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A bstract

W e present a quantum solution to coordination problem s that can
be In plem ented w ith existing technologies. It provides an altemative to
existing approaches, which rely on explicit com m unication, prior com —
m im ent or trusted third parties. T his quantum m echanism applies to a
variety of scenarios for which existing approaches are not feasble.
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T he existence of multiple equilbria In econom ic system s can lad to coor—
dination failires and consequently to Ine cient outcom es. E xam ples that have
been extensively studied range from 1 s having to decide whether or not to
enter a com petitive m arket and and how to position theiro erings, to the coor-
dinated resolution of socialdilem m as involved in the provision ofpublic goods.

C oordination problem s have long been studied in the context of gam e the—
ory E}', ?g', -'j], w here the coordination gam e is speci ed by a payo m atrix which
yields severalN ash equilbria. T hese equilbria can at tin es give the sam e payo
to allplayers, in which case the problem is for them to agree on which one to
coordinate, or di erent payo s, lkading to a com petitive coordination gam e in
which players prefer di erent equilbria.

A sin ple exam ple of a cooperative coordination gam e is that of two people
having to choose driving on the left or the right side of the road, or which the
payo m atrix isshown In Tab]e:l. A scan be seen, there are two N ash equilbria,
w ith equalpayo s, corresponding to both drivers choosing the sam e side of the
road. T he coordination problem consists in both drivers nding a way to agree

on which side of the road to drive.

choice L R
L 2;2 3; 3
R 3; 3 2;2

Tabl 1: Payo structure for two driving choices: lft (L), right R). Each
row and colum n corresoonds to choices m ade by the st and second players,

respectively, and their corresponding payo s.

This and m any other instances of coordination problem s can be solved in
severalways. A rst solution resorts to a trusted third party who know s the
preferences of the participants and is given the authority to pick an equilbbrium
w hich isthen broadcasted to the players. In the case of com petitive coordination
problem s the trusted third party m ay also have enforcem ent pow ers, since som e

playersm ay w ish to m ove the group to a m ore preferable equilibbrium .



A nother solution to coordination problem s involres com m unication am ong
players so that they can negotiate a choice. In the case of cooperative gam es
even one player Ippinga coln and broadcasting the resul as the corresponding
choice provides an e ective solution. In a com petitive setting, the negotiation
m ight be such that the players w ish to choose their equilbria at random as it
would then be perceived as a fair choice. This case would require a trusted
m echanism of coln Ipping over a com m unication line, which can be enforced
through cryptographic protocols.

A third m echanisn for solving coordination problem s invokes socialnom s,
In which comm on know ledge of the participants’ preferences can distinguish a
given equilbrium from the others, as n the case of choosing the largest river
as a boundary between two countries. Such distinguished equilbria are often
called focalpoints ﬁ_}, :ﬁJ:].

W hile these m echanisn s can solve in principle coordination problem s, there
are tin es w hen none of these options are available, either because they are too
expensive, slow ordi cult to In plem ent, orbecause privacy w orries prevent the
participants from using any of these options. Even worse, a constraint from a
larger context, such as the need to use a m ixed strategy, m ight m ake it disad—
vantageous for players to have their choices revealed in advance. Furthem ore
In cases where com m unication between parties is asynchronous there is the ad—
ditionalproblem of achieving comm on know ledge i_ﬁ], ie. allparties know that
the others know how to act. A sin ple exam ple is that of using em ail to coordi-
nate a m eeting when one is not sure that recipients have read their em ails and
acknow ledgem ents before the start of the m ecting E_:Jx, :_d].

Tt would appear that In these instances the only choice kft for the par-
ticipants is to choose at random which strategy to pursue, which would lead
to m any instances of coordination failires and a consequent reduction in their
respective payo s. Nevertheless, as we now show, there is an alemative and
superior solution, which resorts to quantum m echanics to solve coordination
problem s w ithout com m unication, trusted third parties or prearranged strate—

gies. M oreover, this quantum solution is in plem entable in the realworld, thus



m aking coordination problem s easier to solve.

