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Current quantum simulators are primarily qubit-based, making them naturally suitable for simu-
lating 2-level quantum systems. However, many systems in nature are inherently d-level, including
higher spins, bosons, vibrational modes, and itinerant electrons. To simulate d-level systems on
qubit-based quantum simulators, an encoding method is required to map the d-level system onto
a qubit basis. Such mapping may introduce illegitimate states in the Hilbert space which makes
the simulation more sophisticated. In this paper, we develop a systematic method to address the
illegitimate states. In addition, we compare two different mappings, namely binary and symme-
try encoding methods, and compare their performance through variational simulation of the ground
state and time evolution of various many-body systems. While binary encoding is very efficient with
respect to the number of qubits it cannot easily incorporate the symmetries of the original Hamilto-
nian in its circuit design. On the other hand, the symmetry encoding facilitates the implementation
of symmetries in the circuit design, though it comes with an overhead for the number of qubits. Our
analysis shows that the symmetry encoding significantly outperforms the binary encoding, despite
requiring extra qubits. Their advantage is indicated by requiring fewer two-qubit gates, converging
faster, and being far more resilient to Barren plateaus. We have performed variational ground state
simulations of spin-1, spin-3/2, and bosonic systems as well as variational time evolution of spin-1
systems. Our proposal can be implemented on existing quantum simulators and its potential is
extendable to a broad class of physical models.

I. INTRODUCTION

The importance of quantum computation lies in their
capability for exponential speedup in simulating quan-
tum systems as well as addressing certain computational
problems. Quantum computers are programmable ma-
chines that can implement any unitary operation on
quantum systems and thus convert any quantum state
in the Hilbert space to another. Any unitary operation
can be decomposed to a combination of single-particle
rotations as well as a two-particle entangling gate, the
so-called universal gates. This creates the concept of
digital quantum computation in which the design of a
quantum computer reduces to implementation of the uni-
versal gates. Near-term noisy intermediate scale quan-
tum (NISQ) devices, however, suffer from various im-
perfection, including limited connectivity, short coher-
ence time, noisy gate operations, absence of quantum er-
ror correction, imperfect initialization, and faulty read-
out [1]. These imperfections make universal quantum
computation inaccessible, at least, in a near future for
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NISQ devices. Nonetheless, quantum simulators which
are programmable machines with the capability of real-
izing a limited class of unitary operations for emulating
complex quantum systems are feasible [2, 3]. Thanks to
recent advancement in quantum technologies quantum
simulators are emerging in various physical platforms,
including optical lattices [4–6], Rydberg atoms [7, 8], op-
tical chips [9–11], solid state systems [12], ion-traps [13–
16], and superconducting devises [17–25]. These imple-
mentations are mostly qubit-based, making them natu-
rally suitable for simulating two-level quantum systems.

Many systems in nature are inherently d-level (with
d > 2), including higher spins [26], bosons [27], vibra-
tional modes [28], and itinerant electrons [29]. Given
that most quantum simulator hardware is qubit-based,
a critical question is how these d-level systems can be
simulated on such simulators. In Ref. [30–33], several
encoding methods have been introduced to map a d-
level system onto a qubit system, where at a minimum,
⌈log2(d)⌉ qubits are required to simulate a d-level compo-
nent. Note that, for bosonic systems where d → ∞, one
has to apply a truncation. Simulating d-level systems on
qubit-based quantum simulators may face several chal-
lenges: (i) mapping d-level systems to qubit systems can
enlarge the corresponding Hilbert space, implying that
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certain regions of the Hilbert space should be avoided
during simulation; (ii) the resulting qubit Hamiltonian
may include multi-body interactions, which complicates
the quantum simulation; (iii) new strategies for incorpo-
rating symmetries of the original d-level system into the
qubit mapping need to be developed.

While universal quantum computation is not achiev-
able with NISQ simulators, one may wonder whether
such quantum devices can provide any computational ad-
vantage over classical computers. Indeed, the advantage
of NISQ simulators have been demonstrated in sampling
problems [10, 34, 35]. However, sampling problems do
not have practical applications. Hence, achieving practi-
cal advantage with NISQ simulators is still an open prob-
lem. Variational Quantum Algorithms (VQAs) are the
most promising approach for achieving quantum advan-
tage in NISQ era. VQAs have been developed for a range
of applications, including quantum chemistry [15, 36–40],
combinatorial optimization [41, 42], quantum machine
learning [43–48], dynamical simulations in closed [49–53]
and open [51, 54–57] systems, quantum sensing [58–64],
and condensed matter physics [16, 65, 66]. Variational
Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) is an important class of
VQAs which tend to simulate the low-energy eigenstates
of a given Hamiltonian [38, 67–70]. Exploiting the in-
herent symmetries of the Hamiltonian in the VQE proto-
col, either through tailored circuit design [66, 71–77] or
by incorporating them into the cost function as penalty
terms [78, 79], is extremely beneficial in simplifying the
protocol. However, most of these symmetry exploiting
methods have been focused on qubit systems. Mapping
symmetries of d-level quantum systems into qubit quan-
tum circuits remains unexplored.

In this paper, we focus on the variational simulation of
d-level systems on qubit-based quantum simulators. We
first show that mapping from d-level systems to qubits
may result in introduction of illegitimate states in the
qubit Hilbert space which have no correspondence to the
original system. We provide a systematic penalty ap-
proach to prevent these states to spoil our variational
simulations. We then consider two different mappings,
namely binary and symmetry encoding methods. Bi-
nary encoding is efficient with respect to the number of
qubits, though, it cannot incorporate symmetries in the
circuit design. The symmetry encoding provides a natu-
ral way for incorporating the symmetries of the original
Hamiltonian into the circuit of the qubit-based quantum
simulators, although with an overhead of requiring ex-
tra qubits. Through comprehensive variational quantum
simulation of the ground state and non-equilibrium dy-
namics of several spin and bosonic many-body systems
we demonstrate that symmetry encoding outperforms the
binary mapping. This advantage reveals itself in fewer
two-qubit gates, faster convergence and less sensitivity
to training issues such as Barren plateau. Our proposal
offers a promising and timely approach for simulating d-
level systems on qubit-based platforms, with potential
applications extendable to other types of quantum simu-

lators.

