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Near-Optimal Mixed Strategy for Zero-Sum Differential Games
Tao Xu, Wang Xi, and Jianping He

Abstract—Synthesizing near-optimal mixed strategies for zero-
sum differential games (ZSDGs) has been a longstanding chal-
lenge. Existing research mainly focuses on characterizing the
theoretical value function, while the practical design of executable
mixed strategies remains open. To address this issue, we propose
a novel weak approximation framework. The core idea is to
map the original mixed-strategy game into a surrogate stochastic
differential game (SDG) under pure strategies. This mapping
ensures that both state distributions and cost expectations closely
match the original game. Based on the solution of this auxiliary
SDG, the original game value can be approximated, and near-
optimal mixed strategies can be synthesized. To operationalize
this framework, we develop a constructive control-space dis-
cretization algorithm for general ZSDGs. By parameterizing the
infinite-dimensional measure optimization into standard proba-
bility simplices and solving local linear programs, our method
efficiently synthesizes executable mixed strategies. Furthermore,
we rigorously prove that the global weak approximation error is
strictly of order O(π̄) with respect to the maximum commitment
delay π̄, and derive explicit analytical upper bounds for the
strategy suboptimality gaps. Numerical examples are provided
to illustrate and validate our theoretical results.

Index Terms—Zero-Sum Differential Game, Mixed Strategy,
Stochastic Differential Game, Weak Approximation.

I. INTRODUCTION

Zero-sum differential games (ZSDGs) are powerful in mod-
eling dynamic conflicts, where one player seeks to minimize
a cost functional while the opponent aims to maximize it.
Originating from Isaacs’ pioneering work [2] and further
refined through the Hamilton–Jacobi–Isaacs (HJI) framework
[3], these games traditionally rely on pure strategies to attain
saddle-point solutions. However, when pure strategies fail to
yield an equilibrium, mixed strategies, where players random-
ize over their control actions, become essential. Mixed strategy
is proved indispensable in various fields such as economics [4],
generative adversarial networks [5], reinforcement learning
[6], and robotics [7].

Historically, much of the literature has focused on charac-
terizing the value function of ZSDGs via the HJI framework.
A key concept in this context is the notion of nonanticipative
strategies with delay (NAD) [8]–[10], which require players
to commit control actions for a predetermined delay period,
referred to as commitment delay, before responding to the
opponent’s moves [11, p.114]. This delayed commitment not
only mirrors realistic constraints but also helps manage ana-
lytical challenges inherent in differential games.
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A. Motivations

Despite significant progress in characterizing the value func-
tion of ZSDGs under mixed strategies via the HJI framework,
efficiently computing the optimal mixed strategies remains an
open and challenging problem. In current approaches [12]–
[16], the commitment delays in mixed strategies are required
to asymptotically approach zero, which leads to chattering
behavior for mixed strategy design—that is, the necessity of
switching control inputs infinitely fast [17]. This not only
poses severe implementation challenges in practical applica-
tions, such as robotics and pursuit-evasion, but also limits
the theoretical robustness of these solutions. Addressing this
gap is critical, as developing methods to compute optimal
mixed strategies without relying on infinitesimal commitment
delays could significantly enhance the real-world applicability
of mixed strategies in dynamic conflict scenarios.

In this paper, we aim to develop a weak approximation
framework to solve ZSDGs under mixed strategies without
the asymptotic assumption on the commitment delay. The key
idea is to design a stochastic equivalent formulation under pure
strategies that approximates the original game under mixed
strategies. By ensuring that the deviations between both the
state distributions and the cost expectations remain small over
the entire time horizon, the proposed framework enables us
to approximate both the value function and the optimal mixed
strategies effectively.

Our weak approximation framework draws inspiration from
research dedicated to understanding the dynamics of stochastic
gradient descent algorithms [18]–[21]. In these studies, the
authors devise stochastic differential equations (SDEs) to
approximate the distributional dynamics of stochastic gradient
descent (SGD) algorithms in a weak sense. We have observed a
shared challenge between understanding SGD algorithms and
characterizing game dynamics and accumulated costs under
mixed strategy. Building upon this similarity, the idea of
employing SDE to approximate SGD algorithms can be further
extended to the proposed SDG weak approximation.

B. Challenges

To solve the optimal mixed strategies for a ZSDG based on
an SDG weak approximation method, the first challenge lies
in a reasonable definition of admissible mixed strategy spaces.
Nevertheless, a universally accepted definition of mixed strate-
gies for ZSDGs is still absent [13]. For zero-sum static games,
defining mixed strategies can usually be simplified to specify-
ing probability distributions over the admissible pure strategy
space [22, p.32]. For ZSDGs, directly defining probability
distributions over the admissible pure strategy spaces leads
to a dead end caused by some well-known measure-theoretic
obstacles [23]. To guarantee the existence of saddle-point
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equilibrium, it requires delicate constructions to endow the
measurable structure [13]–[15]. To further enable efficient
solutions of optimal mixed strategies, it put forward higher
requests on designing admissible mixed strategies.

The second challenge comes from the development of
the SDG weak approximation. Compared to the SDE weak
approximations of SGD algorithms, SDG weak approximation
of ZSDGs under mixed strategies is much more complicated.
On the one hand, the randomness in an SGD algorithm
only comes from a pre-defined uniform distribution over a
finite set of gradient indexes, while the randomness caused
by mixed strategies is dynamically evolving along the time
horizon over the continuous set of control spaces. On the
other hand, SDE weak approximation aims to approximate the
state distributions, while SDG weak approximation requires
approximating not only the state distributions but also the
cost expectations. Furthermore, it also needs to certify that the
value function of the designed SDG under pure strategies can
well approximate the original game under mixed strategies.

The third challenge arises from the algorithmic realization
of near-optimal mixed strategies. While the proposed weak
approximation framework lays the theoretical foundation for
matching state distributions, deriving the exact optimal prob-
ability measures remains analytically intractable. Designing
near-optimal mixed strategies essentially requires bridging the
gap between the infinite-dimensional measure optimization
and a computationally solvable mechanism, and further cer-
tifying the suboptimality gaps of the resulting strategies when
mapped back to the original game.

C. Contributions
In this paper, we develop a weak approximation framework

coupled with a constructive discretization algorithm to address
the aforementioned challenges. The main contributions are
summarized as follows:

• (Existence) By characterizing the admissible mixed
strategies via stepwise functions with non-vanishing com-
mitment delays, we rigorously establish the existence of a
game value for ZSDGs. This physics-aware formulation
essentially bridges the theoretical measure optimization
with practical execution, inherently circumventing the un-
implementable chattering behaviors in control inputs.

• (Framework) A novel weak approximation framework is
established to map the original mixed-strategy ZSDG into
a surrogate pure-strategy SDG. This theoretical paradigm
simultaneously tracks the state distributions and the cost
expectations along the time horizon. Furthermore, it en-
sures that the value function of the auxiliary SDG robustly
approximates that of the original game.

• (Algorithm) We develop a finite-dimensional control-
space discretization algorithm to design near-optimal
mixed strategy for the general game. By parameterizing
the infinite-dimensional measures into probability sim-
plices and solving local linear programs, this method effi-
ciently synthesizes executable near-optimal mixed strate-
gies. Furthermore, we rigorously certify a global weak
approximation error bounded by O(π̄) and derive explicit
analytical suboptimality gaps.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. Sec. II reviews
the related works. Sec. III introduces some preliminaries and
formulates the problem of interest. In Sec. IV, the admissible
mixed strategy spaces are proposed, under which the existence
of the game value is proved. Sec. V expounds on our theo-
retical weak approximation framework in a five-step manner.
Sec. VI introduces a control-space discretization algorithm for
general ZSDGs. Simulation results are presented in Sec. VII.
Finally, we conclude in Sec. VIII.

II. RELATED WORKS

In this section, we provide a brief review of the extensive
research on the definitions, solutions and applications of mixed
strategies for ZSDGs.

The most direct idea, following the mixed strategy of static
games [24], is to define probability distributions over the
admissible pure strategy space. However, it suffers from the
measure-theoretic problem of choosing a proper subset as
delineated in [25, p.231]. Rather than endowing measurable
structure on the pure strategy space, it is suggested to define
mixed strategies as random variables in the seminal work by R.
J. Aumann [23]. This remarkable idea makes the definition of
mixed strategy much more flexible and thus has inspired a lot
of subsequent research [12]–[16]. Another line of work [26]–
[28] compose their definitions following the concept of relaxed
controls [29], where the admissible controls are measure-
valued functions. Being more interested in real-valued control
functions in this paper, we follow the ideas from Aumann.
In [12], [13], [16], measurable structures are endowed during
the definitions of admissible strategies, and a mixed strategy
is a measurable map from the sample and information set
to an admissible control. In [14], [15], the authors choose
to endow a measurable structure inside the definition of
admissible control, and then define admissible mixed strategies
based on the concept of stochastic interval. To guarantee the
game value exists, these works require commitment delays to
asymptotically approach zero.

Even for the differential game under pure strategies, the
game value generically has no explicit expression or simply
does not exist [10]. Traditional methods to solve differential
games under pure strategies include the Pontryagin maximum
principle [30] and viscosity solutions of HJI equations [31].
However, there is relatively little research on solving optimal
mixed strategies for ZSDGs. In [32], the optimal mixed
strategies to a class of generalized bomber-and-battleship game
are solved. In [16], the existence of approximately optimal
mixed strategies for zero-sum differential games is proved.
Another line of research is the learning-based method that
parametrizes mixed strategies by neural networks with input
noises, including [33] and [34].

The idea of randomized strategies has been widely applied
to differential games such as pursuit-evasion problems [35]–
[38]. Authors of [35] consider evaders that actively avoid
the pursuer, then describe the probabilistic pursuit-evasion
game as a partial information Markov game and introduce
the discrete stochastic strategies to solve it. [36] continues to
study the intelligent randomized evader strategies by further
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considering vision-based detection. Authors of [37] investigate
the randomized pursuit strategies and provide 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. Authors of [38] further study 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, equilibrium is
not guaranteed for these proposed strategies because of the
difficulty in optimizing over mixed strategies.

