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Abstract

The Cox proportional hazards model stands as a widely-used semi-parametric approach for
survival analysis in medical research and many other fields. Numerous extensions of the Cox
model have further expanded its versatility. Statistical computing challenges arise, however,
when applying many of these extensions with the increasing complexity and volume of mod-
ern observational health datasets. To address these challenges, we demonstrate how to employ
massive parallelization through graphics processing units (GPU) to enhance the scalability of
the stratified Cox model, the Cox model with time-varying covariates, and the Cox model with
time-varying coefficients. First we establish how the Cox model with time-varying coefficients
can be transformed into the Cox model with time-varying covariates when using discrete time-
to-event data. We then demonstrate how to recast both of these into a stratified Cox model and
identify their shared computational bottleneck that results when evaluating the now segmented
partial likelihood and its gradient with respect to regression coefficients at scale. These com-
putations mirror a highly transformed segmented scan operation. While this bottleneck is not
an immediately obvious target for multi-core parallelization, we convert it into an un-segmented
operation to leverage the efficient many-core parallel scan algorithm. Our massively parallel
implementation significantly accelerates model fitting on large-scale and high-dimensional Cox
models with stratification or time-varying effect, delivering an order of magnitude speedup over
traditional central processing unit-based implementations.

Keywords: Graphics processing unit; observational healthcare data; stratified Cox model; time-
varying covariates; time-varying coefficients
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1 Introduction

The Cox proportional hazards model [1] reigns as the most popular semi-parametric approach in sur-

vival analysis, providing valuable insights into the relationships between covariates and the hazard

function. Numerous extensions of the Cox model, such as stratification, time-varying covariates, and

time-varying coefficients, have been developed to accommodate the dynamic nature of real-world

research problems. The stratified Cox model [2] can handle covariates that do not satisfy the pro-

portional hazards (PH) assumption by stratifying the data on them. Additionally, Crowley and Hu

[3] introduces a method to handle time-varying covariates in the Cox model, enabling the analysis

of covariate changes over time. Similarly, Zucker and Karr [4] extends the model to incorporate

time-varying coefficients, facilitating the examination of how covariates’ effects evolve over time.

While these contributions have significantly improved the versatility of the Cox model, they often

encounter challenges in handling the ever-expanding size of modern observational datasets, partic-

ularly electronic health record (EHR) and administrative claims sources. EHR and claims datasets

now encompass up to hundreds of millions of individuals, involving hundreds of thousands of pa-

tient characteristics, diseases, medications, and procedures occurring over decades of patient lives

[5, 6]. The Cox model itself exhibits quadratic growth with sample size in its naïve implementation,

further exacerbating the computational burden. Moreover, the various extensions of the Cox model

introduce additional complexities, making the model fitting process even more challenging. There-

fore, statistical computing challenges arise both from the large-scale data and the intricacies of the

extended Cox models. Addressing these challenges calls for the utilization of advanced computing

techniques to scale up survival analysis using these semi-parametric models.

Research studies on these extensions of the Cox model mainly focus on proposing the novel es-

timation approaches and remain limited to small to moderate-sized data [7, 8, 9]. The utilization of

graphics processing units (GPUs) and fine-grained parallelism to accelerate statistical computations

is a relatively new and emerging area within the field of medical statistics. For instance, Suchard

et al. [10] showcase that massive parallelization through GPUs yields one to two orders of magni-

tude improvement over traditional central processing unit (CPU) parallelization when applied to a
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computationally demanding self-controlled case series models. Ko et al. [11] investigate GPU par-

allelization for proximal gradient descent on modest sized ℓ1 regularized dense Cox regression using

off-the-self software, such as PyTorch. These studies highlight the significant performance gains that

leveraging GPUs achieves in complex statistical computations. Recently, we have proposed a time-

and memory-efficient GPU implementation of regularized Cox and Fine-Gray regression models for

analyzing large-scale, time-to-event data with and without competing risks [12].

In this manuscript, we leverage massive parallelization to enhance the scalability of the seem-

ingly less parallelizable stratified Cox model, the Cox model with time-varying covariates, and the

Cox model with time-varying coefficients. Specifically, we demonstrate that the Cox model with

time-varying coefficients can be transformed into the Cox model with time-varying covariates when

utilizing discrete time-to-event data. To accomplish this, we reveal that the Cox model with time-

varying covariates shares a similar partial likelihood structure as the stratified Cox model. Con-

sequently, all three extensions of the Cox model we investigate encounter the same computational

bottleneck due to segmented scan, particularly in cases with high stratification or frequent changes

in time-varying effects. Recognizing that segmented operations are not immediately obviously par-

allelizable, we address this issue by transforming the computational bottleneck into un-segmented

operations [13]. While even un-segmented scans, with their apparent serial output dependence, may

not intuitively appear readily parallelizable, we leverage a single-pass parallel scan algorithm im-

plemented in the cutting-edge GPU accelerated library CUB [14]. We implement our work in the

easy-to-use R package Cyclops. Our GPU implementation significantly accelerates the computa-

tion of fitting these complex models on large-scale and high-dimensional simulated and real-world

data by an order of magnitude compared to a similarly optimized CPU implementation, reducing the

fitting time for the analyses containing one million patients from nearly one day to just one to two

hours.
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2 Methods

2.1 The stratified Cox proportional hazards model

The stratified Cox model provides a straightforward approach to handle a covariate that does not

satisfy the proportional hazards (PH) assumption. For example, we can stratify the observations into

different strata based on their disease stage when the disease stage does not meet the PH assumption,

so that only the observations within each stratum share the same baseline hazard function. Let

