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Abstract

In Variational Analysis, VU-theory provides a set of tools that is helpful for understanding
and exploiting the structure of nonsmooth functions. The theory takes advantage of the fact
that at any point, the space can be separated into two orthogonal subspaces: one that describes
the direction of nonsmoothness of the function, and the other on which the function behaves
smoothly and has a gradient. For a composite function, this work establishes a chain rule
that facilitates the computation of such gradients and characterizes the smooth subspace under
reasonable conditions. From the chain rule presented, formula for the separation, smooth
perturbation and sum of functions are provided. Several nonsmooth examples are explored,
including norm functions, max-of-quadratic functions and LASSO-type regularizations.

1 Introduction

Nonsmooth optimization methods face the challenge of slow convergence rates. When dealing
with smooth functions, there are well-known minimization techniques that can achieve superlin-
ear or quadratic convergence to a minimizer. In the nonsmooth setting, however, algorithms with
that level of convergence speed remain elusive. There exist many approaches to nonsmooth min-
imization, such as proximal methods Teb18], bundle methods
[HSS16]], trust-region methods MMO97]], conju-
gate gradient and gradient sampling methods IMITT], all of which have linear convergence
at best WCP17, XNY135].

A better understanding of the structure underlying a nonsmooth function is instrumental in im-
proving this shortcoming. In this paper, we concentrate on a particular partitioning of the domain
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space called VU-decomposition; see [Sagl8|] and references therein. Given an objective func-
tion and a current point of interest, the VU/-decomposition splits the space into two orthogonal
subspaces. In doing so, we may take advantage of the fact that locally the objective function is
nonsmooth parallel to one of the subspaces (the V-space), while parallel to the remaining subspace
(the U-space) the function is smooth. This allows the optimizer to exploit the smoothness in the (/-
space and calculate useful objects such as the {/-Lagrangian and the U-Hessian, which are defined
and explained in detail in Section[2l The VI/-decomposition is used in a nonsmooth minimization
algorithm called the VU{-algorithm, which has been proved superlinearly convergent in the convex
case [MSO03]].

Since its inception [LOS00, [LS97], VU-theory has been explored and expanded in both the
convex and nonconvex
settings. Of particular interest to the present work is the progress defining and working with the
primal-dual gradient (PDG) structured functions that have fast tracks
MSO03]. Fast tracks provide structural information for PDG functions, even if strong transversality
does not hold. These terms are defined formally in the next section; we mention here that the exis-
tence of a fast track is the property that allows the VI/-algorithm to identify points with favourable
VU-decompositions and thereby converge superlinearly MS02].

The goal of this paper is the advancement of VU -theory of PDG functions with fast tracks,
focusing on calculus of the VI/-decomposition and the gradient of the I/-Lagrangian. The calculus
formule are derived for nonsmooth functions f resulting from the composition of a C? vector
mapping ¢ : R™ — R" with a convex function i : R" — R, i.e.,, f = h o ®. We establish a
new equivalency between the gradient of the {/-Lagrangian and what we term the U/-gradient, and
we construct calculus rules for the U/-gradient. The general approach starts as in which,
after drawing a relation between VU -structures and partly smooth functions, applies the chain rule
in [Lew02]. For the considered setting, however, the development is not straightforward, as the
aforementioned chain rule does not explore gradient structure.

The main result of this work is Theorem providing expressions for both the ¢/-space and
the U-gradient of the function f in terms of the VU/-decomposition of h and the Jacobian of ®.
Based on that result, we derive a separability rule, a smooth perturbation rule and a sum rule.
Since our formula are obtained without assuming strong transversality, they can be applied to
compute U-gradients for /;- regularized functions, including in particular the objective functions
of the well-known LASSO problems.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. The rest of Section [Il provides general
notation used throughout. Section [2| contains definitions of the relevant function classes and the
VU-decomposition objects, as well as the basics of VU/-theory. Section [3 outlines the important
relationship between fast tracks and partly smooth functions. The difference between transversality
and nondegeneracy of partly smooth functions is also discussed. Section [ shows how the gradient
of the U{-Lagrangian and the {/-gradient are related and renders the chain rule for functions with
fast tracks. In Section[3] we lay out the rules for the smooth perturbation and the sum of functions,
and present a set of examples to illustrate those results; we explore convex finite-max functions,
LASSO functions and /;-regularized functions. Section [6l makes some summarizing remarks and
suggests avenues of future research in this area.



Notation

We generally use the notation of [RW98]. We denote R U{+occ} by R. The identity matrix is
denoted by Id. The open ball of radius ¢ about the point Z is denoted by B;(Z). The domain and
range of f are denoted by dom f and ran f, respectively. The indicator function of .S is denoted by
ts(x). The projection mapping onto S is defined by Proj¢(x) = argmin . ¢{||s—z||}. The relative
interior of S is denoted by ri S. The epigraph of f is defined by epi f = {(x,a) : a > f(z)}.

2 VU-decomposition

2.1 Primal-dual gradient structure and fast tracks

The VU-decomposition of R" for a function f at a point  was originally defined for f convex
[LOSO0, and has since been generalized to lower semicontinuous (Isc) functions that have
PDG structure and fast tracks [MS04]]. These concepts and other pertinent terms are contained in
this section. To define PDG structures, we first recall the following definitions.

Definition 2.1 (Subgradients and Subdifferentials). Consider a function f : R" — R and a point
z with f(z) € R. Avector g € R" isa

(i) regular subgradient of f at T, written g € O f (z), if
f@) > f(z) +g"(z = 7) + of ||z — 7|));

(ii) (general) subgradient of f at &, written g € Of(Z), if there exist sequences xy, ? x and
gr — g with g, € 3f(xk),

(iii) horizon subgradient of f at &, written g € 0> f(Z), if the same holds as in (ii) except that
instead of g, — g, one has \gi, — g for some sequence A\, 0.

The sets Of (), Of (Z) and 8 f () are called the regular subdifferential, (limiting) subdifferential
and horizon subdifferential of f at T, respectively.

Definition 2.2 (Cones). Consider a set S and a point T;

(i) the tangent cone to S at T is defined by

1
Ts(z) = limsup —(S — );
™o T

(ii) the regular normal cone to S at T is defined by

Ns(z)={g e R" : g"(x — %) < o(||lz — T||) Va € S};



(iii) the normal cone to S at T is defined by

Ns(z) ={g e R": J x4 20k g with g, € Ng(z)}.

Fact 2.3 ( Theorem 8.9). For f : R" — R and any point T € dom f, we have

amf(j) C {g eR": (970) € Nepif(f7 f(f))}a
and the inclusion is an equality whenever f is lsc near .

We next define a d-dimensional C?-manifold. Some literature refers to this as a submanifold,
as it is embedded it in R™. We use the term manifold in consistency with the notation of [RW98]].

