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Abstract

Distributed optimization utilizes local computation and communication to realize a global aim of optimizing the sum of local
objective functions. It has gained wide attention for a variety of applications in networked systems. This paper addresses a
class of constrained distributed nonconvex optimization problems involving univariate objectives, aiming to achieve global
optimization without requiring local evaluations of gradients at every iteration. We propose a novel algorithm named CPCA,
exploiting the notion of combining Chebyshev polynomial approximation, average consensus, and polynomial optimization.
The proposed algorithm is i) able to obtain ε-globally optimal solutions for any arbitrarily small given accuracy ε, ii) efficient
in terms of both zeroth-order queries (i.e., evaluations of function values) and inter-agent communication, and iii) distributed
terminable when the specified precision requirement is met. The key insight is to use polynomial approximations to substitute
for general objective functions, distribute these approximations via average consensus, and turn to solve an easier approximate
version of the original problem. Due to the nice analytic properties owned by polynomials, this approximation not only
facilitates efficient global optimization, but also allows the design of gradient-free iterations to reduce cumulative costs of
queries and achieve geometric convergence when nonconvex problems are solved. We provide comprehensive analysis of the
accuracy and complexities of the proposed algorithm.

Key words: Distributed optimization, nonconvex optimization, consensus, Chebyshev polynomial approximation.

1 Introduction

The developments of distributed optimization algo-
rithms are motivated by wide application scenarios, in-
cluding distributed learning, statistics, estimation and
coordination in various large-scale networked systems,
e.g., wireless sensor networks, smart grids, and robot
swarms. These algorithms enable agents in a network
to collaboratively optimize a global objective function,
which is generally the sum or the average of local ob-
jective functions, by only using local computation and
communication. Owing to their features of exploiting
network-wide resources and not requiring central coor-
dinators, these algorithms enjoy higher efficiency, scal-
ability, and robustness compared with their centralized
counterparts [2].

? This paper was presented in part at the 2020 American
Control Conference [1].

Email addresses: hzy970920@sjtu.edu.cn (Zhiyu He),
jphe@sjtu.edu.cn (Jianping He),
cailianchen@sjtu.edu.cn (Cailian Chen),
xpguan@sjtu.edu.cn (Xinping Guan).

To solve coupled optimization problems by leveraging lo-
cal interactions, the investigations into distributed opti-
mization benefits a lot from the extensive research on op-
timization algorithms and consensus theory. Conversely,
they also provides new insights to these fields, including
the dependence of convergence rates on network topol-
ogy [2] and the acceleration technique based on gradient
tracking [3–6]. In summary, there is a close relationship
between the study of distributed optimization and that
of optimization and consensus.

Motivations: A large number of efficient distributed op-
timization algorithms have been proposed, e.g., [3,7–9].
Nonetheless, there remain two notable unresolved issues.
First, for problems with nonconvex objectives, only the
convergence to stationary solutions is guaranteed. The
limit point to which the sequence produced by descent
methods converges is generally where the gradient of the
global objective vanishes. It is hard to determine if this
point is globally optimal, locally optimal, or a saddle
point. Second, for most existing algorithms, the load of
oracle queries (i.e., calls for gradients or values of ob-
jective functions) grows with the number of iterations.
This increasing load stems from the iterative algorithmic
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structure, where local evaluations of gradients or func-
tion values are constantly performed at every iteration.
When the numbers of iterations are large (e.g., optimiza-
tion over large-scale networks) and such evaluations are
costly (e.g., in hyperparameter optimization [10]),the cu-
mulative cost of queries can be a critical bottleneck. To
resolve these issues, we need to find suitable strategies
to tackle general nonconvex problems and consider fol-
lowing a new path different from those of existing dis-
tributed first-order or zeroth-order algorithms.

We are inspired by the close link between function ap-
proximation and optimization. Indeed, there have been
a variety of studies that introduce approximation to
improve the performance of optimization algorithms,
including speeding up convergence (e.g., Newton’s
method [11]) and reducing computational costs (e.g.,
successive convex approximation techniques [4, 12]).
These algorithms share a common feature of setting new
estimates as minimizers of certain local approximations
of the objective function. Such approximations are prop-
erly constructed based on local information at current
estimates, ranging from function values, gradients, to
Hessians. The minimizers of these approximations are
readily available in general, and they can often be ex-
pressed in closed form. This unique feature contributes
to the high efficiency of these algorithms. The closely
related distributed implementations of these algorithms
can be found in [4, 12–14].

When it comes to exploiting global approximations,
there has been recent work in the numerical analysis
field that uses Chebyshev polynomial approximations to
substitute for univariate objective functions defined on
intervals [15–18]. The approximations are polynomial
interpolations in Chebyshev points within the intervals.
This substitution makes the study of properties of ob-
jective functions much easier, including optimization,
root-finding, and integration. Even for a general non-
convex objective, as long as it is Lipschitz continuous,
we can construct its arbitrarily precise approximation
(i.e., proxy) on the entire interval. Therefore, we can
turn to solve an easier problem of optimizing the proxy
for the global objective instead. Moreover, the vector
of coefficients of a local proxy serves as its compact
representation. We can then distribute these vectors
via average consensus to let agents obtain a proxy for
the global objective, thus facilitating locally performed
optimization. In the aforementioned procedures, first-
order queries (i.e., evaluations of gradients) are not
required, whereas zeroth-order queries are performed in
advance to construct local approximations, but are not
needed within iterations to calculate gradient estimates
as in [19,20].

The above observations motivate the new algorithm pre-
sented in this work. We aim to pursue efficient optimiza-
tion of global nonconvex objective functions, without re-
quiring local first-order or zeroth-order queries at every

iteration. This aim will be achieved by introducing poly-
nomial approximation into distributed optimization.

Contributions: In this paper, we propose a Chebyshev-
Proxy-and-Consensus-based Algorithm (CPCA) to
solve a class of constrained distributed nonconvex op-
timization problems. This class of problems involves
Lipschitz continuous univariate objective functions and
convex local constraint sets. The key idea is to use
polynomial approximations with well-studied proper-
ties to substitute for general objectives, distribute these
approximations through average consensus, and solve
instead an approximate version of the original problem.
This substitution owns two merits. First, it facilitates
the efficient acquisition of the ε-globally optimal solu-
tion of nonconvex problems, where ε is any arbitrarily
small given solution accuracy. This aim is achieved
via semidefinite programming or the method based
on finding stationary points. Second, it allows the de-
sign of gradient-free consensus-based iterations, where
the vectors of coefficients of local approximations are
exchanged and updated. This design helps to reduce
cumulative costs of queries and achieve geometric con-
vergence (i.e., lower the cost of communication) when
nonconvex problems are solved. The main contributions
are summarized as follows.

• We develop a novel algorithm, CPCA, based on
Chebyshev polynomial approximation, consensus,
and polynomial optimization via semidefinite pro-
gramming. The Chebyshev-proxy-aided idea differ-
entiates it from existing distributed gradient-based
methods and offers a new view to addressing dis-
tributed optimization problems.

• We prove that CPCA obtains the ε-globally optimal
solution of nonconvex problems and show that it
achieves distributed termination once the precision
requirement is met. We provide explicit expressions
for the complexities of zeroth-order queries, floating-
point operations (i.e., flops 1 ) and inter-agent commu-
nication of the proposed algorithm. Compared with
existing algorithms, CPCA is more efficient in terms
of both communication and queries (see Table 1).

• Our notion of combining function approximation and
consensus to deal with problems related to networked
systems is of independent interest. Local approxima-
tions serve as good representations of local features.
Their vectors of coefficients can be exchanged and up-
dated according to various consensus algorithms. This
scheme enables agents to acquire an adequate repre-
sentation of the once elusive global feature, which can
be the average, product, or other functions of local
features, thus facilitating subsequent operations.

1 A flop is defined as one addition, subtraction, multiplica-
tion or division of two floating-point numbers. It is common
to evaluate the complexity of a numerical algorithm by ex-
pressing the order of flops that it requires as a function of
various parameters related to problem dimensions [11].
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Table 1
Comparisons of Different Distributed Nonconvex Optimization Algorithms

Algorithms Networks
Queries

Flops Comm.1

0th-order 1st-order

Alg. 2 in [20] I2 O
(
dim
ε

)
3 / O

(
dim·F0
ε

)
4 O

(
1
ε

)
SONATA [12] II2 / O

(
1
ε

)
O
(

max(F1,Fp)

ε

)
4 O

(
1
ε

)
CPCA I2 O(m)5 / O

(
m ·max(m3.5 log 1

ε
, F0)

)
6 O

(
log m

ε

)
1 Comm. stands for inter-agent communication.
2 I and II refer to static undirected and time-varying directed graphs, respectively. The extension of CPCA to handle type
II networks is discussed in Sec. 5.2. 3 dim(∈ N) is the dimension of the problem and equals 1 when univariate objective
functions are considered, and ε is the given solution accuracy.
4 F0, F1, and Fp are the costs of evaluating function values, evaluating gradients, and solving local optimization problems
in [12], respectively. These costs depend on the forms of objective functions [11] and hence are not explicitly specified.
5m is the maximum degree of local approximations, and its dependence on ε is examined in Lemma 2, Sec. 5.1.
6 The order of required flops decreases to O

(
m ·max(m, log m

ε
, F0)

)
if the alternative approach discussed in Sec. 5.3 is used.

