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Abstract

Copulas have gained widespread popularity as statistical models to represent depen-
dence structures between multiple variables in various applications. The minimum infor-
mation copula, given a finite number of constraints in advance, emerges as the copula
closest to the uniform copula when measured in Kullback-Leibler divergence. In prior
research, the focus has predominantly been on constraints related to expectations on mo-
ments, including Spearman’s ρ. This approach allows for obtaining the copula through
convex programming. However, the existing framework for minimum information copulas
does not encompass non-linear constraints such as Kendall’s τ . To address this limita-
tion, we introduce MICK, a novel minimum information copula under fixed Kendall’s τ .
We first characterize MICK by its local dependence property. Despite being defined as
the solution to a non-convex optimization problem, we demonstrate that the uniqueness
of this copula is guaranteed when the correlation is sufficiently small. Additionally, we
provide numerical insights into applying MICK to real financial data.

1 Introduction

Uncertainty modelling, aiming at identifying the true distribution in real world under limited
prior knowledge, is a fundamental approach widely used in the areas of operations research
and finance. Since most of real data are multivariate and dependent on each other, it is
essential to include knowledge about dependencies in these distributions. Common methods
to achieve this is the use of copulas [14].

Meeuwissen and Bedford [13] introduced a distribution for uncertainty analysis, called
the minimum information copula. Let I =

∫
[0,1]2 p(x, y) log p(x, y)dxdy be the information of

a bivariate copula p(x, y) defined on [0, 1]2, which is also the negative of Shannon entropy.
The minimum information copula is defined as a copula obtained by minimizing I under a
constraint on its correlation E[xy]. Roughly speaking, the belief in this approach is that we
should opt for the least informative distribution when the true one is misspecified by following
the maximum entropy principle proposed by Edwin Jaynes [10], which is fundamental in
physics.
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Minimizing the information (or equivalently maximizing the Shannon entropy) of the un-
known distribution has become a popular approach for uncertainty modelling. For example,
the maximum entropy copula is used to analyze drought risks by Yang et al. [22], stream by
Kong et al. [11], and rainfall by Qian et al. [18] . Also in statistical literature, the similar
problems were considered, while the problem setting varies slightly. Pougaza and Mohammad-
Djafari [17] considered the problem of maximizing Tsallis and Renyi entropies and derived
new copula families. Butucea et al. [2] considered the maximum entropy copula with given di-
agonal section. Piantadosi et al. [16] considered a class called checkerboard copula. This class
has a finite number of regions on which probability is uniformly distributed. The checkerboard
copula is known to be one of the approximations of continuous copula. Through this approxi-
mation, the problem of dealing continuous copula density is changed to the problem of dealing
with a checkerboard copula having a step function density, which let us apply methods for
finite probability spaces. Samo [19] used the similar idea to estimate the mutual information.
Furthermore, the minimum information checkerboard copula with several constraints on mo-
ments of the distribution has been extensively studied by Bedford and Wilson [1], and Sei [20].
Overall, although the specific notions and domains of interest varies in each studies, the most
natural distribution is obtained by minimizing the information under given constraints.

However, it is notable that these studies on minimum information copulas only cover the
linear constraints as prior knowledge. Many of the previous works on minimum information
copulas assume the use of rank correlations and moments estimated from real world data as
the constraints given to the optimization problem. Spearman’s ρ and Kendall’s τ are two
examples of rank correlations widely known and used. While Spearman’s ρ is dealt with by
Meeuwissen and Bedford [13], Kendall’s τ cannot be handled in similar manner due to the
fact that Kendall’s τ is not a linear notion with respect to the joint density.

1.1 Our contribution

In this study, we investigate the minimum information checkerboard copula under fixed
Kendall’s τ (MICK) from both theoretical and algorithmic aspects. This work extends the cov-
erage of the previous minimum information copulas, especially those proposed by Meeuwissen
and Bedford [13] and Piantadosi et al. [16], where the similar problem setting with Spear-
man’s ρ was the main focus. The key difference is that the optimization problem to obtain
the copula unfortunately becomes non-convex in our setting, which makes it unable to apply
the similar arguments from previous studies.

Specifically, we first characterise MICK from the local dependence. The most famous no-
tion of local dependence is log odds ratio, which is the discrete version of the local dependence
function proposed by Holland and Wang [8]. We show that the slight variant of log odds ratio,
which we name pseudo log odds ratio, plays a central role in determining MICK. In doing so,
we introduce a novel non-orthogonal basis to represent the space of checkerboard copulas.

Moreover, we guarantee the uniqueness of MICK under a condition that the dependence
is not strong enough. Although it does not lead to the uniqueness of MICK in every set-
ting, we conjecture that the result is consistent for every Kendall’s τ from several reasons.
In our proof, we show the convexity at every stationary point of the optimization problem
for MICK by calculating the Hessian matrix. Due to the continuity of the objective func-
tion (the information I), the uniqueness of the stationary point and the global optimum is
guaranteed [7].
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Additionally, we offer numerical insights into the application of MICK to real financial
data, emphasizing its practical contributions. We present a greedy method for computing
MICK numerically, leveraging the unique characteristic of this copula—its constant pseudo
log odds ratio. This algorithm overcomes the shortcomings of the minimum information
copula in terms of tractability and computational limitations in practice.

1.2 Paper organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: In Section 2, we review the relationship between
copulas and rank correlations, and describe a general minimum information copula framework.
In Section 3, we present our problem setting and provide theoretical characterizations of
MICK. Section 4 highlights the commonalities and differences between MICK and MICS
through a parallel argument. Section 5 is devoted to applications in practice. Finally, in
Section 6, we conclude the study and suggest future directions.

2 Rank correlations and minimum information copulas

2.1 Copulas and checkerboard copulas

A d-dimensional copula is a joint distribution function on [0, 1]d with uniform marginals
(see, e.g. Nelsen [14]). In this paper, we exclusively deal with bivariate (two-dimensional)
absolutely continuous copulas.

Definition 1 (Copula Density). A bivariate copula density is a function c : [0, 1]2 → [0,∞)
that satisfies the following properties:∫ 1

0
c(x, y) dx = 1,∀y ∈ [0, 1] (1)

and ∫ 1

0
c(x, y) dy = 1,∀x ∈ [0, 1]. (2)

As a method for discretely approximating continuous copulas, a checkerboard copula is
defined almost everywhere using a step function on multiple uniform subdivisions of [0, 1]2. For
simplicity, we assume all subdivisions to be identical square regions: Dij = ( i−1

n , i
n)× ( j−1

n , jn)
for i = 1, . . . , n and j = 1, . . . , n. A checkerboard copula density can be considered identical
to a square matrix P through the following relationships [20]:

p(x, y) = n2pij ((x, y) ∈ Dij),

where p(x, y) is a checkerboard copula density and P = (pij) is a n × n matrix. Since these
two expressions of the checkerboard copula are equivalent up to scale, we do not distinguish
these two expressions and call P a checkerboard copula in this paper.

Definition 2 (Checkerboard copula). A n × n checkerboard copula is a n × n non-negative
matrix P = (pij) such that

n∑
i=1

pij =
n∑

j=1

pij =
1

n
.
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Here, we present two extreme examples of the checkerboard copula.

Example 1 (Uniform checkerboard copula). A n×n uniform checkerboard copula is a matrix
with size n× n, where all entries have the value of 1

n2 : P = (pij), pij =
1
n2 ∀i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

Example 2 (Comonotone checkerboard copula). A n × n comonotone checkerboard copula
is represented as a diagonal matrix with size n× n : P = Diag( 1n , . . . ,

1
n).

Note that using this expression, nP is a doubly stochastic matrix with all row sums and
column sums being 1. In other words, there exists a one-to-one correspondence between a
checkerboard copula and a doubly stochastic matrix. We refer to Durrleman et al. [5] for the
definition of the checkerboard copula density using characteristic functions that is consistent
with Definition 2, and Piantadosi et al. [16] and Kuzmenko et al. [12] for the more formal
definition of checkerboard copulas.

2.2 Dependences

Dependence between two different variables has always been of great interest in statistics, and
numerous measures have been studied to assess it. Among them, Kendall’s τ and Spearman’s
ρ are widely used due to their invariance to marginal transformations. These measures, also
referred to as rank correlations, are solely determined by the copula function.

Definition 3 (Kendall’s τ , Spearman’s ρ (e.g., Nelsen, 2006 [14])). Let X and Y be contin-
uous random variables whose copula is C. Then, the population version of Kendall’s τ and
Spearman’s ρ for X and Y is given by

τX,Y = 4

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
C(u, v)dC(u, v)− 1,

and

ρX,Y = 12

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
C(u, v)dudv − 3,

respectively.

Also, the checkerboard copulas version of the rank correlations was derived based on these
definitions in Durrleman et al. [5].

Theorem 1 (Kendall’s τ of checkerboard copula (Durrleman et al., Theorem 15 [5])). Let
P = (pij) a checkerboard copula of the size n× n. Let Ξ = (ξij) ∈ Rn×n where

ξi,j =


1 if i = j

2 if i > j

0 if i < j

(3)

then Kendall’s τ of the checkerboard copula P is

τP = 1− tr(ΞPΞP⊤). (4)
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Theorem 2 (Spearman’s ρ of checkerboard copula (Durrleman et al., Theorem 16 [5])). Let
P = (pij) a checkerboard copula of the size n× n. Let Ω = (ωij) ∈ Rn×n where

ωij =
1

n2
(n− i+ 1

2
)(n− j + 1

2
)

then Spearman’s ρ of the checkerboard copula P is

ρP = 12

(
tr(ΩP )− 1

4

)
.

