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Abstract

Deep reinforcement learning excels in numerous large-scale practical applications. However, existing per-
formance analyses ignores the unique characteristics of continuous-time control problems, is unable to directly
estimate the generalization error of the Bellman optimal loss and require a boundedness assumption. Our work
focuses on continuous-time control problems and proposes a method that is applicable to all such problems where
the transition function satisfies semi-group and Lipschitz properties. Under this method, we can directly analyze
the a priori generalization error of the Bellman optimal loss. The core of this method lies in two transformations
of the loss function. To complete the transformation, we propose a decomposition method for the maximum
operator. Additionally, this analysis method does not require a boundedness assumption. Finally, we obtain an a
priori generalization error without the curse of dimensionality.

Keywords: A priori Estimates, Residual Network, Continuous-time Reinforcement Learning, Bellman Opti-
mal Loss.

1 Introduction
Reinforcement learning methods, characterized by their consecutive interaction with the environment and learn-
ing from feedback, are adept at solving a wide range of sequential decision-making and control problems. Deep
reinforcement learning (DRL), which employs neural networks to represent value or policy functions, utilizes
common algorithms such as DQN [1], PPO [2], TRPO [3], and SAC [4]. Deep reinforcement learning has
proven its capability to outperform human-designed algorithms in numerous practical applications. These include
discrete-time decision-making problems like Go [5], recommendation systems [6], and combinatorial optimization
problems [7]. Furthermore, deep reinforcement learning is also applicable to continuous-time control problems,
such as robotic control [8], UAV control [9], Starcraft [10], and quantitative trading [11]. To accommodate the
reinforcement learning method, continuous-time control problems often necessitate time discretization.

While there are existing studies that analyze the theoretical performance of DRL, including aspects such as
generalization error and regret [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17], three significant gaps remain. First, existing works treat
continuous-time and discrete-time control problems in a uniform manner, failing to utilize the characteristics of
continuous-time control and to consider the actual impacts and errors introduced by the time step of discretiza-
tion. Specifically, in continuous-time control problems, MDPs often exhibit the smooth policy property, implying
that actions and state values for closely located states should be similar. Agents satisfy this property have better
policies [18], however, current works often overlook this property. Moreover, applying reinforcement learning
methods to continuous-time control problems requires discretization, and the choice of the time step of discretiza-
tion is crucial. On the one hand, large step can lead to greater generalization error, resulting in less precise control
and drastic action changes in real-world problems. On the other hand, small step can lead to excessive computa-
tional resource usage and increased costs. Current works can not guide us in choosing the appropriate step size.
Second, existing works are based on surrogate loss functions and cannot directly provide the generalization error
for the Bellman optimal loss. Existing works mainly estimate the generalization error for iterative algorithms like
Fitted Q-Learning (FQI, [19]) and Least Squares Value Iteration (LSVI, [20]), which construct surrogate losses
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based on the target network. Using surrogate losses can avoid dealing with the maximum operation, but the
surrogate losses come in various forms, such as double Q-Learning [21], Rainbow [22], and existing analytical
methods do not cover them. Furthermore, optimizing these surrogate losses ultimately aims to optimize the Bell-
man optimal loss. Hence, it is essential to directly estimate the generalization error of the Bellman optimal loss.
Third, in existing generalization error estimations, it is often assumed that the function used for approximation is
bounded, or that the values of the target network are bounded. However, this assumption is not commonly applied
in practical situations. Therefore, it is necessary to eliminate the boundedness assumption.

In this work, we estimate the generalization error for the Bellman optimal loss in contin-uous-time control
problems, which have a continuous state space and a finite action space. We utilize a multi-layer residual network,
coupled with explicit regularization, to approximate the Q-function. To concentrate on the error bound analysis of
function approximation, we take an assumption that the data in the empirical loss function is uniformly distributed.
In addition, we introduce a discrete-time transition function and assume this function possesses semi-group and
Lipschitz properties, which allows the value function to satisfy the smooth policy property. Moreover, we assume
that the reward function is bounded and resides in the Barron space. This assumption is plausible as reward
functions are typically custom-designed and we only require the reward function to be continuous with bounded
values, a broad condition that most reward functions can meet.

In the overall analysis, the most challenging step is obtaining the approximation error of the Bellman optimal
loss. To estimate this error bound, we formulate an Bellman effective loss by setting the time step of discretization
to zero, which can be viewed as an extreme configuration. we are able to derive the explicit solution of Bellman
effective loss, which is expressed using the reward function. Then we can employ a neural network to directly
fit it through supervised loss and estimate the approximation error. Moreover, since the Bellman effective loss is
bounded by the previously obtained supervised loss, we are able to obtain the approximation error for the Bellman
effective loss. Finally, thanks to the Lipschitz property of the discrete-time transition function, we express the
Bellman optimal loss as the sum of the Bellman effective loss and an additional term related to the Lipschitz
constant and the time step of discretization. This allows us to obtain the approximation error of the Bellman
optimal loss.

1.1 Contribution
Our primary contributions can be encapsulated in three key aspects: 1) More Realistic Settings for Continuous-
time Control Problems: Our method is applicable to all continuous-time control problems where the transition
function satisfies semigroup and Lipschitz conditions. In such problem environments, agents trained by rein-
forcement learning often exhibit better performance [18]. 2) Generalization Error Estimation for Bellman
Optimal Loss: Our method can directly handle the Bellman optimal loss, which is based on our new approach.
This approach involves transforming the loss function twice: from the supervised loss of the effective solution
to the Bellman effective loss, and from the Bellman effective loss to the Bellman optimal loss. Specifically, in
the first transformation, we introduce a decomposition technique to deal with the maximum operator, which is
often challenging to analyze. Additionally, we use the generalization error bound to guide the choice of time
step of discretization. 3) Eliminated Boundedness Assumption: Our analysis does not require the boundedness
assumption, and our result does not suffer from the curse of dimensionality. The error bound relies only on the
polynomial of the action space size, sample size, and neural network width.

1.2 Related works
This work is intimately linked to the body of literature on batch reinforcement learning, where the goal is to esti-
mate the value function based on a provided sample dataset. This problem typically optimize a Bellman (optimal)
loss in a least-square format. Because of the complexity of the neural networks, most existing works only consider
using linear function to approximation the value function [23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 29]. However, our work focuses
on using neural networks to approximate the value function. Existing works under this setting generally consider
FQI [12, 13, 14, 17] and LSVI [15, 16] algorithms. In the context of the FQI algorithm, Fan et al. [14] provide
a generalization error with bounded multi-layer fully connected neural networks, incorporating the phenomenon
of distribution shift. Duan et al. [12] acknowledge the variance term in the empirical Bellman optimal loss and
discuss the generalization error in the single sample regime under bounded functions. Similarly, Nguyen et al. [17]
recognize the variance term and use uniform data convergence to mitigate it, thereby obtaining a generalization er-
ror under bounded multi-layer fully connected neural networks. Our work draws primary inspiration from Long et
al. [13], who introduce an explicit regularization term into the empirical loss function and achieve a generalization
bound with two-layer neural networks, the neural networks utilized for approximation are unbounded, however,
the target network necessitates a truncation operator. In the context of the LSVI algorithm, Yang et al. [15] provide
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a generalization error using an Upper Confidence Bound (UCB, [20]) sampling mechanism. Wang et al. [16] fur-
ther enhance the UCB mechanism by integrating an effective sampling technique [30, 31, 32], thereby obtaining a
generalization bound under a general function space with bounded functions. Similar to the method employed by
Long et al. [13], our work also makes use of explicit regularization. However, we diverge in that we directly esti-
mate the generalization error for the Bellman optimal loss, and our approach does not necessitate a boundedness
assumption for the target network.

Our work aligns closely with a significant body of research that concentrates on the generalization error and
model capacity of deep neural networks. The field is particularly interested in the analysis of generalization
error under various scenarios. Arora et al. [33] demonstrated that a compression approach could improve the
generalization error for deep neural networks. Bartlett et al. [34] presented a generalization error for multi-class
classification problems, leveraging the size of the margin. Barron et al. [35] provided a generalization error
for under-parameterized neural networks. The approximation capabilities of over-parameterized neural networks
across different function spaces were analyzed by Allen et al. [36]. Ma et al. [37] provided a priori estimates of
two-layer neural networks under a regression setting. In another work, Ma et al. [38] provided a priori estimates of
the residual network, and we adopted some of their analysis techniques in our work. The discussion also extends
to model capacity related to norms. Zheng et al. [39] proposed a Basis-path Norm and derived a generalization
error based on this norm. Neyshabur et al. [40] provided the sample complexity for multi-layer neural networks
under certain norm constraints.

2 Preliminaries

2.1 Continuous-time reinforcement learning and discretization
In this section, we present the notations and definitions of Markov Decision Processes (MDPs). A continuous-
time deterministic discounted MDP is a tuple (γ, S,A, r, g, π), where γ ∈ (0, 1) represents the discount factor,
S denotes the state space, A signifies the action space, r : S × A → R is the reward function, g : S × A → S
is the deterministic transition function and π : S → A is a deterministic policy. Specifically, the action space
A = {a1, a2, ..., a|A|} has a finite cardinality |A|. In this work, we assume S ⊆ [0, 1]d, which can be easily
adapted to a general compact domain in Rd. Furthermore, we assume for any (s, a) ∈ S × A, |r(s, a)| ≤ 1. This
can be easily extended to a bounded reward function setting.

