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In the quantization of gauge theories and quantum gravity, it is crucial to treat reference frames
such as rods or clocks not as idealized external classical relata, but as internal quantum subsystems.
In the Page-Wootters formalism, for example, evolution of a quantum system S is described by a
stationary joint state of S and a quantum clock, where time-dependence of S arises from conditioning
on the value of the clock. Here, we consider (possibly imperfect) internal quantum reference frames R
for arbitrary compact symmetry groups, and show that there is an exact quantitative correspondence
between the amount of entanglement in the invariant state on RS and the amount of asymmetry in
the corresponding conditional state on S. Surprisingly, this duality holds exactly regardless of the
choice of coherent state system used to condition on the reference frame. Averaging asymmetry over
all conditional states, we obtain a simple representation-theoretic expression that admits the study
of the quality of imperfect quantum reference frames, quantum speed limits for imperfect clocks,
and typicality of asymmetry in a unified way. Our results shed light on the role of entanglement for
establishing asymmetry in a fully symmetric quantum world.

Introduction. In a quantum world with fundamental
symmetries, all physical quantities must ultimately be
understood as relative to some frame of reference which
is itself a quantum system. This simple insight has long
been regarded as relevant [1–5] for the quantization of
gravity and other gauge theories [6–13], for the study of
asymmetry in quantum information theory [14–17, 21–
27], and for quantum thermodynamics [28–32]. Recently,
it has led to a surge of interest in the quantum founda-
tions community on the behavior of quantum systems
under transformations between such “internal” quantum
reference frames [33–56]. Among other results, this has
led to proposals for quantum formulations of Einstein’s
equivalence principle [42–46] and to insights into the rel-
ativity of the notion of subsystem [48–50].

It has been shown that several of these approaches
can be unified and generalized in a “perspective-neutral”
framework [47–56] for which the Page-Wootters mecha-
nism [55–59] (PWM) is a well-known special case, see
Fig. 1: the global system is in a state |ψ〉RS that is in-
variant under symmetry transformations, but condition-
ing on a subsystem R defines a state |ψ〉S|R of S relative
to R that is asymmetric. For the PWM in particular,
this has led to the slogan of “time replaced by quantum
correlations”, but despite partial results [60–62], a quan-
titative relation between entanglement and conditional
time asymmetry has so far not been established.

Here we provide a rigorous formulation of such a rela-
tion, and do so in the general case of arbitrary compact
Lie symmetry groups G (not just time translations like
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in PWM), i.e. for the general “perspective-neutral” ap-
proach that overlaps with constraint quantization. We
show an exact correspondence between the amount of
entanglement in the global state of RS and the amount
of asymmetry in the conditional state of S, and demon-
strate several resulting insights into the structure and
physical properties of such quantum reference frames.
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FIG. 1. Upper pane: a globally invariant (e.g. timeless)
state |ψ〉RS induces asymmetry in a subsystem S by condi-
tioning on the reference frame (e.g. clock) R. Lower pane:
more induced asymmetry amounts to smaller overlap of the
conditional state with its translations, i.e. a larger value of
A(ψS|R). We prove that the Rényi-2 entanglement entropy of
ψRS equals the asymmetry of the conditional state ψS|R.

Framework. We consider two quantum systems R (the
reference) and S (the system) with dimR <∞, carrying
unitary representations U and V of the compact (possi-
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bly finite) symmetry group G. That is, g ∈ G acts via
Ug ⊗ Vg on RS, and we do not assume that U or V are
irreducible. We study states |ψ〉RS that are globally in-
variant, |ψ〉RS = Ug ⊗ Vg|ψ〉RS for all g, reflecting that,
in a background-independent theory, all physically mean-
ingful properties are purely relational [47, 50–53, 55, 56].
Demanding that pure states do not pick up a global phase
under the action of G can be motivated by preserving
entanglement with a purifying system [54]. Using ter-
minology from constraint quantization, the subspace of
all globally invariant states will be called the “physical
Hilbert space” Hphys [6, 47].

In the PWM, G is the group of time translations R,
represented on S via Vt = exp(−itĤS/~), and on the
(infinite-dimensional) reference R via Ut|s〉R = |s + t〉R,
where |s〉R denotes an improper clock eigenstate. For-
mally, the physical Hilbert space consists of the globally
“timeless” states |ψ〉RS =

∫
R dt |t〉R ⊗ |ψ(t)〉S .

Now, we are interested in the quantum state of S condi-
tional on R being “oriented in some direction” g ∈ G. To
make precise sense of this intuition, we define a coherent
state system [50, 63] {|g〉R}g∈G by choosing some nor-
malized state |e〉R, where e is the unit element of G, and
setting |g〉R := Ug|e〉R. It follows that Ug|g′〉R = |gg′〉R.
We demand that |e〉R is chosen such that we obtain a
resolution of the identity,

∫
G dg |g〉〈g| = c · 1R with c > 0

some constant, where dg denotes the Haar measure on G
(it follows that c = 1/dR, with dR = dimR). If g 7→ Ug
is an irreducible representation (irrep), then this follows
automatically from Schur’s lemma; otherwise it imposes
some conditions on |e〉R described in [50].

The coherent state system defines a covariant positive-
operator valued measure (POVM) [14, 64, 65] that we can
use to measure the “orientation” g of R. If we do this
on a state |ψ〉RS ∈ Hphys and find outcome g, then the
post-measurement state (see Supplemental Material I) of
S will be

|ψ(g)〉S|R :=
√
dR〈g|R ⊗ 1S |ψ〉RS . (1)

We will abbreviate |ψ〉S|R := |ψ(e)〉S|R, and we will
sometimes emphasize the dependence of this state on the

choice of |e〉R by writing |ψ〉|e〉S|R. We have [50]

|ψ(g)〉S|R =
√
dR〈e|RU†g ⊗ VgV †g |ψ〉RS = Vg|ψ(e)〉S|R.

