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Abstract. This paper exploits the weak approximation method to study a zero-sum linear
differential game under mixed strategies. The stochastic nature of mixed strategies poses challenges
in evaluating the game value and deriving the optimal strategies. To overcome these challenges, we
first define the mixed strategy based on time discretization given the control period δ. Then, we
design a stochastic differential equation (SDE) to approximate the discretized game dynamic with a
small approximation error of scale O(δ2) in the weak sense. Moreover, we prove that the game payoff
is also approximated in the same order of accuracy. Next, we solve the optimal mixed strategies and
game values for the linear quadratic differential games. The effect of the control period is explicitly
analyzed when the payoff is a terminal cost. Our results provide the first implementable form of
the optimal mixed strategies for a zero-sum linear differential game. Finally, we provide numerical
examples to illustrate and elaborate on our results.
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1. Introduction. Deriving the optimal strategies is one of the most fundamental
problems for a zero-sum differential game. Since the differential game stands at the
intersection of the optimal control theory and the game theory, traditional methods
for optimal control such as Pontryagin maximum principle and dynamic programming
can be naturally adapted to derive optimal pure strategies for the differential games [4].
For an optimal control problem, optimality means the minimization or maximization
of the payoff; for a differential game, optimality means the Nash equilibrium (NE) of
the payoff, which may not exist under pure strategies. To handle this, mixed strategies,
as a generalization of pure strategies, are widely applied to ensure the existence of
NE. It leads to the problem of deriving the optimal mixed strategy for a differential
game, which is open and challenging [12].

Specifically, we consider a two-player zero-sum linear differential game, where
player 1 tries to minimize the game payoff while player 2 tries to maximize it. Since
each player’s choice of control strategy affects the other player’s choice, a reasonable
player always considers her worst-case payoff performance during the game. For player
1, the worst case indicates an information disadvantage, i.e., player 2 always knows
the control strategy of player 1 before making her own choice of control. The worst-
case payoffs for players 1 and 2 are called the upper and lower value of the game,
respectively. Furthermore, if the upper and lower values meet, we say an NE is
attained, where the payoff and control inputs are defined as the game value and
the optimal strategies respectively. When both players are limited to taking pure
strategies, i.e., the control inputs are determined functions of time and game state,
the game value may not exist. In this case, the upper value is strictly larger than
the lower value. Therefore, whether knowing the opponents’ control strategy directly
decides the game payoff.

To attain a stable NE such that the game payoff does not rely on the information
advantage, mixed strategies should be used. For a static game, the pure strategy
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chooses a control input from the admissible action space, while the mixed strategy
samples input from a probability distribution over the admissible action space. For
a differential game, the pure strategy is a control input function, while the mixed
strategy is a stochastic process. It is proved that using mixed strategy ensures the ex-
istence of NE and game value for the differential game [6]. However, how to derive an
implementable form of optimal mixed strategy is still challenging. The challenges are
three-fold: i) the game dynamic is not a canonical differential equation or stochastic
differential equation, hence hard to be analyzed, ii) optimizing the game payoff over
stochastic processes is theoretically untractable because the space of admissible sto-
chastic processes is of uncountably infinite dimension, where traditional optimization
methods can not be applied, iii) to get an implementable mixed strategy needs time
discretization, analyzing how the control period affects the game is difficult.

The contributions of this paper are as follows:
• We introduce a novel weak-approximation-based method to approximate the
game dynamic by designing an SDE. Based on our design, the approximation
error is guaranteed to be of scale O(δ2) given the control period δ. This
method sheds light on a new approach to analyzing and designing mixed
strategies in general differential games.

• The challenge of optimizing over stochastic processes is tackled by a dimension
reduction technique. Specifically, we transform the functional space whose
dimension is uncountably infinite into a finite-dimensional space under a mild
assumption in the form of the payoff.

• We obtained the optimal mixed strategy and game value for the linear qua-
dratic differential game based on the Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs (HJI) equation.
We also get the approximately optimal mixed strategies given a fixed control
period. Furthermore, the effect of the control period on the game value is
explicitly analyzed when the payoff is a terminal cost.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section II introduces the
related works. Section III defines the differential game under mixed strategies and
formulates the problem of interest. Sec. IV expounds on the weak approximation
method and the design of approximated stochastic differential equation. Sec. V
proved the main theorem on the approximation performance. Sec. VI solves the
optimal mixed strategies for linear quadratic differential games. Sec. VII shows
simulation results and analysis. Sec. VIII presents concluding remarks.

2. Related Works. The study of differential games has a rich history, with
numerous contributions from researchers in game theory, control theory, and applied
mathematics. One of the earliest works in this area was the pioneering work by
Isaacs [15]. Since then, a large body of literature has emerged on various aspects
of differential games, including their existence and uniqueness of equilibrium solu-
tions, numerical methods for solving them, and applications in diverse fields such as
economics [10], robotics [20], and biology [31].

In contrast to defining mixed strategies for a static game or a repeated game, there
is no well-admitted definition of mixed strategies for differential games [9]. Basically,
there are two ways to define mixed strategies for a differential game. The direct
definition is to treat mixed strategy as a random variable over the functional space
of pure strategies. It follows from the seminal works from Aumann [2], which specify
a measurable structure for the space of pure strategies. This naturally inspired the
extensions to the differential game in [8, 9]. If not wanting to consider measure-
valued controls, another indirect definition is available. Based on time discretization,
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the mixed strategy for a differential game can be approximated by the mixed strategy
for a difference game. The approximation error can be eliminated as the mesh tends
to zero [6]. A lot of works follow this definition and investigate the mixed strategies for
other kinds of differential games, including stochastic differential game [7], the law of
large numbers differential game [12], differential games with mixed delayed strategies
[25], and differential games with randomly changing information advantages [13] etc.

Though the rigorous definition of mixed strategies for the differential game is
technical, these randomized strategies are widely used in the games such as pursuit-
evasion problems [14, 28, 16, 17]. [14] considers evaders that actively avoid the pursuer,
then describes the probabilistic pursuit-evasion game as a partial information Markov
game and introduces the discrete stochastic strategies to solve it. [28] continues to
study the intelligent evader strategies by further considering vision-based detection.
[16] investigates the randomized pursuit strategies and provides a drastic increase in
the power of the pursuer even if the evader is faster than the pursuer and knows the
position of the pursuers all the time. [17] further studies the case where only local
visibility is available for the pursuer. These works show that mixed strategies can
improve performances for both pursuer and evader in differential games. However,
optimality is not guaranteed for these proposed strategies because of the difficulty in
optimizing over mixed strategies.

The evaluation of the game value and the optimal strategies are always of great
challenge. Even for the differential game with pure strategies, the game value generi-
cally has no explicit expression or just does not exist [11]. Traditional methods to solve
the differential games with pure strategies include the Pontryagin maximum principle
[29] and viscosity solutions [1]. Our mixed strategy problem is similar to but sharply
different from solving the stochastic differential game [5, 23, 22], whose game dynamic
is driven by Brownian motion but not general mixed strategies. There is relatively
little research on solving optimal mixed strategies for a differential game. In [12], the
existence of approximately optimal mixed strategies for a zero-sum differential game
is proved. However, there is no implementable procedure to derive an optimal mixed
strategy. In terms of this issue, we introduce a novel weak approximation method
[21, 18, 19]. Based on this, we propose a framework to do optimization on mixed
strategies by using a stochastic differential equation to approximate the dynamic of
mixed strategy game.

Time discretization Design SDG for approximation

Guarantee approximation 

performance for payoff and 

dynamic

Let 𝛿 → 0, derive 𝑢𝑖
∗ 𝑡 for    

Use random 

variables as input

Solve 𝑢ⅈ𝑘
∗ 𝛿  for SDG

Quadratic running cost

Only terminal cost

A generalization of LQR

Explicit expressions

Fig. 1. Logic flow of the major results and game approximations.

3. Problem Formulation and Time Discretization. In this section, we first
formulate the differential game with mixed strategies as G0. To solve the optimal
control strategies of G0, we need the concept of δ-game G1

δ , which serves as a discrete
approximation of G0. We then outline the primary issues that are of concern.
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3.1. Differential Game G0. Consider a linear time-invariant zero-sum differ-
ential game with mixed strategies,

G0 :

J
0(t0, x0, u1, u2)=E

{
g(x(T ))+

∫ T

t0

h(t, u1, u2, x)dt

}
,

ẋ(t) = Ax(t) +B1u1(t) +B2u2(t), x(t0) = x0,

where x(t) ∈ Rd is the game state, and the matrices A ∈ Rd×d, B1 ∈ Rd×d1 and
B2 ∈ Rd×d2 are the system and input matrices. The controls/strategies adopted by
players 1 and 2 are u1 = {u1(t)}Tt=t0 ∈ U1 and u2 = {u2(t)}Tt=t0 ∈ U2, respectively.
Both u1 and u2 are stochastic processes under mixed strategies. For each t ∈ [t0, T ],
u1(t) and u2(t) take values in some compact sets U1 ⊆ Rd1 and U2 ⊆ Rd2 .

