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Abstract Diner’s dilemma is a problem of interest to both economics and
game theory. Here, we solve this problem for n = 4 (where n is the number
of players)with quantum rules. We are able to remove the dilemma of diners
between the Pareto optimal and Nash equilibrium points of the game. We
find the quantum strategy that gives maximum payoff for each diner without
affecting the payoff and strategy of others. Quantum superposition and en-
tanglement is used as a resource which gave the supremacy over any classical
strategies. We present the circuit implementation for the game, design it on
the IBM quantum simulator and verify the strategies in the quantum model.

Keywords Entanglement, Quantum Game, Nash Equilibrium, IBM
Quantum Computer

1 Introduction

Game theory is the science of strategy of optimal decision-making [1], or of in-
dependent and competing players in a strategic setting [2],[3,4,5]. It provides
a framework based on the construction of mathematically rigorous models
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that describe situations of conflict and cooperation between rational decision-
makers [10]. In decision theory and economics, rational behaviour is defined as
choosing actions that maximize one’s Payoff (or some form of Payoff) subject
to constraints that one faces [6]. Game theory has been successfully applied to
many relevant situations, such as business competition, the functioning of the
market, political campaigning, jury voting, auctions, many more [7]. It is also
used in the field of evolutionary biology and psychology. John Von Neumann’s
paper “On the Theory of Games of Strategy” [8] in 1928 led the foundation
of modern game theory. His paper was followed by his 1944 book “Theory of
Games” and “Economic Behavior” co-authored with Oskar Morgenstern [9].
The second edition of this book provided an axiomatic theory of utility, which
reincarnated Daniel Bernoulli’s old theory of utility (of the money) as an in-
dependent discipline. Von Neumann’s work in game theory culminated in this
1944 book. Till that time, significant discussions were on cooperative games.
In 1950, the first mathematical discussion of the prisoner’s dilemma appeared.
Around this same time, John Nash developed a criterion for mutual consis-
tency of players’ strategies, known as Nash equilibrium [11,12], applicable to
a wider variety of games than the criterion proposed by Von Neumann and
Morgenstern.

Nash proved that every finite n-player, non-zero-sum (not just 2-player
zero-sum) and non-cooperative game has a Nash equilibrium in mixed strate-
gies. The promise of a Nash equilibrium solution is a foundational concept
for game theory as it may be used to guarantee the behaviour for the non-
cooperating players. In conventional games, the relative simplicity of the proof
of Nash’s theorem for the existence of an equilibrium in mixed strategies en-
tirely relies on Kakutani’s fixed-point theorem [13]. For quantum games, Meyer
[14] established the existence of Nash equilibrium in mixed strategies, which
are modelled as mixed quantum states, using Glicksberg’s [15] extension of
Kakutani’s fixed-point theorem to topological vector spaces. Khan and Hum-
ble [19] show in their work that the Kakutani fixed-point theorem does not
apply directly to quantum games played with pure quantum strategies. But,
one can use Nash’s embedding of compact Riemannian manifolds into Eu-
clidean space [18,20] (Nash’s other, mathematically more famous theorem)
and, under appropriate conditions indirectly apply the Kakutani fixed-point
theorem to guarantee Nash equilibrium in pure quantum strategies.

In our work, we solved a well-known problem in game theory and eco-
nomic theory, i.e. Diner’s Dilemma in the quantum domain. Game theory is
an essential discipline of Applied Mathematics which has many applications in
economics, psychology, and biology that are probabilistic in nature to a great
extent. This is the main reason for quantizing this game. We use two main
features of quantum physics, such as entanglement [16] and non-locality. By
using the non-local correlations, we gain an advantage over classical correla-
tions. Since the game is non-cooperative (i.e. participants cannot interact with
each other once the game has started), entanglement plays a vital role in decid-
ing their strategy. Eisert et al. [17] showed that their quantum computational
implementation of Prisoner’s Dilemma produced non-classical correlations and
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resolved the dilemma (Nash equilibrium is also optimal). They have introduced
an equivalence principle which guarantees that the performance of a classical
game and its quantum extension can be compared in an unbiased manner. In
Ref. [21], Shimamura et al. establish a more robust result that entanglement
enabled correlations always resolve dilemmas in nonzero-sum games, and that
classical correlations do not necessarily do the same. Quantum entanglement
is clearly a resource for quantum games.

