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Leggett-Garg’s inequalities predict sharp bounds for some classical correlation functions that
address the quantum or classical nature of real-time evolutions. We experimentally observe the
violations of these bounds on single- and multi-qubit systems, in different settings, exploiting the
IBM Quantum platform. In the multi-qubit case we introduce the Leggett-Garg-Bell’s inequalities as
an alternative to the previous ones. Measuring these correlation functions, we find quantum error
mitigation to be essential to spot inequalities violations. Accessing only two qubit readouts, we
assess Leggett-Garg-Bell’s inequalities to emerge as the most efficient quantum coherence witnesses
to be used for investigating quantum hardware, among those introduced. Our analysis highlights
the limits of nowadays quantum platforms, showing that the above-mentioned correlation functions
deviate from theoretical prediction as the number of qubits and the depth of the circuit grow.

I. INTRODUCTION

As the effort in building fault-tolerant quantum com-
puters increases, the need for efficient benchmarking
and characterization of these devices becomes more and
more apparent. Several studies have been realized in
the direction of gauging current Noisy Intermediate-Scale
Quantum (NISQ) devices [1]: some of them focus on the
analysis of the entanglement behaviour of these systems
and ways of measuring it [2, 3], others propose new effi-
cient entanglement detectors to be used in experiments
[4–6]. In this work, we want to exploit Bell’s-like in-
equalities in time, dubbed Leggett-Garg’s inequalities
(LGIs) [7, 8], to test the quantum coherence of a quantum
hardware. The availability of the open platform ‘IBM
Quantum’ [9] gives us the opportunity of carrying out a
rigorous study of its performance highlighting, at same
time, the power of LGIs as witnesses of quantum coher-
ence, applying them to real-world experiments.

A plethora of experimental tests of LGIs, and similar
conditions, have been already performed on two-level sys-
tems [10–12] as well as more complicated experimental
setups like photonic systems, phosphorus impurities in
silicon, superconducting devices, and nuclear magnetic
resonances [13–19]. However, while numerical computa-
tion of LGIs to assess the quantum coherence of an open
quantum systems has been carried out in the past years
[20, 21], their investigation along the real time-dynamics
of quantum hardware has rarely been considered as topic
of study [22, 23]. As IBM Quantum becomes more pop-
ular [24–26] and its performance improves [27–29], we
gauge it as the perfect remotely programmable play-
ground for analysing the prowess of LGI in detecting
quantum coherence [30–32].

Understanding the frontier between quantum and clas-
sical mechanics and how the latter arises from the former
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are open problems and vivid topics of study. Follow-
ing the flood of the studies about how macroscopic
quantum coherence could be realized in laboratory, Leg-
gett and Garg wrote Bell’s-like inequalities that test cor-
relations of the same system measured at different times;
in contrast with spatial Bell’s inequalities that put con-
strains on the correlations of spatially separated systems
[7, 8]. The starting point of the LGIs is the definition of
macrorealism. This is contained in a small set of prin-
ciples which have been phrased as follows: i) Macroscopic
realism per se (MRPS): a macroscopic object with two
or more, macroscopically dinstinct, available states is, at
any given time, in a definite one of those states. ii) Non-
invasive measurability (NIM): it is possible in principle to
determine in which of these states the system is, without
any effect on the state itself or on the subsequent sys-
tem dynamics. When one of these assumptions is not
satisfied, one may assert that the system cannot be de-
scribed by a macrorealistic theory, i.e. a theory which
adheres to our intuition of how the macroscopic world
should behave. Thus, assuming a quantum theory as the
only alternative to a macrorealistic theory, LGIs can dis-
tinguish between classical and quantum systems.

In calculating LGIs, one considers consecutive meas-
urements on a single system at different times and as-
sumes NIM to hold. A heated argument which rises
from this assumption is the so-called ‘clumsiness loop-
hole’. This argument can be summarized as follows: ob-
serving a LGI violation, a skeptical macrorealist might al-
ways appeal to hidden invasiveness of the measurements
to explain the violations, since it is impossible to con-
clusively demonstrate that a physical measurement is in
fact non-invasive [33]. The analogous loophole in Bell’s
inequalities is the communication loophole [34], which
can be solved assuming that the measurements are suf-
ficiently separated in space, so that one measurement
cannot influence the other. This is commonly known as
the principle of locality [35]. As an effort to go beyond
the clumsiness loophole in LGIs, a hybrid version of the
LGIs has been investigated [36–38]. These conditions,
called Leggett-Garg-Bell’s inequalities (LGBIs), extend
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LGIs as both temporal and spatial Bell’s like inequalit-
ies [36–39]. They assume the measurement of spatially
separated parts of a system at different times so that the
principle of NIM may be substituted by the principle of
locality [35].

