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Quantum mismatch: a powerful measure of “quantumness” in neutrino oscillations
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The quantum nature of neutrino oscillations would be reflected in the mismatch between the
neutrino survival probabilities with and without an intermediate observation. We propose this
“quantum mismatch” as a measure of quantumness in neutrino oscillations, which precisely extracts
the interference term in the two-flavor limit. In the full three-flavor scenario, we provide modi-
fied definitions of the Leggett-Garg and quantum mismatch measures. These are applicable for
long-baseline and reactor neutrino experiments that measure neutrino survival probabilities with
negligible matter effects.

Introduction — Tests of quantum mechanics (QM) pro-
vide insights into the limits of local realism, which aligns
with the classical worldview that all properties of physical
objects have values that exist independently of their mea-
surements. For example, the Bell’s inequality [1] tests for
violations of the classical upper bound on correlations
between measurements made on spatially separated sys-
tems. Violations of this upper bound [2, 3] clearly in-
dicate the need for QM, as they would be incompatible
with the hypothesis of hidden variables [4, 5].

The Leggett-Garg (LG) measure [6, 7] provides an-
other test of “quantumness” (more precisely, non-
classicality) of a system through the correlations between
its measurements at different times. The Leggett-Garg
Inequality (LGI) tests for the interference in QM, as op-
posed to entanglement, which is tested by the Bell’s in-
equality. The simplest LG measure K3 employs the ob-
servation of the system at an intermediate time.

In the phenomenon of neutrino oscillations, neutrinos
change their flavor (νe, νµ, ντ ) during propagation due to
the interference between different mass eigenstates [8, 9].
This is a unique system where QM manifests itself over
hundreds and thousands of kilometers, which makes it a
prime candidate for tests of QM [10–23]. Violations of
LGI have been measured at neutrino oscillation experi-
ments at MINOS [24] and Daya-Bay [25]. New physics
effects on the LG measure have been discussed in [26, 27].

A difference between observations with and without an
intermediate measurement would be a natural measure
of quantumness [28, 29]. In this Letter, we introduce
the “quantum mismatch” measure, δP , for ascertaining
the quantum nature of neutrino oscillations. It is simply
defined as the difference between neutrino survival prob-
abilities with and without an intermediate measurement.
Here, we use measurements at different energies as prox-
ies for measurements at different times, which ensures
that the “intermediate” measurement is non-invasive.

In real-world neutrino experiments, it is not possible
to detect all neutrino flavors. This necessitates modifi-
cation of the measures K3 and δP in the full three-flavor
scenario. We identify the energies where the two modified

measures K̃3 and δ̃P would be efficient in experiments.
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the states starting with
νµ at t0 = 0 without [left] and with [right] intermediate mea-
surements. Only two neutrino flavors, νµ and νx, are assumed.

Formalism and definitions — In Fig. 1, we schematically
represent the states of a system with and without an
intermediate measurement. At time t0 = 0, the whole
system is in the νµ state (denoted by A). Over time, the
neutrino flavor can either survive as νµ or change to νx.
The state of the system can be measured at later times
t1 and t2. We denote the relevant quantum amplitudes

AAX ≡ Aµµ(0, t1) = a1 , AAY ≡ Axµ(0, t1) = b1 ,

AXB ≡ Aµµ(t1, t2) = a2 , AY B ≡ Aµx(t1, t2) = b2 , (1)

where Aβα(ti, tj) denotes the quantum amplitude for
να(ti)→ νβ(tj). The corresponding oscillation probabil-
ities are given by Pαβ(ti, tj) ≡ |Aβα(ti, tj)|2. Note that
conservation of probability implies |ai|2 + |bi|2 = 1.

In the classical limit, the muon neutrino survival prob-
ability PAB ≡ Pµµ(0, t2) would be

PAB = PAXPXB + PAY PY B = |a1a2|2 + |b1b2|2 . (2)

In QM, in the absence of any intermediate observation,
we add the amplitudes over all possible paths, obtaining

PAB ≡ |AAB |2 = |a1a2 + b1b2|2 . (3)

The simplest LG measure K3 is defined through a di-
chotomic observable Q(ti), which can only have outcomes
±1. We define Q(ti) = +1 if the detected state is νµ, and
Q(ti) = −1 for any other state νx. The correlation func-
tion is defined as

Cij ≡ 〈Q(ti)Q(tj) 〉 . (4)
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The LG measure K3 is then

K3 ≡ C01 + C12 − C02 , (5)

where the suffixes (0, 1, 2) correspond to the times
(0, t1, t2). In the classical scenario, −3 ≤ K3 ≤ 1 [6, 7],
i.e., the LGI K3 ≤ 1 is satisfied. Any observation K3 > 1
would indicate the quantum nature of the system.

