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We argue that the thermodynamics of quantum systems is determined by the interplay of two
abstract resources: purity and quantum asymmetry. Free energy relations constrain the former,
but the latter requires a new, independent set of second laws that govern the coherent component
of thermodynamic transformations. To this end we establish thermodynamic constraints that are
valid in arbitrarily non-classical regimes, and applicable to non-equilibrium systems and arbitrary
system-bath couplings strength. Their classical limit and some of their consequences are explored.
In particular we show that energy eigenbasis coherence does not contribute to extractable work,
although it can be made partially accessible as relational coherence in a multipartite scenario. The
coherence conditions we introduce here are independent of free energy relations, and provide non-
trivial additional constraints on the thermodynamics of quantum systems.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION.

The information-theoretic approach to thermodynam-
ics aims to formulate a complete theory of quantum-
mechanical effects within thermodynamic processes, and
to elucidate the consequences for information processing.
Already, a range of information-theoretic treatments of
thermodynamic concepts have been developed, extending
classical treatments [1–3] to both non-equilibrium and
nanoscale regimes [4–9].

One conceptually striking step was the formalization
of thermodynamics in the language of resource theories,
which emerged from the theory of entanglement [10, 11].
In [9] non-equilibrium thermodynamics in the i.i.d., ther-
modynamic limit is studied starting from basic assump-
tions regarding the set of allowed transformations. How-
ever the same framework allows one to study single
quantum systems undergoing thermodynamic transfor-
mations, the so-called single-shot scenario [4, 12]. In
particular, it is shown [5] that the usual second law of
thermodynamics is only a particular case of a thermo-
majorization criterion, which provides a characterization
of state interconversion through thermodynamic trans-
formations for states block-diagonal in the energy eigen-
basis. This work was later generalized to transformations
under the aid of a catalyst, where necessary and suffi-
cient conditions have been established [13]. This implies
that the traditional thermodynamic free energy is only
an asymptotic instance of a range of free energies, and
a thermodynamic process is possible if and only if all of
these free energies simultaneously decrease.

Despite these results the genuinely quantum-
mechanical aspects of thermodynamics are only partially
understood and many significant questions remain open.
For example the main results of [4–6, 13] require the
states to be diagonal or block-diagonal in energy. Simi-
larly, fluctuation theorems require measurements at the
beginning and end, which destroy coherences, see [14–16].
Here we address thermodynamic transformations in the
presence of arbitrary quantum coherences, and establish
thermodynamic constraints that are independent of any

free energy relations. Quantum coherence has been
studied in relation to thermodynamics [5, 17–20] and is
part of an ongoing debate regarding quantum effects in
biological systems (see e.g. [21] and references therein).
We argue that thermodynamics rests primarily on two
abstract resources: the first is quantified by known free
energies, while the second is the asymmetry of a quan-
tum state [22, 23] and reflects the degree of coherence
in the system. In a similar way to the generalized free
energy second laws, we show that quantum coherences
obey a parallel set of second laws. Even though we
analyze the core ideas following a resource-theoretical
approach, we argue this is a necessary component in any
unified framework describing coherences, and generic
quantum thermodynamic phenomenon with no classical
counterpart.

II. QUANTUM SECOND LAWS.

A. Free energy Second Laws.

There are been several approaches coming from quan-
tum information theory that aim to formulate generalized
thermodynamic laws that are applicable in extreme quan-
tum environments. The one most suited to our needs
in this work is the resource theoretic approach [5, 8, 9],
which emerged from developments in entanglement the-
ory. The core idea is that of defining a set of “free”
quantum operations, which in turn define a convex set
of “free” quantum states. Anything that lies outside this
set of free states is a resource state, and is considered
valuable. These resource states facilitate otherwise im-
possible quantum operations and by studying their in-
terconversion structure one can define measures of the
abstract resource.

The resource formulation of thermodynamics defines
thermodynamic transformations, or thermal operations,
to be the set of all energy-preserving interactions be-
tween a system and arbitrary Gibbsian bath states, at
a fixed temperature. More explicitly, a thermal transfor-
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mation involves taking an arbitrary quantum system ρ,
with system Hamiltonian Hs, and coupling it to a system
in a thermal state γb ∝ e−βHb , with Hamiltonian Hb and
temperature T given by kT = β−1, through an arbitrary
energy-preserving unitary.1 Note that we make no fur-
ther assumptions as to the final state of the composite
system, which can be highly entangled, or out of equilib-
rium, and we do not assume the interactions are weak or
quasi-static. More precisely,

Definition 1 (Thermal Operations). Thermal Opera-
tions are all CP maps E of the form:

E(ρ) = Tr2[U(ρ⊗ γb)U†], (1)

where γb = e−βHb
Z , Z = Tr[e−βHb ], [U,Hs⊗1+1⊗Hb]=0.

The more traditional formulation of thermodynamic
processes involves time-dependent Hamiltonians. How-
ever, as already noted in [5], this framework can encom-
pass such scenarios through the inclusion of a clock de-
gree of freedom. The allowed operations include many
situations of practical interest, for example arbitrary in-
teractions HI satisfying [HI , Hs + Hb] = 0, interactions
in RWA, and interactions that are switched on and off
adiabatically.

