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AN ALGORITHMIC CHARACTERIZATION OF P-MATRICITY II:
ADJUSTMENTS, REFINEMENTS, AND VALIDATION∗
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Abstract. The paper “An Algorithmic Characterization of P-Matricity” [SIAM J. Matrix
Anal. Appl., 34 (2013), pp. 904–916], by the same authors as here, implicitly assumes that the
iterates generated by the Newton-min algorithm for solving a linear complementarity problem of
dimension n, which reads 0 � x ⊥ (Mx + q) � 0, are uniquely determined by some index subsets
of �1, n�. Even if this is satisfied for a subset of vectors q that is dense in Rn, this assumption is
improper, in particular in the statements where the vector q is not subject to restrictions. The goal
of the present contribution is to show that, despite this blunder, the main result of that paper is
preserved. This one claims that a nondegenerate matrix M is a P-matrix if and only if the Newton-
min algorithm does not cycle between two distinct points, whatever q is. The proof is not more
complex, requiring only some adjustments, which are essential, however.

Key words. linear complementarity problem, NM-matrix, Newton-min algorithm, P-matricity
characterization, P-matrix, semismooth Newton method

AMS subject classifications. 15B99, 47B99, 49M15, 65K15, 90C33

DOI. 10.1137/18M1168522

1. Introduction. Four years after its official publication in 2013, we noticed that
an error was made in a paper of ours [3]. Nevertheless, its main result is preserved.
The error in the reasoning is a systematic confusion between an implication and an
equivalence, the latter being thought to be true because it is linked to a definition.

The present contribution is therefore of a special nature; it has unusual contents.
Its goal is twofold. On the one hand, it is important to provide a correct proof of
the main result, which, we think, is still interesting. On the other hand, since the
publication [3] cannot be removed, it is also instructive to point the finger at what
is wrong in some of its claims. Both goals will be pursued simultaneously, since the
path to the final result proposed in [3] is still appropriate. As far as possible, we will
try to make the paper self-contained, except when we recall some results whose proof
is in extenso in [3].

The linear complementarity problem we consider here and in [3] has a standard
form [12], which can be described as follows. Being given a positive integer n, a real
matrix M ∈ Rn×n, and a real vector q ∈ Rn, the problem consists in determining a
real vector x ∈ Rn such that one has in matrix notation

x � 0, Mx+ q � 0, and xT(Mx+ q) = 0,

where the inequalities have to be understood componentwise, the notation vT is used
to denote the transpose of the vector v, and (u, v) �→ uTv :=

∑
i uivi is the Euclidean

scalar product. We will usually refer to the problem by its abbreviated form, namely,

LCP(M, q) : 0 � x ⊥ (Mx+ q) � 0,
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where ⊥ denotes perpendicularity with respect to the Euclidean scalar product. This
framework can model many problems, including quadratic optimization problems [17,
16, 14, 4, 11].

Let us introduce some notation, definitions, and a general assumption. We denote
by MIJ the submatrix of the matrix M ∈ Rn×n formed of its rows with indices in
I ⊂ �1, n� := {1, . . . , n} and its columns with indices in J ⊂ �1, n�. The matrix M is
said to be a P-matrix if all its principal minors are positive (i.e., detMII > 0 for all
I ⊂ �1, n�; by convention detM∅∅ = 1). It is known that problem LCP(M, q) has a
unique solution, whatever q is, if and only if M is a P-matrix [32, 12]. In this paper,
like in [3], it is always assumed that M is nondegenerate, meaning that the principal
minors of M do not vanish (i.e., detMII �= 0 for all I ⊂ �1, n�).

The Newton-min algorithm is grounded on the following notion of node.

Definition 1.1 (node). For I ⊂ �1, n� and q ∈ Rn, we denote by x(I,q) ∈ Rn

the point defined by

(1.1a) x
(I,q)
Ic = 0 and (Mx(I,q) + q)I = 0,

where Ic := �1, n� \ I denotes the complement of I in �1, n�. Such a point is called a
node of problem LCP(M, q). A node also depends on the matrix M but, since this one
may be considered to be fixed throughout the paper, this dependence is not mentioned.
In contrast, I and q vary in some propositional claims. Since M is supposed to
be nondegenerate, the system (1.1a) defines x(I,q) unambiguously; it has indeed for
unique solution

(1.1b) x
(I,q)
Ic = 0 and x

(I,q)
I = −M−1

II qI ,

where M−1
II is a compact notation for (MII)

−1.

Since there are 2n distinct subsets of �1, n�, there are at most 2n nodes, for
given M and q. Actually, this number of nodes depends on the vector q. For example,
when q = 0, we see by (1.1b) that there is a single node: the zero vector. It is shown
in section 5 that there are 2n nodes for a set Q(M) of q’s that is dense in Rn.

The Newton-min algorithm is designed to find a solution to LCP(M, q). It com-
putes the next iterate x+ ∈ Rn from the current iterate x ∈ Rn by

(1.2) x+ := x(S(x,q),q),

where the index selector S : Rn ×Rn � �1, n� is the multifunction defined at (x, q) ∈
Rn × Rn by

(1.3) S(x, q) := {i ∈ �1, n� : xi > (Mx+ q)i}.

The multifunction S was not used in [3], but it helps to clear up some ambiguities.
Therefore, even if the first iterate is not a node, the next iterates are nodes. By (1.1b),
each iteration requires computing the solution to a linear system of order |S(x, q)|.
We see that the Newton-min algorithm visits some of the potentially 2n nodes of the
problem, in the hope of finding a solution node, if any. We recall that, when M is a P-
matrix, the Newton-min algorithm may cycle when n � 3 but not for n ∈ {1, 2} [1, 2].
This algorithm is best viewed today as a semismooth Newton algorithm [29, 30]
applied on the equation form of LCP(M, q) that reads min(x,Mx + q) = 0 (the
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“min” operator also acts componentwise). We refer the reader to paragraph 7 of the
introduction of [2] for a discussion on the origin of the algorithm and to [10, 26, 20,
19, 6, 5, 27, 21, 25, 9, 13, 23, 24, 22, 15] for other related contributions. For basic
notions in optimization, the reader is referred to [7, 8].