For a given policy π and a state s, the continuous-time state value function is defined as

V π(s) =

∫ ∞

0

e−γtr (s(t), π(s(t))) dt.

The optimal state value function is then defined as V ∗(s) = maxπ V
π(s).

Remark 2.1. In real-world problems, given a compact set as the state space, the agent may reach the boundary.
We assume that when the agent reaches the boundary, it will return to its previous position. Thus, the agent will
stay in the compact domain.

To apply reinforcement learning methods to solve this problem, we take a discretization. We define a discrete-
time transition function, denoted as g̃ : S × A × R → S, and ∆t ≥ 0 is the time step of discretization, where
∆t = 0 represents an extreme case. With a slight misuse of notation, the state value function given a policy π and
a state s is defined as

V π(s) =

∞∑
i=0

γir(si, π(si)),

where s0 = s and si+1 = g̃(si, π(si),∆t). The correponding state-action value function is

Qπ(s, a) = r(s0, a) +

∞∑
i=1

γir(si, π(si)), V
π(s) = max

a∈A
Qπ(s, a).

The optimal state value function is defined as V ∗(s) = maxπ V
π , and Q∗(s, a) = maxπ Q

π .
In this work, we primarily discuss the a priori generalization error bound of the Bellman optimal loss, which

is defined using the Bellman optimal equation. Given any s ∈ S, a ∈ A, s′ = g̃(s, a,∆t) ∈ S, the Bellman
optimal equation can be represented as

Q(s, a) = r(s, a) + γmax
a′∈A

Q(s′, a′). (1)

Q∗ is the solution to this equation.
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2.2 Residual network and Barron space
In this section, we present the residual network that has a skip connection at each layer:

f(x, θ) = u⊺h[L], h[0] = V x, g[l] = σ(W [l]h[l−1]),

h[l] = h[l−1] + U [l]g[l] for l ∈ {1, . . . , L}.
(2)

Here, x is an element of a compact set X ⊂ Rd, V ∈ RD×d,W [l] ∈ Rm×D, U [l] ∈ RD×m for l ∈ {1, . . . , L}, and
u ∈ RD. The collection of all parameters is denoted by θ = vec{u, V, {W [l]}Ll=1, {U [l]}Ll=1}, and σ represents the
ReLU function. The dimensions of the input, the width of the residual network, the width of the skip connection,
and the depth of the neural network are represented by d, m, D, and L, respectively. Generally, the quadruple
(d,m,D,L) is used to describe the size of a residual network. Additionally, the function space for the residual
networks is defined as:

F̂ = {f(·, θ) : f(·, θ) is a residual network as defined in (2)} . (3)

In order to control the estimate, we introduce weighted path norm [38].

Definition 2.2 (weighted path norm). The weighted path norm of parameter θ, real-valued residual network
f(·, θ) ∈ F̂ is

∥θ∥P =
∥∥∥|u⊺| (I + 3

∣∣∣U [L]
∣∣∣ ∣∣∣W [L]

∣∣∣) . . . (I + 3
∣∣∣U [1]

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣W [1]
∣∣∣) |V |

∥∥∥
1
, (4)

where the absolute value of a matrix or a vector means taking absolute value entry-wisely. We also define the
weight path norm for real valued residual network

∥f(·, θ)∥P = ∥θ∥P .

While the previous definition applies to real-valued functions, the state-value action function we want to
approximate is a vector-valued function, necessitating an extension. We begin by defining the function space
for vector-valued functions. Given a finite set I of size |I|, it can be defined as:

F =
{
{f(·, θ(i))}i∈I : f(·, θ(i)) ∈ F̂ for all i ∈ I

}
. (5)

Here, Θ = vec{θ(i)}i∈A, and θ(i) = vec{ui, Vi, {W [l]
i }Ll=1, {U

[l]
i }Ll=1}. The parameters of the residual network

f(·, θ(i)) are represented by θ(i), as defined in (2). For each i ∈ I, f(·, θ(i)) is a function defined on X . Con-
sequently, we have a total of |I| functions rather than a single one. Nonetheless, throughout the paper, we still
consider f as a single function on X × I. For instance, when continuity is required, we write f ∈ C(X × I).
Based on this definition, we define the weighted path norm for vector-valued function as follow.

Definition 2.3 (weighted path norm for vector-valued function). Given a finite set I with size |I|, the weighted
path norm of a |I|-vector-valued residual network f ∈ F with Θ = {θ(i)}i∈I is

∥Θ∥P =
∑
i∈I

∥f(·, θ(i))∥P =
∑
i∈I

∥θ(i)∥P .

In this paper, we consider the reward function in the Barron space, which is capable of addressing a majority
of scenarios in real-world problems. Furthermore, as the reward function depends on the action, it is also a vector-
valued function. In the subsequent definition, we initially introduce the Barron space for real-valued functions and
subsequently extend it to vector-valued functions.

Definition 2.4 (Barron space). Given an activation function σ : R → R, a real-valued function f(x) defined on a
compact domain X ⊂ Rd belongs to Barron space, that is, f ∈ B(X ) if and only if it can be written in the form

f(y) = E(u,w)∼ρuσ(w · x) for all x ∈ X ,

where ρ is a probability distribution over Rd+1. The Barron norm is defined as

∥f(·)∥B = inf
ρ

(
E(u,w)∼ρ|u|∥w∥21

)1/2
.
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Definition 2.5 (Barron space for vector-valued function). Given an activation function σ : R → R, a finite set I
with size |I| and a compact set X ⊂ Rd, a |I|-vector-valued function f(·, ·) defined on a domain X × I belongs to
Barron space, i.e. f ∈ B(X × I) if and only if for each i ∈ I it can be written in the form

f(x, i) = E(ui,wi)∼ρi
uiσ(w

⊺
i x) for all x ∈ X ,

where for each i ∈ I, ρi is a probability distribution over Rd+1. The corresponding Barron norm is defined as

∥f(·, ·)∥B =

(∑
i∈I

∥f(·, i)∥2B

)1/2

.

We use ∥f∥B to replace ∥f(·, ·)∥B for short notation.

Remark 2.6. From the Definition 2.5, we have the following relation:
∑

i∈I∥f(·, i)∥2B = ∥f∥2B and |I|1/2∥f∥B ≥∑
i∈I∥f(·, i)∥B because of Jensen’s inequality.

2.3 Rademacher complexity
The Rademacher complexity serves as a fundamental tool for generalization analysis. In this section, we will
present the basic definition and some significant results. For the sake of completeness, they are enumerated below.

Definition 2.7 (Rademacher complexity of a function class F). Given a set S = {z1, . . . , zn} sample from dis-
tribution P , S ∼ Pn, and a class F of real-valued functions Z → R, the Rademacher complexity of F on Z is
defined as

RadS(F) =
1

n
Eτ

[
sup
f∈F

n∑
i=1

τif (zi)

]
,

and the Rademacher complexity is define as Rad(F) = ES [RadS(F)] , where τ1, . . . , τn are independent ran-
dom variables drawn from the Rademacher distribution, i.e., P (τi = +1) = P (τi = −1) = 1

2 for i = 1, . . . , n.

Lemma 2.8 (contraction lemma [38]). Suppose thatψi : R → R is aC-Lipschitz function for each i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.
For any y ∈ Rn, let ψ(y) = (ψ1 (y1) , · · · , ψn (yn))

⊤. For an arbitrary set of vector functions F of length n on
an arbitrary domain S and an arbitrary choice of samples S = {z1, . . . , zn} from distribution P , S ∼ Pn, we
have

RadS(ψ ◦ F) ≤ C RadS(F), and Rad(ψ ◦ F) ≤ C Rad(F).

Theorem 2.9 (two-sided Rademacher complexity and generalization gap [41]). Suppose that f ’s in F are non-
negative and uniformly bounded, i.e., for any f ∈ F and any z ∈ Z, 0 ≤ f(z) ≤ B. Then for any δ ∈ (0, 1),
with probability at least 1 − δ over the choice of n i.i.d. random samples from distribution P , which donate as
S = {z1, . . . , zn} from distribution P , S ∼ Pn, we have

sup
f∈F

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

f (zi)− Ezf(z)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2Rad(F) +B

√
ln(2/δ)

2n
.

2.4 Bellman optimal loss minimization with neural network approximation
Let’s start to establish the context for the problem and methods. Initially, we redefine the function spaces (3) and
(5) from Section 2.2, utilizing the state space S and action space A. Subsequently, we extend our definition to the
following function spaces:

F̂M =
{
f(·, θ) ∈ F̂ : ∥θ∥P ≤M

}
,FM =

{
f(·, θ(·)) ∈ F : ∥Θ∥P ≤M

}
,

Zmax =

{
max
a∈A

f(·, θ(a)) : f ∈ F
}
, Zmax

M =

{
max
a∈A

f(·, θ(a)) : f ∈ FM

}
.

G =

{
f(·, θ(·))− γmax

a∈A
f(·, θ(a)) : f ∈ F

}
,

GM =

{
f(·, θ(·))− γmax

a∈A
f(·, θ(a)) : f ∈ FM

}
.

