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Mixed Precision FGMRES-Based Iterative Refinement for
Weighted Least Squares

Erin Carson* and Eda Oktay*

Abstract With the recent emergence of mixed precision hardware, there has been a renewed
interest in its use for solving numerical linear algebra problems fast and accurately. The solution of
least squares (LS) problems min, ||b— Az||2, where A € R™*™ arise in numerous application areas.
Overdetermined standard least squares problems can be solved by using mixed precision within
the iterative refinement method of Bjoérck, which transforms the least squares problem into an
(m+mn) x (m+n) ”augmented” system. It has recently been shown that mixed precision GMRES-
based iterative refinement can also be used, in an approach termed GMRES-LSIR. In practice, we
often encounter types of least squares problems beyond standard least squares, including weighted
least squares (WLS), min, ||[DY?(b — Az)||2, where D/2 is a diagonal matrix of weights. In this
paper, we discuss a mixed precision FGMRES-WLSIR algorithm for solving WLS problems using
two different preconditioners.

1 Introduction
Consider the weighted least squares problem

min || DY/?(Az — b)]|2, (1)

where A is an m x n matrix with m > n and D/2 is a diagonal matrix of weights. In applications
where the weights vary significantly in magnitude, transformation of the above into a standard
least squares problem is not numerically stable |2, Sec. 4.1.1]. Note that in some applications, the
weight matrix may be very ill-conditioned, for example, electrical networks, certain finite element
problems, and interior point methods [2, Remark 4.4.1].

Mathematically, the solution of is given by the normal equations

ATDAx = AT Db,

*Department of Numerical Mathematics, Faculty of Mathematics and Physics, Charles University, {carson, ok-
tay }@karlin.mff.cuni.cz. Both authors are supported by the Charles University GAUK project No. 202722, the
Exascale Computing Project (17-SC-20-SC), a collaborative effort of the U.S. Department of Energy Office of Science
and the National Nuclear Security Administration, and by the European Union (ERC, inEXASCALE, 101075632).
Views and opinions expressed are those of the authors only and do not necessarily reflect those of the European Union
or the European Research Council. Neither the European Union nor the granting authority can be held responsible
for them.



Letting y = D(b — Ax), this is also equivalent to the augmented system

-1 -1
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where the scaling factor a has been introduced for stability; see [2, Sec. 4.3.2 and Sec. 2.5.3].

One potential way to solve weighted problems is based on Householder QR factorization, al-
though one must use a Householder QR algorithm with row and column pivoting in order to
guarantee a good accuracy [2, Sec. 4.3.3]. Powell and Reid investigated this in 1969 []], and a
reworked backward error analysis in modern notation is given by Cox and Higham [5].

Another approach to solving such problems is using a mixed precision iterative refinement (IR)
algorithm. With the advent of modern GPUs which feature multiple different hardware precisions,
this approach has seen renewed interest. See Table [I] for various IEEE precisions and their units
roundoff. The general scheme of IR introduced in [I3] is given in Algorithm |1} Depending on the
precision uy chosen for factorization u, for the residua computation, us for the correction solve, and
the working precision u for storing data and the solution, one gets a variant of the mixed precision
IR algorithm. To solve LS problems, the author in [I] used a 2-precision IR approach to solve
the augmented system; we call this LS-IR. To reduce the computation and memory cost, LS-IR
never forms the augmented system explicitly, using only the QR factors of A. However, the QR
factorization can be very expensive if A is very large. Thus, the authors in [4] use three precisions
in LS-IR to further reduce the computation cost. Using a lower precision vy in the QR factorization
can provide a cheaper algorithm while maintaining accuracy. Based on the analysis in [4], we can
say as long as keo(A) < u;l, the backward error of three precision LS-IR is O(u) and the forward
error is .
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Above, shows that if us is chosen to be fp16, LS-IR converges only for Foo(A) < 4.88 - 10%,
which restricts the set of problems for which the algorithm is guaranteed to converge.

~ upcond(A, T) + u. (3)

Algorithm 1 IR [13]
Input: AeR™*"™ (m>n),beR™

1: Axg=0b in precision uy; store in precision u
2: for i = 0: iypee — 1 do

3: r, =b— Ax; in precision u,; store in precision u
4: Adiy1 =1y in precision ug; store in precision u
5: Tiv1 = i +dit1 in precision u
6: if converged then return x;

2 GMRES-based approach

To allow the use of low precision factorization for more ill-conditioned systems, we can adapt the
GMRES-based approach of [4] for non-weighted least squares problems, called GMRES-LSIR. The
key difference with LS-IR is that this approach uses preconditioned GMRES to solve the linear
system in line [4] of Algorithm



Table 1: Various IEEE precisions and their units roundoff.

