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Abstract. In this paper, we propose an adaptive forward-backward-forward splitting

algorithm for finding a zero of a pseudo-monotone operator which is split as a sum of

three operators: the first is continuous single-valued, the second is Lipschitzian, and

the third is maximally monotone. This setting covers, in particular, constrained mini-

mization scenarios, such as problems having smooth and convex functional constraints

(e.g., quadratically constrained quadratic programs) or problems with a pseudo-convex

objective function minimized over a simple closed convex set (e.g., quadratic over

linear fractional programs). For the general problem, we design a forward-backward-

forward splitting type method based on novel adaptive stepsize strategies. Under an

additional generalized Lipschitz property of the first operator, sublinear convergence

rate is derived for the sequence generated by our adaptive algorithm. Moreover, if the

sum is uniformly pseudo-monotone, linear/sublinear rates are derived depending on

the parameter of uniform pseudo-monotonicity. Preliminary numerical experiments

demonstrate the good performance of our method when compared to some existing

optimization methods and software.
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1. Introduction LetH be a finite-dimensional real vector space endowed with a scalar product

⟨·, ·⟩ and the corresponding norm ∥ · ∥. Our goal is to find a zero of a sum of three operators

𝐴 : H→H, 𝐵 : H→H, and 𝐶 : H → 2H, that is

find 𝑧 ∈H such that 0 ∈ 𝐴𝑧 + 𝐵𝑧 +𝐶𝑧, (1)

where 𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶 is pseudo-monotone, and 𝐴 satisfies some generalized smoothness condition, 𝐵

is smooth, and 𝐶 is maximally monotone as detailed in Assumption 1 of Section 3. Finding a zero

of a sum of operators is a very general problem and covers, in particular, constrained optimization,

and minimax optimization problems frequently encountered in signal processing [25], triangulation

in computer vision [2], semi-supervised learning [15], learning of kernel matrices [28], steering

direction estimation for RADAR detection [20], generative adversarial networks [31] among others.

Previous work. The problem of finding a zero of a sum of operators is considered in many works.

For example, [8, 10, 16, 17, 19, 26, 39] cover the monotone case, while [3, 11, 35] consider

the nonmonotone case. In [19, 26] all three operators are assumed maximally monotone and,

additionally, the first is Lipschitz continuous. Under these settings, algorithms based on resolvent

and forward operators, activated one at a time successively, are proposed together with a detailed

convergence analysis. Furthermore, finding a zero of a sum of two maximally monotone operators,

𝐴 +𝐶, such that 𝐴 is a continuous single-valued operator, is investigated in [39] and a forward-

backward-forward algorithm is proposed (also known as Tseng’s algorithm), where the stepsize

is chosen constant when 𝐴 is Lipschitz or based on an Armĳo-Goldstein-type rule, otherwise.

Linear rate was derived for this method when 𝐴 + 𝐶 is strongly monotone. In [3, 11, 35], 𝐴 is

assumed Lipschitz continuous, possible nonmonotone, and 𝐶 is maximally monotone, such that

either 𝐴+𝐶 satisfies the weak Minty condition or a cohypomonotonicity assumption. In particular,

[35] considers an extragradient algorithm with adaptive and constant stepsizes, which reduces,

for a specific choice of stepsize, to the forward-backward-forward algorithm in the monotone

case. Moreover, [11] analyzes an optimistic gradient algorithm, while in [3] algorithms based on

classical Halpern and Krasnosel’skii-Mann iterations are analyzed. For all these methods, under

suitable assumptions, sublinear rates are derived. Finally, finding a zero of a sum of three operators

𝐴+𝐵+𝐶 is considered in [17], where 𝐴,𝐶 are maximally monotone and 𝐵 is Lipschitz continuous

and monotone, and asymptotic convergence is proved for an error-tolerant forward-backward-

forward algorithm.
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The forward-backward-forward algorithm was also extended to solve variational inequalities. For

example, [7, 38] consider a variational inequality, where the operator is Lipschitz continuous, and

a (modified) Tseng algorithm is employed with a constant stepsize or an adaptive stepsize, so that

it is not necessary to know the Lipschitz constant. Convergence is derived when the operator is

pseudo-monotone. Moreover, the Lipschitz assumption on the operator involved in the variational

inequality is relaxed in [37], the operator being assumed continuous. Then, Tseng’s algorithm is

considered with an Armĳo-Goldestein rule for the stepsize. Under standard conditions, the weak

and strong convergence of the method is obtained in the pseudo-monotone case. Our approach

differs from [37], as we consider that the operator 𝐴 satisfies a relaxed Lipschitz condition and we

employ Tseng’s algorithm with novel adaptive stepsize rules (e.g., based on the positive root of a

polynomial equation). Others methods for solving variational inequalities with a Lipschitz operator

in the monotone case were considered e.g., in [33] and in the nonmonotone case (under weak Minty

condition) in [21].

Furthermore, specific algorithms were also developed for particular classes of variational inequal-

ities, such as convex-concave minimax optimization problems [14, 18]. More specifically, these

papers address problems of the form:

min
𝑥∈X

max
𝑦∈Y

⟨𝐿𝑥, 𝑦⟩ + 𝜑(𝑥) −𝜓(𝑦), (2)

whereX andY are Hilbert spaces, 𝐿 is a linear operator and 𝜑 : X→ R̄ :=R∪{+∞} and 𝜓 : Y → R̄
are proper, convex, lower semicontinuous functions. For such problems, a primal-dual proximal

algorithm is proposed in [14] for which a sublinear rate is derived in the optimality measure:

𝐺 (𝑥, 𝑦̄) = max
𝑦∈Y

⟨𝐿𝑥, 𝑦⟩ −𝜓(𝑦) + 𝜑(𝑥) −min
𝑥∈X

⟨𝐿𝑥, 𝑦̄⟩ + 𝜑(𝑥) −𝜓( 𝑦̄),

for a given (𝑥, 𝑦̄) ∈ X×Y. An extension of the algorithm from [14] is given in [18], where 𝜑 is split

as 𝜑1 +𝜑2, with 𝜑1 : X→R convex, differentiable with a Lipschitz continuous gradient, while 𝜑2 is

a proper, convex, lower semicontinuous function. It is proved that this algorithm converges weakly

to a solution to problem (2) and, if 𝜑1 = 0, then [18] recovers the primal–dual algorithm in [14].

Contributions. In this paper, we propose a method for finding a zero of a sum of three operators,

which are not necessarily monotone. For this general problem we design a forward-backward-

forward splitting type method based on novel adaptive stepsize strategies and then perform a detailed

convergence analysis. More specifically, our main contributions are the following.
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(i) Mathematical modelling: We consider the general problem (1) of finding a zero of a sum of

three operators, 𝐴+𝐵+𝐶, such that 𝐴 is continuous, 𝐵 is Lipschitz continuous, and𝐶 is maximally

monotone. In contrast to other works that assume 𝐴 to be Lipschitz continuous and the sum to

be monotone, we relax these conditions, i.e., we require the operator 𝐴 to satisfy a generalized

Lipschitz condition and the sum to be pseudo-monotone. Our assumptions cover important classes of

optimization problems such as problems minimizing smooth and convex functional constraints (e.g.,

quadratically constrained quadratic programs) or problems minimizing pseudo-convex objective

functions over a simple closed convex set (e.g., quadratic over linear fractional programs).

(ii) Algorithm: For solving this general problem we propose a variant of the forward-backward-

forward algorithm [39], based on two novel adaptive stepsize strategies. In contrast to previous

works where computationally expensive Armĳo-Goldestein stepsize rules are used when the oper-

ator is continuous, we propose two adaptive stepsize strategies that require finding the root of a

certain nonlinear equation whose coefficients depend on the current iterate and on the parameters

characterizing the operator properties. In particular, for quadratically constrained quadratic (resp.

quadratic over linear fractional) programs the stepsize is computed solving a second-order (resp.

third-order) polynomial equation.

(iii) Convergence analysis: Within the considered settings, we provide a detailed convergence

analysis for the forward-backward-forward algorithm based on our adaptive stepsize rules. In

particular, when the sum of the operators is pseudo-monotone, we prove the global asymptotic

convergence for the whole sequence generated by the algorithm and, additionally, establish sublinear

convergence rate. An improved linear rate is obtained when the sum is uniformly pseudo-monotone

of order 𝑞 ∈ [1,2].

(iv) Experiments: Detailed numerical experiments using synthetic and real data demonstrate the

effectiveness of our method and allows us to evaluate its performance when compared to some

existing state-of-the-art optimization methods from [37, 39], and existing software [22].

In conclusion, enhancing a forward-backward-forward splitting algorithm by introducing novel

adaptive stepsize strategies and considering suitable assumptions on the generalized problem (cov-

ering a wide spectrum of applications) to allow the derivation of a complete convergence analysis,

represent important contributions for solving inclusion problems.

2. Background We denote by zer(𝐴) the set of zeros of an operator 𝐴, by Γ0(H) the set of

proper lower semicontinuous convex functions on H with values in ] −∞,+∞], by 0𝑚×𝑚 the 𝑚 ×𝑚
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null matrix and by 0𝑚 the 𝑚-dimensional null vector. Further, let us recall the definition of the

subdifferential of a convex function.

Definition 1. The subdifferential of a proper convex function 𝑓 : H→ R̄ is the set-valued

operator 𝜕 𝑓 :H→ 2H which maps every point 𝑥 ∈H to the set

𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) = {𝑢 ∈H | (∀𝑦 ∈H) ⟨𝑦 − 𝑥, 𝑢⟩ + 𝑓 (𝑥) ≤ 𝑓 (𝑦)}.

Note that 𝜕 𝑓 (𝑥) =∅ for 𝑥 ∉ dom 𝑓 . For example, let 𝐷 be a nonempty closed and convex subset of

H and let its indicator function 𝜄𝐷 be defined as

𝜄𝐷 :H→ R̄ : 𝑥 ↦→


0 if 𝑥 ∈ 𝐷

+∞, otherwise.
(3)

Then, 𝜕𝜄𝐷 =N𝐷 , where N𝐷 is the normal cone to 𝐷, i.e.

N𝐷 (𝑥) =


{𝑢 ∈H | (∀𝑦 ∈ 𝐷) ⟨𝑦 − 𝑥, 𝑢⟩ ≤ 0} if 𝑥 ∈ 𝐷

∅ otherwise.
(4)

Moreover, if 𝑓 is differentiable at a point 𝑥 ∈ dom 𝑓 , its gradient is denoted by ∇ 𝑓 (𝑥). Let us also

recall the definition of functions with Hölder continuous gradient.

Definition 2. Let 𝜈 ∈]0,1]. Then, the differentiable function 𝑔 : H→ R has a 𝜈-Hölder con-

tinuous gradient, if there exists 𝐿𝑔 > 0 such that

(∀(𝑥, 𝑤) ∈H2) ∥∇𝑔(𝑥) − ∇𝑔(𝑤)∥ ≤ 𝐿𝑔∥𝑥 −𝑤∥𝜈 . (5)

If 𝑔 has 𝜈-Hölder continuous gradient, then the following inequality holds, see [40, Lemma 1]:

(∀(𝑥, 𝑤) ∈H2) |𝑔(𝑤) − 𝑔(𝑥) − ⟨∇𝑔(𝑥), 𝑤 − 𝑥⟩| ≤
𝐿𝑔

1+ 𝜈 ∥𝑤 − 𝑥∥1+𝜈 . (6)

Next, we present the definitions of pseudo-convex functions and operators.

Definition 3. Let X ⊆ H be an open set, let 𝑓 : X → R be a differentiable function and let Z
be a subset of X. Then, 𝑓 is said to be pseudo-convex on Z if, for every (𝑥, 𝑤) ∈ Z2, one has:

⟨∇ 𝑓 (𝑥), 𝑤 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0 =⇒ 𝑓 (𝑥) ≤ 𝑓 (𝑤).

Clearly, any convex function is pseudo-convex and any stationary point of a pseudo-convex function

is a global minimum. However, there are also pseudo-convex functions that are not convex. For
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example, consider an open convex set X ⊂ R𝑛 and differentiable functions 𝑔 : X → [0,+∞[ and

ℎ : X→]0,+∞[ such that 𝑔 is convex and ℎ is concave. Then, the function 𝑓 : X→]0,+∞[ : 𝑥 ↦→
𝑔(𝑥)/ℎ(𝑥), is pseudo-convex on any subset of X [6]. Other examples of pseudo-convex functions

are given in Example 3 below, see also [29]. The notion of pseudo-convexity was also extended to

nondifferentiable functions, see for example [4].

Definition 4. An operator 𝑇 : H→ 2H is said to be pseudo-monotone if

(∀(𝑥, 𝑦) ∈H2) (∃𝑥 ∈ 𝑇𝑥) ⟨𝑥, 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0 =⇒ (∀𝑦̂ ∈ 𝑇𝑦) ⟨𝑦̂, 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0.

For example, [27] shows that any differentiable pseudo-convex function has a pseudo-monotone

gradient. In addition, [4] proves that a lower semicontinuous radially continuous function is pseudo-

convex if and only if its subdifferential is pseudo-monotone. Moreover, note that every monotone

operator is pseudo-monotone

Finally, let us recall the definition of the resolvent of an operator 𝐶 :H→ 2H. The resolvent of 𝐶 is

the operator 𝐽𝐶 = (Id+𝐶)−1, that is

(∀(𝑥, 𝑝) ∈H2) 𝑝 ∈ 𝐽𝐶𝑥 ⇐⇒ 𝑥 − 𝑝 ∈𝐶𝑝.

If 𝐶 : H→ 2H is maximally monotone, then 𝐽𝐶 is single-valued, defined everywhere on H, and

firmly nonexpansive [5]. Moreover, if 𝐶 = 𝜕 𝑓 , the subdifferential operator of a convex function 𝑓 ,

then its resolvent is the proximal mapping prox 𝑓 . If 𝑓 = 𝜄𝐷 , where 𝜄𝐷 is defined in (3) and 𝐷 is a

nonempty closed convex subset of H, then prox𝛾𝜄𝐷 = proj𝐷 , where proj𝐷 is the projection operator

onto the set 𝐷.

