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Abstract

Motivated by multi-center biomedical studies that cannot share individual data

due to privacy and ownership concerns, we develop communication-efficient iterative

distributed algorithms for estimation and inference in the high-dimensional sparse Cox

proportional hazards model. We demonstrate that our estimator, even with a relatively

small number of iterations, achieves the same convergence rate as the ideal full-sample

estimator under very mild conditions. To construct confidence intervals for linear

combinations of high-dimensional hazard regression coefficients, we introduce a novel

debiased method, establish central limit theorems, and provide consistent variance

estimators that yield asymptotically valid distributed confidence intervals. In addition,

we provide valid and powerful distributed hypothesis tests for any coordinate element

based on a decorrelated score test. We allow time-dependent covariates as well as

censored survival times. Extensive numerical experiments on both simulated and real

data lend further support to our theory and demonstrate that our communication-

efficient distributed estimators, confidence intervals, and hypothesis tests improve upon

alternative methods.
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1 Introduction

Massive datasets are ubiquitous and require proper storage, computation, and analysis. The

amount of available data can be overwhelming and may not fit into a single machine, in which

case storing and processing data across multiple machines provides a solution. Furthermore,

information is often naturally collected in parallel: for a given study or survey, different

counties or states may obtain data independently from their inhabitants, or competing firms

may have their own customers’ information. Additionally, algorithms might not be scalable,

and would take considerable time and computational power to run if the sample size is too

large on a single machine. Splitting the data across multiple machines alleviates the problem.

Moreover, privacy is of utmost importance and is yet another explanation of the pressing

need of carefully-designed distributed methods. Sharing data from multiple locations may

cause privacy and ownership concerns, which need to be avoided in a variety of applications.

These concerns thus hamper the full access of the whole data at any location. One striking

example is in the field of medical science, where hospitals and laboratories work with clinical

and genomic data and may not share patient-level information. As an illustration, the

Observational Health Data Sciences and Informatics (OHDSI) network is an international

collaboration which only transmits aggregated information from local health databases to a

coordinating center, without sharing any patient-level data (Hripcsak et al., 2015).

To address the distributed data challenges, it is pressing to develop communication-

efficient distributed algorithms that yield estimators and inference procedures as good as

if having access to the full data. The literature on distributed learning is flourishing and

encompasses a variety of topics: M -estimation (Zhang et al., 2013, Shamir et al., 2014, Lee

et al., 2017, Wang et al., 2017, Battey et al., 2018, Jordan et al., 2019, Fan et al., 2021),

Principal Component Analysis (Garber et al., 2017, Fan et al., 2019, Chen et al., 2021),

feature screening (Li et al., 2020), to name a few. We refer to Gao et al. (2022) for a recent

review of the distributed learning literature.

Most methods rely on one round of communication between machines and a central pro-

cessor, which are referred to as one-shot approaches. Different machines carry out their

statistical analysis locally on disjoint subsets of the dataset and send their local results to a
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central machine which then aggregates the information. For example, Zhang et al. (2013) av-

eraged the estimators computed locally on each machine to form a global estimator. In sparse

high-dimensional linear and generalized linear models, using the debiasing approach (Javan-

mard and Montanari, 2014, van de Geer et al., 2014), Lee et al. (2017) and Battey et al.

(2018) debiased the local estimators before averaging them for parameter estimation. Battey

et al. (2018) further proposed distributed sparse high-dimensional inference for these models,

based on debiasing.

To achieve optimal statistical convergence rate, these one-shot approaches require the

number of machines to be small and therefore it considerably limits their applications. To

overcome this difficulty, iterative procedures have been proposed (Shamir et al., 2014, Wang

et al., 2017, Jordan et al., 2019, Fan et al., 2021), where there are multiple rounds of commu-

nication between the machines and central processor. Throughout the paper, we will prefer

to use the term centers rather than machines, as one core application of survival analysis is

medical science.

There is a small body of literature on distributed learning for survival analysis, but previ-

ous works only tackle parameter estimation, not inference, and do not address fundamental

issues such as communication efficiency and high-dimensional data. Lu et al. (2015) proposed

a proof-of-concept web service and a distributed iterative algorithm to perform Cox regres-

sion, and Duan et al. (2020) developed a one-shot distributed algorithm; these methods are

privacy-preserving but they have major drawbacks. They do not work for high-dimensional

data as regularization is not used. Moreover, they require transmitting Hessian matrices,

which is not communication-efficient as it can be too costly to communicate p2 entries, where

p is the number of predictors. Many datasets being high-dimensional nowadays, such as mi-

croarrays and SNPs in the fields of biomedicine and genomics, it is crucial to develop and

analyze communication-efficient privacy-preserving distributed algorithms that are able to

deal with the huge number of predictors.

In survival analysis, a widely used semi-parametric model is Cox’s proportional hazards

model (Cox, 1972). The outcome variable is time-to-event, and often, some observations are

censored. For example, a subject can leave the study before its end. Andersen and Gill (1982)
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formulated the model into a counting process framework, which in particular allows for a

systematic study of time-dependent covariates. Despite the very large number of predictors in

many modern datasets, most predictors are often irrelevant to explain the outcome, leading

to sparse models. Several regularized regression techniques have been extended to Cox’s

proportional hazards model (Tibshirani, 1997, Fan and Li, 2002). Bayle and Fan (2022)

proposed a factor-augmented regularized model that is capable to handle high-dimensional

correlated covariates. Bradic et al. (2011) established model selection consistency and strong

oracle properties for various penalty functions in the ultra-high dimensional setting. Huang

et al. (2013) and Kong and Nan (2014) established oracle inequalities for LASSO under

different conditions.

In the context of the high-dimensional linear regression model, fundamental statistical

inference for linear functionals c⊤β⋆ of the population parameter vector has been well stud-

ied in the literature. Cai and Guo (2017) established a systematic theory of the minimax

expected length for confidence intervals of c⊤β⋆; see also Zhu and Bradic (2018) and Ja-

vanmard and Lee (2020). For the high-dimensional Cox model under sparsity, Yu et al.

(2021) and Xia et al. (2022) derived central limit theorems for linear functionals, and Fang

et al. (2017) proposed hypothesis testing procedures for low-dimensional components of the

population parameter vector.

Our contributions The contributions of our paper can be summarized as follows. First

of all, we study a communication-efficient iterative distributed algorithm for parameter es-

timation in the high-dimensional sparse Cox proportional hazards model regularized with

the ℓ1 (LASSO) penalty, and prove under mild conditions that our estimator achieves the

same rate of convergence as an ideal estimator that would have access to the full dataset.

In particular, we do not require the number of centers to be small. We then design novel

communication-efficient distributed inference procedures for Cox’s model: confidence in-

tervals construction for c⊤β⋆ using a debiasing approach, and hypothesis testing for any

coordinate element of β⋆ building upon decorrelated score test statistics. To this end, we

establish central limit theorems and derive consistent variance estimators. Even though the

topic of communication-efficient distributed estimation and inference in the context of Cox’s
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proportional hazards model is crucial for many reasons, including but not limited to allevi-

ating privacy issues in medical science, it has not been studied in past literature, and our

contributions are the first of their kind. In addition to providing strong theoretical guar-

antees for these algorithms, we perform numerical experiments. They lend further support

that our distributed estimator becomes as accurate as the full-sample estimator after only

a few rounds of communication, our confidence intervals have good empirical coverage and

small width, and our hypothesis tests have the correct size and high power.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 formulates Cox’s model in a

distributed environment. In Section 3, we introduce the iterative algorithm and estab-

lish convergence of our estimator with optimal rate. We carry out inference in Section 4,

constructing confidence intervals for linear functionals c⊤β⋆ of the population parameter,

and providing hypothesis testing procedures for coordinates of β⋆. The application of our

communication-efficient distributed estimation procedure, confidence intervals and tests to

both simulated and real data in Section 5 corroborates our theory. We prove our results in

the Appendix.

Notation For any integer n, we denote [n] = {1, . . . , n}. For a vector γ = (γ1, . . . , γp)
⊤ ∈

Rp and q ≥ 1, denote the ℓq norm ∥γ∥q = (
∑p

i=1 |γi|q)1/q and ∥γ∥∞ = max1≤i≤p |γi|, as well
as γ⊗0 = 1, γ⊗1 = γ, γ⊗2 = γγ⊤. For a matrix M, we denote by ∥M∥max = maxi,j |Mij|
its max norm, and by ∥M∥q its induced q-norm for q ∈ N⋆ ∪ {∞}; λmax(M) is its maximum

eigenvalue. For a matrixM ∈ Rp×p and a vector γ = (γ1,γ2) with γi ∈ Rpi where p1+p2 = p,

let Mγ1γ2 ∈ Rp1×p2 be the submatrix of M corresponding to rows 1, . . . , p1 and columns

p− p2 + 1, . . . , p. We similarly define Mγ1γ1 , Mγ2γ1 and Mγ2γ2 . For a set or an event A, we

use I{A} to represent the indicator function of A, and Ac is the complement of A. Let ∇
and ∇2 be the gradient and Hessian operators. When f is a function of γ = (γ1,γ2), ∇γi

f is

the vector of partial derivatives with respect to γi, and ∇2
γiγj

f = (∇2f)γiγj
for i, j ∈ {1, 2}.

For two positive sequences an and bn, we write an ≲ bn if there exists a constant C > 0

independent of n such that an ≤ C bn for all sufficiently large n. For two numbers a and

b, a ∨ b and a ∧ b denote their maximum and minimum, respectively. N (0, 1) refers to

the standard normal distribution and Φ is its cumulative distribution function. Let
d→ and
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P→ denote convergence in distribution, and in probability, respectively. For two sequences

of random variables Xn and Yn with non-negative Yn, we write Xn = OP (Yn) if for any

ε > 0, there exists a constant C > 0 independent of n such that P(|Xn| ≥ C Yn) ≤ ε for all

sufficiently large n.

2 Problem Setup

2.1 Cox’s proportional hazards model

Let T , C denote the survival time and the censoring time, respectively, and let {x(t) ∈ Rp :

0 ≤ t ≤ τ} be a vector-valued predictable covariate process. Here τ is the study ending

time, which we consider to be finite. As commonly assumed in the literature, T and C are

conditionally independent given the covariates {x(t) : 0 ≤ t ≤ τ}. Let Z = min{T,C} be the

observed time and δ = I{T ≤ C} be the censoring indicator. We observe n independent and

identically distributed (i.i.d) samples {({xi(t) : 0 ≤ t ≤ τ}, Zi, δi)}ni=1 from the population

({x(t) : 0 ≤ t ≤ τ}, Z, δ), and we assume that there are no tied observations and the

covariates are centered.

Cox’s proportional hazards model (Cox, 1972) is a semi-parametric model widely used

for time-to-event outcomes. In this model, the conditional hazard function λ(t | x(t)) of the
survival time T at time t given covariate vector x(t) ∈ Rp is assumed to have the form

λ(t | x(t)) = λ0(t) exp{x(t)⊤β⋆},

where λ0(·) is the baseline hazard function and β⋆ = (β⋆
1 , . . . , β

⋆
p)

⊤ ∈ Rp is the population

parameter vector.

We introduce usual counting process notation (Andersen and Gill, 1982), namely Ni(t) =

I{Zi ≤ t, δi = 1} and Yi(t) = I{Zi ≥ t}. Then the average negative log-partial likelihood

function is given by

L(β) = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{xi(t)
⊤β}dNi(t) +

1

n

∫ τ

0

log

[
n∑

i=1

Yi(t) exp{xi(t)
⊤β}

]
dN̄(t),
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where N̄(t) =
∑n

i=1Ni(t). To estimate the parameter vector β⋆ in the high-dimensional

setting where the dimension p is larger than the sample size n, we consider the following

regularized estimator

β̂ϑ = argmin
β∈Rp

{L(β) + Pϑ(β)},

where Pϑ(·) is a sparsity-inducing penalty function with regularization parameter ϑ > 0.

Most predictors are irrelevant to explain the outcome, and it is commonly assumed that

β⋆ is a sparse vector. We define S⋆ = {j ∈ [p] : β⋆
j ̸= 0} to be the support of β⋆ and

let |S⋆| =
∑p

j=1 I{β⋆
j ̸= 0} be its cardinality. Various types of penalty functions have been

investigated in the literature. Tibshirani (1997) and Fan and Li (2002) introduced the

LASSO and the SCAD penalties for survival data, respectively. In Bradic et al. (2011), the

authors established strong oracle properties in the high-dimensional setting. Huang et al.

