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Abstract

Regular vine sequences permit the organisation of variables in a random vector along
a sequence of trees. Regular vine models have become greatly popular in dependence
modelling as a way to combine arbitrary bivariate copulas into higher-dimensional ones,
offering flexibility, parsimony, and tractability. In this project, we use regular vine structures
to decompose and construct the exponent measure density of a multivariate extreme
value distribution, or, equivalently, the tail copula density. Although these densities
pose theoretical challenges due to their infinite mass, their homogeneity property offers
simplifications. The theory sheds new light on existing parametric families and facilitates
the construction of new ones, called X-vines. Computations proceed via recursive formulas
in terms of bivariate model components. We develop simulation algorithms for X-vine
multivariate Pareto distributions as well as methods for parameter estimation and model
selection on the basis of threshold exceedances. The methods are illustrated by Monte
Carlo experiments and a case study on US flight delay data.

Key words: exponent measure, graphical model, multivariate Pareto distribution, pair
copula construction, regular vine, tail copula

1 Introduction

For multivariate extremes, margin-free tail dependence models based on max-stable distribu-
tions arise from classical limit theory for sample extremes (de Haan and Resnick, 1977). A
question of high interest is the construction of such models that are flexible, parsimonious, and
computationally tractable, and scale well as the dimension grows (Engelke and Ivanovs, 2021).
To do so, we propose a novel approach based on regular vine tree sequences (Bedford and Cooke,
2001, 2002), called X-vines. The models can easily be built in arbitrary dimension by combining
bivariate components only. The latter can be chosen independently from one another, giving
great flexibility. The pairs are grouped in trees, the number of which determines the complexity
of the model. Computations proceed by recursive algorithms.

For copula-based dependence modelling, outside the context of extreme value analysis, vine
constructions have grown into a versatile and widely applied approach (Czado, 2019; Czado
and Nagler, 2022; Nagler and Vatter, 2023). Our contribution is to make vine-based methods
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Figure 1: A regular vine sequence V in dimension d = 5 consisting of trees 11, ..., Ty, where
T; has d — j + 1 nodes and d — j edges. The nodes of T} are {1,...,5}, while the edges of T}
become the nodes of Tj,;.

operational, in theory and practice, for densities of exponent measures of multivariate extreme
value distributions. The challenge to overcome is that these densities do not integrate to one
but to infinity. A change of margin transforms these into tail copula densities, which still have
infinite mass, but with structural properties that resemble copula densities more closely.

Figure 1 shows a regular vine sequence V in dimension d = 5. The structure consists of
four trees Ti, ..., Ty, in which the edges of one tree become nodes in the next one. Each of the
d(d —1)/2 = 10 pairs of variables appears as the leading pair before the semicolon on exactly
one edge. The numbers behind the semicolons refer to conditioning variables. The first tree
represents a Markov tree, while the subsequent trees add higher-order dependence relations.

An X-vine specification consists of a regular vine sequence V, together with, for each edge
in the first tree, a bivariate exponent measure or tail copula density, and, for each edge of the
subsequent trees, a bivariate copula density, not necessarily stemming from extreme value theory.
For the example in Fig. 1, four bivariate exponent measure densities (77) and six bivariate
copula densities (75, T3,7T;) would be required. These bivariate components can be chosen
independently from another, without any constraints. Our main result shows how to combine
bivariate building blocks into a single multivariate exponent measure or tail copula density.
Further, we show that commonly used parametric models in extreme value analysis are actually
examples of such X-vine models. We leverage the recursive nature of regular vine sequences
both in theory and computations.

The models constructed in this way turn out to be the tail limits of regular vine copulas.
For the special case of D-vine copulas, such tail limits were already computed in Joe (1996)
and Joe et al. (2010), focusing on tail dependence functions rather than densities. Li and Wu
(2013) define tail densities and compute those of D-vine copulas in dimensions three and four. In
Simpson et al. (2021), tails of D-vine and C-vine copulas were investigated from the perspective
of the limiting shapes of sample clouds.

X-vine constructions are related to but different from recently proposed graphical models
for extremes, either for directed or undirected graphs (Gissibl and Kliippelberg, 2018; Engelke
and Hitz, 2020; Engelke et al., 2022, 2024). Markov trees (Segers, 2020; Hu et al., 2024) are a
special case in the intersection of graphical and X-vine models.

After reviewing background on multivariate extremes and regular vine sequences in Section 2,
we state a version of Sklar’s theorem for tail copula densities in Section 3. Some parametric
examples are worked out in Section 4, with a focus on the simplifying assumption that the



conditional copula densities only depend on the indices of the conditioning variables, but not
their actual values. Section 5 contains the paper’s main results, showing on the one hand how a
general tail copula density can be decomposed along any regular vine sequence, and, on the other
hand, how to construct a tail copula density from a regular vine sequence and bivariate building
blocks. The so-called X-vine models arising in this way are put to work in the subsequent
sections, covering simulation algorithms (Section 6), parameter estimation and model selection
(Section 7), simulation studies (Section 8), and a case study on US flight delay data (Section 9)
taken from Hentschel et al. (2022). Section 10 concludes. The supplementary material contains
a detailed example to illustrate our theory, the proofs of the paper’s results, expressions based on
exponent measure densities, and additional numerical results. The methods are implemented in
the R (R Core Team, 2023) package Xvine!, relying in particular on packages graphicalExtremes
(Engelke et al., 2022) and VineCopula (Nagler et al., 2023).

2 Background

We write [d] = {1,...,d} for the index set of the variables. Bold symbols refer to multivariate
quantities. For a point & = (21,...,74) € R? and a subset J C [d], write subvectors as
x; = (xj)jes and x\; = (7;);eq@)s. Mathematical operations on vectors such as addition,
multiplication and comparison are considered component-wise.

2.1 Multivariate extreme value theory: tail copulas and their densities

Tail copulas. Classical extreme value theory starts from the assumption that the distribution
function F' of a random vector X = (Xj,...,X,) is in the max-domain of attraction of a
multivariate extreme value distribution (Beirlant et al., 2004; de Haan and Ferreira, 2007). This
assumption concerns the tails of the univariate marginal distribution functions Fi, ..., F; and
the tail dependence structure of X. Our focus is on the latter aspect, that is, on probabilities
of high values occurring jointly among the variables X;. Let C be the survival copula of X:
under the standing assumption that Fi,..., Fy are continuous, C' is the distribution function of
the random vector U = (Uy, ..., Uy) with uniformly distributed components U; = 1 — Fj(X})
for j € [d]. Our interest is in high values of X; and thus in low outcomes of U;.

Definition 2.1 (Tail copula and tail copula measure). The (lower) tail copula R of C is the
function on E = (0, 00]? \ {oo} defined by

— i ]
R(x) = K%t C(tx), xz ek, (2.1)

provided the limit exists. If it does, then the tail copula measure, denoted by the same symbol
R, is the Borel measure on E determined by R((0,x]) = R(x) for x € E.

The term ‘tail copula’ stems from Schmidt and Stadtmiiller (2006) in case d = 2. The tail
copula measure already appears in Einmahl et al. (2001) and is closely linked to the exponent
measure A in Eq. (2.9) below, introduced in de Haan and Resnick (1977). The limit (2.1)
appears in Jaworski (2006) and in Joe et al. (2010), who call it ‘tail dependence function’.

! Available from https://github.com/Jeongjinlee88/Xvine/tree/main
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The total mass of the tail copula measure R equals infinity but R(B) is finite for Borel sets
B contained in {x € E : minx < M} for some M > 0. Its univariate margins are equal to the
one-dimensional Lebesgue measure:

Vj e [d], Yz; € (0,00), R({yeE:y; <x;}) =z, (2.2)

Equation (2.1) implies that R is homogeneous of order one, both as a function and as a measure:
for x € E, Borel sets B C E, and s € (0, 00),

R(sz) = s R(x) and R(sB) = s R(B). (2.3)

Any Borel measure R on E satisfying (2.2) and (2.3) is a tail copula measure, i.e., is the limit
in (2.1) for some copula C; see Lemma B.1 in the supplement.

