arXiv:1505.06354v1 [stat.CO] 23 May 2015

Online Updating of Statistical Inference in
the Big Data Setting

Elizabeth D. Schifano,*
Department of Statistics, University of Connecticut
Jing Wu,
Department of Statistics, University of Connecticut
Chun Wang,
Department of Statistics, University of Connecticut
Jun Yan,
Department of Statistics, University of Connecticut
and
Ming-Hui Chen
Department of Statistics, University of Connecticut

May 26, 2015

Abstract

We present statistical methods for big data arising from online analytical process-
ing, where large amounts of data arrive in streams and require fast analysis without
storage/access to the historical data. In particular, we develop iterative estimat-
ing algorithms and statistical inferences for linear models and estimating equations
that update as new data arrive. These algorithms are computationally efficient,
minimally storage-intensive, and allow for possible rank deficiencies in the subset
design matrices due to rare-event covariates. Within the linear model setting, the
proposed online-updating framework leads to predictive residual tests that can be
used to assess the goodness-of-fit of the hypothesized model. We also propose a new
online-updating estimator under the estimating equation setting. Theoretical prop-
erties of the goodness-of-fit tests and proposed estimators are examined in detail. In
simulation studies and real data applications, our estimator compares favorably with
competing approaches under the estimating equation setting.
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1 Introduction

The advancement and prevalence of computer technology in nearly every realm of science
and daily life has enabled the collection of “big data”. While access to such wealth of
information opens the door towards new discoveries, it also poses challenges to the current
statistical and computational theory and methodology, as well as challenges for data storage
and computational efficiency.

Recent methodological developments in statistics that address the big data challenges
have largely focused on subsampling-based (e.g., Kleiner et al., 2014; Liang et al., 2013; Ma
et al., 2013) and divide and conquer (e.g., Lin and Xi, 2011} Guha et al.| 2012; |Chen and
Xie, [2014)) techniques; see Wang et al.| (2015)) for a review. “Divide and conquer” (or “divide
and recombine” or ‘split and conquer”, etc.), in particular, has become a popular approach
for the analysis of large complex data. The approach is appealing because the data are
first divided into subsets and then numeric and visualization methods are applied to each
of the subsets separately. The divide and conquer approach culminates by aggregating the
results from each subset to produce a final solution. To date, most of the focus in the
final aggregation step is in estimating the unknown quantity of interest, with little to no
attention devoted to standard error estimation and inference.

In some applications, data arrives in streams or in large chunks, and an online, sequen-
tially updated analysis is desirable without storage requirements. As far as we are aware,
we are the first to examine inference in the online-updating setting. Even with big data,
inference remains an important issue for statisticians, particularly in the presence of rare-
event covariates. In this work, we provide standard error formulae for divide-and-conquer
estimators in the linear model (LM) and estimating equation (EE) framework. We fur-
ther develop iterative estimating algorithms and statistical inferences for the LM and EE
frameworks for online-updating, which update as new data arrive. These algorithms are
computationally efficient, minimally storage-intensive, and allow for possible rank deficien-
cies in the subset design matrices due to rare-event covariates. Within the online-updating
setting for linear models, we propose tests for outlier detection based on predictive residu-
als and derive the exact distribution and the asymptotic distribution of the test statistics

for the normal and non-normal cases, respectively. In addition, within the online-updating



setting for estimating equations, we propose a new estimator and show that it is asymptot-
ically consistent. We further establish new uniqueness results for the resulting cumulative
EE estimators in the presence of rank-deficient subset design matrices. Our simulation
study and real data analysis demonstrate that the proposed estimator outperforms other
divide-and-conquer or online-updated estimators in terms of bias and mean squared error.

The manuscript is organized as follows. In Section 2| we first briefly review the divide-
and-conquer approach for linear regression models and introduce formulae to compute the
mean square error. We then present the linear model online-updating algorithm, address
possible rank deficiencies within subsets, and propose predictive residual diagnostic tests. In
Section |3} we review the divide-and-conquer approach of |Lin and Xi| (2011) for estimating
equations and introduce corresponding variance formulae for the estimators. We then
build upon this divide-and-conquer strategy to derive our online-updating algorithm and
new online-updated estimator. We further provide theoretical results for the new online-
updated estimator and address possible rank deficiencies within subsets. Section |4 contains
our numerical simulation results for both the LM and EE settings, while Section [9| contains
results from the analysis of real data regarding airline on-time statistics. We conclude with

a brief discussion.

2 Normal Linear Regression Model

2.1 Notation and Preliminaries

Suppose there are N independent observations {(y;,x;), ¢ = 1,2,..., N} of interest and we
wish to fit a normal linear regression model y; = x;3+¢;, where ¢; ~ N(0, 0?) independently
fori=1,2,..., N, and 3 is a p-dimensional vector of regression coefficients corresponding
to covariates x; (p x 1). Write y = (y1,¥2,...,yn) and X = (x1,Xa,...,Xy)" where we
assume the design matrix X is of full rank p < N. The least squares (LS) estimate of
B and the corresponding residual mean square, or mean squared error (MSE), are given
by B8 = (X'X)"'X'y and MSE = 1 y'(Iy — H)y, respectively, where Iy is the N x N
identity matrix and H = X(X'X)"1X".

In the online-updating setting, we suppose that the /N observations are not available all



at once, but rather arrive in chunks from a large data stream. Suppose at each accumulation
point k£ we observe y, and X, the ni-dimensional vector of responses and the n, X p
matrix of covariates, respectively, for k = 1,..., K such that y = (y},¥5,...,y%) and
X = (X}, X5, ..., X%) . Provided Xj, is of full rank, the LS estimate of 3 based on the k"

subset is given by

A

Bk = (X Xe) ' Xy (1)

and the MSE is given by

1
MSEp, = ———yi(In, = Hi)ys, (2)

where Hy, = X, (X}, X;,) !X}, for k=1,2,..., K.

As in the divide-and-conquer approach (e.g., |Lin and Xi, 2011), we can write B as

K K R
B=(LxX) XX, i (3)
k=1 k=1

We provide a similar divide-and-conquer expression for the residual sum of squares, or sum
of squared errors (SSE), given by

K

SSE = i ViV — ( i X;X;ﬁnkk> / ( i XZXO - < Z XZXankk) ; (4)
k=1 k=1 k=1

k=1
and MSE = SSE/(N — p). The SSE, written as in (4)), is quite useful if one is interested

~

in performing inference in the divide-and-conquer setting, as var(3) may be estimated
-1 R

by MSE(X'X)™! = MSE(Zle X;Xk) . We will see in Section that both @ in (3)

and SSE in may be expressed in sequential form that is more advantageous from the

perspective of online-updating.

2.2 Online Updating

While equations and are quite amenable to parallel processing for each subset, the
online-updating approach for data streams is inherently sequential in nature. Equations
and (4]) can certainly be used for estimation and inference for regression coefficients resulting

at some terminal point K from a data stream, provided quantities (X}, X4, 3, 1, y.Yx) are

available for all accumulation points £ = 1,..., K. However, such data storage may not
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always be possible or desirable. Furthermore, it may also be of interest to perform inference
at a given accumulation step k, using the k£ subsets of data observed to that point. Thus,
our objective is to formulate a computationally efficient and minimally storage-intensive

procedure that will allow for online-updating of estimation and inference.

2.2.1 Online Updating of LS Estimates

While our ultimate estimation and inferential procedures are frequentist in nature, a
Bayesian perspective provides some insight into how we may construct our online-updating
estimators. Under a Bayesian framework, using the previous k — 1 subsets of data to
construct a prior distribution for the current data in subset k£, we immediate identify the
appropriate online updating formulae for estimating the regression coefficients 3 and the
error variance o2 with each new incoming dataset (yy, Xy). The Bayesian paradigm and
accompanying formulae are provided in the Supplementary Material.

Let Bk and MSE, denote the LS estimate of 3 and the corresponding MSE based on
the cumulative data Dy = {(y,, X¢), ¢ = 1,2,...,k}. The online-updated estimator of 3

based on cumulative data Dy is given by
Br = (XiXy + Vi) (X XeBi + Vi1 Biy), ()

where Bo =0, Bnkk is defined by or , V= 25:1 X)X fork=1,2,...,and Vy =0,
is a p X p matrix of zeros. Although motivated through Bayesian arguments, may also
be found in a (non-Bayesian) recursive linear model framework (e.g., [Stengel, 2012, page
313).

The online-updated estimator of the SSE based on cumulative data Dy, is given by
~l ~ ~l ~ Al ~
SSEx = SSE;z1+ SSEnk,k + /kalkalﬁk—l + /Bnk,kX;chﬁnk,k - ﬁkvkﬁk (6>

where SSE,, x is the residual sum of squares from the k™" dataset, with corresponding
residual mean square MSE,,, , =SSE,,, 1/(n; — p). The MSE based on the data Dy, is then
MSEy, = SSEy/(Ny — p) where Nj, = lezl ng (= ng + Ny_1) for k =1,2,.... Note that for
k = K, equations and @ are identical to those in and , respectively.