(2013) established oracle inequalities for the Lasso estimator under quite mild conditions.

For ℓ = 0, 1, 2, define the following quantities

S(ℓ)(β, t) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Yi(t){xi(t)}⊗ℓ exp{xi(t)
⊤β} and s(ℓ)(β, t) = E{S(ℓ)(β, t)}. (1)

To ease the notations, also define the following

X (β, t) =
S(1)(β, t)

S(0)(β, t)
and V(β, t) =

S(2)(β, t)

S(0)(β, t)
−X (β, t)⊗2.

Then the gradient vector and Hessian matrix of L(β) are respectively given by

∇L(β) = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

{xi(t)−X (β, t)}dNi(t) and ∇2L(β) = 1

n

∫ τ

0

V(β, t)dN̄(t). (2)

Observe thatNi(t) is a counting process with intensity process λi(t,β
⋆) = λ0(t)Yi(t) exp{xi(t)

⊤β⋆},
which does not admit jumps at the same time as Nj(t) for j ̸= i. For each i ∈ [n], define the

predictable compensator

Λi(t) =

∫ t

0

λi(s,β
⋆)ds.

Then Mi(t) = Ni(t)−Λi(t) is an orthogonal local square-integrable martingale with respect

to the filtration Ft,i = σ{Ni(u),xi(u
+), Yi(u

+) : 0 ≤ u ≤ t}. Let Ft =
⋃n

i=1Ft,i be the

smallest σ-algebra containing Ft,i. Then M̄(t) =
∑n

i=1Mi(t) is a martingale with respect to

Ft.
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2.2 Distributed environment

Let I1, . . . , IK be a partition of [n] corresponding to indices of the datapoints in each of the

K centers. Without loss of generality, we assume that n/K is an integer called subsample

size and denoted by m, with |I1| = · · · = |IK | = m.

For the k-th center, the average negative log-partial likelihood function is

Lk(β) = − 1

m

∑
i∈Ik

∫ τ

0

{xi(t)
⊤β}dNi(t) +

1

m

∫ τ

0

log

[∑
i∈Ik

Yi(t) exp{xi(t)
⊤β}

]
dN̄k(t),

where N̄k(t) =
∑

i∈Ik Ni(t) for each k ∈ [K]. Having data split across numerous centers

further reduces the ratio of the subsample size to the dimension, and makes the study and

use of penalized methods even more crucial. In this paper, we focus on the penalty Pϑ(β) =

ϑ∥β∥1 for some tuning parameter ϑ > 0, which yields ℓ1-regularized Cox proportional hazards

regression. The corresponding estimate for β⋆ based on the full sample is given by

β̂ϑ = argmin
β∈Rp

{L(β) + ϑ∥β∥1}.

Under fairly general regularity conditions, Huang et al. (2013) established that

∥β̂ϑ − β⋆∥2 = OP

(√
|S⋆| log p

n

)
. (3)

Throughout this paper, we use β̂ϑ as the benchmark estimator in the context of distributed

learning. Our first goal is to design a distributed estimator that attains the same convergence

rate as β̂ϑ.

3 Iterative Algorithm and Convergence

In the principal center I1, a natural idea would be to approximate L(β) via the subsample

version L1(β). However, this approximation does not utilize the information across the

centers. To obtain a better trade-off between communication and computation efficiencies,

we use the gradient-enhanced loss (GEL) function (Jordan et al., 2019, Fan et al., 2021).
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More specifically, given any vector β◦ ∈ Rp, the GEL function at the central processor I1 at

β◦ is defined by

L̃1(β) = L1(β)− {∇L1(β
◦)−∇L(β◦)}⊤β.

This replaces the local gradient at the point β◦ at the principal center by the full-sample

gradient, namely ∇L̃1(β
◦) = ∇L(β◦). However, in view of (2), the exact value of ∇L(β◦)

is not computable without accessing all the data points across the K centers. Therefore, we

propose to approximate ∇L(β◦) via the following distributed version,

∇̂L(β◦) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

∇Lk(β
◦).

This can easily be communicated from each individual center to the principal center I1.

Consequently, for any initial estimator β0 of β⋆ and any t ≥ 0, we compute an estimator

βt+1 as

βt+1 = argmin
β∈Rp

[
L1(β)−

{
∇L1(βt)− ∇̂L(βt)

}⊤
β + ϑt+1∥β∥1

]
, (4)

where ϑt+1 > 0 is a regularization parameter and βt is the previous iterate. It is worth

mentioning that this estimating procedure is invariant to the possibly different baseline

hazard functions across the K centers, which are treated as nuisance parameters in the

semi-parametric modelling of Cox’s proportional hazards model. Before presenting the main

result on the convergence rate of the estimator βt+1 for t ≥ 0, we first introduce some basic

notation and regularity conditions. For any subset S ⊂ [p] and positive constant γ <∞, we

denote the convex cone C(S, γ) = {v ∈ Rp : ∥vSc∥1 ≤ γ∥vS∥1}, where Sc is the complement

of S.

Assumption 3.1. There exists a positive constant B <∞ such that

max
i∈[n]

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

∥xi(t)∥∞ ≤ B.

Assumption 3.2. There exists a constant ϱ⋆ > 0 such that

min
0 ̸=v∈C(S⋆,3)

v⊤∇2L1(β
⋆)v

∥v∥22
≥ ϱ2⋆.
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Here, we will briefly comment on these two assumptions. Assumption 3.1 is a mild

boundedness condition. It is very common in the literature on the Cox’s proportional hazards

model; see, for instance, Zhao and Li (2012), Kong and Nan (2014) and Yu et al. (2021),

among others. Assumption 3.2 is a restricted eigenvalue condition and has been justified to be

reasonable in view of Theorem 4.1 in Huang et al. (2013) which requires that |S⋆|
√
(log p)/m

be sufficiently small. Henceforth, we assume that there exists a positive constant R0 < ∞
such that |S⋆|

√
{log(pK)}/m ≤ R0. In the following lemma, we derive a non-asymptotic

upper bound for the ℓ2 error of δt = βt − β⋆ for each integer t ≥ 1, which serves as a useful

lemma to our convergence results.

Lemma 3.1. For each integer t ≥ 0, assume that

χt+1 :=
12ϑt+1B|S⋆|

ϱ2⋆
≤ 1

e
and ∥∇L1(β

⋆)−∇L1(βt) + ∇̂L(βt)∥∞ ≤ ϑt+1

2
. (5)

Then, under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, we have δt+1 ∈ C(S⋆, 3), and the upper bound

∥δt+1∥2 ≤
3ϑt+1e

√
|S⋆|

2ϱ2⋆
.

Assumption 3.3. There exists a positive constant M <∞ such that

max
i∈[n]

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|xi(t)
⊤β⋆| ≤M.

Assumption 3.4. Let Σ(t) = Cov{x(t)} denote the covariance matrix, and let Λ0(t) =∫ t

0
λ0(s)ds be the cumulative baseline hazard function. There exists a positive constant

R1 <∞ such that

λmax

(∫ τ

0

Σ(t)dΛ0(t)

)
≤ R1.

Assumption 3.5. There exists a constant ρ0 > 0 such that P{Y1(τ) = 1} ≥ ρ0.

Assumption 3.3 is a natural uniform upper bound on the true hazard (Fang et al., 2017).

In view of Assumption 3.1, a naive choice of M would be B∥β⋆∥1. Assumption 3.4 imposes

a natural upper bound on the maximum eigenvalue of the weighted covariance matrix for

the time-dependent covariate vector x(t), which is quite mild and commonly applied in the
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context of distributed learning (Battey et al., 2018, Jordan et al., 2019, Chen et al., 2020).

Assumption 3.5 is standard and states that there is a non-zero probability that subjects are

still at risk at the end of the study. See, for instance, Andersen and Gill (1982), Fan and Li

(2002), Lin and Lv (2013), Fang et al. (2017) and many others.

For simplicity of notation, we denote

Cn,p =
6η0eB

ϱ2⋆

√
|S⋆| log p

n
and Ψm,p(ω̄) =

A1

A2 exp(2Bω̄)

√
|S⋆| log(pK)

m
,

where ω̄ is defined in (9) below, A1 and A2 are positive constants depending on B,M, ρ0, R0

and R1, whose explicit expressions are given in (26).

Theorem 3.2. Let Assumptions 3.1–3.5 hold. Suppose that for each integer t ≥ 0,

ϑt+1

η0
≤ ∥∇L1(β

⋆)−∇L1(βt) + ∇̂L(βt)∥∞ ≤ ϑt+1

2
, (6)

where η0 > 2 is a positive constant. Assume that

C1|S⋆|
√

log(pK)

m
≤ A0 < 1 (7)

for some positive A0, where C1 = 3η0eA1/ϱ
2
⋆. Moreover, we assume that there exists some

positive ω̄ <∞ such that 8BΨm,p(ω̄)
√
|S⋆| ≤ 1 and

Ψm,p(ω̄) ≥ max

{
∥δ0∥2,

Cn,p
1−A0

}
, (8)

where

ω̄ = max

{
∥δ0∥1, 8

√
|S⋆|A0∥δ0∥2,

8
√
|S⋆|Cn,p

1−A0

}
. (9)

Then, with probability at least 1− 2K exp(−mρ20/2)− 2p−1 − 12.442/(pK2), we have for all

t ≥ 0, δt+1 ∈ C(S⋆, 3) and

∥δt+1∥2 ≤ At+1
0 ∥δ0∥2 +

6η0eB

(1−A0)ϱ2⋆

√
|S⋆| log p

n
. (10)

Remark 1. It is worth mentioning that Theorem 3.2 ensures supt≥0 ∥δt∥2 ≤ Ψm,p(ω̄). Indeed,

the base case with t = 0 is satisfied by (8), and by mathematical induction, if ∥δt∥2 ≤ Ψm,p(ω̄)
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for some t ≥ 0, then it follows from this induction hypothesis together with (8) and the upper

bound on ∥δt∥2 in (41) that

∥δt+1∥2 ≤ A0∥δt∥2 + Cn,p ≤ A0Ψm,p(ω̄) + (1−A0)Ψm,p(ω̄) = Ψm,p(ω̄),

so that by mathematical induction, we have supt≥0 ∥δt∥2 ≤ Ψm,p(ω̄). Combined with the

fact that δt ∈ C(S⋆, 3) for all t ≥ 1 and the definition (9) of ω̄, it is also satisfied that

supt≥0 ∥δt∥1 ≤ ω̄, which facilitates the analysis of the error bound for the sequence {δt}t≥1.

To make sure that condition (8) holds, we can enlarge A1 if needed, as Ψm,p(·) is increasing
in A1. Our results will hold as long as the corresponding condition (7) is satisfied. One

can take the initial estimator β0 to be the local ℓ1-regularized maximum partial likelihood

estimator of the principal center I1, that is,

β0 = argmin
β∈Rp

{L1(β) + ϑ0∥β∥1}, (11)

where ϑ0 > 0 is a tuning parameter. Specifically, taking ϑ0 = c0B
√

(log p)/m for some

constant c0 ≥ 8, Lemma 3.1 ensures that with probability at least 1− 2p−1,

∥δ0∥2 ≤
3c0eB

2ϱ2⋆

√
|S⋆| log p

m
.

Consequently, Theorem 3.2 ensures that for any iterate βt with t ≥ ⌈(logK)/(2 log(1/A0))⌉,
we have the following high-probability bound

∥δt∥2 ≤
{
3c0eB

2ϱ2⋆
+

6η0eB

(1−A0)ϱ2⋆

}√
|S⋆| log p

n
,

which has the same convergence rate as the full-sample estimator β̂ϑ in (3). With this initial

estimator β0, Theorem 3.2 shows that the convergence rate of the one-step estimator β1 is

∥δ1∥2 = OP

(
|S⋆|3/2K

√
(log p) log(pK)

n
+

√
|S⋆| log p

n

)
= OP

(√
|S⋆| log p

n

)
,

where the last equation follows if the number of centers K satisfies

|S⋆|
√
K log(pK)

m
≲ 1. (12)
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This is the same assumption used in Jordan et al. (2019) to obtain the optimal rate of

convergence for the one-step estimator under the conventional generalized linear model.

Compared with (12), to achieve the same convergence rate, we only require condition (7) on

the number of centers, which is a much weaker condition.

Corollary 3.3. Let β0 be defined in (11) with ϑ0 = c0B
√

(log p)/m for some constant c0 ≥ 8.

