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Abstract

In order to describe the extremal behaviour of some stochastic process X, approaches
from univariate extreme value theory are typically generalized to the spatial domain. In
particular, generalized peaks-over-threshold approaches allow for the consideration of single
extreme events. These can be flexibly defined as exceedances of a risk functional r, such as a
spatial average, applied to X. Inference for the resulting limit process, the so-called r-Pareto
process, requires the evaluation of r(X) and thus the knowledge of the whole process X. In
many practical applications, however, observations of X are only available at scattered sites.
To overcome this issue, we propose a two-step MCMC-algorithm in a Bayesian framework.
In a first step, we sample from X conditionally on the observations in order to evaluate
which observations lead to r-exceedances. In a second step, we use these exceedances to
sample from the posterior distribution of the parameters of the limiting r-Pareto process.
Alternating these steps results in a full Bayesian model for the extremes of X. We show that,
under appropriate assumptions, the probability of classifying an observation as r-exceedance
in the first step converges to the desired probability. Furthermore, given the first step, the
distribution of the Markov chain constructed in the second step converges to the posterior
distribution of interest. The procedure is compared to the Bayesian version of the standard
procedure in a simulation study.

Keywords: Brown—Resnick Process; Extreme value theory; functional regular variation; General-
ized Pareto process; Markov chain Monte Carlo; Metropolis—Hastings algorithm; Pareto process;
Peaks-over-threshold analysis; Statistics of extremes.

1 Introduction

Modelling extreme events in the framework of extreme value theory is an important problem in
modern statistics which has been studied extensively. For environmental applications such as
rainfall events, complex extreme events have to be described, interfered with, and simulated in a
spatial or spatiotemporal setting.

Two main approaches are available for statistical inference in extreme value theory. The block
maxima approach proposes to divide data consisting of repeated measurements into blocks, often
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yearly, and to consider the maximum within each block only. In case of spatial or spatiotemporal
data, maxima are taken pointwise and, thus, the practice of taking yearly maxima does not only
heavily thin out the data, but might also result in the conflation of different extreme events. This
conflation typically also leads to complex likelihoods in statistical models for spatial maxima,
such as max-stable processes, rendering inference and simulation challenging, particularly in
higher dimensions, see, for instance, Stephenson and Tawn [2005], Dombry et al. [2017] and
Huser et al. [2019].

The second main approach, the peaks-over-threshold approach, allows to focus on single extreme
events defined as exceedances over a high threshold. While the definition of exceedances is
straightforward in a univariate framework, the spatial setting requires the introduction of a so-
called risk functional r, which maps the process realization to a scalar value.

The choice of the risk functional r is given by the application. In principle, different risk
functionals can select very different events as exceedances to be modelled. For instance, there
are typically two types of heavy precipitation events that may lead to flooding. Either cyclonic
events, with a large spatial range but overall lower intensity, or convective events, with a very high
intensity but only small spatial extent. Coles and Tawn [1996] studied extreme areal rainfall via
exceedances of the spatial integral, which correspond to extreme cyclonic events. In contrast, the
definition of extremes via the spatial supremum as suggested in Ferreira and de Haan [2014] rather
corresponds to extreme convective events. For a data set of precipitation in Zurich, de Fondeville
and Davison [2018] demonstrated that the largest convective and cyclonic events, also defined
via the spatial integral and an approximation of the supremum, do not share any common event.
Therefore, depending on the risk functional completely different events might be chosen. For
possible mixtures of various physical processes, the choice of the risk functional allows for the
focus on the component of interest.

Generalizing the construction of Pareto processes by Ferreira and de Haan [2014] based on
the spatial supremum, Dombry and Ribatet [2015] introduced the concept of general r-Pareto
processes, the spatial limit process for the peaks over threshold approach, for arbitrary nonnegative
homogeneous risk functionals r, showing their connection to the corresponding max-stable
processes and explicitly calculating their likelihoods in the case of marginal distributions following
asymptotically a power law decay. More generally, de Fondeville and Davison [2022] introduced
generalized r-Pareto processes capable of handling a broader class of possible risk functionals
r, all types of tail decay and arbitrary margins, leading to more complex formulas and marginal
transformations.

In contrast to the family of generalized Pareto distributions in the univariate setting, the family
of spatial r-Pareto processes is infinite-dimensional and, consequently, inference is often per-
formed for finite-dimensional parametric subfamilies. Apart from few exceptions such as the
recent likelihood-free approach using neural Bayes estimators by Richards et al. [2024], most of
parametric inference approaches for r-Pareto processes so far are likelihood-based and, to the best
our knowledge, have been studied in a frequentist setting. However, inference based on the full
likelihood becomes quickly intractable in higher dimensions, which are not avoidable in a spatial
setting. For the special case of the Brown—Resnick process, Engelke et al. [2015] introduce a
spectral estimator. de Fondeville and Davison [2018] compare this approach with a composite
likelihood approach based on Wadsworth and Tawn [2014] and their own score matching-based
one.