This is analogous to the PWM, where conditioning on the
state |t〉R, i.e. on the clock showing time t, gives us the
time-evolved state |ψ(t)〉S = |ψ(t)〉S|R = Vt|ψ(0)〉S|R.

Conditional asymmetry. While the initial physical
state |ψ〉RS is fully symmetric, we would like the mea-
surement of R to break the symmetry and to lead to an
asymmetric conditional state, i.e. |ψ〉S|R 6= Vg|ψ〉S|R for
g 6= e. Intuitively, for a “good” reference frame R, it
should be possible to locate the system S very precisely
relative to R. For example, if G is a finite group and S

carries an orthonormal coherent state system {|g〉S}g∈G ,
this could mean that |ψ〉S|R is very strongly peaked on
a single h ∈ G, i.e. |〈h|ψ〉S|R| ≈ 1. Then, translating by
g 6= e will lead to a state |ψ(g)〉S|R almost orthogonal to

|ψ〉S|R, because 0 ≈ |〈g−1h|ψ〉S|R| = |〈h|ψ(g)〉S|R|.
In other words, a “good” reference frame R should

lead to a conditional state |ψ〉S|R = |ψ(e)〉S|R that is
well-distinguishable from its “translations” Vg|ψ〉S|R =
|ψ(g)〉S|R, see Fig. 1. A well-known operational quantifier
of distinguishability of quantum states is the fidelity [66],
F(ρ, σ) := (tr

√√
ρσ
√
ρ)2. We have 0 ≤ F(ρ, σ) ≤ 1,

where 0 is attained if and only if ρ and σ are perfectly
distinguishable, and 1 if and only if ρ = σ. For pure
states, it reduces to F(|ψ〉, |ϕ〉) = |〈ψ|ϕ〉|2. This moti-
vates the following definition.

Definition 1. Given any physical state |ψ〉RS ∈ Hphys,
the conditional uniformity of the corresponding condi-

tional state |ψ〉S|R ≡ |ψ〉|e〉S|R (as defined in Eq. (1)) is

U(ψS|R) :=

∫
G
dgF

(
|ψ〉S|R, Vg|ψ〉S|R

)
, (2)

and we define its conditional asymmetry as A(ψS|R) :=
− logU(ψS|R).

Intuitively, for “bad” quantum reference frames R,
|ψ〉S|R ≈ Vg|ψ〉S|R = |ψ(g)〉S|R for many g, and U(ψS|R)
will be close to unity; and for “good” ones, this quantity
will be close to zero. By invariance of the Haar measure,
the conditional uniformity is the same for all |ψ(g)〉S|R
and can also be written

U(ψ(g)S|R) =

∫
G
dg′

∫
G
dg′′ |〈ψ(g′)|ψ(g′′)〉S|R|2. (3)

A priori, conditional uniformity will depend on the choice

of coherent state system {|g〉R}g∈G since |ψ〉S|R = |ψ〉|e〉S|R
does. Intuitively, the choice of covariant POVM that is
used to measure the reference frame should have some
impact on the quality of its use. Surprisingly, however,
this intuition does not hold up in our context. Using the
notationHα(ρ) := 1

1−α log tr(ρα) for the Rényi-α entropy
of a quantum state ρ, we get:

Theorem 1. The conditional asymmetry of ψS|R equals
the Rényi-2 entanglement entropy of ψRS:

A(ψS|R) = H2(TrR|ψ〉〈ψ|RS).

In particular, A(ψS|R) ≡ A(ψ
|e〉
S|R) is independent of the

choice of coherent state system, i.e. of |e〉, and can be
understood as a function of the physical state |ψ〉RS.

Proof. Expanding the definition of U , we find
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U(ψS|R) = d2
R

∫
G
dg |〈ψ|RS(|e〉S ⊗ 1S)(〈g|R ⊗ 1S)|ψ〉RS |2

= d2
R〈ψ|RS(|e〉R ⊗ 1S)

∫
G
dg (〈g|R ⊗ 1S)|ψ〉〈ψ|RS(|g〉R ⊗ 1S)(〈e|R ⊗ 1S)|ψ〉RS

= dR〈ψ|RS (|e〉〈e|R ⊗ TrR|ψ〉〈ψ|RS) |ψ〉RS ,

where we have used that the |g〉R yield a resolu-
tion of the identity. To simplify this further, replace
both occurrences of |ψ〉RS by U†g ⊗ V †g |ψ〉RS , use that

VgTrR|ψ〉〈ψ|RSV †g = TrR|ψ〉〈ψ|RS , and compute the
group average over g of the resulting expression. This
yields U(ψS|R) = 〈ψ|RS(1R ⊗ TrR|ψ〉〈ψ|RS)|ψ〉RS =

tr[(TrR|ψ〉〈ψ|RS)2] which is independent of |e〉R. Finally,
take the negative logarithm of both sides.

In the special case where G is a finite subgroup of time
translations, a version of this result has been given in [68].

Resource-theoretic consequences. As we have just seen,
for conditional asymmetry, any choice of coherent state
system {|g〉R}g∈G is as good as any other, {|g〉′R}g∈G : we

have A(ψ
|e〉
S|R) = A(ψ

|e〉′
S|R) for all |ψ〉RS ∈ Hphys. How-

ever, A is just one possible measure of asymmetry. In-
dependence from |e〉R does not hold for all possible mea-
sures of asymmetry. For example, taking the 4th power
instead of the 2nd in Eq. (3) defines an alternative mea-
sure of uniformity that does depend on the choice of |e〉,
see Supplemental Material IV for an example.

Thus, a more systematic and operational approach is
warranted. Such an approach is to study asymmetry in
the context of a resource theory [18]. Resource theories
provide useful tools to describe and quantify the role that
a resource plays in the performance of certain tasks, be
it in thermodynamics [19] or entanglement theory [20].
Here, we use the resource theory of asymmetry [21, 22]
to study the quality of a quantum reference frame.

