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PARAMETRIC AND NONPARAMETRIC SYMMETRIES IN GRAPHICAL
MODELS FOR EXTREMES

FRANK ROTTGER!, JANE IVY COONS2, AND ALEXANDROS GROSDOS3

ABSTRACT. Colored graphical models provide a parsimonious approach to modeling high-dimen-
sional data by exploiting symmetries in the model parameters. In this work, we introduce the no-
tion of coloring for extremal graphical models on multivariate Pareto distributions, a natural class
of limiting distributions for threshold exceedances. Thanks to a stability property of the multivari-
ate Pareto distributions, colored extremal tree models can be defined fully nonparametrically. For
more general graphs, the parametric family of Hiisler—Reiss distributions allows for two alternative
approaches to colored graphical models. We study both model classes and introduce statistical
methodology for parameter estimation. It turns out that for Hiisler—Reiss tree models the different
definitions of colored graphical models coincide. In addition, we show a general parametric descrip-
tion of extremal conditional independence statements for Hiisler—Reiss distributions. Finally, we
demonstrate that our methodology outperforms existing approaches on a real data set.

1. INTRODUCTION

Featuring heavily in applications, graphical models are statistical models that capture conditional
independencies among random variables by positing a structure based on a graph. Modern statistical
practice often involves inferring information from high-dimensional data with relatively few samples,
which makes the use of additional structure necessary. A parsimonious approach to such a complexity
reduction is to impose affine restrictions on graphical models. For parametric graphical models where
each edge corresponds to a parameter, a natural choice are affine restrictions where parameters are
assumed to be equal. These models allow an elegant representation using colored graphs, which was
introduced by Hgjsgaard and Lauritzen (2005, 2008) for Gaussian graphical models. For example for
a multivariate Gaussian that is Markov to the 4-cycle, the coloring in Figure la would impose the
affine restriction K714 = Ko3 on its concentration matrix K.

Since their introduction, colored Gaussian graphical models (also referred to as graphical models
with symmetries) have been heavily studied, both from a theoretical as well as an applied standpoint.
For example, in Forbes and Lauritzen (2015, Section 5), the authors study the score matching estima-
tor (SME) for Gaussian graphical models with and without symmetry. They propose the SME as a
method for model selection in the colored case where the graphical lasso cannot be used. A necessary
and sufficient algebraic-geometric condition for the existence of the maximum likelihood estimator
(MLE) in colored graphical models was given in Uhler (2011). Moreover, adding symmetries to the
underlying graph can lower the minimal number of data points needed to guarantee the existence of
the MLE (Makam et al. (2021); Uhler (2018)). Coloring the edges and vertices in the graph reduces
the number of parameters in the model which makes computations more tractable for large networks.
For this reason, colored graphical models are popular for the analysis of gene coexpression networks
(Toh and Horimoto (2002); Vinciotti et al. (2016)).
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(a) Colored 4-cycle (b) Colored claw graph

FiGURE 1. Examples for colored graphs with four nodes.

In multivariate extreme value theory there is particular interest in sparse high-dimensional models
as extreme observations are usually scarce. The recent introduction of extremal conditional indepen-
dence by Engelke and Hitz (2020) for multivariate Pareto distributions, which are the limit distribu-
tion for threshold exceedances, yields a parsimonious framework for the definition of sparse models
in multivariate extremes via graphical modeling. This has lead to a new line of research, see for
example Engelke and Volgushev (2022) for the introduction of nonparametric extremal tree models,
Engelke et al. (2021); Lederer and Oesting (2023) for approaches in structure learning, or Rottger
et al. (2021); Rottger and Schmitz (2022) for the study of positive dependence in graphical extremes.
A recent review article regarding sparsity in multivariate extremes is Engelke and Ivanovs (2021).

In this paper we develop extremal colored graphical models to obtain further reduction in dimension
and complexity. For extremal tree models, which can be constructed from a vector of independent
univariate random variables that are identified with the edges of a directed version of the underlying
tree (Engelke and Volgushev, 2022), this allows to define nonparametric colored tree models (see
Section 4.1). Thus a colored tree as in Figure 1b gives rise to a colored extremal tree model by imposing
that within each edge color classes, all univariate random variables are identically distributed.

Among multivariate Pareto distributions, the parametric Hiisler-Reiss family (Hiisler and Reiss,
1989) can be seen as an extremal analogue of the multivariate Gaussian. A d-variate Hiisler-Reiss
vector Y is parameterized by a variogram matrix I" that is in a one-to-one correspondence with a
signed Laplacian matrix O, that is a symmetric positive semidefinite matrix with vanishing row and
column sums. The matrices I' and © can be seen as the analogues of the covariance matrix ¥ and
concentration matrix K in the Gaussian case. Indeed, Hentschel et al. (2022) show that zeros in
O encode the extremal graphical structure, i.e. Y; is extremal conditionally independent of Y; given
the remaining variables Y\;; (Vi L Y;|Y\;;) if and only if ©;; = 0. In Section 3 we show that
this parametric encoding extends to smaller conditioning sets. In Proposition 3.3 we derive that for
non-empty conditioning sets C' the equivalence

Y; Le Yj|Yco < det CM(D)ic(d+1),jo(@+1) =0,

holds, where CM(I") = (__Fl/TQ ;) is the Cayley—Menger matrix (Devriendt, 2022). This result can be
used to translate statements involving extremal conditional independences into polynomial equations.
This allows us to employ techniques from algebraic statistics, similarly to what has been previously
done for Gaussian graphical models, see for instance Uhler (2012). We plan to unfold these results
for the algebraically minded reader in a separate upcoming paper.

Through the relation between graphical structure and vanishing entries in ©, parametric restrictions
allow the definition of colored Hiisler—Reiss graphical models. In Section 4.2 we introduce Hiisler—Reiss
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restricted concentration (RCON) models, where edge colorings impose parametric constraints in the
concentration matrix ©. For example the graph in Figure la gives the affine constraint @14 = G23. In
Section 4.3 we introduce Hiisler—Reiss restricted variogram (RVAR) models that capture parametric
constraints in the variogram matrix I'. Hereby the graph in Figure la gives the affine constraint
I'y4 = I's3. Variogram models with parametric assumptions have been a standard tool in multivariate
extremes for spatial applications, see for example in Engelke et al. (2015); Asadi et al. (2015). The
entries in I' can be interpreted geometrically as squared Euclidean edge lengths in a simplex, see
e.g. Devriendt (2022). Therefore RVAR constraints imply equilateral faces in the corresponding
simplex.