For the muon neutrino survival probability, the quan-
tum mismatch parameter δP is

δPµµ = PAB −
∑

I=X,Y,...

PAIPIB , (6)

where I denotes the possible intermediate neutrino flavor
states (X, Y, ...) at t1. In the classical scenario, the
equality δPµµ= 0 holds. Any observation δPµµ 6= 0 would
indicate the quantum nature of the system.

Two-flavor limit — in the limit of two neutrino flavors
(2ν limit), conservation of probability implies Pxµ = Pµx.
The correlation function Cij then becomes

C(2ν)
ij = 2Pµµ(ti, tj)− 1 . (7)

The LG measure K3 can be calculated as

K
(2ν)
3 = 2 (PAX + PXB − PAB)− 1

= 1− 4 |b1|2|b2|2 − 4 Re [b?1b
?
2a1a2] . (8)

Clearly, the quantity responsible for a possible violation
of the classical bound (K3 ≤ 1) is the interference term

I(2ν) ≡ Re [b?1b
?
2a1a2] . (9)

The quantum mismatch measure δP in the 2ν limit is

δP (2ν)
µµ =PAB −

(
PAXPXB + PAY PY B

)
= 2 I(2ν), (10)

which is the same interference term. However, while

K
(2ν)
3 needs to be greater than 1 to indicate quantum-

ness, δP
(2ν)
µµ 6= 0 is enough to do the same. Note that

K
(2ν)
3 > 1 necessitates I(2ν)< −|b1|2|b2|2, whereas for all

I(2ν) 6= 0, we obtain δP
(2ν)
µµ 6= 0.

Two-flavor quantum measures at neutrino oscillation ex-
periments — The quantum measures discussed above
need measurements of the system corresponding to three
different time intervals ∆t10 ≡ t1− t0, ∆t21 ≡ t2− t1 and
∆t20 ≡ t2 − t0. In a fixed-baseline neutrino experiment,
measurements at multiple time intervals are not possible.
However, this obstacle may be overcome as follows.

Consider the evolution of a particle with mass m dur-
ing time interval ∆τ in its rest frame. If this parti-
cle is observed to have an energy E in the lab frame,
the same evolution will be observed for a time inter-
val ∆t = (∆τ/m)E, by the special theory of relativity.
Thus, the evolution of a neutrino in the lab frame de-
pends only on the ratio ∆t/E.

FIG. 2. Top Panel: the quantum measures K3 and δPµµ in
the two-flavor limit, in the (∆20, ∆10) plane. We have taken
the mixing angle θ = 45◦. The upper-left solid gray triangles
are unphysical regions. The black and white regions obey the
classical limit. Colored regions correspond to K3 > 1 and
δPµµ 6= 0, indicating quantumness. Bottom Panel: ranges of
K3 and δPµµ as functions of ∆20, for all possible ∆10. The
dark gray (light green) regions obey (violate) classical limits.

For neutrino oscillations, this dependence on ∆t/E
holds in vacuum, or as long as matter effects [30, 31] are
negligible. In this limit, the measurements of neutrinos
with the same energy at different times may be replaced
by measurements of neutrinos of different energies at the
same time intervals. That is, for some energy E0 and
time interval ∆t0, if we find(

∆t10

E0
,

∆t21

E0
,

∆t20

E0

)
=

(
∆t0
E10

,
∆t0
E21

,
∆t0
E20

)
, (11)

then the measurements at energies E10, E21 and E20 can
act as the proxies for measurements with time intervals
∆t10, ∆t21 and ∆t20, respectively. Here, ∆t0 should be
taken as the duration of neutrino propagation from the
source to the detector. Since the three time intervals
should be related to each other as

∆t10 + ∆t21 = ∆t20 , (12)

the proxy energies need to satisfy the relation

1/E10 + 1/E21 = 1/E20 . (13)

In principle, for every value of E0, one has a different
triplet (E10, E21, E20), using which the quantum mea-
sures may be defined. Note that, using measurements at
different energies makes this a truly non-invasive mea-
surement, which does not disrupt the system in any way.

