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Quantum generalizations of conventional gam es broaden the range of available strategies, which
can help Im prove outcom es for the participants. W ih m any players, such quantum gam es can
nvolve entanglem ent am ong m any states which is di cul to in plem ent, especially if the states
must be comm unicated over som e distance. This paper descrbes a quantum m echanism for the
econom ically signi cant n-player public goods gam e that requires only two-particle entanglem ent
and is thusm uch easier to In plem ent than m ore general quantum m echanism s. In spite of the large
tem ptation to free ride on the e orts of others in this gam e, tw o-particle entanglem ent is su cient
to give near optin al expected payo when players use a sin ple m ixed strategy for which no player
can bene t by m aking di erent choices. This m echanism can also address som e heterogeneous

preferences am ong the players.

PACS numbers: 03.67.Lx, 02.50Le, 89.65Gh

I. NTRODUCTION

Quantum nfom ation processing provides a variety of
new capabilities w ith potentially signi cant perform ance
In provem ents over conventional techniques. O ne exam —
plk is quantum com putation wih is ability to rapidly
solve problem s, such as factoring [l], which appear to
be otherw ise intractable. However, in plem enting m a—
chinesw ith enough bitsand coherence tin e to solve prob—
Jem s di cult enough to be of practical interest is a m a—
pr challenge. A nother application, quantum cryptogra—
phy, is feasble today for exchanging keys over distances
of tens of kilom eters. A third area, which potentially
can com e Into practical use soon, is quantum econom ic
m echanisn s and gam es. Extending classical gam es into
the quantum realm broadens the range of strategies 2],
and has been exam ined in the context of the P risoner’s
dilemma [3,14,15,16] and the n-playerm inority gam e [i].
Quantum gam es do not require long sequences of coher—
ent operations and hence are likely to be easier to realize
than large-scale quantum com putations.

In this paper, we present a quantum version ofan in —
portant social dilemm a: public goods. P rovisioning for
public goods is a welkstudied social choice problem . A
typicalexam ple is a group deciding w hether to provide a
com m on good, such asa park, in the face ofpotential free
riders. T he free rider problem [d] cannot be solved w ith
tradiionalm eans w ithout either a third party to enforce
agreem ents or a repeated gam e scenario In which partici-
pants can selfpolice. G overmnm ent is one typicalsolution.
W hile govermm ent is a good solution to public goods in—
volving a large population such as nationaldefense, it is
ne cient to provide public goods in am aller groups such
as neighborhood watch. P rovision of these an aller scale
public goods often relieson altruism and otherweaker in—
centives. Invariably, contrbutions to these public goods
are not at e cient levels.

Quantum m echanicso ersthe ability to solve the free—
rider problem in the absence of a third party enforcer

In a single shot gam e w ithout repetition. W ih suiable
design, sin ple m ixed strategies aln ost entirely avoid the
free rider problem and give expected perform ance close
to the Pareto e clent value when the size of the group
is large. In our case, the power of the quantum m echa-
nism ocom es from entanglem ent. Q uantum entanglem ent
allow s indiriduals to precomm it to agreem ents where
othemw ise i would be mdividually rational to renege.

Threedi erent quantum m echanisn sw ith di erent de—
grees of entanglem ent are reported in this paper. T hese
di er in their perform ance characteristics and ease of
In plem entation. The results provide inform ation about
how one can best design a quantum m echanisn to solve
the free-rider problem .

Equal to the inportance of its econom ics properties
is whether a quantum m echanism can be built. This is-
sue is addressed by restricting our attention to quantum
system sthat can be practically in plem ented by technolo—
gies that could soon be available. C reating and com m u—
nicating highly-entangled states am ong n players poses
signi cant im plem entation challenges. The m ost read—
ily in plem entable m echanisn s are those that only re—
quire entanglem ent am ong pairs of states. Thus an in-
teresting practicalquestion for developing applicationsof
quantum inform ation processing is w hether perform ance
of the public goods gam e can be signi cantly im proved
w ith quantum m echanisn s Iim ited to using two-particle
entangled states. W e have developed a m echanisn only
requiring com m unication oftw o-particle entangled states
am ong the players. Thism echanisn could be feasble to
In plem ent in the near fiture even for playersat di erent
locations.

T he paper is organized as follow s. Section 2 descrbes
the generalapproach to \quantize" a classicalgam e. Sec—
tion 3 discusses the econom ics of the public goods gam e.
Section 4 describbes the quantum version of the public
goods gam e and its solutions. Section 5 conclides w ith
possble extensions to ourm echanisn .
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II. QUANTUM GAMES

T his section describes one approach to generalize con—
ventional gam es to make use of entangled quantum
states. W e then discuss issues nvolved in their inple—
m entation, particularly the signi cant bene t for gam es
restricted to use only two-particle entanglem ent.