While the proposed algorithm relies on some well-
established theories, there are major contributions in
the algorithmic idea, design, and performance analy-
sis. To the best of our knowledge, this work is the first
to adopt a new perspective of introducing approxima-
tion into distributed optimization and to quantitatively
demonstrate that this idea brings the improved perfor-
mance, e.g., the acquisition of the ε-globally optimal
solution of nonconvex problems and the reduced costs
of communication and queries. Furthermore, we i) pro-
vide a general rule, which tightly connects the error
bounds for the three stages of the proposed algorithm,
to guarantee the accuracy of the obtained solution, and
ii) investigate the issues of properly terminating these
stages when the given solution accuracy is reached.

The differences between this paper and its conference
version [1] include i) the incorporation of the distributed
stopping mechanism for consensus iterations, ii) the new
SDP reformulation to optimize the polynomial proxy,
iii) rigorous treatments of the accuracy and complexities
of the algorithm, and iv) results and discussions on the
multivariate extension.

Organization: The rest of this paper is organized as fol-
lows. Section 2 formally describes the problem of inter-
est and provides some preliminaries. Section 3 develops
the algorithm CPCA. Section 4 analyzes the accuracy
and complexities of the proposed algorithm. Further dis-
cussions on application scenarios and issues related to
the algorithmic structure are provided in Section 5. Sec-
tion 6 presents the simulation results. Related work is
reviewed in Section 7. Finally, Section 8 concludes the
paper and discusses some future directions.

Notations: Throughout the paper, let ‖a‖ and ‖a‖∞ be
the `2-norm and `∞-norm of a vector a ∈ Rn, respec-
tively. The superscript t denotes the number of itera-
tions, and the subscripts i, j denote the indexes of agents.

The script in parentheses k denotes the index of elements
in a vector. The given solution accuracy is denoted by ε.

2 Problem Description and Preliminaries

2.1 Problem Description

Consider a network with N agents, each of which owns
a local objective function fi(x) : Xi → R and a local
constraint set Xi ⊂ R. The goal is to solve the following
constrained optimization problem

min
x

f(x) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

fi(x)

s.t. x ∈ X =

N⋂
i=1

Xi

(1)

in a distributed manner. The network is described by an
undirected connected graph G = (V, E), where V is the
set of agents and E ⊆ V × V is the set of edges. Agent j
can receive information from agent i if and only if (iff )
(i, j) ∈ E . Two basic assumptions are given as follows.

Assumption 1 The local objective fi(x) is Lipschitz
continuous on Xi.

Assumption 2 The local constraint set Xi is a closed,
bounded, and convex set.

Assumptions 1 and 2 are general and commonly seen
among the literature and are satisfied by typical prob-
lems of practical interests (see [9,12,21–23] and the ref-
erences therein).

Problem (1) has nonconvex objectives and convex con-
straint sets, and it is therefore a constrained noncon-
vex optimization problem. Under Assumption 2, for all
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i ∈ V, Xi is a closed interval. Thus, let Xi = [ai, bi],
where ai, bi ∈ R. It follows that X = [a, b], where a =
maxi∈V ai, b = mini∈V bi.

General distributed optimization algorithms with gradi-
ent tracking [3–6] can be abstracted by

xt+1
i = Ft

(∑
jwijx

t
j , s

t
i

)
, (2a)

st+1
i =

∑
jw
′
ijs

t
j +∇fi(xt+1

i )−∇fi(xti), (2b)

where Ft is the update rule, and wij and w′ij are the
weights [24]. Note that for every agent i, the evaluation
of the local gradient ∇fi is performed at every itera-
tion. As discussed in Sec. 1, even for univariate prob-
lems, the cumulative cost of such evaluations can be high
when certain problems (e.g., hyperparameter optimiza-
tion) are solved over large-scale networks. Additionally,
for nonconvex univariate problems, general algorithms
as (2) can only ensure the convergence to stationary
points [12,20]. In contrast, in this paper we aim to over-
come the aforementioned restrictions by taking a new
path of introducing polynomial approximation rather
than following the existing framework (2).

2.2 Preliminaries

• Consensus Algorithms

Consensus algorithms enable agents in networked sys-
tems to reach global agreement via local information ex-
change only. Let Ni = {j|(j, i) ∈ E} be the set of neigh-
bors of agent i and deg(i) = |Ni| be its degree, where
|Ni| denotes the cardinality of Ni. Suppose that every
agent i maintains a local variable xti ∈ R. The maximum
consensus algorithm [25] is

xt+1
i = max

j∈Ni
xtj . (3)

It has been proven that with (3), all xti converge exactly
to maxi∈V x

0
i in T (T ≤ D) iterations, where D is the

diameter (i.e., the greatest distance between any pair of
agents) of G. The average consensus algorithm based on
lazy Metropolis weights [2] is

xt+1
i = xti +

1

2

∑
j∈Ni

xtj − xti
max(deg(i),deg(j))

. (4)

This algorithm requires agents to exchange their local
variables xti and degrees deg(i) with their neighbors.
With (4), all xti converge geometrically to the aver-

age x = 1/N
∑N
i=1 x

0
i of the initial values [2]. Let

xt = [xt1, . . . , x
t
N ]>, and let t(ε) denote the first t when

‖xt−x1‖
‖x0−x1‖ ≤ ε. Then, by referring to [2, Proposition 5], we

have

t(ε) ∼ O
(

log
1

ε

)
. (5)

• Chebyshev Polynomial Approximation

Chebyshev polynomial approximation aims at using
truncated Chebyshev series to approximate general
functions, thus facilitating numerical analysis. For a
Lipschitz continuous function g(x) on [a, b], its degree
m Chebyshev approximation p(m)(x) is

p(m)(x) =

m∑
j=0

cjTj

(
2x− (a+ b)

b− a

)
, x ∈ [a, b], (6)

where cj is the Chebyshev coefficient, and Tj(·) is the
j-th Chebyshev polynomial defined on [−1, 1] satisfying
|Tj(u)| ≤ 1, ∀u ∈ [−1, 1], ∀j. As m increases, p(m)(x)
converges to g(x) uniformly on the given interval [15].
The convergence rates depend on the smoothness of g(x)
and are characterized in Sec. 5.1. The above observation
makes computing p(m)(x) a practical way to construct
an arbitrarily close polynomial approximation of g(x),
as theoretically guaranteed by the Weierstrass Approx-
imation Theorem [15, Theorem 6.1].

• Sum of Squares Polynomials

Let v(x) , [T0(x), . . . , Td(x)]> be the vector of Cheby-
shev polynomials of degrees 0, . . . , d. The elements of
v(x) constitute an orthogonal basis for all polynomials
of degree d or less. For any univariate polynomial p(x)
of degree 2d, it is non-negative (or equivalently, a sum of
squares (SOS)) on R iff there exists a positive semidef-

inite matrix Q of order d+ 1 (i.e., Q ∈ Sd+1
+ ) s.t.

p(x) = v(x)>Qv(x) =

d∑
i,j=0

QijTi(x)Tj(x), (7)

where the rows and columns of Q are indexed by
0, 1, . . . , d. The proof relies on the following relationship

p(x) = v(x)>Qv(x) = [Mv(x)]>[Mv(x)] =
∑
k

q2k(x),

whereQ = M>M is a square root factorization ofQ, and
Mv(x) = [. . . , qk(x), . . .]> is the vector of polynomials
whose squares add up to p(x). We refer readers to [26,
Lemma 3.33] for details.

3 CPCA: Design and Analysis

We present CPCA to solve problem (1) in a distributed
manner. Figure 1 illustrates the main architecture and
information flow of the proposed algorithm.
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Stage 2: Info Dissemination

Consensus with
Distributed Stopping

Stage 3: Optimization of the Global Proxy

Optimization by
Solving SDPs Rep.

( globally optimal)

Adaptive Chebyshev
Interpolation

Stage 1: Construction of Local Proxies

(local proxy)

଴Coefficients

Terminate at
Kth iteration

Algorithmic
Flow

input

output

Fig. 1. An overview of CPCA and its algorithmic flow.

