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Abstract

In this paper, we propose a primal-dual splitting algorithm for a broad class of structured
composite monotone inclusions that involve finitely many set-valued operators, compositions of
set-valued operators with bounded linear operators, and single-valued operators possibly with-
out cocoercivity. The proposed algorithm is not only a unification for several contemporary
algorithms but also a blueprint to generate new algorithms with graph-based structures. Our
approach reduces dimensionality compared with the standard product space technique, which
typically reformulates the original problem as the sum of two maximally monotone operators in
order to apply splitting methods. It accommodates different cocoercive or Lipschitz constants
as well as different resolvent parameters, and yields a larger allowable step-size range than in
product space reformulations. We demonstrate the practicality of the approach by a numerical
experiment on the decentralized fused lasso problem.
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dual algorithms, fused lasso problem.
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1. Introduction

Many interesting problems such as composite optimization problems, structured saddle-point prob-
lems, and variational inequalities can be formulated as monotone inclusion problems [14, 27, 28].
Among the most widely used methods for solving such problems are splitting algorithms, in which
computations are performed separately on each operator instead of their compositions, see, e.g.,
(7,19, 22, 24, 29, 32]. When an optimization problem involves compositions of set-valued operators
with bounded linear operators, common mathematical tools such as resolvents can be computed for
such compositions, however, it is generally very difficult, thus, not desirable. Instead, primal-dual
splitting algorithms [2, 11, 12, 16, 21, 33] are usually used to process the set-valued operators sepa-
rately using backward steps via their resolvents, while the bounded linear operators are evaluated
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directly using forward steps on their own or on their adjoints. Considering the primal inclusion and
the dual inclusion simultaneously provides us a better understanding of the problem.

Let H and (Gx)1<k<r be real Hilbert spaces. We consider the primal inclusion

n T p
find z € H such that 0 € ZAim + Z LBy Lz + Z Cjz, (1)
i=1 k=1 Jj=1

where, for each i € {1,...,n}, A;: H = H is a maximally monotone operator, for each k €
{1,...,7}, Bk: Gr = Gy is a maximally monotone operator and Ly: H — Gi is a bounded linear
operator with adjoint operator Lj, and for each j € {1,...,p}, Cj: H — H is either a cocoercive
operator, or a monotone and Lipschitz continuous operator. Problem (1) arises in a wide range of
applications, including location problems [9], image reconstruction [12], and signal processing [14].
The associated dual inclusion in the sense of Attouch-Théra [5] is

find (s1,...,s,) € H Gy, such that
k=1

-1
n P r
0e —L; (ZAZ+ZCJ> (—ZLZSk> —i—Bk_lsk, kE{l,...,T}.
i=1 j=1

k=1

When n # 0, r = 0, and p = 0, problem (1) reduces to finding a zero in the sum of finitely many
maximally monotone operators that are potentially set-valued. The most well-known algorithm for
the classical case n = 2 is the Douglas—Rachford algorithm [19]. Recently, a splitting algorithm
was proposed for n = 3 by Ryu [29], while a different resolvent splitting for the general case
n > 2 was introduced by Malitsky and Tam [24]. The latter work was then extended into a
framework [30] that covers these algorithms. In the setting when n # 0, r = 0, and p # 0, the
problems involve not only maximally monotone operators but also single-valued operator which
can be used directly by forward evaluations. When n = 1 and p = 1, the forward-backward
algorithm [22] and the forward-backward-forward algorithm [32] are usually applied if C' is cocoercive
or C' is monotone and Lipschitz continuous, respectively. Moreover, the authors of [4] developed
a distributed forward-backward algorithm for the case where n > 2, p = n — 1, and each Cj is
cocoercive, as well as a second algorithm for n > 3, p = n — 2, and each C; monotone and
Lipschitz continuous. Recently, the forward-backward algorithms devised by graphs in [3] and a class
of algorithms in [1] effectively characterized methods that use only individual resolvent evaluations
and direct evaluations of cocoercive operators, while a general approach to distributed operator
splitting [18] addresses the situations where the single-valued operators may not be cocoercive.

In the setting when r # 0, there are many primal-dual algorithms are proposed, but only for
some special cases of problem (1). For example, in the case n = 1, r = 1, and p = 0, popular
algorithms include the Chambolle—Pock algorithm [12] and an algorithm proposed by Bricefio-Arias
and Combettes [11]. When n =0, r = 1, and p = 1, one can use primal-dual fized-point algorithm
based on the proximity operator (PDFP20) or prozimal alternating predictor-corrector (PAPC)
[13, 20]. For the case where n = 1, » = 1, and p = 1, we refer interested readers to [15, 16, 21, 23, 33].
When r > 2, one can adapt some of the above algorithms and use product space reformulations, even
though it may not utilize different structures of algorithm design. Recently, Aragén-Artacho et al.
[2] studied the case with n > 2, r = 1, and p = 0 in the reduced dimension n — 1. Then, to
incorporate multiple bounded linear operators with r» > 2, the proposed algorithm, however, still
relies on a product space reformulation.



Most of the aforementioned algorithms reformulate the original problem as the sum of a max-
imally monotone operator and a skew-symmetric or cocoercive operator, then apply the forward-
backward [16, 33] or forward-backward-forward approach [11, 15]. In this work, we introduce a
primal-dual splitting algorithm for structured composite monotone inclusions. Our approach has
the advantage of asking for only the resolvents of the operators but not of the compositions with
bounded linear operators which is generally more difficult. Moreover, it does not require any ma-
trix inversion or inner loops, but only the application of L and its adjoint. This is particularly
beneficial for large-scale problems where computing the inverse of L is expensive. Our algorithm
provides a different perspective using reduced dimension n — 1 compared to dimension n using prod-
uct space reformulations which potentially contribute to the theory and applications of primal-dual
algorithms. Further, we handle the linear operators L1, ..., L, directly, not through product space,
which can give alternative designs with step sizes that can possibly be r-times larger than that of
[2, Corollary 1] when Ly = --- = L,. Therefore, this approach is expected to facilitate distributed
computation without central coordination which helps prevent central-coordination bottlenecks in
practice. In addition, different cocoercive or Lipschitz constants, as well as resolvent parameters are
also allowed for distributed implementation without requiring the knowledge of a global cocoercive
or Lipschitz constant.

In this work, our main contributions are as follows.

(i) We develop a primal-dual algorithm for structured composite monotone inclusions involving
finitely many set-valued operators, composition of set-valued operators with bounded linear
operators, and single-valued operators that may not be cocoercive. Our algorithm does not
rely on reformulating the original problem as the sum of a maximally monotone operator and a
skew-symmetric or cocoercive operator using product space reformulations but rather exploit
structure of the algorithm to derive different designs with possibly larger step-size range. For
our convergence analysis, we introduce the concept of quasicomonotonicity in Definition 2.1(ii)
and its natural connection to quasiaveragedness [18, Definition 2.1].

(ii) The proposed algorithm not only unifies several contemporary algorithms but also provides
a blueprint for generating new algorithms with graph-based structures. It only imposes mild
assumptions on the coefficient matrices and allows different cocoercive or Lipschitz constants
as well as different resolvent parameters that suitable for distributed implementation, hence
improves certain existing methods. We further explore various choices of the coefficient ma-
trices of the algorithm and examine the effect of step sizes on the algorithm’s performance in
a numerical experiment on the decentralized fused lasso problem.

The remainder of this paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we introduce some notations
and background materials on set-valued, single-valued operators, Kronecker product, and solution
sets of the primal and dual problem. In Section 3, we present our primal-dual splitting algorithm in
Algorithm 1 with main convergence results in Theorem 3.10 and Theorem 3.12. We discuss about
the relation to existing algorithms and new algorithms in Section 4. Section 5 provides a numerical
experiment on the decentralized fused lasso problem to examine the performance of the algorithm
under different settings of the coefficient matrices and parameters.



2. Preliminaries

In this paper, the sets of nonnegative integers and real numbers are denoted by N and R, respectively.
We assume that H and (Gi)i<k<, are real Hilbert spaces equipped with their respective inner
product (-,-) and induced norm || - ||. Unless otherwise stated, we use the standard inner product
in the product space H", i.e., for x = (x1,...,z,) € H" and X = (Z1,...,T,) € H",

<X,)_(> = Z:L: <x2,.fz> .

With this inner product, we say that a linear operator ¥ : H" — H" is positive semidefinite, denoted
by ¥ > 0 if, for all x € H", (x, ¥x) > 0. Strong and weak convergence of sequences are denoted by
— and —, respectively.

For an operator A on H, we write A: H = H when A is set-valued, and A: H — H when A is
single-valued. For such an operator A, the domain, graph, fixed-point set, and zero set are defined
by domA :={z € H: Az # O}, gra A := {(z,u) e H x H :u € Az}, Fix A :={z € H : x € Az},
and zer A := {x € H : 0 € Ax}, respectively. The resolvent of A is defined by J := (Id+A)~!,
where Id denotes the identity operator. We say that A is monotone if, for all (z,u), (y,v) € gra A,

<CL‘—y,u—’L)>ZO

and maximally monotone if it is monotone and there exists no monotone operator whose graph
properly contains gra A.