A . Creating Quantum G am es

A gam e consists of a set S of choices available to the
players and an associated payo to each player based on
those choices. W ith sy 2 S denoting the choice m ade by
plyerk and s = ). A gam e is de ned by the
payo s to the players depending on these choices, ie.,
Pk (S) .

One approach ¥4, 1] for generalizing these gam es to
quantum opgrators considers superpositions of all possi-
bl choices s Bl summ Ing over all choices in S for
each player. The quantum version of the gam e starts
by creating an initial superposition. Subsequently each
player is allowed to operate only on their corresponding
part of the state. In the last stage, the nal superposi-
tion is used to produce a de nite choice for each player
via a further pint operation ©llowed by a m easurem ent.
The initialand naloperations, acting on the f1ll super-
position, are xed and known to the players.

To give a direct generalization of the origihal gam e,
the player’s operations should include choices that cor-
resoond to the original choices. That is, the initial and

naloperations on the state should reproduce the payo
structure or the originalgam e ifall players restrict their
Individual operations to just those corresponding to the
actions allowed in the originalgam e.
M ore precisely, the gam e proceeds as follow s:

Starting w ith a particular initial superposition v,
create the entangled state Jv, where J is an entan—
glem ent operator that com m utes w ith the classical
sihgleplayer operators.

P Jayers select an operation to apply to their part
of the superposition, giving vP= U; U,)Jv
where Uy is operator used by player k.

Finally undo the initial entanglem ent, giving =
JYv°. For a given gam e, ie., choices for v and J,
the nalsuperposition is a fiinction of the players’
choices, ie., @Uq1;:::;U04).

M easure the state, giving a speci c value for each
player’s choice. T he probability to produce choices
s (ie., a particular assignm ent, 0 or 1, to each bi)
isj 5.

The choice of J determ ines the type and am ount of
entanglem ent am ong the players. T he com m utation con—
dition on J ensuresthat ifeach player selects the operator
corresponding to one of the choices In the originalgam e,

the nalresul ofthe quantum gam e w ill, w ith probabilk-
iy 1, reproduce those choices.

B. Im plem enting Entanglem ent for M any P layers

Ideally, we would like our schem e to rely on the distri-
bution of entangled states between distant players, in —
plying that the qubits are encoded in the polarization
states of photons tranam itted throughout a beroptic
network. G iven a bright source of polarization-entangled
photon pairs [9], these qubits can be delivered by prop—
agation through optical bers, and puri ed using high—
quality linear optical elem ents [L(]. In princlple, m axi-
m ally entangled n-photon states can be constructed from
entangled tw o-photon states [11,117], and these states can
be further m anipulated using linear optical elem ents to
perform universalgate operations [L3].

However, scaling a fully entangled game from 2 to n
players can be nontrivialeven when linear optics isused.
Suppose a trial between any two players sucoeeds w ith
probability (hcormporating thenete ciency w ith which
entanglem ent can be created, distrdbuted, puri ed, m a—
nipulated, and detected), so the m ean num ber of trials
needed to successfully register a m utual choice between
two players is 1= . Because an accidental (or delber-
ately disruptive) m easurem ent of a single qubi in the
n-particle m axim ally entangled state destroys the entire
state, we expect the number of trials needed to com —
plte am axim ally-entangled gam e forn playersw ill scale
no better than * . Suppose Instead we in plem ent the
gam e by distributing entangled two-particle states be-
tween either all enum erated pairs of players or nearest
neighbors, as described in Sec.[IZCl and Sec.[M DI, re—
spectively. In these cases, w e expect that the m ean num —
ber of trials needed to com plete the gam e will scale as
eithern(n 1)=2 orn= , and are therefore relatively
easier to In plem ent for gam es wih a large num ber of
players.

For exam ple, In the sim plest neartem inplem enta—
tion, a single gam e system can be constructed at a central
Jocation, and players can travelto the gam e and individ—
ually specify the operators to be applied to their qubits.
A s the technology evolves, the necessary hardware for
speci cation of qubit operations can be distrbuted to
distant players, who then can apply their operators to
photonic qubits transported to them over an opticalnet—
work. In either case, entangled pairs can be generated
and distrbuted consecutively until all players have suc—
cessfully registered a choice for each pair n which they
are a meamber. A lthough great strides continue to be
m ade in multiparticle experim ents [11, [12], i is clear
that | until ! 1| twopartick gam es are farm ore
feasble, and could allow tests of quantum gam e theory
to be perfom ed in the near future.

G iven som e single-trialsuccess probability , the num —
ber of trials is lin ited by the rate at which two-particle
entangled qubis can be provided. A bright source



of entangled photon pairs has been constructed using
an argon-ion laser and param etric dow n-conversion n
BBO crystals, capabl of producing 140 detected two—
photon coincidences per second per m illivatt of Ar'

pum p power [9]. In principle, given an electrically-driven
source of single photons [14], entangled photon pairs also
could be generated in a com pact allsolid-state system

using dow n-conversion in periodically-poled lithium nio—
bate waveguides [15, [16]. However, In the future it is
possble that up to 10° pairs per second could be pro—
duced using a single quantum dot embedded In a p-imn
Junction surrounded by a m icrocavity [17].