Assume that (6) is satisfied and |S⋆|
√
log(pK)/m ≤ A⋄, where A⋄ is a positive constant

depending only on c0, ϱ⋆, η0,A0,A1 and A2. Then, under the conditions of Theorem 3.2,

with probability at least 1− 2K exp(−mρ20/2)− 4/p− 12.442/(pK2), we have

sup
t≥⌈ logK

2 log(1/A0)
⌉
∥δt∥2 ≤ C0

√
|S⋆| log p

n
,

where C0 is a positive constant depending only on c0, B, ϱ⋆, η0 and A0, and its explicit ex-

pression is given in (26).

4 Distributed Statistical Inference

In this section, we consider the statistical inference of the parameter vector β⋆ in the dis-

tributed setting and propose two communication-efficient inference procedures: the first

constructs confidence interval for the linear functional c⊤β⋆ via a novel distributed bias-

corrected ℓ1-regularized estimator, where c represents a p-dimensional loading vector of in-

terest; the second focuses on testing for any coordinate element of β⋆ based on a distributed

decorrelated score test.

4.1 Inference for linear functional

We begin with the construction of a distributed bias-corrected estimator for c⊤β⋆. Recall

that β̃ = βT . Throughout this section, we use β̂ = βT+1, defined in (4) with t = T , as the

estimator for β⋆. Then, for the k-th center, we compute

ω̂k = argmin
ω∈Rp

{
ω⊤∇2Lk(β̂)ω − 2c⊤ω + ϑ⋄

k∥ω∥1
}
, (13)
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where ϑ⋄
k > 0 is a regularization parameter. Motivated by van de Geer et al. (2014), our

bias-corrected estimator for c⊤β⋆ under the distributed setting is defined as

c̃⊤β⋆ = c⊤β̂ +
1

K

K∑
k=1

ω̂⊤
k

{
∇Lk(β̃)−∇Lk(β̂)− ∇̂L(β̃)

}
, (14)

in view of (4). Let ω⋆ = (ω⋆
1, . . . , ω

⋆
p)

⊤ ∈ Rp denote the population version of ω̂k, which is

defined by H⋆ω⋆ = c, where H⋆ is the population Hessian matrix defined by

H⋆ = E
[∫ τ

0

Y1(t) exp{x1(t)
⊤β⋆}{x1(t)− e(β⋆, t)}⊗2dΛ0(t)

]
, (15)

and e(β⋆, t) = s(1)(β⋆, t)/s(0)(β⋆, t). Under the high-dimensional setting, we assume that ω⋆

is sparse. Let S⋄ = {j ∈ [p] : ω⋆
j ̸= 0} denote the support of ω⋆ and |S⋄| =

∑p
j=1 I{ω⋆

j ̸= 0}
be its cardinality. Similar to Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 3.2, we impose the following

regularity conditions to study the consistency of ω̂k, k = 1, . . . , K.

Assumption 4.1. There exists a positive constant M⋄ <∞ such that

max
i∈[n]

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|xi(t)
⊤ω⋆| ≤ M⋄.

Assumption 4.2. There exists a constant ϱ⋄ > 0 such that

min
k∈[K]

min
0̸=v∈C(S⋄,4)

v⊤∇2Lk(β
⋆)v

∥v∥22
≥ ϱ2⋄,

Lemma 4.1. Let Assumptions 3.1–4.2 hold. Take ϑ⋄
k = I0A3,⋄

√
(log p)/m for some constant

I0 ≥ 4, where A3,⋄ < ∞ is a positive constant whose explicit expression is given in (26).

Then, for each k ∈ [K], we have

∥ω̂k − ω⋆∥1 = OP

(
|S⋆|
√

log p

nK
+ |S⋄|

√
log p

m

)
. (16)

Lemma 4.1 demonstrates that the convergence rate of the estimator ω̂k consists of two

parts. The second term shares the same convergence rate as the optimal rate for the ℓ1-

regularized quadratic minimization problem, and the first term corresponds to the cost in-

duced by the estimation of β⋆.
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Theorem 4.2. Let Assumptions 3.1–4.2 hold. Assume that

M⋄

m
√
c⊤ω⋆

→ 0 and
|S⋆| log p√

m
∨ |S⋄| log p√

m
→ 0.

Then, we have

sup
z∈R

∣∣∣∣∣∣P

√
n
(
c̃⊤β⋆ − c⊤β⋆

)
√
c⊤ω⋆

≤ z

− Φ(z)

∣∣∣∣∣∣→ 0. (17)

Practically the asymptotic variance c⊤ω⋆ is typically unknown. Here we propose a

communication-efficient feasible distributed estimator for c⊤ω⋆. Recall that ω̂k is a ℓ1-

regularized estimator for ω⋆ given in (13) for each k ∈ [K]. Inspired by the similar idea of

debiasing the linear functional in (14), we define a distributed debiased estimator for c⊤ω⋆

based on ω̂1, . . . , ω̂K as

ĉ⊤ω⋆ =
1

K

K∑
k=1

{
2c⊤ω̂k − ω̂k∇2Lk(β̂)ω̂k

}
. (18)

Lemma 4.3. Under the conditions of Lemma 4.1, we have∣∣∣∣∣ ĉ⊤ω⋆

c⊤ω⋆
− 1

∣∣∣∣∣ = OP

(√
|S⋆| log p

n
+

|S⋄| log p
m

)
. (19)

Theorem 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 together yield

sup
z∈R

∣∣∣∣∣∣P

√
n
(
c̃⊤β⋆ − c⊤β⋆

)
√
ĉ⊤ω⋆

≤ z

− Φ(z)

∣∣∣∣∣∣→ 0.

Consequently, for any significance level α ∈ (0, 1), a 100(1− α)% confidence interval for the

linear functional c⊤β⋆ is defined by

CI1−α

(
c⊤β⋆

)
=

c̃⊤β⋆ − z1−α/2

√
ĉ⊤ω⋆

n
, c̃⊤β⋆ + z1−α/2

√
ĉ⊤ω⋆

n

 ,
where z1−α/2 is the (1− α/2)-th quantile of the standard normal distribution. In particular,

by taking c to be a canonical basis vector, our methodology yields distributed confidence

intervals for the individual parameters β⋆
j , j = 1, . . . , p.
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4.2 Decorrelated score test

Denote β⋆ = (ν⋆,γ⋆⊤)⊤ ∈ Rp, where ν⋆ ∈ R and γ⋆ ∈ Rp−1. Without loss of generality, we

consider testing the hypothesis

H0 : ν
⋆ = 0 versus H1 : ν

⋆ ̸= 0. (20)

In the low-dimensional setting, we can utilize the traditional score test. Specifically, let

γ̂0 = argminγ∈Rp−1 L(0,γ) denote the maximum partial likelihood estimate for γ⋆ under the

constraint that ν = 0. Under regularity conditions and the null hypothesis, it can be shown

that
√
n∇νL(0, γ̂0)

σν

d→ N (0, 1), as n→ ∞, (21)

where ∇ν means taking partial derivative with respect to the variable ν and σ2
ν = H⋆

νν −
H⋆⊤

γνH⋆−1
γγ H⋆

γν is the asymptotic variance. However, in high dimensions, the asymptotic

distribution in (21) becomes intractable with γ̂0 replaced by some commonly-used regularized

estimator for γ⋆ (Ning and Liu, 2017, Fang et al., 2017). To resolve this issue, Fang et al.

(2017) introduced the following decorrelated score test statistic for β = (ν,γ⊤)⊤,

π⋆(ν,γ) = ∇νL(ν,γ)−w⋆⊤∇γL(ν,γ), (22)

where w⋆ ∈ Rp−1 is the solution of H⋆
γγw

⋆ = H⋆
γν . In the distributed setting, the primary

goal of this section is to propose a distributed decorrelated score test for (20).

In what follows, we write β̂ = (ν̂, γ̂⊤)⊤ and assume that w⋆ is sparse and denote its

support by S♯. Then, for the k-th center, we estimate w⋆ via

ŵk = argmin
w∈Rp−1

{
w⊤∇2

γγLk(β̂)w − 2w⊤∇2
νγLk(β̂) + ϑ♯

k∥w∥1
}
, (23)

where ϑ♯
k > 0 is a regularization parameter. Motivated by (22), the distributed decorrelated

score test statistic for (20) is then defined by

π̄(0, γ̂) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

{
∇νL̃k(0, γ̂)− ŵ⊤

k ∇γL̃k(0, γ̂)
}
,

where L̃k(β) = Lk(β) − {∇Lk(β̃) − ∇̂L(β̃)}⊤β, k = 1, . . . , K, are the estimated GEL

functions across the centers. Denote w̃⋆ = (1,−w⋆⊤)⊤ ∈ Rp.
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Assumption 4.3. There exists a positive constant M♯ <∞ such that

max
i∈[n]

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|xi(t)
⊤w̃⋆| ≤ M♯.

Assumption 4.4. There exists a constant ϱ♯ > 0 such that

min
k∈[K]

min
0 ̸=v∈C(S♯,4)

v⊤∇2Lk(β
⋆)v

∥v∥22
≥ ϱ2♯ ,

In the following theorem, we establish the central limit theorem for the proposed test

statistic π̄(0, γ̂). Observe that σ2
ν = H⋆

νν −H⋆⊤
γνw

⋆ as w⋆ = H⋆−1
γγ H⋆

γν . Similar to (18), our

distributed estimator for σ2
ν is defined by

σ̂2
ν =

1

K

K∑
k=1

{
∇2

ννLk(β̂)− 2∇2
γνLk(β̂)

⊤ŵk + ŵ⊤
k ∇2

γγLk(β̂)ŵk

}
.

Theorem 4.4. Let Assumptions 3.1–3.5 and 4.3–4.4 hold. Assume that

M♯

mσν
→ 0 and

|S⋆| log p√
m

∨ |S♯| log p√
m

→ 0. (24)

Then, under the null hypothesis ν⋆ = 0, we have

sup
z∈R

∣∣∣∣P{√
nπ̄(0, γ̂)

σ̂ν
≤ z

}
− Φ(z)

∣∣∣∣→ 0. (25)

For any significance level α ∈ (0, 1), the level-α test for (20) is defined by

ψα = I
{∣∣∣∣√nπ̄(0, γ̂)σ̂ν

∣∣∣∣ > z1−α/2

}
,

and we reject the null hypothesis H0 whenever ψα = 1.

Remark 2. It is worth mentioning that unlike the bias-corrected estimator c̃⊤β⋆ in (14),

which relies on the KKT condition (van de Geer et al., 2014) of (4) with t = T , construction

of the decorrelated score test statistic π̄(0, γ̂) is more flexible, allowing for the use of any

feasible estimator under the distributed setting. In particular, the distribution theory in

Theorem 4.4 remains valid for π̄(0,γ⋄) as long as γ⋄ ∈ Rp−1 exhibits the same convergence

rate as that of γ̂. The interested readers are referred to Ning and Liu (2017), Fang et al.

(2017) and Battey et al. (2018) for further discussions.
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5 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we present the results of simulations and real data analysis assessing the

performance of our iterative distributed estimation and inference procedures, and their com-

parison with the full-sample, the one-center, the average and the average-debiased LASSO

estimators, respectively denoted by β̂ϑ, β0, βa and βd. We now define these estimators. The

full-sample estimator is the benchmark, and uses all the dataset at once. Without loss of

generality, the one-center estimator uses only the data from the first center. The average

estimator is defined as a simple average of K local estimators. Due to the lack of literature

on communication-efficient distributed learning for Cox’s model, we construct an estimator

corresponding to the idea of averaging the debiased estimators, and we will see that our own

procedures have superior performance. More precisely, on the one hand Battey et al. (2018)

proposed distributed inference, but for generalized linear models; and on the other hand Yu

et al. (2021) studied inference for Cox’s model using the CLIME estimator (Cai et al., 2011),

but in a non-distributed setting. Note that the computational complexity for this estimator

is huge due to the CLIME step. For example, with the setting of Section 5.1 and K = 8

centers, the median computation time for estimation followed by hypothesis testing is 16

seconds on each center for our communication-efficient distributed algorithm, while it is 196

seconds on each center for the average-debiased estimator. The full-sample estimation and

hypothesis testing process, using all data at once, has a median computation time of 18

seconds. We merge the approaches from Section 3.1.2 of Battey et al. (2018) and Section

2.2 of Yu et al. (2021) to construct the average-debiased estimator for Cox’s model.

