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1. Introduction

Consider a stationary, regularly varying R%valued time series X = {X i J €L},
We are interested in a thorough understanding of its extremal behaviour. A
classical approach to this problem is to calculate the extremal indez. If | - | is
an arbitrary norm on R?, then the extremal index 6 (if exists) of {|X;|,j € Z}
is defined as a parameter in the limiting distribution of the maxima. With @
being the quantile function of | X | and a,, = Q(1 — 1/n) we have

n—oo

lim P(a,’ max {X1l,-- | Xnl} <2) =exp(—027%), >0.
j=1,...,n

The parameter § € (0, 1] indicates the amount of clustering, with § = 1 (the
case of extremal independence) meaning no-clustering of large values.

The extremal index is just one parameter that describes clustering of ex-
tremes. A related object is the cluster size distribution. It is the probability
mass function of the number of exceedences over a large threshold within a
given cluster. Both the extremal index and the cluster size distribution stem
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from an application of a suitable functional to a cluster. This leads to a more
general concept of cluster indices.

Informally speaking, a cluster is a triangular array (Xi/un,..., X, /un)
with 7,,u, — oo that converges in distribution in a certain sense. Cluster
indices are obtained by applying the appropriate functional H to the cluster.
The functionals are defined on (R%)%, the space of R%-valued sequences, and
are such that their values do not depend on coordinates that are equal to zero.
More precisely, for X = {X,j € Z} € (RY)% and i < j € Z, we denote X, ; =
(X, X;) € (RHU=HD Then, we identify H(X; ;) with H((0,X; ;,0)),
where 0 € (R%)Z is the zero sequence. Such functionals H will be called cluster
functionals.

Let || be an arbitrary norm on R? and {u,}, {r,,} be such that

lim u, = lim r, = lim nP(|Xo| > u,) = o0,
n—o00 n—o00 n—oo

lim r,/n= lim r,P(|Xo| >u,)=0. (R(rn, un))
n—oQ n—o0
Given a cluster functional H on (RY)%, we want to estimate the limiting
quantity

Y (H) = lim vh, (H) = lim SO Lra/tn)]

. 1.1
i Vi, () = I SRS ) "

To guarantee existence of the limit we will require additional anticlustering
assumptions on the time series {X ;,j € Z}. For & = {z;,j € Z} € (R%)Z define
x* = sup;¢y |x;|. The cluster indices of interest are, among others:

e the extremal index obtained with Hy(x) = 1{z* > 1}, ¢ = {x;,j € Z} €

(RT);

o the cluster size distribution obtained with

Hy(x) =1 Z]l{|azj|>1}:m , x={z;,j €2} e RH?, meN;
jEz
(1.2)

e the stop-loss index of a univariate time series obtained with

H3(m):]1 Z(xj_l)+>77 ) .’B:{ﬂﬂj,jEZ}ERZ, 77>O7 (13)
JEZ

e the large deviation index of a univariate time series obtained with

Hy(w) = 1{K(x) > 1}, K@)=|Y ;| , z={;,jcZ} cR";
JEZL
' (1.4)
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e the ruin index of a univariate time series obtained with

Hs(z) = 1{K(z) > 1} , K(m):sgg ij , x={z;,j €L} €RE.
- (1.5)

As mentioned above, the extremal index is the classical quantity that arises in
the extreme value theory for dependent sequences. The cluster size distribution
is again a well-known object and was studied in [Hsi91] and [DR10]. The large
deviation index was studied under the name cluster index in [MW13, MW14].
It quantifies the effect of dependence in large deviations results. The remaining
cluster indices seem to be new.

It has to be pointed out that the aforementioned cluster indices describe clus-
tering of extremes in blocks of an increasing size r,. In this general framework,
we can also consider summation functionals

Hy(x) =Y d(xj,...,xj4n)

JEL

with ¢ : R4+ 5 R. Such summation functionals yield tail array sums, which
in turn give finite-dimensional extremal characteristics. A suitable choice of ¢
leads to extremogram (see [DMO09]) or the distribution of the spectral tail process
(see [DSW15]). See also Section 10.4.3 in [KS20] for more examples. However,
as we will indicate below, the tail array sums are not interesting in the context
of the present paper.

Several methods of estimation of the limit »*(H) in (1.1) may be employed.
The natural one is to consider a statistics based on disjoint blocks of size r,,, cf.
[DR10] and [KS20],

1 Mn

7 (H)=——— SCH(X I
i) = SRR ) 2 Kb )

where m,, = [n/ry]. It is proven in the aforementioned references that the
appropriately scaled and centered estimator is asymptotically normal with the
limiting variance given by v*(H?) (see [KS20, Chapter 10] for the expression
for the limiting variance). The data-based estimator is constructed as follows.
Let k, — oo be a sequence of integers and define u,, by k, = nP(|Xo| > uy).

Let |X|(n:1) <. < |X|(n:n) be order statistics from |X1],...,|X,|. Define
. 1 Mn
Uy, (H) = T ZH(X(ifl)rn+1,z‘rn/|X|(nm_kn)) : (1.6)
" =1

Although some special cases were considered (estimation of the extremal in-
dex in [Hsi91] and [SW94]; tail array sums in [RLAH98]), the general theory was
developed in [DR10]. The summary of the theory for the disjoint blocks estima-
tors can be found in [KS20, Chapter 10], where consistency and the central limit
theorems are established. The limiting variance of the disjoint blocks estimator
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can be represented as
v ({H —v*(H)E}Y), (1.7)

where E(z) = ZjeZ]l{|mj| > 1}. This result was established (implicitly) in
[DR10], but the form of the limiting variance is again given in [KS20, Chapter
10).
In this paper we consider the sliding blocks statistics
1 !

~’:’le H) = H Xl itr,/Un) 1.8
r an( ) annpﬂXO‘ >Un) ; ( +1,i+ / ) ( )

where ¢, = n—r, — 1 and the corresponding estimator defined in terms of order
statistics:

. 1
u’n,rn (H) = Tnkn ZO H (Xi+1,i+Tn/|X|(n:n—kn)> : (19)
i—

The sliding blocks estimators have been studied for some specific functionals
H, however there has been no unified theory available. Recently, [DN20] used
the framework of [DR10] and showed that the limiting variance of the sliding
blocks estimator never exceeds that of the disjoint blocks estimator. In case of
the extremal index, both variances were proven to be equal.

The goal of this paper is to obtain the asymptotic normality of the sliding
blocks estimators. Our focus is on providing the conditions that can be easily
verified for a variety of time series models. At the same time, we will show that
the limiting variance of both disjoint and sliding blocks estimators is the same.
To achieve our goal, we combine [DR10] approach with the modern theory of
stationary, regularly varying time series. We note in passing that in case of the
tail array sums, the sliding blocks estimators reduce to disjoint blocks one. As
such, the limiting theory is already known, see [RLAH98] and Chapter 10 in
[KS20]. In order to proceed, in Section 2 we fix the notation, recall the notion
of the tail process associated to a stationary regularly varying time series; and
introduce the cluster indices.

Next, we need to answer a non-trivial question: When does the limit v*(H)
exist?. For this, Section 3 deals with convergence of cluster measures and cluster
indices v*(H) appear as the limit. Existence of the limit requires an anticluster-
ing assumption. In conjunction with a particular choice of functionals, we will
be in position to give specific examples of cluster indices. The contents of this
section is based on [KS20, Chapter 6]. Some results stem from [MW14, MW16]
and [BPS18].

The main result is Theorem 4.3. We prove the central limit theorem for
the data-based sliding blocks estimator (1.9) under easy to verify assumptions.
Those conditions can be verified for a variety of models: regularly varying func-
tions of Markov chains, infinite order moving averages, max-stable processes.
See [KSW19] and [KS20, Part III].

The most important (and somehow surprising) conclusion is that both sliding
(1.9) and disjoint (1.6) blocks estimators yield the same variance. This is in
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agreement with the result for the extremal index in [DN20]. On the other hand,
it seems to be a contradiction with other available results; see [BS18b], [BS18a)
or [ZVB20]. The main difference is that we obtain our asymptotic results in the
Peaks-over-Threshold framework, while the latter papers deal with the block
maxima framework. We discuss different results in both frameworks in Section 5.

In Section 6 we illustrate the asymptotic theory by a small simulation study
for simple time series models, AR(1) and ARCH(1). Interestingly, although es-
timators of the extremal index perform better in case of a stronger dependence
(which is not surprising, see e.g. simulation studies in [RSF09]), we have the
opposite situation for the stop-loss index.

All proofs are included in Section 7.

2. Preliminaries

In this section we fix the notation and introduce the relevant classes of functions.
In Section 2.3 we recall the notion of the tail and the spectral tail process (cf.
[BS09]). In Section 2.4 we define cluster indices; see [KS20, Chapter 5] for a
detailed introduction.

2.1. Notation

Let |- | be a norm on R%. For a sequence ¢ = {x;,j € Z} € (RY)Z and i < j €
ZU{—00,00} we denote @; j = (4,...,x;) € (R)I™H &7 = maxi<i<; |@]
and ¥ = sup,y |z;|. By 0 we denote the zero sequence; its dimension can be
different in each of its occurrences.

By £o(R?%) we denote the set of Re-valued sequences which tend to zero at
infinity. Likewise, £1(R?) consists of sequences such that jez |Tj] < oo

We will use the blocking method. If X is a time series of interest, then

(XJ{, cel XL) is a pseudo-sample such that the blocks (X}Li_l)rﬁ_17 e X;rrn),
i=1,...,my, = [n/r,], are mutually independent with the same distribution as

the original block (X1,..., X, ).

2.2. Classes of functions

Functionals H are defined on £5(R%) with the convention H (z; ;)= H((0, x; j,0)).
In particular, the map & is defined on ¢, (R%) by &(z) = djez 1{|z;| > 1}. For
5 > 0, the function H, : (R%)” — R is defined by H(x) = H(x/s). We consider
the following classes:

e [ is the class of bounded real-valued functions defined on (R?)Z that are
either Lipschitz continuous with respect to the uniform norm or almost
surely continuous with respect to the distribution of the tail process Y.

This class includes functions like 1{ax* > 1}, ]l{z ;| > 1}. See Re-
mark 6.1.6 in [KS20].

JEZL
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e A C L is the class of shift-invariant functionals with support separated
from 0. In particular, for H € A, H(0) = 0. The class A includes
1{x* > 1}.

e K is the class of shift-invariant functionals K : (R%)%Z — R defined on
¢1(R%) such that K(0) = 0 and which are Lipschitz continuous with con-
stant Ly, i.e.

K (x) - K(y)| < Li Y |z — v
JEZ
e B C L is the class of functionals H of the form H = 1{K > 1}, where
K € K. Functionals in B may have support which is not separated from
0. The typical example is H(x) = Il{zj ;| > 1}; note that H ¢ A.

, x,y € (RY). (2.1)

2.3. Tail and spectral tail process
Let X = {X,,j € Z} be a stationary, regularly varying time series with values
in R? and tail index a. In particular,
P
lim (|X0| > tw) _
o5 P(Xo| > 7)
for all t > 0. Then, there exists a sequence Y = {Y;, j € Z} such that
Pz~ Y(X,,...,X;) €| |Xo| > z) converges weakly to P((Y,...,Y;) € -)

asz — oo foralli < j € Z. We call Y the tail process. See [BS09]. We note that,
in particular, |Yo| has Pareto distribution with the density az=2"1, z > 1. As
such, it follows automatically that Y™ = sup,. |Y';| > 1. Equivalently, viewing

—x

X and Y as random elements with values in (R%)%, we have for every bounded
or non-negative functional H on (R?)Z, continuous with respect to the product
topology,

B X)1{|X| > o)

AT P Xl > )
Define ®; = Y ;/|Y |, j € Z. The sequence ® = {@;,j € Z} is called
the spectral tail process. The random variable |Y | has the Pareto distribution

with index a and is independent from ©. Hence for a non-negative measurable
function H : (RY)% — R,

= E[H(Y)].