III. PUBLIC GOODSECONOM ICS
A . Overview

A purem arket econom y fails to provide e cient levels
ofpublic goods for tw o key reasons. By de nition, a pub—
lic good is non-exclidable. O nce the good is provided,
there is no m eans of charging for it or restricting acocess
to it. T his creates the free rider problem in which people
are tem pted to use the public good w ithout paying for
it. The prisoner'sdilem m a is a perfect illustration ofthis
free-rider problem . In this tw o-person gam e, each player
has the choice to \cooperate" and \defect". Payo s for
both players are higher when both ofthem choose to co—
operate instead of defect. However, each individual is
better o by defecting.

Furthem ore, even if there exists a third party @Usu—
ally the govemm ent) to enforce contribution to the public
goods, Individuals have the incentive to hide their pref-
erences on how much they valie the public good. This
Inform ation asymm etry m akes i di cuk to detem ine
the e ciency of public goods distribution.

Som e of these issues have been addressed in econom ics
literature. For exam ple, if the public good can be provi-
sioned through a govemm ent, there exist m echanisn s to
reveal preferences of individuals [18]. A Iso, experin en—
talwork on public goods [L9] com pares peoplk’s actual
behaviors to the predictions of gam e theory.

T he free rider problem , however, is m ore di cult to
overcom e. In the absence of a benevolent dictator, self-
m otivation becom es the dom inant factor. Luckily, two
phenom ena m itigate the e ects of free riding. The rst
isthe ok theorem R0,121]. If the gam e is played repeat—
edly w ithin a relatively am allgroup, the ©k theoram sug-—
gestsan e cient outcom em ay be enforceable through the
strategy of punishing a defector. It is arguable whether
thisw illw ork In practice because gam e theory rationality
places a strong burden on the individuals to determm ine
the correct strategies. T he second phenom enon is indi-
viduals’ m otivations m ay not be com pletely sel sh: ex—
perin entalevidence suggests peoplem ay be altruistic, at
Jeast in relatively am all groups [L9]. However, ensuring
an e cient outocom e is not possble w ithout the interven—
tion ofa third party.

B. Fomm ulating Public G oods G am es

For sin plicity in discussing the public goodsgam e, we
assum e there is only one public good and one private
good w hich players can use to contribute to producing the
public good. It is easy to generalize to m ultiple goods.

There are n players indexed by k. W e m ake the P}
low Ing de nitions:

x am ount of public good
vk Iniialendowm ent of private good of player k
& contribution of player k

Qx x;v) utility of player k when consum ing x units of
public good and y units of private good

g (C ) production fiinction ofthe &ub]jc good asa function
of total contributions C = K &

If contribution is voluntary and continuous, each indi-
vidualwould want to choose a contribution to m axin ize:

mcaXQk(g(C);Yk ) 1)
which Jeads to
1 . ko:dX (2)
dg=d dQ x=dy

for allk when evaliated at the m axim izing choices w ith
x=gc)andy= yx < .These give n equations for the
n contribution values fo.g.

T his condition says each person w ill contribute up to
the point w here the m arginalrate of substitution isequal
to the m arginalbene t of his contribution in providing
the public good.

W e use the standard econom ic e ciency m easure of
Pareto optim ality RZ2]. That is, there exists no other
allocation such that one player is strictly bettero whilke
allothersare at lrast aswello asbefore. In our context,
Pareto e ciency requires [124]

1 X duy=dx

= @)
dg=d dUy =dy

Let C bethePareto e cient leveloftotal contribution
and C °be the equilbrium leveloftotalcontribution. The
above two conditionsm ean that g°C) < g°C 9.

For wellbehaved g with din inishing rate of retum,
C > C° Thusthe equilbrim lvelofcontribution is less
than thee cient level. T hisanalysisassum esthe players’
contridbution choices are continuous. However, sin ilar
results ollow if contrbutions are restricted to discrete
J¥vels. For lss well behaved g, there may be multiple
equilbria as well as contrbution lvels at the e clent
¥vels.



C. An Example

W e use a sin ple exam ple that illistrates the core issue
of the freerider problem . Assume Qk (X;y) = x+ y for
allk and g(c) = aC=n where a jsapararrt,eterand C is
the total contribution level. That is, C = k Gk -

Tt can be shown quite easily that the ollow Ing charac—
terizes the unigue N ash equilbrim :

Ifa< 1,C =
outcom e

0 and this is the Pareto e cient

Ifl< a< n,C = 0,but isan Ine cient outcom e.
One e cient outcom e In this case is cx = yx but
thisisnot an equilbrium since each player ncreases
payo by defecting, ie., swiching to cx = 0.