An operator C: H — H is £-Lipschitz continuous for £ € [0,400) if, for all z,y € H, ||[Cz—Cly|| <

{)|z—yl| and % -cocoercive for € € (0,+00) if, for all z,y € H, (Ca—Cy,z—y) > $||Cx—Cy||%. By the

Cauchy—Schwarz inequality, every %—cocoercive operator is monotone and ¢-Lipschitz continuous,

which, in turn, means that it is also maximally monotone [7, Corollary 20.28].
For our convergence analysis, we will recall several related concepts.

Definition 2.1. We say that
(i) T': H — H is a-comonotone [8, Definition 2.4] with « € R if, for all z,y € H,
Tz — Ty, z —y) > a||Tz — Ty
(ii) T is a-quasicomonotone (with respect to the set zerI') if, for all z € H and y € zer [,
(Tz,x —y) > a||Fac||2.

Unless stated otherwise, we will simply say I' is a-quasicomonotone and drop the reference
set zerI'.

(iii) T: H — H is conically p-averaged [6, Definition 2.1] with p € (0, 400) if, for all z,y € H,

1—p
1Tz — Tyl + T\I(Id —T)x — (1d=T)y|* < [l -y,

(iv) T'is conically p-quasiaveraged (with respect to the set Fix T') [18, Definition 2.1] if, p € (0, +00)
and for all x € H and all y € Fix T,

L—p
1Tz —y||* + T\I(Id ~T)z|* < ||z —yl*.



Unless stated otherwise, we will simply say T is conically p-quasiaveraged and drop the refer-
ence set Fix T

Clearly, every conically p-averaged operator is conically p-quasiaveraged. It is known from [6,
Proposition 3.3] that, for «,0 € (0,400), I' is a-comonotone if and only if Id —0T" is conically
%—averaged. Naturally, we will derive a similar connection between conical quasiaveragedness and
quasicomonotonicity.

Proposition 2.2. LetT': H — H and «,0 € (0,+00). Then T' is a-quasicomonotone if and only if
T :=1d—-0T" is conically %—quasiavemged.

Proof. Take x € FixT = zerI' and take any x € H. Then T is conically %—quasiaveraged

- 1—-6/(2a) 2 =112
— Tz — z|? Id-T)z|? < ||z —
[Tz — 2| + 37 (20) II( )z||” < [z — ]
2, 2a—0 2 =112
= |z — 0Tz — || + 7 10Tz ||* < ||l — Z|
— 2(Tz,x —z) + ||0Tz|* + 2a — 0)0|Tz||* < 0
= a|Fz|? < (Ta,z - ),
which means I' is a-quasicomonotone. |

2.1. Kronecker product, the vector 1, and the diagonal set X

For a matrix M, we denote its range and kernel by ran M and ker M, respectively, its transpose
by MT, and its pseudo-inverse by MT. For a positive diagonal matrix E = diag(n1,...,7,) where
n; € (0,400), we denote its square root matrix by vE = diag(y/71, .. .,+/Tn). Clearly, VEVE = E.

In an abuse of notation, we identify matrices M = (M;;) € R"*™ with the Kronecker product
(M ®1d): H™ — H™. Therefore, for any z = (21,...,2m) € H"™, we have

m m m
Mz = (M & Id)Z = (Z Mljzj, Z ngzj, ce Z Manj> e H".
j=1

j=1 =1

Let Ay,..., Ay H = H be maximally monotone operators. Given x = (z1,...,x,) € H", we define
the operator A: H" = H" by Ax := Ayx1 X --- X Apz,. It follows that A is also a maximally
monotone operator. As a consequence, its resolvent J4: H"™ — H" is given by Ja = (Ja,,...,J4,).
Note that we can write A and J4 as diagonal operators

Ay 0 Ja, 0
A= and J4 = .
0 A, 0 Ja

n

Similarly, we define the diagonal operators

Bl 0 L1 0 Cl 0
B = , L:= , C = ,



where the operators By, Ly, and C; are from the setup of problem (1).

We denote 1,, = (1,...,1) € R”. When the context is clear, we will drop the subscript and
simply write 1, for example, if M € R™*" then 1" M1 = (1,,)" M(1,). Using this notation, we
can define the diagonal set

Yo ={x=(a,...,2) e H"} = {(1p)x : = € H},

and thus its the orthogonal set is ¥ = {%x € H" : 17% = 0}. Again, we will drop the subscript

and denote 1z when the dimension is clear. In particular, for x € H, A(1z) = (Aiz,..., Ayx),
L(1x) = (Lz,...,Lyz), and C(1lz) = (Ciz,...,Chx).

2.2. Solution sets of the primal and dual problems

The sets of solutions to (1) and (2) are denoted by P and D, respectively. Let Z be a subset of
P x D such that

T T n T P
Z = {(:U,S)EHX Hgk: sS=(81,-..,5) € HBkLkwandOEZAix+ZL’,;sk+ZCj$}

k=1 k=1 i=1 k=1 j=1
— {(x,s) eHx [[Gr: s€e BL(1z) and 0€ 1" A(lz) + 1" L*s + ILTC(]lx)}. (3)
k=1

An element of Z is referred to as a primal-dual solution to (1) and (2) due to the following statement.
P#0 <= Z#0 < D #0. (4)
To prove (4), we have

n T p
JzeP < JazeMH, 0€> Aw+» LiBiLpr+» Cjz
i=1 k=1 j=1

— JzecH, 0c1'A(lz)+1"L*BL(lz) + 1" C(1xz)

r —1"L* 1TA(1 1TC(1
<:>E|(x,s)€HXHgk, 5 (L) + (1),
Pt S € BL(1x)

<~ 3 (z,8) € H X Hgk’7

{]lx € (]lTA(]ll') + HTC(]lx))_l( — ]lTL*s)
k=1

L(1z) € B7's

— Ise¢ H Gr, 0€-L(1TA(1z) + ILTC(Ila;)>_1 (-17L*s)+ B's

k=1
r n p _ T

= Ise[[g 0e-L(>Aa+X ) 1(—ZL,’;sk)+B,;13k, ke{l,....r}
k=1 i=1 j=1 k=1

< dseD.

3. A primal-dual splitting algorithm

Throughout this section, for each i € {1,...,n}, each k € {1,...,r}, and each j € {1,...,p}, 4;
and B} are maximally monotone operators, Ly is a bounded linear operator with adjoint operator



Ly, and Cj is a monotone and /;-Lipschitz continuous operator. Let P € R"*P @ € R™ P, and
R € RP*™. Define an auxiliary operator ® : H™ — H" by

d:=(P-Q)CR+QCP". (5)

Let D = diag(d1,...,0,) € R™™ and E = diag(ni,...,n,) € R™" be positive diagonal matrices.
Let M € R"™™ N € R™" H € R™" and K € R™". Given z € H™ and w € [[;_; G, and
0 € (0,400), we define the operator T: H™ x [[j—1 Gk — H™ x [11—1 Gk as

_ | Tizw) | _ |z | MTx
T(z,w) = [ To(z, w) ] o [ w ] ¢ l E(LH'x—y) |’ (6)
where x,y are defined via the solution operator S: H™ x[[;_; Gr — H" x[1;—1 Gk with v € (0, +00)

Jp-14 [D—l (Mz + Nx — y®x — yHL*(ELKx — w))}

(x,y) :=5(z, w) := : (7)
Tz (LKx —Elw+ LHTX)
We propose the following primal-dual algorithm.
Algorithm 1. Let z° € H™, w® € [[._; Gk, and (\¢)en C (0, +00). For each ¢ € N, compute

by A
(zt+1,wt+1) — ( _ Ft)(zt,wt) + ?tT(zt,Wt)7

where x!,y? in T'(z!, w') are determined by

with 7', S defined by (6) and (7), respectively.

Remark 3.1 (Conditions for explicitness). Algorithm 1 can be written in the form
T =Jxa, (51 Jr My} + 3 S Nigay — 3 251 (Py = Q)05 ( S Rierh)

—3 501 QuCy (o Puyerh) — 3 o Hyg L (i Ly (i Kinat) — w§)> :
ie{l,...,n}

=g, (Lk(zyzl Kijat) = Lwt + Ly (S5, ijx§.)), ke{l,...r},

Zf+1 — Z;.t — )\t Z?:l Mﬂa?;, 7 € {1, .. .,m}
w]tc—i_l — wi — )\tﬂk(Lk(Z?:1 Hykmz) — yi), ke {1, .. .,7’}.

In general, the algorithm is implicit in the sense that the calculation of x! requires the value of x!
itself. When the first rows of N, P, Q, and H are zeros, 2} is explicitly expressed as

1 m
zy = Jaa (&;MIJZ;‘)’ (8)

but the remaining components z! may still be implicit. Although our convergence analysis of
Algorithm 1 holds in this implicit setting, for practical implementation, we are interested in explicit



versions, in which z! depends only on z' and, for each i € {2,...,n}, the update of z! depends only
on z' and components :c§ with j < ¢ that have already been computed. This property is guaranteed
as soon as N, ®, and HL*ELK are strictly lower triangular, equivalently, for all k > 1,

Nij=0, i<y (9a)

(Pij — Qij)Rj =0, je{l,....,p} (9b)
QijPyj =0, je{l,....p} (9¢)
Hinjk:O, j € {1,...,T}. (9d)

Equations (9b) and (9¢) mean that, for each (i,7) € {1,...,n} x {1,...,p}, exactly one of the
following happens:

* Rji#0, Py=-=P;=0, Qy=-=Qi=0;

These conditions, in fact, can be visualized nicely using a block structure in which they complement
one another as in Figure la. The possible nonzero parts of R, P, and @) are in blue, green, and red
colors, respectively. Similarly, the conditions on H and K are illustrated in Figure 1b.

