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Abstract

The split problem, especially the split common fixed point problem, has been studied
by many authors. In this paper, we study the split common fixed point problem for
the pseudo-contractive mappings and the quasi-nonexpansive mappings. We
suggest and analyze an iterative algorithm for solving this split common fixed point
problem. A weak convergence theorem is given.
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1 Introduction

This article we devote to the split common fixed point problem and study it for the pseudo-
contractive and quasi-nonexpansive mappings. The split common fixed point problem is
a generalization of the convex feasibility problem which is to find a point x* satisfying the
following:

where m > 1 is an integer, and each C; is a nonempty closed convex subset of a Hilbert
space H. Note that the convex feasibility problem has received a lot of attention due to
its extensive applications in many applied disciplines as diverse as approximation theory,
image recovery and signal processing, control theory, biomedical engineering, communi-
cations, and geophysics (see [1-3] and the references therein). A special case of the convex
feasibility problem is the split feasibility problem, which is to find a point x* such that

x*eC and Ax"€Q, 1.1)

where C and Q are two closed convex subsets of two Hilbert spaces H; and Hj, respec-
tively, and A : H; — H; is a bounded linear operator. Such problems arise in the field of
intensity-modulated radiation therapy when one attempts to describe physical dose con-
straints and equivalent uniform dose constraints within a single model; see [4]. The prob-
lem with only a single pair of sets C € R and Q € RM was first introduced by Censor and
Elfving [5]. They used their simultaneous multi-projections algorithm to solve the split
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feasibility problem. Their algorithms, as well as others, see, e.g., Byrne [6], involve matrix
inversion at each iterative step. Calculating inverses of matrices is very time-consuming,
particularly if the dimensions are large. Therefore, a new algorithm for solving the split

feasibility problem was devised by Byrne [7], called the CQ-algorithm:
Xps1 = Pe(xy — TA*(I = Po)Ax,),

where 7 € (0, %) with L being the largest eigenvalue of the matrix A*A, I is the unit ma-
trix or operator and P¢ and P denote the orthogonal projections onto C and Q, respec-
tively. In the case of nonlinear constraint sets, orthogonal projections may demand a great
amount of work of solving a nonlinear optimization problem to minimize the distance
between the point and the constraint set. However, it can easily be estimated by linear
approximation using the current constraint violation and the sub-gradient at the current
point. This was done by Yang, in his recent paper [8], where he proposed a relaxed version
of the CQ-algorithm in which orthogonal projections are replaced by sub-gradient pro-
jections, which are easily executed when the sets C and Q are given as lower level sets of
convex functions; see also [9]. There are a large number of references on the CQ method
for the split feasibility problem in the literature; see, for instance, [10-25].

It is our main purpose in this paper to develop algorithms for the split common fixed
point for the pseudo-contractive and quasi-nonexpansive mappings. Weak convergence
theorem is given. Our results improve and develop previously discussed feasibility prob-

lems and related algorithms.

2 Preliminaries
Let H be a real Hilbert space with inner product (-,-) and norm || - ||, respectively. Let C

be a nonempty closed convex subset of H.
Definition 2.1 A mapping S: C — C is called pseudo-contractive if
(Sx—Sy,x—y) < llx =yl
forallx,y € C.
We will use Fix(S) to denote the set of fixed points of S, that is, Fix(S) = {x € C: x = Sx}.

Remark 2.2 It is clear that S is pseudo-contractive if and only if
1S5 = SyI* < ke = y11” + [T = S)x = (T = )y (21)
forallx,y € C.
Interest in pseudo-contractive mappings stems mainly from their firm connection with
the class of nonlinear accretive operators. It is a classical result, see Deimling [26], that

if S is an accretive operator, then the solutions of the equations Sx = 0 correspond to the

equilibrium points of some evolution systems.
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Definition 2.3 A mapping T : C — C is called L-Lipschitzian if there exists L > 0 such
that

1T — Tyl < Lilx -yl
forallx,y € C.
Remark 2.4 We call T nonexpansive if L =1 and T is contractive if L < 1.
Definition 2.5 A mapping T : C — C is called quasi-nonexpansive if

|Temx] < -

, V(x,x*) € C x Fix(T).

