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Abstract

In 2019, we introduced games in Minkowski spacetime as a generaliza-
tion of game theory to special relativity that subsumes games in normal
form (spacelike separation) and games in extensive form (timelike separa-
tion). Many concepts of the game theory literature, including Nash equi-
libria and flattened strategic forms, naturally extend to spacetime games.
We also emphasized the importance of these games to model quantum ex-
periments, such as Bell experiments and more generally any adaptive mea-
surements, from a decision theory perspective. Subsequent work, named
causal contextuality scenarios, suggested formalizing a special case of such
games in terms of strategy presheaves. If a natural cover is taken, we show
that spacetime games recover causal contextuality scenarios as a special
case. Spacetime games provide a visual and intuitive framework that cap-
tures the distinction between joint experiments and either-or experiments,
so that they are rich enough in their causal structure to imply a natural
cover for the corresponding causal contextuality scenario. Based on this
observation, we suggest defining the strategy presheaf directly based on
the pure strategies (and restrictions thereof) in the reduced strategic form
of the spacetime game, and we show that the sheaf property obtains for
the games at hand. The argument is simple and similar to event sheaves
for the flat case. Finally, we explain how, in the other direction, the fail-
ure of the sheaf property on strategy distribution presheaves is consistent
with our previous argument that Nash game theory is incompatible with
quantum physics. This shows that the insights of spacetime games and
causal contextuality scenarios, taken together, can contribute positively
to the advancement of the field of quantum foundations.

∗The update extends the bijective mapping to all causal contextuality scenarios with good
(causally secured) covers, even those with non-unique causal pasts.
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Figure 1: A spacetime game with perfect information that represents a Bell
experiment with two spacelike-separated observers. Alice and Bob each select
a choice of measurement context (here, only singleton contexts). Alice can pick
X or Y, and Bob can pick W or Z. Then, for each one of the two measurements
selected, Alfred selects an outcome (0 or 1). Perfect information in spacetime
games is suitable for the study of non-locality, a special case of contextuality.

1 Introduction and background

1.1 Spacetime games and their extensive form

Fourny [2019a] and Fourny [2020] introduced a new class of games called space-
time games with perfect information, to extend the semantics of game theory
to special relativity. In spacetime games, the agents make decisions at various
positions in Minkowski spacetime. Spacetime games can be seen as the least
common denominator of strategic games on the one hand (spacelike separa-
tion), and games in extensive form with perfect information on the other hand
(timelike separation).

The same reports explain how these games can be used to model quantum
experiments as a game played between observers and nature. An example of
a game corresponding to the Bell experiment is shown in Figure 1.1, where
Alice and Bob are the observers, and Alfred, whom we like to visualize as a cat,
represents nature.

A canonical injection of the class of spacetime games with perfect information
into the class of games in extensive form with imperfect information is also
given. Figure 2 shows the game in extensive form with imperfect information
that corresponds to the game of Figure 1.1.
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1.2 Imperfect information and the dashed lines

Imperfect information is visualized with dashed lines, which group nodes into
equivalence classes called information sets. The meaning of these dashes lines
is that the agent who makes the decision at these nodes does not know at which
one of these nodes they are making their decision: they are not fully informed
about the past decisions (in the sense of those made at ancestor nodes in the
extensive form), which is why it is called imperfect information. Concretely, in
Figure 2, Bob is not informed of Alice’s decision ({X} or {Y }), and this is why
his two nodes are connected with a dashed line. This has to do with relativity
theory: although Alice may have already made her decision, the information has
not reached Bob yet, because his decision is spacelike-separated from Alice’s,
as can be seen in the spacelike form of Figure 1.1, which is basically a causal
dependency graph in the sense of relativity theory.

The information sets of the extensive form in Figure 2 correspond exactly
to those of the spacetime game in Figure 1.1 (which are singletons, one for each
node, because the spacetime game has perfect information). This is always
the case for any spacetime games and their extensive form. The generalization
of this canonical injection to all spacetime games, even spacetime games with
imperfect information, is straightforward and explained in this paper.

1.3 Imperfect information, locality, and non-contextuality

The semantics of imperfect information and dashed lines has a subtle differ-
ence depending on whether one looks at the spacetime game or at the extensive
form. In a spacetime game with imperfect information, dashed lines physi-
cally represent non-contextuality, connecting identical decisions made in differ-
ent contexts, whereas in a game in extensive form with imperfect information
(in our framework), dashed lines represent either locality or non-contextuality.
The spacetime games framework makes explicit that locality is a special case of
non-contextuality: in local scenarios, the spacetime game has perfect informa-
tion and the extensive form has imperfect information, while in more general
non-contextualit scenarios, both of them have imperfect information.

Because of the canonical injection of spacetime games into the class of games
in extensive form with imperfect information, many well-studied concepts in
the game theory literature directly apply to spacetime games. This includes
flattening the strategic space with the (reduced) strategic form of a spacetime
game [Kuhn, 1950], computing Nash [1951] equilibria, etc.

1.4 Causal contextuality scenarios

Subsequent work by Abramsky et al. [2024] suggests modelling a subclass of such
games, which they call causal contextuality scenarios, as strategy presheaves.
As we show in this paper, when natural covers are taken, causal contextuality
scenarios are isomorphic to a subclass of spacetime games, which we call al-
ternating spacetime games. This means that spacetime games recover causal
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Figure 2: The game in extensive form with imperfect information that corre-
sponds to the spacetime shown in Figure 1.1. Alice and Bob have each one in-
formation set (A and B) for their choice of measurement setting. Alfred has four
information sets X, Y, W, and Z, one for each measurement. For scenarios of in-
terest to the quantum foundations, i.e., exhibiting locality or non-contextuality,
the game in extensive form will typically have imperfect information, regard-
less of whether the spacetime game has perfect information (for locality) or
imperfect information (for more general cases of non-contextuality).
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contextuality scenarios as a special case, and by transitivity, that they also
recover the framework of Gogioso and Pinzani as a special case [Gogioso and
Pinzani, 2022][Gogioso and Pinzani, 2023][Gogioso and Pinzani, 2023], as well
as Hardy models [Hardy, 1993], PR boxes [Popescu and Rohrlich, 1994], and
GHZ models [Greenberger et al., 1989].

