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We put forward four schemes of coupled-qubit quantum Otto machine, a generalization of the
single-qubit quantum Otto machine, based on work and heat transfer between an internal system
consisting of a coupled pair of qubits and an external environment consisting of two heat baths
and two work storages. The four schemes of our model are defined by the positions of attaching
the heat baths, which play a key role in the power of the coupled-qubit engine. Firstly, for the
single-qubit heat engine, we find a maximum-power relation, and the fact that its efficiency at the
maximum power is equal to the Otto efficiency, which is greater than the Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency.
Second, we compare the coupled-qubit engines to the single-qubit one from the point of view of
achieving the maximum power based on the same energy-level change for work production, and
find that the coupling between the two qubits can lead to greater powers but the system efficiency
at the maximum power is lower than the single-qubit system’s efficiency and the Curzon-Ahlborn
efficiency.

I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum thermal machines [1–3] are attracting much
attention recently, not only for their better performance
than classical machines, but also for their value on explor-
ing the potential applications of several quantum theo-
ries in different fields, such as quantum information and
quantum thermodynamics. In particular, the quantum
heat engine [4–9] occupies an important position for its
broad application scenarios and development prospects.

Preliminary analyses of characteristics of quantum en-
gines have been made in previous researches, especially
for work production and efficiency [10–13]. Some quan-
tum heat engines have been put forward in these years
under the assumption of Maxwell’s demon, validating a
series of quantum information theories and their appli-
cations on the quantum heat engine [14–16]. Another
aspect of quantum heat engine is given by quantum ther-
modynamics. Theory of open quantum systems [17–19]
plays a key role for quantum thermal machines by quan-
tifying the evolution and simulating the interaction be-
tween the internal system and the external environment.

Improving the efficiency of quantum heat engines and
the coefficient of performance for quantum refrigerators
based on the Otto cycle or the Carnot cycle are the most
attractive topics in these years [4, 20–22]. In contrast,
the power has been less studied [23–26], but it can be
more important for practical applications because of the
concern on time cost. As the Carnot cycle achieves the
Carnot efficiency only in the limit of infinite period and
zero power [27–45], considering on the maximum power
might be more significant than considering on the effi-
ciency in practice. Comparison of the power among var-
ious types of engines also lacks discussions so far.

As previous researches have already revealed the im-
pact of the coupling between internal degrees of freedom
on the performance of quantum thermal machines [3, 46],

it is natural to be curious about its influence on the power
of a quantum heat engine. So far, there have been a lot of
applications of quantum thermal machines with different
kinds of coupling [47–49]. Different couplings can play
key roles in some quantum thermal machines, such as
the minimal two-body quantum absorption refrigerator
achieved by XX and ZZ-couplings [50].

To examine the influence of the coupling between two
qubits in the internal system, we here consider an XX-
coupling [50–52] in our double-qubit system. In the
present paper, we resolve questions from the viewpoint
of gaining a greater power and observe several interesting
conclusions.

We first find out for the single-qubit Otto engine an
approximately linear relation between the temperature
difference of the heat baths and the energy-level differ-
ence of the internal system for the maximum power. We
can thereby tune other parameters to achieve the maxi-
mum power under the fixed ratio of the heat-bath tem-
peratures. We then define four models of the coupled-
qubit quantum heat system based on quantum optical
two-atom thermal diode [53]. The two qubits named Q1
and Q2 here can have different energy levels, but for the
comparison we make the qubit Q1 which produces the
work, maintain the energy-level change given by the lin-
ear relation for the single-qubit Otto engine to obtain the
maximum power for a fixed ratio of bath temperatures.

Utilizing the simulation assisted by a Python quantum
tool called QuTip [54, 55], we numerically observe that
the coupling and the positions of attaching the heat baths
influence the coupled-qubit system in various ways. First,
the positions of attaching the heat baths and the cou-
pling affects the difficulties of achieving convergence to a
limit cycle for our couple-qubit systems. When each heat
bath interacts with the internal system always through
one unique qubit, which we will refer to as Model 11 and
Model 22, the coupling strength should be stronger for
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obtaining a limit cycle from an initial state when the en-
ergy levels of Q1 become higher. In contrast, when each
bath interacts with the coupled-qubit system through dif-
ferent qubits, which we will refer to as Model 12 and
Model 21, the cycle converges to a limit cycle quickly.

Second, we find that all of our models break the
maximum-power relation of the single-qubit system and
achieve much greater power than the single-qubit one,
when we keep the other parameters except the coupling
equal to the ones in the single-qubit case. With a fixed
coupling strength, Model 11, Model 21/Model 12 and
Model 22 produce the maximum power from the greatest
to the lowest in this order, and the maximum powers of
all of them are greater than that of the single-qubit one.
However, Model 11 achieves the maximum power only
with high energy levels of Q1, and hence the influence
of the coupling is not very visible. Besides, Model 11
does not converge to a limit cycle quickly. We thus focus
on the other three models for application purposes. For
all of these systems, the system efficiency at the max-
imum power is lower than the Otto efficiency, not be-
ing equal to the Otto efficiency as the single-qubit sys-
tem. In short, the coupling increases the maximum power
while it decreases the system efficiency, which is consis-
tent with a trade-off relation between the efficiency and
the power [56–61]. The system efficiency of the maximum
power in our schemes is lower than the Curzon-Ahlborn
efficiency, which is the efficiency when the Carnot cycle
produces the maximum power, whereas the single-qubit
system yields a higher system efficiency than the Curzon-
Ahlborn efficiency.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we re-
view the model of single-qubit system and explain the
method and results of its analysis, particularly from the
point of view of the maximum power, focusing on the dis-
covery of a linear relation between the temperatures of
the heat baths and the energy levels of the internal qubit.
In Sec. III, we outline our coupled-qubit models, discuss
the physical mechanism behind our Otto quantum ther-
mal machines, and define main physical quantities. In
Sec. IV, we explain the dynamics for the interaction be-
tween the internal system and the external environment
in the process of heat and work exchanges. In Sec. V,
we present the results and make the comparison of the
models. Finally, Sec. VI is devoted to a summary and
conclusions.

II. SINGLE-QUBIT SYSTEM

In this section, we overview the model and calculation
of a single-qubit cycle [4, 62] for later comparison with
a double-qubit cycle examined in the following sections.
Focusing on the power, we find a linear relation between
the temperature difference between the heat baths and
the energy-level difference of the internal system at the
point of achieving the maximum power, which will be
useful for us to come up with schemes of the coupled-
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FIG. 1: Schematic view of the single-qubit Otto cycle

qubit heat machine in Sec. III.

A. Single-qubit Otto Cycle

The most elementary quantum Otto heat engine is
composed of one qubit, two heat baths and two work
storages going through two ischoric processes and two
adiabatic work-production processes [62, 63]. The single-
qubit quantum Otto cycle operates in six steps (a)–(f) as
shown in Fig. 1, where we assume that heat and work are
positive when they flow from the external environment to
the internal system. Initially, the qubit of energy gap ωh
is at the ground state. (a) When it interacts with the
hot bath of temperature Th for the time duration th, it
is excited, obtaining heat Qh from the hot bath; (b) pro-
jection measurement of the qubit is carried out, severing
quantum entanglement with the hot bath; (c) the energy
gap is decreased from ωh to ωc when the qubit interacts
with the work storage, transfering energy −W1 to the
storage; (d) the qubit of the energy gap ωc interacts with
the cold bath of temperature Tc for the time duration of
tc and is de-excited, discarding heat −Qc into the cold
bath; (e) projection measurement of the qubit is carried
out again, severing quantum entanglement with the cold
bath; (f) the energy gap is increased back from ωc to ωh
when the qubit interacts with the work storage, trans-
fering the energy W2 from the storage. The cycle goes
back to the step (a). We let the cycle continue until it
converges to a limit cycle. In numerical simulations we
use the convergence criteria based on the energy conser-
vation:

4E := |Qh +Qc +W1 +W2|
≤ min[|Qh|, |Qc|, |W1|, |W2|]× 10−2,

(1)

where we define Qh, Qc, W1 and W2 below in Eqs. (6)–
(10). We let N denote the number of iterations before
the convergence.