Notice that, in addition to quantities only involving the current data (yx, Xx) (i.e.,

Bnk’k, SSE,, k, X} Xy, and ny), we only used quantities (Bk,l,SSEk_l,Vk_l,Nk_l) from
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the previous accumulation point to compute Bk and MSE,. Based on these online-updated
estimates, one can easily obtain online-updated t-tests for the regression parameter esti-
mates. Online-updated ANOVA tables require storage of two additional scalar quantities

from the previous accumulation point; details are provided in the Supplementary Material.

2.2.2 Rank Deficiencies in X,

When dealing with subsets of data, either in the divide-and-conquer or the online-updating
setting, it is quite possible (e.g., in the presence of rare event covariates) that some of the
design matrix subsets X will not be of full rank, even if the design matrix X for the entire
dataset is of full rank. For a given subset k, note that if the columns of X are not linearly

independent, but lie in a space of dimension g, < p, the estimate

Bk = (XiXe) Xy, (7)
where (X}, Xy)~ is a generalized inverse of (X} X},) for subset k, will not be unique. However,

both B and MSE will be unique, which leads us to introduce the following proposition.

Proposition 2.1 Suppose X is of full rank p < N. If the columns of Xy are not linearly
independent, but lie in a space of dimension q < p foranyk=1,..., K, B in (3) and SSE
using Bnkk as in will be invariant to the choice of generalized inverse (X Xx)™ of
(X5 Xk)-

To see this, recall that a generalized inverse of a matrix B, denoted by B™, is a matrix

~

such that BB™B = B. Note that for (X} X})~, a generalized inverse of (X} Xy), B, &
given in (7)) is a solution to the linear system (X}, Xy)8;, = X,yx. It is well known that if
(X} X)~ is a generalized inverse of (X}, Xy), then X (X} X)X, is invariant to the choice
of (X}, Xx)™ (e.g.,[Searle, 1971, p20). Both and rely on Bnk’k only through product

X! X3 X! X (X4 X)X, yr = X,yx which is invariant to the choice of (X}X})™.

nk,k =

Remark 2.2 The online-updating formulae and @ do not require X} Xy, for all k to
be invertible. In particular, the online-updating scheme only requires Vi = Z;f:l XX, to

be invertible. This fact can be made more explicit by rewriting and @, respectively, as
B = XX+ Vi) (Xiye + Wir) = Vi (Xiyx + Wi ) (8)

~ ~ A ~
SSE, = SSE,_1+ Y;g}’k + Br_1 V181 — Br ViBy (9)
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where Wy = 0 and W, = Z?:l Xiye fork=1,2,....

Remark 2.3 Following Remark and using the Bayesian motivation discussed in the
Supplementary Material, if Xy is not of full rank (e.g., due to a rare event covariate),
we may consider a reqularized least squares estimator by setting Vo # 0,. For example,
setting Vo = A,, A > 0, with py = 0 would correspond to a ridge estimator and could be
used at the beginning of the online estimation process until enough data has accumulated;
once enough data has accumulated, the biasing term Vo = AL, may be removed such that
the remaining sequence of updated estimators Bk and MSE), are unbiased for 3 and o2,
respectively. More specifically, set 'V = Z?:o X)X, (note that the summation starts at
¢ = 0 rather than ¢ = 1) where XXy = Vy, keep Bo = 0, and suppose at accumulation
point k we have accumulated enough data such that X, is of full rank. For k < k and
Vo = AL, A > 0, we obtain a (biased) ridge estimator and corresponding sum of squared

errors by using and @ or and @D At k = Kk, we can remove the bias with, e.q.,

A

ﬁn = (}(;}(,.i + Vﬁ_l — Vo)_l(X;yﬁ + Wn—l) (10)

~ ~

SSE,{ = SSEI{*I + y;yfc + B:{—lvlﬂ?*lBK/—l - BR(VN - VO)IBm (11>

and then proceed with original updating procedure for k > K to obtain unbiased estimators

of B and o?.

2.3 Model Fit Diagnostics

While the advantages of saving only lower-dimensional summaries are clear, a potential dis-
advantage arises in terms of difficulty performing classical residual-based model diagnostics.
Since we have not saved the individual observations from the previous (k — 1) datasets,
we can only compute residuals based upon the current observations (yx, Xy ). For example,

. - . . L
one may compute the residuals ey; = yg; — Yri, Wwhere ¢ = 1,... . ng and g, = inﬁnk,m or

even the externally studentized residuals given by

(12)

ki

Cki g —p—1 ]1/2
= = €k )
\/MSEnk,k(i)(l - hkn) ‘ SSEnhk(l - hku) - eii

where hy, ;; = Diag(Hy); = Diag(X (X}, X)X},); and MSE,, () is the MSE computed from

the k' subset with the i*" observation removed, i = 1,...,ny.
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However, for model fit diagnostics in the online-update setting, it would arguably be
more useful to consider the predictive residuals, based on Bk_l from data D,_; with pre-
dicted values yi = (Uk1s - - - Ukny,) = XkBk_l, as €ri = Yri — Yri, ¢ = 1,...,ng. Define the

standardized predictive residuals as
tvki :éki/\/VéI(éki), 1= 1,...,nk. (13)

2.3.1 Distribution of standardized predictive residuals

To derive the distribution of #;, we introduce new notation. Denote Y, = (¥ ¥l
and X';_1 and €;_ the corresponding Nj_; X p design matrix of stacked X,, £ =1,...,k—1,

and Ni_; X 1 random errors, respectively. For new observations yi, X, we assume

Ye = XiB + €, (14)

where the elements of €, are independent with mean 0 and variance o? independently of
the elements of €;_; which also have mean 0 and variance 0. Thus, F(éx;) = 0, var(éy;) =

0% (1 4+ 2, (X} Xpo1) tay) for i =1,... ny, and
var(ey) = o (L, + Xp( X} Xpo1) "' X})

where €, = (€1, ..., €kn,) .
If we assume that both €, and £,_; are normally distributed, then it is easy to show that

e, var(é;) 'é; ~ x5 . Thus, estimating o with MSE,_; and noting that N’“;é_pMSEk,l ~

XX,_,_p independently of &, var(é) '€, we find that fj; ~ ty,_,_, and

eI, + X (X X)) T X)) ey

F, = ~ F, . 15
k 7/”{1\/[8]3]671 k' Nk—1—p ( )

If we are not willing to assume normality of the errors, we introduce the following propo-

sition. The proof of the proposition is given in the Supplementary Material.
Proposition 2.4 Assume that

1. €, 1 = 1,...,n%, are independent and identically distributed with E(e;) = 0 and



2. the elements of the design matriz Xy, are uniformly bounded, i.e., | X;;| < C, V i, 7,

where C' < oo is constant;

Xy 1 X

3. lim N

= Q, where Q is a positive definite matrix.
Nk,lﬁoo

Let & = T7'¢;, where IT" £ I, + Xy( X} Xp1) ' X, Write &' = (&]/,....€} "),
where & is an ny, x 1 vector consisting of the ( 2;11 ng, + 1)th component through the
(Zzzl nk,)th component of €, and Y ny, = ny. We further assume that

nki

4. lim

nE—00 T

= C}, where 0 < C; < 00 s constant fori=1,...,m.

Then at accumulation point k, we have

Z;L %(H@ézz)z d 2 N (16)
i — Xm7 as nk;, k— — OO’
MSE,_4 1

where 1y, is an ng, X 1 vector of all ones.

2.3.2 Tests for Outliers

Under normality of the random errors, we may use statistics #;; in (13) and F}, in to
test individually or globally if there are any outliers in the k™" dataset. Notice that #;; in

([13) and F}, in (15) can be re-expressed equivalently as

f]m' = é]m/\/MSEk_l(l —|— xzi(Vk_l)—lxki) (17)
Fk _ é;€<Ink + Xk(kal)_IX;c)_lék (18)
nkMSEk_l

and thus can both be computed with the lower-dimensional stored summary statistics from
the previous accumulation point.

We may identify as outlying y,; observations those cases whose standardized predicted
t1; are large in magnitude. If the regression model is appropriate, so that no case is
outlying because of a change in the model, then each f;; will follow the ¢ distribution with
Ni_1 — p degrees of freedom. Let py; = P(|tn,_,—p| > |txi]) be the unadjusted p-value
and let p; be the corresponding adjusted p-value for multiple testing (e.g., [Benjamini and
Hochberg, 1995; Benjamini and Yekutieli, 2001)). We will declare y;; an outlier if py; < «

for a prespecified a level. Note that while the Benjamini-Hochberg procedure assumes the
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multiple tests to be independent or positively correlated, the predictive residuals will be
approximately independent as the sample size increases. Thus, we would expect the false
discovery rate to be controlled with the Benjamini-Hochberg p-value adjustment for large
Ni_1.

To test if there is at least one outlying value based upon null hypothesis Hy : E(é;) = 0,
we will use statistic Fj,. Values of the test statistic larger than F (1 —a,ng, Ny_1 —p) would
indicate at least one outlying y; exists among ¢ = 1,...,n, at the corresponding « level.

If we are unwilling to assume normality of the random errors, we may still perform a
global outlier test under the assumptions of Proposition 2.4l Using Proposition and
following the calibration proposed in Muirhead (1982) (Muirhead, 2009, page 218), we
obtain an asymptotic F statistic

.o Z;ll %,%(121-@3;)2 N 1—m+1 4

F¢ = NSE,_, N m — F(m, Ny —m+1), asng, Ny_1 — 00. (19)

Values of the test statistic ¢ larger than F(1 —a, m, Ny_; —m+1) would indicate at least

one outlying observation exists among yj at the corresponding « level.

