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TRIANGULAR DECOMPOSITION METHODS FOR SOLVING
REDUCIBLE
NONLINEAR SYSTEMS OF EQUATIONS*

J. E. DENNIS, JR.!, JOSE MARIO MARTINEZ!, AND XIAODONG ZHANGS

Abstract. This paper generalizes to the nonlinear case a standard way to solve general sparse
systems of linear equations. In particular, Duff [J. Inst. Math. Appl., 19 (1977), pp. 339-342] has
suggested that row and column interchanges be applied to permute the coefficient matrix of a linear
system into block lower triangular form.. The linear system then can be solved by using the associated
block Gauss—Seidel or forward block substitution scheme. This is the approach taken in the Harwell
MAZ28 routine. If more than one matrix with the same sparsity pattern is to be factored, then the
reordering need not be redone. In extending this approach to nonlinear problems, it is necessary to
assume as in the linear case that component equations can be evaluated separately from equations
in other blocks. The algorithm for doing the reordering is very fast, and if the equations can be put
into block lower triangular form with each block size much less than the dimension of the system,
then a large savings is in order because only the diagonal blocks need to be factored. In the nonlinear
variants considered here, there are additional advantages. Not only are just the diagonal blocks of
the Jacobian matrix computed and factored, but the off-diagonal partial derivatives need not even
exist. Numerical tests and analytic results affirm the intuition that these variants are superior locally
to Newton’s method. Current work is concerned with globalizing these methods and with variants
especially suited to parallel implementations.

Key words. block triangular decomposition, Gauss—Seidel-Newton method, sparse nonlinear
systems of equations, parallel processing
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1. Introduction. This paper will consider the problem of solving the large-scale
nonlinear system of equations

(1.1) F(z) =0,

where F : R® — R™ and the Jacobian J(z) is sparse. We will assume we know the
structural sparsity pattern of the Jacobian matrix J(z*). By this we mean that we will
assume we have encoded which components of z affect the value of each component
fi of F. We admit that there may be some incidental additional sparsity in J(z) at
some particular x caused by some of the partial derivatives happening to be zero at
that z, but we do not attempt to exploit incidental sparsity. One way to determine
structural sparsity would be to use finite differences to compute the Jacobian at some
point, and assume that any exact zero in the result is a structural zero. Of course, it
is possible to foil this scheme, but it is highly unlikely to fail in practice.
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We will analyze a rather large class of methods. They are decomposition methods,
and they share the congenital advantages and disadvantages of this class. Among
them, if a problem can be decomposed in the requisite way, it will be rather obvious
that the correct choice of a method from this class would be a sensible way to attack
the problem. On the other hand, the choice of a particular member of this class for
a particular problem is always going to depend on some properties of the function,
but we think there are many hints here as to how to make this decision. ‘However,
there are some basic assumptions we make in order to be reasonably confident that
one should choose one of the methods discussed here rather than a straightforward
Newton’s method, which is in fact one of the methods considered here when the
sparsity is sufficiently random.

The main assumption we make in order to use effectively one of the methods
considered here, is that the components of F' should be able to be partitioned into
blocks of components that can be evaluated each at different points in a total time
roughly equivalent to the evaluation of F' at a single point. This is a strong assumption
which is by no means always correct, but it is true for many large problems, where
it is not at all unusual to have difficulty in applying library versions of Newton’s
method because they usually assume that the user at least will furnish a routine
that accepts « and returns F(z). In many cases, the user assembles and encodes
the residual calculations in blocks and never thinks in terms of computing the entire
vector F'(z) at one time. To make things simple, we make our presentation here as if
each component could constitute such a block.

The second assumption is that Tarjan’s algorithm [16] applied in the usual way
Duff [6] to the sparsity structure of the Jacobian F’(z) would result in a set of row
and column permutations P and @ that would give PF'(z)Q a nontrivial block lower
triangular structure. This actually goes somewhat with the first assumption in prac-
tice, but when the decomposition gives the entire Jacobian as a single block, then all
the methods given here reduce to Newton’s method with various strategies for when
to reevaluate the Jacobian.

In large engineering systems, these properties are very common. To see this,
consider the simulation of a large system of roughly sequential processes like a chemical
plant. It is standard in chemical engineering to have a library of equation models of
component processes (distillation columns, catalytic crackers, etc.) and, for a specific
design problem, to pull these off the shelf and connect them by additional equations
that set the outputs from a certain process to the inputs to its daughter processes. Of
course, there can be feedback loops that complicate the Jacobian structure, but that
is dealt with cheaply by Tarjan’s algorithm, and the resulting block lower triangular
decomposition of such structures generally is found to be very useful in solving for
the Newton step.

The last difficulty we mention is again common to decomposition methods. These
methods generally are more difficult to implement in such a way as to ensure conver-
gence from poor initial guesses. For example, no one has yet published a convincing
way to globalize any of the Brown-Brent methods. And yet, Brown-Brent methods
and Gauss—Seidel methods, which include the ones proposed here, are used regularly
in practice. There are at least two reasons for this. The first is that these decom-
position methods seem to be able to converge unmodified from worse initial guesses
than methods that make more superficial use of structure. (See Moré and Cosnard
[12].) The second is that for many applications there are very good initial guesses
available as a matter of course. Still, we are investigating ways to extend the region
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of convergence for these methods.

2. Newton’s method. The standard Newton’s method for (1.1) generates suc-
cessive estimates 2¥ € R™ of a solution z* € R™ of (1.1) as:

(2.1) Solve J(z*)sV = —F(z*) and set z¢*'=2aF 4N, k=0,1,....

In the case of large sparse nonlinear problems, a single standard method, such as the
Newton’s method, may not handle all the instances of (1.1) efficiently, but rather the
algorithm must take into account the sparsity structure and other special characteris-
tics of the problem. Our purpose here is to suggest one way to use existing technology
automatically to tailor methods for particular sparsity patterns.

As motivation, we will suppose we decided to use Newton’s method on a general
instance of (1.1). Then we probably would use a graph coloring approach to compute
J(x*) efficiently (see Curtis, Powell, and Reid [4], Coleman and Moré [3], and Dennis
and Schnabel [5]). After that, we might apply the Harwell code MA28 to solve the
linear system (2.1). If we did so, then permutation matrices P and @ would be found
such that

(2.2) PJ(z*)Q(QTsN) = —PF(z")

is a block lower triangular system. Of course, the system may have only one block, but
the search for the permutations is cheap enough (see Harary [10], Duff [6], and Duff,
Erisman, and Reid [8]) that nothing significant is lost in trying. On the other hand,
if a nontrivial block triangular structure is revealed, then the Newton step can be
found by forward block substitution, which is the same as a linear block Gauss—Seidel
sweep down the permuted Newton system. This would require only that the diagonal
blocks be factored. Of course, the diagonal blocks of PJ(z)Q are nonsingular if and
only if J(z) is nonsingular. For many problems, the structural sparsity of J(z) stays
constant across all iterations and so it is not necessary to reorder at every iteration.