The steps (a) and (d) are isochoric processes, whereas
the steps (c) and (f) correspond to the adiabatic expan-
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sion and compression of the classical Otto cycle, respec-
tively. The whole Hamiltonians of the first and second
isochoric processes are given by

Hα
iso = Hα

S +Hα
B +Hα

int, (2)

where α = h, c denote the instance of the interaction
with the hot and cold baths, respectively. The system
Hamiltonians of the first and second halves of the cycle
are respectively given by

Hα
S =

(
0 0
0 ωα

)
, (3)

with α = h, c, where ωh > ωc > 0, and we put ~ to unity
here and hereafter. We use ωc as the energy unit and
1/ωc as the time unit. For the isochoric processes in the
steps (a) and (d), we employ bosonic heat baths whose
Hamiltonian is given by

Hα
B =

∑
µ

εµ,αâ
†
µ,αâµ,α, (4)

where â†µ,α and âµ,α are the creation and annihilation
operators of the mode k of the bath α. The contact
Hamiltonian between the single-qubit system and each
bath α = h, c is

Hα
int =

∑
µ

gµ,ασ
x
S(â†µ,α + âµ,α), (5)

where σxS represents the x component of the Pauli ma-
trices of the qubit, gµ,α is the coupling strength between
the internal qubit and the mode µ of the bath α.

As detailed in Sec II. B, we analyze the time evolu-
tion of the single-qubit system under the interaction with
heat baths by means of the standard master equation.
As we describe details in Sec II. C, on the other hand,
we perform the work production processes as an indirect-
measurement model [62, 63] using quantum measurement
theory; we measure the energy increase and decrease of
the work storage after interaction between the work stor-
age and the system. Since these work-production pro-
cesses do not change the state of the system, we assume
that it takes a negligible time of extracting work.

We define t = 0 as the starting point of step (a) after
the Otto cycle achieves the convergence; the interaction
between the internal system and the hot bath leads the
state of the internal system to change from ρ(0) to ρ(th),
and the interaction between the internal system and the
cold bath lets the state of the internal system evolve from
ρ(th) to ρ(th+tc). We then follow the standard definition
of heat transfer:

Qh = tr
[
Hh
S(ρ(th)− ρ(0))

]
, (6)

Qc = tr[Hc
S(ρ(tc + th)− ρ(th))]. (7)

On the other hand, the work production is typically de-

fined as

W = W1 +W2, (8)

W1 = tr
[
ρ(th)(Hc

S −Hh
S)
]
, (9)

W2 = tr
[
ρ(th + tc)(H

h
S −Hc

S)
]
. (10)

We will reconsider the definition of work in Sec. II. C
using the indirect measurement theory, but the bottom
line will be the same.

There are three possible types of thermal machines de-
pending on the signs of heat and work. When the system
makes the heat flow from the hot bath at a higher temper-
ature to the cold bath at a lower temperature obtaining
work from the environment, the quantum Otto thermal
machine operates as a heater. If the thermal machine ex-
tracts the heat from the cold bath and makes it flow into
the hot bath, there must be work given by the external
environment to the internal system because of the second
law of thermodynamics, and it is a refrigerator. The last
one is a quantum heat engine, which is the focus of the
present paper. In the case of the quantum heat engine,
the heat flows from the hot bath to the cold bath, which
is similar to the heat exchange of the heater, but the
work is produced by the internal system to the external
environment.

In other words, the definitions of these different ther-
mal machines are given as follows; (a) for a heater,
Qh > 0, Qc < 0,W > 0; (b) for a cooler, Qh < 0, Qc >
0,W > 0; and (c) for an engine, Qh > 0, Qc < 0,W < 0.
The heater’s coefficienct of the performance (HCOP) for
the case (a) and the cooler’s coefficienct of the perfor-
mance (CCOP) for the case (b) as well as the power and
the efficiency for the case (c) are defined by

HCOP = − Qc
W1 +W2

, (11)

CCOP =
Qc

W1 +W2
, (12)

P = − (W1 +W2)

th + tc
, (13)

η = −W1 +W2

Qh
. (14)

B. Standard Master Equation

For the single-qubit quantum Otto cycle [64], we
employ the standard Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-
Lindblad (GKSL) [65, 66] master equation under the
Born-Markov approximation and weak-coupling approx-
imation to simulate the single-qubit machine numerically
using the Python toolbox Qutip [54, 55].

In the process of interaction between the qubit and
each heat bath α = h, c at the steps (a) and (d), respec-
tively, we simulate

dρ

dt
= −i[Hα

S , ρ] + L̂αρ, (15)
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where the Liouville superoperator L̂α (α = h, c) is given
by

L̂αρ = (Gα(ωα)D̂[σ−] +Gα(−ωα)D̂[σ+])ρ (16)

with the Lindblad dissipators

D̂[ô]ρ =
1

2
(2ôρô† − ô†ôρ− ρô†ô) (17)

and the spectral response functions of the thermal baths

Gα(ω) = γα(ω)(1 + n̄α(ω)) + γα(−ω)n̄α(ω) (18)

for heat baths α = h, c, where nα(ω) is the Bose-Einstein
distribution at temperature T given by

n̄α(ω) =
1

eω/kbT − 1
(19)

with the zero chemical potential. The function γα(ω) is
the energy damping rate [67] for the interaction between
the qubit and the bath α, given by

γα(ω) ={
2π
∑
µ g

2
µ,αδ(ω − ωµ,α) = 2πJα(ω), for ω > 0,

0, for ω ≤ 0,

(20)

where gµ,α is the interaction strength between the qubit
and the µth oscillator of the bath α, ωµ,α is the frequency
of the oscillator, and the function Jα(ω) is given by

Jα(ω) = κα
ωs

ω1−s
ct

exp

(
− ω

ωct

)
(21)

with the cut-off frequency ωct and the transition rates
κα of heat bath α. In the present work, we consider the
Ohmic spectral density for each bath with s = 1.

C. Work Extraction Process

As we describe above, we perform the working produc-
tion processes as an indirect-measurement model [62, 63]
using quantum-measurement theory, by measuring the
energy increase of the work storage after interaction be-
tween the work storage and the system.

In order to keep track of the variation of the qubit’s
Hamiltonian in the interaction process, we introduce a
clock as an additional degree of freedom. The Hamilto-
nian HSW of the total system thus consists of the qubit
Hα
S (α = h, c), the clock C and the work storage HW in

the first process of the work production in the step (c) of
Fig. 1:

HSW =Hh
S ⊗ |0〉C 〈0| ⊗ IW

+Hc
S ⊗ |1〉C 〈1| ⊗ IW +HW ,

(22)

HW =IS ⊗ IC ⊗ (ωc − ωh) |1〉W 〈1| . (23)

We set the state of the total system before the work ex-
traction to

ρiSW = (ρ00 |0〉S 〈0|+ ρ11 |1〉S 〈1|)
⊗ |0〉C 〈0| ⊗ |0〉W 〈0| ,

(24)

while after the work extraction, the clock flips, but the
state of the work storage changes only for the excited
state of the internal single-qubit system. Therefore, the
state of the total system becomes

ρfSW =ρ00 |0〉S 〈0| ⊗ |1〉C 〈1| ⊗ |0〉W 〈0|
+ ρ11 |1〉S 〈1| ⊗ |1〉C 〈1| ⊗ |1〉W 〈1| .

