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Abstract

Quantum games embody non-intuitive consequences of quantum phenomena, such
as entanglement and contextuality. The Mermin-Peres game is a simple example,
demonstrating how two players can utilise shared quantum information to win a no
- communication game with certainty, where classical players cannot. In this paper
we look at the geometric structure behind such classical strategies, and borrow ideas
from the geometry of symplectic polar spaces to maximise this quantum advantage.
We introduce a new game called the Eloily game with a quantum-classical success gap
of 0.26, larger than that of the Mermin-Peres and doily games. We simulate this game
in the IBM Quantum Experience and obtain a success rate of 1, beating the classical
bound of 0.73 demonstrating the efficiency of the quantum strategy.

1 Introduction

Within the realm of quantum mechanics, resources such as superposition and entanglement
have been exhaustively studied as useful for both post-classical conceptualisation and tech-
nological tools. There is another quantum resource - contextuality - that is often overlooked
compared to the other two. It has enjoyed recent attention as a useful resource for quantum
computation, see [1] for a survey on the topic.
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Contextuality relates the measurement outcomes of quantum operators with the set of mutu-
ally commuting operators that they exist within. In classical physics, measurement outcomes
are independent of the set of measurements also taken on the system before and after the
measurement in question. In quantum mechanics, as measurement operators do not in gen-
eral commute, the set of operators that do commute with the operator in question can be
understood to have an affect on the measurement outcome. A set of mutually commuting
operators, such that their product is equal to ±Id, is known as a context.

In 1964 John Bell first introduced the notion of non-locality as a necessary condition on
hidden quantum variables [2]. Two years later he published a lesser well-known result on
hidden variables and contextuality [3]. This coincided with a paper by Kochen and Specker
with a similar result [4], which is more well known by physicists as the Kochen-Specker
(KS) Theorem. This theorem states that any hidden variable model that reproduces the
outcomes of quantum mechanics should be context-dependent. Thirty years later, Mermin
[5] and Peres [6] provided an observable-based proof of this theorem, see Section 1.1. In 2002
Aravind reformulated this theorem in terms of a two player, no-communication game with
advantage given by quantum information [7, 8].

In this work we introduce another such game associated to the Bell-KS Theorem. This
new game has a maximal gap between predicted classical outcome and outcomes given by
quantum mechanics (i.e. no non-contextual hidden variable models). In Sections 1.1, 1.2 we
outline the background for quantum games, and how to generalise them based on finite ge-
ometries. In Section 2 we introduce the notion of symplectic polar spaces, which allow us to
construct the canonical “Eloily” arrangement, furnishing our new game. Section 3 describes
the associated game, its construction using stabiliser states, and its implementation in the
IBM Quantum Experience. We present the results and conclusions in Section 4. Finally, in
Section 5 we discuss the common formalism of all games presented here and an invariant
connecting it with the well-known Cabello inequality[9].

1.1 Quantum Games - the Mermin Perez Magic Square Game

The Mermin-Peres Magic Square is a 3× 3 geometric arrangement of quantum spin opera-
tors, demonstrating the impossibility of non-contextual hidden variable models and proving
the Bell-KS theorem [3, 4]. An example of the titular square is given in Fig 1, with tensor
products omitted between single-qubit Pauli operators. Multiplying the 2-qubit operators
along any vertical or horizontal line (context) produces the identity I4 scaled by ±1. As
each context is composed of mutually commuting operators, the eigenvalues of each operator
multiply together to give the eigenvalues of the product of operators. As the products are
given by identity up to sign, this sets a simple condition on the individual eigenvalues of
any given line/context. It is easy to check that no assignment of ±1 eigenvalues can be
made to the points in the square such that the context constraints are satisfied unless one
decides that the assignments are context-dependent. This demonstrates the impossibility of
any non-contextual hidden variable (NCHV) theory [5, 6].

This can be converted into a quantum game as follows [7, 10]:
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Figure 1: An example of Mermin-Peres Magic Square. Lines denote contexts, which are
composed of mutually-commuting operators. Vertical contexts multiply to give −I4, while
horizontal contexts multiply to give +I4. The eigenvalues of the operators multiply to give
the eigenvalues of the product - for instance the eigenvalues of the top horizontal context
must multiply to +1.

Charlie

Alice Bob

x y

a⃗ b⃗

Figure 2: The Mermin-Peres game. Charlie gives Alice and Bob a number x, y, who in
response return answers a⃗ = (a1, a2, a3), b⃗ = (b1, b2, b3). The ai and bi are all selected from
the set {+1,−1} and conditions on the answers are that a1a2a3 = +1, b1b2b3 = −1. The
players win iff ay = bx.

A referee Charlie provides two players - Alice and Bob - each with a number in the set
{1, 2, 3}, see Fig. 2. Alice and Bob cooperate to win together but cannot communicate
during the game and so do not know each other’s numbers. They respond to Charlie with
strings such that Alice’s multiply to +1, and Bob’s to −1. They win iff Alice’s response in
the position of Bob’s number is equal to Bob’s response in the position of Alice’s number.

They are allowed to cooperate before the game begins, and so share a table of possible
responses depending on the numbers given by Charlie. Such a table is given in Figure 3.
However, due to the constraints on the rows and columns, it is impossible to fully populate
this table in a consistent manner! As the winning condition in the game now relates to the
consistency of the intersection points in the table, Alice and Bob can only win with this
strategy 8 times out of 9.