Ifn< a, g = yx isthe e cient outcom e.

T his analysis can be interpreted as follows. T he pro—
duction finction g multiplies the total contribution by
a. The resul is then equally divided back to the play—
ers. If a is less than 1, there is no gain to produce the
public good and so the e cient outcom e is not to pro-
duce any. If a is greater than n, then for each unit the
player receives back m ore than the contribution, thus it
is advantageous to contribute and the equilbriim w illbe
e cient.

T he interesting case, giving a socialdilemm a, iswhen a
isbetween 1 and n. In this case, the public good per per—
son Increases w ith contrbution. However, the m arginal
bene t ofeach contribution is still sm aller than 1. Thus
a player receives only a=n in bene t for a uni of addi-
tional contribution, which is a net loss. T herefore, it is
rationalnot to contribute. H ow ever, failure to contribute
isan ine cient outcom e. Thuswe have a socialdilemm a
In that the group asa whol isbettero ifallcontrbute,
but each person prefers not to contribute and hence their
rationalchoices kead to no public good production . M ore-
over, thiscasehasm ultiple Pareto e cient outcom es. For
exam ple, both total contribution and total contribution
from allbut one person are e cient outcom es.

D . H eterogeneity and A sym m etric Inform ation

In the case of totalcontribution, it is also easy to show
that for som e set of fyx g, one orm ore individualsw illbe
worse o than the case ofno contribution.

Thus an e cient outcom e m ay not be desirable for
other reasons, such asvoluntary participation constraints

(som e players do not want to play the gam e). To address
this issue, we will focus our attention on a sm aller set
ofe cient outcom es that also satisfy the voluntary par—
ticipation constraints. T hus, in additionalto Pareto e —
clency, we also require 0x @C )iyxk &)  Qx @0O)iyx)
for allk, ie., each person will also be better o 1n this
e cient outcom e then the no contribution case. For our

exam ple, this In plies

a

= . 4
- o o 4)

for allk. The Pllow ing contribution pro l is e cient
and satis esEq. [@):

vk Iy <C
C jfyk cC

w here

a x

c = —= - 6
n an+amj:lyJ ©

w here yx is sorted in ascending orderand m is the largest
Integer less than n for which C vk holds for allk =
l::m.

U nder this additional constraint, if the distrbution of
wealh E;s narrow (speci cally, ay yx for all k where
y = % « Yk 1is the m ean value of the private goods),
then everyone should contribute everything. If there is
a wider distrbution of wealth, then there is a cuto
point C . Everyone should contribute everything if their
wealth vy C and contrbute only up to C if their
wealth is m ore than C Thus to m aintain voluntary
participation the rich should contribute m ore in absolute
term s than the poor, but less In percentage tem s.

Ifwealth is distrdouted narrow ¥y, (satisfying Eq. @) if
Individual contributes everything) then there is no need
for asym m etric contribution. T herefore, it is su cient to
treat the problem as ifwealh is equal

H ow ever, if condition Eq. [) isnot satis ed, a new in—
centive issue arises. To be able to solicit the \correct"
am ount of contrbution from every individual, we not
only need to solve the freerider problem , but also cor-
rectly identify the wealth level of every Individual. Fur—
them ore, Individuals have nncentives to pretend to be
poorer than they are to m Inin ize their contrbutions.

The follow ing exam ple illistrates these issues. Con-—
sider a population w ith two levels of wealth: m individ-
uals have Initial wealth vy and n m individuals have
wealth ywhere > 1.W eare interested in the issue of
whether a m echanisn can achieve an equilbrium that is
not only e cient, but also satis es the voluntary partic—
Jpation constraint. The only interesting cases are where
the contrbution strategy is asym m etric. T hat is, not ev—
ery Individual has to contribute everything in the desir-
able allocation. O ne Interesting case iswherem = n 1
(wih only one high-wealth indiidual). In this case, it
can be shown that the desirable allocation is everyone
w ith the lower wealth contributes everything. The per-
son with wealth vy should not contribute everything if

> % . He should contrbute 221

(n n a



Iv. A QUANTUM MECHANISM FOR PUBLIC
GOODS PROVISION ING

W e rst characterize equilbria ofthe quantum gam e of
the hom ogeneous version of the public goodsgam e. T his
allow s us to study several con gurations, such as di er—
ent entanglem ent and interpretation ofthe qubits, ofthe
quantum gam e. Subsequently, the results in the sinple
hom ogeneous case w illbe extended to the heterogeneous
case.

For the quantum m echanisn , each player can choose
either to contrbute nothing (& = 0, \defect") or ev—
erything (&« = vy, \cooperate"). W e can also consider
an Intermm ediate case in which players can select from a

for various choices ofK , but In our case allow Ing such in—
term ediate contrdbutions gives low er average payo s for
the strategies we present below .

