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Abstract

Recent advances in extreme value theory have establisRaceto processes as the natural limits for
extreme events defined in terms of exceedances of a riskidmiatt Here we provide methods for the
practical modelling of data based on a tractable yet flexdleleendence model. We introduce the class
of elliptical ¢-Pareto processes, which arise as the limit of thresholéedia@nces of certain elliptical
processes characterized by a correlation function andpegbarameter. An efficient inference method
based on maximizing a full likelihood with partial censayiis developed. Novel procedures for exact
conditional and unconditional simulation are proposedesghideas are illustrated using precipitation
extremes in Switzerland.
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1 Introduction

There has recently been increasing development of metbgigs! for modelling spatial extremes, motivated
by numerous applications in climatology and environmesté&nces. Classical extreme value theory relies
on max-stable processes, which extend the univariate glerest extreme-value distribution to stochastic
processes. Such processes are the only possible nondageliveits for rescaled maxima of spatial pro-
cessesde Haan and Ferreir006 Ch. 9) and provide a natural modelling framework for asyotipally
dependent extremes.

Inference for spatial extremes has been based on varioustalbe models (e.gDavison et al.2012
Ribatet 2013. The extremal Gaussian mod&dahlathey 2002 or the Brown—Resnick modeKébluchko
et al, 2009 have proven to be well-suited for modelling extremal delegice of environmental datB&vi-
son et al.2012 Ribatet 2013. The extremakprocess, which can be seen as generalizing these two models,
is the max-stable limit of all asymptotically dependenipgital processesdpitz, 2013. Its distribution de-
pends on a correlation function and a shape parameterdimmgva flexible dependence structure for spatial
extremes. Because of the complicated form of the distobutif a max-stable process, composite likelihood
methods have been used to fit such modekdpan et al.2010, leading to a loss in efficiency. More re-
cently, efficient full likelihood inference methods werevd®ped in a point process frameworkngelke
et al. (2015 developed full likelihood methods based either on theitiistion of increments with respect to
a fixed extreme component, or on the multivariate spectralsone . \Wadsworth and Taw(2014) calculated
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a full likelihood for exceedances of a thresholding field itdensoring the part of the observation vector
falling below this threshold.

In this paper, we propose the use/ePareto processe®Ombry and Ribatet2015 for modelling ex-
tremes of spatial processes defined in terms of the exceeddre risk functional.Ferreira and de Haan
(2014 andDombry and Ribatet2015 showed that Pareto processes are the only possible agjarijphits
for threshold exceedances of spatial processes. Infetwamed on these processes is currently limited to
nonparametric estimatiodpmbry and Ribate2015. We introduce the elliptical-Pareto process, which
is the limiting process for threshold exceedances of alirgugtically dependent elliptical processes, and
propose an efficient inference approach for it based on dikelihood with partial censoring. The result-
ing inferential procedures, potentially more efficientrtitmmposite likelihood methods, are discussed, and
efficiency gains over a pairwise likelihood are assesseddimalation study. In addition, we propose a
new approach to exact simulation from extrerhahld elliptical Pareto processes, and we show how condi-
tional simulations can be obtained very easily for the faf@nally, we illustrate the use of elliptical Pareto
processes in an application to extreme precipitation intZnsiand.

We develop our results for processes with continuous sapgles defined on a nonempty compact
domainK C R™, m > 1. The assumption of continuity is natural in applicationsl ansures that Pareto
processes are well-defined. We focus here on the practieafu®areto processes; for more technical details
on the definitions of these processes and related convergerianctional spaces we refer Eerreira and
de Haan(2014 andDombry and Ribate2015.

2 Functional extreme value theory

2.1 (-Pareto processes

We letC'(K') denote the space of continuous functions d¥erendowed with the supremum notfifi|| - =
supsex | f(s)|. The restriction ofC'(K) to non-negative functions is denoted by (K). In univariate
and multivariate theory, a generalized Pareto limit is ioleté by conditioning on the exceedance of a high
threshold in at least one componeRDptzén and Tajvidi2006. Ferreira and de Haa2014) extended this
idea to infinite-dimensional spaces by conditioning on ede@ces of the supremum of the process over the
space, leading to the notion of a generalized Pareto protessdefinition was generalized ombry and
Ribatet(2015 to so-called/-Pareto processes by considering exceedances definedns ¢éa linear risk
functional.

A functional ¢ : C(K) — [0,00) is called a risk functional, or cost functional, if it is cantous and
homogeneous, i.e{(tf) = t{(f) for t > 0. In what follows, the unit sphere @', (K) with respect to/
is written Sy = {f € C.(K) : {(f) = 1}. Suppose that we are given a risk functiohand a probability
measurep on S,;. We call any proces§* = {Y*(s)}scx a standard/-Pareto process with-spectral
distributionp if it can be represented as

Y¥(s) = Rfo(s), R~ Par(l), {fo(s)} ~p, (1)

i.e.,Pr(R >vy) =1/y (y > 1), with R independent of the spectral functign = { fo(s)}. For continuous
real functionss(s) > 0, pu(s), £(s) defined over’, the process

(s) +o(s) {Y*(s)66) — 1} Je(s),  &(s) # 0, )
{u<s>+o<s>1ogy*<s>, fs)=0, K )

is termed a generalizedPareto process. To avoid confusion between processesassbto different risk
functionals/, we will write Y;* for Y*. Such processeg," generalize the peaks-over-threshold stability
of multivariate generalized Pareto distributions to inénidimensions: for any. > 1, the renormalized



threshold-exceeding procegs~'Y;* | £(Y;) > u} is equal toY;" in distribution Qombry and Ribatet
2015. The interpretation of the constructioh) (s that R characterizes the intensity of an extreme event in
terms of the risk functional, whereasf,, describes the corresponding spatial profile.