Definition 2.4 (Manifold). The set M C R" is a d-dimensional smooth C?>-manifold in R" about
the point & € M if M can be represented relative to an open neighbourhood O(Z) as the set of
solution vectors to F(x) = 0, where F' : O — R™ is a C*> mapping whose m x n Jacobian matrix
V F(z) is surjective and has full rank m = n — d.

When thinking of manifolds, it is useful to recall that the normal and tangent cones to manifolds
are well-behaved subspaces. To that end, we remind the reader of the concept of a Clarke regular
function.

Definition 2.5 (Clarke Regularity). A function f : R" — R is Clarke regular at 7 if

~

Nepif(f) - Nepif(f)-

Fact 2.6. Exercise 6.8] Let M C R" be a d-dimensional manifold about T, with associated
defining function F : R" — R such that V F (%) is of rank m = n — d. Then M is Clarke regular
and geometrically derivable at T, and the tangent and normal cones to M at T are linear subspaces
orthogonally complementary to each other:

Twm(z) ={w e R": VF(z)w = 0}, Nu(z) ={VEF(z)"y:y e R™}.
We are now ready to define PDG structures.

Definition 2.7 (PDG structure). An Isc function f : R"™ — R has primal-dual gradient (PDG)
structure at a point T relative to the m, + ms-dimensional manifold M C R" if there exist func-
tions { f;}i%y and {@;}72 that are C* on a ball B;5(Z), and a closed convex set A C REm,
that locally satisfy

(i) ze{reBsx): filr)=f(x),i=0,...,my;pj(x) =0, =1,...,me} C MNBs(T),

(1) if (o, B) = (o, 1,y Oy, 51,82, - oy Pmy) € A, then « is an element of the canonical
simplex Ay :
mi
a €A = {(ao,al,...,aml) : Zaizl,ai 20};
i=0



(iii) the i™ canonical vectorisin A fori = 0,1,...,my;
(iv) foreach j =1,2,...,mo, there exists («, ) € A such that 5; # 0 and 5; = 0 for j # j;
(V) foreach x € M NB;s(x), we have

(@) f(x) = fi(x) for some i, and
(b) g € Of(x) if and only if

9= aiVfi(x)+ Y BVe;),
i=0 J=1

where (o, 5) € A satisfies

;=0 if fi(x) # f(x),
Bi=0 ifp;(x)#0.

In Definition[2.7] the functions f; and ¢}, and the set A, account for the primal and dual structural
information, respectively. The simplest instance of PDG structure is given by the scalar absolute
value function f(z) = |z| at z = 0, for which fy(z) = —fi(z) = z, there is no p-function, and the
dual set is the canonical simplex in R?. More elaborate examples are considered in Section Z.1.1]
(and [MSQ0al).

The property of strong transversality given below is associated with particularly well-behaved
PDG structured functions.

Definition 2.8 (strong transversality). For a PDG structured function, the collection of primal
information, f;,¢; : R" — R, given by index sets i € {0,1,...my} and j € {1,...,ma} is
strongly transversal fo the (my + ms)-dimensional manifold M C R" if the n x (my + my) matrix

V= [{Vi(@) = V o(@} AV e (2)}2] 2.1)
has full column rank.

For the absolute-value function, V = [{—1 —1}] = [-2] is trivially strongly transversal. We
mention in passing that the PDG representation is not unique; the PDG construct in Example 2.13]
given for /;-regularized functions, provides an alternative structure for the absolute-value function
that is not strongly transversal (the corresponding matrix V is 1 x 2). Strong transversality is related
to the linear independence of the gradients of the primal functions in (Z.1)) and, hence, to the fact
that the structure is defined without any redundant information (see the comments after Theorem
2.19).



2.1.1 Examples of PDG structure

Two examples of common classes of functions that have PDG structure are convex finite-max
functions and maximum eigenvalue functions [MSOQ3]]. In this section, we quickly review these
examples. In addition, we examine the /;-regularization problem. For the first example, we require
the definition of active set.

Definition 2.9 (Active set). Let f : R" — R be a finite-max function, i.e. the pointwise maximum
of a finite set of C* functions:

f:maxfi7 fi€C27 1207177]9

The active set A(z) of f at & € dom f is the set of all subindices i such that f;(z) = f(Z).

Note 2.10. Henceforth, we assume without loss of generality that 0 € A(Z), reordering subindices
if required.

Example 2.11 (Finite-max). Let f : R™ — R be a finite-max function. Then f has PDG structure
at any point &= € R". If, in addition, the set {V f;(z) — Vfo(z) : i € A(z) \ {0}} is linearly
independent, then the PDG structure of f satisfies strong transversality at T.

Proof. Given any point Z fixed, we make the following choices to show that f is a PDG-structured
function at 7 [MS0O0B, MS03]|. Using the notation of Definition2.7] we set

my =0, my+1=|A(@)

Set A = Ay, and choose ¢ small enough that Bs(Z) excludes the set of functions {f; : i &€ A(Z)}
from the local structure. We have that f;(z) = f(z) forall i € {0,1,...,m;} by the definition of
active set, and there are no ¢; functions since my = 0. Thus, point (i) of Definition 2.7 is satisfied.
Points (ii), (iii) and (iv) are also immediately satisfied, since mo = 0. For point (v)(a), since 9 is
small enough to exclude the inactive functions, we have that for each =+ € M NB;(%) there exists
i € {0,...,mq} such that f(z) = f;(x). For point (v)(b), since f is a finite-max function, the
subgradients of f at z have the form

g= Z a;V f;(Z) RWOS8| Exercise 8.31].
i=0

Therefore, f has PDG structure. Finally, if {V f;(Z) — V fo(Z) : i € A(z) \ {0}} is a linearly in-
dependent set, then the matrix of @.I) is [{V f;(Z) — V fo(Z) } %] and has full column rank [MS03],
§4.1]. Therefore, strong transversality is satisfied. (|

Since the finite-max example has no ¢-functions, the dual set A coincides with the canonical
simplex. Our next example deals with a more convoluted dual set.



Example 2.12 (Maximum eigenvalue). Let A(-) be an m x m symmetric matrix function whose
elements are C? functions on R". Define f : R" — R,
= F(z,t
f(z) = max{F(z, )},
where F(x,t) = t"A(x)tand T = {t € R™ : t't = 1}. It is known that f(x) is the maximum

eigenvalue of A(x). Suppose that A is such that f is convex on R". Then f has PDG structure at
any point T € R".

Proof. The proof of this example is much more involved than that of the previous one, so we give
an overview here and refer the reader to [MS00b, §3.2] for the details. Using the Frobenius inner
product (P, Q) = trace(PQ)) on the space S of s X s symmetric matrices, we suppose that f ()
has multiplicity s and that the first eigenspace £'(Z) has basis matrix

ENZ) = [e1(T) e2(T) -+ es(T)].
Then by Theorem 3], the subgradients of f at T have the form

g=1(g1,...,90)" €0f(z) & g; = <S, El(f)Tﬁgx@)El(j)> J=1,....n,

where S € A. For A, we use the set of s x s dual feasible matrices:
A ={S € S : S is positive semidefinite and trace(S) = 1}.

