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Modeling univariate block maxima by the generalized extreme value dis-
tribution constitutes one of the most widely applied approaches in extreme
value statistics. It has recently been found that, for an underlying station-
ary time series, respective estimators may be improved by calculating block
maxima in an overlapping way. A proof of concept is provided that the latter
finding also holds in situations that involve certain piecewise stationarities. A
weak convergence result for an empirical process of central interest is pro-
vided, and, as a case-in-point, further details are worked out explicitly for
the probability weighted moment estimator. Irrespective of the serial depen-
dence, the estimation variance is shown to be smaller for the new estimator,
while the bias was found to be the same or vary comparably little in extensive
simulation experiments. The results are illustrated by Monte Carlo simulation
experiments and are applied to a common situation involving temperature ex-
tremes in a changing climate.

1. Introduction. The annual or seasonal maximum of a certain variable of interest is
a common target distribution, in particular in environmental statistics [24, 1]. For instance,
hydrologists are interested in maximal river discharges to facilitate flood protection, while
meteorologists and climatologists study maximal temperatures, precipitation or wind speeds,
collected over certain spatial or temporal regions. The latter comprises the emerging field
of extreme event attribution studies, see [35], which aim at exploring how the probability
of certain extreme events evolve in the context of a changing climate due to anthropogenic
activities.

The underlying statistical principle is known as the block maxima method and dates back
to [21], see also the monographs [11, 1]. In its simplest form, it is postulated that a sample
of successive (annual) block maxima constitutes an independent and identically distributed
(i.i.d.) sample from the generalized extreme value (GEV) distribution, as suggested by the
asymptotics formulated in the Fisher-Tippet-Gnedenko Theorem [20]. The model may then
be fitted by any method of choice, the most popular approaches being maximum likelihood
[32, 6] and the probability weighted moment (PWM) method [23].

Considering the validation of statistical methodology (like proving consistency and
asymptotic normality of estimators), it has long been assumed that the block maxima sample
is a genuine independent sample from the GEV-distribution. From a mathematical viewpoint,
this assumption seems overly simplified: neither does it allow to quantify a possible bias due
to the fact that block maxima are only asymptotically GEV-distributed, nor does it quantify to
what extent possible temporal dependencies in the underlying sample are negligible. Notable
exceptions are [15, 19, 16], who investigate respective methods under the assumption that
block maxima of size r = r,, — 00,7, = o(n) are calculated based on an underlying i.i.d.
series of length n (corresponding to, say, daily observations). The latter is however still not
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really fitting to typical applications of the block maxima method, where serial independence
of a daily time series is rarely the case (another nuisance are potential seasonalities, which
will be discussed below). Extensions to the case of a strictly stationary time series have been
worked out in [5, 7], for the estimation of extreme value copulas in a multivariate context
and estimation of Fréchet parameters in a univariate heavy tailed situation, respectively. The
new viewpoint has also lead to methodological improvements, as it allows to study estimators
which are based on block maxima calculated from sliding (overlapping) blocks of observa-
tions. Perhaps surprisingly, respective estimators have been shown to be more efficient than
their disjoint blocks counterparts in certain general situations [8, 37]. In the i.i.d case, [30]
recently provided a further methodological improvement based on what has been called the
all-block maxima method; a method that is, however, not easily transferable to the time se-
ries case except the extremal index [28] is one. Furthermore, [17, 10] study the use of sliding
blocks with POT-type estimators.

This paper’s main contribution is a surprising proof of concept that the sliding block max-
ima method may even yield more efficient estimators when applied to datasets that result in
a non-stationary behavior of the sample of sliding block maxima. More precisely, suitable
asymptotic theory is developed for a sampling scheme that involves an underlying triangular
array consisting of independent and identically distributed stretches of observations extracted
from a stationary time series. The framework is designed to asymptotically mimic the prac-
tically relevant situation encountered in environmental statistics where, due to seasonalities,
stationarity can only be (approximately) guaranteed for, say, daily observations collected
throughout the summer months.

Under the predescribed sampling scheme, as well as under a classical sampling scheme
involving a plain stationary time series, asymptotic theory is developed for (1) an empirical
process of pure theoretical interest as well as for (2) the PWM estimator of practical interest.
It is worthwhile to mention that the restriction to PWM estimators is partly arbitrary, and
that similar findings can be expected to hold for other estimators of practical interest. One of
the reasons we opted for PWM is that we extend, as a by-product, results from [19] on the
disjoint blocks maxima PWM estimator in an i.i.d. context.

The asymptotic results are similar but not the same as in [8, 37]: it is found that, despite
non-stationarity, the sliding blocks method works and yields smaller asymptotic variances
than the disjoint blocks method. However, the asymptotic bias is only guaranteed to be the
same for stationary data. Within extensive simulation experiments on the PWM estimators,
it is found that the overall improvement of the sliding blocks version over its disjoint blocks
counterpart is remarkably large for negative shape parameters, while only small improve-
ments are visible for positive shapes. The improvement for negative shape parameters is
illustrated in Figure 1, where we depict the mean squared estimation error for the estimation
of the shape parameter ~y for a fixed block size » = 90 (roughly corresponding to the length
of a season) and increasing number of seasons.

Negative shape parameters are often found when analyzing temperature extremes, for
which shapes are typically within the range —0.4 to —0.2. A respective case study is worked
out, where we also deal with non-stationarities in the location parameter of the GEV-model.
The considered model is commonly employed in extreme event attribution studies, see [31].
A parametric bootstrap device is proposed to assess estimation uncertainties.

Last but not least, we would like to make aware of the fact that the (sliding) blocks method
exhibits an important methodological advantage over the competing peaks-over-threshold
(POT) approach [13] when the ultimate goal consists of assessing return levels or return
periods. Indeed, for the latter purpose, methods based on the POT approach typically require
an application of a declustering approach (or an estimator of the extremal index) to take care
of the time series’ serial dependence. This is not necessary for the (sliding) blocks method,
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FIG 1. Mean squared error for the estimation of 7y for the disjoint and sliding blocks estimator (left), and the ra-
tio MSE(disjoint) /MSE(sliding) (right). The data generating process is an AR(0.5)-GPD(~y)-model, sampling
scheme (S2) with fixed block size r = 90, as described in Section 4.

where the serial dependence only shows up in the scaling sequences associated with the
max-domain of attraction condition (see Condition 2.1 below for details), both of which are
automatically estimated by the method. Respective details are worked out in Section 3.2.

This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 contains details on the basic model assump-
tions and a weak convergence result on an empirical process of central interest. Details on
the PWM estimator are worked out in Section 3. A large scale Monte Carlo simulation study
is presented in Section 4. The case study on temperature extremes can be found in Sec-
tion 5, followed by a conclusion in Section 6. The most important proofs are worked out in
Sections 7 and 8, with some less central parts postponed to a supplementary material. The-
oretical results from the supplement are numbered by capital letters; e.g., Lemma B.1. All
convergences are for n — oo, if not mentioned otherwise. The generalized (left-continuous)
inverse of a cumulative distribution function (c.d.f.) F is denoted by F'*".

2. A new sampling scheme and some general theoretical results. Recall the General-
ized Extreme Value (GEV) distribution with parameters p (location), o (scale) and v (shape),
defined by its cumulative distribution function

1

T — B T —
G (1,0,)(T) == exp —{1+’y( ch)} ) 1+WTM>0.

If 0 = (,0,7)" = (0,1,7)", we will use the abbreviation Gq ; ) = G. The support of G
is denoted by S, ={z € R:1+~vx > 0}.

An extension of the classical extremal types theorem to strictly stationary time series [28]
implies that, under suitable conditions, affinely standardized maxima extracted from a sta-
tionary time series converge to the GEV-distribution. We make this an assumption, and ad-
ditionally require the scaling sequences to exhibit some common regularity inspired by the
max-domain of attraction condition in the i.i.d. case [13].

CONDITION 2.1 (Max-domain of attraction). Let (X;):ez denote a stationary time se-
ries. There exist sequences (ar)r C Ry, (br)r C R and v € R, such that, for any s > 0,
birs| — br s —1

) lim sl — ¢ fim ,

r—00 QA r—00 Qr ¥

where the second limit is interpreted as log(s) if v = 0. Moreover, for r — oo,

X e X'r — Op
@) gy = M Xy Xo) Zbe 4,

Qr



Note that (1) and (2) may typically be deduced from existence and positivity of the ex-
tremal index, see, e.g., Theorem 10.4 in [1], and that its existence is known for many common
time series models.

The max-domain of attraction condition allows to formulate two sampling mechanisms
used throughout this paper.

CONDITION 2.2 (Observation scheme). For sample size n € N, we have observations
Xin,...,Xnn that do not contain ties with probability one, such that either (S1) or (S2)
holds, where:

S (Xim,...,Xnn) = (X1,...,Xn) is an excerpt from a strictly stationary time series

satisfying Condition 2.1 with continuous marginal c.d.f F.

(S2) For some block length sequence () C N diverging to infinity such that r, = o(n),
we have

Xims s X)) =D yv@ v

LY )y Dy Dy
where m = my = |n/ry] and where (Y;(l))t, (Y;(Q))t, ... denote i.i.d. copies from a sta-
tionary time series satisfying Condition 2.1 with continuous marginal c.d.f F'. Note that
Y, should be regarded as the tth observation in the jth season.

Sampling scheme (S2) shall represent typical environmental applications which are subject
to seasonalities. The parameter 7, may correspond to, say, the number of daily observations
within the summer months. For such a situation, it appears reasonable to assume strict sta-
tionarity within a particular summer, and stochastic independence and distributional equality
between multiple summers. In order to obtain meaningful asymptotic results, which in par-
ticular cover a sliding blocks version, r, must be assumed to go to infinity.

REMARK 2.3 (Possible relaxations of Condition 2.2). It is worthwhile to mention that
sampling scheme (S2) has been chosen as a starting point for this paper because it is, on the
one hand, reasonably general to capture typical real data situations and, on the other hand,
simple enough to allow for accessible proofs. It may be extended in various ways: first of
all, different ‘seasons’ may be assumed to be serially dependent and to satisfy certain mixing
conditions; the necessary changes in the proofs would mostly require bringing together argu-
ments from the (S1) and (S2) case. Next, sampling schemes (S1) and (S2) may be subsumed
under a more general condition: denoting by S(sy) the sampling scheme that consists of con-
catenating independent ‘seasonal blocks’ of size s, we observe that (S1) is the same as S(n),
while (S2) is the same as S(r,,). At the cost of more sophisticated conditions and proofs (in
particular, a more complex version of Condition 3.2 below would be needed), one may ex-
tend the results in this paper to the case where 7, /s, — ¢ € (0, 1] (which, in practice, may
represent monthly maxima, r,, = 30, after concatenating seasons, s, = 90). The higher level
of complexity needed for handling this situation results from the fact that even the disjoint
blocks maxima sample may not be stationary anymore (for instance, if s, = 1.57,). Finally,
the no-tie assumption in Condition 2.2 is merely made for convenience. At the cost of more
sophisticated proofs and conditions on the serial dependence, it can possibly be dispensed
with. Similar arguments apply to the continuity assumption on F'.
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2.1. Two approximate block maxima samples from the GEV distribution. Subsequently,
we write X; = X, for simplicity. The block maxima method with block size parameter
r=rn € {1,...,n} is traditionally based on the sample of disjoint block maxima M =

M) = {M;dlb >, ., M5}, where the block maxima are defined by

db '
Mf,j )= max(X(j_1)r41s-- -5 Xjr)s je{l,...,m},

and where m = m, = [n/r, | denotes the number of disjoint blocks that fit into {1,...,n}.
For data arising from one of the sampling schemes in Condition 2.2, it follows that the sample
M;! is stationary with marginal c.d.f. denoted by

3) Fr(z) =P(max(X1,...,Xr) <z), z€R.

As a consequence of Condition 2.1, we have Fr(x) ~ G, q, ), Whence the parameters
(br, ar,y) may be estimated by any method of choice for fitting the GEV-distribution.

As mentioned in the introduction, the sample of sliding block maxima M = M} =
{MY, . M} defined by

(sb)
M

:=max(Xj,..., Xj4r-1), je{l,...,n—r+1}
provides an attractive alternative to the sample M. In fact, under sampling scheme (S1),
we have M,"; )~ Fforal je{l,....n—r+ 1} as well, whence respective estimators
can be expected to work, in particular when based on the method of moments. Note that the
asymptotic analysis becomes substantially more difficult due to the strong serial dependence
between the sliding block maxima.

In this paper, we also advocate the use of sliding block maxima under the possibly more

realistic sampling scheme (S2). Compared to (S1), an obstacle occurs: the c.d.f. of M,ﬁ ;),

4) F,j(x) =Pmax(Xj,..., Xjqr—1) < z), z €R,

is in general no longer independent of j. Perhaps surprisingly, it can be shown that F}. ; ~
G (b, .4, for all j and sufficiently large 7:

LEMMA 2.4 (Asymptotic stationarity of sliding block maxima). Suppose one of the sam-
pling schemes from Condition 2.2 is met. Then, for every § € [0,1] and z € R,
hm FT’,1+|_T§J (arz + b'r) == G’y(z)

r—00

As a consequence of this lemma, estimators based on My, can still be expected to work
under (S2). Further extensions to joint convergence of two block maxima are provided in
Lemmas B.1 and B.2.

2.2. An empirical process associated with rescaled block maxima. A central theoretical
ingredient for all subsequent results (and, presumably, for possible future results on other
estimators involving the sliding block maxima method) is weak convergence of the centered
empirical process associated with the empirical distribution function of the (unobservable)

rescaled block maxima samples Z."’, ..., Zym and Z77, ..., Z7) |, where
(db) (sb)
(5) Z(db) _ MTJ —br Z(Sb) _ MT,J' —br
ni Qr ’ ni Qr '

Throughout its proof, we are going to apply common blocking techniques, whence the block
length » must be well-adapted to the serial dependence of the time series. Suitable control
may be provided by mixing conditions that were also imposed in related situations in [5, 7, 8].



CONDITION 2.5.  For the block size sequence (7 )n it holds that
(i) mn — o0 and 1, = o(n).

(ii) (ﬂ)l/Q,B( n) =o(1) and (E)Hwa(rn) = 0(1) for some w > 0.
(iii) There exists a sequence (¢n)n C N such that £n — 00, €n = 0(rn), 7-(fn) = o(1) and
7-a(ln) =o(1).

Here, o and (3 denote the a- and -mixing coefficients of the time series (X¢); that was
introduced in Condition 2.1 (see [3] for a precise definition). Note that Conditions (ii) and
(iii) imply that the block length sequence r,, must not be too small.

Subsequently, for z € R, let

n—r—+1

db) A(sb), \ 1 (sb)
Zl < BG) =iy 3145 s
and
. BN 2
(6) H(z)=—> Hrj(2), Hyj(2)=P(Z,5 <2).
j=1

Note that E[H\™(2)] = H,(z), unless mb = sb and sampling scheme (S2) is met, in which
case we have equality up to negligible terms. The following central result is similar to Theo-
rem 2.10 in [37], despite under different assumptions (in particular sampling scheme (S2)).

THEOREM 2.6. Consider one of the sampling schemes from Condition 2.2. Under Con-
dition 2.5, we have for mb € {db,sb}

H&mb) _ " <ﬁ£mb) _ fIr> _d, pp(mb) _ (mb) G,
r
in (>°(R) equipped with the supremum metric, where CP) is a standard Brownian bridge
on [0,1] and where C*) is a centered Gaussian process with covariance function

uv —uN\v

(7) Cov((C(Sb) (u), c6b) (v)) =2 ( In(u V)

—uv), u,v € (0,1).
Moreover, the limit processes H™) are almost surely contained in Cy(R) (the space of
continuous and bounded real-valued functions on R) and satisfy

(8) Cov (C) (uy),...,C) (ug)) <p Cov (CU) (uy),...,C) (uy))

foralluy,...,uqg€ (0,1) and d € N, where <j, denotes the Loewner-ordering between sym-
metric matrices.

The convergence of the finite-dimensional distributions in Theorem 2.6 is a consequence
of a more general multivariate central limit theorem, see Theorem 8.1, which might be of
independent interest.

3. PWM estimators based on the block maxima method. Throughout this section, let
M denote a GEV-distributed random variable with parameter 6 = (u,0,7)". For v < 1, the
first three probability weighted moments of M are given by

O Box=E[MG, ) (M)] = 0= )T =),

T k1
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where k € {0,1,2}. As shown by [23], we obtain the following equation system between 6

and (89,0, 0,1, B9,2):

= (35)
(10) o= g2(7) (28,1 — Be,0)
1= Poo+0ogs(v)
where
3 -1 B ~ _1—I‘(1—'y)

with g1(0) =log3/log2, g2(0) = 1/log2 and ¢3(0) = —ygm defined by continuity. Here, T’
denotes the Gamma function and gy is the Euler-Mascheroni constant. The PWM estima-
tor is then defined by replacing the respective moments on the right-hand side of (10) by
empirical versions and successively solving for v, and p. Several (asymptotic equivalent)
empirical versions suggest itself, and throughout this paper we opt for the version proposed
in [27], that is,

1 L] R I (i—=1)(i—2

i=1

where M(l) < .-+ < My, is the order statistic of a sample M = {Mi,...,Myp} which
is to be fitted to the GEV-distribution. It is worthwhile to mention that these estimators
are unbiased in case M is an ii.d. sample. Indeed, we may rewrite 3;(M) = {n(n —
1)}t > izj Mi1(M; < M;), whence E[B1(M)] = E[M; 1(M; < M;)] = Bg.1, and a sim-
ilar calculation can be made for Bz(j\/l) The resulting estimator for ¢ based on solving (10)
will be denoted by é(/\/l) The estimators of ultimate interest in this paper are

(11) o) = oMy, A = dmED),

which are derived from the empirical weighted moments 5% = (4 (M) for mb €
{db, sb} and are to be considered as estimators for 6, = (b, ar,v)".

