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ABSTRACT

Gamification is an emerging trend in the field of machine learning that presents a novel approach
to solving optimization problems by transforming them into game-like scenarios. This paradigm
shift allows for the development of robust, easily implementable, and parallelizable algorithms
for hard optimization problems. In our work, we use gamification to tackle the Best Separable
State (BSS) problem, a fundamental problem in quantum information theory that involves
linear optimization over the set of separable quantum states. To achieve this we introduce
and study quantum analogues of common-interest games (CIGs) and potential games where
players have density matrices as strategies and their interests are perfectly aligned. We bridge
the gap between optimization and game theory by establishing the equivalence between KKT
(first-order stationary) points of a BSS instance and the Nash equilibria of its corresponding
quantum CIG. Taking the perspective of learning in games, we introduce non-commutative
extensions of the continuous-time replicator dynamics and the discrete-time Baum-Eagon/linear
multiplicative weights update for learning in quantum CIGs, which also serve as decentralized
algorithms for the BSS problem. We show that the common utility/objective value of a BSS
instance is strictly increasing along trajectories of our algorithms, and finally corroborate our
theoretical findings through extensive experiments.

1 Introduction

The framework of gamification has recently emerged as a prominent trend in the field of machine learning,
offering a novel approach to solving hard optimization problems. By reframing these problems as games,
it is possible to design distributed and decentralized algorithms that are robust and easily parallelizable. A
notable application of this approach are the constrained min-max optimization problems that underlie Generative
Adversarial Networks (GANs), which are known to be computationally challenging [18]. However, by framing
them as competitive games between two players, simple decentralized algorithms have been developed, showcasing
practical effectiveness and convergence towards appropriate solution concepts. Furthermore, gamification has
showcased success in addressing other optimization problems in machine learning such as Principal Component
Analysis [26] and Nonnegative Matrix Factorization [68]. While the best-known achievements are based on
zero-sum games [16, 17, 55, 67], the current focus is increasingly shifting towards the more challenging domain of
cooperative settings [7, 46, 69], where all agents share the same goals and try to optimize the same function.
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In this work, we adopt the gamification paradigm to develop distributed algorithms for solving the Best Separable
State problem (BSS). The BSS problem corresponds to linear optimization over the convex hull of bipartite
product states ρ⊗ σ, i.e.,

max{Tr(R(ρ⊗ σ)) : ρ ∈ D(A), σ ∈ D(B)} (BSS)

where R is a fixed Hermitian matrix. The BSS problem is a crucial challenge in quantum information theory that
is closely tied to entanglement detection [28, 39, 29, 27].

A powerful approach to approximating the BSS problem is to identify outer approximations to the set of separable
states over which linear optimization is efficient. These outer approximations typically arise from necessary
conditions that are satisfied by separable states. An important example is the Positive Partial Transpose (PPT)
criterion for separability [60, 36], stating that a necessary condition for ρ to be separable is that the partial
transpose ρTB (or ρTA) is positive semidefinite. Consequently, the value of the BSS problem can be upper
bounded by solving a semidefinite programming (SDP) problem. This approach was further extended to the DPS
hierarchy [21], a sequence of outer SDP approximations that converges to the set of separable states, and whose
first level corresponds to the PPT criterion. A more general problem with many important applications in quantum
information theory is the problem of bilinear optimization over density matrices subject to affine constraints,
and similar to the DPS hierarchy there exist hierarchies of outer SDP approximations for problems of this type,
e.g., see [10, 9]. A complementary approach for solving such problems is a non-commutative extension of the
branch-and-bound algorithm [37].

Existing approaches to the BSS problem assume prior knowledge of the matrix R and carry out the computation
of a solution in a centralized manner. In this work, we propose decentralized algorithms for the BSS problem that
operate in a setting where the matrix R is unknown and the quantum states ρ, σ are updated in a decentralized
manner using first-order feedback ∇ρ Tr(R(ρ⊗ σ)) and ∇σ Tr(R(ρ⊗ σ)) respectively. To achieve this, we
reinterpret the BSS problem as a quantum common-interest game (CIG) where the two players have density
matrices ρ, σ as strategies and share a common bilinear utility function Tr(R(ρ⊗ σ)). Building on the existing
literature on learning in classical CIGs, we develop dynamics for learning in quantum CIGs. These dynamics lead
to equilibration as each agent implements a strategy revision mechanism based on past interactions. Importantly,
we also establish the equivalence between KKT points of a BSS instance and Nash equilibria of the corresponding
game. By leveraging this equivalence, the learning dynamics for the quantum common-interest game yield robust,
easily implementable, and parallelizable decentralized algorithms for the BSS problem.

Classical games and learning dynamics. In classical game theory, players select strategies from their strategy
set and attain utilities that are functions of all players’ strategies. A simple but extremely useful class of games is
that of the (classical) normal-form game [25], where each player has a finite strategy set. Specifically in a two-
player classical normal-form game, two players whom we call Alice and Bob have strategy sets SA = {1, 2, . . . , n}
and SB = {1, 2, . . . ,m} and attain the respective utilities uA(i, j) and uB(i, j) whenever Alice plays strategy
i and Bob plays strategy j. Since Alice and Bob can randomize over their respective sets of pure actions, we
can more generally consider the mixed extension of the game, where Alice plays a probability distribution (i.e.,
a probability simplex vector) x ∈ △n−1 := {x ∈ Rn

≥0 : xi ≥ 0 ∀ i,
∑

i xi = 1} and Bob plays a probability
distribution y ∈ △m−1, and they receive bilinear utilities uA(x, y) = x⊤Ay and uB(x, y) = x⊤By respectively,
where A and B are n×m matrices with Aij = uA(i, j) and Bij = uB(i, j).

Potential games are a class of games where a potential function tracks each player’s change in utility due to
unilateral deviations, and include Cournot competition [54], congestion games [62], and various other theoretical
and engineering applications, see e.g. [50, 75, 31, 19]. An important special class of potential games are common-
interest games (CIGs) [65], where players share the same utility function. CIGs are relevant to the study of
potential games, since for every potential game there exists a CIG with the same Nash equilibria, and for which
players using the same first-order dynamics (i.e., dynamics where each player only gets to see the gradient of the
utility with respect to his strategies) would have the same trajectories. Several natural first-order learning dynamics
converge to various notions of equilibria, see e.g. [35, 33, 47]. A well-studied first-order continuous-time dynamic
are the replicator dynamics. For a two player CIG where players select simplex vectors x, y and receive common
payoff x⊤Ay, the replicator dynamics (written only for the x-player) are given by the differential equation:

ẋi = xi((Ay)i − x⊤Ay), (lin-REP)
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or via the equivalent closed-form formulation:

xi =
exp(si(t))∑
i exp(si(t))

, si(t) =

∫ t

0

(Ay(τ))idτ, (exp-REP)

see e.g. [70, 35, 12, 72]. In terms of properties, replicator dynamics converge to Nash equilibria in CIGs [35, 47]
and are a gradient flow with respect to the Shahshahani metric ⟨v, w⟩x =

∑
i

1
xi
viwi [66].

There are three related discrete-time dynamics, the latter two of which have an adjustable stepsize ϵ > 0:

xi ← xi
(Ay)i
x⊤Ay

,

xi ← xi
1 + ϵ(Ay)i∑

i xi(1 + ϵ(Ay)i)
,

xi ← xi
exp(ϵ(Ay)i)∑
i xi exp(ϵ(Ay)i)

.

(BE)

(lin-MWU)

(exp-MWU)

These discrete-time dynamics are referred to respectively as the Baum-Eagon update [8], the linear multiplicative
weights update, and the exponential multiplicative weights update, see e.g., [34, 4, 58, 23]. BE and lin-MWU
are discrete versions of the lin-REP form of the replicator dynamics in the sense that, in both cases, the weight
of a strategy is updated according to how much it performs compared to the average performance x⊤Ay, and in
particular is increased if the strategy does better than average, and decreased if it does worse; on the other hand,
exp-MWU is a very natural discretization of the exp-REP formulation of the replicator dynamics in the sense that
it is simply exp-REP written recursively for the case where the payoffs are seen at discrete times.

In terms of properties, it is known that the utility function x⊤Ay under both BE and lin-MWU is non-decreasing
[8], and the limit points of lin-MWU are Nash equilibria [58]. Moreover, stability analysis has shown that
replicator dynamics and its discretizations typically converge to pure (i.e., non-randomized) equilibria in generic
common-interest games [47, 51, 59]. Table 1 summarizes the relationships between the aforementioned learning
dynamics in classical normal-form games.

Variant Continuous-time Discrete-time

Linear lin-REP : ẋi = xi((Ay)i − x⊤Ay)

BE : xi ← xi
(Ay)i
x⊤Ay

lin-MWU : xi ← xi
1+ϵ(Ay)i∑

i xi(1+ϵ(Ay)i)

Exponential exp-REP : xi =
exp(

∫ t
0
(Ay(τ))idτ)∑

i exp(
∫ t
0
(Ay(τ))idτ) exp-MWU : xi ← xi

exp(ϵ(Ay)i)∑
i xi exp(ϵ(Ay)i)

Table 1: Relationships between learning dynamics for classical normal-form games. Note that lin-REP and exp-REP are just
different expressions of the same replicator dynamic.

Finally, there is an interesting link between classical CIGs and bilinear optimization over the product of simplices.
As both agents in a classical CIG are maximizing the same utility function, there is a natural connection between the
game (with common payoff matrix A) and the bilinear optimization problem max{x⊤Ay : x ∈ ∆(A), y ∈ ∆(B)}.
Specifically, the optimization problem’s KKT points correspond to Nash equilibria of the game [65].

Quantum games and learning dynamics. The majority of the literature on quantum games investigates the
potential advantages of using quantum strategies over classical ones. To this end, researchers have developed
quantum versions of well-known games such as the Prisoner’s Dilemma [22] and Matching Pennies [53]. In
addition, an increasing amount of research has focused on studying quantum notions of equilibria, i.e., states that
remain stable against unilateral player deviations [76], determining their tractability [13], and obtaining structural
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characterizations of equilibrium sets [38]. Beyond the analysis of specific games, various attempts have been made
to establish more general theories of quantum games that aim to unify the existing works, see e.g., [30, 15].

