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HPPP: Halpern-type Preconditioned Proximal Point Algorithms and Applications
to Image Restoration

Shuchang Zhang*, Hui Zhang', and Hongxia Wang?

Abstract. Preconditioned Proximal Point (PPP) algorithms provide a unified framework for splitting methods
in image restoration. Recent advancements with RED (Regularization by Denoising) and PnP
(Plug-and-Play) priors have achieved state-of-the-art performance in this domain, emphasizing the
need for a meaningful particular solution. However, degenerate PPP algorithms typically exhibit
weak convergence in infinite-dimensional Hilbert space, leading to uncertain solutions. To address
this issue, we propose the Halpern-type Preconditioned Proximal Point (HPPP) algorithm, which
leverages the strong convergence properties of Halpern iteration to achieve a particular solution.
Based on the implicit regularization defined by gradient RED, we further introduce the Gradient
REgularization by Denoising via HPPP called GraRED-HP? algorithm. The HPPP algorithm
is shown to have the regularity converging to a particular solution by a toy example. Additionally,
experiments in image deblurring and inpainting validate the effectiveness of GraRED-HP?, showing
it surpasses classical methods such as Chambolle-Pock (CP), PPP, RED, and RED-PRO.

Key words. Halpern iteration, Preconditioned proximal point algorithms, RED, Image restoration

1. Introduction. Image restoration (IR) problems, including image deblurring, super-
resolution, and inpainting, can be formulated as the following optimization problem [10, 20]:

(1.1) min Af(x) + g(Kx),

where f : X - RU{+o0} and g : ) — RU{+00} are convex, lower semicontinuous functions,
K : X — Y is abounded linear operator, and A > 0 is a balance parameter. Both X and ) are
real Hilbert spaces. The first term f represents the data fidelity, while the second term g serves
as a regularization (or prior) to mitigate the ill-posedness of IR problems. Examples include
total variation (TV) regularization ||Vx||, (K = V) as in [34], and sparsity regularization
Il (K = 1).

By the first-order optimality condition, the convex optimization problem (1.1) is equivalent
to the following inclusion problem:

(1.2) find x € & such that 0 € AJf(x) + K*0g(Kx),

where Jf(x) and dg(x) are the subdifferentials of f and g at x, respectively [4, Chapter 3].
Following [20, 5], by introducing an auxiliary variable y € 0g(Kx), we can reformulate (1.2)
as:

(1.3) find u € H such that 0 € Au,

A0f  K*
S
in modern optimization and variational analysis [1, 2]. When A is maximal monotone, the

where A = ( ), u = (x,y), and X = X x Y. The problem (1.3) is common
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resolvent J4 = (I +.A)~! is nonexpansive with a full domain, as established by the Minty sur-
jectivity theorem [27]. The proximal point iteration u**! = (I + A)~'u* is used to solve (1.3)
and has been proven to converge weakly [32]. Since the resolvent (I + .A4)~! is generally diffi-
cult to compute, splitting methods have been proposed to address this issue. The well-known
Douglas-Rachford splitting (DRS) [16] decomposes A into the sum of two maximal monotone
operators A; and Ag, for which the resolvents J4, and J4, are easier to obtain. Another
popular splitting algorithm is the Chambolle-Pock (CP) algorithm [10, 30], which solves the
saddle-point problem of (1.1), i.e.,

3 *

(1.4) min max (Kx,y) + Af(x) — 9" (y),

where ¢g* : K — RT is the Fenchel conjugate functional. He and Yuan [21] were the first
to analyze the Primal-Dual Hybrid Gradient (PDHG) by the preconditioned proximal point
(PPP) method, given by 0 € Au*+! + M(uFt! — u¥) with a positive definite preconditioner
M :H — H. Bredies et al. [6, 7, 5] developed a unified degenerate PPP algorithmic framework
with a semi-definite preconditioner. Assuming that 7 = (A + M)~ ' M has a full domain and
is single-valued, the PPP method with the classic Krasnosel’skii-Mann (KM) iteration solves
for the fixed point of T, i.e., T(u) = u. From the perspective of degenerate PPP [5], both
DRS and CP splitting algorithms can be considered as special cases of the PPP algorithm
with proper preconditioner.

However, PPP algorithms with a semi-definite preconditioner generally exhibit weak con-
vergence in Hilbert space, resulting in uncertain solutions. It is meaningful to study the limit
point of sequences generated by PPP, Bauschke et al. obtained strong convergence results
of PPP in the special case of linear relation on A [2], the fixed-point set Fix(7) is a linear
subspace, the weak limit of the PPP sequence is the M-projection of initial point. The classic
Halpern iteration [19] offers the advantage of strong convergence over other iterations (such
as the KM iteration) in infinite-dimensional Hilbert spaces, with the limit identified as the
metric projection of the anchor onto the fixed point set [22]. This method is also known as an
implicit regularization technique [15, 31]. Due to this implicit bias (projection onto solutions),
degenerate PPP algorithms incorporating Halpern iteration are more likely to approximate the
true solution, yielding better recovery results for IR problems. Besides the benefit of converg-
ing to a particular fixed point, Halpern iteration also possesses acceleration properties widely
utilized in machine learning [15, 29]. Even without theoretical guarantees, literature [29]
has demonstrated that PDHG with Halpern iteration achieves a faster convergence rate for
function values in CT image reconstruction.

Recently, first-order optimization algorithms (steepest decent (SD), fixed-point (FP) itera-
tion and ADMM) have played an critical role in implicit regularization, such as PnP priors [38§]
and RED [33], which have achieved state-of-the-art performance in IR problems [8, 43, 25, 37].
PnP methods by replacing proximal operators with denoisers do not seek the minimization of
an explicit objective function, which strongly limits their interpretation [14, 25]. The RED
prior defines a convex function whose gradient corresponds to the denoising residual itself,
formulating a clear and well-defined objective function [14]. Thus, the gradient of RED can
be used by these first-order optimization methods. To prove the global convergence of RED,
based on fixed-point projection, Cohen et al. proposed the RED-PRO model [14] to bridge



between RED and PnP using the hybrid steepest descent method (HSD) [41]. Assuming
that the data term f is a strong convexity function and the residual of the denoising neural
network is nonexpansive, Ryu et al. proved the convergence of PnP-FBS(Forward-Backward
Splitting) and PnP-ADMM by the classical Banach contraction principle [35], but imposing
strong convexity on f excludes many IR tasks [25]. To overcome the strong convexity as-
sumption, Hurault et al. proposed proximal denoisers of PnP methods, and the gradient step
denoiser [13, 24] can be interpreted as a proximal operator of implicit regularization [25].
However, these works did not obtain the particular solution. It is crucial to obtain a unique,
stable, and particular solution for IR problems [17].