In this paper, we go in a different direction and follow a full Bayesian approach giving us access



to the full posterior distribution and all the related Bayesian techniques. Generating samples from
the fitted model comes naturally with our method and respects uncertainty in the fit.
Furthermore, our approach makes use of conditional sampling which allows us to choose any
homogeneous risk functional relying on values of the process on an arbitrarily fine grid, even when
our observed data is sparse and irregular. One application could be rainfall modeling, where the
network of weather stations providing highly reliable observation data is typically very sparse, but
rainfall as a process is highly complex and spatially varying at high resolution. When interested
in potential flooding one needs a complex risk functional which cannot be approximated via just
the low dimensional sparse weather data set. Compared to other methods, our approach does not
require an a priori choice of a coarse approximation of the risk functional. In contrast, as we will
demonstrate in a simulation study, using the real risk functional instead of a approximation leads
to significant gains in the estimation accuracy.

2 Mathematical Foundations

Let S ¢ R? be compact and C, (S) be the space of non-negative continuous real-valued functions
f 8 — [0,00) equipped with norm || f||e := supseg |f(S)| and the o-algebra generated by
cylinder sets. Consider a sample-continuous process X = {X(s) : s € S} which is in the max-
domain of attraction of some sample-continuous max-stable process Z = {Z(s) : s € S} with
unit scale a-Fréchet margins for some @ > 0, i.e. there exist continuous functions a;, : S — (0, o0)
such that

{m'éx Xils) o S} Sa{Z(s),s € S}

i=1 an(s)’
weakly in C, (S) for independent stochastic processes Xi, X, . .. with the same law as X.

By de Haan [1984], the process Z allows for the spectral representation

Z(s) = \/ T Wi(s), ses, (1)
k=1

where {I't } xewn are the arrival times of a Poisson process on (0, co) with unit intensity and Wy, are
independent copies of a non-negative sample-continuous stochastic process W = {W(s) : s € S},
the so-called spectral process, satistying E(W(s)®) = 1 for all s € S. Further, sample-continuity
of Z also implies that E(sup,cg W(s)®) < oo, compare Corollary 9.4.5 in de Haan and Ferreira
[2006]. It is important to note that the law of the spectral process W is not uniquely determined
by the resulting max-stable process Z. Henceforth, we will consider a choice that is standardized
with respect to some reference point sg € S. Provided that there is a choice of the spectral process
W that satisfies W(sg) > 0 almost surely, without loss of generality, this process can be chosen
such that W(sgp) = 1 almost surely, see, for instance, Theorem 5 in Penrose [1992]. The law of
this choice is unique.

2.1 r-Normalized Spectral Representation and r-Pareto Processes

Let r : C+(S) — R be a non-trivial, homogeneous, continuous functional, the so-called risk
functional [de Fondeville and Davison, 2018]. Provided that (W) > 0 almost surely, there exists



a non-negative sample-continuous stochastic process W) = {W()(s), s € S} such that the
equality

w7 (s)
rw”y’

sES,

z(s) =a Yer(@) \/ T
k=1
holds in distribution where Wl(r), W2(r), ... are independent copies of W) and

¢ (a) = / 7O )

The law of the standardized process W) /r (W(r) ) on the unit pseudo-sphere

SO = {feCi(S): r(f)=1}

with respect to r is uniquely given by

]P( wr) eA)— 1 r(w)“l{ W eA}dP (w), A c S") measurable
r (W) cr(@) Je,s) r(w) ww), )

see Dombry and Ribatet [2015]. This is, for instance, satisfied by the process W) whose law is
given by
1

cr(@) Je,(s)

(W e B)= r(w)“1{w € B} dPw(w), B € B(C,(S)). @)
This measure transform can be interpreted as reweighting of the distribution of W while keeping
the actual range of the sample paths unchanged. In particular, W) (so) = 1 almost surely if
W(so) = 1 almost surely.

We define extreme events as risk functional exceedances, i.e., realizations of X with a risk
functional evaluation above a high threshold u. More precisely, we call a realization of X an
r-exceedance over a threshold u if »(X) > u. For the process X in the max-domain of attraction
of the max-stable process Z the weak convergence

X
— €

~ e r(X)>u) =2(P" e ),

lim P (
Uu—0o0
holds in C,(S) with the limit process P\") being the so-called r-Pareto process [Dombry and
Ribatet, 2015, Theorem 3]. By decomposing X into a r-normalized part X /r(X) and an intensity
part r(X) we obtain

w)

X
lim P|r(X)>tu,—— €A
r(W("))

e r(X)

r(X)>u)=t_“-]P( eA), t>1,Aes, 3

i.e. we can decompose the r-Pareto process via

w)

(r) = L
P =d PQ’ r(W(r))’

where P,, is an a-Pareto random variable independent from W),
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2.2 Example of Spectral Functions: Brown-Resnick Process
A popular choice for a max-stable process is the so-called Brown-Resnick process. For the

spectral process W in (1) normalized with respect to so we have the representation

W(s) = exp - [G(s) - Glso) 7 (s~ so)] |, s €, 4

where G is a centered Gaussian process with stationary increments and semi-variogram
1
y(h) = 5Var(G(h) - G(0)), he RY.