In contrast, there are relatively few works that investigate learning in quantum games. Most existing results
focus on the zero-sum regime, where players select density matrices ρ and σ and receive a bilinear utility
ui(ρ, σ) = Tr(Ri(ρ⊗σ)), subject to the constraint that u1(ρ, σ)+u2(ρ, σ) = 0. The payoffs can also be expressed
explicitly as bilinear functions ui(ρ, σ) = ⟨ρ,Φi(σ)⟩, where Ri is the Choi matrix of the superoperator Φi. The
Matrix Multiplicative Weights Update (written only from the perspective of the ρ player) is given by:

ρ(t+ 1)←
exp

(
ϵ
∑t

τ=1 Φ(σ(τ))
)

Tr
(
exp

(
ϵ
∑t

τ=1 Φ(σ(τ))
)) , (MMWU)

and converges (in the time-average sense) to Nash equilibria in quantum zero-sum games [42]. MMWU was first
introduced for online optimization over the set of density matrices [4, 45, 71]. MMWU has found many other
applications: important examples include solving SDPs [5], proving that QIP=PSPACE [40], finding balanced
separators [57], and spectral sparsification [2].

Recently, [41] introduced the exponential quantum replicator dynamics (exp-QREP), a (continuous-time) quantum
analogue of the exp-REP formulation of the replicator dynamics, given by:

ρ =
exp(S(t))

Tr(exp(S(t)))
, S(t) =

∫ t

0

Φ(σ(τ))dτ. (exp-QREP)

Note that these dynamics are simply called the quantum replicator dynamics in [41]. The main result in [41] is that
the exp-QREP dynamics exhibit a type of periodic behavior called Poincaré recurrence when applied to quantum
zero-sum games. MMWU can be obtained as a discretization of the exp-QREP dynamics, in the same manner the
discrete-time update exp-MWU is obtained from the continuous-time dynamics exp-REP in the classical regime.
Thus, while non-commutative generalizations of the exponential variants of the classical learning dynamics are
known and been studied for learning in quantum games, the linear variants have yet to be studied. In this paper,
we complete the picture of analogues of classical replicator and multiplicative update learning dynamics (see
Table 2).

Continuous-time Discrete-time
Linear variant lin-QREP (this work) Matrix BE, lin-MMWU (this work)

Exponential variant exp-QREP [41] MMWU [45, 3, 71]

Table 2: Learning dynamics for quantum games in analogy to those for classical normal-form games in Table 1.

Our results. In Section 2 we introduce quantum common-interest games. We show that any BSS instance can be
interpreted as a quantum common-interest game where KKT points corresponds to Nash equilibria. In Sections 3
and 4 respectively we study continuous and discrete-time dynamics for learning in a quantum common-interest
game. We show that if players update their states according to any of our dynamics, then the common utility is
strictly increasing, limit points are fixed points, and interior fixed points are Nash equilibria. In the same way that
the established exp-QREP and MMWU can be viewed as non-commutative extension of exp-REP and exp-MWU
respectively, our dynamics can be viewed as noncommutative extensions of lin-REP , BE, and lin-MWU. Finally,
in Section 5 we perform extensive experiments to assess the performance of our dynamics. We show that our
continuous-time dynamics empirically converges to Nash equilibria, and evaluate our discrete-time algorithms on
the BSS problem and show that that they closely approximate the optimal value (≈ 0.97 OPT).

2 Quantum Common-Interest Games and the BSS problem
Quantum preliminaries. A d-dimensional quantum register is mathematically described as the set of unit
vectors in a d-dimensional Hilbert spaceH. The state of a qudit quantum registerH is represented by a density
matrix, i.e., a d× d Hermitian positive semidefinite matrix with trace equal to one. The state space of a quantum
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register H is denoted by D(H). When two quantum registers with associated spaces A and B of dimension n
and m respectively are considered as a joint quantum register, the associated state space is given by the density
operators on the tensor product space, i.e., D(A⊗ B). If the two registers are independently prepared in states
described by ρ and σ, then the joint state is described by the density matrix ρ⊗ σ ∈ Cnm×nm.

To interact with a quantum register we need to measure it. One mathematical formalism of the process of
measuring a quantum system is the POVM, defined as a set of positive semidefinite operators {Pi}mi=1 such that∑m

i=1 Pi = 1H, where 1H is the identity matrix on H. If the quantum register H is in a state described by
density matrix ρ ∈ D(H), upon performing the measurement {Pi}mi=1 we get the outcome i with probability
⟨Pi, ρ⟩, where ⟨A,B⟩ = Tr

(
A†B

)
is the Hilbert-Schmidt inner product defined on the linear space of Hermitian

matrices. Note that ⟨A,B⟩ is a real number for any Hermitian matrices A and B, and is non-negative if A and B
are positive semidefinite.

Given a finite-dimensional Hilbert spaceH = Cn, we denote by L(H) the set of linear operators acting onH, i.e.,
the set of all n× n complex matrices overH. A linear operator that maps matrices to matrices, i.e., a mapping
Φ : L(B) → L(A), is called a super-operator. The adjoint super-operator Φ† : L(A) → L(B) is uniquely
determined by the equation ⟨A,Φ(B)⟩ = ⟨Φ†(A), B⟩. A super-operator Φ : L(B)→ L(A) is positive if it maps
PSD matrices to PSD matrices. There exists a linear bijection between matrices R ∈ L(A⊗B) and super-operators
Φ : L(B)→ L(A) known as the Choi-Jamiołkowski isomorphism. Specifically, for a super-operator Φ its Choi
matrix is:

CΦ =
∑

1≤i,j≤m

Φ(Ei,j)⊗ Ei,j ∈ L(A⊗ B), (1)

where {Ei,j}mi,j=1 is the standard orthonormal basis of L(B) = Cm×m. Conversely, given an operator R =∑
1≤i,j≤m Ai,j ⊗ Ei,j ∈ L(A⊗ B), we can define ΦR : L(B)→ L(A) by setting ΦR(Ei,j) = Ai,j from which

it easily follows that CΦR
= R. Explicitly, we have

ΦR(B) = TrB(R(1A ⊗B⊤)), (2)

where the partial trace TrB : L(A⊗ B)→ L(A) is the unique function that satisfies:

TrB(A⊗B) = ATr(B), ∀A,B.

Moreover, the adjoint map is Tr†B(A) = A⊗ 1B. Lastly, a superoperator Φ is completely positive (i.e., 1m ⊗Φ is
positive for all m ∈ N) iff the Choi matrix of Φ is positive semidefinite. In particular, if the Choi matrix of the
super-operator Φ is PSD, it follows that Φ is positive.

Quantum potential games. In the setting of quantum games described in the introduction, we introduce the
notion of a quantum potential game as follows. For simplicity we restrict ourselves in this work to the case of
two-player games, though the definition can easily be extended to any finite number of players. Furthermore, we
restrict ourselves to quantum potential games with bilinear potential. We follow standard game theory notation,
where for each player i the set S−i refers to the other player’s strategy set.

Definition 2.1 (Quantum potential game). Let A,B be finite-dimensional quantum registers, and suppose that
V : D(A)×D(B)→ R, (ρ, σ) 7→ Tr(R(ρ⊗ σ)) for some Hermitian operator R. A two-player game where
the players have strategy sets S1 = D(A), S2 = D(B) and utility functions ui : S1 × S2 → R for all
players i ∈ {1, 2} is called a quantum potential game with potential V if

ui(s, s−i)− ui(s
′, s−i) = V (s, s−i)− V (s′, s−i).

for all players i ∈ {1, 2}, s−i ∈ S−i, and s, s′ ∈ Si.

Quantum potential games fall into the general class of potential games and so admit an equivalent characterization
of coordination-dummy separability (see, e.g., [48]): each player’s utility can be separated into a coordination
term (which is the same for all players and equal to the potential V ) and a dummy term (that only depends on the
other players), i.e.,

ui(s) = V (s) +Di(s−i).
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Due to coordination-dummy separation, for each player i the gradients of ui(s) and V (s) with respect to their
own strategy are equal. Thus, the trajectories that players’ strategies take under first-order learning dynamics will
be the same whether the players play the potential game or the CIG where each player receives utility V .

For a two-player game with players Alice and Bob having access to quantum registers H1 = A and H2 = B
respectively, we can define Alice’s best response set to Bob’s strategy σ ∈ D(B) by BRA(σ) = {ρ ∈ D(A) :
u(ρ, σ) ≥ u(ρ′, σ) ∀ ρ′ ∈ D(A)}, and analogously for Bob. The Nash equilibria (NE) of the game are the strategy
profiles (ρ, σ) ∈ D(A)×D(B) such that Alice’s and Bob’s strategies are best responses to each other, i.e.

u(ρ, σ) ≥ u(ρ′, σ), ∀ ρ′ ∈ D(A)

and
u(ρ, σ) ≥ u(ρ, σ′), ∀ σ′ ∈ D(B).

Lastly, a Nash equilibrium (ρ, σ) is called interior if both ρ and σ are positive definite.

The set of Nash equilibria in a quantum potential game with potential V is equivalent to the set of Nash equilibria
in the quantum common-interest game with common utility V since, by coordination-dummy separability, no
player can unilaterally improve their own utility if and only if no player can unilaterally improve the potential
V . Thus, for the purpose of learning Nash equilibria in quantum potential games using first-order dynamics, it
suffices to study quantum common-interest games.