5.1 Simulations

To be able to compute the iterated estimators βt in (4), we cannot simply use glmnet

due to the linear correction term appearing in the gradient-enhanced loss. Instead, we

extend a penalized weighted least squares algorithm, inspired by Simon et al. (2011), and we

incorporate the linear correction. For our inference algorithms, we also use CVXR (Fu et al.,

2020) when minimizing the penalized quadratic forms (13) and (23).
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For our experiments based on simulated data, the number of centers is K ∈ {2, 4, 8}. The
covariates are independently drawn from the p-dimensional standard multivariate Gaussian

distribution where each entry’s absolute value is clipped at one. We use the sample size n =

1000, dimension p = 50, and a constant baseline hazard function λ0(t) = 1. Therefore the

conditional survival time T | x is an exponential random variable with parameter exp(x⊤β⋆)

where x is the covariate vector. We set the distribution of the conditional censoring time

C | x to be exponential with parameter 3
7
exp(x⊤β⋆). This ensures approximately 30% of

the samples to be censored on average. We simulate 400 i.i.d replications. In the Appendix,

additional simulated experiments for n = 240 with a 50% censoring rate and p = 300

demonstrate the performance of our algorithms.

5.1.1 Estimation

We consider β⋆ = (0, 2, 2, 2,0⊤
p−4)

⊤, where 0p−4 is the zero vector of dimension p − 4. In

Figure 1, we display median estimation errors as a function of the iteration t ∈ {0, . . . , 10}.
In Figure 1a, the decreasing curves are ∥βt−β⋆∥2 for 3 values of K, where K represents the

number of centers. As expected from our theory, the more we iterate, the lower the estimation

error, and the estimator tends to be as good as the full-sample benchmark when sufficiently

iterated. In Figure 1b, we display the median estimation error of multiple estimators for

K = 8 centers; our procedure improves upon all.
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Figure 1: Median estimation error as a function of the iteration t. (a) For our iterated estimator,

with 3 choices of K. The horizontal solid black line is the benchmark ∥β̂ϑ−β⋆∥2, which has access

to the full data. (b) For multiple estimators, with K = 8 centers.
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(a) K = 2 centers
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(b) K = 8 centers

Figure 2: Q-Q plots of the p-values under H0. “10 iterations” (respectively “Full-sample”,

“One-center”, “Avg-deb”) represents the test based on β10 (respectively β̂ϑ, β0, βd).

5.1.2 Hypothesis testing

For the inference part, we take β⋆ = (ν⋆,γ⋆⊤)⊤, where ν⋆ ∈ R and γ⋆ = (2, 2, 2,0⊤
p−4)

⊤ ∈
Rp−1. We consider testing the hypothesis

H0 : ν
⋆ = 0 versus H1 : ν

⋆ ̸= 0.

We compare our test with three other tests: the decorrelated score test based on the bench-

mark estimator β̂ϑ, the decorrelated score test based on the first center estimator β0 which

uses m = n/K points, and the test based on the average-debiased estimator βd.

Under H0, the p-values theoretically follow a Uniform (0, 1) distribution. Figure 2 dis-

plays Q-Q plots of the p-values against their theoretical distribution, for K ∈ {2, 8}. We

see that the distribution is indeed close to uniform. The p-values coming from our testing

methodology and from the full-sample estimator β̂ϑ follow the Uniform (0, 1) distribution

more closely than the p-values coming from the one-center and the average-debiased estima-

tors, and this is more visible when K takes large values.

21



0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.10

Number of centers

S
iz

e

2 4 8

10 iterations
Full−sample
One−center
Avg−deb

(a) Size

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Number of centers

P
ow

er

2 4 8

10 iterations
Full−sample
One−center
Avg−deb

(b) Power

Figure 3: Size and power as functions of the number of centers. “10 iterations” (respectively

“Full-sample”, “One-center”, “Avg-deb”) represents the test based on β10 (respectively β̂ϑ,

β0, βd).
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We now specify the significance level α = 0.05. In Figure 3, we show the estimated size

and power of the various tests, along with ±2 standard error bars. The estimated size of

all testing procedures are smaller than the nominal level, and our estimated test size is the

closest to α. To estimate the power of the various tests, we take ν⋆ = 0.15. For any number

of centers, our test is as powerful as the test based on the full-sample estimator β̂ϑ and

significantly more powerful than both the test based on β0 and the one based on βd.

5.1.3 Linear functional

In this section, we present results obtained on the confidence interval for the linear func-

tional c⊤β⋆. We take β⋆ = (0, 2, 2, 2,0⊤
p−4)

⊤ and c = (1,0⊤
p−1)

⊤, and consider α = 0.05,

which corresponds to a 95% confidence interval. The estimated coverage probability and

median interval width based on 400 replications are displayed in Figure 4. We note that all

confidence intervals slightly overcover, with our confidence interval having an estimated cov-

erage probability closer to 95% than the ones based on other estimators. The widths of the

confidence intervals based on β10, β̂ϑ and βd are very close, while β0 delivers a substantially

wider confidence interval, which is therefore less informative.

5.2 Real data analysis

We now use a real dataset, namely the diffuse large-B-cell lymphoma (DLBCL) dataset1 of

Rosenwald et al. (2002) to evaluate our methodology. Gene-expression profiles, with a total

of 7399 microarray features, are related to survival time. A sample of 240 patients with

untreated DLBCL is available in this study, of which 138 died. We preprocess the dataset

as follows. The missing values for each covariate are replaced by the median of the observed

values for this predictor, and we standardize the data. Moreover, we remove from our study

the five patients who have follow-up time equal to zero.

We study the predictive performance of the procedures, using the concordance (C)-

index (Harrell et al., 1982, 1996) to this end. The C-index is the proportion of all usable

patient pairs whose predictions and outcomes are concordant, that is when the patient whose

1The dataset is available at https://llmpp.nih.gov/DLBCL/.
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Figure 4: Estimated coverage probability and median interval width of the confidence interval

for c⊤β⋆ and α = 0.05, as a function of the number of centers. “10 iterations” (respectively

“Full-sample”, “One-center”, “Avg-deb”) represents the test based on β10 (respectively β̂ϑ,

β0, βd).
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estimated risk is lowest in the pair survives longer. Due to censoring, we use an inverse prob-

ability weighting adjustment (Uno et al., 2011). C-index values are between 0 and 1, and

0.5 would mean that a fitted model has no predictive discrimination. We randomly split

the dataset into training and testing sets in 0.8 and 0.2 proportion. Using the training set,

we then perform univariate screening to obtain the top 300 predictors, and we apply the

procedures on 4 centers. The out-of-sample C-index of the fitted models is computed thanks

to the testing set. We repeat this whole procedure 400 times, and the average values along

with standard errors are given in Table 1. We observe that our iterated estimator has a

better predictive performance than all other estimators.

Table 1: Out-of-sample C-index.

Iterated (3 iterations) Full-sample One-center Average-debiased

Average 0.583 0.581 0.510 0.533

Standard error 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.003

6 Conclusion

We proposed communication-efficient distributed estimation and inference algorithms for

Cox’s proportional hazards model. Under very mild conditions, we prove that our iterative

estimator of the population parameter vector matches the ideal full-sample estimator after

only a few rounds of communication. In the context of inference for linear functionals and

hypothesis testing in the distributed framework, our central limit theorems and consistent

variance estimators yield asymptotically valid confidence intervals and hypothesis tests. In

addition to their validity, our intervals have smaller width and our tests are more powerful

than alternative methods, and match the performance of the ones based on the full-sample

estimator.
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Appendix

A Additional notation

We give here the expressions of the constants we defined in Section 3 and Section 4.

A1 = 8
√
6B2 + 32

√
6 exp(M)B2Λ0(τ) +

768R0 exp(3M)B2Λ0(τ)

ρ0
,

A2 =
8 exp(3M)B

ρ0
R1 +

512
√
6R0 exp(2M)B3

ρ0
{1 + exp(M)Λ0(τ)},

C0 =
3c0eB

2ϱ2⋆
+

6η0eB

(1−A0)ϱ2⋆
,

A3,⋄ = 2BM⋄ + 8 exp(M)BM⋄Λ0(τ) +
64R0 exp(3M)BM⋄Λ0(τ)

ρ0
,

A3,♯ = 2BM♯ + 8 exp(M)BM♯Λ0(τ) +
64R0 exp(3M)BM♯Λ0(τ)

ρ0
. (26)

We remind quantities appearing in L(β), ∇L(β) and ∇2L(β), and introduce their pop-

ulation counterparts.

S(ℓ)(β, t) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

Yi(t){xi(t)}⊗ℓ exp{xi(t)
⊤β} and s(ℓ)(β, t) = E{S(ℓ)(β, t)}, for ℓ = 0, 1, 2,

X (β, t) =
S(1)(β, t)

S(0)(β, t)
and e(β, t) =

s(1)(β, t)

s(0)(β, t)
,

V(β, t) =
S(2)(β, t)

S(0)(β, t)
−X (β, t)⊗2 and v(β, t) =

s(2)(β, t)

s(0)(β, t)
− e(β, t)⊗2.

B Intermediate results and proofs

In this section, we present results that will be used in the proofs of both Section 3 and

Section 4.

Lemma B.1 (Lemma 3.2 in Huang et al. (2013)). For any vectors β,ω ∈ Rp, let D1(β +

ω,β) = ω⊤{∇L1(β + ω)−∇L1(β)}. We have

exp(−ηω)ω⊤∇2L1(β)ω ≤ D1(β + ω,β) ≤ exp(ηω)ω
⊤∇2L1(β)ω,
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where ηω = maxt∈[0,τ ] max1≤i,j≤m |ω⊤{xi(t)− xj(t)}|. Moreover,

exp(−2ηω)∇2L1(β) ≼ ∇2L1(β + ω) ≼ exp(2ηω)∇2L1(β).

Lemma B.2 (Lemma 3.3 in Huang et al. (2013)). Let {αi(s), s ∈ [0, τ ]}ni=1 be predictable

processes with values in [−1, 1] and fn(t) = n−1
∑n

i=1

∫ t

0
αi(s)dMi(s). Then, for all C0 > 0,

P

(
sup
0≤t≤τ

|fn(t)| > C0x,
n∑

i=1

∫ τ

0

Yi(t)dNi(t) ≤ C2
0n

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−nx

2

2

)
.

Lemma B.3. Let ∆(δ) = ∇2L(β⋆ + δ) − ∇2L(β⋆) and ω0 > 0. Under Assumptions 3.1,

3.3 and 3.5, we have

P

{
sup

0<∥δ∥1≤ω0

∥∆(δ)δ∥∞
D1u∥δ∥21 +D2∥δ∥22

>
4 exp(2M⋄)B

ρ0

}
≤ 4p2 exp

(
−nu

2

2

)
+ 2 exp

(
−nρ

2
0

2

)
,

(27)

where M⋄ =M +Bω0,

D1 = 4B2{1 + exp(M)Λ0(τ)} and D2 = exp(M)λmax

{∫ τ

0

Σ(t)dΛ0(t)

}
.

