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Energy extraction is a central task in thermodynamics. In quantum physics, ergotropy measures
the amount of work extractable under cyclic Hamiltonian control. As its full extraction requires
perfect knowledge of the initial state, however, it does not characterize the work value of unknown or
untrusted quantum sources. Fully characterizing such sources would require quantum tomography,
which is prohibitively costly in experiments due to the exponential growth of required measurements
and operational limitations. Here, we therefore derive a new notion of ergotropy applicable when
nothing is known about the quantum states produced by the source, apart from what can be
learned by performing only a single type of coarse-grained measurement. We find that in this
case the extracted work is defined by the Boltzmann and observational entropy, in cases where the
measurement outcomes are, or are not, used in the work extraction, respectively. This notion of
ergotropy represents a realistic measure of extractable work, which can be used as the relevant figure
of merit to characterize a quantum battery.

Efficient energy extraction is a key quest for living be-
ings and modern technology alike. In recent years the
advent of quantum technology has spurred the study
of energy sources beyond the classical realm and the
emerging field of quantum thermodynamics [1–6] has
investigated the role of quantum features in this task.
At the same time while modern quantum technology
already finds applications in secure communication [7–
9], sensing [10–12], and computing [13–17] these devices
need to be powered, conceivably with non-equilibrium,
quantum sources of energy. An example are recently
experimentally-demonstrated [18, 19] quantum batter-
ies [20–23], which offer a significant quantum advantage
in charging power [24–28]. Generally, if one wants to
make use of energy from an energy source, the first step
is to characterize it. In the quantum regime, the ener-
getic potential of the source is given by the quantum state
it produces and measured by the Hamiltonian. Energy
can be extracted by performing operations that trans-
form this state into a state of lower energy, and collecting
the surplus in the process.

Here, we consider a quantifier of work potential in the
quantum regime called ergotropy W which equals the
amount of energy extractable from a known quantum
state ρ under the application of cyclic Hamiltonian con-
trol H(t) (where H(t) = 0 for t < 0 and t > T for protocol
duration T ) [29]. Since the resulting overall unitary evo-
lution U is reversible, no entropy or heat is produced
and the energy change tr[H(0)(ρ −UρU †)] exclusively
manifests as work.

Ergotropy has been widely studied and measured in
experiments [30, 31] where it quantifies the energy de-

∗ dsafranekibs@gmail.com
† dario rosa@ibs.re.kr
‡ quantum@felix-binder.net

posited onto a quantum load. However, a conceptual
hurdle remains: the assumption of perfect knowledge of
the state from which energy is extracted. In practice, the
energy source may be unknown or uncharacterized and
prohibit such idealized energy extraction. To fully char-
acterize it, one would require complete state tomography
on a large number of identically-prepared states before
the actual work extraction procedure, involving measure-
ments in a number of non-commuting bases [32–34]. In
many-body systems, which constitute quantum batter-
ies, this number is enormous and thus these measure-
ments are practically unrealistic. This is also the reason
why entanglement entropy is difficult to measure, with
a few exceptions in small-dimensional systems [35, 36].
In many-body systems, only the second order Rényi en-
tropy has been measured instead [37–40]. In many exper-
iments only limited types of measurements can be per-
formed [37, 41–45]. Further, the required measurements
can be prohibitively costly, may require long [46] or even
infinite time [47], and may in fact be fundamentally in-
compatible with the laws of thermodynamics [48]. Thus,
we here ask how much work may be extracted when only
a single type of coarse-grained measurement is available
to characterize the energy source.
We derive the corresponding quantifiers of maximally

extractable work under this operational constraint, and
dub them Boltzmann and observational ergotropy, be-
cause they are implicitly defined by the average Boltz-
mann and observational entropy [49–53], respectively.
The first applies to a situation when the measurement
outcomes are employed in the work extraction process,
the second when the partially characterized source is no
longer measured. Finally, we illustrate the effects of the
operational constraints on work extraction from an evolv-
ing quantum state.

Work extraction. The amount of work that may
be extracted from a quantum system is contingent on
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what type of system manipulation is experimentally pos-
sible [54–59]. Here, we will be concerned with a quantum
system’s ergotropy, which measures the amount of energy
that can be extracted by a unitary transformation. It is
defined as [29]

W (ρ,H) = tr[Hρ] −min
U

tr[HUρU †]. (1)

This can be written as a closed expression:

W (ρ,H) = tr[H(ρ − π)], (2)

where, in the case of non-degenerate energy levels π is
the unique passive state for the tuple (ρ,H), meaning
that it has the same eigenvalues as ρ, multiplying energy
eigenvectors in decreasing order (in the degenerate case,
π is a member of a family of passive states minimizing
Eq. (1)). Interestingly, it is more efficient to extract the
energy simultaneously from N copies, in which case we
obtain an asymptotic expression [20, 60, 61],

W∞
(ρ) ∶= lim

N→∞

W (ρ⊗N ,HN)

N
= tr[H(ρ − ρβ)]. (3)

Here, ρβ = e−βH/Z is the thermal state with inverse
temperature β defined by the von Neumann entropy,
SvN(ρβ) = SvN(ρ), andHN ∶= ∑

N
i=1 hi with hi ≅H for all i

(That is, HN is a sum of isomorphic local terms; we nota-
tionally omit trivial terms on all other Hilbert spaces). ρβ
always lower-bounds π energetically: tr[H(π − ρβ)] ≥ 0.
For the remainder of the paper we simplify the notation
toW (ρ) ≡W (ρ,H). See Appendix A for a generalization
of this result.

Extraction scheme. Consider a scenario where only a
single type of measurement is available to characterize
the source of quantum states, potentially comprising sig-
nificantly fewer outcomes than the system’s microscopic
degrees of freedom. In particular, consider a set of or-
thogonal projectors C = {Pi} with ∑i Pi = I. The proba-
bility of outcome i when measured on an unknown state
ρ is pi = tr[Piρ]. After obtaining this outcome, the cor-
responding state is projected onto ρi = PiρPi/pi. The
measurement (=coarse-graining) also naturally defines
the decomposition of the Hilbert space into subspaces-
macrostates, H =⊕iHi, with each macrostate given by

Hi = PiHPi = span∣ψ⟩{Pi ∣ψ⟩}. (4)

We will study two work-extraction stages, depicted in
Fig. 1:

Stage 1 combines characterization the source with
work extraction. We characterize the source by measur-
ing a sufficiently large number N of states. We record
the outcomes and identify the corresponding probabili-
ties pi. Then, we extract work from these N states, by a
protocol that makes use of the records.

Stage 2 uses the already characterized source to ex-
tract energy from the quantum states it produces, with-
out further measurements. The probabilities pi thus

FIG. 1. Scheme of work extraction from unknown sources.
In the limit of the large number of iterations N , the er-
gotropy per state is larger in Stage 1 at the cost of hav-
ing to store the measurement outcomes. It is given by
W = tr[H(ρ − ρβ)], where ρβ is a thermal state with temper-
ature β implicitly defined by the mean Boltzmann entropy
through SvN(ρβ) = SB

C in Stage 1, and by observational en-
tropy through SvN(ρβ) = SC in Stage 2, respectively. See
Eqs. (11) and (14). The energy tr[Hρ] is unknown, but it
can be estimated from Eq. (17).

given, we extract energy from any number of states pro-
duced by the source.

