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ON THE NONEXPANSIVE OPERATORS BASED ON ARBITRARY
METRIC: A DEGENERATE ANALYSIS

FENG XUE*

Abstract. We in this paper study the nonexpansive operators equipped with arbitrary metric
and investigate the connections between firm nonexpansiveness, cocoerciveness and averagedness.
The convergence of the associated fixed-point iterations is discussed with particular focus on the case
of degenerate metric, since the degeneracy is often encountered when reformulating many existing
first-order operator splitting algorithms as a metric resolvent. This work paves a way for analyzing
the generalized proximal point algorithm with a non-trivial relaxation step and degenerate metric.
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1. Introduction.

1.1. Nonexpansive operators. The nonexpansive mappings were extensively
studied in some early works, e.g. [3, 11, 29], and the generalizations have recently
been discussed in [10, 37, 28]. Refer to [5, 6] for the comprehensive treatments.

The notion of nonexpansiveness arises primarily in connection with the study
of fixed-point theory, and underlies the convergence analysis of various fixed-point
iterations. Nowadays, there has been a revived interest in the design and analysis
of the first-order operator splitting methods [39], of which many algorithms can be
interpreted by the nonexpansive mappings, e.g. proximal forward-backward splitting
algorithms [2, 20, 31], Douglas-Rachford splitting [22], primal-dual splitting methods
[40, 9]. An analysis of the operator splitting algorithms from the perspective of
nonexpansive mappings is given by [32], which reinterprets a variety of algorithms
by a simple Krasnosel’skii-Mann iteration built from a nonexpansive operator. More
recently, the work of [18] gives a systematic overview of operator splitting algorithms
based on the fixed-point theory. This demonstrates that the nonexpansive mapping
still plays a central role and constantly gains the popularity and attention in the
related areas.

Recently, the nonexpansive mappings have been extended to arbitrary self-adjoint
and positive definite (PD) metric in various specific forms, e.g. generalized proximity
operator [31], Bregman-based proximal operator [16, 33], generalized resolvent [38, 7],
which are fundamental for analyzing proximal mapping [17], Bregman-based proxi-
mal schemes [39], variable metric Fejér sequence [19], especially under the context of
operator splitting algorithms.

1.2. Motivations and contributions. All of the existing works assume the
metric to be self-adjoint and PD, e.g. [13, 7, 14, 41]. However, in some scenarios,
especially when the operator splitting schemes are reinterpreted by the generalized
proximal point algorithm (with a non-trivial relaxation step!), one has to establish the
(firmly) nonexpansive results based on a non-self-adjoint operator (see [26, Lemma 3.2]
and [25, Theorem 3.1, Lemma 5.4] for example). The intermediate results are essential
for proving the convergence. In Sect. 2, we study the nonexpansive properties (e.g.
firm nonexpansiveness, cocoerciveness and averagedness) in the context of arbitrary
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IThe ‘non-trivial’ means that the relaxation operator is not multiple of identity operator, see
[25, Eq.(2.8)], [24, Eq.(3.5)] and [27, Eq.(5.2)] for example.
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metric, and present the weakest possible conditions under which those properties hold.
Indeed, many of the properties are shown to be valid without the self-adjoint and PD
condition.

It is easy and straightforward to extend many convergence properties presented
in [5, 23] to the positive definite metric, by simply replacing ordinary norm || - || by
a metric-based semi-norm [12, 41]. However, it would be non-trivial to extend the
classic results to the case of positive semi-definite (PSD) metric, since the distance in
the PSD metric cannot measure the closeness between two points in whole space due
to the non-trivial null space of the metric. We refer to the positive semi-definiteness
as ‘degeneracy’, which implies that the degenerate metric-based nonexpansiveness
can infer the convergence in a subspace only, but not in the whole space if without
additional assumptions. With particular focus on degenerate case, we in Sect. 3
analyze the properties of the metric distance for the fixed-point iterations, and further
prove the convergence in the whole space under a certain mild conditions.

All of the results presented in Sect. 2 and 3 have important applications, of which
a prominent example is the metric resolvent. Many operator splitting algorithms can
be reinterpreted as the (degenerate) metric resolvents, and thus, the convergence
properties can be easily obtained from the above results. This will be discussed in
Sect. 4.

1.3. Notations. We use standard notations and concepts from convex analysis
and variational analysis, which, unless otherwise specified, can all be found in the
classical and recent monographs [35, 36, 5, 8].

A few more words about our notations are in order. Let H be a real Hilbert space,
D be a nonempty subset of H. Pc denotes a projection onto a closed subset C' C H.
The classes of PSD/PD linear operators are denoted by M™/M™* respectively. The
classes of self-adjoint, self-adjoint and PSD/PD linear operators are denoted by Mg,
M; /M;Jr, respectively. For our specific use, the Q-norm for arbitrary metric Q is
defined as: || - ||% := (Q - |-). Here, Q is not assumed to be self-adjoint and PSD, and
hence, |- || g is not always well-defined, which is used only when Q@ € M™*. The strong
and weak convergences are denoted by — and —, respectively.