The foregoing is exactly the algorithm we refer to when we compare our suggested
methods to Newton’s method.

In a nutshell, what we propose here is to reorder the equations and variables
still only once, but before, rather than after, starting the nonlinear solution process.
If Newton’s method is implemented as outlined above, then reordering information
is being computed and used in the linear inner loop, but is not being used by the
nonlinear outer loop. Our purpose is to argue that this is wasteful.

In the next section, we will make precise the comparison between the Newton
method defined by (2.2) and the algorithms we suggest, which are variants of block
Gauss—Seidel-Newton, or block Jacobi-Newton in the terminology introduced in Or-
tega and Rheinboldt [14]. In §3, we outline some variants, which we analyze in §4.
Section 5 contains the results of some numerical experiments that show the advantage
of our approach. Section 6 is devoted to a discussion and summary of these results
and where they seem to point. The proofs of the convergence results are included in
the Appendix.

3. Newton—Gauss—Seidel vs. Gauss—Seidel-Newton. It will simplify no-
tation greatly if we assume for the remainder of this paper that the permutations have
been absorbed into the problem. Thus, when we write z, we really mean Q7 z; when
we write F(x), we really mean PF(QTx); and J(z) is really the block lower triangular
matrix PF'(z)Q. Thus, if we apply Newton’s method to solving this incarnation of
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(1.1) given by

Fy(z1),
51) Fla) = Fz(wl, 2),

Foo(z1, 2,.-., Tm),
where

z = (x1, Tay..., Tm)T € R™ X R™ X ... X R™ = R",

F,:R" xR™ x---x R™ — R™, i =1,2,..., m,

and

m
E n; =n,
i=1

then we have to solve

,
3F1(5”1)
Q51 = "'Fl(xl)
Oxy
OF, (z* k) N OF,(z¥, «&
2(’():011 z + 2(6:;2 2)S£V = _F2(xlf’x§)’
(3.2) 4
(?Fm(ml,wz, ,a: ) N + 6Fm(zl, mg, ,:vm) N 4 (‘)Fm(m,, zz, ,a:m) N
ozx1 Ox2
\ =- m(xl’ xlzcv"’xm)
and set z¥*! = 2F + sV fori=1,...,mand k=0,1,2,....

We should use forward block substitution, which is the same as the block Gauss—
Seidel linear iteration, to compute the Newton step by

OF () N _ k
(33) axl s1 = Fl(xl)’
and for 1 = 2,...,m, s;-N comes from the n; X n; linear system
aFi(w,f,...,xI?) N BF (xl, ) N
(3.4) ——“BE——LSi = - ( ) + Z Sj

But now the key observation is that the right sides of (3.4) are just the first-
order Taylor approximations to —Fi(x’f + s{v ,m’2° + sév yore ,xf_l + sfi l,zf). Thus, if
we can compute values of F; independently, it must surely be better to do so than
to build a Taylor approximation to it at the expense of computing the strict lower
triangular part of the Jacobian. This leads us to suggest the block version of the
Gauss—Seidel-Newton method given by

OFy(af,...,zf)

(3.5) o

k k k k
s; = —F;(x7 + 51,25 + 82,...,T; 1 + 8i—1,27 ),
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where xf‘” =xf+s,~,i= 1,...,mand k=0,1,2,....

It is worth noting here that the fact that the lower triangular parts of the Jacobian
do not appear in the algorithm has the effect that the local quadratic convergence
analysis given below does not require the lower triangular parts of the Jacobian even
to exist. In contrast, for Newton’s method, they must exist and be smooth so that
the Taylor approximation (3.4) is sufficiently accurate not to impede convergence.

Finally, let us set some more terminology. The methods fit the general framework
of p. 214 of Ortega and Rheinboldt [14]. Our methods are only for the block lower
triangular case. But, we were unable to find a naming scheme to reflect that which
did not eventually get out of hand when we applied it to the variants given in the
next section. Thus, we will base our notation on Ortega and Rheinboldt [14], but we
will not use the word “block” in any of the names, since it would have exactly the
same obvious meaning in all the names. Notice that for (3.1), Newton’s method and
the Newton—Gauss—Seidel method are both given by (3.4), and so they are identical.
The reason for such attention to names is that things are about to get complicated
in the next section.

4. Variants of nonlinear Gauss—Seidel. In this section, we will look at some
modifications of the Gauss—-Seidel-Newton method given by (3.5). These will consist
in using modifications of Newton’s method on each block.

First note that for all these variants, besides the obvious advantages of not needing
to compute the strict lower triangle of the Jacobian, it would be possible to apply
only to the diagonal blocks graph coloring heuristics to compute the derivatives by
finite differences or automatic differentiation. And so, based again on the assumption
that the F; can be evaluated independently and assuming also that the cost of F(z)
is the same as the sum of the costs of an evaluation of each Fj, one could not do
worse than the result of coloring the entire graph. On a parallel machine, there are
obvious possibilities for savings by considering coloring, derivative calculations, and
factorizations independently for each diagonal block.

4.1. Nonlinear Gauss—Seidel. Steward [15] and Erickson [9] suggest the lim-
iting case of the class of methods we will consider. It is the block version of what
Ortega and Rheinboldt [14] call the nonlinear Gauss—Seidel method. In this method,
one solves the block systems successively starting from the top left corner and using
the newest values as they are found:

(4.1) solve Fy(z},...,z;_q,2;) =0 forz;, i=1,2,...,m.

This method is defined independently of the particular solution technique applied
to the blocks, but Erickson [9] used Newton’s method to solve for each z} for his
comparisons with Newton’s method (3.4). He ran experiments on a 66-variable non-
linear block triangular equation, where the sizes of the 2 diagonal blocks are 44 and
22, respectively.

