arXiv:2407.03485v1 [math.OC] 3 Jul 2024

A strongly convergent inertial inexact proximal-point algorithm for monotone inclusions with applications to variational inequalities

M. Marques Alves^∗ J. E. Navarro Caballero^† R. T. Marcavillaca^‡

Dedicated to Juan Enrique Martínez-Legaz on the occasion of his 70th birthday

Abstract

We propose an inertial variant of the strongly convergent inexact proximal-point (PP) method of Solodov and Svaiter (2000) for monotone inclusions. We prove strong convergence of our main algorithm under less restrictive assumptions on the inertial parameters when compared to previous analysis of inertial PP-type algorithms, which makes our method of interest even in finite-dimensional settings. We also performed an iteration-complexity analysis and applied our main algorithm to variational inequalities for monotone operators, obtaining strongly convergent (inertial) variants of Korpolevich’s extragradient, forward-backward and Tseng’s modified forward-backward methods.

2000 Mathematics Subject Classification: 47H05, 47N10, 90C33.

Key words: Monotone inclusions, inertial algorithms, strong convergence, proximal-point, variational inequalities.

1 Introduction

We consider the monotone inclusion problem

0 ∈ T (x) (1)

where T : H ⇒ H is a (set-valued) maximal monotone operator as well as the (structured) inclusions

0 ∈ F (x) + B(x) (2) and 0 ∈ F (x) + N_C (x) (3)

∗Departamento de Matemática, Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina, Florianópolis, Brazil, 88040-900 (maicon.alves@ufsc.br). The work of this author was partially supported by CNPq grant 308036/2021-2.

†Departamento de Matemática, Universidade Federal de Santa Catarina, Florianópolis, Brazil, 88040- 900 (juan.caballero@ufsc.br). The work of this author was partially supported by CAPES scholarship 88887.829718/2023-00.

‡Centro de Modelamiento Matemático (CNRS UMI2807), Universidad de Chile, Santiago, Chile, 8370458 (raultm.rt@gmail.com; rtintaya@dim.uchile.cl). The work of this author was partially supported by BASAL fund FB210005 for center of excellence from ANID-Chile.

where F (·) is a (single-valued) monotone map, B(·) is (set-valued) maximal monotone and N_C (·) is the normal cone of the convex set C (more details on notation will be given in Subsection 1.1 below). Under middle assumptions on the operators F (·) and B(·), and the set C, problems (2) and (3) are instances of the general problem (1), where T = F + B and T = F + N_C , respectively. Problem (1) and its structured versions (2) and (3) appear in a wide range of applications, including convex optimization, economics, machine learning, among others (see, e.g., [10] and references therein). Using the definition of N_C (·), it is simple to check that (3) is also equivalent to the problem of finding x ∈ C satisfying ⟨F (x) , y − x⟩ ≥ 0 for all y ∈ C, (4) which is traditionally known as the (Stampacchia) variational inequality problem (VIP) for F (·) and C. Since in this paper the (monotone inclusion) formulation (3) is more convenient, from now on we will also refer to (3) as a VIP.

Our focus will be on solving (1), (2) and (3) numerically. Specifically, we aim to design and analyze numerical schemes capable of computing approximate solutions to these problems. Regarding (1), the most popular algorithm for computing its approximate solutions is the proximal-point (PP) method, which can be described as follows: given x_0 ∈ H, define the sequence {x_k} iteratively as

x_{k+1} ≈ (λ_kT + I)^{−1}x_k for all k ≥ 0, (5)

where λ_k > 0. In (5), “≈” means that x_{k+1} is an approximation to the (exact) iterate (λ_kT + I)^{−1}x_k, defining, in this way, inexact versions of the PP method. In the seminal paper [28], Rockafellar studied the weak convergence of (5) under summable error criteria and applied the obtained results to the justification of augmented Lagrangian algorithms for convex programming. The strong convergence of sequence {x_k} as in (5) was left as an open problem, later on solved negatively by Güller in [17].

The problem of forcing the strong convergence of the PP algorithm (5) (by conveniently modifying the iterative process) was addressed by Solodov and Svaiter [32] in the setting of relative-error inexact PP methods, which we briefly discuss next. Relative-error inexact PP-type methods appeared as an alternative to proximal algorithms employing summable error criteria for subproblems; the first methods of this type were proposed in [30, 31] and subsequently studied, e.g., in [4, 20, 22, 23]. The key idea consists in observing that the exact PP iteration x_+ = (λT + I)^{−1}x can be decoupled as an inclusion-equation system

v ∈ T (x_+), λv + x_+ − x = 0, (6)

and then relaxing (6) within relative-error tolerance criteria – see Definition 2.2 and Eq. (18) below.

The starting point for this contribution is the paper [32]: we will introduce inertial effects on the iteration of [32, Algorithm 1], obtaining in this way a strongly convergent inertial (relative-error) inexact PP method for solving (1). We will also study the iteration-complexity of our algorithm (see Algorithm 1 below) and apply the results of strong convergence and iteration-complexity to (2) and (3), through the derivation of strong convergent inertial variants of the Korpolevich extragradient method, for solving (3), as well as of the Tseng’s modified forward-backward and forward-backward methods for (2).

Proximal algorithms with inertial effects for monotone inclusions and related problems were first proposed in the seminal paper [1] and subsequently developed in various research directions also by other authors (see, e.g., [2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 14] and references therein). The main idea consists in at a current iterate, say x_k, introduce an “inertial effect” by extrapolating x_k in the direction x_k − x_{k−1}:

w_k = x_k + α_k(x_k − x_{k−1}),

where α_k ≥ 0, and then update the current information from w_k instead of x_k – see (17) and (18) below. As it was mentioned earlier, our algorithms will benefit from inertial effects on the iteration (see also the comments and remarks following Algorithm 1 for more details).

Main contributions. Our main results can be summarized as follows:

(i) Algorithm 1 for solving (1) is an inertial modification of [32, Algorithm 1] with a somehow more general relative-error criterion for subproblems. Its strong convergence and iteration-complexity analyzes are presented in Theorems 3.6 and 3.7, respectively. We also refer the reader to the several comments and remarks following Algorithm 1 for additional details.

(ii) Algorithm 2 is a strongly convergent inertial version of the famous Korpolevich’s extragradient method for VIPs. The main results regarding Algorithm 2 are summarized in Theorem 4.2 below. In the same way as in the previous item, we also refer to the comments and remarks following Algorithm 4.2 for more details.

(iii) Algorithms 3 and 4 in Section 5 are strongly convergent inertial variants of the Tseng’s forwardbackward and forward-backward methods for solving (2), respectively. The main results of this section are summarized in Theorems 5.2 and 5.5.

Most related works. In [32], by introducing a simple modification of the (relative-error inexact) PP algorithm for monotone inclusions, Solodov and Svaiter obtained a strongly convergent inexact PP method for (1). In [9], Bauschke and Combettes introduced and studied a general framework for forcing the strong convergence of (weakly convergent) Fejér-monotone approximation methods. In [15], Dong et al. proposed and studied an inertial forward-backward splitting algorithm with strong convergence guarantees for (2) (assuming that F (·) is cocoercive) and applied the obtained results to convex optimization and split feasibility problems.

Organization of the paper. In Section 2, we present some basic and preliminary results. In Section 3, we state and study the strong convergence and iteration-complexity of our main algorithm for solving (1), namely Algorithm 1. In Section 4, we develop a strongly convergent inertial version of the Korpolevich’s extragradient method for solving VIPs with monotone and Lipschitz continuous operators. In Section 5, we present variants of the Tseng’s modified forward-backward and forwardbackward methods for solving the structured inclusion (2).

