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Quantum experiments usually assume the existence of pecfassical, reference frames, which allow for
the specification of measurement settings (e.g. oriemtatiadhe Stern Gerlach magnet in spin measurements)
with arbitrary precision. If the reference frames are “baent’ (i.e. quantum systems themselves, having a finite
number of degrees of freedom), only limited precision camtt@ned. Using spin coherent states as bounded
reference frames we have found their minimal size neededbtate local realism for entangled spin systems.
For composite systems of spiriZlparticles reference frames of very small size af@@ant for the violation;
however, to see this violation for macroscopic entanglédssphe size of the reference frame must be at least
guadratically larger than that of the spins. Unavailapitit such reference frames gives a possible explanation
for the non-observance of violation of local realism in gdaty experience.

The Kochen-Specker test of contextuality [1] and Bell'st tefslocal realism [2] provide theory-independent tests tod t
“classicality” of a system. In the latter, correlationsweén space-like separated parts of a composite system asured
for different choices of measurement settings. Certain combitgatbthese correlations constitute “test quantities” (Bel
inequalities) that are bounded in all classical (localistia) theories. Violation of these bounds imply that thsteel state
has no local realistic explanation. Typically, the choioéshe settings correspond tofffirent orientations of the measuring
apparatuses (like a polarizer or the Stern-Gerlach magrigt)s implicitly assumes the existence of an external &itad)
reference frame (RF), which allows one to specify with a#it precision the directions chosen. But, what if no RF &ilable?
The impossibility of specifying measurement settings isady, in the absence of a perfect RF, leads to a kind of ‘fistd
decoherence? [3/ 4, 5] that might wash out all quantum festiWhat are the minimal RF resources such that quantum features
of a given system can till be observed?

If we adopt the natural assumption that physical resouncdlé universe are finite, we will always be confronted with
bounded RFs. Physically, this means that our measuremdhé&ways be imprecise. It is of fundamental interest toedstine
the minimal measurement precision required such that onestilhobserve genuine quantum features, such as contiytua
or violation of local realism (see, for example, [6]. [7]n &ddition to these foundational reasons, the questiorehgibove
are relevant for developing methods to contend with bouriRles using relational encoding, particularly in the contat
computation, cryptography, and communicatiar [8, 9, 10121/ 13]. For certain tasks, such as quantum key distribijfi¢]
or quantum communication complexity [15], entangled state useful only to the extent that they violate Bell's ingdies. It
is thus important to quantify the costs in RF resources fewiblation.

To introduce the idea of measuring relative degrees of reeid the situation of lacking an external RF consider théofmm
of determining the direction towards which a spif-particle points. In general the direction can be definedratative angle
to some macroscopic pointer (e.g. the Stern-Gerlach mggmeich serves as an external RF. Performing many repiesitid
the Stern-Gerlach experiment with the same spin state, wénéer this angle. If we are given two spi2lparticles, one can
determine the relative angle between them, by first meagthi@a angles between each of the spins and the external RF and
from these computing the relative angle. Now suppose tleaexiperimenter has no access to such an external Cartesjan RF
operationally, this means that she has no information abeubrientation with respect to the rest of the world (but she
still control all the devices in her laboratory). In parfi@y the angles between her instruments and those usedparpréhe
particles are not known and may change in every repetitidheéxperiment. Nonetheless, the relative orientatiowében the
two spins can be measured in a manner which is invariant wotitions. If she measures the total spin of the two pasicle
this can take the values 0 and 1. Now we are tempted to sayhthaivb spins add when they are aligned and subtract when
they are anti-aligned, and so we can interpret this as theunement of the projection of the first spin along the digectf the
second. This procedure leads unavoidably to errors: etheifpins were initially in the statg™) = %(|z+>|z—> + |z-)|z+)),
then a measurement on each particle with respect to an akfeFhalongz would imply that they are anti-aligned along this
direction. However, the measurement of total spin is inktga as if they were aligned, because the total spigofis 1.