3.1 Construction of Local Chebyshev Proxies

In this stage, every agent i constructs a polynomial ap-
proximation pi(x) of fi(x) on X = [a, b] to achieve

G1 : |fi(x)− pi(x)| ≤ ε1, ∀x ∈ [a, b], (8)

where ε1 is a specified error bound. Specifically, Cheby-
shev polynomial approximation is chosen because i) it
is in the global sense, which contrasts with the Taylor
expansion that characterizes the local landscape, ii) it
allows compact representations of complex functions via
vectors of coefficients, and iii) the ranges of basis poly-
nomials are identical and bounded, which contributes to
establishing the accuracy guarantee of the proposed al-
gorithm. The key insight is to systematically increase the
degree of the Chebyshev approximation until a certain
stopping criterion is satisfied [17]. To illustrate, agent i
initializes mi = 2 and starts to calculate a Chebyshev
interpolant of degree mi. It first evaluates fi(x) at the
set Smi , {x0, . . . , xmi} of (mi + 1) points by

xk =
b− a

2
cos

(
kπ

mi

)
+
a+ b

2
, fk = fi(xk), (9)

where k = 0, 1, . . . ,mi. Then, it computes the Cheby-
shev coefficients of the interpolant of degree mi by

cj =
1

mi
(f0 + fmi cos(jπ)) +

2

mi

mi−1∑
k=1

fk cos

(
jkπ

mi

)
,

(10)
where j = 0, 1, . . . ,mi.The degreemi is doubled at every
iteration until the stopping criterion

max
xk∈(S2mi

−Smi)
|fi(xk)− pi(xk)| ≤ ε1 (11)

is met, where pi(x) is in the form of (6) with {cj} being
the coefficients. Since Smi ⊂ S2mi , the evaluations of
fi(x) are continuously reused. Note that agents know the
intersection set X = [a, b] by running a finite number of
max/min consensus iterations as (3) in advance. Accord-
ing to [17], except for very few well-designed counterex-
amples, the aforementioned procedures return pi(x) sat-
isfying (8) for almost all Lipschitz continuous fi(x) en-
countered in practice.

3.2 Consensus-based Information Dissemination

In this stage, agents go through consensus-based iter-
ations to update their local variables pti, whose initial
value p0i = [c0, . . . , cmi ]

T stores the coefficients of the
local approximation pi(x). The goal is to enable pti to
converge to the average of all the initial values p =
1
N

∑N
i=1 p

0
i . Specifically, let K be the total number of it-

erations and pKi be the local variable of agent i at time
K. We aim to ensure that

G2 : max
i∈V

∥∥pKi − p∥∥∞ ≤ δ ,
ε2

m+ 1
, m , max

i∈V
mi

holds, where ε2 is an error bound and m is the highest of
the degrees of local approximations. Then, a sufficiently
precise proxy (recovered from pKi ) for the global objec-
tive function is acquired. The challenge is fulfilling in-
time termination when the accuracy requirement is met.
The details are as follows.

Every agent updates its local variable pti according to

pt+1
i = pti +

1

2

∑
j∈Ni

ptj − pti
max(deg(i),deg(j))

. (12)

To achieve distributed stopping once the consensus
has reached the specified precision, we incorporate the
max/min-consensus-based stopping mechanism in [27].
The main idea is to exploit i) the monotonicity of the
sequences of maximum and minimum of local variables
across the network, and ii) the finite-time convergence
of max/min consensus algorithms. This mechanism
requires some knowledge of the diameter D of G.

Assumption 3 Every agent knows an upper bound U
on D.

The distributed estimation of D can be realized via the
Extrema Propagation technique [28]. If Assumption 3
holds, agents will know how long to wait to ensure that
max/min consensus algorithms converge.

To realize distributed stopping, there are two auxiliary
variables rti and sti, which are vectors initialized as p0i .
These variables are updated in parallel with pti by

rt+1
i (k) = max

j∈Ni
rtj(k), st+1

i (k) = min
j∈Ni

stj(k), (13)

where k = 1, . . . ,m+ 1, and they are reinitialized as pti
every U iterations to facilitate the constant dissemina-
tion of recent information on pti. At time tl = lU(l ∈ N),
every agent i periodically check the following criterion

‖rtli − s
tl
i ‖∞ ≤ δ. (14)
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If (14) is met at time K, agents terminate the iterations.
As a result, pKi is sufficiently close to p. This observation
is supported by the following theorem.

Theorem 1 When (14) is satisfied, we have

max
i∈V

∥∥pKi − p∥∥∞ ≤ δ, (15)

where δ = ε2/(m+ 1).

Proof. Please see Appendix A.1. 2

Remark 1 After the initialization, different agents own
p0i of different lengths mi+1. While going on the consen-
sus updates by (4) and (13), agents ensure agreements
in dimension by aligning and padding zeros to those local
variables of shorter lengths. After a finite number of it-
erations (less than D, hence less than U), all these local
variables will be of the same length maxi∈V mi(= m)+1.

Remark 2 Through the above distributed stopping
mechanism, agents can simultaneously detect the meets
of (14) and then terminate the iterations. The reason is
that at time tl, agents share equal auxiliary variables and
actually check the same inequality. It follows from the de-
sign of re-initialization and the finite-time convergence
of maximum and minimum consensus algorithms that

rtli (k) = max
j∈V

p
tl−1

j (k), stli (k) = min
j∈V

p
tl−1

j (k),

where k = 1, . . . ,m and i ∈ V. Hence, at time tl = lU(l ∈
N), every agent i locally check the same inequality

‖rtli − s
tl
i ‖∞ = max

k=1,...,m

(
rtli (k)− stli (k)

)
= max
k=1,...,m

(
max
j∈V

p
tl−1

j (k)−min
j∈V

p
tl−1

j (k)
)
≤ δ.

(16)

3.3 Polynomial Optimization by Solving SDPs

In this stage, agents optimize the polynomial proxy
pKi (x) recovered from pKi independently, thus obtaining
ε-optimal solutions of problem (1). The optimization of
pKi (x) on X = [a, b] is reformulated as a semidefinite
program (SDP). It can then be readily solved via the
interior-point method [11]. Based on the theory of SOS
polynomials, we offer such a reformulation, considering
the coefficients of pKi (x) with respect to the Chebyshev
polynomial basis, rather than the monomial basis [26].

Note that pKi (x) is a polynomial of degree m in the form
of (6), with the elements of pKi = [c′0, . . . , c

′
m]> being

its Chebyshev coefficients. To simplify the notation, we
utilize the translation and scaling of pKi (x) defined on

[a, b] to obtain

gKi (u) , pKi

(b− a
2

u+
a+ b

2

)
=

m∑
j=0

c′jTj(u), u ∈ [−1, 1].

Then, the optimal value of pKi (x) on [a, b] and that of
gKi (u) on [−1, 1] are equal, and the optimal points x∗p
and u∗g satisfy

x∗p =
b− a

2
u∗g +

a+ b

2
. (17)

Therefore, once we have solved the following problem

min
u

gKi (u) s.t. u ∈ [−1, 1], (18)

we can use (17) to obtain the optimal value and optimal
points of pKi (x) on [a, b]. We now discuss how to trans-
form problem (18) to a convex optimization problem.

We first transform problem (18) to its equivalent form

max
t

t s.t. gKi (x)− t ≥ 0, ∀x ∈ [−1, 1]. (19)

The equivalence follows from the fact that (x∗, t∗) is op-
timal for problem (19) iff x∗ is optimal for problem (18)
and t∗ = gKi (x∗). To further transform the inequality
constraint, we utilize the non-negativity of gKi (x)− t for
x ∈ [−1, 1], where t is viewed as a specified parameter.
It follows from the Markov-Lukács theorem [26, Theo-
rem 3.72] that gKi (x)− t is non-negative for x ∈ [−1, 1]
iff it can be expressed as

gKi (x)−t =

{
(x+ 1)h21(x) + (1− x)h22(x), if m is odd,

h21(x) + (x+ 1)(1− x)h22(x), if m is even,

where h1(x), h2(x) are polynomials of degree bm2 c, b
m−1
2 c,

respectively. It should be pointed out that some coef-
ficients of h1(x) and h2(x) depend on t. Based on (7),
there exist Q,Q′ ∈ S+ such that

h21(x) = v1(x)>Qv1(x), h22(x) = v2(x)>Q′v2(x),

where

v1(x) = [T0(x), . . . , Td1(x)]>, d1 = bm2 c,
v2(x) = [T0(x), . . . , Td2(x)]>, d2 = bm−12 c.