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the common source of the
errors made in [3], as well as the strategy used here to adapt its results and to prove
them adequately. Section 3 is dedicated to finding a valid version of the equivalence in
[3, Proposition 3.2]; it is obtained by weakening one of its claims. Section 4 focuses on
the proof of the main result, which remains correct and claims that a nondegenerate
matrix M is a P-matrix if and only if the Newton-min algorithm does not cycle
between two distinct nodes, whatever q is (but it may make cycles having 3 or more
nodes).

The references to the original paper [3] are specified here with the prefix [3].
Hence, “Proposition [3].x.y” means Proposition x.y of [3], “([3].a.b)” means formula
(a.b) of [3], and section [3].α means section α of [3]. Table 1 summarizes the change
from [3], by comparing the results of [3] with those of the present paper, and by
specifying the modifications, if any.

Table 1

Comparison of the results of [3] and of the present paper.

In the paper [3] In this paper Comments

x(I) x(I,q) Emphasis on the dependence of x(I) on q
— sections 1 and 2 New sections

Proposition [3].3.2 Proposition 3.1 Weakening of (ii)
Lemma [3].4.1 Lemma 4.1 Reformulation
Theorem [3].4.2 Theorem 4.2 Weakening of (iii)
Corollary [3].4.3 Corollary 4.3 Unchanged
Proposition [3].4.4 Proposition 4.4 Two additional properties in point 2

— section 5 New section

2. Common source of the errors in [3]. Even though it is not expressed in
that way, the following wrong equivalence is implicitly used several times in [3]:

(2.1) x+ = x(I,q) (wrong)⇐⇒ I = S(x, q),

where x+ is supposed to be the node computed from x ∈ Rn by the Newton-min
algorithm, x(I,q) is the node defined by (1.1), and S is the index selector defined
around (1.3).

For example, at the beginning of the proof of Proposition [3].3.2, it is essentially
written: “by definition, the Newton-min algorithm (1.2) generates the node x(J,q)

from the node x(I,q), for some given distinct index sets I and J ⊂ �1, n�, if and only
if ([3].3.4) holds.” Let us clarify this claim. Formula ([3].3.4) reads

(2.2)
−(M−1

II qI)Jc � 0, (M−1
II qI)J < 0,

qIc∩J < M(Ic∩J)IM
−1
II qI , and M(I∪J)cIM

−1
II qI � q(I∪J)c .

Since, from (1.1), x(I,q) satisfies

(2.3)

{
x
(I,q)
I = −M−1

II qI ,

x
(I,q)
Ic = 0

and

{
(Mx(I,q) + q)I = 0,

(Mx(I,q) + q)Ic = qIc −MIcIM
−1
II qI ,
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we see that

(2.2) ⇐⇒ x
(I,q)
I∩Jc � 0, x

(I,q)
I∩J > 0, 0 > (Mx(I,q) + q)Ic∩J , 0 � (Mx(I,q) + q)Ic∩Jc

⇐⇒ x
(I,q)
I∩Jc � (Mx(I,q) + q)I∩Jc , x

(I,q)
I∩J > (Mx(I,q) + q)I∩J ,

x
(I,q)
Ic∩J > (Mx(I,q) + q)Ic∩J , x

(I,q)
Ic∩Jc � (Mx(I,q) + q)Ic∩Jc

⇐⇒ x
(I,q)
Jc � (Mx(I,q) + q)Jc , x

(I,q)
J > (Mx(I,q) + q)J

⇐⇒ J = S(x(I,q), q),

where we have used the definition (1.3) of the index selector S. We quote this equiv-
alence below for a future reference:

(2.4) (2.2) ⇐⇒ J = S(x(I,q), q).

The sentence highlighted above, found at the beginning of the proof of Proposi-
tion [3].3.2, therefore claims that the Newton-min computes x(J,q) from x(I,q) if and
only if J = S(x(I,q), q). After the change in notation x(I,q) � x and x(J,q) � x+, this
corresponds to the alleged equivalence (2.1).

The right-to-left implication “⇐” in (2.1) certainly holds by the very definition
(1.2) of the Newton-min algorithm, but the left-to-right implication “⇒” may fail,
because the node x+ may also be defined by an index set I ′ ⊂ �1, n� different from
the given index set I: x+ = x(I,q) = x(I′,q). We stress this observation with a
counterexample that will help becoming acquainted with the problem and the Newton-
min algorithm.

Counterexample 2.1 (left-to-right implication in (2.1) may fail). Consider prob-
lem LCP(M, q) with n = 2; M is the identity, and q = e1 := (1 0)T. Then,
the problem has only two distinct nodes, namely, x({1},q) = x({1,2},q) = −e1 and
x(∅,q) = x({2},q) = 0, the latter being the solution to the problem. If one takes
I = {1} and J = {2}, the Newton-min algorithm goes indeed from the node x({1},q)

to the solution x({2},q), but it is not true that {2} = S(x({1},q), q). To see this, write
x({1},q) = −e1 and (Mx({1},q) + q) = 0, from which and the definition (1.3) of S, one
concludes that S(x({1},q), q) = ∅.

In other words, in (1.2), S(x, q) is just one of the index sets I ′ that defines the
new iterate x+ as a node x(I′,q), not necessarily the one that is fixed in the context
where this wrong equivalence is used (in Proposition [3].3.2 the index sets are fixed
outside its claims (i) and (ii)). From this point of view, it is convenient to introduce
the following definition.