III. PRELIMINARIES AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

A. Preliminaries

Notations. Let π = {t0 < t1 < . . . < tN = T} be a
partition of a time interval [t0, T ], and Π[t0,T ] be the set of all
partitions on [t0, T ]. We define the lower bound, upper bound,
and order of π as follows,

π ≜ min
0≤k≤N−1

(tk+1−tk), π̄ ≜ max
0≤k≤N−1

(tk+1−tk), |π| ≜ N.

A partition π is called equispaced if π = π̄. The k-th time
interval, [tk−1, tk) is denoted as ∆k, with length |∆k| ≜
tk − tk−1. The indicator function I∆k

(t) equals 1 if t ∈ ∆k,
otherwise equals 0. ζπ : [t0, T ] → {1, . . . , |π|} is the index
function of π, and δπ : [t0, T ] → [π, π̄] is the interval length
function of π, i.e.,

ζπ(t) ≜
|π|∑
k=1

k I∆k
(t), δπ(t) ≜

|π|∑
k=1

|∆k| I∆k
(t).

Given a metric space U , a U -valued random variable x and
a map h : U → Rd, the expectation of h(x) is Eh(x),
and the covariance of h(x) is Dh(x). L(t0, T ;U) denotes the
space of U -valued Lebesgue measurable functions on [t0, T ].
We denote the set of positive semi-definite matrices with
dimension n as Sn

+. Given A,B ∈ Rn×n, we use A ⪰ B
to indicate A−B ∈ Sn

+.
Nonanticipative strategy with delay. Let U and V be the

metric spaces in which player 1 and player 2 take control on
the time interval [t0, T ], resp. The admissible control spaces
are Up ≜ L(t0, T ;U) and Vp ≜ L(t0, T ;V ) for each player.
Classical nonanticipative strategies require players to act based
solely on past information without forecasting future opponent
behavior. However, physical and computational constraints can
cause reaction lags, so the concept of NAD is introduced to
model such buffer periods.

Definition 1 (NAD [39, p.386]). A strategy α is called
a nonanticipative strategy with delay for player 1 if there
exists a partition π = {t0 < . . . < tN = T} such that,
for any two control functions v1, v2 ∈ L(t0, T ;V ) and any
k ∈ {1, . . . , N}, if v1 = v2 a.e. on [t0, tk−1], there is
α(v1) = α(v2) a.e. on [t0, tk]. The sets of NADs for player 1
and 2 are denoted by Ap and Bp, resp.

NAD strategies ensure a game is well-posed that, when one
of the players adopts an NAD strategy, the interdependence of
the control choices is resolved uniquely.

Proposition 1 (Normal form of strategy [39, p.386]). Let α, β
be nonanticipative strategies for player 1 and 2, resp. If at
least one of these strategies is NAD, then there exists a unique
pair of control functions (u, v) ∈ L(t0, T ;U) × L(t0, T ;V )
such that u = α(v) and v = β(u), a.e. on [t0, T ].

Weak approximation. Given a partition π on a time
horizon [t0, T ], weak approximation characterizes the dis-
tributional deviation between a continuous-time stochastic
process {x̃(t)}t∈[t0,T ] and a discrete-time stochastic process
{x(k)}|π|k=0. It requires that the probability distributions of x(k)
and x̃(tk) can be uniformly close for k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , |π|}.
Specifically, the difference between Eψ(x̃(tk)) and Eψ(x(k))
is small for any polynomial-growth function ψ. To make this
statement rigorous, we first define the polynomial growth
function.

Definition 2 (Polynomial growth function). Let PG denote
the set of continuous functions Rd → R of at most polynomial
growth, i.e., ψ(·) ∈ PG if there exists positive integers
κ1, κ2 > 0 such that

|ψ(x)| ≤ κ1 (1 + |x|κ2)

for all x ∈ Rd. In particular, when κ2 = 1, the above in-
equality is called the linear growth condition. For each integer
n ≥ 1 we denote by PGn the set of n-times continuously
differentiable functions Rd → R which, together with its
partial derivatives up to and including order n, belong to PG.

It follows the complete definition of weak approximation.

Definition 3 (Weak approximation). Given a partition π on
the time horizon [t0, T ], a continuous-time stochastic process
{x̃(t)}t∈[t0,T ] is an order n weak approximation of a discrete-

time stochastic process {x(k)}|π|k=0 if, ∀ψ ∈ PGn+1, there is
a positive constant C that does not depend on π̄ such that

max
k=0,...,|π|

|Eψ(x(k))− Eψ(x̃(tk))| ≤ Cπ̄n.

B. Zero-Sum Differential Game

Dynamics and cost. Consider a ZSDG where both players’
control processes are possibly influenced by a probability
space (Ω,F , P ). If neither of the control processes depends
on the σ-field F , the game is played under pure strategies.
Otherwise, the game is played under mixed strategies. The
dynamics and cost of the game are as follows,

(G) :


ẋ(t) = f(t, x(t), u(t), v(t)), x(t0) = x0,

J(t0, x0, u, v) = E
∫ T

t0

h(t, x, u, v)dt+ g(x(T )).

where x = {x(t)}t∈[t0,T ] is the game state process taking
values in Rd. Given compact sets U ⊆ Rd1 and V ⊆ Rd2 , the
control processes of player 1 and 2 are u : [t0, T ] × Ω → U
and v : [t0, T ] × Ω → V , resp. For player 1, the cost to
be minimized is J(t0, x0, u, v), and for player 2, the cost to
be minimized is −J(t0, x0, u, v). The state evolution function
f : [t0, T ] × Rd × U × V → Rd is Lipschitz continuous
and bounded. The terminal cost function g : Rd → R and
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the running cost function h : [t0, T ] × Rd × U × V → R
are Lipschitz continuous and bounded. For an individual state
trajectory under a realized sample, we define the accumulated
cost function at time t ∈ [t0, T ] as

cost(t) =

{ ∫ t

t0
h(s, x, u, v)ds t < T,∫ T

t0
h(s, x, u, v)ds+ g(x(T )) t = T,

(1)

and there is E[cost(T )] = J(t0, x0, u, v).
Information and commitment pattern. A strategy defines

how a player selects admissible controls based on available
information. The information pattern governs how players
perceive the game, while the commitment pattern dictates how
they respond.

Assumption 1 (Information). During the game, the informa-
tion available to both players includes the game dynamics,
cost function, and history control process of its opponent.

Assumption 1 establishes the standard perfect information
structure widely adopted in classical dynamic game literature
[25]. It ensures that players have access to the necessary
system states and opponent histories to formulate rational
feedback strategies.

Assumption 2 (Commitment). There is a commitment delay
pattern π = {t0 < t1 < . . . < tN = T}, such that for any
k ∈ {1, . . . , N}, the actions of both players at time interval
[tk−1, tk) are committed based on the information before tk−1.

This assumption physically reflects the zero-order hold
mechanism inherent in modern digital control systems caused
by latencies. Furthermore, incorporating such a commitment
delay is a standard mathematical paradigm for defining nonan-
ticipative strategies in differential games [14].

Subject to the information and commitment patterns above,
the strategy of player 1 is a map from its opponent’s admissible
control space V to its own U . Let A and B be the strategy
spaces for player 1 and 2, resp. Given any pair of admissible
strategies (α, β) ∈ (A,B), suppose that normal form exists,
i.e., there is a unique couple of controls (u, v) such that
α(v) = u and β(u) = v. Then, one can define the associated
cost functional J(t0, x0, α, β) as

J(t0, x0, α, β) ≜ J(t0, x0, u, v). (2)

Value functions. To study the saddle-point equilibrium of
a zero-sum differential game, the notions of lower and upper
value functions are introduced.

Definition 4 (Value functions). Given admissible strategy
spaces A and B for players 1 and 2, resp., the upper value
function is

V+(t0, x0) ≜ inf
α∈A

sup
β∈B

J (t0, x0, α, β) , (3)

and the lower value function is

V−(t0, x0) ≜ sup
β∈B

inf
α∈A

J (t0, x0, α, β) . (4)

When the upper and lower value functions coincide, we say
the saddle-point equilibrium exists under strategy space A and
B, and the game value function V (t0, x0) is defined as either
the upper or lower value function.

C. Problems of Interest
Mixed strategy definition and existence of game value.

Existing definitions of mixed strategy for ZSDGs mainly focus
on guaranteeing the existence of game value, where commit-
ment delays are required to approach zero asymptotically. For
a ZSDG without the requirement of vanishing commitment
delays, one needs a mixed strategy definition that guarantees
the existence of game value and makes it practically possible
to solve optimal mixed strategies.

Game dynamics and accumulated costs approximation.
For a ZSDG played under mixed strategies, an immediate
question arises: given a pair of admissible mixed strategies,
how to characterize the dynamics of game state x(t) and the
accumulated cost cost(t)?

Near-optimal mixed strategy solution. Facilitated with
a better characterization of the dynamics of a ZSDG under
mixed strategies, our third question is how can we leverage
this new understanding to solve optimal mixed strategies?

IV. ADMISSIBLE MIXED STRATEGY: DEFINITION,
PROPERTIES, AND EXISTENCE OF GAME VALUE

This section rigorously defines the admissible mixed strat-
egy spaces over non-vanishing commitment delays. We then
explore their equivalent extensive forms to facilitate practical
implementation, and establish the existence of the game value.

A. Definition
We first establish the underlying probability space (Ω,F , P )

that governs the randomized behavior of both players:

(Ω,F , P ) :=
((

[0, 1]2
)N

,B
(
[0, 1]2

)⊗N
, λ⊗N

2

)
. (5)

Specifically, Ω =
{
(ω1,k, ω2,k)

N
k=1 | ωi,k ∈ [0, 1], i = 1, 2

}
is a sample sapce containing all [0, 1]2-valued sequences.
For player i ∈ {1, 2}, the component ωi,k represents the
random seed influencing control actions during [tk−1, tk).
The probability measure P = λ⊗N

2 is constructed using the
standard Lebesgue measure λ2. Here, P serves strictly as a
fixed, foundational source of uniform randomness, rather than
the strategic distribution itself.

