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Abstract
In reinforcement learning (RL), Q-learning is
a fundamental algorithm whose convergence is
guaranteed in the tabular setting. However, this
convergence guarantee does not hold under linear
function approximation. To overcome this limita-
tion, a significant line of research has introduced
regularization techniques to ensure stable conver-
gence under function approximation. In this work,
we propose a new algorithm, periodic regularized
Q-learning (PRQ). We first introduce regulariza-
tion at the level of the projection operator and
explicitly construct a regularized projected value
iteration (RP-VI), subsequently extending it to
a sample-based RL algorithm. By appropriately
regularizing the projection operator, the result-
ing projected value iteration becomes a contrac-
tion. By extending this regularized projection into
the stochastic setting, we establish the PRQ algo-
rithm and provide a rigorous theoretical analysis
that proves finite-time convergence guarantees for
PRQ under linear function approximation.

1. Introduction
Recent advances in deep reinforcement learning (deep RL)
have achieved remarkable empirical success across a wide
range of domains, including board games such as Go (Silver
et al., 2017) and video games such as Atari (Mnih et al.,
2013). At the foundation of these achievements lies one of
the most fundamental algorithms in reinforcement learning
(RL), known as Q-learning (Watkins & Dayan, 1992). De-
spite its simplicity and broad applicability, the theoretical
understanding of the convergence properties of Q-learning
is still incomplete. The tabular version of Q-learning is
known to converge under standard assumptions, but when
combined with function approximation, the algorithm can
exhibit instability. This phenomenon is commonly attributed
to the so-called deadly triad of off-policy learning, bootstrap-
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ping, and function approximation (Sutton et al., 1998). Such
instability appears even in the relatively simple case of lin-
ear function approximation. To address these challenges, a
substantial body of research has sought to identify sufficient
conditions for convergence (Melo & Ribeiro, 2007; Melo
et al., 2008; Yang & Wang, 2019; Lee & He, 2020b; Chen
et al., 2022; Lim & Lee, 2025) or to design regularized
or constrained variants of Q-learning that promote stable
learning dynamics (Gallici et al., 2025; Lim & Lee, 2024;
Maei et al., 2010; Zhang et al., 2021; Lu et al., 2021; De-
vraj & Meyn, 2017). Among these approaches, our focus
lies on regularization in Q-learning, where a properly de-
signed regularizer facilitates convergence and stabilizes the
iterative learning process. However, we hypothesize that
regularization alone is insufficient for stable convergence in
Q-learning. Introducing periodic parameter updates, which
separate the update rule into an inner convex optimization
and an outer Bellman update, is the key structure to stabilize
learning and successfully converge to the desired solution.
Building on this perspective, we propose a new framework
that introduces the principles of periodic updates into the
structure of a regularized method. We refer to this unified
approach as periodic regularized Q-learning (PRQ). By in-
corporating a parameterized regularizer into the projection
step, PRQ induces a contraction mapping in the projected
Bellman operator. This property ensures both stable and
provable convergence of the learning process.

1.1. Related works

Regularized methods and Bellman equation RL with
function approximation frequently suffers from instability.
A prominent approach to address this issue is to introduce
regularization into the algorithm, a direction explored by
several prior works. Regularization has been widely em-
ployed to stabilize temporal-difference (TD) learning (Sut-
ton et al., 1998) and Q-learning, improving convergence un-
der challenging conditions. Farahmand et al. (2016) studied
a regularized policy iteration which solves a regularized pol-
icy evaluation problem and then takes a policy improvement
step. The authors derived the performance loss and used a
regularization coefficient which decreases as the number of
samples used in the policy evaluation step increases. Bert-
sekas (2011) applied a regularized approach to solve a policy
evaluation problem with singular feature matrices. Zhang
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et al. (2021) studied convergence of Q-learning with a target
network and a projection method. Lim & Lee (2024) studied
convergence of Q-learning with regularization without using
a target network or requiring projection onto a ball. Manek &
Kolter (2022) studied fixed points of off-policy TD-learning
algorithms with regularization, showing that error bounds
can be large under certain ill-conditioned scenarios. Mean-
while, a different line of research (Geist et al., 2019) focuses
on regularization on the policy parametrization.

Target-based update In a broader sense, our periodic up-
date mechanism can be viewed as a target-based approach,
as it intentionally holds one set of parameters stationary
while updating the other. This target-based paradigm was
originally introduced in temporal-difference learning to im-
prove stability and convergence, and has since been ex-
tended to Q-learning. Lee & He (2019) studied finite-time
analysis of TD-learning, followed by Lee & He (2020a),
who presented a non-asymptotic analysis under the tabular
setup. Further research has addressed specific algorithmic
modifications. For instance, Chen et al. (2023) examined
truncation methods, while Che et al. (2024) explored the
effects of overparameterization. Asadi et al. (2024) stud-
ied target network updates of TD-learning. Focusing on
off-policy TD learning, Fellows et al. (2023) investigated
a target network update mechanism combined with a reg-
ularization term that vanishes when the target parameters
and the current iterate coincide, under the assumption of
bounded variance. Finally, Wu et al. (2025) studied conver-
gence of TD-learning and target-based TD learning from a
matrix splitting perspective.

1.2. Contributions

Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

1. We formulate the regularized projected Bellman equa-
tion (RP-BE) and the associated regularized projected
value iteration (RP-VI), and provide a convergence
analysis of the resulting operator. Building on its con-
vergence analysis, we develop PRQ, a fully model-free
RL algorithm.

2. We develop a rigorous theoretical analysis of PRQ
establishing finite-time convergence and sample-
complexity bounds under both i.i.d. and Markovian ob-
servation models. Our results provide non-asymptotic
convergence guarantees for Q-learning with linear func-
tion approximation using a single regularization mech-
anism. These guarantees hold in a broad range of
settings without relying on truncation, projection, or
strong local convexity assumptions (Zhang et al., 2021;
Chen et al., 2023; Lim & Lee, 2024; Zhang et al.,
2023).

3. We empirically demonstrate that the joint use of peri-
odic target updates (Lee & He, 2020a) and regulariza-
tion (Lim & Lee, 2024) is crucial for stable learning.
In particular, we provide counterexamples showing
that the algorithm can fail when either component is
removed, while stable learning is achieved only when
both mechanisms are employed.

2. Preliminaries and notations
Markov decision process A Markov decision process
(MDP) consists of a 5-tuple (S,A, γ,P, r), where S :=
{1, 2, . . . , |S|} and A := {1, 2, . . . , |A|} are the finite sets
of states and actions, respectively, and γ ∈ (0, 1) is the
discount factor. P : S × A → ∆(S) is the Markov tran-
sition kernel, and r : S × A × S → R is the reward
function. A policy π : S → ∆A defines a probability
distribution over the action space for each state, and a de-
terministic policy π : S → A maps a state s to an ac-
tion a ∈ A. The set of deterministic policies is denoted
as Ω. An agent at state s selects an action a following
a policy π, transitions to the next state s′ ∼ P(· | s, a),
and receives a reward r(s, a, s′). The action-value func-
tion induced by policy π is the expected sum of dis-
counted rewards following a policy π, i.e., Qπ(s, a) =
E
[∑∞

k=0 γ
kr(sk, ak, sk+1) | (s0, a0) = (s, a)

]
. The goal

is to find a policy π that maximizes the overall sum of re-
wards π∗ := argmaxπ∈Ω E

[∑∞
k=0 γ

kr(sk, ak, sk+1)
∣∣π].

We denote the action-value function induced by π∗ as
Q∗ : S × A → R, and π∗ can be recovered from Q∗ by
the greedy policy, i.e., π∗(s) = argmaxa∈AQ

∗(s, a). Q∗

can be obtained by solving the Bellman optimality equation:
Q∗(s, a) = E[r(s, a, s′) + γmaxu∈AQ

∗(s′, u) | s, a].

Notations Let us introduce some matrix notations used
throughout the paper. D ∈ R|S||A|×|S||A| is a diago-
nal matrix such that [D](s−1)|A|+a,(s−1)|A|+a = d(s, a)
where d is a probability distribution over the state-action
space, which will be clarified in a further section; P ∈
R|S||A|×|S| is defined such that [P ](s−1)|A|+a,s′ = P(s′ |
s, a); and R ∈ R|S||A| is such that [R](s−1)|A|+a =

E [r(s, a, s′)|s, a]. For a vector Q ∈ R|S||A|, the greedy
policy with respect to Q, πQ : S → A is defined as
π(s) = argmaxa∈A(es ⊗ ea)

⊤Q where es ∈ R|S| and
ea ∈ R|A| are unit vectors whose s-th and a-th elements are
one, while all others are zero, respectively. ⊗ denotes the
Kronecker product. Moreover, we denote a policy defined
by a deterministic policy π ∈ Ω as a matrix notation Ππ ∈
R|S|×|S||A| such that the s-th row vector is (es ⊗ eπ(s))

⊤

for s ∈ S . For simplicity, we denote ΠQ := ΠπQ
. A linear

parametrization is used to represent an action-value function
induced by a policy π, Qπ(s, a) ≈ ϕ⊤(s, a)θ given a fea-
ture map ϕ : S×A → Rh. θ is the learnable parameter and
h is the feature dimension. We denote by Φ ∈ R|S||A|×h
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the feature matrix, where the row indexed by (s−1)|A|+a
corresponds to ϕ(s, a)⊤. Throughout the paper, let us adopt
the following standard assumption on the feature matrix:

Assumption 2.1. Φ ∈ R|S||A|×h is a full-column rank
matrix and ||Φ||∞ ≤ 1.

2.1. Projected Bellman equation

The Bellman operator TQ = R + γPΠQQ is a non-
linear operator that may yield a vector outside the image
of Φ ∈ R|S||A|×h. Therefore, a composition of the Bell-
man operator and the weighted Euclidean projection is often
used, yielding the following equation

ΓT Φθ = Φθ (1)

where Γ := Φ(Φ⊤DΦ)−1Φ⊤D is the weighted Euclidean
projection operator. This equation is called the projected
Bellman equation (P-BE). To find the solution of the above
equation (we defer the discussion of existence and unique-
ness of the solution to a later section), we consider minimiz-
ing the following objective function:

f(θ) =
1

2
∥Γ(R+ γPΠΦθΦθ)−Φθ∥2D . (2)

Since the max operator Π introduces nonsmoothness, the
function f is non-differentiable at certain points. Therefore,
to find the minimizer of f(θ), we investigate the Clarke
subdifferential (Clarke, 1981) of the above objective, which
satisfies

∂f(θ)⊆conv{(γPΠβΦ−Φ)⊤DΓ(T Φθ−Φθ) |β∈Λ(θ)}

where Λ(θ) := {π ∈ Ω : π(s) ∈ argmaxa∈A ϕ(s, a)⊤θ}
and conv(A) for a set A denotes the convex hull of the set
A. The detailed derivation is deferred to Lemma C.5 in the
Appendix. A necessary condition for some point θ ∈ Rh to
be a minimizer of f is

0 ∈ ∂f(θ).

Such a point θ is called a (Clarke) stationary point (Clarke,
1981). At a stationary point θ, there exists some policy β
such that

(γPΠβΦ−Φ)⊤DΓ(T Φθ −Φθ) = 0

or equivalently

Φ⊤(γPΠβ − I)⊤DΦθ

=Φ⊤(γPΠβ − I)⊤DΓ(R+ γPΠΦθΦθ).

Assuming that Φ⊤(γPΠβ − I)⊤DΦ is invertible, we ob-
tain the P-BE in (1). Since a stationary point always exists,
a solution to the P-BE also exists, under the assumption that

Φ⊤(γPΠβ − I)⊤DΦ is invertible at the stationary point.
It will admit a unique solution if ΓT is a contraction. This
P-BE can be equivalently written as

Φ⊤DR+ γΦ⊤DPΠΦθΦθ = (Φ⊤DΦ)θ. (3)

Despite its simple appearance, the P-BE is not guaranteed
to have a unique solution, and in some cases may not admit
any solution at all (De Farias & Van Roy, 2000; Meyn,
2024). If the P-BE does not admit a fixed point, this means
that, at any stationary point θ, β satisfying 0 ∈ ∂f(θ) fails
to make Φ⊤(γPΠβ − I)⊤DΦ invertible. Moreover, if
D = I , then Φ⊤(γPΠβ − I)⊤DΦ is always invertible,
and hence, the fixed point of the P-BE always exists even
if ΓT is not a contraction. There may exist multiple fixed
points of the P-BE.