Definition 2.2 (uniquely determined node). A node x of LCP(M, q) is said to
be uniquely determined if there is a unique index set I ⊂ �1, n� such that x = x(I,q).

It is precisely because some reasonings in [3] neglect the fact that the considered
nodes may not be uniquely determined that corrections and refinements are neces-
sary. The fact that all the nodes are uniquely determined depends on q and one can
show that the q’s for which that property occurs are dense in Rn (see section 5).
Nevertheless, this density property seems to us useless when Motzkin’s theorem of
the alternative plays a key role in the analysis, like in [3]. Therefore our strategy to
amend or to validate the results of [3] does not consist in using that density property.

Despite the misinterpretation (2.1) of the meaning of the definition (1.2) of the
Newton-min iteration, the proofs of [3] are not meaningless. Our approach consists
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therefore in giving a precise statement of what these proofs provide and next giving
complements to enrich these results in order to make the outcomes as close as possible
to the results claimed in [3] (these are sometimes erroneous). This approach is actually
mainly used for Proposition [3].3.2, whose role is prominent. Occasionally, these
complements are even not necessary. In particular, the main result of [3] is valid: a
nondegenerate matrix M is a P-matrix if and only if the Newton-min algorithm does
not cycle between two different nodes, whatever q is.

3. On Proposition [3].3.2. Proposition 3.1 below gives the correct expres-
sion of the outcome of the reasoning used in the proof of Proposition [3].3.2. The
conditions (i) of Proposition [3].3.2 and Proposition 3.1 are identical, but their con-
ditions (ii) are a little different. In particular, condition (ii) below is compatible with
a cycle x(I,q) → x(J,q) → x(I,q) that would be made by the Newton-min algorithm for
some q, while condition (ii) in Proposition [3].3.2 claims that such a cycle does not
occur. The latter claim is wrong! To see this, take q = 0 and arbitrary distinct index
sets I and J ⊂ �1, n�; then, x(I,q) = x(J,q) = 0 and Mx(I,q) + q = Mx(J,q) + q = 0,
so that the Newton-min algorithm makes the cycle 0 → 0 → 0 (0 is actually a solu-
tion to the problem in this case). In contrast, the conclusion in (ii) below is correct
when q = 0, without having to use (i), since one cannot have J = S(x(I,q), q) and
I = S(x(J,q), q) because S(x(I,q), q) and S(x(J,q), q) are both empty and I �= J by
assumption. It is important to require I �= J in the assumption; otherwise (i) does
not provide any information.

The following proposition gives necessary and sufficient conditions (NSC) for
avoiding having both J = S(x(I,q), q) and I = S(x(J,q), q), whatever q is. Recall
that the symmetric difference of the two index sets I and J ⊂ �1, n� is defined and
denoted by

I
 J := (I ∩ Jc) ∪ (Ic ∩ J) = (I ∪ J) \ (I ∩ J).

Proposition 3.1 (NSC for J �= S(x(I,q), q) or I �= S(x(J,q), q)). Suppose that
M ∈ Rn×n is nondegenerate and let I and J ⊂ �1, n� be two different index sets.
Then, the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) there is an α ∈ R|I � J|
+ \ {0} such that(

M(I∩Jc)(I∩Jc) −M(I∩Jc)(Ic∩J)

−M(Ic∩J)(I∩Jc) M(Ic∩J)(Ic∩J)

)T

α

�
(−M(I∩J)(I∩Jc) M(I∩J)(Ic∩J)

)T
M−T

(I∩J)(I∩J)

(−M(I∩Jc)(I∩J)

M(Ic∩J)(I∩J)

)T

α,(3.1)

where the right-hand side is zero when I ∩ J = ∅,
(ii) whatever q is, one cannot have J = S(x(I,q), q) and I = S(x(J,q), q).

Proof. We only sketch the proof, since it is very similar to the one of Proposi-
tion [3].3.2. Only the equivalence (3.2) below differs, since it takes into account the
fact that the equivalence (2.1) may fail. Actually, instead of reading ([3].3.4) and
([3].3.5) as properties equivalent to the presence of a cycle x(I,q) → x(J,q) → x(I,q)

for the considered q, which is not correct, we express ([3].3.4) and ([3].3.5) by their
meaning derived from (2.4).

From (2.4), ([3].3.4) reads J = S(x(I,q), q), as shown in the second paragraph of
section 2. Since ([3].3.5) can be obtained from ([3].3.4) by switching I and J , it reads
I = S(x(J,q), q). Therefore, for a fixed q ∈ Rn, the following holds:

(3.2) ([3].3.4) and ([3].3.5) ⇐⇒ J = S(x(I,q), q) and I = S(x(J,q), q).
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Next, it is shown in the proof of Proposition [3].3.2 that, using Motzkin’s theorem of
the alternative,

(3.3)

∃ q ∈ Rn satisfying ([3].3.4) and ([3].3.5)

⇐⇒ �α, α′, α′′, β) ∈ R|I � J|
+ × R|I∩J|

+ × R|I∩J|
+ × R|I �J|

+

that satisfies (α, α′, α′′) �= 0 and ([3].3.6).

Finally, it is shown in points 2 and 3 of the proof of Proposition [3].3.2 that (3.3)
simplifies to

(3.4)
∃ q ∈ Rn satisfying ([3].3.4) and ([3].3.5)

⇐⇒ �α ∈ R|I � J|
+ \ {0} that satisfies (3.1).

One can now show the equivalence between (i) and (ii). Indeed, by the contra-
positive of (3.4), (i) holds if and only if there is no q ∈ Rn satisfying ([3].3.4) and
([3].3.5) or, by (3.2), if and only if there is no q ∈ Rn satisfying both J = S(x(I,q), q)
and I = S(x(J,q), q).

