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Abstract

Climate change has become a significant global concern due to its capacity to cause
substantial disruption to daily life by increasing the frequency and intensity of ex-
treme weather events. Given the rising trend of human interventions in the climate
system over recent decades, this study aims to quantify the relative contribution of an-
thropogenic forcing to the increasing likelihood of climate extremes, with a particular
emphasis on high-temperature extremes. Our analysis focuses on annual temperature
maxima from the IPSL-CM6A model in the CMIP6 experiment. We propose a novel
causal inference framework that focuses on differences in return levels derived from
annual temperature maxima between the factual and counterfactual worlds. While
jointly modeling the annual maxima from the two worlds using a bivariate gener-
alized extreme value distribution, we model the spatially-varying coefficients using
a latent Gaussian framework. Specifically, given that the data are available over a
1° x 1° grid, we employ the multivariate intrinsic conditional autoregressive model
for the latent layer in the proposed hierarchical model, ensuring proper posterior dis-
tributions. We implement a recently developed highly-efficient approximate Bayesian
inference technique, ‘Max-and-smooth’, that uses a Laplace approximation of the
likelihood and then performs Gibbs sampling based on the approximate posterior.
The results include posterior estimates of the causal effect of anthropogenic forcing
on high-temperature extremes, along with the trends in this effect, over the factual
world. Furthermore, we estimate credible regions for a significant causal effect to
facilitate hotspot detection across the mainland United States.

Keywords: Approzimate Bayesian inference, Causal inference, Climate change, CMIP6
experiment, Extreme event attribution, Hotspot estimation

1 Introduction

Identifying the various sources and their respective contributions to climate change is es-
sential for formulating effective adaptation and mitigation strategies. The Sixth Assess-
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ment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC, Lee et al., 2023)
provides comprehensive information on the current status and trends of climate change,
the associated near- and long-term risks, and the progress of mitigation and adaptation
policies. Since the pre-industrial era, human intervention has been a primary driver of
climate change (Fischer and Knutti, 2015). Attributing anthropogenic forcing to the in-
creased frequency of climate extremes, such as high-temperature and extreme precipitation
events (Zhang et al., 2013), is central to Extreme Event Attribution (EEA, Stott et al.,
2016) research. Numerous statistical methods have been developed to address the objec-
tives of EEA; Naveau et al. (2020) provide an extensive review of these approaches. The
principal aim of EEA is to compare the probability of an extreme event occurring in the
factual world with its probability in a counterfactual world, defined as a world without
anthropogenic forcing. The initial step involves designing the modeling framework for uni-
variate extreme climate indices in both factual and counterfactual scenarios. For univariate
extremes, whether blockwise maxima or threshold exceedances, established modeling tech-
niques and inference methods are available in the extreme value theory literature (Coles
et al., 2001; Davison and Huser, 2015). In the context of joint modeling of two block-
wise maxima components and their dependence, a substantial body of literature addresses
statistical methodologies for bivariate extremes (Tawn, 1988). For comparisons between
actual and hypothetical worlds, a widely adopted approach is to incorporate extreme-event
definitions, using appropriate threshold selection, into causality metrics such as the Frac-
tion of Attributable Risk (FAR, Kiriliouk and Naveau, 2020). These causality metrics
are equivalent to those in causal counterfactual theory (Hannart et al., 2016), which are
expressed as the probability of necessary causation (PN), the probability of sufficient cau-
sation (PS), and the probability of necessary and sufficient causation (PNS). However,
integrating standard or spatial causal inference frameworks and methods to address EEA
challenges remains largely unexplored.

The adoption of the causal inference paradigm, in conjunction with the potential out-
come framework (Rubin, 1978), has increased in the environmental and epidemiological do-
mains. Accurate identification of causal effects necessitates rigorous application of methods
that address spatial confounding (Gilbert et al., 2021). Additionally, spatial interference
introduces further complexity by violating assumptions such as the Stable Unit Treatment
Value Assumption (SUTVA), an issue addressed in several recent studies (Papadogeorgou
and Samanta, 2023; Giffin et al., 2023). Various methods have been developed for valid
causal inference in geospatially referenced settings; Reich et al. (2021) provide a compre-
hensive discussion of these techniques in the spatial causal inference literature. Larsen
et al. (2022) apply the spatial causal framework to efficiently analyze the causal impact of
wildland fire-contributed PM, 5, incorporating the spillover effect. However, the implemen-
tation of practical methods for causal inference in the context of spatial extremes remains
underexplored.

Katzfuss et al. (2017) adopt a different approach based on Bayesian hierarchical mod-
eling rather than the usual strategy, namely, nonparametric estimation of various causality
metrics, such as PN, PS, and PNS, for extreme event attribution problems. The most im-
portant feature of Bayesian hierarchical modeling is the improved uncertainty assessment
of inferred quantities, achieved by proposing an appropriate model for the latent layer and



assigning priors to the hyperparameters that govern the latent variables. Several classes
of Bayesian hierarchical models, including Bayesian Latent Gaussian models (LGMs), are
well developed and support efficient spatial extremes modeling (Sang and Gelfand, 2009;
Cooley and Sain, 2010; Reich and Shaby, 2019; Johannesson et al., 2022; Hazra et al.,
2023). In a gridded data setting, we need appropriate models to capture all the important
features, such as proper joint distribution specification and identification of dependence
features within the same areal data. Besag (1974) establish the foundation of areal data
modeling by proposing the conditional autoregressive (CAR) model, which has been used
extensively in the past decades. Besides, several extensions of the CAR model have been
proposed in the literature. Besag and Kooperberg (1995) propose the intrinsic autoregres-
sive model, which offers advantages over the usual autoregressive model, and demonstrate
this by applying both models to agricultural experiments. Lavine and Hodges (2012) pro-
vide a detailed description of the intrinsic conditional autoregressive (ICAR) model. From
an application perspective, while Cressie and Wikle (2011) consider the ICAR model as a
prior distribution in the context of a Bayesian analysis for ecological models in the spa-
tiotemporal context, Banerjee et al. (2003) use the ICAR prior for modeling spatial rainfall
variability. Extending the regular CAR model to dependence modeling settings, Bhowmik
and Hazra (2026) use the ICAR prior for spatially-varying coefficients in their proposed
CAR copula model. In the multivariate setup, Gelfand and Vounatsou (2003) extend the
univariate CAR model to the Multivariate CAR (MCAR) model and apply it to the spatial
modeling of child growth datasets.

In this paper, we propose a unified causal quantity, constructed using the potential
outcome framework (Rubin, 1978), based on return levels of annual maximum tempera-
ture, to quantify the effect of anthropogenic forcing on high-temperature extremes. As here
our cause of interest is the presence of human intervention, we yield two distinct poten-
tial outcomes. For them, we use numerical climate model output from two scenarios: one
with human forcing and the other with only natural forcing. We use the Generalized Ex-
treme Value (GEV) distribution (Davison and Huser, 2015) to model annual temperature
maxima in the observation layer. The addition of nonstationarity and the reparameter-
ization of some distributional parameters make our model more reasonable; we refer to
LGMs. The entire study is conducted in the areal data setup because climate model out-
puts are available in gridded form. Given the extensive flexibility of the ICAR prior for
spatially-varying coefficients in areal data, we explore its multivariate extension (MICAR)
as a prior for the latent layer. Given the relevance of the latent-layer modeling approach,
we examine available covariates and select a subset to model the mean component of the
LGM prior. We employ a recently developed, highly accurate, and efficient approximate
Bayesian inference method called “Max-and-smooth” (Hrafnkelsson et al., 2021), which ap-
plies a Laplace approximation to the likelihood and subsequently performs Gibbs sampling
using the resulting approximate posterior. This approach yields posterior estimates of the
causal impact of anthropogenic forcing on high-temperature extremes, as well as temporal
trends in this effect within the factual world.

