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The Leggett-Garg inequality (LGI) serves as a criterion to determine the adherence of macro-
scopic system dynamics to macrorealism, as postulated by Leggett and Garg. A violation of this
inequality implies either the absence of a realistic description of the system or the impracticality of
noninvasive measurements. In this work, we investigate the violation of the LGI for the system of
bosons in a double-well potential. Specifically, we explore the violation of the LGI in the dynamics
of bosons in a double-well potential in the Bose-Einstein-Condensation (BEC) regime, where the
system can be considered as two weakly coupled Bose condensates, and in the single-particle regime
to establish the conditions under which the violation of the LGI occurs. Our analysis reveals that
the LGI is violated due to Josephson oscillations, while it remains unviolated in the strong cou-
pling regime, attributed to the self-trapping phenomena. Notably, we observe that the violation of
the LGI becomes increasingly significant as the particle number increases. These findings provide
valuable insights into the macrorealistic behavior of Bose condensates and highlight the effect of
measurements on the dynamics of a macroscopic system.

Introduction.—How classical behaviors of objects,
which obey our intuition about how the macroscopic
world behaves, can be distinguished from non-classical
behaviors such as what are described by quantum the-
ory? The Leggett-Garg inequality (LGI) was proposed
to answer this question [1–3]. It serves as a test of a
concept called macrorealism, which consists of two con-
ditions: macrorealism per se (MRPS) and noninvasive
measurability (NIM). MRPS assumes that a macroscopic
system with two or more macroscopically distinct states
available to it is always in one or the other of these states,
and NIM assumes that it is possible to determine the
state of the system with arbitrary small perturbations on
its subsequent dynamics. A violation of the LGI implies
a departure from macrorealism. The exploration of the
LGI was inspired by the question of whether macroscopic
coherence, as illustrated by Schrödinger’s cat gedanken
experiment, can be realized in a laboratory [4].

The violation of the LGI has been studied in several
systems, experimentally and theoretically [3, 5–15]. Re-
cently, experimental LG tests have been achieved in a
superconducting flux qubit with genuine macroscopicity,
refuting its classical realistic description [16].

The system of Bose-Einstein condensates (BECs) in
a double-well potential is suitable for testing the LGI
to clarify the boundary between classical and quantum
regimes. The dynamics of a BEC in a double-well po-
tential has been observed in several experiments [17–
25]. In particular, in the experiment of the Heidelberg
group [19], Josephson oscillations and macroscopic quan-
tum self-trapping were successfully observed, and the ex-
perimental result exhibits agreement with the prediction
by the Gross-Pitaevskii (GP) equation [26–28]. It implies

that a population imbalance and a phase difference be-
tween the two wells have definite values independent of
measurements in the presence of sufficiently large number
of particles in the double-well potential [29].

In this letter, we discuss the violation of the LGI for
bosons in a double-well potential. We find the viola-
tion of the LGI in the BEC regime, in which the system
can be considered as two weakly coupled BECs, despite
the fact that their dynamics are well described by cou-
pled semiclassical equations for definite phase and pop-
ulation differences, which are presumed to be unaffected
by measurements. We reveal that the violation of the
LGI results from the collapse of the state due to projec-
tive measurements in the intermediate time, which nec-
essarily affects the subsequent dynamics. We find that
the violation of the LGI becomes increasingly significant
as the particle number increases. Furthermore, we find
that the critical value of interaction strength for the on-
set of the violation of the LGI coincides with the one
for self-trapping. In the single-particle regime, in which
bosons do not interact each other, the bosons tunneling
backwards induced by the measurement are found to be
crucial for the violation of the LGI.

Model.—The system of bosons in a double-well po-
tential is well described by the Bose-Josephson junction
(BJJ) model [28, 30–41]. Using the Schwinger boson rep-
resentation Ŝx = (â†LâR+â†RâL)/2 and Ŝz = (n̂L−n̂R)/2,
where âα (â†α) and n̂α = â†αâα are annihilation (cre-
ation) and number operators of a boson in the well
α = L,R, the Hamiltonian of the BJJ model can be writ-
ten as [30, 36, 38]

ĤBJJ = −JŜx +
U

N
Ŝ2
z , (1)
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where J is the hopping strength, U is on-site interaction
and N is the total number of particles. Hereafter, we set
Λ = U/J and ℏ = 1.

