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Algorithms based on operator-averaged operators

Miguel Simdes

Abstract—A class of algorithms comprised by certain semis-
mooth Newton and active-set methods is able to solve convex
minimization problems involving sparsity-inducing regularizers
very rapidly; the speed advantage of methods from this class
is a consequence of their ability to benefit from the sparsity
of the corresponding solutions by solving smaller inner prob-
lems than conventional methods. The convergence properties of
such conventional methods (e.g., the forward-backward and the
proximal-Newton ones) can be studied very elegantly under the
framework of iterations of scalar-averaged operators—this is
not the case for the aforementioned class. However, we show
in this work that by instead considering operator-averaged
operators, one can indeed study methods of that class, and also
to derive algorithms outside of it that may be more convenient
to implement than existing ones. Additionally, we present exper-
iments whose results suggest that methods based on operator-
averaged operators achieve substantially faster convergence than
conventional ones.

Index Terms—Convex optimization, primal-dual optimization,
semismooth Newton method, forward-backward method.

I. INTRODUCTION

ANY large-scale inverse problems in signal and image
Mprocessing can be formulated as minimization prob-
lems whose objective functions are sums of proper lower-
semicontinuous convex functions. An example is

N
minimize f(x) + g(x) + ; h;j(Ljx), )

where f : R” — |—o00, +0o0] is assumed to be smooth—i.e., to
be differentiable with a Lipschitz-continuous gradient—, but
g : R" - | — 00,+c0] and the N functions h; : R™ —
] — 00, 4], with L; € R™*" for j = {1,..., N}, may
not be. Typical examples of problems that fit this formulation
are problems where f is a data-fitting term, and g and h; are
regularizers. This is the case of the regression method known
as least absolute shrinkage and selection operator (LASSO),
where f = |H - —b||§, g=p |||y, and N = 0, for given H €
R™*™ b € R™, and p > 0. The functions g and h; can also
be indicator functions of convex sets, allowing one to consider
constrained problems within this framework. For example, if
in the problem just discussed we additionally consider i, (with
N =1) to be the indicator function of the set of nonnegative
real numbers, i.e., if h;y = 511&3’ we are constraining x > 0.
Methods known as splitting methods convert (1) into a
sequence of separable subproblems that are easier to solve
than the original one. One way of studying the convergence
properties of such methods is to consider that their iterations
can be described by sequences of averaged operators (see
below for a definition). This study is advantageous because it
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unifies and simplifies the analysis of a large number of algo-
rithms. However, not all splitting methods can be described as
sequences of averaged operators. This is the case, for example,
of methods belonging to the class of algorithms comprised by
semismooth Newton and active-set methods. Such methods
have been applied to develop fast solvers for problems involv-
ing sparsity-inducing regularizers, since their iterations involve
computing the solution of subproblems whose dimensionality
is smaller than in other methods. In this work, we consider an
extension of the concept of averaged operators, and use this
extension to study some of the algorithms belonging to the
class just discussed. Additionally, we develop new methods
that do not belong to this class but that are instances of the
aforementioned extension, and that have convenient practical
applications. In the remainder of this section, we list the
notation used throughout this work (Subsection [ZA), provide
a brief overview of the forward—backward (FB) method and
some of its variants as to motivate our contributions (Subsec-
tion [EB), and conclude by enumerating those contributions
and providing an outline of the paper (Subsection [=C).

A. Notation

Calligraphic uppercase letters denote real Hilbert spaces, as
in X, V. We denote the scalar product of a Hilbert space by
(-,-) and the associated norm by || - ||. 2V denotes the power
set of V), i.e., the set of all subsets of V. An operator (or
mapping) A : X — V maps each point in X to a point in V.
A set-valued operator A : X — 2Y maps each element in X'
to a set in V. I denotes the identity operator. B(X', V) denotes
the space of bounded linear operators from X to V; we set
B(X) £ B(X, X). Given an operator A € B(X,V), its adjoint
A* is the operator A* : V — X such that for all x € X and
u €<V, (Ax,u) = (x, A*u). S(X) denotes the space of self-
adjoint bounded linear operators from X to X, i.e., S(X) £
{A € B(X)| A = A*}. Given two operators A, B € S(X),
the Loewner partial ordering on S(X) is defined by A *
B < (Ax,x) > (Bx,x), Vx € X. An operator A is said to
be positive semidefinite if A is a self-adjoint bounded linear
operator and A > 0. Let a € [0, +00[; Po(X) denotes the
space of positive semidefinite operators A such that A > al,
ie, Po(X) £ {A € S(X)|A = ol}. Given an operator
A € P, its positive square root \/A is the unique operator
VA € P, such that (vV/A)? = A. For every A € P,(X),
we define a semi-scalar product and a semi-norm (a scalar
product and a norm if a > 0) by (-,-)a = (A-,-) and by
|- lla £ /(A-,-), respectively. The domain of a set-valued
operator A : X — 2% is defined by dom A = {x € X'| Ax #
0}, its graph by gra A £ {(x,u) € X x X |u € Ax}, the
set of zeros by zer A £ {x € X|0 € Ax}, the range of
AbyranA =2 {u € X|(3x € X) u € Ax}, and the
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inverse of A by A=! 1 X —» 2% 1 u —» {x € X|u €
Ax}. We use the notation {x*} as a shorthand for representing
the sequence {x"}/°;. We say that a sequence {x*} in H
converges in the norm (or strongly converges) to a point X in
H if ||x* — x|| — 0 and say that it converges weakly if, for
every u € H, (x¥, u) — (x,u). We denote weak convergence
by . Strong convergence implies weak convergence to the
same limit. In finite-dimensional spaces, weak convergence
implies strong convergence. The space of absolutely-summable
sequences in R, i.e., the space of sequences {x*} in R such
that >°, |x*| < oo, is denoted by ¢!(N); the set of summable
sequences in [0, +oo| is denoted by ¢ (N). We denote by
®je{1,...,N} V; the Hilbert direct sum [1, Example 2.1] of
the Hilbert spaces V;, j € {1,..., N}. Given two set-valued
operators A : X — 2Y and B : X — 2V, their parallel sum
is AOB £ (A7 + B_l)_l. Additionally, we denote by R
the set of real numbers, by R" the set of real column vectors
of length n, and by R™*™ the set of real matrices with m
rows and n columns. a” denotes the transpose of a vector a
and AT denotes the transpose of a matrix A. [a]; denotes the
i-th element of a vector a, [A]; denotes the j-th column of a
matrix A, and [A];; denotes the element in the i-th row and
j-th column of a matrix A. |A|r £ \/Tr(AA*) denotes
the Frobenius norm of a matrix A. Finally, let f : X —
] — 00, +00] be a function. Its domain is denoted by dom f =
{x € X| f(x) < +oo} and its epigraph by epi f = {(x,s) €
X x R| f(x) < s}. The function f is lower semi-continuous
if epi f is closed in X x R, and convex if epi f is convex in
X x R. We use T'g(X) to denote the class of all lower semi-
continuous convex functions f from X’ to |—oco, +o0o] that are
proper, i.e., such that dom f # (). Given two functions f €
To(X) and g € To(X), their infimal convolution is f *int g :
X — [—oo,400] 1 x — ingK (f(u) + g(x —u)), where inf
denotes the infimum of a fllllnCtiOIl. The indicator function of a
set C' € X is defined as §¢(x) 2 0if x € C and §¢(x) £ +o0
otherwise. When C' is convex, closed and non-empty, ¢ (x) €
To(X). The maximum and signum operators are denoted by
max(-) and sgn(-), respectively.