II. VARIATIONAL QUANTUM ALGORITHMS

Variational Quantum Algorithms (VQAs) have
emerged as a promising class of algorithms that lever-
age the hybrid quantum-classical approach to solve
optimization problems and simulate quantum systems,
particularly beneficial in the Noisy Intermediate-Scale
Quantum (NISQ) era. In this section, we provide a brief
introduction to the VQAs, focusing on their applications
in preparing the ground state of a given Hamiltonian,
or simulating a non-equilibrium dynamics using the
shallowest possible quantum circuit.
The Variational Quantum Eigensolver (VQE) is a piv-

otal example of VQA dedicated to finding the low en-
ergy eigenstates (e.g. the ground state) of a Hamil-
tonian, which is central to understanding the physical
properties of quantum systems. In the VQE algorithm, a

quantum state, denoted as |ψ(θ⃗)⟩, is prepared through
a parameterized quantum circuit acting on an initial

state, expressed as |ψ(θ⃗)⟩=U(θ⃗)|ψ0⟩, for a given N qubits.
This parameterized quantum circuit, often referred as
the ansatz, incorporates a set of tunable parameters

θ⃗ = (θ1, θ2, . . . , θL), and |ψ0⟩ is the initial state. Vary-

ing θ⃗ enables the output of the quantum circuit, namely

|ψ(θ⃗)⟩, to explore a segment of the Hilbert space, which
is called reachable set. Notably, in circuits of significant
depth, and thus large number of parameters L, the reach-
able set can span the entire Hilbert space, allowing the
preparation of any quantum state of N qubits. However,
the goal is to keep the circuit as shallow as possible, focus-
ing on the most relevant part of the Hilbert space. Specif-
ically, VQE aims for a comparatively shallow ansatz that
the reachable set contains the ground state of the Hamil-
tonian of interest H. Various ansatzes have been pro-
posed, each differing in complexity [38, 80–83]. The ex-

pectation value of the Hamiltonian ⟨H⟩ = ⟨ψ(θ⃗)|H|ψ(θ⃗)⟩
is measured at the output of the simulator. One then it-

eratively minimize ⟨H⟩ with respect to the parameters θ⃗
using a classical optimization algorithm, such as the gra-
dient decent [84]. After a few iterations, ⟨H⟩ reaches its
minimum for a special set of parameters θ⃗∗. If the reach-
able set contains the ground state then the variational

circuit with optimal parameters θ⃗∗ produce the ground
state of the Hamiltonian H.

The simulation of the ground state usually requires less
resources than the non-equilibrium dynamics of many-
body systems. This is because the entanglement in the
ground state of local Hamiltonian is area-law while non-
equilibrium states are usually described by far more com-
plex volume-law entangled states. Non-equilibrium dy-
namics of a quantum system is described by Schrödinger
equation:

i
d

dt
|ψ(t)⟩ = H|ψ(t)⟩. (1)



3

The solution for a time-independent Hamiltonian is given
by |ψ(t)⟩=e−iHt|ψ0⟩. There are two different methods to
simulate non-equilibrium dynamics of a many-body sys-
tem on a digital quantum simulator: (i) Trotterization
of the unitary operation e−iHt; and (ii) variational sim-
ulation of the non-equilibrium dynamics. The former re-
quires a deep quantum circuit to keep the Trotterization
error below an acceptable range. The latter is possibly
more NISQ friendly as the use of a classical optimiza-
tion may help to simplify the quantum circuit. In this
paper, we focus on a variational algorithm, developed
in Ref. [51, 85], for simulating non-equilibrium dynam-
ics of d-level systems on qubit-based quantum comput-

ers. We employ a parameterized trial state |ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩ with
time-dependent parameters θ⃗(t). For variational quan-
tum simulation, the trial state is prepared by a varia-

tional quantum circuit U(θ⃗(t)) acting on an initial state

|ψ0⟩, e.g. |ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩ = U(θ⃗(t))|ψ0⟩. Assuming the state

at time t is obtained by |ψ(t)⟩ = |ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩, the goal is
to approximate the state |ψ(t + δt)⟩. According to the
Schrödinger equation, the state evolves from time t to
t+ δt as follows:

|ψ(t+ δt)⟩ ≈ |ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩ − iδtH|ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩. (2)

Given that the variational trial state |ψ(θ⃗(t + δt))⟩ is

trying to find the optimal solution θ⃗(t + δt) that best
approximates the state within its reachable set, we have:

|ψ(θ⃗(t+ δt))⟩ ≈ |ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩ − iδtH|ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩. (3)

Note that, by focusing on the variation of the trial state
with changing parameters, we have:

|ψ(θ⃗(t+ δt))⟩ ≈ |ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩+
∑
j

∂|ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩
∂θj

δθj , (4)

where δθj = θj(t + δt) − θj(t). The objective is then

to find the optimal θ⃗(t + δt) that minimizes the differ-
ence between the evolved state according to Schrödinger
equation and the variational approximation:

∑
j

∂|ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩
∂θj

δθj ≈ −iδtH|ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩. (5)

Assuming the parameters are real, applying McLachlan’s
variational principle gives:∑

j

AR
i,j θ̇j = CI

i , (6)

where A and C⃗ are defined as:

Ai,j =
∂⟨ψ(θ⃗(t))|

∂θi

∂|ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩
∂θj

, (7)

Ci =
∂⟨ψ(θ⃗(t))|

∂θi
H|ψ(θ⃗(t))⟩.

Here, AR
ij and CI

i represent the real and imaginary parts
of Aij and Ci, respectively. The derivatives of the time-

dependent parameters,
⃗̇
θ, are thus given by

⃗̇
θ = AR−1

C⃗I .
By updating the parameters as:

θ⃗(t+ δt) = θ⃗(t) + δtAR−1
C⃗I , (8)

and repeating this process T/δt times, the time evolution
over a duration T is simulated. Fig. 1(e) illustrates the
circuit implementation for evaluating the real and imag-
inary parts of the matrix A and vector C.

In the domain of VQAs, resource efficiency emerges
as a critical property due to the constraints imposed
by NISQ devices. These devices are typically charac-
terized by a limited number of qubits, brief coherence
times, and elevated error rates. As a result, a quan-
tification of resource efficiency is essential for assessing
the performance of VQAs. This efficiency can be dis-
sected into two primary categories: classical and quan-
tum resources. Classical resources primarily depend on
the computational demands of the optimization process,
notably the number of iterations needed to tune the pa-
rameters. Furthermore, each parameter requires individ-
ual measurements for gradient evaluation if the optimizer
in the VQAs adopted to gradient-based optimizer. Thus,
we define the measure of Classical Resources (CR) as the
product of the number of parameters L and the number
of optimization iterations nI , expressed mathematically
as:

CR = L× nI (9)

For quantum resources, the emphasis is on the cir-
cuit components that are most susceptible to noises on
NISQ devices. Since single-qubit operations are relatively
error-resilient and precise, the focus shifts to two-qubit
entangling operations, which are more prone to errors.
Hence, we quantify quantum resources by the number of
two-qubit entangling gates used in the circuit.

Therefore, in consideration of developing a VQA, se-
lecting an appropriate ansatz is essential for achieving
an optimal balance between minimizing the use of error-
prone two-qubit gates and controlling the number of vari-
ational parameters. The former is crucial for quantum
resource efficiency, and the latter not only dictates the
expansiveness of the reachable set but also influences the
efficiency of classical resources.