Here isan exam ple ofthe interm ediate case. Forn = 3
players and using 3 bits to specify discrete choices: either
contribute fllly (& = y, \cooperate") or contribute noth—
ing (& = 0, \defect"), there are 8 states. Suppose we ket
the value 0 corregpond to \cooperate". T hen the payo s
to the three players are (ushgy= 1)

000 a a a

001 2a=3 2a=3 2a=3+1

010 2a=3 2a=3+1 2a=3

011 a=3 a=3+ 1 a=3+1 ™)
100 2a=3+ 1 2a=3 2a=3

101 a=3+ 1 =3 =3+ 1

110 a=3+1 a=3+1 a=3

111 1 1 1

T he quantum version of the gam e is set up as follow s:
rst create entangled qubits with 0 and 1 representing
cooperate and defect, resgpectively), allow the lndividuals
to operate on their individual qubit, then combine the
result by undoing the initial entangling operation). To
preserve the correspondence w ith the original gam e, the
entanglem ent operator should com m ute w ith those quan—
tum operations corresponding to the classical choices.
The nalmeasurement gives a de nie valie for each
qubit, which then correspondsto the individuals’ choices.
In general, players are allowed to apply any operator
to their qubit(s). W e consider general single-qubit oper-

ators, given by
el cos; e shs

= . . 3
) e sin 5 e cosy ®)

Ui
up to an irrelevant overallphase factor. @A furthergener-
alization would allow m easurem ents on the single qubit.
T his gives no advantage In at least in som e cases [1].)

Forn = 2, this reduces to the P risoner’s dilemm a,
which has a nice Interpretation in tem s of conventional
m echanisn s. Entangled statesallow playerl to a ectthe

naloutoom e produced by the action ofplayer 2 and vice

versa. In a way, it allow s for pre-com m im ent. C onsider
the follow ing argum ent. P lJayer 1 would love to tellplayer
2 that if player 2 comm its to cooperate, then he would
also cooperate. H ow ever, w thout playing a repeated ver—
sion of the gam g, the ability to punish the other player
orw fthout a 3rd party to enforce the comm im ent, both
playersw ill realize In m ediately they arebetter o reneg—
ing their com m im ents. Entanglem ent allow s the parties
to comm it w ithout a third party to enforce the comm it—
m ents.

T he expected payo scan be viewed as functions ofthe

Where we take vy = 1 w ithout loss of generality since it
Just rescales the payo s).

A . Equilibria for the Quantum Public G oods G am e

In this section, we characterize equilbria for three
schem es of entanglem ent of the public goods quantum
m echanian . Ifplayers are allow ed to use any single qubit
operators given by Eq. [@), there is no single pure strat-
egy equilbrium . H owever, w e found m ixed strategy equi-
lbria, w ith expected payo s depending on the degree of
entanglem ent provided in the initial state. In each case,
we ndmultiple equilbria. These payo sare superior to
that produced by the classicalgam e in which all players
defect so no public good is produced.

W e assum e all ndividuals are risk-neutral expected
utility m axin izers. RBlayer k's expected payo finction
isgiven by Py ( ) = Py (s)j (s)J where Py (s) is the
payo forplayer k given the choices speci ed by state s.

W e use the Bayesian N ash equilbrium as the solution
concept for the quantum gam e. Each individualw illplay
a strategy (oure orm ixed) such that they are m utually
m axin izing their expected payo . N onehasthe incentive
to m ake a unilateral change to their strategy.

A singleplayer operator @ form s a symm etric Nash
equilbrium if for any other choice u 6 4@

or allplayers k, w ith u substituted r the k® player’s
choice on the right-hand side. For hom ogeneous prefer—
ences, I is su cient that this hold for just one player.

M ore generally, asymm etric equilbria involve possibly
di erent operations for each player.

W hether such an equilbrium exists, and if so whether
it isunique and givesthe optin um payo s fortheplayers,
depends on the set ofallow ed operations, the am ount and
type of entanglem ent (speci ed by the choice of J) and
the nature of the payo s.

O ur analysis Inclides m ixed strategy equilbria since
In m any cases, particularly w ith respect to the quantum
version of the public goods gam g, there is no pure strat-
egy equilbria. The strategic space for quantum gam es
are In nite. W e lim it ourattention to nitem ixed strate-
gies. Thatis,weonly allow individualsto random Iy (w ith
any probabilities assignm ent) choosew thin a nite set of



operators. W e also m ake the standard assum ption that
Individuals have access to a perfect random ization pro—
cess.

In the next three subsections, we report three di erent
schem es of entanglem ent and their corresponding m ixed—
strategy N ash equilbrium .

