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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 coeflicients, 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
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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



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 p? 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)



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 ¢ 3* 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'3*; 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 ¢; (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 ¢'3* using a debiasing approach, and hypothesis testing for any
coordinate element of B* 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



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 ¢ 3* of the population parameter,
and providing hypothesis testing procedures for coordinates of 3*. 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 v = (71,...,7,)" €
RP and ¢ > 1, denote the ¢, norm [|v||, = (32, [%|9)Y? and ||| = maxi<;<, [7i], as well
as Y20 =1, 4% = v, %2 = 44T, For a matrix M, we denote by ||M||nax = max; ; | M|
its max norm, and by ||M]||, its induced g-norm for ¢ € N* U {o0}; Amax(M) is its maximum
eigenvalue. For a matrix M € RP*P and a vector v = (7, 72) with ; € R where p;+ps = p,
let M,,,, € RP**P2 be the submatrix of M corresponding to rows 1,...,p; and columns
p—p2+1,...,p. We similarly define M,,,~,, M,,,, and M,,,,. For a set or an event A, we
use I{A} to represent the indicator function of A, and A€ is the complement of A. Let V
and V? be the gradient and Hessian operators. When f is a function of 4 = (41, 92), Va4, f is
the vector of partial derivatives with respect to ~;, and V2_ f = (V). fori,j € {1,2}.
For two positive sequences a,, and b,, we write a, < b, if there exists a constant C' > 0
independent of n such that a,, < Cb, for all sufficiently large n. For two numbers a and

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

the standard normal distribution and & is its cumulative distribution function. Let i> and



L denote convergence in distribution, and in probability, respectively. For two sequences
of random variables X,, and Y,, with non-negative Y,, we write X,, = Op (Y,,) if for any
e > 0, there exists a constant C' > 0 independent of n such that P(|.X,,| > C'Y,,) < ¢ 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) € R? :
0 <t < 7} be a vector-valued predictable covariate process. Here 7 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(¢) : 0 <t < 7}. Let Z = min{T, C'} be the
observed time and § = I{T < C'} be the censoring indicator. We observe n independent and
identically distributed (i.i.d) samples {({x;(t) : 0 <t < 7}, Z;,0;)}, from the population
({x(t) : 0 <t < 7},7,0), 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 A\(¢ | x(t)) of the

survival time 7" at time ¢ given covariate vector x(t) € R? is assumed to have the form

At | x(t)) = Ao(t) exp{x(t)"B*},

where Ag(+) is the baseline hazard function and B8* = (7, ... ,B;)T € R? is the population
parameter vector.

We introduce usual counting process notation (Andersen and Gill, 1982), namely N;(t) =
I{Z, <t6; =1} and Yi(t) = [{Z; > t}. Then the average negative log-partial likelihood

function is given by

> Yilt) exp{xi(t) "B} | dN (1),

i=1

o) =23 [t Bpano + 1 [ o




where N(t) = Y7 | Ny(t). To estimate the parameter vector 3* in the high-dimensional
setting where the dimension p is larger than the sample size n, we consider the following

regularized estimator

By = argmin{L(B) + Py(B)},

BERP

where Py(+) is a sparsity-inducing penalty function with regularization parameter ¢ > 0.
Most predictors are irrelevant to explain the outcome, and it is commonly assumed that
B* is a sparse vector. We define S, = {j € [p] : 87 # 0} to be the support of 3* and
let |S,] = >27_, I{B; # 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 ¢ = 0,1, 2, define the following quantities

sOB.1) = ZY {xi(1)}* exp{x,(t) "B} and s“(8,1) =E{S“(B.1)}. (1)

To ease the notations, also define the following

SW(8,t S®(8,t
fw@wzgﬁﬁg gﬁag—xww@

Then the gradient vector and Hessian matrix of £(3) are respectively given by

= __Z/ {x;(t) — X(B,t)}dN;(t) and V*L(B) = %/OTV(ﬁ,t)dN(t). (2)

and V(8,t) =

Observe that N;(t) is a counting process with intensity process (¢, 3%) = \o(t)Yi(t) exp{x;(t) " 3*},
which does not admit jumps at the same time as N;(t) for j # i. For each i € [n], define the

predictable compensator

¢
MO = [ A58
0
Then M;(t) = N;(t) — A;(t) is an orthogonal local square-integrable martingale with respect
to the filtration F; = o{N;(u),x;(u"),Y;(u) : 0 < w < t}. Let F, = U, Fi; be the
smallest o-algebra containing F; ;. Then M(t) = > " | M;(t) is a martingale with respect to
Fi.



2.2 Distributed environment

Let 7y, ...,Zk 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 |Z;| = --- = |Zg| = m.

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

> Yi(t) exp{x;(t) "B} | dNi(t),

1€Ty,

28 =3 [ o Blavt + - [ 1o

1€Ty

where Ni(t) =

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

ier, Ni(t) for each k € [K]. Having data split across numerous centers
use of penalized methods even more crucial. In this paper, we focus on the penalty Py(3) =
J||B]]1 for some tuning parameter 9 > 0, which yields ¢;-regularized Cox proportional hazards

regression. The corresponding estimate for 3* based on the full sample is given by

~

By = argmin{L(B3) + |||}
BERP

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

1Bs — 5]l = O (N/ “”%) . )

Throughout this paper, we use ,é\qg 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 ,@9.

3 Iterative Algorithm and Convergence

In the principal center Z;, a natural idea would be to approximate £(3) via the subsample
version £1(8). 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).



More specifically, given any vector 3° € RP, the GEL function at the central processor Z; at
B3° is defined by

Li(B) = Li(B) —{VL:(B°) = VL(B)} ' B.

This replaces the local gradient at the point 3° at the principal center by the full-sample
gradient, namely V.£,(8°) = VL(8°). However, in view of (2), the exact value of V.£(3°)
is not computable without accessing all the data points across the K centers. Therefore, we

propose to approximate V.L(3°) via the following distributed version,
_ 1 E
VL(B) =+ ; VL(B°).

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

Consequently, for any initial estimator By of 3* and any ¢t > 0, we compute an estimator

Brs1 as
_ T

B = argunin [&(ﬂ) —{VLi(8) - VLB B+ ||ﬂ||1} , (4)
where ¥;,1 > 0 is a regularization parameter and (3; 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 3, for ¢ > 0, we first introduce some basic
notation and regularity conditions. For any subset S C [p] and positive constant v < oo, we

denote the convex cone C(S,7) ={v € R?: ||vse
of S.

1 <7||vs|l1}, where 8¢ is the complement

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

max sup |[x;(t)]|o < B.
i€[n] ¢e0,7]

Assumption 3.2. There exists a constant g, > 0 such that

_ VIV2L(BY)v
min T S—

> o2
0£veEC(S..3) VI3 =&

9



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,|/(logp)/m
be sufficiently small. Henceforth, we assume that there exists a positive constant Ry < oo
such that |S,|\/{log(pK)}/m < Ry. In the following lemma, we derive a non-asymptotic
upper bound for the ¢y error of §; = 3; — B* for each integer ¢ > 1, which serves as a useful

lemma to our convergence results.