One should also include scenarios in which additional,
auxiliary systems are used catalytically, in the sense
that we also consider thermodynamic transformations
ρ ⊗ χaux → σ ⊗ χaux, where an auxiliary system begins
and ends in the same state χaux, yet enables the other-
wise forbidden transformation ρ → σ. For this general
situation, it was recently proved [13] that the traditional
second law of thermodynamics must instead be replaced
by a continuum of quantum second laws. Specifically,
under thermal operations E , the generalized free energy
differences given by

Fα(ρ) =
1

β
Sα(ρ||γ), (2)

must all decrease:

Fα(E(ρ)) ≤ Fα(ρ), ∀α ≥ 0. (3)

Here γ is the thermal state of the system, γ =
e−βHs/Tr[e−βHs ], and Sα are the so-called sandwiched
quantum Renyi divergences [26, 27]:

Sα(ρ||σ) =
1

α− 1
log Tr

[(
σ

1−α
2α ρσ

1−α
2α

)α]
. (4)

For α = 1, the divergence Sα(ρ||σ) becomes simply
the quantum relative entropy [27] and the constraints
of Eqs. (3) reduce to the usual second law, ∆F ≤ 0.

1 We are requiring strict energy conservation, as opposed to av-
erage energy conservation considered elsewhere [24, 25]. We ad-
dress this point later.

Remarkably, these conditions (Eqs. (3)) turn out to be
both necessary and sufficient to characterize thermal op-
erations with the aid of a catalyst for quantum states
that are block-diagonal in energy [13]. The more tradi-
tional second law of non-increasing free energy emerges
only in the asymptotic regime, in which the conditions
of Eqs. (3) all collapse to the more familiar one. Put
another way: for thermodynamic processes far from the
many-copies regime, we require the full set of second laws
to describe the thermodynamics of the system.

However the above proof was only for block diagonal
states and, for quantum states with coherences across en-
ergy eigenspaces, these conditions are no longer sufficient,
as we shall shortly show. In other words, additional ther-
modynamic conditions are required in order to describe
the thermodynamics of arbitrary quantum states.

B. The theory of asymmetry.

The idea of symmetry is powerful and wide-reaching,
and has found countless applications across physics. Re-
cent work, coming from the theory of quantum reference
frames [28], has brought the concept of asymmetry to the
fore, and shown it to be a valuable, consumable resource.
This quantum resource theory of asymmetry [23, 29–
31] has already found application in quantum reference
frames, metrology, conservation laws and a generalized
Noether’s theorem [22]. It turns out that asymmetry is
in many ways more subtle than symmetry, and has a rich
structure. The reason for this is a group-theoretic Anna
Karenina principle: symmetric objects are essentially all
alike, however every asymmetric object can be asymmet-
ric in its own way.

The setting we consider is the familiar one of symme-
try groups representations. Let G be a Lie group rep-
resenting a symmetry, and consider a representation of
G on a Hilbert space H given by U : g 7→ Ug, where
g ∈ G and Ug is a unitary on H. The group has an ad-
joint action on any linear operator X ∈ B(H), given by
X 7→ UgXU

†
g , which we denote by Ug(X). In order to de-

fine a resource theory for the group we must specify the
allowed quantum operations. These should be ones that
do not increase asymmetry, and to this end we define the
set of G-covariant (or symmetric) quantum operations.
More precisely, a quantum operation EG : B(H)→ B(H)
is called symmetric if it commutes with all the elements
of the adjoint representation Ug of G on B(H) [23, 28]:

[EG,Ug] = 0, ∀g ∈ G, (5)

where [EG,Ug](ρ) = EG(Ug(ρ))− Ug(EG(ρ)).
A state is symmetric if Ug(ρ) = ρ for all g ∈ G, and

asymmetric otherwise. Asymmetric states, similar to en-
tangled states, constitute a resource that makes possible
tasks otherwise impossible under the constraint of a sym-
metric evolution. An intuitive example is for the SU(2)
representation of the rotation group in 3-dimensions.
The group action defines rotational transformations of



3

quantum states, and those that are invariant (such as
the singlet state on two spins) are rotationally symmet-
ric, while all others are asymmetric.

Within a resource theory we generally wish to quantify
the resources at hand. To this end, we may define an
asymmetry measure M measuring how much a quantum
state breaks the symmetry of the group G. Specifically,
M can be any function which is monotonically decreasing
under symmetric evolution:

M(EG(ρ)) ≤M(ρ), ∀ρ. (6)

and M is said to be an asymmetry monotone [29]. Re-
cent results have shown that asymmetry monotones can
capture consequences of a symmetry that go beyond the
traditional conservation laws for the generators of G.
While conserved charges completely characterize the con-
sequences of a symmetry for pure states and closed sys-
tem dynamics [22], more generally they tell only part of
the story. Here we show that within the setting of ther-
modynamic transformations the free energies only par-
tially capture the story, and we must consider the effects
of asymmetry if we wish a fully quantum description.

C. Asymmetry and Thermodynamics.

The relevance of a group action to thermodynamics is
at first glance a trivial one, but turns out to lead to non-
trivial consequences. The Hamiltonians at play gener-
ate the one-parameter unitary group G = U(1), of time
translations, and it is exactly this group action that is
of importance for generic states with coherences between
eigenspaces, for these are precisely the asymmetric states
of the theory.

We need one more simple result to formalise the rele-
vance of asymmetry theory to thermodynamics. Specifi-
cally we observe that:

Theorem II.1. Thermal operations are a strict subset of
the symmetric quantum operations with respect to time-
translations. In other words,

∀t, E(e−iHstρeiHst) = e−iHstE(ρ)eiHst. (7)

Proof. For any bath system (γb, Hb) this follows easily
using [Hb, γb] = 0 and [U,Hs +Hb] = 0,

E(e−iHstρeiHst) = Tr2[Ue−iHstρeiHst ⊗ e−iHbtγbeiHbtU†]
= Tr2[e−i(Hs+Hb)tU(ρ⊗ γb)U†ei(Hs+Hb)t]
= e−iHstE(ρ)eiHst.

That these operations form a proper subset is easily seen
from the fact that the shifting of the energy of the total
system from one energy level to another is a symmetric
operation, but not a thermally allowed operation.

