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Abstract

Value at Risk (VaR) and Conditional Value at Risk (CVaR) have become the most popular
measures of market risk in Financial and Insurance fields. However, the estimation of both
risk measures is challenging, because it requires the knowledge of the tail of the distribution.
Therefore, tools from Extreme Value Theory are usually employed, considering that the tail data
follow a Generalized Pareto distribution (GPD). Using the existing relations from the parameters
of the baseline distribution and the limit GPD’s parameters, we define highly informative priors
that incorporate all the information available for the whole set of observations. We show how to
perform Metropolis-Hastings (MH) algorithm to estimate VaR and CVaR employing the highly
informative priors, in the case of exponential, stable and Gamma distributions. Afterwards, we
perform a thorough simulation study to compare the accuracy and precision provided by three
different methods. Finally, data from a real example is analyzed to show the practical application
of the methods.
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1. Introduction

Extreme value theory (EVT) is a branch of Statistics which comprehends the statistical tools
that allow us to model and forecast events that are more extreme than any previously observed,
called extreme values. It is widely employed in Climatology, to study extreme temperatures
[1], rainfall or floods [2]; but also in Finance and Insurance, mainly in Risk Management, for
estimation of financial reserves in insurance [3, 4, 5, 6].

A distribution that plays an important role in EVT is the Generalized Pareto distribution. Due
to its importance, several methods to estimate shape and scale parameters of the GPD have been
proposed. Classical methods require conditions on the shape parameter for the asymptotic theory
on which they are based, as it is shown in [7]. That is why Bayesian inference is advisable.
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There have been some attempts to estimate the parameters of the GPD employing Bayesian
techniques. The first one corresponds to [8], who employed Markov chain Monte Carlo (MCMC)
methods, [9] estimated shape parameter when it is positive and [10] applied Metropolis-Hastings
algorithm and Jeffrey‘s prior distribution. More recently, [11] employed all the data available
of the baseline distribution to perform estimations, based on existing relations between the
parameters of the baseline distribution and the parameters of the limit GPD, applying the same
strategy developed before in [12] for block maxima and Gumbel distribution.

In the field of Risk Theory, EVT is essential, because it allows us to study measures associated
to those data that differ significantly from most observations, mainly to those belonging to the
tail of the distribution. Most employed risk measures are Value at Risk (VaR) and Conditional
Value at Risk (CVaR) [13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19]. Some researchers have developed estimation
strategies for VaR and CVaR, such as [20] proposed a three-parameter Pareto distribution to
estimate VaR of a GPD, [21] studied estimations for VaR and CVaR considering heavy tail
distributions modelled by GPD; [22] proposed a weighted random bootstrap method to estimate
VaR by intervals, considering GPD. More recently, [23] showed the existing relation between
VaR and CVaR for GPD and proposed a generalization of CVaR for high order risks

In this work, we will focus on estimating VaR and CVaR for different baseline distributions,
employing Bayesian strategies similar to those proposed in [11] to estimate the parameters of the
GPD, by using highly informative priors, built with all the information available in the whole
dataset.

In Section 2, we introduce the definitions of VaR and CVaR and show their analytical expressions
or how to compute them, when it is possible, for GPD, Gamma distribution, and Stable distributions,
in particular for Cauchy and Normal distributions. In Section 3, we detail two Bayesian methods
based on Metropolis-Hastings (MH) algorithm to estimate VaR and CVaR and propose a new
method, considering highly informative priors, for exponential, stable and Gamma distributions.
Afterwards, we perform a thorough simulation study to compare the accuracy provided by the
three methods for the distributions considered, showing that the new method provides the best
estimations for VaR and CVaR in Section 4. Finally, in Section 5, a real example is studied to
provide a practical application of the methods.

2. Risk measures

As we commented in the Introduction, VaR and CVaR are usually the employed measures to
describe the tail of a loss distribution in a financial context.

Consider a continuous random variable X which represents the loss of an investment over a
certain time horizon.

