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ON THE MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATOR FOR THE
GENERALIZED EXTREME-VALUE DISTRIBUTION

AXEL BUCHER AND JOHAN SEGERS

ABSTRACT. The vanilla method in univariate extreme-value theory consists of fitting
the three-parameter Generalized Extreme-Value (GEV) distribution to a sample of
block maxima. Despite claims to the contrary, the asymptotic normality of the max-
imum likelihood estimator has never been established. In this paper, a formal proof
is given using a general result on the maximum likelihood estimator for parametric
families that are differentiable in quadratic mean but whose supports depend on the
parameter. An interesting side result concerns the (lack of) differentiability in qua-
dratic mean of the GEV family.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Asymptotic normality of maximum likelihood estimators in regular parametric models
is a classic subject, but when the support of the distribution depends on the parameter,
the mathematics are not routine. The family of univariate, three-parameter Generalized
Extreme-Value distributions is a case in point. Its cumulative distribution function Gy
at a parameter vector 6§ = (v, u,0) € R x R x (0,00) is given by

Crpor(@) = Gyon((@—)jo), = €R, (1)
where
exp(—e~?) if v =0,
o B exp{—(1+7z)_1/7} ify#0and 14+vz >0,
101(2) = 0 ify>0and z < -1/,
1 ify<0and z>—1/7.

The support of Gy is an interval, Sy = {x € R : 0 + y(x — u) > 0}, whose endpoints
depend on 6. The above parameterization, due to von Mises (1936) and Jenkinson
(1955), generalizes and unifies the Fréchet/Gumbel/Weibull trichotomy in Fisher and
Tippett (1928) across all signs of the shape parameter ~.

Fitting a generalized extreme-value distribution to a sample of annual maxima is the
earliest statistical method in extreme-value theory. Various inference procedures have
been explored, including quantile or probability matching (Gumbel, 1958), the prob-
ability weighted moment method (Hosking et al., 1985), and the maximum likelihood
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method (Prescott and Walden, 1980; Hosking, 1985). The present paper revisits the
maximum likelihood estimator and its asymptotic distribution.

In general, deriving large-sample asymptotics of the maximum likelihood estimator for
a distribution family with varying support is a difficult problem. The classical regularity
conditions of Cramér (1946) are not fulfilled, and the same is true for the weaker Lipschitz
conditions stemming from empirical process theory (van der Vaart, 1998, Theorem 5.39).
Up to our knowledge, a general theory does not exist.

Smith (1985) was the first to consider maximum likelihood estimation in a large class
of non-regular parametric families on the real line. More precisely, he studied densities
which can be written as

o) = (x—p)* Tgle—p¢),  x€(u0),

where p is a location parameter, ¢ is a parameter vector, & = a(¢) is a smooth function
of ¢, and g is a known function. The formulation is general enough to include location
versions of the Weibull, Gamma, Beta and log-Gamma distribution. Depending on
the value of o, Smith (1985) shows that the rate of convergence and the asymptotic
distribution of the maximum likelihood estimator for p is n~1/2
than n~Y/2 and non-normal, respectively.

The above class of densities, however, does not include the three-parameter General-
ized Extreme-Value distribution. Still, after a reparameterization, the formulation does
include the case —1/2 < v < 0. Smith (1985, p. 88) claims that similar arguments will
work for v > 0 too, but details are omitted, while the case v = 0 is not mentioned. It
could be argued that the case v < 0 treated in Smith (1985) is indeed the most difficult
one. However, we believe that his proof contains a gap which cannot be easily remedied.
Uniformity in certain convergence statements is claimed but not proven, and we doubt
that it can be done with the techniques used in the article. We justify our point of view
at the end of Section 2.

Our contribution consists of a general result on the asymptotic normality of the max-
imum likelihood estimator for parametric models whose support may depend on the
parameter. We apply the result to the three-parameter GEV family. An interesting side
result concerns the differentiability in quadratic mean of that family; for the Gumbel
case, see Marohn (1994, 2000).

As in Smith (1985), we need to show that certain limit relations hold uniformly over
specific subsets of the parameter space. To do so, we use empirical process machinery
borrowed from van der Vaart (1998). The approach requires exercising control on the
entropy of certain function classes. We obtain such control via carefully formulated
Lipschitz conditions. Checking these conditions for the three-parameter GEV family
turns out to be surprisingly tedious.

The set-up in our paper is that of independent random samples drawn from a distribu-
tion within the parametric family itself. For the GEV family, Dombry (2015) considers
the more realistic setting of triangular arrays of block maxima extracted from indepen-
dent random variables sampled from a distribution in the domain of attraction of a
GEYV distribution. He shows consistency of the maximum likelihood estimator, and our
Proposition 3.1 below is not far from being a special case of his Theorem 2. In Biicher
and Segers (2016), we go one step further and also establish asymptotic normality, even
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for block maxima extracted from time series. In that paper, however, we do not consider
the full three-parameter GEV family but focus on the two-parameter Fréchet sub-family.
The support of the latter is equal to the positive half-line for all values of the parameter
vector. The complications that motivate the present paper do therefore not arise.

Asymptotic normality of the maximum likelihood estimator in general parametric
families with parameter-dependent support is asserted in Section 2. The proof is given in
Appendix A. We specialize the theory to the GEV family in Section 3 and we provide an
outline for possible applications to other parametric families in Section 4. The reasonings
and calculations needed to work out the results for the GEV family are sufficiently
complicated to fill Appendices B to E.

2. MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATOR OF A SUPPORT-DETERMINING PARAMETER

Let (Py: 6 € ©) be a family of distributions on some measurable space (X,.A), where
© C R*. Suppose that each Py has a density py with respect to some common dominating
measure p. The model (P : 6 € ©) is said to be differentiable in quadratic mean at an
inner point 6y € O if there exists a measurable function 590 : X = R¥ such that

1 . 2
/X{\/pﬁoJrh —/Poy — ihTEGO vp90} dﬂ = O(HhH2)7 h — 0. (21)

The function égo is referred to as the score vector. Its components are square-integrable
with respect to Py, and have mean zero. The covariance matrix Iy, = Pgoégoéz; is called
Fisher information matriz. Differentiability in quadratic mean with invertible Fisher
information matrix implies an asymptotic expansion of the log-likelihood ratio statistic
implying local asymptotic normality of the associated sequence of statistical experiments.
For more on the statistical implications of this property, see for instance Le Cam (1986)
and van der Vaart (1998, Chapters 7-8). In Marohn (2000), local asymptotic normality
is exploited to construct asymptotically efficient tests of the Gumbel hypothesis.

Let X1,...,X, be an ii.d. sample from Fy,. By definition, any global maximizer of
the R-valued function 6 — P, logpg = > 1 logpe(X;) is called a maximum likelihood
estimator. Here, it is implicitly assumed that the set of global maximizers is non-
empty. This is easily satisfied in most situations where © is compact. Otherwise, a
compactification argument often works (van der Vaart, 1998, Chapter 5) or one can
restrict attention to local maximizers instead. .

Under “regularity conditions”, the asymptotic distribution of /n (6, —6) is Ny (0, I, .
Various sets of sufficient conditions have been proposed in the literature: Cramér’s clas-
sical conditions require the existence of and bounds on the third-order derivatives of
0 — Lg(x) = log pg(z). Theorem 5.39 in van der Vaart (1998) only demands differentia-
bility in quadratic mean plus a Lipschitz condition on 6 — ¢y(x), for all x in the support
of Py, and all # in a neighbourhood of 6.

However, if the support, {x : pg(xz) > 0}, of Py depends on 6, an approach based
on smoothness of 6 — fy(x) is not possible. Indeed, for any neighbourhood of 6y, we
may find 6 in that neighbourhood and x € X such that pg,(z) > 0 but pp(z) = 0
and thus ¢yp(z) = —oo. For the same reason, empirical processes indexed by 6 in a
neighbourhood of 8y will have unbounded trajectories with probability tending to one.
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But weak convergence of such empirical processes in the space of bounded functions is a
crucial ingredient in the proofs of many theorems on the asymptotics of M-estimators.

A possible way to circumvent these problems consists of replacing the criterion func-
tion £y by

Po + Pay )

2p6, /)’
a real-valued function on {x : pg,(x) > 0} satisfying my(z) > —2log(2) for all such x.
Using Corollary 5.53 in van der Vaart (1998), the function my can be used to obtain
the Op(1/4/n) rate of convergence of the maximum likelihood estimator for the GEV
parameter 6, see Proposition D.1 below. The method of proof does not allow to obtain
the asymptotic distribution of the estimator, however.

Yet, if the rate of convergence Op(1/4/n) has been established, then our next propo-
sition provides alternative conditions (on fy) which can be used to prove asymptotic
normality of the maximum likelihood estimator. In doing so, we follow the well-known
three-step strategy for deriving the asymptotic distribution of M-estimators (see, e.g.,
van de Geer, 2009): (1) prove consistency, then (2) derive the rate of convergence and
finally (3) derive the exact limiting distribution. In Section 3, the three steps are worked
out for the GEV family by an application of the following proposition for step (3).

The support of Py is Sp = {z : pp(x) > 0}, a subset of X which may vary with 6 € ©.
Let U.(0) ={#' €O : |0 — ¢|| < &} and put

S(e) = S0y, ) = ﬂ Sp = {x : pg(x) > 0 for all # such that [|§ — | < }.
0cUc(6o)

mg = 2log < (2.2)

The set S(¢) is the intersection of the supports of the distributions Py for all # in an
e-ball centered at 6y. The following proposition claims the asymptotic normality of the
maximum likelihood estimator under a Lipschitz condition on the function 6 — fy(x)
for x and 6 in a certain range.