Based on the above transformations, by making sure
that the Chebyshev coefficients of gKi (x)− t are consis-
tent whatever its forms are, we transform the inequality
constraint in problem (19) to a set of equality constraints

6



related to the elements of Q and Q′. When m is odd, we
reformulate problem (19) as

max
t,Q,Q′

t

s.t. c′0 = t+Q00 +Q′00 +
1

2

( d1+1∑
u=1

Quu +

d2+1∑
u=1

Q′uu

)
+

1

4

∑
|u−v|=1

(Quv −Q′uv) ,

c′j =
1

2

∑
(u,v)∈A

(Quv +Q′uv)

+
1

4

∑
(u,v)∈B

(Quv −Q′uv) , j = 1, . . . ,m,

Q ∈ Sd1+1
+ , Q′ ∈ Sd2+1

+ , (20)

where the rows and columns of Q and Q′ are indexed by
0, 1, . . ., and

A = {(u, v)|u+ v = i ∨ |u− v| = i},
B =

{
(u, v)|u+ v = i− 1 ∨ |u− v| = i− 1∨

|u+ v − 1| = i ∨
∣∣|u− v| − 1

∣∣ = i
}
.

(21)

When m is even, we reformulate problem (19) as

max
t,Q,Q′

t

s.t. c′0 = t+Q00 +
1

2
Q′00 +

1

2

d1+1∑
u=1

Quu

+
1

4

d2+1∑
u=1

Q′uu +
1

8

∑
|u−v|=2

Q′uv,

c′j =
1

2

∑
(u,v)∈A

(
Quv +

1

2
Q′uv

)
+

1

8

∑
(u,v)∈C

Q′uv,

j = 1, . . . ,m,

Q ∈ Sd1+1
+ , Q′ ∈ Sd2+1

+ , (22)

where A and B are given by (21) and

C =
{

(u, v)|u+ v = i− 2 ∨ |u− v| = i− 2

∨ |u+ v − 2| = i ∨
∣∣|u− v| − 2

∣∣ = i
}
.

The following theorem guarantees the equivalence of
these reformulations and problem (18).

Theorem 2 When m is odd (resp., even), problem (20)
(resp., problem (22)) is the equivalent transformation of
problem (18).

Proof. Please see Appendix A.2. 2

Note that both of these reformulated problems are SDPs,
and can therefore be efficiently solved via primal-dual

interior-point methods [11]. The solving process is ter-
minated when

G3 : 0 ≤ f∗e − p∗ ≤ ε3

is achieved, where f∗e is the returned estimate of the op-
timal value p∗ of pKi (x) on X = [a, b], and ε3 > 0 is
some specified tolerance. The optimal points of gKi (x)
can be obtained from the complementary slackness con-
dition [26]. We can then calculate the optimal points of
pKi (x) on X by (17).

3.4 Description of CPCA

CPCA consists of the three aforementioned stages and is
formulated as Algorithm 1, where lines 1-6 perform the
initialization; lines 7-9 construct the local proxy; lines
10-23 are consensus iterations with distributed stop-
ping; and line 24 is the step of polynomial optimization.
With CPCA, we sequentially achieve goals G1, G2, and
G3, thus solving problem (1). Furthermore, the algo-
rithm takes the given error tolerance ε as one of the in-
puts. The tolerance ε is used to set the error bounds
(i.e., ε1, ε2, and ε3) utilized in the corresponding stages.
To guarantee the reach of ε-optimality of CPCA, these
bounds must satisfy

ε1 + ε2 + ε3 = ε, εi > 0, i = 1, 2, 3. (23)

We set these three error bounds to be ε/3 in Algorithm 1.

The rule (23) allows the balance between computations
and communication by adjusting the error bounds for
the three stages. For example, if the costs of inter-agent
communication and intra-agent computations are high
and low, respectively, we can decrease the accuracy of
iterations (i.e., increase ε2) and increase the precision of
calculating approximations and approximate solutions
(i.e., decrease ε1 and ε3). Consequently, less burden will
be placed upon communication and more computational
resources will be utilized, thus improving the overall ef-
ficiency and adaptability.

The proposed algorithm differs from most distributed
optimization algorithms (e.g., [12,20]) in both the shared
information and the structure of iterations. First, ex-
isting algorithms generally require the exchange of lo-
cal estimates of optimal solutions, while CPCA involves
the exchange of vectors of coefficients of local approx-
imations (i.e., local proxies). Second, most existing al-
gorithms call for local evaluations of gradients or func-
tion values at every iteration to update local estimates,
whereas CPCA is free from such evaluations and only
performs consensus-based updates concerning those vec-
tors of coefficients. These updates naturally lead to the
acquisition of the global proxy and hence help to effi-
ciently obtain approximate globally optimal solutions.
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Algorithm 1 CPCA

Input: fi(x), Xi = [ai, bi], U, and ε.
Output: f∗e for every agent i ∈ V.
1: Initialize: a0i = ai, b

0
i = bi,mi = 2.

2: for each agent i ∈ V do
3: for t = 0, . . . , U − 1 do
4: at+1

i = max
j∈Ni

atj , b
t+1
i = min

j∈Ni
btj .

5: end for
6: Set a = ati, b = bti.

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

7: Calculate {xj} and {fj} by (9).
8: Calculate {ck} by (10).
9: If (11) is satisfied (where ε1 = ε/3), go to step 10. Or

set mi ← 2mi and go to step 7.
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10: Set p0i = r0i = s0i = [c0, c1, . . . , cmi ]
>, l = 1.

11: for t = 0, 1, . . . do
12: if t = lU then
13: if l = 1 then
14: δ = ε2/(m+ 1) = ε/3(m+ 1).
15: end if
16: if ‖rti − sti‖∞ ≤ δ then
17: pKi = pti. break
18: end if
19: rti = sti = pti, l← l + 1.
20: end if
21: Update pt+1

i , rt+1
i , st+1

i by (12) and (13).
22: Set t← t+ 1.
23: end for

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

24: Solve problem (20) or (22) with ε3 = ε/3 and return
f∗e .

25: end for

Remark 3 The authors of [18] proposed a related cen-
tralized algorithm by using the SDP approach to optimize
Lagrange or Hermite interpolations of objective func-
tions. Due to the following notable differences, the pro-
posed algorithm is not a trivial distributed extension of
[18]. First, the SDP reformulations depend on different
information on functions. The reformulations in [18] are
built upon the values of objective functions at interpola-
tion points (i.e., the values of approximations), whereas
those obtained in this paper rely on the coefficients of ap-
proximations. Second, the guarantees on solution accu-
racy are different. In [18], the errors with respect to the
degrees of interpolations are studied mainly through nu-
merical experiments. In contrast, we provide careful de-
signs and rigorous analysis, where the specified solution
accuracy ε is used to regulate the three separate stages for
obtaining ε-optimal solutions. Moreover, we discuss an
alternative stationary-point-based method to locally op-
timize the polynomial proxy (see Sec. 5.3).

4 Performance Analysis

4.1 Accuracy

We first provide a lemma stating that if two functions
f, g : [a, b] → R are sufficiently close on the entire in-

terval, their minimum values f(x∗f ) and g(x∗g) are also
sufficiently close.

Lemma 1 Suppose that f, g satisfy |f(x) − g(x)| ≤
ε, ∀x ∈ [a, b]. Then,∣∣f(x∗f )− g(x∗g)

∣∣ ≤ ε.
Proof. Let x = x∗f . Then, |f(x∗f ) − g(x∗f )| ≤ ε. Since g

is minimized at x∗g, we have g(x∗g) ≤ g(x∗f ). Hence,

g(x∗g) ≤ g(x∗f ) ≤ f(x∗f ) + ε,

which implies that f(x∗f ) − g(x∗g) ≥ −ε. Similarly, we
have

f(x∗f ) ≤ f(x∗g) ≤ g(x∗g) + ε,

which leads to f(x∗f )− g(x∗g) ≤ ε. It follows that∣∣f(x∗f )− g(x∗g)
∣∣ ≤ ε. 2

The accuracy of CPCA is established as follows. We use
ε and f∗ to denote the given solution accuracy and the
optimal value of problem (1), respectively.

Theorem 3 Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold. If ε
is specified, CPCA ensures that every agent obtains ε-
optimal solutions f∗e for problem (1), i.e.,

|f∗e − f∗| ≤ ε.

Proof. Please see Appendix A.3. 2

We provide an explicit bound for the distance between
the optimal point x∗p of pKi (x) and that x∗f of f(x) when

f(x) defined on [a, b] is bi-Lipschitz.

Definition 1 A function f(x) defined on X is bi-
Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant L(L ≥ 1) iff

1

L
|x1−x2| ≤ |f(x1)−f(x2)| ≤ L|x1−x2|, ∀x1, x2 ∈ X.