According to the given definition, if f(·, θ(·)) ∈ FM , then f(·, θ(a)) ∈ F̂M for all a ∈ A.
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From the Bellman equation given in (1), we define the Bellman optimal loss as

RD(Θ) =
1

2
Es∼D,a∼U

(
f(s, θ(a))− r(s, a)− γmax

a′∈A
f(s′, θ(a′))

)2

,

where D and U are uniform distributions over S and A respectively, f ∈ F , γ ∈ (0, 1), r(·, a) ∈ C(S) for all
a ∈ A and s′ = g̃(s, a,∆t). Finding f∗ that minimizes the Bellman optimal loss refers as Bellman optimal loss
minimization problem.

For sample S = {si, ai, s′i, r}ni=1, the corresponding empirical loss function is

RS(Θ) =
1

2n

n∑
i=1

[
f(si, θ(ai))− r(si, ai)− γmax

a′∈A
f(s′i, θ(a

′))

]2
.

In this study, we optimize a regularized empirical loss to find the solution for the Bellman optimal loss. The
optimization problem is defined as follows:

min
f∈F

{RS(Θ) + λΛ(∥Θ∥P)} , (6)

where Λ(·) represents the regularization function and λ is the regularization constant. The regularization technique
is widely used and beneficial in the training of neural networks. It can prevent overfitting [42], enhance the
generalization ability [43, 44], assist in feature selection [45], and increase the interpretability of the model [46,
47].

2.5 Bellman effective loss minimization problem
In Section 2.2, we introduce a discrete transition function g̃, which is a key concept in our modeling. We now
make some basic assumptions for it.

Assumption 2.10 (properties of transition function). 1. Assume that g̃ is a semi-group, i.e., g̃(g̃(s, a, t), a, t̃) =
g̃(s, a, t+ t̃) for all t, t̃ ≥ 0; g̃(s, a, 0) = s.

2. Assume g̃ is Lipschitz in t, that is for any s ∈ S, a ∈ A and t ∈ [0,+∞), there is constant CT > 0 such
that for all ∆t ∈ (0, 1), ∥g̃(s, a, t)− g̃(s, a, t+∆t)∥∞ ≤ CT∆t.

From this assumption, we have s′ = g̃(s, a,∆t) = s + O(∆t). If there is a continuous function f(s, a)
satisfies equation (1), we have

f(s, a) = r(s, a) + γmax
a′∈A

f(s+O(∆t), a′)

= r(s, a) + γmax
a′∈A

f(s, a′) +O(∆t)
df

ds
(s, a′).

This relation represents the smooth policy property. Additionally, if ∆t→ 0, the third term will be negligible. So
we can consider an extreme case, where we set ∆t to zero, we obtain a Bellman effective equation as

f∗(s, a) = r(s, a) + max
a′∈A

f∗(s, a′). (7)

Then we define the Bellman effective loss following the equation (7) with uniform distribution D and U as

R̃D(Θ) =
1

2
Es∼D,a∼U

(
f(s, θ(a))− r(s, a)− γmax

a′∈A
f(s, θ(a′))

)2

.

Finally, we define the Bellman effective loss minimization problem as finding the function f∗ that minimizes
the Bellman effective loss. We donate this f∗ as effective solution.

3 Main results

3.1 Main theorem
We first introduce a mild assumption regarding the reward function.
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Assumption 3.1 (reward function is Barron). Suppose that r(·, a) ∈ B(S × A) for each a ∈ A and that for all
(s, a) ∈ S ×A, |r(s, a)| ≤ 1.

The main theorem provides an a priori estimates of the Bellman optimal loss with residual network approxi-
mation and explicit regularization.

Theorem 3.2 (a priori generalization error bound for Bellman optimal loss). Suppose that Assumption 2.10 and
3.1 hold, let

Θ̂ = argmin
Θ

JS,λ(Θ) := RS(Θ) +
λ√
n
∥Θ∥2P ln(4(∥Θ∥P + 1)),

with a residual network f(s, θ̂(a)) of size (d, (6α+1)m,D0, α+1) and Θ̂ = {θ̂(a)}a∈A. Then for any γ ∈ (0, 1)
and δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least 1 − δ over the choice of a i.i.d. sample S = {si, ai, s′i, r}ni=1 and
λ > 72|A|3

√
2 ln(2d) + 9 ln(|A| /δ) + 18, we have

RD(Θ̂) ≤ Poly(|A|)
(1− γ)2

(
1

m
+ (∆t)2

)
∥r∥2B +

(λ+ 1)Poly(|A| , ln d, |ln δ|)
(1− γ)2

√
n

∥r∥2B (∥r∥B + 1) . (8)

Remark 3.3. In this section, we employ Poly(·) to streamline the expression. Here, Poly(·) denotes a specific
polynomial function that may vary from one line to another. The original expression is presented in Section 4.

Remark 3.4. Selecting an appropriate ∆t involves a trade-off. In (8), ∆t governs the sample complexity, with a
smaller ∆t resulting in a smaller error bound. One can choose ∆t ≤ O(max{1/m1/2, 1/n1/4}), where the term
contains ∆t will not be the dominant term in the bound. Moreover, the choice of ∆t impacts both computational
efficiency and control accuracy in the actual problem. A larger ∆t enhances computational efficiency at the
expense of control accuracy, while a smaller ∆t improves control accuracy but reduces computational efficiency.
Balancing these two aspects, one can select ∆t = O(max{1/m1/2, 1/n1/4}).

Remark 3.5. We would like to emphasize that our estimate is nearly optimal in terms of the sample size and
the model size. For the first term, we derive m = (NL)/C|A| from Theorem 3.10, where N represents the total
width of the neural network, L denotes the depth of the neural network, and C|A| is a finite constant associated
with the size of the action space. The convergence rate is O(1/(LN)), which aligns with the rate in the universal
approximation theory for shallow networks [48]. The second term illustrates the rate with respect to the sample
size asO(1/

√
n), which corresponds to the Monte Carlo rate derived from classical estimates of the generalization

gap. Also, ∆t is a small constant. Moreover, the bound dependent on the polynomial of the action space size,
which is a finite number and thus, does not contribute to the curse of dimensionality.

3.2 Proof sketch
The structure of the proof is illustrated in Figure 1. The proof process can be divided into two parts: the Bellman
effective loss minimization problem and the Bellman optimal loss minimization problem. The a priori gener-
alization error of the Bellman optimal loss is obtained by combining its corresponding approximation error and
the a posterior generalization error. The non-trivial part of the proof is estimating the approximation error of the
Bellman optimal loss, which we use two transfers to achieve it. Fist of all, since the Bellman effective loss has
an explicit solution, we can construct a supervised loss that fits this solution and estimate the corresponding ap-
proximation error. Also, the approximation error of the Bellman effective loss can be bounded by the combination
of the approximation error of the supervised loss, then we can estimate the approximation error of the Bellman
effective loss, completing the first transfer. Afterward, since the transition function has the Lipschitz property,
the approximation error of the Bellman optimal loss can be controlled by the approximation error of the Bellman
effective loss plus a small quantity, completing the second transfer.

The proof starts from the Bellman effective loss minimization problem. Lemma 4.4 demonstrates that this
problem possesses an explicit solution given by:

f∗(s, a) = r(s, a) +
γ

1− γ
max
a′∈A

r(s, a′). (9)

This effective solution can be expressed by reward functions.
We now proceed to estimate the error bound for the supervised loss of the effective solution. However, esti-

mating the error bound between f(·, θ) and maxa′∈A r(s, a
′) poses a challenge due to the maximum operation.

Interestingly, we observe that the maximum operation over a set can be transformed into a maximum operation

7



Figure 1: Sketch of proof for Theorem 3.2

over two elements in a binary tree structure, as depicted in Figure 2. Besides, the maximum of two elements can
be expressed as:

max{a, b} =
1

2
(a+ b+ |b− a|) = 1

2
(a+ b+ σ(a− b) + σ(b− a)), (10)

where σ represents the ReLU function. Consequently, we can leverage the structure of the neural network to
replace the maximum operation.

Building upon the aforementioned idea, we can construct a binary tree for the reward function. We set A =
{1, . . . , 2α} without loss of generality. Even if the size of the action space is less than 2α, we can still construct
a binary tree and follow the same methodology. We define A(k) = {π(k)

1 (s), . . . , π
(k)

2α−k(s)} for k ∈ {1, . . . , α},

and π(0)
j (s) = j, for j ∈ A, s ∈ S. Also, for j ∈ {1, . . . , 2α−k} and k ∈ {1, . . . , α}, we define:

π
(k)
j (s) = arg max

{π(k−1)
2j−1 (s),π

(k−1)
2j (s)}

{r(s, π(k−1)
2j−1 (s)), r(s, π

(k−1)
2j (s))}. (11)

π
(k)
j (s) can also be represented in the format of (10), as given in Lemma 4.5. The relationship between π(k)

j (s)

shows in Figure 2, which is a binary tree. Note that π(α)
1 (s) = π(s) = argmaxa∈A r(s, a).

From Lemmas 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3, we are able to construct an appropriate residual network to substitute the
maximum operation. Consequently, we can determine the approximation error for the supervised loss with reward
function and maximum operation, given a suitable residual network.