To isolate the random-generation mechanism for player i at
step k, we define the local σ-field G(i)k ≜ σ{ωi,k}. The total
history information up to step k is captured by the filtration
F ≜ {Fk}∞k=0, where Fk ≜ σ

{
∪j≤k

(
G(1)j ∪ G(2)j

)}
.

Assumption 3 (Independence). To ensure causality and fair-
ness, the σ-fields G(1)k ,G(2)k and the history Fk−1 are mutually
independent for each k ≥ 1.

Assumption 3 requires that the local random noise generator
G(i)k (e.g., the coin flip/seed) is independent of the past infor-
mation Fk−1. This ensures fairness, meaning neither player
can magically foresee the opponent’s private random seed.

Admissible pure strategies. Given a metric space U ,
let ST(t0, T ;π, U) denote the space of U -valued stepwise
functions governed by partition π, i.e,

ST(t0, T ;π, U) ≜

{
u : u(t)=

N∑
k=1

ak I∆k
(t), ak ∈ U

}
. (6)
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Fig. 1. An illustration of five-step main methodology of the weak approximation framework.

The admissible pure control space for player 1 is Uπ
p ≜

ST(t0, T ;π, U), and the admissible pure strategy space is
Aπ

p ≜ {α : Vπ
p → Uπ

p | α is NAD on π}. Spaces Vπ
p and Bπp

for player 2 are symmetrically defined. Proposition 1 ensures
a well-posed cost functional (2).

Admissible mixed strategies. Let LF(t0, T ;U) be
the set of F-adapted U -valued stochastic processes, and
STF(t0, T ;π, U) be its stepwise subspace.

Definition 5 (Admissible control). For player 1, the admissi-
ble control space under mixed strategies is defined as

Uπ
m ≜

{
u ∈ STF(t0, T ;π, U) | ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , N},

u(t) is Fk−1 ⊗ G(1)k -measurable on [tk−1, tk)
}
.

(7)

The space Vπ
m for player 2 is similarly defined.

It is crucial to distinguish the independent random seeds
from the actual control actions. Assumption 3 only enforces
that the local noise generators (the "coin flips" G(i)k ) are
independent of historical information, ensuring neither player
can predict the opponent’s private randomization. However,
the generated control actions themselves are strictly dependent
on the opponent’s history. As formally defined in Definition
5, a player’s admissible action is Fk−1 ⊗ G(1)k -measurable. It
guarantees that a player leverages both their independent noise
seed and the historical information Fk−1, enabling them to
dynamically react to the opponent’s past decisions.

Definition 6 (Admissible mixed strategy). For player 1, the
admissible mixed strategy space is

Aπ
m ≜ {α : Vπ

m → Uπ
m | subject to commitment delay π},

(8)
where the delay π enforces that for all F-stopping times τ
and controls v1, v2 ∈ Vπ

m, if v1 = v2 a.e. on [t0, tτ ]×Ω, then
α(v1) = α(v2) a.e. on [t0, tτ+1]×Ω. Bπm is similarly defined.

For a ZSDG G, we denote its upper and lower value func-
tions under pure (resp. mixed) strategy spaces as V π

p,+, V
π
p,−

(resp. V π
m,+, V

π
m,−). Similar to [14, Lemma 2.2], the normal

form exists almost surely, yielding a well-defined expected
cost J(t0, x0, α, β).

B. Properties

Directly endowing a functional space like Aπ
p with a

probability measure is notoriously difficult due to measure-
theoretic obstacles [40]. Instead, one can bridge pure and
mixed strategies via a sample-path correspondence.

Proposition 2. Given ω ∈ Ω and a mixed strategy α ∈ Aπ
m,

the corresponding pure strategy αω defined via αω(v(·, ω)) =
α(v)(·, ω) strictly satisfies αω ∈ Aπ

p .

While the normal form treats the strategy as a holistic map
required for theoretical equilibrium proofs, practical execution
necessitates a causal interpretation. To facilitate this, we intro-
duce the extensive form, which unrolls the global strategy into
a sequence of conditional random generators.

Proposition 3 (Extensive form of mixed strategy). For player
1, the extensive form of an admissible mixed strategy α ∈ Aπ

m

is a sequence of Fk−1 ⊗ G(1)k -measurable maps {m(1)
k }

|π|
k=1:

m
(1)
k : ST(t0, tk−1;π, V )× Ω→ U(

v|[t0,tk−1)
, ω

)
7→ u(tk−1).

(9)

This confirms that, conditioned on historical information
before tk−1, players effectively sample static control actions
for the upcoming interval using their local randomness G(i)k .
Consequently, the actual probability distribution of the mixed
strategy over the control spaces is mathematically realized as
the pushforward (induced) probability measure generated by
the extensive form mapping m

(i)
k under the fixed underlying

measure P .

C. Existence of Game Value

Theorem 1 (Existence of game value). The game G under
the admissible mixed strategy spaces Aπ

m ×Bπm has a unique
game value, denoted as V π

m(t0, x0).

Proof. Please see Appendix A.

Remark 1 (Rationality of the strategy design). Our stepwise
mixed strategy definition is both practically and theoretically
motivated. Practically, it aligns perfectly with digital control
execution (Zero-Order Hold) and circumvents normal-form
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paradoxes inherent to instantaneous nonanticipative strategies
[39, p.386]. Theoretically, as π̄ → 0, stepwise functions
densely approximate continuous LF(t0, T ;U) spaces, allowing
our framework to recover asymptotic mixed strategies [14]
while explicitly enabling the nonasymptotic approximation
analysis developed in the following sections.

V. WEAK APPROXIMATION FRAMEWORK

The key idea of the framework is straightforward: we design
an SDG G̃ under pure strategies that approximate G under
mixed strategies with small errors in state distributions and
cost expectations. Then we can solve the SDG G̃ for game
value and design near-optimal mixed strategies, with certified
value approximation error and strategy suboptimality gap.
Please see Fig. 1 for an illustration of the whole five steps
that make up our weak approximation framework.

A. Step 1: Design an SDG

The goal of step 1 is to design a zero-sum SDG G̃,

(G̃) :


dx̃(t) = f̃1(t, x̃(t), ũ(t), ṽ(t))dt

+ f̃2(t, x̃(t), ũ(t), ṽ(t))dWt, x̃(t0) = x̃0,

J̃(t0, x̃0, ũ, ṽ) = E
∫ T

t0

h̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dt+ g̃(x̃(T )),

where {Wt}t∈[t0,T ] is a standard m-dimensional Wiener pro-
cess defined on a probability space (Ω̃, F̃ , P̃ ), and the filtration
is denoted as F̃ ≜ {F̃t}t∈[t0,T ]. Ũ and Ṽ are compact metric
spaces, the map f̃1 : [t0, T ] × Rd × Ũ × Ṽ → Rd and
f̃2 : [t0, T ]×Rd×Ũ×Ṽ → Rd×m are Lipschitz continuous and
bounded. The cost functions g̃ and h̃ are Lipschitz continuous
and bounded. Similarly to (1), one can define the accumulated
cost function ˜cost(t). For player 1, the admissible control
space is

Ũπ
p ≜ STF̃(t0, T ;π, Ũ), (10)

and the admissible strategy space is

Ãπ
p ≜ {α̃ : Ṽπ

p → Ũπ
p | α̃ is NAD on π}. (11)

Ṽp and B̃πp for player 2 are defined in a similar way. The upper
and lower value functions of G̃ under strategy spaces Ãπ

p and
B̃π

p are denoted as

Ṽ π
p,+(t0, x0) and Ṽ π

p,−(t0, x0), resp. (12)

It is important to highlight the theoretical connection be-
tween the information structures of G and G̃ within this
weak approximation framework. In standard stochastic dy-
namic games, strategies adapt to a common filtration. Our
framework respects this paradigm: the pure strategies in the
surrogate game G̃ are fully adapted to the common filtration
F̃ generated by the stochastic state evolution. Furthermore,
because Assumption 3 guarantees that the original game
prohibits arbitrary correlation between players’ concurrent
actions, the joint action distribution conditioned on the public
history strictly factors into marginal distributions. Conse-
quently, utilizing pure strategies in G̃ adapted to the common
filtration F̃ is mathematically sufficient to fully characterize

and approximate the conditional marginal distributions of the
original mixed-strategy game, ensuring a rigorous structural
alignment between the two games.

B. Step 2: Certify SDG Weak Approximation of Order n

The connection between G̃ and G is made by designing a
map from the admissible mixed strategy spaces of G to the
admissible pure strategy spaces of G̃. Then, we expect that
G̃ can approximate G in the sense of both state distributions
and cost expectations with error-bound guarantees.

Definition 7 (SDG weak approximation). G̃ under pure
strategy spaces Ãπ

p × B̃πp is an order n weak approximation
of G under mixed strategy spaces Aπ

m × Bπ
m if,

(i) there exist

ϕ1 : Aπ
m → Ãπ

p and ϕ2 : Bπm → B̃πp , (13)

where for any (α, β) ∈ Aπ
m×Bπm, one has α̃ = ϕ1(α) ∈

Ãπ
p and β̃ = ϕ2(β) ∈ B̃πp .

(ii) the state trajectory of the SDG G̃ under strategies (α̃, β̃),
i.e., {x̃(t)}t∈[t0,T ], is an order n weak approximation of
the state trajectory of the game G under strategies (α, β)
on the time steps of π, i.e., {x(tk)}|π|k=0.

(iii) the accumulated cost trajectory of the SDG G̃ under
strategies (α̃, β̃) approximates the accumulated cost tra-
jectory of the game G under strategies (α, β) in an ex-
pected sense that

∣∣E [cost(tk)]− E
[

˜cost(tk)
]∣∣ = O(π̄n)

for k = 0, . . . , |π|.

