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Abstract

In this paper we propose new averaged iterative algorithms designed for solving a
split common fixed-point problem in the class of demicontractive mappings. The algo-
rithms are obtained by inserting an averaged term into the algorithms used in [Li, R.
and He, Z., A new iterative algorithm for split solution problems of quasi-nonexpansive
mappings J. Inequal. Appl. 131 (2015), 1–12.] for solving the same problem but
in the class of quasi-nonexpansive mappings, which is a subclass of demicontractive
mappings. Basically, our investigation is based on the embedding of demicontractive
operators in the class of quasi-nonexpansive operators by means of averaged mappings.
For the considered algorithms we prove weak and strong convergence theorems in the
setting of a real Hilbert space and also provide examples to show that our results are
effective generalizations of existing results in literature.

Keywords: Hilbert space, demicontractive mapping, split common fixed point, weak con-
vergence
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1 Introduction

Let H be a real Hilbert space with norm ‖ · ‖ and inner product 〈·, ·〉. Let D ⊂ H be a
closed convex set, and consider the self-mapping G : D → D. Throughout this paper the
set of all fixed point of G in D is denoted by

Fix(G) = {u ∈ D : Gu = u}.

The mapping G is said to be

(a) nonexpansive if
‖Gu−Gv‖ ≤ ‖u− v‖, for all u, v ∈ D; (1.1)

(b) quasi-nonexpansive if Fix(G) 6= ∅ and

‖Gu− v‖ ≤ ‖u− v‖, for all u ∈ D and v ∈ Fix(G); (1.2)

(c) β-demicontractive if Fix(G) 6= ∅ and there exists a positive number β < 1 such that

‖Gu− v‖2 ≤ ‖u− v‖2 + β‖u−Gu‖2, (1.3)

for all u ∈ D and v ∈ Fix(G).
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By the previous definitions, it is obvious that any nonexpansive mappingG with Fix(G) 6= ∅
is demicontractive and that any quasi-nonexpansive mapping is demicontractive, too, but
the reverses are no more true, as illustrated by the next example.

Example 1.1 ([2]) Let H be the real line with the usual norm and D = [0, 1]. Define F
on D as

F (u) =

{

7/8, if 0 ≤ u < 1

1/4, if u = 1.
(1.4)

Then F is demicontractive but F is neither quasi-nonexpasive nor nonexpansive.

Let H1 and H2 be two real Hilbert spaces and F : H1 → H1, G : H2 → H2 be two
nonlinear mappings with Fix(F ) 6= ∅ and Fix(G) 6= ∅. The split common fixed point
problem for F and G is to

find an element u ∈ Fix(F ) such that Au ∈ Fix(G). (1.5)

where A : H1 → H2 is a bounded linear operator. We denote the set of all solutions of
Problem (1.5) by

Γ = {u ∈ Fix(F ) : Au ∈ Fix(G)}.

This problem was first introduced by Censor and Segal [3] in 2009. It was mentioned in [3]
that the split common fixed point problem is a generalization of the split and the convex
feasibility problems that are very useful in image recovery, convex optimization and other
areas of applied mathematics. Some convergence theorems for the split common fixed point
problem have been analyzed, see [5, 6] and the references therein. For instance, Moudafi
[6] proved weak convergence of the following iteration method for two quasi-nonexpasive
mappings F and G, assuming that F − I and G− I are demiclosed at zero.

Let u1 ∈ H1. For all p ∈ N, define

{

yp = up + γµA∗(G− I)Aup,

up+1 = (1− αp)yp + αpF (yp),
(1.6)

where µ ∈ (0, 1), {αp} ⊂ (δ, 1− δ) for a small enough δ > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1

λµ
), with λ being

the spectral radius of A∗A. Here A∗ denotes the adjoint of A.
It was established in Moudafi [6] that the sequence {up} given by (1.6) converges weakly

to a split common fixed point of F and G.
A few years later, Li and He [5] introduced a new iteration scheme with certain conditions

that was shown to converge strongly to a split common fixed point of two quasi-nonexpansive
mappings.