In general, most of the experimental tests of the LGIs
conducted so far suffer from the ‘clumsiness loophole’ [33]
and it is still an open question whether loophole-free
Leggett-Garg’s protocols can be constructed. In the only
cases in which LGIs have been implemented on the IBM
Quantum architecture [22, 23], to the best of our know-
ledge, the authors circumvent the problem of NIM by
use of an alternative witness. They introduce a condi-
tion that defines a ‘clumsy macrorealism’ which embodies
the possibility of modifications of the state of the system
after a measurement and discuss its properties in several
settings.

Also, in the case of LGBIs, for the principle of locality
to hold, one may observe that the parts of the system
which are measured should be infinitely distant or dis-
tant enough according to the Lieb-Robinson bound [40],
condition which may not be satisfied in the settings we
are interested in.

In this work we will not discuss these technicalities in
detail, nevertheless we believe our work may stimulate
the search for generalizations of LGIs/LGBIs where the
NIM/locality assumption can be relaxed. For a more de-
tailed treatment of the loopholes of both LGIs and LGBIs
we encourage the reader to consult Refs. [23, 41] and ref-
erences therein.

Evidently, quantum hardware may benefit from
quantum coherence witnesses, like LGIs and LGBIs, act-
ing as benchmark of their proper functionality. At the
same time, investigating theoretical bounds of correla-
tion functions on experimental setups is quite interesting
on its own, from a fundamental standpoint. With this in
mind, we first introduce LGIs and LGBIs; then, we dis-
cuss the prototypical example of a single qubit (spin-1/2),
evolving under a unitary dynamics, comparing the exper-
imental results against the theoretical ones. We measure
the LGIs for one of the IBM Quantum transmons, which
plays the role of a quantum qubit, evolving with its own
dynamics, experimentally showing the effects of decoher-
ence on the hardware. This allow us to roughly estimate
the value of the coherence time 〈T2〉 of the transmon, in
agreement with the nominal value for the processor used
and the effective dynamics which describes it. Moreover,
we investigate multi-qubit systems, calculating LGIs and
LGBIs in different settings. We observe LGIs and LGBIs
violations in several experimental setups addressing the
quantum coherence of the hardware in the timescales in-
vestigated. Finally, we apply LGBIs to a many-body ex-
ample, namely the transverse field Ising model, to show
that the performance of the hardware worsens with an
increasing depth of the circuit. This result allows us to
elaborate on the quantum coherence of IBM Quantum
processors in case of multi-qubit computations and draw
our conclusions. Error mitigation is exploited during this

work to improve the performance of the readouts of the
IBM Quantum processors. We observe that such proced-
ure is essential to witness most of inequalities violations
we address, thus showing the limits of the hardware and
the power of LGIs/LGBIs alike.

II. LEGGETT-GARG’S INEQUALITIES

Leggett-Garg’s inequalities predict thresholds for clas-
sical correlation functions which can be violated if the
system behaves according to quantum mechanics. Their
definition is based on the concept of macrorealism that
is encoded in a set of assumptions which a classical sys-
tem must stick to [8, 41]. Based on the assumptions
introduced above, Leggett and Garg derived Bell’s-like
inequalities that any system behaving ‘classically’ should
obey. Violations of these inequalities provide evidence of
quantum behavior of a system if it is accepted that the
alternative to classical theories is quantum mechanics. In
App. A, we present a detailed derivation of the LGIs, ac-
cording to [41], for the sake of completeness. Here we
introduce the basic details and show the inequalities we
will use for the remainder of the work.

Let us define a classical dichotomic variable Q which
can assume values +1 or −1: Q(ti) = Qi stands for the
measurement value of the observable at time ti. We de-
note with Pi(Qi) the probability of obtaining the result
Qi. The correlation function Cij is written as

Cij =
∑

Qi,Qj=±1
QiQjPij(Qi, Qj), (1)

where the subscripts of P remind us of the times at which
the measurements are performed. Assuming the principle
introduced before to hold, one can prove that

K3 = C12 + C23 − C13, − 3 ≤ K3 ≤ 1;

K ′3 = −C12 − C23 − C13, − 3 ≤ K ′3 ≤ 1;

Kperm
3 = −C12 + C23 + C13, − 3 ≤ Kperm

3 ≤ 1.

(2)

These are all the conditions on the possible different cor-
relations functions one can derive at third-order, namely
performing three measurements in time, t1 < t2 < t3.

Even though LGIs are not necessary conditions to as-
sess the quantum coherence of the time evolution [42, 43],
they have been successfully utilized to address this prob-
lem in the study of open quantum systems [20, 21].