One can however replace the classical table in Fig. 3 with a Mermin-Peres square, such
as Fig. 1. Now Alice and Bob also share a pair of entangled particles before the game begins,
and as before depending on the x, y values provided choose a given row & column. Here,
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1 2 3
1 1 1 1 +
2 −1 1 −1 +
3 1 −1 ?? +

− − −

Figure 3: An example of a classical strategy in a 3× 3 grid: The triplet sent back by Alice
corresponds to the row for a given x ∈ {1, 2, 3} while the triplet sent back by Bob corresponds
to the column y ∈ {1, 2, 3}. The bottom-right cell cannot be populated while keeping both
row and column sign conditions met. With this strategy they win the game in 8 cases out
of 9.

they make their measurements on the particles corresponding to the operators in the table,
and note the measurement results as their responses. As the eigenvalues of each operator is
either ±1, and the contexts denote mutually commuting operators, the response constraints
will be automatically satisfied.

This approach - known as the quantum strategy - will work with probability 1, beating
out the classical strategy. This is a slick demonstration of the Bell-KS theorem, showing
that you cannot deterministically apply hidden variables (pre-measurement operator values)
to certain operator arrangements in a consistent and context-independent manner. The
implementation of this game on noisy quantum computers has been shown in [11, 12, 13,
14].

The reason the Mermin-Peres game shows a quantum advantage is due to three factors:

1. The Mermin-Peres Grid (Fig. 1) provides the players with triplets that automatically
satisfy the constraints of the game.

2. The shared entangled state the players measure on guarantees triplets in agreement on
their intersection, winning the game with probability 1.

3. The contextual nature of the grid, as previously stated, implies that there is no NCHV
model that can win the game with probability 1.

The degree to which one cannot satisfy all line constraints by classical values is known
as the degree of contextuality of an arrangement [15]. The degree of contextuality of the
Mermin-Peres grid is 1, meaning there is always one context constraint that is not satisfied
by NCHV.

The purpose of this article is to consider different quantum games and compare their
quantum advantages:

Definition 1.1. The quantum advantage or quantum-classical success gap is the difference
in probability of success between a quantum and classical strategy for a given game.

For all games here, the quantum success probability is 1. The advantage depends directly
on the degree of contextuality of the associated arrangement. In the Mermin-Peres game, as
the classical strategy gives a winning probability of ω(M ) = 8

9
, the quantum advantage is

1− ω(M ) = 1
9
.
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A key characteristic of this game is the geometry and constraint structure of the Mermin-
Peres Magic Square. This geometry, as well as other arrangements, have been well studied[16,
17, 18]. In this paper, we show how another special geometry - GQ(2, 4) - can provide a
quantum game with an even larger quantum advantage. But first, we show how to generalise
the Mermin-Peres game.

1.2 The Doily Game

In the Mermin-Peres square, we had nine 2-qubit operators and three negative lines. There
is a single “constraint” line, in the sense that there is one line that cannot be satisfied in the
classically-populated table in Fig. 3. This can be related to the negative lines, as one can
check that we can convert two negative lines into positive ones without changing the overall
line constraints, by multiplying XY and Y X by −1. This gives a grid of 1 negative and 5
positive lines with one inconsistent constraint associated to the degree of contextuality. This
is the minimum number of negative lines possible in such a grid, and provides us with our
single constraint line in Fig. 3.

There are a total of 15 nontrivial 2-qubit operators composed of the Pauli spin operators
{I,X, Y, Z}. Here we exclude the trivial operator II and ignore overall phase factors. One
can construct a general geometry from all 15 operators, which contains a total of 3 negative
lines, and 3 unsatisfiable constraints that can be mapped to the negative lines [15]. Such
a geometry is known as the Doily, and is shown in Fig 4. It has 15 points connected by
15 lines, each with 3 points. Each point is contained in 3 lines. Its contextuality has been
tested on a quantum computer in [11].

IY

ZI

ZYXY

Y X
XI

ZZ

IZ
XZ

Y Y

Y I

XX

ZX
IX

Y Z

Figure 4: The doily: A 153 point-line configuration that encodes the commutation relations
of the two-qubit Pauli group. The red lines are such that the product of the observable is
−I4 while it is +I4 for the other lines. It has degree of contextuality 3.

The doily configuration has been of special interest in multi-qubit arrangements[19, 20,
21, 15, 22], in particular its relevance in black hole-qubit correspondence (see for example
[23]).

Here again we can construct a game based on the Mermin-Peres arrangement (see [12]
for more details). Suppose Charlie has an incidence structure of the doily with negative
line structure as in Fig. 4. We also assume the lines and points of this doily are labelled.
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Charlie chooses a given point, and gives Alice and Bob distinct lines intersecting at that
point. Alice and Bob provide triplets of ±1 satisfying the positive/negative conditions of
their lines. They win the game iff the triplet values agree on the chosen intersecting point.

As in the Mermin-Peres game, there is a quantum strategy formed by populating points
with 2-qubit operators as in Fig. 4, and measuring on a shared entangled state. Like in the
grid, this strategy wins with probability 1.