In this paper, our aim is to solve the split common fixed point problem in the setting
Hilbert spaces for the case of the larger class of demicontractive mappings, thus extending
the main results in Li and He [5]. Our results are obtained by considering new averaged
iterative algorithms and prove weak and strong convergence theorems.

2 Preliminaries

We recall some important lemmas used in the proofs of our main results. The following
two lemmas are due to Berinde [1].

Lemma 2.1 [1] Let H be a real Hilbert space and D ⊂ H a closed and convex set. If
G : D → D is β-demicontractive, then the Krasnoselskij perturbation Gν = (1 − ν)I + νG
of G is (1 + β/ν − 1/ν)-demicontractive.
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Lemma 2.2 [1] Let H be a real Hilbert space and D ⊂ H a closed and convex set. If
G : D → D is β-demicontractive, then for any ν ∈ (0, 1− β)

Gν = (1− ν)I + νG

is quasi-nonexpansive.

Lemma 2.3 Let H be a real Hilbert space, D ⊂ H a closed and convex set and F : D → D
a mapping. Then, for any ν ∈ (0, 1), we have Fix(Fν) = Fix(F ).

The next lemma is known as Opial’s lemma.

Lemma 2.4 ([7]) Let H be a Hilbert space and {up} ⊂ H a sequence such that there exists
a nonempty set C ⊂ H satisfying the following.

(a) limp→∞ ‖up − v‖ exists ∀v ∈ C.

(b) Any weak-cluster point of the sequence {up} belongs to C.

Then there exists ū ∈ C such that {up} weakly converges to ū.

The next lemma is due to Li and He [5].

Lemma 2.5 [5] Let F1, · · · , Fn : H1 → H1 be quasi-nonexpansive mappings and set T =
∑n

i=1
biFai

, where bi ∈ (0, 1) with
∑n

i=1
bi = 1, and Fai

= (1 − ai)I + aiFi with ai ∈
(0, 1), i = 1, 2, · · · , n. Then T is quasi-nonexpansive and

Fix(T ) =

n
⋂

i=1

Fix(Fi) =

n
⋂

i=1

Fix(Fai
).

Lemma 2.6 [6] Let S be a quasi-nonexpansive mapping and set Sa := (1 − a)I + aS for
a ∈ (0, 1]. The following properties hold for all u ∈ H and v ∈ Fix(S).

(1) 〈u− Su, u− v〉 ≥ 1

2
‖u− Su‖2 and 〈u− Su, v − Su〉 ≤ 1

2
‖u− Su‖;

(2) ‖Sau− v‖2 ≤ ‖u− v‖2 − a(1− a)‖u− Su‖;

(3) 〈u− Sau, u− v〉 ≥ a
2
‖u− Su‖2.

3 Split Common Fixed Points for Demicontractive map-

pings

In this section we state and prove our main results: a weak convergence theorem (Theorem
3.1) and a strong convergence theorem (Theorem 3.2) for the averaged type algorithm (3.1)
used to approximate a split common fixed point of two demicontractive mappings.

We also obtain a common fixed point result for two demicontrative mappings as a special
case of the main convergence theorem (Theorem 3.2).

Definition 3.1 [6] A sequence {up} is said to be Fejér-monotone with respect to Γ if for
every v ∈ Γ,

‖up+1 − v‖ ≤ ‖up − v‖, ∀p ∈ N.
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Theorem 3.1 Let H1 and H2 be two real Hilbert spaces. Given a bounded linear operator
A : H1 → H2, let F : H1 → H1, G : H2 → H2 be two β-demicontractive operators. Assume
that F − I and G− I are demiclosed at zero. Let {up} be a sequence generated by











u1 ∈ H1,

yp = up + γµA∗(b(G− I))Aup, b ∈ (0, 1− β),

up+1 = (1− αp)yp + αpF (yp), ∀p ∈ N,

(3.1)

where µ ∈ (0, 1), {αp} ⊂ (δ, 1 − δ) for a small enough δ > 0 and γ ∈ (0, 1

λµ
) with λ being

the spectral radius of A∗A and A∗ being the adjoint of A. Then {up} converges weakly to a
split common fixed point u∗ ∈ Γ.