III. LEGGETT-GARG-BELL’S INEQUALITIES

Leggett-Garg’s inequalities can be computed on any
kind of systems as the only prerequisite is the definition
of a dichotomic variable. Taking into account a large
ensemble of qubits it is possibile to exploit them consid-
ering a global variable, e.g. total angular momentum or
spin, as done in Ref. [44, 45]. From an experimental point
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of view, it may lead to bigger errors in the computation
as it implies the readout of all the qubits. Remarkably,
it is possible to take into account different inequalities
that circumvent this problem. The rationale behind this
extension is to substitute the NIM postulate with the
one of locality as anticipated before. In this framework,
measurements are made at different times and at distinct
locations, so that locality can be invoked to justify non-
invasiveness. The analytical derivation of the inequalit-
ies is equivalent to the one of the LGIs where the second
measurement is performed on a different location. Here
we define the correlation function CABij as

CABij =
∑

QAi ,Q
B
j =±1

QAi Q
B
j P

AB
ij (QAi , Q

B
j ), (3)

where the subscripts i, j denote the times when the
measurements are performed and the superscripts A,B
are two spatially-separated locations. Considering mac-
roscopic realism and ‘Bell/macroscopic locality’ one
gets [38, 39]

T3 = CAB12 + CAB23 − CAB13 , − 3 ≤ T3 ≤ 1;

T ′3 = −CAB12 − CAB23 − CAB13 , − 3 ≤ T ′3 ≤ 1;

T perm
3 = −CAB12 + CAB23 + CAB13 , − 3 ≤ T perm

3 ≤ 1.

(4)

at third-order, i.e. considering three time instants.
The introduction of the LGB’s correlation functions T

will be very useful for us in the context of gauging IBM
Quantum. In fact, since they involve the measurement
of only two qubits but intrinsically take into account the
spatial degrees of freedom of the system, they might be
a valid alternative to LGIs on multi-qubit systems.

IV. SINGLE QUBIT EXPERIMENTS

A. Time evolution of a single qubit

The starting point of the investigation of LGIs would
be naturally the canonical example of a qubit evolving
under the Hamiltonian

H =
Γxσx

2
, (5)

where Γx is the qubit frequency (we set ~ = 1). It can
be used both as an introduction to how LGIs work and
can be interpreted, as well as a first benchmark of the
IBM Quantum hardware. The analytical calculation of
the LGIs for a two-level system is straightforward and
proceeds as follows. First, we choose Q̂ = σz as the
dichotomic operator taking values ±1 if the z-component
of the spin of the qubit is up/down; secondly, since the
evolution operator

U(t) = e−i
Γxσx

2 t, (6)

0 π/2 π 3π/2 2π

Γxτ

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

1

K3 K ′3 Kperm
3

Figure 1. Top: LGIs as a function of the time difference
between two subsequent measurements (circuit depth 7). The
curves show K3, K′3 and Kperm

3 , according to Eq. (8). The
violation threshold is marked by the solid black line. Mark-
ers are experimental results, solid lines are theoretical predic-
tions. The error bars are not visible as the statistical error
is about 10−2. Bottom: Diagram of the evolution and the
measurement scheme.

is a simple rotation around the x-axis, the correlation Cij
takes the analytical expression [41, 46]:

Cij = cos Γx(tj − ti). (7)

If we set t3−t2 = t2−t1 = τ we can express the functions
K3,K

′
3,K

perm
3 in terms of the time difference between the

two measurements:

K3 = 2 cos Γxτ − cos 2Γxτ ,

K ′3 = −2 cos Γxτ − cos 2Γxτ ,

Kperm
3 = cos 2Γxτ .

(8)

These functions oscillate in time and violate the inequal-
ities only for certain values of τ . The quantities in Eq. (8)
are plotted in Fig. 1 as continuous curves. As shown in
Fig. 1 and observed in Ref. [47], K3 and K ′3 appear to
be complementary: one is violated when the other is not
and vice-versa. This complementary behavior allows a
detection of the non-classical properties of the two-level
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system over the full parameter range.
It can be seen that this is just a particular case due to
the specific choice of the Hamiltonian and the dichotomic
variable. Hence one should not be misled that third-order
LGIs can provide a comprehensive picture of the phys-
ics of the system. However, as already pointed out, the
comparison between theoretical and experimental calcu-
lation of LGIs may be informative of the performance of
the hardware and the used experimental setup.
The evolution of the system considered in this section
is straightforwardly implemented in IBM Quantum. We
consider Nτ = 75 values for τ ∈ [0, 2π/Γx] and evaluate
Cij , in particular

C12(τ) = 〈σz(0)σz(τ)〉,
C13(τ) = 〈σz(0)σz(2τ)〉,
C23(τ) = 〈σz(τ)σz(2τ)〉,

(9)

measuring the spin along the z-axis at the two appropri-
ate time instants as shown in the bottom panel of Fig. 1.
We repeat each evolution, together with the needed meas-
urements, nshots = 213 times. In the upper panel we
show the results of the experiment performed on the IBM
Quantum open access hardware ‘ibmq_manila’ (mark-
ers) and the analytical predictions according to Eq. (9)
(solid lines). Error bars are not visible as the error on
the measurement outcomes should be estimated of order
1/
√
nshots ≈ 10−2.

From Fig. 1 is evident that the experimental results devi-
ate from Eq. (8) around Γxτ ∼ π even though the qualit-
ative picture is the same. Remarkably, while the results
are not perfectly in agreement with the theoretical ones,
we see that the LGIs threshold is always violated, wit-
nessing that the interaction with the environment does
not spoil the quantum dynamics. We seize this oppor-
tunity to mention that all the shown experimental results
are obtained performing error mitigation. A detailed ex-
planation on how it works and its huge influence on the
outcomes is given in App. B.

