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Forward-backward algorithms devised by graphs®
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Abstract

In this work, we present a methodology for devising forward-backward methods for
finding zeros in the sum of a finite number of maximally monotone operators. We ex-
tend the framework and techniques from [STAM J. Optim., 34 (2024), pp. 1569-1594]
to cover the case involving a finite number of cocoercive operators, which should be di-
rectly evaluated instead of computing their resolvent. The algorithms are induced by three
graphs that determine how the algorithm variables interact with each other and how they
are combined to compute each resolvent. The hypotheses on these graphs ensure that
the algorithms obtained have minimal lifting and are frugal, meaning that the ambient
space of the underlying fixed point operator has minimal dimension and that each resol-
vent and each cocoercive operator is evaluated only once per iteration. This framework
not only allows to recover some known methods, but also to generate new ones, as the
forward-backward algorithm induced by a complete graph. We conclude with a numerical
experiment showing how the choice of graphs influences the performance of the algorithms.
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1 Introduction

In this work we are interested in developing algorithms for solving structured monotone in-
clusion problems of the form

find € H such that 0 € (Z A; + ZBZ> (x), (1)

i=1 i=1
where Aj,..., A, : H = H are (set-valued) maximally monotone operators on a Hilbert
space H, while the single-valued operators By,..., By, : H — H are cocoercive (we write

m = 0 if there are no cocoercive operators). When the sum is itself maximally monotone,
inclusion (1) can be tackled with the prozimal point algorithm [19] (see Section 2.1). However,
this approach becomes impractical since the resolvent of the sum is usually not computable.

Splitting algorithms of forward-backward-type are so called because they take advantage
of the structure of (1), establishing an iterative process that only requires the computation of
individual resolvents of the maximally monotone operators Ay, ..., A, (backward steps) and
direct evaluations of By, ..., By, (forward steps), combined by vector additions and scalar
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multiplications. If each resolvent and each cocoercive operator is computed exactly once per
iteration, then the algorithm is said to be a frugal resolvent splitting, a terminology introduced
by Ryu in his seminal work [20]. For instance, a frugal resolvent splitting for (1) when n = 2
and m = 1 is the Davis—Yin splitting algorithm [8], whose iterations take the form

$If+1 ']’7141 ( k) ,
a5t = L, (2081 —wb = 9BEE), (2)

whtt = wk + 0, (xé“ — m’f“) )

for some starting point w® € H and k = 0, 1,. .., where the positive scalars v and 6}, are some
appropriately chosen parameters. This method encompasses the forward-backward method
(when A; = 0) and the backward-forward method [3] (when As = 0), which are both frugal
resolvent splittings for (1) when n = m = 1, as well as the Douglas—Rachford algorithm [11]
(when B = 0), for n = 2 and m = 0. Note that, although iteration (2) is described by three
variables, we can discern two distinct types among them. On the one hand, only w* needs to
be stored to compute the next iterate, so we will refer to it as a governing variable. In contrast,
the sequences x’f and xlg, which are obtained via resolvent computations, are precisely the ones
that converge to a solution to (1). We will refer to them as resolvent variables.

In scenarios involving n maximally monotone operators and m = 1 cocoercive operator,
we can employ the generalized forward-backward algorithm [18], which iterates as

f—H J’YAz <% Z?:l w’? ] A/B( Zy lwk)) ’ Vi e [[17HH7
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witt = wk 4+ 6y, ( k1 _ 1 Z?Zl wf) , Vi € [1,n], ¥
where [1,n] = {1,2...,n}. This algorithmic scheme can be deduced by applying the Davis—
Yin algorithm to an adequate reformulation of (1) in a product space [17]. Note that, however,
the generalized forward-backward algorithm does not encompass the Davis—Yin method. This
distinction is evident in the number of governing variables of each algorithm, which is termed
as lifting. While algorithm (3) has n-fold lifting, due to the need of storing the value of the n
(governing) variables w’f, ...,wF at each iteration, Davis-Yin has 1-fold lifting, as only w” in
(2) is required to be saved. Generally, a reduction in lifting may be preferred as it results in
computational memory savings.

The notion of lifting also traces back to the work of Ryu [20], who proved that for three
maximally monotone operators (i.e., problem (1) for n = 3 and m = 0) the minimal lifting
is 2. This result was later generalized by Malitsky—Tam [12] for an arbitrary number n of
maximally monotone operators, establishing a minimal lifting of n — 1. As a generalization
of the algorithm introduced in [12], the authors of [2] proposed the forward-backward-type
algorithm given by

A ().
k“ < k+1 _ 7Bi71(1‘f_+11)) , Vie[2,n-—1], @
Ph = ( s ST L 'an_1($Zﬂ)> :

b = b+ (o k1), Vie [La-1]

which allows solving problem (1) when m = n—1. Evaluating exactly one cocoercive operator
inside each resolvent in (4) serves to cover different settings, as the sum of cocoercive operators



is itself cocoercive (see [2, Remark 2]). Observe that, in contrast to the generalized forward-
backward, algorithm (4) has minimal lifting and, now, it recovers the Davis—Yin algorithm as
a special case.

Apart from having different lifting, algorithms (3) and (4) exhibit contrasting structures
of interdependence between the resolvent variables. In algorithm (3), variables a:’f ,oo.,xk can
be independently updated since none of them relies on the others, enabling thus a parallel
implementation. In contrast, updating each x’j, ey xﬁ_l in algorithm (4) requires the pre-
ceding one, whereas z* depends on both m’fhl and x’f Consequently, the latter scheme is
conducive to a decentralized implementation on a ring network topology. Subsequent devel-
opments have given rise to other schemes with different structures of interdependence between
their variables (see, for instance, [5, 7, 14, 21]).

In the recent work [6], the authors provide a unifying framework for systematically con-
structing frugal splitting algorithms with minimal lifting for finding zeros in the sum of n
maximally monotone operators (i.e., problem (1) with m = 0). Their methodology involves
reformulating the original monotone inclusion into an equivalent one which is described by a
single operator constructed in the larger space H?"~!. The relationships between the govern-
ing and resolvent variables are modeled through a connected directed graph and a subgraph,
and the single operator is constructed in such a way that it integrates this information. The
resulting monotone inclusion is addressed by using the degenerate preconditioned proximal
point algorithm of [5], where the preconditioner is defined through the subgraph.

In this work, we generalize and combine the methodologies presented in [6] and [5] to
also allow cocoercive operators to be integrated into the iterative process. This is done
by incorporating an additional subgraph to model the action of the cocoercive operators.
Our framework yields a novel family of forward-backward-type algorithms for solving (1),
accommodating different interdependence structures. In particular, it covers (4) and other
recently developed algorithms as special cases, and also allows to derive a promising novel
forward-backward algorithm with full connectivity based on the complete graph.

The structure of the paper is as follows. We begin in Section 2 by introducing the notation
and main concepts. In Section 3, we state the graph settings that give rise to our family of
forward-backward algorithms, we construct the operators to which the preconditioned prox-
imal point algorithm is applied, and analyze the main properties of these operators. In Sec-
tion 4, we derive our main algorithm, prove its convergence and study some of its particular
instances. Section 5 is devoted to a numerical experiment in which we test how the graphs
defining the algorithm affect the performance. We finish with some conclusions in Section 6.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout this work, H is a real Hilbert space with inner product (-,-) and associated
norm ||-||. We denote strong convergence of sequences by — and use — for weak convergence.
Vectors in product spaces are marked with bold, e.g., x = (z1,...,x,) € H". If (H;, (-,-);) are
Hilbert spaces for i = 1,...,n and x,y € X', H;, then the operation (x,y) := > 7" (x4, ¥i)i
defines an inner product in X?:l H;.