4. Revision of section [3].4. The next lemma reformulates the contrapositive
of Lemma [3].4.1 in terms of the index selector S defined in (1.3). It is now viewed as a
condition ensuring that the Newton-min algorithm computes a nonzero displacement
from x(I,q). This lemma is no longer used in the proof of Theorem 4.2, as was the
case in the proof of Theorem [3].4.2, but in the proof of Proposition 4.4.

Lemma 4.1 (nonzero displacement). Suppose that M is nondegenerate and let be
given q ∈ Rn and I ⊂ �1, n�. Then,

S(x(I,q), q) \ I �= ∅ =⇒ x(S(x(I,q),q),q) �= x(I,q).

Proof. Let J := S(x(I,q), q). On the one hand, since by assumption Ic∩J = J \ I
is nonempty, the following holds:

(Mx(I,q) + q)Ic∩J < x
(I,q)
Ic∩J [definition of J = S(x(I,q), q) and (1.3)]

= 0 [(1.1b)].

On the other hand,
(Mx(J,q) + q)J = 0,

by the Definition 1.1 of the node x(J,q). Therefore (Mx(I,q)+q)Ic∩J �=(Mx(J,q)+q)Ic∩J ,
since the first vector is negative and the second vanishes. Since Ic ∩ J �= ∅, this
certainly implies that x(J,q) �= x(I,q).

Let us now consider the revision of Theorem [3].4.2, which is given in Theorem 4.2
below. It is the main result of the paper. The statement of the latter theorem is
almost identical to the former, except that in (iii) the considered cycles are between
distinct nodes being described by the index sets determined by the index selector S.
The changes in the proof are the following.

• The proof of the implication (i) ⇒ (ii) has been changed to take into account
the fact that the equivalence (2.1) does not necessarily hold. Nevertheless,
the argument is essentially the same after a redefinition of the index sets
associated with the nodes of the considered cycle.

• With the changes in the statement of (iii), the implication (ii) ⇒ (iii) becomes
straightforward and no longer uses Lemma 4.1.
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• The implication (iii) ⇒ (iv) is proved similarly, but with the updated ver-
sion of Proposition 3.1, whose condition (ii) is weaker. This is why we have
weakened the condition (iii) of the theorem.

• We have taken the opportunity of this new proof to be a little more explicit
in the proof of the implication (iv) ⇒ (i).

For the reader’s convenience, we have reproduced in full the parts of proof of Theo-
rem [3].4.2 that need no modification.

Let us recall some notation and associated properties. We denote by cof(M) the
cofactor matrix of a matrix M ∈ Rn×n, whose element [cof(M)]ij is the cofactor
cof(Mij) of the element Mij of M , that is,

(4.1) cof(Mij) := (−1)i+j detM(�1,n�\{i})(�1,n�\{j}).

We use the notation cofII(Mij) for the cofactor of the element Mij in MII , assuming
that both i and j ∈ I. Recall [28, 1987, Chapter VI] that for any index i and j

(4.2) detM =
∑
i′

Mi′j cof(Mi′j) =
∑
j′

Mij′ cof(Mij′ )

and that

(4.3) M−1 = (detM)−1 cof(MT).

We also recall the following characterization of P-matricity [18, 12]:

(4.4) M ∈ P ⇐⇒ any x verifying x � (Mx) � 0 vanishes,

where we have denoted by u � v the Hadamard product of the vectors u and v, which
is the vector whose ith component is uivi.

Theorem 4.2 (a characterization of P-matricity). Suppose that M ∈ Rn×n is
nondegenerate. Then, the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) M ∈ P,
(ii) for any q, the Newton-min algorithm does not cycle between two distinct nodes

when it is used to solve LCP(M, q),
(iii) for any q and any index sets I et J ⊂ �1, n� such that I = J ∪ {i} for some

i ∈ �1, n� \ J , one cannot have I = S(x(J,q), q) and J = S(x(I,q), q),
(iv) for any index sets I et J ⊂ �1, n� such that I = J ∪ {i} for some i ∈ �1, n� \ J ,

the following holds:

(4.5) Mii � M{i}JM−1
JJ MJ{i},

where the right-hand side is zero when J = ∅.

Proof. [(i)⇒(ii)] We prove the contrapositive, assuming that the algorithm visits
in order the nodes x(I,q) → x(J,q) → x(I,q) for some I and J ⊂ �1, n� and some
q ∈ Rn such that x(I,q) �= x(J,q). We simplify the notation by setting x1 := x(I,q) and
x2 := x(J,q).

By renaming the index sets I and J , we can assume that I = S(x2, q) and J =
S(x1, q). Indeed, set I ′ := S(x(J,q), q) and J ′ := S(x(I,q), q). By the definition (1.3)
of the index selector S, the Newton-min algorithm goes from x(I,q) to x(J′,q) and
from x(J,q) to x(I′,q). By the existence of the cycle x(I,q) → x(J,q) → x(I,q), there
must hold x(I′,q) = x(I,q) and x(J′,q) = x(J,q). Therefore, one has the cycle x(I′,q) →
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x(J′,q) → x(I′,q) with the desired properties I ′ = S(x(J′,q), q) and J ′ = S(x(I′,q), q).
Now rename I ′ � I and J ′ � J .