The spectral process only depends on the semi-variogram and the resulting max-stable process
is stationary [Kabluchko et al., 2009].

For statistical inference, one typically introduces some parameterization for the semi-variogram
v. A convenient choice is for instance the power variogram

y(h) = c|h|P, heR, (5)

with 8 € (0,2] and ¢ > 0. One advantage in choosing the log-Gaussian structure is that both
conditional and unconditional simulation from these processes are well-studied problems.

3 Bayesian Inference in Case of Observable Risk Functional

Henceforth, we will develop procedures for statistical inference for the extremal behavior of the

stochastic process X (defined as r-exceedances) based on observations at sites sg, §1, . .., Sy. 10
simplify notation, but still stress the specific role of so € R as normalizing site, for any random
or deterministic function f : S — R, we write f(s) = (f(s1),..., f(sy)), for short.

In this section, we assume that the risk functional r is observable, i.e., ¥(X) depends on the
observed values X (sg) and X (s) only and with some slight abuse of notation, we may write

r(X) =:r((X(s0), X(s1), ..., X(sn)))-

To further simplify notation, we define

r(f(s)) :=r((L, f(s))).

In other words, r applied to an n-dimensional vector x will be interpreted as r applied to the
(n + 1)-dimensional vector (1, x). This short notation will turn out to be particularly useful when
evaluating (W) or (W) which simplify to r(W(s)) and r (W) (s)) as W(sg) = W) (s0) = 1
almost surely.

We propose an inference procedure that is based on the limit theorem (3), but considers the two
factors P, /r(W)) and W) of the limiting r-Pareto process P") separately. More precisely,

L}EEOP((@, %) € -|r(X) > u) =uli_>rrgoP((u_lX(so), zj‘_llTX((sso))) €-|r(X) > u)
p[—Lor o .
([ @) <) ®



where we use that W) (s9) = 1 almost surely. For suitably large risk functional evaluations
r(X) > u, we assume the limit relation to hold and therefore have

(X(So) X(S))
u " X(so)

_ Pa ")
4 (r(W<r)(s))’W ®) @

in distribution as a basis for statistical inference. If X is an r-Pareto process, Equations (6) and
(7) do not only hold asymptotically conditioning on an r-exceedance over high thresholds, but
also unconditionally.

Statistical inference on the the distribution of W) will be done in a parametric Bayesian
framework. To this end, besides considering the parameter @ € (0, co0) of the Pareto random
variable P,, we also introduce a parametrization of the distribution of W with parameter 6 €
® ¢ R and a prior density (6, @) on the parameter space ® x (0, c0). Given an observation
(x(s0),x(s)) that belongs to an r-exceedance over the threshold u, i.e., r(x) > u, we get the joint
posterior distribution

f(6,a|x(s0),....x(sn))

x(s0)  x(sn)
°<f<X<so>/u,X<s>/u>( == 0| 7 (0, @)

x(s0) x(s)
°Cf<X(so>/u,X<s>/X<so>>( w00y |7 (6, @)

x(s0)

= (X (s0) [ulX(9)/X (50)) (—u

X(S) X(S)
M’H’G) FTx(s)/X(s0) (m ’9,05) -7(6, @)
x(s)

&,Q, a/) “fws) (m H,a/) -m(8, ) 8

x(s0)

_ (X(So)
= JPatr(wo ) W) |~

where, in the last equality, assumption (7) is used. Firstly, we derive a density for the distribution
of P, /r (W) conditional on W) (s). It holds

P(L <x W(r)(s):w):P( Pa .
r(W(s)) ~ r(w) "~

=P(Py <xr(w)) = 1-1{xr(w) > 1} - (xr(w))"*.

W) (s) = w)

Differentiation leads to

Fpapr w9y & T W (8) = w) = Har(w) > 1hr(w) ™ %ax 7", (9)

For the second factor of the right-hand side of (8), we note that, when a Lebesgue density of the
n-dimensional random vector W (s) exists, the measure transform (2) of W) yields

1
cr(@)

Jwory(w(s) | @) = r(w(s) fws)(w(s) | @). (10)



Combining both densities, (9) and (10), leads to
f(@,a/ | X(S()), s ,X(Sn))
& f(pa/r(wm (s))|[wn (s)))(x(so)/u | x(s)/x(s0), 6, ) - fw(r) (s) (x(s)/x(s0) | 0, ) - m(6, @)
= 1{r(x(s)) > u}r(x(s)/x(s0)) e (x(so) /u) """