This choice is shown in [MS00b, §3.2] to satisfy point (iii) of Definition 2.7l To define the f; and
¢, functions, we define

11:{1,2,...78} and 12:{(]€,l>611><[12]€<l}.

Then || = s, |Io] = s(s — 1)/2 and |I1| + | 2| = s(s + 1)/2. We have continuity of eigenvalues
of A, so there exists ¢ > 0 such that for each x € B.(), the multiplicity of f(x) is at most s. By
[Wil63, pp. 557-559], there exist s C? functions ¢; : B.(z) — R™, i € I, that satisfy

¢(z)"AZ)q(z) = f(T), fori € I,
a(Z) " A(Z)q(z) = 0, for (k,1) € I, and
a(2) " q () = 6, for (k,1) € I,,Vr € B.(z),

where 0;; = 1 and &, = O for k # [. Then {¢;(Z) };c;, is an orthonormal basis of eigenvectors for
E1(z). We define

on(r) = gu(x) " Alz)q ()

and set
M ={x € B.(Z) : ¢pp(x) = 0V(k,1) € I1}.



Then for any z € M, i € I, and (k,[) € I5, we have

Or(2) 0 = qe(x) T A(z)q (),
A(x)qi(r) = gui()qs(T),

() = max (o).
Therefore, setting

m; =s—1, fi-1 = ¢y fori € I,
my = s(s—1)/2, w; = ¢ for (k1) € Iy,

we have that points (i), (ii) and (iv) of Definition 2.7] are satisfied [MS00b, §3.2]. Only point (v)
remains, for which we express Jf(z) in terms of O¢y,;. Using [MS00b, Lemma 3.3], we find that
every g € Of(z) is a linear combination of the set

d B T
{wkl(x):( i) ..., 20 } ,
" (k) el (z)xI1 (z)

where the multipliers in the linear combination form a matrix S € S. Denoting by s;, the element
of row ¢, column p of S, the choice of «; and f3; that satisfies point (v) is

- {su‘, ifi € I(x), 251, if (k1) € Ir(z), -

0. ifie L\ L), M= {0, if (k1) € I \ ().

Our final example gives a good illustration of the interest of considering PDG structures with
non-null p-functions, therefore yielding dual sets A different from the canonical simplex A;.

n

x| = Z |x;| and T > 0. Consider

i=1

Example 2.13 (¢ -regularization). Let f : R" — R be C?,

the (1-regularization problem:
min{f(z) + i}

The minimand f ()4 7]|z||; can be written as the maximum of a finite number of smooth functions,
so the approach of Example 2.1T]could be applied. However, to account for the sign change in each
component of x, the required number of subfunctions is 2", which is clearly undesirable. In order
to acquire a more succinct PDG structure for the /;-regularization problem, we begin by thinking
about the equivalent problem:

min {f(x) + 7||r||1 : r = x}.

r,c€R™

While this rewriting doubles the number of variables, it also allows for a PDG structure without
resorting to the finite-max framework. We note that this reformulation is used in several algorithms,

8



such as applying ADMM to the LASSO problem [BPC™11 .Let F(r,z) = f(x) + 7|71
and fix a point (7, ) with 7 = Z. Then the active set is

A(r,z) = {i: 7 =0},

and the desired manifold is

M=A{(r,z):r=x,Alr,x) = A(T,2)}
={(r,z):r=a,7=0%< 7 =0}
Let m; = 0 and define
n -1, ifr <0,
fo(r,x) = f(z)+ 7 ngn(ﬂ-)r,-, where sgn(7;) = 0, ifr; =0,
i=1 1, ifr; > 0.

Let my = |A(7, Z)| + 1 and define
pi(r,z) =r;, i€ A(T,T),
Pl (o) = [Ir— |
Finally, define
A={(a,8) ERxR™ :a=1,=[-1,1]"}.

We show that the above provides the PDG structure for F' at (7, ) relative to M. However, the
PDG structure is not strongly transversal. Conditions (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), and (v)(a) of Definition2.7]
are trivially true; we have only to prove condition (v)(b). Considering (r, x) € M, we find that

B B ~NT _)sen(ry), ifr; #0,
OF (r,x) = O(f(x)+r|h) = { V() } , where ; = { T i =0,
Conversely, for (r, z) € M, the set of g defined by (v)(b) is
{g =aVfo(r,z) + 3272 BiVei(r,z) : (o, B) € A, B; = 0if p;(x) # 0} ,
— {g = { Tvsjff(lg) } + { g ] B =0if pi(a) 0,5 = [-1,1] if g;(z) = o},
T
Vi) |-

Thus, condition (v)(b) holds and the PDG structure is proved. Now, considering V as defined in
Definition 2.8] we have that

V = [{sz(f, ZZ') - va(fa "Z’) ?;11 U {ij(f> j) ;71:21} ’
= {03 u{Ve;(r,2)}2 ],

) H

) )

(5], m e

where e; is the i canonical vector. Noting that Z = 7, we conclude that the PDG structure is not
strongly transversal. Notwithstanding, this particular PDG structure will be useful for exhibiting a
fast track for the /;-regularized functions and, hence, applying our new chain rule; see Example[3.4

I
=

=0 &I

9



2.2 VU-structure

The principle behind VI/-decomposition is that a nonsmooth, Isc function owes its nonsmoothness
to a subspace only (the V-space) and behaves smoothly on the remaining orthogonal subspace (the
U-space). The direct sum of these two subspaces is R". We denote by V € R"*" a basis matrix for
the V-space and by U € R™** a semiorthonormal (definition follows) basis matrix for the Z/-space.

Definition 2.14 (Semiorthonormal). A matrix A € R"* is semiorthonormal if either ¢ > r and the
rows are orthonormal vectors (equivalently AAT = 1d,.), or r > ¢ and the columns are orthonor-
mal vectors (equivalently A" A = 1d,.). In the case of a square matrix (c = r), semiorthonormality
is equivalent to orthonormality.

Definition 2.15 (Restriction). Given V and U, the restriction of any x € R" to the V-space is
defined by

S S W
w=(VV) Ve
Similarly, the restriction of x to the U-space is defined by

—T
1y =U x.

Note that 2, € RY™Y and 2;, € R¥™¥_ The inverse of UT U is not needed in the definition of z;,,
because U U = Id by Definition 214l In [MSO4], zy and 2y, are referred to as the projections
of x € R" onto the V-space and U/-space, respectively. However, the projection as defined in
this article is the orthogonal projection of x onto a set and yields another vector in R", whereas
xy € R” and x5y € R". Therefore, we refer to xy, and 1y, as restrictions rather than projections. In
fact, Projy, # = V zy, and Proj,; # = U x4, so one may view the orthogonal projection of z onto
the V-space as the orthogonal lifting of xy, into R", and similarly for the I/-space and xy,.