Q1 Qij =0) (]ijhjz...=Hij =0)

Bij # 0 (Rji = 0;
g = oo = Wy =0)

Qij # 0 (Rj; = 0; B; = 0) H;;j #0 (Kj =0)

(a) P,Q, R structure (b) H, K structure

Figure 1: Coefficient matrix structure

It is worthwhile mentioning that condition (9) is weaker and easier to verify than the condition in
[18, Remark 3.1(i)]. Moreover, based on Figure 1, the coefficient matrices can be easily customized
to meet specific computational requirements.

Now, we set
Q:=2D-N-N"—-MM" —~(H-K")L*EL(H" — K),
Ty := (P - Q)diag()(P" = Q")+ (P~ R")diag(t)(P" — R),
Ty := (P — R")diag()(P" — R)

and consider the following assumptions on the coefficient matrices.



Assumption 3.2 (Standing assumptions).

(i) ker M T = span{1}.

(i) Yo Nij=1"TN1=1"D1 =37, 6.

(iii) PT1=R1=14C #0,and PT =R=0if C =0.
(iv) H'1=1if B#0,and H' = K =0 if B=0.

Assumption 3.3 (Positive semidefiniteness).

(i) Q= 0.
(i) Q —~Y; = 0.
(iii) Q— 272 = 0.

Remark 3.4. We make the following observations regarding Assumptions 3.2 and 3.3.

(i) Assumption 3.2(i) implies that
rank M =rank M =n —dim(ker M ") =n — 1,

ran M = (keI‘]\4T)L = {(Cl,--.,cn)T cR™: ]ch: Zci :0}’
=1
ker(MT @Id) =ker M @ H =%,

ran(M ® Id) = (ker(M ® Id) ")+ = (ker(M " ® Id))*+ = £t

(ii) In view of Assumption 3.2(iii), if C # 0, then we have for all z € H that PT(1z) = R(1x) =
1z, and so

®(1z) = (P — Q)CR(1z) + QCP' (1z) = (P — Q)C(1z) + QC(1z) = PC(1x),
leading to 17®(1z) = 1" PC(1z) = 1" C(1x), which also holds when C = 0.

(iii) By Assumption 3.2(i)&(iii), if C' # 0, then it follows from [18, Remark 3.3(iv)] that U =
(PT — R)(MT)T € RP*™ solves UM T = P" — R with minimal norm; moreover, if additional
QT1=1,then W= (PT—QT)(MT")I € RP*™ solves WM T = PT — QT with minimal norm.
When C = 0, we have P = 0 and R = 0, in which case the associated matrix U is simply 0.

(iv) It is clear that Y1 = Yo > 0. Therefore, Assumption 3.3(ii) = Assumption 3.3(iii) =
Assumption 3.3(i).

3.1. Fixed-point encoding and preliminary results

Lemma 3.5 (Fixed points and Kuhn—Tucker points). Suppose Assumption 3.2 holds. Then
the following hold:

(i) If (z,w) € FixT and (x,y) = S(z,w), thenx = 1z € ¥,y = L(1x), and (z, ELK (1z)—w) €
Z.



(ii) If (z,s) € Z, then there exists z € H™ such that (z, ELK (1x)—s) € FixT and (1z, L(1z)) =
S(z, ELK (1x) —s).

Consequently, FixT # @ if and only if Z + @.
Proof. (i): Assume that (z,w) € FixT and (x,y) = S(z,w). Then
(Za W) - T(Za W) = (GMTX, QE(LHTX - Y)) = (07 O)a

and so x € ker(M ' ® Id) = ¥ due to Remark 3.4(i). Thus, x = 1z for some € H and y =
LH™x=LH"(1z) = L(1x).

Since (x,y) = (1z,y) = S(z, w), it holds that
D7 (Mz — N(1z) = 1®(1z) - yHL*(ELK(12) — w)) € 1z +yD "' A(12),
LK(lz)— E-'w+ LH'"(12) e y + E"'By,
which leads to

Mz + N(1z) — D(1z) € vA(lz) + y®(1lz) + yHL*(ELK (1z) — w),
FLK(lz) —w € By = BL(1x).

Therefore, Mz + N(1x) — D(1x) € vA(1z) + v®(1z) + yHL*BL(1z). This together with Re-
mark 3.4(ii) and Assumption 3.2(i)(ii)(iv) implies that

7(1TA(1z) + 1T L*BL(1z) + 17 C(12)) = (17 A(12) + 1" HL*BL(1z) + 1" &(12))
51"Mz+1"N(lz)—1"D(lz)=1"Mz=0"z=0.

Hence, (z, ELK (lx) — w) € Z as claimed.

(ii): Assume that (z,s) € Z. Then s € BL(1z) and 0 € 1T A(lz) + 1T L*s + 1T C(1z). So,
there exists a € A(1x) such that

0=1"a+1"L*'s+1'C(1z). (10)

Define u := 1z +vyD 'a € 1z + YD ' A(lz) and v := L(1lz) + E~!'s € L(1z) + E~!BL(1x). Tt
follows that
1z = J,p-14(u) and y:= L(lz) = Jg-1p(Vv). (11)

Define w := ELK (1x) — s, we have
v=L(lz)+ E~'s = LK(lz) — E~'w + L(1z) (12)

Next, we will find z € H" such that
u=D"!(Mz+ N(1z) - y®(1z) - yHL*(ELK (1z) - w)), (13)

ie., Mz = Du— N(1x) + v®(1lz) + yYHL*(ELK(lz) — w). Thus, to establish the existence of z,
it suffices to prove that

Du — N(lz) 4 y®(lz) + yHL*(ELK(1z) —w) cran(M @ Id) =X+ = {K e H" : 1 % = 0}.

10



Indeed, we check that
1" (Du — N(1z) + 70x + YHL* (ELK (1z) - w))
=1"D(1lz)+~1"a— 1" N(1lz) + 41 ®(1z) + y1"HL*s
=9(1Ta+17C(12) + 1" L"s) =0,

due to 1" D(1z) = 1T N(1x) by Assumption 3.2(ii), 1T ®(1x) = 1"C(1x) by Remark 3.4(ii), and
(10). Therefore, we have proved the existence of z satisfying (13).

Now, combining (11), (12), and (13), we have that (1z,y) = S(z,w). Finally, we check that
T(z,w) = (z,w) — (M " (1z), ELH" (1z) — Ey) = (2z,w), i.e., (z,w) € Fix T. [

The following lemma characterizes the cluster points of the sequence generated by Algorithm 1.

Lemma 3.6. Suppose Assumption 3.2 holds. Let (z', w')ien and (x',y')ien be the sequences gen-
erated by Algorithm 1 and suppose (Id —T)(z!, w') — 0 as t — +oo. Then the following hold:

(i) Foralli,je{1,...,n} and k € {1,...,1}, xﬁ—m?%Oandy,i—kag-%O as t — +o0.

(ii) For every weak cluster point (z,w,X,y) of (z',w',x!,y")ien, it holds that (z,w) € FixT,
x = 1z, and y = L(1z) with (z, ELKX — W) € Z; moreover, if the first rows of N, P, Q,
and H are zeros, then & = J%Al(% >y Majzj).

1

Proof. (i): Let any ¢ := (c1,...,¢,) € R" with 7" ; ¢; = 0. By Remark 3.4(i), ¢ € ran M, and so
¢ = Md for some d € R™. As t — +o0, since z' — T} (z', w!) — 0, one has

1
c'xt=d"MTx! = gd—r(zk — Ty (z",w')) = 0.

For all 4,5 € {1,...,n} with i # j, choosing ¢; = 1,¢; = —1, and all other entries equal to zeros, we
derive

xi —xh = Txt 0. (14)
Next, since y! — LH 'x! = —3 E~Y(w! — Ty(z!,w')) — 0, using Assumption 3.2(iv) and (14), we

have that, for all j € {1,...,n},
y'—L(la}) =y' = LH'x'+ LH" (x' — 1a%) — 0,
which completes the proof of (i).
(ii): For each i € {1,...,n}, x = (x1,...,2y,) € H" and x € H, we set
Ox = (P1x,...,P,x) and ¢z = P;(1x),

where ® is given by (5), which means

p n n
Oix =) ((Bj —Qij)C; (Z Rjk??k) + Qi5Cj (Z ij“)) 7
j=1 k=1 k=1
and, by Remark 3.4(ii),

iz = (PC(1x)), . (15)

11



For each t € N, set u? := D1 (Mzt—I—Nxt—’yHL*(ELKXt—wt)) and vl := LKx'—E~'w!+LH "x'.

Then x' = J,p-14(u’ —yD~1®x") and y' = Jp-15(v"), which are equivalent to

0

L(ub — b)) — ®xt € Ajal, ie{l,...,n}
Y

and np(vh —yk) € Bryk, ke {l,...,r}.