L (x(s)/x(50))® fivis) (x(5) /x(s0) | 6. @) - 7(6, )
cr(a,6)
1

= 1{r(x(s)) > u} - @ (x(s0) /u) """ - o (.0)

Jwis) (x(8)/x(s0) | 0, ) - 7(6, @). (1)

For observations (x;(s¢),x1(s)), ..., (xu(50), X, (8)), accompanied by the corresponding risk
functional evaluations r(xy), ..., r(x;,), for realizations xi, . .., x,, from m independent copies
of X, we define the index set of risk functional exceedances over the threshold u as

I(u) ={ie{l,....m}:r(x;)>u}. (12)
Analogously to Equation (11), the posterior distribution can be written as product density

f (9, a| {xi(SO)exi(s)}ieI(u))

1
cr(a, 0)

oc (6, @) - l—[ Hr(xi(s) > u} - @ (xi(so) /u) ™" Jwis) (xi(s)/xi(s0) | 0, @)
i=1

= 7(0,) - "l (@, )N [ ] (xils0)/u)™ ™ fiwis) (xi(9) [xi(50) | 6, @)
iel(u)

= 7(0,0) - g ({xi(50), %1910 | 6, ) (13)

Sampling from this posterior distribution can be performed via a Metropolis—Hastings approach
for an iterative algorithm. Given some current parameter (6, @) € ® X (0, o0), a new parameter
(0’,a’) is proposed from a suitable proposal distribution ¢((6, @), (-,-)). Then we accept the
proposal (6’, @”) with probability

4((0',0"), (6, )(0", @) ({51 (50). 51 (9 hieriy | 0 )

4((6,), (6", 0)(8, 0)g ({350, 569 sy | 6,

a((0,a),(0',a’)) = min

bl

For Metropolis kernels, it holds (compare Theorem 1 and Corollary 2 in Tierney, 1994) that
the invariant distribution of the resulting Markov chain is unique and convergence towards it is
guaranteed in total variation norm, if the proposal is chosen in such a way that irreducibility
and aperiodicity of the Markov chain are guaranteed. The irreducibility holds if we can reach
the whole parameter space ® X (0, o) within a finite number of steps with positive probability.
Aperiodicity follows if, additionally, the algorithm can stay in the same state with positive
probability. Both properties are satisfied with standard choices of the proposal like appropriate
independent samplers or random walk samplers. Thus, we have shown that the Markov chain
constructed via the proposed Metropolis-Hastings algorithm will converge towards the true
posterior distribution (13). More precisely, the following theorem holds.



Theorem 1 If X is an r-Pareto process and the proposal is chosen in such a way that irreducibility
and aperiodicity are guaranteed, the output chain of the MCMC algorithm (9(”) , a("))
converges to the posterior in total variation norm, i.e.,

ne

lim ”P ((9(”)’a(")) c ) —P ((9, a) € '|{Xi(SO),xi(s)}iel(u))|| 0,

n—oo

TV

for arbitrary starting values 8©) € ©,a® > 0.

4 Bayesian Inference in Case of Unobservable Risk Functional

In this section, we assume the risk functional is unobservable, i.e., the evaluation of the risk
functional r(f) := r(f(t1),..., f(tn)) requires values on a finer set of sites t := (¢1,...,¢n)
with n < N, but we have only observations of X(so) and X(s) := (X(s1),...,X(sn)) at
some sites o, ...,S, € S available. Therefore, we need the values X (t) := (X(¢1),...,X(tn))
conditional on the available observations of X (s9) and X(s). For more general risk functionals,
we assume that the evaluation at a large number of sites N gives an appropriate approximation
and therefore this restriction is acceptable.

4.1 Conditional Fine Grid Sampling

As the exact value of r(X) is not uniquely determined by the observations, we will need to make
further assumptions that allow for inference. Here, rather than assuming the validity of (6) for
the joint distribution of X (sg) and X(s)/X (sg), which holds conditional on an exceedance over
some sufficiently high threshold (only), we assume the equality

X(s)
X (s0)

in distribution even unconditionally. Note again that (6) and, consequently, also (14) are satisfied
if, for instance, X is an r-Pareto process. However, (14) is much weaker as it does not impose
any restrictions on the marginal distribution of X (s¢).