One of the most commonly used ansatzes in the
literature is the hardware-efficient ansatz, depicted in
Fig. 1(a). This ansatz consists of alternating layers of
single-qubit rotations and two-qubit entangling gates.
The single-qubit rotations are defined by the formula:

Rα(θ) = e−iθσα/2, (10)

where σα is the Pauli operator, with α ∈ {x, y, z}. For
the two-qubit operations, we employ the Controlled-Not
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(a) (b)

(c) (d) (e)

FIG. 1: (a) The hardware efficient ansatz circuit for system size N=4. The circuits highlighted in yellow can be
repeated to increase the expressibility of the variational circuit. (b) Circuit implementing of N (θx, θy, θz) as an
entangling gate between two qubits. (c) The sz-conserving ansatz circuit for system size N=4. (d) The total spin
conserving ansatz circuit for system size N=4. (e) Circuit implementation for evaluating the coefficients in a
quantum simulator. The qubit on the top is an ancillary qubit. The probability of measuring the ancillary qubit in

the state |0⟩ is: P0 =
(
1 + ℜ(⟨ψ||U†

i Uj |ψ⟩)
)
/2. One can utilize the same circuit with a phase gate S =

(
1 0
0 i

)
applied to the ancillary qubit before the last hadamard gate to measure the imaginary part of the coefficient.

(CNOT) gate, which is specified by the matrix:

CNOT =

1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 0 1
0 0 1 0

 . (11)

This structure is particularly favored for its simplicity
and efficiency in creating entanglement between qubits,
which is critical for the success of various variational
quantum algorithms. Nonetheless, the hardware-efficient
ansatz suffers from Barren plateau [86, 87], which makes
its training challenging for large-scale quantum systems.
Furthermore, this ansatz does not inherently preserve
any symmetries that may exist in the Hamiltonian, which
could enhance quantum simulation performance. As an
alternative, one might consider a more complex entan-
gling gate with tunable parameters, such as [88]:

N (θx, θy, θz) = ei(θxσ
x⊗σx+θyσ

y⊗σy+θzσ
z⊗σz), (12)

where σx⊗σx, σy ⊗σy, and σz ⊗σz are the tensor prod-
ucts of the Pauli operators acting on two qubits. The cir-
cuit implementation of this unitary operation is depicted
in Fig. 1(b). In the special case where θx = θy = θz = θ,
this unitary conserves the number of excitations as well
as the total spin. By combining this entangling gate with

single-qubit rotations, for example Rz(θ), one can con-

struct an excitation preserving ansatz, U(θ⃗), satisfying

[U(θ⃗), Sz
tot] = 0, where Sα

tot =
1
2

∑
i σ

α
i for α ∈ {x, y, z},

as illustrated in Figs. 1(c). In the absence of single-
qubit rotations on the z-axis, namely Rz(θ), the ansatz

preserves the total spin, i.e. [U(θ⃗), S2
tot] = 0, where

S2
tot = (Sx

tot)
2
+ (Sy

tot)
2
+ (Sz

tot)
2
, shown in Fig. 1(d).

III. QUDIT TO QUBIT MAPPING

The first step towards the simulation of a d-level many-
body quantum system on a qubit-based quantum sim-
ulator is to exploit an encoding algorithm which maps
the d-level operators into qubit operators. Several en-
coding techniques have been explored [30–33]. The most
straightforward method is the binary encoding in which a
d-level particle is mapped to M=⌈log2(d)⌉ qubits, where
⌈x⌉ represents the smallest integer number that is greater
or equal to the real number x. In this encoding, each d-
level basis state |̃j⟩ (j = 0, 1, · · · , d−1) is mapped to the
binary representation of its index j, which is converted
into an M -qubit computational state. The binary repre-
sentation is padded with zeros on the left to match the
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number of qubits n:

|̃j⟩ 7→ |b(j)
M ⟩ = |bM−1bM−2 . . . b1b0⟩ (13)

where bM−1bM−2 . . . b1b0 is the binary representation of
the integer j padded toM bits. For instance, for a 9-level
qudit system, we require 4 qubits to encode |0̃⟩ = |0000⟩
all the way to |8̃⟩ = |1000⟩. Note that throughout this

paper the tilde basis |̃j⟩ is used for qudits and ordinary
basis |j⟩ is used for qubits. It will be convenient to define
the transformation operator between the two bases as

Tb =
d−1∑
j=0

|b(j)
M ⟩⟨j̃|. (14)

Note that while we always have T †
b Tb = Iqudits, the vice

versa is not always valid, i.e. TbT †
b ̸= Iqubits, unless

M= log2(d). By using the transformation matrix Tb, one
can map any qudit operator H̃ into a qubit basis through

H = TbH̃T †
b and then write it in terms of Pauli strings

with the help of the following maps:

|0⟩⟨0| =
1

2
(I+ σz), |1⟩⟨1| = 1

2
(I− σz),

|0⟩⟨1| =
1

2
(σx + iσy), |1⟩⟨0| = 1

2
(σx − iσy), (15)

where I is the identity and σx,y,z are the Pauli operators.

If the qudit Hamiltonian H̃ supports a symmetry

S̃, namely [H̃, S̃]=0, the corresponding qubit Hamil-

tonian H = TbH̃T †
b supports an equivalent symmetry

S = TbS̃T †
b . However, even if S̃ might be a simple lo-

cal operator the form of S might be complex consist-
ing of several multi-qubit terms in the qubit basis. It
has been shown that in VQE simulations, the most re-
source efficient approach to benefit from the symmetries
is to incorporate them in the design of the circuit such

that [U(θ⃗), S]=0 [80]. In this situation, the circuit pre-
serves the symmetries in the initial state and thus makes
the VQE simulation easier. The problem is that if the
symmetry operator S is complex itself then designing
such circuit becomes challenging. This is often the case
for mapping qudits to qubits. Therefore, an alternative
mapping might be exploited, namely symmetry encod-
ing. This approach maps each d-level basis state |̃j⟩ into
a superposition of d−1 computational qubit states with
exactly j excitations:

|̃j⟩ 7→ |f (j)d−1⟩ =
1√(
d−1
j

) ∑
∀k with j
excitations

|b(k)
d−1⟩ (16)

where
(
d−1
i

)
is the binomial coefficient which guarantees

the normalization, |b(k)
d−1⟩ is given in Eq. (13) and sum-

mation runs over all values of k = 0, · · · , d − 1 in which

|b(k)
d−1⟩ has only j excitations. One can define the trans-

formation operator between the two bases as

Ts =
d−1∑
j=0

|f (j)d−1⟩⟨j̃|. (17)

The symmetry encoding scheme effectively preserves
certain types of symmetries, for example the conser-
vation of components of the total spin in a spin sys-

tem, i.e. [H̃, S̃α
tot] = [H,Sα

tot] = 0, where S̃α
tot =

1
2

∑
i S̃

α
i , (α=x, y, z) (Similar definition is given for Sα

tot in

the qubit basis). Here, S̃α
i is the α-component of the spin

operator acting on the i-th site of the d-level system. This
conservation implies that the symmetry-preserving en-
coding also preserves the conservation of total spin from

d-level to qubit systems, i.e. [H̃, S̃2
tot] = [H,S2

tot] = 0,

where S̃2
tot = (S̃x

tot)
2 + (S̃y

tot)
2 + (S̃z

tot)
2 (again similar

definition is valid for S2
tot in the qubit basis).