Since the Halpern iteration can natually obtain the particular solution (initial point projec-
tion onto the fixed-point set). Therefore, Halpern-type preconditioned proximal point called
HPPP (1.5) is proposed to takle the above issue, i.e.,

(1.5) 't = a+ (1= ) T(0¥),

where a,u’ € H are the anchor point and the initial point, respectively, 7 = (M + .A)"' M
is a M-FNE operator (2.2) and {u} satisfies >y px = 400, ux — 0(k — o00). In addi-
tion to TV, implicit regularization such as PnP prior is also suitable for HPPP. Under the
nonexpansive assumption, we find that the residual of the denoiser can also be interpreted
as the proximal operator of the implicit regularization via Moreau decomposition, making
it straightforward to integrate into the primal-dual algorithm with the special semi-definte
preconditioner M. These splitting algortihms can be viewed as fixed-point iterations from
the perspective of PPP. Based on HPPP and implicit regularization, 'we propose the implicit
Gradient Regularization by Denoising via HPPP called GraRED-HP3(see Algorithm 3.1) for
IR problems. Not only can it converge to a particular solution, but it also leverages the data
adaptivity of implicit regularization. This integration enriches the theoretical and algorithmic
understanding of RED and PnP priors. The main contributions are as follows:

1. Theoretically, under the semi-definite preconditioner, we analyze the convergence of
HPPP in Hilbert space. Compared with PPP, the proposed HPPP has the advantage of
converging to a unique particular solution u* = arg minyepiy(7) [la — a||f\/l (Lemma A.3),
which extends the results of the classic Halpern iteration. Let {uf}pcyn be the se-
quence generated by HPPP; we establish an O (%) convergence rate for HTuk — ukH
and [+ — u¥])

2. Based on the special preconditioner M, the primal-dual algorithm to solve (1.4) is
viewed as the fixed-point iteration u**! = 7u*. We apply TV or implicit regulariza-
tion to HPPP, then propose the GraRED-HP? algorithm for image restoration prob-
lems, further discuss the relationship between PnP-ADMM, GraRED-P? (GraRED
via PPP), and the proposed algorithm.

3. We numerically verify the regularity of HPPP with a simple 1D example, and further
demonstrate the state-of-the-art performance of GraRED-HP? on image deblurring
and inpainting experiments. The results show that GraRED-HP?3 outperforms the

!Since the gradient of RED is exactly the residual of the denoiser, we used the GraRED notion to denote the
proximal operator of the implicit regularization.
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classic CP [10] and PPP [5] algorithms with TV regularization, as well as the RED [33]
and RED-PRO [14] algorithms with TNRD denoiser [12].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we review some useful prelimi-
naries for convergence analysis, including the background of PPP and implicit gradient RED.
In section 3, we establish the convergence and convergence rate of HPPP and apply it to TV
regularization. Based on the implicit gradient RED, we propose the GraRED-HP? algorithm
for IR problems. In section 4, we verify the regularity and efficiency of the proposed algorithms
with a 1D toy example. Furthermore, we validate the performance of the proposed GraRED-
HP3 algorithm through image deblurring and inpainting experiments. Finally, conclusions are
presented in section 5.

2. Preliminaries. In this section, we provide some preliminaries which can analyze HPPP.
We examine fundamental concepts related to the degenerate PPP and RED. Let H be a
real Hilbert space with inner product (-,-) and with the corresponding induced norm |||,
A:H — 2" be a (maybe multivalued) operator.

2.1. Preconditioned proximal point. Bredies et al. [5] introduced a linear, bounded, self-
adjoint and positive semi-definite operator admissible preconditioner M : H — H. The proper
preconditioner M can make A + M have a lower triangular structure, which conveniently

calculates (A + M)~ M.

Definition 2.1. An admissible preconditioner for the operator A : H — 2 is a bouned,
linear, self-adjoint, and positive semi-definite operator M : H — H such that

T=WM+A"M
is single-valued, of full-domain, and Lipschitz continuous.

Therefore, the preconditioned proximal point iteration is written into
(2.1) u’ € H,u" = Tuk = (M + A) Mt

If M = I, then T is firmly non-expansive operator [1, section 23] and (2.1) becomes the
standard proximal point iteration. If M is semi-definite, the property of T is related with the
degenerate M-firmly nonexpansive (M-FNE) operator [6, 9, 40, 5], which is associated with
seminorm ||ul ,, = y/(Mu, u) and semi inner-product (u, v)y = (Mu,v).

The following notion extends monotone characteristics, i.e., M —monotonicity.

Definition 2.2 (M-monotonicity). Let M : H — H be a bouned linear positive semi-definite
operator, then B : H — 2™ is M-monotone if we have

(v—-viu—u)ry >0,V(uv), 1, v)eB.

According to [5, Lemma 2.6], if M~ A is M-monotone, then T is M-FNE, i.e.,

(2.2) 1T =TI+ I = Thu— (I = T)v|3 < lu— vy
By the KM iteration, the relaxed PPP algorithm is written into
(2.3) ut = (1 = Ap)u® + 2\, 7",

where Ay satifies ), Ap(2 — Ap) = +00.