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

120naBIS] 14 19y(@) - VL (8) + VBl < %- (5)

2
(4 €

Xt+1 =

Then, under Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2, we have 8,41 € C(Sy,3), and the upper bound

315‘7%16 \V |8*’

0] <
I8l < =52

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

max sup |x;(t)' B < M.

i€[n] te[0,7]

Assumption 3.4. Let 3(t) = Cov{x(t)} denote the covariance matrix, and let Ag(t) =
f(f Ao(s)ds be the cumulative baseline hazard function. There exists a positive constant

R; < oo such that

Amax (/ E(t)dAo(t)> < R;.
0
Assumption 3.5. There exists a constant py > 0 such that P{Y;(7) =1} > po.

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||8*||;. 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

6moeB ||S,|logp _ Ay |Si|log(pK)
Cn - d q]m = )
P 02 n an 2(@) Aj exp(2Bw) m

where w is defined in (9) below, A; and A, are positive constants depending on B, M, pg, Ry

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

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

Uit < V(8 - VL1 (8) + VEB | < "‘9;“, (6)

Mo

where 1y > 2 is a positive constant. Assume that

C1|Sy

%§A0<1 (7)

for some positive Ay, where C; = 3ngeA1/0. Moreover, we assume that there exists some

positive w < oo such that 8BY,, ,(w)+/|S:| <1 and

Cn
\Pm,p(@) Z maX{||6O||2; 1 — iilo} ) (8)

where
8/ |S,|Cr
w—max{H50H1,8\/|S*\A0H60H2,1|_—J|40’p} . (9)

Then, with probability at least 1 — 2K exp(—mpZ/2) — 2p~! —12.442/(pK?), we have for all
t >0, 611 € C(S4,3) and

67]063 |S*| logp
I8es1ll2 < AT ol + s (10)

Remark 1. It is worth mentioning that Theorem 3.2 ensures supsq [|6¢[l2 < W,y ,(@). Indeed,

the base case with ¢ = 0 is satisfied by (8), and by mathematical induction, if ||§;||2 < W, , (@)

11



for some ¢ > 0, then it follows from this induction hypothesis together with (8) and the upper
bound on ||d;]|2 in (41) that

10e41ll2 < Aol[dell2 + Cop < AoV p(@) + (1 = Ao) Ui p(@) = Ui p(@),

so that by mathematical induction, we have sup;s [|0;]|2 < ¥y, ,(@). Combined with the
fact that 6, € C(S,,3) for all ¢ > 1 and the definition (9) of @, it is also satisfied that
SUp;g ||0¢||1 < @, which facilitates the analysis of the error bound for the sequence {d;}>1.
To make sure that condition (8) holds, we can enlarge A, if needed, as U, ,(-) is increasing
in A;. Our results will hold as long as the corresponding condition (7) is satisfied. One
can take the initial estimator By to be the local ¢;-regularized maximum partial likelihood
estimator of the principal center Z;, that is,

Bo = argmin{Ly(8) + Jo||Bl|1}, (11)

BEeRP

where ¥y > 0 is a tuning parameter. Specifically, taking ¥y = coB+/(logp)/m for some

constant ¢y > 8, Lemma 3.1 ensures that with probability at least 1 — 2p~!,

3cpeB S, |1
|8o]lp < 208 [15: g
202 m

Consequently, Theorem 3.2 ensures that for any iterate 3; with ¢ > [(log K)/(21log(1/.A))],

we have the following high-probability bound

3coeB 6moeB |S,|log p
Ot < + \/ :
0l = { 200 (1 —Ao)gi} n

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

estimator By, Theorem 3.2 shows that the convergence rate of the one-step estimator 3; is

S.|P2K \/(log p) log(pK Sl Sl
nmm:w(" Vo s | f ?W):%<N Tw>,

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

Klog(pK) _

~Y

1S, | 1. (12)

m

12



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. O

Corollary 3.3. Let By be defined in (11) with ¥y = coB+/(logp)/m for some constant ¢y > 8.
Assume that (6) is satisfied and |S,|\/log(pK)/m < A°, where A° is a positive constant
depending only on cg, 04, N0, Ao, A1 and As. Then, under the conditions of Theorem 3.2,
with probability at least 1 — 2K exp(—mp?2/2) — 4/p — 12.442/(pK?), we have

S.|logp
sup — [|d¢fl2 < Coy ISl logp 7
log K n

tz”Qlog(l/Ao)w

where Cy 1s a positive constant depending only on cy, B, 0.,m9 and Ag, 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 B* in the dis-
tributed setting and propose two communication-efficient inference procedures: the first
constructs confidence interval for the linear functional ¢'B* via a novel distributed bias-
corrected ¢1-regularized estimator, where c represents a p-dimensional loading vector of in-
terest; the second focuses on testing for any coordinate element of 3* 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 ¢'3*. Recall
that B = B7. Throughout this section, we use ,[/3\ = Br.1, defined in (4) with t = T, as the

estimator for 3*. Then, for the k-th center, we compute

@), = argmin {wTV2£k(B)w —2¢ w+ ﬁin\h} ; (13)

weRP

13



where % > 0 is a regularization parameter. Motivated by van de Geer et al. (2014), our

bias-corrected estimator for ¢'3* under the distributed setting is defined as

K
B~ z F{vLuB) - veuB) - VEB)} . (14
in view of (4). Let w* = (w},...,w})" € R? denote the population version of @y, which is

defined by H*w* = ¢, where H* is the population Hessian matrix defined by

W —E [ | Y0 et o0 — e(, t)}@?dAo@)] , (15)

0
and e(8*,t) = s(V(B*,1) /s (B*,t). Under the high-dimensional setting, we assume that w*
is sparse. Let S; = {j € [p] : w} # 0} denote the support of w* and [S,| = >°%_ I{w? # 0}
be its cardinality. Similar to Assumption 3.1 and Assumption 3.2, we impose the following

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

Assumption 4.1. There exists a positive constant M, < oo such that

max sup |x;(t) w*| < M.
i€n] tefo,7]

Assumption 4.2. There exists a constant g, > 0 such that

.  VIV2LL(BY)V
min min

ke[K] 0#veC(Ss,4) VI3

— Q()?

Lemma 4.1. Let Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold. Take V5 = Ty Asz.+/(logp)/m for some constant
Ty > 4, where A3, < 00 is a positive constant whose explicit expression is given in (26).