One of the differences between these two measures is that Kendall’s τ is quadratic, while
Spearman’s ρ is linear with respect to P . While this difference may be considered trivial in
usual applications, it becomes crucial in our specific problem setting presented in the next
section.

2.3 Minimum information copulas

A minimum information copula is a copula that satisfies constraints while having the mini-
mum information relative to the uniform copula. This copula is introduced by Bedford and
Wilson [1] as a solution to the issue of under-specification, where the goal is to determine the
true distribution from limited information. Chen and Sei [3] specifically developed a proper
score for it.

Definition 4 (Minimum information copulas [1]). Let h1(x, y), . . . , hK(x, y) be given func-
tions and α1, . . . , αK ∈ R. Then, the copula density c that minimizes∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
c(x, y) log c(x, y)dxdy

subject to ∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0
c(x, y)hk(x, y)dxdy = αk (k = 1, . . . ,K)

is called the minimum information copula density.

Remark 1. Throughout this paper, we define 0 log 0 = 0.

To operationalize the concept of the minimum information copulas, the discretized version
was also considered in Bedford and Wilson [1], which we refer to as minimum information
checkerboard copula.

Definition 5 (Minimum information checkerboard copula). Let h1(x, y), . . . , hK(x, y) be
given functions and α1, . . . , αK ∈ R. Then, the checkerboard copula P = (pij) that mini-
mizes

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

pij log pij

subject to
n∑

i=1

pij =
1

n
,

n∑
j=1

pij =
1

n
,
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pij ≥ 0,

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

pijhk,ij = αi (k = 1, . . . ,K),

is called the minimum information checkerboard copula, where hk,ij is the value of hk(x, y) at
the centers of each grid of the checkerboard copula. Its unique solution is known to have the
form

pij = AiBj exp

(
K∑
k=1

θkhk,ij

)
,

where Ai and Bj are for normalization.

An important example of minimum information checkerboard copulas arises when Spearman’s
ρ is specified by a constraint, referred to as MICS for short. Equivalent problems were explored
by Meeuwissen and Bedford [13] and Piantadosi et al. [16].

Example 3 (Minimum information checkerboard copula under fixed Spearman’s rank corre-
lation (MICS)). MICS is defined as the optimal solution of the following problem:

minimize

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

pij log pij ,

s.t.
n∑

i=1

pij =
1

n
,

n∑
j=1

pij =
1

n
,

pij ≥ 0,

12

(
tr(ΩP )− 1

4

)
= µ,

where µ is a given constant. Its optimal solution is given by

pij = AiBj exp

(
12θ(

i

n
− 1

2n
− 1

2
)(
j

n
− 1

2n
− 1

2
)

)
, (5)

where Ai and Bj are for normalization. This problem is a finite-dimensional convex pro-
gramming, where the objective function is strictly convex. Due to compactness, the optimal
solution exists and is unique [1]. While these previous researches assume linear constraints,
they are not equipped to handle non-linear constraints, making them less suitable for certain
data samples. Therefore, we will explore a new class of copula where we fix Kendall’s tau, a
common example of a non-linear constraint.

3 The proposed checkerboard copula

In this section, we present our proposed checkerboard copula MICK, which stands for the
“minimum information checkerboard copulas under fixed Kendall’s rank correlation”. Since
the results from previous research only apply to problems with linear constraints, they do not
extend to MICK. This is because Kendall’s τ cannot be expressed linearly with respect to
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the copula. Moreover, the constraint fixing Kendall’s τ to a constant is indeed non-convex,
making the optimization problem less tractable.

We first state our problem setting in Section 3.1. Then, a novel non-orthogonal basis
to represent the space of checkerboard copulas is introduced in Section 3.2. By using this
representation, two main characteristics of MICK are shown. First, we characterise MICK
by its pseudo log odds ratio, a variant of usual log odds ratio in Section 3.3. Secondly, the
uniqueness of MICK is confirmed in Section 3.4 under a weak assumption on the value of
Kendall’s τ .

Furthermore, we provide in Section 4 a better understanding of these results through
parallel discussions between MICK and MICS. Section 5 is devoted to numerical contributions.

3.1 Problem Setting and notations

The optimization problem for MICK, which is our main interest, is formulated as follows:

(P) Minimize

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

pij log pij

s.t.
n∑

i=1

pij =
1

n
,

n∑
j=1

pij =
1

n
,

0 ≤ pij ,
1− tr(ΞPΞP⊤) = µ,

where µ (∈ [0, 1− 1
n ]) is a given constant and

Ξ =


1 0 . . . 0

2 1
. . .

...
...

. . .
. . . 0

2 . . . 2 1

 .

Remark 2. We only consider the case where dependence is positive without loss of generality.
When µ < 0, the problem can be reduced to µ > 0 by sorting the columns in reverse order
from i = 1, . . . , n to i = n, . . . , 1.

Here, we introduce some notations for other matrices used in the following sections of this
paper. We denote the n× n identity matrix as En, and Jn as the n× n all-one matrix. Also,
we use

V =


0 −1 . . . −1

1 0
. . .

...
...

. . .
. . . −1

1 . . . 1 0

 = Ξ− Jn ∈ Rn×n,

W =


Jn Ξ . . . Ξ

Ξ⊤ Jn
. . .

...
...

. . .
. . . Ξ

Ξ⊤ . . . Ξ⊤ Jn

 = −(V ⊗ V ) + Jn2×n2 =
1

2
(Ξ⊗ Ξ⊤ + Ξ⊤ ⊗ Ξ) ∈ Rn2×n2

,
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A =



1 0 . . . 0

−1 1
. . .

...

0 −1
. . . 0

...
. . .

. . . 1
0 . . . 0 −1


∈ Rn×(n−1),

and

A† =
1

n


n− 1 −1 . . . . . . −1
n− 2 n− 2 −2 . . . −2
...

...
. . .

. . .
...

1 1 1 . . . −(n− 1)

 ∈ R(n−1)×n,

where ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product. With these notations, A†A = En−1 and AA† =
En − 1

nJn hold. In other words, A† is a left inverse matrix of A, which is obviously full-rank.
In the context of solving optimization problem (P), the existence and uniqueness of the

optimal solution are of great interest. The objective function of (P) is continuous, and the
feasible region is compact; thus, a global minimum point exists. However, the uniqueness
of the optimal solution cannot be guaranteed immediately since the last constraint in (P) is

non-convex. For example, consider a checkerboard copula P =

1
9

2
9 0

1
9 0 2

9
1
9

1
9

1
9

. Then, it follows

that

0.0925 = τ 1
2
P+ 1

2
P⊤ <

1

2
τP +

1

2
τP⊤ = 0.0987, (6)

where τP denotes Kendall’s τ of the checkerboard copula P . Hence, the feasible region of (P)
is not convex. The non-convexity of Kendall’s τ can also be confirmed by representing it as a
quadratic form using W (or V ) and the vectorization operator on a square matrix:vec(P ) =
(p11, p12, · · · , pn−1,n, pn,n)

⊤, P ∈ Rn×n.

Lemma 1. Let P = (pij) be a checkerboard copula and p = vec(P ). Then,

τ = 1− tr(ΞPΞP⊤) = 1− p⊤Wp = p⊤(V ⊗ V )p,

The proof is done by tedious algebraic calculations. The Hessian matrix of Kendall’s τ is
W , and it is a non-semidefinite matrix. Due to the non-convex nature of the problem, the
uniqueness of the optimal solution cannot be guaranteed immediately, in contrast to MICS in
Example 3. However, we show in Section 3.4 that under a weak assumption that Kendall’s τ
is small enough, the optimal solution is unique.

3.2 Mass transfer operation and the space of checkerboard copulas

Geometric interpretations are useful approach to understand checkerboard copulas. The space
of discrete copulas was studied by Piantadosi et al. [16] and Perrone et al. [15], for instance.
Piantadosi et al. [16] reformulated the representation of copulas using the fact that each doubly
stochastic matrix is a convex combination of permutation matrices, thanks to Birkhoff–von
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Neumann theorem. Let P1 = [p1,ij ], . . . , Pn! = [pn!,ij ] ∈ Rn×n be the permutation matrices.
The theorem states that there exists a convex combination

pij =
n!∑
k=1

αkpk,ij , such that
n!∑
k=1

αk = 1, αk ≥ 0.

This representation, however, is redundant in that the combination is not determined uniquely
for each checkerboard copula. Instead, we attempt to represent checkerboard copulas using
the following (non-orthogonal) basis.