When the underlying univariate random variables of a colored extremal tree model are chosen to
be Gaussian, this yields a colored Hiisler—Reiss tree model. We show in Proposition 4.5 that these
models have a direct link to RVAR and RCON models. In fact, we find that for Hiisler—Reiss tree
models the definitions of RVAR, RCON and colored extremal tree models coincide.

In Section 5 we develop statistical methodology for Hiisler—Reiss RCON and RVAR models. For
RCON models, we employ a surrogate maximum likelihood estimation approach. Hereby the origi-
nal Hiisler-Reiss log-likelihood is substituted by a degenerate Gaussian log-likelihood (Rottger et al.,
2021). This relates to optimization problems in machine learning, in particular in graph signal pro-
cessing, see e.g. Egilmez et al. (2017). We compute the score functions and information matrix of the
degenerate Gaussian log-likelihood and implement a scoring algorithm to obtain a surrogate maximum
likelihood estimate under RCON constraints. For RVAR models, a similar surrogate maximum likeli-
hood estimation approach is complicated by the highly nonlinear parameter restrictions imposed on
the variogram matrix I', in addition to the graphical model constraints on ©. Therefore we follow the
approach of Rottger and Schmitz (2022) to use the mixed dual estimator of Lauritzen and Zwiernik
(2022) to incorporate constraints on both I' and ©. This leads to a two-step surrogate mixed dual
estimator, where the second step is solved through a reciprocal scoring algorithm.

We illustrate our findings on real-world data. We test Hiisler—Reiss RCON and RVAR models on
flight delay data from the United States (Hentschel et al., 2022) in Section 6. Splitting the data
into training and validation data sets for four regional clusters in the United States, we compute an
estimate for up to 25 edge color classes based upon an estimated graphical model. We evaluate the
Hiisler—Reiss log-likelihood on the validation dataset and observe a good fit for RCON estimates and
an excellent fit for RVAR estimates in comparison to the underlying graphical model, while providing
a drastic reduction in the number of parameters.

The R files with implementations of the scoring algorithms and the code for the application are avail-
able as supplementary material in a public Github repository https://github.com/frank-unige/
SymmetriesGraphicalExtremes.

2. PRELIMINARIES

2.1. Graphical models in extremes. Let X = (X1,...,X,) be a d-variate random vector. When
interest is in the tail behavior of X, the extremal correlation coefficient

Xij = 11)13% P(F;(X;) > 1 —p|F;(X;) > 1—p)

given marginal distributions F; measures extremal dependence between X; and X; whenever the limit
exists. Hereby we differentiate between asymptotic dependence (x;; > 0) and asymptotic indepen-
dence (x;; = 0). In the setting of asymptotic dependence, the approach of threshold exceedances is
particularly attractive for modeling (sparse) extremal dependence structures due to the recent intro-
duction of extremal conditional independence and graphical models (Engelke and Hitz, 2020). As the
marginal distributions F; do not influence the multivariate dependence structure, we can assume that
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all marginals X; follow a standard exponential distribution. Under the assumption of multivariate
regular variation (Resnick, 2008), the limiting distribution of threshold exceedances

(1) P(Y <y):= lim P(X -ul <y | [[X]oo > u)
U—> 00

is a multivariate (generalized) Pareto distribution (Rootzén and Tajvidi, 2006) for any X in the domain
of attraction of Y. Hereby conditioning on the maximum of X to exceed a high threshold u means
that there should be an exceedance in at least one coordinate of X. Given such an exceedance, we
are interested in the distribution of the difference X — u1 for the limit v — co. By this construction,
a multivariate Pareto distribution Y is supported on an L-shaped space £ := {x € R? : ||x||, > 0},
as we condition on at least one coordinate of X exceeding u.

When interest is in dependence modeling, we require the limit (1) for marginal distributions of X.
For a marginal X for some I C [d] := {1,...,d}, the resulting limit in (1) is the I-th marginal of
Y conditioned on exceeding zero in at least one dimension indexed by I, see Hentschel et al. (2022).
Although this is not the I-th marginal of Y, we will nonetheless refer to this limit as Y for both
convenience of notation and intelligibility.

The support £ of a multivariate Pareto distribution is not a product space, and therefore classical
notions of stochastic independence are not applicable. A parsimonious approach to this problem was
proposed by Engelke and Hitz (2020). Let Y* := Y|{Y} > 0}, k € [d] be conditional random vectors
that are supported on half-spaces £¥ := {x € L : 2;, > 0}. Note that the union of these half-spaces
Uke[d]ﬁk = L recovers the support of the multivariate Pareto vector Y. This structure permits a
natural definition of extremal conditional independence, where for disjoint index sets A, B,C C [d] we
say that Y 4 is extremal conditionally independent of Y 5 given Y¢ when for all k& € [d] we have that
Y4 1L Y5|YE. We abbreviate this extremal conditional independence statement as Y4 L. Yg[Yc.

This notion of extremal conditional independence has appealing properties, see for example Rottger
et al. (2021, Section 4.2). Moreover, it allows for a straightforward definition of extremal graphical
models. For an undirected graph G = (V, &) with vertex set V = [d] and edge set £ C V x V we
call a multivariate Pareto vector Y an extremal graphical model when Y; L. Y;|Y\;; for all pairs
ij € €. The conditional independence statement above is also referred to as extremal pairwise Markov
property. Engelke and Hitz (2020) show an extremal Hammersley—Clifford type theorem that provides
the equivalence of the extremal pairwise Markov property with an extremal global Markov property
and a Markov factorization property for decomposable graphs.

The conditional vectors Y* allow a very useful stochastic representation as latent variable models,

that is Y* £ E1 + WP, where E is a univariate standard exponential random variable. The kth
extremal function W¥ is independent of E and satisfies W} = 0. This latent variable structure allows
to construct multivariate Pareto distribution from a (d — 1)-dimensional random vector VV’\f,C for any

k € [d]. Furthermore, W* encodes extremal conditional independence when k € C, such that
Y; L Y| Yo <= W} 1L WHWE.
This property is especially useful in graphical modeling, for example to construct extremal tree models

as in the next section.

2.2. Extremal tree models. Multivariate Pareto distributions that are Markov to a tree show a
particularly simple structure in the kth extremal function. Given an undirected tree T = (V, E), let
T* = (V,E*) be a directed tree rooted in k by directing all edges away from k. If Y is extremal
Markov to T', the kth extremal function allows a representation

@ IETE SR

eeph(ki,T*)
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for all i # k where ph(ki,T*) is the unique path between k and i in T% and (U.) .+ are independent
random variables. Engelke and Volgushev (2022) show that for extremal tree models the extremal
variogram

k k k
(3) ) = (Var(W} — w )iiev
forms a tree metric, i.e. Fl(-f) = ZeEph(ij7Tk)Fék). Assuming I‘Ef) > 0 for all ¢ # j, this yields

that the minimum spanning tree given weights FZ(-;-C) equals 7. This means that for extremal tree
models the extremal variogram encodes their conditional independences as it directly corresponds
to the underlying graphical structure. Engelke and Volgushev (2022) apply this for nonparametric
consistent graph structure learning for extremal tree models (under mild assumptions) by consistently
estimating the extremal variogram.

