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Thermalization processes degrade the states of any working medium, turning any initial state into a passive
state from which no work can be extracted. Recently, it has been shown that this degradation can be avoided
if two identical thermalization processes take place in coherently controlled order, in a scenario known as
the quantum SWITCH. In some situations, control over the order even enables work extraction when the
medium was initially in a passive state. This activation phenomenon, however, is subject to a limitation: to
extract non-zero work, the initial temperature of the medium should be less than half of the temperature of the
reservoirs. Here we analyze this limitation, showing that it still holds true even when the medium interacts
with 𝑁 ≥ 2 reservoirs in a coherently-controlled order. Then, we show that the limitation can be lifted when
the medium and the control systems are initially correlated. In particular, when the medium and control are
entangled, work extraction becomes possible for every initial value of the local temperature of the medium.

I. INTRODUCTION

Thermalization is the prototype of an irreversible thermo-
dynamical process. When interacting with a thermal bath of
infinite heat capacity, macroscopic systems typically lose their
initial state, eventually converging to a thermal distribution
with the same temperature as the bath [1]. Thermalization
phenomena are not limited to the macroscopic scale, but can
also take place in microscopic systems, whose dynamics are
governed by the laws of quantum mechanics [2, 3]. In the
quantum regime, the overall effect of a complete thermaliza-
tion process is described by a quantum channel (completely
positive trace-preserving map) [4, 5]: specifically, it is de-
scribed by a thermalization channel, which transforms any
initial state of the system into a Gibbs state at the same tem-
perature of the reservoir. Since Gibbs states have minimal free
energy [6], thermalization can be interpreted as a complete
degradation of thermodynamic resources. This degradation
also affects the ergotropy [7], namely the maximum amount of
work that can be extracted from the system through a unitary
evolution. Indeed, Gibbs states are known to be completely
passive [8, 9], meaning that no work can be extracted unitarily
from them, even if infinitely many copies are available (see
also [10, 11] for a discussion from the quantum information
perspective).

Recently, it has been observed that the degradation of re-
sources due to thermalization can be partially avoided if two
thermalization processes are forced to act in an indefinite or-
der, using a setup known as the quantum SWITCH [12, 13].
In the quantum SWITCH, the order of application of two
processes on a target system is coherently controlled by the
state of another quantum system, which in general can be

put in a coherent superposition of states triggering different
orders. Superposition states of the control system then result
in an indefinite order of application of the two processes, and
this indefiniteness has been found to benefit many informa-
tion processing tasks, including channel discrimination [14–
18], quantum communication complexity [19, 20], quantum
metrology [21–25], and communication capacity enhance-
ment [26–31] as well as estimation of quantum resources [32].
In particular, the works on quantum communication showed
that measurements on the control system can induce cleaner
evolutions on the target system: for example, two completely
depolarizing channels applied in an indefinite order can give
rise to non-depolarizing evolutions conditionally on the out-
comes of measurements on the control [26, 31]. This idea
has found applications in the thermodynamic setting, where
the quantum SWITCH of two thermalization processes in-
duces non-thermal evolutions of the target system, benefiting
quantum cooling [33–36], quantum battery charging [37], and
work extraction [38–40]. Notably, thermalization processes
happening in an indefinite order can even generate thermody-
namic resources, transforming thermal states into states with
non-zero free energy [38] and non-zero ergotropy [39].
The ability to extract non-zero work with thermal states

and thermalization channels in an indefinite order, however,
is subject to a strict limitation: in order to produce output
states with non-zero ergotropy, the target system must be
initially cooler than the reservoirs used in the thermalization
processes. Specifically, the initial temperature of the target
system, denoted by 𝑇in, must satisfy the bound

𝑇in <
𝑇bath

2
, (1)

where𝑇bath is the temperature of the reservoirs [39]. When the
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condition (1) is not satisfied, the quantum SWITCH outputs
passive states, from which no work can be extracted unitarily.
In this paper, we investigate the origin of the temperat-

ure bound (1) and show how the bound can be overcome.
First, we consider a setup involving 𝑁 ≥ 2 thermalization
processes taking place in an order determined by a control
system. In this setting, we show that increasing 𝑁 leads to
larger work extraction when the temperature bound (1) is
satisfied. However, work extraction remains impossible when
the temperature bound (1) is violated. We then consider a
scenario where the target system is initially correlated with
the control system. Following [41–43], we require that the
target system be locally in a thermal state, while the control
and the target are allowed to share classical or quantum cor-
relations. In this setting we show that the presence of classical
correlations between the work medium and the system con-
trolling the order allow to partially break the temperature
bound (1), while quantum entanglement enables work ex-
traction for every value of the local temperature of the target
system.

Our results identify the lack of correlations between target
and control as the origin of the temperature bound (1). Viewed
together with recent results on quantum communication [44],
they highlight the value of quantum correlations between
target and control as a new resource for quantum protocols
boosted by coherent control over the causal order.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec-
tion II, we introduce the necessary framework and recall the
concepts of ergotropy and thermal maps, and the quantum
SWITCH. In Section III, we discuss action of the quantum 𝑁 -
SWITCH on identical thermal maps and recover the threshold
temperature bound 𝑇𝐶 for the activation of ergotropy. In
Section IV, we generalize the quantum SWITCH setup by
allowing correlations between the input thermal state and the
control qubit and exhibit the possible configuration to over-
come the temperature bound. Last but not least, in Section V,
we draw the conclusions and possible future directions as well
as applications of the results.

II. FRAMEWORK

A. Ergotropy of a quantum state

Amodel of work extraction in the quantum domain involves
a quantum system 𝑆 with Hamiltonian 𝐻𝑆 =

∑
𝑘 𝜖𝑘 |𝜖𝑘⟩⟨𝜖𝑘 |,

used as a working medium. The internal energy of the sys-
tem can be modified by coupling the system to a macroscopic
source, such as a classical control field, mathematically repres-
ented by an external time-dependent potential 𝑉𝑆 (𝑡) [7]. In
most applications, the potential is gradually switched on, start-
ing from zero at some time 𝑡0, and later is gradually switched
off, reaching zero again at some later time 𝑡1 > 𝑡0. During
this period of time, the system undergoes a unitary evolution
governed by the effective Hamiltonian 𝐻 ′

𝑆
(𝑡) = 𝐻𝑆 + 𝑉𝑆 (𝑡)

with 𝑉𝑆 (𝑡) = 0 for 𝑡 ≤ 𝑡0 and for 𝑡 ≥ 𝑡1.
The average change of internal energy due to the action of

the potential can then be quantified as ⟨Δ𝐻𝑆 ⟩ = Tr[𝐻𝑆𝜌0] −
Tr[𝐻𝑆𝜌1] where 𝜌𝑖 is the system’s state at time 𝑡𝑖 , for 𝑖 ∈ {0, 1}.
The average change of internal energy can be interpreted as
a measure of the amount of work the system can perform
under the driving of the external potential 𝑉𝑆 (𝑡), under the
assumption that all the energy drawn from the system is
converted into work. To maximize the work, the potential
should be engineered so that the final state 𝜌1 has the smallest
possible energy. Since the possible potentials 𝑉𝑆 (𝑡) generate
all possible overall unitary transformations from time 𝑡0 to
time 𝑡1, the maximum extractable work can be written as

𝑊 (𝜌0) = Tr[𝐻𝑆𝜌0] −min
𝑈

Tr[𝐻𝑆 𝑈𝜌0𝑈
†] , (2)

where the minimum runs over all possible unitary transform-
ations. This leads to the following definition.

Definition 1 (Ergotropy). Given a work storage 𝑆 in state 𝜌 ,
the maximal work that can be extracted from it via unitary
cycles defines ergotropy of 𝜌 :

𝑊 (𝜌) = max
𝑈

Tr[𝐻𝑆 (𝜌 −𝑈𝜌𝑈 †)], (3)

where 𝐻𝑆 is the Hamiltonian of 𝑆 .

1. Ergotropy and the role of quantum coherence

Different variants of the notion of ergotropy can be ob-
tained by restricting the optimization in Eq. (2) to certain
subsets of unitary transformations. One such variant is the in-
coherent ergotropy, defined as the maximum work extractable
by incoherent unitaries [45], as highlighted in the following
Definition.

Definition 2 (Incoherent ergotropy). Given a work storage 𝑆
in state 𝜌 , the maximal work that can be extracted from it via
unitary transformations of the form

𝑈 =

𝑑−1∑︁
𝑘=0

𝑒𝑖𝜃𝑘 |𝜋 (𝑘)⟩⟨𝑘 |, (4)

where 𝜃𝑘 ∈ [0, 2𝜋) is an arbitrary phase for every 𝑘 ∈
{0, 1, . . . , 𝑑 − 1}, and 𝜋 is a permutation, defines incoherent
ergotropy𝑊inc (𝜌) of 𝜌 .

The incoherent ergotropy𝑊inc can be interpreted as the
maximal work that can be extracted from 𝜌 by permutating
its energetic populations. Therefore, it can be equivalently
characterized as the ergotropy of the decohered state 𝜌diag :=∑

𝑘 ⟨𝜖𝑘 |𝜌 |𝜖𝑘⟩ |𝜖𝑘⟩⟨𝜖𝑘 |, obtained by setting to zero all the off-
diagonal elements of 𝜌 in the energy basis [45]:

𝑊inc (𝜌) =𝑊 (𝜌diag) . (5)
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For qubits, it takes the simple expression

𝑊inc (𝜌) = max
{
0,Δ𝐸

(
𝜌11 − 𝜌00

)}
, (6)

with Δ𝐸 := 𝜖1−𝜖0 and 𝜌𝑘𝑘 := ⟨𝜖𝑘 |𝜌 |𝜖𝑘⟩ for 𝑘 ∈ {0, 1}, showing
that a quantum state has incoherent ergotropy if and only if
it exhibits population inversion in the energy basis.
The rest of ergotropy, i.e., the difference between𝑊 (𝜌)

and𝑊inc is associated with the work that can be extracted by
consuming the coherence stored in 𝜌 . For this reason, it is
denoted as coherent ergotropy [45], as highlights the following
Definition.

Definition 3 (Coherent ergotropy). Given a work storage
𝑆 in state 𝜌 , the difference between its ergotropy 𝑊 (𝜌) and
incoherent ergotropy𝑊inc defines the coherent ergotropy of 𝜌 :

𝑊coh :=𝑊 (𝜌) −𝑊inc . (7)

For qubits, the coherent ergotropy has the simple expres-
sion [45]

𝑊coh (𝜌) =
1
2

(
𝜂 −

√︁
𝜂2 − 4|𝜌01 |2

)
, (8)

where 𝜌01 is the off-diagonal element 𝜌01 := ⟨𝜖0 |𝜌 |𝜖1⟩, 𝜂 :=√︁
2𝑃 (𝜌) − 1, and 𝑃 (𝜌) is the purity 𝑃 (𝜌) := Tr(𝜌2). Note that

the coherent ergotropy is non-zero if and only if the state has
non-zero coherence between the two energy levels.

In this paper, for the sake of simplicity, we focus on a qubit
system 𝑆 characterized by Hamiltonian 𝐻𝑆 = 𝜖0 |𝜖0⟩⟨𝜖0 | +
𝜖1 |𝜖1⟩⟨𝜖1 | with 𝜖0 > 𝜖1. Without loss of generality, the cor-
responding energies can be rescaled as 𝜖0 = 0 and 𝜖1 = 1:
therefore, in Sections III and IV, we consider a system 𝑆 with
a Hamiltonian

𝐻𝑆 = |1⟩⟨1|. (9)

2. Ergotropy and correlations with environment

In the previous sections, we have identified how a given
state 𝜌 of a quantum system can be used as fuel to perform
work by manipulating its Hamiltonian. So far, we treated the
system as isolated. However, taking into account the presence
of environment, the quantum system can share correlations
with it which can be exploited to increase the amount of work
extractable from 𝜌 . For example, treating some part of envir-
onment correlated with 𝑆 as an ancilla 𝐶 , having access to
outcomes of measurements occurring on 𝐶 provides informa-
tion on the state of 𝑆 that can be used to enhance the work.
Indeed, let us assume that the work medium and ancilla are
in a joint state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 with Tr𝐶 [𝜌𝑆𝐶 ] = 𝜌 . The ancilla 𝐶 cannot
be accessed directly, however, it can undergo a measurement,
which is formally described by the corresponding positive
operator-valued measure (POVM)ΘΘΘ. In turn, its outcome can
be in principle communicated to the party holding the work
medium 𝑆 .

A measurement ΘΘΘ = {Θ𝑖 } prepares work medium 𝑆 in a
state

𝜌𝑆 |𝑖 :=
1
𝑝𝑖

Tr𝐶 [(1𝑆 ⊗ Θ𝑖 )𝜌𝑆𝐶 ], (10)

carrying ergotropy𝑊 (𝜌𝑆 |𝑖 ) according to (3), with probability
𝑝𝑖 = Tr[(1𝑆 ⊗ Θ𝑖 )𝜌𝑆𝐶 ]. If the outcome of the measurement
is not known, the work medium remains in the state 𝜌 =∑

𝑖 𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑆 |𝑖 ≡ Tr𝐶 [𝜌𝑆𝐶 ] carrying ergotropy

𝑊loc (𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =𝑊 (Tr𝐶 [𝜌𝑆𝐶 ]), (11)

which we denote as local. However, if the outcome of ΘΘΘ is
communicated, one can extract from the state of 𝑆 the ergo-
tropy

∑
𝑖 𝑝𝑖𝑊 (𝜌𝑆 |𝑖 ) averaged over the possible outcomes. In

many realistic scenarios, including ours, the amount of clas-
sical communication between the control𝐶 and the system of
interest 𝑆 is limited. Therefore, we restrict 𝐶 to communicate
only one bit of information. This restricts the measurements
ΘΘΘ of the control system to be two-outcome ones. In turn, any
two-outcome POVM can be simulated by a mixture of pro-
jective measurements [46, 47]. Therefore, taking into account
convexity of ergotropy

∑
𝑖 𝑝𝑖𝑊 (𝜌𝑆 |𝑖 ) [48], it guarantees that

the maximal work can be extracted from 𝑆 with assistance
of projective measurements of 𝐶 . Therefore, in what follows,
we restrict our analysis to projective measurements ΘΘΘ, and
optimization of resulting ergotropy over all possible project-
ive measurementsΘΘΘ on 𝐶 determines the notion of daemonic
ergotropy [42].

Definition 4 (Daemonic ergotropy). Daemonic ergotropy of
the work storage 𝑆 with respect to an ancilla 𝐶 is the maximal
average ergotropy that can be stored in 𝑆 after a projective
measurement of 𝐶 with post-selection:

𝑊dae (𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) := max
ΘΘΘ

(∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖𝑊 (𝜌𝑆 |𝑖 )
)
. (12)

Daemonic ergotropy catches the influence of correlations
between 𝑆 and 𝐶 on work extraction since they imply a gap
between𝑊dae and𝑊loc [42].