Let us define a n×n matrix T ij = eie
⊤
j +ei+1e

⊤
j+1−eie

⊤
j+1−ei+1e

⊤
j (i, j = 1, 2, . . . , n−1),

where ei denotes i-th unit column vector. In other words, T ij is a zero matrix, except for
one 2× 2 submatrix located at the s(i, j)-entry, (i+ 1, j)-entry, (i, j + 1)-entry, (i+ 1, j + 1)-

entry, where it takes the form:

(
1 −1
−1 1

)
. Then, the space of checkerboard copula can be

expressed as a subspace of a (n− 1)2 dimensional vector space equipped with non-orthogonal
basis {T ij}, i.e., there exist unique real numbers {p′ij} such that

P = U +
n−1∑
i=1

n−1∑
j=1

p′ijT
ij , (7)

where U(= 1
n2Jn) denotes a uniform checkerboard copula, serving as an origin point of this

space. In this context, the symbol ′ is used solely to denote the new coordinates resulting
from the change in basis and is not used to represent derivatives. It is also convenient to
introduce a vector space corresponding to checkerboard copulas. Let p = vec(P ), p′ =
(p′1,1, p

′
1,2, . . . , p

′
n−1,n−2, p

′
n−1,n−1)

⊤, and tij = vec(T ij). Then, Equation (7) can be rewritten
as

p =
1

n2
1n2 +

n−1∑
i=1

n−1∑
j=1

p′ijt
ij =

1

n2
1n2 + (A⊗A)p′. (8)

Note that to ensure that P is a checkerboard copula, there are implicit constraints on p′ij
to prevent any entry in P from becoming negative, although explicitly expressing these con-
straints is challenging. By rearranging Equation (8), it is possible to obtain (p′ij)s from (pij)s:

p′ = (A† ⊗A†)(p− 1

n2
1n2) = (A† ⊗A†)p,

where ⊗ denotes the Kronecker product. We provide two examples to understand this new
representation.

Example 4 (Uniform copula). p′ij = 0 (∀i, j) indicates the uniform copula P = 1
n2Jn.

Example 5 (Comonotone checkerboard copula). p′ij =
1
n2 min (i, j)(n−max (i, j)) = min (i,j)

n (1−
max (i,j)

n ) indicates the n× n comonotone checkerboard copula P = 1
nEn.

Now, we provide an intuitive interpretation of the basis {T ij} from a different perspective.
From the definition of T ij , increasing the coordinate p′ij in equation (7) means to first choose
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any 2 × 2 region on a checkerboard copula P and then transfer probability mass from two
anti-diagonal entries to the other two diagonal entries. In other words, its diagonal regions
increase by ∆(> 0) while its anti-diagonal regions increase by −∆, keeping its row sum and
column sums the same. This movement guarantees that P is still a checkerboard copula after
the transfer. When you start from a uniform copula and try applying it as many times as
possible on a copula, you will eventually arrive at the co-monotone copula. With this new
basis {T ij}, the space of checkerboard copulas can be visualized for better understanding
of their properties. The space of discrete I × J bivariate copulas is known to correspond
to a polytope called generalized Birkhoff polytope. When I = J = n, it corresponds to a
Birkhoff polytope, noted as Bn, which has n! vertices corresponding to permutation matrices.
Therefore, the optimization problem (P) is a problem where we find a minimum information
discrete distribution on intersection of Bn and K, where K denotes the curve surface with a
constant Kendall’s rank correlation.

Since the space of checkerboard copulas with large gridsize cannot be depicted because the
degree of freedom is larger than three, we provide two examples with small degree of freedom
in Figure 1 and Figure 2 for descriptive purposes. However, note that Example 6 assumes
rectangle mesh grids instead of square mesh grids for the checkerboard copula.

Example 6 (3× 2 checkerboard copulas). Expression of a copula P in new coordinates is

P =

p11 p12
p21 p22
p31 p32

 =

1
6

1
6

1
6

1
6

1
6

1
6

+ p′11

 1 −1
−1 1
0 0

+ p′21

 0 0
1 −1
−1 1

 .

Note that there are constraints on pijs : 0 ≤ pij ,
∑3

i=1 pij =
1
2(j = 1, 2) and

∑2
j=1 pij =

1
3(i =

1, 2, 3). These constraints lead to those on p′ijs as well : |p′11| ≤ 1
6 , |p

′
21| ≤ 1

6 , |p
′
11 − p′21| ≤ 1

6 .
In this example, the region where Kendall’s tau equals to the constant µ is represented as

1− tr(ΞPΞP⊤) = µ⇔ 4

3
p′11 +

4

3
p′21 = µ,

which is depicted as a line in Figure 1.

Example 7 (3× 3 checkerboard copulas). Expression of a copula P in new coordinates is

P =

p11 p12 p13
p21 p22 p23
p31 p32 p33

 =

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

+ p′11

 1 −1 0
−1 1 0
0 0 0

+ p′21

 0 0 0
1 −1 0
−1 1 0


+ p′12

0 1 −1
0 −1 1
0 0 0

+ p′22

0 0 0
0 1 −1
0 −1 1

 .

The degree of freedom is four. To reduce its dimension so that it can be visualized in the 3
dimensional space, we assume symmetric matrices here temporarily, i.e., p′12 = p′21. Then, we
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have

P =

p11 p12 p13
p21 p22 p23
p31 p32 p33


=

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

1
9

+ p′11

 1 −1 0
−1 1 0
0 0 0

+ p′12

 0 1 −1
1 −2 1
−1 1 0

+ p′22

0 0 0
0 1 −1
0 −1 1

 .

In this example, the region where Kendall’s tau equals to the constant µ is represented as

2p′11p
′
22 − 2p′212 +

8

9
(p′11 + p′22 + 2p′12) = µ,

which is depicted in Figure 2 as a curved surface.

3.3 Main result 1: Pseudo log odds ratio of MICK is constant everywhere

Assume that all entries of checkerboard copulas are strictly positive. For every 2 × 2 sub-
matrices of the matrix associated with MICK, we state that the variant of well-known odds
ratio always takes a constant value. This is derived by considering the stationary conditions
for the problem (P).

Lemma 2 (Variation of Kendall’s tau). Let P = (pij) be a checkerboard copula. Consider a
small change ϵT ij(ϵ ∈ R) on P . The variation of Kendall’s tau is

τ(P + ϵT ij)− τ(P ) = 2ϵ(pij + pi+1,j+1 + pi+1,j + pi,j+1) +O(ϵ2)

as ϵ → 0. The value pij + pi+1,j+1 + pi+1,j + pi,j+1 is positive, meaning that Kendall’s tau
always increases when ϵ is positive and small.

Proof of Lemma 2:

(tij)⊤Wp = (
n∑

k=1

n∑
l=1

wn(i−1)+j,kpkl)− (
n∑

k=1

n∑
l=1

wn(i−1)+j+1,kpkl)

− (
n∑

k=1

n∑
l=1

wni+j,kpkl) + (

n∑
k=1

n∑
l=1

wni+j+1,kpkl)

=
n∑

k=1

n∑
l=1

(wn(i−1)+j,k − wn(i−1)+j+1,k − wni+j,k + wni+j+1,k)pkl

= −pi,j − pi,j+1 − pi+1,j − pi+1,j+1

Let τP be Kendall’s tau of P and τP+ϵT ij be that of P + ϵT ij . It follows that

τ(P + ϵT ij)− τ(P ) = (1− (p+ ϵtij)⊤W (p+ ϵtij))− (1− p⊤Wp)

= p⊤Wp− (p+ ϵtij)⊤W (p+ ϵtij)

= −2ϵ(tij)⊤Wp− ϵ2(tij)⊤W tij

= 2ϵ(pij + pi,j+1 + pi+1,j + pi+1,j+1) +O(ϵ2).
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Fig. 1: Visualization of 3×2 checkerboard copulas space. The irregular hexagon in the figure
represents the domain of a checkerboard copula. Ovals inside it represents the contour lines
of the information of copulas. The line corresponds to a region where Kendall’s τ remains
constant.

Fig. 2: Visualization of 3 × 3 checkerboard copulas space. The polyhedron in the figure
represents the domain of a checkerboard copula. The curved surface corresponds to a region
where Kendall’s τ remains constant.
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Lemma 3. Let ηij = pij + pi+1,j + pi,j+1 + pi+1,j+1. Then, it follows that

1− Tr(ΞPΞP⊤) = 1− Tr(ΞP̃ΞP̃⊤) +O(ϵ2)

as ϵ→ 0, where

P̃ = P + ϵ(T ij − ηij
ηi′j′

T i′j′).

This lemma states Kendall’s tau is invariant under the operation ϵ(T ij − ηij
ηi′j′

T i′j′), ignoring

the O(ϵ2) term. The proof is straightforward from Lemma 2.

Lemma 4 (Variation of the objective function). Let P = (pij) be a checkerboard copula.
Consider a small change ϵT ij(ϵ ≪ 1) on P . The variation of the objective function in the
optimization problem (P) is

I(P + ϵT ij)− I(P ) = ϵ log
pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
+O(ϵ2)

as ϵ→ 0, where I(P ) =
∑n

i=1

∑n
j=1 pij log pij.

Proof of Lemma 4.
∂

∂pij
(
∑
i

∑
j

pij log pij) = log pij + 1,

so the increase in the information of P by the operation ϵT ij is

ϵ(log pij + 1) + ϵ(log pi+1,j+1 + 1)− ϵ(log pi+1,j + 1)− ϵ(log pi,j+1 + 1) = ϵ log
pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
.

Two variations from Lemma 2 and Lemma 4 lead to the following main statement.