E[H(Y)] = /1 T RHGO)ardr (2.2)

2.4. Cluster measure and cluster indices

Consider the infargmax functional Cy defined on (R%)Z by Co(y) = inf{j :
Y* ; = Y}, with the convention that inf() = +oo. If P(Co(Y) ¢ Z) = 0
then we can define

9 =P(Co(Y) = 0). (2.3)
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In fact, Cy can be replaced with any anchoring map (see [PS18] and [KS20,
Theorem 5.5.3]), but we do not pursue it here. For the purpose of this paper it
is sufficient to note that we can write alternatively

ﬁ—P(sup |Y|<1). (2.4)
j<—

The relationship between (2.3) and (2.4) is certainly not obvious. The proof
is given in Section 7.1. Equation (2.4) emphasizes a special role of the event
{sup;<_1 |Y;| < 1} and with its help ¥ can be recognized as the (candidate)
extremal index. It becomes the usual extremal index under additional mixing
and anticlustering conditions.

Definition 2.1. Let Y and © be the tail process and the spectral tail process,
respectively, such that P(lim ;o Y; = 0) = 1. The cluster measure is the
measure v* on £o(R?) defined by

” —19/ 5,01{Co(®) = 0Har—~1dr . (2.5)

The measure v* is boundedly finite on (R?)Z\ {0}, puts no mass at 0 and is
a-homogeneous. Furthermore, the cluster measure can be expressed in terms of
another sequence.

Definition 2.2. Assume that P(Co(Y') ¢ Z) = 0. The conditional spectral tail
process Q is a random sequence with the distribution of (Y*)~'Y conditionally
on Cp(Y) =0.

The sequence @ appeared implicitly in the seminal paper [DH95]. See also
[BS09], [PS18, Definition 3.5] and [KS20, Chapter 5]. An abstract setting is
considered in [DHS18].

Note that Co(Y') = 0 if and only if Cp(®) = 0. Then also Y™ = |Y|. Thus,
(2.5) and the definition of Q give for a bounded or non-negative measurable
function H on £o(R9),

= 19/00 E[H(rQ)]ar~ " dr = 19/ H(r®)1{Cy(®) = 0}|ar " 'dr .
’ (2.6)
If moreover H is such that H(y) = 0 if y* < € for one € > 0, then
v (H)=¢ “E[H(eY)1{Co(Y) = 0}] = ¢ “E[H(eY)I{Y" | <1}]. (2.7)

Note that with H(x) = 1{z* > 1} and recalling that Y™ > 1, (2.7) reduces to
(2.4). As such, functionals from A will have typically the representation given in
(2.7). On the other hand, for functionals from B we are not able to conclude the
representation (2.7), however, the general form (2.6) is still valid, possibly under
additional conditions. See Section 3.3. Comparing (2.5) or (2.7) with (2.2) we
can see that the v*(H) does not agree with E[H(Y")]. The additional indicator
comes essentially from the conditioning on the location of the maximum of the
sequence Y .
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Definition 2.3 (Cluster index). We will call v*(H) the cluster index associated
to the functional H.

3. Convergence of cluster measure

Recall R(r,, uy). Define the measures v n>1, on Eo(Rd) as follows:

n,',‘" ?

1
i = e = E [ x| -
Ynrn = 1 P(1Xo] > up) L X

We are interested in convergence of v}, . to v*. The results of this section
are extracted from [KS20, Chapter 6]. See also [PS18] and [BPS18].

3.1. Anticlustering condition

For each fixed r € N, the distribution of u, ' X _,.,. conditionally on |Xo| > u,
converges weakly to the distribution of Y _,.,.. In order to let r tend to infinity,
we must embed all these finite vectors into one space of sequences. By adding
zeroes on each side of the vectors u; ' X _,, and Y _,., we identify them with
elements of the space £o(R?). Then Y _,.,. converges (as 1 — 00) to Y in £o(R?)
if (and only if) Y € £o(R?) almost surely.

However, this is not enough for statistical purposes and we consider the fol-
lowing definition.

Definition 3.1 ([DH95], Condition 2.8). Condition AC(ry,u,) holds if for all
z,y >0,

lim limsupIP’< max | X ;| > u,x || Xo| > uny> =0. (AC (7, up))
k=00 noo k<|j|<rs
Condition AC(r,, u,) is referred to as the anticlustering condition. It is ful-
filled by many models, including geometrically ergodic Markov chains, short-
memory linear or max-stable processes. AC(7,,, u,) implies that Y € £o(R%). Its
main consequence is the following result.

Proposition 3.2 ([BS09], Proposition 4.2; [KS20], Theorem 6.1.4). Let H € L.
If Condition AC(ry,,uy) holds, then

lim B[H (u,' X . 0) | 1 Xo| > un] = E[H(Y)] .

n—oQ

Condition AC(ry,,u,) holds for sequence of i.i.d. random variables whenever
lim, 00 7o P(| X 0| > uyn) = 0, which can be recognized as on the restrictions
imposed in R(ry, uy)

3.2. Vague convergence of cluster measure

We now investigate the unconditional convergence of u, !X, . Contrary to
Proposition 3.2, where an extreme value was imposed at time 0, a large value in
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the cluster can happen at any time. Moreover, the convergence of vy, . (H) to
v*(H) may hold only for shift-invariant functionals H. Therefore, we need the
following definition.

Definition 3.3. The space ZO(Rd) is the space of equivalence classes of fo(R?)
endowed with the equivalence relation ~ defined by

x~y<e= I, Bex=y,

where B is the backshift operator.
The proof of the next result is given in Section 7.

Proposition 3.4. Let condition AC(ry,u,) hold. The sequence of measures
v .. n>1 converges vaguely® on lo(R%)\ {0} to v*, that is, for all H € A,

| . E[H(u;'X1,.,)]
n1~>ngo Vn,rn( ) ngl;o rnIP(|X0| > Un) Y ( )

The immediate consequence is the following limit (cf. (2.3)):

) IF’(XT,TTL > up)
lim ———» =
n—oo 1, P(| X o| > up)

Since Hy, Hz € A (cf. (1.2)-(1.3)), we can introduce the following cluster

indices.

Ezample 3.5 (Cluster size distribution). If AC(r,,u,) holds, Proposition 3.4
yields

lim P Zl]l{|Xj| >unt=m| X7, >uy
iz

=P Y 1{|Y;|>1}=m|Y" , <1|=7(m).
JEZ

&

Ezample 3.6 (Stop-loss index). Consider a univariate time series. Define the
stop-loss index:

P (S5 () — )+ > )

estoploss(n) = lim

n—00 rnP(Xo > uy)
=P (V-1 >nY: <1
j=0

This index seems to be new. H
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3.3. Indicator functionals not vanishing around zero

Proposition 3.4 entails convergence of v}, , (H) for H € A. For functionals
which are not defined on the whole space £o(R?), such as Hy and Hs from (1.4)-
(1.5), we need an additional assumption on Asymptotic Negligibility of Small
Jumps.

Definition 3.7. Condition ANSIB(r,,, u,) holds if for all n > 0,

P, XX < cun) > )
lim li =0. ANSJIB(rp, un
frg i sp FPXal > 07) ANSIB 1)

The proofs of the next two results are given in Section 7.

Lemma 3.8. If AC(ry,u,) and ANSIB(r,,u,) hold, then

(e

Py X5 > un)
lim = =E [ [>1Q,l
n—oo 1, P(| X o] > uy) =
Proposition 3.9. Assume that AC(ry,,u,) and ANSIB(r,, u,) hold. Then for
Kek,

. ]P’(K'()(l7 /un >1 1
“(I{K > 1}) = 1 n - 1)z
v'(1{K > 1}) Jim P Xo| > ) 79/ K(zQ) > 1)az dz

and the latter integral is finite.

If K is a 1-homogeneous satisfying the assumptions of Proposition 3.9, then
v (I{K > 1}) = JE[K{(Q)] = E[K{(Op,00) — K§(O1,00)] -

Ezample 3.10 (Large deviations index). Let {Xj,j € Z} be an univariate time
series. The functional H, defined in (1.4) yields the large deviations index:

<(Z§11 Xj)+ > un> 00 ¢ 00 ¢
—00 TnP(‘X0| > Un) =B Jgo Gj a Z 9j

elargedev - hm
i—1
+ J +

The index Glargedev, under the name cluster index, was introduced in [MW16].
H

Ezample 3.11 (Ruin index). Take Hs defined in (1.5). Proposition 3.9 gives

[e%

. ]P)(maX1< i<r ij X > un)
Orpin = lim e =JE |sup Q;
n— oo ’I‘nIP)(|X(]‘ > Un) i€Z ; J
+
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Remark 3.12. At this point we would like to point out the following. Consider
H € A to be an indicator functional. If moreover H is such that H(y) = 0 if
y* < 1, then thanks to (2.7),

v (H)=EHY)L{Y" _, <1}] €(0,1].

This is the situation for the extremal index and the functionals from Exam-
ples 3.5 and 3.6. On the other hand, if H does not vanish around zero, then
at the first place we need additional conditions to guarantee that v*(H) < oo
(e.g. ANSIB(ry,, uy)). Second, there is no restriction on the values of the cluster
index.

4. Central limit theorem for blocks estimators

4.1. Sliding blocks estimators

Let ¢,, = n — r, + 1. Thanks to Proposition 3.4 and Proposition 3.9, we have
for H e AUB,

1
lim E ;‘1=o H(Xi+1,i+rn/un)
n—o0o an,LP(‘Xd > un)

— lim E[H (X1, /un)]
n—o00 ’)"nP(|X0

= lim v, . (H)=v"(H).

n,Tn

This indicates that a consistent pseudo-estimator of v*(H) can be defined as

1 gn—1

o, (H) - > H(Xii1i4r,/tn) - (4.1)
=0

T guraP(I X o] > un) &

The above estimator is not feasible, since it involves an unspecified sequence
{un} and the tail of | X|. Thus, in (4.1) we replace ¢,P(|Xo| > u,) with its
empirical estimate ?;1 ]l{|X il > un} to obtain a quasi-feasible estimator

—1
= 1 1 4n
ST (K 5w 2 1 Kbt /)

Likewise, let k,, be an intermediate sequence of integers, i.e. lim,,_, o k, = 00,
lim, o0 kn/n = 0. Define w, by k, = nP(|Xo| > u,). Replacing u, with
| X | (nin—#k,) and noting that (assuming for simplicity that there are not ties in
the data)

111 > |X] oy b =
1

n
Jj=

we obtain a feasible estimator of v*(H) given in (1.9).
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4.2. Weak dependence assumptions

For asymptotic normality, we need to strengthen the anticlustering condition

AC (7, uy).
Definition 4.1. Condition S(r,,wu,) holds if for all s,t > 0

1 <
mh_r)rloo hyrlri)solip m];nPQXd > Ups, | X | > unt) =0. (S(rn,un))
This condition implies that 3, ; P(|Y ;[ > 1) < cc. The latter series appears
explicitly in the statement for the limiting variance.
Dependence in {X;,j € Z} will be controlled by the S-mixing rates {8, }.
Recall R(ry,,uy). Let {€,} be a sequence of integers such that lim,_, . £, = 00
and lim,, o0 £, /7, = 0.

Definition 4.2. Condition (ry,) holds if:

1. B =0(""), v>1 and lim,_,oe r1" /n = +00; and
2. there exists § > 0 such that lim,, o 12 P(| X o| > u,) = +o0.

From the basic assumptions on the time series, we have lim, o r,/n = 0.
Thus, v has to be big enough. The above mixing condition is clearly satisfied for
time series with geometric mixing rates since then v can be chosen arbitrarily
large.

4.3. Main result

Let G be the Gaussian process on L?(v*) with covariance
cov(G(H),G(H)) = v*(HH) .

Recall that for a functional H : (RY)%Z — R and s > 0 we define Hy(x) =

The main result of this paper is Theorem 4.3, the asymptotic normality of
the appropriately normalized estimator ﬁ;rn(H ). The limiting variance agrees
with the one for the disjoint blocks estimator; cf. [DR10] and [KS20, Chapter
10).