The neutrino survival probability in the 2ν limit is
given by

Pµµ(ti, tj) = 1− sin2(2θ) sin2 ∆ , (14)

where θ is the mixing angle. The oscillation phase, as a
function of energy, is

∆(E) = 1.27× (∆m2 in eV2)× (L in km)

(E in GeV)
, (15)
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where ∆m2 is the mass-squared difference between the
two neutrinos, and L = c (tj − ti). Note that the depen-
dence on the ratio ∆t/E is explicitly present above.

The top panels of Fig. 2 show the values of the quan-
tum measures K3 and δPµµ in the 2ν limit, in the
(∆20, ∆10) plane where ∆ij ≡ ∆(Eij). Since ∆20 corre-
sponds to the largest time interval, we need ∆20 > ∆10,
making the upper-left triangles in the contour plots un-
physical. The figure shows that the classical bound of
K3 ≤ 1 would be violated in certain colored ‘islands’
in the parameter space, whereas the classical value of
δPµµ = 0 would be violated for much larger regions of
possible (∆20, ∆10) choices.

The bottom panels of Fig. 2 further illustrate that in
the 2ν limit, the quantum mismatch measure δP would
be a more efficient probe of non-classicality.

Defining the three-flavor quantum measures — The above
discussion implicitly assumes that there are only two neu-
trino flavors. However, as neutrinos come in three flavors
(3ν), these measures will have to be modified accordingly.

Since a dichotomic observable Q(ti) is needed for the
LG measure, we shall assign Q(ti) = −1 for all non-muon
neutrinos, i.e. νe and ντ , as depicted in Fig. 3.

If we had the ability to detect all three neutrino fla-
vors, i.e., if independent measurements of neutrino flavor
states X, Y and Z were possible, the correlation func-
tions C01 and C02 would take the same form as before:

C(3ν)
01 = 2PAX − 1 , C(3ν)

02 = 2PAB − 1 . (16)

The correlation function C12, however, would be

C(3ν)
12 =PAX (PXB − PXD − PXF )

−
∑
I=Y,Z

PAI (PIB − PID − PIF ) (17)

=1 + 2 (PAXPXB −PAY PY B −PAZPZB)−2PAX .

The LG measure K3 can then be calculated using Eq. (5).
In QM, in the absence of any intermediate observation,

PAB = |a1a2 + b1b2 + c1c2|2 . (18)

The value of K3 would then be

K
(3ν)
3 = 1− 4 |b1|2|b2|2 − 4 |c1|2|c2|2 − 4 I(3ν), (19)

where we have defined the 3ν-interference term as,

I(3ν) ≡ Re[a?1a
?
2b1b2]+Re[b?1b

?
2c1c2]+Re[c?1c

?
2a1a2] . (20)

Clearly, in the absence of the interference terms, the clas-

sical bound of K
(3ν)
3 ≤ 1 will be always satisfied.

For experiments where all neutrino flavors cannot be

detected, K
(3ν)
3 as defined above cannot be measured.

However, a modified LG measure, observable at all ex-
periments which can measure the muon neutrino survival
probability Pµµ, can be defined as

K̃3 = C̃01 + C̃12 − C̃02 , (21)
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FIG. 3. Schematic representation of the states of the system
with three neutrino flavors, starting with νµ at t0 = 0.

where C̃ij is defined as

C̃ij = 2Pµµ(ti, tj)− 1 . (22)

This modified definition of LG measure makes it directly
applicable for those long-baseline neutrino experiments
where matter effects are negligible for Pµµ. We get

K̃3 = 2
(
PAX + PXB − PAB

)
− 1

= 1− 4 |b1|2|b2|2 − 4 |c1|2|c2|2

− 2 |b1|2|c2|2 − 2 |b2|2|c1|2 − 4 I(3ν) . (23)

The 3ν-interference term allows the violation of the clas-
sical bound K̃3 ≤ 1, albeit for a smaller region of param-

eter space compared to K
(3ν)
3 . Thus K̃3 is a practical

LG measure in the three-flavor system of neutrinos. It is
indeed the one implicitly being used in [24, 25].