B. FullEntanglem ent

A conceptually sin ple approach allow s arbitrary en—
tanglem ent am ong the players’ qubis. A s one exam —
pl, consider fully entanglkd statgs. The nitial entan-—
glkd state is (P0::0i+ ijll:dli)= 2, using the 2 2°
entanglem ent m atrix

1
Jn=19—§(I+iX i ) 10)
w here the product in the second term consistsofn factors
of x,the2 2 Paulimatrix (l) (1)

A Tlow ing generalsingle-bit operatorsofEq. [),we nd
no pure strategy N ash equilbriim for the players. How —
ever, there are a variety ofm ixed strategy equilbria. A s
one exam pl, ket

u )

U (0;0;0) = (1) (1) a1)

u(@) U ©;

i 0
=2;0) = 0

i

Note u (0) corresponds to the classical \cooperate" op-—
tion. A m ixed strategy consisting of each player ran—
dom ¥ selecting u (0) oru (1), each w ith probability 1=2,
gives expected payo of (1+ a)=2. Thisisan equillorium :
if any one player sw itches to using a di erent operator,
ordi erent m ixture of operators, the expected payo for
that player rem ainsequalto (1+ a)=2.W hik this payo
is less than the e cient outcom g, it is substantially bet-
ter than the classical outcom e w ith payo of1 since all
choose to defect.

A though this schem e is not practical w ith respect to
In plem entation due to itsuse ofhighly entangled states,
we inclide it as a com parison to other schem es.

C . Two-particle Entanglem ent

Full entanglem ent is di cult to mplement as n in—
creases, particularly for qubits com m unicated over long
distances. T hus we consider restricting entanglem ent to
only pairs of qubits. In this case, we suppose each pair
ofplayershasam axin ally entangled pair, so each player
hasn 1 qubits.

T he entanglem ent m atrix for a case consisting ofN =

, pairsis

Jpaj.r(N )= J2 J2 12)

FIG.1l: Six qubits giving two-particle entanglem ent am ong
three players. The rstplayer operateson bits1 and 3, which
are entangled with bits 2 and 4, respectively owned by the
second and third players.

w ith the product consisting ofN factors ofthe entangle-
m ent operator of Eq. [[0) for the case ofn = 2, ie., uill
entanglem ent am ong two qubits.

W ith muliple bits per player, we also need to soecify
how the nalm easured state isto be interpreted. O ne ap—
proach isto allow variousam ounts of contribution rather
than allornone. That is, if z ofthen 1 bits for player
k are 0, player k’s contrbution isc = yz=(n 1), rang—
Ing from 0 to y. So instead of two choices, the player
has a range of possble contrbutions. This choice gives
the sam e resul as the fully entangled case: the m ixed
strategies have expected payo of (1 + a)=2 and rem ain
weak equilbria.

For example, n = 3 uses six qubits corresponding to
the pairs of players (1;2), (1;3) and (2;3), as shown in
Fig.[0l. Thus, for exam pl, the rst player operates on
the rstand third qubit in this ordering ofthe bits. The
state 9;0;0;1;1;1ihas 0;0 for the st and third qubis,
so the st player has z = 2 and contributes y. The
second player, using the second and fth bits, has 0;1
wih z= 1 and contributes y=2.

An altemate Interpretation of the bits provides higher
payo swhilke maintaining the sam e m ixed strategy equi-
Ibria. Speci cally, we again suppose contributions are
all or nothing but now consider the player to contrbute
ifany ofthen 1 bitsequals 0. This simn ple change in
the construction ofthe gam e gives expected payo equal
to

2@ g 1) (13)

a
which, sihcel < a < n, isonly slightly lessthan the high—
est possbl payo , a. A sexam pls, the expected payo s
forn = 3 and 4 are, respectively, (1+ 3a)=4and (1+ 7a)=8.
A sn increases, the expected payo approaches the opti-
m alvalie.

W e could also consider other interpretations, eg., fi1ll
contrbution ifam a prity ofthe bits are 0, and otherw ise
no contribution.

Signi cantly, the m ixed strategy rem ains an equilb-
rum even if a player applies di erent operators to each
ofthen 1 bits.



D . Two-particle Entanglem ent w ith N eighbors

T w o-particle entanglem ent am ong all possble pairs of
players requiresn m  1)=2 entangled pairs. W hilke sig—
ni cantly easier to Im plem ent than entanglem ent am ong
n-players, we can also consider behavior with even less
entanglem ent. Speci cally, consider the players In som e
arbitrary order and only provide an entangled pair be-
tw een successive players in that order w ith an additional
pair between the rst and last). This entanglem ent re—
quires only 2n qubits.

Thiscasem aintainsthe sam eequilbbriim m ixed strate—
gies. If we Interpret the two bits of each player as al-
low ing partial contributions, the expected payo rem ains
(1 + a)=2. Using the allornone m ethod, where a player
contrbutes everything if at least one of the two bits
equals 0, the payo is (1 + 3a)=4 for alln. Note this
is the sam e as the payo of the full two-particke case,
Eq. [[@), orn = 3 (as expected: orn = 3 the neigh—
bor pairs are the sam e as a two-particle entanglem ent
between all pairs of players).