REMARK 3.1 (Bias-reduced sliding blocks estimator). Well-known heuristics sug-
gest that block maxima are asymptotically independent when calculated based on non-
overlapping time periods, and that they are asymptotically dependent otherwise (see Lem-
ma B.1 for a rigorous result). As a consequence, the sliding blocks empirical PWMs from
(11) may exhibit a certain ‘dependency’ bias. To remove this bias, one may alternatively

consider the estimators BT 0 = Bf,s(])o ),

by _ 1 (sb) 1 (7 (P) < 2 7(sb)
r = D.) D ML <M
(i.)€Dn (2)
by _ 1 6D 1076 < a0y 176D < ppeb)
/87‘,2 |Dn(3)| Z T8 ( rg — ) ( rg = i )

(4,5,5')E€Dn (3)

where Dy (2) denotes the set of all pairs (i,;) € {1,...,n —r+1}?> such that ; N [; = &
and where Dy, (3) is the set of all triples (i,7,j') € {1,...,n —r + 1}3 such that I; N [; =
IinIlj = I NIy =@, with I; = {i,...,i+r—1}. Obviously, the larger the block size r, the
more 5% deviates from B“‘” The dlfference between the two estimators is asymptotically
negligible though, while the computational cost is substantially higher for the tilde version.



3.1. Asymptotic normality of PWM estimators. Before formulating explicit results, it is
worthwhile to mention that asymptotic theory involving PWM estimators has hitherto been
mostly worked out under the simplifying assumption that the (disjoint) block maxima pro-
vide a genuine i.i.d. sample from the GEV distribution (as noted in the introduction, [19]
is a notable exception). The alternative viewpoint based on Condition 2.2 has at least three
important advantages: it allows to explicitly describe potential bias terms, it does not neglect
serial dependence between successive blocks (sampling scheme (S1)), and, perhaps most
importantly, it makes possible the treatment of the more efficient sliding blocks version.

A number of regularity conditions is needed to derive consistency and asymptotic normal-
ity of the estimators in (11).

CONDITION 3.2 (Bias). For k€ {0,1,2},mb € {sb,db} and S € {S1,S2}, the limit
B™® — fim B

exists, where
;{E[ZrHﬁ(zr)] —E[ZG@(Z)]}, (mb, S) # (sb,S2),

B7(Lmb,S) .
* \/fi (B2 0k )| - E|265(2)]}, (mb,) = (sb,52),

where Z; from (2) has c.d.f. H;, where Z ~ G and where Zr(fjb) and H, are defined in (5)
and (6), respectively.

It is worthwhile to mention that Bn, = provided the underlying time series
is serially independent; in fact, the entire sampling schemes coincide in this case. In typical
cases of serial dependence, the simulation experiments in Section 4 suggest that the difference
between the two limits is small.

(sb,S1) B(SZ,SQ)

CONDITION 3.3 (Uniform integrability). There exists some v > % with w from Condi-
tion 2.5(ii) such that

limsupE [|Z,[*t"] < oc.

T—00

The condition is used to deduce convergence of moments from convergence in distribution,
which, for certain moments, is needed in view of the fact that the PWM estimators are based
on the method of moments.

REMARK 3.4. In case v > 0, Condition 3.3 together with Condition 2.2 and 2.5 implies
additional constraints on v and w. Indeed, observing that E[|Z|?>T¥] < co iff v < 1/7y — 2,
Condition 3.3 can only be satisfied if v < 1/2. Further, since v > 2/w, we must have 2/w <
1/~ — 2, which is equivalent to w > (27) /(1 — 27).

Our main result will be a corollary of the following theorem on the joint asymptotic prop-
erties of the empirical probability weighted moments. The following notations are needed for
its formulation: let fo(x) = x and

(12)  fi(z) =2G~(2) + E[Z1(Z > z)], fo(z) = 2G3(z) + 2E[ZG+(2)1(Z > )],
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FIG 2. Left: Graph of v — Q) Q) for k €{0,1,2} and with Q) as in Theorem 3.5. Right: Graph of
k,k k,k

v 22?;)/222) for € =1 (shape), £ =2 (scale) and £ = 3 (location) with =™ = (22?5’))573/:17273 from

Corollary 3.6.

where Z ~ G (note that the dependence on + is suppressed in the notation fj). Moreover,
let G, ¢(x,y) = G~(2)G~(y) for £ > 1 and

(13) Grelay) =exp [~ {€01+70) 7 +£(1+99) 77 + 1= +2@Ay) 7 }].

for £ € [0,1], where (x,y) is such that 1 4~z > 0 and 1 + vy > 0. Note that G, ¢ defines
a bivariate extreme value distribution with marginal c.d.f.s G, irrespective of &, and with
Pickands dependence function A¢(w) = (L1AE) +{1 - (1A Hw V (1 —w)}.

THEOREM 3.5. Suppose one of the sampling schemes from Condition 2.2 is met with
v < 1/2. Further, assume that Conditions 2.5, 3.2 and 3.3 are met, and write 0, = (br, ar,7y)’
with respective PWMs [3g_ . Then, for mb € {db,sb} and S € (S1,52),

5(mb) .
(14) (\/%<Br,k BGTJC)) 4y N (BPS) mb)),
r ar k=0,1,2

where Bmb:S) — (B,imb’s))k:(],l’g, Qmb) — (ngg?))k,klzom and where, with Z ~ G~ and
(Z1g, Z2¢) ~ Gy

1
Q,(j,]:,) = Cov(fi(Z), fw(2)), Q;(csz) = 2/0 Cov (fi(Z1g), frr(Zag)) d€

Moreover, with <y, denoting the Loewner-ordering between symmetric matrices, we have

(15) Q6P <, Qldb),

Recall that the asymptotic bias is always the same, except under sampling scheme (S2)
and for sliding blocks. It is worthwhile to mention that the theorem may be extended to
arbitrary k > 3; in that case, f, is given by fi, = fi.1 + fr,2 With fj 1, fi. 2 from (38). Further,
note that the integral in Q;Cbk)/ corresponds to the contribution introduced by the strong serial
dependence between the sliding block maxima. More explicit expressions for the asymptotic
covariances can be found in Appendix C in the supplementary material, see Lemma C.1.
The graphs of the ratio of the variance curves ~y ﬂ};",’; /82", are depicted in Figure 2, for
v € (—=1,1/2). As can be seen, the sliding blocks variances are universally smaller than the
disjoint blocks counterparts, with a substantial improvement for k£ = 0 and negative ~.
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Asymptotic normality of the PWM estimator for (by,ar,7) essentially follows from the
above theorem and the delta method. Let

a8\ (ot (=)
(16)  ¢:Dy =R, B:=(B0,81,8) = | 6208) | = | g2(61(8))(281 — Bo) |-
#3(8) Bo + ¢2(8)gs(#1(B))

where Dy = {B e R3:281 — Bo > 0,382 — 261 >0,—Fo + 451 — 3032 > 0}. Recall that
0r = (br,ar,y) = &(Beo,.0, Bo,.1, Bp, 2) for v <1 by (10), and that 6, = $(B;™), where
= (B0, By Byy”) and mb € {db,sb}. Further, as shown in Proposition 2.1 in

[25], we necessarily have (53y, 0, 86,1, 50, 2)" € Dy for v < 1. Theorem 3.5 then implies
limy, 00 P(B/™” € Dy) = 1 after a simple calculation.

COROLLARY 3.6. Write 6,™” = (b\™,ay™ 4™ . Under the conditions of Theo-
rem 3.5, we have

2 (mb)

T v
a7 ﬁ @™ — ar)/ar gNg(CB(mb,S)’ E(mb))7
(b = br) /ar

where £(mP) = CQMP)C" with C = (D¢)(By) the Jacobian of ¢ evaluated at the true
PWMs By = (84,0, 8v,1,8,2) of Gy. Moreover, we have

(18) »Eh) < w(db),

Precise formulas for the matrix C can be found in Lemma C.2. A careful calculation
reveals that we retrieve the asymptotic variance from [19] in the disjoint blocks i.i.d. case,
despite by a completely different proof and under slightly different assumptions on the tail of
the c.d.f. of X.

3.2. Application: return level estimation. A typical quantity of interest in environmental
statistics is the return level (RL) of an extreme event. Formally, for a block size r (often a
year or a season) and a target number of (disjoint) blocks 7, the (7, r)-return level of the
distribution F;- defined in (3) is defined as

RL(T,r)=F(1—-1/T)=inf{z €R: Fr(z) > 1—1/T}.

Note that it will take on average 71" independent disjoint blocks of size r until the first such
block whose maximum exceeds RL(T', ). Now, by Condition 2.1, we have Fr =~ G, 4, ),
whence RL(T,r) ~ RL°(T,r), where

RLO(T,7) = Gy, o (1= 1/T) =ar T

+ br,

and where ¢y = —log(1 — 1/T"). We therefore obtain the estimators
4 (mb)

—~ (mb) _ A(mb) CT -1
RLY™PN(T,r) = ay ~ G

+50) mb e {db,sb}.

COROLLARY 3.7. Under the conditions of Theorem 3.5, we have

R, (mb) — RL°
m(RL (T,r) —RL (T,T)) i>N<q/TCB(mb,S)’q/Tz(mb)qT>’

Ay
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where qr = qr(v) is defined as qr(0) = (log*(cr) /2, —log(cr), 1) and

/
1—c."(yIn(er)+1) ¢/ —1
QT(PY):< T( 9 ’ Tﬁy 71 ) 77&0

v

The asymptotic variance in Corollary 3.7 being an explicit function of v, it may easily
be estimated by the plug-in principle; we denote the respective estimator by 67:""’. Corol-
lary 3.7 then allows to construct asymptotic confidence intervals for RL(T, ). Indeed, as-
suming that the block size r is chosen sufficiently large to guarantee that B(™PS) = (0 and
that RL°(T,r) = RL(T,r) + o(y/7/nar), we obtain that

RL(T,7) € [RLOW(T,r) 5 0™ | [ 263w, ]
n
with asymptotic probability o, where u;_, /5 is the (1 — a/2)-quantile of the standard normal
distribution. It follows from the bounds on the asymptotic variances in Corollary 3.6 that
the confidence intervals are asymptotically more narrow for the sliding blocks method; an
observation that will be confirmed by the case study in Section 5.

4. Simulation study. The finite-sample properties of the proposed estimators have been
evaluated in a large scale Monte Carlo simulation study. Three target variables have been
selected: the shape parameter v, and two return levels, RL(50, ) and RL(100,r). The fol-
lowing central aspects have been investigated:

(i) Performance of the disjoint and sliding blocks based PWM estimator when sub-
asymptotic versions of sampling schemes (S1) and (S2) from Condition 2.2 are met
e for fixed blocksize r (Section 4.1)
* for fixed samplesize n (Section 4.2)

(ii) Performance of the PWM estimator when the seasonal stationarity from Condition 2.2 is
violated (Section 4.3).

(iii) Comparison of the PWM estimator to Maximum Likelihood estimators based on sliding
blocks (Section D.6 of the supplementary material, summarized in Section 4.4).

The data-generating processes for the models that were used for (i) and (iii) are as follows:

(a) Stationary distribution of X;. We opted for a model that allows for both posi-
tive and negative shape parameters in a continuous way, and hence chose five distribu-
tions from the generalized Pareto family, namely GPD(0, 1,~) with shape parameter 7 in
{-0.4,-0.2,0,0.2,0.4} with corresponding c.d.f.

1—(1+~z) "7 )1(z>0), v>0,
Fyr)=q (1= (1+~2)7)10<z< ]y, v<0,
(1 exp(—2)) 1@ > 0), y=0.

Note that an i.i.d. series from F satisfies Condition 2.1 with shape parameter -y and scaling
sequences a, =17 and b = (r” — 1)/, to be interpreted as logr for v = 0.

Experiments involving a different family of distributions (where weak convergence of
block maxima to the GEV is slower tha for the GPD) have also been performed; the qualita-
tively similar results can be found in Section D.5 in the supplementary material.

(b) Time series model. Next to the i.i.d. case, we considered quantile transformed ver-
sions of the Gaussian AR(1) model (with extremal index 1), of an AR(1) process with heavy
tailed Cauchy(1) innovations and of the Fréchet ARMAX(1) model (the latter two having ex-
tremal index smaller than 1). Recall that the extremal index is a measure for the tendency of
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extreme observations to occur in clusters (the smaller 8, the larger that tendency), see Section
10.2.3 in [1] for a gentle introduction.

The transformed Gaussian AR-model is defined as follows: for given AR-parameter |¢| <
1 (we chose ¢ € {—0.75,—0.5,—0.25,0,0.25,0.5,0.75}; note that ¢ = 0 corresponds to the
i.i.d. case), consider the stationary solution (Y;); of the classical AR(1) recursion

(19) Yi=o¢Yiitea, teZ, ()~ N(0,1).

The marginal distribution, say Fy-, is known to be centred normal with variance 1/(1 — ¢?)
[4] and the extremal index of (Y%): is known to be 1 [18]. As a consequence, X; = F5~ (Uy)
with Uy = Fy (Y;) satisfies Condition 2.1 with shape parameter -y and extremal index 1.

For the Cauchy AR (CAR) model, the Gaussian innovations in (19) are replaced
by i.i.d. Cauchy(1)-innovations. Proposition 13.3.2 in [4] yields the representation Y; =
Z;; ¢’ei—j. For ¢ € (0,1) (we chose ¢ € {0.25,0.5,0.75}), Example 8.1.1 d) in [18]
then implies that the extremal index exists and is given by § = 1 — ¢. Moreover, a simple
calculation based on characteristic functions shows that the marginal distribution Fy of Y; is
Cauchy as well, with scale parameter 1/(1 — ¢). We may thus transform to uniform margins
by letting U; = Fy (Y;) and may generate X; = F5 (U;), which satisfies Condition 2.1 with
shape parameter ~y and extremal index 6 =1 — ¢.

The transformed ARMAX-model is defined as follows: for given b € [0,1) (we chose
b€ {0.25,0.5,0.75}), consider the stationary solution (Y3); of the ARMAX(1) recursion

Y = max(bYi_1, (1 — b)er), t€Z, (er) ~ Fréchet(1).

The marginal distribution Fy is known to be Fréchet(1) as well, and the extremal index is
equal to = 1 — b (Section 10 in [1]). As a consequence, X; = F5 (U;) with Uy = Fy (Y3)
satisfies Condition 2.1 with shape parameter v and extremal index 6 =1 — b.

4.1. Fixed block length r. 1In a first experiment, we considered each combination of the
described time series model and the marginal distribution function in a situation where the
block size is fixed and the overall sample size is increasing. We fixed r = 90, which could be
interpreted as the number of daily observations within a three-month season; a common situ-
ation encountered in environmental applications. The number of seasons was chosen to vary
between 10 and 100, yielding overall sample sizes of the underlying time series between 900
and 9000. We computed the PWM estimators based on disjoint and sliding block maxima,
and the respective estimators for RL(50, ) and RL(100,7) from Section 3.2. The estimators
have been evaluated in terms of their relative efficiency based on N = 5000 simulation rep-
etitions, i.e., we divided the MSE of the disjoint blocks estimator by the MSE of the sliding
blocks counterparts. For the sake of brevity, we only report the results for the transformed
AR-model; other results can be found in the supplementary material, Section D.1.

Results for the estimation of ~y are presented in Figure 3 (see also Figure 1 from the intro-
duction), with remarkably similar results for the two sampling schemes (S1) and (S2). Note
that, for i.i.d. observations (i.e., AR(0)), sampling schemes (S1) and (S2) coincide, so that
there is only one line for each shape in the corresponding panel. The results reveal that the
sliding blocks method is universally better than the disjoint blocks method for non-positive
shape parameters, with large improvements for small sample sizes (note that situations of less
than 50 seasons are not uncommon in environmental applications; in particular when restrict-
ing attention to stationary time periods). On the other hand, for positive shape parameters,
the disjoint blocks method may outperform the sliding blocks method for small sample sizes.
This effect can mostly be resolved by considering the bias-reduced sliding blocks estimator
from Remark 3.1, which, however, is computationally costly for situations involving overall
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FIG 3. Relative Efficiency (MSE of disjoint blocks estimator divided by MSE of sliding blocks estimator) in a
transformed AR(1) model with GPD-margins under sampling schemes (S1) and (S2), for fixed block size r = 90.