For the game payoff function J0, g : Rd → R is the terminal cost being bounded
and Lipschitz continuous, and h : [t0, T ] × Rd × U1 × U2 → R is the running cost
being bounded, continuous, and uniformly Lipschitz continuous with respect to t, x
for (u1, u2) ∈ U1 × U2.

To achieve a complete depiction of the differential game, it is essential to introduce
both the upper and lower value functions of the game.

Definition 3.1. The lower and upper value functions of the game G0 are given
by

V0
− (t0, x0) := sup

u2∈U2

inf
u1∈U1

J0(t0, x0, u1, u2),

and
V0

+ (t0, x0) := inf
u1∈U1

sup
u2∈U2

J0(t0, x0, u1, u2).

The upper value may be thought of as the situation where the player 2 always knows
u1(t) before choosing the control u2(t). In other words, the player 2 has an information
advantage [12] such that the control strategy u2 can be a function of u1. Therefore,
the upper value can be viewed as the worst-case performance for the player 1, and
the lower value can be viewed as the worst-case performance for the player 2. If the
Nash equilibrium exists, then there is a pair of optimal strategies such that the upper
and lower value coincide. As a result, the information advantage will not affect the
game payoff if both players take up their optimal strategies.

It is known that when the strategies are limited to pure strategies, the Nash
equilibrium may not exist if the Isaacs condition does not hold [15]. Then, the primary
issue to be considered is whether the Nash equilibrium exists when mixed strategies
are allowed. In [6], it is proved that there exist mixed strategies such that the upper
and lower value of G0 meets, i.e., V0 (t0, x0) := V0

+ (t0, x0) = V0
− (t0, x0). However,

it remains open and challenging to implementably derive a pair of optimal control
strategies.

Problem 1. Determine a pair of mixed strategy (u∗1, u
∗
2) such that V0(t0, x0) =

J0(t0, x0, u
∗
1, u

∗
2).

3.2. Control Period, Discrete Mixed Strategy and G1
δ . Notice that the for-

mulation of mixed strategies hinges on the utilization of stochastic processes, solving
Problem 1 needs to make optimization over the complicated functional spaces U1 and
U2 that the mixed strategies belong to. Naturally, we need to partition the continuous
time interval [t0, T ] into discrete ones, and use the induced discrete differential game
to approximate G0. This discretization method, originally due to [26], is widely used
in the study of mixed strategies for differential games [8, 6, 9, 7].



OPTIMAL MIXED STRATEGIES TO THE ZERO-SUM LINEAR DIFFERENTIAL GAME 5

Given the control period δ, we divide the interval [t0, T ] into n intervals Ik of
equal length δ, which is:

Ik = {t; tk−1 < t ≤ tk}

where tk = t0 + kδ, 0 ≤ k ≤ n, and n = ⌊T
δ ⌋. On each interval, Ik, the control input

for player i is generated from a random variable uik, and the discrete mixed strategy
is a sequence of random variables, i.e., uδi := {uik}n−1

k=0 ∈ Uδ
i . Let xk = x(kδ), we have

the following δ-game.

Definition 3.2 (δ-game). Given a constant δ ∈ (0, 1), the δ-game of the differ-
ential game G0 is

G1
δ :


J1
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2)=E

{
g(xn)+

n−1∑
k=0

h(t, u1k, u2k, xk)δ

}
,

xk+1=e
Aδxk+

∫ δ

0

eAτdτ (B1u1k+B2u2k) , x0 = x0.

Similarly, we study this δ-game by defining the upper and lower value functions.

Definition 3.3. The lower and upper value functions of the δ-game G1
δ are given

by
V1

− (t0, x0, δ) = sup
u2∈Uδ

2

inf
u1∈Uδ

1

J1
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2),

and
V1

+ (t0, x0, δ) = inf
u1∈Uδ

1

sup
u2∈Uδ

2

J1
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2).

In [12], it is proved that there exist mixed strategies such that the upper and lower
value of G1

δ meets, i.e., V1 (t0, x0, δ) = V1
+ (t0, x0, δ) = V1

− (t0, x0, δ). Moreover, it is
also guaranteed that V0(t0, x0) = lim

δ→0
V1(t0, x0, δ). If the optimal mixed strategies

(u∗1k, u
∗
2k) are derived, the optimal mixed strategy for G0 immediately follows by letting

δ → 0. Specifically,

u∗i (t) = lim
δ→0

⌊T
δ ⌋−1∑
k=0

(u∗ik · IIk(t)) ,

where IIk(t) = 1 if t ∈ Ik and otherwise 0. In this way, we can focus on solving the
optimal mixed strategies for G1

δ .
This time-discretization method has reduced the functional space Ui to a smaller

space Uδ
i for i = 1, 2, which raises the following problem.

Problem 2. Determine a pair of discrete mixed strategy (uδ∗1 , u
δ∗
2 ) such that

V1(t0, x0, δ) = J1
δ (t0, x0, u

δ∗
1 , u

δ∗
2 ).

The solution of Problem 2 can be used to solve Problem 1 by letting δ → 0. Addi-
tionally, since the practical control strategies in control engineering are discrete based
on the control period δ, solving Problem 2 is inherently significant.

Although the functional spaces Uδ
1 and Uδ

2 are relatively smaller, their mathemat-
ical structure is still too complicated to be handled. A natural idea is to approximate
the game G1

δ such that the dimension of the functional spaces can be reduced to a
finite scale. Hence, the game value can be solved by traditional optimization methods.
Moreover, if the approximation error can be limited to the same scale of δ, this ap-
proximated solution can be used to derive the solution of Problem 1 as δ approaches
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0. In the next section, we apply the weak approximation method from the stochastic
analysis theory to overcome this challenge.

4. Weak Approximation of the Game. In this section, we introduce the weak
approximation method as a tool for studying the δ-game with mixed strategies. We
provide preliminaries on the weak approximation, highlighting its significance in the
analysis of mixed strategy. Subsequently, we present a step-by-step heuristic process
for deducing the design of stochastic differential equations, including a first-order
design and a second-order design.

4.1. Preliminaries on Weak Appproximation. The weak approximation is
a method of approximating a discrete-time stochastic process by a continuous-time
stochastic process, which is usually an SDE driven by Brownian motion. To introduce
the concept of weak approximation, we need a test function class called polynomial
growth functions.

Definition 4.1 (Polynomial growth functions [19]). Let G denote the set of con-
tinuous functions Rd → R of at most polynomial growth, i.e., ψ(·) ∈ G if there exists
positive integers κ1, κ2 > 0 such that

|ψ(x)| ≤ κ1
(
1 + |x|2κ2

)
for all x ∈ Rd. Moreover, for each integer α ≥ 1 we denote by Gα the set of α-
times continuously differentiable functions Rd → R which, together with its partial
derivatives up to and including order α, belong to G.

Intuitively, the SDE should approximate the original process in a weak sense, i.e.,
the differences between the expectations of two processes over a broad range of test
functions are small. To quantify the idea of weak sense, one has the following definition
of weak approximation.

Definition 4.2 (Weak approximation [19]). For T > 0, δ ∈ (0, 1 ∧ T ), and
α ≥ 1 as an integer, let N = ⌊T/δ⌋. We define a continuous-time stochastic process
{Xt : t ∈ [0, T ]} to be an order α weak approximation of a discrete stochastic process
{xk : k = 0, . . . , N} if for every ψ ∈ Gα+1, there is a positive constant C that does
not depend on δ such that

max
k=0,...,N

|Eψ (xk)− Eψ (Xkδ)| ≤ Cδα.

This weak approximation method encourages us to design a canonical SDE to
approximate the game dynamics of G1

δ . Our goal is to reduce the dimension of the
functional spaces Uδ

1 and Uδ
2 to a finite scale.

4.2. Heuristic Design of Weak Approximation. Rewrite the dynamic of G1
δ

as

(4.1) xk+1−xk = (eAδ−I)xk +

∫ δ

0

eAτdτ(B1u1k+B2u2k),

where I is an identity matrix. Let γik and σik be the expectation and covariance of
uik respectively, then we approximate (B1u1k+B2u2k) by the Gaussian distribution
N (γk, σk), where

γk := E {B1u1k +B2u2k} = B1γ1k +B2γ2k,
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and

σk := Cov {B1u1k +B2u2k} = B1σ1kB
⊤
1 +B2σ2kB

⊤
2 .