In applications, different choices 6may be used to answer different questiong( ff) = max;—1,__p f(s;)/u;
for certain sites; € K (j = 1,..., D), we focus on processes with at least one exceedance of éshits
uj > 0. By contrast/(f) = min;j—; . p f(s;)/u; requires exceedances at each offhsites. The original
definition of a Pareto procesBérreira and de Haa@014) uses((f) = sup,cx f(s), but conditioning on
another/( f) is desirable in applications where data are only observadiaite number of sites.

2.2 Limiting processes of extremes

We recall the different forms of convergence of extremesootiauous processes in terms of block maxima,
threshold exceedances and point processes. Througheusythbol—> indicates weak convergence of
random elements from the univariate, multivariate or fiomal domain. For independent and identically
distributed copies;, Xs, ... of a stochastic proces§ = {X(s)}scx With continuous sample paths, we
say thatX is in the maximum domain of attraction of a max-stable prec¢es= {Z(s)}scx (de Haan and
Ferreira 2006 Ch. 9) if there exist sequences of normalizing continuomstionsa,,(s) > 0 andb,,(s) such
that
{_max an(s)"HX;(s) — bn(s)}} = {Z(s)}, n — o0, (3)

i=1,...n

in C'(K), with the limit processZ having nondegenerate univariate distributions. Convergef the depen-
dence structure and of marginal distributions can be viesegrately in3) (de Haan and Ferreir2006
§9.2). Therefore, we define a normalized procESsy X*(s) = 1/[1— Fx(5){ X (s)}] whereFx,) denotes
the distribution ofX (s). If we assume thak has continuous marginal distributions, th&r has marginal
standard Pareto distributions. Foy(s) = n andb,(s) = 0 the max-stable limit forX* in (3) is a standard
max-stable procesg* with univariate unit Fréchet distributions.

The distribution of the process* is fully characterized by a so-called exponent meadura C'(K)\{0}
through the relation@iné et al, 1990

A |: U {fEC(K): sup f(s) >zj}] :—logPr{sup Z*(s) < z1,..., sup Z*(s) SZD}

j=1,...D seK; s€EK s€Kp
(4)

for any collection of nonempty compact set5§ ¢ K andz; > 0 (j = 1,...,D). The measure\
is uniquely defined if we impose the constrait{C(K) \ C+(K)} = 0. We obtain the unique ver-
sion asA(B) = A[{f € C(K) : fy € B}, for measurableB C C.(K) \ {0}, with f,(s) =
max{f(s),0}. When the setd(; = {s;} are singletons, expressiod) (s called the exponent function and

denoted bW (z1,...,zp), whereV(1,...,1) is known as the extremal coefficient of the sitgs. .., sp.
Finite-dimensional marginal measures /fofrelative to D sitess = (s1,...,sp) are written as\, i.e.,
AS(XJ':L.“,D[(IJ',Z)J’]) = A[ﬂj:l,...,D{f S C(K) : f(Sj) S [aj,bj]}] for 0 < a; < bj (j = 1,...,D). In
particular,V (z1,...,zp) = Ay {(xj=1,.,p[—00, 2])¢ }.

Max-stability of Z* implies that the measure, is homogeneous of orderl, i.e.,A, (tB) =t A (B),
t > 0. For some risk functional and f € C,(K) with ¢(f) > 0, consider the pseudo-polar coordinates
(r, fo) with r = £(f) and fo = f/0(f). If ke(K) = A {¢(f) > 1} > 0, arguments similar tde Haan and
Ferreira(2006 §9.4) imply the factorization

AL (df) = ke(K) r~2drpg(dfo), >0, (5)

with p, an/-spectral distribution o).



AssumingX ™ is in the maximum domain of attraction of a standard maxistptncessZ*, Dombry and
Ribatet(2015 Theorem 3) proved the convergence of standaegceedances

{n7TX*(s) (X)) > n} = {Y(s)}, n— oo, (6)

whereY is a standard-Pareto process withrspectral distributiorp, related to the exponent measuye
of Z* through 6).

Convergencef]) establishes a basis for threshold-based inference agvillFrom definitionl), the dis-
tribution of a standaré-Pareto process is 2drpy(d fo) on[1, 00) xSy, which is also equal td , (d f)/k¢(K)
from (5) with f = r fy. Hence the convergence i) (conveys that, for large,

Pr{X* e B|{(X")>n}~nA{(B)/ke(K),

forBC {f € CL(K):Ulf)>n}.

A point process framework links max-stable limits for maairand/-Pareto limits for threshold ex-
ceedances. Convergen@ for the normalized process ™ is equivalently expressed in terms of the standard
point process convergencee(Haan and Ferreir006 Theorem 9.3.9)

{n‘le(s),izl,...,n}:>77, n — 00, @)

whereP? = {P,(s),i = 1,2,...} is a Poisson process with intensity measiare. Then, Z*(s) =
max;—1_.n Pi(s) and, from Poisson process theoaley and Vere-Jone2007, Ch. 9), the pointsP;
with ¢(P;) > 1 are independent and have distributién (d f)/x¢(K); they are realisations of thePareto
processy;".