In summary, if we can find a stationary point of (2), then
we obtain a solution to the P-BE, which is referred to as
the Bellman residual method (Baird et al., 1995). How-
ever, directly optimizing (2) is challenging because (2) is a
nonconvex and nondifferentiable function; hence, one typi-
cally has to resort to subdifferential-based methods (Clarke,
1981), which are often not computationally efficient. More-
over, when extending to model-free RL, a double-sampling
issue (Baird et al., 1995) arises. For these reasons, one often
instead considers dynamic programming approaches (Bert-
sekas, 2012) such as value iteration. For instance, we can
consider the following projected value iteration (P-VI):

Φθk+1 = ΓT Φθk (4)

which however is not guaranteed to converge unless ΓT
is a contraction. To mitigate these issues, in the next sec-
tion we introduce RP-VI, which incorporates an additional
regularization term.

3. Regularized projection operator

Figure 1. Illustration of the regularized projection. With a proper
choice of η, ΓηT x and ΓηT y will be close to the origin and
||ΓηT (x− y)||2 ≤ ||ΓT (x− y)||2.

Let us begin with the standard P-VI in (4). P-VI can be
equivalently written as the following optimization problem:

θk+1 = arg min
θ∈Rh

L(θ,θk) :=
1

2
∥ΓT Φθk −Φθ∥2D . (5)

3
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As mentioned before, this P-VI does not guarantee conver-
gence unless ΓT is a contraction. To address the potential
ill-posedness of solving (2) and the projected Bellman equa-
tion (P-BE), we introduce an additional parameter vector
θ′ (called target parameter) to approximate the next state-
action value and a regularized formulation. In particular, we
modify the objective function in (5) as follows:

Lη(θ,θ
′)=

1

2
∥Γ(R+ γPΠΦθ′Φθ′)−Φθ∥2D +

η

2
∥θ∥22

(6)

where η ∈ [0,∞) is a non-negative constant. The objective
in (6) differs from the original formulation in (2) in two key
aspects. First, we separate the parameters for estimating
the next state-action value and the current state-action value.
Optimizing with respect to θ and considering θ′ as a fixed
parameter, we can avoid the problem of non-differentiability
from the max-operator in the original formulation in (2).
Second, a quadratic regularization term is incorporated to
ensure the contraction property of the regularized projection
operator, thereby facilitating the convergence.

By taking the derivative of Lη(θ,θ
′) with respect to θ,

and using the first-order optimality condition for convex
functions, we find that the minimizer of (6) satisfies

Φ⊤DR+ γΦ⊤DPΠΦθ′Φθ′ = (Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)θ (7)

Equivalently, multiplying both sides by Φ(Φ⊤DΦ+ηI)−1

yields

Φθ =Φ(Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)−1Φ⊤D︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=Γη

(R+ γPΠΦθ′Φθ′)

⇔Φθ = ΓηT Φθ′

where Γη is referred to as the regularized projection (Lim &
Lee, 2024). We will discuss it in more detail soon. When θ
and θ′ coincide, we recover a variant of P-BE in (1) with an
additional identity term, which corresponds to the RP-BE:

Φθ = ΓηT Φθ

which can be equivalently written as

Φ⊤DR+ γΦ⊤DPΠΦθΦθ = (Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)θ (8)

Let us denote the solution to (8) as θ∗
η . Especially, Zhang

et al. (2021) consider a solution in a certain ball and Lim
& Lee (2024) choose a sufficiently large η to guarantee
the existence and uniqueness of the solution to the above
equation in Rh.

We can see that Γη plays a central role in characterizing the
existence of the solution to (8). Before proceeding further,
let us first investigate the limiting behavior of the regularized
projection operator:

Lemma 3.1. [Lemma 3.1 in Lim & Lee (2024)] The matrix
Γη satisfies the following properties: lim

η→∞
Γη = 0 and

lim
η→0

Γη = Γ.

In view of this limiting behavior, it follows that with suffi-
ciently large η, the composition of the regularized projection
operator and the Bellman operator becomes a contractive
operator. Figure 1 provides a geometric illustration of this
effect. As η increases, the image of Γη is concentrated
near the origin. Leveraging this observation, the following
lemma characterizes conditions under which (8) admits a
unique solution, for which the contractivity of the operator
ΓηT (·) is sufficient.
Lemma 3.2. [Lemma 3.2 in Lim & Lee (2024)] The solution
of (8) exists and is unique if

γ ∥ΓηP ∥∞ < 1. (9)

Remark 3.3. Note that this is only a sufficient condition but
not a necessary condition for the existence and uniqueness
of (8).
Remark 3.4. If η > 2 and ∥Φ∥∞ ≤ 1, then (9) is satisfied.
The proof is given in Appendix E.1. If each element of
Φ is uniformly sampled from [0, 1], then only 1

h scaling is
sufficient to ensure the condition ∥Φ∥∞ ≤ 1.

4. Regularized projected value iteration
In this section, we present a theoretical analysis of the be-
havior of RP-VI, the regularized version of projected value
iteration designed to solve (8). While this approach relies on
knowledge of the model and reward, it serves as a founda-
tional step toward the development of practical algorithms,
which will be discussed in a later section. The RP-VI algo-
rithm for solving (8) is given by

Φθk+1 = ΓηT Φθk (10)

or equivalently, it can be written as, for θ0 ∈ Rh,

θk+1=(Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)−1Φ⊤D(R+ γPΠΦθk
Φθk).

(11)

Note that Equation (11) can be expressed as

θk+1 = arg min
θ∈Rh

Lη(θ,θk) (12)

which differs from (5) by replacing L(·, ·) with Lη(·, ·).
This reformulation will be key to our subsequent devel-
opment of the model-free version of this approach. The
convergence of the above update can be characterized as
follows:
Lemma 4.1. Suppose that there exists a unique solution θ∗

η

to (8), and consider the update in (11). We have∥∥Φ(θk − θ∗
η)
∥∥
∞ ≤

(
γ ∥Γη∥∞

)k+1 ∥∥Φθ0 −Φθ∗
η

∥∥
∞ .
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The proof is given in Appendix E.2. From the above lemma,
if γ ∥Γη∥∞ < 1, then Φθk → Φθ∗

η at the rate of γ ∥Γη∥∞.

5. Periodic regularized Q-learning
In this section, we present PRQ, our main algorithmic con-
tribution. Conceptually, PRQ can be seen as a stochastic
version of RP-VI in (11). The idea of PRQ is to approximate
the RP-VI update in (11), which cannot be implemented
directly in a model-free setting due to the matrix inverse
and the requirement for knowledge of system parameters.
The key idea for implementing RP-VI in a model-free RL
setting is that RP-VI can be reformulated in the optimization
form in (12). The optimization in (12) can be solved to an
arbitrarily accurate approximate solution via the stochas-
tic gradient descent method. Therefore, we can develop
an efficient algorithm based on stochastic gradient descent.
The algorithm operates in two stages: the inner loop and
the outer loop update. Each loop updates separate learning
parameters, the inner loop iterate and the outer loop iterate,
respectively. The inner loop involves a stochastic gradient
descent method applied to a loss function, while the outer
loop update adjusts the second argument in the objective
function in (12), which is referred to as the target parameter.

The overall algorithm is summarized in Algorithm 1. Let
θt,k denote the parameter vector at the k-th step of the inner
loop during the t-th outer iteration. The objective of the
inner loop is to approximate the update in (11) given θt,0.
Specifically, the inner loop aims to approximately solve the
optimization problem minθ∈Rh Lη(θ,θt,0); accordingly, af-
ter K steps of inner iterations,

θt,K ≈ θ∗(θt,0) := argmin
θ∈Rh

Lη(θ,θt,0) (13)

where we define a function θ∗ : Rh → Rh for the simplicity
of the notation. The stochastic gradient descent method to
solve the inner loop minimization problem can be applied
in the following manner: upon observing o = (s, a, s′) ∈
S × A × S, where (s, a) ∼ d(·, ·), s′ ∼ P(· | s, a), we
construct the stochastic gradient estimator

g(θ,θ′; o) = −
(
r(s, a, s′) + γmax

a∈A
ϕ(s′, a)⊤θ′

− ϕ(s, a)⊤θ
)
ϕ(s, a) + ηθ

which satisfies E[g(θ,θ′; o)] = ∇θLη(θ,θ
′). Therefore,

given a step-size α ∈ (0, 1), the inner loop update can be
written as follows:

θt,k+1 = θt,k + α (−g(θt,k,θt,0; o)) . (14)

After K steps in the inner loop update, we update the target
parameter θt+1,0 ←− θt,K and then repeat the inner loop pro-
cedure. This combined process is an approximation of RP-
VI in (11), with stochastic gradient descent. Consequently,

Algorithm 1 Periodic Regularized Q-learning

1: Input: total periods T , period length K
2: Output: θT,K

3: Initialize θ0,K ∈ Rh

4: for t = 1 to T do
5: θt,0 ← θt−1,K

6: for k = 0 to K − 1 do
7: Observe (st,k, at,k)∼d(·, ·)
8: Observe s′t,k∼P(· | st,k, at,k)
9: Receive rt,k ← r(st,k, at,k, s

′
t,k)

10: Update θt,k+1 using (14)
11: end for
12: end for

the period length K plays a critical role in controlling ap-
proximation error; a sufficiently large K ensures accurate
regularized projection, thereby guaranteeing stability and
convergence.

6. Main theoretical result
In this section, we present the theoretical analysis of PRQ.
We first derive a loop error decomposition and present a
key proposition. We then analyze convergence under the
independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.) observation
model and subsequently extend the results to the Markovian
observation model.

6.1. Outer loop decomposition

Before proceeding to the error analysis, we establish a struc-
tural decomposition of the overall approximation error in
the PRQ procedure. One component is the inner loop error,
which arises from stochastic gradient descent on the regular-
ized objective. The other component is the outer loop error,
which is induced by the RP-VI update.

Proposition 6.1. For t ∈ N and δ > 0, we have

E
[
∥Φθt,K −Φθ∗

η∥2∞
]

≤ 2(1+δ)
µη

E
[
Lη(θt,K ,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)
]

+ γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞ (1 + δ−1)E
[
∥Φθt−1,K −Φθ∗

η∥2∞
]
.

Remark 6.2. The proof is provided in Appendix E.3. The
first term in the above proposition can be controlled via the
inner loop update. The second term captures the contraction
effect induced by the outer-loop update under the RP-VI
scheme and decays at a rate governed by γ∥Γη∥∞. Here, µη

represents the strong convexity constant of Lη, the explicit
definition of which is provided in Lemma 6.3.

The above result is independent of the observation model;
in particular, it holds under both the i.i.d. and Markovian
observation settings.
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6.2. i.i.d. observation model

In this section, we present our main theoretical result, show-
ing that the proposed PRQ algorithm achieves an error
bound of E[∥Φ(θt,K − θ∗

η)∥2∞] ≤ ϵ under appropriate
choices of the step size, the number of inner iterations, and
the number of outer updates. The proof follows a standard
approach to the analysis of strongly-convex and smooth ob-
jectives in the optimization literature (Bottou et al., 2018).
Lemma 6.3 (Strong convexity and smoothness of
Lη(θ,θ

′)). For any fixed θ′, the function Lη(θ,θ
′) is µη-

strongly convex and lη-smooth with respect to θ, where
µη := λmin

(
Φ⊤DΦ

)
+ η, lη := λmax

(
Φ⊤DΦ

)
+ η.

The detailed proofs are deferred to Lemma F.1 and F.2 in
the Appendix.
Theorem 6.4. Suppose α ≤ min {ᾱ1, ᾱ2, ᾱ3, ᾱ4}, which

are defined in Appendix G.2. For E
[∥∥Φ(θt,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

]
≤

ϵ to hold, we need at most the following number of itera-
tions:

K=O

(
lη ∥θ∗

η∥22
ϵµ3

η

(
1− γ∥Γη∥∞

)2
)
, t=O

(
1

1− γ∥Γη∥∞

)
.

The detailed proof of Theorem 6.4 is deferred to Ap-
pendix G.2. Table 1 situates our contribution within the
literature on Q-learning with target network updates. Early
work by Lee & He (2019) establishes non-asymptotic con-
vergence guarantees, but the analysis is restricted to the tab-
ular setting. Subsequent studies extend the scope to function
approximation. In particular, Zhang et al. (2021) consid-
ers linear function approximation and ensures asymptotic
convergence through projection and regularization. Chen
et al. (2023) derives non-asymptotic guarantees under lin-
ear function approximation by introducing truncation, but
convergence is only shown to a bounded set rather than
a single point. More recently, Zhang et al. (2023) estab-
lishes non-asymptotic point convergence for neural network
approximation, albeit under restrictive local convexity as-
sumptions. In contrast, our work provides non-asymptotic
convergence guarantees under linear function approxima-
tion using a single regularization mechanism. This unifies
and strengthens existing results by simultaneously achiev-
ing finite-time guarantees, non-asymptotic convergence, and
broad applicability, without relying on truncation, projec-
tion, or strong local convexity assumptions.