Due to the structure of the doily geometry, the classical success probability ω(D) can be de-
termined by analysing the best-case scenario for success. The degree of contextuality for the
doily is 3, meaning there are always 3 lines that cannot be satisfied with any NCHV strategy.
These lines can be associated with the negative lines [15], and thus do not intersect. For a
failure to occur, Charlie must choose one of the 9 points on these lines, and provide that line
to one player. The other will necessarily get one of two satisfiable lines, also intersecting at
that point. Then there is a 1

3
chance that the inconsistency on the constraint line is at the

chosen intersection point.

Thus, the probability of success for any classical strategy on the doily is

ω(D) = 1− 9

15
× 2

3
× 1

3
=

13

15
≈ 0.8667 (1)

This provides a quantum advantage of 2
15
, larger than for the Mermin-Peres game. For

this reason, the doily game has also been implemented on a noisy quantum computer using
multiple methods [12].

The above shows that by analysing differing geometries with constraints arising from
operator assignments, one can produce a quantum game with a more robust advantage ver-
sus the classical counterpart. In Section 2.1 we find a game with a maximal advantage for
geometries with three points per line.

The previous discussion leads to the following lemma, that will be used in Section 3:

Lemma 1.2. For a game corresponding to an arrangement of 3 points per line, a situation
where one player has a satisfiable context, and the other an unsatisfiable context1 results in
at best a 2 in 3 chance of winning using a classical strategy.

Proof. We begin by noting that Alice and Bob are not aware of each other’s lines, but
coordinate based on a classical strategy that agrees for all satisfiable contexts only. Suppose
without loss of generality that Charlie gives Alice a satisfiable line A and Bob an unsatisfiable
line B. Alice records her answers based on the pre-agreed strategy. Bob, in order to obtain
the line parity condition of B, provides an answer that disagrees with the strategy in at least
one position. There is then at least a 1 in 3 chance that this disagreement happens on the
intersection point with A.

1Here “unsatisfiable context” means a context that cannot be satisfied by a given classical assignment of
the points.
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2 Symplectic Polar Space

The geometrical structures under discussion here can in general be generated from projective
geometrical methods, see in particular [24] and [25] for an in-depth analysis of the 2- and
3-qubit cases.

In particular, here we look at arrangements of 3-qubit operators. The full set of N -
qubit operators and contexts form the arrangement known as the symplectic polar space
W(2N − 1, 2), containing 22N − 1 points. In particular, the doily is the set W(3, 2), with
15 points and 15 lines. For 3 qubits, one has W(5, 2), containing 63 points/observables and
315 lines/contexts, each context containing 3 points. Every point can be identified with a
3-qubit operator of the form

Oi = sXµ1Zν1 ⊗Xµ2Zν2 ⊗Xµ3Zν3 (2)

where the µi, νi are over the finite field of two elements F2 and s is a phase factor in the set
{1,−1, i,−i}.

This allows us to map non-trivial operators in the space P to vectors in the projective
space PG(5, 2) (up to phase factors):

P → PG(5, 2)
Op 7→ p = [µ1 : µ2 : µ3 : ν1 : ν2 : ν3]

(3)

The commutation relations of operators along lines is equivalent to the vanishing of the
following symplectic form defined over F2:

⟨p, q⟩ :=
3∑

i=1

µiν
′
i + νiµ

′
i (4)

for p ∈ PG(5, 2) without primed components and q ∈ PG(5, 2) with primed components. In
other words, W(5, 2) is nothing more than PG(5, 2) equipped with this symplectic form.
One also has the following quadric on W(5, 2):

Q0(p) :=
3∑

i=1

µiνi (5)

For a given p ∈ W(5, 2), we say that the corresponding operator Op is skew if it has an odd
number of Y matrices in its tensor product, and even otherwise. The condition on skew-
and evenness is given by the quadric:

Q0(p) =

{
0 p even
1 p skew

(6)

One can easily see that
⟨p, q⟩ = Q0(p+ q) +Q0(p) +Q0(q) (7)

And one can finally define the quadratic form

Qq(p) := Q0(p) + ⟨p, q⟩2 (8)
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where, as we are over F2, we can omit the square.
Within W(5, 2), one can identify different quadrics of interest, namely the elliptic and hy-
perbolic quadrics Eq and Hq, respectively:

Eq := {p ∈ W(5, 2), Q0(q) = 1, Qq(p) = 0}
Hq := {p ∈ W(5, 2), Q0(q) = 0, Qq(p) = 0} (9)

In both quadrics p are the points that are even and commute with q, or are skew and anti-
commute with q. Eq is parameterised by a skew element, Hq by an even one. There are 28
elliptic quadrics and 35 + 1 hyperbolics, as one can choose the point q = III for Hq.

2.1 The Eloily: The Elliptic Quadric Eq

To calculate a specific example, let us consider EY Y Y and HIII , which form the “canonical”
labelling of these quadrics. The intersection of these form a doily DY Y Y made of the 15
symmetric elements that commute with Y Y Y .

These quadrics EY Y Y , HIII form part of a structure known as the Magic Veldkamp Line
which is of interest to quantum information mathematicians [24, 25, 26, 19, 18]. Various
properties of the Veldkamp line have been studied, in particular we are interested in the
“eloily” subgeometry formed by the canonical elliptic quadric EY Y Y (see [21, 27] for more
detail). This subgeometry contains no generalised triangles, and so is also known as GQ(2, 4),
the generalised quadrangle of 4+1 lines through each point, and 2+1 points per line. It has
15 + 12 = 27 points and 15 + 30 = 45 lines, formed from a doily and “double-six” arrange-
ment, and a degree of contextuality of 9 [15]. This can be seen as it can also be composed
of 3 disjoint doilies, each of which have degree of contextuality 3. A representation of the
eloily is given in Fig 5.