Proposition 3.6 (approximation error for supervised loss with reward function). For given integer k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , α},
j ∈ {1, . . . , 2α−k}, there is integer D ∈ N+ and an residual network f(s, θ̃kj ) with size (d, 6km,D, k + 1) such

8



Figure 2: The relation between π(k)
j , which is a binary tree.

that

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃kj )− r(s, π

(k)
j (s))

)2
≤ 5k

16
∑j2k

i=(j−1)2k+1∥r(·, i)∥
2
B

m

with ∥θ̃(k)j ∥P ≤ (7/2)k
∑j2k

i=(j−1)2k+1 12∥r(·, i)∥B.

By integrating the last proposition with the effective solution provided in (9), we are able to estimate the
approximation error for supervised loss with effective solution.

Corollary 3.7 (approximation error for supervised loss with effective solution). Suppose that Assumption 3.1
holds. Then for all a ∈ A and γ ∈ [0, 1), there is integer D0 ∈ N+ and an residual network f(s, θ̃(a)) with size
(d, (6α + 1)m,D0, α+ 1) such that

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃(a))− f∗(s, a)

)2
≤ Poly(|A|)

(1− γ)2m
∥r∥2B

with ∥θ̃(a)∥P ≤ Poly(|A|)
1−γ ∥r∥B.

Remark 3.8. Notice that 6α < |A|3, so network width is less than (|A|3 + 1)m.

The the Bellman effective loss is bounded by a combination of the supervised loss of the effective solution.
This leads us to the following proposition.

Proposition 3.9 (approximation error for Bellman effective loss). Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds. The for all
a ∈ A and γ ∈ (0, 1), there are integerD0 ∈ N+, residual network f(s, θ̃(a)) with size (d, (6α+1)m,D0, α+1)
and Θ̃ = {θ̃(a)}a∈A such that

R̃D(Θ̃) ≤ Poly(|A|)
(1− γ)2m

∥r∥2B

with ∥Θ̃∥P ≤ Poly(|A|)
1−γ ∥r∥B.

Thanks to the Lipschitz property of the transition function given in Assumption 2.10, the Bellman optimal loss
is bounded by a combination of the Bellman effective loss and an additional term associated with the time step of
discretization.

Theorem 3.10 (approximation error for Bellman optimal loss). Suppose that Assumption 2.10 and 3.1 hold.
Then for all a ∈ A and γ ∈ (0, 1), there are integer D0 ∈ N+, residual network f(s, θ̃(a)) with size (d, (6α +
1)m,D0, α+ 1) and Θ̃ = {θ̃(a)}a∈A such that

RD(Θ̃) ≤ Poly(|A|)
(1− γ)2

(
1

m
+ (∆t)2

)
∥r∥2B.

with ∥Θ̃∥P ≤ Poly(|A|)
1−γ ∥r∥B.

To obtain the a posteriori generalization bound, it is necessary to estimate the Radema-cher complexity of
the function space associated with residual networks and maximum operation, which we can employ the same
methodology as in Proposition 3.6. By integrating Lemma 4.6, Lemma 4.7, and Theorem 2.9, we arrive at the
following result.
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Theorem 3.11 (a posterior generalization bound for Bellman optimal loss). Suppose that Assumption 3.1 holds.
For any γ ∈ (0, 1) and δ > 0, with probability 1− δ over the choice of n i.i.d. samples from (D×U), donated as
S = {si, ai, s′i, r}ni=1, and f(s, θ(a)) be the residual network defined in (2) with Θ = {θ(a)}a∈A, we have that

|RD(Θ)−RS(Θ)| ≤ Poly(|A| , ln d, |ln δ|)√
n

(∥Θ∥P + 1)2 ln∥Θ∥P .

We are now prepared to prove the final result. Let’s consider the following decomposition:

RD(Θ̂) = RD(Θ̃) + [RD(Θ̂)− JS,λ(Θ̂)] + [JS,λ(Θ̂)− JS,λ(Θ̃)] + [JS,λ(Θ̃)−RD(Θ̃)]. (12)

Here, Θ̂ represents the optimal solution of the regularized loss function (6), and Θ̃ corresponds to the residual
network given in Theorem 3.10. From Theorem 3.10, we can derive the bound of RD(Θ̃). According to Theorem
3.11, both RD(Θ̂)− JS,λ(Θ̂) and JS,λ(Θ̃)−RD(Θ̃) are bounded with high probability. Furthermore, from the
definition, JS,λ(Θ̂)−JS,λ(Θ̃) ≤ 0. Substituting all of the above into (12) yields the a priori estimates in Theorem
3.2.

4 Proof of Theorems

4.1 Lemmas for the operations of residual network
In this section, we present three straightforward lemmas associated with the construction of the maximum opera-
tion.

Lemma 4.1 (combination of residual network). For two residual networks f(x, θ1) and f(x, θ2) with size (d,m1, D1, L)
and (d,m2, D2, L) respectively, there exists an residual network f(x, θ3) with size (d,m1 + m2, D1 + D2, L)
such that

f(x, θ3) = f(x, θ1) + f(x, θ2),

and that ∥θ3∥P = ∥θ1∥P + ∥θ2∥P .

Proof. By setting

f(x, θ1) = u⊺1h
[L]
1 , h

[l]
1 = h

[l−1]
1 + U

[l]
1 σ(W

[l]
1 h

[l−1]
1 ) for l = {1, . . . , L}, h[0]1 = V1x,

f(x, θ2) = u⊺2h
[L]
2 , h

[l]
2 = h

[l−1]
2 + U

[l]
2 σ(W

[l]
2 h

[l−1]
2 ) for l = {1, . . . , L}, h[0]2 = V2x.

Construct u⊺3 = {u⊺1 , u
⊺
2} ∈ R1×(D1+D2), V3 =

[
V1
V2

]
∈ R(D1+D2)×d,W [l]

3 =

[
W

[l]
1 0

0 W
[l]
2

]
∈ R(m1+m2)×(D1+D2)

andU [l]
3 =

[
U

[l]
1 0

0 U
[l]
2

]
∈ R(D1+D2)×(m1+m2) for l ∈ {1, . . . , L} with θ3 = vec{u3, V3, {W [l]

3 }Ll=1, {U
[l]
3 }Ll=1}.

It easy to verify f(x, θ3) = f(x, θ1) + f(x, θ2) and that ∥θ3∥P = ∥θ1∥P + ∥θ2∥P due to that V3x =

[
V1x
V2x

]
and W [l]

3 , U [l]
3 are partitioned matrix.

Lemma 4.2 (deepen residual network with extra layer). Given integer L ∈ N+, for residual network f(x, θ1)
with size (d,m,D,L) , there exists residual network f(x, θ2) with size (d,m,D+ 1, L+ 1) such that f(x, θ2) =
f(x, θ1) and ∥θ2∥P = ∥θ1∥P

Proof. Let f(x, θ1) be

f(s, θ1) = u⊺1h
[L]
1 , h

[l]
1 = h

[l−1]
1 + U

[l]
1 σ(W

[l]
1 h

[l−1]
1 ) for l = {1, . . . , L}, h[0]1 = V1x.

Construct V2 =

[
V1
0

]
∈ R(D+1)×d and W [l]

2 =
[
W

[l]
1 0

]
∈ Rm×(D+1) and U [l]

2 =

[
U

[l]
1

0

]
∈ R(D+1)×m

for l ∈ {1, . . . , L}, we see that h[l]2 =

[
h
[l]
1

0

]
∈ RD+1 for l ∈ {1, . . . , L}. Then let

W
[L+1]
2 =

[
0
]
∈ Rm×(D+1), U

[L+1]
2 =

[
0
]
∈ R(D+1)×m.
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Hence

h
[L+1]
2 = h

[L]
2 + U

[L+1]
2 σ(W

[L+1]
2 h

[L]
2 ) =

[
h
[L]
1

0

]
∈ RD+1.

Thus by letting u⊺2 = {u⊺1 , 0} ∈ R1×(D+1), we see that

f(x, θ2) = u⊺2h
[L+1]
2 = u⊺1h

[L]
1 = f(x, θ1).

Moreover,
|u⊺2 |

(
I + 3

∣∣∣U [L+1]
2

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣W [L+1]
2

∣∣∣) = |{u⊺1 , 0}| ,

and this implies that ∥θ2∥P = ∥θ1∥P .

Lemma 4.3 (deepen residual network with activation function). Given integer L ∈ N+, for residual network
f(x, θ1) with size (d,m,D,L) , there exists residual network f(x, θ2) with size (d,m,D + 1, L + 1) such that
f(x, θ2) = σ(f(x, θ1)) and that ∥θ2∥P = 3∥θ1∥P

Proof. Let f(x, θ1) be

f(x, θ1) = u⊺1h
[L]
1 , h

[l]
1 = h

[l−1]
1 + U

[l]
1 σ(W

[l]
1 h

[l−1]
1 ) for l = {1, . . . , L}, h[0]1 = V1x.

Construct V2 =

[
V1
0

]
∈ R(D+1)×d and W [l]

2 =
[
W

[l]
1 0

]
∈ Rm×(D+1) and U [l]

2 =

[
U

[l]
1

0

]
∈ R(D+1)×m

for l ∈ {1, . . . , L}, we see that h[l]2 =

[
h
[l]
1

0

]
∈ RD+1 for l ∈ {1, . . . , L}. Then let

W
[L+1]
2 =

[
0 0
u⊺1 0

]
∈ Rm×(D+1), U

[L+1]
2 =

[
0 . . . 0
0 . . . 1

]
∈ R(D+1)×m.