Remark 2.5 Recall that var(é;) = (I, + Xip(X}_Xi_1) X} )o? £ TTV0?, where T is
an nyi X ng invertible matriz. For large ny, it may be challenging to compute the Cholesky
decomposition of var(é). One possible solution that avoids the large ny issue is given in

the Supplementary Material.

3 Online Updating for Estimating Equations

A nice property in the normal linear regression model setting is that regardless of whether
one “divides and conquers” or performs online updating, the final solution B x Wwill be the
same as it would have been if one could fit all of the data simultaneously and obtained B
directly. However, with generalized linear models and estimating equations, this is typically
not the case, as the score or estimating functions are often nonlinear in 3. Consequently,
divide and conquer strategies in these settings often rely on some form of linear approx-
imation to attempt to convert the estimating equation problem into a least square-type

problem. For example, following |Lin and Xi (2011), suppose N independent observations
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{z;, 1 =1,2,..., N}. For generalized linear models, z; will be (y;,x;) pairs, i = 1,..., N
with E(y;) = g(x}8) for some known function g. Suppose there exists B, € RP such that
SN E[Y(z, By)] = 0 for some score or estimating function . Let 3y denote the solution

to the estimating equation (EE)

N

M(B) = (z:;,8) =0

i=1
and let Vy be its corresponding estimate of covariance, often of sandwich form.
Let {zx;,i = 1,...,n;} be the observations in the kth subset. The estimating function
for subset k is

M (B) = D (20, B). (20)

A

Denote the solution to M, »(8) =0 as B3, ;. If we define

B i O (2, Bnkk)

Ank,k = 8/8 9

(21)

i=1

a Taylor Expansion of —M,, ,(8) at Bnkk is given by

_Mnk,k(ﬁ) = Ank,kz<,@ - Bnk,k) + Rnk,k’

A

as My, 1(B,,r) = 0 and R, ; is the remainder term. As in the linear model case, we
do not require A,, ; to be invertible for each subset &k, but do require that 25:1 A, s
invertible. Note that for the asymptotic theory in Section [3.3] we assume that A, ; is
invertible for large ny. For ease of notation, we will assume for now that each A,, ; is
invertible, and we will address rank deficient A, ; in Section [3.4] below.

The aggregated estimating equation (AEE) estimator of Lin and Xi| (2011) combines
the subset estimators through

—1 K

K
/BNK = <Z AnM) Z Anlmk?ﬁnk,k (22)
k=1 k=1

which is the solution to S r | A, (8 — Bnkk) = 0. Lin and Xi| (2011)) did not discuss a

variance formula, but a natural variance estimator is given by

T

K -1 K K !
Vg = <Z Ank,k) Z Ank,kvnk,kA;er,k (Z Ank,k) ) (23>
k=1 k=1

k=1

11



where V,,, j is the variance estimator of 3,, , from the subset k. If V,,, ; is of sandwich form,
. -1 A -1 a . . o
it can be expressed as A, ", Q,,, x A, ", where Q, 1 is an estimate of Qn, x = var(My,, 1(8)).

Then, the variance estimator becomes

A K -1 K A K -1
VNK = (Z Ank,k) Z an,k <Z Ank,k> ; (24)
k=1 k=1

which is still of sandwich form.

3.1 Online Updating

Now consider the online-updating perspective in which we would like to update the es-
timates of 3 and its variance as new data arrives. For this purpose, we introduce the
cumulative estimating equation (CEE) estimator for the regression coefficient vector at

accumulation point k£ as

Br=(As1+ A ) {(Ar1Brt + A iBu i) (25)

for k=1,2,... where By =0, Ag=0,, and Ay = S0 Ap,0 = Ap 1+ A i

For the variance estimator at the k™" update, we take

Vi = (Ap_1 + Ank,k)_l(Ak—lvk—lA;—_l + Ank,kvnk,k‘AT (AL + A0, (26)

ny,k

with VO =0, and Ay = 0,.

By induction, it can be shown that is equivalent to the AEE combination ([22))
when £ = K, and likewise is equivalent to (24)) (i.e., AEE=CEE). However, the AEE
estimators, and consequently the CEE estimators, are not identical to the EE estimators
B N and Vo based on all N observations. It should be noted, however, that [Lin and Xi
(2011)) did prove asymptotic consistency of AEE estimator B ~i under certain regularity
conditions. Since the CEE estimators are not identical to the EE estimators in finite sample
sizes, there is room for improvement.

Towards this end, consider the Taylor expansion of —M,, ,(8) around some vector

By, x> to be defined later. Then

My i (B) = =M k(B i) + (A k(B ))(B = Bry k) + Ry

12



with Rnk’k denoting the remainder. Denote B x as the solution of

Z M”kv Bnk, + Z ng,k nk, (ﬁ - Bnk,k) =0. (27)

K K
k=1 k=1

Define A, = [An, k(B x)] and assume A,  refers to Ankk(Bnkk) Then we have

{Sad {ZA LSS S NS 25)

If we choose ﬁnk P = ,BW ., then B in reduces to the AEE estimator of Lin and
Xi (2011) in (22), as ([27) reduces to S Ak (ﬂ ,Bnk i) = 0 because M, k(ﬂnk x) =0
for all £ = 1,..., K. However, one does not need to choose ﬁnk’k -3, ..k In the online-
updating setting, at each accumulation point k, we have access to the summaries from the
previous accumulation point £ — 1, so we may use this information to our advantage when

defining Bnkk Consider the intermediary estimator given by

k—1
Bk = Akt + An ) 'O A iBry o + A kB i) (29)
/=1

for k=1,2,..., A = 0,, Bnoo 0, and Aj, = Ze L neg Estimator combines the

previous intermediary estimators 3 ¢ =1,...,k—1 and the current subset estimator

ng, b

Bnk’k, and arises as the solution to the estimating equation

B

-1

An[,e(ﬂ - /Bng,ﬁ) + Ank,k(/ﬂ - ﬂnk,kz) =0,

1

~
Il

where Ank,k(IB—Bnk,k) serves as a bias correction term due to the omission of — S5~ M, 1 #(Bo )
from the equation.

With the choice of Bnmk as given in (29), we introduce the cumulatively updated esti-
mating equation (CUEE) estimator 3,, as

B = (A + A 0) a1+ Au Bk + bict + My k(B i) (30)

Wlth ai = EZ 1 TL}mkIBnk k — nk,kﬁnk k+ak 1 and bk - ZZ 1 nk7k<ank,k‘) = Mnkyk(ﬁnk,k)—i_
by_1 where ag = by = 0, Ay = 0,, and £ =1,2,.... Note that for a terminal k = K,

is equivalent to .

13



For the variance of 3,, observe that

~ ~ ~ A ~

0 = _Mnknk(ﬂnk,k) ~ _Mnknk(ﬁnk,k) + Ankyk(ﬂnk,k - IBnk7k>

Thus, we have Ankankk + My (B i) & Ankkénkk Using the above approximation, the

variance formula is given by

k
Vi =(Arr+ An i) 'O Any Vi AL, DI(Akoy + A )™
/=1

—(Ap 14+ A k) AR Vi AL+ Ank,kvnk,kl&—r N(Ar 1+ A0, (31)

ny,k

for k=1,2,... andA():VO:Op.

Remark 3.1 Under the normal linear regression model, all of the estimating equation

estimators become “ezact”, in the sense that By = (X'X) X'y = By = Bx = Bx.

3.2 Online Updating for Wald Tests

Wald tests may be used to test individual coefficients or nested hypotheses based upon ei-
ther the CEE or CUEE estimators from the cumulative data. Let (Bk = (ﬁukyl, o ,Bk,p)’, Vk)
refer to either the CEE regression coefficient estimator and corresponding variance in equa-
tions and , or the CUEE regression coefficient estimator and corresponding vari-
ance in equations and .

To test Hy : 8; = 0 at the k' update (j = 1,...,p), we may take the Wald statis-
tic 2% = Bv,ij/var(ﬁuk,j), or equivalently, z, = Br.;/5€(Br;), where the standard error
se(g;w») = \/Var(@vk’j) and Var(kaJ) is the j™ diagonal element of V. The corresponding
p-value is P(|Z] > |z;,]) = P(xi > #;) where Z and x} are standard normal and 1
degree-of-freedom chi-squared random variables, respectively.

The Wald test statistic may also be used for assessing the difference between a full model
M1 relative to a nested submodel M2. If 3 is the parameter of model M1 and the nested
submodel M2 is obtained from M1 by setting C3 = 0, where C is a rank ¢ contrast matrix
and V is a consistent estimate of the covariance matrix of estimator B, the test statistic

is B,C’(CVC/)ACB, which is distributed as XZ under the null hypothesis that C3 = 0.

As an example, if M1 represents the full model containing all p regression coefficients at
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the k' update, where the first coefficient 3; is an intercept, we may test the global null
hypothesis Hy : 52 = ... = 8, = 0 with w} = B;C’(Cka’)_lCBk, where Cis (p—1) x p

matrix C = [0,1,1] and the corresponding p-value is P(x;_; > w;).