Theorem 4 Suppose that Assumptions 1-3 hold and
f(x) is bi-Lipschitz with Lipschitz constant L. Then,

|x∗p − x∗f | ≤
4

3
Lε.

Proof. Please see Appendix A.4. 2

4.2 Complexity

We analyze the computational and communication
complexities of the proposed algorithm. The follow-
ing theorem establishes the orders of the numbers of
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Table 2
Complexities of CPCA

Stages Queries Flops Comm.1

init O(m)2 O(m ·max(m,F0)) /

iteration / O
(
m log m

ε

)
O
(

log m
ε

)
solve / O

(
m4.5 log 1

ε

)
/

whole O(m) O
(
m ·max(m3.5 log 1

ε
, F0)

)
O
(

log m
ε

)
1 Comm. stands for inter-agent communication.
2 The dependence of m on ε is discussed in Lemma 2,
Sec. 5.1.

zeroth-order queries (i.e., evaluations of values of local
objective functions), inter-agent communication, and
floating-point operations (i.e., flops) required for one
agent. We suppose that one evaluation of the function
value costs F0 flops. In practice, this cost depends on
the specific forms of objective functions [11].

Theorem 5 With CPCA, every agent obtains ε-optimal
solutions for problem (1), with O(m) zeroth-order
queries,O

(
log m

ε

)
rounds of inter-agent communication,

and O
(
m ·max(m3.5 log 1

ε , F0)
)

flops.

Proof. The proof is provided in Appendix A.5. We sum-
marize the costs of zeroth-order queries, flops, and com-
munication of the proposed algorithm in Table 2. 2

In CPCA, the evaluations of function values are not re-
quired in the stage of iterations and are only performed
in the stage of constructing approximations. This de-
sign implies that the number of needed evaluations will
not increase with the number of iterations. Hence, the
cumulative costs of queries can be significantly reduced
especially when large-scale networks are considered.

5 Further Discussions and Applications

We present further discussions on relevant issues con-
cerning the performance and design of the proposed al-
gorithm. We also point out some closely related applica-
tion scenarios.

5.1 Degrees of Polynomial Approximations

In the initialization stage, every agent i constructs
polynomial approximation pi(x) for fi(x), such that (8)
holds. The degree mi of pi(x) depends on the speci-
fied precision ε1 and also the smoothness of fi(x). This
dependence is characterized by the following lemma.

Lemma 2 If fi(x) and its derivatives through f
(v−1)
i (x)

are absolutely continuous and f
(v)
i (x) is of bounded vari-

ation on Xi, then mi ∼ O(ε
−1/v
1 ). If fi(x) is analytic on

Xi, then mi ∼ O(ln 1
ε1

).

Proof. This lemma can be derived from Theorem 7.2
and 8.2 in [15]. It has been proven that if fi(x) satisfies
the differentiability condition stated in the former part
of the lemma, then its degree m Chebyshev interpolant
pi(x) satisfies

max
x∈Xi

|fi(x)− pi(x)| ≤ 4V

πv(m− v)v
.

If fi(x) analytic on Xi is analytically continuable to the
open Bernstein ellipse Eρ, where it satisfies |fi(x)| ≤M ,
then,

max
x∈Xi

|fi(x)− pi(x)| ≤ 4Mρ−m

ρ− 1
.

By setting these bounds of errors to be less than ε1, we
obtain the orders of mi. 2

Lemma 2 implies that extremely high precision (e.g.,
machine epsilon) can be attained with moderate m (of
the order of 101 ∼ 102) as long as the objective functions
have certain degrees of smoothness.

Remark 4 For those Lipschitz continuous objectives
that are not “smooth” enough (e.g., |x| on [−1, 1], which
is not differentiable at x = 0), the degrees of satisfac-
tory approximations may be somewhat large. Hence, the
literature suggests dividing the interval and calculating
piecewise Chebyshev approximations for these objec-
tives [15,17]. The degrees of approximations can then be
efficiently brought down.

5.2 Choices of Average Consensus

In the previous section, we describe the use of average
consensus based on lazy Metropolis weights to enable
agents’ local variables to converge to the average of all
the initial values. We employ this kind of protocol for its
simplicity, fast convergence, and certain property that
facilitates the design of effective distributed stopping
rules. Since there are various efficient average consensus
algorithms tailored to different application ranges, our
algorithm can be readily adjusted and enhanced by sub-
stituting them for the one that is already used.

For example, under the condition that individual agents
own strong storing and computing capabilities, finite-
time consensus [29] can be used in the stage of itera-
tions. This kind of protocol enables agents to calculate
the exact consensus value in a finite number of iterations.
This benefit is accompanied by a cost of locally stor-
ing a square Hankel matrix possibly of order O(N) con-
structed from history information, and constantly ana-
lyzing its ranks and kernels at every iteration. When it
comes to time-varying directed graphs, push-sum aver-
age consensus [2] can be utilized, and similar correspond-
ing distributed stopping mechanisms can be introduced.
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5.3 An Alternative Method of Polynomial Optimization

In Sec. 3.3, we transform the optimization of pKi (x) to
semidefinite programs, thus enabling agents to obtain ε-
globally optimal solutions for problem (1). This scheme
ensures that all the errors are theoretically controllable,
but its implementation is relatively involved. For prac-
tical numerical computations, an alternative approach
implemented in the Chebfun toolbox [16] is more prefer-
able. In this approach, all the stationary points of pKi (x)
are first obtained by calculating the eigenvalues of a
colleague matrix constructed from its Chebyshev coeffi-
cients [15]. Then, by comparing the values of pKi (x) at
all these critical points, we decide the optimal value and
set of optimal points of pKi (x). The details are as follows.

Suppose that pKi (x) is in the form of (6), with {c′j |j =
0, . . . ,m} being the coefficients. Then,

dpKi (x)

dx
=

m−1∑
j=0

c̃jTj

(
2x− (a+ b)

b− a

)
, x ∈ (a, b),

where the coefficients {c̃j |j = 0, . . . ,m−1} are obtained
from the following recurrence formula

c̃j =

{
c̃j+2 + 2(j + 1)Sc′j+1, j = m− 1, . . . , 1,
1
2 c̃2 + Sc′1, j = 0,

where S = 2/(b−a), c̃m = c̃m+1 = 0. The above formula
requires O(m) flops. By [15], the roots of dpKi (x)/dx
(i.e., the stationary points of pKi (x)) are the eigenvalues
of the following square colleague matrix MC

0 1

1
2 0 1

2

. . .
. . .

. . .

1
2 0 1

2

− c̃0
2c̃m−1

− c̃1
2c̃m−1

· · · 1
2 −

c̃m−3

2c̃m−1
− c̃m−2

2c̃m−1


,

which is of order m−1. These eigenvalues are computed
via QR algorithm with a cost of O(m3) flops. The order
of cost is brought down to O(m2) in Chebfun by recur-
sion and exploitation of the special structure of MC [15].
Let E be the set of all the real eigenvalues of MC that
lie in X = [a, b]. Then, the optimal value f∗e and set of
optimal points X∗e of pKi (x) are

f∗e = min
x∈XK

pKi (x), X∗e = arg min
x∈XK

pKi (x), (24)

whereXK = E∪{a, b} is the set of all the critical points.
The evaluation of pKi (x) at one point requiresO(m) flops
by using the Clenshaw algorithm [17], and thus the cost

of (24) is O(m2) flops. Hence, the aforementioned ap-
proach needs O(m2) flops in total. By referring to Ta-
ble 2, we obtain that if this approach is incorporated into
the proposed algorithm, the overall order of the required
flops decreases to O

(
m ·max(m, log m

ε , F0)
)
.

It should be pointed out that the calculations of eigen-
values of MC in practice may be accompanied by cer-
tain numerical errors. Therefore, the easy-to-implement
stationary-point-based method for optimizing pKi (x) is
more suitable for numerical computations than for the-
oretical analysis.

5.4 Application Scenarios

• Distributed Optimization with Decoupling

In some cases, the distributed optimization problems
with high-dimensional variables are naturally decoupled,
or can be converted to be decoupled via change of coor-
dinates or variables. Then, we can separately optimize
over the single variable to solve the whole problem. For
example, consider one version of the linear facility loca-
tion problems [11]. Every agent i keeps its own location
ui ∈ Rn and wants to agree on a point x ∈ Rn that min-
imizes the weighted sum of the taxicab distances to all
the locations ui, i = 1, . . . , N , i.e.,

min
x

N∑
i=1

wi‖x− ui‖1 =

N∑
i=1

n∑
k=1

wi|x(k)− ui(k)|, (25)

where wi(i = 1, . . . , N) are nonnegative weights. Prob-
lem (25) are decoupled and can be solved by considering
a set of subproblems with univariate objectives

min
x(k)

N∑
i=1

wi|x(k)− ui(k)|, k = 1, . . . , n.