In 2004, Gneezy, Haruvy and Yafe [22] did a social experiment entitled “The
Inefficiency Of Splitting The Bill”, in which six individuals were made to dine
together in a restaurant. In that social experiment, they test the hypothesis
based on standard economic assumptions that consumers will find it optimal
to increase consumption when marginal benefit exceeds marginal cost and to
lower consumption when the opposite holds. The six participants were not
allowed to communicate among themselves or waiters once the game start and
they can place there order by writing it on paper. They produce their results for
four different cases: (1) each participant pays their bill individually, (2) bill was
equally split among six participants, (3) bill was paid by restaurant owner, (4)
participants paid only 1/6 of his/her bill and rest was paid by the restaurant
owner. Fig. 1 below shows the results of the first three of the four cases. They
found that the bill was more when they were splitting the bill evenly than
when they are paying individually. The efficiency implication of the different
payment methods is straight forward. When splitting the bill, diners consume
such that the marginal social cost they impose is larger than their own marginal
utility and, as a result, they over-consume relative the social optimum. This
makes case-2 very interesting. In fact, it is easy to show that in a classical
setting the only efficient payment rule is the individual one. It turns out that
subjects’ preferences are consistent with increasing efficiency. When asked to
choose, prior to ordering, whether to split the bill or pay individually, 80%
choose the latter. That is, they prefer the environment without externalities.
However, in the presence of externalities, they nevertheless take advantage of
others.

Here, we solve only for the case-(2) with four participants. This is the most
interesting case in which participants face a dilemma in deciding their strategy
while placing the order. They do not want to increase their marginal cost by
increasing the consumption, but they also do not want to lower their marginal
benefits. The setting of a game is such that they can either order cheap food
(denoted by C) or expensive food (denoted by E). Each participant is unaware
of the order placed by the others. They cannot make any strategy for placing
order depending on the strategy others are taking. According to the strategy
taken, each player will then be awarded the payoff value. Each player aims to
increase their individual Payoff.

IBM Q gives access to a superconducting-qubit based operating system
that is globally access to a wide class of researchers and has found significant
applications in a user-friendly interface [23]. A number of experiments in the
field of quantum simulations [26,27,28,29,30,31,32] developing quantum algo-
rithms [33,34,35,36,37,38,39,40,41], testing of quantum information theoret-
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Fig. 1 Results of first three cases of the social experiment entitled ”The Inefficiency Of
Splitting The Bill”

ical tasks [42,43,44,45,46,47], quantum cryptography [48,49,50,51], quantum
error correction [52,53,54,55,56], quantum applications [57,58,59,60], quan-
tum games [61,62], quantum chemistry [63], quantum teleportation [64,65,
66], quantum neural network [67], quantum machine learning [68,69], quan-
tum walk [70], quantum robotics [71,72] have been performed on the IBM Q
experience platform.

We design quantum circuits and simulate them by using IBM quantum
experience platform. We use the ‘IBM Q simulator’ for verifying all the rules
of the game. Appropriate quantum circuits for the unitary operators are de-
signed, and circuit implementation by the use of single-qubit and two-qubit
controlled is appropriately explained. We take four qubits on the IBM Q simu-
lator to design our circuit and perform the experiment. We successfully verify
the protocol for diner’s dilemma game on the IBM quantum computer.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we solve for the classical
model of diner’s dilemma game. In Section 3, we present the quantum model
of the game. Following which, we implement the above game on the IBM
quantum computer and present the results in section 4. Finally, we conclude
in Section 5 and discuss the future directions of this work.
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2 Classical Model

The classical diner’s dilemma is a non-cooperative, non-strictly competitive,
symmetric game. There are four players Alice (A), Bob (B), Colin (C) and
Doug (D). Each player has two strategic options, either ordering cheap food (C)
or expensive food (E). Depending on the strategies taken, they were assigned a
payoff value. Let α represent the joy of eating the expensive meal, β the joy of
eating the cheap meal, γ is the cost of the expensive meal, δ be the cost of the
cheap meal. For assigning the payoff for different cases, we assume γ-δ is greater
than α-β. The value of Payoff is decided by the difference between the marginal
benefits and marginal cost. If the difference is maximum then they are given
payoff value of 8 and when it is minimum then they are given payoff value as 0.
For example, when everyone is ordering cheap food or expensive food, there is
no difference between marginal benefits and marginal cost but they are given
payoff value as 6 in first case and 1 in other due to the first assumption that
is γ-δ is greater than α-β. When one(let’s say A) is ordering the cheap food
and other three are ordering the expensive food, then the difference between
marginal benefit and marginal cost is maximum for A. So the payoff assign to
A participants is 0 and others were given 3. But when three of them orders
cheap food(let’s say B, C and D) and one orders expensive food(let’s say A),
the difference between marginal cost and marginal benefit for A is maximum
and gets payoff value as 8 but for the rest three the difference is not minimum
and in this case they get a payoff value as 4.The classical payoff value is given
in Fig. 2. The payoff of Doug can be calculated using,