3. Assumptions and examples In this section we provide our main assumptions and also

several examples of problems that fit into our framework. First, let us present our standing assump-

tions for the operators 𝐴, 𝐵, and 𝐶.

Assumption 1. The following assumptions hold for problem (1):

i) 𝐶 has nonempty closed convex domain, dom𝐶, and is maximally monotone.

ii) A is a continuous single-valued operator on dom𝐶 ⊆ H.

iii) 𝐵 is a single-valued operator and Lipschitz on dom𝐶 with a Lipschitz constant 𝐿𝐵 > 0 (when

𝐵 = 0, we can take an arbitrarily small positive value for 𝐿𝐵).

iv) 𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶 is a pseudo-monotone operator.
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v) There exist (𝜁, 𝜏) ∈]0,+∞[2 such that for every (𝑢, 𝑤) ∈H2, 𝛾 ∈]0,+∞[, 𝑞 = projdom𝐶 𝑤, and

𝑧 = 𝑞 − 𝛾𝑢, the following holds:

∥𝑞 − 𝐽𝛾𝐶𝑧∥ ≤ 𝛾(𝜁 ∥𝑢∥ + 𝜏). (7)

vi) 𝐴 satisfies a generalized Lipschitz condition, that is, there exist 𝜇 ∈]0,2], (𝛽, 𝜃) ∈ [2,+∞[2

and continuous functions 𝑎, 𝑏, and 𝑐 fromH to [0,+∞[ such that, for every (𝑧1, 𝑧2) ∈ (dom𝐶)2,

∥𝐴𝑧1 − 𝐴𝑧2∥2 ≤ 𝑎(𝑧1)∥𝑧1 − 𝑧2∥𝜇 + 𝑏(𝑧1)∥𝑧1 − 𝑧2∥𝜃 + 𝑐(𝑧1)∥𝑧1 − 𝑧2∥𝛽. (8)

Remark 1. Assumption 1.vi can be generalized to more than three terms, i.e., 𝐴 satisfies a

generalized Lipschitz condition if there exist 𝜇 ∈]0,+∞[, (𝜃𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚 ∈ [2,+∞[𝑚, and continuous

functions 𝑎 and (𝑏𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚 from H to [0,+∞[ such that

(∀(𝑧1, 𝑧2) ∈ (dom𝐶)2) ∥𝐴𝑧1 − 𝐴𝑧2∥2 ≤ 𝑎(𝑧1)∥𝑧1 − 𝑧2∥𝜇 +
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑏𝑖 (𝑧1)∥𝑧1 − 𝑧2∥𝜃𝑖 .

Although the convergence analysis from this paper can be derived under this more general condition,

Assumption 1.vi turns out to be sufficient in most of the applications of interest. Additionally, note

that we require 𝑎(·), 𝑏(·) and 𝑐(·) to depend only on 𝑧1 in order to make our adaptive stepsize

choices introduced in the following sections dependent only on the current iterate.

Note that our assumptions are quite general. Next, we present some important examples of opti-

mization problems that can be recast as problem (1), showing the versatility of our settings.

Example 1. (Minimizing the sum of three functions). The most straightforward example of

inclusion (1) arises from the optimization problem:

min
𝑥∈R𝑛

𝐹 (𝑥) := 𝑓 (𝑥) + 𝑔(𝑥) + ℎ1(𝑥) + ℎ2(𝐿𝑥), (9)

where 𝐿 ∈ R𝑚×𝑛, 𝑓 ∈ Γ0(R𝑛) has a 𝜈-Hölder continuous gradient with constant 𝐿 𝑓 > 0, 𝑔 ∈ Γ0(R𝑛)
has a Lipschitz continuous gradient with constant 𝐿𝑔 > 0, and ℎ2 ∈ Γ0(R𝑚) is finite at a point in

the relative interior of the range of 𝐿. Moreover, we assume that ℎ1 is the indicator function of a

nonempty closed convex set 𝐷 and ℎ2 is Lipschitz on its domain with modulus 𝐿ℎ2 > 0. We assume

that 𝐿 (𝐷) ⊆ dom ℎ2 and there is a point in the intersection of the relative interiors of 𝐿 (𝐷) and

dom ℎ2. The latter condition ensures that 𝜕 (ℎ1 + ℎ2 ◦ 𝐿) = 𝜕ℎ1 + 𝐿⊤ ◦ 𝜕ℎ2 ◦ 𝐿. This formulation

covers composite ( 𝑓 = 0), Hölder composite (𝑔 = 0), or hybrid composite problems, respectively.
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The first-order optimality condition for (9) at 𝑥 reduces to 0 ∈ 𝐴𝑥 +𝐵𝑥 +𝐶𝑥, where 𝐴 = ∇ 𝑓 , 𝐵 = ∇𝑔,

and 𝐶 = 𝜕ℎ1 + 𝐿⊤ ◦ 𝜕ℎ2 ◦ 𝐿. Next, we show that Assumption 1 holds for this example:

(i) - (iii) Note that, since ℎ1 ∈ Γ0(R𝑛), ℎ2 ∈ Γ0(R𝑚), the gradient of 𝑓 is continuous and g has

Lipschitz continuous gradient, operator 𝐶 is maximally monotone, operator 𝐴 is a single-valued

continuous operator, and operator 𝐵 is Lipschitz continuous with constant 𝐿𝐵 = 𝐿𝑔.

(iv) Since the functions 𝑓 and 𝑔 are convex, then operators 𝐴 and 𝐵 are monotone. Moreover,

since 𝐶 is maximal monotone, we have that the operator 𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶 is monotone, and consequently,

pseudo-monotone.

(v) Let (𝑢, 𝑤) ∈H2, 𝑞 = projdom𝐶𝑤, and 𝑧 = 𝑞 − 𝛾𝑢. Then, we have

dom𝐶 = 𝐷 and 𝐽𝛾𝐶 = prox𝛾(ℎ1+ℎ2◦𝐿) .

In [1] it was proved that

𝐽𝛾𝐶 = projdom𝐶 ◦ proxℎ1
𝛾ℎ2◦𝐿 , where proxℎ1

𝛾ℎ2◦𝐿 = (Id+ 𝛾𝐿⊤ ◦ 𝜕ℎ2 ◦ 𝐿 ◦ projdom𝐶)−1.

Define 𝑝 = proxℎ1
𝛾ℎ2◦𝐿 (𝑧). Then, 𝑝 + 𝛾𝑝 = 𝑧 for some 𝑝 ∈ 𝐿⊤ ◦ 𝜕ℎ2 ◦ 𝐿 (projdom𝐶 𝑝). Moreover,

∥𝑝∥ ≤ 𝐿ℎ2 ∥𝐿∥ and

∥projdom𝐶𝑤 − 𝐽𝛾𝐶𝑧∥ ≤ ∥projdom𝐶𝑤 − proxℎ1
𝛾ℎ2◦𝐿 (𝑧)∥ = ∥projdom𝐶𝑤 − 𝑧 + 𝛾𝑝∥

≤ ∥projdom𝐶𝑤 − 𝑧∥ + 𝛾∥𝑝∥ ≤ ∥projdom𝐶𝑤 − 𝑧∥ + 𝛾𝐿ℎ2 ∥𝐿∥ = 𝛾∥𝑢∥ + 𝛾𝐿ℎ2 ∥𝐿∥,

where, in the first inequality, we have used the nonexpansiveness of the projection operator and

projdom𝐶 (projdom𝐶 (𝑤)) = projdom𝐶 (𝑤), and in the last one, we have used the linear relation between

𝑧, projdom𝐶𝑤, and 𝑢. Therefore, in this case, 𝜁 = 1 and 𝜏 = 𝐿ℎ2 ∥𝐿∥.
(vi) From (5) and the definition of operator 𝐴, we have, for every (𝑧1, 𝑧2) ∈ 𝐷2,

∥𝐴𝑧1 − 𝐴𝑧2∥2 ≤ 𝐿2
𝑓 ∥𝑧1 − 𝑧2∥2𝜈

Hence, 𝑎(𝑧1) = 𝐿2
𝑓
, 𝜇 = 2𝜈, 𝑏(𝑧1) = 0, and 𝑐(𝑧1) = 0.

Example 2. (Minimax problems). Let 𝑚 and 𝑛 be positive integers, and consider the following

minimax problem:
min
𝑥∈R𝑛

max
𝑦∈R𝑚

𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦) + 𝜑(𝑥) −𝜓(𝑦), (10)

where 𝐹 : R𝑛 ×R𝑚 → R is a differentiable function, 𝜓 = 𝜓1 +𝜓2, and 𝜑 = 𝜑1 + 𝜑2, with 𝜓1 and 𝜑1

having Lipschitz gradients, 𝜑2 ∈ Γ0(R𝑛), and 𝜓2 ∈ Γ0(R𝑚). Note that the minimax problem (10) is
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more general than problem (2) considered in previous works, as we allow more general expressions

for 𝐹 beyond bilinear terms. The first-order optimality conditions for this problem are equivalent

to solving the inclusion:

0 ∈ 𝐴(𝑥, 𝑦̄) + 𝐵(𝑥, 𝑦̄) +𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑦̄), (11)

where H =R𝑛 ×R𝑚 and the three operators are

𝐴 :H→H : (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ (∇𝑥𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦),−∇𝑦𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦)) (12)

𝐵 :H→H : (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ (∇𝜑1(𝑥),∇𝜓1(𝑦)),

𝐶 :H→ 2H : (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ 𝜕𝜑2(𝑥) × 𝜕𝜓2(𝑦).

Next, we give two examples of this minimax problem.

a) For simplicity, let us consider 𝑚 = 1 and

(∀(𝑥, 𝑦) ∈H) 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦) = 𝑦𝑔(𝑥), (13)

where 𝑔 is a twice differentiable convex function, which has a 𝜈-Hölder continuous gradient with

constant 𝐿𝑔, 𝜑1 and 𝜓1 are convex functions, 𝜓2 is the indicator function of the interval [0,+∞[
and 𝜑2 = 𝑡1 + 𝑡2, where 𝑡1 is the indicator function of a nonempty closed convex set 𝐷, and 𝑡2 is

a proper lower-semicontinous convex function which is Lipschitz continuous on its domain with

modulus 𝐿𝑡2 > 0. We assume that 𝐷 ⊆ dom 𝑡2 and there is a point in the intersection of the relative

interiors of 𝐷 and dom 𝑡2. Let us show that Assumption 1 holds for this example.

(i) - (iii) From the definitions of operators 𝐴, 𝐵 and 𝐶, we can easily verify that 𝐶 is maximally

monotone, 𝐴 is a continuous single-valued operator, and 𝐵 is Lipschitz continuous.

(iv) Operator 𝐴 is given by

𝐴 :H→H : (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ (𝑦∇𝑔(𝑥),−𝑔(𝑥)) . (14)

The Jacobian J𝐴 of 𝐴 at (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈H is

J𝐴 (𝑥, 𝑦) =

𝑦∇2𝑔(𝑥) ∇𝑔(𝑥)
−∇𝑔(𝑥)⊤ 0

 .
Note that, for every (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ R𝑛 × [0,+∞[, J𝐴 (𝑥, 𝑦) is positive semidefinite matrix. Since 𝐴 is

continuous and monotone on R𝑛 × [0,+∞[, then 𝐴 is maximally monotone on R𝑛 × [0,+∞[, see
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[5]. Moreover, since 𝜑 and 𝜓1 are proper lower semicontinuous convex functions, then 𝐴+ 𝐵 +𝐶 is

a monotone operator, which is a particular instance of a pseudo-monotone operator.

(v) Note that in this case dom𝐶 = 𝐷 × [0,∞[ and we have:

𝐽𝛾𝐶 (𝑥, 𝑦) = (prox𝛾(𝑡1+𝑡2) (𝑥),proj[0,+∞[ (𝑦)).

Following Example 1, the following relation holds:

prox𝛾(𝑡1+𝑡2) (𝑥) = proj𝐷 ◦ prox𝑡1𝛾𝑡2 , where prox𝑡1𝛾𝑡2 = (Id+ 𝛾𝜕𝑡2 ◦ proj𝐷)−1.

Let (𝑢, 𝑤) ∈ H2, 𝑞 = projdom𝐶𝑤, and 𝑧 = 𝑞 − 𝛾𝑢. Considering the decomposition 𝑤 = (𝑤1, 𝑤2), 𝑢 =
(𝑢1, 𝑢2) and 𝑧 = (𝑧1, 𝑧2). Define 𝑝 = prox𝑡1𝛾𝑡2 (𝑧1). Then, 𝑝 + 𝛾𝑝 = 𝑧1, for some 𝑝 ∈ 𝜕𝑡2(proj𝐷 𝑝), and

∥𝑝∥ ≤ 𝐿𝑡2 . We further have

∥projdom𝐶𝑤 − 𝐽𝛾𝐶𝑧∥2 = ∥proj𝐷𝑤1 − proj𝐷 ◦ prox𝑡1𝛾𝑡2𝑧1∥2 + ∥proj[0,+∞[𝑤2 − proj[0,+∞[𝑧2∥2

≤ ∥proj𝐷𝑤1 − prox𝑡1𝛾𝑡2𝑧1∥2 + ∥proj[0,+∞[𝑤2 − 𝑧2∥2

= ∥proj𝐷𝑤1 − 𝑧1 + 𝛾𝑝∥2 + ∥proj[0,+∞[𝑤2 − 𝑧2∥2

≤ 2∥proj𝐷𝑤1 − 𝑧1∥2 + 2𝛾2∥𝑝∥2 + ∥proj[0,+∞[𝑤2 − 𝑧2∥2

= 2𝛾2∥𝑢1∥2 + 2𝛾2∥𝑝∥2 + 𝛾2∥𝑢2∥2 ≤ 2𝛾2∥𝑢∥2 + 2𝛾2𝐿2
𝑡2
.

Thus, we get 𝜁 =
√

2 and 𝜏 =
√

2𝐿𝑡2 .

(vi) For every 𝑧 = (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ R𝑛 ×R and 𝑧 = (𝑥, 𝑦̄) ∈ R𝑛 ×R, we have

∥𝐴𝑧 − 𝐴𝑧∥2 ≤ 2∥∇𝑔(𝑥)∥2∥𝑧 − 𝑧∥2 + 4𝐿2
𝑔∥𝑧 − 𝑧∥2+2𝜈 + 4𝐿2

𝑔 |𝑦 |2∥𝑧 − 𝑧∥2𝜈 .