Theorem 4.3. Let {X,,j € Z} be a stationary, regularly varying R%-valued
time series. Assume that R(rn,un), B(rn), S(rn,uyn) hold. Fiz 0 < so < 1 <
to < 0o. Let H : (RY)% — R be a shift-invariant measurable map such that the
class {Hs : s € [so,to]} is linearly ordered. Assume moreover that

lim 'k, sup [E[g,,,, ()] —v*(&) =0, (4.2a)
n—oo s€[so,to]
lim \/k, sup [|E[g,, (H)]—-v*(Hs)|=0. (4.2b)

n—ro0 SE[So,tU]
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If H € A, then

Vo A, (H) = v (H)} = G(H — v (H)E) (43

If moreover ANSIB(ry,, u,) is satisfied, then (4.3) holds for H € B.
Remark 4.4. The limiting distribution is centered Gaussian with variance (cf.

Lemma 7.22):
Vi ({H - v (H)EY) = v (H?) — " (H)w" (HE) + (v (H))*v* (£7)
= v (H?) — 2" (H)E[H(Y)] + (v"(H))* Y _P(Y; >1).
JEL

Thus, in view of (1.7), the limiting variance for the sliding blocks estimator
agrees with the one for the disjoint blocks estimator. &

Remark 4.5. The linear ordering of the class {H; : s € [sg,tg]} may seem to
be too restrictive. However, all the cluster functionals that, from the authors
perspective, seem to be of interest in the context of sliding blocks estimators,
have this property. This includes the functionals Hy, Hy, H3, Hy, Hs considered
in the Introduction. The linear ordering can be replaced with an assumption
that the function class is of VC-type (see [DR10]), or can be approximated
by VC-classes. See [BBKS20, Lemma A.3], [DK20] and [KS20, Appendix C.4].
This generalization is obvious, but does not bring anything to the contents of
the paper, since the random entropy assumption has to be checked for each case
separately.

4.4. Examples

Ezample 4.6 (Extremal index). For H(x) = 1{z* > 1} we have v*(H) =
v*(H?) = 9. The data-based estimator (1.9) is asymptotically normal with
mean zero and the limiting variance is

VN ({H - v (H)EP) =0 P(Y; >1)— 0.
jez
See Section 5 for a discussion on the existing results. H

Ezample 4.7 (Cluster size distribution). Consider the situation from Exam-
ple 3.5. The limiting distribution is centered normal with the variance

7(m) (1 = 2P(E(Y) = m)) + 7%(m) ZP(Y] >1).
j€L
H

Ezample 4.8 (Stop-loss index). Consider the stop-loss index Osiopioss(7) intro-
duced in Example 3.6. The limiting distribution is centered normal with the
variance

oo () (1= 2B (D2 (V= 1)1 > 1) ) 4+ Cropions(m) DB, > 1)

jez
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Ezample 4.9 (Large deviations index). We continue with the situation from
Example 3.10. The limiting distribution is centered Gaussian with variance

elargedev - 291argedevp Z ij >1]+ 912argedev Z IF)(|Y;| > 1) .

JEZ n jEZ

5. Comments and extensions

5.1. Existing results

We discuss the existing results. For the sake of clarify, we consider univariate,
non-negative, regularly varying time series with the marginal distribution F'

PoT approach. In[DN20] the authors study asymptotic normality of the slid-
ing blocks estimators in a general setting. They show that the limiting variance
of such estimators does not exceed the one for the disjoint blocks estimators. For
the extremal index they found the variances to be equal. As in this paper, they
use the threshold u,, such as in R(r,,uy). The results in [DR10] and [KS20,
Chapters 9-10] (disjoint blocks) as well as in [DN20] and in the current paper
fit into Peaks-Over-Threshold (PoT) framework.
In particular, consider the disjoint blocks estimator of the extremal index,

51— (0) >ty 1{X?i—1)rn+1,z‘rn > z}
n,l = Un1\T) = M T
’ ’ Z e I[{Xj > I}

Jj=1

In [KS20, Example 10.4.2] we calculated the limiting variance of 5n1(un)
to be 0 = — + ¥? > jez P(Y; > 1). This is in agreement with Corollary 4.6
in [Hsi91] (where the variance o7 is given in a complicated form). We can see
that o2 agrees with the one limiting variance for the sliding blocks estimator in

Example 4.6. The blocks estimator ¢, 1(u,) is also considered in [SW94] and
[WNOS].

Block maxima framework. One can also use the threshold ¢, given by

roF(cr,) — 1. (5.1)

We are not aware of the asymptotic theory for 5n71(c,,n). However, using
[RSF09, Theorem 4.2] and the delta method we can compare the variances of

5n,1(un) and &L’l(cm):

o =0+ P(Y;>1) vs.05:=e P(1—e?) =20 +0* ) P(Y; >1).
JEZL JEL
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Thus, the estimator 5n1(un) has a smaller variance than 5,“(6,.").

In the following discussion, we will use the threshold (5.1). In [RSF09] the
authors consider another disjoint blocks estimator of the extremal index, mo-
tivated by the approximation log(l — z) ~ x (z — 0). Also, the corresponding
sliding blocks estimator is considered. It is shown that the sliding blocks one
yields a smaller asymptotic variance.

In [BS18b, BS18a] the authors estimate the parameters (a, o) of the Fréchet
distribution stemming from the limiting behaviour of the maxima. Disjoint
blocks yield a larger variance than sliding blocks. Similarly, in [BB18] the au-
thors use the blocking method to estimate the extremal index and again the
sliding block estimator is more efficient.

The estimator 9, 1(cr, ) as well as the ones in [RSF09] and [BS18b, BS18a]
can be thought of as the application of the block maxima method. Indeed, the
threshold ¢, is the normalizing sequence for the limiting distribution of maxima.
In the context of the latter two papers, X7, /o, converges in distribution to
a standard Fréchet random variable with tail index « (denoted by Z). On the
other hand, for £ € (0,1), the pair

1 rn/UTn ) X1+[§r,t],r”+ §'rn]/ Tn

converges in distribution to a dependent random vector (Z1, Zs) with Fréchet
marginals and parametrized by £ € (0,1). See [BS18a, Lemma 5.1]. Consider
now for f: R — R

GE9 () = iy { mi! Zf (Pt ) gy

FP9(f) = {qnlzf ( “*’“"1> - E[f(Z)]} .

The aforementioned convergence gives the limiting variance. For the disjoint
blocks empirical process the limiting variance is var(f(Z)), while for the sliding
blocks one it becomes (cf. Lemma 5.3 in [BS18a])

1
o(f) =2 / cove (f(20), f(Z2))dé

In the context of our paper, if we choose f(z) = 1{z > 1}, then we can
evaluate:

var(f(Z)) = exp(—1) —exp(—2) > C(f) = 2exp(—1) — dexp(—2) .

In the PoT framework considered in our paper, both the disjoint blocks and
the sliding blocks empirical processes yield the limiting variance v*(H).
In summary:

e The PoT method, as proven in this paper, gives the same limiting
behaviour for both disjoint and sliding blocks estimators.
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e The situation seems to be different in case of the block maxima method,
at least for the inference problems considered up to date.

e One can argue that the blocks maxima method is restricted to estimation
of the parameters of the limiting distribution of maxima (the tail index,
the extremal index) and is rather hard to see how the method can be
employed to other cluster indices.

5.2. Bias
The sliding block estimators of cluster functionals are subjected to bias
Elf, ., (H)] - v*(H) .

The bias vanishes asymptotically thanks to the assumption (4.2b). The latter
assumption imposes some restrictions on k,, r,. Classically, e.g. in case of the
Hill estimator of the tail index, the bias is controlled by the second order condi-
tion. In the present context we know nothing about how to control bias, except
that there exist sequences k,, and r,, such that (4.2b) holds. On a positive side,
from a point of comparing disjoint and sliding blocks estimators, the theoretical
bias is obviously the same for both.

5.3. Open questions

e For the sliding blocks estimators, obtain consistency under minimal con-
ditions (that is, without relying on S-mixing). In [KS20, Chapter 10] we
obtain consistency of the disjoint blocks estimators for time series that
can be approximated by m-dependent sequences, including long memory
ones.

e Extend Theorem 4.3 to unbounded functionals H. The method of the proof
presented in the paper should be applicable, however, some substantial
modifications may be needed. Certainly, more restrictive conditions will
need to be implemented. _

e In view of the behaviour of 9, 1 (u,) and 9, 1(cr, ), it would be interesting
to know if (whenever possible) the PoT method always gives a smaller
variance than the block maxima ones.

6. Simulation study

We conducted some simulations in order to study the finite sample performance
of the sliding and disjoint blocks estimators for selected cluster indices.

6.1. Stationary AR process

We start with a simple AR(1) process. For this process we have explicit formulas
for all cluster indices. Samples of size n = 1000 are generated from AR(1) with
a =4 and p = 0.5,0.9. Simulations for the classical extremal index are compared
to simulations for the stop-loss index.
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Extremal index. For AR(1) with p > 0 the extremal index is §# = 1 — p®; cf.
[KS20, p. 396].

e We start with the Hill plots in Figure 1. There, for one simulated data set
we compare a performance of both disjoint and sliding blocks estimators.
For weak dependence (p = 0.5), both sliding and disjoint blocks estimators
under-estimate the extremal index while for strong dependence (p = 0.9),
the results are stable around the true extremal index for a small number
of order statistics. Bigger values of k introduce more bias. In any case, the
performance of both estimators is comparable.

e Table 1 includes the results for Monte Carlo simulation for the extremal
index based on disjoint and sliding blocks, with the block size r, =
7, 8,9, 10. We used k = 5% and 10% order statistics. We note that
for the strong dependence (p = 0.9), the estimation is acceptable for the
small block sizes and small k£ for both disjoint and sliding estimators.
A larger block size r, and/or larger number of order statistics k results
in a biased estimation. For weak dependence (p = 0.5), the results are
heavily biased for all considered parameters. We note that both disjoint
and sliding blocks estimators yield almost the same variances, which is in
agreement with the theoretical results obtained in the paper.

e The box plots and histograms in Figure 2 and Figure 3 are based again
on Monte Carlo simulations. The following parameters are used: p = 0.9,
a = 4 and the block size r,, = 7 along with & = 5% and 10%. We notice
again that p = 0.9, r,, = 7 and k = 5% yield acceptable results. However,
small p yields a lot of bias.

In summary, in case of the extremal index, both disjoint and slid-
ing blocks estimators yield similar results (as suggested by theory).
Stronger dependence implies better performance. Typically estima-
tors suffer from a bias. As such, bias-reduction techniques should be inves-
tigated.

We note also that the fact that stronger dependence yields smaller variability
of the estimators is not surprising, cf. e.g. Figure 5 in [RSF09].

Stop-loss index. For AR(1) with p > 0 the formula for the stop-loss index is
given in [KS20, p. 619]:

oo

astop—loss(s) = (1 - Pa)P Z(Pjyo - 1)+ > S ’ (61)
j=0

where Y is a Pareto random variable with the parameter a.

e At the first step we use the formula (6.1) and performed the Monte-Carlo
simulation to obtain the approximate value of the stop-loss index.

e Figure 4 displays Hill plots for the stop-loss index. The Hill plots indicate
a similar performance of both disjoint and sliding blocks estimators. We
note that, unlike in the extremal index case or in the classical case of the
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TABLE 1
The median and the variance (in brackets) of disjoint and sliding blocks estimators for the
extremal index. Data are simulated from AR(1) with a =4, p = 0.5 (thus, 6 = 0.94), and

2795

p=0.9 (thus 6 = 0.34). Block size 7, =7, 8, 9, 10. The number of order statistics is
k =5% and 10% for a sample n = 1000 based on N = 1000 Monte Carlo simulations.

p =0.9, Extremal Index=0.34

p = 0.5, Extremal Index= 0.94

(k %) k=5 k=10 k=5 k=10
rn =17
Disjoint bl 0.34 (0.05) 0.31 (0.03) 0.68 (0.05) 0.58 0.03)
Sliding bl 0.35 (0.04) 0.31 (0.03) 0.68 (0.04) 0.58 0.03)
rn =8
Disjoint bl 0.32 (0.05) 0.29 (0.03) 0.67  (0.05) 0.56 0.03)
Sliding bl 0.33 (0.04) 0.29 (0.03) 0.67 (0.04) 0.56 0.03)
rm =9
Disjoint bl 0.32 (0.05) 0.28 (0.03) 0.66 (0.05) 0.53 0.03)
Sliding bl 0.32 (0.04) 0.28 (0.03) 0.65 (0.05) 0.53 0.03)
rn = 10
Disjoint bl 0.30 (0.05) 0.26 (0.03) 0.64 (0.05) 0.52 0.03)
Sliding bl 0.30 (0.04) 0.26 (0.03) 0.63  (0.05) 0.52 0.03)

Hill estimator of the tail index, one needs to take a much bigger number
of the order statistics. We do not have clear explanation for this.

