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Abstract

We propose an objective Bayesian approach to estimate thbemof degrees of freedom for the
multivariatet distribution and for theé-copula, when the parameter is considered discrete. imdere
on this parameter has been problematic, as the scarcdditedar the multivariaté¢ shows and,
more important, the absence of any method fortthepula. We employ an objective criterion based
on loss functions which allows to overcome the issue of dadirtibjective probabilities directly.
The truncation derives from the property of both the mutiatz ¢t and thet-copula to convergence
to normality for a sufficient large number of degrees of fmad The performance of the priors is
tested on simulated scenarios and on real data: daily thgaid returns of IBM and of the Center
for Research in Security Prices Database.

Key Words: Information loss, Kullback—Leibler divergent®eg-returns, Multivariatet distribution,
Objective prior,t-copula.

1 Introduction

One way to model multivariate quantities is through a matimte probability distribution and, due to
its simplicity and appealing properties, the multivaribiigrmal distribution represents the most popular
choice. However, due to the “lightness” of the tails, the iNak distribution does not properly represent
the probability of occurrence of rare events. In other wpttle multivariate Normal distribution is
not the best choice to model data sets which contain outliéns alternative is represented by the
multivariatet distribution, whose expression is presented in Se¢fiom 2adt, this distribution has a
shape parameter.€. the number of degrees of freedom) that controls the tail \ieba allowing to
capture heavier tails than those of the Normal distributidine appropriateness of thiedistribution
(univariate or multivariate) to deal with outliers has bdkoroughly discussed in the literatu est,

llQSJ;LLange_el_dllL_lﬂm), and it has been applied in numermniexts, such as medicir@_ 94),
finance and biologygl %Fﬁrng n%%z |)ang_l Steel, 1999), portfofibmisation [(Kotz and Nadarajah, 2004),
financial engineerin 11), among many others.

An alternative method for extending a distribution to theltmariate case, and model a set of vari-
ables, consists of using a copula distributi@l@)’.@he idea is to use a multivariate probability
distribution {.e. the copulg, whose marginals are uniform densities [0nl1], to represent the depen-
dence between the variables. Theopula (Demarta and McNeil, 2005), which is formally presel in
Section 2, represents a popular choice in applied statiat¢in comparison to the Normal copula for
example, it allows for capturing a wider variety of tail dagencies between the corresponding marginal
distributions I(Nikoloulopoulos et al., 2009). The use opalas has attracted great attention in financial
applications L(Q_enﬂsl_eﬂdL._ZLbOQ), where the tail depes@l@na common feature of many quantities,

such as stock returns (Hartmann €tlal., 2004).
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In the univariate scenario, several prior distributiongehldeen proposed for the degrees of freedom
parameter of the Studentdistribution. In particulau@@ presents the exgsien for the Jeffreys
prior (further studied in Fonseca ef al., 2008) as well asohtieuristic priors; Juarez and Steel (2010)
proposed a proper prior with the same tail behaviour as fithealeffreys prior; Rubio and Steel ( 24)15)
introduce a noninformative prior based on a measure of kisr,tmvhileLSimpsgn_el_élL(ZQlﬁ;_ln_ptbss)
discuss a prior that penalises model complexity. Of pdeidaterest for this work is the prior introduced
in \Villa and Walker ,(2Q;IJ4), as the prior for the number of d=gg of freedom we propose is based on
the result proposed by the auth0|L$._\/iIIa_aadﬂélk_er_d201§k)u$s a discrete prior distribution which
is truncated from above. The general idea is to assigiorgh to each parameter value by objectively
measuring the loss in information in removing the paramedre when it is the true one. More details
about the method are discussed in Sedfioh 3.1.

In the multivariate case, little attention has been paitiécstudy of priors for the degrees of freedom.
To the best of our knowledgﬂi@%) represents the osflgrence addressing this problem Liu

) presents the expression for the Jeffreys prior a¢igeees of freedom, and briefly discusses some
heuristic prior choices. Althoughcopula models have been implemented in a Bayesian franketther
choice of the prior for the degrees of freedom has been mdomg from an informal perspective, such
as the use of uniform priors on a bounded interval (Smith/eal?).

In this paper, we address the problem of estimating the nuoflaegrees of freedom of the multi-
variatet distribution and of the-copula. In particular, we approach the task by considetiedBayesian
framework in the presence of minimal prior information. lecBon[2, we describe the multivariate
distribution and the-copula. In Sectiofi3, we present the proposed priors anodnte weakly infor-
mative priors for the remaining parameters. In Sedfion 4pmesent a thorough simulation study where
we illustrate the frequentist properties of the proposedrgr In Sectiori b, we present some financial
applications of the proposed Bayesian models using real danally, Sectiofi]6 contains some points
for discussion and final remarks.

2 Themultivariatet distribution and the t-copula

Thed-variatet probability density function witly > 0 degrees of freedom (sEUiu..le énd_lsolz_a.nd_bladfhrajah,
for an extensive review of this model) is given by

v+d "
LS ) = F(Z)((?m))dz <1+ (x—u)TZ;—l(x—u)>_ . )
2

wherex € R, € R? is the location (vector) parameter aBde R4*? is the positive definite scale
matrix. Similarly to the univariate case, the parameteontrols the heaviness of the tails of the density,
with particular cases of = 1, where the distribution coincides with a multivariate Cayidensity, and
of v — oo, where the distribution converges to a multivariate Nordaadsity. As is discussed in Section
3.1, the convergence property of the multivariatie exploited to truncate the prior an In fact, for
a sufficiently large value of the number of degrees of freedibra difference (in terms of practically
any distance between probability measures) between avamidiies and a multivariate Normal will be
sufficiently small to consider all thedensities as virtually the same.