Tki denote the time-to-event time and Cki be the right-censoring time for individual i in stratum k,

i = 1, ...,nk, and k = 1, ...,K. Here nk is the sample size of stratum k, and K is the number of strata in

the stratified Cox model. Then the total sample size is N = ∑
K
k=1 nk. For an individual, the observed

time is given by Yki = min(Tki,Cki), and δki indicates whether the individual fails or is censored at

Yki by the value 1 versus 0. Let xki be a P-dimensional covariate vector for this individual. For this

stratified Cox model with K strata, the hazard for an individual from stratum k is

hk(t|x) = h0k(t)exp
(
x′βββ
)
, (1)

where h0k(t) is an unspecified baseline hazard function for stratum k, and βββ = (β1,β2, . . . ,βP)
′ is a

set of unknown, underlying model parameters that we wish to estimate. Note that unlike the classic

Cox model that assumes the same baseline hazard function h0(t) for all individuals, a stratified Cox

model allows a distinct baseline hazard function for each stratum but a common or shared set of

model parameters βββ .

The partial likelihood of the stratified Cox model falls out as the product of the partial likelihood

contributions from all strata:

lpartial(βββ ) =
K

∏
k=1

nk

∏
i=1

[
exp
(
x′kiβββ

)
∑r∈Rk(Yki) exp

(
x′krβββ

)]δki

, (2)

where Rk(Yki) = {r : Ykr ≥ Yki} consists of the set of subjects who remain “at risk” for an event at

time Yki in stratum k.
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When dealing with high-dimensional data, researchers may add an ℓ1-penalty into all or a large

subset of the model parameters π(βββ ) = ∑ j π(β j|γ j) = −∑ j γ j|β j| to the log-partial likelihood and

achieve regularization through estimating the joint penalized likelihood [15, 16]. In practice, one

generally assumes γ j = γ ∀ j and chooses γ through cross-validation [16].

2.2 The Cox model with time-varying covariates

In traditional Cox regression analysis, we usually only measure the covariates at baseline once.

However, certain covariates may change during the follow-up period, such as repeated measurements

in medical research. The Cox model is able to encompass time-varying covariates using a hazard

function

h(t|x(t)) = h0(t)exp
(
x(t)′βββ

)
. (3)

The partial likelihood is similar in form to the classic Cox model:

Lpartial(βββ ) =
N

∏
i=1

[
exp(xi(Yi)

′βββ )

∑r∈R(Yi) exp(xr(Yi)′βββ )

]δi

. (4)

In practice, measurements of time are often discrete [17], thus we consider the common case

where xi(t) can be seen as a piecewise-constant function on K time intervals for individual i =

1,2, . . . ,N [18] such that

xi(t) =



x1i for t ∈ [t0, t1)

x2i for t ∈ [t1, t2)

. . .

xKi for t ∈ [tK−1, tK)

(5)

for some constants 0 = t0 < t1 < t2 < · · · < tK = max(Y1,Y2, . . . ,YN). Correspondingly, we can
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transform the time-fixed data, including the survival time and event indicator, into the discrete time

intervals mentioned above. This type of data is also referred to as discrete time-to-event data [17].

Let set Sk = {i : Yi ∈ [tk−1, tk)} for k = 1,2, . . . ,K. Then the partial likelihood becomes

Lpartial(βββ ) =
K

∏
k=1

∏
i∈Sk

[
exp
(
x′kiβββ

)
∑r∈R(Yi) exp

(
x′krβββ

)]δi

(6)

=
K

∏
k=1

N

∏
i=1

[
exp
(
x′kiβββ

)
∑r∈R(Y (aug)

ki ) exp
(
x′krβββ

)]δ
(aug)
ki

, (7)

where augmented variables Y (aug)

ki = min(Yi, tk) and δ
(aug)

ki indicates whether the individual i fails or is

censored at time Y (aug)

ki .

Although observations in different time intervals still share the same baseline hazard function,

the partial likelihood follows the same structure as the stratified Cox model. Now we are able to

fit a Cox model with time-varying covariates as a Cox model stratified on K time intervals with

the augmented design matrix X(aug) =
[
x11 x12 · · · x1N x21 · · · xKN

]
∈R(K×N)×P, augmented

observed time Y(aug) ∈ R(K×N), and augmented event indicator δ(aug) ∈ R(K×N).