The way quantum dynam ics allow s for the practical solution of a coordina-—
tion problem is via the generation of particles in entangled states. Q uantum
entanglem ent results In the appearance of speci cquantum correlationsbetween
parts of a com posite system , which can be exploited for quantum inform ation
processing Ej]. In particular, param etric-dow n conversion technigques can pro—
duce tw in photons which are perfectly quantum correlated in tin e, space and
offten in polarization Lg]. T hese photons can then be physically separated at
arbitrary distances so that each participant gets one of the entangled particles.

In the sin plest case, where players face two choices, 0, and 1, they can use
entangled particles w ith tw o physically observable states, such as their soin or
polarization. A s shown in Fig. :}', the corresponding state is then given by a
superposition of the two correlated possibilities, denoted as (;01i+ jL;li)=p 2.
At a tin e oftheir choosing, each participant observes the state of their particle,
resulting into a 0 or a 1 state, and m akes the corresponding choice. T he key
aspect that m akes this technique di erent from random choices is that entan—
glem ent In plies a de nite correlation between the two m easurem ents, ie. both
playersget eithera 0 ora 1, irrespective ofthe spatial ssparation between them ,
and w fthout com m unication.

O ne could argue that this correlation could also be achieved classically by

pping two coins in advance, hiding them into two boxes given go the play—
ers which they then open at som e later tin e. However, unlke the entangled
quantum solution we juist described, this procedure predeterm ines the outcom g,
which m ay not be desirable if the players w ish to defer the choices as long as
possible. In this case an adversary m ight leam how the playersw ill choose long
before they actually do, and thus adjust its strategy accordingly.

To illustrate this consider the case of two players trying to coordinate on a
m ixed strategy against a third one w ithout resorting to previous agreem ent or
com m unication, as In the case of a coordinated attack on a rivalor enemy. For
the sake of exam ple, consider the gam e of rock, paper, scissors, In which the

two allied players m ust m ake the sam e choice to have any chance of w inning.



Entangled pair

Figure 1: A source of entangled photons sends one each to the participants of

a coordination gam e.

If the allies m ake di erent choices their payo s are zero and the third player
getsa payo ofl.W hen the two alliesm ake the sam e choice the payo to the
allies and the third player are given the payo m atrix ofthe rock, paper scissors

gam e, which is shown in Tabked.

choice | rock paper scissors
rock 0;0 0;1 1;0
paper 1;0 0;0 0;1

scissors | 051 1;0 0;0

Tablk2:Payo structure forthe rock, paper, scissors forthe pairofallied players
against the third player. Each row and colum n corresoonds to choicesm ade by
the pair (@ssum Ing that they are the same) and their opponent, respectively,
and their corresponding payo s. For exam ple, the entry of the st coumn,
second row corresoonds to the allies both choosing paper and the third player
choosing rock.

T his gam e has the feature that no single choice is best, ie. there is no pure
strategy N ash equilbrium . Instead, the best strategy for rational players is to

m ake the choices random Iy and w ith equal probability, which gives it a m ixed



strategy N ash equilbbrium w ith expected payo of1/3.

For the fiill gam e w ithout coordination the pair of allied players only has
1/3 chance of m aking the sam e choice, and another 1/3 to win against their
opponent, lading to an expected payo of 1/9. If they can be perfectly co-—
ordinated their payo would be 1/3. In this exam ple it is necessary to play
random choices because any a prioricom m im ent betw een the allied pair would
no longer be a random strategy, and therefore discoverable by observation. If
they instead use a pseudorandom num ber generator wih a common seed, it
could be com prom ised by the opponent discovering either the random pattem
or the seed. O n the other hand, if one of the allied pairs were to use a perfect
private coin toss and com m unicated it to the other, it would risk being detected
or pmm ed, lading to loss.

U sing the quantum m echanisn the playersboth can have undetectable ran-
dom ness in their choices, no com m unication between them and stillm aintain
com plete correlation at every period of the gam e. Entanglem ent thus o ers a
way for the players to get correlated random bits they can use in addition to
any public, broadcast inform ation, w thout com m unication or prior agreem ent.