Quantum common-interest games. In a quantum CIG, there are two agents Alice and Bob that control quantum
registersA and B and their strategies are given by density matrices in D(A) and D(B) respectively. Upon playing
strategy profile (ρ, σ) ∈ D(A)×D(B) both players receive a common utility u(ρ, σ) = ⟨R, ρ⊗ σ⟩, where R is
a Hermitian matrix that we can assume withoout loss of generality to be positive definite. We refer to the matrix R
as the game operator. Equivalently, using the Choi-Jamiołkowski isomorphism defined in (1), it is useful to also
express the utility function as u(ρ, σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ⊤)⟩, since

⟨ρ,Φ(σ⊤)⟩ = ⟨ρ,TrB(R(1A ⊗ σ)⟩ = ⟨ρ⊗ 1B, R(1A ⊗ σ)⟩ = ⟨R, ρ⊗ σ⟩,

where R is the Choi matrix of Φ. Moreover, as R is PSD it follows that Φ is positive. In order to simplify notation
throughout the rest of the paper, we will drop the transpose from the utility and express it as u(ρ, σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩
where appropriate. This can be seen as Bob selecting σ⊤ as his strategy, instead of σ as defined before.

A quantum CIG can also be defined as the mixed extension of a game where the players’ pure strategies are complex
unit vectors x ∈ Sn−1

C , y ∈ Sm−1
C and the common utility is biquadratic, i.e., u(x, y) = (x⊗y)†R(x⊗y).

If the players randomize their play using finitely supported distributions DA,DB over their pure strategy spaces,
i.e., DA has support {xi}ki=1 and Prob(xi) = λi whereas DB has support {yj}ℓj=1 and Prob(yj) = µj , the
expected payoff is bilinear in the density matrices ρ =

∑k
i=1 λixix

†
i and σ =

∑ℓ
j=1 µjyjy

†
j as

E[(x⊗ y)†R(x⊗ y)] = Tr(R(ρ⊗ σ)),

where expectation is taken over x ∼ DA, y ∼ DB.

Lastly, we show that a classical CIG with common utility x⊤Ay where x ∈ ∆n, y ∈ ∆m can be viewed as a
quantum CIG. Indeed, consider the quantum CIG with diagonal game operator R ∈ Rnm×nm whose diagonal
entries are Rij,ij = Aij . If we only consider diagonal densities ρ =

∑n
i=1 xieie

†
i and σ =

∑m
j=1 yjeje

†
j , it is

straightforward to verify that x⊤Ay = Tr(R(ρ⊗ σ)).

Relation between quantum CIGs and the BSS problem. In a quantum CIG, Alice and Bob try to jointly
maximize their common utility function u(ρ, σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩. Analogous to the classical case, there is a strong
connection between the NE of the game and the underlying BSS optimization problem. Namely, the KKT points
of the BSS problem are precisely the Nash equilibria of a corresponding two player quantum CIG.

Theorem 2.1. The Nash equilibria of a two-player quantum common-interest game with common utility function
u(ρ, σ) = Tr(R(ρ⊗ σ)) correspond to the KKT points of BSS.
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Proof. We shall prove instead that the Nash equilibria of the (transposed) two-player quantum common-interest
game with common utility function u(ρ, σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ correspond to the KKT points of the transposed BSS
problem

max{⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ : ρ ∈ D(A), σ ∈ D(B)}. (transposed-BSS)

This correspondence is equivalent to the original correspondence we want to prove since (ρ, σ) is a Nash
equilibrium of the quantum CIG with common utility Tr(R(ρ⊗ σ)) iff (ρ, σ⊤) is a Nash equilibrium of the
quantum CIG with common utility ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩, and similarly (ρ, σ) is a KKT point of the BSS problem iff (ρ, σ⊤)
is a KKT point of the transposed-BSS problem.

Note that ρ ∈ D(A) if and only if ⟨ρ, 1A⟩ = Tr ρ = 1 and ρ ⪰ 0, and similarly σ ∈ D(B) if and only if
⟨σ, 1B⟩ = Tr σ = 1 and σ ⪰ 0. The Lagrangian for the transposed-BSS problem is given by

L = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩+ λ(1− ⟨ρ,1A⟩) + µ(1− ⟨σ, 1B⟩)− ⟨Λ, ρ⟩ − ⟨M,σ⟩ ,

where the dual variables satisfy Λ ⪯ 0, M ⪯ 0. Thus, the KKT conditions for the transposed-BSS problem are

∇L = 0 :


∂L

∂ρ
= Φ(σ)− λ 1A−Λ = 0,

∂L

∂σ
= Φ†(ρ)− µ1B −M = 0;

(3a)

(3b)

primal feasibility:
{
ρ ∈ D(A),
σ ∈ D(B);

(4a)
(4b)

dual feasibility:
{

Λ ⪯ 0,

M ⪯ 0;

(5a)
(5b)

complementary slackness:
{ ⟨Λ, ρ⟩ = 0,

⟨M,σ⟩ = 0.

(6a)
(6b)

Suppose that (ρ, σ, λ, µ,Λ,M) is a KKT point of the transposed-BSS problem. We show that (ρ, σ) is a Nash

equilibrium. Using (3a), for any density matrix ρ′ ∈ D(A) we get that

⟨ρ′,Φ(σ)⟩ = λ ⟨ρ′,1A⟩+ ⟨ρ′,Λ⟩ = λ+ ⟨ρ′,Λ⟩ ≤ λ,

where the inequality follows since ρ ⪰ 0 and Λ ⪯ 0 (recall (5a)). On the other hand, if we take the inner product
of (3a) with ρ instead we have that

⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ = λ ⟨ρ,1A⟩+ ⟨ρ,Λ⟩ = λ ⟨ρ, I⟩ = λ,

where we used the complementary slackness condition ⟨ρ,Λ⟩ = 0 (6a) . Summarizing, we have that ⟨ρ′,Φ(σ)⟩ ≤
λ = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ ∀ ρ′ ∈ D(A), i.e., ρ is a best response to σ. Similarly we get that σ is a best response to ρ, and
thus that (ρ, σ) is a Nash equilibrium of the corresponding quantum CIG.

Next, suppose that (ρ, σ) ∈ D(A) ×D(B) is a Nash equilibrium of the quantum CIG, and consider the point
(ρ, σ, λ, µ,Λ,M) defined by

λ = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ , µ = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ ,
Λ = Φ(σ)− λ 1A, M = Φ†(ρ)− µ1B .

(7)

The primal feasibility constraints (4a) and (4b) are satisfied by construction. Furthermore, (3a) is immediately sat-
isfied by the definition of Λ and λ, and similarly (3b) is satisfied by the definition of M and µ. The complementary
slackness condition (6a) holds since

⟨ρ,Λ⟩ = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ − λ ⟨ρ,1A⟩ = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ − λ = 0,

7
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and similarly (6b) is also satisfied. Finally, since ρ ∈ BRA(σ) we have that ∀ v ∈ Cm with ∥v∥2 = 1

v†Φ(σ)v =
〈
vv†,Φ(σ)

〉
≤ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ = λ,

which in turn implies that Λ ⪯ 0 as

v†Λv = v†Φ(σ)v − λ∥v∥22 = v†Φ(σ)v − λ ≤ 0.

Thus (5a) is satisfied and a similar argument shows that (5b) is also satisfied.

For a classical game, if (x, y) is a Nash equilibrium, every pure strategy that is played by Alice with positive
probability is a best response to y, i.e., for each i with xi > 0 we have (Ay)i = xTAy, and similarly for Bob. We
now prove the analogous statement for quantum CIGs.

Theorem 2.2. Let (ρ, σ) be a Nash equilibrium of a two-player quantum CIG with common utility u(ρ, σ) =
⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩. If ρ ≻ 0, we have that Φ(σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1B, i.e., for any ρ′ ∈ D(A) we have ρ′ ∈ BRA(σ). Similarly,
if (ρ, σ) is a Nash equilibrium and σ ≻ 0, then Φ†(ρ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1A.

Proof. By Theorem 2.1 there exist λ, µ ∈ R and Hermitian matrices Λ ∈ L(A), M ∈ L(B) such that
(ρ, σ, λ, µ,Λ,M) satisfy the KKT conditions (3a)-(6b). Since ρ ≻ 0 and Λ ⪯ 0, the complementary slackness
condition (6a) (i.e., ⟨Λ, ρ⟩ = 0) implies that Λ = 0. In turn, the KKT condition (3a) implies that Φ(σ) = λ 1A, i.e.,
that any density matrix the ρ-player can select achieves the same utility λ against σ. But we know that the ρ-player
attains utility ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ by selecting the density matrix ρ as her strategy, and so Φ(σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1A. The proof
that if (ρ, σ) is a Nash equilibrium and σ ≻ 0, then Φ†(ρ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1B is completely symmetric.

With the connection between Nash equilibria and KKT points of the BSS problem established, and motivated by
the well-known classical result that ‘natural’ learning dynamics converge to Nash equilibria in classical CIGs, in
the next section we propose a non-commutative extension of one such family of gradient flow dynamics and study
their theoretical convergence properties.

3 Continuous-time Dynamics
Gradient flow dynamics. While the implementation of learning in game theory often requires algorithms in
discrete time, past work has shown that continuous-time dynamics can give rise to families of discrete dynamics.
The most relevant such examples to our work are in the context of gradient-based optimization algorithms [73, 56]
and evolutionary game dynamics [52, 66].