2.3 The Cox model with time-varying coefficients

Time-varying coefficient arises in survival analysis when a covariate’s effect on the outcome is not

constant over the follow-up time. For instance, we usually assume that the COVID vaccine efficacy

varies before and after 14 days of vaccination. The proportional hazards assumption of the Cox

model does not hold in this situation, as the hazard ratio comparing two specifications of a time-

varying coefficient is no longer independent of time.

The extension of a Cox model with time-varying coefficients has a hazard function

h(t|x) = h0(t)exp
(
x′βββ (t)

)
, (8)
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where βββ (t) = (β1(t),β2(t), . . . ,βP(t))′. The partial likelihood is as follows:

Lpartial(βββ ) =
N

∏
i=1

[
exp(x′iβββ (Yi))

∑r∈R(Yi) exp(x′rβββ (Yi))

]δi

. (9)

Often one can specify β j(t) as a simple step function [19]. Without loss of generality, suppose x1

has a time-varying effect on the outcome before and after time ts, then βββ (t) contains entries

β j(t) =


β11 for j = 1, t < ts

β12 for j = 1, t ≥ ts

β j for j = 2,3, . . . ,P.

(10)

Then some simple calculation shows that

x′iβββ (t) =

xi1β11 +∑
P
j=2 xi jβ j for t < ts

xi1β12 +∑
P
j=2 xi jβ j for t ≥ ts

= x
′
i(t)βββ

(aug), (11)

where

xi(t) =

(xi1,0,xi2, . . . ,xiP)
′

for t < ts

(0,xi1,xi2, . . . ,xiP)
′

for t ≥ ts
and βββ

(aug) = (β11,β12,β2, . . . ,βP)
′. (12)

In this way, we can model a time-varying coefficient as a set of time-varying covariates and further

turn a Cox model with time-varying covariates to a Cox model that stratified on time intervals.

2.4 Maximum partial likelihood estimation using cyclic coordinate descent

To maximize Lpartial(βββ ) with or without a regularization penalty with respect to βββ , we consider a

cyclic coordinate descent (CCD) algorithm which cycles through each covariate β j and updates it

by a Newton approach while holding all other covariates as contants [15, 16]. Specifically, when
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we cycle through the j-th covariate at l-th iteration, we can rewrite the partial log likelihood using a

second-order Taylor approximation:

g(β j)≈ g(β (l−1)
j )+g′(β (l−1)

j )(β j −β
(l−1)
j )+

1
2

g′′(β (l−1)
j )(β j −β

(l−1)
j )2, (13)

where g′(β (l−1)
j ) and g′′(β (l−1)

j ) represent the one-dimensional objective gradient and Hessian with

respect to β j evaluated at previous iteration, respectively. To minimize the objective, the new esti-

mate at l-th iteration falls out as:

β
(l)
j = β

(l−1)
j +∆β

(l)
j = β

(l−1)
j −

g′(β (l−1)
j )

g′′(β (l−1)
j )

. (14)

This CCD approach avoids the inversion of large Hassian matrices in the high-dimensional set-

ting and only requires the scalar gradients and Hessians. This opens up opportunities for fine-grain

parallelization (discussed in the next section). When the objective function is simply the negative

log partial likelihood of stratified Cox model, the gradient and Hessian fall out as

g′(β j) =−
K

∑
k=1

nk

∑
i=1

xki jδki +
K

∑
k=1

nk

∑
i=1

δki
∑r∈Rk(Yki) xkr j exp

(
x′krβββ

)
∑r∈Rk(Yki) exp

(
x′krβββ

) (15)

and

g′′(β j) =
K

∑
k=1

nk

∑
i=1

δki
∑r∈Rk(Yki) x2

kr j exp
(
x′krβββ

)
∑r∈Rk(Yki) exp

(
x′krβββ

) −
K

∑
k=1

nk

∑
i=1

δki

(
∑r∈Rk(Yki) xkr j exp

(
x′krβββ

)
∑r∈Rk(Yki) exp

(
x′krβββ

) )2

. (16)

Note that the repeated evaluations in the numerator and denominator of Equations (15) and (16)

constitute the computational bottleneck. We can conveniently add the penalty π(βββ ) for βββ into the

objective function when the regularization is needed.

With the step size ∆β
(l)
j = − g′(β (l−1)

j )

g′′(β (l−1)
j )

derived from Newton’s method, we further improve the

convergence by restricting the step size through a trust region approach [15]. Specifically, we ini-

tialize a trust region half-width ∆
(0)
j = 1 and update it as ∆

(l)
j = max{2|∆β

(l−1)
j |,∆(l−1)

j /2}. Subse-
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quently, we constrain the step size when updating the parameter at iteration l as follows:

β
(l+1)
j = β

(l)
j + sgn

(
∆β

(l)
j

)
min{|∆β

(l)
j |,∆(l)

j }. (17)

When not considering the penalty π(βββ ), the objective function is clearly convex and differen-

tiable everywhere in βββ . However, the ℓ1 penalty is convex but nondifferentiable at origin. Therefore,

we compute the directional derivatives [20] in both directions by settting sgn
(

∆β
(l)
j

)
= +1 and

sgn
(

∆β
(l)
j

)
=−1 at origin. If both directional derivatives are non-negative, we skip the update for

this iteration. If either directional derivative is negative, we update β j in that direction to minimize

the objective. Since the objective is convex, it is impossible for both directional derivatives to be

negative. While we do not provide a rigorous proof of convergence, the trust region method was

demonstrated effectiveness in our simulations and real-world experiments.