PfD = 6P (0000) + 8P (0001) + 4P (0010) + 4P (0011) + 4P (0100) + 4P (0101)

+ 3P (0110) + 3P (0111) + 4P (1000) + 4P (1001) + 3P (1010) + 3P (1011)

+ 3P (1100) + 3P (1101) + 0P (1110) + 1P (1111) (1)

where P(wxyz) means probability of selecting strategy w, x, y, z by A, B,
C and D respectively and w, x, y, z belongs to either strategy C or E. Payoff
of Alice, Bob, and Colin can be calculated similarly using classical payoff box.
From the payoff Fig. 2, it can be seen that self-serving people will choose the
strategy E and thus it’s Nash equilibrium (NE) point.

Nash equilibrium is a play of T in which every player employs a strategy
that is the best reply, with respect to his preferences over the outcomes, to
the strategic choice of every other player. In other words, unilateral deviation
from a Nash equilibrium by any one player in the form of a different choice of
strategy will produce an outcome which is less preferred by that player than
before. Following Nash, we say that a play P

′
of T counters another play P if

Ti(P ) ≤ Ti(P
′
)

for all players i, against the (n - 1) strategies of the other players in the coun-
tered n-tuple, and that a self-countering play is a Nash equilibrium. For Alice,
whatever strategy taken by the other three participants, her best reply is E.
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Fig. 2 Classical payoff table for diner’s dilemma for n=4.

Since the game is symmetric in nature, it is same for the other three partic-
ipants, and strategy E is called a dominant strategy. Therefore the strategy
taken by ABCD is EEEE (1111) since its Nash Equilibrium point, which gives
a payoff of 1 to each player. There is a point in a payoff table which gives
maximum payoff to each individual without decreasing the payoff of others,
i.e. CCCC (0000) which gives the payoff of 6 to each player. Point (0000) in the
payoff table is known as Pareto Optimal point. This creates a dilemma in the
players’ mind. They can only achieve maximum payoff by mutual cooperation
which is not allowed in this setting of a game.

3 Quantum Model

In the quantum model, we used the EWL protocol [17] for quantizing the

game. We assign the two basis vectors |C〉 =

[
1
0

]
and |E〉 =

[
0
1

]
in the

Hilbert space of a two-level system i.e., qubit, the two possible outcomes of
classical strategy C and E (cheap food and expensive food respectively). At
any point, state of the game is described by a vector in the tensor product
space which is spanned by the classical game basis |WXY Z〉 where (W,X,Y,Z)
∈(0,1). Four states |C〉, |C〉, |C〉 and |C〉 are produced by identical sources.
The initial state of the game is described by |ψ0〉 = |CCCC〉, where the first
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qubit is with Alice, second with Bob, third with Colin and fourth with Doug.
An operator,

Ĵ =
1√
2

(̂I ⊗ Î ⊗ Î ⊗ Î + i(iσy)⊗ (iσy)⊗ (iσy)⊗ (iσy) (2)

is defined to create an entanglement, where Î is an Identity and σy is Pauli-Y
operator. On applying the operator given in Eq. (2) on |ψ0〉, we get a final
state as |ψi〉 where

|ψi〉 =
1√
2
|0000〉+ i |1111〉 (3)

Now players introduce their quantum strategies

Û(θK , φK) =

 eiΦkcosθk/2 sinθk/2
−sinθk/2 e−iΦcosθk/2

 (4)

where θk ∈ [0, π],φk ∈ [0, π/2] and k ∈ (A,B,C,D). Players then apply their
respective operators (or strategies) i.e., ÛA, ÛB , ÛC and ÛD (Eq. (4)) on
Ĵ |ψ0〉. At the end, we use disentangling operator Ĵ†, the state becomes to
|ψf 〉.