(25)

Naturally, we can define a quenched unitary transforma-
tion for the process:

USW = |0〉S 〈0| ⊗ (|0〉C 〈1|+ |1〉C 〈0|)⊗ IW
+ |1〉S 〈1| ⊗ (|00〉CW 〈11|+ |11〉CW 〈00|
+ |01〉CW 〈01|+ |10〉CW 〈10|).

(26)

This unitary operation commutes with the total Hamilto-
nian HSW, hence satisfying the energy conservation law.

Performing the projective measurement to the work
storage, we can observe the probabilities of work state
without destroying the state of the internal system. Let
us set the projection operators as follows:

P0 = |0〉W 〈0| , (27)

P1 = |1〉W 〈1| . (28)

Then the work extraction through the observation is cal-
culated by

W1 = tr[HW (ρ11 |1〉W 〈1|+ ρ00 |0〉W 〈0|)] (29)

= (ωh − ωc)ρ11. (30)

Obviously, it is equal to the result we would obtain by
the elementary definition of work in Eq. (9) for the par-
ticular choice of the projection operators (27) and (28).
We can similarly derive Eq. (10) employing the indirect-
measurement scheme.

D. Numerical Results

For numerical simulation of the single-qubit machine,
we set the lower excited energy level to ωc = 1, which is
also the energy unit, and fix the temperature of the cold
bath to Tc = 5 for later comparison. We also fix the tran-
sition rate to κh = κc = 0.005 and the time durations of
the interaction between the internal single-qubit system
and each heat bath to th = tc = 50. We then pursue the
dependence of physical quantities, varying the higher en-
ergy level ωh and the hot-bath temperatures Th. We ob-
serve that the single-qubit Otto cycle operates as differ-
ent thermal machines under diverse circumstances with
different parameters. As shown in Fig. 2, the single-qubit
machine acts as an engine when Th/Tc > ωh/ωc > 1 or
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Th/Tc < ωh/ωc < 1, as a heater when ωh/ωc < 1 and
Th/Tc > 1 or ωh/ωc > 1 and Th/Tc < 1, and as a cooler
when 1 < Th/Tc < ωh/ωc or 1 > Th/Tc > ωh/ωc. We
hereafter focus on the first case.

When the single-qubit Otto system runs as a quantum
heat engine, its efficiency η and the power P behave as
shown in Fig. 2a and Fig. 2b, respectively, depending on
the ratio of the energy gaps and the temperatures. As
shown in Fig. 2a, the power has a shape of a semicircular
cone depending on the ratio of the heat baths’ tempera-
tures Th/Tc and the system’s energy levels ωh/ωc. There-
fore, it is easy to find a peak of the power as we scan
the ratio of energy levels with the temperatures fixed; as
shown explicitly in Fig. 3a, the power of the single-qubit
Otto engine always has a unique peak point as a function
of the ratio of the system’s energy levels for a fixed ratio
of the heat baths’ temperatures. We define this peak as
the maximum power of the single-qubit Otto engine that
we are interested in:

Pm = Pm(Th/Tc) := max
ωh/ωc

P (Th/Tc, ωh/ωc). (31)

We also define the ratio of the energy levels and the
efficiency at the parameter point of the maximum power:

(ωh/ωc)Pm := argmax
ωh/ωc

P (Th/Tc, ωh/ωc), (32)

ηPm := η(Th/Tc, (ωh/ωc)Pm), (33)

which are presented in Fig. 4.
At a fixed temperature of the cold bath, the maximum

power increases as the hot-bath temperature grows. We
notice in Fig. 4b that there is a linear relation between
(ωh/ωc)Pm and Th/Tc of the form(

ωh
ωc

)
Pm

=
1

2

(
1 +

Th
Tc

)
. (34)

In other words, the power becomes maximum when ωh
is set to

Ωh =
ωc
2

(
1 +

Th
Tc

)
, (35)

and hence the energy-level change of the qubit is set to

∆ω = Ωh − ωc =
ωc
2

(
Th
Tc
− 1

)
. (36)

The four efficiencies, namely the system efficiency, the
Otto efficiency, the Carnot efficiency and the Curzon-
Ahlborn efficiency are plotted in Fig. 4c, at the maxi-
mum power point of the single-qubit Otto engine. The
efficiency of the single-qubit engine is equal to the quan-
tum Otto efficiency [4]:

η = ηOtto = 1− ωc
ωh
. (37)

The Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency is the efficiency when the
Carnot cycle achieves the maximum power. The Otto

efficiency at the maximum power is greater than the
Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency, which means that the effi-
ciency at the maximum power point in the present single-
qubit Otto engine is greater than the Carnot-engine one.

III. COUPLED-QUBIT MODEL

In this section, we propose the same quantum Otto cy-
cle but in which the working medium is composed of two
qubits with the XX-coupling. In Sec. III. A, based on
the quantum Otto cycle and the maximum-power rela-
tions (34)–(36) of the single-qubit Otto system given in
Sec. II, we define four models of the coupled-qubit engine
in which each bath contacts each qubit. In Sec. III. B,
we present the Hamiltonians and physical quantities of
our coupled-qubit Otto engines.

A. Four Models

We now consider the Otto cycle comprised of an inter-
nal system of two qubits coupled with an XX-coupling
and four environment components including two heat
baths and two work storages. Initially, both the first
qubit Q1 and the second qubit Q2 are at their ground
states. The operation protocol is achieved by the follow-
ing six steps: (a) the system has a contact with the hot
bath at QH (=Q1 or Q2) and get excited, leading to heat
transfer of Qh from the hot bath to the system; (b) the
projection measurement is carried out to severe the quan-
tum entanglement between the system and the hot bath;
(c) Q1 interacts with the work storage, and the Hamil-
tonian of Q1 is updated from Hh

S to Hc
S , leading to work

production −W1; (d) the system has a contact with the
cold bath at QC (=Q1 or Q2) and get de-excited, lead-
ing to heat transfer of −Qc from the system to the cold
bath; (e) the projection measurement is carried out again
to severe the quantum entanglement between the system
and the cold bath; (f) Q1 interacts with the work stor-
age, and the Hamiltonian of Q1 is changed from Hh

S back
to Hc

S , leading to work intake W2. Then the cycle com-
pletes and comes back to the step (a). We let the cycle
continue until it converges to a steady limit cycle. For
the convergence criteria in numerical simulations, we use
the same condition as Eq. (1), and we again let N de-
note the number of the Otto cycle iterations before the
convergence.

The symbols QH and QC denote the qubits of the
internal systems with H = 1, 2 and C = 1, 2, so that
we have four possible schemes of our model, namely
Model 11, Model 12, Model 21 and Model 22 as shown in
Table 1. Schematic views of the four models are shown
in Fig. 5.
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(a) Power (b) Efficiency

(c) HCOP (d) CCOP

FIG. 2: (a) Power, (b) efficiency, (c) HCOP and (d) CCOP for the single-qubit Otto machine as functions of the
energy levels ωh/ωc and the heat-bath temperatures Th/Tc. Parameters: energy unit ωc = 1; the temperature of the

cold bath Tc = 5; the transition rate κh = κc = 0.005; the time durations th = tc = 50.

����

(a) Power (b) Efficiency

FIG. 3: Dependence of (a) power P and (b) efficiency η of the single-qubit engine on the energy levels ωh/ωc.
Parameters: energy unit ωc = 1, the temperature of cold bath Tc = 5; the transition rate κh = κc = 0.005; the time

durations th = tc = 50
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(a) Pm
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(b) (ωh/ωc)Pm (c) ηPm

FIG. 4: Dependence of (a) the maximum power Pm, (b) the energy levels (ωh/ωc)Pm and (c) the efficiency ηPm on
the heat-bath temperatures Th/Tc for single-qubit Otto engine. Parameters: energy unit ωc = 1, temperature of cold

bath Tc = 5, transition rate: κh = κc = 0.005, time durations: th = tc = 50
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(d) Model 22

FIG. 5: Schematic views of (a) Model 11, (b) Model 12, (c) Model 21 and (d) Model 22.
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QH \QC Q1 Q2

Q1 Model 11 Model 12

Q2 Model 21 Model 22

TABLE I: Four schemes of our coupled-qubit Otto
engines.