Method.—The LGI is formulated for the correlation
functions Cij = ⟨QiQj⟩ of dichotomic variables Qi = ±1,
which is given as the result of the measurement at time
ti, where i, j = 1, 2, 3. MRPS ensures the existence of the
value of the observable Qi at ti, regardless of whether the
measurement is performed or not. Thus we can define the
joint probabilities Pij(Q1, Q2, Q3), where measurements
are performed at ti and tj , whereas the system is un-
measured at time tk ( ̸= ti, tj). Under only MRPS, the
joint probability may depend on when measurements are
made, since measurements at different times can affect
the time-evolution differently. By adding the NIM con-
dition, however, the subscripts i and j can be dropped
since any measurement does not affect the system under
NIM. Then the joint probability P (Q1, Q2, Q3) yields all
correlation functions and we obtain the LGI [1, 3]

LG ≡ C12 + C23 − C13 ≤ 1. (2)

We follow the dynamics of the system numerically by
exact diagonalization of the Hamiltonian (1). In evalua-
tion of the LGI, in this work, we define the dichotomic
observable as Q̂ = sgn(Ŝz), where sgn(x) = 1 if x ≥ 0,
otherwise sgn(x) = −1. For the sake of simplicity, we
set an initial state at the time t1. Throughout this let-
ter, we focus on the identical time interval and define
τ = t2 − t1 = t3 − t2. Then all three two-time cor-
relation functions depend only on the time interval τ .
Based on the above setting, we calculate LG defined as
LG = C12 +C23 −C13 (also see the Supplemental Mate-
rial (SM) for details on the calculations of the correlation
functions).

BEC regime.—First, we examine violation of the LGI
in the BEC regime (Λ ̸= 0 and N ≫ 1), in which the sys-
tem can be considered as two weakly coupled Bose con-
densates. Such Bose condensates have been studied by
a semiclassical approach based on two coupled GP equa-
tions, which predict Josephson oscillation or self-trapping
depending on the value of Λ and population imbalance
at initial time [19, 21, 28, 30, 42, 43].

Population dynamics in the BEC regime.—Figs. 1(a)-
1(e) present the time-evolutions of the occupation proba-
bility of the left well P (nL) in the case of N = 2000 with
the initial state |N⟩L|0⟩R. The peak of the occupation
probability oscillates between nL = 0 and nL = N due to
single-particle tunneling effect when Λ = 0 (Fig. 1(a)).
A similar coherent oscillation occurs in the presence of
on-site interaction, but it is rather induced by Josephson
effect when 0 < Λ < 2 (Figs. 1(b)-1(d)). For strong in-
teraction strength, the Josephson oscillation ceases and
self-trapping occurs when Λ ≥ 2, where the peak of the
occupation probability oscillates keeping the population
imbalance (Fig. 1(e)). The critical value of interaction
strength for the onset of self-trapping Λc = 2 agrees with

the value derived in the semiclassical analysis based on
the GP equation[28].

If the dynamics obeys coupled GP equations, oscil-
lation of the population imbalance continues without
damping [28, 31, 42]. The damping of the oscillation that
occurs in the presence of on-site interaction in Figs. 1(b)-
1(d) can be understood as being due to the intrinsic quan-
tum fluctuation in the initial state [30]. That is, since the
initial population imbalance is fixed, the initial phase dif-
ference between the Bose condensates should be fluctu-
ating due to the uncertainty relation between population
imbalance and phase difference [30]. As nL and nR be-
comes larger, the quantum fluctuation (≃ 1/

√
nL,R [44])

becomes more negligible [28, 38]. This is the reason why,
with the increase of N , the coherent Josephson oscillation
persists for longer (see Fig. S3 in the SM).

BECs in a double-well potential are considered to pos-
sess macroscopic observables for sufficiently large N . In
fact, the damping is suppressed for larger N , and the
population dynamics is consistent with the semiclassi-
cal description. The experimental data in Ref. [19] have
also been shown to be consistent with the prediction of
the semiclassical analysis. Therefore, both the theoret-
ical and experimental studies support the existence of
macroscopic wave functions of two BECs with definite
phase difference and population imbalance for sufficiently
large N . Upon such considerations, it seems reasonable
to expect non-violation of the LGI.

Violation of the LGI in the BEC regime.—Fig. 1(h)
shows the result of the LG test in the BEC regime for
N = 2000: LG is plotted as a function of τ and Λ. LG
exhibits periodic oscillations as a function of τ that re-
flects the oscillation of the occupation probabilities in
Figs. 1(a)-1(e). Contrary to the expectation, the LGI is
violated near the peaks of the oscillations for the interac-
tion −2 < Λ < 2, where Josephson oscillations take place
for Λ ̸= 0, while single-particle oscillations for Λ = 0. It
implies that macrorealism is excluded even for such a
large N , and thus contradicts what is expected by the
GP description; the LGI is never broken for the GP de-
scription [29].

As shown in Fig. 1(h), when Λ exceeds the critical
value indicated by the dashed line, the LGI becomes non-
violated regardless of τ . It is noteworthy that this critical
value coincides with the one for the onset of self-trapping
Λc = 2 (see Fig. 1(i)). The self-trapping prevents the
system from coherent oscillation and yields, C12 = C13 =
1 for any interval τ (see SM). Then C12 and C13 cancel
out and LG = C23 ≤ 1. Thus, the LGI is non-violated
when self-trapping occurs.

Fig. 1(h) shows that the period of oscillation of LG
increases and its amplitude decreases as Λ → Λ−

c . It is
due to the softening of the Josephson oscillation associ-
ated with the transition from the Josephson regime to
the self-trapping regime [38, 45].

