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Abstract

In this paper we provide an algorithm for solving constrained composite primal-dual mono-
tone inclusions, i.e., monotone inclusions in which a priori information on primal-dual solutions
is represented via closed convex sets. The proposed algorithm incorporates a projection step onto
the a priori information sets and generalizes the method proposed in [2]. Moreover, under the
presence of strong monotonicity, we derive an accelerated scheme inspired on [3] applied to the
more general context of constrained monotone inclusions. In the particular case of convex opti-
mization, our algorithm generalizes the methods proposed in [I}, 3] allowing a priori information
on solutions and we provide an accelerated scheme under strong convexity. An application of our
approach with a priori information is constrained convex optimization problems, in which avail-
able primal-dual methods impose constraints via Lagrange multiplier updates, usually leading
to slow algorithms with unfeasible primal iterates. The proposed modification forces primal iter-
ates to satisfy a selection of constraints onto which we can project, obtaining a faster method as
numerical examples exhibit. The obtained results extend and improve several results in [T1, 2 3].
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1 Introduction

This paper is devoted to the numerical resolution of composite primal-dual monotone inclusions in
which a priori information on solutions is known. The relevance of monotone inclusions and convex
optimization is justified via the increasing number of applications in several fields of engineering
and applied mathematics as image processing, evolution inclusions, variational inequalities, learning,
partial differential equations, Mean Field Games, among others (see, e.g., [4, [5l 6] [7, 8, O 10] and
references therein). The a priori information on primal-dual solutions is represented via closed
convex sets in primal and dual spaces, following some ideas developed in [I1], 12]. We force primal-
dual iterates to belong to these information sets by adding additional projections on primal-dual
iterates in each iteration of our proposed method.

An important instance, in which the advantage of our formulation arises, is composite convex op-
timization with affine linear equality constraints. In this context, the primal-dual methods proposed
in 1), 21 3 3] [14) [15] [16] impose feasibility through Lagrange multiplier updates. A disadvantage of
this approach is that such algorithms are usually slow and their primal iterates do not necessarily
satisfy any of the constraints (see, e.g., [7]), leading to unfeasible approximate primal solutions.
By projecting onto the affine subspace generated by the constraints, previous problem is solved.
However, in several applications this projection is not easy to compute because of singularity or bad
conditioning on the linear system (see, e.g. [17]). In this context, the a priori information on primal
solutions can be set as any selection of the affine linear constraints. Indeed, since any solution is
feasible, we know it must satisfy any selection of the constraints. Even if in the previous context
the formulation with a priori information may be seen as artificial, in a practical point of view this
formulation allows us to propose a method with an additional projection onto an arbitrary selection
of the constraints, which improves the efficiency of the method (see Section[4.2). This method forces
primal iterates to satisfy the selection of the constraints, which can be chosen in order to compute
the projection easily.

In this paper we provide a new projected primal-dual splitting method for solving constrained
monotone inclusions, i.e., inclusions in which we count on a priori information on primal-dual solu-
tions. We also provide an accelerated scheme of our method in the presence of strong monotonicity
and we derive linear convergence in the fully strongly monotone case. In the case without a pri-
ori information, our results give an accelerated scheme of the method proposed in [2] for strongly
monotone inclusions. In the context of convex optimization, our method generalize the algorithms
proposed in [I}, B3] and [16] without inertia, by incorporating a projection onto an the a priori primal-
dual information set. This method is applied in the context of convex optimization with equality
constraints, when the a priori information set is chosen as a selection of the affine linear constraints
in which it is easy to project. The advantages of this approach with respect to classical primal-dual
approaches are justified via numerical examples. Our acceleration scheme in the convex optimiza-
tion context is obtained as a generalization of [3], complementing the ergodic rates obtained in the
case without projection in [I5] and, as far as we know, have not been developed in the literature
and are interesting in their own right.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section[2]we set our notation and we give a brief background.
In section (3|, we set the constrained primal-dual monotone inclusion and we propose our algorithm
together with the main results. We also provide connections with existing methods in the literature.
In Section [4], we apply previous results to convex optimization problems with equality affine linear
constraints, together with numerical experiences illustrating the improvement in the efficiency of



the algorithm with the additional projection. We finish with some conclusions in Section