Definition 1. Given a parameter 0 < p < 1, the Value at Risk (VaRp) of X is the p-quantile of
the distribution X

VaRp(X) = inf{c : P (X ≤ c) ≥ p} (1)

and the Conditional Value at Risk (CVaRp) of X is

CVaRp(X) = E
[
X | X ≥ VaRp(X)

]
(2)

VaRp is the maximum loss expected in the p · 100% of the best cases, while CVaRp is the
expected loss conditioned to the loss is bigger than VaRp. This measure is more sensitive to the
shape of the tail of the loss distribution.



[24] proposed an equivalent definition of CVaRp

CVaRp(X) =
1

1 − p

∫ 1

p
VaRq(X)dq

=
1

1 − p

∫ +∞

VaRp(X)
x f (x)dx (3)

where f (x) is the density function of X.
These measures depend on the distribution function of the observations, therefore in this work

we show how to compute them for GPD and Gamma distribution. Afterwards, we focus on stable
distributions and show how to compute VaR and CVaR for Cauchy and Normal distribution.

2.1. Generalized Pareto distribution

Peaks-over-threshold (POT) method is based on the property that the distribution of data
above a fixed threshold u can be approximated by a properly scaled Generalized Pareto distribution,
when u tends to the endpoint of the distribution [25, 26]. Therefore, to estimate VaRp, it is
necessary that p > u.

Definition 2. A random variable X is distributed as a GPD with shape parameter ξ and scale
parameter σ when its distribution function is

GPD(ξ, σ; x) =


1 −

(
1 + ξ

x
σ

)−1/ξ
if ξ , 0

1 − exp
(
−

x
σ

)
if ξ = 0

(4)

where ξ ∈ R, σ > 0, with support x ≥ 0 if ξ ≥ 0 and 0 ≤ x ≤ −
σ

ξ
if ξ < 0.

Notice that, when ξ = 0, GPD(0, σ) is the Exponential distribution with parameter λ =
1
σ

.

Proposition 1. Let X ∼ GPD(ξ, σ) be a random variable. Given a parameter 0 < p < 1,

VaRp(X) =
σ

ξ

[
(1 − p)−ξ − 1

]
(5)

CVaRp(X) =
σ

ξ

[
1

1 − ξ
(1 − p)−ξ − 1

]
(6)

For ξ = 0, X ∼ Exp(λ) and

VaRp(X) = −
1
λ

ln (1 − p) (7)

CVaRp(X) =
1
λ

[
1 − ln (1 − p)

]
(8)



2.2. Gamma distribution
Gamma distribution is often employed to model financial data, so it is widely applied in

the field of Risk Theory. When X ∼ Γ(α, β), it is impossible to find an analytic expression for
VaRp, because there is not such expression for the distribution function. However, by means
of Equation (3), it is possible to deduce CVaRp employing upper incomplete gamma function
Γ(a, x) =

∫ ∞
x ta−1e−tdt.

Proposition 2. Let X ∼ Γ(α, β) be a random variable. Given a parameter 0 < p < 1, the
Conditional Value at Risk (CVaRp) of X is

CVaRp(X) =
1

(1 − p)Γ (α) β
Γ
(
α + 1, βVaRp(X)

)
(9)

2.3. Stable distributions
Stable distributions are used to model physical and economic systems due to their important

properties. Defined by [27], they have been studied and applied in a financial context [5, 28].
Besides, [29] showed different estimates for VaR and CVaR for stable distributions. In previous
work [11], we explained the relationship between stable distributions and GPD in order to
compute estimations for the parameters of the GPD.

Proposition 3. Let Z ∼ Stable(1, 0) and X = aZ + b, with parameters a > 0 and b ∈ R. Given a
parameter 0 < p < 1,

VaRp(X) = aVaRp(Z) + b (10)

CVaRp(X) = aCVaRp(Z) + b (11)

2.3.1. Normal distribution
Normal distribution is one of the most used distributions in economic models and it has a

great interest in finance and insurance. Also, this distribution is one of the best known stable
distributions.

Proposition 4. Let X ∼ N(µ, σ) be a random variable with mean µ ∈ R and standard deviation
σ > 0. Given a parameter 0 < p < 1,

VaRp(X) = µ + σzp (12)

CVaRp(X) = µ +
σ

(1 − p)
√

2π
exp

{
−

1
2

z2
p

}
(13)

where zp is the p-quantile of Z ∼ N(0, 1).