1.1 General notation

Throughout this paper H denotes a (possibly infinite-dimensional) real Hilbert space with inner product ⟨ , ⟩ and induced norm ‖·‖ = √ ⟨· , ·⟩. For a set-valued map T : H ⇒ H, the effective domain and graph of T are Dom T = {x | T (x) ≠ ∅} and Gra T = {(x, v) | v ∈ T (x)}, respectively. The inverse of T : H ⇒ H is T^{−1} : H ⇒ H defined at any x ∈ H by v ∈ T^{−1}(x) if and only if x ∈ T (v). The sum of two set-valued maps T, S : H ⇒ H is T + S : H ⇒ H, defined by the usual Minkowski sum (T + S)(x) = {u + v | u ∈ T (x), v ∈ S(x)}. For λ > 0, we also define λT : H ⇒ H by

(λT )(x) = λT (x) = {λv | v ∈ T (x)}. Whenever necessary, we will also identify single-valued maps F : Dom F ⊂ H → H with its set-valued representation F : H ⇒ H by F (x) = {F (x)}. A set-valued map T : H ⇒ H is said to be a monotone operator if ⟨x − y , u − v⟩ ≥ 0 for all (x, u), (y, v) ∈ Gra T , and maximal monotone if it is monotone and its graph Gra T is not properly contained in the graph of any other monotone operator on H. A single-valued map F : Dom F ⊂ H → H is monotone if ⟨x − y , F (x) − F (y)⟩ ≥ 0 for all x, y ∈ Dom F . The resolvent of a maximal monotone operator T : H ⇒ H is J_T = (T + I)^{−1}, where I denotes the identity operator in H. We will also denote by S the set of zeroes of the maximal monotone operator T , i.e., S = T^{−1}(0) = {x | 0 ∈ T (x)}.

Let f : H → R ∪ {+∞} be an extended real-valued function. The domain and epigraph of f are dom f = {x | f(x) < +∞} and epi f = {(x, μ) ∈ H × R | μ ≥ f(x)}, respectively. Recall that f is proper if dom f ≠ ∅ and convex (resp. lower semicontinuous) if epi f is a convex (resp. closed) subset of H × R. For ε ≥ 0, the ε-subdifferential of f is ∂_εf : H ⇒ H defined as ∂_εf(x) = {v | f(y) ≥ f(x) + ⟨y−x , v⟩−ε, for all y ∈ H}. When ε = 0, the maximal monotone [27] operator ∂_0f is denoted by ∂f and is called the subdifferential of f. For a nonempty closed and convex set C, the indicator function of C is δ_C defined by δ_C (x) = 0 if x ∈ C and δ_C (x) = +∞ otherwise. The normal cone operator of C is the set-valued map N_C : H ⇒ H defined as N_C (x) = {v | ⟨v , y − x⟩ ≤ 0, for all y ∈ C} (we set N_C (x) = ∅ if x /∈ C); it is easy to check that N_C = ∂δ_C . The orthogonal projection onto C is denoted by P_C , i.e., P_C (x) is the unique element in C such that ‖P_C (x) − y‖ ≤ ‖x − y‖ for all y ∈ C.

By R_+ and R_{++} we denote the set of nonnegative and (strictly) positive reals, respectively. For n ∈ N (the set of natural numbers), we let [n] := {0, . . . , n}. Finally, strong and weak convergence of sequences will be denoted by the usual symbols → and ⇀, respectively. For more details on notation and basis results on convex analysis and monotone operators we refer the reader to [10, 26, 29].

2 Preliminaries and basic results

In this section, we state some basic and preliminary results, mainly related to the notion of (relativeerror) inexact solutions for the proximal subproblems we will employ in this paper. To this end, we begin by recalling some basic facts about ε-enlargements of set-valued maps.

For a set-valued map T : H ⇒ H and ε ≥ 0, the ε-enlargement T^ε : H ⇒ H of T is defined as T^ε(x) = {v | ⟨u − v, y − x⟩ ≥ −ε for all (y, u) ∈ Gra T } . (7) If T is monotone, then the inclusion T (x) ⊂ T^ε(x) trivially holds (this justifies the name “enlargement” of T ). For N_C , i.e., for the normal cone of a (nonempty) closed and convex set, we have N^ε_C = ∂_εδ_C . Other relevant and useful properties of T^ε (for this work) are summarized in the next proposition (for a proof see, e.g., [13, Lemma 3.1 and Proposition 3.4(b)]).

Proposition 2.1. Let T, S : H ⇒ H be set-valued maps. Then,

(a) If ε_1 ≤ ε_2, then T^{ε1} (x) ⊂ T^{ε2} (x) for all x ∈ H.

(b) T^{ε1} (x) + S^{ε2} (x) ⊂ (T + S)^{ε1+ε2} (x) for all x ∈ H and ε_1, ε_2 ≥ 0.

(c) T is monotone if and only if Gra T ⊂ Gra T^0.

(d) T is maximal monotone if and only if T = T^0.

(e) If f : H → R ∪ {+∞} is proper lower semicontinuous and convex, then ∂_εf(x) ⊂ (∂f)^ε(x) for all x ∈ H and ε ≥ 0.

(f) If T is maximal monotone, {(y_k, v_k, ε_k)} is such that v_k ∈ T^{εk} (y_k), y_k ⇀ y, v_k → v and ε_k → ε, then v ∈ T^ε(y).

(g) If u ∈ ∂f(x) and y ∈ dom f, then u ∈ ∂_εf(y), where ε = f(y) − (f(x) + ⟨y − x , u⟩).

As we discussed in the introduction, the notion of relative-error criterion for the subproblems of the exact PP iteration x_+ = (λT +I)^{−1}x can be derived by observing that the iteration can be decoupled as the inclusion-equation system (6), namely, { v ∈ T (y), λv + y − x = 0 (8) where y = x_+. The following concept of approximate solutions for (8) was introduced for the first time in [33].

Definition 2.2. A triple (y, v, ε) ∈ H × H × R_+ is an σ-approximate solution of the proximal system (8) at (x, λ) ∈ H × R_{++} if σ ∈ [0, 1) and v ∈ T^ε(y), ‖λv + y − x‖^2 + 2λε ≤ σ^2 ( ‖λv‖^2 + ‖y − x‖^2 ) . (9) Note that if we take σ = 0 in (9), then it trivially follows that ε = 0 and λv + y − x = 0, which is to say, in view of Proposition 2.1(d), that v ∈ T (y) and λv + y − x = 0, or in other words, y = (λT + I)^{−1}x. Hence the above definition of inexact solution for the subproblems of the PP algorithm gives y as the exact iteration x_+ = (λT + I)^{−1}x in the (exact) case σ = 0. Moreover, the error in both the inclusion (given by the ε-enlargement) and the equation in (8) is “relative” to the displacement y − x and λv.

We next state some basic properties of approximate solutions defined above. The following lemma was proved in [33, Lemma 2].

Lemma 2.3. A triple (y, v, ε) is an σ-approximate solution of the proximal system (8) at (x, λ) (in the sense of Definition 2.2) if and only if ⟨x − y, v⟩ − ε ≥ 1 − σ^2 2λ ( ‖λv‖^2 + ‖x − y‖^2 ) . Furthermore, the following statements are equivalent v = 0, x ∈ T^{−1}(0), y = x, and any of them implies ε = 0.

Next lemma will be useful for the analysis (of strong convergence and iteration-complexity) of Algorithm 1 below. Recall that, for a nonempty closed and convex subset C of H, the orthogonal projection P_C (x) of x onto C as the unique point P_C (x) in C such that ‖P_C (x) − x‖ ≤ ‖x − y‖ for all y ∈ C.

Lemma 2.4. If (y, v, ε) is an σ-approximate solution of the proximal system (8) at (x, λ), in the sense of Definition 2.2, then ‖P_H (x) − x‖ ≥ 1 − σ^2 2 max {‖λv‖, ‖x − y‖} , (10) where H := {z | ⟨z − y, v⟩ ≤ ε}. Proof. Note first that if v = 0, then H = H, and so P_H = I, which gives that the left-hand side of (10) is equal to zero. On the other hand, in this case, we also have that the right-hand side of (10) is zero by Lemma 2.3. Let us consider now the case v ≠ 0. In this case (see, e.g., [10, Example 28.16]),

P_H (x) = x − ⟨x − y , v⟩ − ε ‖v‖^2 v and so ‖P_H (x) − x‖ = ⟨x − y, v⟩ − ε ‖v‖ . (11)

Using (again) Lemma 2.3, we obtain ⟨x − y, v⟩ − ε ‖v‖ ≥ 1 − σ^2 2 ( λ‖v‖ + ‖x − y‖^2 λ‖v‖ )

≥ 1 − σ^2 2 λ‖v‖. (12)

On the other hand, using the inequality a + b ≥ √ ab with a = λ‖v‖ and b = ‖x − y‖^2/(λ‖v‖), we have λ‖v‖ + ‖x − y‖^2 λ‖v‖ ≥ ‖x − y‖. (13) The desired result now follows from (11)–(13).