Now, let us briefly discuss the sample complexity result.
From Theorem 6.4, the total sample complexity is given by:

tK = O

(
lη ∥θ∗

η∥22
ϵµ3

η(1− γ ∥Γη∥∞)3

)
.

Compared with Lee & He (2020a), which provides a sample
complexity bound measured in terms of E

[
∥Q̂−Q∗∥∞

]
,

our result is expressed in terms of the squared error
E
[
∥Φ(θt,K − θ∗

η)∥2∞
]
. To ensure a fair comparison, we

adjust the ϵ–dependence in the complexity result of Lee &
He (2020a) accordingly, yielding an equivalent form of the
bound

O
(
|S|3 |A|3

ϵ(1− γ)4

)
.

Under the same measurement, our PRQ analysis in the
tabular limit (η → 0, D = 1

|S||A|I,Φ = I , ∥Γη∥∞ → 1)
yields

tK = O
(
|S|2|A|2

ϵ(1− γ)5

)
,

since ||θ∗
η|| = ||Q∗|| = O(1/(1 − γ)). More generally,

while (Lee & He, 2020a) focuses on the tabular case, our
framework allows linear function approximation.

6.3. Markovian observation model

In this subsection, we analyze the behavior of PRQ with a
single trajectory generated under a fixed behavior policy β.
We assume that the underlying Markov chain is irreducible.
Consequently, for a finite state space, the chain admits a
unique stationary distribution µ∞ ∈ ∆(S × A) satisfy-
ing µ∞(s, a) =

∑
(s̃,ã)∈S×A Pβ(s, a | s̃, ã)µ∞(s̃, ã) and

Pβ(· | s̃, ã) ∈ ∆(S × A) such that Pβ(s, a | s̃, ã) =
β(a | s)P (s | s̃, ã). Let us denote the corresponding
vector and matrix form of µ∞ and Pβ as µ∞ and Pβ ,
respectively. Given a stochastic process {(Sk, Ak)}∞k=0

where (Sk, Ak) are random variables induced by the Markov
chain, we define the hitting time τ(s̃, ã) = inf{n ≥ 1 :
(Sn, An) = (s̃, ã)} for some (s̃, ã) ∈ S × A, and denote
τmax := max(s,a)∈S×A τ(s, a).

Recently, Haque & Maguluri (2024) utilized Poisson’s equa-
tion to analyze stochastic approximation schemes under
the Markovian observation model. Building upon their ap-
proach and extending the i.i.d. model analysis presented in
the previous section, we establish the following result, with
the detailed proof provided in Appendix H.3.

Theorem 6.5. Suppose α ≤ min {ᾱ1, ᾱ2, ᾱ3, ᾱ4}
which are defined in (47) in the Appendix. For
E
[∥∥Φ(θt,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

]
≤ ϵ to hold, we need at most the

following number of iterations:

K=O

(
(lη + κ)τmaxη

2∥θ∗
η∥22

µ2
η(1− γ∥Γη∥∞)

)
, t=O

(
1

1− γ∥Γη∥∞

)
where κ = lη/µη.

Remark 6.6. In addition to the result of the i.i.d. analysis,
we have an additional factor of the hitting time τmax.
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Table 1. Comparison with existing works using Q-learning with target-based update. The symbol ✓ indicates that the corresponding
attribute is present, whereas ✗ indicates its absence.

Non-asymptotic Convergence result Function approximation Modification
Lee & He (2019) ✓ point tabular ✗

Zhang et al. (2021) ✗ point linear projection and regularization
Chen et al. (2023) ✓ bounded set linear truncation
Zhang et al. (2023) ✓ point neural network local convexity

Our work ✓ point linear regularization

Algorithm 2 Periodic regularized Q-learning with Marko-
vian observation model

1: Input: total iterations T , period length K
2: Output: learned parameter θT,K

3: Initialize θ0,0 ∈ Rh

4: Sample initial state s0,K from an arbitrary initial distri-
bution over the state space

5: for t = 1...T do
6: θt,0 ← θt−1,K and st,0 ← st−1,K

7: for k = 0, ...,K − 1 do
8: Sample at,k ∼ β(· | st,k)
9: Sample st,k+1 ∼ P(· | st,k, at,k)

10: rt,k ← r(st,k, at,k, st,k+1)
11: Update θt,k+1 using (14)
12: end for
13: end for

7. Experiments
In this section, we investigate the behavioral differences
between the proposed PRQ and regularized Q-learning
(RegQ) (Lim & Lee, 2024), with a particular focus on the
learning trajectories induced under linear function approx-
imation. We consider an MDP that is deliberately chosen
so that no solution exists for the P-BE in the unregular-
ized setting. RegQ employs a direct semi-gradient update
with ℓ2 regularization and does not incorporate any form
of target-based or periodic update mechanism. In contrast,
PRQ periodically resets the optimization target. Throughout
this experiment, we observe that although both RegQ and
PRQ can induce solutions to a RP-BE through the use of
regularization, their resulting learning trajectories exhibit
qualitatively different behaviors. The MDP considered in
this experiment is summarized in the example below.
Example 7.1. Consider the following MDP with |S| =
|A| = 2 and h = 2:

Φ=


0.25 −0.81
0.88 −0.92
1 −0.93

0.03 −0.19

, P =


0.90 0.10
0.94 0.06
0 1

0.44 0.56

, R=


−0.63
0.24
0.50
0.92

.
Let β(1 | 1) = 0.13 and β(1 | 2) = 0.63. Then, no solution
exists for P-BE, which is the case for η = 0. Based on this

MDP, we divide our experiments into two main settings:
a model-based setting and a sample-based setting. In the
model-based setting, full knowledge of the transition dynam-
ics is assumed, allowing updates to be performed using the
complete transition matrices without sampling. This setting
serves to isolate the intrinsic algorithmic behavior of PRQ
and RegQ. The sample-based setting is further divided into
an i.i.d. sampling regime and a Markovian sampling regime.
In the i.i.d. regime, state-action pairs are drawn indepen-
dently from a fixed distribution, whereas in the Markovian
regime, samples are generated sequentially along trajecto-
ries induced by the predefined policy.

7.1. Model-based setting

In a model-based simulation, sampling is skipped and up-
dates are performed using the full transition matrices. For
PRQ, this setting can be implemented straightforwardly by
directly applying the update rule of RP-VI described in
Section 4. In contrast, for RegQ, we reimplement the de-
terministic, model-based update equation following Lim &
Lee (2024). The resulting update can be expressed in matrix
form as

θk+1 = θk + αΦ⊤D
(
R+ γPΠΦθk

Φθk −Φθk − ηθk
)
.

When η = 0, the update reduces to the standard model-
based Q-learning update under linear function approxima-
tion. For η > 0, the additional term −ηθk acts as an ℓ2
regularizer, yielding the regularized Q-learning (RegQ) al-
gorithm. For the MDP presented in Example 7.1, we ob-
serve that with η = 0.01, only the model-based version of
PRQ in (11) converges, whereas RegQ exhibits persistent
oscillations and fails to converge, as shown in Figure 2.
Importantly, the RP-BE admits a unique solution in this
setting. However, despite the existence and uniqueness of
the solution, RegQ fails to converge to it, while PRQ fol-
lows a stable and efficient trajectory in the two-dimensional
parameter space and successfully converges.

7.2. Sample-based setting

Beyond the model-based setting, which requires full knowl-
edge of the transition dynamics, the sample-based setting
assumes that the agent has access only to a single transi-

7
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Figure 2. Comparison of PRQ and RegQ in the model-based
setting with η = 0.01. The top row corresponds to PRQ, while
the bottom row corresponds to RegQ. In each row, the left subplot
shows the temporal evolution of the parameters θ0 and θ1 during
iterations, and the right subplot shows the corresponding trajectory
in the two-dimensional (θ0, θ1) parameter space, including the
initialization point and the RP-BE solution. PRQ exhibits stable
convergence toward the solution, whereas RegQ displays periodic
behavior and fails to show convergence.

tion sample at each step. In the sample-based setting, the
sampling scheme may vary depending on whether the under-
lying probability distribution is i.i.d. or Markovian. Under
the i.i.d. setting, PRQ is applied directly using the sampling
procedure in Algorithm 1, while RegQ follows the update
rule of Lim & Lee (2024). Despite the additional variance
induced by stochastic sampling, convergence of both algo-
rithms in the i.i.d. setting is theoretically guaranteed if η is
sufficiently large: convergence for PRQ is established in this
paper, and for RegQ in Lim & Lee (2024). For the Marko-
vian setting, the algorithmic structure remains unchanged
and only the sampling procedure differs: trajectories are
generated by rolling out the transition dynamics under a
behavior policy β, as in Example 7.1. In the Markovian
setting, PRQ admits a finite-time convergence guarantee
if η is sufficiently large (Theorem 6.5), whereas no such
guarantee is available for RegQ. The experimental results
are presented in Figure 3 and Figure 4. Despite sharing the
same theoretical solution defined by (8), the two algorithms
display distinct convergence properties. In particular, PRQ
demonstrates a stochastic yet consistent and efficient trajec-
tory toward the solution, remaining in a small neighborhood
once it converges. In contrast, RegQ exhibits extreme os-
cillations in both θ0 and θ1, and its trajectory forms large
periodic excursions in the parameter space. More specifi-
cally, although the RegQ trajectory may occasionally pass
near the solution point, it shows a weak tendency to remain
in its neighborhood.

Figure 3. Comparison of PRQ and RegQ in the i.i.d. sample-based
setting with η = 0.01. The figure follows the same layout as
Figure 2.

Figure 4. Comparison of PRQ and RegQ under the Markovian
sample-based setting with η = 0.01. The figure follows the same
layout as Figure 2.

8. Conclusion
In this paper, we theoretically study a regularized projec-
tion operator and its contraction property. Building on this
analysis, we introduce an RP-VI algorithm and its sample-
based extension, PRQ, which features an inner–outer loop
structure consisting of an inner convex optimization step
and an outer value iteration. Our main theoretical result
establishes finite-time, non-asymptotic convergence of PRQ
under both i.i.d. and Markovian sampling settings. Through
empirical evaluations, we demonstrate that both the regular-
ization mechanism and the periodic structure are essential
for achieving stable training and convergence in practice.
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Appendices

A. Notations
R: set of real numbers; Rh : set of h-dimensional real-valued vectors; Rm×n : set of m× n dimensional matrices; A ⪯ B
for A,B ∈ Rh×h: B −A is a positive semi-definite matrix; [A]ij for A ∈ Rm×n, 1 ≤ i ≤ m and 1 ≤ j ≤ n : i-th
row and j-th column element of matrix A; [v]i for v ∈ Rh and 1 ≤ i ≤ h: i-th element of h-dimensional vector v;
∥v∥∞ for v ∈ Rh : infinity norm of a vector, i.e., maxi∈[h] |[v]i|; ∥A∥∞ for A ∈ Rh×n : infinity norm of a matrix, i.e.,
∥A∥∞ = max1≤i≤h

∑n
j=1 |[A]ij |. Moreover, for notational simplicity, we use Πθ and ΠΦθ interchangeably to denote the

greedy policy with respect to the value function Φθ.

B. Organization
The Appendix is organized as follows.

Section C: Auxiliary preliminaries on differential and optimization methods.

Section D: Summary of constants used throughout the paper.

Section E: Proofs omitted from the main text.

Section F: Properties on the loss function. The derived properties will be used in both the analysis of i.i.d. and
Markovian observation model.

Section G: Proof for i.i.d. observation model.

Section H: Proof for Markovian observation model.

C. Auxiliary preliminaries
C.1. Differential methods

Definition C.1 (Locally Lipschitz function). A function φ : Rh → R is said to be locally Lipschitz if for a bounded subset
B ⊂ Rh, there exists a positive real number K such that

|φ(x1)− φ(x2)| ≤ K||x1 − x2||2, ∀x1,x2 ∈ B.

Definition C.2 (Generalized directional derivative (Clarke, 1981)). Let φ : Rh → R. The generalized directional derivative
of φ at x ∈ Rh in direction v ∈ Rh, denoted φ◦(x;v) is given by

φ◦(x;v) = lim sup
y→x
λ↓0

φ(y + λv)− φ(y)
λ

Definition C.3 (Generalized gradient (Clarke, 1976)). Consider a locally Lipschitz function φ : Rh → R. The generalized
gradient of φ at x, denoted ∂φ(x) is defined to be the subdifferential of the convex function φ◦(x; ·) at 0. Thus, an element
ξ of Rh belongs to ∂φ(x) if and only if for all v ∈ Rh,

φ◦(x;v) ≥ v⊤ξ.

