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Abstract

Finding zeros of the sum of two maximally monotone operators involving a continuous linear operator
is a central problem in optimization and monotone operator theory. We revisit the duality framework
proposed by Eckstein, Ferris, Pennanen, and Robinson from a quarter of a century ago. Paramonotonicity
is identified as a broad condition ensuring that saddle points coincide with the closed convex rectangle
formed by the primal and dual solutions. Additionally, we characterize total duality in the subdifferential
setting and derive projection formulas for sets that arise in the analysis of the Chambolle-Pock algorithm
within the recent framework developed by Bredies, Chenchene, Lorenz, and Naldi.
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1 Introduction

Throughout this paper, we assume that

X and Y are real Hilbert spaces, and L : X → Y is continuous and linear. (1)

We also assume that

A and B are maximally monotone on X and Y, respectively. (2)

(See, e.g., [3] for more on maximally monotone operators.) A central problem in optimization and varia-
tional analysis is to

Find x ∈ X such that 0 ∈ Ax + L∗BLx. (3)

We emphasize that we do not assume that A + L∗BL or L∗BL is maximally monotone. Following Eckstein
and Ferris [14], we encode the (primal) problem (3) by the triple

(A, L, B). (4)

*Mathematics, University of British Columbia, Kelowna, B.C. V1V 1V7, Canada. E-mail: heinz.bauschke@ubc.ca.
†Department of Combinatorics and Optimization, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario N2L 3G1, Canada. and Mansoura

University, Faculty of Science, Mathematics Department, Mansoura 35516, Egypt. E-mail: walaa.moursi@uwaterloo.ca.
‡Department of Combinatorics and Optimization, University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario N2L 3G1, Canada.

shambhavi.singh@uwaterloo.ca.

1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2412.11880v1


The dual problem is given by

Find y ∈ Y such that 0 ∈ B−1y − LA−1(−L∗y), (5)

which is now represented by the triple (B−1,−L∗, A−1). This gives rise to the duality operation

(A, L, B)∗ := (B−1,−L∗, A−1) (6)

which features the pleasant biduality (see [14, Section 2.1])

(A, L, B)∗∗ = (B−1,−L∗, A−1)∗ =
(
(A−1)−1,−(−L∗)∗, (B−1)−1

)
= (A, L, B). (7)

The set of solutions to the primal problem is given by

sol(A, L, B) :=
{

x ∈ X
∣∣ x solves the problem given by (A, L, B)

}
(8a)

=
{

x ∈ X
∣∣ 0 ∈ Ax + L∗BLx

}
. (8b)

For ease of notation, we abbreviate the set of the primal and the dual solutions by

Z := sol(A, L, B) =
{

x ∈ X
∣∣ 0 ∈ Ax + L∗BLx

}
(9)

and
K := sol(A, L, B)∗ =

{
y ∈ Y

∣∣ 0 ∈ B−1y − LA−1(−L∗y)
}

, (10)

respectively. Closely related to these notions is the set of saddle points for (A, L, B), given by

S :=
{
(x, y) ∈ X ×Y

∣∣ −L∗y ∈ Ax ∧ Lx ∈ B−1y
}

. (11)

The inclusion
S ⊆ Z × K (12)

is always true (see Corollary 3.3 below). However, equality in (12) may fail as Eckstein and Ferris ([14,
page 69]) observed:

Example 1.1. Suppose that X = Y = R
2, L = Id,

A =

[
0 −1
1 0

]
, and B =

[
0 1
−1 0

]
. (13)

Then A−1 = B = −A, B−1 = A = −B, and we have the strict inclusion

S = gra(−A) $ R
2 × R

2 = Z × K. (14)

Our goal in this paper is to carefully study the relationship between the primal problem (3), the dual
problem (5), the corresponding solution sets (9), (10), and the set of saddle points (11). Our main results can
be summarized as follows:

• We show that paramonotonicity of A and B is a quite general sufficient condition to guarantee that
S = Z × K (Corollary 5.3).

• We observe that — in the subdifferential case — the nonemptiness of Z characterizes total Fenchel-
Rockafellar duality (Theorem 6.5).

• We obtain formulas for projections onto sets arising in the Bredies-Chenchene-Lorenz-Naldi frame-
work for studying the Chambolle-Pock algorithm (Section 8).
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Our work is complementary to that by Eckstein and Ferris [14] who focused on complementarity prob-
lems, by Pennanen [17] who considered an even more general framework and derived criteria for maximal
monotonicity as did Robinson [19]. We mention that our work extends previous work on Attouch-Théra
duality, i.e., when Y = X and L = Id (see [1] and [2]).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we lay the foundation by analyzing
the mappings which traverse between Z and K, the sets of primal and dual solutions. The graph of these
mappings is intimately connected to the set of saddle points as is observed in Section 3. The case when
we have common zeros is characterized in Section 4. In Section 5, we reveal the set of saddle points S
to be the convex “rectangle” Z × K whenever A and B are paramonotone. In Section 6, we show that
the nonemptiness of Z is equivalent to total Fenchel-Rockafellar duality. The Chambolle-Pock operator is
revisited in the Bredies-Chenchene-Lorenz-Naldi framework in Section 7; moreover, projection formula on
associated sets are presented in Section 8. In Section 9, we focus on the case when A and B are normal cone
operators which is useful for studying feasibility problem. In the final Section 10, we discuss a product
space set up to deal with certain problems that may feature more than two operators.

The notation we employ is fairly standard and largely follows [3].

2 Traversing between primal and dual solutions

The following notation, which induces a way to traverse between primal and dual solutions, will be used
extensively throughout the paper: Set

(∀x ∈ X) Kx := (−L−∗Ax) ∩ (BLx) ⊆ Y (15)

and
(∀y ∈ Y) Zy := (L−1B−1y) ∩ A−1(−L∗y) ⊆ X. (16)

Proposition 2.1. Let (x, y) ∈ X ×Y. Then the following hold:

(i) y ∈ Kx ⇔ x ∈ Zy.

(ii) L∗(Kx) = (−Ax) ∩ L∗BLx and L(Zy) = (B−1y) ∩ LA−1(−L∗y).
(iii) Kx 6= ∅ ⇔ x ∈ Z, and Zy 6= ∅ ⇔ y ∈ K.
(iv) Kx ⊆ K and Zy ⊆ Z.
(v) Kx and Zy are closed and convex.

Proof. We have the equivalences

y ∈ Kx ⇔ y ∈ −L−∗Ax ∧ y ∈ BLx (17a)

⇔ −L∗y ∈ Ax ∧ Lx ∈ B−1y (17b)

⇔ x ∈ A−1(−L∗y) ∧ x ∈ L−1B−1y (17c)

⇔ x ∈ Zy, (17d)

and this proves (i).

