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11. p9, 1+3: the fact thatl the fixed poinls are isolated seenis 10 be important — al least as .
important as your chioice of a LINE for the second set rather thian a subspace. Indeed, as :
yvou point out in Remark 5. Theorem 1 only applics to operators with isolated fixed points. 1 %
would recommend proving that the fixed points of the operator ander consideration are indeed *"
isloated. if onlv to highlight this particular feature of tlie instance under investigation. l
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13. pl5, 1410, “If |z} = 1... \he scheme breaks down at the frst Heration. : Please be clegrer 4

12, p9, “basis B”: this 1s {he first mention of the basis I3, please define this. # 5 (o N

[ ST e e

what you mean by “breaks down”. I agree that your description of the iterates no longer » [

applies, but the iteration atill scemns well defined. In fact. m two dimmensions I think it can % SR e

he shown that the reflectors and hence the iterates are no longer single—valued but still the * g A

terates of DR, now sets, display some sort of set convergence, i.c. the lterates cONverge tO s .

the line seement (—1,0) +¢(2,0) lor 1 € 0.1]. This ties m to 1tem 43 1n this list. ) . d} "f’lu.rh_;x%:w
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14. p1h, 1-7: Can you he more specific what you 1cal by “various torval mapping analogues B

of Sharkovskii's theorem are operative” ! ‘: >
15. p17. Ex 2: though convexity is not essential to your results. single-valuedness of the projectors ey

is. and this has some bearing on the basins of attraction. r‘ *M_,L
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