Furthem ore, this quantum solution cannot be achieved via a classical sin -
ulation since we are requiring the absence of any com m unication am ong the
participants. This is unlke the situation w ith other quantum gam es propos—
als Bl

Thus, quantum inform ation processing, which already o ers the potential
for in proved com putation, cryptography and econom icm echanism s Ii(_i, :_1-]_;, :_fgi,
:_l-Z_;, :_l-_‘] can lead to a perfect solution of com plex coordination problem sw ithout
resorting to the com plex signaling procedures that have been discussed since
they were rst studied system atically. In particular it solves the problem of
achieving com m on know ledge in the presence of asynchronous com m unication.

This quantum solution of a coordination problem is not jist a theoretical
construct, as it can be in plem ented over relatively large distances. It has been
recently shown that it is possble to produce pairs of entangled photons using

param etric down conversion, that can be sent separately over distances over



m any kilom eters. If the lifetim e of the entangled state is long, each participant
can then receive an entangled photon and perform a polarization m easurem ent
later, thus not having to com m unicate w ith each other during the whole proce—
dure. O n the otherhand, ifthe lifetin e ofthe entangled state is shorter than the
period of the gam e, photons can be regenerated periodically, thereby requiring
a tranan ission channel from the source to the participants (out not between the
participants). In this case the advantage lies not In avoiding the possbility of
blocked com m unication by an adversary, but In avoiding the detection ofa co-
ordinated solution. Thism akes for a feasible quantum solution to coordination
problem s that can be In plem ented w ith current technology, In contrast with
m ost schem es for arbitrary quantum com putation.

T his schem e can also be extended to situations nvolving m any participants.
If the problem can be decom posed into independent pairw ise coordination that
can be then coordinated at a higher level (hierarchy) then the solution we de—
scribbed above can be applied to each pair. M ore interestingly, i has been
recently shown t_l-g] that i is possbl to create entangled states ofm any parti-
cles in a single step and on dem and, which in plies that coordination problem s
Involring m any participants can also be solved using the schem e proposed in
this paper.

F inally, this quantum approach to coordination gam es ism ore general than
tmay rstappear, as it can also be applied to a variety of econom ic situations
that nvolve achieving som e or partial coordination am ong m em bers of a group.

O ne exam ple is severalgroups participating in an auction in which the value
ofan iem to a person depends on what others in their group get. For exam ple
Im agine bidding for construction tools that m embers of a group share and the
auction is for each item separately. In this case, the valuation depends on the
com plem entarity ofthe goods that the w hole group gets, rather than who in the
group getseach item , W hilem ore com plicated than the pure coordination gam e
we discussed because, this problem also involves a bidding strategy, and thus
the need for the group to coordinate w ithout signaling to other groups. The

coordination part of this problem can be solved by having a source produce a



quantum state $1igiven by an entangled state that for the case of two particles

could be w ritten as
$i= aPpAi+ aBBi+ bABi+ bBA1 1)

w ith the constants, a;b, chosen to favor a particular outcom e and sub gct to
the nom alization condition 25F + 2pF = 1. Notice that these coe cients
allow balancing the two parts of the utilities nvolved in this gam e, the desire
for coordination and for low cost to the participants. For exam ple, as cost
di erence increases, one could reduce a, and Increase b. In other words, given a
cost di erence between item s, one can pick a suitable superposition of states.

Another situation where our quantum m echanism could be usefiil is a co—
ordination problem in which each player does not know others involved In the
gam e, or they w ish to ram ain m utually anonym ous and avoid com m unication.
If the interested players are known to be m em bers of a Jarger group tl-_é]), and
entangled states are easily distribbuted am ongm em bers ofthe largergroup, those
players interested in coordinating their activities can use the entangled states
to ensure allplayersm ake the sam e choice.

A s we have shown, the utilization of sin ple properties of quantum states
gives a solution to coordination problem s that does not require com m unica—
tion, trusted third parties involved in the decision m aking or prior comm it-
ment. Equally interesting, this solution is achievable w ith today’s technology

and opens the practical use of quantum entanglem ent in realworld problem s.
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