A set-valued operator, denoted by A : H = H, is a map A : H — 2%, where 2% is the
power set of H. That is, for all x € H, A(x) C H. On the other hand, if B is an operator
such that B(x) is a singleton for all z € H, then B is said the be a single-valued operator,
which is denoted by B : H — H and, by an abuse of notation, we will write B(x) = y instead
of B(x) = {y}.

Given a set-valued operator A : H = H, the domain, the range, the graph, the fixed points



and the zeros of A are, respectively,
dom A :={z e H: A(z) # @}, ran A :={u € H:u € A(x) for some xz € H},
grad:={(z,u) e HxH:ue Ax)}, fixAd:={zecH:zecAx)},
zer A:={xeH:0e A(z)}.
The inverse is the set-valued operator A~! : H = H such that z € A~ (u) < u € A(z).
Definition 2.1. We say that a set-valued operator A : H = H is monotone if
(x —y,u—v) >0 VY(r,u),(y,v) € graA.

Further, A is maximally monotone if for all A" : H = H monotone, gra A C gra A’ implies
A=A,

Proposition 2.2 ([4, Corollary 20.28]). Let A : H — H be monotone and continuous. Then
A is mazimally monotone.

Proposition 2.3 ([4, Corollary 25.5]). Let A1, As : H = H be mazimally monotone. If
dom Ay = H, then Ay + As is mazimally monotone.

In the context of splitting algorithms, the resolvent operator is central. It is defined as
follows.

Definition 2.4. Let A : H = H be a set-valued operator. The resolvent of A is
Ja = (Idy +A)7L.
Lemma 2.5 ([13]). Let A:H = H be monotone. Then:
(i) Ja is single-valued;
(ii) A is mazximally monotone if and only if dom J4 = H.

Let us now turn our attention to single-valued operators. Let B : H — H be a linear
operator. We say that B is bounded if there exists some x > 0 such that |B(x)| < & ||z]|, for
all x € H. We denote by B* the adjoint of B, i.e., the linear operator B* : H — H such that
(B(z),y) = (x, B*(y)) for all z,y € H.

Definition 2.6. Let B : H — H be a single-valued operator and let 5, L > 0.
(i) B is B-cocoercive if (B(x) — B(y),z —y) > B B(z) — B(y)||?* for all z,y € H.
(i) B is L-Lipschitz continuous if | B(z) — B(y)|| < L ||z — y|| for all x,y € H.

We simply say that an operator is cocoercive or Lipschitz continuous when it is not nec-
essary to specify the constants.Clearly, every B-cocoercive operator is %—Lipschitz continuous

by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, although % might not be the best Lipschitz constant (see
[4, Remark 4.15]).

Definition 2.7. Let B : H — H be a linear operator.
(i) B is self-adjoint if B = B*.
(ii) B is orthogonal if B is an isomorphism and B~' = B*.
(iii) B is positive semidefinite if (B(x),z) > 0 for all x € H.
Finally, we will make use of the following construction in our developments.

Definition 2.8. Let A: H = H and let L : H — H be linear. The parallel composition of A
and L is the set-valued operator

L>A:=(LA'L)™



2.1 Preconditioned proximal point algorithms

A wide family of optimization methods are designed to solve inclusion problems of set-valued
operators. That is to say, given a set-valued operator A : H = H , we are interested in the
following problem:

find x € H such that 0 € A(x). (5)

One of the most popular algorithms to tackle this problem is the proximal point algorithm,
which is based on transforming inclusion (5) into a fixed-point problem as follows. Given any
~v > 0, it holds

0€A(z) ©xevAx) +o=(yA+1dy)(z) &z € Jya(z), (6)

where Idy denotes the identity mapping on H. To construct a uniquely determined fixed point
iteration from (6), the resolvent must be a single-valued operator with full domain which, by
Lemma 2.5, is the same as requiring A to be maximally monotone. In this way, the proximal
point algorithm is defined by the iterative scheme

"= Joab), k=0,1,2,..., (7)

where the parameter v > 0 is referred to as the stepsize.

If A is simple enough to have a computable resolvent, this method suffices to obtain a good
approximation to the solution. Nevertheless, for a general set-valued operator, computing the
resolvent might be as difficult as solving the original inclusion problem (5). To facilitate the
computation of the resolvent, we could replace the identity operator Idy in (6) by some other
linear and bounded operator M : H — H, giving rise to the following fixed-point problem:

0€ A(z) & Mz € A(z) + Mz = (A+M)(z) &z € (A+ M) Y(Mz). (8)

Notice that by doing some simple algebraic manipulations we get that (A+M)"1M = Jy;-14,
see [5, Eq. (2.3)] for details. The method obtained in this way is called the preconditioned
proximal point algorithm and is given by

2" = Jyia(@®), kE=0,1,2,.... (9)

To make sense of of this equation, we need to ensure that the resolvent J;;-14 has full domain
and is single-valued, hence motivating the following definition.

Definition 2.9. Let A : H = H be a set-valued operator and M : H — H be a linear,
bounded, self-adjoint and positive semidefinite operator. We say that M is an admissible
preconditioner for A if

Jyr-14 is single-valued and has full domain.

It is convenient to work with a generalized form of (9) where certain parameters are
allowed. Specifically, given a sequence of relaxation parameters {6;}72, such that

Op€]0,2] forallk €N and > 0(2— ;) = +oo, (10)
keN

a generalized form of (9), which is called the relazed preconditioned proximal point algorithm,
is given by
P = b 40Ty a(a®) —2), k=0,1,2,.... (11)

Since the admissible preconditioner M is self-adjoint and positive semidefinite, by [5,
Proposition 2.3], it can be split as M = CC* for some injective operator C. When ran M is
closed, this factorization is called an onto decomposition of M. Such factorization is unique
up to orthogonal transformations, see [6, Proposition 2.2]. As we subsequently detail, this
allows rewriting (11) in terms of the resolvent of the parallel composition C* > A.



Lemma 2.10 ([5, Theorem 2.13]). Let A : H =% H, let M be an admissible preconditioner
for A and let M = CC* be an onto decomposition. Then C* > A is maximally monotone and

Jorea =C*(M + A)~LC,

Thanks to this lemma, we can bring (11) back and modify it to rewrite it using the
resolvent of the parallel composition Jo+ 4. To do this, recall that Jy; 14 = (M + A)"1M =
(M + A)~'CC*. Introducing the new variable 3* := C*z*, we can write (11) as

M = 2k 40, (M + A)~H(CyF) — 2F). (12)
Now, operating by C* on both sides of equation (12), we obtain
C* P = C* P 4 0, (C* (M + A)~H(CyP) + C*a). (13)

Using Lemma 2.10 and the definition of y* in equation (13), we obtain the so-called reduced
preconditioned proximal point algorithm, which is given by

Y = yF L 0 (Joea(W®) — 7)), k=0,1,2,.... (RPPA)

Theorem 2.11 ([6, Theorem 2.5]). Let A : H = H be maximally monotone and suppose
that zer A # &. Let M be and admissible preconditioner for A and let M = CC* be an onto
decomposition with C : H' — H. Pick any y° € H' and iteratively define the sequence {yk}?:o
by (RPPA). Then, the following assertions hold.

(i) There exists some y* € H' such that y* — y* and u* := (M + A)~ (Cy*) € zer A.

(i3) If (M + A)~' is Lipschitz, then (M + A)~1(Cy*) — u*.

2.2 Graph theory

We say that G = (N, &) is a (directed) graph if N is a finite set and &€ C N x N. The
elements of N are known as nodes and the elements of £ are called edges. The order of the
graph is the number of nodes |N|. Notice also that, since N is finite, we can relabel its nodes
as N = {1,...,n} for some n > 1. A graph can be depicted as dots representing the nodes
and arrows connecting one node to another, representing the edges.