TABLE 1
Population return levels RL(T,90) for T =50 (T = 100)

AR ~v=-04 v=-0.2 v=0 v=0.2 v=04
-0.75 2.41(2.43) 4.064.18) 8.36(9.05) 21.40(25.50) 67.60 (91.20)
-0.50 2.41(2.43) 4.074.19) 8.39(9.08) 21.83(25.76) 69.58 (92.83)
-0.25 2.41(243) 4.074.19) 8.39(9.09) 21.85(25.89) 69.36 (92.53)

0 2412.43) 4.074.19) 8.40(9.09) 21.85(25.84) 69.18 (92.18)
0.25 2.41((243) 4.074.19) 840(9.09) 21.84(25.88) 69.45(92.87)
0.50 2.412.43) 4.06(4.18) 8.37(9.06) 21.74(25.77) 68.62 (92.01)
0.75 2.41(2.43) 4.034.16) 8.20(8.94) 20.70 (24.80) 63.30 (86.00)

sample sizes of up to n = 9000. A discussion of the latter estimator is postponed to Section
D.3 of the supplementary material. Finally, it is worthwhile to mention that the time series
model does not have a huge impact on the qualitative results.

We next consider the estimation of return levels. For the evaluation of the respective esti-
mators, (‘true’) population values for the return levels are needed. Since these are not known
explicitly, they have been obtained by a preliminary simulation: after simulating 10° inde-
pendent blocks of length 7, we calculated the empirical (1 — 1/7")-quantile of the obtained
sample to obtain an accurate approximation for RL(7,r). The respective values for block
size » = 90 can be found in Table 1; note that the little variation within columns may be
explained by the fact that the extremal index of the AR-model is 1 irrespective of the AR-
parameter. The results from the simulation experiment are presented in a similar way as for
the shape estimation and can be found in Figure 4. For the sake of a clear presentation, we
only consider sampling scheme (S1); the results for sampling scheme (S2) are very similar
and can be found in the supplementary material. Overall, the findings are quite similar to
those for the estimation of «v. Compared to the latter target variable, slight advantages for the
sliding blocks method are also visible for v = 0.2, while we still observe a disadvantage for
~ = 0.4. Finally, it is worthwhile to mention that the relative MSE is increasing in 7" for all
considered situations.

4.2. Fixed sample size n. In a second experiment, we considered each combination of
the described time series model and the marginal distribution function for fixed sample
length n = 1000 and sampling scheme (S1). The setting aims at evaluating the common
bias-variance tradeoff in extreme value statistics, which becomes visible when treating the
block length as a hyperparameter to be chosen by the statistician with the ultimate goal of
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RL(T, 90) Estimation (S1)
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FIG 4. Relative Efficiency (MSE of disjoint blocks estimator divided by MSE of sliding blocks estimator) in a
transformed AR(1) model with GPD-margins under sampling schemes (S1) for fixed block size r = 90.

maximizing the estimation accuracy (which is comparable to the choice of the number of
upper order statistics in the peaks-over-threshold approach). Note that treating the blocksize
as a hyperparameter is only valid for sampling scheme (S1) (it is given when considering
sampling scheme (S2)) and for estimating the shape parameter (as return levels depend on
the blocksize). For the experiment, the block length has been chosen as

re{4,5,6,7,8,9,10,12,14,16, 18,20, 25, 30,40},

yielding between 25 and 250 disjoint blocks. All estimators (disjoint, sliding, and sliding
bias reduced) have been evaluated in terms of their empirical MSE, variance and squared
bias based on N = 1000 simulation repetitions. For the sake of brevity, we only report the
results for the transformed AR-model and for the comparison of the plain disjoint and sliding
blocks estimator; the respective results for the CAR and ARMAX (which are qualitatively
similar) and for the bias-reduced sliding blocks estimator can be found in the supplementary
material (Sections D.2 and D.3).

The results are summarized in Figure 5. The x-axis corresponds to the effective sample
size, defined as the number of disjoint blocks |n/r |. The general shape of the curves is mostly
(with the exception of v = 0.4) as follows: we observe a decreasing variance curve that is uni-
versally smaller for the sliding blocks method (as expected from the theoretic results) and an
(eventually) increasing bias curve that is mostly comparable between the two methods. As
a result, the MSE curve is mostly u-shaped, representing the typical bias-variance tradeoff.
The improvement of the sliding blocks method over the disjoint blocks method is largest
for negative shape parameters, while no significant improvement is visible for positive shape
parameters. The time series model does not have a significant effect on the qualitative per-
formance. For small effective sample sizes (i.e., large block sizes), we observe a significantly
higher bias for the sliding blocks method, which may be explained by the dependency bias
discussed in Remark 3.1; see also the results in the supplementary material for further dis-
cussions.

4.3. Deviation of the piecewise stationary setting. In a third experiment, we investigate
the performance within a situation that deviates from the piecewise stationary setting postu-
lated in Condition 2.2. Since the previous simulation results suggest that the efficiency gain of
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FIG 5. MSE, squared bias and variance for the estimation of the shape parameter vy in a transformed AR(1)
model with GPD-margins under sampling scheme (S1) for fixed sample size n = 1000.

using sliding blocks is largest for non-positive shape parameters, we aim for a model describ-
ing temperature extremes, since shape parameters of seasonal maxima are well-known to be
negative for this kind of data. We may then rely on [34], where the asymptotic distribution of
block maxima was investigated in a framework where the finite upper bound of the ‘daily ob-
servations’ was allowed to depend smoothly on (rescaled) inner-seasonal time. In the case of
serially independent observations, the limiting distribution was found to be GEV again, de-
spite with an unexpected shape parameter; see Theorem 1. Extensions to serial dependence
were not worked out explicitly, but it was conjectured that similar phenomena arise.

We employ the marginal model described in the third paragraph on page 5 in [34]: for the
tth day of the year (restricting attention to the first 90 days of the summer season corresponds
to 1 € {152,...,241}), we denote by F; the cdf of the

GPD(u; — (7-107), ((7-107)5)/5,—0.2)

distribution, where u; = 111 — (i — 200)2/400.

We then apply the quantile transformation technique again: starting from one of the serial
dependence structures of interest, we transform the marginals to the time dependent GPD F;.
We restrict attention to sampling scheme (S2), since this seems to be the natural choice here.
Last but not least, note that the above model is in Fahrenheit, so we transform the simulated
data to °C' by multiplying by 5/9 after subtracting 32.

We restrict attention to return level estimation (note that the true limiting shape parameter
is only known for the i.i.d. case: it is —2/11 by Theorem 1 in [34]). Since ‘true’ return levels
are not known explicitly either, they are approximated based on a preliminary Monte Carlo
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simulation involving N = 10° block maxima of size r = 90, from which the empirical 99%-
quantile (i.e., the 100-season return level) is determined.

The results are compared to a situation without innerseasonal non-stationarities. To ob-
tain observations of the same magnitude, we generate data with margins corresponding to
GPD(72.21,((7 - 107)5)/5,—0.2), since g5 S°9° (u; — (7 - 107)1/%) = 72.21 is the mean
of the location parameters of the non-stationary counterparts. MSEs and relative MSEs ob-
served in a selection of models with different dependence structures are shown in Figure 6.
We observe that the innerseasonal non-stationarity does not have a significant influence on
the estimation performance, and that the advantage of sliding blocks over disjoint blocks re-
mains. The sliding blocks method may hence be regarded as robust to certain deviations from
the piecewise stationary setup.

RL(100,90) Estimation
iid AR 0.5 CAR 0.5 ARMAX 0.5

Number of Seasons
Method: Disjoint — Sliding Seasonal Component: — FALSE -- TRUE

RL(100,90) Estimation
iid AR 0.5 CAR 0.5 ARMAX 0.5

relative MSE

g
=)

Number of Seasons
Seasonal Component: — FALSE -- TRUE

FIG 6. MSE (top) and relative MSE (bottom; MSE of disjoint block estimation divided by MSE of sliding block
estimation) of RL(100,90) estimation without (solid line) and with (dashed line) innerseasonal non-stationarity
as a function of the observed number of seasons.

4.4. Comparison with Maximum Likelihood Estimation. The sliding blocks PWM esti-
mator has been compared to its counterpart based on (pseudo) maximum likelihood estima-
tion, which is defined by maximizing the GEV likelihood function that arises from treating
all sliding blocks as independent. For the sake of brevity, the results are illustrated in the
supplementary material only. They can be summarized as follows: the PWM estimator has
a tendency to be superior for small sample sizes while the maximum likelihood estimator is
superior for large sample sizes; to the best of our knowledge this is a usual view of the two es-
timators among applied statisticians. For shape estimation, smaller shapes yield better results
for the PWM estimator, while for return level estimation, the picture is almost reversed.

5. Case study. Estimating return levels of the distribution of annual or seasonal max-
ima (of some meteorologic variable of interest) based on GEV-models constitutes one of
the cornerstones of extreme weather event attribution studies [35]. Since the sliding blocks
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FIG 7. 4-year smoothed global mean surface temperature (sGMST) anomaly, with reference value being the
average of GMST from 1951-1980.

PWM estimator has been seen to provide the largest improvement over its disjoint counter-
part for negative shape parameters, our case study concentrates on maximal air temperature
data, for which shapes are usually within the range —0.4 to —0.2. The data set to be analyzed
consists of daily observations throughout the summer months (June, July, August) at four
selected weather stations in Germany (Aachen, Eseen-Bredeney, Frankfurt/Main, Kahler As-
ten), provided by the DWD (Deutsche Wetterdienst). The respective sample lengths (years of
observations) are 66,72, 71,65, and the block size is equal to » = 92. The target variable is
the 100-year return level, i.e., RL(100,92), at each station.

Maximal temperature data are known to be non-stationary due to climate change (the
average global surface temperature has roughly increased by about 1 degree celsius com-
pared to pre-industrial times), whence a realistic model for maximal temperature must in-
volve non-stationarities as well. Subsequently, let T1,...,7T92,703,...,7184,... denote the
concatenated sequence of daily temperatures throughout the summer months at a specific
station, where the first observation corresponds to June 1 in a certain year. A standard GEV-
model that is commonly applied within the context of extreme event attribution studies for
maximal temperature data M; = maX(ng(t_1)+1, ...,To2¢) in season t consists of impos-
ing a simple linear model for the location parameter in terms of the 4-year smoothed global
mean surface temperature (SGMST) anomaly, see, e.g., [31] and the references therein. More
precisely,

(20) M = cxi + Zy ~ GEV (b + cxt, a,7)

where (x¢): denotes the yearly sequence of sGMST (see Figure 7), where b, ¢,y € R and
a > 0 are the free parameters of the model and where Z; ~ GEV (b, a, ) is stationary.

After subtracting the global trend, it appears heuristically reasonable to assume that the
(unobservable) detrended time series defined by concatenating the blocks

(21) (Yl(t)7 co 73@(5)) = (Too(t—1)41 — cTt, - - -, Tozr — cxt)

consists of independent and identically distributed blocks that are close to being stationary,
with possibly some small deterministic seasonal component as investigated in Section 4.3.
Recall that the latter inner-seasonal non-stationarity was found to have no big impact on
estimation performance. An observable counterpart of (21) may be obtained by estimating
the slope parameter c in model (20), for which we employ the widely used and robust method

from Sen [33]. The respective parameter estimates ¢ = ¢(Mi, ..., My,) for the four stations
of interest are stated in the third column of Table 3. The resulting sample
(22) (T1,...,Tog, Toz,...) = (T1 — éx1, ..., Toy — éx1,Toz — éxa,...)

will be referred to as the sample of detrended daily observations.
For illustrative purposes, we proceed the analysis by ignoring any potential estimation
error within ¢ (a more rigorous treatment can be found in the next paragraph), and implicitly
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TABLE 2
Theoretical 95% confidence intervals for the 100-year RL of the series of detrended summer maxima.
Bootstrapped confidence interval bounds (10 000 repetitions) are shown in round brackets.

Station Method RL CI lower Bound Clupper Bound CI Width
Aachen Disjoint  36.66  35.10 (35.08) 38.22 (38.24) 3.12 (3.16)
Sliding  36.67 35.22(35.24) 38.11 (38.09) 2.88 (2.84)
Essen Disjoint  35.43  34.02 (34.00) 36.84 (36.85) 2.82(2.85)
Sliding  35.24  34.05 (34.07) 36.43 (36.41) 2.38 (2.34)
Frankfurt Disjoint  38.18  36.51 (36.47) 39.85 (39.88) 3.34(3.41)
Sliding  37.80 36.52 (36.54) 39.09 (39.07) 2.56 (2.52)
Kahler Asten  Disjoint  30.84  29.43 (29.42) 32.24 (32.25) 2.81(2.83)
Sliding  30.75 29.46 (29.48) 32.04 (32.03) 2.58 (2.55)

assume that the sample defined in (22) meets the assumption of sampling scheme (S2). Note
that the respective block maxima

db A A b o N
(23) Zt( )= max(Toa(s—1)41,- - - To2t), Zésg(z,l)ﬂ- = max(Top(t—1)4js - - - » 102t+j)
: b db db) .
satisfiy Zé;(z_l)ﬂ = Zt( ) = Mt( - cry.

In view of the fact that the (detrended daily) observations from the first and last disjoint
block have a reduced chance of appearing multiple times within the sliding blocks sample
(for instance, if the sample maximum is the very last observation, it only appears once in the
sliding blocks sample, while it would appear r times if it was observed in the second to last
season), we chose to tweak the underlying daily sample by attaching the first block to the
last one (which is akin to the circular block bootstrap in time series analysis). The resulting
sliding blocks sample has then a sample size of exactly 92 times the number of seasons.

The disjoint and sliding block maxima can then be fitted to the GEV distribution based on
the PWM methods. Estimated parameters are collected in Table 3, and a graphical check of
the fit of the resulting distributions can be found in the supplementary material, Section E.

Respective estimates for the 100-season return level can be obtained as described in Sec-
tion 3.2, including (asymptotic) confidence bounds. The results are summarized in Table 2
(the results in brackets will be explained below and can be skipped for the moment). As was
to be expected from both the theoretical results and the simulation study, the confidence in-
tervals based on sliding blocks method are always smaller than their disjoint counterparts,
with a substantial margin between 0.23 and 0.78.

Note that point estimates for the return level in the climate of season ¢, say RL¢(100,92),
may be obtained by simply adding ¢z to the values in the third column of Table 2. However,
simply adding ¢x; to the confidence bounds in Table 2 does not provide valid confidence
sets for RL¢(100,92), as the estimation error of ¢ has not been captured. The latter may be
captured by suitable bootstrap devices, as by the following parametric bootstrap scheme.

Given estimates (¢, b,a,%) (where the last three components may either be based on dis-
joint or sliding block maxima samples), we may generate, for each season ¢, an i.i.d. sample

Too(t—1)+1> - - -» Tgas Of size r =92 from the GEV distribution with parameter

a(927 —1) s
9274 7 927’
A simple calculation shows that the ¢th disjoint block maximum from the bootstrap sam-
ple is GEV-distributed with parameter (b + ¢x¢, a, ). The fact that T9*2( 1)1 , Ty, may
be simulated serially independent can be explained by the fact that the asymptotic distri-
bution of the PWM estimator does not depend on the serial dependence of the underlying

be = b+ éap — =4,
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TABLE 3
Estimated Parameters along with the standard deviation based on the bootstrap.
Station Method  Slope Location Scale Shape
Aachen Disjoint  3.48 (1.07) 31.04(0.32) 1.85(0.18) -0.19 (0.092)
Sliding  3.48(1.12) 31.05(0.32) 1.96(0.16) -0.22 (0.081)
Essen Disjoint  4.40 (0.71)  30.26 (0.29) 1.65(0.16) -0.18 (0.088)
Sliding  4.40(0.77) 30.19(0.31) 1.84(0.14) -0.25(0.076)
Frankfurt Disjoint  3.69 (0.76) 32.42(0.31) 1.71(0.17) -0.14 (0.089)

Sliding  3.69 (0.82) 32.43(0.33) 1.95(0.15) -0.25(0.078)
Kahler Asten  Disjoint  3.33(0.79)  25.68 (0.34) 1.75(0.17) -0.21 (0.093)
Sliding  3.33(0.83) 25.59(0.34) 1.87(0.15) -0.25(0.082)

time series (except through the parameter sequences b, and a, and -y, see Corollary 3.6; and
under the assumption that the block length is sufficiently large to guarantee that the bias is
negligible). Now we apply the same procedure as for the original observations 11,75, ...:
first, we build disjoint block maxima and estimate the trend ¢*, then we use this estimate
to detrend 77,75, ... asin (22), and we finally caluculate the respective disjoint and sliding

* Q%

block maxima as in (23), based on which we ultimately obtain bootstrap estimates (13*, a*,y*)
and @*(100,92). Repeating the bootstrap procedure B = 10000 times, we may obtain
estimates of the standard error of (¢, B, a,”%) by calculating the empirical standard devia-
tion of the sample of bootstrap estimates. Likewise, we may obtain bootstrap confidence
intervals for any parameter of interest based on the percentile method [12]. To obtain sym-
metric 95% confidence intervals with respect to the estimated return level, we rather solve
F* (ﬁi +€) — F* (f{i — €) = 0.95 for €, where F* is the empirical distribution function of
the bootstrap estimates of return levels, and use (ﬁi — €, RL + €) as a confidence interval.