With this in mind, we performed simulation studies for ¥ = 50% and
k = 70%. We noticed then (see Table 2) that, as opposed to the extremal
index, the weaker dependence (p = 0.5) yields a good estimation for any
given block size, while for the strong dependence (p = 0.9), the simulation
results are rather poor. This may be quite intuitive, since the stop-loss
functional is based on sums of large values. In any case, both sliding and
disjoint blocks estimators yield comparable results.

In summary, in case of the stop-loss index, both disjoint and slid-

ing blocks estimators yield similar results (as suggested by theory).
Weaker dependence implies better performance. One should use a
high number of order statistics.

6.2. Stationary ARCH process

We consider a stationary ARCH(1) process defined by X7 = /B + X7 ,Z;,

where {Z;,j € Z} are i.i.d standard normal random variables. For A = 0.9 the
extremal index is # = 0.612 (see [EKMO97, p. 480]).
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Hill plots for AR(1): p=0.5, =4 ; block size: r, =7
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Hill plots for AR(1): p=0.9, =4 ; block size: r, =7
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Fic 1. Hill plots of sliding and disjoint blocks estimators for the extremal index plotted against
the number of order statistics k. Data are simulated from AR(1) with p = 0.5 and 6 = 0.94
(left panel), p = 0.9 and 0 = 0.34 (right panel), o = 4, block size rn, = 7. Dotted lines
indicated the true value of the extremal indez.

e We start with Hill plots in Figure 5. The plots again illustrate little dif-
ference between the disjoint and sliding blocks estimators.

e Monte Carlo results are included in Table 3 and visualised as boxplots in
Figure 6.

Again, both disjoint and sliding blocks estimators yield similar re-
sults (as suggested by the theory).

6.3. Other cluster indices

We conducted simulation studies for other cluster indices, in particular for those
from class B. Here the results are rather not very promising. One of the reasons
is the following observation. Recall (see Remark 3.12) that unlike in class A,
the cluster indices for functional from class B can have arbitrary values. At the
same time, the largest possible value of the disjoint blocks estimator is m,, /k,.
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Boxplot r, =7 ,k=5
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Fic 2. Monte Carlo simulations of sliding and disjoint blocks estimators for the extremal
index. Data are simulated from AR(1) with p = 0.5 and 6 = 0.94 (left panel), p = 0.9 and
0 = 0.34 (right panel), o = 4, block size rn, = 7 and the number of order statistics k = 5%
and 10%. Dotted lines indicated the true value of the extremal indez.

In theory, this ratio is

ralP(| X o] > un)
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CLT disjoint: r,=7 , k=5 CLT sliding:r,=7 ,k=5
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2

o

0.0

CLT disjoint: r,=7 , k=5 CLT sliding:r,=7 ,k=5

1.00-

)
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o
5

0.00

CLT disjoint:r, =7, k=10 CLT sliding: ry=7 , k=10

AR(1): p=0.5, a=4
o

0.0

CLT disjoint:r, =7, k=10 CLT sliding: ry=7 , k=10

o

AR(1): p=0.9, =4
o

0.0

Fic 3. Monte Carlo simulations of disjoint (blue) and sliding (red) blocks estimators for the
extremal index. Data are simulated from AR(1) with p = 0.5 (left panel), p = 0.9 (right
panel), o = 4, block size rn, =7 and the order statistics k = 5% and 10%.

and hence diverges to infinity thanks to R(r,,u,). However, for finite samples,
the ratio stays bigger than one for very few values of k,. As such, we believe
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Fic 4. Hill plots of disjoint and sliding blocks estimators for the stop-loss index plotted against
the number of order statistics k. Data are simulated from AR(1) with: p = 0.5, S = 0.3 (top
left), p = 0.5, S = 0.7 (bottom left), p = 0.5, S = 0.7 (top right) and p = 0.9, S = 0,7,
(bottom right), o = 4, block size rp, =7, 9.
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Fic 5. Hill plots of disjoint and sliding blocks estimators for extremal index plotted against
the number of order statistics k. Data are simulated from ARCH (1) with: A = 0.9.
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TABLE 2
The median and the variance (in brackets) of disjoint and sliding blocks estimators for
stop-loss index with S = 0.7. Data are simulated from AR(1) with o« =4, p=0.5, p = 0.9.
The block size is 1, = 7, 8, 9, 10. The number of order statistics is k = 50% and 70% for a
sample n = 1000 based on N = 1000 Monte Carlo simulations.

p =0.9, Stop-loss Index=0.096 p = 0.5, Stop-loss Index= 0.11
(k %) k=50 k=70 k=50 k=70
rn =17
Disjoint bl  0.0320 (0.009) 0.0414 (0.008) 0.0960 (0.009) 0.1071 (0.007)
Sliding bl  0.0314 (0.008) 0.0418 (0.008) 0.0954 (0.008) 0.1067 (0.006)
rm =8
Disjoint bl  0.0340 (0.008) 0.0443 (0.007) 0.0980 (0.009) 0.1071 (0.006)
Sliding bl 0.0332 (0.008) 0.0436 (0.007) 0.0968 (0.007) 0.1055 (0.005)
rm =9
Disjoint bl  0.0360 (0.008) 0.0457 (0.007) 0.0960 (0.008) 0.1043 (0.006)
Sliding bl  0.0349 (0.007) 0.0460 (0.007) 0.0967 (0.007) 0.1038 (0.004)
rn = 10
Disjoint bl 0.0320 (0.007) 0.0429 (0.007) 0.0980 (0.007) 0.1014 (0.005)
Sliding bl  0.0314 (0.007) 0.0424 (0.006) 0.0974 (0.006) 0.1009 (0.004)

that alternative methods of estimation of e.g. the large deviation index have to
be implemented.

7. Proofs

In Section 7.1 we prove the equivalence between (2.3) and (2.4). In Section 7.3
we show that (1.1) holds for H € AU B. The proofs in that section stem from
[KS20]. The results from Section 7.3 are extended in Section 7.4 to covariance of
clusters. In Section 7.5 we introduce the empirical process of sliding blocks and
state its functional convergence. The proof of the latter is separated into several
parts. First, in Section 7.6 we derive the limiting covariance of the empirical
process of sliding blocks. Next, in Section 7.7 we prove the finite-dimensional
convergence. Asymptotic continuity is dealt with in Section 7.8. We conclude
the proof in Section 7.9.

7.1. Representations of the (candidate) extremal index

We first quote the time-change formula (see [BS09], [KS20, Theorem 5.3.1]). Let
B be the backshift operator on (R?)? defined by (Bx); = ©;_1, i € Z.
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TABLE 3
The median and the variance (in brackets) of disjoint and sliding blocks estimators for the
extremal index in ARCH(1) model with A\ = 0.9. The block size is rn, =7, 8, 9, 10. The
number of order statistics is k = 5% and 10% for a sample n = 1000 based on N = 1000
Monte Carlo simulations.

Extremal Index=0.612

(k %) k=5 k=10

T =17
Disjoint bl 0.680 (0.06) 0.620 (0.04)
Sliding bl 0.670 (0.06) 0.620 (0.03)
rm =8
Disjoint bl 0.660 (0.06) 0.600 (0.04)
Sliding bl 0.648 (0.06) 0.593 (0.03)
rm =9
Disjoint bl 0.640 (0.06) 0.590 (0.04)
Sliding bl 0.631 (0.05) 0.567 (0.03)
rn = 10
Disjoint bl 0.620 (0.06) 0.550 (0.04)
Sliding bl 0.616 (0.05) 0.546 (0.03)

Fic 6. Monte Carlo simulations of sliding and disjoint blocks estimators for the extremal
index. Data are simulated from ARCH(1) with A = 0.9, block size r, = 7 and the number
of order statistics k = 5% (left panel) and 10% (right panel). Dotted lines indicated the true
value of the extremal index.

Lemma 7.1. Let Y be the tail process. Let H be a bounded or mon-negative
measurable functional on (RY)%. Then for all i € 7Z,

E[H(BY)L{|Y | > 1})] = EH(Y)L{Y,| > 1)] .
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Lemma 7.2. Assume that P(Co(Y') ¢ Z) = 0. Then

9 =P(Co(Y) =0) = P(Y*

—o0,—1

<1).
Proof. Recall that Co(y) = inf{j : y~  ; = y*}. From the definition of the tail
process we have Y* > 1. Thus

P(Co(Y) = 0) :]P’(sup Y ;| < |Yol|,sup|Y;| < |Yo|,Y* > 1) .
Jj<-1 Jj=1

By the assumption P(Co(Y') ¢ Z) = 0, the maximum Y * is achieved at some
|Y;|, i € Z. We split the event {Y™ > 1} according to the first exceedence over
1 and then apply the time-change formula:

P(Co(Y)=0) =Y P(Yi ;1 <|Yo| Y] <|Yo| Y,y SLIY,|>1)
i€L
= ZP (Vi <Y Yo o S Y Y 1 S LY ] > 1)
i€z
— S RGN {Y L, < 1)
i€z
with

Ci = {Ytoo,—i—l < ‘Y—i‘7Yti+1,oo < |Y—i|a |Y—i| > 1} .
The events C; are disjoint, their union gives {Y™* > 1} and the latter event
holds with probability one. Thus
P(Cy(Y)=0)=PH{Y™* > 1} n{Y* <1}) =PY*

—o00,—1 = —o00,—1

<1). O

The next lemma shows that there are other possible representations for .

Lemma 7.3. Assume that P(Co(Y') ¢ Z) = 0. Then
V=P(Y7i ,<1).

Proof. We use again Y™ > 1 and the fact that the maximum Y™ is achieved
at some |Y;|. This time we split the event {Y* > 1} according to the last
exceedence over 1, and then apply the time-change formula:

PY' <1)=PY , <LY">1)
=Y P(Y', <LV >1Y], <)
€L
= Z]P)(Y*foo,fifl S 17 |Y*Z| > 17Y1k,oo S 1)
1EZL
=PY">1Y] <1)=PY] ., <1). O

In fact, we can replace Cy with any anchoring map; see [KS20, Theorem 5.5.3]
for more details.
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7.2. Consequences of the mixing assumption

Since £,, can be chosen as r1=% (§ > 0) with & arbitrarily close to zero, B(r,,)
gives:
lim —Brn =0, (7.1a)
n—o0 T,
lim —————— = 1
e T, IP |X0| > Uy, Z fi=0. (7.1b)
) 1
lim ——————— Z Bim, =0. (7.1¢)

n—oo 1, P(| X o| > up) =

We recall the covariance inequality for bounded, beta-mixing random vari-
ables (in fact, the inequality holds for a-mixing). Let 8(F7, F2) be the S-mixing
coefficient between two sigma fields. Then ([Ibr62])

lcov(H(Z1), H(Z5))| < cst | Hlloo | H [l ooB(0(Z1),0(Z2)) - (7.2)

In (7.2) the constant cst does not depend on H, H.

7.3. Convergence of cluster measure

Proof of Proposition 3.4. Since H has a support separated from zero, there ex-
ists € > 0 such that H(x) = 0 if * < e. Applying its shift invariance and the
stationarity, we obtain

Vo, (H)

Tn

— ; -1 * )
= XS w ;E [H(up ' X10,)1{ X7 ;1 < une}1{|X;] > une}]

P(| X o] > une) 1 . .
= — ) E|H X0 _HUX: . < Xol >
B0l > un) 7 2 = 10 XK1 UKy < e} [0l > ]

P(|Xo| > une) /1
=—— " "2 n(v)do |
B(Xo > w) Jo 7"

with
gn(v) =E |:H(’U’;1X1—[r”v],Tn*[’fnv])1{XT—[TnU],—l < une} | [ Xo| > une} .

