arXiv:1809.04250v1 [math.OC] 12 Sep 2018

On the convergence rate improvement of a
splitting method for finding the resolvent of
the sum of maximal monotone operators *

Shin-ya Matsushita'

November 18, 2021

Abstract

This paper provides a new way of developing the splitting method
which is used to solve the problem of finding the resolvent of the sum
of maximal monotone operators in Hilbert spaces. By employing ac-
celerated techniques developed by Davis and Yin (in Set-Valued Var.
Anal. 25(4):829-858, 2017), this paper presents an implementable,
strongly convergent splitting method which is designed to solve the
problem. In particular, we show that the distance between the se-
quence of iterates and the solution converges to zero at a rate O(1/k)
to illustrate the efficiency of the proposed method, where & is the num-
ber of iterations. Then, we apply the result to a class of optimization
problems.
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1 Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to present a new splitting method for solving
the following monotone inclusion problem:

find u € H such that z € (I + A+ B)(u), (1)
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where A: H = H and B: H = H are maximal monotone operators on a real
Hilbert space H, I is the identity mapping on H and z € H is given. Problem
() has been widely studied in various fields such as sparse signal recovery and
best approximation problems; see [32, [14) (15, 16, 20, 7, 211, 24], 9], 22}, 23] and
the references therein. If the solution set of problem (IJ) is nonempty (which
is assured if, for example A + B is maximal monotone), the monotonicity of
A+ B guarantees uniqueness of the solution. We denote by u = J4,5(2)(:=
(I+ A+ B)~!(z)) the solution of problem (Il) and Ja, p is called the resolvent
of A+ B (see, e.g., [31, Subchapter 4.6], [T, Definition 23.1]). Throughout
this paper we assume that the resolvents of A and B are easy to compute.

An interesting way of dealing with problem (] is to transform it into
a problem with a particular structure. Aragén Artacho and Campoy have
shown that problem (I]) can be transformed into a problem of finding a zero
of the sum of two maximal strongly monotone operators [3, Proposition 3.2].
They then developed the averaged alternating modified reflections method
for solving problem () by applying the Douglas-Rachford splitting method
[25] to the latter problem [3, Theorem 3.1]. The main advantage of their
method is that it generates the sequence of iterates which converges strongly
to the solution. However, it seems that the estimate of convergence rate
for the method has not been considered and the Douglas-Rachford splitting
method can be slow [4, Sections 6 and 7] (see also [I8, Subsection 3.4] for
related results). Motivated by this fact, new techniques should be developed
for analyzing the convergence of iterative methods for solving ().

The goal of this paper is to propose an implementable, strongly conver-
gent method for solving problem () which has global convergence rates. In
order to present a method, the structure in the transformed problem of ()
needs to be exploited. This can be done by using ideas from [3], [I8]. The con-
tributions of this paper can be summarized as follows. Firstly, we investigate
the properties of an operator (A,)®: H = H defined by

-5,

(A,)P :=2(1-pB)A (ll + z) + 71 (2)

G
for some 8 € (0,1). The operator (A.)") can be viewed as a modification
of the inner z-perturbation and the (§-strengthening of A introduced in [3]
Definitions 2.3 and 3.2]@. It can be shown that (A,)® is %—strongly mono-
tone, and Jayp(z) = %v + z if and only if 0 € ((4,)® + (B.)?)) (v) 3
Propositions 3.1 and 3.2]. Thus, problem () can be transformed into the

n [3], the operator A (%I — z) + % was treated as the inner z-perturbation and
the B-strengthening (A,)") of A. We use (@) for notational convenience.



problem of finding a zero of the sum of two maximal strongly monotone op-
erators (A,)® and (B.)". We consider the relation between the resolvents
of Aand r(A.)®, where r > 0. In particular, we will show that the resolvent
of 7(A.)® can be obtained by evaluating the resolvent of A in the original
problem and thus the resolvent of the translated problem can be calculated.

Secondly, we consider an accelerated variant of the three operator splitting
method developed in [I8, Algorithm 3], which is designed to solve inclusion
problems with three maximal monotone operators. Their method is concep-
tually very simple, but seems to be implementable only for the limited classes
of problems where at least one operator is strongly monotone. We present
a strongly convergent splitting method which is designed to solve problem
(@) by applying the method in [I8, Algorithm 3| to the translated problem.
By exploiting special properties of the operators (A,)® and (B,)"), the
method can be applied without modifying the properties of A and B in the
original problem. Moreover, the proposed method involves the evaluation of
the resolvents 74 (A,)® and ry,(B,)"”), and contains the parameter {r;} which
has to vary at each step to get better efficiency. This is in contrast with the
averaged alternating modified reflections algorithm [3], which uses similar re-
solvents with a constant parameter, for solving problem (II). It follows from
the fact mentioned above that the resolvent 7,(A,)" (resp. r(B.)"®)) can
be obtained by evaluating the resolvent of A (resp. B). Thus the proposed
splitting method can be implemented and may be considered as a modifica-
tion of the method in [I§]. In particular, we can provide a O(1/k) rate of
convergence and a strong convergence result for the sequence of iterates.