To this end, let us introduce several relevant notions.
Consider any representation g 7→ Ug of a compact group
G. A quantum state ρ is G-invariant if UgρU

†
g = ρ for all

g ∈ G. We say that a quantum operation E on the op-
erators of the corresponding Hilbert space is G-covariant
if E(UgρU

†
g ) = UgE(ρ)U†g for all ρ and all g ∈ G. Cru-

cially, G-covariant operations map G-invariant states to
G-invariant states — in this sense, they cannot create G-
asymmetry. We say that ρ is at least as asymmetric as
ρ′ if there is a G-covariant operation E with E(ρ) = ρ′. If
also ρ′ is at least as asymmetric as ρ, we say that ρ and ρ′

are equally G-asymmetric. Note that there are also pairs
of states with the property that neither one is at least as
asymmetric as the other. In this case, we say that ρ and
ρ′ are incomparably G-asymmetric.

Our result A(ψ
|e〉
S|R) = A(ψ

|e〉′
S|R) does not automatically

imply that ψ
|e〉
S|R and ψ

|e〉′
S|R are equally G-asymmetric, but

we can show the following:

Theorem 2. Consider two choices of coherent state sys-
tem, {|g〉R}g∈G and {|g〉′R}g∈G. Then, for every physical

state |ψ〉RS ∈ Hphys, the conditional states |ψ〉|e〉S|R and

|ψ〉|e〉
′

S|R are either equally or incomparably G-asymmetric.

That is, in the resource-theoretic sense, no coherent state
system induces more asymmetry on S than any other.

The proof is given in Supplemental Material II. It
employs techniques of [21, 22] which use characteristic
functions χϕ(g) := 〈ϕ|Vg|ϕ〉 to characterize pure-state
interconvertibility under G-covariant operations. They
are related to conditional uniformity via U(ψS|R) =∫
G dg |χψS|R(g)|2.

Physical Hilbert space average. To quantify how much
asymmetry the quantum reference frame R is able to in-
duce on S, we have to go beyond single conditional states
and consider the collection of all |ψ〉S|R. Theorem 1 al-
lows us to do so in a particularly elegant way: conditional

uniformity U(ψ
|e〉
S|R) is independent of the choice of seed

coherent state |e〉 and can be understood as a function of
|ψ〉RS . We can thus determine an average of this quan-
tity over all conditional states by computing the Hilbert
space average of U over Hphys. Not only can this be
done analytically, but the result will be independent of
the coherent state system and quantify the quality of the
reference frame in terms of simple properties of the rep-
resentations g 7→ Ug on R and g 7→ Vg on S.

To this end, let us fix some notation. Following [69],

the set of (unitarily inequivalent) irreps of G is denoted Ĝ.
Decomposing the representation on R into irreps, we get

Ug =
⊕

α∈Ĝ n
U
αT

(α)
g , where nUα ∈ N0 is the multiplicity of

the irrep T (α), g 7→ T
(α)
g . Similarly, Vg =

⊕
β∈Ĝ n

V
β T

(β)
g .

The dimension of the irrep α will be denoted dα, and
the conjugate representation of α will be denoted ᾱ, i.e.

T
(ᾱ)
g = T

(α)
g in some basis. Note that the existence of

a coherent state system on R furnishing a resolution of
the identity implies that nUα ≤ dα [50]. The unitarily in-
variant measure on the unit vectors of Hphys, normalized
such that

∫
Hphys

dψ = 1, will be denoted dψ.

Theorem 3. The physical Hilbert space average Uphys of
conditional uniformity (“physical uniformity”) is∫
Hphys

dψ U(ψS|R) =
1

dphys(dphys + 1)

∑
α∈Ĝ

nUαn
V
ᾱ (nUα + nVᾱ )

dα
,

where dphys = dimHphys =
∑
α∈Ĝ n

U
αn

V
ᾱ .

The proof is given in Supplemental Material III. It
relies on quantum information techniques to compute
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Hilbert space averages of polynomials via the replica
trick, together with representation-theoretic orthogonal-
ity and convolution identities for the characters of the
group G.

Like U(ψS|R), the physical uniformity Uphys lies in the
interval (0, 1], and it is independent of the choice of
coherent state system {|g〉R}g∈G . Its value, or rather
that of the corresponding physical asymmetry Aphys :=
− logUphys, quantifies in representation-theoretic terms
how much asymmetry R induces on S on average. Since
entanglement entropy is upper-bounded by log dR, Theo-
rem 1 tells us that U(ψS|R) ≥ 1/dR for all |ψRS〉 ∈ Hphys,
and thus Aphys ≤ log dR. This shows directly the neces-
sity of large Hilbert space dimension for a quantum ref-
erence frame R to induce large amounts of asymmetry.

Example: maximum spin-J reference frame. Consider
a quantum reference frame for the group SU(2), where
we constrain R to contain only irreps of spin J or less,
i.e. irreps labelled by α = 0, 1

2 , 1, . . . , J . As stated above
Theorem 3, the resolution of the identity necessarily im-
plies nUα ≤ dα. Thus, the best we can have is equality,
i.e. nUα = dα = 2α + 1. Suppose that the system of in-
terest is S = L2(SU(2)), i.e. the infinite-dimensional sys-
tem of wave functions on the group. By the Peter-Weyl
theorem [69], we have nVα = dα. The physical Hilbert

space has dimension dphys = dR =
∑2J
k=0 n

U
k/2n

V
k/2 =∑2J

k=0(k + 1)2 ∼ 8J3/3. The physical uniformity evalu-
ates to Uphys = 2/(dphys +1) ∼ 3J−3/4. In particular, for
J → ∞, the conditional states |ψ〉S|R become, on aver-
age, perfectly distinguishable from their rotated versions
|ψ(g)〉S|R. This indicates that, for increasing J , this R
resembles more and more a perfect “classical” reference
frame, and the above tells us how good this approxima-
tion is for finite J .