2.5 GPU-accelerated statistical computing strategies

There are two distinct strategies in parallel computing: coarse-grained parallelism and fine-grained

parallelism. The former divides the problem into a small number of large tasks due to limitations

in data communication between cores. This strategy is typically used in parallel computing on

clusters and multi-core CPUs [21]. In contrast, fine-grained parallelism breaks down computational

workloads into a large number of tiny tasks that run in almost lockstep. This strategy requires

significant data communication between cores and is well-suited for GPUs since they have shared

memory [22].

While conventionally used for graphic rendering, GPUs are growing in popularity in recent years

for their potential to accelerate various scientific and engineering applications. In this section, we

briefly review the basics of parallel computing on GPUs and discuss strategies for accelerating sta-

tistical computing using fine-grained parallelism.

Understanding the hierarchical structure of threads and memory of GPUs is crucial for achieving

high performance in GPU programming. Each thread can access its own set of processor registers
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and local memory for thread-private variables. Collections of up to 512 threads on current hardware

group together as a thread block that has a limited shared memory only accessible to the threads

within this block, enabling efficient data communication within the same block. A grid is a col-

lection of blocks that execute the same kernel function. GPUs also sport large, but off-chip global

memory accessible by all executing threads, regardless of if they live in the same or different blocks.

Accessing consecutive addresses in this global memory by threads in the same block leads to co-

alesced transactions, delivering much higher memory high-bandwidth than for most CPUs. It is

important to note that the register memory, local memory of a thread, and shared memory of a block

are high-speed on-chip memory, while accessing global memory is relatively slower. Therefore,

minimizing the number of global memory transactions can greatly improve the performance of GPU

programs.

GPU parallel computing works by executing kernels that are functions that run in parallel across

a set of parallel threads, following a single instruction, multiple thread (SIMT) architecture. To

maximize the utilization of hardware resources, contemporary GPUs employ warp and lockstep

execution [23]. A warp is a group of 32 parallel threads that execute the same instruction simulta-

neously. If threads within a warp diverge due to data-dependent branches, the warp executes each

branch path serially, and the threads converge back to the same path after all branch paths complete.

Thus, minimizing the number of diverging branches within a warp is crucial for achieving high

performance. Although a branch penalty exists when the branch divergence occurs within a warp,

modern GPUs are significantly more efficient at branching code than prior parallel processors with

the single-instruction, multiple-data (SIMD) architecture.

In this paper, we adopt a widely used heterogeneous computing model [23] between the CPU

and GPU for accelerating computation. Specifically, we begin by offloading the most computation-

ally demanding parts of the program to the GPU, while allowing the rest of the program to run on

the CPU. Note that this requires moving data between the host (CPU) and device (GPU) memory,

which can be slow due to limited bandwidth between devices, thus we aim to minimize these data

movements. Once we partition the program across the host and device appropriately, the powerful

computing capabilities of the GPU can make up for the expensive data movement by performing
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intensive calculations much faster than the CPU.

The computationally demanding portions in our case can benefit significantly more from fine-

grained parallelism on GPUs than from traditional coarse-grained parallelism on CPUs. In tradi-

tional coarse-grained parallelism on CPUs, we divide the computational work into a limited number

of batches (depending on the number of available CPU cores), with each core handling the compu-

tations for a batch of samples. In contrast, we can achieve much higher degree of parallelization

on GPUs by breaking down the computation into numerous small, parallelizable tasks that require

extensive inter-task communication.

2.6 Efficient parallel segmented-scan on GPUs

Here we introduce the crucial building blocks for massive sample size Cox regression analysis with

and without stratification on GPUs: the scan and segmented scan.

A scan procedure takes an input array a = [a0,a1, . . . ,an−1] and an associated binary operator

⊕, and produces an output array b where bi = a0 ⊕ ·· ·⊕ ai. Implementing a scan serially is triv-

ial and requires O(n) operations. While the output array displays obvious serial dependence in its

values, this procedure remains parallelizable when communication costs between threads is low.

The naïve parallel scan algorithm is based on a balanced, binary tree of operations. This algo-

rithm reduces the computational complexity to the height of the tree O(log2 n), assuming parallel

operations execute in O(1) at the same level on the tree. This naïve algorithm, however, performs

∑
log2 n
d=1 (n−2d−1) =O(n log2 n) binary operations in total, even more than the sequential scan, though

in parallel. Therefore, the naïve algorithm is not work-efficient, as it may require additional compu-

tational resources.

A work-efficient scan algorithm arises from a reduce-then-scan strategy that who operations

visually resemble an “hourglass” shape consisting of an up-sweep phase and a down-sweep phase.