2. The nonexpansive properties based on arbitrary metric. Throughout
this paper, we assume that the nonexpansive operator 7 is single-valued, but not
necessarily injective. In fact, 7 is generally non-injective in the case of degenerate
metric (see Sect. 4 for example).

2.1. Definitions based on arbitrary metric. Inspired by the work of [12], the
following definitions extend the classical notions of Lipschitz continuity [5, Definition
1.47], nonexpansiveness [5, Definition 4.1], cocoerciveness [5, Definition 4.10] and
averagedness [5, Definition 4.33] to arbitrary (not necessarily self-adjoint and PSD)
metric Q.

DEFINITION 2.1. Let Q be arbitrary metric, then, the operator T : D — H is:

(i) Q-partly nonexpansive, if:

(Q(z1 — @2) [Ty — Tawg) > || Tar — TIQHQQ-
(ii) Q-nonezpansive, if:

[T 21 = Teallg < flan = 2]l
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(iii) Q-based &-Lipschitz continuous, if:
[Ty = Taa|[}) < €3]|21 — 2
(iv) Q-firmly nonezpansive, if:
| Tar — Taa|[5 + [T~ Ta1 — (T — T, < [l — 22|,
(v) Q-based B—cocoercive, if BT is Q-partly nonexpansive:
(Q(ay — 22)[ Ty — Ta) > B||Tan — Taa |-

(vi) Q-based a—averaged with « € 0, 1], if there exists a Q—nonexpansive operator
K : D w— H, such that T = (1 — a)Z + akX.

REMARK 1. The notions of partly nonexpansive and [—cocoercive are based on
arbitrary metric Q, not limited to self-adjoint and PSD case. Definition 2.1-(ii) and
(iii) use || - |5 rather than || - || g, because || - [|§ is always well defined for arbitrary
Q, even if Q is not PSD, as mentioned in Sect. 1.5.

The Q-based a—averaged is further generalized as follows.

DEFINITION 2.2. An operator 7 : D +— H is said to be Q-based £—Lipschitz
a—averaged with & € ]0,+oo] and a € ]0,1], if there exists a OQ-based {-Lipschitz
continuous operator K : D — H, such that T = (1 — «)Z + oK. In particular, if
el +oo], T is Q-weakly averaged; if £ € 10,1], T is Q-strongly averaged.

To lighten the notation, we denote a family of Q-based {-Lipschitz a—averaged
operators by .7-"5%1. Obviously, Definition 2.1—(vi) is a special case of Definition 2.2

with £ = 1, and thus, can be denoted by T € .7:1%1.

2.2. Nonexpansiveness. This section presents the nonexpansive properties in
the context of arbitrary metric Q. First, Definition 2.1 is connected via the following
results.

LEMMA 2.3. T : D — H is Q-partly nonexpansive,

(i) if and only if T is Q-based 1-cocoercive;

(ii) if T is Q-based B—cocoercive with Q@ € M™ and B € [1,4o00];

(iil) if and only if T is Q—firmly nonexpansive with Q € Mgs.

Proof. Definition 2.1 and the conditions of Q. 0

LEMMA 2.4. T : D — H is Q-nonexpansive,

(i) if and only if T is Q-based 1-Lipschitz continuous;

(ii) if T is Q-based £-Lipschitz continuous with Q@ € M™ and £ € ]0,1];

(iii) iof T is Q—firmly nonexpansive with Q € M.

Proof. Definition 2.1 and the conditions of Q. 0

[5, Corollary 2.15] is also valid for arbitrary (not necessarily self-adjoint and PSD)
metric Q, as stated below.

LEMMA 2.5. The following identity holds for any k € R and arbitrary Q:

k21 + (1 - n)mgHQQ = HHQHHQQ + (1 - H)H@HQQ —#(1 = K)||z1 — xQHQQ



Proof. Noting that ((Q + Q*)x1|z2) = [|z1]|g + [|22]|5 — |21 — 22|, we have:

H”Il +(1—k) z2||2Q

= &2[|en |G + (1 = 0)%[l22[g + w(1 = R)((Q+ Q) [aa)
:mﬂwwé (1= )22y + w1 — r) (o lB + el — s — 22ll%)
= wlled|g + (1= m)Jea]l g = £ = R)la1 — 225,
which completes the proof. 0

Lemma 2.6 is an extended version of [5, Proposition 4.2] for the case of arbi-
trary metric Q, which shows the equivalence between partly nonexpansive and firmly
nonexpansive, in case of self-adjoint Q.

LEMMA 2.6. Let T : D — H, then, the following are equivalent:

(i) T is Q-partly nonexpansive;

(il) T is Q-firmly nonexpansive with Q € Msg;

(iil) Z — T is Q—firmly nonexpansive with Q € Ms;

(iv) 2T — T is Q—nonexpansive with Q € Mg;

(v) T =T is Q*—partly nonexpansive.

Proof. (1)< (ii)<>(iii)¢>(iv): Definition 2.1, [5, Proposition 4.2] and Lemma 2.5.

(i)+>(v): By Definition 2.1—(i), we have:

(Q(T — T)z1 — QT — T)xa| Ty — Taz) > 0.