Consider a differentiable manifoldM equipped with a differentiable scalar field u :M→ R and a symmetric,
positive-definite inner product ⟨·, ·⟩p : TpM× TpM→ R≥0 defined at all p ∈ M. (Here TpM is the tangent
space ofM at p.) By the Riesz Representation Theorem (see, e.g., [64]), at each p ∈ M there exists a unique
vector grad u(p) ∈ TpM with

Dpu(ξ) = ⟨grad u(p), ξ⟩p ∀ ξ ∈ TpM, (8)

where Dpu(ξ) : TpM → R is the directional derivative of u at the point p in direction ξ, i.e.,
Dpu(ξ) = ⟨∇u(p), ξ⟩ where ∇u(p) is the usual Euclidean gradient of u at p and ⟨·, ·⟩ is the Euclidean
inner product. Equation (8) allows us to associate to each point p ∈M a vector grad u(p) ∈ TpM, or in other
words, to define a gradient flow on the manifoldM given explicitly by ṗ = grad u(p). Moreover, simply by
construction, it follows that the function u(p) is nondecreasing along the trajectories of the gradient flow, i.e.,
du(p)
dt ≥ 0 since du(p)

dt = ⟨∇u(p), ṗ⟩ = Dpu(ṗ) = ⟨grad u(p), ṗ⟩p = ⟨ṗ, ṗ⟩p ≥ 0, and moreover du(p)
dt = 0 if

and only if ṗ = 0 (as the inner product ⟨·, ·⟩p is positive definite), so u is in fact strictly increasing along gradient
flow trajectories unless at a fixed point.
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Quantum Shahshahani gradient flow. Consider a two-player quantum CIG with common utility u(ρ, σ) =
⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩. Our goal is to provide continuous-time dynamics that improve the utility u(ρ, σ). The state space we
are operating in is the manifoldM = D(A) × D(B), so all that remains is to select a metric on the manifold of
density matrices which would imbue the product manifoldM with the product metric, giving a gradient flow.
To accomplish this, we consider the generalized family of Riemannian metrics on the manifold of PSD matrices
parametrized by q ∈ R, which we call the quantum q-Shahshahani metric:

⟨A,B⟩(q)ρ := Tr
[
ρ−

q
2Aρ−

q
2B
]
. (QShah)

Indeed, in the case of diagonal matrices this family of metrics reduces to the q-Shahshahani family of metrics
on the simplex (see [52]). On the PSD manifold, q = 0 gives the Euclidean inner product Tr[AB], while q = 2
gives the intrinsic Riemannian metric, e.g. see [11]. In addition, q = 1 reduces to the Shahshahani metric on the
simplex in the case of diagonal matrices.

Theorem 3.1 (Linear quantum q-replicator dynamics). Consider a quantum CIG with utility function u(ρ, σ) =
⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ where ρ ∈ D(A), σ ∈ D(B). The dynamics

dρ

dt
= ρ

q
2

[
Φ(σ)− Tr[ρqΦ(σ)]

Tr[ρq]
1A

]
ρ

q
2 ,

dσ

dt
= σ

q
2

[
Φ†(ρ)−

Tr
[
σqΦ†(ρ)

]
Tr[σq]

1B

]
σ

q
2

(lin-QREPq)

define a gradient flow of the utility function u(ρ, σ) on the product manifold D(A) × D(B) imbued with the
quantum q-Shahshahani metric. Moreover, the utility u(ρ, σ) is strictly increasing along the trajectories of the
lin-QREPq dynamics, except at fixed points.

Proof. To derive the lin-QREPq dynamics as a gradient flow with respect to the quantum q-Shahshahani metric
⟨A,B⟩(q)ρ := Tr

[
ρ−

q
2Aρ−

q
2B
]

given in (QShah), we operate on the product manifold M = D(A) × D(B)
endowed with the product metric and use the scalar field u :M→ R, (ρ, σ) 7→ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ corresponding to the
common utility function. At any point (ρ, σ) ∈M, we want to find grad(q)u(ρ, σ), defined as the unique vector
g = (gA, gB) ∈ T(ρ,σ)M = TρD(A)× TσD(B) satisfying

D(ρ,σ)u(ξA, ξB) = ⟨(gA, gB), (ξA, ξB)⟩
(q)
(ρ,σ), for all ξ = (ξA, ξB) ∈ T(ρ,σ)M.

Expanding the above we immediately get that

D(ρ,σ)u(ξA, ξB) = ⟨gA, ξA⟩(q)ρ + ⟨gB, ξB⟩(q)σ = Tr
[
ρ−

q
2 gAρ

− q
2 ξA

]
+Tr

[
σ− q

2 gBσ
− q

2 ξB

]
, (9)

while on the other hand, as the Euclidean gradient∇u(ρ, σ) =
(
Φ(σ),Φ†(ρ)

)
, we have that

D(ρ,σ)u(ξA, ξB) = ⟨∇u(ρ, σ), (ξA, ξB)⟩ = Tr[Φ(σ)ξA] + Tr
[
Φ†(ρ)ξB

]
. (10)

Equating (9) and (10), we then have that grad(q)u(ρ, σ) is the unique element (gA, gB) in the product of the
tangent spaces TρD(A)× TσD(B) with the following properties:

• gA is the unique element in TρD(A) such that

Tr
[
ρ−

q
2 gAρ

− q
2 ξA

]
= Tr[Φ(σ)ξA] ∀ ξA ∈ TρD(A).

• gB is the unique element in TσD(B) such that

Tr
[
σ− q

2 gBσ
− q

2 ξB

]
= Tr

[
Φ†(ρ)

]
ξB ∀ ξB ∈ TσD(B).

9
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A straightforward computation shows that for any constant c we have

Tr[Φ(σ)ξA] = Tr[(Φ(σ)− c1A)ξA]

= Tr

ρ− q
2 (ρ

q
2 (Φ(σ)− c1A)ρ

q
2 )︸ ︷︷ ︸

gA

ρ−
q
2 ξA


where for the first equality we used that tangent space of TρD(A) consists of traceless matrices. Lastly, to make
gA traceless we need to select the constant c so that

Tr
(
ρ

q
2 (Φ(σ)− c1A)ρ

q
2

)
= 0 ⇐⇒ c =

Tr[ρqΦ(σ)]

Tr[ρq]
.

Summarizing, we have established that

gA = ρ
q
2

[
Φ(σ)− Tr[ρqΦ(σ)]

Tr[ρq]
I

]
ρ

q
2

and symmetrically we also get that

gB = σ
q
2

[
Φ†(ρ)−

Tr
[
σqΦ†(ρ)

]
Tr[σq]

I

]
σ

q
2 .

Thus, the gradient flow on the product manifold D(A)×D(B) endowed with the quantum q-Shahshahani metric
is given by

dρ

dt
= gA = ρ

q
2

[
Φ(σ)− Tr[ρqΦ(σ)]

Tr[ρq]
I

]
ρ

q
2 ,

dσ

dt
= gB = σ

q
2

[
Φ†(ρ)−

Tr
[
σqΦ†(ρ)

]
Tr[σq]

I

]
σ

q
2 .

That the utility u = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ is strictly increasing unless at fixed points follows directly from the fact that this
dynamic is a gradient flow.

In terms of the convergence properties of lin-QREPq we have the following result:

Corollary 3.1. The set of ω-limit points of a trajectory {ρ(t), σ(t)}t≥0 of the lin-QREPq dynamics is a compact,
connected set of fixed points of the dynamics that all attain the same utility.

The proof of this result follows directly from an extension of the fundamental convergence theorem by [49] to
general compact sets, which we prove in Theorem B.1.

Linear quantum replicator dynamics. For q = 1, the lin-QREPq dynamics specialize to:

dρ

dt
= ρ

1/2
[
Φ(σ)− ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1A

]
ρ

1/2,

dσ

dt
= σ

1/2
[
Φ†(ρ)− ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1B

]
σ

1/2

(lin-QREP)

which we call the linear quantum replicator dynamics. The direction of the lin-QREP dynamics points within the
tangent cone of the product of the trace-1 spectrahedra, meaning that trajectories that begin as a product of density
matrices remain as a product of density matrices (see Appendix A). We next observe that the lin-QREP dynamics
are a non-commutative generalization of the celebrated replicator dynamics [72, 65]: specifically, the lin-QREP
dynamics reduce to the usual replicator dynamics when applied to the quantum embedding of a classical CIG with
common utility x⊤Ay. A full explanation of this observation can be found in Appendix C.

Finally, we relate the interior fixed points and limit points of lin-QREP with Nash equilibria.

Theorem 3.2. For a quantum CIG with common utility function u(ρ, σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ where ρ ∈ D(A), σ ∈ D(B),
we have the following two properties relating interior fixed points and ω-limit points of the lin-QREP dynamics
with Nash equilibria of the game:

10
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(1) The set of interior fixed points of the lin-QREP dynamics is equivalent to the set of interior Nash
equilibria.

(2) The interior ω-limits of any trajectory of the lin-QREP dynamics are Nash equilbria.

Proof. (1) By Theorem 2.2, if (ρ, σ) is an interior NE of the game, then Φ(σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1A and
Φ†(ρ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1B. This immediately implies that ρ̇ = ρ

1/2 [Φ(σ)− ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1A] ρ
1/2 = 0 and

σ̇ = σ
1/2
[
Φ†(ρ)− ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1B

]
σ

1/2 = 0, i.e., (ρ, σ) is a fixed point of the lin-QREP dynamics. Conversely,
let (ρ, σ) be an interior fixed point of the lin-QREP dynamics. As ρ is invertible and ρ̇ = 0 we immediately get
that Φ(σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1A . In turn, this implies that ρ ∈ BRA(σ) and similarly, σ ∈ BRB(ρ). Thus, (ρ, σ) is an
interior NE.

(2) By Corollary 3.1, all ω-limits of any trajectory of the lin-QREP dynamics are fixed points. But as we have just
proven, interior fixed points are Nash equilibria.

4 Discrete-time Dynamics
Consider a quantum common-interest game with utility u(ρ, σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ , where the Choi matrix R corre-
sponding to the superoperator Φ is strictly positive. We introduce the following two dynamics:

Matrix Baum-Eagon update. We first study a discretization of the lin-QREP dynamics given by

ρnew ← 1

⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩
ρ

1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2,

σnew ← 1

⟨ρnew,Φ(σ)⟩
σ

1/2Φ†(ρnew)σ
1/2

(Matrix BE)

which we call the Matrix Baum-Eagon update. Matrix BE is defined in an alternating manner (i.e., ρ and σ are
updated in turn) and only uses first-order information (i.e., to perform the update, each agent only needs to know
the gradient of the utility with respect to their own density). Moreover, Matrix BE is a non-commutative extension
of BE in the sense that Matrix BE reduces to BE when the game operator is diagonal and ρ, σ are diagonal densities.
Indeed, define the diagonal game operator Rij,ij = Aij , and consider diagonal density matrices ρ =

∑
ℓ xℓeℓe

†
ℓ

and σ =
∑

k ykfkf
†
k . By (14) we have Φ(σ) = diag(Ay). Thus,

ρnew =
1

⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩
ρ

1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2 =

1

x⊤Ay
diag(x ◦ (Ay)),

where ◦ denotes the componentwise vector product.