2 Notation and preliminaries

Let H and G be real Hilbert spaces. We denote the scalar products of # and G by (- | -) and the
associated norms by || - ||. The projector operator onto a nonempty closed convex set C' C H is
denoted by Pc and, for a set-valued operator M : H — 2" we use ran(M) for the range of M,
gra(M) for its graph, M ~! for its inverse, Jy; = (Id +M)~! for its resolvent, and [ stands for the
parallel sum as in [I8]. Moreover, M is p-strongly monotone if, for every (z,u) and (y,v) in gra(M),
(x —y,u—v)>pllz —y|?,itis p—cocoercive if M~ is p—strongly monotone, M is monotone if it is
p-strongly monotone with p = 0, and it is maximally monotone if its graph is maximal in the sens of
inclusions in H x H, among the graphs of monotone operators. The class of all lower semicontinuous
convex functions f : H — (—o0, +00] such that dom(f) = {x € H| f(z) < +o0} # & is denoted by
['o(H) and, for every f € T'o(H), the Fenchel conjugate of f is denoted by f*, its subdifferential by
df, and its proximity operator by prox;, as in [18]. We recall that (9f)~! = 0f* and Jay = prox;.
In addition, when C' C H is a convex closed subset, we have that Jy,. = prox,, = Pc, where (¢
is the indicator function of C, which is 0 in C' and 400 otherwise. Given « €0, 1], an operator
T: H — H satisfying Fix T' # @ is a—averaged quasi-nonexpansive if, for every x € H and y € FixT
we have |[Tz — y||> < |z — y||> — (152)||z — Tz||>. We refer the reader to [I8] for definitions and
further results in monotone operator theory and convex optimization.

3 Problem and main results

We consider the following problem.

Problem 3.1 Let T: H — H be an a—averaged quasi-nonexpansive operator with a €]0, 1[, let V'
be a closed vector subspace of G, let L: H — G be a nonzero linear bounded operator satisfying
ranL C V,let A:H — 2" and D: G — 29 be maximally monotone operators which are p and
d—strongly monotone, respectively, and let B : G — 29 and C: H — H be x and S—cocoercive,
respectively, for (p,x) € [0,400[* and (8, 8) € [0,400]?>. The problem is to solve the primal and
dual inclusions

find % € FixT suchthat 0€ Az + L*(BOD)(Lz) + Cz (P)
_L*i € Ag + Ci

find @€V suchthat (34eFixT) { ~ LEATHOT (D)
u e (BOD)(Lz),

under the assumption that solutions exist.

When A = 9f, B = dg, C = Vh, and D = 9¢, where f € T'o(H), g € To(G), h: H - R is a
differentiable convex function with 3~!—Lipschitz gradient, and ¢ € I'g(G) is d—strongly convex,
Problem B.1] reduces to

find 2 € FixT Nargmin,cqy F(z) := f(z) + (¢O¢)(Lx) + h(x) (Po)



together with the dual problem
find @€V Nargming,cgg*(uw)+ (f*OR") (=L u) + £*(u), (Do)

assuming that some qualification condition holds. Note that, when T' = Px, any solution to (P
is a solution to min,cx F'(z), but the converse is not true. The set X in this case represents an a
priori information on the primal solution. As you can see in the next section, an application of this
formulation is constrained convex optimization, in which X may represent a selection of the affine
linear constraints. Even if, in this case, the formulation can be set without considering the set X,
its artificial appearance has a practical relevance: the method obtained include a projection onto
X which helps to the performance of the method as stated in Section [

When p=x =0,V =G and T = 1d, — can be solved by using [20, Theorem 4.2] or
[16, Theorem 5]. In the last method, inertial terms are also included. In the case when ¢* = 0 the
algorithm in [1] can be used and if £* = h = 0, (Py))- (Do) can be solved by [3,19] or a version of [3]
with linesearch proposed in [23]. In [3], the strong convexity is exploited via acceleration schemes.
Moreover, when T' = Px, X C H is nonempty, closed and convex, V = G and ¢* = h = 0, —
is solved in [7, Theorem 3.1]. When p > 0 or x > 0, ergodic convergence rates are derived in [15]
when V =G and T'=1d . In its whole generality, as far as we know, — has not been solved
and strong convexity has not been exploited.