Example 2.1. For the (uncolored) claw graph on four nodes as in Figure 1b, let k¥ = 1. Then, we
compute that the first extremal function is W' = (0, U1y + Uyo, U4 + Uys, Ur4)"T and the extremal
variogram is
0 T e
M — Ly + Ty 0 Doy + T34 Toy
M4y Tl ery) o0 g
ry) rg) ry o
2.3. Signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical models. Let G = (V| E) be a simple
undirected graph with vertex set V' = {1,...,d} and edge set E C V x V. We assign edge weights
Q;; for all edges ij € E and assume a zero weight for non-edges. Let D be a diagonal matrix with
D;; = Z#i Qi;. The signed Laplacian matrix of G is the difference © := D — Q. When Q;; > 0
for all ij € E, the matrix © is called a Laplacian matrix. The terminology signed Laplacian matrix
stems from the more common restriction to graphs with positive edge weights where we speak of
Laplacian matrices. In this work, we will allow for both positive and negative edge weights. Note that
D is referred to as diagonal degree matrix and @) as weighted adjacency matrix of the graph. Clearly
the row and column sums of ® must vanish, i.e. each row or column vector lives in the hyperplane
HI! = {x € R?: xT1 = 0} that is perpendicular to the all ones vector 1. The (signed) Laplacian
matrix is a central object of study in the field of graph theory as it encodes structural data about the
underlying graph (Brouwer and Haemers, 2011). In particular, the spectrum of a weighted Laplacian
matrix can be used to uncover the structure of biological and social networks and complex dynamical
systems (Bolla, 2011; Poignard et al., 2018).

In this work we investigate the application of Gaussian models with signed Laplacian concentration
matrices in graphical extremes. Such a degenerate Gaussian random vector W is called a (signed)
Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical model, which are a very active research topic in the graph
signal processing literature, see e.g. Egilmez et al. (2017); Ying et al. (2020). The random vector W
is supported on the hyperplane H%~! and allows a density

o) = (20) 2 Det(©) exp 5w~ ) 6w — ) )

for w € H% 1, where the concentration matrix © is a positive semidefinite signed Laplacian matrix
and p € H9 ! is the mean vector. Here we use Det(©) to denote the pseudo-determinant of ©, which
is the product of its nonzero eigenvalues. Note that when all edge weights are positive such that ©
is a Laplacian matrix, we call W a Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical model. Assuming a
fixed mean vector p, the degenerate Gaussian W is an exponential family with natural parameter @
and mean parameter —I'/2 where I';; = E [(W; — W;)?] , compare Réttger and Schmitz (2022). The
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matrix I is a variogram or Euclidean distance matrix, i.e. its entries correspond to squared Euclidean
distances between d points in R¥~!. The mean parameter —I'/2 and the natural parameter @ are
connected via a one-to-one transformation, see also Hentschel et al. (2022); Devriendt (2022). Let
Y = OT be the pseudo-inverse of the signed Laplacian matrix © of the graph G, i.e. ¥ is the covariance
of W. The variogram matrix is recovered via I' = ds;17 + 1dL — 23, where dy; is the diagonal of ¥ in
vector notation. To compute the covariance ¥ from the variogram I', we define P := [; — %11T to be
the projection matrix that maps points from R? to H?~! along the all-ones vector 1. It follows that
=P (fg) P. Let Sg define the space of symmetric d x d-matrices with zero diagonal. The natural
parameter space of the exponential family f(w) is given by Q = {Q € S& : fHd_l f(w)dw < oco}. By

Kirchhoff’s matrix tree theorem the log-partition function equals A(Q) = —% log> rer HijeT Qij,
where 7 is the set of all spanning trees.
Assume n independent observations wi,...,w, of W. We obtain a sample variogram I';; =

LS (wii — wy;)? as the summary statistic of the exponential family f(w). This gives rise to the
log-likelihood

(4) Q) =~ (F.Q) - 4@ = yloe Y T @~ 5(F.@)

TET ijeT

with (I', @) = Ziq LijQij-

Maximum likelihood estimation for exponential families is equivalent to minimizing the Kullback-
Leibler divergence (Brown, 1986, Remark 6.4). To compute the Kullback—Leibler divergence for the
given exponential family, we require the Fenchel conjugate of the log-partition function A(Q). This

equals A*(I') = supgega £(Q; ') = —4=1 — Llogdet CM(T'), where

(5) CM(T) := ( :%T é ) :

is the Cayley—Menger matrix (Devriendt, 2022).

Assume two signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical models with mean parameters I'y, 'y
and natural parameters Q1, Q2. This gives rise to a closed formula for the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence between these two distributions (Brown, 1986, Proposition 6.3) that is given by

(6) KL(I'1,Q2) = %<F17 Q2) + A*(T'1) + A(Q2).

Maximizing the log-likelihood with respect to sample variogram Iis equivalent to minimizing KL(f7 Q)
in Q. The reciprocal operation, i.e. minimizing the KL-divergence KL(T", Qv) in I, yields a different
convex optimization problem that is known as dual or reciprocal maximum likelihood estimation. The
dual log-likelihood function is the negative of the terms in (6) that depend on I'1, such that

@ I(r;Q) = A*(1) ~ (1. Q) o 5 logdet CM(T) ~ 1 (T, Q).

The dual log-likelihood allows for simple handling of convex constraints in the mean parameter I', while
for the log-likelihood this is true for convex constraints in the natural parameter (). This structure
is exploited in mixed dual estimation as introduced by Lauritzen and Zwiernik (2022), which we will
briefly explain below for our setting.