Similarly, if we had the ability to detect all three neu-
trino flavors, the quantum mismatch measure would be

δP (3ν)
µµ ≡PAB −(PAXPXB + PAY PY B + PAZPZB)

= 2 I(3ν) . (24)

Though this measure precisely extracts the interference
term that causes violations of classical bounds, it can-
not be calculated for real-world experiments. For exper-
iments which only observe Pµµ, we define the modified
quantum mismatch measure

δ̃Pµµ ≡ PAB −
(
PAXPXB + (1− PAX) (1− PXB)

)
= I(3ν) −

(
|b1|2|c2|2 + |b2|2|c1|2

)
, (25)

where we have used PXB+PY B+PZB = 1, which is true
due to probability conservation. In the classical limit,

i.e., in absence of the 3ν-interference term, δ̃Pµµ ≤ 0.

Therefore δ̃Pµµ > 0 is a clear indicator of quantumness.

Note that the modified measure δ̃Pµµ has a classical

upper bound as opposed to the δP (3ν)
µµ which would have

had a fixed value of zero in the classical limit. However,

δ̃Pµµ is a practical measure that can be determined at
real-world experiments.
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FIG. 4. The modified quantum measures K̃3 [top] and δ̃P [bottom] at DUNE [left], MINOS [middle] and JUNO [right] in the
the (E20, E10) plane. The solid gray regions outside the green boundaries do not give an allowed E21 value. The quasi-triangular
regions enclosed by dashed/ solid black boundaries denote energies where the flux is higher. The black and white regions obey

the classical limit. Colored regions correspond to K̃3 > 1 and δ̃P > 0, indicating quantumness. Neutrino parameters are given
in Eq. (26). The spotted features for JUNO are due to the co-existence of atmospheric and solar neutrino oscillations.

Quantum measures at neutrino oscillation experiments
— Although the phenomenon of neutrino oscillation is in-
herently quantum, the observability of quantumness de-
pends on the quantum measure employed as well as the
parameters of the experiment. Here, we identify the en-
ergies at which the quantum nature would be observable

through K̃3 and δ̃P at neutrino oscillation experiments.
In Fig. 4, we show the values of the modified quantum

measures K̃3 and δ̃P in terms of the energies (E20, E10).
The value of E21 can be obtained from Eq. (13). Since
E20 < E10, and since all three energies must lie within
the energy range of the experiment, the solid gray regions
in lower-right corners of all panels are not allowed.

For the purpose of illustration, we choose the experi-
ments DUNE and MINOS which measure Pµµ ≡ P (νµ →
νµ). This is valid because Pµµ does not have any leading-
order matter contributions [32]. We further analyze the
modified quantum measures through Pēē ≡ P (ν̄e → ν̄e)
for the reactor antineutrino experiment JUNO, where
matter effects are negligible. We take neutrino param-
eter values consistent with the global fits [33–36]:

∆m2
21 = 7.5× 10−5 eV2, ∆m2

31 = 2.5× 10−3 eV2,

θ13 = 8.5◦, θ23 = 45◦, θ12 = 33.5◦, δCP = −90◦. (26)

We observe that for DUNE [37], especially in the region
where we expect the maximum neutrino flux, the measure

δ̃P > 0 is much better-suited for probing quantumness
than K̃3. The results obtained for T2K/ T2HK [38, 39]

are also quite similar to this. On the other hand, for
MINOS [40], the modified LG measure K̃3 is more effi-
cient. Note that the probe of quantum nature of neutrino
oscillations at MINOS [24] implicitly uses this modified
measure. We find that in NOvA [41], neither of the mea-
sures would be efficient in probing the quantum nature.

For JUNO [42], δ̃P is a better measure in the energy
range with higher flux. The energy resolution of the de-
tector will play a crucial role in determining the observ-
ability of quantumness.

Concluding remarks — Tests of violation of local realism
are instrumental for probing the non-classical nature of
physical systems. In this Letter, we introduce the quan-
tum mismatch measure δP for detecting quantumness in
neutrino oscillations. In the two-flavor limit, this mea-
sure precisely extracts the quantum interference term.

