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Abstract

This paper shows that one needs to be careful when making statements on potential
links between correlation and coskewness. Specifically, we first show that, on the one
hand, it is possible to observe any possible values of coskewness among symmetric
random variables but zero pairwise correlations of these variables. On the other hand,
it is also possible to have zero coskewness and any level of correlation. Second, we
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of a general link between rank correlation and standardized rank coskewness.
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1 Introduction

Let X; ~ F;, i = 1,2,...,d be random variables such that u; and o; are their respective
means and standard deviations, and their second moments are finite. One of the essential
characteristics of dependency of a random vector X = (X1, Xo,..., Xy) is the k' order

standardized central mixed moments

E X1 —m \™ [ Xy — po h"' Xy — pa )™
o1 o9 o4

where k;, © = 1,2,...,d, are non-negative integers such that Zle k; = k. Specifically, the

Pearson correlation coefficient (Pearson, 1895) is obtained when k1 = k2 = 1 (d = 2) and

coskewness is obtained when k1 = ko = k3 =1 (d = 3).

The correlation coefficient between X; and X; denoted as p;;, i,j = 1,2,...,d, is given

as
i = E((X; — pi) (X5 — 1))
1] O',LO'J bl

and the correlation matrix is a d by d matrix. Jondeau and Rockinger| (2006) define the d
by d? coskewness matrix of a d-dimensional random vector X, as a matrix that contains
all coskewnesses. The coskewness of X;, X; and X}, denoted by S(X;, X;, Xy), 4,7,k =
1,2,...,d, is given as

EOX: — u) (X — ) (X0 —

0i0;0k

The coskewness matrix is denoted by My, so that, for example, when d = 3,

S111 S112 S113 | S211  S212  S213 | S311  S312 8313
M3 = | s121 s122 S123 | S221 S222 223 | S321 S322 8323 |
5131 S132 S133 | 5231 8232 5233 | S331 5332 5333

where s, = S(X;, X, Xi), 1,7,k = 1,2,3. The coskewness matrix My is invariant w.r.t.
location and scale parameters, i.e., a linear transformation of X;, i = 1,2,...,d, does
not affect M,. However, the coskewness S(X;, X, Xj) generally depends on the marginal

distributions and copula among the three variables; see Bernard et al.| (2023).

It is well-known that correlation always takes values in [—1, 1]. However, such affirmation
is not true for higher co-moments such as coskewness and cokurtosis. In particular, no
universal range of values for coskewness works for all distributions; see Bernard et al.| (2023).
We thus use the notion of standardized rank coskewness, which is normalized and takes

values in [—1, 1].

This paper studies whether a relationship exists between correlation and coskewness. At

first glance, it is easy to think that the answer is affirmative because the mathematical for-



mulas of correlation and coskewness share some similarities. Moreover, correlations do not
determine the dependence but at least impose some structure. For instance, the maximum
and minimum correlation between two random variables are obtained by comonotonic and
antimonotonic dependence, respectively. Hence, one could expect a link between the second
cross and the third cross moment. For example, Beddock and Karehnke| (2020) use a split
bivariate normal model to illustrate that the coskewness is monotonic to the correlation;
see their Table 3. However, such conclusion heavily depends on the model assumed (here
the split bivariate normal), and the remaining of this paper is dedicated to showing that,
in general, there is no link between correlation and coskewness and that such conclusions

can only be made under specific model assumptions.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we present counterexamples based on
three symmetrically distributed random variables. In Section [3] we generalize the result
to the case of random variables with arbitrary marginal distributions. Section {4] provides
some elements to justify statements that appear in previous literature on the link between

coskewness and tail risk. The last section draws the conclusion.

2 Correlation and coskewness with symmetric marginals

In this section, we aim to show that, in general, there is no link between the coskewness
and the correlation coefficient in the case of symmetric distributions. Let F;, i = 1,2, 3,
be symmetric distributions, i.e., X; ~ F;. For symmetric case, we have explicit copulas to
obtain the maximizing and minimizing coskewness (see Bernard et al., 2023). Moreover,
the symmetric distribution appears as a benchmark in many applications in finance, such

as optimal portfolio choice. More general distributions are discovered in Section
The goal of Section [2]is to prove the following two propositions.