B. Hamiltonians

For the Otto cycle defined in Sec. III. A, the whole
Hamiltonians of each isochoric process is given by

Hα
iso = Hα

S +Hα
B +Hq,α

int , (38)

where α = h, c denote the case of contact with hot and
cold baths, respectively. In the system Hamiltonian

Hα
S =Hα

1 +H2 +Hcp, (39)

we make only Q1’s Hamiltonians Hα
1 (α = h, c) change in

the process of the work extraction:

Hα
1 = ωα1

I1 − σz1
2

⊗ I2 (40)

with α = h, c, where I1 and I2 denote the identity oper-
ators for the spaces of Q1 and Q2, respectively. Mean-
while, Q2’s Hamiltonian H2 and the coupling Hamilto-
nian Hcp are fixed:

H2 = ω2I1 ⊗
I2 − σz2

2
, (41)

Hcp =
g

2
(σx1σ

x
2 + σy1σ

y
2 ) (42)

= g(σ+
1 σ
−
2 + σ−1 σ

+
2 ). (43)

Therefore, the system Hamiltonian (39) is given by

Hα
S =


0 0 0 0

0 ω2 g 0

0 g ωα1 0

0 0 0 ω2 + ωα1

 , (44)

under the representation bases |Q1,Q2〉 = (|↓↓〉, |↓↑〉,
|↑↓〉 and |↑↑〉) in this order. For the heat-bath Hamil-
tonians Hq,α

int , we employ the same bosonic ones as the
single-qubit Otto engine given by Eq. (4). The inter-
action Hamiltonians Hq,α between either of the system
qubits Q1 and Q2 and the heat baths α(= h, c) is given
by

Hq,α
int =

∑
µ

Vµ,ασ
x
q (â†µ,α + âµ,α), (45)

where σkq with k = x, y, z and q = 1 or 2 denote the Pauli
matrices for the spaces of Q1 and Q2, respectively.

For g = 0, Model 11 should reduce to the single-qubit
Otto cycle and the other three models cannot operate
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FIG. 6: Schematic view of the coupled-qubit Otto
engine’s energy spectrum.

successfully. Therefore, by comparing our coupled-qubit
models to the single-qubit engine, we examine whether
the XX-coupling contributes to a greater power and an-
alyze the four models for better applications in various
situations.

In order to compare the single-qubit and coupled-qubit
systems on an equal footing, we consider the four mod-
els of the coupled-qubit system with the same energy-
level change as the case of the maximum power of the
single-qubit engine, following the maximum-power rela-
tion (34)–(36) in Sec. II. D. Figure 6 shows the change
of the system at each step of the Otto cycle. Q1’s en-
ergy levels ωα1 in Hα

S can be different from the excited
energy ωα (α = h, c) of the single-qubit system, but for
comparison we set the level change ωh1 − ωc1 equal to ∆ω
in Eq. (36) of the single-qubit case. In other words, we
set the energy-level change of Q1 of our coupled-qubit
system as follows:

ωh1 − ωc1 = ∆ω =
ωc
2

(
Th
Tc
− 1

)
. (46)

On the other hand, we set the excited energy level ω2

of Q2 always equal to the lower excited energy ωc of the
single-qubit Otto engine, which is also the energy unit in
the present section:

ω2 = ωc. (47)

In Fig. 6, the red arrows show that the internal system
gets excited by the interaction between the internal sys-
tem and the hot bath, the blue arrows show that the in-
ternal system gets de-excited by the interaction between
the internal system and the cold bath, and the green ar-
rows show change of the energy levels in the processes of
producing and intaking the work.

IV. DYNAMICS

For interaction between systems and heat baths, we
can address the question as to which of the standard and
global Gorini-Kossakowski-Sudarshan-Lindblad (GKSL)
master equations for better describing the evolution of
the coupled-qubit quantum heat machines [65, 66]. Both
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of these master equations are derived in the Born-Markov
approximation [68] and the weak-coupling approxima-
tion. For the coupled-qubit machine, we extend the local
GKSL master equation to a global one whose derivation
we present in Sec. IV.A, considering the impact of cou-
pling in the internal system. We diagonalize the system
Hamiltonians of the coupled-qubit system and calculate
the master equation on the transformed basis.

On the other hand, utilizing the indirect-measurement
theory [62, 63] for the whole system as we describe in
Sec. IV. B, we quantify the work production in the work
extraction process without destroying the state of the
internal system. Since we use the measurement as work-
production operation, we assume that the time cost in
the process is negligible.

A. Global Master Equation

Owing to the coupling between Q1 and Q2, different
from the standard master equation in which each bath
couples to the system in a local degree of freedom, we
propose a global approach of the GKSL master equation
taking the inter-dot coupling into account.

Derivation of the global Liouville superoperators ˆ̄L is
more complicated than the standard one. To analyze the
influence of the coupling to the coupled-qubit system,
we diagonize the system Hamiltonian (39) and calculate
physical quantities in the diagonalizing basis. The diag-
onalized system Hamiltonian H̃α

S is given by

H̃α
S = U†α ·Hα

S · Uα

=


0 0 0 0

0 ω̃α2 0 0

0 0 ω̃α1 0

0 0 0 ωα1 + ω2

 ,
(48)

where the eigenvalues ω̃α1 and ω̃α2 of the dressed system
Hamiltonian are given by

ω̃α1 =
1

2
(ωα1 + ω2 +

√
4g2 + (ωα1 − ω2)2), (49)

ω̃α2 =
1

2
(ωα1 + ω2 −

√
4g2 + (ωα1 − ω2)2), (50)

and the diagonalizing unitary transformation Uα is given
by

Uα =


1 0 0 0

0 cos(βα) sin(βα) 0

0 − sin(βα) cos(βα) 0

0 0 0 1

 (51)

with βα = θα/2 and tan(θα) = 2g/(ωα1 − ω2).
The contact Hamiltonians Hα.q

int between the internal
coupled-qubit system and the heat baths are set to either

of

Hα,1
int = (σx1 ⊗ I2)Vk(â†k,α + âk,α), (52)

Hα,2
int = (I1 ⊗ σx2 )Vk(â†k,C + âk,C). (53)

Depending on which qubit of Q1 or Q2 contacts with the
hot and cold baths, we transform the contact Hamiltoni-
ans to the diagonalizing basis as

H̃α,q
int = U†αH

α,q
int Uα, (54)

where q = 1, 2 indicates the qubit of the internal system.
We conduct all the calculations in the diagonalizing

basis, so that the transformed interactions between the
qubit and the heat baths are given by

(σ̃α)x1(t) =eiH̃
α
S tH̃α,1

int e
−iH̃αS t (55)

= cos(β)Ĩα2 ((σ̃α)+1 e
−iω̃α1 t + (σ̃α)−1 e

iω̃α1 t)

− sin(β)(σ̃α)z1((σ̃α)+2 e
−iω̃α2 t + (σ̃α)−2 e

iω̃α2 t),

(56)

(σ̃α)x2(t) =eiH̃
α
S tH̃α,2

int e
−iH̃αS t (57)

= sin(β)(σ̃α)z2((σ̃α)+1 e
−iω̃α1 t + (σ̃α)−1 e

iω̃α1 t)

+ cos(β)Ĩα1 ((σ̃α)+2 e
−iω̃α2 t + (σ̃α)−2 e

iω̃α2 t),

(58)

where (σ̃α)kq and Ĩαq are the k (k = x, y, z,+,−) compo-
nent of the Pauli matrices and the identity matrix in the
diagonizing basis, repectively. The global master equa-
tion

dρ

dt
= −i[H, ρ] + ˆ̄Lαρ, (59)

and the Liouville superoperators are transformed as

ˆ̃Lα,1ρ =[cos2(βα)GH(ω̃α1 )D̂[σ̃α
−
1 ]

+ cos2(βα)Gα(−ω̃α1 )D̂[σ̃α
+
1 ]

+ sin2(βα)Gα(ω̃α2 )D̂[σ̃α
−
2 ]

+ sin2(βα)Gα(−ω̃α2 )D̂[σ̃α
+
2 ]]ρ,

(60)

ˆ̃Lα,2ρ =[sin2(βα)Gα(ω̃α1 )D̂[σ̃α
−
1 ]

+ sin2(βα)Gα(−ω̃α1 )D̂[σ̃α
+
1 ]

+ cos2(βα)Gα(ω̃α2 )D̂[σ̃α
−
2 ]

+ cos2(βα)Gα(−ω̃α2 )D̂[σ̃α
+
2 ]]ρ.