Partially random unitary extraction operations.
The original notion of ergotropy assumes perfect knowl-
edge of the density matrix from which energy is ex-
tracted. This is necessary in order to find the best ex-
traction unitary for that particular state. Here, in con-
trast, the state produced by the source is unknown; only
the outcomes i, or probabilities pi are obtainable by mea-
surement. Thus, given this incomplete information about
the initial state, we are unable to find the unitary that
extracts the energy perfectly. In order to address this,
we design a protocol that makes use only of this incom-
plete information to extract energy. This protocol will
be partially random, so also the extracted work will be
random. However, we will be able to determine the av-
erage amount of extracted work from many copies of the
same state and find the cases in which it is positive.
The work extraction protocol consists of two unitary

operations: First, a random unitary ⊕i Ũi that random-
izes states in each macrostate-subspace is applied. This is
necessary to make the task tractable, by making the av-
erage state effectively known. Then a non-random global
extraction unitary U , which makes use of the partial in-
formation, is applied to extract the remaining available
energy. Thus, the total extraction operation, which is
partially random, is

U⊕
i

Ũi. (5)

Unitary U acts on the entire Hilbert space, and it is later
optimized to take into account the knowledge of either
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outcomes i or probabilities pi obtained from the mea-
surements. Ũi are random unitaries, each acting on the
corresponding macrostate-subspace Hi. We choose oper-
ations Ũi to be completely random, according to the Haar
measure. This ensures that averaging over many realiza-
tions of the protocol leads to the following mathematical
formula, defining a non-unitary operation

U(ρ) = U(∫ (⊕
i

Ũi)ρ(⊕
i

Ũ †
i )dµ(⊕

i

Ũi))U
†
= UρcgU

†.

(6)
(See Supplemental Material for the proof and a simple
analytical example.) Here, the coarse-grained state

ρcg =∑
i

pi
Vi
Pi (7)

is known, because both pi and Vi are experimentally
available, unlike the full original state ρ. Vi = tr[Pi] =
dimHi is the volume of the macrostate (the number of its
constituent distinct microstates), which depends solely

on the measurement. The normalized (∫ dµ(⊕i Ũi) = 1)
Haar measure factorizes into subspace unitary Haar mea-
sures as dµ(⊕i Ũi) = dµ(Ũ1)dµ(Ũ2)⋯. We will use the
formula (6) when computing the average extracted work.

Note that random unitaries are key to a number of
theoretical protocols [62–69], some of which were imple-
mented in experiments [38, 70], and various methods to
generate them have been developed [71, 72].

In the case of simultaneous extraction from multiple
copies, we choose the random unitaries to act on each
individual copy, so that the global extraction operation
amounts to

U(⊕
i

Ũi)
⊗N . (8)

U is a global unitary acting on an N -partite state. After
averaging, we obtain

U(ρ(1) ⊗⋯⊗ ρ(N)) = Uρ(1)cg ⊗⋯⊗ ρ
(N)
cg U †. (9)

See the extraction protocol applied to Stages 1 and 2
in Fig. 2.

Extracted work in Stage 1: with measurement.
The total extracted work is obtained as the difference
between the initial and the average final energy of the
state. Its derivation is presented in Appendix B while
here we present the main results.

In the case of extraction from a single copy of the initial
state (N = 1 in Figs. 1 and 2), the extracted work is
measured by the Boltzmann ergotropy,

WB
C (ρ) = tr[H(ρ −∑

i

piπi)], (10)

where πi is a passive state for the tuple (Pi/Vi,H). It
describes the maximal amount of work extractable from
a state produced by an unknown source, when measur-
ing the state and using the outcome for the extraction

C ⊕j Ũj U(i)

C ⊕j Ũj

C ⊕j Ũj

U(i1, i2)

⊕j Ũj U({pi})

⊕j Ũj

⊕j Ũj

U({pi})

i

i1

i2

FIG. 2. The work extraction protocol in Stage 1 (left) and
Stage 2 (right), for N = 1 (single state; top) and N = 2 (two
states; bottom). C denotes the measurement.

protocol [73]. This maximal work is averaged over many
realizations of the initial state. In particular, the global
unitary U in the extraction operation, Eq. (5), depends
on the measurement outcome i and thus is optimized for,
and both the measurement outcomes and the unitaries Ũi
are random — these are averaged over.
In the case of simultaneous extraction from N copies

of the initial state, we derive the Boltzmann ergotropy in
the large-N limit,

WB∞
C (ρ) = tr[H(ρ − ρβ)]. (11)

Temperature of the thermal state ρβ = e
−βH/Z is implic-

itly defined by requiring that its von Neumann entropy
equals the mean Boltzmann entropy with coarse-graining
C,

SvN(ρβ) = S
B
C . (12)

The mean Boltzmann entropy is defined as SBC =

∑i pi lnVi, in which both pi and Vi are experimentally
accessible. Eq. (11) defines the amount of extractable
work per copy in the large-N limit when simultaneously
extracting from N copies of the initial state while using
the measurement outcomes in the process. In particular,
U in Eq. (8) depends on the list of outcomes (i1, . . . , iN)

and random unitaries Ũi are averaged over. We have
WB∞
C ≥WB

C .
The extractable work depends largely on the amount

of coarse-graining. For a fine-grained measurement pro-
jecting onto a pure state, we have Vi = 1 and thus SBC = 0.
This means that all the mean energy can be extracted.
On the other hand, for a very coarse measurement in
which SBC is large, very little work can be obtained. In
fact, energy can even be lost, if tr[Hρβ] > tr[Hρ].

Extracted work in Stage 2: no measurement. As-
suming that the source has been characterized, with
probabilities pi known, how much energy can be ex-
tracted without further measurement? The derivation
for the following results can be found in Appendix C.

In analogy to Eq. (10), the extracted work from a single
state is measured by the observational ergotropy,

WC(ρ) = tr[H(ρ − πcg)], (13)
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where πcg is a passive state for the tuple (ρcg,H). It
describes the maximally-extractable work from a state
produced by an unknown source characterized by a set
of probabilities {pi}, without further measurements. In
particular, the extraction operation, Eq. (5), is applied
directly on the state which is not measured beforehand.
The global unitary U depends on the probabilities {pi}

and the random unitaries Ũi are averaged over.
In the case of simultaneous extraction from N copies

of the initial state, we obtain the observational ergotropy
in the large-N limit,

W∞
C (ρ) = tr[H(ρ − ρβ′)]. (14)

Temperature β′ of the thermal state is implicitly defined
by requiring that its von Neumann entropy equals the
observational entropy,

SvN(ρβ′) = SC . (15)

Observational entropy [52] is the sum of Shannon and
mean Boltzmann entropy, SC = S

Sh
C + S

B
C = −∑i pi lnpi +

∑i pi lnVi. Eq. (14) measures the average amount of ex-
tractable work per copy when extracting simultaneously
from a large number of copies of the state, produced by
the source characterized solely by the probabilities {pi}.
The global unitary U in Eq. (8) depends on the proba-

bilities and Ũi are averaged over. We have W∞
C ≥WC .

Due to the conditional extraction, Stage 1 leads to a
larger extractable work than Stage 2, WB

C ≥ WC and
WB∞
C ≥ W∞

C . The difference in Eqs. (12) and (15) is
given by the (Shannon) entropy of measurement. An ex-
ample of observational ergotropy and the corresponding
entropy is depicted in Fig. 3.

Bounds on observational ergotropy. Computing the
Boltzmann or observational ergotropy requires knowl-
edge of the mean initial energy, which is unknown but
possible to estimate from the partial knowledge given by
distribution {pi}.

Consider local energy coarse-grainings,

C = {PE1 ⊗ PE2}, (16)

studied in observational entropy literature [50, 52]. PE1 =

∑E′1∈[E1,E1+∆E) ∣E
′
1⟩⟨E

′
1∣ and PE2 (analogous) are coarse-

grained projectors on local energies with resolution ∆E.
The mean energy can be estimated from

∣tr[Hρ] − tr[Hρcg]∣ ≤ 2∥Hint∥ + 2∆E, (17)

where the full Hamiltonian is H =H1+H2+Hint, and ∥ ∥
denotes the operator norm. When increasing the num-
ber of partitions to k, we obtain ∣tr[Hρ] − tr[Hρcg]∣ ≤
2∥Hint∥+ k∆E. The first term ∥Hint∥ also scales linearly
with k, representing a finite-size effect. See Supplemental
Material for details.