2.2. Implicit Gradient RED. Romano et al. introduced an explicit regularizer called
Regularization by Denoising (RED) [33] to construct an explicit objective function, which is
defined by

(24) 90x) = 5 06 — Dy ().

where D, : R" — R" is a denoiser (o > 0 denotes a noise level). If D, (x) satisfies homogeneity
D, (cx) = ¢Dy(x)(Ve > 0) and has symmetric Jacobian, then Vg(x) = x — D,(x). Under the
following nonexpansive Assumption (A) [35] on residul R = I — Dy, i.e.,

(A) [(x = Dy (x)) = (y = Do(¥))|| < [x =yl ,¥x,y € R,

we will prove that there exists an implicit regularization ¢ such that R(x) = Vg(x) =
prox,«(x), where ¢* is the conjugate of ¢. Here is the definition of the proximal operator
and characterization of proximal operators.

Definition 2.3. [/, Section 6] Given a function ¢ : R™ — R™, the prozimal operator of ¢(x)
is defined by

1
(2.5) prox,(x) = arg ){rel]%r}t 5 Ju — x| + 6(x).

Proposition 2.4 ([28, 18]). A function h : R™ — R" defined everywhere is the proximal
operator of a proper convex l.s.c. (lower semicontinuous) function ¢ : R™ — R if, and only
if the following conditions hold jointly:

(a) there exists a (convex l.s.c.) function v such that for each x € R™ h(x) = Vi)(x);
(b) h is nonexpansive, i.e.,

1p(x) = ()l < lx =y, v,y € R".

Lemma 2.5. Assume that a denoiser D, : R® — R™ satisfies homogeneity and Assump-
tion (A), and has symmetric Jacobian, then the gradient of RED defines an implicit reqular-
ization ¢ : R™ — RT such that

(2.6) R(x) = Vg(x) = prox«(x), Ds(x) = prox,(x).

there exist a function denoted ¢*(¢* is the conjugate of ¢) such that R(x) = Vg(x)

Proof. Let ¢(x) = 1(x,x — Dy(x)), h(x) = R(x) in Proposition 2.4. By Assumption (A),
prox. (x). By Moreau decomposition [4, Theorem 6.44], Dy (x) = prox,(x). [ ]

3. Halpern-type preconditioned proximal point (HPPP). Compared to KM iteration,
Halpern iteration [19] is an effective method to find a particular fixed point, i.e.,

(3.1) u = N u® 4 (1= Ny Tu®,

the sequence {u*},cn with suitable {\;}zen strongly converges to the projection of the initial
point u® to Fix(T) [19, 26, 39], i.e., u* = PFiX(T)(uO), where Pq(u®) = arg minyeq Hu — u0H2
denotes the standard metric projection. Using the PPP to solve the inclusion problem (1.3),
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the fixed point of 7 is the solution of (1.3). Choosing an appropriate anchor point, such
as the degraded image or an image filled with ones or zeros, can bring the projection closer
to the ground-truth solution, resulting in better restoration performance. Hence, the HPPP
algorithm (1.5) theoretically converges to the ground-truth solution under some known an-
chor point prior a. When 7 satisfies the mild condition ||[Tu—Tv| < Cllu—v|,(C >
0) [5], the HPPP algorithm is able to find a unique solution u* of (1.3), where u* =
arg mingepix(7) ([0 — aHf\A(see Lemma A.3).

3.1. Convergence analysis. Firstly, we analyze the convergence of HPPP, the sequence
{u*} generated by HPPP (1.5) converges to a particular fixed point. The strong and weak
convergences are denoted — and —, respectively.

Theorem 3.1. Let A : H — 2™ be an operator with zerA # 0, and M an admissible
preconditioner such that (M + A)~! is L-Lipshitz. Let {u*} be the sequence generated by
HPPP (1.5). Assume that every weak cluster point of {u*}rey lies in Fix(T), and {ug}ren
satisfies

(1) X pen i = +00;
(i3i) limg_ 00 “kmlik—“k =0 0r > e lthe1 — pr] < oo,
Then u* converges strongly to w* which is the unique solution of minycpiyr [|u — aHi/(.

Proof. Firstly, we show that Huk — u*H m 0 where

* . 2
u = Pﬁ\i;lc(fr) (a) = arg My cpix(7) [u—all}y.

Then, we have

2
Huk+1 —u ‘

2
= @ =)+ (1= ) (T — )

M

2
= i = R+ (1= pg)? [T~

+ 2pp+1 (1 — pgy1) <a —u*, Tu" - u*>M
2
mT [ok+10k+1,

< (1= prt1) Huk —u

where 0 = ug ||la— u*H?\A + 2up(1 — p) (a — u*, Tub~! — u*>M. By Lemma A.2, {u*} is
bounded, there exists @ such that u* — @ € Fix(7) according to the known condition.
Assume that u» — @ such that

lim sup <a—u*,uk —u*> = lim <a—u*,uk" —u*>
k—o00 M n—oo M
=(a—u",u—u"),,.

Since u* is the unique solution of minyepix(7) |2 — uHiA according to Lemma A.3, which solves

(" —a,u—u"),, <0,vu e Fix(T).



Therefore lim sup;,_, o, 0x < 0, from Lemma A.1 we obtain limg_,oo Huk - u*HM = 0. we then
prove Hu"‘ — u*H — 0.

Huk-i-l _uf

= [esa(a =) + (0= g (T — w0

< w1 lla—ut(| + (1 = pes1) HTUk —u’

< s a0 + O = pagn) [0 =

I

M
it easily follows that Huk — u*H — 0 from pgy1 — 0 and Huk — u*HM — 0. [ |

It is easy to verify that y, = %(0 < o < 1) satisfy conditions (i)-(ili). Under mild
conditions(i)-(iii), compared with [2], we have provided an alternative method to obtain the
limit point as M-projection of the initial point.

Corollary 3.2. Let A : H — 2% be a mazimal operator with zer A # 0, and M an admissible
preconditioner such that (M + A)~' is L-Lipshitz. Let {uk} be the sequence generated by
HPPP (1.5). If {pr}ren satisfies Y o ik = 00, i, — 0(k — 00),limg_o0 ’““*Ijik_“k =0 or
D oken [Hk41 — p| < oo, then u® converges strongly to u*, which is the unique solution of

. 2
MmNy cFix(T) [u— aHM'

Proof. Assume that u* — u, Tu* — u* — 0 (Lemma A.2), it follows that
Tu =Tu* —u*+u* = 04+u=nu,
ie., Tu® = u. From Tu* — uf — 0 and Tu* = (M + A)~' Mu* we have
(3.2) ATu* 5 M(u* — Tub) — 0.