This can be written as

:cﬁ—xfle(Ai—l-qSi)l(é(ut—x) ®;xt + ¢z )—x%, ie{l,...,n—1},
vy

o€ (An+ bn)(a +z( ut — o) ¢x+¢z)+sz<m<v2—yz>>,
k=1

_Lk‘rf@EBlgl(nk(vk_yk))_kanv ke{l,...,T},

where
n 6 n '
sti= 0 (up —af) = Y (Pax! = gh) + Y Li(m(vf, — vk)). (16)
i=1 7 i=1 k=1
Letting S: H"t" = H"'" be given by
[ (A1 +¢1)7F ] 0 ... 0 —Id 0 ... 0]
(Ap_1+ dn_1)! 0 ... 0 =Id 0 ... 0
S := diag (Ap + bn) +|1d ... 1d o L* ... L*|,
Byt 0 ... 0 =Ly 0 ... 0
L B! i L0 0 —-L. O 0 ]
we derive that
[ at —at [ %(uﬁ — 1) — ®1x" 4 1] ]
t ot On—1( t  _ .t _ & t t
Tp—1 = Tn ~ (Un,1 xnfl) n—-1X" + On—1T;_4
i — Lz, m(vi — i)
b — L xt t'_ t
LYr rm - L 777’(1)7' yr) i
As Cy,...,Cp: 'H — H are monotone and Lipschitz continuous, they are maximally monotone
operators with full domain. By (15), ¢1,..., ¢, are also maximally monotone operators. Using [7,

Corollary 25.5(i), Example 20.35], S is a maximally monotone operator as the sum of a maximally

monotone operator and a skew symmetric linear operator.

Now, we show that the left-hand side of (17) converges strongly to 0. In view of (i), it suffices

to show that s — 0 as t — +o0o. We note that, for each i € {1,...,n},

x! — giat = O;xt — ®;(1al) - 0 ast — +o0

12
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due to x* — 12! — 0 by (i) and ®; is Lipschitz continuous by the Lipschitz continuity of C1, ..., C).
By the definitions of u! and v!, and Remark 3.4(i),

Du' — Nx! + yHL*E(v! — LH 'x') = Mz' € ran(M ® Id).

Noting from Assumption 3.2(iv) that 1T H = 17, we have 17 (Du’—~Nx*)4+~y1TL*E(v!—~LH "x!) =
0, which implies that
O t t - * t t
Z —(u; — ;) + Z L (e (vi, — yi)

1=1 k=1

1
=-1"D(u’ —x")+1"L*E(v! — y!)
Y

= lﬂ(Nxt DX - 1"L*E(v' —LH ' x") + 1"L*E(v' — y)

Y
1
=_-1"(N-D)x'+1"L*E(LH "x' — y)
Y
1 1
= 1T (N - D)(x! — 12%) + 5]1TL*(Wlt — Ty(z", w')) = 0 ast — +oo, (19)
Y

where we use 17 (N — D)(1x) = 0 (by Assumption 3.2(ii)) and x* — 1z¢ — 0 (by (i)). Combining
(18) and (19) with (16), we deduce that s* — 0 as t — +oo0.

Since (z, W, X,¥y) is a weak cluster point of (z!, w!, x!, y*);en, there exists a subsequence, denoted
by (z!,w',x!,y')ien without relabeling, such that (z', w!,x',y!) — (z,w,X,y). It follows from (i)
that x = 1z and y = L(1z) for some z € H. We also have that
u' —~u=D"1'Mz+ Nx - yHL*(ELKX — W))
and v ~v=LKx - E'Ww+LH'x = LKx — E~'w + L(1%).
By combining with (19),
n 6 T

> =(ai—2) + Y Limwk(ok — 9k) = 0. (20)

i=1 7 k=1
Since the graph of a maximally monotone operator is sequentially closed in the weak-strong topology
[7, Proposition 20.38(ii)], passing to the limit in (17) and using (i) and (18), we obtain that

(07 [ %(’L_q — .f‘) i
0 6";1 (’L_l,n_l — .’f)
0l €8S T ;
0 (U1 — 1)
0, L (T =)
which together with (20) yields
J; .
f<77,i—{f')—¢ii'€.4i.’f', lE{l,...,n—l},
~
O, R . 21
(i — ) = 0 = = 3 = 2) = 3 LB — ) — 0n € A, (1)
i=1 k=1

me(Ok — Yk) € BpLyz, ke {l,...,r},
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Therefore,

_ _ Yo - _ Y+ - .
=y (- 57@9;) = Joa, (@ - 5—i<1>ix>, ie{l,...,n}, (22)
gk:Lki‘:Jin(T}k), k‘E{l,...,T},

which implies that (%X,y) = S(z, w), and thus T(z, w) = (z—0M " (1z), w—0FE(L(1z) —y) = (z, w).
As a result, (z,w) € FixT.

Next, we have from (15) and Assumption 3.2(iii) that >°7' ; ¢;z = Z?Zl Cjz. By summing up

the relations in (21), we derive
~1"L*Ev -y)-1"C(1z) € 1T A(1%),
E(v—y) e BL(1z).
Since E(v—y) = ELKx —w+ E(L(1z) —y) = ELKX — w, it follows that (z, ELKXx —w) € Z.
Finally, by (22), if the first rows of N, P, ), and H are all zeros, then & = J%Al(ﬂl — %gﬂ)li) =
1

T, (57 Xfta Muyz;). u

Next, we establish the convergence of Algorithm 1 in the presence of Fejér monotonicity.

Lemma 3.7. Suppose Assumption 3.2 holds and the first rows of N, P, Q, and H are entirely
zeros. Let (z',w')ien and (xt,y')ien be the sequences generated by Algorithm 1 and suppose that
(Id =T)(z*, w') — 0 as t — +oo. Then the following hold:

(i) If (z', w!)ien is bounded, then so is (x!,y!)ien.

(ii) If (z',w')ien is Fejér monotone with respect to FixT, then (z',w!) — (z,w) € FixT as
t — +o00.

(iii) Ast — +oo, if (z',w!) = (z, W), then (x!,y') = (X,¥) and (ELKx! — w!) = (ELKX — W)
with % = 1%, y = L(1%), and (z, ELKX — W) € Z.

Proof. (i): Since the first rows of N, P, @, and H are all zeros, we have from (8) that z{ =
1 t 0_ 1 0 -
J%Al (ﬁ > Mljzj) and z7 = J%Al (ﬁ > Mljzj). By the nonexpansiveness of J%Al,

2} — 2| <

1 & 1 &
- Z Mljz; - = Z Mljz?
01 j=1 01 =1

Since, for each j € {1,...,m}, (2})en is bounded, so is (x])en, Which together with Lemma 3.6(i)
implies the boundedness of (x!);en. The boundedness of (y');en then follows from the nonexpan-
siveness of J-1p along with the boundedness of (w!);en, (x!)sen, and L.

(ii): As (z',w')ien is Fejér monotone, it is bounded due to [7, Proposition 5.4(i)]. By (i),
(x!, y%)ten is bounded.

Now, let (z, W) = (Z1,. .., Zm, W1, ..., w,) € H™ X [[;—; Gk be an arbitrary weak cluster point of
(z', w')ien. By passing to another subsequences if necessary, there exist x € H" and y € [[,_; Gk

such that (z,w,X,y) is a weak cluster point of (z!,w!, x!,y!');en. According to Lemma 3.6(ii),
(z,w) € FixT. By [7, Theorem 5.5], (2!, w!);eny converges weakly to (z,w) € FixT.
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(iii): Since (z!, w!);en converges weakly to (z, W), it is bounded, so (x!,y%)sen is also bounded
due to (i). Let (X,y) € H™ x [[r—; Gr be an arbitrary weak cluster point of (x!,y');en. Then
(z,w,X,y) is a weak cluster point of (z!,w',x!,y")ien. By Lemma 3.6(ii), x = 17, y = L(1%),
(z, ELKx—w) € Z,and & = J%Al(% 371 Myjz;). Thus, x and y do not depend on the choice of

1

cluster points, and we must have (x!,y?!) — (X,y). Together with the weak convergence of (w!);en;,
we obtain that (ELKx! — w!) = (ELKX — w), which completes the proof. [

We observe that 7' = Id —6I" with I : H™ % [[p—; G = H™ % [[—; Gk:

T T <
(2, w) = lEJgHT —OEl Sz, w) = [EJLIHT —OEl M ’ (23)

where (x,y) = S(z,w). Thus, the algorithm can be written as
(Zt+17 Wt+1) = (Ztv Wt) - Atr(zta Wt)'

Our aim is to prove that T is conically quasiaveraged in the space H™ x [[;._; Gr with the (scaled)
inner product

(2, W), (2,W)), := (2,2) + 7 (B~ 'w, w) (24)

for (z,w), (z,w) € H™ x [[;,—; Gr and the corresponding induced *-norm

Iz W)l = /(2. W), (2, W),

In view of Proposition 2.2, we will show that I' is quasicomonotone. Thus, the next technical
lemma is a key ingredient in our analysis.

Lemma 3.8 (A metric identity and inequality for I'). Let (z,w),(z,w) € H™ X [1;—; Gk,
(x,y) = S(z,w), and (x,y) = S(z,w). Then

IT(z,w) = T(z,w)|[Z = M (x = %)|> +~|VELH (x = %) = VE(y = y)|%, (25)

(I(z,w) —[(z,w),(z —z,w — W)), > %Hr(z, w) —['(z,w)|?+ 7 (x — %, dx — Px)

b - % Qfx - %))
+ 2 IVELK (x —x) = VE(y - ) (26)

Proof. The identity follows directly from the definition of I' and *-norm. We now focus on the
inequality. Set Ax :=x —X, Ay :=y—y, Az:=2z— 7z, and Aw :=w —w. Then

(I'(z,w) —T'(z,w), (Az,Aw)) = (MTAx,Az) + v((LH"Ax — Ay), Aw). (27)

By definition of S in (7), we have x = .J.