Every x € R" is uniquely expressible in terms of its restrictions zy, and xy, [MS04]]. Specifi-
cally,

x = Proj, x + Proj, v = Vay + Uxy = V([VT V]! v’ x) —I—U(UT x).

The separation of R" into the V-space and U/-space depends on the point of interest € R" and is
achieved as follows.

Definition 2.16 (VU{-decomposition). Let f : R" — R be an Isc function and T € dom f with
Of(z) # 0. Let g € ri df (Z). The VU-decomposition of R" for f at T is defined by the subspaces

V(z) =span(df(z) —g)  and  U(T) = Nos@a)(7)-
Note that since g € ri0f (), the normal cone defining U () is a subspace.

Henceforth, the dependence of the subspaces on f and 7 is omitted, unless needed for clarity. The
VU-decomposition is independent of the choice of g € ridf(z) [MS04]. The U-restriction of g is
the same as that of any other subgradient of f at :

=0 gG=0'g for any g € Of (7). (2.2)

10



For a function f that has PDG structure, the V-space at z € dom f can be expressed in terms of
the primal function gradients [MS04]:

V = lin [{Vfi(Z) — Vfo(@)} 1, {Vip5(2)} 7] (2.3)
If, in addition, f satisfies strong transversality, then the matrix V' defined in (Z.1) is a basis ma-
trix for V (if strong transversality does not hold, a subset of the index sets {0,1,...,m;} and
{1,...,my} defines a basis matrix for V; see the comments after Theorem 2.19).

Definition 2.17 (({-Lagrangian). Let f : R™ — R be a PDG function at & € dom f relative to the
d-dimensional manifold M C R". Let g € ri0f (). The U-Lagrangian of f at T is defined by

Ly f(u; g) = min{f(z + (Uu+Vv)) —g' Vo},

where U and V are the VU-decomposition subspaces and dimV = n — d. The related solution
mapping is denoted

W f (u; §) = argmin{ f(z + (Tu+ Vo)) - 5" Vo}.

A fundamental benefit of VU{-decomposition is that the gradient of the {/-Lagrangian of the ob-
jective function exists at the origin, even though the gradient of the objective function itself may
not. This allows the application of gradient-based methods to the (/-Lagrangian. Under favourable
conditions, the {/-Lagrangian may even have a second-order expansion at the origin, which al-
lows for quasi-Newton methods to be applied to the {/-Lagrangian. Since the {/-Lagrangian is
a re-parameterization of f along the {/-subspace, an algorithm designed to drive both u and g
to zero along iterations converges quickly, thus justifying the name “fast” track (see item (iv) in

Theorem [2.19).

Definition 2.18 (Fast track). Let f : R” — R be a PDG function at € dom f relative to the
d-dimensional manifold M C R". Let U and V be the VU-decomposition subspaces, with basis
matrices U and V and dim V = n —d. Suppose that x(u) = 7+ (Uu+Vv(u)), where v : U + V.
The function X is a fast track of f at T for M if for any g € ridf (),

() v is a C? selection of Wy, f(u; g) (i.e., v(u) € Wy f(u; g), v € C?) and
(1) Ly f(u;g)is C? inu.

The fast track is nothing but a special re-parameterization of certain }V-components in terms of
the respective U/-component. For PDG structured functions satisfying strong transversality, the
result below gives a constructive expression for the fast track, based on the gradients of the primal
functions.

Theorem 2.19. Theorem 3.1] Let f : R — R be a PDG function that satisfies strong
transversality at T relative to the d-dimensional manifold M C R", and suppose that

dmYVY =n—d>1,dimU > 1.

Then for all u small enough, the following hold.

11



(i) The nonlinear system with variable v and parameter u,
i@ +Uu+Vo)— fo(x+Uu+Vv)=0,i=1,...,m,
0;(Z+Tu+Vo)=0,j=1,...,my,

has a unique solution v = v(u) such that v : R4 — RY™Y i5 q C? function satisfying
v(0) = 0.

(ii) The trajectory x(u) = T 4+ Uu + Vo(u) has a C* Jacobian:
Vx(u)=U+Vou)=U-VV(u)V)'V(u)'U,
where
V(u) = {Vfilx(w) = Vfolx(u) 5, {Vsoj(x(U))}le] :
(iii) In particular, v(0) = 0, x(0) = z,V(0) =V, Vu(0) = 0, and Vx(0) = U.
(iv) The trajectory x(u) is tangent to U at x(0) = Z, with v(u) = O(]|ul|?).
(v) The function f(x(u)) = fi(x(uw)) fori=0,1,...,my, and x(u) € M.
(vi) The matrix V (u) € R™™Y is g basis for V(u), and the matrix V(u) € R™4mY,
Vx(u) = U+ VVu(u),
is a basis for U(u).

In Theorem strong transversality is used to apply a second-order implicit function theorem
and give a constructive expression v = v(u). Strong transversality simplifies the presentation, but
it is not a necessary condition for the existence of fast tracks. It is shown in [MS03] that for a
PDG structured function to admit a fast track, it is sufficient to select a suitable subset of primal
functions, eliminating redundant information. Specifically, consider X' = K U K, in the primal
gradient index set, with 0 € Ky C {0,1,...,my}and K, C {1,...,my}, and suppose that

(i) the subspace V in [2.3)) is spanned by the reduced subset of indices
V =Vk :=lin [{V[i(Z) = Vfo(Z)}iek,, {Ve;(T)}jex,] , and

(i1) the set of primal gradients above is linearly independent.

Then all the statements in Theorem[2.191hold, replacing {0, 1, ...,m;} by Ky, {1,...,mo} by K,
and v = v(u) by v = v (u) (see [MSO3, Theorem 4.2]). A particular case is the PDG structure
presented in Example 2.13] for the ¢;-regularization function, whose primal index set does not
satisfy strong transversality. However, the considered structure does admit a fast track at every
point, a fact we will illustrate in Example 5.4l once we have established our chain rule and derived
a formula for the sum of functions in Theorem
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The gradient of the {/-Lagrangian is closely related to the U/-gradient of f, an object defined in
Section M| that is the main focus of this paper. We explore properties of the Z/-gradient and present
the mathematical tools required for calculating the {/-gradient and {/-space of compositions of
well-behaved functions. By “well-behaved”, we mean that f = h o ® where h is PDG and has
a fast track, and @ is transversal to the fast track. We develop a chain rule, which allows for the
computation of the {/-gradient of f based on the analytic components of & and ®. In order to
proceed, we need a slight divergence into partly smooth functions.