In addition to modeling data from both factual and counterfactual worlds using latent
Gaussian models and inferring the causal effect of anthropogenic forcing, it is equally im-
portant, particularly in environmental and ecological applications (Patil, 2010), to identify



regions exhibiting extreme values over a spatial domain. This study focuses on detect-
ing risk-prone areas where the estimated causal effect surpasses a specified threshold. In
climate science, numerous studies have identified regions experiencing significant changes
using indices such as temperature (Furrer et al., 2007), precipitation (Sain et al., 2011),
and vegetation (Bolin et al., 2009). Rather than conducting independent tests at each grid
cell (Eklundh and Olsson, 2003), recent methods account for spatial dependence and mul-
tiple testing. These approaches characterize the joint occurrence of extreme events through
threshold exceedance regions. Notable developments include Cressie et al. (2005), French
and Sain (2013), and Bolin and Lindgren (2015). For hotspot identification, these ap-
proaches typically define regions where the joint probability of exceeding a threshold attains
a specified level. For instance, French and Sain (2013) employ a frequentist hypothesis-
testing framework to construct confidence regions with prescribed coverage. In contrast,
French and Hoeting (2016) introduce a Bayesian framework for constructing credible re-
gions for exceedance sets using sampling-based methods. Extending this line of research,
Hazra and Huser (2021) estimate hotspots in the Red Sea using sea surface temperature
data. In the present study, after estimating the causal effect, we adopt the Bayesian credible
region estimation approach of French and Hoeting (2016). This method is chosen to iden-
tify hotspots of significant causal effect of anthropogenic forcing, due to its computational
simplicity and effective use of posterior samples from the joint predictive distribution.
The rest of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 summarizes the necessary
background about univariate extreme modeling and the bivariate Husler-Reiss distribution.
In Section 3, we present the dataset comprising climate model outputs from the IPSL-
CMG6A model and the covariates used for statistical analysis, along with some exploratory
analyses. Section 4 discusses our proposed framework, including the necessary assumptions
and the model description. In Section 5, we describe the approximate Bayesian inference
technique Max-and-Smooth, and a hotspot estimation algorithm. In Section 6, we apply
the proposed methodology to the dataset and discuss the results and key findings. Finally,
we finish with some concluding remarks and an outlook on future directions in Section 7.

2 Background

2.1 Univariate extreme value theory

The extreme value theory literature primarily focuses on two methodologies for modeling
univariate extremes. One approach is the block maxima method, which typically involves
choosing a suitably large block size and analyzing the block maxima using their asymptotic
distribution as the block size tends to infinity. Generally, from an application perspective,
practitioners prefer annual, monthly, or weekly maxima, depending on the problem at hand.
The other one is the peak-over-threshold approach, where the usual analysis involves choos-
ing an appropriate high threshold and modeling threshold exceedances using a generalized
Pareto distribution. Further details are in Coles et al. (2001) and Davison and Huser (2015).
While both approaches have their own pros and cons, we stick to the block maxima ap-
proach here. Let {X,,},>1 be a sequence of independent random variables having a common
distribution F(-), and we define the block maxima by M, = max{Xj,..., X, }. Following
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Fisher-Tippett theorem (Fisher and Tippett, 1928), if there exist sequences of normalizing
constants {a, > 0} and {b,, € R} such that the rescaled maximum M = (M,,—b,,)/a, has a
nondegenerate limiting distribution as n — oo, then the limiting distribution can be either
Gumbel, or Fréchet, or reversed Weibull distributions; the three forms can be merged to
yield the Generalized Extreme Value (GEV) distribution, having the distribution function
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where m, = max{m, 0}. Specifying the parameters of the GEV distribution, ;1 € R denotes
the location parameter, ¢ > 0 denotes the scale parameter, and ¢ € R denotes the shape
parameter that signifies the weight of the upper tail of the density. Support of Fggy is R
if £ =0, (—oo,u—0/&)if € <0, and (u— o/, 00) if £ > 0.

A primary objective of extreme value analysis is to extrapolate from the observed max-
imum over a given time period. Suppose Z is the block maxima of variables of interest,
such that Z ~ GEV(p,0,£). We are interested in estimating the return level z,, which
is defined as Pr(Z > z,) = p. Using (1) and assuming 1 + [{(z, — p)/o] > 0, 2, can be
represented as

L u+% {~log(1—p)}~* - 1], §#0,
b, =
p— oflog{—1log(1 - p)}], {=0.

Here, p € (0,1) denotes the excess probability, and z, denotes the return level associated
with the return period 1/p.

(2)

2.2 Bivariate Hiusler-Reiss distribution

We first present a framework that incorporates the asymptotic convergence of bivariate
component-wise maxima for the analysis of bivariate extremes. Suppose {(X,,Y,)}n>1 is
a sequence of bivariate random vectors having the common distribution function F(-,-).
We define the bivariate block maxima using a similar approach to that for univariate
block maxima; let My, = max{Xy,...,X,} and My, = max{Y;,...,Y,} be the respective
component-wise block maxima. We define the bivariate component-wise block maxima
as M, = (My,, Ms,,)". Similar to the univariate case, if there exist two sequences of
normalizing constants {a;, > 0} and {b;, € R}, for i = 1,2, such that

P{(Mln - bln)/aln S x, (MQn - b2n)/a2n S y} = Fn(alnx + bln: a2ny+62n) — G(xa y)7 (3)

as n — oo, where G is a nondegenerate bivariate probability distribution, then G is
necessarily a bivariate GEV distribution function; we denote it by Fpggyv. Considering
My, ~ GEV(uy,01,&) and My, ~ GEV(usg, 02,&) in the limiting sense, the CDF Fpgry
can be expressed as

Fpaev(z,y) = exp{-V(Z,7)},



where T = [1 + & (x — ,ul)/al]jrl/51 and § = [1 + &(y — ug)/az]:rl/&z. Here, V' is called
exponent measure of Fpgry. Further details are in Coles et al. (2001) and Tawn (1988).

Sibuya et al. (1960) prove the asymptotic independence between marginal extremes by
considering a sequence of independent and identically distributed bivariate normal random
vectors; however, such a theoretical property is unrealistic in the case of some real-world
situations. Considering Pearson’s correlation between X,, and Y,, to be p,, i.e., dependent
on n, and lim,_,..(1 — p,)log(n) = A72, Hiisler and Reiss (1989) propose a form of the
bivariate GEV distribution, namely the bivariate Hiisler-Reiss (BHR) distribution, that
correctly quantifies asymptotic independence. There are several equivalent representations
of the BHR distribution via transformations of the components to standard Gumbel mar-
gins or standard Fréchet margins. Here, we stick to the Fréchet margin as in Stephenson
and Ferro (2018). The symmetrical BHR distribution function is represented as

Foran(r, : Opian) = exp [ ~ao(5 o+ 5iox(3) )-ie(5 + 5 1og(§))] oW

where 7 = {1+& (v —p1) /oy } V5, § = {1+ &(y—pa) /o2 } /%2, X > 0 denotes the strength
of dependence, and Opur = (11, 01, &1, fl2, 02, &2, )\)T-

2.3 Bayesian latent Gaussian model

Incorporation of prior scientific information on climatological and other geophysical pro-
cesses, and the coherent exposition of the uncertainties related to these processes during
modeling, are often achieved in the literature through Bayesian hierarchical models, where
a suitable model for the observations in the data layer induces the latent variables. The
hyperparameters, generated by assigning a prior of choice to the latent layer, characterize
the latent model and provide insights into features such as variability and dependencies.
In general, reflecting limited prior knowledge about hyperparameters, weakly-informative
priors are often preferred in practice. Suppose y, 80, and ¢ represent the observations, the
latent variables, and the hyperparameters of the latent variables, respectively. The joint
density of (y, 0, ¢) is then expressed as

m(y,0, ¢) = n(y|0)7(0]p)m(),

where 7(y|@) denotes the conditional density of observations given latent variables, 7(0|¢)
denotes the conditional density of latent variables given their hyperparameters, and 7(¢)
is the marginal density of hyperparameters. Here, the hierarchical nature of the model
gives rise to the conditional densities. To a large extent, the primary objective is to draw
posterior inference corresponding to the latent variables. For drawing posterior inference
corresponding to the latent variables as well as their hyperparameters, we rely on the joint
posterior density represented as

m(y,0,9)

(0, dly) = W)

o 7(¢)7(0]¢)7(y|6). ()



Selecting the distribution of latent variables to be Gaussian yields a broad subclass of
Bayesian hierarchical models known as Bayesian latent Gaussian models (LGMs); further
details are in Hrafnkelsson (2023). Here, the above posterior density can be rewritten as

™(0, ly) o T(P)N (0|pe, Xg)7(y|0),

where NV (-|pe, B¢p) denotes a multivariate Gaussian density with mean component g, and
covariance matrix 4. Here, pg and 3y are user-defined functions of ¢. Using the Gaus-
sian distribution to model the observations, i.e., w(y|@), simplifies posterior inference and
leads to a special class of models known as Gaussian-Gaussian models. When modeling
extreme climate indices in the data layer, we often use heavy-tailed non-Gaussian distribu-
tions, e.g., the univariate or bivariate GEV distributions described in Sections 2.1 and 2.2.
Proposing a non-Gaussian likelihood for the data layer, combined with a Gaussian prior
for the latent layer, does not lead to closed-form expressions of the posteriors or full condi-
tional posteriors, and increases the complexity of posterior inference. From a computational
viewpoint, in Bayesian computation for complex spatial extremes models, a key objective
is to develop a faster method for posterior inference that mitigates the computational bur-
den due to high dimensionality in both the observed data and the latent variables. The
approximate Bayesian inference approach ‘Max-and-Smooth’ (Hrafnkelsson et al., 2021) is
applicable when the data layer is modeled using an additive-Gaussian process. Jéhannesson
et al. (2022) extend the Max-and-Smooth approach to a non-Gaussian-Gaussian setting,
where the distribution for the data layer is univariate GEV and for the latent layer is
Gaussian. While the data distribution is non-Gaussian, a Laplace approximation of the
data likelihood yields a Gaussian-Gaussian pseudo-model, removing a layer of complexity
in posterior computation. The appropriate use of this approach in our setup is described
in Section 5.