The ratio he reported of the computing time between Newton’s method and the
nonlinear Gauss-Seidel method was 2.7. Since Erickson does not specify whether
he takes advantage of the block forward substitution approach for solving the linear
systems for the Newton step, and since this ratio is very close to 3, which could
be estimated by Y v, nd : (3i%,n;)? for the savings from doing only the block
factorizations rather than the entire matrix, we are not sure how to interpret these
results.
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4.2. The Gauss—Seidel-Newton method. The Gauss—Seidel principle is to
use new information as soon as it is available in order to achieve fast convergence,
and this should be especially advantageous for block lower triangular systems.

k1 k kyiy1—1 kyi

xs =zxz; — Ji(z; Fi(z;”"),

(12) ; [Ji(z3")] ™" Fi(a;
wherem (wk"'l, oz f+11,$k), J()—

Fi()
oz; '

i=1,...,m.

Below, we will use * and J; without further definition.

It will not surprise the reader that for all the examples we tried, this method
converged in less time than Newton’s method. There are several reasons for this.
First, there is the probability that we will use fewer iterations because of the Gauss—
Seidel principle. But even if we use the same number of iterations, we do less function
work because only diagonal Jacobian blocks are evaluated rather than the whole
matrix. The only savings in linear algebra required for our method compared to
Newton’s method is that Newton’s method has to form the linear combinations of
products of blocks in the strict lower triangular part of the Jacobian with already
determined components of the Newton step in order to correct the right-hand side of
the linear system to be solved for the next component. Test results are given in §5.

4.3. The Gauss—Seidel-Newton stationary (¢g-step) method. In practice,
applying more than one inner iteration to each block can reduce the total number
of outer sweeps and the total computing time. Of course, too many inner iterations
means that one is doing nonlinear Gauss—Seidel, which has a slower convergence rate
than Newton’s method.

There is another very interesting issue to consider in deciding how many inner
iterations to use. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that z° = (29,29) has the
property that =9 # z%, but 23 = z3. Then, unless one iterates on the first block
until convergence, z} is not 7. Thus, each inner iteration on the second block will
be taking us further from z3 because it will be trying to converge to a solution to
F2 (:1:%, .’132) =0

This is an extreme case, but in general one can extend this way of thinking to see
that when we begin iterating on a block, it is probably true that the earlier blocks
have improved their variables. Therefore, we expect that as we iterate on the ith block
toward a solution to F; (a“cz_1 ,z;) = 0, initially we will improve our approximation to
x}. However, if we keep doing inner iterations, that improvement will end and we will
draw further from z} as we continue toward the root of F; (kb ) = 0.

The experlmental results of several such cases are in §5, mcludmg one case in
which we diverge if we take more than two inner iterations, but not enough so that
we are doing nonlinear Gauss—Seidel.

We found it best to implement the inner iterations in the cheapest way; we use
a stationary Newton method in which we do a new block function evaluation at each
inner iteration, but only one Jacobian evaluation and factorization per block per outer
sweep. The algorithm for ¢ inner stationary Newton steps on each block is as follows:

(4.3)
2D =2} — (G R,

forv=0,...,q—-1, i=1,...,m, k=0,1,2,.

and mk(") P (ght ,xk+11,a;k(")) with xk(o) = z¥, xf(q) = ghtl,



364 J. E. DENNIS, JR., J. M. MARTINEZ, AND X. ZHANG

4.4. The modified Gauss—Seidel-Newton stationary (g-step) method.
Another variation, which is well suited to parallel computation, is to evaluate and
factor the diagonal blocks concurrently at z¥. We will show in the next section that
this modified method and its variations are quadratically convergent. The algorithm
for ¢ inner stationary Newton steps on each block is as follows:

(4.4) z; ¢ = of0) — (i) Rl ),
' forv=0,...,q—-1, i=1,....,m, k=0,1,2,....

4.5. Gauss—Seidel-quasi-Newton ¢-step methods. The more general form
for the methods we consider, as well as some others we will consider in future work,
is

wf("H) = xf(”) - [B:c (")]"lFi(:vf(”)’i), Bf M 5 nonsingular n; X n; matrix,

k(v),i k+1 k+1 k()Y - k(0 k k(q k1
and z;" " = (z] ,...,xi;"l,a:i( )w1tha:i()=a:,~, a:,-()=xi+ ,

(45) forv=0,...,q—1, i=1,...,m, k=0,1,2,....

The notation

Z; = (®1,...,2;) € R™ X R™ x --- X R™, 1=1,2,....m

will be useful in the analysis. Thus, method (4.2) corresponds to (4.5) with
(4.6) BYV) = gk, bt ek, =1,
method (4.3) is (4.5) with
(4.7 BFW) = Jy(zbt1,. . bl 2b),
and method (4.4) is (4.5) with
(4.8) BF®) = J(aF, ..., ob).

4.6. Block Jacobi-Newton. Finally, we include the well-known Jacobi-New-
ton method for completeness in our test results. It is not a forward nonlinear substi-
tution or Gauss—Seidel method.

(4.9) =2k (@k,. )T REE, i=1,...,m, k=1,....

Note that there is no inner iteration; in order to obtain z**! from z*, one solves the
m independent linear blocks. The same argument is used for all the Jacobian blocks
and function blocks.

Besides the simple structure for implementation, the Jacobi method also exhibits
a high degree of parallelism. Its main drawback is its slow rate of convergence. We
will see this in the analytical convergence results and the experimental results in the
following two sections.

5. Convergence results. In this section, we will give some convergence the-
orems for (4.5). At first, they may seem surprisingly strong, but this is the power
of putting the system in block lower triangular form before starting the nonlinear
solution process.
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Let | - | denote an arbitrary norm defined on each R™ as well as its subordinate
matrix norm. For every ¢ and any Z; € R™ x--- X R, i=1,...,m, we use the norm

i
Izl = lel.
j=1

Remember that z = Z, , 2% = Eﬁz, z* = Z;,. The Jacobian of F; with respect to x;
is denoted by J;(Z;).

For all our results we will assume: There exist * € R™, €; > 0 such that F(z) is
well defined for all z such that |z — z*| < €1, and

(5.1) F(z*) = 0.

The Jacobian matrix J;(Z;) exists for all Z; such that ||Z; — Z}|| < ;. Moreover, J;(Z;)
is continuous at Z} and J;(Z}) is nonsingular for all ¢ = 1,...,m. We also assume
that for some I'

(5.2) |Ji(:) 7 < T
foralli=1,...,m and ||Z; — Z/|| < €1. There exists L > 0 such that
(5.3) |7:(Z:) — Ji(7)| < L|jzi — Z3|

foralli=1,...,m and ||Z; — Z}|| < €1. There exists & > 0 such that

(5.4) |Fi(@1, ey @y vy @) = Fy(1, .00, 25,00 23)] < ez — 2
forall j<i=1,...,mand ||Z; — Z}|| < e1.