Max-stable convergence i3)(implies the convergence of marginal pointwise maxima toegalized
extreme-value distributions, for which standard thedsgi(lant et al, 2004 Ch. 5) provides alternative
characterizations in terms of univariate threshold exaeeés or point process convergence. From a Pareto
process perspective, it is convenient to fix a high threshoidtion«(s) and to assume that

pr{X(s) > a} = [1+&(s){z — u(s)} o ()15, 2> u(s), ®)

corresponding to the univariate tail probabilities of tiemgralized Pareto process 2),(with real parameters
w(s) < u(s), o(s) > 0andf(s), such that the right-hand side @&)(s less than unity.

2.3 Elliptical extremes

A random vectorX € RP” is said to follow an elliptical distribution if it can be wién as
X = RAU + p, )

with R a nonnegative random variablé,a D x D deterministic nonsingular matrix defining the dispersion
matrix ¥ = AA’, U a random vector independent &f and distributed uniformly on the Euclidean unit
sphere{z € R” : 2/z = 1} andp € R a deterministic shift vector. The restriction to nonsiragudquare
matricesA excludes some special cases of minor practical importaBramples of elliptical distributions
are the multivariate Gaussian and the multivartatiéstributions. As an extension d®), a random process
X is called elliptical if all its finite-dimensional distriltions are elliptical with dispersion matric&sdefined
through a covariance function. The max-stable limits3nfor elliptical processes are either processes with
independent univariate marginal distributions in the cafsasymptotic independence, as for instance the
limits of Gaussian processes, or are extremaiecesses in all other cases. In terms of unit Fréchet margi
extremalt processes can be represented as

Z*(s) = ma max Wi(s)$/Qi, ma = w220 {(a + 1) /2} 7 (10)

1=1,2,...



where) < @1 < @2 < --- are the points of a unit-rate Poisson process on the positifdine, and
W; = {W;(s)} are independent replicates of a standard Gaussian pro@éssontinuous sample paths and
correlation functiornp (Opitz, 2013. In particular,a. = 1 yields the extremal Gaussian proceSst{latheyr
2002. By interpreting the processég; as independent marks of the points of the Poisson pro@@ss
we see that the point proce$®;} = {m.(W;)%/Q;} is Poisson with intensity measure,. We use
this for simulation from the correspondingPareto process, see Sectiébn We use the term elliptical-
Pareto process since the tails of its finite-dimensionadfidigions correspond to elliptical distributions with
a Pareto-distributed radial variablein (9). The finite-dimensional dependence structure assoctatéd

sitess = (s1,...,sp) is characterized by the exponent functidtikoloulopoulos et al.2009
V(z) = —logpr{Z*(s1) <z1,...,2%(sp) < zp}
D
= Z Z]-_lta+1 {(Z_j/Zj)l/a; E_jJ, (Oé + 1)_1 (2_%_]' - E—sz/—j,j)} s (11)
j=1

with the correlation matrix> = {o(s;,,sj,)}1<j j.<p related to the correlation functiop, and with
ta(+; 1, %) the cumulative distribution function of a multivariatedistribution with o degrees of freedom
and parameterg and>:.

Dependence structures of Brown—Resnick type arise as &ébpase of extremal-dependence when
a — oo. By analogy with (0), a standard Brown—Resnick process is constructeffass) = max;—1 2 .. exp{W;(s)—
v(s)}/Q; (Kabluchko et al.2009, wherelV; are independent and identically distributed copies of &inin
sically stationary centered Gaussian process charastieby its variogramy(s) = E{W;(s)?} and with
Wl(o) = 0 almost surely. For process#g, whose correlation functiop,, depends o such that the limit
Y(s2 — $1) = limg—00 {1 — 04 (51, 52)} €Xists and satisfie® < v(s2 — s1) < oo for all sitessy, sy with
s1 # s2, the extremak-processZ* in (10) converges tdZ5g asa — oo (Nikoloulopoulos et al.2009. For
instance, the correlation functiam, (s1,s2) = exp[—{||s; — sa|l/(a/*A)}*] with & € (0,2] and\ > 0
yields the variogran2(||s; — sa||/A)".

The truncation ofi¥; at zero in (0) implies that the measurg, of an extremal process has positive
mass on the sdtf € C{ (K)\{0} : minsex f(s) = 0}, which is not the case for Brown—Resnick processes.
We later discuss the implications for inference on ell@iticPareto processes.

3 Inference

3.1 Likelihoodsfor ¢-Pareto processes

We now consider a collection = (s, ...,sp) of sites inkK, andX; 1, ..., X, independent replicates of
a finite-dimensional observation vects; = { X (s1),..., X (sp)}, which is embedded in a proceis We
suppose thak is in the maximum domain of attraction of a max-stable prec¢eswe assume the marginal
parameters(s), o(s) and(s) in (8) were estimated in a first step, and we consider the starmdargrocess
X*, whose finite-dimensional vectors relativest@are denoted by ¥. Here we describe the estimation of
A, based or/-exceedances ok} with a suitably chosen risk functiondl We use the elliptical Pareto
process with a parametric correlation function defining rmpeetric model for the measure, .

Different choices off yield different approaches to inference, but it is crucratt/(X*) can be de-
termined fromX}, so we need(X*) = ¢(X}). Without loss of generality, we define the exceedance
observations in terms @i X}) > 1. We approximate the distribution of the poiml§' with ¢/(X*) > 1 by
the distribution of the elliptical-Pareto procesg;".