Adding |[(Z — T)x1 — (Z — T)a2||3 on both sides, we obtain:
(QZ = T)a1 = QT = Twz|z1 —22) = (T = Thar = (T = Tas [

which leads to (v), noting that (Q(Z — T)z1 — Q(Z — T)wz|z1 — x2) = (T —T)a1 —
(I—T)$2|Q*(.’E1 —£U2)>. 0

REMARK 2. As mentioned in Sect. 1.2, Lemma 2.6 is very useful for proving the
convergence and asymptotic reqularity of the generalized proximal point algorithm with
a non-trivial relaxation step, where Q is not self-adjoint and PD. More specifically,
the new metric becomes S = QM™! instead of Q, where M is a linear relazation
operator, such that S is self-adjoint and PD [26, /1].

2.3. Averagedness, cocoerciveness and Lipschitz continuity. The follow-
ing results extend [5, Proposition 4.35, Remark 4.34, Remark 4.37, Proposition 4.39,
Proposition 4.40] to arbitrary metric Q, which build the connections of Q-based 1—
Lipschitz a—averagedness (i.e. ]—'1%) to other concepts.

LEMMA 2. 7 Let T : D — H, then, the following hold.

(1) T € F2, with a € ]0,1], if and only if:

1
[T — szHZ +

—(Z- T)z2||‘; < s — x2||2g.

(ii) T is Q—firmly nonexpansive, if and only if T € }"IQ’%.
(iii) If T € .7:1 ., with @ € M and o € ] 1], then T is Qfirmly nonexpansive.
(iv) Let a €]0,1[, v €]0, L[, then, T € F, 2 " if and only if (1—v)I+~T € .7:1
(v) T is Q-based ﬁfcocoercwe with Q € Mg, if and only if BT € .7:19’%.
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(vi) Let T be Q-based B—cocoercive with Q € Mgs. If v € 10,28, then, T —~T €

roof. (i) [5, Proposition 4.35]—(iii) and Lemma 2.5;
(ii) [5, Remark 4.34](iii);
(iii) [5, Remark 4.37];

(iv) [5, Proposition 4.40].

(v) Lemma 2.7—(ii), Lemma 2.3—(iii) and Definition 2.1-(v).

(vi) Lemma 2.7—(v) and [5, Proposition 4.39]. |

The following theorem, as a main result of this part, collects the key results of
T,

THEOREM 2.8. Let T € .Fga with £ €10, 400 and « € 10, 1[. Then, the following
hold.

(1) T satisfies:

HT$1 T:L‘QHQ ].—OZ+OZ§ |‘$1—5L‘2HQ (I—T)LL'QHZ (21)

(i) IfQe M*,0<¢< mm{ L=a 1}, then T is Q-firmly nonezpansive.

(iii) If Q € M¥, € € ]0,1=2], then T is Q-based B-cocoercive, with f = %(1+
1—()4}}-(152 )

(IV)I ryTe"T:aé (11— a)72f7€]711a[

(v) IfQEM"’,’yE]O,l —[, §<m1n{ L_loa 1= =2}, then T —~T is Q- firmly
nonerpansive.

(vi) If Q € M57 v €10, = a[ £elo ’ow ;O‘], then T —~T is Q-based B-
cocoercive with 8 = (1 + 7—— = a)2+7a252)

(vil) The reflected operator of T follows 2T — T € ]:f%a, if €0, 3.

Proof. (i) By Definition 2.2, there exists a Q-based &-Lipschitz continuous oper-
ator K : D — H, such that T = (1 — a)Z + oK, and thus, K = 17 + (1 - 1)Z. By
Lemma 2.5, we have:

Hlel — ’C(EQHQQ
1
= (1= Dler — o[}, + —H’Txl Tl + (T = Than = (@ = Ty
<&y - 332”27 (by Lipschitz continuity of K)

which yields the desired inequality, after simple rearrangements.

(ii) If @ € M™, to ensure that 7 is Q-firmly nonexpansive, we need to let
l—a+ag? <1land =2 > 1, by (2.1) and Definition 2.1—(iv). It yields £ € ]0,1] and
a€]0,3].

On the other hand, rewrite (2.1) as

ST Tl < 1o (1= at 0 fer — )~ @~ T — @~ Tl
(2.2)

The firm nonexpansiveness of 7 requires 12~ > 1 and %-(1 —a + ag?) < 1, ie.

Eejo 71?7‘3“] and a € [;1[. Finally, combining both condltlons yields 0 < £ <
min{1=2 1}.