Proposition 2.1. Let (X1, X2, X3) be a random vector with symmetric marginals. For any
given value of coskewness, ranging between the minimum and maximum admissible values,
there exists a dependence model such that the coskewness among the three variables attains

this value, and such that the pairwise correlations are all equal to zero.

Proof. In Section we construct such a model. O

Proposition 2.2. Let (X1, X2, X3) be a random vector with symmetric marginals. For
every given set of correlations among the three variables, there exists a dependence model

such that their coskewness is equal to zero.

Proof. In Section we construct such a model. O



2.1 Arbitrary coskewness and zero correlation

We recall that the range of possible values for coskewness depends on the choice of marginal
distributions. The following lemma recalls Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 of Bernard et al. (2023).
We thus do not provide a proof.

Lemma 2.1 (Theorems 3.1 and 3.2 of Bernard et al.| (2023)). Let X; ~ F; in which the F;

are symmetric, i = 1,2,3, and U ~ U[0,1]. The explicit bounds S and S for the coskewness
of X1, Xo and X3 are

Si=F (G;l(U)Ggl(U)Ggl(U)) < S(X1, X2, X3) < §:=E (G;l(U)Ggl(U)Ggl(U)) ,

in which G; is the distribution of |(X; — w;)/oi|. The mazimum coskewness S is attained
for S = S(Y1,Ys,Y3) in which Y; = Fifl(Ui) with U; as in

U, =U,
Uy=IJU+I1—-J)(1—-U)+ (1= D)JU + (1 —I)(1 - J)(1-1), (2.1)
Us=IJU+I1-J)(1-U)+(1-DJ(1-U)+ (1 -1 -7,

where I = ]1U>%, J = ]lv>%, and V 2 Ul0,1] is independent of U. The minimum coskew-
ness S is attained for S = S(Hy, Ha, H3) in which H; = Ffl(Ui) with U; as in

Uy =1,
Uy=IJU+I(1=J)1-U)+ (1= DJU + (1 - I)(1 - J)(1-1), (2.2)
Us=IJ1-U)+I(1— DU+ (1—DJU+(1—I)(1 - J)(1-"1).

When F;, i =1, 2,3, are symmetric, the bounds can be computed explicitly; see Table 2
in Bernard et al.| (2023).

We now construct a model in which the coskewness varies from S to S but where the
pairwise correlations of these variables are always equal to zero. To do so, let us introduce
a mixture copula C* for A € [0,1] based on Lemma We refer to [Lindsay| (1995)) for a

study on mixture models.

Definition 2.1 (Mixture Copula). Let X; ~ F;, i = 1,2, 3, in which the F; are symmetric,
Uly~ UJ0,1] such that U L V, B ~ Bernoulli(\) where B is independent of X;, U and
V,and A € [0, 1]. Define two indicator functions I = 1, 1 and J = 1y, 1. The dependence
structure of X1 = F; 1(U1), Xo = F, }(Us) and X3 = F; '(U3) is called a mixture copula

C* when the trivariate random vector (Uy, Uz, U3) is given as
U =T,

Up=I1JU+I(1=J)1-U)+ (1 —-1)JU+(1—-1)(1-J)(1-U), (2.3)
Uy = BUY + (1 - B)US",



where
UM =1JU+I10- A -U)+(1-0JA-U)+(1-D1)(1-U
and

UM =IJ1-U)+I(1—J)U + (1 —1)JU + (1 - D)(1—J)(1 - ).

Uj in (2.1) and U; in (2.2) are the same for j = 1,2, thus U" = UJM = Uj)‘ = U;. Note
that McNeil et al.| (2022) use the same principle to mix U and 1 — U to study the property
of Kendall’s tau.

Proposition 2.3. Let (X1, X9, X3) be a trivariate random vector with symmetric marginals
F; for i = 1,2,3, i.e. X; ~ F; and having the mizture copula C*. The coskewness
S(X1, X2, X3) can take any values from the minimum to the mazimum by varying the pa-

rameter X in the mizture copula C.