In the up-sweep phase, we traverse the tree from leaves to root for computing a set of partial sums. In

the down-sweep phase, we traverse back up the tree from the root to aggregate the scan output using

the partial sums computed in the up-sweep phase. Overall the two phases perform 3(n−1) =O(n)
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operations and is work-efficient for large arrays.

A segmented scan procedure takes an additional segment descriptor with the same dimension of

the input array that encodes how the input array is divided into segments. For example, a segmented

scan of the + operator over an array of integers a = [3,1,7,0,4,1,6,3] with the segment head flags

f = [1,0,1,0,0,1,0,0], which divide the input array into three subarrays, produces an output array

b = [3,4,7,7,11,1,7,10]. Suppose the input array is divided into K segments according to the given

segment descriptor, a naïve parallel implementation can easily perform K separate scan procedures.

This implementation, however, can be very inefficient when K is relatively large due to the overhead

of launching and monitoring for the completion of K separate kernels, each of which may contain

only a small amount of work. More importantly, the shorter data access patterns depending on how

the input array is divided can interfere with coalescing global memory transactions.

Alternatively, we can avoid the additional overhead and suboptimal data access patterns by trans-

forming a segmented scan into a single regular scan [13, 24, 25]. The idea is that given the input

array a, segment head flags f , and associated binary operator ⊕, one combines f and a together as a

new input array of flag-value pairs ( fi,ai) and constructs a new binary operator ⊕s based on ⊕ and

f , such that

( fi,ai)⊕s ( f j,a j) := ( fi | f j, if f j = 1 then a j else ai ⊕a j). (18)

Hence, the algorithm’s efficiency is independent of how the input array is segmented or the total

number of segments. Figure 1 illustrates this efficient segmented scan algorithm, employing the

reduce-then-scan strategy.

[Figure 1 about here.]

2.7 GPU massive parallelization for parameter estimation

In this section, we aim to show how to accelerate the computational work in 2.4 using the parallel

building block presented in 2.6.
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We first analyze the time complexity of our CCD algorithm presented in 2.4. In one cycle of

CCD iteration, we update β j for j = 1, . . . ,P using Newton’s updates (14), each of which in turn

requires evaluating the univariate gradient (15) and Hessian (16). The first term in gradient (15)

requires O(K)+O(∑K
k=1 nk = N) operations. Naïve computation of the second term in gradient (15)

and both terms of Hessian (16) require O(K)+O(∑K
k=1 n2

k) due to the additional inner sums in both

numerator and denominator.

We can tackle fortunately all inner sums involving Rk(Yki) as scan, if we arrange the observations

within a stratum k by their observed time Yki in decreasing order. Recall that the risk set Rk(Yki) =

{r : Ykr ≥ Yki} contains the individuals in stratum k who have an observed time equaling or after Yki,

i.e. Rk(Yki)∈ Rk(Yki′)∀Yki >Yki′ . Define S[ν] as scan on a arbitrary vector ν. Taking the denominator

of the second term of gradient as an example, we can write the terms within stratum k as

{
∑

r∈Rk(Yki)

exp
(
x′krβββ

)}nk

i=1

= S
[{

exp
(
x′kiβββ

)}nk
i=1

]
, (19)

each with only cost O(nk) operations. In this way, we can reformulate the second term of gradient

as 2K scans and reduce the time complexity from O(K)+O(∑K
k=1 n2

k) to O(K)+O(∑K
k=1 nk). Sim-

ilarly, the time complexity of Hessian can be reduced to O(K)+O(∑K
k=1 nk). However, this can still

be inefficient when encountering highly-stratified data, due to the factor K in the time complexity.

To this end, we further combine the data across strata xk ∈R(nk×P) together as X=
[
x1 · · · xK

]
∈

RN×P, and turn K scans to a single K-segmented scan. Define head flag vectors fk = { fki}nk
i=1 such

that

fki =

1 for i = 1 and

0 for i = 2, . . . ,nk,

(20)

for all k and Sseg[ν] as segmented scan on the vector ν with the head flag f=( f11, . . . , f1n1, f21, . . . , fKnK).
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Then we can write the denominator of the second term in the gradient across all K strata simply as

Sseg

[{
exp
(
x′sβββ
)}N

s=1

]
, (21)

where s = ∑
k−1
k′=1 nk′ + i for i = 1, . . . ,nk and k = 1, . . . ,K. Further, define exponentiation (exp),

multiplication (×) and division (/) as element-wise operations on vectors. The univariate gradient

(15) and Hessian (16) falls out as:

g′(β j) = −δ′X j +δ′
Sseg[N1]

Sseg[D]
and (22)

g′′(β j) = δ′
Sseg[N2]

Sseg[D]
−δ′

(
Sseg[N1]

Sseg[D]
× Sseg[N1]

Sseg[D]

)
, (23)

where

D = exp(Xβββ ) , (24)

N1 = X j × exp(Xβββ ) and (25)