Here, physical asymmetry is close to its maximal value:
Aphys = log dR − log 2 + O(J−3). This implies that

the average asymmetry Aphys :=
∫
Hphys

dψA(ψS|R) is

also large. The latter follows because (− log) is convex,
and therefore Jensen’s inequality tells us that Aphys =∫
Hphys

dψ (− logU(ψS|R)) ≥ − log
∫
Hphys

dψ U(ψS|R) =

Aphys. However, if the average asymmetry is close to
maximal, then most conditional states |ψ〉S|R must be al-
most maximally asymmetric. This is reminiscent of the
phenomenon in quantum information theory that almost
all pure states are almost maximally entangled [70], and
we can exploit this analogy rigorously via the correspon-
dence of Theorem 1.

Typical asymmetry. Suppose that we pick a state
|ψ〉RS at random from Hphys according to the unitarily
invariant measure. Then the techniques of [70] (in partic-
ular Lemmas III.1 and III.8) together with the Lipschitz
bound on entanglement entropy H2 from [71] imply that

Prob
{
|A(ψS|R)−Aphys| ≥ ε

}
≤ 2 exp

(
−dphysε

2

C
√
dR

)
for all ε ≥ 0, where C = 72π3 log 2. Using Aphys ≥ Aphys,
the right-hand side also upper-bounds the probability

that A(ψS|R) ≤ Aphys − ε. In the SU(2)-example above,
for every fixed ε > 0, the probability that a random
|ψ〉S|R has conditional asymmetry less than log dR −
log 2− ε is exponentially small in J3/2: almost all condi-
tional states are indeed almost maximally asymmetric.

Example: periodic quantum clock. Consider a har-

monic oscillator S with Hamiltonian ĤS = p̂2

2m +
1
2mω

2x̂2 = ~ω
∑∞
n=0

(
n+ 1

2

)
|n〉〈n|. It evolves periodi-

cally in time with period τ = 4π/ω, hence we can mea-
sure time with a periodic quantum clock R, carrying a
representation Ug of G = U(1) ' [0, 2π). This general-
izes the notion of clocks used in the PWM with G = R
to the periodic case. The representations of U(1) are

labelled by integers α ∈ Z, with T
(α)
g = exp(iαg) and

dα = 1. Suppose that R is an imperfect clock, with

Ug =
⊕k

α=−k e
iαg|α〉〈α| where k ≥ 1 is odd and finite.

Then nUα = 1 if −k ≤ α ≤ k and 0 otherwise. For k →∞,
one would recover a perfect clock, i.e. a periodic version
of the PWM, with associated Hilbert space L2(U(1)).

Up to arbitrary changes of phase in the one-
dimensional subspaces spanned by |α〉, the unique choice
of coherent state system yielding a resolution of the iden-

tity is via |e〉R = 1√
dR

∑k
α=−k |α〉 with dR = 2k + 1.

Interestingly, in a scenario where we are given a quan-
tum clock and would like to determine time as accurately
as possible by measuring the clock, this state has been
shown by Holevo [64] to generate the POVM which is
optimal for a large class of cost functions (see also [72]).
However, Holevo’s results are not directly applicable to
our scenario, since our clock is in a joint stationary state
|ψ〉RS ∈ Hphys with the harmonic oscillator.

Associating time t with the group element g ∈ [0, 2π)

via g = 2πt/τ , we get that Vg = exp
(
−i τg2π~ĤS

)
repre-

sents time translations on S. On the energy eigenstates,
we have Vg|n〉 = exp(−ig(2n + 1))|n〉, hence nVα = 1 if
α = −1,−3,−5, . . . and 0 otherwise. We have

Hphys = span {|2n+ 1〉R|n〉S | 0 ≤ n ≤ (k − 1)/2} , (4)

and so dphys = (k + 1)/2. The physical uniformity be-
comes Uphys = 4/(k + 3), which is the physical Hilbert

space average of U(ψS|R) =
∫ τ

0
dt
τ |〈ψ̃S|R(0)|ψ̃S|R(t)〉|2,

with the time-evolved state ψ̃(t) := ψ(2πt/τ). This can
be interpreted as an instance of a time-energy uncertainty
relation: the larger the range of energies in the clock R
(i.e. the larger k), the more distinguishable will the con-
ditional states be from their time-translated versions on
average.

Compare this with what we can learn from the
the Mandelstam-Tamm quantum speed limit [73–76]:

|〈ψ̃S|R(0)|ψ̃S|R(t)〉|2 ≥ cos2
∗(∆ĤS · t/~), where cos∗(x) =

cosx if 0 ≤ x ≤ π/2 and 0 otherwise. This implies

U(ψS|R) =

∫ τ

0

dt

τ
|〈ψ̃S|R(0)|ψ̃S|R(t)〉|2

≥
∫ min{t0,τ}

0

dt

τ
cos2

(
t∆ĤS

~

)
,
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where t0 = π~/(2∆ĤS). Due to (4), every ψS|R is sup-
ported on the subspace spanned by |0〉S , . . . , |(k−1)/2〉S ,

hence these states have ∆ĤS ≤ ~ωk/2. Most states ψS|R
will have ∆ĤS ≥ ~ω/8 if k is large, hence t0 ≤ τ .
For those ψS|R, the integral evaluates to U(ψS|R) ≥
ω~/(16∆ĤS) ≥ 1/(8k). Our result on Uphys gives es-
sentially the same scaling in k, but improves on the
Mandelstam-Tamm result by a factor of 32 on average.
Hence, Theorem 3 provides a representation-theoretic
time-energy trade-off and generalizes it to more general
groups than time translations.