Finally, we apply the results to a class of optimization problems. Our
theoretical analysis is general and can handle convex minimization problems
with three objective functions. Note that two of the objective functions
are not necessary differentiable. As important applications we consider the
problem of minimizing the sum of a nonsmooth strongly convex function
and a nonsmooth weakly convex function under the assumption that the
strong convexity constant is larger than the weak convexity constant, and the
best approximation problem since these problems possess a special structure.
The convergence results based on the Douglas-Rachford splitting method
applied to these problems were obtained in [22 Theorems 5.1 and 5.2] and
[T, Theorem 4.1], respectively. However, it does not seem obvious how to
estimate the distance between the sequences of iterates and the solutions. As
a whole, the proposed method can be implemented and may be considered
an improved version of the methods given in [22] 1]. Indeed, we can show
that the distance between the sequence of iterates and the solution converges
to zero at a rate O(1/k), where k is the number of iterations.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we recall some



definitions and known results for further analysis. Then, we investigate some
properties of the mapping r(A.)® in section 3, where r > 0 and (A,)® is
defined by ([2). A new splitting method is presented, the convergence of the
method is shown, and the rate of convergence is derived in section 4. Then,
concrete examples of (II) are given and we show how the proposed method
can be applied in section 5. Finally, we draw some conclusions in section 6.

2 Basic definitions and preliminaries

The following notation will be used in this paper: R denotes the set of real
numbers; N denotes the set of nonnegative integers; H denotes a real Hilbert
space; for any x,y € H, (r,y) denotes the inner product of = and y; for
any z € H, ||z|| denotes the norm of z, i.e., ||z|| = \/(z, 2); for mappings
T: H— Hand U: H— H, T oU denotes the composition of T and U; for
any C' C H and mapping U : C' — C, Fix(U) denotes the fixed point set of U,
e, Fix(U) ={z € C: U(x) = x}; d(z,C) = inf{||lx — y|| : y € C)} denotes
the distance from any z to C; intC denotes the interior of set C; cone(C)
denotes the conical hull of C; sriC' denotes the strong relative interior of
C, ie., sriC := {z € C : cone(C — z) is a closed linear subspace of H};
for any set-valued operator A: H =% H, dom(A) denotes the domain of
A, ie., dom(A) = {z € H : A(z) # 0}, ran(A) denotes the range of A,
ie., ran(A) = [J{A(z) : x € dom(A)}, G(A) denotes the graph of A, i.e.,
G(A) = {(x,z*) : ¥ € A(x)}; The set of zero points of A is denoted by
A7H0) ie., A7H0) = {z € dom(A) : 0 € A(2)}.
A mapping U : C' — C is said to be

(i) nonexpansive if
[U(z) = Ul < llv =yl (z,y €C);
(ii) firmly nonezpansive if

1U(z) = UW)I* < (v =y, U(z) = Uly)) (z.y € C).

In particular, U is firmly nonexpansive if and only if 2U — I is nonexpansive
[7, Proposition 4.2].
A set-valued operator A: H = H is said to be

(i) monotone if

(z—y,2*—y") >0 ((z,27),(y,y") € G(A));



(ii) mazximal monotone if A is monotone and A = B whenever B: H = H
is a monotone mapping such that G(A) C G(B).

The maximal monotonicity of A implies that ran(/ +rA) = H for all r > 0.
Then, we can define the resolvent J, 4 of rA by

Ja(@)={z€H:x€2+7A2)} = ([ +1rA4) () (3)

for all x € H. It is well-known that the resolvent is firmly nonexpansive and
hence is Lipschitz continuous (see, e.g., [7, 31]). The following is a useful
characterization of zeros of the sum of two maximal monotone operators.

Proposition 2.1. [7, Proposition 25.1] Let A and B be monotone operators
on H, and let r > 0. Then

(A+ B)0) = Joa(Fix((2J,5 — I) 0 (2,4 — 1))).

Let f : E — (—o00,o0] be a proper, lower semicontinuous convex function.
The domain of function f is domf := {z € H : f(x) < co}. The epigraph of
f is the set epif defined by epif = {(z,r) € H x R: f(x) < r}. f is said
to be strongly convex with constant § > 0 if for any z,y € H and for any
A € (0,1), we have

PAL =)

2
e -yl

FIA=Nz+Ay) < (1 =A)f(x)+Af(y) -
[ is said to be weakly convex if for some w > 0, the function f + £ -||* is
convex. The conjugate function of f is the function f*: H — RU{oo} defined
by f*(v) = sup{(z,v) — f(z) : * € domf} for v € H. The subdifferential of
f at x € E is defined by

Of(x) ={z" € H: f(y) > f(z)+ (y —x,a*) for all y € H}.