The bootstrap scheme has been applied to each station, both for the disjoint and the slid-
ing blocks method. The results are summarized in Table 3 (standard deviation of the esti-
mation of ¢,b,a and ) and in Figure 8 (pointwise confidence intervals for the estimation
of RL¢(100,92)). Remarkably, at each station, the sliding blocks estimator yields slightly
smaller estimates for the shape parameter and slightly larger estimates for the scale parame-
ter. The resulting estimates for the 100-year return level are mostly similar, with visible dif-
ferences only for station ‘Frankfurt’. By definition, the slope estimates are the same at each
station, which explains the fact that the difference between the sliding and disjoint blocks
curves in Figure 8 is constant. In all cases, the confidence bands are smaller for the sliding
blocks version, as expected by the large-sample theory and the simulation experiments.

As promised above, we finally explain the values in brackets in Table 2, and return to
the data sets from (23) which were considered to be arising from an underlying stationary
time series. The values in brackets correspond to bootstrap confidence bounds based on a
parametric bootstrap adapted to this simple stationary situation. More precisely, the boot-
strap scheme is carried out as before, but with setting ¢ = 0 when generating the bootstrap
samples, and therefore also omitting the detrending step. As can be seen from the results in
Table 2, the bootstrap confidence bounds are very similar to the bounds obtained by the nor-
mal approximation and estimation of the theoretical asymptotic variance (see Section 3.2).
These findings indicate that the bootstrap scheme is working well, and support its application
to the non-stationary situation described above, where the normal approximation cannot be
applied without major additional calculations regarding the propagation of uncertainty due to
the initial estimation of the slope parameter.

6. Conclusion and discussion. Large sample theory for univariate extreme value statis-
tics based on the block maxima method is classically developed under the assumption that
the block maxima constitute a genuine i.i.d. sample from the GEV distribution. Two more
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RL(100,92)-Estimation
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FIG 8. Estimated 100-year RL of summer months’ maximal air temperate along with 95% confidence regions as
obtained from the parametric bootstrap (10000 bootstrap repetitions) at several stations in the western part of
Germany.

realistic sampling schemes were considered in this paper: either an underlying stationary
time series, or a triangular array consisting of independent blocks extracted from a stationary
time series model. The latter shall represent a typical situation encountered in environmental
statistics, where stationarity can only be (approximately) guaranteed within seasons rather
than years. Under certain additional regularity conditions, it was found that more efficient
estimators can be obtained by taking into account all successive, overlapping block maxima.

The results are remarkable in view of the fact that the time series of sliding block maxima

is non-stationary under the second sampling scheme. When restricted to the PWM estimator,

the improvement was found to be substantial for negative shape parameters, both in large-
sample theory and in finite-sample simulations. As a consequence, whenever computationally

feasible, the sliding blocks estimator should be preferred over its disjoint blocks version. A

possible approach to deal with non-stationarities between seasons was worked out in a case

study involving temperature extremes, including a bootstrap approach to assess estimation
uncertainty. The paper suggests several important topics for future research:

(a) The new sampling scheme may be a worthwhile starting point for developing large-
sample theory for other estimators commonly applied in extreme value statistics. Further-
more, in view of the simulation results in Section 4.3 and the theoretical results in [34], the
sampling scheme may be generalized to certain forms of inner-seasonal non-stationarity.

(b) The developed theory shows that the sliding block maxima method can be applied in
situations where the respective sample is non-stationary (with constant GEV parameters).
This suggests that the general method may also be applicable in situations involving non-
stationary models for the GEV parameters, possibly to be estimated by maximum likeli-
hood then.

(c) The proof of Lemma 2.4 suggests that the sliding blocks method may be generalized to
some method involving an even larger subset of the set of all block maxima a la [30].

(d) The parameteric bootstrap approach has not been studied theoretically. Likewise, possi-
ble alternative (nonparametric, block) bootstrap schemes could be investigated.

(e) The asymptotic results may be used to derive more powerful formal tests for homo-
geneities within multivariate models, for instance involving a scaling model as imposed
with the index flood assumption [22].

7. Proofs. The main paper contains five theoretical results: Lemma 2.4 on weak conver-
gence of sliding block maxima, Theorem 2.6 on weak convergence of the empirical process



BLOCK MAXIMA FOR PIECEWISE STATIONARY TIME SERIES 21

of rescaled block maxima and Theorem 3.5, Corollary 3.6 and Corollary 3.7 on asymptotic
normality of empirical PWMs, of derived parameter estimators and of return level estima-
tors, respectively. Within this section, we provide proofs for the first three results, with some
intermediate steps postponed to Section 8 or the supplementary material. The proof of Corol-
laries 3.6 and 3.7 are also provided in the supplement.

PROOF OF LEMMA 2.4. Recalling the deﬁnition of ijb) in (5), the assertion to be shown

in equivalent to convergence in distribution of Z +L a3l to Z, where Z ~ (G. We omit the

upper index sb. Under sampling scheme (S1) the assertion holds by stationarity of the slid-
ing block maxima. Consider sampling scheme (S2). For ¢ € {0, 1}, the assertion holds by
assumption. Let £ € (0,1). By independence between and stationarity within blocks we get,
for any x € S,

P(Z,141re) < @)
== ]P)(ma.X(X1+LT£J gee ey X"‘+LT€J) S arx + b’r‘)
= P(max(X 4 |r¢),- -+, Xr) < arx + b ) P(max(Xy41,. ., Xog |rg)) < arx + br)

br — br— T r br—b T
—IP(Z <Y Ly LéJ)IP)(Z < Y a4 “J).
r—|r¢) 1 €] 1
Ar—|r¢] Ur—|r¢] @re] @re]

Condition 2.1 implies that the expression in the previous display converges to

24) Gv((l_x@ﬁ(1—5)7—7_1)%(;&—7_1):Gw(z)’

where the last equation follows from a straightforward calculation. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 2.6. First, consider the case where mb = db. Then we can write
]I-]Igdb) = Cp,r o Hy almost surely, where

(@) <
Crr(u \[m 1(HA(Z)) <u) — } wel0,1].

Under sampling scheme (S1), we have C, —4, Cldb) jp £2°([0,1]) by Theorem 3.1 in [5],
and similar (but simpler) arguments as in that proof show that the same convergence is met
under sampling scheme (S2). Hence, by asymptotic equicontinuity, we obtain,

Cn’r (¢] HT == (Cn;r‘ (¢] ny + OP(l) i} (C(db) o G’Y

as asserted.

Since the Brownian bridge C(P) has continuous trajectories almost surely, so does the
limit process H(dP).,

Now, let mb = sb, omit the upper index sb, and note that we may redefine

B 0) = = S {12 < 0) — Hila).
j=1

First, we are going to show asymptotic tightness. For simplicity, assume r/n € 3N. We may
then write Hy (z) = H,1(x) + H,«g(:r) + H,3, where

HM( F Z Z{l Zrzgw HT( )}

jeJ-(0)i€l;
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with Jr(¢) ={j e {l,....m —1}:j€3Ng+ ¢} for £ =1,2,3 and I; = {(j — 1)r +
1,...,jr} denoting the indices making up the j-th disjoint block of observations. It is suffi-
cient to show asymptotic tightness of each H,.,, and since they all have the same distribution
we only consider the case ¢ = 1.

After successively applying Berbee’s coupling lemma ([2], see also Lemma 4.1 in [14]),
we can construct a triangular array {Z,; }icr,ur,u... for which the following hold:

. . - D

(i) Forany j € Jr(1), we have (Zm)lg = (Zri)icr, -

(ii) For any j € Jj«(l), we h~ave P(( rz)ze[ # (Zri)ier,) < B(r).

(iii) ( M)Ze 1+ (Zyvi)ielys (Zri)iel - - . is independent and identically distributed.

Let H,1 be defined in the same way as H,1, but in terms of {Zm},’e 1,ur,u... instead of
{Z,;}ier,un,u.... Asymptotic tightness of H,.; follows once we show that

(25) | H1 — Hya[|oo = 0p(1)

(where || H||oo = sup,cg | H (z)]) and that H,1 is asymptotically tight.
Regarding the latter assertion, note that

Z {frj(@) = Elfr;(@)]},
Jj€J(1)

where

fT,] \/72 Z (j— 1)T+l<$)

Since the summands f; (=) making up H,, are independent, we may apply classical results
from empirical process theory for independent sequences. More precisely, asymptotic tight-
ness follows from Theorem 11.16 in [26], once we show that {f,; : j € J-(1)} is almost
measurable Suslin (AMS) and that Conditions (A)-(E) from that Theorem are met. The AMS
property follows from Lemma 11.15 in [26]; use T\, = Q as the a countable subset to deduce
separability. The remaining items can be seen as follows:

(a) Since z +— f, j(x) is monotone increasing, the discussion on p. 213 of [26] yields the
manageability. The envelope functions can be chosen as

Epj(x):=~/r/n, je (1),

which are trivially independent.
(b) The limit limy— o0 E[Hr( JH(y)] exists for all z,y € R. Indeed, since f;; is indepen-
dent of f, ;; when j # j', we have

B[ (@)Hn1 (y)] = - Cov(fr @), fra(y))

Z Z Cov(1(Zry <), 1(Zram <))

-2 /O /0 Graag (6,6 A€ A€,

where gr.z.y(€,&') = Cov(gz(ZT’lﬂ,ﬂ ), gy(Zr,lﬂr&’J )) for gz(2) =1(z < x). LemmaB.1
(sampling scheme (S1)) and Lemma B.2 (sampling scheme (S2)) from the supplement
yields

m gy (€, §) =G je—e(,y) — Gy(2)GH(y)
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and by dominated convergence, we get

1 1
i B{ff (@) = 5 [ | Grjeenan)dde - 6o ()G o)

n—o0

(c) Since (1) IE[E’E i= %, the sum of second moments of the envelopes is finite.
(d) Forevery € > 0, we have

1
limsup Y E[E};1(E,; > ¢)] =limsup 3 1(y/r/n>¢)=0.
eJ(

n—oo 1) n—oo

(e) Forz,y € R, let

pule ) ={X_, | E[lfi@ ~ ] |

We have to show that the pointwise limit of pn(z,y), say p(z,y), exists and that, if
limy 00 p(Tn,yn) = 0, then limy 00 pn(Tn, yn) = 0. Without loss of generality assume
x <y. Then

1/2

pu(,)? = ?;EKET: Vo< Zy < y))2]
=1

1 " ~ 1 r T ~ 3
- ﬁZP(aKZT,z Sy)+r—22 S P@<Zy<yw<Zop<y).
=1 =1 h=I+1

The first term is of order 1/r and thus converges to 0. The second one equals

1,1
/0 /E Px < Zyyre) 4,7 < Ziq g <y)d¢' dE.

Due to Lemma B.2 and dominated convergence, this converges to

1 1
P(%y)z—/o /)E Gy je-g)(@,@) + G jeg (4, y) = 2Gy e—g (2, ) A€ €.

This double integral can be calculated explicitly, where some care has to be taken on
whether both, one, or none of the arguments z, y fall into the support of G, |c_¢/|. Since
the first case is the most involved, we restrict to that case. For x < y in such a way that
14~z >0and 1+ ~y > 0, a straightforward calculation implies that

e e 1 e~ ¥ e ¥—1 e e V-1
p(x,y)2: _ {1+ — }+ — {1+ — }2 _ {1+ — },
T T Y Y Y Y

where 7 := (1 +~yx)~ /7 > := (1 4+ vy) /7. Obviously, p(z,y) = 0 for = y. Write
g(s) :=={1+(e7®—1)/s}/s. Observing that g(z) < g(y), a careful calculation of deriva-
tives shows that the function [fj,00) — R, Z — g(Z)e% — 2g(§j)e 7 is strictly increas-
ing. As a consequence, p(z,y) is strictly decreasing in z (for = < y) and can therefore
have only one root which must be at z = y. Altogether, p(z,y) = 0 iff z = y. But then,
limp 00 p(Tn, yn) = 0 iff either z = limy 00 Tn = limn—s00 Yn, the limit possibly being
+o0, or if n = yn, eventually. In the latter case, pn(xn,yn) = 0 eventually, while in the
former case, we have

1< . .
pn(Tn,yn) < - Z Hl(mn < Zrp <yn) Uzn <yn)+ Lyn < Zpp < xn) L(yn < zn) ,
=1
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7Z|Hrl i’n - rl(yn)|

2 T
<G (wn) = Gy (yn)l + D 1 Hrt = Gl
1=1

which converges to 0 by continuity of Gy and Lemma B.3 (sampling scheme (S2)) or
Condition 2.1 (sampling scheme (S1), which implies H,. , = H).

Finally, (25) follows from

‘Hrl(x)_Hrl(x” < Z Z’{I(Zr,i§$)_1(2r,i§x)‘

jed (1) i€l

= > D {UZni# Z)

jEJ (1) i€l;

nr

IN ﬁH

ﬁ\

for any x € R, which implies

P([Hy1 — oo > ) S \/fﬁm —o(1)

for any € > 0 by Markov’s inequality and Condition 2.5(ii). The proof of asymptotic tightness
of H,1 and hence of H- is finished.

For the convergence of the finite dimensional distributions, note that indicator functions
gz(2) = 1(z < x) are elements of the set G’ defined in Theorem 8.1 and that we may write

HE (z) = GEP gs.

Therefore, Theorem 8.1 yields convergence to a centered normal distribution. Further, a sim-
ple calculation shows that

lim Cov(GS™ gz, G gy) = Cov(CEP (G (2)), CP) (G4 (y)))

n—o0

with covariance function of C(P) as defined in .
The inequality in (8) is a special case of the result in Theorem 2.12 in [37], and may also
be deduced from Lemma B.8 in the supplement. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 3.5. Recall the definition of Z(] ) and Z( b) from (5) and note
that, under sampling scheme (S1), both are approximately G- dlstrlbuted with PWMs (3, ;. =
B(0,1,7),k for large r (in particular, unlike M, (; the variables Z ) are stochastically bounded

for r — 00). The same in fact holds under sampling scheme (82), see Lemma 2.4. For mb €
{db,sb}, k € {0,1,2}, let

(26) B =2, 28, B = B2 ).

Further, for f : R — R integrable with respect to G, let

nl1l —
27) G f = \/: <m Sz ~E 1285 ) :
j=1
(28) G f = \/% : nfl 125)) {f (Z (Sb)ﬂ
PN r\n—r+1 rJ ’
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where Z ~ G. In view of Condition 3.2, the proof of (14) is finished once we show that

A(mb)
n(Brr = Bo.k\ 1 mb)
(29) (1) r(ar>_\/:<6“k _/B’y,k>a

(30) @ 2 (B = B) =G i+ B + 02 (1),
31) (3) (Ggmmfk)k:miu\/g(o,ﬂ(mb)).

Subsequently, we write M, ; and Z,,; instead of M;"” and Z,";”, respectively, whenever
an equation is correct both for the disjoint and the sliding blocks version.

We begin by proving (29), which holds irrespective of the sampling scheme. Note that
M, (jy = arZ, ;) + br. Hence, since 3 7' (i — 1) =n(n—1)/2and 31" (i — 1)(i — 2) =
nin—1)(n—2)/3,

br
(32) B = a4

Likewise, recalling the notation 8, x = 5(0,1,),x> @ simple calculation shows that

by
kE+1’
This implies (29). The assertion in (30) is a consequence of Proposition 8.2, and the weak

convergence result in (31) follows from Theorem 8.1. Finally, the assertion in (15) is a con-
sequence of Lemma B.8. 0

ke {0,1,2}.

(33) Bo, k= arfByx + 77—

8. Auxiliary results. The following result is a central ingredient in the proofs of The-
orem 2.6 and Theorem 3.5, and may be of independent interest. Its proof is similar to the
proof of Theorem 3.6 in [7] (disjoint blocks) and Theorem 2.6 in [8] (sliding blocks), which
is therefore postponed to the supplement.

THEOREM 8.1. Assume that one of the sampling schemes from Condition 2.2 holds with
v <1/2. Let

(34) G ={g9:R — R continuous | ¢,d such that |g(x)| < c|z| + d for all z € R}.
If Conditions 2.5 and 3.3 hold, then, for arbitrary g1,...,9p € G, p €N, we have

(G%mb)gk) R 4 Np < (Al(cnllft’))) k,k'1,...,p> ’

where G&mb) is defined in (27) and (28) and where, with Z ~ G~ and (Z¢, Za¢) ~ G ¢,

ALY = Cov(gn(2), g1 (2)),  ALH) =2 / Cov(g(Zie), gr (Zag)) dE.

The same result holds with G replaced by G' = {1 :t € R}, in that case, one may
dispense with Condition 3.3.