Definition 2.12. Let G = (N, ) be a graph of order n.

(i) A subgraph of G is a graph G' = (N, &") such that N C N and & C &'. By abuse of
notation, we will write G’ C G. We say that G’ C G is a spanning subgraph if N/ = N.

(i1) A node j € N is said to be adjacent to a nodei € N if (i,7) € €. The adjacency matrix
of G is the matriz Adj(G) € R™*"™ defined componentwise as

L if (i,5) €€,
0 otherwise.

Adj(G)ij = {

(iii) The in-degree and out-degree of a node i € N are defined as di® := |{j € N : (j,i) € £}
and d?" := |{j € N : (i,7) € E}|, respectively. The degree is the sum of both numbers
and is denoted by d; := din + d". The degree matrix of G is the diagonal matriz

Deg(Q@) := diag(dy, . ..,d,) € R™™".



(iv) A (weak) path in G is a finite sequence of all distinct nodes (v, ..., v) with r > 2 such
that (vg, vi11) € € or (vga1,vk) € E forallk =1,...,r—1. In this context, we say that
v1 and v, are the endpoints of the path.

(v) Two distinct nodesi,j € N are connected if there exists a path with i and j as endpoints.
A graph G is connected if every pair of nodes are connected.

Since £ C N x N, the following special situations may occur: (i) if there is a node i € N’
such that (i,i) € &, then it forms a loop; (ii) if there are two nodes {i,j7} C N such that
(4,7), (j, i) € £, then they form a 2-cycle.

Definition 2.13. Let G = (N, &) be a graph. Then G is:
(i) oriented if it contains no loops and no 2-cycles;
(ii) a tree if it is connected and |E] = |N| — 1.

One can easily check that every tree is oriented. On other other hand, not every oriented
graph is connected.

Notice that, since the number of nodes of a graph is finite, so is the number of edges.
Hence, we can also index them with natural numbers as £ = {1,..., E'}, which is useful for
defining the following matrices.

Definition 2.14. Let G = (N, &) be an oriented graph of order n and let E := |E].

(i) The incidence matrix of G is the matriz Inc(G) € R™*¥ defined componentwise as

1 if the edge e leaves the node 1,
Inc(G)ie := < —1 if the edge e enters the node 1,

0 otherwise.

(ii) The Laplacian matrix is the symmetric and positive semidefinite matriz defined as
Lap(G) := Inc(G) Inc(G)* € R™ ™, which can be described componentwise as

Lap(G)ij == < =1 if (i,5) € € or (j,1) € &,
0 otherwise.

Thus, Lap(G) = Deg(G) — Adj(G) — Adj(G)*.

The next results collect the main properties of the incidence and Laplacian matrix that
we employ.

Lemma 2.15 ([10, Theorems 8.3.1 and 13.1.1]). If G is a connected oriented graph of order
n, then rank(Inc(G)) = n — 1. Hence, rank(Lap(G)) = n — 1 and ker(Lap(G)) = span{1},
where 1 = (1,...,1) € R".

Proposition 2.16. Let G be a connected oriented graph of order n. Then, there exists a
matriz Z € R such that

Lap(G) = ZZ*. (14)
Consequently, rank Z = n — 1 and ker Z* = span{1}. In particular, if Lap(G) = QAQ™ is
a spectral decomposition of Lap(G), where A = diag(\1,..., A\y—1,0) is the diagonal matriz
of eigenvalues with \y > ... > Ap—1 > 0 and the columns of Q = [v1 vo -+ vy] € R™™"
correspond to eigenvectors, an onto decomposition of Lap(G) is given by

Z =vy v2 -+ vp1) diag(\/)\il,.--,\/ﬁ)



Proof. This is a direct consequence of the definition of Lap(G) and Lemma 2.15. O

Remark 2.17. The previous proposition gives us a constructive approach to produce an onto
decomposition of the Laplacian matriz by means of its eigendecomposition. Nonetheless, if G
is a tree, we can directly take the incidence matriz of G as Z in (14). Indeed, by definition of
the Laplacian, we have that Lap(G) = Inc(G) Inc(G)*. Since G is a tree, it has n — 1 edges
and then Inc(G) € R** (=1,

3 Algorithm framework

In this section, we present some suitable settings for the underlying graphs that give rise to a
family of frugal forward-backward splitting algorithms for solving problem (1) when m = n—1.
As in [6], the algorithms are devised as an application of (RPPA) to some ad hoc operators
acting in a product Hilbert space. More precisely, we define a set-valued operator A based on
the maximally monotone operators, a single-valued operator B based on the cocoercive ones
and an admissible preconditioner M for the maximally monotone operator A + . Further,
this is done in such a way that it is straightforward to derive solutions to the original inclusion
problem from the set of zeros of A + B.

3.1 Graph settings

As mentioned above, the operators A, B and M are defined based on the underlying graph
structure. Hence, we must impose some properties to the graph in order to depict which
variables are needed to evaluate each resolvent variable.

Definition 3.1. We say that G = (N, ) is an algorithmic graph if
(i) N={1,...,n} withn > 2,
(ii) (i,j) € E=1i<j, and

(iii) G is connected.

Observe that, by definition, every algorithmic graph is oriented. Thus, the adjacency,
incidence and Laplacian matrices for these graphs are well-defined. Let us present some
examples of algorithmic graphs.

Example 3.2 (Sequential graph). For every n > 2, there is a unique algorithmic graph of
order n which is a path (and hence, a tree), and we refer to it as sequential. The degrees of the
nodes are dy = d, = 1, while d; =2 for all i =2,...,n— 1. It is represented in Figure 1(a).

Example 3.3 (Ring graph). For every n > 2, the ring graph is a cycle of order n whose
edges are always forwardly directed. The degrees of the nodes are d; = 2 for all i € N. It is
depicted in Figure 1(b).

Example 3.4 (Parallel graph). The graphs with edges given by &, = {(1,7) : j = 2,...,n}
or&;={(i,n):i=1,...,n— 1} are algorithmic trees. Both have the same underlying graph
structure, namely, a star graph. In this setting, there is a node with degree n — 1, whereas the
rest have degree 1. We refer to these types of algorithmic graphs as parallel. Specifically, the
graph with edges &, is known as parallel up, see Figure 1(c), and the one with &y is called
parallel down, see Figure 1(d).

Example 3.5 (Complete graph). The graph of order n given by £ = {(i,7) : i < j} is an
algorithmic graph that is called complete. The degree of every node is d; = n—1 for alli € N.
It is illustrate it in Figure 1(e).



For n = 2, there is a unique algorithmic graph whose nodes have degree 1. For n = 3,
every algorithmic graph is either one of the examples presented above: complete, sequential,
parallel up or parallel down (the ring and complete graphs coincide).

Example 3.6 (Union of graphs). Given two algorithmic graphs G1 = (N,&1) and Go =
(N, &) of order n, we can construct an algorithmic graph by just taking the union G = G1UGs.
Formally, it is a graph with the same set of nodes N and £ := E,UE,. For example, the union

of a parallel up and a parallel down of order n, which we call biparallel, has the structure
depicted in Figure 1(f).

(a) Sequential (b) Ring

(c) Parallel up (d) Parallel down

(e) Complete (f) Biparallel

Figure 1: Examples of algorithmic graphs

We present next our standing hypotheses on the graphs that define our family of algorithms
for solving (1) with m =n — 1.