Conclusions. We have shown that there is an exact
quantitative correspondence between the amount of
entanglement in a globally symmetric quantum state
and the amount of asymmetry in the conditional state
relative to an internal quantum reference frame, leading
to several insights on the quality of imperfect reference
frames, speed limits, and typicality of asymmetry.
We have also begun to explore the resource-theoretic
consequences of our duality in Theorem 2, using the
close relation between conditional uniformity and char-

acteristic functions. It would be interesting to explore
further how resource-theoretic notions can be imported
into this “perspective-neutral” scenario. It would also be
worthwhile to explore the generalization to non-compact
groups [50] such as the Lorentz and Galilei groups.
These possible extensions notwithstanding, we believe
that our results shed significant light on the quantum
information-theoretic and structural foundations of
internal quantum reference frames.
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[45] F. Giacomini and Č. Brukner, Einstein’s Equivalence
Principle for superpositions of gravitational fields and
quantum reference frames, arXiv:2012.13754.

[46] F. Giacomini and Č. Brukner, Quantum superposition
of spacetimes obeys Einstein’s equivalence principle, AVS
Quantum Sci. 4, 015601 (2022).

[47] A. Vanrietvelde, P. A. Höhn, F. Giacomini, and E.
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[53] A. Vanrietvelde, P. A. Höhn, and F. Giacomini, Switch-
ing quantum reference frames in the N-body prob-
lem and the absence of global relational perspectives,
arXiv:1809.05093.
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

In the following, we will assume that not only R but also S is finite-dimensional. In the main text, we have been
discussing cases where dimS =∞, but in all these cases, it is possible to restrict to a finite-dimensional subspace of
S due to dphys <∞. Hence the assumption dimS <∞ is no loss of generality.

I. SOME DEFINITIONS AND LEMMAS

We begin with a definition of positive definite function used in the proof of Theorem 2. Our exposition follows [21].

Definition 2. Let G be a compact Lie group. A continuous function f : G → C is called positive definite if∫
G
dg

∫
G
dhϕ(g)f(g−1h)ϕ(h) ≥ 0

for all ϕ ∈ L1(G).

Positive definite functions are also called functions of positive type, see [77, Sec. 3.3] for further mathematical details.

Clearly, {ϕ̄ | ϕ ∈ L1(G)} = L1(G), and so taking the complex conjugate of the inequality above shows that if f is
positive definite then so is f̄ . This is also the content of Proposition 3.14 in [77].

Lemma 1. The “reduction map” R(g) : Hphys → S, R(g) =
√
dR〈g|R ⊗ 1S, is an isometry.

Proof. Since |ψ(g)〉S = Vg|ψ(e)〉S , it is sufficient to consider the case g = e. This can be done as follows:

〈R(e)ψ|R(e)φ〉S = dR

∫
G
dg 〈ψ|RSUg ⊗ Vg(|e〉R ⊗ 1S)(〈e|R ⊗ 1S)U†g ⊗ V †g |φ〉RS

= dR〈ψ|RS
(∫
G
dg |g〉〈g|R

)
|φ〉RS = 〈ψ|φ〉RS ,

where we have used the invariance |ψ〉RS = U†g ⊗ V †g |ψ〉RS for |ψ〉RS ∈ Hphys.

Note that Lemma 1 was already shown to hold in Ref. [50].

Lemma 2. The coherent state system {|g〉R}g∈G can be used to calculate the partial trace TrR as follows:

TrR (ρRS) = dR

∫
G
dg〈g|R ⊗ 1SρRS |g〉R ⊗ 1S .
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Proof. Let us define σS := dR

∫
G
dg〈g|R ⊗ 1SρRS |g〉R ⊗ 1S . Let XS ∈ B(S) be an arbitrary operator, then

(σS , XS)S = TrS

(
σ†SXS

)
= dR

∫
G
dg

dS∑
i=1

〈g|R ⊗ 〈i|Sρ†RS1⊗XS |g〉R ⊗ |i〉S

= dR

∫
G
dg

dS∑
i=1

TrRS

(
ρ†RS1R ⊗XS |g〉〈g|R ⊗ |i〉〈i|S

)
= TrRS

(
ρ†RS1R ⊗XS

)
= TrS

(
(TrR(ρRS))

†
XS

)
= (TrR(ρRS) , XS)S ,

where {|i〉S}dSi=1 is an ONB of S and ( , )S denotes the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product of operators.

Lemma 3. Let |ψ〉RS ∈ Hphys. The reduced state of S is invariant under the group action: for all g ∈ G,

TrR (|ψ〉〈ψ|RS)) = VgTrR (|ψ〉〈ψ|RS))V †g .

Proof. Let XS ∈ B(S) be an arbitrary operator, then(
VgTrR (|ψ〉〈ψ|RS)V †g , XS

)
S

= TrS
(
VgTrR (|ψ〉〈ψ|RS)V †g XS

)
= TrRS

(
|ψ〉〈ψ|RS · 1R ⊗

(
V †g XSVg

))
= TrRS

(
U†g ⊗ V †g · |ψ〉〈ψ|RS · 1R ⊗XS · Ug ⊗ Vg

)
= TrRS (|ψ〉〈ψ|RS · 1R ⊗XS)

= TrS (TrR (|ψ〉〈ψ|RS)XS) = (TrR (|ψ〉〈ψ|RS) , XS)S .

In the third line, we used U†g ⊗ V †g |ψ〉RS = |ψ〉RS .

The flip operator F on a product Hilbert space H1 ⊗H2 is defined by linear extension of F|ϕ〉 ⊗ |ψ〉 = |ψ〉 ⊗ |ϕ〉.

Lemma 4. For operators A and B, we have tr(FA⊗B) = tr(A ·B).

Proof. A simple calculation gives

tr(FA⊗B) = tr

F
∑
i,j,s,k

aijbsk|i〉〈j| ⊗ |s〉〈k|

 = tr

 ∑
i,j,s,k

aijbsk|s〉〈j| ⊗ |i〉〈k|

 =
∑
i,j,s,k

aijbskδsjδik

=
∑
ij

aijbji = tr(A ·B).

Lemma 5. We have tr(ρ2
S) = tr(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′(|ψ〉〈ψ|RS ⊗ |ψ〉〈ψ|R′S′)).