Hence

h
[L+1]
2 = h

[L]
2 + U

[L+1]
2 σ(W

[L+1]
2 h

[L]
2 ) =

[
h
[L]
1

σ(u⊺1h
[L]
1 )

]
∈ RD+1.

Thus by letting u⊺2 = {0, 0, . . . , 1} ∈ R1×(D+1), we see that

f(x, θ2) = u⊺2h
[L+1]
2 = σ(u⊺1h

[L]
1 ) = σ(f(x, θ1)).

Moreover,

|u⊺2 |
(
I + 3

∣∣∣U [L+1]
2

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣W [L+1]
2

∣∣∣) = |{3u⊺1 , 1}| , |V2|x =

[
|V1|x
0

]
and this implies that ∥θ2∥P = 3∥θ1∥P .

4.2 Approximation error for the Bellman effective loss minimization problem
We first prove two lemmas: 1) the existence lemma of effective solution and 2) the decomposition lemma for the
equation (11).

Lemma 4.4 (existence of effective solution). There exists a function f∗(·, ·) ∈ C(S × A) which satisfies the
Bellman effective equation (7) and it can be represented as

f∗(s, a) = r(s, a) +
γ

1− γ
max
a∈A

r(s, a).

f∗(·, ·) is the effective solution.

Proof. If such f∗ exists, it should satisfy

f∗(s, a) = r(s, a) + γmax
a′∈A

f∗(s, a′);

f∗(s, ã) = r(s, ã) + γmax
a′∈A

f∗(s, a′).
(13)

Thus
f∗(s, a)− f∗(s, ã) = r(s, a)− r(s, ã).
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For s fixed, we define a policy as π(s) = argmaxa∈A f
∗(s, a), we have

f∗(s, π(s)) = r(s, π(s)) + γf∗(s, π(s)) =
1

1− γ
r(s, π(s)) (14)

Equations (13) and (14) together lead to

f∗(s, a) = r(s, a)− r(s, π(s)) +
1

1− γ
r(s, π(s)) = r(s, a) +

γ

1− γ
r(s, π(s)). (15)

Conversely, it can be easily checked that f∗ given by equation (15) is a solution to the Bellman effective equation
(7) and π(s) = argmaxa∈A r(s, a).

Since for each a ∈ A, r(s, a) is continuous and r(s, π(s)) = maxa∈A r(s, a), we have r(s, π(s)) is continu-
ous, thus function f∗(s, a) is continuous and hence the proof is completed.

Lemma 4.5 (decomposition of maximum operation). It satisfies that for k ∈ {1, . . . , α}, j ∈ {1, . . . , 2α−k}

r(s, π
(k)
j (s)) = max{r(s, π(k−1)

2j−1 (s)), r(s, π
(k−1)
2j (s))}

=
1

2

(
r(s, π

(k−1)
2j−1 (s)) + r(s, π

(k−1)
2j (s)) +

∣∣∣r(s, π(k−1)
2j−1 (s))− r(s, π

(k−1)
2j (s))

∣∣∣) .
Proof. This comes from the definition and that max{a, b} = 1

2 (a+ b+ |a− b|)

Now we start to prove Proposition 3.6 and its Corollary 3.7.

Proof of Proposition 3.6. This is proved by method of induction. And for simplicity, we only prove the case of
j = 1.

Step 0: For k = 0, we can refer to [38] theorem 2.7, which indicates that for each a ∈ A, there is an residual
network f(·, θ̃(a)) of size (d,m, d+ 1, 1) with θ̃(a) = vec{ ũa, ṽa, W̃a, Ũa}, ∥θ̃(a)∥P ≤ 12∥r(·, a)∥B and

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃(a))− r(s, a)

)2
≤ 16∥r(·, a)∥2B

m
. (16)

Step 1: For k = 1, consider π(1)
1 (s) as an example (the case of π(1)

j (s) can be proved similarly), by Proposi-
tion 4.5, we see

r(s, π
(1)
1 (s)) =

1

2
(r(s, 1) + r(s, 2) + |r(s, 1)− r(s, 2)|)

=
1

2
(r(s, 1) + r(s, 2) + σ(r(s, 1)− r(s, 2)) + σ(r(s, 2)− r(s, 1)))

By the first induction step, there are residual networks f(s, θ̃1), f(s, θ̃2) of size (d,m, d + 1, 1) such that equa-
tion (16) holds. And by Lemma 4.2, there are residual networks f(s, θ̆1) and f(s, θ̆2) of size (d,m, d+2, 2) such
that

f(s, θ̆1) = f(s, θ̃1), ∥θ̆1∥P = ∥θ̃1∥P
f(s, θ̆2) = f(s, θ̃2), ∥θ̆2∥P = ∥θ̃2∥P

(17)

Then consider the residual network representation of σ
(
f(s, θ̃1)− f(s, θ̃2)

)
. By Lem-ma 4.1, there is an

residual network f(s, θ̄1) of size (d, 2m, 2d+ 2, 1) such that

f(s, θ̄1) = f(s, θ̃1)− f(s, θ̃2), ∥θ̄1∥P = ∥θ̃1∥P + ∥θ̃2∥P .

And by Lemma 4.3, there is residual network f(s, θ̌1) of size (d, 2m, 2d+ 3, 2) such that

f(s, θ̌1) = σ
(
f(s, θ̄1)

)
, ∥θ̌1∥P = 3∥θ̄∥P = 3(∥θ̃1∥P + ∥θ̃2∥P). (18)

This argument also holds for σ
(
f(s, θ̃2)− f(s, θ̃1)

)
with residual network f(s, θ̌2) of size (d,

2m, 2d+ 3, 2). Moreover, notice that σ is Lipschitz continuous with constant 1, hence

Es∼D
(
f(s, θ̌1)− σ(r(s, 1)− r(s, 2))

)2
=Es∼D

(
σ
(
f(s, θ̃1)− f(s, θ̃2)

)
− σ (r(s, 1)− r(s, 2))

)2
≤2

(
Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃1)− r(s, 1)

)2
+ Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃2)− r(s, 2)

)2)
≤32

∥r(·, 1)∥2B + ∥r(·, 2)∥2B
m

.

(19)
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By Lemma 4.1 there is residual network f(s, θ̃(1)) of size (d, 6m, 6d+ 10, 2) such that

f(s, θ̃(1)) =
1

2

(
f(s, θ̆1) + f(s, θ̆2) + f(s, θ̌1) + f(s, θ̌2)

)
. (20)

Combining equations (17), (18), (19) and (20) and using Jensen’s inequality

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃(1))− r(s, π

(1)
1 (s))

)2
≤4Es∼D

(
1

2
(f(s, θ̆1)− r(s, 1))

)2

+ 4Es∼D

(
1

2
(f(s, θ̆2)− r(s, 2))

)2

+ 4Es∼D

(
1

2
(f(s, θ̌1)− σ(r(s, 1)− r(s, 2)))

)2

+ 4Es∼D

(
1

2
(f(s, θ̌2)− σ(r(s, 2)− r(s, 1)))

)2

≤80
(∥r(·, 1)∥2B + ∥r(·, 2)∥2B)

m
,

and we also have

∥θ̃(1)∥P =
1

2

(
∥θ̃1∥P + ∥θ̃2∥P + 3(∥θ̃1∥P + ∥θ̃2∥P) + 3(∥θ̃2∥P + ∥θ̃1∥P)

)
≤ 42(∥r(·, 1)∥B + ∥r(·, 2)∥B).

Step k: Now, suppose that for k ≥ 2, there is residual network f(·, θ̃(k)) of size (d, pkm, qkd+ sk, k + 1) with
pk = 6pk−1, qk = 6qk−1, sk = 6sk−1 + 4, p0 = q0 = s0 = 1 such that

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃(k))− r(s, π

(k)
j (s))

)2
≤ 5k

16
∑2k

i=1∥r(·, i)∥2B
m

with ∥θ̃(k)∥P ≤ (7/2)k
∑2k

i=1 12∥r(·, i)∥B.
Consider the case for π(k+1)

1 (s): since

r(s, π
(k+1)
1 (s)) =

1

2

(
r(s, π

(k)
1 (s)) + r(s, π

(k)
2 (s)) + σ

(
r(s, π

(k)
1 (s))− r(s, π

(k)
2 (s))

)
+ σ

(
r(s, π

(k)
2 (s))− r(s, π

(k)
1 (s))

))
.

By previous induction, there are residual networks f(s, θ̃(k)1 ) and f(s, θ̃(k)2 ) of size (d,
pkm, qkd+ sk, k + 1) such that

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃

(k)
1 )− r(s, π

(k)
1 (s))

)2
≤ 5k

16
∑2k

i=1∥r(·, i)∥2B
m

,

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃

(k)
2 )− r(s, π

(k)
2 (s))

)2
≤ 5k

16
∑2k+1

i=2k+1∥r(·, i)∥2B
m

.