A copula, sayC, is a distribution function in dimension defined over the suppoi, 1]¢ with uni-
formly distributed marginals. As per Sklar's theorem, wa gaite a multivariate distribution function
F with marginalsty, ..., Fyas

F(xy,...,2q) = C(Fi(x1),..., Fy(zq)),

for some copulaC. This idea is often used to construct multivariate distitms by joining any set
of univariate distribution functions by means of a cop@@@?). In this paper, we focus on



the case wher€' is thet-copula and the marginal distributionsy, .. ., F,;, are given by univariate
densities (although our results apply to any marginalitistional assumptions). Thecopula is defined
as (see Demarta and McNeil, 2005)

t ! (u) t " (uq) r <id> TR-! —xfd
v (U v (Uq -
ChuR, v) :/ / 2 <1+X X) dx, @)

—oo T (3) V)R] v

whereu = (ui,...,uq) € [0,1]%, R is a correlation matrix, and;! denotes the quantile function
associated to a Studentrariate withr > 0 degrees of freedom. The corresponding density function is

given by (Demarta and McNEil, 2d05)

fd(t;l(ul), o ,t;l(ud)\o, R, I/)
[, it ()

dh(uR,v) = . 3)

Remark 1 Analogously to the multivariatedistribution, thet-copula converges to the Normal copula
for increasing values of the number of degrees of freedorat iShC? , — CJ for v — cc.

3 Prior distributions and inference

The inference on the parameters of the distributions, th#té multivariate and thet-copula, is per-
formed with a Bayesian approach. Thus, for the multivariate adopt the prior structure

m(p, X, v) = w(v|p, X)r(p, ), (4)

while for thet-copula, we have
(v, R) = n(v|R)w(R). (5)

As the aim of this paper is to outline an objective approachwerk under the assumptions that little
or no information about any parameter is known. Hence, pridu, 3) and7(R) are chosen to be
minimally informative.

3.1 Objectiveprior for v

In this section we present the proposed objective priordHemumber of degrees of freedom for the
multivariatet and thet-copula. As mentioned in Secti@h 1, the literature relatethe above problem
is scarce. In particular, the here proposed objective gaothe ¢-copula case is, to the best of our
knowledge, the sole available. For what it concerns theivawiate ¢, there are fundamentally three
options ,|;9_9|4)J Anscombe (1967) proposed a prior offten (1) o (v + 1)~%/2, for v > 1.
Jeffreys prior, obtained by applying the Jeffreys r@,@), has the following form

v v+d 2d(v +d+4) 1/2
m(v) o {‘Z’ (3) _‘b( > ) - u(u+d)(u+d+2)} !
whered is the dimension of the multivariate density(z) = d?/{d?logI'(x)} is the trigamma func-
tion, andI'(-) is the Gamma function. Finally, the third objective prior w@nsider is discussed in
rs (1977), and it has the forfn) o« 2, for v > 1. For the simulation study pre-

sented in Sectio 4 we will compare the loss-based prior wpgse in this paper with the above three
options.

The principle to derive the objective prior for the numbedegrees of freedom is the same for both
the multivariatet and thet-copula. In particular, we will apply the criterion basedloss in information

introduced in Villa and Walket (2015).




We make two important assumptions about the parameter fmabe number of degrees of freedom
v. First,v can only take positive integer values and, second, the paesrapace is truncated at a value
Vmax, Which typically is 30. The first assumption originates frame fact that it is unlikely to have a
sufficient number of observations which would allow to discbetween (univariate or multivariate)
distributions with a difference in the number of degreesreéflom smaller than oth al.,
). In support of the above assumption, we can see in [THblat the Kullback—Leibler divergence
between distributions with discrete consecutiyefor dimensionsd = 1,2, 3, gets small already for
v > 5. The second assumption is based on the property af deasity, for any dimension, to converge
to a Normal density for — +oo, of the same dimension. Although this is an approximatiom as
such, devoid of an unequivocal value, it is common practamnsider the approximation as satisfactory
for v = 30; see, for exampl&h%) The property applies to-tt@pula as WeII al.,
@) As such, on the basis of the above two assumptions,ongder the parameter space for
discrete and truncated at,., = 30, where the model identified by, will represent the multivariate
Normal distribution or the Normali.e. Gaussian) copula. A thorough discussion on the motivations
leading to a discrete and truncated parameter space fouthber of degrees of freedom can be found
in\Villa and Walker l(ZQ;LI4); although the discussion madehgyauthors refers to the univarigtdensity,
the conclusions can be sensibly extended to the multieac@ase.

The key idea is to assignvaorth to each model identified by a value of by objectively measuring
what is lost if that specific model is removede(not considered), and it is the true model. In Bayesian
analysis, it is well known that, if a model is misspecifiedg fiosterior will asymptotically accumulate
on the model which happens to be the most similar to the tree where the similarity is “measured”
through the Kullback—Leibler dlvergen&_e__(l_3|966) tiney words, the Kullback—Leibler divergence
between the model identified byraand the nearest one represents the loss in information onklwo
incur in not considering that specific model (assumed to edrtre one).