LEMMA 5.1.
(5.5) |Fs(Zi1, %) — Fi(Zi_1,2:)| < al|Zi-1 — Z7_4||

foralli=1,...,m, ||Z; — Z}|| < e1.

Proof. This property can be easily obtained by using (5.4). 0

Remark. Observe that we are not assuming differentiability of F; with respect to
variables x;, j # 4. This allows us to include under our analysis more general functions
than the ones considered in the usual convergence analysis for Newton methods.

THEOREM 5.2. Let r € (0,1). There exist €3, 6 > 0 such that if

(5.6) l2° - 2*|| < e
and
(5.7) IBFY) — Jgy(@5) <

forallv=0,...,q—1,i=1,...,m, k=0,1,2,..., then the sequence {x*} generated
by (4.5) is well defined, converges to z*, and satisfies

o _
(5.8) i ol < g -3l v=1,...0

(AT = .
(5.9) oi ™ — 2l < —lEp -], i=1,...,m,
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and
(5.10) 2kt — 2*|| < r|lz* — z¥).
Moreover, for allv =0,1,...,q—1,i=1,...,m and k=0,1,2,..., we have
(5.11)
ey — 27 <T(BY ~ @)+ Lief® ~ 27])|z;® ~ o}| + Tallzl? - 274
Proof. See the Appendix.

The following result applies to the Gauss—Seidel-Newton (4.3) and modified Gauss—
Seidel-Newton methods (4.4) with ¢ inner iterations.

THEOREM 5.3. Assume that the choice of Bf ®) in (4.5) is given by (4.7) (the
Gauss-Seidel-Newton) or by (4.8) (the modified Gauss—Seidel-Newton). Then, there
exists e3 > 0 such that if

|l2° - 2*|| < e,

the sequence generated by (4.5) is well defined and converges to x*. Furthermore,
there exists ¢y such that

(5.12) &¥) — 27| < crllEf - 35+
so that

(5.13) |zbt — 27| < eal|EF — 37|90
and

(5.14) 2%+ — 2*|| < eyl — z*(|7F,

wherev=0,...,q,i=1,....,m ,and k=0,1,2,....

Proof. See the Appendix.

The rest of this section is dedicated to an analysis of the Jacobi-Newton method
discussed in §3. Recall that an iteration of this method is defined by

(5.15) ot = of — Ji(2F) T Fi(&F)
for ¢ = 1,...,m. It turns out that in a sense, the method is m-step quadratically
convergent.
THEOREM 5.4. There exist €4,cp > 0 such that, if
(5.16) |2 — z*|| < eq,

the sequence generated by the Jacobi—-Newton method (5.15) is well defined, converges
to z*, and satisfies

(5.17) |25t = o}| < eallaf — @+ + 2T~ 2P
foralli=1,...,mand k >m — 1.
Moreover, defining

k_ (.k k+1 k+m—1
Y —($1,$2 PR Y ),

there exists a constant ¢z > 0 such that
(5.18) ly*+ — 2*|| < eslly® — 2|2

forall k=0,1,2,....
Proof. See the Appendix.
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6. Experimental results. We generated our test problems from the Moré-
Garbow-Hillstrom [13] test set. Some are polynomial and some are combinations
of polynomial and trigonometric functions. Such simple functions would not favor
the methods studied here because they are so cheap to differentiate. Thus, New-
ton’s method does not have to pay much of a penalty for the extraneous derivative
calculations.

In all cases, the diagonal blocks were fairly large, which again means that Newton’s
method does not have to do as much extraneous differentiation in computing the strict
lower triangular part of the Jacobian as if the diagonal blocks were small. But the
diagonal blocks were the same size, which our intuition says might favor a Gauss—
Seidel method because it would maximize the average amount of new information
available to each block iteration. However, all diagonal blocks of the same size would
minimize the extra linear algebra needed by Newton’s method for correcting the right-
hand sides in computing the Newton step.

The computer we used is a single processor of Intel 80386 in the Sequent Symmetry
system.

We wanted to avoid having to code Tarjan’s algorithm [16] just to test our ideas,
and so we used systems already in block triangular form with known solutions.

The test problems we used were generated in a simple way from some variable-
dimension problems in Moré, Garbow, and Hillstrom [13]. Given any block dimension
n and number of blocks m, we generated some polynomial test functions from two
variable-dimension test problems as follows: Let the function F, : R™ — R"™ be the
block of nonlinear equations with n unknowns y = (y1,¥2,--.,¥n):

n
fi(y)=y¢+2yj—(n+l), 1<i<n-1,
i=1

@) ={[lw| -1
j=1

Let Fp : R™ — R™ be another block of nonlinear equations with n unknowns:

fi(y) = B = 2u:)yi — yi—1 — 2yit1 + 1, i=1,...,n
Now generate an n - m X n - m system in the blocks of variables z = (z1,z3,...,Zm)
by
( F]((L‘]) = Fa(ml))
Fy(z1,29) = Fu(x1) + Fo(x2),

Fae(®1,83, ., @2) = Fa(@1) + [1;21 Fo(@25) Fa(®2541) + Fo(wae),
Faeg1(w1, 22, .., Bae1) = Fa(@r) + [[T;2] Fo(®a;) Fa(@2541) Fo(@ae)
+ Fa(z2e41),

F(z) = <

L Fm(iL'l, T2y euny (L‘m).

The second group of functions were generated from Fy, Fp, and the trigonometric
system F, with n unknowns:

n
fi(y)=n—Zcos yj + (1 —cos y;) —sin y;, i=1,...,n
Jj=1
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as follows:
( Fi(z1) = Fa(z1), )
Fy(z1,12) = Fo(x1) + Fy(x2),
Fs3(z1, 22, 23) = Fo(z1) + Fy(x2) + Fe(x3),
F3pp1(z1,... ,$3lg+11)
= Fo(z1) + [[Tj=1 Fo(23j-1) Fe(x3;) Fa(@34+1)] Fo(T3e—1) Fe(T3e)
_ + Fa(z3e41) _
Fz) = s Fse+2($1,---,$ése+2) p =0.
= Fa(z1) + [I;1 Fo(zsj—1)Fe(35) Fa(z3j4+1) + Fy(23e42)
F3py3(zy,... ,$3;3+3)
= Fo(z1) + [[1;=1 Fo(z3j-1)Fe(23;) Fa(3j41)] Fo(T3e+2)
+ Fe(x3e+3)
. Fm(ml,xg,...,xm) )

Here we report results on a single processor to demonstrate that the methods
given here are very good sequential algorithms. In later work, we will test parallel
variants of the Gauss—Seidel-Newton approach for systems of the form (3.1).