As this procedure is proven to be optimal |[16], there is a amdntal restriction in the determination of the relativglan
between two (finite) spins that the experimenter can achieabsence of an external reference frame. One can apphathe s
procedure using a spipeoherent state as the RF; glsecomes larger, the errors introduced decrease and, ellgnfior | — oo
(unbounded RF) the measurement with the classical RF iglgxaproduced [17].

In this work we determine how “strong” RFs need to be to allégtation of Bell’s inequalities. In the Bell test the obsers
are given bounded RFs . Since we are interested in violatiblueal realism in the transition from quantum to classiRés,
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we use the spin coherent states to represent quantum RFeya¢hclosest to the notion of a classical direction. We firad &
pair of spin-}2 particles exhibits violation of Clauser-Horne-Shimadsdgh (CHSH) inequality already fojgre > % In the case
of multi-particle Mermin|[[19] inequalities, even if half tfie RFs are of minimal sizgr =1/2, and the other half “unbounded”
(classical), the ratio between the quantum and local teal®und remains exponential in the number of entangledsspi
Finally, for the case of two macroscopic spins exhibitinglaiions of a Bell inequality when classical RFs are avddatve
find that the violation is possible with bounded RFs only #ittsize isquadratically larger than the size of the spins. Since our
everyday RFs do not meet this requirement of macroscopileatie spins, this suggests an explanation as to why we deegot
such violations in everyday life. All our results are dedyer violations of local realism, but - when applied tdfdrent degrees
of freedom of a single system - they can can be interpretedragxtuality proofs as well [18].

I. MEASUREMENT OF RELATIVE DEGREES OF FREEDOM.

In this work we consider directional RFs. Given a classieaternal RF, one can measure the projection of a gpiparticle

along a specific direction, where th@g2-1 possible outcomes = —js, .. ., js, correspond to the projectdi, = |js, M)Xjs, M.
Generalizing this we consider bounded RFs by replacing ldmsical RF by a quantum RF in the form of a coherent state of
spin jre.

Without an external RF, the experimenter can only measuatioral degrees of freedom of the particle and the coherent
state|jre). The task is thus to estimate the relative angle between ttsémg only rotationally invariant operations. An optimal
procedure consists in performing the projective measuntorgo the subspaces of total sgiof two spins|[8], which can take
the valueg = |jrr — jsl, .. ., jre + js- When the outcome= jrr + mof total spin is observed, we associate the spin component
m along the direction of the bounded RF to the system. In thig tlva spin projection measurement relative to a bounded RF
simulates the one relative to an unbounded RF. The profatsociated to subspaces of total spin are

jre+m

ﬁjRp+m = Z lire + M M) jre + M Y| .

m'=-jre—M

The dfective measurement on the system alone is represented BY)NiEI elements
Pl = CrelT el e - )

]

These can be expressed in terms of the CIebsch-GordMSCaim

= {j, m|j1, M) j2, M) and are given bﬁ::fm =

Ymens Clwels Jretm o dee Js Juetm lis, Ms){js, Ns|. Using the asymptotic properties of the Clebsch-Gordarffictents [20] it

irE Ms JrRF+Ms ) irF Ns jre+Ns
can be shown thaf?}:Fm - |js,M¥js, M = I when jge — oo. This shows that the relational measurement, with incngghgi
larger bounded RF, tends to the measurement with unbounéed R
A more general way to exploit relative degrees of freedomld/ba to encode information in rotationally invariant susteyns.
For example, three spi%n-particles possess a two-level invariant subsystem in thepace of total spié. Thus, one rotationally

invariant qubit (quantum bit) can be encoded in three playsines and six spié-particles (three for Alice and three for Bob)
would allow perfect violation of Bell's inequalities wittomeed of a rotational RF. In this work we do not consider sweregal
schemes. Rather, we study the situations in which "systemd”"guantum reference frame” are separated - resembling the
conventional situation in experiments in which "systemtdnlassical reference frame” are separated. This willvalies to
investigate quantum features of systems as the boundedupageference frames approach the classical limit.