Lemma C.4 (Proposition 1.4 in (Clarke, 1975)). Suppose φ : Rh → R is a locally Lipschitz function. Then, the following
holds:

∂φ(x) = conv

({
lim
k→∞

∇φ(vk) : {vk}∞k=0 such that vk → x, each φ(vk) is differentiable and lim
k→∞

∇φ(vk) exists.
})

.

(15)

Lemma C.5. Consider the function f in (2). The subdifferential of f at θ ∈ Rh can be expressed as

∂f(θ)⊆conv{(γPΠβΦ−Φ)⊤DΓ(T Φθ−Φθ) |β∈Λ(θ)}

11
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Proof. Let us check that f(θ) is a locally Lipschitz function to apply Lemma C.4. Observe that the function f(θ) can be
written as a composition of weighted squared norm || · ||2D and the map θ 7→ ΓT Φθ−Φθ. Both functions are Lipschitz, and
therefore the objective function f(θ) becomes a locally Lipschitz function. Now, we can express the subdifferential of f(θ)
as a convex hull of gradients as in (15). The possible choice of sequences {vk}∞k=0 such that vk → θ and limk→∞∇f(vk)
exists is to choose vk ∈ Sβ where Sβ = {x ∈ Rh : | argmaxa∈A ϕ(s, a)⊤x| = 1, β(s) = argmaxa∈A ϕ(s, a)⊤x} for
k ≥ N and some N ∈ N and vk ̸= θ. The result follows by applying the chain rule at points of differentiability of the
Lipschitz function. Since a Lipschitz function is differentiable almost everywhere, the set of points where the derivative fails
to exist has Lebesgue measure zero and can therefore be excluded (Clarke, 1975).

C.2. Optimization methods

Definition C.6 ((Nesterov et al., 2018)). The continuously differentiable function φ : Rh → R is µ-strongly convex if there
exists a constant µ > 0 such that

φ(θ′) ≥ φ(θ) +∇φ(θ)⊤(θ′ − θ) +
µ

2
∥θ − θ′∥22.

φ is said to be l-smooth if

∥∇φ(θ)−∇φ(θ′)∥2 ≤ l ∥θ − θ′∥2 .

For a twice continuously differentiable function φ that is µ-strongly convex and l-smooth, the Hessian satisfies

µI ⪯ ∇2φ(θ) ⪯ lI, ∀θ ∈ Rh,

and consequently, all eigenvalues of ∇2φ(θ) are lower bounded by µ and upper bounded by l.

D. Constants used throughout the proof
Before proceeding, we introduce several constants to simplify the notation:

lV1 :=2τmax(1 + η), lV2 := max{2τmaxγ, 1}, lV3 := τmax

(
Rmax + (1 + γ + η)

∥∥θ∗
η

∥∥
2

)
, (16)

D1 := (lη(6lV1
+ lV3

) + κlV1
γ) , D2 := κ (4lV1

(1 + lη)) , D3 := κlV1
+ lηlV2

. (17)

g1,η :=16 + 16η, g2,η := (42 + 32η)γ2, g3,η := 32(1 + η)γ2
∥∥Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞ + (16 + 16η)R2

max + 8σ2
η, (18)

E1 :=

(
D1 +

lη
2

)
g2,η +D3, E2 :=

(
D1 +

lη
2

)
g3,η + 2lηlV3

(19)

σ2
η := max

(s,a)∈S×A

(
E

[∥∥∥∥(r(s, a, s′) + γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ∗
η − E

[
(r(s, a, s̃) + γmax

u∈A
ϕ(s̃, u)⊤θ∗

η)

])
ϕ(s, a)

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣s, a
])
(20)

The constants introduced in (16) are utilized in Lemma H.3, whereas those defined in (17) appear in Lemma H.5. The
constant specified in (18) and (20) are used in Lemma E.2, and the constants in (19) are employed in Proposition H.6 in the
Appendix.

E. Omitted proofs in the main manuscript
E.1. Proof of Remark 3.4

Lemma E.1 (Lemma 3.3 in Lim & Lee (2024)). For η > γ∥Φ⊤D∥∞∥Φ∥∞ + ∥Φ⊤DΦ∥∞, we have γ ∥Γη∥∞ < 1.

Proof. If ∥Φ∥∞ ≤ 1, then ∥ϕ(s, a)∥∞ ≤ 1 for all (s, a) ∈ S ×A. Then,∥∥Φ⊤D
∥∥
∞ =

∥∥[d(1, 1)ϕ(1, 1) · · · d(|S|, |A|)ϕ(|S|, |A|)
]∥∥

∞ = max
i∈[h]

∑
(s,a)∈S×A

d(s, a)|[ϕ(s, a)]i| ≤ 1.

Therefore, from Lemma E.1 in the Appendix, η > 2 is enough.
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E.2. Proof of Lemma 4.1

Proof. We have

Φθk+1 =ΓηT Φθk = Γη(R+ γPΠΦθk
Φθk).

The above equation can be re-written noting that θ∗
η is the solution of (8):

Φθk+1 −Φθ∗
η = γΓηP (ΠΦθk

Φθk −ΠΦθ∗
η
Φθ∗

η)

Taking the infinity norm on both sides,∥∥Φθk+1 −Φθ∗
η

∥∥
∞ ≤γ ∥ΓηP ∥∞

∥∥∥Πθk
Φθk −Πθ∗

η
Φθ∗

η

∥∥∥
∞

≤γ ∥ΓηP ∥∞
∥∥Φθk −Φθ∗

η

∥∥
∞

≤
(
γ ∥ΓηP ∥∞

)k+1 ∥∥Φθ0 −Φθ∗
η

∥∥
∞

This gives the desired result.

E.3. Proof of Proposition 6.1

Proof. We have
E
[∥∥Φθt,K −Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞

]
≤(1 + δ)E

[
∥Φθt,K − ΓηT Φθt−1,K∥2∞

]
+ (1 + δ−1)E

[∥∥ΓηT Φθt−1,K −Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

]
=(1 + δ)E

[
∥Φθt,K − ΓηT Φθt−1,K∥2∞

]
+ (1 + δ−1)E

[∥∥ΓηT Φθt−1,K − ΓηT Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

]
≤(1 + δ)E

[
∥Φθt,K − ΓηT Φθt−1,K∥2∞

]
+ γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞ (1 + δ−1)E

[∥∥Φθt−1,K −Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

]
≤(1 + δ)E

[∥∥Φθt,K −Φ(Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)−1Φ⊤DT Φθt−1,K

∥∥2
∞

]
+ γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞ (1 + δ−1)E

[∥∥Φθt−1,K −Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

]
≤2(1 + δ)

µη
(E [Lη(θt,K ,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)])

+ γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞ (1 + δ−1)E
[∥∥Φθt−1,K −Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞

]
.

The first inequality follows from the relation (a+ b)2 ≤ (1 + δ)a2 + (1 + δ−1)b2. The first equality follows from the fact
that θ∗

η is the unique fixed point of (8). The second inequality follows from Lemma 3.2. The last inequality follows from
Corollary E.4. This concludes the proof.

Next, let us define the following set:

Ft,k :=
{
(st,j , at,j)

k
j=0,θt,0

}
.

Lemma E.2. For t ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ K, we have

E
[
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤ 10γ2

∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞ + (16 + 16η)Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K) + 8σ2

η.
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and

E
[
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤g1,η(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− L(θ∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ g2,η
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

+ g3,η.

Proof. For simplicity of the proof, let us denote rt,k = r(st,k, at,k, s
′
t,k) and ϕt,k = ϕ(st,k, at,k). We have

E
[
∥g(θt,k;θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
=E

[∥∥∥∥(rt,k + γmax
a∈A

ϕ(s′, a)⊤θt−1,K − ϕ⊤
t,kθt,k

)
(−ϕt,k) + ηθt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]

≤2E

[∥∥∥∥γ (max
u∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, u)
⊤θt−1,K −max

u∈A
ϕ(s′t,k, u)

⊤θ∗
η

)
ϕt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]
(21)

+ 2E

[∥∥∥∥(rt,k + γmax
a∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, a)
⊤θ∗

η − ϕt,k)
⊤θt,k

)
(−ϕt,k) + ηθt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]
. (22)

The first inequality follows from the relation ||a + b||22 ≤ 2||a||22 + 2||b||22 for any a, b ∈ Rd. We will bound each term
in (21) and (22).

Let us first bound the term in (21):

E

[∥∥∥∥γ (max
u∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, u)
⊤θt−1,K −max

u∈A
ϕ(s′t,k, u)

⊤θ∗
η

)
ϕt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]

≤γ2E

[∣∣∣∣max
u∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, u)
⊤θt−1,K −max

u∈A
ϕ(s′t,k, u)

⊤θ∗
η

∣∣∣∣2 ∥ϕt,k∥22

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]

≤γ2E

[(
max
u∈A

∣∣ϕ(s′t,k, u)⊤(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∣∣)2

∥ϕt,k∥22

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤γ2E

[∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞ ∥ϕt,k∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤γ2

∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞ . (23)

The second inequality follows from the non-expansiveness of the max-operator. The third inequality follows from
maxu∈A |ϕ(s′t,k, u)⊤θ| ≤ ∥Φθ∥∞ = max(s,u)∈S×A |ϕ(s, u)⊤θ| for any θ ∈ Rd.

Now, the term in (22) can be bounded as follows:

E

[∥∥∥∥(rt,k + γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, u)
⊤θ∗

η − ϕ⊤
t,kθt,k

)
(−ϕt,k) + ηθt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]

≤2E

[∥∥∥∥(E [(r(st,k, at,k, s̃) + γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s̃, u)⊤θt−1,K)

∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]
− ϕ⊤

t,kθt,k

)
(−ϕt,k) + ηθt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]
(24)

+ 2E

[∥∥∥∥(rt,k + γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, u)
⊤θ∗

η − E
[
(r(st,k, at,k, s̃) + γmax

u∈A
ϕ(s̃, u)⊤θt−1,K)

])
ϕt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]

The first inequality again follows from the relation ||a+ b||22 ≤ 2||a||22 + 2||b||22.

We note that the term in (24) can be bounded as follows:

E

[∥∥∥∥(E [(r(st,k, at,k, s̃) + γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s̃, u)⊤θt−1,K)

]
− ϕ⊤

t,kθt,k

)
(−ϕt,k) + ηθt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]

14
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≤2E

[∥∥∥∥E [(r(st,k, at,k, s̃) + γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s̃, u)⊤θt−1,K)

]
− ϕ⊤

t,kθt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

+ η2 ∥θt,k∥22

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤(4 + 4η)Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K).

The last inequality follows from the definition of Lη(·, ·) in (6). Now, applying this result to (24), we get

E

[∥∥∥∥(rt,k + γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, u)
⊤θ∗

η − ϕ⊤
t,kθt,k

)
(−ϕt,k) + ηθt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤(8 + 8η)Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)

+ 2E

[∥∥∥∥(rt,k + γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, u)
⊤θ∗

η − E
[
(r(st,k, at,k, s̃) + γmax

u∈A
ϕ(s̃, u)⊤θt−1,K)

])
ϕt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤(8 + 8η)Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)

+ 4E

[∥∥∥∥(rt,k − E [r(st,k, at,k, s̃)] + γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, u)
⊤θ∗

η − γE
[
max
u∈A

ϕ(s̃, u)⊤θ∗
η

])
ϕt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]

+ 4E

[∥∥∥∥(γE [max
u∈A

ϕ(s′t,k, u)
⊤θ∗

η − γmax
u∈A

ϕ(s̃, u)⊤θt−1,K

])
ϕt,k

∥∥∥∥2
2

∣∣∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤(8 + 8η)Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K) + 4σ2

η + 4γ2
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ . (25)

The second inequality follows from the definition of Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K) in (6). The last inequality follows from the same
logic in (23).

Now applying the bounds in (23) and (25) to (21) and (22), respectively, we get

E
[
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤10γ2

∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

+ (16 + 16η)Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K) + 8σ2
η.

This completes the proof of the first statement.

The second statement follows from simple decomposition:

E
[
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
≤10γ2

∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞ + (16 + 16η)Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K) + 8σ2

η

≤10γ2
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

+ (16 + 16η)(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ (16 + 16η)Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K) + 8σ2

η

≤10γ2
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

+ (16 + 16η)(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ (16 + 16η)
(
R2

max + 2γ2
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + 2γ2

∥∥Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

)
+ 8σ2

η

=(16 + 16η)(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ (42 + 32η)γ2
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

+ 32(1 + η)γ2
∥∥Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞ + (16 + 16η)R2

max + 8σ2
η.