Indeed, from the definition of 𝐴 (see (14)),

∥𝐴(𝑥, 𝑦) − 𝐴(𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥2 = ∥∇𝑔(𝑥)𝑦 −∇𝑔(𝑥) 𝑦̄∥2 + |𝑔(𝑥) − 𝑔(𝑥) |2. (15)

Moreover,

∥∇𝑔(𝑥)𝑦 −∇𝑔(𝑥) 𝑦̄∥2 = ∥∇𝑔(𝑥)𝑦 −∇𝑔(𝑥) 𝑦̄ +∇𝑔(𝑥) 𝑦̄ −∇𝑔(𝑥) 𝑦̄∥2

≤ 2∥∇𝑔(𝑥)∥2 |𝑦 − 𝑦̄ |2 + 2| 𝑦̄ |2∥∇𝑔(𝑥) − ∇𝑔(𝑥)∥2

(5)
≤ 2∥∇𝑔(𝑥)∥2 |𝑦 − 𝑦̄ |2 + 2𝐿2

𝑔 | 𝑦̄ |2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2𝜈

≤ 2∥∇𝑔(𝑥)∥2 |𝑦 − 𝑦̄ |2 + 4𝐿2
𝑔 |𝑦 |2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2𝜈 + 4𝐿2

𝑔 |𝑦 − 𝑦̄ |2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2𝜈, (16)
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where, in the first and last inequalities, we used the fact that ∥𝑎 + 𝑏∥2 ≤ 2∥𝑎∥2 + 2∥𝑏∥2, for all

𝑎, 𝑏 ∈ R𝑛 and 𝑛 ∈N. On other hand, from (6) we deduce that

|𝑔(𝑥) − 𝑔(𝑥) |2 ≤ 2|⟨∇𝑔(𝑥), 𝑥 − 𝑥⟩|2 +
2𝐿2

𝑔

(1+ 𝜈)2 ∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥
2+2𝜈

≤ 2∥∇𝑔(𝑥)∥2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2 +
2𝐿2

𝑔

(1+ 𝜈)2 ∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥
2+2𝜈

≤ 2∥∇𝑔(𝑥)∥2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2 + 4𝐿2
𝑔∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2+2𝜈 . (17)

Altogether, (15), (16), and (17) lead to

∥𝐴(𝑥, 𝑦) − 𝐴(𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥2

≤ 2∥∇𝑔(𝑥)∥2∥(𝑥, 𝑦)−(𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥2+4𝐿2
𝑔∥(𝑥, 𝑦)−(𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2𝜈+4𝐿2

𝑔 |𝑦 |2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2𝜈

≤ 2∥∇𝑔(𝑥)∥2∥𝑧 − 𝑧∥2 + 4𝐿2
𝑔∥𝑧 − 𝑧∥2+2𝜈 + 4𝐿2

𝑔 |𝑦 |2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2𝜈 .

Hence, Assumption 1.vi holds with 𝜇 = 2𝜈, 𝛽 = 2 + 2𝜈 and 𝜃 = 2. Finally, the inequality ∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥ ≤

∥(𝑥, 𝑦) − (𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥ allows us to prove the statement.

b) Consider

(∀(𝑥, 𝑦) ∈H) 𝐹 (𝑥, 𝑦) =
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑦𝑖𝑔𝑖 (𝑥), (18)

where (𝑔𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚̄ are twice differentiable convex functions, which have Lipschitz continuous gradi-

ents with constants 𝐿𝑔𝑖 > 0, (𝑔𝑖)𝑚̄+1≤𝑖≤𝑚 are the following affine functions:

(∀𝑖 ∈ {𝑚̄ + 1, . . . , 𝑚}) 𝑔𝑖 : 𝑥 ↦→ 𝑙⊤𝑖 𝑥 − 𝑟𝑖

with (𝑙𝑖, 𝑟𝑖)𝑚̄+1≤𝑖≤𝑚 vectors in R𝑛 × R. In addition, 𝜑1 and 𝜓1 are convex functions, 𝜓2 is the

indicator function of the set [0,+∞[𝑚̄×R𝑚−𝑚̄, and 𝜑2 = 𝑡1 + 𝑡2, where 𝑡1 is the indicator function of

a nonempty closed convex set 𝐷 and 𝑡2 is a proper lower-semicontinous convex function which is

Lipschitz on its domain with modulus 𝐿𝑡2 > 0. We assume that 𝐷 ⊆ dom 𝑡2 and there is a point in

the intersection of the relative interiors of 𝐷 and dom 𝑡2. Let us show that Assumption 1 holds for

this example.

(i)-(iii) From the definitions of the operators 𝐴, 𝐵, and 𝐶, it is straightforward that 𝐶 is maximally

monotone, 𝐴 is a continuous single-valued operator, and 𝐵 is Lipschitz continuous.
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(iv) First note that 𝐴+ {0n} ×N[0,+∞[𝑚] is maximally monotone. Indeed, if we consider the notation

𝐴 = 𝐴1 × 𝐴2, where, for every (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ R𝑛 ×R𝑚, 𝐴1(𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ R𝑛 and 𝐴2(𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ R𝑚, then (𝐴 + {0n} ×
N[0,+∞[𝑚) (𝑥, 𝑦) = 𝐴1(𝑥, 𝑦) × [𝐴2(𝑥, 𝑦) +N[0,+∞[𝑚 (𝑦)]. Moreover, we have

𝐴 :H→H : (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→
( 𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑦𝑖∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)︸         ︷︷         ︸
𝐴1 (𝑥,𝑦)

,−𝑔(𝑥)︸︷︷︸
𝐴2 (𝑥,𝑦)

)
, (19)

where 𝑔(𝑥) = [𝑔1(𝑥), . . . , 𝑔𝑚 (𝑥)]⊤. The Jacobian J𝐴 of 𝐴 at (𝑥, 𝑦) is

J𝐴 (𝑥, 𝑦) =

∑𝑚
𝑖=1 𝑦𝑖∇2𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) ∇𝑔(𝑥)
−∇𝑔(𝑥)⊤ 0𝑚×𝑚

 , with ∇𝑔(𝑥) = [∇𝑔1(𝑥), . . . ,∇𝑔𝑚 (𝑥)] .

Note that, for every (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ R𝑛 × ([0,+∞[𝑚̄×R𝑚−𝑚̄), J𝐴 (𝑥, 𝑦) is a positive semidefinite matrix.

Since 𝐴 is continuous and monotone on R𝑛 × ([0,+∞[𝑚̄×R𝑚−𝑚̄), then 𝐴 is maximally monotone

on R𝑛 × ([0,+∞[𝑚̄×R𝑚−𝑚̄), see [5]. Moreover, since 𝜑 and 𝜓1 are proper lower semicontinuous

convex functions, then 𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶 is a monotone operator.

(v) Following the same argument as in the case 𝑚 = 1, we get 𝜁 =
√

2 and 𝜏 =
√

2𝐿𝑡2 .

(vi) For every 𝑧 = (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ R𝑛 ×R𝑚 and 𝑧 = (𝑥, 𝑦̄) ∈ R𝑛 ×R𝑚, we have

∥𝐴(𝑥, 𝑦) − 𝐴(𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥2 ≤ 𝑎(𝑥, 𝑦)∥(𝑥, 𝑦) − (𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥2 + 𝑏∥(𝑥, 𝑦) − (𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥4, (20)

with 𝑏 =
5
2

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐿2
𝑔𝑖

, 𝑎(𝑥, 𝑦) = 2(𝜌(𝑥, 𝑦) +∑𝑚
𝑖=1 ∥∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)∥2), and

𝜌(𝑥, 𝑦) = 2 max ©­«𝑚 max
1≤𝑖≤𝑚

∥∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)∥2,

(
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐿𝑔𝑖 |𝑦𝑖 |
)2ª®¬ .

Indeed, similarly to the previous example,

∥𝐴(𝑥, 𝑦) − 𝐴(𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥2 =






 𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)𝑦𝑖 −∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) 𝑦̄𝑖






2

+
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) − 𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) |2. (21)
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Moreover,




 𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

(∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)𝑦𝑖 −∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) 𝑦̄𝑖)





2

=






 𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

(∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)𝑦𝑖 −∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) 𝑦̄𝑖 +∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) 𝑦̄𝑖 −∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) 𝑦̄𝑖)





2

≤
(
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

∥∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)∥ |𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦̄𝑖 | +
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

| 𝑦̄𝑖 |∥∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) − ∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)∥
)2

≤
(

max
1≤𝑖≤𝑚

∥∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)∥
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑦𝑖 − 𝑦̄𝑖 | +
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐿𝑔𝑖 | 𝑦̄𝑖 |∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥
)2

≤2

(
√
𝑚 max

1≤𝑖≤𝑚
∥∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)∥∥𝑦− 𝑦̄∥+

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1
𝐿𝑔𝑖 |𝑦𝑖 |∥𝑥−𝑥∥

)2

+2

(
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1
𝐿𝑔𝑖 | 𝑦̄𝑖−𝑦𝑖 |∥𝑥−𝑥∥

)2

,

where, in the last inequality, we used the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. Hence,






 𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)𝑦𝑖 −∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) 𝑦̄𝑖






2

≤ 𝜌(𝑥, 𝑦) (∥𝑦 − 𝑦̄∥ + ∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥)2 + 2

(
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐿2
𝑔𝑖

)
∥ 𝑦̄ − 𝑦∥2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2

≤ 2𝜌(𝑥, 𝑦)∥(𝑥, 𝑦) − (𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥2 + 2

(
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐿2
𝑔𝑖

)
∥(𝑥, 𝑦) − (𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥4. (22)

On other hand, using (6) with 𝜈 = 1,

𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

|𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) − 𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) |2 ≤
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

2|⟨∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥), 𝑥 − 𝑥⟩|2 +
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐿2
𝑔𝑖

2
∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥4

≤ 2
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

∥∇𝑔𝑖 (𝑥)∥2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2 +
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐿2
𝑔𝑖

2
∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥4. (23)

Hence, (21), (22), (23), and the fact ∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥ ≤ ∥(𝑥, 𝑦) − (𝑥, 𝑦̄)∥ yield (20). From (20) it follows that

Assumption 1.vi holds with 𝜇 = 2 and 𝜃 = 4 (note that in this case 𝑐(𝑧1) = 0).

Remark 2. One concrete application of the example above is the quadratically constrained

quadratic program (QCQP) problem:

min
𝑥∈R𝑛,𝑥≥0

1
2
𝑥⊤𝑄0𝑥 + 𝑏⊤𝑥 + 𝑐

s.t.
1
2
𝑥⊤𝑄𝑖𝑥 + 𝑙⊤𝑖 𝑥 ≤ 𝑟𝑖 ∀𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑚̄}, 𝑙⊤𝑖 𝑥 = 𝑟𝑖 ∀𝑖 ∈ {𝑚̄ + 1, . . . , 𝑚}, (24)
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where (𝑄𝑖)0≤𝑖≤𝑚̄ are positive semidefinite matrices of dimension 𝑛 × 𝑛, and (𝑙𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚 and 𝑏 are

vectors in R𝑛. Rewriting the QCQP into the Lagrange primal-dual form using the dual variables

𝑦 = (𝑦𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚, we get

𝐴 :H→H : (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→
(
𝑚∑︁
𝑖=1

(𝑄𝑖𝑥 + 𝑙𝑖)𝑦𝑖,
(
−1

2
𝑥⊤𝑄𝑖𝑥 − 𝑙⊤𝑖 𝑥 + 𝑟𝑖

)
1≤𝑖≤𝑚

)
𝐵 :H→H : (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ (𝑄0𝑥 + 𝑏,0𝑚) (25)

𝐶 :H→ 2H : (𝑥, 𝑦) ↦→ (N[0,+∞)𝑛 (𝑥) × (N[0,+∞)𝑚̄ ((𝑦𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚̄) × {0𝑚−𝑚̄}),

where we have setH =R𝑛×R𝑚 and𝑄𝑖 = 0 for every 𝑖 ∈ {𝑚̄+1, . . . , 𝑚}. QCQP’s have many applica-

tions, e.g., in signal processing [25], triangulation in computer vision [2], semi-supervised learning

[15], learning of kernel matrices [28], or steering direction estimation for RADAR detection [20].

Example 3. Consider the following problem:

min
𝑥∈𝐷

𝑓 (𝑥), (26)

where 𝐷 is a nonempty closed convex subset of H =R𝑛 and 𝑓 :R𝑛→R is a continuously differen-

tiable pseudo-convex function on 𝐷. Some examples of pseudo-convex functions are encountered

in fractional programs, see below and also [23, 36]. If 𝑥 satisfies the first-order optimality condition

for (26), then we have the following inclusion:

0 ∈ 𝐴𝑥 +𝐶𝑥, (27)

where the operators are

𝐴𝑥 =


∇ 𝑓 (𝑥) if 𝑥 ∈ 𝐷

∅ otherwise,
𝐵 = 0, and 𝐶 =N𝐷 . (28)

(Fractional programming) Consider the following quadratic fractional programming problem:

min
𝑥∈𝐷

𝑓 (𝑥) :=
1
2𝑥

⊤𝑄𝑥 − ℎ⊤𝑥 + ℎ0

𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0
with 𝐷 = {𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 | 𝑑⊤𝑥 ≥ 0}, (29)

where 𝑓 : 𝐷→R, 𝑑0 ∈]0,+∞[, ℎ0 ∈ R, (ℎ, 𝑑) ∈ (R𝑛)2, and 𝑄 ∈ R𝑛×𝑛 is a symmetric matrix. When

the matrix𝑄 is positive semidefinite, the function 𝑓 is pseudo-convex since it is the ratio of convex
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over concave functions, see [6]. Otherwise, [12, 13] present necessary and sufficient conditions for

the function 𝑓 to be pseudo-convex. Particular cases of (29) are problems whose objective is a sum

of a linear and a linear fractional function, i.e., when𝑄 = (𝑟𝑑⊤+𝑑𝑟⊤)/2, which yields the following

formulation:

min
𝑥∈𝐷

𝑓 (𝑥) := 𝑟⊤𝑥 + ℎ
⊤𝑥 + ℎ0

𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0
with 𝐷 = {𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 | 𝑑⊤𝑥 ≥ 0}. (30)

Indeed, setting 𝑄 = (𝑟𝑑⊤ + 𝑑𝑟⊤)/2 in (29) yields

1
2𝑥

⊤𝑄𝑥 − ℎ⊤𝑥 + ℎ0

𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0
=

1
2𝑥

⊤𝑟𝑑⊤𝑥 − ℎ⊤𝑥 + ℎ0

𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0
=

1
2
𝑟⊤𝑥 +

ℎ0 − (ℎ + 𝑑0
2 𝑟)

⊤𝑥

𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0
.