Remark 3. Under the same conditions as in Lemma B.3, for any vector α ∈ Rp such that

supt∈[0,τ ] |x(t)⊤α| ≤Mα, we have

P

{
sup

0<∥δ∥1≤ω0

∥α⊤∆(δ)δ∥∞
D1u∥δ∥21 +D2∥δ∥22

>
4 exp(2M⋄)Mα

ρ0

}
≤ 4p exp

(
−nu

2

2

)
+ 2 exp

(
−nρ

2
0

2

)
,

(28)

Proof of Lemma B.3. By Assumptions 3.1 and 3.3, for any βθ = β⋆ + θδ with 0 ≤ θ ≤ 1,

max
i∈[n]

|xi(t)
⊤βθ| ≤ max

i∈[n]
|xi(t)

⊤β⋆|+max
i∈[n]

∥xi(t)∥∞∥βθ − β⋆∥1

≤M + θBω0 ≤M⋄. (29)

For simplicity of notation, we write ∆∞(δ) = ∥{∇2L(β⋆ + δ)−∇2L(β⋆)}δ∥∞ and

ωi(β, t) =
Yi(t) exp{xi(t)

⊤β}∑n
ℓ=1 Yℓ(t) exp{xℓ(t)⊤β}

, i = 1, . . . , n.
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With this notation, we have

∆∞(δ) =

∥∥∥∥ 1n
∫ τ

0

{V(β⋆ + δ, t)−V(β⋆, t)}δdN̄(t)

∥∥∥∥
∞
,

where for any β ∈ Rp and t ∈ [0, τ ],

V(β, t) =
n∑

i=1

ωi(β, t)xi(t)xi(t)
⊤ −

{
n∑

i=1

ωi(β, t)xi(t)

}{
n∑

ℓ=1

ωℓ(β, t)xℓ(t)
⊤

}

=
n∑

i=1

ωi(β, t)

{
xi(t)−

n∑
ℓ=1

ωℓ(β, t)xℓ(t)

}⊗2

=:
n∑

i=1

ωi(β, t)x̃i(β, t)
⊗2. (30)

Elementary calculations imply that the gradient of ωi(β, t) with respect to β is

∇ωi(β, t) = ωi(β, t)

{
xi(t)−

n∑
ℓ=1

ωℓ(β, t)xℓ(t)

}
= ωi(β, t)x̃i(β, t). (31)

Write {V(β⋆ + δ, t)−V(β⋆, t)}δ = {ε1(t), . . . , εp(t)}⊤. Then, for each j ∈ [p], by the mean

value theorem,

εj(t) =

p∑
k=1

{Vjk(β⋆ + δ, t)− Vjk(β
⋆, t)}δk =

p∑
k=1

δ⊤∇Vjk(β⋆ + θjδ, t)δk

for some θj ∈ [0, 1]. In view of (30), we have

εj(t) =

p∑
k=1

δ⊤

{
n∑

i=1

∇ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ij(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ik(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)

}
δk

+

p∑
k=1

δ⊤

{
n∑

i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)∇x̃ij(β⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ik(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)

}
δk

+

p∑
k=1

δ⊤

{
n∑

i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ij(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)∇x̃ik(β⋆ + θjδ, t)

}
δk.

For each j ∈ [p], we observe that

n∑
i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ij(β

⋆ + θjδ, t) = 0, (32)
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and that the gradient vector

∇x̃ij(β⋆ + θjδ, t) = ∇

{
xij(t)−

n∑
ℓ=1

ωℓ(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)xℓj(t)

}

= −
n∑

ℓ=1

∇ωℓ(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)xℓj(t)

is independent of the index i ∈ [n]. Hence we have

p∑
k=1

δ⊤

{
n∑

i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)∇x̃ij(β⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ik(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)

}
δk = 0,

p∑
k=1

δ⊤

{
n∑

i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ij(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)∇x̃ik(β⋆ + θjδ, t)

}
δk = 0.

Consequently, by (31), we obtain

εj(t) =

p∑
k=1

δ⊤

{
n∑

i=1

∇ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ij(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ik(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)

}
δk

=

p∑
k=1

δ⊤

{
n∑

i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃i(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ij(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ik(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)

}
δk

=
n∑

i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)x̃ij(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)
{
x̃i(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)
⊤δ
}2
. (33)

Recall that E0(·) = · − E(·). By Assumption 3.1 and (32),

max
j∈[p]

|εj(t)| ≤ 2Bmax
j∈[p]

n∑
i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)

{
x̃i(β

⋆ + θjδ, t)
⊤δ
}2

≤ 2Bmax
j∈[p]

n∑
i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)

[
E0{xi(t)}⊤δ

]2
,

where the second inequality follows from the fact that a weighted average minimizes the

empirical weighted mean squared error. This implies that

∆∞(δ) ≤ 2B

n

∫ τ

0

max
j∈[p]

n∑
i=1

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)

[
E0{xi(t)}⊤δ

]2
dN̄(t)

≤ 2B

n
max
i∈[n]

max
j∈[p]

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t)

∫ τ

0

n∑
i=1

[
E0{xi(t)}⊤δ

]2
dN̄(t).
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We first upper bound ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t). Define

E =

{
n∑

i=1

Yi(τ) >
nρ0
2

}
. (34)

Since Y1(τ), . . . , Yn(τ) are i.i.d. random variables with 0 ≤ Yi(τ) ≤ 1 and P(Y1(τ) = 1) ≥ ρ0,

it follows from Hoeffding’s inequality that

P(E) ≥ 1− exp

(
−nρ

2
0

2

)
.

Under E , it follows from (29) that

max
i∈[n]

max
j∈[p]

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

ωi(β
⋆ + θjδ, t) ≤

exp(2M⋄)∑n
ℓ=1 Yℓ(τ)

≤ 2 exp(2M⋄)

nρ0
.

Consequently, we obtain

∆∞(δ) ≤ 4 exp(2M⋄)B

nρ0

∫ τ

0

δ⊤Σ̂(t)δdN̄(t), where Σ̂(t) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

E0{xi(t)}E0{xi(t)}⊤.

Recall that dMi(t) = dNi(t) − Yi(t) exp{xi(t)
⊤β⋆}dΛ0(t) and M̄(t) =

∑n
i=1Mi(t). Hence

dN̄(t) = dM̄(t) + nS(0)(β⋆, t)dΛ0(t) and∫ τ

0

δ⊤Σ̂(t)δdN̄(t) =

∫ τ

0

δ⊤Σ̂(t)δdM̄(t) + n

∫ τ

0

δ⊤Σ̂(t)δS(0)(β⋆, t)dΛ0(t)

≤
∥∥∥∥∫ τ

0

Σ̂(t)dM̄(t)

∥∥∥∥
max

∥δ∥21 + n

∫ τ

0

δ⊤Σ̂(t)δS(0)(β⋆, t)dΛ0(t)

=: ∆1∥δ∥21 +∆2(δ).

We first bound ∆1. By Assumption 3.1, we have supt∈[0,τ ] ∥Σ̂(t)∥max ≤ 4B2. Hence, for any

u > 0, it follows from Lemma B.2 that

P(∆1 > 4B2u) ≤ 2p2 exp

(
−u2

2n

)
.

We now upper bound ∆2(δ). By Assumptions 3.1 and 3.3,

∆2(δ) ≤ n exp(M)

∫ τ

0

δ⊤Σ̂(t)δdΛ0(t)

= n exp(M)

∫ τ

0

δ⊤
{
Σ̂(t)−Σ(t)

}
δdΛ0(t) + n exp(M)

∫ τ

0

δ⊤Σ(t)δdΛ0(t)

≤ n exp(M)

∥∥∥∥∫ τ

0

{
Σ̂(t)−Σ(t)

}
dΛ0(t)

∥∥∥∥
max

∥δ∥21

+ n exp(M)λmax

(∫ τ

0

Σ(t)dΛ0(t)

)
∥δ∥22.
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By Assumption 3.1 and Hoeffding’s inequality,

P
(∥∥∥∥∫ τ

0

{
Σ̂(t)−Σ(t)

}
dΛ0(t)

∥∥∥∥
max

> 4B2Λ0(τ)u

)
≤ 2p2 exp

(
−nu

2

2

)
.

Putting all these pieces together, we obtain (27).

Lemma B.4. Let Assumptions 3.3 and 3.5 hold. For any vectors ϕ1,ϕ2 ∈ Rp, we assume

that there exist M1 > 0 and M2 > 0 such that

max
i∈[n]

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|xi(t)
⊤ϕ1| ≤M1 and max

i∈[n]
sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|xi(t)
⊤ϕ2| ≤M2. (35)

For some χ0 > 0, we define

E0 =
{

inf
t∈[0,τ ]

S(0)(β⋆, t) > χ0

}
.

Let ∆n = ∇2L(β⋆)−H⋆ where H⋆ is defined in (15). Then, for any u, v > 0, we have

P
({

|ϕ⊤
1 ∆nϕ2| > A1u+ A2v

}
∩ E0

)
≤ 4 exp

(
−nu

2

2

)
+ 4.442 exp

(
− nv

2 + 2
√
v/3

)
, (36)

where

A1 =M1M2 + 4 exp(M)M1M2Λ0(τ) and A2 =
4 exp(2M)M1M2Λ0(τ)

χ0

.

Proof of Lemma B.4. For simplicity of notation, write

V⋄(β
⋆, t) =

n∑
i=1

ωi(β
⋆, t){xi(t)− e(β⋆, t)}⊗2.

Recall that
∑n

i=1 ωi(β
⋆, t)x̃i(β

⋆, t) = 0. Hence

V(β⋆, t) = V⋄(β
⋆, t)−

{
S(1)(β⋆, t)

S(0)(β⋆, t)
− e(β⋆, t)

}⊗2

.

Consequently, we obtain

∇2L(β⋆) =
1

n

∫ τ

0

V(β⋆, t)dM̄(t) +

∫ τ

0

V(β⋆, t)S(0)(β⋆, t)dΛ0(t)

=
1

n

∫ τ

0

V(β⋆, t)dM̄(t) +

∫ τ

0

V⋄(β
⋆, t)S(0)(β⋆, t)dΛ0(t)

−
∫ τ

0

{
S(1)(β⋆, t)

S(0)(β⋆, t)
− e(β⋆, t)

}⊗2

S(0)(β⋆, t)dΛ0(t)

=: W1(β
⋆) +Hn(β

⋆)−W2(β
⋆)
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In view of (30), it follows from (35) that

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|ϕ⊤
1 V(β⋆, t)ϕ2| ≤ sup

t∈[0,τ ]

√{
ϕ⊤

1 V(β⋆, t)ϕ1

}{
ϕ⊤

2 V(β⋆, t)ϕ2

}
≤M1M2.

Then, by Lemma B.2, for any u > 0,

P
(
|ϕ⊤

1 W1(β
⋆)ϕ2| > M1M2u

)
≤ 2 exp

(
−nu

2

2

)
.

By (35) and Assumption 3.3,

ϕ⊤
1 Hn(β

⋆)ϕ2 =
1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

Yi(t) exp{xi(t)
⊤β⋆}ϕ⊤

1 {xi(t)− e(β⋆, t)}⊗2ϕ2dΛ0(t)

is an average of i.i.d. random variables which are bounded by 4 exp(M)M1M2Λ0(τ). Hence,

by Hoeffding’s inequality,

P
{
|ϕ⊤

1 Hn(β
⋆)ϕ2 − ϕ⊤

1 H⋆ϕ2| > 4 exp(M)M1M2Λ0(τ)u
}
≤ 2 exp

(
−nu

2

2

)
.

We now bound |ϕ⊤
1 W2(β

⋆)ϕ2|. Under E0, we have

ϕ⊤
1 W2(β

⋆)ϕ2 =

∫ τ

0

ϕ⊤
1

{
S(1)(β⋆, t)− S(0)(β⋆, t)e(β⋆, t)

}⊗2
ϕ2

1

S(0)(β⋆, t)
dΛ0(t)

≤ 1

χ0

∫ τ

0

ϕ⊤
1

{
S(1)(β⋆, t)− S(0)(β⋆, t)e(β⋆, t)

}⊗2
ϕ2dΛ0(t)

≤ 1

χ0

√∫ τ

0

ϕ⊤
1 {S(1)(β⋆, t)− S(0)(β⋆, t)e(β⋆, t)}⊗2

ϕ1dΛ0(t)

×

√∫ τ

0

ϕ⊤
2 {S(1)(β⋆, t)− S(0)(β⋆, t)e(β⋆, t)}⊗2

ϕ2dΛ0(t)

=:
1

χ0

√
Φ1Φ2.

Observe that

ϕ⊤
1

{
S(1)(β⋆, t)− S(0)(β⋆, t)e(β⋆, t)

}
=

1

n

n∑
i=1

Yi(t) exp{xi(t)
⊤β⋆}ϕ⊤

1 {xi(t)− e(β⋆, t)}

is an average of i.i.d. zero-mean random variables with

|Yi(t) exp{xi(t)
⊤β⋆}ϕ⊤

1 {xi(t)− e(β⋆, t)}| ≤ 2 exp(M)M1.
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Hence, by Lemma 4.2 in Huang et al. (2013) and (35), for any v > 0,

PΦ,1 := P
(
Φ1 > 4 exp(2M)M2

1Λ0(τ)v
)
≤ 2.221 exp

(
− nv

2 + 2
√
v/3

)
.

Similarly, we have

PΦ,2 := P
(
Φ2 > 4 exp(2M)M2

2Λ0(τ)v
)
≤ 2.221 exp

(
− nv

2 + 2
√
v/3

)
.

Consequently, we obtain

P
(
|ϕ⊤

1 W2(β
⋆)ϕ2| >

4 exp(2M)M1M2Λ0(τ)v

χ0

)
≤ PΦ,1 + PΦ,2 ≤ 4.442 exp

(
− nv

2 + 2
√
v/3

)
.