For Matrix BE to be well defined, we need the game operator R to be positive definite. Indeed, when applied
to (ρ, σ) ∈ D(A)×D(B), the update ρnew is also a density matrix as ρ1/2Φ(σ)ρ1/2 is PSD (as R is PSD and
thus Φ is positive) and the scalar ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ is also strictly positive (as

〈
ρ,Φ(σ⊤)

〉
= ⟨R, ρ⊗ σ⟩ and R is positive

definite and ρ⊗ σ⊤ is PSD). Lastly, using the cyclic property of the trace, clearly the update ρnew has trace equal
to one.

Linear Matrix Multiplicative Weights Update. Matrix BE is an extension of the classical Baum-Eagon update,
but we can also define the non-commutative extension of lin-MWU (as studied in [58]). In order to improve the
practicality of Matrix BE, we introduce Linear Matrix Multiplicative Weights Update (lin-MMWU), which can be
viewed as a more tunable version of Matrix BE that incorporates a stepsize, given by

ρnew ← ρ
1/2[1A +ϵΦ(σ)]ρ

1/2

1 + ϵ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩
,

σnew ← σ
1/2[1B +ϵΦ†(ρnew)]σ

1/2

1 + ϵ ⟨ρnew,Φ(σ)⟩
.

(lin-MMWU)

Here ϵ > 0 is the adjustable stepsize (lin-MMWU becomes Matrix BE in the limit ϵ → ∞). lin-MMWU only
uses first-order information and is defined in a alternating manner (i.e., ρ and σ are updated in turn). Morever,
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lin-MMWU is a non-commutative extension of lin-MWU in the sense that lin-MMWU reduces to lin-MWU
when the game operator is diagonal and ρ, σ are diagonal densities. It should be noted that for the lin-MMWU
dynamics to be well defined it suffices that Φ ≻ −1

ϵ , but we shall nevertheless keep the stronger assumption of
strict positivity for ease of stating results for Matrix BE and lin-MMWU concurrently.

Properties of discrete-time dynamics. We now show that the utility is increasing under both the discrete-
time Matrix BE and lin-MMWU updates, as it was along trajectories of the continuous-time lin-QREP dynam-
ics.

Theorem 4.1. Suppose that the two players playing a quantum CIG with a positive definite game operator R
update their strategies according to either Matrix BE or lin-MMWU. Then the common utility u(ρ, σ) = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩
is strictly increasing under each unilateral update, except when the update does nothing. In particular, the common
utility is strictly increasing under a round of sequential updates unless the strategy profile is a fixed point.

Proof. We first note that for density matrices ρ, σ we have that〈
ρ

1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2,Φ(σ)

〉
≥ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩2 (11)

with equality iff ρ1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2 is a scaling of ρ, and similarly〈

ρ,Φ
(
σ

1/2Φ†(ρ)σ
1/2
)〉
≥ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩2 (12)

with equality iff σ1/2Φ†(ρ)σ
1/2 is a scaling of σ. This is because setting ∥A∥ =

√
⟨A,A⟩, we have that〈

ρ
1/2Φ(σ)ρ

1/2,Φ(σ)
〉
=
∥∥∥ρ1/4Φ(σ)ρ

1/4
∥∥∥2 =

∥∥∥ρ1/4Φ(σ)ρ
1/4
∥∥∥2∥∥∥ρ1/2

∥∥∥2 ≥ 〈ρ1/4Φ(σ)ρ
1/4, ρ

1/2
〉2

= ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩2 ,

where the inequality is due to Cauchy-Schwarz and the fact that
∥∥ρ1/2

∥∥2 = tr(ρ) = 1. Moreover,
equality holds iff ρ

1/4Φ(σ)ρ
1/4 is a scaling of ρ

1/2. But if ρ
1/4Φ(σ)ρ

1/4 = cρ
1/2 for some c ∈ R, then

ρ
1/2Φ(σ)ρ

1/2 = ρ
1/4(ρ

1/4Φ(σ)ρ
1/4)ρ

1/4 = ρ
1/4(cρ

1/2)ρ
1/4 = cρ, and conversely if ρ

1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2 = cρ, then

letting Q :=
∑

i f(λi)viv
†
i where ρ

1/4 has spectral decomposition
∑

i λiviv
†
i and f : R≥0 → R≥0, f : x 7→{

x−1 if x > 0

0 if x = 0
, we have that ρ1/4Φ(σ)ρ

1/4 = Qρ
1/2Φ(σ)ρ

1/2Q = cQρQ = cρ
1/2. Thus equality holds iff

ρ
1/2Φ(σ)ρ

1/2 is a scaling of ρ, and inequality (12) and its equality condition can be similarly obtained.

Thus, under a ρ-update of Matrix BE, we have that

⟨ρnew,Φ(σ)⟩ = 1

⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩

〈
ρ

1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2,Φ(σ)

〉
≥ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩

with equality iff ρ1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2 is a scaling of ρ, which occurs iff ρnew = ρ, i.e., if ρ is unchanged under the update.

We similarly obtain that ⟨ρ,Φ(σnew)⟩ ≥ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ iff σ is unchanged under the update, and putting these together
we get that ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ is strictly increasing under Matrix BE updates unless at a fixed point.

On the other hand under a ρ-update of lin-MMWU we have that

⟨ρnew,Φ(σ)⟩ = 1

1 + ϵ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩

[
⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩+ ϵ

〈
ρ

1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2,Φ(σ)

〉]
≥ 1

1 + ϵ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩
[⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ (1 + ϵ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩)]

= ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ ,

where the inequality is again due to (11) and holds iff ρ1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2 is a scaling of ρ, which holds iff ρnew = ρ,

i.e., ρ is unchanged under the update. Using (12) we can similarly show that ⟨ρ,Φ(σnew)⟩ ≥ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ with
equality iff σ is unchanged under the update, and putting these together we get that ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ is strictly increasing
under Matrix BE updates unless at a fixed point.
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As a consequence of Theorem 4.1, either agent could individually perform an update at any given time and
increase the common utility, allowing Matrix BE and lin-MMWU to be viewed as decentralized dynamics where
the agents do not need to coordinate the order in which they perform updates.

Next, we obtain a result about convergence to fixed points for Matrix BE and lin-MMWU similarly to lin-
QREP.

Corollary 4.1. The set of limit points of an orbit {
(
ρ(t), σ(t)

)
}t∈N of either Matrix BE or lin-MMWU is a

compact, connected set of fixed points.

The proof of this result follows directly from an extension of the fundamental convergence theorem by [49] to
general compact sets (see Theorem B.2).

Finally, we relate the fixed points of Matrix BE with the fixed points of lin-QREP.

Theorem 4.2. The discrete-time updates Matrix BE and lin-MMWU and the continuous-time gradient flow
lin-QREP all have the same set of fixed points.

Proof. On one hand, we have that ρ is stationary under the lin-QREP flow, i.e.,

ρ
1/2[Φ(σ)− ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1A]ρ

1/2 = 0⇐⇒ ρ
1/2Φ(σ)ρ

1/2 = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ ρ.

On the other hand, we have that ρ is unchanged under a Matrix BE update, i.e.,

ρ =
ρ

1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2

⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩
⇐⇒ ρ

1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2 = ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ ρ,

and that ρ is unchanged under a lin-MMWU update, i.e.,

ρ =
ρ

1/2[1A +ϵΦ(σ)]ρ
1/2

1 + ϵ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩
⇐⇒ (1 + ϵ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩)ρ = ρ

1/2[1A +ϵΦ(σ)]ρ
1/2 ⇐⇒ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ ρ = ρ

1/2Φ(σ)ρ
1/2.

Thus the conditions on the state (ρ, σ) ρ for ρ to be unchanged under Matrix BE, lin-MMWU, and lin-QREP are
all the same, and we can similarly show that the conditions for σ to remain unchanged under all three updates are
also equivalent. We can hence conclude that all three dynamics have the same set of fixed points (ρ, σ).

5 Experiments
In this section, we present a suite of experimental results that either corroborate our theoretical results from prior
sections, or provide new insights into the empirical behavior of our algorithms. First, we empirically show that
lin-QREP converges to Nash equilibria by utilizing the exploitability metric. Next, we test Matrix BE as an
algorithm for the BSS problem, showing that it achieves ≈ 97% of the optimal value for small problem instances.
Moreover, we also explore the potential for Matrix BE as an algorithm for biquadratic optimization, showing that
it converges to rank-1 densities. To complete our suite of experiments for Matrix BE, we provide some larger scale
examples that show our convergence results in higher dimensions. Finally, we compare our tunable lin-MMWU
algorithm to Matrix BE, showing that they achieve comparable performance, though perturbation can be used to
improve the performance of lin-MMWU.

lin-QREP converges empirically to Nash equilibria. It is well known that natural learning dynamics converge
to pure Nash equilibria in classical CIGs [47]. We experimentally test if a similar property holds for lin-QREP by
utilizing the concept of exploitability [43], defined as

1

2

[
λmax(Φ(σ))− ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩+ λmax(Φ

†(ρ))− ⟨Φ†(ρ), σ⟩
]
,

where λmax(Φ(σ)) and λmax(Φ
†(ρ)) are the maximum eigenvalues of Φ(σ) and Φ†(ρ) respectively. Using the

variational characterization of eigenvalues,

λmax(Φ(σ)) = max{⟨ρ′,Φ(σ)⟩ : ρ′ ∈ D(A)},
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lin-QREP Matrix BE

Figure 1: Exploitability of lin-QREP and Matrix BE.

the difference λmax(Φ(σ)) − ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩ is exactly the maximum gain the ρ-player can attain by unilaterally
deviating from (ρ, σ). Thus, if a profile (ρ, σ) is ϵ−exploitable, then it is an 2ϵ−Nash equilibrium, in the sense
that no player can unilaterally improve their payoff by ≥ 2ϵ. In Figure 1 we plot the exploitability of lin-QREP
in 100 randomly generatedH2 ⊗H2 quantum CIG instances with uniform initialization, whereHn denotes an
n-level quantum system. In all runs, the exploitabilities of lin-QREP go to zero, meaning they arrive at a KKT
point/Nash equilibrium of the problem. However, Matrix BE (the discretization of lin-QREP) converges in some
cases to states with positive exploitability.