Assume a graph G = (V, E). According to Barndorff-Nielsen (1978), the mixed parameterization
((Tij)ijer, (Qij)ijere) is a valid parameterization of the exponential family, compare also Lauritzen
and Zwiernik (2022) for details on mixed parameterizations. The mixed parameterization allows
for a mixed dual estimator (MDE) that solves two consecutive convex problems that minimize the
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Kullback-Leibler divergence in two steps. Let C C M denote convex constraints on (I';;)ijer and
Cge C Q convex constraints on (Q;;)ijege. The MDE is a two-step estimation procedure such that

(1) the first step (S1) is defined as

@ = argmax £(Q; f),
QeCpe
(2) and the second step (S2) as
= argmaxZ(F; Q).
reCg
The unique optimum of step (S1) is the maximum likelihood estimator (MLE) for the convex exponen-
tial family given by QQ € Cge. Note that when Cge yields only affine constraints the MDE constitutes
a maximum dual likelihood estimator (Lauritzen and Zwiernik, 2022, Remark 4.7) as studied for
example by Christensen (1989). In the context of signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical
models, Rottger and Schmitz (2022) apply the MDE under affine constraints (in both steps) that
encode an extremal notion of positive dependence for Hiisler—Reiss distributions, which are a popular
family of multivariate Pareto distributions that we will discuss in the following section.

2.4. Hiisler—Reiss distributions. The Hiisler-Reiss distribution (Hiisler and Reiss, 1989) is con-
sidered as the Gaussian analogue in multivariate extremes, for example due to similar properties with
respect to conditional independence, compare e.g. Hentschel et al. (2022). The Hiisler—Reiss distribu-
tion is parameterized by a conditionally negative definite variogram matrix I, i.e. an element of the
parameter set
D= {T eS¢ :x"Tx <0 for all x € HI™1\ 0}.

An elegant construction for the Hiisler—Reiss distribution is via their extremal functions. For some I" €
D let 2(F) .= %(Fik + Tk —Tij)i k. Let W’\“k be a multivariate Gaussian with mean fdiag(E(k))/2

and covariance (%), Then Y is Hiisler-Reiss with parameter matrix I', where

@ Ty =20, i #k,
Ty =30 +5® _ox® g ik

Note that by construction, the extremal variogram (3) is the parameter matrix I" for all 1 < k < d.
Hentschel et al. (2022) introduced a characterization of the Hiisler—Reiss distribution without choosing

a particular k € [d] via the relation Y[{Y71 > 0} £ F1+ W. If Y is parameterized by T, then W
is a signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical model with mean P(—I'/2)1 and concentration
matrix © = D — (). Note that W is independent of the standard exponential random variable E. It
was shown by Hentschel et al. (2022) that the Hiisler—Reiss concentration matrix © directly encodes
extremal conditional independence where we condition on all remaining variables, such that

(9) Y; 1. YJ|Y\U < @ij =0« Qz’j =0.

Therefore the extremal graphical structure of a Hiisler—Reiss random vector Y is encoded in the
concentration matrix and the weighted adjacency matrix of the corresponding signed Laplacian-
constrained Gaussian graphical model W. This enables parametric surrogate likelihood inference
for Hiisler—Reiss graphical models, see e.g. Rottger and Schmitz (2022) and Section 5.

3. EXTREMAL CONDITIONAL INDEPENDENCE FOR HUSLER-REISS DISTRIBUTIONS

Parametric descriptions of arbitrary extremal conditional independence statements for Hiisler—
Reiss distributions are only known for statements via the Gaussian k-th extremal function W’\“k
Furthermore, statements of the form Y; L. Y;|Y\;; correspond to vanishing entries ©;; = 0 in the
Hiisler—Reiss precision matrix. In this section we introduce a parametric characterization of arbitrary
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extremal conditional independence statements for Hiisler—Reiss distributions via their parameter ma-

trices. This is based on the Cayley—Menger matrix CM(T") = (_1% 3) , see (5). The determinant of

this matrix is given by det(CM(T)) = det(X(*)), which further relates to the volume of the simplex
spanned by the Euclidean distances stored in I', compare Devriendt (2022). A key observation for
a parametric description of extremal conditional independence for Hiisler—Reiss distributions is the
following rephrasing of Fiedler’s identity:

Lemma 3.1. For a variogram matriz T in D we can obtain the inverse of its Cayley-Menger matriz
by

(10) om = (3 ).

where 7 = $O¢ + 11 with £ = diag(X), and R = /17 (r 4+ 11).

Proof. By Fiedlers identity (Devriendt, 2022, Theorem 2) we have that

1) 1/r 1\ _ (e -2\
2\1" o) = \-2" 4rR?) >
where 7 = 1O¢ + 11 with ¢ = diag(Z), and R = 1/3£7(r 4+ 21). Note that Devriendt (2022) only

refers to Laplacian matrices in the theorem, but extends to signed Laplacians (or arbitrary Euclidean
distance matrices, respectively) in the subsequent remark. Because of

_r 1
CM(T) = diag(1,...,1,2) (_1iT 51) diag(1,...,1,-2)
2

we obtain

- . 1 e —2r\ . 1
CM(I") ! = diag(1,...,1,—=) (—2’]“T 4R2> diag(1,...,1, 5)

2
O -—r
- (rT R2> ’

From Fiedler’s identity, we derive the following relation for subdeterminants of the covariance of
WPF and subdeterminants of the Cayley-Menger matrix:

O

Lemma 3.2. For disjoint i,j,C and fori,j # k and k & C we have that
(12) det(E§§),jc) = det (CM(D)ixc(d41),jkC(d+1)) -

Proof. The inverse Farris transform of EE;% is I';jrc. Note that 61(-;) = Oy for 7,7 # k by defini-

tion. Therefore the (i, 7)-th entry of the inverse of ZE;% equals the (i,7)-th entry of the inverse of
CM(T)ijkc(d+1) by Lemma 3.1. With Cramer’s rule, we obtain that

(=1 det(zz('c),jC) _ (=1)"™ det(CM(I) ik, jrc)
det(20)) det(CM(T)jxc))
By the Cayley—Menger determinant formula, the proposition follows. (I

The previous result yields a general parametric characterization of extremal conditional indepen-
dence for Hiisler—Reiss distributions:
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Proposition 3.3. For a Hisler—Reiss random vector Y with parameter matriz I' the following equiv-
alence holds:

Yi Le Yi|Yo <= det(CM(D)ic(a41),j0(d+1)) = 0-
We further find a characterization of I' in the parameters of @ that will be particularly useful for
tree models. For a given graph G and distinct vertices ¢ and j in G, let F;; denote the set of all

spanning forests F' of G such that (1) F' has exactly two trees and (2) ¢ and j are in different trees of
F. Let T denote the set of all spanning trees of 7.

Lemma 3.4. Let ' be a FEuclidean distance matriz and @ the weighted adjacency matriz of the
corresponding signed Laplacian © = D — Q.
(1) The ij entry of T is
ZFEF,-J- HstEF Qst
ZTGT HstGT Qst
(2) When Q is the weighted adjacency matriz of a tree T, it follows I';; = Qi] forallijeT.