2.3.2. Cauchy distribution
Cauchy distribution is a stable distribution with heavy tails, and it has the special characteristic

that it does not present finite moments, so it is not possible to determine its mean. Then, it is
impossible to define the risk measure CVaR. However, unlike Normal distribution, this time the
risk measure VaR can be computed theoretically.

Proposition 5. Let X ∼ C(γ, δ) be a random variable. Given a parameter 0 < p < 1, VaRp is
computed by

VaRp(X) = γ + δtan
[
π

(
p −

1
2

)]
(14)



3. Bayesian estimation methods

In this Section, we will show how Bayesian methods can be applied to estimate VaR and
CVaR for the GPD that models the tail of some distributions, which we call baseline distributions.
We will focus on the cases when the baseline distribution is Exponential, Gamma or Stable
(Cauchy or Normal).

Let X be a random variable with distribution function F(x; θ) (baseline distribution) and
define u as a threshold value. The random variable Xu = X−u | X > u represents the exceedances
over u. We know [25, 26] that for a sufficiently high threshold u, the random variable Xu follows
a scaled Generalized Pareto distribution, GPD(ξ, σ).

Regarding to the threshold choice, in financial context, the most usual way to select it is by
fixing the probability below the threshold pu, that is, by choosing the pu-quantile of X.

Proposition 6. Let u be the threshold defined as the pu-quantile of X. For a p parameter that
satisfies p > pu, the VaR and CVaR of X can be computed from the VaR and CVar of Xu, defined
by Proposition 1. Therefore,

VaRp (X) = u + VaRpt (Xu) (15)

CVaRp (X) = u + CVaRpt (Xu) (16)

where pt =
1 − p
1 − pu

.

Usual Bayesian method to estimate a parameter is based on the Metropolis-Hastings (MH)
algorithm. We will consider non-informative prior distributions to estimate the parameters of
the GPD using the random variable Xu (details of the method can be consulted in [11]) and
apply Proposition 6 to estimate VaR and CVaR. However, since this method only employs the
observations above the threshold, which are usually scarce, it provides skewed estimates oftenly.

To seize all the dataset, the idea of using all the observations from the baseline distribution
has already been employed in [11, 12]. We called this method Baseline MH method (BMH),
and in this work we apply it to the estimation of VaR and CVaR, which can be computed
straightforward. In this case, the problem can arise when we do not know the baseline distribution
of the data, which is quite usual in real situations.

The new method we proposed tries to solve these difficulties. It is also based on MH, but
employs can informative prior distribution for the parameters of the GPD, obtained from the
relationship between the parameters ξ and σ of the GPD and the parameters of the baseline
distribution. We called this method Informative Prior Baseline MH method (IPBMH) and it
allows to compute VaR and CVaR for Xu and by Proposition 6, the estimates for risk measures
of X can also be computed.

In this method, we give more weight to the tail values than to the values under the threshold.
In a first step, BMH is used to estimate the parameters of the baseline distribution that will be used
in the existing relationships. With them, highly informative prior distributions are constructed
for the parameters of the GPD, using only the excesses of the threshold.

Next, this method is presented for each baseline distribution, since it is necessary to know
the relationships between the baseline parameters and the GPD parameters.

Let xu =
(
x1

u, ..., x
m
u

)
be a sample of size m of the random variable Xu.



3.1. Exponential distribution

When the baseline distribution is an Exponential distribution with parameter λ, the tail distribution

Xu is the same as the underlying distribution. Therefore, we can establish the relationship λ =
1
σ

.
As a consequence, the following prior distribution can be considered to estimate σ

σ ∼ N (µσ, νσ)

with µσ =
1
λ

, where λ will be estimated by BMH.
As the prior distribution is highly informative, the probability of acceptance of the MH

algorithm is only affected by the likelihood functions, so the ratio can be computed as

rσ =
(
σ( j)

σ∗

)m

exp


(

1
σ( j) −

1
σ∗

) m∑
i=1

xi
u

 (17)

3.2. Stable distributions

Let Z ∼ Stable(1, 0) and X = aZ + b. For a threshold u, it is satisfied that Zu ∼ GPD(ξZ , σZ),
and consequently Xu ∼ GPD(ξZ , aσZ). Therefore, it is enough to find estimates for the parameters
ξZ and σZ . In [11], a simulation study is shown for the estimates of standard stable distributions
Normal and Cauchy, for a threshold u defined as the pu-quantile.