Tail copula densities. Throughout, we assume that the tail copula measure R has no mass on
the hyperplanes through infinity, R ({x € E : 2; = co}) = 0 for all j € [d], so R is supported on
(0, 00)¢. Further, we assume that R is absolutely continuous with respect to the d-dimensional
Lebesgue measure with continuous density r : (0,00)? — [0,00), that is, R(B) = [ () de
for all Borel sets B C (0,00)? Choosing B = (0, x| for € (0,00)%, we recover r from R by
r(x) = #ﬂ-lade(w) for all z € (0,00)% The marginal constraint (2.2) implies

Vj e [d], Vz; € (0,00), / r(x)dx; = 1. (2.4)
(0,0o)d_l

In view of (2.3), r is homogeneous of order 1 — d:
Vs € (0,00), Y € (0, 00)?, r(sx) = s'"r(x). (2.5)

Properties (2.4) and (2.5) characterise the set of d-variate tail copula densities; see Section 4 for
some parametric families.

By Scheffé’s lemma, if the copula C' has density ¢ and the tail copula measure R has density
r, then (2.1) is implied by limp o t'~?c(tx) = r(z) for all x € (0,00)%. Li and Wu (2013) call r
the (lower) tail density function of C. A word of caution: for a given copula density ¢, the limit
limy o t'~%c(tx) may exist for all € (0,00)? but not be a tail copula density, as the marginal
constraint (2.4) may fail. A case in point is the independence copula, with density ¢ = 1, in
which case the said limit is zero.

Margins of tail copulas. For non-empty J C [d], let 75 : (0,00) — (0,00)”7 denote the
coordinate projection @ +— m;(x) = x; and let R; = Ro 7T;1 denote the J-th marginal measure

R;(B) =R (n;'(B)) = R ({z € (0,00)* : ; € B}), (2.6)

for Borel sets B C (0,00)7. The choice B = [1;cs (0,2,] for z; € (0,00) shows that R is the tail
copula measure of the copula C; of Uy = 7;(U), as in Definition 2.1. For z; € (0,00]” \ {oco},
we have R;(z;) = R(&,) with &; = z; if j € Jand Z; = oo if j € [d] \ J. For ; € (0,00)”,
the density r; of the measure R is

ol
=gt (o) = [ st @0

jeJ

and, provided J # [d], is obtained from r by integrating out the variables x; with indices j & J.
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Relations between tail copulas and other concepts in multivariate extremes. We
review a number of related terms from multivariate extreme value theory. This paragraph can
be skipped at first reading, as the contributions in Sections 3 to 5 do not depend on it.

Equation (2.1) is equivalent to the assumption that the random vector V. = (Vi,...,Vy)
with V; = 1/U; for j € [d] satisfies

nh_}ngo P(V <nz)"=G(z) =exp{—{(1/2)}, z € (0,00)%, (2.8)
that is, V' is in the max-domain of attraction of a multivariate extreme value (or maz-stable)
distribution G defined in terms of the stable tail dependence function ¢(x) = R(E \ [z, co]) for
x € [0,00)?. The margins of V are unit-Pareto, P(V; > x) = 1/z for x > 1, while those of G are
unit-Fréchet, G;(z) = exp(—1/z) for x > 0. Equivalently, the distribution of V' is multivariate
reqularly varying (de Haan and Resnick, 1977; Resnick, 2007) with limit measure

AM)=R{xcE:(1/ay,...,1/zq) €-}) on [0,00)%\ {0}, (2.9)

that is, t P(V € tB) — A(B) as t — oo for Borel sets B contained in [0,00)?\ [0,¢]? for some
e > 0 and satisfying A(0OB) = 0, with 9B the boundary of B. The measure A is called ezponent
measure because of the identity G(z) = exp {—A ([0, 00) \ [0, z])} for z € (0, 00).

Another statement equivalent to (2.1) is that the conditional distribution of V' /¢ given
max V' >t is asymptotically multivariate Pareto that is, we have the weak convergence

(V/t| maxV >t) ~ Y, t — o0, (2.10)

where Y is a random vector supported on L. := {y € [0,00)% : maxy > 1} with distribution
equal to the restriction of A in (2.9) to L~; and normalized to a probability measure,

P(Y € B) = A(BNLs;)/A(Ls)) (2.11)

for Borel sets B C R? and normalizing constant A(ILw;) = ¢(1). For y € L+, we also have
P(Y > y) = R(1/y)/((1).

Up to a location shift, multivariate Pareto distributions are a special case of multivariate
generalised Pareto distributions introduced in Rootzén and Tajvidi (2006). They play a prominent
role in the theory of graphical models for extremes (Engelke and Hitz, 2020).

In practice, it may be convenient to reduce the information contained in the tail copula
measure to a dependence coefficient. In this paper, we will encounter the tail dependence
coefficients x5 = R({z € (0,00]¢ : max;cyx; < 1}) = R;(1,...,1) for index sets J C [d] with
two or more elements.

If the tail copula measure R is concentrated on (0,00)¢ and has density r, the exponent
measure and the multivariate Pareto distribution have densities too. The exponent measure A
is concentrated on (0,00)? and has density

Ay)=r(/y) [Jv* v e000)", (2.12)

while the multivariate Pareto vector Y has probability density A(y)/¢(1) for y € L-;.



2.2 Regular vine sequences and the vine telescoping product formula

Informally, a regular vine sequence on d elements consists of a linked set of d — 1 trees, where the
edges in tree j — 1 become nodes in tree 7, joined by an edge only if they share a common node as
edges in tree j — 1, for j € {2,...,d — 1} (Bedford and Cooke, 2002). Regular vine copulas, also
called pair copula constructions, allow for flexible high-dimensional modelling using parametric
families of bivariate copulas as building blocks for the edges of each tree. For recent overviews,
see, for example, Czado (2019) or Czado and Nagler (2022). Our objective is to do the same
for tail copula densities. All concepts introduced below are illustrated via a five-dimensional
example in Section A of the supplementary material.

A tree T = (N, E) is a connected, acyclic graph comprising a finite node set N and an edge
set £ C {{z,y}: z,y € N, x # y}. Any two distinct nodes in a tree are connected by a unique
path.

Definition 2.2 (Regular vine (tree) sequence). An ordered set of trees V = (11,...,T;_1) is a
regular vine tree sequence on d > 3 elements if 77 = (N, E) is a tree with node set Ny = [d],
while for j € {2,...,d — 1}, the tree T} = (N;, E;) has node set N; = E;_; and the prozimity
condition holds: for any {a,b} € E;, we have |a Nb| = 1, that is, two nodes in T} can be
connected only if, as edges in Tj_;, they share a common node.

Definition 2.3 (Complete union, conditioning set, conditioned set). Let V = (11,...,T4_1) be
a regular vine sequence, with 7; = (N;, E;). For any edge e € Ej;, the complete union of e is
Ao =eif j=1and A, = A, U A, if e = {a,b} and j € {2,...,d — 1}. Informally, A, is the
subset of nodes in [d] reachable from e by the membership relation. The conditioning set of an
edge e = {a,b} € E; with j > 2 is D, = A, N A, and the conditioned set of e is C. = C., UCpp
with Cep = Ay \ De = Ay \ Ay and Cep, = Ap \ De = Ay \ Ay If e ={a,b} € Ey, then C., = {a},
Cep ={b},Cc. =eand D, = @.

For an edge e = {a, b} € E;, the sets C. 4, Cep and D, are disjoint and their union equals A,
a node set with j 4+ 1 elements. The sets C., and C.; are singletons while D, has j — 1 elements.
Clearly, D, = A, \ C. = A \ C.. The edge e is also written as e = (Ceq,Cep; D) and, since C, 4
and C,.j are singletons, {a.} and {b.}, say, we abbreviate e = (a., b.; D), with a., b. € [d] and
the convention that a, < b, that is, a. = minC, and b, = maxC,. Similarly, for e = {a, b} € Fj,
the convention is that a < b. In Fig. 1, for instance, the edge e labelled (14;23) in T3 has a, = 1,
be = 4, and D, = {2,3}. See Section B.1 in the supplement for some additional properties.

For positive scalars 71, ..., 7q, the identity H?ZQ(%/%_Q = 4/ 18 a telescoping product.
Regular vine sequences enjoy a similar property that will be key to Theorem 5.1 and which, to
the best of our knowledge, has not yet been stated in the literature.