We now prove (ii): First, suppose that v ∈ Kx, i.e., v ∈ −L−∗Ax and v ∈ BLx. It follows that L∗v ∈ −Ax
and L∗v ∈ L∗BLx, i.e., L∗v ∈ (−Ax) ∩ L∗BLx. We’ve verified that L∗(Kx) ⊆ (−Ax) ∩ L∗BLx. Conversely,
suppose that u ∈ (−Ax) ∩ L∗BLx. Then there exists v ∈ BLx such that u = L∗v. Hence −L∗v ∈ Ax
and so v ∈ −L−∗x. Thus v ∈ Kx and so u = L∗v ∈ L∗(Kx). Altogether, we have shown that L∗(Kx) =
(−Ax) ∩ L∗BLx. The proof of the identity L(Zy) = (B−1y) ∩ LA−1(−L∗y) is similar.

Turning to (iii) and (iv), suppose that Kx 6= ∅, and let k ∈ Kx. It follows that

k ∈ −L−∗Ax ∧ k ∈ BLx. (18)
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First, this implies that −L∗k ∈ Ax ∧ L∗k ∈ L∗BLx, which upon adding, yields x ∈ Z. Second, this also
implies x ∈ A−1(−L∗k) ∧ Lx ∈ B−1k. Hence −Lx ∈ −LA−1(−L∗k) ∧ Lx ∈ B−1k. Upon adding, we learn
that k ∈ K. We have shown that Kx ⊆ K and this is also trivially true if Kx = ∅.

Now assume x ∈ Z. Then there exists y ∈ BLx such that −L∗y ∈ Ax, i.e., y ∈ −L−∗Ax. It follows that
y ∈ Kx and so Kx 6= ∅.

The remaining statements in (iii) and (iv) are proved similarly.

Because A and B are maximally monotone, the sets Ax and B(Lx) are convex and closed. The linearity
and continuity of −L∗ then yields the convexity and closedness of −L−∗Ax. Upon intersecting, we obtain
convexity and closedness Kx. The set Zk is treated similarly. �

We now associate with (15) and (16) the following set-valued operators:

K : X ⇒ Y : x 7→ Kx and Z : Y ⇒ X : y 7→ Zy. (19)

Corollary 2.2. We have

dom K = Z and ran K = K =
⋃

z∈Z

Kz (20)

as well as
dom Z = K and ran Z = Z =

⋃

k∈K

Zk. (21)

Proof. The domain statements follow from Proposition 2.1(iii). This and Proposition 2.1(iv) imply ran K =⋃
z∈Z Kz ⊆ K and ran Z =

⋃
k∈K Zk ⊆ Z. Now let k ∈ K = dom Z. Then Zk 6= ∅. Let z ∈ Zk. By

Proposition 2.1(i), k ∈ Kz ⊆ ran K. Hence K ⊆ ran K. Altogether, we deduce that ran K = K. The range of
Z is treated similarly. �

The next result states that the operators LZ and L∗K are skew.

Proposition 2.3. Suppose that zi ∈ Z, and ki ∈ Kzi
, for each i ∈ {0, 1}. Then

〈Lz0 − Lz1, k0 − k1〉 = 〈z0 − z1, L∗k0 − L∗k1〉 = 0. (22)

Proof. The left equality in (22) is trivial. Now, the assumption implies that each ki ∈ (−L−∗Azi) ∩ (BLzi).
Thus each −L∗ki ∈ Azi and L∗ki ∈ L∗BLzi. Because A and L∗BL are monotone, we deduce that 0 ≤
〈z0 − z1, (−L∗k0)− (−L∗k1)〉 and 0 ≤ 〈z0 − z1, L∗k0 − L∗k1〉. Altogther, 0 = 〈z0 − z1, L∗k0 − L∗k1〉 which is
the right equality in (22). �

3 Saddle points

Fact 3.1. The set of saddle points S is convex and closed.

Remark 3.2. Fact 3.1 can be proved by observing that the S are actually the zeros of the the maximally monotone
operator on X × Y, given by (x, y) 7→ (Ax × B−1y) + (L∗y,−Lx); see [14, Proposition 2] (and also [3, Proposi-
tion 26.33]). When A = ∂ f and B = ∂g, for proper lower semicontinuous convex functions f and g on X and Y,
respectively, then the S is precisely the set of saddle point of the function

(x, y) 7→ f (x)− g∗(y) + 〈x, L∗y〉 , (23)

which is convex in x and concave in y. This motivates the term “saddle points” for (11). One may also find the
terminology “Kuhn-Tucker vectors” for S in the literature (see, e.g., [18]).

Corollary 3.3. The set

S = gra K = gra Z−1 is a closed convex subset of Z × K. (24)
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Moreover, the sets of primal and dual solutions

Z and K are convex. (25)

Proof. Taking (x, y) ∈ X × Y, we get the equivalences

(x, y) ∈ S ⇔ y ∈ −L−∗Ax ∧ y ∈ B(Lx) (26a)

⇔ y ∈ Kx (26b)

⇔ (x, y) ∈ gra K, (26c)

which yields S = gra K. On the other hand, Proposition 2.1(i) yields K = Z−1. Combining with Fact 3.1,
we obtain (24).

Because S is convex, so are the restrictions to the first and second components, i.e., Z = dom K and
K = ran K. This proves (25) and we are done. �

Remark 3.4. The fact that Z and K are convex is somewhere surprising because the operator sums occurring in their
definition are not assumed to be maximally monotone.

4 Common zeros

The next result characterizes when we have common zeroes for the problem (3):

Proposition 4.1 (common zeros). zer A ∩ zer L∗BL 6= ∅ ⇔ K ∩ ker L∗ 6= ∅.

Proof. “⇒”: Indeed, using Proposition 2.1(iv),

zer A ∩ zer L∗BL 6= ∅ ⇔ (∃z ∈ X) z ∈ zer A ∩ zer L∗BL (27a)

⇔ (∃z ∈ X) 0 ∈ Az ∧ 0 ∈ L∗BLz (27b)

⇒ (∃z ∈ X) L−∗(0) ⊆ L−∗Az ∧ (∃y ∈ BLz) L∗y = 0 (27c)

⇔ (∃z ∈ X) ± ker L∗ ⊆ L−∗Az ∧ (∃y ∈ Y) y ∈ BLz ∩ ker L∗ (27d)

⇒ (∃y ∈ Y) y ∈ ker L∗ ∩ BLz ∩ (−L−∗Az) (27e)

⇔ (∃y ∈ Y) y ∈ ker L∗ ∩ Kz ⊆ ker L∗ ∩ K. (27f)

“⇐”: Conversely, assume that K ∩ ker L∗ 6= ∅. Let k ∈ K ∩ ker L∗. By Corollary 2.2, K =
⋃

z∈Z Kz. Hence
there exists z ∈ Z such that k ∈ Kz ∩ ker L∗. Thus

k ∈ (−L−∗Az) ∩ (BLz) ∩ ker L∗. (28)

Hence −L∗k ∈ Az ∧ k ∈ BLz ∧ L∗k = 0. This implies 0 = −0 = −L∗k ∈ Az ∧ 0 = L∗k ∈ L∗BLz, i.e.,
z ∈ zer A ∩ zer L∗BL. �

Proposition 4.2 (0 as a dual solution). We have: zer L−∗A ∩ zer BL 6= ∅ ⇔ 0 ∈ K.