In Problem[3.|set T =1d,V =0 =G1® - ® Gy, L: z+— (L1z,...,Lpz), B: (u1,...,um) —
wi1Biup X -+ X Wy By, and D (ug, ..., up) — wiDijug X« X wpy Dy, where for every i €
{1,...,m}, L;: H — G; is linear and bounded, B;: G; ~ 2 and D;: G; ~ 2% are maximally
monotone operators such that D; is strongly monotone, and w; > 0 satisfies Y ;" w; = 1. Then,
Problem reduces to [20, Problem 1.1] (see also [2, Problem 1.1]). We prefer to set m = 1
for simplicity. In [20], previous problem is solved when C' is monotone and Lipschitz by applying
the method in [2I] to the product primal-dual space. Accelerated versions of previous algorithm
under strong monotonicity are proposed in [22]. The cocoercivity of C' is exploited in [2], where
an algorithm is proposed for solving Problem when p = x =0,V =G and T = Id. In the
following theorem we provide an algorithm for solving Problem in its whole generality with
weak convergence to a solution when the stepsizes are fixed. Moreover, when A or B~! are strongly
monotone (p > 0 or y > 0), we provide an accelerated version inspired on (and generalizing) [3]
Section 5.1]. Finally, we generalize [3, Section 5.2] for obtaining linear convergence when p > 0 and
x > 0.

Theorem 3.2 Let vy €]0,20[ and 19 €]0,25[ be such that

(L) (24

and let (2°,7°,u%) € H x H x G such that 2° = 2°. Let (O)ren, (Vk)ken and (Tp)ren be sequences
in 10, 1], 10,26[ and ]0,25[, respectively, and consider

nkJrl = Jkafl(uk + ")/k(ijk - Diluk))
uk+1 — PV ,r/k:—i-l

(Vk € N) PP = T a(ah — (Db + C2h)) (3.2)
xk+1 —_ Tpk—i-l

ghtl — k41 4 gk(karl _ a:k)

Then, the following hold.



(i) For every k € N and for every solution (£,4) to Problem[3.1], we have

E_ A2 k2 k41 _ ~p2 2 /1 1
A T ey
Tk Yk Tk T 208
7"+ — aff? k+1 k|2 ( 1 1 )
+(2xw+ ) ——— + S [ et
(2 + ) = -
+2( L — ) [t — @) - 20,1 (LOF - 2" | ot — @)
= 201 [LI I = 4 = ). (33)

(ii) Suppose that p =0 and x = 0. If we set O, = 1, 7, = 7, Vi
holds with strict inequality, we obtain z* — & and u* —
Problem [31.

v and we assume that (3.1))
for some solution (Z,4) to

=

(iii) Suppose that p >0, x =0, and D~ = 0. If we set
. 0 /0
, T = Ti y = ;
T+ 2, k+1 kTky  Yek+1 = Vk/Yk

and we assume that (3.1) holds with equality, we obtain, for every solution (&,4) to Prob-
lem (Ve > 0)(INy € N)(Vk > Np)

(Vk €N) 6 = (3.4)

2
kE_ A

o _14e(|a"—2 26| L|? 0 2
< — . 3.5
ol K < P73 T 28— ) I~ .
(iv) Suppose that p > 0 and x > 0 and define

2,/
— 2VPX nd = min 'upu, ,UJXM . (3.6)
IL|| Ptag X+ 35

|l

Ifwesetp,=0¢c ((1+a) 1], 7o =7 and v, = v with

2061 200

= d ~= , 3.7

ptapp 7T sy (3.7)
we obtain linear convergence. That is, for every k € N,
) 2
(X( —w) 45) H“ — +< 45) Hx -

< Wk 2 = 2|12 .
<w <<x+45) <p+4ﬁ> Hx -z ), (3.8)

where w = (1 +0)/(2+ ) € [(1+ )74, 0).

Proof. Fix k € N and let (i ) be a solution to Problem [3.1] We have :% € FixT €V and,
using BOD = (B~' 4+ D71)~! we deduce —(L*@ + C#%) € A% and L& — D4 € B~'4. Therefore,

since (3.2)) yields

Tk
k_k+1 _ _ — -+
%+llxk—D Luk € B=iphtt

zh—phtl _ L*ukz—i-l _ C:L’k c Apk+1
(3.9)



and A and B~! are p and y-strongly monotone, respectively, we deduce
k k+1 k k+1
xh— u” —
<p — L*(ukH— ) pkH— :%> + <77 —i—L(fk — ) nkH— a>
Yk

