalently written as

〈w〉t =
∑
i,f

µif‖q‖sgn(qif ) (Ef (t)− Ei(0)) , (S6)

where the set of µif ≡ |qif |/‖q‖ forms a classical probability distribution respecting the Kolmogorov’s axioms of
probability theory, ‖q‖ ≡∑if |qif | that is denoted as total negativity (‖q‖ = 1 if no MHQs are negative), and sgn(·)
is the sign function that is equal to +1 if (·) is positive and −1 otherwise. Hence, by defining Ef (t) ≡ ‖q‖sgn(qif )Ef (t)
and Ei(0) ≡ ‖q‖sgn(qif )Ei(0), we can interpret the average MHQ work 〈w〉t by means of a classical stochastic process
defined by the set of probabilities {µif}, i.e.,

〈w〉t =
∑
i,f

µif
(
Ef (t)− Ei(0)

)
. (S7)

One can thus compare Eq. (S7) with the average TPM work 〈w〉TPM
t , and then explain why non-classicality (negativity

of MHQs in our experimental case-study) can entail a larger amount of extractable work. In fact, when negativity
of the single term qif is present, positive work terms Ef (t)− Ei(0) ≥ 0 (corresponding to work done by the system)
changes sign and they transforms in Ef (t)− Ei(0) < 0, i.e., work that can be extracted from the system. Moreover,
always in case of negativity, the effective energies E are obtained by multiplying E for ‖q‖ ≥ 1. Hence, the extractable
work originated by non-classicality is larger –in absolute value– than the corresponding positive work terms (done
by the system) that enter the TPM work average. Fig. S3 shows an instance of this key aspect by comparing the
TPM and MHQ distributions at a time instant corresponding to one of the peaks of the negativity of MHQs in
our experiment. All the negativity in the MHQ work distribution is associated with the largest exciting transition,
w−+ = 2Ω that, classically, would contribute to the work done but quantumly it enhances the work extraction. This
negativity is destroyed in the TPM scheme, resulting in decreased work extraction.

It worth noting that the fact that the value of the extracted work according to the MHQ is larger than the one
evaluated with the TPM scheme per se is not a proof of non-classicality. In fact, let us consider the case entailed by
our experiment with a unitary work protocol U , an initial pure state |ξ〉, and rank-1 projectors on the initial and final
energy eigenstates, i.e., Πi = |Ei(0)〉〈Ei(0)| and Ξf = |Ef (t)〉〈Ef (t)|. Then, the MHQ is given by

qif = Re 〈ξ|Ei(0)〉 〈Ei(0)|U† |Ef (t)〉 〈Ef (t)|U |ξ〉, (S8)
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with

〈ξ|Ei〉 = e−iΦ
(I)
i
√
pi (S9)

〈Ei|U† |Ef (t)〉 = e−iΦ
(C)
if

√
p(f |i) (S10)

〈Ef (t)|U |ξ〉 = e−iΦ
(E)
f

√
pEND
f . (S11)

Here, pi ≡ | 〈Ei(0)| ξ〉|2 are the initial probabilities, p(f |i) ≡ | 〈Ef (t)|U |Ei(0)〉 |2 are the conditional probabilities of
observing the outcome Ef (t) in the final projective measurement conditioned on having as initial state |Ei(0)〉, and
pEND
f = | 〈Ef (t)|U |ξ〉 |2 are the probabilities of the end-point measurement protocol. Thus, noticing that the TPM

scheme probabilities are given by pTPM
if = pi p(f |i), we end up with

qif = Aif

√
pTPM
if pEND

f , (S12)

where we have defined Aif ≡ cos
(

Φ
(I)
i + Φ

(C)
if + Φ

(E)
f

)
∈ [−1, 1]. From the last expression one can see that the MHQ

can be larger or smaller than their TPM counterpart depending on the end-point probabilities and the activities Aif .
The latter encode quantum interference and, indeed, qif ≥ 0⇐⇒ Aif ≥ 0. Now, let us assume that the probabilities
of the TPM and end-point schemes are fixed, and define the extracted (when positive) work as