The next result serves the purpose of proving Equation (30) in the proof of Theorem 3.5.
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PROPOSITION 8.2.  Suppose one of the sampling schemes from Condition 2.2 holds with
v < 1/2. If Conditions 2.5 and 3.3 are met, then, for k € {0,1,2},

(35) \/f (B = By ) =GE™ fic+ BEZS) + 0p(1),

with B, GY™), fi, and B\ as defined in (26), (27) and (28), (12) and Condition 3.2,

respectlvely

PROOF OF PROPOSITION 8.2. We start by getting rid of the order statistics and claim
that, for k € {0, 1,2},

(36) B = B 1 Op(r /),
where
@) L X~ (db) sk (db) A(sb) o) 18 (2)
6r,k _m;ZJ T(Z r.j ); /Br,k - —T—i—l Z Z Hr Z )
(db) 1~ () (sh) 1 "E e
7\ S P) < 7 - ) <
HY)(2) m;uzm < 2), HY™)(2) 1 ; 1(Z,5 <2)

The assertion is obvious for & = 0. For k € {1,2}, consider the disjoint and sliding case
separately.

(i) First, let mb = db, and omit the upper index db for the ease of notation. Due to the no-tie
assumption in Condition 2.2, we have (Hr(Z, (1)), ..., Hr(Z, (m))) = (1/m,...,m/m),
and therefore

mH(Zy ) = 1

1 m
2 J
B = m ]Zl Zh(]) m— 1 ’

. 1 & mHr(Zy ) = 1mHe(Zy ) =2
5r,2—m;Zr,(j) m—1 m—2 :
As a consequence,
1 _ _
ﬂ ﬁrl— ZZJ{H” (Zrj) = }—m(ﬁnl_ﬁﬁo)'

The arguments to follow imply that the expression on the right-hand side is of the order
Op(m™1) = Op(r/n). The case k = 2 can be treated similarly, and (36) is shown.
(i) Now let mb = sb and again, suppress the upper index sb. Write

n—r—+1
- _ 1 A
P = Pra = (n—r+1)(n—r) Z () {HT(Z“@)) B 1} - fin1
j=1
1 _ _
= (Br,l - /87",0) + Rn,h
n—r
where
n—r+1 : ]
1 j—(n—r+DH: (Z)
37) Rp1 = —— Z Zr.(5) n_r '
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Again, the arguments to follow imply that (3,1 — Br,0)/(n — ) is of order Op(1/n).
For the treatment of Ry, denote the 7' different and ordered values of the scaled sliding
block maxima by Z,. 1) < Z,2) < ... < Z, ,(1)- Because of the no-tie assumption, we
have T' > n/r, which can easily been seen from the fact that the n /7 pairwise different
disjoint block maxima appear in the sequence of sliding block maxima as well. Now set

“‘/t:: {je{l,..-,n_r"i_l}:ZT,j:ZT,(t)}7 tE{l,,T},

which defines a partition of {1,....,n — r + 1}. We have a; = |V4| < r, because
otherwise the no-tie assumption would be violated. The empirical c.d.f. H, is a
step function that jumps up by a:/(n — r + 1) in the points Z, ), so we have

I:Ir(Zn(t)) =>"'_, as/(n—r+1). Further, for each element Z, »(j) Of the ordered sample
Zy(1)s -+ L (n—r+1), We can find an index ¢; such that Z,. ;) = Z (t,)- As aconsequence,
Eij:_ll as < j< Zi’ 1 s, Which in turn implies

(TL —r+ 1)Hr (Zﬁ( )) —ap; < 7 < (TL —r+ 1)Hr (Zh(])) .
Hence, by the definition of R,, 1 in (37), we have

n—r+1
Roal < Z 12 5)| == < ——0p(1) = Op(r/m),
where the Op(1)-term follows from E[|Z, ;|| = E[|Z]] + o(1) by Lemma B.4 and

Var{(n —r + 1)71 Py 112,51} = o(1) by Lemma B.6 and B.7 in the supplement.
This proves (36) for k = 1 and the case k = 2 can be treated similarly with slightly more
effort.

As a consequence, (36) is shown, and hence, for proving the proposition, it suffices to show
(35) with 3, ;. replaced by ﬁr k- The assertion is immediate for k£ = 0. For k € {1,2}, decom-

pose
\/7( ﬂ% ) )+Y(mb) +B(mb )

where

2=\ [ Z 2 B @G - HH G
w%_J{ ZZ Dtz ) ~ |2 r )] )
n,k r r,j r r,j 3

n—r+1
by [n 1 (sb) [/ 77(sb) , (sb)\\k 77k r(sD)
R =[P S AV D) - B},

=\l 3 At -s (e )

Recall that H, = H, for (mb,S) # (sb, S2), which we will occasionally use to rewrite the
above expressions. Observing that, for k € {1,2}, fx from (12) may be written as fj =

fr,1 + fr2 with
o0

(38) for(@) =aGE(@),  frala) = / y V(G (1)) AG (y)

T
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and v (z) = 2*, the proposition is shown once we show that, for mb € {db,sb},

(39) X — G fg 4op(1), YU =G iy + 0p(1).
For the second assertion, it is sufficient to show that Var(Y(H;Cb) S“b) fr1) =o0(1), by

centeredness. For that purpose, write
mb mb) [ 13 mb mb
v, =252, - G2,

and consider mb € {db, sb} separately.

First, let mb = db, and omit the upper index db for notational convenience. Then, by
stationarity and assuming m = n/r € N for simplicity (otherwise, a negligible remainder
shows up),

m—1
m—nh
Var(Y, 1, — Gnfr1) = Var(Yy1) + 2 ; — Cov(Yn1, Ynisn)
S5

m—1
(40) < 3Var(Yo,1) + 20| Yo l345 > alo (Yo14n))35,
h=2

where ||Y ||, = E[|Y'|P]'/? and where the last inequality follows from the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality and Lemma 3.11 in [14], with % =1_ ﬁ and ¢ € [2/w,v) and v from Condi-
tion 3.3. Since the sum starts at i = 2, the variables generating the sigma fields depend on
observations which are separated by a time lag of at least r, so each summand is smaller than
or equal to o(r)%/(>+9)_Further, noting that H, = H,,

Var(Ya) < [Vai3es < 1 HE — GRE] 20112/ = o(1)
by Conditions 2.1 and 3.3, where || F'||cc = sup,¢cg | F(2)|. As a consequence,
Var(Y,, . — Gn fe1) < o(1){3 +20 - ma(r)77 }

which converges to zero by Condition 2.5(ii), observing that 6(1 + w) > 2 + § by the choice
of §. Hence, the second assertion in (39) is shown.
Next, consider mb = sb and, again assuming n/r € N, let

Ini={(h—=1r+1,...;hr}, he{l,...,n/r},

denote the set of indices making up the h-th disjoint block of observations. Then

n—r+1 n/r—1
41) ——— T/jl Z Y= 1+0(1))\ﬁ{ Z Ap+ Yoo r+1}

where A := 3, ; Yns. It is sufficient to show that Var((nr)~1/2 Zn/r L 4,) = o(1),
since the last summand in (41) is asymptotically negligible. By stationarity of (Ap)p, we
get

n/r—1

42) wn = Var (\/% 3 Ah) - %{ (; - 1) Var(Ap) + 2 (f - 2) Cov(Ay, As)

h=1

n/r—2

+2 (ﬁ - 3) Cov(A1,Az) +2 Y (@ —1- h) Cov(Al,A1+h)}.

T T
h=3
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Now, by the Cauchy-Schwarz and Minkowski inequality,

2 olumk ok L 2
<2 (1 = Ghlloe 120l )

s=1

(43) | Cov(As, )| < Al = || 3 Y
s=1

where the right-hand side is equal to r2||Hf — G¥||% || Z,a Hg under sampling scheme (S1).
Likewise, for ¢ € [2/w, v) with w and v as in Conditions 2.5 and 3.3, we have

(44)
|Cov (A1, Aypn)| < 10[| A1), 5 (0 (A1), 0(Arn)) 75 < 10| A1|2, 5a((h —2)r)75

by Lemma 3.11 in [14]. Combining (43), (44) and the fact that the sum on the right-hand side
of (42) starts at h = 3, we get

<L oygk iz [=n (1 2 n\2 /1 « 2 5
vn S — 1 = GER{55 (S 112l ) +20 (%) (TZIHZMHH(S) a(r) 7 }
s=

s=1

_ 1 — 2 1 2n 5
=\|H7’~“—G§H§o{5(rZ;HZr,s ,) +20(T2;uzm||2+5) o)}
S= S=

=o(){O(1) + O(1)o(1)} = o(1)

where the orders of the terms in brackets follow from Lemma B.3 (sampling scheme (S2)) or
H, = H, and Condition 2.1 (sampling scheme (S1)), and from Conditions 2.5(ii) and 3.3 in
combination with Lemma B.4.

Having treated the cases mb € {db,sb}, the second assertion in (39) is shown, and it
remains to treat the first one. Its proof will be split into two parts:

(45) X =) op(1), X = GO fiuo + 08 (1),

where
m n = A (m - A (m
X;E,kb) = \/:/R.7J7//2(1Tfr(z/)){fLg b)(y)—Hr(y)} A" (y).

The first assertion in (45) is immediate for k = 1; in that case, even X" = X/

Treating the case k£ = 2 is more difficult, and for that purpose, let P(R) denote the set of
all probability measures on R and let

(46) A={f:R—=R:|f]| < oo and f is Borel-measurable} C /*°(R),
equipped with the uniform metric. Further, let

@7) WI—Wl(R)—{ueP(R):/|x du(z) < o)

denote the Wasserstein space of order 1, equipped with the Wasserstein metric

/R h(w) du(z) — /IR h(z) dv(z)

dw, (p,v) = sup
heLip,

)

where Lip, is the set of all Lipschitz-continuous functions with Lipschitz-constant 1. Recall
that a sequence (un)n of probability measures in W is said to converge weakly in W to
another probability measure p € W71, if

(48) fin — 1 weakly and / |z| dpen(x) —>/ |z| dp(z),
R R
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for n — oo. The Wasserstein metric metrizes weak convergence in W1 (Theorem 6.8 in [36]):
(49) pn — pweakly in Wi < dw, (un, ) — 0,

Another equivalent property for weak convergence in Wi is as follows (Definition 6.7 in
[36]): for all continuous functions ¢ such that |o(x)| < C(1+4|x|) for all z and some C = C,
it holds that

(50) / (@) dun(z) 2% [ () dp(a).
R R

Now, consider the first assertion in (45) with k = 2. Observing that H, = H, for mb = db,
we have

wp = 2 [ (@ @) - 820) 4™

61y

~—

n  (m _ » (m ~ . -
_\/;/ﬂ{{y(Hr( () e ly)) (B () + Hey) ) Al () = X157 + R,

R = [ o () - .6)) ani™)

Now, [RU)] < ™ — Hy ot (™), 1, ™), where ¢ (a, g, 1) = [, [y19(y)aly) du(y)
andwhere

where

m| n ( ~(m 5
H™ () = /= (™) - B (), yek

It then follows from continuity of ¢ (Lemma B.9), dy, (H, i) ,G~) =op(1) (Lemma B.10)
and weak convergence of H;™ in £>°(R) to a process w1th continuous and bounded sample
paths almost surely (Theorem 2.6) that R";’ = Op((r/n)~ 1/2) = op(1), which implies the
assertion by (51).

It remains to show the second assertion in (45), for k& € {1,2}. For that purpose, write

X — o (H) o By, B,

where
6 Ax CyR) X Wi R, (ayg, 1) = / vo(w)aly) du(y).

Likewise, a simple calculation shows that we may write

S fia = [ [ () (™ 0) ~ B} G ) = 605 0 G, ).

The second assertion in (45) is then again an immediate consequence of continuity of ¢
(Lemma B.9), since dyy, (Hr i) ,G~) = op(1) (Lemma B.10), |H; — G+||sc = o(1) (Con-

dition 2.1 or, for sampling scheme (S2), Lemma B.3) and since H,(«mb) converges weakly in
£>(R) to a continuous limit (Theorem 2.6). The proof of Proposition 8.2 is finished. O
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SUPPLEMENT TO THE PAPER:
“ON THE DISJOINT AND SLIDING BLOCK MAXIMA METHOD
FOR PIECEWISE STATIONARY TIME SERIES”

BY AXEL BUCHER AND LEANDRA ZANGER

Heinrich-Heine-Universitdt Diisseldorf

Missing proofs for the results of the main paper are pre-
sented in Appendix A, with a couple of further theoretical
results postponed to Appendix B. Appendix C contains ex-
plicit formulas for asymptotic covariance matrices appearing
in the main paper. Appendix D contains additional simulation
results. Finally, Appendix E contains a figure supporting the
case study. References like Lemma 1.9, Figure 0, or Equation
(4) always refer to the main paper.

The theoretical results are organized as follows: in Appendix A, we provide the missing

proofs of Corollaries 3.6 and 3.7 and Theorem 8.1 from the main paper. Appendix B contains
further theoretical results used throughout the proofs, and is decomposed into three sections:

Section B.1 is about weak convergence and moment convergence of sliding block maxima.
Joint weak convergence of sliding block maxima is considered in Lemma B.1 (sampling
scheme (S1)) and Lemma B.2 (sampling scheme (S2)); the results may be considered as
bivariate extensions of Lemma 2.4 from the main paper and are later used for calculating
asymptotic covariances. Lemma B.3 is about (uniform) convergence of the average cdf H,
from Equation (6) under (S2); it is needed in the proofs of Theorem 2.6 and Proposition 8.2.
Moment convergence of block maxima is the content of Lemma B.4, which is deduced
from weak convergence and uniform integrability, the latter being part of Lemma B.5.
Section B.2 is about asymptotic covariances for empirical moments of block maxima, as
required in the proof of the general asymptotic normality result in Theorem 8.1. Sam-
pling scheme (S1) is treated in Lemma B.6, while sampling scheme (S2) is treated in
Lemma B.7. Finally, Lemma B.8 states that the sliding blocks limiting covariance in The-
orem 8.1 is never larger than its disjoint blocks counterpart.

Section B.3 contains further auxiliary results. First, Lemma B.9 provides consistency of
some abstract functionals which were employed in the proof of Proposition 8.2. Next,
Lemma B.10 provides Wasserstein consistency of ﬁé“‘b) for G, a technical result needed
in the proof of Proposition 8.2 that eventually allows to dispense with arguments involving
weighted weak convergence as used for deriving PWM asymptotics in [25]. Its proof may
partly be generalized to a more abstract setting, which has been formulated in a separate
Lemma B.11. Finally, Lemma B.12 and Lemma B.13 are simple adaptations of Lemma A.7
and A.8 in [7] which are needed for the blocking technique.

Section C contains two lemmas: Lemma C.1 provides formulas for the asymptotic covariance
in Theorem 3.5, while Lemma C.2 provides formulas for the Jacobi matrix in Corollary 3.6.

Last but not least, Section D contains additional simulation results, collected in a se-

quence of subsections, i.e. additional simulation results for fixed blocksize (Section D.1), ad-
ditional simulation results for fixed samplesize (Section D.2), results for comparing sampling
schemes (S1) and (S2) (Section D.4), additional simulation results for a different marginal
distributions (Section D.5) and results for comparing ML and PWM estimation (Section D.6).
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APPENDIX A: MISSING PROOFS FOR RESULTS FROM THE MAIN PAPER

PROOF OF COROLLARY 3.6. For the ease of reading, we omit the upper index mb. Recall
¢ defined in (16). Clearly, for 8 = (o, 81, 52)’ € Dy,

61(8) P
Loa(B) | =0 | 22
Los(B) — L= Ba=be/3
As a consequence, by (32) and (33),
- Yr =7 ~ o1(68r) $1(Bo,)
\/; (&r — ar‘)/ar = \/: aid)Q(ﬁ ) - =+ ¢2(ﬁ9 )
(br — br) Jar La(Br) — Lou(8s,) — -

- f {08 - ¢(Bv)},

where B, = (85,0, 34,1, B+,2)". The assertion in (17) is now a consequence of (30), (31), Con-
dition 3.2 and the delta method. Finally, the assertion in (18) is an immediate consequence of
(15). O

PROOF OF COROLLARY 3.7. We omit the upper index mb. For a > 0 and v € R let

f(v,a)= “1f(v,a) = f(v,a/ar) and that V f(7,1) is equal to the first
two coordinates of ¢g7. As a consequence, by the delta method,

W(RL(T,T) —RL(T,r)) =W<f o) 1) 1 br—br> |

Qr Qr

Y=
=qpy/n/r | (@ —ar)/ar | +op(1).
(br_br) ar

The assertion then follows from Corollary 3.6. O

PROOF OF THEOREM 8.1. We start by considering the function class G. The disjoint
blocks case is a straightforward adaptation of the proof of Theorem 3.6 in [7] and is therefore
omitted. For the sliding blocks case, we may follow the proof of Theorem 2.6 in [8], with
substantial modifications for sampling scheme (S2). The basic idea consists of successively
merging blocks of size r into a ‘big block of blocks’ followed by a ‘small block of blocks’
followed by a ‘big block of blocks’ and so on in such a way that the ‘small blocks of blocks’
are small enough to be asymptotically negligible for the asymptotics and at the same are large
enough to make the ‘big blocks of blocks’ asymptotically independent, whence standard cen-
tral limit theorems become available. We omit the upper index sb. Since G is a vector space
and by the Cramér-Wold-device, it suffices to show that, for any fixed g € G,

1
(A1) Cog -5 N(0,0%), o= / Cov(g(Z1e, 9(Zse))) dE.