The LGI becomes non-violated for τ greater than a
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FIG. 1: (a)-(e) Time evolutions of the occupation probabilities of the left well P (nL) for Λ = 0.0 (a), 1 (b), 1.5 (c),
1.9 (d), and 2.5 (e). Here we set N = 2000. (f)-(h) Colormaps of LG for N = 100 (f), 200 (g) and 2000 (h). The two
black dashed lines in (f)-(h) denote the critical value of self-trapping |Λc| = 2. (i) Violation region of Λ. The
light-blue region denotes the violation region, while the gray region non-violation region. The red dashed line
denotes the boundary between them, which coincides with the onset of self-trapping.

FIG. 2: Effect of collapse of the state due to
measurement at time t2. (a) Plots of LG in Eq. (2) as a
function of τJ . The upper blue region represents a
violation of the LGI in Eq. (2). The blue (red) line
denotes the plot of LG where the state is (not) collapsed
at t2. (b) |⟨Q3⟩M2

− ⟨Q3⟩| as a function of τJ . The
parameters used in (a) and (b) are N = 100 and Λ = 1.

characteristic value when 0 < Λ < Λc, which becomes
smaller as the interaction strength increases but it be-
comes longer as N increases, as shown in Figs. 1(f)-1(g).
This behavior is due to the damping of Josephson os-
cillation, which destroys the correlation in time. The
Josephson oscillation indeed decays after a characteristic
time, which becomes smaller as the interaction strength
increases, as shown in Figs. 1(b)-1(d), but it becomes
longer as N increases due to suppression of fluctuation
of phase difference of two Bose condensates.

The LGI is found to be violated symmetrically between
repulsive (Λ > 0) and attractive (Λ < 0) on-site interac-

tion in Figs. 1(f)-1(h) since the Hamiltonian with repul-
sive interaction can be mapped to the one with attrac-
tive interaction as R̂z(π)ĤBJJ(Λ)R̂

†
z(π) = −ĤBJJ(−Λ),

where R̂z(θ) = exp
(
−iθŜz

)
. From this relationship, we

obtain

P (nL,Λ, t) = P (nL,−Λ, t), (3)

where P (nL,Λ, t) denotes the probability of nL bosons
on the left-well at time t for Λ (see SM). This symmet-
ric relationship between repulsive and attractive on-site
interaction results in the symmetric evolution of LG be-
tween them in Figs. 1(f)-1(h).

Origin of the violation of the LGI.—The violation of
the LGI in Fig. 1(h) results from the collapse of the
state due to projective measurements made at time t2.
As shown in Fig. 2(a), the LGI holds if the state is as-
sumed not to be collapsed by measurements at t2, while
if the state is collapsed at t2 the LGI is violated. The
effect of the collapse appears explicitly in Fig. 2(b) in
the comparison between ⟨Q3⟩M2 , where the state is as-
sumed to be collapsed due to measurements at t2, and
⟨Q3⟩, where measurements are not made at t2. The con-
dition |⟨Q3⟩M2

− ⟨Q3⟩| ̸= 0 implies that the dynamics
after time t2 evolves differently depending on whether a
measurement is made at t2 or not. Comparison between
Figs. 2(a) and 2(b) shows that the LGI is violated for τ
at which |⟨Q3⟩M2

−⟨Q3⟩| becomes large. Therefore Q3 of
C13 and that of C23 evolve differently, and this fact leads
to violations of the LGI. As shown in Figs. 2(a) and 2(b),
the effect of collapse of the state on LG and ⟨Q3⟩ due to
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FIG. 3: (a) Time evolutions of P (nL) for z(0) = 0.28.
(b) Violation of the LGI for z(0) = 0.2 (the red line),
0.28 (the blue line), and 0.4 (the green line). These
parameters are well below the critical value of
macroscopic quantum self-trapping. In (a) and (b), the
parameters are N = 1000 and Λ = 15.

measurements at t2 disappears as the oscillation of pop-
ulation decays.

Observability of violation of the LGI.—We numerically
test the LGI for the nearly same parameters for which
Josephson oscillations were observed in Ref. [19]. Here,
we set Λ = 15 and N = 1000. The LGI is shown to be
broken for realistic parameters in Fig. 3(b), in which the
evolution of LG is plotted as a function of τ for several
initial population imbalance z(0) = (nL(0) − nR(0))/N .
z(0) needs to be smaller than the critical value for self-
trapping zc(0) ≃ 0.5 [31]. z(0) = 0.28 is expected to
be more desirable for the demonstration of violation of
the LGI. Fig. 3(a) shows the time evolution of P (nL) for
z(0) = 0.28. It exhibits tunneling of atoms between the
two wells, which indeed leads to the violation of the LGI.

Single particle regime.—Next, we study violation of the
LGI in the absence of on-site interaction. In this case the
Hamiltonian is simply given by ĤBJJ = −JŜx. For this
model, the Schrödinger equation is analytically solvable
and the resultant wave function at time t evolved from
the initial state |N − l⟩L|l⟩R is given by

|Ψ(t)⟩ = 1√
(N − l)!

1√
l!