Tk
- <ka —C% |pk+1 _ i’> _ <D—1uk U ’ nk-i—l A>

ZpHpk“ &+l . (3.10)
From the cocoercivity of C' and D~! we have from ab < Ba? + b?/(4f3) that

(Cah = Ca | P — i) = (Cah - Ca [P = h) 4+ (Cak = Ci | 2F — 3)

> —[|Cz* — Ca|||[p*! = 2*| + pl|C2* — C2|?
Hpk—l-l _ kaQ
> - 3.11
and, analogously, (D~ 'u* — D714 | p*1 —4) > —W. Hence, by using [18, Lemma 2.12(i)]
in (3.10]), we deduce
k_ a2 k_ 2012
- & u'— 14
ERIN TS . ) Hpkﬂ i+ (o ) i
Tk Yk
1 1 1
k+1_ k|2 P k2 (- ). 3.12
+ln uu( 3) HIF P (Do)

Moreover, , ran(L) C V and u* — n* € V4, for every k € N, yield
<L(pk+1 oy uEL ﬂ> _ <L(jk oy gkt u>

= (L =) [t —a) - (L@a* —3) | 0" —a)
— O (LF = a* ) [ - )

= (L@ =) [ = ) = Oy (L0F — a5 [ nf T —a)

= (L@ =) [ = ) = O (L0 — ) [t =t
— O (LF =) [ — @)

> (L = ab) [ = @) — O ) — 25t = o)
— 01 (LF = ") [ F @), (3.13)

which, together with (3.12)), yield (3.3]).
For every k € N, it follows from Theorem , [24] Lemma 2.1], p = x = 0, 0 = 1,



TE =T, Vi = 7, and the properties of T and Px that

Ip* — 2| N In* —al? S Ip" = 2| 4 (L=e Ja* — p¥|? N [u — n¥|?
T y - T « T ¥

H77k+1—ﬂ||2 k+1 k21 1 E+1 k2L 1
el At ol ity) Rl Uil o S

+2( L —ab) [0 —a) - 2( L0k - o) ot - a)
=2 L]l — I -

k41 A2 k_ k(2 1 1 1
] O /A +”nk+1_ukug< fffff >
T 7

1—a\ [ —p*? | [ln** — aff? L1
+ + S AR S
o T ¥ T 26

+2( L —ak) | —a) - 2Lk - o) 0t - a)

Y

— V|| LIP|lp* = 2", (3.14)
for every v > 0. If we let ¢ = [(% - iﬁ) (% - i) — [|L]] ] (25 T) > 0, and we choose v =
(% — 55 — €)1 >0, we have v||L||> = (£ — % —ve(t - 2ﬁ) Hence, from (3.14]) we have

O e e et Y S W el /GO /A &
b T = Tk T « T v

1 1 _
Fell =t ve (- ) - P, 39

where, for every k € N,
k_ ~112
o =l
Y

Note that from (3.1]) we have, for every k € N,

R I R R | R DR ST

k ~ 112 2
— U _ . L _
Ty > H77 . H +2<L(pk _ xk 1) ‘ nk _ u> + 1” H Hp k 1”2
e oD
In* —all? ko ok—1y |k~ 2k k12
> HE 2L -t ) [ = ) 4 LR~ 2
1 . _
> §H77k — @ +yL(p" — 2" Y|P >0, (3.17)

and, hence, from (3.15) we deduce that (T, + ||p* — £||?/7)ren is a Féjer sequence. We deduce from
[18, Lemma 5.31] that (7*)ren and (p¥)ren are bounded,

k+1 k—1

zF —pF 0, ukfnkﬁ()’ n —u* =0, and pF-=z — 0. (3.18)

Therefore, there exist weak accumulation points Z and % of the sequences (p*)reny and (7%)gen,
respectively, say p*» — Z and n*» — @ and, from (3.18), we have uf» — @, w1 —~ @, pkr — z,



phetl g gkl 7 and 7hn = ghe 4 phn — g

kn=1 _~ 7. Since T and Py are nonexpansive,
Id —T and Id — Py are maximally monotone [I8, Example 20.29] and, therefore, they have weak-

strong closed graphs [I8, Proposition 20.38]. Hence, it follows from (3.18)) that (Id —7)p* — 0 and
(Id —Py)n* — 0 and, hence, (Z,%) € FixT x V. Moreover, (3.9) can be written equivalently as