Then, by the definition (1.3) of the index selector S, there hold

x1
Jc � (Mx1 + q)Jc and x1

J > (Mx1 + q)J ,(4.6a)

x2
Ic � (Mx2 + q)Ic and x2

I > (Mx2 + q)I .(4.6b)

We now express the fact that x1 is the node x(I,q) and x2 is the node x(J,q). By
Definition 1.1 of a node

x1
Ic = 0 and (Mx1 + q)I = 0,(4.7a)

x2
Jc = 0 and (Mx2 + q)J = 0.(4.7b)

Using (4.7a)1 and (4.7b)1, we get, after a possible rearrangement of the component
order,

x2 − x1 =

⎛
⎜⎜⎝

x2
I∩J

0I∩Jc

x2
Ic∩J

0Ic∩Jc

⎞
⎟⎟⎠−

⎛
⎜⎜⎝

x1
I∩J

x1
I∩Jc

0Ic∩J

0Ic∩Jc

⎞
⎟⎟⎠ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎝
(x2 − x1)I∩J

−x1
I∩Jc

x2
Ic∩J

0Ic∩Jc

⎞
⎟⎟⎠ .

[?]

[+]

[−]

[0]

The extra column on the right gives the sign of each component, when this is possible:
the components of x2 − x1 with indices in I ∩ Jc are nonnegative since −x1

I∩Jc �
−(Mx1 + q)I∩Jc [by (4.6a)1] = 0 [by (4.7a)2] and the components of x2 − x1 with
indices in Ic ∩ J are nonpositive since x2

Ic∩J � (Mx2 + q)Ic∩J [by (4.6b)1] = 0 [by
(4.7b)2]. Furthermore, by (4.7a)2 and (4.7b)2, the following holds:

M(x2 − x1) =

⎛
⎜⎜⎝

−qI∩J

(Mx2)I∩Jc

−qIc∩J

(Mx2)Ic∩Jc

⎞
⎟⎟⎠−

⎛
⎜⎜⎝

−qI∩J

−qI∩Jc

(Mx1)Ic∩J

(Mx1)Ic∩Jc

⎞
⎟⎟⎠ =

⎛
⎜⎜⎝

0I∩J

(Mx2 + q)I∩Jc

−(Mx1 + q)Ic∩J

(M(x2 − x1))Ic∩Jc

⎞
⎟⎟⎠ .

[0]

[−]

[+]

[?]

The extra column on the right gives the sign of each component, when this is pos-
sible: the components of M(x2 − x1) with indices in I ∩ Jc are nonpositive since
(Mx2+q)I∩Jc < x2

I∩Jc [by (4.6b)2] = 0 [by (4.7b)1] and the components ofM(x2−x1)
with indices in Ic ∩ J are nonnegative since −(Mx1 + q)Ic∩J > −x1

Ic∩J [by (4.6a)2]
= 0 [by (4.7a)1]. Therefore

(x2 − x1) �M(x2 − x1) � 0.

Since x1 �= x2, M cannot be a P-matrix (see (4.4)).
[(ii)⇒(iii)] Let q, I, and J be given like in (iii). We consider two cases. If

x(I,q) = x(J,q), one cannot have I = S(x(J,q), q) and J = S(x(I,q), q), since this would
imply I = J , in contradiction with the definition of I and J . If x(I,q) �= x(J,q), one
cannot have I = S(x(J,q), q) and J = S(x(I,q), q) since, otherwise, by the definition
(1.2) of the Newton-min algorithm, there would be the cycle x(I,q) → x(J,q) → x(I,q)

with x(I,q) �= x(J,q), which would contradict (ii).
[(iii)⇒(iv)] Let I, J ⊂ �1, n� and i ∈ �1, n� be like in (iv). By (iii), whatever q is,

one cannot have I = S(x(J,q), q) and J = S(x(I,q), q). Then, the implication (ii)⇒(i)
of Proposition 3.1 shows that there is a scalar α > 0 such that (3.1) holds. Since
I ∩ Jc = {i}, Ic ∩ J = ∅, I ∩ J = J , I
J = {i}, this inequality (3.1) simplifies to

Miiα �
(−MJ{i}

)T
M−T

JJ

(−M{i}J
)T

α.
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Now α is a positive scalar that can be eliminated and the right-hand side is a scalar
(hence equal to its transpose), so that the above inequality becomes (4.5). In the case
J = ∅, the inequality (3.1) simply yields Mii � 0.

[(iv)⇒(i)] We prove by induction that detMII > 0 for any I ⊂ �1, n�, which
is equivalent to M ∈ P. By applying (iv) with J = ∅, we obtain Mii > 0 for a
nondegenerate matrix, so that detMII > 0 when |I| = 1. Now, assume that J and i
are chosen like in (iv), that I = J∪{i}, and that detMJJ > 0 (induction assumption),
and let us show that detMII > 0, which will conclude the proof of (iv)⇒(i).

Let us denote the indices in J by jk, k ∈ �1, |J |�, and let us label the elements
of MJJ by their indices in J . Using the cofactor matrix of MJJ in (4.5) and the
induction assumption detMJJ > 0, one gets (see the explanation of (4.8) and (4.9)
below)

0 � Mii detMJJ −M{i}J cof(MT
JJ )MJ{i} [(4.5), (4.3), detMJJ > 0]

= Mii detMJJ −
|J|∑
k=1

|J|∑
l=1

Mijk cofJJ ([MJJ ]jljk)Mjli

= Mii detMJJ −
|J|∑
k=1

|J|∑
l=1

Mijk(−1)l+k detM(J\{jl})(J\{jk}) Mjli [(4.1)]

= Mii detMJJ +

|J|∑
k=1

(−1)k+|J|+1 Mijk

|J|∑
l=1

Mjli (−1)l+|J| detM(J\{jl})(J\{jk})

= Mii detMJJ +

|J|∑
k=1

(−1)k+|J|+1 Mijk det
(
MJ(J\{jk}) MJ{i}

)
[(4.2)1](4.8)

= detMII [(4.2)2].(4.9)

Formula (4.8) comes from the computation of the determinant of the |J | × |J | matrix(
MJ(J\{jk}) MJ{i}

)
using the first identity in (4.2) on its last column. Formula (4.9) computes the deter-
minant of the |I| × |I| matrix (

MJJ MJ{i}
M{i}J Mii

)

using the second identity in (4.2) on its last row. This one is indeed the determinant
of MII after permutations of two rows and two columns to put the row i and column i
at the right place in I (this does not affect the sign of the determinant). Finally, using
the nondegeneracy of M , we get detMII > 0.