We know the subdifferential of a proper, lower semicontinuous and convex
function is maximal monotone (see, e.g., [28], [7, Theorem 20.40]). Using the
properties of subdifferentials, we can write (3) equivalently as

) 1
) = axgin { 5 + -l — o1} (@)
yeH r
and (4) is known as the proximal mapping of f [7, Proposition 16.34]. In
particular, we denote by prox, () the proximal mapping of parameter r at

z (i.e., prox,¢(z) := Jros()).



Let C' C H be a nonempty set. The indicator function of C, ic : H —
R U {00}, is the function which takes the value 0 on C' and +oo otherwise.
The support function oc is defined by oc(z) = sup.c (c,z) for v € H.
The subdifferential of the indicator function is the normal cone of C, that
is Ne(z) ={u e H: (u,y—z) <0 (Vy € C)}, if z € C and Ne(z) = 0
for x ¢ C. The proximal mapping is indeed an extension of the metric
projection. In fact, let f(z) = ic(x), it holds

Jene (%) = Ine (2) = Joio () = Po(z) (5)

for any r > 0, where Po : H — C denotes the metric projection on C' (see
[7, Example 23.3 and Example 23.4]).
We state the Stolz-Césaro theorem, which will be used.

Theorem 2.1. (Stolz-Cesdro theorem) Let {ax} and {by} be two sequences
of real numbers. If by, is positive, strictly increasing and unbounded and the
following limit exists: limy_ oo Z:E%Z: = [, then the limit limy_, o Z—: exists
and it is equal to .

3 Some properties of (A.)")

In this section, we investigate the properties of (A,)"®) defined by ([@). Let S
be the set of solutions of problem (1), i.e., S={ue H:z€ (I+A+B)(u)}.
Under S # (), the monotonicity of A + B guarantees the uniqueness of the
solution of problem () and hence S = {J4;5(2)}.

We introduce some fundamental properties for (A,)" defined by (2.

Proposition 3.1. [3, Propositions 3.1 and 3.2] Let A and B be operators
on H and let B € (0,1), let z € H, and let (A,)P (resp. (B.)®) be the
mapping defined by (3). Then

If A is monotone, then (A,)%®) is %-stmngly monotone;

If A is mazimal monotone, then (A.)®) is mazimal monotone;
Jarp(2) = %v + z if and only if 0 € ((4.)P) + (B.)?)) (v).

We consider the resolvent of r(A,)® with 7 > 0. Our method in the next
section need to vary the parameter r at each step. The following result is
important to present an implementable method which is designed to find the
solution to problem ().



Proposition 3.2. Let A be a mazximal monotone operator on H and let
Be(0,1), let z € H, let (A,)P be the mapping deﬁned by (@), and let r > 0.

h cH, J J o ( n )— |
en for any x (A1) (5)() 1G] ,62-0—(}16%)‘4 6+r(1 ma Tt 2 Bz

Proof. Let u := J. 4y (v) = (I + r(A,)#)~1(z). This together with the
definition of (A,)" implies that

1-p
B

u+2r(l—p)A (%u + z)

ru

reu+2r(l—pA (%ujLz) +
_ B+ T(; —B)
=(B+7r(1-7)) <%u + z) +2r(1 —pB)A (%u - z) —(B+r(1—=p))=.

Thus we have

1 1 2r(1 — B) 1
T B et ()

B 2r(1 —p) 1
_(I+6+ru—wﬂA)<6“+z)’
and hence

“:5(1*%@1 () -#

1
—5ﬂmz%A(§IﬁTr®w*2)‘5”

O

Remark 3.1. Aragén Artacho and Campoy [3, Proposition 3.1] showed that
the resolvent of A (%I) + %I is BJ 4. Proposition[3.2 enhances this result.

We next consider the existence of the solution of problem ([Il). Using
Propositions 2.1l and B.T], we establish a new connection between the existence
of fixed points for nonexpansive mappings and the solvability of problem ().

Theorem 3.1. Let A and B be mazximal monotone operators on H and let
T .= (2J )8 — I) (2J G I) (6)

where J,a e (resp. Jopy») is the resolvent of r(A.)P (resp. r(B.)")
for some € (0,1) and r > 0. Then



(i) Fir(T) # 0 if and only if S # 0;
(i) S =B (Jyayo (@) (Fir(T)) — z).
Proof. (1) Let u € Fix(T). It follows from Proposition 2.1] that

((A)@ + (B)®) 7 (0) = J, 4.0 (Fix(T)).