Then, by defining 𝑟 = 𝑟/2 and ℎ̄ = −ℎ − 𝑑0
2 𝑟, we obtain a problem of the form (30). Reference [30]

presents several cases when 𝑓 is pseudo-convex over the polyhedral set {𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 | 𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0 > 0},

namely, if 𝑟 = 𝜂𝑑, with 𝜂 ≥ 0, or ℎ = 𝜁𝑑, with ℎ0 − 𝜁𝑑0 ≥ 0 (see [30, Theorem 1] for more details).

Fractional programming arises e.g., in portfolio and transportation problems (see [30] for more

details).

Below, we show that operators 𝐴, 𝐵, and 𝐶 defined in (28) satisfy Assumption 1.

(i) - (iii) From the definitions of the operators 𝐴,𝐶, we can easily see that𝐶 is maximally monotone

and 𝐴 is a continuous single-valued operator.

(iv) Let us show that 𝐴 +𝐶 is pseudo-monotone. Indeed, consider (𝑥, 𝑤) ∈ 𝐷2. Assume that

(∀𝑥 ∈𝐶𝑥) ⟨∇ 𝑓 (𝑥) + 𝑥, 𝑤 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0. (31)

We need to show that

(∀𝑤̂ ∈𝐶𝑤) ⟨∇ 𝑓 (𝑤) + 𝑤̂, 𝑤 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0. (32)

It follows from the definition of the normal cone in (4) that

(∀𝑥 ∈𝐶𝑥) ⟨𝑥, 𝑤 − 𝑥⟩ ≤ 0 and (∀𝑤̂ ∈𝐶𝑤) ⟨𝑤̂, 𝑥 −𝑤⟩ ≤ 0. (33)

Combining (31) and the first inequality in (33) yields

⟨∇ 𝑓 (𝑥), 𝑤 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0.
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Since 𝑓 is pseudo-convex, then the above inequality implies that

⟨∇ 𝑓 (𝑤), 𝑤 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0.

Hence, from the previous inequality and the second one in (33), we derive (32). Therefore, Assump-

tion 1.iv holds.

(v) Note that 𝐽𝛾𝐶𝑧 = projdom𝐶 (𝑧). Using the nonexpensiveness of the projection operator, since

𝑞 = projdom𝐶𝑤 and 𝑧 = 𝑞 − 𝛾𝑢, we get

∥projdom𝐶 (𝑤) − projdom𝐶 (𝑧)∥ ≤ ∥𝑞 − 𝑧∥ = 𝛾∥𝑢∥.

Hence, in this case the inequality holds with 𝜁 = 1 and any 𝜏 > 0.

(vi) Before showing that this assumption is valid for (29), let us fist derive a more focused inequality

for (30).

1. Consider problem (30) and operator 𝐴 defined in (28). The Hessian of 𝑓 is

(∀𝑥 ∈ 𝐷) ∇2 𝑓 (𝑥) = 2(ℎ⊤𝑥 + ℎ0)
(𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0)3 𝑑𝑑

⊤ − 1
(𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0)2 (𝑑ℎ

⊤ + ℎ𝑑⊤).

Consider (𝑥, 𝑥) ∈ 𝐷2. By the mean value inequality, there exists 𝑤 ∈ (𝑥, 𝑥) s.t.

∥∇ 𝑓 (𝑥) − ∇ 𝑓 (𝑥)∥2 ≤ ∥∇2 𝑓 (𝑤)∥2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2

≤
(

2
(𝑑⊤𝑤 + 𝑑0)3 ∥𝑑∥

2 |ℎ⊤𝑤 + ℎ0 | +
2

(𝑑⊤𝑤 + 𝑑0)2 |𝑑
⊤ℎ|

)2
∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2

≤
(

2
𝑑3

0
∥𝑑∥2 |ℎ⊤(𝑥 −𝑤) | + 2

𝑑3
0
∥𝑑∥2 |ℎ⊤𝑥 + ℎ0 | +

2
𝑑2

0
|𝑑⊤ℎ |

)2

∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2

≤ 2

(

2
𝑑3

0
∥𝑑∥2 |ℎ⊤(𝑥 −𝑤) |

)2

+
(

2
𝑑3

0
∥𝑑∥2 |ℎ⊤𝑥 + ℎ0 | +

2
𝑑2

0
|𝑑⊤ℎ |

)2 ∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2

≤ 8
𝑑6

0
∥𝑑∥4∥ℎ∥2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥4 + 8

𝑑4
0

(
∥𝑑∥2

𝑑0
|ℎ⊤𝑥 + ℎ0 | + |𝑑⊤ℎ |

)2

∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2,

where in the third inequality we used the fact that, since 𝐷 is convex, 𝑤 ∈ 𝐷, hence 𝑑⊤𝑤 ≥ 0,

in the fourth inequality, we used the convexity of (·)2, and in the last one we used that 𝑤 ∈

(𝑥, 𝑥). Hence, Assumption 1.vi holds with 𝑎(𝑧1) =
8
𝑑4

0

(
∥𝑑∥2

𝑑0
|ℎ⊤𝑧1 + ℎ0 | + |𝑑⊤ℎ |

)2

, 𝑏(𝑧1) =

8
𝑑6

0
∥𝑑∥4∥ℎ∥2, 𝑐(𝑧1) = 0, 𝜇 = 2, and 𝜃 = 4.
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2. Consider problem (29) and operator 𝐴 defined in (28). The Hessian of 𝑓 is

(∀𝑥 ∈ 𝐷) ∇2 𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑄

𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0
+ (2 𝑓 (𝑥)𝑑𝑑⊤ − (𝑄𝑥 − ℎ)𝑑⊤ − 𝑑 (𝑄𝑥 − ℎ)⊤)

(𝑑⊤𝑥 + 𝑑0)2 .

Consider (𝑥, 𝑥) ∈ 𝐷2. By the mean value inequality, there exists 𝑤 ∈ (𝑥, 𝑥) s.t.

∥∇ 𝑓 (𝑥) − ∇ 𝑓 (𝑥)∥ ≤ ∥∇2 𝑓 (𝑤)∥∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥. (34)

After some calculations similar to those in the previous example, we get

∥∇2 𝑓 (𝑤)∥ ≤ 1
𝑑⊤𝑤 + 𝑑0

∥𝑄∥ + |𝑤⊤𝑄𝑤 − 2ℎ⊤𝑤 + 2ℎ0 |
(𝑑⊤𝑤 + 𝑑0)3 ∥𝑑∥2 + 2∥𝑑∥∥𝑄𝑤 − ℎ∥

(𝑑⊤𝑤 + 𝑑0)2

≤ ∥𝑄∥
𝑑0

+ ∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

(∥𝑄∥∥𝑤∥2 + 2|ℎ⊤𝑤 − ℎ0 |) +
2∥𝑑∥∥𝑄𝑤 − ℎ∥

𝑑2
0

≤ ∥𝑄∥
𝑑0

+ ∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

(2∥𝑄∥∥𝑤 − 𝑥∥2 + 2∥𝑄∥∥𝑥∥2 + 2|ℎ⊤(𝑤 − 𝑥) | + 2|ℎ⊤𝑥 − ℎ0 |)

+ 2∥𝑑∥
𝑑2

0
(∥𝑄𝑥 − ℎ∥ + ∥𝑄∥∥𝑤 − 𝑥∥)

≤ ∥𝑄∥
𝑑0

+ 2∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

(∥𝑄∥∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2 + ∥𝑄∥∥𝑥∥2 + ∥ℎ∥∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥ + |ℎ⊤𝑥 − ℎ0 |)

+ 2∥𝑑∥
𝑑2

0
(∥𝑄𝑥 − ℎ∥ + ∥𝑄∥∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥)

≤ ∥𝑄∥
𝑑0

+ 2∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

(∥𝑄∥∥𝑥∥2 + |ℎ⊤𝑥 − ℎ0 |) +
2∥𝑑∥
𝑑2

0
∥𝑄𝑥 − ℎ∥

+
(

2∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

∥ℎ∥ + 2∥𝑑∥
𝑑2

0
∥𝑄∥

)
∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥ + 2∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

∥𝑄∥∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2. (35)

We deduce from (34) and (35) that

∥∇ 𝑓 (𝑥) − ∇ 𝑓 (𝑥)∥2

≤ 12∥𝑑∥4

𝑑6
0

∥𝑄∥2∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥6 + 3

(
2∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

∥ℎ∥ + 2∥𝑑∥
𝑑2

0
∥𝑄∥

)2

∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥4

+ 3

(
∥𝑄∥
𝑑0

+ 2∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

(∥𝑄∥∥𝑥∥2 + |ℎ⊤𝑥 − ℎ0 |) +
2∥𝑑∥
𝑑2

0
∥𝑄𝑥 − ℎ∥

)2

∥𝑥 − 𝑥∥2.
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Therefore, Assumption 1.vi is satisfied with 𝜇 = 2, 𝜃 = 4, 𝛽 = 6, and

𝑐(𝑧1) =
12∥𝑑∥4

𝑑6
0

∥𝑄∥2, 𝑏(𝑧1) = 12

(
∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

∥ℎ∥ + ∥𝑑∥
𝑑2

0
∥𝑄∥

)2

,

𝑎(𝑧1) = 3

(
∥𝑄∥
𝑑0

+ 2∥𝑑∥2

𝑑3
0

(∥𝑄∥∥𝑧1∥2 + |ℎ⊤𝑧1 − ℎ0 |) +
2∥𝑑∥
𝑑2

0
∥𝑄𝑧1 − ℎ∥

)2

. (36)

From the previous discussion, one can see that our assumptions cover a broad range of optimization

problems arising in applications.

4. An adaptive forward-backward-forward algorithm Adaptive methods are widely used

in optimization due to their ability to simplify stepsize tuning [7, 35, 38]. Unlike previous approaches

to the forward-backward-forward algorithm, such as those in [39], we introduce two novel adaptive

strategies that bypass the need for computationally expensive Armĳo-Goldstein stepsize rules,

typically employed when the operator is assumed to be continuous [37, 39]. In both strategies,

the stepsize is determined using the current iterate and the parameters that define the operator’s

properties.

4.1. Investigated algorithm In this section, we introduce a new algorithm for solving problem

(1). Our algorithm is similar to the forward-backward-forward splitting algorithm in [39] as it also

involves two explicit (forward) steps using 𝐴 and 𝐵, and one implicit (backward) step using 𝐶.

However, the novely of our iterative process lies in the adaptive way we choose the stepsize 𝛾𝑘 at

each iteration 𝑘 , which is adapted to the assumptions considered on the operators 𝐴, 𝐵, and 𝐶 (see

Assumption 1).
Adaptive Forward-Backward-Forward Algorithm (AFBF):

1. Choose the initial estimate 𝑥0 ∈ dom𝐶.

2. For 𝑘 ≥ 0 do:

(a) Compute the stepsize 𝛾𝑘 > 0.

(b) 𝑧𝑘 = 𝑥𝑘 − 𝛾𝑘 (𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘)
(c) 𝑝𝑘 = 𝐽𝛾𝑘𝐶 𝑧𝑘

(d) 𝑞𝑘 = 𝑝𝑘 − 𝛾𝑘 (𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘)
(e) 𝑥𝑘 = 𝑞𝑘 − 𝑧𝑘 + 𝑥𝑘
(f) 𝑥𝑘+1 = projdom𝐶 (𝑥𝑘)

Typically, to prove the convergence of a forward-backward-forward splitting algorithm, one needs

the operators 𝐴 and 𝐵 to satisfy a Lipschitz type inequality [39]:
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𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘 − 𝐴𝑝𝑘 − 𝐵𝑝𝑘 ∥

2 ≤ 𝛼𝑘 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2, (37)

where 𝛼𝑘 ∈]𝛼min, 𝛼max [⊂]0,1[, 𝑘 ∈ N. In our case it appears difficult to find a positive stepsize 𝛾𝑘
satisfying (37) as the operator 𝐴 is not assumed to be Lipschitz. However, imposing appropriate

assumptions on the operator 𝐴 (e.g., some generalized Lipschitz type inequality as in Assumption

1.vi), we will show that we can ensure (37). In the next sections we provide two adaptive choices

for 𝛾𝑘 that enable us to prove the convergence of AFBF.

4.2. First adaptive choice for the stepsize In this section, we design a novel strategy to

choose 𝛾𝑘 when the operator 𝐴 satisfies Assumption 1.vi with 𝜇 = 2. Recall that (𝜁, 𝜏) ∈]0,+∞[2

are the parameters which satisfying Assumption1.v.

Stepsize Choice 1:
1. Choose 0 < 𝛼min ≤ 𝛼max < 1 and 𝜎 > 0.
2. For 𝑘 ≥ 0 do:

(a) Compute 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘) = 𝜁 ∥𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥ + 𝜏 and choose 𝛼𝑘 ∈ [𝛼min, 𝛼max].
(b) Choose 𝛾𝑘 such that

𝛾𝑘 ∈
{
[𝜎, 𝛾̄𝑘] if 𝜎 ≤ 𝛾̄𝑘
𝛾̄𝑘 otherwise,

(38)

where 𝛾̄𝑘 > 0 is the root of the following equation in 𝛾:
𝑏(𝑥𝑘)𝑑 (𝑥𝑘) 𝜃−2𝛾 𝜃 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘)𝑑 (𝑥𝑘)𝛽−2𝛾𝛽 +

(
𝐿2
𝐵 + 𝑎(𝑥𝑘)

)
𝛾2 =

𝛼𝑘

2
. (39)

Remark 3. Stepsize choice (38) could be just considered 𝛾𝑘 = 𝛾̄𝑘 . However, the positive param-

eter 𝜎 allows us to choose a larger range of stepsizes.