Lemma 2.4 (Vine telescoping product). Let d > 3 be an integer and let v; € (0,00) for
every non-empty J C [d], with v; := v = 1 for every j € [d]. Given a regular vine sequence
V=(T; = (Nj,Ej));l;i on [d], we have

d—1
ya= ][I T 22— (2.13)

c€Br  j=2e—{aplep, Ao T4

With the notation vr5 = vius/7vs, the last factor in (2.13) is

YDe " VAe  Vae,be}|De ' (2.14)
YAq VA, Yae|De * Vbe|De
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Remark B.4 in Appendix B.1 in the supplement generalises Lemma 2.4 to factorisations of
~y, for certain non-empty subsets J C [d], while Remark B.5 provides a generalisation of (2.13)
without the restriction that v; =1 for all j € [d].

3 Sklar’s theorem for tail copula densities

Let 7 be a d-variate tail copula density, so properties (2.4) and (2.5) hold. Recall its multivariate
margins in (2.7). For non-empty, disjoint I,.J C [d] and for z; € (0,00)" and ; € (0,00)” such
that r;(x;) > 0, define 77 ;(x/|@,) == rus(z0s)/r(2,)) for all 5, € (0,00)!7. Viewing the
“conditional” tail copula density ry; as an |I|-variate probability density, we can decompose it
into || univariate probability densities and a copula density.

Proposition 3.1 (Sklar’s theorem: direct part). Let r be a d-variate tail copula density and
let I,J C [d] be non-empty and disjoint. For ;€ (0,00)7 such that r;(x;) > 0, the function
rrs(-lxy) : (0,00)" — [0,00), defined via @y — vy 5(x(|2y), is a probability density on (0,00).
For i € I, it has marginal probability density x; w— r;(x;|x;) and cumulative distribution
function x; — Ry (xilay) = [ rys(tle,)dt, with quantile function u; — Rﬁj(uzle) If

|I| > 2, then the copula density of rys(-|xs) is

rijs(Tr|ey)

ier Tl (il2)

i J

\V/'U/[ c (07 OO)I, C[;J(UI;mJ) = H

The homogeneity property (2.5) induces certain scaling properties.

Lemma 3.2 (Scale equi- and invariance). In Proposition 3.1, for z; € (0,00)’ such that
ry(xs) >0, the family {ry,(-|tx;) : t € (0,00)} of probability densities is a scale family: if the
random vector & has probability density ry;(-|x;), then the random vector t§; has probability
density r;(- [tz ). As a consequence, for allt € (0,00), & € (0,00)", ur € (0,1)! andi €I,
we have ;5 (tx;|ta ;) = ry5(z|2 ), RJ}(uﬂth) =t- RJ}(UZ‘L’EJ), and

cry(urtey) = cry(ur @ ). (3.2)

In particular, if J = {j} for some j € [d], then c1;(-;x;) = cr,;(-;1) does not depend on the
value of x; € (0,00).

Remark 3.3 (Conditional independence). Let Y be the multivariate Pareto vector in (2.11),
suppose d > 3, and let ¢, j be distinct elements in [d], with J = [d] \ {4, j}. Provided r is positive
and continuous, Y; and Y; are conditionally independent given Y in the sense of Definition 1
in Engelke and Hitz (2020) if and only if ¢ j.j(u;,u;;25) = 1 for all (u;,u;) € (0,1)* and
x; € (0,00)7, the density of the independence copula. This statement follows by combining the
factorization property in Proposition 1 in Engelke and Hitz (2020) with equations (2.12) and
(3.1); see also (C.1) in Appendix C in the supplement for an expression of ¢;.; in terms of the
exponent measure density .

Definition 3.4 (Simplifying assumption). The family of copula densities cr.;(-;2;) in (3.1)
satisfies the simplifying assumption if the copula densities do not depend on x; € (0,00)”, that
is, there exists a single copula density cr.; such that cr.;(ur; xs) = cr.y(ur) for all u; € (0,1)7
and z; € (0,00)7.



If J is a singleton, J = {j}, the scale invariance (3.2) implies that {c;;(-;z;) : z; € (0,00)}
always satisfies the simplifying assumption. In Section 4, we will see that the copula families
induced by many commonly used parametric exponent measure models satisfy the simplifying
assumption for all I and J.

As a converse to Proposition 3.1, we can combine several tail copula densities along a
scale-invariant family of copula densities to form a tail copula density in higher dimensions.
With slight abuse of notation, write i U J := {i} U J for i € I. A family of k-variate copula
densities {c(-;6) : 0 € ©} indexed by a Borel set © C R™ is jointly measurable if the map
(u,0) — c(u;0) is Borel measurable on (0,1)* x ©.

Proposition 3.5 (Sklar’s theorem: converse part). Let [ U J be a partition of [d] into two
disjoint, non-empty sets, with d > 3 and |I| > 2. Let (ryu7)icr be an |I|-tuple of (|J| + 1)-
variate tail copula densities with common margin ;. Let {C[;J( ) axy € (0, OO)J} be a
jointly measurable family of |I|-variate copula densities such that (3.2) holds. Then the function
7 :(0,00)% = [0,00) defined by

’I“(QZ‘) = TJ(mJ) . H’I“iu(lﬂil!]) “Cr,g (RZ|J($Z|$J),Z € ]; JJJ) s (33)

el

for € (0,00)% such that r;(x;) > 0 and zero otherwise, is a d-variate tail copula density with
margins r;uy fori € I.

4 Parametric families of tail copula densities

We will compute the copula densities c¢.;(-;2;) in (3.1) for tail copula densities r arising
from two parametric families: the scaled extremal Dirichlet model (Section 4.1) due to Belzile
and Neslehova (2017), encompassing the logistic, negative logistic and Dirichlet max-stable
models, and the Hiisler—Reiss model (Section 4.2). For both families, the simplifying assumption
(Definition 3.4) is satisfied for all choices of I and .J, and the copula densities ¢y, take on known
parametric forms. This section can be skipped at first reading.

4.1 Scaled extremal Dirichlet model

In dimension d > 2, consider parameters aq,...,aq > 0 and p > —min(ay, ..., ay) with p # 0.
The angular measure density of the scaled extremal Dirichlet model is introduced in Belzile
and Neslehova (2017, Proposition 5). By Eq. (2.12) and Lemma B.2 in the supplement, the
corresponding tail copula density is

I+ p) ! A /
T<w) _ . C(Oé', p)l/px.—1 p} . C(Oé', p)aj/pI‘_Oéj p—l’ (41)
dlpl=' TT4_, T(ay) {Z ’ ’ [ etes !

for € (0,00)%, where @ = oy + -+ + ag and ¢(a, p) = ['(a + p)/T(a). The model is closed
under marginalisation: for J C [d] with |J| > 2, the marginal tail copula density r, in (2.7) is
of the same form in dimension |J| and with parameters (a;),c; and p. The model unites and
extends several well-known parametric families in multivariate extreme value analysis:

o ifa; =...=ay=1and p > 0, we get the negative logistic model (Joe, 1990);

o ifa;=...=ay=1and —1 < p <0, we obtain the logistic model (Gumbel, 1960);

J=1 Jj=1
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e if p =1, we get the Coles—Tawn extremal Dirichlet model (Coles and Tawn, 1991).

In McNeil and Neslehova (2010, Definition 3), the family of Liouwville copulas is defined as
the collection of survival copulas of random vectors of the form ¥ = SW, where W has a
Dirichlet distribution on the unit simplex and is independent of the positive random variable S.
The special case where W' is uniformly distributed on the unit simplex yields the family of
Archimedean copulas (McNeil and Neslehova, 2009).

Proposition 4.1. Let r be the scaled extremal Dirichlet tail copula density in (4.1) in dimension
d > 3. For every pair of disjoint, non-empty subsets I, J C [d] with |I| > 2, the copula densities
cry(-;xy) in (3.1) satisfy the simplifying assumption (Definition 3.4). If p > 0, then cr.; is
equal to the density of the |I|-variate Liouville copula with Dirichlet parameters (o );er and with
radial density on (0,00) proportional to s — sZier®=L. (s 4 1)7P7 ket If 5 < 0, then cp,y
15 equal to the density of the survival copula of the above Liouville copula.

In special cases, the copula densities ¢,y can be identified more explicitly (calculations in
Appendix B.3 in the supplement):

e if a; =...=ay=1and p >0, then ¢,; is the density of the |I|-variate Clayton copula
with parameter 0/ (1 + |J|6) with 6 = 1/p > 0;
e ifa; =...=a;=1and —1 < p <0, then ¢;.; is the density of the |I|-variate Clayton

survival copula with parameter 6/ (|J|0 — 1) with § = —1/p > 1.
In both cases, the dependence decreases as the number |.J| of conditioning variables increases.