Assumption 3.7. Let Ay,..., A, : H = H be mazximally monotone and let By,...,Bp_1 :
H — H be B-cocoercive operators, with zer (Z?:l A + Z?;ll Bi> %+ &. We assume that there
is a triple of graphs (G,G',G") of order n > 2 verifying the following conditions:

(AG1) G = (N,&) is an algorithmic graph.
(AG2) G' = (N,&') C G is a connected spanning subgraph of G.

(AG3) G" = (N,E") C G is a spanning subgraph of G such that d® = 1 for all i > 2.
Hence, for each i > 2 there is a unique p(i) € N such that (p(i),i) € £".

Remark 3.8 (On the role of the graphs). Let us describe how each of the graphs stated in
Assumption 3.7 plays a role in defining our iterative algorithm, presented in Section j:

(i) The algorithmic graph G depicts which resolvent variables are used to update each other.
Specifically, if (i,§) € £, then to update "' using the (parametrized) resolvent of Aj it

J
s necessary to evaluate the variable P

i .



(i) The first subgraph G’ is employed to gather different algorithms within the same fam-
ily. It determines how the governing and resolvent variables of the scheme interact
at each iteration. Specifically, given an onto decomposition Z € R™ (=1 of Lap(G’)
(see Proposition 2.16), updating the resolvent variable x;“ the algorithm will use those
governing variables w¥ for which Zje # 0. When G' is a tree, this graph explicitly de-
termines through the incidence matriz which governing variables are evaluated to update
each resolvent variable (recall Remark 2.17). That is, updating the resolvent variable

ZC?—H will require a combination of those governing variables wfin and w’efout for which

e = (i1, 5) € & and e = (4,i°) € &, with i™,i° € N. In addition, the sub-
graph G’ also affects the inverse dependence relation between resolvent and governing
variables; that is, the onto decomposition Z determines how the resolvent variables are
combined to update the governing sequence at the end of the current iteration, once all
the resolvent variables have been updated.

(iii) The second subgraph G” determines which resolvent variable is evaluated at each co-
coercive operator. Namely, if (i,7) € E”, then to evaluate the resolvent of A; (which
updates I§+1), the algorithm computes the forward operation B; (zf“). The additional
assumption on the in-degrees of G" restricts us to compute only one forward operation
at each resolvent, so the resulting algorithm is frugal.

For further clarification, we illustrate our specific choice of graphs for a particular algorithm
in the next example. It will be revisited in Example 4.2, where the full expression of the
method as a particular case of our algorithm will be deduced.

Example 3.9. Let us construct the specific graphs that permit to model algorithm (4). To
this end, we set N = {1,2,...,n} and follow each item in Remark 3.8:

k+1

k+1
2 n

(i) Observe that updating each x5, ... ,a?fl“ requires the preceding one. Additionally, x
also relies on xlfH. Then, our algorithmic graph G is the ring (see Example 3.3).

(ii) Now we look at the dependence between resolvent and governing variables. Besides wf,
also wf_l 1s employed to update each variable xf“ fori=2,3,...,n—1, while only w’f

is used to compute xlfﬂ, and the only governing variable taken into account to update

xﬁ“ ] wfl_l. Thus, the subgraph G' must be sequential (see Example 3.2).
1i) Finally, each resolvent B; is evaluated at 2 o update xl-ﬁ'l, oralli=1,...,n—1.
1 i+1

Hence, one needs to take G" = G'.

Remark 3.10 (On the cocoercivity constant). Note that in Assumption 3.7 the cocoercivity
constant 3 is assumed to be the same for all cocoercive operators. Hence, if the operators B; are
Bi-cocoercive with tight constants, the largest constant we can take is 3 := min{f1, ..., Bp-1}-.
This means that if any operator has a small cocoercivity constant, then B will be small. The
value of B affects the stepsizes allowed by our algorithm, which are bounded in ]0,453[, so a
small value of B entails small stepsizes. An alternative would be to set all cocoercive operators
equal to zero but one, which is taken as B := Z?:_ll B;. By [4, Proposition 4.12], the operator
B is B\—cocoercive for B = (Z?;ll 5{1)_1. Since § < B with strict inequality when not all B;
are equal, the resulting algorithm would permit to choose a larger range of stepsizes. The price
to pay is that this algorithm no longer permits a distributed implementation (see, e.g., [2]),
as one of the nodes will need to have access to all B; to evaluate the operator B. Therefore,
our framework is flexible to cover both implementations.

Before constructing the desired operators M, A and B, we end this subsection by defin-
ing two additional matrices related to the algorithmic graphs which will be useful for our
subsequent analysis.
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Definition 3.11. Let G be an oriented graph. We define the following matrices:

(1) P(G) :=Deg(G) —2Adj(G)",

(i) Q(G) := Adi(G) — Adj(G)".
Remark 3.12. By the definition of P(G), we clearly get that Lap(G) = w. On the
other hand, Q(G) is skew-symmetric.
3.2 Construction of the operators
The operators A and M are designed as in [6], while the operator B extends the constructions
of [5] to appropriately include the cocoercive operators according to the graph structure.
The preconditioner M: Let us denote

L :=Lap(G')®1dy and Z:=7® Idy,

where ® denotes the Kronecker product and Z € R™ ("1 is an onto decomposition of
Lap(G’) as in Proposition 2.16. Then, it is straightforward to see that £’ = ZZ*. We define
the preconditioner M : H?"~1 — 72"~ as the positive semidefinite linear operator

L Z
M = (15)
Z* Id’}_lnfl
By construction, we can take the operator C : H"~! — H?"~! given by
Z
C:= (16)
Id’}_lnfl

as an onto decomposition of M = CC*.

The operator A: Set Ap := diag(A4y,...,A,), that is,
Ap(x) = (A1(z1), ..., An(zy)), Vx=(21,...,25) € H".
Making use of the Definition 3.11, denote
P:=P (@) ®Idy and Q:=Q(G') ®Idy,

where G is the complementary subgraph of G’, namely, G’ := (N, £\ &’). Hence, given 7 > 0,
we define the operator A : H?" 1 = H> ! as

o TAp+P+Q —-Z . (17)
Z* OHn—l

The operator B: Let R :H" — H™ be the linear operator
R := P(G) ® Idy,
and define Bp : H™" — H"™ to be
Bp := diag(0, By, ..., By—1) (Adj(G")* @ Idy) .

More explicitly, Bp(x) = [O, By (xp(2)) S . | (:cp(n))] for x = [x1,...,2,] € H™, where p
is given in (AG3) of Assumption 3.7. Finally, define the operator B : H?"~! — H?"~! as

B = dlag(TBD + &R, OHn—l). (18)

11



3.3 Properties of the operators

As proved in [6, Theoren 3.1], the set-valued operator A is maximally monotone. This is also
the case for the operator B, as shown next.

Lemma 3.13. Under Assumption 3.7, the operator B defined in (18) is mazimally monotone.