Table 1: Estimates for GPD’s parameters

distribution ξZ σZ

N(0, 1) −0.7 + 0.61pu 0.34 + 3.18(1 − pu) − 12.4(1 − pu)2

C(0, 1) 1
1
π

(1 − pu)−1

Table 1 shows the estimates found. Then, to estimate the GPD parameters, ξ, σ, we can take
the prior distributions

ξ ∼ N(ξZ , b1), σ ∼ N(a · σZ , b2)

where a will be estimated by BMH. In particular, a is the scale parameter of stable distributions,
so for the normal distribution it is equal to σ and for the Cauchy distribution it is δ. The
coefficients b1 and b2 are shown in Table 2.

Table 2: Coefficients of the prior distributions’ hyperparameters

b2 = exp{c1 p2
u + c2 pu + c3}

distribution b1 c1 c2 c3

N(0, 1) 0.03 −46.24 83.55 −41.58
C(0, 1) 0.065 323.57 −588.51 266.13



The ratios of MH algorithm for each parameter are

rξ = exp
 1

2b2
1

((
ξ( j) − ξZ

)2
− (ξ∗ − ξZ)2

)
−

(
1 +

1
ξ∗

) m∑
i=1

ln
(
1 + ξ∗

xi
u

σ( j)

)
+

(
1 +

1
ξ( j)

) m∑
i=1

ln
(
1 + ξ( j) xi

u

σ( j)

) (18)

rσ =
(
σ( j)

σ∗

)m

exp
 1

2b2
2

((
σ( j) − a · σZ

)2
− (σ∗ − a · σZ)2

)
−

(
1 +

1
ξ( j)

) m∑
i=1

ln
(
1 + ξ( j) xi

u

σ∗

)
+

(
1 +

1
ξ( j)

) m∑
i=1

ln
(
1 + ξ( j) xi

u

σ( j)

) (19)

3.3. Gamma distribution

Let X ∼ Γ(α, β) be a random variable. For a threshold u, the random variable of excesses
Xu follows a GPD(ξ, σ). A simulation study has been carried out, similar to that of stable
distributions, with the aim of obtaining empirical relationships between α, β parameters and the
GPD parameters. Obtained relationships are

ξ = −0.032 + 0.014α−1, σ =
1
2
β−1

(
1 +
√
α
)

(20)

These empirical relationships allow the construction of highly informative prior distributions
for ξ and σ. Therefore, the prior distributions are

ξ ∼ N
(
µξ, νξ

)
, σ ∼ N (µσ, νσ)

where
µξ = −0.032 + 0.014α−1, µσ =

1
2
β−1

(
1 +
√
α
)

(21)

In this case, the probability of acceptance is only affected by the likelihood functions, so the
ratio can be computed as

rξ,σ =
(
σ( j)

σ∗

)m

·

m∏
i=1

(1 + ξ∗ xi
u

σ∗

)−(1+1/ξ∗)

·

(
1 + ξ( j) xi

u

σ( j)

)1+1/ξ( j) (22)

4. Results

In this Section, we show the results of a thorough simulation study in order to compare the
quality of the estimates for VaR and CVaR computed with the three Bayesian methods explained
in previous section.

We fixed the threshold as the quantile of 0.9 order. Therefore, pu = 0.9, and we computed
VaR0.95 (X), CVaR0.95 (X), being X the baseline distribution. We developed the cases studied in
Section 3, Exponential, Stable (Cauchy and Normal) and Gamma distributions, for different sizes
and parameters.



For each baseline distribution and fixed parameters, samples of sizes n = 2i, i = 5, ..., 10
were simulated. We obtained a Monte Carlo Markov chain (MCMC) of length 10000, taking
3000 training values and 50 thinning values. Finally, each sequence was repeated 100 times, and
we computed the mean to estimate VaR or CVaR.

Next, we provide graphs with the estimates of both risk measures computed by the three
methods: MH, BMH and IPBMH, in order to compare their accuracy.