4.2 Hisler—Reiss model

Let D, be the set of symmetric, strictly conditionally negative definite matrices, that is, all
matrices I' = (I'y;)¢,_; € R™? of the form I';; = Var(A; — A;) for a d-variate random vector
A = (Ay,..., Ay) with positive definite covariance matrix, i.e., I' is a variogram matrix. Fix
k € [d] and consider the (d — 1) x (d — 1)-dimensional positive definite covariance matrix

ij#k
for I" as in the previous sentence, we have ng) = Cov(A; — Ay, Aj — Ay). The d-variate
Hiisler—Reiss tail copula density is

r(a; 20 = (H xi_l) Ga1 (2; V) x € (0,00)%, (4.3)

iiF£k

where ¢4_1 is the centered (d — 1)-dimensional Gaussian density with the stated covariance
matrix and &, = (log(xi/a:k) — %Fik)i:i;ék' The exponent measure density A associated to r via
(2.12) appears in Engelke et al. (2015), where it is shown that it does not depend on the choice
of k € [d]. The corresponding max-stable distribution G in (2.8) goes back to Hiisler and Reiss
(1989), who studied maxima of triangular arrays of Gaussian random vectors.

For a matrix M and for index sets K and L, write My = (M;;)ick jer- Let @ denote the
standard normal distribution function and recall that the m-variate Gaussian copula density
with (m x m)-dimensional positive definite correlation matrix R evaluated in w € (0,1)™ is

cr(u) = |R|™* - exp {-12T (R7'—1,)z} where z =& '(u). (4.4)
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Proposition 4.2. Let I be a d x d variogram with d > 3 and let r be the Hiisler—Reiss tail
copula density in (4.3). For every pair of disjoint, non-empty subsets I, J C [d] with |I| > 2,
the copula densities cr.;( ;) in (3.1) satisfy the simplifying assumption (Definition 3.4). The
copula density cr.; is equal to the |I|-variate Gaussian copula density (4.4) with correlation
matriz Ry = (Agﬁ)j)_l/? E(IT} (Ag?})_l/Q for any k € J, where Aglr} is the diagonal matriz with

-1
the same diagonal as Egﬁ)} = zﬁ’}’ — Eﬁ’f} (Ef]k}> Z(sz)

The matrix Ry; in Proposition 4.2 is the correlation matrix of the conditional Gaussian

distribution with covariance matrix Eyi),, the corresponding Schur complement. Its expression
depends on the choice of k € J, although the actual matrix does not. It remains to be
investigated how to express it in terms of the Hiisler—Reiss precision matrix © introduced in

Hentschel et al. (2022).

5 Vine decompositions of tail copula densities

5.1 X-vines: density decomposition and construction

In this section, we show that any tail copula density 7 in dimension d > 3 can be decomposed
along any regular vine sequence (Definition 2.2) on d elements into d — 1 bivariate tail copula
densities and Z?;f 1= (d;) bivariate copula densities. Moreover, copula densities with only
a single conditioning variable satisfy the simplifying assumption (Definition 3.4). Conversely,
starting from any regular vine sequence on d > 3 elements, any collection of d — 1 bivariate tail
copula densities and any collection of (dgl) bivariate copula densities, a d-variate tail copula
density can be assembled. We coin tail copula densities constructed in this way as X-vines.

Appendix C in the supplement states the main results in terms of exponent measure densities.

Theorem 5.1 (Tail copula density decomposition along a regular vine). Let r be a d-variate
(d = 3) tail copula density and let V = (T])?;% with T; = (N;, E;) be a reqular vine sequence on
[d]. For x € (0,00)%, we have

d—1
T(m) = H Taeybe (xae7 Ibe) . H H CaevbdDe (Rae‘De<xae|mD3)’ Rbe‘De<xbe|wDe); wDe) ? (5]‘>

ecEy Jj=2e€k;
where, for e = (ae,be; Do) € Ea U ---U Ey_y, the pair-copula density cq, p..p, is

rae,be|De (xae ) ajbe |wDe)

/rae|De (xae |mDe) ' rbe|De (xbe |mDe) 7

(5.2)

cae,bdDe (uae7 Ube; mDe) -

with x,, = R;;'De (Ua,|®p,) and xp, = Rb_jDe(ube xp,) for ua,,up, € (0,1).

The decomposition (5.1) also applies to marginal tail copula densities r; for index sets
J = Ay for some edge f in the vine; see Remark B.7 in the supplement. For the pair copula

Caobe:n. (-, -3 Tp,) associated to the edge e = (ae, be; D.) in the regular vine sequence, consider
the first-order partial derivatives
0 tae
Cae|b8§De (uae | ube; wDe) = a CaevbdDe (uae7 U’be; mDe) = / CaevbdDe (U, ube; wDe) dv?
ube v=0 (5 3)
0 Hbe '
Cbe‘adDﬁ (ube uae; wDe) = au Ca67b6§De (uae7 ube; wDe) = / caeybe§De (uae7 U; wDe) dv'
Qe v=0
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Theorem 5.2 (Recursion and uniqueness). In the setting of Theorem 5.1, for any e =
(aeybe; De) € Ea U---U Ey4_q, we have

RaelDeUbe (xae|wDeUbe> = Cae‘be§De (Rae‘De (xaelmDe> | RbelDe (wbelee); wDe) ’

(5.4)
Ry, \p.va. (T, |TDova.) = Cholacsp. (Roup. (@, |€0,) | Raoip. (Ta.|®D,); 2D, ) -

As a consequence, r is determined uniquely by the bivariate tail copula densities 4y for e =
{a,b} € E, and the bivariate copula densities cq,p..p.(+;Tp,) fore € ExU---U E41 and
mDe e (07 OO)DE'

Equation (5.4) is effectively a recursive relation, allowing to reduce the number of conditioning
variables until there is only one conditioning variable left. The reason is that each of the indices
ac|D. and b.|D, in (5.4) is itself of the form af|DyUby or bg|Ds Uay for an edge f € e in E;_;,
i.e., one level lower than e.

Definition 5.3 (X-vine tail copula density). A d-variate tail copula density r is an X-vine
along a regular vine sequence V if for each edge e € Fo U --- U Ey_1, the pair copula densities
Cabo:n. (-3 p,) do not depend on the value of xp, € (0,00)P=.

Example 5.4 (Trivariate case). By Lemma 3.2, a trivariate tail copula density r is always an
X-vine, and this along any of the three possible regular vine sequences on {1,2,3}. For the vine
determined by F; = {{1,2},{2,3}}, for instance, we have

(1, T2, T3) = r12(71, T2) T23(T2, T3) - C13;2 (R1|2(SU1|332), R3|2(56’3|1132)) ) (5.5)
T(xh 1,1‘3)

7“12(1'1, 1) 7“23(17 $3)

with @; = R ;(u|1), 7€ {1,3}.

where Clg;g(ul,U;g) =
The function r is thus completely specified by the two bivariate tail copula densities 15 and 793
and one bivariate copula density cj3.0. The form (5.5) was already discovered for tail copula
densities of D-vine copulas in Li and Wu (2013).

By Propositions 4.1 and 4.2, the scaled extremal Dirichlet model (including the logistic,
negative logistic and extremal Dirichlet models) and the Hiisler—Reiss family have conditional
copula densities cr.;(-; ;) that always satisfy the simplifying assumption. As a consequence,
they are examples of X-vine tail copula densities too, and this along any regular vine sequence.

Definition 5.5 (X-vine specification). The triplet (V,R,C) is an X-vine specification on d
elements (d > 3) if:

1. V= (T])?;i with T; = (N;, Ej) is a regular vine sequence on [d];

2. R=A{rap. : e={ac,b.} € Ey} is a family of bivariate tail copula densities;

3. C= {cae’be;De e = (ae be; De) € Uy Ej} is a family of bivariate copula densities.

Fig. 2a in Section 8 shows an example of an X-vine specification involving a mix of parametric
models for the bivariate (tail) copula densities.