Although, in general, using the symmetry encoding de-
mands extra qubits than the binary one, but it allows one
to use ansatzes which have been developed for preserving
certain symmetries such as total spin or number of exci-
tations [74, 80]. Those ansatzes are way more resource
efficient for variational simulation than the conventional
hardware efficient ansatz which do not preserve symme-
tries. Therefore, the final performance of the symmetric
encoding in comparison with the binary encoding relies
on two opposite factors, namely the use of extra qubits for
the encoding versus the access to more resource efficient
circuits. Determining which of these factors are going to
play a more important role for variational simulation of
d-level systems is the subject of this paper.

It is important to note that, for both of the encod-
ing methods, the Hilbert space of the qubit system is
larger than (or at least equal to) the one for the qudit
system. For instance, in a many-body system of N qudit
particles the size of the Hilbert space is dN . While us-
ing the binary encoding enlarges the size of the Hilbert
space to 2NM and using symmetry encoding enlarges it
even more to 2N(d−1). As a result, certain states within
the encoded qubit system are “illegible”, i.e. having no
counterpart in the qudit system. Thus, for any quantum
state |ϕ⟩ within the illegible subspace one inherently gets
H|ϕ⟩ = 0. The illegitimate states can indeed complicate
the simulation process, particularly in VQE implementa-
tions, where such states may erroneously appear as the
state with minimum energy. This issue typically arises
when the actual ground state of the d-level system has an

average energy greater than zero, namely ⟨g̃s|H̃|g̃s⟩ > 0.
Under these conditions, the illegitimate states, which in-
herently possess zero energy, will be the ground state of
the encoded qubit system. To address this issue, one can
incorporate a penalty term into the cost function of the
VQE that specifically pushes the energy of these states
upward.

To exemplify the inclusion of penalty term, consider a
symmetry encoding on a spin-1 system with 3-level basis
states

|0̃⟩ = |sz=+ 1⟩, |1̃⟩ = |sz=0⟩, |2̃⟩ = |sz=− 1⟩, (18)

where |sz⟩ represents the z-component of the spin-1 par-
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FIG. 2: The phase diagram of the spin-1 bilinear
biquadratic Heisenberg model.

ticles. The symmetry encoding results in

|0̃⟩ 7→ |00⟩, |1̃⟩ 7→ 1√
2
(|01⟩+ |10⟩), |2̃⟩ 7→ |11⟩. (19)

In this mapping, the singlet state 1√
2
(|01⟩ − |10⟩) is not

used and thus considered as illegitimate. To effectively
penalize this state, the following penalty term is naturally
constructed for the neighboring pairs of qubits which en-
code one spin-1 particle:

Pi,i+1 = |00⟩⟨00|+ 1

2
(|01⟩+|10⟩)(⟨01|+⟨10|) (20)

+|11⟩⟨11| − 1

2
(|01⟩−|10⟩)(⟨01|−⟨10|).

By considering the Eq. (15) one can simplify this penalty
term into:

Pi,i+1 = −(σx
i ⊗ σx

i+1 + σy
i ⊗ σy

i+1 + σz
i ⊗ σz

i+1). (21)

So, the cost function of the VQE will be updated to

cost = ⟨H⟩+ β
∑
odd i

⟨Pi,i+1⟩, (22)

where β is a sufficiently large positive scalar. By minimiz-
ing this updated cost function the VQE naturally penal-
izes the illegitimate states energetically and ensures that
the output state of the qubit-based simulator accurately
reflects the ground state of the d-level system.

IV. VARIATIONAL GROUND STATE
SIMULATION

In this section, we present the VQE algorithm for sim-
ulating the ground state of d-level systems using qubit-
based quantum simulators.

A. VQE simulation of spin-1 models

Specifically, we first focus on the simulation of a spin-1
system (i.e. d=3). We consider the Bilinear-Biquadratic
Heisenberg (BBH) model of size N , defined as:

H̃BBH = J

N−1∑
i=1

[
cos(θ)

⃗̃
Si ·

⃗̃
Si+1 + sin(θ)(

⃗̃
Si ·

⃗̃
Si+1)

2

]
,

(23)
where J is the coupling strength. In our ground state

simulation, we put J=1.
⃗̃
Si = (S̃x

i , S̃
y
i , S̃

z
i ) represents

the spin-1 operators at the i-th site, with matrices given
by:

S̃x =
1√
2

0 1 0
1 0 1
0 1 0

 (24)

S̃y =
1√
2

0 −i 0
i 0 −i
0 i 0


S̃z =

1 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 −1

 .

The BBH model is a generalization of the Heisenberg
model that includes both bilinear and biquadratic in-
teractions between neighboring spins. The parameter
θ controls the relative strength of these interactions.
The spin-1 BBH model exhibits several symmetries, in-
cluding the conservation of the total spin, expressed as

[H̃BBH, S̃
2
tot] = 0. This conservation law implies that

every eigenstate |Ẽk⟩ of the BBH model possesses a well-
defined total spin s, which is an integer for even system
sizes N and a half-integer for odd N . Consequently, the
expectation value of the total spin operator for any eigen-

state is given by ⟨Ẽk|S̃2
tot|Ẽk⟩ = s(s + 1). Additionally,

the conservation of total spin implies the conservation of

its components in all directions, i.e., [H̃BBH, S̃
α
tot] = 0,

which ensures that the z-component of the total spin,

S̃z
tot, for each eigenstate is also conserved such that

⟨Ẽk|S̃z
tot|Ẽk⟩ = sz, with sz ranging from −s to s.

The spin-1 BBH model is well-known in condensed
matter physics for exhibiting a rich phase diagram as
θ varies from −π to π. The schematic of the phase dia-
gram is shown in Fig. 2. In the range θ ∈

[
− 3

4π,
1
2π

]
the

system is in a ferromagnetic phase, where all spins are
aligned in the same direction, making the ground state
trivial to simulate. We therefore focus our VQE sim-
ulations on the non-trivial phases of the BBH model.
For θ ∈

[
− 3

4π,−
1
4π

]
, the system is in the dimerized

phase with broken translational invariance and singlets of
neighboring spins. The ground state in this phase tran-
sition can be characterized by the order parameter [89]:

Odimer = |⟨Hi −Hi+1⟩|,
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where Hi = cos(θ)
⃗̃
Si ·

⃗̃
Si+1 + sin(θ)(

⃗̃
Si ·

⃗̃
Si+1)

2. In large
systems, or periodic boundary conditions, the choice of
index i does not matter. Nonetheless, in finite open
systems we select i = 1 to be the middle spin. No-
tably, for θ ∈

[
− 1

4π,
1
4π

]
, the system is in the Haldane

phase, which is a topological phase. Particularly, at the
θ = arctan(1/3) point, known as the Affleck-Kennedy-
Lieb-Tasaki (AKLT) point, the ground state is four-fold
degenerate, including a singlet state with total spin s = 0
and a triplet state with total spin s = 1. The Haldane
topological phase can be characterized by a string order
parameter [89]:

OHaldane = lim
r→∞

〈
Sz
i exp

iπ i+r−1∑
j=i+1

Sz
j

Sz
i+r

〉
, (25)

with r being the size of the string. Although, ideally
r has to be large in our finite system it will be a finite
number. In the region where θ ∈

[
1
4π,

1
2π

]
, the ground

state is in the critical phase, which is a gapless phase.
The existence of this phase can be reflected by a nematic
structure factor at q = 2π/3, which is defined as [89]

S(q) =
1

N

∑
k,l

eiq(k−l)⟨(Sz
k)

2
(Sz

l )
2⟩.