4.1. Exponential distribution
Let X ∼ Exp(λ), we considered λ = 2 j, j = −2,−1, 0, 1, 2. Figure 1 shows the estimates

for VaR0.95(X) (left) and CVaR0.95(X) (right), along with 2.5% and 97.5% confidence bounds,
computed with MH (red lines), BMH (green lines) and IPBMH (blue lines) for λ = 0.5 (upper
charts), λ = 1 (middle charts) and λ = 2 (lower charts). Besides, the real values of each risk
measures are drawn as a black line.

As we can see, MH is the method that offers the worst estimates, especially when data are
scarce, while IPBMH offers the most accurate and precise estimates for both risk measures for
any size of the dataset n.

We also observed that high values of λ produced more deviations in estimations form MH
and BMH methods when n is low. Again, estimates from IPBMH remain stable.
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Figure 1: Estimates of VaR0.95(X) (left charts) and CVaR0.95(X) (right charts), for X ∼ Exp(λ) with λ = 0.5 (upper
charts), λ = 1 (middle charts) and λ = 2 (lower charts), with 2.5% and 97.5% confidence bounds, by MH (red lines),
BMH (green lines) and IPBMH (blue lines). Black lines represent the real value of each risk measure.



4.2. Stable distributions
Let X ∼ Stable(a, b). For stable distributions, the location parameter b does not have an

influence on the estimates of the parameters of the GPD, therefore it does not affect the estimates
of the risk measures. So, we fixed b = 0. In particular, µ = 0 and γ = 0 for Normal and Cauchy
distribution, respectively.

The scale parameter a does affect the estimates, therefore we took a = 2 j, j = −2,−1, 0, 1, 2
(σ for Normal, δ for Cauchy). The most representative cases a = 0.5, 1, 2 are shown in Figures
2-3. In particular, Figure 2 shows the estimates of VaR and CVaR for Normal distribution and
Figure 3 shows the estimates for VaR. In both figures we can see how BMH and IPBMH provide
very similar estimates for any size n, for any value of the parameter. The estimates are also
quite accurate, but IPBMH shows less dispersion than BMH. In contrast, MH provides the worst
estimates, especially when there is a lack of data.

In particular, for the Cauchy distribution, when the scale parameter δ is high and the size n is
low, MH offers estimates of VaR with really high deviations from the real value.
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Figure 2: Estimates of VaR0.95(X) (left charts) and CVaR0.95(X) (right charts), for X ∼ N(0, σ) with σ = 0.5 (upper
charts), σ = 1 (middle charts) and σ = 2 (lower charts), with 2.5% and 97.5% confidence bounds, by MH (red lines),
BMH (green lines) and IPBMH (blue lines). Black lines represent the real value of each risk measure.

4.3. Gamma distribution
Let X ∼ Γ(α, β). We considered α = 2k, k = −2, 1, 1, 2 and β = 2 j, j = −2,−1, 0, 1, 2. Figures

4-5 show the estimates of VaR0.95(X) and CVaR0.95(X) for different values of β (0.25,1,4), for
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Figure 3: Estimates of VaR0.95(X) for X ∼ C(0, δ) with δ = 0.5 (left chart), δ = 1 (center chart) and δ = 2 (right chart)
, with 2.5% and 97.5% confidence bounds, by MH (red lines), BMH (green lines) and IPBMH (blue lines). Black lines
represent the real value of each risk measure.

α = 0.5 (Fig. 4) and α = 2 (Fig. 5).
As we can see, charts from Figure 4 are quite similar in shape to those for Figure 5. As in the

previous cases, MH is the method that offers the worst estimates, especially when the number
of data n is low and with low values of β. BMH and IPBMH provide very accurate estimates of
both measures, being IPBMH the most precise method, regardless of the value of the parameters
and the size of the sample.

5. Application

As we commented previously, risk measures are essential in Finantial Risk studies. In Spain,
the most important stock index is Iberia Index or IBEX35. This index is equivalent to S&P500
index. For this study, the data of IBEX35’s daily closing for year 2022 were selected. Besides,
in order to study the possible consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic about this stock index,
data for year 2020 were taken. The IBEX35’s behaviour is shown in Figure 6 (left charts).