Theorem 5.6 (X-vine tail copula density construction). Let (V,R,C) be an X-vine specification
on d > 3 elements. Then the function r defined by

d—1
T(m> - H Taeube (xae7xbe) ’ H H caeube§De (Rae|De (xae|mDe)7 Rbe|De (xbs|mDe>) (56)

e€Fy Jj=2eck;
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with the functions R.|. defined recursively by

xp,) | Ry.|p. (T,

wDe) | RaelDe (xae

mDeUbE) — Caelbe;De (RaelDe ('rae

€p,0a.) = Chelaw:n. (Roeip. (20,

Ra,p.ub. (Ta,

J/‘De))

is a d-variate tail copula density. For e € Ey, the bivariate margin of r is equal to r. € R, while
for e = (ae,be; De) € ExU---UEq_4, the pair copula density cq, p..0.( -, -;Tp,) in (5.2) is equal
to ca.p.:0. € C. In particular, v is an X-vine.

Ry, |D.Ga, (Tb,

mDe))} (5.7)

In Example 5.4 with d = 3, the vine V = (T3, T5) is determined by E; = {{1,2},{2,3}},
while R = {r2, 723} and C = {c13.2}, and (5.6) reduces to (5.5).

5.2 X-vines as limits of regular vine copula densities

A natural question is whether X-vine tail copula densities arise as the lower tail dependence
limits of regular vine copula densities, as introduced in Bedford and Cooke (2002). Below, we
show that this is indeed the case, provided the pair copula densities at the edges of the first tree
have the corresponding bivariate tail copula densities as lower tail dependence limits. In the
passage to the limit, the regular vine sequence is preserved and so are the pair copulas at all
trees starting from the second one.

Let V = (T ) - ! with T; = (N;, E;) be a regular vine sequence on d elements, for d > 3.

For every edge e = (ae,be; D.) € Ud 1E let ¢4, p..p, be a bivariate copula density, with
copula C,, p..p, and conditional dlstrlbutlon functions C,,p,;p. and Cy,ja,;p,.. For e € Ey, the
conditioning set D, is empty and we simply write ¢, ;. and so on. Then there is a d-variate
regular vine copula density c¢ given by

= H cae7be (uae7ub H H Ca67b57De ae|De (uae|uDe) Cbe|De (

ecFy Jj=2e€ck;

). (538)

where, for a random vector U with density ¢, the conditional distribution function of (U,_, Us,)
given Up, = up, is

an7be|De (uae7 ube’uDe) = anabdDe (an|De (uae|uDe) ? Cbe‘De (ube|uDe>) ° (59)

Assumption 5.7. Let ¢ be a d-variate regular vine copula density as in (5.8), with d > 3.
(1) For every edge e € Ey, there exists a bivariate tail copula density rq,p, such that limpy ot -
Cae,be (tl’, ty) = Tae,be (*Ta y): fOT’ (I, y) S <07 00)2'
(ii) For every edge e € U?;; E;, the pair copula density cq, p..p, S continuous.

Proposition 5.8. Under Assumption 5.7, we have limpot% ! - c(tx) = r(x) for z € (0,00),
where the X-vine tail copula density r is generated by the triple (V,R,C) as in Theorem 5.6 with
e V the same regular vine sequence as in (5.8),
o R=A{rap :e€ EL} forryp in Assumption 5.7(i), and
e C the same bivariate copula densities for edges e € E; with j > 2 as in (5.8).
In particular, the copula C' of ¢ has tail copula R with tail copula density r.

Proposition 5.8 is foreshadowed by Theorem 3.4 and Example 3.5 in Li and Wu (2013), who
consider D-vine copulas and who require stronger convergence properties.
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5.3 Truncated X-vines

If the bivariate copula density c,, p..p, associated with an edge e € Eo U --- U E;_; is equal
to the independence one, ¢4, p..p, = 1, the corresponding factor drops out in (5.1) and the
recursive formulas in (5.4) and (5.7) simplify to R, |p.up. (Ta.|TDob.) = Raoip. (Ta|Zp,) and
Ry, |p.va. (T, |TD,0a.) = Ro b, (2v.|2D,). Sparse X-vine specifications arise when ¢, p..p, = 1
for many edges e € Fy U --- U E;_1. Model selection of sparse vine copulas in high dimensions
has been investigated in Miiller and Czado (2019) and Nagler et al. (2019). The case where
all pair copulas are equal to the independence one for all edges starting from a given tree is of
practical importance (Brechmann et al., 2012; Brechmann and Joe, 2015).

Definition 5.9. A truncated regular vine tree sequence V = (11, ...,T;) on d > 3 elements with
truncation level ¢ € {1,...,d — 2} is an ordered set of trees for which there exists a regular vine
tree sequence V' = (17, ..., T, ;) on d elements such that T; =T} for all j € {1,...,q}.

Definition 5.10. The triplet (V,R,C) is a truncated X-vine specification on d elements (d > 3)

with truncation level ¢ € {1,...,d — 2} if:

1. V = (T;)j, is a truncated regular vine tree sequence on [d];

2. R={rap: e={a,b} € Ei} is a family of bivariate tail copula densities;

3. C={cap.p. : €= (aebe;D,.) € U?:2 E;} is a family of bivariate copula densities; in case
qg=1, we have C = &.

By definition, any truncated X-vine specification can be completed to a full X-vine specifica-
tion by completing the truncated regular vine tree sequence V to a full one V' as in Definition 5.9
and by setting ¢, p..p, =1 foralle € £/, U---UEj ;. The resulting X-vine copula density r
does not depend on the way in which the truncated regular vine tree sequence V is completed,
since the factorisation in (5.1) simplifies anyway to

q
r(w) = H rambe(xae?xbe) ' H H CaeybdDe (Rae‘De (:Uac

ecFy 7j=2 eGEj

xDe)? Rbe‘De (:Cbe wDe)) ) (51())

The right-hand side of (5.10) involves } 9_,(d — j) bivariate copula densities. The truncation
level ¢ allows to tune the trade-off between sparsity and flexibility. If ¢ = 1, the second product
is empty and the model is a Markov tree as in Engelke and Hitz (2020), Segers (2020) and
Engelke and Volgushev (2022). Increasing ¢ and adding trees (‘layers’) yields more complex
dependence models. Truncated X-vine specifications will be shown at work in Section 9.

6 Sampling from X-vine Pareto distributions

6.1 Inverted multivariate Pareto distributions

In Section 2, we introduced the multivariate Pareto distribution (2.11) as a limit model for high
threshold excesses in (2.10). In the context of tail copula measures, it is more convenient to
work with their reciprocals.

Definition 6.1. The d-variate random vector Z has an inverted multivariate Pareto distribution
if there exists a d-variate tail copula measure R such that P(Z € B) = R(BN1L)/R(L), for
Borel sets B, with L = {:B € (0,00]% : minx < 1}; equivalently, if there exists a multivariate
Pareto random vector Y such that Z =1/Y.
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If R is concentrated on (0,00)? and has density r, then Z has probability density =
r(z)1(xz € L)/R(L). In general, for j € [d], the conditional distribution of Z; given Z; < 1 is
uniform on (0, 1); this follows from the marginal constraint (2.2). For Borel sets B, we have

P(ZeB|Z;<1)=R(BNLY), (6.1)

where the set LU) = {m € (0,00 : z; < 1} has R-measure one. Hence, on L), the probability
density @ — r(x) 1{z; < 1} of (Z | Z; < 1) coincides with the tail copula density r.
For the random vector U in Definition 2.1, the inverted multivariate Pareto vector Z is the
weak limit in
(tU | minU < 1/t) ~ Z, t — oo. (6.2)

For non-empty J C [d], we have (tU; | minU; < 1/t) ~ Z,; < (Z;|minZ; < 1), as t —
0o. The conditional marginal Z); has a |J|-variate inverted multivariate Pareto distribution
associated with the marginal tail copula measure R; in (2.6). In contrast, Z; does not necessarily
have an inverted multivariate Pareto distribution, as min Z; < 1 is not guaranteed.

6.2 Sampling from (inverted) multivariate Pareto distributions

Through equations (2.10) and (6.2), the (inverted) multivariate Pareto distribution serves
as a model for a random vector conditionally on the event that at least one variable takes
a value far in the tail of its respective marginal distribution. The L-shaped support of the
(inverted) multivariate Pareto distribution makes direct random sampling from it a little awkward.
Lemma 2 in Engelke and Hitz (2020) provides an ingenious algorithm that reduces the task
of sampling a multivariate Pareto random vector Y to sampling the conditional distributions
(Y | Y; > 1) for every j € [d]. Below, we study the equivalent problem of simulating from the
conditional distribution of (Z | Z; < 1) for X-vine tail copula densities.