B. Background

We assume that all the optimization problems under con-
sideration are convex and have at least one minimizer. For
the convenience of the reader, we collect some notions on
convex analysis and monotone operators, and on semismooth
Newton and active-set methods in Appendices [Al and [B]
respectively. Consider now that we want to solve (1) with
N = 0, and that we use a splitting method for that effect, such
as the FB one. This method is characterized by the iteration
xktl Prox_ g (xk — kv f (xk)), which is performed
consecutively for all & € Z, and where 7% > 0. The FB
method, also known as proximal-gradient, is a first-order
method and can be seen as an extension of the gradient method
to nonsmooth optimization [2], [3]]. It can be shown that the
iterates x* of this method converge to a solution of at
a sublinear rate, or, under certain assumptions, at a linear
rate. The inclusion of relaxation steps in the FB method

may improve its convergence speed in practice; the resulting
method is given by the iteration, for all k£ € Z, of

xFHL o xF )P (prong (xk —7Vf (xk)) — xk) , (2

where \* > 0 is the so-called relaxation parameter [4].
Additionally, it is also possible to consider the use of inertial
steps. An example of such use is the method characterized
by the iteration x**1 «+ (1 — a®)xF~1 + (aF — M) xF +
)\kprokag [xk — "V f(x¥)], Vk € Z, and with o* > 0.
The convergence of this method was studied in [5] under
some conditions on f and g. The use of inertial steps is not
limited to this specific formulation, and there are a number
of alternatives [6]], most notably the one studied in [7],
which was shown to obtain the optimal convergence rate,
in function values f(x*) + g(x*), for first-order methods.
The variations discussed so far have virtually the same com-
putational cost as the original FB method; this is not the
case of the methods that we discuss next. The (relaxed)
proximal-Newton method [8]-[12] makes use of second-
order information about f. It is characterized by the iteration
xFtL o xk 4 Nk (proxf?’c (x’C - [B’“]_1 Vf (x’“)) - x’“),
where BF is the Hessian of f at x*. The local convergence
rate of the iterates x* generated by this method can be shown
to be quadratic under some conditions. However, computing
prox?k can be prohibitive in many problems of interest, and
BF is typically replaced by an approximation of the Hessian
of f at x*; it can be shown that the iterates of the resulting
method converge to a solution at a superlinear rate under
some conditions. Finally, one can also consider incorporating
a generalized derivative of prox_ «,-. This is the case of the
methods known as semismooth, whose relation to @) we
discuss in Section [

It is sometimes useful to consider splitting methods as
instances of fixed-point methods. A solution X of Prob-
lem with N = 0 satisfies the fixed-point equation X =
prox,, (X — 7V f (%)), for 7 > 0, and it can be shown that
the FB method produces a sequence of points that is Fejér
monotone with respect to Fix prox, [- — 7V f(-)] [13]. More
generally, if one wishes to find fixed points of a nonepansive
operator R, one can consider the Krasnosel’skii-Mann (KM)
method, which is characterized by the iteration x*t! «
Ty (2%) £ 2F + \F(R (2%) — 2*), where T« is termed
a \*-averaged operator. By making R = prox, [ =7V f(-)],
we recover ().

C. Contributions and outline

Consider yet another alternative to (@), where we replace
the scalars A\* by linear operators A* such that, for every k,
I~ AF~0:

XM xF 4+ AF (prox i, [xF = TV F(F)] = xF) . 3)

The study of this iteration and, more generally, of the follow-
ing extension of the KM scheme:

xFH T p (xk) L xF 4 AP (R (xk) — xk) , @

will be the basis of this work. For convenience, we call the
operators T 5, operator-averaged operators. This formulation
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is rather general and allows one to consider extensions of
current methods in two directions. Firstly, we consider a
generic nonexpansive operator R instead of just its instance as
R = prox, [ =7V f(-)], as is commonly done in the literature
on semismooth Newton methods; this allows one to tackle
more complex problems, such as ones of the form of (1) and
Problem [cf. Subsection [II-BJ|. Secondly, we make very
mild assumptions on the operators A* [cf. Section [I]; this
allows one to consider a broad range of them, which may
incorporate second-order information about the problem to
solve (or not). We provide here what we consider to be an
interesting example of this flexibility. Consider again that we
want to solve (1) with N = 0. We can adress this problem
with an “intermediate” method between the proximal-Newton
and the semismooth Newton methods if we make A¥ to be
the inverse of the (possibly regularized) Hessian of f This
removes the difficulty of computing the operator prox - and
also of computing a generalized derivative of the typlcally
nonconvex and nonsmoooth term prox, .. This method is not,
strictly speaking, a second-order method but it seems to have
fast convergence in practice [cf. Section [[V].

The outline of this work is as follows. In Section [l we list
work related to ours. In Section [II, we show that operator-
averaged operators have a contractive property and prove the
convergence of fixed-point iterations of these operators under
certain conditions. We base ourselves on the fact that they pro-
duce a sequence that is Fejér monotone (specifically, variable-
metric Fejér monotone) [14]], [15]]. In more detail, we show in
Subsection [II=Al how operator-averaged operators can be used
to extend an existing algorithm from the literature—a variable-
metric FB method, a generalization of the proximal-Newton
discussed above—, and we prove its convergence under certain
conditions. Additionally, we show in Subsection [II-Bl how
operator-averaged operators can be used to solve a primal—dual
problem first studied in [[16], which generalizes many convex
problems of interest in signal and image processing [[15]], [[16].
In Section[IV] we discuss applications of the proposed method
to solve two inverse problems in signal processing, and discuss
a framework that contemplates the incorporation of existing
active-set methods, in a off-the-shelf fashion, to solve #o-
regularized minimization problems. We defer all proofs to
Appendix

II. RELATED WORK

A similar formulation to has been studied in the context
of numerical analysis. Consider that one wishes to solve the
system Ax = b, where A € R”*" and b € R". This system
can be solved for x, under certain conditions, by iterating
xF+1 « x¥ + A\¥ (Ax* — b). This iteration, whose form is
similar to the KM scheme discussed above, is known as the
Richardson iteration, and is a particular instance of a first-order
linear nonstationary iterative method (examples of others are
the Jacobi and the Gauss—Seidel iterations) [[17], [18]]. Some-
times, for computational reasons (e.g., if A is deemed to be too
ill conditioned), it is convenient to consider a preconditioned
version of the linear system: PAx = Pb, where P is an
invertible matrix. The corresponding preconditioned version

of the Richardson iteration is x* ™! +— x* + \*P (Ax* — b).
Now consider that one wishes to solve the fixed-point equa-
tion of the operator R. One could equally consider a left-
preconditioning scheme to solve this equation: find x € X
such that AR (x) = Ax. By mimicking the preconditioned
version of the Richardson iteration described above, one
obtains the iteration x*1 «+— x¥ + A (R (x*) — x*), which
corresponds to making A* fixed in @), i.e., making, for
all k, A¥ = A, where A > 0. The preconditioner A is
different from the operator B* discussed in Subsection [-B]
and both can be used simultaneously: in Subsection [MZA]
we consider a version of the FB method that makes use of
the two. The core jteration of that version of the method is
xkHl o xk 4 AR (prox];k (xk - [B*] 'vr (xk)) - xk)

Iterations of operator-averaged operators can also be seen
as iterations of a line-search method if one considers
AF (R (xk) — xk) to be a step in the direction of the fixed-
point residual R (xk) — x* with step-length parameter \*.
This idea has been explored in [19]], where the authors
considered steps with length parameters \* > 1. The term
AF (R (xk) — xk) can also be seen as indicating a search
direction by noting the similarities with second-order line-
search methods [20, Chapter 3]: incorporating second-order
information about the fixed-point residual in A* results in
a Newton-like method. However, other directions could be
taken by an appropriate selection of A*. The idea of exploring
directions different from the one given by R (xk) — x* has
also been explored in recent work [21]]. The authors studied an
algorithm comprised of two steps: the first step corresponds
to a step in a fast direction—making use of second-order
information about the problem at hand—and the second one
to a projection into a half-space. This projection is made to
guarantee convergence, and enforces Fejér monotonicity. The
extension of the KM scheme discussed in the present work
could also be used to extend the method from that paper, since
the use of operator-averaged operators expands the range of
directions that still satisfy a Fejér-monotonicity condition.