B. Thermal states and operations

An important example of passive states is provided by the
thermal states (a.k.a. Gibbs states), of the form

𝜏𝑆,𝛽 =
𝑒−𝛽𝐻𝑆

𝑍𝑆,𝛽

, (13)

where 𝛽 := (𝜅𝐵𝑇 )−1 is the inverse temperature (𝜅𝐵 being
Boltzmann’s constant) and 𝑍𝑆,𝛽 = Tr[𝑒−𝛽𝐻𝑆 ] =

∑
𝑘 𝑒

−𝛽𝜖𝑘 is
the canonical partition function. Indeed, they are diagonal in
the Hamiltonian eigenbasis and their eigenvalues

𝑝𝑘 =
𝑒−𝛽𝜖𝑘

𝑍𝑆,𝛽

(14)
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are monotonically decreasing with respect to the energy of
the corresponding levels. In general, however, not all passive
states are Gibbs: the Gibbs states can be characterized as the
completely passive states, i.e. the states 𝜌 such that 𝜌⊗𝑛 is
passive for every possible integer 𝑛 ∈ N [8, 9]. In this paper,
we will restrict our attention to the qubit case, where every
passive state can be regarded as a Gibbs state at a suitable
temperature 𝑇 . Hence, the difference between passive and
completely passive states will not play a role in our results.
Complete passivity of thermal states suggests that, in the

presence of suitable environment 𝐸, they can be created at
no work cost and, therefore, can be considered from resource-
theoretic perspective as free states. In addition to that, we
can consider a set of operations that can be implemented on a
system 𝑆 with no cost. For example, given 𝑆 interacting with
environment 𝐸 in a thermal state 𝜏𝐸,𝛽 = 𝑒−𝛽𝐻𝐸

𝑍𝐸,𝛽
(with 𝑍𝐸,𝛽 =

Tr[𝑒−𝛽𝐻𝐸 ]) at temperature 𝑇 = (𝑘𝛽)−1, conservation of total
energy sets certain restrictions on their joint unitary evolution
𝑈𝑆𝐸 , namely, [𝑈𝑆𝐸, 𝐻𝑆 +𝐻𝐸] = 0, where𝐻𝐸 is the Hamiltonian
of 𝐸. If the state of 𝑆 is also thermal at temperature𝑇 and non
correlated with 𝐸, such energy-preserving unitaries do not
affect both states,𝑈𝑆𝐸 (𝜏𝑆,𝛽 ⊗ 𝜏𝐸,𝛽 )𝑈 †

𝑆𝐸
= 𝜏𝑆,𝛽 ⊗ 𝜏𝐸,𝛽 . Therefore,

they can be seen as ones generating a set of free operations,
namely, thermal operations T [49–51],

T (𝜌) = Tr𝐸 [𝑈𝑆𝐸 (𝜌 ⊗ 𝜏𝐸,𝛽 )𝑈 †
𝑆𝐸
], (15)

where Tr𝐸 is the partial trace over the environment’s Hilbert
space.

A radical example of thermal operations are the thermaliz-
ing channels, arising from Eq. (15) when the unitary operator
𝑈𝑆𝐸 is the SWAP operator SWAP :=

∑
𝑖, 𝑗 |𝑖 𝑗⟩ ⟨ 𝑗𝑖 |, which re-

places the initial state of the system with the thermal state of
the environment, namely

T𝛽 [𝜌] = 𝜏𝛽 ∀𝜌 , (16)

and models the process of complete thermalization of 𝑆 with
the environment 𝐸. These channels can be seen as a general-
ization of a completely depolarizing channel that outputs a
maximally mixed state and in fact is a thermalizing channel
at infinite temperature,

T𝛽=0 [𝜌] =
1𝑆

𝑑
∀𝜌 , (17)

where 1𝑆 denotes the identity operator on the 𝑑-dimensional
Hilbert space of 𝑆 .
For a qubit system 𝑆 with Hamiltonian (9), the Kraus rep-

resentation T𝛽 (𝜌) =
∑

𝑖, 𝑗 𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗 𝜌𝑇
†
𝛽,𝑖 𝑗

of a thermalizing channel
acting on 𝑆 can be given as

𝑇𝛽,00 =
√
𝑝 |0⟩ ⟨0| ,

𝑇𝛽,01 =
√
𝑝 |0⟩ ⟨1| ,

𝑇𝛽,10 =
√︁
1 − 𝑝 |1⟩ ⟨0| ,

𝑇𝛽,11 =
√︁
1 − 𝑝 |1⟩ ⟨1| , (18)

where 𝑝 = (1 + 𝑒−𝛽 )−1 ∈ [0, 1].

III. THERMALIZATION IN A COHERENTLY
CONTROLLED ORDER

A. Environmental influence and thermalization

In the ergotropic treatment of work, an active state of the
work storage 𝑆 is taken as granted without relying on its ori-
gin. However, in realistic scenarios, 𝑆 can be influenced by a
(thermal) environment that causes degradation of the carried
thermodynamic resource. For example, 𝑆 can be transmitted
between the laboratories via noisy channels or interact with
external systems such as thermal baths or measurement ap-
parata, not necessarily in a well-defined order [33–35, 38, 39].
The influence of thermal environment on 𝑆 can be modelled
by thermal operations (15): for the sake of simplicity, we focus
on the set of thermalizing channels (16), assuming hence com-
plete thermalization with the environment. Therefore, before
ergotropic work is extracted from the storage 𝑆 , it is affected
by interaction with the environment, which we model by a
sequence of 𝑁 thermalizing channels T𝛽1 , ...,T𝛽𝑁 . For any pos-
sible order in which the channels act, 𝑆 is found in a thermal
state at temperature associated with the last thermalizing
channel,

𝜌 = (T𝛽𝑖1 ◦ ... ◦ T𝛽𝑖𝑁 ) [𝜌in] = 𝜏𝛽𝑖𝑁
, (19)

which obviously carries zero ergotropy. However, the order
of channels can be defined by an environmental degree of
freedom 𝐶 which is not necessarily accessible for the holder
of 𝑆 . For example, let us assume that 𝐶 chooses between 𝑁

cyclic orders of T𝛽1 , ...,T𝛽𝑁 with probabilities (𝑝𝑖 )𝑖 . In this
case, the joint state of both 𝑆 and 𝐶 is transformed as

𝜌𝑆𝐶 →
[(∑︁

𝑖

𝑝𝑖P𝑖 (T𝛽1 , ...,T𝛽𝑁 )
)
⊗ I𝐶

]
(𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =: 𝜎sep

𝑁,(𝛽𝑖 )𝑖 ,𝜌in ,

(20)
with 𝑝𝑖 ∈ [0, 1] and ∑

𝑖 𝑝𝑖 = 1, and I𝐶 being an identity map
on the space of𝐶 , and where index 𝑁 corresponds to the num-
ber of thermalizing channels, while index “sep” highlights
that these are applied in a causally separable order. According
to (19), any causally separable order of T𝛽1 , ...,T𝛽𝑁 produces a
fixed thermal output state irrespective of the initial state of 𝑆
(i.e., realizes a pin map). Therefore, even if the work storage
𝑆 initially shares correlations with 𝐶 , they are destroyed by
action of the pin map (20). Hence, if 𝐶 is not accessible, 𝑆
remains in a probabilistic mixture of thermal states at temper-
atures of each channel,

𝜌 =

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑝𝑖𝜏𝛽𝑖 . (21)

It establishes again a completely passive state carrying zero
ergotropy, meaning that local ergotropy of 𝑆 with respect to
𝐶 is zero according to (11),

𝑊loc (𝜎sep
𝑁,(𝛽𝑖 )𝑖 ,𝜌in ) = 0. (22)
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Figure 1. Schematic representation of environmental influence mod-
elled by a series of thermalizing channels T𝛽 (for the sake of sim-
plicity, the case of two identical channels is shown). Any causally
separable order (well-defined or probabilistic) of them outputs a
thermal state of 𝑆 storing no work and destroys initial correlations
with ancilla 𝐶 if any.

On the other hand, since 𝜎sep
𝑁,(𝛽𝑖 )𝑖 ,𝜌in does not carry any correl-

ations between 𝑆 and 𝐶 , a measurement occurring on 𝐶 with
its outcome known to the holder of 𝑆 prepares the latter again
in (21). Hence, daemonic ergotropy of 𝑆 with respect to 𝐶 is
also zero according to (12),

𝑊dae (𝜎sep
𝑁,(𝛽𝑖 )𝑖 ,𝜌in ) = 0, (23)

as shown on Fig. 1.
Therefore, thermalizing channels acting in a causally sep-

arable order (i.e., in any well-defined order or probabilistic
mixture of them) nullify the work initially stored in 𝑆 and
output a passive state. In what follows, we question whether
the state of 𝑆 remains passive if the assumption of the causally
separable order of thermal environment’s influence on 𝑆 is
relaxed. Before to proceed with the results, we provide the
reader with the framework necessary to describe indefinite
causal order of thermalizing channels.

B. Quantum SWITCH: Indefinite causal order of channels

Quantum mechanics allows for scenarios that go beyond
causally separable combinations of multiple thermalization
processes considered above, making their causal order subject
to quantum uncertainty. A particular scenario of this kind is
provided by the quantum SWITCH [12, 13], a higher-order
operation acting on quantum channels, which realizes coher-
ent control of their order making it incompatible with any
possible causally separable combination of them. Assuming
the ancilla𝐶 , which belongs to environment, to be a quantum
2-dimensional system (i.e., a qubit), the simplest version of
the quantum SWITCH takes in input two arbitrary quantum
channels E and F , acting on 𝑆 , and produces in output a
bipartite channel S(E, F ), acting on 𝑆 and 𝐶 .

Definition 5 (Quantum SWITCH of 2 channels). The

quantum SWITCH controlling the order of two quantum chan-
nels E and F is a supermap S that assigns to them a new
bipartite quantum channel[

S(E, F )
]
(𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =

∑︁
𝑖, 𝑗

𝑆𝑖 𝑗 𝜌𝑆𝐶 𝑆
†
𝑖 𝑗
, (24)

where 𝑆𝑖 𝑗 is the Kraus operator defined by

𝑆𝑖 𝑗 := 𝐸𝑖𝐹 𝑗 ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|𝐶 + 𝐹 𝑗𝐸𝑖 ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|𝐶 , (25)

{|0⟩𝐶 , |1⟩𝐶 } being an orthonormal basis for the control qubit,
and {𝐸𝑖 } and {𝐹 𝑗 } being two Kraus representations of channels
E and F , respectively.

Crucially, the quantum channel S(E, F ) defined in Eq. (24)
is independent of the choice of Kraus representations used
for channels E and F . In practice, one can choose whatever
Kraus representation is more convenient or more insightful
in the problem at hand. In turn, a measurement performed on
𝐶 prepares 𝑆 in a state, which is not necessarily compatible
with any causally separable combination of E and F .

If the system 𝑆 and control qubit𝐶 initially share no correl-
ations, i.e., 𝜌𝑆𝐶 = 𝜌in ⊗𝜔 with 𝜌in and 𝜔 being states of 𝑆 and
𝐶 , respectively, the channel S(E, F ) outputs[

S(E, F )
]
(𝜌in ⊗ 𝜔) = 1

4

∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

(
{𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 }𝜌in{𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 }† ⊗ 𝜔

+ {𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 }𝜌in [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 ]† ⊗ 𝜔𝑍

+ [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 ]𝜌in{𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 }† ⊗ 𝑍𝜔

+ [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 ]𝜌in [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 ]† ⊗ 𝑍𝜔𝑍

)
, (26)

where [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 ] := 𝐸𝑖𝐹 𝑗 − 𝐸 𝑗𝐹𝑖 denotes the commutator,
{𝐸𝑖 , 𝐹 𝑗 } := 𝐸𝑖𝐹 𝑗 + 𝐸 𝑗𝐹𝑖 denotes the anti-commutator, and
𝑍 := |0⟩⟨0| − |1⟩⟨1|. Performance of a measurement on 𝐶

prepares 𝑆 in one of the states not necessarily compatible
with any causally separable combination of E and F . In turn,
their average ergotropy optimized over all possible 𝜔 and
measurements of 𝐶 defines the daemonic ergotropy that can
be associated with enhancement of extractable work brought
by the quantum SWITCH.

The considered construction of the quantum SWITCH can
be straightforwardly generalized to a higher-order operation
acting on 𝑁 ≥ 2 quantum channels [31, 52, 53]. Indeed,
it takes in input 𝑁 arbitrary quantum channels E1, · · · , E𝑁 ,
which act on 𝑆 , and produces in output a bipartite channel
S(E1, · · · , E𝑁 ), acting on both the target system 𝑆 and control
system 𝐶 , which is now represented by a suitable quantum
𝑁 -level system.

Definition 6 (Quantum SWITCH of 𝑁 ≥ 2 channels). The
quantum SWITCH controlling cyclic orders of 𝑁 quantum chan-
nels E1, · · · , E𝑁 is a supermap S that assigns to them a new
bipartite quantum channel[

S(E1, · · · , E𝑁 )
]
(𝜌SC) =

∑︁
𝑖1,· · · ,𝑖𝑁

𝑆𝑖1 · · ·𝑖𝑁 (𝜌SC)𝑆
†
𝑖1 · · ·𝑖𝑁 , (27)
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Figure 2. Schematic representation of environmental influence via
thermalizing channels T𝛽 in indefinite causal order. The work me-
dium 𝑆 and control system 𝐶 are initially in a joint state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 , and
the former is locally at temperature 𝛽in, i.e., Tr𝐶 [𝜌𝑆𝐶 ] = 𝜏𝛽in . 𝑆 un-
dergoes action of 𝑁 thermalizing channels of temperature 𝛽 whose
application order is controlled by the quantum SWITCH (for the
sake of simplicity, the case 𝑁 = 2 is shown). Thereafter, 𝐶 under-
goes a measurement, and the ergotropic work is extracted from the
resulting state of 𝑆 .

where 𝑆𝑖1 · · ·𝑖𝑁 are the Kraus operators given by

𝑆𝑖1 · · ·𝑖𝑁 :=
𝑁−1∑︁
𝑗=0

P𝑗

(
𝐸
(1)
𝑖1

· · ·𝐸 (𝑁 )
𝑖𝑁

)
S
⊗ | 𝑗⟩ ⟨ 𝑗 |C , (28)

with {𝐸 (𝑘 )
𝑙

} being a Kraus representation of a channel E𝑘 , while
P𝑗 represents a 𝑗-cyclic permutation of Kraus operators associ-
ated with different channels.

In analogy with (25), in the quantum 𝑁 -SWITCH, the com-
putational basis states of 𝐶 trigger different cyclic orders of
E1, · · · , E𝑁 .

C. Work extraction under thermalization in an indefinite
causal order

Now, we turn back to the scenario of 𝑆 influenced by the
environment via a sequence of thermalizing channels, con-
sidered in Section III A (in what follows, we choose units such
that ℏ = 𝜅𝐵 = 1). For the sake of simplicity, we assume that
the same temperature𝑇 = (𝑘𝛽)−1 is associated with the chan-
nels, i.e., 𝑆 undergoes action of 𝑁 ≥ 2 identical channels T𝛽 .
Therefore, our figure of merit is the maximal work that can be
extracted from 𝑆 after the action of the thermalizing channels
T𝛽 whose order is controlled by the quantum SWITCH, as
shown on Fig. 2.

Definition 7 (SWITCH-ergotropy). The SWITCH-ergotropy
is the daemonic ergotropy of the work storage 𝑆 with respect to
the control system 𝐶 after the action of the quantum SWITCH
controlling the order of 𝑁 ≥ 2 thermalizing channels T𝛽 :

𝑊 𝑁
S (𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =𝑊dae

( [
S(T𝛽 , ...,T𝛽︸    ︷︷    ︸

𝑁 channels

)
]
(𝜌𝑆𝐶 )

)
. (29)

In what follows, we question the work stored in 𝑆 after ac-
tion of the thermalizing channels by analysing the SWITCH-
ergotropy (29) for several configurations of initial joint state
𝜌𝑆𝐶 of the work storage and control system starting with un-
correlated scenario and proceeding with the case of 𝑆 and 𝐶
initially sharing classical and quantum correlations, respect-
ively.