We will do so by inverting the Rosenblatt transformation (Rosenblatt, 1952), applying
conditional quantile functions with an increasing number of conditioning variables successively
to independent uniform random variables. A judicious choice of the ordering of the variables
permits to compute the required conditional quantile functions recursively in terms of the
bivariate ingredients of the X-vine specification. This sampling order (Cooke et al., 2015) is
encoded by the permutation constructed in the next lemma.

Lemma 6.2. Let V be a reqular vine sequence on d elements. For all j € [d], there exists a permu-
tation o; of {1,...,d} such that (i) 0;(1) = j and (ii) there exist edgesej, € Ey,...,ej4-1 € Eq_4
such that oj(k) € Ce,_, and {o;(i) :i=1,... k} = A, forallk € {2,...,d}.

Let r be an X-vine tail copula density as in Definition 5.3. For each edge e € Fo U ... U Ey 4
and for fixed 0 < wp, < 1, let u,, — C’ajbe; D, (Ua,|up,) be the inverse of the distribution function
Ua, = Caglpe:n, (Ua, U, ), With Co pp,.p, defined in (5.3). Similarly for C; |1ae;De' Recall from
Proposition 3.1 that for i € [d], non-empty J C [d]\ {i}, and & ; € (0, 00)? such that r;(z;) > 0,
the quantile function u; — RJ}(ul\az 7) is the inverse of the distribution function x; — Ry (x;|x.).
Inverting (5.4) yields the recursive relations

Rc;llDeUbe (Uae a)Deube) = R;:\De (C¢1:1\be;De (uae Rbe\De (iL‘be wDe)) ’ .’BDE) s (6 3)
RbfeTDeuae (ube wDeUCLe) = Rl;e‘lDe (Cb:|1ae;De (ube Rae|De (xae wDe)) | wDe) :
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Let Wy, ..., Wy be independent random variables, all uniformly distributed on (0, 1). For
j € [d], let o; be a permutation of [d] satisfying the two requirements in Lemma 6.2. Define a

random vector Z\) = (ij ... Z éj )) recursively as follows:

Z9 = W, and Zg)(k) =R, W) | zgg}{ kef{2,...,d}. (6.4)

loj ({1, ,k=1}) ( 1,...,k—1})> )

Proposition 6.3. Let Z be an inverted multivariate Pareto random vector associated with
the X-vine tail copula density r. For j € [d], the distribution of Z\9) in (6.4) is equal to the
one of Z conditionally on Z; < 1. For every k € {2,...,d}, the conditional quantile function
R;jl(k)\aj({L...,kq}) s of the form R;:|Deube or Rb_JDEUaE for some edge e = e; 1 € Eyp_1 and can

thus be computed recursively via (6.3).

The simulation algorithm based on Proposition 6.3 relies on structure matrices encoding
regular vine sequences as explained in Appendix A in the supplement. In Section 8, we apply the
algorithm to assess the estimation methods from Section 7 through Monte Carlo experiments.

7 Estimation and model selection

Let X; = (Xi1,...,X;4) fori € {1,...,n} be an independent random sample from a distribution
function F' with continuous but unspecified margins Fi, ..., F; and whose survival copula C'
has lower tail copula R (Definition 2.1). Suppose that the tail copula density r is an X-vine
with specification (V, R,C) (Definitions 5.3 and 5.5 and Theorem 5.6). We propose a procedure
to estimate r from the excesses over a high multivariate threshold.

The regular vine sequence V = (T])?j with trees T; = (IV;, Ej) may be known or not.
The bivariate tail copulas r,, for edges e = {a,b} € E; in the first tree and the bivariate
copula densities ¢,, p..p, for edges e = (a.,b.; D) € E; in trees j > 2 are assumed to belong
to prespecified (lists of) parametric families. The X-vine specification may be truncated
(Definition 5.10), leading to a simpler model.

The basis of the method is a link between the conditional copula densities cr,; in Sklar’s
theorem (Proposition 3.1) on the one hand and the inverted multivariate Pareto distribution
(Definition 6.1) on the other hand (Section 7.1). In Section 7.2, we propose parameter estimates,
supposing that V is given and that parametric families of (tail) copula densities have been
specified for all edges. In Section 7.3, finally, we treat model selection, which comprises the
selection of the parametric families of the bivariate model components, the selection of the
regular vine sequence V), and the selection of the truncation level q.

7.1 Copulas and inverted multivariate Pareto distributions

Let 7 be a d-variate tail copula density, not necessarily an X-vine. In Sklar’s theorem (Proposi-
tion 3.1), suppose that the copula density cr.; satisfies the simplifying assumption (Definition 3.4).
The following proposition shows how to transform an inverted multivariate Pareto random
vector Z associated to r into a random vector with density c;. ;.

Proposition 7.1. Let r be a d-variate tail copula density and let Z be an inverted multivariate
Pareto random vector associated to r. Let I,.J C [d] be non-empty and disjoint.
(i) For zy € (0,00)” such that minz; < 1 and r;(z5) > 0, the conditional density of Z; given
ZJ:ZJ 18 7‘[|J('|ZJ).
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(11) Suppose |I| = 2. If cr.;(-; ) satisfies the simplifying assumption (Definition 3.4), then,
conditionally on the event min Z; < 1, the random vector (Ri'J(Zi|ZJ>) is independent
of Zj and its density is cr.;.

el

By statement (ii), the density of (RZ-U(ZZ-\ZJ))ieI given Z; € A is equal to ¢, for any
non-empty set A C {z € (0,00)” : minz < 1}. For estimation, we will use this property for
A = (0,1)7, requiring in effect that all variables (rather than at least one) in J exceed a high
threshold. We do so in order to avoid a potential bias stemming from including too many

non-extreme values in the procedure. An alternative would be to opt for a censored likelihood
approach (Ledford and Tawn, 1996).

7.2 Sequential maximum likelihood estimation of X-vines

Let the d-variate tail copula density r be an X-vine specified by (V,R,C) as in Theorem 5.6.
Assume that the bivariate tail copula densities (R) and bivariate copula densities (C) belong
to specified parametric families. Let the parameter vector be denoted by 8 = (0z,0c): here,
Or = (0¢)eer, contains the parameters (or parameter vectors) 6, € ©, associated with each
pairwise tail copula density r,, s, for e € Ey, while 6c = (Qc,j);l;; for Oc; = (0c)eer; denotes
the parameters (or parameter vectors) 6, € O, associated with each bivariate copula density
Caebe:D, fOT € € U?;; E;. While it is possible to derive the full likelihood of an X-vine (inverted)
multivariate Pareto distribution, performing parameter estimation with the full model in high
dimensions is challenging. Instead, using the X-vine decomposition into bivariate components
and recursively defined quantities (Theorem 5.6), we outline a sequential procedure for parameter
estimation, tree by tree. This approach is inspired by the one for regular vine copulas (see, e.g.,
Czado, 2019), but with suitable adaptations to the extreme value context.

(1) Standardising the margins and selecting sub-samples. Recall that X;,..., X, is
an independent random sample from F', with survival copula C, tail copula R and tail copula
density . Fori=1,...,n and j € [d], let U; ; =1 — F;(X, ), where F; denotes any estimator
of the marginal distribution function Fj(z) = P(X;; < z). One possibility is the empirical
distribution function, and to avoid boundary effects, we set

U; =1— (mk;; —0.5)/n, (7.1)

where rnk; ; = > 1(X,; < X, ;) is the (maximal) rank of X;; among X ;,..., X, ;. We

view the points U; = (U, 1, ..., U, 4) as pseudo-observations from the survival copula C.