Let NM be the class of nondegenerate matrices M ∈ Rn×n such that the Newton-
min algorithm converges, when it is used to solve LCP(M, q), whatever q and the
initial point are. The corollary [3].4.3 is still valid and reads as follows. We omit its
proof, which needs no change.

Corollary 4.3 (NM is included in P). The set of nondegenerate matrices M
ensuring the convergence of the Newton-min algorithm when it is used to solve LCP
(M, q), whatever the vector q and the initial point are, is included in P. More com-
pactly

(4.10) NM ⊂ P.
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To be complete, we reproduce Proposition [3].4.4 with one additional property,
which is that the points x(I,q) and x(J,q) introduced in the proposition are different.
The interest of that property is that the proposition can then be used to prove the
contrapositive of the implication (iii) ⇒ (i) of Theorem 4.2; see the comment after
the proposition.

Proposition 4.4 (2-cycle for M /∈ P). Suppose that the nondegenerate ma-
trix M is not a P-matrix. Then,

(1) there are two index sets I and J ⊂ �1, n� and an index i ∈ �1, n�\J such that
I = J ∪ {i}, detMII < 0, and detMJJ > 0,

(2) for any two index sets I and J ⊂ �1, n� and an index i ∈ �1, n� \ J having the
properties given in point 1, the Newton-min algorithm cycles between the two
distinct nodes x(I,q) and x(J,q) when the components of q are determined in
order as follows:

qJ = −MJJe
J ,(4.11)

qi = −MiJe
J − ε with 0 < ε <

| detMII |
maxj∈J [cofII(Mij)]+

,(4.12)

qIc � max
(
MIcJM

−1
JJ qJ ,MIcIM

−1
II qI

)
,(4.13)

where eJ is the vector of all ones in R|J|; in addition, I = S(x(J,q), q) and
J = S(x(I,q), q).

Proof. The proof given in [3] is still valid, so that we only have to show that
x(I,q) �= x(J,q) and that I = S(x(J,q), q) and J = S(x(I,q), q) in point 2, which is
straightforward. Indeed, the proof in [3] shows that the Newton-min algorithm makes
the cycle x(I,q) → x(J,q) → x(I,q) with J = S(x(I,q), q) and I = S(x(J,q), q). Since
S(x(J,q), q) \ J = I \ J = {i} �= ∅, Lemma 4.1 implies that x(I,q) �= x(J,q).

To conclude this section, let us show how Proposition 4.4 can be used to prove
the implication (iii) ⇒ (i) of Theorem 4.2. With this approach, the proof of our main
result, the equivalence (i) ⇔ (ii) of Theorem 4.2, no longer needs Proposition 3.1.

Remark 4.5 (another proof of (iii) ⇒ (i) in Theorem 4.2). We prove the contra-
positive. Suppose that M is not a P-matrix (but M is nondegenerate by assumption).
By Proposition 4.4, one can find a vector q and two index sets I and J ⊂ �1, n� with
I = J ∪ {i} for some i ∈ �1, n� \ J , such that I = S(x(J,q), q) and J = S(x(I,q), q).
Hence (iii) does not hold.

5. Uniquely determined nodes. This section highlights conditions under
which the nodes of a particular instance of problem LCP(M, q) are uniquely deter-
mined, a concept introduced by Definition 2.2. In particular, it is shown that, given
a nondegenerate matrix M , the set Q(M) of q’s in Rn such that all the nodes are
uniquely determined is dense in Rn (Proposition 5.5). We start with a proposition
giving, in particular, conditions ensuring that the equivalence (2.1) holds. We have
denoted by N(M, q) the set of nodes of the problem LCP(M, q):

N(M, q) := {x(I,q) ∈ Rn : I ⊂ �1, n�}.

Lemma 5.1 (2n nodes). Consider problem LCP(M, q) with a nondegenerate
M ∈ Rn×n and q ∈ Rn. Then, the following properties are equivalent:

(i) problem LCP(M, q) has 2n distinct nodes,
(ii) the map X : I ⊂ �1, n� �→ x(I,q) ∈ N(M, q) is bijective.
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These properties imply that
(iii) whatever x ∈ Rn is, the equivalence (2.1) holds, with x+ being the point

generated by the Newton-min algorithm from x.

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) By construction, the map X is surjective. Since there are 2n

distinct intervals I ⊂ �1, n�, the map X must also be injective if there are 2n distinct
nodes x(I,q).

(ii)⇒(i) If the map X is bijective, the number of distinct nodes x(I,q) is equal to
the number of elements in the power set P(�1, n�), which is 2n.

(ii)⇒(iii) The implication “⇐” in (2.1) holds by definition of the Newton-min
algorithm. For the reverse implication “⇒” in (2.1), suppose that x+ = x(I,q) for
some I. By definition of the algorithm, x+ = x(S(x,q),q), so that x(I,q) = x(S(x,q),q).
By (ii), one has I = S(x, q).

For the purpose of clarification, let us introduce the following notion. For a given
pair (M, q) ∈ Rn×n × Rn, we say that a node x(I,q) is reachable or can be reached
if there is an x ∈ Rn such that x(I,q) = x(S(x,q),q) if there is an x ∈ Rn such that
the Newton-min algorithm starting at x computes x(I,q) as its next iterate. Let us
denote by Nr ≡ Nr(M, q) the set of reachable nodes. This one is the range space of
X ◦ S(·, q):

Nr = (X ◦ S)(Rn, q).