By Proposition 3.2, lim, e gn(v) = E[H(eY)1{Y " | <1}] for each v €
(0,1). Moreover, the sequence g, is uniformly bounded, thus by dominated
convergence, regular variation of | X | and (2.7), we obtain

lim v}, (H)=e “E[H(Y)I{Y" _, <1} =v*(H). O

n—oo
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Proof of Lemma 3.8. By Proposition 3.4 and (2.6), we have

- PO [ XGI 1{]X ] > eun} > up)
n—o0 TnIP’(|X0| > un)

:19/0 P ZZ|Qj|]l{z’Qj|>e}>1 az"* 'z . (7.3)

JEZL

By monotone convergence, the right hand side converges to JE [(E jez|Q; \) }
as € = 0.
Consider the function

o0
g(¢) = 19/ P zZ|Qj|]1{z|Qj| >(>1 ]z d.
0 jEL
It increases when ( decreases to zero and its limit is JE [(Z]‘ez |Qj|> ]

To prove that this quantity is finite, it suffices to prove that the function g is
bounded. Fix € > 0 and n € (0,1). By ANSIB(ry,, uy,), there exists ¢ such that

lim su POCT 1XG L{1X ] < Cun} > nuy) <.
n—>oop THPOXO‘ > un) N

Fix ¢’ < ¢. Starting from (7.3) and applying ANSIB(r,,, u,,), we obtain

0<o(¢)=0 [ P|23IQ,{£1Q) 1> ¢} > 1) az e ias
0 JEZ
o POCI [ XGI{IX ] > unl'} > )
= lim
n—oo Tn]P)(‘Xo| > un)

P (251X > wnCh 4+ X1 {unC > 1X] > wnd’} > un)

7j=1
= lim
n—00 roP(| X o] > up)

< limsu P(E;ll ‘XJ| ]1{|Xj| < “nC} > Wn)
o n~>oop T7LP(|XO| > un)

PSR IXGI ] XG| > unlY > (1= n)un)
+ lim
n—00 ralP(| X o] > uy)

o0

§e+19/ PleYole)1{z]Q)] > ¢} >1-n|azoTtas e
0 jEL

The latter bound holds since the probability inside the integral is zero if

z < ( since |Q;] < 1 for all j. This proves that the function g is bounded in a
neighbourhood of zero as claimed.
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By Condition ANSJB(r,,, u,), we finally obtain

P (S 1X] > un) P (S XX > wne) > u)

. ~ i T
nggo THP(‘X0| > ’Ltn) Eg% nL}H;O T'n]P)(|XO| > ’U,n)

Y —a—1 _

72%19/0 P zjngj|]l{z|Qj|>e}>e az dz =JE jEZZ|Qj|

O
Proof of Proposition 3.9. For ¢ > 0, we define the truncation operator T, by
Té(w) = {wj]]'{|mj|>e}aj € Z} . (74)

The operator T, is continuous with respect to the uniform norm at every

x € {; such that |x;| # € for all j € Z.
Fix n € (0,1) and ¢ > 0. Let Lk be as in (2.1) and choose € > 0 such that

lsa P(Z;’;l | X5 ]1{|Xj| < eun} > nu,/Lk)
n—>oop THP(|X0‘ > un)

<q.

Set K. = K o T.. Applying assumption (2.1), we obtain

P(K(X1,,/un) > 1)
raP(| X o] > uy)
< P(K (X1, /un) >1—1) + PK (X1, /un) = Ke( X1, /un)| > 1)

TnP(lXo‘ > un) rn[P’(|X0\ > Un)
P(Ke(Xl,m/un) >1-n) + P(Z:ll |XJ| ]l{|Xj‘ < Eun} > Ny /cst)
rP(| X 0| > up) o P(| Xo| > un) '

Applying Proposition 3.4 to K, along with the representation (2.6), this yields

P(K(X 1, 1 P(K (X1, 1—
lim sup (K(X 1,5, /un) > 1) < lim sup (K (X1, /un) > n)
n—00 Tn]P(|X0| > Un) n—oo Tn]P)(|X0| > un)

= /OO P(K.(2Q) >1—n)az *'dz + (.
0

+¢

Similarly,

L P(K (X1, fun) > 1)
1 f s ''n
nsee P Xo| > un)

> /00 P(K.(2Q) > 1+n)az"*'dz — (.
0

Since K (0) =0, (2.1) implies that |K(x)| < cst ;7 ||, thus for all y > 0,

P(K.(2Q) >y) <P Zz |Qj| > y/cst

JEL
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and the latter quantity is integrable (as a function of z) with respect to az=*~1dz
in view of ANSJB(r,,,u,) and Lemma 3.8. By bounded convergence, this yields

oo

lim P(K(2Q) > y)az " 'dz = /00 P(K(2Q) > y)az™* 'dz.
0

e—0 0

Altogether, we obtain

/OO P(K.(2Q) > 14 n)az > 'dz — ¢ < liminf PE( X1, /un) > 1)
0

n—o0 o P(| X o| > un)
. P(K (X1, /u,) >1)
<1 u
= T R P(X o > )

< / P(K.(:Q) > 1 - n)az""1dz + ¢ .
0
Since ¢ and 7 are arbitrary, this finishes the proof. O

7.4. Covariance of clusters

We consider the limit

. 1 ~
nhHH;o mCOV (H(Xl,rn [un), H(X1+h,rn+h/un))

for different choices of h, possibly depending on n. Under the conditions of
Proposition 3.4, if moreover R (7, u,) holds, the above limit is the same as

1

i —————MHXTnﬁX ; ny
nl—>ngo Tn]P)(|XO| > Un) ( b n/u ) ( e "+h/u )

Thus, we impose R(ry,,u,) and switch freely between E and cov whenever
suitable.

7.4.1. Uniform convergence of cluster measure

In Propositions 3.4 and 3.9 we proved (1.1) for H € AU B. We note further
that if (1.1) holds for H and H, then it also holds for any linear combination
of both functions. To deal with asymptotic normality, we need (1.1) to hold
uniformly over a subclass of functions. With this in mind, we introduce two
additional classes of functions. First, we recall that for a class G of functions
H : (RY)% — R its envelope is

Gmé%WM,NWW-

Definition 7.4. A C span(A) (resp. B C span(B)) is a class of functions with
a finite envelope such that

lim sup v;, . (|H|) < oo (7.5)
n—oo HE./Z
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(resp. limy, o0 SUP g Vi . (|[H|) < 00) and that for each H there exist func-
tions K : (RY) — R, such that

X, Xy, _
‘H (#) _H (M)‘ < Kf(XrnfénH,rn) ’

n

E Ky (X1e,)]

HeA T7LP(|X0| > Un)

lim sup =0. (7.6)

n—oo

Remark 7.5. The uniform convergence condition (7.5) strengthens the state-
ment of Proposition 3.4. Conditions (7.5) and (7.6) are needed for asymptotic
equicontinuity of empirical cluster process to be introduced below. &)

Remark 7.6. We note that

- E[K(X1,)]
lim ———= =
n—oo 1, P(| X o] > up)

for each H € AU B. Let us verify it for H € B. We have

K (@1r,) > 1} = H{E (@1, -0,) > 1}
= H{K(21,,) > BIU{K(x1r,-0,) < HHK(21,,) < DK (21,0, -0,) > 1} .

We consider the first pair of indicators in the last line. The events { K (1, ) >
1} and {K (21, —¢,) < 1} imply that there exists s > 0 such that K(x1,,) —
K(x1,,-0,) > s. Applying the same reasoning to the second pair of indicators,
we have

K (@1r,) > 1} = H{K(@10,-0,) > 1} <208 est Y Jay] >
Jj=rn—"Ln+1

Since £, = o(ry)

P S IX] > sun | = OUnP(IX o] > up)) = (raP(|Xo| > un)) .
j=rn—~Ln+1

In summary, (7.6) holds if the envelope function is in AUB. D
Remark 7.7. Let § > 0. If H is bounded then
Vi (HI™) < (IH[S v, (H)

and by the assumptions on the classes A and E,

lim sup 1/;_7.”(|H|1+5) <00.
"7 HeAuB
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Remark 7.8. Assume that AC(r,,,u,) holds. Fix 0 < sp < 1o < oo. Let H € A
and recall that H,(z) = H(x/s). Assume that A := {H,, s € [so,to]} is linearly
ordered. Note that A C A. The envelope is |Hy,| V |Hy,| € A hence (7.6) holds.

Moreover, Sup,¢i, o] Yn,r, (| Hs]) is achieved at sg or to. Likewise,

lim sup Vn r,,(|H Ht|)
N=0 g te(s0,t0]
The same applies to H € B if additionally ANSJB(r,,, u,,) holds. &)

7.4.2. Conditional convergence

We consider conditional convergence of functions H, H acting on overlapping
blocks.

Lemma 7.9. Assume that AC(ry, uy,) holds. Let h < rn, H H € £ and H(0) =
0. Then

lim E[H (X1, /un)H (X1+h rth/Un) | 1 Xo| > uy]

n—0o0

[H(Yl o) H (Y1+h 0o)], if h fixed
) ifh=h, — oco.

and

lim E[H(Xfrmrn/un)f](XfrnJrh,rnJrh/un) | [Xo| > un] =E[H(Y)H(Y)].

n— oo

Proof. Since H, H are bounded, the first expectation of interest is dominated
by

||H||Oo||HHOO]P)(XT+}L,7'n+h > Un | |X0| > un) .

Thus, the statement for h = h,, — oo follows immediately from AC(r,,u,)
(cf. the argument in the proof of [KS20, Theorem 6.1.4]).

Now, let h be fixed. Fix r. Since H, H are bounded Lipschitz continuous, we
have by Proposition 3.2,

lim E[H (X1, /tun)H(X11nrn/tn) | [ Xo| > wn] = BIH(Y 1) H(Y 13n,048)]

n— oo

lim ]E[H(Xfr,r/un)H(XfrJrh,rth/un) | X ol > uy]

n— oo

= E[H(Y—nr)f[(y—r+hm+h)] :

Since the tail process tends to zero under condition AC(7,, uy,), it also holds
that

Tli)nolo E[H(YLT>,E[(Y1+}%T+};)] = ]E[H(Yl,oo)ﬁ(YIJrh,OO)] ’

lim E[H(Y ) E(Y _4,0n)] = EH(Y)E(Y)] = EH(Y)H(Y)] .

r—00
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Indeed, considering the first statement only we have

lim ’E[H(Yl,r)ﬁ(YHh,Hh)} - E[H(Yl,oo)ff(Yuh,oo)]‘

r—00

< lim E[|H(Y 1) — H(Y 1,00)] |ﬁ|(Y1+hﬂ’+h)]

T—00

+ hm E [|H| Y ) ‘H Yiihrtn) — H(Y1+h,OO)H

<l lim {EIHY 1) = HOY 1) |+ B[ HY 1inrin) = H (Y 1n00)] ]}

and the limit is zero. To conclude, we only need to apply the triangular argu-
ment, that is to prove that

lim lim sup
r—00 n—oo

E[ (Xl 7/un) (Xl—i-h 7+h/un) H(Xl 7n/un) (X1+}L 7n+h/un) | |XO‘ >un]

is zero. Using again the fact that H, H are bounded, the conditional expectation
is dominated by

1H oo [E[H (X 10 /tn) = H(X 1,1, /) | | Xo| > ]

1 H o[BI (X 10 /t00) = H (X g fun) | Kol > w| - (77)

Fix € > 0. Since H is Lipschitz continuous, applying condition AC (7, u,,) yields

lim limsup |E[H (X1, /un) — H(X 1, /un) | | Xo| > us]]

=00 n—oo

< cst {€+ lim limsup P(X7}.,. > eu, | |Xo| > un)} =cst X €.

7= p—oo
The same argument applies to (7.7). Since € is arbitrary, this concludes the
proof. O
7.4.3. Covariance of clusters: Disjoint blocks

The first result is straightforward under the beta-mixing conditions.

Lemma 7.10 (Disjoint blocks I). Assume that AC(ry,un), R(rn,un), (7.1b)
hold. Then

. 1 ~ _
nh~>H;o m supE [H(Xl,rn /Un)H(XH[&’rn],rn+[£’rn]/Un)} =0,

where the sup is taken over £ > 1 and H, He AUB.
Proof of Lemma 7.10. Let H,H € AUB. Then, using (7.6),

‘E |: Xl rn/un) (X1+[§’rn] rn+[§’rn]/un):| ‘
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< |E[H(X 1, fun) HX 1t s terea) /) |+ 1 H B [ (X1 e,)]

and the latter term is o(r,P(| X o| > u,)), uniformly over AU B by the assump-
tion.