Additionally, we can establish parallels between the pro-
posed scheme and coordinate-descent methods [22], [23]].
Consider the case where {A*} is a sequence of diagonal
operators whose entries are either 0 or 1. These operators can
then be used to select a particular coordinate—or block of
coordinates—of x. Since the operator A* is binary, we have
I > AF > 0and not I = A* > 0, as we assumed initially.
Algorithms resulting from this choice of binary A* have been
studied elsewhere (e.g., [24], [25]) and are not analyzed in the
remainder of this paper.

We now discuss the connection with semismooth Newton
and active-set methods alluded to previously. If we make
A¥ = [V(xF)]7' and R = prox [ — 7Vf(:)], where
f=|y—H-|% g =7|-|l1, and V(x*) is defined to be the B-
differential of R, we recover a semismooth Newton method to
address the LASSO problem [cf. Appendix [BI. Other active-
set methods [26]-[28] can also be considered as particular
examples of the proposed scheme: in those cases, the operator
A* takes a different form.

Results discussed in this paper were first presented in
the PhD dissertation of the author [29, Subsections 5.2 and
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5.4] where, to the best of our knowledge, the link between
averaged operators and the class of methods comprising
semismooth Newton and active-set ones was discussed for
the first time. A preliminary version of the current work
appeared in [30]. Operator-averaged operators can be seen as
instances of averaged-operators in non-Euclidean metrics [cf.
Propostion [IL.2]]; an analysis of methods to solve monotone
inclusions based on averaged operators in variable metrics was
independently proposed in [31]].

III. AN EXTENSION OF THE KM SCHEME

In what follows we consider exclusively finite-dimensional
spaces; this is reasonable since we are mainly concerned with
digital signals and images. We also focus on optimization,
and we do not discuss a more general approach, often found
in the literature, that makes use of monotone operators instead
of gradients and subgradients of convex functions. However, in
the proofs provided in Section[Cl we avoided assumptions that
prevented a generalization to infinite-dimensional spaces; we
also developed the proofs in the setting of monotone operators.

Definition III.1 (Operator-averaged operators). Let D be a
nonempty subset of X, let € € ]0,1[, and let A be an operator
in X such that uI > A = al, where u, « € [e,1 —¢]. We
say that an operator Tp : D — X is an operator-averaged
operator, or, more specifically, a A-averaged operator, if there
exists a nonexpansive operator R : D — X such that Tp £
(I-A)+ AR.

We have proved the following results:

Proposition II1.2. Let D be a nonempty subset of X, let
e € 0,1, let A be an operator in X satisfying ul *
A = al, where p,a € [e,1 —¢. let R : D — X
be a nonexpansive operator, and let Tp : D — X be a
A-averaged operator. Then the operator T is u-averaged
in the metric induced by A~'. In other words, the opera-
tor Ta verifies | T (x) ~ Ta (M|z1 < [x—yl3 1 -
Lt [[(1=TA) (x) — (1= Ta) (y)[| 5+ for all x, y € D.

Theorem IIL.3. Let D be a nonempty closed convex subset of
X, let e €0,1], let {n*} € €1 (N), let {A*} be a sequence of
operators in B(X) such that, for all k € N, u*I = A*F = o*I,
with p*, oF € [e,1 — € and (1+n") AFTL = AF, and let
R : D — D be a nonexpansive operator such that Fix R # ().
Additionally, let x° € D and let, for all k, {xk} be a sequence
generated by (@). Then {xk} converges to a point in Fix R.

A. An extension of a variable-metric FB method

In this subsection, we show how operator-averaged oper-
ators can be used to extend proximal-Newton and variable-
metric FB methods of the type introduced in Subsection [-Bl
Consider Algorithm [ to solve Problem (1) with N = 0.
In what follows, {U*} {A*} are sequences of bounded
linear operators, and {ak} , {bk} are absolutely summable
sequences that can be used to model errors. The following
theorem establishes some convergence properties of this algo-
rithm.

Algorithm 1

1: Choose x" € X

2k« 1

3: while stopping criterion is not satisfied do
4

5

Choose v* >0, U* =0, and I = A* = 0
yF — xF — 4k Uk (Vf(xk) + bk)
-1
xktl « xk 4 AF proxgl,f:;) yk +aF — xk)
k+—k+1
8: end while

N

Theorem IIL4. Let g € To(X), let 5 € ]0,+00|, and let f :
X — R be convex and differentiable with a 1/8-Lipschitzian
gradient. Let {Uk} be a sequence of operators in X such that,
for all k € N, pyl = U* = ayl and py, auy € )0, +00],
let € € 10,min{1,23/(uu + 1)}, let {A*} be a sequence
of operators in X such that, for all k, A¥U* = UFAF, with
pl = AF = ol and p, o € [¢,1], let {n*} € (. (N), and
let (1+n")AFTIURL = ARU*. Let {v*} be a sequence in
e, (28 — €)/pu] and let {a*}, {b"} € (}(N).

Suppose that Z = Argmin (f + g) # 0. Let {x*} be a
sequence generated by Algorithm Il Then the following hold:

1) {Xk} is quasi-Fejér monotone with respect to Z relative
o { (A*U%) '},

2) {xk} converges weakly to a point in Z.

Remark 1I1.5. The assumption that, for every k, U* and
AF commute, ie., AFU* — UFA* = 0, may seem to be
severe. However, take into account that existing algorithms
consider one of these operators to be the identity operator:
in semismooth Newton methods, U* = I, Vk, whereas in
variable-metric FB methods, A* =1, Vk.

B. Primal-dual optimization algorithms

Combettes and Pesquet studied a primal-dual problem that
generalizes many other problems [16, Problem 4.1]. By being
able to devise an algorithm to solve this problem, we are effec-
tively tackling a large number of problems simultaneously—
problem is one of these.

Let g € T'o(X), let p € 10,400, let f : X — X be convex
and differentiable with a p~'-Lipschitzian gradient, and let
z € X. Let N be a strictly positive integer; for every j €
{1, .. .,N}, let r; € Vj, let hj € FO(VJ’), let Vi € ]O,+OO[,
let I; € To(V;) be v;-strongly convex, let L; € B(X,V;)
such that L; # 0, and let w; be real numbers in ]0, 1] such
that ngzl w; = 1. The problem is as follows:

Problem IIL.6. Solve the primal minimization problem,

N

minimize g(x) +JZ:; wj (hyxint 1) (Ljx — 1)+ f(x) — (x,2) ,
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together with its corresponding dual minimization problem,

N
minimize (¢" *ineh™) | 2 — E WjL;dj

A1 €V, 1 dj €V,

+ij Ri(dy) + 1 (dy) + (dj.r))) -

The sets of solutions to these primal and dual problems are
denoted by P and D, respectively. We recover (1) by making
N=1,r, =0,z=0,and /; : u — 0if u = 0 and
l1 : u — 400 otherwise.

Consider Algorithm [2] to solve Problem In what fol-
lows, for all j, {U*}, {AF}, {Uf}, {A’;} are sequences of
linear operators, and {a*}, {b‘;?}, {c*}, {e‘;?} are absolutely-
summable sequences that can be used to model errors. Algo-
rithm [2] is an extension of [15, Example 6.4]. The following

Algorithm 2
1: Choose x € X and dY € V., - - -
2 k<1
3: while stopping criterion is not satisfied do
4: for j=1,...,N do
s: Choose U¥, A* - 0st Ak <1

( ])

,dY € Vi,

6: qj = Prox,. (déc + U;? (ijk
V@) e n)) b
7: yi =2q; —dj
5 djt! = dj + A} (af - )
: end for
10: Choose U, A* > 0st. AF <1
11: p* :prOXE,Uk) (xk —Uk(z:7 1wJL*yJ
+Vf(x )+c —z)) + aF
12: xktl = xk 4+ AF (p’C — xk)
13: k+—k+1

14: end while

corollary establishes some convergence properties.

I11.7.