3 Dataset and exploratory analysis

In our analysis, we curate a dataset from the French global climate model IPSL-CM6A
(Boucher et al., 2020), which is part of the sixth phase of the Coupled Model Intercom-
parison Project (CMIP6). The climate model outputs consist of daily temperature series.
Here, our domain of interest is the mainland United States, divided into 1° x 1° grid cells,
for a total of 250 cells. We consider the time period from 1st January, 1850, to 31st De-
cember, 2014, which totals 165 years. The factual world corresponds to the historical run
with the anthropogenic forcing (HIST), and the counterfactual corresponds to the run with
only natural forcing (NAT). We preprocess the climate model outputs, in the form of daily
temperatures, to obtain annual temperature maxima, yielding 165 maxima per grid cell.
Overall, for each grid cell-year pair, we have a bivariate vector of annual tempera-
ture maxima, with components corresponding to the factual and counterfactual worlds.
Here, the climate model simulations for the two worlds differ only in the presence or ab-
sence of anthropogenic forcing, and other potential forcings are common. As a result,
the components of the above-mentioned bivariate vector are likely to be dependent, and
we assume it to follow a bivariate Hiisler-Reiss (BHR) distribution. Given the long data



availability period (165 years), it is reasonable to include a temporal trend component
in the marginal distributions, and it is common to include one in the location parame-
ters. Further, considering parsimony, we assume that the trends are linear, the scale and
shape parameters are invariant across the factual and counterfactual worlds and across
years; still, we allow them to vary across space. The BHR dependence parameter is also
assumed to vary across space but to be temporally invariant. Finally, the joint distribu-
tion for each grid cell-year pair is specified through (9) and (10); While we discuss the
model specifications in more detail in Section 4, the joint distribution is parameterized by
{ao(9), a1(9), Bo(g), P1(g9),0*(g9), ¥ (g), \*(g)} for grid cell g, where the first two elements
represent the intercept and slope terms in the location parameter for counterfactual world,
and the third and the fourth entries represent the same for factual world. The fifth entry
denotes the common scale parameter, but on a logarithmic scale. The sixth entry is a
specialized transformation of the common shape parameter explained in (8). The seventh
entry denotes the strength of dependence of the BHR distribution in (4) for grid cell g, but
on a logarithmic scale.

For each grid g over the spatial domain of interest, using the bivariate responses from all
years, we first obtain the maximum likelihood estimates (MLESs) of {ao(g), a1(9), Bo(9), B1(9),
a*(9),v(g), A\*(g)}, based on the BHR likelihood. The spatial maps of the MLEs are pro-
vided in the supplementary material; they show a clear spatially-varying pattern, with
nearby regions having similar values. In our proposed LGM, we aim to specify a joint
Gaussian distribution for the latent variables, i.e., the spatially-varying parameters of the
BHR distributions. The MLEs obtained above are reasonable naive estimates of the latent
variables; thus, we explore the potential features of their joint distribution, i.e., the mean
and covariance structures, using the MLEs. To model the mean structure, we include lon-
gitude, latitude, mean elevation, and open sea distance for each grid as covariates. The
scatter plots of the available covariates versus the MLEs are presented in the supplementary
material; a linear dependence structure between the responses and the covariates appears
reasonable for most cases. We thus first regress the MLEs of each latent variable on the
chosen covariates using a multiple linear regression model. After fitting the linear model,
the estimated regression coefficients and their respective standard errors are shown in Table
1. The statistical significance of the regression coefficient estimates indicates the extent to
which the chosen covariates explain the variability of the latent variables.

We further explore the choices for the dependence structure of the LGM after remov-
ing covariate effects, i.e., using the residuals from the multiple linear regression model fit
explained above. We first construct the sample correlation matrix for all seven parameter
types, ignoring spatial structure, and present it in Figure 1. The nonzero entries in the
sample correlation matrix reflect the correlation and variability of latent parameters within
a particular grid, underscoring the importance of considering a cross-component covariance
matrix in the overall latent-layer model to capture intravariability within the grid. Further,
we explore the strength of spatial dependence through empirical variograms (Cressie, 2015)
for all latent variables. Using the residuals obtained above and considering the Euclidean
distance (in degrees) between the centroids of the grid cells, we estimate the variogram of
residuals separately for each of the seven latent parameters. The estimated semivariances as
a function of Euclidean distances are presented in Figure 1. For almost all latent variables,



Table 1: Estimated regression coefficients, with respective standard errors in brackets, for
each latent variable corresponding to chosen covariates. Here, Int denotes the intercept,
Lon denotes the Longitude, Lat denotes the latitude, ME denotes the mean elevation, and
OS denotes the open sea distance (from the centroids).

Qg aq Bo B o Y A*
Int | 310(1.07) [-0.13(0.06)] 311.5(1.07) |0.09(0.08)-1.01(0.08)]-0.05(0.04)| 0.17(0.21)
Lon| -71.61(9.22) |0.80(0.50)| -64.54(9.21) +0.48(0.70)-8.46(0.75)3.31(0.37)| 4.93(1.85)
Lat -420.90(21.45)(8.65(1.18) 432.30(21.44)(7.35(1.65) |9.97(1.75)|6.05(0.86) | 10.75(4.32)
ME| -5.40(0.18) |0.03(0.01)| -5.19(0.18) |0.11(0.01)0.21(0.01)}-0.01(0.02)| 0.07(0.04)
OS| 4.10(0.23) [0.06(0.01)| 3.66(0.23) [-0.28(0.01)[0.28(0.02)}-0.08(0.01)|-0.21(0.05)

Here, except for the elements of the first row, elements of all the remaining rows are multiplied by 103.

the estimated semivariance values start at relatively low levels, jump to higher levels, and
remain there. This behavior indicates the need to account for spatial correlation among the
latent variables. A slightly different behavior is observed for the process A*; while treating
this latent process differently from the others might be more appropriate, for convenience,
we treat all seven latent processes similarly. Overall, choosing a spatially dependent prior
structure is important here for uncertainty quantification via Bayesian inference. For this
purpose, we choose the conditional autoregressive (CAR) model as the prior for the latent
layer. Besides, the semivariance profiles for all latent processes except \* showcase a similar
spatial range and total variation. Considering these factors and parsimony, assuming a sep-
arable covariance structure across the space and components appears legitimate. Besides,
a specific case of a CAR prior, namely the intrinsic CAR prior, is more parsimonious, with
the spatial autocorrelation parameter fixed at one. This improper prior also allows spatial
shrinkage, and the posterior distribution is proper. Thus, overall, a separable multivariate
intrinsic CAR prior for the latent variables is suitable in our setup.