1. Indefinite causal order of 2 thermalizing channels

We start by reviewing the simplest case of 𝑆 undergoing
action of 𝑁 = 2 identical channels T𝛽 [39], whose order is
controlled by the quantum SWITCH, as shown in Fig. 2. It is
assumed that the work storage is initially uncorrelated with
𝐶 and prepared in a resourceless state, i.e., a thermal state
𝜌in ≡ 𝜏𝛽in at temperature 𝑇in = (𝑘𝛽in)−1,

𝜌𝑆𝐶 = 𝜏𝛽in ⊗ 𝜔. (30)

Therefore, it carries zero ergotropy as well zero daemonic
ergotropy before the action of thermalizing channels. Obvi-
ously, if T𝛽 act in a causally separable order, the same holds
for the final state in accordance with (21). On the other hand,
the SWITCH-ergotropy, generally speaking, is not necessarily
zero and depends on the initial state 𝜔 of the control qubit.
Therefore, we focus on the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy with
respect to all quantum states 𝜔 providing the following Defin-
ition.

Definition 8 (Maximal SWITCH-ergotropy without a pri-
ori correlations). The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy without
a priori correlations is the SWITCH-ergotropy with respect to
𝑁 thermalizing channels T𝛽 optimized over all uncorrelated
states (30):

W𝑁
UC := max

𝜔
𝑊 𝑁

S (𝜏𝛽in ⊗ 𝜔). (31)

First, we report the result for the maximal SWITCH-
ergotropy without a priori correlations with respect to 𝑁 = 2
thermalizing channels.

Theorem 1. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy without a priori
correlations with respect to two thermalizing channels T𝛽 is
provided by the optimal state:

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

= 𝜏𝛽in ⊗ |+⟩⟨+| (32)

and given by:

W𝑁=2
UC =

max{0, 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in }
2𝑍 2

𝑆,𝛽
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

, (33)

which is purely incoherent.

Proof. See Appendix A 1.
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The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy (33) of 𝑆 represents the
maximal work that can be extracted from it when T𝛽 act in an
indefinite causal order. Indeed, it is not necessarily zero and
has a genuinely incoherent origin, i.e., can be extracted by
permutating the energetic populations. Importantly, the con-
dition for a non-zero (33) establishes a temperature bound at
which thermalization in a quantum-controlled order activates
the initially passive state of the working medium 𝑆 , which we
provide in the following Corollary.

Corollary 1. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy (33) without a
priori correlations is non-zero under condition

𝛽in > 2𝛽, (34)

which we refer to as the temperature bound1.

Proof. The condition W𝑁=2
UC > 0 leads to a condition 𝑒−2𝛽 −

𝑒−𝛽in > 0, fromwhich follows the temperature bound (34).

2. Indefinite causal order of 𝑁 thermalizing channels

A natural question arises whether the temperature
bound (34) can be shifted or overcome. At first, one can
ask whether it can be done by increasing the number of the
thermalizing channels T𝛽 acting on 𝑆 . Indeed, in analogy with
the above quantum SWITCH scenario, let us assume that
𝑁 ≥ 2 channels at temperature 𝑇 act on 𝑆 being prepared
initially in a thermal state 𝜌 = 𝜏𝛽in at temperature 𝑇in.

Theorem 2. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy without a priori
correlations with respect to 𝑁 ≥ 2 thermalizing channels T𝛽 is
provided by the optimal state:

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

= 𝜏𝛽in ⊗ |𝛾+⟩⟨𝛾+ |, (35)

where |𝛾+⟩ = 1√
𝑁

∑𝑁−1
𝑖=0 |𝑖⟩, according to (27), and given by:

W𝑁
UC =

𝑁 − 1
𝑁𝑍 2

𝑆,𝛽
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

max{0, 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in }, (36)

which is purely incoherent.

Proof. See Appendix A 2.

This means that for the initial temperatures 𝛽in satisfy-
ing the bound (34), the work stored in 𝑆 after action of 𝑁
thermalizing channels in a causally non-separable order can
be improved by increasing their number,

W𝑁
UC = 2

(
1 − 1

𝑁

)
W𝑁=2

UC , (37)

1 A similar temperature bound 𝛽in > 𝛽1 + 𝛽2 can be derived for quantum-
controlled thermalizing channels at different inverse temperatures 𝛽1,2.
Nevertheless, the optimal value of ergotropy is obtained for the case of
channels at equal temperatures, 𝛽1 = 𝛽2 = 𝛽 , therefore, in what follows,
we stick to this setting.

up to doubling the work which can be extracted in the usual
scenario of quantum SWITCH controlling the order of two
channels. However, the temperature bound (34) remains un-
changed and cannot be beaten in this manner.

IV. CONTROLLED THERMALIZATION ASSISTED BY
PRIOR CORRELATIONS

The results obtained above suggest that, although quantum
SWITCH allows one to activate a thermal state by quantum-
controlled thermalization, it reveals a constraint given by the
condition (34) on its temperature which does not depend on
the number of controlled thermalizing channels 𝑁 . Therefore,
it should be asked whether it can be overcome differently, for
example, by allowing initial correlations between the work
storage 𝑆 and the control system 𝐶 . For this aim, for the sake
of simplicity, we consider again the quantum SWITCH of
𝑁 = 2 channels and weaken the condition (30) demanding 𝑆
to be in a thermal state only locally, i.e., the marginal state of
𝑆 to be thermal,

Tr𝐶 (𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) = 𝜏𝛽in . (38)

Note that, although the joint state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 is locally passive, it can
carry non-zero daemonic ergotropy. However, crucially, as
we highlighted in Section III A, sharing a priori correlations
(classical as well as quantum) between the work medium and
control does not help one to extract work from the former if
the maps act consecutively or in mixture of their causal orders
(for example, when the control system is discarded).

Interestingly, for an initially uncorrelated joint state (30),
the SWITCH-ergotropy (if any)𝑊S (𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) can be interpreted
as ergotropic gain or generation. On the other hand, if 𝜌𝑆𝐶
initially shares some correlations under the condition (38) of
local thermality, the SWITCH-ergotropy can be interpreted
in two distinct ways. If it exceeds the initial daemonic ergo-
tropy, i.e.,𝑊S (𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) >𝑊dae (𝜌𝑆𝐶 ), it corresponds to ergotropic
generation as in the case of no a priori correlations. Other-
wise, it can be interpreted as preservation of ergotropy by the
quantum SWITCH.

A. Classical correlations between work medium and control

We start the analysis with the case of work storage 𝑆 and
control system 𝐶 sharing prior classical correlations. Import-
antly, the initial correlations are assumed to be genuinely
classical, i.e., the joint state of 𝑆 and 𝐶 carries no quantum
discord [54, 55],

𝜌𝑆𝐶 =
∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

𝑝𝑖 𝑗Π𝑖 ⊗ Θ𝑗 , (39)

where
∑

𝑖 𝑗 𝑝𝑖 𝑗 = 1, and {Π𝑖 } and {Θ𝑗 } are projectors onto
certain orthonormal bases in the respective subsystems. The
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Figure 3. Daemonic ergotropy from the output of thermalizing maps
in the case of classically controlled target and control. It can be seen
that at inverse maps’ temperature 𝛽 = 0.4 the temperature bound is
vanished while at 𝛽 = 0.1 is only shifted.

condition (38) of local thermality puts constraints on the pos-
sible expansions (39) of the joint state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 , and we introduce
the following Definition.

Definition 9. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under initial
classical correlations is the SWITCH-ergotropy with respect to
two thermalizing processes T𝛽 optimized over all initial classic-
ally correlated states (39):

WCC := max
{𝑝𝑖 𝑗 ,Π𝑖 ,Θ𝑖 }∑
𝑖 𝑗 𝑝𝑖 𝑗Π𝑖=𝜏𝛽in

𝑊 𝑁=2
S

(∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

𝑝𝑖 𝑗Π𝑖 ⊗ Θ𝑗

)
, (40)

under the condition (38) of local thermality.

Now, we report the result for the maximal SWITCH-
ergotropy under classical priori correlations with respect to
𝑁 = 2 thermalizing channels.

Theorem 3. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under classical
correlations with respect to two thermalizing channels T𝛽 is
provided by the optimal state:

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

=


1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0+⟩ ⟨0+| + 𝑒−𝛽in |1−⟩ ⟨1−|

)
, for 𝛽in > 0

1
2

(
|++⟩ ⟨++| + |−−⟩ ⟨−−|

)
, for 𝛽in = 0

(41)
and is given by:

WCC =


max{0,𝑒−2𝛽−𝑒−𝛽in+2𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in ) }

2𝑍 2
𝑆,𝛽

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in
, for 𝛽in > 0

1
2 tanh

(
𝛽

2

) (√︃
1 + 1

4 sinh
−2 (𝛽) − 1

)
, for 𝛽in = 0

.

(42)
WCC is purely incoherent for 𝛽in > 0 and purely coherent for
𝛽in = 0.

Proof. See Appendix B.

0 2 10 50 ∞
0

2

10

50

∞

No correlations
Classical correlations

Figure 4. Comparison of regions of non-zero ergotropy in the space of
(𝛽in, 𝛽)-pairs for the initially uncorrelated and classically correlated
target and control.

As it can be witnessed from (42), for 𝛽in > 0, allowing for
initial classical correlations between work storage and control
alters the temperature bound (34) for the non-zero ergotropy.

Corollary 2. If 𝛽in > 0, the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy (33)
under classical correlations is non-zero under condition

ln(𝑒𝛽in + 2) > 2𝛽. (43)

Proof. For 𝛽in > 0, the condition WCC > 0 leads to a condi-
tion 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in + 2𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in ) > 0, from which follows the
temperature bound (43).

This means that initial classical correlations improve work
extraction from the quantum SWITCH by shifting the temper-
ature bound towards smaller 𝛽in (see Fig. 3). Moreover, it can
easily seen that the left-hand side of (43) is upper-bounded
by ln(3) corresponding to the infinite initial temperature (i.e.,
𝛽in = 0). Hence, the temperature 𝑇 = 2

ln(3) of the channels
can be seen as a critical value, above which the bound (43)
becomes trivial for any 𝑇in, while in the case of initially un-
correlated 𝑆 and 𝐶 this critical value is infinite. Indeed, for
𝑇 > 𝑇 , the ergotropy (42) is activated in the entire range of
initial temperatures 𝑇in, so that the temperature bound (34) is
overcome completely.

On the other hand, for𝑇 ≤ 𝑇 , there still exists a finite range
𝛽in ∈ (0, ln(𝑒2𝛽 − 2)], where the output state of 𝑆 becomes
thermal and stores no work to be extracted. Therefore, we can
conclude that prior classical correlations allow one to beat
the temperature bound (34) only partially. Indeed, quantum
SWITCH assisted by initial classical correlations between 𝑆
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and 𝐶 improves work extraction only in a tiny region of high
temperatures 𝑇in of initial state of the work medium and 𝑇 of
the channels (i.e., low 𝛽in and 𝛽 , see Fig. 4).

B. Does assistance by prior quantum correlations perform
better?

Now, let us assume the quantum nature of the initial correl-
ations between the work medium and control and question
the advantages it can offer, particularly whether the temper-
ature bound (34) can be overcome in this setting. We focus on
the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under quantum correlations
with respect to initial separable states with discord and initial
entangled states, respectively.

1. Quantum SWITCH with initial quantum discord between work
storage and control system

Here we provide a calculation of daemonic ergotropy stored
in the working medium after the action of the quantum
SWITCH under a condition of its joint state with the con-
trol to be separable,

𝜌𝑆𝐶 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖 ⊗ 𝜔𝑖 , (44)

so that it can carry non-zero quantum discord. It has to satisfy
the local thermality constraint (38) guaranteeing local passiv-
ity. To address this issue, we question an optimal separable
state (44) that admits extraction of maximal daemonic ergo-
tropy from the target system after the action of the quantum
SWITCH of two thermalizing channels T𝛽 .

Definition 10. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under initial
quantum discord is the SWITCH-ergotropy with respect to two
thermalizing processes T𝛽 optimized over all initial states (44)
carrying quantum discord:

WD := max
{𝑝𝑖 ,𝜌𝑖 ,𝜔𝑖 }∑
𝑖 𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖=𝜏𝛽in

𝑊 𝑁=2
S

(∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖 ⊗ 𝜔𝑖

)
, (45)

under the condition (38) of local thermality.

Performing optimization of the overall daemonic ergotropy
(see Appendix C for detailed calculations), we find two re-
gimes of temperature pairs (𝛽, 𝛽in), which feature different
optimal initial states 𝜌𝑆𝐶 and are separated by the temperature
bound (34).

Theorem 4. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under classical
correlations with respect to two thermalizing channels T𝛽 is
provided by the optimal state:

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

=


1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0+⟩ ⟨0+| + 𝑒−𝛽in |1−⟩ ⟨1−|

)
, for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽

1
2

(
|𝜇+⟩ ⟨𝜇+| + |𝜈−⟩ ⟨𝜈−|

)
, for 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽

,

(46)

where |𝜇/𝜈⟩ = 1√
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0⟩ ± 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 |1⟩

)
, and is given by:

WD =


1
2 tanh

(
𝛽

2

) (
cosh

(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2
)
𝜉 (𝛽, 𝛽in) − 1

)
, for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽

1
2 tanh

(
𝛽

2

) (√︁
1 + 𝜉2 (𝛽, 𝛽in) − 1

)
, for 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽

,

(47)
where 𝜉 (𝛽, 𝛽in) =

(
2 sinh(𝛽) cosh

( 𝛽in
2
) )−1

. WD is purely inco-
herent for 𝛽in > 2𝛽 and purely coherent for 𝛽in < 2𝛽 .

Proof. See Appendix C.

Theorem 4 demonstrates that pre-shared quantum correla-
tions between the work storage 𝑆 and control qubit 𝐶 in the
form of discord reveal two regions of temperatures (𝛽in, 𝛽)
divided by the temperature bound (34). We start with the
region of 𝛽in violating the temperature bound (34), which
does not allow one to extract work from 𝑆 after action of the
quantum SWITCH without initial correlations with 𝐶 . The
corresponding SWITCH-ergotropy is non-zero for almost any
(𝛽in, 𝛽)-pair, except for extreme cases of infinite inverse tem-
peratures. Interestingly, it is constituted only by the coherent
counterpart, so that the work can be extracted from 𝑆 only
by consuming quantum coherence of its state. This stands in
stark contrast with the gain in ergotropy with prior classical
correlations (provided in Theorem 3) which has exclusively
incoherent nature and is non-zero only in a certain region
of temperature pairs (𝛽in, 𝛽). Moreover, in contrast to the
settings with initially uncorrelated or classically correlated
𝑆 and 𝐶 , the SWITCH-ergotropy under initial quantum dis-
cord increases for higher input temperatures 𝑇in (i.e., while
decreasing 𝛽in, see Fig. 5).
On the other hand, for temperatures satisfying the tem-

perature bound (34), we find an enhancement of SWITCH-
ergotropy compared with one from the quantum SWITCH
with initially uncorrelated 𝑆 and 𝐶 . Interestingly, in this case,
the resulting SWITCH-ergotropy has only incoherent coun-
terpart and can be rewritten as

WD =
1

2𝑍 2
𝑆,𝛽

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in + 2𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in )

)
, for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽,

(48)
hence, coinciding with the SWITCH-ergotropy (42) yielded
in the scenario with prior classical correlations between 𝑆

and 𝐶 . Indeed, the sharp change in the optimal configuration
at 𝑇in = 𝑇

2 changes the nature of the resulting ergotropy
from coherent one for higher input temperatures (𝑇in ≥ 𝑇

2 )
to incoherent one for lower input temperatures (𝑇in < 𝑇

2 ).
This results in a non-monotonic (yet continuous) behaviour
of the maximal work (47) that can be extracted from 𝑆 , which
decreases for 𝑇in ≥ 𝑇

2 violating (34) and increases for 𝑇in < 𝑇
2

satisfying (34) while decreasing 𝑇in (i.e., increasing 𝛽in).
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Figure 5. Maximal work WD that can be extracted from the work
storage 𝑆 under initial quantum discord after the action of thermaliz-
ing channels at inverse temperature 𝛽 = 1 controlled by the quantum
SWITCH depending on the temperature of the initial thermal state
𝜏𝛽in (solid red line). It is compared with the maximal SWITCH-
ergotropies without a priori correlations (33) and under classical
correlations (42) (dot-dashed orange line and green dashed line, re-
spectively).