-1 -0.75 -0.5 -0.25 0AKLT0.25 0.5 0.75 1
/
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FIG. 3: The fidelity between the true qudit ground

state |Ẽ1⟩ of the spin-1 BBH model with a system size
of N= 6 and the ground state of the encoded 12-qubit
Hamiltonian |E1⟩ across the phase diagram, namely

|⟨E1|T |Ẽ1⟩|
2
. Note that the result is valid for both

binary and symmetry encoding methods.

The first step towards the VQE simulation of the
Hamiltonian (23) is to generate its qubit representation.
Interestingly, for spin-1 systems both binary and sym-
metry encodings demand exactly 2 qubits for represent-
ing each spin. This provides an opportunity to com-
pare the performance of these two encodings using the
same number of qubits. In order to map the Hamilto-
nian into qubit basis one has to use the transformation

H = T ⊗N H̃T †⊗N , where T stands for Tb (for binary en-
coding) and Ts for symmetric encoding. Note that one
has to pay extra attention for this transformation, in par-
ticular, when illegitimate states are also involved. This

is because T T † ̸= Iqubit. Consequently, the transforma-

tion has to apply to the interaction terms
⃗̃
Si ·

⃗̃
Si+1 and

(
⃗̃
Si ·

⃗̃
Si+1)

2, rather than directly on the spin-1 operators

S̃α (with α = x, y, z) and then use tensor product. The
exact form of the transformation for the symmetric en-
coding is in the following (for the binary transformation,
please see appendix A)

⃗̃
Si ·

⃗̃
Si+1 7→ 1

4

(
σx
j+1σ

x
j+3 + σx

j+1σ
x
j+2

+ σx
j σ

x
j+3 + σx

j σ
x
j+2 + σy

j+1σ
y
j+3 + σy

j+1σ
y
j+2

+ σy
j σ

y
j+3 + σy

j σ
y
j+2 + σz

jσ
z
j+2 + σz

jσ
z
j+3

+ σz
j+1σ

z
j+2 + σz

j+1σ
z
j+3

)
(26)

(
⃗̃
Si ·

⃗̃
Si+1)

2 7→ 3

4
I +

1

4

(
σx
j+2σ

x
j+3

+ σx
j σ

x
j+1 + σx

j σ
x
j+1σ

x
j+2σ

x
j+3

)
− 1

8

(
σz
j+1σ

z
j+3 + σy

j+1σ
y
j+3 + σz

j+1σ
z
j+2

+ σy
j+1σ

y
j+2 + σz

jσ
z
j+3 + σy

j σ
y
j+3

+ σz
jσ

z
j+2 + σy

j σ
y
j+2 + σx

j+1σ
x
j+3

+ σx
j+1σ

x
j+2 + σx

j σ
x
j+3 + σx

j σ
x
j+2

)
+

1

8

(
σy
j σ

x
j+1σ

y
j+2σ

x
j+3 + σz

jσ
x
j+1σ

z
j+2σ

x
j+3

+ σy
j σ

x
j+1σ

x
j+2σ

y
j+3 + σz

jσ
x
j+1σ

x
j+2σ

z
j+3

+ σx
j σ

y
j+1σ

y
j+2σ

x
j+3 + σx

j σ
z
j+1σ

z
j+2σ

x
j+3

+ σx
j σ

y
j+1σ

x
j+2σ

y
j+3 + σx

j σ
z
j+1σ

x
j+2σ

z
j+3

+ σz
jσ

y
j+1σ

z
j+2σ

y
j+3 + σz

jσ
y
j+1σ

y
j+2σ

z
j+3

+ σy
j σ

z
j+1σ

z
j+2σ

y
j+3 + σy

j σ
z
j+1σ

y
j+2σ

z
j+3

)
+

1

4

(
σy
j+2σ

y
j+3 + σy

j σ
y
j+1 + σy

j σ
y
j+1σ

y
j+2σ

y
j+3

+ σz
j+2σ

z
j+3 + σz

jσ
z
j+1 + σz

jσ
z
j+1σ

z
j+2σ

z
j+3

)
(27)

where j = 2i − 1 represents the corresponding index of
the spin-1 operator in the qubit system.
It is insightful to check whether the ground state of

the qubit Hamiltonian |E1⟩ is truly representing the true

qudit ground state |Ẽ1⟩ through the fidelity |⟨E1|T |Ẽ1⟩|2.
In Fig. 3, we present the fidelity result |⟨E1|T |Ẽ1⟩|2 for
the spin-1 BBH model with a system size of N=6, which
corresponds to a 12-qubit encoded Hamiltonian, across
the phase diagram. Apparently, in the critical phase this
fidelity drops to zero showing that illegitimate states are
indeed taking the low energy states. Note that, the result
is valid for both binary and symmetry encoding methods.
Therefore, without including penalty terms, see Eq. (22),
one cannot target the true ground state.
In order to have a comparison between the binary and

the symmetry encodings we focus on the VQE simulation
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FIG. 4: The VQE simulation of the ground state of the
spin-1 BBH model with system size N=6 for different
values of θ. The corresponding qubit Hamiltonian uses
12 qubits, encoded using the binary encoding method.
The results, averaged over 50 independent runs, include
error bars representing the standard deviation. The
panels show the average obtainable fidelity as a function
of optimization iteration for the following settings: (a)
θ = −0.68π, (b) θ = −0.55π, (c) θ = −0.30π, and (d)
θ = −0.16π.

of the ground state. In both cases to simulate a many-
body system of size N , we need 2N qubits. We start
with the simulation using the binary encoding method in
which we use the hardware efficient circuit as the varia-
tional ansatz. The results of the VQE simulations for the
BBH model with a system size ofN=6, namely a 12 qubit
system after applying binary encoding, are presented in
Fig. 4. The average obtainable fidelity of the ground state
with respect to the true ground state of the BBH model
is plotted as a function of the optimization iterations for
different values of θ. All the simulations in this paper use
the gradient-based L-BFGS-B optimizer [84] for minimiz-
ing their cost function. The results are averaged over 50
independent runs. It is clear from the simulations that
none of them has converged to the ground state of the
BBH model with a fidelity F ≥ 0.85. Additionally, we
see a notable performance drop as circuit depth increases
beyond a certain point. This is due to the appearance of
Barren plateau problem in the optimization landscape.