(61)

Note that the definitions of the Lindblad dissipators and
other quantities are the same as in the single-qubit case
given by Eq. (17)–(21).

With the assistant of Python quantum tool Qutip
[54, 55], we simulate the models and compare them from
several angles. We follow the standard definitions for
heat flowing, obtaining

Qh = tr
[
H̃h
S(ρ(th)− ρ(0))

]
, (62)

Qc = tr
[
H̃c
S(ρ(tc + th)− ρ(th))

]
, (63)
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where tα denote the time costs of the interaction between
the internal coupled-qubit system and each heat bath α.
The definition of the work production is given below.

B. Work Extraction Process

Extending the indirect-measurement method in
Refs. [62, 63] for the calculation of work production in the
single-qubit heat engine, we come up with a method for
the coupled-qubit heat engine in our scheme. We update
the work-production process in Sec. II. C by transforming
it to the diagonalizing basis and changing the work stor-
ages from the single two-level system for the single-qubit
cycle to the double two-level systems for our coupled-
qubit system. We also let tα denote the time costs of
the interaction between the internal coupled-qubit sys-
tem and each heat bath α. We will obtain the work
production that still satisfies the standard definition:

W1 = tr
[
ρ(th)(H̃c

S − H̃h
S)
]
, (64)

W2 = tr
[
ρ(th + tc)(H̃

h
S − H̃c

S)
]
. (65)

Since the work extraction process is achieved by the in-
direct measurement, we assume that it takes negligible
time.

For its derivation, we introduce a one-qubit clock and
a two-qubit work storage so that we can observe the work
production of the internal system through the measure-
ment of the work storage but do not destroy the system
state. To consider the influence of the coupling, which
plays a key role in our research, we conduct the mea-
surement in the transformed basis with the diagonalized
Hamiltonian

H̃α
S =ω̃α2 |↓↑〉S 〈↓↑|+ ω̃α1 |↑↓〉S 〈↑↓|

+ (ωα1 + ω2) |↑↑〉S 〈↑↑| .
(66)

In the instance of the step (c) in Fig. 5 that the system
Hamiltonian changes from H̄h

S to H̄c
S , the entire Hamil-

tonian of the internal system and external environment
after the introduction of the clock and the work storage
is given by

HSE =H̃h
S ⊗ |0〉C 〈0| ⊗ IW

+ H̃c
S ⊗ |1〉C 〈1| ⊗ IW +HW ,

(67)

where HW is the Hamiltonian of the work storage given
by

HW = IS ⊗ IC ⊗
[
(ω̃C2 − ω̃H2 ) |↓↑〉W 〈↓↑|

+ (ω̃C1 − ω̃H1 ) |↑↓〉W 〈↑↓|+ (ωC1 − ωH1 ) |↑↑〉W 〈↑↑|
]
.

(68)

The unitary transformation is given by

UW = |↓↓〉S 〈↓↓| ⊗ (|0〉C 〈1|+ |1〉C 〈0|)⊗ IW
+

∑
b=↓↑,↑↓,↑↑

|b〉S 〈b| ⊗
[
|0〉C 〈1| ⊗ |↓↓〉W 〈b|

+ |1〉C 〈0| ⊗ |b〉W 〈↓↓|
+ |0〉C 〈0| ⊗ (IW − |↓↓〉W 〈↓↓|)
+ |1〉C 〈1| ⊗ (IW − |b〉W 〈b|)

]
,

(69)

where |b〉S 〈b|, (b =↓↓, ↓↑, ↑↓, ↑↑) are the eigenbases of our
coupled-qubit system. Since UW commutes with the en-
tire Hamiltonian HSE , the energy in this process of work
extraction is conserved, which satisfies the first thermo-
dynamical law. The initial and final density matrices of
the entire state are given by

ρi =
∑
b

pb |b〉S 〈b| ⊗ |0〉C 〈0| ⊗ |↓↓〉W 〈↓↓| , (70)

ρf =
∑
b

pb |b〉S 〈b| ⊗ |1〉C 〈1| ⊗ |w〉W 〈w| , (71)

respectively, where pb is the probability for the internal
system existing in each eigenstate.

We do the projection measurement on the work storage
and find its state as

ρW =
∑
w

pw |w〉W 〈w| , (72)

which gives the energy of the work storage in the form

W = tr[HW ρW ] (73)

=p↓↑(ω̃
H
2 − ω̃C2 ) + p↑↓(ω̃

H
1 − ω̃C1 ) + p↑↑(ω

H
1 − ωC1 )

(74)

= tr
[
ρ(th)(H̃c

S − H̃h
S)
]

= W1. (75)

This indeed is equivalent to Eq. (64) based on the stan-
dard definition. We can similarly derive Eq. (65), em-
ploying the indirect-measurement scheme. The power
and the efficiency of the engine are defined in Eqs. (13)
and (14).

V. NUMERICAL CALCULATION

Hitherto, properties of the single-qubit Otto engine
are summarized in Sec. II, and the four schemes of our
coupled-qubit Otto engine and their main dynamics are
explained in Secs. III and IV. In this section, we numer-
ically analyze the coupled-qubit system and compare its
maximum power to that of the single-qubit engine. In
Secs. IV. A–D, we analyze the results of the four mod-
els of our coupled-qubit engine and find the maximum
power. We mainly focus on Model 12 and Model 21 in
Secs. IV. A and B, respectively, which are the most inter-
esting parts among our coupled-qubit models. We also
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analyze Model 11 and Model 22 in Secs. IV. C and D,
respectively, which might be also useful in some applica-
tions. In Sec. IV. E, we compare the four coupled-qubit
engines to the single-qubit engine, which demonstrates
the effects of the coupling on the Otto engine, and make
the comparison of the coupled-qubit systems in different
situations, which plays a key role for versatile applica-
tions.

For our numerical simulations of the coupled-qubit
Otto cycle, we set relevant parameters by assuming the
energy unit as Eunit = ωc = ω2 = 1. We also fix the tran-
sition rate as κh = κc = 0.005 and the time costs of the
evolution in the ischoric processes as tc = th = 50, ex-
actly the same as in the analysis of the single-qubit case.
Similarly to the maximum power of the single-qubit en-
gine, which happens as the peak of the power depending
on the energy levels ωα of the internal system under spe-
cific temperatures Tα of the heat baths, we define the
maximum power of our coupled-qubit engine as the peak
of the power depending on the energy level ωc1 of Q1 un-
der specific temperatures Tα of the heat baths and the
coupling strength g. Note that as indicated in Fig. 6, we
fix ωh1 according to Eq. (35).

A. Model 12

As defined in Sec. III. A, Q1 and Q2 of the Model 12
interacts with the hot and the cold bath, respectively,
in the ischoric processes. In the processes of the work
production, on the other hand, the energy level ω2 of Q2
is fixed and the work storages interact with the internal
system only through Q1.