Proposition 2.1. Let (Py : 6 € ©) be a parametric model on (X, A), with © C R¥,
and let Oy be an inner point of ©. Let X1, Xo,... be a sequence of independent and
wdentically distributed random elements in X with common distribution Py, and let O, be
a mazimum likelihood estimator based on X1,...,X,. Assume the following conditions:

(a) The model is differentiable in quadratic mean at 0y with score vector é@o and non-
singular Fisher information matriz Ig,.
(b) We have

Py (X\ 5(e)) = o(e?), el 0. (2.3)
(¢) There exist le Ly(Py,) and g9 > 0 such that, for every 0 < € < e,
|0y, () — Lo, ()| < £(x)]|01 — 62 for all x € S(2¢) and 01,02 € U:(6)). (2.4)
(d) We have \/n(0,, — 0y) = Op(1) as n — co.
Then

i — ) = 1901\/15 S gy (X)) +op(1) = N(0, 1Y), m—oo.  (25)
=1
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Condition (b) controls the size of that part of the support of Py, that is not contained
in the support of Py for some # in a neighbourhood of #y. Condition (c) is a Lipschitz
condition on 6 — fy(x) in which the range of z and 6 is specified in such a way that
per(z) > 0 for all # in a neighbourhood of #. In view of (b) and (d), the part of the
range of x that has been left out is asymptotically negligible.

The proof of Proposition 2.1 adapts arguments from the proofs of Theorems 5.23, 5.39
and 7.2 and Lemma 19.31 in van der Vaart (1998). It is given in detail in Appendix A.

The role of uniformity. Theorem 3(i) in Smith (1985) states the asymptotic normality
of the maximum likelihood estimator for a certain class of real-valued parametric families
whose supports depend in a smooth way on the parameter. As our paper may have the
appearance of needlessly repeating known results, we feel obliged to explain our motives.
The matter is not easy to explain, and we invite the reader to consult Smith’s article
while reading this remark. The pages in Smith (1985) we will be needing are 71, 75-76,
80, and 82, and it will be convenient to discuss them in more or less reverse order.

The proof of Theorem 3(i), stated on page 80, comprises only three lines at the bottom
of page 82. The heart of the argument is the claim that the second-order derivatives of
the log-likelihood are asymptotically constant in a sequence of shrinking neighbourhoods
of the true parameter. We agree with the author that if the claim on the second-order
derivatives is true, then the asymptotic normality can be proven too, via a second-order
Taylor expansion of the log-likelihood around the true parameter. Another good example
of this technique is the proof of Theorem 5.41 in van der Vaart (1998).

As a justification of the assertion on the asymptotic constancy of the second-order
derivatives of the log-likelihood, the author refers to the proof of his Theorem 1. Studying
the proof of that theorem, we find the assertion in Lemma 4, items I(i), II(i), and III,
on page 75. Only for item I(i), a proof is given (page 76), while the proof of the other
items is said to be similar. The proof of item I(i) in Lemma 4 relies on Assumption 7
on page 71. This assumption concerns the Li-continuity of the second-order derivatives
of the log-likelihood of a single observation as a function of the parameter vector. It is
here that we wish to formulate an objection.

After careful reflection, we are convinced that Assumption 7 is insufficient to conclude
that the supremum of the sample averages on line 4 of page 76 converges to zero. Indeed,
the expectation of the supremum of a collection of random variables is in general larger
than the supremum of the expectations of those random variables. In fact, the difference
is fundamental and lies at the heart of what makes proving uniform laws of large numbers
and uniform central limit theorems so challenging. Controlling expectations of suprema
is the topic of maximal inequalities. In van der Vaart (1998, Section 19.6), such control
is exercised by bracketing integrals of the function classes over which suprema are to be
taken.

Bracketing integrals appear in the proof of our Proposition 3.3. We find bounds
on such integrals by relying on the Donsker theory in Chapter 19 in van der Vaart
(1998). The complexity of the function classes under consideration is tempered by
means of uniform Lipschitz conditions. This explains the appearance of our Lipschitz
condition (2.4).



6 AXEL BUCHER AND JOHAN SEGERS

3. MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATOR FOR THE GEV FAMILY

Let Xq,...,X, be an independent random sample from the Generalized Extreme-
Value distribution Gg, in (1.1) with unknown parameter 6y = (0, po, 00), to be esti-
mated. Expressions for the log-density £g(z) = log pg(z) and the score vector fy(x) =
(0v4o(2), Oulo(z), Bslo(x))T are given in Appendix B.

Consider the maximum likelihood estimator, én, defined by maximizing the log-
likelihood @ +— n=1 > | lp(X;) = P, ly. As argued by Dombry (2015), it is not guar-
anteed that the log-likelihood attains a unique, global maximum. For that reason, he
rather defines any local maximizer of the log-likelihood over ©p = R x R x (0,00) as
a maximum likelihood estimator. His main result then states that, for block maxima
constructed from an underlying i.i.d. series, one can always find a strongly consistent
local maximizer, as long as g is strictly larger than —1. Going into his proofs, we see
how that local maximizer is constructed: by restricting the parameter space to some ar-
bitrary compact set © C (—1,00) x R x (0, 00) which contains 6y as an interior point, it
is guaranteed that the [—o0, 00)-valued, continuous function 6 — P, ¢y attains its global
maximum over ©. That global maximum is then shown to be a local maximum over
O =R x R x (0,00), eventually, and to be strongly consistent.

In the subsequent parts of this paper, we could also work along Dombry’s lines, re-
defining maximum likelihood estimators as local rather than global maxima. However,
we prefer to keep track of the above-mentioned construction within his and our proofs.
For the following proposition concerning consistency, we therefore consider the restriction
of the parameter space to an arbitrarily large compact set © C (—1,00) x R x (0, 00) that
contains the true value 6y € (—1,00) x R x (0, 00) in its interior. In practice, maximizers
produced by numerical algorithms are local maximizers anyway, so that the restriction
of the parameter space to an arbitrarily large compact set is hardly a restriction, at least
if 7 is known to be larger than —1; see Dombry (2015, Remark 4) for the case o < —1.

Proposition 3.1 (Consistency). Let X1, Xo, ... be an independent random sample from
the Gy, distribution, with 8y = (70, ft0,00) € (—1,00) X R x (0,00). For any compact
set © C (—1,00) x R x (0,00) such that 0y is in the interior of © and for any estimator
sequence 6, such that P, Eén = maxyco Pp ly, such mazimizers always existing, we have

6,, — 0y almost surely as n — oo.

Proof of Proposition 3.1. Since an extreme-value distribution is in its own domain of
attraction, Proposition 3.1 is in fact a combination of Theorem 2 and Proposition 2
in Dombry (2015) with block size sequence m(n) = 1 and with a,,, = o¢ and b, =
po. However, such a choice for m(n) is prohibited in the cited theorem because of its
condition (5), requiring that m(n)/logn — oo as n — oco. Therefore, we need to pass
through the proof of the theorem and adapt where necessary.

First, the hypothesis m(n) — oo is used in Lemmas 2 and 3 to apply the domain-of-
attraction condition that F™(amx + by,) — G (x) as m — oo, where G, = G ,1. But
in our case, F = Gy 0,00, and thus F(oogz + pg) = G, () already, without having to
pass through the limit.

Further, as explained in Remark 3 in Dombry (2015), the condition m(n)/logn — oo
appears only in the proof of Lemma 4 in the same paper. Writing z@ = {401 and
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Z; = (Xi — po) /oo, the claim of that lemma is that

n—00 17 4

lim E ZZVO (Zi) = / 0 (2) G, (2), almost surely.
i=1 R

But the random variables 77, Zs, ... are independent and identically distributed with
common distribution G.,, so that the claim follows from the strong law of large num-
bers. Note that the random variables F; = (1 + vZ;)~%/7 have a unit Exponential
distribution and that £.,(Z;) = (1 + 7)log(E;) — E;, the absolute value of which has a
finite expectation. O

To prove the asymptotic normality of the maximum likelihood estimator, we apply
Proposition 2.1. To that end, we need to check a number of conditions, one of which,
differentiability in quadratic mean, is interesting in its own right.

Proposition 3.2 (Differentiability in quadratic mean). The three-parameter GEV fam-
ily {Gypo) = (V1,0) € Og = R xR x (0,00)} is differentiable in quadratic mean at

6o = (Y0, pto, 00) if and only if vo > —1/2. In that case, the score vector é@o (z) is equal
to the gradient of the map 0 — ly(x) at @ = Oy for x such that o9 + vo(x — po) > 0 and
equal to O otherwise.

The proof of Proposition 3.2 requires showing (2.1). For every real x such that og +
Yo(z — po) # 0, the order of the integrand in (2.1) is o(||h]|?) as h — oo due to the
differentiability of the map 6 — +/pg(z) at 6 = 0y for such x. This asymptotic relation
is true pointwise in =, and it remains to be shown that it can be integrated over x. The
most delicate case occurs when —1/2 < 79 < —1/3 because in that case, the first-order
partial derivatives of the map 6 — /pg(x) are not continuous at the boundary situation
o+ y(x—p) =0. A detailed proof is given in Appendix C.

Proposition 3.3 (Asymptotic normality). Let X1, Xs,... be independent and identi-
cally distributed random variables with common GEV law Gy,, with 6y = (Yo, po, 00) €
(—=1/2,00)xRx(0,00). Then, for any compact parameter set © C (—1/2,00)xRx (0, 00),
any sequence of maximum likelihood estimators over © is strongly consistent and asymp-
totically normal:

R 1 .
Vi(ln — 00) = Ip'—=> g, (Xi) + 0p(1) ~ N3(0,I; "),  n — oo

Proof. Strong consistency follows from Proposition 3.1. The proof of Proposition 3.3
therefore consists of checking the four conditions (a)—(d) of Proposition 2.1. Property
(a) is just Proposition 3.2. The rate of convergence (d) is the topic of Proposition D.1,
the proof of which consists of an application of Corollary 5.53 in van der Vaart (1998) to
the modified criterion function my in (2.2); a Lipschitz property of the latter function is
established in Lemma D.3. The remaining points (b) and (c) are treated in Appendix E:
the condition (b) on the support is given in Lemma E.1, while the Lipschitz condition
(c) is given in Lemma E.2. O

Remark 3.4. If vy = —1/2, then (d/dz)ps(x) converges to a negative constant as z
increases to the upper endpoint of the support, and the results in Woodroofe (1972)
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suggest that the maximum likelihood estimator is still asymptotically Normal, but at a
rate faster than n~'/2; see also Smith (1985, Theorem 3(ii)). For —1 < vy < —1/2, the
results in Woodroofe (1974) suggest that the maximum likelihood estimator converges
weakly to a certain non-Gaussian limit and at a rate depending on ~p; see also Smith
(1985, Theorem 3(iii)). Since at 79 < —1/2, the GEV family is not differentiable in
quadratic mean, our Proposition 2.1 does not apply, and we do not pursue the matter
further.