Theorem 3. The following value is constant for every 2× 2 submatrices

(
pij pi,j+1

pi+1,j pi+1,j+1

)
on an n× n MICK:

1

pij + pi+1,j + pi+1,j + pi+1,j+1
log

pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
,

where i, j = 1, . . . , n− 1. We name this common value “pseudo log odds ratio” of MICK.

Proof of Theorem 3. The tangent space of the surface τ(P ) = µ is spanned by T ij −
ηij
ηi′j′

T i′j′ for all i, j, i′, j′. The stationary condition for the optimization problem (P) is

log
pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
− ηij
ηi′j′

log
pi′,j′pi′+1,j′+1

pi′+1,j′pi′,j′+1
= 0,

where ηij is defined in Lemma 3. By rearanging this equation, we obtain

pi′,j′ + pi′+1,j′ + pi′,j′+1 + pi′+1,j′+1

pij + pi+1,j + pi,j+1 + pi+1,j+1
log

pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
− log

pi′,j′pi′+1,j′+1

pi′+1,j′pi′,j′+1
= 0

13



and

1

pij + pi+1,j + pi,j+1 + pi+1,j+1
log

pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
=

1

pi′,j′ + pi′+1,j′ + pi′,j′+1 + pi′+1,j′+1
log

pi′,j′pi′+1,j′+1

pi′+1,j′pi′,j′+1

for any pairs (i, j, i′, j′). For the last equation, note that both sides of the equation has the
same form for (i, j) and (i′, j′).

The interpretation of “pseudo log odds ratio” will be provided in Section 4 along with the
comparison between MICK and MICS.

3.4 Main result 2: MICK exists uniquely when Kendall’s τ is small

As Theorem 3 only states the sufficient condition of the optimal solution of (P), we are
naturally interested in the uniqueness of it. As our main result, we state that when the given
Kendall’s rank correlation (or the corresponding pseudo log odds ratio) is small enough, the
optimal solution becomes unique despite the non-convexity of the problem.

Theorem 4. Consider all possible Lagrange multipliers corresponding to the last constraint
of (P). The optimization problem (P) has a unique optimal solution when all the Lagrange
multipliers are less than 2.

The proof follows by considering the information on an arbitrary curve passing through a
stationary point and calculating the Hessian there. Local convexity of the information on
every stationary points leads to the statement [7]. The complete proof is given in A.

The following propositions support the assertion that the Lagrange multiplier becomes
small when µ = τ(P ) is set small, indicating the unique existence of MICK when Kendall’s τ
is sufficiently small. Here, we show that λ becomes small when µ is small from the stationary
condition

log pij + 1 + λ(Wp)ij − αj − βi = 0, λ, αj , βi ∈ R (9)

and the constraint on Kendall’s τ , τ(P ) = 1 − tr(ΞPΞP⊤) = µ. Specifically, we show that
0 < λ < 2 when µ < n−6. We leave it as future work to investigate whether the upper bound
of µ can be chosen independently of the gridsize n.

Lemma 5. Let P = (pij) a checkerboard copula. Then, there exist i < i′ and j < j′ such that
at least one of the following conditions holds:
(i) pij ≥ n−2 and pi′j′ ≥ n−2

(ii) pi′j ≥ n−2 and pij′ ≥ n−2

Proof. Since the sum of P is 1, there exists at least one pair i, j such that pij ≥ n−2. Now,
assuming that for all i′ ̸= i and j′ ̸= j, we have pi′j′ < n−2, from the conditions of copulas, it
follows that for j′ ̸= j, pij′ = n−1 −

∑
i′ ̸=i pi′j′ > n−2. Furthermore, pij +

∑
j′ ̸=j pij′ > n−1,

which contradicts the copula condition. Therefore, there exists some i′ ̸= i and j′ ̸= j such
that pi′j′ ≥ n−2. The indices can be rearranged accordingly.

Proposition 1. 0 < λ < 2 when µ < n−6.
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First, Kendall’s τ can be rewritten as

τ(P ) = p⊤(V ⊗ V )p = 2
∑
i<i′

∑
j<j′

(pijpi′j′ − pij′pi′j). (10)

Next, from Lemma 2 and (9) for any i < i′ and j < j′, we have

log
pijpi′j′

pij′pi′j
= −λ{(Wp)ij + (Wp)i′j′ + (Wp)ij′ + (Wp)i′j} (11)

= λ
i′−1∑
k=i

j′−1∑
l=j

(pkl + pk+1,l + pk,l+1 + pk+1,l+1). (12)

Therefore, each term in (10) becomes

pijpi′j′ − pij′pi′j = (pijpi′j′ + pij′pi′j)
eλr(i,j,i

′,j′) − 1

eλr(i,j,i′,j′) + 1
,

where we define r(i, j, i′, j′) =
∑i′−1

k=i

∑j′−1
l=j (pkl + pk+1,l + pk,l+1 + pk+1,l+1).

Here we show τ(P ) ≥ n−6 when λ ≥ 2. It suffices to show that there exist i < i′ and
j < j′ such that pijpi′j′ − pij′pi′j > n−6. From Lemma 5, there exists i < i′ and j < j′ such
that pijpi′j′ + pij′pi′j ≥ n−4. Moreover,

eλr(i,j,i
′,j′) ≥ 1 + λr(i, j, i′, j′)

≥ 1 + 2(pij + pi′j′ + pij′ + pi′j)

≥ 1 +
4

n2
.

Therefore,

pijpi′j′ − pij′pi′j = (pijpi′j′ + pij′pi′j)
eλr(i,j,i

′,j′) − 1

eλr(i,j,i′,j′) + 1

= (pijpi′j′ + pij′pi′j)(1−
2

eλr(i,j,i′,j′) + 1
)

≥ n−4(1− 2

(1 + 4
n2 ) + 1

)

≥ n−6.

Proposition 2. µ increases monotonically with respect to λ.

Proof. From the mean value theorem, there exists a constant ζ such that

log
pijpi′j′

pij′pi′j
= log pijpi′j′ − log pij′pi′j =

1

ζ
(pijpi′j′ − pij′pi′j),

0 < min (pijpi′j′ , pij′pi′j) ≤ ζ ≤ max (pijpi′j′ , pij′pi′j).

Therefore, it follows from (12) that for any i < i′ and j < j′,

pijpi′j′ − pij′pi′j = ζλr(i, j, i′, j′),

where ζ and r(i, j, i′, j′) are always positive. Hence, τ(P ) = µ, represented as in (10), is
monotonically increasing with respect to λ.
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4 The comparison between MICK and MICS

The argument in the previous section applies not only to MICK but also to MICS. Here, we
draw parallel lines between our MICK and MICS from previous studies. Let us review the
optimization problem for MICS, mentioned in Example 3.

Minimize
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

pij log pij

s.t.
n∑

i=1

pij =
1

n
,

n∑
j=1

pij =
1

n
,

0 ≤ pij ,
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

hijpij = µ, where hij = 12

(
i

n
− 1

2n
− 1

2

)(
j

n
− 1

2n
− 1

2

)
.

The only difference between the problem settings of MICK and that of MICS is the last
constraint; MICK fixes Kendall’s τ but MICS fixes Spearman’s ρ. However, this difference
is not trivial because the convexity of the optimization problem differs. While Kendall’s τ
becomes a non-convex constraint, Spearman’s ρ becomes a convex constraint. In this section,
we demonstrate that while MICK and MICS are similar models, they exhibit distinct proper-
ties from various perspectives, including optimal solutions, odds ratios, and total positivity.
Results are summarized in Table 1.

4.1 Optimal solutions

Unfortunately, the Lagrangian method becomes intractable for MICK. Differing from MICK,
MICS is more tractable due to the linearity of Spearman’s ρ and the convexity of its op-
timization problem. Specifically, MICS is known to exist uniquely and is represented in a
manner reminiscent of the exponential family: pij = AiBj exp (θhij), where hij = 12( i

n −
1
2n −

1
2)(

j
n −

1
2n −

1
2). Here, Ai and Bj are intractable normalization functions and θ is the natural

parameter corresponding to the Lagrangian multiplier of the optimization problem above. See
Meeuwissen and Bedford [13] and Bedford and Wilson [1] for more information of MICS.

4.2 Log odds ratio and pseudo log odds ratio

In Section 3, we derived the stationary condition for MICK and obtained the characterization
of MICK through the “pseudo log odds ratio”. In doing so, we compared the variation
of Kendall’s τ and the variation of the objective function, which is the information of the
checkerboard copula with respect to the infinitesimal movement using T ij . This flow of
arguments also applies to MICS. Since the difference in Spearman’s ρ between checkerboard
copulas P and P + ϵT ij is calculated as

ρ(P + ϵT ij)− ρ(P ) = 12(tr(Ω(P + ϵT ij)− 1

4
)− 12(tr(ΩP )− 1

4
)

= 12ϵtr(ΩT ij)

= 12ϵ
1

n2
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for any ϵ (> 0). The last equality follows from the definition of the matrix Ω : ωi,j =
1
n2 (n− i+ 1

2)(n− j +
1
2). Therefore, ρP+ϵT ij−ϵT i′j′ = ρP for different (i, j) and (i′, j′). From

the stationary condition, we have 2ϵ log
pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
− 2ϵ log

pi′,j′pi′+1,j′+1

pi′+1,j′pi′,j′+1
= 0, meaning that

log odds ratio log
pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
is constant for every 2 × 2 submatrices of MICS. This result is

consistent with the known formulation pij = AiBj exp
(
12θ( i

n −
1
2n −

1
2)(

j
n −

1
2n −

1
2)
)
: log

odds ratio of MICS is calculated as

log
pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
=

12

n2
θ. (13)

Here, note that the intractable normalizing functions Ai, Ai+1, Bj , Bj+1 cancel out during
the calculation.