Fij =

Proof. (1) Let ¢ and j be distinct vertices of G. We have that I';; = ng). So we wish to compute
the principle minor of © obtained by removing the ith and jth rows and columns. By the All-Minors
Matrix Tree Theorem (Chaiken, 1982), we have that

det @/” /” Z H Qst-

FeF;; stel

We note that while the full version of the All-Minors Matrix Tree Theorem involves a specification of
signs for each forest, the minor that we wish to compute is principle, and hence each of these signs
are 1. By applying the standard Matrix Tree Theorem for weighted graphs, we see that

det @/] /] Z H Qst,

TeT steT

and the desired formula for I';; follows immediately.

(2) Let T be a tree and let i and j be adjacent vertices in 7. Then T has exactly one spanning
tree, namely itself, and ij is an edge in it. Moreover F;; contains exactly one forest; this forest is
exactly T with the edge 7j removed, and in particular, it contains all other edges of T'. So the desired
expression for I';; follows directly from part (1). O

4. COLORED EXTREMAL GRAPHICAL MODELS

In this section, we will introduce colored extremal graphical models. We first collect some necessary
notation. Let G be a simple undirected graph with vertex set V' = [d] and edge set E C V x V. Define
a function A : E — [r] that maps every edge to a natural number 1,...,r where r < |E|. We call
G a colored graph based on G with r edge color classes and graph coloring function A, such that
A(e) = A(€’) for edges e, e’ € E with the same color. Let E; denote the collection of nodes in the i-th
color class, such that E; N E; =0 for all i # j and By U...UE, = E.

4.1. Colored extremal tree models. The particularly nice structure of extremal tree models allows
for nonparametric colored tree models. Assume a tree T = (V, E) with coloring function A. Recall
from Section 2.2 that a multivariate Pareto vector Y that is Markov to 7' can be characterized by a
vector of independent univariate random variables (U,).c g, where TF = (V, E¥) is a directed tree
obtained from 7' by directing all edges away from k.
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We define a nonparametric colored extremal tree model by imposing the same distribution for all
univariate random variables U, within the same edge color class. Therefore we call Y a nonparametric
colored extremal tree model with respect to (7', \) when

(1) Y is extremal Markov to T,

(2) U, 4 U, whenever \(e) = \(¢') for e, e’ € EF.
As a consequence, we find that the entries in the extremal variogram (3) for edges within the same
edge color class are identical, i.e.

Fglz) = Var(Uy) = Var(Uy,) = I'®) when A(st) = A(uv) for st,uv € EF.
This means that the extremal variogram allows to identify edge colorings.

Example 4.1. Let Y be a colored extremal tree model with respect to the colored claw graph in
Figure 1b for k = 4, see also Example 2.1. This means that Uy 4 U3 and F(li) = I‘éi).

Bivariate Pareto distributions can impose an extremal tree model, see Engelke and Volgushev
(2022) for details. We employ this fact to construct a colored extremal tree model in the following
example.

Example 4.2. Assume a multivariate Pareto distribution Y that is Markov to some tree T' = (V, E)
where every bivariate marginal Y., e € E is distributed according to an extremal logistic distribution.
This implies for e € F that U, can be stochastically represented by a difference of a Fréchet-distributed
random variable and a Gamma-distributed random variable depending on a parameter 6. € (0, 1), see
Engelke and Volgushev (2022, Example 2). Then it holds that T = 62, (M (1 — 0y,,) + 72/6) for

wv € E, where ¢(!) is the trigamma function. We observe that symmetries U, 4 o can therefore be
parametrically encoded via 6, = 0./.

Colored extremal tree models provide a nonparametric complexity reduction in comparison to
uncolored extremal tree models, as that they allow for a nonparametric extremal graphical model that
can be characterized by a small number of univariate random variables. In the following sections,
we will discuss different types of parametric colored graphical models for the family of Hiisler—Reiss
distributions. We will see in Section 4.4 that for Hiisler—Reiss tree models all models coincide with
the colored tree model as defined above.

4.2. Hiisler—Reiss RCON model. Graph colorings allow for statistical modeling of parameter
symmetries, and hence parameter reduction, of graphical models. Herein edges within the same edge
color class are considered to impose equality among their respective parameters. For colored Gauss-
ian graphical models, an RCON model defines parameter equalities in their concentration matrices
(Hojsgaard and Lauritzen, 2008); the name “RCON” models reflects that such a model is constructed
by imposing restrictions on the concentration matrix. In this section we discuss a similar approach
for Hiisler—Reiss graphical models.

As discussed in Section 2.4, a Hiisler—Reiss distribution can be parameterized by either a variogram
matrix I or by a weighted adjacency matrix @), where @ encodes the extremal graphical structure.
We define an RCON model for Hiisler—Reiss graphical models with weighted adjacency matrix @ such
that

(1) Quv =0forij ¢ E,
(2) Qst = Quyp for A(st) = A(uv) for st,uv € E.

The RCON model is a linear submodel of the regular Hiisler—Reiss graphical model. We will develop
statistical methodology for Hiisler—Reiss RCON models in Section 5.1.
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FiGure 2. Colored graph with five nodes and six edges

Example 4.3. A Hiisler—Reiss RCON model with respect to the colored graph in Figure 2 has a
weighted adjacency matrix

0 w1 Wy 0 0

w1 0 w2 0 0
Q=|w wy O

0 0 0 wy

0 0 wp 0

It is parameterized by an ordered triple w = (w1, wa, w3).

4.3. Variogram symmetries in arbitrary Hiisler—Reiss graphical models. In the discussion of
Engelke and Hitz (2020) by Huser and Cisneros, they discuss parameter symmetries for Hiisler—Reiss
tree models, where all entries of I" that correspond to edges of the tree are identical. This approach
is proposed by Huser and Cisneros as a new method to impose spatial structure for data on regular
lattices. We generalize this approach to allow for parameter symmetries in I' for arbitrary colored
graphs. Therefore assume a graph G = (V| E) with edge coloring function A\. We define variogram
symmetries via A for a Hiisler—Reiss graphical model, such that

(1) Tst = I'yp when A(st) = A(uw) for st,uv € E,

(2) Quy =0 when wv ¢ E.
We refer to this model as a Hiisler—Reiss RVAR model, as it imposes parameter symmetries in the
variogram matrix. While this model leads to highly nonlinear constraints when parameterized either in
T orin @, a mixed parameterization ((I'yy)uveEs (Quv)uvg k) allows for a linear description. Statistical
methodology for this model based on mixed parameterizations will be discussed in Section 5.2.