|ψf 〉 = Ĵ†ÛA ⊗ ÛB ⊗ ÛC ⊗ ÛDĴ |ψ0〉 (5)

Payoff of Doug can be calculated by using Eq. (1), where P (XA, XB , XC , XD)
is the joint probability that final state of qubits with the players will collapse
to XA, XB , XC , XD ∈ (C,E) on measuring P = | 〈XA, XB , XC , XD|ψf 〉 |2 us-
ing Eq. (5). Here in our game, we have set of strategies for the entangled states
whose has no counterparts in classical domain. If all the players choose to play
with θ = 0 and φ = 0 then the game reduces to local correlations and shows
local correlations. However, it shows non local correlations if φ 6= 0. We define
three operators or quantum strategy Ĉ, Ê, and Â where,

Ĉ = Û(0, 0) =

 1 0
0 1

 (6)

Ê = Û(π, 0) =

 0 1
−1 0

 (7)

Â = Û(0, π/2) =

 i 0
0 −i

 (8)

Ĉ and Ê are used to place the order for the cheap and expensive foods
respectively. The joint probabilities for the set of different strategies are cal-
culated and shown in Figs. 9 and 10. We get a total of 81 different strategies
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Fig. 3 Quantum payoff table for diner’s dilemma for n=4.

with which Alice, Bob, Colin and Doug can play. In a list of 81 strategies, we
calculate the payoff of Doug. The payoff table for the quantum model is given
in Fig. 3. The Payoff is written in order of Alice, Bob, Colin and Doug. In this
table, we can observe that there are 8 Pareto Optimal points (those are under-
lined). Let us say Alice, Bob and Colin choose Ê, Ê and Ê respectively, then
Doug’s best reply is Â and if they choose Ĉ, Ĉ and Ĉ then Doug’s best reply
is Ê. If any two of them choose Ĉ (let us say Alice and Bob), then the best
reply for the rest of the two players (Colin and Doug) will be either both Ĉ
or both Â. The two cases can be achieved only by mutual cooperation among
the players. Therefore, Ê ⊗ Ê ⊗ Ê ⊗ Ê is no longer a Nash equilibrium point.
A new Nash equilibrium point Â⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ Â is appeared which gives a payoff
value of 6 to all the players.

Pfi(Â⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ Â) = 6. (9)

where i is A,B,C or D.

PfA(X̂ ⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ Â) ≤ PfA(Â⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ Â). (10)

PfB(Â⊗ X̂ ⊗ Â⊗ Â) ≤ PfB(Â⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ Â). (11)
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Fig. 4 Circuit used to implement diner’s dilemma on IBM quantum simulator.

PfC(Â⊗ Â⊗ X̂ ⊗ Â) ≤ PfC(Â⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ Â). (12)

PfD(Â⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ X̂) ≤ PfD(Â⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ Â). (13)

where X̂ can be Ê ,Â or Ĉ .
It can be seen from Fig 3 that no player can deviate from Â⊗Â⊗Â⊗Â and

increase his or her payoff without decreasing others’ payoff. Thus Â⊗Â⊗Â⊗Â
is the best strategy to play with, which is also one of the eight Paerto Optimal
points. Therefore, we can say that by performing quantum strategies, the
dilemma is removed among the players.

4 Implementation on IBM Computer

For implementing the above game on the IBM quantum simulator, we use
different types of gates (Fig. 4) [24],[10]. For creating an entanglement we
use U3 gate with the parameters (θ, φ, λ) = (π/2, π/2,−π/2), then a series
of control-Z gates, and CNOT gates to construct the Ĵ operator. For dif-
ferent quantum strategy, we use U3 operator with different parameters. For
Ĉ, we have (θ, φ, λ)=(0,0,0), for Ê (θ, φ, λ)=(π, π, π) and for Â (θ, φ, λ) =
(0,−π/2,−π/2). After then we use Ĵ† to break the entanglement and finally
measure in Z-basis. The circuit is shown in Fig. 4. In the circuit, q[0], q[1], q[2]
and q[3] belong to Alice, Bob, Colin and Doug respectively. Here, we present
the results obtained from the IBM quantum simulator, for four out of the 81
strategies in the form of histograms. The first, second, third and fourth results
are of strategies Ĉ⊗ Ê⊗ Ĉ⊗ Ê (Fig. 5), Ĉ⊗ Ĉ⊗ Ê⊗ Â (Fig. 6), Ĉ⊗ Ĉ⊗ Ĉ⊗ Ê
(Fig. 7) and Â⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ Â (Fig. 8) respectively.