The implication of this is that thermodynamics can be
taken as a particular kind of asymmetry theory with an
addition constraint of energy conservation.

In schematic form, we argue that

Quantum Thermodynamics ≈
Purity Theory × Asymmetry Theory.

Here we use “purity theory” in a slightly broader sense
than in the literature, where it applies to trivial Hamil-
tonians: we identify it with the previously introduced
framework [13] which quantifies the “thermodynamic pu-
rity” p of a quantum state, although with the caveat that
the purity in this thermodynamic case appears within an
embedding that takes the Gibbs state to the maximally
mixed state. The mapping is effectively the same as that
between the canonical and microcanonical ensembles in
textbook treatments. The free energy differences are then
measures of the thermodynamic purity within the ther-
modynamic setting.

In a similar way, we introduce measures of the asym-
metry a (or coherence, the two terms will be used inter-
changeably). We argue that any thermodynamic process
is readily understood in terms of these two separate as-
pects, (p, a). Quantum thermodynamics is then governed
by the interplay of two fundamental resources. Free en-
ergy relations quantify the former, while asymmetry the-
ory provides the tools to quantify the latter.

FIG. 1: Quantum Thermodynamics as the combination of
asymmetry and thermodynamic purity. Here γ is the equilib-
rium Gibbs state, and DH(ρ) is the quantum state ρ projected
onto the set of symmetric states (the red blob), i.e. decohered
in energy-eigenbasis. We can analyse a state ρ in terms of a
combination of thermodynamic purity and asymmetry, (p, a).
Free energy-relations measure the thermodynamic purity, and
constrain transformations along the set of symmetric states,
while asymmetry monotone relations constrain the remainder.

D. Coherence Second Laws.

We have shown that thermal operations are a proper
subset of symmetric operations with respect to the U(1)
group, however we have not shown that any further laws
above and beyond free energies are required. Here we es-
tablish this, and introduce free coherence relations, that
extend the existing free energy ones.
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Since asymmetry is a resource, we can quantify it, and
motivated by the generalized free energies of Eq. (2) for
single-shot thermodynamics we can define measures of
coherence as follows:

Definition 2 (Free coherences). For any α ≥ 1/2 we
define the free coherences of a state ρ with respect to a
Hamiltonian H as

Aα(ρ) := Sα(ρ||DH(ρ)),

where DH is the operation of dephasing in the energy
eigenbasis,

DH(ρ) =
∑
E

ΠEρΠ†E ,

with ΠE the projectors onto the eigenspaces of H.

In the same way in which free energies measure “how
far” a state is from being thermal, the free coherences
measure “how far” a state is from being symmetric with
respect to the group action (i.e. incoherent in energy).
For α = 1, we have A1(ρ) ≡ A(ρ) which is the asymmetry
measure previously considered in [30].

With these definitions on board, and from Theo-
rem II.1, we immediately have the following result.
In Section II E we will show this provides quantum-
mechanical constraints beyond free energy relations:

Theorem II.2 (Coherence Second Laws). For all α ≥
1/2 we necessarily have ∆Aα ≤ 0 for any thermal oper-
ation ρ→ σ.

Proof. By assumption there exists some thermal opera-
tion E such that σ = E(ρ). Since E is a thermal operation
then it is U(1)-covariant. From (II.1) we have

[E ,DHs ] = 0. (8)

Then we may use the data processing inequality for sand-
wiched quantum α-Renyi divergences for α ≥ 1/2 [32–
34], to deduce the coherence second laws.

These laws can also be extended to catalytic thermal
operations, when the catalyst is block-diagonal in the en-
ergy eigenbasis (see Appendix A), however whether they
hold for coherent catalytic states is an open question.2

A particularly useful perspective can be gained by con-
sidering the α = 1 measure. Since the Gibbs state γ is a
symmetric state (diagonal in the energy eigenbasis), we
may use a “taxi-norm” property of relative entropy [35]
to deduce that the total relative entropy between a quan-
tum state ρ and the Gibbs state precisely splits up into
the following sum,

S(ρ||DHs(ρ)) + S(DHs(ρ)||γ) = S(ρ||γ),

2 Note also that we restrict to α ≥ 1/2 for simplicity, because the
data processing inequality for Sα is violated in general, see [27].

and so the standard free energy F (ρ) := Tr [Hsρ] +
kTTr [ρ log ρ] can be written as

F (ρ) = kTA(ρ) + F (DHs(ρ)). (9)

The quantum free energy splits into a classical contribu-
tion F (DHs(ρ)) plus a contribution coming from the co-
herences, measured by A(ρ). Indeed, the above analysis
allows us to say that the classical and quantum contri-
butions (p, a) to the quantum free energy must indepen-
dently decrease under any thermodynamic process.

The following, almost trivial, result provides a simple
constraint on Landauer erasure:

Proposition II.3 (Incoherent initial states). A thermal
operation DHs(ρ)→ σ is possible only if σ = DHs(σ).

Proof. Standard relative entropy properties imply
S(ρ||DHs(ρ)) ≥ 0 for all ρ, and is zero if and only
if ρ = DHs(ρ). Since thermal operations do not in-
crease A(ρ), we see that for any σ we must have that
σ = DHs(σ).

In a Landauer erasure scenario (see [36–39] and refer-
ences therein), we are required to map any ρ to a fixed
pure state |ψ〉 〈ψ| through a thermodynamic operation.
The consequence of Prop. II.3 for Landauer erasure then
implies that the default erasure state |ψ〉 is necessarily
an energy eigenstate of Hs.