(
â†L cos

J

2
t− iâ†R sin

J

2
t

)N−l

×
(
â†R cos

J

2
t− iâ†L sin

J

2
t

)l

|vac⟩. (4)

The first/second line of Eq. (4) represents the coherent
oscillation of the bosons initially located in the left/right
well. These bosons flow in opposite directions. The for-
mer represents bosons initially tunneling from the left
well to the right well, as shown in Fig. 4(c), while the
latter represents those initially tunneling from the right
well to the left well. As shown in Fig. 4(c), the peak of
the occupation probability coherently oscillates between
nL = 0 and nL = N without damping. Due to this coher-
ent oscillation the LGI is violated, as shown in Fig. 4(a).

Focusing on the first violation in Fig. 4(a), this be-
havior can be explained as follows: Until C13 starts to

FIG. 4: (a) Violation of the LGI. (b) Three correlation
functions C12 (the red dashed line), C23 (the black solid
line) and C13 (the green dotted line) as functions of τ .
(c)/(d) Time evolution of P (nL) in the
absence/presence of the measurement at tJ/2π = 0.2
(represented by the gray dotted line). nL = 70 at
tJ/2π = 0.2 in (d). (e) Colormap of LG for all different
initial occupation number in the left well nL(0). The
violation of the LGI is symmetric under the reflection
with respect to the line nL(0) = 50. The blue color in
(e) shows the part where the LGI is violated. In (a)-(e),
the parameters are N = 100 and Λ = 0.

decrease, the LGI holds, since C12 = C13 = C23 = 1.
The LGI begins to be first violated when C13 starts de-
creasing at τJ/2π ≃ 0.125. Since C13 abruptly becomes
−1 whilst C12 = 1 and C23 is still positive, the LGI be-
comes violated quite abruptly. The value of the peak of
LG becomes larger with the increase of N , due to more
abrupt decrease of C13 (see SM).

The persistence of this violation is attributed to the
bosons tunneling backwards in Fig. 4(d) induced by the
measurement, which corresponds to the second line of
Eq. (4). In the case of C23 the bosons tunneling back-
wards impede the decrease of C23, whilst such effect is
absent in the case of C13, where no measurement is per-
formed at t2 (see Fig. 4(c)). The LGI again begins to hold
approximately when C12 becomes zero at τJ/2π ≃ 0.25
(see Fig. 4(b)).

We also test the LGI for all different initial occupation
numbers of the left well nL(0) with N = 100. In Fig.
4(e), it can be seen that the peak value of LG increases
with a larger initial population imbalance (see SM).

Conclusion and discussion.—In this work, we study vi-
olations of the LGI for bosons in a double-well potential.
We find that the LGI is violated due to Josephson oscil-
lations in the weak coupling regime, while it remains un-
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violated in the strong coupling regime, attributed to the
self-trapping phenomena. Remarkably, we observe that
the LGI remains violated even in the large N system. We
also find that, in this system, on-site interaction induces
a dephasing effect that destroys temporal correlations,
resulting in the LGI no longer being violated afterwards.
We have confirmed that the LGI is broken below the
critical value of interaction strength for self-trapping. In
contrast, it has been shown that the LGI is no longer
violated when self-trapping takes place. Furthermore,
we have revealed that the LGI is broken for nearly the
same parameters for which the Josephson oscillations are
observed in the experimental work of Ref. [19], thus in-
dicating the presence of macroscopic quantum coherence
in the semiclassical regime.

Our result suggests that either MRPS or NIM is vi-
olated, or possibly both, in the system of bosons in a
double-well potential with a large number of particles.
In our LG tests, we perform projection measurements,
which necessarily affect the subsequent dynamics. There-
fore, if measurements can be made without collapsing the
state in any way [46], the result can be different from
ours.
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I. TIME EVOLUTION OF THE CORRELATION FUNCTIONS

A. Numerical method

In our tests, we define the dichotomic observable as Q̂ = sgn(Ŝz), where sgn(x) = 1 if x ≥ 0, otherwise sgn(x) = −1,
and focus on the identical time interval: τ = t2 − t1 = t3 = t2. Also note that in our tests we set an initial state
at time t1. Thus, Q1 is fixed by the preparation of the initial state rather than by performing measurements on the
system. ⟨Q1Q2⟩ and ⟨Q1Q3⟩ are then given by

⟨Q1Q2⟩ = sgn(nL,1 − nR,1)
∑

nL,2

sgn(nL,2 − nR,2)P (nL,2, τ), (S1)

⟨Q1Q3⟩ = sgn(nL,1 − nR,1)
∑

nL,3

sgn(nL,3 − nR,3)P (nL,3, 2τ), (S2)

where nL/R,i denotes the value of nL/R associated with Qi. Thus ⟨Q1Q2⟩ and ⟨Q1Q3⟩ only require measurements at
t2 and t3, respectively. Note that when we calculate ⟨Q1Q3⟩ we don’t perform measurement at t2. Also note that
for ⟨Q1Q2⟩ and ⟨Q1Q3⟩ there is no need to be concerned about the disturbance of measurements because we are no
longer interested in the subsequent dynamics.