Remark 2.6 It is obvious that if T is nonexpansive with Fix(T) # ¥, then T is quasi-

nonexpansive.

Usually, the convergence of fixed point algorithms requires some additional smoothness
properties of the mapping T' such as demi-closedness.

Definition 2.7 A mapping T is said to be demi-closed if, for any sequence {x;} which
weakly converges to x, and if the sequence {7 (x;)} strongly converges to z, then T'(x) = z.

It is well known that in a real Hilbert space H, the following equality holds:
2
2+ A=y = tllxl + A= Dlyl* - (1 = )~y (22)
forallx,y € H and ¢ € [0,1].

Lemma 2.8 ([27]) Let H be a real Hilbert space, C a closed convex subset of H. Let U :
C — C be a continuous pseudo-contractive mapping. Then

(i) Fix(U) is a closed convex subset of C,

(i) (I —U) is demi-closed at zero.

Lemma 2.9 ([28]) Let H be a Hilbert space and let {u,} be a sequence in H such that there
exists a nonempty set Q C H satisfying the following:

(i) forevery u € Q,lim,, ||\u, — u|| exists,

(ii) any weak-cluster point of the sequence {u,} belongs in Q.
Then there exists x' € Q such that {u,} weakly converges to x.

In the sequel we shall use the following notation:

1. wy(u,) ={x: Juy, —> x weakly} denote the weak w-limit set of {u,};
2. u, — x stands for the weak convergence of {u,} to x;

3. u, — x stands for the strong convergence of {u,} to x.

3 Main results
In this section, we will focus our attention on the following general two-operator split

common fixed point problem:

find x* € C such that Ax" € Q, (3.1)
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where A : Hi — H, is a bounded linear operator, U : H; — H is a pseudo-contractive
mapping and T : H, — H, is a quasi-nonexpansive mapping with nonempty fixed point
sets Fix(U) = C and Fix(T) = Q, and we denote the solution set of the two-operator split
common fixed point problem by

I'={xe C;Ax € Q}.

To solve (3.1), Censor and Segal [12] proposed and proved, in finite-dimensional spaces,
the convergence of the following algorithm:

K1 = U(xk + yAN(T —I)Axk), keN, (3.2)

where y € (0, %), with X being the largest eigenvalue of the matrix A*A.
Moudafi [16] extended (3.2) to the following relaxed algorithm:

K = Uy, (xk +yA*(Tp —I)Axk), keN,

where 8 € (0,1), o, € (0,1) are relaxation parameters.
Inspired by their works, we introduce the following algorithm.

Algorithm 3.1 Let H; and H, be two real Hilbert spaces. Let A : H| — H, be a bounded
linear operator. Let U : H; — H; be a pseudo-contractive mapping with Lipschitzian con-
stant L and T : H, — H, be a quasi-nonexpansive mapping with nonempty Fix(U) = C
and Fix(T) = Q. Let xy € H;. Define a sequence {u,} as follows:

X, =ty + yvA*(T — )Au,,
In = (1 = Enxy + E,Uxy, (3.3)
Ups1 = [1 - (1 - an)an]xn + (1 - an)anuyn

for all n € N, where y and v are two constants, {«,}, {§,}, and {§,} are three sequences in
[0,1].

In the sequel, we assume the parameters satisfy the following restrictions.

Parameters restrictions:

(Ry): O<v<landO<y< ﬁ, where A is the largest eigenvalue of the matrix A*A;
(Rz): 0 <liminf, o a, <limsup,_, o, <1;

. 1 . . .
(R3): 0<k<1-6,<§&,< 7 for all n € N, where L is the Lipschitz constant of U.

Remark 3.2 Without loss of generality, we may assume that the Lipschitz constant L > 1.

1
V1+L241

It is obvious that
all e N.