(iii) If Q € Ms, expanding |[(Z — T)x1 — (Z — T)z2||3, (2.1) is equivalent to:

2(1 — 1
20209y — )| T ~Tan) = [ Tas Ty~ (2=~ + 081 — a3,

which yields:

1
<Q(J)1 — $2)|TJ?1 - TZ’2> Z mHTﬂfl — (23)
ifQeMtand2—a—1 +a8?<0,ie <2
On the other hand, 1f Qe M{, (2.2) becomes
- Tealg
1—a+ag?
<Aoo (@ Thes — (T~ T,
1— 2
= O‘<+tf‘£>||(z_ Tz — (T~ Tz + Tay — Tao||g = |(Z = Tar — (T~ Tz
a(l —a+ at?) 2 ol —a+af?) 2
- (T — )T = T)ar = (T = Taalg, - T - Tl
1— 2
n 2‘”%2““(@@1 — 29)|Tar — Ts).
If al-etal®) < i ¢ < 1o it yields:
a(l — a+ ag?) ! a(l —a+ ag?) 2
ie.
1 1 2
(Q@1 = @2)|Tar = T = 5 (1+ m) T2~ Taol5e (24)
Finally, (iii) fOHOWb by comparing (2.3) with (2.4), and noting that: = <
1+ W’ lfg < 1

(iv) Expanding ||(I — Tz — (T —T)xz||%, (21) is equivalent to:

)
11—«

1 2¢2
((Q+Q7) (w1 —w2)|Tar = Ts) > mHTﬁ—TmHZQ_a S

o =2
Then, we have:

(@ = ~T)ar — (T = T2,
= [l — a2 = A{(Q+ Q) (w1 — )| Ty — Taa) + |71 — T2
04252 _ (1 _ Ot)2 H

1
< o = mallfy ~ e [T~ T 7

11— |+ T =T

a2§2 — (1 — )2 1
— (14O s — - (g 1) T = T,
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Let Z —~T € ]-"gg, /, then, by (2.1), we have 1 = 7(11 oy —land1-— o +a/€"? =
1+ ’yM which yields o/ = (1 — ) and f’ = afa.
(v) Theorem 2.8-(ii) and (iv).
(vi) Theorem 2.8-(iii) and (iv).

(vii) We deduce that:

12T — D)a1 — 2T — D)
= 2||Tw1 = Taa|g = [Jor — 22|y + 2| (Z = T)a1 = (Z = T)as||}, (by Lemma 2.5)

2(1 — )

< 21— o+ a€?)||uy - z2|)f, - (T~ T)ar — (T~ T3y

— lor = | + 2T~ Thar — (T~ Taa|[f, by (2.1))
1 -2«

— (1 — 20+ 20€2) |21 — a:QHQQ - 1(2Z — 2Tz — (22 - 2T)x2H2Q.

Let 27 — IG]—' /:1250‘ and 1 — o/ +a/€? =120+ 202,
ie. o =2a, andﬁ’—g 0

Two corollaries follow from Theorem 2.8.

COROLLARY 2.9. [Further results of Theorem 2.8-(iii)] Let T € fga with £ €
10,400 and « € ]0,1[, then, the following hold.

(i) If ¢ < min{1=2,
a—averaged, and Q —firmly nonezrpansive.

(i) If o € 10,1, € € 11,129, then, T is Q-based B—cocoercive with B € ]0,1[,
and weakly o cwemged

Proof. By Theorem 2.8-(iii), T is S-cocoercive, with 8 = %(1 + m) The
proof is completed by comparing 8 with 1. ]

COROLLARY 2.10. [Further results of Theorem 2.8-(vi)] Let T € .Fga with

€ €]0,+o0] and a € 10, [ If v €10, 2=, then, the following hold.

[1,4+00[, strongly

(i) If¢ < mln{la ,ﬂ/—a - —}, then, T —~T is Q-based [—cocoercive with 3 €
[1,400[, strongly a— (wemged and Q ﬁrmly nonerpansive.
(ii) If v € ]0, 2(1 b € ]i=2 ’71 — =21 then, T —~T is Q-based B—cocoercive

with B € ]0,1], and weakly a—averaged.

Proof. The proof is completed by comparing § in Theorem 2.8—(vi) with 1. ]

LEMMA 2.11. Let the operator T : D — H be Q-based —cocoercive with @ € Mg
and B € |5, +oo[. Then, the following hold.

(i) If v €10,28[, then, T€ F2, |, , IT—~T € F2. .

28—1> 28 '28

(i) If @ € ME, v €10,8], T—~T is Q-based 1-cocoercive (i.e. Q-partly nonex-

pansive).

Proof. (i) If Q € Mg, we have:

(T = T)ar — (T = T2y
= a1~ 2|3~ 2 Qs — 2| Tor — Ta) + |1 — T
< fler = @al[g = 28| Tr = Taa || + || T — Tas

= Hl‘l—.’IJQHQ 25—1 HTLUl TZ‘QHQ,
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which yields:

1

55T -~ T)za|5-

1
|72 = Taallg < 55— llos — el -

Thus, if T € }'Q,,a,, by (2.1), we have: 1;—?‘/ = 2[3171 and 1 — o +a/¢? = 2[31717 ie.

o =1-— % and & = —251_1.
Z —~T follows from Theorem 2.8-(iv).

(ii) Theorem 2.8-(iii) and Lemma 2.11-(i). o

Part of the results in Theorem 2.8, Corollary 2.9 and Corollary 2.10 is summarized
in Fig.1, where FNE stands for ‘Q-firmly nonexpansive’. We can see that 7 € F, Qa
could be Q—firmly nonexpansive for o« > 1/2, at the expense of stricter condition on
the Lipschitz constant & < 1770‘ < 1.