By the maximality of A we have that A is closed in Hyear X Hstrong (see [1, Proposition
20.38]), hence 0 € Au, i.e., u is a fixed point of 7. Thus, every weak cluster point of {u*}en
lies in Fix(7), it holds by Theorem 3.1. [ ]

Remark 1. Compared Theorem 3.1, Corollary 3.2 with [5, Theorem 2.9, convergence] and [5,
Corollary 2.10], {u*}ren generated by HPPP converges strongly to a particular fived point of
T. All conditions are the same except we only add the mild assumption about { g }ren used for
convergence analysis. {u*}ren, {Tu* ren can converges weakly to the same fived point of T
since HTuk — ukH — 0. The Lipschitz reqularity of (M+.A)~! is a mild assumption especially
in applications to splitting algorithms, which is used to prove the uniqueness of M-projection
and guarantee the boundedness of {u*}pen, {TUu*}ren.

3.2. Convergence rate. In this section, we will give the result of the sub-linear conver-
gence rate of the gap between two successive iterations. We now present a technical Lemma [36]
for convergence rate.

Lemma 3.3 ([36]). Let M > 0. Assume that {ay}ren is a sequence of nonnegative real
numbers which satisfy ay < M and

ag+1 < (I —ybgg1)ag + (b — bgt1)cr, k > 1,
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where v € (0,1], {bx}ren s a sequence which is defined by by, = min{%k,l}, {ag}ren is a
sequence of real numbers such that ¢, < M < oo. Then, the sequence {ay}ren satisfies

M
ap < 7J7k>17
vk

where J = L%J

Corollary 3.4. Let T = (M + A)~'M be a M-FNE operator, (M + A)~! is L-Lipshitz,
and {u*} be the sequence generated by (1.5). If pp = min{%,1}, then
(i) [+t —ut|| < ZE e, [0t -t = O(});
fii) [+ = ut]| = 0(L), ut — T = O(b.
Proof. For (i), denote M’ = supyen{[|u® — TukHM}, since

et

< @ = pmen) [ub = a1l = M1

M

it derives (i) by Lemma 3.3. For (ii), since

e e Ry e

2M'C n 2M' £ 9
~ k-1 k(k+1) — 7
an thus [ = T < [t 1| 4 g [ 7w = O, o

3.3. HPPP with TV regularization. Chambolle-Pock(CP) is a first-order primal-dual
algorithm to solve non-smooth convex optimization problems with known saddle-point struc-
ture [10]. Take the starting point (xg,yo) € X x Y, the CP primal-dual algorithm is written
into the following form:

(3.3) { Xpy1 = (I +719f) 7 (xp, — 7K yy),

Yirr = (I +59g%) " (vi + sK(2xp41 — x1))
here we consider TV regularization K = V. The convergence of CP algorithm was proved
when step sizes satisfy 7s |K|* < 1. By introducing the operator A and preconditioner M,
set

_(9of K* (i -K*
As fistly noticed in [20, 5], the CP method is a special PPP method 0 € Ax** + M(xF+1 —
x"®). Bredies et al. proved the weak convergence of the CP algorithm about the degenerate

case 75 |K|*> = 1 [5], i.e., M is a semi-definite preconditioner. To apply HPPP with TV
regularization, under the degenerate case 7s HK||2 =1 we obtain

(35) { X1 = kr1Xa + (1= pep) (I +70f) L (xp — 7K ys),

-1 [ 2sK - a
Vit = feriya+ (U= ) (I + s0g") 7 (BEO ) — o, 4y )

where a = (X4,¥4), (X0,y0) € X x Y are the anchor and initial points, respectively, and
satisfies conditions(i)-(iii) of Theorem 3.1.



3.4. HPPP with implicit regularization. Recently, RED frameworks have achieved state-
of-the-art performance for inverse problems by utilizing CNN (convolutional neural network)
denoiser as regularization [14], such as DnCNN [45]. Ryu et al. proposed a nonexpansive
residual of DnCNN to ensure the convergence of PnP methods [35]. Gradient step denois-
ers, defined as D, = I — Vg, for Gaussian noise level o, have been proposed to generalize
RED [13, 24], where g, : R™ — R is a scalar function parameterized by a differentiable neural
network. The gradient step denoiser can be interpreted as the proximal operator of an implicit
regularization [25].

The primal-dual algorithm to solve (1.4) is viewed as the fixed-point iteration u*+! =

* 1 *
Tu = (A 4+ M)"*MuF with A = <)i81£ (8Ig<)1> M= (_TI‘T{ _55 ) to solve (1.3).
According to subsection 2.2, R(x) = prox,.(x), we consider the special application g =
¢, K = I with the degenerate M(7s =1).

The proposed HPPP algorithm has the advantage of converging to a particular solution
than PPP. Due to the data adaptability of CNN, which has the powerful expressiveness to
represent the implicit regularization ¢ [43, 44]. Based on HPPP and GraRED, we propose
the implicit Gradient RED via HPPP called GraRED-HP? (see Algorithm 3.1). According
to (2.3), we further discuss GraRED-P? Algorithm 3.2 for IR problems.

PnP-ADMM (38, 11, 35] is a well-known optimization method to solve (1.1) when g = ¢,

ie.,

s :prox¢(vk —a*) = D, (vF — "),

(3.6) N :pI“OX/\f(ZkJ'_l + @),
S R S

z

u v

Let w¥ = vF+a*, then PnP-ADMM can be written into equivalent Douglas-Rachford Splitting
(DRS) form:

(3.7) whtl = wh 4 DU(Qprox/\f(wk) —wh) — prox)\f(wk).

Using wF = x* —y* 7 = s = 1,\;, = 1 in GraRED-P? results exactly in the above DRS
iteration. Thus, PnP-ADMM can be obtained from the perspective of PPP [6, 5], and its
convergence follows by [5, Corollary 2.15].

The following Theorem 3.5 verifies the convergence of Algorithm 3.2 and Algorithm 3.2.