The VQE simulations with symmetry encoding uti-
lize the total spin s preserving ansatz, as illustrated in
Fig. 1(d). In this case, it is crucial to select an initial
state that aligns with the symmetry preserving nature
of the ansatz. Specifically, the ground state of the BBH
model exhibits a total spin of s=0 across the dimerized,
Haldane, and critical phases. Since the qubit Hamilto-

nian consists of 2N qubits, the initial state is taken to
be |ψ0⟩ = ⊗N |ψ−⟩, where |ψ−⟩ = (|01⟩ − |10⟩)/

√
2. This

initial state naturally has a total spin of s=0. As we will
see, unlike the binary encoding, the symmetry encoding
method can faithfully simulate the ground state in all
phases.
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FIG. 5: The VQE simulation of the ground state of the
spin-1 BBH model with system size N=6 for different
values of θ in the dimerized phase. The corresponding
qubit Hamiltonian uses 12 qubits, encoded using the
symmetry encoding method. The results, averaged over
50 independent runs, include error bars representing the
standard deviation. The upper panels (a)-(b) shows the
average energy as a function of optimization iteration
for θ=−0.71π and θ=−0.30π, respectively. The lower
panels (c)-(d) show the corresponding average fidelity
for θ=−0.71π and θ=−0.30π.

Let’s consider the BBH model with system size N = 6
at θ = −0.71π and θ = −0.3π, both within the dimer-
ized phase. In this region, the ground state of the qubit
Hamiltonian represent the true ground state of the orig-
inal system. Therefore, the illegitimate states do not in-
fluence the simulation outcomes. Consequently, the cost
function was simply defined as the expectation of the
Hamiltonian, i.e. ⟨H⟩. The results of these VQE simu-
lations are depicted in Figs. 5(a)-(d), where the average
energy and obtainable fidelity is plotted as a function of
optimization iterations for different ansatz layers. These
results, whose error bars are computed over 50 indepen-
dent runs, demonstrate that in both cases, the VQE sim-
ulations successfully converged to the ground state of the
BBH model with a fidelity F ≥ 0.95 after ∼ 1400 opti-
mization iterations, employing 6 and 5 layers of the total
spin-preserving ansatz, for θ = −0.71π and θ = −0.3π
respectively.

Subsequently, we explore the Haldane phase of the
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FIG. 6: The VQE simulation of the ground state of the
spin-1 BBH model with system size N=6 for different
values of θ in the Haldane phase. The corresponding
qubit Hamiltonian uses 12 qubits, encoded using the
symmetry encoding method. The results, averaged over
50 independent runs, include error bars representing the
standard deviation. The upper panels (a)-(b) shows the
average energy as a function of optimization iteration
for θ=−0.16π and θ=arctan(1/3) (the AKLT point),
respectively. The lower panels (c)-(d) show the
corresponding average fidelity for θ=−0.16π and
θ=arctan(1/3).

BBH model, particularly at θ = −0.16π and θ =
arctan(1/3). Similar to the dimerized phase, in this phase
also the ground state of the qubit Hamiltonian faith-
fully represents the true original Hamiltonian of the sys-
tem. In other words, the illegitimate states become high-
energy eigenstates. At the θ = arctan(1/3) point, known
as the Affleck-Kennedy-Lieb-Tasaki (AKLT) point, the
ground state is four-fold degenerate, including a singlet
state with total spin s = 0 and a triplet state with to-
tal spin s = 1. The AKLT point has a matrix prod-
uct representation which makes its simulation accessi-
ble to classical computers. By using a total spin pre-
serving ansatz, one can target any of these degenerate
states by a proper choice of the initial state with a given
total spin s. For instance, for simulating the ground
state with total spin s=0 one can use the initial state
|ψ0⟩ = ⊗N |ψ−⟩. On the other hand, for simulating the
other ground states with s=1 one can replace one of the
singlet states |ψ−⟩ by |ψ+⟩=(|01⟩−|10⟩)/

√
2 (for sz = 0)

or |ϕ±⟩=(|00⟩ ± |11⟩)/
√
2 (for sz = ±1). The VQE sim-

ulations with different numbers of ansatz layers are pre-
sented in Figs. 6(a)-(d). The error bars are computed for
50 different runs. Both simulations require 5 layers of the
total spin-preserving ansatz to converge to the ground

state of the BBH model with fidelity F ≥ 0.95. The
convergence requires approximately 1750 and 1400 opti-
mization iterations for θ = −0.16π and θ = arctan(1/3),
respectively. These results demonstrate the capability of
the VQE algorithm to accurately simulate the Haldane
phase.
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FIG. 7: The VQE simulation of the ground state of the
spin-1 BBH model with system size N=6 for the critical
phase. The corresponding qubit Hamiltonian uses 12
qubits, encoded using the symmetry encoding method.
The results, averaged over 50 independent runs, include
error bars representing the standard deviation. The
average energy for θ=0.32π, shown in panel (a), and the
corresponding obtainable fidelity, shown in panel (b), is
plotted as a function of optimization iteration.

We further explore the critical phase of the BBH model
at θ = 0.32π, a regime where illegitimate states signifi-
cantly influence the simulation outcomes as they are be-
coming the low energy eigenstates of the system. In fact,
for a system of N = 6, the real ground state of the orig-
inal Hamiltonian corresponds to the eigenstate number
1228 in the qubit Hamiltonian. In order to target the
true ground state, we integrate a penalty term, as spec-
ified in Eqs. (21)–(22), into the VQE cost function with
β = 10. The VQE results for various depth of the cir-
cuit, averaged over 50 independent trials, are depicted in
Figs. 7(a)-(b). These results demonstrate that the simu-
lations consistently converged to the ground state of the
BBH model with a fidelity F ≥ 0.95 using a quantum cir-
cuit with 6 layers. Inevitably, the penalty term increases
the computational cost of the VQE simulations, as in-
dicated by the higher number of optimization iterations
compared to other phases. Nonetheless, the simulations
successfully capture the ground state of the BBH model
in the critical phase, even though the true ground state
of the original Hamiltonian is a high-energy eigenstate of
the qubit Hamiltonian.

As discussed before, each phase of the BBH model is
characterized by an order parameter. One can measure
the order parameters at the output of the simulator. The
results of these order parameters are presented in Fig. 8,
which confirm that the VQE simulations accurately re-
produce the ground state properties of the BBH model
across the dimerized, Haldane, and critical phases.
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FIG. 8: The value of order parameters for the dimerized, Haldane, and critical phases of the BBH model, calculated
using the output state of the VQE simulation, are shown in panels (a), (b), and (c), respectively. The results are
averaged over 50 independent runs. As the number of total spin preserving ansatz layer increases, the obtained
order parameters more closely align with the corresponding theoretical values.