Firstly, we sample from

W (s) =4

(14)

W W) () = S w9 = 2O
W w(s) = %

Therefore we take a look at the conditional distributions of W), The joint distribution on the
observations and the finer grid fulfils

P (W(’>(t) € AW (s) e B)
1

“er(@) Je,(s)

1
/B /A F(2) Py owisx (A(2)) Pwis) (d(x))

cr(@)

r(z)al{z S A}I{X € B}P(W(t),w@)(d(z, X))




and therefore the conditional density of W) (t) | W) (8) = k

Fowe ), we @) (2,X | 0, @)
fn Fowor . w0 s)) (@X | 0, @)dz

Jwor o we @)=x(2 | 0, @) =

fwe) (X 6,a)
Fowo ).wr @) (2, X | 0, a)dz

1
Cr(a)r@(l)fw(t)IW(§)=g(Z | 6, @) I

1 -
: C(%10,)r*(z) fwwywe)=x(z | 0,a), zeRN.
cr(@)

We choose X as justified by the assumption (6) as observations

x(s)

x(s0)”

X =

Now that we know the conditional density, we can construct a Metropolis-Hastings algorithm for
the conditional simulation. As proposal density ¢(-, -) we choose the conditional density of the
spectral process W(t) | W(s) = X itself, i.e., independently from the current realization w we
choose a new w’ according to

g(w, W) = fww)we)=x(W | 0, a). (15)

Using this proposal, we get

_[a(W. W) - fyo " (s)=x (W' | 0, )
a(w,w’) ln{ W ()W) (s)=x }

q(W, W) - fye) iy w )=x (W | 8,@) 7
[ fwaoiwe=x(W 1 6,) - ey CERr* (W) fwwwis)=x (W | 6, @)
min )
fW(t)\W(s):i(W’ | 0, @) - ﬁc(i)ra(w)fW(t)lw(s):i(W | 6,a)

= min {FQ(W/) 1}
- ra(w)’

as acceptance rate for the proposal w’ . The following theorem holds.

Theorem 2 If X is an r-Pareto process, the sample chain of the MCMC algorithm (w("))

neN
converge to the conditional density in total variation norm, i.e.,
lim HP (w e ) _p (W(” t) € - | W (s) = x)” -0,
n—oo TV
for arbitrary starting values w'®) € supp (fwoyws)=x(- 1 6,2)) .
For each of the m independent observations (x; (sg), x1(S)), - - ., (Xm(50), X (8)) of (X (s0), X (8))

we repeat this procedure. So the MCMC algorithm produces conditional samples
wi ~ W () | W (s) = xi(s) /xi(s0), i € 1,...,m.

Under assumption (14) we know that X(t) =4 W) (t) - X(s0) holds. For real applications, we
assume it to hold if we have a threshold exceedance, i.e.,

r(X(1) > u.



Now that we have fine grid simulations based on the observations, we can check if those are risk
functional exceedances, i.e., so we check if

r(w; - xi(s0)) > u
holds. Therefore the simulations multiplied with the observations at sg satisfy
w; - xi(s0) ~ X(t) | {(X(s0), X(s)) = (xi(s0),x:(8)), r(X(t)) > u}

We can finally again define the set of risk functional exceedances over the threshold u as

I(u):={ie{l,...,m}: r(w; -x;(sg)) >u}. (16)

4.2 Estimation of Model Parameters 0 and «

Now that we again know the set of exceedances /(u), we can proceed analogously to Section 3
for statistical inference. We use the same parametrization of the distribution of W with parameter
6 € ® c R¥ and a prior density 7(6, @) on the parameter space ® X (0, c0). This allows us to
condition on an observation (x(sg), x(s)) that belongs to an r-exceedance over the threshold i, i.e.,
r(x) > u. Remind that the parameters 8, @ model only the behaviour conditional on (X) > u and,
consequently, the actual probability of »(X) > u does not depend on the parameters. Therefore,
we obtain the joint posterior probability

f(6,a | X(s0) = x(s0), ..., X(sn) = x(sn),r(X) > u)

X(SO) x(s) a,r(X) > u)

o< (0, @) - f(X(s0)/u,X(s)/u0) (

~ 7T(9, a’) f(P ) (s0),P")(s)) (X(SO) xitS) )
o< (0, @) - fip,/rwn).w (s) (@’ ;((Sso)) ,a)
x(so) | x(s) x(t)
= (6, @) - _/(o,oo)N J(Pafr (W) (s.0) | W (s.0) ( u X(So)’x(SO)’H’a)
x(s)  x(t)
“fwo s, (x(so) x(sO) )dX(t)

~ x(s, t) x(5,6)\ 7% (x(s0)) !
—n(@,a)-/(o’m)N l{x(so)r(x(so) ) > M}r(x(so) ) a/( ” )

! r (x(s, t))afW(s,t) (x(s Y 0, cz) dx(t)

(@, 6) \ x(s0) (s0)
~ x(so)\ 41 x(s, t) x(s.t) [
=n(0,a) - «a ( ” ) o (@.0) 000 1 {x(so)r (x(s ) ) > u} fwst) ( 50) )dx(t)
~ x(s)\ "7 1 x(s)
_,T(e,a).a( . ) " a)fw(s)(x(s) )
(x(so>r(W(s>> > u|W(s) = % )
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Using all risk functional exceedances in I(u) we get the posterior distribution
£ (6 [{0xiC50), 569D brera)
wn(6.a)- [ i (’”“O) R ) a)
iel(u) u u