— w;L

Corollary Suppose that z €

(39 + 3 7 (Ohj %ing Ol;) (Lj - —15) + Vf)
and set 3 = min{y,v,...,vn}. Let {Uk} be a sequence of
operators in X such that, for all k € N, pyl = U* » ayl
with pu, au € 10,+00, let € € ]0,min{1, 8}[, let {A*}
be a sequence of operators in X such that, for all k,

AFU* = UFA* with yl = A* = ol and p, a € e 1),
and let AFHIUFHL = AFUF. Additionally, for every
j € {1,...,N}, let {U?} be a sequence of operators

in V; such that, for all k € N, pyl = Uf = ayl with
wu, ay € 10, 400], let {Ak} be a sequence of operators in
V; such that, for all k, AkUk U;“A;c with ul = Ak = al
and p, o € [e,1], and let Ak“UkJrl > A’;U’C Let for

all j, {a}, (b4} {et}, {ef} € 2m
gk & ( L w H /U L VU H > — 1 and suppose that
g2

. For every k, set

Let {xk} be a sequence generated

s 2 e

RMSE vs Running time [s]
T T T

cM
= = —ADMM
----- Proposed | |

Figure 1. RMSE, as a function of time, between the estimates of each iteration
and the representative solution, for the three methods (CM, ADMM, and
Proposed).

by Algorithm Then x* converges to a point in P and
(d’f, ey d?\,) converges to a point in D.

IV. EXPERIMENTS
A. Inverse integration

We give a practical example of a simple problem that can
be solved via Algorithm 21 Consider the constrained problem

min[ingze b — Hx|> + p|x]|1, (5)
xelc,d|™
where b € R, c € R, d € R, p > 0, H = 1/nITI,and

H € R"*™ is a lower-triangular matrix of ones. Griesse and
Lorenz studied a non-constrained, and therefore simpler, ver-
sion of this problem in the context of inverse integration [32,
Section 4.1]. Problem (3) can be solved via Algorithm 2l—
we discuss implementation details elsewhere [30, Section IV].
We simulate an example similar to the one studied by Griesse
and Lorenz [32, Section 4.1] but consider the noise to be
Gaussian with a signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) of 30 dB. We
have set ;4 = 3 X 1073, ¢ = —80, and d = 52. We compared
Algorithm 2 (denoted in what follows as Proposed) with the
alternating-direction method of multipliers (ADMM) and with
the method by Condat (CM) [33]] to solve (3). We manually
tuned the different parameters of the three methods in order
to achieve the fastest convergence results in practice. We
arbitrarily chose the result of ADMM after 107 iterations as
representative of the solution given by the three methods.
Fig. llillustrates the behavior of the three methods by showing
the root-mean-squared error (RMSE) between the estimates of
each method and the representative solution, as a function of
time. The three methods were initialized with the zero vector.
The experiments were performed using MATLAB on an Intel
Core i7 CPU running at 3.20 GHz, with 32 GB of RAM.

In this example, we did not enforce any assumptions on A*
but verified in practice that they were satisfied. However, in
more complex examples, it may be necessary to devise a strat-
egy that generates a sequence {Ak} satisfying the assumptions
of Corollary L7} This is akin to the necessity of devising
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globalization strategies in other Newton-like methods [34}
Chapter 8].

B. Plug-and-play methods

Recently, a number of works have explored a technique
known as plug-and-play ADMM to solve ¢1-regularized prob-
lems with quadratic data-fitting terms. In that technique, the
user substitutes one of the steps of the regular ADMM by an
off the shelf, state-of-the-art denoising algorithm [35], [36].
Here, we explore a similar idea by considering the use of a
semismooth Newton (or other active-set method) to replace a
step of ADMM. Whereas the concern of the former approach
is to improve the SNR of the estimates produced by it, our goal
is instead to improve convergence speed. Consider problems
of the form of () with f = 1 |Hx—b|*> N = 1, and
where we further assume that g(x) € I'o(R™) is a sparsity-
inducing regularizer. Existing semismooth Newton methods
do not consider the existence of a separate term h, and, in
general, are not able to solve this problem efficiently, since that
would require the computation of a (generalized) derivative
of prox (9+h)- In what follows, we discuss an algorithm that
can be used to solve this problem, that does not require that
computation, and that allows the use of an existing semismooth
Newton method in a plug-and-play fashion. We propose the
following algorithm:

Algorithm 3
1: Choose x* e R", v® e R", d° e R™, 7 > 0
2k« 1
3: while stopping criterion is not satisfied do
4: pF = prox ., (xF — 7(Vf(xF)
+y (Xk —vk+ dk) ))

5: xktl = xk 4 AF (pF — xF

6: Vil = prox . (x*1 + d¥)
7. gkt — gk +7(Xk+1 )
8: k+—k+1

9: end while

Lines 4 and [3 of Algorithm [3] take a form similar to
Algorithm [1l and can, in principle, be replaced by any active-
set method [26]—[28], [37]-[40]. In the following corollary, we
discuss some of the convergence guarantees of this algorithm
by showing that it is an instance of Algorithm Pl Note
that not all existing active-set methods will strictly obey the
convergence conditions given here.

Corollary IV.1. Suppose that 0 € ran (0g + Oh + Vf). Set
B = |H*H|| and let € € ]0,min{1, B}|. For every k € N,

E_ 1 s 1
set 0% = == 1 and suppose that =g 2 35— holds.
Let {Ak} be sequences of operators satisfying ul = AF >
ol, p, a € [¢,1], and let {xk} be a sequence generated by
Algorithm Bl Then x* converges weakly to a solution of

with f = % | Hx — b||* and N = 1.

C. Spectral unmixing

Hyperspectral images are images with a relatively large
number of channels—usually known as spectral bands—

corresponding to short frequency ranges along the electromag-
netic spectrum. Frequently, their spatial resolution is low, and
it is of interest to identify the materials that are present in
a given pixel; a pixel typically corresponds to a mixture of
different materials—known as endmembers—, each with a cor-
responding spectral signature. Spectral unmixing techniques
produce a vector of abundances, or percentages of occupation,
for each endmember, in each pixel [41]]. Consider that we want
to spectrally unmix a hyperspectral image with N bands. We
assume that the set of spectral signatures of the endmembers
that may be present in a pixel is known through a database
of P materials (i.e., a database of reflectance profiles as a
function of wavelength). We formulate the problem for a given
pixel j as

minimize  ||[Y1],; — Ua;||3 + ulla;j|:
a]‘GRP (6)
subject to [a;]; >0, i={l,---,P}.

where a; € R” is the vector of each endmember’s abundances
for pixel j, to be estimated, U € RV*? is a matrix corre-
sponding to the spectral database, Y}, € RY*M corresponds
to a matrix representation of a hyperspectral image with M
pixels (i.e., corresponds to the lexicographical ordering of a
3-D data cube), and [ is a regularization parameter. We tested
two spectral dictionaries U: a randomly generated dictionary
and a real-world one. The former is given by sampling i.i.d.
the standard Gaussian distribution, and the latter by a selection
of 498 different mineral types from a USGS library, set up as
detailed in [42]. The problem was generated as follows: we
start by generating a vector of abundances with P = 224 and
with 5 nonzero elements, where the abundances are drawn
from a Dirichlet distribution; we made N = P and M = 100,
and added Gaussian noise such that it would result in a SNR
of 40 dB. For this example, we implemented Algorithm [3
although we did not replace lines [ and [ by any off-the-shelf
method but by a direct implementation of those lines, which
can be done as detailed in [30, Section IV]. Furthermore, we
compared two versions of the proposed method, corresponding
to different choices for the sequence of operators {Ak}.
The first, denoted as Proposed - variable, corresponds to the
inverse B-differential of (p* — x"); this choice is similar to
the one made for the example detailed in Subsection
The second, denoted as Proposed - fixed, corresponds to
making A*¥ = A for all k, where A corresponds to the
scaled inverse of the regularized Hessian of ||[Y}].; — Ua; 3.
By regularized, we mean that we added the matrix eI with
e = 102 to the Hessian before computing the inverse, and
by scaled, that we scale the resulting inverse in order to
guarantee that it obeys the condition uI = A; in other words,
we made At = p ([Y4]5[Y4].; + €l), for a given p. We
compared the two version of the proposed method as detailed
in Subsection