(o*, whn) € (M + Q) (p™ !+,

where M : (p,n) — (Ap + L*n) x
Q: (p,n) — (Cp, D™

(3.19)

(B~'n — Lp) is maximally monotone [19, Proposition 2.7(iii)]
n) is min{j, d } —cocoercive, and

{vk . ack—‘[z_)’”l o L*( k+1 k+1) + Cpk—i-l . Cﬂjk

k. )—I—D 1 k+1 D_luk. (3'20>

wh = 7" I L(zk — pFt 4 pk —

It follows from [I8, Corollary 25.5] that M + Q is maximally monotone and, since and the
uniform continuity of C', D and L yields v*» — 0 and w** — 0, we deduce from the weak-strong

closedness of the graph of M + Q that (Z,u) is a solution to Problem and the result follows
m Fix k € N. Since p > 0, § = +00, x = 0, from Theorem we have

H:Bk—chQ Huk—aH2
_|_
Tk

=8 e I - @l
Vi Tk Tk+1 Yk Yk+1
+ 2<L(pk+1 _ :Ck) | nk—i—l oA

u>—20k_1< (pF — 2P 1) | ¥ —u>

2 /1 1
k1 k|F (L 0 I SE-1)12
o= (2 - 55) - Bl - R

-
> (20 + 1) k1 [P

(3.21)
where we have used 2ab < a?/v + yb?. Moreover, it follows from (3.4)) that
1
(Vk€N)  (1+2pm) L = (1 + 2p7)0p = — = LFL, (3.22)
Tk Ok
which, combined with (3.21]), yields
_ A2 k_ql2 1 k+1 42 k+1 _ 2
l2® = 2% Ju® —al® 1 <||p ) af )
Tk Tk Ok Th+1 V41
+2( L = ab) [0 — @) - 20 (L — o) [0 - @)
2/1 1
k+1 _ k - _ 02 L 2 k _ k—1 2‘ 3.23
sl (2 - 35) - ol ziPIt - o) (3.23)

Now define

(Vk € N) Ak:H '

112

+ H . (3.24)
Tk Yk

Dividing (3.23) by 7 and using 67 = 711 we obtain from the nonexpansivity of Py and T' that

Ak Ak 1 2 R 2 _ .
727++*<L(pk+1—1'k)|77k+1—u>— <L(pk_$k 1)‘nk_u>
Tk Tk+1 Tk Tk—1
k1 _ k|2 L
[P+ — =¥ Th 2|l — a1
= = (- g =
e (S ER AT

. . (3.25)
Th—1



In addition, (3.1]) with equality reduces to

1 1 1 T0
LPP=(—-=)— < LIP=(1-55). 3.26
L= (2- )= o i (1-25) (3.26)
Since, for every k € N\ {0}, vx7%x = 7070 and {7% }ren is decreasing (see (3.4))), we have from ([3.26))
that
LI? =~omoll Ll = (1-22) < (1122 2
wnllLI = soml P = (1- 32 ) < (1- 755, (3.27)
and (3.25) yields
2
Ak o Dpt [ Tk lp* — 212 Tk—1
- = + 2 L=z )~ P 1-
Tk Th+1 Ti; 273 Ti_1 20
2 . 2 _ .
+ (L =) [ =) - (LG - Y [ - a). (3.28)
Tk Tk—1

Now fix N > 1. By adding from k = 0 to k = N — 1 in (3.28), using that 20 = 2° and defining
p° =20 =: 27!, we obtain from v = Pyn", and ran L C V that

1112
T

0 TN TN _1 203 TN-1
An IZ]1? N a2
S
N ( 23 )
N _ ~12 .
(oL [l =l | e = a2 .
- N TN —1 - 2 i ( ° )
™ (1-=) 7w T3

where the last inequality follows from (3.27) and (3.24). Multiplying (3.29) by 7% and using yy7n =
~Yo7o and (3.26]), we conclude that

2) . (3.30)
The result follows from limy_,o Np7y =1 [3, Corollary 1].
(iv)k Fix k € N. Note that (377) yields (% _ %) (% _ %) — |L|)? and, from (B12), uF+! =
Pyn*t! and ran L C V we have