ZIX

XIZ

Y IYZZI

ZIZIZX

IZZ

XZI
XIX

IXX

ZXI

IY Y

XXI
IXZ

Y Y I

IY Z

IY X

IXYXY I

XIY

ZIY

ZY I

Y IXY ZI

Y IZ

11

IZY

Y XI

Figure 5: A visual representation of the eloily Eq, a.k.a. GQ(2, 4). It is formed by 15 points
of a doily Dq, with a “double-six” 12 points from Eq\Dq. The double-six intersect the doily
with representative lines as indicated in the two images. The particular qubit labelling comes
from the canonical choice of q = Y Y Y . For original image see Polster 1998 [28]. See also
[29, 27].
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What makes the geometry of the eloily interesting is the structure of the negative lines
in this canonical form. All forms of Eq for any chosen q share the property that every point
is on 5 lines, and every line contains 3 points. However in the canonical form q = Y Y Y , one
has the property that there are 9 non-intersecting negative lines, with every point lying on
exactly one such line (referred to as a spread of lines, see Appendix A for details). One can
use this spread to show the following property of the eloily:

Proposition 2.1. For any given classical strategy, each point p on the eloily lies on exactly
one unsatisfiable line.

Proof. Both Charlie and the players share an “unlabelled” geometry that indicates only line
parities, such that it can be consistently labelled by quantum operators by the players. As
the canonical labelling satisfies this, we consider the geometry with a spread of negative lines.
Consider the trivial classical strategy where all points are labelled +1. Then the spread of
negative lines is exactly the set of lines that cannot be satisfied. As the contextuality of a
geometry (and thus its set of unsatisfiable lines) is dependent only on the distribution of
negative lines, this shows that the set of unsatisfiable lines also forms a spread, regardless of
any classical strategy that Alice and Bob may pick.

The above property is unique to GQ(2, 4), as both the grid and doily contain points not
incident with any unsatisfiable lines.

3 The Eloily Game

These properties allow us to form two versions of an eloily game E :

I A standard 2-player E2 game, analogous to the Mermin & doily games, where Charlie
picks a point p of EY Y Y and gives a random pair of incident lines to Alice and Bob.

II A 4-player version E4 utilising the spread, where Charlie picks a point p and gives one
incident line each to the players Alice, Bob, Daisy and Evan.

In both scenarios, the players cannot determine each other’s assigned lines, and must return
strings of 3 elements picked from {+1,−1}. They may apply a classical strategy of populating
the points of the eloily geometry with classical variables ±1 as best as possible before play.
However in both cases they will be left with 9 lines that cannot be satisfied, in which case they
complete their responses based on their given line constraints. The winning conditions of
each game are as follows, where ap etc. refer to the position of the player’s triplet associated
to the intersection point p:

Players win iff

{
ap · bp = 1, I

ap · bp · dp · ep = 1, II
(10)

The 2-player condition (10) (I) matches with that of the Mermin and doily games. The 4-
player condition (10) (II) derives from the entanglement condition on the shared state |ψS,4⟩
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(see Sec. 3.2). For a classical labelling, provided all lines are satisfiable, both the above
conditions will be met.

One might wonder whether one could utilise the 5 lines through each point in the eloily
geometry and form a 5-player game. This is immediately problematic due to the odd num-
ber of players. Given some winning strategy analogous to (10), one sees that the players
must have an even number of negative measurements on the chosen intersection point p. But
with a classical strategy they all choose the same labelling for the point p, and if that label
were negative then the winning condition would not be met. Alternative games are likely
possible to extend to odd-player games, but in this work we focus on winning conditions of
the form (10) and thus only on even-player games.

The eloily games E2 and E4 satisfy the following theorem:

Theorem 3.1. The classical bounds for the eloily games are 13
15

for the 2-player game E2

and 11
15

for the 4-player game E4.

Proof. For any point in the eloily and any classical strategy, there are 4 satisfiable lines and
1 unsatisfiable line intersecting at that point, per Theorem 2.1. Charlie wants to choose
the unsatisfiable lines to maximise the odds of failure, but is blind to the specific classical
strategy chosen by the players, so is unaware which lines are unsatisfiable. We will examine
conditions for a failed game, and consider the standard game E2 first:

Charlie has, for his chosen point,
(
5
2

)
ways of assigning two random lines to the players,

up to swapping players. There are
(
4
1

)
such choices where one player gets an unsatisfiable

line, which carries with it a 1
3
chance of failure as per Lemma 1.2, giving a classical success

rate of

ω(E2) = 1− (41)
(52)

· 1
3

= 13
15

(11)

For the 4-player game E4, Charlie has
(
5
4

)
ways of assigning 4 lines, with again

(
4
1

)
such

choices including an unsatisfiable line. Thus the success rate is

ω(E4) = 1− (41)
(54)

· 1
3

= 11
15

(12)

As is usual for these games, we then move to the alternative picture where we allow
the players to use quantum information. Here, they share 3 pairs of entangled qubits, in
such a state that they can perform measurements based on the operator-assigned points
of EY Y Y and always be in agreement in their measurement outcomes. This provides the
same quantum strategy success of 1 as in the Mermin and doily games. Thus in allowing
3-qubit shared entanglement between the players, and utilising the spread in EY Y Y , we have
constructed a game (E4) with a quantum advantage of 4

15
= 0.26.
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In the next section we will describe the implementation of this game in a quantum circuit,
including the construction of the shared state via stabiliser states. We begin with the 2-player
E2 game before tweaking for the 4-player one.