While we explore the dependence structure of the latent processes, we estimate the
grid-cell-specific parameters independently across grid cells, ignoring potential spatial de-
pendence in the data layer. Given that the observations represent annual maxima, we
explore the extremal dependence of the data layer. The extremal dependence between two
random variables Y} and Y5 is defined using the y measure (Sibuya et al., 1960), given by

x = lim x(u) = lim Pr[Y; > F; 1 (u)|Ys > Fy H(w)],
u—1 u—1

where Y] ~ F} and Y5 ~ F;, respectively. Here, y = 0 indicates asymptotical independence
and y > 0 implies asymptotical dependence. In a geospatial setting, assuming the extremal
dependence to be isotropic in nature (Hazra et al., 2020), it can be redefined as the extremal
dependence between two locations, i.e.,

X(lIs = 8'll) = lim Pr[Y(s') > Fy () (w)|Y (s) > Fy) ()], (6)

where Y'(+) is a spatial stochastic process defined over a domain D, with Y(s) ~ Fy (4 for
each s € D and ||s — §|| is the Euclidean or geodesic distance between s and s’. Here, we
use this extremal dependence measure to support the assumption that the observations are
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Figure 1: Sample correlation matrix based on residuals corresponding to all seven latent
parameters, obtained after fitting the linear model (left panel) and variogram plot of resid-
uals corresponding to all seven latent parameters, obtained after fitting separate multiple
linear regression models (right panel). Here, we consider Euclidean distances between grid-
cell centroids.

conditionally spatially independent in the tail, given the latent variables. After taking into
account all temporal observations throughout the spatial domain during the observation
period, we calculate the empirical xy measure, where we fix u = 0.95 in (6) instead of the
limiting behavior. We calculate the empirical x measure separately for both the counter-
factual and factual worlds using observations from different runs of the numerical climate
model IPSL-CMG6A. The distance-versus-extremal-dependence profiles are presented in the
supplementary material. Although strictly the range of values obtained by the empirical
Y measure is not negligible, it is moderate. Besides, we study the empirical y-measure for
u = 0.95 due to only 165 temporal replications, and a sharp decay of empirical y-measure
over higher levels of u, say u = 0.99, is common in practice (Hazra et al., 2025). In this
context, Davison et al. (2012) review different statistical modeling strategies for spatial
extremes. Here, the authors discuss the effectiveness of latent variable modeling compared
to the max-stable process, with the former emphasizing a better fit to the marginal dis-
tribution and the latter having an upper hand when the objective is to capture the joint
distribution over the spatial domain efficiently. Here, our primary objective is to quantify
the causal effect of anthropogenic forcing on temperature extremes, using marginal return

levels. Hence, we prefer to use the LGM framework in an analogous manner to Johannesson
et al. (2022).

4 Methodology

Here, we propose a novel Bayesian hierarchical model with a data layer modeled using
the bivariate Hiisler-Reiss (BHR) distribution, and a latent layer consisting of transformed
spatially-varying parameters jointly modeled using multivariate spatial priors. We also
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discuss the proposed causal inference framework and the necessary assumptions for causal
effect identification. Our framework is based on the potential outcomes model, widely used
in causal inference.

4.1 Data layer modeling specifications

Let Y;(g;) be the observed annual maximum temperature at the grid cell g;, where g; C
DCRieZ=/{l--,250},t e J and J is the index set that contains all the
indices corresponding to the years at which the temperature maxima are observed. The
observations at a particular grid cell g are assumed to be independent across years, a
standard assumption in the literature. The observed maxima, i.e., Y;(g) at that grid cell g
and year t is modeled using the non-stationary GEV distribution having the time-dependent
location parameter p;(g), scale parameter o(g), and shape parameter £(g), that is,

Yi(g) ~ GEV(1e(g),0(9).£(9)), (7)

where 1,(g) € R, o(g) > 0, £(g) € (—0.5,0.5), and for all the realizations y(g), 1 +
{€(9)(ye(g) — 1e(g))/o(g)} > 0. The choice of the interval for £(g) allows the existence
of the marginal variance and valid large sample theory results. We assume the data to
be conditionally independent given the latent GEV parameters. Here, our main goal is to
estimate the causal effect using marginal return-level estimates, which supports the feasi-
bility of our conditional independence assumption. Instead of directly specifying Gaussian
priors for spatially-varying parameters, we reparameterize the scale parameter o(g) and the
shape parameter £(g). The transformed parameters are used later in the latent layer when
constructing the Bayesian hierarchical model. The transformed scale parameter is denoted
by 0*(g) = loglo(g)] € R. The transformed shape parameter is denoted by ¥ (g) = f(£(g));
hereafter, we drop the argument ¢ for notational convenience in this subsection. The
proper choice of f informs the proposed transformation of the shape parameter. Similar to
Jéhannesson et al. (2022), the choice relies on three natural conditions: (1) the variance of
the distribution (i.e., the GEV distribution) that is used to model our extreme observations
should be finite, which leads to £ < 0.5; (2) upper boundedness, that is, the upper bound of
the GEV distribution should not be smaller than p + 20, which leads to & > —0.5; (3) the
transformation f should be monotonic, such that for the values of ¢ around £ = —0.25, 1) is
approximately equal to £. In contrast to the modeling of precipitation extremes, where the
estimated shape parameter usually takes values around zero (Cooley and Sain, 2010), while
modeling the annual temperature maxima, the mass of the estimated shape parameter is
usually concentrated around significantly negative values, mostly around —0.25 (Cooley,
2009; Huang et al., 2016; Hogan et al., 2019). In a manner analogous to Jéhannesson
et al. (2022), which considers values around zero to be approximately constant under their
transformation scheme, we treat values around —0.25 as approximately constant under
the proposed transformation method. An equivalent mathematical interpretation of the
condition is that ¢ = f(§) ~ £ when £ is close to —0.25. Hence,

Y& _ p_0.95) =1, f(—0.25) = —0.25.

dg
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All the restrictions on the shape parameter through the conditions motivate us to come up
with the following unified equation, which reflects the transformation, that is,

(E+1/2)
1—(§+J/2yw>’

¢=ﬂﬂzmﬁww%<

where ¢, = 0.005,
by = 0.250;1{1 —(0.25)} = 0.34538,

(0.25)°¢
= —0.25— byJlog [ ——2 ) L= _1 96589,
“ w{ Og(l —(0.25)

Moreover, the inverse of the transformation is,

e ()] ®

We adopt the approach of Martins and Stedinger (2000), namely the utilization of a
generalized likelihood function to draw inference about the parameters of the GEV dis-
tribution. Given the common irregular behavior of maximum likelihood estimates when
samples are drawn from a specified range of parameters, Martins and Stedinger (2000)
propose an alternate generalized likelihood estimation approach. More specifically, the
generalized likelihood function is the modified likelihood, obtained by combining the like-
lihood of an extreme value distribution with a prior density that encapsulates all known
behavior of £. Martins and Stedinger (2000) use a shifted beta density having the support
(—0.5,0.5) with mean 0.10 and standard deviation 0.122 for flood data. Later, Cooley
and Sain (2010) use this stabilized approach by including the proper prior density of &
for modeling extreme precipitation from the Regional Climate Model (RCM). Similarly,
Jéhannesson et al. (2022) refine this approach within a Bayesian inference framework while
analyzing annual flood frequency data across the United Kingdom. We claim that ¢ should
lie on the interval (—0.5,0.5) with the help of conditions imposed on &, which should be
feasible in most environmental applications. To a certain extent, we adapt the same argu-
ment as Johannesson et al. (2022) while choosing the prior density for &, and refine their
choosing process according to the nature of the dataset used in the analysis. While fitting
the GEV distribution to the observed annual maximum temperature data, we often observe
that the estimated shape parameter is negative rather than positive (Hasan et al., 2013;
Hogan et al., 2019). This nature of the estimated shape parameter also implies that, on any
particular day of a year, the maximum temperature is bounded above. Mathematically, in
our case, the prior probability of £ taking values in (—0.5,0) is higher than that in (0, 0.5),
as we deal with the annual maximum temperature dataset. Accordingly, it is natural to
consider a higher prior mass within (—0.5,0) while selecting the prior density for £. Thus,
we leverage an asymmetric beta prior density with shape parameters 1 and 4, respectively,
shifted to the interval (—0.5,0.5) for each £(g). Subsequently, the beta prior density for
each £(g) is transformed to 1¥(g) using the Jacobian. The transformation f and the final
prior for ¥(g) to be considered in the generalized maximum likelihood estimation in the
first stage are presented in Figure 2.

E=f1)=g() =
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Figure 2: The curve corresponding to the transformation of the shape parameter, 1) = (&),
along with the reference line with slope one and intercept zero (left panel) and the prior
density for the transformed shape parameter ¢ (right panel).