Then, for each k € [K], we have

N N log p log p
||wk—w||1=0p<|8| 50 115, g). (16)

Lemma 4.1 demonstrates that the convergence rate of the estimator @; consists of two
parts. The second term shares the same convergence rate as the optimal rate for the ¢;-
regularized quadratic minimization problem, and the first term corresponds to the cost in-

duced by the estimation of 3*.

14



Theorem 4.2. Let Assumptions 3.1-4.2 hold. Assume that

M. S| logp , |Ss|logp
——F—— — 0 and Vv — 0.
mvclw vm vm
Then, we have
N (c/TX/,B* — CTB*)
sup [P <zp—®(z)] —0. (17)

2€R Ve lw*

Practically the asymptotic variance ¢’

w* is typically unknown. Here we propose a
communication-efficient feasible distributed estimator for ¢'w*. Recall that @ is a ;-
regularized estimator for w* 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 ¢’ w*

based on @q,..., Wk as

—

K
% 1 T~ ~ 2 N A~
CTw = — }k:; {zc @ — oV Ek(ﬁ)wk} . (18)

Lemma 4.3. Under the conditions of Lemma 4.1, we have

cTw S S|l
CTw*—l‘—Op</| logp | |ogp>' 19)
C w n m

Theorem 4.2 and Lemma 4.3 together yield
N <C/T\/,8* — CTB*)
sup (P

—_—
z€R /CTUJ*

Consequently, for any significance level o € (0,1), a 100(1 — )% confidence interval for the

<zp—®(2)] = 0.

linear functional ¢’ 3* is defined by

N | [T —— [cTw
Cli_ (¢'B8") = |cTB* — z1_ap2 — B+ 21 ap2 s

where 2_q/2 is the (1 — «/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 87, j =1,...,p.
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4.2 Decorrelated score test

Denote B* = (v*,4*")" € RP, where v* € R and 4* € RP~!. Without loss of generality, we
consider testing the hypothesis

Hy:v* =0 versus Hy : v* # 0. (20)

In the low-dimensional setting, we can utilize the traditional score test. Specifically, let
~o = arg minege-1 £(0, ) denote the maximum partial likelihood estimate for 4* under the
constraint that ¥ = 0. Under regularity conditions and the null hypothesis, it can be shown

that
\/ﬁvuﬁ(Oa'YO) iN(

0,1), as n — oo, (21)
o,

where V,, means taking partial derivative with respect to the variable v and % = H*, —

T *_1 . . . . . . . .
Mz, M5 HL, is the asymptotic variance. However, in high dimensions, the asymptotic
distribution in (21) becomes intractable with 4, replaced by some commonly-used regularized
estimator for v* (Ning and Liu, 2017, Fang et al., 2017). To resolve this issue, Fang et al.
(2017) introduced the following decorrelated score test statistic for 3 = (v,y") T,

(v, ) = Vo L(v, ) = W VL1, 7), (22)

where w* € RP~! is the solution of HL,w* = HZ,. 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 B = (7,77)" and assume that w* is sparse and denote its

support by &;. Then, for the k-th center, we estimate w* via
W, = argmin {wTvE,A,ck(B)w — 2w V2 L(B) + ﬁﬁk||w||1} , (23)
weRP—
where 19?C > 0 is a regularization parameter. Motivated by (22), the distributed decorrelated
score test statistic for (20) is then defined by

K
~ 1 PRSI PP
ﬁ(077) = ? Z {vuﬁk(077) - W;—V’Y‘Ck(ov 7)} 5
k=1
where £,(8) = Li(8) — {VL:(B) — ﬁ(ﬁ)}Tﬁ, k= 1,...,K, are the estimated GEL

functions across the centers. Denote w* = (1, —w*")T € RP.
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Assumption 4.3. There exists a positive constant My < oo such that

max sup |x;(t) w*| < M.
i€ln] te0,7]

Assumption 4.4. There exists a constant g4 > 0 such that

. . v V2L (B 2
min  min 5 > 03
k€e[K] 0£veC(Sy,4) ||V||2

In the following theorem, we establish the central limit theorem for the proposed test
statistic 7(0,5). Observe that o} = H}, — HA w* as w* = HA_'HZ,. Similar to (18), our
distributed estimator for o2 is defined by

1 K

= e oA TRLB) 2V LB W ST LB

Theorem 4.4. Let Assumptions 3.1-3.5 and 4.3—/./ hold. Assume that

M, S| log p y Sy log p

0 and 0. 24
o — 0 an Jm Jm — (24)
Then, under the null hypothesis v* = 0, we have
sup P{M < z} — o(2)| — 0. (25)
z€R Oy

For any significance level a € (0, 1), the level-av test for (20) is defined by

wa :]I{ M’ > Zl—a/?}a

oy
and we reject the null hypothesis Hy whenever ¢, = 1.

Remark 2. It is worth mentioning that unlike the bias-corrected estimator C/T\B: 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 7(0,7) 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 7(0,~°) as long as v° € RP~! exhibits the same convergence
rate as that of 4. The interested readers are referred to Ning and Liu (2017), Fang et al.
(2017) and Battey et al. (2018) for further discussions. O
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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 Bg, Bo, B, and By. 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 B; 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 A\o(tf) = 1. Therefore the
conditional survival time T | x is an exponential random variable with parameter exp(x' 3*)
where x is the covariate vector. We set the distribution of the conditional censoring time
C' | x to be exponential with parameter %exp(xTB*). 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 g* = (0,2,2,2, 0;_4)T, where 0,_4 is the zero vector of dimension p — 4. In
Figure 1, we display median estimation errors as a function of the iteration ¢ € {0,...,10}.
In Figure 1a, the decreasing curves are ||3; — 3*||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 ¢. (a) For our iterated estimator,
with 3 choices of K. The horizontal solid black line is the benchmark || By — 3|2, which has access
to the full data. (b) For multiple estimators, with K = 8 centers.
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Figure 2: Q-Q plots of the p-values under Hy. “10 iterations” (respectively “Full-sample”,
“One-center”, “Avg-deb”) represents the test based on 3y (respectively ,@19, Bo, Ba)-

5.1.2 Hypothesis testing

For the inference part, we take 8* = (v*,4*T)", where v* € R and v* = (2,2,2,0]_,)" €

RP~!. We consider testing the hypothesis
Hy:v* =0 versus Hy : v* #0.

We compare our test with three other tests: the decorrelated score test based on the bench-
mark estimator ,/8\19, the decorrelated score test based on the first center estimator By which
uses m = n/K points, and the test based on the average-debiased estimator 3.

Under Hy, 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 319 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.
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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 By (respectively B\ﬁ,
/607 ﬁd)
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We now specify the significance level a = 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 a. To estimate the power of the various tests, we take v* = 0.15. For any number
of centers, our test is as powerful as the test based on the full-sample estimator 319 and

significantly more powerful than both the test based on By and the one based on 3.

