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Collective neutrino flavor oscillations are of primary importance in understanding the dynamic
evolution of core-collapse supernovae and subsequent terrestrial detection, but also among the most
challenging aspects of numerical simulations. This situation is complicated by the quantum many-
body nature of the problem due to neutrino-neutrino interactions which demands a quantum treat-
ment. An additional complication is the presence of three flavors, which often is approximated by
the electron flavor and a heavy lepton flavor. In this work, we provide both qubit and qutrit encod-
ings for all three flavors, and develop optimized quantum circuits for the time evolution and analyze
the Trotter error. We conclude our study with a hardware experiment of a system of two neutrinos
with superconducting hardware: the IBM Torino device for qubits and AQT device for qutrits. We
find that error mitigation greatly helps in obtaining a signal consistent with simulations. While
hardware results are comparable at this stage, we expect the qutrit setup to be more convenient
for large-scale simulations since it does not suffer from probability leakage into nonphsycial qubit
space, unlike the qubit setup.

I. INTRODUCTION

Within the last several decades our knowledge of neu-
trino properties has grown significantly [1, 2]. However,
even state-of-the-art three-dimensional hydrodynamical
simulations of core-collapse supernova do not yet include
the physics of neutrino flavor oscillations. Therefore, the
precise extent to which these oscillations can affect the
dynamics of this explosion and the accompanying nucle-
osynthesis remains an open question [3–5]. Indeed, flavor
oscillations in such dense media are complex phenomena,
because neutrinos not only interact with matter, yield-
ing a one-body interaction term, but also with each other,
introducing the two-body interaction term to a Hamilto-
nian that accounts for the collective neutrino oscillations
(for reviews, see Refs. [6–12]). The latter contribution
makes the neutrino flavor oscillations a manifestly dy-
namic many-body problem [13, 14].

There are roughly 1058 neutrinos emitted from a core-
collapse supernova within 10s of seconds. Solving a quan-
tum many-body problem for such a large number of par-
ticles is computationally formidable. To circumvent this
hindrance, it is tempting to make approximations such
as with a mean field treatment, in which a many-body
problem is translated to an effective one-body problem.

The mean-field approximation is a powerful tool to tackle
the problem and learn about the role of collective oscil-
lations, but it comes at a cost of losing quantum entan-
glement, which can be measured in the form of quantum
correlations and can even impact single body observables
such as the flavor composition of the neutrinos detected
from these events. To assess the validity of the mean-
field approach, several simplified many-body models in
a two-flavor framework have been explored [14–37] and
differences have been found in the evolution of certain
observables, compared to the corresponding mean-field
predictions. For simple geometries, such as a two-beam
setup with a constant neutrino gas density, one can effi-
ciently perform computations with tensor network meth-
ods [25], but in more general settings with higher entan-
glement only a system of few tens of neutrinos could be
simulated [31]. Aside from the challenges of adding more
neutrinos, recent explorations have also sought to ask dif-
ferent questions—for instance, whether these deviations
from the mean-field behavior could persist if the effects
of finite interaction time [38, 39], non-forward scatter-
ing [40, 41], or Pauli blocking [42] are considered.

A more realistic treatment of this problem also war-
rants the inclusion of all three neutrino flavors in this
formalism [43]. It has been observed from the mean-field
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calculations that the three-flavor collective neutrino os-
cillations exhibit unique features like multiple spectral
splits. From the many-body calculations in the three-
flavor settings, it was found that the neutrinos are even
more entangled than the two-flavor case, further ques-
tioning the reliability of the mean-field approximation in
this realistic setting [44]. As shown in recent works, quan-
tum magic (in essence a measure of the computational re-
sources required for the simulation) as quantified by the
stabilizer Renyi entropy can reach its maximal value in
the dynamics of three-flavor collective oscillations [45].
However, such simulations were limited to only a few
neutrinos due to the memory requirements for the large
Hilbert space.

Quantum computers are presumably a natural choice
to simulate the quantum many-body problems [46–48].
Several efforts have been made to simulate collective neu-
trino oscillations on a quantum computer in the two-
flavor setting [49–54] and, more recently, also with the
full three flavors [55, 56]. Here, we seek to develop opti-
mized circuits for both qubit and qutrit representations
based upon the specific properties of the Hamiltonian
and the two-body interactions. In Sec. II we represent
the Hamiltonian and the resulting SU(3) flavor algebra
properties, irrespective of encoding. Then, we proceed
to analyze the Trotter error in Sec. III and outline the
qubit and qutrit representations of our model in Sec. IV.

We optimize the resulting quantum circuits in Sec. V.
In Sec. VI we apply the computed circuits to study a sys-
tem of two neutrinos on the IBM Torino superconducting
quantum computing device for the qubit setup, and on
the AQT device for the qutrit setup. Finally, we sum-
marize and remark upon findings and future outlook in
Sec. VII.

II. ALGEBRA OF COLLECTIVE
THREE-FLAVOR OSCILLATIONS

Here, we introduce the Hamiltonian model for collec-
tive neutrino oscillations in three flavors. Accounting
only for forward scattering, the Hamiltonian governing
the flavor evolution for a system of N neutrinos can be
expressed as H = Hν + Hνν , where Hν encompasses
the one-body neutrino interaction terms, including vac-
uum oscillations and interactions with the matter back-
ground. The full two-body term including momentum
exchanges [41] is beyond the scope of this article and will
be treated in future work.

Ignoring neutrino-matter interactions for simplicity (as
they can be nearly rotated away with an appropriate
change-of-basis transformation), the contribution from
vacuum oscillations can be written as

Hν =

N∑
q=1

ωqB⃗ · λ⃗q . (1)

Within the Hilbert subspace of each neutrino indexed by

q, we denote by λ⃗ the vector of Gell-Mann matrices, and

B⃗ is likewise a constant, eight-component unit vector.
Defining the neutrino mass-squared differences, ∆ij =
m2

i −m2
j , we express the vacuum oscillation frequencies

ωq and the non-zero entries of B⃗ in the mass basis as
follows:

ωq =

√
∆2

12 + (∆13 +∆23)2/3

4pq

B3 =
∆12√

∆2
12 + (∆13 +∆23)2/3

B8 =
∆13 +∆23√

3∆2
12 + (∆13 +∆23)2

.

(2)

All other elements of B⃗ are zero.
Similarly, we may write the two-body term

Hνν =
µ

2N

N∑
q<k

(1−cos(θqk))λ⃗q · λ⃗k :=

N∑
q<k

Jqkλ⃗q · λ⃗k, (3)

where coupling constant µ =
√
2GFnν depends on both

Fermi’s constant GF and the local neutrino number den-
sity nν (= N/V for N neutrinos quantized in a box of
volume V ). A full derivation of the Hamiltonian can be
found in Appendix A.
The Gell-Mann matrices satify the following algebra,

[λi, λj ] = 2ifijkλk,

f147 = −f156 = f246 = f257 = f345 = −f367 =
1

2

f458 = f678 =

√
3

2
, f123 = 1

(4)

We note that there are three embedded SU(2) sub-
algebras,

i → {λ1, λ2, λ3}
j → {λ4, λ5, λ+}
k → {λ6, λ7, λ−},

(5)

where λ± = 1
2 (±λ3 +

√
3λ8) and have denoted them by

(i, j, k). The Casimir operators (λ⃗ · λ⃗)i,j,k of these sub-
algebras mutually commute. Another important prop-
erty of the SU(n) quadratic Casimir operator is its rela-
tion to the SWAP operator,

1

n
1n +

1

2
g⃗q · g⃗k = SWAPqk , (6)

where SWAP|x⟩|y⟩ = |y⟩|x⟩ for any pair vectors in the
respective n-dimensional qudit spaces, and g⃗ are the gen-
erators of the algebra, i.e., Pauli matrices for SU(2) and
Gell-Mann matrices for SU(3).