Theorem 3.5. Assume that a denoiser D, : H — H satisfies homogeneity and Assump-
tion (A), and has symmetric Jacobian, relaxing parameter 0 < infy A < sup, A < 2 and
RED is convex, then {xk}keN generated by Algorithm 3.2 converges to some uncertain solu-
tion x* of (1.1), while {x*}ren generated by Algorithm 3.1 converges to the particular solution

Pﬁf{m (a) of (1.3).

Proof. Followed by [5, Corollary 2.10] and Corollary 3.2. [ ]
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Algorithm 3.1 GraRED-HP?

Input: initialization u’ = (x°,y") € R® x R?, anchor point a = (x4,y,) € R” x R", iteration
number N > 0, diminishing anchor coefficient j, € [0,1], iy — 0(k = 00),> 70 e =
400, and R = I — D, is a residual of denoiser D, degenerate preconditioner M =

ir -1

—I 15
1: for k=0,1,2,--- ,N —1do
2: d* = prox, ;(x* — 7y")

3 XM= pyx, + (1 - py)dF

1 Vit = R (s(2dk — x*) + yF)

5

6:

> ,7s < 1, where [ is identity matrix.

Y = per1yae + (1 — pggr)vEH?

end for
Output: x%.

Algorithm 3.2 GraRED-P3

Input: initialization u® = (x%, y%) € R® x R, iteration number N > 0, relaxing parameter

A € 10,2], R =1 — D, is a residual of denoiser D,, A = </\_8jf 82)*

) , degenerate

1
o -1 —I . . .
preconditioner M = | 7 ;o1 I> ,7s < 1, where [ is identity matrix.
1: for k=0,1,2,---,N — 1 do
2: dk = prox/\f(xk —7y")

3: xktl = )\kdk + (1 — )\k)Xk
4 yF = N R(yF 4 s(2dF — xF)) + (1 — \p)y®
5: end for

Output: x%.

4. Experiments. In this section, we show the numerical experiments of the algorithms
discussed in section 3. Firstly, we will verify the regularity of HPPP by an easy 1D example.
Then, we compare the CP (3.3), PPP (2.3), GraRED-HP? algorithms (see Algorithm 3.1), and
GraRED-P? (see Algorithm 3.2) for image deblurring and inpainting under the same setting,
and verify the efficiency of the proposed algorithms.

4.1. A toy example. We consider the following optimization problem in R, i.e.,

(4.1) min f(x) + g(x),

where f(z) = max{—=x,0} and g(z) = max{1 — x,0} (See Figure 4.1). Since for any y € R,

1+yzx—-1, <1

min{(l +y)r — 1,yx} = ,
{(1+y) yx} {ym .
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f(x)+ g(z) = max{—z,0} + max{1 — =, 0}

¢

Figure 4.1: Plot f(z) + g(x).

then g*(y) = max,[yr — max{1l — z,0}] = y + 0_1 0)(¥), ¥ € R, where

0, yedC,
dc(y) = {OO yéC

Therefore, the corresponding saddle-point problem is:

Iﬁgﬁ%?ﬁxy + f(z) — g (y).

We denote the optimal set X* = [1,4+00) = argminger f(z) + g(z) and the primal-dual
objective function F(x,y) = xy + f(z) — ¢*(y). Let us solve the saddle-point set {(z*,y*) :
F(z*,y) < F(z*,y*) < F(z,y%),Y(x,y) € R?} of F(x,y). Fixed z* > 1, then

{O, z* > 1,y =0;

max {o'y —g" ()}t = max {2y —vr=9 o 1 erl10

~1<y<0 ~1<y<0

If x* = 1, assume that —1 < y* < 0, then F'(1,y*) = 0, while F'(z,y*) = y*(z—1)+max{—=z,0}

and there exists z = 2 such that F(2,y*) = y* < F(1,y*), which leads to contradiction.
Therefore, the saddle-point set is Q@ = {(z*,y*) : 2* > 1,y* = 0}.

For this toy example shown in Figure 4.2, we choose the same initial point u’ = (-6, 6)

or (0,0), three different anchor points a = (12,10),(12,9), (12,8), the semi-definite M =

1 -1 . . N
( 11 >, and the total itertation number N = 1000. As shown in Figure 4.2, u* generated

by HPPP (1.5) can converge to the particular saddle point controlled by the anchor point.
While the limit of u® generated by PPP (2.3) may be uncertain, which is related with u® and
i For example, the sequence u* oscillates around the limit (1.8, 0) shown in Figure 4.2d.

As shown in Figure 4.3, min,epix(r) | — 3”3\4 = ming, ,)eq (T — Tqo — (Y — ya))? can be
geometrically interpreted as M-projection, i.e., the point u € Fix(7) projection onto the
line x — y = x4 — y, through the anchor point a = (z,4,y,). Therefore, the M-projection of
a = (z4,Yq) onto Q is definitely solved by

Py'(a) = (1,0), 0 —ya =1 < 0;
(xa_ya70)a$a—ya—1 > 0.
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u°=(=6,6) u°=(=6,6)
—— HPPP:a=(12,10) 6 —— HPPP:a=(12,9)
—— PPP:A¢=0.1

—— PPP:A¢=05

-9 -8 -7 -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 9 -8 -7 6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4
(a) (b)
w0 =(-6,6)
6 —— HPPP:a=(12,8) 4 —— HPPP:a=(12,9)
—— PPPiAc=1 —— PPP:Ac=18

i

-10-9 -8 -7 -6 -5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

(c) (d)

Figure 4.2: Trajectory of u* = (z*,4*) in the 20y Cartesian coordinate system.

o / 5'(2, 0

Figure 4.3: M-projection onto the saddle point set.