Finally, we will also need the following well-known property of the projection. Lemma 2.5. Let C ⊂ H be nonempty, closed and convex and let P_C be the orthogonal projection onto C. Then, for all x, y ∈ H and z ∈ C, ‖P_C (x) − P_C (y)‖^2 ≤ ‖x − y‖^2 − ‖[x − P_C (x)] − [y − P_C (y)]‖^2, (14) ⟨x − P_C (x), z − P_C (x)⟩ ≤ 0. (15) 3 A strongly convergent inertial inexact proximal-point algorithm

In this section, we consider the general (monotone) inclusion problem (1), i.e., 0 ∈ T (x) (16) where the following assumptions are assumed to hold:

A1. T : H ⇒ H is a maximal monotone operator. A2. The solution set S := T^{−1}(0) of (16) is nonempty.

For numerically solving (16), we present and study the strong convergence and iteration-complexity of a strongly convergent inertial inexact proximal-point (PP) algorithm (see Algorithm 1 below and the comments following it). The main results are Theorems 3.6 and 3.7, on strong convergence and (pointwise) iteration-complexity, respectively.

Algorithm 1 consists of the following main ingredients:

Inertial effects Inertial effects on the iteration produced by two “control” sequences {α_k} and {β_k} – see (17).

Relative-error criterion for subproblems A flexible relative-error criterion for the proximal subproblems, allowing errors both in the inclusion and in the equation of the proximal system – see Definition 2.2 and Eq. (18).

Orthogonal projection onto half-spaces Definition of the next iterate x_{k+1} as the orthogonal projection onto the intersection of the half-spaces H_k and W_k – see (19) and (20).

Next comes the algorithm:

Algorithm 1: A strongly convergent inertial inexact PP algorithm for solving (16) Input: x_0 = x_{−1} ∈ H and σ ∈ [0, 1) for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do

Choose α_k, β_k ≥ 0 and set w_k = x_k + α_k(x_k − x_{k−1}), ~w_k = w_k + β_k(w_k − x_0).

(17)

Choose λ_k > 0 and compute an σ-approximate solution (in the sense of Definition 2.2) at ( ~w_k, λ_k), i.e., compute (y_k, v_k, ε_k) such that v_k ∈ T^{εk} (y_k), ‖λ_kv_k + y_k − ~w_k‖^2 + 2λ_kε_k ≤ σ^2 ( ‖λ_kv_k‖^2 + ‖y_k − ~w_k‖^2 ) . (18)

Define H_k = {z | ⟨z − y_k, v_k⟩ ≤ ε_k}, W_k = {z | ⟨z − x_k, x_0 − x_k⟩ ≤ 0}. (19) Set x_{k+1} = P_{Hk∩Wk} (x_0). (20) end

Next we make some comments regarding Algorithm 1.

(i) The extrapolation steps defined in (17) introduce inertial effects on the iterations generated by Algorithm 1. We first mention that w_k, defined by the inertial parameter α_k, is the typical extrapolation effect usually presented in many inertial-type algorithms (see, e.g., [1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 12]). On the other hand, the additional extrapolation represented by ~w_k is specially designed for the particular iteration mechanism of Algorithm 1. Conditions on both {α_k} and {β_k} to ensure the (strong) convergence and iteration-complexity analysis of Algorithm 1 will be given in Assumption 3.2 (see also Remark 3.3 following it).

(ii) Algorithm 1 is a generalization (an inertial version) of [32, Algorithm 1] and many results of this work are inspired by the latter reference. The relative-error condition (18) is more general than the corresponding one in [32], more precisely [32, Definition 1]; actually (18) appeared for the first time in [33, Definition 1] for a different version of the PP algorithm. As we mentioned in the introduction, relative-error criteria similar to (18) for subproblems of the PP algorithm and its variants have been employed in different contexts and by many authors (see, e.g. [4, 20, 22, 23, 33] and references therein).

(iii) Note that if we set σ = 0 in (18) we obtain ε_k = 0, λ_kv_k + y_k − ~w_k = 0 and v_k ∈ T^0(y_k), which is to say that y_k = (λ_kT + I)^{−1}( ~w_k) and v_k =^1_{λk} ( ~w_k − y_k) (we recall that, since T is maximal monotone, we have T^0 = T ). Hence, assuming that the resolvent operator (λT + I)^{−1} is easy to evaluate, it follows that the triple (y_k, v_k, ε_k) := ( (λ_kT + I)^{−1}( ~w_k),^1_{λk} ( ~w_k − y_k), 0 ) always satisfies the relative-error condition (18). In this paper, we don’t make such an assumption and are interested in the opposite cases, namely those cases where (λT + I)^{−1} is hard to compute. Prescriptions on how to compute a triple (y_k, v_k, ε_k) satisfying (18) in the general case σ ∈ [0, 1) will depend on the particular structure of T (·) in (16) – see, for instance, Sections 4 and 5.

(iv) The half-spaces H_k and W_k as in (19) are exactly the same as in [32, Algorithm 1]. They are crucial to ensure the strong convergence of the sequences generated by Algorithm 1. As it was discussed in [32], the definition of x_{k+1} as in (20) depends on the explicit computation of the orthogonal projection onto H_k ∩ W_k, which essentially reduces (at most) to the solution of a 2 × 2 linear system (see [32, pp. 195 and 196] and [10, Propositions 28.18 and 28.19]). The well-definedness of Algorithm 1 – regarding (20) – will be discussed in Appendix A below.

(v) Algorithm 1 can be used both as a practical method, when an inner algorithm is available to compute a triple (y_k, v_k, ε_k) satisfying (18), and as a framework for the design and analysis of other more concrete schemes. The latter idea will be further explored in Sections 4 and 5 for designing strongly convergent inertial versions of the Korpelevich, Tseng’s modified forwardbackward and forward-backward methods for variational inequalities and structured monotone inclusions.

3.1 Convergence analysis

In this subsection, we study the (asymptotic) strong convergence of Algorithm 1; the main result is Theorem 3.6 below. Propositions 3.1 and 3.4 and Corollary 3.5 are auxiliary results needed to prove the main theorem.

Proposition 3.1. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm 1 and let d_0 denote the distance of x_0 to the solution set S := T^{−1}(0) ≠ ∅ of (16). Then the following statements hold:

(a) For all k ≥ 0, ‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2 ≥ ‖x_k − x_0‖^2 + ‖x_{k+1} − x_k‖^2.

(b) For all k ≥ 0, ‖x_k − x_0‖ ≤ d_0. (c) For all k ≥ 0, ‖x_{k+1} − ~w_k‖ ≥ 1 − σ^2 2 max { ‖λ_kv_k‖, ‖ ~w_k − y_k‖ } . (21)

Proof. (a) By the definition of W_k, we have x_k = P_{Wk} (x_0). Applying (14) with C = W_k, x = x_{k+1} and y = x_0, and taking into account that x_{k+1} = P_{Wk} (x_{k+1}) (because x_{k+1} ∈ W_k), we obtain ‖P_{Wk} (x_{k+1}) − P_{Wk} (x_0)‖^2 ≤ ‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2 − ‖[x_{k+1} − P_{Wk} (x_{k+1})] 0 − [x_0 − P_{Wk} (x_0)]‖^2.

Then ‖x_{k+1} − x_k‖^2 ≤ ‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2 − ‖x_0 − x_k‖^2, which is clearly equivalent to the inequality in item (a).

(b) From (20) and (63) below, for all k ≥ 0, ‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖ = ‖P_{Hk ∩Wk} (x_0) − x_0‖ ≤ ‖P_S (x_0) − x_0‖ = d_0, where P_S denotes the projection onto S. Note that the desired inequality is trivial when k = 0.

(c) Since x_{k+1} ∈ H_k, using the definition of P_{Hk} ( ~w_k) we find ‖x_{k+1} − ~w_k‖ ≥ ‖P_{Hk} ( ~w_k) − ~w_k‖. On the other hand, from Lemma 2.4 and the fact that (y_k, v_k, ε_k) is an σ-approximate solution at ( ~w_k, λ_k) – see (18)–, it follows that ‖P_{Hk} ( ~w_k) − ~w_k‖ ≥ 1 − σ^2 2 max{‖λ_kv_k‖, ‖ ~w_k − y_k‖}, which, in turn, finishes the proof of the proposition.

From now on in this paper we assume that the following conditions hold on the sequences {α_k} and {β_k} given in Algorithm 1.

Assumption 3.2. (a) The sequence {α_k} is bounded, i.e., α := sup_{k≥0} α_k < +∞.

(b) The sequence {β_k} belongs to ℓ_2, i.e.,

s := ∞∑ k=0 β^2_k < +∞. We will also use the notation β := sup_{k≥0} β_k < +∞.