4. MAXIMUM LIKELIHOOD ESTIMATORS FOR OTHER PARAMETRIC FAMILIES

The result of Proposition 2.1 is general enough to be applicable for a wide variety of
parametric families with support depending on the parameter. Deriving all the details
may be quite cumbersome and is beyond the scope of the present paper but, never-
theless, we would like to review a couple of parametric families on the real line where
Proposition 2.1 may come in handy.

The Generalized Pareto distribution with parameter § = (v,0) € R x (0, 00) is defined
by the cdf

1—e @/ ify=0and z >0,

1—(14~z/o)" Y7 if y#0and x € Sp,
Go(z) = .

0 if x <0,

1 ify<O0and z> -0/,

where Sy = (0,00) for v > 0 and Sy = (0, —0/7) for v < 0. Using the notation in (B.1)
below, its density can be written as

po(z) = o tuy(z/0) T (x> 0, 0 + ya > 0), x €R,

a function which is similar to but simpler than the one of the GEV family. Along
similar lines as for that family, the results from Appendix B can be used to derive
differentiability in quadratic mean at any point (yg,00) € (—1/2,00) x (0,00) (see also
Marohn, 1994, for the case 79 = 0). Also, the Lipschitz condition on ¢y (Condition (c)
of Proposition 2.1) and on mg (needed to prove Condition (d) of Proposition 2.1 via an
application of Corollary 5.53 in van der Vaart, 1998; see also the proof of Proposition D.1
below) can be checked similarly to how we proceeded for the GEV family. Asymptotic
normality of the MLE based on high-threshold exceedances was proved with different
techniques in Drees et al. (2004).

Following Smith (1985), we may also consider parametric families of densities on the
real line of the form

po(z) = (x — )P g(z — ;9), @€ (n,00),

where 0 = (1, ¢) € © = R x ® C R are parameters and where g : (0,00) x ® — [0, 00)
and a : ® — (0,00) are known, smooth functions. Among other families (see Smith,
1985 for the three-parameter gamma, beta and log-gamma distributions), we obtain for
instance the three-parameter Weibull family by choosing

® = (0,00)% g(z;¢1,02) = d1daexp(—daz™), a(d1, ¢2) = é1.
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Under regularity conditions on « and g, Proposition 2.1 can be applied on the restricted
parameter set Oy = R x &3 = R x {¢ : a(¢) > 2}; this corresponds to case (i) of
Theorem 3 of Smith (1985).

Consider Condition (b) of Proposition 2.1. In Smith (1985), it is assumed that

c(p) = ggg(x; ¢)/a(¢) € (0,00)

exists (note that ¢(¢) = ¢ > 0 for the Weibull family), which implies that g(z; ¢¢) may
be bounded by a constant K for sufficiently small x. As a consequence, Condition (b)
in Proposition 2.1 is met: clearly, Sy = (i, ), so that S(¢) = (uo + £, 00), and thus,
since ap = a(pg) > 2,
B po+e
Pu(®\SE) = [ (@ = ) (o — i o) do

o

3
<Ko [ yTldy=0E) = o), <l
0
Let us sketch how to arrive at the other conditions of Proposition 2.1. Since

ty(x) = {a(¢) — 1}log(x — p) +log g(x — 5 6),

Condition (c) of Proposition 2.1 can obviously be deduced from smoothness properties
of the map ¢ — «a(¢) on @4 and of the map (x, @) — h(z, ¢) = log g(x; @) on (0,00) X Ps.
Note that

|0y ()] < + [0sh(x — i 0)]

a(p) —1
T— W
and

1060 ()| < [Opau(@) log(z — p)| + [Oph(z — p; )|,

showing that the inequality a(¢) > 2 must be used again to control the integrals of
the squared score functions near the lower endpoint. Condition (a) of Proposition 2.1
can be conveniently shown by using Lemma 7.6 in van der Vaart (1998): if the Fisher
information Iy = Pgégég exists and is continuous in 6, we only need to show that, for
each z € R, the function 6 — sp(x) = y/pe(x) on Oy is continuously differentiable. Using
the relations 0,s¢(x) = 0gs¢(x) = 0 for < p and the identities

Buso(x) = %SG(Q;) Dulo(z),  Dyso(x) = %se(a:) Dol(z),

for x > p, this follows from continuous differentiability of o and h, provided that a(¢) >
3. For 2 < a(¢) < 3, Ouse(x) will not converge to 0 as = | y; this is similar to the case
—1/2 < v < —1/3 for the GEV family and may require more sophisticated arguments
(see the proof of Proposition 3.2). Finally, Condition (d) of Proposition 2.1 may be
deduced from Corollary 5.53 in van der Vaart (1998). By following the arguments that
lead to (D.3) in Lemma D.3 (with a = 1/2), the necessary Lipschitz condition on mg
can again be conveniently reformulated in terms of a and h.
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APPENDIX A. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2.1
For 0 < e < ¢gg and 6 € U.(6)), define a real-valued function ¢y, on Sy, by
lo.(2) = Lo(x) Ta € 5(22)}.
The Lipschitz condition (2.4) on ¢ implies that
[, () — Lo, e(x)] < E(x) |61 — Oa| (A1)

for all #; and 65 in U.(6p) and for all x € Sp,.
We claim that, for any C' > 0, we have

P, l; =supPyly > sup P, 4y > sup Pnlycrym—op(l/n).  (A.2)
" vee 6ol <C/vn 600l <C/vn
Only the last inequality is non-trivial. Write, for an arbitrary 6 with ||0 — 6y|| < C//n,
Pty =Pulyc)m+Prlo1{- € Sp \ S(2C/Vn)}

>Pulycrym— sup P by 1{- € Sp, \ S(2C/v/n)}|.
16'=0olI<C/v/n

The supremum on the second line is op(r,) for any sequence r, | 0: for all n > 0,

Pr? sup P g 1{ - € Sp, \ S(2C/v/n)}| > n
16" =60l <C/v/n

<P{3i=1,...,n: X; € X\ S5(2C/vn)}
< nPy, (X\ 5(2C/v/n)) = o(1), n— oo, (A.3)

by Assumption (2.3). Equation (A.2) has thus been proved.
Now, let us show that, for fixed C' > 0 and all converging sequences h,, — h € RF
with ||hy,|| < C for all n, we have

Vi loginnvinctyi — Laocyym) = 1 g, in Lo (Pp, ). (A.4)
For that purpose, write the left-hand side as

Any — Ana = V'nlgy i, ) ym — loo) — Vlogin, /i — Loo) 1{ - € Sg, \ S(2C/v/n)}.

Because of differentiability in quadratic mean, Assumption (a), the term A,; converges
to hTly, in Py -probability; see the proof of Theorem 5.39 in van der Vaart (1998).
Moreover, A2 converges to zero in Pp,-probability: for all > 0, we have

P90(‘An2| >77) §P90{590\5(2C/\/ﬁ)}:0(1)? n — 0o.

Hence, the convergence in (A.4) holds in Py,-probability. In view of the Lipschitz-
property of £y ¢/ in (A.1) and the fact that Py, 0% < 0o by Assumption (c), conver-
gence in Py,-probability can be strengthened to La(Pp,) convergence by applying the
dominated convergence theorem. Indeed, for any subsequence of the right hand-side
of (A.4), we may choose a sub-subsequence along which the convergence holds almost
surely. The dominated convergence theorem implies convergence in La(Pp,) along that
sub-subsequence. The claim follows since the subsequence we have started with was
arbitrary.
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Next, we shall show that, for any converging sequence h,, — h with ||h,|| < C for all n,

1
nP90 (590+hn/\/ﬁ70/\/ﬁ — 69070/\/ﬁ> — _ihTIGOh’ n — oQ. (A5)

Recall the empirical process G, = /n(P, —Py,). In view of (A.4), computing means
and variances, we have

Bu(hn) = Gu{Vnlgy 1,/ mcrvm — log.cpyi) — B o} = 0p(1),  n—o00.  (A.6)

We can rewrite B,, as

Bu(hn) = nPu(lgy 1, /vim.cvin — Loo.oyym) — Gn b b,
— Py (Loysh, /vm,civm — Loo,orym)
=nPu(lgyn,/m — Loy) — Gn h' g,
— Py (loysn, /ym — lo,) 1{- € X\ S(2C//n)}
— 1Py (Logthn /v/m,c/vm — Loo,c)vm)-
Note that nPy(ly ip,/vn — oo) = dim1108(Pgyth,/ym/Psy)(Xi) is a likelihood ratio
statistic. Differentiability in quadratic mean, Assumption (a), implies

. 1
nPn(Loysn, ) vm — o) — Gn hllg, = —§hTLgOh + op(1), n — oo;

see van der Vaart (1998, Theorem 7.2). Moreover, by Assumption (b),

P H” Pr(Cogtnnym = Cop) 1{- € X'\ 5'(20/\/77)}’ > 77]
< n Py (X \ S(2C/vn)) =o(1), n — o0.

The last four displays imply (A.5).