Let v := Jyaym(u) € ((A)P + (Bz)(ﬁ))_1 (0). From Proposition [31] (3),

we have

1
Jarp(z) = 3" +z,

and hence {zv +z} = S
For the converse, let u € S. Then define v := 5(Jayp(z) — z). It follows
from Propositions 2.1] and B.1] that

ve (A0 + (B)) 7 (0) = Ty (Fix(T)).

Therefore, we conclude that Fix(T) # (.
(2) From the arguments in the proof of (1), the result is obtained. O

Remark 3.2. Theorem[3. 1l provides a new necessary and sufficient condition
that quarantees the existence of Jayp(z). The advantage of our results is that
the existence of solution of problem () can be interpreted as a fixed point
problem for nonexpansive mapping (2,5, @ — 1) © (2J, 4,y — I). Hence,
some existing results depending on the nonexpansiveness of a mapping are
applicable.

By employing the classical result in [I1, Theorem 1] (see also [31, Theorem
3.1.6]), we prove the following result.

Corollary 3.1. Let A and B be maximal monotone operators on H and let
T be defined by (0). Then the following are equivalent:

(i) There exists ¥ € H such that {T*(x)} is bounded;
(i) S # 0.

Proof. Since T' = (2J, 5y — I) 0 (2J,(4.ye) — I) is nonexpansive, by using
the result in [11, Theorem 1], {T*(x)} is bounded if and only if Fix(T') # 0.
It follows from Theorem B.Ithat {T%(z)} is bounded if and only if S # (). O



Remark 3.3. The mazimal monotonicity of A+ B guarantees the existence
of the solution of problem (). Various qualification conditions have been
presented in the literature to prove mazximality of the sum of two maximal
monotone operators (see [27, Theorems 1 and 2], [7, Subchapter 24.1]). For
example, if

0 € sri(domA — domB) (7)

holds, then A+ B is mazimal monotone. Moreover, (7) holds if one of the
following condition holds

(1) domB = H;
(2) domANint domB # 0,
(3) 0 € int(domA — domB);

(see, e.q., [, Corollary 24.4]). Thus, these conditions guarantee the existence
of the solution of (1). However, the solution set S may be empty when (7)
does not hold and the difficulty is how to check that such condition holds.
Corollary [31) shows that {T*(x)} can be used to determine the existence of
the solution of problem (1).

4 Convergence analysis

In this section, we will propose a splitting method to solve problem (). Let
A and B be maximal monotone operators on H. Assume that 8 € (0, 1),
20 € H, 19 = BJ 2r0-5) A (mzo + 2) — Bzo, yo = (1/7“0)(20 - 900) and

B+ro(1—pB)

let {zx}, {yx} and {2z} be the sequences generated by

Ty = BJ 2 s0-6) <m(2’k—1 + rE-1Yr-1) + 2) — Bz,

B¥rg_1(1-8)
Y = (1/ri—1)(Zk—1 + re—1ye—1 — k), (8)
_ 1 _ _
2, = 5Jﬁ2+m:§1—f;)3 <5+rk(1_5) (o — Trys) + z) Bz.

where {r;} is a sequence of positive real numbers such that

ro € (0,2(1 — B)/B) and 7441 = r1./+/1 + 2r,(1 — B)/B. (9)

We can provide convergence results and rates for the sequence {z;} in

®).



4.1 Connections to other existing methods

In this subsection, we present the connections of the proposed iterative
method () to existing iterative methods.
By Proposition B.I}, (8) can be stated equivalently as zg = J, 4.y (20),
= (1/r0)(I = Jyy(a.)®)(20) and

T = Jrk_l(AzyB)(qu + Tk_1Yk-1),
Y = (1/r5-1) (Zk—1 + re—1ye—1 — Tk), (10)
2k = Jrk(Bz)(B) (l‘k - Tkyk), k=1,2,....

(I0) can be considered as an instance of the iterative method for solving the
problem of finding a zero of the sum of monotone operators developed by
Davis and Yin [18 Algorithm 3]. More precisely, we apply their method to
the problem of finding a point v € H such that

0€ ((4)7 + (B.)?)(v), (11)

where (A,)") and (B,)") are defined by (). The main difficulties in imple-
menting (I0) lies in the fact that it involves the evaluation of the resolvents
Jrk(Az)(B) and J, (B and contains the parameter {r;} which has to be
adjusted adaptlvely at each iteration. Using Proposition Bl (I0) can be
implemented by using the resolvents of A and B. In particular, we will
show that the sequence {(1/5)z) + 2z} converges strongly to Ja;p(z), and
1(1/8)xk+1 + 2 — Jars(2)|| = O(1/k) holds under condition (@). Thus (&)
can considered as the modification of the method in [18].