The last inequality follows from Lemma E.3.

The following lemma bounds the inner loop loss in terms of the error of previous final iterate:

Lemma E.3. For any θ′ ∈ Rh the following holds:

Lη(θ
∗(θ′),θ′) ≤ R2

max + 2γ2
∥∥Φ(θ′ − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + 2γ2

∥∥Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞
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Proof. By the definition of θ∗(θ′) as the minimizer of Lη(·,θ′), we have Lη(θ
∗(θ′),θ′) ≤ Lη(0,θ

′). Plugging in the zero
vector, we have

Lη(0,θ
′) =

1

2
∥R+ γPΠθ′Φθ′∥2D

≤R2
max + γ2

∥∥∥PΠθ′Φθ′ − PΠθ∗
η
Φθ∗

η + PΠθ∗
η
Φθ∗

η

∥∥∥2
D

≤R2
max + 2γ2

∥∥Φ(θ′ − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞ + 2γ2

∥∥Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

This completes the proof.

Corollary E.4. We have

Lη(θ,θ
′)− Lη(θ

∗(θ′),θ′) ≥ µη

2
∥ΓηT Φθ′ −Φθ∥2∞ .

Proof. The quadratic growth condition in Lemma F.4 implies that

Lη(θ,θ
′)− Lη(θ

∗(θ′),θ′) ≥µη

2
∥θ∗(θ′)− θ∥22

=
µη

2

∥∥(Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)−1Φ⊤DT Φθ′ − θ
∥∥2
2

≥µη

2

∥∥(Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)−1Φ⊤DT Φθ′ − θ
∥∥2
∞

≥µη

2

∥∥Φ(Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)−1Φ⊤DT Φθ′ −Φθ
∥∥2
∞

The first equality follows from the definition of θ∗(θ′) in (13). The second inequality follows from the vector norm
inequality ∥ · ∥∞ ≤ ∥ · ∥2, and the last inequality follows from Assumption 2.1.

Lemma E.5. For θ ∈ Rh, we have

∥γPΠθ − I∥∞ ≤ 2.

Proof. Note that we have

1− γ[PΠθ]ii + γ
∑
j ̸=i

|[PΠθ]ij | ≤ 2.

This completes the proof.

Lemma E.6. For x,y,θ,θ′ ∈ Rh and (s, a) ∈ S ×A, we have

∥ḡ(x,θ′; s, a)− ḡ(y,θ′; s, a)∥2 ≤ (1 + η) ∥x− y∥2 .

Moreover, we have

∥ḡ(x,θ; s, a)− ḡ(x,θ′; s, a)∥2 ≤γ ∥Φθ −Φθ′∥∞ ,

∥∇Lη(x,θ)−∇Lη(x,θ
′)∥2 ≤γ ∥Φθ −Φθ′∥∞ .

Proof. From the definition of ḡ(·) in (41), we have

∥ḡ(x,θ′; s, a)− ḡ(y,θ′; s, a)∥2 =
∥∥−ϕ(s, a)⊤(x− y)ϕ(s, a) + η(x− y)

∥∥
2

≤ (1 + η) ∥x− y∥2

The last line follows from the boundedness of the feature vector.
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Now, the second statement follows from

∥ḡ(x,θ′; s, a)− ḡ(x,θ; s, a)∥2

=

∥∥∥∥∥γϕ(s, a)∑
s′∈S
P(s′ | s, a)

(
max
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ −max
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ′
)∥∥∥∥∥

2

≤γ
∑
s′∈S
P(s′ | s, a)

∣∣∣∣max
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ −max
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ′
∣∣∣∣

≤γ
∑
s′∈S
P(s′ | s, a)

∣∣∣∣max
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤(θ − θ′)

∣∣∣∣
≤γ ∥Φθ −Φθ′∥∞ . (26)

The first inequality follows from the non-expansiveness of the max-operator. The last inequality follows from the definition
of the infinity norm.

The same logic holds for the Lipschitzness of ∇Lη with respect to its second argument:

∥∇Lη(x,θ)−∇Lη(x,θ
′)∥2 =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

(s,a)∈S×A

d(s, a) (ḡ(x,θ′; s, a)− ḡ(x,θ; s, a))

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤
∑

(s,a)∈S×A

d(s, a) ∥ḡ(x,θ′; s, a)− ḡ(x,θ; s, a)∥2

≤γ ∥Φθ −Φθ′∥∞ .

The last line follows from (26). This completes the proof.

F. Geometry of the Inner-Loop Objective
This section provides properties on the geometry of the inner-loop objective. We adopt the standard optimization frame-
work (Nesterov et al., 2018).
Lemma F.1 (Strong convexity and smoothness). For fixed θ′ ∈ Rh, the function Lη(θ,θ

′) is µη-strongly convex in θ,
where µη = λmin(Φ

⊤DΦ) + η and lη-smooth where lη = λmax(Φ
⊤DΦ) + η.

Proof. The derivative of Lη(θ,θ
′) with respect to θ is

∇Lη(θ,θ
′) = Es,a

[(
Es′
[
r(s, a, s′) + γmax

u∈A
ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ′ − ϕ(s, a)⊤θ

])
(−ϕ(s, a)) + ηθ

]
.

The second-order derivative is

∇2Lη(θ,θ
′) =

∑
(s,a)∈S×A

d(s, a)
(
ϕ(s, a)ϕ(s, a)⊤ + ηI

)
= Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI.

Since Φ⊤DΦ is positive semidefinite, all eigenvalues of ∇2Lη are bounded below by λmin(Φ
⊤DΦ) + η = µη > 0.

Hence Lη(·, θ′) is µη-strongly convex. The smoothness also follows from the definition in Definition C.6.

Lemma F.2 (Descent lemma). Fix θ′ ∈ Rh and let lη = λmax(Φ
⊤DΦ) + η. Then for any θ,∆ ∈ Rh and α > 0:

Lη(θ − α∆,θ′) ≤ Lη(θ,θ
′)− α∇Lη(θ,θ

′)⊤∆+
lη
2
α2∥∆∥2.

Proof. Since Lη(·,θ′) is lη-smooth in θ, its gradient is lη-Lipschitz. From the definition of smoothness in Definition C.6,
for any θ,∆ and any α > 0,

Lη(θ − α∆,θ′) ≤ Lη(θ,θ
′) +∇Lη(θ,θ

′)⊤
(
(θ − α∆)− θ

)
+
lη
2
∥θ − α∆− θ∥2,
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which simplifies to

Lη(θ − α∆,θ′) ≤ Lη(θ,θ
′)− α∇Lη(θ,θ

′)⊤∆+
lη
2
α2∥∆∥2.

This completes the proof.

The definitions of strong convexity and smoothness are provided in Section C.2 of the Appendix. The following properties
will be useful throughout the paper:

Lemma F.3 (Theorem 2 in Karimi et al. (2016)). For fixed θ′ ∈ Rh , θ∗(θ′) = argminθ∈Rh Lη(θ,θ
′) and any θ ∈ Rh,

∥∇Lη(θ,θ
′)∥2 ≥ 2µη

(
Lη(θ,θ

′)− Lη(θ
∗(θ′),θ′)

)
.

Lemma F.4. For fixed θ′ ∈ Rh and any θ ∈ Rh,

Lη(θ,θ
′)− Lη(θ

∗(θ′),θ′) ≤ lη
2
∥θ − θ∗(θ′)∥2.

Proof. By Lemma F.2 (the lη-smoothness of Lη(·,θ′)), for any x,y ∈ Rh,

Lη(y,θ
′) ≤ Lη(x,θ

′) +∇Lη(x,θ
′)⊤(y − x) +

lη
2
∥y − x∥2.

Apply this with x = θ∗(θ′) and y = θ. Since θ∗(θ′) minimizes Lη(·,θ′), we have ∇Lη(θ
∗(θ′),θ′) = 0, hence

Lη(θ,θ
′)− Lη(θ

∗(θ′),θ′) ≤ lη
2
∥θ − θ∗(θ′)∥2.

Lemma F.5 (Lipschitz property). For any θ ∈ Rh,

∥θ∗(θ)− θ∗
η∥2 ≤

γ

µη
∥Φ(θ − θ∗

η)∥∞.

Proof. We have∥∥θ∗(θ)− θ∗
η

∥∥
2

=
∥∥∥γ(Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)−1Φ⊤DP

(
ΠθΦθ −Πθ∗

η
Φθ∗

η

)∥∥∥
2

≤γ
∥∥(Φ⊤DΦ+ ηI)−1

∥∥
2

∥∥∥∥∥∥
∑

(s,a)∈S×A

d(s, a)ϕ(s, a)

(∑
s′∈S
P(s′ | s, a)

(
max
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ −max
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ∗
η

))∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤ γ

µη

 ∑
(s,a)∈S×A

d(s, a) ∥ϕ(s, a)∥2
∑
s′∈S
P(s′ | s, a)

∣∣∣∣max
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ −max
u∈A

ϕ(s′, u)⊤θ∗
η

∣∣∣∣


≤ γ

µη

 ∑
(s,a)∈S×A

d(s, a)
∑
s′∈S
P(s′ | s, a)

∥∥Φθ −Φθ∗
η

∥∥
∞


≤ γ

µη

∥∥Φθ −Φθ∗
η

∥∥
∞ .

This completes the proof.
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G. Analysis and proof for i.i.d observation model
Our goal is to establish an ϵ–accurate error guarantee of the form in i.i.d. observation model,

E
[
∥Φ(θt,K − θ∗

η)∥2∞
]
≤ ϵ.

To that end, we analyze the geometry of the inner-loop objective Lη(θ,θ
′), collecting strong convexity, smoothness,

gradient–gap, and related Lipschitz properties that will serve as our basic tools (Section F). We then derive a finite-time
bound by viewing the inner loop as stochastic gradient descent on a strongly convex and smooth objective under the i.i.d.
sampling assumption (Section G.1). This analysis yields a single linear recursion, whose solution leads to our main result
(Theorem 6.4), showing that, with appropriate choices of the step size, inner-loop length, and number of outer iterations, the
desired ϵ-accuracy is achieved.

G.1. Finite Time Error Analysis (i.i.d)

Lemma G.1. Suppose the step size α ≤ 3µη

lηg1,η
. Then for each inner iteration k,

E[Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K) ] ≤

(
1− µη

2 α
)

× E[Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)]

+
lη
2
α2
[
g2,ηE

[∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

]
+ g3,η

]
.

Proof. Fix t and k, and condition on (θt,k,θt−1,K). Apply Lemma F.2 with g = g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k) and stepsize α > 0:

Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K) ≤ Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− α∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k) +
lη
2
α2∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥2.

Taking conditional expectation given (θt,k,θt−1,K) and using Lemma E.2, we have,

E[g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k) |θt,k,θt−1,K ] = ∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K),

E
[
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥2

∣∣θt,k,θt−1,K

]
≤ g1,η(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ g2,η
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

+ g3,η.

Thus, we obtain

E[Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K) |θt,k,θt−1,K ] ≤ Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− α ∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)∥2

+
lη
2
α2
[
g1,η

(
Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)
)

+ g2,η
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + g3,η

]
.

Using Lemma F.3

∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)∥2 ≥ 2µη(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)) ,

we obtain

E[Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K) |θt,k,θt−1,K ] ≤

(
1− 2µηα+

lη
2 α

2g1,η

)
×
(
Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)
)

+
lη
2
α2
[
g2,η

∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞ + g3,η

]
.
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For 0 < α ≤ 3µη

lηg1,η
, one can replace the quadratic rate term by a linear bound:

1− 2µηα+
lη
2
g1,ηα

2 ≤ 1− µη

2
α.

Thus,

E[Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K) |θt,k,θt−1,K ] ≤

(
1− µη

2 α
)

×
(
Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)
)

+
lη
2
α2
[
g2,η

∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞ + g3,η

]
.

Finally, take total expectation on (θt,k,θt−1,K) to conclude the claim.

Lemma G.2. Suppose the one-step recursion (Lemma G.1 with α ≤ 3µη

lηg1,η
) holds. Then

E
[
Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)
]
≤
(
1− µη

2 α
)k

E
[
Lη(θt,0,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)
]

+
lη
µη

α
[
g2,η E

[∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

]
+ g3,η

]
. (27)

Proof. Let
xk := E[Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)] .

From Lemma G.1, with the stepsize condition α ≤ 3µη

lηg1,η
, the recursion becomes

xk+1 ≤
(
1− µη

2 α
)
xk +

lη
2
α2
[
g2,η E

[∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

]
+ g3,η

]
.