In the Bell experiment each of the observers chooses betim@eor more measurement settings, corresponding, for eleamp
to measurements of spin components aloffpdent directiong1, @,,... In our scenario this choice corresponds to the use of
coherent statg#1), |@2),... pointing to diferent directions as RFs. Hdt&) is the eigenstate with the maximal eigenvalue of the
spin component along the directioh One possible way to prepare such states is to apply an ajgeoptation to the given
coherent statgre ) pointing towardz axis. Since, however, Alice and Bob are assumed to have ned&Eonsider the following
operational realization. In every experimental run a tpiadty (Charlie) sends to both Alice and Bob one cohererg $taiteach
possible setting, together with the entangled pair to besomeal. Each coherent state is prepared along the directiachw
would be chosen when classical RF were used. Having no RFifectibns, Alice cannot know the angles of thefeient
coherent states, but she can still distinguish between {fmmaxample, Charlie can send them with a short, agreee, dietay),
then Alice can decide which one to use as a RF, allowing theglfsen of choice necessary in a Bell experiment.

In an alternative implementation, Charlie chooses théngetind sends only the corresponding (one) coherent statiisl
case no additional resources than those actually usedstribdied, but the freedom of choice of the two observersistrictly
satisfied. One could think of more complicated schemes fsummg that (e.g., introducing more agents that share aafjRb
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with Charlie, but are space-like separated, such that thayperform the settings choice under locality conditiohs)yvever,
in the present work the focus is not on a strict disproof ofloealistic theories, but rather on the ability to measwanjum
correlations under the restriction of bounded RF.

It is here assumed that the channel between Charlie and geras is subject to a collective noise, that is to say, all
the particles sent to one observer undergo the same unkrodation (but a dferent rotation occurs in fierent runs and for
the diferent observers), this is important since we want to expéditive degrees of freedom. Such an assumption could be
reasonable in some quantum communication schemes.

II. VIOLATION OF BELL'SINEQUALITIES.

As a first example we consider a Bell experiment on an entdrnggér of spin-¥2 particles with bounded RFs. We will
determine the minimal size for the spin RFs such that theomwés can still violate Bell’s inequalities.
We consider the CHSH inequality [21]

S = |Ed1 ) + E(@1.52) + E@2.f1) - E@2.f)| <2 @

WhereE(&i,Ej) is the correlation function for the measuremépat one laboratory arﬂj at the other laboratory. In quantum
mechanics, for a given stgbeof the pair, if the first spin is measured along directiand the second alorﬁg, the correlation
function read€(a; , ﬁ,—) =Tr [,6 (@ - &) (BJ -5—)].

In contrast to the standard Bell experiment in which twoatisbbservers possess unbounded RFs, we assume that they can
only use their coherent statd$;§ and|j>)) with respect to which entangled spins can be measured. Bige imustj; andj;
be, such that the CHSH inequality is still violated?

We assume that the pair is in the singlet state = % (Iz+)|1z=) — |z-)|z+)). The two observers can choose between two

measurement settings each, the setting being defined byirdetioh towards which the RF coherent state is pointing. As
[¥~) is a rotationally invariant state, the only relevant pareane the correlation function is the relative angle betwéee
two pointers. It is more mathematically convenient (butragienally equivalent) to write the state with fixed measoeat
settings and then to apply a rotation of an anfjk® one of the particles. The corresponding rotated sindgee $s|y~(¢)) =

% [sin% (I1zH)z+) + |1z=)z=)) + cos% (1z+)1z=) - |z—>|z+>)]. If one measures total spin of the joint system of particlg Bf at
the two laboratories, the probabilities of the various outes are