3.3 Asymptotic Results

In this section, we show consistency of the CUEE estimator. Specifically, Theorem
shows that, under regularity, if the EE estimator based on the all N observations Jé; N s a
consistent estimator and the partition number K goes to infinity, but not too fast, then the
CUEE estimator 3 x 1s also a consistent estimator. We first provide the technical regularity
conditions. We assume for simplicity of notation that ny =n for all k =1,2,..., K. Note
that conditions (C1-C6) were given in [Lin and Xi (2011), and are provided below for

completeness. The proof of the theorem can be found in the Supplementary Material.

(C1) The score function 1) is measurable for any fixed 3 and is twice continuously differ-

entiable with respect to (3.

(C2) The matrix —%56) is semi-positive definite (s.p.d.), and — > | aw;zéﬁ ) is positive

definite (p.d.) in a neighborhood of B, when n is large enough.

(C3) The EE estimator ,@nk is strongly consistent, i.e. Bnk — B, almost surely (a.s.) as

n — 0.

(C4) There exists two p.d. matrices, A; and Ay such that Ay < n7'A, ; < Ay for all

k=1,...,K, ie. forany v e R, vV/A;v < n"'v'A, ;v < v/ A;v, where A, . is given
in @1).

(C5) In aneighborhood of 3, the norm of the second-order derivatives %;ﬂ) is bounded

20 (z:
uniformly, i.e. Hawé#

3 B | < Cy for all 4, j, where Cs is a constant.

(C6) There exists a real number a € (1/4,1/2) such that for any n > 0, the EE estimator
B, satisfies P(n®||B,,, — Boll > 1) < Cyn*~', where C, > 0 is a constant only

depending on 7).
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Rather than using condition (C4), we will use a slightly modified version which focuses
on the behavior of A, x(8) for all 8 in the neighborhood of 8, (as in (C5)), rather than

just at the subset estimate ank.

(C4’) In a neighborhood of 3, there exists two p.d. matrices A; and Ay such that A; <
n'A, x(B) < A, for all B in the neighborhood of 3, and for all k =1, ..., K.

Theorem 3.2 Let 3y be the EE estimator based on entire data. Then under (C1)-(C2),
(C4°)-(C6), if the partition number K satisfies K = O(n?) for some 0 < v < min{l —
2, 4a — 1}, we have P(v/N||Bx — Byl > 6) = o(1) for any & > 0.

Remark 3.3 If n, # n for all k, Theorem will still hold, provided for each k, n’“: is

n

bounded, where ny,_1 and ny are the respective sample sizes for subsets k — 1 and k.

Remark 3.4 Suppose N independent observations (y;,x;), i = 1,..., N, where y is a
scalar response and X is a p-dimensional vector of predictor variables. Further suppose
E(y:) = g(x!B) fori=1,...,N for g a continuously differentiable function. Under mild
regularity conditions, \Lin and Xi (2011) show in their Theorem 5.1 that condition (C6) is
satisfied for a simplified version of the quasi-likelihood estimator of B3 (Chen et al., |1999),

given as the solution to the estimating equation

N

QB) = [y — 9(xiB)]x; = 0.

=1
3.4 Rank Deficiencies in X,

Suppose N independent observations (y;,%;), i = 1,..., N, where y is a scalar response and
x is a p-dimensional vector of predictor variables. Using the same notation from the linear
model setting, let (yus, Xpi), @ = 1,...,n%, be the observations from the k' subset where
Vi = (Uk1s Uks - - - Ykn,,)" and Xg = (Xg1, Xg2, - - -, Xkny,)'- For subsets & in which X, is not
of full rank, we may have difficulty in solving the subset EE to obtain Bnk’k, which is used
to compute both the AEE/CEE and CUEE estimators for 8 in and , respectively.
However, just as in the linear model case, we can show under certain conditions that if
X = (X}, X}, ..., X)) has full column rank p, then the estimators 3y in (22) and 3,
in for some terminal K will be unique.

16



Specifically, consider observations (yg, Xy) such that E(yx;) = puxi = g(nxi) with ng; =
x,,;3 for some known function g. The estimating function ¢ for the k™ dataset is of the

form
V(Zkiy B) = X SeiWi (Ui — i), =1, 0y,

where Si; = Opgi /O, and Wy, is a positive and possibly data dependent weight. Specif-
ically, W; may depend on 3 only through n;. In matrix form, the estimating equation

becomes
XS Wi(ye — ) = 0, (32)

where Sy, = Diag(Sk1, ..., Skn,. ), Wi = Diag(Wi1, ..., Wiy, ), and p;, = (Mm, o ,,u;mk)/.
With S, Wy, and p, evaluated at some initial value B9, the standard Newton—
Raphson method for the iterative solution of solves the linear equations

XS WS Xk (8 — BY) = X} S Wi (yi — i) (33)

for an updated 3.
Rewrite equation (33)) as

where vy =y, — py, + SkaB(O). Equation is the normal equation of a weighted least
squares regression with response vy, design matrix S; Xy, and weight Wy. Therefore the
iterative reweighted least squares approach (IRLS) can be used to implement the Newton—
Raphson method for an iterative solution to (32)) (e.g., |Green, [1984).

Rank deficiency in Xy, calls for a generalized inverse of X} S} W;S;Xy. In order to
show uniqueness of estimators 3 NK 1 and B in for some terminal K, we must
first establish that the IRLS algorithm will work and converge for subset k given the same
initial value B8 when X, is not of full rank. Upon convergence of IRLS at subset k with

solution 3 we must then verify that the CEE and CUEE estimators that rely on 3

ng,k> ng,k

are unique. The following proposition summarizes the result; the proof is provided in the

Supplementary Material.
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Proposition 3.5 Under the above formulation, assuming that conditions (C1-C3) hold
for a full-rank sub-column matriz of Xy, estimators BNK m and BK in for some
terminal K will be unique provided X is of full rank.

The simulations in Section consider rank deficiencies in binary logistic regression
and Poisson regression. Note that for these models, the variance of the estimators 3 x and
By are given by At = (308 Ay, k)t or At = (05 A, )", For robust sandwich
estimators, for those subsets k in which A,,_j is not invertible, we replace Ank,kvnkﬁkAZk,k
and AnkkvnkkAlkk in the “meat” of equations and , respectively, with an es-
timate of Q,,x from (24). In particular, we use Qu, x = Yo7, ¥(21i, B1) (21, By) T for
the CEE variance and Q,, » = S, ¥(2ki, B )¢(2ki, B,) " for the CUEE variance. We
use these modifications in the robust Poisson regression simulations in Section for
the CEE and CUEE estimators, as by design, we include binary covariates with somewhat
low success probabilities. Consequently, not all subsets k£ will observe both successes and
failures, particularly for covariates with success probabilities of 0.1 or 0.01, and the corre-
sponding design matrices X, will not always be of full rank. Thus A,,, ; will not always be
invertible for finite ny, but will be invertible for large enough n,. We also perform proof of
concept simulations in Section in binary logistic regression, where we compare CUEE

estimators under different choices of generalized inverses.

4 Simulations

4.1 Normal Linear Regression: Residual Diagnostic Performance

In this section we evaluate the performance of the outlier tests discussed in Section [2.3.2]
Let k* denote the index of the single subset of data containing any outliers. We generated

the data according to the model

where by = 0 if k& # k* and by ~ Bernoulli(0.05) otherwise. Notice that the first two
terms on the right-hand-side correspond to the usual linear model with 3 = (1,2, 3,4,5)’,

Trie:s) ~ N(0,1) independently, ;1) = 1, and €, are the independent errors, while the
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final term is responsible for generating the outliers. Here, nx; ~ Exp(1) independently
and ¢ is the scale parameter controlling magnitude or strength of the outliers. We set
d € {0,2,4,6} corresponding to “no”, “small”, “medium”, and “large” outliers.

To evaluate the performance of the individual outlier test in (L7]), we generated the
random errors as €; ~ N(0,1). To evaluate the performance of the global outlier tests in
and , we additionally considered €;; as independent skew-t variates with degrees of
freedom v = 3 and skewing parameter 7 = 1.5, standardized to have mean 0 and variance
1. To be precise, we use the skew t density

2
%—lf('ya:) forz <0
g(x) = !

# f (%) for x >0
where f(x) is the density of the ¢ distribution with v degrees of freedom.

For all outlier simulations, we varied £*, the location along the data stream in which
the outliers occur. We also varied n; = ngx € {100,500} which additionally controls
the number of outliers in dataset k*. For each subset £ = 1,... . k* — 1 and for 95% of
observations in subset k*, the data did not contain any other outliers.

To evaluate the global outlier tests and with m = 2, we estimated power
using B = 500 simulated data sets with significance level o = 0.05, where power was
estimated as the proportion of 500 datasets in which Fj. > F(0.95, ng«, Ny=—1 — 5) or
F,S* > F(0.95,2, Np«—1 — 1). The power estimates for the various subset sample sizes 7+,
locations of outliers k*, and outlier strengths § appear in Table [ When the errors were
normally distributed (top portion of table), notice that the Type I error rate was controlled
in all scenarios for both the F test and asymptotic F' test. As expected, power tends to
increase as outlier strength and/or the number of outliers increase. Furthermore, larger
values of £*, and hence greater proportions of “good” outlier-free data, also tend to have
higher power; however, the magnitude of improvement decreases once the denominator
degrees of freedom (Ng+_1 — p or Np«_; — m + 1) become large enough, and the F' tests
essentially reduce to y? tests. Also as expected, the F' test given by is more powerful
than the asymptotic F' test given in when, in fact, the errors were normally distributed.
When the errors were not normally distributed (bottom portion of table), the empirical

type I error rates of the F' test given by are severely inflated and hence, its empirical
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Table 1: Power of the outlier tests for various locations of outliers (k*), subset sample sizes
(ng = mg«), and outlier strengths (no, small, medium, large). Within each cell, the top
entry corresponds to the normal-based F' test and the bottom entry corresponds to the
asymptotic F' test that does not rely on normality of the errors.