For that purpose, let I; := {(j —1)r+1,...,jr},j € {1,...,m—1}, denote the set of indices
making up the j-th disjoint block of observations. Let m* = mj, be an integer sequence
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with 3 <m* <m — 1 that converges to infinity and satisfies m* = o(m®/{20+9)}) for some
§ € (2,2 + v). For simplicity, assume that ¢ = (m — 1)/m* € N. For j € {1,...,q}, let
J;'_ = I(jfl)m*Jrl u...u Ijm*fg, ‘]j_ = Ijmxfl U Ijm*,

such that \J;r| = (m* —2)r and [J; [ = 2r. Then, by (28),

n—r+1
Guy= /2 [ Y 0% ~BlalZ)

j=1

(1+0() 7= { X (0(Z0) ~Ela(Zes)) + X (0(Zs) ~Elo(Z-1)) |
Jj=1 sGJ_;' seJ;

+ (U 0(D) 7= (0 Zrmrer) ~ B lo(Zrrsn)])

(A2)
=(1+0(1) { ZS+ +—ZSM}+0L2)

where Sfj =q/(nr) > c:19(Zrs) — E[g(Zrs)]}. Note that (Sfj)j is stationary for
both of the sampling schemes (S1) and (S2).

We will next argue that the contribution of the ‘small blocks’ is negligible. Since E[S, j] =

0, this follows if the variance is shown to converge to 0. We have
q 9 q—1
Var( Z ) Var(S )—i—aZ(q—h) Cov(S, 1:5, 111
j=1 h=1
(A3) < 3Var(So,) + 22 (1 - 7) | Cov(Sy 1,8 i)l
by Cauchy-Schwarz. By stationarity across blocks, we may write
2
Var($ ”1 N H \ nr Z (Zrs) = Elg(Zrs)]) Hz
seJ;
2
(A4) < LS lg(Zre) ~Elg(Zrs)]2) <4< ZVar ) > .
seJ;

Since gr/n = q/m = O(1/m*) = o(1), we obtain that Var(S, ;) = o(1) by Condition 3.3
(sampling scheme (S1)) or Condition 3.3 and Lemma B.5 (sampfing scheme (S2)). It remains
to consider the sum on the right-hand side of (A.3), which is equal to zero under sampling
scheme (S2). For sampling scheme (S1), we may apply Lemma 3.11 in [14] with 1/p =
1/¢=1/(2+ v) to obtain

| Cov(Syy 1 S| S 10081 13100 (0(Sy 1), (S, )77 < 10[1S, 131 ,a(r) =

n,l’
for h > 3. Therefore
! qr m
D1 Cov(,1, 81| S alSialBrua () S a7 -alr) e = s a(r)=Fe,

h=2
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which converges to zero since ma(r) ¥+ = o(1) by Condition 2.5(ii) and the choice of v in
Condition 3.3.

The sum over the small blocks being negligible, it remains to show that ¢~ %/2579__ S+

J=1"n,j
converges in distribution to a centered normal distribution with variance o2 asin (A.1). For
sampling scheme (S2), (S:{ j) j 1s a rowwise independent triangular array, and a standard
argument based on characteristic functions shows that we may assume the same for sampling
scheme (S1). As a consequence, we may apply Ljapunov’s central limit theorem, for which
we need to check Lyapunov’s Condition:

q + 1246

(A.5) 36>0: lim j=1 EllSn, 1] _=0.

" I ElS P

Now, by Condition 3.3 (sampling scheme (S1)) or Condition 3.3 and Lemma B.5 (sampling
scheme (S2)),

187,215 </ =2 3 () ~ Elg(Zea) s

sely

SV S 9(Zre) ~ B5(Zna)] s = OV,
s=1

As a consequence, provided that EHS;[ j 2] is converging to a non-zero constant, the fraction
in (A.5) is of the order O(q~%/2(m*)'*9/2) = O(m~9/?(m*)™*9) = o(1) by the choice of §
and m* in the paragraph below (A.1).

Finally, E[]S;j 2 = Var(SIj) = Var(qg~ /2 ?:1 S;,j) converges to o since

n—oo n—oo

q
lim Var (q_1/2 ZS;J) = lim Var(G%Sb)g)
j=1

by (A.2) and since we have shown that |¢~1/2 ?:1 S,.;ll2 = o(1). The right-hand side of
the previous display is equal to o2 by Lemma B.6 (sampling scheme (S1)) and Lemma B.7
(sampling scheme (S2)).

Finally, for the function class G’ of indicator functions, the previous proof remains valid
with only minor modifications: the right hand-side of (A.4) converges to zero since finite
linear combinations of indicators are bounded. For the arguments that follow, one may apply

(the simpler) Lemma 3.9 rather than Lemma 3.11 in [14]. ]

APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL THEORETICAL RESULTS USED THROUGHOUT THE
PROOFS

B.1. Weak convergence and moment convergence of sliding block maxima.

LEMMA B.1 (Joint weak convergence of sliding block maxima under (S1)). Consider
sampling scheme (S1) from Condition 2.2, let rn, — oo with rn = o(n) and suppose there
exists a sequence of integers (n)n such that n = o(rn),a(ln) = 0(bn/rn) for n — cc. Then,
forany £ > 0and x,y € R,

. sb sb
Tim P21 < 2,2 ¢ < y) = Grel@,y),

with G ¢ as in (13) for £ € [0,1] and G, ¢(x,y) = G ()G~ (y) for £ > 1.



BLOCK MAXIMA FOR PIECEWISE STATIONARY TIME SERIES 37

PROOF. We omit the upper index sb. The case £ = 0 is trivial. For j, k € N with j <k, let
Mj.j, := max(Xj,..., X}y). By similar arguments as in the proof of Lemma 5.1 in [7] (see
below for details), we have for £ € (0,1),

P(Zry <@, Zr 14 10¢) S )
P(My e} S arx +br, Mipe | y10 < ar( AY) + bry My g1y e) < ary + br)
=P(My.|re)—¢ < ar® +br, Mvg| 41000 S ar(@ AY) + bry, Myy 1y rg) < ary +br) +0(1)
P(My. e |—¢ < arz + br)P(M ¢4 1:0—0 < ar(z AYy) + br)
P(M; 114 1re) < ary +br) 4+ 0(1)
=P(M.|r¢) < ara + br)P(M ¢ 1.0 < ar(z AYy) + br)

(B.1)
P(Mr—l-lzr—i- [r€] < ary + br) + 0(1)

From the last expression we can then follow the claimed limit, since Condition 2.1 implies

T bT—br
lim P(Mlztrgj Sarx'f‘br):P(ZLrgJ,lS a x + L£J>

e Alre] Are)

=G, <£‘7x+ 57_1>,
Y

and analogously

. 1
) <ar r) = Y >
Jim P(My g4 jre) < ary +br) = Gy (5 yr— ;

lim P(M ¢ 41 S ar(zAy) +br) =Gy <(1 —&) Nz Ny)+

n—oo

oy

Multiply the latter three limits to arrive at G, ¢.
Explanation of (B.1): the first equality is obvious. For the second equality, note that P(A, N
Bpn) =P(An) + o(1) provided that limy, o0 P(A, N By;) = 0. Therefore,

P({ M. |re| < arx+br}) =P({ My, re|—¢ < arx + b} 0V { Mg _g11:|re| < arx +br})
=P({M.|p¢|]—¢e L arx +br} +o(1),
in view of
P ({My. re|—¢ < arz +br} NV {M g | —p11:r¢] < arm + by }€)
<P (Myjrej-e < Mirgj-e41:17¢))
=P (Myjrgj—e < Mujrg))

and the last expression is of order o(1) by Lemma B.13. With the same argument we can cut
off the last £ observations in M|,¢| 1., to treat P(M|,¢|1 1. < ar(x Ay) + by). Combining
this we get the second equality. The third equality follows because a(¢) = o(1), and the
observations from one considered set to another consist of observations which are at least ¢
apart. The last equality can be proven in the manner of the second one, just reversely.
Finally, the case £ > 1 can be proven in a similar way and is even easier, since in this case
the blocks under consideration do not overlap. O
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LEMMA B.2 (Joint weak convergence of sliding block maxima under (S2)). Consider
sampling scheme (S2) from Condition 2.2, let r, — 0o with rn, = o(n) and suppose there
exists a sequence of integers (Un)n such that by = o(rn),a(fn) = o(ln/ryn) for n — co. Then,
forany £,¢ >0 and any x,y € S,

(sb)

. (sb) _
lim P(Zr 14+[r <z, Zr,1+Lr§’J < y) - G77|§—f/|($’ y)’

n—o0 1]

with G ¢ as in (13) for £ € [0,1] and G ¢(x,y) = Gy(x)G~(y) for £ > 1.

PROOF. If |£ — ¢'| > 1, the respective block maxima are independent, whence their joint
c.d.f is the product of their marginal c.d.f.s and the result follows from Lemma 2.4. For
|€ — &'| < 1 the proof is a slight adaptation of the proof of Lemma B.1. O

LEMMA B.3 (Convergence of average cdfs under (S2)). Consider sampling scheme (S2)
from Condition 2.2. Then, with H; as defined in Condition 3.2,

lim sup |Hr(z) — G~(z)| =0.
n—0o0 zER

PROOF. Recalling F). ; from (4), we may write
Hyji1(x) = Frjra(arx + br)
=P(max(X;y1,...,Xr) <arz +br,max(X,y1, ..., Xoyj) < arx+by)
(B.2) =F_j(arxz + br)Fj(arx + br),

with Fp = 1. We may thus write
1 ¢ 1 <
HT;HWGVHOOSr;“Hﬂj‘Gv”m
1
= [ M g1 = Gl

1
(B3) - /0 1o ey (ar - +b0) Flrgy (ar - +br) = G (]|  dé.

Recalling identity (24) and invoking the triangular inequality after adding and subtracting
Fo_ ey (ar - +br)Gy (77 +5717_1), we obtain the bound

HFT—\_TQ (a7" ’ +b7”)F\_T§J (a7‘ ’ +b7"> - G’Y()HOO < ATl(f) + AT2(§)7
where
A1 () = || Frm gy (ar - +br) = Gy (1 =€) 77 +((1 =677 = 1)/
Ara(€) = || Firgy(ar - +br) = Gy (77 (677 = 1) /)| . -
Using the fact that F|,.¢| (z) = H ,.¢)((x — b|,¢])/a|,¢] ), We have the bound
Ar2(€) < HHl_rfj - G'YHOO +RT(§))

. be—by, B -1
Re(e) = |Gy (2 T gy (e 1 SN )
a|re] alre] v 00

where
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Likewise,
AT’l(&) < HHrfoJ - G’YHOO + RT(l - f)a
We can thus conclude that the right-hand side of (B.3) may be bounded by

1
/0 Hirey = Gall o + | ey = Gl + Rr(€) + Br(1 = ) €

1 1
22/0 1) = Gl dﬁ”/ﬁ Rr(§)d¢

The two integrals on the right-hand side converge to zero by dominated convergence and
Equations (2) and (1) from Condition 2.1, respectively. ]

LEMMA B.4 (Moment convergence of block maxima). Consider one of the sampling
schemes from Condition 2.2 with -y < 1/2. Suppose there exists some v > 0 such that
limsup E[| Z|*™] < o0,
r—r00

and let f be a real-valued function for which there exist constants c,d € [0,00) and 0 < pu <
2+ vwith |f(z)| < clz|t 4+ d for all x € R. Then, with Z ~ G-,

lm E[f(Z)]=E[f(2)],  lmE[ Zf 28] =Elf(2)].

T—00 T—00

PROOF. The first assertion is an immediate consequence of weak convergence (Condi-
tion 2.1) and uniform integrability. This readily implies the second assertion under sampling
scheme (S1). For sampling scheme (S2), we may write

r 1
B[L 12 = [ B
j=1

The expression inside the integral converges to E[f(Z)] by weak convergence (Lemma 2.4)
and uniform integrability (Lemma B.5). Since the upper bound in the latter lemma holds
uniformly in &, the assertion follows from dominated convergence. O

LEMMA B.5 (Uniform integrability under (S2)). Consider sampling scheme (S2) from
Condition 2.2 with v < 1/2 and suppose that
(B.4) limsup E[| Z,[*™] < oo,

700

for some v > 0. Then

limsup sup E[‘Z(Sb) Q.

}2+l/:|
r—00 &6[0,1} 1+ LTEJ

PROOF. Throughout, we omit the upper index sb and assume /2 € N for simplicity. By
(B.2), the random variables Z,. 1 |,¢] and Z,.,._|¢| 11 have the same distribution, whence it
is sufficient to restrict the supremum to £ € [0, 1/2]. Next, note that

maX(Xl_H/z, . ,an) < max(XlHrﬂ,. .. aXr+Lr§J) < maX(Xl, . ,XQT),
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which may be written as M, /5 11,2 < M, 11 p¢] < Moy = Mr1 V Mrpy1. As a conse-
quence,

My 14 rg) = br
ar

< )Mr,l —br v M ri1 — br

4 ‘ Mr/2,1+r/2 —br
ar ar

Qr

|ZT,1+\_T§J | =

Qr/2 n br/2 —br

< |Zr,1‘ + |Zr,1+r‘ + Zr/2,1+r/2 a

)
Qr

which implies
br/2 —br

Qr

| Zr 14 ) l24v < 201 Zrallo+0 + (127 2,1 l|l240

a'f’
/2‘+
ar

This implies the assertion by (B.4) and (1). ]

B.2. Asymptotic covariances for empirical moments of block maxima.

LEMMA B.6. Consider sampling scheme (S1) from Condition 2.2 with v < 1/2 and sup-
pose further that Conditions 2.5 and 3.3 hold. Then, for g,q € G with G as defined in (34),

1
lim Cov(GE g, G g) = 2 / Cov (9(Z1), ¢ (Zse)) dE.

n—00
0

where Gﬁf‘b) is defined in (28) and where (Z1¢, Zac) ~ G ¢ with G ¢ from (13). The same
result holds with G replaced by G' = {1(_oo ) : t € R}, in that case, one may dispense with
Condition 3.3.

PROOF. We only give a proof for g,g' € G, as the case g,¢g' € G’ is similar but sim-
pler. Without making further assumptions, the sequence ¢, that satisfies the condition
from Lemma B.1 can be chosen as ¢, = max{sn, |7n+/(sn)|}, where s, = |\/rn] (see
[8]), so we can apply that Lemma. We proceed similar as in [8]: for h € {1,...,m}, let
I, ={(h— 1)rn + 1,...,hry} denote the set of indices which make up the h-th disjoint
block of observations. For simplicity, assume n/r € N. Then,

n—r+1 m—1 n—r+1 m—1
> 9(Ze)) =9(Zrmri1) + Y Ap, > 9(Zej) =9 Zrnri1)+ D> Bn
j=1 h=1 Jj=1 h=1

where

Av=Y 9(Zrs),  Br=1_ ¢ (Zns).

s€ly, selp,

Note that, by stationarity, the sequences (Ap,), (Bp,)n are stationary as well. By uniform inte-
grability (Condition 3.3), the contribution of g(Z; ,—r+1) and ¢'(Zy n—r+1) to the asymptotic
covariance is negligible. Further, since

n 1 1
\/;n_rﬂzm{uoun,

it is sufficient to show that

m—1 m—1

1
— Cov ( Z Ap, Z Bj) — 2/Cov (9(Z1¢),9' (Zae)) dE = .
0

h=1 ]:]_
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For that purpose, write

m—2
1
vn:—{( ~1)Cov(A1,BI)+ > (m—1-h Cov(Al,BH_h)+Cov(A1+h,B1))}
h=1

nr

— %{(m —1)Cov(A1, B1) + (m — 2) Cov(Asz, B + Bg)}

m—2

1
— Y (m—1-h){Cov(A1,Bi1p) + Cov(Ain, B1)}

nr
h=2

(B.5)
= Unl + Un2 + Un3,

where
1 1
Upl = o} Cov(A2,B1 + By + B3), Up2 = - Cov(A2,2B1 + By +2B3)
m—2
= LIS (m—1— ) {Cov(Ar, Buys) + Cov(Ay s, Br)}
Un3 = nr — 1, D1+h 1+h, D1 .
Next, for £ > 0, define

gn1(€) :=Cov (9(Zr1), 9 (Zr141r¢)) s 9n2(€) :=Cov (9(Zy141r¢) )59 (Zr1))
such that, by stationarity,

Tn Tn

L Cov(As, By) = 2ZZCOV (Zr,s), 9 (Zrs))

s=1t=1

~ Lo +7{g( ") o (2 + 92 (1)}

Similarly, we obtain

r—1 2r—1
1 1 h h
72 Cov(da, Be) = 23 Tom (7) +5 2 <2 B > g (1),

h=1 h=r
r—1 2r—1
L Cov(ae B =13 Mg (1) 4 1 (2 _ ff) gu (1)
h=1 h=r
Combining the previous three equations, we get
rn—l 1 1 2r—1
= 3 o (1) 0 ()~ 00) L 3 (2= ) o (1) 400 ()
h=r

1
- /O 1 (€) + gna(€) € + R,

where

1 2
Rul < 2 lgua(0)] + /
Tn 1

- “J‘ 901 (€) + gn2(6)] de

2
< L lgnal0)] +2 /1 g1 (€) + gn2(©)] dc.
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Now, weak convergence (Lemma B.1) and uniform integrability (Condition 3.3) implies
that limpn—o0 gn;(§) = Cov(g(Z1¢), 9’ (Za¢)) for j € {1,2} and £ > 0; in particular, the
limit is zero for £ > 1. As a consequence, by dominated convergence, R, = o(1) and then
limn—s0o U1 = 0.