The same holds for decomposable problems with sep-
arable nonconvex regularization penalties, e.g., smooth
approximated `q penalty [30]

‖x‖qq,ε =

n∑
k=1

(
x2(k) + ε2

) q
2 ,

where ε > 0 is a smoothing parameter. We can then fo-
cus on each subproblem with a univariate regularization

term
(
x2(k) + ε2

)q/2
, where k = 1, . . . , n.

• Hyperparameter optimization in distributed learning

In distributed learning, sometimes we want to find a con-
tinuous hyperparameter (e.g., learning rate or regular-
ization parameter) that leads to an optimal model with
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the minimum generalization error [10,31]. This problem
can be formulated as

min
λ

F (λ) =
1

N

N∑
i=1

Ri(w(λ), λ)

s.t. w(λ) = arg min
w

1

N

N∑
i=1

Li(w, λ),

where λ is the hyperparameter, w(λ) are the model pa-
rameters, Li(w, λ) is the loss function of agent i in the
learning problem (e.g., regularized empirical risk on the
local training dataset), and Ri(w(λ), λ) is the general-
ization error of the learned model given λ (e.g., empiri-
cal risk on the local validation dataset). In practice, we
usually obtain approximate model parameters w̃(λ) via
some descent-based algorithms A, i.e.,

w(λ) ≈ w̃(λ) = A(λ).

According to [31, Theorem 1], if λ is a continuous vari-
able and A(λ) and R(w(λ), λ) are continuous functions,
then F (λ) is a univariate continuous function of λ. In
this case, the coupling in w(λ) may pose additional chal-
lenges. The proposed algorithm needs further adjust-
ment to fit this interesting problem, which is of indepen-
dent interest in the learning community.

The main focus of the above application scenarios lies in
solving distributed optimization problems with univari-
ate objective functions. Hence, the proposed algorithm
can be applied. The main differences in performance be-
tween it and existing algorithms when employed to these
scenarios include the acquisition of ε-globally optimal
solutions of nonconvex problems and reduced costs of
queries and communication.

• Distributed Data Statistics

In networked system, agents hold a portion of the
whole data. The goal is to estimate certain global data
statistics in a distributed manner. Typical examples
include i) estimating a global probability density func-
tion (PDF) [32], which is a univariate function while
considering a specific random variable, and ii) estimat-
ing a separable functional T (P ) (e.g., entropy) of an
unknown discrete distribution P = (p1, p2, . . .) [33],
where T (P ) =

∑
j f(pj) for some univariate function

f . Instead of transmitting plenty of local data directly,
agents can solve problems with a low communication
cost by exploiting approximations of local PDFs or
functions f and utilizing consensus-based fusion of local
information, as explored in [32,33].

5.5 The Multivariate Extension

We discuss the design and open issues of the multivari-
ate extension of the proposed algorithm. The differences

mainly consist in the stages of initialization and local op-
timization of approximations. Specifically, any smooth
local objective function fi(x) in the n-dimensional hy-
percube [−1, 1]n can be approximated by the following
multivariate Chebyshev polynomial approximation

f̂i(x) =

m1∑
k1=0

· · ·
mn∑
kn=0

ak1,...,ksTk1(x(1)) · · ·Tkn(x(n)),

where x(n) denotes the n-th element in a vector x, and
Tkn(·) denotes the kn-th Chebyshev polynomial defined

on [−1, 1] [34]. After local approximations f̂i(x) are con-
structed, agents exchange and update their local vari-
ables storing those coefficients (as discussed in Sec. III-
B) and obtain an approximation of the global objec-
tive function. Finally, they locally optimize this approx-
imation by solving a hierarchy of SDPs (of increasing
size, which is related to degrees of polynomials used
in the SOS representation) to obtain a monotone non-
decreasing sequence of lower bounds that asymptotically
approach the globally optimal value.

There are two technical issues in the multivariate algo-
rithmic design. First, to find a systematic way of con-

structing f̂i(x) of an appropriate degree that strictly
meets the specified precision requirement (8). For either
the constructive proof involving Bernstein polynomials
or the method that uses the upper bound of approxi-
mation errors, the calculated degrees can be unnecessar-
ily large, thus leading to challenges in implementations.
Second, to reduce the costs of flops in local optimiza-
tion due to the hierarchy of SDPs. Because of the funda-
mental restrictions in transforming the non-negativity
constraint related to a multivariate polynomial (which
is known as Hilbert’s seventeenth problem [26]), we can-
not equivalently rewrite the constraint in problem (19)
as in the univariate case. Alternatively, we solve a hi-
erarchy of SDPs to reach the globally optimal solution
of the approximate problem (18), with a relatively large
burden in terms of flops. Nonetheless, we will benefit
from the advances in extensive research on polynomial
approximation and polynomial optimization and design
a promising extension of the proposed algorithm.

For multivariate problems, the central idea of introduc-
ing polynomial approximation still i) offers a new per-
spective of representing possibly complicated objective
functions by simple vectors of coefficients of approxi-
mations, which allows the distribution of the global op-
timization objective in networked systems, and ii) ful-
fills the acquisition of approximate globally optimal so-
lutions in a distributed and asymptotic manner.

6 Numerical Evaluations

We present simulation results to illustrate the perfor-
mance of CPCA and compare it with other algorithms.
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We generate a network with N = 30 agents using Erdős-
Rényi model with connectivity probability 0.4. In other
words, the probability that every pair of agents can com-
municate with each other is 0.4. Suppose that all the
local constraint sets are the same interval X = [−1, 1].
We consider two instances of problem (1) with different
types of local objective functions. In the first instance,
the local objective of agent i is

fi(x) = aie
bix + cie

−dix, (26)

where ai, bi ∼ U(1, 2), ci, di ∼ U(2, 4) are uniformly dis-
tributed. Note that fi(x) is convex and Lipschitz contin-
uous on X. In the second instance, the local objective of
agent i is

fi(x) =
ai

1 + e−x
+ bi log(1 + x2), (27)

where ai ∼ N (10, 2), bi ∼ N (5, 1) are Gaussian random
variables. Note that fi(x) is nonconvex and Lipschitz
continuous on X. We use the Chebfun toolbox [16] to
help construct Chebyshev polynomial approximations.

For comparison, we implement SONATA-L [12], Alg. 2 in
[20], projected distributed sub-gradient descent method
(Proj-DGD, for convex objectives) [21], and projected
stochastic gradient descent method (Proj-SGD, for non-
convex objectives) [35]. The step-size rules of SONATA-
L, Alg. 2 in [20], Proj-DGD and Proj-SGD are set as
αt = αt−1(1 − 0.01αt−1) with α0 = 0.5, αt = 0.05,
αt = 1/t0.5, and αt = 0.1/t0.9, respectively, based on
the guidelines therein. For Alg. 2 in [20], the number in-
volved in calculations of gradient estimators is given by
ut = 1/t3/4. For Proj-SGD, we consider 50 Monte-Carlo
runs and plot the curves of average objective errors.

Fig. 2a and 3a show the relationships between the ob-
jective error ε and the number of inter-agent commu-
nication for all the algorithms. For CPCA and the re-
maining algorithms, ε denote |f∗e − f∗| and |f(xt)− f∗|,
respectively, where xt is the average of all agents’ local
estimates at time t. Specifically, the blue line shows the
relationship between the specified accuracy and the re-
sulting number of communication executed by CPCA,
whereas the orange line indicates the relationship be-
tween the number of performed communication and the
actual objective error when the algorithm ends. We ob-
serve that to reach the given precision, CPCA requires
fewer numbers of communication thanks to its linearly
convergent inner iterations. Also, the orange line is be-
low the blue line (i.e., the actual error is less than the
specified error). This phenomenon stems from the care-
ful design of the proposed algorithm to ensure the reach
of the specified accuracy.

Fig. 2b and 3b show the relationships between the ob-
jective error ε and the number of oracle queries for all
the algorithms. For CPCA that requires zeroth-order
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Fig. 2. Comparison of CPCA, SONATA-L, Alg. 2 in [20]
and Proj-DGD for solving problem (1) with (26) as local
objectives.
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Fig. 3. Comparison of CPCA, SONATA-L, Alg. 2 in [20]
and Proj-SGD for solving problem (1) with (27) as local
objectives.

queries, the horizontal axes represent the average num-
ber of queries needed for one agent (i.e., the average
degree of local proxies plus one). The presented results
correspond to the discussions in Sec. 5.1 that m depends
on ε, and that extremely small ε is generally associated
with moderate m. Note that in this case, Alg. 2 in [20]
and the remaining algorithms require two zeroth-order
queries and one first-order query at every iteration, re-
spectively. Hence, the curves corresponding to the latter
are identical to those in Fig. 2a and 3a. We observe that
CPCA calls for fewer oracle queries in both examples.
This difference results from the design of gradient-free
iterations which effectively reduce the cumulative costs
of queries.