5 Conclusion

To conclude here, we have demonstrated a quantized version of diner’s dilemma
problem. It is observed that if the players play this game with the quantum
rules, then he or she can escape the dilemma of deciding strategy while or-
dering food. By applying a quantum strategy, players can reach the Pareto
Optimal point as well as the Nash equilibrium point. The entanglement of the
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Fig. 5 Result for the strategy Ĉ ⊗ Ê ⊗ Ĉ ⊗ Ê.

Fig. 6 Result for the strategy Ĉ ⊗ Ĉ ⊗ Ê ⊗ Â.

Fig. 7 Result for the strategy Ĉ ⊗ Ĉ ⊗ Ĉ ⊗ Ê.

Fig. 8 Result for strategy Â⊗ Â⊗ Â⊗ Â.
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ȖD⊗ȖC⊗ȖB⊗ȖA P(0000) P(0001) P(0010) P(0011) P(0100) P(0101) P(0110) P(0111) P(1000) P(1001) P(1010) P(1011) P(1100) P(1101) P(1110) P(1111) Payoff (Doug) 

Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Â 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 

Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Â 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Â⊗Â 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Ĉ⊗Ê ⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Â 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 

Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Ê⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Ê⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Ê⊗Â 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Â⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 

Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Â⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Â⊗Â 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ĉ⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ĉ⊗Â 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ê⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 

Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ê⊗Ê 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ê⊗Â 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Â⊗Â⊗Ĉ 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 

Ĉ⊗Â⊗Â⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ĉ⊗Â⊗Â⊗Â 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Ê⊗ Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ⊗Â 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 

Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Ê⊗Â 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Â⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Â⊗Â 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Ê⊗Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ê⊗Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 

Ê⊗Ê⊗Ĉ⊗Â 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 3 

Ê⊗Ê⊗Ê⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 

Ê⊗Ê⊗Ê⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Ê⊗Ê⊗Ê⊗Â 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ê⊗Ê⊗Â⊗Ĉ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 3 

Ê⊗Ê⊗Â⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ê⊗Ê⊗Â⊗Â 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ê⊗Â⊗Ĉ⊗Ê 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 

Ê⊗Â⊗Ĉ⊗Â 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 

Fig. 9 Joint probabilities of first 43 strategy of diner’s dilemma for n=4 (along with the
payoff value of Doug).

shared qubits plays an important role in deciding the payoff of the players.
The payoff is a function of the extent of entanglement. If entanglement is zero,
then the game reduces to the classical scenario and it gives maximum payoff
for maximally entangled shared state. We present the circuit implementation
of the unitary operators used in the game and design them on the IBM Q
simulator. We obtain desired results and verify all the strategies taken by the
players. In the present work, we use maximally entanglement state. However,
presence of non-maximally entangled states has not been explored till date,
which can be done in the future work.
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Fig. 10 Joint probabilities of last 33 strategies of diner’s dilemma for n=4 (along with the
payoff value of Doug).

Acknowledgments

A.A. acknowledges the hospitality provided by IISER Kolkata during the
project work. B.K.B. acknowledges the financial support of Institute fellow-
ship provided by IISER Kolkata. We acknowledge IBM Q Experience’s team
for providing access to IBM Q quantum simulator and performing the exper-
iments.

References

1. H. Guo, J. Zhang, G.J.Koehler,: A survey of quantum games. Decis. Support Syst.
46(1), 318–332 (2008)

2. S. Tadelis, Game Theory An Introduction, Princeton University Press, (2013).
3. L. Marinatto, T. Weber, A Quantum Approach To Static Games Of Complete Infor-

mation
4. A. Iqbal, A.H.Toor, Quantum cooperative games
5. V. N. Kolokoltsov, Quantum games: a survey for mathematicians
6. N. Brunner, and N. Linden, Connection between Bell nonlocality and Bayesian game

theory, Nat. Comm. 4, 2057 (2013).
7. A. Roy, A. Mukherjee, T. Guha, S. Ghosh, S. S. Bhattacharya, and M. Banik, Nonlocal

correlations: Fair and Unfair Strategies in Bayesian Game, Phys. Rev. A 94, 032120
(2016).