_ xi(s0)\ ™71 Xi(S)
=n(6,a) - l—[ “( u ) mfw“) (Xi(so)

iel(u)

0, a)

_xi(s)
W(s) = Xi(so),e,a/)

-P (x,-(so)r(W(s)) >u

= n(0,a)- g ({Xi(so),xi(s)}iel(u) 0, a) :

We again get a Metropolis Hastings algorithm to sample from this posterior distribution. Using
a suitable proposal distribution ¢((6, @), (-, -)), we accept the proposal (6’, a”) with probability

q((gl’ CZ,), (0’ a’))ﬂ'(@’, a,)g ({Xi(S()), xi(s)}iel(u) } ¢, CZ,)

a((0,a),(0',a’)) = min
Q((e’ CZ), (0/’ CL”))]T(Q, Q)g ({Xi(S()), xi(s)}iel(u) } 0, CZ)

1 (7

Theorem 3 Let X be an r-Pareto process and the proposal is chosen in such a way that irre-
ducibility and aperiodicity are guaranteed. Further, let the set of exceedances I(u) be fixed.
Then, the output chain of the MCMC algorithm (9("), a™ )n o converges to the posterior in total
variation norm, i.e.,

lim ”P ((0(”),a(")) € ) -P ((9, @) € '|{xi(s0)axi(s)}iel(u))||

n—oo

>

=0
TV
for arbitrary starting values 0©) € ©, «? > 0.

Remark 4 One advantage of the conditional simulation approach is that it enables handling of
missing data without further changes. In case of observations with missing values, less points
in the conditional simulation are used and the procedure for each observation is changed to
conditional simulation on the sites §; := s\ {sy : x;(sy) is missing}. This can flexibly be done for
each observation xi, . .., Xn.

5 Implementation

5.1 General Algorithm

The whole procedure from Section 4 results in a nested two-step MCMC algorithm. For fixed
parameters, Algorithm 5.5 implements the conditional fine grid simulation of X from Subsection
4.1 provided that an algorithm for the conditional simulation of W is available. After some
burn-in, we make use of the samples to obtain the risk functional evaluation on the fine grid and
therefore are able to determine the threshold exceedances.
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Algorithm 5 Cond-X Algorithm.

Input:  observations (x;(0), . . ., Xi(5m))i=1,.._n,,, » 'isk functional r,
fine grid points ty, . . ., tn, parametric model for W with parameters (9, ),
chain length neonax

Output:  sample r(X;) | X;(s0) = xi(50), ..., X;(spr) = x;(spr) under parameter (9, )

Begin
Fori € {15 -,nobs}
Initialize w ~ W | W(s1) = ijgié;, L Wisy) = % under parameter (6, @)
Forn € {1’ . ,ncondX}
Sample wpop ~ W | W(s1) = %’ s Wism) = ﬁf&ff
under parameter (0, @)
Sample v ~ Unif]0, 1]
ety < i 251
Ifv < a(w, Wprop)
Set w = Wpr()p
Setw; =w
Return r(X;) = x;(s¢) - r(w;)
End

In the outer MCMC loop we estimate the parameters 6, @ provided that the risk functional can be
evaluated. Algorithm 6 follows Subsection 4.2. After each parameter update step, Algorithm 5
is used again to determine the threshold exceedances.

Algorithm 6 MCMC Algorithm.

Input:  observations (x;(s0), . .., Xi(Spm)) =1, 1y, » 118k functional r, threshold u,
parametric model, prior nt, proposal q(-,-), chain length nycuyc,
fine grid points tg, . .., N
Output: Markov chain of parameters of length nycyc
Begin
Initialize parameter (6y, ag) from prior ©
forn € {1, Ce ,nMCMc}
Sample r(X;) | X;(s0) = xi(50), - - ., Xi(spr) = xi(spr) under parameter (60,1, @y—1)
using Algorithm 5
Set I = {i | r(X;) > u}
Sample (Hpmp’ a’pmp) ~ Q((Hn—l’ @p-1),°)
Sample v ~ Unifl0, 1]
Ifv <a((6p-1,@n-1), (gprop’ a’prop))
Set (9,,, a’n) = (Gpropa aprop)
Else
Set (On, an) = (On-1,an-1)
Return (6o, @), - . .. Onyene> Ynyenc)
End

The corresponding acceptance rate in Algorithm 6 depends on the choice of the spectral process
and is specified in the next subsection.
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5.2 Brown-Resnick r-Pareto process

Being one of the most popular process models in spatial extremes, we consider the Brown-Resnick
Pareto process introduced in Subsection 2.2 in more detail. For this example, the spectral process
W is given as the log-Gaussian process

W(s) = exp (é [G(s) = G(so) —y(s— SO)]) , sERY

parameterized with the power variogram given in (5). Since the Brown-Resnick process only
depends on the semi-variogram of the underlying Gaussian process G, we can choose any G with
that semi-variogram. Here, we choose G as a centred Gaussian process with covariance

Cov(G (), G (1)) := e (sl + [1ll” = lls = 11/?)

the so-called fractional Brownian field. With this specific process and a regular grid structure, we
have access to a very fast simulation algorithm called circulant embedding. One makes use of the
fact that n X n circular matrices can be diagonalized via the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) with
a complexity of only O(nlogn). First the process G is modified to have a stationary covariance
structure. Then the covariance matrix is embedded in a block circulant matrix and diagonalized
via the FFT allowing for fast samples from the resulting process which then can be transformed
back to samples from G, see Section 4 in Kroese and Botev [2015].