Next, we consider the connection between (8) and the Douglas-Rachford
splitting method [25]. The Douglas-Rachford splitting method has the fol-
lowing form:

Wit = W+ M(Syp 0 (2054 = I)(wy) = Jya(we)) (12)

where wy € H, v € (0,00) and {\;} C [0,2]. The iterative scheme (I2) can
be applied to solve the inclusion 0 € (A+ B)(u). A general discussion on the
Douglas-Rachford method can be found in [7, Subchapter 25.2]. In (I0), we
use a fixed parameter r, := r > 0. Now we define uyy1 := 2, + ryg. Then we
have

Uk+1 = 2k T TYk
= Jogy® (T — TYK) + 261 + TYR-1 — Tk
= ug + Sy @ (24,0 (Ur) — ur) — Jpa,y0 (ur)
= ug + Jog)® © (2, a0 — D)(ur) — ooy (u).

10



Thus, the sequence {ux} can be viewed as a special case of (I2) for solving
(1) when we keep the parameter 7y, fixed.

On the other hand, (I2)) is closely related to the averaged alternating
modified reflections algorithm in [3]. Aragén Artacho and Campoy consid-
ered the following iterative scheme:

Vg1 = (1=Xp)vp+i | 2J — 1 o(2J — 1) (vg), (13
Frl ( k) g g < (2(1113)32)(6) ) < (2(116)Az)w) ) ( k) ( )
where vy € H,y > 0 and {\;} C [0, 1] such that 372 A;(1 — ;) = oo. Note
that (I3) is equivalently written as

Vka1 = Vg + 20 | J oJ vg) — J v 14
k+1 k k( (2(13_55,)&)(13) (2(13_56)&)(5)( k) (2(11—,6>Az)(6)( k)) (14)
(see [T, Proposition 4.21]), and hence the averaged alternating modified re-
flections algorithm can be viewed as a special case of (I2)) applied to solve

e ((atat) (k) )0

It is shown in [3, Theorem 3.1] that {J,a(vy + 2)} converges strongly to
J_2_(arp)(2) when z € ran (I + (v/2(1 — §)) (A+ B)). Instead of fixing

21-5)
the parameter, the varying sequence of parameters {ry} is used in our pro-

posed method (§]). Thus, (8) is different but closely related to the averaged
alternating modified reflections algorithm.

4.2 Convergence of ({8

The following theorem concerns the strong convergence and convergence rate
of the sequence {(1/5)xy1 + 2z}, where {z;} is generated by (§]). We first
prove a proposition which plays important roles in the convergence analysis.

Proposition 4.1. Let A and B be maximal monotone operators such that
S # 0, and let {zx}, {yr} and {zx} be the sequences generated by (&) (or
equivalently (I0)). Then the following inequality holds:

(/i) e = vl + lyens = vall® < @/r)ller = vll* + [lye — vall®, (15)

where 7 > 0, uw € Fix(T), v = J, 4 yo(u), va = (1/r)(u —v) and vp =
(1/r)(v —u) such that vay € (AZ)(B)(U) and vy € (BZ)(B)(U).

11



Proof. The proof is similar to [I8, Proposition 3.1], however, for the conve-
nience of the reader, we sketch it here. From the definition of {z;} in (I0),
we have
Tp — ek € 2e 4 7 (B)Y) (21).
Let
o 1= (L) (e = rage = 1) € (B2) 7 (z).

It follows from the definitions of {v;} and {yx}, we have

Te(Yes1 — Yo) = 2k — Thi1, (16)
7k (Ykt1 + V) = 26 + ThYk — Ths1 + Tk — TEYK — 2k = Tk — Tht1, (17)

and
rk(Yk + Vk) = RYE + Tk — TEYR — 2K = Tk — 2k (18)

By using (16), (I7) and (I8]), we have

2ry ((zk — v, 08) + (Tha1 — 0, Yrt1)
=275 ((2k — Thg1, V&) + (Thg1 — U, Y1 + Vi)
=271 ((2k — Thg1, Uk + Yk) — (26 — Ths1, k) + 2(Thy1 — U, T — Tpp1)
=2(2% — Tt1, T — 28) + 2(Tp1 — U, T — Tpy1)
+ 272k — Tra1, VA — Yr) — 27k(2K — Thy1,VA)
=2(2 — Tpy1, Tk — 2k) + 2(Tpy1 — U, Tk — Tha1) (19)
)

+ 20 (Y1 — Yks VA — Uk) — 272k — Thi1, Va).
Applying the relation
2(a—b,c—a)=|lb—c|* = fla — ¢l = [|b— al®
to (I9), we have

2ry, ({zk — v, 08) + (Tha1 — 0, Yrt1))
=[|Tr1 — $k||2 — |lzr — $k||2 — || Tpg1 — Zk||2

+ o = 2pl® = g — 2pl® = v — 2 ||

+7kllye = vall® = llye — vall® = llye = g ll?) = 2rien — g1, va)
=llzx = vll* = llwrer — vll* = [z — 2l (20)

+ rillye — vall® = rillyrrr — vall® + 2re(@iegs — 2k, va).