Remark 3.3. We emphasize that even if we set β_k ≡ 0, in which case s = β = 0, the inertial effect produced by the sequence {α_k} on Algorithm 1 is still in consonance with the typical extrapolation introduced in the current literature on inertial-type algorithms. More than that, Assumption 3.2(a), on the boundedness of the sequence {α_k}, represents a much more flexible assumption when compared to what is usually imposed – in the seminal paper [1], for instance, it is assumed that α < 1/3. See also [3, Section 2] for an additional discussion. This latter fact makes the results of this paper of interest even in the finite-dimensional setting, where of course weak and strong convergence coincides.

Proposition 3.4. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm 1, let d_0 denote the distance of x_0 to the solution set S := T^{−1}(0) ≠ ∅ of (16) and let α, β and s be as in Assumption 3.2. Then

(a) we have_∞ ∑ k=0 ‖x_{k+1} − x_k‖^2 ≤ d^2_0.

(b) We have_∞ ∑ k=0 ‖x_{k+1} − ~w_k‖^2 ≤ (1 + α) [ (1 + β) [ 1 + α(1 + β) ] + s ] d^2_0.

(c) We have x_k − y_k → 0. Proof. (a) The result follows directly from items (a) and (b) of Proposition 3.1 combined with a telescopic sum argument.

(b) We claim that

‖w_k − z‖^2 = (1 + α_k)‖x_k − z‖^2 + α_k(1 + α_k)‖x_k − x_{k−1}‖^2 − α_k‖x_{k−1} − z‖^2 for all z ∈ H. (22)

Indeed, from the definition of w_k as in (17), we have x_k − z = 1 1 + α_k

(w_k − z) + α_k 1 + α_k (x_{k−1} − z) and w_k − x_{k−1} = (1 + α_k)(x_k − x_{k−1}), which combined with Lemma B.1(a) in Appendix B and some simple algebra yields (22).

Note now that using Lemma B.1(b) and (17), we have

‖x_{k+1} − ~w_k‖^2 = ‖x_{k+1} − w_k − β_k(w_k − x_0)‖^2 = ‖x_{k+1} − w_k‖^2 + β^2_k ‖w_k − x_0‖^2 + 2β_k⟨w_k − x_{k+1}, w_k − x_0⟩ = (1 + β_k)‖w_k − x_{k+1}‖^2 + β_k(1 + β_k)‖w_k − x_0‖^2 − β_k‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2.

Using (22) (with z = x_{k+1} and z = x_0 ) in the above identity, we find

‖x_{k+1} − ~w_k‖^2 =(1 + β_k) [ (1 + α_k)‖x_k − x_{k+1}‖^2 + α_k(1 + α_k)‖x_k − x_{k−1}‖^2 − α_k‖x_{k−1} − x_{k+1}‖^2 ] + β_k(1 + β_k) [ (1 + α_k)‖x_k − x_0‖^2 + α_k(1 + α_k)‖x_k − x_{k−1}‖^2 − α_k‖x_{k−1} − x_0‖^2 ] − β_k‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2 =(1 + β_k)(1 + α_k) [ ‖x_k − x_{k+1}‖^2 + α_k(1 + β_k)‖x_k − x_{k−1}‖^2 + β_k‖x_k − x_0‖^2 ]

− [ α_k(1 + β_k) ( ‖x_{k−1} − x_{k+1}‖^2 + β_k‖x_{k−1} − x_0‖^2 ) + β_k‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2 ] . (23) On the other hand, since ‖x_{k+1} − x_{k−1}‖ + ‖x_{k−1} − x_0‖ ≥ ‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖, using Lemma B.2 below, we get ‖x_{k+1} − x_{k−1}‖^2 + β_k‖x_{k−1} − x_0‖^2 ≥ β_k 1 + β_k

‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2,

which in turn implies

α_k(1 + β_k) ( ‖x_{k+1} − x_{k−1}‖^2 + β_k‖x_{k−1} − x_0‖^2 ) + β_k‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2 ≥ β_k(1 + α_k)‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2. (24) Combining (23) and (24), and using the fact that ‖x_k − x_0‖ ≤ ‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖ – see Proposition 3.1(a) –, we get

‖x_{k+1} − ~w_k‖^2 ≤(1 + α_k) [ (1 + β_k) [ ‖x_{k+1} − x_k‖^2 + α_k(1 + β_k)‖x_k − x_{k−1}‖^2 ] + β^2_k ‖x_{k+1} − x_0‖^2 ] , which when combined with item (a) and Proposition 3.1(b), and Assumption 3.2, yields the desired result.

(c) Note first that ‖x_k − y_k‖ ≤ ‖x_k − ~w_k‖ + ‖ ~w_k − y_k‖ ≤ ‖x_k − x_{k+1}‖ + ‖x_{k+1} − ~w_k‖ + ‖ ~w_k − y_k‖. The desired result now follows from items (a) and (b) and Proposition 3.1(c).

Corollary 3.5. Let {x_k} be generated by Algorithm 1 and assume that there exists λ > 0 such that λ_k ≥ λ for all k ≥ 0. (25) Then the weak cluster points of {x_k} belong to S := T^{−1}(0) ≠ ∅, i.e., they are solutions of (16).

Proof. Note first that Proposition 3.1(b) implies that {x_k} is bounded. From Proposition 3.4(b), x_{k+1} − ~w_k → 0, (26) which, in turn, when combined with (21) yields λ_kv_k → 0 and ~w_k − y_k → 0.

Consequently, in view of the inequality in (18) and the assumption λ_k ≥ λ > 0 for all k ≥ 0, we also have v_k → 0 and ε_k → 0. (27) Let {x_{kj} } be a subsequence of {x_k} such that x_{kj} ⇀ x, where x ∈ H. Using Proposition 3.4(c) we then obtain y_{kj} ⇀ x. On the other hand, from (27), v_{kj} → 0 and ε_{kj} → 0. Altogether, we have v_{kj} ∈ T^{εkj} (y_{kj} ), v_{kj} → 0, y_{kj} ⇀ x and ε_{kj} → 0, which combined with Proposition 2.1(f) yields 0 ∈ T (x), i.e., x ∈ S. Therefore, all weak cluster points of {x_k} belong to S, which concludes the proof of the corollary.

Next we will prove the strong convergence of any sequence {x_k} generated by Algorithm 1. Theorem 3.6 (Strong convergence of Algorithm 1). Let {x_k}, {y_k} and {λ_k} be generated by Algorithm 1 and assume that {λ_k} is bounded away from zero, i.e., that condition (25) holds. Suppose also that Assumption 3.2 holds on the sequences {α_k} and {β_k}. Then {x_k} and {y_k} converge strongly to x^∗ := P_S (x_0).

Proof. In view of Proposition 3.1(b) and the fact that d_0 = ‖x^∗ − x_0‖, we have ‖x_k − x_0‖ ≤ ‖x^∗ − x_0‖ for all k ≥ 0. (28) Then {x_k} is bounded and, by Corollary 3.5, its weak cluster points belong to S. Let {x_{kj} } be a subsequence of {x_k} and x ∈ S be such that x_{kj} ⇀ x. Since ‖·‖ is lower semicontinuous in the weak topology, we obtain ‖x − x_0‖ ≤ lim inf ‖x_{kj} − x_0‖ ≤ lim sup ‖x_{kj} − x_0‖ ≤ ‖x^∗ − x_0‖, (29) where in the latter inequality we also used (28). Since x^∗ = P_S (x_0) and x ∈ S, as a direct consequence of (29), we obtain x = x^∗. So, x_k ⇀ x^∗, and from (28), ‖x^∗ − x_0‖ ≤ lim inf ‖x_k − x_0‖ ≤ lim sup ‖x_k − x_0‖ ≤ ‖x^∗ − x_0‖ and so ‖x_k − x_0‖ → ‖x^∗ − x_0‖. Since x_k − x_0 ⇀ x^∗ − x_0, by Lemma B.1(c) below, we then obtain x_k − x_0 → x^∗ − x_0, which is of course equivalent to x_k → x^∗.

The fact that y_k → x^∗ follows from the fact that x_k → x^∗ and Proposition 3.4(c).

3.2 Iteration-complexity analysis In this subsection, we study the (pointwise) iteration-complexity of Algorithm 1. The main result is Theorem 3.7 below. Motivated by the complexity analyzes of the HPE method presented in [20], we study the iteration-complexity of Algorithm 1 in the following sense: for a given tolerance ρ > 0, we wish to estimate the number of iterations needed to compute a triple (y, v, ε) ∈ H × H × R_+ such that v ∈ T^ε(y) and max{‖v‖, ε} ≤ ρ. (30) In this case, y is considered to be a ρ-approximate solution of (16). Note that if we set ρ = 0 in (30), then v = 0 and ε = 0, in which case 0 ∈ T^0(y), i.e, 0 ∈ T (y) (in other words y is a solution of (16)).