Note that equation (39), which is a polynomial equation when 𝜇, 𝜃, and 𝛽 are integers, is well

defined, i.e., there exists 𝛾̄𝑘 > 0 satisfying equation (39). Indeed, define

(∀𝛾 ∈ [0,+∞)) ℎ(𝛾) = 2𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝜃−2𝛾𝜃 + 2𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝛽−2𝛾𝛽 + 2(𝑎(𝑥𝑘 ) + 𝐿2
𝐵)𝛾2 −𝛼𝑘 ,

and 𝑤𝑘 =
√
𝛼𝑘/𝐿𝐵. Note that, we have ℎ(𝑤𝑘 ) ≥ 𝛼𝑘 > 0 and ℎ(0) < 0. Since ℎ is continuous on

[0, 𝑤𝑘 ], there exists 𝛾̄𝑘 ∈]0, 𝑤𝑘 [ such that ℎ(𝛾̄𝑘 ) = 0. Moreover, since ℎ′(𝛾) ≥ 4𝐿2
𝐵
𝛾 > 0 for every

𝛾 ∈]0,+∞[, then ℎ is strictly increasing on ]0,+∞[. Hence, there exists exactly one 𝛾̄𝑘 > 0 such

that the equality in (39) is satisfied and ℎ(𝛾𝑘 ) ≤ 0 = ℎ(𝛾̄𝑘 ) for 𝛾𝑘 defined in (38).

Lemma 1. Let Assumption 1 hold with 𝜇 = 2. Let 𝑘 ≥ 0 and let 𝛾𝑘 be given by (38). Then,

inequality (37) is satisfied and
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𝛾𝑘 < 𝜂 :=
√︄
𝛼max

2𝐿2
𝐵

. (40)

Proof From basic properties of the norm,

𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘 − 𝐴𝑝𝑘 − 𝐵𝑝𝑘 ∥

2 ≤ 2𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐵𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑝𝑘 ∥

2 + 2𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐴𝑝𝑘 ∥

2.

Using the Lipschitz continuity of operator 𝐵 on dom𝐶 and Assumption 1.vi for 𝜇 ∈]0,+∞[, we get

𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘 − 𝐴𝑝𝑘 − 𝐵𝑝𝑘 ∥

2

≤ 2𝛾2
𝑘𝐿

2
𝐵∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 2𝛾2

𝑘𝑎(𝑥𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥
𝜇 + 2𝛾2

𝑘𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥
𝜃 + 2𝛾2

𝑘𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥
𝛽

= 2𝛾2
𝑘

(
𝐿2
𝐵 + 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥𝜇−2 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥𝜃−2 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥𝛽−2

)
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2. (41)

Using (7) with 𝑞 = 𝑥𝑘 , 𝑤 = 𝑥𝑘−1, 𝑢 = 𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘 , and 𝛾 = 𝛾𝑘 ,

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥ = ∥projdom𝐶 (𝑥𝑘−1) − 𝐽𝛾𝑘𝐶𝑧𝑘 ∥
(7)
≤ 𝛾𝑘 (𝜁 ∥𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥ + 𝜏) = 𝛾𝑘𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 ). (42)

From (39), (41), (42), and the fact that ℎ(𝛾𝑘 ) ≤ ℎ(𝛾̄𝑘 ), for 𝜇 = 2, we deduce that

𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘 − 𝐴𝑝𝑘 − 𝐵𝑝𝑘 ∥

2

(41),(42)
≤ 2(𝐿2

𝐵𝛾
2
𝑘 + 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 )𝛾

2
𝑘 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )

𝜃−2𝛾𝜃𝑘 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )
𝛽−2𝛾

𝛽

𝑘
)∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2

≤ 2
(
(𝐿2

𝐵 + 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 ))𝛾̄2
𝑘 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )

𝜃−2𝛾̄𝜃𝑘 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )
𝛽−2𝛾̄

𝛽

𝑘

)
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2

(39)
= 𝛼𝑘 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2. (43)

From the above inequality, the first statement holds. Moreover, from (39), since 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 ), 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 ), 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 ),
and 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 ) are nonnegative for every 𝑘 ≥ 0, we have 2𝐿2

𝐵
𝛾̄2
𝑘
− 𝛼𝑘 ≤ 0. Since 𝛼𝑘 < 𝛼max, for every

𝑘 ≥ 0, inequality (40) holds. □

From previous examples, one can see that Stepsize Choice 1 requires the computation of a positive

root of a second-order polynomial equation for quadratically constrained quadratic programs in

(24), while for quadratic over linear fractional programs (29), one needs to compute the positive

root of a third-order equation. More explicitly:

(i) If we consider the quadratically constrained quadratic program (24), then the operator 𝐴 defined
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in (25) for problem (24) satisfies (20) where, for every 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑚} 𝑔𝑖 : 𝑥 ↦→ 1
2𝑥

⊤𝑄𝑖𝑥 + 𝑙⊤𝑖 𝑥 − 𝑟𝑖.
Hence, equation (39) becomes:

𝑏 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2𝛾4 + (∥𝑄0∥2 + 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 ))𝛾2 − 𝛼𝑘
2

= 0, (44)

with the functions 𝑎 and 𝑏 given in (20). Defining, 𝛾̂ = 𝛾2 we have

𝑐 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2𝛾̂2 + (∥𝑄0∥2 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 ))𝛾̂ −
𝛼𝑘

2
= 0.

Note that, the positive root of the second order equation is

𝛾̂𝑘 =
−(∥𝑄0∥2 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )) +

√︁
(∥𝑄0∥2 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 ))2 + 2𝛼𝑘𝑐 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2

2𝑐 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2 .

Then, using 𝛾̂𝑘 = 𝛾2
𝑘
, we obtain that the positive root of (44) is

𝛾̄𝑘 =

(√︁
(∥𝑄0∥2 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 ))2 + 2𝑐 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2𝛼𝑘 − (∥𝑄0∥2 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 ))

2𝑐 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2

)1/2

.

(ii) For the quadratic fractional program (29), equation (39) becomes

𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )4𝛾6 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2𝛾4 + (𝑎(𝑥𝑘 ) + 𝐿2
𝐵)𝛾2 − 𝛼𝑘

2
= 0,

where functions 𝑎, 𝑏, and 𝑐 are given in (36). Setting 𝜂 = 𝛾2, we obtain a cubic equation with a

positive root 𝜂𝑘 , and then 𝛾̄𝑘 =
√
𝜂𝑘 .

4.2.1. Convergence results under pseudo-monotonicity Next, we show the asymptotic

convergence of the sequences (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N and (𝑝𝑘 )𝑘∈N generated by AFBF Algorithm when 𝜇 = 2 and

the stepsize is computed according to (38). The following sequence will play a key role in our

convergence analysis:

(∀𝑘 ∈N) 𝑢𝑘 = 𝛾
−1
𝑘 (𝑧𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ) + 𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 ∈ 𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 +𝐶𝑝𝑘 . (45)

Theorem 1. Suppose that zer(𝐴+ 𝐵+𝐶) ≠∅ and Assumption 1 holds with 𝜇 = 2. Let (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N,

(𝑧𝑘 )𝑘∈N (𝑝𝑘 )𝑘∈N, and (𝑞𝑘 )𝑘∈N be sequences generated by AFBF algorithm with stepsizes (𝛾𝑘 )𝑘∈N
given by (38). Then, the following hold:
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i) (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N is a Fejèr monotone sequence with respect to zer(𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶);
ii)

∑+∞
𝑘=0 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 < +∞ and

∑+∞
𝑘=0 ∥𝑧𝑘 − 𝑞𝑘 ∥2 < +∞;

iii) there exists 𝑧 ∈ zer(𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶) such that 𝑥𝑘 → 𝑧, 𝑝𝑘 → 𝑧, and 𝑢𝑘 → 0.

Proof i) Let 𝑘 ∈N and let 𝑧 ∈ zer(𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶). Then,

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 = ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 + 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥2

= ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 2⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩ + ∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 + 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2

= ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + ∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 ∥2 + ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 + 2⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩ + 2⟨𝑝𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 , 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧⟩

= ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 − ∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 ∥2 + ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 + 2⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩ + 2⟨𝑝𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩

= ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 − ∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 ∥2 + ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 + 2⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩.

Moreover, using 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 = 𝛾𝑘 (𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ), we deduce that

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 = ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 − 𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥

2 + ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 + 2⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩. (46)

Note that 𝑧 ∈ dom𝐶. Using the nonexpansiveness of the projection, (46) yields

∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑧∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2

(46)
= ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 − ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 𝛾2

𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥
2 − 2⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩. (47)

We deduce from Lemma 1 that

∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑧∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 − (1−𝛼𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 − 2⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩. (48)

Since 𝑧𝑘 ∈ (Id+𝛾𝑘𝐶)𝑝𝑘 , the inclusion relation in (45) holds and

𝑥𝑘 − 𝑥𝑘 = 𝛾𝑘𝑢𝑘 . (49)

Since 𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶 is pseudo-monotone and 𝑧 is a zero of 𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶, we obtain:

⟨𝑢𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩ ≥ 0. (50)

Using the last inequality with (49) and 𝛼𝑘 ≤ 𝛼max < 1, it follows from (48) that

∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑧∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 − (1−𝛼max)∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2. (51)

This shows that (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N is a Fejèr monotone sequence w.r.t. zer(𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶).
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ii) Since (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N is a Fejèr monotone sequence, then it is bounded and (51) yields

(1−𝛼max)
𝑘∑︁
𝑗=0

∥𝑥 𝑗 − 𝑝 𝑗 ∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥2 < +∞. (52)

It follows that (𝑝𝑘 )𝑘∈N is also bounded. In addition, by using Steps 2.(b) and 2.(e) of AFBF

algorithm, Lemma 1, Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, and the fact that 𝛼𝑘 ≤ 𝛼max, we further get

∥𝑧𝑘 − 𝑞𝑘 ∥2 2.(𝑒),(49)
= 𝛾2

𝑘 ∥𝑢𝑘 ∥
2 2.(𝑏),(45)

= ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 + 𝛾𝑘 (𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 )∥2

= ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 2𝛾𝑘 ⟨𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 , 𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘⟩

+ 𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥

2

≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 2𝛾𝑘 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥∥𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥

+ 𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥

2

≤ (1+
√
𝛼𝑘 )2∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2. (53)

As a consequence of (52) and the boundedness of (𝛼𝑘 )𝑘∈N,
∑+∞
𝑘=0 ∥𝑧𝑘 − 𝑞𝑘 ∥2 < +∞.

iii) Let 𝑢𝑘 be defined by (45). According to (53), since 𝛼𝑘 ∈]0,1[,

∥𝑢𝑘 ∥ ≤
(
𝛾−1
𝑘

)
(1+√𝛼𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥ ≤ 2𝛾−1

𝑘 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥. (54)

On other hand, from the definition of 𝛾𝑘 and Lemma 1, it follows that

𝛼min ≤ 𝛼𝑘 (55)

= 2𝛾̄2
𝑘

(
𝐿2
𝐵 + 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 ) + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝜃−2𝛾̄𝜃−2

𝑘 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝛽−2𝛾̄
𝛽−2
𝑘

)
(40)
≤ 2𝛾̄2

𝑘

(
𝐿2
𝐵 + 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 ) + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝜃−2𝜂𝜃−2 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝛽−2𝜂𝛽−2

)
.

Since 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝑎, 𝑏, and 𝑐 are continuous on dom𝐶 and, (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N and (𝛾𝑘 )𝑘∈N are bounded, then

(𝑑𝑘 )𝑘∈N is bounded and there exist (𝑅1, 𝑅2, 𝑅3) ∈]0,+∞[3 such that

𝑎(𝑥𝑘 ) ≤ 𝑅1, 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝜃−2 ≤ 𝑅2, and 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝛽−2 ≤ 𝑅3.

This allows us to lower-bound 𝛾𝑘 as follows:

𝛾𝑘 ≥ 𝛾min := min

{
𝜎,

√︄
𝛼min

2
(
𝐿2
𝐵
+ 𝑅1 + 𝑅2𝜂𝜃−2 + 𝑅3𝜂𝛽−2)

}
. (56)

Hence, from (54), we deduce that
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∥𝑢𝑘 ∥ ≤ 2𝛾−1
min∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥. (57)

As (52) implies that 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 → 0, we have

𝑢𝑘 → 0. (58)

To prove the convergence of (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N, according to the Fejèr-monotone convergence theorem [9,

Lemma 6], applied in our finite dimensional setting, where strong and weak convergences are

equivalent, it is sufficient to show that every sequential cluster point of (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N is a zero of 𝐴+𝐵+𝐶.

Let 𝑤 be such a sequential cluster point. There thus exists a subsequence (𝑥𝑘𝑛)𝑛∈N of (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N such

that 𝑥𝑘𝑛 → 𝑤. It follows from (52) and (58) that

𝑝𝑘𝑛 → 𝑤 and 𝑢𝑘𝑛 → 0

Since 𝐴 and 𝐵 are continuous operators on dom𝐶, 𝑢𝑘𝑛 − 𝐴𝑝𝑘𝑛 − 𝐵𝑝𝑘𝑛 →−𝐴𝑤 − 𝐵𝑤. It follows

from (45) that (𝑝𝑘𝑛 , 𝑢𝑘𝑛 − 𝐴𝑝𝑘𝑛 − 𝐵𝑝𝑘𝑛) lies in gra𝐶. Maximally monotonicity of 𝐶 implies that

(𝑤,−𝐴𝑤 − 𝐵𝑤) ∈ gra𝐶 [5, Proposition 20.38(iii)]. Thus, 𝑤 ∈ zer(𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶). Hence 𝑥𝑘 → 𝑤 and,

since 𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 → 0, (𝑝𝑘 )𝑘∈N has the same limit. This concludes our proof. □

In [3, 11, 35], the problem of finding a zero of the sum of two operators 𝐵 and 𝐶 is considered

when 𝐵 is Lipschitz continuous, 𝐶 is maximally monotone, and 𝐵 +𝐶 satisfies the weak Minty

condition. Next, we analyze the case when we replace the pseudo-monotonicity assumption with

the weak Minty condition. Let us first recall this condition.