For a standard-Pareto proces¥", the density of the vector;” = {Y,*(s1),...,Y, (sp)} on{y €
RPN\ {0} : £(y) > 1}is Ay 5(y)/ke(K), whered, s is the density of\, ,, the finite-dimensional marginal



measure of\ | relative to the sites. WhenA, ; is absolutely continuous with respect to Lebesgue mea-
sure, Ay ; is the full derivative—Vj.p(y) of the negated exponent functidi. Otherwise, whem\
puts positive mass on lower-dimensional subspacd@ﬂqfwe get slightly different expressions far,
on those subspace€dles and Tawn1991). In the extremal elliptical model, we find positive mass on
{y e R?\ {0} : [lyllc > 0}, see§3.2

Based on the sample éfexceedances(], (k = 1,...,N,) satisfying¢(X7,) > 1, and assuming a
parametric/-Pareto model with parameter vect@rwe obtaln the full likelihood

i N N s(X2
Ly = T[] 2.

k=1

(12)

When x,(K) cannot be calculated explicitly, Monte Carlo approximasicare required to evaluate the
likelihood function (2). For a choice off that is both tractable and useful in practice, we focus on
U(f) = maxj—i__p f(sj)/u; with a high multivariate threshold = (uy,...,up) > 0, which select
observations for which at least one component exceed itginarthreshold. Thens,(K) = V(u) and
(Ferreira and de Haag014)

(v < ) — ViminGw) - V()

Vi) ;Y Lu,

which is the multivariate Pareto distribution defined Rgotzén and Tajvid{20069. Specifyingr,(K) =
V(u) in (12) yields the corresponding likelihood

Inference based ab, might be compromised in practice: first, using the full imf@tion from an observation
Xk with E(X;k) > 1 might be inefficient since the asymptotic distribution ntigiodel the non-exceeding

components badly and thus induce bias in the estimatoren8epositive mass on the boundaryrdf \ {0}
creates a discontinuity due to the weak convergence of ttaepilacess to thé-Pareto process ir6), as is

the case for the elliptical model. The marginsXf, are standard Pareto, and so are strictly positive, which
is incoherent with the possible mass on the axié/XfQ[S. To overcome these two issues, we propose the use
of a censoring scheme. We consider the censored obsewaffon= max(X} ., ), where the maximum

is taken componentwise. The corresponding likelihood is 7 ’

. TV, (X
Ly(y) = 7321&,1@)’

k=1
whereV;, denotes the partial derivative df with respect to the indices, C {1,..., D} associated to the
components that exceed their corresponding marginalhblds.

When bothn and V,, are observed, we propose to incorporate the informatiovigied by the binomial
variablen — N, that represents the number of fully-censored obsenatioiVe use the approximation
Pr{¢(X*) > 1} = Pr{max;-1,p X*(s;)/u; > 1} =~ V(u), which follows from @) for a high threshold
vectoru (de Haan and Ferreird006 Theorem 9.3.1), and define the likelihoods

Ly ={1-V(@}" MV@N x L, (m=1,2).

The threshold vectar must be high enough to yield (u) < 1



Full likelihood inference based afy or L, is possible ifA, ;, the functionV” and its partial derivatives,
are known. We derive these expressions for elliptical Bgeicesses in Secti@Z expressions for Brown—
Resnick processes were derived Wadsworth and Tawii2014. By contrast, inference for max-stable
extremal¢ and Brown—Resnick processes is typically based on congplilsiiihoods Padoan et a/2010.

In Section5, we use simulation to investigate the gain in efficiency fittea use of full likelihoods.

We relate our approach Madsworth and Tawii2014 and Engelke et al(2015, who proposed full
likelihood inference based on the finite-dimensional cogwece to the Poisson process . (Wadsworth
and Tawn(2014 proposed a censored approach with the likelihood

exp{—nV (u)}V (u)™* x La(y),

which differs from L, only through the distribution assumed for the number of edeaceN,: binomial
for the Pareto approach, and Poisson for the point procqge®agh. Since: is large andV () is small
in practice, these two approaches give very similar resuig contrast,Engelke et al(2015 considered
X\, as an exceedance wh@jD:1 X,k > u, leading to inference based on the multivariate sum sgectra
measureColes and Tawyil991). An equivalent approach in the framework of Pareto praeessobtained
for 0(f) = S22, f(s;)/u for a threshold: > 0, wherer,(K) = D /u in the likelihood (2). Although this
approach seems to perform well for Brown—Resnick processesmuld be inefficient for elliptical Pareto
processes due to the singularitiesAn ,, just like the uncensored likelihooH,; see Sectiors. Engelke
et al.(2019 further considered the use of extremal increments, gooreding tol(f) = f(so)/uo for fixed
so € K and threshold,, > 0, but this approach has the same disadvantages in the caliptafad Pareto
processes.

3.2 Densitiesand partial derivatives of the exponent function for extremal-¢ processes

We derive the density,. , of the finite-dimensional exponent measre ; and the partial derivativeg,
through calculations similar to those Wadsworth and Tawii2014 for Brown—Resnick processes. A
complication for extremat-processes arises from the singularities\qf, on the boundary de \ {0}. To
resolve this, we observe that the extremplrocessZ* in (10) arises as the pointwise maximum of a Poisson
process with point®; = mqTn(W;)/Q:, WhereT, (x) = sign(z)|x|® for a > 0. The truncation o#V; at
zero in (LO) is irrelevant becausg™ is constituted from pointwise maxima that are positive atrsurely.
If the point process of thé; has intensity measur&, the unique measur&. of the extremal process
is obtained by projecting the negative values to zero. Thezewe first calculate the intensity;(y) for
y € RP\ {0}. To derive); s(y) when some components gfare zero, say = (7, 0) with § > 0, we can
integrate), over all negative values of the zero-componentg guch that\; (y) = ffoo As(7, z)dz.
Ribatet(2013 gives the density, of A,