Proof. Without loss of generality, we assume that X;, ¢ = 1,2, 3, have zero means and unit

variances. With the mixture copula C*, we have

X, =F(U),
Xp =Fy (Un),
X3 =BF; N(U3") + (1 - B)F; (UF).

Then, the coskewness of X7, Xo and X3 is

S0, X X0) =8 (7 O)F; (0 (B5 @3 + 01— B @) )
—E (BFHU) B (U Fy (U31)) + B (1= BYFT (U)Fy (U2) Fy (U5
—E (F7H(O) B (U2) By (U31)) + (1= NE (B 0)Fy (U2) B (UF1))
=AS + (1 - \)S.

The third equation holds because B is independent of X;, U and V. 0

The proof of Proposition shows that the mixture copula C* leads to a coskewness
that is a linear combination between the maximum coskewness and the minimum coskewness
with weights driven by the parameter A. We then consider a trivariate random vector with
symmetric marginals and the mixture copula C*. Thus, the mixture random variables
X; = ijl(Uj) for j = 1,2 and X3 = F; '(U3), in which U; and U3 are in (2.3). Let
us denote this model as (X1, Xo, X3). In Appendix |Al we provide a numerical method to

simulate the dependence structure C* and thus the model (X7, Xo, X?f‘)

We proceed by simulating the mixture copula C* = (Uy, Us, U3>‘) using Algorithm
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Figure 1: Effect of the parameter A on coskewness in the case of three normal variables. The

coskewness is obtained by simulation with number of simulations n = 10°. The approximate
— 227 gnd 1.59 ~ 22T

minimum (A = 0) and maximum coskewness (A = 1) are —1.59 ~
respectively.

in Appendix A. Figure [1] illustrates that this model allows us to span all possible levels of
coskewness. This result follows immediately by the construction of the mixture copula and
by the continuity of coskewness with respect to the parameter A\. Moreover, the plot proves
Proposition numerically. Given the behaviour of coskewness as a linear function of A,

we can then use A to represent the level of coskewness.

We can prove that the correlation coefficient is equal to zero in this mixture model.

Hence, we obtain the following proposition.

Proposition 2.4. Let (X1, X2, X3) be a trivariate random vector with symmetric marginals
F; fori=1,2,3, i.e. X; ~ F; and having the mizture copula C*. The pairwise correlation
coefficients of the three variables are equal to zero, while their coskewness takes arbitrary

values (depending on the value of \) between the minimum and the mazimum.

Proof. We only need to prove that correlations are equal to zero. Without loss of generality,
we assume that all X; are symmetrically distributed random variables with zero means and

unit variances. Observe that for an indicator function

1, ifwe A,

0, otherwise,

we have 1af(z)+ (1 —14)f(y) = f(Laz+ (1 —14)y) for all functions. Note that I, J, B,
1—1I,1—J and 1— B in dependence structure C* are all indicator functions as well as their

products. Thus, under assumptions of symmetric marginals and dependence structure C*,



we have

X1 =F (),

Xo =IJE, Y U)+ I - F, 1 -U)+ (1 - DJF, Y U)+ (1 - D)(1 - J)F, (1 - U),

X3 =IJF; Y (BU+ (1 - B)(1-U))+I(1—J)F; (B(1-U)+ (1 - B)U)
+(1-DJF;YBA-U)+(1-BU)+(1—I)(1—J)F;Y(BU + (1 - B)(1-U)).

Note that ®~1(U) in X7 can be expanded as follow
X, =IJFYU)+ 11— HFTHU)+ (1 = DJFTHU) + (1 - D1 = J)FHU).
We now prove that p12 equals zero using Fy, ' (U) = —F, '(1 — U). We obtain

p1> = B(X1 %) =5 [E(F (0)F5 () + E(TFC (0)Fy ' (1 - 1))
+E((1 - DF U)F (U)) + E((1 - DF U)F (1 - 1))
=[BT (0)F () ~ B
+E((1 - DF U)F (U)) — E((1 - DFT (U)E ()] = 0.
Similarly, we have py3 = 0 since
E(IF; Y (U)Fy Y (BU + (1 — B)(1 - U))) = ~E(IF; Y (U)F; {(B(1 - U) + (1 — B)U))
and

E((1-DF (U)F5 (B(1-U)+(1-B)U)) = ~E((1-D) F{ (U)F3 ' (BU+(1-B)(1-U))).