3.1 Implementing E2 on a Quantum Computer

The implementation of this game is not immediately obvious as one must first understand
what state to set the 3 entangled qubit pairs to.
For the Mermin-Peres and doily games with 2 qubits, the pairs of shared qubits are given
by two separable Bell pairs (see [12] for full discussion on implementing these two games):

|ψ2Q⟩ =
(

1√
2
(|00⟩+ |11⟩)

)
⊗
(

1√
2
(|00⟩+ |11⟩)

)
(13)

where in each of the entangled qubit pairs in the above state, the ket |AB⟩ indicates the
state of Alice’s qubit on the left and Bob’s on the right.

The required (2-player) property of any initial shared state |ψ2Q⟩ is that any shared op-
erator that Alice and Bob act on it give the same measurement outcome, +1 or −1. For any
2-qubit operator Oi that represents the intersection point of whatever arrangement they are
playing on, we thus need

Oi ⊗Oi|ψ2Q⟩ = |ψ2Q⟩ (14)

The above state satisfies this for even 2-qubit operators (ones with an even number of Y s),
however for skew operators we pick up an overall phase factor of −1, giving

Oskew ⊗Oskew|ψ2Q⟩ = −|ψ2Q⟩ (15)

Thus, the additional rule is incorporated where if Alice has skew operators in her given line,
she simply flips the results of her measurements for those operators. This gives an agreed
measurement value for the intersection point.

3.2 Stabiliser States

For 3 qubits, one can play without this skew-flipping rule, for both 2- and 4-player games.
To do so, we make use of stabiliser states (see [30], Chpt. 10). We still require (14) for 3
qubit operators, for some initial state |ψ3Q⟩.

To find a suitable |ψ3Q⟩, one makes use of the following definition of a stabiliser state:

|ψS,2⟩ :=
∏
i

1

2
(1+Oi ⊗Oi) |χ⟩ (16)

for nontrivial 3-qubit operators Oi and any given state |χ⟩. If such a state |ψS,2⟩ exists, it
enjoys the property

Oi ⊗Oi|ψS,2⟩ = |ψS,2⟩ (17)

11



for any Oi, as the operators square to identity. This is the required condition on our initial
state for our 2-player game, so we simply need a nontrivial |ψ3Q⟩ = |ψS,2⟩.

To find a nontrivial |ψS,2⟩, one can simply iterate over different |χ⟩ states and apply (16)
and (19) until one of each is found. The state below is one such example:

|ψS,2⟩ =
(

1√
2
(|01⟩ − |10⟩)

)
⊗
(

1√
2
(|01⟩ − |10⟩)

)
⊗
(

1√
2
(−|01⟩+ |10⟩)

)
(18)

This state can be implemented on an IBM Qiskit[31, 32] circuit, as shown in Fig. 6.

A1 H • Z •

A2 H • •

A3 H • •

B1 X •

B2 X Z •

B3 X Z •

Adel

Bdel

|ψS,2⟩ Delegations

Figure 6: Circuit implementing the entangled quantum state |ψS,2⟩ (left), and the delegation
method (right) for multiple operator measurements. Basis-change gates have been suppressed
for clarity.

We implement this state into a circuit and play the game. As any of the quantum games
considered here involve Alice and Bob (and possibly Daisy and Evan) performing multiple
measurements on an individual state, one can perform this using relevant basis transfor-
mations or via delegations onto auxiliary qubits. Here we implement this using the latter
method, see [12] for more details.

The quantum game proceeds as follows:

1. The shared state |ψS,2⟩ is implemented in the quantum circuit, with each player getting
three “register” qubits and one “delegation” qubit (Fig. 6).

2. For a given point p in EY Y Y , Charlie selects some pair of contexts intersecting at p
and provides one to Alice and one to Bob.

3. For each player, they look at the first 3-qubit operator on their context. They make
relevant basis changes on their register qubits {Ai, Bi} and perform a CNOT operation
targeted onto the separate delegation qubit. The state of this qubit is measured and
recorded classically. Inverse basis-change gates are implemented to restore registers to
original state.

12



4. They perform new basis change gates based on second operators, and measure directly
on their registers. They each combine the classical recordings into a single bit via bit
addition.

5. They complete their 3-bit response based on their context constraints (negative con-
texts must have an odd number of 1s, positive even).

6. They send their bit strings to Charlie, who compares them. If the winning condition
(10) (I) is met, they win the game.

The CNOT relations between registers and delegation qubits are given graphically in Fig.
8a. As we need 2 extra delegation qubits, and 6 to start with, we have a total of 8 qubits in
our circuit. However, based on CNOT topology, in general more qubits will be used in the
physical circuit (see Fig. 8b).