5 p-14(1), where

p-1a(u) and x = J,
u:i=D"1 (Mz + Nx — y®x — yHL*(ELKx — w)),
a:= D' (Mz+ Nx — y®% - yHL*(ELKX — W)).
So, Du — Dx € yAx and Du — Dx € yAx. Set Au = u — u. Since YA is monotone,
0 < (Ax, DAu — DAXx)
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= (Ax, MAz + NAx — yPAx — yHL*(ELKAx — Aw) — DAXx)
= (MTAx, Az) + (Ax, (N — D)Ax) — y(Ax, PAx)
— y(LH"Ax, ELKAX) + v(LH " Ax, Aw).

Rearranging terms and using (27), we obtain

(P(z,w) —T(z,w),(Az, Aw)) > (Ax, (D — N)Ax) +v{Ax, PAx)
+y(LH"Ax, ELKAX) — v (Ay, Aw) . (28)

The first term on the right-hand side of (28) is

(Ax, (D~ N)Ax) = L (A, [2D — 2N ~ MMTJAx) + 2| M7 Ax]?
= %<AX, [2D—-N—-N" - MMT|Ax) + %HMTAXHQ. (29)
Since E and L are diagonal, thus commutative, the third term on the right-hand side of (28) is
v (LH" Ax, BLKAx) = (VELH' Ax, VELK Ax)
— JWELHTAx|? + L|VELKAX|* - L VEL(HT - K)Ax|?
= HIVELKAX|? + J|VELHT Ax|?

. %<AX, (H—- K"L*EL(H' — K)Ax). (30)
Next, set v := LKx — E~'w+ LH "'x, v:= LKx — E-'w+ LH "%, and Av = v — v. Then

y =Jg-1g(v) and y = Jg-15(V), or equivalently, F(v—y) € By and E(v—y) € By. Since v > 0
and B is monotone,

0 <v(Ay, EAv — EAy)
=~ (Ay, ELKAX) + v <Ay, ELHTAX> — ’yH\/EAyH2 — v {Ay, Aw).

Thus, the fourth term in the right-hand side of (28) can be estimated as
—v(Ay, Aw) > —y (Ay, ELKAX) — v <Ay, ELHTAX> +|VEAy|?

= —v <\/EAy, \/ELKAX> — <\/EAy, \/ELHTAX> +4|VEAy|. (31)
Summing up (30) and (31) and using the identity ||a — b|%> = ||a|> — 2 (a, b) + ||b||?, we obtain

5 <LHTAX, ELKAX> — v (Ay, Aw)

> JIVELH Ax - VEAY|? + 1| VELK Ax - VEAy|?

- % (Ax,(H - KT)L*EL(H" - K)Ax). (32)
Finally, substituting (29) and (32) into (28), and noting from (25) that
SIMTAX|? + L IVELHT Ax ~ VEAY|P = £ [Pz, w) ~ (2, )],

we complete the proof. |
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3.2. Convergence without cocoercivity

We recall that Assumption 3.2(i)(iii) together with Q"1 = 1 ensures the existence of matrices
U, W € RP*™ guch that

P'—-R=UM" and PT-Q" =wM".
Remark 3.4(iii) provides one possible choice for U, W, though simpler alternatives can be used.

Lemma 3.9 (Conical quasiaveragedness of T). Suppose Assumption 3.2 holds and Q'1=1.
Let (z,w) € H™ X [1j=1 Gk, (z,W) € zerI" = FixT, (x,y) = S(z,w), and (x,y) = S(z,w). Let
U W € RP*™ be such that PT — R = UM and PT — QT = WM'. Set m := | diag(vO)U||> +
|| diag(v/ )W ||?, where || - || denotes the matriz 2-norm. Then the following hold:

(i) (Metric inequalities for @)
1
(x — %, Px — Px) > —§<x—>_<,T1(x—)_()> (33)

> T ira w2+ TIVELE (x - %) - VEly - 9)I. (3)

(ii) (Metric inequalities for I')
(I(z,w),(z —z,w —W)),
> L0 w2+ 5~ %, (2~ 910 (x — %)) + 2IVELK (x — %) ~ VE(y ~3)|*  (35)

> L (1 =)D w2 + 5 fx— %, 9(x — %)) + LIVELK (x - %) - VE(y - 9)|

2
+ SHIVELHT (x—x) - VE(y - 9)| (36)

iii) If Assumption 3.3(i) holds and ~v € (0,1), then T is 3(1 — y7)-quasicomonotone and T is
gl gl

T 2

conically p-quasiaveraged with p = % > 0; if Assumption 3.3(ii) holds, then T' is %—

quasicomonotone and T is conically 0-quasiaveraged.

Proof. (i): By Lemma 3.5(i), x = 1z for some & € H. It then follows from Remark 3.4(ii) that
P"x = Rx = x. Therefore,

(x — %, &x — PX)

= (PT(x - %),CRx - CRx) + (Q" (x - %),[CP"x ~ CP"x] - [CRx — CRx])

= (PT(x—%),CRx - CP'x) + (Q"(x — x),CP"x — CRx)

= (PT(x=%),CPTx~CP"x) + ((Q" — PT)(x -~ %),CP"x — CRx)

> ((Q" ~ PT)(x~%),CP'x - CRx), (37)
using the monotonicity of C.

Let P]-T, ;-r, and R; denote the j-th rows of the matrices P, QT, and R, respectively. By
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, the Lipschitz continuity of the C};, and the AM-GM inequality, we

derive that

((Q" - P")(x-=%),CP'x - CRx)
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I
(1=
P
3
_|

F)]T)(X - X), CijTX — CjRjX>

i -

<.
Il

\Y
|
=~

1P =@ )(x =) - IC; P x — C; Ryx|

<.
I
-

GIP = @) x =) - I(P — Ry)x||

v
|
.Mﬁ

j=1
> _% ZEJ' (H(PJ'T - Q]T)X - )_()HZ + H(PJ'T - RJ)XI‘Z)
j=1
= 5 (1dis(VD(PT ~ QT)(x — %> + || ding(VE)(PT ~ R)(x — %)) (38)
_ _% ((x—%.(P ~ Q) diag(t)(PT ~ Q)(x — %))
+(x—%,(P—R")diag(¢)(PT — R)(x — >’<)>)a (39)

where the second last equality uses (P’ — R)x = 0. Hence, (33) follows from (37) and (39).
On the other hand, since PT — R=UM",and PT — QT = WM, we have

— 5 (1dias(VO(PT — Q) (xR + || ding(VD)(PT ~ B)(x %))

—5 (11 diag(VHWMT (x — %)|* + || ding(VOUMT (x - )|

1 . . _
> = (Il diag(VOUI? + || diag(VOW?) 17 (x - %),
which, together with (37), (38), the identity in Lemma 3.8, and the fact that I'(z, w) = 0, implies
(34).
(ii): Substituting (33) and (34) into (26) in Lemma 3.8 yields (35) and (36), respectively.

(iii): The quasicomonotonicity of I' follows from (ii), and the conical quasiaveragedness of T' =
Id —6TI" then follows from Proposition 2.2. |

We now arrive at convergence properties of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 3.10 (Convergence without cocoercivity). Suppose zer(>"; | A; + > j—1 Ly By Ly +
Z§:1 C;) # @, Assumption 3.2 holds, Q"1 = 1, and the first rows N, P, Q, and H are entirely
zeros. Let U, W € RPX™ be such that PT — R=UM" and PT — Q" = WM, and suppose either

(a) Assumption 3.3(i) holds, 7 = || diag(v/0)U||? + || diag(v2)W |2, and ~ € (0, %), or
(b) Assumption 3.3(ii) holds, T =0, and v € (0, +00).

Let (2!, w')ien and (x',y!)ien be the sequences generated by Algorithm 1 with (A\)ien in [0,1 — 7]

satisfying liminf;_, oo Ae(1 — 13“77) > 0. Then, ast — +00,

(i) (Id-T)(z!, w') — 0 with Ht% f oA =T)(z', wh) ||, = O(1/V/1).

(i) (z',w!) — (z,w) € FixT, (xt,y') = (X,¥), and (ELKx' —w') = (FELKx—W) withx = 1z,
y = L(1%), and (z, ELKXx —w) € Z.
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Proof. (i): Since zer(} ;—; A; + > p—1 Ly BrLi + Z§:1 C;) # 9, we first have Fix T # @ by ( ) and

By
1—7 ’)/T

[18 Proposition 2.2], (z¢, w')ien is Fejér monotone with respect to Fix T, (Id —T')(z!, w') — 0, and
I Simo(1d =T)(2", )|l = O() as t — +oo.

Lemma 3.5. Then Lemma 3.9(iii) implies that T is conically p-quasiaveraged with p =

(ii): In view of Lemma 3.7(ii)—(iii), this follows from (i) and the Fejér monotonicity of (z', w')ien
with respect to Fix T. [ |

3.3. Convergence with cocoercivity

In this section, we focus on the case where each Cj is cocoercive. This assumption allows us to
simply set Q = 0, which in turn yields ® = PCR.