III. TROTTER ERROR

Given the Hamiltonian model for oscillations outlined
in the previous section, we are ready to describe how
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we simulate real-time evolution of a neutrino system. In
order to implement the time evolution operator e−iHt we
will use a simple Trotterization method.

First, we can approximate the evolution operator by
breaking it into the product of the vacuum interaction
and the 2-body term as follows:

e−iHt ≈ e−iHνte−iHννt (7)

and the error in doing this approximation is [57]

∥∥e−iHt − e−iHνte−iHννt
∥∥ ≤ t2

2
|[Hν , Hνν ]| . (8)

More precisely, in Appendix B we calculate the bound

∥e−iHt − e−iHνte−iHννt∥ ≤ t2µN max
q,k

|ωk − ωq| .| (9)

The one-body term Hν is itself a sum of commuting
single-body operators, so we may simply factor

e−iHνt =

N∏
q=1

e−itωqB⃗·λ⃗q , (10)

without involving any further approximation. Moreover,
for the two-body interaction, we can use again the first
order Trotter formula, factoring individual interaction
terms;∥∥∥∥∥∥eiHννt −

∏
q<k

e−itJqkλ⃗q·λ⃗k

∥∥∥∥∥∥ ≤

t2

2

(N2 )∑
K=1

JK

∥∥∥∥∥
[
λ⃗qK · λ⃗kK

,
∑
L>K

λ⃗qL · λ⃗kL

]∥∥∥∥∥ =:
t2

2
∥C22∥

(11)

where JK is the coupling strength for the pair K =
1, . . . ,

(
N
2

)
. As shown in detail in the full derivation pre-

sented in Appendix B we have

∥C22∥ <
√
3µ2N max

q,k,l
|cos(θlq)− cos(θlk)| . (12)

In general, by doing r steps with time t/r, the full Trotter
error will bounded by

t2

2r
(2µN max

q,k
|ωk − ωq|+ ∥C22∥). (13)

By increasing the number of steps r, and thus the number
of operations, we can reduce the approximation error.

Notably, our above analysis is independent of the
representation of neutrino flavor on hardware, applying
equally well to simulations on on qubit and qubit hard-
ware.

IV. QUTRIT AND QUBIT REPRESENTATIONS

Having outlined the Hamiltonian for collective oscilla-
tions and how to decompose the evolution operator into
its individual terms, it remains to be shown how they
are simulated on quantum hardware. Before showing the
operations on qubits or qutrits to simulate our system,
let us introduce how to encode our problem on each kind
of hardware.
When considering qutrit-based hardware, we can

straightforwardly encode each neutrino with a single
qutrit, by associating each flavor of a neutrino with a
different state of the qutrit. Our convention is as follows:

|νe⟩ = |0⟩, |νµ⟩ = |1⟩, |ντ ⟩ = |2⟩. (14)

This encoding is particularly easy to use, since it pre-
serves the locality of the Hamiltonian: one-body terms
become single-qutrit gates, and two-body terms becomes
two-qutrit gates. Consequently, the depth and gate count
will be much lower here than in the qubit case.
Next, we explain the mapping from neutrinos onto

qubits. A three-flavor neutrino has three possible states,
which means that we need two qubits for each neutrino,
entailing one extra ‘unphysical’ state, which ideally will
never be used. Considering the computational basis of
two qubits, we choose the following encoding:

|νe⟩ =|01⟩, |νµ⟩ = |10⟩
|ντ ⟩ =|11⟩, |ν̃⟩ = |00⟩

(15)

Since the state |ν̃⟩ is non-physical, no wave-function am-
plitude should propagate into this state throughout the
entire time evolution.
Likewise, we map the generators of the SU(3) algebra,

the Gell-Mann matrices that we denoted with λ⃗ above,
into a two-qubit operator space spanned by Pauli strings
of the form {σi ⊗ σj}i,j=0,1,2,3. Note that this mapping
must be consistent with the mapping of states above,
so that the new two-qubit operators reduce correctly to
the Gell-Mann matrices if we delete the |00⟩ state. This
mapping is given by the following definitions,

2Q1 = X0X1 + Y0Y1 2Q2 = Y0X1 −X0Y1

2Q3 = Z011 − 10Z1 2Q4 = X011 −X0Z1

2Q5 = Y011 − Y0Z1 2Q6 = 10X1 − Z0X1

2Q7 = 10Y1 − Z0Y1

2Q8 =
10Z1 + Z011 − 2Z0Z1√

3
.

(16)

Here we denote the 2 × 2 identity by 1 and the Pauli
matrices X,Y, Z = σ{x,y,z}. The subscript on the Pauli
operators denotes the qubit on which operator acts, and
we omitted the tensor product for brevity. In short, we
have Qi = 0 ⊕ λi (there the 0 entry is meant to be
on the |00⟩ ⟨00| entry of the matrix). With this defi-
nition, the Qi matrices satisfy the same algebra of the
Gell-Mann matrices. Thus we encode the SU(3) algebra
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in a larger two-qubit space containing the non-physical
|ν̃⟩ state. The qubit-encoded Hamiltonian behaves in the
same way as the original one in the subspace generated by
{|01⟩ , |10⟩ , |11⟩} and does not involve the non-physical
|00⟩ state.

V. HARDWARE IMPLEMENTATION

We describe now the quantum circuit implementation
of the time evolution operator, providing versions for
both an all-to-all and a nearest-neighbors connectivity
in the qubit case.

A. Qubit Circuit

Since we want to observe the flavor oscillations of neu-
trinos, we would like to encode and measure neutrinos in
the flavor basis. However, the Hamiltonian is more con-
cisely expressed in the mass basis, so we start our quan-
tum circuit computations in the flavor basis, transform to
the mass basis through the Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-
Sakata (PMNS) matrix, apply time evolution, and finally
transform back to the flavor basis before performing mea-
surements. To be able to switch from one basis to the
other we need to implement the PMNS matrix as a gate.
This is a two-qubit gate that directly depends on the
mixing angles, as explained in Appendix C 1, where we
also provide its circuit. Our results are similar to those
found in Ref. [58], which used a different qubit mapping
for the three flavors, and we also provide a version in
terms of cross resonance gates. Having computed the er-
ror associated with the Trotter approximation, here we
focus on the gate implementation of the unitary opera-

tions e−itωqB⃗·Q⃗q and e−itJqkQ⃗q·Q⃗k .

The exponent of the one-body term can be written
as a linear combination of Z0, Z1 and Z0Z1, which are
mutually commuting operators. As demonstrated in Ap-
pendix C 2, in the physical subspace the unitary opera-
tor is equivalent to a product of single qubit rotations
RZ0(α)RZ1(β) up to a global phase, for an appropriate
choice of the angles α and β. We can then implement
the evolution under the one-body term without using en-
tangling operations, a strategy also employed recently in
Ref. [55].