The prior distribution on the number of degrees of freedothés constructed by linking the above
loss tor(v) by means of the self-information loss function. This pate kind of loss function mea-
sures the loss in information intrinsic to a probabilitytstaent. That is, if?(A) is the probability that
eventA is true, then—log P(A) is the self-information loss aP(A). Therefore, iff (-|v) represents a
sampling distribution with parameter valuewe equate the two measures of the loss in information at
v, obtaining

—logm(v) = —Dicr(fCWIFCI)),
7)o exp {min Dicn (PN -1 ©

where the “-1” results from the process of bringing the two loss measureshe same scale (see
\illa and Walker, 20155, equation (3), for a thorough disémiss In detail, let us set; (v) = log 7(v)
and let the minimum divergence frombe represented by, (v). We wantu,(v) andus(v) to be
matching utility functions; though as it standsc < u; < 0 and0 < uy < oo, and we wanti; = —oo
whenuy, = 0. The scales are matched by taking exponential transfopmatscexp(u ) andexp(ug)—1
are on the same scale. Hence, we have

e ) = 7(v) x esu2®)}, (7)

By settingg(u) = log(e* — 1) in (), we derive[(b). The next two sections will detail theidation of
the prior for, respectively, the multivariatelistribution and the-copula.
3.1.1 Multivariatet

Let fa(x|p, 3, v) be a multivariatet, of dimensiond, with location vectoru, scale matrix® and v
degrees of freedom. The aim is to define an objective priotHerparameter. For simplicity in the



notation, we will writefg , = fa(x|p, 2, v), forv =1,... vmax—1, andfq ... = Ng(x|p, ), with

Na(x|ps, ) = LTk u)},

1
Venim (-
where in this casequ is the vector of means anl is the covariance matrix. The prior for here
discussed depends on the Kullback-Leibler divergencedmtwwo multivariate densities. In particular,
forv =1,...,vmax —1, the prior is based on the Kullback—Leibler divergence leetwtwo multivariate
t densities which differ only on the number of degrees of faeedThe divergence between twevariate
t densities f;, and f; ,/, is given by

Dr(fa(lp, Z,v)[1fa, (11, 2,0")) = Dicr(fa(-[0,1, )] fa(-]0,1,27))

fa(x]0,1,v)
= 0,I,v)log =————F——d
o IO 108 5 (o0 Ty
v+d
T 2
Tx —utd K(d,v) <1 + 2= X>

v

= - K(d,v) <1 + T) log —7 dx

«Tx\ 2
K(d,v") (1—|— i )

K(d,v") 2 2
where
*(5)
K(d,v) = —p——t—,
r <—) (mv)d
2

andE,, represents the expected value with respegt;{g0,1I, ). Table[1l shows the KL divergences
for v = 1,...,30. These values are obtained using quadrature integratidiathematica 9.0. As

one would expect, the minimum divergence frgin, will either be fy, 1 or f;,.41, as this generates
the smallest perturbation in the density yielding a retyivsimilar distribution. Fow = vy, the
minimum Kullback—Leibler divergence is given by

DKL<Nd(X|O,I)||fd(X|O,I, Vmaxfl)) = Nd(X|OaI) log{

Ny(x|0,1)
- >} o

fd(X|0, I, Vmax —1

1 1
1 e |
o8 { (277)d/2K(Vmax—17 d) } 2
max — d T
+¥Ed{log <1 =X )} @)

2 Vmax —1

where we have used th@dxr(Ng(-|p, ) || fa(-|p, 2,v)) = Dgr(Ng(-]0,1)| fa(-|0,I,v)). As an-
ticipated, from Table 1 we see that the Kullback—Leibleredience becomes very small already for
moderate values af. Furthermore, we note that the nearest density;tois alwaysf,, 1. Thus, by
applying the result if{6), we have the prior fargivenu andX, as

ﬂ(V‘u,E) X €exp {DKL(fd,z/Hfd,qul)} - 17 (9)

forv =1,..., Vmax, and

T['(V‘IJ/? 2) X eXp {DKL(NdHfd,Vmax—l)} - 17 (10)

for v = vax. Figureld shows the induced priors.