2. Prior entanglement is not more beneficial

Now we focus our analysis on the case when 𝑆 and 𝐶 ini-
tially share quantum entanglement under the constraint of
initial local thermality of the target system 𝑆 via the condi-
tion (38). This means that the initial joint state of 𝑆 and 𝐶

can be seen as a purification of the thermal state of the target
system.

Definition 11. A purification (𝛼, 𝜙) of the initial thermal state
of the target system 𝑆 with respect to the control system 𝐶 is a
joint entangled state

|Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in)⟩ =
1√︁
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0𝜓𝛼,𝜙 ⟩ + 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 |1𝜓⊥

𝛼,𝜙
⟩
)
, (49)

where the energetic eigenstates of 𝑆 are entangled with the states

|𝜓𝛼,𝜙 ⟩ =
√
𝛼 |0⟩ + 𝑒𝑖𝜙

√
1 − 𝛼 |1⟩, (50)

|𝜓⊥
𝛼,𝜙

⟩ = 𝑒−𝑖𝜙
√
1 − 𝛼 |0⟩ −

√
𝛼 |1⟩, (51)

of𝐶 constituting an arbitrary orthonormal basis with 𝛼 ∈ [0, 1]
and 𝜙 ∈ [0, 2𝜋]2

This means that the joint state satisfying (38) cor-
responding to a purification (𝛼, 𝜙) is given by 𝜌𝑆𝐶 =

|Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in)⟩⟨Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in) |. Similarly to the case of initial discord,
our figure ofmerit is themaximal daemonic ergotropy that can
be extracted from 𝑆 after the action of the quantum SWITCH.

2 In the case of { |𝜓 ⟩, |𝜓⊥ ⟩} representing energetic eigenstates of 𝐶 ,
|Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in ) ⟩ is an example of states known as thermofield double states [56,
57].
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Figure 6. SWITCH-ergotropy depending on the purification (49) of
the initial thermal state 𝜏𝛽in . For 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽 , the optimal purification is
provided by the choices 𝛼 = 0 and 𝛼 = 1. For 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽 , the optimal
purification is yielded by 𝛼 = 1

2 .

Definition 12. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under initial
quantum entanglement is the SWITCH-ergotropy with respect
to two thermalizing processes T𝛽 optimized over all initial en-
tangled states (49):

WENT := max
𝛼,𝜙

𝑊S
(
|Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in)⟩⟨Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in) |

)
. (52)

Interestingly, as in the case of initial discord, the optimal
purification (𝛼opt, 𝜙opt) leading to the maximal daemonic ergo-
tropy depends crucially on relation between the temperatures
𝛽in of the initial thermal state and 𝛽 of the maps.

Theorem 5. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under initial
quantum entanglement with respect to two thermalizing chan-
nels T𝛽 is provided by the optimal purification

𝛼opt (𝛽in, 𝛽) =

{
0 or 1, for 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽

1
2 , for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽 , (53)

with arbitrary 𝜙 and is given by:

WENT =


1
2 tanh

(
𝛽

2

) (
cosh

(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2
)
𝜉 (𝛽, 𝛽in) − 1

)
, for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽

1
2 tanh

(
𝛽

2

) (√︁
1 + 𝜉2 (𝛽, 𝛽in) − 1

)
, for 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽

,

(54)
where 𝜉 (𝛽, 𝛽in) =

(
2 sinh(𝛽) cosh

( 𝛽in
2
) )−1

. WENT is purely
incoherent for 𝛽in > 2𝛽 and purely coherent for 𝛽in < 2𝛽 .

Proof. See Appendix D.

Hence, the SWITCH-ergotropy (54) under initial quantum
entanglement, similarly to the case of initial quantum dis-
cord, has a non-monotonic behaviour (see Fig. 6). Moreover,
comparing it with (47), we find that initial entanglement does
not perform better than initial quantum discord in terms of
maximal daemonic ergotropy of the quantum SWITCH and
conclude with the following Corollary.
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Corollary 3. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under ini-
tial quantum entanglement coincides with one under initial
quantum discord:

WENT = WD . (55)

Proof. The proof follows immediately by comparing the
SWITCH-ergotropies (47) and (54) under initial quantum dis-
cord and quantum entanglement, respectively.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Thermalization phenomena can be regarded as processes
that degrade a thermodynamic resource carried by a physical
system. However, in the quantum domain, a possibility of
putting several thermalization processes into an indefinite
causal order, e.g., via the quantum SWITCH, challenges this
view. Indeed, an apparently thermodynamically useless scen-
ario of a qubit prepared in a thermal state and undergoing
action of a sequence of thermalization processes can become
a work resource if their order is controlled by the quantum
SWITCH [39]. Nevertheless, quantum SWITCH exhibits a
constraint on initial configuration of temperatures of the sys-
tem and the channels representing thermalization processes.
Indeed, a non-zero work stored a posteriori in the qubit re-
quires the latter to be initially colder than half-temperature
of the thermalizing channels in the considered scenario.

In this work, we have addressed several approaches to over-
come this temperature bound. At first, one can question its
validity in a scenario of arbitrary number of thermalization
processes executed via the quantum SWITCH. Given a qubit
system satisfying the temperature bound, it stores increas-
ingly more work while increasing the number of the thermal-
izing channels. However, even in this setting, the regions of
temperatures violating the considered bound remain thermo-
dynamically useless.

On the other hand, the quantum SWITCH does not neces-
sarily require the control system to share no prior correlations
with the system of interest as in earlier works (c.f. [44]) that
induces superposition of causal order. Indeed, the quantum
SWITCH can support a more general scenario of a qubit which
is initially in a thermal state only locally (i.e., its marginal state
is thermal) while being correlated with the control. Interest-
ingly, we found that, in contrast to multiple thermalization
processes, assistance of the quantum SWITCH by prior correl-
ations can shift and even completely break the temperature
bound. Crucially, the qubit system does not store any work
even being supported by these correlations if the thermaliza-
tion processes are realized in a well-defined order or in one
chosen randomly.
While quantum systems can support a wide spectrum of

correlations between them, we have analyzed several settings
of the qubit work medium and control sharing prior correla-
tions of different nature and explored their impact on work
stored in the former after action of the quantum SWITCH.

At first, we have examined a scenario of a priori classically
correlated work medium and control. In this case, we have
found a wider domain of initial temperatures, where a non-
zero work extraction is allowed, compared with one produced
by the scenario of initially uncorrelated work medium and
control [39]. Indeed, there exists a critical value of temperat-
ure of thermalizing channels, above which the qubit system
appears to store work regardless of its initial temperature.
On the other hand, below the critical temperature, there still
exists a constraint on initial temperatures of the work me-
dium. Nevertheless, it includes a greater domain of initial
temperatures compared with the temperature bound from the
uncorrelated scenario and can be regarded as a shift of the
latter.

In the realm of quantum correlations, we have focused on
two scenarios of work medium and control assisted by prior
quantum discord and quantum entanglement, respectively.
Crucially, initial quantum entanglement does not achieve
more work stored in the qubit system after action of the
quantum SWITCH compared with the case of prior quantum
discord. In stark contrast to initial classical correlations, a
priori quantum correlations yield non-zero work after action
of the quantum SWITCH regardless of initial temperatures of
the work medium and the thermalizing channels. Moreover,
we found that there exist two domains of initial temperat-
ures, where the work stored in the qubit system is of differ-
ent nature: exclusively incoherent (work can be extracted
by exchanging the energy levels’ populations of the state)
and coherent (work can be extracted by consuming quantum
coherence of the state) one. The bound separating these do-
mains appears to coincide with the temperature bound from
the uncorrelated scenario. Crucially, in the region of temperat-
ures forbidden by the latter, assistance by prior entanglement
yields non-zero work which is not achievable neither with
uncorrelated nor classical correlations. On the other hand, in
the region of temperatures satisfying the temperature bound
from the uncorrelated scenario, assistance by prior entangle-
ment does not achieve more work than one by prior classical
correlations.

The obtained results suggest that the quantum SWITCH
can lie in the basis of a new class of thermodynamic protocols
able to activate thermodynamically free resources (e.g., charge
a quantum battery). Taking into account that the quantum
SWITCH is a supermap realizing an indefinite causal order
of the maps fed into it (in our case, resourceless thermalizing
channels), it is necessary to question the role of causal non-
separability in thermodynamics. Therefore, an interesting dir-
ection of future research is to examine causal non-separability
as a hypothetical thermodynamic resource. This requires
a shift in paradigm of quantum thermodynamics towards a
higher-order one. One of the options would be consideration
of thermodynamics as a resource theory and development of
one based on higher-order maps as the figure of merit. Hence,
we hope that our work will stimulate the research in this
direction.
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Appendix A: Proofs of Theorem 1 and Theorem 2

In this Appendix, we review the results of [39] for the quantum SWITCH for two thermalizing channels and generalize them
to the case of 𝑁 thermalizing channels.

1. Proof of Theorem 1

For 𝑁 = 2 channels, the action of the quantum SWITCH is provided by (26). Before to proceed with it, we prove the following
Lemma that facilitates the calculations in the case of identical controlled channels.

Lemma 1. Given 2 identical channels E[·], the action of the quantum SWITCH controlling their causal order can be written as:[
S(E, E)

]
(𝜌in ⊗ 𝜔) = 1

4

∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

(
{𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 }𝜌in{𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 }† ⊗ 𝜔 + [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 ]𝜌in [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 ]† ⊗ 𝑍𝜔𝑍

)
, (A1)

where {𝐸𝑖 }𝑖 is the Kraus decomposition of E.

Proof. The proof follows immediately by observation that [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 ]𝜌in{𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 }† = ({𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 }𝜌in [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 ]†)† and:∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

{𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 }𝜌in [𝐸𝑖 , 𝐸 𝑗 ]† =
∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

(
𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗𝜌in (𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗 )† + 𝐸 𝑗𝐸𝑖𝜌in (𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗 )† − 𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗𝜌in (𝐸 𝑗𝐸𝑖 )† − 𝐸 𝑗𝐸𝑖𝜌in (𝐸 𝑗𝐸𝑖 )†

)
=

∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗𝜌in (𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗 )† +
∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

𝐸 𝑗𝐸𝑖𝜌in(𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗 )† −
∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

𝐸 𝑗𝐸𝑖𝜌in (𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗 )† −
∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗𝜌in (𝐸𝑖𝐸 𝑗 )†

= 0. (A2)

Now, taking the initial state of 𝑆 as a thermal state 𝜏𝛽in and two identical thermalizing channels T𝛽 , we question first the
optimal control state 𝜔 that maximizes the SWITCH-ergotropy.

Proposition 1. The SWITCH-ergotropy (29) with 𝜌𝑆𝐶 = 𝜏𝛽in ⊗ 𝜔 is maximal for 𝜔 = |+⟩⟨+|.

Proof. First, we find the output of the quantum SWITCH by applying Lemma 1:[
S(T𝛽 ,T𝛽 )

]
(𝜏𝛽in ⊗ 𝜔) = 𝜎+ ⊗ 𝜔 + 𝜎− ⊗ 𝑍𝜔𝑍, (A3)

where 𝜎+ = 1
4
∑

𝑖 𝑗𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ {𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗 ,𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ }𝜏𝛽in {𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗 ,𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ }† and 𝜎− = 1
4
∑

𝑖 𝑗𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ [𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗 ,𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ ]𝜏𝛽in [𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗 ,𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ ]†. The maximal SWITCH-
ergotropy is given then by optimization of its daemonic ergotropy over all states 𝜔 . Applying the definition of daemonic
ergotropy (12), we can write the maximal SWITCH-ergotopy as:

W𝑁=2
UC = max

𝜔, |𝜓 ⟩

(
𝑊

(
⟨𝜓 |𝜔 |𝜓 ⟩𝜎+ + ⟨𝜓 |𝑍𝜔𝑍 |𝜓 ⟩𝜎−

)
+𝑊

(
⟨𝜓⊥ |𝜔 |𝜓⊥⟩𝜎+ + ⟨𝜓⊥ |𝑍𝜔𝑍 |𝜓⊥⟩𝜎−

))
, (A4)

where {|𝜓 ⟩, |𝜓⊥⟩} form the measurement basis, and the identity 𝑝𝑖𝑊 (𝜌𝑆 |𝑖 ) =𝑊 (𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑆 |𝑖 ) is taken into account in (12). On the
other hand, we can rewrite 𝜎+ + 𝜎− = (T𝛽 ◦ T𝛽 ) [𝜏𝛽in ] = 𝜏𝛽 , hence, obtaining

W𝑁=2
UC =

1
2
max
𝜔, |𝜓 ⟩

(
𝑊

(
⟨𝜓 | (𝜔 + 𝑍𝜔𝑍 ) |𝜓 ⟩𝜏𝛽 + ⟨𝜓 | (𝜔 − 𝑍𝜔𝑍 ) |𝜓 ⟩𝐺

)
+𝑊

(
⟨𝜓⊥ | (𝜔 + 𝑍𝜔𝑍 ) |𝜓⊥⟩𝜏𝛽 + ⟨𝜓⊥ | (𝜔 − 𝑍𝜔𝑍 ) |𝜓⊥⟩𝐺

))
, (A5)
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where𝐺 ≡ 𝜎+−𝜎− . Taking into account that𝜔 +𝑍𝜔𝑍 = 1+⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜔𝑍 and𝜔−𝑍𝜔𝑍 = ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜔𝑋 +⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜔𝑌 , where ⟨𝐴⟩𝜔 = Tr[𝐴𝜔] ≡ 𝜔𝐴

with 𝜔𝐴 being a component of the corresponding Bloch vector, we find

W𝑁=2
UC =

1
2
max
𝜔, |𝜓 ⟩

(
𝑊

(
(1 + 𝑝 (𝜓,𝜔))𝜏𝛽 + 𝜆(𝜓,𝜔)𝐺

)
+𝑊

(
(1 − 𝑝 (𝜓,𝜔))𝜏𝛽 − 𝜆(𝜓,𝜔)𝐺

))
, (A6)

where 𝑝 (𝜓,𝜔) = ⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜓 ⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜔 and 𝜆(𝜓,𝜔) = ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓 ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜔 + ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓 ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜔 . As 𝜏𝛽 is a thermal state, hence, carrying zero ergotropy,
the only possible source of non-zero ergotropy in (A6) are the terms proportional to 𝐺 . Therefore, optimization of the
SWITCH-ergotropy (A6) is achieved by maximal value of 𝜆(𝜓,𝜔), i.e., by the states |𝜓 ⟩ and 𝜔 with |⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓 | = |⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜔 | = 1 or
|⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓 | = |⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜔 | = 1. This means that the optimal control state 𝜔 is pure and can be taken as one of the states |±⟩ = |0⟩±|1⟩√

2
and

| ± 𝑖⟩ = |0⟩±𝑖 |1⟩√
2

. Without loss of generality, we choose 𝜔 = |+⟩⟨+|, hence the proof.

Finally, we can calculate the resulting maximal SWITCH-ergotropy, as shown in the following Proposition.