Algorithm 7 Log-Gaussian Simulation Algorithm.

Input:  fine grid points to, . . ., tn, parametric Brown-Resnick model with parameter (0, )
Output: sample from W under parameter (0, @) on fine grid
Begin
Sample g(t1),...,g(tNn) ~ fractional Brownian field under parameter 6 = (c, B)
Return w; = exp (£(2(t) = g(50) = 0 (11, 50)))
End

The corresponding acceptance rate in Algorithm 6 contains the posterior

x(sp) —a-l 1 x(s)
) |

fB.a ] x(s0).....x(s0)) = 7(6.) - “( o, 6" (m ha

defined in (17), where the estimation of the reciprocal normalizing constant 1/c,(a, 8) is done
via fractional Brownian field simulations, see Subsection 5.3, and the likelihood of the spectral
process fws) (x(s)/x(so0) | 6, @) is a log-Gaussian density.
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Algorithm 8 Acceptance Rate MCMC Algorithm.

Input: exceedance observations (x;(so), - .., Xi(Sm))jer,,,,., » Tisk functional r,
prior i, proposal q(-,-), parametric model with parameter (Oprop, Qprop) and
(Bota, @o1a), Sample size NcondGauss, Sample size NGayss, fine grid points ty, . .., ty
Output: acceptance rate a((Oo1a, %ota)s (Oprops Uprop))
Begin
For 6 € {(Hpropa a’prop)’ (eold’ aold)}
Fori € loxceed
Set a = fws) (x(s)/x(s0) | 0, @) (log-Gaussian density)
Seth =a (%)_Q_l
Estimate ¢ = B(r(W)®) by ngauss runs of Algorithm 7 with parameter (0, )
Estimate d = P (xi(SO)r(W(S)) >u | W(S) = Xi(S)/)Ci(S()), o, a’) b)’ NCondGauss
simulations of log-Gaussian process W | W(s) = x;(s) /x; (s0)
Set log likelihood((0, «),i) = loga + logb —log c+logd
Set log likelihood(0, @) = Y;cy, ..., log likelihood((6, @), 1)

: 7 (( gprvp > Aprop ) )q (( eprop > Aprop ), (Ootd> Xoia)) likelihood (( eprop > Aprop )
Return min { L Ot a0t Outd @oid) - G Gprap)) Telihood( G- tta))

End

5.3 Estimation of 1/c¢,

Algorithm 8 requires two estimation steps. While the probabilities P(x; (so)r(W(s)) > u | W(s) =
xi(s)/x;(s0), 6, a) allow for straightforward unbiased estimation, estimation of the reciprocals of
the constants ¢, (6, @) is more involved. The latter enter the acceptance rate ad the difference
between the two log-likelihoods of the constants ¢, (6, @) for two different parameters, i.e.,
log(c,(6o1d> @o1d)) — 1og(cy (Bprops Xprop)). For the variance of the difference of two plug-in
estimators log(¢;) and log(¢é»), it holds

Var(log(¢é;) — log(¢3))
=Var(log(¢1)) + Var(log(¢2)) — 2+/Var(log(¢1))v/Var(log(¢2))Corr(log(¢1), log(¢2)).

Therefore the variance of the difference will get small if the variances of the single esti-
mators are small and the correlation between them is large. To estimate log(c,(6,@)) =

log(E [ (r(We,q)?)]) the estimator log(cn (6, @)) := log (l/N >N, r(w[)“), where w; are inde-
pendent samples from Wy, as defined in (4) via

Wo.o(s) =exp 3 [66) = Gloo) =yl =), s e

where Gg is a centred Gaussian process with stationary increments and semi-variogram depending
on 8. From N repetitions of d-dimensional Gaussian noise, one can build two correlated samples
Of Wog.a01a Wéhop. aprop @0d With the estimators ¢ = N (Bprops Xprop) and ¢2 = ¢n (Bprop Aprop)
accordingly.

To ensure that the variance of estimator én := n~! Zf\i  7(w;)? is sufficiently small, where w;
are independent samples from W, of ¢, (@, 8) = E [(r(W)%)], we propose a dynamic approach.
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Using the classical central limit and the delta method, we obtain

1
VN (logéy —loge) > N (0, —zVar(r(W)“)) .
c
This leads to a heuristic for the variance of the estimator which is
11
Var (logcy) ~ —— Var(r(W)%)
N ¢?