In all cases, to keep things simple the starting value of 20 was reasonably close
to the solution, and no globalizing strategy was used. The stopping criterion was to
reduce the total function ¢ norm below 10712,

First, we compare the performance of the five methods on a 600 x 600 polynomial
block triangular system with six blocks of 100 variables (see Fig. 1).

As expected, the Jacobi-Newton method took the most time to converge. The
nonlinear Gauss—Seidel method took 13 iterations for each block, and total computing
time was impressively small. The Gauss-Seidel-Newton method used one iteration
less than the Newton’s method, but the computing time was about 27% because of
less time spent in Jacobian evaluation. We do not compute the strict lower triangle,
and in doing linear algebra, Newton must correct the right-hand sides in solving for
the Newton step.

The Gauss—Seidel-Newton method with more than one inner iteration was the
most effective one among all the methods for this problem. The experimental results
show that the number of outer iterations is sharply decreased from 13 to 5 when the
number of inner iterations is increased to 2. However, the number of outer iterations
decreases more slowly as the inner number of iterations increases further. The optimal
number of stationary inner iterations is problem dependent. Our experiments show
that when g = 4, then k = 3 was needed, and this minimized the computing time for
this system.

Next we tested a 1600 x 1600 polynomial block triangular problem with 16 blocks
of 100 variables (see Fig. 2). Unfortunately, the Jacobi-Newton method could not
converge to a solution from the same z° as the other methods used. We modified
the initial value so that it was closer to a solution, and we found the solution by the
Jacobi-Newton method. This group of experiments also showed that the nonlinear
Gauss—Seidel method and the Gauss—Seidel-Newton with stationary inner iterations
converged faster than the Newton’s method.

We also tested the five methods on the second group of nonlinear block triangular
problems with combined polynomial and trigonometric functions with 8 blocks of 100
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T (sec
140

23 itns
1200 ~

1000 14 itns

|

800 |- 13 itns 13 itns 7

600 |- =

T

400 . i
4 itns lins

200 3 itns

G-S-N(4) G-S-N(3) G-S-N(2) N-G-S G-S-N(1)  Newton IJ-N

FIG. 1. One-processor times for different methods on a 600 x 600 polynomial system.

T (sec)
3000

17 itns

2500

17 itns b
15 itns
B

2000 .

10 itns
1500 1 i

. 8 itns
7 itns

T

1000 - 5 itns

500 I~ p

G-SN(5) G-SN(@) GSN@B) GSN2) NGS  GSN(I) Newton

FI1G. 2. One-processor times for different methods on a 1600 x 1600 polynomial system.

variables and 16 blocks of 100 variables, respectively (see Figs. 3 and 4). Performance
was similar to the first tests, but the Jacobi-Newton method again failed to converge
on the larger problem of the second group. Also, the Gauss—Seidel-Newton method
was not as effective as before. The largest number of inner iterations successfully
applied was 2, except for the nonlinear Gauss-Seidel method which in a sense has
infinitely many inner iterations. When more inner iterations than 2 were applied, the
method did not converge to the solution (see Figs. 3 and 4).

In general, more inner iterations should make the Gauss—Seidel-Newton method
more likely to converge. But, as we discussed in §3, this is not always true. The
experiments presented in Figs. 3 and 4 are examples of this point.

The best way to handle this situation is to adaptively choose the number of inner
iterations for each block by some easily imagined strategies, such as reaching a target
percentage reduction in the block function norms. It is not our purpose in this paper
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T (sec)
2500

30 itns

2000 i
24 itns

1500 - 17 itns 23 itns 24 itns i

1000 -

500 |- _

0

G-S-N(2) N-G-S G-S-N(1) Newton J-N
Fi1G. 3. One-processor times for different methods on a 800 x 800 polynomial, trigonometric
coupled variable function.

T (sec)
6000

30 itns

5000

4000

27 itns 28 itns 7

T

3000 18 itns 7]

2000

1000

0 G-SNQ@) N.GS GSN(D) Newton

F1G. 4. One-processor times for different methods on a 1600 x 1600 polynomial, trigonometric
coupled variable function.

to complicate the basic idea with such implementational details, however important
to a production version they might be. But to illustrate the point, we did some
experiments to show how convergence can vary with the choice of g;.

For example, the best result we got for the 800 x 800 problem with eight blocks
of 100 variables was to use in the first and second outer iterations, respectively, 1, 2,
3, 2,2, 2,3, 3 inner iterations. In the third outer iteration, 2 inner iterations were
applied to the first block, and 3 to the other blocks. We obtained convergence with
five more outer iterations, with 3 inner iterations applied to each of the blocks.

This sums to 8 total outer iterations and 1024 seconds spent, which reduced the
computing time approximately 25% over the solution by the Gauss—Seidel-Newton
method with the best uniform number of inner iterations. Similarly, for the 1600 x
1600 problem with 16 blocks of 100 variables, 10 outer iterations and 1995 seconds
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were used with varying numbers of inner iterations, which was approximately a 30%
reduction in computing time over the best performance by applying a fixed number
of inner iterations to each block.

7. Summary and future research. We have shown that Gauss—Seidel-Newton
algorithms can be much more effective than Newton’s method applied to nonlinear
systems put into block triangular form by standard graph algorithms used to permute
general sparse linear systems to block lower triangular form.

We have introduced the notion of allowing stationary inner iterations in the
Gauss—Seidel-Newton method, and we have seen that the Jacobi-Newton method,
which has the highest degree of parallelism among the methods, has the slowest con-
vergence rate, and seems less effective.

The development of secant approximations to the diagonal blocks of a block tri-
angular Jacobian is an attractive research topic, since it would allow cheap approx-
imations and it would allow the factorization of the Jacobian approximation to be
updated efficiently. We have done some analytical studies on quasi-Newton meth-
ods in which the block diagonals are approximated by different updates such as the
Broyden update (see Broyden [1]). We plan to implement these methods on parallel
computers and to test the performance.

The algorithms we considered here all have various synchronization points in
them. For Jacobi and Gauss—Seidel methods, a potentially attractive alternative is
to allow parallel processors to proceed asynchronously. We will develop synchronous
and asynchronous parallel methods based on the sequential methods we have studied
in this paper.