Let {Wt}∞t=0 be a standard winner process, since W(k+1)δ −Wkδ ∼ N (0, δ), there

is δ−
1
2σ

1
2

k

(
W(k+1)δ −Wkδ

)
+γk ∼ N (γk, σk). Then, the dynamic (4.1) can be rewrited

as

xk+1−xk = (eAδ−I)xk +

∫ δ

0

eAτdτ
[
δ−

1
2σ

1
2

k

(
W(k+1)δ −Wkδ

)
+ γk

]
.

To make it more like a standard SDE driven by the Brownian motion, we refor-
mulate it as

xk+1−xk = (eAδ−I)xk +

∫ δ

0

eAτdτγk + δ−
1
2

∫ δ

0

eAτdτσ
1
2

k

(
W(k+1)δ−Wkδ

)
.

For the convenience of notation, we let Γit and Σit be the expectation and covariance
of ui,⌊ t

δ ⌋ respectively. Substituting xk+1 − xk, δ and W(k+1)δ −Wkδ with dXt, dt and
dWt respectively, we have the following SDE:

(4.2) dXt =

[
eAδ − I

δ
xk +

1

δ

∫ δ

0

eAτdτΓt

]
dt+ δ−

1
2

∫ δ

0

eAτdτΣ
1
2
t dWt,

where Γt and Σt are the expectation and covariance ofB1u1,⌊ t
δ ⌋+B2u2,⌊ t

δ ⌋ respectively,
i.e.,

Γt := E
{
B1u1,⌊ t

δ ⌋ +B2u2,⌊ t
δ ⌋

}
= B1Γ1t +B2Γ2t,

and

Σt := Cov
{
B1u1,⌊ t

δ ⌋ +B2u2,⌊ t
δ ⌋

}
=B1Σ1tB

⊤
1 +B2Σ2tB

⊤
2 .

When δ is small, there are different methods to approximate eAδ in the above
expression, resulting in weak approximations of different orders.

4.2.1. A first-order weak approximation. When δ is small, there is (eAδ−
I) ≈ AeAδδ,

∫ δ

0
eAτdτ ≈ δI, then it follows approximately

(4.3) dXt = (AeAδXt + Γt)dt+
√
δΣ

1
2
t dWt.

We shall prove that (4.3) is a first-order weak approximation to the dynamic of G1
δ .

4.2.2. A second-order weak approximation. When δ is small, there is (eAδ−
I) ≈ Aδ,

∫ δ

0
eAτdτ ≈ δI, then it follows approximately

(4.4) dXt = (AXt + Γt)dt+
√
δΣ

1
2
t dWt.

We shall prove that (4.4) is a second-order weak approximation to the dynamic of
G1
δ . Since it has a higher order of approximation accuracy, we use (4.4) to solve the

optimal mixed strategies in the later sections of this paper.
Using the SDE as the game state dynamic, we have a stochastic differential game

(SDG) G2
δ as a weak approximation to the δ-game G1

δ .
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Definition 4.3 (SDG). Given a constant δ ∈ (0, 1), a zero-sum stochastic dif-
ferential game with payoff function J2

δ is

G2
δ :


J2
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2)=E

{
g(X(T ))+

∫ T

t0

h(t, u1, u2, X)dt

}
dXt = (AXt + Γt)dt+

√
δΣ

1
2
t dWt, Xt0 = x0

Similarly, we consider the value of this stochastic game by studying the upper and
lower value functions.

Definition 4.4. The lower and upper value functions of the stochastic differential
game G2

δ are given by

V2
− (t0, x0, δ) = sup

u2∈U2

inf
u1∈U1

J2
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2),

and
V2

+ (t0, x0, δ) = inf
u1∈U1

sup
u2∈U2

J2
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2).

Since G2
δ is in a special form of G0, the game value exists, i.e., V2 (t0, x0, δ) =

V2
+ (t0, x0, δ) = V2

− (t0, x0, δ).
Compared to G0, G2

δ differs significantly in the game dynamics: the dynamic of
G0 is controlled by two continuous-time stochastic process (u1(t), u2(t))

T
t=t0 , while the

dynamic of G2
δ is controlled by (Γt,Σt)

T
t=t0 , which are two determined functions on

interval [t0, T ]. For G2
δ , since the first two moments are sufficient to determine the

game dynamic, one can optimize over the finite-dimensional space Rd × Rd×d rather
than the infinite-dimensional functional spaces U1 and U2.

If the SDG G2
δ indeed approximates the δ-game G1

δ in a weak sense such that the
approximation errors of both game dynamics and payoffs are at least of scale O(δ),
then the original game G0 with mixed strategies can be accurately described by SDG
G2
δ when δ → 0. In this way, the most challenging problem is handled by the technique

of weak approximation and dimension reduction.
In the next section, we prove that (4.3) and (4.4) are first-order and second-order

weak approximations to the dynamics of δ-game G1
δ respectively.

5. Performance of Weak Approximation. In this section, we prove the weak
approximation performance of the game dynamics. Then, we provide a straightfor-
ward one-dimensional example to demonstrate the efficacy of this approach. The
discussion showcases the potential of weak approximation in game theory as an es-
sential analytical tool for the study of mixed strategies. Finally, we prove that the
approximation error between game values is of scale O(δ2).

The proof of both first-order and second-order weak approximation follows a
classical two-step procedure [19]: i) investigate the one-step approximation errors
between the dynamic of Gδ

1 and the designed SDE. ii) if the one-step approximation
errors possess an order of α + 1, then the approximation error on the whole interval
has an order of α.

5.1. Proof of the First-order Weak Approximation. To begin with, we
study the one-step approximation errors of SDE (4.3) and expand the expression
based on the order of δ.

Lemma 5.1. For the SDE (4.3), define the one-step difference ∆ = Xδ − x. Let
∆(i) be the ith element of ∆, there is
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1) E∆(i) = (AeAδx+ Γ0)(i)δ +O
(
δ2
)
,

2) E∆(i)∆(j) = O(δ2).

Proof. Please see appendix A.

Then, we study the one-step approximation errors of the δ-game G1
δ .

Lemma 5.2. For the dynamic of game G1
δ , define the one-step difference ∆̄ =

x1 − x. Let ∆̄(i) be the ith element of ∆̄, there is

1) E∆̄(i) =
[
AeAδx+ γ0

]
(i)
δ +O(δ2),

2) E∆̄(i)∆̄(j) = O(δ2).

Proof. Please see appendix B.

Finally, we combine the above two lemmas to derive the main theorem.

Theorem 5.3 (First-order approximation). SDE (4.3) is an order 1 weak ap-
proximation to the dynamic of δ-game G1

δ such that for every ψ ∈ G, there exists
C > 0, independent of δ, such that for all k = 0, 1, . . . , n,

|Eψ (Xkδ)− Eψ (xk)| < Cδ.

Proof. Please see Appendix C.

5.2. Proof of the Second-order Weak Approximation. To begin with, we
study the one-step approximation errors of SDE (4.4) and expand the expression
based on the order of δ.

Lemma 5.4. For the SDE (4.4), define the one-step difference ∆ = Xδ − x. Let
∆(i) be the ith element of ∆, then we have

1) E∆(i) = (Ax+ Γ0)(i)δ +
1
2 [A(Ax+ Γ0)](i)δ

2 +O
(
δ3
)
,

2) E∆(i)∆(j) =
[
(Ax+ Γ0)(i)(Ax+ Γ0)(j) +Σ0(i,j)

]
δ2 +O(δ3),

3) E
∏3

j=1 ∆(ij) = O(δ3).

Proof. Please see Appendix D.

Then, we study the one-step approximation errors of the δ-game G1
δ and compare

the errors to δ.

Lemma 5.5. For the dynamic of game G1
δ , define the one-step difference ∆̄ =

x1 − x. Let ∆̄(i) be the ith element of ∆̄, then we have

1) E∆̄(i) = (Ax+ γ0)(i)δ +
1
2 [A(Ax+ γ0)](i)δ

2 +O
(
δ3
)
,

2) E∆̄(i)∆̄(j) =
[
(Ax+ γ0)(i)(Ax+ γ0)(j) + σ0(i,j)

]
δ2 +O(δ3),

3) E
∏3

j=1 ∆̄(ij) = O(δ3).

Proof. Please see Appendix E.

Next, we combine the above two lemmas to derive the main theorem.