5.1.3 Linear functional

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

tional c'B3*. We take B* = (0, 2,2,2,01;[4)T and ¢ = (1,0;71)1 and consider o = 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 By¢, By and B4 are very close, while 3, 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) dataset! 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

!The dataset is available at https://11lmpp.nih.gov/DLBCL/.
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Figure 4: Estimated coverage probability and median interval width of the confidence interval
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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.
N 768 Ry exp(3M)B?Ao(T)
Po

Ay = 8V6B% + 326 exp(M)B*Ay(7)

Sexp(BM)BR n 512v/6 Ry exp(2M) B?
=1y

Po Po
3cpeB 6nyeB

207 (1— Aot

./4370 =2BM,+8 eXp(M)BMQAo(T)

Y

Ay {1+ exp(M)Ao(7)},

Co =

| 64R exp(3M) BM.Ao(7)

Po
N 64 Ry exp(3M)BMyAy(T)

Po
We remind quantities appearing in £(3), VL(8) and V2£(3), and introduce their pop-

Y

As; = 2BM, + Sexp(M)BMAo(7) (26)

ulation counterparts.

S8.0) = L3 VO (0} explxt)8) and sO(.1) = B{SOB.0}, for (= 0,12,

SY(B, ~ sU(B,t
X(Bat) S(O)<,8, ) and e(ﬁ,t) - S(O)(,B,Zf)’
V(8,1) = 2B 5 1% and v(g1) = B o pper
’ S(0) (B,t) ! ’ 5(0) (B,t) ’

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 B,w € RP, let D1(3 +
w,B) =w {VL(B+w)—VL(B)}. We have

exp(—1w)w ' V2L (B)w < Di(B+ w, B) < exp(nu)w' V2Li(B)w,
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where 1, = Maxe(p ., MaxXi<; j<m @' {X;(t) — x;(t)}|. Moreover,

exp(—2,)VZL1(8) < VL1(B + w) < exp(2n,) VILL(B).

Lemma B.2 (Lemma 3.3 in Huang et al. (2013)). Let {a;(s),s € [0,7]}, be predictable
processes with values in [—1,1] and f,(t) =n"1> ", f(f a;(s)dM;(s). Then, for all Cy > 0,

2
()] > C )< Cin) <2 —%)
(oi%g'f = Cor Z/ ) o (-5

Lemma B.3. Let A(§) = V2L(B* + &) — V2L(B*) and wy > 0. Under Assumptions 3.1,
3.3 and 3.5, we have

I|A(8)d]] s 4exp(2M,)B ) ( nu2) npa
P sup > <dp“exp | —— ) +2exp | —— |,
{0<||51<w0 Dyul|6]13 + D2l|d]l3 Po 2 2

where M, = M + Buwy,

D, = 4B*{1 + exp(M)Ao(7)} and Dy = exp(M ) Amax {/OT E(t)dAO(t)} :

Remark 3. Under the same conditions as in Lemma B.3, for any vector e € RP such that

SUP¢eo,7] |X(t)T0¢| < M, we have

T 2 2
IP’{ sup le” AG)dloo 4exp(2M<>)Ma} < dpexp (_%) T 2exp (_%)’

0<16]l1 <wo P1u|0]3 + D2|]13 Po

Proof of Lemma B.3. By Assumptions 3.1 and 3.3, for any By = 8* 4+ 0 with 0 <0 <1,

max [x;(t ) Bol < max [xi(t)' B + max |%i(t)]loc[18s — 87

< M + 0Bwy < M. (29)
For simplicity of notation, we write A, (8) = [[{VZL(B* + §) — V?L(8*)}d||» and

Vi espix(t) 8}
S Vilt) exp{xa() BY

wi(B,t) =

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

An(8) =

%/OT{V(B*+M)_v(g*,t)}adN(t)H ,

o0

where for any 8 € RP and ¢ € [0, 7],

sz B, t)x;(t)x;(t {sz B, t)x;(t } {iwz(,@,t)Xz(t)T}
— Zwi(ﬁ’t) {Xi(t) - Zwe(@ t)Xé(t)}

= Zwi(ﬁ, 1)%;(8,1)%2. (30)

Elementary calculations imply that the gradient of w;(3,t) with respect to 3 is
Vwi(B,t) = wi(8,1) { ZW B, 1)x,(t } = wi(B,1)%:(B, 1). (31)

Write {V(8*+ 8,t) — V(B*,1)}8 = {1(t),...,&,(t)}". Then, for each j € [p], by the mean
value theorem,
p p
= {Vi(B* +8,t) = Vie(B 1)} = Y 8 VVju(B* + 0,6, )5y,
k=1 k=1
for some 6; € [0, 1]. In view of (30), we have

-3 6" {Z Vwi (8" + 0,6, )7 (8" + 0,6, )T (8 + 0,8, t)} 5y

k=1 =1

+> 87 {Z wi (B + 0;8, ) VT (B* + 0;6,1)7x(8* + 0,8, t)} 5

k=1 i=1

+ 07 {Zwi(ﬁ* +0;6,1)%:;(B" + 0,6,1) VI (8" + 0,8, t)} O

k=1 i=1

For each j € [p], we observe that

Z wi(ﬁ* + 0j5, t)fz](ﬂ* + Qjé, t) = 07 (32)
=1
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and that the gradient vector

n

Vi (8" +0;6,t) =V {xij(t) — > _wi(B* + 0,9, t)ﬂ%'(t)}

(=1

= — Z Vwe(B* 4 0;0,t)x4(1)

is independent of the index ¢ € [n|. Hence we have

Z‘sT{sz "+ 0,6, ) VI (B +0,6,1)T(0 +95t}(5k

ZdT {sz (B 4 0;0,1)7:;(8" + 0,0, t) VI (B* +60,0,1) }5k =
k=1 =1
Consequently, by (31), we obtain
P n
=> 6" {vai B +0,6,)T:;(B" + 0;8,t)7:.(8* + 0,8,1) }5k
k=1 =1

=> 6" {Zwi(/@* +0;0,0)X:(8" + 6;6,)2:;(8" + 0,0, 1)Z (8" + 0,0, t)} Ok
k=1 =1

= w8+ 0;0,0)75(8" + 0;0,1) {X,(B" +60,8,1)75}". (33)

=1

Recall that Eq(-) = - — E(+). By Assumption 3.1 and (32),

max |,(t)] < 2B maXZwZ Y +6;8,t) {x:(B* + 0,6, t)T5}2

JEP]

< 2B maXZwZ *+0,6,1) [Eo{xi(t)}T‘s]z’

JEP] 4

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

empirical weighted mean squared error. This implies that

Ay (0) < /0 maxz:cuZ *+6;0,t) [Eo{xi(t)}Té]QdN(t)

JEP] 4

< ﬁmaxmax sup w;(B8* +6,0,1) / Z [EO{X,»(t)}Té]ZdN(t).
=1

N i€n] jelp] tefo,r)
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We first upper bound w;(8* + 60;0,t). Define

{ZY ”po} (34)

Since Y1 (7), ..., Y,(7) are i.i.d. random variables with 0 < Y;(7) < 1 and P(Yi(7) = 1) > po,
it follows from Hoeffding’s inequality that

2
P(E)>1—exp (—%) :

Under &, it follows from (29) that

max max sup w;(3*+6;0,t) < eXp(21L,) < 2exp(2M<>).
i€[n] jElp] tef0,7] Zz 1Y£( ) npPo
Consequently, we obtain
4exp(2M
np

As(8) < / 8 S(t)8dN(t), where (¢ ZEO{XZ NEo{x:(t)}".