⟨Q2Q3⟩ is more complicated than the two other correlation functions and given by

⟨Q2Q3⟩ =
∑

nL,2

sgn(nL,2 − nR,2)P (nL,2, τ)
∑

nL,3

sgn(nL,3 − nR,3)P (nL,3, 2τ |nL,2, τ), (S3)

where P (nL,3, 2τ |nL,2, τ) denotes the probability of obtaining |nL,3⟩L |N − nL,3⟩R at t3 after obtaining
|nL,2⟩L |N − nL,2⟩R at t2. Unlike ⟨Q1Q2⟩ and ⟨Q1Q3⟩, ⟨Q2Q3⟩ requires measurements at two times. Crucially, the
first measurements at t2 concern about the disturbance on the subsequent dynamics, while the last measurements at
t3 don’t. One wishes to observe nL,2 without disturbing the subsequent dynamics of the system. nL,2, however, is a
fluctuating quantity through the time-evolution and thus we have no choice but to collapse the wave function at t2 to
obtain the definite value of nL,2. In our numerical method, to calculate P (nL,3, 2τ |nL,2, τ), we set |nL,2⟩L |N − nL,2⟩R
at t2 and evolve the wave function from this state and later perform measurements at t3.

B. Interacting bosons

We here present the results of the three correlation functions for interacting bosons. In Fig. S1, the time evolutions
of the correlation functions are plotted as a function of τ with nL(0) = N . The figure shows that the correlation
functions hardly change outside of the critical lines Λc = ±2. These critical lines coincide with the self-trapping
threshold evaluated from the semiclassical treatment [S1].

Even inside the critical lines, the amplitude of the correlation functions dumps in time. This behavior can be
interpreted as the dephasing of the oscillations of the occupation probabilities due to the on-site interaction.

C. Non-interacting bosons

We now turn off on-site interaction and we consider the dependencies of the three correlation functions on the initial
population imbalance.
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FIG. S1: (a)-(c) Colormaps of the three correlation functions C12 (a), C23 (b) and C13 (c) for N = 100. The two
black dashed lines in respective panels denote the critical value of macroscopic quantum self-trapping |Λc| = 2.

FIG. S2: (a)-(c) Three correlation functions C12 (a), C23 (b) and C13 (c) as functions of a given interval variable τ
for different nL(0). Here we set N = 100.

The Leggett-Garg inequality (LGI) C12 + C23 − C13 ≤ 1 is not violated at the beginning, since all quantities
C12, C23, C13 are unity, as can be seen in Fig. S2 and thus C12+C23−C13 = 1. In the present case, the characteristic
time for the dumping is shortest for C13 and thus the LGI is broken once C13 starts to decrease.

D. Analytical calculations of the correlation functions in non-interacting case

Here, we will show the analytical calculations of C12, C23 and C13. First, we will derive the wave function for an
arbitral time in the non-interacting case with the double well potential.

The Hamiltonian of the system is given by

Ĥ = −J

2
(â†LâR + â†RâL), (S4)

where â†L(âL), â
†
R (âR) are the creation (annihilation) operators of the boson in the left and the right well, respectively.

We consider the initial state |N − l⟩L |l⟩R. By rewriting the initial state in the following form, one can easily find the
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state at arbitral time:

|N − l⟩L |l⟩R =
1√

(N − l)!

1√
l!

(
â†L

)N−l (
â†R

)l

|vac⟩, (S5)

where |vac⟩ is the empty state, In the Heisenberg picture, the time evolution of the operators can be calculated as
follows:

d

dt
â†L(t) = i[Ĥ, â†L(t)] = ieiĤt[Ĥ, â†L]e

−iĤt = −J

2
iâ†R(t), (S6)

d

dt
â†R(t) = i[Ĥ, â†R(t)] = ieiĤt[Ĥ, â†R]e

−iĤt = −J

2
iâ†L(t). (S7)

These equations can be recast into the matrix form as

d

dt

(
â†L(t)
â†R(t)

)
= −i

J

2

(
0 1
1 0

)(
â†L(t)
â†R(t)

)
. (S8)

This can be easily solved as
(

â†L(t)
â†R(t)

)
=

(
cos J

2 t −i sin J
2 t

−i sin J
2 t cos J

2 t

)(
â†L(0)
â†R(0)

)
. (S9)

Thus the state prepared as |N − l⟩L |l⟩R at t = 0 evolves in time as

|Ψ(l, t)⟩ = 1√
(N − l)!

1√
l!

(
â†L(t)

)N−l (
â†R(t)

)l

|vac⟩

=
1√

(N − l)!

1√
l!

(
â†L cos

J

2
t− iâ†R sin

J

2
t

)N−l

×
(
â†R cos

J

2
t− iâ†L sin

J

2
t

)l

|vac⟩. (S10)

Eq. (S10) can be rewritten as follows;

|Ψ(l, t)⟩ = 1√
(N − l)!

√
l!