Remark 5.2 (reachable nodes). Not all the nodes of problem LCP(M, q) are
reachable. For example, ifM = In and q > 0, whatever x ∈ Rn is, one has S(x, q) = ∅,
so that x+ = x(∅,q) = 0. Now there are 2n distinct nodes for that problem, so that
2n − 1 nodes are not reachable (this is clear, but point 2 of Proposition 5.5 can also
be invoked).

Remark 5.3. It is not true that the implication (iii)⇒(i) or (ii) holds in the pre-
vious lemma. Consider, for example, the case when

(5.1) n = 2, M =

(
1 0
1 1

)
, and q =

(
1
1

)
.

The nodes of the problem are

x(∅,q) = 0, x({1},q) = x({1,2},q) =
(−1

0

)
, and x({2},q) =

(
0
−1

)
.

Only two nodes can be reached by the Newton-min algorithm, the nodes x(∅,q) and
x({2},q). Indeed, the first node is reached when x1 � −1 (in this case S(x, q) is indeed
empty), while the second is reached when x1 < −1 (in this case S(x, q) is indeed {2}).
These reachable nodes are uniquely identified by an index set:

x+ = x(∅,q) = x(I,q) =⇒ I = ∅,

x+ = x({2},q) = x(I,q) =⇒ I = {2}.
Therefore the equivalence (2.1) holds, although there are less than 2n nodes.

The observation made in the previous remark is formalized in the next lemma.

Lemma 5.4 (uniquely determined reachable nodes). Consider problem LCP
(M, q) with a nondegenerate M ∈ Rn×n and q ∈ Rn. Then, the following proper-
ties are equivalent:

(i) for any x+ ∈ Nr, there is a unique I ⊂ �1, n� such that x+ = x(I,q),
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(ii) whatever x ∈ Rn is, the equivalence (2.1) holds, with x+ being the point
generated by the Newton-min algorithm from x.

Proof. (i)⇒(ii) The implication “⇐” in (2.1) holds by definition of the Newton-
min algorithm. For the reverse implication “⇒” in (2.1), suppose that x+ = x(I,q) for
some I. By definition of the algorithm, x+ = x(S(x,q),q), so that x(I,q) = x(S(x,q),q).
By (i) and the fact that x(I,q) is a reachable node, one has I = S(x, q).

(ii)⇒(i) Let x+ ∈ Nr. Then, there is some x ∈ Rn such that x+ is the iterate
computed from x by the Newton-min algorithm, which reads x+ = x(S(x,q),q). Now,
if x+ = x(I,q) for some I ⊂ �1, n�, one has I = S(x, q) by (ii), implying the uniqueness
of the set I such that x+ = x(I,q).

Let us introduce the set

Q(M) := {q ∈ Rn : LCP(M, q) has 2n distinct nodes}.
Proposition 5.5 (properties of Q(M)). Suppose that M ∈ Rn×n is nondegen-

erate. Then,
(1) Q(M) �= Rn,

(2) q ∈ Q(M) if and only for all I ⊂ �1, n�, x
(I,q)
I has no zero components,

(3) Q(M) is open and dense in Rn.

Proof. Denote Q := Q(M).
(1) When q = 0, problem LCP(M, q) has 0 as single node. Therefore 0 /∈ Q and Q

always differs from Rn.

(2) [⇒] We prove the contrapositive. If, for some J � I, x
(I,q)
I\J = 0, then x(I,q)

satisfies
x
(I,q)
Jc = 0 and (Mx(I,q) + q)J = 0.

This system has for a unique solution x(J,q), so that x(I,q) = x(J,q). Since I �= J , X
is not injective and the implication (i) ⇒ (ii) of Lemma 5.1 shows that problem
LCP(M, q) has not 2n distinct nodes, meaning that q /∈ Q.

[⇐] If, for all I ⊂ �1, n�, the components of x
(I,q)
I are nonzero, all the nodes are

distinct (they differ by their zero components), so that problem LCP(M, q) has 2n

distinct nodes, meaning that q ∈ Q.
(3) [Q is open] We prefer showing that the complementary set Qc := Rn \ Q is

closed, since the description of Qc given below intervenes in the proof of the density
of Q. Fix I ⊂ �1, n� and consider the map

ξI : q ∈ Rn �→ x(I,q) = (0Ic ,−M−1
II qI) ∈ Rn,

which provides the node x(I,q) as a function of q. We have seen in point 2 that q /∈ Q
if and only if, for some I ⊂ �1, n� and some nonempty subset I0 of I, (ξI(q))I0 = 0.
Since ξI is linear, (ξI(q))I0 = 0 if and only if q belongs to a proper subspace SI,I0 of R

n

(“proper” means here “different from Rn” and is justified by the fact that I0 �= ∅ and
the rows of M−1

II do not vanish). Therefore, one can write

Qc =
⋃

{SI,I0 : I ⊂ �1, n�, I0 non empty subset of I}.

Since SI,I0 is a closed set, Qc is closed as a finite union of closed sets.
[Q is dense] Let q0 ∈ Qc and ε > 0. It suffices to show that the ball B(q0, ε)

centered at q0 with radius ε intersects Q. This is clear, since otherwise Qc would
contain the ball B(q0, ε), which is not possible for the finite union of proper subspaces
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of Rn like Qc (this claim can be proved in a manner similar to the one of the fact
that a real vector space cannot be written as a finite union of proper subspaces ; for a
proof of this last claim, see, for example, [31, Theorem 1.2]).