As shown in Fig. 7, for the fixed energy levels of Q1,
the power of Model 12 increases and approaches to a
greatest value when the coupling strength g gets stronger.
On the other hand, for a fixed coupling strength g, the
power of Model 21 increases first but decreases after a
peak when the energy level ωc1 of Q1 increases, and we
can find a peak of power in Model 12 depending on the
energy levels of Q1, as shown in Fig. 8a, which we define
as the maximum power of Model 12 for specific coupling
strength g = 0.55 and heat-bath temperatures Tc = 5,
Th = 15.5; we will hereafter use the values for compar-
ison. As shown in Fig. 8b, the efficiency of Model 12 is
lower than its Otto efficiency while the coupling improves
the power, unlike the single-qubit system, for which the
efficiency at the maximum power is equal to its Otto ef-
ficiency; see Eq. (37)

Figure 9a presents the maximum power of the Model 12
for different temperatures of the heat baths Tα when the
coupling strength g is fixed to 0.55. The energy level ωc1
of Q1 for achieving the maximum power remains con-
stant for different heat-bath temperatures, as shown in
Fig. 9b. Although the level change ∆ω of our coupled-
qubit models is set to be equal to the one that maxi-
mizes the power of the single-qubit system as in Eq. (36),
Model 12 achieves much greater powers when Q1’s energy

level ωc1 is about two times higher than the energy levels
of the single-qubit system ωc. In other words, Model 12
breaks the maximum-power relation (34) of the single-
qubit engine and achieves a greater maximum power with
higher energy levels, thanks to the existence of the other
qubit Q2 and the coupling between the two qubits.

Comparison of different efficiencies is shown in Fig. 9c.
As mentioned in Sec. II. D, the efficiency of the single-
qubit system is equal to its Otto efficiency (purple line)
at the maximum power as Eq. (37). Since the energy
level ωc1 of Q1 is higher than the energy level ωc of the
single-qubit system, the Otto efficiency of Model 12 (pink
line) is lower than the single-qubit Otto efficiency (purple
line). Besides, as mentioned before, when the coupling
improves the power of the coupled-qubit engine, the ef-
ficiency at the maximum power decreases, which is the
reason why the system efficiency of Model 12 (blue line)
is lower than the Otto efficiency of Model 12 (pink line).
In other words, similar to the Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency
(grey line), which is the efficiency at the maximum power
of the Carnot cycle and lower than the Carnot efficiency
(brown line), the efficiency at the maximum power of
Model 12 is lower than its Otto efficiency. As a result,
the system efficiency of Model 12 (blue line) at the maxi-
mum power for a specific coupling strength g = 0.55 and
heat-bath temperatures Tα is lowest among the efficien-
cies listed above.

B. Model 21

As defined in Sec. III. A, for Model 21, Q2 and Q1
interact with the hot and the cold baths, respectively,
in the ischoric processes. In the processes of work pro-
duction, the energy level ω2 of Q2 is fixed and the work
storages interact with the internal system only through
Q1.

Similarly to the case of Model 12, we search for the
maximum power of Model 21 by adjusting the energy
levels ωα1 of Q1 and the coupling strength g for fixed
temperature Tα of the heat baths and the energy-level
change ∆ω; see Fig. 10. The dependence of the power
of Model 21 on the coupling strength g and the energy
level ωc1 of Q1 is similar to the case of Model 12. For
the fixed energy levels of Q1, the power of Model 21 in-
creases when the coupling strength gets stronger. On the
other hand, for a fixed coupling strength, the power of
Model 21 increases first but decreases after a peak when
the energy levels ωα1 of Q1 increase. Therefore, as shown
in Fig. 11a, we can find a peak of power depending on
the energy levels of Q1 by fixing the coupling strength for
specific temperatures of the heat baths, which we define
as the maximum power of Model 21 for specific coupling
strength g and heat-bath temperatures Tα. Similarly to
Model 12, as shown in Fig. 11b, the system efficiency of
Model 21 is lower than the one at the maximum power
of the single-qubit system for the specific heat-bath tem-
peratures and the Otto efficiency of Model 21 for vari-
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(a) Power (b) Efficiency

FIG. 7: Dependence of (a) the power P and (b) the efficiency η of Model 12 on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc and the
coupling strength g under the fixed heat-bath temperatures. Parameters: energy unit ωc = 1; temperature of heat

baths Tc = 5, Th = 15; transition rate: κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50.
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(a) (b)

FIG. 8: Dependence of (a) the power P and (b) efficiency η of Model 12 on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc for the fixed
coupling strength g = 0.55. The blue lines indicates the results of the single-qubit engine for comparisonParameters:

energy unit ωc = 1; temperature of heat baths Tc = 5, Th = 15.5; transition rate κh = κc = 0.005; time durations
th = tc = 50.

ous values of the energy level ωc1 of Q1. The coupling
decreases the efficiency when it improves the power of
Model 21.

Similarly to the case of Model 12 in Fig. 9a, although
the level change ∆ω of Model 21 is equal to the one which
maximizes the power of the single-qubit system, Model 21
also achieves much greater powers than the single-qubit
one. However, unlike the Model 12, for which the en-
ergy levels of Q1 for achieving the maximum power re-
main constant (Fig. 9b) for different heat-bath temper-
atures, for Model 21 in Fig. 12b, the energy level ωc1 of
Q1 achieving the maximum power becomes higher when

the ratio Th/Tc of the heat-bath temperatures increases.
Model 21 also breaks the maximum-power relation (34) of
the single-qubit system and achieves much greater powers
than the single-qubit one when its Q1’s energy level ωc1
is higher than the energy level of the single-qubit system
ωc.

For the comparison of different efficiencies in Fig. 12c,
the efficiency of Model 21 plotted by the blue line is again
the lowest among the efficiency listed here. Due to the in-
fluence of the XX-coupling on the coupled-qubit system,
the system efficiency of Model 21 at the maximum power
(blue line) is lower than its Otto efficiency (pink line),
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(c) ηPm

FIG. 9: Dependence of (a) the maximum power Pm, (c) the energy level (ωc1/ωc)Pm of Q1 and (d) the efficiency ηPm
of Model 12 on the heat-bath temperatures Th/Tc for the fixed coupling strength g = 0.55. Parameters: energy unit

ωc = 1; temperature of cold bath Tc = 5; transition rate κh = κc = 0.005; time cost th = tc = 50.
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(a) Power (b) Efficiency

FIG. 10: Dependence of (a) the power P and (b) the efficiency η of Model 21 on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc and the
coupling strength g under the fixed heat-bath temperatures. Parameters: energy unit ωc = 1; temperature of heat

baths Tc = 5, Th = 15; transition rates: κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50

which is similar to the case of the Carnot cycle in that
the Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency (grey line) is lower than
the Carnot efficiency (brown line). Besides, the Otto ef-
ficiency of Model 21 at the maximum power (blue line) is
lower than the single-qubit system’s Otto efficiency (pur-
ple line), due to the higher energy level ωc1 of Q1 than
the energy level ωc of the single-qubit system. Unlike the
single-qubit system, for which the system efficiency at the
maximum power is higher than the Curzon-Ahlborn effi-
ciency, the system efficiency of Model 21 at the maximum
power is lower than the Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency, as the
blue and purple lines show in Fig. 12c.

C. Model 11

As defined in Sec. III. A, Model 11 interacts with each
heat bath only through Q1 during the ischoric processes
and with the work storages only through Q1 in the pro-
cesses of work production. We again search for the max-
imum power of Model 11 by adjusting the energy levels
ωα1 of Q1 and the coupling strength g for fixed tempera-
tures Tα of heat baths and the energy-level change ∆ω of
Q1 in Eq. (36); see Fig. 13. The dependence of the power
on the energy levels of Q1 with fixed coupling strength
is similar to the previous models in that the power in-
creases first but decreases after a peak when the energy
levels of Q1 increase with a specific coupling strength,
as shown in Fig. 14a. Therefore, by fixing the coupling
strength to a constant value, we can still define the peak
of the power depending on the energy levels of Q1 as the
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(a) (b)

FIG. 11: Dependence of (a) the power P and (b) efficiency η of Model 21 on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc for the
fixed coupling strength g = 0.55. The blue lines indicates the results of the single-qubit engine for comparison.