Definition 5. An operator 𝑇 : H→ 2H satisfies the weak Minty condition on Z ⊂ H if there

exists some 𝜌 ≥ 0 such that the following holds:

⟨𝑤̂, 𝑤 − 𝑧⟩ ≥ −𝜌∥𝑤̂∥2 for every 𝑧 ∈ Z, 𝑤 ∈H, and 𝑤̂ ∈ 𝑇𝑤. (59)

Note that pseudo-monotone operators (see Definition 4) satisfy the weak Minty condition on their

set of zeros Z with 𝜌 = 0. Weak Minty condition covers, in particular, minimization problems

having star-convex or quasar-convex differentiable objective functions [24].

Remark 4.

i) First, one can notice that our proof works with a weak Minty type condition, where Z =

zer(𝐴+ 𝐵 +𝐶) and 𝜌 = 0, instead of Assumption 1.iv. Indeed, in the proof of Theorem 1, the

pseudo-monotonicity of 𝐴+ 𝐵 +𝐶 has been used to derive inequality (50), which can also be

derived from the weak Minty condition with 𝜌 = 0.
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ii) Second, let us replace the pseudo-monotone condition in Assumption 1.iv with the assumption

that 𝐴+𝐵+𝐶 satisfies the weak Minty condition on zer(𝐴+𝐵+𝐶) with 𝜌 > 0 and, additionally,

assume dom𝐶 bounded. From the continuity of 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝑎, 𝑏, and 𝑐, and the boundedness of

dom𝐶, there exists (𝑅𝑎, 𝑅𝑏, 𝑅𝑐) ∈]0,+∞[3 such that, for every 𝑧 ∈ dom𝐶,

𝑎(𝑧) ≤ 𝑅𝑎, 𝑏(𝑧)𝑑 (𝑧) ≤ 𝑅𝑏, and 𝑐(𝑧)𝑑 (𝑧) ≤ 𝑅𝑐 . (60)

Then, the results from the last theorem hold as long as the following conditions are satisfied:

𝜌 <
2−

3
2
√
𝛼min(1−

√
𝛼max)

(1+√𝛼max)
√︃
𝐿2
𝐵
+ 𝑅𝑎 + 𝑅𝑏𝜂𝜃−2 + 𝑅𝑐𝜂𝛽−2

:= 𝜌max, (61)

and either

𝜎 ≥
√︄

𝛼min

2
(
𝐿2
𝐵
+ 𝑅𝑎 + 𝑅𝑏𝜂𝜃−2 + 𝑅𝑐𝜂𝛽−2) , or (∀𝑘 ≥ 0) 𝛾𝑘 = 𝛾̄𝑘 . (62)

Indeed, from (48), (49) and (59),

(∀𝑘 ∈N) ∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑧∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 − (1−𝛼𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 2𝛾𝑘𝜌∥𝑢𝑘 ∥2.

Using (54), we obtain

∥𝑥𝑘+1− 𝑧∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2−(1−𝛼𝑘 − 2𝛾−1
𝑘 𝜌(1+

√
𝛼𝑘 )2)∥𝑥𝑘− 𝑝𝑘 ∥2. (63)

On other hand, (38), (55), (60), (61), and (62) yield

𝛾𝑘 ≥ min {𝜎, 𝛾𝑘 } ≥
√︄

𝛼min

2
(
𝐿2
𝐵
+ 𝑅𝑎 + 𝑅𝑏𝜂𝜃−2 + 𝑅𝑐𝜂𝛽−2)

≥
2𝜌max(1+

√
𝛼max)

1−√
𝛼max

≥
2𝜌max(1+

√
𝛼𝑘 )

1−√
𝛼𝑘

.

Hence, it follows that

1−𝛼𝑘 − 2𝛾−1
𝑘 𝜌(1+

√
𝛼𝑘 )2 ≥

(
1− 𝜌

𝜌max

)
(1−𝛼𝑘 ) ≥

(
1− 𝜌

𝜌max

)
(1−𝛼min).

The inequality above and (63) show that (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N is a Fejèr monotone sequence with respect to

zer(𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶) and
∑+∞
𝑘=0 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 < +∞. By proceeding similarly to the proof of Theorem

1, the convergence of (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N to a zero of 𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶 can be proved.

Now, we show a sublinear convergence rate result for the iterates of AFBF algorithm.
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Theorem 2. Under the same assumptions as in Theorem 1, the following hold: for every 𝑘0 ∈N
and 𝑘 ∈N∗,

𝛾min min
𝑘0≤ 𝑗≤𝑘0+𝑘−1

∥𝑢 𝑗 ∥ ≤ min
𝑘0≤ 𝑗≤𝑘0+𝑘−1

∥𝑥 𝑗 − 𝑥 𝑗 ∥

≤ (1+√𝛼max) min
𝑘0≤ 𝑗≤𝑘0+𝑘−1

∥𝑥 𝑗 − 𝑝 𝑗 ∥ ≤
𝜀𝑘0√
𝑘
,

where 𝑢𝑘 is defined in (45) and 𝜀𝑘0 → 0 as 𝑘0 →+∞.

Proof According to (49), (54), and (56),

(∀ 𝑗 ∈N) 𝛾min∥𝑢 𝑗 ∥ ≤ ∥𝑥 𝑗 − 𝑥 𝑗 ∥ ≤ (1+√𝛼max)∥𝑥 𝑗 − 𝑝 𝑗 ∥. (64)

Let 𝑧 be the limit of (𝑥 𝑗 ) 𝑗∈N. It follows from (51) that

(1−𝛼max)
𝑘0+𝑘−1∑︁
𝑗=𝑘0

∥𝑥 𝑗 − 𝑝 𝑗 ∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘0 − 𝑧∥2,

which leads to
min

𝑘0≤ 𝑗≤𝑘0+𝑘−1
∥𝑥 𝑗 − 𝑝 𝑗 ∥2 ≤ 1

(1−𝛼max)𝑘
∥𝑥𝑘0 − 𝑧∥2.

The result follows from the latter equation and (64), by setting

𝜀𝑘0 =
1

√
1−𝛼max

∥𝑥𝑘0 − 𝑧∥.

Hence, the statement follows. □

Note that convergence results in Theorems 1 and 2 are consistent with those obtained in the literature

on (non)monotone inclusion problems [8, 17, 19, 26, 39].

4.2.2. Convergence results under uniform pseudo-monotonicity In this section, we

refine our convergence results when the operator 𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶 is uniformly pseudo-monotone. Next,

we present the definition of a uniformly monotone/pseudo-monotone operator.

Definition 6. Let 𝑇 : H→ 2H.

i) 𝑇 is said to be uniformly monotone with modulus 𝑞 ≥ 1 if there exists a constant 𝜈 > 0 such

that, for every (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈H2 and (𝑥, 𝑦̂) ∈ 𝑇𝑥 ×𝑇𝑦,

⟨𝑥 − 𝑦̂, 𝑥 − 𝑦⟩ ≥ 𝜈

2
∥𝑥 − 𝑦∥𝑞 .

ii) 𝑇 is said to be uniformly pseudo-monotone with modulus 𝑞 ≥ 1 if there exists a constant

𝜈 > 0 such that, for every (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈H and (𝑥, 𝑦̂) ∈ 𝑇𝑥 ×𝑇𝑦,

⟨𝑥, 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0 =⇒ ⟨𝑦̂, 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 𝜈

2
∥𝑥 − 𝑦∥𝑞 .
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When 𝑞 = 2 in the definition above, we say that operator𝑇 is strongly monotone / pseudo-monotone.

Note that, if 𝑇 is uniformly monotone, then 𝑇 is also uniformly pseudo-monotone.

Example 4. Consider a proper uniformly convex function 𝑓 : R𝑛→] −∞,+∞[. The subdiffer-

ential 𝜕 𝑓 of 𝑓 is uniformly monotone [5, Example 22.5]

Below we give an example of a strongly pseudo-monotone map that is not monotone.

Example 5. Consider the unit ball 𝑈 = {𝑥 ∈ R𝑛 | ∥𝑥∥ ≤ 1} and the map 𝐹 : 𝑈 \ {0} →R𝑛 such

that
(∀𝑥 ∈𝑈 \ {0}) 𝐹 (𝑥) =

(
2
∥𝑥∥ − 1

)
𝑥.

Note that 𝐹 is not monotone on𝑈 \{0}. For example, setting 𝑦 = (1,0, . . . ,0) and𝑤 = (1/2,0, . . . ,0)
yields

⟨𝐹 (𝑦) − 𝐹 (𝑤), 𝑦 −𝑤⟩ = −1
4
.

However, 𝐹 is strongly pseudo-monotone on 𝑈 \ {0}. Indeed, for every (𝑥, 𝑦) ∈ (𝑈 \ {0})2, if

⟨𝐹 (𝑥), 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0, then ⟨𝑥, 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ 0, and consequently:

⟨𝐹 (𝑦), 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ = (2∥𝑦∥−1 − 1)⟨𝑦, 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ (2∥𝑦∥−1 − 1)⟨𝑦 − 𝑥, 𝑦 − 𝑥⟩ ≥ ∥𝑦 − 𝑥∥2.

Next, considering operators 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝐶 satisfying Assumption 1 with 𝜇 = 2 and stepsizes (𝛾𝑘 )𝑘∈N
computed as in (38), we derive linear convergence rates when 𝐴 + 𝐵 + 𝐶 is uniformly pseudo-

monotone with modulus 𝑞 ∈ [1,2], and sublinear rates when 𝑞 > 2.

Theorem 3. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds with 𝜇 = 2. Let (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N, and (𝑝𝑘 )𝑘∈N be

sequences generated by AFBF algorithm with stepsizes (𝛾𝑘 )𝑘∈N given by (38). Assume that 𝐴+𝐵+𝐶
is uniformly pseudo-monotone with modulus 𝑞 ≥ 1 and constant 𝜈 > 0. Then, for some 𝑧 ∈ zer(𝐴 +
𝐵 +𝐶) and constants

𝑅 = sup
𝑘∈N

∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥ < +∞ and 𝑟 = min{1−𝛼max, 𝛾min𝜈𝑅
𝑞−2} < 1, (65)

the following hold:

i) For 𝑞 ∈ [1,2], 𝑥𝑘 converges to 𝑧 linearly:

(∀𝑘 ∈N) ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥ ≤
(
1− 𝑟

2

) 𝑘/2
∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥. (66)

ii) For 𝑞 > 2 and 𝑟 =
𝑟

2𝑞−1𝑅𝑞−2 , 𝑥𝑘 converges to 𝑧 sublinearly:

(∀𝑘 ∈N) ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥ ≤
∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥(

𝑞−2
2 𝑟 ∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥𝑞−2𝑘 + 1

) 1
𝑞−2
.
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Proof From Theorem 1, the sequence (𝑝𝑘 )𝑘∈N generated by AFBF algorithm is convergent.

Hence, for some 𝑧 ∈ zer(𝐴 + 𝐵 + 𝐶), we have 𝑅 = sup𝑘∈N ∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥ < +∞. Since 𝐴 + 𝐵 + 𝐶 is

uniformly pseudo-monotone with modulus 𝑞 and constant 𝜈 > 0,

(∀𝑘 ∈N) ⟨𝑢𝑘 , 𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧⟩ ≥
𝜈

2
∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥𝑞 .

It follows from (47) and (49) that

∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑧∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 − ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥

2 − 𝛾𝑘𝜈∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥𝑞 .

Since 𝛼𝑘 ≤ 𝛼max and 𝛾min ≤ 𝛾𝑘 , we deduce from Lemma 1 that

∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑧∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 − (1−𝛼max)∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 − 𝛾min𝜈∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥𝑞 . (67)

i) If 𝑞 ∈ [1,2], using the definition of 𝑅, we get

(1−𝛼max)∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 𝛾min𝜈∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥𝑞

(65)
≥ (1−𝛼max)∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 𝛾min𝜈𝑅

𝑞−2∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥2

≥ min{1−𝛼max, 𝛾min𝜈𝑅
𝑞−2}

(
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + ∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥2

) (65)
≥ 𝑟

2
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2.

Combining the two last inequalities we obtain

∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑧∥2 ≤
(
1− 𝑟

2

)
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2.

Therefore, unrolling the above inequality allows us to prove the first statement.

ii) If 𝑞 > 2, it follows from (65) that

(1−𝛼max)∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 𝛾min𝜈∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥𝑞

(65)
≥ (1−𝛼max)

𝑅𝑞−2 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥𝑞 + 𝛾min𝜈∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥𝑞

≥ min
{
(1−𝛼max)
𝑅𝑞−2 , 𝛾min𝜈

}
(∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥𝑞 + ∥𝑝𝑘 − 𝑧∥𝑞) ≥ 𝑟 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥𝑞 .

where in the last inequality we used the fact that ∥𝑎 + 𝑏∥𝑞 ≤ 2𝑞−1∥𝑎∥𝑞 + 2𝑞−1∥𝑏∥𝑞 for 𝑞 ≥ 1.

Therefore, using (67), we obtain ∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑧∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 − 𝑟 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥𝑞. Multiplying the inequality

above by 𝑟
2

𝑞−2 , we obtain

𝑟
2

𝑞−2 ∥𝑥𝑘+1 − 𝑧∥2 ≤ 𝑟
2

𝑞−2 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2 −
(
𝑟

2
𝑞−2 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥2

) 𝑞

2
.
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Applying [32, Lemma 8] (see Appendix) for 𝜁 = 𝑞−2
2 > 0, we get

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥ ≤
∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥(

𝑞−2
2 𝑟 ∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥𝑞−2𝑘 + 1

) 1
𝑞−2
.

This proves the second statement of the theorem. □

Remark 5. In Theorem 3 , we can replace the assumption of uniform pseudo-monotonicity

with the following one: there exists 𝜈 > 0 and 𝑞 ≥ 1, such that, for every 𝑤 ∈ H, 𝑤̂ ∈ (𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶)𝑤,

and 𝑧 ∈ zer(𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶), the following inequality holds:

⟨𝑤̂, 𝑤 − 𝑧⟩ ≥ 𝜈∥𝑤 − 𝑧∥𝑞 . (68)

Proceeding similarly to the proof of Theorem 3, linear and sublinear rates can be derived under this

condition. Condition (68), with 𝑞 = 2, covers, e.g., minimization problems with strongly star-convex

differentiable objective function or strongly quasi-convex objective functions [24].