E. The incompleteness of existing second laws.

We can now establish that the above coherence second
laws are both independent of the free energy relations,
and more importantly, are additional non-trivial ther-
modynamic relations that must be obeyed in any ther-
modynamic process ρ→ σ.

It suffices to consider a qubit system with Hamilto-
nian Hs = |1〉 〈1|, and choose an initial state ρ = |1〉〈1|,
together with the target final state

σ = (1− ε)γ
2

+ ε |+〉 〈+| .

Since Sα is monotone decreasing in α, it suffices to choose
ε sufficiently small so that S∞(σ||γ) ≤ S0(ρ||γ) to en-
sure all of the free energy conditions are obeyed. How-
ever, since the initial state is a symmetric state, and
Aα(σ) > 0, it follows that such a transformation is im-
possible to achieve via a thermodynamic transformation
respecting energy conservation on a composite system,
and thus the free energy relations are necessarily incom-
plete.

F. A work-based perspective on free energy
incompleteness.

Another way of seeing that the free energy relations
only provide an incomplete description of thermodynam-
ics is through the notion of work.
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One of the advantages of the resource-theoretic frame-
work introduced in [5] is that it casts work extraction
and consumption purely in terms of state transforma-
tions. Specifically work is taken to be an ordered state
of elevated energy. This idealised two state system is a
“work bit”, which is a two-level system with Hamiltonian
Hw = w |w〉 〈w|. In its simplest form, it can be thought
of as a perfectly controlled atom that gets excited (de-
excited) when energy is extracted from (pumped into) a
quantum system through a thermodynamic operation:

σ ⊗ |0〉 〈0| ↔ ρ⊗ |w〉 〈w| .

Given any two states ρ and σ, one can readily show
there exists a |w〉 work bit such that for all α,

Fα(ρ⊗ |w〉 〈w|) ≥ Fα(σ ⊗ |0〉 〈0|). (10)

To see this we rewrite Eq. (10) as

Sα(ρ⊗ |w〉 〈w| ||γ ⊗ γw) ≥ Sα(σ ⊗ |0〉 〈0| ||γ ⊗ γw),

where γw = e−βHw/Tr[e−βHw ]. This implies

Sα(ρ||γ)− Sα(σ||γ) ≥ Sα(|0〉 〈0| ||γw)− Sα(|w〉 〈w| ||γw)

As w →∞, γw gets more and more peaked on |0〉, so that
the right-hand-side approaches −∞. Thus, given any two
states ρ and σ, there exists w such that Eqs. (10) are sat-
isfied and so, with enough work, any state transformation
is allowed under the free energy relations. However it is
easy to see that Theor. (II.2) implies Aα(ρ) ≥ Aα(σ),
for all α ≥ 1/2 and so the coherence second laws pro-
vide a non trivial constraint on these transformations.
In quantum thermodynamics, both the energetic and the
coherent properties must be considered together.

G. Emergence of classicality.

If the second laws of coherence (II.2) constrain thermo-
dynamic transformations, why at the macroscopic scale,
in the presence of weak interactions, are coherences irrel-
evant? Intuitively we expect coherences to become neg-
ligible macroscopically. We formalize this in the case of
qubit ensembles by showing that, in the i.i.d. thermody-
namic limit, the free coherences per particle in a system
of non-interacting bodies become negligible.3 This de-
scribes an emergence of classicality.

Theorem II.4 (Emergence of classicality). Let ρ be any
qubit state. The free coherences per particle vanish in the
i.i.d, thermodynamic limit. More precisely,

lim
n→∞

1

n
Aα(ρ⊗n) = 0, ∀α ≥ 1/2. (11)

3 This generalizes the result in [30] for α = 1.

Proof. The proof is provided in the Appendix B. In par-
ticular, one can show that for all ρ and α ≥ 1/2

Aα(ρ⊗n) ≤ log n, (12)

which immediately implies the claimed result.

We also note that various monotones satisfying Eq.
(6) have been studied. These include all quantities like
asymmetry [28–30], which is a known measure of coher-
ence [22, 40] and quantumness [41, 42], but also the trace
norm of [ρ,Hs] and the Wigner-Yanase-Dyson skew in-
formation,

Iα(ρ,Hs) = Tr[ρH2
s ]− Tr[ραHsρ

1−αHs], (13)

for α ∈ (0, 1) [22]. All of them could be used to gener-
ate non-trivial bounds applicable to any thermodynamic
transformation, although the relative entropy does have
the advantage of naturally yielding the additive split in
Eq. (9) of the quantum thermodynamic free energy into
an essentially classical free energy part and a fully quan-
tum part.

III. WORK AND QUANTUM COHERENCES.

The notions of work and heat are the primary concerns
of thermodynamics, and with the advent of nanoscale
technologies it has been necessary to revisit these time-
honoured concepts (see e.g. [4, 12, 43–45] and references
therein).

The analysis of Szilard [36] showed that the informa-
tion one has about a system has an energetic value in
terms of the ordered work one can obtain from a disor-
dered thermal reservoir. Specifically, the possession of a
single bit of information can be “burnt” to obtain kT ln 2
Joules. More generally, standard thermodynamic argu-
ments implies that given a state ρ in a d-dimensional
system we can obtain W (ρ) = kT (ln d−S(ρ)) amount of
work. Within the single-shot resource formulation this
maximum work output has been generalized for states
ρ with zero coherences across energy eigenspaces in the
case of deterministic [5] and non-deterministic [4] extrac-
tion. However, as mentioned for quantum states contain-
ing coherences we must necessarily take into account the
asymmetry constraints. One might think that the work
relation extends without alteration to these cases, but
this is not the case – the purity due to quantum coher-
ences cannot be simply converted into ordered energy,
and so the standard Szilard result no longer holds. How-
ever we show how this work can be “unlocked”, provided
we possess (and consume) other asymmetry resources.