Pron(®) = Y [ia izl @@l ja+ m ja+ moljz+ 0, jo+ me)[”,
m m

wherem,n = —%, % (i.e. P %(19) is the probability of finding the two particles aligned aidiy ) and|j2) respectivelyp,% -1 ()
is the probability of finding both anti-aligned, etc). Tomalhte these one needs the fméents

(Kz+ 1T +mj+n)=6,16ms

S s .
(Kz=11j +m,j+n) = J%(ém%+\/2716m_%). 3)

Inserting the probabilities in the definition of the cortaa functionElti2(9) = — Zinzl(—l)”””pmn(ﬂ) one obtains
2

1-4j;j,cosd

B = G DeR D)

4
In the limit of largej1 and j,, Eq. [4) becomes the familiar expressieff?) = — cos for the singlet correlation function with

unbounded RFs. Note that,fidirently from the case with classical RFs, we have In (4) fisebterm before ca% such that

Eltlz(g9) # El2(9 + x). This implies that the measurement settings which maxar{@iz are for the relative ang%r in all cases

except betweet, andg,, for which the angle ig. The RF-dependent CHSH expression then reads

1+4V2jij

@i+ D@+ 1)| ®)

S(j1. j2) = 2'

It exceeds the local realistic limit of 2 jf; > W Therefore, for equal RFs, one thus needs at Igastj, = g
)i



1. MERMININEQUALITIES.

We explore violation of multi-particle Bell's inequalisewith bounded RFs. Consid&t spin-1/2 particles (systems
Si1, ..., SN), that are measured along directia®s ..., @n. Each individual measurement can giﬂté as result; a specific
outcome is thus labeled by a strifga,...,un}, whereyx = 1 stands for thek-th spin detected aligned witl, while
uk = —1 represents the spin anti-aligned widh. The multiparticle correlation function is defined &1, ...,dn) =
DI ]’Il’z‘zlpkp(m,...,p,\, ; d1,...,dn), Wherep(ua, ..., un; @1,...,d@n) is the probability for the outcomes, ..., un
given the setting&y, ..., dn.

The Mermin inequality is given by [19, 2]

M = ’Z COS[%(Xl o XN B, ) <277 ©6)

Xl,...,XN=O,1

Using unbounded RFs the Mermin expression reaches its naaxmue ofM = 2N-1 for the Greenberger-Horne-Zeilinger
(GHZ) stately) = % (<§z>|’:‘=1lz+>sk +®|§‘:1|z—>sk) and measurement settings = X = (4,0) andd@, = Y = (%, %) for every
particle. Note that the ratio between maximal quantum anéllcealistic bound increases exponentially with the nunabe
particles: 27,

Again, we assume now that theth observerk = 1,...,N, is given a bounded RF in form of the coherent state Each
of the observers measures along directi@nss (99, ¢o) anda: = (91, ¢1). Rewriting the particles in the GHZ state in terms
of these directions, we hayg(as,...,an)) = % (®E':1|C?k+>sk + ®'|j:1|c?k—>sk), where|dk+) is the state of a particle after the
inverse rotation alongy is applied tgz+).

As for the two-particle case, in thieth laboratory the total spin of the joint systdwth particle+ k-th RF is measured
and the outcome is interpreted as the projection of thegbdarispin along the RF's direction. After a somewhat legdiht
straightforward calculation one obtains the correlatiamction observed to be:

. . 1 (1] . N .
E(@1. ... @N; 10 N) = —p— {5 []_[(1+ 2jkcosth) + [ [ - 2]kcosﬁk)}
[T k=1 k=1
N N
+ cos(z: ) 1_[ 2jk sinﬁk} , (7)
k=1 k=1

wheredy = 2jk + 1.
Inserting the correlation functiohl(7) into the left-handiesof the inequalityl(I6) we find for the Mermin expression:

1
nlt‘:l di

M(j1,-- s k) = : (®)

N
V2 cos(\l%) 2% @i
k=1

For jx — oo, this approaches the valut2 when unbounded RFs are used. In the limit of large numberrtities, the Mermin
expression becomes