By induction, this yields

xk ≤
(
1− µη

2 α
)k
x0 +

lη
2
α2
[
g2,η E

[∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

]
+ g3,η

] k−1∑
i=0

(
1− µη

2 α
)i
.

Since the sum is geometric and bounded by the infinite series,

k−1∑
i=0

(
1− µη

2 α
)i
≤

∞∑
i=0

(
1− µη

2 α
)i

=
1

µη

2 α
=

2

µη α
,

we obtain the bound

xk ≤
(
1− µη

2 α
)k
x0 +

lη
µη

α
[
g2,η E

[∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

]
+ g3,η

]
.

Lemma G.3. The following lemma holds.

Lη(θt,0,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K) ≤ R2

max + 8
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + 8

∥∥Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

Proof. We have

Lη(θt−1,K ,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)

≤1

2

∥∥R+ γPΠθt−1,K
Φθt−1,K −Φθt−1,K

∥∥2
D
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≤R2
max +

∥∥γPΠθt−1,K
Φθt−1,K −Φθt−1,K

∥∥2
∞

≤R2
max + 2

∥∥γPΠθt−1,K
Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)−Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞ + 2

∥∥γPΠθt−1,K
Φθ∗

η −Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

≤R2
max + 8

∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞ + 8

∥∥Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

The first inequality follows from the definition of Lη(·, ·) in (6). The second and third inequalities follow from the relation
||a+ b||2∞ ≤ 2||a||2∞ + 2||b||2∞ for a, b ∈ Rd. The last line follows from Lemma E.5. This completes the proof.

Lemma G.4 (Main recursion). Let

yt := E
[
∥Φθt,K −Φθ∗

η∥2∞
]
, yt−1 := E

[
∥Φθt−1,K −Φθ∗

η∥2∞
]
.

Under the step size condition
(
0 < α ≤ min

{
3µη

lηg1,η
, 2

µη

})
, the following inequality holds:

yt ≤

[
16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g2,η +
1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

2

]
yt−1

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K

R2
max +

16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K∥∥Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g3,η.

Proof. Let
yt := E

[
∥Φθt,K −Φθ∗

η∥2∞
]
, yt−1 := E

[
∥Φθt−1,K −Φθ∗

η∥2∞
]
.

From Proposition 6.1,

yt ≤
2(1 + δ)

µη
(E [Lη(θt,K ,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)]) + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞ (1 + δ−1)yt−1.

With δ =
2γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
, we have

1 + δ =
1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

, γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
(
1 + δ−1

)
=

1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
2

.

Hence,

yt ≤
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)
E[Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)] +
1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

2
yt−1.

Using Lemma G.2, replacing E
[
Lη(θt,K ,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)
]

gives

yt ≤
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

((
1− µη

2 α
)K

E
[
Lη(θt,0,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)
]
+
lη
µη

α
[
g2,η yt−1 + g3,η

])

+
1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

2
yt−1. (28)

Next, applying Lemma G.3 yields

yt ≤
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

((
1− µη

2 α
)K[

8 yt−1 +R2
max + 8

∥∥Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

]
+
lη
µη

α
[
g2,η yt−1 + g3,η

])
+

1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
2

yt−1
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=

[
16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g2,η +
1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

2

]
yt−1

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K

R2
max +

16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K∥∥Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g3,η. (29)

This concludes the proof and establishes the desired result.

G.2. Proof of Theorem 6.4

Proof. Let
yt := E

[
∥Φθt,K −Φθ∗

η∥2∞
]
, yt−1 := E

[
∥Φθt−1,K −Φθ∗

η∥2∞
]
.

Fix δ =
2γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
and assume

(
0 < α ≤ min

{
3µη

lηg1,η
, 2

µη

})
.

From Lemma G.4, we have

yt ≤

[
16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g2,η +
1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

2

]
yt−1

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K

R2
max +

16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K
∥Φθ∗

η∥2∞

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g3,η. (30)

Let us define, for convenience,

EK,α :=
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K(

R2
max + 8∥Φθ∗

η∥2∞
)
+

2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g3,η. (31)

so that the recursion can be compactly written as

yt ≤

[
16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g2,η +
1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

2

]
yt−1 + EK,α. (32)

We make the coefficient of yt−1 in (30) strictly smaller than 1 by choosing K large enough. It suffices to ensure

16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1−µη

2 α
)K

+
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g2,η +
1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

2
≤ 1−

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
4

=
3 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

4
.

To guarantee this bound, it suffices to allocate half of the available margin 1−γ2∥Γη∥2
∞

4 to each of the first two terms,
16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K
≤

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
8

,

2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g2,η ≤
1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

8
.
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The second condition yields an explicit upper bound on α,

α ≤
µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2

16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη g2,η
. (33)

Substituting this into the first inequality then specifies the required lower bound on K,

K ≥
ln
(

128(1+γ2∥Γη∥2
∞)

µη(1−γ2∥Γη∥2
∞)2

)
− ln

(
1− µη

2 α
) .

These two design constraints ensure the desired contraction condition.

Using the inequality − ln(1− x) ≥ x for x ∈ (0, 1), we further obtain

K ≥ 2

µη α
ln
(128(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2

)
. (34)

Substituting the contraction condition derived above into the recursion in (32), we obtain

yt ≤
(
1− 1−γ2∥Γη∥2

∞
4

)
yt−1 + EK,α. (35)

Let a := 1− 1−γ2∥Γη∥2
∞

4 =
3+γ2∥Γη∥2

∞
4 ∈ (0, 1). Iterating (35) yields

yt ≤

(
3 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

4

)t

y0 +
1

1− a
EK,α.

Since 1− a =
1−γ2∥Γη∥2

∞
4 , we conclude that

yt ≤

(
3 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

4

)t

y0 +
4

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
EK,α, (36)

It remains to make the geometric term at most ϵ/2, i.e.,(
3 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

4

)t

y0 ≤
ϵ

2
.

Taking logarithms gives

t ≥ ln(2y0/ϵ)

− ln a
.

Since − ln a ≥ 1− a =
1−γ2∥Γη∥2

∞
4 , we have

1

− ln a
≤ 4

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
.

Therefore, a sufficient condition is

t ≥ 4

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
ln

(
2y0
ϵ

)
. (37)

In addition, to ensure the steady-state residue is at most ϵ/2, it suffices to require

4

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
EK,α ≤

ϵ

2
⇐⇒ EK,α ≤

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
8

ϵ, (38)
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where EK,α is defined in (31).

From (38), it suffices to make each term in (31) smaller than 1−γ2∥Γη∥2
∞

16 ϵ:

2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K(

R2
max + 8∥Φθ∗

η∥2∞
)
≤

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
16

ϵ,

2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g3,η ≤
1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

16
ϵ.

This allocation is sufficient to guarantee EK,α ≤
1−γ2∥Γη∥2

∞
8 ϵ.

From the two sufficient inequalities above, we can derive explicit complexity bounds for K and α.

(a) Bound on K. From the first inequality,

2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
1− µη

2 α
)K(

R2
max + 8∥Φθ∗

η∥2∞
)
≤

1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞
16

ϵ.

Rearranging gives (
1− µη

2 α
)K
≤

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2

32(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)
(
R2

max + 8∥Φθ∗
η∥2∞

) ϵ.
Taking logarithms on both sides yields

K ≥
ln
(

32(1+γ2∥Γη∥2
∞)
(
R2

max+8∥Φθ∗
η∥

2
∞

)
µη(1−γ2∥Γη∥2

∞)2ϵ

)
− ln

(
1− µη

2 α
) .

Using the inequality − ln(1− x) ≥ x for x ∈ (0, 1), we further have

K ≥ 2

µη α
ln
(32(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
R2

max + 8∥Φθ∗
η∥2∞

)
µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2ϵ

)
. (39)

(b) Bound on α. From the second inequality,

2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

α g3,η ≤
1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞

16
ϵ,

which directly gives

α ≤
µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2

32(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη g3,η
ϵ. (40)

Combining (39) and (40), one obtains the sufficient conditions on (α,K) ensuring EK,α ≤
1−γ2∥Γη∥2

∞
8 ϵ, and consequently

yt ≤ ϵ for t satisfying (37).

Collecting the step-size conditions from Lemma G.1, (33), and (40), define

ᾱ1 :=
2

µη
, ᾱ2 :=

3µη

lηg1,η
, ᾱ3 :=

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2

16(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη g2,η
, ᾱ4 :=

µ2
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2

32(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη g3,η
ϵ,

and set
ᾱ := min{ᾱ1, ᾱ2, ᾱ3, ᾱ4}.
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Then it suffices to choose 0 < α ≤ ᾱ. These four components correspond precisely to ᾱ1, ᾱ2, ᾱ3, ᾱ4.

Similarly, gathering the bounds on K from (34), (39), we obtain

K ≥ max

{
2

µη α
ln

(
32(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
R2

max + 8∥Φθ∗
η∥2∞

)
µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2ϵ

)
,

2

µη α
ln

(
128(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2

)}

Replacing α with its asymptotically minimal bound α ≍ µ2
η(1−γ2∥Γη∥2

∞)2

(1+γ2∥Γη∥2
∞) lη g3,η

ϵ gives the α–free form

K ≥
2(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞) lη g3,η

µ3
η(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2 ϵ

max

{
ln
32(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

(
R2

max + 8∥Φθ∗
η∥2∞

)
µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2ϵ

, ln
128(1 + γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)

µη(1− γ2 ∥Γη∥2∞)2

}
.

Since g3,η = 32(1 + η)γ2∥Φθ∗
η∥2∞ + (16 + 16η)R2

max + 8σ2
η depends on ∥θ∗

η∥2∞, absorbing these constants into the
complexity, there exists a choice of iteration numbers of the form

K = O

(
lη ∥θ∗

η∥22
ϵµ3

η(1− γ ∥Γη∥∞)2

)
, t = O

(
1

1− γ ∥Γη∥∞

)
,

for which the desired accuracy guarantee holds.

H. Analysis under the Markovian observation model
In this section, we present a detailed analysis and establish the convergence rate under the Markovian observation model
introduced in Section 6.3.

H.1. Markov chain and Poisson Equation

For the analysis of the Markovian observation model in Section 6.3, we introduce the so-called Poisson’s equation. The
Poisson equation (Glynn & Meyn, 1996) serves as a fundamental tool in the study of Markov chains and has been utilized in
various works, including Haque & Maguluri (2024), for the analysis of stochastic approximation schemes. Following the
approach of Haque & Maguluri (2024), we leverage this framework to establish our results.

Let {(Sk, Ak)}∞k=0 be a sequence of random variables induced by the irreducible Markov chain with behavior policy β in
Section 6.3. Then, for some functions φ,ψ : S ×A → R, the Poisson’s equation is defined as

E [ψ(S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = (s, a)]− ψ(s, a) = −φ(s, a)

Given φ, a candidate solution for ψ is E
[∑τ(s̃,ã)−1

k=0 φ(Sk, Ak)
∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]
where τ(s̃, ã) = inf{n ≥ 1 :

(Sn, An) = (s̃, ã)} is a hitting time for some (s̃, ã) ∈ S ×A.

H.2. Main Analysis

First, we define two key quantities used throughout the analysis. First, let

ḡ(θ,θ′; s, a) :=
∑
s′∈S
P(s′ | s, a)g(θ,θ′; s, a, s′), (41)

and

V (θ,θ′, s, a) = E

τ(s̃,ã)−1∑
k=0

ḡ(θ,θ′;Sk, Ak)−∇Lη(θ,θ
′)

∣∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

 . (42)

For simplicity, let us denote τ = τ(s̃, ã). With a slight abuse of notation, we define Lη in (6) by taking d to be the stationary
distribution µ∞.
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Lemma H.1. Consider the sequence of random variables {(Sk, Ak)}∞k=0 induced by the Markov chain. Then, for θ,θ′ ∈ Rh,
the following equation holds :

V (θ,θ′, s, a)− E [V (θ,θ′, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = (s, a)] = ḡ(θ,θ′; s, a)−∇Lη(θ,θ
′).

Proof. From the definition of V in (42), we have

V (θ,θ′, s, a)− E [V (θ,θ′, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = (s, a)]

=ḡ(θ,θ′; s, a)−∇Lη(θ,θ
′) + E

[
1{τ ≥ 2}

(
τ−1∑
k=1

ḡ(θ,θ′;Sk, Ak)−∇Lη(θ,θ
′)

)∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]

− E

[
E

[
τ̃−1∑
k=0

ḡ(θ,θ′; S̃k, Ãk)−∇Lη(θ,θ
′)

∣∣∣∣∣(S̃0, Ã0) = (S1, A1)

]∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]
=ḡ(θ,θ′; s, a)−∇Lη(θ,θ

′).

where τ̃ is the hitting time defined by a sequence of random variables {(S̃k, Ãk)}∞k=0 induced by the Markov chain. The
second equality follows from the fact that conditioned on (S̃0, Ã0) = (S1, A1), τ̃ follows the same law of distribution of τ
for τ ≥ 2 and V (θ,θ′, s̃, ã) = 0.