Energy can also be estimated in the case of completely
general coarse-graining [74].

W
∞(ρ)

W
∞(ρcg)

W
∞(ρcg) ±2 (ΔE+Hint)

S(ρ)
Sth ψ1⊗ ψ2
Sth ψ1+Sth ψ2

0 2 4 6 8 10

0

5

10

15

20

Time t

E
rg
o
tr
o
p
y
W

(
t)

E
n
tr
o
p
y
S
(t
)

FIG. 3. Observational ergotropy and observational entropy
as a function of time, for a thermalizing system of four
particles. Here, C is chosen to be a local energy coarse-
graining (Eq. (16)); the initial state ∣ψ1⟩⊗∣ψ2⟩, ∣ψ1⟩ = ∣000000⟩
and ∣ψ2⟩ = ∣111100⟩, evolves with the Hamiltonian given by
Eq. (18), with T = V = 1 and T ′ = V ′ = 0.96. We choose the
energy resolution ∆E = (E1 − E0)/2, where E0 and E1 are
the ground and first excited state energy, respectively. True
ergotropy W∞

C (ρ) (solid purple) is unknown to the exper-
imenter. However, they can estimate the value of W∞

C (ρcg)
(red dotted), ρcg = ∑E1,E2

pE1E2
(t)

VE1
VE2

PE1⊗PE2 , and be sure that

the true value lies within the light-red shaded region, between
the red-dashed lines representing W∞

C (ρcg)± 2(∥Hint∥+∆E).
We compare this with observational entropy SC(ρ) (blue
long-dashed) called non-equilibrium thermodynamic entropy
for this particular coarse-graining [52]. It is bounded by
the sum of initial thermodynamic entropies (dark green dot-
dot-dashed) and by the final thermodynamic entropy (green
dot-dashed), Sth ≡ SCE , defined as observational entropy
with global energy coarse-graining with the same resolution
∆E [50, 52]. Observational ergotropy is directly defined
by observational entropy, and inversely related to it, as per
Eqs. (14) and (15).

Example: ergotropy of local energy coarse-
graining. We illustrate the essence of our result by ex-
amining observational ergotropy as a function of time for
a thermalizing system. We assume that we can mea-
sure local energies, described by coarse-graining (16).
We consider a widely-used and generic one-dimensional
fermionic Hamiltonian [75], with the nearest neighbor
and next-nearest neighbor interaction, describing inter-
acting particles hopping between k’th and l’th site as

H(k∶l)=
l

∑
i=k
−Tf †

i fi+1−T
′f †
i fi+2+h.c.+V nini+1+V

′nini+2.

(18)
(Terms with fl+1, fl+2, fk−1, and fk−2 are not included

in the sum.) fi and f †
i are the fermionic annihila-

tion and creation operators for site i. ni = f
†
i fi is the

local density operator. We take the full Hamiltonian
H ≡H(1∶L), where L is the length of the chain, with a di-
vision between two equal sized subsystems H1 ≡H

(1∶L/2),
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H2 ≡H
(L/2+1∶L), and Hint =H−H1−H2. We also employ

hard wall boundary conditions.

In Fig. 3 we plot observational ergotropyW∞
C (∣ψt⟩) for

extracting energy from state ∣ψt⟩ = exp(−iHt) ∣ψ0⟩, to-
gether with its estimates. We compare this with observa-
tional entropy to which it is reciprocally related through
Eq. (14). There is a point where the lower bound on er-
gotropy crosses zero, in which the experimenter, given the
available information, will stop characterizing the state
as useful, i.e., they cannot be certain that it provides en-
ergy. As the state evolves, the system thermalizes, and
the opportunity to extract work diminishes.

As the full Hamiltonian preserves the total number of
particles n, the relevant Hilbert space explored by the
system during time evolution is H = ⊕nk=0Hk ⊗ Hn−k.
This is important for correctly computing the accessible
macrostate volumes VE1E2 . To describe situations with
an unknown particle number, one has to employ addi-
tional coarse-graining in local particle numbers [52].

Discussion and Conclusions. To relate ergotropy
to realistic scenarios of work extraction, previous works
have considered constraints such as a restriction to lo-
cal [20, 24, 25, 76–78], Gaussian [79], or incoherent oper-
ations [80]. Here, we have addressed the remaining open
problem which is the assumption of perfect knowledge of
the initial state.

Assuming that a source of unknown states can be char-
acterized only by a single type of coarse-grained mea-
surement, we designed the extraction protocol as follows.
A random unitary is applied on each measurement sub-
space. Then we apply a global unitary operation that
optimizes the energy extraction by taking the knowledge
obtained from the measurement into account. Because
of the randomness, also the work extracted is random.
However, because the unitaries were picked with the Haar
measure, the extracted work average is computable. This
allows to determine the work output of the source.

The protocol results in two notions of ergotropy: Boltz-
mann ergotropy, which measures the extracted energy
when the measurement result is conditionally taken into
account (Eq. 11), and observational ergotropy for uncon-
ditional extraction (Eq. 14). The energy difference be-
tween the two cases results from the difference in entropy
of corresponding thermal states (Eq. 12 and Eq. 15).
The two deviate exactly by the (Shannon) entropy of
measurement SSh = −∑i pi lnpi which lower-bounds the
work required for erasing the measurement record [81–
83]: Werasure ≥ β

−1SSh with β the inverse temperature
of the heat bath used during erasure. Note here that
we have not attempted to quantify the energy associated
with the measurement itself (which indeed diverges for
perfect projective measurement [48]).

This work applies in two cases: first, to high-
dimensional external sources, i.e., not prepared by an
experimenter, on which full quantum tomography is not
viable. The second case is that of imperfectly controlled
systems, such as quantum batteries. Given perfect con-
trol over the charging procedure, one knows the state of

the charged battery exactly. Therefore ergotropy is the
relevant figure of merit [84–87]. However, a certain lack
of control is inevitable – e.g. in the form of unknown
disorder [27, 88–94], uncertain time of charging [95, 96],
or batteries charged from an initially unknown state [97].
In all these cases, the final battery state is not fully de-
termined. Observational ergotropy then gives an experi-
mentally verifiable lower bound on the amount of energy
that can be extracted. As such, it is a realistic figure of
merit for characterizing quantum batteries.
One can also find applications from the theoretical per-

spective. These appear whenever there is a limit on which
measurement the experimenter can perform, in the spirit
of E.T. Jaynes’ statement regarding the Gibbs (mixing)
paradox [98]: “The amount of useful work that we can
extract from any system depends - obviously and neces-
sarily - on how much “subjective” information we have
about its microstate because that tells us which interac-
tions will extract energy and which will not.” Here as
well, depending on the measurement, the outcome will
determine the best extraction unitary and in turn the
amount of extractable work.
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and for discussing with us the examples mentioned in the
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Appendix A: simultaneous extraction generalized
to a larger class of states. The essence of Eq. (3) may
equally be expressed as

lim
N→∞

min
U

tr[HNUρ
⊗NU †]

N
= tr[Hρβ], (19)

where SvN(ρβ) = SvN(ρ).
In the Supplemental Material, we derive its generaliza-

tion,

lim
N→∞

min
U

tr[HNU⊗i ρ
⊗piN
i U †]

N
= tr[Hρβ], (20)

where SvN(ρβ) = ∑i piSvN(ρi), assuming that the limit

exists. Here and in the following, ρ⊗piNi is shorthand for

ρ
⊗⌊piN⌋
i and ρ⊗0i = 1 inside the limit. See Supplemental

Material for details. {pi} is a set of probabilities, ∑i pi =
1, and {ρi} is any set of density matrices. The original
formula is recovered for p1 = 1.