3 Partial Smoothness

PDG functions with fast tracks are closely related to partly smooth functions [HarQ6l. There are
many useful properties of partly smooth functions found in [LewQ2]], which we use to draw our
conclusions about PDG functions in Sections d and 3l In this section, we showcase the relation-
ship and discuss the role that transversality (not to be confused with strong transversality) and
nondegeneracy have to play in such results.

Definition 3.1 (partial smoothness). A function f : R" — R is partly smooth at a point T relative
toaset M 3z if M CR"isan (n — dim V)-dimensional manifold about & and

(i) (smoothness) f restricted to M is a C? function near &;
(ii) (Clarke regularity) f is Clarke regular at all points x € M near T, with O f (z) # ;
(iii) (sharpness) the affine span of Of (T) (which is convex due to (ii)) is a translate of N (),
(iv) (subcontinuity) Of restricted to M is continuous at .
In this case, we refer to M as the active manifold of partial smoothness.

By the sharpness condition in (iii) above, the {/-subspace in Definition[2.16]is the subspace tangent
to M at z. The relation between the manifold and a fast track is stated in the next theorem.

Theorem 3.2. Let f : R" — R be a PDG function at & € dom f relative to (n — dim))-
dimensional manifold M C R". The active manifold of the partly smooth function and the fast
track of VU-theory have a one-to-one correspondence as follows.

(1) If f is partly smooth at ¥ relative to M, then M defines a fast track
x(u) =T+ (u+v(u))
for f at T. In this case, M is locally expressible in the form M = {z+ (u+v(u)) : u € U}.

(i) If x(u) = T + (u+ v(w)) is a fast track for f at &, then f is partly smooth at T relative to
M={Z+ (u+v(uw):vel}
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Proof. Theorem 3.1 of provides the same statements under the conditions that f is convex
and 7 is a minimizer of f. However, the proof of Thm 3.1] does not use either of these
conditions and is directly applicable here. (The proof held these conditions since in [Har06l], which
was based on [MS02]], fast tracks were only defined for convex functions at a minimizer.) O

The chain rule for partly smooth functions requires the following definition of transversal func-
tions.

Definition 3.3 (transversality). Let ® : R™ — R" be a C? function, M C R™ be a manifold and
z € dom ® N M. We say P is transversal rto M at T if

{z € Ny(z) : VO(z) 2 =0} = {0}.
Equivalently, ® is transversal to M at x if
ran(Ve(z)) + T (z) = R™.

Theorem 3.4. [Lew02, Theorem 4.2] Let & : R™ — R" be C? and & € dom ®. Suppose that
h : R™ — R is partly smooth at ®(z) relative to the manifold M C R" and ® is transversal to M
at T. Then h o ® is partly smooth at T relative to the manifold ®=*(M) C R™.

Translating to the language of fast tracks and VU/-decompositions, we have the following theorem.

Theorem 3.5. Let & : R™ — R" be C?and 7 € dom ®. Let U and V be the VU-decomposition
of h : R" — R at ®(z). Suppose v(u) is a fast track of h at (), and P is transversal to the
manifold M = {®(7) + (u +v(u)) : u € U}. Then ~(M) is a fast track for h o ® at Z.

Proof. Since v(u) is a fast track of h at ®(z), by Theorem [3.2] we know that A is partly smooth
at ®(7) relative to M. Applying Theorem [3.4] we have that h o ® is partly smooth at T relative to
d~1(M). Using Theorem 3.2} we return to fast tracks and have that ®~!(M) defines a fast track
forho ® at x. 0

3.1 Transversality and nondegeneracy

The notion of transversality is found in the theory of partial smoothness [Lew02, MSQ3]], whereas
the notion of nondegeneracy (defined below) is prevalent in VU/-theory and other subspace projec-
tion frameworks [HLO7]. These two concepts have a close
relationship that we lay out in this section (see Proposition[3.9). They are not equivalent in general
(see Example [3.10); Proposition[3.11] gives conditions under which equivalence holds.

Definition 3.6 (Nondegeneracy). Let ® : R™ — R" be C?, & € dom ®, h : R" — R be convex.
We say that h o ® is nondegenerate at ¥ if

{2 € °h(D(z)) : VO(@) 2 = 0} = {0}.

First, we show that transversality implies nondegeneracy. To do so, we require the following
definition and results.

14



Definition 3.7 (Indication function). For a function h : R" — R and a set S C R", we define the
indication function
h(z), ifxe S,
h(z) = (z) |
00, ifx &5.

Lemma 3.8. Suppose h : R" — R is partly smooth at Z relative to the (n — dim V)-dimensional
manifold M C R". Then
O®h(z) CO°hm(Z) = Nm(2).

Proof. Using Clarke regularity of h and the inclusion epi h, C epi h, we see that

~

Nepi (2, (%)) = Nepin(Z, h(2)) € Nepiny (2, h(2)) € Nepiny (2, h()).
This and the lower semicontinuity of 4, (see Definition 3.1)ii) and Fact2.3)) give us that
0®h(z) C O°hm(Z).

Since h is partly smooth, there exists a function kg € C? such that h(z) = hy(x) for all z € M
and therefore h g = hg + tr (Where ¢4 is the indicator function). By Theorem 8.9],

O hps(2) = 0% up(2).

Since ¢4 is Clarke regular, Exercise 8.14] shows that 0®un(2) = Jum(Z) = Num(2),
which leads to the desired equality. (|

Proposition 3.9. Let ® : R™ — R" be C>, 7 € dom ®, h : R™ — R be partly smooth at ®()
relative to manifold M C R™ . If ® is transversal to M at T, then h o ® is nondegenerate at .

Proof. Since @ is transversal to M at Z, we have
{z € Ny(z): VO(Z)"2 =0} = {0}
Applying Lemma[3.8] we have that 9°h(®(Z)) C Na(Z). Thus,
{2 € 0®°h(®(z)) : VO(z) 2 = 0} = {0}. O

The following example shows that the converse of Proposition[3.9]does not hold in general, that is,
nondegeneracy does not imply transversality.

Example 3.10. Define ® : R* — R? &(x,y) = (2%,y) and h : R* — R, h(z,y) = |x| 4+ y% Then
h o ® is nondegenerate at (0,0) € dom ® N M, but  is not transversal to M at (0,0), where
M = {(0,y)} is the manifold with respect to h at (0, 0).
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Proof. Note that h is convex, Isc and full-domain. Thus, 9°h(z,y) = {0} for any (z,y) € R?
Theorem 9.13]. Therefore, nondegeneracy holds at (0, 0):

{z € ®°h(®(0,0)) : V®(0,0)" 2 = 0} = {0}.