Now, let us provide several useful properties related to the solution of Poisson’s equation, V :

Lemma H.2. For (s, a) ∈ S ×A, we have∥∥V (θ∗
η,θ

∗
η, s, a)

∥∥
2
≤ τmax

(
Rmax + (1 + γ + η)

∥∥θ∗
η

∥∥
2

)
.

Proof. We have

∥∥V (θ∗
η,θ

∗
η, s, a)

∥∥
2
=

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
τ−1∑
k=0

ḡ(θ∗
η,θ

∗
η;Sk, Ak)

∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

=E

[
τ−1∑
k=0

(Rmax + (1 + γ)
∥∥θ∗

η

∥∥
2
) + η

∥∥θ∗
η

∥∥
2

∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]
≤τmax

(
Rmax + (1 + γ + η)

∥∥θ∗
η

∥∥
2

)
.

The second equality follows from the definition of ḡ in (41). This completes the proof.

Lemma H.3 (Properties of V ). For x,y,θ′ ∈ Rh and (s, a) ∈ S ×A, we have

∥V (x,θ′, s, a)− V (y,θ′, s, a)∥2 ≤lV1
∥x− y∥2 ,

∥V (x,θ′, s, a)− V (x,θ, s, a)∥2 ≤lV2
∥Φθ −Φθ′∥∞ ,

∥V (θ,θ′, s, a)∥2 ≤lV1

∥∥θ − θ∗
η

∥∥
2
+ lV2

∥∥Φθ′ −Φθ∗
η

∥∥
∞ + lV3

.

Proof. The definition of Poisson solution in (42) yields

V (x,θ′, s, a)− V (y,θ′, s, a)

=

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
τ−1∑
k=0

ḡ(x,θ′;Sk, Ak)− ḡ(y,θ′;Sk, Ak)−∇Lη(x,θ
′) +∇Lη(y,θ

′)

∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤E

[∥∥∥∥∥
τ−1∑
k=0

ḡ(x,θ′;Sk, Ak)− ḡ(y,θ′;Sk, Ak)−∇Lη(x,θ
′) +∇Lη(y,θ

′)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]

26



Periodic Regularized Q-Learning

≤E

[
τ−1∑
k=0

∥ḡ(x,θ′;Sk, Ak)− ḡ(y,θ′;Sk, Ak)∥2 + ∥∇Lη(x,θ
′)−∇Lη(y,θ

′)∥2

∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]
≤E [τ ] (1 + η) ∥x− y∥2 + E[τ ](λmax(Φ

⊤DΦ) + η) ∥x− y∥2 .

The last inequality follows from Lemma E.6 and Lemma F.1.

The second statement follows by the same reasoning as in the preceding proof:

∥V (x,θ′, s, a)− V (x,θ, s, a)∥2

=

∥∥∥∥∥E
[
τ−1∑
k=0

ḡ(x,θ′;Sk, Ak)− ḡ(x,θ;Sk, Ak)−∇Lη(x,θ
′) +∇Lη(x,θ)

∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]∥∥∥∥∥
2

≤E

[
τ−1∑
k=0

∥ḡ(x,θ′;Sk, Ak)− ḡ(x,θ;Sk, Ak)∥2 + ∥∇Lη(x,θ
′)−∇Lη(x,θ)∥2

∣∣∣∣∣(S0, A0) = (s, a)

]
≤2τmaxγ ∥Φθ −Φθ′∥∞ .

The last inequality follows from Lemma E.6 in the Appendix.

The last statement follows from the following:

∥V (θ,θ′, s, a)∥2 ≤
∥∥V (θ,θ′, s, a)− V (θ∗

η,θ
∗
η, s, a)

∥∥
2
+
∥∥V (θ∗

η,θ
∗
η, s, a)

∥∥
2

≤
∥∥V (θ,θ′, s, a)− V (θ,θ∗

η, s, a)
∥∥
2
+
∥∥V (θ,θ∗

η, s, a)− V (θ∗
η,θ

∗
η, s, a)

∥∥
2

+
∥∥V (θ∗

η,θ
∗
η, s, a)

∥∥
2

≤lV1

∥∥θ′ − θ∗
η

∥∥
2
+ lV2

∥∥Φθ −Φθ∗
η

∥∥
∞ + lV3 .

The first and second inequality follows from simple algebraic decomposition and triangle inequality. The last inequality
follows from the previous two results, and applying Lemma H.2.

Now, we present the descent lemma version for the Markoviain observation model:

Proposition H.4. For t ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1, we have

E [Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)|Ft,k]− Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)

≤− αk∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− E [V (θt,k,θt,0, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = (st,k, at,k)])

− αk2µη (Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)) +

1

2
α2
klηE

[
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
, (43)

where

Ft,k := {θ0,0, {(si,j , ai,j) : 1 ≤ i ≤ t, 1 ≤ j ≤ k}} .

Proof. We will bound the term the cross term ∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k) in Lemma F.2 using the Poisson
equation in Lemma H.1. Let us first observe the following simple decomposition of the cross term:

∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)

=∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ḡ(θt,k,θt−1,K ; st,k, at,k)︸ ︷︷ ︸
I1

+∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤(g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)− ḡ(θt,k,θt−1,K ; st,k, at,k))︸ ︷︷ ︸
I2

The term in I2 disappears if we take the expectation with respect to st,k+1, therefore, our interest is to bound I1. The term
I1 can be re-written using the Poisson equation in Lemma H.1:

∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ḡ(θt,k,θt−1,K ; st,k, at,k)
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=∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (ḡ(θt,k,θt−1,K ; st,k, at,k)−∇Lη(θt,k,θt,0)) + ∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)∥22
=∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− E [V (θt,k,θt,0, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = st,k, at,k])

+ ∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)∥22 .

The first equality follows from using simple algebraic decomposition.

Now, plugging in I1 and I2, the inequality in Lemma F.2 becomes:

Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)− Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)

≤− αk∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− E [V (θt,k,θt,0, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = st,k, at,k])︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=E

− αk ∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)∥22 +
1

2
α2
klη ∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

+∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤(g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)− ḡ(θt,k,θt−1,K ; st,k, at,k))

Taking conditional expectation, we get

E [Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)|Ft,k]− Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)

≤− αkE [E|Ft,k]− αk ∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)∥22 +
1

2
α2
klηE

[
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
. (44)

This is because

E
[
∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤(g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)− ḡ(θt,k,θt−1,K ; st,k, at,k))

∣∣Ft,k

]
=∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤E [(g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)− ḡ(θt,k,θt−1,K ; st,k, at,k))|Ft,k]

=0.

Now, bounding ∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)∥22 with Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K) from Lemma F.3 completes the

proof.

From the above Proposition, we need to bound the following term in (44):

∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− E [V (θt,k,θt,0, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = (st,k, at,k)]) .

To derive this bound, we introduce the following auxiliary term:

dt,k = ∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k). (45)

Lemma H.5. For t ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1, we have

−∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− E [V (θt,k,θt,0, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = (st,k, at,k)])

≤− dt,k + E [dt,k+1|Ft,k]

+ αkD1E
[
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
+ αkD2 (L(θt,k,θt−1,K)− L(θ∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ 2αkD3

∥∥Φθt,0 −Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞ + 2αklηlV3 .

Proof. A simple algebraic decomposition yields

∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− E [V (θt,k,θt,0, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = st,k, at,k])

=∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤(V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1))

+∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)− E [V (θt,k,θt,0, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = st,k, at,k])︸ ︷︷ ︸
T4
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=∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤(V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1))

+∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)− V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
T3

+ T4

=∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)−∇Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)⊤V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
T1

+ (∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)−∇Lη(θt+1,k,θt−1,K))⊤V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)︸ ︷︷ ︸
T2

+ T3 + T4.

Then, we have

−∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− E [V (θt,k,θt,0, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = st,k, at,k])

≤− T1 + |T2|+ |T3| − T4. (46)

Let us bound the terms T2 and T3. First, observe the following:

|T2|
=|(∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)−∇Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)⊤V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)|
≤lη ∥θt,k − θt,k+1∥2 ∥V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)∥2
=lηαk ∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥2 ∥V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)∥2
≤α2

klηlV1 ∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22 + αklηlV1 ∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k∥2 ∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥2

+ αklη

(
lV1
γ

µη
+ lV2

)
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥2

∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗
η)
∥∥
∞ + αklηlV3

∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥2

≤ (lη(4lV1
+ lV3

) + κlV1
γ) ∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

+ 2αklηlV1 ∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥22
+ 2αk (κlV1

+ lηlV2
)
∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + 2αklηlV3

≤ (lη(4lV1
+ lV3

) + κlV1
γ) ∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

+ 4αklV1
κ (Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ 2αk (κlV1 + lηlV2)
∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + 2αklηlV3 .

The first inequality follows smoothness of Lη(·) in Lemma F.2. The bound on the term ∥V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)∥2
comes from Lemma H.8 in the Appendix. The last inequality comes from the quadratic growth condition in Lemma F.4 in
the Appendix.

Next, we will bound T3. From the Lipschitzness of V (·) in Lemma H.3, we have

|T3|
=|∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)− V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)) |
≤lV1

∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)∥2 ∥θt,k − θt,k+1∥2
≤2αklV1

(
∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)∥22 + ∥g(θt,k,θt,0; ot,k)∥

2
2

)
≤αk

4lV1 l
2
η

µη
(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ 2αklV1 ∥g(θt,k,θt,0; ot,k)∥
2
2 .

The second inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The last inequality follows from Lemma F.4 in the
Appendix.
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Now, collecting the bound on T2 and T3, from (46), we get

−∇Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)⊤ (V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)− E [V (θt,k,θt,0, S1, A1)|(S0, A0) = (st,k, at,k)])

≤− dt,k + dt,k+1

+ αk (κ (µη(6lV1
+ lV3

) + lV1
γ)) ∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

+ αkκ (4lV1
(1 + lη)) (Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ 2αk (κlV1
+ lηlV2

)
∥∥Φθt,0 −Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞ + 2αklηlV3

− T4.

Taking the conditional expectation, noting that E [T4|Ft,k] = 0, we get the desired result.

The above lemma allows us to bound the cross term in Lemma H.4. Now, applying the bound on
E
[
∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
, we obtain the following result:

Proposition H.6 (Descent-lemma for inner loop). For αk ≤ µη(
D1+

lη
2

)
g1,η+2D2

, we have

E [Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)|Ft,k]− Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K) ≤− αk(dt,k − E [dt,k+1|Ft,k])

− µηαk (Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ α2
k

(
E1
∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + E2

)
Proof. Applying the result of Lemma H.5 to Lemma H.4,

E [Lη(θt,k+1,θt−1,K)|Ft,k]− Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)

≤− αk(dt,k − E [dt,k+1|Ft,k])

+ α2
k

(
D1 +

lη
2

)
E
[
∥g(θt,k, ,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
+ 2α2

kD3

∥∥Φθt,0 −Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞ + 2α2

klηlV3

+
(
α2
kD2 − 2µηαk

)
(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

≤− αk(dt,k − E [dt,k+1|Ft,k])

+ α2
k

(
D1 +

lη
2

)
g1,η(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ α2
k

(
D1 +

lη
2

)
g2,η

∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

+ α2
k

(
D1 +

lη
2

)
g3,η

+ 2α2
kD3

∥∥Φθt,0 −Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞ + 2α2

klηlV3

−
(
−D2α

2
k + 2αkµη

)
(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

≤− αk(dt,k − E [dt,k+1|Ft,k])

+

(
α2
k

((
D1 +

lη
2

)
g1,η + 2D2

)
− αk2µη

)
(Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ α2
k

((
D1 +

lη
2

)
g2,η +D3

)∥∥Φ(θt−1,K − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

+ α2
k

(
D1 +

lη
2

)
g3,η + 2α2

klηlV3
.
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The second inequality follows from the bound on E
[
∥g(θt,k, ,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥22

∣∣∣Ft,k

]
in Lemma E.2. The step-size condition

αk ≤
µη(

D1 +
lη
2

)
g1,η + 2D2

⇒α2
k

((
D1 +

lη
2

)
g1,η + 2D2

)
− αk2µη ≤ −αkµη

yields the desired result.