Parameters: energy unit ωc = 1; temperature of heat baths Tc = 5, Th = 15.5; transition rates κh = κc = 0.005; time
durations th = tc = 50
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(a) Pm

� �

(b) (ωc
1/ωc)Pm
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(c) ηPm

FIG. 12: Dependence of (a) the maximum power Pm, (b) the energy level (ωc1/ωc)Pm of Q1 and (c) the efficiency
ηPm of Model 21 on the heat-bath temperatures Th/Tc for the fixed coupling strength g = 0.55. Parameters: energy

unit ωc = 1; temperature of cold bath Tc = 5; transition rates: κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50

maximum power of Model 11 under specific heat-bath
temperatures and coupling strength. However, if we fix
the energy level of Q1 to the one which maximizes the
power, unlike Model 12 and Model 21, the power and ef-
ficiency are almost independent of the coupling strength
g.

As shown in Fig.15a, Model 11 achieves much greater
powers than the single-qubit one. However, unlike
Model 12 and Model 21, which achieve the maximum
power for the energy levels of Q1 around two to three
times higher than the one that maximizes the power
of the single-qubit system, Model 11 achieves the maxi-
mum power with much higher energy level ωc1 of Q1, over

ten times higher than the single-qubit case, as shown in
Fig. 15b. Such a high energy level ωc1 of Q1 might not be
suitable for many applications. As another point, when
the energy levels of Q1 are much higher than the energy
level ω2 of Q2 and the coupling strength g for Model 11,
the influence of the coupling to Q2 becomes relatively
weak, which is the reason why the maximum power of
Model 11 is almost constant independent of the coupling
strength. Therefore, although Model 11 achieves the
greater power than Model 12, Model 21 and the single-
qubit system, we should pay less attention to Model 11.

As the blue and pink lines that overlap in Fig. 15c,
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(a) Power (b) Efficiency

FIG. 13: Dependence of (a) the power P and (b) the efficiency η of Model 11 on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc and the
coupling strength g under the fixed heat-bath temperatures. PARAMETERS: transition rate: κh = κc = 0.005, time

cost: th = tc = 50, Energy unit ωc = 1, temperature of heat baths Tc = 5, Th = 15
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(a) power (b) efficiency

FIG. 14: Dependence of (a) the power P and (b) efficiency η of Model 11 on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc for the
fixed coupling strength g = 0.55. The blue line indicates the results of the single-qubit engine for comparison.

Parameters: energy unit: ωc = 1; temperature of heat baths: Tc = 5, Th = 15.5; transition rates: κh = κc = 0.005;
time durations: th = tc = 50

at the maximum power, unlike Model 12 and Model 21,
which obtain the system efficiency at the maximum
power lower than the Otto efficiency, Model 11 achieves
the system efficiency at the maximum power equal to its
Otto efficiency, which is similar to the case of the single-
qubit engine. In other words, the efficiency of Model 11
at the maximum power is only influenced by the energy
levels of Q1, because the energy level ωc1 of Q1 that max-
imizes the power of Model 11 is so high that the influence
of the coupling strength becomes trivial. Since the energy
levels of Q1 at the maximum power are much higher than

the case of the single-qubit Otto engine, the efficiency of
the Model 11 (blue line) is lower than the single-qubit
one (purple line). Different from the single-qubit Otto
engine, whose system efficiency (purple line) at the maxi-
mum power is greater than the Curzon-Alhborn efficiency
(grey line), the system efficiency of Model 11 (blue line)
is lower than the Curzon-Alhborn efficiency (grey line).

Unlike Model 12 and the Model 21, which can always
achieve the energy convergence easily, it is difficult for
Model 11 to achieve the energy convergence (1) under
some circumstances, so that the iterations N for energy
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FIG. 15: Dependence of (a) the maximum power Pm, (c) the energy levels (ωc1/ωc)Pm of Q1 and (d) the efficiency
ηPm of Model 11 on the heat-bath temperatures Th/Tc for the fixed coupling strength g = 0.55. Parameters: energy

unit: ωc = 1; temperature of cold bath: Tc = 5; transition rates: κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50.

FIG. 16: Dependence of the iterations N of Model 11
on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc for the fixed coupling
strength g = 0.4. Parameters: energy unit: ωc = 1;

temperature of each bath: Tc = 5, Th = 15; transition
rates: κh = κc = 0.005, time durations: th = tc = 50

convergence is also a significant factor of Model 11 that
we cannot neglect. As shown in Fig. 16, if we fix the
coupling strength g and the heat-bath temperatures Tα,
the number of iterations N of the Model 11 to achieve the
energy conservation (1) increases when the energy level
ωc1 of Q1 becomes big, and becomes significantly large
near the maximum-power point, which could be vital in
some practical experiments and applications.

D. Model 22

As Model 22 defined in Sec. III. A, the coupled-qubit
system contacts with each bath only through Q2 in the
ischoric processes, while the work storages interacts with
the internal system and produces the work through only

Q1.

We again search for the maximum power by adjusting
the energy level ωc1/ωc of Q1 and the coupling strength
g under fixed temperatures Tα of the heat baths and
the energy-level change ∆ω in Eq. (36). The power of
Model 22 depends on the coupling strength g and the
energy level ωc1 of Q1 as shown in Fig. 17, which is sim-
ilar to Model 12 and Model 21; the power of Model 22
increases and approaches to the greatest value when the
coupling strength g gets stronger for the fixed energy
level ωc1 of Q1. For a fixed coupling strength, on the
other hand, the power of the Model 22 increases first
but decreases after a peak when the energy level ωc1 of
Q1 increases, as shown in Fig. 18a. We define the peak
as the maximum power of Model 22 under specific heat-
bath temperatures and coupling strength. As shown in
Fig. 18b, the efficiency of Model 22 is lower than its Otto
efficiency and the system efficiency of the single-qubit
system at the maximum power for the specific heat-bath
temperature. In other words, the coupling decreases the
efficiency when it improves the power of Model 22, which
is similar to Model 12 and Model 21.

As shown in Fig. 19a, Model 22 yields the maximum
power greater than the single-qubit one. Similarly to
Model 12, when the cold-bath temperature and the cou-
pling strength are fixed, though the maximum power in-
creases when the temperature of the hot bath increases,
the energy level ωc1 of Q1 that maximizes the power of
Model 22 remains constant for different hot-bath temper-
ature, as shown in Fig.19b.

For the comparison of different efficiencies of Model 22,
as the blue line shown in Fig. 19c, similarly to Model 12
and Model 21, the system efficiency is the lowest among
the listed efficiencies, due to the influence of the coupling.
Because the energy level ωc1 of Q1 that maximizes the
power of Model 22 is higher than the energy level ωc
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(a) Power (b) Efficiency

FIG. 17: Dependence of (a) the power P and (b) the efficiency η of Model 22 on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc and
coupling strength g. Parameters: energy unit: ωc = 1; temperature of heat baths: Tc = 5, Th = 15; transition rates:

κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50
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(a) (b)

FIG. 18: Dependence of the (a) power P and (b) efficiency η of Model 22 on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc for the
fixed coupling strength g = 0.55. Parameters: energy unit: ωc = 1, temperature of heat baths: Tc = 5, Th = 15.5,

transition rates: κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50.

that maximizes the power of the single-qubit system, the
system efficiency (blue line) is lower than the single-qubit
system’s efficiency (purple line) and the Curzon-Ahlborn
efficiency (grey line).