Proof. Indeed, using Corollary 2.2, we have

zer L−∗A ∩ zer BL 6= ∅ ⇔ (∃z ∈ X) 0 ∈ (−L−∗Az) ∩ (BLz) (29a)

⇔ (∃z ∈ X) 0 ∈ Kz (29b)

⇔ 0 ∈ K =
⋃

z∈Z

Kz, (29c)

as claimed. �

The previous two results generalize [2, Proposition 2.10]; moreover, these generalization are different
from each other as we now show:
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Example 4.3. Suppose that Y = X and that U is a proper closed linear subspace of X. Further suppose that A = PU

and L = PU = L∗, let u⊥ ∈ U⊥ r {0}, and suppose that B : y 7→ u⊥. Because ker L∗ = U⊥, we have (∀x ∈ X)
x ∈ Z ⇔ 0 ∈ Ax + L∗BLx = PUx ⇔ x ∈ U⊥; thus,

Z = U⊥. (30)

It thus follows with Corollary 2.2 that

K =
⋃

z∈Z

Kz =
⋃

z∈U⊥
(−L−∗Az) ∩ (BLz) =

⋃

z∈U⊥
(−U⊥ ∩ {u⊥}) = {u⊥}. (31)

Hence 0 /∈ K, and, as predicted by Proposition 4.2, zer L−∗ ∩ zer BL = ∅. On the other hand, K ∩ ker L∗ = {u⊥}∩
U⊥ = {u⊥} 6= ∅ and so Proposition 4.1 guarantees that zer A ∩ zer L∗BL 6= ∅. Indeed, zer A ∩ zer L∗BL =
zer PU ∩ zer PUu⊥ = U⊥.

5 Paramonotonicity helps!

Recall that A : X ⇒ X is paramonotone if it is monotone and

(x0, u0) ∈ gra A
(x1, u1) ∈ gra A

〈x0 − x1, u0 − u1〉 = 0



 ⇒ (x0, u1) ∈ gra A and (x1, u0) ∈ gra A.

The term “paramonotone” was introduced in [10] for functions on R
n, and thoroughly studied in [15]. The

class of paramonotone operators is large: it includes subdifferential operators, strictly monotone operators,
displacement mappings, and others (see also [3] and [7]).

Theorem 5.1. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone. Then (∀z ∈ Z) Kz = K and (∀k ∈ K) Zk = Z.

Proof. Take z0, z1 in Z, and let each ki ∈ Kzi
By Proposition 2.3,

〈Lz0 − Lz1, k0 − k1〉 = 0 = 〈z0 − z1, (−L∗k0)− (−L∗k1)〉 . (32)

On the other hand, the definition of Kzi
yields (zi,−L∗ki) ∈ gra A and (Lzi, ki) ∈ gra B. Altogether, in view

of the paramonotonicity of A and B, we deduce that (z0,−L∗k1) ∈ gra A, (z1,−L∗k0) ∈ gra A, (Lz0, k1) ∈
gra B, and (Lz1, k0) ∈ gra B. Hence k1 ∈ Kz0 and k0 ∈ Kz1 . It follows that Kz0 = Kz1 and thus (∀z ∈ Z)
Kz = K.

The remaining assertion is proved similarly, after noting that an operator is paramonotone if and only if
its inverse is likewise. �

Remark 5.2. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone, and that k ∈ K is an arbitrary dual solution. Then
Theorem 5.1 guarantees that the entire set of primal solutions is recovered via

Z = Zk =
(

L−1B−1k
)
∩
(

A−1(−L∗k)
)
. (33)

Similarly, a single primal solution z ∈ Z recovers all dual solutions via K = Kz = (−L−∗Az) ∩ (BLz). Without
paramonotonicity, this fails even when Y = X and L = Id — combine Example 1.1 with Corollary 3.3.

Corollary 5.3. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone. Then the following hold:

(i) The sets of primal and dual solutions, Z and K, are convex and closed.
(ii) gra K = S and gra Z are the rectangles Z × K and K × Z, respectively.

(iii) 〈span (Z − Z), span (L∗K − L∗K)〉 = 0 = 〈span (LZ − LZ), span (K − K)〉.
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Proof. (i): Combine Theorem 5.1 with Proposition 2.1. (ii): Combine Theorem 5.1 with Corollary 3.3. (iii):
Combining Theorem 5.1 with Proposition 2.3, we see that 〈Z − Z, L∗K − L∗K〉 = 0 = 〈LZ − LZ, K − K〉
which yields the result. �

Remark 5.4. As in Remark 3.4, it is surprising that paramonotonicity guarantees that Z and K are closed and convex
even though the operator sums occurring in their definition are not required to be maximally monotone.

We learn more about the solution sets under additional assumptions:

Proposition 5.5. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone. Then the following hold:

(i) If span (L∗K − L∗K) = X, then Z is a singleton.
(ii) If span (LZ − LZ) = Y, then K is a singleton.

(iii) If span (K − K) = Y, then Z − Z ⊆ ker L.
(iv) If span (Z − Z) = X, then K − K ⊆ ker L∗.

Proof. (i): If span (L∗K − L∗K) = X, then Corollary 5.3(iii) yields span (Z − Z) = {0}; equivalently, Z is a
singleton. (ii): The proof is similar to that of (i). (iii): Suppose that span (K −K) = Y. Then Corollary 5.3(iii)
yields {0} = span (LZ − LZ). It follows that {0} = LZ − LZ = L(Z − Z); hence, Z − Z ⊆ ker L. (iv): The
proof is similar to that of (iii). �

Example 5.6. Suppose that Y = X 6= {0}, A = 0, and B = Id. Clearly, A and B are paramonotone. Because
ker(L∗L) = ker L, we have

Z = ker L = Z − Z. (34)

And because (ran L)⊥ = ker L∗ we deduce that

K = {0} = K − K. (35)

We note the following:

(i) If L is injective, then Z = {0}, span (L∗K − L∗K) = {0} 6= X, and span (LZ − LZ) = {0} 6= Y; therefore,
the converse implications of Proposition 5.5(i)&(ii) fail.

(ii) The converse of Proposition 5.5(iii) fails.
(iii) If L 6= 0, then Z − Z = ker L $ X and so the converse of Proposition 5.5(iv) fails.

In the presence of a common-zero assumption, we can make further deductions:

Theorem 5.7. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone, and that zer L−∗A ∩ zer BL 6= ∅. Then the following hold:

(i) Z = (zer A) ∩ (L−1 zer B) = (zer A) ∩ (zer(BL)) and 0 ∈ K.
(ii) span L∗K ⊥ span (Z − Z).