We can now follow the lines of the proof of Theorem 5.23 in van der Vaart (1998)
to prove the following reinforcement of (A.6): for any random sequence h,, such that
|hn|| < C almost surely for all n, we have

By (hy) = op(1), n — 0. (A.7)

To see this, note that it follows from (A.6) that B,,(h) = op(1) for any fixed h € R¥ with
|h]| < C. As a consequence, the finite-dimensional distributions of the stochastic process
B,, converge indeed to 0 in probability. It remains to show asymptotic tightness of the
sequence B, in the space ¢>°({h : ||h|| < C}) equipped with the supremum distance;
note that by the Lipschitz property (A.1l), the trajectories of B, are indeed bounded
almost surely. Obviously, the sequence of linear processes h — G, hngo =n' G, é@o is
asymptotically tight, so that it suffices to show the same property for the processes

ho My (h) = V' Gn(lyy ) ym,cym = Loo.cpym)-

This can be done along the lines of the proof of Lemma 19.31 in van der Vaart (1998),
relying on a result for empirical processes indexed by sequences of function classes. More
precisely, define a sequence of function classes on Sy, through

My = {1l n)ymcrm = Loo,crym) IR < C}
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By the Lipschitz property (A.1), the functions in M, are bounded by the envelope
function C /¢ € Ly(Py,). From Example 19.7 in van der Vaart (1998), we obtain the
following bound on the bracketing number N (e, My, La(Py,)): for some constant K > 0
not depending on n, we have, for all sufficiently small € > 0,

. k
Ny (. Mo La(Pyy)) < K (720 [l acry) )

where k denotes the dimension of the Kuclidean space of which © is a subset; here we
used the property that the diameter of the ball {h € R : ||| < C} is equal to 2C. As
a consequence, if d, J 0, the bracketing integrals converge to zero:

6n
J( (0ns M, La(Py,)) = /O \/log N (e, My, La(Pgy)) de - 0,  n — oo,

The Lindeberg condition Py, (C£)?1{C'{ > ey/n} — 0 (n — oo) is satisfied because the
envelope function C ¢ belongs to Lo (Py,). Asymptotic tightness of B, then follows from
Theorem 19.28 in van der Vaart (1998). Equation (A.7) is thus proven.

To complete the proof of Proposition 2.1, we can now proceed similarly to the proof
of Theorem 5.23 in van der Vaart (1998), with some additional effort needed to get rid
of the constant C. In view of (A.5), the convergence property (A.7) can be rewritten as

1~ - - .
1 P (oo sin)mcyvi = boocrvm) = —fh:,flgohn—khf Gnlg, +op(l),  n— oo, (A.8)

where h,, denotes an arbitrary random sequence in RF with ||h,|| < C.
Define h,,; = f(@ —6p) and By = o G, Ego For C' > 0, let A, ¢ denote the event

{max (|||, [|nz]]) < C}, and set hy; = th]l(A nc), for j € {1,2}. Inserting both
tilde-expressions into (A.8), we get, as n — 0o,

1- - - .
n Pu(ly i vncrvi — Loncryvn) = _ihgljaohnl + hiy Gn Cg, + 0p(1),
1 _— .
" by, o yincyyi — Loocrvi) = 5 Gn Gy 1t G loy 1(Anc) + op(1).
Subtracting the second equation from the first one yields
where @, = 7( —I;)' Gy, ego) Igy (hmy — Iy, G l,).

We will show that
Qn = op(1), n — oo. (A.9)

Since the Fisher information matrix Iy, is positive definite, this will imply that
R 1 .. . .
Vil = 00) ~ Ig)| =3 lay(X0) = hon = I3} Gy = 02(1), 1m0
=1

which is the first part of (2.5). The asymptotic normality then follows from the multi-
variate central limit theorem.



ON THE MLE FOR THE GEV 13

It remains to show (A.9). Note that ), > 0, since Iy, is positive definite. By the
maximization property (A.2), we have, as n — oo,

R,=nPP, Eén >nP, £90+Bn2/\/ﬁ,0/\/ﬁ —op(1)
=nPuly i mesvi T @nL(Anc) — op(1).
Isolating @ 1(A,,c), we find
0<Qn=0Qnl(Anc)+Qul(A;c)
<R,—n Pn€90+ﬁn1/\/ﬁ70/\/ﬁ+Qn]l(Afz,C)+OIP’(1)7 n — 00.

Note that £; (z) 1{z € S2C/yn)} 1(Anc) = Coohn ymcyyn(®) L(Anc). Therefore,
Ry = Rn 1(An,c) + Ry 1(47, ¢)

= [n Pyt 1{- € S(2C/Vn)} +nPuly 1{- ¢ S(20/vn)}| 1(Anc) + Ra 1(A] )

=nP, 690+En1/\/ﬁ,0/\/ﬁ]1(14n70) +op(1) + R, 1(A7, ), n — oo;

the op(1) term appears because of the argument in (A.3). Substituting the expansion
for R, into the upper bound for @, yields, as n — oo,

0< Qn <n IEDn 5904_5”1/\/@0/\/5 ]I(An,C) + Ry ]l( %,C)
—nPuly g moym T Qn (A7 o) + op(1)
={Ra+Qn—nPuly 5 meymt LAL ) +op(l).
Hence, for any € > 0,
limsup P(|Qn| > ¢) < limsup P (A%,C) ,

n—oo n—oo
which can be made arbitrary small by increasing C, using Assumption (d). This finishes
the proof of (A.9) and thus of Proposition 2.1. O

APPENDIX B. DENSITY AND SCORE FUNCTIONS OF THE GEV FAMILY

The density, log-density, score functions and Fisher information matrix of the GEV
family can of course be found in many articles and textbooks. Here we present some
of these objects in a form which is convenient for later analysis. In the notation of
Section 2, the state space (X, A, u) is the real line equipped with its Borel sets and the
Lebesgue measure. The probability density function of the GEV distribution Py with
parameter 0 = (v, u,0) € R x R x (0,00) is given by

po(z) = o Le T 1(1 4 vz > 0), z €R,

where

=1 1 “Urof
u = u(z) = exp <—/ dt) = (_+ 72) 1 770, (B.1)
o 1+t e ” if vy =0.

The expression u,(z) is convex and decreasing in z and is increasing in . See Figure 1
for graphs of the functions z — u,(z) for v € {-0.5,0,0.5}.
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(@)= @)

u(2)

FiGURE 1. Graph of z — u,(2) in (B.1) for v € {-0.5,0,0.5} and z € [-2,2].

The support, Sy, of the distribution is (defined as) the open interval
(—oo,u—o/y) ify <0,
Sp={x:pg(x) >0} ={xeR:0+y(x—p)>0}=<(R if v =0,
(w—0o/y,00) ify>0.
The log-density is given by
lo(x) = —log(o) —u+ (v + 1) log(u), x € Sy,

with log(u) = — [;(1+~t)~ " dt. The partial derivatives of the map 6 — £4(z) at 6 such
that pp(z) > 0 are given by
z

0,40(x) = (1~ 0) 2, log(w) — 17—, (B.2)
Yy+1—u
_ B.
Otala) = T (8.3
(1-u)z—1
R S A — B4
Oxly(x) cd+97) (B.4)
with 0, log(u) given by
1/1 z .
=y 7<710g(1+72)—1+72> if v #0,
< = —  _dt= B.
0 < 8, log(u) /0 =1, (B.5)

For v > —1/2, these partial derivatives have expectation zero and finite second moments
with respect to Py. For such 6, the Fisher information matrix Iy € R3*3 is equal to the
covariance matrix of the score vector

o = (0,4, 0,ly, Orly)T,

the three entries of which are viewed as elements of La(FPy). Explicit expressions for Iy
are given in Prescott and Walden (1980), but we will not be needing those here. The
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only properties of Iy that are relevant for our current study are that Iy is symmetric,
positive definite and non-singular and that the map 6 — Iy is continuous.
We continue with a number of properties of the GEV densities and score functions.

Lemma B.1. Let v and z be such that 1 +~vz > 0. Let u = u,(z) be as in (B.1). If
vz > 0, then
( .2

z
2 )
22
0y log(u) < , (B.6)
1 1+7z
—log(1 + ~2) <
¥ I+7z 1
— log(1 +72).
\ i
If =1 <~z <0, then also
2
z
O 1 < . B.7
,log(u) < 1o (B.7)
As a consequence, for any v and z such that 1 + vz > 0, we have
252
0<9,1 < . B.8
< 0, log(u) < (B3

Proof. If v = 0 or z = 0, the stated inequalities are clearly satisfied, so suppose that
v # 0 and z # 0. Substituting y¢ = v in (B.5), we find

0,1 LTy

s = || e

If vz > 0, since v — v/(1 + v) is increasing in v > 0 and v — 1/(1 4 v) is decreasing in
v > 0, we obtain the bounds in the first display of the lemma: not only

0. 1 L d &
<7 = —
Wog(u)_’ﬂ/o T

but also
1 vz 1 2
0y log(u) < : / dv < S
1+~vz~vy /)y 14w 14~z
If vz < 0, then we have vz = — |yz| and
1 Al & 1 |22
8logu—/ ——dv < — dv = . 0
e A e T S (e A v

Lemma B.2. Let 0 and x be such that 1+ ~vz > 0, where z = (x — p)/o. We have
oY1+ [y utt ifz <0,

|0ulo(x)] < ,
o 1+ [y u? if z > 0.

Proof. We have (1 +vz)™! =« and thus 9,4p(z) = o1 (y +1 —uw)u?. If 2 <0, then
u>1,s0that [y+1—u| <u+ |y < (1 +|y))u. If 2 >0, then 0 < u < 1, so that
[y +1—ul <1+ |yl O
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Lemma B.3. Let 0 and x be such that 1 4+ vz > 0, where z = (x — p)/o. We have
z+1

10,0p(z)| < o(14~z)

o1 (1+ ulog(u)) u™x(0)f 2 < 0.

if z >0,

Proof. If z > 0, then 0 < u < 1, so that |[(1 — u)z — 1| < z+1, yielding the stated bound.
If 2 <0, then u > 1, so that |(1 —u)z — 1] < u]|z| + 1. Further, (1 4 v2)~! =« as
well as

Y o 1 u u
12 = = / 7t de < max(:0) / 1 dt = w00 Jog(u). (B.9)
L+72 gl 1 1
The stated bound now follows from |9,4(z)| < o~! Z‘lli'::) O

Lemma B.4. Let 0 and x be such that 1 4+ ~vz > 0, where z = (x — p)/o.
If v >0 and z > 0, then, with v~?log(1 4+ ~z) and v~! being defined as +oo for v =0,
2

1 1
|04lp(x)| < max {min (22, 2 log(1 + 72)) ,min (z, 7) } . (B.10)
If v <0 and z > 0, then

ortate)] < ) (B.11)
If v >0 and z <0, then
0, Lg ()| < u'™ max{(logu)?,log u}. (B.12)
If v <0 and 2 <0,
0, Lo ()| < u max{(logu)?,logu}. (B.13)

Proof. If v =0, then u = e~# and |0,4y(z)| = (1—e~?)2%/2—z, and all stated inequalities
are satisfied. In the remainder of the proof, we assume therefore that v # 0.