2T — T e Fo,
if o 4 1/2 az; N
na / ) —2 (—cocoercive with 8 > 1, FNE, strongly a—averaged
E S i—a
Q @
T e F, fa T ? 5 > 1, FNE, strongly a—averaged
— B—cocoercive —
“<2 &, £ < 1, non-FNE, weakly a—averaged
if ﬁ
j) 5 > 1, FNE, strongly a—averaged
V< sw . $=
[B—cocoercive —
<l Ll £> 1=
I—~T € ]:i 7(17:;—& 543 < 1, non-FNE, weakly a—averaged
1-a’
vz ﬁ
L

[—cocoercive with 8 > 1, FNE, strongly a—averaged
Figure 2.1: The properties of ]-'gga, under the condition of Q € ./\/ljgr

REMARK 3. Many results in Sect. 2.3 are useful for analyzing the relazed version
of fized point iterations (see Sect. 3.3), and proving linear convergence under stronger
conditions (e.g. the case of £ € 10, 1] in Proposition 3.2 and Corollary 3.4).

3. The associated fixed-point iterations.

3.1. Assumptions. The convergence of the fixed-point iterations associated
with the non-degenerate metric-based nonexpansive operator 7 has been well un-
derstood in literature, see [5, 7, 41, 19] for some typical results. In this sequel, we
focus on the degenerate case only. More specifically, we make the following assumption
on 9Q:

ASSUMPTION 1. Q € M, such that kerQ\{0} # (.

REMARK 4. Assumption 1 implies that Q has a non-trivial null space in the
degenerate case, which is the focus of our discussion.

We also make several assumptions on 7T

ASSUMPTION 2.

(i) T € fga with o € 10,1 and & € ]0,1], i.e. T is Q-strongly averaged (see
Definition 2.2).

(ii) The set FixT := {x € D|xz = Tz} is non-empty.
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(iii) T : D — H is demiclosed, where D is a nonempty weakly sequentially closed
subset of H.

(iv) T satisfies |[Tx1 — Txa|| < Ll|zy — x2||g for some constant L.

REMARK 5. Assumption 2-(i) is a conventional condition, commonly used in
classical results, to guarantee the basic nonexpansiveness. In (ii), the existence of
fized point set of T is a subtle assumption, which, however, is reasonable in many
applications, as shown in Sect. 4.

(i11) implies that graT is sequentially closed in Hweax X Hstrong, Which is useful
to prove the convergence. Generally speaking, (iv) is a rather restrictive condition,
which indicates that all of the useful information of Tx lies in ranQ, instead of the
whole space H. We will see that (i) and (iv) are essential to prove the boundedness
of {x*}ren and the strong convergence of % — Ta* — 0 in H, as k — oo. In
addition, many degenerate metric resolvents (e.g. discussed in Sect. /) satisfy this
rigid requirement.

We define a fixed point as * € Fix7T. The Q-based solution distance and sequen-
tial error of the k-th iterate are defined by ||z* —z*| g and [|z**! —2*||g, respectively.
The Q-based sequential error is closely related to Q-asymptotic regularity, which is
an extended version of asymptotically regular [30, 4].

DEFINITION 3.1. A mapping 7 : D — H is Q-asymptotically regular, if |[T*z —
TFzllg — 0, as k — oo, Vo € D. Here, T* is defined as: TF:=To---oT.

—_——
k times

Clearly, if 7 is Q—asymptotically regular, the O—based sequential error vanishes,
as k — oo. However, it does not necessarily yield the strong convergence of z* —
21 — 0, due to the degeneracy of Q. Nonetheless, if Assumption 2-(iv) is taken
into account, we can obtain the following important observation:

FacT 1. Under Assumption 2-(iv), if T is Q—asymptotically regular, then it is
also asymptotically reqular.

Proof. By Assumption 2-(iv), we have | T*+le — TE+2g|| < L||T*2 — TF+ x| o,
which yields the desired result by taking k — oo. 0

3.2. Banach-Picard iteration. Considering the scheme
okt = Tk, (3.1)

the properties of metric-based distances of (3.1) are given as follows.

PROPOSITION 3.2 (Convergence in ranQ). Let 2° € D, {2*}ren be a sequence
generated by (3.1). Denote v :=1— a+ a&?. Under Assumptions 1 and 2-(i-ii), the
following hold.

(i) T is Q-asymptotically regular.

k+1

(ii) [Sequential error] ||z**1 — z¥||g has the pointwise sublinear convergence rate

of O(1/Vk):

1 o N
|}xk+1,xk”gg\/m,/l_anxo,xHQ, Vk € N.

(iii) [g-linear convergence] If & € 10,1, both ||z* — 2*||g and ||2* — 2*F1||g are
q-linearly convergent with the rate of \/v.
9



(iv) [r-linear convergence] If a € |1 — %, 1], ¢€ ]0, \/1— %] ||2F faskHHQ

is globally r—linearly convergent w.r.t. Hmo — x*HQ:

ka_xk+1H < 204(1—V).V%
oS

(1—04)1/ on_x*HQ'

(v) [Weak/strong convergence in ranQ] If ¢ = 1 or £ € ]0,1[, there exists z* €
FixT, such that /Qz* — or — /Qx* respectively, as k — oc.