(iii) If A is single-valued, then K ⊆ ker L∗.
(iv) If B is single-valued, then K = {0}.
(v) If int Z 6= ∅, then K ⊆ ker L∗.

Proof. The common-zero assumption is equivalent to

0 ∈ K (36)

by Proposition 4.2.

(i): In view of (36), we deduce from Remark 5.2 that Z = (L−1B−10) ∩ (A−1(−L∗0)) = zer A ∩
L−1(zer B) = zer A ∩ zer(BL).

(ii): By (36), K = K − 0 ⊆ K − K. Hence Corollary 5.3(iii) yields the result.

(iii): Assume that A is single-valued. By (i), Z ⊆ zer A. Now let z ∈ Z. Then Az = 0 and Theorem 5.1
yields

K = Kz = (−L−∗Az) ∩ (BLz) = (−L−∗0) ∩ (BLz) = ker L∗ ∩ (BLz) ⊆ ker L∗. (37)
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(iv): Assume that B is single-valued. From (i), we have Z ⊆ L−1 zer B, i.e., LZ ⊆ zer B. Combining this
with (36) and Theorem 5.1, we deduce that (∀z ∈ Z)

{0} ⊆ K = Kz = (−L−∗Az) ∩ (BLz) ⊆ (−L−∗Az) ∩ (B zer B) = (−L−∗Az) ∩ {0} ⊆ {0}. (38)

(v): Assume that int Z 6= ∅. Then span(Z − Z) = X. Thus Proposition 5.5(iv) yields K − K ⊆ ker L∗. On
the other hand, K = K − 0 ⊆ K − K by (36). Altogether, K ⊆ ker L∗. �

6 The subdifferential case and Fenchel-Rockafellar duality

Throughout this section, we assume that

f : X → ]−∞,+∞] and g : Y → ]−∞,+∞] are convex, lower semicontinuous, and proper, (39)

and that
A = ∂ f and B = ∂g. (40)

The Fenchel-Rockafellar primal problem asks to minimize f + g ◦ L. Standard subdifferential calculus and
Fermat’s rule yields the following result:

Proposition 6.1. We have

Z = zer(∂ f + L∗ ◦ ∂g ◦ L) ⊆ zer(∂ f + ∂(g ◦ L)) ⊆ zer ∂( f + g ◦ L) = argmin( f + g ◦ L). (41)

Theorem 6.2. Suppose that z ∈ Z and let x ∈ argmin( f + g ◦ L). Then L∗(Kz) ⊆ L∗(Kx).

Proof. Because of Proposition 6.1, we have f (z) + g(Lz) = f (x) + g(Lx) ∈ R; hence,

f (z)− f (x) = g(Lx)− g(Lz). (42)

We also have Kz 6= ∅ and ∅ 6= L∗(Kz) = (−Az) ∩ L∗BLz = (−∂ f (z)) ∩ L∗∂g(Lz) by
Proposition 2.1(iii)&(ii). Let u ∈ (−∂ f (z)) ∩ L∗∂g(Lz). Then there exists v ∈ Kz such that u = L∗v. On
the one hand, because −u ∈ ∂ f (z), we have f (z) + 〈x − z,−u〉 ≤ f (x) or

f (z)− f (x) ≤ 〈x − z, u〉 . (43)

On the other hand, because v ∈ Kz ⊆ ∂g(Lz), we have g(Lz) + 〈Lx − Lz, v〉 ≤ g(Lx) ⇔ g(Lz)− g(Lx) ≤
− 〈Lx − Lz, v〉 = − 〈x − z, L∗v〉 = − 〈x − z, u〉 ⇔

〈x − z, u〉 ≤ g(Lx)− g(Lz). (44)

Combining (42), (43), and (44), we deduce that

f (z)− f (x) = 〈x − z, u〉 = 〈Lx − Lz, v〉 = g(Lx)− g(Lz). (45)

Because −u ∈ ∂ f (z); equivalently, 〈z,−u〉 = f (z) + f ∗(−u), we learn from (45) that 〈z,−u〉 = ( f (x) +
〈x − z, u〉) + f ∗(−u). Thus 〈x,−u〉 = f (x) + f ∗(−u), i.e.,

−u ∈ ∂ f (x). (46)

And because v ∈ ∂g(Lz), we have 〈Lz, v〉 = g(Lz) + g∗(v) and we learn from (45) that 〈Lz, v〉 = (g(Lx) +
〈Lz − Lx, v〉) + g∗(v). Thus 〈Lx, v〉 = g(Lx) + g∗(v) and so v ∈ ∂g(Lx) which further yields

u = L∗v ∈ L∗∂g(Lx). (47)

Combining (46), (47), with Proposition 2.1(ii), we deduce that u = L∗v ∈ L∗(Kx). �
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Corollary 6.3. If zer(∂ f + L∗ ◦ ∂g ◦ L) 6= ∅, then

Z = zer(∂ f + L∗ ◦ ∂g ◦ L) = zer(∂ f + ∂(g ◦ L)) = zer ∂( f + g ◦ L) = argmin( f + g ◦ L). (48)

Proof. Let z ∈ zer(∂ f + L∗ ◦ ∂g ◦ L) = Z and let x ∈ argmin( f + g ◦ L). Because z ∈ Z, Proposition 2.1(iii)
yields Kz 6= ∅. In view of Theorem 6.2, L∗(Kx) 6= ∅. Hence Kx 6= ∅ and so x ∈ Z. Therefore,

argmin( f + g ◦ L) ⊆ Z. (49)

Finally, the conclusion now follows from Proposition 6.1. �

Remark 6.4. Consider Corollary 6.3. If Z = ∅, then (48) may fail even when Y = X and L = Id; for more on this,
see [5, Chapter 13].

We now involve the Fenchel-Rockafellar dual problem which asks to minimize g∗ + f ∗ ◦ (− Id). The corre-
sponding optimal values of the primal and dual problems are

µ := inf
x∈X

(
f (x) + g(Lx)

)
and µ∗ := inf

y∈Y

(
g∗(y) + f ∗(−L∗y)

)
, (50)

respectively. The Fenchel-Young inequality quickly yields

µ ≥ −µ∗. (51)

Theorem 6.5 (total duality). We have the equivalence

Z 6= ∅ ⇔ µ∗ = −µ ∈ R and both infima defining µ, µ∗ are attained, (52)

in which case Z = argmin( f + g ◦ L).

Proof. Either side of (52) implies that dom g ∩ L(dom f ) 6= ∅.

“⇒”: Suppose that z ∈ Z. Let k ∈ Kz. Then (z, k) ∈ S by Corollary 3.3 and so −L∗k ∈ ∂ f (z) and
Lz ∈ ∂g∗(k). It thus follows from [3, Theorem 19.1] that z solves the primal problem, k solves the dual
problem, and µ∗ = −µ ∈ R.