And by Lemma 4.2, there are residual networks f(s, θ̆(k+1)
1 ), f(s, θ̆(k+1)

2 ) of size (d, pkm,
qkd+ sk + 1, k + 2) such that

f(s, θ̆
(k+1)
1 ) = f(s, θ̃

(k)
1 ), ∥θ̆(k+1)

1 ∥P = ∥θ̃(k)1 ∥P ,

f(s, θ̆
(k+1)
2 ) = f(s, θ̃

(k)
2 ), ∥θ̆(k+1)

2 ∥P = ∥θ̃(k)2 ∥P .
(21)

Still consider the residual network representation of σ
(
f(s, θ̃

(k)
1 )− f(s, θ̃

(k)
2 )
)

. By Lemma 4.1 and 4.3, there is

residual network f(s, θ̄1) of size (d, 2pkm, 2qkd+ 2sk, k + 1) such that

f(s, θ̄
(k)
1 ) = f(s, θ̃

(k)
1 )− f(s, θ̃

(k)
2 ), ∥θ̄(k)1 ∥P = ∥θ̃(k)1 ∥P + ∥θ̃(k)2 ∥P .

And by Lemma 4.3, there is residual network f(s, θ̌(k+1)
1 ) of size (d, 2pkm, 2qkd+ 2sk + 1, k + 2) such that

f(s, θ̌
(k+1)
1 ) = σ

(
f(s, θ̄

(k)
1 )
)
, ∥θ̌(k+1)

1 ∥P = 3∥θ̄(k)1 ∥P = 3(∥θ̃(k)1 ∥P + ∥θ̃(k)2 ∥P). (22)
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This argument holds for σ
(
f(s, θ̃

(k)
2 )− f(s, θ̃

(k)
1 )
)

with residual network f(s, θ̌(k+1)
2 ) of size (d, 2pkm, 2qkd+

2sk + 1, k + 2) also. Moreover, notice that σ is Lipschitz continuous with constant 1, hence

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̌

(k+1)
1 )− σ

(
r(s, π

(k)
1 (s))− r(s, π

(k−1)
2 (s))

))2
=Es∼D

(
σ
(
f(s, θ̃

(k)
1 )− f(s, θ̃

(k)
2 )
)
− σ

(
r(s, π

(k)
1 (s))− r(s, π

(k)
2 (s))

))2
≤2Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃

(k)
1 )− r(s, π

(k)
1 (s))

)2
+ 2Es∼S

(
f(s, θ̃

(k)
2 )− r(s, π

(k)
2 (s))

)2
≤5k

32
∑2k+1

i=1 ∥r(·, i)∥2B
m

.

(23)

By Lemma 4.1 there is residual network f(·, θ̃(k+1)) of size (d, pk+1m, qk+1d + sk+1, k + 2) with pk+1 = 6pk,
qk+1 = 6qk, sk+1 = 6sk + 4 such that

f(s, θ̃(k+1)) =
1

2

(
f(s, θ̆

(k+1)
1 ) + f(s, θ̆

(k+1)
2 ) + f(s, θ̌

(k+1)
1 ) + f(s, θ̌

(k+1)
2 )

)
.

combining equations (21), (22) and (23), and using Jensen’s inequality

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃(k+1))− r(s, π

(k+1)
1 (s))

)2
≤Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̆

(k+1)
1 )− r(s, π

(k)
1 (s))

)2
+ Es∼S

(
f(s, θ̆

(k+1)
2 )− r(s, π

(k)
2 (s))

)2
+ Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̌

(k+1)
1 )− σ

(
r(s, π

(k)
1 (s))− r(s, π

(k)
2 (s))

))2
+ Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̌

(k+1)
2 )− σ

(
r(s, π

(k)
2 (s))− r(s, π

(k)
1 (s))

))2
≤5k

16
∑2k

i=1∥r(·, i)∥2B
m

+ 5k
16
∑2k+1

i=2k+1∥r(·, i)∥2B
m

+ 4× 5k
16
∑2k+1

i=1 ∥r(·, i)∥2B
m

=5k
16
∑2k+1

i=1 ∥r(·, i)∥2B
m

.

with
∥θ̃(k+1)∥P =

1

2
(∥θ̆(k+1)

1 ∥P + ∥θ̆(k+1)
2 ∥P + ∥θ̌(k+1)

1 ∥P + ∥θ̌(k+1)
2 ∥P)

=
7

2
∥θ̃(k)1 ∥P +

7

2
∥θ̃(k)2 ∥P ≤ (7/2)k+1

2k+1∑
i=1

12∥r(·, i)∥B.

Hence completes the induction.

Proof of Corollary 3.7. First of all, the concrete form of the approximation error bound we are trying to prove is

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃(a))− f∗(s, a)

)2
≤ 32

(1− γ)2
|A|3 ∥r(·, ·)∥2B

m
+

32∥r(·, a)∥2B
m

,

with ∥θ̃(a)∥P ≤ 12∥r(·, a)∥B + 12
1−γ |A|5/2 ∥r(·, ·)∥B.

For each a ∈ A, by [38], Theorem 2.7, there is an residual network g(s, θ(a)) of size (d,m, d+1, 1) such that

Es∼D (g(s, θ(a))− r(s, a))
2 ≤ 16∥r(·, a)∥2B

m
, (24)

with ∥θ(a)∥P ≤ 12∥r(·, a)∥B. By Lemma 4.2, there is residual network g0(s, θ̆(a)) of size (d,m, d+α+1, α+1)
such that

g0(s, θ̆(a)) = g(s, θ(a)),

with ∥θ̆(a)∥P = ∥θ(a)∥P . By Theorem 3.6 and that r(s, π(s)) = r(s, π
(α)
1 (s)), there are D ∈ N+ and residual

network h(s, θ̃(α)) of size (d, 6αm,D,α+ 1) such that

Es∼D

(
h(s, θ̃(α))− r(s, π(s))

)2
≤ 5α

16
∑|A|

i=1∥r(·, i)∥2B
m

, (25)
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with ∥θ̃(α)∥P ≤ (7/2)α
∑|A|

i=1 12∥r(·, i)∥B. Thus by Lemma 4.1, there is residual network f(s, θ̃(a)) of size
(d, (6α + 1)m,D + d+ α+ 1, α+ 1) such that

f(s, θ̃(a)) = g0(s, θ̆(a)) +
γ

1− γ
h(s, θ̃(α)), (26)

with
∥θ̃(a)∥P = ∥θ̆(a)∥P +

γ

1− γ
∥θ̃(α)∥P ≤ 12∥r(·, a)∥B +

1

1− γ
(7/2)α

∑|A|

i=1
12∥r(·, i)∥B

≤ 12∥r(·, a)∥B +
12

1− γ
|A|5/2 ∥r(·, ·)∥B.

Moreover, (15), (24) and (25) together lead to

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃(a))− f∗(s, a)

)2
≤2Es∼D

(
g0(s, θ̆(a))− r(s, a)

)2
+ 2Es∼D

(
γ

1− γ

(
h(s, θ̃(α))− r(s, π(s))

))2

≤ 32

(1− γ)2
|A|3 ∥r(·, ·)∥2B

m
+

32∥r(·, a)∥2B
m

,

where 5α ≤ |A|3. This completes the proof.

From Corollary 3.7, we can estimate the approximation error of Bellman effective loss.

Proof of Proposition 3.9. First of all, the concrete form of the approximation error bound we are trying to prove
is

R̃D(Θ̃) ≤ 1

(1− γ)2
(|A|+ 1)(|A|4 + 1)

32∥r(·, ·)∥2B
m

.

with ∥Θ̃∥P ≤ 12
1−γ (|A|

7/2
+ |A|1/2)∥r(·, ·)∥B.

Insert effective solution (15) into Bellman effective loss we have

f(s, θ(a))− r(s, a)− γmax
a′∈A

f(s, θ(a′))

= (f(s, θ(a))− f∗(s, a))− γ

(
max
a′∈A

f(s, θ(a′))− max
a′′∈A

f∗(s, a′′)

)
.

(27)

Note that for each a ∈ A we have

f(s, θ(a))− max
a′′∈A

f∗(s, a′′) ≤ f(s, θ(a))− f∗(s, a) ≤ max
a′∈A

|f(s, θ(a′))− f∗(s, a′)| .

So we have the following relationship∣∣∣∣max
a′∈A

f(s, θ(a′))− max
a′′∈A

f∗(s, a′′)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ max
a′∈A

|f(s, θ(a′))− f∗(s, a′)| . (28)

From Corollary 3.7, we have for each a ∈ A

Es∼D

(
f(s, θ̃(a))− f∗(s, a)

)2
≤ 1

(1− γ)2
|A|3 32∥r(·, ·)∥2B

m
+

32∥r(·, a)∥2B
m

,

this combing equations (27) and (28) leads to

R̃(Θ̃) =
1

2
Es∼D,a∼U

(
(f(s, θ(a))− f∗(s, a))− γ

(
max
a′∈A

f(s, θ(a′))− max
a′′∈A

f∗(s, a′′)

))2

≤ 1

|A|
∑
a∈A

(
Es∼D (f(s, θ(a))− f∗(s, a))

2
+ |A|

∑
a∈A

(
Es∼D (f(s, θ(a))− f∗(s, a))

2
))

≤ 1

|A|

(
1

(1− γ)2
|A|4 + 1

)
32∥r(·, ·)∥2B

m
+ |A|

(
1

(1− γ)2
|A|4 + 1

)
32∥r(·, ·)∥2B

m

≤ 1

(1− γ)2
(|A|+ 1)(|A|4 + 1)

32∥r(·, ·)∥2B
m

.
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Also, we have

∥Θ̃∥P =
∑
a∈A

∥θ̃(a)∥P ≤
∑|A|

i=1
12∥r(·, i)∥B +

12

1− γ
|A|7/2 ∥r(·, ·)∥B

≤ 12

1− γ
(|A|7/2 + |A|1/2)∥r(·, ·)∥B.