Theorem 5.6 (Approximation accuracy). SDE (4.4) is an order 2 weak approx-
imation to the δ-game G1

δ such that for every ψ ∈ G, there exists C > 0, independent
of δ, such that for all k = 0, 1, . . . , n,

|Eψ (Xkδ)− Eψ (xk)| < Cδ2.

Proof. Please see Appendix F.

Remark 5.7. The proofs reflect the essence of weak approximation: approximat-
ing the distribution of a sample path rather than the sample path itself. In fact,



10 TAO XU, WANG XI, AND JIANPING HE

one can roughly view the distribution of a random variable as a vector with infi-
nite dimension, since the distribution is determined by its moment function. Weak
approximation requires that the approximation errors between all the order of mo-
ments should be bounded by O(δα), which can be realized by requiring the one-step
approximation error be bounded by O(δα+1).

5.3. A One-Dimensional Example. Obtaining an explicit expression of xt in
G0 is impossible even for the simplest game with mixed strategies, and this difficulty
still exists for the discretized δ-game G1

δ . However, the SDG G2
δ makes the explicit ex-

pression of Xt possible because the SDE driven by Brownian motion can be explicitly
expressed in some simple cases.

Theorem 5.8. Consider the SDG G2
δ in the one-dimension case with constant

Γt = γ ∈ R, constant Σt = σ ∈ R and A ∈ R < 0, there is

(5.1) Xt ∼ N
(
x0e

−θt + ξ
(
1− e−θt

)
,
δσ

2θ

(
1− e−2θt

))
.

Proof. Please see Appendix G.

Let A = −1, B1 = B2 = 1, γ = 1, σ = 25 and x0 = 2, we numerically simulate
the dynamics of the δ-game G1

δ and the weak approximated game G2
δ , where δ is set

as 0.01. For simplicity, we suppose that B1u1k + B2u2k is a uniformly distributed
random variable. Since its expectation and variance are γ and σ respectively, we have
B1u1k +B2u2k ∼ Uni(γ −

√
3σ, γ −

√
3σ).

0 1 2 3 4 5
t

0.50

0.75

1.00

1.25

1.50

1.75

2.00

2.25 1 asymptotic std dev
Long term mean

(a) A trajectory of the approximated SDE

0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0
t

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

0.12 Error of the first moment
Error of the second moment

(b) Approximation errors of the first two mo-
ments

Fig. 2. Simulation of a one-dimensional differential game with mixed strategies. (a) presents
the dynamics of the weak approximated game G2

δ ; (b) shows the approximation errors between G1
δ

and G2
δ on the first two moments

Fig. 2(b) verifies the approximation error between δ-game G1
δ and the weak

approximated game G2
δ is of the scale O(δ). Therefore, it is reasonable to use the

dynamic of game G2
δ to analyze the game G1

δ . G2
δ has a huge advantage for analyzing the

game dynamic in this simulation setting because it shows explicitly the distribution
of state Xt, which asymptotically converges to an equilibrium Gaussian distribution
N
(
− γ

AeAδ ,− δσ
2AeAδ

)
. When δ is fixed, the expectation and variance are determined

by γ and σ respectively.
The dynamic of G2

δ is presented in Fig. 2(a). The expected value of Xt given by
x0e

−θt + ξ
(
1− e−θt

)
approaches ξ exponentially with a decay rate of −θ. However,

the variance of Xt given by δσ
2θ

(
1− e−2θt

)
increases from zero to a limiting value of
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δσ
2θ . The transition time point between the descent phase and the fluctuation phase is
determined by equating the expected value of Xt∗ to the square root of its variance.
When t < t∗, descent dominates, and when t > t∗, fluctuation dominates.

In a pursuit-evasion game setting, γ represents the pursuer’s prediction error on
the expected strategy of the evader at each δ step, and σ quantifies how random the
mixed strategies are. Intuitively, the pursuer desires to minimize γ and σ so that the
expected distance is 0 and the fluctuation is so small that with a high probability, the
distance is maintained in an acceptable scale.

5.4. Approximation Accuracy of the Game Value. While the approxima-
tion performance for the game dynamics is guaranteed, we still need to prove that the
value functions of the continuous SDG G2

δ well approximate the game value of G1
δ . It

is demonstrated that the approximation error has the scale of O(δ2). To begin with,
we apply Theorem 5.6 to the payoff functions, and the following lemma shows that
the approximation error of payoff functions is also of scale O(δ2).

Lemma 5.9 (Payoff approximation). Given u1 and u2, there exists a constant
C1(u1, u2) > 0 such that

|J1
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2)− J2

δ (t0, x0, u1, u2)| ≤ C1(u1, u2)δ
2.

Proof. Please see Appendix H.

The payoff approximation lemma helps to prove that the upper and lower value
functions of δ-game G1

δ and SDG G2
δ are also well approximated with the scale of

O(δ2).

Theorem 5.10 (Value approximation). There exists C > 0, independent of δ,
such that

|V1 (t0, x0, δ)−V2 (t0, x0, δ) | ≤ Cδ2.

Proof. Please see Appendix I.

Since the game G2
δ well approximates game G1

δ in both state dynamics and game
values, we can focus on solving the optimal mixed strategies for G2

δ .

6. Optimal Mixed Strategy. It should be noted that the game G2
δ is still

different from a standard SDG: although the game state dynamic (4.4) is a standard
SDE controlled by Γt and Σt, the payoff function J2

δ (t0, x0, u1, u2) still may be affected
by higher moments of u1 and u2. Since classical theories on SDG can not be directly
applied to solve G2

δ , a gap exists between knowing the existence of a game value and
practically solving the game.

To overcome this difficulty, we need to limit our attention to the case where the
value of J2 is totally determined by the first two moments Γt and Σt. This idea
motivates us to make the following assumption in the form of J2. Specifically, we
only need to limit the form of the running cost h(t, u1, u2, X(t)) in J2.

Assumption 1. There exists a function h̃ such that the expectation of h is irrel-
evant of the moments of u1(t) and u2(t) that are higher than two, i.e.,

Eh (t, x, u1(t), u2(t)) = h̃ (t, x,Γ1t,Γ2t,Σ1t,Σ2t) ,

where Γi,t = Eui,⌊ t
δ ⌋ and Σi,t = Cov ui,⌊ t

δ ⌋ for i = 1, 2.

Remark 6.1. Although limited, it encompasses a large range of functions. For
example, when h is quadratic on u1 and u2, this assumption is immediately satisfied.
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When Assumption 1 is satisfied, J2
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2) only depends on Γi,t and Σi,t

for i = 1, 2, and G2
δ is a classical SDG with pure strategies, and G2

δ is in the canonical
form of an SDG:

G2
δ :


J2
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2) = E

{
g(X(T ))+

∫ T

t0

h̃ (t,X,Γ1t,Γ2t,Σ1t,Σ2t) dt

}
dXt = (AXt +B1Γ1t +B2Γ2t) dt+

√
δ
(
B1Σ1tB

T
1 +B2Σ2,tB

T
2

) 1
2 dWt,

Xt0 = x0.

The game value can be characterized by the classical Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaccs (HJI)
equation. The task of solving optimal stochastic processes u∗1 and u∗2 has been reduced
to optimizing over their first two moments.

Theorem 6.2 (HJI). If Assumption 1 holds, the value function V2 is a solution
of the HJI equation

(6.1)

{
−∂tV2 −H

(
t, x, ∂xV

2, ∂2xV
2
)
= 0, (t, x) ∈ (0, T )× Rd,

V2(T, x) = g(x), x ∈ Rd,

where

(6.2)

H(t, x, p, A) = sup
Γ2t,Σ2t

inf
Γ1t,Σ1t

{⟨p,AXt + Γt⟩

+
1

2
tr [δΣtA] + h̃ (t, x,Γ1t,Γ2t,Σ1t,Σ2t)

}
.

Suppose (Γ∗
1t,Σ

∗
1t,Γ

∗
2t,Σ

∗
2t) make (6.2) hold, the optimal strategies for G2

δ is the set

{(u∗1, u∗2) | Eu∗i (t) = Γit,Cov u
∗
i (t) = Σit, i = 1, 2} .

Proof. The HJI description of an SDG is a classical conclusion, please refer to
[24, 3] for detailed proof. For the optimal strategy of G2

δ , since the payoff and dynamic
of G2

δ are determined by the first two moments of u1, u2, any strategy that has the
same first two moments as (Γ∗

1t,Σ
∗
1t,Γ

∗
2t,Σ

∗
2t) is an optimal mixed strategy.

Remark 6.3. Now we have an implementable procedure to solve the optimal
mixed strategy for G0: (i) solve (6.2) for (Γ∗

1t,Σ
∗
1t,Γ

∗
2t,Σ

∗
2t), which explicitly relies

on δ; (ii) letting δ → 0 to get the limits of these first two moments; (iii) any mixed
strategy that has these limit first two moments is an optimal mixed strategy for G0,
practically one can choose a Gaussian process as the mixed strategy.