Example 4.4. A Hiisler—Reiss RVAR model with respect to the colored graph in Figure 2 has a
mixed parameterization that is characterized by a variogram matrix and precision matrix

0 1 v * % 0« %00
vy 0 vy % % * 0 x 00
I'=|vy v O , Q= |* % 0 % x
* % 0 00 % 0 %
* % vy 0 00 =x* %0

Therefore the given RVAR model is parametrized by an ordered triple v = (v1, v9,3). The missing
entries in I" and @ can be determined uniquely by solving the matrix completion problem (Hentschel
et al., 2022, Proposition 4.3). Note that because G is a decomposable graph in this example, the
matrix completion problem is solved by rational functions in v.

4.4. Hiisler—Reiss colored tree model. Let Y be a Hiisler—Reiss tree model with parameter matrix
I with respect to some tree T' = (V, E). The kth extremal function W* allows a construction (2) from
univariate Gaussian variables U;; ~ N(—TI';;/2,T;;) for all ij € E*. We define a Hiisler—Reiss colored
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tree model for some coloring function A by imposing the relation U, < U,/, whenever Ae) = A(e')

for e,e’ € E*, compare Section 4.1. As the relations U, L U, are equivalent to imposing variogram
symmetries, we observe an equivalence to Hiisler—Reiss RVAR tree models. By Lemma 3.4 we find
that the definitions for Hiisler—Reiss RCON and RVAR models on trees coincide, which yields the
following proposition.

Proposition 4.5. Let T = (V,E) be a tree. The colored Hisler—Reiss tree models, Hisler—Reiss
RCON models and Hiisler—Reiss RVAR models that are Markov to T' coincide.

Proof. The equivalence between colored Hiisler—Reiss tree models on T and Hiisler—Reiss RVAR mod-
els on T follows directly from the definitions. Let Y be a Hiisler—Reiss RCON vector with respect to
atree T'= (V, E). Hence, Y allows a construction by univariate Gaussians (Ui;);jcgr with variances
I';;, where the remaining entries of I' can be recovered via the tree metric, compare Section 2.2. Since
I' is the Euclidean distance matrix of a non-degenerate simplex, its entries are nonzero, compare
Devriendt (2022). According to Lemma 3.4 it then follows that

1 1

Qij = Fij = ﬂ = Qst

when A(ij) = A(st) for ij, st € E. This proves the proposition. |

5. LEARNING COLORED HUSLER-REISS GRAPHICAL MODELS

In this section we introduce methodology for surrogate likelihood inference for RCON and RVAR
models. Hereby we study likelihood inference for signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical
models under RCON and RVAR constraints and then discuss their application in multivariate extremes
for Hiisler—Reiss distributions.

As illustrated in Section 2.4, the extremal functions of a Hiisler—Reiss distribution are multivariate
Gaussians where both the mean and the covariance depend on the parameter matrix I'. The parame-
ter dependence in the mean leads to analytical complications when interest is in maximum likelihood
estimation for Hiisler—Reiss distributions. This motivates surrogate likelihood inference where we
maximize the log-likelihood of a signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical model (compare
e.g. Rottger et al. (2021); Hentschel et al. (2022)) instead of the actual Hiisler—Reiss log-likelihood.
Hereby we ignore the likelihood contribution of the mean, such that the resulting likelihood prob-
lem allows for a simple scoring algorithm. Equivalently, a surrogate Kullback—Leibler divergence for
signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphcial models gives rise to a surrogate mixed dual esti-
mator. This yields a two-step estimation procedure when convex constraints are applied to a mixed
parameterization (compare Section 2.3), which we will employ for Hiisler—Reiss RVAR models.

5.1. Signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical models under RCON constraints.
As discussed in Section 2.3, a signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical model forms an ex-
ponential family with mean parameter —I'/2 and natural parameter (). Given a graph G = (V, E),
assume an RCON model with coloring function A : E — [r] as in Section 4.2 and define a colored
signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical model through constraints

Qij=0forij € E, Qij = Quv for A(ij) = A(uv) for ij,uv € E.

The model obtained by imposing linear constraints on the natural parameters of an exponential family
is itself an exponential family. Therefore the colored signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical
model forms an exponential family with natural parameter w = (w1, ...,w;), and natural parameter
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space  :={w € R": Q(w) € Q}, where Q(w) is given by

wi w € E: ANuw) =1,

(13) Qw)ur = {O uv € E.

The sufficient statistic of a signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical model with respect to
G is (—T'wy/2)uver, see Section 2.4. The linear constraints of the RCON model as in (13) yield a
sufficient statistic t(I") where

(14) ti(f):—% Y T

wveEE: A(uv)=1

This yields the log-likelihood

Ow; 6(T)) = %log ST Qi) + (), w).

TeT ijeT

We define a maximum likelihood estimator for the signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical

model under RCON constraints given t(I') as

(15) @ = argmax £(w; t(I")).
weN

The partial derivatives of the log-likelihood with respect to w; are the score functions

Si(w) = ie(w,t(f)) = % > (rm,(w) — fuv) , 1<i<n

Ow;
¢ wv€E: A(uv)=1

Together with graphical constraints @;; = 0 for all ij € E, these characterize the maximum likeli-
hood estimator &. When interest is in finding a maximum likelihood estimate & given the sufficient
statistic t(f), classical approaches include scoring algorithms, which make use of Newton’s method
to find the vanishing point of the score equations. Such algorithms require the Hessian matrix of
the log-likelihood, which for exponential families equals the negative of the information matrix of the
given model. We therefore compute the information matrix of the RCON signed Laplacian Gaussian

graphical model in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. The information matriz I(w) € R™" of a colored signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian
graphical model is

I(w)ij = 3 Z Z (Tso(w) = Tus(w) = Teo(w) + Fut(w))2
wvEE: A(uv)=i steE: A(uv)=j
A proof of Lemma 5.1 is available in Section A.1.
5.2. Signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical models under variogram symme-

tries. Assume a signed Laplacian-constrained Gaussian graphical model that satisfies RVAR, con-
straints with respect to a graph G = (V, E). Therefore we assume parameter constraints

(16) Quv =0 when uv ¢ E| [yt = Ty when A(st) = A(uwv) for st,uv € E,

in terms of the mixed parameterization ((I'yy)uwver, (Quv)uvgr, ). The affine parametric constraints
on the mixed parameterization induce a mixed linear exponential family with parameter vector v =
(v1,...,0), where 'y, (v) = v; for all wv € E with A(uwv) = i. Let N := {v e R" : T'(v) € M}
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define the mean parameter space and for a given sample adjacency matrix @, let s(@) with sz(é) =
> uwveB: A(uv)=i Quov define the corresponding summary statistic. Then, the dual log-likelihood is

l(v,8(Q)) = ((I'(v), Q).
A mixed dual estimator with respect to the constraints above is given by a two-step estimation
procedure where