4.3 a priori generalization error for Bellman optimal loss minimization problem
Than-ks to the Lipschitz property of the transition function, as stated in Assumption 2.10, we have the following
theorem.

Proof of Theorem 3.10. First of all, the concrete form of the approximation error bound we are trying to prove is

RD(Θ̃) ≤ 1

(1− γ)2

(
256 |A|5 ∥r(·, ·)∥2B

m
+ 576γ2C2

T (∆t)
2 |A|7 ∥r(·, ·)∥2B

)
.

with ∥Θ̃∥P ≤ 24
1−γ |A|7/2 ∥r(·, ·)∥B.

To get the relation between R̃D(Θ̃) and RD(Θ̃), we define

∆(s, a) = γ(max
a′∈A

f(s, θ̃(a′))− max
a′′∈A

f(g̃(s, a,∆t), θ̃(a′′))).

Then we have the following relationship

RD(Θ̃) =
1

2
Es∼D,a∼U

(
f(s, θ̃(a))− r(s, a)− γmax

a′∈A
f(s, θ̃(a′)) + ∆(s, a)

)2

≤ 1

2
Es∼D,a∼U

(
2

(
f(s, θ̃(a))− r(s, a)− γmax

a′∈A
f(s, θ̃(a′))

)2

+ 2 |∆(s, a)|2
)

≤ 2R̃D(Θ̃) +

(
sup

s′∈S,a′′∈A
|∆(s, a)|

)2

.

Now we start to estimate sups∈S,a∈A |∆(s, a)|,

sup
s∈S,a∈A

|∆(s, a)| = sup
s∈S,a∈A

∣∣∣∣γ (max
a′∈A

f(s, θ̃(a′))− max
a′′∈A

f(g̃(s, a,∆t), θ̃(a′′))

)∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

s∈S,a∈A

∣∣∣∣γmax
a′∈A

∣∣∣f(s, θ̃(a′))− f(g̃(s, a,∆t), θ̃(a′))
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣

≤ γ
∑
a′∈A

sup
s∈S,a∈A

∣∣∣f(s, θ̃(a′))− f(g̃(s, a,∆t), θ̃(a′))
∣∣∣ .

We define Γ(a) = |u⊺a| (I + 3
∣∣∣U [L]

a

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣W [L]
a

∣∣∣) . . . (I + 3
∣∣∣U [1]

a

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣W [1]
a

∣∣∣) |Va| ∈ Rd. For all s ∈ S, a ∈ A, from
Assumption 2.10 we have

sup
s∈S,a∈A

∣∣∣f(s, θ̃(a′))− f(g̃(s, a,∆t), θ̃(a′))
∣∣∣ ≤ sup

s∈S,a∈A
(Γ(a′)|s| − Γ(a′)|g̃(s, a,∆t)|)

≤ sup
s∈S,a∈A

(Γ(a′)|s− g̃(s, a,∆t)|)

≤ CT∆t∥θ̃(a′)∥P .

We have sups∈S,a∈A |∆(s, a)| ≤ γCT∆t∥Θ̃∥P . So the relation between R̃D(Θ̃) and RD(Θ̃) is

RD(Θ̃) ≤ 2R̃D(Θ̃) + γ2C2
T (∆t)

2∥Θ̃∥2P . (29)

From Theorem 3.9, we have

∥Θ̃∥P ≤ 12

1− γ
(|A|7/2 + |A|1/2)∥r(·, ·)∥B ≤ 24

1− γ
|A|7/2 ∥r(·, ·)∥B. (30)
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We have simplified the expression R̃D(Θ̃) as follows

R̃D(Θ̃) ≤ 1

(1− γ)2
(|A|+ 1)(|A|4 + 1)

32∥r(·, ·)∥2B
m

≤ 128

(1− γ)2
|A|5 ∥r(·, ·)∥2B

m
. (31)

So by combining (29), (30) and (31), we have the approximation error of RD(Θ̃).

Now we start to give the a posteriori estimates of the generalization error. In order to estimate the Rademacher
complexity of GM , we need to estimate the complexity of Zmax

M .

Lemma 4.6 (function space with maximum operation). Let F defined in (5) consist of f(·, θ(·)) with size (d,m,D,L),
then there exists m̃, D̃, L̃ and F̃ which consists of all real-valued residual network of size (d, m̃, D̃, L̃) such that

Zmax ⊆ F̃ and that Zmax
M ⊆ F̃R, where F̃R =

{
f̃(·, θ) ∈ F̃ : ∥θ∥P ≤ R

}
and R = |A|3M .

Proof. For any s ∈ S and given f ∈ F , define Π(0) = {Π(0)
1 (s), . . . ,Π

(0)
2α (s)} such that

Π
(0)
j (s) = f(s, θ(j)), for all j ∈ {1, . . . , 2α}.

Also, for k ∈ {1, . . . , α}, define Π(k) = {Π(k)
1 (s), . . . ,Π

(k)

2α−k(s)} such that

Π
(k)
j (s) = max{Π(k−1)

2j−1 (s),Π
(k−1)
2j (s)}, for all j ∈ {1, . . . , 2α−k}.

And it is easy to see that maxa′∈A f(s, θ(a
′)) = Π

(α)
1 (s).

For every k ∈ {0, 1, . . . , α}, we donate F̃k as the function space consists of all real-valued residual network of
size (d,mk, Dk, Lk), where F̃0 contains all the residual network with size (d,m,D,L) and mk = 6mk−1, Dk =
6Dk−1 + 4, Lk = Lk−1 + 1,m0 = m,D0 = D,L0 = L.

We prove by induction to show that Π(k)
j (s) ∈ F̃k for j ∈ {1, . . . , 2α−k}, and if f ∈ FM , which indicates

f(·, θ(a)) ∈ F̂M for all a ∈ A, then Π
(k)
j (s) ∈ F̃k

7kQ = {f̃(·, θ) ∈ F̃k : ∥θ∥P ≤ 7kM}.

Step 0: If k = 0, we can choose F̃0 = F̂ and R =M .
Step k: Suppose that k ≥ 1, Π(k)

j (s) ∈ F̃k and Π
(k)
j (s) ∈ F̃k

7kM = {f̃(·, θ) ∈ F̃k : ∥θ∥P ≤ 7kM}.
Consider the case of k + 1. We use the same argument in Proposition 3.6 here. Since

Π
(k+1)
j (s) = max{Π(k)

2j−1(s),Π
(k)
2j (s)}

=
1

2

(
Π

(k)
2j−1(s) + Π

(k)
2j (s) + σ

(
Π

(k)
2j−1(s)−Π

(k)
2j (s)

)
+ σ

(
Π

(k)
2j (s)−Π

(k)
2j−1(s)

))
,

and that Π(k)
2j−1(s),Π

(k)
2j (s) ∈ F̃k. By Lemmas 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3, there is mk+1, Dk+1, Lk+1 and an residual

network g(s, θ̆(k+1)
j ) of size (d,mk+1, Dk+1, Lk+1), which indicates Π(k+1)

j (s) ∈ F̃k+1, such that

g(s, θ̆
(k+1)
j ) = max{Π(k)

2j−1(s),Π
(k)
2j (s)} = Π

(k+1)
j (s).

Moreover, if Π(k)
2j−1(s),Π

(k)
2j (s) ∈ F̃k

7kM , by Lemmas 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 again, ∥θ̆(k+1)
j ∥P ≤ 7k+1M . Thus, by

induction, there is F̃ which consists of all real-valued residual network of size (d, m̃, D̃, L̃) such that Zmax ⊆ F̃
and that Zmax

M ⊆ F̃7αM ⊆ F̃|A|3M

The Rademacher complexity of GM can be bounded by the addition of Zmax
M and FM .

Lemma 4.7 (Rademacher complexity of function space). Given M > 0, the Rademacher complexity of GM over
a set of n i.i.d. samples from D × U , donated as S = {si, ai, s′i, r}ni=1, has an upper bound

Rad(GM ) ≤ 6 |A|3M
√

2 ln(2d)

n
.

Proof. From [38] Theorem 2.7, given any n′ ∈ N+, a ∈ A and a sample {si}n
′

i=1, we have

Eτ sup
f∈FM

n′∑
i=1

τif(si, a) ≤ 3M
√
2 ln(2d)×

√
n′.
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From Lemma 4.6, for each f ∈ FM , there exist an residual network g(·, θ) ∈ F̃|A|3M that has g(s′i, θ) =

maxa′∈A f(s
′
i, a

′), then given any n′′ ∈ N+ and a sample {s′i}n
′′

i=1, we have

Eτ sup
f∈FM

n′′∑
i=1

τi max
a′∈A

f(s′i, a
′) = Eτ sup

g∈F̃|A|3M

n′′∑
i=1

τig(s
′
i, θ) ≤ 3 |A|3M

√
2 ln(2d)×

√
n′′.

then we can obtain

Rad(GM ) ≤ 1

n
Eτ

[
ES

[
sup

f∈FM

n∑
i=1

τif(si, ai)

]]
+ γES

[
1

n
Eτ

[
sup

f∈FM

n∑
i=1

τi max
a′∈A

f(s′i, a
′)

]]

≤ 1

n

∑
a∈A

Eτ

ES

 sup
f∈FM

∑
1≤i≤n,ai=a

τif(si, a)

+ 3γ |A|3M
√

2 ln(2d)

n

≤
3M
√

2 ln(2d)

n

∑
a∈A

Eτ

[
ES

[√
{i, ai = a}

]]
+ 3 |A|3M

√
2 ln(2d)

n

≤3(|A|3 +
√
|A|)M

√
2 ln(2d)

n
≤ 6 |A|3M

√
2 ln(2d)

n
.