Matrix BE as an algorithm for the BSS problem. In this section we evaluate the performance of Matrix BE
applied to the BSS problem. The global optimum OPT of the BSS problem forH2 ⊗H2 andH2 ⊗H3 systems
can be obtained exactly by solving a semidefinite program.

Recall that the BSS problem corresponds to linear optimization over the set of separable states, which is in general
hard to compute. In order to benchmark the performance of Matrix BE we try to identify instances of the BSS
problem that can be solved to optimality. For this, we rely on the Positive Partial Transpose (PPT) criterion for
separability [60, 36]. Specifically, any density matrix ρ describing the joint system A⊗ B where n = dimA and
m = dimB, can be written as a block matrix

ρ =

A11 . . . A1n

...
...

An1 . . . Ann

 ,

where each block is an m×m matrix. The partial transpose of ρ with respect to B is the matrix obtained from ρ
transposing each block Aij , namely

ρTB =

AT
11 . . . AT

1n
...

...
AT

n1 . . . AT
nn

 ,

and analogously we can also define the partial transpose of ρ with respect to A. The PPT criterion states that a
necessary condition for ρ to be separable is that the partial transpose ρTB is positive semidefinite. Moreover, [36],
based on previous work from [74] also show that the PPT criterion is necessary and sufficient when both A and B
are qubit systems (i.e., H2 ⊗H2) or when one of them is a qubit system and the other a qutrit (i.e., H2 ⊗H3).
Consequently, in these two regimes, the BSS problem corresponds to the following Semidefinite Program:

max{⟨R, ρ⟩ : ρTB ⪰ 0, ρ ⪰ 0, Tr(ρ) = 1}, (13)

and consequently, it can be efficiently solved to optimality. Hence, we can benchmark the performance of Matrix
BE in the qubit vs. qubit or qubit vs. qutrit regimes by first computing the ground truth by solving the SDP (13)
which we then compare to the last iterate of Matrix BE.
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Table 3: Empirical performance of discrete dynamic Matrix BE for the BSS problem.

Problem Dimensions Runs Accuracy Average Iterations to Convergence
Mean Std. Dev.

H2 ⊗H2 100 0.972 0.0410 14.12
H2 ⊗H3 100 0.965 0.0351 16.97

In each run of the experiments, we randomly generate a Hermitian positive definite matrix R and standardize
a uniform diagonal initialization (i.e. 1H/n) for Matrix BE. We run Matrix BE until convergence, which we
detect by checking the moving average (window size = 5) of the players’ utility and terminate the algorithm if the
moving average stabilizes for several iterations. As a performance metric, we report the mean relative accuracy of
Matrix BE’s output compared to OPT across 100 runs. We also report the average number of iterations needed to
find a fixed point/solution, along with the standard deviation of the accuracy across the 100 runs. All these results
are summarized in Table 3. Figure 2 visualizes our results, and we also include a version of the experiment where
the initializations for each player are random density matrices instead of uniform diagonal matrices. The solution
to (13) is computed using CVXPY [20, 1].

Random games, uniform initialization Random games, random initializations

Figure 2: Ratio of the utility attained using Matrix BE vs OPT, averaged over 100 random BSS problem instances. Shaded
region represents ±1 standard deviation from the mean, and each iteration represents alternating updates for ρ and σ.

Figure 3: Trajectories going to the boundary of the Bloch-sphere in 100 random game instances with uniform density
initializations. Points are color-coded based on distance to boundary, with yellow denoting points that are close the the

boundary.

Matrix BE as an algorithm for biquadratic optimization. In the quantum CIG setting, the players’ strategies
are density matrices, which (via the SVD) correspond to distributions over rank-1 densities. Consequently, a
quantum CIG can be viewed as the mixed extension of a common-interest game where players choose unit vectors
and share a biquadratic utility. Our experiments suggest that when the players in a quantum CIG with game
operator R use the Matrix BE, their states converge to rank-1 density matrices, an intriguing analogue of the
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convergence result for classical CIGs. Specifically, for a fixed, randomly generated game instance (i.e. a 4× 4
Hermitian R ≻ 0), we run Matrix BE on 100 randomly generated H2 ⊗H2 games with uniform initialization
for both players and visualize them on the Bloch sphere (Figure 3), which is a standard technique for visualizing
2× 2 density matrices and achieved using the QuTiP package [44].

For completeness, we now briefly describe the Bloch-sphere representation. The Pauli matrices are given
by

σ0 =

(
1 0
0 1

)
, σ1 =

(
0 1
1 0

)
,

σ2 =

(
0 −i
i 0

)
, σ3 =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
.

The (non-identity) Pauli matrices are Hermitian, their trace is equal to zero, they have ±1 eigenvalues, pairwise
anti-commute and form an orthogonal basis of the 2× 2 complex matrices. Next we show that any 2× 2 density
operator ρ can be represented as a real 3-dimensional vector with Euclidean norm at most 1, where vectors with
norm equal to 1 correspond to pure states. We visualize these 3-dimensional vectors as points on a sphere, known
as the Bloch sphere. Specifically, we have that ρ can be written as

ρ =
1

2
(I2 +

3∑
i=1

aiσ3), where ∥a∥2 ≤ 1,

and moreover, ρ is pure iff ∥a∥2 = 1. To see this, we expand ρ in the Pauli basis, i.e., ρ =
∑3

i=0 aiσi, where
ai = Tr(ρσi)/Tr

(
σ2
i

)
. Recalling that σ2

i = I2 we finally get that

ρ =
1

2
(I +

3∑
i=1

aiσ3), where ai = Tr(ρσi).

Lastly, note that all ai’s are real (as the inner product of Hermitian matrices) and the eigenvalues of
∑3

i=1 aiσ3

are ±∥a∥. Thus, for ρ to be PSD we need that ∥a∥ ≤ 1. Lastly, ρ is pure iff Tr
(
ρ2
)
= 1, which is equivalent to

∥a∥2 = 1.

In addition to the specific game instance with random initializations in Figure 3, we also explore Matrix BE for a
fixed game instance. In particular, we run Matrix BE on a fixed, randomly generated game with 100 randomly
generated density initialization. The game generated is inH2 ⊗H2. We then observe a similar phenomenon as
before, with Matrix BE generating trajectories that converge to the boundary of the Bloch sphere (Figure 4) for
each initialization.

Figure 4: Trajectories going to the boundary of the Bloch sphere in a fixed game instance with 100 randomized density
initializations. Points are color-coded based on distance to boundary, with yellow denoting points that are close the the

boundary.

Since rank-1 densities in the quantum CIG correspond to unit vectors in the biquadratic optimization problem
over the product of unit spheres max{(x⊗ y)†R(x⊗ y) : ∥x∥2 = 1, ∥y∥2 = 1}, this means that Matrix BE can
be interpreted as a learning algorithm for solving the biquadratic problem.
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Table 4: Empirical performance of discrete dynamic lin-MMWU (stepsize = 0.9) for the BSS problem.

Problem Dimensions Runs Accuracy Average Iterations to Convergence
Mean Std. Dev.

H2 ⊗H2 100 0.977 0.0343 29.76
H2 ⊗H3 100 0.972 0.0324 35.69

Large-scale experiments. Finally, we present larger-scale experiments which show that our results for conver-
gence to fixed points still holds in systems of larger dimensions.

Thus far we have focused on problems of dimensionH2 ⊗H2 andH2 ⊗H3 since we can efficiently compute the
optimal value. In order to test the efficacy of Matrix BE for larger-scale problems, we run Matrix BE in randomly
generated problems of sizeH10 ⊗H10 andH20 ⊗H20. In Figure 5 we see that the dynamics converge to fixed
points, like in the smaller scale experiments.

H10 ⊗H10 H20 ⊗H20

Figure 5: Exploitability of Matrix BE when applied to 10 randomly generated common-interest games.

Despite the low exploitability, it is not a guarantee that the dynamics have fully stabilized. Hence, for each run of
the simulation, we additionally visualize the Frobenius norm between the dynamics at each timestep and the next
iterate of the dynamics. Notice that in Figure 6, the log of the Frobenius norm generally decreases steadily over
time, implying the dynamics stabilize and do not exhibit any oscillating behaviour.

H10 ⊗H10 H20 ⊗H20

Figure 6: Frobenius norm between Matrix BE dynamic at each time step and the next iterate.
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lin-MMWU (ϵ = 0.1) lin-MMWU (ϵ = 0.5)

Matrix BE
Figure 7: Comparing exploitability of lin-MMWU and Matrix BE.

Comparing lin-MMWU to Matrix BE. lin-MMWU is a more tunable version of Matrix BE, and we are able to
empirically show a difference in performance between these two algorithms. Figure 7 compares the exploitability
of lin-MMWU with different stepsizes and Matrix BE, showing that some runs clearly attain a lower exploitabiltiy
when using lin-MMWU. Next, we compare the average case performance of each algorithm using the SDP
benchmarking technique. The experimental setup is the same as before, and we set stepsize ϵ = 0.9. The
performance of lin-MMWU is shown in Table 4.