Proposition 2. The maximal SWITCH-ergotropy without a priori correlations is given by:

W𝑁=2
UC =

max{0, 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in }
2𝑍 2

𝑆,𝛽
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

, (A7)

Proof. Following (A3), we have to calculate the unnormalized states 𝜎±. For this purpose, we report the anticommutators of the
Kraus operators (15)

{𝑇𝛽,00,𝑇𝛽,00} = 2
𝑍𝛽

|0⟩⟨0| {𝑇𝛽,00,𝑇𝛽,01} = 1
𝑍𝛽

|0⟩⟨1| {𝑇𝛽,00,𝑇𝛽,10} = 𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

|1⟩⟨0| {𝑇𝛽,00,𝑇𝛽,11} = 0

{𝑇𝛽,01,𝑇𝛽,00} = 1
𝑍𝛽

|0⟩⟨1| {𝑇𝛽,01,𝑇𝛽,01} = 0 {𝑇𝛽,01,𝑇𝛽,10} = 𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

1 {𝑇𝛽,01,𝑇𝛽,11} = 𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

|0⟩⟨1|

{𝑇𝛽,10,𝑇𝛽,00} = 𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

|1⟩⟨0| {𝑇𝛽,10,𝑇𝛽,01} = 𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

1 {𝑇𝛽,10,𝑇𝛽,10} = 0 {𝑇𝛽,10,𝑇𝛽,11} = 𝑒−𝛽

𝑍𝛽
|1⟩⟨0|

{𝑇𝛽,11,𝑇𝛽,00} = 0 {𝑇𝛽,11,𝑇𝛽,01} = 𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

|0⟩⟨1| {𝑇𝛽,11,𝑇𝛽,10} = 𝑒−𝛽

𝑍𝛽
|1⟩⟨0| {𝑇𝛽,11,𝑇𝛽,11} = 2𝑒−𝛽

𝑍𝛽
|1⟩⟨1|

and their commutators,

[𝑇𝛽,00,𝑇𝛽,00] = 0 [𝑇𝛽,00,𝑇𝛽,01] = 1
𝑍𝛽

|0⟩⟨1| [𝑇𝛽,00,𝑇𝛽,10] = −𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

|1⟩⟨0| [𝑇𝛽,00,𝑇𝛽,11] = 0

[𝑇𝛽,01,𝑇𝛽,00] = − 1
𝑍𝛽

|0⟩⟨1| [𝑇𝛽,01,𝑇𝛽,01] = 0 [𝑇𝛽,01,𝑇𝛽,10] = 𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

𝑍 [𝑇𝛽,01,𝑇𝛽,11] = 𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

|0⟩⟨1|

[𝑇𝛽,10,𝑇𝛽,00] = 𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

|1⟩⟨0| [𝑇𝛽,10,𝑇𝛽,01] = −𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

𝑍 [𝑇𝛽,10,𝑇𝛽,10] = 0 [𝑇𝛽,10,𝑇𝛽,11] = −𝑒−𝛽

𝑍𝛽
|1⟩⟨0|

[𝑇𝛽,11,𝑇𝛽,00] = 0 [𝑇𝛽,11,𝑇𝛽,01] = −𝑒
− 𝛽

2
𝑍𝛽

|0⟩⟨1| [𝑇𝛽,11,𝑇𝛽,10] = 𝑒−𝛽

𝑍𝛽
|1⟩⟨0| [𝑇𝛽,11,𝑇𝛽,11] = 0

and obtain

𝜎± =
1

2𝑍 2
𝛽

[
|0⟩⟨0|𝜏𝛽in |0⟩⟨0| ± |0⟩⟨0|𝜏𝛽in |0⟩⟨0| + |0⟩⟨1|𝜏𝛽in |1⟩⟨0| + 𝑒−𝛽

(
|0⟩⟨0|𝜏𝛽in |0⟩⟨0| + |0⟩⟨1|𝜏𝛽in |1⟩⟨0|

+ |1⟩⟨0|𝜏𝛽in |0⟩⟨1| + |1⟩⟨1|𝜏𝛽in |1⟩⟨1|
)
+ 𝑒−2𝛽

(
|1⟩⟨0|𝜏𝛽in |0⟩⟨1| + |1⟩⟨1|𝜏𝛽in |1⟩⟨1| ± |1⟩⟨1|𝜏𝛽in |1⟩⟨1|

)]
=

1
2𝑍 2

𝛽

[
|0⟩⟨0| ± |0⟩⟨0|𝜏𝛽in |0⟩⟨0| + 𝑒−𝛽

(
|0⟩⟨0| + |1⟩⟨1|

)
+ 𝑒−2𝛽

(
|1⟩⟨1| ± |1⟩⟨1|𝜏𝛽in |1⟩⟨1|

)]
=

1
2𝑍𝛽

[
|0⟩⟨0| + 𝑒−𝛽 |1⟩⟨1| ± 1

𝑍𝛽

(
|0⟩⟨0|𝜏𝛽in |0⟩⟨0| + 𝑒−2𝛽 |1⟩⟨1|𝜏𝛽in |1⟩⟨1|

)]
=

1
2
[𝜏𝛽 ± 𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 ] . (A8)
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Taking into account that maximal SWITCH-ergotropy is achieved by 𝜔 = |+⟩⟨+| and measurements in |±⟩-basis, we obtain
𝑝 (𝜓,𝜔) = 0 and 𝜆(𝜓,𝜔) = 1 and applying (A6), we obtain

W𝑁=2
UC =

1
2
𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 + 𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽

)
+ 1
2
𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 − 𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽

)
, (A9)

Since the term 𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 does not carry quantum coherence in the energetic basis, the corresponding ergotropy consists of
incoherent counterpart only, which can be given as [39]

W𝑁=2
UC =

1
2
max{0, |𝛿𝐺 | − |𝛿𝜌def |}, (A10)

where 𝛿𝐺 is the difference of the energetic populations of𝐺 = 𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 , and 𝛿𝜌def is the difference of the energetic populations of
𝜌def = 𝜏𝛽 of the output of causally separable combination of T𝛽 , i.e., (T𝛽 ◦ T𝛽 ). Therefore, quantum SWITCH activates ergotropy

W𝑁=2
UC =

1
2𝑍 2

𝑆,𝛽
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

max
{
0, 1 − 𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in ) − 𝑍𝑆,𝛽𝑍𝑆,𝛽in (1 − 𝑒−𝛽 )

}
(A11)

=
1

2𝑍 2
𝑆,𝛽

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

max
{
0, 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in

}
, (A12)

hence the proof.

2. Proof of Theorem 2

In what follows, we generalize the above results to the case of arbitrary number 𝑁 of thermalizing channels. We start by the
following three Lemmas that will simplify the proof of Theorem 4

Lemma 2. Given an initial uncorrelated joint state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 = 𝜏𝛽in ⊗ 𝜔 , where 𝜔 is a state of the 𝑁 -dimensional control system, the
output of the quantum SWITCH of 𝑁 identical thermalizing channels T𝛽 [·] is given by:[

S(T𝛽 , ...,T𝛽 )
]
(𝜏𝛽in ⊗ 𝜔) = 𝜎+ ⊗ 𝜔 + 𝜎− ⊗ 𝜔̃, (A13)

where 𝜔̃ is a state obtained by inverting the sign of off-diagonal elements of 𝜔 , and 𝜎± = 1
2 (𝜏𝛽 ±𝐺) with 𝐺 = 𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 .

Proof. For 𝑁 thermalizing channels, the output of the corresponding 𝑁 -SWITCH can be given as [34][
S(T𝛽 , ...,T𝛽 )

]
(𝜏𝛽in ⊗ 𝜔) =

∑︁
𝑖1, 𝑗1,...,𝑖𝑁 , 𝑗𝑁

(∑︁
𝑖

P𝑖

(
𝑇𝛽,𝑖1 𝑗1 ...𝑇𝛽,𝑖𝑁 𝑗𝑁

)
𝜏𝛽in

(
P𝑖

(
𝑇𝛽,𝑖1 𝑗1 ...𝑇𝛽,𝑖𝑁 𝑗𝑁

))†
⊗ 𝜔𝑖𝑖 |𝑖⟩⟨𝑖 |

+
∑︁
𝑖≠𝑗

P𝑖

(
𝑇𝛽,𝑖1 𝑗1 ...𝑇𝛽,𝑖𝑁 𝑗𝑁

)
𝜏𝛽in

(
P𝑗

(
𝑇𝛽,𝑖1 𝑗1 ...𝑇𝛽,𝑖𝑁 𝑗𝑁

))†
⊗ 𝜔𝑖 𝑗 |𝑖⟩⟨ 𝑗 |

)
, (A14)

where 𝜔𝑖 𝑗 are 𝑖 𝑗-elements of the state 𝜔 . The action of Kraus operators in the first term is equivalent to the action of a
composition of 𝑁 thermalizing channels and, therefore, outputs the thermal state 𝜏𝛽 . On the other hand, as demonstrated
in [34], the action of Kraus operators in the second term can be given as:∑︁

𝑖1, 𝑗1,...,𝑖𝑁 , 𝑗𝑁

P𝑖

(
𝑇𝛽,𝑖1 𝑗1 ...𝑇𝛽,𝑖𝑁 𝑗𝑁

)
𝜏𝛽in

(
P𝑗≠𝑖

(
𝑇𝛽,𝑖1 𝑗1 ...𝑇𝛽,𝑖𝑁 𝑗𝑁

))†
= 𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 . (A15)

Therefore, the overall output of the quantum SWITCH is given by:[
S(T𝛽 , ...,T𝛽 )

]
(𝜏𝛽in ⊗ 𝜔) =

∑︁
𝑖

𝜏𝛽 ⊗ 𝜔𝑖𝑖 |𝑖⟩⟨𝑖 | +
∑︁
𝑖≠𝑗

𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 ⊗ 𝜔𝑖 𝑗 |𝑖⟩⟨ 𝑗 |. (A16)

Performing some algebraic manipulations, we can rewrite it as:[
S(T𝛽 , ...,T𝛽 )

]
(𝜏𝛽in ⊗ 𝜔) = 1

2

(
(𝜏𝛽 + 𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 ) ⊗ 𝜔 + (𝜏𝛽 − 𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 ) ⊗ 𝜔̃

)
, (A17)

where 𝜔̃ is a state that is obtained by inverting the sign of off-diagonal elements of 𝜔 . Denoting the unnormalized states of
work medium by 𝜎±, we obtain (A13). hence the proof.
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Finally, in the following Proposition, we provide the optimal initial state and calculate the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy.

Proposition 3. The SWITCH-ergotropy (29) with uncorrelated joint input state is maximal for

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

= 𝜏𝛽in ⊗ |𝛾+⟩ ⟨𝛾+ | , (A18)

where |𝛾+⟩ = 1√
𝑁

∑𝑁−1
𝑖=0 |𝑖⟩, and is given by:

W𝑁
UC =

𝑁 − 1
𝑁𝑍 2

𝑆,𝛽
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

max{0, 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in }. (A19)

Proof. Applying Lemma 2, we calculate the SWITCH-ergotropy due to a two-outcome measurement {Π,1 − Π} with respect to
a projector Π:

W𝑁
UC = max

Π,𝜔

(
𝑊

(
Tr[Π𝜔]𝜎+ + Tr[Π𝜔̃]𝜎−

)
+𝑊

(
(1 − Tr[Π𝜔])𝜎+ + (1 − Tr[Π𝜔̃])𝜎−

))
(A20)

Taking into account that 𝜔 + 𝜔̃ = 2 diag[𝜔] and 𝜔 − 𝜔̃ = 2 off-diag[𝜔], where diag[𝜔] is the matrix with the only non-zero
entries being diagonal elements of 𝜔 and off-diag[𝜔] is the matrix with the only non-zero entries being off-diagonal ones, we
can expand the SWITCH-ergotropy as

W𝑁
UC =

1
2
max
Π,𝜔

(
𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 +𝐺 (Π, 𝜔)

)
+𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 −𝐺 (Π, 𝜔)

))
, (A21)

𝐺 (Π, 𝜔) =

(
1 − 2 Tr

[
Π diag[𝜔]

] )
𝜏𝛽 − 2 Tr

[
Π off-diag[𝜔]

]
𝜏𝛽𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 . (A22)

Since the term 𝐺 (Π, 𝜔) does not carry quantum coherence in the energetic basis, the corresponding ergotropy consists of
incoherent counterpart only, which can be calculated by applying (A10):

W𝑁
UC =

1
2𝑍𝑆,𝛽

max
Π,𝜔

max

{
0,

�����(1 − 2 Tr
[
Π diag[𝜔]

] )
(1 − 𝑒−𝛽 ) − 2 Tr

[
Π off-diag[𝜔]

] 1 − 𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in )

𝑍𝑆,𝛽𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

����� − (1 − 𝑒−𝛽 )
}
. (A23)

Taking into account that diag[𝜔] + off-diag[𝜔] = 𝜔 , we can rewrite the SWITCH-ergotropy as:

W𝑁
UC =

1
2𝑍 2

𝑆,𝛽
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

max
Π,𝜔

max

{
0,

���(2 Tr[Π diag[𝜔]
]
− 1

)
(𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in ) −

(
2 Tr[Π𝜔] − 1

)
(1− 𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in ) )

���− (1− 𝑒−2𝛽 ) (1 + 𝑒−𝛽in )
}
,

(A24)
This expression for the SWITCH-ergotropy allows us to separate two cases with respect to the temperature bound (34). If
𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽 , we obtain:

W𝑁,𝛽in≤2𝛽
UC =

1
𝑍 2
𝑆,𝛽

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

max
Π,𝜔

max

{
0,−

(
1 − Tr

[
Π diag[𝜔]

] )
(𝑒−𝛽in − 𝑒−2𝛽 ) −

(
1 − Tr[Π𝜔]

)
(1 − 𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in ) )

}
. (A25)

Since all the factors (A25) are non-negative, the presence of minus signs makes the overall SWITCH-ergotropy zero regardless
of 𝜔 and Π. On the other hand, for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽 , we obtain:

W𝑁,𝛽in>2𝛽
UC =

1
𝑍 2
𝑆,𝛽

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

max
Π,𝜔

((
1 − Tr

[
Π diag[𝜔]

] )
(𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in ) −

(
1 − Tr[Π𝜔]

)
(1 − 𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in ) )

)
. (A26)

As all the factors in (A26) are non-negative, its optimization requires maximization of Tr[Π𝜔] andminimization of Tr[Π diag[𝜔]].
The first condition means that 𝜔 is a pure state, and the two-outcome measurement of the control system is performed
with respect to the projector Π = 𝜔 ≡ |𝜓 ⟩⟨𝜓 |. In turn, minimization of Tr[Π diag[𝜔]] ≡ ⟨𝜓 | diag[|𝜓 ⟩⟨𝜓 |] is equivalent to
minimization of

∑
𝑗 |𝑎 𝑗 |4, where 𝑎 𝑗 are amplitudes of |𝜓 ⟩ = ∑

𝑗 𝑎 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩. It is achieved if all amplitudes are equal up to phases,
i.e., |𝜓 ⟩ = 1√

𝑁

∑𝑁−1
𝑗=0 𝑒𝑖𝜙 𝑗 | 𝑗⟩. Therefore, without loss of generality, we can choose the initial state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 = 𝜏𝛽in ⊗ |𝛾+⟩⟨𝛾+ |, where

|𝛾+⟩ = 1√
𝑁

∑𝑁−1
𝑗=0 | 𝑗⟩, which optimizes the SWITCH-ergotropy:

W𝑁
UC =

1
𝑍 2
𝑆,𝛽

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
1 − 1

𝑁

)
max{0, 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in }. (A27)

This leads to (A19), hence the proof.
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Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 3

In this Appendix, we find the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy that can be achieved under initial classical correlations between
work medium in a locally thermal state and the control system. We start by the following two Lemmas that will simplify the
proof of Theorem 3.