Proof. (i) Taking x; = z* and x3 = 2* € FixT in (2.1), we obtain:

o -l <ol -l - 5 - e

Noting v € |1 — a, 1], and summing up (3.2) from k = 0 to K yields:

K
2 «o L1112
Sl = < 12— (33
k=0

Taking K — oo, we have: > 7o ||zF — xk‘HHZ < 2|2 - J:*||2Q < 400, which
implies that limy_,o ||2% — ¥t g = 0.

(ii) Taking z; = 2% and x5 = 2**1 in (2.1), we have:
k+1 k+21|2 k_ k+1]|2
Ha: —x HQ gl/Ha: —x HQ (3.4)
v € |1 — a, 1] implies that ||z* — 2%*1||g is non-increasing. Then, (ii) follows from
(3.3).

(iii) If € €10, 1], (3.2) yields that ka“—x*HZ < Vka—x*HQQ, where v € [1—a, 1[.
The Q-based sequential error follows from (3.4).

(iv) If £ € ]0,1[, combining (3.4) with (3.3) yields:
(V—k T I 1)ka . xk+1H2Q < - faon . x*HZ’

which leads to:

a(l—v) 1
(1—ay v+t 1

e P I = "5

Clearly, if y=*+D -1 > 1y~ (je k> lnl(rll/zy) —1), Hx’“—kaHQQ is 7—linearly

convergent w.r.t. ||z — x*||2gz

ka _ kaHQQ < M ) ”kHHmO

2
1—a)w — 2l

In2

Furthermore, if Wi/ 1 < 1, the r—linear convergence is globally valid for Vk € N.

This condition can be simplified as £2 < 1 — %
10



(v) If € = 1, the weak convergence of {\/Qx"*}rcn is clear, by basic nonexpansive
properties [5, Theorem 5.14-(i), Example 5.18] of Fejér monotonicity [5, Proposition
5.4, Theorem 5.5].

In the case of ¢ € ]0, 1], the linear convergence of {v/Qx*}xcn immediately follows
by [5, Theorem 5.12]. O

REMARK 6. As emphasized above, one cannot conclude from Proposition 3.2 the
convergence of {xy }ren in the whole space, since the Q-metric distance does not infer
anything about the projection of x* onto kerQ, which, however, has to be taken into
account for the convergence in the whole space.

The following theorem is a main result of this paper, which shows the convergence
of ¥ in H under additional Assumption 2-(iii-iv). The proof adopts some techniques
in [41, Theorem 2.1].

THEOREM 3.3 (Weak convergence in H). Let 2° € D, {x*}ren be a sequence
generated by (3.1). Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if € = 1, then there exists x* € FixT,
such that ¢ — z*, as k — .

Proof. Following the reasoning of the well-known Opial’s lemma [34]%, the proof
is divided into 4 steps®:

(i) for every z* € FixT, limy_, ||2* — 2*| o exists;

(ii) the sequence {z*}ren is bounded;

(iii) if 2% — z* weakly in H for a subsequence k; — oo, then z* € FixT;

(iv) {2*}ren possesses at most one weak sequential cluster point in Fix7 .

(i) (3.2) shows that {||z* — 2*||o}ren is non-increasing, and bounded from below
(always being non-negative), and thus, convergent, i.e. limy_,. [|[2* — 2*| o exists.

(ii) By Assumption 2-(iv), we have:
okt ot = T = Tt < Bl - ol g < Elje® — 0¥ g0 VN

where the last inequality comes from (i). It implies that {*}cn is bounded.

(iii) Since {x*}ren is bounded, by [5, Lemma 2.45], {z*}ren has at least one
weak sequential cluster point, i.e. {2F}ren has a subsequence {2 };cn that weakly
converges to a point z*, denoted by 2% — z* as k; — oco. Our aim is to show
that z* € FixT, and more generally, every weak sequential cluster point of {x*}en
belongs to Fix7. To this end, combining Assumption 2-(iv) with the claim (i), the
weakly convergent subsequence {x%i},.cn satisfies:

Hx’“"’l — xk'iJrQH = ||'Txk7‘ — ’Tx’““” < L||xki — mkiHHQ —0, ask; — o

which shows that z* — zki+l = ki — T2k — 0, as k; — oo (this is also Fact 1).
Since z¥ — z* as k; — oo, we conclude that 2* — Tz* = 0 due to the demiclosedness
of T (i.e. Assumption 2-(iii) that implies that gra(Z — 7) is sequentially closed
in Hweak X Hstrong). Thus, for every weak sequential cluster point z* of {xk}keN,
x* € FixT.

(iv) We need to show that {x*}ren cannot have two distinct weak sequential
cluster point in Fix7". To this end, let a7, x% € FixT be two cluster points of {z*}1en.

2Refer to [5, Lemma 2.47] or [1, Lemma 2.1] for the Opial’s argument.
3This line of reasoning is very similar to Fejér monotonicity, see [5, Proposition 5.4, Theorem
5.5] for example.