Lemma 3.11 (Conical averagedness of T'). Suppose, for each j € {1,...,p}, C; is %-cocoercive,
Assumption 3.2 holds, and @ = 0. Let (z,w),(z,w) € H™ X [[}—1 Gk, (x,y) = S(z,w), and
(%,y) = S(z,W). Let U € RP*™ be such that PT — R=UM". Set 7 := || diag(v/0)U||?, where || - ||

denotes the matrixz 2-norm. Then the following hold:

(i) (Metric inequalities for @)

(x —x,Px — (%))

> —%(X —x,To(x — X)) + 1 H( — R)(x — %) + 2diag(¢) ' (CRx — CRx) Ziag(z) (40)
> —Inr(z w) = D(z, )|} + L IVELH (x — %) = VE(y - )|
o HU _ Ti(z,w)) — U(z — T\ (2,w)) + 20 diag(£) " (CRx — CRX) ziag(z) (1)
(ii) (Metric inequalities for I")
(I(z,w) —T'(z,w),(z —2,w —W)),
> 5P w) - L@ W + 5 (x - %, (2= JT2)(x- %))
+ 2 IVELK (x - %) - VE(y - y)|
+ 2 [(PT = B)(x — %) + 2diag(0) " (CRx — CRx) ziag(z) (42)
> 12— w) - TE W2 + 5 fx— %, Qx — %))
27’
+ 2IVELE (x —%) = VE(y = 9)|* + T2 IVELHT (x - %) = VE(y - y)
+ 5|0 = T, w) - U = Ty (2, %)) + 20 ding(¢) " (CRx — CR=) fﬁag(@ . (43)

(iii) If Assumption 3.3(i) holds and v € (0,2), then T is 1(2 — y7)-comonotone and T is conically
p-averaged with p = 5=— > 0; if Assumptzon 3.3(iii) holds, then T is §—com0n0t0ne and T is
conically 6- (weraged
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Proof. (i): Since @ = 0, using the equality (a,b) = —%Ha”2 +4
cocoercivity of the C;, we have the estimation

2
+ 26" = £ [b]> and the

(x —x,Px — Px) = (x — X, PCRx — PCRX)
= (P"(x — x),CRx — CRX)
= ((PT — R)(x — X),CRx — CRX) + (Rx — RX,CRx — CRX)
P P
= Z«PJT - Rj)(x—x),C;Rjx — C;R;x) + Z<ij — Rjx,CjR;x — CjR;x)

j=1 j=1

1& ~ 1< 2 -
> = 2 GIET —R)x =0+ D6 (P~ 7 (CiRpx = CiR;x)
j=1 j=1
p

Rj)(x —x) + 7

Z HC’RX C’RXHZ—i—Z |C;Rx — C; R;x||?
31]

= 2 |l ding(VE)(PT ~ R)(x — %)
j=1

2
— R)(x — x) + 2diag(¢) "' (CRx — CRXx) dag(t)
1ag

+1]¢ , (44)

where PjT and R; denote the j-th rows of the matrices PT and R, respectively. Noting that

| diag(V)(PT — R)(x — %[> = (x — %, (P — R") diag(§)(PT — R)(x — X))
= (x — x, Ta(x — X)),
we obtain (40).
Now, since PT — R = UM, we further estimate (44) as
(x — x,Px — Ox)
> —%H diag(VOU 2| MT (x — %)|| + HUMT(X — %) + 2diag(¢) " (CRx — CRR)|’

diag(¢)’

which implies (41) due to (25) in Lemma 3.8 and the fact that M 'x = 4(z — Ti(z,w)) and
MTx = §(z —Ti(z,w)).

(ii): Substituting (40) and (41) into the inequality in Lemma 3.8 gives (42) and (43), respectively.

(iii): The comonotonicity of I' follows from (ii). This together with [6, Proposition 3.3] implies
the conical averagedness of T'=1d —0T". |

The convergence properties of Algorithm 1 with @ = 0 in the cocoercive setting for the operators
C; are established in the following theorem. We adopt a convention that % = +o00 when 7 = 0.

Theorem 3.12 (Convergence with cocoercivity). Suppose, for each j € {1,...,p}, C; is

%j—cocoercive, zer(D iy A + > LiBpLy + Z?:l C;) # @, Assumption 3.2 holds, Q@ = 0. Let

U € RP*™ be such that PT — R=UM" and suppose either

(a) Assumption 3.3(i) holds, 7 = || diag(v2)U||?, and ~ € (0, 2); or
(b) Assumption 3.3(iii) holds, T =0, and v € (0, +00).
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Let (z',w')ien and (xt,y')ien be the sequences generated by Algorithm 1 with (M\)ien in [0, 2_77]

2
satisfying 31150 (1 — 22_)‘%) = +o00. Then, ast — +oo,

(i) (1d=T)(z", w') = 0 and if liminf;, o0 Ae(1 — 22) > 0, then ||(Id =T)(z", w)[|x = o(1/+/).

(i) (zt,w!) — (z,w) € FixT.

(iii) CRx! — CRx with x = J.

p-1a( DN (M7 + N% — 0% — yHL*(ELK% — w))).

(iv) (x\,y!) — (%,y) and (ELKx' — w') — (ELKx — W) with x = 1z, y = L(1z), and
(z, ELKX — W) € Z, provided that the first rows of N, P, and H are entirely zeros.

Proof. (i) & (ii): As zer(37 Ai + Xy Ly BrLix + X5, Cj) # 2, it follows from (4) and Lemma
3.5 that FixT # @. By Lemma 3.11(iii), 7" is conically p-averaged with p = 2327. Apply-
ing [6, Proposition 2.9], we obtain that (Id —7)(z',w') — 0, (z!,w') — (z,w) € FixT, and if

lim infy oo Ar(1 = 525) > 0, then [|(Id —T)(z, w') ||, = o(J7)-

(iii): Since (z,w) € zerI' = Fix T and Q > 0 (due to Assumption 3.3(i) or Assumption 3.3(iii)),
it follows from Lemma 3.11(ii) that, for all ¢ € N,

1
(P wh), (' 2" w' = %)) = (27T w2
*
2

0 t Lot - -1 t —t
+ HU(Z Ty(z', w") + 20 diag(0) " (CRx' — CR)| -

Letting ¢t — +o0o and recalling that 0T'(z!, w') = (Id —T')(z', w') — 0 and (z', w');cy is bounded,
we obtain the convergence of (CRx!);cn to CRX.

(iv): As @ = 0, the conclusion follows directly from (ii) and Lemma 3.7(iii). [

We note from Lemma 3.9(iii) (resp., Lemma 3.11(iii)) that the fixed-point operator T' can admit
better conical quasiaveraged (resp., averaged) constants, and thus allow a larger range of step sizes,
when Q — Yy = 0 (resp., Q — %Tg >~ 0). However, these assumptions are more restrictive than
Assumption 3.3(i), which only requires Q * 0.

4. Realizations of Algorithm 1

4.1. Existing algorithms

Example 4.1. Consider a special case of problem (1) with n =1, r = 1, and p = 0, namely,
find x € H such that 0 € Az + L*BLx.

To solve this problem, we apply Algorithm 1 with n = 2 and r = 1, setting A1 = 0 and Ay = A.
The coefficient matrices are then given by P =0, Q =0, R =0,

e A B U S A |
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Algorithm 1 now reduces to

wt = Jyazt =y L*(nLzt — w'))
yt =Ja (th — Lyt 4+ th> (45)
;B n Y
O N W
z 1 z (2 —ah) (46)
witt = w! — Nn(Lat — yt).

Using Moreau decomposition [7, Theorem 14.3(ii)], 3* in (45) becomes
1 1
y' = Lzt — —w' 4 La' — —JyB-1 (ant —w + ant> .
n n

Set u! :=nLz! — w! and v' := u! + nLat — ny' = nLz! — w' + nLat — ny'. Then (45) becomes
a' = Jya(z" —yL*u') and o' = J,]B_l(ut +nLzt).

Since w! = nLz! —u! and n(Lx' —y') = v* —u?, the second equation in (46) becomes nLz'+1 —uit!l =
nLzt —ul — M (vt — ub), or equivalently,

Tt =t 4 N (v — ) (L2 — L2Y).
We obtain the algorithm
{l‘t = Jya(z" — yL*ut)
vt = J,p-1(uf + nLa'),
{Zt-i-l =2t~ A2 — at)
utt =l 4 N (vf —ub) + (Lt — LY.
In turn, when A, = 1, this algorithm simplifies to the algorithm proposed in [17, Eq. (37)]:
A= L A(et — L)
W = g (uf 4 L) (LY - L),
It is straightforward that Assumption 3.3(i) is satisfied under the condition that yn||L|? < 1.

Example 4.2. We consider another special case of problem (1) when r = 0, that is,

n p
find z € H such that 0 € ZANU + Z Cjx.

i=1 j=1
Choosing H =0 and K = 0, Algorithm 1 becomes
x! = Jypa D7 (Mzl+ Nxt = A((P - Q)CRx! + QCPTx!))] n
Zt =zt - M T

which not only recovers [18, Algorithm 1] but also improves it by allowing different cocoercive or
Lipschitz constants for the C;. When @ = 0 and each C; is cocoercive, (47) reduces to [1, Algo-
rithm 1], where the authors require that & — 3715 = 0. The scheme (47) extends many existing
algorithms including the frugal and decentralized splittings [30], the forward-backward algorithms
devised by graphs [3], the forward-backward and forward-reflected-backward algorithms for ring
networks [4], the sequential and parallel forward-Douglas—Rachford algorithms [10], the generalized
forward-backward algorithm [26]. Moreover, the scheme generates different product-space formula-
tions of the Davis—Yin algorithm, including a reduced dimensional variant, and a generalization of
Ryu splitting algorithm; see [18, Section 4].
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4.2. New algorithms

In this section, we generate a class of algorithms with graph-based structures which easily satisfy
Assumption 3.2. Moreover, we provide a simple choice for the coefficient matrices that achieves
a large range for the step sizes in Assumption 3.3(i). Here, we briefly introduce the main idea of
graph theory and refer readers to [18, Section 4] for more detail.