Proof. 1t is clear that B is single-valued and continuous, since it is a combination of algebraic
operations between cocoercive operators and linear mappings. Hence, if we prove that B is
monotone, by Proposition 2.2, it is maximally monotone. Take any x,x’ € H"™ and let us
denote Ax :=x —x’ € H"™ and Ab := Bp(x) — Bp(x’). Then, we need to prove that

<7Ab + éR(Ax), Ax> > 0. (19)

Denoting AB;; := Bi(z;) — Bi();), we get that

(Ab,Ax) = Y (Bi(x;) — Bi(}),x; — x})
(i)es”

= Y (AByAwm)
(ji)ee”

= Y ((ABij,Az; — Azj) + (ABy;, Axy))
(ji)ee”

> 3 ((ABy, Az — Azj) + B ABy|?)
(ji)ee”

Further, by definition of R, we obtain

n

(R(Ax), Ax) = > [ di|Az|> + Y —2(Az;, Axy)

=1 (G1)e€

= > (IAwlP - 2(A;, Azy) + || Az;)
(J1)e€

= ) [lAz — Axy)?.
(4,1)€€

Gathering both expressions, we get

1
<Ab + @R(AX), AX> > Z (ABy;, Az; — Azy)
(j)ee”
1
+ Bl AB;|I* + 18 Z |Az; — Axy|?
(4)e€
1
= ﬁABl-i—i Az — Ax;
(‘Z . VBAB, 275 (4 )
Ji)eE

1
+ 15 > Az — Azl
(G)EE\E"

2

Hence (19) holds, which proves that B is monotone, as desired. ]
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Remark 3.14. Contrarily to A, where the mazimally monotone operators Ay, ..., A, give
rise to another maximally monotone operator, the cocoercivity is no inherited by B. For
stmplicity, let n = 2, so there is only one graph setting with two nodes. Take By := Idy.
Thus, the operator B has the form

Idy 0 0
B:% 21dy, Idy | 0
0 0 0

Pick any x € H\{0} and set x := [,0,0],x" := [0,2,0] € H3. Then (B(x)—B(x'),x—x') =0,
while ||B(x) — B(x')||? = 2||z||?, so B is not cocoercive.

The next result relates the set of zeros of the operator A + B with that of the sum of the
original operators. It is similar to [6, Theorem 3.1] but incorporates the operator B and the
cocoercive operators By, ..., B, _1, so we include its proof for completeness.

Theorem 3.15. Suppose that Assumption 3.7 holds. Given 7 > 0, let A and B be the
operators defined in (17) and (18). Then, for all x = [z1,...,x,] € H", it holds that

n n—1
v € H" ! such that [x,v] € zer(A+ B) <= ;= =, € zer (ZA’ + ZBl> :
i=1 i=1

Moreover, the operator A+ B is mazimally monotone.

Proof. Let x € H™ and suppose that there exist some v € H"~! such that [x, v] € zer(A+ B).
By construction of the operators A and B this is equivalent to

Oy € (TAD Y rBp+ P+ O+ éR) (x) — Zv,
OHn—l == Z*X

From the second equation, since ker Z* = span{1}, we easily obtain that x; = --- =z, =: z.
On the other hand, the first equation implies the existence of a; € A;(z), for i = 1,...,n, and
b = B;(x), for i =1,...,n — 1, such that

Ta+Tb+QX+/PX+éRX—ZV:0Hn, (20)

where a := [a1,...,a,]) and b :=[0,b1,...,b,—1]. Now, we operate by (1 ® Idy)* = 1* ® Idy
on the left of equation (20) and calculate the summands. First, we obtain that

n n—1 n n—1
(1®Idy)*(ta+ 7b) = TZCLZ' —|—7’Zb7; €T (ZA’ + ZBl) (z).
i=1 i=1 i=1 i=1
Noting that x = (1 ® Idy )z, the remaining terms can be written as
(1 ®1dy)" (Qx +Px + Rx — zv)
= (1RGN @Idy) z + (1'P (G") 1@ Idy) v + 43 (1" P(G)1 @ Idy) o — (1" Z1 @ Idy) v.

All terms in the previous expression are zero. Indeed, by Remark 3.12, the matrix Q(G’) is
skew-symmetric, so 1*Q(G’)1 = 0. Now, let us note that

1"P(G)1 = 1° (; (P(G) + P(G)*)) 1= 1* Lap(G)1 = 0,
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since 1 € ker(Lap(G)), according to Lemma 2.15. The same argument applies to P(G’) and
also to Z, since 1 € ker Z* by Proposition 2.16.
Therefore, putting all the above computations together, we conclude that

n n—1
O:Zai—FZbi, (21)
=1 =1

with a; € A;(z), fori=1,...,n,and b; = B;(z),fori =1,...,n—1. Let x := (1Idy)x € H",
so that one trivially has Z*x = 0. It thus suffices to find v € H"~! satisfying equation (20)
or, equivalently,

Ta+ b+ Qx + Px + HRx € Im Z = (ker )%, (22)

where a := [aj,...,a,] and b :=[0,b1,...,b,—1]. Let us see that this inclusion holds. Since
ker Z2* = {[z,...,z] : v € H} =ran(1 ® Idy) = ker(1 ® Idy)*, then (22) holds if and only if

(1®Idy)* (Ta +7b+ Ox + Px+ ﬁRx) =0,

which holds by (21) and the same argumentation as in the first part of the proof.

Finally, to prove that A + B is maximally monotone, recall that A and B are maximally
monotone by [6, Theoren 3.1] and Lemma 3.13, respectively. Since dom B = H*"~! the
maximal monotonicity of the sum A + B follows from Proposition 2.3. O

Lemma 3.16. Suppose that Assumption 3.7 holds and let Z € R™ ™= be an onto decom-
position of Lap(G'). Given 7 > 0, let M, A and B be the operators defined in (15), (17) and
(18). Then M is an admissible preconditioner for A+B. Further, the operator (M+A+B)~1
s Lipschitz continuous.

Proof. Let us denote Ap, := 7 Ap +P + Q and By, := 7Bp + ﬁR. Then, one has

E/ 0 n
[X]e(M+A+B)_1 — [Z c +Ar + Br, H][X]
) y y 2Z* Idyn | |v
z€ (L'+P+Q+ 3R+ 1Ap + 78p) (%),
(23)

Now, taking into account the definition of the operators involved, we have that
L'+P+Q+ GR= (Lap(G’) +P(G)+Q(G)+ 55 (G)) ® Idy
_ (P (@) +P(C") + 5P (G)) ® Idy
=1+ ﬁ)P(G) ® Idy .

Combining this with the first inclusion in (23) yields

z € ((1 + &P (@) ® IdH) (x) + TAp(x) + TBp(x).

14



Analyzing this expression componentwise, we arrive at
21 € (1 + ﬁ)dlxl + TAl(xl),

(24)
ze (1+ ﬁ) d;z; — 2 Z wp | +T7Ai(z:) + TBic1(Tps)), fori=2,...,n,
(h,i)eE
where p(i) is the unique node such that (p(i),7) € £” (recall (AG3) in Assumption 3.7). Then,
dividing each inclusion by (1 + ﬁ)di, letting v := (1 + é)*lT and rearranging, we deduce
that u and v in (23) are uniquely determined by

N
z1=Jxa (7_d121> ;

2 v o . 25
g :JdliA‘ d71 Z xh_aBi(mp(l))+Ezl ) fOI"LZQ,...,Tl, ( )
(h3)e€
v=y—2Z%x.

In particular, this implies that (M + A + B)~! is single-valued and Lipschitz, as it can
be expressed as a composition of resolvents of maximally monotone operators, cocoercive
operators and linear combinations. Finally, the fact that M is an admissible preconditioner
for A+ B is a direct consequence of Jy—1(a1p) = (M + A+ B)"'M. O

4 A graph based forward-backward method

This section is devoted to the construction and analysis of our main algorithm. After estab-
lishing its convergence, we generate several instances of the scheme by considering different
graph configurations. Some of these coincide with or are related to some known methods,
while others, as the ones generated by the complete graph, seem to be new and promising.

4.1 Development and convergence of the method

Once defined the required operators and graph settings, we present the resulting method for
solving (1) in Algorithm 1. Our main convergence result is given in Theorem 4.1.