In other words, we should associate to a state both pu-
rity and asymmetry measures, abstractly denoted (p, a),
where p measures the deviation of the decohered state
DHs(ρ) from the thermal state γ, and a measures the
asymmetry of ρ relative to DHs(ρ). We shall show that
asymmetry on its own does not yield work,

(0, a) 9W, (14)
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however relational asymmetry provides extractable work,

(0, a1) + (0, a2)→W. (15)

We begin by first showing that on their own coherences
do not contribute to work output.

A. Quantum Szilard: Work is locked in coherences.

Given an initial state ρ and a final state σ, we define the
maximum extractable work under all thermal operations
{E} taking ρ→ σ as

W [ρ, σ] = max
w≥0

w : ∃E , E(ρ⊗ |0〉 〈0|) = σ ⊗ |w〉 〈w| .

Since we only care about the quantity of work we extract
and not on the “burnt” final state σ we need only consider
Wmax[ρ] := maxσW [ρ, σ]. From this we obtain,

Theorem III.1 (Symmetry implies work-locking). Un-
der U(1)-symmetric operations coherences do not have
energetic value. Specifically,

Wmax[ρ] = Wmax[DHs(ρ)], (16)

for all states ρ.

Proof. We use the notation ρd = DHs(ρ). For the sake
of simplicity, we assume that maximisations are attained
within the set of quantum operations, and consider any
U(1)-covariant map E for which

E(ρ⊗ |0〉 〈0|) = σ ⊗ |W [ρ, σ]〉 〈W [ρ, σ]| .

Since the U(1)-covariant map F = D(Hs+Hw)◦E achieves

F(ρ⊗ |0〉 〈0|) = σd ⊗ |W [ρ, σ]〉 〈W [ρ, σ]| ,

it follows that W [ρ, σ] ≤ W [ρ, σd], and we may limit
ourselves to final states with zero asymmetry. For any
U(1)-covariant quantum operation F that performs the
previous transformation it is follows from Eq. (8) that
the same operation achieves

F(ρd ⊗ |0〉 〈0|) = σd ⊗ |W [ρ, σd]〉 〈W [ρ, σd]| .

This implies W [ρ, σd] = W [ρd, σd]. Hence

Wmax[ρ] = max
σd

W [ρ, σd] = max
σd

Wmax[ρd, σd] (17)

and so Wmax[ρd] = Wmax[ρ] as claimed.

Notice that this result does not prevent exploiting co-
herence within degenerate eigenspaces, see for example
[17, 36]. We also note that thermal operations in the
presence of block-diagonal catalysts are U(1)-covariant
operations (see Appendix A, Prop. A.1). Hence the
argument in Theorem III.1 also implies that the maxi-
mum amount of extractable work from ρ in such a sce-
nario is also not affected by coherences between energy

eigenspaces. The only case not accounted for is when
both state and catalyst are coherent. We address this
case in section IV A.

If we only require the expectation values of energy to
be conserved [24], then we can easily draw work from
coherences on average. However this is undesirable both
in that it does not, on its own, demand that the extracted
energy is sufficiently ordered to be considered work [6]
and, more importantly, allows quantum operations that
violate energy conservation on the full set of systems and
create coherence.

This work-locking phenomenon can be argued with less
rigor as follows. Suppose that a thermodynamic transfor-
mation existed that allowed the sole conversion of quan-
tum coherences of a state ρ into some quantity of work
w: E(ρ⊗ |0〉 〈0|) = DHs(ρ)⊗ |w〉 〈w|. This would imply,
from the previous analysis, that one could perform the
following transformation:

E(DHs(ρ)⊗ |0〉 〈0|) = DHs(ρ)⊗ |w〉 〈w| ,

which in turn allows the construction of a perpetuum mo-
bile of the first kind.

In the thermodynamic limit work-locking is of course
undetectable [5, 19]. In this regime, the standard free
energy suffices and from Theorem II.4 and Eq. (9), we
have

F (ρ⊗n) ≈ F
(
D∑

iH
i
s
(ρ⊗n)

)
,

when n � log n. The free energy is effectively classi-
cal, and the maximum extractable work per system ap-
proaches the quantum free energy

W (ρ⊗n)

n
≈ F (ρ), as n→∞. (18)

Equation (12) provides an estimate of the rate of this
suppression, and we find for n qubits,

A(ρ⊗n)

F (ρ⊗n)
≤ log n

n log 2
,

independently of the temperature. For example, a naive
application of the asymptotic result to the case of 2 qubits
would imply that up to 50% of the free energy can be
locked in coherences, whereas this number falls to 1% for
a system of 1000 qubits.4

IV. COHERENT PROCESSES WITHIN
QUANTUM THERMODYNAMICS.

We have introduced coherence second laws that are
required to further constrain the thermodynamics gov-

4 A related computation, within a slightly different framework [19]
finds that the maximum average work extractable from a quan-
tum system is W (ρ) ≤ F (DHs (ρ)). Notice that with Eq. (9),
this implies W (ρ) ≤ F (ρ)− 1

β
A(ρ).
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erning quantum systems, and have argued that one must
keep track of two independent properties – the thermo-
dynamic purity p of the state and the asymmetry a of
the state with respect to the U(1) group action. As
stated, previous work has provided necessary and suf-
ficient conditions for the interconversion of symmetric
states. Schematically, the scenario of (p, 0) → (p′, 0)
is properly understood, however the more general case
of (p, a) → (p′, a′) is not properly understood where the
introduction of coherences results in a complex partial or-
der of allowed transformations. We have already shown
that if (p, a)→W then (p, 0)→W also, and so it would
seem that the asymmetry of the state has no affect on
the classical work output of a thermodynamic process.
We next show that this is not the case, and coherences
can contribute non-trivially to work extraction.