Binary encoding, N = 12

θ = −0.75π θ = −0.36π θ = −0.15π
#CNOT 132 132 132
#Para. 312 312 312
F 0.432 ± 0.417 0.806 ± 0.208 0.513 ± 0.256
Iter. 3076.4 ± 1082.7 2785.3 ± 1201.8 3244.2 ± 1211.9

Symmetry encoding, N = 18

θ = −0.75π θ = −0.36π θ = −0.15π
#CNOT 612 459 612
#Para. 204 153 204
F 0.970 ± 0.008 0.951 ± 0.010 0.973 ± 0.011
Iter. 8806 ± 1839.7 4888.7 ± 1479.5 6958.2 ± 1712.9

TABLE I: Comparison between binary and symmetry
encoding methods at (θ) for N = 12 and N = 18. The
table shows the number of CNOT gates, the number of
parameters, fidelity (F), and iteration count, with
standard deviations for fidelity and iteration metrics.

B. VQE simulation of spin-3/2 models

For spin-1 systems, where both binary encoding and
symmetry encoding require the same number of qubits,
the result for the both cases show a clear advantage on
the symmetry encoding. This advantage is expected as
the exploiting symmetries in VQE simulations reduces
the search subspace in the Hilbert subspace to only the
relevant part in which all the states have the desired sym-
metries. This is matching with the previous results for
VQE simulation of qubit systems [80]. By increasing d,
however, the binary and symmetry encoding methods re-
quire different number of qubits. In this situation, it is
not clear whether the symmetry encoding still performs
better as it demands more qubits for the mapping. To
explore this situation, we focus on a spin- 32 model. We
consider the same Hamiltonian as the spin-1 BBH model,
shown in Eq. (23), but with the spin-1 operators replaced
by spin- 32 operators. The corresponding spin-3/2 opera-

tors are represented by matrices:

S̃x =
1

2


0

√
3 0 0√

3 0 2 0

0 2 0
√
3

0 0
√
3 0

 ,

S̃y =
1

2i


0

√
3 0 0

−
√
3 0 2 0

0 −2 0
√
3

0 0 −
√
3 0

 ,

S̃z =
1

2

3 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 −1 0
0 0 0 −3

 .

The spin-3/2 BBH model is a 4-level system with the
basis determined by the eigenvalues of the Sz operator.
The basis is then given by

|0̃⟩ = |sz=+
3

2
⟩, |1̃⟩ = |sz=+

1

2
⟩,

|2̃⟩ = |sz=−1

2
⟩, |3̃⟩ = |sz=−3

2
⟩. (28)

To encode these states into qubits using binary encoding
one requires 2 qubits as:

|0̃⟩ 7→ |00⟩, |1̃⟩ 7→ |01⟩, (29)

|2̃⟩ 7→ |10⟩, |3̃⟩ 7→ |11⟩.

On the other hand, the symmetry encoding method of
the spin-3/2 BBH model, requires 3 qubits for each spin.
The mapping for the symmetry encoding method is as
follows:

|0̃⟩ 7→ |000⟩, |1̃⟩ 7→ 1√
3
(|001⟩+ |010⟩+ |100⟩), (30)

|2̃⟩ 7→ 1√
3
(|110⟩+ |101⟩+ |011⟩), |3̃⟩ 7→ |111⟩.
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Thus, exploiting the symmetry in the spin-3/2 BBH
model comes at the cost of using more qubits with the
symmetry encoding method. Here, we compare the per-
formance of binary encoding and symmetry encoding
methods for VQE simulation of the spin-3/2 BBH model.
In Table I, we present VQE simulation results for this
model with N = 6 spins, which is mapped to qubit sys-
tems of size 2N and 3N for binary and symmetry en-
coding methods, respectively. The results are averaged
over 50 independent runs. The table shows the number
of CNOT gates (i.e. quantum resources), the number
of parameters to optimize, obtainable fidelity, and opti-
mization iterations for three different values of θ. The
results using binary encoding with a hardware-efficient
ansatz are shown in the top half of the table, which fails
to converge to fidelity F ≥ 0.95 for all values of θ. More
importantly, adding more layers to the ansatz decreases
the fidelity, indicating the presence of a Barren plateau
problem in the VQE simulations. In contrast, the results
using symmetry encoding with a total spin preserving
ansatz, shown in the bottom half of the table, success-
fully converge to fidelity F ≥ 0.95 for all tested θ val-
ues. The results demonstrate that the symmetry encod-
ing significantly outperforms the binary encoding despite
the overhead of extra qubits. Note that these results are
presented without implementing any Barren plateau mit-
igation techniques, which could potentially enhance both
the performance of the binary and the symmetry encod-
ing methods.

U = −2 U = 2

#CNOT 330 297
#Para. 230 207
F 0.975±0.004 0.999±0.001
Iter. 11802.9±2669.6 7538.8±2183.5

TABLE II: Simulation results for the Bose-Hubbard
model with different interaction strengths (U). This
table shows the number of CNOT gates, number of
parameters, fidelity (F), and the number of iterations,
with respective standard deviations, across three
interaction strengths: U = −2, and U = 2.

C. VQE simulation of bosonic systems

Finally, we turn our attention to the simulation of
bosonic systems in which d → ∞. Specifically we focus
on the Bose-Hubbard model defined by the Hamiltonian:

H̃BH = −t
N−1∑
i=1

(a†iai+1+a
†
i+1ai)+

U

2

∑
ni(ni−1), (31)

where N is the size of the lattice, a†i and ai are the
bosonic creation and annihilation operators at the i-th

site, respectively, and ni = a†iai is the number oper-
ator. The parameter t denotes the hopping strength,

and U represents the on-site interaction. Note that the
Bose-Hubbard Hamiltonian has a symmetry of preserv-

ing the total number of bosons as [H̃BH,W] = 0, where
W =

∑
i ni is the total number operator. Theoretically,

the Bose-Hubbard model is infinite-dimensional, posing
significant challenges for direct simulation on qubit-based
quantum simulator. However, by truncating the bosonic
Hilbert space to a finite dimension, effective simulation
becomes feasible. In fact, for a given number of bosons
nbos, namely ⟨W⟩ = nbos, the Hilbert space of each site
is naturally limited to d=nbos+1. Therefore, if the trun-
cation number is below this value it may result in some
errors. Nonetheless, the truncation error may still be
negligible in the limit of U ≫ 0, where repulsive inter-
action between bosonic excitations makes the occupation
number of each site as low as possible. In contrast, neg-
ative U , i.e. attractive interaction, tends to accumulate
all the excitations on one site which naturally increases
the Hilbert space of each site and thus enhances the trun-
cation error. For our simulations, we adopt a truncation
limit of four levels per site (i.e. d=4) represented by the

bosonic Fock states {|0̃⟩, |1̃⟩, |2̃⟩, |3̃⟩}. Similar to the case
of spin-3/2, the binary encoding with hardware efficient
ansatz cannot converge to good results. Therefore, we
only focus on symmetry encoding approach. The encod-
ing is as following:

|0̃⟩ 7→ |000⟩, (32)

|1̃⟩ 7→ 1√
3
(|100⟩+ |010⟩+ |001⟩),

|2̃⟩ 7→ 1√
3
(|110⟩+ |101⟩+ |011⟩),

|3̃⟩ 7→ |111⟩.