Similarly to Model 11, it is difficult for Model 22 to
obtain the energy convergence (1) under some circum-
stances. The number of iterations N for the energy con-
servation increases when the energy level ωc1 of Q1 be-
comes higher, as shown in Fig. 20, and it becomes dif-
ficult for Model 22 to achieve the energy convergence,
which is similar to the case of Model 11.

E. Comparision

Hitherto, from Secs. V. A to D, we analyze the results
of the four models of our coupled-qubit Otto engine and
verify that the coupled-qubit Otto engine can achieve
greater powers than the single-qubit Otto engine in var-
ious situations. Let us finally compare these four models
of our coupled-qubit Otto engine and the single-qubit
system to each other.

For the maximum power obtained by scanning the en-
ergy level ωc1 of Q1 with fixed coupling strength g, as
shown in Fig. 21, all of the coupled-qubit systems can
achieve greater powers than the single-qubit Otto engine.
All of our coupled-qubit models break the maximum-
power relation (34) of the single-qubit Otto engine and
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FIG. 19: Dependence of (a) the maximum power Pm, (b) the energy level (ωc1/ωc)Pm of Q1 and (c) the efficiency ηPm
of Model 22 on the fixed heat-bath temperatures Th/Tc for the fixed coupling strength g = 0.55. Parameters: energy

unit: ωc = 1; temperature of cold bath: Tc = 5; transition rates: κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50.

FIG. 20: Dependence of the iterations N of Model 22
on the Q1’s energy level ωc1/ωc for the fixed coupling
strength g = 0.4. Parameters: energy unit: ωc = 1;

temperature of each baths: Tc = 5, Th = 15; transition
rates: κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50.

achieve much greater power with a higher energy level ωc1
of Q1 than the level ωc of the single-qubit system. The
power is from the largest to the smallest for Model 11,
Model 21, Model 12, Model 22 in this order, and the
single-qubit system at last, corresponding to the energy
levels of Q1 from the highest to the lowest.

However, as we mentioned before, although Model 11
achieves the greatest power, its energy level ωc1 of Q1
for achieving the maximum power is so high that the
influence of the coupling on Model 11 at the point of
maximum power is trivial, and such high energy levels
might be impractical. Therefore, we mainly focus on
Model 12 and Model 21, which achieves the maximum
power greater than the one of Model 22 and the single-
qubit system. Model 12 and Model 21 achieve the max-

imum power almost twice of the single-qubit one by the
energy level ωc1 of Q1 about two to three times higher
than the single-qubit case, which is quite practical, and
the efficiency at the maximum power is still acceptable
comparing to Model 11, whose efficiency at the maximum
power is much lower than the other models.

For better understanding of the influence of the cou-
pling of the internal system, we search for another max-
imum power by scanning the coupling strength g and
setting other parameters of the coupled-qubit Otto sys-
tem to the same as the single-qubit one. In other words,
we define another type of maximum power depending
on the coupling strength g by fixing the energy levels
ωα1 of Q1 equal to the single-qubit case ωα, in order to
examine the impact of the XX-coupling of our system.
When the energy levels ωα1 of Q1 are equal to the levels
ωα of the single-qubit system, our coupled-qubit models
achieve almost equal maximum power under the similar
circumstances, as shown in Fig. 22a. In the situation, the
power of these coupled-qubit systems are greater than
the single-qubit case, verifying that the coupling in the
coupled-qubit system can improve the power. As shown
in Fig. 22b, for the energy level ωc1 of Q1 which is the same
as the single-qubit one, the coupling strength g that max-
imizes the power of Model 11 (blue-dots) and Model 12
(orange-pluses) are almost equal to each other, and the
one that maximizes the power of Model 21 (green-x) and
Model 22 (red-dotted line) are almost equal to each other.
For the fixed energy level ωc1 of Q1 and the heat-bath
temperatures Tα, as shown in in Fig. 22c, depending on
different coupling strengths g, the system efficiencies of
the coupled-qubit systems at the maximum power are
lower than the single-qubit one (purple line), and they are
lower than their Otto efficiency (pink line) for the specific
heat-bath temperature, verifying that the coupling leads
the efficiency at the maximum power to decrease while it
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FIG. 21: Dependence of (a) the maximum power Pm, (b) the efficiency ηPm and (c) the energy levels ωc1/ω on the
heat-bath temperatures Th/Tc for the fixed coupling strength g = 0.55. Parameters: energy unit: ωc = 1;

temperature of cold bath: Tc = 5; transition rates: κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50.
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(a) Pm (b) gPm (c) ηPm

FIG. 22: Dependence of (a) the maximum power Pm, (b) the efficiency ηPm and (c) coupling strength gPm on the
heat-bath temperatures Th/Tc when the energy levels of Q1 are equal to the single-qubit system. Parameters: energy

unit: ωc = 1; temperature of cold bath: Tc = 5; transition rates: κh = κc = 0.005; time durations: th = tc = 50.

improves the power.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In the present paper, we investigate different factors’
impacts on the power of several Otto quantum heat en-
gines, comparing the similarity and the difference be-
tween the single-qubit and the coupled-qubit systems.
For the simulation of these Otto cycles, we utilized the
Python toolbox QuTip [54, 55] to calculate the evolution
of the systems based on two types of the GKSL mas-
ter equation [65, 66] and the work production processes
based on the indirect measurement [62, 63] with different
kinds of work storages.

For the single-qubit Otto quantum thermal machine,
we observe that it can act as three types of thermal ma-
chines under diverse heat bath temperatures and system
energy gaps. In maximizing the power of the single-
qubit engine, we found an almost linear relation (34)
between the ratio of the heat baths temperatures Th/Tc
and the ratio of system energy levels ωh/ωc. Utilizing
the maximum-power relation, we come up with param-
eterization of four different models of the coupled-qubit
Otto machine with XX-coupling.

We numerically found that the coupled-qubit systems
can achieve much greater powers than the single-qubit
machine with the same energy-level change. The maxi-
mum powers of our coupled-qubit models are also greater
than the single-qubit one. The energy levels of the
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coupled-qubit engines are higher than the single-qubit
system when they achieve the maximum power under
the specific hath-temperatures and coupling strength,
though they are in the same energy-level change as the
single-qubit one.

When the other factors except the coupling strength
are the same as the ones the single-qubit system’s, a
greater power than the maximum power of the single-
qubit system is achieved by the coupled-qubit engines,
verifying that XX-coupling improves the power of the
Otto engines. Besides, in all of our coupled-qubit sys-
tems, the existence of the coupling to the other qubit in
the internal system helps the coupled-qubit Otto engine
break the maximum-power relation (34) of the single-
qubit system and achieves greater maximum powers with
higher energy levels of Q1. Particularly for Model 12
and Model 21, we can achieve much greater powers with
practical and reasonable coupling strength and the en-
ergy levels of Q1, which could be useful for applications
that focus on the power of the quantum Otto engine.

Though Model 11 produces the maximum power
greater than the other models, the coupling strength in-
fluences the value of power trivially at the maximum
power. The impact of the coupling on the power and effi-
ciency becomes weak and trivial when the energy levels of

Q1 are high, so that the system efficiency is almost equal
to the Otto efficiency at the maximum power of Model 11.
In addition, the XX-coupling of Model 11 makes achiev-
ing the energy convergence (1) difficult, which is critical
in practice.

For the other three models, the influence of the cou-
pling in the power and the efficiency at the maximum
power is always significant. We find that their system ef-
ficiencies at the maximum powers are lower than their
Otto efficiency, unlike the single-qubit system, which
yields the system efficiency equal to the Otto efficiency,
verifying that the coupling decreases the system efficiency
at the maximum power, which is consistent with a trade-
off relation between the efficiency and the power [56–61].
Due to the higher energy levels of Q1, all the system ef-
ficiencies of our coupled-qubit models at the maximum
power are lower than the Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency, un-
like the single-qubit system, whose efficiency at the maxi-
mum power is higher than the Curzon-Ahlborn efficiency.
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