Recall that dM;(t) = dN;(t) — Yi(t) exp{x;(t)"B*}dAo(t) and M(t) = > | M;(t). Hence
dN(t) = dM(t) + nS©(B*,t)dAy(t) and

/ 8 S(t)8dN (¢ / 8 S(t)8dM(t) +n / 8TE(1)8SO (B, t)dAo(t)

/ $3(6)dN (1

0

<

1812 + n / 5TS(1)55O (8", t)dAo(t)

max

=: A8 + As(8).

We first bound A;. By Assumption 3.1, we have sup;¢( Hf](t)“max < 4B?. Hence, for any

u > 0, it follows from Lemma B.2 that
2
P(A; > 4B%u) < 2p*exp (—;—) :
n

We now upper bound As(d). By Assumptions 3.1 and 3.3,

As(8) < nexp(M) /075 S (1)8dAo (1)
:nexp(M)/T {f:() $3(1) } 8do(t) + nexp(M /5T 13dAo(t)
<nexp() | [ {S(0) - =)} anow)| 1ol
e [ (0200 012
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By Assumption 3.1 and Hoeffding’s inequality,
2
nu

P ( /0 {i:(t) . E(t)} dho(t)|| > 432A0(T)u) < 2p% exp (‘T) .

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

max

Lemma B.4. Let Assumptions 3.3 and 3.5 hold. For any vectors ¢, o € RP, we assume
that there exist My > 0 and My > 0 such that

max sup |x;(t)" ¢1| < M; and max sup [x;(t)" o < M. (35)

i€[n] tefo,r) i€[n] tefo,7]
For some xo > 0, we define

E = { inf S©(8* t) > XO}.
te(0,7]
Let A, = V2L(B*) — H* where H* is defined in (15). Then, for any u,v > 0, we have
B ({|6T Anghal > Avu+ Ayo} 16) < dexp [ =72 ) + 44420 - (36)
n <dexp|—— ) xp | ———+— ],
1 2 1 2 0 P 5 p 2+ 2v0/3

where
4 exp(2M) My MaAo(T)

A1 = M1M2 + 4€Xp(M)M1M2A0(T> and A2 =
X0

Proof of Lemma B.4. For simplicity of notation, write
=Y wilB ) {xi(t) —e(B", 1)},
i=1

Recall that )", w;(8*,t)x;(8*,t) = 0. Hence

(1) g* ®2
V(B0 = Vol 1)~ { 5 ) — o8}

Consequently, we obtain

/ (8", )dN (¢ /Vﬂ HSO(B", 1)do (1)
_ /Vﬂ DA (t /V (B,1)SO (3", 1)dAq (1)

sy
| o7 - (B,t)} O, 1) (1)

= Wi(B") + Ha(B") = Wa(B")

36



In view of (30), it follows from (35) that

up (97 V(5" 9ul < sup \H{@T V(B 119} {SIV(B, 082} < MMy

te(0,7]

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

nu?
P (|¢1TW1(5*)¢2| > M1M2U) < 2Zexp (_T) :
By (35) and Assumption 3.3,
STHB Y = 1 3 [ V0 el B0 1) 01 o)

is an average of i.i.d. random variables which are bounded by 4 exp(M)M; MyAy(7). Hence,
by Hoeffding’s inequality,

P {|¢1THH(B*)¢2 - IH*(ﬁQ‘ > dexp(M)M; MaAo(T u} < 2exp (_%) )

We now bound | Wy (8*)¢|. Under &, we have

1

(8%1)

< [ T {808 1) - SO (8,11} adol)
Xo Jo

BBV = [ B {50(8".0) =SB 0e(8 )} bz dalt)

= i\//T o] {SV(B*t) — S(O)(,B*,t)e(ﬁ*,t)}m drdholt)

\// ®3 {SO(B,1) — SO(B,1)e(B, 1)} ¢adAo (1)
D, D,.
Xo
Observe that

o1 {SM(B* 1) — 5B, t)e ZY )exp{x;(t) B} {xi(t) — e(8",1)}
is an average of i.i.d. zero-mean random variables with
Y (t) exp{xi(t)' B*} ) {xi(t) — e(B", )} < Zexp(M)M,.
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Hence, by Lemma 4.2 in Huang et al. (2013) and (35), for any v > 0,

nv
]P)<p71 =P (@1 > 4eXp(2M)M12A0(T)U) S 2.221 exXp <—m) .

Similarly, we have

nv
]P)cp’Q =P (@2 > 4eXp(2M)M22A0<T)U) S 2.221 exp (—m) .

Consequently, we obtain

P (\¢Iw2<ﬁ*>¢2| > 4eXp<2M)M1M2AO(T)U)

X0

< Pp; + Poy < 4.442exp (—%) .

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 ;1 in this proof.

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

3V

9 v
max{m(ﬂ*w,ﬁ*), ;“Hésful}s01<ﬁ*+6,ﬁ*>+ 5 185l < =185, (37)

Therefore § € C(S,,3) and D(B* 4+ 8,8%) < 30111|0s,[1/2 < 3001/ |S:]]|0]]2/2. As
L£1(8) is convex, it follows that Dy(8* + 8,8*) > 071 D1(By, B*) for any 6 € (0, 1], where
Bs = B* + 06. Consequently, by Lemma B.1, Assumptions 3.1 and 3.2,

ML V|S|||5H > fexp (—0 max max |6 x;(t) — JTXj(t)O 8'V2L(B")0

2 t€[0,7] 1<i,5<m
zeexp( 808/1S.]]1]2 )5Tv2 (88
p (~80BVIST1911:) 23
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Therefore, for any 6 € (0, 1], we have

120,,1|S.|B
$0BV/[S 161> exp (868181162 < % = Xor1.