4.3. Second adaptive choice for the stepsize In this section, we present another possible

adaptive choice for the stepsize when the operator 𝐴 satisfies Assumption 1.vi with 𝜇 ∈]0,2[. Let

𝜖 ∈]0,1[ be the desired accuracy for solving problem (1), i.e., to obtain 𝑢 in the range of 𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶
such that ∥𝑢∥ ≤ 𝜖 . The procedure is described below.

Stepsize Choice 2:

1. Choose 𝜖 ∈]0,1[, 0 < 𝛼min ≤ 𝛼max < 1, and 𝜎 > 0.

2. For 𝑘 ≥ 0 do:

(a) Choose 𝛼𝑘 ∈ [𝛼min, 𝛼max] and compute 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘) = 𝜁 ∥𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥ + 𝜏.
(b) Compute 𝛾̄ (1)

𝑘
> 0 as the solution to the equation

𝐿2
𝐵𝛾

2 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘)𝑑 (𝑥𝑘) 𝜃−2𝛾 𝜃 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘)𝑑 (𝑥𝑘)𝛽−2𝛾𝛽 + 22−𝜇𝑎(𝑥𝑘)𝛾𝜇𝜖 𝜇−2 =
𝛼𝑘

2
(69)

(c) Compute 𝛾̄ (2)
𝑘
> 0 as the solution to the equation

𝐿2
𝐵𝑑 (𝑥𝑘)2−𝜇𝛾2 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘)𝑑 (𝑥𝑘) 𝜃−𝜇𝛾 𝜃 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘)𝑑 (𝑥𝑘)𝛽−𝜇𝛾𝛽 + 𝑎(𝑥𝑘)𝛾𝜇 =

𝜖2−𝜇

23−𝜇 𝛼𝑘 (70)

(d) Update

𝛾̄𝑘 = min
{
𝛾̄
(1)
𝑘
, 𝛾̄

(2)
𝑘

}
(71)

(e) Choose 𝛾𝑘 such that

𝛾𝑘 ∈
{
[𝜎, 𝛾̄𝑘] if 𝜎 ≤ 𝛾̄𝑘
𝛾̄𝑘 otherwise.

(72)
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Note that 𝛾 is well-defined in Steps 2.(b) and 2.(c) of this second procedure for the choice of the

stepsize, i.e., there exist unique 𝛾̄ (1)
𝑘
, 𝛾̄

(2)
𝑘

satisfying (69) and (70), respectively. Indeed, consider the

functions

ℎ(𝛾) = 𝛾2𝐿2
𝐵 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝜃−2𝛾𝜃 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝛽−2𝛾𝛽 + 22−𝜇𝑎(𝑥𝑘 )𝛾𝜇𝜖 𝜇−2 − 𝛼𝑘

2

𝑟 (𝛾) = 𝐿2
𝐵𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2−𝜇𝛾2 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝜃−𝜇𝛾𝜃 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝛽−𝜇𝛾𝛽 + 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 )𝛾𝜇 −

𝜖2−𝜇

23−𝜇𝛼𝑘 ,

and variables 𝑤𝑘 =
√
𝛼𝑘

𝐿𝐵
and 𝑤̄𝑘 =

√
𝛼𝑘

𝐿𝐵𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )
2−𝜇

2

. Note that ℎ(0) < 0 and ℎ(𝑤𝑘 ) ≥ 𝛼𝑘/2 > 0. Since

ℎ is continuous on [0, 𝑤𝑘 ] there exist 𝛾̄ (1)
𝑘

∈]0, 𝑤𝑘 [ such that ℎ(𝛾̄ (1)
𝑘

) = 0. Moreover, since ℎ′(𝛾) ≥
2𝛾𝐿2

𝐵
> 0 for every 𝛾 ∈]0,+∞[, then ℎ is strictly increasing in (0,+∞). Hence, there exists exactly

one 𝛾̄ (1)
𝑘
> 0 such that ℎ(𝛾̄ (1)

𝑘
) = 0. Using the same arguments, we can conclude that 𝑟 is strictly

increasing on ]0,+∞[ and there exists only one 𝛾̄ (2)
𝑘

∈]0, 𝑤̄𝑘 [ such that 𝑟 (𝛾̄ (2)
𝑘

) = 0. Since both

functions ℎ and 𝑟 are strictly increasing in (0,+∞), ℎ(0) < 0 and 𝑟 (0) < 0, 𝛾𝑘 defined in (72)

satisfies the following two inequalities:

ℎ(𝛾𝑘 ) ≤ 0 and 𝑟 (𝛾𝑘 ) ≤ 0. (73)

Note that

𝛾̄
(1)
𝑘

≤ 𝜂 and 𝛾̄ (2)
𝑘

≤ 𝜂 :=

(
𝜖2−𝜇𝛼max

23−𝜇𝐿2
𝐵
𝜏2−𝜇

) 1
2

, (74)

with 𝜂 defined in (40), where in the second inequality we used the fact that 𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 ) ≥ 𝜏. The theorem

below provides a bound on the number of iterations required, for a given 𝜖 > 0, to generate ∥𝑢𝑘 ∥ ≤ 𝜖 ,
with 𝑢𝑘 defined in (45).

Theorem 4. Let 𝜖 ∈]0,1[. Suppose that Assumption 1 holds with 𝜇 ∈]0,2[. Let (𝑥𝑘 )𝑘∈N and

(𝑝𝑘 )𝑘∈N be the sequences generated by AFBF algorithm with stepsizes (𝛾𝑘 )𝑘∈N given by (72). Then,

for 𝑢𝑘 = 𝛾−1
𝑘
(𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ) + 𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∈ 𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 +𝐶𝑝𝑘 and 𝛾min(𝜖) = O(𝜖 (2−𝜇)/𝜇),

performing

𝐾 ≥ 1
𝜖2

(
(1+√𝛼max)2

𝛾2
min(𝜖) (1−𝛼max)

)
∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥2

iterations ensures that there exists 𝑘 ∈ {0, · · · , 𝐾 − 1} such that ∥𝑢𝑘 ∥ ≤ 𝜖 .

Proof i) First, consider the case when, for every 𝑘 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝐾 −1}, 𝛾−1
𝑘
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥ > 𝜖/2. We

deduce from (41), (42) and (73) that
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𝛾2
𝑘 ∥𝐴𝑥𝑘 + 𝐵𝑥𝑘 − 𝐴𝑝𝑘 − 𝐵𝑝𝑘 ∥

2

(41),(42)
≤ 2

(
𝛾2
𝑘𝐿

2
𝐵 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝜃−2𝛾𝜃𝑘 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )

𝛽−2𝛾
𝛽

𝑘
+ 22−𝜇𝑎(𝑥𝑘 )𝛾𝜇𝑘 𝜖

𝜇−2
)
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2

(73)
≤ 𝛼𝑘 ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2.

Let 𝑧 ∈ zer(𝐴 + 𝐵 +𝐶). Since 𝛼𝑘 ≤ 𝛼max, using a similar reasoning as in (47), the inequality

(51) also holds when 𝑘 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝐾 − 1}, for the Stepsize Choice 2. This implies that

(1−𝛼max)
𝐾−1∑︁
𝑘=0

∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 ≤ ∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥2, (75)

(∀𝑘 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝐾}) ∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑧∥ ≤ ∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥.

Let 𝐷 be the closed ball of center 𝑧 and radius ∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥. Since 𝐴, 𝐵, 𝑎, 𝑏, and 𝑐 are continuous

on dom𝐶, the quantities define below take finite values:

𝑅1 = sup
𝑥∈𝐷

𝑎(𝑥), 𝑅2 = sup
𝑥∈𝐷

𝑏(𝑥)𝑑 (𝑥)𝜃−2, 𝑅3 = sup
𝑥∈𝐷

𝑐(𝑥)𝑑 (𝑥)𝛽−2

𝑅4 = sup
𝑥∈𝐷

𝑑 (𝑥)2−𝜇, 𝑅5 = sup
𝑥∈𝐷

𝑏(𝑥)𝑑 (𝑥)𝜃−𝜇, 𝑅6 = sup
𝑥∈𝐷

𝑐(𝑥)𝑑 (𝑥)𝛽−𝜇 .

From (74), (69) and (70), one can lower-bound the stepsize as

(∀𝑘 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝐾 − 1}) 𝛾𝑘 ≥ 𝛾min(𝜖) := min{𝛾 (1)min(𝜖), 𝛾
(2)
min(𝜖), 𝜎},

with

𝛾
(1)
min(𝜖) :=

(
𝛼min

2
(
𝐿2
𝐵
𝜂2−𝜇 + 22−𝜇𝑅1𝜖 𝜇−2 + 𝑅2𝜂𝜃−𝜇 + 𝑅3𝜂𝛽−𝜇

) ) 1
𝜇

(76)

and

𝛾
(2)
min(𝜖) :=

(
𝜖2−𝜇𝛼min

23−𝜇 (
𝑅1 + 𝐿2

𝐵
𝜂2−𝜇𝑅4 + 𝑅5𝜂𝜃−𝜇 + 𝑅6𝜂𝛽−𝜇

) ) 1
𝜇

. (77)

Note that, if 𝜖 is sufficiently small, then 𝛾min(𝜖) = O(𝜖 (2−𝜇)/𝜇). Using (54), we finally obtain

(∀𝑘 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝐾 − 1}) ∥𝑢𝑘 ∥ ≤ (𝛾min(𝜖))−1(1+
√
𝛼max)∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥,

which, by virtue of (75), yields

min
0≤𝑘≤𝐾−1

∥𝑢𝑘 ∥2 ≤ 1
𝐾

(
(1+√𝛼max)2

𝛾2
min(𝜖) (1−𝛼max)

)
∥𝑥0 − 𝑧∥2.
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ii) Second, consider the case when, there exists 𝑘 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝐾 − 1} such that 𝛾−1
𝑘
∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥ ≤ 𝜖/2.

Let us prove that ∥𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥ ≤ 𝜖/2. Indeed, we deduce from (41) that

∥𝐴𝑝𝑘 + 𝐵𝑝𝑘 − 𝐴𝑥𝑘 − 𝐵𝑥𝑘 ∥2

≤ 2𝐿2
𝐵∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥2 + 2𝑎(𝑥𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥𝜇 + 2𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥𝜃 + 2𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥𝛽

(42)
≤ 2(𝐿2

𝐵𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2−𝜇𝛾2−𝜇
𝑘

+ 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝜃−𝜇𝛾𝜃−𝜇𝑘
+ 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )𝛽−𝜇𝛾𝛽−𝜇𝑘

+ 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 ))∥𝑥𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 ∥𝜇

≤ 2(𝐿2
𝐵𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )2−𝜇𝛾2

𝑘 + 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )
𝜃−𝜇𝛾𝜃𝑘 + 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 )𝑑 (𝑥𝑘 )

𝛽−𝜇𝛾𝛽
𝑘
+ 𝑎(𝑥𝑘 )𝛾𝜇𝑘 )

𝜖 𝜇

2𝜇
(73)
≤ 𝜖2𝛼𝑘

4
≤ 𝜖2

4
.

Hence, from the definition of 𝑢𝑘 , applying the triangle inequality leads to ∥𝑢𝑘 ∥ ≤ 𝜖 . Hence,

the statement of the theorem is proved. □

It can be noticed that the literature on convergence rates for the general inclusion problem addressed

in this section is scarce. Existing results predominantly focus on the composite problem outlined

in Example 1, particularly when 𝑔 = 0 and 𝐿 = 𝐼𝑛, spanning both the convex case [34] and the

nonconvex one [40].

5. Simulations In this section, we evaluate the performance of our algorithm on convex

quadratically constrained quadratic programs (QCQPs), see (24), using synthetic and real data.

Then, we also test our algorithm on a pseudo-convex problem using synthetic data. We compare

our Adaptive Forward-Backward-Forward (AFBF) algorithm to Tseng’s algorithm [39], and one

dedicated commercial optimization software package, Gurobi [22] (which has a specialized solver

for QCQPs). We implemented the algorithm AFBF as follows: at each iteration 𝑘 ∈N, the stepsize

𝛾𝑘 = 𝛾̄𝑘 , where 𝛾̄𝑘 is computed as in (39), 𝑏(𝑥𝑘 ) and 𝑐(𝑥𝑘 ) are computed as in (20), and 𝛼𝑘 = 0.99.

The code was implemented using MATLAB R2020a on a computer equipped with an AMD Ryzen

CPU operating at 3.4 GHz and 64 GB of RAM.

5.1. Solving convex QCQPs We consider the following convex QCQP

min
𝑥∈R𝑛

𝑓 (𝑥) = 1
2
𝑥⊤𝑄0𝑥 + 𝑏⊤𝑥

s.t. 𝑔𝑖 (𝑥) =
1
2
𝑥⊤𝑄𝑖𝑥 + 𝑙⊤𝑖 𝑥 − 𝑟𝑖 ≤ 0, ∀𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑚}, (78)

where (𝑄𝑖)0≤𝑖≤𝑚 are symmetric positive semidefinite matrices in R𝑛×𝑛, (𝑙𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚 and 𝑏 are vectors

in R𝑛, and (𝑟𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚 are nonnegative reals. Note that the operator 𝐴 defined in (25) for QCQPs fits
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(20). For every 𝑖 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝑚}, 𝑄𝑖 was generated as 𝑄𝑖 = 𝑅⊤
𝑖
𝑅𝑖, where 𝑅𝑖 ∈ R𝑝×𝑛 is a sparse random

matrix whose element are drawn independently from a uniform distribution over [0,1]. Moreover,

the components of vectors 𝑏 and (𝑙𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚 were generated from a standard normal distribution

N(0,1). Constants (𝑟𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚 and the components of the algorithm starting point were generated

from a uniform distribution over [0,1]. For the algorithm in [39], named Tseng, the line-search is

computed as in [39, equation (2.4)], with 𝜃 = 0.995, 𝜎 = 1, and 𝛽 = 0.5. We consider the following

stopping criteria for AFBF and Tseng’s algorithms:

∥𝑢𝑘 ∥ ≤ 10−2, with 𝑢𝑘 defined in (45).

n p m AFBF Tseng [39]
ITER CPU ITER LSE CPU

103 103 250 3914 36.09 15298 91513 387.4
103 103 500 7563 131.8 23400 140070 1179.3
103 103 103 19044 597.6 37932 227029 3570.4
103 103 2 · 103 44039 2900.1 63143 377963 12990
104 104 125 4705 195.5 3351 19963 418.6
104 104 250 6131 475.2 4888 29209 1178
104 104 500 8862 1329 7240 43319 3398
104 104 750 11380 1821 8670 51893 4251
103 500 250 4992 66.9 14750 88223 590.9
103 500 500 11069 288.7 25741 154114 2068.7
103 500 103 24460 1192.7 45654 273360 7010.4
103 500 2 · 103 59762 5939 * * *
104 5 · 103 125 5318 336 3428 20412 689.8
104 5 · 103 250 7445 895.3 4762 28452 1864
104 5 · 103 500 11515 2711 11271 67514 8647
104 5 · 103 750 15719 3655.4 14073 84324 10462

Table 1. CPU time (sec) and number of iterations (ITER) for solving synthetic QCQPs of the form (78) with AFBF and Tseng’s

[39] algorithms: strongly convex case (top) and convex case (bottom).