On the other hand, pseudo log odds ratio 1
pij+pi+1,j+1+pi+1,j+pi,j+1

log
pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
is constant

for every 2 × 2 submatrices of MICK. In a different perspective, when we specify one point
on MICK, log odds ratio around that point is proportional to the sum of probability mass
around that point. Compared to MICS where log odds ratio is constant everywhere, it can
be interpreted that MICK puts more mass on regions with stronger positive dependence.

In summary, MICK is defined by Kendall’s τ , but it can also be characterized by the pseudo
log odds ratio. Similarly, MICS is defined by Spearman’s ρ, but it can alternatively be specified
by the log odds ratio. In essence, these ratios can be viewed as model parameters, with the
strength of positive dependence monotonically increasing with respect to these parameters.

4.3 Total positivity

Finally, we argue that MICK possesses preferable dependence properties known as “total
positivity”. A function of two variables f is said to be TP2 (short for “total positivity of
order two”) when f(x, y)f(x′, y′) ≥ f(x, y′)f(x′, y) for any pairs (x, y) and (x′, y′), where
x < x′ and y < y′. Moreover, total positivity of higher order is defined as follows.

Definition 6 (Total positivity [13]). A density f(x, y) is called totally positive of degree n
(TPn) if and only if for all x1 ≤ x2 ≤ · · · ≤ xn and for all y1 ≤ y2 ≤ · · · ≤ yn matrix M with
elements mij = f(xi, yj) obeys det(M) ≥ 0.

Recently, Fuchs and Tschimpke [6] studied total positivity of copulas. Here, we show that
MICK is TP2. To show it, we first introduce the relaxed problem of (P). By relaxing the last
equality constraint in (P), we obtain the following problem (RP):

(RP) Minimize
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

pij log pij

s.t.

n∑
i=1

pij =
1

n
,

n∑
j=1

pij =
1

n
,

0 ≤ pij ,
1− tr(ΞPΞP⊤) ≥ µ (µ ≥ 0).

Note that relaxing in the opposite direction is invalid, as it always results in the uniform
copula. The fact that this relaxation problem (RP) is non-convex as well is evident from
Example 6.
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Lemma 6. All entries of the optimal solution of (RP) are strictly positive.

Proof. Let P ∗ denote the optimal solution of (RP). Assume p∗i′,j′ = 0 (i′, j′ ∈ {1, . . . , n− 1})
for a single entry of P ∗. Here we show this contradicts to the optimality of P ∗. Consider a

different checkerboard copula P ′ = P ∗+ ϵTi′,j′ , where 0 < ϵ <
p∗
i′+1,j′p

∗
i′,j′+1

p∗
i′+1,j′+1

. By Lemma 2, we

have τP ′ > τP ∗ = µ. Hence, P ′ belongs to the feasible set of (RP). Finally, we show that P ′

takes the better optimal value than P ∗. The optimal value for the solution P is calculated as
I(P ) =

∑n
i=1

∑n
j=1 pij log pij . Following Lemma 4, the difference in optimal values is

I(P ′)− I(P ∗) = (p∗i′,j′ + ϵ) log (p∗i′,j′ + ϵ)− p∗
i′,j′ logp

∗
i′,j′

+ (p∗i′+1,j′+1 + ϵ) log (p∗i′+1,j′+1 + ϵ)− p∗i′+1,j′+1 log p
∗
i′+1,j′+1

− {(p∗i′+1,j′ + ϵ) log (p∗i′+1,j′ + ϵ)− p∗i′+1,j′ log p
∗
i′+1,j′}

− {(p∗i′,j′+1 + ϵ) log (p∗i′,j′+1 + ϵ)− p∗i′,j′+1 log p
∗
i′,j′+1}

= ϵ log ϵ+ ϵ log
p∗i′+1,j′+1

p∗i′+1,j′p
∗
i′,j′+1

< 0.

Since (RP) is a minimization problem, this contradicts to the optimality of P ∗.

Lemma 7. The optimal solution of (RP) is not a relatively inner point.

Proof. The objective function is convex on the set {P = (pij) |
∑

j pij =
1
n ,
∑

i pij =
1
n , pij ≥

0} and its stationary point is uniquely P = 1
n2Jn, where Jn is a n×n all-one matrix. Assume

that the global optimal of (RP) P ∗ is relatively inner point. Then, P ∗ is a stationary point,
thus P ∗ = 1

n2Jn. However, 1
n2Jn is clearly not in feasible set of (RP), which leads to the

contradiction.

Lemma 8. The optimal solution of (P) and that of (RP) is equal.

Proof. It suffices to show that the global optimal of (RP) belongs to the feasible region of
(P), since (RP) is the relaxation of (P). Let the global optimal point of (RP) be P ∗ =
(pij) (i, j = 1, . . . , n). In Lemma 7, it is shown that P ∗ is not a relatively inner point,
meaning that P ∗ must satisfy either or both of the following: (i) p∗ij = 0 for some (i, j), (ii)

1− Tr(ΞP ∗Ξ(P ∗)⊤) = µ. However, (i) is excluded due to Lemma 6.

These lemmas guarantee that MICK is TP2.

Proposition 3. MICK is TP2.

Proof. Let a copula P ∗ = (p∗ij) be a MICK, i.e., the optimal solution of (P). From Lemma 6, all
entries are strictly positive. Moreover, P ∗ is also the optimal solution of (RP) from Lemma 8.
Here, we assume P ∗ is not d-TP2 and show contradiction. For some i, j ∈ {1, . . . , n − 1},

there exists a 2 × 2 submatrix

(
p∗i,j p∗i,j+1

p∗i+1,j p∗i+1,j+1

)
of P ∗ such that its determinant is strictly

negative: p∗i,jp
∗
i+1,j+1 − p∗i+1,jp

∗
i,j+1 < 0. Then, since Lemma 2 and log

p∗i,jp
∗
i+1,j+1

p∗i+1,jp
∗
i,j+1

< 0 hold,

P ∗ + ϵT ij (ϵ≪ 1) achieves smaller objective value while remaining inside the feasible region
of (RP). This contradicts with the optimality of P ∗.
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Remark 3. The density function of MICS is TP2 as well. It is further known to be TPn for
any n ∈ N, i.e., TP∞ [13].

Table 1: Comparison between MICK and MICS

MICK MICS

Objective function Information Information

Constraint Kendall’s τ Spearman’s ρ

Variation by adding ϵT ij(ϵ≪ 1) 2(pi,j + pi+1,j + pi,j+1 + pi+1,j+1)ϵ+O(ϵ2) 12
n2 ϵ

Convexity of the problem non-convex convex

The optimal solution pi,j A closed form is not known ∝ exp
(
12θ( i

n −
1
2n −

1
2)(

j
n −

1
2n −

1
2)
)

Total positivity of density TP2 TP∞

Constant value
pseudo log odds ratio

1
pij+pi+1,j+1+pi+1,j+pi,j+1

log
pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1

log odds ratio

log
pijpi+1,j+1

pi+1,jpi,j+1
= 12

n2 θ

5 Application

The majority of previous works on the minimum information copula were devoted to theoret-
ical developments. On the other hand, the practical use of this specific copula has not been
sufficiently studied. In this section, we demonstrate the application of MICK and MICS.

5.1 Numerical calculation

To utilize MICK for real data analysis, one needs to be able to compute it numerically. One
naive approach is to use numerical solvers to directly obtain optimal solutions for (P), or (RP)
since the solutions are identical as in Lemma 8. However, computational limitations become
problematic. Empirically, it is difficult to reach the optimal solution due to the iteration
limit when the gridsize n is larger than 10. Instead, we can take advantage of the results in
Theorem 3. We have already confirmed that pseudo log odds ratio is constant on MICK, thus
the numerical solution can be obtained as the following Algorithm 1:
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Algorithm 1 Greedy calculation of MICK

Require: pseudo log odds ratio r
1: M ← an n× n uniform copula
2: while converge do

3: Choose a 2× 2 submatrix

(
pij pi,j+1

pi+1,j pi+1,j+1

)
of M .

4: Solve
1

pij + pi+1,j + pi,j+1 + pi+1,j+1
log

(pij + δ)(pi+1,j+1 + δ)

(pi+1,j − δ)(pi,j+1 − δ)
= r

5: Update

(
pij pi,j+1

pi+1,j pi+1,j+1

)
→
(

pij + δ pi,j+1 − δ
pi+1,j − δ pi+1,j+1 + δ

)
6: end while
7: return M

The procedure 4 is to just solve a quadratic equation w.r.t. δ and thus computationally
efficient. Figure 3 shows the numerically obtained 30 × 30 MICK under µ = 0.5. Note
that Algorithm 1 requires in advance the value of pseudo log odds ratio instead of the rank
correlation. The explicit relationship between pseudo log odds ratio and Kendall’s τ remains
unknown, however, it is possible to numerically specify the appropriate value of pseudo log
odds ratio by binary search due to its monotonicity with respect to Kendall’s τ . See Appendix
C. for more details on this method.