A. Coherence activation.

In the case of states block-diagonal in energy
eigenspaces, any state that cannot be prepared under
thermal operations can be converted into mechanical
work. In the full quantum-mechanical setting this is no
longer the case. There are states that cannot be pre-
pared through thermal operations, but from which it is
impossible to draw any useful work. They are precisely
the coherent states ρ for which DHs(ρ) = γ. An extreme
case is the pure state

|ψc〉 = Z−1/2
∑
k

e−βEk/2 |Ek〉 , (19)

where |Ek〉 are eigenstates of Hs. However, while
(0, a) → (W = 0), it turns out coherences can be acti-
vated in the presence of other coherent quantum systems,
and so

(0, a1) + (0, a2)→ (W 6= 0). (20)

The analysis shows that if one directly extends W =
kT ln d to a state such as (19) then one implicitly smug-
gles in an external system containing essentially an in-
finite amount of coherence from which to draw. In the
quantum regime this is a problematic assumption.

The way in which coherence in a state ρ can be utilized
to obtain mechanical work is readily seen from asymme-
try theory and the theory of quantum reference frames
[28]. If we have two quantum systems in states ρ1 and ρ2
respectively, for which DH1

(ρ1) = γ1 and DH2
(ρ2) = γ2,

then individually no mechanical work can be obtained
in the presence of a thermal reservoir, however the two
systems can instead encode relational coherence that is
accessible. Specifically the introduction of the second
system gives DH(ρ1 ⊗ ρ2) = σ12 6= γ1 ⊗ γ2, where
H = H1⊗1+1⊗H2 on the joint Hilbert space H1⊗H2.
For this we may extract up to W = F0(σ12) of mechani-
cal work in the presence of a thermal reservoir. The two
systems act as quantum reference frames for each other.

More generally, collective actions on multiple copies can
extract work in a situation in which operations on single
copies would be useless [19].

Alternatively, we can distinguish one of the systems as
being the dominant reference. This perspective admits
a different physical interpretation. We take the dimen-
sion of H2 to be much larger than H1, and the state ρ2 to
be highly asymmetric compared to ρ1, Aα(ρ2)� Aα(ρ1).
The function of ρ2 is now to allow the simulation of a non-
U(1)-covariant operation Ẽ on the first system. The prob-
lem thus reduces to determining the covariant/thermal
operation E on the systems such that

Fα[Ẽ(ρ1)] = Fα[Tr2[E(ρ1 ⊗ ρ2)]] (21)

is maximized. Such a process requires initial asymmetry
in the second system, which is necessarily reduced in the
process. Any process that respects some form of energy
conservation, and yet freely takes a state like |ψc〉 to one
where work is extractable, must necessarily be consuming
resources elsewhere, which should be factored into the
thermodynamic accounting.

B. Thermally accessible states.

The question of which specific thermodynamic pro-
cesses can, or cannot be attained is hard problem, which
has not been solved in fully generality. We know that
the non-increasing free divergences, and non-increasing
free coherences are necessary conditions, but at present
it is not known if these are also sufficient to classify the
allowed transformations ρ → σ under catalytic thermal
operations (for diagonal catalyst).

First note that there exist non-trivial transformations
ρ → σ in which both the basic resources (p, a) remain
unaltered – for example unitary free evolution of the sys-
tem. It is also clear that (p, a)→ (p, a′) is possible only if
a′ has a smaller asymmetry measure than a, and it is also
clear that (p, a) → (p′, 0) occurs if and only if the free
energy relations hold, however the trade-off that occurs
when we transform both is non-trivial. We postpone a
more general analysis of this to a later work, and instead
we quickly illustrate the basic situation for the toy model
in which dim Hs = dim Hb = 2, Hs = Hb = Z.

Observe that rotations of the system about the z axis
commute with thermodynamic transformations, and so
the initial state ρ can be chosen to have Bloch vector
(x, 0, z). The final states σ reachable from ρ under pair-
wise energy conserving interactions with a reservoir com-
posed of a 2-dimensional system is readily found to be the
region enclosed by the surface obtained through rotation
about the Z-axis of

x′ = x cos(2a), z′ = sin2(2a) tanh(β) + z cos2(2a),

and the plane Z = z (see Fig. 2).
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x

z

FIG. 2: Thermally accessible states from the pure state x =
3/4, z =

√
7/4 (all states inside the paraboloid) or from its

incoherent version (blue line) for β = 0.75, through thermal
operations.

C. Coherence distillation

While normally one wishes to distill out order, via a
thermodynamic process, we could equally ask to obtain
a high degree of coherence in the final output state under
the allowed quantum operations. For this one could wish
to obtain a maximally coherent state |1〉 := d−1/2

∑
k |k〉

for a d-dimensional system.
It is straightforward to provide quantitative con-

straints on such a process, and in the appendices we show
that if ρ→ |1〉〈1| under thermal operations then

[F(ρ,D(ρ))]2 ≤ d−1,

where F(ρ, σ) = Tr
[
(σ1/2ρσ1/2)1/2

]
is the quantum fi-

delity measure.

V. OUTLOOK AND CONCLUSIONS

We now know of numerous relationships between en-
tanglement theory and thermodynamics [46–48]. In [49]

it was shown that all pure bipartite entanglement mono-
tones may be converted into U(1)-covariant monotones.
Combined with the analysis presented here, this implies
that all pure bipartite entanglement monotones can be
mapped into coherence second laws, providing another
link between entanglement theory and thermodynamics
which deserves further exploration.