We extend the definitions of δP and the Leggett-Garg
measure K3 to the full three-flavor scenario. In the ab-
sence of experiments which can detect all three neutrino
flavors separately, we provide modified practical defini-

tions of both the measures, δ̃P and K̃3, that employ
only the neutrino survival probabilities. We further iden-
tify the energy ranges at neutrino experiments where the
quantum nature would become detectable.

The new quantum mismatch measure δ̃P is thus a ro-
bust, practical and efficient measure, which would fur-
ther advance the quest of probing quantumness at macro-
scopic length scales.



5

Acknowledgments — We acknowledge support from the
Department of Atomic Energy (DAE), Government of In-
dia, under Project Identification No. RTI4002. We would
also like to thank K. Damle, B. Dasgupta, P. Mehta,
R. Sensarma and V. Tripathi for discussions and useful
comments.

∗ d.s.chattopadhyay@theory.tifr.res.in
† amol@theory.tifr.res.in

[1] J. S. Bell, “On the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen paradox,”
Physics Physique Fizika 1 (1964) 195–200.

[2] S. J. Freedman and J. F. Clauser, “Experimental Test of
Local Hidden-Variable Theories,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 28
(1972) 938–941.

[3] A. Aspect, J. Dalibard, and G. Roger, “Experimental
test of Bell’s inequalities using time varying analyzers,”
Phys. Rev. Lett. 49 (1982) 1804–1807.

[4] J. S. Bell, “On the Problem of Hidden Variables in Quan-
tum Mechanics,” Rev. Mod. Phys. 38 (1966) 447–452.

[5] S. Kochen and E. Specker, “The Problem of Hidden Vari-
ables in Quantum Mechanics,” J. Math. Mech. 17 (1968)
59–87.

[6] A. J. Leggett and A. Garg, “Quantum mechanics ver-
sus macroscopic realism: Is the flux there when nobody
looks?,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 54 (1985) 857–860.

[7] C. Emary, N. Lambert, and F. Nori, “Leggett–garg in-
equalities,” Reports on Progress in Physics 77 no. 1,
(Dec, 2013) 016001.

[8] M. Sajjad Athar et al., “Status and perspectives of
neutrino physics,” Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 124 (2022)
103947, arXiv:2111.07586 [hep-ph].

[9] Particle Data Group Collaboration, R. L. Workman
et al., “Review of Particle Physics,” PTEP 2022 (2022)
083C01.

[10] M. Blasone, F. Dell’Anno, S. De Siena, and F. Illuminati,
“Entanglement in neutrino oscillations,” EPL 85 (2009)
50002, arXiv:0707.4476 [hep-ph].

[11] D. Gangopadhyay, D. Home, and A. S. Roy, “Probing the
Leggett-Garg Inequality for Oscillating Neutral Kaons
and Neutrinos,” Phys. Rev. A 88 no. 2, (2013) 022115,
arXiv:1304.2761 [quant-ph].

[12] M. Blasone, F. Dell’Anno, S. De Siena, and F. Illuminati,
“A field-theoretical approach to entanglement in neutrino
mixing and oscillations,” EPL 106 no. 3, (2014) 30002,
arXiv:1401.7793 [quant-ph].

[13] A. K. Alok, S. Banerjee, and S. U. Sankar, “Quantum
correlations in terms of neutrino oscillation probabili-
ties,” Nucl. Phys. B 909 (2016) 65–72, arXiv:1411.5536
[hep-ph].

[14] S. Banerjee, A. K. Alok, R. Srikanth, and B. C. Hiesmayr,
“A quantum information theoretic analysis of three flavor
neutrino oscillations,” Eur. Phys. J. C 75 no. 10, (2015)
487, arXiv:1508.03480 [hep-ph].

[15] E. Nogueira, G. de Souza, A. Varizi, and M. Sam-
paio, “Quantum estimation in neutrino oscillations,”

Int. J. Quant. Inf. 15 no. 06, (2017) 1750045,
arXiv:1610.05388 [quant-ph].