V. CONCLUSIONS

This works discusses the use of operator-averaged operators
to construct algorithms with fast convergence properties. These
are particularly suitable to address problems with sparsity-
inducing regularizers (and possibly other regularizers and
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RMSE vs running time [s] - Gaussian dictionary
T
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Figure 2. RMSE, as a function of time, between the estimates of each iteration
and the representative solution, for the four methods (CM, ADMM, Proposed
- variable, and Proposed - fixed). Top: Gaussian dictionary U; bottom: real
dictionary U.

constraints), and their behavior is similar to the one observed
in the class of semismooth Newton and active-set methods if
one selects an appropriate operator average. We tested two dif-
ferent choices of operators: one that corresponds precisely to
the operators used in semismooth Newton methods and other
that, while avoiding possibly hard-to-compute operations, still
uses second-order information about the problem. The second
choice corresponds to a method that is also different from the
proximal-Newton one (and its corresponding approximations)
and is, to be the best of our knowledge, new. We found
experimentally that at least one of the two choices result in
methods that are faster than conventional methods, but that
they themselves may have significantly different convergence
speeds. We hypothesize that the reason for this may be
connected to the conditioning of the operator average—in the
experiments in spectral unmixing, the matrices corresponding
to the Gaussian and to the real dictionary have very different
condition numbers, since the latter corresponds to the spectral
profile of materials that are typically somewhat similar to each
other. Future work directions to be explored are connected to

the choice of an automatic strategy to select the sequence of
AF operators, as well as possible ways to relax some of the
assumptions on them.
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APPENDIX A
ON CONVEX ANALYSIS AND ON MONOTONE OPERATORS

The notions of subgradient and subdifferential of a convex
function (in the sense of Moreau and Rockafellar [43, Chapter
23]) are useful when dealing with nonsmooth functions. A
vector p € R" is said to be a subgradient of a function
g € To(R™) at a point x € R™ if g(y) > g(x) + (p,y — %),
Vy € R". The set of all subgradients of ¢g at x is called
the subdifferential of g at x and is denoted by dg(x). The
set-valued operator dg : R™ — 28" . x — Jg(x) is
called the subdifferential of g. For a differentiable function
f € To(R™), the subdifferential at x is a singleton, i.e.,
0f(x) = {Vf(x)}. The subdifferential operator is critical
to our interests. We recall Fermat’s rule [1, Theorem 16.2]:
x is a minimum of a proper convex function g if and
only if 0 € 9dg(x). This means that the minimizers of g
are the zeros of the operator dg. A smooth surrogate of
a function g € T'o(R™) is the so-called Moreau envelope.
It is defined by "g(x) £ infuer~ {g(u)+ 5 |Ix — ul?},
where 7 > 0. The function 7g is continuously differen-
tiable, even if g is not. Both functions share the same
minimizers [[1, Proposition 12.9(iii)]. The proximal operator
of g is prox,,(x) £ argmingerr {g(u)+ 5-[x —ul/?},
which is simply the point that achieves the infimum of the
Moreau envelope (this point is unique, since u — g(u) +
=|lx — u||? is strictly convex). The proximal operator of
g relative to the norm | - ||3;, where U € R"™ " and
U > 0, is proxY (x) £ argminyepn {g(u) + 5= [x — ull3; }.
When g(x) = [|x]|1, prox,,(x) can be evaluated component-
wise. The proximal operator for each element reduces to
the so-called soft-thresholding operator [44], which is given
by [prox ., (%)} = max{|[x];[ — 7,0} sgn([x];), Vi €

1,---,n}. The proximal operator of the indicator func-
tion when the set C' € R" is convex, closed and non-
empty is an Euclidean projection onto C, which we de-
note by Po(x) £ argmingec ||x — ul|2. For the proximal
operators of more functions see, e.g., [45] or the website
http://proximity-operator.net/. Closely related to these ideas
is the concept of Legendre-Fenchel conjugate of a function
f, which is defined as f* : R®™ — [—oo,+00] : x —
SUpyepn (X,u) — f(u). We recall some of its properties.
Consider that f € T'g(R™). Then f* € I'o(R™) and, by the
Fenchel-Moreau theorem [[1, Theorem 13.32], the biconjugate
of f (the conjugate of the conjugate) is equal to f, ie.,
f* = f. Another property is that [I, Proposition 16.9]
u € Jf(x) & x € 9f*(u), Vx,u € R”, or, in other
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words, Of* = (0f)~!. The notion of conjugate is also im-
portant in establishing the so-called Moreau’s decomposition,
prox, (x) + 7 prox,. .. (x/7) = x, Vx € R". Finally, we say
that f is strongly convex if f— 2 (x, x) is convex, with m > 0.
An operator A : X — 22X is said to be monotone if
(u—v,x—y) >0, V(x,u) € gra A, V(y,v) € gra A.
An operator is maximally monotone if there exists no other
monotone operator whose graph properly contains gra A. As
an example, if g € To(X), than dg is maximally monotone [I}
Theorem 20.40]. Let § €]0, +oo[; we say that an operator is
strongly monotone with constant § if A — I is monotone.
Monotone operators are connected to optimization problems
as follows. Take, for example, Problem with N = 0.
According to Fermat’s rule, its solutions should satisfy the
inclusion 0 € Vf(x) + 9g(x). Consequently, solving this
problem can be seen as a particular case of the problem of
finding a zero of the sum of two monotone operators A and
C acting on a Hilbert space X, i.e., find x € X, such that
0 € A(x) + C(x), if ones makes A = Vf and C = 0g.
We now list some properties of operators. We say that an
operator A is Lipschitz continuous with constant L > 0 if
lu—v|| < Lix—yl|, V(x,u) € gra A, V(y,v) € gra A.
When L = 1, the operator A is said to be nonexpansive; when
L < 1, it is said to be contractive. Let D be a nonempty
set of X and let R : D — X be a nonexpansive operator.
We say that an operator A : D — X is A-averaged if
there exists A € ]0,1[ such that A = (1 — \)I + AR. An
averaged operator A obeys the following contractive prop-
erty [1L Proposition 4.25]: ||A(x) — A(y)|®> < |x—y]|* —
A (I-A) (x) - (I-A)(y)|%, ¥x € D, Vy € D. When
A = 1/2, A is said to be firmly nonexpansive. Proximal
operators are examples of firmly nonexpansive operators [1}
Corollary 23.8]. Let 8 €]0,+oo[; we say that a (single-
valued) operator C : D — X is f-cocoercive if (C(x) —
C(y),x —y) > B|C(x) - C(y)||>, Vx € D, Vy € D.
An operator C is [-cocoercive if and only if SC is %-
averaged [[I, Remark 4.24(iv)]. Let f € T'o(X) and let Vf
be [-Lipschitz continuous. Then, according to the Baillon—
Haddad theorem [1} Corollary 18.16], V f is %-cocoercive.
In order to prove under which conditions iterative algo-
rithms such as the ones that we discus in this work solve
optimization problems, it can be useful to consider fixed-point
methods. The set of fixed points of an operator A : X — X
is Fix A £ {x € X|x = A(x)}. If A is a Lipschitz-
continuous operator, Fix A is closed [[1, Proposition 4.14]. If
A is nonexpansive, Fix A is closed and convex [, Corollary
4.15]. Fixed-point methods try to find the fixed points of an
operator (if they exist) by producing a sequence of points
{x*} that should converge to one of them, given an initial
point x” € X. A sequence {x*} is said to be Fejér monotone
with respect to a nonempty closed and convex set S in X
if [|x**! — x| < |x* — x|, VX € S. Such a sequence
is bounded. Consequently, it possesses a subsequence that
converges weakly to a point x € X. Such a point is said to be
a weak sequential cluster point of {x*}, and we denote the set
of weak sequential cluster points of {x*} by . Interestingly,
it is also a consequence of Fejér monotonicity that a necessary
and sufficient condition for the sequence {x*} to converge