d=1 d=2 d=3
v | Deo(ful fu—1) Dri(fullfosr) | Dxc(fullfu=1) Drr(fullfos1) | Dxr(fullfu-1) Drr(fullfrs1)
1 — 1.131 x 1071 — 1.416 x 101 — 1.552 x 1071
2| 6210x1072  1.917x1072 | 7.944x 1072 2733 x1072 | 8851 x 1072  3.208 x 1072
3| 1.364x1072  5.897x 1073 | 1.956 x 1072  9.139x 1072 | 2313 x 1072  1.129 x 1072
4 | 4700 x 1073 2412 x 1073 7.283 x 1073  3.961 x 103 9.021 x 1072 5.087 x 10~3
5 | 2.047 x 1073 1.170 x 1073 3.353 x 1073 2.005 x 1073 4.307 x 1073 2.654 x 1073
6 | 1.033x107%  6.364 x 104 1.764 x 1073 1.127 x 1073 2.332x 1073 1.529 x 1073
7| 5.768x107*  3.761 x 104 1.018 x 1073 6.838 x 10™* 1.378 x 1073 9.459 x 104
8 | 3473 x107* 2366x107* | 6.280 x 107*  4.394x107* | 8680 x10°*  6.179 x 10~*
9 | 2215 x10~* 1.563 x 10~* 4.097 x 10~4 2.955 x 10~4 5.749 x 10~4 4.213 x 1074
10 | 1.479 x 1074 1.075 x 10~* 2.785 x 10~4 2.061 x 10~4 3.962 x 10~* 2.975 x 10~
11| 1.025x107%  7.632x107° 1.959 x 10~* 1.483 x 10~* 2.821 x 107%  2.162x 10~*
12| 7.326 x107°  5.570 x 107° 1.419 x 10™*  1.094 x 10~* | 2.064 x 10=*  1.610 x 10~*
13| 5.375 x 107  4.161 x 107> 1.052 x 10™*  8.252 x 107° 1.546 x 10~ 1.224 x 10~*
14 | 4.033 x 10~° 3.172 x 107° 7.973 x 107° 6.342 x 10~° 1.180 x 10~* 9.475 x 10~°
15| 3.084 x 10~° 2.460 x 10~° 6.151 x 10~° 4.956 x 107> 9.173 x 107° 7.451 x 107°
16 | 2.399 x 10~° 1.937 x 10~° 4.821 x 107° 3.929 x 10~° 7.237 x 107° 5.941 x 10~°
17| 1.894x107° 1546 x 107> | 3.833x 107>  3.155 x 107° 5.786 x 107°  4.796 x 10~°
18| 1.515x107°  1.250x107° | 3.085x 107° 2563 x 107° | 4.682x 10™®>  3.915 x 107°
19| 1.227x107°  1.021x107° | 2511 x107°  2.104x107° | 3.830x 107>  3.227 x 107°
20| 1.004 x 10~° 8.420 x 10~ 2.065 x 10~° 1.743 x 107° 3.163 x 107° 2.685 x 107°
21| 8.291 x 1076 7.007 x 1076 1.714 x 107° 1.457 x 107° 2.636 x 10~° 2.252 x 107°
22| 6.909 x 1076  5.879 x 1076 1.434 x 107° 1.227 x 10° 2.214 x 107°  1.903 x 107
23| 5.803x107%  4.969 x 106 1.209 x 10~° 1.041 x 107° 1.873 x 10~  1.619 x 107>
24| 4910 x 1076  4.229 x 10~ 1.027 x 107 8.886 x 1076 1.595 x 10™®  1.386 x 10~°
25| 4.182 x 1076 3.622 x 10~ 8.775 x 10~ 7.633 x 1076 1.367 x 10~° 1.194 x 10~°
26| 3.584 x 1076 3.120 x 10~ 7.544 x 10~ 6.593 x 10~ 1.179 x 10~° 1.034 x 10~°
27| 3.089 x 1076 2.702 x 1076 6.521 x 10~ 5.725 x 1076 1.022 x 10~° 8.999 x 10~
28 | 2.677x107% 2352 x107% | 5.666x 1076  4.995 x 1076 | 8.899 x 1076  7.869 x 1076
20| 2.332x107%  2.056x 1076 | 4.947x107%  4.378 x 1076 7.786 x 1076 6.911 x 1076
30| 2.040x107%  1.806x 1076 | 4.338x 1075  3.853x 1076 | 6.843x107%  6.095 x 10~

Table 1: Comparison of the Kullback—Leibler divergence dontiguousy values in dimensionrl =
1,2,3. For simplicity in the notation, we have writtefy , as f, .

3.1.2 ¢-Copula
The Kullback—Leibler divergence between takvariatet-copulas,cq(-|v, R) andcy(-|v/, R), is given
by
R)
Dyr(ca-lv, R)||ca(-|V,R)) = / cq(uly,R) 1o Mdu. 11
kr(ca(-lv,R)llea(-]", R)) o a(ulv,R) 8 il R) (11)

This divergence depends on the degrees of freedamd.’ as well as on the correlation matik.

Our aim is to construct a prior fqw, R) by using the decomposition(v, R) = 7(v|R)w(R). The
prior 7 (v|R) will be obtained as in the Multivariatecase i e. applying the result i {6)), for each value
of the correlation matriR, while for the priorr(R) we employ independent Beétig/2, 1/2) priors for
each of the entries of this matrix. For a more extensive disiom on the choice of priors for correlation
parameters, we refer the reade 013).

Each time we evaluate the log-posterior, we need to caktites priorm(v|R.), which requires the
calculation of thes,. Kullback—Leibler divergences. In order to have a tractaplproximation in the
bivariate case, we propose discretising the range of valfiesc (—1, 1) into intervals of size).05:
(=1,—-0.975) U (—=0.975,—0.925) U - - - U (0.925,0.975) U (0.975, 1). We have checked the variability
of the Kullback-Leibler divergences within these intesvahd found that this step-size produces an
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Figure 1: Loss-based prior for the multivariater(»|0, I): (a)d = 1; (b)d = 2; (c) d = 3.

accurate approximation to the prior using either endpoiNiste that this discretisation only relates to
the conditional prioer(v|R), while there is no approximation on the marginal pridR.).
We approximate the Kullback-Liebler divergences using atddCarlo approximation t@_(11):

N
(u;[v, R)
D Jv. R A/ ~ Cd\Hy |75 )
kr(ca(-lv,R)|[ca(-]V, R N Z:: uj|y R
whereuy, ..., uy ared-variate samples from,(-|v, R). Figure[2 shows the priors obtained for four

choices ofp in the bivariate cased(= 2) using N = 107 Monte Carlo simulations (the large number
of simulations is chosen to improve accuracy). The figurécatds that the conditional value pf
has negligible influence on the shape of the prior. Thus, mesamples we restrict top = 0, which
greatly simplifies sampling from the posterior distributioA second approach for approximating the
Kullback-Liebler divergences consist of using importaseepling. As the importance function we
can employ the copula with the smallest degrees of freeddnqv, »'}, which implies heavier tails as
desired. We employ the latter method, with = 5 x 10” Monte Carlo simulations, to approximate
the prior probabilities for thé—variatet-copula withp = 0. Table[2 shows the values of this prior for
v=1,...,30.