3.3 Implementing E4 on a Quantum Circuit

The 4-player game is very similar to E2, with differences highlighted in this section. Here,
Charlie chooses a point p in the geometry and provides a distinct incident line to each player
Alice, Bob, Daisy and Evan. The players make measurements on a shared quantum state
according to their quantum strategy, and respond to Charlie with triplets that must satisfy
(10) (II) in order to win.

First, one tweaks (16) in the obvious way to find a valid condition on the shared quantum
state for 4 players:

|ψS,4⟩ :=
∏

i
1
2
(1+Oi ⊗Oi ⊗Oi ⊗Oi) |χ⟩

⇒ Oi ⊗Oi ⊗Oi ⊗Oi|ψS,4⟩ = |ψS,4⟩ (19)

To find such a |ψS,4⟩, one again searches over various |χ⟩. An example of such a stabiliser
state is 3 copies of the following GHZ state, entangled across the four players:

|GHZ4⟩ =
1√
2
(|0000⟩+ |1111⟩) (20)

where the ket |ABDE⟩ indicates that the first qubit is Alice’s, etc.

|ψS,4⟩ = |GHZ4⟩⊗3

= 1
2
√
2

(|000000000000⟩+ |001001001001⟩+ |010010010010⟩+ |011011011011⟩
+ |100100100100⟩+ |101101101101⟩+ |110110110110⟩+ |111111111111⟩)

(21)

where now the first three qubits are assigned to Alice, the next 3 to Bob, etc.

To implement this into a quantum circuit in analogy with Fig. 6, one puts Alice’s regis-
ter qubits into superposition with H gates, as in the E2 example, and then applies CNOTs
between Alice’s register and each of Bob’s, Daisy’s and Evan’s to entangle qubits 1, 2 and 3
across the 4 players.

13



Then, as per the E2 game, delegations are made to a delegation qubit per player, based
on the first operator in each player’s context. These delegation qubits are measured and
the results stored classically to give each players first triplet entry. Basis changes are made
to the register qubits and direct measurements are made on those according to the second
operator on each player context, and combined to give the second triplet entries. The third
are computed from the context parities. The players then win iff (10) (II) is satisfied.

4 Results & Conclusion

This circuit was implemented on the 127-qubit ibm brisbane backend, and looped over all
points in EY Y Y and all permitted line choices for the players. Each circuit was run with a total
8192 shots, giving 8192×27×10 = 2, 211, 840 data points for E2 and 8192×27×5 = 1, 105, 920
for E4. The results are given in Table 1, with simulated results for both and real quantum
backend results for E2. The EY Y Y geometry also contains 120 grids and 36 doilies as sub-
geometries. The results for playing associated games were extracted from the E2 results
data, and the best performing grid M and doily D results are also shown in Table 1. These
subgeometry results are an improvement upon the results from [12]. The particular grid and
doily are shown in Fig. 7.

Game G Noiseless Simulation Noisy Simulation σ(G ) ω(G )

M 1.0 0.93490 0.87904 0.8
D 1.0 0.93891 0.84230 0.86
E2 1.0 0.94559 0.82137 0.86
E4 1.0 0.83726 ∼ 0.5 0.73

Table 1: Results for computing the average success rate σ(G ) on the IBM “Brisbane” NISQ
Computer for the grid (M ), doily (D) and eloily (E2,E4) games. Shown alongside are classical
bounds ω(G ) and results for simulators with and without noise models, however note that
the noise models do not consider circuit transpilations due to CNOT topology (see Section
4.1).

Alice and Bob clearly beat the bound in all simulations, both with and without noise
models. However, on the actual quantum backends they were unsuccessful in beating the
classical bounds. This is due to transpilation-induced noise arising from the circuit adding
additional CNOT gates in order to implement CNOTs between qubits not directly connected
in the topology (see Sec. 4.1). The “smaller” games of the Mermin grid and doily come closest
to beating the bound, which is unsurprising as there are many copies of these geometries
within GQ(2, 4), and so the best performing copies can be highlighted. It is interesting to
note that the 2-player eloily game has the same classical bound as the doily game, likely from
the fact that each intersecting pair of lines in GQ(2, 4) live in some doily as a subgeometry.
Finally, it is worth pointing out that the spread of unsatisfiable lines has afforded us a lower
bound by using 4 players and increasing the chances of Charlie choosing such a line. An
experimental demonstration of the quantum advantage was not shown for the E4 game only
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Figure 7: Best performing grid (left) and doily (right) subgeometries from the eloily results.
Red lines indicate negative contexts.

due to the CNOT topology of the IBM quantum computers (Sec. 4.1), however were some
other backend to become available with a more interconnected qubit structure, such a game
could be used to demonstrate the lack of NCHV models underlying the system.

4.1 Transpilation-Induced Noise

Noise models in the IBM Quantum Experience ignore topology-induced transpilation, and
any additional CNOT gates introduced thereof. Thus the noisy simulator results differ from
the actual results σ(G ) in Table 1.

Because of the CNOT gates required between both Alice and the other player’s qubits,
and between these qubits and the delegation qubits (Fig. 6), it is not possible to design
the circuit such that every CNOT is between directly connected qubits in the topology (see
Fig. 8). A mapping was chosen that relied on additional qubits symmetrically for both
players, however possible other mappings may provide an even lower induced noise level. In
particular, the mapping used in this work incurred a high “circuit qubit-distance” between
connected qubits A2, B2 and between Adel, A3, and Bob’s counterparts.