4.2 Causal inference framework

To estimate the effect of anthropogenic forcing on high-temperature extreme events, that
is, high temperature extremes would not have occurred in the absence of anthropogenic
forcing, we use the potential outcome framework (Neyman, 1923; Rubin, 1978) as the
primary building block. The first step towards applying the potential outcome framework
(Rubin, 1978) in the realm of causal inference methodologies is to consider the treatment
variable, which is the presence of anthropogenic forcing. Because the treatment variable
is binary, there are two potential outcomes. One potential outcome is denoted by Y;(g, 1),
which is obtained in the presence of anthropogenic forcing, that is, the factual world. While
the other one is denoted by Y;(g,0) and the only difference is the absence of anthropogenic
forcing, which is obtained in the counterfactual world. Using (7), both potential outcomes
are modeled as

Yi(g,0)lao(9). a1(9), o(9),&(9) ~ GEV(ao(g) + ar(9)t", 0(g). £(9)),

1mn

Yi(g, D1Bo(9), Bi(g), o(9),&(9) ~ GEV(Bo(g) + Bi(g)t", o(g),£(9)),

where ag(g), a1(g) are the location intercept and the time intercept parameter for grid g

o

(9)

o

in the counterfactual world. Here, 2 denotes the conditional independence of the random
variables across their indexes. Likewise, 5y(¢g) and 3;(g) signify the same thing for grid g in
the factual world. Here, t* is defined as t* = (year, —my)/sdy, where ms implies the mean
of T, sdr corresponds to the standard deviation of T, for T = {1850, - - - , 2014}, the entire
observational period and year, is the year corresponding to index ¢. This temporal stan-
dardization setting is common in practice. The time-invariant parameters, o(g) and £(g),
are the scale and transformed shape parameters at grid g. Here, we assume that the scale
and shape parameters are the same in both the counterfactual and factual worlds, based
on our exploratory data analysis. When designing numerical climate models for both his-
torical and natural experiments, scientists consider some common parameters whose effects
must be accounted for. For common climate drivers, such as large-scale circulation pat-
terns including the El Nino-Southern Oscillation (ENSO), that influence high-temperature
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extremes in both the counterfactual and factual worlds, it is reasonable to construct a
bivariate extreme vector using potential outcomes, with one component from the counter-
factual world and the other from the factual world. We use the BHR distribution in (4)
to model the bivariate extreme data vector (Y;(g,0),Y:(g,1))". We represent the bivariate
model as -
1n

(Yi(g,0),Yi(g,1)) "In(g) ~ BHR(n(yg)), (10)

where 1(g) = (ao(g), a1(g). fo(9), A1), 7*(9), (), A*(g))T. Here, the first two clements
represent the intercept and slope terms in the GEV location parameter for the counter-

factual world, and the third and fourth entries represent the same for the factual world.
The fifth entry denotes the common scale parameter, but on a logarithmic scale. The sixth
entry is a specialized transformation of the common shape parameter £(g) explained in
(8). The seventh entry A*(g) = log[A(g)] denotes the strength of dependence of the BHR
distribution in (4) for grid cell g, but on a logarithmic scale.

We next present our proposed framework for quantifying causal effects, which extends
the potential outcome paradigm (Holland, 1986) and incorporates marginal return lev-
els. Using expressions of marginal return level in (2) and model specifications in (9), we
represent the return levels in both worlds as

Y2(9,0) = aolg) + ar(g)t* + ‘g(_;) [{_ log(1 — p)} €6 _ 1] ’
! = SO P oo(] — p)1 =€) _
Y (9,1) = Bolg) + Br(g)t” + ) {{ log(1 — p)}~¢ 1}7

where Y/ (g,0) is the marginal return level of the grid cell ¢g in the counterfactual world
and Y/ (g, 1) denotes the same in the factual world, p € (0, 1) is the excess level of interest.
Now, the causal effect of anthropogenic forcing on high-temperature extremes in the grid
g is quantified by the p-th return level treatment effect (pRTE), which we defined as

0i(9) =Y (9,1) = Y/ (9,0) = Bolg) — ao(g) +t*(B1(g) — aa(g))-

Here, since ;(g) depends on ¢, to obtain a single summary of the causal effect of anthro-
pogenic forcing per grid cell, we consider the average over the observational period, i.e.,
1850 — 2014. Hence, the final causal effect on the grid g is defined as

T

519) = 7 3 { (o) o) + ' (5s) — (o) }. (1)

t=1

4.3 Assumptions

We first outline the modeling and notational setup that underpins the application of the
potential outcome framework. Here, Y;(g) is the outcome variable of interest at the grid
cell g and year t. The presence of anthropogenic forcing resembles an assignment of a
treatment variable. Suppose T}(g) is the treatment variable of interest under the same
domain and time setting. Because the treatment assignment is binary, we obtain the
outcome variable Y;(g) under a single treatment. Under two different treatment regimes,
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i.e., Ti(g) € {0, 1}, the response variables obtained, Y;(g,0) and Y;(g, 1), are generally called
potential outcomes. In most cases, the difficulty in estimating the treatment effect arises
from the possibility of observing only one of the two potential outcomes per unit, a problem
also known as the fundamental problem of causal inference (Holland, 1986). Therefore, this
motivates the use of certain assumptions to identify the causal effect. However, the problem
of observing only one potential outcome per unit, which is the grid in our case, is solved
by considering numerical climate model output in the presence of anthropogenic forcing as
one potential outcome and the output in the absence of anthropogenic forcing as the other
one, coupled with the fact that we observe both potential outcomes for each ¢ C D and
t. We rely on this particular assumption for the identifiability of the proposed treatment
effect metric, i.e., pRTE, which is popularly known as the Stable Unit Treatment Value
Assumption (SUTVA). Under SUTVA, treatment assignment for one unit does not affect
the potential outcomes of other units, implying no interference between units.

In our attribution structure, using numerical climate model outputs from different ex-
periments to examine the effect of anthropogenic forcing on changes in the intensity of
high-temperature extremes, it is plausible to assume that there are no hidden confounders.
Because anthropogenic forcing is exogenous, there is no credible factor that both affects it
and independently drives the high-temperature extreme. Here, consideration of the spatial
independence of annual temperature maxima in both the factual and counterfactual worlds,
along with the framing of the problem in a gridded type data setup, makes it convincing
to assume that the absence of anthropogenic forcing at one particular grid does not affect
the triggering of the occurrence of extreme events in other grids, which in particular im-
plies the satisfaction of the SUTVA assumption. After successive contributions of all these
assumptions, the p-th return level treatment effect (pRTE), i.e., d(+), is estimable.

4.4 Bayesian hierarchical model

In our proposed hierarchical model, the primary block is the modeling of the observa-
tion layer Yy = (Yi(g1),--- . Yi(g250)) ", where Y,(g:) = (Yi(9:,0),Yi(gs1))" for i €
Z = {1,---,250}. Here, t varies across the indexes of the observational period 7 =
{1850, - -+ ,2014}. We deploy the GEV distribution for marginal modeling of extremes in
both worlds and the BHR distribution for joint modeling. The model specifications are
detailed in the previous section. The latent layer, which contains the transformed param-
eters of the BHR distribution, can be represented by n = (1(g1)", -+ ,m(ges0) ") ", where
1(9:) = (ao(g:), 21(gi), Bo(gi), Br(gi), 0*(g:), ¥(gs), A*(g:)) . In the context of the areal data
setup, a natural option for jointly modeling these latent variables is a multivariate condi-
tional autoregressive (MCAR) model. Here, we prefer the intrinsic CAR (ICAR) model
over the usual CAR model due to difficulties with the latter. The difficulty arises from
the nature of the estimated autoregression parameter, which often takes values near the
limit at which the precision matrix becomes non-positive-definite (Banerjee et al., 2003;
Cooley and Sain, 2010). For modeling the mean component in our ICAR model, we select
suitable covariates; they include the longitude and latitude of the centroid of the grid cell,
the mean elevation of the grid cell, and the mean distance to open sea, following a similar
approach adapted by Hrafnkelsson et al. (2012) in their work featuring spatial modeling
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of temperature maxima. The exploratory analysis in Section 3 justifies the choice of the
covariates. The joint model for the latent layer is represented as

nly, X ~MVN(Xy,(D - W) '@ %), (12)

where X is the covariate matrix of dimension 1750 x 35 in our application, -y is the coefficient
vector of length 35, and ® denotes the Kronecker product. Here, X is expressed as

X=[X[[X] ]| X% ]

where each block X; is expressed as X; = I; ® 5{: and )N(Z = (1, )?Z-(l), e ’22(4))7 Here, }NCZ
contains all the necessary details about the covariates for grid g;. More specifically, Xi(l)
is latitude corresponding to the centroid of grid g;, X @)

7
centroid of grid g;, )N(i(?’) is the mean elevation corresponding to the grid g;, and )N(i(4) is the
proximate sea distance corresponding to the grid g;; with ¢g; C D = g1 U- - -Ugs50. Further,
Y. represents the 7 x 7-dimensional cross-component covariance matrix within a particular
grid cell, and W is the symmetric proximity matrix, whose (i, 7)™ element is given by

17 if gi ~ gj
Wij = .
! 0, otherwise,

is longitude corresponding to the

where g; ~ g; represents the adjacency of the grid cells g; and ¢g; and w; = 0, Vg; C D.
Here, D is the diagonal matrix whose diagonal elements represent the total number of
adjacent regions to a particular region, i.e., d;; = ij‘ wij, Vgi,g9; C D. Finally, we choose
weakly-informative conjugate priors for the hyperparameters that the latent variables de-
pend on. We consider a multivariate normal prior for the regression coefficient vector
v, given by v ~ MVN(O,U,QYI%), and we select an inverse-Wishart prior for the cross-
covariance matrix X, given by ¥ ~ IW (v, ¥), where v denotes the degrees of freedom and
W is the scale matrix of dimension 7 x 7. In our application, we fix 0',27 = 100%, v = 0.1,
and W = 0.1I;, which ensure the weakly-informative nature of the hyperpriors. After in-
cluding all the essential modeling details about the data layer (except the shape parameter
regularization in the data layer as described in Section 4.1) and also the details about the
assigned priors for each layer, the proposed hierarchical Bayesian model is

ind

Data layer:  (Yi(g,0),Yi(g,1)) "|n(g) ~ BHR(n(g)),

where n(g) = (ao(g), a1(9), Bo(9), B1(9),0*(9),%(9), X*(9)) T,

witthglu---Ug%OCD,tEj:{l,---,165}, (13)

Latent layer: 7|y, X ~ MVN(X~,(D - W) '@ X),

Prior layer: v ~ MVN(0,02L,), ¥ ~ IW(v, ¥).