*

As xi1 < 71, it follows that 8 B1/|S,|||d]|2 < @41, where @y, is the smaller solution of

equation w1 exp(—wiy1) = xer1- Consequently, we obtain

@1 exp(@g)Xe  3exp(wir1) Vi1 v/ Sl < ey |4l

8B\/|S,] 8BS 20? - 202

16]l2 <

and

. 3008 919§+1e|8*|
< Ty 7 —
Dy(B*+9,8") < 5 16]]2 < 102

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,

3noer/|S, 9In2elS,
sl < 22y, and Dy, ) < 28y

where T, = |[VL£1(8%) — VL1(8:) + VL(B,)|. By Lemma B.3, with probability at least
1 — 2K exp(—mp?/2) — 4/(pK?), we have

T, < [V2L(8") — V2L1(B) lmaxll6ill1 + [VL(BY)[|oo + As exp(2B) |61, (38)

where V2£(8*) = K1 SOF  V2L,(B*). By Lemma B.4, with probability at least 1 —
2K exp(—mp3/2) — 8.442/(pK?), we have

A [log(pK)

IV2L(8) = V2L1(B") o < 21085 [ VPLL(B") = M e < 1=

We now bound ||6Z(ﬁ*)||oo We have

:__ZZ/ (x:() — (8%, ) YAMi (). (39)

k=1 ZEIk
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By Assumption 3.1 and Lemma B.2,

P (IVL(8")]l > 4B+/(logp)/n) <

Putting all these pieces together, we obtain

3noer/ | Sy S, |log(pK lo _
el < 22VIS (A\/%H@Hﬁw\/ §p+A2exp<2Bw>||atu§), (a1

Consequently, we have [|6;41]]2 < Agl|0¢|2 + Cpp for each ¢ > 0. Consequently, as Ay < 1,

(40)

%_Iw

we obtain

Cnp
1-A

and

18:41ll2 < AF 180l + Cop D AS < AF 1802 +

s<t

1 1 Cop \~
Dy (Br+1,8%) < —(Aol|8e]l2 4+ Cnp)® < = [ AGH 100l + —2— ) .
e e 1- A,

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 w* to bounds

on the estimation of 3*.

Lemma D.1. Let Assumptions 3.1-4.1 hold. Let @ € R? be the solution of

@ = argmin {wTV2£(B)w —2c'w+ 19°Hw||1} :

wERP

where 9° > 0 is a tuning parameter and B\ € R? is an estimator for 3* which satisfies that
1B =Bl < x5, and (B —B)"V2L(B)(B - B") < x;,
for some x; > 0 and x5 > 0, respectively. Assume that there exists a positive constant o

such that

_ VIV2L(B)V
min —_—

> o2, 42
07£vEC(Ss,4) |v||3 = (42)
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Take 9° = ZoAs+/(logp)/n for some constant Ty > 4, where Az is defined in (26). Then,
for ¢ = @ — w*, with probability at least 1 — 2exp(—np3/2) — 8.442p~", we have
2072 N 450°|S,| exp(4Bxs)

el <

v 03

QOTVQ,C(B)LP <272+ 9(79°>2|S<>£Z§p(4BX2)7 (43)
where T, =AM, exp(4Bx;) /X5
Proof of Lemma D.1. By the definition of &, we have

STVLB)D — 2¢ @ + D1 < w T VL(B)w* — 2¢Tw* + ¥ |w? 1.
Combined with the fact that ||w*||; = [|w§, |1 < [|@s, |1 + [|¥s, |1, Wwe obtain
Q) = ¢ VLB)p < 207 c — 20 VL(B)w" + || |1 — 0715
<2p" {c - V%(B)w*} + 9°|[ps, [l — 9% lpss |-
Decompose
o {e- VLBl = o {c- VEL(BYw} + o7 {VEL(B) - V2L(B) | w*
=:R1 + Rs. (44)

Recall that H*w* = c. Hence, by Lemma B.4, with probability at least 1 — 2 exp(—np3/2) —
8.442p~ !, we have

log p
n

* * * ,190
[Ril < {VZL(B") — H Y [l [l < As lells < - llells, (45)

which further implies that

>

0]
Q) = 2[Ra| + S llpll + °lls. lls = 7llepsslh
30°
2

Let 6 = B — B* € RP. By a similar argument as (33),

190
= 2|Ra| + ||<PS<>H1—?H<PS§H1-

Re = % / T D w8, 1)@ X8, w TXi(8°, 1)%i(8°, 1) T8N (1),
0 =1
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where B° = B* + w(B — (%) for some w € [0,1]. By the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and

Assumption 4.1, we have

Ro| < — / szz B 1) {eTxi(B°,t \szz B°,t) {w*T%,(B°, 1)%;(B8°, ) T8} dN (t)

< / \IZ%B ) {oT%:(8°, )} JZ%B t) {Xi(B8°,1)T 6} AN (t)

< 2-/7\:10\1/ sz B°,t) {pTx;(8°, t} dN(t J/ Zwi(ﬁo,t) {ii(ﬁo,t)T(s}ZdN(t)

— IM P VLB ) /TVL(B)S,

(46)

where the last equality follows from the definition that for any 38 € RP,
IR - 92 15
== > wiB,0Xi(B, 1) dN(t).
0 =1

Note that HB —B°|lh < ||8]]1 < x;. Hence, it follows from Lemma B.1 and Assumption 3.1
that

0 V2L(B)p < exp (2 sup max |(B — 8°) 7 {x(t) - xi/<t>}|> o VL(B)p

te[0,7] '€l

< exp <4Hﬂ B Hltil[épﬂ ma (1 )Hoo) ¢ VLB
< exp(4Bx;,)Q()-
Similarly, we have
8TV2L(B%)8 < exp(4Bx;)d  V2L(B)d < exp(4Bx;,)x;
Consequently, we obtain

319<> v
HSOSoHl - —HSOSC

(47)
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It suffices to consider the case where Q(¢) > T2. In view of (47), we have ¢ € C(S.,3).
By (42) and Lemma B.1, it follows that

S| exp(2Bx;,
les.lh < ViSillel < YSIOPEEx) Ay

<

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

| 3[S]ep(2Bx3)
2

Qo

Q(e) < To/Qlep) Q(p).

We now upper bound |¢l1. If ||¢se

1 < A4llps, |1, it follows from Assumption 42 that

el < Slles. [l <

5\/@?}1)(23)(%) Vo).

In the other case where ||ps:|1 > 4[|ps. |1, since Q(¢) > 0, it follows from (47) that

Pllps. v < 0llpsslls = 30°[[s. [ln < 2T/ Q)

Consequently, we obtain

27,7/ Q(g) _ 107, Q(<P)_

lelly = lles. Il + llesglls < lles, lls + —— 5= < 9

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Let § = B — 3*. By the definition of B and Corollary 3.3,

1 1
16111 = Oe <|3*| in> and 8TV2L1(8)6 = Op (—|S |n0gp> _

Then it follows from Lemma B.4 that
e 87V2L4(87)6 < 87VAL(B)6 + mae [V2Li(B") = V2L1(8") s 61

ke[K]
S, |lo lo lo S, |lo
_ O, (I logp , . [logp g o gp) :Op(‘ | gp).
n m n n

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

We first prove the following central limit theorem on ¢Tﬁ(ﬁ*) for any vector ¢.