Beyond benchmarking average case performance via SDPs, we are also interested in testing how much better the
performance of lin-MMWU is compared to Matrix BE. We consider the metrics of exploitability and utility. We
performed 1000 runs of lin-MMWU and Matrix BE and found that in 93.1% of runs, lin-MMWU with stepsize
= 0.9 obtained lower exploitability than Matrix BE, while in 99.6% of runs lin-MMWU obtained higher utility
than Matrix BE. The average percentage decrease in exploitability is 36.3%, while the percentage improvement in
utility is 0.635%. Thus, while the utility gain is not very high, empirically lin-MMWU still consistently finds less
exploitable and higher utility fixed points than Matrix BE. We note that the stepsize of 0.9 is selected in order to
balance performance and convergence at a reasonable rate.

Improving empirical performance using perturbation. Notice that in Figures 1 and 7, there are two game
instances that perform poorly (i.e., high exploitability) for both discrete algorithms (Matrix BE and lin-MMWU).
This indicates that the dynamics converge to a sub-optimal stationary point. In order to improve performance,
we introduce the following modification of both algorithms: whenever a sub-optimal stationary point is reached,
the players apply a random perturbation to their strategy and perform the subsequent update using this perturbed
strategy. In principle, players may choose to perturb in the direction of their best response, but if the game matrix
is unknown to players they can also perturb randomly, which suffices to drastically reduce exploitability (see
Figure 8). We also note that while the fixed points converged to in these two game examples are entirely different
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after perturbation, they are still rank-1 density matrices. We provide further examples and explanation of the
perturbation modification in Appendix D.

Random perturbation Best-response perturbation

Figure 8: Exploitability of lin-MMWU after perturbation.

6 Conclusion

This paper uses gamification to study the Best Separable State problem, and introduces several new algorithms that
solve the problem approximately. In order to accomplish this, we introduce and study quantum common-interest
games (CIGs) and establish and equivalence between the first-order stationary points of a BSS instance and the
Nash equilibria of a corresponding quantum CIG. For learning in quantum CIGs we introduce non-commutative
extensions of continuous and discrete dynamics used for learning in classical potential games, completing the
picture of analogues of the classical replicator and multiplicative weight update learning dynamics (see Table 2),
and study their convergence properties. Our work establishes deep connections between (online) optimization
theory (i.e. multiplicative weights update), traditional as well as evolutionary game theory (i.e. replicator
dynamics), and quantum randomness/entanglement (i.e. density matrices).

This work opens up several exciting new research directions, the first of which is to theoretically corroborate the
experimental findings for convergence of lin-QREP to Nash equilibria. Another intriguing open question is to
what extent and under what conditions the Matrix BE dynamics can be provably shown to converge to a rank-1
matrix for both players in quantum CIGs in analogy to aforementioned classical results [47, 32, 59]. More broadly,
the ultimate goal of this line of research is to develop a general theory for learning in arbitrary quantum games.
Developing such a framework would require new notions of equilibration and convergence in quantum games,
echoing well-explored results for learning in classical games [6, 14, 24, 63].
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A Properties of lin-QREP

In this section we show that time derivative of the state (ρ0, σ0) under the quantum replicator dynamics (lin-QREP)
is always in the product of the tangent cones of ρ0 ∈ D(A) and σ0 ∈ D(B), i.e., it does not point outside of the
state space. To do this we first recall the notion of the cone of feasible directions and the tangent cone:

Given a closed convex set C in a Hilbert space and a point x ∈ C, the cone of feasible directions at x is given
by

dirC(x) = {d : x+ td ∈ C for some t > 0}

and the tangent cone TC(x) at x (see, e.g, [61]) is given by the closure of the cone of feasible directions,
i.e.,

TC(x) = dirC(x).

We shall characterize the tangent cones of points in the set of density matrices using the fact that the tangent cone
is the polar to the normal cone. We first make the following observation characterizing the normal cones to the
PSD cone:

Lemma A.1. The normal cone to a matrix X in the PSD cone, NPSD(X) ≡ {Z : ⟨Z, Y −X⟩ ≤ 0 ∀Y ⪰ 0}, is
equal to the set {Z ⪯ 0 : ⟨Z,X⟩ = 0}.

Proof. If Z ⪯ 0 and ⟨Z,X⟩ = 0, then ∀Y ⪰ 0 we have that ⟨Z, Y −X⟩ = ⟨Z, Y ⟩ − ⟨Z, Y ⟩ = ⟨Z,X⟩ ≤ 0, so
Z ∈ NPSD(X).

On the other hand, if Z ∈ NPSD(X) so that ⟨Z, Y −X⟩ ≤ 0 ∀Y ⪰ 0, then we can in particular consider the
PSD matrix Y := X + vv† for any vector v. Then v†Zv =

〈
Z, vv†

〉
= ⟨Z, Y −X⟩ ≤ 0 ∀ v, so we have that

Z ⪯ 0. It then follows that ⟨Z,X⟩ ≤ 0. However, taking Y := 1
2X in the definition of the normal cone, we have

that 1
2 ⟨Z,X⟩ = −

〈
Z,− 1

2X
〉
= −⟨Z, Y −X⟩ ≥ 0. Thus ⟨Z,X⟩ = 0.

This gives us the following characterization of the tangent cones to the PSD cone:

Lemma A.2. TD(A)(ρ) = {W : tr(W ) = 0, u†Wu ≥ 0 ∀u ∈ ker ρ}.

Proof. Given a closed convex set C and a point x ∈ C, the tangent cone at x is the polar of the normal cone at x,
i.e. TC(x) = NC(x)

◦ where the normal cone at x is given by NC(x) ≡ {z : ⟨z, y − x⟩ ≤ 0 ∀y ∈ C}, and the
polar of a set S is given by S◦ = {w : ⟨w, z⟩ ≤ 0 ∀z ∈ S} (see, e.g., [61]) .

For a Hermitian matrix X in the PSD cone, we have from Lemma A.1 that the normal cone at X is given by

NPSD(X) ={Z : ⟨Z, Y −X⟩ ≤ 0 ∀Y ⪰ 0}
={Z ⪯ 0 : ⟨Z,X⟩ = 0},

and so the tangent cone at X is given by

TPSD(X) = NPSD(X)◦ = {W : u†Wu ≥ 0 ∀u ∈ kerX}.

Finally, we have that
TD(A)(X)

=TPSD(X) ∩ Ttr=1(X)

={W : u†Wu ≥ 0 ∀u ∈ kerX} ∩ (tr = 0)

={W : trW = 0, u†Wu ≥ 0 ∀u ∈ kerX}.

With this characterization of the tangent cone in hand, we are now ready to prove the theorem:
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Theorem A.1. At any point (ρ, σ) ∈ D(A)×D(B), the time derivatives ρ̇ = ρ
1/2
[
Φ(σ)−⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1A

]
ρ

1/2, σ̇ =

σ
1/2
[
Φ†(ρ)− ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1B

]
σ

1/2 given by lin-QREP lie in the tangent cones TD(A)(ρ), TD(B)(σ) respectively.

Proof. Firstly, the time derivative ρ̇ is traceless since

tr
(
ρ

1/2
[
Φ(σ)− ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩1A

]
ρ

1/2
)

=tr(ρΦ(σ))− tr(ρ ⟨ρ,Φ(σ⟩)
= tr(ρΦ(σ))− ⟨ρ,Φ(σ⟩ tr(ρ) = 0.

Furthermore, ∀u ∈ ker ρ, we have that u ∈ ker ρ
1/2 and so u†ρ̇u = 0.

Thus ρ̇ ∈ TD(A)(ρ) by Lemma A.2, and similarly we have that σ̇ ∈ TD(B)(σ).

B Auxiliary Theorems and Lemmas
The Theorems B.1 and B.2 proven in this section are direct generalizations of a fundamental convergence theorem
by Losert and Akin (Proposition 1 in [49], which was written only for the simplex) to general compact sets.
Nevertheless, the proof employed by Losert and Akin in [49] only really required compactness (i.e, it made use of
no other properties of the simplex), and thus could actually be taken wholesale to prove Theorems B.1 and B.2.
We rewrite the theorem statements and proofs here for the sake of clarity and completeness.

The notation used here is standard for dynamical systems. x(t) denotes the point that x evolves to after time t has
elapsed (or t iterations have passed, in the case of discrete-time dynamical systems). The limit set Ω(x)1 of an
orbit {x(t)}t≥0 (or {x(t)}t∈N, in the case of discrete-time systems) refers to the set of ω-limits of the orbit, i.e.
the set of points ω for which there exists an increasing sequence {tk}k∈N that converges to infinity and satisfies
limk→∞ x(tk) = ω.

Theorem B.1. Consider a continuous-time dynamical system on a compact set X in a metric space, obtained
through the differential equation ẋ(t) = F (x(t)) where F is a continuous function on X . Suppose also that the
dynamical system admits a Lyapunov function u (i.e., a function u : X → R such that ∀ x ∈ X , u̇(x) ≥ 0 with
equality iff F (x) = 0).

Then the limit set Ω of an orbit {x(t)}t≥0

• is a compact connected set,

• consists entirely of fixed points (i.e., points x for which F (x) = 0), and

• has the property that the Lyapunov function u is constant over it.2

Proof. u is constant over Ω. First note that u is continuous and X is compact, so u(X ) is bounded. Thus, since
u is non-decreasing along orbits, {u(x(t))}t≥0 converges to u∗ := sup{u(x(t))}t≥0 <∞.
Now consider any ω ∈ Ω. There exists a sequence {x(tk)}k∈N (with tk → ∞ as k → ∞) that converges to ω.
{u(x(tk))}k also converges to sup{u(x(tk))}k = sup{u(x(t))}t≥0 = u∗. Thus, since u is continuous, we have
that u∗ = limk→∞ u(x(tk)) = u(limk→∞ x(tk)) = u(ω).
Thus ∀ ω ∈ Ω, u(ω) = u∗.

Ω consists entirely of fixed points. Consider any ω = limk→∞ x(tk) ∈ Ω, where {tk}k∈N is an increasing
sequence that converges to infinity. ∀ s ≥ 0,

ω(s) =

(
lim
k→∞

x(tk)

)
(s) = lim

k→∞
x(tk + s) ∈ Ω.