Appendix B: derivation of extracted work in
Stage 1: with measurement. See the extraction pro-
tocol in Fig. 2 (left). The total extracted work is given
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by the difference between the initial and the final energy
of the state, which for measurement outcome i is

W i
single = tr[Hρ] − tr[HU(⊕

j

Ũj)ρi(⊕
j

Ũ †
j )U

†
], (21)

where ρi = PiρPi/pi. In cases where the outcome is i, the
experimenter on average extracts

W i
= ∫ W i

single dµ(⊕
j

Ũj) = tr[Hρ] − tr[HU(Pi/Vi)U
†].

(22)
Here we used U(ρi) = UPi/ViU

†. Maximizing over the
global unitary and using Eq. (2), we define the Boltzmann
ergotropy corresponding to outcome i,

WB,i
C (ρ) =max

U
tr[H(ρ −U(Pi/Vi)U

†
)] = tr[H(ρ − πi)].

(23)
πi is a passive state for the tuple (Pi/Vi,H). Averag-
ing over all possible outcomes defines the Boltzmann er-
gotropy,

WB
C (ρ) = tr[H(ρ −∑

i

piπi)]. (24)

In the case of simultaneous extraction in the limit of
large N , the state after a series of measurements is (al-
most surely) described by

ρN =⊗
i

ρ⊗piNi (25)

This is up to reordering of the outcomes: while the order
affects the specific extraction unitary, all such permuta-
tions lead to the same ergotropy (since these states are
energetically equivalent). This is derived by using the
law of large numbers; see Supplemental Material, which
includes related Ref. [99].
Using the same logic as in Eq. (22) when applying

Eq. (9) on Eq. (25), and then using Eq. (20) we derive
the Boltzmann ergotropy in the large-N limit,

WB∞
C (ρ) ∶= lim

N→∞

WB
C (ρ

⊗N)

N
= tr[H(ρ − ρβ)]. (26)

Temperature of the thermal state ρβ = e
−βH/Z is im-

plicitly defined by requiring that its von Neumann en-
tropy equals the mean Boltzmann entropy with coarse-
graining C,

SvN(ρβ) =∑
i

pi lnVi =∶ S
B
C . (27)

See Supplemental Material for details.

Appendix C: derivation of extracted work in
Stage 2: no measurement. See the extraction proto-
col in Fig. 2 (right). As in Eq. (21), we derive this energy

as the energy difference between the initial and the final
state,

W no−meas.
single = tr[Hρ] − tr[HU(⊕

i

Ũi)ρ(⊕
i

Ũ †
i )U

†
]. (28)

Averaging over the random unitaries using Eq. (6), and
maximizing over the extraction unitary defines observa-
tional ergotropy,

WC(ρ) = tr[Hρ] −min
U

tr[HUρcgU
†] = tr[H(ρ − πcg)].

(29)
Here, πcg is a passive state for the tuple (ρcg,H).

To understand the interpretation of Eq. (29) in detail,
we show that we obtain the same formula when doing
the operations in the reverse order: first applying the ex-
traction operation, and then averaging over the resulting
work. Consider the optimal U (which we denote Uopt)
that transforms state ρcg into the passive state πcg. The
extracted work in a single realization is random and given
by the difference between the initial and the final state
energy,

W no−meas.
single,opt. = tr[Hρ] − tr[HUopt(⊕

i

Ũi)ρ(⊕
i

Ũ †
i )U

†
opt].

Thus, on average, the experimenter extracts ⟨W ⟩ =

∫ W
no−meas.
single,opt. dµ(⊕j Ũj). Due to the linearity of the trace

and operator multiplication, this equals WC(ρ).

In the case of simultaneous extraction, we have

WC(ρ
⊗N
) = tr[HNρ

⊗N ] −min
U

tr[HNU(ρ
⊗N)]

= N tr[Hρ] −min
U

tr[HNUρ
⊗N
cg U †].

(30)

From this, we obtain observational ergotropy in the large-
N limit,

W∞
C (ρ) ∶= lim

N→∞

WC(ρ
⊗N)

N
= tr[H(ρ − ρβ′)]. (31)

As per Eq. (19), temperature β′ of the thermal state
is implicitly defined by requiring that its von Neumann
entropy equals the observational entropy SC [52],

SvN(ρβ′) = SvN(ρcg) = −∑
i

pi lnpi +∑
i

pi lnVi

= SShC + S
B
C = SC ,

(32)

which is the sum of Shannon and mean Boltzmann en-
tropy.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

In this Supplemental Material, we provide several
proofs and derivations, as well as examples. It con-
tains: Sec. I: generalized formula for the maximal ex-
tracted work. Sec. II: proof that averaging of any ini-
tial state over local unitaries leads to the coarse-grained
state. Sec. III: limit state after N measurements in stage
1, Sec. IV: Boltzmann ergotropy in the large N limit,
Sec. V: examples on a three-level system, with a spe-
cial focus on understanding the coarse-grained unitary,
Sec. VI: bound on energy for local energy coarse-graining.

I. GENERALIZATION OF THE MAXIMALLY
EXTRACTED WORK

Here, we will derive a generalization of the formula for
the maximally extracted work,

lim
N→∞

min
U

tr[HNU⊗i ρ
⊗piN
i U †]

N
= tr[Hρβ], (33)

where SvN(ρβ) = ∑i piSvN(ρi), assuming that the limit
exists. {pi} is a set of probabilities, ∑i pi = 1, and {ρi}
is any set of density matrices. Eq. (33) corresponds to
Eq. (20) in the main text.

As piN is not necessarily an integer (which is irrelevant
for large N), to be mathematically exact, we define

ρN ≡⊗
i

ρ⊗piNi ∶= ρ
⊗(N−∑i≥2⌊piN⌋)
1 ⊗

i≥2
ρ
⊗⌊piN⌋
i . (34)

This ensures that there are exactly N states and each
state is exponentiated to an integer.

The Hamiltonian is defined as

HN ∶=
N

∑
i=1
hi =H⊗ I⊗⋯⊗I + I⊗H⊗ I⊗⋯⊗I + ⋯ (35)

with hi ≅H for all i (that is, HN is a sum of isomorphic
local terms).

We have to assume that the limit in Eq. (33) exists be-
cause, while it seems quite natural, it is difficult to prove.
Unlike in the original statement, the sequence (33) is not
monotonously decreasing. This is because of implemen-
tation of ρN using integers, Eq. (34). Elements of the
sequence may temporarily spike due to the discrete na-
ture ρN , even though the sequence is expected to go down
most of the time. It is clear though that the right hand
side of Eq. (33) is a lower bound, which follows from the
variational principle of statistical mechanics, which as-
serts that the Gibbs canonical density matrix minimizes
the free energy,

tr[ρH] − β−1SvN(ρ) ≥ tr[ρβH] − β
−1SvN(ρβ). (36)

To prove Eq. (33), we are going to show that for any
ϵ > 0 we find an element of the sequence closer to tr[Hρβ]
than ϵ. Because we assume that the limit exists, it must
be equal to this number. We assume that ρN is given by
Eq. (34), although the exact way how the ρN is repre-
sented using floor functions in order to be properly de-
fined will not matter for the argument.

We pick a subsequence of the sequence obtained by
substitution N →MN (product ofM and N). This gives

ρMN = ρ
⊗(MN−∑i≥2⌊piMN⌋)
1 ⊗

i≥2
ρ
⊗⌊piMN⌋
i . (37)

For now, we assume that M is some large integer. Con-
sider a similar state

(ρM)
⊗N
= (ρ

⊗(M−∑i≥2⌊piM⌋)
1 ⊗

i≥2
ρ
⊗⌊piM⌋
i )

⊗N
. (38)

Energies of ρMN and (ρM)
⊗N

are very similar. In fact,
we have

tr[HMNρ
MN ] = tr[HMN(ρ

M)
⊗N
] + k(NMgM +NfN).