7 Related Work

There has been extensive research on the design and
analysis of distributed optimization algorithms. Most of
the proposed algorithms are consensus-based iterative
first-order or zeroth-order methods. A brief overview of
some representative work is as follows.

Distributed Convex Optimization: A variety of efficient
distributed convex optimization algorithms have been
proposed. Most of them can be divided into two cat-
egories, i.e., primal and dual-based methods. Primal
methods generally combine (sub)gradient descent with
consensus, so as to drive local estimates to converge
consensually to the globally optimal point in the primal
domain. Early methods exhibit sub-linear convergence
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for nonsmooth convex objectives [7, 36]. By exploiting
history information of local gradients to track the global
gradient, recent works achieve linear convergence rates
for strongly convex and smooth objectives [3, 5, 6, 8].
Current focuses mainly include stochastic gradients,
asynchronous computations [37] and second-order meth-
ods. Dual-based methods transform the problem by
introducing consensus equality constraints, and then
solve the dual problem [38] or carry on primal-dual
updates to reach a saddle point of the Lagrangian func-
tion [9,39,40]. These methods are preferable if the com-
putations of dual (sub)gradients or sub-optimizations
relating to the alternating direction method of multipli-
ers are easy to execute. However, they are rather hard
to be extended to deal with time-varying or directed
graphs, since how to formulate consensus as equality
constraints in those cases is still an open question.

Distributed Nonconvex Optimization: Though being
much more challenging, distributed nonconvex opti-
mization has recently received increasing attention due
to its promising values in various applications, e.g.,
resource allocation, learning, and compressed sensing.
Several noticeable algorithms have appeared in the
literatures, e.g., [4, 12, 35, 41, 42]. The overall algorith-
mic frameworks designed share similarities with those
for convex problems. Nevertheless, the use of various
techniques, including stochastic gradient descent [35],
utilization of perturbations [41], proximal methods [42]
and successive convex approximation [4,12] managed to
enable agents to iteratively converge to the stationary
or locally optimal points of nonconvex problems.

Zeroth-order Distributed Optimization: The literature
is also focusing on developing zeroth-order algorithms
for both convex and nonconvex distributed optimiza-
tion [19, 20]. This trend arises from the concern that
issues like black-box procedures or resource limitations
may inhibit the direct access to the gradients of objec-
tive functions. The key lies in constructing randomized
gradient estimators [43] based on finitely many func-
tion evaluations. [20] shows that the convergence rates
of distributed zeroth-order algorithms can match those
of their first-order counterparts.

Distributed Constrained Optimization: When there are
convex local constraint sets, the most common means of
ensuring feasibility is to project the newly generated esti-
mates onto the local set after usual updates. This means
is first adopted by [21] to solve distributed constrained
optimization problems with convex objectives. Further
issues have also been studied, including step size selec-
tions, random projections, asynchronous updates [22],
directed graphs [23, 44], and nonconvex objectives [35].
In other algorithms, the feasibility of new local estimates
is satisfied by minimizing local surrogate functions [4,12]
or solving proximal minimization problems [45] right
over the constraint sets. For general problems with in-
equality and equality constraints, the common practice

is to introduce multipliers and then use consensus-based
primal-dual sub-gradient methods to reach the saddle
points of the Lagrangians [46,47]. In the aforementioned
works, all the local estimates converge consensually to
the optimal solutions.

Our work is closely related to the extensive literature
on consensus-based distributed optimization, but it also
provides a new perspective. Instead of using first-order
or zeroth-order information consecutively at every itera-
tion, we utilize function evaluations (i.e., zeroth-order in-
formation) to construct polynomial approximations for
local objectives in advance, thus facilitating subsequent
information dissemination and optimization. This new
algorithmic design enables us to obtain sufficiently pre-
cise estimates of the globally optimal solution of noncon-
vex problems, with lower costs in zeroth-order queries
and inter-agent communication.

8 Conclusion

In this paper, we propose CPCA to solve distributed op-
timization problems with nonconvex Lipschitz continu-
ous univariate objective functions and different convex
local constraint sets. The proposed algorithm relies on
Chebyshev polynomial approximation, consensus, and
polynomial optimization. It consists of three stages, i.e.,
i) constructing approximations of local objectives, ii)
performing average consensus to facilitate information
dissemination, and iii) locally optimizing the obtained
approximation of the global objective via polynomial
optimization methods. We provide comprehensive the-
oretical analysis and numerical results to illustrate its
effectiveness, including i) obtaining ε-globally optimal
solutions, ii) being efficient in oracle and communica-
tion complexities, and iii) achieving distributed termi-
nation. Future directions include but are not limited to
i) designing efficient multivariate extensions by leverag-
ing the idea of introducing approximations, and ii) con-
sidering cases where evaluations of function values are
perturbed by noises.

A Appendix

A.1 Proof of Theorem 1

We rewrite the average-consensus-based update of pti in

(12) as pt+1
i =

∑N
j=1 wijp

t
j , where

wij =


(2max(di, dj))

−1, j ∈ Ni, j 6= i,

0, j /∈ Ni, j 6= i,

1−
∑
j∈Ni

wij , j = i.

It follows that W , (wij)
N
i,j=1 is row stochastic, i.e.,∑N

j=1 wij = 1, 0 ≤ wij ≤ 1,∀i, j = 1, . . . , N . Con-
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sider the k-th element of the involved vectors, where
k = 0, . . . ,m. Using the row-stochasticity of W , we have

pt+1
i (k) =

N∑
j=1

wijp
t
j(k) ≤

N∑
j=1

wij max
j∈V

ptj(k)

= max
j∈V

ptj(k), ∀i ∈ V.

Let max
j∈V

ptj(k) , M t(k), min
j∈V

ptj(k) , mt(k). Hence,

M t+1(k) ≤M t(k), mt+1(k) ≥ mt(k).

The convergence of (4) implies that lim
t→∞

pti(k) =

p(k),∀i ∈ V. Therefore, lim
t→∞

M t(k) = p(k). Combining

the non-increasing property of M t(k) in terms of t, we
have p(k) ≤M t(k),∀t ∈ N. It follows that

mt(k) ≤ p(k) ≤M t(k), ∀t ∈ N.

Suppose that agents terminate at the K-th iteration.
Since the max/min consensus is guaranteed to converge
within U iterations, we have

rKi (k)− sKi (k) = MK′(k)−mK′(k),

whereK ′ , K−U . The stopping criterion ‖rKi −sKi ‖∞ ≤
δ is equivalent to rKi (k) − sKi (k) ≤ δ, ∀k. When it is
satisfied, we have

∣∣pKi (k)− p(k)
∣∣ ≤MK(k)−mK(k)

≤ rKi (k)− sKi (k) ≤ δ, ∀i, k. 2

A.2 Proof of Theorem 2

The major fact we use is

Tu(x)Tv(x) =
1

2
Tu+v(x) +

1

2
T|u−v|(x),

which implies that the product of two Chebyshev poly-
nomials expands to a combination of polynomials with
certain degrees [15]. Note that

gKi (x)− t = (c′0 − t)T0(x) +

m∑
j=1

c′jTj(x). (A.1)

•When m is odd, we have

gKi (x)− t = (x+ 1)h21(x) + (1− x)h22(x)

= (T1(x) + 1)v1(x)TQv1(x) + (1− T1(x))v2(x)TQ′v2(x)

=
∑
u,v

QuvTu(x)Tv(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

+T1(x)
∑
u,v

QuvTu(x)Tv(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
2

+
∑
u,v

Q′uvTu(x)Tv(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
3

−T1(x)
∑
u,v

Q′uvTu(x)Tv(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
4

.