Putting all these pieces together, we obtain (36).

C Proofs of results in Section 3

C.1 Proof of Lemma 3.1

Proof of Lemma 3.1. For simplicity of notation, we omit the subscript of δt+1 in this proof.

By Lemma 3.1 in Huang et al. (2013) and (5), we have

max

{
D1(β

⋆ + δ,β⋆),
ϑt+1

2
∥δSc

⋆
∥1
}

≤ D1(β
⋆ + δ,β⋆) +

ϑt+1

2
∥δSc

⋆
∥1 ≤

3ϑt+1

2
∥δS⋆∥1. (37)

Therefore δ ∈ C(S⋆, 3) and D1(β
⋆ + δ,β⋆) ≤ 3ϑt+1∥δS⋆∥1/2 ≤ 3ϑt+1

√
|S⋆|∥δ∥2/2. As

L1(β) is convex, it follows that D1(β
⋆ + δ,β⋆) ≥ θ−1D1(βθ,β

⋆) for any θ ∈ (0, 1], where

βθ = β⋆ + θδ. Consequently, by Lemma B.1, Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2,

3ϑt+1

√
|S⋆|

2
∥δ∥2 ≥ θ exp

(
−θ max

t∈[0,τ ]
max

1≤i,j≤m
|δ⊤xi(t)− δ⊤xj(t)|

)
δ⊤∇2L1(β

⋆)δ

≥ θ exp
(
−8θB

√
|S⋆|∥δ∥2

)
δ⊤∇2L1(β

⋆)δ

≥ θ exp
(
−8θB

√
|S⋆|∥δ∥2

)
ϱ2⋆∥δ∥22.
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Therefore, for any θ ∈ (0, 1], we have

8θB
√

|S⋆|∥δ∥2 exp
(
−8θB

√
|S⋆|∥δ∥2

)
≤ 12ϑt+1|S⋆|B

ϱ2⋆
= χt+1.

As χt+1 < e−1, it follows that 8B
√
|S⋆|∥δ∥2 ≤ ϖt+1, where ϖt+1 is the smaller solution of

equation ϖt+1 exp(−ϖt+1) = χt+1. Consequently, we obtain

∥δ∥2 ≤
ϖt+1

8B
√

|S⋆|
=

exp(ϖt+1)χt+1

8B
√

|S⋆|
=

3 exp(ϖt+1)ϑt+1

√
|S⋆|

2ϱ2⋆
≤

3ϑt+1e
√

|S⋆|
2ϱ2⋆

and

D1(β
⋆ + δ,β⋆) ≤

3ϑt+1

√
|S⋆|

2
∥δ∥2 ≤

9ϑ2
t+1e|S⋆|
4ϱ2⋆

.

C.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Proof of Theorem 3.2. For each t ≥ 0, by (6) and the proof of Lemma 3.1,

∥δt+1∥2 ≤
3η0e

√
|S⋆|

2ϱ2⋆
Υt and D1(βt+1,β

⋆) ≤ 9η20e|S⋆|
4ϱ2⋆

Υ2
t ,

where Υt = ∥∇L1(β
⋆) − ∇L1(βt) + ∇̂L(βt)∥∞. By Lemma B.3, with probability at least

1− 2K exp(−mρ20/2)− 4/(pK2), we have

Υt ≤ ∥∇̂2L(β⋆)−∇2L1(β
⋆)∥max∥δt∥1 + ∥∇̂L(β⋆)∥∞ +A2 exp(2Bω̄)∥δt∥22, (38)

where ∇̂2L(β⋆) = K−1
∑K

k=1 ∇2Lk(β
⋆). By Lemma B.4, with probability at least 1 −

2K exp(−mρ20/2)− 8.442/(pK2), we have

∥∇̂2L(β⋆)−∇2L1(β
⋆)∥max ≤ 2 max

k∈[K]
∥∇2Lk(β

⋆)−H⋆∥max ≤
A1

4

√
log(pK)

m
.

We now bound ∥∇̂L(β⋆)∥∞. We have

∇̂L(β⋆) = − 1

n

K∑
k=1

∑
i∈Ik

∫ τ

0

{xi(t)−Xk(β
⋆, t)}dMi(t). (39)
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By Assumption 3.1 and Lemma B.2,

P
(
∥∇̂L(β⋆)∥∞ > 4B

√
(log p)/n

)
≤ 2

p
. (40)

Putting all these pieces together, we obtain

∥δt+1∥2 ≤
3η0e

√
|S⋆|

2ϱ2⋆

(
A1

√
|S⋆| log(pK)

m
∥δt∥2 + 4B

√
log p

n
+A2 exp(2Bω̄)∥δt∥22

)
, (41)

Consequently, we have ∥δt+1∥2 ≤ A0∥δt∥2 + Cn,p for each t ≥ 0. Consequently, as A0 < 1,

we obtain

∥δt+1∥2 ≤ At+1
0 ∥δ0∥2 + Cn,p

∑
s≤t

As
0 ≤ At+1

0 ∥δ0∥2 +
Cn,p

1−A0

and

D1(βt+1,β
⋆) ≤ 1

e
(A0∥δt∥2 + Cn,p)2 ≤

1

e

(
At+1

0 ∥δ0∥2 +
Cn,p

1−A0

)2

.

D Proofs of results in Section 4

D.1 Proof of Lemma 4.1

We first prove a more general result, which relates bounds on the estimation of ω⋆ to bounds

on the estimation of β⋆.

Lemma D.1. Let Assumptions 3.1–4.1 hold. Let ω̂ ∈ Rp be the solution of

ω̂ = argmin
ω∈Rp

{
ω⊤∇2L(β̂)ω − 2c⊤ω + ϑ⋄∥ω∥1

}
,

where ϑ⋄ > 0 is a tuning parameter and β̂ ∈ Rp is an estimator for β⋆ which satisfies that

∥β̂ − β⋆∥1 ≤ χ◦
n and (β̂ − β⋆)⊤∇2L(β⋆)(β̂ − β⋆) ≤ χ⋄

n

for some χ◦
n > 0 and χ⋄

n > 0, respectively. Assume that there exists a positive constant ϱ⋄

such that

min
0 ̸=v∈C(S⋄,4)

v⊤∇2L(β⋆)v

∥v∥22
≥ ϱ2⋄. (42)
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Take ϑ⋄ = I0A3

√
(log p)/n for some constant I0 ≥ 4, where A3 is defined in (26). Then,

for φ = ω̂ − ω⋆, with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−nρ20/2)− 8.442p−1, we have

∥φ∥1 ≤
20T 2

n

ϑ⋄ +
45ϑ⋄|S⋄| exp(4Bχ◦

n)

ϱ2⋄

φ⊤∇2L(β̂)φ ≤ 2T 2
n +

9(ϑ⋄)2|S⋄| exp(4Bχ◦
n)

2ϱ2⋄
, (43)

where Tn = 4M⋄ exp(4Bχ
◦
n)
√
χ⋄
n.

Proof of Lemma D.1. By the definition of ω̂, we have

ω̂⊤∇2L(β̂)ω̂ − 2c⊤ω̂ + ϑ⋄∥ω̂∥1 ≤ ω⋆⊤∇2L(β̂)ω⋆ − 2c⊤ω⋆ + ϑ⋄∥ω⋆∥1.

Combined with the fact that ∥ω⋆∥1 = ∥ω⋆
S⋄∥1 ≤ ∥ω̂S⋄∥1 + ∥φS⋄∥1, we obtain

Q(φ) := φ⊤∇2L(β̂)φ ≤ 2φ⊤c− 2φ⊤∇2L(β̂)ω⋆ + ϑ⋄∥ω⋆∥1 − ϑ⋄∥ω̂∥1

≤ 2φ⊤
{
c−∇2L(β̂)ω⋆

}
+ ϑ⋄∥φS⋄∥1 − ϑ⋄∥φSc

⋄∥1.

Decompose

φ⊤
{
c−∇2L(β̂)ω⋆

}
= φ⊤ {c−∇2L(β⋆)ω⋆

}
+φ⊤

{
∇2L(β⋆)−∇2L(β̂)

}
ω⋆

=: R1 +R2. (44)

Recall that H⋆ω⋆ = c. Hence, by Lemma B.4, with probability at least 1− 2 exp(−nρ20/2)−
8.442p−1, we have

|R1| ≤ ∥{∇2L(β⋆)−H⋆}ω⋆∥∞∥φ∥1 ≤ A3

√
log p

n
∥φ∥1 ≤

ϑ⋄

4
∥φ∥1, (45)

which further implies that

Q(φ) ≤ 2|R2|+
ϑ⋄

2
∥φ∥1 + ϑ⋄∥φS⋄∥1 − ϑ⋄∥φSc

⋄∥1

= 2|R2|+
3ϑ⋄

2
∥φS⋄∥1 −

ϑ⋄

2
∥φSc

⋄∥1.

Let δ = β̂ − β⋆ ∈ Rp. By a similar argument as (33),

R2 =
1

n

∫ τ

0

n∑
i=1

ωi(β
◦, t)φ⊤x̃i(β

◦, t)ω⋆⊤x̃i(β
◦, t)x̃i(β

◦, t)⊤δdN̄(t),
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where β◦ = β⋆ + ϖ(β̂ − β⋆) for some ϖ ∈ [0, 1]. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and

Assumption 4.1, we have

|R2| ≤
1

n

∫ τ

0

√√√√ n∑
i=1

ωi(β◦, t) {φ⊤x̃i(β◦, t)}2
√√√√ n∑

i=1

ωi(β◦, t) {ω⋆⊤x̃i(β◦, t)x̃i(β◦, t)⊤δ}2dN̄(t)

≤ 2M⋄

n

∫ τ

0

√√√√ n∑
i=1

ωi(β◦, t) {φ⊤x̃i(β◦, t)}2
√√√√ n∑

i=1

ωi(β◦, t) {x̃i(β◦, t)⊤δ}2dN̄(t)

≤ 2M⋄

n

√√√√∫ τ

0

n∑
i=1

ωi(β◦, t) {φ⊤x̃i(β◦, t)}2 dN̄(t)

√√√√∫ τ

0

n∑
i=1

ωi(β◦, t) {x̃i(β◦, t)⊤δ}2 dN̄(t)

= 2M⋄
√
φ⊤∇2L(β◦)φ

√
δ⊤∇2L(β◦)δ,

(46)

where the last equality follows from the definition that for any β ∈ Rp,

∇2L(β) = 1

n

∫ τ

0

n∑
i=1

ωi(β, t)x̃i(β, t)
⊗2dN̄(t).

Note that ∥β̂ − β◦∥1 ≤ ∥δ∥1 ≤ χ◦
n. Hence, it follows from Lemma B.1 and Assumption 3.1

that

φ⊤∇2L(β◦)φ ≤ exp

(
2 sup
t∈[0,τ ]

max
i,i′∈[n]

|(β̂ − β◦)⊤{xi(t)− xi′(t)}|

)
φ⊤∇2L(β̂)φ

≤ exp

(
4∥β̂ − β◦∥1 sup

t∈[0,τ ]
max
i∈[n]

∥xi(t)∥∞

)
φ⊤∇2L(β̂)φ

≤ exp(4Bχ◦
n)Q(φ).

Similarly, we have

δ⊤∇2L(β◦)δ ≤ exp(4Bχ◦
n)δ

⊤∇2L(β⋆)δ ≤ exp(4Bχ◦
n)χ

⋄
n.

Consequently, we obtain

Q(φ) ≤ Tn

√
Q(φ) +

3ϑ⋄

2
∥φS⋄∥1 −

ϑ⋄

2
∥φSc

⋄∥1. (47)
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It suffices to consider the case where Q(φ) > T 2
n . In view of (47), we have φ ∈ C(S⋄, 3).

By (42) and Lemma B.1, it follows that

∥φS⋄∥1 ≤
√
|S⋄|∥φ∥2 ≤

√
|S⋄| exp(2Bχ◦

n)

ϱ⋄

√
Q(φ).

Substituting this into (47), we obtain (43) in view of

Q(φ) ≤ Tn

√
Q(φ) +

3ϑ⋄
√
|S⋄| exp(2Bχ◦

n)

2ϱ⋄

√
Q(φ).

We now upper bound ∥φ∥1. If ∥φSc
⋄∥1 ≤ 4∥φS⋄∥1, it follows from Assumption 42 that

∥φ∥1 ≤ 5∥φS⋄∥1 ≤
5
√
|S⋄| exp(2Bχ◦

n)

ϱ⋄

√
Q(φ).