2 20 — | L|? R
o ot o (T I

2

kE_ ~2 Hk;_A Hk+1 112 k+1 _ o2
[ uf — i -z P -2 " — 4
> (2 NDE———L 4 (2 1
T g 2T+ e )T
2
I et I S I W (st S R
2 T 23 2 vo26
+ (LM =) | —a), (3.31)
Hence, by defining
(VkeN) Q= (X + 4%) luF — al|? + <p+ 4"5) 2 — 2|2, (3.32)

9



multiplying (3.31)) by p and using (3.6), (3.7), u**' = Py (n**1), ran(L) C V, and the nonexpan-
sivity of T and Py we have

U > Qur + ppl[p = 2|* gl =l + ol -
+X“nk+1 _ ukH2 +M<L(pk+1 _fk) | gkl - u>
> (14 @) Q1 + p| [P = 2| + x[[u ! = o
n M<L(pk+l _ k) |kt u> (3.33)

Moreover, for every w, A > 0 we have

= IU,<L(pk+1 _ SL‘k) | uFtt — ’EL> _ WM<L(pk _ ﬂ?k_l) | uk — ﬂ>
— W L(pk o xk‘—l) ‘ uk:-i—l _ uk:> o (9 - w),u<L(pk - .Z‘k_l) | uk+1 o ,&>
2 (=t [ i) (L - )

Ak — k-1 2 k+1 k|2
_wMMH(Hp W uu>

2 2\
Mt~ 1Pt

2
—(9—w)ullLll< S )

_ M<L(pk+1 — kY | ukt - ﬂ> _ wu<L(pk ok k- ﬂ>

Ip# =t F wop L] [t — k]
— oA |IL| - -
Ju+ — af?
— (0 - w1 (3:34)

By choosing A\ = w \/? , from (3.33)), (3.34)) and (3.6)), we obtain
X

Q 1 2
Qp > Sk (1 ta— ) Vot _I_pHpk+1 _ka
w w
+ ,u<L(pk+1 — 2Py bt — 11> - o.sz<L(p’C — 2R Wk — 22> (3.35)

2 60— w NIE
sl () e

1+46 1 60—
Since 6 € | (14 a)!, 1], by setting w = 24_% € [(1+ o)t 0], we have 1 + o — o= Tw > 0.
Hence, since (3.32)) yields Q11 > x Huk+1 — a\ 2, from (3.35) and 6 < 1 we have

9 2 2
S ahr] ety INE bt

+ u<L(pk+1 — zk) | uf - fL> - w,u<L(pk — 2P Wk — 11>

(3.36)

10



Moreover, using p° = 20 =: 7!, multiplying (3.36)) by w™* and adding from k =0 to k = N — 1,
we conclude from the definition of p that

Q> w Ny +urNJrlp HpN o xN71H2 + waN+1<L(pN o fol) | W — u>

>W—NQN+W—N+1IOHPN_ N—1H2

NHHLH<\[HP i \[Hu —uH)

: (3.37)

i+ (o f5) I - a1°)

> (101425

which proves the linear convergence since w < 8 < 1. O

= NQN w” XHU {

or, equivalently,

N((X+45>‘

<p+4ﬁ> =N — 2|, (3.38)

Remark 3.3 (i) Note that condition (3.1)) is weaker than the condition needed in [2]. Indeed,
this condition in our case reads 2pmin{f3,d} > 1, where p = min {y~ 1,77} (1 — \/m7[|L|?),
which implies 2 min{4, 5} > % > max{vy, T},

(1 - 25) > VmIILIZ and (1 - %> > V/m|L|2. (3.39)

Thus, by multiplying last expressions we obtain (1 26) (1 — 215) > 77||L||?, which implies

-. Our condition is strictly weaker, as it can be seen in Figure|l} in which we plot the case
|IL|=1and 6 = =0b,for b=1,b=1/2 and b =1/4. That is, we compare regions

Ry = {(r.7) € [0.2] x [0.20] mm{l_ﬁ, 1_ﬁ} > 2%} (3.40)

Sy = {(7’, v) € [0,2b] x [0,20] | (1 - 2%) (1 ;b) > m} (3.41)

(ii) It is not difficult to extend our method by replacing the averaged quasi-nonexpansive operator
T by (ai)ken—averaged quasi-nonexpansive operators (T )ren varying at each iteration and
satisfying supyey ax < 1. Indeed, as in [24], we have to assume that 2% — Tp2¥ — 0 and
¥ — 2 implies € Nyey Fix T}, which is satisfied in several cases. In particular, if we set, for
every k € N, Ty, := J,, y(Id =y N), where M : H — 2™ is maximally monotone and N: H —
H is &-cocoercive, if vy, €]0,28[, Ty is v /2§—cocoercive and Ngey Fix Ty = zer(M + N).
Therefore, our method using these operators leads to the common solution to zer(M + N)
and zer(A+ L* o Bo L + C). Previous example can also be tackled by Theorem if we use
e = v and Ty, = T := Jyp(Id —yN) and we prefer to keep the constant operator case for
avoiding additional hypotheses and for the sake of simplicity.