B. Transmon qubit

An interesting case study, in relation with IBM
Quantum, is analysing the evolution of one of the qubits
of the quantum hardware when it is left untouched by
the quantum circuit. The processors provided by IBM
Quantum are constituted by transmons which can be
modeled, for our purposes, as a two-level system de-
scribed by the Hamiltonian:

Heff = −~Ω

2
σz. (10)

It is possible to measure the LGIs on this system in the
following way. Since one is interested in the dynamics of
the transmon according to Heff, one can force the hard-
ware to evolve acting on an ancilla qubit with identity
gates. In this way the transmon we are interested in

0 20 40 60
t (µs)

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

1

K3 K ′3 Kperm
3

Figure 2. LGI as a function of the time difference between two
subsequent measurements calculated on the transmon qubit
evolution. The dashed curves are the theoretical predictions
according to Eq. (8), the markers are the experimental res-
ults (statistical error is less than the size of the markers). A
violation does not occur after t ∼ 45µs in the experimental
data, witnessing the loss of coherence of the system. This
is compatible with IBM Quantum estimation (at the time of
the experiment) of the coherence time for the used system
(‘ibmq_manila’): 〈T2〉 = 55µs. The error bars are not visible
as the statistical error is about 10−2.

would not be touched by the quantum gates and would
evolve under its intrinsic ‘physical’ Hamiltonian Heff. In
Heff, Ω ' 4.971 GHz is the nominal frequency of the
qubit used for the experiment [9]. Since the default ini-
tial state of the processors is |0〉, the qubit is rotated in
the state |+〉 = 1√

2
(|0〉+ |1〉) by use of an Hadamard gate

at the initial time. Then the evolution is executed. The
qubit rotates in the same fashion discussed in relation to
Fig. 1, with its own intrinsic frequency Ω. In Fig. 2 we
plot the LG’s correlation functions K as a function of
time. We observe that the threshold 1 is violated mul-
tiple times, for t < 30µs. For long evolution times, the
dynamics is damped witnessing the loss of coherence in
the system. The average coherence time estimated for the
quantum hardware we used (‘ibmq_manila’), according
to IBM, is 〈T2〉 ∼ 55µs. We observe that assuming the
theoretical behaviour to hold, i.e. without any damping
(dashed lines), K3 should have exceeded the threshold
periodically. However, the the experimental results do
not violate the LGIs where one would have expected the-
oretically ( t ∼ 45µs). This is quite in agreement with the
coherence time 〈T2〉 ∼ 55µs predicted by IBM Quantum.
Here we point out that the nominal coherence time av-
erage 〈T2〉 is estimated at each recalibration of the pro-
cessors. The value we write here is the one reported at
the time the experiment was performed.
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0 π/2 π 3π/2 2π

Γxτ

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

1

(a)

K3 K ′3 Kperm
3

0 π/2 π 3π/2 2π

Γxτ

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

1

(b)

K3 K ′3 Kperm
3

0 π/2 π 3π/2 2π

Γxτ

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

1

(c)

T3 T ′3 T perm
3

Figure 3. LGBIs and LGIs on a two-qubits system. Markers are experimental results (statistical error is less than the size
of the markers), solid lines are numerical predictions obtained with exact diagonalization. In panel (a) LGIs calculated on a
single qubit (circuit depth 11); in panel (b) LGI sconsidering the total spin of the system (circuit depth 11); in panel (c) LGBIs
(circuit depth 10). The horizontal line marks the threshold of the inequalities. Bottom: Measurement scheme for calculating
a LGI/LGBI and diagram of the evolution. Red crosses in the measurement scheme label qubits which are not measured at
times ti and tj , green checkmarks denote the qubits that are measured.

V. MULTI-QUBIT EXPERIMENTS

The ultimate goal of quantum computation is realizing
a scalable and fault-tolerant quantum computer, which
allows the usage of a large ensemble of qubits, taming the
errors accumulating during the computation. For this
reason we want to investigate the behaviour of the in-
equalities we have introduced in multi-qubit systems, to
highlight their usefulness and efficiency. In multi-qubit
systems the LGIs would require a dichotomic variable
which is defined on the entire ensemble [45]. For in-
stance, one could choose the total spin along the z-axis
Sz =

∑
i σ

z
i . With increasing system size, however, not

only the sources of error during the computation accumu-
lates, but also the ones due to readouts, when measuring
the whole ensemble of qubits. We point out that the
readout error is a huge constraint for IBM Quantum and
error mitigation complexity scales exponentially with the
system size. For this reason one would like to narrow the
number of qubits to be measured to the smallest possible
amount. With this in mind, we will exploit LGBIs which,
by definition, take into account both temporal and spatial
correlations in the system and only require two readouts.
We will compare the LGBIs with the LGIs, that can be
defined both performing measurements on a single qubit
and on all the qubits, and discuss their limitations.