“⇐”: Suppose (x, y) ∈ X × Y satisfies f (x) + g(Lx) = µ = −µ∗ = −g∗(y)− f ∗(−L∗y). By [3, Theo-
rem 19.1], (x, y) ∈ S. Hence Corollary 3.3 and Corollary 2.2 yield x ∈ Z (and y ∈ K).

Finally, the “in which case” statement is a consequence of Corollary 6.3. �

Remark 6.6. Theorem 6.5 can be viewed as a variant of [16, Corollary 5.3] which states that if x is a primal solution
and ∂( f + g ◦ L)(x) = ∂ f (x) + L∗∂g(Lx), then total duality holds, i.e., µ∗ = −µ and both the primal and the dual
Fenchel-Rockafellar problems have solutions. We refer the reader to the paper [16] by Li, Fang, López, and López for a
comprehensive study of total duality.

In contrast, it is possible that there is no duality gap (µ∗ = −µ) but neither the primal nor the dual
Fenchel-Rockafellar problem has a solution:

Example 6.7. Suppose that X = Y = R
2, L = Id, and f and g are given by

f (x1, x2) = exp(x1) + exp∗(x2) and g(x1, x2) = exp(x1) + exp∗(−x2). (53)

Then µ∗ = −µ = 0 but neither Fenchel-Rockafellar problem has a solution.

Proof. Recall that

exp∗(ξ) =






+∞, if ξ < 0;

0, if ξ = 0;

ξ ln(ξ)− ξ, if ξ > 0.

(54)
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It follows that

µ = inf
x1∈R

(exp(x1) + exp(x1)) + 0 = 0, (55)

but µ is not attained. Because f ∗(y1, y2) = exp∗(y1) + exp(y2) = f (y2, y1) and g∗(y1, y2) = exp∗(y1) +
exp(−y2) = g(−y2,−y1), it follows that The Fenchel-Rockafellar dual problem thus asks to minimize
(y1, y2) 7→ g(−y2,−y1) + f (−y2,−y1); however, again this problem has optimal value µ∗ = 0 yet no
solution. �

We conclude this section with an excursion to the unconstrained LASSO problem.

Example 6.8 (LASSO). Let b ∈ R
m, λ > 0, and suppose that X = R

n, Y = R
m, and L ∈ R

m×n. Furthermore,

we suppose that f (x) = λ‖x‖1 − 〈x, L∗b〉 and g(y) = 1
2‖y‖2 + 1

2‖b‖2. Thus our maximally monotone operators
are given by

Ax = ∂ f (x) = λ∂‖x‖1 − L∗b and By = ∂g(y) = ∇g(y) = Id . (56)

The value of the primal Fenchel-Rockafellar problem is

µ = min
x∈X

(
f (x) + g(Lx)

)
= min

x∈X

(
1
2‖Lx − b‖2 + λ‖x‖1

)
, (57)

which is the famous unconstrained LASSO problem [21]. Note that we wrote “min”, not “inf”, which we justify now:

indeed, the primal objective function x 7→ f (x) + g(Lx) is the sum of the nonnegative function x 7→ 1
2‖Lx − b‖2

and the coercive continuous function x 7→ λ‖x‖1, which guarantees that minimizers exist. Next, f ∗(x) = ιC((x +
L∗b)/λ) and g∗(y) = 1

2‖y‖2 − 1
2‖b‖2, where C = [−1, 1]n is the unit ball with respect to the max norm. It follows

analogously that the dual objective function y 7→ g∗(y) + f ∗(−L∗y) has a minimizer; moreover, it is unique due
to the strong convexity of g∗. Combining with the fact that dom g = dom g∗ = Y, we have total duality and so
Z 6= ∅ and K 6= ∅. Denote the unique dual solution by k:

K = {k}. (58)

The inverses of A and B are given by A−1 : x 7→ NC((x + L∗b)/λ) and B−1 = Id. If x = (x1, . . . , xn), then

NC(x) = N[−1,1](x1)× · · · × N[−1,1](xn), where N[−1,1](ξ) =






R−, if ξ = −1;

{0}, if |ξ| < 1;

R+, if ξ = 1;

∅, otherwise.

(59)

Now Z = Zk = L−1B−1(k) ∩ A−1(−L∗k), which turns in our current setting into

Z = L−1(k) ∩ NC

(
1
λ L∗(b − k)

)
. (60)

We note that (60) immediately yields the following:

(i) If L is injective (⇔ rank (L) = n ≤ m), then L−1(k) = Z is a singleton.

(ii) If each (L∗(b − k))i ∈ ]−λ, λ[, i.e., 1
λ L∗(b − k) ∈ int C, then NC(

1
λ (L∗(b − k))) = {0} and so Z = {0} is

a singleton.

More general conditions ensuring that Z is a singleton can be found in Tibshirani’s [22]; see also the recent paper by
Berk, Brugiapaglia, and Hoheisel [8].

7 The Chambolle-Pock operator within the Bredies-Chenchene-Lorenz-

Naldi framework

From now on we assume that
σ > 0, τ > 0, and στ‖L‖2 ≤ 1. (61)
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Recall that the Chambolle-Pock (a.k.a. Primal-Dual Hybrid Gradient) operator for the problem (3) is defined by
(see [11] and also [12])

T : X × Y → X ×Y :

[
x
y

]
7→

[
x+

y+

]
:=

[
JσA(x − σL∗y)

JτB−1

(
y + τL(2x+ − x)

)
]

. (62)

Proposition 7.1. Fix T = S is convex and closed.

Proof. Let (x, y) ∈ X × Y. Then

(x, y) ∈ Fix T ⇔
[

x
y

]
= T

[
x
y

]
(63a)

⇔ x = JσA(x − σL∗(y)) ∧ y = JτB−1(y + τLx) (63b)

⇔ x − σL∗y ∈ x + σAx ∧ y + τLx ∈ y + τB−1y (63c)

⇔ −L∗y ∈ Ax ∧ Lx ∈ B−1y (63d)

⇔ (x, y) ∈ S, (63e)

and so Fix T = S. Now invoke Corollary 3.3. �

Following the recent framework proposed by Bredies, Chenchene, Lorenz, and Naldi [9], we define block
operators on X × Y via

M :=

[
1
σ IdX −L∗

−L 1
τ IdY

]
and A :=

[
A L∗

−L B−1

]
. (64)

Then A is maximally monotone with zer A = Fix T while M is a positive semidefinite preconditioner and

(A + M)−1 :

[
x
y

]
7→

[
JσA(σx)

JτB−1

(
2τ JσA(σx) + τy

)
]

. (65)

Moreover,
T = (A + M)−1M. (66)

The preconditioner M induces a seminorm on X × Y via ‖(x, y)‖2
M = 〈(x, y), M(x, y)〉; it is a norm if and

only if στ‖L‖2
< 1, in which case T is firmly nonexpansive with respect to ‖ · ‖M. We also assume that

there exist another real Hilbert space Z and a continuous linear operator C : Z → X ×Y such that

CC∗ = M. (67)

The associated reduced operator

T̃ := C∗(A + M)−1C, (68)

which operates in Z, is (classically) firmly nonexpansive and

Fix T̃ = C∗(Fix T) is convex and closed. (69)

We now discuss various cases.