Using (7.2) and (7.1b), we have

‘COV (H(lern,gn/un), H(X1+[§/rn],rn+[§/rn]/un))‘
’I"nP(|X0| > Un)

B, +1(e'=1)r,]
raP(| X o] > un)

< [ H loo [1H [

and the latter is o(1) uniformly over the class of functions. O

We extend the above result to the excess functional &(z) = 3,5 1{|z;| > s}.

Lemma 7.11 (Disjoint blocks II). Assume that AC(ry,un), R(rn,uy), (7.1b)
hold. Then

. 1
nh_{réo m SupE [H(Xlﬂ’n /un)gs (X1+[€/,r.n]’,r.n+[€/,r.n}/un)] = 0 5

where the sup is taken over & >1, He AUB and s € [s0, to]-

Proof. Recall that ¢, = o(ry,). Split the sum Z;:[%[,i/:f:]rl into Z;;[*;ﬁ;:n] 41 and

T7z+[f/7’n]
PPV
For the first sum we have

1 Tn+Ln
m j—[§]+1 ’E[H(Xl,rn/un)]lﬂXﬂ > uns}]’

L P(| X o] > ups)

< H|[ oo
Sl ralP(| X o] > uy)

= o(1)

uniformly over the class of functions and over s.
Using (7.2) we have

1 rr+[E ]

m jzngn“ ‘COV(H(Xl,rn/’U/n), IL{|X]»| > Uns})’

IH|| -
< = Bir, -
raP(| X 0| > un) j:rn%ﬂ j—r

We finish the proof using the mixing assumption (7.1b). |
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7.4.4. Covariance of clusters: Overlapping blocks

We consider three cases separately: a) H, H € A (Proposition 7.12); b) H, H € B
(Proposition 7.13); ¢) the excess functional (Proposition 7.14).

Proposition 7.12 (Overlapping blocks I). Assume that AC(ry,u,) and
R(rn,un) hold. Let h < r, and & € (0,1). For H,H € A we have

. 1 ~
nh_{go mE [H(Xl,rn /un)H(X1+h,rn+h/un):|
| vHA), if h/rn, — 0, (7.8)
Tl A=Ouvr(HH), ifh=h, =[] ‘

Proof of Proposition 7.12. Note that if H,H € A, then HH € A (but it does
not mean that we can apply Lemma 7.9 since here the functions are applied to
different blocks).

Since H, H vanish around 0, there exists € > 0 such that H(z1,., )H(x1,,, ) =
0 whenever 7, < e. Then, splitting the event {X7, > u,} and using sta-
tionarity we write the expression of interest as

1
7‘nP(|X0‘ > Un)
_ 1
o o P(| X o| > un)

E [H(XLT” Jun)H(X 14000 /un)1{ X5, > une}}

Tn
x> E [H(Xm/un)lal(XH,wM/un)]l{X;‘J,1 < uned1{|1X;] > une}]
=1

B i]P’(|X0| > €uy)
o, P(|1 X | > un)

X ZE|:H(X1*j7Tn*j/un)H(XlJrh*]}TnJrh*j/un)]l{XT—j,—l <une} | | Xol
j=1
> une} .

To shorten the exposition, let A; = {X7_; ; < upe}. We write the last
expression as fol gn(v)dv with g, (v) defined by

E[H(Xl—[rnv],rn—[rnv]/un)ﬁ(X1+h—[rnv],rn+h—[rnv]/un)]l{A[Tnv]} | |X0‘ > Une] .

If h = o(ry,), then using the second part of Lemma 7.9 we get

lim g, (v) = € “E[H(eY)H(eY)L{Y" . _, <1} = v*(HH)

n— oo

independently of v € (0,1). If h = [¢r,,], € € (0,1), then we split the integral.



Sliding blocks estimators 2813

If £ > v, then we use boundedness of both H, H and the fact that H vanishes
around 0. Thanks to the anticlustering condition AC(ry,, u, ), we have as n — oo,

]E[H(Xl—[rnv],rn—[rnv]/un)H(X1+h—[rnv],rn+h—[rnv]/un)]l{A[rnv]} | |X0‘ > ’U/né]
S cstP (XT—&-[ETH]—[Tnv],rn—&-[f’r‘n]—[T‘nv] > Up€ | |X0| > Un€>

< cstP (ern(g_v)],g)rn > une | | Xo| > une) —0.

If £ < w, then we apply the second part of Lemma 7.9:

E[H(Xl—[rnv],rn—[rnv]/un)FNI(X1+h—[mv]7m+h—[rnv]/Un)ﬂ{A[mv]} | |XO‘ > Une]
— e “E[H(eY)H(eY)1{Y"  _, <1} =v"(HH), n—oo.

Since the sequence {g,} is uniformly bounded, we have

3 1 ~
lim gn(v)dv + lim gn(v)dv =0+ (1 = &{v*(HH) . O

Proposition 7.13 (Overlapping blocks IT). Assume that AC(rp, wn), R(rn, un)

and ANSIB(ry,, uy,) hold. Let h < 1, and § € (0,1). Then (7.8) holds for H, H €
B.

Proof of Proposition 7.13. We mimic the proof of Proposition 3.9 (refer to that
proof for the notation). Set K¢ = KoT*, K¢ = KoT¢. Let n € (0,1). Note that
H = 1{K* > 14y} € A, Hy = 1{K* > 141} € A and hence HH* € 4
see the comment at the beginning of the proof of Proposition 7.12.

Fix n € (0,1) and ¢ > 0. Let Lg, L be as in (2.1) and choose ¢ > 0 such
that

o 2P ST X 1G] < ewn} > mun/(Lic v L)) :
sy roP(| X o] > un) -

This is allowed thanks to ANSJIB(r,,, u, ). We have

1
TnP(lXo‘ > un)
2P X X < u} > quafest)
- roP(| X 0| > up)

E[H (X1, [un) HE (X 14 h 410/ Un)]
roP(| X o] > uy) '

P (K (X1, /) > 1K (X, en/un) > 1)

Application of Proposition 7.12 gives

1 ~
i —P(KX r n) > 1, K(X r n >1>
o raP(| Xo| > un) (X1, /tn) (X 14hrp+n/un)
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<+ u*(Hg(}:)Fli(Y))N, if h/rm =0,
(1 - f)y (Hi(Y)Hi(Y)) ’ if h= hn = [grn]

Similarly, we obtain the lower bound with Hj_,ﬁi instead of HE, He and
—( instead of +(. Since ( is arbitrary, the proof is concluded by letting € — 0.
This follows the same argument as in the proof of Proposition 3.9. O

Proposition 7.14 (Overlapping blocks III). Assume that AC (1, un), R(1n, tn)
hold. Let h < r,,. For H € L we have

1
Jim mE [H(X 1, /un)Es(X1tnr,+n/tn)]
| sTeE[H(sY)], ith/r, =0,
T sTH1=9E[H(sY)], ifh=h,=¢&r,

Proof of Proposition 7.14. We have for h < r,,

1
— E[H(X, 2)E(X . .
rP(|Xo| > un) (H(X 1, /1) Es (X 14 hr 1/ Un)]
1 rnth
T’nIP(|X0| >un) Z [ ( 1, n/u ) {| jl > u 8}]
j=h+1

1 P(|Xo| > uns) Tnth
= — 0T N BH(X - /un) | [ Xo| > uns] .

T'n ]P)(|XO‘ >’U,n> ]:;_1 [ ( 1—y3,mn j/u )‘l O| >u S]

We write the last expression as

P(| Xo| > uns) /Hh/r"
h

n(v)dv
B(Xol > un) Juye, O

with (omitting the dependence on s)
gn(v) = E[H (X 1_[r 0], —[rno]/ (Un$)) | [ Xo| > uns] .
Since H is bounded, AC(r,, u,) and Proposition 3.2 give
. _ [ E[H(sY)] ifve(0,1),
nlinéogn(“)_{ 0 ifv>1.
We split
14+h/ry 1 14+h/rn
/ gn(v)dv = / gn(v)dv +/ gn(v)dv .
h/rn h/ry 1

Since the sequence {g,} is uniformly bounded, for any h < r, the second
integral above converges to zero as n — co. If h = o(r,) and since there is no
problem at v = 0 with g¢,,(v), then the first integral converges to

/0 E[H(sY)]dv = E[H(sY)]
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Likewise, when h = [¢r,] then the first integral converges to

1
/£ E[H(sY)]dv = (1 — €)E[H(sY))] . O

7.5. Empirical cluster process of sliding blocks

Recall that for s > 0, Hs(x) = H(x/s). In order to deal with asymptotic
normality of sliding blocks estimators, we study the empirical process

\/7{:“7” V*(HS)}
_ \/E{ ?lale (Xit1itr, /un) _S—a’/*(H)} .

annP(|X0| > un)

The process F,, (H;) is viewed as a random element with values in D([so, to]).

Theorem 7.15. Let {X;,j € Z} be a stationary, reqularly varying R?-valued
time series. Assume that R(rn,uy), B(rn) and AC(ry,uy,) hold. Let H € A be
such that the class {Hs : s € [so,to]} is linearly ordered and (4.2b) holds.

Then F,(H.) converges weakly in (D([sq, to]), J1) to a Gaussian process with
the covariance v*(H Hy).

If moreover ANSJIB(ry,, uy,) is satisfied, then the convergence holds for H € B.

If additionally S(ry,un) and (4.2a) are satisfied, then the processes ¥, (H.)
and F,(E.) converge jointly.

7.5.1. Tail empirical process

Consider the following tail empirical process:

s) = \/E{Tn(S)—S_a} = \/E{ glll{lXﬂ > Un3} —s_o‘} , §>0.

4 P(| X o] > un)

Note that this is the classical tail empirical process based on the random
variables | X ;|, j > 1, with the only one difference: g, replaces n. We argue that
this process can be obtained (approximately) as the empirical process of sliding
blocks. Indeed,

rl’:,,rn (55)

1 4n
= GarnP(Xo| > ) ZH% Y+ Y - d) b {IX > s}

Jj=rn+l  j=qn+1

The difference between i, ,. (£5) and T, (s) is

1 Tn n

A= GnrnP(| X 0| > un) Z(T”_j)_ Z (n—3j) ]1{|Xj|>uns}.

Jj=1 J=aqn+1
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We have 337" (r, —j) < rpand 37 (n—j) <, thus under R(ry, uy):

T'n
. < ost 1i Tn
nh_{rgo VERE[|A]] < cst nh_)ngo nP(| Xo| > un)q

= cst lim 1/T—n roP(| X o] > upn) =0.
n—00 n

This implies that F,,(£s) and ifn(s) are asymptotically equivalent in the sense
that they yield the same process F(&;) as the distributional limit.

7.6. Covariance of the empirical process of sliding blocks
Proposition 7.16. Assume that AC(rp, u,) and R(r,,uy) are satisfied. Let

° H,EI S g, or
e H H € B and ANSIB(r,,u,) holds.

If (7.1b) and (7.1¢c) hold then

lim cov(F,(H),F,(H)) = v*(HH) . (7.9)
If (7.1b) holds then
lim cov(F,(H),F,(&)) = v*(HE) = E[H(sY))] . (7.10)

n—oo

Remark 7.17. e The second equality in (7.10) follows from Lemma 7.22.
e In view of the discussion in Section 7.5.1, (7.10) can be re-phrased as

lim cov(F,(H),T,(s)) = v*(HE,) = E[H(sY)] .

n—oo
D
7.6.1. Bounds for integral representation
Before we proceed with the proof, we define
9n (ga H) =E [H(Xl,rn /un)H(X1+[r"£],[rn£]+rn/un)] 3 g >0
and (1)
~ In(S;
n 7H = .
& H) = B (X0l > un)
For £ = 0, using Remark 7.7 we immediately obtain under AC(r,,, uy,):
lim sup gn(0;H)= lim sup v}, (H?) <oo. (7.11)
"7 e AUB "7 He AUB

Furthermore, for j =1,2,3, ...,

Jra—1

- Z gn(i/rn;H)Z/]_lﬁn(f;H)df.