Next is the main theorem regarding the iteration-complexity of Algorithm 1.

Theorem 3.7 (Pointwise iteration-complexity of Algorithm 1). Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm 1 and assume that {λ_k} is bounded away from zero, i.e., assume that condition (25) holds. Let d_0 denote the distance of x_0 to the solution set S := T^{−1}(0) ≠ ∅ of (16) and suppose Assumption 3.2 holds. Then, for every k ≥ 0, there exists j ∈ [k] such that

v_j ∈ T^{εj} (y_j ), (31a)

‖v_j ‖ ≤ 2d_0 √ k + 1

√ (1 + α) [ (1 + β) [ 1 + α(1 + β) ] + s ] (1 − σ^2)λ

, (31b)

ε_j ≤ d^2_0 k + 1

4σ^2(1 + α) [ (1 + β) [ 1 + α(1 + β) ] + s ] (1 − σ^2)^2λ

. (31c)

Proof. Using Proposition 3.1(c) and the inequality in (18), we find for all i ∈ [k], max { ‖λ_iv_i‖^2, λ_iε_i σ^2 } ≤ 4 (1 − σ^2)^2 ‖x_{i+1} − ~w_i‖^2. Hence, from Proposition 3.4(b), k∑ i=0 max { ‖λ_iv_i‖^2, λ_iε_i σ^2 } ≤ 4(1 + α) [ (1 + β) [ 1 + α(1 + β) ] + s ] d^2_0 (1 − σ^2)^2

and so there exists j ∈ [k] such that

(k + 1) ( max { ‖λ_j v_j‖^2, λ_j ε_j σ^2 }) ≤ 4(1 + α) [ (1 + β) [ 1 + α(1 + β) ] + s ] d^2_0 (1 − σ^2)^2 , which combined with (25) yields (31b) and (31c). To finish the proof of the theorem, note that (31a) follows directly from the inclusion in (18).

We now make some remarks regarding Theorem 3.7.

(i) If we set β_k ≡ 0 in Algorithm 1 – see Remark 3.3 – then it follows that β = s = 0 (see Assumption 3.2) and consequently (31a) – (31c) reduce to v_j ∈ T^{εj} (y_j), ‖v_j ‖ ≤ 2(1 + α)d_0 √ k + 1 (1 − σ^2)λ , ε_j ≤ 4σ^2(1 + α)^2d^2_0 (k + 1) (1 − σ^2)^2λ

. (32)

Here we emphasize that the bounds on v_j and ε_j given in (32) are much simpler than the corresponding ones obtained in [3, Theorem 2.7], in a previous attempt to study the iterationcomplexity of relative-error inexact PP methods with inertial effects. This improvement was achieved essentially at the cost of computing an extra projection onto the intersection of two half-spaces (see the definition of x_{k+1} as in (20)), which, as mentioned in the fourth remark following Algorithm 1, reduces to solving (at most) a 2×2 linear system of equations. Furthermore, as we also pointed out in Remark 3.3, the assumption that {α_k} is bounded (see Assumption 3.2) is considerably weaker than what is usually required in the analysis of inertial-type PP algorithms (in particular in [3]).

(ii) For simplicity, let us consider (32). In this case, Theorem 3.7 guarantees that, for a given tolerance ρ > 0, Algorithm 1 finds a triple (y, v, ε) satisfying (30) in at most O (⌈( 1 + α 1 − σ^2

)_2 max {( d_0 λρ )_2 , σ^2d^2_0 λρ }⌉) (33)

iterations.

4 A strongly convergent inertial variant of the Korpolevich extragradient method

In this section, we consider the VIP (4), i.e., the problem of finding x ∈ C such that ⟨F (x) , y − x⟩ ≥ 0 for all y ∈ C, (34) where the following assumptions are assumed to hold:

B1. C ⊂ Dom F is a nonempty closed and convex subset of H.

B2. F : Dom F ⊂ H → H is monotone and L-Lipschitz continuous, i.e., F is monotone (on Dom F ) and there exists L > 0 such that ‖F (x) − F (y)‖ ≤ L‖x − y‖ for all x, y ∈ Dom F. (35) B3. The solution set S := (F + N_C )^{−1}(0) of (34) is nonempty.

Note that under the above assumptions on C and F (·) the operator F +N_C is maximal monotone [16, Proposition 12.3.6]. Moreover, as we discussed in the introduction, problem (34) is equivalent to the monotone inclusion 0 ∈ T (x) with T = F + N_C ; this fact allow us to apply the results of Section 3 to (34).

For numerically solving (34), we propose and study a strongly convergent inertial variant of the celebrated Korpolevich extragradient method [18] (see Algorithm 2). The main results regarding strong convergence and iteration-complexity are summarized in Theorem 4.2 below.

Algorithm 2: A strongly convergent inertial variant of the Korpolevich extragradient method for solving (34)

Input: x_0 = x_{−1} ∈ H, σ ∈ (0, 1) and λ = σ/L for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do

Choose α_k, β_k ≥ 0 and set w_k = x_k + α_k(x_k − x_{k−1}), ~w_k = w_k + β_k(w_k − x_0).

(36)

Let w^′_k = P_C ( ~w_k) and compute y_k = P_C ( ~w_k − λF (w^′_k) ) , ~y_k = P_C ( ~w_k − λF (y_k)) .

(37)

Define H_k = {z | ⟨z − y_k, v_k⟩ ≤ ε_k}, W_k = {z | ⟨z − x_k, x_0 − x_k⟩ ≤ 0}, (38)

where

q_k = ~w_k − ~y_k λ − F (y_k), v_k = F (y_k) + q_k, ε_k = ⟨q_k , ~y_k − y_k⟩. (39)

Set x_{k+1} = P_{Hk∩Wk} (x_0). (40) end Next we make some remarks regarding Algorithm 2.

(i) Here the role of the (inertial) parameters α_k and β_k as in (36) is the same as in the algorithm of the previous section – see the first remark following Algorithm 1. Analogously to the previous section, to study the strong convergence and iteration-complexity of Algorithm 2, we will also assume the same conditions on both {α_k} and {β_k} as in Assumption 3.2.

(ii) The crucial step in Algorithm 2 is the computation of the projections as in (37). This is the same mechanism of the famous Korpolevich’s extragradient method: y_k is a “projected gradient” step at ~w_k in the direction of −F (w^′_k), while ~y_k is a correction (extragradient) step. The extra projection to compute w^′_k = P_C ( ~w_k) is needed to recover feasibility for ~w_k with respect to C (otherwise it could be impossible to evaluate F (·) in the case where ~w_k doesn’t belong to Dom F ). We mention that if F (·) is defined in the whole space H, then one can simply take w^′_k = ~w_k and no extra projection would be required in this case.

(iii) The half-spaces H_k and W_k as in (38) are defined in the same way as in Algorithm 1 – see (19).

Note also that the computation of q_k, v_k and ε_k as in (39) doesn’t require extra evaluations of the operator F (·). Also, the computation of x_{k+1} given in (40) was discussed in the fourth remark following Algorithm 1.

(iv) Since Algorithm 2 is a special instance of Algorithm 1 (see Proposition 4.1 below), it follows from Corollary A.2 in Appendix A that Algorithm 2 is also well-defined; see also the fourth remark following Algorithm 1 and Proposition 4.1 below.

The proof of the next proposition follows the same outline of [20, Theorem 5.1]. For the sake of completeness, we include a proof here.

Proposition 4.1. For the sequences evolved by Algorithm 2, the following holds for all k ≥ 0:

v_k ∈ (F + N^{εk}_C )(y_k) ⊂ (F + N_C )^{εk} (y_k),

‖λv_k + y_k − ~w_k‖^2 + 2λε_k ≤ σ^2‖y_k − ~w_k‖^2.

(41)

As a consequence, it follows that Algorithm 2 is a special instance of Algorithm 1 (with λ_k ≡ λ) for solving (16) with T = F + N_C .