A. Non-interacting qubits

Let us start by considering a two-qubits system. We
investigate LGIs calculated performing measurements on
a single qubit (LGIs single-qubit), LGI where the dicho-
tomic variable is a global one (LGIs multi-qubit), i.e.
measuring all the qubits, and LGBIs where two readouts
on two different qubits are realized. We examine the
dynamics of two qubits, initially entangled, evolving in-
dependently according to the Hamiltonian

H =

N∑
i=1

Γi
2
σxi , (11)

and measured at times t1, t2, t3; here Γi = Γx ∀i. As
before, we will assume t2 − t1 = t3 − t2 = τ and plot the
results as a function of the time difference τ . The initial
state of the system is a Bell state

|ψ〉 =
1√
2

(|00〉+ |11〉), (12)

obtained by use of an Hadamard gate and a CNOT. For
each setup we have introduced above (LGIs single-qubit,
LGIs multi-qubit, LGBIs), we take Nτ = 75 values for
τ ∈ [0, 2π/Γx] and repeat each simulation nshots = 213

times on ‘ibmq_manila’. The continuous lines in Fig. 3
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are obtained calculating the correlation function exactly according to

Cij(ti, tj) = 〈Q̂(ti)Q̂(tj)〉 =
∑
n,m

qnqm Tr
{

ΠmU(tj , ti)ΠnU(ti, 0)ρ0U
†(ti, 0)ΠnU

†(tj , ti)Πm

}
. (13)

Here qn are the possible values of the dichotomic ob-
servable Q̂, Πn are the corresponding projection operat-
ors, U(tj , ti) = e−iHt is the evolution operator and ρ0
is the density matrix of the system at time t = 0. This
expression can be easily calculated analytically in case
of non-interacting Hamiltonians [45] and numerically in
case of interacting-ones. A sketch of the evolution and of
the measurement scheme is depicted in the bottom pan-
els of Fig. 3. Each upper panel plot corresponds to a
different setup described in “Measurement scheme”: the
rows q1, q2 correspond to the two qubits of the system
and the columns ti, tj denote the times at which meas-
urements are performed. We mark the square box with
a red cross if a qubits is left untouched by the measure-
ments at a given time; we check it with green checkmarks
if the qubit is measured instead.

In panel (a) of Fig. 3 we perform two measurements,
for each choice of τ , on the same qubit (LGIs single-
qubit). We choose as dichotomic variable σz1 (considering
σz2 would be analogous) and calculate the LGIs. Evid-
ently the result is equivalent to the one in Fig. 1. We
ascribe this behaviour to the fact that single-qubit LGIs
are measuring the coherence of the single qubit and they
cannot provide information on the full system, even if the
qubits are entangled at the beginning of the evolution. In
panel (b) of Fig. 3 we calculate the LGIs choosing a di-
chotomic observable defined on the whole system, namely
Q̂ = 2 |∑i σ

z
i | − 1 = σz1σ

z
2 (LGIs multi-qubit). Evidently

a violation of the LGIs occurs. This allows us to af-
firm that LGIs can be used to detect the quantum coher-
ence during the evolution in the time interval considered.
Since we are using a global observable, we are confident
that the information provided concerns the whole sys-
tem. The bottleneck of multi-qubit LGIs is the required
number of single-qubit readouts. Since it scales with the
size of the system and error mitigation is mandatory, as
discussed in App. B, it is not affordable for large system
sizes.

Finally in panel (c) of Fig. 3 we calculate the LGBIs
measuring σz1 and σz2 . We observe that also LGBIs are
able to detect the quantum coherence of the evolution.
In this experimental set-up, the violation is much
stronger than in the case of LGIs multi-qubit, however
one cannot assert with generality that LGBIs exhibits
stronger violations with respect to LGIs in all cases.
Let us comment that LGBIs can detect the quantum
coherence with only two single-qubit readouts instead
of measuring an observable defined on the whole sys-
tem. Evidently, it would be interesting to expand the
investigation to larger systems. For this reason in the

following we will focus on LGBIs, to observe if they are
able to witness the quantum coherence of the system
also in a many-body scenario.

B. Interacting qubits

Having understood that the family of inequalities we
have introduced can be successfully exploited to witness
the quantum coherence of a quantum evolution, from
now on the focus of the study will be the performance
of the hardware used, investigated exploiting LGBIs. In
particular, we will discuss an interacting quantum many-
body system to elaborate on the performances of IBM
Quantum in a physically intriguing setup.

Simulating interacting systems on quantum computers
is well-known to be a famously daunting task and bound
by very small coherence times [48, 49]. In this respect,
we decided to consider an interacting evolution where
the interaction contribution is a slight perturbation over
a non-interacting dynamics.