Outlier ng« = 100 (5 true outliers) ngs = 500 (25 true outliers)

Strength k*=5 k*=10 k*=25 k*=100 k*=5 k*=10 k*=25 £k*=100
F Test/Asymptotic F Test(m=2) F Test/Asymptotic F Test(m=2)

Standard Normal Errors

none 0.0626  0.0596 0.0524 0.0438 0.0580  0.0442 0.0508 0.0538

0.0526  0.0526  0.0492 0.0528  0.0490 0.0450  0.0488 0.0552

small 0.5500 0.5690  0.5798 0.5718  0.9510 0.9630  0.9726 0.9710
0.2162  0.2404  0.2650 0.2578  0.6904 0.7484  0.7756 0.7726

medium  0.9000 0.8982  0.9094 0.9152 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
0.5812  0.6048  0.6152 0.6304  0.9904 0.9952  0.9930 0.9964

large 0.9680  0.9746 0.9764 0.9726 1.0000  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
0.5812  0.6048 0.6152 0.6304 0.9998  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
Standardized Skew t Errors

none 0.2400  0.2040 0.1922 0.1656 0.2830  0.2552 0.2454 0.2058
0.0702  0.0630 0.0566 0.0580 0.0644  0.0580 0.0556 0.0500

small 0.5252 0.4996  0.4766 0.4520  0.7678 0.7598  0.7664 0.7598
0.2418  0.2552  0.2416 0.2520  0.6962 0.7400  0.7720 0.7716

medium 0.8302 0.8280  0.8232 0.8232  0.9816 0.9866  0.9928 0.9932
0.5746  0.5922  0.6102 0.6134  0.9860 0.9946  0.9966 0.9960

large 0.9296  0.9362 0.9362 0.9376 0.9972  0.9970 0.9978 0.9990
0.7838  0.8176 0.8316 0.8222 0.9988  0.9992 0.9998 1.0000

Power with “outlier strength = no” are Type I errors.

power in the presence of outliers cannot be trusted. The asymptotic F' test, however,
maintains the appropriate size.

For the outlier ¢-test in (17), we examined the average number of false negatives (FN)
and average number of false positives (FP) across the B = 500 simulations. False negatives
and false positives were declared based on a Benjamini-Hochberg adjusted p-value threshold
of 0.10. These values were plotted in solid lines against outlier strength in Figure [l for
ng« = 100 and ng- = 500 for various values of £* and §. Within each plot the FN decreases
as outlier strength increases, and also tends to decrease slightly across the plots as k*
increases. FP increases slightly as outlier strength increases, but decreases as k* increases.
As with the outlier F' test, once the degrees of freedom Ny«_1; — p get large enough, the ¢-
test behaves more like a z-test based on the standard normal distribution. For comparison,

we also considered FN and FP for an outlier test based upon the externally studentized
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Figure 1: Average numbers of False Positives and False Negatives for outlier t-tests for
ng= = 100 (top) and ng« = 500 (bottom). Solid lines correspond to the predictive residual
test while dotted lines correspond to the externally studentized residuals test using only
data from subset k*.

residuals from subset k* only. Specifically, under model , the externally studentized
residuals tg+; as given by follow a t distribution with n.« — p — 1 degrees of freedom.
Again, false negatives and false positives were declared based on a Benjamini-Hochberg
adjusted p-value threshold of 0.10, and the FN and FP for the externally studentized
residual test are plotted in dashed lines in Figure (1] for ng« = 100 and ng- = 500. This
externally studentized residual test tends to have a lower FP, but higher FN than the
predictive residual test that uses the previous data. Also, the FN and FP for the externally

studentized residual test are essentially constant across k* for fixed ng«, as the externally
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Figure 2: RMSE comparison between CEE and CUEE estimators for different numbers of
blocks.

studentized residual test relies on only the current dataset of size ni- and not the amount
of previous data controlled by k*. Consequently, the predictive residual test has improved
power over the externally studentized residual test, while still maintaining a low number
of FP. Note that the average false discovery rate for the predictive residual test based on
Benjamini-Hochberg adjusted p-values was controlled in all cases except when £* = 2 and

ng« = 100, representing the smallest sample size considered.

4.2 Simulations for Estimating Equations
4.2.1 Logistic Regression

To examine the effect of the total number of blocks K on the performance of the CEE and
CUEE estimators, we generated y; ~ Bernoulli(y;), independently for i = 1,...,100000,
with logit(y;) = x;8 where B8 = (1,1,1,1,1,1)', @jj2.4) ~ Bernoulli(0.5) independently,
Ti5:6) ~ N(0,1I) independently, and xy;;;; = 1. The total sample size was fixed at N =
100000, but in computing the CEE and CUEE estimates, the number of blocks K varied
from 10 to 1000 where N could be divided evenly by K. At each value of K, the root-
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Figure 3: Boxplots of biases for 3 types of estimators (CEE, CUEE, EE) of §; (estimated
Bj - true B;), j =1,...,5, for varying ny.

mean square error (RMSE) of both the CEE and CUEE estimators were calculated as

M, where B x; represents the j coefficient in either the CEE or CUEE terminal
estimate. The averaged RMSEs are obtained with 200 replicates. Figure [2| shows the plot
of averaged RMSEs versus the number of blocks K. It is obvious that as the number of
blocks increases (block size decreases), RMSE from CEE method increases very fast while

RMSE from the CUEE method remains relatively stable.

4.2.2 Robust Poisson Regression

In these simulations, we compared the performance of the (terminal) CEE and CUEE

estimators with the EE estimator based on all of the data. We generated B = 500
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Figure 4: Boxplots of standard errors for 3 types of estimators (CEE, CUEE, EE) of j;,

j =1,...,5, for varying nj. Standard errors have been multiplied by v/Kn; = VN for
comparability.

datasets of y; ~ Poisson(y;), independently for i = 1,..., N with log(u;) = x3 where 3 =
(0.3,-0.3,0.3,-0.3,0.3), Tripy) = 1, Tip2:3) ~ N(0,1I3) independently, x4 ~ Bernoulli(0.25)
independently, and ;5 ~ Bernoulli(0.1) independently. We fixed K = 100, but varied
nr = n € {50,100, 500}.

Figure [3| shows boxplots of the biases in the 3 types of estimators (CEE, CUEE, EE) of
Bj, 3 =1,...,5, for varying n;. The CEE estimator tends to be the most biased, particularly
in the intercept, but also in the coefficients corresponding to binary covariates. The CUEE
estimator also suffers from slight bias, while the EE estimator performs quite well, as
expected. Also as expected, as ny increases, bias decreases. The corresponding robust

(sandwich-based) standard errors are shown in Figure {4 but the results were very similar
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Table 2: Root Mean Square Error Ratios of CEE and CUEE with EE

B B2 Bs B Bs

ng = 50 CEE 4.133 1.005 1.004 1.880 2.288

CUEE 1.180 1.130 1.196 1.308 1.403

n, =100 CEE 2414 1.029 1.036 1.299 1.810
CUEE 1.172 1.092 1.088 1.118 1.205

ng = 900 CEE 1.225 1.002 1.002 1.060 1.146

CUEE 0.999 1.010 1.016 0.993 1.057

for variances estimated by Al}l and A;{l_ In the plot, as n, increases, the standard errors
become quite similar for the three methods.

Table P shows the coefficient-wise RMSE ratios :

RMSE(CEE) . RMSE(CUEE)
RMSE(EE) RMSE(EE)

where we take the RMSE of the EE estimator as the gold standard. The RMSE ratios
for CEE and CUEE estimators confirm the boxplot results in that the intercept and the

coefficients corresponding to binary covariates (4 and f5) tend to be the most problematic
for both estimators, but more so for the CEE estimator.

For this particular simulation, it appears n, = 500 is sufficient to adequately reduce
the bias. However, the appropriate subset size ng, if given the choice, is relative to the
data at hand. For example, if we alter the data generation of the simulation to instead
have x5 ~ Bernoulli(0.01) independently, but keep all other simulation parameters the
same, the bias, particularly for s, still exists at ny = 500 (see Figure |5) but diminishes
substantially with n; = 5000.