7.1 The general case

One way to find C is by first constructing another operator R in the following manner: Suppose that Z =
X × Y and R : Y → Y satisfies

RR∗ = IdY −στLL∗ and set C =

[
1√
σ

IdX 0

−√
σL 1√

τ
R

]
. (70)

For instance, R can be chosen as the principal square root of IdY −στLL∗ for which we even have R = R∗.
Another possibility is to use a Cholesky factorization of IdY −στLL∗ in the finite-dimensional case.
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7.2 The case when K ⊆ ker L∗

For simplicity, we shall assume that Y is finite-dimensional, R is chosen as the principal square root of
IdY −στLL∗, and K ⊆ ker L∗. Then (∀k ∈ K) R2k = k. If k ∈ K r {0}, then k is an eigenvector of R2 with

eigenvalue 1; thus, k is also an eigenvector of R with eigenvalue
√

1 = 1. Hence

(∀k ∈ K) Rk = k, (71)

and this hold obviously when k = 0.

Now assume furthermore that A and B are paramonotone. Combining Proposition 7.1 with
Corollary 5.3(i) yields Fix T = Z × K. Thus (69) yields

Fix T̃ =
{

C∗(z, k)
∣∣ (z, k) ∈ Z × K

}
(72a)

= 1√
σ

{
(z − σL∗k,

√
σ/τk)

∣∣ (z, k) ∈ Z × K
}

(72b)

= 1√
σ

Z × 1√
τ

K. (72c)

7.3 The scaled isometry case: στLL∗ = IdY

In this subsection, we assume that
στLL∗ = IdY . (73)

(Note that this corresponds to R = 0 in (70).) In this case, we can pick Z = X and

C =

[
1√
σ

IdX

−√
σL

]
. (74)

Assume first that Y 6= {0}. Then

1 = ‖ IdY ‖ = στ‖LL∗‖ = στ‖L‖2 = στ‖L∗‖2 (75)

and ‖y‖2 = 〈y, στLL∗y〉 = στ 〈L∗y, L∗y〉 = στ‖L∗y‖2 = ‖L∗y‖2/‖L∗‖2. Hence

L∗ is a constant-multiple of an isometry from Y to X, (76)

a statement that trivially holds when Y = {0}. If L is a nonzero matrix, this means that rows of L are pair-
wise orthogonal, and each row vector has the same length 1/

√
στ. In any case, L∗ preserves the topology

of Y. Let x ∈ X and let V be a nonempty closed convex subset of Y. Then L∗V is a nonempty closed convex
subset of X and

PL∗V(x) = L∗(PV Lx). (77)

More generally, if ρ ∈ R r {0}, then

PρL∗V(x) = PL∗(ρV)(x) = L∗PρV(Lx) = L∗(ρPV(Lx/ρ)) = ρL∗PV(Lx/ρ). (78)

Now assume that A and B are paramonotone. Combining Proposition 7.1 with Corollary 5.3(i) yields

Fix T = Z × K. (79)

Hence (69) and (74) result in
Fix T̃ = 1√

σ
(Z − σL∗K). (80)

Hence Z − σL∗K =
√

σ Fix T̃ and so

PZ−σL∗K =
√

σPFix T̃ ◦ 1√
σ

IdX ; (81)

or, equivalently,

PFix T̃ = 1√
σ

PZ−σL∗K ◦
√

σ IdX . (82)
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Corollary 7.2. Suppose that στLL∗ = IdY, and A and B are paramonotone. Then (∀ρ > 0) Z − ρL∗K is closed
and convex.

Proof. It follows from (80) that Z − σL∗K is closed and convex. But σ > 0 has been chosen arbitrarily and Z
and K do not depend on σ; consequently, the result follows. �

7.4 The Douglas-Rachford case: Y = X, L = IdX, and σ = τ = 1

We specialize the scaled-isometry case (Section 7.3) further to Y = X and σ = τ = 1. Then

C : x 7→ (x,−x) and C∗ : (x, y) 7→ x − y. (83)

The reduced operator T̃ from (68) turns into the Douglas-Rachford operator

x 7→ x − JAx + JBRAx, (84)

where RA := 2JA − Id is the reflectant of A. In the paramonotone case, (80) turns into

Fix T̃ = Z − K. (85)

8 Projections involving the solution sets

Motivated by the descriptions of Fix T̃ in (80) and (85), we study projections related to the solution sets Z
and K. In this section we will assume that

A and B are paramonotone. (86)

8.1 The general paramonotone case

Theorem 8.1. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone, let (z0, k0) ∈ Z ×K, x ∈ X, and ρ ∈ R. Then the following
hold:

(i) Z − ρL∗K is convex and closed.
(ii) PZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x + ρL∗k0) + P−ρL∗K(x − z0).

(iii) If (Z − z0) ⊥ ρL∗K, then PZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x) + P−ρL∗K(x − z0).

(iv) If Z ⊥ ρ(L∗K − L∗k0), then PZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x + ρL∗k0) + P−ρL∗K(x).

Proof. Recall from Corollary 5.3(i) that Z and K are convex and closed. By Corollary 5.3(iii), (Z − Z) ⊥
(ρL∗K − ρL∗K). It follows that

(Z − z0) ⊥ (−ρL∗K + ρL∗k0). (87)

By [3, Proposition 29.6], the set Z − z0 − ρL∗K + ρL∗k0 is closed and convex — equivalently, Z − ρL∗K is
closed and convex which yields (i) — and

PZ−z0−ρL∗K+ρL∗k0
= PZ−z0

+ P−ρL∗K+ρL∗k0
. (88)

This implies (ii) via

PZ−ρL∗K(x) = P(z0−ρL∗k0)+Z−ρL∗K−(z0−ρL∗k0)
(x) (89a)

= (z0 − ρL∗k0) + PZ−ρL∗K−(z0−ρL∗k0)

(
x − (z0 − ρL∗k0)

)
(89b)
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= (z0 − ρL∗k0) + PZ−z0

(
x − (z0 − ρL∗k0)

)
+ P−ρL∗K+ρL∗k0

(
x − (z0 − ρL∗k0)

)
(89c)

= PZ(x + ρL∗k0) + P−ρL∗K(x − z0). (89d)

Similarly, we deduce that (iii) via

PZ−ρL∗K(x) = Pz0+(Z−z0)−ρL∗K(x) (90a)

= z0 + PZ−z0−ρL∗K(x − z0) (90b)

= z0 + PZ−z0
(x − z0) + P−ρL∗K(x − z0) (90c)

= PZ(x) + P−ρL∗K(x − z0). (90d)

Finally, (iv) follows from

PZ−ρL∗K(x) = P−ρL∗k0+Z−ρL∗K+ρL∗k0
(x) (91a)

= −ρL∗k0 + PZ−ρL∗K+ρL∗k0
(x + ρL∗k0) (91b)

= −ρL∗k0 + PZ(x + ρL∗k0) + P−ρL∗K+ρL∗k0
(x + ρL∗k0) (91c)

= PZ(x + ρL∗k0) + P−ρL∗K(x). (91d)

The proof is complete. �

Theorem 8.2. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone, let ρ > 0, and let x ∈ X. Then the following hold:

(i) If k0 ∈ K, then JρAPZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x + ρL∗k0).