Proof. We can easily see that

tr(ρ2
S) = tr (FSS′ρS ⊗ ρS′) = tr(FSS′TrRR′(|ψ〉〈ψ|RS ⊗ |ψ〉〈ψ|R′S′)) = tr(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′(|ψ〉〈ψ|RS ⊗ |ψ〉〈ψ|R′S′)).

Lemma 6. The dimension of the physical Hilbert space Hphys is given by dphys =
∑
α n

U
αn

V
ᾱ , where U and V are the

representations carried by reference frame R and system S respectively, and nUα is the multiplicity of the irrep T (α) in
U whereas nVᾱ is the multiplicity of the conjugate irrep T (ᾱ) in V .

Proof. Let us decompose the representations Ug and Vg into irreps:

Ug =
⊕
α∈Ĝ

nUαT
(α)
g , Vg =

⊕
β∈Ĝ

nVβ T
(β)
g .

Then, we can write

Ug ⊗ Vg =

⊕
α∈Ĝ

nUαT
(α)
g

⊗
⊕
β∈Ĝ

nVβ T
(β)
g

 =
⊕
α,β∈Ĝ

nUαn
V
β (T (α)

g ⊗ T (β)
g ) =

⊕
α,β,γ∈Ĝ

nUαn
V
β c

αβ
γ T (γ)

g ,
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where the cαβγ are the Clebsch-Gordan coefficients. Note that

cαβ1 = 〈χ(1)|χ(α)χ(β)〉 =

∫
G
dgχ(α)(g)χ(β)(g) = 〈χ(α)|χ(β)〉 = δᾱβ .

Thus, the dimension of the physical Hilbert space Hphys can be written as

dphys = dimHphys =
∑
α,β∈Ĝ

nUαn
V
β c

αβ
1 =

∑
α,β∈Ĝ

nUαn
V
β δᾱβ =

∑
α,β∈Ĝ

nUαn
V
ᾱ .

The following result is typically only given for finite groups [69]; hence, for completeness, we here prove it for
compact Lie groups. However, the result is certainly already well-known.

Lemma 7. The convolution of two irreducible characters yields

χα ∗ χβ =
δαβχ

α

dα
.

Proof. We use that the matrix elements of complex irreps T
(α)
ij of a compact Lie group G are orthogonal, i.e.

〈T (α)
ij |T

(β)
kl 〉 =

∫
G
dg(T

(α)
g )ij(T

(β)
g )kl =

δαβδikδjl
dα

.

So, let us check(
χ(α) ∗ χ(β)

)
(g) =

∫
G
dhχ(α)(gh−1) ∗ χ(β)(h) =

∑
ijk

∫
G
dh(T (α)

g )ij(T
(α)
h−1)ji(T

(β)
h )kk

=
∑
ijk

(T (α)
g )ij

∫
G
dh(T

(α)
h )ij(T

(β)
h )kk =

∑
ijk

(T (α)
g )ij

δαβδikδjk
dα

=
δαβχ

α

dα
.

II. PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof. Since we are interested in pure-state convertibility under covariant operations, we use the techniques of [21, 22]

via characteristic functions χϕ(g) := 〈ϕ|Vg|ϕ〉. Let us write |ψ〉 G−cov−→ |ψ′〉 if there is a G-covariant operation E with

E(|ψ〉〈ψ|) = |ψ′〉〈ψ′|. Suppose that |ψ〉S|R G−cov−→ |ψ′〉S|R, where |ψ〉S|R := |ψ〉|e〉S|R and |ψ′〉S|R := |ψ′〉|e〉
′

S|R. Then there

is a G-covariant operation E on S with E(ρ) = ρ′, where ρ = |ψ〉〈ψ|S|R and ρ′ := |ψ′〉〈ψ′|S|R. Hence∫
G
dgF(ρ, VgρV

†
g ) = U(ψS|R) = U(ψ′S|R) =

∫
G
dgF(ρ′, Vgρ

′V †g ) =

∫
G
dgF(E(ρ), E(VgρV

†
g )).

Since the fidelity satisfies the data-processing inequality, F(E(ρ), E(σ)) ≥ F(ρ, σ), and g 7→ F(ρ, VgρV
†
g ) is continuous,

we must have F(ρ, VgρV
†
g ) = F(ρ′, Vgρ′V †g ) for all g ∈ G. But F(ρ, VgρV

†
g ) = |〈ψ|Ug|ψ〉S|R|2 = |χψ(g)|2, and so

|χψ(g)|2 = |χψ′(g)|2 for all g ∈ G. Furthermore, it follows from |ψ〉S|R G−cov−→ |ψ′〉S|R that there is a positive definite
function [21, Theorem 63] f : G → C (see Supplemental Material I for a definition) such that χψ(g) = χψ′(g)f(g) for all

g ∈ G. Now, for those g with χψ(g) 6= 0, it follows that |f(g)| = 1, i.e. f(g)−1 = f(g). Since χψ(g) = 0⇔ χψ′(g) = 0,

χψ′(g) = χψ(g)f(g) for all g ∈ G.

If f is positive definite, so is f̄ . Hence, it follows again from [21, Theorem 63] that |ψ′〉S|R G−cov−→ |ψ〉S|R, which implies

that |ψ〉|e〉S|R is as asymmetric as |ψ〉|e〉
′

S|R.
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III. PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Proof. Using Lemma 5, we have

Uphys =

∫
Hphys

dψ tr[(TrR|ψ〉〈ψ|RS)
2
] = tr

(
1RR′ ⊗ FSS′

∫
Hphys

dψ(|ψ〉〈ψ|RS ⊗ |ψ〉〈ψ|R′S′)
)

=
2

dphys(dphys + 1)
tr
(

(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′)ΠRS,R′S′

phys,sym

)
=

2

dphys(dphys + 1)
tr
(

(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′)ΠRS,R′S′

sym (ΠRS
phys ⊗ΠR′S′

phys )
)
.

(5)

Let us first consider the expression

(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′)ΠRS,R′S′

sym =
1

2
(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′)(1 + FRS,R′S′).