Using the commutation relations given by the subalge-

bras in Eq. (5), one finds that Q⃗q · Q⃗k can be broken into
the following commuting pieces (denoting Qi⊗Qi = Qii):∑

i

Qii = (Q11 +Q22) + (Q44 +Q55)

+(Q66 +Q77) + (Q33) + (Q88)

(17)

where each parenthetical term commutes with every
other. Therefore we can break the exponential exactly,

as follows:

e−itJqkQ⃗q·Q⃗k =e−itJqk(Q11+Q22)qk×
e−itJqk(Q44+Q55)qk×
e−itJqk(Q66+Q77)qk×
e−itJqk(Q33)qke−itJqk(Q88)qk ,

(18)

where we used the subscript qk in the parenthesis sur-
rounding the operator to clarify on which qubits the oper-
ators actually act. For instance with the notation (Q33)qk
we intend the tensor product between Q3 acting on the
pair of qubits representing neutrino k and Q3 on the pair
for neutrino q.

Now, for example let us consider in detail the second
exponential e−itJqk(Q44+Q55)qk . We can writeQ44+Q55 in
terms of Pauli matrices using the mapping from Eq. (16)

Q4 ⊗Q4 =
X1X3

4
(1− Z4 − Z2 + Z2Z4) ,

Q5 ⊗Q5 =
Y1Y3

4
(1− Z4 − Z2 + Z2Z4) .

(19)

Then, we define the following operator:

qa
Gab

qb
:=

H •
(20)

It is straightforward to prove that G13 diagonalizes the
operator Q44 + Q55 (see Appendix C 4 for details), and
thus

G13 (Q44 +Q55)G
†
13 =

Z1 − Z1Z3

4
×

(1− Z4 − Z2 + Z2Z4)
(21)

Using this unitary transformation, the exponential term
e−itJqk(Q44+Q55)qk can then be implemented as,

G†
13e

−itJqk(Z1−Z1Z3
4 (1−Z4−Z2+Z2Z4))

qkG13. (22)

We can implement e−itJqk(Q66+Q77)qk and
e−itJqk(Q11+Q22)qk in a similar fashion. The diago-
nal unitary operations e−itJqkQ33 and e−itJqkQ88 are
four-qubit operators whose weight can be reduced by
introducing gadgets similar to the diagonalizing operator
Gab. Implementation details (i.e., in terms of elementary
gates) for all these terms can be found in Appendices
C 3 and C4. Our circuit implementation requires 34
CNOT gates when qubits have all-to-all connectivity
and 39 CNOT gates for the T connectivity present on
IBM devices. It is likely that further optimization could
be done since the authors of Ref. [55] obtain circuits
with only 18 CNOT with all-to-all connectivity and 30
CNOT for qubits on a chain, even though the mapping
of the flavor space is slightly different from ours.
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B. Qutrit circuit

By considering qutrits instead of qubits, each neutrino
can be encoded with a single qutrit. The PMNS matrix
is then a single-qutrit gate, which is in general easy to
implement, as are the single-body Hamiltonian terms.
So, in the following we will only focus on the two-body
term, which requires the use of two-qutrit gates.

Let us introduce the CX̃ gate, introduced in Ref. [59],
defined as follows:

CX̃ |x⟩ |y⟩ = |x⟩ |−x− y⟩ (23)

This gate is self-inverse and can be decomposed into three
two-level controlled gates as

•
0 1 2

CX̃ = X12 X02 X01

(24)

It can be implemented with a qutrit controlled-Z gate
(defined as CZ3 =

∑
k,l∈Z3

ωkl |kl⟩ ⟨kl|, where ω = e2πi/3

is the third root of unity) and a single-qutrit quantum
Fourier transform, which is nothing but the generaliza-
tion of the Hadamard gate. By using this gate, the two-
qutrit SWAP becomes the standard circuit if we replace
the CNOTs with CX̃:

SWAP =
• CX̃ •

CX̃ • CX̃

(25)

Since we need a partial swap to simulate the interaction,
we can generalize the procedure of qubits, and replace
the middle CX with a CR. Here, CR is a controlled-
SU(3) gate where the SU(3) operation is the product of
a two-level phase gate Pz gate and a two-level rotation
RX gate,

R12(θ) =

 e−iθ 0 0
0 cos(θ) −i sin(θ)
0 −i sin(θ) cos(θ)


=P 01

z (θ)R12
x (2θ)

R02(θ) =P 12
z (θ)R02

x (2θ)

R01(θ) =P 21
z (θ)R01

x (2θ)

(26)

The resulting circuit, which applies e−2iθSWAP, is:

• R12(2θ) R02(2θ) R01(2θ) •

CX̃
0 1 2

CX̃

(27)

Given this quantum circuit, there are many ways one
can implement it on hardware. We use a compiler to
optimize the quantum circuit in terms of CZ3 gates and
single-qutrit rotations. By leveraging our compiler with a
numerical synthesis tolerance of 10−6 (significantly lower
than any gate infidelities on the device), we construct

circuits that require four CZ3 gates plus local SU(3) ro-
tations per Trotter step. Our SU(3) rotations were im-
plemented by embedded SU(2) rotations with subspace
Rabi oscillations [60, 61]. We note that the gate cost of
our qutrit circuit is the same as the corresponding con-
struction from Ref. [55].

VI. HARDWARE EXPERIMENTS

We can now proceed to study the circuits developed
in the previous section on the IBM Torino device and
the AQT qutrit device. The AQT qutrit device is a
Transmon-based quantum processor designed and oper-
ated to perform qudit operations and implement arbi-
trary single qudit gates and multi-qudit gates such as
CZ3 [62–64]. Based on the past success with similar al-
gorithms, we implement an error mitigation technique
based on noise renormalization [65–68]. We first apply
Pauli twirling to the compiled circuits in order to ap-
proximate the error channel of the device as global depo-
larizing noise

Λ[ρ] = (1− p)ρ+
p

Tr[1]
1 , (28)

with 1 the global identity matrix, ρ the noiseless quantum
state and p the noise strength [69, 70]. Strictly speak-
ing, Pauli twirling does not convert a generic quantum
channel into a depolarizing channel, but into a stochastic
Pauli channel, which in practice may be approximated by
the depolarizing channel rather well.
We perform simulations of the time-evolution using

the first-order product formula from Eq. (7) with a fixed
time-step dt = 0.5µ−1. With this strategy to reach a to-
tal evolution time t = Ldt, we need to perform L layers of
single steps involving evolution with both the one-body
and two-body Hamiltonians. Since we expect the noise
strength to depend on the circuit depth, we expect to
have the following noisy state

Λ [ρ(t = Ldt)] = (1− pL)ρ(t = Ldt) +
pL

Tr[1]
1 , (29)

with pL → 1 as L → ∞. We estimate pL, for a given
depth, using a calibration circuit involving only Clifford
gates and use the results to remove the error contribu-
tion. The Clifford circuit has the same gate structure as
the target circuit, but performs a SWAP operation by
leveraging Eq. (6). For instance, if we are interested in
expectation values ⟨Πk(t)⟩ of some projector operator Πk

at time t = Ldt, we can use the calibration circuit to get

⟨Πc(L)⟩calib = (1− pL) +
pL

Tr[1]
, (30)

where Πc is a rank-1 projector on the state we expect to
observe in the absence of noise. The resulting expectation
value can be used to determine empirically the circuit
fidelity as a function of depth. The results for two three-
flavor neutrinos on both devices is shown in Fig. 1.
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FIG. 1. Fidelity normalization factor estimation by Clifford
version of the circuit assuming depolarizing noise. Blue dotted
points depict results from the IBM device, and orange points
from the AQT device. The curves plotted are fits of the afore-
mentioned data to an exponential function, as in Eq. (31). In
the plot we show uncertainties by including the standard er-
ror with vertical lines, which are rather small. Since the AQT
device used three CZ gates for calibration and four CZ gates
for time evolution, the time steps have been rescaled by a
factor of 3/4. For t = 0 we show the initial state preparation
results for both devices. As state preparation in the qubit
case requires entangling gates, SPAM error is higher than the
qutrit case.