We also show that a flattened definition of the strategy presheaf based on
reduced strategic forms [Kuhn, 1950] emerges naturally and that the sheaf prop-
erty holds.

2 Spacetime games

2.1 Definition

To define the mapping, we now give a formal definition of spacetime games. It
is equivalent to that given in [Fourny, 2019a] and [Fourny, 2020], but in a more
compact form (see also [Baczyk and Fourny, 2023]). In this definition, we do not
require perfect information. Imperfect information has the meaning proposed
by Kuhn [1950] and extends naturally to spacetime games without affecting the
injection into the class of games in extensive form with imperfect information.1

Spacetime games with perfect information allow for the study of locality, while
spacetime games with imperfect information allow for the more general study
of non-contextuality.

Definition 1 (Spacetime game). A spacetime game G is a tuple (N ,R,P,A, ρ, χ,
σ, I,Z, u) where

• (N ,R) is a directed acyclic graph of decision nodes, N being the nodes
and R being the edges.

• P is a set of players and A is a set of actions (in our context, measurement
settings and measurement outcomes)

• Nodes are labeled with players: ρ ∈ PN

• Nodes are labeled with sets of actions: χ ∈ P(A)N

• Edges are labeled with actions: σ ∈ AR labels each edge (N,M) with an
action σ(N,M) ∈ χ(N).

• A partition of N into information sets: a set I of subsets of N that form
a partition, in a way that is compatible with ρ and χ, meaning that

∀i ∈ I,∀N,M ∈ i, ρ(N) = ρ(M) ∧ χ(N) = χ(M)

1This is because merging nodes into information sets in the spacetime game translates
directly into merging the corresponding information sets in the extensive form.
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Figure 3: A spacetime game with imperfect information that represents a non-
contextuality experiment with two settings to pick out of three. Bob has one
information set with three actions (the three contexts XY, XZ, and YZ). Alfred
has 3 information sets X, Y, and Z for each measurement, with two actions
each, 0 and 1. This is also known in the literature as a cyclic system of rank
3. Imperfect information in spacetime games captures a more general of non-
contextuality than the special case of locality.

• Z ∈ (A∪{⊥})I is a set of outcomes, also called complete histories, which
are partial functions from information sets to actions. They must obey
some constraints implied by the game structure. These constraints are
defined further down in Section 2.4. The domain of definition, also called
path, of an outcome is the set of information sets not mapped to ⊥, which
is the symbol used for unassigned actions.

• u = (ui)i∈P with, for each i, ui ∈ RZ is a family of utility functions
mapping outcomes to payoffs, with one payoff for each outcome and player.

The payoffs associated with the outcomes are part of the semantics of a game
but are not the focus of the present paper, which focuses on the game structure.
They are also not part of any causal contextuality scenario and are ignored in
the bijective mapping.

2.2 Further examples

Figure 3 shows an example of a spacetime game with imperfect information
(the dashed lines have the same meaning as in Figure 2) and Figure 4 shows
the corresponding extensive form with imperfect information.
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Figure 4: The game in extensive form with imperfect information that cor-
responds to the spacetime game shown in Figure 3. It has exactly the same
information sets: XY, YZ, and XZ for Bob, and X, Y, and Z for Alfred.

Note that, to ease visualization, actions on the leaf nodes are shown as
“virtual” edges with no destination node and labeled with the possible actions
at these leaf nodes, but these edges are purely visual and do not belong to R;
instead, the edges leaving a leaf node N correspond to the elements of χ(N).
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Figure 5: A spacetime game with imperfect information that shows an example
of causal bridge: Bob only carries out his experiment if Alice measured Y and
obtained an outcome of 0.

Figure 5 shows an example of a spacetime game with perfect information that
has a causal bridge and the corresponding extensive form is shown in Figure 6.
Spacetime games can be much more complex and mix spacelike-separation as
in Figure 1.1, timelike-separation as in Figure 5, and imperfect information for
explicit contexts as shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 6: The game in extensive form with, in this case, perfect information,
that corresponds to the spacetime game shown in Figure 5. It happens to have
the same tree shape because there is no spacelike separation.
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Figure 7: A spacetime game with imperfect information that represents a Bell
experiment as a non-contextuality experiment instead of a locality experiment,
with a single observer player picking a context (A) of two measurement settings
out of four possible contexts, and four information sets (X, Y, W, Z) played by
nature. This is also known in the literature as a cyclic system of rank 4.

Since locality is a special case of non-contextuality, the Bell experiment can
also be represented with a single player picking a context with two measure-
ments, in a cyclic manner (XW, WY, YZ, ZX). The corresponding game is
shown in Figure 7. The corresponding game in extensive form is shown in Fig-
ure 8 and it is almost the same as the game shown in Figure 2, with the observer
players merged into one, which amounts to looking at the Cartesian product of
the Hilbert spaces.
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Figure 8: The game in extensive form with imperfect information that cor-
responds to the spacetime game shown in Figure 7. It has exactly the same
information sets: A for Bob, and X, Y, W, and Z for Alfred.
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2.3 Notations

In the remainder of this paper, whenever we refer to a game G, we will also
implicitly use the above notations (N ,R, P, A, ρ, χ, σ, I) without explicitly
defining them every time. This is because we only ever consider one game at a
time, and it eases the read.