The proof that pag = 0 is similar and omitted. O

Proposition [2.1] follows as a corollary of Proposition [2.4]

2.2 Arbitrary correlation and zero coskewness
Proposition 2.5. Let (X, X2, X3) be a trivariate Gaussian random vector. The coskew-
ness S(X1, Xo, X3) of X1, X2 and X3, equals zero for any possible values of correlation p;;

of Xi and X;, 4,7 =1,2,3 and i # j.

Proof. We only need to prove that coskewness is equal to zero. It is well-known that the



trivariate Gaussian random vector (X1, X2, X3) can be expressed as

X1 = +o121,

Xo = po + 02 (p1221 + aZs) (2.4)

— b
X3 = 3+ o3 (01321 + %22 + aZ3> ;

where a = /1 — p%,, b= \/1 — piy — Py — P33 + 2p12p13p23, and Z1, Zy and Zs are inde-
pendent standard normally distributed random variables. The coskewness of X7, X9 and
X3 is

— b
S(X1, X2, X3) =E <Z1 (p1221 + aZs) <p13Z1 + w% + a23>>

:p12p13E213 4 <012(P23 ; P12P13) + aplg) E(Z12Z2)
bp12 2 2
+ TE(Zl Z3) + (p23 — p12p13)E(Z1Z5) + DE(Z1Z2Z3)
=0.

The last equation for S(X7, Xa, X3) holds because EZ; = EZy = EZ3 = EZ} = 0. O

Proposition [2.2] follows as a corollary of Proposition

3 Rank correlation and rank coskewness

The range of possible coskewness generally depends on the choice of distributions. Thus in
this section, we study the standardized rank coskewness (Bernard et al., 2023) as it always

takes values in [—1, 1].

We first recall the definitions of the standardized rank coskewness from [Bernard et al.
(2023) and the rank correlation.

Definition 3.1 (Standardized Rank Coskewness). Let X; ~ Fj, i = 1,2, 3, such that F; are
strictly increasing and continuous. The standardized rank coskewness of X7, Xo and X3
denoted by RS(Xl, XQ, Xg) is defined as RS(Xl, XQ, X3) = %S(Fl (Xl), FQ(XQ), F3(X3)).

Hence,

RS(X1, X2, X3) = 32E (<F1(X1) - ;) <F2(X2) - ;) <F3(X3) - ;)) -

Definition 3.2 (Rank Correlation). Let X; ~ Fj, i = 1,2, such that F; are strictly increas-

ing and continuous. The Spearman’s correlation of X; and Xo denoted by pfz is defined



) Py = 12K ((Fl(Xl) - ;) <F2(X2) — ;)) .

The goal of Section [3]is to prove the following two propositions.

Proposition 3.1. Let X; ~ F;, i = 1, 2,3, such that F; are strictly increasing and continu-
ous. For any value in [—1,1], one can construct a dependence model such that standardized
rank coskewness among X1, Xo and X3 has that value. In contrast, the pairwise rank

correlations among them are equal to zero.

Proof. In Section [3.1], we construct such a model. O

Proposition 3.2. Let X; ~ F;, 1 = 1,2,3, such that F; are strictly increasing and contin-
uwous. There exists a dependence model such that the pairwise rank correlations among X1,
X2 and X3 can take any possible values in [—1,1], but their standardized rank coskewness

18 zero.

Proof. In Section we construct such a model. O

3.1 Arbitrary rank coskewness and zero rank correlation

Proposition 3.3. Let (X1, X2, X3) be a trivariate random vector with strictly increasing
and continuous marginals Fy, i = 1,2,3, and the mizture copula C*. The standardized rank
coskewness can take any possible values in [—1,1], while the rank correlation coefficients pfj

of Xi and X;, j =1,2,3 and j # i, are equal to zero.