Let G = (V,€), where V = {vy,...,v,}, € = {e1,...,e4} €V xV, be a weighted undirected
connected graph with |V| =n > 2, || = ¢ > n — 1, and weight matrix W = (w;;) € [0, 4+00)"*™.
Let G' = (V,&') be a weighted connected subgraph of G with & C &£, and weight matrix W/ =
(wi;) € [0, 4+00)"*™ such that for all (v;,v;) € &,

ng S Wiyj.
i.e., the weight on each edge of G’ is not greater than the weight on the corresponding edge of G.
Let N = (N;j) € R™"™ where Nj; = wj; if ¢ > j and N;; = 0 if ¢ < j. Thus N is a strictly
lower triangular matrix. Let Deg(G) = diag(di, . .., dy,), where d; = 377 w;j, is the degree matriz
of G. Let D = diag(d,...,0n), where §; = %di. Furthermore, let M = (M;;) € R™*("~1 be an
onto decomposition of the Laplacian matriz Lap(G') = Deg(G') — W, i.e., MM " = Lap(G"). If G’

is a tree, then M can be chosen as the incidence matriz Inc(G'?) for some orientation o of G’ (see
[3, Remark 2.17]).

Example 4.3. Let G be a ring graph and G’ be a sequential graph, both with unit weights. Since
G’ is a tree, we take M as the incidence matrix. Then D = diag(1,...,1), E = ndiag(1,...,1),

1 ifie{l,....n—1}, j=1 1 ifie{2,...,n}, j=i—-1
M =4-1 ifie{2,...,n}, j=i—1 Nijj=4q1 ifi=mn,j=1

0 otherwise, 0 otherwise,

Co )
"= %} K= [ Lot [ Oy |-

Case 1: Each Cj is %—cocoercive. In this case, we set @ =0,
J

P = [M] , and R = [ 1p><1 ‘ Opx(nfl) }

11><p

Letting U = —1,(,—1), we have PT - R =UMT and 7 = | diag(vVO)U|? = (n — I)Z] 1.
Algorithm 1 becomes

xﬁ = ’YAl(ZD

x;‘/ = WAi(Zf_zf—1+x§—1)7 Z‘E{Qa“-an_l} (48)

o :J;Bk(kaﬁ—%wZ—}-kaﬁL)? ke{l,...,r},

{ 2 = _/\t(fﬂf_$§+1)7 ie{l,....,n—1} (49)
Z+1 - )\tU(ka%_y@v ke {17-“77'}7

which reduces to [2, Algorithm 1] when p = 0 (no single-valued operator C;) and v = 1.

23



Now, we consider Assumption 3.3(i) since Assumption 3.2 can be seen easily from their definition.
By definition, we have

1 0 ... 0 —1
. 0 0 ... 0 0

Q= (d—yn)_ LiLy) :
k=1 0 0 0 0
-1 0 0 1

1 0 0 -1
. » 0 O 0 O

Y Y . .
Q—§T2: Id — ’ynZLkLk 52@‘1(1 Do R
k=1 J=1 0O 0 ... 0 0
-1 0 ... 0 1

Therefore, if yn > | Li|*+ 3 >h_1 4 <1, then Q=375 = 0, i.e., Assumption 3.3(iii) is satisfied.

Case 2: Each C} is monotone and /;-Lipschitz continuous. For this case, we choose

0 n—2)xXp 0
P=|"lugy |, R=]1pa|0up |, and Q= [4?1&] :
01><p P
Then PT—R=UM"and PT—QT = WM " with U = [~1,x(n—2) | Opx1] and W = [0, (n—2) | Lpx1]-

We see that

p P P
T = ||d1ag(\[)UH2+H dlag(\[)I/VH2 (n—2) Z Z (n—1) ZEJ
j=1 7j=1 7j=1

Algorithm 1 now takes the form

fi :‘]'YAl(ZD

x} oA, (Rh =2+t y), ie{2,....n—2}

Tp1 =y, (71 — 2 g+ 25, 2"72? 1 Cjt) (50)
xt, (=2 ot +al o+ S Cylat — 2t ) — Yo Ly (nLyah — wh)

v  =Jip, (Lkﬂﬁ—*ww‘Lkl’n)v k:e{l,..., I3

{zHl =zt —)\t( bF—al ), ie{l,...,n—1} (51)
Z‘H =wh — A\n(Lgxt, —yh), ke{l,....r}

In this case, Assumption 3.3(i) still holds when 1 3" ||Lx|* < 1, whereas Assumption 3.3(ii) is
not easy to verify.

From now on, we work in the setting where each Cj is %—cocoercive, which allows us to take
J

Q = 0. In the absence of cocoercivity, one may instead choose any Q € R™ P satisfying Q1 = 1
together with conditions (9b)—(9¢) (if an explicit form is desired). While Assumption 3.3(i) does
not depend on ), Assumption 3.3(ii) can be verified more readily under a suitable choice of Q.
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Example 4.4. We consider the particular instance of problem (1) whenr =p=n—1. Let &' =&,
meaning that G' and G’ have the same graph structure but may differ in their edge weights.

Case 1: G’ is a tree. Then [£'] =n — 1. We consider w;; = x + 1 if {v;,v;} € £, and wi; = 1

if {v;,v;} € & Let E = ndiag(l,...,1) € RO=DX(=1 Tet M = Inc(G") € R™ 1 is the
incidence matrix of G’ given by

1 if edge e; leaves node v;
Inc(G'?);j = { —1  if edge e; enters node v;
0 otherwise.

Let H = P = (Py;) € R and K = R = (R;;) € R""D*" are defined based on the incidence
matrix of G,

{1 if edge e; enters node v; R {1 if edge e; leaves node v;
ji =

0 otherwise, 0 otherwise.

It can be seen that M = —(P — R") = —(H — K), or equivalently, PT — R = —M". Taking
U=—1d, 1, we have PT — R=UM" and 7 = | diag(~/)U||? = max;<p<n_1 {s-

Now, we consider Assumption 3.3(i) because Assumption 3.2 can be easily verified by definition.
Since G = G’ and w;; = (k + Lwj; for 4,5 € {1,...,n}, it follows from [18, Example 4.1] that
2D - N - N - MM" = kMM" = k(H — K")E(H" — K) is positive semidefinite. Then
Q = M diag(k1d —ynLiLy,...,xId —ynL:L,)M", and so

Q=0 < (Vke{l,...,n—1}, kId—ynLiL; = 0) < —771<r]1€1<ax ILi|” < 1. (52)

For Assumption 3.3(iii), we have
gl Vi,
Q- JTrr0 (Vke{l,...,n—l}, 1d (r - 2) ynLiLy = 0)

2 | Y MAX1<k<n_1 Uy,
X —iskant1Th <,
= 77 | Jpax | Lkl + - 5 <1 (53)

We note that, since the actual resolvent parameter of A is yD~! (not 7), the conditions in (52) and
(53) must be interpreted with the scaling % = ?TZ = Zn277 ~ L. Therefore, depending on each

j=1 "
type of graph, we obtain different ranges for the step sizes. For simplicity, we set x = 1 and focus
on algorithms based on the sequential and star graphs, both of which are tree structures.

Sequential graph algorithm:

1 ifie{l,....n—1}, j=1
2 if ie{2,...,n}, j=1—1
Mij=q-1 ifie{2,...,n}, j=i-1 Nij_{o otherwgse b
0 otherwise, 7
[ 01y n
H=p= |1 | K:R:[Idn—l‘o(nfl)xl}7
Idnfl

D = diag(1,2,...,2,1).
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Algorithm 1 then becomes

t t
ry = Jya(21)
rt = Ty, (%(zf —zl 422t —yCiyat ) — LY (nLi—azl_ | — wffl)))?
i€{2,...,n—1}
x% = 7AH(—ZZ,I + 21'%,1 — ”)/Cn—ll‘£h1 - 7L271(77Ln—1$2f1 - w;,l)) (54)
yl :J%Bk(ka};—%w};—{—ka’LH), Ee{l,...,n—1},
{zf“ =zl —N(ah—aly), ie{l,...,n—1}
wz—‘rl :wtk—)\ﬂ'](kal];Jrl —y};), k e {1,,71—1}

Star graph algorithm:

1 ifi=1,j€e{l,....,n—1} 2 =1 ic{2...n)
Mij={-1 ifie{2,....,n}, j=i—1 Nij:{o otherwi;e
0 otherwise, ’

[ 015 (e
H=P= %”—;L] : K=R=| 11 | Op-tyxm-1) |
o

D = diag(n —1,1,...,1).

Algorithm 1 now takes the form

-1
of =J g (ﬁ 2i=i 25)
wl =, (Qxﬁ —z{_1 —Ci12f —yLi_;(nLi—1x] — wﬁ—l))v i€{2,...,n}
{zzﬁl =z — M(@] —afy), i€{l,...,n—1}
wi™ = wh = MLty —yf), ke{l...n—1}

Case 2: G’ is a complete graph. In this case, we use another onto decomposition for Lap(G’).
We derive an algorithm based on the structure of complete graphs.

