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pIS, 1-7: Can you he lllO],(' specific what you mecln
of Sharkovskii's theorem are operative"?

,.

•

p9, '~ba=is,.B~~~Ylisis lhe first menlion of the basis fl, please define this:.! fJ ~ )..:c:.;,' 'P';....,

p15, 1+10, "If II:DII = 1... Ihe schPlue breilks down ,\1 dlC first, iteration.": PleasE" be cl'lP",r :-\
what you Illean by "breaks down", I agree t hat your description of the iterates no longer ' :
applies. hut the iteration still seems well defined. In filet, in two rlimensions I think it um \ "'~,
be shown that the reflectors and hence the iterat,es are no longer single-valued but still the I 'C' /I -,

iterates of DR, now sets. display some sort of set convergence, i.e. the iterates converge to ') ...., ,. "
the line segment (-1,0) + t (2,0) for t E [0. 1]. This ties in to item #:3 in this list. ',- ,-r.'. ""'-,? 'III".-.; ,-

J'

15. p17. Ex 2: thougll convexity is not essential to your results. single-valuedness of the projectors
is, and this has some hearing on the basins of attraction. r

14.

] 2.

13.

11. p9, 1+0: the fac\' that the fixed poinls are isolated seems to he importaut - al leas\' as
important as your choice of a LINE for the second set rather thaIl a subspace. Indeed. as I'.

you point out in Remark S, Theorem 1 only applies to operators with isolaterl fixed points, I, ~!t

would recommend proving lha\, the fixed points of \'he operator 11llder consideration are indeed '
isloated, if onlv to highlight this particular feature of the instance under investigation.