To prove nontransversality, we will show that there exists a nonzero z € N,(0,0) such that
V®(0,0)" 2 = 0. Denoting z by (21, 23), we set V®(z, )"z = 0:

V(z,y) = [25” (1)] = VO(z,y) VO(z,y) 2 = [26“ H [2 } — [2;“221 } - [8}
Since N4(0,0) = {(x,0) : x € R}, we have that
{z € Npg(0,0) : V®(0,0) "2 =0} = {(2,0) : 2, € R}.
Therefore, transversality does not hold. (|

Example 3.10] proves that nondegeneracy does not imply transversality in general. However, the
following proposition provides conditions that transform Proposition into an if-and-only-if
statement.

Proposition 3.11. Let ® : R™ — R" be C%, 7 € dom ®, h : R" — R be partly smooth at ()
relative to manifold M C R™ . Then h,, is nondegenerate at () if and only if  is transversal
to M at .

Proof. By [Lew02, Example 3.2], we have that h ,, is partly smooth at Z relative to M .

(<) Applying Proposition[3.9] we have that if ® is transversal to M at T, then h ,, is nondegenerate
at &(z).

(=) Suppose h 4 is nondegenerate at ®(z) relative to M . Then

{2 € 0%hp(®(2)) : VO(z) 2 = 0} = {0}.

Since h 4 is partly smooth on M, h is Isc on M = dom h. Hence, by Lemma [3.8 we have
0 hag = Ny Therefore,

{z € Ny(2) : VO®(z) 2 =0} = {0},
which is the definition of transversality. O

Corollary 3.12. Let the assumptions and notation of Theorem hold. Then the following non-
degeneracy condition holds:

{2 € 0®°h(®(z)): VO 2 =0} = {0}.
Consequently, for f = h o ® we have
Of(z) = VO (z) 0h(d(z)). (3.1)
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Proof. By Theorem[3.2] we know that / is partly smooth at () relative to M. That is, M is the
active manifold of partial smoothness. Since @ is transversal to M,

{z € Ny(z) : VO(z) 2 = 0} = {0}.
Applying Lemma[3.8 0% f(z) C Ny (), so
{2 € 0®°h(®(z)) : VO(z)" 2 = 0} = {0}.

The remainder of the proof now follows immediately from Theorem 10.6], noting that i
partly smooth implies 5 is Clarke regular. U

Note 3.13. If h is convex, then the horizon subdifferential is {0} and (3.1 always holds.

4 The U{-gradient

We have established sufficient background theory to present our main result. Recall that while
the gradient of the I/-Lagrangian V L, is the object used in [MS04] and several other papers on
VU-theory, it is an object in R“, which is not always convenient. We prefer to work with the
n-dimensional analogue, which we call the U/-gradient of f. We remind the reader that the /-
Lagrangian (Definition 2.17) is independent of the choice of § € ridf () (see 2.2)).

Definition 4.1 ({{-gradient). Given the gradient of the U-Lagrangian of f : R" — R at Z, denoted
by V Ly, f (Z), and the U-basis matrix U, the U-gradient of f at T is the vector V, f (Z) defined by

Vuf(@) =UVLyf(z). 4.1)
That is, Vy, f is V Ly f orthogonally lifted into R".

Lemma 4.2. Given a U-basis matrix U, the gradient of the U-Lagrangian of f : R™ — R at T is
the restriction of the U-gradient of f at X to the U-space:

Vigf=T' Vyuf.
Proof. The statement is proved by premultiplying both sides of (#.I) by U' and noting that
U' U = 1d by Definition 214l 0

Corollary [3.12] tells us that under the conditions of Theorem the transversality condition
of [Lew02] is sufficient to ensure that the subdifferential chain rule holds. This allows us to derive
the formula for the {/-gradient in this circumstance.

Theorem 4.3. Let & : R™ — R" be C?and 7 € dom ®. Let U and V be the VU-decomposition
of h : R" — R at &(z). Suppose x(u) = T + (u+ v(u)) is a fast track of h at ®(z), and P is
transversal to the manifold M = {®(Z) + (v +v(u)) : u € U}. Then f = h o ® has a fast
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track at . Moreover, the U-space and U-gradient of f at T can be computed as follows. Select
any g € riOh(®(z)). Then

U={deR™:d"V®(T) g=d V®(T) g forall g € Oh(P(7))}. (4.2)
Consequently,
Vuf(0)=TT' va(z)'g, (4.3)
where U is a U-basis matrix for h at ®(Z).
Proof. Theorem[3.5shows that f has a fast track. Next, note that g € ri 9h(®(Z)) implies
Vo(z)'g e VO(z) ri(0h(®(2))) =11 (VE(Z) 0h(P(2))) =1idf ().

The formula for &/ now follows from the characterization of the {/-subspace as the normal cone in
Definition [2.16k
U={deR":d"g=d gV¥gecdf(z)},

whenever g € ri 0f (7). O

Corollary 4.4. Let the assumptions and notation of Theoremd.3 hold. Select any g € 11 Oh(P(T)).
Then .

Vigf(z)=U V&x)'sg.
Proof. The proof is immediate from Theorem [4.3]and Lemma Note that while g is not neces-
sarily unique, V Ly, f(Z) is [MS03], Theorem 4.5]. O

We have established the chain rule for PDG fast-track functions. The remainder of this section uses
this result to present a separability rule under the same conditions, and Section [3 provides rules of
smooth perturbation and sum of functions.

Lemma 4.5 (Separability). Let f; : R™ — R, f; = h; o ®; satisfy the assumptions of Theorem E.3]
foreachi e I ={1,2,... k}. Inparticular,

1. letU; and V; be the VU-decomposition of h; at ®;(Z;), and U; be a semiorthonormal basis
forU;;

2. let ®; be transversal to the manifold M; = {z; + (u; + v;(w;)) : u; € U;} at Ty, with v;(u;)
the fast track of h; at ®;(Z;).

Then the function f : R™ x --- x R" — R defined by
flx) =) filw) = (ho®)(x),

iel
where h = hy + -+ + hy and ® = (Dy,...,Dy), satisfies the assumptions of Theorem [3.3] at
T=[T Ty - T4|", and
Vuf(0) = (Vo £1(0), Vi, £2(0), . .., Vi, fn(0))
where U is the diagonal block matrix of {U,}ic;.
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Proof. Withu = [uy -+ uy]" and v = [vy(uy) -+ - ve(ug)]", we have that the manifold of 4 with
respectto Zis M = {z+ (u+v(u)) :u € U} = My x -+ - x My, and @ is transversal to M at 7.
Since each h; is Clarke regular by Theorem [3.2] and Definition 3.1l we have that

Oh(Z) = Ohy(Ty) X -+ x Ohy(Th),

with h Clarke regular by Proposition 10.5]. Thus, f is partly smooth at z and M defines
a fast track for h at Z by Theorem [3.2(i). Therefore, the assumptions of Theorem 3.3 are satisfied.
With any g; € riOh;(®;(7;)) foreach i € I, wehave g = [g; -+ gi]' € ridh(®(Z)). Applying
Theorem [4.3], we have

Viuf(0) =TT Vo) g

(T,0, 0 -0 Vo, (71)T 0 0 7
B 0 ﬁ2ﬁ;— 0 0 V(I)Q(J_}Q)T 0 g2
0 0 - U,U, 0 0 e VO, (3) Ik
[Sf U; Vo, (z1) " 5 Vu, f1(0)
_ Ug UZ V(I)g(,fg)ng _ le{gf2<0)
| U, U, V(7)) g | Vit fm(0)

S Applications of the chain rule

In this section, we provide theorems and examples that demonstrate calculus rules (smooth pertur-
bation and sum rules) for the I/-gradient. We examine the case of the convex finite-max function,
as it is of particular interest in VI{-theory.