12



On the other hand, by (I9) and strong monotonicity of (A4,)") and (B,)®,
we have
2r ((zr — v, k) + (Th41 = 0, Ypt1)
>2r({zx —v,v8) + (1 = B)/Bllzx — vl|*
+ (w1 = v,va) + (1= B)/Bllwnsa —vl*)
=2ru((Ts1 — 2, 0a) + (1= B)/Bllar = vlI* + (1 = B)/Bllwwsr — v|*). (21)
By using (20) and (2]) we obtain
(w1 — 2, va) + (1= B)/Bllzr — vl + (1 = B)/Bllwrsr — vII*)
e = ol = Nloxer = vll* = [z — 2l

+ rillye — vall® = rellyrrr — vall® + 2re(@egr — 2k, va),

and hence
(142, (1 = B)/B)lwnsr — v]|* + 1gllynra — vall?
<[lwx = vl* + r¢llye — vall.
Multiplying the inequality by r? and using (@), we get (I3). O

We prove the strong convergence of the sequence {z} generated by ().

Theorem 4.1. Let A and B be mazimal monotone operators and let {xy},

{yr} and {z} be the sequences generated by (8). If S # 0, then {(1/8))xr+z}
converges strongly to Jayp(2). In particular, the following holds:

11/ B)wrsr + 2 = Jarp(2) || = O(1/k). (22)
Proof. We know that 0 < riy1 <1 <19 < 2(1—p3)/8 (Vk € N). It follows
that the sequence {ry} has the limit. Moreover, it follows from (@) that
limg_ o 7 = 0. Hence, we can further get

lim — = lim \/1+ 2ry(1 — B)/5 = 1.

k—oo T'p4q k—o0
This implies that

(k+2)=(k+1)  mrepn Tl (e + Te)
1 1
Tht1 Tk

TR — e T = T
kT (T Ta)

a 2Tkrl%+1(1 - B3)/8
T T TR

a 2re(1—B)/B
TR 1

- 2(1-p8)/8
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and thus
(k+2)—(k+1) I5;

lim = )
1 1 —
k—oo —T‘k+1 — E 1 /8
So, we can use the Stolz-Cesaro theorem with a, := k£ + 1 and b, := i to

conclude that {(ax — ar_1)/(bx — bg—_1)} and {ax/bx} have the same limit.
On the other hand, let r > 0, u € Fix(T') and v := J, (4 )@ (u). It follows
from (I3) that the following inequality holds for all £ € NU {0}:

(/i) ll@res = vl + lyess = vall® < (1/r)llk = vll* + lye — vall.
Thus, we have
k1 = vlI* < riya ((1/r5)llwo — olI* + llyo — vall*) = O(1/K?).
From Theorem B.] (2), we have
I/ B)zkr + 2 = Jars(2) = |(1/B)zrsr + 2 = (1/B)v + 2) [| = O(1/).

The proof is complete. O

5 Applications

In this section, we provide some concrete problems that reduce to problem
(). We apply the proposed method (§)) to a class of optimization problems
consisting of the sum of three functions. Let z € H and let f,g: H —
(—00, 0] be proper, lower semicontinuous and convex functions. We consider
the following problem:

minimize %Hx — 22+ f(2) + gla). (23)

We refer the reader to [16] [I7] for more details and applications of problem
[3)) and its useful variants in image processing. The solution set of problem
[23)) coincides with the solution set of the monotone inclusion problem

find u € H such that z € (I +9(f + g))(u).

Under the condition that domf N domg # (), the maximal monotonicity of
O(f + g) guarantees the existence and uniqueness of the solution of problem
(23), denoted by prox;, ,(z) [31, Theorem 4.6.5], [7, Proposition 16.35]. It is
important to point out that it holds prox;, (z) = Jasiae(2) when Jarya.(2)
exists [0, Remark 3.4].