We write N ⌣ M as a convenient shorthand for (N,M) ∈ R.
We define for any node N

precedessors(N) = {M ∈ N|M ⌣ N}

successors(N) = {M ∈ N|N ⌣ M}

We also define for any information set i

precedessors(i) =
⋃
N∈i

predecessors(N)

successors(i) =
⋃
N∈i

successors(N)

.
We also use a slight abuse of notation whenever all nodes in the same in-

formation set share a common property: for example, ρ(i) and χ(i) where i is
an information set. We also use, for convenience, a function ι ∈ IN that maps
each node to the information set it belongs to.

Conversely, we will write z(N) for z(ι(N)) where z is an outcome (complete
history) and N is a node.

When we write the statement σ(N,M) = a for some a, it implicitly implies
N ⌣ M , which allows more concise formulas.

2.4 Histories

We now give a compact definition of the histories of a spacetime game:

Definition 2 (Histories). Given a spacetime game in extensive form G, a history
is an assignment from I to A ∪ {⊥} that only assigns an action to activated
information sets. An information set is activated if it has a node such that the
label of each one of its incoming edges is equal to the action assigned (by that
same history) to the information set containing the source node of that edge:

∀i ∈ I, (z(i) ̸= ⊥ =⇒ ∃N ∈ i,∀M ∈ predecessors(N), z(M) = σ(M,N))

The set of all histories is denoted H.

Fourny [2020] uses the term “contingency coordinates” of a node N to denote
the minimal history not containingN that coincides with any history in whichN
is assigned an action (i.e., not ⊥). In this paper, we use the term “causal bridge”
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[Fourny et al., 2014]2 of a node N to specifically designate the predecessors of
N and the labels on the edges from the predecessors to N . The two differ in
that the contingency coordinates involve the entire ancestry, while the causal
bridge only involves (directly connected, one level up) predecessors.

A history is complete if the implication becomes an equivalence. In a valid
game, the set of outcomes is the set of complete histories.

Definition 3 (Complete histories, and validity of a spacetime game). A space-
time game in extensive form G is valid if the set of outcomes Z matches the set
of complete histories. A complete history is defined as a history that assigns an
action to all the activated information sets.

∀i ∈ I, (z(i) ̸= ⊥ ⇐⇒ ∃N ∈ i,∀M ∈ predecessors(N), z(M) = σ(M,N))

We always assume that spacetime games are valid, as we consider validity
to be part of their definition. Given a complete history (outcome) z, we write

domain(z) = {i ∈ I, z(i) ̸= ⊥}

Without loss of expressive power, we assume that games do not contain
unused information sets, i.e., there is no information set that never gets acti-
vated; otherwise, unused information sets can simply be pruned from the game.3

Likewise, we assume there are no unused actions in A.

3 Results

We now formally show that, for a subclass of two-player spacetime games (which
we call “alternating”), we can build an equivalent causal contextuality scenario.
We also show that, in the other direction, we can convert back causal contex-
tuality scenarios to two-player spacetime games.

Thus, spacetime games and causal contextuality scenarios stand in bijection
for a broad class of experimental protocols, which can be either characterized
as alternating spacetime games or as causal contextuality scenarios with “good
covers” (see open question 7.3 by Abramsky et al. [2024]), whereby we sug-
gest that a cover is “good” is it corresponds to the natural cover implied by a
spacetime game structure4.

Complete histories under the two frameworks are also in bijection, and histo-
ries in causal contextuality scenarios correspond to those histories in spacetime
games that have a domain with even cardinality (in other words, incomplete

2The idea of a decision happening only if a certain causal past is secured, and otherwise
not, can be traced back to [Dupuy, 1992] and [Dupuy, 2000], and we retain his terminology
“causal bridge”.

3The same assumption will be made for causal contextuality scenarios: No measurement
never gets activated, otherwise such measurements can be pruned from the causal contextuality
scenario.

4Abramsky et al. [2024] more recently referred to such good covers as “causally secured
covers.”
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histories in causal contextuality scenarios always stop with nature giving an
outcome for the chosen measurement, and never end abruptly with a measure-
ment chosen but not carried out).

3.1 Alternating spacetime games

We now give a characterization of a subclass of spacetime games called “alter-
nating spacetime games”, for which we will show that there is a mapping with
the corresponding causal contextuality scenarios.

Note that, since causal contextuality scenarios do not specify which observer
performs which experiment, we call all our observers Bob for the mapping. If
a causal contextuality scenario is extended with information on the identity of
the observers (e.g. Alice, Bob) then they can be marked accordingly in the
corresponding game.

We include, in the definition of the alternating property, the interpretation of
the assumed features of the game in terms of quantum-experimental protocols,
to facilitate the understanding of the mapping that will be given further down.

Definition 4 (Alternating properties). A spacetime game G is an alternating
game if it is valid and it fulfills the following alternating properties:

2-PLAYERS It has two players (we call them Alfred, who is nature, and Bob, who is
the observer).

BIPARTITE The graph (N ,R) always connects a node played by Alfred to a node played
by Bob, or a node played by Bob to a node not played by Alfred. In other
words, the graph structure of the spacetime game is a bipartite graph if we
ignore the direction of the edges.

EVEN All root nodes are played by Bob. All leaf nodes are played by Alfred.

BOB-S All information sets played by Bob are singletons. It means Bob is fully
informed about decisions in his causal past, even in situations in which he
can carry out the same experiment under different circumstances.

BOB-A At any of Bob’s nodes, all available actions are used on at least one edge.5

∀N ∈ ρ−1(Bob),∀a ∈ χ(N),∃M ∈ N , σ(N,M) = a

BA1 Each node played by Alfred has exactly one parent node:

∀N ∈ N , ρ(N) = Alfred =⇒ ∃!P ∈ N , P ⌣ N

BA2 Given a node N played by Bob, two nodes (played by Alfred) connected
to N with the same label (it is a measurement context) must be in dif-
ferent information sets (these are measurement settings). In other words,

5One can also consider allowing for at most one unused action in χ(N) when looking at
causal contextuality scenarios with contexts in which the antichain property does not hold.
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distinct nodes for the same measurement in the same context would be
superfluous.