5 Three-qubit invariants and the Cabello inequality

We finish this article with a surprising connection between a well-known inequality quantify-
ing quantum contextuality, and an invariant of the geometries described here. The point-line
incidence structures we presented in this paper are all generalized quadrangles[33]:

Definition 5.1. A generalized quadrangle GQ(s, t) is a point-line geometry with the property
that any line contains s + 1 points and any point belongs to t + 1 lines and such that the
configuration is triangle-free.

Example 5.2. The Mermin-square has the incidence structure of a grid, i.e. GQ(2, 1), the
doily corresponds to GQ(2, 2) and the eloily is GQ(2, 4) as previously stated. These are the
only nontrivial quadrangles for s = 2.
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Adel Bdel

A1

A2

A3

B1

B2

B3

(a) E2 game CNOT connections.

Adel A1 B1 Bdel

A2 B2

A3 B3

30

47 49 51

(b) IBM “Brisbane” CNOT topology.

Figure 8: Mapping the required qubit CNOT connections for the 2-player eloily game (left)
onto a section of the IBM “Brisbane” topology (right). Nodes represent qubits, and edges
represent direct CNOT connections. Alice is assigned qubits {A1, A2, A3} = {29, 35, 48} and
delegation qubit Adel = 28. Bob is assigned qubits {B1, B2, B3} = {31, 36, 50} and delegation
qubit Bdel = 32, all indicated in blue. Qubits {30, 47, 49, 51} in black are auxiliary qubits
used for additional CNOT gates in transpiled circuit. For 4-player game, additional players
Daisy and Evan are given register and delegation qubits, connected to Alice’s in the same
manner as Bob’s.

The canonical labelling chooses the 27 points of W(5, 2) that contain exactly one iden-
tity operator (see App. A), and through the position of the identity can be split in to three
disjoint Mermin grids, given below in matrix form:

A =

XY I ZXI Y ZI
ZZI Y Y I XXI
Y XI XZI ZY I

 , B =

Y IX XIZ ZIY
ZIZ Y IY XIX
XIY ZIX Y IZ

 , C =

IXY IZX IY Z
IZZ IY Y IXX
IY X IXZ IZY


(22)

Now, in general one can form the following 3-qubit Hermitian observable

H := A + B + C (23)

with A ,B,C each collections of 2-qubit operators and an identity:

A :=
∑
ij

Aijσi ⊗ σj ⊗ I, B :=
∑
ij

Bijσi ⊗ I ⊗ σj, C :=
∑
ij

CijI ⊗ σi ⊗ σj (24)

Here the coefficients Aij etc. take on the values ±1, and so for each grid A,B,C, there is an
associated matrix A,B,C of classical hidden variables.

We are interested in the following cubic invariant (see [34] for original discussion, and
[29] for connection with black hole entropy):

I3(H ) := − 1

48
Tr(H 3) (25)
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Writing this in terms of the separated components (23) and their coefficient matrices one
obtains:

I3(H ) = Det(A) + Det(B) + Det(C)− Tr(CBTA) (26)

This invariant describes the point-line incidence structure of GQ(2, 4), the eloily, in the sense
that it contains 27 parameters spread out over 45 terms. Each term is associated with a
context, and the parameters with the collinear points. Moreover the monomials come with
signs corresponding to the distribution of signs induced by the labeling of the configuration
by n-qubit Pauli matrices. When the parameters are given by classical variables Aij etc.,
the invariant expresses the evaluation of all contexts by a HV model along with the line
parities (term coefficients of ±1). It can be reduced to invariants over the grid and doily by
eliminating certain terms, briefly described at the end of this Section.

Related to this is the celebrated Cabello Inequality[9] featuring the following measure:

χ :=
∑
i

⟨Ci⟩ −
∑
j

⟨C ′
j⟩ (27)

where ⟨C⟩ is the expectation value of measuring along a positive context and ⟨C ′⟩ along a
negative context. Under the hypothesis of QM on has χ = N where N is the number of
contexts. However if one consider a HV model with valuation on the node defined by the
matrices A,B and C one has:

I3(H ) = χ (28)

In the notation of Cabello, one has the following testable inequality for contextuality:

χ ≤
{
N, QM

N − 2d, hidden variables
(29)

where d its degree of contextuality.
One can sanity check the relation between χ and I3(H ) via reducing to the GQ(2, 1)

case, where B = C = 0 in (26). Here I3(H ) = Det(A), with A a 3× 3 matrix with entries
±1. As is known[35] about such “Hadamard” matrices, the determinant is valued at either
0 or 4. The upper bound for the HV model in (29) gives 6− 2 · 1 = 4 as expected.

N d N − 2d max(I3) t (sec)
GQ(2, 1) 6 1 4 4 < 0.008
GQ(2, 2) 15 3 9 9 < 0.119
GQ(2, 4) 45 9 27 27 < 772

Table 2: Table showing computed maximal values of I3 compared to HV bound in Cabello
inequality N − 2d, for the three quadrangles of lines size 3. Indicated on right is compute
time in seconds for comparing all HV inputs.