Here we investigate a system of N = 5 qubits, initially
entangled in a GHZ state (|00000〉 + |111111〉)/

√
2, to

be reproduced on ‘ibmq_manila’, during a transverse-
field-Ising-chain-like (TFIC) evolution described by the
Hamiltonian

H = −J
N−1∑
i=1

σzi σ
z
i+1 −

N∑
i=1

Γiσ
x
i ; (14)

N = 5 is the maximum number of qubits available in
‘ibmq_manila’. We measure σz1 and σz5 to calculate the
LGBIs. We consider J = 0.1 and Γi = 1 for i = 1, . . . , 4,
Γ5 = 2. The choice of the parameters is made in order
to have a violation of the inequalities for Γ1τ < 1 (see
App.C for more details).

In order to implement the evolution on the quantum
hardware, exploiting the fact that the interaction is
nearest-neighbors, we split the Hamiltonian in Heven =∑
i even

σzi σ
z
i+1 and Hodd =

∑
i odd

σzi σ
z
i+1, then we approx-

imate U(dt) ≈ e−iHevendte−iHodddt. To investigate the
behaviour of IBMQ for different circuit depths, we set
the number of applications of U(dt) at k = 1, 2, 3, 4, 5
with dt = τ/k.

In Fig. 4 the experimental outcomes of T3, T
′

3, T
perm
3

are shown together with the theoretical predictions. In
each panel we plot several curves for different values of
the number of Trotter steps, as a function of time. In
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0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
Γ1τ
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T3

k = 1

k = 2

k = 3

k = 4

k = 5

0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1
Γ1τ
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k = 1
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k = 5
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Γ1τ
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3

k = 1

k = 2

k = 3

k = 4

k = 5

Figure 4. Transverse field Ising Chain, J = 0.1 Γi = 1, i=1,..,4, Γ5 = 2. Markers are experimental results (statistical error is
less than the size of the markers); the curves are obtained according to Eq. (13). We observe an experimental violation of the
LGBIs.

Trotter steps C12 (depth) C13, C23 (depth)
k = 1 18 29
k = 2 29 51
k = 3 40 73
k = 4 51 95
k = 5 62 117

Table I. Circuit depth of the circuits related to Fig. 4 for
different values of the number of Trotter steps. In column
C12 and C13, C23 we write the circuit depths related to the
circuits used to estimate C12 and C13, C23 respectively.

Table I we write the circuits depths for the different im-
plementations considered. While the agreement between
numerical and experimental simulations should improve
increasing the number of steps in the Trotterization, as
the approximation of the evolution is more accurate, we
observe that the experimental results deviate more and
more from the theoretical prediction with increasing k.
We believe this is due to the errors accumulating during
the computation, which grow with the number of gates
implemented in the circuit. Furthermore, we observe that
while the agreement between experiments and numerical
simulations is not perfect, the qualitative behaviour is
somehow reproduced and it is possible to observe a viol-
ation of the inequalities both in T

′

3 and T perm
3 for several

values of circuit depths. This could be used to estim-
ate the coherence time of the many-body system, since
considering longer simulations one could expect that no
other violation of the inequalities occurs as the number
of gates applied increases.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

With the advent of modern technologies, the study of
entanglement and quantum coherence of physical systems
is crossing the boundaries of purely theoretical interest
and is starting to intertwine with the practical invest-
igation of now available quantum platforms. For this
reason, reliable entanglement detectors and entanglement

witnesses are becoming more and more important. In
this work we have decided to exploit IBM Quantum pro-
cessors to investigate a class of well-known quantum co-
herence witnesses. We have introduced Legget-Garg’s
inequalities (LGIs) and Leggett-Garg-Bell’s inequalities
(LGBIs) and measured their outcomes in different phys-
ical set-ups, taking advantage of the versatile program-
mable nature of IBM Quantum.

We have shown experimental violations of the LGIs
and LGBIs in single- and multi-qubit systems. We have
observed that, investigating reasonable timescales, the
LGIs are in agreement with theoretical results in non-
interacting systems, witnessing that the IBM Quantum
processor used (‘ibmq_manila’) is robust against deco-
herence at early times. Furthermore, we have explicitly
investigated the coherence of one of the transmons consti-
tuting ‘ibmq_manila’ processor. We let it evolve under
its own dynamics, according to the effective transmon
Hamiltonian, and observed that LGIs violations do oc-
cur up to a characteristic time which is compatible with
the nominal coherence time of the system 〈T2〉. The nom-
inal value of 〈T2〉 considered is the one which has been
estimated at the time of the experiment.

To further deepen the investigation of the Legget-
Garg’s-like inequalities we have considered two-qubits
systems where the qubits, initially entangled in a Bell’s
state, evolve independently. We have made a compar-
ison among LGIs using a single qubit dichotomic vari-
able, LGIs using a global observable and LGBIs. We
have shown that LGBIs provide the same violation of
the threshold as LGIs in the time range investigated re-
quiring only two readouts. As a consequence one can fo-
cus on the calculation of LGBIs for studying multi-qubit
systems.