4.2. Image deblurring. Firstly, we compared with classic TV regularization about CP [10],
PPP [5] , and HPPP(see details in 3.3). For classic TV -£? regularization,

A 2
(4.2) min o |Ax —yl; + 8 Vx]y,
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where y is the degraded image, A is a linear operator. In case Ax can be written as a
convolution, i.e., Ax = k * x, where k is the blurring convolution kernel. The primal-dual
model of TV -¢2 deblurring is

. . A 2
(4.3) min  max —(u,divp) + 5 [Au—yl; — or(p),

where f(u) = 3 [Au—yl3.9"(p) = 3p(p). P = {p € B" x B" : |||, < B}, pll is the
discrete maximum norm defined as:

= /(pL)? + (B,)*

[Pl = max [y . pi

We can calculate the proximal operator (I 4+ 79¢*)~! of the indicator g*(p), i.e.,

-1 (s Pi,j
p=U+70 Lp) —= Pij=——>"=—"-
rror) ) RETTEAT)
The resolvent operator for f(x) can be computed by FFT.
x = (I +79f)"}(%)
— X A
= arg m}in HX27_XH + 3 Ik *x — yl3
_r1 (T)\}"(y)}"* (k) + ]-"(ﬁ))
TAF (k)* +1 ’

where F(-) and F~1(-) denote the FFT and inverse FFT, respectively.

We use a 2D Gaussian function with a standard deviation of 1.6 to convolve 10 test gray
images, and finally obtain the degraded images with an additive WGN with noise level 0.01.
Firstly, we compared three algorithms, CP, PPP, and the proposed HPPP. All the algorithms
use the degraded images as initial points. We calculate the norm ||K|| = 1.75, and choose the
total iteration N = 400, balance coefficients A = 2,3 = 5 x 10~%. Their parameters are given
in Table 4.1. Both GraRED-P? and GraRED-HP? use DnCNN, other parameters are used
below:

e GraRED-P3: 71 =1,5s =1,\, = 0.2, \ = 20;
e GraRED-HP3 : 7 =1,s =1, up = 1/(k+2),A = 20,X, = ¥,ya = O.

Secondly, we compared with RED and RED-PRO. The RED-PRO model uses the hybrid
steepest descent method (HSD) [41, 42] to solve IR problems. Following [33, 14], a 9 x 9
uniform point spread function (PSF) or a 2D Gaussian function with a standard deviation of
1.6 are used to convolve test images. We finally obtained the degraded images with an additive
WGN with noise level 0 = /2. The original RGB image is converted to the YCbCr image,
PnP restoration algorithms are applied to the luminance channel, and then the reconstruction
image is returned to RGB space to obtain the final image. PSNR is measured on the luminance
channel of the ground truth and the restored images.

Table 4.2 shows PSNR (dB) of restoration results on CP, PPP, HPPP, GraRED-P? and
GraRED-HP3. The performance of three different methods is evaluated using PSNR measure.
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The best recovery results are highlighted in bold. From Table 4.2, GraRED-P? and GraRED-
HP? are better than classic algorithms with explicit TV regularization, which demonstrates
implicit regularization is more powerful to regularize inverse imaging problems. We visualize
the numerical comparison between GraRED-P3, GraRED-HP?3, CP, PPP, and HPPP in Fig-
ure 4.4. To further compare the robustness of the initial points between the proposed HPPP,
CP, and PPP with TV regularization. As shown in Figure 4.5, we plot their respective evolu-
tions of PSNR values for iterations for the image House with 10 random initial points. The
HPPP algorithm converges faster (less than 200 iterations) and achieves better PSNR, values
than CP and PPP algorithms. Once the anchor point is chosen, the proposed algorithm is
more robust than CP and PPP algorithms for image deblurring with random initializations.
To verify Corollary 3.4, we show the trend of convergence rate of the gap Hu’ngl — ukH be-
tween two successive iterations throughout the iterations with step size min{2,1}(k > 1) in
Figure 4.6.

Table 4.1: Parameters on CP, PPP, and HPP with TV regularization for image deblurring.

CP T=s=1/K =057
PPP T=s5=1/K =0.57,\; = 1.95 or \;, = 1.2
HPPP | 1 =s=1/K =057, 11 = 55, % = ATy, ya = 0- Vx,

Table 4.2: Deblurring results of gray images compared with CP, PPP, and HPPP about the
Gauss blurring kernel.

Cameraman | House | Pepper | Starfish | Butterfly | Craft | Parrots | Barbara | Boat

CP 26.04 30.86 | 25.99 27.53 27.85 25.51 26.88 24.46 28.99
PPP 26.05 30.85 | 25.99 27.53 27.85 25.51 26.88 24.46 28.98
HPPP(TV) 26.00 31.39 | 26.05 27.65 27.99 25.51 26.82 24.51 29.09
GraRED-P3 26.87 3251 | 28.34 29.16 29.70 26.90 | 27.95 24.66 29.68

GraRED-HP? 26.85 32.51 | 28.80 29.15 29.67 27.03 | 27.89 24.66 | 29.99

From the deblurring experiment Table 4.3 and Figure 4.7, GraRED-P? and GraRED-HP3
achieve better performance than RED, RED-PRO, and RRP, which illustrates that KM or
Halpern iteration used in PPP methods is effective.

4.3. Image inpainting. In this section, we use the proposed algorithm to solve TV image
inpainting problems and compare their numerical results with CP [10], PPP [5], and HPPP
algorithms. The discrete image inpainting model is

min A Mo x —y|[7 + 8[| Vx|, ,
xeR”

where ||Vx||; is the TV regularization, A, 5 are balance coefficients, ® indicates pointwise
multiplication. Then the saddle-point problem is

i —(x, di AMMox—y|2 -6
)?el]g’llpe%%afﬂ%n <X, 1vp>+ || Ox YHF P(p)a
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(a) Clean image (b) Degraded image (c) CP (27.85dB) (d) A = 1.95: PPP
(27.85dB)

() \x = 1.2: PPP (f) HPPP (27.65dB) (g) GraRED-P3  (h) GraRED-HP3
(27.85dB) (29.70dB) (29.67dB)

Figure 4.4: Deblurring result of Butterfly degraded with the Gaussian blur kernel with noise

level o = 0.01.