[16] J. Naikoo, A. K. Alok, S. Banerjee, S. Uma Sankar,
G. Guarnieri, C. Schultze, and B. C. Hiesmayr, “A quan-
tum information theoretic quantity sensitive to the neu-

trino mass-hierarchy,” Nucl. Phys. B 951 (2020) 114872,
arXiv:1710.05562 [hep-ph].

[17] X.-K. Song, Y. Huang, J. Ling, and M.-H. Yung, “Quan-
tifying Quantum Coherence in Experimentally-Observed
Neutrino Oscillations,” Phys. Rev. A 98 no. 5, (2018)
050302, arXiv:1806.00715 [hep-ph].

[18] J. Naikoo, A. Kumar Alok, S. Banerjee, and
S. Uma Sankar, “Leggett-Garg inequality in the context
of three flavour neutrino oscillation,” Phys. Rev. D 99
no. 9, (2019) 095001, arXiv:1901.10859 [hep-ph].

[19] F. Ming, X.-K. Song, J. Ling, L. Ye, and D. Wang,
“Quantification of quantumness in neutrino oscillations,”
Eur. Phys. J. C 80 no. 3, (2020) 275.

[20] M. Blasone, S. De Siena, and C. Matrella, “Wave
packet approach to quantum correlations in neutrino
oscillations,” Eur. Phys. J. C 81 no. 7, (2021) 660,
arXiv:2104.03166 [quant-ph].

[21] X.-Z. Wang and B.-Q. Ma, “New test of neutrino oscil-
lation coherence with Leggett–Garg inequality,” Eur.
Phys. J. C 82 no. 2, (2022) 133, arXiv:2201.10597

[quant-ph].
[22] V. A. S. V. Bittencourt, M. Blasone, S. De Siena, and

C. Matrella, “Complete complementarity relations for
quantum correlations in neutrino oscillations,” Eur.
Phys. J. C 82 no. 6, (2022) 566, arXiv:2205.01601

[quant-ph].
[23] Y.-W. Li, L.-J. Li, X.-K. Song, D. Wang, and L. Ye,

“Geuine tripartite entanglement in three-flavor neutrino
oscillations,” Eur. Phys. J. C 82 no. 9, (2022) 799,
arXiv:2205.11058 [quant-ph].

[24] J. A. Formaggio, D. I. Kaiser, M. M. Murskyj, and T. E.
Weiss, “Violation of the Leggett-Garg Inequality in Neu-
trino Oscillations,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 117 no. 5, (2016)
050402, arXiv:1602.00041 [quant-ph].

[25] Q. Fu and X. Chen, “Testing violation of the
Leggett–Garg-type inequality in neutrino oscillations of
the Daya Bay experiment,” Eur. Phys. J. C 77 no. 11,
(2017) 775, arXiv:1705.08601 [hep-ph].

[26] S. Shafaq and P. Mehta, “Enhanced violation of
Leggett–Garg inequality in three flavour neutrino oscil-
lations via non-standard interactions,” J. Phys. G 48
no. 8, (2021) 085002, arXiv:2009.12328 [hep-ph].

[27] S. Shafaq, T. Kushwaha, and P. Mehta, “Investigating
Leggett-Garg inequality in neutrino oscillations – role of
decoherence and decay,” arXiv:2112.12726 [hep-ph].

[28] R. P. Feynman, “Simulating physics with computers,”
Int. J. Theor. Phys. 21 (1982) 467–488.

[29] D. Sokolovski and S. A. Gurvitz, “Paths, negative “prob-
abilities”, and the leggett-garg inequalities,” Scientific
Reports 9 no. 1, (May, 2019) 7068.

[30] L. Wolfenstein, “Neutrino Oscillations in Matter,” Phys.
Rev. D 17 (1978) 2369–2374.

[31] S. P. Mikheyev and A. Y. Smirnov, “Resonance Amplifi-
cation of Oscillations in Matter and Spectroscopy of Solar
Neutrinos,” Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 42 (1985) 913–917.

[32] E. K. Akhmedov, R. Johansson, M. Lindner, T. Ohls-
son, and T. Schwetz, “Series expansions for three flavor
neutrino oscillation probabilities in matter,” JHEP 04
(2004) 078, arXiv:hep-ph/0402175.

[33] P. F. de Salas, D. V. Forero, S. Gariazzo, P. Mart́ınez-
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