(ii) If z0 ∈ Z and (Z − z0) ⊥ ρL∗K, then JρAPZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x).

(iii) If K ∩ ker L∗ 6= ∅, then JρAPZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x).

Proof. Let z0 ∈ Z. (i): Let k0 ∈ K, and set z := PZ(x + ρL∗k0). Using Theorem 8.1(ii) and Theorem 5.1, we
deduce that

PZ−ρL∗K(x)− z = P−ρL∗K(x − z0) ∈ −ρL∗K = −ρL∗Kz ⊆ ρAz = ρAz. (92)

Hence PZ−ρL∗K(x) ∈ (Id+ρA)z; equivalently, z = JρAPZ−ρL∗K(x).

(ii): Assume that (Z − z0) ⊥ L∗K, and set z := PZ(x). Using Theorem 8.1(iii) and Theorem 5.1,

PZ−ρL∗K(x)− z = P−ρL∗K(x − z0) ∈ −ρL∗K = −ρL∗Kz ⊆ ρAz = ρAz. (93)

Hence PZ−ρL∗K(x) ∈ (Id+ρA)z; equivalently, z = JρAPZ−ρL∗K(x).

(iii): Assume that k0 ∈ K ∩ ker L∗. Then Corollary 5.3(iii) yields 0 = 〈Z − z0, L∗K − L∗k0〉 =
〈Z − z0, L∗K〉. Now apply (ii). �

Remark 8.3. Specializing the results in this section to the Douglas-Rachford setting (see Section 7.4), we recover the
results of [2, Section 6].

8.2 Revisiting the scaled isometry case

In addition to the paramonotonicity assumption of this section, we assume in this subsection the scaled
isometry case, i.e.,

στLL∗ = IdY . (94)

We have seen in Section 7.3 that L∗K is already closed; therefore, we can remove all closure bars in
Theorem 8.1 and Theorem 8.2 in this case and obtain the following two results.
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Corollary 8.4. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone, and στLL∗ = IdY. Let (z0, k0) ∈ Z × K, x ∈ X, and
ρ ∈ R. Then the following hold:

(i) Z − ρL∗K is convex and closed.
(ii) PZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x + ρL∗k0) + P−ρL∗K(x − z0).

(iii) If (Z − z0) ⊥ ρL∗K, then PZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x) + P−ρL∗K(x − z0).
(iv) If Z ⊥ ρ(L∗K − L∗k0), then PZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x + ρL∗k0) + P−ρL∗K(x).

Corollary 8.5. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone, and στLL∗ = IdY. Let ρ > 0 and x ∈ X. Then the
following hold:

(i) If k0 ∈ K, then JρAPZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x + ρL∗k0).
(ii) If z0 ∈ Z and (Z − z0) ⊥ ρL∗K, then JρAPZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x).

(iii) If K ∩ ker L∗ 6= ∅, then JρAPZ−ρL∗K(x) = PZ(x).

Corollary 8.6. Suppose that A and B are paramonotone, στLL∗ = IdY, and K ∩ ker L∗ 6= ∅. Let (x0, y0) ∈ X ×Y.

Set w0 := 1√
σ

(
x0 − σL∗y0

)
. Then

w := PFix T̃w0 = 1√
σ

PZ−σL∗K(
√

σw0), (95)

while the M-projection of (x0, y0) onto Fix T is given by
(

PZ(x0 − σL∗y0), JτB−1

(
2τLPZ(x0 − σL∗y0)

))
. (96)

Proof. Setting u0 := (x0, y0), we see that w0 = C∗u0 using (74). Then (82) yields the right identity in (95). By
[6, Theorem 3.1(i)] and (79), we have

u := PM
Fix Tu0 = PM

Z×Ku0 = (M + A)−1Cw; (97)

here PM
Fix T denotes the (well-defined!) projection onto Fix T with respect to the M-norm. Combining (97),

(74), and (65) gives

u =

[
JσA(

√
σw)

JτB−1

(
2τLJσA(

√
σw)

)
]

. (98)

In view of (95), we have, using now Corollary 8.5(iii),

JσA(
√

σw) = JσAPZ−σL∗K(
√

σw0) = PZ(
√

σw0) = PZ(x0 − σL∗y0). (99)

Substituting this into (98) yields (96). �

Remark 8.7. Corollary 8.6 is interesting in certain algorithmic setting (see [6, Section 5]). The projection PZ(x0 −
σL∗y) occurs also in [6, Lemma 5.1] where on the one hand (A, B) is more restrictive (normal cones of linear subspaces
instead of paramonotone operators) and on the other hand L is less restrictive (general instead of a scaled isometry).
Corollary 8.6 also generalizes the Douglas-Rachford case in [6, Section 5.1.2].

9 Examples involving normal cone operators

9.1 Two normal cone operators: feasibility

In this subsection, we assume, respectively, that

U and V are nonempty closed convex subsets of X and Y, and that U ∩ L−1(V) 6= ∅. (100)

We also assume that
A = NU and B = NV . (101)

Note that A = ∂ιU and B = ∂ιV , which shows that we can also think about this as the set up in Section 6.
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Theorem 9.1. The following hold under assumptions (100) and (101):

(i) Z = U ∩ L−1(V).
(ii) K = NV−LU(0) = NV−LU(0).

(iii) If U and V are cones, then K = V⊖ ∩ L−∗(U⊕).
(iv) If U and V are linear subspaces, then K = V⊥ ∩ L−∗(U⊥).
(v) If V ∩ int LU 6= ∅ or int(V) ∩ LU 6= ∅ or 0 ∈ int V − LU, then K = {0}.

Proof. (i): Let x ∈ X. We have the equivalences x ∈ Z ⇔ 0 ∈ Ax + L∗BLx ⇔ 0 ∈ NU(x) + L∗NV(Lx) ⇔
x ∈ U ∧ Lx ∈ V ⇔ x ∈ U ∩ L−1(V).