Proof. We only need to prove that the rank correlation coefficients are equal to zero.
Lemma in this case, still holds because F;(X;) are distributed as standard uniform.

Thus, we have

Fy(Xy) =U,

Fo(Xo) =1JU +I(1 = )1 = U) + (1 = 1)JU + (1 — I)(1 — J)(1 - U),

F3(X3) =IJ(BU + (1= B)(1=U)) + I(1 = J)(B(1 = U) + (1 — B)U)
+(1-DJBA-U)+(1—=B)U)+(1—-I)(1—-J)(BU+(1—-B)(1-U)).



We now prove that rank correlation is equal to zero. It is

- (e -3) (v - )
1

—6 {E(IUQ)+E(IU(1—U))+E((1—I)U2)+]E((1—I)U(1—U))_2

=6 [JE(IU)+E((1—I)U) —;] =0.

Similarly, we have

R (CEICERR)

=6 [E (I(BU2 +(1-B)(1-U)U)+I(B(1-U)U + (1- B)U?)

+(1-I)(B(1-U)U+ (1 —B)U?) + (1 - I)(BU*+ (1 - B)(1 - U)U)) - ;]

=6 [E((l—B)UJrBU)—; =0.

p*2g3 = 0 can be similarly proven. O

Proposition [3.1] follows as a corollary of Proposition

3.2 Arbitrary rank correlation and zero rank coskewness

Proposition 3.4. Let (X1, X2, X3) be a trivariate random vector with strictly increasing
and continuous marginals F;, i = 1,2,3, and Gaussian copula. The standardized rank
coskewness RS(X1, X2, X3) of X1, X9 and X3 is equal to zero for any possible values of
rank correlation pfj of Xi and X, 1,7 =1,2,3 and i # j.

Proof. Recall Equation (2.4)), we have F1(X;) = ®(H;), Fa(X2) = ®(Hz) and F3(X3) =
®(Hs), where

Hy = 7y,
Hy = p12Zy + £/ 1 — piy 2o,
P23 — P12P13 V1= 3y — pls — P35 + 2p12p13p23
Hs = p1321 + Za + Z3.
\/1—P%2 \/1—,0%2

Pearson| (1907)) proves the relationship between the Pearson correlation and the Spearman

10



rank correlation under Gaussian copula, i.e. for 7,5 = 1,2,3 and i # j,
A
pij = 2sin <6pfj> .

6 ) Dii
S _ (]
pij = —arcsin <2> € [-1,1].
This implies E(F;(X;)F;(X;)) = E(®(H;)®(H;)) = 5 arcsin (22)+1. The rank coskewness
of X1, Xg and X3 is

RS(X1, X2, X5) =32E <<F1(X1) - ;) (FQ(XQ) _ ;) <F3(X3) B ;))

3 [E(Fl (X0 Fa(Xa) F5(Xs)) — SB(F) (X2) Fo(Xa)) — 5B(F) (X1) F5(Xs)

Thus,

—%E(Fz(Xz)Fg(Xg)) + ﬂ

1 . 1 .
E(F1(X1)Fa(X2)F5(X3)) — 1 aesin ('O;) — 4, aresin </)213>

=32

We assume fp, m, i, is the joint density function of (Hy, Ha, H3). Define X{, X/ and X}
as three independent standard normally distributed random variables such that they are
. X|—H, X,—Hy X},—H

independent of X1, X» and Xs. Let (Yi,Ys,Y;) = ( ot X X 3). (Y1,Ya,Y3)

is also trivariate normal with zero means and unit variances, and the pairwise correlation

coefficients are equal to %. Then,

E(F1(X1) F2(X2) F5(X3)) =E(®(H1)P(H2)P(H3))
:///‘1)(-T1)(I)(132)(I)($3)fH1,H2,H3(5517$27$3)d$1dx2d1’3
R JR JR
=/ //P(X{ < @1, X5 < w9, X4 < x3) fH, Hy 1y (T1, T2, x3)dT1dTodTs
R JR JR

Z///IP’(X{Swl,X§§w2,X§§$3|Hl=£C1,H2=£C2,H3=i€3)
R JR JR

fH Hy Hs (T1, 2, 23)d2x1drods
=P(X}] < H1, X5 < Hy, X} < Hj3)
:P<X{—H1§O’X§—H2_ ’ < )
V2 V2 V2
=P (Y1 <0,Y>,<0,Y3<0).