Algorithm 1 Graph based forward-backward method
1: let: wf,...,w? ;| € H and some parameters v € ]0,43[ and 0, € ]0,2 — ~/(28)].

n—1

2: for k=0,1,2,... do

. k+1 _ 1 n—1 ok
3: o= JdllAl ((Tl >i—1 lewj)

. k+1 _ 2 k+1 v . k+1 1 n—1r _k . )
& T =Jag, (di Dhaes Ty — aBi-(z,i) + g i ZZ]wj> > i € [2,n]
. k+1 _ k n k41 . ) )
o wi = wyi — O Zj:l Zji; >i€[1,n—1]

Theorem 4.1 (Convergence of Algorithm 1). Suppose that Assumption 3.7 holds and let
Z € R™(=1) be an onto decomposition of the Laplacian of G'. Pick any wd, ... wd | €H and
let {wf}zozo and {xFT1}90  be the sequences generated by Algorithm 1 with stepsize y € |0, 48]
and relaxation parameters {0y }72, satisfying

Oy € ]O, 4@—;7] and Zﬁk <4ﬁ2—EV — 9k> = 4o0. (26)
k=0
Then, the following assertions hold:
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(i) wféw;‘f for some wi € H, for j=1,....,n—1;

(ii) ai T — Ezer(ZZ 1A+ 2700 1B) foralli=1,...,n, with

1
* § ¥
T '_J%Al d1 2 waj
j:

J 2 7B(*)+1§ Ziwt |, foralli=2
= _ " — —B;(x — W orallt=2,...,n
Jl_Al d’L d’L 7 dij:1 LY R} )

Proof. The proof is an adaptation of that of [6, Theorem 3.2], taking into consideration the
new additions related to the inclusion of cocoercive operators. In this way, we shall rewrite
Algorithm 1 as an instance of (RPPA). To this aim, set

4
T'*45”877>0

and consider the operators A and B respectively defined in (17) and (18). Define M by (15),
which has an onto decomposition M = CC*, with C given by (16), and let
W = %Hb for each £ =0,1,....

Note that the sequence {u}32, verifies (10) in view of (26). Hence, thanks to Lemmas 3.16
and 2.10, we can apply (RPPA) using {yu}72, as relaxation parameters. Thus, given any
starting point y € H"~!, this gives rise to the sequence

yk+1 = yk+/“’tk(JC*\>(A+B)(yk) _yk)v k=0,1,..., (27)

with JC*>(A+B)( kY = ¢*(M + A+ B)~Y(Cy"). Observe that, as in Lemma 3.16, it holds
(1+ 46) T =1, so if we let

Xk—f—l Zyk
pir| = MEA+LB)THCY ) =M+ A+B)H T (28)
v y
then (25) gives
( ’Y n—1
k+1 k
7= T —d Z Z15Y5 | -
1
k+1 2 k+1 _ k—i—l ‘ (29)
x; :J%Ai 7z Z x, _EBZ ZZUyJ , fori=2,...,n,
' b (hi)eE ’
VRl — gk g gkl
Hence,

. k1 k1 . o
Joroasn)(y") =€ v+ =C yk — 9Zrxh+1 =y -2,

o (27) becomes
yrHl = yb ezt k=01, ...
Multiplying this expression by % and making the change of variable w* := %yk, we precisely

obtain Algorithm 1, since 6}, = 2.
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Finally, to prove the convergence statements, observe that we are under the setting of
Theorem 2.11, so we deduce that the iterative scheme (27) weakly converges, satisfying y* —
y* € H¥ P and (M + A+ B)~1(Cy*) — u* € zer(A + B) with

ut = (M + A+ B)HCy"). (30)

In view of Theorem 3.15, u* = [x*, v*] for some v* € H"~! and x* = [z*,...,2*] € H" with
x* € zer (Z?:l A+ Bi). From (28) we note that x**1 contains the first n components
of (M + A+ B)~1(Cy*), so it holds that

xFHL o x*, (31)

Rewriting (30) and (31) componentwise, and having in mind our change of variable, the result
follows. H

4.2 Some known instances of the algorithm

In the next examples we show how Algorithm 1 encompasses some other forward-backward
methods in the literature as particular cases.

Example 4.2 (Ring forward-backward). Take the graphs (G,G',G") as in Example 3.9. We
get d; =2 for alli =0,...,n. Since G' is a tree, we can choose Z = Inc(G’). In this setting,
Zii=1and Zj 1y, = =1 foralli =1,...,n—1, while Z;; = 0 otherwise. Therefore, it can
be verified that Algorithm 1 is equivalent to the one shown in (4), originally developed in [2].

Example 4.3 (Bredies—-Chenchene-Naldi splitting). If we take By = ... = B,—1 = 0, our
problem reduces to a sum of n maximally monotone operators and Algorithm 1 recovers the
method presented in [6, Algorithm 3.1].

Example 4.4 (Sequential FDR). Take G as the sequential graph, see Example 3.2. In this
context, the only possible spanning subgraphs are G' = G" = G. Thus, dy = d, =1 and d; = 2
foralli=2,...,n— 1. Moreover, since G' is a tree, then Z = Inc(G"), which has the same
configuration as in Example 4.2. Then, Algorithm 1 takes de form

xlf+1 = Jya, (wlf) )

af = Ty, (o - 3Bl + § (wh - wb ), vie2n-1],
(32)

okl = JyA, <2$’::i - 'YBn(fot%) - wf{—l) )

k4l _ ok k+1 k41 .
& —wi—l—Hk(aciH—a:i ), Vi e [1,n—1],

which is the sequential FDR (Forward Douglas—Rachford) scheme presented in [5, Eq. (3.15)].

Example 4.5 (Parallel FDR). Take G as the parallel up graph (see Example 3.4) and let
G'=G"=G. Thendy =n—1and d; =1 for alli =2,...,n. Also, since G' is a tree, we
can choose Z = Inc(G'). Thus, Z1y; = —1 and Zy; =1 for all i =1,...,n —1 and Z;; =0
otherwise. In this case Algorithm 1 is expressed as

17]{:+1 = JﬁAl (ﬁ Z?:_ll wf) 5
2t = T, (2057 Bt — k), Vi€ [2,0], (33)

witt = wk + 6y, (xfjll - xlfﬂ) , Vie [l,n—1],

This is the parallel FDR presented in [5, Eq. (3.14)].
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Example 4.6 (Four-operator splittings). Let n = 3, By = 0 and let By = B for a given
B-cocoercive operator B. Choose G as the complete graph (see Example 3.5), so d; = 2 for
i=1,2,3. Set G' as the subgraph parallel down (Example 3./) with edges &' = {(1,3),(2,3)},
which is a tree, so we can take Z = Inc(G'). Under this setting, Algorithm 1 becomes

xllﬂ_1 = J%Al (%wlf) ’

A = Ty (4 buf)

7 g (77 3 - k), 39
W = Wk 4 6, ( k1 _ 1)

k+1 k+1 k+1
k" =k + 6y (o - o)

Making the change of variable u := %w, A= 3 and ny, = % we precisely obtain the four-
operator splittings introduced in [22]. Specifically, if we take p(3) = 1, we capture [22, Algo-
rithm 1], while [22, Algorithm 2] is obtained if we set p(3) = 2.
4.3 Recovering a recent algorithm as a limit case

In [14, Theorem 8.1], the authors present a new frugal splitting algorithm with minimal lifting
for solving (1) with n > 2 and m > 0. Given v, A, u > 0 such that

27:: ﬂl w(n —1), (35)

and w?,...,wl_, € H, their iterative scheme is defined by

it = Tya, (uf),

xf“ = J%Ai (:U’f“ + iuf) , Vie[2,n-—1],
Yt = AB; (), Vi e [1,m],

7 = 55 (u +ulat o) + T
aptt = Jya, <2x1+ —uf — ?Hl) ;

ui?“ =uf —p (mf“ - mﬁ“) , Vie[l,n-—1].