6.1. Payoff Function with Quadratic Running Cost. In this part, we con-
sider the case where the running cost h(t, u1, u2, x) is quadratic in u1, u2:

h(t, u1, u2, x) =
1

2
uT1 R1u1 −

1

2
uT2 R2u2 + f(t, x),
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where f(t, x) denotes a state-dependent cost, and R1 and R2 are positive matrices.
With an upper bound on the covariances, the SDG G2

δ is given as follows.
(6.3)

G2
δ,q :



J2
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2) = E

{
g(X(T ))+

∫ T

t0

1

2
uT1 R1u1−

1

2
uT2 R2u2+f(t, x)dt

}
dXt = (AXt +B1Γ1t +B2Γ2t) dt+

√
δ
(
B1Σ1tB

T
1 +B2Σ2,tB

T
2

) 1
2 dWt,

Xt0 = x0,

Σit ⪯ miI for i = 1, 2.

The following theorem characterizes V2(t, x) by an HJI equation and provides
explicit expressions for the equilibrium strategies.

Theorem 6.4. The game G2
δ,q has a unique viscosity solution for the following

stochastic HJI PDE:

(6.4)


−∂tV2 = (∂xV

2)⊤Ax+ f(x)+
1
2 (∂xV

2)⊤(B2R
−1
2 BT

2 −B1R
−1
1 B⊤

1 )∂xV
2+

m2

∑n
i=1 λ̃i · Iλ̃i>0,

V2(T, x) = g(x),

where (t, x) ∈ (t0, T )×Rd, λ̃i is the i-th largest eigenvalue of the matrix δB⊤
2 ∂

2
xV

2B2−
R2 and Iλ̃i>0 equals 1 when λ̃i > 0 and otherwise equals 0. Moreover, the optimal
control strategies are given by

Γ∗
1t =−R−1

1 B⊤
1 ∂xV

2,

Γ∗
2t =R

−1
2 B⊤

2 ∂xV
2,

Σ∗
1t =0,

Σ∗
2t =m2Qdiag{Iλ̃i>0}

n
i=1Q

⊤,

where Q is an orthogonal matrix such that δB⊤
2 ∂

2
xV

2B2 −R2 = Qdiag{λ̃i}ni=1Q
⊤.

Proof. Please see Appendix J.

Remark 6.5. When δ → 0, there is lim
δ→0

Σ∗
1t = 0, lim

δ→0
Σ∗

2t = 0, and the HJI PDE

is

− ∂tV
2 = (∂xV

2)⊤Ax+ f(x) +
1

2
(∂xV

2)⊤(B2R
−1
2 BT

2 −B1R
−1
1 B⊤

1 )∂xV
2,

which means the optimal mixed strategies converge to the optimal pure strategies.
This convergence is caused by the fact that game G2

δ,q satisfies the Isaccs’ condition,
hence the game value already exists for linear quadratic differential games with pure
strategy. However, since the control period δ will never be improved to be 0 in
practice, the mixed strategies can always make a difference by resulting in a different
game value compared to the pure strategies.

Theorem 6.4 shows that the optimal mixed strategy is attained by controlling
the first two moments, which can be regarded as adding unbiased stochastic noises
to a pure strategy. Specifically, the pure strategy is determined by Γ∗

1t and Γ∗
2t,

which is actually in a similar form as the optimal strategy in a linear quadratic
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differential game with pure strategies. Then, the covariances of the added unbiased
noises are determined by Σ∗

1t and Σ∗
2t. For the player 1, the fact that Σ∗

1t = 0 shows
that it should not add noises to its control input. For the player 2, the fact that
Σ∗

2t = m2Qdiag{Iλ̃i>0}ni=1Q
⊤ shows that it should add the maximal variances only

on the directions where the according eigenvalues of δB⊤
2 ∂

2
xV

2B2 −R2 are positive.

6.2. Payoff Function without Running Cost. Another large class of differ-
ential game problems focuses on the case where the payoff function has no running
cost, in other words, h(t, x, u1, u2) ≡ 0. Specifically, we consider the following SDG:
(6.5)

G2
δ,t :


J2
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2) = E∥XT ∥22

dXt = (AXt +B1Γ1t +B2Γ2t) dt+
√
δ
(
B1Σ1tB

T
1 +B2Σ2,tB

T
2

) 1
2 dWt,

Xt0 = x0,

Σit ⪯ miI, ∥Γit∥2 ≤ ci for i = 1, 2.

Theorem 6.6. The game G2
δ,t has a unique viscosity solution for the following

stochastic HJI PDE:

(6.6)


∂tV

2 = (∂xV
2)⊤Ax− c1∥(∂xV2)⊤B1∥2

+c2∥(∂xV2)⊤B2∥2 + δ
2m2 tr{B2B

⊤
2 ∂

2
xV

2},
V2(T, x) = ∥x∥22.

Moreover, the optimal control strategies are given by

Γ∗
1t =− c1

∥B⊤
1 ∂xV

2∥2
B⊤

1 ∂xV
2,

Γ∗
2t =

c2
∥B⊤

2 ∂xV
2∥2

B⊤
2 ∂xV

2,

Σ∗
1t =0,

Σ∗
2t =m2I.

Proof. Please see Appendix K.

Remark 6.7. When δ → 0, we have the HJI PDE of the game value function as

∂tV
2=(∂xV

2)⊤Ax−c1∥(∂xV2)⊤B1∥2+c2∥(∂xV2)⊤B2∥2,

which is the same as the HJI equation for the pure strategy’s case. Different to G2
δ,q,

Σ∗
2t remains as m2I without being affected by the value of δ. Still, since the control

period δ will never be improved to be 0 in practice, the mixed strategies can always
make a difference by resulting in a gain in the game value compared to the pure
strategies. This gain is characterized in 6.8 and is upper bounded in 6.9.

Just as the optimal mixed strategies in Theorem 6.4, we can also view the optimal
strategies in Theorem 6.6 as adding some well-designed stochastic noises to a pure
strategy determined by Γ∗

1t and Γ∗
2t. Similarly, player 1 should not add noise to its

pure strategy, while player 2 should add the maximal variances to its pure strategy.
Intuitively, this optimal mixed strategy makes sense because game G2

δ,t has no running
cost, and adding noise arise no burden to the payoff function.

It should be noted that the linearity of the SDE admits a good property that it
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has an explicit solution:

(6.7)

XT = eA(T−t0)x0 +

∫ T

t0

eA(T−s)(B1Γ1s +B2Γ2s)ds+∫ T

t0

eA(T−s)
√
δ
(
B1Σ1sB

⊤
1 +B2Σ2sB

⊤
2

) 1
2 dWs.

Still considering the quadratic payoff, we can directly derive the expression of E∥XT ∥22
in the following lemma.

Theorem 6.8. Given the first two moments of the mixed control strategies for
the δ-game G2

δ with quadratic terminal cost and no running cost, i.e., given Γit and
Σit for i = 1, 2 and g(XT ) = ∥XT ∥22, h(t, x, u1, u2) = 0, the payoff function is

(6.8)

E∥XT ∥22 =

∥∥∥∥∥eA(T−t0)x0 +

∫ T

t0

eA(T−s)(B1Γ1s +B2Γ2s)ds

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

+ δ

∫ T

t0

tr
{
eA(T−s)(B1Σ1sB

⊤
1 +B2Σ2sB

⊤
2 )eA

⊤(T−s)
}
ds.

Proof. Please see Appendix L.

Corollary 6.9. The maximal performance gain for a δ-game G2
δ with no running

cost is δm2 tr{
∫ T

t0
eA(T−s)B2B

⊤
2 e

A⊤(T−s)}.
Proof. The upper bound of performance gain follows immediately by substituting

Σ∗
1t and Σ∗

2t into equation (6.8).

7. Simulation. In this section, we numerically simulate the linear quadratic
differential game (6.3), and compare the effect of optimal pure strategies with the
optimal mixed strategies.

7.1. Simulation Setup. For the linear system, we take A =

(
0 1 0 0
0 −0.1 3 0
0 0 0 1
0 0.5 30 0

)
,

B1 = B2 =

(
0
2
0
5

)
, x0 =

(
1
1
1
1

)
, δ = 0.1, and the upper bound of the scale of noise

covariance is m1 = m2 = 1.

For the payoff function, we take Q =

(
1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 0

)
, Qf =

(
1 0 0 0
0 1 0 0
0 0 1 0
0 0 0 2

)
, R1 =

(
1
)
,

R2 =
(
2
)
and T = 10.