Furthermore we have elaborated on the necessity of
error mitigation for the observation of the inequalities
violations in a wide range of the time interval. Error
mitigation complexity scales exponentially with the sys-
tem size and becomes quickly unfeasible for the estima-
tion of LGIs using multi-qubits observable. Then, LGBIs
show also the merit of requiring only two measurements
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whatever the size of the system, such that error mitiga-
tion is always possible after the experiments.

To apply the condition we have introduced to a relev-
ant physical case and to benchmark the IBM Quantum
platform, we discussed a quantum many-body problem
where interaction is added as a small perturbation on a
non-interacting dynamics. In this simple case, where the
value of the parameters is fine-tuned, we observed exper-
imental results violate the threshold, but deviating from
the curves predicted by analytical results. Furthermore
we showed that quantum coherence is lost increasing the
number of number of gates of the system.

In conclusion, our results both show the experimental
observation on a quantum computer of violations of
Leggett-Garg’s type inequalities and provide evidence of
the usefulness of these quantum witnesses in the context
of NISQ devices. The results also suggest that, increas-
ing the circuit depth, even LGBIs, which emerge as the
most efficient witnesses, among the ones introduced, rap-
idly depart from the theoretical prediction and may fail
in detecting quantum coherence, since the gates errors
accumulate.

As we have observed that Leggett-Garg’s type inequal-
ities can be successfully used to discriminate against
classical or quantum evolution, one would be interested
in checking their behaviour with larger system sizes
and more complex quantum circuits. It could also
be interesting to investigate particular topologies, not
currently available in IBM Quantum, which allow to
connect an ancilla to all the qubits performing a given
computation, in order to assess if ancilla-based methods
may be beneficial in this framework.
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Appendix A: Derivation of LGI

Let us derive the Leggett-Garg’s inequalities in Eq. (8)
explicitly. Derivation of LGBI is analogous where Bell
locality plays the role of NIM.
Let us start with the definition of a classical dichotomic
variable Q. It must take two values Q = ±1, but it is not
necessary associated to a dichotomic operator [45]. We
use Q(ti) = Qi to denote the measurement value of the
observable at time ti. Finally we label the probability of
obtaining the result Qi at time ti as Pi(Qi). Therefore,
the correlation function Cij can be defined as follows:

Cij =
∑

Qi,Qj=±1
QiQjPij(Qi, Qj), (A1)

where the subscripts of P are used to explicitly remind
the reader of the times at which the measurements were
performed. The assumption of macrorealism per se guar-
antees that Pij can be obtained as the marginal probab-
ility of Pij(Qi, Qj , Qk).

Pijk =
∑

Qk;k 6=i,j

Pijk(Qi, Qj , Qk) (A2)

Without the assumption of non-invasive measurability,
earlier measurements may affect the following ones and
the probabilities do not necessarily come from a joint
probability distribution. Considering instead the NIM
assumption to hold, measurements do not affect the
state of the system or the subsequent system dynam-
ics. Therefore the order of the measurements is not im-
portant; one can drop the subscripts of Pijk and use
the P (Qi, Qj , Qk) to calculate the three correlation func-
tions: C12, C23, C13. Starting from the general expression

Cij =
∑

Qi,Qj=±1
QiQjP (Qi, Qj) = 〈QiQj〉, (A3)
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we obtain

C12 =P (+,+,+) + P (+,+,−) + P (−,−,+)+

+ P (−,−,−)− P (+,−,+)− P (+,−,−)+

− P (−,+,+)− P (−,+,−),

C13 =P (+,+,+) + P (+,−,+) + P (−,+,−)+

+ P (−,−,−)− P (+,+,−)− P (+,−,−)+

− P (−,+,+)− P (−,−,+),

C23 =P (+,+,+) + P (−,+,+) + P (+,−,−)+

+ P (−,−,−)− P (+,+,−)− P (−,+,+)+

− P (+,−,+)− P (−,−,+),

(A4)

where we have used P (±,±,±) = P (±1,±1,±1).
Exploiting the completeness relation∑
Qi,Qj ,Qk

P (Qi, Qj , Qk) = 1, we obtain K3 =

C12 + C23 − C13:

K3 = 1− 4[P (+,−,+) + P (−,+,−)]. (A5)

The upper bound of K3 is given by P (+,−,+) =
P (−,+,−) = 0 which is K3 = 1; the lower bound, in-
stead, is given by P (+,−,+) + P (−,+,−) = 1, hence
K3 ≥ −3. Besides the above inequality, that is

− 3 ≤ K3 ≤ 1 (A6)

other inequalities exist, that can be found in the literat-
ure.
Various symmetry properties may be used to derive fur-
ther constrains on the correlations. First, we can redefine
the dichotomic variableQ→ −Q at different times inK3.
This operation generates the following inequality:

− 3 ≤ K ′3 ≤ 1; K ′3 ≡ −C12 − C23 − C13. (A7)

Finally, the last, different, third order inequality can be
obtained from K3, just changing a sign:

− 3 ≤ Kperm
3 ≤ 1; Kperm

3 ≡ −C12 + C23 + C13. (A8)

In principle, one can derive other functions starting from
the function K3 and building all the quantities obtained
permuting all the time indices. In our example (three
measurements in time, i.e. order 3), the only three
different cases are the inequalities proposed above.