Lemma 3. Given a classically correlated joint initial state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 =
∑

𝑖 𝑗 𝑝𝑖 𝑗Π𝑖 ⊗ Θ𝑗 and 2 identical channels E[·], the action of the
quantum SWITCH controlling their causal order can be written as:[

S(E, E)
]
(𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =

1
4

∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

𝑝𝑖 𝑗

∑︁
𝑖′ 𝑗 ′

(
{𝐸𝑖′ , 𝐸 𝑗 ′ }Π𝑖 {𝐸𝑖′ , 𝐸 𝑗 ′ }† ⊗ Θ𝑗 + [𝐸𝑖′ , 𝐸 𝑗 ′ ]Π𝑖 [𝐸𝑖′ , 𝐸 𝑗 ′ ]† ⊗ 𝑍Θ𝑗𝑍

)
. (B1)

where {𝐸𝑖 }𝑖 is the Kraus decomposition of E.

Proof. The proof follows immediately by observation that quantum SWITCH produces a CPTP map that acts linearly on 𝜌𝑆𝐶 ,
which is a convex combination of states Π𝑖 ⊗ Θ𝑗 , and application of Lemma 1 to each of them.

Lemma 4. Given a qubit work medium 𝑆 , its initial locally thermal state with respect to condition (38) can be given as:

𝜌𝑆𝐶 = |𝜒⟩ ⟨𝜒 | ⊗
[
𝑝0 |𝜙⟩ ⟨𝜙 | +

( 1
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

− 𝑝0

)
|𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙⊥ |

]
+ |𝜒⊥⟩ ⟨𝜒⊥ | ⊗

[
𝑝1 |𝜙⟩ ⟨𝜙 | +

( 𝑒−𝛽in
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

− 𝑝1

)
|𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙⊥ |

]
, (B2)

where {|𝜒⟩ , |𝜒⊥⟩} constitute an orthonormal basis for the work medium, which is given by {|0⟩ , |1⟩} for 𝛽in > 0 and arbitrary for
𝛽in = 0, {|𝜙⟩ , |𝜙⊥⟩} constitute an arbitrary orthonormal basis for the control qubit, and 0 ≤ 𝑝0 ≤ 1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in
and 0 ≤ 𝑝1 ≤ 𝑒−𝛽in

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in
.

Proof. By definition, a state of the joint system 𝑆𝐶 that reveals completely classical correlations, can be given as

𝜌𝑆𝐶 =
∑︁
𝑖 𝑗

𝑝𝑖 𝑗Π𝑖 ⊗ Θ𝑗 , (B3)

where {Π𝑖 } and {Θ𝑗 } are rank-1 projectors with respect to an orthonormal basis of 𝑆 and 𝐶 , respectively, and
∑

𝑖 𝑗 𝑝𝑖 𝑗 = 1.
Taking into account the condition (38) of local thermality of 𝑆 , we obtain

Tr𝐶 [𝜌𝑆𝐶 ] =
∑︁
𝑖

(∑︁
𝑗

𝑝𝑖 𝑗

)
Π𝑖 ≡ 𝜏𝛽in , (B4)

Writing down explicitly

𝜏𝛽in =
1

𝑍𝛽in

(
|0⟩⟨0| + 𝑒−𝛽in |1⟩⟨1|

)
, (B5)

we find that the set of projectors {Π𝑖 }𝑖 = {|𝜒⟩⟨𝜒 |, |𝜒⊥⟩⟨𝜒⊥ |} is fixed as {|0⟩⟨0|, |1⟩⟨1|} as far as 𝛽in > 0. On the other hand, for
𝛽in = 0, the thermal state 𝜏𝛽in is a maximally mixed state, hence, invariant under transformations of basis. Therefore, in this
case, the set {|𝜒⟩⟨𝜒 |, |𝜒⊥⟩⟨𝜒⊥ |} is arbitrary.

Plugging in (B5) into (B4), we obtain the following conditions on 𝑝𝑖 𝑗 ,∑︁
𝑗

𝑝0𝑗 =
1

𝑍𝛽in

, (B6)

∑︁
𝑗

𝑝1𝑗 =
𝑒−𝛽in

𝑍𝛽in

. (B7)

By denoting 𝑝00 ≡ 𝑝0 and 𝑝10 ≡ 𝑝1, the joint initial state (B2) follows, hence the proof.

Since the case 𝛽in = 0 features a degeneracy in decomposition of the joint classically correlated state and, hence, an
optimization over all such decompositions is necessary, we analyze this case separately and focus firstly on the case 𝛽in > 0. In
the following Proposition, we find the initial state that provides the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy.

Proposition 4. For 𝛽in > 0, the SWITCH-ergotropy (29) with classically correlated joint input state is maximal for

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

=
1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+| + 𝑒−𝛽in |1⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ |−⟩ ⟨−|

)
. (B8)
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Proof. We start by plugging in the Kraus decomposition (18) of identical thermalizing channels and the initial joint state (B2)
into (B1), we obtain[

S(T𝛽 ,T𝛽 )
]
(𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =

1
2

{
(𝜏𝛽 + 𝜏𝛽 |0⟩⟨0|𝜏𝛽 ) ⊗

[
𝑝0 |𝜙⟩ ⟨𝜙 | +

( 1
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

− 𝑝0

)
|𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙⊥ |

]
+ (𝜏𝛽 + 𝜏𝛽 |1⟩⟨1|𝜏𝛽 ) ⊗

[
𝑝1 |𝜙⟩ ⟨𝜙 | +

( 𝑒−𝛽in
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

− 𝑝1

)
|𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙⊥ |

]
+ (𝜏𝛽 − 𝜏𝛽 |0⟩⟨0|𝜏𝛽 ) ⊗

[
𝑝0𝑍 |𝜙⟩ ⟨𝜙 | 𝑍 +

( 1
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

− 𝑝0

)
𝑍 |𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙⊥ | 𝑍

]
+ (𝜏𝛽 − 𝜏𝛽 |1⟩⟨1|𝜏𝛽 ) ⊗

[
𝑝1𝑍 |𝜙⟩ ⟨𝜙 | 𝑍 +

( 𝑒−𝛽in
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

− 𝑝1

)
𝑍 |𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙⊥ | 𝑍

]}
.

Taking into account the identities |𝜙/𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙/𝜙⊥ | +𝑍 |𝜙/𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙/𝜙⊥ | 𝑍 = 1 ± ⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜙𝑍 and |𝜙/𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙/𝜙⊥ | −𝑍 |𝜙/𝜙⊥⟩ ⟨𝜙/𝜙⊥ | 𝑍 =

±
(
⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜙𝑋 + ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜙𝑌

)
, it can be simplified as:[
S(T𝛽 ,T𝛽 )

]
(𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =

1
2

{
𝜏𝛽 ⊗

(
1 + (2𝑝0 + 2𝑝1 − 1)⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜙𝑍

)
+𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1) ⊗

(
⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜙𝑋 + ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜙𝑌

)}
, (B9)

where 𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1) = 𝜏𝛽

[(
2𝑝0 − 1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

)
|0⟩⟨0| +

(
2𝑝1 − 𝑒−𝛽in

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

)
|1⟩⟨1|

]
𝜏𝛽 . The corresponding maximal SWITCH-ergotropy can be

given as:

W𝛽in>0
CC =

1
2

max
𝑝0,𝑝1, |𝜙 ⟩, |𝜓 ⟩

(
𝑊

(
(1 + 𝑝 (𝑝0, 𝑝1,𝜓, 𝜔))𝜏𝛽 + 𝜆(𝜓,𝜔)𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1)

)
+𝑊

(
(1 − 𝑝 (𝑝0, 𝑝1,𝜓, 𝜔))𝜏𝛽 − 𝜆(𝜓,𝜔)𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1)

))
, (B10)

where 𝑝 (𝑝0, 𝑝1,𝜓, 𝜔) = (2𝑝0 + 2𝑝1 − 1)⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜙 ⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜓 and 𝜆(𝜙,𝜓 ) = ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜙 ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓 + ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜙 ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓 . As 𝜏𝛽 is a thermal state, hence, carrying
zero ergotropy, the only possible source of non-zero ergotropy in (B10) are the terms proportional to 𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1). Therefore,
optimization of the SWITCH-ergotropy (B10) is achieved by maximal value of 𝜆(𝜓,𝜔), i.e., by the states |𝜙⟩ and |𝜓 ⟩ with
|⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜙 | = |⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓 | = 1 or |⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜙 | = |⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓 | = 1. This means that the optimal set of projectors {Θ𝑗 } 𝑗 in (B3) can be taken as one
composed by the states |±⟩ = |0⟩±|1⟩√

2
or | ± 𝑖⟩ = |0⟩±𝑖 |1⟩√

2
. Without loss of generality, we stick to {Θ𝑗 } 𝑗 = {|+⟩⟨+|, |−⟩⟨−|}.

In order to find optimal 𝑝0 and 𝑝1, we take into account that𝐺 does not carry coherence. Therefore, the resulting ergotropy (if
any) consists only of its incoherent counterpart, which is optimized by maximizing the difference |𝛿𝐺 | of energetic populations
of 𝐺 . It is easy to see that it is achieved by taking maximal 𝑝0 and minimal 𝑝1 or vice versa, i.e., 𝑝0 = 1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in
, 𝑝1 = 0 or

𝑝0 = 0, 𝑝1 = 𝑒−𝛽in
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

. Therefore, the optimal classically correlated state reads

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

=
1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+| + 𝑒−𝛽in |1⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ |−⟩ ⟨−|

)
, (B11)

hence the proof.

Application of Proposition 4 allows us to calculate the resulting maximal SWITCH-ergotropy, as shown in the following
Proposition.

Proposition 5. For 𝛽in > 0, the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under classical correlations is given by:

W𝛽in>0
CC =

max{0, 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in + 2𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in ) }
2𝑍 2

𝑆,𝛽
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

, (B12)

Proof. Applying Proposition 4, we take |𝜓 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩ = |+⟩, so that ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓 = ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜙 = 1 and ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓 = ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜙 = ⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜓 = ⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜙 = 0, and
𝑝0 =

1
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

and 𝑝1 = 0 in (B10), obtaining hence the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under classical correlations

W𝛽in>0
CC =

1
2
𝑊 (𝜏𝛽 +𝐺) +

1
2
𝑊 (𝜏𝛽 −𝐺), (B13)

where𝐺 = 𝜏𝛽

[
1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in
|0⟩⟨0| − 𝑒−𝛽in

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in
|1⟩⟨1|

]
𝜏𝛽 . Since𝐺 does not carry quantum coherence in the energetic basis, the corresponding

ergotropy consists of incoherent counterpart only, which can be given as [39]

W𝛽in>0
CC =

1
2
{0, |𝛿𝐺 | − |𝛿𝜌def |}, (B14)
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where 𝛿𝐺 is the difference of the energetic populations of𝐺 , and 𝛿𝜌def is the difference of the energetic populations of 𝜌def = 𝜏𝛽
of the output of causally separable combination of T𝛽 , i.e., (T𝛽 ◦ T𝛽 ). Therefore, quantum SWITCH activates ergotropy

W𝛽in>0
CC =

1
2𝑍 2

𝑆,𝛽
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

max
{
0, 1 + 𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in ) − 𝑍𝑆,𝛽𝑍𝑆,𝛽in (1 − 𝑒−𝛽 )

}
(B15)

=
1

2𝑍 2
𝑆,𝛽

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

max
{
0, 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in + 2𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in )

}
, (B16)

hence the proof.

Finally, in the following Proposition, we provide the optimal initial state and calculate the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy for
the case 𝛽in = 0.

Proposition 6. For 𝛽in = 0, the SWITCH-ergotropy (29) with classically correlated joint input state is maximal for

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

=
1
2

(
|+⟩ ⟨+| ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+| + |−⟩ ⟨−| ⊗ |−⟩ ⟨−|

)
, (B17)

and is given by:

W𝛽in=0
CC =

1
2
tanh

( 𝛽
2

) (√︂
1 + 1

4
sinh−2 (𝛽) − 1

)
. (B18)

Proof. Following the same steps as in the proof of Proposition 4, we can write the output of the quantum SWITCH as:[
S(T𝛽 ,T𝛽 )

]
(𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =

1
2

{
𝜏𝛽 ⊗

(
1 + (2𝑝0 + 2𝑝1 − 1)⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜙𝑍

)
+𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1) ⊗

(
⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜙𝑋 + ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜙𝑌

)}
,

where𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1) = 𝜏𝛽

[(
2𝑝0 − 1

2

)
|𝜒⟩⟨𝜒 | +

(
2𝑝1 − 1

2

)
|𝜒⊥⟩⟨𝜒⊥ |

]
𝜏𝛽 . Since𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1) is the only term that can contribute to ergotropy,

similarly to Proposition 4, we can take |𝜓 ⟩ = |𝜙⟩ = |+⟩ in order to maximize it. However, in contrast to Proposition 4, the
resulting ergotropy can have coherent counterpart as 𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1) can carry coherence as far as |𝜒⟩ ≠ |0⟩. Hence, we can write it
as:

W𝛽in=0
CC =

1
2
max
𝑝0,𝑝1

(
𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 +𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1)

)
+𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 −𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1)

))
. (B19)

Both incoherent and coherent counterparts are maximized by taking maximal 𝑝0 and minimal 𝑝1 or vice versa, i.e. 𝑝0 = 1
2 and

𝑝1 = 0 or 𝑝0 = 0 and 𝑝1 =
1
2 . Without loss of generality, we stick to the former and, expanding |𝜒⟩ = cos 𝜃

2 |0⟩ + 𝑒𝑖𝜙 sin 𝜃
2 |1⟩,

calculate separately the incoherent and coherent counterparts of (B19) by applying (6) and (8), respectively:

W𝛽in=0
CC = max

𝜃

(
𝑊 CC

inc (𝜃 ) +𝑊
CC
coh (𝜃 )

)
, (B20)

𝑊 CC
inc (𝜃 ) =

1
4𝑍 2

𝑆,𝛽

max
{
0, | cos(𝜃 ) | (1 + 𝑒−2𝛽 ) − 2(1 − 𝑒−2𝛽 )

}
, (B21)

𝑊 CC
coh (𝜃 ) =

tanh
(
𝛽

2

)
4

(√︄
𝜁 2+ (𝜃 ) +

sin2 (𝜃 )
4 sinh2 (𝛽)

− |𝜁+ (𝜃 ) | +

√︄
𝜁 2− (𝜃 ) +

sin2 (𝜃 )
4 sinh2 (𝛽)

− |𝜁− (𝜃 ) |
)
, (B22)

where 𝜁± (𝜃 ) = 1 ± cos𝜃 coth 𝛽
2 . Optimization of ergotropy (B20) shows that the optimal angle is given by 𝜃 = 𝜋𝑘

2 , 𝑘 ∈ Z, i.e.,
it is maximized by states |𝜒⟩ = 1√

2
( |0⟩ + 𝑒𝑖𝜙 |1⟩). Without loss of generality, we fix 𝜙 = 0, hence, obtaining |𝜒⟩ = |+⟩ and

the optimal joint state (B17). In turn, the incoherent counterpart (B21) of ergotropy becomes zero, hence, only the coherent
counterpart (B20) contributes to it. A straightforward calculation leads to (B18), hence the proof.
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Appendix C: Proof of Theorem 4

In this Appendix, we find the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy that can be achieved under separable initial joint state of work
medium (under the condition of local thermality) and the control system,

𝜌𝑆𝐶 =
∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖 ⊗ 𝜔𝑖 , (C1)∑︁
𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖 = 𝜏𝛽in , (C2)

so that it can carry non-zero quantum discord. We start by the following three Lemmas that will simplify the proof of Theorem 4.