As(y) = o' Pall=PRIS 72 (o + 1) /2) ' T{(a + D) /2}

D
< [T vl MT o W) ST T ja ()} @2,y e RP,
j=1

whereX, = {o(sj,,sj,)}1<j,jo<p denotes the finite-dimensional correlation matrix stengfiom the
correlation functione of the extremak dependence structure relative to the sites (sq,...,sp). The
density Ay 5 of A, ¢ on (0,00)” equals)s. The partial derivatived, of the exponent functiorV are
calculated by integrating, with respect to the components in the set complementaly. tbhe integration is
carried out using conditional intensities. Given a colatt, = (so 1, .. ., so,4) Of d conditioning locations



with valuesyo, the conditional intensity|s, ,, (¥) = A(s,s0) (¥, %0) /s, (Y0) €quals Ribatet 2013

Asisowo ) = a PP (d + )P 87V20 (a0 + d) 2} ' T{( + D + d) /2}
—(a+D+d)/2
, (13)

D ~ I —1 -
o {110 (y) — X" YTy ) y) — it}
< Tl |1+~ T

with
Tl/a(y(])lzs_olTl/a(yO)
d+ «

whereX.;, denotes the matrix of covariances between the random gectoresponding to the location
vectorss ands. Expression13) is the density of a random vectd}, (X ), whereX follows a D-dimensional
¢ distribution withd 4+ o degrees of freedom and parametgmnd ..

Without loss of generality, we consider the partial derxeaf;.;(y) of V' with respect to the indices
1 to d such thatl, = {1,...,d}, obtained by calculating the integral c)g(dﬂ):D‘Slzdvylzd(y(dﬂ)zp) and
by multiplying the resulting expression by, ,(yi1.4). The required integral of the conditional density is

1 o~
td-i—a(y(éil)zp; K, E) We get

—V1.4(y) =tda+a (y(lc{iuzp%ﬂ» i) ol A (=D215) T2 (o + 1) 2}

i = Yas0X0 T1jav0), S =

$:80“'sp

(Zs — Sais025 Bogis) »

815050

d 1/a—1
x T{(a+d)/2} (Hyj) () VoSl o T er D, (14)

J=1

with i = Z(dﬂ):D,l:dZ;}lyi/j‘ andy = (d+a) " (y). )2 dyl/d (S(d1):D = S(d+1):D,1:d 514 S, (d+1):D ) -
Equation (4) also gives the densities, ; for a pointy on the boundary ORE \ {0}: if y1.¢ > 0 and
Y+1):p = 0, then the density on the corresponding subsdt@f\ {0} is —V1.4(y), seeColes and Tawn
(19917, §3.1).

3.3 Maximum likelihood inference

Numerical maximization of.; or L, yields the maximum likelihood estimatefor the vector of parameters
1 of an elliptical Pareto process. Assuming that the data cfsome the limiting model, standard regu-
larity conditions ensure consistency and asymptotic nbtynaf ¢, with an asymptotic covariance matrix
that equals the inverse Fisher information matsian der Vaart200Q Ch. 5). In practice, the asymptotic
covariance matrix can be estimated by the Hessian matrixeofiegated log-likelihood evaluatediat

A practical inconvenience for maximum likelihood inferentased o, or L, is the need to calculate
the ¢t probabilities in (1) and (L4). They can be calculated using Monte Carlo approximati@sng and
Bretz 2009, but the use of full likelihood inference might be too sldwl > 50. In larger dimensions, one
could partition the sample sites into moderately large gsoand use a composite likelihood based on the
full likelihood contribution from each group.

4 Exact ssimulation procedures

We now describe exact finite-dimensional simulation procesl for extremai-and elliptical -Pareto pro-

cesses. Due to the elliptical structure of the poiﬁltl%“ from the point proces$P;} in (10), an equiv-
alent representation of the finite-dimensional projectibran extremal process relative td sitess =
(s1,...,8p) Is obtained by setting

Pyi = {E(U1,1)S} (AU / Qi (15)

8



Fig. 1. Left: simulation (black line) from an extremal-t procesgtwiv = 1 ando(h) = exp(—||k||). The grey
lines show the point#®; ; in the spectral decompositiof%). Right: independent simulations from the corresponding
elliptical (-Pareto process with( f) = sup,¢(o 5 f(s) are given by the point&; ; with £(F; ;) > 1.

with A, the Cholesky root of the correlation matdx = A; A andU; = (U; 1, ...,U; p)" independent and
identically distributed copies of a vectbr uniformly distributed on the Euclidean unit sphe@pitz, 2013
Theorem 3.2). This allows exact simulation of both maxdstalmd Pareto processes due to the boundedness
H(ASUZ')?f—Hoo <L

In practice, max-stable processes are simulated usingeofityte number ofP; ;; see Fig.l. When a
finite boundaryb < oo exists for the components 6f; P, ; such thapr{max;—1 5 Q;Ps(s;) < b} =1
(j = 1,..,D), exact simulation ofZ} can be achieved from a finite number of poitts; (Schlathey
2002 Theorem 4). Since the components{®f(U; )%}~ (A4,U;)% in (15) are always bounded by =
{E(U11)3} 71, exact simulation of extremalprocesses is possible. For> 1, || Pyl < b/Q; with an
increasing sequende); }. If || max;—1,. 5, Psillcc > b/Q~, for somer, > 1, then the point$ ; for i > 7,
cannot contribute to the maximum itd) and we haveZ} = max;—, . 5, Ps;. Two numerical limitations
may restrict the applicability of this simulation approadirst, standard algorithms for determining the
Cholesky rootd, of ¥, requireO(D?) basic operations; secoridmay be large it or D are large, requiring
the simulation of a very large number of poids;. More precisely,

(D +a)/2} ~ 9l-0/2_1/2 (D+a—2)*?
MN{(a+1)/2}T(D/2) I{(a+1)/2}

using Stirling’s formula. In certain situations, notablhen D indexes a fine spatial grid of points, these
limitations are too restrictive. Then the conventionalrapgh for approximate simulation can be used. Since
the tails of IV (s;)¢ become heavier whem increases, the approximation error in the simulated mablet
process also increases.