Proof. Direct use of the second identity in (37) and the fact that P_C = (λN_C + I)^{−1} give q_k ∈ N_C (~y_k) = ∂δ_C (~y_k), where q_k is as in (39), and so by Proposition 2.1(g) and the fact that ∂_{εk} δ_C = N^{εk}_C , we find

q_k ∈ ∂_{εk} δ_C (y_k) = N^{εk}_C (y_k)

where ε_k is as in (39). From the latter inclusion and the definition of v_k as in (39) we obtain the first inclusion in (41). The second inclusion follows from the first one and Proposition 2.1(b). Let’s now prove the inequality in (41).

Note first that in view of the first identity in (37),

p_k := ~w_k − y_k λ − F (w^′_k) ∈ N_C (y_k), (42)

which in turn combined with the fact that ~y_k ∈ C and the definition of N_C (y_k) yields ⟨p_k , ~y_k −y_k⟩ ≤ 0. Thus, ε_k = ⟨q_k , ~y_k − y_k⟩ = ⟨q_k − p_k , ~y_k − y_k⟩ + ⟨p_k , ~y_k − y_k⟩ ≤ ⟨q_k − p_k , ~y_k − y_k⟩ (43) and so

‖λv_k + y_k − ~w_k‖^2 + 2λε_k = ‖y_k − ~y_k‖^2 + 2λε_k [ by (39) ] ≤ ‖y_k − ~y_k‖^2 + 2λ⟨q_k − p_k , ~y_k − y_k⟩ [ by (43) ] = ‖y_k − ~y_k − λ(q_k − p_k)‖^2 − ‖λ(q_k − p_k)‖^2 ≤ ‖y_k − ~y_k − λ(q_k − p_k)‖^2 = ‖λ ( F (y_k) − F (w^′_k) ) ‖^2 [ by (39) and (42) ] ≤ (λL)^2‖y_k − w^′_k‖^2 [ by (35) ] ≤ (λL)^2‖y_k − ~w_k‖^2 = σ^2‖y_k − ~w_k‖^2 [ by the fact that λ = σ/L ].

Finally, the last statement of the proposition follows from (41) and the definitions of Algorithms 1 and 2.

Next we summarize our main findings on Algorithm 2.

Theorem 4.2 (Strong convergence and iteration-complexity of Algorithm 2). Suppose assumptions B1, B2 and B3 as above hold on C and F (·) and consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm 2. Let d_0 denote the distance of x_0 to the solution set S ≠ ∅ of (34) and suppose Assumption 3.2 holds on the sequences {α_k} and {β_k}. Then the following statements hold:

(a) The sequences {x_k} and {y_k} converge strongly to x^∗ := P_S (x_0).

(b) For all k ≥ 0, there exists j ∈ [k] such that

v_j ∈ (F + N^{εj}_C )(y_j ), (44a)

‖v_j ‖ ≤ 2d_0L √ k + 1 √ (1 + α) [ (1 + β) ( 1 + α(1 + β) ) + s ] (1 − σ^2)σ

, (44b)

ε_j ≤ d^2_0L k + 1 ( 4σ(1 + α) [ (1 + β) ( 1 + α(1 + β) ) + s ] (1 − σ^2)^2 ) . (44c)

Proof. By Proposition 4.1, we know that Algorithm 2 is a special instance of Algorithm 1 for solving (16) with T = F + N_C . Hence, we just have to call Theorems 3.6 and 3.7, use the fact that λ_k ≡ λ = σ/L (see the input in Algorithm 2) and recall the VIP (34) is equivalent to the inclusion 0 ∈ (T + N_C )(x).

Remark 4.3. The bounds in item (b) above for ‖v_j ‖ and ε_j are similar to the corresponding ones found by Monteiro and Svaiter in [20, Theorem 5.2(a)] for the Korpolevich extragradient method (see also [24]). Similarly to the first remark following Theorem 3.7, if we set β_k ≡ 0 in Algorithm 2, then (44a) – (44c) reduce to

v_j ∈ (F + N^{εj}_C )(y_j ), ‖v_j ‖ ≤

2(1 + α)d_0L √ k + 1 (1 − σ^2)σ , ε_j ≤ 4σ(1 + α)^2d^2_0L (k + 1) (1 − σ^2)^2 .

The latter conditions imply that for a given tolerance ρ > 0, Algorithm 2 finds a triple (y, v, ε) such that v ∈ (F + N^ε_C )(y) and max{‖v‖, ε} ≤ ρ in at most O (⌈( 1 + α 1 − σ^2

)_2 max {( d_0L σρ )_2 , d^2_0L ρ }⌉) (45)

iterations. Moreover, we also mention that the inclusion (44a) is closely related to the more usual notions of weak and strong solutions of VIPs (see, e.g., [20] for a discussion).

5 Strongly convergent inertial variants of Tseng’s modified forwardbackward and forward-backward methods

In this section, we consider the structured monotone inclusion problem (2), i.e., we consider the problem of finding x ∈ H such that

0 ∈ F (x) + B(x) (46)

where the following conditions are assumed to hold:

C1. F : Dom F ⊂ H → H is a (single-valued) continuous monotone map.

C2. B : H ⇒ H is a (set-valued) maximal monotone operator such that Dom B ⊂ C ⊂ Dom F , where C is a nonempty closed and convex subset of H.

C3. The solution set S := (F + B)^{−1}(0) of (46) is nonempty.

Conditions C1 and C2 above guarantee that the operator T = F + B is maximal monotone (see [21, Proposition A.1]), and so we can apply the results of Section 3 for solving (46).

Assuming that the resolvent (λB + I)^{−1} of B(·) is easy to evaluate, we propose two forwardbackward type methods for numerically solving (46):

• A strongly convergent inertial variant of the Tseng’s forward-backward method [35] for the case that F (·) is L-Lipschitz continuous, that is, in the case where (35) holds. The method is presented as Algorithm 3 below, and the main results on strong convergence and iterationcomplexity are summarized in Theorem 5.2.

• A modification of the forward-backward method for the case where F (·) is (1/L)-cocoercive on H: Dom F = H and ⟨x − y , F (x) − F (y)⟩ ≥ 1 L ‖F (x) − F (y)‖^2 for all x, y ∈ H, (47)

for some L > 0. The proposed algorithm appears as Algorithm 4 below and the main results on convergence and complexity are summarized in Theorem 5.5.

5.1 A strongly convergent inertial variant of the Tseng’s forward-backward method As we mentioned in the beginning of this section, in this subsection we consider problem (46) under the assumption that F (·), B(·) and/or C satisfy assumptions C1, C2 and C3 and the L-Lipschitz conditions (35).

Next is the algorithm:

Algorithm 3: A strongly convergent inertial variant of the Tseng’s forward-backward method for solving (46)

Input: x_0 = x_{−1} ∈ H, σ ∈ (0, 1) and λ = σ/L for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do

Choose α_k, β_k ≥ 0 and set

w_k = x_k + α_k(x_k − x_{k−1}),

~w_k = w_k + β_k(w_k − x_0).

(48)

Let w^′_k = P_C ( ~w_k) and compute

y_k = (λB + I)^{−1} ( ~w_k − λF (w^′_k) ) , v_k = F (y_k) − F (w^′_k) + 1 λ ( ~w_k − y_k) . (49)

Define H_k = {z | ⟨z − y_k, v_k⟩ ≤ 0}, W_k = {z | ⟨z − x_k, x_0 − x_k⟩ ≤ 0}. (50) Set x_{k+1} = P_{Hk∩Wk} (x_0). (51) end We now make the following remarks regarding Algorithm 3:

(i) We refer the reader to the several comments following both Algorithms 1 and 2 regarding the role of the (inertial) sequences {α_k} and {β_k} as well as of the half-spaces H_k and W_k, and also regarding the well-definedness of Algorithm 3 with respect to the projection in (51).

(ii) From a numerical point of view, the most expensive operation in Algorithm 3 is the computation of the resolvent (λB + I)^{−1} of B in (49); the computation of y_k and v_k as in (49) resembles the iteration of the Tseng’s modified forward-backward method [35]. We also mention that Algorithm 3 can also be applied to solve the VIP (34) by taking B = N_C in (46), in which case (λB + I)^{−1} = P_C . In this case, comparing Algorithms 2 and 3, it appears that the main advantage of the latter over the former is that (49) requires the computation of one projection, namely y_k = P_C ( ~w_k − λF (w^′_k)), while (37) requires two of them. Here we also mention that the extra projection w^′_k = P_C ( ~w_k) in Step 2 of Algorithm 3 is needed to recover feasibility of ~w_k with respect to the domain Dom F of F (·); if Dom F = H, the one can simply take w^′_k = ~w_k.