weakly to a point in S is that W C S [13]], [1, Chapters 2 and
5]. It is sometimes useful to consider the notions of quasi-
Fejér monotonicity and of Fejér monotonicity relative to a
variable metric. A sequence {x*} is said to be quasi-Fejér
monotone with respect to a nonempty closed and convex set
S in X if |xF! - x| < ||xF - x| + €F, H{ek} € (. (N),
VX € S, and it said to be Fejér monotone with respect to a
nonempty closed and convex set S in X relative to a sequence
{Vk} if |3 — X|yrn < (14 98)||xF —X||yr, VX € S
such that (a) V¥ € P, (X) for a €]0,+oc[ and Yk € N,
(b) sup, [[V¥|| < oo, and (¢) (1+47*)VFT = VF with
{n*} € ¢}.(N) and Vk € N. The zeros of a monotone operator
can be found by using fixed-point methods on appropriate
operators. Let A : X — 2% be a maximally monotone op-
erator and assume that zer A # (). Associated to this operator
is its resolvent J.o = (I +7A)~!. The set of fixed points
of J;a coincides with the set of zeros of A [l, Proposition
23.38]. It can be shown that J.a is firmly nonexpansive [1}
Proposition 23.7] and that J.p54 = prox., [1, Example 23.3].
If one wishes to find a fixed point of a nonexpansive operator
R, one may use the KM method [cf. Subsection [[B]]. Under
certain conditions, it can be show that the sequnce {x*} is
Fejér monotone and that it converges weakly to a point in
Fix R, even when R is merely nonexpansive [1, Proposition
5.15]. This method can be seen as a sequence of iterations of
averaged operators since the operators Ty« are \*-averaged
operators. In order to find the zeros of A, one may consider
a scheme based on an iteration of the form x*t! = J ax",
x? € X, which converges since J, 4 is 1/2-averaged.

APPENDIX B
ON SEMISMOOTH NEWTON METHODS

We briefly discuss the use of semismooth Newton methods
to solve the LASSO problem, which, we recall, consists in
the minimization of the cost function ||[Hx — b||3 + u||x/.
To address problems such as this, it was shown by Hin-
termiiller [46] that the use of certain semismooth Newton
methods is equivalent to the use of active-set ones (see below
for a definition). The minimizer of the LASSO problem is
assumed to be sparse; if we know which of its entries are zero,
instead of solving this problem, we can solve an equivalent
problem. Let X € R™ be a solution to the problem, let A
denote the set comprising the indices of the entries of X that
are zero, and let I denote the set comprising the remaining
indices. The alternative problem

minimize [ly — Hx|3 + pl}x|
x€eR"™ X (7)
subject to  [x]; =0,7i€ A

shares the same set of solutions. By writing the objective
function of the latter problem as ||y — [H].;[x]; H; + e I[x]51l
with j € I, it is clear that this problem has a much smaller
number of non-constrained variables than the original. If
operations involving [H].; are cheaper to perform than the
ones involving the full matrix H, an optimization algorithm
will typically solve this problem faster than the original one.
In practice, we do not know beforehand which entries of %
are zero. Active-set methods address this issue by finding
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estimates of the sets A and ] by following some predefined
strategy; the choice of strategy determining how both sets
are estimated yields different algorithms [47]-[S3]. Define
G:R" - R":u = u—prox, ,, (u—2rH"(Hu-y)).
The solution to the LASSO problem should satisfy the non-
linear equation G(x) = 0. This equation is nonsmooth,
since Prox .|, is not everywhere differentiable. There are,
however, generalizations of the concept of differentiability
that are applicable to nonconvex operators such as G. One
of them is the B(ouligand)-differential [54, Definition 4.6.2],
which is defined as follows. Suppose that a generic operator
G : D C R" = R™ is locally Lipschitz, where D is an open
subset. Then by Rademacher’s theorem, G is differentiable
almost everywhere in D. Let C denote the subset of R”
consisting of the points where G is differentiable (in the sense
of Frechet [1 Definition 2.45]). The B-differential of G at x is
95 G(x) £ {limys _,x VG (x7) }, where {x7} is a sequence
such that x/ € C for all j and VG(x’) denotes the Jacobian
of G at x7. As an example critical to our interests, consider the
operator prox_., (x). Its B-differential B = dp prox, ., (x)
is given by [32 Proposition 3.3] [Bl; = 1 if |[x];| > T,
[BJii = 0 if |[x];| < 7, and [B];; € {0, 1} if |[x];| = 7. Since
the B-differential of an operator at a given point may not be
unique, it may be convenient to consider a single V € D, for
example, the binary diagonal matrix [V]; = 1 if |[x];| > 7
and [V];; = 0 otherwise.

The generalization of the concept of differentiability just
discussed can also be used to formulate the so-called semis-
mooth Newton method based on the B-differential, which is
characterized by the iteration x**1 « x* — [VF]71 G(xY),
where V¥ € 95 G(x*). Tt can be shown that this method
locally converges superlinearly for operators known as semis-
mooth [53]. Let x € D and d € R™; semismooth operators are
operators that are directionally differentiable at a neighborhood
of x and that, for any V € 9 G(x+d), satisfy the condition
Vd — G/'(x;d) = o(]|d||), d — 0, where G’(x;d) denotes
the directional derivative [1, Definition 17.1] of G at x along
d and o(-) denotes little-O notation. Examples of semismooth
functions are the Euclidean norm and piecewise-differentiable
functions [56, Chapter 2], prox#”_lll(x) being an example of
the latter. For more details on these methods, see [56]-[59].

APPENDIX C
PROOFS

This section includes the proofs of all the propositions, the-
orems, and corollaries of this work. It starts with a preliminary
result.

Preliminary result

Lemma C.J1. Let a € ]0,+o0] and let V €

Po(X). Then, for all x,y € X, I-V)y|* =
2 2 2

(V(V-Dx-y),x-y)+xlv-Ilylv+Iyl"

Proof. Fix x and y in X. Then |[Vx+ (I-V)y|’ =
=(Vx,Vx) +2(Vx,(I-V)y)
+(I=V)y,I-=V)y)
= (Vx,Vx) +2(Vx,y) —2(Vx,Vy) + (y,y)
—2(Vy,y) +(Vy, Vy)
= (Vx,Vx) — 2(Vx, Vy) + (Vy, Vy) + (Vx,x)
+(Vy,y) = (Vx=-y)x-y) +{y,y) —2(Vy,y)

=(V(x-y),V(x-y)) +(Vx,x) — (Vy,y)
—(Vx-y),x—y)+{y,y)

=(Vx-y),(V-D(x-y)) +
+{y,y) -

(Vx,x) = (Vy,y)

Proof of Proposition

Fix x and y in D. By making V £ A~!, we have a1 >
V = p~'L and, by noting that R = (I — V) 4+ VTx, we
verify that |[Rx — Ry]|* =

= |1 V) (x —y) + V(Tax — Tpy)|
QV(V-1)(Ta -D)x— (Ta -D)y),
(Ta —Dx—(Ta -D)y)
+[|Tax — Taylly = IIx - yly + Ix = v/
@ (Ta - Dx— (Ta -
+ | Tax — Tayly -

2
)ynv(v_l)
e =yl +lx=vyl*.  ®
where step (i) follows from Lemma and step
(11) follows from V (V —1) €  Py(X), since
a”! > pu7!' > 1. The nonexpansiveness of R
implies that 0 > ||Rx—RyH2 Ix—yl> =
2 2
(Ta =D x = (Ta =D yllyv_y HTAX—TAyHV -
Hx—y||V Consequently, ||TAx—TAy||V < [x- y||V -
[(TA —I)x — (Ta — I)y||V V- Since, for any given z €
X, = ||v v 2 (n=t=1) HZHV’ then | Tax — TAY”V =
lIx — Y||v — (W =1 [X=Ta)x - (- TA).VHv The
claim follows by noting that (! — 1) = =4

n
Proof of Theorem

1) Straightforward.