The simulation of the point$ ; in (15) yields an algorithm for the simulation of ellipticétPareto
processes: as mentioned §8.3, the pointsP;; with ¢(P,;) > 1 are independent realisations from the
standard’-Pareto process; see Fig.Moreover, forug > 0, the homogeneity ol  implies that the points
Uy 1Psﬂ- with £(P; ;) > up are also realisations from the standérstandard process. The existence of the
upper bound allows us to simulate all the poinf3 ; in a setd = ([0, u]”)¢ c R% for u > 0. Since the
setl(y) > ug is a subset ofd for suitably chosen:, we can obtain exact simulations from every elliptical
(-Pareto process.

Instead of simulating the points of the Poisson process,pbssible to use an acceptance-rejection al-
gorithm to generate realisations Bf (s) without dealing with a random number of realisations. Finst
consider the simulation of a standatdPareto process with(f) = max;—; . p f(s;). From the previous

b=2r!/? D — o0,
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paragraph, the points ! P, ; with ¢(P; ;) > b are realisations from the standarareto process. The con-
dition ¢(P, ;) > bimplies1/Q; > 1, hence only the point®; ; with 1/Q; > 1 need to be simulated. Since
the pointsl /Q; satisfyingl/Q; > 1 are distributed according to the standard Pareto distoibuany vector
R(A,U)¢ with U independent of a standard Pareto distributed random Verfalis a standard-Pareto
process it{R(A;U)%} > 1. When/ is different from the componentwise maximum, we proceededsrb
and fixug > 0 such thatnax;—1__p f(s;) > 1 whenever(f) > uo. Then the vector; ' R(A,U)%, given
that/{R(A,U)%} > wo, is a realisation ol*(s). We can get a sample 6f*(s) by repeatedly simulating
random vectors,, ' R(A,U)% and retaining only those vectors fulfilling the conditiof?(A,U)%} > uy.
To minimise the frequency of rejectiong; should be chosen as small as possible.

Whereas conditioning\ on exceedances df( f) over unity yields the distribution of théPareto
process, one might instead be interested in the conditidis&ibution when valueg, > 0 for a collec-
tion of sitessg = (so,1,...,50,4) are fixed. The finite-dimensional conditional distributifor the sites
s = (s1,...,8p), disjoint with sy, has densityX3). The conditional process defined én\ {so} corre-
sponds to a transformedorocess that can easily be simulated.

5 Simulation study

We used simulation to investigate the efficiency of the fikélihoods L and L, for estimating the pa-
rameters of elliptical Pareto processes. For comparisenalso report results from the pairwise censored
likelihood approach based on all pairs, which representaradard approach to fitting max-stable models.
Based on the exact simulation procedure introduced in @&edtiwe generated samples 4i00 elliptical /-
Pareto processes witlif) = maxser f(s) at16 locations given by’ = {(s1/3,52/3)}, s,eq0,1,2,3)- We
chose the stable correlation functioth) = exp{—(||||/A)"}, whereh is the lag vector between two loca-
tions,A > 0is arange parameter afck ~ < 2 is a smoothness parameter. Different combinations of galue
for the degrees of freedom > 0 and for A\ and x were considered, covering small to strong dependence
with different degrees of smoothness. We estimated theovettparameters) = (log A, k, ) using the
three approaches, each of them based on marginal thresgfopidsto thed5% quantiles. The mean squared
error of ) can be decomposed into a sum of bias and variance té¥fi& () = ||[E(¢) — |2 + tr(V),
whereV is the covariance matrix op For each parameter configuration, estimated 690 samples were
calculated to obtain the bias and covariance matrix of eatimator. Tablel shows the relative efficiency
of the three estimators, here defined as the ratio of the tfatbeir covariance matrices. Unreported results
showed that all estimators have only little or no bias. Thrmut, the full uncensored likelihood estimator
L, was found to be more efficient than the full censored estimatpowing to the loss of information from
censoring. The difference is larger when dependence is wealkis, when more components are censored
in exceedances, though more exceedances are observed.,-Hased estimator is more efficient than its
pairwise equivalent, and efficiency gains are larger foramprocesses with weak dependence. Overall, the
relative reduction in variance is aroud%. Other simulations indicated that the efficiency improvatae

of the full likelihood over the pairwise likelihood becomarder when the number of sites is larger: in a
similar estimation framework, we found a reduction of vada of around35% for nine locations and of
around10% for four locations.