(iii) Other potential advantage of Algorithm 3 over Algorithm 2 (when both are applied to solve (34)) is the quality of the approximation: while for the former one obtains (y_k, v_k) exactly in the graph of F + N_C , for the latter (y_k, v_k) belongs to an enlargement of F + N_C – see the inclusions in (41) and (52).

Proposition 5.1. For the sequences evolved by Algorithm 3, the following holds for all k ≥ 0:

v_k ∈ (F + B)(y_k), ‖λv_k + y_k − ~w_k‖ ≤ σ‖y_k − ~w_k‖. (52)

As a consequence, by letting λ_k ≡ λ and ε_k ≡ 0, it follows that Algorithm 3 is a special instance of Algorithm 1 for solving (16) with T = F + B.

Proof. The proof of (52) follows the same outline of the proof of [20, Proposition 6.1]. The fact that Algorithm 3 is a special instance of Algorithm 1 follows from (52), Algorithms 3 and 1’s definitions and Proposition 2.1(d).

Next is the main result on Algorithm 3:

Theorem 5.2 (Strong convergence and iteration-complexity of Algorithm 3). Suppose assumptions C1, C2 and C3 and the L-Lipschitz condition (35) as above hold. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm 3 and let d_0 denote the distance of x_0 to the solution set S ≠ ∅ of (46), and suppose Assumption 3.2 holds on the sequences {α_k} and {β_k}. Then the following statements hold:

(a) The sequences {x_k} and {y_k} converge strongly to x^∗ := P_S (x_0).

(b) For all k ≥ 0, there exists j ∈ [k] such that

v_j ∈ (F + B)(y_j), (53a)

‖v_j ‖ ≤ 2d_0L √ k + 1 √ (1 + α) [ (1 + β) ( 1 + α(1 + β) ) + s ] (1 − σ^2)σ

. (53b)

Proof. The proof follows the same outline of Theorem 4.2’s proof, now using Proposition 5.1 instead of Proposition 4.1.

Remark 5.3. Similarly to Remark 4.3, it is possible to use (53a) and (53b) in order to estimate the number of iterations needed by Algorithm 3 to produce a pair (y, v) such that

v ∈ (F + B)(y) and ‖v‖ ≤ ρ (54)

where ρ > 0 is a given tolerance. As we mentioned in the third remark following Algorithm 3, one apparent advantage of (54) over the corresponding result in Remark 4.3 is that the former gives a pair exactly in the graph of F + B while the latter relies on enlargements.

5.2 A strongly convergent inertial version of the forward-backward method In this subsection, we consider problem (46) under the assumption that F (·), B(·) and/or C satisfy assumptions C1, C2 and C3 and the (cocoercivity) condition (47).

Algorithm 4: A strongly convergent inertial version of the forward-backward method for solving (46)

Input: x_0 = x_{−1} ∈ H, σ ∈ (0, 1) and λ = 2σ^2/L for k = 0, 1, 2, . . . do

Choose α_k, β_k ≥ 0 and set

w_k = x_k + α_k(x_k − x_{k−1}),

~w_k = w_k + β_k(w_k − x_0).

(55)

Let w^′_k = P_C ( ~w_k) and compute

y_k = (λB + I)^{−1} ( ~w_k − λF (w^′_k) ) . (56)

Define H_k = {z | ⟨z − y_k, v_k⟩ ≤ ε_k}, W_k = {z | ⟨z − x_k, x_0 − x_k⟩ ≤ 0}, (57)

where

v_k = ~w_k − y_k λ , ε_k = ‖y_k − w^′_k‖^2 4L^{−1} . (58)

Set x_{k+1} = P_{Hk∩Wk} (x_0). (59) end Next we make some remarks regarding Algorithm 4:

(i) The role and meaning of the extrapolations w_k and ~w_k as in (55) are the same as discussed before in the first remark following Algorithm 1. The main step in Algorithm 4 consists in the computation of the (forward-backward step) y_k as in (56), which resembles the forwardbackward method (see [19, 25]). The projection w^′_k of ~w_k over C is necessary to recover feasibility of ~w_k with respect to (the feasible set) C. Note that of C = H, i.e., if F (·) is defined in the whole space, then one can simply take w^′_k = ~w_k. Furthermore, the half-spaces H_k and W_k and the update x_{k+1} as in (57) and (59), respectively, are defined similarly to those in the previous algorithms of this paper.

(ii) The main advantage of Algorithm 4 when compared to Algorithm 3 is that the first requires no extra evaluation of F (·) at y_k, while the former requires the computation of F (y_k) in order to define v_k (see (49)). On the other hand, Algorithm 3 provides a potentially better approximate solution to (46), since the inclusion in (53a) provides a point (exactly) in the graph of F (·)+B(·), while (61a) below gives a point in its ε-enlargement.

(iii) While Algorithm 4 is similar to the main algorithm as proposed and studied in [15, Eq. (3.1)], we mention that contrary to our work, [15] doesn’t provide any complexity analysis for their method.

We now show that Algorithm 4 is also a special instance of Algorithm 1.

Proposition 5.4. For the sequences evolved by Algorithm 4, the following hold for all k ≥ 0:

v_k ∈ (F^{εk} + B)(y_k) ⊂ (F + B)^{εk} (y_k),

λv_k + y_k − ~w_k = 0, 2λε_k ≤ σ^2‖y_k − ~w_k‖^2.

(60)

As a consequence, it follows that Algorithm 4 is a special instance of Algorithm 1 (with λ_k ≡ λ) for solving (46) with T = F + B.

Proof. The proof follows the same outline of proof of [34, Proposition 5.3].

Next is the main result regarding the (strong) convergence and iteration-complexity of Algorithm 4.

Theorem 5.5 (Strong convergence and iteration-complexity of Algorithm 4). Suppose assumptions C1, C2 and C3 and the (1/L)-cocoercivity condition (47) as above hold. Consider the sequences evolved by Algorithm 4 and let d_0 denote the distance of x_0 to the solution set S ≠ ∅ of (46), and suppose Assumption 3.2 holds on the sequences {α_k} and {β_k}. Then the following statements hold:

(a) The sequences {x_k} and {y_k} converge strongly to x^∗ := P_S (x_0).

(b) For all k ≥ 0, there exists j ∈ [k] such that

v_j ∈ (F^{εj} + B)(y_j), (61a)

‖v_j ‖ ≤ 2d_0L √ k + 1 √ (1 + α) [ (1 + β) ( 1 + α(1 + β) ) + s ] 2(1 − σ^2)σ^2

, (61b)

ε_j ≤ d^2_0L k + 1 ( 4σ^2(1 + α) [ (1 + β) ( 1 + α(1 + β) ) + s ] 2(1 − σ^2)^2σ^2 ) . (61c)

Proof. The proof follows the same outline of Theorem 4.2’s proof, now using Proposition 5.4 instead of Proposition 4.1.

A Well-definedness of Algorithm 1

In this appendix, we will prove the well-definedness of Algorithm 1 (note that x_{k+1} as in (20) depends on the nonemptyness of the set H_k ∩ W_k). Recall that we are assuming that the solution S := T^{−1}(0) of (16) is nonempty. The proof of the following proposition follows the same outline of [32, Proposition 3]. Proposition A.1. Suppose Algorithm 1 reaches the iteration k and x_k ∈ M_S (x_0), where M_S (x_0) := {x | ⟨z − x , x_0 − x⟩ ≤ 0 for all z ∈ S} . (62) Then the following statements hold:

(a) S ⊂ H_k ∩ W_k.

(b) x_{k+1} is well-defined and x_{k+1} ∈ M_S (x_0).

Proof. (a) Since Algorithm 1 reaches iteration k, it follows that H_k and W_k as in (19) are well-defined. Moreover, using the inclusion in (18) and the definition of T^ε as in (7) we conclude that S ⊂ H_k. Since, by assumption, x_k ∈ M_S (x_0), it follows from (62) that ⟨z − x_k , x_0 − x_k⟩ ≤ 0 for all z ∈ S, which is to say that S ⊂ W_k (see (19)). Therefore, S ⊂ H_k ∩ W_k.

(b) Since S ≠ ∅, from item (a) we obtain H_k ∩W_k ≠ ∅, and so the next iterate x_{k+1} is well-defined (H_k ∩W_k is trivially closed and convex). Using the fact that x_{k+1} is the projection of x_0 onto H_k ∩W_k, from (15) we have ⟨z − x_{k+1} , x_0 − x_{k+1}⟩ ≤ 0 for all z ∈ H_k ∩ W_k.