(39)
where limN→∞ fN = limM→∞ gM = 0 and k is the num-
ber of different i′s (number of elements in sets {pi} or
{ρi}; this is by construction independent of N and M).
This is because the exponents associated with a given
i differ only slightly for large enough N and M (Recall
that permutation of density matrices does not change the
energy.) For example, for an i ≥ 2 we have

⌊piMN⌋ − ⌊piM⌋N = N (
⌊piMN⌋

N
− ⌊piM⌋)

= N (piM − ⌊piM⌋ + fN)

= NM (pi −
⌊piM⌋

M
) +NfN

= NMgM +NfN

(40)

where limN→∞ fN = limM→∞ gM = 0, because

limN→∞
⌊xN⌋
N
= x. Since there are k indices, the total

difference is of order k times the above.

According to limN→∞minU tr[HNUρ
⊗NU †]/N =

tr[Hρβ], where SvN(ρβ) = SvN(ρ), (Eq. (19) in the main
text), we have

lim
N→∞

min
U

tr[HMNU(ρ
M)
⊗N
U †]

MN
=
tr[HMρ

⊗M
β′ ]

M
=tr[Hρβ′].

(41)
where SvN(ρ

⊗M
β′ ) = SvN(ρ

M), which written explicitly
gives

SvN(ρβ′) = (1 −∑
i≥2

⌊piM⌋

M
)S(ρ1) +∑

i≥2

⌊piM⌋

M
S(ρi).

(42)
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Eq. (39) also holds for the transformed states, since the
same argument can be made. Thus we have,

lim
N→∞

min
U

tr[HMNUρ
MNU †]

MN

= lim
N→∞

min
U

tr[HMNU(ρ
M)
⊗N
U †]

MN
+ kgM + k

fN
M

= tr[Hρβ′] + kgM ,

(43)

where ρβ′ is given by Eq. (42). Taking the limit M →∞,
the thermal state energy tr[Hρβ′] converges to tr[Hρβ]
and gM converges to zero. Therefore, for any ϵ > 0 we can
findM and N such that an element of sequence Eq. (33),
defined by ρMN , is closer to tr[Hρβ] than ϵ. Because we
assume that the sequence converges, it must converge to
this value.

II. AVERAGING OF A STATE OVER THE
DIRECT SUM OF UNITARIES WITH THE

HAAR MEASURE LEADS TO THE
COARSE-GRAINED STATE—PROOF

Here we prove the statement

U(ρ) = U(∫ (⊕
i

Ũi)ρ(⊕
i

Ũ †
i )dµ(⊕

i

Ũi))U
†
= UρcgU

†,

(44)
where

ρcg =∑
i

pi
Vi
Pi,

and dµ is the normalized (∫ dµ(⊕i Ũi) = 1) Haar mea-
sure, which is Eq. (7) in the main text. The global uni-
tary U is superfluous, so we can reduce the statement to
show that averaging over the Haar measure of the direct
sum of unitaries leads to a coarse-grained state, i.e.,

∫ (⊕
i

Ui)ρ(⊕
i

U †
i )dµ(⊕

i

Ui) = ρcg. (45)

We also dropped the tilde to increase clarity.

We do this in several stages by proving two Lemmas
first.

Lemma 1. Let ∣ψ⟩ be a pure state. Let dµ(U) be
the Haar measure over unitary group on the full Hilbert
space. Then

∫ U ∣ψ⟩⟨ψ∣U †dµ(U) = I/d,

where I/d is the maximally mixed state, I is the identity
operator and d is the dimension of the Hilbert space.

Proof. Let U ′ be a fixed unitary of our choice. We have

∫ U ∣ψ⟩⟨ψ∣U †dµ(U) = ∫ ŨU ′∣ψ⟩⟨ψ∣U ′†Ũ †dµ(ŨU ′)

= ∫ Ũ ∣ψ′⟩⟨ψ′∣Ũ †dµ(ŨU ′)

= ∫ Ũ ∣ψ′⟩⟨ψ′∣Ũ †dµ(Ũ)

= ∫ U ∣ψ′⟩⟨ψ′∣U †dµ(U)

where we have defined Ũ = UU ′†, and ∣ψ′⟩ = U ′ ∣ψ⟩. In the
third equality, we used the right invariance of the Haar
measure (which we can do because the unitary group is
unimodular and thus its Haar measure is both left- and
right-invariant). In the fourth equality, we relabeled Ũ as
U . U ′ was arbitrary, and any vector of the Hilbert space
can be transformed to any other vector in a Hilbert space
with a unitary operator, which means ∣ψ′⟩ can be abso-
lutely any pure state. Let us choose ∣ψ′⟩ to be orthogonal
to ∣ψ⟩. We repeat this until we form a basis of d vectors
{∣ψi⟩}

d
i=1 (∣ψ⟩ = ∣ψ1⟩, ∣ψ

′⟩ = ∣ψ2⟩ and so on.) From the
above, we know that all of these averages are equal to
the same operator,

∫ U ∣ψ1⟩⟨ψ1∣U
†dµ(U) = ⋯ = ∫ U ∣ψd⟩⟨ψd∣U

†dµ(U) =∶ O.

This means that we can write

O =
1

d

d

∑
i=1
∫ U ∣ψi⟩⟨ψi∣U

†dµ(U)

=
1

d
∫ U

d

∑
i=1
∣ψi⟩⟨ψi∣U

†dµ(U)

=
1

d
∫ UIU †dµ(U)

=
1

d
∫ Idµ(U)

= I/d

where we used the fact that for an orthonormal basis,
I = ∑

d
i=1 ∣ψi⟩⟨ψi∣.

Lemma 2. For any state ρ, we have

∫ UρU †dµ(U) = I/d.

Proof. Every state has a spectral decomposition ρ =
∑i λi∣ψi⟩⟨ψi∣. We have

∫ UρU †dµ(U) =∑
i

λi ∫ U ∣ψi⟩⟨ψi∣U
†dµ(U)

=∑
i

λiI/d = I/d.

Finally, we obtain the statement of the theorem
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Theorem 1. We have

∫ (U1 ⊕U2)ρ(U
†
1 ⊕U

†
2)dµ(U1 ⊕U2) =

p1
V1
P2 +

p1
V1
P2.

Proof. Before moving to the actual proof of the final
statement, let us illustrate the meaning of

(U1 ⊕U2)ρ(U
†
1 ⊕U

†
2)

on its corresponding matrix representation, which will
make the rest of the proof clearer. We have block-matrix
representations

U1 ⊕U2 = (
U1 0
0 U2

) , U †
1 ⊕U

†
2 = (

U †
1 0

0 U †
2

)

and

ρ = (
ρ11 ρ12
ρ21 ρ22

) .

Thus, in the block-matrix representation, we have

(U1 ⊕U2)ρ(U
†
1 ⊕U

†
2) = (

U1ρ11U
†
1 U1ρ12U

†
2

U2ρ21U
†
1 U2ρ22U

†
2

) .

ρ11 is the part of the density matrix that lives in the
subspace P1HP1. To be more precise, it is isomorphic to
the projection of the density matrix onto this subspace,
P1ρP1. The operator P1ρP1 is technically an operator on
the entire Hilbert space, but with its support only in the
subspace. On the full Hilbert space, the operator P1ρP1

has a block-matrix representation

P1ρP1 = (
ρ11 0
0 0

)

Similarly, the ρ22 is isomorphic to P2ρP2, and then non-
diagonal block terms: ρ12 is isomorphic to P1ρP2 and ρ21
is isomorphic to P2ρP1.
Now we move to the actual proof which is done in the

operator form. We can write

ρ = P1ρP1 + P1ρP2 + P2ρP1 + P2ρP2,

which follows from the completeness relation P1 +P2 = I.
In the operator representation, Eq. (II) rewrites as

(U1 ⊕U2)ρ(U
†
1 ⊕U

†
2) =

U1P1ρP1U
†
1 +U1P1ρP2U

†
2 +U2P2ρP1U

†
1 +U2P2ρP2U

†
2 .

In the above, we used a shorthand U1 ≡ U1 ⊕ 0 and U2 ≡

0⊕U2, since U1 and U2 technically act only at subspaces
one and two, respectively.