Precision Unit Roundoff
fp16 (half) 4.88-10~%
fp32 (single) 5.96 - 1078
fp64 (double)  1.11-10716
fp128 (quad) 9.63-107%

For the non-weighted case, i.e., D = I, the authors in [4] propose the left preconditioner

al Qﬁ

M=\~
RTQT 0

: (4)

composed of the QR factors of A denoted as ) and R.
According to [4], as long as ke (A) < u™Y 2u]71, GMRES-LSIR has O(u) backward and forward

error. In the simplified case where u = u,, the forward error is if Koo(A) < u™l/ 3u;2/ 3. Using

the preconditioner M, the condition number of the preconditioned augmented system M 1A can
be bounded by

Koo(M ™M A) S (14 2my/nh koo (A)2, with 7, = — (5)
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for a small constant c. This bound shows that even if koo (A) > u;l, M computed in precision u s

will reduce ko (M~ A), which is one of the most crucial benefits of GMRES-LSIR, allowing more
ill-conditioned problems to be solved.

To solve WLSP using the iterative refinement-based approach, we can generally follow the
same approach as described above. As in [4, Sec. 3.1], we want to develop a preconditioner M for
our approach. Our aim is thus to find an effective and inexpensive preconditioner M and prove
that the resulting preconditioned coefficient matrix is sufficiently well-conditioned to guarantee the
convergence of iterative refinement. In this study, we focus on two different preconditioners: a left
preconditioner, which is a direct extension of the above, and a split preconditioner.

3 Left QR Preconditioner

Consider the preconditioner

aD™' QR
RTQT 0
which is the direct extension of the M in (4)), except with a D! instead of I in the (1,1) block.
We can explicitly write down the inverse of this matrix as

L(D-DQQ"DQ)'Q"D)  DQQTDQ) 'R

M, = ) (6)

M= ~ P ~
: RYQ"™DQ'Q™D  —aRNQTDQ)T'RTT
Let
~ 0 -F



where the error term FE is defined as R
A+ FE=QR, (7)

due to finite precision computation of the QR factorization in some precision uy [5].
Now, note that we can write
M7YA= MY (M, +E)=1+M'E
AWMy = (M + BE) *My ~ T — M 'E.
Thus _ B B _
oo (M1 A) = | M Al [ AT Miloo S (14 [[1M] 1 El0)?, (8)

so if we bound the quantity ||Ml_1E’ |loo, We obtain a bound on the condition number of the precon-
ditioned system. We can explicitly write

-DQ@Q"DQ)'RTEY —L(D-DQQ"DQ)'Q"D)E

-1 _
M, B = aR’l(QTDQ)’lﬁi’TET —ﬁfl(QTDQ)’lQTDE

Note that if D = I this reduces to the case in [4] and gives (4).

The quantity (QDQ)'QT D is what is called the “scaled” or “weighted” pseudoinverse [11;
see also [9], [12]. In essence, the results of Stewart [11] show that this quantity is bounded and is
independent of D. We can, however, still give a concrete bound on this quantity, which may in
practice be a significant overestimate. Let Qp = D/2Q. Then

1Q"DQ)'QTDlz = [(Q5Qb) ' QHDV?;
< Qb II=lDY2]5
< 1QT[l2l D=2 |2| DV
= ry/*(D). (9)
As an alternative, we can let
(QTDQ)™'Q" D2 = p,

and then argue that this p is hopefully of reasonable size since it is independent of D, using the
results of Stewart (we will do this for now).
Now, we want to derive a bound for || M; ' F||«. Following [4], we have

1M, oo < max(||(M;E)(1, Dlloe + (M E) (1, 2)lJoc:
MTEE)2,1) oo + [(MTEE) (2, 2)]|0)

< Vimmax (| (M7 E)1,1) e, (M E)2 D)

+ Vimax (|04 E)Y1, 2. [ (M B)(2.2) ) (10)

where (Ml_lﬁ)(i,j) denotes the (i, j)-block of Ml_lﬁ.