For our quadrangles GQ(2, 1), GQ(2, 2), GQ(2, 4) we have degrees of contextuality 1, 3, 9
respectively, and computed maximal values of I3(H ) across all possible HV assignments
are given in Table 2. For the doily case, one can express GQ(2, 4) as a disjoint doily and
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double-six arrangement, as has been done in this work, and discard the double-six compo-
nent in I3(H ). Then the invariant becomes the Pfaffian of a 6 × 6 antisymmetric matrix
with HV entries. The results show that they agree with the bound given by (29), con-
firming that the contextuality of these quadrangles is encapsulated by this cubic invariant.
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[19] Metod Saniga and Zsolt Szabó. “Magic Three-Qubit Veldkamp Line and Veldkamp
Space of the Doily”. In: Symmetry 12.6 (2020), p. 963.

19

https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021272729475
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021272729475
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1021272729475
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10701-005-7353-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10701-005-7353-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10701-005-7353-4
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.032110
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.032110
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevA.82.032110
https://doi.org/arXiv:2310.07441
arXiv:2310.07441
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.050402
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.050402
https://link.aps.org/doi/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.050402
https://doi.org/10.1088/1751-8121/aca36f
http://arxiv.org/abs/2105.13798


[20] Axel Muller et al. “Multi-qubit doilies: enumeration for all ranks and classification
for ranks four and five”. en. In: Journal of Computational Science 64 (Oct. 2022).
arXiv:2206.03599 [quant-ph], p. 101853. issn: 18777503. doi: 10.1016/j.jocs.2022.
101853. url: http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.03599 (visited on 07/13/2023).

[21] M. Saniga et al. “THE VELDKAMP SPACE OF GQ(2, 4)”. en. In: International
Journal of Geometric Methods in Modern Physics 07.07 (Nov. 2010), pp. 1133–1145.
issn: 0219-8878, 1793-6977. doi: 10 . 1142 / S0219887810004762. url: https : / /

www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/S0219887810004762 (visited on
07/11/2023).

[22] Colm Kelleher et al. “X-states from a finite geometric perspective”. en. In: Results
in Physics 22 (Mar. 2021), p. 103859. issn: 2211-3797. doi: 10 . 1016 / j . rinp .

2021.103859. url: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/
S2211379721000425 (visited on 02/08/2023).

[23] Metod Saniga. Doily - A Gem of the Quantum Universe. June 2019. url: https:
//www.astro.sk/~msaniga/pub/ftp/bled.pdf.

[24] M. Saniga et al. “The Veldkamp space of two-qubits”. In: SIGMA. Symmetry, Inte-
grability and Geometry: Methods and Applications 3 (2007), p. 075.
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A Canonical Labelling of the Eloily

Subgeometry Points Lines Line Parity

Doily



IXZ ZIZ - ZXI - IXZ +1
XIZ ZIZ - ZZI - IZZ +1
XXI IYY - IZX - IXZ +1
ZXI IYY - YYI - YIY +1
ZZI XXI - XIZ - IXZ +1
IZX XXI - XIX - IXX +1
IXX ZIX - ZXI - IXX +1
ZIZ ZIX - XIZ - YIY +1
ZIX ZIX - ZZI - IZX +1
IZZ XZI - ZXI - YYI +1
YYI XZI - XIX - IZX +1
XIX XZI - XIZ - IZZ +1
XZI XXI - ZZI - YYI -1
YIY IYY - IXX - IZZ -1
IYY ZIZ - XIX - YIY -1

Double-Six



ZYI ZYI - IYZ - ZIZ +1
YIX ZYI - ZIY - IYY +1
XYI ZYI - YZI - XXI +1
IXY ZYI - IYX - ZIX +1
YIZ YIX - XIY - ZIZ +1
IZY YIX - YZI - IZX +1
XIY YIX - IYX - YYI +1
IYZ YIX - YXI - IXX +1
ZIY XYI - XIY - IYY +1
YZI XYI - IYZ - XIZ +1
IYX XYI - IYX - XIX +1
YXI XYI - YXI - ZZI +1

IXY - XIY - XXI +1
IXY - ZIY - ZXI +1
IXY - IYX - IZZ +1
IXY - YXI - YIY +1
YIZ - IYZ - YYI +1
YIZ - ZIY - XIX +1
YIZ - YZI - IZZ +1
YIZ - YXI - IXZ +1
IZY - XIY - XZI +1
IZY - IYZ - IXX +1
IZY - ZIY - ZZI +1
IZY - YZI - YIY +1
IZY - IYX - IXZ -1
YIZ - XIY - ZIX -1
IXY - IYZ - IZX -1
XYI - YZI - ZXI -1
YIX - ZIY - XIZ -1
ZYI - YXI - XZI -1

The canonical labelling of GQ(2, 4), given by EY Y Y . All points and lines labelled by “Doily”
are contained in DY Y Y , while the “Double-Six” points are contained in the complement. All
lines in the “Double-Six” component intersect exactly one point of DY Y Y .

22


	Introduction
	Quantum Games - the Mermin Perez Magic Square Game
	The Doily Game

	Symplectic Polar Space
	The Eloily: The Elliptic Quadric Eq

	The Eloily Game
	Implementing E2 on a Quantum Computer
	Stabiliser States
	Implementing E4 on a Quantum Circuit

	Results & Conclusion
	Transpilation-Induced Noise

	Three-qubit invariants and the Cabello inequality
	Canonical Labelling of the Eloily