Appendix B: Error mitigation

Quantum error mitigation refers to a series of tech-
niques aimed at reducing (mitigating) the errors that oc-
cur in quantum computing algorithms due to hardware
limitations. These techniques try to reduce the impact
of noise in quantum computations without, in general,
completely removing it. As the sources of noise during
quantum computing algorithms are present through the
whole computation and a complete account of these is a

0 π/2 π 3π/2 2π

Γxτ

−4

−3

−2

−1

0

1

K3 K ′3 Kperm
3

Figure 5. As in Fig. 1 without error mitigation. LGI as a
function of the time difference between two subsequent meas-
urements.

very complex task, we decided to deal only with the error
occurring at readout. Namely, we tried to mitigate the
readout noise of IBM Quantum, correcting the output
of the experiment a posteriori. A way to deal with it is
already implemented in IBM Quantum and quite simple
in its realization; here we give an account of the basics.
Let us assume to have an n-qubit system. We perform a
measurement on all the qubits at a certain time and ob-
tain an n-bit string output. This string could be one of
2n possible realizations. Now let us assume that the same
output is read again and a different outcome is collected.
We might imagine that the noise perturbed the meas-
urement outcome, slightly modifying the output string.
Easily enough one could prepare all possible 2n states of
the n-qubit string and perform a readout on all of them,
in the hypothesis that the error on the preparation of the
states is negligible. Repeating the readout several times
on each of the 2n possible states, one can construct a
matrix M which contains the outcome probabilities for
each initial state, ideally without errors M = I. In the
framework we are working in, we may assume that the
noisy measurement output σnoisy is the product of M
times a noiseless output σnoiseless:

σnoisy = M · σnoiseless. (B1)

The error mitigated results σnoiseless are obtained apply-
ing M−1 on σnoisy.

This approach allows to collect better results than the
not-mitigated ones. We also acknowledge that its com-
plexity scales exponentially with the system size mak-
ing it necessary to deal with few qubits measurements.
In Fig. 5 we show an explicit example of experimental
measurements without error mitigation. The results are
a replica of the ones in Fig. 1. When error mitigation is
not performed, the performance of the hardware is evid-
ently worse.
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Figure 6. (a)−(c) As in Fig. 3 without error mitigation, (d) as in Fig. 4 without error mitigation. (a)−(c) LGBIs and LGIs on a
two-qubits system. Markers are experimental results, solid lines are numerical predictions obtained with exact diagonalization.
In panel (a) LGIs calculated on a single qubit; in panel (b) LGIs considering the total spin of the system; in panel (c) LGBIs.
(d) LGBIs calculated for the Transverse field Ising chain.

For completeness we also show the results without error
mitigation for Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 in Fig. 6.

Appendix C: Estimation of the parameters for the
interacting evolution

In this appendix we explain the choice of the paramet-
ers for the simulation of the many-body system, discussed
in Sec. V. We examine the dynamics of n-qubits, initially
entangled in a GHZ state (|0〉⊗n + |1〉⊗n)/

√
2, evolving

independently according to the Hamiltonian

H =

N∑
i=1

Γi
2
σxi , (C1)

In particular in Fig.7 we show contour plots of T3, T
′

3 and
T perm
3 in two different cases: i) upper panels show the res-

ult of the LGBIs among qubit 1 and qubit 2 for a system
composed of two qubits as a function of time and the ratio
Γ2/Γ1; ii) lower panels show the same quantities among
qubit 1 and qubit 5 evaluated for a system composed
of five qubits as a function of Γ5/Γ1 with Γ2,3,4 = Γ1.

The black regions correspond to values of the paramet-
ers where the LGBIs are not violated, yellow lobes cor-
respond to violations of the inequalities.

We observe that, in the case of the two-qubits system,
a violation of the inequalities occur for any value of the
ratio Γ2/Γ1 as a function of time. On the other hand,
in the case of the five-qubits system for Γ5/Γ1 = 1 no
violation occurs in any of T3, T

′

3 and T perm
3 . For this

reason, in Sec.V, we investigated the case where Γ5/Γ1 =
2 and Γ2,3,4 = Γ1.

Appendix D: Hardware properties

In this section we provide experimental details of the
quantum device. In table II we report the characteriz-
ation data of the IBM Quantum processor at the time
in which the simulations where performed. We refer the
reader to the official IBM Quantum site for further de-
tails [9].
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Quantum hardware properties Estimated value
Average

√
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Average CNOT gate error 0.01
Average readout error 0.03

Average relaxation time qubits 140 µs
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Gate length 0.03 µs

Table II. Characterization data of ‘ibmq_manila’ quantum
device at the time of the experiments.
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