8. J. v. Neumann, On the theory of Games of strategy, Zur Theorie der Gesellschaftsspiele,
Math. Ann. 100, 295-320 (1928).

9. J. v Neumann, and O. Morgenstern, Theory of Games and Economic Behavior, Prince-
ton University Press, 1944.

10. Khan, F.S., Phoenix, S.: Gaming the quantum. Quant. Inf. Comput. 13, 231–244 (2013)
11. J. F. Nash Jr, Equilibrium points in n-person games, PNAS 36, 48 (1950).
12. A.Iqbal, A.H. Toor, : Quantum mechanics gives stability to a Nash equilibrium. Phys.

Rev. A 65, 022306 (2002



Title Suppressed Due to Excessive Length 13

13. Kakutani, S.: A generalization of Brouwer’s fixed point theorem. Duke Math. J. 8(3),
457–459 (1941

14. Meyer, D.: Quantum strategies. Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 1052–1055 (1999)
15. Glicksberg, I.L.: A further generalization of the Kakutani fixed point theorem, with

application to Nash equilibrium points. Proc. Am. Math. Soc. 3, 170–174 (1952)
16. J. Du, H. Li, X. Xu, X.Zhou, R. Han,: Entanglement enhanced multiplayer quantum

games. Phys. Lett. A 302(5), 229–233 (2002)
17. Eisert, J., Wilkens, M., Lewenstein, M.: Quantum Games and Quantum Strategies Phys.

Rev. Lett., 83, 3077–3080 (1999). http://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.83.3077
18. Nash, J.: The embedding problem for Riemannian manifolds. Ann. Math. 63(1), 20–63

(1956)
19. Khan,F.S.,Humble,T.S.:Nash embedding and equilibrium in pure quantum

states,arXiv:1801.02053 [quant-ph] (2018)
20. Khan, F.S., Solmeyer, N., Balu, R., Humble, T.S.: Quantum games: a review of the

history, current state, and interpretation. Quant. Inf. Process. 17(11), 42 pp. Article ID
309. arXiv:1803.07919 [quant-ph]

21. J. Shimamura, A.K. Zdemir, F. Morikoshi, N. Imoto,: Quantum and classical correla-
tions between players in game theory. Int. J. Quant. Inf. 02(01), 79–89 (2004)

22. U. Gneezy, E. Haruvy and H. Yaf, The Inefficiency of Splitting The Bill, The Economic
Journal, 114 (April), 265-280. Royal Economic Society 2004. Published by Blackwell
Publishing, 9600 Garsington Road, Oxford OX4 2DQ, UK and 350 Main Street, Malden,
MA 02148, USA.

23. IBM Quantum Experience. http://www.research.ibm.com/ibm-q/.
24. N. M., Chuang, I.: Quantum Computation and Quantum Information. Cambridge Se-

ries on Information and the Natural Sciences. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge
(2000)

25. Khan, F.S., Phoenix, S.: Mini-maximizing two qubit quantum computations. Quant.
Inf.Process. 12, 3807–3819 (2013)

26. D. Aggarwal, S. Raj, B. K. Behera, and P. K. Panigrahi, Application of quantum scram-
bling in Rydberg atom on IBM quantum computer, arXiv:1806.00781.

27. A. A. Zhukov, S. V. Remizov, W. V. Pogosov, and Y. E.Lozovik, Algorithmic simulation
of far-from-equilibrium dynamics using quantum computer. Quantum Inf. Process. 17,
223 (2018).

28. R. Malik, R. P. Singh, B. K. Behera, and P. K. Panigrahi, First Experimental
Demonstration of Multi-particle Quantum Tunneling in IBM Quantum Computer,
DOI:10.13140/RG.2.2.27260.18569

29. M. Schuld, M. Fingerhuth, and F. Petruccione, Implementing a distance-based classifier
with a quantum interference circuit, Europhys. Lett. 119, 60002 (2017).

30. S. S. Tannu, and M. K. Qureshi, A Case for Variability-Aware Policies for NISQ-Era
Quantum Computers, arXiv:1805.10224.

31. Manabputra, B. K. Behera, and P. K. Panigrahi, A Simulational Model for Witnessing
Quantum Effects of Gravity Using IBM Quantum Computer, arXiv:1806.10229.

32. O. Viyuela et al., Observation of topological Uhlmann phases with superconducting
qubits, npj Quantum Inf. 4, 10 (2018).
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