Lemma 5. Given a separable joint initial state (C1) and 2 identical channels E[·], the action of the quantum SWITCH controlling
their causal order can be written as:[

S(E, E)
]
(𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =

1
4

∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖

∑︁
𝑖′ 𝑗 ′

(
{𝐸𝑖′ , 𝐸 𝑗 ′ }𝜌𝑖 {𝐸𝑖′ , 𝐸 𝑗 ′ }† ⊗ 𝜔𝑖 + [𝐸𝑖′ , 𝐸 𝑗 ′ ]𝜌𝑖 [𝐸𝑖′ , 𝐸 𝑗 ′ ]† ⊗ 𝑍𝜔𝑖𝑍

)
. (C3)

where {𝐸𝑖 }𝑖 is the Kraus decomposition of E.

Proof. The proof follows immediately by observation that quantum SWITCH produces a CPTP map that acts linearly on 𝜌𝑆𝐶 ,
which is a convex combination of states 𝜌𝑖 ⊗ 𝜔𝑖 , and application of Lemma 1 to each of them.

Now, in the following Lemma, we show that it is enough to consider only pure states 𝜌𝑖 in order to find the maximal
SWITCH-ergotropy.

Lemma 6. The separable joint state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 that maximizes the SWITCH-ergotropy (29) has the form:

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

= 𝑝 |𝜇⟩⟨𝜇 | ⊗ |+⟩⟨+| + (1 − 𝑝) |𝜈⟩⟨𝜈 | ⊗ |−⟩⟨−|, (C4)

where |𝜇/𝜈⟩ are certain not necessarily orthogonal pure states satisfying the condition of local thermality 𝑝 |𝜇⟩⟨𝜇 |+(1−𝑝) |𝜈⟩⟨𝜈 | = 𝜏𝛽in.

Proof. First, we find the output of the quantum SWITCH by applying Lemma 1:[
S(T𝛽 ,T𝛽 )

]
(𝜌𝑆𝐶 ) =

∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖

[
𝜎+,𝑖 ⊗ 𝜔𝑖 + 𝜎−,𝑖 ⊗ 𝑍𝜔𝑖𝑍

]
, (C5)

where 𝜎+,𝑖 = 1
4
∑

𝑖′ 𝑗 ′𝑖′′ 𝑗 ′′ {𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ ,𝑇𝛽,𝑖′′ 𝑗 ′′ }𝜌𝑖 {𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ ,𝑇𝛽,𝑖′′ 𝑗 ′′ }† and 𝜎−,𝑖 =
1
4
∑

𝑖′ 𝑗 ′𝑖′′ 𝑗 ′′ [𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ ,𝑇𝛽,𝑖′′ 𝑗 ′′ ]𝜌𝑖 [𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ ,𝑇𝛽,𝑖′′ 𝑗 ′′ ]†. The maximal
SWITCH-ergotropy is given then by optimization of its daemonic ergotropy over all sets of states 𝜔𝑖 . Applying the definition of
daemonic ergotropy (12), we can write the maximal SWITCH-ergotopy as:

WD = max
𝜌𝑖 ,𝜔𝑖 , |𝜓 ⟩

(
𝑊

(∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖

[
⟨𝜓 |𝜔𝑖 |𝜓 ⟩𝜎+,𝑖 + ⟨𝜓 |𝑍𝜔𝑖𝑍 |𝜓 ⟩𝜎−,𝑖

] )
+𝑊

(∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖

[
⟨𝜓⊥ |𝜔𝑖 |𝜓⊥⟩𝜎+,𝑖 + ⟨𝜓⊥ |𝑍𝜔𝑖𝑍 |𝜓⊥⟩𝜎−,𝑖

] ))
, (C6)

where {|𝜓 ⟩, |𝜓⊥⟩} form the measurement basis. On the other hand, we can rewrite 𝜎+,𝑖 + 𝜎−,𝑖 = 𝜏𝛽 , hence, obtaining

WD =
1
2

max
𝜌𝑖 ,𝜔𝑖 , |𝜓 ⟩

(
𝑊

(
⟨𝜓 | (𝜔𝑖 +𝑍𝜔𝑖𝑍 ) |𝜓 ⟩𝜏𝛽 + ⟨𝜓 | (𝜔𝑖 −𝑍𝜔𝑖𝑍 ) |𝜓 ⟩𝐺𝑖

)
+𝑊

(
⟨𝜓⊥ | (𝜔 +𝑍𝜔𝑍 ) |𝜓⊥⟩𝜏𝛽 + ⟨𝜓⊥ | (𝜔−𝑍𝜔𝑍 ) |𝜓⊥⟩𝐺𝑖

))
, (C7)

where 𝐺𝑖 ≡ 𝜎+,𝑖 − 𝜎−,𝑖 . Taking into account that 𝜔𝑖 + 𝑍𝜔𝑖𝑍 = 1 + ⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜔𝑖
𝑍 and 𝜔𝑖 − 𝑍𝜔𝑖𝑍 = ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜔𝑖

𝑋 + ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜔𝑖
𝑌 , where

⟨𝐴⟩𝜔𝑖
= Tr[𝐴𝜔𝑖 ], we find

WD =
1
2

max
𝑝𝑖 ,𝜌𝑖 ,𝜔𝑖 , |𝜓 ⟩

(
𝑊

(
(1 + 𝑝 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 ))𝜏𝛽 +

∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖𝜆𝑖 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 )𝐺𝑖

)
+𝑊

(
(1 − 𝑝 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 ))𝜏𝛽 −

∑︁
𝑖

𝑝𝑖𝜆𝑖 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 )𝐺𝑖

))
, (C8)

where 𝑝 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 , 𝑝𝑖 ) = ⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜓
∑

𝑖 𝑝𝑖 ⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜔𝑖
and 𝜆(𝜓,𝜔𝑖 ) = ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓 ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜔𝑖

+ ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓 ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜔𝑖
. In turn, only terms proportional to 𝐺𝑖 can

contribute to the SWITCH-ergotropy in C8, therefore, its optimization is achieved by maximizing the absolute values of
𝜆𝑖 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 ), i.e., by the states |𝜓 ⟩ and 𝜔𝑖 with |⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓 | = |⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜔𝑖

| = 1 or |⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓 | = |⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜔𝑖
| = 1. This means that the optimal control

states 𝜔𝑖 are pure and can be taken from the state sets {|±⟩} or {| ± 𝑖⟩}: without loss of generality, we stick to the first set, so
that 𝜔𝑖 ∈ {|±⟩}.
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Calculating 𝐺𝑖 as done in the previous Appendices, we obtain 𝐺𝑖 = 𝜏𝛽𝜌𝑖𝜏𝛽 . Therefore, applying the above optimization, we
can rewrite the terms proportional to 𝐺𝑖 as:∑︁

𝑖

𝑝𝑖𝜆𝑖 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 )𝐺𝑖 = 𝜏𝛽

(∑︁
𝑖

sign(𝜆𝑖 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 ))𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖
)
𝜏𝛽 . (C9)

Two choices of signs of 𝜆𝑖 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 ) can be distinguished. First, due to the local thermality condition
∑
𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖 = 𝜏𝛽in , the choice of

the same sign of all 𝜆𝑖 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 ) corresponds to an initial product state featuring hence no a priori correlations and leading to the
maximal SWITCH-ergotropy W𝑁=2

UC guaranteed by Theorem 1. On the other hand, the remaining option is to assign opposite
signs to 𝜆𝑖 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 ). Indeed, denoting 𝐼 as the set of all indices 𝑖 , we divide it into two disjoint sets 𝐼+ ⊔ 𝐼− = 𝐼 , which correspond
to the indices with 𝜆𝑖 (𝜓,𝜔𝑖 ) = ±1. Denoting ∑

𝑖∈𝐼+ 𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖 = 𝑝𝜌+ and
∑

𝑖∈𝐼− 𝑝𝑖𝜌𝑖 = (1 − 𝑝)𝜌− under local thermality condition
𝑝𝜌+ + (1 − 𝑝)𝜌− = 𝜏𝛽in , we obtain an optimal initial state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 = 𝑝𝜌+ ⊗ |+⟩⟨+| + (1 − 𝑝)𝜌− ⊗ |−⟩⟨−| and the corresponding
SWITCH-ergotropy:

WD =
1
2
max
𝑝,𝜌+

(
𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 +𝐺D

)
+𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 −𝐺D

))
, (C10)

where𝐺D = 𝜏𝛽

[
𝑝𝜌+ − (1− 𝑝)𝜌−

]
𝜏𝛽 . Applying the local thermality condition and writing 𝜌+ =

(
𝑝+ 𝜌01
𝜌∗01 1 − 𝑝+

)
, we can expand𝐺D

as:

𝐺D = 𝜏𝛽

[(
2𝑝𝑝+ −

1
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

)
|0⟩⟨0| +

(
2𝑝 (1 − 𝑝+) −

𝑒−𝛽in

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

)
|1⟩⟨1| + 2𝑝 (𝜌01 |0⟩⟨1| + 𝜌∗01 |1⟩⟨0|)

]
𝜏𝛽 . (C11)

Comparing it with (B9) provided by initial classical correlations for 𝛽in > 0, we find that the first two terms coincide with
𝐺 (𝑝0, 𝑝1) up to notation, i.e., 𝑝0 ≡ 𝑝𝑝+ and 𝑝1 ≡ 𝑝 (1 − 𝑝+). Therefore, we find that the term 𝐺D contributing exclusively to the
SWITCH-ergotropy consists of an incoherent counterpart

𝐺CC ≡ 𝜏𝛽

[(
2𝑝𝑝+ −

1
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

)
|0⟩⟨0| +

(
2𝑝 (1 − 𝑝+) −

𝑒−𝛽in

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

)
|1⟩⟨1|

]
𝜏𝛽 , (C12)

coinciding with one of the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under classical correlations guaranteed by Theorem 3 and a coherent
counterpart

𝐺coh ≡ 𝜏𝛽

[
2𝑝 (𝜌01 |0⟩⟨1| + 𝜌∗01 |1⟩⟨0|)

]
𝜏𝛽 , (C13)

due to the quantum coherence carried by 𝜌+ and 𝜌− . This means that maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under quantum discord
is lower-bounded by the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under classical correlations, which, in turn, is lower-counded by the
maximal SWITCH-ergotropy without a priori correlations. Therefore, the optimization of WD is achieved by the choice of
opposite signs of 𝜆𝑖 (𝜓, 𝜌𝑖 ):

WD =
1
2
max
𝑝,𝜌+

(
𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 + (𝐺CC +𝐺coh)

)
+𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 − (𝐺CC +𝐺coh)

))
. (C14)

Finally, for fixed energetic populations of 𝜌+ (i.e., its diagonal elements in energetic basis), quantum coherence contributes
non-negatively to the SWITCH-ergotropy due to (8). Therefore, the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy is achieved by 𝜌+ being a
pure state. Therefore, it is enough to consider initial states 𝜌𝑆𝐶 with pure states |𝜇/𝜈⟩ correlated with the chosen states of the
control qubit, i.e., |±⟩, leading to the form (C4) of the initial state, hence the proof.

In the following Lemma, we provide a simple form of the initial state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 under local thermality condition that will help to
calculate the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy.

Lemma 7. Under the local thermality condition, the separable joint state 𝜌𝑆𝐶 that maximizes the SWITCH-ergotropy has the form:

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

=
1

𝑞 + 𝜇 − 2𝑞𝜇

[
𝑞(1 − 𝑞) |𝜇⟩⟨𝜇 | ⊗ |+⟩⟨+| + 𝜏𝛽in |𝜇⊥⟩⟨𝜇⊥ |𝜏𝛽in ⊗ |−⟩⟨−|

]
, (C15)

where 𝛽in = ln 𝑞

1−𝑞 .
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Proof. Firstly, we apply Lemma 6 and write down explicitly:

|𝜇⟩ ⟨𝜇 | =

(
𝜇 𝑒−𝑖𝛼𝜇

√︁
𝜇 (1 − 𝜇)

𝑒𝑖𝛼𝜇
√︁
𝜇 (1 − 𝜇) 1 − 𝜇

)
, (C16)

|𝜈⟩ ⟨𝜈 | =

(
𝜈 𝑒−𝑖𝛼𝜈

√︁
𝜈 (1 − 𝜈)

𝑒𝑖𝛼𝜈

√︁
𝜈 (1 − 𝜈) 1 − 𝜈

)
. (C17)

Hence, the condition of local thermality 𝑝 |𝜇⟩⟨𝜇 | + (1 − 𝑝) |𝜈⟩⟨𝜈 | = 𝜏𝛽in can be provided in the form of two equations that define
𝑝 , 𝜈 , and 𝛼𝜈 :

𝑝𝜇 + (1 − 𝑝)𝜈 = 𝑞, (C18)

𝑒𝛼𝜇
√︁
𝜇 (1 − 𝜇) + 𝑒𝛼𝜈

√︁
𝜈 (1 − 𝜈) = 0, (C19)

where 𝑞 = 1
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

, i.e., defined by the equation 𝛽in = ln 𝑞

1−𝑞 . Solving them we find 𝑝 =
𝑞 (1−𝑞)
𝑞+𝜇−2𝜇𝑞 , 𝜈 =

2𝑞2 (1−𝜇 )
𝑞−(2𝑞−1) (2𝜇−1) , and

𝛼𝜈 = 𝛼𝜇 + 𝜋𝑘 , 𝑘 ∈ Z. Plugging them in into (C4), we obtain the form (C15) of the optimal initial state, hence the proof.

Finally, we provide the calculation of the resulting maximal SWITCH-ergotropy, as shown in the following Proposition.

Proposition 7. The SWITCH-ergotropy (29) with joint input state with quantum discord is maximal for

𝜌
opt
𝑆𝐶

=


1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+| + 𝑒−𝛽in |1⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ |−⟩ ⟨−|

)
, for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽

1
2

(
|𝜇⟩ ⟨𝜇 | ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+| + |𝜈⟩ ⟨𝜈 | ⊗ |−⟩ ⟨−|

)
, for 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽

, (C20)

where |𝜇/𝜈⟩ = 1√
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0⟩ ± 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 |1⟩

)
, and is given by:

WD =


1
2 tanh

(
𝛽

2

) ( cosh
(
𝛽+ 𝛽in

2

)
2 sinh(𝛽 ) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) − 1

)
, for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽

1
2 tanh

(
𝛽

2

) (√︂
1 + 1

4 sinh
−2 (𝛽) cosh−2

(
𝛽in
2

)
− 1

)
, for 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽

, (C21)

WD is purely incoherent for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽 and purely coherent for 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽 .

Proof. Applying Lemma 7, we can write the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy (C14) in a simpler form:

WD =
1
2
max
𝜇

(
𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 + (𝐺CC +𝐺coh)

)
+𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 − (𝐺CC +𝐺coh)

))
, (C22)

𝐺CC =
𝜇 − 𝑞

𝜇 + 𝑞 − 2𝑞𝜇
𝜏𝛽

[
𝑞 |0⟩⟨0| − (1 − 𝑞) |1⟩⟨1|

]
𝜏𝛽 , (C23)

𝐺coh =
2𝑞(1 − 𝑞)

√︁
𝜇 (1 − 𝜇)

𝜇 + 𝑞 − 2𝑞𝜇
𝜏𝛽𝑋𝜏𝛽 , (C24)

where 1
2 ≤ 𝑞 ≤ 1 is defined by 𝛽in = ln 𝑞

1−𝑞 . In turn, we can separate the SWITCH-ergotropy into its incoherent and coherent
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counterparts and calculate them explicitly using (6) and (8), respectively:

WD = max
𝜇

(
𝑊 D

inc (𝜇) +𝑊 D
coh (𝜇)

)
, (C25)

𝑊 D
inc (𝜇) =

1
2
tanh

( 𝛽
2

)
max

{
0,

|𝑞 − 𝜇 |
𝜇 + 𝑞 − 2𝑞𝜇

cosh
(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
2 sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) − 1

}
, (C26)

𝑊 D
coh (𝜇) =

1
4
tanh

( 𝛽
2

) [√√√√√√(
1 + 𝑞 − 𝜇

𝜇 + 𝑞 − 2𝑞𝜇

cosh
(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
2 sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) )2
+ 4𝑞(1 − 𝑞)𝜇 (1 − 𝜇)

(𝜇 + 𝑞 − 2𝑞𝜇)2

(
1

2 sinh(𝛽) cosh
(
𝛽in
2

) )2

+

√√√√√√(
1 − 𝑞 − 𝜇

𝜇 + 𝑞 − 2𝑞𝜇

cosh
(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
2 sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) )2
+ 4𝑞(1 − 𝑞)𝜇 (1 − 𝜇)

(𝜇 + 𝑞 − 2𝑞𝜇)2

(
1

2 sinh(𝛽) cosh
(
𝛽in
2

) )2

−
�����1 + 𝑞 − 𝜇

𝜇 + 𝑞 − 2𝑞𝜇

cosh
(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
2 sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) ����� −
�����1 − 𝑞 − 𝜇

𝜇 + 𝑞 − 2𝑞𝜇

cosh
(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
2 sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) �����
]
. (C27)

Performing optimization of the overall SWITCH-ergotropy, we find two regimes of temperature pairs (𝛽, 𝛽in), which feature
different optimal initial states 𝜌𝑆𝐶 and are separated by the temperature bound (34). If 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽 , the optimal value 𝜇 = 1 defines
the initial state

𝜌
opt,𝛽in≥2𝛽
𝑆𝐶

=
1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+| + 𝑒−𝛽in |1⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ |−⟩ ⟨−|

)
, (C28)

and the corresponding maximal SWITCH-ergotropy coincides with the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy under classical correlations
guaranteed by Theorem 3, hence, containing only the incoherent counterpart:

W𝛽in≥2𝛽
D =

1
2𝑍 2

𝛽
𝑍𝛽in

max{0, 𝑒−2𝛽 − 𝑒−𝛽in + 2𝑒−(2𝛽+𝛽in ) }. (C29)

On the other hand, if the temperature bound (34) is violated, i.e., 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽 , the optimal initial state is defined by 𝜇 = 𝑞 ≡ 1
𝑍𝛽in

, so
that:

𝜌
opt,𝛽in≤2𝛽
𝑆𝐶

=
1
2

[
|𝜇⟩ ⟨𝜇 | ⊗ |+⟩ ⟨+| + |𝜈⟩ ⟨𝜈 | ⊗ |−⟩ ⟨−|

]
, (C30)

with |𝜇/𝜈⟩ = 1√
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0⟩ ±𝑒−

𝛽in
2 |1⟩

)
. In this case, the resulting maximal SWITCH-ergotropy consists of the coherent counterpart

only,

W𝛽in≤2𝛽
D =

1
2
tanh

( 𝛽
2

) (√︂
1 + 1

4
sinh−2 (𝛽) cosh−2

( 𝛽in
2

)
− 1

)
, (C31)

which coincides with the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy (B18) under classical correlations if 𝛽in = 0. Hence the proof.

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem 5

In this Appendix, we find the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy that can be achieved under entangled initial joint state of work
medium (under the condition of local thermality) and the control system,

𝜌𝑆𝐶 = |Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in)⟩⟨Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in) |, (D1)

|Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in)⟩ =
1√︁
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(
|0𝜓𝛼,𝜙 ⟩ + 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 |1𝜓⊥

𝛼,𝜙
⟩
)
, (D2)

where {|𝜓 ⟩, |𝜓⊥⟩} consitutes an orthonormal basis. We start by the following Lemma that will simplify the proof of Theorem 5.
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Lemma 8. Given a purification (𝛼, 𝜙) of the initial thermal state 𝜏𝛽in of the work medium with respect to the control system, the
quantum SWITCH of two thermalizing channels T𝛽 [·] outputs a joint state

𝜌ENT =


𝑝 (1−𝛼+𝑞(−1+2𝛼)) 𝑒−𝑖𝜙𝑝2𝑞

√︁
𝛼 (1−𝛼) 0 −(1−𝑝)𝑝𝛼

√︁
𝑞(1−𝑞)

𝑒𝑖𝜙𝑝2𝑞
√︁
𝛼 (1−𝛼) 𝑝 (𝛼+𝑞(1−2𝛼)) 𝑒2𝑖𝜙 (1−𝑝)𝑝 (1−𝛼)

√︁
𝑞(1−𝑞) 0

0 𝑒−2𝑖𝜙 (1−𝑝)𝑝 (1−𝛼)
√︁
𝑞(1−𝑞) (1−𝑝) (1−𝛼+𝑞(−1+2𝛼)) −𝑒−𝑖𝜙 (1−𝑝)2 (1−𝑞)

√︁
𝛼 (1−𝛼)

−(1−𝑝)𝑝𝛼
√︁
𝑞(1−𝑞) 0 −𝑒𝑖𝜙 (1−𝑝)2 (1−𝑞)

√︁
𝛼 (1−𝛼) (1−𝑝) (𝛼+𝑞(1−2𝛼))


, (D3)

where the computational basis {|𝑖⟩ ⊗ | 𝑗⟩} with 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ {0, 1} is used, while 𝑝 = 1
𝑍𝑆,𝛽

∈ [ 12 , 1] and 𝑞 = 1
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

∈ [ 12 , 1].

Proof. We start by taking the purification (𝛼, 𝜙) with respect to (49) and rewriting it as

|Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in)⟩ =
1√︁
𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

(√
𝛼 |00⟩ + 𝑒𝑖𝜙

√
1 − 𝛼 |01⟩ + 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 𝑒−𝑖𝜙

√
1 − 𝛼 |10⟩ − 𝑒−

𝛽in
2
√
𝛼 |11⟩

)
. (D4)

In turn, plugging 𝜌𝑆𝐶 = |Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in)⟩⟨Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in) | in into the quantum SWITCH channel (24) we obtain

𝜌ENT =
1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

∑︁
𝑖 𝑗𝑖′ 𝑗 ′

[
𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′

(
𝛼 |0⟩⟨0| +

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)𝑒−

𝛽in
2 (𝑒𝑖𝜙 |0⟩⟨1| + 𝑒−𝑖𝜙 |1⟩⟨0|) + 𝑒−𝛽in (1 − 𝛼) |1⟩⟨1|

)
(𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ )† ⊗ |0⟩⟨0|

+ 𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗

(
(1 − 𝛼) |0⟩⟨0| +

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)𝑒−

𝛽in
2 (𝑒𝑖𝜙 |0⟩⟨1| + 𝑒−𝑖𝜙 |1⟩⟨0|) + 𝑒−𝛽in𝛼 |1⟩⟨1|

)
(𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗 )† ⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

+ 𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′
(
𝑒−𝑖𝜙

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

(
|0⟩⟨0| − 𝑒−𝛽in |1⟩⟨1|

)
− 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 𝛼 |0⟩⟨1| + 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 𝑒−2𝑖𝜙 (1 − 𝛼) |1⟩⟨0|

)
(𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗 )† ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|

+ 𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗

(
𝑒𝑖𝜙

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

(
|0⟩⟨0| − 𝑒−𝛽in |1⟩⟨1|

)
+ 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 𝑒2𝑖𝜙 (1 − 𝛼) |0⟩⟨1| − 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 𝛼 |1⟩⟨0|

)
(𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗𝑇𝛽,𝑖′ 𝑗 ′ )† ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|

]
, (D5)

where 𝜌ENT =
[
S(T𝛽 ,T𝛽 )

]
( |Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in)⟩ ⟨Φ𝛼,𝜙 (𝛽in) |)

)
is the output of the quantum SWITCH and {𝑇𝛽,𝑖 𝑗 }𝑖, 𝑗 are the Kraus operators

of T𝛽 defined in (18). Calculating explicitly the action of the Kraus operators, we obtain

𝜌ENT =
1

𝑍𝑆,𝛽in

[(
𝛼𝜏𝛽 + 𝑒−𝛽in (1 − 𝛼)𝜏𝛽

)
⊗ |0⟩⟨0| +

(
(1 − 𝛼)𝜏𝛽 + 𝑒−𝛽in𝛼𝜏𝛽

)
⊗ |1⟩⟨1|

+
√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)𝜏𝛽

(
|0⟩⟨0| − 𝑒−𝛽in |1⟩⟨1|

)
𝜏𝛽 ⊗

(
𝑒−𝑖𝜙 |0⟩⟨1| + 𝑒𝑖𝜙 ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|

)
+ 𝜏𝛽

(
−𝑒−

𝛽in
2 𝛼 |0⟩⟨1| + 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 𝑒−2𝑖𝜙 (1 − 𝛼) |1⟩⟨0|

)
𝜏𝛽 ⊗ |0⟩⟨1|

+ 𝜏𝛽

(
𝑒−

𝛽in
2 𝑒2𝑖𝜙 (1 − 𝛼) |0⟩⟨1| − 𝑒−

𝛽in
2 𝛼 |1⟩⟨0|

)
𝜏𝛽 ⊗ |1⟩⟨0|

]
. (D6)

Finally, writing the thermal state 𝜏𝛽 in its matrix form and redefining 𝛽 = ln 𝑝

1−𝑝 and 𝛽in = ln 𝑞

1−𝑞 , we obtain (D3), hence the
proof.

Finally, we provide the calculation of the resulting maximal SWITCH-ergotropy, as shown in the following Proposition.

Proposition 8. The SWITCH-ergotropy (29) with entangled joint input state is maximal for purification with

𝛼opt (𝛽in, 𝛽) =

{
0 or 1, for 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽

1
2 , for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽 , (D7)

regardless of 𝜙 and is given by:

WENT =



1
2 tanh

(
𝛽

2

) ( cosh
(
𝛽+ 𝛽in

2

)
2 sinh(𝛽 ) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) − 1

)
, for 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽

1
2 tanh

(
𝛽

2

) (√︄
1 + 1

4 sinh(𝛽 )2 cosh2
(
𝛽in
2

) − 1

)
, for 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽

, (D8)
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Proof. Applying Lemma 8, we rewrite the output state 𝜌ENT in a simpler form:

𝜌ENT =
1
2

[
𝜏𝛽 ⊗ (1 + (1 − 2𝛼) (1 − 2𝑞)𝑍 ) +𝐺𝑋 ⊗ 𝑋 +𝐺𝑌 ⊗ 𝑌

]
, (D9)

𝐺𝑋 = 𝜏𝛽
√
𝜏𝛽in

(
2 cos𝜙

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼) (1 − 𝛼)𝑒2𝑖𝜙 − 𝛼

(1 − 𝛼)𝑒−2𝑖𝜙 − 𝛼 −2 cos𝜙
√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

)
√
𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 , (D10)

𝐺𝑌 = 𝜏𝛽
√
𝜏𝛽in

(
2 sin𝜙

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼) −𝑖 ((1 − 𝛼)𝑒2𝑖𝜙 + 𝛼)

𝑖 ((1 − 𝛼)𝑒−2𝑖𝜙 + 𝛼) −2 sin𝜙
√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

)
√
𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 . (D11)

Therefore, the corresponding maximal SWITCH-ergotropy can be written as:

WENT =
1
2

max
𝛼,𝜙, |𝜓 ⟩

(
𝑊

(
(1 + 𝑝 (𝜓, 𝛼))𝜏𝛽 + ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓𝐺𝑋 + ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓𝐺𝑌

)
+𝑊

(
(1 − 𝑝 (𝜓, 𝛼))𝜏𝛽 − ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓𝐺𝑋 − ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓𝐺𝑌

))
, (D12)

where 𝑝 (𝜓, 𝛼) = (1 − 2𝛼) (1 − 2𝑞)⟨𝑍 ⟩𝜓 . The terms proportional to 𝐺𝑋 and 𝐺𝑌 are the only ones contributing to the SWITCH-

ergotropy. Hence, its optimization requires maximization of these terms. Expanding |𝜓 ⟩ =
©­«

cos
(
𝜃 ′

2

)
𝑒𝑖𝜙

′ sin
(
𝜃 ′

2

)ª®¬, we provide the
components of its Bloch vector as ⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓 = sin𝜃 ′ cos𝜙 ′ and ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓 = sin𝜃 ′ cos𝜙 ′. This leads to:

⟨𝑋 ⟩𝜓𝐺𝑋 + ⟨𝑌 ⟩𝜓𝐺𝑌 = 𝜏𝛽
√
𝜏𝛽in

(
2 cos(𝜙 − 𝜙 ′) sin(𝜃 ′)

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼) 𝑒−𝑖𝜙

′ ((1 − 𝛼)𝑒2𝑖 (𝜙−𝜙 ′ ) − 𝛼)
𝑒−𝑖𝜙

′ ((1 − 𝛼)𝑒−2𝑖 (𝜙−𝜙 ′ ) − 𝛼) −2 cos(𝜙 − 𝜙 ′) sin(𝜃 ′)
√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

)
√
𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 . (D13)

Therefore, its contribution is maximal if the measurement is performed with respect to the basis {|𝜓 ⟩, |𝜓⊥⟩} with 𝜃 ′ = 𝜋
2 + 𝜋𝑘

and 𝜙 ′ = 𝜙 + 𝜋𝑘 ′, where 𝑘, 𝑘 ′ ∈ Z. We obtain hence the SWITCH-ergotropy:

WENT =
1
2
max
𝛼,𝜙

(
𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 +𝐺

)
+𝑊

(
𝜏𝛽 −𝐺

))
, (D14)

𝐺 = 𝜏𝛽
√
𝜏𝛽in

(
2
√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼) 𝑒𝑖𝜙 (1 − 2𝛼)

𝑒−𝑖𝜙 (1 − 2𝛼) −2
√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

)
√
𝜏𝛽in𝜏𝛽 . (D15)

Now, we can calculate separately the incoherent and coherent counterparts of (D14) by applying (6) and (8), respectively:

WENT = max
𝛼

(
𝑊 ENT

inc (𝛼) +𝑊 ENT
coh (𝛼)

)
, (D16)

𝑊 ENT
inc (𝛼) =

1
2
tanh

( 𝛽
2

)
max

{
0,

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

cosh
(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) − 1

}
, (D17)

𝑊 ENT
coh (𝛼) =

1
4
tanh

( 𝛽
2

) [√√√√√√(
1 +

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

cosh
(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) )2
+

(
1 − 2𝛼

2 sinh(𝛽) cosh
(
𝛽in
2

) )2

+

√√√√√√(
1 −

√︁
𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)

cosh
(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) )2
+

(
1 − 2𝛼

2 sinh(𝛽) cosh
(
𝛽in
2

) )2

−
�����1 + √︁

𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)
cosh

(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) ����� −
�����1 − √︁

𝛼 (1 − 𝛼)
cosh

(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) �����
]
. (D18)

While the overall maximal SWITCH-ergotropy is invariant under change of 𝜙 , its optimization over 𝛼 reveals two regimes of
temperature pairs (𝛽, 𝛽in) featuring different optimal values of 𝛼 and separated by the temperature bound (34). If 𝛽in ≥ 2𝛽 , the
optimal value 𝛼 = 1

2 provides the maximal SWITCH-ergotropy of exclusively incoherent nature given by:

W𝛽in≥2𝛽
ENT =

1
2
tanh

( 𝛽
2

) ( cosh
(
𝛽 + 𝛽in

2

)
2 sinh(𝛽) cosh

(
𝛽in
2

) − 1

)
. (D19)
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On the other hand, if the temperature bound (34) is violated, i.e., 𝛽in ≤ 2𝛽 , the optimal purification is defined by 𝛼 = 0 or 𝛼 = 1,
so that the resulting maximal SWITCH-ergotropy consists of its coherent counterpart only:

W𝛽in≤2𝛽
ENT =

1
2
tanh

( 𝛽
2

) (√√√
1 + 1

4 sinh(𝛽)2 cosh2
(
𝛽in
2

) − 1

)
, (D20)

hence the proof.
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