The notations used in (13) are as defined in Sections 4.2 and 4.4.
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5 Bayesian inference and hotspot identification

5.1 Approximate Bayesian inference method

Here, we adopt a similar approach to J6hannesson et al. (2022) for Bayesian inference,
where we approximate the likelihood function with a Gaussian density and combine it with
the latent layer to obtain a Gaussian-Gaussian pseudo-model. Building on this framework
and using the proposed model in (13) as well as the posterior density expression in (5), we
now show that the posterior density can be written as

(0,7, Bly) o 71(Z)w(y)m(n|v, E)n(yn) o< 7(X)w(v)n(nlvy, X) Lnly),  (14)

where y denotes the observed data vector combining all grid cells and years, and L denotes
the generalized likelihood function, with L(n|y) is expressed as

165 250

L(nly) = [T TTZ((w(9:0), welgi 1)) [mg0))m (¢ (92)). (15)

t=1 i=1

Here, m(1(g;)) is as defined in Section 4.1 and presented in the right panel of Figure 2,
and used in regularization in the first stage. To avoid confusion, similar to Jéhannesson
et al. (2022), here we use 7(¢(g;)) for regularization in the first stage and then consider an
appropriate (ICAR) multivariate Gaussian prior structure for ¥(g;)s in the latent layer as
well. One may view the product of these two terms, i.e., (¢ (g;)) for i = 1,...,250 and the
multivariate Gaussian density as the final prior for ¢(g;)s. Now, the generalized likelihood
function is approximated by a Gaussian density having mean 7 and the covariance matrix
35, where ) = argmax, log L(n]y) and 35 is the inverse of negative Hessian matrix of
log L, evaluated at 7). Then, the approximated likelihood function E('ﬁ ly) can be written as
L(#Aly) = N(n|7, 35). Here, 7 is a 1750-length vector and X5 is a 1750 x 1750-dimensional
matrix. However, due to assuming independence across grid cells in the data layer, X5 is
highly sparse and block diagonal in nature, with 250 blocks each of dimension 7 x 7,
corresponding to seven parameters in 1(g;). Hence, the approximate posterior density can
be written as

m(1,7, X(n) o< 7(V)m(B)w(nly, T)w(0|n) o 7(Z)w(y)w(nlv, )N (0|7, Z5).  (16)

This approximation by 7(n,-y, X|n) to our exact posterior density 7(n,~y, X|y) leverages
conjugacy, making posterior inference easier and faster than with the exact model. Here,
we apply the Bayesian inference scheme proposed by Hrafnkelsson et al. (2021), i.e., Max-
and-Smooth, where the process of approximating the generalized likelihood function with
a Gaussian density with mean 7 and the covariance matrix 35 refers to the Max-step and
inference of the latent variables and hyperparameters, and smoothening the latent surface
using the Gaussian-Gaussian pseudo model refers to the Smooth-step. The advantages of
the Max-and-Smooth approach are that the computational cost of implementing a Markov
chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm remains roughly constant even as the number of
independent replications (here, years) of the observed data increases. Besides, the sparse
precision matrix of the Gaussian prior density is beneficial for computational efficiency.
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5.2 MCMC implementation

Obtaining the Gaussian-Gaussian pseudo-model as the end product of the extended Max-
and-Smooth approach, along with reasonable prior choices for hyperparameters, enables
us to implement Gibbs sampling to draw posterior inference about the latent variables
and hyperparameters. While updating n of length 1750 using Gibbs sampling, the sparse
precision matrix of Kronecker-form and the sparse structure of X enable using the R package
spam (Furrer and Sain, 2010), and its appropriate tools drastically increase the speed of the
Gibbs sampling steps. Similarly, while updating ~, we rely on the spam package for boosting
the speed up due to the involvement of X in it. The conjugacy feature, enabled by the
inverse-Wishart prior for 3, facilitates Gibbs sampling updates for it. Overall, our proposed
model provides closed-form expressions for the full conditional posterior distributions of all
model parameters and hyperparameters, thereby avoiding any Metropolis-Hastings steps.
The full conditional posteriors (FCPs) for updating n of length 1750, « of length 35, and
3} of dimension 7 x 7 in our Gibbs sampling scheme are as follows:

e Simulate n from the FCP of i, given by 0]y, X, v, 3 ~ MVN(up>*, 32, where
piest = St (S0 4 (D — W) @ £71Xy) and Z5t = (8.1 4 (D - W) @ 1),

e Simulate 7 from its FCP, v|n, X, 3 ~ MVN(u2*, 32°") where
pbost = o5t (XT (D — W) @ %) and X8t = (XT[(D— W) @3 1X + 07 2g5) 1,

e Simulate X from its FCP, X|n, X, v ~ IW (P! WPst) ' where
VPOt =y 4 |Z] and UP' = vecH(n — Xv)(D — W)(vec ™} (n — X)) + .

Here, vec™! converts the vector n — X+ of length 1750 into a 7 x 250 matrix, with the first

seven entries of the vector forming the first column of the matrix, the next seven entries
forming the second column of the matrix, and so on. In our data application, we implement
the MCMC algorithm in R (http://www.r-project.org/). We generate 60,000 posterior
samples and discard the first 10,000 samples as burn-in. After choosing the thinning equal
to 5, that is, keeping one out of every five consecutive samples of the Markov chain, we are
left with 10,000 samples. These 10,000 samples are used for drawing posterior inference.
The convergence and mixing of the chains are well-examined through their trace plots,
Geweke statistics, and Gelman-Rubin diagnostics.

5.3 Hotspot estimation

In addition to estimating the effect of human intervention on high temperature extremes,
our goal is to identify the regions at risk, that is, to construct a credible region that con-
tains the true exceedance set with a specified level of probability. Here, the true exceedance
set refers to the collection of grid cells where the estimated treatment effect exceeds the
chosen threshold. We adapt the proposal based on the Bayesian setting of French and
Hoeting (2016) for outer credible region construction, which is the natural extension of
the frequentist setting proposed by French and Sain (2013). The primary reason for de-
ploying the sampling-based methodology of French and Hoeting (2016) is that it is easy to
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implement, as it relies on samples from the posterior predictive distribution generated by
MCMC methods.

Let s4, be the centroid, which is also known as the representative location, corresponding
to the grid g;, where i € Z = {1,---,250}. For an user-defined threshold w, the true
exceedance region is defined as E,+ = {g : d(s,) > u}, where 6(-) is the causal effect
and u is the chosen threshold. Our goal is to construct the outer-credible region, i.e.,
C% () such that P(E,+ C C%(a)) = 1 — a. The bridge between obtaining samples
from the posterior predictive distribution and constructing C’L?Jr is built on a multiple-
hypothesis testing procedure. However, the outer credible region Cﬁ is not unique and
depends on the discretization of the domain of interest. For a gridded dataset like ours,
the discretization is pre-specified. A major drawback of testing Hy(s,) : 6(s,) > 0 versus
Hi(sy) : 0(sy) < 0 individually in each grid cell based on some decision rule ¢(s,), which
depends upon the test statistics T'(s,) with predefined confidence level 1 — ¢, is the failure
in accurate representation of joint threshold exceedances. To address this issue, we perform
multiple hypothesis testing by selecting a suitable critical value that controls the family-
wise error rate at level a. In our analysis, to perform the multiple hypothesis testing, we
choose the grid cell-wise test statistics

E(3(sy)ly) —w
VE(O(s) — 0ly)

The detailed description of the algorithm for estimating the region containing the true joint
outer exceedance region, i.e., C’fﬂ(a), is given in Algorithm 1.