C. Step 3: Solve G̃

For a classical SDG, the admissible control spaces for both
players are

Ũp ≜ ∪π∈Π[t0,T ]
Ũπ
p and Ṽp ≜ ∪π∈Π[t0,T ]

Ṽπ
p , (14)

and the admissible strategy spaces are

Ãp ≜ ∪π∈Π[t0,T ]
Ãπ

p and B̃p ≜ ∪π∈Π[t0,T ]
B̃πp . (15)

We denote the upper and lower value functions of G̃ under
strategy spaces Ãp × B̃p as

Ṽp,+(t0, x0) and Ṽp,−(t0, x0), resp. (16)

Usually, we assume that G̃ is well-designed such that game
value exists under Ãp×B̃p. Therefore, one can solve the game
value Ṽp(t0, x0) and the optimal strategies (α̃∗, β̃∗).

D. Step 4: Design Mixed Strategies

Based on the optimal pure strategies for SDG G̃ from
step 3, the goal of step 4 is to design mixed strategies for
G. To this end, we first recall the definition of a zero-order
holder for a stochastic process, i.e., zohπ : LF(t0, T ;U) →
STF(t0, T ;π, U) satisfies that

∀(t, ω) ∈ [t0, T ]× Ω, zohπ[u](t, ω) ≜
N∑

k=1

u(tk−1, ω) I∆k
(t).

Then, we introduce the concept of the zero-order holder of
strategies as follows.
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Definition 8 (ZOH of strategies). Given π ∈ Π[t0,T ], the zero-
order hold of strategies in Ãp (resp., B̃p) is a map

ZOHπ : Ãp → Ãp, α̃ 7→ ZOHπ[α̃] (17)

satisfies that ∀ ṽ ∈ Ṽp and k ∈ {1, . . . , N}, there is

ZOHπ[α̃](ṽ)(t, ω) = α̃(ṽ)(tk−1, ω), (18)

holds a.e. on [tk−1, tk]× Ω.

Notice that ∀α̃ ∈ Ãp, the strategy ZOHπ[α̃] constrained to
Ũπ
p belongs to Ãπ

p , i.e., ZOHπ[α̃]|Ũπ
p
∈ Ãπ

p . Therefore, one

can apply the zero-order hold method to (α̃∗, β̃∗) and design
near-optimal mixed strategies (αd, βd) ∈ Aπ

m×Bπ
m satisfying(

ϕ1(α
d), ϕ2(β

d)
)
=

(
ZOHπ[α̃

∗]|Ũπ
p
,ZOHπ[β̃

∗]|Ṽπ
p

)
. (19)

E. Step 5: Performance Certification

Finally, to rigorously certify the performance of the pro-
posed methodology, we evaluate the bounds on the value ap-
proximation error and the suboptimality gap of the synthesized
mixed strategies.

Suppose that G̃ under Ãπ
p × B̃πp is an n-th order weak

approximation of G under Aπ
p ×Bπ

p . Let (α∗, β∗) be optimal
mixed strategies for G, and (α̃∗, β̃∗) be optimal pure strate-
gies for G̃. Let α̃br = argminα̃∈Ãπ

p
J̃(t0, x0, α̃,ZOHπ[β̃

∗])

and β̃br = argmaxβ̃∈B̃π
p
J̃(t0, x0,ZOHπ[α̃

∗], β̃) denote the
continuous-time best responses against the ZOH-executed op-
ponent strategies in the surrogate game.

To facilitate our certification, we define the following error
terms ϵ1, . . . , ϵ5:

ϵ1 =|J̃(t0, x0, α̃∗, ϕ2(β
∗))− J̃(t0, x0,ZOHπ[α̃

∗], ϕ2(β
∗))|,

ϵ2 =|J̃(t0, x0, ϕ1(α∗), β̃∗)− J̃(t0, x0, ϕ1(α∗),ZOHπ[β̃
∗])|,

ϵ3 =|J̃(t0, x0, α̃∗, β̃∗)− J̃(t0, x0,ZOHπ[α̃
∗],ZOHπ[β̃

∗])|,
ϵ4 =|J̃(t0, x0, α̃br,ZOHπ[β̃

∗])− J̃(t0, x0, α̃br, β̃∗)|,
ϵ5 =|J̃(t0, x0,ZOHπ[α̃

∗], β̃br)− J̃(t0, x0, α̃∗, β̃br)|.
Physically, these ϵ terms capture the non-smooth execution
penalties caused by “freezing” the continuous-time optimal
strategies into piecewise-constant ZOH actions. While analyt-
ically bounding them requires unrealistic global smoothness
assumptions, they are practically negligible in modern high-
frequency control systems.

Furthermore, the maximum commitment delay π̄ directly
corresponds to the control sampling interval (e.g., π̄ = 0.05 s
for a 20Hz system), naturally ensuring π̄ ≪ 1. As a result, the
theoretical approximation error O(π̄n) shrinks rapidly with a
higher weak approximation order n, yielding strictly tighter
performance guarantees.

With these execution penalties isolated, we formally state
the bounds on the value approximation error and the strategy
suboptimality gaps.

Theorem 2 (Value approximation). The game value Ṽp(t0, x0)
of G̃ serves as a certified approximation to the true game value
V π
m(t0, x0) of G, with the error bounded by:

|V π
m(t0, x0)− Ṽp(t0, x0)| ≤ max{ϵ1, ϵ2}+O(π̄n). (20)

Proof. Please see Appendix B.

Theorem 3 (Suboptimality gap). The near-optimal mixed
strategies (αd, βd) possess the following bounded suboptimal-
ity gaps against the worst-case best responses:

J(t0, x0, α
d, βd)− min

α∈Aπ
m

J(t0, x0, α, β
d) ≤ϵ3 + ϵ4 +O(π̄n),

max
β∈Bπ

m

J(t0, x0, α
d, β)− J(t0, x0, αd, βd) ≤ϵ3 + ϵ5 +O(π̄n).

(21)

Proof. Please see Appendix C.

VI. CONTROL-SPACE DISCRETIZATION ALGORITHM

In this section, we apply the five-step theoretical framework
proposed in Sec. V to general zero-sum differential games.
While the weak approximation paradigm provides the neces-
sary mathematical foundation for matching state distributions,
finding optimal probability measures in continuous action
spaces is generally intractable. To bridge the gap between
abstract theory and algorithmic realization, we develop a
control-space discretization algorithm. This approach maps
the infinite-dimensional measure optimization problem into a
sequence of solvable local linear programs, enabling the prac-
tical synthesis of near-optimal mixed strategies with certified
performance.

A. Step 1: Design an SDG G̃

The key idea of our control-space-discretization-based
SDG design is to reduce the dimension of optimizing over
continuous-state probability measures by optimizing over
discrete-state probability measures.

Discretized control space. Instead of optimizing over the
infinite-dimensional probability measure spaces P(U) and
P(V ), we discretize the compact action spaces into finite sets
of representative control points:

Uδ ={u1, u2, . . . , uNu} ⊂ U,
Vδ ={v1, v2, . . . , vNv} ⊂ V.

To explicitly quantify the resolution of this spatial approxima-
tion, we define the covering radii δu and δv for the discretized
sets Uδ and Vδ , respectively, such that:

δu ≜ sup
u∈U

min
ui∈Uδ

∥u− ui∥, δv ≜ sup
v∈V

min
vj∈Vδ

∥v − vj∥.

Consequently, the continuous mixed strategies are parameter-
ized as finite-dimensional probability mass functions (PMFs)
evolving over time:

ũ(t) =(ũ1(t), . . . , ũNu
(t))⊤ ∈ ∆Nu−1,

ṽ(t) =(ṽ1(t), . . . , ṽNv
(t))⊤ ∈ ∆Nv−1,

where ∆Nu−1 denotes the standard (Nu − 1)-dimensional
probability simplex, strictly defined as:

∆Nu−1 ≜

{
p ∈ RNu

∣∣∣∣∣
Nu∑
i=1

pi = 1, pi ≥ 0, ∀i

}
.

This structural reduction is characterized by a natural pa-
rameterization mapping from the original infinite-dimensional
measure space to the finite-dimensional simplex.
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Weakly approximated dynamics. Let {Wt}t∈[t0,T ] be a
standard d-dimensional Wiener process defined on a prob-
ability space (Ω̃, F̃ , P̃ ) with filtration F̃. The continuous-
time control spaces for G̃ are defined as the standard sim-
plices Ũ = ∆Nu−1 and Ṽ = ∆Nv−1. Then, the pure
strategy controls ũ and ṽ are defined as the probability
mass functions {(ũ1(t), . . . , ũNu

(t))⊤}t∈[t0,T ] ∈ Ũ and
{(ṽ1(t), . . . , ṽNv (t))

⊤}t∈[t0,T ] ∈ Ṽ , resp.
Driven by ũ and ṽ, the zero-sum SDG G̃ is governed by

the following continuous-time stochastic differential equation:

dx̃(t) = f̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dt+ Σ̃
1
2 (t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dWt, x̃(t0) = x0,

where the equivalent drift vector f̃ and the diffusion matrix
Σ̃ are synthesized by taking expectations over the discrete
probability grids:

f̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ) =

Nu∑
i=1

Nv∑
j=1

ũi(t)ṽj(t)f(t, x̃, ui, vj),

Σ̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ) =

Nu∑
i=1

Nv∑
j=1

ũi(t)ṽj(t)Σ(t, x̃, ui, vj).

Here, Σ(t, x, u, v) ∈ Sd
+ acts as a designable diffusion

matrix function. We highlight a vital structural insight of this
framework: while the drift term f̃ is strictly fixed to reflect the
exact expectation of the system dynamics, the diffusion term
Σ̃ provides a crucial degree of design flexibility.

To mathematically guarantee that G̃ remains a valid order
1 weak approximation, the artificial noise injected into the
system must scale with the commitment delay. Thus, as long as
the underlying diffusion matrix Σ is bounded and proportional
to δπ(t), the approximation order is theoretically preserved.
This property will be formally proved and rigorously estab-
lished in Step 2.