A. Proofs of the convergence results.
LEMMA Al. Suppose that
(A1) {e, i=1,...,m, v=0,1,...,q}

is a set of positive real numbers such that

m
(A.2) el <
i=1
i—1
(A.3) eyt <T(5+ LeY)el +Tay el

Jj=1

fori=1,....mandv=0,1,...,q — 1. By convention 22=1 =0.

Then, there exist continuous functions ¢; . (€,6), i =1,...,m, v=1,...,q such
that
(A.4) $i(0,0) =0
and
(A.5) ef < dinle,8)) €
j=1

foralli=1,... mandv=1,...,q.
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Proof. We proceed by induction on i. Let us first prove (A.5) for i = 1 by
induction on v. For v = 1, we have by (A.2) and (A.3) that

e = e} <T(6+ Led)ed <T(6+ Le)e? .
Therefore, (A.5) holds with
(A.6) $1,1(¢,8) =T(6 + Le) .

Now let us prove (A.4) and (A.5) for ¢ = 1 and v € {1,...,q}. The inductive
hypothesis is that ¢; ¢ is defined and satisfies

¢l,€(0a 0) =0
and
e{ < ¢1,l(€? 6)6?

fore=1,...,v—1.
By (A.3) and the inductive hypothesis, we have that

€Y <T(6+ Ley™Y)ey ™!
<r (6 + L1,u-1(e, 6)6(1)) biv—1(€,6)€d
< [D(6+ Lor,y—1(€,6)€)] p1,0—1(€, 6)el.
Thus (A.5) holds for ¢ = 1 defining
1,0(€,8) =T(6 + Loy ,p—1(€, 6)€)d1,—1(€, 6).

By the inductive hypothesis, ¢1,, is continuous and ¢1,,(0,0) = 0. Therefore, (A.5)
isproved fori = 1,v=1,...,q.
Assume, by inductive hypothesis, that ¢, , is defined and satisfies

$;,(0,0)=0

and
J
el < ¢j0(e, 6) Z e
s=1

forall je{1,...,i—1},£=1,...,q
Let us prove (A.4) and (A.5) for a given ¢ > 1, v = 1,...,q. We proceed by
induction on v. If v = 1, we have, by (A.3) and the inductive hypothesis, that

i1
e; <T(6+ Led)e? + T Z ej
Jj=1

i—1 J
STE+Leed +Tay ¢1q(6,6) Y e
j=1 £=1

31—

[ i—1 1
<T(@E+Le)Y el +Ta (Z Biale, 6)) <Z e?)
Jj=1 Jj=1

=1

i—-1 i
< [I‘(& +Le)+Tay_ ¢jq(e, 5)} > e
=1

i=1
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Thus (A.5) holds with

i—1
¢i1(€,6) =T(5+ Le) + T Y _ hjq(e,6) -

=1
If v > 1, we have by (A.3) and the inductive hypothesis that

i—1
e <T(6+ Le? Mer ™ +Ta Z €]
i=1

i i
<r (6 + Léi—1(€, 6) Z 62) Piv-1(€,6) Z 6(,?

i—1 j
+la Z ?5.q(€,6) Z e
j=1 =1

<T (6 + L¢z’,u—-1(€’ 6)6) ¢i,l/—-l(€’ 6) ( 62)

j=1
+ 1“01(;\;11 }j.q(€, 6)) (Z e‘;)

Jj=1

< [r(s+qui,u_l(e,s)e)¢i,u_1(e,6)+ra(§¢j,q(e,6>)] )

Thus (A.5) holds, defining
i1
Bi.v(6,8) = T(6+ Ls v—1(c,6)€)i-1(c,6) + Ty dyq(e,6) .
i=1

By the inductive hypothesis, ¢;, is continuous and ¢;,,(0,0) = 0. Therefore, the
existence of the functions ¢, , such that (A.4) and (A.5) hold is proved. u]
Proof of Theorem 5.2. By (4.2), |J;(Z})~| < . Therefore, we can define §; > 0
so that |B;!| <T for all B; € R™*™ such that |B; — J;(z})| < 61 fori=1,...,m.
Let €3, 6 be such that 0 < €3 < €1, 0< 6 < 61, and

r
(A7) biv(€2,6) < pooy

foralli=1,...,m and v = 1,...,q, where the functions ¢;, are given by Lemma
Al.

Assume (4.6) and (4.7). Let us prove inductively that
(A.8) 1) gl < e

foralli=1,...,m,v=0,1,...,q and that

%
" T
(A.9) 03¢ a7l < -3 |a) o5
j=1
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foralli=1,...,m,v=1,...,q.

We proceed by induction on . So, let us first prove (A.8) and (A.9) for s = 1. If
i=1and v =0, (A.8) is trivial. If i = 1 and v = 1, we have, by (4.3), (A.1), (A.6),
(A.7), and (4.6), that

22 — 23] = |29 — 2} — (BY®) 1Py (2?)]
1
2 — 23 — (BY9)~! ( JRACEIEEE dt) (a9 — 21)
= 1= (BY”) ' i(ah)| Iod — o] + TLIa} - 23
< I‘6|x? — x|+ 1"L|a:(1’ — :z:{l2
< T(6 + Lea)|z?d — o} = ¢1,1(6, €2)|7} — 23|

r
< EI"’?“’?T' <e.

So, (A.8) and (A.9) are proved fori =1, v = 1.
Assuming that (A.8) and (A.9) are true for i = 1 and v € {1,...,q — 1}, let us
prove these two inequalities for ¢ = 1, replacing v by v + 1.

By (4.3), (A.1), (A.6), (A.7), (4.6), (4.5), and the inductive hypothesis, we have
that

230 — 21| = |23 — 2 — (BY) LRy (23))]
<[ a3 = BI) 7 (Jy (ot +Hal® - ap)dt) (@3 - o)
< = (BY)) 1y (at)] |22 - xf]
+ TLI2Y®) — 2|2
<1 (1B - ()| + LIz} - o] 123 - 2]
ST(S+ Llay® — a3 ))]a}®) — 23|

So, by (A.3), (A.5), (4.6), and (A.7),
* T *
274+ — &f| < B (ea, B)lad — 2i| < —faf =l
Therefore, (A.8) and (A.9) are proved for i =1and v =1,...,q.
Let us prove now that (A.8) and (A.9) hold for an arbitrary i € {2,...,m}.
Assume, as the inductive hypothesis, that
I(2547) - 51l < e2

forallj=1,...,i—1,v=0,1,...,q and that

J
0(v) — ¥ < _7:_ 0 _ .
‘mj -’L'jl =m |zg — 7
£=1

forallj=1,...,i—1Lv=1,...,q.
We first prove (A.8) for v = 0. By the inductive hypothesis and (4.6), we have
that

0,i = = _
llz3"* = ZF |l = (@1, 2?) — (@1, 7))
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= |1&}_; — || + |2 — 2]

i—1
=3 lod — 2] 412 — 23]
Jj=1

i1
< LY et —ajl +la? i
j=1 =1

i—1 r i—1
<3 LS a8 - gl af -
j=1 =1

<Z|$£"$e|2 +|.'l' ‘—.'B

i—1
<D laf —zil +2f — 2} = |13 - Ff || < €2,
=1

since 1 <m and r < 1.