Let’s consider a lattice of N=4 sites which is mapped

to a system of 3N qubits through HBH = TsH̃BHT †
s . In

other words, the 4-site Bose-Hubbard model is mapped
to a 12-qubit system. We also assume that there are only
nbos=3 bosons in the systems. The symmetry encoding
method effectively preserves the conservation of the total
number of bosons. This conservation translates to the
conservation of excitations in the qubit system, which
also implies the conservation of z component of the total
spin, denoted by [HBH, S

z
tot] = 0. Thus, we utilize the

sz-conserving ansatz, as illustrated in Fig. 1(c).
Regarding the on-site interaction strength U , we in-

vestigate two distinct regimes, namely U = ±2. Ground
state simulations with positive U values are relatively
trivial as bosons naturally avoid clustering, resulting in
the vacuum state as the ground state. Therefore, our sim-
ulations concentrate on the subspace with three bosons,
i.e. nbos=3, across four sites, i.e. N=4. The initial state
of the VQE circuit is taken to be |ψ0⟩ = |3̃, 0̃, 0̃, 0̃⟩ whose
qubit representation is |ψ0⟩ = |111000000000⟩. With
negative U , bosons tend to gather, challenging the limit
of our truncated Hilbert space and complicating the VQE
simulations. The result of these simulations are summa-
rized in Table II, showing the resources required for the
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VQE to achieve a fidelity of F ≥ 0.95, averaged over
50 independent runs. The data clearly indicates that
as U transitions from negative to positive, the computa-
tional demands for the VQE simulations decrease, imply-
ing easier simulation. These results show that the VQE
simulations robustly converge to the ground state of the
Bose-Hubbard model across all explored regimes, demon-
strating the effectiveness of VQE algorithm in accurately
simulating bosonic systems.

0 1 2 3 4
J

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

VTE +1, 1|
VTE 1,+1|
Theo. +1, 1|
Theo. 1,+1|

FIG. 9: The variational time evolution simulation of the
spin-1 BBH model with system size N=2 for θ=π

4 over
time τ=6. The corresponding qubit Hamiltonian uses 4
qubits, encoded using the symmetry encoding method.
The average fidelity of the variational time evolution
results states with two states |+1̃,−1̃⟩, and |−1̃,+1̃⟩ is
plotted as a function of the evolution time, labeled VTE
in the figure. The theoretical result of the time
evolution of the system is shown in dash lines.

V. VARIATIONAL TIME EVOLUTION
SIMULATION

In this section, we extend our study to include the
variational time evolution of d-level systems using qubit-
based quantum simulators. We specifically demonstrate
the time evolution simulation of a spin-1 BBH model
(i.e. d=3) shown in Eq. (23) Notably, this Hamilto-
nian conserves the z-component of the total spin, namely

([H̃BBH, S
z
tot] = 0). Hence, for example, if the initial state

of the system is chosen to be |+1̃,−1̃⟩, as the time evolu-
tion proceeds, the state of the system can only be a su-
perposition of states with the same total spin sz, namely
|+1̃,−1̃⟩, |−1̃,+1̃⟩, and |0̃, 0̃⟩. Furthermore, for the case
of θ=π

4 , the Hamiltonian also conserve 1
2

∑
i(S

z
i )

2. This

implies that for θ = π/4, the quantum state |+1̃,−1̃⟩ re-
mains in the subspace spanned by |+1̃,−1̃⟩, and |−1̃,+1̃⟩.
In fact, the time evolution will act similar to a swap op-
eration between the two states |+1̃,−1̃⟩ and |−1̃,+1̃⟩.

In order to perform variational time evolution, we con-

sider a system of N = 2 spin-1 particles interacting with
the BBH Hamiltonian with θ = π/4. We employ the
symmetry encoding (19) to evolve the system up to time
τ=6/J , which requires 4 qubits. The initial state of the

system is chosen to be |Ψ(0)⟩ = |+1̃,−1̃⟩ which will be
mapped to |1100⟩ for the qubit simulation. The time evo-
lution is given by |Ψ(τ)⟩ = exp (−iHBBHτ)|Ψ(0)⟩. We
utilize the excitation preserving ansatz, as illustrated in
Fig. 1(c). The variational time evolution simulation re-
sults are presented in Fig. 9, where two fidelities, namely
|⟨+1̃,−1̃|Ψ(τ)⟩|2 and |⟨−1̃,+1̃|Ψ(τ)⟩|2, are plotted as a
function of time Jτ . One can clearly see a good match
between the exact results and the results from the vari-
ational time evolution. This demonstrates the capability
of symmetry encoding in capturing the properties of the
non-equilibrium dynamics of d-level systems through a
variational time evolution algorithm.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this paper, we investigate variational quantum sim-
ulation of d-level system on qubit-based quantum simu-
lators. Both ground state and non-equilibrium dynamics
of higher spins as well as bosonic systems have been ex-
plored. We have compared two different types of encod-
ing methods for such simulations, namely binary encod-
ing and symmetry encoding. While binary encoding is
efficient with respect to the number of qubits, requiring
only ⌈log2(d)⌉ qubits per particle, it may not be able to
incorporate the symmetries in the design of the quantum
circuit. On the other hand, symmetry encoding requires
d−1 qubits to ensure preserving of typical symmetries,
such as S2

tot and Sz
tot. In both of these methods, the

Hilbert space of the qubit system is typically larger than
the Hilbert space of the original d-level system. This nat-
urally introduces illegitimate states in the Hilbert space
of the qubit system which has no correspondence in the
real d-level system. By mapping the d-level Hamiltonian
into qubit systems, sometimes the ground state of the
qubit system lies in the illegitimate subspace. We have
systematically introduced a penalty term which pushes
the illegitimate states into high-energy states to guaran-
tee the success of the VQE simulations. Interestingly,
through simulation of a wide range of phases in spin-
1, spin-3/2, as well as Bose-Hubbard model, we observe
that the binary encoding is not scalable as the hardware
efficient ansatz cannot be trained due to the presence of
Barren plateau. On the other hand, symmetry encod-
ing, despite requiring extra qubits, does not face such
trainability issue thanks to exploiting symmetries. Our
proposal is very timely as it can be implemented on ex-
isting quantum simulators and can easily be generalized
to cover a wide range of models.
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Appendix A: Qubit Hamiltonian of Spin-1 BBH
model with Binary Encoding

Here, we provide the exact form of result obtained
by applying the binary encoding method to the spin-1
Bilinear-Biquadratic Heisenberg (BBH) Hamiltonian, as
shown in Eqs. (13)-(14). The qubit Hamiltonian for the
spin-1 BBH model, after implementing the transforma-
tion described in Eq. (15), is as follows:
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