A natural and mathematically robust choice for this design
is the uncentered second moment, i.e.,

Σ0(t, x, u, v) ≜ δπ(t)f(t, x, u, v)f(t, x, u, v)
⊤, (22)

which perfectly preserves Isaacs’ condition for the resulting
SDG G̃. Nevertheless, other bounded functional designs for
Σ are also viable and can induce different empirical behaviors
(e.g., varying degrees of conservatism or state exploration).
We will comprehensively investigate and compare the practi-
cal performance of these alternative diffusion designs in the
experimental section.

Approximated cost functional. Correspondingly, the ob-
jective functional for G̃ is reformulated to evaluate the ex-
pected cost under the discretized distributions:

J̃(t0, x0, ũ, ṽ) = E

[∫ T

t0

h̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dt+ g̃(x̃(T ))

]
,

where the local running cost h̃ and the terminal cost g̃ are
analytically given by:

h̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ) =

Nu∑
i=1

Nv∑
j=1

ũi(t)ṽj(t)h(t, x̃, ui, vj),

g̃(x̃(T )) = g(x̃(T )).

By substituting the infinite-dimensional probability measures
with finite-dimensional control vectors (ũ, ṽ), the original
game is successfully relaxed into an SDG that strictly pre-
serves the saddle-point convexity properties.

To summarize, a zero-sum SDG is designed as follows,

(G̃) :


dx̃(t)= f̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dt+Σ̃

1
2 (t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dWt, x̃(t0)=x0,

J̃(t0, x0, ũ, ṽ) = E

[∫ T

t0

h̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dt+ g̃(x̃(T ))

]
.

B. Step 2: Certify SDG Weak Approximation of Order 1

To rigorously establish the weak approximation, we must
specify the strategy projection maps (ϕ1, ϕ2) required by (13).
We achieve this by quantizing the conditional distributions of
the extensive-form strategies across the disparate probability
spaces.

First, let {U1, U2, . . . , UNu
} be a Borel partition of the

compact action space U , generated by the representative
discrete points Uδ , such that u ∈ Ui =⇒ ∥u−ui∥ ≤ δu for all
i = 1, . . . , Nu. The partition for V , denoted as {V1, . . . , VNv

},
is symmetrically defined and bounded by δv .

Next, paralleling the original game, we explicitly formulate
the extensive form of the surrogate pure strategies.

Proposition 4. For player 1, an admissible pure strategy α̃ ∈
Ãπ

p in G̃ has an equivalent extensive form as a sequence of
measurable maps {p̃(1)k }

|π|
k=1 such that

p̃
(1)
k : ST(t0, tk−1;π, Ṽ )× Ω̃→ Ũ = ∆Nu−1

(ṽ|[t0,tk−1)
, ω̃) 7→ ũ(tk−1),

(23)

where p̃(1)k is F̃tk−1
-measurable. The extensive form {p̃(2)k }

|π|
k=1

for player 2 is similarly defined.

Unlike the original mixed strategy, the surrogate map p̃
(1)
k

adapts to the intrinsic Wiener process via Ω̃ but inherently
lacks the private random seed G(1)k . To bridge this gap, we
define the exact projection mapping.

Definition 9 (Strategy projection map). The projection map
ϕ1 : Aπ

m → Ãπ
p transforms a continuous mixed strategy α

into a discrete pure strategy α̃.
At any decision time tk−1 and concurrent state x ∈ Rd,

the mapped strategy α̃ outputs a probability mass function
ũ(tk−1) ∈ ∆Nu−1, defined exactly by the state-conditional
distribution of the original random action m(1)

k :

ũ(tk−1) ≜


P
(
m

(1)
k ∈ U1 | x(tk−1) = x

)
...

P
(
m

(1)
k ∈ UNu

| x(tk−1) = x
)
 . (24)

By structuring the PMF via state-conditional expectations, ϕ1
seamlessly synchronizes decisions across the disparate sample
spaces Ω and Ω̃. Symmetrically defining ϕ2 for Player 2
constitutes the complete feasible mapping.

Remark 2 (Interpretation of the mapping mechanism). This
projection rigorously achieves two mathematical decoupling
tasks:
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(i) Randomization decoupling: Taking the state-conditional
expectation cleanly integrates out the independent private
random seed G(1)k , elegantly compressing the randomized
strategy into a deterministic PMF vector.

(ii) Path decoupling: Conditioning the mapping solely on the
concurrent state x is theoretically justified because the
game value is purely Markovian (see Appendix A). This
fundamentally decouples the current optimal decisions
from the disparate historical trajectories generated by Ω
and Ω̃.

Under the projection map (ϕ1, ϕ2), we can now establish
the fundamental approximation guarantee. To ensure a tight
coupling between the temporal and spatial discretizations,
we require the spatial covering radii to scale linearly with
the commitment delay, i.e., δu, δv = O(π̄). Additionally,
the designed diffusion matrix must be bounded such that
∥Σ(t, x, u, v)∥ ≤ CΣπ̄ for some positive constant CΣ.

Theorem 4 (G̃ weak approximation). Under the designed
projection maps (ϕ1, ϕ2), the surrogate SDG G̃ using pure
strategies is an order 1 weak approximation (i.e., O(π̄)) of
the original general game G using mixed strategies.

Proof. Please see Appendix D.

C. Step 3: Solve G̃

Having constructed the approximated stochastic differential
game G̃ under the finite-dimensional pure strategy spaces
Ãπ

p × B̃πp , the problem of finding the game value and optimal
strategies is transformed into solving its associated Hamilton-
Jacobi-Isaacs (HJI) equation.

For the continuous-time SDG G̃, we define the Hamiltonian
H : [t0, T ]× Rd × Rd × Sd ×∆Nu−1 ×∆Nv−1 → R as:

H(t, x, p,M, ũ, ṽ) ≜h̃(t, x, ũ, ṽ) + p⊤f̃(t, x, ũ, ṽ)

+
1

2
Tr

[
Σ̃(t, x, ũ, ṽ)M

]
.

Recalling the definitions from Step 1, the functions f̃ , Σ̃, and
h̃ are formulated as expectations over the discrete probability
grids. Consequently, the Hamiltonian is perfectly bilinear with
respect to the probability mass functions ũ and ṽ. It can be
rewritten as a standard matrix game:

H(t, x, p,M, ũ, ṽ) = ũ⊤Q(t, x, p,M)ṽ,

where the (i, j)-th entry of the payoff matrix Q ∈ RNu×Nv

is explicitly given by evaluating the original system dynamics
and costs at the discrete representative points (ui, vj):

Qi,j=h(t, x, ui, vj)+p
⊤f(t, x, ui, vj)+

1

2
Tr

[
Σ(t, x, ui, vj)M

]
.

Because H is a continuous bilinear form mapping from the
compact and convex standard simplices ∆Nu−1 × ∆Nv−1,
von Neumann’s Minimax Theorem strictly guarantees that
Isaacs’ condition holds. That is, the order of optimization is
interchangeable:

min
ũ∈∆Nu−1

max
ṽ∈∆Nv−1

ũ⊤Qṽ = max
ṽ∈∆Nv−1

min
ũ∈∆Nu−1

ũ⊤Qṽ. (25)

Consequently, the game value of G̃ is governed by the
following second-order nonlinear parabolic partial differential
equation, known as the HJI equation:− ∂tṼ (t, x) = min

ũ∈∆Nu−1
max

ṽ∈∆Nv−1
H(t, x,∇xṼ ,∇2

xxṼ , ũ, ṽ),

Ṽ (T, x) = g(x),
(26)

for (t, x) ∈ [t0, T )× Rd.
To rigorously establish the existence and uniqueness of the

solution to (26), we appeal to the standard viscosity solution
framework for stochastic differential games.

Theorem 5 (Viscosity solution and optimal strategies). For
the surrogate SDG G̃, the following properties hold:

(i) Game value: It has a unique game value Ṽp(t, x), which
is the unique viscosity solution to the HJI equation (26).

(ii) Optimal strategies: At any time-state pair (t, x), the
optimal control inputs (ũ∗, ṽ∗) correspond to the saddle
point of the local matrix game Q, which can be directly
solved via linear programming.

Proof. Because G̃ is formulated as a classical stochastic dif-
ferential game driven by a Wiener process, where the players
independently select actions from the compact metric spaces
Ũ and Ṽ , the existence of the value and its characterization as
the unique viscosity solution follow directly from the dynamic
programming principle and the comparison principle estab-
lished in the foundational literature of stochastic differential
games (e.g., Fleming and Souganidis [41]).

The proposed finite-dimensional HJI equation (26) bridges
actionable algorithms with theoretical limits. Notably, Buck-
dahn et al. [14] proved that as the commitment delay vanishes
(|π| → 0), the value of a mixed-strategy ZSDG converges to
the viscosity solution of a first-order HJI equation.

Remark 3 (Connection to asymptotic mixed-strategy PDEs).
Our formulation advances the foundational result in [14] from
two key perspectives:

(i) Asymptotic consistency: Because our designed diffusion
matrix scales with the delay (Σ̃ ∝ δπ(t)), the second-
order term 1

2 Tr(Σ̃∇
2
xxṼ ) uniformly vanishes as π̄ → 0.

Concurrently, as δu, δv → 0, the simplex optimization
recovers the full measure spaces. Thus, our second-order
PDE flawlessly collapses into the classical first-order
PDE derived in [14].

(ii) Finite-delay solvability: While existing literature char-
acterizes value functions under an idealized continuous
limit, our formulation explicitly preserves the physical
delay δπ(t) via the diffusion term. This critical mech-
anism transforms the intractable measure-optimization
into solvable local matrix games, enabling the direct
computation of executable mixed strategies.