4.2.3 Rank Deficiency and Generalized Inverse

Consider the CUEE estimator for a given dataset under two choices of generalized inverse,
the Moore-Penrose generalized inverse, and a generalized inverse generated according to
Theorem 2.1 of Rao and Mitra| (1972)). For this small-scale, proof-of-concept simulation,
we generated B = 100 datasets of y; ~ Bernoulli(y;), independently for i = 1,...,20000,
with logit(p;) = x}3 where 8 = (1,1,1,1,1)’, 2 ~ Bernoulli(0.5) independently, ;.5 ~
N(0,1I3) independently, and z;;) = 1. We fixed K = 10 and n; = 2000. The pairs of

(yi,x;) observations were considered in different orders, so that in the first ordering all
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Figure 5: Boxplots of biases for 3 types of estimators (CEE, CUEE, EE) of 35 (estimated
5 - true f5), for varying ny, when x;;5 ~ Bernoulli(0.01).

subsets would result in A,, , being of full rank, £k = 1,..., K, but in the second ordering
all of the subsets would not have full rank A, ; due to the grouping of the zeros and
ones from the binary covariate. In the first ordering, we used the initially proposed CUEE
estimator B x In to estimate 3 and its corresponding variance Vi in (31). In the
second ordering, we used two different generalized inverses to compute Bnk’k, denoted by
CUEEg_) and CUEEg_) in Table , with variance given by A}l. The estimates reported
in Table [5| were averaged over 100 replicates. The corresponding EE estimates, which are
computed by fitting all N observations simultaneously, are also provided for comparison.
As expected, the values reported for CUEEg_) and CUEEg_) are identical, indicating that
the estimator is invariant to the choice of generalized inverse, and these results are quite
similar to those of the EE estimator and CUEE estimator with all full-rank matrices A,,, ,

k=1,... K.

5 Data Analysis

We examined the airline on-time statistics, available at http://stat-computing.org/
dataexpo/2009/the-data.html. The data consists of flight arrival and departure details
for all commercial flights within the USA, from October 1987 to April 2008. This involves
N = 123,534,969 observations and 29 variables (~ 11 GB).

We first used logistic regression to model the probability of late arrival (binary; 1 if late
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Table 3: Estimates and standard errors for CUEEg_) , CUEEg_), CUEE, and EE estimators.

CUEE(l_) and CUEEg_) correspond to CUEE estimators using two different generalized
inverses for A, , when A, ; is not invertible.

CUEE{” CUEE{” CUEE EE
BKj Se(BKj) BKJ' 5€(BKJ') BK]‘ Se(BKj) ﬁNj Se(ﬁNj)
0.9935731  0.02850429 | 0.9935731 0.02850429 | 0.9940272 0.02847887 | 0.9951570 0.02845648
0.8902375 0.03970919 | 0.8902375 0.03970919 | 0.8923991 0.03936931 | 0.8933344 0.03935490
0.9872035 0.02256396 | 0.9872035 0.02256396 | 0.9879017 0.02247598 | 0.9891857 0.02245082
0.9916863 0.02264102 | 0.9916863 0.02264102 | 0.9925716 0.02248187 | 0.9938864 0.02246949
0.9874042 0.02260353 | 0.9874042 0.02260353 | 0.9882167 0.02247671 | 0.9895110 0.02244759

by more than 15 minutes, 0 otherwise) as a function of departure time (continuous); distance
(continuous, in thousands of miles), day/night flight status (binary; 1 if departure between
8pm and bSam, 0 otherwise); weekend/weekday status (binary; 1 if departure occurred
during the weekend, 0 otherwise), and distance type (categorical; ‘typical distance’ for
distances less than 4200 miles, the reference level ‘large distance’ for distances between
4200 and 4300 miles, and ‘extreme distance’ for distances greater than 4300 miles) for
N = 120,748, 239 observations with complete data.

For CEE and CUEE, we used a subset size of n, = 50,000 for £ = 1,..., K — 1,
and ng = 48239 to estimate the data in the online-updating framework. However, to
avoid potential data separation problems due to rare events (extreme distance; 0.021% of
the data with 26,021 observations), a detection mechanism has been introduced at each
block. If such a problem exists, the next block of data will be combined until the problem
disappears. We also computed EE estimates and standard errors using the commercial
software Revolution R.

All three methods agree that all covariates except extreme distance are highly associated
with late flight arrival (p < 0.00001), with later departure times and longer distances
corresponding to a higher likelihood for late arrival, and night-time and weekend flights
corresponding to a lower likelihood for late flight arrival (see Table . However, extreme
distance is not associated with the late flight arrival (p = 0.613). The large p value
also indicates that even if number of observations is huge, there is no guarantee that all

covariates must be significant. As we do not know the truth in this real data example, we
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Table 4: Estimates and standard errors (x10°) from the Airline On-Time data for EE
(computed by Revolution R), CEE, and CUEE estimators.

EE CEE CUEE
Bn; se(By;) Br; se(Bk;) Bi; se(Bk;)
Intercept | —3.8680367 1395.65 | —3.70599823  1434.60 | —3.880106804 1403.49
Depart 0.1040230 6.01 | 0.10238977 6.02 | 0.101738105 5.70
Distance 0.2408689 40.89 |  0.23739029 41.44 | 0.252600016 38.98
Night —0.4483780 81.74 | —0.43175229 82.15 | —0.433523534 80.72
Weekend | —0.1769347 54.13 | —0.16943755 54.62 | —0.177895116 53.95
TypDist 0.8784740 1389.11 | 0.76748539 1428.26 | 0.923077960 1397.46
ExDist —0.0103365 2045.71 | —0.04045108 2114.17 | —0.009317274 2073.99

compare the estimates and standard errors of CEE and CUEE with those from Revolution
R, which computes the EE estimates, but notably not in an online-updating framework.
In Table[d, the CUEE and Revolution R regression coefficients tend to be the most similar.
The regression coefficient estimates and standard errors for CEE are also close to those from
Revolution R, with the most discrepancy in the regression coefficients again appearing in
the intercept and coefficients corresponding to binary covariates.

We finally considered arrival delay (ArrDelay) as a continuous variable by modeling
log(ArrDelay — min(ArrDelay) 4+ 1) as a function of departure time, distance, day/night
flight status, and weekend /weekday flight status for United Airline flights (N = 13,299, 817),
and applied the global predictive residual outlier tests discussed in Section Using
only complete observations and setting ny = 1000, m = 3, and o = 0.05, we found that the
normality-based F' test in and asymptotic F' test in overwhelmingly agreed upon
whether or not there was at least one outlier in a given subset of data (96% agreement
across ' = 12803 subsets). As in the simulations, the normality-based F' test rejects more
often than the asymptotic F' test: in the 4% of subsets in which the two tests did not agree,
the normality-based F' test alone identified 488 additional subsets with at least one outlier,

while the asymptotic F test alone identified 23 additional subsets with at least one outlier.
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6 Discussion

We developed online-updating algorithms and inferences applicable for linear models and
estimating equations. We used the divide and conquer approach to motivate our online-
updated estimators for the regression coefficients, and similarly introduced online-updated
estimators for the variances of the regression coefficients. The variance estimation allows
for online-updated inferences. We note that if one wishes to perform sequential testing,
this would require an adjustment of the a level to account for multiple testing.

In the linear model setting, we provided a method for outlier detection using predictive
residuals. Our simulations suggested that the predictive residual tests are more powerful
than a test that uses only the current dataset in the stream. In the EE setting, we may
similarly consider outlier tests also based on standardized predictive residuals. For example
in generalized linear models, one may consider the sum of squared predictive Pearson or
Deviance residuals, computed using the coefficient estimate from the cumulative data (i.e.,
kal or ,[Ai'kfl). It remains an open question in both settings, however, regarding how to
handle such outliers when they are detected. This is an area of future research.

In the estimating equation setting, we also proposed a new online-updated estimator
of the regression coefficients that borrows information from previous datasets in the data
stream. The simulations indicated that in finite samples, the proposed CUEE estimator is
less biased than the AEE/CEE estimator of |Lin and Xi| (2011). However, both estimators
were shown to be asymptotically consistent.

The methods in this paper were designed for small to moderate covariate dimensionality
p, but large N. The use of penalization in the large p setting is an interesting consideration,
and has been explored in the divide-and-conquer context in (Chen and Xie (2014) with
popular sparsity inducing penalty functions. In our online-updating framework, inference
for the penalized parameters would be challenging, however, as the computation of variance
estimates for these parameter estimates is quite complicated and is also an area of future
work.

The proposed online-updating methods are particularly useful for data that is obtained
sequentially and without access to historical data. Notably, under the normal linear re-

gression model, the proposed scheme does not lead to any information loss for inferences
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involving 3, as when the design matrix is of full rank, and (|2]) are sufficient and complete
statistics for @ and o?. However, under the estimating equation setting, some information
will be lost. Precisely how much information needs to be retained at each subset for specific

types of inferences is an open question, and an area devoted for future research.
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Supplementary Material: Online Updating of
Statistical Inference in the Big Data Setting

A: Bayesian Insight into Online Updating

A Bayesian perspective provides some insight into how we may construct our online-
updating estimators. Under a Bayesian framework, using the previous k — 1 subsets of data
to construct a prior distribution for the current data in subset k, we immediate identify the
appropriate online updating formulae for estimating the regression coefficients and the error
variance. Conveniently, these formulae require storage of only a few low-dimensional quan-
tities computed only within the current subset; storage of these quantities is not required
across all subsets.