Substituting the variables ka and gFH!

can be shortened as

(xllﬁ_1 = I, (ulf) )

by their expression and denoting B := ' Bj, it

i
it = D, (2= pln = 2) b 4 0 b - B - 5 ),
i

(mf“ - :U’fL‘H) , Vie[l,n—1].

Observe that, in virtue of (35), a necessary condition for p is that % < f.

Let us show that an instance of Algorithm 1 defines an algorithm which can be interpreted
2

as the limit case of (36) when y = —=5. To this aim, we set all cocoercive operators in our
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framework to be zero, except for the last one B,,_; which is set to B (see Remark 3.10). Recall

that a cocoercivity constant of B is given by 8 := (Z;”:l ,B%)_l'

First, we must find a suitable triple (G,G’,G”). The graph G is determined by the

appearances of the resolvent variables mf“ that update the next ones. By just observing this

relation in (36), we conclude that (1,7 + 1),(i,n) € € for alli =1,...,n — 1, i.e., G is the
birapallel graph (see Example 3.6).

On the other hand, for alli =1,...,n — 1, only uf is used to update z**!

%

, yet uf for all
j=1,...,n —1 appears to update zF*1. With this, we can deduce that G’ is the parallel

n

down graph, which is a tree, so we take Z = Inc(G’). Thus, Z; = 1 and Z,,; = —1 for all

i =1,...,n — 1. Lastly, the cocoercive operator B is evaluated only in xﬁ*l. This tells us

that (1,n) € £”. However, since G’ must be a subgraph of G whose nodes have a unique
predecessor, the sole option for G” is the parallel up.

Applying this graph setting to Algorithm 1 with v := (n — 1)\ (which requires A <
by Theorem 4.1) and making the change of variables u* := —1-w* we obtain the iterative

n—1
scheme

48
n—1

( k+1 _ k
zy = Ja, (ul) )
aj‘iﬁ_l = J)\(n—l)A‘ <$’f+1 + nT_IUf) 5 Vi € [[27n - 1]]7
2 1
k+1 _ 2 n—1 k+1 k+1 n—1 Lk
$n+ = Jaa, (477,—1 21‘:1 T, = AB(z7") — Zj:l uj) )

K+l _ ok 0 (k1 k1 4
u; —ui—ﬁ(:vi -z ), Vie[l,n—1].

\

Observe that, if we were allowed to let u — % in (36), we would exactly obtain the previous
iterative scheme except for the relaxation parameter in the last equation, which would only
be the same when 0 = 2. Nevertheless, by (26), we can only choose 0 < 2 — % <2. It
remains as an open question for future investigation to expand our framework to fully cover

the framework in [14].

4.4 A forward-backward algorithm induced by the complete graph

In this section, we derive the explicit iteration of an instance of Algorithm 1 in which we take
G = G’ as the complete graph of order n (see Example 3.5). The particular case without
cocoercive operators and n = 3 was derived in [6], where the authors showed promising
numerical results.

The Laplacian matrix of the complete graph G’ is given componentwise by
n—1 ifi=7j,

Lap(G')ij = { (37)

-1 otherwise.

As shown in Proposition A.2 in the Appendix, an onto decomposition Z € R"*(n=1) of Lap(G’)
can be defined componentwise as

(n—i) '
it if i = j,
0 otherwise.
Defining the new variable A := —5 and the constants
(n=in - hd ¢ r for i = 1 1,  (39)
a; =4/ ——— an ;= — ori=1,...,n—
! n—i+l ' (n—i)(n—i+1) T ’
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we can rewrite Algorithm 1 as
k+1 _ 1 k
7 =4, (n 1a1w1)

et = Ja, (725 S e - Bl + 2t (S0 k4 awt)), vie 21,
k: k —1
Qiﬁ-i-l = J)\An (%1 h 1 +1 )\Bn 1( pz;ll)) + ﬁ ;:1 tjwé?) 5

witt = wk — 0y, (aZ Mt D f“), Vi e [1,n—1].

The resulting algorithm has irrational coefficients, but can be simplified to rational ones.
Indeed, by making the change of variables ué“ = %wf and pp = 70, we obtain the
scheme shown in Algorihtm 2, which we name the complete forward-backward method.

Algorithm 2 Complete forward-backward method

1 let: wl, ..., wd | €H
2: for k=0,1,2,... do
k41
k
k+1 _ k+1 E+1 i—1 U e
4: Z; < 12 )\Bifl(xp(i))%—u -2 -1 njj) > i€ [2,n—1]
k
k+1 _ 2 1 _k+1 k+1 1wy
5: zitl = J\a, <n1 > o1 Xy )\Bn_l(xp(n)) — Z? h nJJ)
k+1 _  k —i k41 s ) ’
6:, i _ui_uk<ni7i+llxi nz—i—lZ] i+1 Ly ) >i€ [1,n—1]

The convergence of Algorithm 2 can be directly deduced from Theorem 4.1 assuming that
the stepsize A and the relaxation parameters {uy}32, satisfy

)\6}0,;161{ ,uke}o (%—ﬁ)n] and Z“’f((% —ﬁ>n—,uk):+oo. (40)

5 Numerical experiment

In this section, we present a numerical experiment to study how the graph setting affects
the performance of the algorithm. In particular, we compare the algorithms presented in
Section 4.2 with the complete forward-backward method proposed in Section 4.4. For this
purpose, we consider the simple problem of minimizing n— 1 convex quadratic functions (with
global minimum at the origin) over the intersection of n closed balls in % = R2%. Namely,
the problem is

n—1 n
1
Minimizez <2xTQj$> subject to = € m Ci, (41)
j=1 i=1
where @Q; € R200X200 are positive semidefinite and C; := {z € R?% : ||z — ¢;|| < r;} have a
common intersection point in the interior, fori =1,...,nand j=1,...,n — 1.

Problem (41) can be formulated as an inclusion problem of the form (1). Indeed, it can
be modeled as

n n—1
Find 2 € R* such that 0 € > Ne,(z) + > Q;x, (42)
i=1 =
where Ng, is the normal cone to C;, which is maximally monotone, and @); is m—cocoercive,
a2

fori =1,...,nand j = 1,...,n — 1. Although problem (42) can be simplified by letting
Q= Z?;ll Q;, our purpose is to test a distributed setting in which only @); is known by node
j+ 1l forj=1,...,n—1.
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5.1 Description of the instances generated

Let us explain the process that we follow to generate random instances of problem (41). The
construction is conceived with the purpose of obtaining consistent problems with a nonempty
feasible set not containing the origin (which is the minimizer of the unconstrained problem).
We generate random initial points for the algorithms outside of the feasible set. The process
is illustrated in Figure 2.

Quadratic functions We generate a random matrix W; € [—0.5, O.E)]zOOXQOO and define the
positive semidefinite matrix @); := %VVJTWj forall j =1,...,n—1. The cocoercivity constant

is set to f:= min{[|Q1[5",. .., [|Qn1ll3"}-

Feasible constraint sets We first take some random point z € [—10, 1()]200 and generate
the centers of the balls around this point, which will be a point in the interior of all the sets.
Specifically, each center ¢; € R2% is randomly generated so that

|z —all € [@,Hg—”} , foralli=1,... n.
Now, for each center ¢;, i = 1,...,n, we pick a random value ¢; € ]0,]|z|| /6] and set the
correspondent radius as
ri = ||z — ¢ + €.

Note that this radius is large enough to guarantee that the feasible point belongs to the
intersection of the sets (as r; > ||z — ¢;]|), yet small enough to exclude the origin, since
=]

leill 2 Il = llz = esll = 2]z = cill 2 |z = eill + 7= > e — el + e = 7a.