(iii) The method proposed in [22] is an accelerated version of the method proposed in [20] under
the assumption that A + C is strongly monotone. Of course, this weaker assumption can also
be used in our context, but we prefer to keep the statement of Theorem simpler.
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Figure 1: We plot regions R} in blue and S, in orange. Left: case b = 1, Center: case b = 1/2,
Right: case b = 1/4. Note that in the case 7 =~ the regions coincide.

(iv) Theorem generalizes the acceleration scheme proposed in [3] to monotone inclusions
with a priori information. From this results we derive an accelerated version of the methods
in [2] in the strongly monotone case when T'=Id and V = G. These accelerated version, as
far as we know, have not been developed in the literature.

(v) In the context of primal-dual problem —, (3.2) reduces to

n*tt = prox o (uF 4 v (Lz* — VI (uF)))
Wbt = py gt

(Vk € N) PPt =vprox, ; (% — 7 (L*uFT! + Vh(2?))) (3.42)
Pl Tpk—i-l

L R

and our conditions on the parameters coincide with [I5] [I6]. Without strong convexity of f
and g*, we deduce from Theorem the weak convergence of the sequences generated by
, generalizing results in [I} [7, [16]. When f or g* is strongly convex, Theorem
yields an accelerated and projected version of [I]. When V = G and T' = Id, this result
complements the ergodic convergence rates obtained in [I5] and generalizes [3]. When ¢* = 0,
V=G, T=1d and f and g* are strongly convex Theorem yields non-ergodic linear
convergence of [I], complementing the ergodic linear convergence in [I5]. The advantage of
the algorithm with respect to [1l 3] is that primal-dual iterates of the former are forced
to be in X x V when T' = Px. This feature leads to a faster algorithm in the context of
constrained convex optimization, by choosing X to be some of the constraints. This can be
observed in the particular instance developed in [7] and in Section {4} in which we provide
some numerical simulations.

4 Application to constrained convex optimization

In this section, we explore the advantages of the proposed method in constrained convex optimiza-
tion.

12



4.1 Constrained convex optimization problem

Problem 4.1 Let f € T'o(RY), let R and S be m x N and n x N real matrices, respectively, and
let c € R™ and d € R™. The problem is to

min f(z) st. Rr=c Sz =d, (4.1)

z€RN

under the assumption that solutions exist.

Note that (4.1)) can be written equivalently as min,cgn f(2) + t(3)(Lz), where L: z +— (Rz, Sx)
and b = (c,d) € R™*™. Assume that 0 € sri(L(dom f) —b). Note that, since PrOXy;s = Id —~b [18,

Proposition 24.8(ix)], the method proposed in [3, Algorithm 1] in this case reads: given 2° = 720 € H
and v’ € G,

bt =k 4 y(LzF — b)
(Vk € N) a" = prox, ;(a* — TL*uFTY) (4.2)
htl = 2gh+l _ gk

where v7||L||?> < 1. The constraint is imposed via the Lagrange multiplier update in the first
step of . This implies that the primal sequence {z*}icn does not necessarily satisfy any of
the constraints. For ensuring feasibility, we should project onto L~'b by considering the problem
min, g~ f(x) + t-15(x). However, this is not always possible since, in several applications, the
matrices involved are singular or very bad conditioned (see discussion in [7, 17]). If it is difficult
to compute P; -1, but we can project onto R_lc we can rewrite as the problem of finding
& € Rtenargming gy f(z) + Ly (L), Wthh is when X = R7'¢, h=¢* =0, and g = L{b}-
Next corollary follows from Theorem [3.2) H and PX vz — R*(RR*)"Y(Rx — ¢).