Using |a| =~ ||Af||;* and ignoring terms of order ufc,
1M EY(L D) F = [1DQQTDQ) R E"|Ir < pl| AT|l2|| E” |1
== 1 _
04 )L 2)e = |10 (1 - Q@7 DQ QD) | < DIl A eIl
F
(M E)2,2) |l = |RHQTDQ) ' QTDE||r < pl|AM||2[| E| -
For the final term, we have
(M E)2,1)|F = ok N (QTDQ) " RTTE" |
= [oR(Q"DQ) QT DQ D) BT ET|
< p| D72l AM |2 | ET | -
Then plugging into (10)), and letting 6 = max(1, | D||z, [|D~!{|2), we have
1M Bl < (Vm+ vn)pf] A2 B .
Assuming that we have a standard QR factorization, ||E||r < '%cmHAH r, and thus
1M Elloe < (Vm+ vn)pd| A2 | F (11)
< 2m/np0ihntise(A). (12)

Note that in the case that we use a standard QR factorization and D = I (and thus p = 1), we
recover the same bound as in [4, Section 3.1]. Finally, plugging into (8)), we obtain

koo M A) S (14 2m/mipt () (13)

4 Block-diagonal Split Preconditioner

Note that the dependence of the bound in on D is not ideal since D can be very ill-conditioned.
For the behavior of the condition number of Ml—lj, see Section To construct a preconditioner
which results in a preconditioned matrix whose conditioning does not depend on D, we thus consider
using the block diagonal preconditioner

aD™! 0
M, = A 14
=0 o) (1)
where C is a symmetric positive definite approximation to the Schur complement, o' AT DA [10].
Although M, can be used as a left /right preconditioner, to obtain a symmetric preconditioned

system, we consider using it as a split preconditioner and study the system

~1/2 7 —1/2 -(OéD_l)_l/Q 0 OzD_1 A (OéD_l)_l/2 0
M, /AMb /2 = 0 O-1/2 AT 0 C—1/2
B '(aD—l)—l/Q(aD—l)(aD—l)—1/2 (aD—l)—l/QATCv—l/Q
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No applicable analysis of the forward and backward errors in split preconditioned GMRES
exists, but there is an existing analysis of these quantites for a general split preconditioned flexible
GMRES method (FGMRES). Thus, to be able to use split preconditioners and discuss their effects
on the stability of this general approach, we use FGMRES instead of GMRES in GMRES-LSIR.
Our new variant to solve WLSP is therefore called FGMRES-WLSIR.

We use a symmetric positive definite approximation C such that it is spectrally equivalent to
the matrix a "!ATDA, i.e., there exist positive constants 0 < 4 < & such that

A(Cy,y) < (BT (aD™) ' Ay,y) < 6(Cy,y)

for all vectors y € R™. Using [10, Proposition 3.4], we can find the spectrum of the preconditioned
matrix:

_ ~ 1 -
sp(Mbl/QAMbl/z)—2<1:t 1+4a,§(A)> for k=1,... n—r

where rank(A) = n —r and 0 < 0,,_(A) < --- < g1(A) are the singular values of A.
We assume that the Schur complement is computed exactly and we consider the left-preconditioned
matrix LT
~ I a A D
15
M, A= LrlA(ATDA)—l 0 ] !

which is a nonsymmetric diagonalizable matrix with three distinct eigenvalues {1, %(1 + \/5)} This
makes the block diagonal preconditioner a suitable choice for FGMRES since the method can con-
verge in a small number of iterations. However, our experiments show that o (M, 1[1) can be very
large, often larger than ko (fl), when A is ill-conditioned. An ill-conditioned preconditioned matrix
makes the preconditioner unsuitable for proving the backward stability of FGMRES although we
show in Section [b| that in practice, the split preconditioner improves the condition number of the
preconditioned matrix.

Using the analysis in [I0], we can obtain the bound

R 14+/1+402(A
Koo (M, P AN, ) < ' 1l )A' (n +m), (15)
11— \/1+402_,(A)]

where 0 < 0, _(4) < ... < 01(A),

A= \}Dl/?ATél/? with €' ~ o 'ATDA.
(6%

Although there is still a dependence on D in , we can numerically eliminate its impact
by computing the Schur complement in a specific manner. For C, we compute D'/24 in high
precision and use the R-factor (from lower precision QR factorization) of it in M, bl /2. The numerical
experiments in Section [5| show that this trick reduced the effect of the conditioning of D.