Further, we model the results obtained with an expo-
nential fit of the form

⟨Πc(L)⟩calib = sFL , (31)

where the base F represents a fidelity per step and the
coefficient s accounts for state-preparation and measure-
ment (SPAM) errors. The best fit parameters for both
devices are reported inside the plot in Fig. (1). The much
larger SPAM error observed in the qubit case—even when
no time-steps are performed (ie. L = 0)—is in large part
a consequence of the transformations between the flavor
and mass bases, which involve entangling operations. In
contrast, on the qutrit implementation, state preparation
involves only local SU(3) transformations instead.

The error mitigation proceeds then as follows: we first
estimate the depolarizing noise strength pL using Eq. (30)
obtaining

pL =
Tr[1]

Tr[1]− 1
(1− ⟨Πc(L)⟩calib) . (32)

For the qubit simulations we estimate ⟨Πc(L)⟩calib di-
rectly from the measured calibration circuits. For the
qutrit case, owing to the difference in gate counts per
layer between the simulation circuits and the calibration
ones, we use instead the fit from Eq. (31) which provides

a good model for the measured data. Using this estima-
tor for the noise strength we can then estimate the noise
mitigated expectation value of a rank-1 projector Πk as
follows

⟨Πk(L)⟩mit =
⟨Πk(L)⟩ − pL

Tr[1]

1− pL
. (33)

In the qubit case we can express the mitigated expecta-
tion value directly in terms of the bare expectation value
and the result of calibration at step L as

⟨Πk(L)⟩mit =
15 ⟨Πk(L)⟩+ ⟨Πc(L)⟩calib − 1

16 ⟨Πc(L)⟩calib − 1
, (34)

where we used Tr[1] = 16 for our four qubits. We have
checked that the mitigated values obtained from the fit
in the qubit case agree quite well with the extrapolation
from the bare Clifford circuits.
We present a selection of results from our simula-

tions in Fig. 2. A complete set of results is provided
in the Appendix D. The system is initially prepared in
the state |νeνµ⟩ and evolved under the full flavor Hamil-
tonian H = Hν + Hνν using a first order Trotter for-
mula as discussed in Sec. III. The neutrino frequencies
are ω = {2, 2.5} µ−1. The mass dependent parameters
are {B3, B8} = {0.025483, 0.999567}. The mixing angles
are θ12 = 33.44◦, θ13 = 8.57◦, θ23 = 49.2◦, δcp = 0. Here
we show the survival probabilities of |νeνµ⟩ and |νµνe⟩
evolved for up to ten time steps, before and after perform-
ing error mitigation techniques described earlier. We can
observe that bare results do not match expected theoreti-
cal values beyond the first couple of Trotter steps, and as
time increases resembles an equipartition of probabilities
among all states. The match to the theoretical results
at later times is more likely coincidence. Mitigation im-
proves results rather drastically, with both devices agree-
ing with theoretical expectations for up to five Trotter
steps, particularly for the flavor probability of the |νµνe⟩
state, which is very small throughout the time evolution
and therefore more challenging to resolve.

VII. CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we have developed and compared quan-
tum circuits to perform collective neutrino flavor oscilla-
tions on both qubit and qutrit quantum hardware. Time
evolution was computed through the first-order Trotter
approximation and we find that, for a fixed total time,
the error scales linearly with the number of neutrinos
and inversely with the number of Trotter steps. In the
qubit encoding, the one-body term becomes a two-qubit
operator as does the PMNS matrix, and as such even ini-
tial product state preparation requires entangling gates.
Meanwhile, in the qutrit case no such need arises. For
noisy, intermediate-scale quantum (NISQ) hardware, this
translates to additional noise for state preparation on
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FIG. 2. Survival probability for the initial state |νeνµ⟩ (top) and its swapped counterpart |νµνe⟩ (bottom) as function of time
evolution. We show the results from measurements both directly on the device (left) and after error mitigation (right) for up
to ten time steps. Solid dots are the results from the (qubit-based) IBM Torino device and empty dots are the results from the
(qutrit-based) AQT device. Uncertainty bars are estimated by the standard error from each simulation on hardware. Exact
results are plotted as curves for reference. The improvement due to error mitigation is quite drastic, and depolarizing noise,
after Pauli twirling has been performed, seems to be a significant fraction of the noise.

qubits. Similarly, the time evolution will have more en-
tangling gates for the qubit setup, as two-body inter-
actions become four-qubit gates, which are decomposed
into a sequence of one- and two-qubit gates. Even with
the optimized circuits we construct through various gad-
gets (see Sec. IV and Appendix C), there is significant
overhead for a neutrino pair time evolution step. For
both hardware, in larger systems, SWAP operations will
be required to represent the all-to-all two-body interac-
tions, which fortunately we can absorb in the two-body
operation due to Eq. (6). On the other hand, qutrit gates
require higher control capabilities and can be prone to
higher infidelities as a result. For both setups we need
to perform error mitigation on hardware to achieve the
quality of results shown in Fig. 2. We note that there are
still large margins of improvement for fidelity of qutrit
gates, and it is remarkable to see the level of control
on these more complex architectures. Limited hardware
connectivity issues will start to play an important role
for larger systems, so the qutrit-based design is expected
to have advantages in terms of overall fidelity.

One main difference between the two encodings is the
mapping of the physical Hilbert space to the qudit space
on device. In the case of qubits, there is one neutrino to
two qubits, with one of the amplitudes being non-physical
and decoupled from the rest during simulations. We take
advantage of this fact to further improve our circuits and
reduce the gate count. For a system of N neutrinos,
the fraction of nonphysical states on the qubit device is
1− (3/4)N , which becomes the vast majority of states as
the number of particles increases. The presence of depo-

larizing noise will inevitably result in leakage to the non-
physical space. On the qutrit device there is a one-to-one
mapping between physical amplitudes and device ampli-
tudes. Thus, despite the presence of noise, such leakage
cannot occur. In supernovae simulations, the main ob-
servables are single-neutrino flavor measurements, and
the overall flavor composition might be robust against
leakage. However, correlations and higher order opera-
tors might be more sensitive to this type of noise. One
could take into consideration hardware noise in devising
encodings with noise-resistant observables, provided the
noise is well-categorized. For now, we leave such endeav-
ors for future research.
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Appendix A: Hamiltonian derivation

In Sec. II, we outlined the contents of our model Hamil-
tonian for three-flavor neutrino oscillations. Here, we ex-
pand on its derivation, first for the vacuum oscillations
(one-body) term in Appendix A1 and then for the neu-
trino interactions (two-body) term in Appendix A2.