11



Rose et al.| (2002) prove that

1 1
P(Y;1<0,Y2<0,Y3<0) = P [arcsin (pylyz) + arcsin (py1y3) + arcsin (py2y3)] + 3

Therefore, RS(X1, X2, X3) = 0. O

Proposition follows as a corollary of Proposition Let us illustrate this feature
with more examples of rank coskewness in the cases of strictly increasing and continuous

marginals and various copulas.

Example 3.1. Rank coskewness and rank correlation for strictly increasing and continuous

marginals under various dependence assumptions.

Assume that X; ~ F; for i =1,2,3 and U ~ U|0, 1].

(1) With the comonotonic copula, we can know F;(X;) = U. The rank coskewness is

1 3
RS(X1, X2, X3) = 32E (<U - 2) ) = 0.

The rank correlations are ,0*192 = pfg = p§3 =1.

(2) From Riuschendorf and Uckelmann| (2002)), the mixing copula is the dependence such
that Z?:1 U; = 3 where

Ule;
1
—2U+1, if0<U< =;
U, — 2
2= 1
1 1
Us — 2 2
3 1 1
- -, if§§U§1.

Under the mixing copula, we find that the rank coskewness of X7, Xs and X3 is given

as
1 1
E|(U ! 2U 5 U-1)1
+ —5) (20 +5)( =Dy
=0.
The rank correlations are pf, = —1, p{3 = 1 and p35 = —1.

12



(3) Under the independence copula, we have that F;(X;) = U;, in which X;, X5 and X3

are independent. Moreover, the rank coskewness is
1 1 1
RS(X1, X2, X3) = 32E <U1 - 2> E <U2 — > E <U3 — > = 0.
The rank correlations are pfz = pls3 = pgg = 0.

These examples also support the proof for Proposition

4 Coskewness and tail risk

Rather than using Pearson correlation as in the previous sections, we utilize the event
conditional correlation coefficient to analyze the relationship between two random variables,
X; and Xj, 4,5 = 1,2, 3, given a particular event A; see the same definition in Maugis| (2014).

This coefficient, denoted as p;;4 and given as
E((Xi — px;14) (X5 — pix;14)[A)

O-Xi‘.AO-XﬂA

quantifies the degree of correlation between X and Y, conditioned on event A. Similarly,

px;4 and ox, 4 are the respective conditional mean and standard deviation of Xj.

One notable application of conditional correlation in risk management is the exceedance
correlation, where event A is defined as exceeding a certain threshold, i.e., {X; > 61, X; >
62} or {X; < 601,X; < 6y}. Longin and Solnik (2001) first introduce the concept of ex-
ceedance correlation to study the dependence structure of international equity markets,
while more recent studies, such as Sakurai and Kurosaki| (2020]), apply this concept to
investigate the relationship between oil and the US stock market. In some cases, the ex-
ceedance correlation is calculated using the inverse of the cumulative distribution functions
of X; and X, denoted as 6; = Fi_l(p) and 0y = Fj_l(p), respectively, in which p € [0, 1].
For example, |Garcia and Tsafack (2011) use this approach to test the co-movement trend
between international equity and bond markets. However, it should be noted that the
exceedance correlation is constantly equal to one under specific dependence structures, as
described by Equations and . Another interesting conditional correlation in fi-
nance is when the event A is the overall volatility of the market (Z) greater than a crisis
volatility threshold (z), i.e., we consider p;jz~... X; and X; can be two asset returns in the
conditional correlation. Banks are considerably interested in estimating p;j 7. efficiently.
Kalkbrener and Packham| (2015) conducted a study of p;jjz., on determining the appro-
priate amount of funds to allocate towards crisis management, while Kenett et al.| (2015)

researched efficient asset allocation during a crisis.