For the optimal pure strategy, classical linear quadratic differential game theory
shows that u∗1(t) = −R−1

1 B⊤
1 Ptxt and u

∗
2(t) = R−1

2 B⊤
2 Ptxt.

For the optimal mixed strategy, we choose the Gaussian distribution and con-
trol the first two moments according to previous conclusions. Specifically, u∗1(t) ∼
N (Γ∗

1t,Σ
∗
1t) and u

∗
2(t) ∼ N (Γ∗

2t,Σ
∗
2t).

7.2. Results and Analysis. Fig. 3(a) shows that the optimal mixed strategy
increases the game payoff compared to the optimal pure strategy, and a prominent
upward shift is presented. Fig. 3(b) compares one sample path under the optimal
mixed strategy to the trajectory under the optimal pure strategy, and the game state
under the mixed strategy can not be regulated to zero.

8. Conclusions. This paper contributes to the differential games with mixed
strategies by presenting an implementable procedure to derive optimal mixed strate-
gies. Using time discretization, the original game G0 is approximated by a discrete
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Fig. 3. Simulation of a linear quadratic differential game under both optimal pure strategies
and optimal mixed strategies. (a) compares the game payoffs of pure and mixed strategies when the
initial state is fixed to be x0; (b) compares the game states of optimal pure and mixed strategies.

game G1
δ . Then, we introduce the weak approximation method to design a stochastic

differential game G2
δ to approximate G1

δ . Our design ensures that the approximation
errors of game dynamic and payoff are of scale O(δ2), and the functional space to be
optimized is reduced to a finite dimension. Therefore, G2

δ can be solved based on the
HJI equation, and G0 can be solved by letting δ approach zero. We highlight that
this weak approximation method can be extended to analyze other dynamic games
with mixed strategies, and this procedure for solving optimal mixed strategies is easy
to be applied. Moreover, our method helps to analyze the effect of the control period
δ on the game payoff. We studied the games with quadratic running costs and the
games with only terminal costs, where explicit optimal mixed strategies and analysis
on δ are provided.

Appendix A. Proof of Lemma 5.1. This lemma is a direct application of
the Lemma 4 in [19] by letting b0(x, ϵ) = b0(x) = AeAδx+ Γ0 without relying on the
auxiliary variable ϵ.

Appendix B. Proof of Lemma 5.2. According to the definition, there is

(B.1) ∆̄ = (eAδ−I)x+ (B1u1,0+B2u2,0)

∫ δ

0

eAτdτ,

then

(B.2)

E∆̄−
[
AeAδx+ γ0

]
δ =(eAδ−I − δAeAδ)x+

(∫ δ

0

eAτdτ − δ

)
γ0

=(eAδ−I − δAeAδ)x+

[∫ δ

0

(eAτ − I)dτ

]
γ0.
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Notice that eAδ − I = δA+ δ2

2 A
2 +O(δ3), the above equation follows that

(B.3)

(δA+
δ2

2
A2 +O(δ3)− δAeAδ)x+

[∫ δ

0

(δA+
δ2

2
A2 +O(δ3))dτ

]
γ0

=
[
δA(I − eδA) +O(δ2)

]
x+

(
δ2A+

δ3

2
A2

)
γ0 +O(δ4)

=
[
δA(−δA+O(δ2)) +O(δ2)

]
x+O(δ2)

=O(δ2),

Hence, the first conclusion is proved. Notice that eAδ−I = O(δ) and
∫ δ

0
eAτdτ = O(δ),

we have
∆̄(i) = O(δ), ∀i.

Therefore, the second conclusion can be easily obtained.

Appendix C. Proof of Theorem 5.3. First, according to the above two
lemmas, there exists K1 ∈ G independent of δ such that

(C.1)

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
s∏

j=1

∆(ij)(x)− E
s∏

j=1

∆̄(ij)(x)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ K1(x)δ
2,

for s = 1 and

(C.2) E
2∏

j=1

∣∣∆(ij)(x)
∣∣ ≤ K1(x)δ

2

for all ij ∈ {1, . . . , d}.
Second, according to the compactness of U1 and U2, for each m ≥ 1, the 2m-

moment of xk is uniformly bounded with respect to k and δ, i.e., there exists a
K2 ∈ G, independent of δ, k, such that

(C.3) E |xk|2m ≤ K2(x)

for all k = 0, . . . , ⌊T/δ⌋.
Finally, according to Theorem 3 in [19], we have the weak approximation conclu-

sion proved.

Appendix D. Proof of Lemma 5.4. This lemma is a direct application of
the Lemma 4 in [19] by letting b0(x, ϵ) = b0(x) = Ax + Γ0 and b1(x, ϵ) = 0 without
relying on the auxiliary variable ϵ. For the first moment, there is

E∆(i) =b0(x)(i)δ +
1

2

∑
j

b0(x)(j)∂(j)b0(x)(i)δ
2 + b1(x)(i)δ

2 +O
(
δ3
)

=(Ax+ Γ0)(i)δ +
1

2
[A(Ax+ Γ0)](i)δ

2 +O
(
δ3
)
.

For the second moment, there is

E∆(i)∆(j) =b0(x)(i)b0(x)(j)δ
2 +

∑
k

Σ
1
2
0(i,k)

Σ
1
2
0(j,k)

δ2 +O
(
δ3
)
,

=b0(x)(i)b0(x)(j)δ
2 +

∑
k

Σ
1
2
0(i,k)

Σ
1
2
0(k,j)

δ2 +O
(
δ3
)
,

=
[
(Ax+ Γ0)(i)(Ax+ Γ0)(j) +Σ0(i,j)

]
δ2 +O(δ3).
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Finally, the third moment is of O(δ3) directly from the Lemma 4 in [19].

Appendix E. Proof of Lemma 5.5. According to the definition of δ-game,
there is

(E.1) ∆̄ = (eAδ−I)x+

∫ δ

0

eAτdτ(B1u1,0+B2u2,0),

then

(E.2) E∆̄ = (eAδ−I)x+

∫ δ

0

eAτdτγ0.

Through Taylor’s expansion, there is

(E.3) eAδ − I = δA+
δ2

2
A2 +O(δ3).

Substituting this expansion into
∫ δ

0
eAδdτ , we have

(E.4)

∫ δ

0

eAδdτ =(eAδ − I)dτ + δI

=

∫ δ

0

τA+
τ2

2
A2 +O(τ3)dτ + δI

=δI +
δ2

2
A+

δ3

6
+O(δ4).

Therefore, the expectation of ∆̄ can be approximated as

(E.5)
E∆̄ =

[
δA+

δ2

2
A2 +O(δ3)

]
x+ (δI +

δ2

2
A2 +O(δ3))γ0

=(Ax+ γ0)δ + (
1

2
A2x+

1

2
γ0A)δ

2 +O(δ3),

and the first claim is proved.
For the claim on the second moment, it follows that

E∆̄(i)∆̄(j) =E
[
(δA+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))x+(δI+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))Q

]
(i)

·
[
(δA+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))x+(δI+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))Q

]
(j)

,

where Q = B1u10 + B2u20. Expand the formula and organize it based on the order
of δ, we have the coefficients of δ0 and δ1 are both 0, and the coefficient of δ2 is

(E.6) (Ax)(i)(Ax)(j) + E(Q(i))(Ax)(j) + (Ax)(i)E(Q(j)) + E(Q(i)Q(j)).

According to the definition of covariance matrix, there is E(Q(i)Q(j)) = (CovQ)i,j +
EQ(i)EQ(j) = σ0(i,j) + γ0(i)γ0(j) , then we have the coefficient of δ2 as

(E.7)
(Ax)(i)(Ax)(j) + γ0(i)(Ax)(j) + (Ax)(i)γ0(j) + σ0(i,j) + γ0(i)γ0(j)

=(Ax+ γ0)(i)(Ax+ γ0)(j) + σ0(i,j) ,
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and the second claim is proved.
Finally, the third claim can be obtained by expanding the following expression

based on the order of δ,

E∆̄(i1)∆̄(i2)∆̄(i3) =E
[
(δA+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))x+(δI+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))Q

]
(i1)

·
[
(δA+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))x+(δI+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))Q

]
(i2)

·
[
(δA+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))x+(δI+

δ2

2
A2+O(δ3))Q

]
(i3)

.

Obviously, the coefficients of δ0, δ1 and δ2 are all 0, which means the expression is of
scale O(δ3), and the third claim is proved.