Conclusion. This contribution brings some adjustments and complements to
the paper [3] by the same authors. Some adjustments are necessary because it was
implicitly assumed in [3] that the nodes x(I,q) generated by the Newton-min algorithm
were uniquely determined by their index sets I. This implicit assumption was not
compatible with some claims, without bringing appropriate nuances, which is what
is done in the present paper. The main result, according to which a nondegenerate
matrix M is a P-matrix if and only if the Newton-min algorithm does not cycle
between two distinct points, whatever q is, is preserved. Because this fact is part of
the discussion, it is also shown that the set of vectors q ensuring the existence of 2n

distinct nodes for problem LCP(M, q) is dense in Rn.

Acknowledgment. We have benefited from the remarks and comments by the
referee of the paper, who is warmly thanked.

REFERENCES

[1] I. Ben Gharbia and J. Ch. Gilbert, Nonconvergence of the plain Newton-min algorithm for
linear complementarity problems with a P -matrix—The full report, Research report 7160,
INRIA, France, 2009.

[2] I. Ben Gharbia and J. Ch. Gilbert, Nonconvergence of the plain Newton-min algorithm for
linear complementarity problems with a P -matrix, Math. Program., 134 (2012), pp. 349–
364, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10107-010-0439-6.

[3] I. Ben Gharbia and J. Ch. Gilbert, An algorithmic characterization of P-matricity, SIAM
J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 34 (2013), pp. 904–916, https://doi.org/10.1137/120883025.
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que—Aspects Théoriques et Pratiques, Math. Appl. 27, Springer, Berlin, 1997.

[8] J. Bonnans, J. Ch. Gilbert, C. Lemaréchal, and C. Sagastizábal, Numerical
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[22] P. Hungerländer, J. Júdice, and F. Rendl, A Recursive Semi-Smooth Newton Method for
Linear Complementarity Problems, Technical report, 2017.

[23] P. Hungerländer and F. Rendl, A feasible active set method for strictly convex quadratic
problems with simple bounds, SIAM J. Optim., 25 (2015), pp. 1633–1659, https://doi.org/
10.1137/140984439.

[24] P. Hungerländer and F. Rendl, An Infeasible Active Set Method with Combinatorial Line
Search for Convex Quadratic Problems with Bound Constraints, Technical report, 2016.

[25] C. Kanzow, Inexact semismooth Newton methods for large-scale complementarity prob-
lems, Optim. Methods Softw., 19 (2004), pp. 309–325, https://doi.org/10.1080/
10556780310001636369.

[26] M. Kojima and S. Shindo, Extension of Newton and quasi-Newton methods to systems of
PC1 equations, J. Oper. Res. Soc. Japan, 29 (1986), pp. 352–375.

[27] K. Kunisch and F. Rendl, An infeasible active set method for quadratic problems
with simple bounds, SIAM J. Optim., 14 (2003), pp. 35–52, https://doi.org/10.1137/
S1052623400376135.

[28] S. Lang, Linear Algebra, 3rd ed., Undergrad. Texts Math., Springer, Berlin, 1987.
[29] L. Qi, Convergence analysis of some algorithms for solving nonsmooth equations, Math. Oper.

Res., 18 (1993), pp. 227–244.
[30] L. Qi and J. Sun, A nonsmooth version of Newton’s method, Math. Program., 58 (1993),

pp. 353–367, https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01581275.
[31] S. Roman, Advanced Linear Algebra, 3rd ed., Grad. Texts in Math. 135, Springer, Berlin, 2008,

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-72831-5.
[32] H. Samelson, R. Thrall, and O. Wesler, A partition theorem for the Euclidean n-space,

Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 9 (1958), pp. 805–807, https://www.jstor.org/stable/2033091.

https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02592200
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02592200
https://doi.org/10.1137/S1052623401383558
https://doi.org/10.1137/S1052623401383558
https://doi.org/10.1137/140984439
https://doi.org/10.1137/140984439
https://doi.org/10.1080/10556780310001636369
https://doi.org/10.1080/10556780310001636369
https://doi.org/10.1137/S1052623400376135
https://doi.org/10.1137/S1052623400376135
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01581275
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-72831-5
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2033091

	Introduction
	Common source of the errors in bengharbia-gilbert-2013
	On Proposition bengharbia-gilbert-2013.3.2
	Revision of section bengharbia-gilbert-2013.4
	Uniquely determined nodes
	References


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /CMYK
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments true
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<

    /BGR <>
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065876863900275284e8e9ad88d2891cf76845370524d53705237300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef69069752865bc9ad854c18cea76845370524d5370523786557406300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /CZE <>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /ETI <>
    /FRA <>
    /GRE <>

    /HRV (Za stvaranje Adobe PDF dokumenata najpogodnijih za visokokvalitetni ispis prije tiskanja koristite ove postavke.  Stvoreni PDF dokumenti mogu se otvoriti Acrobat i Adobe Reader 5.0 i kasnijim verzijama.)
    /HUN <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <FEFF9ad854c18cea306a30d730ea30d730ec30b951fa529b7528002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020658766f8306e4f5c6210306b4f7f75283057307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103055308c305f0020005000440046002030d530a130a430eb306f3001004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d3067958b304f30533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a306b306f30d530a930f330c8306e57cb30818fbc307f304c5fc59808306730593002>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020ace0d488c9c80020c2dcd5d80020c778c1c4c5d00020ac00c7a50020c801d569d55c002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /LTH <>
    /LVI <>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken die zijn geoptimaliseerd voor prepress-afdrukken van hoge kwaliteit. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /POL <>
    /PTB <>
    /RUM <>
    /RUS <>
    /SKY <>
    /SLV <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /TUR <>
    /UKR <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents best suited for high-quality prepress printing.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToCMYK
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles false
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