(ii): Let z ∈ Z. By (i), z ∈ U ∩ L−1(V). Then

Kz = (−L−∗NU(z)) ∩ NV(Lz) = (−NLU(Lz)) ∩ NV(Lz) (102a)

= N−LU(−Lz) ∩ NV(Lz) = NV−LU(0), (102b)

where the last equality follows either from [3, Proposition 16.61(i)] or by direct verification. Now apply
Corollary 2.2.

(iii): Using [3, Propositions 6.27 and 6.37], we obtain NV−LU(0) = (V − LU)⊖ = (V + (−L)U)⊖ =
V⊖ ∩ ((−L)U)⊖ = V⊖ ∩ ((−L)(U⊖)⊖)⊖ = V⊖ ∩ ((−L)∗)−1(U⊖) = V⊖ ∩ L−∗(U⊕).

(iv): This follows from (iii).

(v): The assumptions imply TV−LU(0) = Y, hence K = NV−LU(0) = {0} by [3, Proposition 6.44(ii)]. �

Remark 9.2. Theorem 9.1(iv) appears also in [6, Section 5.2]. In the Douglas-Rachford case (Y = X and L = Id),
(ii) states that K = NV−U(0); see also [4, Corollary 3.9].

9.2 Normal cone operator of an affine subspace

Proposition 9.3. Let U be a closed affine subspace of X, suppose that A = NU and B is paramonotone. Then the
following hold:

(i) Z = U ∩ (L−1B−1L−∗((U − U)⊥) = U ∩ ((L∗BL)−1((U − U)⊥)) ⊆ U.
(ii) (∀z ∈ Z) K = L−∗((U − U)⊥) ∩ (BLz) ⊆ L−∗((U − U)⊥).

(iii) Z − Z ⊥ L∗K.

Proof. For every x ∈ X, we have

Ax =

{
(U − U)⊥, if x ∈ U;

∅, if x /∈ U,
and A−1x =

{
U, if x ∈ (U − U)⊥;

∅, otherwise.
(103)

(i): Fix x ∈ X. From Corollary 5.3(ii), we have the equivalences

x ∈ Z ⇔ (∃y ∈ Y) Lx ∈ B−1(y) ∧−L∗y ∈ Ax (104a)

⇔ (∃y ∈ Y) x ∈ L−1B−1(y) ∧ x ∈ U ∧ y ∈ −L−∗((U − U)⊥) (104b)

⇔ (∃y ∈ Y) x ∈ U ∩ L−1B−1(y) ∧ y ∈ L−∗((U − U)⊥) (104c)

⇔ x ∈ U ∩ L−1B−1L−∗((U − U)⊥), (104d)

which yields the conclusion.

(ii): Let z ∈ Z ⊆ U and y ∈ Y. By Theorem 5.1, Kz = K. Thus

y ∈ K ⇔ y ∈ −L−∗Az ∩ BLz (105a)
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⇔ z ∈ U ∧ y ∈ L−∗((U − U)⊥) ∩ BLz (105b)

⇔ y ∈ L−∗((U − U)⊥) ∩ BLz, (105c)

which yields the conclusion.

(iii): (i) and (ii) yield Z ⊆ U and K ⊆ L−∗((U − U)⊥). Hence Z − Z ⊆ U − U and L∗(K) ⊆ (U − U)⊥,
and we are done. �

Remark 9.4. Proposition 9.3(iii) was an assumption in various results considered earlier: Theorem 8.1(iii),
Theorem 8.2(ii), Corollary 8.4(iii), and Corollary 8.5(ii).

10 Dealing with more than two operators via the product space

In this last section, we illustrate how problems that are more general than (3) can be handled using a product
space approach. To this end, we assume assume that

Y1, . . . , Yn are real Hilbert spaces, each Li : X → Yj is continuous and linear, (106)

and
B1, . . . , Bn are maximally monotone on Y1, . . . , Yn, (107)

respectively. The problem of interest is to

Find x ∈ X such that 0 ∈ Ax +
n

∑
j=1

L∗
j BjLjx. (108)

We utilize the usual product Hilbert space

Y = Y1 × · · · ×Ym, L : X → Y : x 7→ (Ljx)
n
j=1, and B = B1 × · · · × Bn. (109)

Then
x solves 0 ∈ Ax + L∗BLx ⇔ x solves (108), (110)

which allows us to tap into the theory developed above. We will not translate all results to this framework;
rather, we focus on some highlights. The dual problem of (A, L, B) asks to find y ∈ Y such that 0 ∈
B−1y − LA−1(−L∗y), i.e.,

Find (y1, . . . , yn) ∈ Y such that (∀i ∈ {1, . . . , m}) 0 ∈ B−1
i (yi)− Li A

−1
(
− (L∗

1y1 + · · ·+ L∗
mym)

)
. (111)

Proposition 10.1. Suppose that A, B1, . . . , Bm are paramonotone and that y ∈ Y solves (111). Then the entire set of
primal solutions of (108) is given by

Z = L−1B−1y ∩ A−1(−L∗y) =
⋂

i∈{1,...,m}
L−1

i B−1
i yi ∩ A−1

(
− (L∗

1y1 + · · ·+ L∗
mym)

)
. (112)

Proof. The assumption implies that B is paramonotone. Hence the result follows from Remark 5.2. �

Next, we record a consequence of Theorem 9.1 in the current setting.

Corollary 10.2. Let U, V1, . . . , Vn be closed convex subsets of X, Y1, . . . , Yn, respectively. Assume that U ∩⋂n
j=1 L−1(Vj) 6= ∅, that A = NU, and that each Bj = NVj

. Set V := V1 × · · · × Vn. Then the following

hold:

(i) Z = U ∩⋂n
j=1 L−1(Vj).

(ii) K = NV−LU(0).
(iii) If U and each Vj are cones, then K = (V⊖

1 × · · · × V⊖
n ) ∩ L−∗(U⊕).
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(iv) If U and each Vj are linear subspaces, then K = (V⊥
1 × · · · × V⊥

n ) ∩ L−∗(U⊥).
(v) If U ∩⋂n

j=1 L−1
j (int Vj) 6= ∅, then K = {0}.

Finally, to find primal and dual solutions, one may iterate the Chambolle-Pock operator T. In the present
set up, it is given by the following formula:

T : X × (Y1 × · · · × Yn) → X × (Y1 × · · · × Yn) (113a)



x
y1
...

yn


 7→




x+

y+1
...

y+n


 =




JσA

(
x − σ ∑

n
j=1 L∗

j yj

)

J
τB−1

1

(
y1 + τL1(2x+ − x)

)

...
J
τB−1

n

(
yn + τLn(2x+ − x)

)




. (113b)

Of course, other splitting methods can be applied to solve (108). We refer the reader to the nice recent
book by Ryu and Yin [20] and the nice recent survey by Condat, Kitahara, Contreras, and Hirabayashi [13].
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