T
" i=(j—1)rn
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For j = 1 we will need the precise behaviour of this integral and we will handle
it using Propositions 7.12 and 7.13. For j > 2 the integral vanishes with a given
rate.

Lemma 7.18. Assume that AC(r,,uy) holds.
e If (7.1b) holds then for any finite M,
M
tm sup [ (6 H)IE= 0
"7 ge AUB Y1
e Forj >3,

J 1
wp/ Gn(€ H)AE <ost —————— 3
Hedugdi-1 raP(| X o| > un) V7Y

Proof. For the first part we apply Lemma 7.10 and the dominated convergence:

sup sup [gn(§H)| < sup [[H|leovr, ., ( HI) <oo.

H|)<ecst sup v, (
HeAuB§€(1,2) HeAUB He AUB

n?’r’!L

For the second part, we use (7.2) and the fact that AUB has a finite envelope.
O

7.6.2. Representation for covariance between blocks

Recall that g, = n—r, + 1. Evaluation of the covariance of the empirical process
of sliding blocks will use consecutive disjoint blocks of indices of size r,:

JJ:{(J_l)Tnav.]Tn_l}v ]:Lamn:[Qn/rn]

Clearly, U, J; = {0,...,n — 7, }. We will assume for simplicity that g, /7,

Jj=1
is an integer.
Write
1 gn—1 1 My
H X,L itr,/Un) = V. (H
G P(| X 0| > un) ; (Xt vitr, /tin) G P(1Xo| > un) #(H)
with
Ui (H) =Y H(Xis1igr,/tn) - (7.12)
iEJj
Note that the indices of the random vectors Xi,..., X2, _1 used in the
construction of ¥; overlap with the indices of X, +1,..., X3, 1 used to define

Wy, but do not overlap with the indices used in the definition of W3. Likewise,
the indices used in the definition of ¥y overlap with those in W3, but not with
any other term W, j > 4. This partially explains where does a contribution to
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the limiting variance come from: from the dependence within each block J; and
cross dependence between J; and two neighbouring blocks.
For j > 1 we have

B[, (H)W; 41 (H)]
T%P(lXoI > Un)

Tl (j+1)rn—1
1
r3P(| X o] > uy) hgo (X h+1,h4r, /Un) i;ﬂ (X it 1,irn /Un)
1 I i
o > <_ - (- 1)) Gn(i/rn; H)
" i=G=1)rn > "
1 G+ ;
T Z <(J +1) - —> n(i/rn; H)
Tn it T'n
and hence
(G+D)rn 1
E[|W, (H)V;1(H)]] 1 o /J N
= n(1/rns H)| < Gn(& H)|AE . (713
r3P(| Xo| > un) o Z_(]Zl)rn gn i/ ) - |Gn(&; H)| (7.13)

7.6.3. Proof of Proposition 7.16, Eq. (7.9)
Proof. Note that (since g, ~ n)

kpmy, - anp(|XO| > un) 1
(@nraP(| X 0| > un))? 70 (@uraP(| X0 > un))? T3P Xo| > un)

Write var(F, (H)) as

(7.14)

k,m.,
(gnrnP(| X o] > un))2

with the reminder A,,(H) given by
kn
(@urnP(1X 0| > un))”

Lo Lde®) wa (1 - mi) {cov (W1 (H), W1 (H))}

R Xo] > un) .

A(H):=-2 cov(Uy(H), Ua(H)) (7.16)

(7.17)
= Ap1(H)+ (1+0(1))B,(H) .
If we show that the leading term on the right-hand side of (7.15) converges to

a finite limit, then automatically lim,,_ o A, 1(H) = 0 (since m,, — co0). Thus,
the reminder A,,(H) will be negligible if we show that

lim B, (H)=0. (7.18)

n—oo
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We will start by analysing the first term in (7.15). Set

2r,—1

1

RR(H): 7’_ Z (2_7’/70n)§n(7’/70n7H) .
n i=Tn
Since (7.1b) holds, the application of the first part of Lemma 7.18 gives
lim sup R,(H)=0. (7.19)
"7 ge AUB

Write the first term in (7.15) as (cf. (7.14))

Tyn—1
1+ o0(1) S .
r%IP(|X0|>un){Tg(O )+ 2r ;g(z/r )+ TR}

= (1+ (1) {}%(o;H) 2l § §n<z’/rn;H>+2Rn<H>} D
n [

Then, using (7.11), (7.18) and (7.19), we have

1
lim var(F,(H)) =2 lim gn (& H)AE

n—roo n— oo

Applying Propositions 7.12 and 7.13 (the case h = [¢r,]), we have

lim var(F, (H)) = 2V*(H2)/0 (1—¢)d¢ =v*(H?) .

n—oo
To conclude the proof, we show (7.18) in the following lemma. O

Lemma 7.19. Assume that (7.1b)-(7.1c) hold. Then
lim sup B,(H)=0. (7.21)

"0 ge AUB

Proof of Lemma 7.19. Using (7.13) we have

W1 (H) U () L e |
(Xl > i) T ARG 5wy 2 P ¥s (D)

Jj+1
/|gn£H|de+Z/ G (& H)Jde

The first term is o(1) uniformly over the class of functions (cf. the first part
of Lemma 7.18). Using the second part of Lemma 7.18 we bound

my,—1 j+1 1 oo
n(& € < ost—mmrre—s >~ By, -
Z/ (G IS < ot Sy 22

We finish the proof by applying the mixing assumption (7.1c). |

|Bn(H)| <
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7.6.4. Proof of Proposition 7.16, Eq. (7.10)
Proof. We write (recall that g, ~ n)

1 an—1 qn
" (ann]P’(|X0| > ) ) Z H(Xi11,i4r, /tUn), Z]l{|X | > Un}

j=1
k an—1 qn
~ 2 P2(|Xo| > wn) Z ZCOV (H(Xi+1,i+rn/un)a]1{|Xj| > Un})
" =0 j=1
—1 gn
= P ‘XO| - Z Y cov (H(Ximji1,imjtra /un)s 1| Xo| > un}) -
n 1=0 j=1

Split the inner sum into two pieces, 2221 and Z?":‘i 41, in the first one replace
j with h =1 — j, in the second one replace 7 with h = j — ¢ to get

71 Z
1 dn
COV l i 1—j+7rn un ,1 X >un
nraP(| Xo| > up) ; jz:l o Li—jtra /Un ), T{| X o }
qn—1 qn
Z > cov (H(Ximji1ijiry/un), 1{| Xo| > un})
ann |X0‘ > Un =0 jeit
qn—11i—1
T |X | >Uu Z ZCOV Xh+1ah+7"n/un)7]l{|X0| > un})
qn n 0 n =1 h—0
1 gn—1qn—1
+ T P(|X ‘ >u ) Z Z cov (H(X*h+1v*h+7“n/uﬂ)v]l{|XO| >un}) .
qnTn 0 n i—0 h—1
This gives further
qn—2 qn—1
cov (H(X hy1,htr, /tn), 1{| Xo| > un})
1 gn—2qn—h
T P (1 Xo] > un) > cov (H(X —pyt,—nir, /un), 1{| Xo| > un})
InTn 0 ") h=1 i=1
1 qn—1
= W Z (1 — h/qn)COV (H(Xh+1,h+rn/un), ]l{|X0| > un})
" n) p=0
(7.22)
1 !
B s a2 (L )0y (HX g, fun), 1Kol > ua})
" ") h=0
(7.23)

We show that the term in (7.22) is negligible, while the one in (7.23) yields
the limit. We split the term in (7.22) into two pieces, according to h < r,, and
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h > ry,. Then the first part is bounded by

1 Tn 1
= S B Kt /) 1Kol > 0] = [ g ()
" h=0

with
gn(v) =E [lH(X[ranl,[ranrn/un)|| |X0‘ > un] .
Under AC(ry,up), gn(v) — 0 (cf. the first part of Lemma 7.9 with H = 1
and H = |H|). Likewise, since r,/q, — 0,

1 & o[
e S B X, S| Kol > ua] = ;" [ [ravlgato)do 0.
AN = 0

Furthermore, applying (7.2),

1 gn—1

_— 1—h n H(X r n ’]l X n
ralP(| X o] > un) h:%;rl( Jqn)|cov (H(X nt1 htr, /tn), L{| X o] > upn})|

[[H | oo
S —Ziw 1 2 Bhr,
raP(|X 0] >un)h§ i

and the latter term vanishes by (7.1b). In summary, (7.22) is negligible.
For the term in (7.23) we write (recall that we can replace cov with E thanks
to0 R(rn, un))

Tn

1 1
o> BIHX it i, i) |1 Xol > ] = [ gu0)de
" h=0 0
with
gn(v) =E [H(Xf[rnv]Jrl,f[rnv]Jrrn/un) | |X0| > un} .
By Proposition 3.2, g,,(v) — E[H(Y')] for each v. O

7.7. Proof of Theorem 7.15 - fidi convergence

Recall that ¢, = n — r, + 1 and recall the disjoint blocks of size r,:

Jj:{(jil)rnwuajrnfl}a j:L“-;mn:[Qn/TTL]'

These blocks were chosen to calculate the limiting covariance of the process
F,,. However, they are not appropriate for a proof of the central limit theorem.
We need to introduce a large-small blocks decomposition. For this purpose let
zn be a sequence of integers such that z, — oo and

. Zn
lim
n—=oo  /nP(| X o] > up)

=0. (7.24)
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Set

and assume for simplicity that m,, is an integer. Since z,, — oo, we have m,, =
o(my). For j =1,...,m, define now large and small blocks as follows:

Ly ={0,...,2pmn — 1}, Sy ={znrn...,2nmn +2r, — 1},
Lo ={zprn + 21, ..., 22,710 + 21, — 1},
So ={2z,1p + 21y .., 22,1 + 4r,, — 1}
L ={( —Dzprn +2(G — Drp, ..., jznrn +2(j — 1)ry, — 1},
Si={jznrn +2( — Drp, ..., jznrn + 247, — 1} .
The block L is obtained by merging z, consecutive blocks Ji,...,J, of
size ry,. Likewise, S1 = J,,+1 U J,, 12. Therefore, the large block of size z,r, is

followed by the small block of size 2r,,, which in turn is followed by the large
block of size z,r, and so on. All together,

U(LjUSj):{O,...,n—Tn}.
j=1

Write
qn—1 Moy, My,
l s
ST H (X isrivr, /un) = > 0V (H) + 30 () (7.25)
i=0 j=1 j=1

where now

l s
O (H) = 3" H(Xisrivr, /un) s OO (H) = > H (Xistitr,/tn) -
i€eL; 1€S;
With such the decomposition, Xi,..., X, r, +r,—1 used in the definition of

\Ilgl)(H ) are separated by 7, + 2 from the random variables that define \Ifg) (H).
The mixing condition (7.1a) allows us to replace X with the independent blocks

process, that is, we can treat the random variables {lgl)(H), j=1,...,my,, as
independent. The same applies to \IJE-S) (H).
Set
Zn(H) = {Zp;(H) = B[ Zp;(H)]} =2 Y Zn j(H) (7.26)
j=1 j=1
with
Vk 1
Z, ;(H) n v\ () . (7.27)

o nrnP(| X 0| > un)

The next steps are standard.
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e First, we show that the limiting variance of the large blocks process Z,, is
the same as that of the process F,,;

e Next, we show that the small blocks process (the second term in (7.25))
is negligible;

e Finally, we will verify the Lindeberg condition for the large blocks process.

Variance of the large blocks. We have (using the assumed independence of

0
U5 (H))

k var 1 %\I/(l)(H) = knﬁln Var(\Ij(l) (H))

n Qnrn]P)(|X0| > un) = J (QnrnP(|X0| = un>)2 1

1 ZnTn—1
zardP(Xo > ) ( ; (Kirritra /u >>

o anz]P(|X0| > un)var o J 5 .

where in the last line we decomposed the block Ly = {0,...,zpr, — 1} into z,

disjoint blocks Ji, ..., J. , used the notation (7.12), the asymptotics (7.14) and
M, ~ My 2.