Proof. Since F and G are β-demicontractive mappings, in view of Lemma 2.2 the averaged
mappings

Fa = (1− a)I + aF and Gb = (1− b)I + bG

are quasi-nonexpansive for {a, b} ⊂ (0, 1− β). Clearly, Fa − I and Gb − I are demiclosed at
zero.

For any sequence {tp} ⊂ (δ, 1 − δ) with a small enough δ > 0, consider the iteration
{up} generated by











u1 ∈ H1,

yp = up + γµA∗(Gb − I)Aup,

up+1 = (1− tp)yp + tpFayp, ∀p ∈ N.

Take v ∈ Γ. By Property (2) in Lemma 2.6, we obtain

‖up+1 − v‖2 ≤ ‖yk − v‖2 − tp(1 − tp)‖Gb(yp)− yp‖
2. (3.2)

We also have

‖yp − v‖2 = ‖up + γµA∗(Gb − I)(Aup)− v‖2

= ‖up − v‖2 + γ2µ2‖(Gb − I)(Aup)‖
2 + 2γµ 〈up − v,A∗(Gb − I)(Aup)〉

= ‖up − v‖2 + γ2µ2 〈(Gb − I)(Aup), AA
∗(Gb − I)(Aup)〉

+ 2γµ 〈up − v,A∗(Gb − I)(Aup)〉 .

Let ∆ := 2γµ〈up − v,A∗(Gp − I)(Aup)〉. Propery (1) of Lemma 2.6 yields

∆ = 2γµ〈A(up − v), (Gp − I)(Aup)〉

= 2γµ〈A(up − v) + (Gp − I)(Aup)− (Gp − I)(Aup), (Gp − I)(Aup)〉

= 2γµ
(

〈T (Aup)−A(v), (Gp − I)(Aup)〉 − ‖(Gp − I)(Aup)‖
2
)

≤ 2γµ

(

1

2
‖(Gp − I)(Aup)‖

2 − ‖(Gp − I)(Aup)‖
2

)

≤ −γµ‖(Gp − I)(Aup)‖
2.

From the definition of λ, we have

γ2µ2〈(Gb − I)(Aup), AA
∗(Gb − I)(Aup)〉 ≤ λγ2µ2〈(Gb − I)(Aup), (Gb − I)(Aup)〉

= λγ2µ2‖(Gb − I)(Aup)‖
2.

From 3.2, we obtain

‖up+1 − v‖2 ≤ ‖up − v‖2 − γµ(1− λγµ)‖(Gb − I)(Aup)‖
2 − tp(1− tp)‖Fa(yp)− yp‖

2.

4



Thus, ‖up+1 − v‖ ≤ ‖up − v‖, that is, the sequence {up} is Fejér-monotone.
From the assumption that {αp} ⊂ (δ, 1− δ) and γ ∈ (0, 1

λµ
), we have

‖up+1 − v‖2 ≤ ‖up − v‖2 − γµ(1− λγµ)‖(Gb − I)(Aup)‖
2 − δ2‖Fa(yp)− yp‖

2 (3.3)

for any v ∈ Γ. This implies that the sequence {‖up − v‖} is monotone decreasing, and thus
converges to a positive number. Hence,

lim
p→∞

‖(Gb − I)(Aup)‖ = 0 and lim
p→∞

‖Fa(yp)− yp‖ = 0. (3.4)

Fejér monotonicity of {up} implies that the sequence {up} is bounded. Let u∗ be a weak-
cluster point of {up}. Demiclosedness of Fa − I and Gb − I at zero, (3.4) and the weak
convergence of a subsequence {upj

} of {up} to u∗ gives

Fa(u
∗) = u∗ and Gb(Au

∗) = Au∗.