——cp
3 —— PPP
—=— HPPP

PSNR

yyyyyy

Figure 4.5: Random initialization.

where f(x) = [|[M ®x — y||%. g"(p) = 3p(p). P = {p € B" x R" : [[p|l,, < B}, [[pll, is the

discrete maximum norm. Their resolvent operators of f, g* are

o Di;
p=(+709")" (B) = Pij= =%
( ) () 7 max (B, |pijl)
and
_2TM Oy +x

x=(I+70)7 (%) = T2
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Figure 4.6: The convergence rate of HukJrl . ukH of GraRED-H?. The image Starfish is
degraded by a Gaussian PSF with noise level 0.01.

Table 4.3: Recovery results are obtained by RED, RED-PRO, RRP, GraRED-P3, and
GraRED-HP? with TNRD [12].

Algorithms Uniform kernel Gaussian kernel(oy, = 1.6)
Bike | Butterfly | Flower | Hat | Bike | Butterfly | Flower | Hat
RED [33] 26.10 30.41 30.18 | 32.16 | 27.90 31.66 32.05 | 33.30
RED-PRO(HSD) [14] | 24.95 | 27.24 | 29.38 | 31.55 | 27.36 | 3055 | 31.81 | 33.07
RRP [14] 26.48 30.64 30.46 | 32.25 | 28.02 31.66 32.08 | 33.26
GraRED-P3 26.55 30.72 30.67 | 32.43 | 28.13 31.81 32.42 | 33.51
GraRED-HP? 26.80 30.88 30.74 | 32.42 | 28.06 31.80 32.27 | 33.50

the multiplication and division operators should be understood pointwise in the above formula.

We test 10 common images for evaluation. The first M is filled with a Bernoulli random
mask whose each pixel is missing with probability p = 0.5, i.e., 50% of pixels are missed.
The second M is a character mask where about 19% of pixels are missed. All the algorithms
start their iterations with the degraded images. For classic algorithms, we fix the balance
parameter o = 0.01 and the total number N = 400, and use the following other parameters :

e HPPP: 7 = s = 1/ || K|| = 0.57, anchor point x, = 1 € R™*" y, = 0- Vx,, stepsize
B = 1oty
e PPP: 7 =5s=1/||K||=0.57,\y = 1.6 or \j; = 1.2;
e CP: 7=s=1/||K| =0.57.
Both GraRED-P? and GraRED-HP? use DnCNN [35], other parameters are used below:
e GraRED-P3: 7 =10,5 = 0.1, \;, = 0.2, \ = 5;
e GraRED-HP? : 7 =10,5 = 0.1, ux = 0.05/(k +2),A\ =5,X, = y,ys = O.

In Table 4.4 and Table 4.5, we compared the numerical performance of classic algorithms
with TV regularization. As we can see from both two tables, the proposed two algorithms
outperform other algorithms. In Figure 4.8 and 4.9, we compare visualization results of
House degraded by Bernoulli random mask and character mask, the proposed algorithms
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(9) M=0.1: GraRED-P?30.72dB (h) A ,=0.2: GraRED-P?30.90dB (i) GraRED-HP?30.88 dB

Figure 4.7: Deblurring result of Butterfly degraded by uniform kernel.

achieve better visual performance than TV regularization.

Moreover, we compare the recovery results about different anchors a = (x,,y,) with fixed
Yo = 0 and step size k+L1 As shown in Figure 4.10, the anchor x, = 1 can achieve the
best peroformance for random inpainting, which illustates the projection point Pé‘i’f( R (a) of
a = (1,0) is closest to the true solution. Anchors selection is not difficult, GraRED-HP? can
achieve similar peroformance with other anchors.

Table 4.4: Numerical results of image inpainting compared with CP, PPP, and HPPP (noise
level ¢ = 0.01, Bernoulli random missing).

Cameraman | House | Peppers | Starfish | Butterfly | Craft | Parrots | Barbara | Boat

CP 23.54 28.94 24.53 23.89 23.59 23.42 23.20 23.10 26.29
PPP 23.58 29.05 24.53 24.32 23.76 23.43 | 23.33 23.13 26.36
HPPP(TV) 23.89 29.19 24.55 24.46 24.04 23.52 23.44 23.35 26.45
GraRED-P3 29.92 36.15 32.67 31.99 31.95 29.53 | 30.05 32.25 32.91
GraRED-HP3 29.90 36.14 | 32.68 31.97 31.92 29.52 | 30.04 32.23 32.90

5. Conclusions. In this paper, based on Halpern iteration and gradient RED, we propose
HPPP and GraRED-HP? for IR problems, which can converge strongly to a particular fixed
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Table 4.5: Numerical results of image inpainting compared with CP, PPP, and HPPP (noise
level o = 0.01, character texture missing).

Cameraman | House | Peppers | Starfish | Butterfly | Craft | Parrots | Barbara | Boat

CP 25.87 31.58 29.40 26.16 25.60 26.33 | 25.20 24.21 25.23
PPP 26.33 31.78 30.13 26.86 26.08 26.47 | 25.64 27.32 28.05
HPPP 26.33 32.00 30.02 26.88 26.38 26.51 | 25.83 27.34 28.09
GraRED-P3 29.18 37.46 33.79 30.89 29.45 29.20 | 26.04 29.68 30.04

GraRED-HP? 29.13 37.47 | 33.80 30.93 29.42 29.20 | 26.02 29.60 30.04

(a) Clean image (b) Degraded image (c) CP (28.94dB) (d) A = 1.6: PPP
(29.06dB)

4 4

(e) A\ = 1.2: PPP (f) HPPP (29.20dB) (g) GraRED-P3  (h) GraRED-HP?
(29.09dB) (36.15dB) (36.14dB)

Figure 4.8: Recovery results of House degraded by random mask.

point Plﬁ\i’)‘( K (a). Numerical experiments verify the regularity of HPPP, and the effectiveness

GraRED-HP? for image deblurring and inpainting, which can achieve better performance than
classic algorithms with TV regularization. In the future, we plan to study the convergence
of nonconvex implicit regularization [25] and extend the definition of M-monotonicity to M-
comonotonicity for nonconvex case [3].