However, in order to compute the risk measures for financial data, it is usually employed the
daily logarithmic return of stock index. It can be defined by

Rt = ln
(

Pt

Pt−1

)
(23)

where Pt and Pt−1 indicate the stock index on day t and t − 1, respectively.
Figure 6 (right charts) shows the percentage of noise of the one-year daily return for 2020

and 2022, respectively. In both cases, the majority of these values range between -5.0% and
5.0%, but it should be noted that in March of 2020, Rt took a value of -15% due to COVID-19
pandemic. For both years, the dataset comprehends a sample of 257 values. Figure 7 shows the
behaviour of the data, and it can be observed that data seem to follow a normal distribution.

In Finantial Risk, a quantity of interest is the maximum loss expected in the 95% of the worst
cases, that is, VaR0.05. As we have assumed a normal distribution for the dataset, quantile VaR0.05
is equal to −VaR0.95, therefore we employ the negative values of Rt for the computations.

To show the advantage of the new proposed method, IPBMH, a study was carried out to
compare it with MH. The BMH method can only be used when the distribution of the data is
known with certainty, an assumption that does not generally happen in real situations, therefore
we can not employ BMH method.
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Figure 4: Estimates of VaR0.95(X) (left charts) and CVaR0.95(X) (right charts), for X ∼ Γ(0.5, β) with β = 0.25 (upper
charts), β = 1 (middle charts) and β = 4 (lower charts), , with 2.5% and 97.5% confidence bounds, by MH (red lines),
BMH (green lines) and IPBMH (blue lines). Black lines represent the real value of each risk measure.
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Figure 5: Estimates of VaR0.95(X) (left charts) and CVaR0.95(X) (right charts), for X ∼ Γ(2, β) with β = 0.25 (upper
charts), β = 1 (middle charts) and β = 4 (lower charts), with 2.5% and 97.5% confidence bounds, by MH (red lines),
BMH (green lines) and IPBMH (blue lines). Black lines represent the real value of each risk measure.
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Figure 6: IBEX35’s daily closing (left charts) and daily logarithmic return (%) (right charts) for 2020 (upper charts) and
2022 (lower charts).
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The values that exceed the threshold u located in the quantile of pu = 0.9 order were
considered as extreme values.

The historical simulation model proposes [30, 31] to determine the risk measures employing
historical data. That is, let Xt be a value of time t, the risk measure value for a time t is computed
using X1, ..., Xt−1 values. This model needs a large size of data to obtain precise values, because
there are few extreme values.

Figure 8 shows the estimates for VaR and CVaR provided by MH (red lines) and IPBMH
(blue lines) employing the historical simulation model. IPBMH provides better estimates than
MH, for any value of the size of the dataset.
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Figure 8: Estimates of VaR0.05(Rt) (upper charts) and CVaR0.05(Rt) (lower charts) by MH (red lines) and IPBMH (blue
lines). Green dashed lines represent the real value of each risk measure. Black curves represent the IBEX35 daily
logarithmic return (%).

6. Conclusions

1. We showed analytical expressions to compute VaR and CVaR for most employed distributions
in Risk Theory: GPD, Gamma and Stable distributions (Normal and Cauchy).

2. We detailed two Bayesian methods, based on MH algorithm, to estimate VaR and CVaR.
Those methods (MH and BMH) were depeloped for the distributions considered in this
work. BMH consists on considering all the dataset, not only the observations above the
threshold, to perform estimations. Therefore, it is a good strategy when the baseline
distribution is known.

3. We proposed a new method wich considers highly informative priors (IPBMH). This
method also employs the whole dataset of observations, but the tail values have a greater
importance than those under the threshold. It also seizes the relation between the parameters
of the baseline distribution and the limit GPD’s parameters.



4. We performed a wide simulation study for the distributions considered, to compute the
accuracy and precision of the estimates for VaR and CVaR given by the three methods.
For any baseline distribution or chosen parameter, IPBMH provided the most accurate,
less skewed and precise estimates, especially when the dataset was scarce. As the sample
size increase, the three methods provide very similar results.

5. BMH and IPBMH present similar behaviour for stable distributions, regardless of parameters
and sample size.

6. In real situations, the distribution of the data is generally unknown. In this case, we can
not apply BMH. We considered an example with real data and showed how IPBMH is for
more appropiate than MH to perform estimation, with a more stable behaviour and lower
dispersion.
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