Thus, u∗ ∈ {u ∈ Fix(Fa) : Au ∈ Fix(Gb)} and Au∗ ∈ Fix(Gb). Lemma 2.4 implies that
{up} converges weakly to the split common fixed point u∗.

By Lemma 2.3, Fix(Fa) = Fix(F ), F ix(Gb) = Fix(G) and

(1 − tp)yp + tpFayp = (1− atp)yp + atpFyp.

Since Gb − I = b(G − I), putting αp = atp, shows that {up} generated by (3.1) converges
weakly to a split common fixed point u∗ ∈ Γ. Note that since 0 < a < 1 − β and {tn} ⊂
(δ, 1− δ), it follows that {αp} ⊂ (δ, 1− δ). ✷

By considering a projection version of Algorithm (3.1), it is possible to obtain a strong
convergence result as shown by the following theorem.

Theorem 3.2 Let H1 and H2 be two real Hilbert spaces, D a nonempty closed convex subset
of H1 and E a nonempty closed convex subset of H2. Given a bounded linear operator
A : H1 → H2, let F : D → H1, G : E → H2 be two β-demicontractive mappings with
Fix(F ) 6= ∅ and Fix(G) 6= ∅ and both F − I and G− I are demiclosed at 0. Let {un} be a
sequence generated in the following manner:































u0 ∈ D, D0 = D,

zp = PD(up + λA∗(b(G− I))Aup), b ∈ (0, 1− β)

yp = αpzp + (1− αp)Fzp, {αp} ⊂ (0, η) ⊂ (0, 1)

Dp+1 = {u ∈ Dp : ‖yp − u‖ ≤ ‖zp − u‖ ≤ ‖up − u‖},

up+1 = PDp+1
(u0), ∀p ∈ N ∪ {0},

(3.5)

where P is a projection operator and A∗ denotes the adjoint of A, λ ∈ (0, 1/‖A∗‖). If
Γ = {u ∈ Fix(F ) : Au ∈ Fix(G)} 6= ∅, then

up → u∗ ∈ Γ and Aup → Au∗ ∈ Fix(G).

Proof. Since F and G are β-demicontractive mappings, it follows from Lemma 2.2 that
the averaged mappings

Fau = (1− a)u + aFu and Gbu = (1− b)u+ bGu

are quasi-nonexpansive for {a, b} ⊂ (0, 1−β). Clearly, Fa−I and Gb−I are also demiclosed
at zero.

Now consider the sequence {up} generated by (3.5) It is straightforward to see that Dp

is closed and convex for any p ∈ N ∪ {0}. Let v ∈ Γ̂ = {u ∈ Fix(Fa) : Au ∈ Fix(Gb)}. We
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have

2λ〈up − v,A∗(GbAup −Aup)〉

= 2λ〈A(up − v) + (GbAup −Aup)− (GbAup −Aup), GbAup −Aup〉

= 2λ(〈GbAup −Av,GbAup −Aup〉 − ‖GbAup −Aup‖
2

= 2λ

(

1

2
‖GbAup −Av‖2 +

1

2
‖GbAup −Aup‖

2

−
1

2
‖Aup −Av‖2 − ‖GbAup −Aup‖

2

)

≤ 2λ

(

1

2
‖GbAup −Aup‖

2 − ‖GbAup −Aup‖
2‖

)

=− λ‖GbAup −Aup‖
2.

Moreover,

‖zp − v‖2 = ‖PD(up + λA∗(GbAup − PD(v)‖2

≤ ‖up + λA∗(GbAup −Aup)− v‖2

=‖up − v‖2 + ‖λA∗(GbAup −Aup‖
2 + 2λ〈up − v,A∗(GbAup −Aup)〉

≤ ‖up − v‖2 + λ2‖A∗‖2‖(GbAup −Aup‖
2 − λ‖GbAup −Aup‖

= ‖up − v‖2 + λ(1− λ‖A∗‖2)‖(GbAup −Aup‖
2‖ (3.6)

Hence we have
‖yp − v‖ ≤ ‖zp − v‖ ≤ ‖up − v‖

This implies that v ∈ Dp and Γ̂ ⊂ Dp for each p ∈ N ∪ {0}. For all p ∈ N we have

‖up+1 − u0‖ ≤ ‖v − u0‖.