It remains to prove that v,,2 and vy,3 in Equation (B.5) converge to zero. It can be shown by
similar arguments as for vy that v,2 = O(r/n) = o(1). Considering v,3, we start by treating
the sum over those summands for which & > 3. Lemma 3.11 in [14] yields

|Cov(A1, Biyp)| 10| A1llgy, |1 Billay, (0 (A1), 0(Biin))
S 107’2 ||g(Z7’71)”2+1/ Hg/(ZTJ)H2+Va((h - 2)74)2-%’7

where v is taken from Condition 3.3, so that the norms are uniformly bounded by some
constant C'. Cov(Ajyp,B1) can be bounded in the same way, whence the sum over the
summands with & > 3 in v,3 may be bounded by

m—2 m—4
1 v
= > " |Cov(A1, Biin)| + |Cov(Arn, B1)| <20C2 Y~ a(hr)7+,
h=3 h=1

which converges to zero by Condition 2.5(ii) and the choice of v in Condition 3.3. The
summand for h = 2 can be written as

/23 <3 _ b“rfJ) (01 (€) + aral€)) e

and this converges to 0 by the same arguments as used in the treatment of R,. O

LEMMA B.7.  Consider sampling scheme (S2) from Condition 2.2 with v < 1/2 and sup-
pose further that Conditions 2.5 and 3.3 hold. Then, for g,g’ € G with G as defined in (34),

n—oo

1
lim Cov(G"”g,GS"g) ZQ/COV (9(Z1¢), 9 (Za¢)) dé.
0

where fob) is defined in (28) and where (Z¢, Zag) ~ G ¢ with G ¢ from (13). The same
result holds with G replaced by G' = {1(—oo,t] :t € R}, in that case, one may dispense with
Condition 3.3.

PROOF. As in the previous proof, we only consider the case g,¢' € G. Let gn(&,&') =
Cov(g(Zra1+|r¢)»9'(Zr14|rer))))- With the same arguments and notations as in the proof of
Lemma B.6 for sampling scheme (S1) we obtain that the leading term in the covariance under
consideration is

1
(B.6) 2 {Cov(Ai1,B1) + Cov(A1, B2) + Cov(Az, B1)}

:/Ol/olgn(s,é’)dadg’+/01/129n<§,§’>d5d5’+/12/01gn<£,£’>d5d5’.

Weak convergence (Lemma B.2) and uniform integrability (Lemma B.5) implies that

gn(&,&") convergesto Cov(g(Zy je—¢/|), ' (Za,je—er|)), Whete (Z) e_er|s Zoje—er) ~ Gy je—gr|-
By dominated convergence, the integrals in (B.6) converge as well, the limit being

1 1
(B.7) /0 /0 Cov(g(Z1¢—¢), 9 (Za¢—¢)) dEAE

1 plte
+2/0/1 Cov(g(Z1je—¢1)), 9 (Zaje—g))) dEAE,
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where we have used symmetry and the fact that Z; ¢ _¢| and Zj ¢_¢/| are independent if
€ =¢>1.

It remains to show that the last expression is equal to 2 fol Cov (9(Z1¢), ' (Zae)) d€. For
that purpose, note that the function & — u (&) = Cov (9(Z1¢), g’'(Za¢)) is bounded by some
constant independent of £, as can be seen by applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. There-
fore, u(-) is integrable on every closed interval [a,b] C R with f: u(§)dE =U(b) — Ula),
where U denotes an antiderivative of u. We need to show that (B.7) may be written as
2{U(1) — U(0)}. By changing variables we obtain

<Bn=1f{45M5—€Wﬁ+2AH€wM—8D%}dé
:[j{Agmg—@daﬁéﬁ@—eym+2AH{u@—gym}@’
[ e [ [ b
[ /j’ ot [ torao [ toyae ag

/ (U(E) ~U0) +U(1) U - &)} dé' +U(1) — U(0)
=2{U(1)-U(0)},
since fo (&) de' = fo & de’. O

LEMMA B.8. Let A(™P) be defined as in Theorem 8.1. Then AP <; A(dP),

PROOF. By the definition of the Loewner-order, we have to show that Var(¢'Y (4)) >
Var(¢'Y ) for any ¢ € RP, where Y (™P) denotes the limit variable of Theorem 8.1. Choos-
ing an iid sequence satisfying the conditions from that theorem, we have

Var(¢'Y (™)) = lim Var ((G,(lmb)g) ,  mb e {db,sb},

n—o0

for some function g € G (note that G is closed under taking linear combinations), see
Lemma B.6 for the case mb = sb. In view of the fact that (g(Z, (S»b)))l. is rn-dependent, the

Ty
assertion follows from Lemma A.10 in [37]. ]

B.3. Further auxiliary results.
LEMMA B.9. Recall the definition of A and W1 in (46) and (47), respectively, and let

b Ax Cy(R) x Wi S R, UWMHAMNWMM@,

b: Ax Cy(R) x Wi - R, w%mHémwwmm»

The maps v and ¢ are continuous in every (a, g, ) € Cp(R) x Cp(R) x Wh.
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PROOF. We only consider ¢. For (a,g, 1) € Cp(R) x Cp(R) x W1, let (an, gn, pin)n C
A x Cp(R) x W7 such that limp—oo(an, gn, n) = (a, g, 1), ie., limp—oo ||an —al|, =0,
limp—c0 ||gn — 9| o = 0 and limy— o0 dyw, (1, 1) = 0. Then,

|p(an, gn, pin) — d(a, g, 1)
<|p(an, gn, pn) — ¢(a, gn, pn)| + |4(a, gn,un) —¢(a, g, pin)|
+ |p(a, g, pm) — ¢la, g, p

ygn(y){an(y) — aly)} dun(y y{gn(y) — 9(v)) ta(y) dun(y)
|/ \ \/ |
| [ nats)ats) dnty )—u(y)}'

<{llan — all o llgnlloo + llgn = 9l llall }/Iyl dpn(y ‘/wa,g ) d{pn(y) — 1Y)},

where @a.4(y) = yg(y)a(y). The first term on the right-hand side of the previous display con-
verges to 0, since dyy, (pin, 1) — 0 implies [; |y| dpn(y) = [g |y| dp(y) < oo by (48). Since
a and g are continuous, ¢q,g¢ is continuous as well and satlsﬁes |0a,g(W)] < 9]l llall o ly] <
9]l llall & (1 + |y|). Hence, the second term converges to 0 by (50).

LEMMA B.10 (Wasserstein consistency). Consider one of the sampling schemes from
Condition 2.2 with v < 1/2. If Conditions 2.5 and 3.3 are met, then dy, (Hy"”, G~) = op(1).

PROOF. The result follows from application of Lemma B.11. First of all, for every n,
ﬁﬁmb) is a discrete probability measure and hence an element of ;. Next, note that

~(mb ~(mb = =
1AT™ = Gy lloo < ™ = Hrlloo + | Hr — Gollso = Op((r/n)/2) + 0(1) = 0p(1)

as a consequence of Theorem 2.6. It remains to be shown that M, = [ |z dA"™ (2) =
E[|Z]|] + op(1), where Z ~ G,. First, E[My] — E[|Z|] by Lemma B.4. It thus suffices to
show that Var(My,) = o(1). This follows by the same arguments as for the treatment of
Var(Y" — Gi™ f,1) in the proof of Proposition 8.2, see in particular (40) for disjoint
blocks and (42) for sliding blocks. ]

LEMMA B.11. If, for a sequence of random probability measures (fin)n, fin : 2 — Wi

with distribution functions Fy, and some 1 € W1 with continuous distribution function F, the
conditions

2~ Flloe S 0and [ [a] din(a) 5 | Jo] duta)
R R
hold, then
~ P
dWl (Mnnu) —0.

PROOF. Weak convergence of probability measures pi, on the real line to a limit po with
continuous distribution function F},, is well-known to be equivalent to uniform convergence
of the respective distribution functions F},,. As a consequence, by (49),

[ 1ol dient@) = [ Jal dpo(a)

— 0.

dWl(tu”nU’O)—)O ~ ||F/ln_F#0HOO+
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[ 1ol ditat@) - [ fal au(o)

The assertion then follows from standard arguments based on passing to almost surely con-
vergent subsequences. O

The imposed assumptions imply

1 — Flloo + 5o.

The following two lemmas are simple adaptations of Lemma A.7 and A.8 in [7].
LEMMA B.12. Assume Condition 2.1 and let M}, = max(Xy,...,Xg). If r — oco,r =
o(n),L — 0o, =o(r) and o(l) = o(£/r) for n — oo, then, for all y € S,
P(My > ary+br) =0(/r), n — 0o.

PROOF. From [5], Lemma 7.1 we know that, for all u > 0,
P(Fr(Mp) >u) =0(L/r), n— 00.

Since for all y € Sy we have limy 00 Fr(ary + br) = G4(y), we have Fr(ary + br) >
G~(y)/2 > 0 for sufficiently large n. Hence, the previous display implies

P(M; > ary +by) < B(Fr(My) > Fr(ary + b))
< P(E,(My) > Gy (y)/2) = O(¢/r). =

LEMMA B.13. Under the same conditions as in Lemma B.12, we have

lim P(M; > M,_;) =0.
n—oo

PROOF. For any y € S, we have
P(My > M,_y)
=P(My > M,_p, M,y < ary+br) + P(My > M,_g, My,_¢ > ary + by)
<P(M,_y <ary+b;) +Pmax{X, ¢11,...,Xr} > ary +br).

The first summand converges to G~ (y) because of Condition 2.1, invoking local uniform con-
vergence in (1). The second summand is equal to P(M; > a,y + br) by stationarity, which
converges to 0 by Lemma B.12. Now let y | x 1, the left endpoint of G, to obtain the asser-
tion. O

APPENDIX C: EXACT FORMULAS FOR THE ASYMPTOTIC COVARIANCE
MATRIX

LEMMA C.1. Let k,k' € {0,1,2} and ~y < 1/2. The asymptotic covariance from Theo-
rem 3.5 can be written as

1/2 h /( hoe 1
(sb Jor (W) + hoy g (W)
o)) = 207/0 ¥ Y d

. {w(@ =y
where
L(2[v]), v <0,
C’Y: 17 ’Y:Ov

“T(1-27)/2y, 7>0
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and, writing cy jy (w) = kw + k' (1 — w),
A () + 13— {epp(w) + 1 — w}r

h'y,k,k’ (w) w(2’y T 1) — {Ck,k’ (w) + 1}2’Y
fOl”)/ ¢ {07 _1/2}’
log(chk/ (w) + 1) - log(ck’k/ (w) +1-— U)) _
B () = . ~ {enge(w) + 1}

and

e (w)+1—w e (w) +1

o ppe (w) =1 = w lo <ck pw)+1—w)’

Moroever,

Q,(j,:)/) =Hypp ~+ Hy gy,
where

1 u
Hy o ~ :/ uF1(1 —u)(—logu)lV/ s¥(—=logs)"17 dsdu.
0 0

The above integrals cannot be solved explicitly, but can be approximated to an arbitrary
precision based on numerical integration.

PROOF. We only treat the sliding blocks case, the disjoint block case follows from a sim-
ple calculation and has, for instance, been worked out in [19], see their formula (12).
Recall that, for fixed k € N, we may write f;, = fr 1 + fi2 with

for(@) = 2Gi(x),  fea(z) = / y V(G (1)) dG (y)

and vy (z) = x*. Therefore, supposing for the moment that  # 0 and choosing = € S and
k € N>1, we may invoke

- /{1 +hy(L+7y) e MW T 16 (y) dy,

to obtain
o0

fu(z) = 2G5(x) +/ky€_(’“_l)(””y)”(1 +y) e T 1 () dy

~

T

N / eI T 16 (y) dy + / ky(1+7y) "7 e FOEWT 1g (y)dy

= / e M At + kB g,

(14~z) ™7
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1

where we made use of the substitution ¢t = (1 4+ ~y)~ >, —t~7~'dt = dy, and where By i 18
defined in (9). Some thoughts reveal that the same equation is true for v =0, i.e.,

fk(.%') = / e Ml de + k,@o,k,h ke N>1.

Now, if Z ~ G, the transformation S = (1 + vZ)fi (with S = exp(—Z2) for v =0) is
exponentially distributed with rate A = 1. Indeed, for any = > 0, we have:

1. Case v > 0:
1 - —
2. Case v < 0:
a1 1 — Ml
B(5>2) =P ((1 - ]1|2)™ > 2) =P (z < ||> — exp(~2).
Y

3. Case y=0:
P(S>z)=P(exp(—Z) > x) =P(Z < —log(z)) = exp(—x).

Therefore we may write

(C.1) fu(2) = / e M At + kB g1,
S

so that, when taking the expectation, Fubini’s Theorem yields

o

B{f(2)) <E | [ 15 <0 7 | + k6,
0

/IP’(S <t)e F T At + kB g1
0

(C.2) _ / (efk’t _ e*(k+1)t> t*’Y*l dt + kﬁ’y,ka
0

To calculate integrals of that type, we distinguish cases according to the sign of ~:

1. Case v < 0. For every z > 0, we have
oo o0
(C.3) / e Pl dr = 27/ e *s 1 ds = 27T(|y]).
0 0

2. Case: 0 < 7y < 1. First notice that, by partial integration and since vy < 1,
-5~ o0 1 1-—
/(1 —e_s) s lds = 5 (1—e7%) +/e_55_7d5:(7)
v

s=0 Y
0 0

and with the same substitution as in the first case we get for every z > 0
r r
1—
(C4) / (1—e ) s 7 Tds = zwu.

v
0
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3. Case: v = 0. Recall the Exponential Integral

o0

T —t
Ei(z)= /e_tt_l dt = —y — log(z) +/ te dt.
0

T

Then we may write, for 0 < z1 < 29,

oo oo o0

/ (e_zlt - e_ZQt) t~1dt =lim /e_tt_l dt — / ettt
al0

0 azy azs

azo

= liﬁ} log(az2) — log(az1) — /

(C.5) — log <Z> .