D. Step 4-5: Strategy Synthesis and Performance Certification

With the theoretical HJI equation (26) established, we now
operationalize the solution into an executable mixed strategy
for the original game G.
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Algorithm 1 details this synthesis process. At each com-
mitment epoch tk−1, the players construct the local payoff
matrix Q using the spatial gradients of the value function
Ṽ and the chosen designable diffusion matrix Σ. By solving
a standard Linear Program (LP) to find the minimax saddle
point, they obtain their optimal PMFs ũ∗ and ṽ∗. The actual
control actions are then randomly drawn from the discrete
representative sets Uδ and Vδ according to these optimal
probabilities and held constant over the interval (ZOH).

Having designed the practical execution algorithm, we for-
mally certify its global performance bounds. By substituting
the order 1 fundamental weak approximation established in
Theorem 4 into the general certification framework of Section
V, we derive the explicit performance guarantees.

It is crucial to acknowledge that in general nonlinear settings
with discretized action spaces, the theoretical continuous-
time optimal strategies of G̃ may exhibit bang-bang type
discontinuities (i.e., jumping between simplex vertices) across
switching surfaces in the state space. Therefore, the execution
penalties introduced by the Zero-Order Hold (ZOH) mecha-
nism cannot be trivially globally bounded by O(π̄), and are
thus explicitly preserved.

Theorem 6 (Performance certification). The mixed strategies
synthesized via G̃ and executed by Algorithm 1 possess the
following bounds for the original game G:

(i) Value approximation error:

|V π
m(t0, x0)− Ṽp(t0, x0)| ≤ max{ϵ1, ϵ2}+O(π̄).

(ii) Strategy suboptimality gap:
J(t0, x0, α

d, βd)− min
α∈Aπ

m

J(t0, x0, α, β
d) ≤ ϵ3 + ϵ4 +O(π̄),

max
β∈Bπ

m

J(t0, x0, α
d, β)− J(t0, x0, αd, βd) ≤ ϵ3 + ϵ5 +O(π̄).

Remark 4 (Nature of the ZOH execution penalties). The
explicit retention of the error terms ϵ1 . . . ϵ5 highlights a
fundamental mathematical characteristic of optimizing over
discrete spatial domains:

(i) Bang-bang discontinuities: Because the local Hamilto-
nian is strictly bilinear with respect to the probability
vectors ũ and ṽ, the local optimal solutions are inher-
ently bang-bang. This inevitably leads to discontinuous
strategy jumps (e.g., abruptly shifting between simplex
vertices) as the system crosses switching surfaces in the
state space.

(ii) The ZOH execution gap: The ϵ terms explicitly iso-
late and quantify the unavoidable execution penalties
generated when these theoretically discontinuous optimal
strategies are “frozen” in time by the practical piecewise-
constant ZOH delay pattern π.

(iii) Conditions for vanishing penalties: These penalties
reflect the physical reality of discrete execution rather
than a systemic flaw. If the system dynamics inherently
avoid switching surfaces, or if algorithmic smoothing
techniques (such as entropy regularization) are applied
to the local matrix games, these ϵ penalties will strictly
diminish toward O(π̄).

Algorithm 1 Near-optimal mixed strategies synthesis for G
Input: Game dynamics f , cost h, terminal cost g, continuous

action spaces U, V , commitment delay pattern π, spatial
grids Uδ, Vδ , bounded diffusion matrix design Σ, and the
solved HJI value function Ṽ .

1: Initialize the accumulated cost J ← 0.
2: for k = 1, . . . , |π| do
3: Observe current game state x(tk−1).
4: Evaluate gradients∇xṼ and∇2

xxṼ at (tk−1, x(tk−1)).
5: Construct local payoff matrix Q ∈ RNu×Nv where:

Qi,j = hk + (∇xṼ )⊤fk +
1

2
Tr

(
Σk∇2

xxṼ
)
,

with
fk ≜ f(tk−1, x(tk−1), ui, vj)

hk ≜ h(tk−1, x(tk−1), ui, vj)

Σk ≜ Σ(tk−1, x(tk−1), ui, vj).

6: Solve the local Minimax LP to obtain optimal PMFs:

(ũ∗, ṽ∗) = arg min
ũ∈∆Nu−1

max
ṽ∈∆Nv−1

ũ⊤Qṽ.

7: Randomly sample actions from the spatial grids:

u(tk−1) ∼ ũ∗ and v(tk−1) ∼ ṽ∗.

8: for t ∈ [tk−1, tk) do
9: Apply ZOH: u(t) = u(tk−1) and v(t) = v(tk−1).

10: True game state evolves:

ẋ(t) = f(t, x(t), u(t), v(t)).

11: end for
12: Update cost: J ← J +

∫ tk
tk−1

h(t, x(t), u(t), v(t))dt.
13: end for
14: J ← J + g(x(T )).
Output: Sampled control sequence {u(tk−1), v(tk−1)}|π|k=1

and total cost J .

VII. NUMERICAL EXPERIMENTS

In this section, we validate the proposed control-space-
discretization-based weak approximation framework through
a highly nonlinear zero-sum differential game. Specifically,
we evaluate the state and cost approximations under different
diffusion designs, demonstrate the necessity of mixed strate-
gies by analyzing the suboptimality gaps against pure-strategy
bounds, and finally, verify our theoretically established O(π̄)
error bounds through a rigorous sensitivity analysis on the
commitment delay π.

A. Experimental Setup

Consider a scalar nonlinear zero-sum differential game G
defined on the time horizon [t0, T ] = [0, 1] with the initial state
x0 = 1.0. The continuous-time system dynamics are driven by
both players as follows:

f(t, x, u, v) = sin(x)− 0.5x+ 2u cos(x/4)− 2v, (27)



11

where the compact action spaces are u ∈ U = [−1, 1] and
v ∈ V = [−1, 1]. The running cost penalizes state deviations,
action efforts, and intense strategy collisions:

h(t, x, u, v) = 3x2 + 40 exp(−15(u− v)2) + u2 − v2, (28)

and the terminal cost is given by g(x(T )) = 2x2.
To apply the proposed methodology, we uniformly dis-

cretize the continuous action spaces into Nu = Nv = 41
grid points, and discretize the state space over x ∈ [−π, π]
into 63 grid points. For the numerical integration of the game,
we set the simulation time step to dt = 0.001. The default
baseline commitment delay is set to an equispaced partition
with π̄ = 0.05.

We evaluate three distinct functional designs for the artificial
diffusion term Σ̃ in the approximated SDG G̃, corresponding
to varying degrees of local variance matching:

1) Zero diffusion: σ1 = 0;
2) Absolute drift: σ2 = |f(t, x, u, v)|;
3) Delay-scaled drift: σ3 =

√
δπ(t)|f(t, x, u, v)|, which

strictly adheres to the O(π̄) condition in Theorem 4.
The approximated game values and optimal PMFs are obtained
by solving the discrete HJI equation via backward dynamic
programming. All stochastic evaluations are averaged over
2, 000 independent Monte Carlo sample paths.

B. Weak Approximation Performance

We first evaluate how well the designed pure-strategy SDG
G̃ approximates the original game G under the designed
mixed strategies (using the theoretically sound design σ3).

Fig. 2 visualizes the time-varying probability mass functions
(PMFs) ũ∗(t) and ṽ∗(t) solved from G̃. The optimal mixed
strategy exhibits a highly multimodal distribution to actively
avoid the opponent’s actions due to the severe collision
penalty. The overlaid stepwise trajectory confirms that the
Zero-Order Hold (ZOH) sampling effectively draws control
commands governed by these optimal distributions.

To quantify the state distributional approximation, we mea-
sure the 1-Wasserstein distance, W1(µDG(t), µSDG(t)), be-
tween the empirical state distributions of the true game and
the auxiliary SDG at each time step. As shown in Fig. 3(a),
the delay-scaled diffusion design (σ3) successfully bounds the
Wasserstein distance globally, demonstrating superior weak
approximation capability. This structural alignment is further
validated in Fig. 3(b), where the expectation of the terminal
cost J(T ) of the original DG almost perfectly coincides with
the designed SDG under σ3.

C. Suboptimality and Pure Strategy Value Gap

To demonstrate the advantage of the near-optimal mixed
strategy and certify its suboptimality gap, we consider three
strategy configurations: (1) Near Optimal Mixed (OM), (2)
Player 1 Best Response (P1 BR) against Player 2’s OM, and
(3) Player 2 Best Response (P2 BR) against Player 1’s OM.

Furthermore, we explicitly compute the theoretical Pure
Upper Value (P1 exploited unconditionally) and Pure Lower
Value (P2 exploited unconditionally) by solving the first-order

HJI equation of the game without commitment delays. These
bounds are depicted as the shaded gap in Fig. 3(c).

The results show that the Monte Carlo mean of the proposed
OM method lies strictly within the pure strategy gap. It empiri-
cally verifies that relying solely on deterministic pure strategies
leads to deterministic exploitation, whereas our mixed strategy
guarantees a robust expected performance strictly bounded
away from the worst-case pure strategy outcomes.

D. Sensitivity to Commitment Delay π

Finally, to provide a definitive verification of Theorem 6,
we conduct a sensitivity analysis on the commitment delay
by varying π̄ ∈ {0.10, 0.05, 0.02, 0.01} under the diffusion
design σ3.

As shown in Fig. 4(a) and Fig. 4(b), the global Wasserstein
distance between the state distributions and the expectation
difference bewteen the cost decrease monotonically as π̄
shrinks, validating the O(π̄) distributional convergence. More
importantly, the grouped boxplots in Fig. 4(c) explicitly reveal
a “funnel effect”: as the delay π̄ → 0, the suboptimality gaps
tightly shrink, and the expected costs of the Best Responses
and the Optimal Mixed strategy strictly converge toward the
center of the pure strategy value bounds. This observation
powerfully substantiates our theoretical claim that the pro-
posed discretization framework universally bounds both the
value approximation error and the suboptimality gap by O(π̄).