Loosely speaking, there are at least two ways in which
quantum thermodynamics differs from its classical coun-
terpart. On one hand we know [4] that at the nanoscale
regime the second law must be generalized. The new law
requires that a family of free energies (containing the
usual free energy as a particular case) must all decrease
under thermodynamic transformations. The usual sec-
ond law is recovered only in the i.i.d., thermodynamic
limit [12, 13].

In this work we have highlighted a second major dif-
ference between classical and quantum thermodynamics,
which disappears entirely in the n→∞ i.i.d. limit. Co-
herence/asymmetry is found to be an equally important
property of thermodynamics, and is not captured by free
energies. We have introduced new second laws govern-
ing these coherences under thermodynamical processes.
However a major outstanding question is to determine
whether the present constraints on Fα and Aα consti-
tute both a necessary and sufficient characterization of
thermal processes for quantum systems and the general-
ization of these results to non-deterministic scenarios.
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Appendix A: Coherence second laws with diagonal
catalysts

The coherence second laws presented in Theor. II.2
holds also for more general operations, in which we allow
the aid of a diagonal catalyst, as in [13]:

Definition 3 (Catalytic thermal operations). We say
that a state ρ in Hs is transformed into state σ through
a catalytic thermal operation

ρ
cat→ σ, (A1)

if there are a quantum state ρc in a Hilbert space Hc with
Hamiltonian Hc and a thermal operation E on Hs ⊗Hc:

E(ρ⊗ ρc) = σ ⊗ ρc. (A2)

Proposition A.1. Catalytic thermal operations with a
block-diagonal catalyst are U(1)-covariant operations.

Proof. A state ρ is sent to ρ′ through a catalytic thermal
operation with diagonal catalyst if there exists a state
σ, s.t. [σ,Hc] = 0, and a thermal operation E : E(ρ ⊗
σ) = ρ′ ⊗ σ. We show that the quantum map C(ρ) =
Tr2 E(ρ ⊗ σ) = ρ′ is U(1)-covariant. Define Htot = Hs+
Hc+Hb, sum of the Hamiltonians of system, catalyst and
bath. Notice that σ = e−iHctσeiHct, γb = e−iHbtγbe

iHbt.
It follows

C(e−iHstρeiHst) = Tr2E(e−iHstρeiHst ⊗ σ)

= Tr23[Ue−iHstρeiHst ⊗ σ ⊗ γbU†]
= Tr23[e−iHtottUρ⊗ σ ⊗ γbU†e−iHtott]
= e−iHstTr2[e−iHctE(ρ⊗ σ)e−iHct]eiHst

= e−iHstTr2[ρ′ ⊗ σ]eiHst

= e−iHstC(ρ)eiHst.

Theorem A.2 (Coherence Second Laws with diagonal
catalysts). If [ρc, Hc] = 0,

ρ
cat→ σ ⇒ Aα(σ) ≤ Aα(ρ), ∀α ≥ 1/2. (A3)

Proof. It follows in the same way as Theor. II.2, from
the fact that catalytic thermal operations with a diagonal
catalyst are U(1)-covariant.

Appendix B: Emergence of classicality

1. Proof of Eq. (12)

We prove this result in two steps. First we show that
it is sufficient to prove Eq. (12) only for n copies of a
maximally coherent state. Without loss of generality we
can fix Hs = Z.
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Lemma B.1 (Reduction of the problem). Take ρ a gen-
eral qubit state and Hs = Z. Then

Aα(ρ⊗n) ≤ Aα(|+〉 〈+|⊗n),

where Aα(ρ⊗n) = Sα(ρ⊗n||D∑n
i=1 Zi

(ρ⊗n)).

Proof. To prove the statement we show that the state
|+〉 〈+| can be deterministically converted to any other
pure state by means of U(1)-covariant operations. This
is similar to a proof presented in [40]. Let us consider
the Krauss operators

K0 = c0 |0〉 〈0|+ c1 |1〉 〈1| , K1 = c0 |0〉 〈1|+ c1 |1〉 〈0| ,

where |c0|2 + |c1|2 = 1. From eiφZK†se
−iφZ = e2isφKs, it

is easy to see that the transformations E(ρ) = K0ρK
†
0 +

K1ρK
†
1 are U(1)-covariant, i.e.

E(e−iφZρeiφZ) = e−iφZE(ρ)eiφZ ,

and computing E(|+〉 〈+|) we see they deterministically
transform |+〉 to any other pure state. However any
mixed state can be obtained from a correspondent pure
state through mixing with 1/2:

E(ρ) = pρ+ (1− p)1/2

which is also easily seen to be a U(1)-covariant opera-
tion. The composition of two covariant operations is still
covariant. We have just shown that it is possible to map
|+〉 〈+| to any ρ through a covariant operation (and so
|+〉 〈+|⊗n to ρ⊗n). Using the data processing inequality
for Sα it is easy to conclude that all Aα will decrease
under covariant operations for all α ≥ 1/2. Thus,

Aα(ρ⊗n) ≤ Aα(|+〉 〈+|⊗n), ∀α ≥ 1/2, ∀ρ, ∀n.

The estimate Aα(ρ⊗n) ≤ log n will immediately follow
from the previous result using the following

Lemma B.2. Take ρ = |+〉 〈+| a maximally coherent
state w.r.t. Hs = Z. Then

Aα(|+〉 〈+|⊗n) ≤ log n, ∀α. (B1)

Proof. We will use the shortcut D∑n
i=1 Zi

(ρ⊗n)) ≡ D. Ex-
panding |+〉 〈+|⊗n in the computational basis,

|+〉 〈+|⊗n =
1

2n
|1〉 〈1| , |1〉 = (1, ..., 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸

2n elements

.