T(sq) = (17)

6 Data application

We fit the proposed Bayesian hierarchical model in Section 4.4 to the climate model output
described in Section 3. Utilizing the approximate Bayesian inference method in Section 5.1,
we obtain 10, 000 posterior samples for each latent variable and hyperparameter. Although
trace plots of Markov chains for different parameters are widely used to assess convergence
and mixing, practitioners often use multiple diagnostic tools to assess convergence and shed
light on the quality of posterior samples. Given that the number of latent variables and
hyperparameters is high in our model, we focus on the diagnostics for the hyperparameter
vector 7. Gelman-Rubin diagnostics, denoted by R-value, assess the quality of posterior
samples and indicate agreement between posterior means across multiple chains; we ob-
tain the estimated R-value, i.e., R and its upper confidence limit for each MCMC chain.
Generally, R = 1 indicates convergence of the chain, and a value of R > 1.1 indicates
questionable convergence (Reich and Ghosh, 2019). In our case, the R values are equal to
1, and also the upper confidence limits are equal to 1 for all the hyperparameters in ~y; they
signify the convergence of MCMC chains. Further, Geweke’s diagnostic is also intended
to assess the convergence of the Markov chains for the hyperparameters in v. Geweke’s
statistic is essentially a z-score that signifies the difference between the sample means of
two subsequences of the Markov chain, divided by the estimated standard error. Hence,
an absolute value of the score below 1.96 indicates convergence of the Markov chain. The
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Algorithm 1: Hotspot estimation algorithm (French and Hoeting, 2016)

e Fix the threshold level u and the family-wise error rate a.

e Obtain B MCMC samples from the approximate posterior (using Max-and-Smooth)
corresponding to the latent variables and hyperparameters.

e for each posterior samples b € {1,--- , B}:

(0)

b)(sg); 17 (s4), where g C D.

— Retrieve posterior samples a(()b)(sg), 6éb)(sg), a!
— Calculate 6®)(s,) using (11).
e Calculate the test statistics corresponding to each grid, i.e., T'(sq,), -, T(Sgy5)-

e Using 6®, where () = {6® (sg,), 00 (84050)} and b € {1,--- , B}:

— Identify the exceedance set above the threshold u, i.e.,
EY) ={gi: 6®(sy,) > u, i € {1,--,250}}.

— Determine M® | where M® = min{T(s,);g € Effir)} Set M®) =0, if Egir) is
empty.

e Estimate the critical value ¢() using the a-quantile of {M® ... M©B)}

e Obtain C%, where C9 (a) = {g; : T(s4,) > ()}

calculated Geweke’s statistics for all the hyperparameters stored in « are reported in the
top block of Table 2. The score values lie within the 0.025th and 0.975th standard nor-
mal quantiles for all considered hyperparameters, indicating that the MCMC chains have
converged after the burn-in period. Further, the Effective sample size (ESS) quantifies the
number of independent samples that contain the same information as the total number of
correlated samples in the Markov chain. These pseudo-independent samples are used to
improve the uncertainty assessment of the posterior mean calculated from posterior sam-
ples. In the bottom block of Table 2, the ESS of all 35 hyperparameters in « are reported.
Overall, the ESS values are on the higher side for all the model hyperparameters except
one coefficient related to A*. All the desired metrics obtained from diagnostic tools, such as
Geweke’s statistic, Gelman-Rubin statistics, and reported higher ESS values, collectively
imply the good quality of the posterior samples used for drawing posterior inference.
Before moving to discussing inferences about the grid cell-level parameters, we summa-
rize the posterior means and standard deviations of all model hyperparameters in 4 in Table
3. The intercept terms have very large posterior standard deviations relative to their means,
indicating substantial uncertainty and suggesting weak identifiability or limited information
in the data regarding baseline effects. In contrast, covariates such as longitude and latitude
demonstrate pronounced and consistent effects across most latent variables, with relatively
smaller standard deviations, underscoring their strong spatial influence. Latitude, in par-
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Table 2: Geweke z-scores (top) and effective sample sizes (bottom) for all hyperparam-

. D @2 0B @ 6 ,
eters i Y = (Yags Yaus Voor Vous Yo s Yo V)5 Where ;= (A, 412 41 W 0y vy ¢
{ao, a1, Bo, P1,0%,1, \*}. Here, each element of the table corresponds to the Geweke statis-
tic or the effective sample size for a specific component of the vector of covariate coefficients

associated with latent variables.

Yo Y50 Yo Y51 Yo+ Yy Yx
Geweke z-scores
7y -046 045 0.13 -042 -097 -0.45 0.19
@ 058 -060 071 1.81 -0.66 132  0.30
v | -041 -0.08 -0.37 -0.35 197 0.07 0.17
@ 081 055 088 -0.11 -047 059 1.52
71030 005 034 094 -141 022 -0.66
Effective Sample Size (ESS)

~M 112000 12000 12000 12000 12000 12000 12000
~2 112000 12000 12000 12000 10576 12000 3863
~3) 112000 11389 12000 12000 8365 9560 2689
A@ 112000 5712 12000 12000 2326 2764 702
~®) 1 12000 10696 12000 12000 5770 7978 1952

ticular, is associated with large magnitude coefficients and moderate uncertainty, reflecting
a dominant north—south gradient. Mean elevation (ME) exhibits stable and precisely esti-
mated effects, as indicated by very small standard deviations, which demonstrates a robust
and consistent contribution across components. Open sea distance (OS) also displays clear
effects, though with slightly higher variability than ME, suggesting a moderate influence
with some uncertainty. Collectively, these results indicate that spatial covariates, especially
latitude and longitude, are key components of the latent structure, while elevation provides
a steady contribution, and intercept terms remain weakly identified.

Table 3: Posterior means and standard deviations (within brackets) of all the hyperpa-
rameters stored in 7. Here, different columns represent the posterior means and standard
deviations of the covariate coefficients for different latent variables. Each row represents
the posterior means and standard deviations of the coefficients for a specific covariate.
Here, Int denotes the intercept, Lon denotes the Longitude, Lat denotes the latitude, ME
denotes the mean elevation, and OS denotes the open sea distance.

Qo a1 Bo By o Y A*
Int | -1.53(99.07) [19.41(101.13)| -4.07(100.15) |-4.83(99.09)[2.43 (100.19)-8.67(99.41)[-9.41(100.63)
Lon| -455.0(50.27) | 14.29(2.57) |-438.87(49.56) |-8.63(4.41) |-71.60(3.88) {30.79(2.27)| 44.39(6.52)
Lat|-3654.42(56.45)| 82.74(3.47) -3829.63(55.82)72.23(5.05){140.55(5.46)|80.31(3.01)|85.87(12.01)
ME| -51.40(0.21) 0.17(0.02) | -50.39(0.20) | 0.17(0.02) | -1.75(0.04) | 0.13(0.01) | 0.85(0.09)
OS| 30.66(0.66) 0.51(0.04) 28.28(0.65) |-2.15(0.06) | 1.83(0.07) {-0.94(0.04)| -1.65(0.14)

Here, expect the elements of the first row, elements of all the remaining rows are multiplied by 103.
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Figure 3: Grid cell-wise posterior means (left) and posterior standard deviations (right) of
the causal effect.

Our primary goal is to estimate the effect of human intervention on high temperature
extremes using the causal metric defined in (11). Hence, we utilize the posterior samples
of ap, a1, By, and [ to estimate the causal effect, given their role in the final expression
of the causal metric. We calculate posterior estimates of the causal effect for each grid
that jointly constitute the domain of interest, i.e., the mainland United States. The spa-
tial map of the grid cell-wise posterior means of the causal effect is displayed in the left
panel of Figure 3. Alongside that, the spatial map of the grid cell-wise posterior standard
deviations calculated using posterior samples of causal effects is shown in the right panel
of Figure 3. From this figure, it is evident that in most regions of the mainland United
States, the effect of anthropogenic forcing on high-temperature extremes is positive. In
the northeast region and some parts of the southern region, including the South Atlantic
and the East South Central division, the causal effect estimate is higher than in all other
regions, with the estimated mean causal effect ranging from 0.20 to 0.50. In the West
region, the West South Central and East North Central divisions, the mean causal effect
lies between 0 and 0.3, while in a fraction of the subregions it is approximately 0.5. Nev-
ertheless, in the West North Central division of the Midwest region, which includes North
Dakota, Minnesota, South Dakota, Nebraska, some parts of lowa, and Montana, the pos-
terior mean of the causal effect is negative. While the positive effect implies a significant
contribution of anthropogenic forcing to the frequent occurrence of high-temperature ex-
tremes, the negative effect implies no such contribution. According to the CENSUS report
(Hartley et al., 2021), the major parts of the midwestern states where the estimated causal
effect is negative are sparsely populated due to several reasons, including harsh climate
conditions, and the agricultural and grazing land covers a substantial portion of the land
in the Midwestern region containing North Dakota, South Dakota, Nebraska, and lowa
(Pryor and Barthelmie, 2013). Natural forcing, such as atmospheric circulation patterns
and solar radiation, has a greater impact on the occurrence of high-temperature extremes
(Andresen et al., 2012) in these regions than human-induced forcing, such as greenhouse
gas emissions. However, the northeastern region, with major metropolitan cities, and the
states in the South Atlantic division are densely populated (Fonseca and Wong, 2000),
which implies land-use change and urbanization and leads to anthropogenic forcing acting
as a key contributor to the warmer climate in those areas.