Corollary 4. 2 Lety >0 and 7 > 0 be such that y7||L||> < 1 and let (2°,2°,u®) € RV xRN x R™+n
be such that z° = z°. Consider the routine

o sy
+ — * K+

P = prox, s(z® — 7L*u"1)

(Vk € N) karl k+1 R*(RR*) (Rkarl o C) (4'3)

ket :$k+1+pk+1 o

Then, there exist a solution & to Problem and an associated multiplier @ such that z* — 3 and

uk = .

4.2 Numerical experiences

In this section we consider some particular instances of Problem[4.1] We consider the case when f =
bt okt
[ Pl
for every k € N. Weset v = 1072 and (2°, 2%, u®) = (0,0,0) € RY x RY x R™*" and, in each test we
show the average execution time and the number of average iterations of both methods, obtained

by considering 20 random realizations of matrices R, S and vectors ¢ € R” and d € R"™. Here PCP
and CP denote the algorithms (4.3) and (4.2)), respectively.

|-]l1 € To(RY), N = 1000, 7 = ﬂgﬁz and the relative error in isry = \/H
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m=1n=100 e=10"* e=5-107° e=10"5
’ iter | time (s) | iter | time (s) | iter | time (s)
PCP 9265 22.28 14570 37.02 46191 | 116.26
CP 9732 23.04 15718 39.21 50544 | 125.49
Y%improv. 4.8 3.3 7.3 5.6 8.6 7.4

Table 1: Average time and number of iterations when m = 1 for obtaining r; < e.

Test 1. In Problem Table [1| show the efficiency of CP and PCP for the case m = 1 and
n = 100. We see that both algorithms are similar in terms of the execution time and the number of
iterations, with a small advantage for the PCP algorithm. In addition, by decreasing the tolerance
e, the percentage of improvement, computed as 100 - (zcp — zpcp)/zcp, slightly increases.

Test 2. In Problem Table [2] show the efficiency of CP and PCP for the case m = 10 and
n = 100. In this case, there are clear differences between both algorithms and, as before, PCP is

Table 2: Average time and number of iterations when m = 10 for obtaining r; < e.

e=10"% e=5-10"° e=10"°
m = 10, n =100 iter | time (s) | iter | time (s) | iter | time (s)
PCP 6865 18.65 10229 27.86 22855 65.05
CPp 9280 | 23.72 16033 | 39.13 | 49526 | 129.78
Yoimprov. 26.0 214 36.2 28.8 53.9 49.9

more efficient as tolerance decreases. In fact, when tolerance is 1072, there is an improvement of
approximately 50% with respect to the CP in the execution time and the number of iterations is
less than a half.

Test 3. Finally, in Problem Table [3] show the efficiency of CP and PCP for the case m = 30
and n = 100. We note that the improvement in execution times are considerably higher than in the

Table 3: Average time and number of iterations when m = 30 for obtaining r; < e.

e=10"4 e=5-10"° e=10"°
m = 30, n = 100 iter | time (s) | iter | time (s) | iter | time (s)
PCP 5146 7.68 7143 10.67 13421 19.70
CPp 9941 12.93 16438 21.37 50841 64.23
Yoimprov. 48.2 40.6 56.5 50.1 73.6 69.3

previous cases. For example, in the case of e = 107 the improvement increases by approximately
20% with respect to the case m = 10 and by approximately 40% in the case of m = 1. As in the
previous cases, if we decrease the tolerance to 107>, PCP has better efficiency reaching almost 70%
improvement with respect to CP. Table 4] summarizes the percentage of improvements for each test.
We observe that for larger values of m we obtain a better relative performance of PCP with respect
to CP. The larger is m, the larger is the proportion of constraints on which we project.
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Table 4: Comparison of improvement of average iterations and average times.
m=1 m = 10 m = 30
iter | time (s) | iter | time (s) | iter | time (s)
e=10"4 4.8 3.3 26.0 214 48.2 40.6
e=5-10"° | 7.3 5.6 36.2 28.8 56.5 50.1

e=10"° 8.6 7.4 53.9 49.9 73.6 69.3

% improv.

5 Conclusions

In this paper we provide a projected primal-dual method for solving composite monotone inclusions
with a priori information on solutions. We provide acceleration schemes in the presence of strong
monotonicity and we derive linear convergence in the fully strongly monotone case. The importance
of the a priori information set is illustrated via a numerical example in convex optimization with
equality constraints, in which the proposed method outperforms [3].
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