1The limit set Ω(x) depends on the initial condition x, but to simplify notation we shall drop the dependence on x in the notation and just
write Ω when the choice of initial condition is unambiguous.

2i.e., u(ω) = u(ω′) for any ω, ω′ ∈ Ω.
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Thus from the already-proven fact that u obtains the same value over Ω, we have that u(ω(s)) = u(ω) ∀ s ≥ 0.
Thus ω is a fixed point of the dynamics (by the assumption that u is a Lyapunov function, i.e., that u is strictly
increasing except at fixed points).

Ω is compact and connected. Ω can be written as

Ω =
⋂

t∈R≥0

{x(s) : s ≥ t}

where {x(s) : s ≥ t}, which denotes the closure of the set {x(s) : s ≥ t}, is compact (since it is a closed subset
of the compact set X ) and connected (since it is the closure of the image of the connected set [t,∞) under a
continuous mapping) for all t ∈ R≥0. Thus Ω is the decreasing intersection of compact, connected sets, and is
hence itself compact and connected.

Theorem B.2. Consider a discrete-time dynamical system on a compact set X in a metric space, obtained through
the update x(t + 1) = F (x(t)) where F : X → X is a continuous function. Suppose also that the dynamical
system admits a Lyapunov function u (i.e., a continuous function u : X → R such that ∀ x ∈ X , u(F (x)) ≥ u(x)
with equality iff F (x) = x).

Then the limit set Ω of an orbit {x(t)}t≥0

• is a compact connected set,

• consists entirely of fixed points (i.e., points x for which F (x) = x), and

• has the property that the Lyapunov function u is constant over it.3

Proof. u is constant over Ω. First note that since u is continuous and X is compact, so u(X ) is bounded. Thus
the non-decreasing sequence {u(x(t))}t∈N converges to u∗ := sup{u(x(t))}t∈N <∞.
Now consider any ω ∈ Ω. There exists a subsequence {x(tk)}k∈N of the sequence of iterates {x(t)}t∈N that
converges to ω. {u(x(tk))}k also converges to sup{u(x(tk))}k = sup{u(x(t))}t = u∗. Thus, since u is
continuous, we have that u∗ = limk→∞ u(x(tk)) = u(limk→∞ x(tk)) = u(ω).
Thus ∀ ω ∈ Ω, u(ω) = u∗.

Ω consists entirely of fixed points. Consider any ω ∈ Ω and let ω = limk→∞ x(tk), where {tk}k∈N is an
increasing sequence that converges to infinity. Where u∗ := sup{u(xt)}t as previously defined, we have, by the
continuity of F and u, that

u(F (ω)) =u(F ( lim
k→∞

x(tk)))

= lim
k→∞

u(F (x(tk)))

= lim
k→∞

u(x(tk + 1))

=u∗ = u(ω),

so we must have F (ω) = ω by the assumption that u is a Lyapunov function.

Ω is compact. Ω can be written as
Ω =

⋂
t∈N

{x(s) : s ∈ N, s ≥ t}

where {x(s) : s ∈ N, s ≥ t}, which denotes the closure of the set {x(s) : s ∈ N, s ≥ t}, is compact (since it is a
closed subset of the compact set X ) for all t ∈ N. Thus Ω is the decreasing intersection of compact sets, and is
hence itself compact.

Ω is connected. Suppose to the contrary that Ω is the disjoint union of nonempty closed sets Ω1, Ω2. Ω1, Ω2 are
closed subsets of the compact set X and hence compact, so they are a finite distance ϵ > 0 apart.
For i = 1, 2, let Vi := {B(Ωi,

ϵ
4 )} ∩ {z ∈ X : d(F (z), z) < ϵ

2}, where d(·, ·) is the distance function and

3i.e., u(ω) = u(ω′) for any ω, ω′ ∈ Ω.
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B(Ωi,
ϵ
4 ) = {z ∈ X : d(z,Ωi) <

ϵ
4} is the open set of all points which are at a distance of < ϵ

4 to the set Ωi.
Note that Ωi ⊆ Vi for i = 1, 2 since F (z) = z on Ω. Note also that V1, V2 are open in X , with distance
d(V1, V2) ≥ d(B(Ω1,

ϵ
4 ), B(Ω2,

ϵ
4 )) =

ϵ
2 . In particular, this means that ∀ z ∈ V1, F (z) ̸∈ V2 (and vice versa),

since d(F (z), z) < ϵ
2 ∀ z ∈ V1 ∪ V2 .

Now there exists T such that x(t) ∈ V1 ∪ V2 ∀ t ≥ T , since if not then ∃ subsequence {x(tk)}k that lies within
the compact set X − (V1 ∪ V2) and hence has a limit point x∗ ∈ X − (V1 ∪ V2), which leads to a contradiction
since x∗ is then a limit point of {x(t)}t that ̸∈ Ω.
Suppose then, without loss of generality, that x(T ) ∈ V1. Then since we have established that if x(t) ∈ V1 then
x(t+ 1) = F (x(t)) ̸∈ V2, so we must have that x(t) ∈ V1 ∀ t ≥ T . But this means that no point of Ω2 is a limit
point of {x(t)}t, which is a contradiction. Hence Ω is connected.

C lin-QREP is a generalization of the standard replicator dynamics
In this section we show that the lin-QREP dynamics are a non-commutative generalization of the celebrated
replicator dynamics [72, 65]: specifically, the lin-QREP dynamics reduce to the usual replicator dynamics when
applied to the quantum embedding of a classical CIG with common utility x⊤Ay. Indeed, let {ei} and {fj}
be orthonormal bases for A and B respectively, define the diagonal game operator Rij,ij = Aij , and consider
diagonal density matrices ρ =

∑
ℓ xℓeℓe

†
ℓ and σ =

∑
k ykfkf

†
k . Then, we have that

Φ(σ) =TrB[R(1A⊗σ⊤)]

=TrB

∑
ij

Rij,ij(ei ⊗ fj)(ei ⊗ fj)
†

 ·(1A⊗
∑
k

ykfkf
†
k

)
=
∑
ij

Rij,ijyjeie
†
i

=
∑
ij

Aijyieje
†
j = diag (Ay) ,

(14)

and similarly Φ†(ρ) = diag
(
A⊤x

)
. Consequently, if ρ =

∑
ℓ xℓeke

†
k, σ =

∑
k ykfkf

†
k are diagonal densities,

we have that dρ
dt and dσ

dt are diagonal. Specifically, the time-evolution of x is

dxi

dt
=

dρii
dt

=ρ
1/2
ii

[
Φ(σ)ii − ⟨ρ,Φ(σ)⟩

]
ρ

1/2
ii

=xi

[
(Ay)i − x⊤Ay

]
and similarly dyj

dt = yj
[
(A⊤x)j − x⊤Ay

]
, which correspond to replicator dynamics.

D Additional Experiments
In Figure 8 we show the resultant exploitabilities of lin-MMWU after introducing perturbations to the algorithm.
In order to generate the plots, we require 3 additional parameters - maximum allowable exploitability, denoted
by expmax and disturbance/perturbation amount, denoted by δ. expmax is an upper bound on the maximum
allowable exploitability of the dynamics, and δ is a scalar in [0, 1] that denotes how much each player perturbs
their current strategy ρ or σ by. If randomized, we generate a random Hermitian matrix of suitable dimension,
A, and the perturbed strategy is given by ρ∗ = ([1− δ)ρ+ δA]/ tr((1− δ)ρ+ δA)). Otherwise, the perturbed
strategy is given by ρ∗ = [(1− δ)ρ+ δΦ(ρ)]/ tr((1− δ)ρ+ δA)), which gives a perturbation in the direction
of the best response. In Figure 9, we also show exploitability plots for lin-MMWU with only one perturbation
and δ = 0.1, showing that the dynamics go to a fixed point of lower exploitability. We did not perform extensive
hyperparameter tuning for this experiment, but from the experiments it is clear that even a single perturbation
would improve the performance of lin-MMWU.

As already determined in the main text, the lin-QREP dynamics are a gradient flow, and thus, the common utility
function is non-decreasing along its trajectories. In Figure 10, we experimentally verify this fact for the case
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Single random perturbation Single best response perturbation

Figure 9: Exploitabilities of lin-MMWU with single perturbation.

q = 1, where we run the continuous dynamics for 50 randomly generated quantum common-interest games with
randomly generated initial conditions. Our experiments corroborate our theoretical findings, namely that the utility
for both players (plotted is the first player’s utility) is strictly increasing unless they are at a fixed point.

Figure 10: Utility function values for continuous lin-QREP dynamics applied to 50 randomly generated quantum
common-interest games.

Next, we compare the convergence properties of the continuous and discrete dynamics. Our theoretical guarantees
for both lin-QREP and Matrix BE are that their limit points are a compact connected set of fixed points (Theorem
3.2 and Corollary 4.1). Moreover, we know that the set of fixed points of both dynamics are equivalent (Theorem
4.2). We showcase this set of results by using a representative game example (with Nash equilibrium utility of
2, see Figure 11). Indeed, when applied to this game, both lin-QREP and Matrix BE converge to a range of
utilities which correspond to local optima of the corresponding BSS instance, and furthermore this range is similar
between the continuous and discrete dynamic.

Finally we compare our formulation of continuous time dynamics with the exp-QREP dynamics (which they call
quantum replicator dynamics) derived in [41]. Their formulation is derived by taking the continuous-time limit of
MMWU, which makes it distinct from our lin-QREP dynamics. In Figure 12, we run both formulations with the
same randomizedH2 ⊗H2 game and uniform initial conditions, showing diverging trajectories.
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Continuous Dynamics (lin-QREP). Discrete Dynamics (Matrix BE).

Figure 11: Utility value of continuous vs discrete dynamics (50 random initializations) when applied to a quantum
common-interest game.

Figure 12: Example simulations where trajectories of lin-QREP and quantum replicator dynamics from [41] diverge.
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