In this subsection, we investigate the relationship between the coskewness and the down-

13
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Figure 2: The effect of coskewness on conditional correlations p;;4. The random vector
(X1, X2, X3) has normal marginals and the mixture copula C*. The event A is {S <
s where S = 2?21 X; and ug = ES}. The coskewness and downside risks are obtained
by implementing the Algorithm with n = 10°.

side risk, which is a type of conditional correlation when event A is {S < pg where S =
2?21 X; and pg = ES} in . Downside risk was first proposed by |Bawa and Linden—|
as a measure of risk for developing a capital asset pricing model and has gained
significant interest in portfolio optimization. We refer to [Lettau et al.| (2014) and [Zhang]

(2021)) for further applications of downside risk in finance.

'Ang et al. (2006) study the relationship between downside risk and coskewness and find

that the risks differ. In this study, we aim to explore if there exists a theoretical connection
between downside risk and coskewness risk. To do so, we use the same parameter settings
as in Section [2] for Algorithm but adjust the last step to compute the conditional

correlation.

Figure [2| illustrates the relationship between the coskewness of three normal random
variables with the mixture copula C* and the pairwise downside risks, PijlS<us> 17 =1,2,3
and i # j. Our result shows that as the coskewness becomes more negative, the down-
side risk sharply increases. Moreover, the reduction rate of downside risk slows down as the

coskewness increases. Overall, we find that the downside risk decreases as the coskewness in-

creases, confirming the empirical findings of|Ang et al.| (2006) and [Huang et al.|(2012). They

conclude that higher downside risk leads to higher average stock returns, while coskewness
risk has the opposite effect. That is, higher coskewness is associated with lower downside

risk.
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, we provide some propositions and examples to illustrate that, in general,
there is no link between coskewness and correlation. Under the assumption of some specific
models, the coskewness does not affect the correlation, and vice versa. Specifically, the
coskewness of three symmetrically distributed random variables takes any values between
the maximum and minimum, but the pairwise correlations are equal to zero. Moreover,
under the trivariate Gaussian model assumption, the pairwise correlations can reach all
possible values, while coskewness equals zero. We generalize the result using the standard-
ized rank coskewness and the rank correlation for all continuous and strictly increasing
marginal distributions. Therefore, one needs to be careful when finding potential links

between the coskewness and the correlation empirically and theoretically.

Appendix A. Simulation of the dependence structures C*

As the function ®~! is cumbersome to deal with, we propose the following algorithm to
compute the coskewness and the pairwise correlation coefficients of mixture random vari-
ables. We set u; = 0 and 0; = 1 because the location and scale parameters do not affect

the coskewness and correlation coefficient.
Algorithm A.1.
1. Set the mixture parameter A € [0, 1].

2. Simulate u = (uy,...,uy), v = (v1,...,v,) and b = (by,...,b,) where u;, v; and
b; i = 1,...,n, are respective n sampled values from random variables U ~ U|0, 1],
V ~ UJ[0,1] and B ~ Bernoulli(\).

3. Compute discrete maximizing and minimizing copulas uJM = (u% e u% ) and " =
(uﬁ, e u%), j =1,2,3, using u and v in terms of copulas (2.1) and ([2.2)), respec-
tively.

4. Compute discrete mixture copula cj)‘ = (ci‘j, . ,cf‘m-) where c?j = bzuf‘f + (1 = bi)uj]

5. Compute discrete mixture random variables x; = (15, ..., Zp;) Where ;; = @fl(cf‘j).

L s i —%5) (T —T
6. Compute z; = %Z?:l x5 and s; = \/% Z?:l[(xij — j;j)Z]' Then pik = 521:1[($12j5kj)( ik — k)]
L5~ i1—Z1)(zio—T2) (Ti3—7
for k =1,2,3 and k # j, and S(X1, X, Xg) = a0t o) ol

515283
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