From the discussion in Sections 3 and 4 we get the following result. The
proof is similar to that of Corollary B.Iland Theorem 3], and thus is omitted.
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Corollary 5.1. Let z € H andlet f,g: H — (—00, 00| be proper, lower semi-
continuous and convez functions with domf Ndomg # (). Assume that 3 €

(0,1) and {rr} € (0,2(1—73)/pB) such that (@) holds. Let {xy}, {yx} and {z}

be the sequences generated by zy € H, xy = PProx 2rya-s

1 _
0l s \Bro(1=5) 0 T2
Bzo, yo = (1/70)(20 — w0) and

T = ﬁpI'OX 2rp,_1(1-8) <m(2k71 -+ ,rkflykfl) + Z) — ﬁZ,

B’
Y = (1/ri—1)(Zk—1 + re—1ye—1 — k), (24)
_ 1
Rk = 5Proxﬁzﬁ§;f;)g (m(xk - Tkyk) + z) — Bz.

The following assertions hold:

(i) Jojrag(2) exists if and only if there exists x € H such that {T*(z)} is
bounded, where T is defined by (6) with A := 0f and B := Jg;

(i) If Josraqe(2) exists, then {(1/B)xy+2} converges strongly to prox,  ,(2),
and the convergence rate estimate ||(1/8)rpy1 + 2 — proxg, (2)]| =
O(1/k) holds.

Remark 5.1. Burachik and Jeyakumar [12] showed that the subdifferential
sum formula O(f + g)(xz) = 0f (x) + 0g(x) (Vx € domf Ndomg) holds when-
ever epif* + epig* is weakly closed [12, Theorem 3.1]. Furthermore, it was
shown that 0 € sri(domf — domg) implies epif* + epig* is weakly closed
[12, Proposition 3.2]. Note that under the subdifferential sum formula, the
assumption of the ezistence of Jariay(2) in Corollary 51l can be removed.

5.1 Minimizing the sum of a strongly convex function
and a weakly convex function

We apply ([24]) to the minimization of two functions, where one is strongly
convex and the other is weakly convex. Consider the following minimization
problem:

minimize f(z) + §(z), (25)

where f : H — (—00, o0] is proper lower semicontinuous strongly convex with
constant v > 0, and g : H — (—00, 00| is proper lower semicontinuous weakly
convex with constant w > 0. (25]) contains signal and image processing
problems; see, e.g., [26] 8 9] 22 23].

The convergence of the Douglas-Rachford splitting method for (25) was
established in [22] under the assumption v > w. In this case, problem (25])
has the unique solution and we denote the unique minimizer by z*. The
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convergence results of the Douglas-Rachford splitting method for (25]) were
shown [22, Theorems 4.4 and 4.6], and the rates of asymptotic regularity for
the corresponding Douglas-Rachford operators were derived [22, Theorems
5.1 and 5.2] under appropriate assumptions.

It is assumed that v > w in our discussion. (25) is equivalent to the
following problem:

TG |
minimize

—lall? + f@) = Sllall? + §(2) + Slall. (26)

It follows from [29, Exercise 12.59] and the definition of the weakly convex
function, f—(v/2)|-[|? and g+ (w/2)||-||* are convex so that the method (24)
can be applied to problem (26). By letting f := (1/(v —w))(f — (v/2)| - ||?),
g:= (1/(v —w))(@+ (w/2)] - ||?) and z := 0, it holds that Jy;19.(0) = z*
when Jyrya,(0) exists and hence Jyrya,4(0) is a solution of (25). Now, we get
the following result.

Corollary 5.2. Let f: H — (—00, 00| be proper lower semicontinuous strongly
convez with constant v > 0, and g : H — RU {0} be proper lower semicon-
tinuous weakly conver with constant w > 0. Assume that v > w, f € (0,1)

and {ri} C (0,2(1—05)/B) such that (@) holds. Let{xy}, {yx} and {z} be the
sequences generated by by zo € H, v¢o = PProx ara- ) f m 0) + Bz,

B+ro(1-8
yo = (1/70)(20 — o) and

T = PProx 2n_,1-p) (m(qu + quykq)) )

B+rp_1(1— ﬁ)‘f
Y = (1/rp—1)(2k—1 + re—1Ye—1 — Zi), (27)
2 = 5PTOXB2I§I§ 9 (m(l‘k‘ - Tk.%)) ,

where [ = (1/(y —w))(f = (8/2)I|-|I*) and g := (1/(y =) (G+(w/2)[|-*).

The following assertions hold:

(i) Jas+a4(0) exists if and only if there exists x € H such that {T*(x)} is
bounded, where T is defined by (@) with z :== 0, A:=0f and B := Jg;

(i) If Jos+ag(0) exists, then {(1/8)xi} converges strongly to x*, and the
convergence rate estimate ||(1/5)xr41 — x*|| = O(1/k) holds, where x*
is the unique minimizer of (23).