11



Set 71 = limg_so0 ||2% — 27||g, and 12 = limg_,o [|2¥ — 23||o. Take a subsequence
{z*i} weakly converging to x}, as k; — oo. From the identity

Jo* = aillg — lle* = @315 = llai = a3llg +2(Q(at — ap)la3 — a*),

we deduce that 9, — e = —||m’{ — x§H2Q by taking k& — oo on both sides. Similarly,
take a subsequence {x''} weakly converging to z3}, as I; — oo, which yields that
m—"2 = Hx{fx;HQQ Consequently, Hx{f:@HQ =0,i.e. 7 —z5 € kerQ. Furthermore,
Assumption 2-(iv) yields H’Txf - ’Tx;” < LHxT — x5 ’Q = 0, which results in Tz} =
T35, and thus, 7 = 3, since =7, x5 € Fix7. This shows the uniqueness of the weak
sequential cluster point, denoted by x*.

Finally, to summarize, {2*} e is bounded and possesses a unique weak sequential
cluster point z* € Fix7. Then, the weak convergence is established by [5, Lemma
2.46]. d

It is much easier to prove the strong convergence of (3.1) in the case of £ € ]0, 1].

COROLLARY 3.4 (Strong convergence in H). Let 2° € D, {z*}ren be a sequence
generated by (3.1). Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if £ € 10,1[, then there exists x* €
FixT, such that ¥ — x*, as k — oo.

Proof. It £ € ]0,1][, then v < 1. For a* € FixT, combining Assumption 2-(iv) with
(3.2), it yields:

ettt = a|[F = |7k = Tar | < Elfa® — g < ToMfa® - 2l

which concludes the strong convergence of 2% — 2*, as k — o0o. ]

The following results build the connection of the convergence properties with the
cocoerciveness of T.

PROPOSITION 3.5 (Convergence of (3.1)). Let 2° € D, {2*}ren be a sequence
generated by (3.1), with T being Q-based B—cocoercive with § € [1,4+oco[. Under
Assumptions 1 and 2-(i-ii), the following hold.

(i) T is Q-asymptotically reqular.

(ii) [Sequential error] ||x**1 — 2*||g has the pointwise sublinear convergence rate

of O(1/Vk):

1
Hx’““ — kaQ < N /2B — 1Hx0 — x*HQ, vk € N.
(iii) [¢-linear convergence] If B € |1, +ocol, both ||z* — 2*| o and ||x* — 25| o are
q—linearly convergent with the rate of ﬁ
(iv) [r—linear convergence] If /5 € [@, +ool, ka —kaHQ is globally r-linearly
convergent w.r.t. ||z° — :E*HQ:

ka — :17]”1”Q <2v/p—-1-(28- 1)7§||x0 — x*HQ.

(v) [Weak/strong convergence in ranQ] If 8 = 1 or 8 € ]1,4+00[, there exists
x* € FixT, such that v/Qx* — or — /Qz* respectively, as k — .

(vi) [Weak/strong convergence in H] Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if 8 = 1 or
B € ]1,+00|, then there exists x* € FixT, such that z* — or — z* respectively, as
k — oo.

12



Proof. By Lemma 2.11-(i), we have: T € F<, . Taking (z1,72) = (2%, 2%),

1—

25—1' 328
or (w1, z2) = (z¥,2%*1) in (2.1), respectively, we have:
2 2 2
|25t =g < gppflet —atllg —gprfle® — 2o,
25t =2y < et -t
The rest of proof is similar to Proposition 3.2, Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4. 0

REMARK 7. Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4 are closely linked to Proposition
3.5, if T € }'% is also B—cocoercive. This connection can be immediately obtained by
Theorem 2.8~(iii). Indeed, if ¢ < min{1=%,1}, T € ]-"ga is Q—firmly nonexpansive (by
Theorem 2.8—(ii)), and also B—cocoercive with 8 = (1 + ﬁ) > 1 (by Theorem
2.8—(iii)). According to Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4, & € 10,1] is sufficient to
guarantee the convergence, while T is not necessarily Q—firmly nonexpansive. This
implies that the Q—firm nonexpansiveness of T is an over—sufficient condition for the
convergence of (3.1).

If T € Fga is B—cocoercive, & < min{leo‘,l} guarantees the convergence (by
Proposition 3.5), while T is also Q—firmly nonexpansive (by Theorem 2.8-(ii)). In
this sense, Proposition 3.5 is somewhat a special case of Theorem 3.3 and Corollary
3.4. Note that in Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4, the convergence condition & € 10, 1]
cannot guarantee the cocoerciveness of T. For instance, when a € ]%, +ool and € €

]%, 1], (3.1) is convergent, but T 1is not cocoercive.

3.3. Krasnosel’skii-Mann algorithm. Consider the iteration:
Pt = gk (T2 — 2b) = T2k, (3.5)

where T, =Z —~v(Z—T)and T € ]:gQ,a-

COROLLARY 3.6 (Convergence of (3.5)). Let 2° € D, {z*}ren be a sequence
generated by (3.5). Denote v :=1—~ya + ya&?. Under Assumption 1 and 2-(i-ii), if
v € 10,1/al, the following hold.

(i) T is Q-asymptotically regular.