Suppose first that z > 0, so that 0 < u < 1. Since |a — b] < max(a,b) for nonnegative
numbers a, b, we have

z
|0y€p(z)| < max {87 log(u), g 72} .

Use (B.6) to find (B.10) and use (B.7) to find (B.11).
Next suppose z < 0, so that u > 1. If v < 0, then, by (B.6) and (B.9),

|z
1+ 7z
We find, again using (B.9), as stated in (B.13), that

< (logu)*.

9y log(u) < (—,ly)log(l +7z)

] 2
< u max{(logu)*,logu}.
Frzf = {(logu)”,log u}

1
Finally, suppose z < 0 and v > 0. By (B.7) and (B.9)

|05lp(z)| < max {u 0y log(u),

22

147z

EIRY 2
0y log(u) < =(1+~2) ( ) < w7 (ulog(u))” = u (log u)?.

1472
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We obtain, again using (B.9),
|04£g(x)| < max {u 0y log(u), M} < w7 max{(logu)?, log u},
1472
which is (B.12). O
Lemma B.5. Fiz a € [1/2,1). For any x € R, the function § — p§(z) is continuously

differentiable on (—a/(1+a),00) x R x (0,00) and the partial derivatives are continuous
in (z,0) € Rx (—a/(1+a),00) x R x (0,00).

Proof. Fix 6y = (0, i0, 00) with 79 > —a/(1 4+ a) and choose xy € R.

If o0 + vo(xo — po) > 0, then also o + y(x — ) > 0 for all (z,0) in a neighbourhood
of (z0,0p) and thus pg(z) = o~ % “u*@*+Y for such (z,6). All functions arising in
the expression of p§(x) are continuously differentiable in the three parameters and are
continuous in (z, ). Since

0o, (z) = ap(x) 0o, Lo (),
the formulas for the score function in (B.2), (B.3), and (B.4) imply that
a z O _va. a
Oypp(x) = {(1 —u) 0y log(u) — = 'yz} o€ (+1),

6# a(x) _ v+1- uie—uaua(v-l—l)7
o(14+~vz) o

(l-u)z—1a _ 1
ag a _ @ —ua,,a(y+1)
Ph(2) o(1+~z) ga
If oo +vo(zo — po) < 0, then also o +v(z — p) < 0 for all (z,0) in a neighbourhood of
(%0, 00) and thus pg(x) = 0 for all such (x,0), whence the partial derivatives vanish too.
The difficult case is oo + y0(zo — po) = 0, that is, if v # 0 and z¢ = poy — 0o/70. We
need to show that, for every k € {1, 2, 3},

lim Op, D% =0
(,0)—(20,00) .29 (@)
o+y(x—p)>0

where (81, 60s,03) = (v, 1,0). Recall u = (1 +~2)~ /7 with z = (z — p)/o.
First, suppose that 79 > 0. Then u — oo as (z,6) — (xo,6p) and convergence to zero
is assured by the exponential factor e™®" in each of the three partial derivatives.
Second, suppose that 79 < 0. Then v — 0 as (x,0) — (zo,00). Using the bound in

(B.8), we see that the limit behaviour of the three partial derivatives is dominated by
the factor

(1+ ’yz)f%fafl
as 1 + vz — 0. The exponent must be positive eventually: —(a/v) —a —1 > 0. But
this is equivalent to —a/(1+a) < vy < 0. O

APPENDIX C. DIFFERENTIABILITY IN QUADRATIC MEAN OF THE GEV FAMILY

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Let sy = \/pg. We distinguish between three cases: o > —1/3,
—1/2 <9 < —1/3, and 79 < —1/2.
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Case 7o > —1/3. Lemma B.5 implies that for all x € R, the function 6 — syp(z) is
continuously differentiable in a neighbourhood of 8y. Differentiability in quadratic mean
then follows from an application of Lemma 7.6 in van der Vaart (1998). Note that the
existence and the continuity of the Fisher information matrix in a neighbourhood of g
has been derived in Prescott and Walden (1980).

Case —1/2 < 9 < —1/3. Recall sy = /pg. The conditions of Lemma 7.6 in van der
Vaart (1998) are no longer fulfilled, but an adaptation of that proof still yields differen-
tiability in quadratic mean.

Since the unit ball in R3 is compact, it suffices to show that, if h, — h in R® and if
tn 1 0 as n — oo, then

. S00+tuhn (T) — Sgo(x) 1 7 ’
lim . —5 hy, Loy () sp,(z) | dz =0.

n—o00 tn

It is sufficient to show the same equality with kL fg, () s, (x) replaced by kT fy, () sg, ();
to see why, use the elementary inequality (a+b)? < 2a%+2b%, the fact that the score vec-
tor has Pp,-square integrable components, and the assumption that h,, — h as n — oo.
For every x € R except x = pog — 0¢/70, the integrand of the resulting integral converges
to zero by differentiability of the map 6 — sy(x) at 6 = 6. What remains is to show
convergence of the integral itself. To this end, we apply Proposition 2.29 in van der
Vaart (1998) with p = 2; the condition to check is that

Jim sup /R <390+t”hn($)_s"0(:‘)>2 dz < /R <; BT iy, (2) 590(:1:)>2dx. (1)

n—o0 t?’L

The right-hand side in (C.1) is equal to (1/4)RT([ égoéz;) poo)h = (1/4)hT Iy, h. We need
to control the left-hand side.

Write by, = (Rni, hno, ha3)? and 0, = 0y + tohn = (Yn, fin, 0n). Without loss of
generality, assume that n is large enough such that —1/2 < 5,, < 0. The upper endpoints
of the supports of the GEV distributions with parameter vectors 0y, 6, (70, ttn, on) and
(Yn» 0, 00) are equal to p10 —00/Y0, fin = On/Yns fin —0n/Y0 and po — 00/ n, respectively.
Let oy, and S, be the minimum and the maximum of these four endpoints, respectively.
Write

S00+tnhn — 50
fn = = <.
tn
Since fp(x) =0 for x > f3,,, we have

Qn Bn
[n@ras= [ @i [ @2
R o a

We will show that the limit superior of the first term on the right-hand side is bounded
by the right-hand side of (C.1), while the second term on the right-hand side converges
to zero.

To bound the integral of f,(z)? from —oco to a;,, we can proceed as in the proof of
Lemma 7.6 in van der Vaart (1998). See in particular the display on top of page 96. Each
point x € (—00, ay,) is an element of the support of sy for each 6 on the line segment con-
necting 6y and 6,,; this was the reason for introducing the additional parameter vectors
(Y0, tn, 0n) and (Vn, po, 0p) in the previous paragraph. Let $g(z) denote the gradient
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of the map 6 — sy(z), for  in the support of Py. Note that s¢(z) = (1/2)sg(x) fg(x).
Since the map u — Sgytut,h, (x), for u € [0,1], is continuously differentiable, we have

fu(z) = fulzo $00+utnhn ()T hyp du.  Applying the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and the
Fubini theorem, we find

Qn (7% 1
/ fulz)?de < / / 0(590+utnhn(m)Thn)2dudx

1 1
<3| Wt hadu
u=0

By continuity of the map 6 — Iy, the right-hand side converges to (1/4)hT Iy, h.
To show that [ f " fn(x)? dz converges to zero, observe that

fa(@)? < 2,2 (o, (2) + po, (2)).

Moreover, there exists co > 0 such that a, > 8, — coty, for all sufficiently large n. As a

consequence, it is sufficient to show that, whenever 6,, — 6y and u,, | 0, we have
o2 Py [@n — Un,@n) =0, (C.2)

lim w,,

n—oo

with @, the upper endpoint of the support of Pén' Writing 6,, = (A, fin, n), we have

fiy, — On/Yn — — I —1/3m
Pén[(;)n - Unaaln) =1- exp [— {1 + :ynﬂn O'n/'yg Up, ,Un} ]
n

=1 exp { = (/) )
< (| un /)"0

On the last line, we used the elementary inequality 1 — exp(—z) < z for all z € R. Since
1/ |An| = 1/ |70| > 2, equation (C.2) follows.

Case o < —1/2. We will show that for h = (0,¢,0)7 with ¢ | 0, we have
hra [i)nft_2P90+h{p90 =0} > 0. (C.3)

Here, {pp, = 0} is short-hand for {z € R : py,(x) = 0} = [0 — 00/70,00). Restricting
the integral on the left-hand side in (2.1) to the set {pg, = 0} then shows that the
asymptotic relation in (2.1) cannot hold.

We show (C.3). The upper endpoint of Py, is equal to po+t—o0/70, which is larger
than the one of Fy,. The mass assigned by Py, to the difference of the two supports
is given by

(10 — 0/70) — po — t}_l/%]

Poy+nlio — 00/70,00) = 1 —exp [— {1 + 70 po
=1—exp {— (1o t/ao)l/m'} .

Since 0 < 1/ |y0| < 2 and since 1 —exp(—u) = (14 0(1)) u as u — 0, the inequality (C.3)
follows. O
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APPENDIX D. RATE OF CONVERGENCE

To apply Proposition 2.1, the Op(1/4/n) rate of convergence of the maximum likeli-
hood estimator needs to be established first.

Proposition D.1 (Rate of convergence). Let X1, Xs,... be independent and identi-
cally distributed random variables with common GEV law Gy,, with 8y = (Yo, o, 00) €
(—1/2,00)xRx(0,00). Then, for any compact parameter set © C (—1/2,00)xRx (0, c0),
any sequence of mazimum likelihood estimators over © satisfies 0, — 0y = Op(1/y/n) as
n — 0o.