We first assume a joint conjugate prior for (3, 0?) as follows:

ﬂ-(/@a UQ‘H’O? V07 o, TO) = 7T(ﬁ|0-27 Mo, V0>7T(02‘V07 TO)? (A1>

where p, is a prespecified p-dimensional vector, Vi is a p X p positive definite precision

matrix, vy > 0, 79 > 0, and

V|12 1
(Bl o, Vo) = Gy s o5 { = 28— o) ValB — )},

2 2\ —(vo/2+1) { _ E}
(0|, 10) o (07) exp 5,2 |

When the data Dy = {(y1, X1)} is available, the likelihood is given by

L(B.0*Dy) o s e { = s = Xi8) (3~ Xi8) )

After some algebra, we can show that the posterior distribution of (3, 0?) is then given by

7T(/8702‘D17N07V07 V(J?TO) = 7T(ﬁ|0-27I’l’lv\[1>7T(0-2‘V177—1>7
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where p; = (X[ Xy + Vo) H(XiX1B,, 1 + Vorg), Vi = XiXy + Vo, 11 = ny + 1, and
n=10+ (y1 — XiB, 1) (1 — XiBo, 1) + By Vopg + B;IJX'leBmJ — pyVipy; see, for
example, Section 8.6 of |DeGroot and Schevish| (2012)). Using mathematical induction, we
can show that given the data Dy = {(y,, X¢), £ =1,2,...,k}, the posterior distribution of
(B,0?) is 7(8, 0%y, Vi, Uk, Tk), which has the same form as in (A.1)) with (g, Vo, 10, 70)

updated by (p,, Vi, Vg, Tk ), where

= (X Xk + Vi) (XX Bk + Vi),
Vi= XX+ Vi1,
Vp = N+ Vg_1, (A.2)
Te = Tho1+ (Vi — Xank,k)’(Ykz - Xankk;)
T Vi + B;klxzxkénkk = 1 Vi,
for K = 1,2,.... The data stream structure fits the Bayesian paradigm perfectly and the
Bayesian online updating sheds light on the online updating of LS estimators. Let @ . and
MSE, denote the LS estimate of 3 and the corresponding MSE based on the cumulative
data Dy = {(ys, X¢), £ =1,2,...,k}. As a special case of Bayesian online update, we can
derive the online updates of ﬁk and MSEy. Specifically, we take Bl = Bn1,1 and use the

updating formula for p, in (A.2). That is, taking p, = 0 and Vo = 0, in (A.2)), we obtain
Bk = (XX}, + Vk—l)_1<X;€Xankk + Vk—IBk—l)a (A.3)

where Bo =0, Bnkk is defined by or and Vj, = 212:1 X)Xy for k=1,2,....
Similarly, taking vy = ng = 0, 79 = SSEy = 0, and using the updating formula for 7; in

(A.2)), we have
SSEx = SSEx 1 4 SSEn i + B 1 Vi 1Bis + B 1 XiXiB o — B Vi (A4)

where SSE,, » is the residual sum of squares from the k' dataset, with corresponding

residual mean square MSE,, , =SSE,, 1/(n; — p). The MSE based on the data Dy, is then
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MSEy = SSE;/(Ny — p) where Ny = lezl ny (= ng+ Ny_1) for k =1,2,.... Note that for

k = K, equations (A.3) and (A.4) are identical to those in (3)) and (4), respectively.

B: Online Updating Statistics in Linear Models

Below we provide online-updated t-tests for the regression parameter estimates, the online-
updated ANOVA table, and online-updated general linear hypothesis F-tests. Please refer

to Section 2.2.1] of the main text for the relevant notation.

Online Updating for Parameter Estimate t-tests in Linear Models. If our interest
is only in performing ¢-tests for the regression coefficients, we only need to save the current
values (Vi, By, Ni, MSE},) to proceed. Recall that var(3) = o2(X’X)™! and var(8) =
MSE(X'X)~". At the k" update, var(8,) = MSE;V;!. Thus, to test Hy : 8; = 0 at the
k' update (j = 1,...,p), we may use th; = Bk7j/se(3k7j), where the standard error se(Bk,j)
is the square root of the j** diagonal element of xfa\r(Bk) The corresponding p-value is

P(ltn—| = [t 5)-

Online Updating for ANOVA Table in Linear Models. Observe that SSE is given

by (@),

K K
SST =y'y = No* = > _yiye — N 'O _yila,)?,
k=1 k=1

where 1,, is an ny length vector of ones, and SSR = SST-SSE. If we wish to construct
an online-updated ANOVA table, we must save two additional easily computable, low
dimensional quantities: Sy, = Z];:l yyye and S, = zlzzl yil,, = 25:1 >t Yaie

The online-updated ANOVA table at the k'* update for the cumulative data Dy, is
constructed as in Table [f| Note that SSE; is computed as in (A.4). The table may
be completed upon determination of an updating formula SSTj. Towards this end, write

Syyk = Ye¥k + Syyk—1 and Sy = yi1n, + Sys—1, for k=1,..., K and Sy, = S, 0 =0, so
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Table 5: Online-updated ANOVA table

ANOVAy, Table

Source df SS MS F P-value

Regression p—1 SSR;, MSR, = SpS_Pfk F* = % P(Fy_1ng—p > F)
k

Error N, —p SSE; MSE; = %

C Total Nk —1 SSTk

that SSTy = Syyx — N 'S24
Online updated testing of General Linear Hypotheses (Hy : C3 = 0) are also possible:
if C (¢ x p) is a full rank (¢ < p) contrast matrix, under Hy,

BLC’(CVk10’>—1Ciﬂk) (S3Ex

F. —
k= q Np—p

) ~ Fq,Nk—p'

Similarly, we may also obtain online updated coefficients of multiple determination, RZ =
SSR/SST.

To summarize, we need only save (Vk_l,Bk_l,Nk_l,MSEk_l, Syyk—1, Sy k—1) from the
previous accumulation point k& — 1 to perform online-updated t-tests for Hy : §5; = 0,
j =1,...,p and online-updated F-tests for the current accumulation point k; we do not

need to retain (Vy, BE, N¢, MSEy, Syy ¢, Sye) for £ =1,... k—2.

C: Proof of Proposition 2.4

We first show that MSE,_; 2 o2. Since SSE;,_; = e 1 (In, =Xk 1(Xf 1 X 1) X )er 1,

we have
SSE._
plim MSE; ; = plim okl
Nj_1—00 Np_1—o0 Ng—1 — P
. € 1€k—1 . €, 1 X 1( X1 X 1) X _1€1 1
= plim ——— — plim
Np1—oo  Nk—1 Np_1—00 Ni—1
e Xy X X! X en
=% — plim Skl Tkl pl ( k177K 1) plim i
Np_1—o0 Nk:fl Nj_1—00 Nk,l Np_1—o0 Nk*l



Let X; denote the column vector of X_;, for j = 1,...,p. Since E(¢;) = 0, Vi and all
the elements of X';._; are bounded by C', by Chebyshev’s Inequality we have for any ¢ and

column vector A7,
s}g_lXj| > 0) < Var(e,_1X;) < 252

P
(l Nk—l £2N,§_1 - EQN;;_17

e X
and thus plim R g and

Ny _1—00 Nk,‘—l

plim MSE, 1 =0¢?—-0-Q'-0=¢%

Nk,1—>oo

m 1 /& 2
2 rki(lkie?;i) d

Next we show — x2,. First, recall that

)
€ =Yr — Yk
= X8 + e — X8,
= X8 + € — Xy ;flxk—1>_lx;cflyk_1

= € — Xk(chflxkfl)ilX;C,lekfl-

Consequently, var(é;) = (I,, + Xu(X}_ X 1) 1 X,)o? £ I'To?, where T is an nj, x ny
invertible matrix. Let &} = (I')"'é;, with var(é}) = o°L,,. Therefore, each component of

€; is independent and identically distributed.

By the Central Limit Theorem and condition (4), we have for all i = 1,...,m,
—— = X1 as ny — 0o.
o

Since each subgroup is also independent,

m 1 I =% \2
D i n_ki(lkieki) d
5 — X as ng — 00.

o

By Slutsky’s theorem,

as ny, Np_1 — 00.
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D: Computation of I' for Asymptotic F test

Recall that var(éy,) = (I, + X (X}, Xr_1)"'X})o? 2 TT0?, where T is an ny, X ny, invert-
ible matrix. For large ny, it may be challenging to compute the Cholesky decomposition
var(€y). One possible solution that avoids the large ny issue is given as follows.

First, we can easily obtain the Cholesky decomposition of (X},_, X, 1)t =V, ! £ P'P

since it is a p X p matrix. Thus, we have

var(ég) = (I, + X P'PX})lo? = (I, + X;.X}) 'o?,

where X, = X, P’ is an n; X p matrix.
Next, we compute the singular value decomposition on Xy, i.e., X, = UDV’ where U
is an ng X ng unitary matrix, D is an nj X n; diagonal matrix, and V is a ng X p unitary

matrix. Therefore,
var(éy,) = (I,, + UDD'U’)"'¢? = U(1,, + DD’)"'U’0?

Since (I,, + DD’)™! is a diagonal matrix, we can find the matrix Q such that (I,, +

DD’)~' £ Q'Q by straightforward calculation. One possible choice of T' is UQ'.

E: Proof of Theorem [3.2

We use the same definition and two facts provided by Lin and Xi| (2011)), given below for

completeness.

Definition 6.1 Let A be a d x d positive definite matriz. The norm of A is defined as

A
|A| = SUPyeRd y20) I Vv“.