Before proceeding, we introduce the constants that determine the step-size:

ᾱ1 =
µη(

D1 +
lη
2

)
g1,η + 2D2

,

ᾱ2 =
µη

16lη(6lV1 + lV3)(1 + η) + 24κlV1(1 + η)
,

ᾱ3 =
µ2
η(γ||Γη||∞)2(1− (γ||Γη||∞)2)

8(1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2)(2µηE1 + 4µη (lV1γκ+ lηlV2))
,

ᾱ4 =
2µ2

ηϵγ
2(1− (γ||Γη||∞)2)

4(1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2) (E2 + 3lηlV3
µη)

.

(47)

Now, using the above descent lemma for the inner loop, we are ready to derive the convergence rate result of the inner-loop
iteration:
Proposition H.7. For α ≤ min {ᾱ1, ᾱ2}, which is defined in (47), we have

E [Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)]

≤2
(
1− µη

2

)k
E [Lη(θt,0,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)]

+ 2α

((
2

µη
E1 + 4 (lV1

γκ+ lηlV2
)

)
E
[∥∥Φ(θt,K−1 − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+

2

µη
E2 + 6lηlV3

)
.

Proof. For simplicity of the proof, let xk = E [Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ
∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K)|Ft,0]. Then, taking the

conditional expectation on Ft,0 to the result of Proposition H.6, we have

xk+1

≤ (1− µηαk)xk − αkE [dt,k − dt,k+1|Ft,0] + α2
k

(
E1E

[∥∥Φ(θt,K−1 − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+ E2

)
=(1− µηαk)xk −

(
1− µη

2
αk

)
αkE [dt,k|Ft,0]−

µη

2
α2
kE [dt,k|Ft,0] + αE [dt,k+1|Ft,0]

+ α2
k

(
E1E

[∥∥Φ(θt,K−1 − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+ E2

)
≤ (1− µηαk)xk −

(
1− µη

2
αk

)
αkE [dt,k|Ft,0] + αE [dt,k+1|Ft,0] + α2

k

(
E1E

[∥∥Φ(θt,K−1 − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+ E2

)
+ α2

k

(
(lηlV1

+ 4lηlV3
+ 2 (κlV1

γ + lηlV2
))xk + µη (lV1

γκ+ lηlV2
)E
[∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+ µηlηlV3

)
=
(
1− µηαk + (lηlV1

+ 4lηlV3
+ 2 (κlV1

γ + lηlV2
))α2

k

)
xk −

(
1− µη

2
αk

)
αkE [dt,k|Ft,0] + αE [dt,k+1|Ft,0]

+ α2
k

(
(E1 + µη (lV1

γκ+ lηlV2
))E

[∥∥Φ(θt,K−1 − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+ E2 + 2µηlηlV3

)
.

where the first equality follows from simple algebraic decomposition. The last inequality follows from bounding dt,k from
Lemma H.9 in the Appendix Section H.4.

Since µη

16lη(6lV1
+lV3

)(1+η)+24κlV1
(1+η) ≤

µη

2(lηlV1
+4lηlV3

+2(κlV1
γ+lηlV2))

, the step-size condition

−µηαk + (lηlV1
+ 4lηlV3

+ 2 (κlV1
γ + lηlV2

))α2 ≤ −µηα

2
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yields the following:

xk+1 ≤
(
1− µη

2
α
)
xk −

(
1− µη

2
αk

)
αkdt,k + αdt,k+1

+ α2
k

(
(E1 + µη (lV1

γκ+ lηlV2
))E

[∥∥Φ(θt,K−1 − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+ E2 + 2µηlηlV3

)
.

Recursively expanding the terms, we get

xk+1 ≤
(
1− µη

2
α
)k
x0 + αdt,k+1

+
2

µη
αk

(
(E1 + µη (lV1

γκ+ lηlV2
))E

[∥∥Φ(θt,K−1 − θ∗
η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+ E2 + 2µηlηlV3

)
≤
(
1− µη

2
α
)k
x0 + α

2

µη
(lηlV1

+ 4lηlV3
+ 2 (κlV1

γ + lηlV2
))xk+1

+ α

((
2

µη
E1 + 4 (lV1γκ+ lηlV2)

)
E
[∥∥Φ(θt,K−1 − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+

2

µη
E2 + 6lηlV3

)
.

The last inequality follows from the bounding dt,k+1 of Lemma H.9 in Appendix Section H.4.

Noting that µη

16lη(6lV1
+lV3

)(1+η)+24κlV1
(1+η) ≤

µη

4(lηlV1
+4lηlV3

+2(κlV1
γ+lηlV2))

, we have

xk+1 ≤2
(
1− µη

2

)k
x0

+ 2α

((
2

µη
E1 + 4 (lV1γκ+ lηlV2)

)
E
[∥∥Φ(θt,K−1 − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

∣∣∣Ft,0

]
+

2

µη
E2 + 6lηlV3

)
.

Taking the total expectation, we have the desired results.

We are now ready to present the main result in the proof of Theorem 6.5. By applying the result of the inner iteration
analysis to the outer iteration decomposition established in Proposition 6.1, we obtain the desired conclusion.

H.3. Proof of Theorem 6.5

Proof. For simplicity of the proof, let yt = E
[∥∥Φ(θt,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

]
.

Applying the result in Proposition H.7 to the bound in Proposition 6.1 with δ = 2(γ||Γη||∞)2

1−(γ||Γη||∞)2 , we have

yt

≤
(
1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

µη(γ||Γη||∞)2

(
16
(
1− µη

2
α0

)K
+ 2α

(
2

µη
E1 + 4 (lV1

γκ+ lηlV2
)

))
+

1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

2

)
yt−1 (48)

+
1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

µη(γ||Γη||∞)2

(
2
(
1− µη

2
α0

)K
(R2

max + 8
∥∥Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞) + 2α

(
2

µη
E2 + 6lηlV3

))
︸ ︷︷ ︸

:=EK,α0

.

Let us first bound the coefficient of yt with 3+(γ||Γη||∞)2

4 . Then, it is enough to bound the coefficient in (48) with
1−(γ||Γη||∞)2

4 , i.e., we require

1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

µη(γ||Γη||∞)2

(
16
(
1− µη

2
α0

)K
+ 2α

(
2

µη
E1 + 4 (lV1

γκ+ lηlV2
)

))
≤ 1− (γ||Γη||∞)2

4
.

The above condition is satisfied if

16
(
1− µη

2
α0

)K
≤µη(γ||Γη||∞)2(1− (γ||Γη||∞)2)

8(1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2)
,
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2α

(
2

µη
E1 + 4 (lV1

γκ+ lηlV2
)

)
≤µη(γ||Γη||∞)2(1− (γ||Γη||∞)2)

8(1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2)
.

These inequalities are, in turn, ensured by choosing K and α0 such that

K ≥ 2

µηα0
ln

(
µη(1− (γ||Γη||∞)2)

128(1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2)

)
, α0 ≤ ᾱ3 (49)

Applying this result to (48), we get

yt ≤
3 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

4
yt−1 + EK,α0

≤
(
3 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

4

)2

yt−2 +

t∑
j=t−1

(
3 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

4

)t−j

EK,α0
,

≤
(
3 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

4

)t

y0 +
4

1− (γ||Γη||∞)2
EK,α0

.

For the above bound to be smaller than ϵ, a sufficient condition is to make each terms smaller than ϵ
2 :(

3 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

4

)t

E
[∥∥Φθ0,K −Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞

]
≤ ϵ

2
,

which is satisfied if we choose t as follows:

t ≥ 4

1− (γ||Γη||∞)2
ln

(
2
∥∥Φ(θ0,K − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞

ϵ

)
. (50)

To bound the remaining term, 1
1−(γ||Γη||∞)2 EK,α0

, with ϵ
2 , we require

1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2

µη(γ||Γη||∞)2

(
2
(
1− µη

2
α0

)K
(R2

max + 8
∥∥Φθ∗

η

∥∥2
∞) + 2α

(
2

µη
E2 + 6lηlV3

))
≤ (1− (γ||Γη||∞)2)ϵ

2
.

Now, bound each terms with (1−(γ||Γη||∞)2)ϵ
4 , we need

exp(−Kµηα0/2)(R
2
max + 8

∥∥Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞) ≤ ϵ(γ||Γη||∞)2µη(1− (γ||Γη||∞)2)

4(1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2)

⇐⇒ K ≥ 2

µηα0
ln

(
1

R2
max + 8

∥∥Φθ∗
η

∥∥2
∞

4(1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2)

ϵ(γ||Γη||∞)2µη(1− (γ||Γη||∞)2)

)
(51)

Likewise, bounding the remaining term with (1−γ||Γη||∞)2ϵ
4 , we require

α0 (E2 + 3lηlV3µη) ≤
ϵγ2µη(1− (γ||Γη||∞)2)

4(1 + (γ||Γη||∞)2)

⇐⇒ α0 ≤ ᾱ4. (52)

Now, collecting the conditions on α in (49) and (52), we need

α0

=min

{
µη

lη(6lV1
+ lV3

)(1 + η) + κlV1
(1 + η)

, ᾱ2, ᾱ3

}
Moreover, collecting the bound on K in (49) and (51), we have

K = O
(
max

{
lη(6lV1

+ lV3
)(1 + η) + κlV1

(1 + η)

µ2
η

,
2µηE1 + 4µη (lV1

κ+ lηlV2
)

µ3
η(1− γ||Γη||∞)

,
E2 + µηlηlV3

ϵµ2
η(1− γ||Γη||∞)

})
.

This completes the proof.
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H.4. Auxiliary Lemmas for Markovian Observation Model Analysis

Lemma H.8. We have for t ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ K − 1,

∥V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)∥2 ≤lV1
αk ∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥2 + lV1

∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥2

+

(
lV1
γ

µη
+ lV2

)∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗
η)
∥∥
∞ + lV3 .

Proof. We have

∥V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)∥2
≤∥V (θt,k+1,θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)− V (θ∗(θt,0),θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)∥2
+ ∥V (θ∗(θt,0),θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)∥2

≤lV1
∥θt,k+1 − θ∗(θt,0)∥2 + ∥V (θ∗(θt,0),θt,0, st,k+1, at,k+1)∥2

≤lV1
∥θt,k+1 − θt,k∥2 + lV1

∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥2
+ lV1

∥∥θ∗(θt,0)− θ∗
η

∥∥
2
+ lV2

∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗
η)
∥∥
∞ + lV3

≤lV1αk ∥g(θt,k,θt−1,K ; ot,k)∥2 + lV1 ∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥2

+

(
lV1
γ

µη
+ lV2

)∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗
η)
∥∥
∞ + lV3

.

The first equality follows from algebraic decomposition and triangle inequality. The second inequality follows from
lipschitzness of V (·) in Lemma H.3. The last inequality follows lipschitzness of θ∗(·) in Lemma F.5. This completes the
proof.

Lemma H.9. For t ∈ N and 1 ≤ k ≤ K, we have

|dt,k| ≤
2

µη
(lηlV1 + 4lηlV3 + 2 (κlV1γ + lηlV2)) (Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ 2 (lV1γκ+ lηlV2)
∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + 2lηlV3 .

Proof. From the definition of dt,k in (45),

|dt,k| =|∇Lη(θt,k,θt,0)
⊤V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)|

≤ ∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt,0)∥2 ∥V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)∥2
= ∥∇Lη(θt,k,θt,0)−∇Lη(θ

∗(θt,0),θt,0)∥2 ∥V (θt,k,θt,0, st,k, at,k)∥2
≤lη ∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥2

(
lV1

∥∥θt,k − θ∗
η

∥∥
2
+ l2

∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗
η)
∥∥
∞ + lV3

)
≤lη ∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥2

(
lV1
∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥2 + lV1

∥∥θ∗(θt,0)− θ∗
η

∥∥
2
+ lV2

∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗
η)
∥∥
∞ + lV3

)
≤lηlV1

∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥22

+ lη ∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥2

((
lV1
γ

µη
+ lV2

)∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗
η)
∥∥
∞ + lV3

)
≤ (lηlV1

+ 4lηlV3
+ 2 (κlV1

γ + lηlV2
)) ∥θt,k − θ∗(θt,0)∥22

+ 2 (lV1γκ+ lηlV2)
∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + 2lηlV3

≤ 2

µη
(lηlV1

+ 4lηlV3
+ 2 (κlV1

γ + lηlV2
)) (Lη(θt,k,θt−1,K)− Lη(θ

∗(θt−1,K),θt−1,K))

+ 2 (lV1
γκ+ lηlV2

)
∥∥Φ(θt,0 − θ∗

η)
∥∥2
∞ + 2lηlV3

.

The first inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The third inequality follows from the smoothness of L.
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I. Additional figure

Figure 5. Double-loop structure of PRQ. The inner loop performs gradient descent to solve the regularized subproblem for K times, and
the outer loop updates the target parameter.
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