A gain, thepayo issuperiorto the classicalgam eN ash
equilbriim . Unlke entanglem ent am ong all pairs, the
payo does not improve with larger n. Thus this re-
sul illistrates a tradeo : lower perform ance w hen using
few er pairs.

E . G eneralization to H eterogenous Individuals

T he issue of heterogenous wealth is Jargely ignored in
our analysis of the quantum gam e. If the distrbution of
wealh is narrow (as de ned in Sec.[IIIDl), an e cient
quantum solution that assum eshom ogeneouswealh will
also satisfy the voluntary participation constraintsm ak-—
Ing heterogeneiy a non-issue.

Furthem ore, ifthe issue ofadverse selection (incentive
to hide Infom ation) is addressed by som e otherm ethod,
then the quantum m echanisn can be used in tandem to
address the general case. Speci cally, In the case ofhet—
erogenouswealth, ifevery individual’s wealh is revealed
to the m echanian , then the m echanian can bem odi ed
slightly by the follow Ing m ethod to yield the desirable
outcom e. F irst calculate the optin al contribution for ev-
ery Individualbased on the revealed wealth levels as de—
scribed in Sec.[IIIDI. T hen the playersplay the quantum
gam e w ith the know ledge that the nalqubits are inter—
preted as ollow s: an Individual contrbutes the optim al
am ount, not his totalwealth, ifone orm ore ofhis qubits
are zero. E ssentially, all the contrbution levels are pre-
determm ined and the issues reduce to just the freerider
problem .

V. CONCLUSION

Quantum m echanics can be used to develop new for-
m ulation of classicaleconom ics gam esw hich give arise to

new solutions. In thispaper, we have shown how a quan-—
tum m echanism can be constructed to solve the freerider
problem in the public goods gam e, w ithout the need of
third party enforcem ent nor repeated play. Im plem enta—
tion issues are also explored and addressed.

M ost of the power of this new m echanisn com es from
entangled states, which In theory allow individuals to
co-ordinate and comm i in environm ents when classical
m eans do not. Incidentally, entanglem ent is also them a-
“or issue detem ining w hether a quantum m echanism is
practicalor not.

T hree di erent schem es of entanglem ent are explored.
W e found that tw o-particle entanglem ent, which is feasi-
ble for the near fiture, can also solve the freerider prob—
Jem and achieve nearly e cient outcom es. Furthem ore,
we have also argued that the m echanisn is robust w ith
respect to lim ited am ount of heterogeneiy in the system
if there is no adverse selection.

G am e theoretic solutions (such as the Bayesian Nash
equilbriim we discuss in this paper) are at best approxi-
m ations of realhum an behavior. In this case, rationality
dictates that each indiridualhas a full understanding of
the quantum m echanicalin plications ofhis choices. H ow
well this describes the actualbehavior of people involved
In quantum gam es is an interesting direction for future
work w ith Jaborabory experin ents involving hum an sub—
“cts.

There are m any natural extensions of this research.
First, people m ay use criteria other than expected pay—
o ,eg. tominim ize vardiance in payo if they are risk
adverse. Seocond, the case of heterogeneous players and
adverse selection requires further analysis. This work
also suggests experin ental research, exploring the issues
of practicality of in plem entation and hum an behavior
w ith respect to m anjpulating quantum states.
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APPENDIX A:DERIVATION OF M IXED
STRATEGY PAYOFF

This appendix derives Eq. [[J) and show s the m ixed
strategy is Indeed an equilbrium : no single player can
bene t from deviating from the m xture. A sim ilar
derivation applies to the other casesw ith di erent entan—
glem ent (ie., full or tw o-particle only am ong neighbors)
and Interpreting muliple bits per player as indicating
partial contrbutions. For sin plicity, we take the private
good valuietobey = 1.

C onsider the behavior of player 1, selecting operators
u®;:::5;u® whilk all other players select eitheru (0) or
u(l) ofEq. M) wih equalprobability for all their bits.



The initial state Jpayr N ) (1;0;:::;0) is

)
= (1;0;0;1)

[\)’TF'_‘

w ith one factor for each pair. Subsequent operations on
each pair are independent. Consider the pair between
plyers j;k. If these players use operators A and B re—
spectively, the nal state for their pair is

1
par B;B)=JJ @A B )19—E (1;0;0;1) @1)
P layers other than the rst use either u(0) or u().
Evaluating the products in Eq. [A1l) frthese cases gives

pair @(O0);u@)) = (@;0;0;0) @a2)
pair @O);u@)) = (0;0;0;1)

pair @@);u©)) = (0;0;0;1)

par @@);u@)) = ( 1;0;0;0)

so playersm aking the sam e choice produce a pairequalto
POi (ie., both cooperate), while thosem aking opposie
choices give JL1i (ie., both defect).
For a given instance of this m ixed strategy, let tk 2
£0;1g indicate the operator choice ofplayerk = 2;:::;
u (k). Then the nalstate for the pair hvoling p]ayers
jand k is just pair @ ) 7u () - Thustheportion ofthe
nal state corresponding to pairs not nvolving player 1
is
O
other = pair (U (&) 70 (&)
Jik

w ith the tensor product over all pairs 2 J< k n.
T he nonzero com ponents of this vectorare all 1,which
have uni m agnitude so do not a ect the probabilities of
the nalm easurem ent.