We use the above heuristic to guarantee that the standard deviation of the plug-in estimator is
smaller than a certain accuracy g by choosing N sufficiently large such that

1(1 12
Z {NVar(r(W)“)} <q (18)

holds. In practice, estimation is started with a relatively low N which then might be increased
until the inequality (18) holds or an upper bound is reached.

6 Numerical results

In numerical experiments, we consider the Brown-Resnick r-Pareto process with the risk func-
tional r being equal to the mean on the finer set of sites t := (¢,...,n), 1.

N
F) = r(F) = 2 Flaw).
k=1

In order to obtain samples from that Brown-Resnick r-Pareto process, we use an MCMC approach
as suggested in Dombry and Ribatet [2015]. We generate m independent sample and only keep
the values at the coarse sites sg, 1, . . ., S, 1.€., we consider m realizations

xi = (x;(50),x;(81)s...,x:(80)), i=1,...,m

of the Brown-Resnick r-Pareto process with extreme value index 1/ = 1/2 and power variogram
y(h) = ¢||h||B, with = 0.5 and ¢ = 3.

The sampling design is chosen to be a nine-by-nine grid of N = 81 finer sitesand n + 1 = 9
coarse observations, including one normalizing site sg, as displayed in Figure 1). We compare
the conditional sampling approach in Section 4 with the state-of-the-art approach in Section 3 of
using an approximate observable risk functional

rapprox(f) = rapprox(f(s)) = %Z S (k).
k=1

being the mean over the observed sites. This choice is natural due to the symmetry of the sampling
design and can be further justified by some preliminary considerations showing that this choice
of approx corresponds to the linear binary classifier with the minimal extremal risk as defined in
Legrand et al. [2025].

More precisely, we sample m = 100 observations, choose the threshold # = 1, a chain length of
10000 and discard the first 1000 realizations as burn in. For both log @ and log ¢, we consider
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Figure 1: Finer sites for risk functional r evaluation in red and coarse grid as observation points
in purple.

normal random walk proposals and zero mean normal priors. For 8 € (0, 2), we choose a uniform
proposal an interval of width 0.2 centred around the current value, fixing it at the margins to
avoid values out of (0,2), and a prior that is uniform on (0,2). For the starting values of the
parameters, we sample from the priors and then let the one-step-approximate algorithm run for
1000 steps and take that sample as staring value for both algorithms. We then used the posterior
mean and posterior median of the remaining samples as a point estimator for the parameters.
We repeat the whole procedure 100 times and display the root mean squared errors (RMSE) of
the estimators in Table 1 showing significant improvements in the RMSE for both the mean and
the median estimators of ¢ and « ranging from 10 to 15 percent. Only in the estimation of the
parameter (8 there is no significant difference between the two methods. We believe that the gain
in efficiency comes from the ability of the conditional simulation to better capture the complexity
in the risk functional and the corresponding r-Pareto process.

Median Mean
Method B c o B c a
conditional | 0.059 0.761 0.279 | 0.058 0.698 0.265
approx 0.056 0.868 0.309 | 0.056 0.813 0.309

Table 1: Root mean squared errors from simulation study based on 100 repetitions.

7 Discussion

We present a full Bayesian approach for inference of r-Pareto processes for arbitrary partially
unobservable risk functionals r. In an alternating two-step MCMC algorithm we first sample
the underlying process on a high resolution grid conditional on the coarse observation data to
obtain a classification of extremes via risk functional exceedances. Secondly, the exceedances
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are used to update the parameters in a Metropolis-Hastings step. Conditional sampling allows
for the evaluation of the risk functional at an arbitrarily high resolution and does not require an
approximation of the functional of interest from sparse data. This leads to a remarkable accuracy
gain in the estimation of dependence parameters—in the numerical experiments, we see up to
15 percent improvement in the RMSE. We believe that for more complex risk functionals and
rougher processes, the accuracy gain in the estimation might be even larger.

In statistical methods and their applications missing data tend to be a challenge. Through the
conditional sampling approach, missing observations can be tackled naturally by reducing the
number of conditions without any further modification of the method.

The Bayesian framework opens up the full range of instruments from Bayesian inference. From
the posterior distribution samples, we can directly calculate different point estimates, credible
intervals, and quantiles of interest. In addition, we can easily sample from the fitted model using
the full information of the posterior distribution appropriately accounting for different types of
uncertainties. Further Bayesian techniques for model comparison, such as the Bayes factor or the
posterior predictive distribution, could be used to compare different variograms in their goodness
of fit.

In the numerical experiments, We did not compare different setups of the two-step algorithm.
Different sample sizes and different combinations of the two steps might also lead to better and
faster convergence of the chains. Another possible improvement would include more sophisticated
MCMC approaches. So far, only standard log-Gaussian proposals and a Metropolis-Hastings-like
algorithm have been considered.
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