Proof of Proposition D.1. We apply Corollary 5.53 in van der Vaart (1998) to the func-
tion my in (2.2). To do so, we need to check a number of things:

e 0, =0y + op(l) as n — oo: this is okay by Proposition 3.1.
e Pymy > Pypmg, — Op(n~1): By concavity of the logarithm, we have

Pymy > Py <logpen) +P,logl > 0 =P, mg,.
" Do,

e There exists m € La(Py,) such that |mg, (x) — mg,(z)| < m(z)||01 — O2|| for Py,-
almost all z and all #; and 5 in a neighbourhood of 6: this Lipschitz condition
is the topic of Lemma D.3.

e The map 0 — Py,mp admits a second-order Taylor expansion at the point of max-
imum 6y with non-singular second derivative: this is established in Lemma D.4.

A~

The cited corollary now yields /n(6,, — 6y) = Op(1) as n — oo, as required. O

Lemma D.2 (Relative errors). Let (po,00) € R x (0,00) and ¢ € (0,1]. Let (p,0) €
R x (0,00) be such that |p— po| /oo < € and |o/og —1| < €. Let x € R and write
20 = (xr — po)/oo and z = (x — p)/o. If |z0| > 2, then |z/z0 — 1| < 2e.

Proof. Since (1+b)(1 —c¢) —1=0b—c+ bc for b,c € R, we have
z 90 (H—Mo)/ao) ‘
Zoq =1+ ) (1o A HT0Y

%0 ’ '< g )( (x — po) /o0

[ — fo
200

B 2
K= Ho §a+§+%§25. O

200

S)Uo—l‘—i—‘ +
g

a0
7_1‘
o

Lemma D.3 (Lipschitz condition). Let my be as in (2.2) with py the GEV density
function. For fized 6y = (70, po, 00) € (—1/2,00) x R x (0,00), there exists m such that
Py,m? < oo and such that

‘mel - m92‘ ]l{p90>0} <m Hal - 02” (Dl)
for all 61 and 02 in a neighborhood of 0.

Proof of Lemma D.3. The function i can be constructed along the following lines.
First, fix a € [1/2,1), to be determined later in terms of 7y. Since |[logx — logy| <
|z —y| /min(x,y) and since the map z — |(z + 2)® — (y + 2)?| is decreasing, we have,
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on {z : pg,(z) > 0},
5 ‘m91 - m92| - ‘log(p& +p90) - 1Og(p92 +p90)‘

1 a a
= llog{(pe, + pa,)*} — log{(pe, + po,)*}|

1 [(poy +Poy)* = (Po, + Pao)”|
a ~ min{(pg, + p,)? (Po, + Do)}
1
a

IN

. 176, :PE‘Q\_

Py,
Suppose we can find a nonnegative function p, such that, for some neighbourhood V' of
6o, we have, for each k € {1,2,3},

sup 09,75 (7)| < Pa(@), @ € {pgy > O} (D.2)
€

<

Then we find, on {pg, > 0},

1 3 Pa
L o, — may| < 2 P16, — 64,
2]m91 my,| < angH 1 — 62|

Hence, the Lipschitz condition (D.1) is satisfied, with mm = (6/a) pa p,,*, provided that
Pultiori = [ i@k (@) ds < . (D3)
{po,>0}

We will split the domain {pg, > 0} into certain intervals and we will use the previous
construction on each of these intervals separately, with possibly different values of a.
For bounded intervals, a simplication may occur. Recall Lemma B.5 and let a € [1/2,1)
be large enough such that v9 > —a/(1 + a). Let V be a compact neighbourhood of 6
within (—a/(1 + a),00) x R x (0,00) and let I be a bounded interval. Since continuous
functions are uniformly bounded on compacta, we have

a
iy )] < ®2

Hence, on any bounded interval of the support of Py, on which pégza is integrable, we

may choose 1 equal to a constant times pg_oa. Such intervals need therefore not be looked
into further. For a = 1/2, a choice which will occur often, the condition that péo_ga is
integrable on bounded intervals is trivially satisfied.

To further control the partial derivatives of pg, we will use the identity

0o, pg(z) = apg(z) Og, Lo(z), ke {1,2,3}.
We will seek bounds for the functions pj and |9, fs| separately.
To facilitate writing, let us say that positive functions A and B of (z,0) satisfy
A<B

if there exists ¢(fp) > 0 such that A(x,0) < ¢(6y) B(z,0) for all (x,0) in the proper range.
Here ¢(6p) is a positive constant whose value may depend on 6y. For instance, for all
0 = (v, u, o) in a compact neighbourhood of 6y within R x R x (0, 00), we have 1/o < 1.
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The relation < is transitive (and reflexive, but not anti-symmetric) and behaves well
under multiplication of positive quantities.

I. Case vy > 0. Fix 0y = (70, ft0,00) € (0,00) X R x (0,00) and set a = 1/2 in (D.2)
and (D.3). Fix € € (0,1/4] and consider the following neighbourhood V; of f:

Ve = (0= eJn, (1 <ol o = <om o+ o] [ 22 122
The support of Py, is (o — 00/70,00). In view of (D.4), it is sufficient to construct
P1/2(w) for x > pg + 200, i.e., 20 = (v — po)/o0 > 2. For such z and for § € V;, we have
po(x) > 0 as well as |z/29 — 1| < 2e by Lemma D.2. In particular, 1 < z5/2 < z < 2z.
Put u = (14 vz)~'/7; note that 0 < v < 1. By Lemmas B.2, B.3 and B.4, all three
score functions 0y, £y(x) can be bounded in absolute value by a multiple of 1+ log(1/u),
uniformly in 6 € V, and for all x > pg + 20¢. Further, the density can be bounded by

p{)(-%'> _ le—uu’y-i-l S u’H—l'
o
Hence
po(x) 105, Lo(x)| S (1+log(1/u))u?™ SurH1/2 = (14 42)~ 171/,
Since z > zp/2 and 0 < v9/2 < v < 29, the supremum over § € V. of the previous

upper bound is easily seen to be integrable over zg > 2.

IT. Case v € (—1/2,0). Fix € € (0,1/12) sufficiently small such that —1/2 < 79 —2¢ <
Y0 + 2¢ < 0. Consider the following neighbourhood V. of 6y:

o9 0o
Ve = — ¢, X — , X | —, .
e = [0 —&7 + €] X [uo — €00, po + £00] [1 T _5]

The support of Py, is (—oo, po + 00/ |70]). We split this set into two intervals:

(—00, o — 200], (1o — 200, po + 00/ [0l)-

I1.1. The interval (po — 200, po + 0o/ |v0]). We follow the construction leading to (D.2)
and (D.3). To this end, we choose a = a(y9) € (1/2,1) in such a way that

170l 1
a < ——.
1 — || 2(1 = |l)
Define

)o(x) =sup max |0y, pg(z)|.

ba(z) = sup, max 105,95(7)]
Our choice of a entails that 79 > —a/(1+ a). Hence, in view of (D.4), the function p, is
bounded on the interval (1o — 200, o + 00/ |0|). We need to show that the integral in
(D.3) is finite when we restrict the domain to (10— 200, o+00/ |70|). It is then sufficient
to show that the function péO*Qa is integrable on that set. Write down the integral and
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make a change of variable zg = (x — ug)/op to obtain that

ro+oo/ ol Lo 1/ |0l , 1
/ Py, “(x)dz = / 02% exp {—(1 —2a)(1 + ~020)” /”/0}
I

0—200 -2

x (1 + ~oz0) 17201/ hol=1) gz

1/}l
< / (1 + ~20) =201/ hol=1) g
—2

The proportionality constant in the last inequality only depends on 6y. The right-hand
side is finite since the exponent is larger than —1 by our choice of a.

I1.2. The interval (—oo, pg — 200]. We construct m(x) for x < py — 209, i.e., for zp =
(x — po) /oo < —2. We will again use the construction leading to (D.2) and (D.3), this
time choosing a = 1/2. In that case, it is sufficient to construct p; o such that it is
square-integrable on (—oo, py — 20¢) with respect to the Lebesgue measure.

For x < po—20¢ and for § € V. we have pp(z) > 0 and, by Lemma D.2, |z/zp — 1| < 2¢
and therefore 2zp < z < zp9/2 < —1.

Since z is negative, we have u > 1. The density satisfies

1
po(z) = —e Ut < et
o

By Lemmas B.2, B.3 and B.4, the three score functions g, p(z) can all be bounded by
a multiple of u?, the proportionality constant neither depending on z < g — 20 nor on
0 € V.. Hence, for all k € {1,2,3}, all € V; and all z < pg — 20y,

po(x) |09, Lo(z)[* S e u® S e/

(using that sup,>; uMe%/? < oo for any scalar m). Since v > 49 — ¢ and z < 2z9/2 < 0,

we have u > {1+ (y9 —€)20/2} ~*/(0=2), Inserting this bound into the last display yields
a function which is integrable over zy € (—o0, —2).

ITI. Case vy = 0. For fixed € € (0,1/6], consider the following compact neighbourhood
of 0y = (0, po, 00):

o) o)

1+e'1—¢

Partition this set in two pieces, according to the sign of ~:
Vey={0€Veiqy >0}, Voo ={fcV.:y<0}

The support of the Gumbel distribution is R, which we will decompose into three inter-
vals:

Ve = [—e,¢e] X [po — 0og, po + opg] X {

(=00, o — 00 /e, [o — oo/e, o + o0/l [0 + 00/e, 00).
The middle interval is bounded. By (D.4) with a = 1/2, we only need to consider the
cases zgp > 1/e and 29 < —1/e, where 2y = (z — po)/0o. Put z = (x — p)/o and note
that |z/zp — 1] < 2¢ by Lemma D.2.