The pajr Involring players 1 and k gives v(k) ) =

pair @*) ;U (&) . For any choice of operatoru®’, evalu—
atihg Eq. B) using Eq. M) gives
Vo 1) = v 0) @3)
Vo 1) = Vi (0)
v = vy 0)
Vg @) = v )

50, apart from som e sign changes, playerk sw itching from
u (0) tou (1) sin ply reverses the result ofthe two-particle
Interaction between players 1 and k.

The overall nal state is the tensor product of these
results for the ndividualpairs. T he nonzero com ponents
ofthis state vector are speci ed by the values for the bits
nvolving player 1. T hat is, the nalstate has the form

|
o X ’

v () K vid

other

k=2 Xk;iyx

w ith the Xk ;yx each summed over 0 and 1.
M easuring this nal state produces a state with de —
nie values for the xy ;yx, wih probability Prx;y;t) =

n

o ek () F . For this state, we detem ine the pay—
o toplayerl as follow s.

F irst, the allornone interpretation of the bis m eans
player 1 contrbutes 1 if any ofthe xx = 0. De ning the
Indicator function (o) to equall when the proposition
p is and 0 otherw ise, we can w rite this contribution
as1l &= 1).

T he contribution forplayerk > 1is1 ifithasaObiin
tspairwih player1l (ie. yx = 0) or at least one player
(other than players 1 or k) m akes the sam e choice of
operatorasplayerk (since then Eq. [B2) show s that pair
ofplayersw ill have value ;01 so, In particular, player k
w il have at least one of tsbits equalto zero). Let ny, be

equalto b, and no+n; =n 1.W ith thesede nitions, the
contrbution ofplayerk is (yx = 0" ng, = 1)+ (@ >
1).

C ombining the contributions from allplayers, the pay—
o P; x;y;t) toplayer 1 or thism easured state, is then

of the om %(14— A)+ (1 %)B w ith

X

A = ( vk =0"ng =1+ @Oy > 1))
k
Y

B = & = 1)
k

P

%n this expressjgn, K Oy >P 1) can be written as

mo @e> 1) G=D= . n (> 1),

T he expected payo forplayer 1 for the given choices
pf the other players (as speci ed by the tx values) is

rYrt)Pl IYrt)

FJna]Jy, the m ixed strategy used by the other players
m eans each ofthe 2° ! choices Hr the values of the t
is equally lkely, and must be summ ed over to get the
expected payo ofp]ayer JPw hen the othersuse them ixed

strategy: Hp;i= 2 @ V) vy ET&YiDP1 &jyit)

Th the sum over x;y, only the fctor i iy, (tk)f in
Pr(x;y;t) depends on xy;vx . Thus for temm s involring
plyer k, the ram aining factors in Prix;y;t) sum to 1
since the v*) () are nom alized vectors.

ThushPiiisa sum ofthreeterm s. The st is

2(1'11)_

(l+ nNo (no > l)+ n; (n]_ > 1))

or

a 2 n
-1+ @0 1@ 227))
n

T he second tem is

X
a )

n 1)
2 yxk Yk

t)F @e=0"ny =1)

kitixk ivk

Forng = 1,theonly tem s contriouting to the sum over
tare those forwhich t5 6 &, orall j 6 k, ie., there are



Just two cases: i = 0 and the rest are 1, and vice versa.
So this term becom es

1
aX X

o1 2 ®)

I, o ©F
k t=0 xy

The inner two sums give yéko) 0)F + y{kg o0F +
g0 1) F + 315 )F which, fom Eq. BEJ), equals
iy 350 (0)F = 1 since the v*) vectors are nom alized.

Thusthisterm is2 @ P 2@ 1).

Sin flarly, Eq. B3) gives the third tem equal to
2 n 1) 1 a

n

Combiing these resuks, P1iisa 2 ® Y @ 1).
This resul is lndependent of the operators selected by
player 1, ie., the values of the v*) .

Other choices for the mixed strategy operators
u(0);u () are possble as well. They need only satisfy
Eq. BA) wp to an overallphase factor) and also com pen-—
sate rany choicesm adeby the rstplayervia Eq. B3),
again up to overallphase factors.
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