(i) [Sequential error] ||z¥*+1 — 2*||o has the pointwise sublinear convergence rate

of O(1/Vk):

gle

1
k

(iii) [g-linear convergence] If & € 10,1, both ||z* — 2*||g and ||z* — 2*T1||g are
q-linearly convergent with the rate of \/v.

(iv) [r-linear convergence| If ya € ]1—%, 1[, €€ ]0, \J1-— 22_7?}, ka—x’”l”g

is globally r—linearly convergent w.r.t. Ha:o — x*||Q:

|2+t [a® = ||, VEEN.

2va(l —v) V%H

ka_xkﬂHQ < o

0 *
20— oo
(v) [Weak/strong convergence in ranQ] If £ = 1 or £ € ]0,1], there exists z* €
FixT, such that /Qz* — or — \/Qx* respectively, as k — oco.
(vi) [Weak/strong convergence in H] Under Assumptions 1 and 2, if € = 1 or

€ €]0,1[, then there ewists x* € FixT, such that ¥ — or — x* respectively, as
k — oo.
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Proof. First, we claim that Fix7; = FixT. Indeed, z* € FixT, <= z* = 2* —
y(z* — Ta*) < a* = Ta* <= z* € FixT.
If v < 1, we deduce by Theorem 2.8-(iv) that:
Q — Q — Q
T e Fea :>R—I—TE]:%71_&:>7;—I—fy72€]:£m.
The rest of the proof is similar to Proposition 3.2, Theorem 3.3 and Corollary
3.4, just replacing a by ~va, provided that v < é ]

4. Application to metric resolvent.

4.1. Basic properties. Consider the metric resolvent?:
T:=A+9 g, (4.1)

where A : H — 2" is a set-valued maximally monotone operator, @ € MZ. It
is casy to show that 7 € F2,, T —T € .7-'1% [12, 41]. Furthermore, if A is p—
'3

1,37

strongly monotone, T € fQHQH suryo) + L—=T € Fe jej - Then, the convergence
) ZaFQ] 2uF2lel 3el+r)

properties of the Banach-Picard iteration:

"= (A+ Q)1 QaF (4.2)

immediately follow from Proposition 3.2, Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.4, by substi-
tuting £ and « with proper quantities, if the corresponding assumptions are satisfied.
Considering the Krasnosel’skii-Mann iteration:

o=k 4 ’y((.A + Q)flgzk - xk)v (4.3)

it is easy to show that T, € .7-'191 from the proof of Corollary 3.6. Furthermore, if A
)

is p—strongly monotone, 7, € .7-'9”QH Jeutyen - Then, the convergence properties of
2u+el 2ut2lell
(4.3) follow from Corollary 3.6, if the corresponding assumptions are fulfilled.

4.2. Reinterpretation of primal-dual hybrid gradient algorithm. The
primal-dual hybrid gradient (PDHG) algorithm, for solving min,, f(u) + g(Au), is
given as [15, 21]:

sPTL = prox,,. (s¥ + cAu¥), (4.4)
uPtl = prox,; (uf — TA* (25T — $F)). '
It exactly fits into the form of metric resolvent (4.2):
skt ag* —A] [ [rr AT\ T'[ED A s
uk i T A* of + A 1r A 17| |kl (4.5)

A Q Q

For this specific case of (4.5), we have the following basic observations:
e A is maximally monotone;
e Q is self-adjoint and PSD, if 70 < “A}A”;

41t is also called F-resolvent in [7] or warped resolvent [14].
5Here, the functions f and g are assumed to be proper, lower semi-continuous and convex.
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o T c flg’l ;
e FixT = zerA.
Here, Assumption 2-(ii) is satisfied, as long as zerA # (), i.e. there exists a point
(u*, s*) satisfying the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker conditions. This is a reasonable assump-
tion under this context.
Based on the above results, it is needless to discuss the non-degenerate case when
TO < m. We are mainly concerned with the degenerate metric when 70 = HTIM\'

We now claim that (4.5) satisfies Assumption 2-(iv). Indeed,
[Ty =Tas| < [[(A+Q) ™1 Qa1 — (A+ Q)1 Q|| < [[(A+Q) |- [[VO|- 121 — 2| o
where

(A+ Q)1 (s,u) = (prox,,-(0s), prox, (—2rA* prox, . (0s)) + prox, ;(1u)).

This is a composition of Lipschitz functions, and the Lipschitz constant L is not
relevant in this context. Finally, we have verified that (4.5) with degenerate metric
Q satisfies all of Assumptions 1 and 2, and thus, the results in Sect. 2 and 3 can be
applied.

5. Concluding remarks. We investigated in details the nonexpansive map-
pings in the context of arbitrary metric, and particularly discussed the convergence
of the associated fixed-point iterations under the setting of degenerate metric.

There are more prospective applications of our results. Besides from PDHG,
more splitting algorithms can be reformulated as the metric resolvent, many of them
correspond to degenerate metric. In addition, our results can be extended to analyze
more related concepts, e.g. generalized proximity operator, Bregman proximal map,
variable metric Fejér sequence, especially equipped with degenerate metric.

6. Data availability. There is no associated data with this manuscript.

7. Disclosure statement. The author declares there are no conflicts of interest
regarding the publication of this paper.
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