∀N ∈ ρ−1(Bob),∀S, T ∈ successors(N), σ(N,S) = σ(N,T ) =⇒ ι(S) ̸= ι(T )

AB1 All nodes in the same information set played by Alfred6 have the same
outgoing edges: same labels, same destination nodes. In other words, the
causal future of a measurement does not depend on the context in which
it was carried out.

∀i ∈ ρ−1(Alfred),∀N,M ∈ i, successors(N) = successors(M)

∀i ∈ ρ−1(Alfred),∀N,M ∈ i,∀T ∈ successors(i), σ(M,T ) = σ(N,T )

AB2 Two distinct nodes played by Bob cannot have the same causal bridge.

∀N,M ∈ ρ−1(Bob),

(predecessors(N) = predecessors(M)∧

∀P ∈ predecessors(N), σ(P,N) = σ(P,M)) =⇒ N = M

Remark 1. The height of an alternating spacetime game is always even, nodes
at even depths (0, 2, ...) are played by Bob, and nodes at odd depths (1, 3, ...)
are played by Alfred.

3.2 Non-locality as a special case of contextuality

AB2 amounts to saying that we assume that the measurements carried out by
Bob under the same enabling circumstances are grouped into a unique experi-
ment where Bob has multiple contexts to choose from. Note that this does not
cause any loss of generality because this amounts to saying that non-locality is
a special case of contextuality. See for example Figure 7 (which satisfies AB2),
which groups the local experiments of Figure 1.1 (which does not satisfy AB2)
into a single one.

The purpose of alternating spacetime games is to characterize a subset of
spacetime games that is isomorphic to causal contextuality scenarios with good
covers. When using the spacetime game framework for discussing non-locality,
it is more desirable to consider the (factored) game in Figure 1.1 rather than the
(expanded) game in Figure 7, knowing that the factored game can be considered
equivalent to the same causality contextuality scenario as the one associated
with the expanded game by the mapping.

6This trivially applies to Bob, too.
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3.3 Standardization of Bob’s actions in alternating space-
time games

Without loss of generality, we can put constraints on Bob’s actions in an alter-
nating spacetime game to facilitate their interpretation as contexts, like so:

• Each edge from a node played by Bob to a node played by Alfred is la-
beled with a non-empty set (the context) of information sets (the settings)
played by Alfred.

• For any node N played by Bob, there are as many outgoing edges from
N as there are context-setting pairs (x, c) such that x ∈ c and c ∈ χ(N).
The edge corresponding to (x, c) must go to a node M ∈ x and must be
labeled with σ(N,M) = c.

In other words, Bob’s actions are contexts, and for each context, there are
edges to each measurement setting in that (possibly empty) context, labeled
with that context.

It is always possible to rename Bob’s actions such that this is the case:
Given a node N played by Bob and an action c ∈ χ(N), we rename c to
{ι(M)|M ∈ N ∧ σ(N,M) = c}. Because of BA2, the renaming is bijective.

We show below a correspondence table between the two frameworks in Table
1.

3.4 Causal contextuality scenarios

We recall the definition of a causal contextuality scenario as given by Abramsky
et al. [2024]:

Definition 5 (Causal contextuality scenario). A causal contextuality scenario
Γ is a quadruplet (X,O,⊢, C) where X is a set of measurement settings, O =
(Ox)x∈X is a family of sets of measurement outcomes, indexed by settings, and
⊢ is an enabling relation between a section on a subset of X (a “consistent set
of events”) and settings, and C is a family of subsets of X whose union is X.

In this paper, we consider “clean” scenarios in the sense that there are no
unused measurement settings, i.e., settings that cannot be enabled under any
circumstances under the considered cover. If a causal contextuality scenario
contains an unused setting, then it can be removed without affecting its seman-
tics. This is analogous to our assumption that spacetime games do not have
unused information sets.

Furthermore, we restrict our attention in this paper to covers that satisfy
the antichain property. It is, however, possible to extend the mapping naturally
even if the antichain property does not hold (e.g., by allowing unused actions
at Bob’s nodes).
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3.5 Natural cover

Each spacetime game (not necessarily alternating) has a natural cover that
corresponds to all combinations of measurements that are performed in one of
the complete histories:

Definition 6 (Natural cover associated with a game). Given a spacetime game
G with nature player Alfred, the natural cover C is defined as follows: For each
outcome z ∈ Z, we take the subset Cz = {i ∈ domain(z)|ρ(i) = Alfred} of its
domain of definition with only and exactly the information sets that are played
by Alfred. Then the natural cover is C = {Cz|z ∈ Z}. Note that duplicates are
implicitly eliminated because of the definition of a set.

For example, the natural cover of the game shown in Figure 1.1 (or 7) and
Figure 2 (or 8) is {{XW}, {XZ}, {YW}, {Y Z}}, which is the cycle of rank 4.

The natural cover of the spacetime game shown in Figure 3 and Figure 4 is
{{XY }, {XZ}, {Y Z}}, which is the cycle of rank 3.

The natural cover of the spacetime game shown in Figure 5 and Figure 6 is
{{X}, {YW}, {Y Z}}.

This natural cover will be used to define the corresponding measurement
scenario for any alternating spacetime game.