Appendix F. Proof of Theorem 5.6. First, according to the above two
lemmas, there exists K1 ∈ G independent of δ such that

(F.1)

∣∣∣∣∣∣E
s∏

j=1

∆(ij)(x)− E
s∏

j=1

∆̄(ij)(x)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ K1(x)δ
3,

for s = 1, 2 and

(F.2) E
3∏

j=1

∣∣∆(ij)(x)
∣∣ ≤ K1(x)δ

3

for all ij ∈ {1, . . . , d}.
Second, according to the compactness of U1 and U2, for each m ≥ 1, the 2m-

moment of xk is uniformly bounded with respect to k and δ, i.e., there exists a
K2 ∈ G, independent of δ, k, such that

(F.3) E |xk|2m ≤ K2(x)

for all k = 0, . . . , ⌊T/δ⌋.
Finally, according to Theorem 3 in [19], we have the weak approximation conclu-

sion proved.

Appendix G. Proof of Theorem 5.8. For the game dynamic, we have a
one-dimensional Ornstein-Uhlenbeck (OU) (OU) process [27]:

(G.1) dXt = θ (ξ −Xt) dt+
√
δσdWt, X0 = x0,

where θ = −A, ξ = − γ
A .

Following the traditional procedure to solving the OU process, we apply the Itô
formula to ϕ(x, t) := xeθt, it follows that

dϕ (Xt, t) = θξeθtdt+
√
δσeθtdWt,

which we can integrate from 0 to T to get

(G.2) Xt = x0e
−θt + ξ

(
1− e−θt

)
+

√
δσ

∫ t

0

e−θ(t−s)dWs.
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To determine the distributional characteristics of the SDE (G.1), a path-wise
solution is not necessary. Instead, we only need to know the distribution of the
random variable Xt at a fixed time t ∈ [0, T ]. As the integrand in the Wiener integral
is deterministic, Xt can be considered a Gaussian process. Therefore, we can compute
its moments to obtain the necessary information. By applying expectation to equation
(G.2), we can derive these moments. It follows that,

EXt = x0e
−θt + ξ

(
1− e−θt

)
Furthermore, the covariance function is

E (Xt−EXt) (Xs−EXs) = δσE
[∫ t

0

eθ(u−s)dWu

∫ t

0

eθ(v−s)dWv

]
.

Itô’s isometry formula ensures that, for any Wt adapted process ϕt, ψt there is

E
[∫ t

0

ϕudWu

∫ t

0

ψvdWv

]
= E

[∫ t

0

ϕsψsds

]
Therefore, for s ≤ t,

(G.3) cov (Xs, Xt) =
δσ

2θ

(
e−θ|t−s| + e−θ|t+s|

)
,

and in particular, for fixed t ∈ [0, T ], we have

(G.4) Var (Xt) =
δσ

2θ

(
1− e−2θt

)
.

Hence, we have

(G.5) Xt ∼ N
(
x0e

−θt + ξ
(
1− e−θt

)
,
δσ

2θ

(
1− e−2θt

))
.

Asymptotically, there is

lim
t→∞

EXt = lim
t→∞

x0e
−θt + ξ

(
1− e−θt

)
= ξ = − γ

A
,

and

lim
t→∞

VarXt = lim
t→∞

δσ

2θ

(
1− e−2θt

)
=
δσ

2θ
= − δσ

2A
.

Appendix H. Proof of Lemma 5.9. According to the definitions of J1
δ and

J2, we have

(H.1)

|J1
δ (t0, x0, u1, u2)− J2

δ (t0, x0, u1, u2)|

=|E{g(xn) +
n−1∑
k=0

h(t, u1k, u2k, xk)δ − g(X(T ))−
∫ T

t0

h(t, u1, u2, X)dt}|

≤|E{
n−1∑
k=0

h(t, u1k, u2k, xk)δ −
∫ T

t0

h(t, u1, u2, X)dt}|+ |E{g(xn)− g(X(T ))}|

≤
∫ T

t0

|E{h(t, u1, u2, x)− h(t, u1, u2, X)}|dt+ |E{g(xn)− g(X(T ))}|.
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By the weak approximation theorem, there are C2(u1, u2), C3(u1, u2) such that

|E{h(t, u1, u2, x)− h(t, u1, u2, X)}| ≤ C2(u1, u2)δ
2,

and

|E{g(xn)− g(X(T ))}| ≤ C3(u1, u2)δ
2.

Let C1(u1, u2) = (T − t0)C2(u1, u2) + C3(u1, u2), the proof is completed.

Appendix I. Proof of Lemma 5.10. Without loss of generality, we only
need to prove the approximation for the lower value function. Let V1

− (t0, x0, δ) =

J1
δ (t0, x0, u

(1)
1 , u

(1)
2 ) and V2

− (t0, x0, δ) = J2(t0, x0, u
(2)
1 , u

(2)
2 ). For ease of notation, we

omit t0, x0 in J1
δ and J2 in this proof without causing any confusion.

According to the definition of the lower value function, it follows that

(I.1)
J1
δ (u

(1)
1 , u

(2)
2 ) ≤ J1

δ (u
(1)
1 , u

(1)
2 ) ≤ J1

δ (u
(2)
1 , u

(1)
2 ),

J2(u
(2)
1 , u

(1)
2 ) ≤ J2(u

(2)
1 , u

(2)
2 ) ≤ J2(u

(1)
1 , u

(2)
2 ).

Furthermore, Lemma 5.9 reveals that

(I.2)
|J1

δ (u
(1)
1 , u

(2)
2 )− J2(u

(1)
1 , u

(2)
2 )| ≤ C1(u

(1)
1 , u

(2)
2 )δ2,

|J1
δ (u

(2)
1 , u

(1)
2 )− J2(u

(2)
1 , u

(1)
2 )| ≤ C1(u

(2)
1 , u

(1)
2 )δ2.

Let C = max{C1(u
(1)
1 , u

(2)
2 ), C1(u

(2)
1 , u

(1)
2 )}, we have

(I.3)

|J1
δ (u

(1)
1 , u

(1)
2 )− J2(u

(2)
1 , u

(2)
2 )|

≤|J1
δ (u

(1)
1 , u

(2)
2 )− J2(u

(1)
1 , u

(2)
2 )|

≤Cδ2.

Appendix J. Proof of Theorem 6.4. To begin with, we need to explicitly
express the Hamilton variable,
(J.1)

Eh(t, u1, u2, x) =f(t, x) +
1

2
E
[(
R

1
2
1 u1

)⊤ (
R

1
2
1 u1

)]
− 1

2
E
[(
R

1
2
2 u2

)⊤ (
R

1
2
2 u2

)]
.

Notice the matrix formula that tr(AB) = tr(BA), there is

(J.2)

E
[(
R

1
2
1 u1

)⊤ (
R

1
2
1 u1

)]
= trE

[(
R

1
1
1 u1

)(
R

1
2
1 u1

)⊤]
=tr

{
cov

(
R

1
1
1 u1

)
+ E

(
R

1
2
1 u1

)
E
(
R

1
2
1 u

⊤
1

)⊤}
=tr

{
cov

(
R

1
2
1 u1

)}
+ E

(
R

1
2
1 u1

)⊤
E
(
R

1
2
1 u1

)
=tr

{
R

1
2
1 Σ1tR

1
2
1

}
+ Γ⊤

1tR1Γ1t = tr {R1Σ1t}+ Γ⊤
1tR1Γ1t.
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Therefore, we have

(J.3)

H(t, x, ∂xV
2, ∂2xV

2) = sup
Γ1t,Σ1t

inf
Γ2t,Σ2t

f(x) +
(
∂xV

2
)⊤

(Ax+B1Γ1 +B2Γ2)

+
1

2
tr
[(
B1Σ1tB

⊤
1 +B2Σ2tB

⊤
2

)
∂2xV

2
]

+
1

2

{
tr(R1Σ1t) + Γ⊤

1tR1Γ1t − tr(R2Σ2t)− Γ⊤
2tR2Γ2t

}
= sup

Γ1t,Σ1t

inf
Γ2t,Σ2t

(
∂xV

2
)⊤
Ax+ f(x)

+

[(
∂xV

2
)⊤
B1Γ1t +

1

2
Γ⊤
1tR1Γ1t

]
+

[(
∂xV

2
)⊤
B2Γ2t −

1

2
Γ⊤
2tR2Γ2t

]
+

1

2
tr{Σ1t

(
δB⊤

1 ∂
2
xV

2B1 +R1

)
}

+
1

2
tr{Σ2t

(
δB⊤

2 ∂
2
xV

2B2 −R2

)
}.