Wext ≡ −〈w〉t = 〈ξ|H(0) |ξ〉 − 〈ξ|U†H(t)U |ξ〉 . (S13)

Hence, we see immediately that, if Aif ≥ 0 ∀ i, f , then

Wext ≤
∑

i,f s.t. Ei>Ef

(Ei − Ef )
√
pTPM
if pEND

f , (S14)

which gives a classical upper bound to the extracted work. Fig. 3 in the main text shows that, in our experiment,
we violate this classical bound. Such violation is a witness of non-classicality of the dynamical process of work. An

analogous bound can be found when considering the absorbed work: 〈w〉t ≤
∑
i,f s.t. Ei<Ef

(Ef − Ei)
√
pTPM
if pEND

f .

MAXIMIZING THE AMOUNT OF EXTRACTABLE WORK: NUMERICAL ANALYSIS FOR GENERIC
PARAMETERS OF THE NV CENTER HAMILTONIAN

As described in the main text, the interaction between an NV center with an on-resonance microwave field results
in the Hamiltonian [Eq. (8) in the main text] (expressed in the MW rotating frame) that, after the rotating wave
approximation, reads as

H(t) = Ω1 (Sx1 cosφ1t+ Sy1 sinφ1t) + Ω2 (Sx2 cosφ2t− Sy2 sinφ2t) . (S15)

Here, we aim to identify (i) the parameters for which qif is minimized (for at least one set of i, f), (ii) the parameters
for which the average MHQ extracted work Wext = −〈w〉t is maximized, and (iii) the parameters for which the
negativity ℵ is maximized. Note that, a single set of parameters do not necessarily fulfill all the above conditions
(i), (ii), (iii). In order to achieve this, we run numerical simulations for 10000 different sets of random parameters
{ΩR

1 , φ
R
1 ,Ω

R
2 , φ

R
2 }, such that {Ω1, φ1,Ω2, φ2} = {ΩR

1 , φ
R
1 ,Ω

R
2 , φ

R
2 }, and we calculate min[qif ], min[〈w〉t], and max[ℵ]

for each set of parameters. The min[·] and max[·] are calculated over the time interval t ∈
(
0, 2π/

√
2(Ω2

1 + Ω2
2) + φ2

1

)
.

The longest time value in this interval corresponds to a period of the dynamics in the case with φ2 = φ1. In addition,
the considered random parameters correspond to random floating-point numbers in the intervals ΩR

1 ∈ [1, 20] MHz,
φR

1 ∈ [−2ΩR
1 , 2ΩR

1 ], ΩR
2 ∈ [1, 20] MHz, and φR

2 ∈ [−2ΩR
2 , 2ΩR

2 ]. For each set of parameters, the initial state is a random
pure state ρ = |ξ〉〈ξ|, with |ξ〉 = aeiφa |+1〉+beiφb |0〉+

√
1− a2 − b2 |−1〉, where a, b, φa, φb are random floating-point

numbers in the intervals [0, 1], [0,
√

1− a2], [0, 2π), and [0, 2π) respectively.
The results of the numerical simulations are summarized in Fig. S4. From these results it is evident that the

condition φ1 = φ2 allows for the minimization of qif , as well as the maximization of Wext. In contrast, in order
to maximize the negativity ℵ, it is more convenient to select the parameters of the system Hamiltonian such that
φ1 6= φ2.
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FIG. S4. Results of the numerical simulations. In both panels (a)-(b), each empty blue circle represents the result for a set of
random parameters of the system Hamiltonian and a random initial pure state. For each empty blue circle there are two orange
crosses corresponding to the cases φ1 = φ2 = φR

1 and φ1 = φ2 = φR
2 . Instead, the red circle with the error bars represents

the experimentally measured values, as detailed in the main text. Finally, in panel (b), the horizontal line denotes the upper

bound of the non-classicality measure ℵ. Such a bound is equal to
√
d− 1, where d = 3 is the dimension of the Hilbert space

of the system [5].
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