The Haar measure factorizes:

dµ(U1 ⊕U2) = dµ(U1)dµ(U2),

where dµ(U1) and dµ(U2) are the normalized Haar mea-
sures on unitary operators applied on subspaces. This is

justified as follows: The Haar measure considered here is
that defined on the group of unitary operators that can
be written as a direct sum of unitary operators applied
on the subspaces. Defining a measure on this group by
the right-hand side of the above equation, we can show
that all of the properties of the Haar measure are satis-
fied. The Haar measure is unique up to a multiplicative
constant. Here we consider the normalized Haar mea-
sure, which means that it is unique. Thus, the measure
defined by the right-hand side must be the Haar measure
and the equation holds.
Therefore, taking the averaging, we obtain a sum of

four terms:

∫ (U1 ⊕U2)ρ(U
†
1 ⊕U

†
2)dµ(U1 ⊕U2)

= ∫ U1P1ρP1U
†
1dµ(U1)dµ(U2)

+ ∫ U1P1ρP2U
†
2dµ(U1)dµ(U2)

+ ∫ U2P2ρP1U
†
1dµ(U1)dµ(U2)

+ ∫ U2P2ρP2U
†
2dµ(U1)dµ(U2).

Taking the first term, we have

∫ U1P1ρP1U
†
1dµ(U1)dµ(U2) = ∫ U1P1ρP1U

†
1dµ(U1)

= p1 ∫ U1
P1ρP1

p1
U †
1dµ(U1) = p1

P1

V1
,

where p1 = tr[P1ρ] is the normalization factor. In the last

equality, we applied Lemma 2 on matrix P1ρP1

p1
, where we

have used that P1 is the identity matrix on the subspace
P1HP1, and V1 = tr[P1] is the dimension of this subspace.
The second term is zero. We prove this by a similar

method to the proof of Lemma 2. We use that the minus
identity, −I, is a unitary operator. We have

∫ U1P1ρP2U
†
2dµ(U1)dµ(U2)

= ∫ U1P1ρP2(Ũ
†
2(−I))dµ(U1)dµ((−I)Ũ2)

= ∫ U1P1ρP2(Ũ
†
2(−I))dµ(U1)dµ(Ũ2)

= −∫ U1P1ρP2U
†
2dµ(U1)dµ(U2).

We have defined U2 = (−I)Ũ2. In the second equality,
we used the invariance of the Haar measure. In the last
equality, we relabeled Ũ2 as U2. We showed that the
second term is equal to its negative, therefore, it must be
zero.
The last two terms proceed analogously, and we obtain

∫ (U1 ⊕U2)ρ(U
†
1 ⊕U

†
2)dµ(U1 ⊕U2) =

p1
V1
P1 +

p2
V2
P2.

Clearly, the theorem generalizes to any number of pro-
jectors.
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III. DERIVATION OF THE LIMIT STATE IN
STAGE 1.

In this section, we show that the limiting state after N
measurements in Stage 1. is given by

ρN =⊗
i

ρ⊗piNi ≡ ρN (46)

up to a permutation in the order of tensor products,
as N to infinity. This is Eq. (25) in the main text.
The left hand side is a random variable (random state)
ρN = ρi1 ⊗ ⋯ ⊗ ρiN which is produced with probability
pi1...iN = pi1 . . . piN after measuring each copy produced
by the source (see the proof below for details). The right
hand side is defined by Eq. (34). In mathematical terms,

we show that ρN converges to ⊗i ρ
⊗piN
i almost surely.

To show that, we first need to introduce relevant termi-
nology and results.

For independent and identical distributed (i.i.d.)
source X (meaning that all Xi = X are the same ran-
dom variables), the Asymptotic Equipartition Property
states that for any ϵ > 0,

lim
N→∞

Pr [∣−
1

N
lnp(X1, . . . ,XN) −H(X)∣ > ϵ] = 0. (47)

where H(X) = −∑X p(X) lnp(X) is the Shannon en-
tropy of the outcomes, and pi probability of event Xi.
(See, e.g. [99].) In other words, for any fixed ϵ, probabil-
ity that we find sequence (X1, . . . ,XN) to have probabil-
ity p(X1, . . . ,XN) outside these bounds:

e−N(H(X)+ϵ) ≤ p(X1, . . . ,XN) ≤ e
−N(H(X)−ϵ) (48)

is zero as N goes to infinity., i.e., vast majority of proba-
bilities will fall within these bounds for large N . Eq. (48)
is the defining property of the typical set: typical set is
defined as BϵN = {(X1, . . . ,XN)∣Eq. (48) holds}.

For i.i.d. sources we actually have a stronger property:
almost sure convergence,

Pr [ lim
N→∞

−
1

N
lnp(X1, . . . ,XN) =H(X)] = 1, (49)

which is implied by the strong law of large numbers.
This states that any sequence of events (X1, . . . ,XN) for
which

p(X1, . . . ,XN) ≠ e
−NH(X) (50)

have probability zero, as N goes to infinity.
We can now proceed with the proof.

Proof. We will show that in the limit of large N , the re-
sulting state is almost surely of form (34) up to a different
order of tensor products (i.e., up to a permutation).

For a single measurement, the resulting state is ρi with
probability pi ≡ p(ρi), for two measurements, the result-
ing state is ρi1 ⊗ ρi2 with probability pi1i2 = pi1pi2 , for
N measurements, it is ρi1 ⊗ ⋯ ⊗ ρiN with probability

pi1...iN = pi1⋯piN . The sequence ρN = ρi1 ⊗ ⋯ ⊗ ρiN is
therefore generated by an i.i.d. process in which the next
element is given by ρi with probability pi. We define a
set

AN = {π(ρ
⊗(N−∑i≥2⌊piN⌋)
1 ⊗

i≥2
ρ
⊗⌊piN⌋
i )}π, (51)

where π defines all permutations on the tensor product.
The probability of any state from this set is

pi1...iN = p
N−∑i≥2⌊piN⌋
1 ∏

i≥2
p
⌊piN⌋
i . (52)

Taking the logarithm we have

−
1

N
lnpi1...iN = −

1

N
((N−∑

i≥2
⌊piN⌋) lnp1 +∑

i≥2
⌊piN⌋ lnpi)

= −∑
i

pi lnpi +O(
1
N
) =H(ρ) +O( 1

N
).

(53)

Since O( 1
N
) will be smaller than any ϵ, Eq. (47) is sat-

isfied for every element of set AN . Further, due to the
number of permutations π that generate a different se-
quence, the number of elements in the set is given by a
multinomial,

∣AN ∣ =
N !

(N −∑i≥2⌊piN⌋)!⌊p2N⌋!⋯⌊pkN⌋!
(54)

Taking the logarithm and using Stirling’s approximation
lnN ! = n lnN +N + 1

2
ln(2πN) we derive

ln ∣AN ∣ = N (H(ρ) +O (
ln(N)
N
)) . (55)

Again, O ( ln(N)
N
) will be smaller than any ϵ for large

enough N . This gives,

eN(H(ρ)−ϵ) ≤ ∣AN ∣ ≤ e
N(H(ρ)+ϵ), (56)

where H(ρ) = −∑i pi lnpi. This means that set AN con-
tains elements with the same probability as the typical
set

BϵN ={ρi1⊗⋯⊗ρiN ∣e
−N(H(ρ)+ϵ)

≤ pi1...iN ≤ e
−N(H(ρ)−ϵ)}

(57)
does, and its size (cardinality) is also the same as the
typical set. This means that there will be a large over-
lap between the two and that they will share the same
properties. Namely, for any arbitrarily small δ > 0, the
probability of finding the randomly generated sequence
ρi1⊗⋯⊗ρiN in AN is Pr{AN} ≥ 1 − δ, if N is taken to
be large enough [99]. Even the stronger condition of al-
most sure convergence, Eq. (49), holds, meaning that for
a large enough N , sequences that do not fall into set AN
have probability zero. This completes the proof that for
a large N , all states have the form (34) (or Eq. (46) if we
gloss over the non-integer exponents), up to a permuta-
tion in the order of tensor products.
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IV. BOLTZMANN ERGOTROPY IN THE
LARGE N LIMIT

In this section, we combine Eqs. (33) and (46) (corre-
sponding to Eqs. (20) and (25) in the main text) to de-
rive expression for the Boltzmann ergotropy in the limit
of large N ,

WB∞
C (ρ) ∶= lim

N→∞

WB
C (ρ

⊗N)

N
= tr[H(ρ − ρβ)], (58)

where temperature β is implicitly defined by SvN(ρβ) =
SBC ∶= ∑i pi lnVi.