On the other hand, using a split preconditioner in (F)GMRES has several disadvantages regard-
ing error analysis. Using the analysis in [3], we see that for the block diagonal split preconditioner

(the left and right preconditioners are both ]\4b1 / 2), the forward error of FGMRES is bounded by

< b (M, 2 AM, P o (M) O(u), (16)



whereas for any left preconditioner, the bound is given as

le =2l <\ (' Do),

Even though M, 1/ QAMb_ 124 well-conditioned, Mb1 /% can still be ill-conditioned, which can cause
the forward error to be more than 1 and thus cannot guarantee FGMRES-WLSIR convergence.

This result shows the need for a bound on kK (]\/.I'b1 / 2).

5 Numerical Experiments

To illustrate the impact of different preconditioners on FGMRES-WLSIR convergence, we perform
several numerical experiments in MATLAB. The experiments are performed on a computer with
AMD Ryzen 5 4500U having 6 CPUs and 8 GB RAM with OS system Ubuntu 22.04 LTS. In our nu-
merical experiments, we used built-in MATLAB datatypes for double and single precisions. To sim-
ulate half-precision floating point arithmetic, we use the chop library and associated functions from
[7] available at https://github.com/higham/chop and https://github.com/SrikaraPranesh/
LowPrecision_Simulation. Code for our FGMRES-WLSIR and associated functions can be found
in the repository https://github.com/edoktay/fgmreswlsir.

For the examples in this section, we set A’ = gallery(‘randsvd’, [100,10], 1e2, 3), which
creates a matrix with 2-norm condition number 102 of size 100 x 10 with geometrically distributed
singular values. We prescale the rows of A’ so that they have drastically different sizes. We use 9
different scalings A = S~' A’ where S is a diagonal matrix created by diag(logspace(1, j, 100)
where j € [1,2,4,6,8,10,12,14,16]. We set the weight matrix D such that each row i of A has
max |A(i, j)| = 1. The scaling factor o = 27/2¢,,, where 7, is the smallest singular value of A. We
compute QR factorizations in half, single, and double precision and construct the corresponding
preconditioners M. We then measure the infinity-norm condition number of the preconditioned
system.

In each figure, the condition number of the preconditioned systems is represented as colored
lines. Each color shows half (red), single (green), and double (blue) precisions used for computing
QR factorizations for the preconditioners. The dashed black line gives the condition number of
the unpreconditioned augmented system and the dotted black line gives the inverse of the unit
roundoff for the FGMRES-WLSIR working precision . The figure shows that the convergence of
FGMRES-WLSIR is guaranteed only when the colored solid lines remain below the dashed line.
Numerically, this shows the cases when kKoo (M _1fT) < w~!'. Only in this case can we guarantee
that the forward error of FGMRES is less than 1 and thus FGMRES-WLSIR converges.

5.1 Dependence of ||Ml_1E||C>o on D

We perform a numerical experiment to demonstrate how oo (M l_lg) changes with the conditioning
of D. For this example, we assume that FGMRES-WLSIR is performed using single precision as
the working precision u. The results are shown in Figure

The figure shows that using M; in double precision preserves stability even if D is very badly-
conditioned. When we switch to single precision, we see M is useful (convergence of FGMRES is
guaranteed) when koo (D) < 10'°. On the other hand, using half-precision limits the usability of
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Figure 1: Measured condition number of the preconditioned systems and estimates of the bound
on the condition number where the preconditioners @ are constructing using QR factorizations
computed in various precisions, versus the condition number of the weight matrix D. The working
precision for FGMRES-WLSIR is assumed to be single precision.

the preconditioner since the condition number of D should be at most 10, which may not be the
case in real-world problems. We thus conclude that using lower precision can be tricky for M; due
to the fact that its error bound depends on the conditioning of D. We also observe from the black
dashed line that half-precision M; does not change the conditioning of the preconditioned system
significantly.

5.2 M, versus M,

To examine the effect of preconditioners on the conditioning of the augmented system, we construct
Table [2| using random dense matrices with a randomly generated solution vector b. We construct
matrix A in a similar manner as in Section The table shows that the preconditioner M; does
not decrease the condition number sufficiently, whereas M; works well. We finally observe from the
last column that even though ]\Ib1 /% is ill-conditioned since the preconditioned system is very well
conditioned, FGMRES-WLSIR still converges due to the forward error constraint in .