Generally, the period 1850 — 1900 is considered the pre-industrial era and is used as a
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Figure 4: Grid cell-wise posterior means (left) and posterior standard deviations (right) of
the causal effect during the pre-industrial period (1850-1900).

baseline for climate change assessment studies. Figure 4 displays the spatial maps of the
posterior mean causal effect across the mainland United States during this pre-industrial
period. The estimated causal effect is negative in most regions of the mainland United
States. The comparison between the spatial maps of the estimated causal effect over the
whole time period and only the pre-industrial period shows that anthropogenic forcing is
a significant contributor to the recurrence of high-temperature extremes.

The extensive information on the trend of high-temperature extremes helps in designing
more effective adaptation and mitigation policies to address them to some extent. Here, the
trend is defined as the change in the intensity of high-temperature extremes per unit change
in year. We turn to oy and 1 to understand the trend behavior in both counterfactual and
factual worlds. Hence, the spatial map of the posterior means of 31 is shown in the left panel
of Figure 5, which presents the trend in the factual world. In addition to this, the spatial
map of corresponding standard deviations is also displayed in the right panel of Figure 5.
In the factual world, the Midwestern region exhibits a negative trend in high-temperature
extremes over the year, while all other regions show a positive trend in their intensity due
to rapid urbanization, industrial exposure, and land-use changes. Stakeholders and climate
policymakers may be highly interested in the observed trend in the factual world. However,
the changes in trends of both counterfactual and factual worlds are also shown in Figure 5.
From the perspective of highlighting the significant contribution of anthropogenic forcing
to the intensification of temperature extremes across most regions of the mainland United
States, excluding the Midwest, the trend-difference spatial map is considered important.
Alongside that, the spatial map of the corresponding standard deviations is presented in
Figure 5.

Considering the importance of identifying regions at risk, we estimate the outer credible
region using the hotspot region estimation technique given in Section 5.3. We construct
95% credible regions C’% corresponding to high threshold levels, v = 0.35 and u = 0.65.
Figure 6 shows the hotspot regions over the mainland United States. For u = 0.35, the
estimated credible region spans the Northeast, South, and West regions, excluding the
northern and eastern parts of Montana and small portions of Wyoming and Colorado.
When considering the joint exceedance level u = 0.65, the proportion of the coverage area
decreases significantly compared to u = 0.35. The estimated credible region, choosing
u = 0.65, covers a narrow region in the Northeastern part of the mainland United States,
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Figure 5: Grid cell-wise posterior means (top-left) and posterior standard deviations (top-
right) of the trend (the change in the intensity of high-temperature extremes per unit
change in year) for the factual world, and the pixel-wise posterior means (bottom-left) and
posterior standard deviations (bottom-right) of the trend difference between the factual
and counterfactual worlds.

including New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia, as well as
Maryland and some portions of Virginia and North Carolina in the southern region. The
estimated hotspot regions include 66% and 9.6% of the total number of grid cells under the
two considered thresholds. Although in most regions of the mainland United States the
effect of anthropogenic forcing on high-temperature extremes is positive, identifying regions
that need immediate action to achieve a sustainable climate may be of high importance to
stakeholders and climate policymakers. In this context, to identify the regions that need
immediate attention in implementing the regulation policy governing human intervention,
hotspot regions are constructed using high thresholds.

7 Discussion

Considering the high applicability of extreme event attribution studies during this alarm-
ing phase of climate change, we propose a novel causal metric to quantify the impact of
anthropogenic forcing on high-temperature extremes, which will be useful for climatolo-
gists working in detection and attribution. This causal metric is developed on top of a
unified potential outcome framework that integrates the marginal return levels of annual
temperature maxima of both the counterfactual and factual worlds. Besides, it has a valid
causal interpretation under unconfounding and in the absence of interference, and we use
it to estimate the effect of anthropogenic forcing on high-temperature extremes across the
mainland United States.
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Figure 6: Estimated 95% credible regions C’L% corresponding to the joint exceedance levels,
u = 0.35 (left) and u = 0.65 (right).

We employ a latent Gaussian model (LGM), a special class of Bayesian hierarchical
model, to correctly specify the marginal return levels and the uncertainties associated with
the latent variables and hyperparameters. In the data layer, we model annual temperature
maxima using GEV distributions with spatially-varying coefficients, with the temporal com-
ponent incorporated into the location parameter. We propose a novel transformation for
the shape parameter £ based on three reasonable conditions in the context of temperature
extremes. We assert that the transformation method is reliable when specifically applied
to high-temperature extremes. From an application perspective and for reliable tail infer-
ence, we propose a transformed asymmetric density for ¢ (Martins and Stedinger, 2000).
In the latent layer, we employ the ICAR model to capture the conditional neighborhood
effect and to smooth the spatial surfaces of posterior estimates. In addition, the conditional
autoregressive model features a precision matrix that encodes conditional dependence in-
formation, allowing faster Bayesian computation and opening the door to the applicability
of sampling-based inferential schemes, such as MCMC methods. We employ an extended
version (Johannesson et al., 2022) of the Max-and-Smooth approach (Hrafnkelsson et al.,
2021) to bypass the complex posterior computations. The proposed LGM, along with the
approximate Bayesian inference scheme, leverages Gibbs sampling to draw posterior in-
ference about the latent variables before other complex MCMC methods. After drawing
posterior samples of the corresponding latent parameters used in the causal metric, we ob-
tain the estimated spatial surface of the causal effect over the contiguous United States. A
spatial plot of the posterior estimate of the causal effect shows that anthropogenic forcing
is more active than other factors in driving frequent high-temperature extremes across the
Northeastern region, including most metropolitan cities across the mainland United States.
Furthermore, this attribution study unveils the trend in temperature extremes and the ef-
fectiveness of anthropogenic forcing in driving it during the pre-industrial period over the
mainland United States. Using posterior causal effect estimates and a suitable threshold,
the hotspots are constructed over the mainland United States using the approach in French
and Hoeting (2016), controlling the family-wise error rate (FWER). The outer credible re-
gion corresponding to a high threshold displayed in the study includes the majority of
the Northwestern region and a fraction of the Southwestern region, which needs attention.
While we focus on the outer credible region, an estimated inner credible region turns out
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to be a null set; the availability of a dataset with a higher resolution than 1° x 1° would
facilitate such an analysis as well.

In our methodology and computation for obtaining efficient marginal return level esti-
mates, implementing approximate rather than exact Bayesian inference and ignoring ex-
tremal dependence in the data layer are possible drawbacks. Given that we have a suf-
ficiently large number of temporal observations (165, here) at each grid cell to estimate
only four parameters of the marginal distributions, a Laplace approximation of the data
likelihood seems reasonable. However, in applications with a very limited number of tem-
poral replications, a Laplace approximation may not be particularly suitable, and replacing
the block maxima approach with a peaks-over-threshold or point process approach (Hazra
et al., 2023) would be a more reasonable option. As noted by Davison et al. (2012), LGMs
perform reasonably well for estimating return levels, and thus our methodology may not be
suitable for exploring spatial dependence properties. In such a case, a proper max-stable
model (Schlather, 2002; Padoan et al., 2010; Reich and Shaby, 2012; Huser et al., 2024)
would be a more reasonable approach. Another interesting research direction would be in-
corporating the Whittle-Matérn Brown-Resnick process, recently proposed by Bolin et al.
(2025) for modeling temperature maxima, which is based on a new flexible class of intrin-
sic Whittle-Matérn Gaussian random fields and facilitates sparse computation. Recently,
Cotsakis et al. (2026) provided informative metrics based on excursion sets, and metrics
inferred from estimated hotspots can provide meaningful insights to policymakers.

Data and code availability

The R code and data required to reproduce the figures and tables presented in this article are
accessible at the following GitHub repository: https://github.com/ritik-76/Causal_
attribution.
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