<1 foralln > 1. Since &, < ﬁ, we have 1 -2§, —§2L% > 0 for

Theorem 3.3 Let H; and H, be two real Hilbert spaces. Let A : Hy — Hj be a bounded
linear operator. Let U : Hy — H) be a pseudo-contractive mapping with Lipschitzian con-
stant L and T : Hy — H, be a quasi-nonexpansive mapping with nonempty Fix(U) = C
and Fix(T) = Q. Assume that T — I is demi-closed at 0 and U # (). Then the sequence {u,}
generated by algorithm (3.3) weakly converges to a split common fixed point pu € T".
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Proof Letx* € I'. Then we get x* € Fix(U/) and Ax* € Fix(T). From (2.2) and (3.3), we have

Jtter =% = | [1 = (1= 8)evn ] + (0 = 8,)u Uy — x*|?
= /(= o) (0 = ) + @[S0 + (1 = 8,) Uy, —2*] ||
= (1= ) o0 = & ||* + |80 + (1 = 8,) Uy, — * ||
— (1= t) |8, + (1 = 8,) Uy — 5, |
= e[S 0 — 2”4 (1= 8 | Uy — 2 |* = 841 = )1 Uy — x4l?]

+(1-ay) ||x,, —x* ||2 —a,(1-ay) ||8,,x,, + (1 -8, Uy, —xy ||2 (3.4)

Since x* € Fix(U), we have from (2.1)
|tx - x* H2 <|x-a* ||2 + |2 = Ux|?

forallx € C.
By (3.4) and (3.5), we obtain
[ty =5 [* = U (=& + Eula) =2
< | = &% + Eulliy — Uy, |* + | (1 = E), + £, LU, — 27
= (= ) n — Uy + Ex(Un — Uy |
(= &) (0 — &%) + £ (U, - 27) |
= (U= Ea) 100 = Uy 1 + | Uty — Uyl® = E4(1 = &)1 — U |
(=) | — 2% |* 4 & | Uty — )| — 01— &) 1260 — U1
< (1= &) o — ) + 8 (0w — 2 + 1 — U %)
= E,(1= &)l — Uul® + (1= ) 6w — Uyl + &ul| U — Uy, ||
— £,(1— &)l — Uty 1>,
Note that U/ is L-Lipschitzian and x,, — y, = £,(Ux, — x,). Then we have
|y =) < @ = &) w2+ & (20 — 2% |* + 1 — Ul
= Eu(1= &) 120 — Uull® + (1= E) 196 — Uyl + E2L2 |y — Ut |1
— £,(1~ &)l — Uy
= =" + (= &) 1260 — Uyl

—&,(1-28, - £7L%) lx, — Uxul®. (3.6)

Substituting (3.6) into (3.4), we have

Jotnr =2 < 0 =)o =2 [+ ctuf v =" "+ 1 = 80 e —°°

+ (L= &)l — Uyll* — &0 (1 28, — E2L%)||x, — Uny||*]
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= 8,(1=38,) Uy, _xn”2} —a,(l - O‘n)”&q"n + (L= 8,) Uy, —xu ”2

< ||x,, —x* ||2 —a,(1- oe,,)n(snxn +(1=8,)Uyy —xy H2 (3.7)
Since X is the spectral radius of the operator AA*, we deduce
(T = DAu,, AA*(T = DAw,) < (T = DAw,|)*.
This together with (3.1) implies that

[ =2 = [t + VA (T = DAty - 2* |
= Jtn —*|* + 29 0(AN(T = DAwy, w1, — %)
+y 22| AX(T - DAu, |
= [t = x| + 29 v [AX(T = DAty 1, — )
+y2v2 (T - DAu,, AA*(T - ) Au,,)
< |t = x| + 20 v[A*(T = DAuy, 1, - 5*)

+y2v2AH(T—I)AunH2. (3.8)
Since T is quasi-nonexpansive and Ax* € Fix(T), we have
| TAu, — Ax*| < |Au, — Ax*||.
At the same time, we have the following equality in Hilbert spaces:
lle=yI? = ll® + 11y 11” = 2(x, 9). (3.9)
In (3.9), picking up x = (T — I)Au,, and y = TAu,, — Ax* to deduce

| A, — Ax*|)* = |(T = DAu, - (TAu, - Ax*) |*

= |(T - DAw,|* + | TAw, - Ax*|*
- 2((T - Au,, TAu, - Ax*)