III.1. Case zyp > 1/e. We have 29 > 1/e > 6 and 4 < (1 —2¢e)zp < z < (1 + 2¢)zp.
Moreover, 0 < u < 1. We will write the supremum over 8 € V; as the maximum of the
suprema over §# € V. . and 0 € V, _.
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II1.1.1. Case 6 € V.. In this case, always 1 + vz > 1. The bounds on the scores in
Lemmas B.2, B.3, and B.4 imply that
Orlo(2)] S 2° S20°  |0ubo(2)| ST, |0sle(w)| S 2 S 20
Further, we have
po(r) S (L4+72) 77 < (1472) 77 < (T4 e2) Y < {14 e(1—2¢)20} .
It follows that, for each k € {1,2, 3},

sup po(z) |99, o(z)> < {14 (1 — 2¢)20} 6z,
OEVe +

The right-hand side is integrable over zg € [1/e, 00).
II1.1.2. Case § € V. _. If —e <y < —1/z, then 1+ vz < 0 and thus py(z) = 0. So

suppose v > —1/z. By Lemmas B.2, B.3, and B.4, the scores can be bounded as follows:

22

max_|Jp, ly(w)| <

. D.5
ke{1,2,3} 1+~v2 (D5)

Moreover, the density is bounded by
po(z) S (L+72)"1 00
Hence, for k € {1,2,3}, since v+ (1 4 v2)~ /7 is increasing in v on {7 : 1+ 7z},

sup po(@) 1 Lo(@)* S 21 (14+92)7072
€Ve+
— 24{(1 Jr,yz)—l/'y}l—i-fiy < . 6—(1+3'y)z < 4 6—2/2 S 6—,2/47

as sup, > zte #/* < 0. Bounding z in e~*/* from below by 20/2 yields a function which

is integrable over zg € [1/¢, 00).

II1.2. Case zyp < —1/e. We have zy < —1/¢ < —6 and, by Lemma D.2, (14 2¢)zp < z <
(1 —2¢e)z9 < —4. Moreover, u > 1.

II1.2.1. Case 0 € Vo 4. If v > 1/|z|, then pyp(z) = 0. Assume 0 < v < 1/|z|, so that
14~z > 0. By (B.12),

10,66(2)] < w7 {(logu)? + logu)} S ul %, (D.6)
Further, by Lemmas B.2 and B.3,
|0ubo(x)] SutT <wule [9lp(x)] S ut T {log(u) + 1} S u T, (D.7)

The density is bounded by
po(x) S e ult.

—u/2 < o for any scalar m,

In total, since sup,>; u"'e
pe(fﬂ) ’89,959(%”2 5 e—uu(l+'y)+2(1+25) S e—uu3+55 g e—u/2.

Since v — (1 + 72)_1/7 is increasing in 7, a lower bound for u is given by u > e™% =

el?l > el#0l/2 Plugging this bound into e~*/2 yields a function which is integrable over
20 € (—o0, —1/¢].
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II1.2.2. Case 0 € V; _. By Lemmas B.2, B.3 and B.4,
Oy lo()] S u'™e,  |Oule(x)] Sute, |0sLe(2)| S u log(u).
The density is bounded by
po(x) < e “ult,
We get
sup po(x) |0p, Lo())? S e v udtdE < e,

0eVe, _
Further, u can be bounded from below by (1 4 (—¢)(1 — 2¢)20)~ "/ (=), Inserting this
into e~%/2 yields an integrable function in zy € (—oo, —1/]. O

Lemma D.4. Let Py denote the three-parameter GEV distribution with parameter 0 and
let mg be as in (2.2). For fized 0y, the map 6 — Pp,myg attains a unique maximum over
(=1/2,00) x R x (0,00) at @ = 0y. If moreover vo > —1/2, then whenever hy — h in R¥
ast — 0, we have

_ 1
3 2P90 (m90+tht - meo) — _ZhTIGOh’ t— 0.

Proof. The fact that 6y is the unique maximizer of the map 6 — Py, follows from
Lemma 5.35 in van der Vaart (1998) applied to the mixture densities (pg + pg,)/2.

The second-order Taylor expansion can now be shown along similar lines as in the
proof of Theorem 5.39 in van der Vaart (1998). In fact, the same technique was used to
show (A.5) in the proof of Proposition 2.1. O

APPENDIX E. REMAINING STEPS FOR THE PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3.3

In view of the outline of the proof given right after the statement of the Proposition 3.3,
it remains to check the condition on the support in (2.3) and the Lipschitz property (2.4).
This is the content of the present section.

Lemma E.1. For any 6y € (—1/2,00) x R x (0,00), the three-parameter GEV family
satisfies Condition (2.3).

Proof. First, consider 0y € ©g_ = (—00,0) x R x (0,00) such that 79 > —1/2. Let
w®) =pu—0o/y =p+o0/lyl and wyg = w(fy). Since § — w(f) is increasing in each
component of § € Oy _, we have

h_(g) :=inf{w(0) : 0 € U-(6p)} = w(yo — &, o — €,00 — €)

whence S(g) = (=00, h_(g)). The function ¢ +— h_(t) is continuously differentiable on
a neighbourhood of ¢ = 0 and with negative derivative at ¢ = 0. Hence, we can find
constants 0 < by < ¢; and t7 > 0 such that

wo —t-cro0/ |0 < h—(t) <wy—t-bioo/ 0], t €[0,t1]. (E.1)
As a consequence of (E.1), for sufficiently small £ > 0,

X\ S(e) C [wo —ecr00/ |0, 00).
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Therefore, using the substitution u = {1 4 ~o(z — o) /o0 }/10l,

wo

~ (Ecl)l/\vo\
Py, (X\ S(e)) < / Po, (x) do = /0 e " du = O(e*/0l) = o(£2)

wo—c1€00/|v0l
as €] 0, since —1/2 < vy < 1.

Now, consider 6y € Oy = (0,00) x R x (0,00), i.e., 70 > 0. Then, for any ¢ <
min(og,0) and any 6 € U.(6y), we have

whence S(¢) = (hy(g),00). The function t +— hy (¢) is continuously differentiable on a
neighbourhood of ¢t = 0, with positive derivative at t = 0. As a consequence, we can find
constants 0 < by < ¢9 and to > 0 such that

wo + - baoo/v0 < hy(t) <wo + 1t - c200/70, t € [0, ta]. (E.2)
Hence, for sufficiently small € > 0, we obtain that
X\ S(g) C (—00,wp + € - c200/7%0)-
Therefore, using the substitution u = {1 + yo(z — ) /o0} 1/,

[e.e]

pua)do = [ du= exp(-(eas) ),
(

625)71/70

wo+ec200/70

Pa(X\ 5(2)) < /

wo

which clearly is of the order o(¢?) as ¢ | 0, since v > 0.
Finally, consider 6y € Oy with 79 = 0. Then, for any ¢ < 0¢/2, we have

o op— €

w() =p— ; < pote— 0 =: h(),_,_(E), 0 € Us(6p) N ©0,+,
as well as

w(0) = p+ ﬁ > o — e+ UOE_ S —iho_(e), 0€U(6)NOp_.

As a consequence, for sufficiently small €, S(g) = (ho +(¢), ho,—(¢)). Clearly, we can find

constants di,dy > 0 such that ho(¢) < —di/e and hg —(g) > da/e for all sufficiently
small . Hence,

[e o]

po, (x) dz + / Do, () dx
d2/€

d d
:exp{—exp <0016+Z2>}+1—exp{—exp <_0025+ZZ>}’

7d1/€

o (X 5(e)) < /

— 00

which can be easily seen to be of the order o(g?) as ¢ | 0, since 1 —exp(—y) = (1+0(1))y
as y — 0. ]

Lemma E.2. For any 6y € (—1/2,00) x R x (0,00), the three-parameter GEV family
satisfies Condition (2.4) with © = (—1/2,00) x R x (0,00) (and hence also with any
compact subset containing 6y in its interior).
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Proof. Throughout, let || - | denote the maximum norm on R3. The proof will be split
up in three cases, according to the sign of 9. For some suitable g9 > 0 to be specified
below, and for any x € Sy, define a set of admissible parameter vectors 0 as

Oo(z) = {6 € Us, (o) : if 0’ € O satisfies [|6' — 6p|| < 2/|0 — ]|, then x € Sy }.

Note that, if § € Og(z), then the entire ball with center 6y and radius ||§ — 0|l is a
subset of Og(z). In other words, ©p(x) is the union of all neighbourhoods U, () for
those e € (0,g¢] such that x € Sy for every 6’ € Us-(fp). [The multiplicative constant 2
is not essential and could have been replaced by an arbitrary constant co > 1.]

It follows from the definition of ©¢(z) that 8 — £y(x) is continuously differentiable on
O¢(x). Hence, we may define

U(x) = 3sup{|[fg(2)]| : 0 € Oo(2)}, @ € Sp,, (E.3)
and, by the mean-value theorem, immediately obtain that
Va € Sp, : V01,02 € Og(x) = |lg, (x) — Loy ()] < £(z) |61 — O2]. (E.4)

[The constant 3 appears because of the use of the max-norm.] It can be seen easily that
(E.4) implies (2.4). The proof will be finished once we will have constructed ¢g and will
have showed that the function in (E.3) is square-integrable with respect to Py,.

I. Case 7 € (0,00). Write wy = po — 00/70 and recall that Sg, = (wp, 00). For x € Sy,
write zo = 2zo(z) = (z — po)/oo. Note that zo > —1/70.

For a parameter vector 6 with v > 0, we have Sy = (w(f), 00) where w(f) = u— o /7.
A monotonicity and differentiability argument similar to that yielding (E.2) shows that
there exist positive constants by and ¢y with bptg < 1/2 and tp < min(og,y0)/2 such that
for all ¢ € [0, to],

IN

hy(t) ) Ly oot wo + (00/70) tho (4/3),
+(t)= sup w(f)=po+t—

€U, (00) Yo+t > wo + (00/70) tho.

Partition the interval Sp, into three sub-intervals:

S0 = (wo, wo + (00/70) tobo) U [wo + (00/70) tabo, po + 200] U (ko + 200, 00).
Choose 0 < g < min{1/4,t9/2,00/(270)} small enough such that

o/oo,v/v € 15/6,7/6], (o/v)/(c0/v0) € [3/4,4/3], for all 0 € U, (6p).