Fig. 3: MICK, n = 30, µ = 0.5, pseudo log odds ratio = 2.9

In addition, Algorithm 1 can also be applied to calculating MICS numerically when the
procedure 4 is modified into

log
(pij + δ)(pi+1,j+1 + δ)

(pi+1,j − δ)(pi,j+1 − δ)
= r′,

where r′ denotes the value of log odds ratio. In practice, MICS becomes intractable numer-
ically since the normalizing function is unknown. However, when we use our algorithm, this
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problem is overcome.

5.2 Modelling dependence between two financial time series

Aiming at the comparison between modelling using MICK and MICS, we demonstrate a
plausible way to fit these copulas to real data in this subsection. Since these checkerboard
copulas are equivalent to square matrices, they are numerically tractable.

Parameter estimation of these copulas can be done in an empirical manner using rank
correlations, similar to the moment-based estimation. First, the data are preprocessed into
order rank statistics. Then, the sample version of Kendall’s τ/Spearman’s ρ is calculated
from observed data. Finally, we obtain MICK/MICS either by solving (P) or (RP) with
numerical solvers, or by calculating the corresponding pseudo log odds ratio/log odds ratio
(see Appendix C.) and then following Algorithm 1.

We used log-return of daily stock price datasets, specifically the Dow Jones Average and
S&P500, which is displayed in Figure 4. All data were collected from Pandas-Datareader. The
data length was 1635. We observed four important statistics, the sample Kendall’s tau τ , the
sample Spearman’s rho ρ, empirically estimated lower tail dependence λu%L = Pr[F2(X2) <

u/100 | F1(X1) < u/100] (u = 1, 5), and empirically estimated upper tail dependence λu%U =
Pr[F2(X2) > (100− u)/100 | F1(X1) > (100− u)/100] (u = 1, 5), summarized as

(τobs, ρobs, λ5%,obs
L , λ5%,obs

U , λ1%,obs
L , λ1%,obs

U ) = (0.802, 0.939, 0.827, 0.753, 0.812, 0.937).

Fig. 4: log return of Dow Jones Average and S&P 500

As a result, the outputs from Algorithm 1 are depicted in Figure 6 and Figure 7 as scat-
ter plots. The statistics of 150 samples randomly sampled from these checkerboard copulas
are summarized in Table 2. Table 2 reveals that the simulation data generated with MICK
exhibits a greater tail dependence coefficient than when using MICS. This suggests a more
realistic capture of tail dependence in comparison. Nevertheless, it falls short of adequately
representing the actual tail dependence in real-world observed data, which surpasses these
values significantly. Several studies mention the advantages of using Kendall’s tau in financial
time series analysis [4] [9]. However, our results suggest from an information-theoretic per-
spective that merely knowing the true value of Kendall’s tau is not sufficient to explain the
tail dependence observed in financial time series. Refining the exact modeling of tail depen-
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Fig. 5: log return of Dow Jones Average vs S&P 500 (preprocessed)

dence within the framework of the minimum information copula (or entropy maximization)
is a direction for future research.

Fig. 6: Simulation scattering of MICK (τ =
0.802)

Fig. 7: Simulation scattering of MICS (ρ =
0.909)
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Table 2: The statistics of observed and simulated data

Observed Simulated MICK Simulated MICS

τ 0.802 0.801 0.774

ρ 0.939 0.949 0.939

λ5%L 0.827 0.467 0.367

λ5%U 0.753 0.471 0.369

λ1%L 0.812 0.112 0.086

λ1%U 0.937 0.115 0.086

6 Discussion

6.1 Relationship with Optimal Transport

Finally, we point out the relationship between discrete version of minimum information copula
and entropic optimal transport problem additionally.

In some articles, the equivalency between the minimum information copula and the op-
timal transport problem is mentioned [20]. More specifically, the optimization problem for
a minimum information copula is known to be equivalent to the optimal transport problem
with entropy regularization. In fact, both Lagrangian coincides:

L(P, α, β) =
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

(Dijpij)+
1

λ

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

(pij log pij−pij)+
n∑

i=1

αi([P1n]i−
1

n
)+

n∑
j=1

βj([P
⊤1n]j−

1

n
),

where α ∈ Rn and β ∈ Rn are the Lagrangian multipliers and Dij represents the cost of the
transport from i to j. MICS is also included in this case.

Analogously, the optimization problem (P) for MICK can also be interpreted as a new
variant of optimal transport with entropy regularization controlled by parameter 1

λ :

min 1−
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

n∑
p=1

n∑
q=1

pijppqξipξqj +
1

λ

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

(pij log pij − pij)

=

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

n∑
p=1

n∑
q=1

pijppqvijpq +
1

λ

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

(pij log pij − pij),

s.t.

n∑
i=1

pij =
1

n
,

n∑
j=1

pij =
1

n
,

with its Lagrangian being

L = 1−
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

n∑
p=1

n∑
q=1

pijppqξipξqj +
1

λ

n∑
i=1

n∑
j=1

(pij log pij − pij) +
n∑

i=1

αi([P1n]i −
1

n
) +

n∑
j=1

βj([P
⊤1n]j −

1

n
).
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As well as usual optimal transport problems, this problem can be interpreted as a bipartite
graph matching: Let G = (U ∪ V,E) be a bipartite graph with n2 transport edges, where
|U | = |V | = n. Pick any couple of two edges. The cost vijpq = −(ξip− 1)(ξqj − 1) becomes +1
when the two edges i→ j and p→ q intersect, 0 if either start or goal of two edges coincides,
and −1 otherwise. The amount of mass is calculated as the multiplication of two transported
masses. Here, we want to minimize the summation of each mass multiplied by each associated
cost.

6.2 Further extensions

There has been an increasing interest in copula entropy theories as a solution to misspeci-
fication issue [1]. The concept of maximizing entropy corresponds to minimum information
copulas since the famous Shannon entropy and information are closely linked. In this pa-
per, we formulated a minimum information checkerboard copula under fixed Kendall’s rank
correlation and named it MICK.

MICK is originally defined as the optimal solution of a non-convex programming. We
confirmed that it can also be characterised in another way by the variant of odds ratio (pseudo
log odds ratio). This result implies the global dependence is determined by the series of the
local dependence. Taking advantage of this property, we constructed a quick algorithm to
obtain MICK numerically even with a large grid size, enabling us to apply it to real data
analysis.

Since the concept of MICK is simplified, the extension of MICK is straightforward. First,
the constraints to specify the copula density could be more general. In recent works, the
expectation of a certain function, such as moments of the distribution, was only assumed as
the constraints. We extended this to a second-order constraint in this work. Specifically,
we focused on a single constraint that fixes Kendall’s τ and also made a comparison with
another important notion, Spearman’s ρ. Recently, statistical notions that measure the de-
pendence between multiple random variables in various domains, such as distance correlation.
Extending the results to these is a future work of interest.

Furthermore, applying MICK to higher dimensions is of great interest. We developed
MICK only for bivariate checkerboard copula in this paper. However, the results can be
applied to three or more variables since the notion of information and Kendall’s τ are not
specific to bivariate cases. In three dimensional case for example, the given constraint should
be fixing Kendall’s τ for the trivariate checkerboard copula P : p⊤(V ⊗ V ⊗ V )p.

Last but not least, other than Shannon entropy considered in this paper, Tsallis entropy
and Renyi entropy should also be discussed. It is possible that Tsallis entropy associated
with power-law distribution naturally leads to copulas with heavier tail dependence, which is
preferable for risk analysis in finance.
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A Proof for Theorem 4.

Proof. To provide a sufficient condition for the uniqueness of MICK, we employ Gabrielsen [7],
which states that it is sufficient to investigate the objective function at the stationary points
under fairly weak assumptions.

Beforehand, we start from showing the monotonicity of Kendall’s τ with respect to the
coefficients of T ijs.

Lemma 9. Let Q denote the n× n anti-comonotone checkerboard copula:

Q =


0 · · · 0 1

n
... . .

.
. .
.

0

0 . .
.

. .
. ...

1
n 0 · · · 0

 .

Then, for any checkerboard copula P , there exists non-negative aijs such that

P = Q+
n−1∑
i=1

n−1∑
j=1

aijT
ij .

Proof. Define T̃ ijkl as T̃ ijkl = eie
⊤
j + eke

⊤
l − eie

⊤
l − eke

⊤
j (1 ≤ i < k ≤ n, 1 ≤ j < l ≤ n).

Then, it holds that

T̃ ijkl =

k−1∑
i′=i

l−1∑
j′=j

T i′j′ .

Note that row sums and columns sums of P −Q are all fixed to zero, and adding non-negative
combination of various −T ijs or even −T̃ ijkls does not change any of these sums. Moreover,
the anti-diagonal entries of P −Q are all non-positive, and non-negative elsewhere:

P −Q =


+ · · · + −
... . .

.
. .
.

+

+ − . .
. ...