N
k=1 Jk

M=2"1T] Ji +0(1), N > oo. 9)

NI

If all the RFs are of the same sizg,= j ¥ k, the minimal size of RFs that leads to violationjis 3/2. One can use, however,
even fewer resources if one allows spins dfatient lengths for RFs. If one takils spins of sizej; andN; of size j,, expression

N RN A
@) becomeiM ~ 2N-1 (11%) (jzljl) . In this case the Mermin inequality is violated if
2 2

. I\ . N,
Ji+3 Il2+3
As both factors are positivé, {{L0) can hold only if at least ofthe two is larger than 1, which is equivalenjto- m =1.21.

This implies that some of the RFs must have spin size equaléoger thang. If the parties havél; spin-g RFs and\, = N—N;
spin—% RFs, the minimal ratio ié\,:—f = 0.85 for seeing violation. Therefore the minimal resource=deel is 85% of spirg— and
15% of spin% reference frames.
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Another interesting case is when a fraction of the RFs is unted, which is equivalent to taking the limi — o in the
. N N
inequality [10). FoN; RFs of sizej; andN, unbounded RFs, it becomés/ih%) ! > 272 For j; = 1/2, this is satisfied
2

whenN, > N; + 1, which means that when half of the RFs are unbounded anchtetis small as Spi%‘l,— violation of the
Mermin inequality is still possible.

Note that in all cases considered — even when using smaltguaRFs — the ratio between the quantum and local realistic
bound is still exponential, as can be easily seen by ingpttie results found into the expressiéh (9). However, if alsin
measurement is replaced with a random guess (corresponditicematically toj; = 0), the inequality is satisfied. Thus a
non-trivial RF is required for every observer in order to seaclassicality.

IV. HIGHER SPINSAND THE CLASSICAL LIMIT.

It was shown in [[6] that violation of Bell's inequalities wientangled systems of arbitrarily large dimension is fmssiThis
shows that the view that large quantum numbers are assoeidtte the classical limit is, in general, erroneous. We wsiibw
that to observe violations of local realism for large spiris hecessary to use the RFs of sizéisiently large compared to the
size of the spins. The scaling of the two sizes is the issuergvinterested in.

Following Peres |6] we consider a pair of spigparticles in the generalized singlet state:

1 Is ) . .
Vi) = ———= Z (=1)5"js, mljs, —m). (11)

2]3 + 1m:_j5

and define the parity measurement

is
Pe= > (-1) My, (12)

m=—js

with T, = |js, M)(js, M the projectors onto subspaces of the spin component al@wakis. The parity measurement takes
the value+1 for all evenm, and-1 for all oddm. When the parity operator is defined with respect to spingat@n along
some other directiot¥, we will speak about parity measurem&{a) along this direction. For Alice’s measurement along the
direction@ and Bob's along, the correlation function is defined Bz, ) = Y], |PC(&)®P°(B)|‘P .)- The CHSH inequality (2)
is violated for parity measurements in the singlet statafbitrarily large sp|n< 16, 23].

To consider violation of the inequality with bounded RFs w&aduce a coherent state of lengig for each observer,
and replace the projectoi$y, in (I2) with the POVM from Eq.[{1). When the measurement sgtté = (9, ¢) is cho-
sen, the coherent stat&) aligned in that direction is used. In the basis of the spinjguton alongz-axis, it reads

1@y = 19, o) = T)F | )( 2jre ) cogRF"m( )sm’RF "(%)e im> The rotated POVM is given b?’RF (@) = (&Iﬁ,RFerI&) and

M=—Jrr JrRe+M
the corresponding parity operator EYS* (@) = (-1)is- mPIRF m(@). Finally, the RF dependent correlation function reads

Ejee (@.5) = (¥ IPIT (@) @ P B)1¥)