2) Since x° € D and D is convex, @) produces a well-

defined sequence in D. By making V¥ £ (Ak) ,VEk,
(14 Lemma 2.1] yield, for all k, that (a*) "I = VF+1 >
(4%) "1 with (14 7%)VE = VF+1 @) implies that, for

all &, x5+ — |y = [[Taext — Taex |5, 2

< [ = x7lve
1_,uk k (|2
— —— || = Tae)x" + I = Tp)x* ||y
1—
i o A )
< [IF = x| (10)
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where step (7) follows from Proposmon 2l Since, for

any given z € X, we verify (1+7%) ||z[[3 > [|2]35s

Vk € N, using [[0), we get [|x"1 —x*||0 ., < (1+
2 *

x| < (L0 [l = x|

is Fejér monotone with respect to

") [
3) Since {x
Fix R relative to {V¥}, the sequence {ka - X*Hiﬂc}

converges [14] Proposition 3.2(i)]. Define ( =
supy, ||x* — X*Hvk < +o0. It follows from (@) that, for
all k,

2
[ =l = [[A* (Rx = xb) |5
2
= Jl(an)* (et =)
> oF |Rx* —xF||”. (11)
and, in view of (9), we can write ||x’“rl — x*”z,k+1 <

1—pk 2
)

( — (1= pF) || — XM
(1+ nk) ka _ X*Hi/k _ ak(l _ Mk) Hka _ XkHz
| 2| Rxk — x| ”. (12)

< ) (I = -

IN

1+ nk) ka _x*

IN

IN

’Xk _ X*Hik + C277k e

For every K € N, by 1terat1ng (2 we can
write that ezzk 0HRx —ka < x0-x Hvo

x5 —x HVK+1 +Zk 0GPt < ¢ +Z reo 11"
Since {77 } is absolutely summable, taking the limit

as K — +oo yields Y 7, |Rx"— ka2 <
L (¢ + X020 ¢*n") < oo. Consequently, Rx* —x* —
0.

4) Let x be a weak sequential cluster point of {x"}. It
follows from [1| Corollary 4.18] that x € Fix R. In view
of [14, Lemma 2.3] and [14, Theorem 3.3], the proof is

complete.

Proof of Theorem

We start by proving a more general version of Algo-
rithm [} consider that Lines [ and [@ were replaced by
y" o« xF — 4FUF (Cx¥ +DbF) and xFT1 — XM+
AF (J ~FUK AYF +ak — xk), respectively. Additionally, let
A : X — 2% be a maximally monotone operator, let
B € 10,400, let C be a SB-cocoercive operator, and suppose
instead that Z = zer (A + C) # (). This more general version
of Algorithm [I] allows one to address the problem of finding
x € X such that 0 € A(x) + C(x).

Define, for all k, A¥ £ ~FUFA, CF £ ~*FUFC,
(I)k AL UkAk’ pk Y JAkyk, qk Iy JAk( k—Cka),
sk £ xF + A¥ (¢ —x*) We have from [I5| Eq. (4.8)]

that Hpk—qu wo-1 S 2= |[bF|l. Additionally, for

any x* 62 Z, from (15, Eq (4.12)] we can write that
la* e oy € [|Oxt = Ox "~
|| xk —q¥) — (Ckx — Ckx*) ”(Uk)*l'

10
We now establish some identities. For all k£, we have that

[t = s

= ||(x* + A* (p* + a* —x¥)) —

= [[A% (p* +a" = ") 4y

< [[A%af ]| o + AT (B* = a®) [ gy

o LR B

<|
VAT o =

< flwn it )
+Vz;Fr%@7w“nmmp

sw( N %;%%w)
= =] +

H I

and that ||s - X H(qw)*l =

(xk + AF (qk

_xk))H(@k)*l

(Uk)~*

Wy | I

13)

(14)
Vaupu

2
= [|(x* + A" (g - x*)) - x H(qﬂc)*l
= H(I— Ak) (xk x*) + AR ("

D (Ak (A* -1

2
X )H(qﬂc)*l

k

) (qk - xk)uq - Xk>(<pk)71

- ka —x ?@c)*lm

)lAk
2

)t

=~ lla* =% [{y s + [0 =% [
= [x" - x ||(Uk)’1 +x" - x ||(<1>k)*1

k %2

-X ||(<1>k)*1

%2 w112
<[la* —x ||(Uk)’1 — [ —x ||(Uk)’1 + [|x"

Y _eoxt -

)71

— | = d*) -
where step () follows from LemmalCT]and step (i) from [13}
Eq. (4.12)].

Since, for any given z € A" and for all k, from [14, Lemma
2.1] we verify that (1 + 7*)(@%) " = (@¥+1)"" and (1 +

k 2 2 . . .
1) [|2[[igr)-1 = [|z[l(gr+1)-1, using inequation (I5), we get

(U’“)

s — x* gty 1 <
< () [ =1 — €[]
— [l = 0*) = (CFxF — CFx)| (g, (16)
< () 5 = [ gy (17)
<% (18)
where § 2 sup,/1+n*F. We also define & £
5(% ||a’“\!+¢%%\!b’“\!)-
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Finally, these identities yield ||x"+!
) [l — 4201 < ()2

[7)] We are now aﬁ)le to prove quasi-Fejér monotonicity of
{x e [l _X*H(qﬂcﬂ)*l =

< [P = 8] iy 1+ 18" = X7 gy
VT [ = 8 o+ VI [ = x| gy
<P VI k[ — x| gy

< (149" ka - X*H(qﬂc)*l +et

- SkH?q)kJrl)*l < (1 +

19)

Since {a*} and {b"} are absolutely summable, }°, €*
+00. From the assumptions, in view of [14, Proposition 4.1(1)],
we conclude that {xk} is quasi-Fejér monotone with respect
to Z relative to { (&%)

As a consequence of and [14] Proposition
4.1(3i1)], We define ( £

supy, ||x -

converges.

Moreover, kaH — x*

_Sk+sk_

2
(@5+1)

= [pe

< Hsk _x*H 1+ kaH — Sk"(¢k+1)—l

(Bh+1)~1 ka+1 — Sk||(<I>k+1)’1

< (1 1) o = gy — Ot — O
(CkxF — CFx*)

‘?Uk)*l + 20Cek 4 (€4)?

— x|’

—|* —d") -
e

2
(Ck b Chx ) ‘(Uk)*l

(20)
2y

— | = d*) -
+ CQTIk + 25<€k + (Ek)Q.

For every K € N, by iterating (1), we can write that
S o [Cx" - Cx* H

* %12
<’ —x H(@orl =[x —x ||(¢1+1)—1 (22)
K
+ (P +20¢ + (€4)?)
k=0
K
<4 (Pt + 20k + (6)?) (23)
k=0
Taking the limit from this 1nequa11t3/ as
K —  +oo yields Y7, [CxF—Cx*| <
= (2420, (Cn* +20C + (€4)?)) < +00,
since  {n*} and {e"} are absolutely summable.
Following a similar reasoning, we can show that
ZEO:OH(Xk_q — (CFx* — CFx*) ‘(Uk) 1 < Foo.

Let x be a weak sequential cluster point of {xk}.
In view of [14, Theorem 3.3], it remains to be shown
that x € Z. Since the sequences 2}

12
and {H(xk —q*) — (CkxF — Ckx )H(Uk)fl} are absolutely
summable, using the same arguments as in [15, Eqs. (4.26)-
(4.31)], then —Cx € Ax, which is equivalent to x € Z.

11

Finally, by making A = dg and C = Vf, we recover
the original Algorithm [II By [1, Theorem 20.40], dg is
maximally monotone and, by [1l Corollary 18.16], Vf is (-
cocoercive. Additionally, Argmin (f + g) = zer (8 f+Vg),
by [1} Corollary 26.3].