The next steps are a repetition of the proof of Proposition 7.16, with the
appropriate adjustments. The term in (7.28) becomes

var (U (H)) 1 o j
+2 1- L
2

Uy (H),Vi4;(H
B Xl > un) | TAP(Xo] > LY covtwn (1), 014, (11)

and as in (7.15) we can write it as

1

BB Xo| > ) {cov(Wa(H), Uy (H) + Uo(H) + U3(H))} + A, (H) (7.29)

with the reminder A,,(H) given this time by (cf. (7.16)-(7.17))

1 1
zn r3P(| X o] > up)

+ m i (1 - ZL> {COV (\Ill(H),\I/1+j(H))}

j=2 "

= A, (H)+ B,(H) . (7.30)

Ay (H) :=— cov(Uy(H), Uy(H))

The reminder is negligible by the same argument as before. Indeed, we note
that B, (H) is just B,(H) from (7.17) with m,, replaced with z,. The depen-
dence on m,, vanishes in the final stage of the proof of Lemma 7.19. The leading
term in (7.29) is the same as in the proof of Proposition 7.16; cf. (7.15).
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In summary, the variance of the large block process is

lim var (Z,(H)) = v*(H?).

n—oo
Variance of the small blocks. We have (using again the assumed indepen-

dence of \I/;S)(H ) thanks to the beta-mixing)

m

1

o GnrnlP |Xo| > Up) Zl an%[p)(|X0| >un)var( 1 (H))
Since \Ifgs)(H) is just Uy (H) defined in (7.12), we have
1 A ()
| G BT ) 2 1 () | = O/20) = o)

Lindeberg condition for Z, (H). We need to show that for all n > 0,

lim m,E [Z2 ) (H)1{|Z,1(H)| > n}] =0. (7.31)

n—oo

Since H is bounded, then by (7.24),

VEknznrn Zn
Zn1(H)| < Hl|o ~ .
2 () < g S Bl s H e = o)

Thus, the indicator in (7.31) becomes zero for large n.
Lindeberg condition for Z,(£). The functional £ is not bounded and we will
prove the Lindeberg condition under S(ry,, u,). Write

R

" ¢ P(| Xo| > uy)

so that
ZnTn—1 ZnTn—1 i+ry
Zn1(€) =Wn Y EXiprigr,/un) =Tn > Y L{|X;| >u,}
=0 =0 j=i+1
rn j—1  ra(zn+l) j—1 ro(2zn+1)
S0 Y{IX I s uny < @arn Y L{IXG] > un}
Jj=114=0 Jj=ra+1l i=j—ry, Jj=1

27,
v o > U{I1X ] > up}

- ann]P(‘X0| > un) =1

2ry,

1+o

~ L /nP( \X0| > Un) Z]IHX >
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The last term can be recognized as one (scaled) block of size 27, of the tail
empirical process T (s). [KSW19, Lemma 3.6] (see also [KS20, Lemma 9.2.8])
gives

lim m,E [Z2,(E)1{|Zn1(E)] > n}] =0.

n— 00

If moreover R(ry, uy,) holds then

lim m,E [Z) (E)1{|Zn1(E)| > n}] =0.

n—oo

Since m,, = o(my,), we obtain the Lindeberg condition for Z,(&).

7.8. Proof of Theorem 7.15 - asymptotic equicontinuity

We need the following lemma which is an adapted version of Theorem 2.11.1
in [vdVWO96]. Let Z,, be the empirical process indexed by a semi-metric space
(G, p), defined by

My

Zo(f) =Y AZui(f) = ElZai(D)}
j=1

where {Z, ;,n > 1}, j =1,...,my,, are i.i.d. separable, stochastic processes and
my, is a sequence of integers such that m,, — oco. Define the random semi-metric
d, on G by

(1) =S AZus ()~ Zus (@)} 9 €6
j=1

Lemma 7.20. Assume that (G, p) is totally bounded. Assume moreover that:
(i) For allm >0,
e 2 2 —
Jim Bl Zna[[G1{[| Znallg > 1} =0

(ii) For every sequence {8, } which decreases to zero,

lim  sup E[d2(f,g9)]=0. (7.32)
n—00  f.geg
p(f9)<dn

(iii) There ezists a measurable majorant N*(G,d,,€) of the covering number
N(G,dn,€) such that for every sequence {0, } which decreases to zero,

On
/ log N*(G, dy, €)de — 0 . (7.33)
0

Then {Z,,n > 1} is asymptotically p-equicontinuous, i.e. for each n > 0,

lim limsupP | sup |Z,(f) —Zn(g9)|>n| =0.
=0 nooco f,9€9
p(fi9)<s
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Remark 7.21. The separability assumption is not in [vdVW96]. It implies mea-
surability of [|Z,1]lg. Furthermore, the separability also implies that for all
0>0,neN, (e)i<j<m, € {—1,0,1} and i € {1, 2}, the supremum

sup > e (Zni(f) = Znj(9)'| = sup > € (Znj(f) = Znj(9))'
p{f,gye)<5 Jj=1 pf(}"g,j)gs j=1

is measurable, which is an assumption of [vdVW96]. )

7.8.1. Asymptotic equicontinuity of the empirical process of sliding
blocks

Recall the big-blocks process Z,,(H) (cf. (7.26)-(7.27)). Recall also that thanks
to B-mixing we can consider random variables \Ilg-l)(H)7 j=1,...,m, to be
independent. We need to prove asymptotic equicontinuity of Z, (H) indexed by
the class G = {H;, s € [so,to]} equipped with the metric p*(H, fI) =v*{H -
H 12). The same argument can be used to prove asymptotic equicontinuity for
the small blocks process. This yields asymptotic equicontinuity of F,,(H.). We
note further that asymptotic continuity of IF,,(€.) follows from [KSW19].

e The Lindeberg condition (i) of Lemma 7.20 holds because the class G is lin-
early ordered and by applying (7.31).

e Since G is linearly ordered, the random entropy condition (7.33) of
Lemma 7.20 holds.

e Define the random metric

P (H, 1) = S (Zo () — Zo (D)2
j=1

We need to evaluate E[d2(H;, Hy)]:
Eldy (H,, Hy)]

(@nrnP(IXo| > un))?

ZnTn—1
( Z {Hs (Xitt1itr,/un) (7.34)
i=0

- H; (Xi+1,i+rn/un)}> ]

1
2, r3P(| X 0| > up

. 2
j=1
where in the last line we decomposed the block L; into z, disjoint blocks

J1, ..., Js,, used the notation (7.12), the asymptotics (7.14) and M, ~ my/zn;
of. (7.28).
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The term in (7.34) becomes

E[(P1(H,) — V1 (H1))?]
T%P(|X0| > un)

) Zn—1 _j
T BB X ] > ) ; <1 - Z—n) E[{ W (H,) — V1 (H,)}

X {AW14j(Hs) — V145 (Hy)

and as in (7.15) we can write it as

1 2 -
mE {Wo(Hs) — ‘Ilz(lrﬂft)};::1 {U;(Hy) — V;(Hy)} p + An(H, s,1)
(7.36)

with the reminder (cf. (7.30))
E[{W1(Hs) — U1 (Hy)} {V2(H) — Ua(Hy)}]

~ 1 1
A, (H s t)i=—-2————
n(H,5,1) 2 T3P(| X 0| > un)

zp—1 .
e L (1 2 ) BRI () - n()
X {11 (Hs) — Uy (Hu)l]
= A, 1(Hy — Hy) + B, (Hy — Hy) .
Remark 7.8 applies and hence by Lemma 7.19,
lim sup Bn(H,— Hy)=0.

N0 se[so,to]

Jj=2

The leading term in (7.36) is decomposed as (cf. (7.20))
1 1=
—Gn(0; Hy = Hy) +2— > Gn(i/rn; He — Hy) + 2Ry (Ho — Hy)
n i3
Again, Remark 7.8 applies and (7.19) gives
lim sup R,(Hs—H;)=0.

N0 se(s0,t0]

It remains to show that for every sequence {, } decreasing to zero,

rp—1
, 1=
lim sup — Z gn(Z/Tn;Hs - Ht)
=1

n—oo s,t€[sg,to] Tn <

ls—t1<6n
1
= lim sup / gn(§, Hy — Hy)dE =0
N—=00 s,te[sqg.to] JO
[s—t|<5n
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Because of the monotonicity

|9, (&, Hs — Hy)| <2 sup |Hglvl . (

n7T7L
s€[s0,t0)

< 2maX{|HsU|a |Ht0|}|y

Hs _Ht|)

H) — v}, (H)| .

*
nyra (

The convergence of v}, . (H) to s~*v*(H?) is uniform on [s, to]. Thus, for
s,t e [80, to},

v (HY) v, (H)| <2 sup v, (H,) — v (H,) |40 (H){s ) .

n?”‘n
so<u<to

Fix n > 0. For large enough n, the uniform convergence yields

sup }V:L,rn (HS) - U:z,rn (Ht)|

s0<s,t<tq
ls=ti<bn
<n+vi(H) sup {57t} <n+asg® o7 (H) .
sg<s,t<tq
ls=t|<on

This proves that (7.32) holds. The conditions of Lemma 7.20 hold, thus the

sequence Z,, is asymptotically equicontinuous.

7.9. Proof of Theorem 4.3

Write ¢, = |X|(n:n_kn)/un. Since k,, = nPP(| X o| > wuy), we have the relationship
b, . (H)=p,, (He,) (cf. (1.8)-(1.9)). Therefore,

Vo {fi,,, (H) —v*(H)} = Fo(H,) + ko {v*(He,) —v*(H)} . (7.37)
Step 1. Theorem 7.15 gives local uniform convergence of {F,,(H;), s € [so, to]}
to a continuous Gaussian process G. At the same time, convergence of
{Fn(&),s € [so,to]} yields ¢, i, jointly with F, (H). Therefore,
F,(He,) — G(H).
Step 2. Using Vervaat’s theorem, we have, jointly with the previous convergence,
VE(* —1) == G(&). Therefore, by the homogeneity of v*,

VE{v*(He,) - v (H)} = v (H)VE((® 1) == v (H)G(E) .

Since the convergences hold jointly, we conclude the result.

7.10. Auxiliary results

Lemma 7.22 (Problems 5.24 and 525 in [KS20]). Assume that
P(limyj|o0 [Yj| = 0) = 1 and let H, H' be bounded functionals on (R*)% such
that H'(x) =0 if * <1 and E[|H(Y)||H' (Y 0,00) — H' (Y '1,00)|] < 00. Then
v (HH') = E[H(Y){H'(Yo,00) = H'(Y1,00)}] ,
VI(HE) =E[H(Y)], v*(€) =1, v () =) _P(Y,|>1).
JEL
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Proof. Applying (2.7) and the time change formula (see [PS18, Lemma 2.2]),
we obtain

V(HH') = E[H(Y)H (Y)I{Y" ., <1}]
— B[ H(Y)|| B (Y0o0) 1{Y* o, < 1}]

—oo,—1
0o

<D EHW)H(Y joo) = H'(Y jr100)[1{]Y 5] > 1J1{Y"  _, <1}]

<.
I
o

o

E[H(Y)|H'(Yo,00) = H (Y1,00)[1{|Y ;| > 1}1{Y" <1}]

oco,—j—1

Il
<

J

EH(Y)H (Yo00) — H (Y100)]] < 0.

This proves that v*(HH’) < co. Hence, we can switch the expectation with
the summation and the first result follows. The second statement follows by
noting that £(Y,00) — £(Y1,00) = 1 almost surely. O

Lemma 7.23 (Example 6.2.2 and Problem 6.7 in [KS20]). Let w(m), m > 0,
be the limiting cluster size distribution. Assume that P(lim|;|_, |Y ;| =0) = 1.
Then

Z mm(m) =9, Z m*r(m) =9~! ZP(|Y]'\ >1).
m=1 m=1 JEZ

Proof. For the first statement, applying (2.7) and Lemma 7.22, we have,

Z mm(m) = Z mPEY)=m|Cy(Y)=0)
=E[E(Y)|C(Y)=0=0" v (E)=0v".

Likewise,

> mPr(m) =E[E*(Y) | Co(Y) = 0] =9 'w*(€3) =97 Y P(Y;| > 1).
m=1

JEZ

O
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