1. Vacuum part

We obtain the term describing neutrino oscillations in
vacuum from

Hν =

N∑
q=1

3∑
i=1

√
p2q +m2

iT
q
ii

≈
N∑
q=1

3∑
i=1

(
pq +

m2
i

2pq

)
T q
ii ,

(A1)

where in the second step we used the ultra-relativistic
limit. The T q

ij operators are defined as

T q
ij =

(
q−1⊗
r=1

1(r)

)
⊗ t

(q)
ij ⊗

(
N⊗

r=q+1

1(r)

)
, (A2)

where 1 is the 3 × 3 identity matrix, while tij are 3 × 3
matrices with the (i, j)th element set to one and all oth-
ers set to 0. The parenthetical index in each superscript
denotes the subspace of the individual neutrino in which
that particular operator resides. Thus, the index q in the
superscript indicates that this composite operator acts
non-trivially only on the qth neutrino. The nine tij ma-
trices can be expressed as linear combinations of nine
orthonormal matrices, like the eight Gell-Mann matrices
{λk}k=1,...,8 plus the suitably normalized identity matrix

λ0 =
√
2/31. Using the completeness relation

8∑
k=0

[λk]αβ [λk]γδ = 2δαδδβγ , (A3)

where [M ]αβ denotes the (α, β)th element of a matrix M ,
one can easily find that

2[tij ]αβ =

3∑
γ,δ=1

8∑
k=0

[λk]αβ [λk]γδ[tij ]δγ

=

8∑
k=0

[λk]αβTr [λktij ] . (A4)

Suppressing the explicit notation of the matrix indices,
we have

tij =
1

3
δij1 +

1

2

8∑
k=1

[λk]jiλk . (A5)

Using the results above, together with the fact that the
Gell-Mann matrices are traceless, one finds

∑3
i=1 T

k
ii = 1

for any k.

Returning to the one-body Hamiltonian, we can sepa-
rate out a piece proportional to the identity as

Hν =

N∑
q=1

(
pq +

3∑
i=1

m2
i

6pq

)
1+

N∑
q=1

3∑
i=1

∑
j ̸=i

m2
i −m2

j

6pq

T q
ii .

(A6)
From Eq. (A5) we see the diagonal operators take the
form

T q
11 =

λq
3

2
+

λq
8

2
√
3
+

1

3
1, T q

22 = −λq
3

2
+

λq
8

2
√
3
+

1

3
1,

T q
33 = − λq

8√
3
+

1

3
1 ,

(A7)

where the upper index q on the Gell-Mann matrices indi-
cates the relevant neutrino subspace as in Eq. (A2). The
final expression for the vaccum term is,

Hν =

N∑
q=1

(
pq +

3∑
i=1

m2
i

6pq

)
1 +

N∑
q=1

∆12

4pq
λq
3

+

N∑
q=1

∆13 +∆23

4
√
3pq

λq
8 ,

(A8)

where we introduced the squared mass splitting ∆2
ij =

m2
i − m2

j for convenience. Using a more compact nota-
tion and removing the irrelevant piece proportional to
the identity we find

Hν =

N∑
q=1

ωqB⃗ · λ⃗q, ωq =

√
∆2

12 + (∆13 +∆23)2/3

4pq
.

(A9)

The vector λ⃗q is an eight component vector containing
the Gell-Mann matrices acting on the qth neutrino, and

B⃗ =B3e⃗3 +B8e⃗8,

B3 =
∆2

12√
∆12 + (∆13 +∆23)2/3

,

B8 =
∆13 +∆23√

3∆12 + (∆13 +∆23)2
.

(A10)

We denote by e⃗i the elementary vectors with components

e⃗
(j)
i = δji .

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.054512
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.054512
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2. Neutrino-neutrino interaction

Using the same notation as the previous subsection,
the forward scattering neutrino-neutrino interaction can
be written as

Hνν =
GF√
2V

∑
q ̸=k

(1− cos(θqk))

3∑
i,j=1

T q
ijT

k
ji , (A11)

where the coupling depends on the direction of the neu-
trino momenta through

cos(θqk) =
p⃗q · p⃗k
pqpk

. (A12)

Using the fact that the Gell-Mann matrices are traceless
and that Tr[λmλn] = 2δmn one finds

3∑
i,j=1

T q
ijT

k
ji =

1

3
1 +

1

2
λ⃗q · λ⃗k . (A13)

Removing the inconsequential part proportional to the
identity, the full interaction Hamiltonian takes the form

Hνν =
GF

2
√
2V

N∑
q ̸=k

(1− cos(θqk)) λ⃗q · λ⃗k

=
µ

4N

N∑
q ̸=k

(1− cos(θqk)) λ⃗q · λ⃗k ,

(A14)

where in the second equality we introduced the coupling
constant µ =

√
2GFnν , where nν is the neutrino density.

Appendix B: Trotter Error

In Sec. III, we cite upper bounds on the error as-
sociated with Trotterizing our time evolution operator
in terms of the coupling strength, oscillation frequen-
cies, and system size. Below we elaborate on how these
bounds are obtained, considering separately commuta-
tors between two-body terms and those between two- and
one-body terms of our Hamiltonian.

The commutator between the one- and two-body terms
is,

C12 = [Hν , Hνν ] =

N∑
j=1

N∑
q<k

Jqkωj [B⃗ · λ⃗j , λ⃗q · λ⃗k]

=

N∑
q<k

Jqk[ωkB⃗ · λ⃗k + ωqB⃗ · λ⃗q, λ⃗q · λ⃗k]

(B1)

where Gell-Mann matrices acting on different neutrinos

commute. Since B⃗ has only two non-zero components,

[B⃗ · λ⃗k, λ⃗q · λ⃗k] = B3[λ
k
3 , λ⃗q · λ⃗k] +B8[λ

k
8 , λ⃗q · λ⃗k] . (B2)

One can easily verify that

∥[λk
3 , λ⃗q · λ⃗k]∥ = 4 ∥[λk

8 , λ⃗q · λ⃗k]∥ = 2
√
3 . (B3)

Additionally,

[B⃗ · λ⃗k, λ⃗q · λ⃗k] = −[B⃗ · λ⃗q, λ⃗q · λ⃗k] . (B4)

Then, the norm of the commutator is,

∥C12∥ ≤
N∑

q<k

Jqk∥[ωkB⃗ · λ⃗k + ωqB⃗ · λ⃗q, λ⃗q · λ⃗k]∥

=

N∑
q<k

Jqk∥(ωk − ωq)[B⃗ · λ⃗k, λ⃗q · λ⃗k]∥

=

N∑
q<k

Jqk|ωk − ωq|∥[B⃗ · λ⃗k, λ⃗q · λ⃗k]∥

≤
(
4B3 + 2

√
3B8

) N∑
q<k

Jqk|ωk − ωq|

=
4∆2

12 + 2(∆2
13 +∆2

23)√
∆4

12 + (∆2
13 +∆2

23)
2/3

N∑
q<k

Jqk|ωk − ωq|.