Using the definition of the above matrix norm, one may verify the following two facts.
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Fact A.1. Suppose that A is a d x d positive definite matrix. Let A be the smallest
eigenvalue of A, then we have v/Av > Av'v = \|v||® for any vector v € R% On the
contrary, if there exists a constant C' > 0 such that v'’Av > C'||v||* for any vector v € R?,
then C' < \.

Fact A.2. Let A be a d x d positive definite matrix and A is the smallest eigenvalue of A.
If A > ¢ > 0 for some constant ¢, one has ||A7!]| < ¢t

In order to prove Theorem [3.2] we need the following Lemma.

Lemma 6.2 Under (C4’°) and (C6), Bnk satisfies the following condition: for any n > 0,

n= P8, — Boll > m) = O(1).

Proof of Lemma (By induction)

First notice that (C6) is equivalent to writing, for any n > 0, n’ZaHP(naHBn,k - Boll >

Take k =1, Bn,l = Bn,l and thus n_MHP(”a”Bn,l = Boll >n) =0(1).
Assume the condition holds for accumulation point k — 1: n=2*1P(n®||B, ,_; — Byl >

n) = O(1). Write

kol

—2

Bn,kz—l = (Apo+ A1) An,e,én,z + An,k—l/én,k—1>
1

~
Il

so that, rearranging terms, we have
k—2

Z An,éBn,e = (Akﬁ + An,k—l)Bn,k—l - An,kﬂBn,k—r

=1
Using the previous relation, we may write 3, as

Bn,k - (Ak—l + An,k)_l(Ak—QBn,kfl + An,k—l/én,kfl—'—
An,k:/én,k + An,k—l(Bn,k—1 - Bmk—l))

= (Aps + An,kfl(AkﬂBn,k—l + An,k/én,k: + An,k‘*l(Bn,k—l —Brr-1))-
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Therefore,

B — Bo= (At + Aup) " (Assi(Brss — Bo) + Ank(Bry — Bo)+
An,k—l(Bn,k—l — Bo+ B — Bn,k—l))
and
18, = Boll < ll(As—s + Avi) ' Ap i |1Bms — Boll+
1(Armr + Ani) " Aillll B — Boll+
(A=t + Avi)  Ap a8 51 — Boll+

(A4 + Ang) ™ Angei 1Bt — Bol
Note that [|(Ax_1 + Apr) "Ar_y|| < 1 and [[(Aj_; + Anx) 'Auxll < 1. Under (C4),

I(Ap_y + Ank) " At |l < I(Ank) " Aoy < i—j < C, where C' is a constant, A\; > 0 is
the smallest eigenvalue of Ay, and )\, is the largest eigenvalue of A,. Note that if ny # n
for all &, then ||(Ax_1 + Ang) " Al < 1(Ank) " A < nZ—;li—f < C, where ny_1/ny
is bounded and C' is a constant. Thus,

185 = Boll < 118r5-1 = Boll + 1Bk — Boll+

IC(Brg-1 = Bl + 1C (B -1 — Bo)l
Under (C6) and the induction hypothesis, then for any n > 0,
—2a > n —2a > n

WP, — Boll > ) < w2 P, — Boll > )+

~20+1p(|13 . _ S
n (|, — Boll > )t

2041 p(|l 3 . > n
n (1Bnscs = Boll > )+
~2a+1 p(|| _ > Ui
n (HIBnk—l Boll —4C'n0‘)

Since all the four terms on the right hand side are O(1) by assumption, n~2*" P(|| Bnk -

Boll > %) = O(). .
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We are now ready to prove Theorem [3.2}
Proof of Theorem [3.2]
First, suppose that all the random variables are defined on a probability space (Q2, F,P).

Let

nkn {w‘naH/Bnk /BOH S 77}7
Nnp = {wIN*[|By = Boll < 1},
DN gy = (e Qo N Qv

From Lemma[6.2] for any w > 0, we have
K

P(Fffz\f,k,n> S P(Qﬁ\ﬂr» + Z (sz kn)

k=1

< n*=HO(1) + K - O(1))

Since K=O(n?), v < 1 —2a and § < o < & by assumption, we have lim P(I'y, ) — 0.
n—oo
Next, we wish to show T'yx, € {w|VN|By — Bk < 6}. Consider the Taylor expansion
of =M, 1(By) at intermediary estimator By

_Mn,k(BN) = _Mn,k(lgn,k’) + [Amk(/én,k)](BN - Bn,kz) + Iv‘nvlﬁ

where £, , is the remainder term with j™ element 2 (8y—8,1)' Sor, M(BN—BHR)

0B
for some 3% between 3, and Bnk
Summing over k,
K K
ZMnk By) = ZMnkz nk) ZAn,k(Bn,k>(/6N — Bx) + Zf'n,k-
k= k=1
Rearranging terms and recalling that Ank(B p) = Ay g, we find
K K ) K
—Bn + (Z An,k)_l(z An,k’ﬁn,k + Z Mn,k‘(lgn,k» = (Z An,k)_l Z T k-
k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1 k=1
Using the definition of the CUEE estimator B K, the above relation reduces to
K K
Br =By =0 Au)" D Fus
k=1 k=1
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and

1 & o
1Bk — Byl < (@ > An,k)

k=1

k=1

<T%K Zszl Ank) B

continuous function of B (according to (C1)) and B, is in the neighborhood of B, for

< A;! since A, 4(B) is a

For the first term, according to (C4’), ‘

small enough 7. For the second term, we introduce set B, (8,) = {B|||3 — Byl < n}. For
all w € 'y, we have B, € B,(B,) since B,(8,) is a convex set and ,[Ai'N,BnJC € B,(By)-
According to (C5), for small enough 7, B,(3,) satisfies (C5) and thus B satisfies (C5).
Hence we have ||f, < Copn||By — BnkHQ for all w € 'y k, when 7 is small enough.
Additionally,

ekl < Copnll By = Busll® < Copnl[1By — Boll* + 18, — Boll’)

2 2
"o,
< Copn( 52 + wza)

< 202pn172an2.

Consequently,

% K o UK
18k — /BNH < )\——KQCQpnl Zap? < Cn%‘

where C' = QCfp
Therefore, for any § > 0, there exists 75 > 0 such that Cn} < 6. Then for any w € Ty 4.,

+v 4a

and K = O(n"), where v < min{1 — 2a, 4o — 1}, we have V'N||Bx — B/ < O(n )d.

Therefore, when n is large enough, I'nx, € {w € QVN||Bx — Bkl < 6} and thus

P(VN||Bx — By > 0) < P(T% ) — 0asn — oc. ]

F: Proof of Proposition

Suppose X;, does not have full column rank for some accumulation point k. For ease of

exposition, write W = Diag (S,%ZWM> Note that for generalized linear models with yy;
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from an exponential family, Wy; = 1/v(ur;) where v(uy;) is the variance function. The

IRLS approach is then implemented as follows. For ¢t =1,2,.. |
W = Diag(52) )

Z! = ST e )
BY = (XWX XW Yz

ny = X3,

As X, is not of full rank, B8 uses a generalized inverse and is not unique. Since

W,(:) is a diagonal positive definite matrix, there exists an invertible matrix V such that

W = V'V, where V = /W We thus have

ny = VIVX{(VX) (VX)) (VX)) VT WDz,

Therefore, for t = 1, 77,(;) is unique no matter what generalized inverse of X;CW,EO)Xk we

use, given the same initial value W,(CO). Furthermore, since W,(f) and Z,(:) depend on B(“l)
only through n*—1, W,(Cl), Z,(Cl) and thus ng) are also invariant of the choice of generalized
inverse. Similarly, we can show that for each iteration, W,(:), Z,(f) and ?7,(:) are unique no
matter what generalized inverse of X;V_V,(thl)Xk we use, given the same initial values.
Now, the only problem left is whether the IRLS algorithm converges. We next show
that B converges under a special generalized inverse of X;Wg_l)X;ﬁ. Let X} denote a
ny x p* full rank column submatrix of X;. Without loss of generality, we assume the p*
columns of X} are the first p* columns of X;. Assume X satisfies (C1-C3) as given in
Section and the IRLS estimates converge to BZ = (X;'W,.X;) "1 X' W, Zy, where 3}

is the p* x 1 vector of regression coefficients corresponding to Xj. Since X is a full column

rank submatrix of Xy, there exists a p* x p matrix P such that X, = X;P, where the first
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p* X p* submatrix is an identity matrix. We thus have,

IB(t) — (Pllewl(ffl)xzp)—P/lewlg:tfl)Zétfl)
XWX 0 ——
= P/Xk‘/WI(c )Z}(C )
0 0

(X*/W(tfl)x*)—l o -
_ kTN k k XZ/WI(: 1)Z](€t 1)
0

Thus, for that special generalized inverse, ,B(t) converges to (BZ 0)/. By the uniqueness
property given above, BWY converges no matter what generalized inverse we choose.

Upon convergence, 8% = Bnk’k = (X)W X)X, WiZy, and A, = X W; X, Asin
the normal linear model case, Ank,kﬁnk,k is invariant to the choice of A, ., as it is always
X W Zy,. Therefore, the combined estimator Jé; N 18 invariant to the choice of generalized

inverse A, of A,, ;. Similar arguments can be used for the online estimator 3. [ ]
k> ’
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