To demonstrate the difference in the numerical behavior of the preconditioned system with M;
and M} with the conditioning of D, we also perform several numerical experiments using ash958
and robot24c1_mat5 matrices from the SuiteSparse collection [6]. We prescale the rows of A’ so
that they have drastically different sizes. We use 9 different scalings A = SA’ where S is the
scaling matrix used in Section [5.1} The properties of both matrices are given in Table [3] For the
experiments in this section, we assume that we use double precision as the working precision v in
FGMRES-WLSIR.

We observe from the right plot in Figure [2 that single precision M; can handle up to koo (D) <
10 however, we note that the algorithm can still be expensive due to QR factorization. On the
other hand, we see from the same plot that using M;, even with a very ill-conditioned D will
provide a well-conditioned preconditioned coefficient matrix. Numerically, we don’t see the effect



Table 2: Condition numbers of g, right preconditioner, and preconditioned augmented matrices.

1030 L

1020 L

1010 L

ko(A)  Reo(A)  KeoMYA) k(M PAMY?) k(M)
1.00e+02 1.12e4+04  3.73e+400 8.56e+01 1.05e4-03
1.12e+02 4.92e+03 2.55e+00 7.80e+01 3.96e+-02
1.47e+02 1.73e405 1.16e+4-02 5.79e+01 3.60e+02
1.91e+02  8.04e+08  1.14e+05 4.03e+01 3.08e-+04
2.47e4+02 5.06e+12 1.50e+08 3.02e+4-01 2.48e4-06
3.21e+02 3.81le+16  4.36e+11 2.62e+01 2.16e+08
4.22e+02 2.97e+20 5.24e+14 2.30e+01 1.87e+10
5.61e+02 226e+24  1.12e+18 2.05¢-+01 1.63c+12
7.59e+02 1.67e+28 1.16e+4-22 1.86e4-01 1.36e+14

Table 3: Properties of matrices from the SuiteSparse collection.

Name

m n

k2(A) #nnz

ash958

958 292

3.2014 1916

robot24cl_mat5 404 302 3.33 x 1011 15118
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Figure 2: Measured condition number of the preconditioners (left) and preconditioned systems
(right) using ash958 matrix as A where M; and M, are constructed using QR factorizations in
various precisions, versus the condition number of the weight matrix D. The working precision for
FGMRES-WLSIR is assumed to be double precision.

of D because of our way of computing the Schur complement. However, because of the dependence
of the forward error of FGMRES on Koo(Mbl / 2), we need to look at the left plot as well. From
the left plot we see that even if numerically, the preconditioned system is very well-conditioned,
because of the conditioning of the right split preconditioner (in our case, it is equivalent to the left

split preconditioner), IiOO(Mbl / 2) is sufficiently small only when k(D) < 10°. For ash958, we can
say that using the split block diagonal preconditioner M, does not give any significant advantage
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Figure 3: Measured condition number of the preconditioners (left) and preconditioned systems
(right) using robot24c1_-mat5 matrix as A where M; and M, are constructed using QR factorizations
in various precisions, versus the condition number of the weight matrix D. The working precision
for FGMRES-WLSIR is assumed to be double precision.

From the right plot in Figure [3] we see that using half-precision in computing M; is not useful
even if D is very well-conditioned. Moreover, the left preconditioner works only when k(D) < 107.
For the split preconditioner, we again observe the same behavior as the previous example. From
the left preconditioner, we again expect a limitation coming from the conditioning of Mb1 2 We

observe that in any precision, /aoo(Mbl/ 2) < u™! when koo(D) < 107. However, even though

Koo (Mb1 / 2) < u~!, since the forward error bound is obtained via the multiplication of both condition
numbers, it will be close to 1 for M} in fpl6 and fp32 when D is well-conditioned. Therefore, using
fp16 in computing both preconditioners is not applicable to this matrix. Furthermore, we see that
for robot24c1_mat5, M; is more useful than M, in terms of fp32 and fp64 applicability.

6 Conclusion

In various areas, problems may need a very badly-conditioned weight matrix to be able to be
modeled as least squares problems. Most of the available fast least squares solvers are not directly
usable for weighted cases. One thus needs to make some changes in algorithms such as changing
the preconditioning. GMRES-LSIR is one of the potential iterative solvers in the literature for
solving least squares problems fast and accurately using lower precision. With this motivation, our
goal was to extend GMRES-LSIR to solve weighted least squares problems. For this extension, we
examined the use of two different preconditioners, namely left and block split preconditioners, in
the algorithm. To construct an error bound for the split preconditioner, we use FGMRES instead
of the GMRES algorithm and introduce our approach, FGMRES-WLSIR.