Remark 5.2. In [22], Guo, Han and Yuan showed the o(1/vVk) rate of
asymptotic reqularity for the Douglas-Rachford operator [22, Theorems 5.1
and 5.2]. However, it does not seem obvious how to estimate the distance
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between the sequences of iterates and the solutions. Furthermore, under the
metric subreqularity assumption [19, p. 183] on (23), they established the lo-
cal linear convergence rate [22, Theorem 6.1]. In Corollary[5.2, we show that
|(1/B)yx, — x*|| converges to zero at the rate of O(1/k) without any additional
restrictions on f and §.

5.2 Best approximation problems

Let C' and D be closed convex subsets in H with nonempty intersection and
let z € H. Problem (23] contains as a special case the best approximation
problem:

1
minimize 5“:1: —z|* +ic(x) +ip(z), (28)

where i and ip are the indicator functions of the sets C' and D. It is im-
portant to point out that it holds Porp(2) = Jno+np,(2) when Jy.in,(2)
exists. (28]) contains a wide variety of problems such as covariance design,
constrained least-squares matrix and signal recovery problems, and the ana-
lytic expressions for the metric projections onto the constraints sets of these
problems were developed; see, e.g., [30, 21], 14, T6] and the references therein.

Now let us apply (24) to problem ([28). By letting f := i¢ and g := ip,

24) is reduced to zy € H, g = Pc (WZ’O + Z) —Bz0, Yo = (1/70) (20—
zo) and

T, = B¢ (Wl(l—ﬁ)(zk*l + Te1Yr-1) + Z) — Bz,
Y = (1/7e-1)(Zk—1 + Th1¥p—1 — 7)), (29)
2k = PPp <m<xk — TkYK) + Z) - pz.

The evaluation of Ponp(z) is in general difficult, but each step of our method
requires only the projections Pr and Pp onto the sets C' and D respectively.
We get the following result.

Corollary 5.3. Let z € H and let C' and D be closed convex subsets in
H with nonempty intersection. Assume that 5 € (0,1) and {ry} C (0,2(1 —
B)/5) such that [3) holds. Let {xy}, {yx} and {z} be the sequences generated
by (27). The following assertions hold:

(i) Jnoinp (2) exists if and only if there exists x € H such that {T*(x)} is
bounded, where T is defined by (6) with A := N¢ and B := Np;

(i) If Inosnp (2) exists, then {(1/B)xr+ 2} converges strongly to Poap(z),
and the convergence rate estimate ||(1/8)xx41+2— Poap(2)|| = O(1/k)
holds.
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Remark 5.3.

(i) Burachik and Jeyakumar [13] showed that the normal cone intersection
formula Neap(z) = Ne(z) + Np(x) (Vo € C N D) holds whenever
epioc + epiop is weakly closed [13, Theorem 3.1]. Furthermore, it was
shown that 0 € sri(C' — D) implies epioc + epiop is weakly closed [15,
Proposition 3.1].  Aragon Artacho and Campoy [1, Proposition 4.1]
showed that the normal cone intersection formula is equivalent to the
following condition:

q = Ponp(q) € (Ne + Np)(Ponn(q)) (Vg € H).

Note that under the normal cone intersection formula, the assumption
of the existence of Jn.1n,(2) in Corollary 53 can be removed.

(ii) The convergence results of the averaged alternating modified reflections
method for solving problem (28) were obtained in [1, Theorem 4.1] (see,
also [3, Corollary 3.1]). This method is based on the Douglas-Rachford
splitting method and generates the sequence of iterates which converges
strongly to Ponp(z). However, it seems that the estimate of conver-
gence rate for the method has not been considered. On the other hand,
it 1s shown that the sequence generated by the Douglas-Rachford split-
ting method convergences to the solution to (28) with a linear rate when
C and D are closed subspaces, and C + D is closed [])]. However, it
1s worth mentioning that the Douglas-Rachford splitting method can be
slow without such requirements [{), Section 6] (see also [18, Subsection
3.4] for related results). (27) can provide O(1/k) convergence rate es-
timate for the distance between the sequence of iterates and Ponp(2).

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we proposed a splitting method for finding the resolvent of
the sum of two maximal monotone operators. Our method is based on the
accelerated variant of the three operator splitting method developed in [18].
The method was proved to be strongly convergent to the solution and the
O(1/k) convergence rate estimate was also established. Finally, we gave
some concrete examples and showed how the method can be applied to such
examples.

The behavior of the averaged alternating modified reflections algorithm
can be estimated from the computational experience reported for the best
approximation problem of two subspaces [I, 2] and the continuous-time op-
timal control problem [5]. Numerical results show a very good performance

18



from the algorithm, compared to the other existing methods. In particular,
the numerical results in [2] show that the algorithm exhibits a linear rate of
convergence. Hence, it is natural to ask if the linear convergence holds when
([29) is applied to two subspaces, or to give a counter example, if it does not.
We leave this as one of our future research topics.
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