N2 = X j ×X j × exp(Xβββ ) . (26)

Note that the vectors X j, Xβββ , f, D, N1, and N2 in the above equations are all of the same dimension

(N ×1). Furthermore, we can avoid the costly matrix-vector multiplication Xβββ in CCD by updating

[Xβββ ]s as shown below:

[Xβββ ](new)
s = [Xβββ ](old)

s + xs j∆β j, (27)

for s = 1,2, . . . ,N. Regarding the vector-vector inner-products, such as δ′X j, we efficiently compute

these through a parallelized reduction (i.e., sum) as ∑
N
s=1 δsxs j. Note that X is generally sparse where

most of xs j are zeros, resulting in relatively small computations for the above processes. Now we

have successfully reduced the time complexity of the univariate gradient (15) and Hessian (16) to

O(N), and the time complexity of one cycle of our CCD algorithm to O(NP) under the stratified

Cox model, regardless of the number of strata or the data distribution among them.
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To parallelize the evaluation of the gradient (15) and Hessian (16) on a GPU, we generate S =

B× IPT ×G threads. Here, B represents the number of concurrent threads forming a thread block,

IPT is the number of input items per thread, and G= ⌈ N
B×IPT ⌉ indicates the number of thread blocks.

The block size B and thread grain size IPT are constrained by hardware and are tunable constants.

In our implementation, we choose B = 128 and IPT = 15 for the binary-tree based kernel following

the parameter settings in CUB, and B = 256 and IPT = 1 for other kernels we have developed to

compute Equations (24) through (27). Within each thread block, B threads can communicate through

shared memory and execute computations in parallel. For instance, the threads first read the nonzero

entries of X j and Xβββ (old), and then update Xβββ (new), D, N1, and N2 concurrently using Equations (27),

(24), (25) and (26), respectively. Subsequently, the threads read the values of D, N1, N2, and the head

flag f, and perform an efficient segmented scan operation (as detailed in 2.6) using the resources of

shared memory. Finally, the threads execute the element-wise transformations and binary reductions

as shown in Equations (22) and (23), completing the evaluation of the gradient and Hessian for β j

within a single iteration of the CCD process.

3 Results

We assess the computational efficiency of our GPU implementation versus a similar CPU imple-

mentation in fitting the extensions of Cox model to large-scale sample sizes comparable to those

we often see in EHR and claims data sources. To accomplish this, we conduct a series of synthetic

experiments fitting stratified Cox models across various numbers of strata and sample sizes. We then

replicate a real-world study to evaluate the efficacy of antihypertensive drug classes using a stratified

Cox model based on matching subjects through their propensity scores. Finally, we investigate the

time-varying effect of a safety outcome associated with the above drug classes employing a Cox

model with time-varying coefficients. Our computational setup comprises a system equipped with

a 10-core, 3.3 GHz Intel(R) Xeon(R) W-2155 CPU, and an NVIDIA Quadro GV100 boasting 5120

CUDA cores and 32GB RAM, capable of achieving up to 7.4 Tflops double-precision floating-point

performance.
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3.1 Synthetic experiments

In this section, we illustrate the computational performance of our GPU implementation compared

to the corresponding CPU implementation on stratified Cox model in the highly optimized R package

Cyclops [10, 16]. We simulate a binary design matrix X under two sample sizes and two dimen-

sions. We randomly set 5% of the entries uniformly to be 1s to mimic the sparse pattern in the

observational healthcare data. For each sample size, we stratify the data into various number of

strata. We generate the P-dimensional βββ from a standard normal distribution with mean zero and

unit variance, where we set 80% of the entries to 0 to induce model parameter sparsity as well, that

is

β j ∼ N(0,1)×Bernoulli(0.80) ∀ j.

[Figure 2 about here.]

We fit these simulants using a stratified Cox model under a fixed ℓ1 penalty with γ =
√

2, as

further executing the cross-validation does alter the relative performance of the different implemen-

tations here. Figure 2 presents the runtime per iteration and the speedup of GPU paralllelization

relative to a similar CPU implementation. We also include the performance of GPU parallelization

of an unstratified ℓ1 Cox model [12] for comparison purposes, as shown in the leftmost point in all

figures. We observe that the GPU paralllelization delivers up to a 13-fold speedup and a 43-fold

speedup with 100,000 samples and one million samples, respectively. To put it into an absolute

scale, we reduce the total fitting time of a stratified Cox model with one million samples and 50,000

strata from 17 minutes to 23 seconds. We also observe a rapid increase of runtimes on the CPU with

the most highly stratified data, while the GPU approach consistent performs well across slightly and

highly stratified data. At K = N/2, speculative instruction execution, namely poor branch prediction

of where strata start, takes it toll on CPU performance. The relevant performance improvements

align with the computational complexity analysis discussed in 2.7.
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3.2 Cardiovascular effectiveness of antihypertensive drug classes

In this section, we explore the relative effectiveness of two major hypertension drug classes to

demonstrate the advantages of massive parallelization within a real-world example. While most

treatment recommendations derive from randomized clinical trials that offer limited comparisons

between a few agents, large-scale observational studies can provide valuable insights for estimat-

ing the relative risk of important cardiovascular and safety outcomes associated with different drug

classes. We primarily focus on two major hypertension drug classes, angiotensin-converting enzyme

inhibitors (ACEIs) and thiazide or thiazide-like diuretics (THZs), and one important cardiovascular

outcome, hospitalization for heart failure. We follow a comparative new-user cohort design, as out-

lined in the Large-scale Evidence Generation and Evaluation across a Network of Databases for

Hypertension (LEGEND-HTN) study [26].