By Eq. (6.2), for large t > 0, the rescaled points tU; fori € {1,...,n} such that min U, < 1/t
constitute pseudo-observations from a distribution that approximates the inverted multivariate
Pareto distribution associated with r. We set ¢ = n/k where, in an asymptotic setting,

k =k, €{l,...,n} satisfies k — oo and k/n — 0. For j € [d] and (7” as in (7.1), let
Kj:{z’:1,...,n:(7i,j<k/n} (7.2)

be the set of indices ¢ corresponding to the k largest observations for the jth component. Further,

put K; = et K;and K = ield) K, which are, respectively, the set of indices 4 corresponding

to large observations in all variables in J C [d] simultaneously and the set of indices with large
observations in at least one variable. Write Z; = (Z; ;);jcq Where Z; j = (n/k) U; ;. In view of
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Eq. (6.2), we treat {Z;}icx as a sample of |K| pseudo-observations of the inverted multivariate
Pareto distribution associated with r. The sample size | K| is random, and from (7.1), we have

k < |K| < dk. For non-empty J C [d] and ¢ € K, we write Z; ; = (Z; j)je-

(2) Estimating the tail copula parameters 6z in T;. For each edge e = {a.,b.} €
E,, we estimate the parameter (vector) 6, associated with the bivariate tail copula density
Tao b (-30e). By Eq. (6.1), for j € {ac,b.}, the conditional density of (Z,,, Z.) given Z; < 1 is
Taebe (Zaes 26,3 0e) L(z; < 1). We use maximum pseudo-likelihood estimation to fit this density
to the sub-samples (Z-,ae, vae) for both i € K,, and i € K, , with K as in Eq. (7.2). More
precisely, we maximise each of the two pseudo-likelihoods

LR (9?); (Ziaws Zin.) i € Kj) =] ract. (Z‘,ae, Z,be;é’ﬁﬂ"> , J€{ae b}, (7.3)

iEKj

over 09 € ©., yielding estimates 6L and éébe), respectively. The final estimate is éae,be =
{éé“ﬂ) + éébe)} /2. The idea of averaging maximum pseudo-likelihood estimators on product
spaces has already been proposed for the Hiisler—Reiss model (Engelke et al., 2015, 2022). Other
estimation approaches include censored likelihoods (Ledford and Tawn, 1996; de Haan et al.,
2008) or empirical stable tail dependence functions (Einmahl et al., 2008, 2018).

(3) Estimating the copula parameters ¢ in T5,...,T; ;. Estimation of the parameters
associated with edges e = (ae, be; D.) in E; for j € {2,...,d — 1} is based on a similar procedure
as the one employed in regular vine copulas (Czado, 2019, Section 7.2). The main difference
concerns the definition of the pseudo-observations: if é(El:(j,l)) denotes the parameter estimates
associated with the edges in Ey.j_1) = £y U---U Ej_y, by Proposition 7.1(i), for i € Kp,,
pseudo-observations ((72-,%; Do (71-71,6; p.) from ¢, p,.p. can be defined by

~ A~ ~

ﬁi,ae;De = Ra,|D. <Z@ Z,De; é(El:j—1)> ; ﬁi,be;De = Ry, |p. (Zi,be Zip,; Q(El:j—1)> . (7.4)

The full procedure is detailed in Section D of the supplement.

7.3 Model selection for X-vines

Model selection for X-vines based on a random sample X1,..., X, from F involves:

(1) selecting a regular vine sequence V = (T1,...,Ty_1);

(2) given the regular vine sequence obtained in (1), choosing adequate bivariate parametric
(tail) copula families, R and C.

In fact, the two procedures are executed together sequentially, progressing from one tree to the

next tree. First, we describe step (2) given the regular vine sequence V.

Selecting parametric (tail) copula families given a truncated regular vine sequence.
We first consider the specification of R in Definition 5.5 in tree 77. Let Br 1w = (Bra,- .., Br.r)
be the list of candidate bivariate tail copula families. For each edge e = (e,, e,) € Ej, specifying
R involves choosing the bivariate tail copula family among Bgi.p. Similar to the idea of
averaged maximum pseudo-likelihood estimates in Section 7.2, we use the averaged-AIC value
for selecting bivariate tail copula families. For each edge e and each Bgry, t = 1,...,T,
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we obtain two maximum pseudo-likelihood estimates é&““” and éét’be), derived through the
maximisation of log-likelihood functions on product spaces; see (7.3). The averaged-AIC value

is AIC, (Brt) = 20t — % {log LRe <é§t’ae)> +log Lr.e (éét’be)> }, where v is the number of

parameters in Bg,;. We select the bivariate tail copula family with the lowest averaged-AIC
among AIC, (Br1),...,AIC. (Br1).

Similarly, to specify C and select the bivariate parametric copula family among a list of
candidates for each edge in Es U---U Ey;_1, we follow common practice in vine copula modelling
and choose the family with the lowest AIC; see Brechmann (2010) and Czado (2019, Section 8.1).

It is worthwhile to note that when implementing the model selection step for an edge e in
E;, only the trees T7,...,T; need to have been selected, but not the trees T},,...,Ty_;. This
sequential approach aligns well with the vine learning procedure in the next paragraph.

Selecting the regular vine sequence. Morales-Napoles (2010) showed that the number of
regular vine sequences on d elements is equal to d! 2(d52)_1, making it impossible to go through
all possible vine structures. We adopt a model selection approach similar to the one in Dissmann
et al. (2013), choosing trees sequentially from T3 to Ty_;.

To select the first tree, 71, on the node set N; = [d], we follow a procedure as in Engelke and
Volgushev (2022) and Hu et al. (2024). For every pair {a, b} of distinct elements in [d], let w, be

a nonnegative weight derived from the data. We use an empirical version of the tail dependence
coefficient x,p = Rap(1,1), setting w,, equal to Xap = %2?21 1 {Ui,a < k/n, Uy < k:/n},

where ﬁi,a and [7“, are defined as in (7.1). Another possible edge weight could be the empirical
extremal variogram as in Engelke and Volgushev (2022). For subsequent trees Ty, ..., T, 1, the
edge weight is chosen to be the absolute value of the empirical Kendall’s tau. All trees are
selected as maximum spanning trees; see, for example, Czado (2019, Section 8.3).

Selecting truncated regular vine tree sequences. The model selection procedure described
above may set all pair-copulas to the independence copula in the subsequent trees from 7., to
Ty— for a truncation level ¢ € {1,...,d — 2}. In this case, the resulting model corresponds to
the truncated X-vine model in Definition 5.10. Besides an information criterion, we consider two
additional criteria for selecting the independence copula at an edge e: when the effective sample
size |Kp,| = np, falls below a certain low value, or when the absolute value of the empirical
Kendall’s tau is close to zero. Sparsity induced by a smaller effective sample size, is more likely
when the total sample size n is relatively small with respect to the dimension d.

Even when the above criteria are not met, when d is large, it is natural to limit the number
of model parameters by considering truncated X-vines, since Dissmann’s algorithm captures as
much dependence as possible in the first few trees. We use a modified Bayesian information
(mBIC) to determine the truncation level, inspired by the one for regular vine copulas in
Nagler et al. (2019). This modified version adjusts the prior probability in the BIC to penalise
dependence copulas more severely in trees at higher levels. More specifically, assuming that for
any edge e € E; for j > 2, the parametric family has a single parameter ¢, and that a value
of 8, = 0 corresponds to the independence copula, the mBIC includes independent Bernoulli
variables 1(0. # 0) with mean 1, = 6_1 for e € E; and a hyperparameter ¢y € (0,1): set
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mBIC(1) =0 and, for ¢ € {2,...,d — 1}, put

mBIC (g ZZ 1(6, #0) {lognDe—Qlog( ve )}—210g # (7.5)

j=2 e€E, 1=

with Le. as in (D.1). The selected truncation level ¢* is the value of ¢ in {1,...,d — 1} that
minimises mBIC(q). In practice, we will set ¢y = 0.9 as in Nagler et al. (2019).

8 Simulation study

We conduct three simulation studies, evaluating the proposed procedures for parameter estima-
tion, selection of bivariate parametric (tail) copula families, and vine truncation.

8.1 Parameter estimation

We first consider the 5-dimensional X-vine model r in Fig. 2a. The bivariate tail copula densities
Ta.p. i the first tree T3 = (Ny, Ey) are chosen from the Hiisler-Reiss model, the negative
logistic, logistic, and Dirichlet families (Section 4), while the bivariate copula densities ¢,, p..p.
in the subsequent trees T; = (N;, ;) for j € {2,3,4} are taken from the Clayton, Gumbel, and
Gaussian copula families. Fig. 2a shows the values specified for the tail dependence coefficient
x = R(1,1) or for Kendall’s 7 for each edge. The formulas connecting the parameters of the
families of tail copula densities with y are given in Appendix E.1 in the supplement.