In the other case where ∥φSc
⋄∥1 > 4∥φS⋄∥1, since Q(φ) ≥ 0, it follows from (47) that

ϑ⋄∥φS⋄∥1 ≤ ϑ⋄∥φSc
⋄∥1 − 3ϑ⋄∥φS⋄∥1 ≤ 2Tn

√
Q(φ).

Consequently, we obtain

∥φ∥1 = ∥φS⋄∥1 + ∥φSc
⋄∥1 ≤ 4∥φS⋄∥1 +

2Tn

√
Q(φ)

ϑ⋄ ≤
10Tn

√
Q(φ)

ϑ⋄ .

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Let δ = β̂ − β⋆. By the definition of β̂ and Corollary 3.3,

∥δ∥1 = OP

(
|S⋆|
√

log p

n

)
and δ⊤∇2L1(β

⋆)δ = OP

(
|S⋆| log p

n

)
.

Then it follows from Lemma B.4 that

max
k∈[K]

δ⊤∇2Lk(β
⋆)δ ≤ δ⊤∇2L1(β

⋆)δ + max
2≤k≤K

∥∇2Lk(β
⋆)−∇2L1(β

⋆)∥max∥δ∥21

= OP

(
|S⋆| log p

n
+

√
log p

m
|S⋆|2

log p

n

)
= OP

(
|S⋆| log p

n

)
.

Consequently, we obtain (16) by applying Lemma D.1.
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D.2 Proof of Theorem 4.2

We first prove the following central limit theorem on ϕ⊤∇̂L(β⋆) for any vector ϕ.

Lemma D.2. Let Assumptions 3.3 and 3.5 hold. Assume that

max
i∈[n]

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|x(t)⊤ϕ| ≤M(ϕ) and
M(ϕ)

mσ(ϕ)
→ 0, (48)

where σ(ϕ)2 = ϕ⊤H⋆ϕ. Then we have

sup
z∈R

∣∣∣∣∣P
{√

nϕ⊤∇̂L(β⋆)

σ(ϕ)
≤ z

}
− Φ(z)

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0.

Proof of Lemma D.2. In view of (39), we decompose

ϕ⊤∇̂L(β⋆) = − 1

n

n∑
i=1

∫ τ

0

ϕ⊤{xi(t)− e(β⋆, t)}dMi(t)

− 1

n

K∑
k=1

∫ τ

0

ϕ⊤{e(β⋆, t)−Xk(β
⋆, t)}dM̄k(t)

=:
1

n

n∑
i=1

ξi(ϕ) + ∆n(ϕ),

where ξi(ϕ) = −
∫ τ

0
ϕ⊤{xi(t)− e(β⋆, t)}dMi(t) and

Xk(β
⋆, t) =

∑
ℓ∈Ik Yℓ(t) exp{xℓ(t)

⊤β⋆}xℓ(t)∑
ℓ∈Ik Yℓ(t) exp{xℓ(t)⊤β⋆}

.

Note that E{∆n(ϕ)} = 0 and

Var{∆n(ϕ)} =
1

n
E
∫ τ

0

[
ϕ⊤{e(β⋆, t)−X1(β

⋆, t)}
]2
S
(0)
1 (β⋆, t)dΛ0(t)

=:
1

n
E(W1),

where S
(0)
1 (β⋆, t) = m−1

∑
ℓ∈I1 Yℓ(t) exp{xℓ(t)

⊤β⋆}. Similar to E in (34), we define

E1 =

{
1

m

∑
i∈I1

Yi(τ) >
ρ0
2

}
,
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which satisfies that P(E1) ≥ 1− exp(−mρ20/2). Under E1, we have

W1 =

∫ τ

0

1

S
(0)
1 (β⋆, t)

{
ϕ⊤S

(1)
1 (β⋆, t)− S

(0)
1 (β⋆, t)ϕ⊤e(β⋆, t)

}2

dΛ0(t)

≤ 2 exp(M)

ρ0

∫ τ

0

{
ϕ⊤S

(1)
1 (β⋆, t)− S

(0)
1 (β⋆, t)ϕ⊤e(β⋆, t)

}2

dΛ0(t).

Then, by Lemma 4.2 in Huang et al. (2013) and (48),

P({W1 > M̄(ϕ)ν} ∩ E1) ≤ 2.221 exp

(
− mν

2 + 2
√
ν/3

)
,

where M̄(ϕ) = 8 exp(3M)M(ϕ)2Λ0(τ)/ρ0. Elementary calculations imply that

E(W1I{E1}) =
∫ ∞

0

P({W1 > ν} ∩ E1)dν

≤ 2.221M̄(ϕ)

(
4

m
+

32

9m2

)
.

Combined with the fact that W1 ≤ 4M(ϕ)2 exp(M)Λ0(τ), we obtain

E(W1) ≤ E(W1I{E1}) + 4M(ϕ)2 exp(M)Λ0(τ)P(Ec
1)

≤ 2.221M̄(ϕ)

(
4

m
+

32

9m2

)
+ 8M(ϕ)2 exp(M)Λ0(τ) exp

(
−mρ

2
0

2

)
.

Then, by (48), we have
√
n∆n(ϕ)

P→ 0. Recall (15) for H⋆. Note that ξ1(ϕ), . . . , ξn(ϕ) are

i.i.d. zero mean random variables with variance

Var{ξi(ϕ)} = E
∫ τ

0

[
ϕ⊤{x1(t)− e(β⋆, t)}

]2
Y1(t) exp{x1(t)

⊤β⋆}dΛ0(t)

= ϕ⊤H⋆ϕ.

Moreover, by Assumption 3.1 and Lemma B.2, it follows that E|ξi(ϕ)|3 ≲M(ϕ)3. Then, by

the Lyapunov central limit theorem, we have

1√
n

n∑
i=1

ξi(ϕ)

σ(ϕ)

d→ N (0, 1), as n→ ∞.
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Proof of Theorem 4.2. By the definition of c̃⊤β⋆ and the mean value theorem, we have

− 1

K

K∑
k=1

ω̂⊤
k ∇L̃k(β

⋆) = − 1

K

K∑
k=1

ω̂⊤
k ∇L̃k(β̂) +

1

K

K∑
k=1

ω̂⊤
k

{
∇L̃k(β̂)−∇L̃k(β

⋆)
}

= − 1

K

K∑
k=1

ω̂⊤
k ∇L̃k(β̂) +

1

K

K∑
k=1

ω̂⊤
k ∇2Lk(β

◦)(β̂ − β⋆)

= c⊤β̂ − 1

K

K∑
k=1

ω̂⊤
k ∇L̃k(β̂)− c⊤β⋆ +

1

K

K∑
k=1

{
∇2Lk(β

◦)ω̂k − c
}⊤

δ

= c̃⊤β⋆ − c⊤β⋆ +
1

K

K∑
k=1

{
∇2Lk(β

◦)ω̂k − c
}⊤

δ,

where β◦ = β⋆ +ϖ(β̂ − β⋆) for some ϖ ∈ [0, 1]. Let ∆c = c̃⊤β⋆ − c⊤β⋆ +ω⋆⊤∇̂L(β⋆). We

have

∆c = − 1

K

K∑
k=1

φ⊤
k ∇L̃k(β

⋆) +
1

K

K∑
k=1

{c−∇2Lk(β
◦)ω̂k}⊤δ

=: ∆⋄
c +∆◦

c ,

where φk = ω̂k − ω⋆. By Lemma D.2, it follows that

sup
z∈R

∣∣∣∣∣P
{√

nω⋆⊤∇̂L(β⋆)√
c⊤ω⋆

≤ z

}
− Φ(z)

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0.

Hence it suffices to prove that |∆⋄
c+∆◦

c | = oP
(
n−1/2

)
. By Lemma B.3 and a similar argument

as that of (38), with probability 1− o(1), we have

max
k∈[K]

∥∇L̃k(β
⋆)∥∞ ≤ max

k∈[K]
∥∇̂2L(β⋆)−∇2Lk(β

⋆)∥max∥β̃ − β⋆∥21 + ∥∇̂L(β⋆)∥

+A2 exp(2B∥β̃ − β⋆∥1)∥β̃ − β⋆∥22.

Hence, it follows from Lemma B.4 that

max
k∈[K]

∥∇L̃k(β
⋆)∥∞ = OP

(√
log p

m

|S⋆|2 log p
n

+

√
log p

n
+

|S⋆| log p
n

)
= OP

(√
log p

n

)
.

(49)
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By Lemma 4.1 and (49),

|∆⋄
c | ≤ max

k∈[K]
∥φk∥1 max

k∈[K]
∥∇L̃k(β

⋆)∥∞

= OP

((
|S⋆|
√

log p

nK
+ |S⋄|

√
log p

m

)√
log p

n

)
= oP(n

−1/2).

It remains to bound |∆◦
c |. Decompose

∆◦
c =

{
c− ∇̂2L(β⋆)ω⋆

}⊤
δ − 1

K

K∑
k=1

φ⊤
k ∇2Lk(β

◦)δ + ω⋆⊤
{
∇̂2L(β⋆)− ∇̂2L(β◦)

}
δ

=: ∆◦
c,1 +∆◦

c,2 +∆◦
c,3.

Recall that c = H⋆ω⋆. Hence, by Lemma B.4, it follows that

|∆◦
c,1| ≤ ∥c− ∇̂2L(β⋆)ω⋆∥∞∥δ∥1 = OP

(
|S⋆| log p√

nm

)
= oP

(
n−1/2

)
.

By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Lemma 4.1, we have

|∆◦
c,2| ≤ max

k∈[K]

√
φ⊤

k ∇2Lk(β◦)φk

√
δ⊤∇2Lk(β◦)δ

= OP

(
|S⋆| log p

n
+ (log p)

√
|S⋆||S⋄|
mn

)
= oP

(
n−1/2

)
.

Following a similar argument as that of (46), it is straightforward to verify that |∆◦
c,3| =

oP
(
n−1/2

)
. Putting all these pieces together, we obtain (17).

D.3 Proof of Lemma 4.3

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Recall that H⋆ω⋆ = c and φk = ω̂k − ω⋆ for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K. Hence

ĉ⊤ω⋆ − c⊤ω⋆ =
1

K

K∑
k=1

2
{
c−∇2Lk(β̂)ω̂k

}⊤
φk +

1

K

K∑
k=1

φ⊤
k ∇2Lk(β̂)φk

+ ω⋆⊤
{
H⋆ − ∇̂2L(β⋆)

}
ω⋆ + ω⋆⊤

{
∇̂2L(β⋆)− ∇̂2L(β̂)

}
ω⋆

=: ∆σ
1 +∆σ

2 +∆σ
3 +∆σ

4 .
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By Lemma 4.1 and the fact that ϑ⋄
k ≍

√
(log p)/m for each 1 ≤ k ≤ K, we have

|∆σ
1 | ≤ 2 max

k∈[K]
∥c−∇2Lk(β̂)ω̂k∥∞∥φk∥1 = OP

(
|S⋆| log p

n
+

|S⋄| log p
m

)
|∆σ

2 | ≤ max
k∈[K]

{φ⊤
k ∇2Lk(β̂)φk} = OP

(
|S⋆| log p

n
+

|S⋄| log p
m

)
.

By Lemma B.4 and Assumption 4.1, it follows that |∆σ
3 | = OP

(
n−1/2

)
. We now bound |∆σ

4 |.
By Assumption 4.1 and a similar argument as (46), we have

|∆σ
4 | ≤ max

k∈[K]

√
ω⋆⊤∇2Lk(β◦)ω⋆

√
δ⊤∇2Lk(β◦)δ = OP

(√
|S⋆|(log p)/n

)
,

where β◦ = β⋆ + ϖ(β̂ − β⋆) for some ϖ ∈ [0, 1]. Putting all these pieces together, we

obtain (19).

D.4 Proof of Theorem 4.4

The proofs of Lemma D.3 and Lemma D.4 below follow the same ideas as Lemma 4.1 and

Lemma 4.3, hence are omitted.