For our experiments here, we use patient health records on antihypertensive drug classes from

the Optum® de-identified Electronic Health Record dataset (Optum EHR). This dataset encompasses

information from 85 million individuals in the United States who are commercially or Medicare

insured. We extract a subsample of 946,911 patients diagnosed with hypertension. Among these

individuals, 77% initiate treatment with an ACEI, while the remaining 23% initiate treatment with a

THZ. We consider the relative effectiveness of THZ and ACEI in preventing hospitalization for heart

failure as main treatment covariate. Additionally, we include 9,976 baseline patient characteristic

covariates, encompassing clinical condition, drug exposure, and medical procedure. The patient

characteristic covariates exhibit an average sparsity of 97%, indicating that only 3% of the entries

contain non-zero values. We construct a propensity score model incorporating all baseline covariates

[27] and stratify the individuals into varying number of equally-sized strata based on their propensity

score estimates. Specifically, we consider three commonly used strata configurations: S = 5,10,

and 20. Finally, we apply the stratified Cox proportional hazards model to estimate the hazard

ratio (HR) between THZ and ACEI initiation with respect to the risk of hospitalization for heart

failure. We include all patient characteristics and treatment covariates in the stratified Cox model

with ℓ1 regularization on all covariates except the treatment covariate, and employ a 10-fold cross-
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validation to search for optimal tuning parameters. Considering that statistical inference under ℓ1

regularization remains challenging, we calculate 95% bootstrapped percentile intervals (BPIs) from

bootstrap samples. Table 1 reports the runtimes (in hours) for both our GPU parallelization and

a similar CPU implementation and the HRs estimates with their BPIs. Our GPU parallelization

delivers an 11-fold speedup across varying numbers of strata.

[Table 1 about here.]

3.3 Time-varying effect of safety outcome of antihypertensive drug classes

In this section, we investigate the time-varying effect of a safety outcome of ACEIs: cough [28].

We utilize a similar comparative new-user cohort design and the same dataset as in the previous

section to conduct this analysis. Rather than stratifying individuals using propensity scores, we

employ a 1:1 matching strategy for THZ and ACEI new-users. After propensity score matching, we

retain a total of 407,828 patients who developed cough with 9,666 baseline covariates for further

analysis. The Kaplan-Meier plots in Figure 3 shows the survival of patients with cough over time.

We can see that the relative risks of THZ and ACEI exposure on cough are different within 10 days

of initiating treatment and after 10 days. Therefore, we treat the treatment covariate as two time-

varying covariates accordingly. To assess the time-varying effects, we transform the Cox model with

a time-varying coefficient to a stratified Cox model with two strata using the method explained in

2.3 and 2.2. The stratified Cox model for cough contains 812,432 observations and 9,668 covariates

after appropriate data wrangling. We apply an ℓ1 penalty on all covariates except the treatment

covariates (within 10 days of initiating treatment and after 10 days). We then performed a 10-fold

cross-validation to identify the optimal tuning parameters. Our GPU parallelization significantly

reduces the analysis time from 21.6 hours to 1.86 hours.

[Figure 3 about here.]

Through massive parallelization, we find that initializing with a THZ has less risk of developing

cough than initializing with an ACEI after 10 days (HR 0.67, 95% BPI 0.65− 0.69), while both
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medications exhibit similar risks within 10 days (HR 0.98, 95% BPI 0.87− 1.13). Note that the

HRs correspond to the exponentiated β coefficients. The difference between two coefficients is 0.38

with a 95% BPIs ranging from 0.30 to 0.48, reinforcing that the relative risks of developing cough

differ within and after 10 days of initialization. Previously, dealing with time-varying coefficients

on this scale posed challenges in the original LEGEND-HTN study due to computational time bur-

dens. However, with the implementation of our GPU parallelization, this complex analysis has now

become feasible.

4 Discussion

This article presents an efficient GPU implementation of stratified Cox and the time-varying Cox

models for analyzing large-scale time-to-event data investigating time-varying effects, building upon

our prior work on standard Cox models [12]. We implement this efficient method in the open-source

R package Cyclops [10]. In simulation studies, the GPU implementation for the stratified Cox

model shows a speedup of 43 times compared to the equivalent CPU implementation, even with up

to 1 million samples. In our real-world examples examining the time-varying risk of developing

cough, massive parallelization significantly reduces the total runtimes from nearly a day to less than

2 hours.