As S ⊂ H_k ∩ W_k, the above inequality then holds for all z ∈ S, implying that x_{k+1} ∈ M_S (x_0). This finishes the proof of the proposition.

As a consequence of the proposition above, we have that the whole algorithm is well-defined. Corollary A.2 (Well-definedness of Algorithm 1). We have that Algorithm 1 is well-defined and generates “infinite” sequences. Furthermore, S ⊂ H_k ∩ W_k for all k ≥ 0, (63) where S := T^{−1}(0) ≠ ∅ is the solution set of (16).

Proof. Note that x_0 ∈ M_S (x_0), apply induction on k ≥ 0, and use Proposition A.1.

B Auxiliary results

Lemma B.1. Let H be a real Hilbert space. The following statement holds:

(a) For any x, y ∈ H and t ∈ R, we have ‖tx + (1 − t)y‖^2 = t‖x‖^2 + (1 − t)‖x‖^2 − t(1 − t)‖x − y‖^2.

(b) For any x, y, z ∈ H, we have 2⟨x − y, x − z⟩ = ‖x − y‖^2 + ‖x − z‖^2 − ‖y − z‖^2. (c) For every sequence {x_n} and x in H, we have

x_n → x if and only if x_n ⇀ x and ‖x_n‖ → ‖x‖.

Lemma B.2. Given a, b ≥ 0 with a + b > 0 and c ∈ R_+ , we have

min{as^2 + bt^2 | s, t ≥ 0 and s + t ≥ c} = ab a + b c^2.

References

[1] F. Alvarez and H. Attouch. An inertial proximal method for maximal monotone operators via discretization of a nonlinear oscillator with damping. Set-Valued Anal., 9(1-2):3–11, 2001.

[2] M. M. Alves, J. Eckstein, M. Geremia, and J.G. Melo. Relative-error inertial-relaxed inexact versions of Douglas-Rachford and ADMM splitting algorithms. Comput. Optim. Appl., 75(2):389– 422, 2020.

[3] M. M. Alves and R. T. Marcavillaca. On inexact relative-error hybrid proximal extragradient, forward-backward and Tseng’s modified forward-backward methods with inertial effects. Set- Valued Var. Anal., 28(2):301–325, 2020.

[4] M. M. Alves, R. D. C. Monteiro, and B. F. Svaiter. Regularized HPE-type methods for solving monotone inclusions with improved pointwise iteration-complexity bounds. SIAM J. Optim., 26(4):2730–2743, 2016.

[5] H. Attouch. Fast inertial proximal ADMM algorithms for convex structured optimization with linear constraint. Minimax Theory Appl., 6(1):1–24, 2021.

[6] H. Attouch and A. Cabot. Convergence of a relaxed inertial proximal algorithm for maximally monotone operators. Math. Program., 184(1-2, Ser. A):243–287, 2020.

[7] H. Attouch, A. Cabot, Z. Chbani, and H. Riahi. Inertial forward-backward algorithms with perturbations: application to Tikhonov regularization. J. Optim. Theory Appl., 179(1):1–36, 2018.

[8] H. Attouch and J. Peypouquet. Convergence of inertial dynamics and proximal algorithms governed by maximally monotone operators. Math. Program., 174(1-2, Ser. B):391–432, 2019.

[9] H. H. Bauschke and P. L. Combettes. A weak-to-strong convergence principle for Fejér-monotone methods in Hilbert spaces. Math. Oper. Res., 26(2):248–264, 2001.

[10] H. H. Bauschke and P. L. Combettes. Convex analysis and monotone operator theory in Hilbert spaces. CMS Books in Mathematics/Ouvrages de Mathématiques de la SMC. Springer, New York, 2011.

[11] R. I. Boţ and E. R. Csetnek. ADMM for monotone operators: convergence analysis and rates.

Adv. Comput. Math., 45(1):327–359, 2019.

[12] R. I. Boţ and E. R. Csetnek. A hybrid proximal-extragradient algorithm with inertial effects.

Numer. Funct. Anal. Optim., 36(8):951–963, 2015.

[13] R. S. Burachik, C. A. Sagastizábal, and B. F. Svaiter. ϵ-enlargements of maximal monotone operators: theory and applications. In Reformulation: nonsmooth, piecewise smooth, semismooth and smoothing methods (Lausanne, 1997), volume 22 of Appl. Optim., pages 25–43. Kluwer Acad. Publ., Dordrecht, 1999.

[14] P. L. Combettes and L. E. Glaudin. Quasi-nonexpansive iterations on the affine hull of orbits:

from Mann’s mean value algorithm to inertial methods. SIAM J. Optim., 27(4):2356–2380, 2017.

[15] Q.-L. Dong, D. Jiang, P. Cholamjiak, and Y. Shehu. A strong convergence result involving an inertial forward–backward algorithm for monotone inclusions. Journal of Fixed Point Theory and Applications, 19, 12 2017.

[16] F. Facchinei and J.-S. Pang. Finite-dimensional variational inequalities and complementarity problems, Volume II. Springer-Verlag, New York, 2003.

[17] O. Güler. New proximal point algorithms for convex minimization. SIAM J. Optim., 2(4):649– 664, 1992.

[18] G. M. Korpelevič. An extragradient method for finding saddle points and for other problems.

Èkonom. i Mat. Metody, 12(4):747–756, 1976.

[19] P.-L. Lions and B. Mercier. Splitting algorithms for the sum of two nonlinear operators. SIAM J. Numer. Anal., 16(6):964–979, 1979.

[20] R. D. C. Monteiro and B. F. Svaiter. On the complexity of the hybrid proximal extragradient method for the iterates and the ergodic mean. SIAM J. Optim., 20(6):2755–2787, 2010.

[21] R. D. C. Monteiro and B. F. Svaiter. Complexity of variants of Tseng’s modified F-B splitting and Korpelevich’s methods for hemivariational inequalities with applications to saddle-point and convex optimization problems. SIAM J. Optim., 21(4):1688–1720, 2011.

[22] R. D. C. Monteiro and B. F. Svaiter. Iteration-Complexity of a Newton Proximal Extragradient Method for Monotone Variational Inequalities and Inclusion Problems. SIAM J. Optim., 22(3):914–935, 2012.

[23] R. D. C. Monteiro and B. F. Svaiter. An accelerated hybrid proximal extragradient method for convex optimization and its implications to second-order methods. SIAM J. Optim., 23(2):1092– 1125, 2013.

[24] A. Nemirovski. Prox-method with rate of convergence O(1/t) for variational inequalities with Lipschitz continuous monotone operators and smooth convex-concave saddle point problems. SIAM Journal on Optimization, 15:229–251, 2005.

[25] G. B. Passty. Ergodic convergence to a zero of the sum of monotone operators in Hilbert space.

J. Math. Anal. Appl., 72(2):383–390, 1979.

[26] R. T. Rockafellar. Convex Analysis. Princeton University Press, Princeton, NJ, 1970.

[27] R. T. Rockafellar. On the maximal monotonicity of subdifferential mappings. Pacific J. Math., 33:209–216, 1970.

[28] R. T. Rockafellar. Monotone operators and the proximal point algorithm. SIAM J. Control Optimization, 14(5):877–898, 1976.

[29] R. T. Rockafellar and R. J.-B. Wets. Variational analysis, volume 317 of Grundlehren der Mathematischen Wissenschaften [Fundamental Principles of Mathematical Sciences]. Springer- Verlag, Berlin, 1998.

[30] M. V. Solodov and B. F. Svaiter. A hybrid approximate extragradient-proximal point algorithm using the enlargement of a maximal monotone operator. Set-Valued Anal., 7(4):323–345, 1999.

[31] M. V. Solodov and B. F. Svaiter. A hybrid projection-proximal point algorithm. J. Convex Anal., 6(1):59–70, 1999.

[32] M. V. Solodov and B. F. Svaiter. Forcing strong convergence of proximal point iterations in a Hilbert space. Math. Program., 87(1, Ser. A):189–202, 2000.

[33] M. V. Solodov and B. F. Svaiter. A unified framework for some inexact proximal point algorithms.

Numer. Funct. Anal. Optim., 22(7-8):1013–1035, 2001.

[34] B. F. Svaiter. A class of Fejér convergent algorithms, approximate resolvents and the hybrid proximal-extragradient method. J. Optim. Theory Appl., 162(1):133–153, 2014.

[35] P. Tseng. A modified forward-backward splitting method for maximal monotone mappings.

SIAM J. Control Optim., 38(2):431–446 (electronic), 2000.