(1) the first step (S1) is

(17) Q= argmax  ((Q;T),
QEQ:Q,;=0Vij¢E
(2) and the second step (S2) is

~ ~

(18) U = argmax £(v;s(Q)).

vEN
The first step (S1) is a maximum likelihood estimation problem for the graphical model given by G,
such that @ is the solution of the matrix completion problem

~

(19) Cuo = uw, w€E, Quv=0 w¢E,

compare also Hentschel et al. (2022). The second step (S2) constitutes a maximum dual likelihood
estimator for the colored model given a summary statistic s(@), see e.g. Lauritzen and Zwiernik (2022)
and Brown (1986) for details on maximum dual likelihood estimation.

For an algorithmic solution of the maximum dual likelihood problem in step (S2), we can employ
Newton’s method to define a dual scoring algorithm. This requires the dual score equations for this

model, which we obtain as

(20) Si(v) = 0 I(v;8(Q)) :% > (Qw(u)—éw), 1<i<r

v,
g wveE: A(uv)=1

~

For a scoring algorithm, we further require the Jacobian matrix of the score function I(v) :=
—V.,S(v)7, i.e. the negative Hessian matrix of the dual log-likelihood.

Lemma 5.2. The entries of the negative Hessian matrixz of the dual log-likelihood are determined by

== 3 X (©ul)end) +0ur)e.w).

wvEE: A(uv)=1i steE: A\(st)=j

The proof is available in Section A.2.

5.3. Scoring algorithms. Linear exponential families allow for scoring algorithms to learn a sur-
rogate maximum likelihood estimator (15), compare Hgjsgaard et al. (2012) and Lauritzen (1996,
Section D.1.5) for details. Hereby the canonical parameters are updated such that the (m+1)-th iter-
ation w™t! equals W™t = W™ 4+ I(w™)~1S(w™). According to Hojsgaard et al. (2012) this algorithm
can suffer from various instabilities. As an alternative, they suggest an alternative iteration based on
the dual log-likelihood that is

(21) WM = W™ 4 (T(w™) + S(w™)S(w™)T) T S(w™).

The additional summand S(w™)S(w™)? improves the stability of the algorithm. For linear exponen-
tial families with only one parameter, the modified algorithm was shown to be globally convergent
(Jensen et al., 1991).
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5.3.1. Scoring algorithm under RCON constraints. The scoring step (21) gives rise to Algorithm 5.3
that computes a surrogate maximum likelihood estimate for colored Hiisler—Reiss graphical models
given an empirical variogram matrix I' and a start value w®, using the formulas for the scores S(w)
and the information matrix /(w) that we computed above. As a straightforward starting value we
average the empirical values for each edge color class, i.e.

1 —= .

wveFE;
Our implementation of Algorithm 5.3 in R can be found in the supplementary materials.

Algorithm 5.3.

Input: An empirical variogram T, a graph G, an edge coloring and a start value w°.
Initialize: Compute the initial scores S(w°).

Computation: Iterate (21) until the absolute sum of the scores is below a given threshold.
Output: A parameter value ©.

As Algorithm 5.3 is based on Newton’s method, its convergence depends heavily on the starting
point, see also Hgjsgaard et al. (2012).

5.3.2. Scoring algorithm for maximum dual log-likelihood estimation. A simple Newton’s method for
solving the second step (S2), that is the dual log-likelihood maximization problem under symmetry
constraints, updates a starting point #° such that v+ = v™ 4+ (™))=L (™). Similar to the RCON
algorithm above, we add a term S(v™)S(v™)T for stability, resulting in an iteration step

(22) =y (Tom) + §(um)§(um)T)_l Sm),

which gives Algorithm 5.4. An implementation of this algorithm in R is available in the supplementary
material.

Algorithm 5.4.

Input: A step (S1) solution @, a graph G, an edge coloring and a start value °.

Initialize: Compute the initial dual scores S(1°).

Computation: Iterate (22) until the absolute sum of the dual scores is below a given threshold.
Output: A parameter value U.

5.4. Surrogate likelihood inference for Hiisler—-Reiss RCON and RVAR models. As dis-
cussed at the beginning of this section, the methodology for signed Laplacian-constrained Gauss-
ian graphical models can be adapted for Hiisler—Reiss models. Assume independent observations
¥Y1,--.,yn of a Hiisler—Reiss random vector Y. For a given RCON model, we are interested in finding
the maximum of ¢ (w,t(f)) where t(T) is a linear function of the sample variogram I’ of the cor-
responding W, see (14). Equivalently, for a given RVAR model the summary statistic in the first
step (S1) is a linear function of the sample variogram. Because we can not directly observe W, we
cannot compute r directly from yq,...,y,. Therefore we approximate the sample variogram using
the empirical variogram of Engelke and Volgushev (2022).

Define index sets Z, = {i € [n] : y;r > 0} that describe all observations where the kth entry
exceeds zero. When |Zy| > 2, let (z;);ez, be the corresponding subset of centered observations,
ie z;:=y; — ﬁ Zeezk y¢. This yields the sample variogram

— 1
Fﬁf) == > (2 — 25)°
1 Z4] ey,
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of the kth extremal function W¥. For |Z| < 2, we set ™

and Volgushev (2022) therefore equals

= 0. The empirical variogram of Engelke

f:

ISR

d
Z f(k) :
k=1
assuming that |Zy| > 2 for at least one k € [d]. We define the surrogate MLE of a Hiisler-Reiss RCON
model given an empirical variogram T as the solution & of (15) given the sufficient statistic t(T').
Equivalently, we define a surrogate mixed dual estimator for a Hiisler-Reiss RVAR model given an
empirical variogram I as the solution of the mixed dual estimator from Section 5.2. Hereby we use

the empirical variogram I as sufficient statistic in the optimization problem (17) for step (S1), and
solve the step (S2) problem to obtain a surrogate mixed dual estimate .

6. APPLICATION

We demonstrate the application of the RCON and RVAR models on the flight delays data set of
Hentschel et al. (2022), which is available in the R package graphicalExtremes (Engelke et al., 2022).