Appendix A. Boundedness and M-projection. Firstly, we study the boundedness
and asymptotic regularity of {u*}ren generated by (1.5). To further establish regularity of
{u*}ren (Theorem 3.1), we introduce a important Lemma from [23, Lemma 2.5].
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(a) Clean image (b) Degraded image (c) CP (31.58dB) (d) Ay = 1.6: PPP
(31.79dB)

() \x = 1.2: PPP (f) HPPP (32.00dB) (g) GraRED-P3  (h) GraRED-HP3
(31.74dB) (37.46dB) (37.47dB)

Figure 4.9: Recovery results of House degraded by character mask.

Lemma A.1. Let {a}renbe a sequence of non-negative real numbers satisfying
(A1) ap+1 < (1 — pg)ag + e Be + Vi

where {p Y rens { Bk trens {Vk ren satisfies the following conditions:
(i) {ur} converges to 0 in [0,1], and Y 7 pr = 400, or equivently [[p- o(1 — i) = 0;
(i) limsupy, o B < 0;

(i) e 2 0, 3 7 < 0.

Then limyg_ o ap, = 0.

Lemma A.2. Let T be a M-FNE operator, (M + A)~' is L-Lipshitz, and {u*} be the
sequence generated by (1.5), a,u’ € H, and limy_, o W =0 or Y pen lthsr — pr] < o0,
which satisfies the following:

(i) {u*}, {Tu*}(k € N) are bounded;
(ii) || Tu* =¥, — 0,k — oo;
(iii) [[u T —u*|| = 0, || Tu* — u*|| - 0,k — cc.

Proof. Let M = CC* be a decomposition of M, C = L||C||. For u’,u” € H,

|Tu' = Tu”"|| = [[(M + A)~CCu’ — (M + A)~Fecu”||
< L) ' = u’]l = € [l =],
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(¢) Anchor 1:
31.89dB

N

(d) Anchor 2: (e) Anchor 3: (f) Anchor 4:
31.95dB 31.97dB 31.85dB

Figure 4.10: Compared with different anchors for random inpainting, i.e., x, = 0, M ® x¢ +
0.5(1 — M), 1, xo.

For (i), u* is bounded. For any u* € Fix(T),

k+1 _ o« — H —u* — f o

u u = a—u’)+(1 Tu u ‘

H Wl 5L )+ (1= pga)( M e
< pkt [la—a g + (1 = i) Huk ¥
< a a—ll* ) uk_u*
< max{fla - u'[| !
<o < maxfla — u h [Ju® = u]] )

Furthermore,

[0+t = < g fla = w4 (1= ) [Tt =
< et la = + (1 = ppgr) - C Huk —u M
< max{”a— u*H N6, Huk —u* M} < +400.
and
HTuk—u* SCHuk—u* y SFo

So is the sequence {Tu*}xen.
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For (ii), we should show 7 is M-asymptotically regular HTul’C — ukH — 0.
uftl = prria+ (1 — ,ukH)Tuk. There exists a positive real number M > 0 such that

a—TukH < |la—u* —i—Huk—u*
| S =il

<M,
M

it follows from the M-FNE operator 7" and boundedness of {||a — Tu"|| M IKENS

= (g — ) (@ = T 4 (1= ) (Tu® — Tub )
M M

(A.2) < (1= pg+1) HTUk - Tuk_lHM + k1 — g Ha - Tuk_IHM

kq”

< (1—Mk+1)Huk—u M+\/~Lk+1—uk\M

Hk+1—HE k+1 _

- =0or Y ken k41 — p| < oo, then Hu

If limg o0 ukHM — 0 from Lemma A.1.

Huk _ TukH _ Huk S I TukH
M M

(A.3) < )‘uk—uk+1“M+uk+l Ha_TukHM

Thus, limg_,o |[u* — Tu*||, — 0.
For (iii), there exists M’ such that Huo - Tuk_lu <M,

Hulﬁrl - ukH < (1= pg+1) HTuk - Tuk_lﬂ + k1 — e HUO - Tuk_lu
< C(1 = pg41) Huk - uk_IHM + M g1 — el
Therefore Hu]“CJrl — ukH — 0.

Huk — TukH < Huk — ukHH + pe+1 Ha — TukH — 0,k — o0. -

Lemma A.3. Let A:H — 2" be an operator with zer A # 0, and M an admissible precon-
ditioner such that ||[Tu —Tv| < C |lu— vl (C > 0), and Fix(T) be a closed convex subset
of a Hilbert space H, and |ju — aHiA is a proper lower-semicontinuous differentiable convex
function. There exists a unique solution u* = arg miny,cpix(7) [[U — a||3\4 which solves:

(A.4) (u" —a,u—u"),, >0,vue Fix(T).

Proof. Let l(u) = [ju— a||3\,l is the differentiable convex function. Assume that u* €
Fix(7T) is the optimal solution, Fix(7) is the convex set, thus t € (0,1),u*+t(u—u*) € Fix(7T)
for Yu € Fix(T),

* _ * _ *
lim l<u +t(u u )) l(u ) — <l'(u*),u _ u*>
t—0 t
= (2M(u* —a),u—u")
=2(u* —au—u), >0.
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If u™ is the another solution such that (u** —a,u—u**),, > 0. Replace u with u**,u* in
the above two inequalities, respectively.

(A.5) (u* —a,u™ —u"),, >0,
(A.6) (U™ —a,u" —u™), >0.

If we add two inequalities, then we obtain [[u* —u**||,, = 0. Since
[u® —u™|| = [[Tu" = Tu™| <Cfu” —u™| =0

It follows u* = u™* from above inequality. |

As mentioned in [2, 9] and uniqueness projection onto Fix(7), we can introduce the
following notion of M-projection.

Definition A.4 (M-projection). Assume Yu® € H, there exist an unique point u* € Fix(T)
such that |[u* — uOHM < ju- uOHM (Vu € Fix(T)), then u* is called the M—projection of
u’ onto Fix(T), also denoted Pé\i/)l((T) (u).

Lemma A5, Let T = (M + A)~'M such that ||[Tu—Tv| < Cllu—v],,(C > 0) and
u’ € H, then the following conditions are equivalent:
(i) u* = P%((T) (uo)i
(it) (u* —u’u— u*>M > 0,Vu € Fix(T).
Proof. See Lemma A.3 and Definition A.4. [ |
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