3.2 Prior distributionsfor the parameters different from v

For the multivariatée distribution, as prior on the location vector and the scaddrix, as in[(4), we use

the independence-Jeffreys prior
1

W(sz)zm-
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Figure 2: ©(v|p): (@) p = 0; (b) p = 0.25; (c) p = 0.5; (d) p = 0.75.

Refer to Theorem 1 in Fernandez and Steel (1999) to a protbieoproperty of the corresponding pos-
terior for the parameters.

Thet-copula illustrations are limited to the bivariate casethbia the simulation study and in the
real data analysis. As such, the prior[ih (5) becomes

W(Mlv H2,01,02,V1,V2,V, p) = W(Ml)W(MQ)W(Ul)ﬂ'(UQ)T((Vl)T‘—(VQ)T((Vv p)

The minimally informative priors for the location paramstef the marginakt densities are Normal
distributions with zero mean and standard deviation 100atT 7(x;) ~ N(0,100%), for j =
1,2. To reflect vague prior information, we choose Cauchy dissior the scale parametergo;)
(Rubio and Stee 5). The prior distributions for the hemof degrees of freedom of the marginal
densities;r(v;), are based on losses and correspond to the one derivedaravill Walker (2014). The
joint prior 7 (v, p) is decomposed as(v|p)m(p), wherer (v|p) is the prior defined in Sectidn3.1.2, and
m(p) is a Beta density ofil + p)/2 with parameter$1/2,1/2).

3.3 Posterior distribution
The joint posterior distributions for all parameters are
m(p, B, vlw) oc Ly(p, B, v|e)w(v]p, S)r(p, 2),

and
(v, Rlx) < Li(v, R|lx)r(v|R)T(R),

whereL, andL¢ are the likelihood functions for, respectively, the mutiatet model and the-copula
model. In both cases, the posterior distributions are #inally intractable and have to be approximated
by using Monte Carlo methods. In particular, a Metropoliastthgs within Gibbs sampling.
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v 1 2 3 4 5 6
Prob. 0.804 0.129 0.0368 0.014 0.007 0.004
v 7 8 9 10 11 12
Prob. 0.002 1.28 x 1073 8.05 x 107* 5.33x10°* 3.58 x 10~* 3.05 x 10~*
v 13 14 15 16 17 18
Prob. 2.06 x 107 1.60 x 107% 1.30 x 107*% 9.52 x 107° 6.79 x 107° 6.04 x 10~°
v 19 20 21 22 23 24
Prob. 4.55 x 107° 3.44 x 107° 2.19 x 107° 2.39 x 107° 2.06 x 107° 2.31 x 107°
v 25 26 27 28 29 30
Prob. 1.81 x 107° 1.91 x107° 128 x107° 2.05x107° 7.85x107% 2.78 x 1076

Table 2: Loss-based priai(v|p = 0) for the bivariatet-copula.

4 Simulation Study

In this section we present the results of the simulationistugerformed for the multivariatedistri-
bution and for thet copula. In particular, we analyse the frequentist perforcea of the respective
yielded posterior distributions, focussing on the coverag the 95% posterior credible interval and on
the relative square-rooted mean squared error (MSE) frenpaisterior median.

4.1 Multivariatet

The loss-based prior for the number of degrees of freedomrofiléivariatet density has been thor-
oughly studied by computing the frequentist performandéiseoyielded posterior. The simulation study
includes a comparison of the proposed objective prior Withthree options available in literature, in-
troduced in Section 3.1. Namely, the Anscombe prior, thigelef prior and the Relles & Rogers prior.
Simulations from the posterior distribution associatedhi® proposed loss-based priors are obtained
using a Markov Chain Monte Carlo (MCMC) algorithm in whichntimuous parameters are sampled
using a Random Walk Metropolis with Normal proposals, witie discrete parameter (the degrees of
freedom) is sampled directly using the corresponding piostprobabilities in each iteration (formally,

a block Metropolis within Gibbs sampler). For the altermatpriors, simulations from the posterior
distributions are obtained using the t-walk algoritfhm (Sten and Fd)LLO_iO). In all the simulation sce-
narios,N = 500 posterior samples are obtained using a burn-in peridd@d iterations, and a thinning
period of10 iterations ¢000 iterations in total).

The study consisted in replicating 250 times the derivatibtine posterior distribution for, under
different initial choices, and computing the coverage efat’ credible interval and the MSE from the
median. This has been performed by considering the proguéadand the three objective alternatives
available in the literature. We have considered multitariadensities of dimensiod = 2 andd = 3,
with zero mean for each component and covariance matrixl équhe identity matrix, so to reflect
unit scale for each component and linear independence. @hergted samples are of size= 50,

n = 100 andn = 250, so to consider scenarios with little information from thetadas well as with
large information. The prior fofu, ) is the independence-Jeffreys (see Sedtioh 3.2).