3.6 The mapping

3.6.1 Causal contextuality scenario associated with an alternating
spacetime game

Any alternating spacetime game can be associated with a causal contextuality
scenario as follows. As explained in the previous tabular correspondence, the
general idea of the overall mapping is that

• Alfred’s information sets are measurements;

• Bob’s (singleton) information sets are the left-hand sides of the enabling
relations of the causal contextuality scenario;

• Bob’s actions (which label edges from Bob to Alfred) are contexts. Alfred’s
nodes within the same information set are measurements with the same
measurement setting but in different contexts and possibly in different
causal pasts (i.e., different parent nodes);

• Alfred’s actions (which label edges to Bob) are the measurement outcomes.

We now give a formal definition of the above:

Definition 7 (Causal contextuality scenario associated with an alternating
spacetime game). Given an alternating spacetime game G with nature player
Alfred ∈ P, we define the equivalent causal contextuality scenario Σ(G) =
(X,O,⊢, C) as follows:

18



• X = {i ∈ I|ρ(i) = Alfred}

• for each x ∈ X, Ox = χ(x)

• for each x ∈ X, and for each P ∈ predecessors(x), we define that tP ⊢ x
where

tP = {(ι(M), σ(M,P ))|M ⌣ P}

• additionally, for each x ∈ X, if there is a node in x with no parent, we
also define {} ⊢ x.

• C is the natural cover of G.

We must prove that the enabling relations have consistent left-hand sides
for it to be a valid causal contextuality scenario.

Lemma 1. The causal contextuality scenario associated with an alternating
spacetime game always has consistent sets of events on the left-hand sides of
enabling relations.

Proof. AB1 implies that two nodes in y, which is played by Alfred, have the
same labels and destination nodes. As a consequence, if we have two nodes
M,N ∈ y, it follows that σ(M,P ) = σ(N,P ), leading to only one assignment
for t(y).

Remark 2. It follows from the lemma, given some x ∈ X and one of its
predecessors P , that σ(M,P ) = tP (y) for any M ∈ y. See also Figure 9 for a
visual of this pattern.

Lemma 2. P 7→ tP is a bijection between the set of nodes played by Bob and
the left-hand sides of the mapped enabling relations. More precisely, for any x ∈
X, the left-hand sides of the enabling relations to x in the causal contextuality
scenario are in bijection with the predecessors of x in the alternating spacetime
game.

Proof. Every P leads to at least one enabling relation with left-hand-side tP
because it has at least one child (property EVEN). It follows from the property
AB2 that t is injective. Since the codomain is defined as the range, the mapping
is also surjective.

We use the abbreviation enabled(t) = {x ∈ X|t ⊢ x} and use this notation in
particular for restricting the cover C to the “local cover at t” denoted Ct which
we define as

Ct = {C ∩ enabled(t)|C ∈ C} \ {∅}

Note that Ct cannot be empty because there are no unused settings, and it
also does not contain the empty set.

19



Figure 9: The graph pattern implied by the definition of t ⊢ x in the mapping
from games to causal contextuality scenarios. We show the pattern for two
events in t = {(y, t(y)), (z, t(z))} two contexts for y and z, and four contexts
(among which two under causal bridge t) for x, but this extends to any number
of events and any domain size.
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3.6.2 Alternating spacetime game associated with a causal contex-
tuality scenario

We now give the mapping in the opposite direction, i.e., how to associate a
spacetime game with a causal contextuality scenario.

Definition 8 (Game associated with a causal contextuality scenario). Given
a causal contextuality scenario (X,O,⊢, C), we define the associated spacetime
game with imperfect information obtained like so:

• P = {Alfred,Bob}

• Nodes played by Bob: NB = {t|∃x ∈ X, t ⊢ x}

• Nodes played by Alfred: NA = {(t, x, c)|t ⊢ x, c ∈ Ct}

• N = NA ∪NB

• ∀(t, x, c) ∈ NA, ρ((t, x, c)) = Alfred

• ∀t ∈ NB , ρ(t) = Bob

• Actions by Bob: AB =
⋃

t∈NB
Ct

• Actions by Alfred: AA =
⋃

x∈X Ox

• A = AA ∪ AB

• ∀(t, x, c) ∈ NA, χ(t, x, c) = Ox

• ∀t ∈ NB , χ(t) = Ct

• RA = {(t, (t, x, c))|t ⊢ x}

• RB = {((u, x, c), t)|x ∈ domain(t)}

• R = RA ∪RB

• ∀(t, (t, x, c)) ∈ RA, σ(t, (t, x, c)) = c

• ∀((u, x, c), t) ∈ RB , σ((u, x, c), t)) = t(x)

• Alfred’s information sets: IA = {(t, x, c)|x ∈ X} ≡ X

• Bob’s information sets: IB = {{t}|t ∈ NB} ≡ NB

• I = IA ∪ IB

• Z is as defined in Definition 3 to make the game valid.

Lemma 3. The spacetime game associated with a causal contextuality scenario
is alternating.
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Proof. The game is valid by construction. Thus, we need to show that it is
alternating.

2-PLAYERS is true by construction since ρ can only take two values.
BIPARTITE holds by construction, as edges always connect a node in NA

to a node in NB or vice versa.
EVEN holds by construction: any node (t, x, c) played by Alfred has t as its

parent node, so all root notes must be played by Bob. Likewise, given a node
t played by Bob, there is at least one enabling relation t ⊢ x that it was taken
from. Furthermore, Ct is never empty, so as a consequence, t has at least one
child node.

BOB-S (Bob’s information sets are singletons) also holds by construction
since IB = NB .

BOB-A (no unused action at Bob’s nodes) is true: given a node t played by
Bob and an action at this node, i.e., a context c in (non-empty) Ct, c is used on
the edge from t to x for any x ∈ c.

BA1 (nodes played by Alfred have exactly one parent) is true by the con-
struction of RA because the parent of (t, x, c) is necessarily t.