We conS|der the situation where all the measurement angéesh@sen in the same plang € 0), with the first observer
choosing between settings and?3; and the second betweda andd,. Taking#y — ¥, = 9, — 93 = 93 — ¥4 = A, the CHSH
inequality read$;,, = |3E,—RF (A9) — Ej (3Az9)| < 2. For classical reference frames, the angfiedénce which maximizeS in
the limit of large spinjs is for A9 = 215—X+1 with x = 1.054. Note that the angleftierence is inversely proportional to the spin
size. In the case of bounded RFs of finite sjge it is hard to compute the correlation function analyticatlymarily due to
the presence of a large number of non-trivial Clebsch-Godefficients. As such we evaluate it, and the CHSH expression,
numerically and illustrate the results in Fig. 1. We see tineg needs the size of the RFs to scale at least quadratid#ilyhe
size of entangled spins to observe violation.

We now give a heuristic argument to support our numericalifiggel Consider a coherent state of lenggh pointing in
a direction ¢, = 0) and a measurement of spin projection alongztaxis. The probability to obtain outconm for the
spin z component obeys a binomial distributiqa(m) = (jiiipm)qjﬂﬁm(l - )& ™ whereq = cosz(%). For largejgre this is
approximately a Gaussian centeredjjg cosd and with variancer? = %jRF sin@@) ~ jre. It can be visualized as an arrow

pointing toward$ with an angle uncertaint& ~ . Using this as a RF it is impossible to distinguish betweeaations

m——J

2jre
at angles closer than this amount. On the other hand, \oolati Bell's inequalities requires us to measure settingafions
at angles that dlier at the order oA¢ ~ Jis To achieve this precision one nee§5< A9, which gives the heuristic bound

jre > js2. Fitting our numerical results with a quadratic law we indiéiad the formulajgr =~ 6j§ + 6js (Fig. 1). (For higher
order fits we obtain cd&cients close to zero for the powers higher than two).
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FIG. 1: Minimal size of (spin) reference framg- needed for violation of the Bell inequality for measurensemn a pair of entangled spins
of sizejs. The dots are calculated numerically, the line is the extigtpd fitjre ~ 6j2 + 6js (see text).

In conclusion, we have shown how a bounded RF limits thetglfientangled systems to exhibit genuine quantum features
as characterized by violation of Bell's inequalities. Toén be relevant in situations where, to implement quantdiomimation
tasks, only relational degrees of freedom can be exploftedcekample, when the quantum channel is subject to a glabiséh
We focused on the restrictions derived from the lack of adfio@al RF, considering other restrictions would imposditiainal
requirements on the resources needed (see,le.g., [24]).

Quantum behavior is generally not observed in macrosco@iess. One reason is that an extremely high experimental
resolution would be required to observe quantum phenomarger than what can be practically reached [7]. The quantum
nature of any physical (i.e. finite) reference frame empdipean experiment gives a fundamental limitation on the mmey
achievable resolution. Our results set a lower bound ondkeurces (i.e. the strength of quantum reference framesjede
to obtain the resolution that is necessary for observatfoguantum features of a system with a given size. For exanaple,
small iron magnet can have a magnetic field of around@08uppose that an entangled state of a pair of spins eachiwgth s
js = hl}i’% ~ 10?! (up is the Bohr magneton) were available and could H&dantly protected from decoherence. Even in this
case, according to our analysis, no violation of local sealis possible unless the RFs correspond to magnetic fieldasitof
order 10 G. This is much larger than what can be generally found in raiowt still not impossible to produce).

Typically, quantum coherence in a system is quickly lost ttués interaction with the environment, but the coherersce i
preserved in correlations between the system and the emvént [25]. A possible explanation of why we observe clasiic
of the macroscopic world rather than these quantum coiwakts that they have no operational meaning unlesgtacigntly
strong RF is available (cf, e.gl, [26]). But in everyday exgece such RFs are not available for systems of the sizeeof th
environment. Our analysis suggests that, for directiord, Rt least a quadratic scaling with the size of the systenmidniee
required to demonstrate the existence of the quantum atioes.
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