Figure[3 shows the results fdr= 2, where we have the coverage (left column) and the MSE (right
column) for the three sample sizes considered. The Anscqmbeappears to have the overall worst
performance. In particular, the MSE, with the exceptionhaf very low end of the parameter space, is
always above the MSE obtained by employing any of the othergrAlso, for large values af, the
sample size appears to have little effect. As expected,dfiieeys prior and the Relles & Roger prior
have similar performance, in particular for relativelygarvalues of the number of degrees of freedom.
The proposed prior, in terms of MSE, appears to be the moseined by the datag. the sample size.

In fact, the value in its higher region noticeably decreases increases. Furthermore, it has the best
performance for relatively large values of If we consider the coverage, we note similar frequentist




performances of the four priors for relatively small valoés. Both Anscombe prior and the loss-based
prior tend to 100% ag approaches 20, while the remaining two priors appear to écodver” the
credible interval. This is more prominent far= 50 and forn = 100. The simulation results for the
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Figure 3: Frequentist analysis of the multivariatef dimensiond = 2: (a)-(b) Coverage and MSE
for n = 50; (c)-(d) Coverage and MSE for = 100; (e)-(f) Coverage and MSE fat = 250. We
have considered four prior distributions fer Anscombe prior (black continuous), Jeffreys prior (red
dashed), Relles & Rogers prior (green dotted) and the lasséprior (blue dashed-dotted).

cased = 3 are presented in Figuké 4. We note that the Anscombe pridieisted by the increase in the
dimensionality of the distribution, in particular for small sample sizes. Altlgbuin a more confined
way, both Jeffreys and Relles & Rogers prior are affectedels Whe increase id appears not to have
any appreciable effect on the proposed loss-based priarwRat it concerns the coverage, the only
noticeable difference from the cade= 2 is in the tendency of the Anscombe prior to lie below the
nominal value of 95%, for any sample size. An interestingeasf highlight is the “bumpiness” of the
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Figure 4: Frequentist analysis of the multivariatef dimensiond = 3: (a)-(b) Coverage and MSE
for n = 50; (c)-(d) Coverage and MSE for = 100; (e)-(f) Coverage and MSE fat = 250. We
have considered four prior distributions fer Anscombe prior (black continuous), Jeffreys prior (red
dashed), Relles & Rogers prior (green dotted) and the lassébprior (blue dashed-dotted).

MSE for the three priors we compare the loss-based to. Thigriscularly prominent for the Anscombe
prior. The reason of the behaviour can be sought in the difficu sampling from models where heavy-
tailed distributions are combined to heavy-tailed pril:im(]&r_a.nd_BQb_eh 07). Due to the truncated
nature of the loss-based prior, which exhibits a relativiglyt tail, the effect is not noticeable, making

it a good candidate to be used in the absence of sufficient ipfiarmation about the true number of
degrees of freedom.
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4.2 t-copula

For thet-copula we have considered the following simulation sdesaiThe sample sizes wene= 50,

n = 100 andn = 250, while for the correlation coefficient we have chosen= 0.25, p = 0.50
andp = 0.75. We have limited our study to the bivariate cabe, d = 2, as the extension to any
dimension is straightforward (see also Secfibn 6). For taegimals, without loss of generality, we have
chosen equal location and scale parameters, that is o = 0, 01 = 092 = 1, andy, = 1, = 3.
For the priors on the parameters other tharas discussed in Sectign B.2, we have chosen minimally
informative priors. Samples from the posterior distribo# are obtained using a MCMC algorithm
where continuous parameters are sampled using a RandomMeéatkipolis with Normal proposals,
while the discrete parameters (the degrees of freedom afdbela and the degrees of freedom of the
marginals) are sampled directly using the correspondirgiepior probabilities in each iteration. In
all the simulation scenariosy = 500 posterior samples are obtained using a burn-in periothod
iterations, and a thinning period o iterations ¢000 iterations in total).

We have then generated 2bi0d. samples for = 1, ..., 20 for each scenario. The results obtained
by applying the prior forr described in Section_3.1.2, are summarised in Figure 5. fiicpkar, we
note the following. The effect of appears to be minimal, appreciable only in the MSErfor 50
and for a number of degrees of freedom betwees 3 andv = 5. As one would expect, the larger
the sample size the higher is the accuracy of the estimaaéyrée noticeable by inspecting the MSE
curves. For what it concerns the coverage, the performahtteedoss-based prior is in line with the
one for the number of degrees of freedom dfdensity, either in the univariate case (Villa and Walker,
m) or in the multivariate case (see Seclion 4.1). In @aeri, we note a tendency to cover the 100%
of samples fow approaching the maximum value, and this is more obviousdiatively small sample
sizes. Similarities with the univariate and multivariatese can be seen in the MSE from the median
as well. In fact, there is a peak in the relatively lower regad the parameter space, with a curve that
rapidly decreases andincreases.
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Figure 5: Frequentist analysis of theopula: (a)-(b) Coverage and MSE for= 50; (c)-(d) Coverage

and MSE forn = 100; (e)-(f) Coverage and MSE for = 250. We have considered = 0.25
(continuous red line)y = 0.50 (dashed green line) and= 0.75 (dotted blue line).