(B5)

We can find a simpler, though less strict, upper bound
by using

Jqk ≤ µ

N
∆2

12 < 0.1max[∆2
23,∆

2
13] , (B6)

to write

∥C12∥ < 4
2µ

2N

(
N

2

)
max
q,k

|ωk − ωq| < 2µN max
q,k

|ωk − ωq| .

(B7)
We now consider the purely two-body commutators’

size:

C22 =

(N2 )∑
K=1

JK

∥∥∥∥∥
[
λ⃗qK · λ⃗kK

,
∑
L>K

λ⃗qL · λ⃗kL

]∥∥∥∥∥ (B8)

where JK is the coupling strength for the pair K =
1, . . . ,

(
N
2

)
. The five types of contributions that result

in nontrivial the commutators are the following (see also
the two flavor derivation in Ref. [52] for more details)

• qL < qK and kL = qK > qL

• qL < qK and kL = kK > qL

• qL = qK and kL ̸= kK and kL > qL

• kK > qL > qK and kL = kK > qL

• qL = kK and kL > qL

We can therefore rewrite the sum of commutators as fol-
lows



12

N∑
q<k

Jqk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
λ⃗q · λ⃗k,

q−1∑
l=1

Jlqλ⃗l · λ⃗q +

q−1∑
l=1

Jlkλ⃗l · λ⃗k +

k−1∑
l=q+1

Jlqλ⃗q · λ⃗l +

N∑
l=k+1

Jlqλ⃗q · λ⃗l +

k−1∑
l=q+1

Jlkλ⃗l · λ⃗k +

N∑
l=k+1

Jlkλ⃗k · λ⃗l

∥∥∥∥∥∥
=

N∑
q<k

Jqk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
λ⃗q · λ⃗k,

q−1∑
l=1

λ⃗l ·
(
Jlqλ⃗q + Jlkλ⃗k

)
+

k−1∑
l=q+1

λ⃗l ·
(
Jlqλ⃗q + Jlkλ⃗k

)
+

N∑
l=k+1

λ⃗l ·
(
Jlqλ⃗q + Jlkλ⃗k

)∥∥∥∥∥∥
(B9)

At this point we need the commutator identity

[
λ⃗q · λ⃗k, λ⃗q · λ⃗l

]
=

8∑
n=1

8∑
m=1

[λq
m, λq

n]λ
k
mλl

n

=2i

8∑
n=1

8∑
m=1

8∑
j=1

fmnjλq
jλ

k
mλl

n

=

8∑
n<m

[λq
m, λq

n]
(
λk
mλl

n − λk
nλ

l
m

)
(B10)

From the last result in the second line it is clear using
the anti-symmetry of the structure constants that[

λ⃗q · λ⃗k, λ⃗k · λ⃗l

]
= −

[
λ⃗q · λ⃗k, λ⃗q · λ⃗l

]
. (B11)

A direct calculations then shows that∥∥∥[λ⃗q · λ⃗k, λ⃗q · λ⃗l

]∥∥∥ = 4
√
3 . (B12)

Using these results we can then find the upper bound

∥C22∥ ≤4
√
3

N∑
q<k

Jqk

(
q−1∑
l=1

∣∣Jlq − Jlk
∣∣

+

k−1∑
l=q+1

|Jlq − Jlk|

+

N∑
l=k+1

∣∣Jlq − Jlk
∣∣)

<4
√
3

N∑
q<k

Jqk

N∑
l=1

|Jlq − Jlk| .

(B13)

As we did before, we can find simpler bounds by bound-

ing the Jqk coupling constants

∥C22∥ <4
√
3
2µ

2N

µ

2N

(
N

2

) N∑
l=1

max
q,k

|cos(θlq)− cos(θlk)|

<
√
3µ2

N∑
l=1

max
q,k

|cos(θlq)− cos(θlk)|

(B14)

or the even simpler one

∥C22∥ <
√
3µ2N max

q,k,l
|cos(θlq)− cos(θlk)| . (B15)

We can now put everything together and get an error
bound for a first-order Trotter decomposition. We pro-
ceed in two steps by first splitting the one and two body
evolution obtaining [52, 57]

∥e−iHt − e−itHνe−itHνν∥ ≤ t2

2
∥C12∥ . (B16)

We then split the two body evolution into a product of
evolutions over individual pairs as follows

Upair(t) =
∏
q<k

e−itJqkλ⃗q·λ⃗k . (B17)

The errors we incur by doing this is

∥e−itHνν − Upair(t)∥ ≤ t2

2
∥C22∥ . (B18)

Putting all together by doing r steps of size t/r each we
finally have



13∥∥∥∥∥e−iHt −
r∏

s=1

e−i t
rHνUpair

(
t

r

)∥∥∥∥∥ ≤ r

∥∥∥∥e−iH t
r − e−i t

rHνUpair

(
t

r

)∥∥∥∥
≤ r

∥∥∥e−iH t
r − e−i t

rHνe−i t
rHνν

∥∥∥+ r

∥∥∥∥e−i t
rHνe−i t

rHνν − e−i t
rHνUpair

(
t

r

)∥∥∥∥
≤ t2

2r
(∥C12∥+ ∥C22∥)

<
t2

2r
µN

(
2max

q,k
|ωk − ωq|+

√
3µmax

q,k,l
|cos(θlq)− cos(θlk)|

)
(B19)

If we use the short hand notation

∆ωmax = max
q,k

|ωk − ωq| (B20)

∆θmax = max
q,k,l

|cos(θlq)− cos(θlk)| . (B21)

We have that the total number of steps to guarantee an
error ϵ over a total time evolution interval of size t is

r =
t2

2ϵ
µN

(
2∆ωmax +

√
3µ∆θmax

)
= O

(
t2µN

ϵ
(∆ωmax + µ)

)
.

(B22)

By using the same strategy used in Ref. [52] to bound
the error of the second-order formula with two flavors,
we can extend this result and show a scaling linear in
system size N for all the higher order Trotter formulas.

Appendix C: Qubit quantum circuit

In Sec. VA, we outline our procedure to simulate
three-flavor collective oscillations on qubit-based hard-
ware. Here, we derive the circuits to perform these sim-
ulations in terms of elementary gates in the following or-
der: First, we explore in Appendix C 1 how to transform
from the flavor basis, in which we prepare our initial wave
function and measure our evolved state, and the mass
basis where time evolution will be performed. To fol-
low up, we show how to decompose exponentials of one-
and two-body terms in the Hamiltonian into elementary
gates in Appendices C 2 and C3, respectively, allowing
us to perform time steps with the desired Hamiltonian
model. These decompositions involve a number of useful
algebraic identities that we prove in Appendix C 4.