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

max sup |x(t)" ¢| < M(¢) and M(¢)

— 0,
i€l 1ejo] mo(¢)

where o(p)? = ¢ H*¢p. Then we have

. { Vi VLB } o)

sup — 0.

z€R

()

Proof of Lemma D.2. In view of (39), we decompose
BTVEEB) =3 [ 67 lt) — el@ ()
1 Kf:1 )
S S CR R CRN AU
1 n
= ; (@) + An(e),

where (@) = — foT ¢ {xi(t) —e(8*,t)}dM;(t) and

S Yt explxet) B ()
M) = o D e )T B

Note that E{A,(¢)} = 0 and
Var(A (@)} = 1B [ [87{e(8".0) — 2u(8", )] S8 Dialt)
= ZE(W),

where S\9(8*,t) = m~! > ver, Yel(t) exp{x,(t)"3*}. Similar to £ in (34), we define

& = {%ZY@-(T) > %}

i€y
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which satisfies that P(&;) > 1 — exp(—mp3/2). Under &;, we have
Wy :/ <O (e 1 {¢Tsfl>(ﬁ*,t) - SiO)(ﬁ*,t)nge(@*’t)} 0
0 Sl (B*at)

2exp(M) (7 (1) g+ 0)( g+ < 912
< 220 [ {o7s ) = sP80@Te(8 ) | o)

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

P{W, > M($)v} NE) < 2.22Lexp (_H?—\V/D/EJ ,

where M (¢) = 8exp(3M)M(¢)?Ao(7)/po. Elementary calculations imply that

E(W,I{&}) = /O TBWL > v} E)dv

<2221M(qb)(4 + 52 >

9Im?
Combined with the fact that Wi < 4M(¢)? exp(M)Ay(7), we obtain

E(W1) < E(WiI{&1}) + 4M(¢)* exp(M)Ao(7)P(ET)

32

< 2.221M(¢) (4 + W) + 8M (p)* exp(M)Ag(7) exp (—mTpg) .

Then, by (48), we have v/nA,(¢) % 0. Recall (15) for H*. Note that &1(),...,&.(p) are

1.1.d. zero mean random variables with variance

Var{6()} = E / 6T Galt) — e(84 )] Vi(t) explxa ()T B} dAo(t)
=o' H*¢.

Moreover, by Assumption 3.1 and Lemma B.2, it follows that E|&(®)|* < M(¢)?. Then, by

the Lyapunov central limit theorem, we have

Z& —>N01) as nm — 00.
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—~—

Proof of Theorem 4.2. By the definition of ¢"(3* and the mean value theorem, we have

K K
e GIVEB) = Y @I VEB) Z VLB - Vi }
k=1 1 kzl 1 .
=~ D OIVLLB) + = Y @[ VELL(B)(B - B")
i 1c=11 . k=1 1 .
=c'B— = D BIVLLB) — B+ = > AVL(B)@y —c} 8
k=1 k=1
K
=c'fB —c'B*+ % Z {V2Li(B°)@r — c}T 0,

where 3° = B* + w(a— B*) for some w € [0, 1]. Let A, = C/TVB* —c' B+ w*Tﬁ(ﬁ*). We

have

K K
1 Te ~ * 1 2 N T
A, = K ];:1 e VLL(BY) + I 321{0 — V°Ly(B%) @i} 6
= AZ+A27

where @), = @, — w*. By Lemma D.2, it follows that

. {\/ﬁw\;g(ﬁ*) . Z} _a(e)

— 0.

sup
z€R

Hence it suffices to prove that [A2+A°| = op (n!/?). By Lemma B.3 and a similar argument

as that of (38), with probability 1 — o(1), we have
max ||V Lx(8%) || e < max [|V2L(8Y) — VZLi(8")|lmax|B — 871 + | VL(BY)||
ke[K] ke[K]
+ Ay exp(2B|1B - B°1)|18 - B*|I%.

Hence, it follows from Lemma B.4 that

1 21 1 |1 1
max | VL(8")]| = O ( ogp|S.Plogp  flogp . |S.] ogp) :OP< ogp>'
ke[K] m o . - -
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By Lemma 4.1 and (49),

A7 < VLL(B)| o
A7) < max e 1 max [ V2287

log p log p log p B
= O[p <<|S*| e + ’So|\/ m o = OP(n 1/2).

It remains to bound |A?2|. Decompose

K
_— T 1 — _—
o __ 2 *\, K - Ty72 o *T 2 *\ 72 o
Ar={e-V2L(B )"} K;sokv (88 +w T {V2L(8") — VIL(B°) } 6
= AEJ + AZ,2 + Ag,:&
Recall that ¢ = H*w*. Hence, by Lemma B.4, it follows that
Si|lo _
82 < lle = TL(B N 611 = O (2L ) — e (u272).

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

A2, < max (/o] V2L,(8°) i /8T VELL(5)8

ke[K]

S* 1 S* So _
:OP<| |n0gp+(logp) Sl |> — op (n 1/2)'

mn

Following a similar argument as that of (46), it is straightforward to verify that |A?
op (n7/2). Putting all these pieces together, we obtain (17). O

D.3 Proof of Lemma 4.3

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Recall that H*w* = ¢ and ¢}, = @), — w* for each 1 < k < K. Hence

—

cTw* —c'w* :—Z {C—V Li( )wk} WYL+ — Zgo V2£k

{H* _V2L(B )} W+ wtT {vzc(ﬁ ) — vm(@)} w
— A7 £ AJ+ A+ A
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By Lemma 4.1 and the fact that 9% < /(logp)/m for each 1 < k < K, we have
S|l S|l
| Inogp+| | ng)

m

A7) < 2max [l — V2L (B)@n il = O (
ke[K]

S, |1 S, |1
| Inogp+| | ng)‘

m

A7) < max{e] V2Lu(B)er} = Os (
ke[K]

By Lemma B.4 and Assumption 4.1, it follows that |Ag| = Op (n~'/%). We now bound |Af|.