Combining Lemma 4.7 and Theorem 2.9, we have the following result.

Proof of Theorem 3.11. First of all, the concrete form of the a posteriori generalization error bound we are trying
to prove is

|RD(Θ)−RS(Θ)| ≤ (∥Θ∥P + 1)2√
n

(
36|A|3

√
2 ln(2d) +

9

2
(ln(4(∥Θ∥P + 1)) + ln(|A| /δ))

)
.

Define

H :=

{
1

2

(
f(s, θ(a))− r(s, a)− γmax

a′∈A
f(s′, θ(a′))

)2

: f(·, θ(·)) ∈ F , a ∈ A

}
,

HM :=

{
1

2

(
f(s, θ(a))− r(s, a)− γmax

a′∈A
f(s′, θ(a′))

)2

: f(·, θ(·)) ∈ FM , a ∈ A

}
,

then H =
⋃∞

M=1 HM . Note that for all s ∈ S ⊆ [0, 1]d

sup
s∈S,a∈A

|f(s, θ(a))| ≤ sup
s∈S,a∈A

|u⊺a| (I + 3
∣∣∣U [L]

a

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣W [L]
a

∣∣∣) . . . (I + 3
∣∣∣U [1]

a

∣∣∣ ∣∣∣W [1]
a

∣∣∣) |Va| |s| ≤ ∥Θ∥P ,

thus for functions in HM , since from Assumption 3.1 we know |r(s, a)| ≤ 1, we have

1

2

(
f(s, θ(a))− r(s, a)− γmax

a′∈A
f(s′, θ(a′))

)2

≤ 1

2
(1 + 2 sup

s∈S,a∈A
|f(s, θ(a))|) ≤ 9

2
M2,

for all s ∈ S and all M ≥ 1. Moreover, since l(·, r(s, a)) := (· − r(s, a))2 is a Lipschitz function with Lipschitz
constant no more that 2M + 1, combining Lemma 4.7 and Lemma 2.8 we have

Rad(HM ) ≤ (2M + 1)Rad(FM )

≤ (2M + 1) 6|A|3M
√

2 ln(2d)

n

≤ 18|A|3M2

√
2 ln(2d)

n
, M ≥ 1.

By Theorem 2.9, this directly leads to that, for any δ ∈ (0, 1), there is 1 − δM over the choice of S with δM =
6δ

|A|π2M2 , where π represents circumference ratio here. Thus we have

sup
∥Θ∥P≤M

|RS(Θ)−RD(Θ)| ≤
36|A|3M2

√
2 ln(2d)√

n
+

9M2

2

√
ln(|A|π2M2/3δ)

2n
,
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and we can choose M such that ∥Θ∥P ≤M ≤ ∥Θ∥P +1, where ∥Θ∥P is the path norm of the parameter. Hence
we have with probability 1− δ

|A| over the choice of S

|RD(Θ)−RS(Θ)| ≤
36|A|3M2

√
2 ln(2d)√

n
+

9M2

2

√
ln(|A|π2M2/3δ)

2n

≤ (∥Θ∥P + 1)2√
n

(
36|A|3

√
2 ln(2d) +

9

2
(ln(4(∥Θ∥P + 1)) + ln(|A| /δ))

)
.

The last inequality holds due to√
ln(|A|π2(∥Θ∥P + 1)2)/3δ)

2
≤
√

ln(π(∥Θ∥P + 1)) +
ln(|A| /δ)

2

≤ ln(π(∥Θ∥P + 1)) +
ln(|A| /δ)

2
≤ ln(4(∥Θ∥P + 1)) + ln(|A| /δ)

The second inequality hold due to ln(π(∥Θ∥P + 1)) ≥ 1 and ln(|A| /δ) ≥ 0.

Combining Theorem 3.10 and Theorem 3.11, we can have the final result.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. First of all, the concrete form of the a priori generalization error bound we are trying to
prove is

RD(Θ̂) ≤ 1

(1− γ)2

(
256 |A|5 ∥r(·, ·)∥2B

m
+ 576γ2C2

T (∆t)
2 |A|7 ∥r(·, ·)∥2B

)
+

576∥r(·, ·)∥2B + 2

(1− γ)2
√
n

|A|7 (λ+ 1)
(
72|A|3

√
2 ln(2d)

+ 9 ln(4(
24

1− γ
|A|7/2 ∥r(·, ·)∥B + 1)) + 9 ln(|A| /δ)

)
.

Note that

RD(Θ̂) = RD(Θ̃) + [RD(Θ̂)− JS,λ(Θ̂)] + [JS,λ(Θ̂)− JS,λ(Θ̃)] + [JS,λ(Θ̃)−RD(Θ̃)].

By definition, JS,λ(Θ̂)− JS,λ(Θ̃) ≤ 0 and Theorem 3.10, we have

RD(Θ̂) ≤ 1

(1− γ)2

(
256 |A|5 ∥r(·, ·)∥2B

m
+ 576γ2C2

T (∆t)
2 |A|7 ∥r(·, ·)∥2B

)
+ [RD(Θ̂)− JS,λ(Θ̂)] + [JS,λ(Θ̃)−RD(Θ̃)].

(32)

By Theorem 3.11, we have with probability at least 1− δ/2,

RD(Θ̂)− JS,λ(Θ̂)

=RD(Θ̂)−RS(Θ̂)− λ√
n
∥Θ̂∥2P ln(4(∥Θ̂∥P + 1))

≤2(∥Θ̂∥2P + 1)√
n

(
36|A|3

√
2 ln(2d) +

9

2

(
ln(4(∥Θ̂∥P + 1)) + ln(|A| /δ)

))
− λ√

n
∥Θ̂∥2P ln(4(∥Θ̂∥P + 1))

≤∥Θ̂∥2P√
n

ln(4(∥Θ̂∥P + 1))
(
72|A|3

√
2 ln(2d) + 9 ln(|A| /δ) + 18− λ

)
+

1√
n

(
72|A|3

√
2 ln(2d) + 9 ln(|A| /δ) + 9 ln 8

)
≤ 1√

n

(
72|A|3

√
2 ln(2d) + 9 ln(|A| /δ) + 9 ln 8

)
.

(33)

where the second inequality hold due to ln(4(∥Θ̂∥P +1)) > 1 and ∥Θ̂∥2P ln(4(∥Θ̂∥P +1))+ln 8 ≥ ln(4(∥Θ̂∥P +

1)), last inequality due to λ ≥ 72|A|3
√
2 ln(2d) + 9 ln(|A| /δ) + 18. And by Theorem 3.11 again, we have with
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probability at least 1− δ
2 over the choice of uniform distributed data S := {si, ai, s′i, r}ni=1,

JS,λ(Θ̃)−RD(Θ̃) = RS(Θ̃)−RD(Θ̃) +
λ√
n
∥Θ̃∥2P ln(π(∥Θ̃∥P + 1))

≤ ∥Θ̃∥2P + 1√
n

(
72|A|3

√
2 ln(2d) + 9

(
ln(4(∥Θ̃∥P + 1)) + ln(|A| /δ)

))
+

λ√
n
∥Θ̃∥2P ln(4(∥Θ̃∥P + 1)),

and by ∥Θ̃∥P ≤ 24
1−γ |A|7/2 ∥r(·, ·)∥B we have

JS,λ(Θ̃)−RD(Θ̃) ≤ 576∥r(·, ·)∥2B + 1

(1− γ)2
√
n

|A|7
(
72|A|3

√
2 ln(2d)

+ 9

(
ln

(
96

1− γ
|A|7/2 ∥r(·, ·)∥B + 4

)
ln(|A| /δ)

))

+
576λ

(1− γ)2
√
n
∥r(·, ·)∥2B |A|7 ln

(
96

1− γ
|A|7/2 ∥r(·, ·)∥B + 4

)
.

(34)

Combining equations (32) (33) and (34) together, we have the final result.

5 Conclusion
This work provides an a priori generalization error for continuous-time control problems with residual networks.
We incorporate the discretization process into our modeling process,which is considering a discrete transition
function. We assume that the transition function satisfies semi-group and Lipschitz properties, making the model
aligned with the laws of object motion in the real world. Based on the assumptions, we propose a method to
directly estimate the a priori generalization error of the Bellman optimal loss. The crux of this method lies in
the two transformation of the loss function and the using the neural network structure to replace the maximum
operation. Our result can help ones in selecting the time step of discretization. In particular, our method does not
require a boundedness assumption, which is closer to the practical applications’ setting. In this work, we focus
on deterministic environments and construct the Bellman optimal loss on a uniform distribution. We envision two
extensions. First, we aim to extend our analysis techniques to stochastic environments and address the issue of
biased estimation. Second, we plan to incorporate a sampling mechanism and dealing with distribution shift.
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