To investigate the impact of the convergence to a limitingptidal Pareto process, we further sim-
ulated samplesX; 1, ..., X, 1000 Of ¢t processes withy degrees of freedom on the same grid as before.
Marginal distributions ofX ; were transformed to the standard Pareto scale by the tramstion X}, =
1/{1 — ta(Xsx)} (k = 1,...,1000), wheret,, denotes the cumulative distribution function of a univiaria
t variable witha degrees of freedom. We fitted ellipticélPareto processes to threshold exceedances of
the simulatedX; , over the marginab5%, 98% and99% quantiles using the two full likelihood&; and
Lo and the pairwise censored likelihood. We then considereditds, variance and mean squared error of
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Table 1: Relative efficiency (in %) of full and pairwise likelihoodtasators for the parameters of elliptical Pareto
processes with the stable correlation function. For eaafbagation ofx andc«, three values ok were chosen to give
pairwise extremal coefficients € {1-2,1-4,1-6} at distance)-5. Each cell gives the ratio of the covariance matrix
traces for the uncensored and censored full likelihoodregtirs and for the censored full and pairwise likelihood
estimators, separated iy

k=0.5 k=1 k=15
0/ 1 2 5 10 1 2 5 10 1 2 5 10
1.2 61/62 51/59 48/60 45/58 50/45 39/47 31/42 36/41 43/29 27/28 21/27 27/21
1.4 48/55 29/51 16/52 15/53 41/43  22/37  8/35 7/44 34/27 18/23 5/19 5/21
1.6 30/50 14/39  5/45 4/39 34/36  13/35 3/31 2/37 34/25 16/22 3/19 1/25

these estimators. As opposed to the simulations discussta iprevious paragraph, the elliptical Pareto
model is only valid asymptotically and so the estimatorshaased. Tabl@ reports the bias and the empir-
ical covariance matrix trace of calculated fromL000 estimates and the relative efficiencies of the two full
likelihood and the two censored likelihood estimatorsghdfined as the ratio of their mean squared error.
For all thresholds, the uncensored estimdiphas the largest mean squared error because of its very large
bias. The two censored estimators have small bias whenl, but the bias increases adncreases. This
may be explained by the slower convergence to the limitingeddence structure for larget The bias is
reduced by increasing the thresholds such that the exceedisiribution is closer to the asymptotic model,
variances increase accordingly. Variances are alwayslaniai the full likelihood estimator than for the
pairwise one, but the bias of the full likelihood estimat®often larger. In terms of mean squared error for
the 95% threshold, the full likelihood estimator outperforms trerwise one forr < 6, but not otherwise.
The bias of the full likelihood estimator decreases for bigthresholds, and the full likelihood estimator
generally has a smaller mean squared error than the paiesiseator owing to its smaller variance. Hence
for large values ofy, very high thresholds are needed for the full likelihoodreator to outperform the
pairwise estimator in terms of mean squared error.

The results of these simulations suggest that censoredagpes are the best in practice when the model
is misspecified. Moreover, full likelihood inference impes estimation efficiency when the distribution of
extremes is close to the limiting model, but the pairwiseragph appears more robust to certain kinds of
model misspecification.

6 Application

We illustrate the use of-Pareto processes for modelling precipitation extremethénregion of Zirich,
Switzerland. Daily cumulative rainfall data &t locations were provided by MétéoSuisse; see Eigel-
evations vary from 327 to 718 m for these stations. Our aiglgshased on summer data recorded from
1 June to 31 August for the years 1962-2012. A preliminargysghowed no signs of non-stationarity in
the time series and only weak day-to-day dependence in @anees over the5% quantiles, leading us to
model the daily data as independent and identically distith The data seem coherent with the assumption
of asymptotic dependence, which suggests modelling thlésgxceedances using Pareto processes; see the
Supplementary Material. We select®fistations for the fit of the spatial model, see Figthe other stations
are kept for validation. First, we fitted a spatially varyimgdel for the univariate marginal distributiort) (
over marginal thresholds taken to be $i€% percentiles at each of th& stations. We used a Bayesian
hierarchical model to capture spatial random effects(i¥) ando (s), similar to the latent variable model of
Davison et al(2012, see the Supplementary Material. The shape parargetes assumed to be constant
over the region. Its estimate a®d% credible interval is A1 (008,014) corresponding to heavy-tailed
marginal distributions. We then transformed the origirethcat each location to the standard Pareto scale by

11



Table 2: Estimation of elliptical/-Pareto processes based on exceedancepufcesses for the stable correlation
function withx = 1. For eachn in 1,. .., 10, the values of\ were chosen to yield the pairwise extremal coefficient
6 = 1-4 at distance)-5. For each of the thresholds chosen at 96&, 98% and99% quantiles and for each of the
three estimators based dn, L- or the pairwise censored distributions, the bias/varidroms ofy) are reported.
For each threshold, the last row reports the ratiof the mean squared error for the censored and uncensoted ful
likelihood estimators and for the censored full and paiewikelihood estimators, separated hyAll numbers have
been multiplied byi 00.

o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
95% Ly 303/9 241/6  223/5 215/6  210/7  208/8 205/10 203/10 202/10 201/11
Ly  2/3 12/6  34/9  53/11  69/14  82/16  92/21  100/21 108/23 115/25
pw  3/7  15/14  28/20  43/27  55/32  67/37  T1/42  77/44  79/51  82/48
5 0/44  1/45  4/72  8/87  14/98 19/101 24/114 29/117 34/124 38/135
98% L, 257/16 187/10 171/8  170/9 172/12 173/13 176/18 179/20 182/24 186,26
Lo T7)7 2/13  13/22  30/28  41/34  57/44  68/53  79/59  90/70  91/70
pw  6/18  16/38  26/55  42/70  55/86  64/98  66/107 71/103 76/114 76/108
5 1/42  4/32  8/38  13/42  17/44  25/55  30/66  35/78  42/88  41/93
99% L, 240/25 160/14 141/12 142/14 145/18 151/25 157/30 162/33 169/43 174/47
Ly 12/15  14/26  6/40  15/57  23/75  43/97 50/114 62/115 79/171 87/205
pw  8/39  19/70 30/111 48/140 54/175 72/208 75/234 80/220 84/277 80/237
5 3/41  10/38  19/33  27/36  35/39  46/44  50/48  52/54  71/67  80/93

using the fitted marginal distributions above the threshaldd the empirical distributions below them.