Now let us prove (A.8) and (A.9), replacing v by v + 1. The proof of (A.8) and
(A.9) for v = 1 is the same as the following proof, with the obvious substitutions.

By (4.3), (A.1), (A.6), (A.7), (4.6), (4.5), and the inductive hypothesis, we have
that

(A.10) .
@3¢ — | = o) — a7 — (B)) R

<|ad” — @7 — (BY)) 1 Fy(@)y, o))
+ T F(zhy,27") - Fy(3)_y, 27|

20—z — @) [ a5+ - 2
@™ — 2| + Talzl_, — &5,

<1 = (BY) =1 gi(@})] |23 — a3
+ PLIz™) - o} |2 + Talzl_, — 274

<T (1BYY = Ji(&)| + Lial® — 231) o7 — o]
+ Loz}, — 274

<

i—
P(6 + Liag® — 2t} - 2| +Ta |z} - 2|
So, by (A.3), (A.5), (4.6), (A.7), and the inductive hypothesis,

(A.11) Er - *|<¢W+1(62,5)Z|x -—.'1;*|<—Z|:1: — 3.

j=1
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But, by the inductive hypothesis,

J i
T T
A12 L p¥ < — 0 _ p* < — 0 _ o*
(A12) =251 < T3l =il < T3 let -7

forj=1,...,i—1.
Adding the inequalities (A.11) and (A.12), we obtain

= (i —1)r &

o(v+1 -
E:Ixal‘_‘”ﬂ"'lxi(y )“wﬂSTE:l‘”?“"’;
=1 =1

(A.13)

i .
r o AT, o
+ R;IZJ -zl = E"wz - z}| < e

With (A.11) and (A.13), the inductive proof of (A.8) and (A.9) is complete.
Therefore,

m
r T
=1

foralli=1,...,m.
So,

lz* = 2*|| < rla® — 2| .

Repeating the argument used for £ = 0 we prove that (4.8)—(4.11) holds for
k=0,1,2,.... This completes the proof of the theorem. 0

Proof of Theorem 5.3. Let €2 and § be as given by Theorem 5.2 for r = % Let
€3 < €2 be such that

|Ji(Z:) — Ji(Z7)| < 6

for all Z; such that ||Z; — Z}|| < e3. With this choice, the convergence of the se-
quences generated by the Gauss—-Seidel-Newton method and the modified Gauss—
Seidel-Newton method follows from Theorem 5.2.

Let us prove by induction that there exist constants c;, that only depend on
I', L, e3, and « such that

k — _
(A.14) |2F®) — 27| < ¢ |2F — ZF[H

fori=1,....mv=0,12,...,q
First, we prove (A.14) for the choice (3.7) of Bf ). We proceed by induction on
i. For 1 = 1, we prove (A.14) by induction on v.

For v = 0, (A.14) is trivial with ¢;, = 1. Let us make the inductive step on v.
By (5.11) and (4.6) we have

2§ — 23| < T(|Ji(e¥?) - Ti(ed)]

+ LIzt — a3))|ef™) — a7).
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So, by (5.3),

les ™ — 21| < TL(lef - o] + |21 — 21Dl - a1
< TL(|2f — 1] + evllaf — 2511 )er, ||zt — 23]+
< TL(le} - of| + epllaf — 21" erll2f — 23|+
STL(+erullzf — 2f))er et — 23]
Therefore, the inductive step is complete, defining

cip+1 =TL(1+c1€3)c1,0.

Assume now that lw o) _ zj| < cJ,,,lla;J -zt forall j € {1,...,i—1},v €
{0,1,2,...,q}. Let us prove that (A.14) also holds for . We proceed by induction
on v. For v =0, (A.14) is trivial with ¢; , = 1. Let us make the inductive step. By
(5.11) and (4.6) we have

|28 — 27| < T(Ji(2b) - Ju(@))
+ L —a1laf® — af| + Tallal! - 214
So, by (5.3),
¥+ — g < TL(|@) — 35y + |oF — 2|
i—-1

+ 128 — ) [2F®) — zf| + Ta Y Jahtt — 3|
-

i—1
<rL( 3~ o)+ 1ok -l + cuulat - ﬁ:u"“)

Jj=1

x ¢, ||ZF -z + Faz |:1:
=

i—1
< rL(ch,qnz;? _ B 4 o — o)
i=1
Teiwllz - zzll"“) eillzh — g

i—1

+Tay c;qllzk -z o+
j=1

i—1
< FL(ZCj,quf =T+ 1+ e llzf - 2 II") ciwllzf — zF |2
i=1

+Fa(Zch)(nx — 20 Ik - g+,

Therefore, the inductive step is complete, defining

i—1
Cip+1=TL ( ( > Cj,q) e§+1+ Ci,vfg) Civ

=1
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(A.15)

i-1
+Ta ( > cj,q) g,

J=1

Let us now prove (A.14) for the case where BY is chosen by (4.8) (the modified
Gauss-Seidel-Newton). We also proceed by induction on i. As before, let us prove
(A.14) first for ¢ = 1. For ¢ = 1 and v = 0, (A.14) is also trivial. Let us prove the
inductive step on v.

k(v+1
|t — 23| < T(Ji(h) - Ji (=)
+ L|z§®) — z3))|2§® ~ o3|
< TL(|e} - oi]l + Lies®) - z3))|2f®) - o3|
< TL(|lz% — 23l + Leru i — af " )eru ek — 25|+
<TL(1+ Lcl,,,eg)cl,,,Hw’f - (L‘I”V+2.
So, in this case, we must define

(A16) Cluy+l = FL(l + Lcl,,,eg)ci,,,.