N−l∑

µ=0

(
N − l
µ

)(
â†L cos

J

2
t

)N−l−µ(
−iâ†R sin

J

2
t

)µ

(S11)

×
l∑

ν=0

(
l
ν

)(
â†R cos

J

2
t

)ν(
−iâ†L sin

J

2
t

)l−ν

|vac⟩ (S12)

=
1√

(N − l)!
√
l!

N−l∑

µ=0

l∑

ν=0

(
N − l
µ

)(
l
ν

)(
cos

J

2
t

)N−l−µ+ν(
−i sin

J

2
t

)l+µ−ν

(S13)

×
√

(N − k)!
√
k! |N − k⟩L |k⟩R , (S14)

where k = µ + ν. Thus, the occupation probabilty of the right well in the case of |Ψ(0)⟩ = |N − l⟩L |l⟩R is obtained
as follows,

P (l, nR, t) =
(N − nR)!nR!

(N − l)!l!

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

{µ,ν|µ+ν=nR}

(
N − l
µ

)(
l
ν

)(
cos

J

2
t

)N−l−µ+ν(
−i sin

J

2
t

)l+µ−ν
∣∣∣∣∣∣

2

. (S15)
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From Eq. (S15), we obtain the three correlation functions as follows:

C12 =

⌊N/2⌋∑

nR,2=0

P (0, nR,2, τ)−
N∑

nR,2=⌊N/2⌋+1

P (0, nR,2, τ), (S16)

C23 =

⌊N/2⌋∑

nR,2=0

P (0, nR,2, τ)




⌊N/2⌋∑

nR,3=0

P (nR,2, nR,3, τ)−
N∑

nR,3=⌊N/2⌋+1

P (nR,2, nR,3, τ)




−
N∑

nR,2=⌊N/2⌋+1

P (0, nR,2, τ)




⌊N/2⌋∑

nR,3=0

P (nR,2, nR,3, τ)−
N∑

nR,3=⌊N/2⌋+1

P (nR,2, nR,3, τ)


, (S17)

C13 =

⌊N/2⌋∑

nR,3=0

P (0, nR,3, 2τ)−
N∑

nR,3=⌊N/2⌋+1

P (0, nR,3, 2τ). (S18)

In the present setup, C12 and C13 reduces to the simple form since

P (0, nR, t) =
(N − nR)!nR!

N !

∣∣∣∣∣

(
N
nR

)(
cos

J

2
t

)N−nR
(
−i sin

J

2
t

)nR

∣∣∣∣∣

2

=

(
N
nR

)(
cos2

J

2
t

)N−nR
(
sin2

J

2
t

)nR

. (S19)

The summation appearing in C12 or C13 becomes

S1 =

⌊N/2⌋∑

nR,2=0

P (0, nR,2, τ) = c(τ)N +Nc(τ)N−1s(τ) + · · · N !

(N − ⌊N/2⌋)!⌊N/2⌋!c(τ)
N−⌊N/2⌋s(τ)⌊N/2⌋, (S20)

where we define c(τ) = cos2 J
2 τ and s(τ) = sin2 J

2 τ . The differentiation of S1 with respect to τ becomes

d

dτ
S1 =

dc(τ)

dτ

N !

(N − ⌊N/2⌋)!⌊N/2⌋! (N − ⌊N/2⌋)c(τ)N−⌊N/2⌋−1s(τ)⌊N/2⌋, (S21)

where we use the relation d
dτ c(τ) = − d

dτ s(τ) = −J sin J
2 τ cos

J
2 τ . Thus we obtain

d

dτ
S1 = −J

N !

(N − ⌊N/2⌋ − 1)!⌊N/2⌋!

(
cos

J

2
τ

)2N−2⌊N/2⌋−1(
sin

J

2
τ

)2⌊N/2⌋+1

= −J
N !

(N − ⌊N/2⌋ − 1)!⌊N/2⌋!

(
cos

J

2
τ

)2N−4⌊N/2⌋−2(
1

2
sin Jτ

)2⌊N/2⌋+1

. (S22)

By using the Stirling’s formula n! ≃ nn+1/2/e−n+1, we can further evaluate as

d

dτ
S1 ≃ −J

NN+1/2

e−N+1

e−(N−⌊N/2⌋−1)+1

(N − ⌊N/2⌋ − 1)(N−⌊N/2⌋−1)+1/2

e−⌊N/2⌋+1

⌊N/2⌋⌊N/2⌋+1/2

(
cos

J

2
τ

)2N−4⌊N/2⌋−2(
1

2
sin Jτ

)2⌊N/2⌋+1

.

(S23)

For sufficiently large N ≫ 1, N − ⌊N/2⌋ − 1 ≃ ⌊N/2⌋ ≃ N/2 and thus we obtain

d

dτ
S1 ≃ −J

NN+1/2

(N/2)N

(
cos

J

2
τ

)2N−4⌊N/2⌋−2(
1

2
sin Jτ

)2⌊N/2⌋+1

. (S24)

From this expression, we find that d
dτ S1 ≃ 0 from the initial time to the characteristic time τ0, which satisfies the

following.