5 Applications

In this section, we present two financial applications indbatext of modelling bivariate daily loga-
rithm returns using the multivariatedistribution and the-copula with Student-marginals. In the first
application, we compare the inference obtained with th@gsed loss-based prior for the multivariate
t distribution with that of three alternative priors (see t®ed3). Simulations from the posterior dis-
tribution associated to the proposed prior are obtaineauen iterative MCMC algorithm (Metropolis
within Gibbs) in which we employ a random walk Metropolis filie continuous parameters, using
Normal proposal distributions, while the posterior of tregbes of freedom parameter (which are dis-
crete and bounded) are directly sampled using their casreipg probabilities. The variance of the
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Normal proposals are chosen in order to obtain around 30%péace rates. For the three alternative
models, we employ the t-walk algorithm (Christen and| Fox.(0which is implemented in the R pack-
age ‘Rtwalk’. In the second application, which illustratee use of the proposed loss-based prior for
the ¢t-copula, simulations from the posterior distribution agaia obtained using an iterative MCMC
method composed by a random walk Metropolis for the contisymarameters and direct sampling for
the discrete parameters. For each of these models, we etht&in= 5000 samples from the posterior
distribution after a burn-in period 6000 iterations and a thinning period 6@ iterations (this is255000
iterations in total). This configuration produced stab&e#éplots of the MCMC posterior samples and
the log-posterior. R codes used here are available undeeseq

5.1 Multivariatet: Bivariatelog-returns

We present an application of the bivariaistribution in the context of modelling daily log-returfiem

the Center for Research in Security Prices (CRSP) Dataf&sedata containg = 2528 observations
corresponding to the daily log-returns of IBM (Permno 12480d CRSP (the return for the CRSP
value-weighted index, including dividends) of the periodni the 3¢ of January 1969 to the $fof
December 1998. The data are available from the ‘Ecdat’ Rmm 5) and has been
analysed using a bivariatedistribution, using likelihood estimation, mdll—lﬂb We analyse
these data using also a bivariatdistribution in a Bayesian framework. We adopt the prioncture:

m(p, XB,v) = m(v),

>3
wherer(v) represents the objective prior on the degrees of freedomedbitvariatet distribution pro-
posed in Section 3.7.1. Talile 3 shows the maximum likelinegtdnators (MLE) of the parameters as
well as the posterior median estimators associated to th®shoices: the loss-based prior (LBP),
the Anscombe prior (AP), the Jeffreys prior (JP) and thed®efl Rogers prior (RRP). This table also
presents the 95% Bootstrap confidence intervals (based@hB@otstrap samples) and the 95% cred-
ible intervals associated to each model. The maximum a postéMAP) is reported forv in the LBP
case. In this example we obtained similar estimators witthal different approaches due to the large
sample size. The fit of the predictive distribution assedatb the LBP is illustrated in Figuid 6 for
different contour plot levels.

Parameter MLE LBP AP JP RRP
11 5.00 4.33 4.34 4.34 4.35
x107%  (-1.04,10.6) (—1.28,10.0) (—1.48,10.1) (—1.87,10.3) (—1.42,10.3)
142 8.41 8.54 8.58 8.47 8.58
x107*  (6.10,11.3)  (6.01,11.1)  (5.69,11.2)  (5.60,11.4)  (5.70,11.3)
o? 1.58 1.54 1.56 1.56 1.56
x107%  (1.44,1.69)  (1.44,1.66)  (1.43,1.71)  (1.43,1.71)  (1.43,1.70)
o3 3.15 3.11 3.14 3.15 3.14
x1075  (2.85,3.51)  (2.83,3.42)  (2.79,3.55)  (2.81,3.55)  (2.79,3.54)
o192 3.34 3.26 3.29 3.31 3.30
x1075  (2.90,3.78)  (2.87,3.70)  (2.82,3.83)  (2.84,3.82)  (2.82,3.81)
v 4.19 4 4.12 4.15 4.12

(3.75,4.71) {4} (3.65,4.69)  (3.66,4.70)  (3.65,4.72)

Table 3: IBM returnsss. CRSP returns data: MLE, 95% Bootstrap intervals, Bayesséimators, and
95% credible intervals.
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Figure 6: IBM returnsvs. CRSP returns data: (a) Histogram of IBM data; (b) His-
togram of CRSP data; and (c) Predictive contour plots aatetito the LBP and levels =
(0.55,1,2,4,8,16,32,64,128,256,512,1024,2048).

5.2 t-copula: Bivariatelog-returns

We model jointly the daily log-returns for the Swiss Markedéx (SMI) and Swiss reinsurer (Swiss.Re).
The data are available from the R package ‘ghyp’ (Lueth ary®anh| 2016) and contain = 1769
observations corresponding to the period January 2000neada 2007. We model these data using a
bivariatet-copula with Student-marginals. This model can capture heavy tails of the malgamwell

as tail dependencé (Demarta and McNeil, 2005). We adopibotleving prior structure, as introduced
in Sectio 3.P:

m(p1, p2, 01,02, v1,v2, v, p) = T(p1)m(p2)w(o1)m(o2)m(v1)m(v2)w (v, p),

wherer(u;), j = 1,2, are Normal densities with mean zero and scale parameferr(o;) are Cauchy
densities (which reflect vague prior information, see Rurid Steel, 2015)r(v;) are the objective
(loss-based) priors proposedLiﬂALllla_a.ndJALdII{eL(i014)j "re joint priorm (v, p) is decomposed as
m(v|p)m(p), wherer(v|p) is the LBP proposed in3.1.2 andp) is a Beta density (ol + p)/2) with
shape parametefd/2,1/2). In order to simplify the implementation, we usév|p) = w(v|p = 0) as
discussed in Sectidn 3.1.2. Table 4 shows the MLE of the petens as well as the posterior median
estimators associated to this prior structure. The MAP pemed forr. This table also presents the
95% Bootstrap confidence intervals (based on 1000 Bootstiayples) and the 95% credible intervals.
Figurel[T illustrates the fit of the predictive contour plots.