Lemma D.3. Let Assumptions 3.1–3.5 and 4.3–4.4 hold. Take ϑ♯
k = I0A3,♯

√
(log p)/m for

some constant I0 ≥ 4, where A3,♯ <∞ is a positive constant. Then we have

∥ŵk −w⋆∥1 = OP

(
|S⋆|
√

log p

nK
+ |S♯|

√
log p

m

)
. (50)

Lemma D.4. Under the conditions of Lemma D.3, we have∣∣∣∣ σ̂νσν − 1

∣∣∣∣ = OP

(√
|S⋆| log p

n
+

|S♯| log p
m

)
. (51)

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Recall that π̄(0, γ̂) = K−1
∑K

k=1 w̃
⊤
k ∇L̃k(0, γ̂), where w̃k = (1,−ŵk)

⊤

and φk = ŵk −w⋆. Hence

π̄(0, γ̂)− w̃⋆⊤∇̂L(0,γ⋆) = − 1

K

K∑
k=1

φ⊤
k {∇γLk(0, γ̂)−∇γLk(0,γ

⋆)}

− 1

K

K∑
k=1

φ⊤
k ∇γL̃k(0,γ

⋆) + w̃⋆⊤
{
∇̂L(0, γ̂)− ∇̂L(0,γ⋆)

}
=: ∆π,1 +∆π,2 +∆π,3.
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Observe that σ2
ν = H⋆

νν −H⋆⊤
γνH⋆−1

γγ H⋆
γν = w̃⋆⊤H⋆w̃⋆. Hence, by (24) and Lemma D.2,

sup
z∈R

∣∣∣∣∣P
{√

nw̃⋆⊤∇̂L(β⋆)

σν
≤ z

}
− Φ(z)

∣∣∣∣∣→ 0.

Then it suffices to show that |∆π,1|+ |∆π,2|+ |∆π,3| = oP
(
n−1/2

)
. For simplicity of notation,

we write ∆γ = γ̂ − γ⋆ and ∆̃γ = (0,∆⊤
γ )

⊤. By Assumption 3.1 and Corollary 3.3, we have

maxk∈[K] ∇2
ννLk(β̂)(ν̂ − ν⋆)2 ≤ 4B2(ν̂ − ν⋆)2 = OP{|S⋆|(log p)/n}. Therefore

max
k∈[K]

∆⊤
γ∇2

γγLk(β̂)∆γ ≤ 2 max
k∈[K]

δ⊤∇2Lk(β̂)δ + 2max
k∈[K]

∇2
ννLk(β̂)(ν̂ − ν⋆)2

= OP

(
|S⋆| log p

n

)
.

Consequently, by the mean value theorem, Lemma B.1 and Lemma D.3, we obtain

|∆π,1| ≤ max
k∈[K]

√
φ⊤

k ∇2
γγLk(0,γ◦)φk

√
∆⊤

γ∇2
γγLk(0,γ◦)∆γ

= OP

(
|S⋆| log p

n
+ (log p)

√
|S⋆||S♯|
mn

)
= oP

(
n−1/2

)
,

where γ◦ = γ⋆ + υ∆γ for some υ ∈ [0, 1]. We now upper bound |∆π,2|. Using (49) together

with Lemma D.3 and (24), we obtain

|∆π,2| ≤ max
k∈[K]

∥φk∥1 max
k∈[K]

∥∇γL̃k(β
⋆)∥∞

= OP

(
|S⋆| log p
n
√
K

+
|S♯| log p
m
√
K

)
= oP

(
n−1/2

)
.

Recall that ∆̃⊤
γH⋆w̃⋆ = 0. Hence

∆π,3 = w̃⋆⊤
{
∇̂2L(0,γ⋆)−H⋆

}
∆̃γ + w̃⋆⊤

{
∇̂2L(0,γ♮)− ∇̂2L(0,γ⋆)

}
∆̃γ

=: ∆⋄
π,3 +∆◦

π,3,

where γ♮ = γ⋆ + υ♮∆γ for some υ♮ ∈ [0, 1]. Then, by Assumption 4.3 and Lemma B.4,

|∆⋄
π,3| ≤ ∥∆γ∥1 max

k∈[K]

∥∥{∇2Lk(β
⋆)−H⋆

}
w̃⋆
∥∥
∞ = OP

(
|S⋆| log p√

nm

)
= oP

(
n−1/2

)
.
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Observe that γ♮ − γ⋆ = υ♮∆γ . Hence, by (28) in Remark 3 and (24), we obtain

|∆◦
π,3| ≤ max

k∈[K]

∣∣∣w̃⋆⊤ {∇2Lk(0,γ
♮)−∇2Lk(0,γ

⋆)
}
∆̃γ

∣∣∣
= OP

(√
log p

m

|S⋆|2 log p
n

+
|S⋆| log p

n

)
= oP

(
n−1/2

)
.

Putting all these pieces together with Lemma D.4, we obtain the asymptotic normality

in (25).

E Distributed estimation of the baseline hazard func-

tion

In the context of Cox’s proportional hazards model, the estimation of both the cumulative

baseline hazard function Λ0(·) and the baseline hazard function λ0(·) is also of great interest

and importance. Here, we introduce two communication-efficient estimators for Λ0(·) and

λ0(·), respectively, in the distributed setting.

Motivated by Corollary 3.3, we take β̃ = βT , where T ≥ ⌈(logK)/(2 log(1/A0))⌉, to be

the estimator for β⋆, which is communication-efficient and attains the same convergence rate

as the full-sample estimator. Then our distributed Breslow-type estimator (Andersen and

Gill, 1982) for Λ0(t) is defined by

Λ̂0(t) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

∫ t

0

dN̄k(s)∑
i∈Ik Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β̃}

, (52)

which can be easily computed by aggregating and averaging the local Breslow estimators.

To estimate the baseline hazard function λ0(·), we employ the kernel smoothing tech-

nique (Wells, 1994, Fan et al., 1997, 2006) in view of the definition that Λ0(t) =
∫ t

0
λ0(s)ds.

Specifically, let K(·) be a kernel function and h > 0 be a bandwidth parameter. With β̃, we

introduce the distributed nonparametric estimator for λ0(t) as

λ̂0(t;h) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

∫ τ

0

Kh(t− s)dN̄k(s)∑
i∈Ik Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β̃}

,
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where Kh(·) = K(·/h)/h. Similar to Λ̂0(t), λ̂0(t;h) is also convenient to compute and

communication-efficient.

Assumption E.1. K(·) is a symmetric probability density function with
∫
R u

2K(u)du <∞.

There exists a positive constant LK <∞ such that

|K(u)−K(u′)| ≤ LK|u− u′|, ∀u, u′ ∈ R.

Assumption E.1 is fundamental regarding the kernel function and is frequently employed

in the literature on nonparametric density estimation. It is satisfied by many commonly

used kernel functions, such as the Epanechnikov kernel K(u) = 0.75(1 − u2)I{|u| ≤ 1} and

the Gaussian kernel K(u) = exp(−u2/2)/
√
2π.

The convergence rates of these two estimators are established in the following theorem.

Theorem E.1. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.2, we have

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|Λ̂0(t)− Λ0(t)| = OP

(
|S⋆|
√

log p

n

)
.

Furthermore, assume that |S⋆|
√

log(pn) = o(nh2), h = o(1) and the baseline hazard function

λ0(·) is twice continuously differentiable. Then, under Assumption E.1, we have

sup
t∈[h,τ−h]

|λ̂0(t;h)− λ0(t)| = OP

(
|S⋆|
√

log(pn)

nh2
+ h2

)
.

E.1 Proof of Theorem E.1

Proof of Theorem E.1. Denote Λ̂0(t)− Λ0(t) = ∆1(t) + ∆2(t) for t ∈ [0, τ ], where

∆1(t) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

∫ τ

0

[
dN̄k(s)∑

i∈Ik Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β̃}
− dN̄k(s)∑

i∈Ik Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β⋆}

]
,

∆2(t) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

∫ t

0

dM̄k(s)∑
i∈Ik Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β⋆}

.

By Assumption 3.5 and Hoeffding’s inequality,

P

(
min
k∈[K]

1

m

∑
i∈IK

Yi(τ) ≥
ρ0
2

)
≤ K exp

(
−mρ

2
0

2

)
.
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Then, as ∥β̃ − β⋆∥21 = OP(|S⋆|(log p)/n), and using Assumption 3.1, it follows that

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|∆1(t)| ≤ max
i∈[n]

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|xi(t)
⊤(β̃ − β⋆)| 1

K

K∑
k=1

∫ τ

0

dN̄k(s)∑
i∈Ik Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β̃υ}

≲ B∥β̃ − β⋆∥1 = OP

(
|S⋆|
√

log p

n

)
, (53)

where β̃υ = β⋆ + υ(β̃ − β⋆) for some constant υ ∈ [0, 1]. By (34) and Lemma B.2, we have

supt∈[0,τ ] |∆2(t)| = OP(n
−1/2) and

sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|Λ̂0(t)− Λ(t)| ≤ sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|∆1(t)|+ sup
t∈[0,τ ]

|∆2(t)| = OP

(
|S⋆|
√

log p

n

)
.

Similarly, we denote λ̂0(t;h)− λ0(t) = ∆1(t;h) + ∆2(t;h) + ∆3(t;h), where

∆1(t;h) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

∫ τ

0

[
Kh(t− s)dN̄k(s)∑

i∈Ik Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β̃}
− Kh(t− s)dN̄k(s)∑

i∈Ik Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β⋆}

]
,

∆2(t;h) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

∫ t

0

Kh(t− s)dM̄k(s)∑
i∈Ik Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β⋆}

,

∆3(t;h) =

∫ τ

0

Kh(t− s)λ0(s)ds− λ0(t).

Following a similar argument as that in (53), we have

sup
t∈[h,τ−h]

|∆1(t;h)| ≲ B∥β̃ − β⋆∥1
1

K

K∑
k=1

∫ t

0

Kh(t− s)dN̄k(s)∑n
i=1 Yi(s) exp{xi(s)⊤β̃υ}

= OP

(
|S⋆|
√

log p

nh2

)
.

By Assumption E.1, Lemma B.2 and the baseline hazard function λ0(·) is twice continuously
differentiable, it is straightforward to obtain

sup
t∈[h,τ−h]

|∆2(t;h)| = OP

(√
log n

nh2

)
.

By Assumption E.1, we have supt∈[h,τ−h] |∆3(t;h)| ≲ h2. Putting all these pieces together,

we obtain the convergence rate of λ̂(t;h) in Theorem E.1.
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F Additional simulated experiments

In this Section, we add simulated experiments for n = 240 with a 50% censoring rate and

p = 300, and demonstrate the performance of our algorithms via various metrics as in

Section 5.1. We use K = 2 centers and simulate 200 i.i.d replications.

As in Section 5.1.1, we study the median estimation error of estimators. Considering

β⋆ = (0, 2, 2, 2,0⊤
p−4)

⊤, we obtain Table 2. Our iterated procedure has an estimation error

close to the full-sample benchmark, and is much smaller than other estimators.

Table 2: Median estimation error of various estimators.

5 iterations 10 iterations Full-sample One-center Average-debiased

2.25 2.18 1.95 3.54 3.65

Similar to Section 5.1.2, we consider testing the hypothesis

H0 : ν
⋆ = 0 versus H1 : ν

⋆ ̸= 0.

The Q-Q plots of the p-values under H0 in the current simulation setting are in Figure 5. As

expected, the p-values from our iterated estimator and from the full-sample estimator follow

the Uniform (0, 1) distribution more closely than the p-values coming from the one-center

and the average-debiased estimators.
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Figure 5: Q-Q plots of the p-values under H0.

Under the current (n, p) setting, the tests presented in the paper have their size displayed

in Table 3 and power in Table 4. The estimated test size for our estimator is the closest

to the target level. It is also more powerful than the tests based on the one-center and

average-debiased estimators.

Table 3: Size of the tests with significance level α = 0.05.

10 iterations Full-sample One-center Average-debiased

Average 0.055 0.025 0.035 0.010

Standard error 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01

Table 4: Power of the tests for ν⋆ = 0.5.

10 iterations Full-sample One-center Average-debiased

Average 0.60 0.61 0.22 0.38

Standard error 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.04
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We now turn to confidence intervals for the linear functional c⊤β⋆ as in Section 5.1.3.

The estimated coverage probability is displayed in Table 5 and the median interval width

in Table 6. Our confidence interval has an estimated coverage probability closer to the 95%

target than the intervals based on other estimators, and a width very similar to the one

based on the full-sample estimator.

Table 5: Coverage probability with target 95%.

10 iterations Full-sample One-center Average-debiased

Average 0.965 0.99 0.985 0.99

Standard error 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01

Table 6: Confidence interval width.

10 iterations Full-sample One-center Average-debiased

0.53 0.52 0.74 0.45
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