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

7] < max /e TVRLL(B7)w /8T VEL(B7)8 = O (VIS.I(logp)/n)

where 3° = (B* + w(B — %) for some w € [0,1]. Putting all these pieces together, we
obtain (19). O

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 hold. Take 19?C = Ty Az 44/ (log p)/m for

some constant Ty > 4, where Asy < 00 is a positive constant. Then we have

N N lo lo
o~ Wl = O <|s*| 52 15 ip>- (50)

nk

Lemma D.4. Under the conditions of Lemma D.3, we have

G 1 1
2_1‘ =On»< [|Sllogp |54 ng)‘ (51)
o, n m

Proof of Theorem 4.4. Recall that 7(0,5) = K~ S, W VL(0,7), where Wy = (1, —Wy,) T

and ¢, = W, — w*. Hence

K
= ~ T o * 1 = *
7(0,9) 7 TVEO. ) = 23 @l (V4 £x(0,9) — Vo £(0,4))

K
k=1
1 « - . __
— = @IV L0,y + % T {VL(0,3) - VL0, 7) |
k=1

= Aw,l + AW,Q + Aﬂ',?)-
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Observe that op = M, — M3, HA P HE, = W H*W*. Hence, by (24) and Lemma D.2,

b { Vi TVE(B) Z} o)

— 0.

sup

z€R Oy

Then it suffices to show that Ay 1|+ |Aza| +|Ar 3] = op (n7/2). For simplicity of notation,
we write A, =4 —v* and 5,7 = (0, ADT. By Assumption 3.1 and Corollary 3.3, we have
MaXye(Kx] V2 Lu(B) ([T — v*)? < 4B2(0 — v*)? = Op{|S,|(log p) /n}. Therefore

max ATV2_Li(B)A, < 2max 8 V2L, (8)6 + 2 max V2, Lu(B) (T — v*)?
S

kelx] Y ke[K]

_ O (IS*I 10gp) |
n

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

|Aq] < max \/CPTVQ L(0,~° ka\/ATVQ L1(0,7°) A,

YUY

S,|lo S, ||S _
:Op<r 1980 | (g, /15 m)zop(n 2y

mn

where v° = v* + vA, for some v € [0,1]. We now upper bound |A,2|. Using (49) together
with Lemma D.3 and (24), we obtain

Aol < V4L (8|0
[ A2l < max [l max | Ci(87)]

IS logp  |S:] logp> _1/2
=0 + = 2.
g ( wE | omvE ) ¢ (n7)

Recall that EIH*VV* = 0. Hence

Apy=wT {@(0, ~*) — H} A+ w7 {V/ic(o, ~%) — V2L(0, 'y*)} A,

= Als+A%s,
where % = ~* + v, A, for some vy, € [0, 1]. Then, by Assumption 4.3 and Lemma B.4,

1~ S,|logp _
1821 < 1 g {92 0(8%) = 147} 5 = 0r (1222 — o 02).
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Observe that v% — 4* = v, A,,. Hence, by (28) in Remark 3 and (24), we obtain

A2 | < max \W*T (V2L4(0,7%) — V2Li(

ke[K]

1 21 1
:OP( og p |S,| o8P S, ng) — op (n—1/2)‘

m n n

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

n (25). O

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 Ag(-) and the baseline hazard function Ay(-) is also of great interest
and importance. Here, we introduce two communication-efficient estimators for Ag(-) and
Ao(+), respectively, in the distributed setting.

Motivated by Corollary 3.3, we take 3 = By, where T' > [(log K)/(21log(1/A4y))], to be
the estimator for 8*, 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 Ay(t) is defined by

/ de‘( ) — (52>
2 s)exp{x;(s)' B}

1€Ty

which can be easily computed by aggregating and averaging the local Breslow estimators.
To estimate the baseline hazard function Ag(-), we employ the kernel smoothing tech-
nique (Wells, 1994, Fan et al., 1997, 2006) in view of the definition that Ay(t) fo Ao(s

Specifically, let () be a kernel function and h > 0 be a bandwidth parameter. With [3, we

introduce the distributed nonparametric estimator for \y(t) as

/Ch (t — s)dN.(s)
R / S

lEIk eXp{Xl(S)T/é} ’
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where K(-) = K(-/h)/h. Similar to Ag(t), Ao(t;h) is also convenient to compute and

communication-efficient.

Assumption E.1. K(-) is a symmetric probability density function with [, w*/C(u)du < oc.

There exists a positive constant Lx < oo such that
IK(u) — K(u')| < Lilu — /|, Yu,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 KC(u) = 0.75(1 — v?)I{|u| < 1} and
the Gaussian kernel C(u) = exp(—u?/2)/v/27.

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 |Ao(t) — Ao(t)] = Op <|s | k’gp)

t€(0,7]

Furthermore, assume that |S,|\/log(pn) = o(nh?), h = o(1) and the baseline hazard function

Mo(+) is twice continuously differentiable. Then, under Assumption E.1, we have

sup [Rolt: h) = do(t)] = Os (rs*\ Mm)

teh,r—h] nh?
E.1 Proof of Theorem E.1

Proof of Theorem E.1. Denote Ag(t) — Ao(t) = Aq(t) + As(t) for ¢ € [0, 7], where

dm ) ) ANi(s)
i KZ/ [ > iez, Yi(s) exp{x;(s )TB} > ier, Yi(s) eXp{Xz‘(S)Tﬁ*}] ’

de( )
Z/ > iz, Yi(s) exp{xi(s)'B*}

By Assumption 3.5 and Hoeffding’s inequality,
2
mpgy
— Yiir) > — | <K —— .
? (i S 02 ) < e (255)

o1




Then, as ||8 — 8|2 = Os(]S.|(log p)/n), and using Assumption 3.1, it follows that

sup |A;(t)| < max sup |x;(t)" 5 B* ’_Z/ > de( )

t€[0,7] i€[n] tefo,7] €Ty, eXp{Xl( )T/gv}

~ 1
< B|IB — Bl = Os (w ij), (53)

where 8, = 8* + v(8 — 8*) for some constant v € [0,1]. By (34) and Lemma B.2, we have
SUPyefo, | D2 (t)| = Op(n™"/?) and

sup [Ro(t) — A®)] < sup |Ay(8)] + sup |As(t)] = Op <|S| oep )

te[0,7] tel0,7] tel0,7]

Similarly, we denote Ao(t;h) — Ao(t) = Ay (t;h) + Aa(t; h) + Ag(t; h), where
/ch t — 5)dN,(s) K (t — $)dNy(s) ]

Z/ Yier, Yils)exp{xi(s) B} Lieg, Yils) exp{xi(s)T 6"}
lCh t - S)de(S)
2! / >

ez, Yi(s) exp{xi(s) "B}’

As(t;h) = / ICh(t — s)Ao(s)ds — Ao(t).

0

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

KCn(t — 8)dNg(s)
Rl < * -
s [A(th)] S BB - Bl / SRS
1
o)

By Assumption E.1, Lemma B.2 and the baseline hazard function A\g(+) is twice continuously

differentiable, it is straightforward to obtain

[logn
su As(t;h)| =0 — .
tE[h,TIih} [Aa(tsh)] ’ ( nh? )

By Assumption E.1, we have supcp, ., [Qs(t;h)| < h?. Putting all these pieces together,

we obtain the convergence rate of A(; h) in Theorem E.1. O
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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
B* = (0,2,2,2, 0;_4)T, 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
Hy:v* =0 versus H; : v* #0.

The Q-Q plots of the p-values under Hy 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 Hj,.

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 a = 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 v* = 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 ¢’ 3* 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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