Theorem 5.1 (Smooth perturbation). Define f : R™ — R, f(x) = p(z) + q(x), where p is
nonsmooth and q € C%. Given T € dom f, let U be the U-basis matrix for p at T. Then

Vuf(0) = Vup(@) + TT' Vg(2) = Vup(z) + T(Ve(@)u
and the U-space of f at T is the U-space of p at .
Proof. Let
®:R™ — R™ &(x) = (z,q(x))
h:R™ 5 R h(z1, 2) = p(21) + 22,
so that f(z) = (h o ®)(x) and ® is smooth. Then we have

Id,, }

velr) = [ V(z)"

Oh(z1,22) = { [ g } 1g € 8p(zl)} Proposition 10.5].
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Denote the manifold of p by M,, . Then the manifold of h is M, = {(z1, 22) : 21 € M,, 20 € R}.
We need to show that P is transversal to M}, . We have ran V& = R" xaVq, o € R. The tangent
cone to My, is T, = Ty, X R, so we have

ran Vo + T, = (R" xaVq) + (TM,, xR);
=R" xR.

Thus, ® is transversal to M, and the assumptions of Theoremd.3hold. Choose any g € ri dp(ZT).
Then by Theorem

I
< < dl
a4
Q|
_|_
()
-
<
i)
O

= Vup(z) + 0T V().

Then by the definition of ¢/ in Theorem [4.3] and denoting the U/-space of f and the U-space of p
by U and U, respectively, we have

Uy = {d L d Vo (z)T [ f } =dTo(z)" [ i } Vg € 8p(1’)} ,
={d:d"(g+Vq(z)) = d"(3+ Va(z)) Vg € Op(z)},
={d:d"g=d"gVg € dp(x)} =U,,

and the U{/-basis for p at Z, U, is the U-basis for f at T as well. O

A particularly useful application of Theorem [5.1] is the ¢5-regularization of nonsmooth func-
tions. The following corollary states the result.

Corollary 5.2. Forp : R™ — R nonsmooth and \ > 0, define f to be the {,-regularization of p:
A2
F=p+5l IR
Given T € domp, let U be the U-basis matrix for p at Z. Then
Vi f(0) = Vyup(z) + NTU' z = Vyup(z) + AUy,
and the U-space of f at & is the U-space of p at .

Theorem 5.3 (Sum rule). Foreachi € I = {1,2,...,k}, let f; : R" — R be Clarke regular and
Z € dom f;. Define

®:R" = R™, ®(x) = (z,2,...,2) and h; : R = R, hi(z) = fi(x).
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Suppose that each f; = h; o ®; satisfies the assumptions of Theorem 3.3 for Z; that is, U; and V;
define the VU-decomposition of h; at &, and ®; is transversal to manifold M; at T. Assume the
condition
ZZ" =0,2; € Num,(T) foreachi € I = z; =0 foreachi € 1. (5.1)
iel

Define h : R™ — R, h(2) = Y., hi(zi). Then the function f = h o &, which simplifies to

U= ﬂum (5.2)
iel
- k k
Vuf(0)=TU ) g =Projy ) G (5.3)

for any g; € rih;(®;(2)).

Proof. By a similar argument to the proof of Lemma[4.3] we have that M = M;U---U M, is
the manifold of A with respect to z and that ® is transversal to M at z. Each h; is Clarke regular,
so h = hy + - - - + hy is Clarke regular and Oh = Ohy + - - - + Ohy,. Thus, f is partly smooth at =
and M defines a fast track for h at & by Theorem 3.2(i). Therefore, the assumptions of Theorem
are satisfied. This, together with (3.2), gives us the conditions Theorem [4.3] holds for f. We
have

Vo(z) = [Id, --- 1d,]" e R*>" (5.4)
Oh(P(z)) = df1(x) x - X Ofy(x) Proposition 10.5].

For each i € I, choose any g; € ridf;(x). Then g = [g] - -QJ]T € rih(®(z)), and
Vo) 'g=[d, - Id,]g=> 3

Now according to (£.2), we find I/ by finding all d € R" such that for all ¢ € I and for all
gi € 0f;(Z), denoting g, + - - - + g by g € Oh(P(7)),

d'Ve(z)'g=d"Vo(z)'g.
By (3.4), this reduces to

k
ZdT(gi —gi) =0, forall g; € 0fi(7).
=1
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So we have i
i=1
Recall that for each ¢ € I,

Let d € (),c;U;. Then clearly d € U, hence, (,.;U; C U .Letd € U . Note that g; € Jf;(z)
for all ¢ € I. For any arbitrary j € I fixed, select any g; € 0f;(Z) \ {g;}, and set g; = g; for all
i € I\ {j} Then the summation of (3.3) reduces to d'(g; — g;) = 0, thus, d € U, . Since j is
arbitrary in I, we have that d € U; for all i € I, thus, i C (., U; . Therefore, (5.2) is true. We
have that (3.3) is true by (4.3). O

Example [5.6 shows that (3.1)) is a necessary condition for the sum rule to hold. The inspiration for
Theorems [3.1] and are Corollaries 4.6 and 4.7 of [Lew02], where the author develops smooth
perturbation and sum rules for partly smooth functions. This allows us to determine the {/-gradients
and U-spaces for smooth perturbations and sums of PDG functions.

Example on the /;-regularization problem, provided a PDG structure that is not strongly
transversal. As mentioned, this does not preclude the ¢;-norm from having a fast track at every
point. Using the sum rule, we can now show that the ¢;-regularization problem has a fast track and
determine the corresponding {/-gradient.

Example 5.4. Let f : R" — R be C* and T > 0. Then the function f + 7| - ||1 has a fast track at
any point r € dom f.