1. PMNS matrix

The unitary operator mixing neutrino flavor and mass
eigenstates is the PMNS matrix:νe

νµ
ντ

 = UPMNS ×

ν1
ν2
ν3

 , (C1)

UPMNS =

1 0 0
0 c23 s23
0 −s23 c23

×

 c13 0 s13e
−iδCP

0 1 0
−s13e

iδCP 0 c13


×

 c12 s12 0
−s12 c12 0
0 0 1


(C2)

where cij := cos(θij), sij := sin(θij). Since we are using
a qubit mapping where the |00⟩ state is non-physical, we
can write the three rotation matrices as follows:1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0
0 0 c23 s23
0 0 −s23 c23

 =

•

Ry(−2θ23)
(C3)

1 0 0 0
0 c13 0 s13
0 0 1 0
0 −s13 0 c13

 =
Ry(−2θ23)

•
(C4)

and the Givens rotation from Ref. [71]1 0 0 0
0 c12 s12 0
0 −s12 c12 0
0 0 0 1

 =
Ry(π/2) • Ry(−θ23) • Ry(−π/2)

Ry(−θ23)

(C5)
The inclusion of a CP phase can be accomplished easily

with single-qubit Z rotations;
1 0 0 0
0 c13 0 s13e

−iδCP

0 0 1 0
0 −s13e

iδCP 0 c13


=

Rz(−δCP ) Ry(−2θ23) Rz(δCP )

•

(C6)

Alternatively, to realize the PMNS matrix with the
cross-resonance gate RZX(θ), let us introduce some rela-
tions: an arbitrary Y rotation can always be written as
Ry(θ) = SHRz(θ)HS†, while the commutation relation
between S or S† and a CNOT are as follows

•

S
=

S • •

S •
(C7)
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•

S† =
• • S†

• S†
(C8)

Since we can write a controlled-rotation using two
CNOTs as

•

Ry(θ)
=

• •

Ry(θ/2) Ry(− θ
2 )

(C9)
we can then write it in terms of the cross-resonance gate
as:

•

Ry(θ)
= RZX(− θ

2 )
Ry(

θ
2 ) S S†

(C10)
recalling the relation between RZX and RZZ :

• •

Rz(θ)
= RZX(θ)

U1,1 U1,1

(C11)

where U1,1 = Rz(π/2)
√
XRz(π/2) is the Hadamard gate

H up to a global phase, in particular U1,1 = eiπ/4H.
As for the Givens rotation instead, we find the following
circuit:

Ry(
π
2 ) • Ry(θ) • Ry(−π

2 )

Ry(θ)

=

=
Ry(

π
2 ) S†

RZX(θ)
H

RXZ(θ)
H S RY (−π

2 )

S† S

(C12)

In this way, it is possible to write the PMNS matrix either
with two CNOTs plus two controlled-RY rotations, or
with four cross-resonance gates RZX .

2. One-body terms

Next, we outline how to realize the one-body terms of
Eq. (1) with elementary gates acting on qubit hardware.
To start, note the mass basis the one body term is, per
our encoding in Sec. IV,

Hν =
∑
p

ωpB⃗ · Q⃗p =
∑
p

ωp(B3Q3p +B8Q8p) , (C13)

where we can simplify the operator into

B3Q3p +B8Q8p =

(
B3

2
+

B8

2
√
3

)
(σ3 ⊗ σ0)p−(

B3

2
− B8

2
√
3

)
(σ0 ⊗ σ3)p−

B8√
3
(σ3 ⊗ σ3)p

(C14)

Let us denote with labels A and B the two qubits for
a given momentum mode p. The time evolution operator
for a single neutrino acting on the qubit pair is,

U1(t) =Rz
B

(
ωpt

(
B3 +

B8√
3

))
×Rz

A

(
−ωpt

(
B3 −

B8√
3

))
×Rzz

AB

(
−2ωp

B8√
3
t

) (C15)

Using the fact that we are free to keep an arbitrary phase
on the unphysical state |00⟩, and everything is invariant
up to a global phase, the evolution unitary we actually
need to implement is the following simplification:

Ũ1(t) =Rz
B

(
ωpt

(
B3 +

B8√
3

))
×Rz

A

(
−ωpt

(
B3 −

B8√
3

))
.

(C16)

3. Two-body terms

Finally, we outline how to realize the interaction
Hamiltonian of Eq. (3) on qubits, also using the repre-
sentation of Sec. IV. We draw inspiration from the circuit
constructions derived in Refs. [72, 73] using diagonaliza-
tion gadgets. Let us introduce the diagonalizing opera-
tors Gab and K defined as follows:

qa
Gab

qb
:=

H •
(C17)

K :=

H •

=

H • • •

(C18)
Indeed, these operators diagonalize the following terms
(remember our notation Qi ⊗Qi =: Qii):

G13 (Q44 +Q55)G
†
13 =

Z1 − Z1Z3

4
(1− Z4 − Z2 + Z2Z4)

K(Q11 +Q22)K
† =

Z1 − Z1Z2

4
(1− Z3 + Z4 − Z3Z4)

G24 (Q66 +Q77)G
†
24 =

Z2 − Z2Z4

4
(1− Z1 − Z3 + Z3Z1)

(C19)

The proof of these equalities is shown in Appendix C 4.

We can then use the fact that Gf(Q⃗)G† = f(GQ⃗G†) for
every f whose Taylor expansion is well-defined. So, from
the first equality of Eq. (C19) we find that the implemen-

tation of G13e
iα(Q4⊗Q4+Q5⊗Q5)G†

13 can be achieved with
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q1

Dq1q2q3q4
45

q2

q3

q4

:=

q1 R R† R R† R R† R R†

q2 • • • •
q3 • •
q4 • •

FIG. 3. Diagonal unitary required to implement exp(iα(Q4⊗Q4+Q5⊗Q5)) in conjuction with the operator G13 from Eq. (C17).
The single qubit gate R is a Z rotation with angle α

q1

Dq1q2q3q4
12

q2

q3

q4

:=

q1 R R R† R R† R† R R†

q2 • • • •
q3 • •
q4 • •

FIG. 4. Diagonal unitary required to implement exp(iα(Q1⊗Q1+Q2⊗Q2)) in conjuction with the operator K from Eq. (C18).
The single qubit gate R is a Z rotation with angle α.

the diagonal circuit D1234
45 (where the superscript denotes

the order of qubits) shown in Fig. 3.
With a permutation of qubits (1, 3) → (2, 4) we find

that G24e
iα(Q6⊗Q6+Q7⊗Q7)G†

24 can be implemented by
the same circuit, which with the notation of before would
beD2143

45 . Both of these terms can be done with 10 CNOT
each for all-to-all connectivity. The unitary operator cor-
responding to Keiα(Q1⊗Q1+Q2⊗Q2)K† is slightly differ-
ent, and it is implemented by the circuit shown in Fig. 4.
Together with the cost of implementing the unitary K,
and its inverse, the cost of the full evolution for this term
is 14 CNOT gates with all-to-all connectivity.