For BA2, let us take a node played by Bob (the left-hand side t of some
enabling relation), and that is connected to two nodes played by Alfred. These
must be of the form (t, x, c1) and (t, y, c2) with t ⊢ x and t ⊢ y. Let us also
assume that the labels are identical. These labels correspond to the contexts in
which x and y are measured, meaning that x and y are performed in the same
context c = c1 = c2. But then, x and y must be different, otherwise the nodes
would be the same (t, x, c) = (t, y, c).

AB1 requires that all outgoing edges of the nodes ((u, x, c))u,c in one of
Alfred’s information sets x have the same outgoing edges. This is true from
the definition RB = {((u, x, c), t)|x ∈ domain(t)} as well as of ∀((u, x, c), t) ∈
RB , σ((u, x, c), t)) = t(x). Indeed, there is no dependency of any edge and label
on the context.

AB2 requires that two distinct nodes played by Bob cannot have the same
causal bridges. If we take two of these nodes, they correspond to two left-hand
sides of enabling relations t and s. Let us further assume that the nodes for
t and s have the same predecessors. This means by construction that t and
s have the same domains since the predecessors are made of the domain of t
plus contexts. Furthermore, if we assume that the labels of the edges from the
predecessors are the same for t and s, it implies that t and s exactly match on
their full domain, also by construction of the labels, which are of the form t(x)
and s(x) for each predecessor x. Thus, t = s and BA1 is fulfilled.

Thus, the spacetime game associated with a causal contextuality scenario is
always alternating.

Theorem 1. The mapping from alternating spacetime games to causal contex-
tuality scenarios as defined in Definition 7 is injective.

Proof. We prove that if a spacetime game G is mapped to a given causal contex-
tuality scenario (X,O,⊢, C) according to Definition 7, then G is necessarily, up
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to an isomorphism7, the game associated with the causal contextuality scenario
according to Definition 8.

The players P = {Alfred,Bob}: this follows from property 2-PLAYERS.

Alfred’s information sets It must be that IA = X for the original game by construction of the causal
contextuality scenario (first bullet point of Definition 7).

Bob’s nodes The left-hand sides of the enabling relation are, by definition of the map-
ping from G, exactly those of the form

t(P ) = {(ι(M), σ(M,P ))|M ⌣ P}

for each P that is a node played by Bob in G and that is the parent of
some M ∈ x such that t ⊢ x.

Lemma 2 showed that this is a bijection (because of AB2 and EVEN)
and that NB must therefore match the set of the left-hand sides of the
enabling relations: NB = {t|∃x ∈ X, t ⊢ x}.
As a reminder, this yields the pattern shown in Figure 9. It also follows
that enabled(t) = successor(t).

Bob’s information sets IB = NB necessarily because of BOB-S.

Bob-Alfred edges If we consider an information set x, the parent of each node in x must be
unique according to BA1. Furthermore, if we consider all enabling rela-
tions activating x, the parents of nodes in x are exactly and all the values
of t such that t ⊢ x by definition of the enabling relation in Definition 7.
It follows that edges from Bob to Alfred are of the form (t, (t, x, c)). Thus,
RA = {(t, (t, x, c))|t ⊢ x} where the allowed values for c, which index the
nodes in information set x with parent t, ((t, x, c))c, must still be defined.

Bob-Alfred labels ∀(t, (t, x, c)) ∈ RA, σ(t, (t, x, c)) = c follows from the renaming convention
of the labels from Bob to Alfred. According to this convention, for any
node t played by Bob, there are as many outgoing edges from t as there
are pairs (x, d) such that x ∈ d, d ∈ χ(t), and σ(t, (x, d)) = d. Thus
d also indexes the nodes in the information set x and can be identified
with c, and the edge going from t to node (t, x, c) must be labeled with
σ(t, (t, x, c)) = c.

Bob’s actions by node We now show that χ(t) = Ct. This amounts to showing that χ(t) =
{C ∩ successor(t)|C ∈ C} \ {∅}.
Because of the naming convention of Bob’s actions, we know that the
labels in χ(t) are sets of information sets that are successors of t. Thus
χ(t) ⊆ P(successor(t)),

Recall that C is by construction of the causal contextuality scenario a
natural cover. Let us take an element c in Ct. By definition, c is not the

7We mean here up to renaming the player names, the labels, etc without affecting the
semantics of the game.
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empty set, and c is the intersection of some context C ∈ C with the set
of successors of t. Thus, there is a corresponding complete history z of
the original game such that ∀i ∈ successor(t), i ∈ c ⇐⇒ z(i) ̸= ⊥. This
means that c contains exactly the information sets that are activated by
t in z, and because c is not empty, there is at least one.

Because of the naming convention of Bob’s nodes, it means that c corre-
sponds to the label born by the edges activating these information sets,
and thus c ∈ χ(t).

The converse is also true. If we take an action c ∈ χ(t), it labels the
edges to all the nodes (t, x, c) such that x ∈ c because of the naming
convention, and c is not the empty set because of EVEN and BOB-A.
Thus, there exists a complete history assigning c to t (otherwise t would
be an unused node, contradicting that the game is clean) and assigning
each x ∈ c to some value, and no value for the other successors of t. The
active information sets of Alfred in this complete history form a set that
is an element C of C, the natural cover, which is a superset of c. Thus
c = C ∩ successor(t), and c is not the empty set. Thus, c ∈ Ct.
We have thus proven that χ(t) = Ct.
We also note that there cannot be any duplicates, i.e., there cannot be
distinct nodes in x with the same parent t and indexed by the same c ∈
χ(t), because of BA2.

Alfred’s nodes We have shown that the nodes in an information set x with parent t (where
t ⊢ x) are indexed by χ(t), so that NA = {(t, x, c)|x ∈ X, t ⊢ x, c ∈ χ(t)}.
Also, we have shown that χ(t) = Ct. Thus NA = {(t, x, c)|x ∈ X, t ⊢ x, c ∈
Ct}.