N1/2(2⌊N/2⌋+1) sin Jτ0 ≃ 1. (S25)

Since C12 and C13 are 1 at τ = 0, C12 and C13 deviates from 1 after τ0 and 2τ0, respectively.
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FIG. S3: Damped oscillations of the population imbalance between the two wells. The red solid line is N = 100, the
blue dotted line N = 500, and the green dashed line N = 2000. ⟨ẑ⟩ denotes the expectation value of the population
imbalance: ẑ = (n̂L − n̂R)/N . Here Λ = 1.5.

II. EFFECT OF PARTICLE NUMBER ON DYNAMICS

In this section, we delve into the effect of particle number on the oscillations of the population imbalance between
two wells.

When influenced by on-site interaction, the dephasing phenomenon of the oscillations of population imbalance
becomes apparent. As discussed in Ref. [S2], the fluctuation of the phase difference between the two wells is considered
to result in the dephasing effect. Such a fluctuating quantity is assumed to be small enough to be ignored in the
semi-classical approach, whilst the effect of the fluctuation on dynamics is taken into account in the Schrödinger
equation. This is the reason why, unlike what is expected by the GP equation, Josephson oscillations are eventually
dumped. As clarified in Ref. [S3], quantum fluctuation in the left (right) well becomes smaller with the increase of
nL (nR). This is the reason why, as N increases, the coherent Josephson oscillation endures for longer, as shown in
Fig. S3.

III. SYMMETRY BETWEEN REPULSIVE AND ATTRACTIVE ON-SITE INTERACTION

Here we prove that for any initial states the evolution of the occupation probability P (nL) is symmetric between
repulsive (Λ > 0) and attractive (Λ < 0) on-site interaction.

By rotating the Hamiltonian ĤBJJ about the z axis, we have

R̂z(π)ĤBJJ(Λ)R̂
†
z(π) = JŜx +

U

N
Ŝ2
z (S26)

= −ĤBJJ(−Λ). (S27)

Here R̂z(π) denotes the collective rotations of N indistinguishable spins about the z axis and ĤBJJ(Λ) denotes the
Hamiltonian for a given Λ. In Eq. (S26), we used the relationship R̂z(π)ŜxR̂

†
z(π) = −Ŝx [S4].

From Eq. (S26), we have

ĤBJJ(−Λ)R̂z(π)|Ei(Λ)⟩ = −Ei(Λ)Rz(π)|Ei(Λ)⟩. (S28)

where Ei(Λ) (|Ei(Λ)⟩) is the energy eigenvalue (eigenstate) of the Hamiltonian ĤBJJ(Λ) for a given Λ. On the other
hand,

ĤBJJ(−Λ)|Ei(−Λ)⟩ = Ei(−Λ)|Ei(−Λ)⟩. (S29)
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Comparing Eq. (S28) with Eq. (S29), we have

Ei(−Λ) = −Ei(Λ), (S30)
|Ei(−Λ)⟩ = Rz(π)|Ei(Λ)⟩. (S31)

Now let us expand |Ei(Λ)⟩ as

|Ei(Λ)⟩ =
N∑

k

ci,k(Λ)|N − k⟩L|k⟩R, (S32)

where ci,k(Λ) =L ⟨N − k|R⟨k|Ei(Λ)⟩. From Eqs. (S31) and (S32), we have

|Ei(−Λ)⟩ =
N∑

k

ci,k(Λ)e
−i(N−2k)π/2|N − k⟩L|k⟩R. (S33)

When the initial state is set to be |N − n⟩L|n⟩R, the wave function for a given Λ at time t is written as

|Ψ(Λ, t)⟩ =
N∑

i

fn,i(Λ)e
−iEi(Λ)t ×

N∑

k

ci,k(Λ)|N − k⟩L|k⟩R, (S34)

where fn,i(Λ) = ⟨Ei(Λ)|N − n⟩L|n⟩R. From Eq. (S31), we have the following mapping relationship between fn,i(Λ)
and fn,i(−Λ):

fn,i(−Λ) = ei(N−2n)π/2fn,i(Λ). (S35)

From Eqs. (S33) and (S35), we obtain

|Ψ(−Λ, t)⟩ =
N∑

i

N∑

k

(−1)k−nfn,i(Λ)e
iEi(Λ)t × ci,k(Λ)|N − k⟩L|k⟩R. (S36)

Therefore, the probability of obtaining the result |N −m⟩L|m⟩R at time t for a given Λ, in the case of the initial
state set to be |N − n⟩L|n⟩R, is then given by

Pm,n(Λ, t) =

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑

i

fn,i(Λ)e
−iEi(Λ)tci,m(Λ)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

. (S37)

In contrast,

Pm,n(−Λ, t) =

∣∣∣∣∣
N∑

i

fn,i(Λ)e
iEi(Λ)tci,m(Λ)

∣∣∣∣∣

2

. (S38)

From Eqs. (S37) and (S38), we have

Pm,n(Λ, t) = Pm,n(−Λ, t). (S39)

Therefore, for any initial state |N − n⟩L|n⟩R, the probability of obtaining the result |N −m⟩L|m⟩R at time t is found
to be symmetric between repulsive and attractive interaction.