We will provide an upper bound for ¢(z) in (E.3) for each z in each piece of the partition
separately.

First, suppose that x € Sy, is such that x = wy + (00/70)y with 0 < y < tobo.
If 0 is such that ¢t := ||§ — || satisfies t < g9 < t9/2 and 2tby > y, then hy(2t) >
wo + (00/70)(2tbp) > = and thus 6 ¢ Og(x). As a consequence, Og(x) C U, (2p,)(fo)-
But for 0 € U, any)(60), we have w(8) < wo + (0/70)(5/2)(4/3) = w0 + (50/70) (2/3)
and thus z — w(#) > (00/70)(1/3)y. For such 6, writing z = (x — ) /o, we find, using
y =1+ 020, that 1 + vz = (v/0)(z — w(8)) = (v/0)(00/70)(1/3)y > (1/4)(1 + 7020)-
In addition, z < wo + (00/70)(1/2) = o — (00/7)(1/2) < po — o < p and thus z < 0.
Apply (B.3), (B.4) and (B.12) to arrive at a Py, square-integrable bound.
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Second, suppose that x € Sp, is such that wo+(00/70) tobo < & < po+20p. The partial
derivatives of £y(x) with respect to the three components of 6 being continuous functions
of (A, ) in the compact domain {6 : |0 — 0y|| < 0} X [wo + (0/70) tobo, wo + 200], they
are also uniformly bounded and thus square-integrable with respect to Fp,.

Third, suppose that = € Sy, is such that zp > 2. Let 6 € U, (6p) and write z =
(x — p)/o. By Lemma D.2 we have |(z/29) — 1| < 1/2 and thus zp/2 < z < 3zp/2.
The inequalities in Lemmas B.2, B.3 and B.4 then combine into a Py, square-integrable
upper bound for ‘.

II. Case v € (—1/2,0). Write wg = po + 00/ |70| and recall that Sy, = (—o0,wp). For
x € Sp,, write zo = zo(x) = (z — po)/00. Note that zo < 1/ |7o]-

For a parameter vector 6 with v < 0, we have Sy = (—o0,w(#)) where w(0) = p+o/ |v|.
A monotonicity and differentiability argument similar to that yielding (E.1) shows that
there exist positive constants by and to with boty < 1/2 and to < min(oyg, |v0])/2 such
that for all ¢ € [0, to],

N

oo — 1 < wo — (o0/ [0l) tho,

h_(t)= inf w(f)=po—t—
6<Uz(6o) 70—t > wo — (00/ [70l) tho (4/3).

Partition the interval Sp, into three sub-intervals:

Sop = (=00, o — 200) U [0 — 200, wo — (00/ |70[)tobo] U (wo — (0/ [70])tobo, wo).-
Choose 0 < g < min{1/4,t9/2,00/(2|7|y),00/7} small enough such that

oloo, /v €15/6,7/6], (o/v)/(c0/v) € [3/4,4/3], for all 6 € U, (6o).

We will provide an upper bound for ¢(z) in (E.3) for each z in each piece of the partition
separately.

First, consider = € (wo — (00/ |0])tobo, wo), which can be rewritten as x = wg —
(o0/ |0l)y for some 0 < y < tobp. Then Og(x) C U, (ap,)(bb), for, if & € Ug (o) C
Uyy/2(00) satisfies t = ||6 — 6g|| > y/(2bo), then there exists 6" with [|§" — 6o[] < 2t such
that w(f') = h_(2t) < wo — (00/ [70])2tho < 2. Now, for 0 € Uy /(ap,)(0o), we have
w(0) —z = wo — oo/ || (y/2)(4/3) — 2 = wo — (2/3)(wo — 2) —2 = (1/3)(wo — ). In
addition, z > wo — 00/ [0l /2 = po + oo/ |v0| > po + €0 > p, whence z = (x — p)/o > 0.
Therefore, as a consequence of Lemmas B.2, B.3 and B.4, we obtain the upper bound

o)) § g = T < A L

T+yz [yw(®) -z = (1/3) ol wo — 2
Since vy € (—1/2,0) implies 1/ || > 2, the bound can be seen to be square-integrable
with respect to Fp,.

Second, consider x € [ug — 200,wo — (00/ |70|)tobo]. The partial derivatives of ¢y(x)
with respect to the three components of 6 being continuous functions of (6,z) in the
compact domain {0 : |0 — 0g|| < e0} X [0 — 200,wo — (00/ |70|)tobo], they are also
uniformly bounded and thus square-integrable with respect to Pp,.

Third, consider = € (—oo, uo — 20p). Let 0 € U, (6p) and write z = (z — p)/o.
By Lemma D.2, we have |(z/29) — 1| < 1/2 and thus 32¢/2 < z < 2p/2 < —1. The
inequalities in Lemmas B.2, B.3 and B.4 then combine into a Py, square-integrable

upper bound for /.
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ITI. Case 7 = 0. Recall that Sp, = R. Find o > 0 small enough such that (14 tg)tg <
00/4. Then we have

(3/4)00/t§(Uo/t)—t—lgUo/t, fOI“tE(O,to].
It follows that, for all ¢ € (0, to],

oo — 1 < o — (3/4)o0/t,
h()7 t) = sup w(f) = 1o +t— { E5
+0 0€U(00)NOo,+ ) t > pio — 0o/t, (E-5)
: op—1 < pup-+ Uo/t,
ho—(t) = f 0) =po—t E.6
0-(#) ant(égl)m@o,,w( )= —t+ t { > o+ (3/4)00/t. (E.6)

Choose 0 < g9 < min{1/4,ty/2} small enough such that o/oy € [5/6,7/6] whenever
0 € U, (). Partition the real line into three sub-intervals:

R = (=00, o — 00/20) U [0 — 00/€0, tto + 00/€0] U (1o + 00/€0, 00).

We will provide an upper bound for ¢ (z) in (E.3) for each x in each piece of the partition
separately. Write x = ug + 092p.

III.1 - Case x < ug — op/eg. We have zp < —1/gg. For any 6 € ©¢(z) C Ug,(0y), we
have z < o — 00/e0 < po — €0 < p; note that €2 < t3 < o¢. Therefore, z = zy(z) =
(x —p)/o < 0 and thus v = uy(z) > 1, see Figure 1.

We claim that ©g(z) C Uy /(2)z|)(6o). To prove this, it suffices to show that we can
find a point 6" such that |6’ — 0y|| = 2/(2|20|) = 1/ |20| and such that x ¢ Sy But this
is easy: just set 6 = (1/|zo], o, 00) and note that 1 + (1/|z0|)z0 =1—1=0.

Let 6 € ©o(z) C Uy (2)z))(00). Write z = (z—pu)/o. Our choice of g9 and the fact that
|z0| > 1/e9 > 2 imply that |z/z9 — 1| < 1/2; see Lemma D.2. Consider three subcases:
v>0,v=0, and v < 0.

e Suppose v > 0. By (E.5), we have w(6) < po—(3/4)00(2 |20]) = po+(3/2)o0z0 <
o + 0ozg = x. Hence, T € Sp. As v > 0 and z < 0, the bounds in (D.6) and
(D.7) then imply that ||£s(x)|| < u'*?¢°. We need to bound u from above. Recall

that u(z) is decreasing in z and increasing in . Moreover, (3/2)z9 < z < 0 and
0<~v<1/(2|20]). We find

1<u< (1 L3, > g (1 — (3/4)) 2%l = 1670

=0 2[z] 27" '

For arbitrary p > 1, the function zy — p~?° is integrable with respect to the
standard Gumbel density zg — exp(—e*0) e %0,

e Suppose v = 0. The expressions for the score functions are 0,fyp(z) = (1 —
e *)z22/2 — z, Ouly(x) = (1 — e %) /o, and d,lp(x) = ((1 — e )z — 1)/o. Since
(3/2)z0 < 2z < (1/2)zp < 0 for all § considered, these expressions can be easily
bounded by Fj,-square integrable functions.

e Suppose v < 0. Since z < 0, the components of the score vector can be bounded
by a multiple of u max{z, (logu)?}. But since u,(z) is increasing in v and since
v < 0, we can bound u by its value at v = 0, which is e™*. Now continue as for
the case v = 0.
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II1.2 - Case po—o0p/eo < x < pp+o0o/ep. This case is trivial, since the three components

of the score vector ¢y(z) are continuous and thus uniformly bounded on the closure of
the bounded domain {(z,0) : |x — uo| < 0¢/c0, 0 € Op(x)}.

II1.3 - Case = > po + 0¢/eo. This case is partially similar to the case x < pg — 0p/eo.
For 6 € Oy(x) C Ug(0y), we have © > pg +e9 > p and thus z = (x — pu)/o > 0 and
0 < u = u,(z) < 1. Moreover, zg > 1/¢g.

We claim that ©g(x) C Ujj(s,)(fo). Indeed, the point 6" = (—1/z0, j10,00) is such
that |0 — 6p|| = 1/20 = 2/(22¢) and still = ¢ Sy .

Let 0 € ©g(x) C Uy/(22)(6o) and write z = (x—p) /0. Again, we have |z/z9 — 1] < 1/2.
Consider three subcases: v > 0, v =0, and v < 0.

e Suppose v > 0. Since 0 < u < 1 and 1+ vz > 1, all three components of
the score vector can be bounded by a constant multiple of 22 and thus by a
constant multiple of zg. Now it suffices to observe that all moments of the
Gumbel distribution are finite.

e Suppose v = 0. Then apply the same reasoning as for the subcase v = 0 in the
case III.1 above.

e Suppose 7 < 0. By (E.6), we have w(6) > po + (3/4)00(220) = po + (3/2)00z0 <
po + 0pzp = x, so that & € Sp. Since 0 > v > —1/(2z9) > —3/(4z) > —1/z, the
bound in (D.5) applies. We need to find a square-integrable bound on 22 /(147z).
But this is immediate, since the denominator is larger than 1 —3/4 = 1/4 and
the numerator is smaller than a multiple of 23. O
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