Alfred-Bob edges Since we have established the pattern in Figure 9, it follows that edges
from Alfred to Bob connect each information set in the domain of t to t.
Thus, the edges from Alfred to Bob are given by RB = {((u, x, c), t)|x ∈
domain(t)}. All these edges must be present (for all u and c such that
(u, x, c) is a node) because of AB1’s implying that the nodes in an infor-
mation set must have the same successors.

Alfred-Bob labels Again since we have established the pattern in Figure 9, the label on an
edge from Alfred’s information set y to Bob’s node t must be t(y). It
follows that ∀((u, x, c), t) ∈ RB , σ((u, x, c), t) = t(x)

Bob’s actions AB = {Ct|t ∈ NB} because the game has no unused actions and we already
showed that χ(t) = Ct.

Alfred’s actions by node ∀(t, x, c) ∈ NA, χ(t, x, c) = Ox. This is true by the construction of the
causal contextuality scenario (second bullet point of Definition 7).

Alfred’s actions : AA =
⋃

x Ox. This is true because there are no unused actions.

Assignment to Alfred We have ∀n ∈ NA, ρ(n) = Alfred by the construction of NA.
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Assignment to Bob We have ∀n ∈ NB , ρ(n) = Bob by the construction of NB .

All nodes We must have N = NA∪NB because there are only two players according
to 2-PLAYERS.

All edges R = RA∪RB because there are only two players according to 2-PLAYERS.

All actions A = AA∪AB because there are only two players according to 2-PLAYERS.

All information sets I = IA∪IB because there are only two players according to 2-PLAYERS.

We define causal contextuality scenarios that have a good cover8 as the
range of the mapping of Definition 7. Causal contextuality scenarios with a
cover that is not a good cover can still be mapped to an alternating spacetime
game, however, this mapping does not roundtrip and the correspondence has
no semantic or physical meaning in this case.

Definition 9. A causal contextuality scenario is said to have a good cover if it
is in the range of the mapping defined in Definition 7.

Theorem 2. The mapping of Definition 7 becomes bijective if we consider its
corestriction to causal contextuality scenarios with good cover.

Proof. Replacing the codomain of an injective function with the range of the
function makes it bijective.

Theorem 3. Given a causal contextuality scenario, it is always possible to find
a causal contextuality scenario with a good cover that only differs from the first
one in the cover.

Proof. Given a causal contextuality scenario, one can:

• Replace its cover with the powerset of X.

• Map it to an alternating spacetime game.

• Map back to a causal contextuality scenario, which will have a good cover
by definition of a good cover.

Note that the powerset of X is not necessarily a good cover, so that the final
causal contextuality scenario’s good cover need not be the powerset of X. The
suchly obtained causal contextuality scenario only differs from the initial causal
contextuality scenario in the cover, as the mapping leaves the measurements,
outcomes, and enabling relations intact. This is because (i) measurements corre-
spond to Alfred’s information sets, left-hand sides of enabling relations to Bob’s
nodes, and outcomes to Alfred’s actions at a given information set, (ii) since we
start with the full powerset of X, no measurement, outcome or enabling relation
is lost while mapping the causal contextuality scenario to a spacetime game (as

8also more recently called causally secured covers by Abramsky et al.
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could occur more generally with some covers that are not good covers), (iii)
by definition, the mapping the spacetime game to the final causal contextual-
ity scenario with good cover also does not lose any measurement, outcome or
enabling relation.

Note that the good cover is not generally unique given measurements, out-
comes, and enabling relations. The determination of the most sensible cover to
model a specific experiment requires additional knowledge about the considered
Hilbert spaces, observables, and commutation properties.

3.7 The strategy sheaf of alternating games

Let us first consider the particular case of spacetime games with perfect infor-
mation and the corresponding causal contextuality scenarios

If we take over the definition of a complete strategy of nature as a pure strat-
egy appearing in the (reduced) strategic form [Fourny, 2020] of the alternating
spacetime game—which is, indirectly, the (reduced) strategic form [Kuhn, 1950]
of the associated game in extensive form with imperfect information—instead of
that given in [Abramsky et al., 2024] in terms of game semantics, we note that
these strategies are simply partial functions on a discrete space (I) to actions.
Thus, we generally consider the restrictions of these partial functions to smaller
domains, from which it follows that the suchly defined presheaf of strategies has
the sheaf property. This was left as an open question by Abramsky et al. [2024]
to determine “good covers” for which this is the case, and we have thus shown
that the natural cover of the associated game in this paper is such a good cover.

The argument why the sheaf property obtains is identical to the one given by
Abramsky and Brandenburger [2011] for the event sheaf because it also involves
the gluing of partial functions on discrete space that agree on their overlaps.

This result can naturally be extended to spacetime games with imperfect
information: the conversion to the equivalent extensive form is made as for
perfect information, and then, for each non-singleton information set in the
spacetime game, the information sets corresponding, in the extensive form, to
the individual nodes of the information set are merged.

Then, the pure strategies of nature for the game in extensive form are taken
as a basis for the strategy sheaf.

Finally, the simplicity of the construction of the strategy sheaf of Nature
demonstrates the expressive power of the spacetime games framework, itself
building on 70 years of game theory research.

3.8 Mixed strategies, Bell inequalities, and the strategy
distribution presheaf

Nash equilibria [Nash, 1951] and other concepts apply naturally to spacetime
games [Fourny, 2020]. In particular, a mixed strategy in the Nash sense directly
corresponds to a deterministic hidden variable model where λ is a pure strategy.
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Figure 10: A visualization of the Nash mixed strategies as exogenous nodes
in a causal network. We merged XY and WZ into single random variables, by
observing that the supports are disjoint, to keep the visual simple to understand.