To clarify, note that ρ⊗N above denotes the initial
state produced by the source, i.e., the source produced
N identical copies of the same unknown state ρ. Com-
pare it to a random variable (random density matrix)
ρN = ρi1 ⊗ ⋯ ⊗ ρiN which is produced with probability
pi1...iN = pi1 . . . piN after measuring each copy produced

by the source, and the limiting state ρN =⊗i ρ
⊗piN
i , de-

fined by Eq. (34), to which ρN almost surely converges.
Recall the definition of the multipartite unitary extrac-

tion when averaged over many realizations of the proto-
col, Eq. (9) in the main text:

U(ρ(1) ⊗⋯⊗ ρ(N)) = Uρ(1)cg ⊗⋯⊗ ρ
(N)
cg U †, (59)

Using the same logic as in Eq. (30) in the main text, we
apply U to ρN to obtain

WB
C (ρ

⊗N
) = tr[HNρ

⊗N ] −min
U

tr[HNU(ρN)]

= tr[HNρ
⊗N ] −min

U
tr[HNU(ρ

N)]

= N tr[Hρ] −min
U

tr[HNU(⊗
i

(Pi/Vi)
⊗piN)U †

].

(60)

where we used Eq. (46) in the second equality, assuming
that N is large. Dividing this equation by N and using
Eq. (33), we have

lim
N→∞

WB
C (ρ

⊗N)

N
= tr[Hρ] − tr[Hρβ], (61)

where

SvN(ρβ) =∑
i

piSvN(Pi/Vi) =∑
i

pi lnVi =∶ S
B
C . (62)

This concludes the proof.

V. SIMPLE ANALYTIC EXAMPLE

Here we illustrate the coarse-grained extraction uni-
tary,

U⊕
i

Ũi, (63)

where Ui are random unitary operators picked with the
Haar measure acting on macrostates, and U is the global

FIG. 4. Example of a three-level system with two-outcome
coarse-graining. P0 and P1 represents two macrostates, ∣0⟩,
∣1⟩, ∣2⟩ energy eigenstates, Ũ0 and Ũ1 random unitaries acting
on the first and the second subspace-macrostate, respectively,
and U is the global extraction unitary.

unitary, on an example depicted in Fig 4. This is Eq. (5)
in the main text. Then we compute corresponding Boltz-
mann and observational ergotropy for several sources of
unknown states.
Consider a three-level system described by Hamilto-

nian

H = E0∣0⟩⟨0∣ +E1∣1⟩⟨1∣ +E2∣2⟩⟨2∣. (64)

We form a two-outcome coarse-graining by grouping to-
gether the two excited states, while the ground state will
form its own macrostate. Mathematically, we have

C = {P0, P1} (65)

as our coarse-graining, where

P0 = ∣0⟩⟨0∣, P1 = ∣1⟩⟨1∣ + ∣2⟩⟨2∣ (66)

are the corresponding projectors. The corresponding
subspaces-macrostates are

H0 = span{∣0⟩}, H1 = span{∣1⟩ , ∣2⟩}. (67)

Clearly, we have H =H0 ⊕H1.
The random unitaries are of the form

Ũ0 ⊕ Ũ1 =
⎛
⎜
⎝

Ũ0 0 0
0
0

Ũ1

⎞
⎟
⎠
, (68)

where Ũ0 is a 1 × 1 random unitary matrix and Ũ1 is a
2 × 2 random unitary matrix. (For an efficient sampling
method of unitary operators from the Haar measure see,
e.g., Ref. [71].) The global extraction unitary U is a
general, 3 × 3 unitary matrix.

A. Three pure states that are indistinguishable by
the measurement

We illustrate the difference the effects of the coarse-
grained extraction unitary and a generic extraction uni-
tary on several different states that could be produced
by an unknown source.
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Consider three states:

ρA = ∣1⟩⟨1∣, ρB = ∣2⟩⟨2∣, ρC = ∣+⟩⟨+∣, (69)

where ∣+⟩ = (∣1⟩ + ∣2⟩)/
√
2. All of these have the same

probabilities of outcomes when performing a measure-
ment given by the coarse-graining (66),

p0 = 0, p1 = 1. (70)

Because the measurement outcome is i = 1 with certainty,
in all cases the post-measurement state is the same as
the initial state, ρX1 = ρX (X = A,B,C). It also means
that the corresponding coarse-grained density matrix ob-
tained by averaging over the random unitaries picked
with the Haar measure,

ρcg = ∫ (Ũ0 ⊕ Ũ1)ρX(Ũ
†
0 ⊕ Ũ

†
1)dµ(Ũ0 ⊕ Ũ1)

=
p0
V0
P0 +

p1
V1
P1

= 0
⎛
⎜
⎝

1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0

⎞
⎟
⎠
+
1

2

⎛
⎜
⎝

0 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

⎞
⎟
⎠
=
⎛
⎜
⎝

0 0 0
0 1

2
0

0 0 1
2

⎞
⎟
⎠
,

(71)

is the same of all of them (where X = A,B,C, V0 = 1,
V1 = 2). The optimal work extraction unitary from this
state is given by

U = ∣0⟩⟨2∣ + ∣2⟩⟨0∣ + ∣1⟩⟨1∣ =
⎛
⎜
⎝

0 0 1
0 1 0
1 0 0

⎞
⎟
⎠
. (72)

This unitary turns the coarse-grained state into a passive
state,

πcg = UρcgU
†
= U(ρX) =

⎛
⎜
⎝

1
2

0 0
0 1

2
0

0 0 0

⎞
⎟
⎠
. (73)

The initial energies of these three states are different (and
unknown to the experimenter), and given by

tr[HρA] = E1,

tr[HρB] = E2,

tr[HρC] = (E1 +E2)/2.

(74)

However, in all of these cases the energy of the respective
state is reduced to the same value through the optimal
work extraction unitary U , i.e.,

tr[Hπcg] = (E0 +E1)/2, (75)

where X = A,B,C.
The corresponding Boltzmann ergotropy is given by

WB
C (ρX) = tr[H(ρX − πcg)]. (76)

This yields

WB
C (ρA) = (E1 −E0)/2,

WB
C (ρB) = E2 − (E0 +E1)/2,

WB
C (ρC) = (E2 −E0)/2.

(77)

Note that the observational ergotropy is the same as the
Boltzmann ergotropy in this case. This is because p0 = 0
and p1 = 1.

B. Comparison with blind direct extraction

Let us compare the above strategy to the blind strategy
of extraction, without the averaging using random uni-
taries picked with the Haar measure. The experimenter
does not know the actual state of the system; their only
knowledge is of the probabilities p0 = 0 and p1 = 1. Let
us say that they decide to extract energy directly by per-
forming a unitary operation U which transfers the energy
from the second excited state to the ground state, given
by Eq. (72). In this case the final state energy is

tr[HρfinalX ] = tr[H UρXU
†]. (78)

This gives

tr[HρfinalA ] = E1

tr[HρfinalB ] = E0,

tr[HρfinalC ] = (E0 +E1)/2.

(79)

The total extracted work is then given by

W (ρX) = tr [H(ρX − ρ
final
X )]. (80)

This gives

W (ρA) = 0

W (ρB) = E2 −E0,

W (ρC) = (E2 −E0)/2.