The main idea of this article is to simplify a complex model into a more concise one and enhance

its implementation efficiency through the innovative use of massive parallelization. In particular,

we demonstrate that a Cox model with time-varying coefficients can be transformed into a Cox

model with time-varying covariates when using discrete time-to-event data. Moreover, we identify

that the Cox model with time-varying covariates shares the similar partial likelihood structure as

the stratified Cox model. Finally, we apply an efficient segmented scan algorithm to address the

same computational bottleneck of the three extended models due to the similar partial likelihood

structure. This algorithm significantly accelerates likelihood, gradient, and Hessian evaluations,

thereby improving the overall efficiency of our approach.
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There is potential for improvement in our approach. First, both transformations detailed in 2.3

and 2.2 require augmenting the original design matrix due to repeating the time-independent covari-

ates over time or creating additional time-varying covariates to estimate the time-varying effect in

multiple time intervals. While data augmentation can be memory-inefficient, it is possible to save

memory by developing mappings on the original data, as both data augmentation techniques involve

duplications of the original data. Additionally, the cyclic coordinate descent algorithm we use in

the case with ℓ1 regularization may lack of rigorous theoretical proof of convergence. Although it is

possible that the results to be oscillate around the global minimum, we have not observed this issue

in our experiments.

Nonetheless, this work provides valuable tools for massively sized Cox models with stratifica-

tion and time-varying effects. In recent years, the growing interest in leveraging large-scale obser-

vational healthcare data sources has driven the demand for such models. For instance, Shoaibi et

al. [29] explored the comparative effectiveness of famotidine in hospitalized COVID-19 patients

using data from the COVID-19 Premier Hospital Database, which encompasses approximately 700

hospitals throughout the United States. Similarly, Kim et al. [30] studied the comparative safety and

effectiveness of two popular anti-osteoporosis medications on 324,049 patients across three elec-

tronic medical records and six claims databases. The ability to rapidly perform analyses using such

large models has opened doors to comprehensive sensitivity assessments regarding stratification de-

signs. Moreover, this work initiates large-scale comparative effectiveness and safety studies with

time-varying effects, addressing the limitation of tools for the time-varying Cox models.
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Cyclops: R-package Cyclops containing code to perform the analysis described in the article is

available at https://github.com/OHDSI/Cyclops/tree/time_varying.

R scripts for executing the experiments: R scripts for executing the experiments in Section 3. are

available at https://github.com/suchard-group/strat_time_manuscript_supplement.
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Figure 1: An efficient parallel segmented scan algorithm based on binary tree. The efficiency of
this algorithm is independent of how the input array is partitioned into segments or the number
of segments. Each data point consists of a flag-value pair ( fi,ai), where fi is a binary indicator
indicating whether the i-th element serves as the head of a segment, and ai represents the value
intended for scan. The binary operator applied to these pairs is defined as ( fi,ai)⊕s ( f j,a j) :=
( fi | f j, if f j = 1 then a j else ai ⊕a j), where ⊕ := + in this example. Each vertical grey box rep-
resents an individual thread. Every thread executes a sequence of steps, some of which necessitate
awaiting outcomes from other threads. The algorithm utilizes a reduce-then-scan strategy, which can
be vitalized as an “hourglass” shape comprising an up-sweep phase and a down-sweep phase. The
binary tree-based parallel algorithm requires a considerable amount of inter-thread data communi-
cation, but this latency remains low in shared memory, making it suitable for GPU parallelization.
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Figure 2: Runtimes per iteration (in seconds) and speedup of the GPU implementation relative to
the CPU implementation for stratified Cox models with a fixed ℓ1 penalty. We conduct experiments
using two sample sizes: N = 105 and N = 106, and two dimensions: P = 1,000 and P = 2,000,
both with a sparsity of 95%. For each sample size, we fit stratified Cox models with various number
of strata. In addition, we include our previous work on the unstratified Cox model for comparison
purposes.
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Figure 3: Kaplan Meier plots showing survival of patients with cough over time. The red line
represents THZ exposure, while the blue line represents ACEI exposure. The upper plot displays all
the data included in the analysis, while the lower plot focuses on data within 30 days of exposure.
We can see that the risks of developing cough within the first 10 days are similar in both groups,
while ACEI carries a higher risk compared to THZ after 10 days.
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Runtime (hr)
Strata GPU CPU HR (95% [BPI])

5 1.41 16.2 0.83 (0.72, 0.93)
10 1.38 15.8 0.81 (0.73, 0.90)
20 1.57 18.0 0.82 (0.73, 0.93)

Table 1: Computation times (in hours) for fitting the stratified Cox model for the optimum value of ℓ1
regularization parameter (found through 10-fold cross-validation) across GPU and CPU implemen-
tations and the HR estimates and their 95% BPIs comparing the relative risk of hospitalization for
heart failure risk between new-users of thiazide or thiazide-like duretics and angiotensin-converting
enzyme inhibitors. The data contains 946,911 individuals with 9,977 covariates. We stratify the
individuals into varying number of equally-sized strata based on propensity score estimates.
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