− + · · · +

 ,

where + denotes a non-negative entry and − denotes a non-positive entry. Here we show that
adding various −T ij to P −Q repetitively leads to a zero matrix, which is equivalent to the
statement.

Let πij denote the (i, j)-th entry of the matrix P − Q, where 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n. First, we
add

∑n−1
i=1 πi1(−T̃ i,1,n,2) +

∑n−1
j=3 πn,j(−T̃n−1,2,n,j) to P − Q, aiming at eliminating positive

entries in the first column and in the last row. The first term is intended to eliminate
πi1 (i = 1, · · · , n − 1) and the second term to eliminate πn,j (j = 3, · · · , n). Note that πn,1
becomes zero since the column sum of the first row is zero, and then πn,2 also becomes zero
since the row sum of the last row is zero. Moreover, πn−1,2 results in non-positive because
πi,2 (i = 1, . . . , n − 2) always stay non-negative and the column sum of the second row is
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always zero. Hence, the original matrix results in

P −Q+
n−1∑
i=1

πi1(−T̃ i,1,n,2) +
n−1∑
j=3

πn,j(−T̃n−1,2,n,j) =



0 + · · · + −
...

... . .
.

. .
.

+

0 + − . .
. ...

... − + · · · +
0 0 · · · · · · 0


,

We observe that the (n−1)× (n−1) submatrix on upper right has identical signs with P −Q.
This indicates that the repetition of this operation leads to zero matrix.

From Lemma 2 and Lemma 9, the following lemma immediately follows.

Lemma 10. For any checkerboard copula P (̸= Q), τ(αP + (1 − α)Q), Kendall’s τ of the
convex combination of Q and P , is strictly increasing with respect to α, where α ∈ [0, 1].

Proof. It suffices to show d
dατ(αP + (1− α)Q)

∣∣
α=1
≥ 0, since P can be chosen arbitrarily.

From Lemma 9,

p− q =
n−1∑
i=1

n−1∑
j=1

aijt
ij , aij ≥ 0

for any checkerboard copula P , where p = vec(P ) and q = vec(Q). Using Lemma 2, the
derivative of Kendall’s τ with respect to α is

d

dα
τ(αP + (1− α)Q)

∣∣∣∣
α=1

= 2{α(−p⊤Wp+ p⊤Wq) + (1− α)(q⊤Wq − p⊤Wq)}
∣∣∣
α=1

= p⊤W (p− q)

=
n−1∑
i=1

n−1∑
j=1

−2aijp⊤W tij

> 0

From symmetry, the following lemma is also true.

Lemma 11. Let R denote the comonotone checkerboard copula. For any checkerboard copula
P ( ̸= R), τ(αR + (1 − α)P ), Kendall’s τ of the convex combination of P and R, is strictly
increasing with respect to α, where α ∈ [0, 1].

Due to the monotonicity of τ , we can find a star set that corresponds to the set of
checkerboard copulas with the same value of Kendall’s τ .

Lemma 12. Let Q denote the anti-comonotone checkerboard copula and R denote the comono-
tone checkerboard copula. Let QR denote a line βR + (1 − β)Q, where β ∈ [0, 1]. For any
checkerboard copula P , a curve through P , keeping the value of Kendall’s τ the same, is
connected to QR.
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Proof. From Lemma 11, τ(γP+(1−γ)R) ≥ τ(P ), where γ ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore, from Lemma 10
and intermediate value theorem, there exists a unique T such that τ(T ) = τ(P ), where T is
a convex combination of Q and γP + (1 − γ)R. For γ ∈ [0, 1], the orbit of T forms a curve
through P where Kendall’s τ stays constant, which is obviously connected to QR.

Lemma 13. Let

S = {p ∈ Rn2 | p = vec(P ),
n∑

i=1

Pij =
n∑

j=1

Pij =
1

n
, τ(P ) = µ}

Ω̄′ = {xij =
aij∑
k,l akl

| P = Q+
n−1∑
i=1

n−1∑
j=1

aijT
ij},

Ω̄ = {xij =
aij∑
k,l akl

| P = Q+

n−1∑
i=1

n−1∑
j=1

aijT
ij , vec(P ) ∈ S},

Ω̄ ⊂ Ω̄′ ⊂ R(n−1)2−1.

Then,
(i) S has a one-to-one correspondence with Ω̄.
(ii) Ω̄ is a star domain.

Proof. The existence of the one-to-one correspondence follows from the monotonicity of τ
with respect to aij stated in Lemma 10. We denote the projection from S to Ω̄ as x = x(p).
Here, we consider x0 ∝ x(vec(R)), which clearly exists due to Lemma 10 and the intermediate
value theorem. Then, Ω̄ is a star domain with its center being x0 because for any p ∈ S, the
curve passing through p mentioned in the proof of Lemma 12 and the convex combination of
x0 and x(p) is a one-to-one correspondence.

Hence, the objective function of (P) can be considered as a function on Ω̄ instead. Let
f(x), x ∈ Ω̄ denote this function, then the problem can be reformulated as minimizing f(x)
on Ω̄. We wish to employ Theorem 2.1 of Gabrielsen [7], however, unfortunately it cannot
be applied directly because f(x) ̸= 0, x ∈ ∂Ω̄, where ∂Ω̄ denote the boundary of Ω̄. Here we
introduce a different objective function g(x) that does not alter the stationary points inherent
in the problem (P), and satisfies g(x) = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω̄ simultaneously. Such g exists in fact due
to the following argument.

Let Ω ⊂ R(n−1)2−1 be an open set, whose closure is Ω̄. Then, Ω is a bounded star domain.
Denote the boundary of Ω by ∂Ω. For each v ∈ S = {v ∈ R(n−1)2−1 | ∥v∥ = 1}, we can find
a unique t∗(v) > 0 such that x0 + t∗(v)v ∈ ∂Ω since Ω is a star. Since S is compact and
t∗ : S → R is continuous, there exist twice differentiable continuous functions t1 and t2 on S
such that t∗(v) − ε < t1(v) < t2(v) < t∗(v). Let Ω1 = {x0 + tv | v ∈ S, 0 ≤ t < t1(v)} and
Ω2 = {x0 + tv | v ∈ S, 0 ≤ t < t2(v)}. Since x0(∝ x(vec(R))) is a inner point of Ω because

R = Q+
∑n−1

i=1

∑n−1
j=1

2min (i,j)(1−max (i,j))
n2 T ij , the following lemma holds.

Lemma 14. There exists ε > 0 such that df(x0+tv)
dt ≥ 1 for any v ∈ S and t ∈ [t∗(v)−ε, t∗(v)).

Then, we can find a function g : Ω→ R such that
(i) g(x) = f(x) for x ∈ Ω1,
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(ii) g is C2 on Ω2,
(iii) g(x) =M for x ∈ Ω\Ω2, where M = 1 + supx∈Ωf(x), and
(iv) the stationary points of g ∈ Ω2 coincide with those of f .

Proof. Let ϕ be a smooth increasing function on R such that ϕ(t) = 0 for t ≤ 0 and ϕ(t) = 1
for t ≥ 1. Define a function g by

g(x0 + tv) =

{
f(x0 + tv)− ϕ

(
t−t1(v)

t2(v)−t1(v)

)
{M − f(x0 + tv)} (t ≤ t2)

M (t > t2)

Then the conditions (i) to (iv) are satisfied.

Therefore, the problem reduces to proving the uniqueness of the optimal solution of the
following problem:

Minimize g(x)−M

s.t. x ∈ Ω2.

Here, its feasible region is limited from Ω to Ω2 because the stationary points of g (or f) are in
Ω2. Due to Lemma 14, g(x)−M = 0 on x ∈ ∂Ω2. Therefore, Gabrielsen [7] can be applied to
this problem. Clearly, Ω2 is connected because it is a star. Ω2 is also non-empty and open, its
closure Ω2 is compact, and the objective function g(x)−M is twice continuously differentiable
on Ω2, we confirm the remaining conditions: Hessian is positive-definite at stationary points
in Ω2.

Finally, we argue that Hessian matrix at every stationary points is positive-definite. Note
that the local convexity on stationary points is invariant under the smooth coordinate trans-
formation. For the convenience of notation, the transpose symbol ⊤ in quadratic forms is
omitted in the following proof when it is obvious.

Let P0 be an optimal solution of (P) and Pt be a curve parameterized by t (∈ R) with a
constant Kendall’s τ . In A, the symbol ′ denotes the derivative in terms of t. Since Kendall’s
τ is written as τ = 1− tr(ΞPΞP⊤) = 1− pWp, pt satisfies the followings:

ptWpt = const.

p′tWpt = 0.

p′′tWpt + p′tWp′t = 0,

where p′t and p′′t are first and second derivative of pt w.r.t. t, respectively. The objective
function F along this curve is

Ft =
∑
i

∑
j

Pt,ij logPt,ij .

By taking derivatives with respect to the parameter t, we have

F ′
t =

∑
i

∑
j

P ′
t,ij(logPt,ij + 1),

F ′′
t =

∑
i

∑
j

P ′′
t,ij(logPt,ij + 1) +

P ′2
t,ij

Pt,ij
.
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The Lagrangian is written as

L =
n∑

i=1

n∑
j=1

Pij logPij − λ(1− tr(ΞPΞP⊤)− µ)−
∑

αj(
n∑

i=1

Pij −
1

n
)−

∑
βi(

n∑
j=1

Pij −
1

n
).