In order to quantify the dependence between the marginasemploy the coefficient of tail de-
pendence and the KendalfsRank Correlation, which are respectively given by (Demartd McNeil,
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A =

T =
s

The estimators ok andr (reported in Tablgl4) indicate tail dependence of the matgin

241 <—\/1/ +1/1—p//1+ p) :

2
— arcsin(p).

Parameter MLE LBP
11 3.16 3.17
x107%  (-2.98,9.12) (—1.18,7.53)
142 —2.18 —2.14
x107*  (=11.6,6.40) (—8.11,4.32)
o1 7.94 8.13
x107%  (7.45,8.47)  (7.80,8.48)
02 1.12 1.18
x1072  (1.05,1.20)  (1.13,1.23)
p 0.69 0.69
(0.67,0.71)  (0.66,0.71)
vy 3.45 4
(2.97,4.15) {4}
v 2.52 3
(2.22,2.94) {3}
v 3.93 4
(3.54,4.44) {4,5,6}
A 0.38 0.36
(0.35,0.42)  (0.30,0.40)
T 0.48 0.49
(0.47,0.51)  (0.46,0.51)

Table 4: Swiss Market Index vs. Swiss reinsurer data: MLEp ®ootstrap intervals, Bayesian estima-
tors, and 95% credible intervals.

6 Discussion

The multivariate distribution and the-copula are models of great importance in financial appdioat

among other areas. The multivariatdistribution is typically used as a robust model to captiepad-

tures from normality in terms of heavy tails (outliers), Vetthe¢-copula is often employed to construct

multivariate models that can capture a wider range of tgleshdence than that of the Normal copula
I, 2001).

We have proposed noninformative priors for the degreeseefdiom in the multivariatedistribution
and thet-copula. These priors are built upon an objective critetiased on loss functions previously
proposed in_Villa and WalkblL(;QIM), and further generdlige|Villa and Walk r[(;OjS). Thus, our
work extends the prior proposed lin_Villa and Wal er_(ﬂ014)), the univariatet distribution, to the
multivariate case, while it represents the first objectikiergfor the degrees of freedom of thecopula,
to the best of our knowledge. Our simulation studies illistrthe good frequentist performance of
the posterior distribution associated to the proposedctitagepriors. They also show that the posterior
distribution associated to these priors is easier to safmme (due to the truncated and discrete nature
of the prior), and lead to sensible inferences. For whatiiceons the multivariateé distribution, we
have compared the frequentist properties of the proposed for three alternative options presented
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Figure 7: Swiss Market Index vs. Swiss reinsurer data: (gjddram of Swiss Market Index data; (b)
Histogram of Swiss reinsurer data data; and (c) Predictweour plots associated to the LBP and levels
=(2,4,8,16,32,64,128,256,512,1024,2048)).

in literature. Overall, the loss-based prior appears t@ dietter results, in particular for the larger
dimension considered. Furthermore, its performance ierstable, in particular for relatively large
values ofv.

Although we have focused on low-dimensional scenarios imapplications and simulations, the
extension of the proposed prior distributions to higheratisions is immediate. Since the proposed pri-
ors are based on the Kullback—Leibler divergence, we acletne the well-known practical difficulty
of calculating this divergence in higher dimensions. Hoevein the context of copula modelling, it has
been largely advocated the use of the pair-copula decotigugiather than a direct use of a multivariate
copula, as a means to model complex patterns of tail depeec@k@@. The pair-copula decom-
position is used to construct multivariate distributiormséd on bivariate copulas associated to pairs of
variables. Since we have fully addressed the construcfipniars for the bivariaté-copula, our results
may serve as a framework for modelling data in higher dinmssvia the pair-copula construction.

In the real data example presented in Sedtioh 5.2, we havigedossymmetric Studentmarginals
since they were appropriate in our context. However, giver the proposed prior does not depend
on the choice of the marginals, it is possible to employ mailile marginal distributions, such as
the two-piece Student{see Rubio and Steel, 2015 for an extensive discussion dathidy of two-
piece distributions), in order to capture skewness andyh&ls. LLQiSﬁﬂﬁLdl.L(ZQll;JD.QLéSS) pro-
posed an objective prior for the degrees of freedom paranetdne univariate two-piece Student-
distribution, which is constructed using the loss-basedcjple discussed in Sectidd 3. They show
that this prior does not depend on the skewness parametéthanit coincides with that proposed
in [Villa and Walkelr (2014) for the univariate Studentlistribution (see Sectidd 3). For the skewness

parameter, Leisen etlal. (2017; in pfess) employ the nomirdtive prior proposed in_Rubio and Steel
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M). Thus, the Bayesian model applied in Sedtioh 5.2 eagalily extended to capture skewness on
the marginals by using these ideas.
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