Next, for (Z1¢, Za¢) ~ G ¢ from Theorem 3.5, let

1—et

dt

azy

_1

(S1¢,S2¢) = (1 +7Z1¢) 7, (1 +7Z1¢) )

be the random vector arising from the transformation of the marginal distributions to standard
exponentially distributed random variables (with (S1¢, Sa¢) = (exp(—Zi¢),exp(—Za¢)) in
case v = 0). Note that, recalling A¢(w) =&+ (1 —&){wV (1 —w)}, we have

P(Slg <s, SQ{ <t)=1-—e°— et 4 67(S+t)A5(i), s,t >0,
by a simple calculation. Invoking (C.1) and (C.2), we get, for k, k' € N>1,
Cov(fe(Zig), fr(Z2¢))

/ / e_]““t_k/s(ts)_“*_1 dsdt
Slg Szg
_ (/ (efkt _ 67(k+1)t> -1 dt) (/ (643'3 _ef(k’Jrl)s) -1 ds>
0 0

- / P(Si¢ < 5, 80¢ <t)e MK (1s) 7771 d(s, 1)

=K

(05"
_ / (1= et)(1 = e=)ekt=Fs(15) =11 d(s, 1)
(0,500
_ / (ef(tJrs)Ag(ti) - e—(t—i—s)) e—kt—k’s(ts)—'y—l d(S,t)
(057"
(C.6)

w1 dudw,

! T e—u{Ag(w)kwtk (1—w)} _ p—uf{kw+k (1-w)+1}
B // {w(l —w)}r*!
0 0
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where we used the change of variables u =t +s, w=1t/(t +s),ie, uw=t, u(l —w)=s

with Jacobian determinant u. As the function fj, is the identity for & = 0, applying Hoeftd-
ing’s formula for k =k’ = 0 yields

COV(fo(ZLg), f(](Zgé)) = COV(ZLs, Zgﬁ)

= / (P(Z1e > @, Zog > y) —P(Z1e > 2)P(Zoe > y)) 1 g2 (2, ) da(z,y)

R
://<e_(t+5)A5(tia)_e—(t+8)> (ts)_’y_ldsdt,
0 0

which implies (C.6) with k = k' = 0. Finally, for the case k € N>;1 and k¥’ = 0, we may
apply a generalized Hoeffding formula ([29], Theorem 3.1), which yields, with

d T N
filw) = — / e M At 4+ kB gy p = e FOF) T
(1+~/x)7%

(defined as e~ " for v = 0) that (C.6) is also valid if only one of k, k" equals 0. As a sum-
mary, the equation holds for all k, k" € N>.
We proceed by first restricting attention to the case v < 0. By (C.3), for every z > 0,
o0
/e“ZuQ"Yl du=T(2y))z?,
0
so that (C.6) equals

h w+kE(1l—w wV? — Lkw+ K (1 —w 2y
F(2!’y\)/{k + k(1 Hﬁiﬁ(l)};w)}’{vﬁl + k(1 —w)+1} .
0

By symmetry and the definition of Ag, this expression may be written as

LRIV ke ke () + Ty i 6 (6)}
where

1/2 / —w 2y w " — w o
ahwgwa/{“+me%k+4xhwl?w»if =)+ 1T

As a summary,

1 1
Q,(:z) = 2/0 Cov (fk(Z1g), frw (Z2¢)) A€ = 2F(2|’Y|)/0 T oo (€) 4 oy 1o(€) dE.
Finally, note that, for 5 # —1 and a # 0,
1
| (a4 vy ae -
0

while for § = —1 and a # 0,

(a+b)S+L — pPH!
(B+1)a ’

/1(a§+b)1d§: log(a +b) —log(b)7
0

a
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which readily implies

! 12 ek (W)
j astere= [ e o

after changing the order of integration, and hence yields the asserted formula after assembling
terms.
For the case v > 0, we add +1 in the numerator in (C.6) and with (C.4) we see that,
I'(1—2y)
2y
The calculations for the case v < 0 imply the asserted formula.
Finally, for the case v = 0, (C.5) yields that the expression in (C.6) may be rewritten as

Cov(fr(Z1ie), frr(Z2e)) = { ke (&) + Jy i (€) }-

1
/ < (W) +1 )) {w(l —w)} tdw = Jo g p (&) + Jop 1 (6),
0

) + e (W
where
1/2
ko€ = [ tog (T w1 - w)} .
0
Since

jlog( >d{zl—l—i((a+b)log<CLcH)>—blog(Z>>
0

for a,b,c > 0, we get

/ e
ho gk (w
J , Pt bht A S d
[ hewede= [ wl—w) "
0 0
which implies the final formula. O

LEMMA C.2. The entries (c;j ).k of the Jacobian matrix C of ¢ from Corollary 3.6 are
given by

37 -1 N 37 —1_ -
c11 = (27 1 1> Cy,15 C12 = —2mcmlv €13 = 3Cy,1,
€21 = —Cy,2 + C1164,3, C22 = 2Cy 2 + C12C4,3, €23 = €1,3C,3,
c31 =1+ ¢y ac11 + Gy 5021, €32 = Cy,4C12 + Cy,5C22, €33 = Cv,4C13 + Cy,5C23,
where

N ~ 37log(3)  27(37 —1)log(2))

C = - )

YT TI @R —1) | 27 -1 (27 —1)2

Gro = J

WA )@ - 1)

1 271og(2) T'(1-7)

A TS I Y
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i 1
ra=3 {1 =7)—-1+T(1—-7)},

aﬁ—ia—ru—wy

For ~v =0, the expressions are interpreted as the limit for v — 0, yielding

1 1 _ 2 3 .
1= (@) T I T g™
1 Yené 2 4 eroé _
c21 = ———— +c11€ €22 = T———5 + C12C €33 = €1,3¢
21 og(2) 11€o,3, 22 og(2) 12€0,3, 33 = €1,3€0,3,

c31 =1+ F”(l)Cll + F,(1)621, Cc32 = F”(l)612 + F/(l)CQQ, c33 = F”(l)013 + F/(1)023,

where

-1
= {10 OV loe®)

PROOF. This follows from straightforward calculations. O

APPENDIX D: ADDITIONAL SIMULATION RESULTS

D.1. Additional results for fixed block size. Additional results comparable to those
in Figures 3 and 4 in a situation where r = 90 is fixed can be found in Figure 9 (es-
timation of RL(7,90) in the AR-GPD-model under sampling scheme (S2)), Figure 10
(shape estimation in the CAR-GPD-model for both sampling schemes) as well as Fig-
ures 11 (RL(7,90)-estimation in the CAR-GPD-model under sampling scheme (S1)) and
12 (RL(T,90)-estimation in the CAR-GPD-model under sampling scheme (S2)). Results
for the ARMAX-GPD-model are shown in Figure 13 (shape estimation for both sampling
schemes) and Figures 14 and 15 (estimation of RL(T,90) under sampling scheme (S1) and
(82), respectively).

Remarkably, for almost all dependence structures, when considering return level estima-
tion in contrast to shape estimation, it is only the v = 0.4 case for which the sliding blocks
version does not provide an improvement over the disjoint blocks counterpart.

D.2. Additional results for fixed sample size. Results for fixed sample size n = 1000
for shape estimation in the CAR-GPD-model under sampling scheme (S1) can be found in
Figure 16, those for the ARMAX-GPD-model in Figure 17 . The overall findings are similar
as for the AR(1)-model depicted in Figure 5.

D.3. Results for comparing the plain and bias-reduced sliding blocks estimator. As
mentioned in the main paper, the bias-reduced sliding blocks estimator from Remark 3.1
is computationally costly for situations involving overall sample sizes of up to n = 9000.
Therefore, when comparing results for fixed blocksize r» = 90, we restrict attention to sam-
pling scheme (S2) and a selection of 20 models that are made up of 4 different time series
models (i.i.d., AR 0.5, CAR 0.5 and ARMAX 0.5) and the 5 different GPD-margins (GPD(~y)
with v € {—0.4,—-0.2,0,0.2,0.4}) . The bias and MSE of shape estimation as obtained for
the disjoint, sliding and bias-reduced sliding blocks methods are shown in Figures 18 and
19, respectively. The bias of the bias-reduced sliding blocks estimator matches the bias of
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FIG 9. Relative Efficiency (MSE of disjoint blocks estimator divided by MSE of sliding blocks estimator) of

RL(T,r)-estimation in a transformed AR(1) model with GPD-margins under sampling scheme (S2) for fixed
block size r = 90.
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FI1G 10. Relative Efficiency (MSE of disjoint blocks shape Estimation divided by MSE of sliding blocks shape
Estimation) as a function of the number of seasons under sampling schemes (S1) and (S2) in CAR-GPD-models.

the disjoint blocks estimator almost perfectly. For positive shape parameters that results in
equal performance in terms of MSE (with a tiny advantage for the sliding version and small
sample sizes) for those two estimators. For negative shapes, the plain sliding version still has
the smallest MSE, which can be explained by its smaller variance.

For fixed samplesize, the sliding blocks estimator is compared with its bias-reduced ver-
sion in Figure 20 (shape estimation, AR-GPD-model, sampling scheme (S1), n = 1000),
Figure 21 (the same for the CAR-GPD-model) and Figure 22 (the same for the ARMAX-
GPD-model). Considering only the squared bias, it can be seen that the bias-reduced version
may outperform its counterpart for small block sizes, in particular in scenarios involving
non-negative shapes and positive AR parameters. However, in CAR and ARMAX scenarios
as well as AR scenarios with negative parameters, the bias-reduced estimator may also ex-
hibit a uniformly larger squared bias. In terms of variance, the plain estimator mostly has
a slight edge. Summarizing the findings is rather difficult, whence we tend to recommend



BLOCK MAXIMA FOR PIECEWISE STATIONARY TIME SERIES 53

RL(T, 90) Estimation (S1)
CAR 0.25 CAR 0.5 CAR 0.75

i
~

-
N

|
|
|

=}
©

relative MSE

;
|
i

,_.
o
00T=1

=}
©

re) o 0 =4 @2 re} o I s @2
S N =} N
N 0 = =1 — N s ~ 1 —

25

50

75
100
125

Number of Seasons
Shape: -0.4 -02 — 0 — 02 0.4

FIG 11. Relative Efficiency (MSE of disjoint blocks estimator divided by MSE of sliding blocks estimator) for
RL(T,90)-estimation as a function of the number of seasons under sampling scheme (S1) in CAR-GPD models.
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FI1G 12. Relative Efficiency (MSE of disjoint blocks estimator divided by MSE of sliding blocks estimator) for
RL(T,90)-estimation as a function of the number of seasons under sampling scheme (S2) in CAR-GPD models.

the use of the plain version merely for computational reasons (in particular for non-negative
shapes).

D.4. Results for comparing sampling schemes (S1) and (S2) for fixed sample size n.
Results for the comparison of sampling schemes (S1) and (S2) in situations of fixed sam-
ple size n = 1000 can be found in Figure 23 (shape estimation within the AR-GPD-model),
Figure 24 (shape estimation within the CAR-GPD-model) and Figure 25 (shape estimation
within the ARMAX-GPD-model). In most cases the behavior between the two sampling
schemes is similar, as was to be expected from the theoretic results. A notable exception con-
cerns high level of serial dependence, non-positive shape parameters and small block sizes,
where the MSE for the sliding blocks estimator is slightly smaller in scenario (S2) than in
(S1). This difference may be explained by the fact that, heuristically, the non-constancy of
J+— H, ; (see Condition 3.2) is increasing in the strength of serial dependence and decreas-
ing in the block size. As a consequence, the bias B;:‘,';‘“ in Condition 3.2 shows a similar
behavior, eventually impacting the MSE in the observed way.
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FIG 13. Relative Efficiency (MSE of disjoint blocks estimator divided by MSE of sliding blocks estimator) in a
transformed ARMAX model with GPD-margins under sampling schemes (S1) and (S2) and for fixed block size
r =90.
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FIG 14. Relative Efficiency (MSE of disjoint blocks estimator divided by MSE of sliding blocks estimator) for
RL(T,90)-estimation as a function of the number of seasons under sampling scheme (S1) in various ARMAX
models.

D.5. Additional results for different marginal distributions. Block maxima obtained
from an i.i.d. GPD sample are known to converge comparably fast to their limiting GEV
distribution. The speed of convergence may be measured with the second order parameter,
say p = ppM, Which takes its values in [—o00,0]. The smaller p is, the higher is the speed

of convergence. For the GPD distribution, we have p = —1, see Section 2 in [9]. Slower
convergence is thus obtained if the second order parameter is larger than —1, whence we
chose to (partially) repeat our simulation study for distributions such that p = —1/2.

More precisely, for positive v, we chose to consider a member from the Hall-and-
Welsh (HW) distribution family, defined by its cumulative distribution function Fi(x) =
1—z~Y/7(14271/(37)) /2, £ > 1.1t can be shown that this distribution is in the maximum do-
main of attraction of G~ with second order parameter p = —1/2 (see Table 1 in [9]). For nega-
tive -y, we chose the distribution of the random variable —1/7 where Z ~ FI*/I’ whose second
order parameter is again —1/2 (model RHW in Table 3 in [9]). Finally, for v = 0, we chose to
consider the distribution defined by its inverse F~1(p) =log{1/(1 —p)} x {1+ (1 —p)'/2}.
Further, in order to avoid division by values close to zero when evaluating the (relative) per-
formance of return level estimators, all distributions were shifted by adding 1 to the simulated
values.
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FI1G 15. Relative Efficiency (MSE of disjoint blocks estimator divided by MSE of sliding blocks estimator) for
RL(T,90)-estimation as a function of the number of seasons under sampling scheme (S2) in ARMAX-GPD-
models.

Shape Estimation (n = 1000 fixed, S1)

3 CAR 0.25 CAR 0.5 CAR 0.75
2 8
O
1 S
0 IS
3
2 5
o)
1 o
0 N
3
o
g2 :
1 g
]
~0
3
2 s
o
1 =)
N
0
3
\ R N
2] N\ RN R\ 8
N ™ RN o
1] . S S R =
S — — N
0l lizizsecs,s S A v — 27 U R 0 P S O B
° <) o <) o 5 o Q <3 o 5 <) Q <) =3
3 IS] ) S n 3 S o) S n 3 S I S ]
- - N N — - N N — — N ~N

Effective Sample Size

Method: Disjoint — Sliding Linetype: — MSE -- Squared Bias -- Variance

FIG 16. MSE, squared bias and variance for the estimation of the shape parameter ~y in a transformed Cauchy
AR(1) model with GPD-margins under sampling scheme (S1) for fixed sample size n = 1000.

Simulations were carried out for all dependence structures of Section 4 in the main paper
and marginal distributions as described above, with 7y € {—0.4,—0.2,0,0.2,0.4}. Again, the
quantile transformation method was applied for sampling from the respective models. For the
ease of presentation and because findings were similar, we restrict attention to models with
medium (AR 0.5, CAR 0.5, ARMAX 0.5) or no (i.i.d.) dependence under sampling scheme
(S2).

The resulting MSE curves are shown in Figure 26 (shape estimation) and Figure 27
(RL(100,90) estimation). Regarding the latter, the MSE is computed from {f{i(T,r) —
RL(T,r)}/RL(T,r), with T'= 100, » = 90 and RL(T,r) computed from a preliminary
simulation imvolving N = 10 blockmaxima of independent blocks of size 7.
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FIG 17. MSE, squared bias and variance for the estimation of the shape parameter ~y in a transformed ARMAX(1)
model with GPD-margins under sampling scheme (S1) for fixed sample size n = 1000.
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FIG 18. Bias of shape estimation in a selection of transformed time series models with GPD margins for fixed
r =90 and growing number of seasons under sampling scheme (S2).

For estimation of the shape, the MSE curves for the two second order parameters are
nearly identical, while some differences are visible for return level estimation. For the lat-
ter however, a direct comparison is not quite sensible, as the true values deviate from each
other. Overall, the qualitative behaviour is not significantly influenced by the second order
parameter, in particular when comparing disjoint and sliding blocks.
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FIG 19. MSE of shape estimation in a selection of transformed time series models with GPD
r =90 and growing number of seasons under sampling scheme (S2).
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FI1G 20. Comparison of MSE, squared Bias and Variance for the plain and bias reduced sliding blocks estimators
in the AR-GPD-models under sampling scheme (S1).

D.6. Results for comparing Maximum Likelihood and PWM Estimation.

A (re-

duced) simulation study was performed to compare the PWM estimator to its most pop-
ular competitor, the (pseudo) Maximum Likelihood estimator. Attention was restricted
to 20 selected models that are made up from 4 different time series models (i.i.d., AR
0.5, CAR 0.5 and ARMAX 0.5) and the 5 different GPD-margins (GPD(7y) with v €
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FIG 21. Comparison of MSE, squared Bias and Variance for the plain and bias reduced sliding blocks estimators
in the CAR-GPD-models under sampling scheme (S1).
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FIG 22. Comparison of MSE, squared Bias and Variance for the plain and bias reduced sliding blocks estimators
in the ARMAX-GPD-models under sampling scheme (S1).

{-0.4,-0.2,0,0.2,0.4}). The sliding blocks maximum likelihood estimator was obtained
by maximizing the likelihood function that results from treating the sliding blocks as inde-
pendent, see [8] for respective theoretical results in the heavy tailed case.

The respective results for the estimation of v and RL(100, 90) are summarized in Figure 28
and Figure 29. Both figures are slightly manipulated in favor of the maximum likelihood
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FIG 23. MSE of shape estimation for observations from sampling scheme (S1) and (S2) based on a transformed
AR(1) model with GPD-margins for fixed sample size n = 1000.
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FIG 24. MSE of shape estimation for observations from sampling scheme (S1) and (S2) based on a transformed
Cauchy AR(1) model with GPD-margins for fixed sample size n = 1000.

estimator as all presented results are conditional on the event that |y, — | < 1. The latter
happens to be the case in approx. 95% of the simulation runs for n = 10 and in up to 99.5%
for n > 20; not omitting the remaining (unrealistic) cases yields quite unstable curves for the
ML estimator when |y| = 0.4.
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FIG 25. MSE of shape estimation for observations from sampling scheme (S1) and (S2) based on a transformed
ARMAX(1) model with GPD-margins for fixed sample size n. = 1000.
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FIG 26. MSE of shape estimation as a function of the number of seasons (blocksize r = 90 is fixed) under
sampling scheme (S2) and a selection of different dependence structures. The marginal distributions are attracted
to G, where vy varies across rows and the second order parameter is either -1 (solid line) or -0.5 (dashed line).

The results reveal that the PWM estimator has a tendency to be superior for small sample
sizes while the maximum likelihood estimator is superior for large sample sizes; to the best
of our knowledge this is a usual view of the two estimators among applied statisticians. For
shape estimation, smaller shapes yield better results for the PWM estimator, while for return
level estimation, the picture is almost reversed. This seems to be an interesting aspect that
could be confirmed in an extensive simulation study in future research.
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FIG 27. Rescaled MSE of RL(100, 90) estimation under the same specifications as in Figure 26.

APPENDIX E: GEV-FIT EXAMINATION FOR THE CASE STUDY

To assess wether the fitted GEV distributions in the case study are plausible, we generated
QQ-plots, which can be found in Figure 30 and reveal a remarkably good fit.
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FIG 29. Same as Figure 28, but for the estimation of RL(100,90).
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F1G 30. QQ-Plots for the fitted models based on disjoint BM (first column) and sliding BM (second column).
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