We first consider the coefficient of T0(x) in g(x).
From (A.1), this number is c0 − t. For terms 1 and
3 , the added coefficient of T0(x) is Q00 + Q′00 +∑
u,u′

1
2 (Quu +Q′u′u′). For terms 2 and 4 , the added

coefficient of T0(x) is
∑

|u−v|=1

1
4 (Quv −Q′uv). Hence,

c′0 − t = Q00 +Q′00 +
1

2

( d1+1∑
u=1

Quu +

d2+1∑
u=1

Q′uu

)
+

1

4

∑
|u−v|=1

(Quv −Q′uv) .
(A.2)

Then, we consider the coefficient of Tj(x)(j = 1, . . . ,m)
in g(x). From (A.1), it equals cj . For terms 1 and 3 ,
when

u+ v = j or |u− v| = j,

the expansion of the product contains Tj(x). Hence,
the added coefficient of Tj(x) is

∑
(u,v)∈A

1
2 (Quv +Q′uv),

where A = {(u, v)|u + v = j ∨ |u − v| = j}. For terms
2 and 4 , when

u+ v = j − 1, or |u− v| = j − 1,

or |u+ v − 1| = j − 1, or
∣∣|u− v| − 1

∣∣ = j,

the expansion of the three-term product contains Tj(x).
Hence, the added coefficient of Tj(x) is

∑
(u,v)∈B

1
4 (Quv −Q′uv),

where B =
{

(u, v)|u + v = i − 1 ∨ |u − v| =

i− 1∨ |u+ v− 1| = i∨
∣∣|u− v| − 1

∣∣ = i
}

. It follows that

c′j =
1

2

∑
(u,v)∈A

(Quv +Q′uv)

+
1

4

∑
(u,v)∈B

(Quv −Q′uv) , j = 1, . . . ,m.
(A.3)

Equations (A.2) and (A.3), together with the require-
ments that

Q ∈ Sd1+1
+ , Q′ ∈ Sd2+1

+ , (A.4)
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constitute the constraints in (20). Therefore, when m is
odd, problem (20) is equivalent with problem (18).

•When m is even, we have

gKi (x)− t = h21(x) + (x+ 1)(1− x)h22(x)

= v1(x)TQv1(x) +
1− T2(x)

2
v2(x)TQ′v2(x)

=
∑
u,v

QuvTu(x)Tv(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
5

+
1

2

∑
u,v

Q′uvTu(x)Tv(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
6

+
1

2
T2(x)

∑
u,v

Q′uvTu(x)Tv(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
7

.

In the same way, we first consider the coefficient of T0(x)
in g(x), which takes the value of c0 − t. For terms 5
and 6 , the added coefficient of T0(x) is Q00 + 1

2Q
′
00 +∑

u,u′

(
1
2Quu + 1

4Q
′
u′u′

)
. For term 7 , the coefficient of

T0(x) is 1
2

∑
|u−v|=2

1
4Q
′
uv. Hence, we have

c′0 − t = Q00 +
1

2
Q′00 +

1

2

d1+1∑
u=1

Quu

+
1

4

d2+1∑
u=1

Q′uu +
1

8

∑
|u−v|=2

Q′uv.

(A.5)

Then, we consider the coefficient of Tj(x)(j = 1, . . . ,m)
in g(x). From (A.1), this number is cj . For terms 5 and
6 , when

u+ v = j or |u− v| = j,

the expansion of the product contains Tj(x). Hence, the
added coefficient of Tj(x) is

∑
(u,v)∈A

1
2 (Quv +Q′uv). For

term 7 , when

u+ v = j − 2, or |u− v| = j − 2,

or |u+ v − 2| = j − 2, or
∣∣|u− v| − 2

∣∣ = j,

the expansion of the three-term product contains Tj(x).
Hence, the added coefficient of Tj(x) is 1

2

∑
(u,v)∈C

1
4Q
′
uv,

where C =
{

(u, v)|u+ v = i− 2 ∨ |u− v| = i− 2 ∨ |u+

v − 2| = i ∨
∣∣|u− v| − 2

∣∣ = i
}

. Consequently, we have

c′j =
1

2

∑
(u,v)∈A

(
Quv +

1

2
Q′uv

)
+

1

8

∑
(u,v)∈C

Q′uv, j = 1, . . . ,m.
(A.6)

Equations (A.5) and (A.6), as well as the requirements
of positive semi-definiteness (A.4), constitute the con-
straints in (22). Therefore, whenm is even, problem (22)
is equivalent with problem (18).

A.3 Proof of Theorem 3

We first establish the closeness between pKi (x) and p(x).
From Theorem 1, we have

‖pKi − p‖∞ ≤ δ, ∀i ∈ V.

Suppose that the sets of Chebyshev coefficients of pKi (x)
and p(x) are {c′j} and {c′j}, respectively. It follows that∣∣c′j − c′j∣∣ ≤ δ, ∀j = 0, . . . ,m.

Consequently,

|pKi (x)− p(x)| =

∣∣∣∣∣∣
m∑
j=0

(c′j − c′j)Tj
(

2x− (a+ b)

b− a

)∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤

m∑
j=0

∣∣c′j − c′j∣∣ · 1 ≤ δ(m+ 1) = ε2,

where we use the fact that |Tj(x)| ≤ 1,∀x ∈ [−1, 1].

Then, we establish the closeness between p(x) and f(x).
Since p is the average of all p0i , p(x) is also the average
of all pi(x). Based on the results in Sec. 3.1, we have

|p(x)− f(x)| =

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

N

N∑
i=1

(
pi(x)− fi(x)

)∣∣∣∣∣
≤ 1

N

N∑
i=1

|pi(x)− fi(x)| ≤ 1

N
Nε1 = ε1.

Note that ε1 = ε2 = ε
3 . Hence,∣∣pKi (x)− f(x)

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣pKi (x)− p(x)
∣∣+ |p(x)− f(x)|

≤ ε1 + ε2 = 2
3ε. (A.7)

Let p∗ denote the optimal value of pKi (x) on X = [a, b].
It follows from Lemma 1 that

|p∗ − f∗| ≤ 2
3ε.

Since p∗ ≤ f∗e ≤ p∗ + ε3 = p∗ + ε
3 , we have

f∗ − 2
3ε ≤ p

∗ ≤ f∗e ≤ p∗ + ε
3 ≤ f

∗ + ε.

Therefore, |f∗e − f∗| ≤ ε.
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A.4 Proof of Theorem 4

From (A.7), we have
∣∣pKi (x)− f(x)

∣∣ ≤ 2
3ε,∀x ∈ [a, b].

As in the proof of Lemma 1, we have

pKi (x∗p) ≤ pKi (x∗f ) ≤ f(x∗f ) + 2
3ε,

f(x∗f ) ≤ f(x∗p) ≤ pKi (x∗p) + 2
3ε,

which leads to

f(x∗f ) ≤ f(x∗p) ≤ f(x∗f ) + 4
3ε.

Since f(x) is bi-Lipschitz, it follows that

|x∗p − x∗f | ≤ L|f(x∗p)− f(x∗f )| ≤ 4
3Lε. 2

A.5 Proof of Theorem 5

In the stage of initialization, every agent i needs to eval-
uate fi(x) at 2m + 1 points to construct an approxi-
mation pi(x) of degree m. Hence, the orders of zeroth-
order queries and corresponding flops are O(m) and
O(mF0), respectively. The calculation of the points by
(9) costs O(m) flops in total. For fixed mi, through
Fast Cosine Transform, we obtain the coefficients in (10)
with O(mi logmi) flops [15]. Since evaluating pi(x) at
one point requires O(mi) flops via the Clenshaw algo-
rithm [17], the check for (11) costs O(m2

i ) flops. When
mi is gradually doubled from 2 to m, the order of the
total flops required by (10) and (11) is of

O
(
m2
)

+O
(
(m2 )2

)
+ . . .+O

(
22
)

= O
(
m2
)
.

Therefore, the costs of this stage are O(m ·max(m,F0))
flops and O(m) zeroth-order queries.

Then, we focus on the stage of information dissemina-
tion. Based on the convergence time (5) of the average
consensus algorithm (4), to ensure that (15) holds, the
order of the required number of consensus iterations is of

U +O
(

log
1

δ

)
= O

(
log

1

δ

)
= O

(
log

m

ε

)
.

In every iteration, agent i exchanges information with its
neighbors only once and updates pt+1

i by (12) in O(m)
flops. Hence, the orders of needed communication and
flops are of O

(
log m

ε

)
and O

(
m log m

ε

)
, respectively.

Finally, we discuss the computational costs of solving
SDPs in the stage of polynomial optimization. To solve
these problems, the primal-dual interior-point method
[48] can be used. The authors of [49] reported that this
method solves SDPs in O

(√
m log 1

ε

)
primal-dual iter-

ations, with O
(

max{p,m}4
)

flops per iteration in the

worst-case scenario, where p, m and ε are the number of
constraints, the problem size (i.e., the order of positive
semidefinite matrices) and the solution accuracy, respec-
tively. Hence, the order of the total flops required is of

O
(

max{p,m}4
√
m log

1

ε

)
.

It follows that the obtained SDP reformulations are
solved in O

(√
m log 1

ε

)
primal-dual iterations, with a

total cost of O
(
m4.5 log 1

ε

)
flops.
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