Remark 5 (Justification on surrogate best response and O(π̄)
inversion). In the suboptimality verification (Fig. 4(c)), one
may observe that the Monte Carlo evaluation of Player 1’s
best response cost, J(αBR, β

d), is not strictly less than the
approximated optimal mixed strategy cost, J(αd, βd). Occa-
sionally, J(αBR, β

d) might even be slightly greater.
This phenomenon is theoretically sound and stems from

the intractability of the exact best response. Computing the
strict infimum infα∈Aπ

m
J(α, βd) over the original game G

is computationally prohibitive, as it requires traversing an
exponentially growing scenario tree generated by the oppo-
nent’s delayed randomizations. Consequently, we compute a
surrogate best response by optimizing over the continuous-
time auxiliary SDG G̃, i.e., solving for the optimal contin-
uous control against the opponent’s approximated dynamics
J̃(·, ϕ2(βd)).

Let ũBR be the optimal surrogate response. By definition,
it guarantees J̃(ũBR, ṽ

∗) ≤ J̃(ũ∗, ṽ∗) in the auxiliary SDG.
However, mapping these strategies back to the true game G
incurs weak approximation errors due to the ZOH execution.
Using Theorem 2, we have:

J(αBR, β
d)− J(αd, βd)

≤
(
J̃(ũBR, ṽ

∗) +O(π̄)
)
−

(
J̃(ũ∗, ṽ∗)−O(π̄)

)
≤ O(π̄).

Therefore, the slight inversion where J(αBR, β
d) ≳ J(αd, βd)

is strictly bounded by the O(π̄) gap. Rather than refuting the
methodology, this bounded discrepancy practically validates
the tightness of our weak approximation design under the
given commitment delay π̄.
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(c) delay-scaled drift

Fig. 2. Mixed strategy distribution under different designs for the diffusion term of G̃.
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Fig. 3. Weak approximation and suboptimality gap under different designs for the diffusion term of G̃.
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Fig. 4. Weak approximation and suboptimality gap under different π̄.

VIII. CONCLUSION

This paper has investigated the challenging problem of
computing optimal mixed strategies for zero-sum differential
games. We introduced a weak approximation framework that
establishes a stochastic equivalent representation of the orig-
inal game, which ensures the existence of a game value and
provides a certified approximation of the state dynamics and
cost expectations. To facilitate implementation, we further de-
veloped a control-space discretization algorithm, transforming
the abstract measure-theoretic optimization into solvable local
matrix games. Theoretical analysis demonstrates that the weak
approximation error is strictly of order O(π̄) with respect to
the commitment delay, while explicit analytical upper bounds
are provided to certify the strategy suboptimality gaps. Numer-
ical simulations further validate the theoretical convergence

bounds and demonstrate the advantage of the synthesized
mixed strategies in preventing deterministic exploitation.

Extending this methodology to N -player general-sum differ-
ential games is a promising direction. Our core framework of
mapping continuous-time mixed strategies to step-wise pure
strategies remains valid. However, the equilibrium analysis
must generalize from a unique saddle point to general Nash
Equilibria. Computationally, this requires transitioning from a
single Hamilton-Jacobi-Isaacs equation to a system of coupled
HJI equations. Fortunately, our discrete probability param-
eterization naturally facilitates this extension by leveraging
algorithms developed for standard extensive-form games. We
hope this framework motivates further investigations in these
broader settings.
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APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM 1

Proof. Our proof proceeds based on the principle of dynamic
programming. Notice that the game value functions, presented
in Definition 4, are defined on the initial state and time
without concerning the information filtration generated by
the mixed strategies. Nevertheless, to further define the value
function at any time t ∈ (t0, T ] during the game, one should
notice that the value functions is measurable with respect
to Ft. Therefore, the first step of our proof is to show
that the value functions are not influenced by Ft. First, for
k ∈ {0, . . . , N − 1}, we use the essential supremum and
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essential infimum over Fk to define value functions at tk, i.e.,

V π
m,−(tk, x(tk))

≜ esssupβ∈Bπ
m
essinfα∈Aπ

m
J(tk, x(tk), α, β) |Fk,

V π
m,+(tk, x(tk))

≜ essinfα∈Aπ
m
esssupβ∈Bπ

m
J(tk, x(tk), α, β) |Fk.

It follows that

V π
m,−(tN−1, x(tN−1))

(i)
= esssupβ∈Bπ

m
essinfα∈Aπ

m
Eω

{∫ tN

tN−1

h(t, x(t), uω, vω)dt

+ V π
m,−(tN , x(tN )) | FN−1

}
(ii)
= sup

ν∈PC(V )

inf
µ∈PC(U)

∫
V×U

{∫ tN

tN−1

h(t, x(t), u, v)ds

+ V π
m,−(tN , x(tN ))

}
ν(dv)µ(du).

Subject to the convex constraint set C, PC(U) and PC(V ) are
convex subsets of the totalities of all regular Borel probability
containing probability measures on U and V . For equation
(i), (uω, vω) is a unique pair of control functions belonging
to ST(t0, T ;π, U)×ST(t0, T ;π, V ) such that α(w, vω) ≡ uω
and β(w, uω) ≡ vω , for any ω ∈ Ω. For equation (ii), on the
one hand, notice that V π

m,−(tN , x(tN )) = g(x(tN )), which
only depends on x(tN−1) and GN , and is independent of
FN−1. On the other hand, since the mixed strategies determine
the probability distributions of uω|[tN−1,tN ]

and vω|[tN−1,tN ]
, the

essential supremum over Bπ
m and essential infimum over Aπ

m

are equivalent to the supremum over PC(V ) and infimum
over PC(U), resp. Moreover, the measure spaces PC(V )
and PC(U) are independent of FN−1. Therefore, one gets
that V π

m,−(tN−1, x(tN−1)) does not depend on FN−1. By
mathematical induction, it follows that V π

m,−(tk−1, x) does
not depend on Fk−1 for k ∈ {1, . . . , N}. Similarly, this
conclusion also applies to the upper value functions.

The second step of the proof is to show that the upper and
lower values coincide, which is then an obvious result because

V π
m,−(tk−1, x(tk−1))

= sup
ν∈PC(V )

inf
µ∈PC(U)

∫
V×U

{∫ tk

tk−1

h(t, x(t), u, v)ds

+ V π
m,−(tk, x(tk))

}
ν(dv)µ(du)

(i)
= inf

µ∈PC(U)
sup

ν∈PC(V )

∫
U×V

{∫ tk

tk−1

h(t, x(t), u, v)dt

+V π
m,−(tk, x(tk))

}
µ(du)ν(dv)

= V π
m,+(tk−1, x(tk−1)),

where (i) holds because the general Von Neumann minimax
theorem guarantees the existence of a saddle-point [42].

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM 2

Proof. For ease of notation, we omit the initial conditions
(t0, x0) in J and J̃ throughout this proof without introducing
ambiguity.

Step 1. Define a = J(α∗, βd), b = J(αd, β∗), c =

J̃(ϕ1(α
∗), β̃∗), and d = J̃(α̃∗, ϕ2(β

∗)). By the n-th order
weak approximation between G and G̃, we obtain |a −
J̃(ϕ1(α

∗), ϕ2(β
d))| = O(π̄n) and |b− J̃(ϕ1(αd), ϕ2(β

∗))| =
O(π̄n). Additionally, by definition, |d−J̃(ϕ1(αd), ϕ2(β

∗))| =
ϵ1 and |c − J̃(ϕ1(α∗), ϕ2(β

d))| = ϵ2. Consequently, we can
establish the following relations:

a = J(α∗, βd) ≤ J(α∗, β∗) ≤ J(αd, β∗) = bxyO(π̄n)

xyO(π̄n)

J̃(ϕ1(α
∗), ϕ2(β

d)) J̃(ϕ1(α
d), ϕ2(β

∗))xyϵ2

xyϵ1

c = J̃(ϕ1(α
∗), β̃∗) ≥ J̃(α̃∗, β̃∗) ≥ J̃(α̃∗, ϕ2(β

∗)) = d.

Step 2. Next, we prove that

max(|a− d|, |b− c|) ≤ max(|a− c|, |b− d|). (29)

Recall the algebraic identity for the maximum of two absolute
values:

max(|X|, |Y |) = |X + Y |+ |X − Y |
2

, ∀X,Y ∈ R. (30)

Applying (30) to the left-hand side (LHS) of the proposed
inequality, we obtain:

LHS =
|(a− d) + (b− c)|+ |(a− d)− (b− c)|

2

=
1

2

(
|(a+ b)− (c+ d)|+ |(a− b) + (c− d)|

)
. (31)

Similarly, applying (30) to the right-hand side (RHS) yields:

RHS =
|(a− c) + (b− d)|+ |(a− c)− (b− d)|

2

=
1

2

(
|(a+ b)− (c+ d)|+ |(a− b)− (c− d)|

)
. (32)

Comparing (31) and (32), we observe that the first term, |(a+
b)− (c+d)|, is identical on both sides. Therefore, to establish
that LHS ≤ RHS, it is mathematically sufficient to prove that
the second term of the LHS is bounded by the second term of
the RHS:

|(a− b) + (c− d)| ≤ |(a− b)− (c− d)|. (33)

To evaluate (33), we introduce the variables x ≜ a− b and
y ≜ c − d. By hypothesis, a ≤ b, which implies x ≤ 0.
Furthermore, c ≥ d, which implies y ≥ 0. Substituting these
definitions into (33) gives:

|x+ y| ≤ |x− y|. (34)

Given that x ≤ 0 and y ≥ 0, their product xy is strictly
non-positive (xy ≤ 0), which implies (x + y)2 ≤ (x − y)2.
Thus, the condition in (34) is inherently satisfied. Since this
inequality holds unconditionally under the given assumptions,
the original statement in (29) is proven.

Step 3. Finally, applying the triangle inequality and com-
bining the established bounds, we conclude:

|V π
m(t0, x0)− Ṽp(t0, x0)| = |J(α∗, β∗)− J̃(α̃∗, β̃∗)|

≤max(|a− d|, |b− c|) ≤ max(|a− c|, |b− d|)
≤max(ϵ1, ϵ2) +O(π̄n).
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APPENDIX C
PROOF OF THEOREM 3

Proof. For ease of notation, we omit (t0, x0) in J and J̃ . We
present the proof for the first inequality; the second follows
symmetrically.