Letting the second term act on a general basis state, we see

(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′)FRS,R′S′ |i〉R|j〉R′ |s〉S |k〉S′ = 1RR′ ⊗ FSS′ |j〉R|i〉R′ |k〉S |s〉S′ = |j〉R|i〉R′ |s〉S |k〉S′
= FRR′ ⊗ 1SS′ |i〉R|j〉R′ |s〉S |k〉S′ .

Thus,

(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′)ΠRS,R′S′

sym =
1

2
(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′ + FRR′ ⊗ 1SS′).

Hence, Eq. (5) can be written as

Uphys =
1

dphys(dphys + 1)

[
tr
(

(1RR′ ⊗ FSS′)(ΠRS
phys ⊗ΠR′S′

phys )
)

+ tr
(

(FRR′ ⊗ 1SS′)(Π
RS
phys ⊗ΠR′S′

phys )
)]
.

Let us rewrite the first term in the following way:

tr((1RR′ ⊗ FSS′)(ΠRS
phys ⊗ΠR′S′

phys )) =

∫
G
dg

∫
G
dg′tr((1RR′ ⊗ FSS′)URg ⊗ V Sg ⊗ UR

′

g′ ⊗ V S
′

g′

=

∫
G
dg

∫
G
dg′χU (g)χU (g′)tr(FSS′V Sg ⊗ V S

′

g′ )

=

∫
G
dg

∫
G
dg′χU (g)χU (g′)tr(V Sg · V S

′

g′ )

=

∫
G
dg

∫
G
dg′χU (g)χU (g′)χV (gg′)

where χU (g) = tr(Ug) =
∑
α∈Ĝ n

U
α tr(T

(α)
g ) =

∑
α∈Ĝ n

U
αχ

(α)(g). At the first equality sign, we used ΠRS
phys =

∫
G dgU

R
g ⊗

V Sg and similarly for ΠR′S′

phys . We used Lemma 4 to go from the second to the third line.
We can proceed similarly with the second term:

tr((FRR′ ⊗ 1SS′)(Π
RS
phys ⊗ΠR′S′

phys )) =

∫
G
dg

∫
G
dg′χV (g)χV (g′)χU (gg′).

Note that in general, we can write∫
G
dg

∫
G
dg′χA(g)χA(g′)χB(gg′) =

∫
G
dg

∫
G
dhχA(g)χA(g−1h)χB(h).

Finally, we get

Uphys =
1

dphys(dphys + 1)

(∫
G
dg

∫
G
dhχU (g)χV (h)χU (g−1h) +

∫
G
dg

∫
G
dhχV (g)χU (h)χV (g−1h)

)
=

1

dphys(dphys + 1)

∫
G
dg

∫
G
dhχU (g)χV (h)

(
χU (g−1h) + χV (h−1g)

)
. (6)
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Note that the first term can be written as∫
G
dg

∫
G
dhχU (g)χV (h)χU (g−1h) =

∑
α,β,γ∈Ĝ

nUαn
V
β n

U
γ

∫
G
dg

∫
G
dhχ(α)(g)χ(β)(h)χ(γ)(g−1h)

=
∑

α,β,γ∈Ĝ

nUαn
V
β n

U
γ

∫
G
dhχ(β)(h)(χ(γ) ∗ χ(α))(h)

=
∑
α,β∈Ĝ

1

dα
(nUα )2nVβ 〈χ(β)|χ(α)〉,

while the second term simplifies to∫
G
dg

∫
G
dhχU (g)χV (h)χV (h−1g) =

∑
α,β∈Ĝ

1

dα
(nVα )2nUβ 〈χ(β)|χ(α)〉 =

∑
α,β∈Ĝ

1

dβ
(nVβ )2nUα 〈χ(α)|χ(β)〉.

Then, Eq. (6) gives

Uphys =
1

dphys(dphys + 1)

∑
α,β∈Ĝ

(
1

dα
(nUα )2nVβ 〈χ(β)|χ(α)〉+

1

dβ
(nVβ )2nUα 〈χ(α)|χ(β)〉

)

=
1

dphys(dphys + 1)

∑
α,β∈Ĝ

1

dα

(
(nUα )2nVβ 〈χ(β)|χ(α)〉+ (nVα )2nUβ 〈χ(β)|χ(α)〉

)
=

1

dphys(dphys + 1)

∑
α,β∈Ĝ

1

dα
〈χ(β)|χ(α)〉

(
(nUα )2nVβ + (nVα )2nUβ

)
. (7)

Since we are only considering the case dphys ≥ 1, there exists at least one γ such that nUγ 6= 0 and nVγ̄ 6= 0. Then,
using Lemma 6, we have

Uphys =
1

dphys(dphys + 1)

∑
α∈Ĝ

1

dα

(
(nUα )2nVᾱ + (nVα )2nUᾱ

)
=

1

dphys(dphys + 1)

∑
α∈Ĝ

nUαn
V
ᾱ (nUα + nVᾱ )

dα
.

IV. (IN)DEPENDENCE OF ASYMMETRY ON THE COHERENT STATE SYSTEM

We have seen that the conditional uniformity U(ψS|R) =
∫
G dg |〈ψ|S|RVg|ψ〉S|R|2, and thus conditional asymmetry

A = − logU , does not depend on the choice of coherent state system {|g〉R}g∈G , even though |ψ〉S|R = |ψ〉|e〉S|R does.

However, A provides just one possible measure of asymmetry, or asymmetry monotone, i.e. map M from quantum
states to real numbers such that

ρ is at least as asymmetric as ρ′ ⇒M(ρ) ≥M(ρ′)

(see Lemma 8 below.) Here, we give an example of different asymmetry measures that do depend on the choice of |e〉.
But we will see that the resulting order, i.e. which of the two given coherent state systems induces more asymmetry,
is reversed by changing the asymmetry measure. This confirms the result of Theorem 2: no choice of coherent state
system induces more asymmetry in the resource-theoretic sense than any other.