< (T = DAw, | + | A, — Ax*|*

-2((T - DAu,, TAu,, — Ax*).
It follows that
(T - DAw,, TAu, - Ax*) < % |(T - DAw,|”.
Thus,

(AX(T - DAug, uy — x*) = (T - Auy, Au, — Ax*)

= ((T —-DNAu,, TAu, —Ax*) + ((T - DNAu,,Au, — TAun)
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IA

1
S 1@ = DAw, | = (7 - DAw, |

—% |(T - DAw,|”. (3.10)
From (3.7), (3.8), and (3.10), we get

it =2 = =" | = 001 =30 |7~ Dt |

— (1= ) |8y + (1 = 8,) Uy — 2| *. (3.11)
We deduce immediately that
lttner =" || < |an — 2.
Hence, lim, . o ||, —x*|| exists. This implies that {u,} is bounded. Consequently, we have
0 < yv( =2y (T = DAu |* < |ty = |* = [ther —a*|* = 0.
Therefore,
nlingo (T - DAu, | =o0. (3.12)

Since {u,} is bounded, w,(u,) # @. We can take u € w, (1), that is, there exists {un;} such
that @ —lim;_,  #,, = 1. Noting that T - I is demi-closed at 0, from (3.12), we obtain

(T -DAp = 0.

Thus, A € Fix(T).
From (3.11), we deduce

a,(1 —a,,)||8,,xn +(1=8,) Uy, —xy ||2 < ||un —x* ||2 - ||un+1 —x* ||2 — 0.

Since 0 < liminf,_ 0, < limsup,_, ., o, < 1, 0 < liminf,, o, < limsup,_, o, o,(1 —

«,) < 1. Then we have
lim || 8,2, + (1= 8,) Uy, — x| = lim (1 = 8,) | Uy, — x4l = 0.
n—00 n—00
Note that limsup§, < 1; we get immediately
lim ||y, —x,| = 0.
Hn— 00

Since U is L-Lipschitzian, we have

Uy = xull < 1 Uxy — Uyull + 1 Uy — x4l
< Llxy = yull + 1 Uy, — x4l

= L$n||an =Xl + ”Uyn =Xl

Page 7 of 10
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It follows that

V1+4L24+1-L

Ux, — < Uy, — < Uy, — .
[1Uxy, xn”_l—L‘En Uy, —xnll < 121241 Uy — x4l
So
lim ||Ux, —x,]|| = 0. (3.13)
n— o0

From (3.3), (3.12), and (3.13), we have lim,_.« ||, — %, = 0. Thus, @ —lim;_, « Xy, = W By
the demi-closedness of U — I at 0 (Lemma 2.8), we get

Up = u.

Hence, p € Fix(U). Therefore, i € T'. Since there is no more than one weak-cluster point,
the weak convergence of the whole sequence {u,} follows by applying Lemma 2.9 with
Q =T. This completes the proof. O

Example 3.4 Let H = R with the inner product defined by (x,y) = xy for all x,y € R and

the standard norm | - |. Let C = [0, +00) and Tx = xlzj for all x € C. Obviously, Fix(T) = 2.

It is easy to see that

x2+2
1+x

X

|Tx - 2| = lx—2| < |x—-2|

1+x

_2‘:
for all x € C and
1 5 1
TO)-T[=)|=—=>|0-=].
3 12 3

Hence, T is a continuous quasi-nonexpansive mapping but not nonexpansive.

Example 3.5 Let H = R with the inner product defined by (x,y) = xy for all x,y € R and
the standard norm | - |. Let C = [0,+00) and let Ux =x -1 + % for all x € C. Observe that
Fix(U) = 3. It is easy to see that

4 4
(Ux—Uy,x—y) = <x—l+m—y+l—m,x—y>
<1 ey
B ——— x_
o TS L
< lx—yP?
and

|Ux - Uy| <

4 4
x-1+ —-y+1-—
x+1 y+1

4
</l-— _
“ (x+1>(y+1)"x )
<5lx -yl

forallx,y € C.
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But

1 n 1
lu(—) - u(o)‘ =,
4 20 4

Hence, U is a Lipschitzian pseudo-contractive mapping but it is not nonexpansive.
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