Since Γ1t, Σ1t, Γ2t, and Σ2t are separated, the right hand side of (J.3) can be min-
imized over Γ1t, Σ1t and maximized over Γ2t, Σ2t respectively. First consider the
optimization on Γ1t and Γ2t, which can be directly derived by the property of qua-
dratic functions:

(J.4)

Γ∗
1t =argmin

Γ1t

(
∂xV

2
)⊤
B1Γ1t +

1

2
Γ⊤
1tR1Γ1t

=−R−1
1 B⊤

1 ∂xV
2,

Γ∗
2t =argmax

Γ2t

(
∂xV

2
)⊤
B2Γ2t −

1

2
Γ⊤
2tR2Γ2t

=R−1
2 B⊤

2 ∂xV
2.

Then we consider the optimization over Σ1t and Σ2t:

(J.5)

Σ∗
1t =argmin

Σ1t

tr{Σ1t

(
δB⊤

1 ∂
2
xV

2B1 +R1

)
}

Σ∗
2t =argmax

Σ2t

tr{Σ2t

(
δB⊤

2 ∂
2
xV

2B2 −R2

)
}.

Notice that Σ1t ⪰ 0,
(
δB⊤

1 ∂
2
xV

2B1 +R1

)
⪰ 0 and the fact that the trace of a matrix

equals the sum of its eigenvalues, there is tr{Σ1t

(
δB⊤

1 ∂
2
xV

2B1 +R1

)
} ≥ 0. Moreover,

equality holds when Σ1t = 0. Then, Σ∗
1t = 0. Next, consider that

(J.6)

max
0⪯Σ2t⪯m2I

tr{Σ2t

(
δB⊤

2 ∂
2
xV

2B2 −R2

)
}

= max
0⪯Σ2t⪯m2I

tr{Σ2tQdiag{λ̃i}ni=1Q
⊤}

= max
0⪯Σ2t⪯m2I

tr{diag{λ̃i}ni=1Q
⊤Σ2tQ}.

By letting Σ = Q⊤Σ2tQ, the optimization problem is transformed as follows:

(J.7) max
0⪯Σ⪯m2I

tr{diag{λ̃i}ni=1Σ}.
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According to Von Neumann’s trace inequality, there is

(J.8) tr{diag{λ̃i}ni=1Σ} ≤
n∑

i=1

λi(Σ)λ̃i,

where λi(Σ) represents the i-th largest eigenvalue of Σ. Since 0 ⪯ Σ ⪯ m2I, it follows
that

(J.9) tr{diag{λ̃i}ni=1Σ} ≤
n∑

i=1

m2λ̃i · Iλ̃i>0.

Moreover, when Σ = m2 diag{Iλ̃i>0}ni=1, the equality holds. Therefore, we have Σ∗
2t =

m2Qdiag{Iλ̃i>0}ni=1Q
⊤.

Finally, by substituting the expressions of Γ∗
1t, Γ

∗
2t, Σ

∗
1t and Σ∗

1t into the definition
of Hamilton function, we have

(J.10)

H(t, x, ∂xV
2, ∂2xV

2) = (∂xV
2)⊤Ax+ f(x) +

1

2
(∂xV

2)⊤

(B2R
−1
2 BT

2 −B1R
−1
1 B⊤

1 )∂xV
2 +m2

n∑
i=1

λ̃i · Iλ̃i>0,

and the proof is completed.

Appendix K. Proof of Theorem 6.6. Similar to the problem in the last
section, we can optimize Γ1t,Γ2t,Σ1t, and Σ2t separately to calculate the Hamilton
function:

(K.1)

H(t, x, ∂xV
2, ∂2xV

2) = sup
Γ1t,Σ1t

inf
Γ2t,Σ2t

f(x) +
(
∂xV

2
)⊤

(Ax+B1Γ1 +B2Γ2)

+
δ

2
tr
[(
B1Σ1tB

⊤
1 +B2Σ2tB

⊤
2

)
∂2xV

2
]
.

First consider the optimization on Γ1t and Γ2t, which can be directly derived by
classical linear programming:

(K.2)

Γ∗
1t =arg min

∥Γ1t∥2≤c1

(
∂xV

2
)⊤
B1Γ1t

=− c1
∥B⊤

1 ∂xV
2∥2

B⊤
1 ∂xV

2,

Γ∗
2t =arg max

∥Γ2t∥2≤c2

(
∂xV

2
)⊤
B2Γ2t

=
c2

∥B⊤
2 ∂xV

2∥2
B⊤

2 ∂xV
2.

Then we consider the optimization over Σ1t:

(K.3)

Σ∗
1t =argmin

Σ1t

tr{B⊤
1 ∂

2
xV

2B1Σ1t}

Σ∗
2t =argmax

Σ2t

tr{B⊤
2 ∂

2
xV

2B2Σ2t}.

Notice that Σ1t ⪰ 0, B⊤
1 ∂

2
xV

2B1 ⪰ 0 and the fact that the trace of a matrix equals
the sum of its eigenvalues, there is tr{B⊤

1 ∂
2
xV

2B1Σ1t} ≥ 0. Moreover, equality holds



24 TAO XU, WANG XI, AND JIANPING HE

when Σ1t = 0. Then, Σ∗
1t = 0. Next, consider that

(K.4)

max
0⪯Σ2t⪯m2I

tr{B⊤
2 ∂

2
xV

2B2Σ2t}

= max
0⪯Σ2t⪯m2I

tr{Σ2tQdiag{λ̃i}ni=1Q
⊤}

= max
0⪯Σ2t⪯m2I

tr{diag{λ̃i}ni=1Q
⊤Σ2tQ},

where B⊤
2 ∂

2
xV

2B2Σ2t = Qdiag{λ̃i}ni=1Q
⊤. By letting Σ = Q⊤Σ2tQ, the optimization

problem is transformed as follows:

(K.5) max
0⪯Σ⪯m2I

tr{diag{λ̃i}ni=1Σ}.

According to Von Neumann’s trace inequality, there is

(K.6) tr{diag{λ̃i}ni=1Σ} ≤
n∑

i=1

λi(Σ)λ̃i,

where λi(Σ) represents the i-th largest eigenvalue of Σ. Since 0 ⪯ Σ ⪯ m2I, it follows
that

(K.7) tr{diag{λ̃i}ni=1Σ} ≤
n∑

i=1

m2λ̃i.

Moreover, when Σ = m2I, the equality holds. Therefore, we have Σ∗
2t = m2QIQ⊤ =

m2I.
Finally, by substituting the expressions of Γ∗

1t, Γ
∗
2t, Σ

∗
1t and Σ∗

1t into the definition
of Hamilton function, we have

(K.8)
H(t, x, ∂xV

2, ∂2xV
2) = (∂xV

2)⊤Ax− c1∥(∂xV2)⊤B1∥2

+ c2∥(∂xV2)⊤B2∥2 +
δ

2
m2 tr{B2B

⊤
2 ∂

2
xV

2},

and the proof is completed.

Appendix L. Proof of Lemma 6.8. To begin with, the expectation of ∥XT ∥22
can be decomposed into two parts:

(L.1)

E∥XT ∥22 =E tr(XTX
⊤
T ) = tr(EXTX

⊤
T )

= tr
(
Cov(XT ) + (EXT )(EXT )

⊤)
=∥EXT ∥22 + tr (Cov(XT )) .

According to the expression (6.7), there is

(L.2)

EXT = eA(T−t0)x0 +

∫ T

t0

eA(T−s)(B1Γ1s +B2Γ2s)ds+

E
∫ T

t0

eA(T−s)
√
δ
(
B1Σ1sB

⊤
1 +B2Σ2sB

⊤
2

) 1
2 dWs.

= eA(T−t0)x0 +

∫ T

t0

eA(T−s)(B1Γ1s +B2Γ2s)ds,
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hence the first term of (L.1) is∥∥∥∥∥eA(T−t0)x0 +

∫ T

t0

eA(T−s)(B1Γ1s +B2Γ2s)ds

∥∥∥∥∥
2

2

.

As for the second term, by Itô isometry, we have

(L.3)

tr (Cov(XT ))=tr
{
E
(
eA(T−s)

√
δ
(
B1Σ1sB

⊤
1 +B2Σ2sB

⊤
2

) 1
2

)
(
eA(T−s)

√
δ
(
B1Σ1sB

⊤
1 +B2Σ2sB

⊤
2

) 1
2

)⊤ }
= δ tr

{∫ T

t0

eA(T−s)(B1Σ1sB
⊤
1 +B2Σ2sB

⊤
2 )eA

⊤(T−s)ds

}

= δ

∫ T

t0

tr
{
eA(T−s)(B1Σ1sB

⊤
1 +B2Σ2sB

⊤
2 )eA

⊤(T−s)
}
ds,

and the proof is completed.
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