By definition,

D(ρ⊗n) =
1

2n

n⊕
h=0

|1h〉 〈1h| , |1h〉 = (1, ..., 1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
(nh) elements

.

From 〈1h| 1h〉 =
(
n
h

)
, for all α 6= 1 such that 1−α

2α ∈ N,

(|1h〉 〈1h|)
1−α
2α =

(
n

h

)( 1−α
2α −1)

|1h〉 〈1h| ,

so that

D(ρ⊗n)
1−α
2α = 2−

1−α
2α n

n⊕
h=0

(
n

h

) 1−3α
2α

|1h〉 〈1h| (B2)

We want to compute

Aα(ρ⊗n) =
1

α− 1
log Tr[Pα], (B3)

where we defined

P = D(ρ⊗n)
1−α
2α ρ⊗nD(ρ⊗n)

1−α
2α .

Using Eq. (B2) we obtain

P = 2−
n
α

n⊕
h=0

(
n

h

) 1−3α
2α

|1h〉 〈1h| |1〉 〈1|
n⊕
s=0

(
n

s

) 1−3α
2α

|1s〉 〈1s| .

We can compute the product

v :=

n⊕
h=0

(
n

h

) 1−3α
2α

|1h〉 〈1h| |1〉 . (B4)

This is the product of a block-diagonal matrix with a
vector of ones |1〉. The block diagonal matrix has n + 1
square blocks of dimensions

(
n
h

)
, h = 0, ..., n and each

block is given by a matrix whose elements are all
(
n
h

) 1−3α
2α .

The result is v, given by

vt =

1,

(
n

1

) 1−3α
2α
(
n

1

)
, ...︸ ︷︷ ︸

(n1) times

, ... ,

(
n

h

) 1−3α
2α
(
n

h

)
, ...︸ ︷︷ ︸

(nh) times

, ..., 1

 .

Then P can be compactly rewritten as

P = 2−
n
α vvt,

and we need to compute

Tr[Pα] = 2−nTr[(vvt)α] = 2−nTr[(vtv)α]. (B5)

From Eq. (B4),

vtv =

n∑
h=0

(
n

h

)3(
n

h

) 1−3α
α

=

n∑
h=0

.

(
n

h

)1/α

Substituting in Eq. (B5),

Tr[Pα] = 2−n

(
n∑
h=0

(
n

h

)1/α
)α

:= 2−n||x(n)||1/α, (B6)
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where we defined the sequence

x(n) =

{(
n

0

)
,

(
n

1

)
, ...,

(
n

n

)}
,

and we used the usual definition of `p-norm

||x||p =

(∑
i

|xi|p
) 1
p

.

Substituting Eq. (B6) in Eq. (B3) we conclude

Aα(ρ⊗n) =
1

α− 1
log
(
2−n||x(n)||1/α

)
. (B7)

The functions Aα are monotonically increasing with α,
so we can without loss of generality assume α > 1. Then
||x(n)||1/α ≥ ||x(n)||1 = 2n, so that the term inside the
logarithm in Eq. (B6) is bigger when ||x(n)||1/α is bigger.
We use then the following identity concerning p-norms:
for all p > r > 0, if y is a sequence of n elements,

||y||r ≤ n
1
r−

1
p ||y||p.

Choose p = 1, r = 1/α,

||x(n)||1/α ≤ nα−1||x(n)||1 = 2nnα−1.

Hence,

Aα(ρ⊗n) ≤ 1

α− 1
log
(
nα−1

)
= log n,

for all integer α > 1. From the monotonicity in α of Aα
(see [27]), it is easy to see that this implies the result for
every α ∈ R.

2. Coherence distillation

Coherence is a useful resource in thermodynamics,
hence we might want to distill it. Coherence is a non-
extensive quantity, so we will not try to distill multiple
copies of a “golden standard”, like |+〉 〈+|. To capture
the idea of coherence distillation we look for a large and
coherent final state σ. More precisely we require σ to
be diagonal in an eigenbasis mutually unbiased with re-
spect to Hs (like |+〉 if Hs = Z) and we also require it

to be pure enough that not all coherence is destroyed by
classical mixedness.

We provide here quantitative constraints on such a pro-
cess, showing that ρ → |1〉〈1| under thermal operations
only provided that

F2(ρ,D(ρ)) ≤ d−1,

where F is the quantum fidelity measure.
We expect inequalities relating the coherence of the

initial state with “purity” and dimension d of the final
coherent state:
Theorem B.3 (Coherence extraction). Let ρ be a quan-
tum state in a n-dimensional Hilbert space and σ a quan-
tum state with support in a d−dimensional subspace. As-
sume DHs(σ) = 1/d. Then for the thermal transforma-
tion ρ→ σ to be possible,

log Tr[σα]

α− 1
+ log d ≤ Sα(ρ||DHs(ρ)), ∀α ≥ 1/2. (B8)

Proof. It is a straightforward application of Theor. II.2.

Let us show an application of this result. Assume σ
to be the maximally coherent state σ = |m(d)〉 〈m(d)|,
where in the energy eigenbasis

|m(d)〉 =
1√
d

d∑
i=1

|i〉

Eq. (B8) imposes Sα(ρ||DHs(ρ)) ≥ log d for all α ≥ 1/2.
A necessary and sufficient condition for this to hold is

S1/2(ρ||DHs(ρ)) = −2 logF(ρ,DHs(ρ)) ≥ log d,

which gives

1

F2(ρ,DHs(ρ))
≥ d,

where F denotes the fidelity. This relation is very in-
tuitive: if the distillation of a maximally coherent state
is possible, then the initial state must be distinguishable
enough from its dephased version and the relation be-
comes stricter as the dimension d of the distilled state
grows. A geometric interpretation can be obtained using
the relation between fidelity and trace norm.
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