Now let us prove (A.14) for the choice (3.8) for a generic i € {1,...,m}, assuming
that |z5®) — #3| < ¢;,||Z% — 2}]|“+" holds for all j € {1,...,i—1}. For » =0, (A.14)

is again trivial. For v + 1, we have that

|lz¥ Y — 23| < T(Ji(zF) - Ji(@))
+ Ljaf® — z3))|af® — 2] + Tallzb] - 31,

< TL(|1z¥ - 2| + L|z¥® — a3))|2f®) — 27| + Tallzf] — 27, ||

< TL(|2} - 250 + Leiol1F — B e llzE — 27+

-1
—(v+1) 1 = _
+Ta( X cia )4 *Vlet - ap+?

i=1
i—1
< (v + L, + Ta( Leia) 44 1k - i+
i=1
So, in this case, we must define
i-1
(A.17) Cip+1 =TL(1 + Le;€5)ciy + Ta ( > cj,q> 4=+,
=1

Therefore, the inductive proof is complete and (A.14) holds both for the choice (3.7)
and for the choice (3.8) of BX. Now, defining ¢} = max; ,{c;,}, we have that

(A.18) 250 — 27| < & ||zk — 3|+

forv=1,...,q,i=1,...,m, k=0,1,2,.... So,

k — _
(A19) okt —at| = |2FD — of| < |17k - 3}]|TH! < |z — |t
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for i =1,...,m. Adding the inequalities (A.19) for ¢ = 1,...,m, we obtain
l[&*+! — &*|| < mejfla* —*||ott.

Hence, (5.12), (5.13), and (5.14) follow, defining ¢; = mc}. This completes the proof
of the theorem. o

We need an auxiliary lemma to prove Theorem 5.4.

LEMMA A2. Letef,i=1,...,mk=0,1,2,..., B1,B2,83 > 0 be real numbers
such thatei-c >0 foralli=1,...,mk=0,1,2,..., and

i—1
(A.20) eft! < Bi(ef)? + (B2 + Baek) Y b
Jj=1

Let € > 0. There exists € € (0,€] such that if

m

(A.21) Ze? <¢
=1

we have
m

(A.22) Zef <e
i=1

forallk=0,1,2,... and
(A.23) lim ef =0

k—o0

fori=1,...,m. Moreover, there exists ¢ > 0 such that
(A.24) St <€)+ 4 (ef T
for alli,k such thatk >m—1,i=1,...,m.

Proof. Define
(A.25) wf = efti-1
fori=1,...,m k=0,12,...,

(A.26) wh = (wk,...,wk).

m

Let us consider a fixed k. We will prove that

(A.27) wit < N gk, wf),  v=1,...,m,
AET(3,v)

where ¢ (y1,-..,¥:) is a monomial of degree at least 2 whose coefficients are positive
and independent of k, T (i, v) is a set of indices, and 9¥(%, v) is the number of monomials
that occur in (A.27).

We proceed by induction on i. So, let us first prove (A.27) for 7 = 1. In fact, by
(A.20), we have that

(A.28) wit” = it < By (e})® = By (wp)™.
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So, (A.27) holds for i = 1 with 9(1,v) = 1 for all v, and ¢y (w¥) = B (wk)?.
Now, let us assume that wf'“’ < Yt oa(wh, ..., wh) forall j=1,...,i—1,
v > 1. Using this, we are going to prove (A.27). We proceed by induction on v. If
v = 1, we have, by (A.20) and the induective hypothesis, that
i-1
T e A R S
Jj=1

i—1
< ﬁl(ef%-l)z + (B2 +ﬁaef+i_1)(Ze;?+i’1)
j=1

i—1
= Bu(u)? + (B + ) (™)
i=1

i—1

=ﬂ1(’wf)2+(ﬂ2+ﬂswf)(z Z ¢>\(w'f,...,w;?).

3=1XeY(5,5)

The right-hand side of the last inequality has the form of the right-hand side of
(A.27). So, (A.27) is proved for » = 1. Finally, assume that

wtt < 3 gawh, ... wh)
AEY(5,8)
forall j=1,...,i—1and for j =4,£=1,...,v — 1. Then, by (A.20),
i-1
wf+u = ef+u+z’—1 < ﬁl(ei.°+u+z—2)2 + (B2 + 133626+u+i—2) Ze§+,,+,_2

Jj=1

i—1 .

< ﬂl(wf+”—1)2 + (,32 + ﬂ3w£c+u—l) Zw§+u+]—l
Jj=1

<h| ¥ ¢A(w'f,---,w£°)]2

AET (5,v—1)

H(ars T awtod) (X T swhouh)

AEY (i,v—1) J=1XeY(Gv+i—-1)

= Z o (wh, ..., wF)

AEY(3,v)

for a suitable definition of T(i,v). From the construction, we easily see that the
coefficients and indices involved in the monomials at (A.26) are independent of k.
In particular, for v = 1, we have that

(A29) 'wf+1 < Z ¢)\(w,16’“°’w1,:c)
AET(i1)
foralli=1,...,m, k=0,1,2,.... But, since w} < (w? + -+ w?)? < |lwk||; for all

i=1,...,m, j=1,...,i, (A.28) implies that
(A.30) witt < (wi + -+ wd) P(wk]),
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where P is a polynomial. By (A.30) and (A.20), |w®|| can be made as small as desired
if ||e°]| is small enough. Therefore, it holds that (A.23) and (A.24) follow from (A.30)
and (A.20). 0

Proof of Theorem 5.4. Define

(A31) ei.c = sz - (E:

fori=1,...,m,k=0,1,2,.... Then by (5.5) and (5.3), we have, if ||z* — z*| < €,
that

(A.32)

et = ot —of| = |af — 2}~ Ji(a}, ..., ab) Rt 2f)|

< lob — o} — L@ E(E, ) + @) R ) - FEY)
1
< |ob — o} — Ji(@h) ( [ et otat - x:»dt) (at — 27)|

+alJi(@F) 7 |z — 2l
< TVi(aF) = Ju(@)llef — of] + TLIe¥ — 2}? + all|z_, — 274
< TL||zf - | - |f — «}| + TLlaf — 2} + oT||zf_; — 21,4 |

i1
< 2T'L|z¥ — z}|? + (o' + TL|z¥ — ) Z |z§ — aj|
i=1
i1
= 2T'L(e¥)? + (' + T'Lek) Z e;?.
Jj=1

Hence, by (A.31) and (A.32), the inequality (A.20) holds if ||z* — z*|| is small enough.
Therefore, the thesis follows by Lemma A2 using a straightforward inductive argu-
ment. O
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