Thus, {up} is bounded and {‖up − u0‖} is nondecreasing. Therefore, {up} is Cauchy. Let
u∗ = limp→∞ up. We obtain

‖zp − up‖ ≤ 2‖up+1 − up‖ → 0,

‖yp − up‖ ≤ 2‖up+1 − up‖ → 0,

‖yp − zp‖ ≤ ‖yp − up‖+ ‖up − zp‖ → 0 as p → ∞.

Since λ(1− λ‖A∗‖2) > 0, from (3.6) we obtain

‖GbAup − Aup‖
2 ≤

1

λ(1 − λ‖A∗‖2)
‖up − zp‖{‖up − v‖+ ‖zn − v‖} → 0,

which yields Au∗ ∈ Fix(Gb). Hence, u
∗ ∈ Γ̂ and {up} generated by (3.5) converges strongly

to u∗. By Lemma 2.3, for any a, b ∈ (0, 1), we have Fix(Fa) = Fix(F ) and Fix(Gb) =
Fix(G). Let kp = 1− tp, we have

tpzp + (1− tp)Fazp = (1− kp)zp + kpFazp = (1− akp)zp + akpFzp.

Since Gb − I = b(G− I), putting αp = 1− akp shows that for the sequence {up} generated
by (3.5), we have

up → u∗ ∈ Γ and Aup → Au∗ ∈ Fix(G).

Note that since 0 < a, b < 1− β and {tp} ⊂ (0, η) ⊂ (0, 1), it follows that

{αp} ⊂ (0, η) ⊂ (0, 1).

✷

In the following theorem, for i = 1, · · · , n and j = 1, · · · , k we denote

F̂i = (1 − ai)I + aiFi and Ĝj = (1− bj)I + bjGj , ai, bj ∈ (0, 1).
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Theorem 3.3 Let H1 and H2 be two real Hilbert spaces, D a nonempty closed convex subset
of H1 and E a nonempty closed convex subset of H2. Given a bounded linear operator A :
H1 → H2, let F1, · · · , Fn : D → H1 be β-demicontractive mappings with

⋂n
i=1

Fix(Fi) 6= ∅,

and let G1, · · · , Gk : H2 → H2 be β-demicontractive mappings with
⋂k

i=1
Fix(Gi) 6= ∅.

Suppose
(Fi − I), (i = 1, · · · , n) and (Gi − I), (i = 1, · · · , k)

are demiclosed at zero. Let {up} be a sequence generated in the following manner:































u0 ∈ D, D0 = D,

zp = PD

(

up + λA∗

(

∑k
j=1

djGϕj
− I

)

Aup

)

, dj , ϕj ∈ (0, 1),
∑k

j=1
dj = 1,

yp = αpzp + (1− αp)
∑n

i=1
ciFϑi

zp, ci, ϑi ∈ (0, 1),
∑n

i=1
ci = 1,

Dp+1 = {u ∈ Dp : ‖yp − u‖ ≤ ‖zp − u‖ ≤ ‖up − u‖} ,

up+1 = PDp+1
(u0), ∀p ∈ N ∪ {0},

(3.7)

where P is a projection operator and A∗ denotes the adjoint of A,

λ ∈

(

0,
1

‖A∗‖2

)

and {αp} ⊂ (0, η) ⊂ (0, 1).

For i = 1, · · · , n, Fϑi
:= (1− ϑi)I + ϑiF̂i and for j = 1, · · · , k, let Gϕj

= (1−ϕj)I +ϕjĜj ,
and

Ω =







u ∈
n
⋂

i=1

Fix(Fi) : Au ∈
k
⋂

j=1

Fix(Gj)







.