In a second step, we used the likelihobg to model the dependence in the standardized data#with
Pareto processes f6ff) = max;—i 25 f(s;)/20; 20 is the95% quantile of a standard Pareto distribution.
We fitted an elliptical Pareto process with a stable cor@igunctiono(h) = exp{—(||k||/A\)"*} and shape
a > 0. For comparison, we also fitted the Pareto model of a BrowsrRk process with (k) = (||h|/\)7,
corresponding to the limiting model when— oo; see§2.3. We used the Akaike information criterion to
select the best model: for the elliptical Pareto model,d6isless than that of the Brown—Resnick model. The
parameter estimates and standard errors for the ellifR@adto model ar& = 520 (73) km,z = 0-63 (002)
anda = 6-3 (0-4), which yields a process with realisations that are cotirs but not differentiable. These
results are consistent with those found Dgvison et al.(2012 who identified an extremal-model with
& = 55 (21) as the best max-stable model for yearly maxima of daily Wative rainfall on the same
region and found a similar estimate for the smoothness petearof the correlation function.

We validated the accuracy of our model for modelling spati@iemes using the data from the othér
stations. The right panel of Fig.shows estimates of pairwise extremal coefficients relatelese stations.
The estimates for validation stations are only slightly eneariable. Overall, the extremal dependence for
validation data is adequately represented by the model.

Using the conditional distributiorl@), we considered simulation at the validation stations conditional
on the values observed at the other stations when at leasifdghe 25 components exceeded its marginal
95% threshold. To compare the observed extreme values ddthelidation locations with those predicted
by the model, we simulategD000 conditional realisations for each day, and we measuredrtiEoption of
true values falling between tt#e5% and97.5% quantiles of the simulations. Over the locations and the
986 days with at least one exceedance at the d2hdocations, approximatel$5% of the observed values
were in the95% simulated intervals. We do not attedf% corresponding to a perfect prediction, which can
at least partly be explained by the fact that the simulatissesd conditional data below the thresholds and
also ignored the uncertainty of the estimates of the fittedehcsimulations taking these two aspects into
account should be more variable and thus have a higher gm/erabability.

Finally, we illustrate the ability of the Pareto process rapgh to easily simulate conditional rainfall
given observed extremes at some set of locations. For @plartiday and given the observed data atahe
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Fig. 2. Modelling extreme precipitation around Zurich. Left: i@gof Zirich. Black dots correspond to the stations
used for the fit, white dots to the stations used for validatiRight: empirical pairwise extremal coefficients (with

95% confidence intervals in grey) for the data used to fit the m@dekd) and for the validation data (in black), with

the fitted extremal coefficient curve for the best elliptiareto model in blue.

locations used for the fit, we simulated conditional valuesimfall over the region using the transformed
process characterized it3); the left panel of Fig3 shows the mean of these simulated rainfall fields and
the right panel its standard deviation.

7 Discussion

Pareto models are appealing because they generalize peaktireshold stability to the spatial context and
they appropriately exploit the regularity of the exponemasure in pseudo-polar coordinates for extrapo-
lation on extremes. In this paper we have introduced infe¥eand simulation procedures for the elliptical
Pareto model. Numerical results suggest that the cens@auach based on marginal thresholds gives
more reliable estimates for this process, but the choicesaffeciently high threshold is crucial to guarantee
that the limiting model provides an adequate approximatiotine tail of the data. The pairwise likelihood
method was found to be more robust to model misspecification.

We modelled rainfall extremes using a two-step approachcthabines a latent variable model for the
margins with the fit of an elliptical Pareto process. The By approach enables the modelling of complex
spatial trends in univariate marginal distributions anovjtes a more flexible alternative to regression mod-
els. Ideally we would like to use a full Bayesian model basedeneralized elliptical Pareto processes, but it
is prone to computational difficulties. In our applicati@me evaluation of the censored likelihood function
takes several minutes, preventing the use of this likeihodViarkov chain Monte Carlo algorithms.

The distribution of an elliptical Pareto process is fullyesified by its exponent measure; which
depends on a correlation function and a shape parameteradtiqe, data are observed on a finite set of
sitess, so inference focuses on the estimation of the finite-dino@as exponent measure, ,, based on the
choice of a risk functional that can be evaluated.dEstimation is based on finite-dimensional distributions
from which parameters can be identified, which induces tlguendependence structure 61y (K) \ {0}.

It thus enables projection of extremes@n(K) \ {0}, eventually using different risk functionals than those
used for the estimation.

The properties of the maximum likelihood estimators foipéltal /-Pareto processes under the limiting
model are well-known but further work to investigate theattatical properties of such estimators under
domain of attraction assumptions would be valuable.
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Fig. 3: Conditional simulation of extreme rainfall over the regiohZirich for 1 June 1962. Left: mean of the
conditional simulation of daily cumulative rainfall (in mm Black dots correspond to the locations on which we
conditioned, white dots to the data used for validation tlithir observed values (written in parentheses under the
thresholds). Right: standard deviation for the conditiairaulation.
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