The CPU time (in seconds) and the number of iterations (ITER) required by each algorithm for

solving problem (78) are given in Table 5.1, where “*" means that the corresponding algorithm

needs more than 5 hours to solve the problem. Moreover, for Tseng’s algorithm, we also report the

number of line-search evaluations (LSE). The first half of the table corresponds to strongly convex

functions (𝑄𝑖 ≻ 0, for every 𝑖 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝑚}) and the other half is for convex functions (𝑄𝑖 ⪰ 0,

for every 𝑖 ∈ {0, . . . , 𝑚}). As we can notice in Table 5.1, AFBF outperforms Tseng’s algorithm

(sometimes even 10× faster). Comparisons with Gurobi software are not included in Table 5.1,

since we observed that its performance is quite poor on these large test cases.

5.2. Solving multiple kernel learning in support vector machine In this section, we test

AFBF on Support Vector Machine (SVM) with multiple kernel learning using real data, which

can also be formulated as a convex QCQP. Let us briefly describe the problem (our presentation

follows [15]). Given a set of 𝑛dat data points S = {(𝑑 𝑗 , 𝑙 𝑗 )}1≤ 𝑗≤𝑛dat where, for every 𝑗 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑛dat}
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𝑑 𝑗 ∈ R𝑛𝑑 is the input vector and 𝑙 𝑗 ∈ {−1,1} is its class label, SVM searches for a hyperplane that

can best separate the points from the two classes. When the data points cannot be separated in the

original space R𝑛𝑑 , we can search in a feature space R𝑛 𝑓 , by mapping the input data space R𝑛𝑑 to the

feature space through a function 𝜑 :R𝑛𝑑 →R𝑛 𝑓 . Using function 𝜑, we can define a kernel function

𝜅 :R𝑛𝑑 ×R𝑛𝑑 →R as 𝜅(𝑑 𝑗 , 𝑑 𝑗 ′) := ⟨𝜑(𝑑 𝑗 ), 𝜑(𝑑 𝑗 ′)⟩ for every (𝑑 𝑗 , 𝑑 𝑗 ′) ∈ (R𝑛𝑑 )2, where ⟨·, ·⟩ denotes

the inner product of R𝑛 𝑓 . One popular choice of the kernel function is the Gaussian kernel:

𝜅GAU(𝑑 𝑗 , 𝑑 𝑗 ′) = exp

(
−
∥𝑑 𝑗 − 𝑑 𝑗 ′ ∥2

2𝜎̄2

)
, ∀( 𝑗 , 𝑗 ′) ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑛dat}2

with 𝜎̄ > 0. We separate the given set S into a training set, Str = {(𝑑 𝑗 , 𝑙 𝑗 )}1≤ 𝑗≤𝑛tr and a testing set,

Ste = {(𝑑 𝑗 , 𝑙 𝑗 )}1≤ 𝑗≤𝑛te , such that 𝑛tr + 𝑛te = 𝑛dat. Choosing a set of kernel functions (𝜅𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚, the

SVM classifier is learned by solving the following convex QCQP problem on the training set Str:

min
𝑥∈R𝑛𝑡𝑟 ,𝑥0∈R,𝑥≥0

1
2
𝑥⊤𝑄0𝑥 − 𝑒⊤𝑥 + 𝑅𝑥0

s.t.
1
2
𝑥⊤

(
1
𝑅𝑖
𝐺𝑖 (𝐾𝑖,𝑡𝑟)

)
𝑥 − 𝑥0 ≤ 0 ∀𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑚},

𝑛𝑡𝑟∑︁
𝑗=1
𝑙 𝑗𝑥 𝑗 = 0, (79)

where 𝑄0 =𝐶
−1𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑟 , 𝐶 being a parameter related the soft margin criteria, and the vector 𝑒 denotes

a vector of all ones. In addition, for every 𝑖 ∈ {1, . . . , 𝑚}, 𝐾𝑖,tr ∈ R𝑛tr×𝑛tr is a symmetric positive

semidefinite matrix, whose ( 𝑗 , 𝑗 ′) element is defined by the kernel function: [𝐾𝑖,tr] 𝑗 , 𝑗 ′ := 𝜅𝑖 (𝑑 𝑗 , 𝑑 𝑗 ′).
The matrix𝐺𝑖 (𝐾𝑖,tr) ∈ R𝑛tr×𝑛tr in the 𝑖-th quadratic constraint of (79) is a symmetric positive semidef-

inite matrix, its ( 𝑗 , 𝑗 ′) element being [𝐺𝑖 (𝐾𝑖,tr)] 𝑗 , 𝑗 ′ = 𝑙 𝑗 𝑙 𝑗 ′ [𝐾𝑖,tr] 𝑗 , 𝑗 ′ . Moreover, 𝑅 and (𝑅𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚
are given positive constants. Clearly, (79) is an instance of problem (24). In our experiments, we

employed a predefined set of Gaussian kernel functions (𝜅𝑖)1≤𝑖≤𝑚, with the corresponding (𝜎̄2
𝑖
)1≤𝑖≤𝑚

values. Following the pre-processing strategy outlined in [15], we normalized each matrix 𝐾𝑖,tr
such that 𝑅𝑖 = trace(𝐾𝑖,tr) was set to 1, thus restricting 𝑅 =

∑𝑚
𝑖=1 𝑅𝑖 =𝑚. For each dataset, the 𝜎̄2

𝑖
’s

were set to 𝑚 different grid points (generating 𝑚 kernels) within the interval [10−1,10] for the

first five datasets and [10−2,102] for the last one, with two different values for the number of grid

points, namely 𝑚 = 3 and 𝑚 = 5. Additionally, we set𝐶 = 1. In order to give a better overview of the

advantages offered by the multiple kernel SVM approach, we also learn a single Gaussian kernel

SVM classifier with 𝜎̄2 set a priori to 7, by solving the following QP problem:

min
𝑥∈[0,𝐶]𝑛tr

1
2
𝑥⊤𝐺 (𝐾tr)𝑥 − 𝑒⊤𝑥, s.t.

𝑛tr∑︁
𝑗=1
𝑙 𝑗𝑥 𝑗 = 0. (80)
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We consider the following stopping criterion for AFBF and Tseng’s algorithms:

max ©­«| 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 ∗ |,

������ 𝑛tr∑︁
𝑗=1
𝑙 𝑗𝑥 𝑗

������ , max
1≤𝑖≤𝑚

(0, 𝑔𝑖 (𝑥))ª®¬ ≤ 10−4,

with 𝑓 ∗ computed by Gurobi solver and the starting point chosen as the null vector. Moreover, for

Tseng’s algorithm the line-search was computed as in [39, equation (2.4)], with 𝜃 = 0.99, 𝜎 = 1,

and 𝛽 = 0.1. Table 5.2 presents a comparison between AFBF algorithm , Tseng’s algorithm [39],

and Gurobi solver [22] in terms of CPU time for solving the QCQP of the form (79) using 6

real datasets Ozone-level-8hr, mfeat-fourier, USPS, isolet, semeion, and Ovarian from

https://www.openml.org. Each dataset was divided into a training set comprising 80% of the

data and a testing set of the remaining 20%. For each dataset, we also provided the nonzero optimal

dual multiplier value 𝑦∗ corresponding to the unique active quadratic inequality constraint and the

corresponding value of 𝜎̄2 corresponding to that active constraint. Finally, the table presents a

comparison between the Testing Set Accuracies on the remaining testing datasets obtained by the

multiple Gaussian kernel SVM classifier with 𝜎̄2 derived from (79), named TSA, and the single

Gaussian kernel SVM classifier with 𝜎̄2 = 7, named TSA0.

Dataset m TSA0 TSA 𝜎̄2 AFBF TSENG Gurobi
(𝑛, 𝑛𝑑) CPU 𝑦∗ CPU 𝑦∗ CPU 𝑦∗

Ozone-level-8hr 3 52.7 91.7 5.05 31.18 3.1 58.09 2.99 95.61 3
(2534, 72) 5 91.7 2.575 49.9 5.04 61.38 5 339.88 5

mfeat-fourier 3 87.7 89 5.05 11.82 3.04 21.5 2.99 40.56 3
(2000, 76) 5 89 2.575 20.54 5.02 35.06 4.99 170.06 5

USPS 3 60.2 91.5 10 4 3 5.23 3 232.98 3
(1424, 256) 5 92.2 10 3.95 5 8.33 5 1106.7 5

isolet 3 57.5 95 10 0.59 3 1.35 3 10.8 3
(600, 617) 5 95.8 10 0.68 4.97 2.23 5 25.09 5
semeion 3 47.6 77.8 10 0.75 2.98 1.43 2.97 1.37 3

(319, 256) 5 84.1 10 0.89 5.02 3.19 4.99 4.12 5
Ovarian 3 66 78 100 0.38 3.04 1.72 2.99 0.82 3

(253, 15154) 5 88 100 0.47 4.96 2.48 4.99 2.31 5
Table 2. Comparison between our algorithm AFBF, Tseng’s algorithm [39] and Gurobi solver [22] in terms of CPU time (in

seconds) to solve QPQCs of the form (79) for various real datasets and two different choices of 𝑚 = 3,5. Additionally, TSA’s are

provided for (79) and (80).

5.3. Fractional programming In this final set of experiments, we consider the linear frac-

tional program (30), where the objective function is pseudo-convex. We compare our algorithm

with [37, Algorithm 1] developed for solving non-Lipschitzian and pseudo-monotone variational

inequalities. We implemented [37, Algorithm 1] with the parameters 𝜇 = 0.995, 𝛾 = 1, and 𝑙 = 0.001.

Note that 𝜇 in Algorithm 1 in [37] has a different meaning from our 𝜇 in Assumption 1.vi. Actually,

according to Example 3.4, we have in our case 𝜇 = 2 for this fractional programming problem.

https://www.openml.org
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Hence, we use the first choice of the stepsize. From Theorem 1 in [30], when the vector 𝑟 = 𝜂𝑑 with

𝜂 ≥ 0, the objective function 𝑓 in (30) is pseudo-convex on 𝐷.

Figure 1. Evolution of Algorithm 1 in [37] (called here FBF) and our AFBF algorithm in function values along time for two linear

fractional programs of the form (30) with data generated randomly, 𝜂 = 1 and 𝜂 = 10, and dimension 𝑛 = 106.

In our simulations, the components of the vector 𝑑 and the constant ℎ0 were drawn independently

from a standard normal distribution N(0,1), vector 𝑟 was chosen as 𝑟 = 𝜂𝑑, with 𝜂 > 0, vector ℎ

was taken as a perturbation of vector 𝑑, i.e., ℎ = 𝑑 +0.01𝜈. Vector 𝜈 and constant 𝑑0 were generated

from a uniform distribution. Moreover, we chose the starting point 𝑥0 as 𝑥0 = proj𝐷 (𝑡), vector 𝑡

being generated from a standard normal distribution N(0,1). The results are displayed in Figure 1,

where we plot the evolution of function values along time (in sec). Note that, AFBF is faster than

Algorithm 1 from [37] (named here FBF) for chosen values of 𝜂.

6. Conclusion In this paper, we have addressed the problem of finding a zero of a pseudo-

monotone operator. We have made the assumption that this operator can be split as a sum of

three operators: the first continuous operator 𝐴 satisfies a generalized Lipschitz inequality, the

second operator 𝐵 is Lipschitzian, and the third one 𝐶 is maximally monotone. For solving this

challenging problem, our solution relied upon the forward-backward-forward algorithm, which

requires however the use of an iteration-dependent stepsize. In this context, we designed two novel

adaptize stepsize strategies. We also derived asymptotic sublinear convergence properties under

the considered assumptions. Additionally, when 𝐴+𝐵+𝐶 satisfies a uniform pseudo-monotonicity

condition, the convergence rate becomes even linear. Preliminary numerical results confirm the

good performance of our algorithm.

For future research, it would be intriguing to investigate the possibility of achieving more precise

convergence rates. For instance, in Example 1, when 𝑔 = 0 and 𝐿 = 𝐼𝑛, [34] introduces a universal
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gradient method with a convergence rate of order 𝑂 (𝜖−2/(1+𝜈)) for the convex (i.e., maximally

monotone) case, where 𝜈 is the constant from Definition 2 (note that 𝜇 = 2𝜈 in this scenario).

Conversely, in the nonconvex (i.e., nonmonotone) case under the same settings, [40] examines a

gradient-type method with an adaptive stepsize and achieves a convergence rate of order𝑂 (𝜖−( 1+𝜈
𝜈 ))

in the norm of the gradient. On the other hand, the convergence rate obtained in Theorem 4 within

the general nonmonotone framework we considered is of order𝑂 (𝜖−2/𝜈) in the norm of the gradient,

which is not as favorable as the rate in [40].

Appendix

[32, Lemma 8.(i)] Let 𝜁 > 0 and (Δ𝑘 )𝑘≥0 be a decreasing sequence of positive numbers satisfying

the following recurrence:

(∀𝑘 ≥ 0) Δ𝑘 −Δ𝑘+1 ≥ Δ
𝜁+1
𝑘
.

Then, Δ𝑘 → 0 with sublinear rate:

(∀𝑘 ≥ 0) Δ𝑘 ≤
Δ0(

𝜁Δ
𝜁

0 𝑘 + 1
) 1

𝜁

≤
(

1
𝜁 𝑘

) 1
𝜁

.
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