IV. EFFECT OF MEASUREMENT ON DYNAMICS

As we have discussed in the main letter, the maximum value of LG becomes larger with the increase of N . This
fact is attributed to the effect of the measurement on Q3.

In Fig. S4, we plot the difference of the mean value of Q̂3 for different N . The red line, blue line, and green
line, respectively, correspond to the cases of N = 10, N = 100, and N = 10000 with U = 0. This quantity would
characterize the effect of the measurement on the time evolution. The figure shows that the effect of the measurement
becomes more significant as N becomes larger.
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FIG. S4: Difference between the mean value of Q̂3 with and without the measurement during the time evolution as
a function of the time. The red line, blue line, and green line, respectively, correspond to the cases of N = 10,
N = 100, and N = 10000 with U = 0.

FIG. S5: (a) Violation of the LGI. (b) Three correlation functions C12 (the red dashed line), C23 (the black solid
line) and C13 (the green dotted line) as functions of τ . Here the parameters are N = 10000 and Λ = 0.

V. VIOLATION OF THE LGI FOR LARGE PARTICLE NUMBER IN THE SINGLE PARTICLE
REGIME

Here, we test the LGI for N larger than 100 in the absence of on-site interaction. Fig. S5(a) shows the violation
of the LG inequality for N = 10000. Comparing it with the violation for N = 100 in Fig. 4(a) of the main text, it
is clear that the value of the peak of LG becomes larger with the increase of N , due to more abrupt decrease of C13

(see Fig. S5(b)).

VI. RABI OSCILLATION REGIME

We here consider the accessibility of the BJJ model to the Rabi-oscillation between |N⟩L|0⟩R and |0⟩L|N⟩R and
show the violation of the LGI for the Rabi-oscillation.

It is known that there exists a regime where a mesoscopic two-mode oscillation takes place [S5, S6]. Here we set
the initial state to be |N⟩L|0⟩R, which gives Q1 = 1. For a certain extent of the number of particles N , e.g. for N = 8,
the clear two-mode oscillation between |N⟩L|0⟩R and |0⟩L|N⟩R appears as shown in Fig. S6(a).

This oscillation is contributed only by the ground state |E0⟩ and the first excited state |E1⟩ of the Hamiltonian in the
strong-coupling regime. Since, in this case, |E0⟩ ≃ (|N⟩L|0⟩R + |0⟩L|N⟩R)/

√
2 and |E1⟩ ≃ (|N⟩L|0⟩R − |0⟩L|N⟩R)/

√
2,

the initial state can be approximated as a superposition of |E0⟩ and |E1⟩. The dynamics is then given by

|Ψ(t)⟩ ≃ cosω1t|N⟩L|0⟩R + i sinω1t|0⟩L|N⟩R, (7)
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FIG. S6: (a) Two-mode oscillation between |8⟩L|0⟩R and |0⟩L|8⟩R for Λ = −50. (b) Violation of the LGI for the
dynamics shown in (a). The dashed line indicates the maximum value (LG = 1.5). T denotes the period of the
oscillation. (c)-(f) Overlap between the ground state of ĤBJJ and |N⟩L|0⟩R (the blue solid line) |0⟩L|N⟩R (the
orange dotted line) for a given Λ: N = 8 (c), 12 (d), 30 (e) and 100 (f). If the ground state is the bonding state,
⟨Ψ|E0⟩ becomes 1/

√
2 (the green dotted line).

where, ω1 = (E1 − E0)/2. Here E0 and E1 are the eigenenergies for |E0⟩ and |E1⟩, respectively. The period of the
oscillation is then simply given by T = π/ω1. This oscillation breaks the LGI with a maximum value 1.5, as shown
in Fig. S6(b). The Rabi oscillation, in fact, takes place without regard to the sign of Λ. When on-site interaction is
repulsive, the degenerate highest energy eigenstates |E8⟩ and |E7⟩ contribute to Rabi oscillation in the same way as |E0⟩
and |E1⟩ do for strong attractive interaction: |E8⟩ ≃ (|N⟩L|0⟩R + |0⟩L|N⟩R)/

√
2, |E7⟩ ≃ (|N⟩L|0⟩R − |0⟩L|N⟩R)/

√
2.

For sufficiently large N , however, the two-mode oscillation disappears because the ground state no longer becomes
the state (|N⟩L|0⟩R + |0⟩L|N⟩R)/

√
2 anymore. As shown in Figs. S6(c)-S6(f), for a certain extent of N , such as

N = 8 and 12, there is the region of Λ for which the ground state is (|N⟩L|0⟩R + |0⟩L|N⟩R)/
√
2. However, when N

becomes larger, the ground state |E0⟩ no longer becomes (|N⟩L|0⟩R + |0⟩L|N⟩R)/
√
2. It is consistent with the fact

that self-trapping takes place for large N beyond the critical value Λc.
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