Initial points for the algorithms Having now the balls and the quadratic functions
determined, we generate the variables w?, . ,w2_1 € R?% which will initiate the iterations.
For simplicity, we take w) = -+ = w? ;| = w® with

w’ =z + < max {2r; —&;} —|—€> w,
i=1,...,n

where w € R?% is a random unitary vector and ¢ is a random value in [0,1]. The point

w? is set in this way so that w® ¢ C; for all i = 1,...,n, to avoid starting too close to the

intersection.

- ~
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|

\

S A
\
- \
\
\

(a) Generation of random centers (b) From the centers, define the (c) Choice of the point wo (green)
(red) given a feasible point (blue) radii r; = ||z — ¢i|| + & far enough from balls (green ring)

<7}

S

B

Figure 2: Construction of the balls C; and the initial point wy in R?
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5.2 Experiment setting and results

In our experiment we compared the performance of the algorithms in Examples 4.2, 4.4 and 4.5,
which will be referred to as ring, sequential and parallel methods, respectively, as well as the
new Algorithm 2. For the latter, we considered two versions, depending on the choice of the
second subgraph G”. Namely, we tested the sequential and the parallel-up graphs for G”,
so we refer to these algorithms as complete-seq and complete-par, respectively. For every
algorithmic computation, we took the parameters

v:=28 and 60 :=0.99, Vk € N.

For each n € {3,...,20}, we generated 10 random problems as described above. For each
problem, all the algorithms were run from the same 10 random starting points. We computed
both the iterations and the CPU running time required by each algorithms to achieve for the
first time the tolerance error

max {||:vf+1 - $f||} <1078,
i=1,...,n
The tests were ran on a desktop of Intel Core i7-4770 CPU 3.40GHz with 32GB RAM, under

Windows 10 (64-bit). The results are shown in Figure 3, where the colored shadows indicate
the range along the 10 problems, while the lines represent the median values.

===+ Ring == = Sequential === Parallel == Complete-seq Complete-par
102 4
] ] -
R ] e
104' _“/" 1 ‘/--
. -
0 1] _”v‘
f‘ —_ 10 § ‘/ ——-'---
w‘t -y % 1 / ““‘
2 2 —"-" c /‘ -
g _—‘-— 8 1 o2 o=’
S 10° o " o 1004 F 4 e
e > ,4' K 1 EA0 e
SR
g :-l" 1] ,/'O' ‘,("’-
# R —
7 = 10—1 4 ,’ _ =
4 - ¥y
0 e V-
1072 E
3456 7 8 91011121314151617181920 3456 7 8 91011121314151617181920
Number of operators n Number of operators n

Figure 3: Results of the numerical experiment comparing five graph configurations for different number
of operators

As we can observe, the behavior of the five algorithms can be grouped into three categories.
The slowest one is formed by the ring and the sequential methods. Both use a sequential graph
for G’ and reached the tolerance practically at the same time. The intermediate category is
comprised by parallel, which takes G’ as the parallel graph. Finally, the group formed by the
two complete graphs was the fastest among all of them. Both use G’ as the complete graph
and practically converged with identical speed.

Our experiment corroborates what was observed in [6]: a key factor for the performance
of the algorithm relies on the choice of G’. The complete forward-backward method, which is
the algorithm with more connections, was the fastest. Although the number of edges seems
to influence the speed of convergence, it is not the sole factor, as both parallel and sequential
graphs are trees with n — 1 edges, but parallel was significantly faster. Likely, the algebraic
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connectivity of the subgraph G’ (the smallest nonzero eigenvalue of its Laplacian) plays an
important role in the performance, as it was noticed in [6]. Indeed, observe that the complete
graph has algebraic connectivity n, the parallel graph has value 1, and the ring and sequential
graphs have 2(1 — cos(m/n)) [9]. This seems to be a common phenomenon in consensus
algorithms (see, e.g., [1, 15, 16]).

6 Concluding remarks

In this work we have introduced a unifying framework to construct frugal splitting forward-
backward algorithms with minimal lifting for finding a zero in the sum of finitely many max-
imally monotone operators. This approach is an extension of that of [6] to include cocoercive
operators, which are evaluated through forward steps.

Different algorithms can be constructed by imposing distinct connection patterns among
the variables defining the scheme, which are modeled by certain graphs. This permits to
recover some known methods in the literature, as well as derive new ones. The advantage
of this framework when compared with the ad hoc technical convergence proofs designed for
each particular algorithm in [2, 3, 8, 12, 18, 20, 22] is clear.

As a by-product, we have derived a new splitting algorithm configured with complete
graph information which significantly outperformed existing methods in our numerical test.
Although this is far from an exhaustive computational study, the promising results encourage
us to further investigate this algorithm in future research.

Lastly, the connections with [14] are intriguing. We leave as an open question the devel-
opment of an extension allowing to cover both settings, as well as the study of the role of the
algebraic connectivity in the performance of these algorithms.

A Appendix

Lemma A.1l. For alli € [1,n — 2], it holds a? = t? + a?_H and ap_1 = —tp_1 = \/g, where
a; and t; are given by (39).

Proof. Clearly a,,—1 = —t,,_1, since

%nl_van—0r4ﬁ0wﬂn—l+l VF/¢n—n71¥+l Gn—1-

Let us prove now the equality a? = t? + a? ' 1- Starting by the right-hand side of the equation,
one gets that

2, 2 _ n (n—z’—l)n:n+(n—i—1)(n—i+1)n
e = i) T n—i (n— ) —i+1)
n(l4+(n—-1i)*-1)  n(n—1i) _ 2

n—i)n—i+1) (mn—i+1) %
which concludes the proof. ]
Proposition A.2. The matriz Z € R™ "=V defined in (38) satisfies the following:
(i) rank Z =n — 1,

(i) L =ZZ*, where L is the Laplacian matriz of the complete graph given in (37).
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Proof. First of all, notice that the matrix is lower triangular with nonzero entries in its
diagonal. Hence, it has maximal rank, i.e., rank Z =n — 1.

To prove assertion (i), let Z; = (t1,...,ti_1,a;,0,...,0) € R""! be the i-th row of Z.
Since
1z ifi=j,
(Z;, Z;) otherwise,

(227)i; = {

we need to show that || Z;||*> = n — 1 and (Zi, Zj) = —1 for all i # j.

Let us first prove by induction that ||Z;||*> = n — 1, for all i = 1,...,n. By how Z; is
defined, we get that || Z1]|*> = a® = n — 1. Now, suppose that || Z;||> = n — 1 for some i > 1.
Hence, by the structure of Z and Lemma A.1, we get that

2 2 2
1ZinaI* = 11 Zil* = af + £ + afyy = | ZilIP = n — 1.

This shows that HZZH2 =mn—1, forall ¢ = 1,...,n — 1. However, notice that, again by
Lema A1, apn_i = —tp_1. Thus, || Zp||* = || Zn_1||* =n — 1.

Now, we show that (Z;, Z;) = —1 for all ¢ # j. By how the vectors Z; are defined, one can
verify that

i—1
(Zi, Zj) ={Zi, Ziy1) = Y _ti +aiti, Vi=1,...,n—1Vj>i.
k=1

By symmetry of the dot product, this shows that the problem is reduced to the case (Z;, Z;11)
for all i = 1,...,n — 1. Since || Z||* = S4_} £ + a2, then

(Ziy Ziv1) = 1 Zi))* — a2 + ait;.

By definition of a; and t;, we have that a;t; = —N_LZ.H. Hence,
HZHQ 2 ot 1 (n—1i)n n 1
|°—a; +aiti=n—1-— — =—1.
' v n—i+l n—i+1
Since this is true for all ¢ = 1,...,n — 1, all cases has been proven and, as a consequence,
L=27" O
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