Since P0 is the optimal solution, P0 should satisfy the following stationary condition:

∂L
∂Pij

= logPij + 1 + λ(Wp)ij − αj − βi = 0.

Therefore, with t = 0,

F ′′
t = −

∑
i

∑
j

P ′′
t,ijλ(Wpt)n(i−1)+j +

∑
i

∑
j

P ′′
t,ij(αj + βi) +

∑
i

∑
j

P ′2
t,ij

Pt,ij

For any t, row sums and columns sum are constants:
∑

i Pij = 1
n ,
∑

j Pij = 1
n . Hence, by

taking derivatives with t,
∑

i P
′′
t,ij = 0,

∑
j P

′′
t,ij = 0. Therefore,

F ′′ = −
∑
i

∑
j

λ(pt
′′
n(i−1)+j(Wpt)n(i−1)+j) +

∑
i

∑
j

P ′2
t,ij

Pt,ij

= −λpt′′Wpt + pt
′Diag(

1

pt,n(i−1)+j
)pt

′

= λpt
′Wpt

′ + pt
′Diag(

1

pt,ij
)pt

′

= pt
′(Diag(

1

pt,ij
) + λW )pt

′

when t = 0.
Now, we consider changing the basis by

p = (A⊗A)q + 1

n2
1n2 ,

where p ∈ [0, 1n ]
n2
, q ∈ R(n−1)2 . Then, by incorporating p′t = (A⊗A)q′t, we have

F ′′ = (q′t)
⊤(A⊗A)⊤Diag(

1

p0,ij
)(A⊗A)q′t + λ(q′t)

⊤(A⊗A)⊤W (A⊗A)q′t.

Define D1 = (A ⊗ A)⊤Diag( 1
p0,ij

)(A ⊗ A) and D2 = (A ⊗ A)⊤W (A ⊗ A). From tedious

calculation, D2 = −M ⊗M , where

M =


0 −1 . . . 0

1 0
. . .

...
...

. . .
. . . −1

0 . . . 1 0

 = Toeplitz(1, 0,−1) ∈ Rn×n.

The problem is to examine whether D1 + λD2 is positive-definite. Here, we seek to evaluate

|λv⊤D2v
v⊤D1v

|. It is easy to see that |λv⊤D2v
v⊤D1v

| < 1 for any v ∈ Rn2
is a sufficient condition for
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the positive-definiteness of D1 + λD2. First, we evaluate |v⊤D2v
v⊤D1v

| as follows. Note that D1 is

positive-definite thus v⊤D1v is always positive.

max
v

v⊤D2v

v⊤D1v
= max

v

v⊤D2v

v⊤LL⊤v

= max
x,x=L⊤v

x⊤L†(−M ⊗M)(L†)⊤x

x⊤x

≤ λmax(L
†(−M ⊗M)(L†)⊤),

where

L = (A⊗A)⊤Diag(
1
√
p0

)

and
L† = Diag(

√
p0)(A

† ⊗A†)⊤.

Similarly, minv
v⊤D2v
v⊤D1v

≥ λmin(L
†(−M ⊗M)(L†)⊤). Therefore, |v⊤D2v

v⊤D1v
| is upper bound by the

eigenvalue of (L†(−M ⊗M)(L†)⊤) with maximum absolute value.
Now, the target matrix of interest can be transformed as follows:

L†(−M ⊗M)(L†)⊤ = Diag(
√
p0)(A

† ⊗A†)⊤(−M ⊗M)(A† ⊗A†)Diag(
√
p0)

= −Diag(
√
p0)(X ⊗X)Diag(

√
p0),

where X = (A†)⊤MA†. Through tedious algebraic calculations, we have

X = Toeplitz

(
−n− 2

n
,−n− 4

n
, . . . ,

n− 2

n
, 0,−n− 2

n
,−n− 4

n
, . . . ,

n− 2

n

)
,

Diag(
√
p0)(X ⊗X)Diag(

√
p0) is a block matrix, and its (i, j)-th block is

XijDiag(
√
pi1, . . . ,

√
pin)XDiag(

√
pj1, . . . ,

√
pjn).

Hence, the (k, l)-th entry of (i, j)-th block (k, l, i, j = 1, . . . , n) is written as

XijXkl
√
pik
√
pjl.

The range of eigenvalues of −Diag(
√
p0)(X ⊗ X)Diag(

√
p0) is specified by Gershgorin’s

theorem for block operetors. The radius of the Gershgorin circle is determined by absolute
column sums in a single block.

Theorem 5 (Gershgorin’s Theorem for Block Matrices(Tretter, 2008. section 1.13 [21])).
Let n ∈ N and A = (Aij) a block matrix with symmetric diagonal entries Aii. If we define

Gi = σ(Aii) ∪ {λ : |λ− σ(Aii)| ≤
n∑

j=1,j ̸=i

∥Aij∥},

for i = 1, . . . , n, where ∥ · ∥ denotes a submultiplicative norm, then

σ(A) ⊂
n⋃

i=1

Gi.
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Note that all diagonal blocks of the target matrix are zero matrices, thus σ(Aii) = 0 and
the centers of each circle are zero. For any block B of the target matrix, the Frobenius norm
of B is calculated as

∥B∥F = |Xij |
√∑

k

∑
l

(Xkl
√
pik
√
pjl)2

≤ |Xij |
√∑

k

∑
l

pikpjl

=
1

n
|Xij |,∑

j ̸=i

∥Bij∥F ≤
n∑

j=1

1

n
|Xij |

≤ 1

n

n− 2

2

<
1

2
.

Since Frobenius norm is submultiplicative, we may apply the Gershgorin’s Theorem. There-
fore, the eigenvalues of Diag(

√
p0)(X ⊗X)Diag(

√
p0) (or −Diag(

√
p0)(X ⊗X)Diag(

√
p0) as

well) are between −1
2 and 1

2 , which gives us |v⊤D2v
v⊤D1v

| ≤ 1
2 .

We conclude that under |λ| < 2, |λv⊤D2v
v⊤D1v

| = |λ||v⊤D2v
v⊤D1v

| ≤ 1 thus D1 + λD2 is always

positive-definite, meaning that F ′′ is positive and F is locally strictly convex around every
stationary points of (P). By employing Theorem 2.1 in Gabrielsen [7], the stationary point of
(P) exists uniquely and the optimal solution as well.

B Relationship between pseudo log odds ratio and Kendall’s
τ / log odds ratio and Spearman’s ρ

Figure 8 shows the correspondence between pseudo log odds ratio and Kendall’s τ of MICK.
Similarly, Figure 9 shows the correspondence between log odds ratio and Spearman’s ρ of
MICS. Note that this one-to-one correspondence has been proven to be true for MICS [20]
but has not been established yet for MICK. The monotonicity in Figure 9 is consistent with
the following theorem:

Theorem 6 (Theorem 4.3, Sei [20] ).

µ(θ) =
∂ψ

∂θ
,

where ψ is a convex function. Hence, µ(θ) is monotone:

∂µ(θ)

∂θ
=
∂2ψ

∂θ2
≥ 0.
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Fig. 8: pseudo log odds ratio vs τ for 30×30
MICK Fig. 9: log odds ratio vs ρ for 30× 30 MICS

Additionally, Table 3 and Table 4 are the correspondence tables showing the relation-
ship between Kendall’s τ/Spearman’s ρ and pseudo log odds ratio/log odds ratio depicted
in Figure 8 and Figure 9, respectively. In practice, these tables are useful for obtaining
MICK/MICS numerically using Algorithm 1. They interpret rank correlations into ratios
based on the one-to-one correspondence exhibited in Figure 8 and Figure 9. Hence, although
ratios cannot be calculated directly from observed samples, the values of ratios required as
input for Algorithm 1 can be obtained through the sample version of rank correlations.
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pseudo log odds ratio ρ τ information

0.300 0.091 0.060 -6.798
0.500 0.156 0.104 -6.789
1.000 0.309 0.208 -6.752
2.000 0.552 0.384 -6.624
3.000 0.707 0.511 -6.468
4.000 0.801 0.599 -6.315
5.000 0.858 0.662 -6.174
6.000 0.894 0.709 -6.048
7.000 0.918 0.744 -5.934
8.000 0.934 0.771 -5.832
9.000 0.945 0.792 -5.741

Table 3: Parameters of 30× 30 MICK

log odds ratio ρ τ information

0.001 0.066 0.044 -6.800
0.002 0.139 0.093 -6.792
0.003 0.209 0.140 -6.780
0.004 0.274 0.184 -6.763
0.005 0.334 0.225 -6.743
0.006 0.388 0.262 -6.721
0.007 0.437 0.296 -6.698
0.008 0.480 0.327 -6.674
0.009 0.518 0.355 -6.650
0.01 0.552 0.380 -6.626
0.02 0.742 0.534 -6.426
0.03 0.819 0.609 -6.287
0.04 0.859 0.656 -6.181
0.05 0.885 0.689 -6.096
0.06 0.902 0.713 -6.024
0.07 0.915 0.733 -5.962
0.08 0.925 0.749 -5.907
0.09 0.933 0.762 -5.859

Table 4: Parameters of 30× 30 MICS
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