Then the sequence {up} converges strongly to u∗ ∈ Ω.

Proof. Let T1 =
∑n

i=1
ciFϑi

, T2 =
∑k

j=1
djGϕj

. Lemma 2.5 implies that T1 and T2 are
quasi-nonexpansive. Furthermore,

Fix(T1) =
n
⋂

i=1

Fix(Fi) 6= ∅ and Fix(T2) =
k
⋂

j=1

Fix(Gj) 6= ∅.

It is straightforward to verify that T1 − I and T2 − I are demiclosed at the origin. The rest
of the proof is the same as the proof of Theorem 3.2. ✷

As a direct consequence of Theorem 3.2 we obtain strong convergence of the iteration
to a common fixed point of F and G, considering H1 = H2 = H and A as an identity
mapping.

Corollary 3.1 Let H be a real Hilbert space, D a nonempty closed convex subset of H. Let
F : D → H and G : H → H be two β-demicontractive mappings with Fix(F )∩Fix(G) 6= ∅.
Assume that F − I and G − I are demiclosed at zero. Let {up} be a sequence defined as
follows:































u0 ∈ D, D0 = D,

zp = PD((1 − λ)up + λ((1 − a)I +G)up), a ∈ (0, 1− β), λ ∈ (0, 1),

yp = αpzp + (1− αp)Fzp, {αp} ⊂ (0, η) ⊂ (0, 1),

Dp+1 = {u ∈ Dp : ‖yp − u‖ ≤ ‖zp − u‖ ≤ ‖up − u‖},

up+1 = PDp+1
(u0), ∀p ∈ N ∪ {0},

where P is a projection operator. Then up → u∗ ∈ Fix(F ) ∩ Fix(G).

The next theorem is a generalization of Theorem 3.2 in which the operators F and G are
demicontractive with different constants. Its proof is similar to that of Theorem 3.2.
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Theorem 3.4 Let H1 and H2 be two real Hilbert spaces, D a nonempty closed convex
subset of H1 and E a nonempty closed convex subset of H2. Given a bounded linear operator
A : H1 → H2, let F : D → H1 be an α-demicontractive mapping and G : E → H2 be a
β-demicontractive mapping and both F − I and G − I are demiclosed at 0. Let {un} be a
sequence generated in the following manner:































u0 ∈ D, D0 = D,

zp = PD(up + λA∗(b(G− I))Aup), b ∈ (0, 1− β)

yp = αpzp + (1− αp)Fzp, {αp} ⊂ (0, η) ⊂ (0, 1)

Dp+1 = {u ∈ Dp : ‖yp − u‖ ≤ ‖zp − u‖ ≤ ‖up − u‖},

up+1 = PDp+1
(u0), ∀p ∈ N ∪ {0},

(3.8)

where P is a projection operator and A∗ denotes the adjoint of A, λ ∈ (0, 1/‖A∗‖). If
Γ = {u ∈ Fix(F ) : Au ∈ Fix(G)} 6= ∅, then

up → u∗ ∈ Γ and Aup → Au∗ ∈ Fix(G).

4 Conclusions

1. We have proven a weak convergence theorem for an iteration scheme used to approximate
split common fixed point of two demicontractive mappings in Hilbert spaces derived from
an associated weak convergence theorem in the class of quasi-nonexpansive operators.

2. We also have shown a strong convergence theorem for an iteration scheme used to
approximate split common fixed point of two demicontractive mappings in Hilbert spaces
derived from a corresponding strong convergence theorem in the class of quasi-nonexpansive
operators.

3. Our investigation is based on an embedding technique by means of an average map-
pings: if F is β-demicontractive, then for any a ∈ (0, 1 − β), Fa = (1 − a)I + aF is
quasi-nonexpansive.

4. For other related works that allow similar developments, we refer to Kingkam and
Nantadilok [4], Padcharoen et al. [8], Sharma and Chandok [9], Shi et al. [10], Tiammee
and Tiamme [11],...
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