Proof. Set hy = f, ®; = Id, hy = 7| - ||; and &3 = Id. We will use the sum rule on these two
component functions.
Note that h; € C? implies Y/ = R™ and V = 0. The I{-Lagrangian is given by

Lyhi(u;g) = I&i&{fl(f + (Uu+Vov) =g Vol = h(z +u),

which is C? in U. The solution mapping to the Z/-Lagrangian is trivially
Wihi(u; g) = arg mi]gl{hl(f +(Uu+Vo) —g" Vol = {0}
ve
Hence, v(u) = 0 is a C? selection of Wy, hy (u; g), and therefore v(u) is a fast track of hy at @, (7).
Since ran(V®,(z)) = R", transversality holds. Thus, f; = h; o ®; satisfies the conditions of

Theorem 3.3 with M; = R".
Turning our attention to fo = hy o ®9, notice that

_ o gi=sgu(z;) ifz; #0,
8<h2)($)27{9' ggiz[g—Lu if 7, = 0. }

This gives
YV ={veR": v, =0wheneverz; #0} and U ={u e R":u; =0 wheneverz; =0}.
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Let U and V be the corresponding basis matrices. Define g such that g; =T sgn(Zz;) and notice
that g € rid(|| - ||1)(Z). Also, notice that given any v € V, we have that ' Vv = 0. As such, the
solution mapping of the {/-Lagrangian is given by

Wz,{hg(u;g) = minvev{Hit + (UUi— V’U)Jl — gTV’U},
= argmin,ep{||z + (Uu+ Vo)1 } = {0}.

Hence, v(u) is a C* selection of Wy hsy(u; ). Applying this to the I/-Lagrangian, we find that

Lyf(u;g) = minep{[|z+ (Uu+Vo)li —g" Vol
= 12+ Uulli= > |7+ wui,
igA(T)

where A(Z) = {i : z; = 0} is the active set at . Notice that Ly, f( - ;g) is (locally) C?, since
i ¢ A(z) implies that |Z; 4 u;| is linear near 0. Finally, since ran(V<I>1( )) = R", transversality
holds, so fy = hy o ®, satisfies the conditions of Theorem 3.3

Since M; = R", we have that (5.1) holds and we may now apply the sum rule. We find that
f(x) + 7||z||, satisfies the conditions of Theorem [3.3] so it has a fast track and we have

U=UNUy; =Us ={u €R": u; = 0 whenever z; = 0},
k
Vu(f+7) - [1)(0) =TT’ Z = Projy, Vf(7).

0

A prominent function that has the format of Example [5.4]is the LASSO function. By applying
the example to f(x) = 3||Az — b||3, we obtain the following result.

Corollary 5.5 (LASSO). Consider the LASSO problem

. 1
min {§||Ax — b||§ + 7‘||x||1} )

This function has a fast track at any point & € R", and
1 . —
Vu (§||A - —b||5 47| - ||1) (0) = Proj, (A" Az — Ab),

where U = {u € R" : u; = 0 whenever z; = 0}.

The following example illustrates the fact that (5.1)) is necessary for the sum rule to function
properly. We construct functions that do not comply with (5.1)), and show that the sum rule fails.

Example 5.6. Following the notation of Theorem[5.3} let fi, f» : R?> — R be defined by

— ip = 0, if(:l:,y)GB, T — = 0, l'f(l’,y)EL,
fl( 7y)_ B {OO, y‘(x,y)%B, f2( 7y) L {OO, if(x,y)gL,’

where B = {(x,y) : |[(z,y) — (1,0)|| = 1} and L = {(0,y) : y € R}. Then the sum rule does not
apply at (z,y) = (0,0).
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Proof. At (z,y), we find that the manifolds of f; and f,, respectively, are
M, =B, My = L.

At the origin, we have

U ={0,y):y,ze R}, Uy ={(0,y) :y e R} = U1 NU; = U .
Hence, the normal cones to the manifolds at the origin are

Ny (Z,9) = {(2,0) : x € R}, N, (Z,9) = {(2,0) : x € R}.
Then, we observe that

(1,0) € Naq, (7,9), (—1,0) € Nagy(Z,9), and (1,0) + (=1,0) = (0,0).

Thus, f; and f> do not comply with (3.1)) at (Z, 7). However,

f(z,y) = filz,y) + folx, 2) = tBor = t00),
soU = {0} at (Z, y). The sum rule fails. O

We finish this section with an example of a useful family of functions, the convex finite-max
functions. These functions are commonly used in VU-theory, because they are simple enough
to manage and complex enough to showcase the intricacies of the theory. We verify that the -
gradient and U/-space are what we expect them to be in this special case.

Example 5.7 (Convex finite-max). Let f = h o ® be a convex finite-max function on R":
O(z) = (1(2), Po(2), ..., Ppu(x)) €C*  h(y) = maxy;,

with ®; convex for each i. For & € dom f, suppose that the active set A(z) = {i : ®;,(z) = &(z)}

defines an affinely independent set of subfunction gradients NV ®;. Then the assumptions of Theorem
hold and

U = span | V&;(z) — V&;(z) | with j € A(Z) fixed, (5.6)
ICA(T)
Vuf(0)=TT vo@™ Y e, (5.7)
i€ A(T)

where e; € R" is the i canonical vector and

(IZZO\V/ZEA(ZZ'), Z Oéi:]_.
1€A(T)
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Proof. By Definitions2.7]1 2.8 and Theorem[2.19] f is a PDG function with a fast track at T relative
to the manifold M. Note that M = R" if |A(Z)| = 1, and if | A(Z)| > 1, then

M={zeR": ®;(x) = D;(x),i,j € A(z),i # j}.
Since h is a maximum of linear functions (i.e. a polyhedral function), & is partly smooth at ®(z)
relative to M Example 3.4] and we have
Oh(y) = conv Vy; = conv e;. 5.8
(y) = conv Vy; = conv (5.8)
Since the set {V®;(z) : i € A(z)} is linearly independent, ® is transversal to M at Z. Thus, the
assumptions of Theorem 4.3/ hold. By [@.2)), we have

U={dcR™:d"VO() g=d" V®(z)"g forall g€ oh(®(z))},
(

which proves (5.6). Then g = >, ;) cie; € rih(®(z)). Applying Theorem 4.3] completes the
proof of (5.7). O

6 Conclusion

We have established calculus rules for the VI/-decomposition of primal-dual gradient structured
functions with fast tracks. In doing so, we introduced some new notation to make the inner work-
ings of VU-theory clearer. We refer to the objects xy, and xy, as restrictions of vector z to the
V-space and the {/-space, respectively, rather than use the term projections that is found in existing
literature. This allows for the term projection to be used in the traditional sense as the orthogonal
projection of a vector onto a set. We also introduced the {/-gradient as a separate object from
the gradient of the {/-Lagrangian and presented the relationship between the two. The difference
between transversality and nondegeneracy was identified and equivalence conditions were given.

One avenue of further investigation is the second-order calculus of V/-theory. The first-order
rules are provided here, but properties and characterizations of the ¢/-Hessian would also be useful.
At the moment, it is unclear in exactly which direction to head when forming a chain rule for the
U-Hessian, since there are many definitions of second-order differentiability §13]. We
leave the matter for future consideration.
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