Free choice, as commonly assumed in the quantum foundations’ literature, di-
rectly translates to nature and the observers independently picking their mixed
strategies – as is done when considering Nash equilibria in classical game theory.

If we observe that X and Y have disjoint supports (because Alice either picks
basis x or y) and we merge them into a single one (call it X) – and we do the same
for Bob (W and Z are merged into a single variable Z) – then the formula for
computing the probability for the complete history resulting from a combination
of a mixed strategy of nature (a distribution over the values of Λ) and the mixed
strategies of observers (distributions over the values of A and B) happens to
exactly correspond to the formula used in the Bell inequality literature [Colbeck,
2017] for local-realist theories with measurement independence:

PXZ|AB =
∑
λ

PΛ(λ)PX|AΛPZ|BΛ

Figure 10 shows how this can also be interpreted as a causal network, with
all variables depending deterministically on the mixed strategies, leading to
a distribution of the complete histories for each combination of mixed strate-
gies of Alice, Bob, and Alfred. Since in our non-Nashian paradigm [Fourny,
2019a][Baczyk and Fourny, 2023] we posit a symmetry between nature and ob-
servers (or equivalently, between settings and outcomes), we add explicit lamb-
das also for the observers and not only for nature.

In the special case of flat games (no adaptive measurements), it was shown
by Abramsky and Brandenburger [2011] that the existence of a deterministic
hidden variable model realizing an empirical model is implied by the existence
of a global section for it. We observe that a mixed strategy of nature is the same
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mathematical object as a global section of the event distribution presheaf and
we remember that spacetime games have a natural cover given by the projection
of the support of their complete histories to nature. Then, one must conclude
that the existence of a mixed strategy of nature leading to a distribution on the
complete histories that is consistent with an empirical model (on the natural
cover) implies the existence of a deterministic hidden variable model for this
empirical model. This is consistent with our qualitative argument given by
Baczyk and Fourny [2023] that Nashian game theory is not compatible with
quantum physics.

4 Discussion

4.1 Perfect information

Fourny [2020] observed that imperfect information in the extensive form of the
game corresponding to a spacetime game with perfect information can be inter-
preted in terms of the preservation of locality: information sets are grouped in
the way they are because of the finite speed of light, and spacelike separation.

If we do not require perfect information for spacetime games, this introduces
another physical justification for imperfect information in the resulting extensive
form, namely, noncontextuality, because non-singleton information sets in the
spacetime game (which lead to the fusion of the corresponding information sets
in the extensive form) arise from the different contexts in which a measurement
can be carried out, with the result independent of the context. This is also
consistent with the fact that locality is a special case of non-contextuality.

Having said this, we would like to conclude by sharing our scientific belief
that only spacetime games with perfect information correspond to a physical real-
ity, and that spacetime games with imperfect information are, above all, a useful
mathematical tool for reductio ad absurdum proofs that nature is contextual.
This is aligned with Dzhafarov et al. [2016] and on keeping locality as a fun-
damental principle of nature, provided we weaken measurement independence
and assume non-Nashian free choice instead.

5 Related work

Hardy models [Hardy, 1993], PR boxes [Popescu and Rohrlich, 1994], and GHZ
models [Greenberger et al., 1989] are representable with spacetime games.

The framework also maps to contextuality by default [Dzhafarov et al., 2016],
which corresponds to having perfect information. Forcing random variables
corresponding to measurement outcomes to have the same value formally cor-
responds to grouping the corresponding nodes into the same information set.

Sheaves of sections as constructed by [Gogioso and Pinzani, 2023] corre-
spond to a special case of spacetime games with perfect information in which
measurements are performed independently of previous measurement outcomes,
without merging the information sets (see also Section 6.b. in [Abramsky et al.,
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2024]), and with unique causal bridges. The fact that the sheaf property ob-
tains is consistent with our results, which generalize the case covered in [Gogioso
and Pinzani, 2023] to all alternating spacetime games, and causal contextuality
scenarios that have a natural cover.

A definition of free choice is given by Renner and Colbeck [2011], as a de-
cision (called spacetime variable) being independent of anything it could not
have caused. A deterministic resolution algorithm for all spacetime games with
perfect or imperfect information, and which circumvents impossibility theorems
(such as the sheaf property of the strategy distribution presheaf not generally
holding) by weakening free choice, is given in [Fourny, 2019a], with the special
case of strategic games covered in [Fourny, 2017] and for games in extensive
form with perfect information in [Fourny et al., 2014]. A high-level discussion
of the non-Nashian paradigm in the context of quantum physics interpreted as
a game between the observer and nature is given in [Fourny, 2019b].

The seeding philosophy of the non-Nashian approach is attributable to Dupuy
[1992] (counterfactual decision theory) and the game theoretic seed and initial
conjectures were made by Dupuy [2000].

There is also subsequent work by Kadnikov and Wichardt [2022] (also see
[Kadnikov, 2020]) that provides a strategic decision-making model generalizing
the normal form and extensive form with graph structures related to spacetime
games. This work defines the outcomes of the model based on sets of leaves of
the graph structure and nicely connects it to the set-theoretic form by Bonanno
[1992] (see also [Bonanno, 1991]). These sets of leaves can be put in correspon-
dence with the complete histories, and the outcomes of the game in extensive
form with imperfect information, giving additional and complementary insights.

Hance and Hossenfelder [2022] give an excellent argument of why impossibil-
ity theorems do not disprove the existence of local theories. Hance et al. [2022]
also is of the opinion that free choice can be weakened. Wharton and Argaman
[2020] refers to this possibility as (non-)future-input-dependent parameters, and
it is also known as measurement independence (see for example [Storz et al.,
2023] for the explicit mention of this assumption in Bell experiments) or setting
independence [Müller and Placek, 2023].
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