Complete graph algorithm:

(n—i)n

a; = n—it1 ifi:j . .
2 ifi>j
Mij=\ti= ATV Nij {O otherwise,
0 otherwise,
, na? ifi=j
D = (n—1)diag(1,...,1), E;j = nEj; = i ‘
0 otherwise,

1 . . .
—  ifi>
Pij =" J

{

otherwise,

K=R= [ Idy—1 | 0p_1)x1 ] :
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By [3, Proposition A.2], M is an onto decomposition. From the definition, Assumption 3.2 is
satisfied and M = —/E/(PT — R). Then PT — R=UM" with U = —(VE')"! = —diag(aij) €

R(=Dx(=D " We have 7 = || diag(v/)U||* = maxi<pcn—1 %. Since 2D — N — NT — MM =
k
(H—- KT")E'(H" — K), we obtain the same result as in (52), namely,

Q-0 <— L.|I? < 1.
- vnlrgggr\l kl” <

Algorithm 1 reduces to

t 1 ot i—1 i—1 _ i1 1 o~ ¢
r; =J g, (H(azzi+ - 175] + 2= 296 Y 2= n_jC]xj

—72;-;11 n—ijL}‘(nazL xt —wﬁ))), i€{2,...,n—1}

8
I+

_ w(n:(zylmz Vot 3l O -

_723 1 n—y ] j( QL:E _w;))>

yl —JlBk(kak ka+Lk(Z?:k+1ﬁa:§-)), ke{l,...,n—1},

™
{th zf Ae(ag + 0 tixt), e {l,...,n—1}
wZJrl = Wy, _Atnai(Lk(Z?:k—&-l ﬁl’;) _yliz)7 k € {]‘a"'an_ 1}

In this case, 2D — N — NT — MM # (P — R")(PT — R), so it is not straightforward to verify
Assumption 3.3(iii), which requires Q — 3T = 0.

Remark 4.5. Although the new algorithms in Example 4.4 are derived for solving problem (1)
when r = p = n — 1, they can be readily adapted to the case n = r = p. Specifically, we
apply the sequential graph, star graph, and complete graph algorithms to problem (1) with (n + 1)
maximally monotone operators Ai,..., A,11, n compositions of Bjy,..., B, with bounded linear
operator Li,..., Ly, and n cocoercive or monotone Lipschitz operators C,...,C,. Then using an
artificial operator Ag = 0 (or A,4+1 = 0), we obtain the corresponding algorithms. This is useful in
some cases, as shown in the next section.

5. Numerical experiments

In this section, we present a numerical experiment on the decentralized fused lasso problem to
test different choices of the coefficient matrices, which correspond to different graph structures, in
Algorithm 1. We also investigate the influence of step sizes and the relaxation parameter on the
performance of the algorithm.

Fused lasso: The famous lasso problem (least absolute shrinkage and selection operator) is to
find a sparse least square solution of a linear system via ¢;-penalization. The fused lasso [31]
extends the classical lasso in the sense that it encourages the sparsity of not only the solution but
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also the differences between adjacent components of the solution, i.e., the flatness of the solution.
Specifically, given p, v € (0, +00), the fused lasso can be written as

1
min ( =|| Az — b||* + pl|z|1 + v| Lz ),
min (5142~ BIP + plfels + v| Lzl

where A € R™*4 p ¢ R™, and

-1 1 0 0 0
0 -1 1 0 0

L=10 0 -1 0 0| ¢ rld-1)xd (57)
o o o0 ... —-11

The fused lasso is especially useful when the feature vector x have some kind of natural ordering
and the number of features d is much greater than the number of sample size m.

Decentralized fused lasso: We are interested in the decentralized fused lasso problem

11 1 & 1 &
in [ — = Amnz —bpyl* + = ; - N2 58
min, (n;QHA(z)&“ @l + nizzlﬂ(z)\\x\th ”;V@H 90H1>a (58)
where A € RmiXd,b(i) e R™i, Y% m; = m fori € {1,...,n}, and the same L € R(d-1)xd,
Problem (58) can be rewritten in an equivalent form

find 2 € R? such that 0 € Z Ajx + Z L*B;Lz + Z Cix, (59)

i=1 i=1 i=1
where Az = 0(pp)l|l1), BiLe = d(vg;)l|Lz|1) and Ciz = V(5[ Anz — by [1?) = AE) (AT — by)-
It is easy to see that C; is both K%—cocoercive and £;-Lipschitz continuous with ¢; = HAE';)A(Z')HQ =

| A@#3- In addition, it follows from [25] that || L|| = \/Amax(L*L) can be analytically computed as

\/2—2(:08 (%ﬂ').

We address problem (59) by using the technique discussed in Remark 4.5 for three algorithms:
sequential graph algorithm (54), star graph algorithm (55), and complete graph algorithm (56).

Parameter settings and results: We consider problem (58) with n = 5, m = 100, d = 1000.
The true vector is generated with 10 nonzero elements. Matrix A is a random matrix whose elements
follow the standard Gaussian distribution and it is partitioned into n row blocks randomly. Then
b is obtained by adding independent and identical distributed Gaussian noise with variance 1073
onto Ax.

For the parameter, we set p;) = 15 and v;) =5 for all i € {1,...,n}. And for each algorithm,
we compute 7 = ||diag(v/#)U||?, where explicit expressions of U are given for three algorithms
considered. We then select vy := 4ymax where 4 € (0,1) is a scaling factor and ymax = % Next, we
choose two other scaling factors 7, e (0,1) such that 1 := fMmax and Ay ;== XA = Mumax, where
1 2T

A —
ymaxi<p<, || Lel]2” T 2

Thmax =
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We measure the performance of the algorithms using the residuals % (Id —7T)(z!, w')||?>, where
(z',w') denotes the sequences generated by Algorithm 1. For simplicity, we examine the effect
of varying parameter 4,1, A. The behavior of the sequential and star graph algorithms are very
similar, thus we only include the result for the sequential graph algorithm.

First, we examine the impact of 4 on the performance by fixing 7 = 0.1, A =0.9, and varying %
between (0,1). The result for the sequential graph algorithm and the complete graph algorithm are
provided in Figure 2a and Figure 2b, respectively. The result suggests that both three algorithms
perform better when 4 = 0.5. Second, with 4 = 0.5 and A = 0.9 fixed, we analyze the effect of

Sequential graph Complete graph
10 102
100 -
1071 A
1072 4
10—3 4
1074
10—5 4
K] R
s s 1077
n 1077 @
g £ ]
1077 A — y=0.1
107191 v=0.3
10711 1 .
10124 — Yco.s
10713 4 — y=07
1079 — y=0.9
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
lterations lterations
(a) H=0.1, A\=0.9 (b) 7#=10.1, A\=0.9

Figure 2: Impact of varying 4 on the performance of the sequential and complete graph algorithms.

changing 7;. The corresponding results for the sequential graph algorithm and the complete graph
algorithm are shown in Figure 3a and Figure 3b. The experiment indicates that they achieve the
best performance when 7j is small. Next, we investigate how the algorithms behave as A varies while

Sequential graph Complete graph
102
109 -
1072
1074 1
K] T
—6
E ER U
g &
1078 4
— 0=0.1
10720 1 n=0.3
10-12 1 —_— n=0.5
— =07
10714 4 —— F]=0.9
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
Iterations Iterations
(a) y=0.5, A=10.9 (b) 4 =0.5, A=0.9

Figure 3: Impact of varying 7 on the performance of the sequential and complete graph algorithms.

4 = 0.5, 7 = 0.1 are set. Figure 4a and Figure 4b show the result for the sequential graph algorithm
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and the complete graph algorithm. The plots suggests that both three algorithms converge faster
when A is larger.

Sequential graph Complete graph
10! 4 N 102
10-1 10° 1
107 107
1075 1071
= =
3 S 10-%
3 107 2
g g )
10779 — j=01 — A=01
Py -10 4 -
o | — =03 10 — i=03
10711 4 . .
—— A=05 1012 — A=05
10-13{ — A=07 — A=07
— Ji=09 101 j-09
0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
lterations lterations
(a) ¥=0.5, H =0.1 (b) 4=0.5, =0.1

Figure 4: Impact of varying X on the performance of the sequential and complete graph algorithms.

Now, we compare the performance of three algorithms using 4 = 0.5,% = 0.1, and A=0.9. In
Figure 5a, the vector x4y is represented by red color, followed by Zcompiete in blue, Tsequentiar in
orange, and T in green. All three algorithms converge to the same solution which is resemble to
the original vector. The residuals are shown in Figure 5b which indicates that the complete graph
converges faster in terms of iteration counts compared to the others. However, this comes at the
cost of significantly increased runtime. The sequential graph and star graph algorithms are slightly
different at the beginning but nearly identical after that.

Xtrue Xsequential Xstar Xcomplete 102
8 8 8 8
100 4
61 6 6
1072 1
4 4 4
1074 4
2 2 2
I
S 1079
0 0 0 E
1078 4
-2 -2 -2
10710 1
-4 -4 —4
) s 6 10721 —&— sequential graph
—— Star graph
Y g _g 107%* 9 —a— complete graph
. : ‘ ‘ ‘ . ‘ . 0 2000 4000 6000 8000 10000
0 1000 0 1000 0 1000 0 1000 lterations
(a) The true vector and the recovered vectors (b) Residuals

Figure 5: The performance of the sequential graph, star graph, and complete graph algorithms.
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