To this end, consider the smallest finite non-Abelian group G = S3 acting on R⊗S with R = S = C3. We consider
the case where S3 is represented as permutations of the three basis vectors {|i〉}2i=0, i.e. both R and S carry the
fundamental representation. We write Ug for the representation of the element g ∈ S3 on R and similarly Vg on S.
One can easily show that Ug (and similarly Vg = Ug) takes the form

Ug = T (1)
g ⊕ T (std)

g ,

where T
(1)
g denotes the trivial and T

(std)
g the two-dimensional standard representation of S3. The coherent state

system {|g〉R}g∈S3 is generated by the seed state

|e〉 = α|0〉+ β|1〉+ γ|2〉,
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where we have Ug|e〉 = |g〉, g ∈ S3. There are two conditions on the coefficients α, β, γ ∈ C. First, for the states to
be normalized, we require |α|2 + |β|2 + |γ|2 = 1. Moreover, the coherent state system generated by |e〉 needs to give
rise to a resolution of the identity, i.e. 1

|G|
∑
g∈S3

|g〉〈g| = c · 1R with c ∈ R. With |S3| = 6, we find that c = 1
3 and

|〈+|e〉|2 = 1
3 with |+〉 = 1√

3
(|0〉+ |1〉+ |2〉). The latter condition is equivalent to

αβ∗ + α∗β + αγ∗ + α∗γ + βγ∗ + β∗γ = 0.

Let us choose two different seed states

|e〉1 =
1

3
|0〉 − 2

3
|1〉 − 2

3
|2〉,

|e〉2 =
1√
2
|0〉 − i√

2
|2〉,

that generate two different systems of coherent states. One can easily check that the above conditions are satisfied. As
expected, we find that the physical uniformity as defined in the main body takes on the same value for both systems.
More precisely, by direct calculation, we find

U |e〉j2,phys :=

∫
Hphys

dψ
1

6

∑
g∈S3

∣∣∣〈ψ||e〉jS|RVg|ψ〉
|e〉j
S|R

∣∣∣2 =
1

2
= Uphys

for j = 1, 2, which confirms the result we get from Theorem 3: with nU1 = nV1 = 1 and nUstd = nVstd = 1, we find
Uphys = 1

2 . The subscript in the above equation indicates that we take the second power in the definition of the
conditional uniformity.

More generally, one can define

U |e〉jp,phys :=

∫
Hphys

dψ Up(ψ|e〉jS|R),

where p ≥ 0 and

Up(ϕS) =
1

6

∑
g∈S3

|〈ϕ|Vg|ϕ〉S |p.

Fig. 2 illustrates U |e〉jp,phys as a function of p for the two seed states |e〉1, |e〉2 above (j = 1, 2).

2 4 6 8

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

FIG. 2. U |e〉jp,phys as a function of p for j = 1, 2.

In particular, numerical and symbolic integration gives us the values

U |e〉11,phys ≈ 0.611, U |e〉21,phys ≈ 0.658, U |e〉14,phys =
17

40
≈ 0.425, U |e〉24,phys =

229

640
≈ 0.358.
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As shown in Lemma 8 below, Ap := − logUp defines an asymmetry monotone. The above shows that the value of
these monotones does in general depend on the choice of coherent state system. For example, there exist states |ψ〉RS
for which A4(ψ

|e〉1
S|R) < A4(ψ

|e〉2
S|R).

Furthermore, neither one of the two coherent state systems can be regarded as “better” on average than the other

one: we have A|e〉11,phys := − logU |e〉11,phys > A
|e〉2
1,phys, but A|e〉14,phys < A

|e〉2
4,phys. That is, the question of whether |e〉1 or |e〉2

induces more asymmetry on S depends on the choice of monotone that is used to quantify the asymmetry.
This is not only true on average, but also on the level of individual states, which can be seen as follows. As

apparent from the plot, we have
d

dp
U |e〉1p,phys

∣∣∣∣
p=2

>
d

dp
U |e〉2p,phys

∣∣∣∣
p=2

. Since
d

dp
U |e〉jp,phys =

∫
Hphys

dψ
d

dp
Up(ψ|e〉jS|R), there exist

(many) physical states |ψ〉RS with
d

dp
Up(ψ|e〉1S|R)

∣∣∣∣
p=2

>
d

dp
Up(ψ|e〉2S|R)

∣∣∣∣
p=2

. But since U2(ψ
|e〉1
S|R) = U2(ψ

|e〉2
S|R), the graphs

of Up(ψ|e〉iS|R) must “cross” at p = 2, and hence there is some δ > 0 with

A2−δ(ψ
|e〉2
S|R) < A2−δ(ψ

|e〉1
S|R), but A2+δ(ψ

|e〉2
S|R) > A2+δ(ψ

|e〉1
S|R).

If we measure asymmetry via A2−δ, then the seed coherent state |e〉1 induces more asymmetry for such states |ψ〉RS ;
but if we quantify asymmetry via A2+δ, then we obtain the exact opposite. This illustrates the validity of Theorem 2:
resource-theoretically, no choice of coherent state system induces more asymmetry than any other. In this specific
example, this is true even after averaging over the physical Hilbert space.

Lemma 8. For every compact Lie group G, and for every p ≥ 0, the quantity

Ap(ρ) := − log

∫
G
dgF(ρ, VgρV

†
g )p/2

is an asymmetry monotone. This includes the case A = A2 from the main text.

Proof. Suppose that E is any G-covariant map. Then, using that x 7→ xp/2 is non-decreasing and the data processing
inequality F(E(ρ), E(σ)) ≥ F(ρ, σ), we get

Ap(E(ρ)) = − log

∫
G
dgF(E(ρ), VgE(ρ)V †g )p/2 = − log

∫
G
dgF(E(ρ), E(VgρV

†
g ))p/2

≤ − log

∫
G
dgF(ρ, VgρV

†
g )p/2 = Ap(ρ).
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