(81)

Clearly, this makes a very unreliable source, strongly de-
pending on the unknown state of the system and on how
lucky is the experimenter in guessing which extraction
unitary U to apply. While in some cases, the extracted
energy is quite high due to being lucky, in some other
cases the strategy fails.

C. What if the initial state was known?

Since all the states A,B,C are pure, if the experi-
menter knew what the states are, they would be able to
extract all the mean energy by transferring the state into
the ground state. The extracted work would be given by
the usual notion of ergotropy, which leads to

WX = tr[HρX] −E0. (82)

This is, however, not the case in our setup.



15

D. Another example

1. Boltzmann ergotropy vs blind extraction

Finally, we show an example that can be very unfavor-
able to the blind direct extraction. Consider a state

ρD =
1

8
∣0⟩⟨0∣ +

7

8
∣1⟩⟨1∣ =

⎛
⎜
⎝

1
8

0 0
0 7

8
0

0 0 0

⎞
⎟
⎠
, (83)

which has the mean initial energy

tr[H ρD] =
1
8
E0 +

7
8
E1. (84)

We have p0 =
1
8
and p1 =

7
8
.

If the outcome of the measurement is i = 1 we obtain
the projected state ρ1 = ∣1⟩⟨1∣ after the measurement.
The corresponding coarse-grained state is given by

ρ1cg = P1/V1 =
⎛
⎜
⎝

0 0 0
0 1

2
0

0 0 1
2

⎞
⎟
⎠
. (85)

The optimal extraction unitary is again Eq. (72), which
turns this coarse-grained state into a passive state

π1 =
⎛
⎜
⎝

1
2

0 0
0 1

2
0

0 0 0

⎞
⎟
⎠
. (86)

If the outcome is i = 0 we obtain the projected state
ρ0 = ∣0⟩⟨0∣ after the measurement. The corresponding
coarse-grained state is already passive and equal to the
projected state,

ρ0cg = π0 = ρ0. (87)

As a result, no energy can be extracted in this case.
The total extractable work is given by Boltzmann er-

gotropy,

WB
C (ρD) = tr[H(ρD − p0π0 − p1π1)]

= 1
8
E0 +

7
8
E1 −

1
8
E0 −

7
16
(E0 +E1)

= 7
16
(E1 −E0).

(88)

Compare this to the blind extraction protocol, as-
suming that the experimenter chooses unitary operator
Eq. (72) to extract the energy directly, in the case when
they receive outcome i = 1 from the measurement. In the
case they receive outcome i = 0, they decide to do noth-
ing, because they already know from the outcome that
the state is passive. Thus, the final states are

ρfinal1 = U ∣1⟩⟨1∣U †
= ∣1⟩⟨1∣, ρfinal0 = ∣0⟩⟨0∣. (89)

The average extracted work is

W (ρD) = tr[HρD] − p0 tr[Hρ
final
0 ] − p1 tr[Hρ

final
1 ] = 0.

(90)
Thus, blind extraction does not extract anything in this
case, while the coarse-grained extraction does.

2. Observational ergotropy vs blind extraction

Now consider the experimenter moved to stage 2., in
which the probabilities pi are already identified, and no
further measurements will be performed.
The coarse-grained state corresponding to the initial

state ρD is given by

ρcg =
1

8
P0 +

7

16
P1 =

⎛
⎜
⎝

1
8

0 0
0 7

16
0

0 0 7
16

⎞
⎟
⎠
. (91)

The optimal extraction unitary, which is again of
form (72), will turn this into a passive state

πcg =
⎛
⎜
⎝

7
16

0 0
0 7

16
0

0 0 1
8

⎞
⎟
⎠
. (92)

The extracted work is given by observational ergotropy,

WC(ρD) = tr[H(ρD − πcg)]

= 1
8
E0 +

7
8
E1 −

7
16
E0 −

7
16
E1 −

1
8
E2

= (7E1 − 5E0 − 2E2)/16.

(93)

The extracted work is positive if 7E1 > 5E0 + 2E2. It is
negative in the opposite case, signifying that the exper-
imenter would lose energy. Of course, the computation
crucially depends on the unknown initial energy, but as
we mentioned in the main text, this can be estimated,
either from Eq. (17) in the main text in the case of local
energy coarse-grainings, or using methods in [74] in the
case of general coarse-grainings.
We compare this to the blind extraction, in which the

unitary (72) is applied directly on the state produced by
the source. In this case, the final state is

ρfinalD = UρDU
†
=
⎛
⎜
⎝

0 0 0
0 7

8
0

0 0 1
8

⎞
⎟
⎠
, (94)

and the extracted work is given by

W (ρD) = tr[H(ρD − ρ
final
D )] = (E0 −E2)/8. (95)

This is always negative, so the experimenter is bound to
lose energy.

VI. BOUND ON ENERGY FOR LOCAL
ENERGY COARSE-GRAININGS

Here we prove the bound on energy that can be ob-
tained when knowing the probabilities of outcomes of lo-
cal energy measurements,

∣tr[Hρ] − tr[Hρcg]∣ ≤ 2∥Hint∥ + k∆E, (96)

which is Eq. (17) in the main text. ρcg =

∑E1,E2

pE1E2

VE1
VE1

PE1⊗PE2 is the coarse-grained state given
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by the local energy coarse-grainings C = {PE1 ⊗ PE2}.
PEi = ∑E∈[Ei,Ei+∆E) ∣Ei⟩⟨Ei∣ are the coarse-grained pro-
jectors on local energies with resolution ∆E, and H =
H1 + H2 + Hint, where spectral decompositions of the

local Hamiltonians are H1 = ∑E1
E1∣E1⟩⟨E1∣ and H2 =

∑E2
E2∣E2⟩⟨E2∣.

We have

∣tr[Hρ] − tr[Hρcg]∣ = ∣tr[(H1 +H2)(ρ − ρcg)] + tr[Hint(ρ − ρcg)]∣

≤

RRRRRRRRRRRR

tr

⎡
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎣

( ∑
E1,E2

(E1 +E2)∣E1⟩⟨E1∣⊗ ∣E2⟩⟨E2∣)(ρ − ρcg)

⎤
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎦

RRRRRRRRRRRR

+ ∣tr[Hint(ρ − ρcg)]∣

≤

RRRRRRRRRRR

∑
E1,E2

(E1 +E2) ⟨E1,E2∣ (ρ − ρcg) ∣E1,E2⟩

RRRRRRRRRRR

+ 2∥Hint∥

≤

RRRRRRRRRRRR

∑
E′1,E

′

2

∑
E1∈[E′1,E′1+∆E),E2∈[E′2,E′2+∆E)

(E1 +E2) ⟨E1,E2∣ (ρ − ρcg) ∣E1,E2⟩

RRRRRRRRRRRR

+ 2∥Hint∥

≤ ∣ ∑
E′1,E

′

2

(E′1 +E
′
2) ∑
E1∈[E′1,E′1+∆E),E2∈[E′2,E′2+∆E)

⟨E1,E2∣ (ρ − ρcg) ∣E1,E2⟩

+ ∑
E′1,E

′

2

∑
E1∈[E′1,E′1+∆E),E2∈[E′2,E′2+∆E)

(E1 +E2 −E
′
1 −E

′
2) ⟨E1,E2∣ρ ∣E1,E2⟩ ∣ + 2∥Hint∥

≤ 0 + ∑
E1,E2

2∆E pE1E2 + 2∥Hint∥ = 2∆E + 2∥Hint∥.

(97)

In the above, E1,E2 denote fine-grained energies, and
E′1,E

′
2 coarse-grained energies. Generalization for k par-

titions is ∣tr[Hρ] − tr[Hρcg]∣ ≤ k∆E + 2∥Hint∥. ∥Hint∥

is also linearly proportional to k, therefore, both terms
represent a finite size effect.
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