6.1. Data. The data set consists of total daily delays in minutes for airports in the United States.
From this data set, we select all daily observations for airports with at least 2000 incoming and
outgoing annual flights between 2005 and 2020. We remove any day with missing observations, which
results in n = 5347 daily observations for d = 79 airports. The data is split into a training data
set that contains the observations between 2005 and 2010 and a validation data set for observations
between 2011 to 2020.

6.2. Clustering. Following Hentschel et al. (2022) we separate the airports into smaller groups where
simultaneous extreme events can be expected, for example due to extreme weather phenomena. The
airports are clustered using the k-medoids clustering algorithm PAM (Kaufman and Rousseeuw, 1990)
that is implemented in the R package cluster (Maechler et al., 2022). Using the empirical variogram
for a probability threshold of p = 0.85 as dissimilarity measure, we split the airports into four clusters
that are fairly geographically disjoint. This yields a southern cluster with 12 airports, a western
cluster (including Hawaii and Alaska) with 21 airports, a central cluster with 22 airports and an
eastern cluster (including Puerto Rico) with 24 airports. These are displayed in Figure 3, with on
average at least monthly flight connections displayed as edges between the nodes.

For each cluster, we compute the empirical variogram for the training data set for a probability
threshold of p = 0.85. Assuming a Hiisler—Reiss distribution, we further derive the surrogate maximum
likelihood estimate under EMTPy of Rottger et al. (2021) using the emtp2 algorithm available in the
R package graphicalExtremes (Engelke et al., 2022). This yields both a parameter and a graph
estimate for this data set for each cluster. As an alternative structure learning approach, we test the
eglearn structure learning algorithm of Engelke et al. (2021). We evaluate both eglearn and emtp2
on the validation data set and observe that the latter performs better on every cluster, even without
requiring a tuning parameter. Therefore we will consider the emtp2 graph estimates as the underlying
graphical model for RCON and RVAR inference.

6.3. RCON inference. For each cluster, our interest is in parameter reduction via an RCON model
while maintaining a good fit on the validation data set. For coloring the graph estimates, we apply
the k-medoids algorithm from the R package cluster (Maechler et al., 2022). Using the empirical
Hiisler-Reiss precision matrix © on the edges of the graph estimates as dissimilarity weights, we
separate the edges into k = 1,...,25 edge color classes. For each k we find the surrogate maximum
likelihood estimate for the corresponding colored graphical models using Algorithm 5.3. The resulting
log-likelihoods on the validation data set for each coloring are presented in Figure 4 together with
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F1cUrE 3. Flight connections for on average at least monthly flights within the four
clusters.

the likelihoods of the original EMTP, estimate and the emprical variogram. We observe that for the
central and western clusters the colored graphical models perform similarly to the EMTP, estimate,
while for the southern cluster, the colored estimate clearly outperforms the EMTP; estimate even for
a small number of colors. In comparison, for the eastern cluster the performance of the colored model
is lower. Comparing the best RCON model with respect to the validation data set with the EMTP5
estimates, we observe a large reduction of the number of parameters, see Table 1. Figure 5 displays
the colored graphs with the highest log-likelihood on the validation data for each cluster. While the
best colored graphs for the western and southern cluster have 14 and 22 different edge color classes,
we observe in Figure 4 that for both clusters we can have decent performance for small k. The colored
graph for the western cluster with k¥ = 4 and the central cluster with k = 3 are shown in Figure 6.

Airports nb par EMTP2 nb par best RCON nb par best RVAR

Southern 12 45 2 5
Western 21 91 14 10
Central 22 105 22 1
Eastern 24 101 2 3

TABLE 1. Parameter reduction for best colored models

6.4. RVAR inference. We test the RVAR model for the flight delays data, where we use the EMTP,
estimator as graph estimate for each cluster. Note that the EMTP5 estimator equals the surrogate
MLE for the estimated graph, see Rottger et al. (2021). This automatically yields the step (S1)
estimate @ in (17), as this is simply the surrogate MLE. To assign the edge coloring, we apply a k-
medoids clustering algorithm using the empirical variogram as dissimilarity measure for k =1,...,25
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FIGURE 4. Log-likelihoods on the validation data for the surrogate maximum like-
lihood estimates for the Hiisler—Reiss RCON models. The dashed line shows the
log-likelihood for the EMTPs estimate, and the solid line the log-likelihood of the
empirical variogram.

for each cluster. For the second step (S2) as in (18), for each edge coloring we compute a parameter
estimate 7 using our implementation in R of the reciprocal scoring algorithm (see Algorithm 5.4).
The resulting estimates are evaluated on the validation data set via the Hiisler—Reiss log-likelihood.
Figure 7 shows the Hiisler—Reiss log-likelihood on the validation data set for each RVAR estimate for
each cluster compared to the log-likelihoods of the EMTP5 estimate and the empirical variogram. We
note that as the EMTP, estimate is also the step (S1) estimate, this particurlaly indicates the effects
of the second step (S2).

We observe that the best RVAR estimates clearly outperform the EMTP5 estimate for the southern,
central and eastern cluster for very small k, see Figure 7 and Table 1. For the western cluster, we
obtain comparable results to the EMTP5 model, but with a similarly strong parameter reduction.

Figure 8 displays the RVAR graphs with the highest log-likelihood on the validation data for each
cluster. Interestingly, the RVAR model for the central cluster with the best performance is achieved
for £ = 1, leading to a one-parametric model and a monochromatic graphical model. Furthermore,
the RVAR model for the eastern cluster (k = 3) shows an interesting geographical structure, where all
edges connecting to Puerto Rico belong to the same edge color class. A similar behavior is observed
in Figure 9 for the western cluster for £ = 5 for flight connections to Hawaii. We interpret this as
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strong evidence for parameter symmetry with respect to flight connections between continental and

island airports.
In summary, we conclude that the RVAR model provides an excellent fit for all clusters, while

providing for a strong parameter dimension reduction.
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APPENDIX A. PROOFS

Now, it holds that
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A.1. Proof of Lemma 5.1. The information matrix for exponential families is the negative of the
Hessian matrix of the log-partition function, or as the negative of the Jacobian matrix of the score
functions. We compute
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FIGURE 9. Colored western cluster for k = 5.

Hence, we obtain
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This implies with the multivariable chain rule that

I(w)ij = O, Si(w)
1 0
= 2 g Tel
wveEE: A(uv)=1i J
1 0
= -3 7Fuv
3 22 ggl)
wEE: A(uv)=i steE: \(st)=j
1
-3 Z Z (Pso (@) = Tus (@) = Ly (w) + Tt (w))?,
wvEE: Auv)=1i steE: A\(st)=j
which proves the claim. O

A.2. Proof of Lemma 5.2. We compute using Lemma 3.1 that

0 0
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as needed. [l
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