Proof of Corollary

The proof provided here follows the structure of similar
proofs [14], [16], [60]. As in the proof of Theorem
we start by proving a more general version of Algorithm
consider that Lines [6] and [0 were replaced by qf <«
Jyeg-t (df + U (Lx* — E; 'd¥ —ef —1;)) + b and

pF <~ Jura (x - U* (ZJ L wLryh 4+ CxF 4 ¢k — z))—i—

a®, respectively. Additionally, let A : X — 2% be a maximally
monotone operator, let x4 € ]0,4o00[, and let C : X — X be
p-cocoercive; for every j € {1,...,N}, let B; : V; — 2V
be maximally monotone, let E; : V; — 2Vi be maximally
monotone and v;-strongly monotone, and suppose instead that
z € ran (A + Zjvzl w; L3 (B; O E;j) (L - —r;)) + C).
This more general version of Algorithm allows one
to address the following primal-dual problem: solve
the primal inclusion of finding x € X such that
z € Ax+ Z?; w; L7 ((B; OE;) (Ljx — r;)) + Cx together
with the dual inclusion of finding d; € Vi,...,dy € Vy
such that 3x € X and z — Zjvzl w;Lid; € Ax + Cx and
dj S (BJ DEJ) (LjX — I‘j), for all j € {1, ceey N}

We start by introducing some notation. We denote
by V the Hilbert direct sum of the real Hilbert spaces

Vieqi,...N}> i€, V @jcqi,...vy Vi We endow this

space with the following scalar product and norm,

respectively: (-,-)v (a,b) +— Zivzl wj {a;,bj;)
N 2

and |||, : a \/ 2= Wi llaj|I”, where

a = (a1,...,a5),b = (by,...,b;) € V. Additionally, we

denote by IC the Hilbert direct sum }C = X@®V and endow the
resulting space with the following scalar product and norm,

respectively: (-, ), : ((x,a),(y,b)) = (x,y) + (a,b)y,

and ||| : (x,a) — HXHQ—I—HaHV, where x,y € X.
We define, for all k € N, d* € Vv & (df,...,d%).
xF e K £ (xk,dk), yF e K & (pk af,...,q%),
ak e K 2 (ak,b’f,...,b’fv), cFeK 2 (c e’f,...,e’fv),
fF e K 2 ((U’C)’1 k(UR)bE, L (UK 1b§@).
We also define the operators A : KK — 2K : (x,a) —
(Z?{:I wiLia; —z+ Ax) X (—L1x+ ri + Blflal)
x (-Lyx+ry+By"lay), C : K = K : (xa)
— (Cx,El_lal,...,E;,laN), and S K —- K
(x,a) — (Z;V:leL;aj,—le,...,—LNX), and
U" . K - K (x,a) —» (Urx,Ulay,..., UNaN),
& K - K (x,a) — ((Uk) x +
Z;.V:l ij;faj,(U’f)Am + le,...,(U’fv)i an + LNX)
™ . ¥ >V :x — (N/U’lex,..., U’;VLNX>,
LK S K (x,a) — (Akx,A’fal,...,A’fvaN), oF
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K = K : (x,a) » (AMUPx, AfUYay, ... AR Uk ay),
where we note that the definition of the operator V* is not
the same as the equivalent operator in [L3, Eq. (6.10)].

We can further rewrite Lines [6] and [7] of Algorithm [2] as
(U5) " (df —af) +L;x" ~B; 'df € x; + B, (qf — b+
el — (U";)_lb‘;? and Line [ as (U’“)_1 (xF —pF) +
Y wiLi(db—qf) - Cxb € —z + A(pF-aF) +
Zjvzl w;Liqk +ck — (UF) “'ak. In turn, these two modifica-
tions can be collapsed in the inclusion V/ (xk - yk) —-CxF ¢
A(y* — aF) + SaF + c¥ — ¥, whereas Lines [8] and [[2 can be
rewritten as x" 1 = xF + AF (y* — x*).

Set, for all k, b £ (S+V*)a* 4+ ¢ — f*. Using the
same arguments as in [60, Eqgs. (3.25)-(3.30)], it can be shown

—1
that ¥* = J(yu) 1 <x’f - (v*) " (ext +bk)> + ak,
Note that the operator A is maximally monotone [60, Egs.
(3.7)-(3.9)] and the operator C is [-cocoercive [60, Eq.

(3.12)]. Furthermore, it follows from the assumptions

of the present corollary and [15, Lemma 3.1] that
—1

Uk = UY € Poy(K) and (Uk) < L

ay

Since, for all k, U* ¢ S(K),
Additionally, by noting that S is

than V¥ ¢ S(K).
linear and bounded,

-1
we verify, for all k, that HV’“H < (Uk) + IS <
= + \/ijzl IL;|> 2 p and that, for every x € X
2 12
TkXHv = Yl | JULVOF (U9 x| <

[I>

2
HXHka)lejil wj ’\/U?LijkH where ~ j3*
2
Zjvzl wj H, [UML;V UkH ,Vg.  Then, following the

arguments made in [15] Eq. 6.15], for every k£ and every
.,a;) € K, we obtain <ka,x>
K

x = (x,0a1,..

_1
2

N
= Ity + D wj laslitury+ + 2< ((1+6%)8%) " T*x,

j=1
1 1
2a1,...,(U§V) 2aN)>v

(1+0%)8% ((U})
N
2 2
2 ||XH(Uk)*1 + ij ||aj||(U;v)*1

j=1
¢/ 20y N
| T 0 *)BES w; la; ] ey~
=1
N
(i) OF ) ,
=1
> & x|k

where step (i) follows from the identity 2 (a,b) > — |ja||* —
|b||* and step (ii) follows from the fact that (1 + 6%)3*
Following the arguments made in [15, Egs. (6.16)-

(v)

-1 -1
23— and (V]H'l) = (Vk) € P1/,(KC), It follows from

146%*

(6.18)], this last inequation implies that sup, <

12

the assumptions of the present corollary that sup, HA’C H <1,

AR = AR € Pa(K), and &1 = % Moreover,
it follows from [15 Lemma 3.1] that ), [jalj, < +oo,
Yorllelle < 4oo, and 37, [[f|l,c < +oo. It also follows
that >, ||bl,c < +o0. It is shown in [16, Eq. (3.13)] that
zer (A +C) # (). Additionally, following the arguments made
in [I6, Egs. (3.21) and (3.22)], if (x*,d*) € zer (A + C),

then x* € P and d* € D. Consequently, we have a
x* £ (x*,dj,...,d}) such that x* € zer (A + C) and
xF 2 x*,

By making, for every j, A = 0g, C = Vpu, B; = 0h;, and
E; = 0l;, we recover the original Algorithm 21 The current
corollary is proven by using the same arguments as in [16|
Theorem 4.2].

Proof of Corollary

Define, for every k € N, y* = 2d**! — d*, d* = ~d*,
y* = vy*, and note that Lines [@ and [7] of Algorithm [3 can
be rewritten as d**! = d* + x**! — prox , (x¥*! + d¥)

¥

lprox,yh* (”yxk+1+(_ik). We can rewrite Lines
[’iy] of  Algorithm by unfolding this algorithm:

vkl = Prox n (xF +d¥), ¥ = %proxvh* (vx* + d*),
pF = prox ., (Xk -7 (Vf(xk) + (Xk —vhtl 4 dk+1))),
and xFt! xk 4+ AF (pk—x ), respectively. Note
that x*¥ — vkl 4 gkt! xk — Prox n (Xk +dk) +

% prox VR (vxk + ak) % prox yh (ka + ak) —
dk 2dk+l _ dk

= yF. This yields p* =
prox ., (x* =7 ('yyf + Vfgxk))). We can likewise write
that y* = 2d**? — d* and d"*' = prox ;. (yx* + d*). By
making N =1, X =R*"V=R"L; =1,,r1 =0,z =0,
and Yy, U}V = ~I,,U* = 7I,,ef = 0,b¥ 0, Ak
I,,ck = 0,a* = 0, it is clear that Algorithm [3is an instance
of Algorithm [2l The current corollary is proven by invoking

Corollary L7
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