Using the analyses in the literature, we introduce error bounds for both preconditioners under
assumptions on the conditioning of A. From our analysis, we observe that the dependence of

10



the weight matrix in the error bound of the left preconditioner limits the use of low precisions
in our approach. To reduce this dependence numerically, we study the block split preconditioner.
By computing the Schur complement in a specific way, we numerically reduce the dependence on
the conditioning of D. However, from the preconditioned FGMRES analysis, we observe that the
forward error of FGMRES also depends on the conditioning of the right preconditioner in the
split preconditioner case. We therefore examine the conditioning of both preconditioners and their
ranges of applicability numerically. We conclude that since the conditioning of the weight matrix is
highly problem-dependent, we cannot generalize which preconditioner is more useful for FGMRES-
WLSIR. Although our numerical experiments show that using the block split preconditioner in
half-precision may be used in more ill-conditioned systems, in real applications, D might be worse-
conditioned.

Because of the dependence of both preconditioners on D and the dependence of split precondi-
tioned FGMRES on the right preconditioner, further study is warranted. Future studies can focus
either on the choice of a preconditioner or another iterative approach other than FGMRES. In any
case, the optimal approach will ideally have error bounds independent of the weight matrix.

References

[1] A. BJORCK, Iterative refinement of linear least squares solutions i, BIT Numerical Mathemat-
ics, 7 (1967), pp. 257-278.

[2] A. BJORCK, Numerical methods for least squares problems, STAM, 1996.

[3] E. CARSON AND I. DAUZICKAITE, The stability of split-preconditioned fgmres in four preci-
sions, arXiv preprint arXiv:2303.11901, (2023).

[4] E. CArsoN, N. J. HIGHAM, AND S. PRANESH, Three-precision GMRES-based iterative refine-
ment for least squares problems, STAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 42 (2020), pp. A4063—
A4083.

[5] A. J. Cox AND N. J. HicHAM, Stability of Householder QR factorization for weighted least
squares problems, in Numerical Analysis 1997, Proceedings of the 17th Dundee Biennial Con-
ference, D. F. Griffiths, D. J. Higham, and G. A. Watson, eds., vol. 380 of Pitman Research
Notes in Mathematics, Addison Wesley Longman, Harlow, Essex, UK, 1998, pp. 57-73.

[6] T. A. Davis AND Y. Hu, The university of florida sparse matriz collection, ACM Trans.
Math. Softw., 38 (2011), https://doi.org/10.1145/2049662.2049663, https://doi.org/
10.1145/2049662.2049663.

[7] N. J. HiIGHAM AND S. PRANESH, Simulating low precision floating-point arithmetic, STAM
Journal on Scientific Computing, 41 (2019), pp. C585-C602, https://doi.org/10.1137/
19M1251308, https://doi.org/10.1137/19M1251308, https://arxiv.org/abs/https://
doi.org/10.1137/19M1251308.

[8] A. MORELL, ed., On applying Householder’s method to linear least squares problems, North-
Holland, Amsterdam, 1969. pp. 122-126.

11


https://doi.org/10.1145/2049662.2049663
https://doi.org/10.1145/2049662.2049663
https://doi.org/10.1145/2049662.2049663
https://doi.org/10.1137/19M1251308
https://doi.org/10.1137/19M1251308
https://doi.org/10.1137/19M1251308
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1137/19M1251308
https://arxiv.org/abs/https://doi.org/10.1137/19M1251308

9] D. P. O’LEARY, On bounds for scaled projections and pseudoinverses, Linear Algebra and its
Applications, 132 (1990), pp. 115-117.

[10] M. RozLOZNIK, Saddle-point problems and their iterative solution, Springer, 2018.

[11] G. W. STEWART, On scaled projections and pseudoinverses, Linear Algebra and its Applica-
tions, 112 (1989), pp. 189-193.

[12] M. WEL, Upper bound and stability of scaled pseudoinverses, Numerische Mathematik, 72
(1995), pp. 285-293.

[13] J. H. WILKINSON, Rounding errors in algebraic processes, Prentice-Hall, 1963.

12



	Introduction
	GMRES-based approach
	Left QR Preconditioner
	Block-diagonal Split Preconditioner
	Numerical Experiments
	Dependence of Ml-1E"0365E on D
	Ml versus Mb

	Conclusion