Step 1. Consider strategies α(1), α(2) ∈ Aπ
m such that

α(1) ∈ argminα∈Aπ
m
J(α, βd) and ϕ1(α

(2)) = α̃br. Let
a = J(α(1), βd), b′ = J(α(2), βd), c′ = J̃(ϕ1(α

(1)), ϕ2(β
d)),

and d′ = J̃(α̃br, ϕ2(β
d)). According to the n-th order weak

approximation between G and G̃, we have |a− c′| = O(π̄n)
and |b′ − d′| = O(π̄n). Consequently, the following relations
hold:

a = J(α(1), βd) ≤ J(α(2), βd) = b′xyO(π̄n)

xyO(π̄n)

c′ = J̃(ϕ1(α
(1)), ϕ2(β

d)) ≥ J̃(α̃br, ϕ2(β
d)) = d′.

It follows that |a− d′| ≤ max(|a− d′|, |b′ − c′|) ≤ max(|a−
c′|, |b′ − d′|) = O(π̄n).

Step 2. Let b = J(αd, βd), c = J̃(α̃br, β∗), and d =

J̃(α̃∗, β̃∗). From Step 1, we have |a− d′| = O(π̄n). Further-
more, |b− J̃(ZOHπ[α̃

d],ZOHπ[β̃
∗])| = O(π̄n) by the defini-

tion of the n-th order weak approximation. By definition of the
error terms, |d′−c| = ϵ4 and |d−J̃(ZOHπ[α̃

∗],ZOHπ[β̃
∗])| =

ϵ3. Hence, we establish:

a = J(α(1), βd) ≤ J(αd, βd) = bxyO(π̄n)

xyO(π̄n)

d′ = J̃(α̃br, ϕ2(β
d)) J̃(ZOHπ[α̃

∗],ZOHπ[β̃
∗])xyϵ4

xyϵ3

c = J̃(α̃br, β̃∗) ≥ J̃(α̃∗, β̃∗) = d.

Step 3. By algebraically adding and subtracting c and d to
the difference b − a, and subsequently regrouping the terms,
we obtain:

|a− b| = b− a
= (b− d) + (c− a)− (c− d). (35)

Recall the fundamental property that x ≤ |x| for any x ∈ R.
Applying this inequality to the first two terms of (35) yields
b − d ≤ |b − d| and c − a ≤ |c − a| ≡ |a − c|. Substituting
these bounds into (35) gives:

|a− b| ≤ |b− d|+ |a− c| − (c− d). (36)

Since c ≥ d, it strictly follows that c − d ≥ 0, rendering the
term −(c− d) non-positive. Removing this non-positive term
from the right-hand side of (36) provides a valid, looser upper
bound:

|a− b| ≤ |a− c|+ |b− d| = ϵ3 + ϵ4 +O(π̄n).

This completes the proof.

APPENDIX D
PROOF OF THEOREM 4

Proof. Our certification of SDG weak approximation proceeds
via a two-stage procedure derived from the classical weak
approximation theory of SDEs [43]: i) investigate the one-step

approximation errors between the original game dynamics and
the designed SDG, and ii) if the local one-step approximation
errors for the first two moments are bounded by O(π̄2), then
the global approximation error over the entire time horizon
has an order of 1, i.e., O(π̄).

Unlike classical SDE weak approximation, an SDG approx-
imation requires both the state trajectory and the accumulated
cost function to be jointly approximated, as defined in Defini-
tion 7. To facilitate this, we first transform the original general
game G and the approximated game G̃ into auxiliary forms
where the running costs are absorbed into an augmented state
variable y.

(Gaux) :


ẋ(t) = f(t, x(t), u(t), v(t)),
ẏ(t) = Eh(t, x(t), u(t), v(t)),
x(t0) = x0, y(t0) = 0,
J = E [y(T ) + g(x(T ))] .

(G̃aux) :


dx̃(t) = f̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dt+ Σ̃

1
2 (t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dWt,

dỹ(t) = Eh̃(t, x̃, ũ, ṽ)dt,
x̃(t0) = x0, ỹ(t0) = 0,

J̃ = E [ỹ(T ) + g(x̃(T ))] .

We now proceed to the local one-step error analysis. Let
δ = t1 − t0 be the length of the first commitment interval,
satisfying δ ≤ π̄. Let ∆ = [∆⊤

x ,∆y]
⊤ be the exact one-step

increment for Gaux where ∆x = x(t1) − x(t0) and ∆y =
y(t1)− y(t0). Similarly, let ∆̃ = [∆̃⊤

x , ∆̃y]
⊤ denote the one-

step increment for the approximated SDG G̃aux.

Lemma 1 (One-step approximation). Given that the spatial
covering radii satisfy δu, δv = O(π̄), and the strategy projec-
tion maps (ϕ1, ϕ2) are applied, the differences between the
local moments of ∆ and ∆̃ conditionally on the initial state
are bounded by:

(i)
∥∥∥E[∆x]− E[∆̃x]

∥∥∥ = O(π̄2),

(ii)
∥∥∥E[∆x∆

⊤
x ]− E[∆̃x∆̃

⊤
x ]
∥∥∥ = O(π̄2),

(iii)
∣∣∣∆y − ∆̃y

∣∣∣ = O(π̄2).

Proof of Lemma 1. Under the Zero-Order Hold (ZOH) com-
mitment pattern of G, the continuous control processes are
drawn from the probability measures µ and ν and remain
constant over [t0, t1). Expanding the exact dynamics of Gaux

via Taylor expansion yields:

E[∆x] = Eµ,ν [f(t0, x0, u, v)]δ +O(δ2),
E[∆x∆

⊤
x ] = Eµ,ν [f(t0, x0, u, v)f(t0, x0, u, v)

⊤]δ2 +O(δ3),
∆y = Eµ,ν [h(t0, x0, u, v)]δ +O(δ2).

Concurrently, the Euler-Maruyama scheme applied to the
SDEs of G̃aux yields the approximated moments. Recalling
the definitions of f̃ , Σ̃, and h̃ based on the discrete PMFs
(ũ, ṽ) mapped via ϕ1, ϕ2, we obtain:

E[∆̃x] = f̃(t0, x0, ũ, ṽ)δ +O(δ2),
E[∆̃x∆̃

⊤
x ] = Σ̃(t0, x0, ũ, ṽ)δ + f̃ f̃⊤δ2 +O(δ3),
∆̃y = h̃(t0, x0, ũ, ṽ)δ +O(δ2).

Proof of (i) and (iii): Due to the Lipschitz continuity of f and
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h with respect to the control variables, the spatial quantization
error introduced by the mapping to the discrete points Uδ and
Vδ is bounded. Specifically, for the drift term:∥∥∥Eµ,ν [f ]− f̃

∥∥∥ ≤ Lf,uδu + Lf,vδv = O(π̄).

Subtracting the expected state increments gives:

E[∆x]− E[∆̃x] =
(
Eµ,ν [f ]− f̃

)
δ +O(δ2).

Since δ ≤ π̄, the product of the spatial error O(π̄) and the
temporal step δ yields O(π̄2). Thus, E[∆x]−E[∆̃x] = O(π̄2).
The identical Lipschitz logic applies to the running cost h,
proving (iii) that ∆y − ∆̃y = O(π̄2).
Proof of (ii): For the exact dynamics of Gaux, since the sys-
tem state evolution f is uniformly bounded over the compact
action spaces, the exact second moment increment strictly
scales with the squared time step:

∥E[∆x∆
⊤
x ]∥ = ∥Eµ,ν [ff

⊤]δ2 +O(δ3)∥ = O(δ2).

Conversely, for the approximated SDG G̃aux, the second
moment increment driven by the discrete PMFs expands as:

E[∆̃x∆̃
⊤
x ] = Σ̃(t0, x0, ũ, ṽ)δ + f̃ f̃⊤δ2 +O(δ3).

According to the preconditions established in Theorem 4, the
designable diffusion matrix Σ, and consequently its expecta-
tion Σ̃, is positive semi-definite and strictly bounded such that
∥Σ̃∥ ≤ CΣπ̄. Because the time step satisfies δ ≤ π̄, the leading
variance deviation generated by the artificial diffusion process
is rigorously bounded by:

∥Σ̃δ∥ ≤ CΣπ̄ · δ ≤ CΣπ̄
2 = O(π̄2).

Furthermore, because the expected drift f̃ is also bounded, the
drift-induced term ∥f̃ f̃⊤δ2∥ is bounded by O(δ2) ≤ O(π̄2).
It immediately follows that the overall approximated second
moment satisfies ∥E[∆̃x∆̃

⊤
x ]∥ = O(π̄2).

By applying the triangle inequality, the difference between the
exact and approximated second moments yields:∥∥∥E[∆x∆

⊤
x ]− E[∆̃x∆̃

⊤
x ]
∥∥∥ ≤ ∥∥E[∆x∆

⊤
x ]
∥∥+

∥∥∥E[∆̃x∆̃
⊤
x ]
∥∥∥

= O(δ2) +O(π̄2) = O(π̄2).

This confirms that the local one-step variance approximation
error is theoretically preserved at order 2, regardless of the
specific bounded functional design of Σ. Hence, the proof of
(ii) is completed.

According to Milshtein’s theorem [43, Theorem 2], Lemma
1 guarantees that a local weak approximation error of O(π̄2)
per step over N = T/π̄ intervals accumulates to a global
approximation error of O(π̄). Consequently, the continuous
state trajectory and the accumulated cost of the designed
SDG G̃aux under pure strategies (ϕ1(α), ϕ2(β)) ∈ Ãπ

p × B̃πp
constitute an order 1 weak approximation of the original game
Gaux under mixed strategies (α, β) ∈ Aπ

m × Bπm. Reverting
the auxiliary variables to the original cost functional yields
|J(t0, x0, α, β) − J̃(t0, x0, ϕ1(α), ϕ2(β))| = O(π̄), which
completes the proof.
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