The last operation we need to perform is the evolution
under the two diagonal generators:

Q33 +Q88 = −2

3
1 + 2 (Z1Z3 + Z2Z4 + Z1Z2Z3Z4)

(C20)
This expression for Q3 ⊗Q3 +Q8 ⊗Q8 was obtained by
adding operators that only modify the unphysical Hilbert

space. Since G13Z1Z3G
†
13 = Z3 (and the same holds for

Z2Z4 with G24) we can implement this operator by sim-
ply adding a single qubit rotation when we perform the
diagonal piecesD45 shown in Fig. 3. As for the Z1Z2Z3Z4

term instead, we can implement it by introducing the new
operator Oi, where the i index denotes the target qubit,
which gives OiZ1Z2Z3Z4Oi = Zi. (Note O† = O.) This
operation is simple to perform with three CNOT gates,
for instance O1 can be implemented as

q1

O1

q2

q3

q4

= •
•

•

(C21)

In summary, with an all-to-all connectivity, we can im-
plement the full two-body interaction term with the cir-
cuit shown in Fig. 5. In the shown implementation we

simplified together two CNOT gates shared between G13

and K† reducing the gate count to 38 CNOTs. In addi-
tion, four more CNOT gates can be removed simplifying
gates shared with O4 bringing the final CNOT count to
34. We can also consider the case, like on the IBM device
we employed for the simulations shown in the main text,
of 4 qubits with T connectivity where we have one qubit
that interacts with the other 3, but where the other 3
qubits interact only with the one in the center. In this
case, we see already that the diagonal unitaries in Fig. 3
and Fig. 4 are compatible with the T connectivity pro-
vided q1 is the central qubit. We then start with qubit
1 in the middle and swap 1 ↔ 2 in order to perform the
evolution generated by Q6 ⊗Q6 +Q7 ⊗Q7. By choosing
O2ZO2 for the four-qubit rotation, as shown in Fig. 6,
we can then cancel two of the CNOT gates in the middle
SWAP with neighboring gates resulting in a total of 39
CNOT gates. At the end of the step the order of the first
and second qubits is reversed.

4. Diagonalizing-relations

H • X • H

X
= Z (C22)

H • Y • H

Y
=

Z

−Z
(C23)

H • Z • H

Z
=

Z
(C24)

With those relations we can easily prove the following
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1
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FIG. 5. Circuit implementation of the full two-body evolution operator with all-to-all connectivity.
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FIG. 6. Circuit implementation of the full two-body evolution operator with T connectivity.

relations:

G13 (Q44 +Q55)G
†
13 =

Z1 − Z1Z3

4
(1− Z4 − Z2 + Z2Z4)

(C25)

G24 (Q66 +Q77)G
†
24 =

Z2 − Z2Z4

4
(1− Z1 − Z3 + Z3Z1)

(C26)

H • Z • H

Z

Z

Z

=

Z

Z

Z

(C27)

H • X • H

X

Y

Y

=

Z

−Z

Z

(C28)

H • Y • H

Y

X

X

=

Z

−Z (C29)

H • Y • H

Y

Y

Y

=

Z

Z

Z

Z

(C30)

H • X • H

X

X

X

=

Z

(C31)

With those operators we have that:

K(Q1 ⊗Q1)K
† =

Z1

4
(1− Z2 − Z3Z4 + Z2Z3Z4) (C32)

H • Y • H

X

Y

X

=

Z

−Z
(C33)

H • Y • H

X

X

Y

=

Z

−Z

(C34)
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H • X • H

Y

X

Y

=

Z

Z

−Z

(C35)

H • X • H

Y

Y

X

=

Z

Z

−Z

(C36)

So that:

K(Q2 ⊗Q2)K
† =

Z1

4
(−Z3 +Z4 +Z2Z3 −Z2Z4) (C37)

and we prove with this that the operator K diagonalizes
the term Q1 ⊗Q1 +Q2 ⊗Q2:

K(Q11 +Q22)K
† =

Z1 − Z1Z2

4
(1− Z3 + Z4 − Z3Z4)

(C38)

Appendix D: Complete hardware results

In this section we present the results for all states of the
two neutrino systems. We start by presenting in Fig. 7
the total variation distance (TVD)

δ(Pref , Pmeas) =
1

2

∑
x

|Pref (x)− Pmeas(x)| , (D1)

between the expected distribution Pref over the nine fla-
vor states of two neutrinos and the measured distribu-
tion Pmeas obtained from the hardware runs, with and
without error mitigation. The bands are 90% confidence
intervals obtained by resampling the experimental results
assuming they follow a normal distribution with the es-
timated means and standard deviations. From these re-
sults, the beneficial effect of error mitigation is clear, con-
sistently lowering the TVD in all cases. This analysis also
shows that the qubit simulations, both with and without

error mitigation, achieve a smaller TVD than the respec-
tive calculations on qutrit hardware even though after
mitigation the spread appears reduced.

In Fig. 8, data before error mitigation are shown. Each
plot depicts the evolving probability of a given definite-
flavor state, except the first panel which is a superposi-
tion of all other plots to underline the relative magnitude.
In each case we compare qubit and qutrit with the ex-
act result. Without any error mitigation, it is clear that
hardware noise dominates our results, and data are far
from the exact result after a couple of Trotter steps.

However, one difference can be found in the probabili-
ties on hardware for states that should have a very small
theoretical probability during runtime (see the plots for
the {|µµ⟩ , |µτ⟩ , |τµ⟩ , |ττ⟩} states). The time evolu-
tion operator plays almost no role in the evolution of
these states, and the major contribution is the depolariz-
ing noise, which should converge to 1/Tr[1] where Tr[1]
is the total number of global states for (16 or 9 for qubits
and qutrits, respectively). Since for qubits we have the
presence of an nonphysical state, the depolarizing noise
will converge to 1/16 ≈ 0.06. In the case of qutrits in-
stead, the noise will converge to 1/9 ≈ 0.1. Indeed, un-
mitigated hardware results converge close to these values
as function of time. This difference is taken into account
during error mitigation, as explained in more detail in
Sec. VI.

As already mentioned in Sec. VII, this distinction can
give us some intuition about the impact of depolarizing
noise with system scaling. Considering the qubit encod-
ing for N neutrinos, the fraction of physical states over
the total number of states is (3/4)N , which vanishes as
the number of neutrinos increases. Since probability am-
plitudes will increasingly populate unphysical states due
to the depolarizing noise in the qubit case, we can expect
the qutrit encoding to scale better when considering only
error-mitigation strategies. In practice, the problem with
unphysical state might not be so impactful if one is only
interested in local, small-weight observables.

We show data after error-mitigation in Fig. 9. As be-
fore, every plot displays the probability of being in a par-
ticular final state, while the plot in the first panel shows
the relative magnitude between different states. Both
qubit and qutrit results are close to the exact evolution,
and even information in data that looked like fully depo-
larized have been recovered with error mitigation. There
is no clear advantage between the two methods for this
small system, but scaling up the particle number should
lead to the differences outlined above.
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FIG. 7. Total variation distances between the expected flavor probability distribution over flavor states and the distribution es-
timated from quantum computations. We show in blue and orange the qubit result without (IBM noMIT) and with (IBM MIT)
error mitigation respectively. Similarly, we report the qutrit result without error mitigation (AQT noMIT) in green and with
error mitigation (AQT MIT) in red. The bands correspond to 90% confidence intervals.
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FIG. 8. The vertical axis shows the probability of occupying a given final state. We present one plot for each possible two-flavor
neutrino state, while the first panel shows a summary, highlighting the relative magnitudes. We also quantify the uncertainty
using standard error through the vertical error bars. The dashed line is the exact calculation, while solid and empty dots
represent the qubit (IBM) and qutrit (AQT) data respectively, before error mitigation.
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FIG. 9. The vertical axis shows the probability of occupying a given final state. We present one plot for each possible two-
flavor neutrino state, while the first panel shows a summary, highlighting the relative magnitudes. The dashed line is the exact
calculation, while solid and empty dots represent the qubit (IBM) and qutrit (AQT) data respectively, after error mitigation.
We also quantify the uncertainty using standard error through the vertical error bars. As expected error mitigation increases
the variance observed.
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