Implementing simulation algorithms as detailed in Section 6 and Appendix A in the sup-
plement, we generate multivariate inverted Pareto random samples Z, ..., Z, associated with
r. As in Eq. (7.1), we transform to Ul, . Un7 with UZJ based on the rank of Z; ; among
21, Znj. We then take the sub-sample {Zl}leK with K = {J;cq K; and K; as in (7.2).

We set (n, k) = (4000, 200) and perform sequential parameter estimation as in Section 7.2
over 200 repetitions. We obtain maximum pseudo-likelihood estimates and corresponding
dependence measures, ¥ and 7, using the relations in Appendix E.1 of the supplement, for
each of the ten edges in the vine. In Fig. 2b, box-plots present dependence measure estimates
of parametric families based on the X-vine specification in Fig. 2a. The four left-most box-
plots (71) show the tail dependence coefficient estimates X for the four edges e € E;, and the
remaining plots display Kendall’s tau estimates 7 for the six edges e € Ey U E3 U E,. The plot
supports the validity of the sequential method for estimating tail dependence measures. We
see that estimation uncertainty becomes larger at higher tree levels. Sections F.1.1-F.1.3 in
the supplement include additional box-plots: first, of dependence measures as in Fig. 2b, but
supposing that the bivariate parametric families are known, second, of dependence measures with
varying sample sizes and threshold exceedances, and third, of maximum likelihood estimates of
tail copula densities for a specific edge e € Fy with varying (n, k).

8.2 Selecting parametric (tail) copula families

We assess algorithm effectiveness in selecting bivariate parametric families for each edge in each
tree, using the X-vine specification in Fig. 2a. While the flexibility of X-vine models allows us
to consider any bivariate parametric family, we simplify the process by considering a catalogue
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Figure 2: (a) An X-vine specification (V,R,C) on d = 5 variables. The bivariate tail copula
densities r,, . in the first tree 77 are selected from the Hiisler-Reiss (HR), negative logistic
(NL), logistic (L), and Dirichlet (Diri) parametric families, each with specified tail dependence
coefficients x. The bivariate copula densities c¢,_p,..p, in the subsequent trees T, 75,7 are
chosen from the Clayton (Clay), Gumbel (Gum), and Gaussian (Ga) copula families, each with
specified Kendall’s tau 7. (b) Box-plots (= for T} © for To  for T3  for T}) of dependence
measure estimates from bivariate parametric families selected sequentially from the data for the
X-vine specification in (a). The red lines indicate the specified parameter values.

of four candidate tail copula models for T: the Hiisler—Reiss, logistic, negative logistic, and
Dirichlet models, along with a catalogue of nine candidate pair-copula families for T5, T3, T}:
Independence, Gaussian, Clayton, Survival Clayton, Gumbel, Survival Gumbel, Frank, Joe, and
Survival Joe copulas, as implemented in the R package VineCopula (Nagler et al., 2023).
Using again 200 repetitions with (n, k) = (4000, 200), we assess the accuracy of the (averaged)
AIC in Section 7.3 in selecting bivariate parametric families. The overall proportion of correctly
selected families across all trees is 60%. For individual trees, the proportions are 62% for 77,
78% for Ty, 55% for T3, and 10% for Ty. The specific proportions for each edge in each tree are

Ty 99% 40% 60% 49%

T, 58% 93% 82%
15 42%  68%
T 11%

The lower proportions observed for es3 and ey5 in E; result from the challenge in distinguishing
between the logistic and negative logistic models. Overall, the proportion of accurately selected
families decreases with declining effective sample size and Kendall’s tau estimate across tree
levels. We observe the lowest proportion for the deepest edge e;5.034 Where the corresponding
pair-copula exhibits weak dependence. For this edge, the algorithm selects the independence
copula 110 times out of 200.

We also investigate the effective sample sizes for each tree in Section F.1.4 of the supplement.
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Figure 3: Simulation study: (a) The mBIC plotted across tree levels with a dotted line indicating
the selected mBIC-optimal truncation level of ¢* = 19. (b) x-plot comparing pairwise x values
from the true X-vine model to those obtained from the fitted 50-dimensional X-vine model via
Monte Carlo simulations. (c¢) Similar to (b) but for the truncated fitted X-vine model.

8.3 Tree selection and truncation

We consider a higher dimensional X-vine model where residual dependence weakens with
increasing tree level. Specifically, for V we consider a 50-dimensional C-vine, that is, in each
tree T}, there is a single node a; € [d] such that a; belongs to the conditioned set C. of all
edges e € F;. The first tree includes the Hiisler-Reiss models and negative logistic models with
randomly assigned parameter values 6, € [1,2] for e € E;. Subsequent trees contain bivariate
Gaussian copulas with partial correlations p, = 1.1 —0.1j for e € E; and j € {2,...,9}, and
pe = 0.1 for e € F; with j > 10. This X-vine specification allows us to explore truncated X-vine
models by setting pair-copulas with weak dependence to independence copulas.

We use a single inverted multivariate Pareto sample of size n = 1000 from the X-vine model
directly, i.e., without rank transformation and thresholding. As in Sections 7.2 and 7.3, we
sequentially select trees T1,...,Ty—1 using X, for e € E; and 7, for e € E;, j > 2, as edge
weights, with X, as in Eq. (E.1) in the supplement. For each selected tree, we choose the
bivariate parametric families with the lowest (averaged) AIC for each edge and estimate the
associated parameters. Additionally, independence copulas are chosen in subsequent trees if
either |7.| < 0.05 or np, < 10 for each edge.

To explore truncated X-vine models, we use the mBIC in (7.5) with 9y = 0.9 as in Nagler
et al. (2019). The estimated mBIC-optimal truncation level is ¢* = 19 (dotted line in Fig. 3a).
We assess the goodness of fit by comparing pairwise y-values from the true X-vine model with
those from the fitted 50-dimensional X-vine model via Monte Carlo simulations (as explained in
Section E.2 in the supplement) in Fig. 3b. For the truncated X-vine model, the y-plot in Fig. 3c
resembles that of the full model but exhibits more variability, particularly for lower y-values.
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9 Application: US flight delay data

We apply X-vine models to investigate extremal dependence among large flight delays in the US
flight network. The raw data set is accessible through the US Bureau of Transportation Statistics®.
These flight delay data were analysed by Hentschel et al. (2022) who first selected airports with
a minimum of 1000 flights per year and applied a k-medoids clustering algorithm to identify
homogeneous clusters in terms of extremal dependence. This clustering approach not only makes
the analysis suitable for modelling extremal dependence but also reveals shared frequent flight
connections between airports and similar geographical characteristics in each cluster. Focusing
on the Hiisler—Reiss family, Hentschel et al. (2022) fitted an extremal graphical model to large
flight delays of airports in the Texas cluster to investigate conditional independence.

For the purpose of model comparison, we also analyse daily total delays (in minutes) in the
Texas cluster. The cluster comprises d = 29 airports and counts n = 3603 days from 2005 to
2020, during which all airports have recorded measurements. This pre-processed data is available
through the R-package graphicalExtremes (Engelke et al., 2022). A graphical representation of
the actual flight connections between airports is presented in Fig. 4a.

Let z;, for i = 1,...,n, denote the measurements. Following the standardisation process
with the rank transformation (7.1) as in Section 7.2, we take the sub-sample z; = (n/k)u; for
1€ K = Uje[d] K; as in (7.2). We choose k = 0.13n in order to have a large enough effective
sample size with respect to the number of variables.

Assigning . for e € E; and 7, for e € £, j > 2, as edge weights, we select the vine tree
structure sequentially as in Section 7.3. Fig. F.5a in the supplement shows the first maximum
spanning tree. The corresponding estimated tail dependence coefficients vary between 0.42 and
0.65, with a mean of 0.55. Out of the d — 1 = 28 edges in T}, selected bivariate tail copula
families include the Hiisler—Reiss (8 edges), negative logistic (3 edges) and Dirichlet models (17
edges). Subsequent trees with a total of 378 edges are then chosen with the following pair-copula
families (number of edges in parentheses): Independence (201), Gaussian (31), Clayton (8),
Gumbel (26), Frank (34), Joe (36), Survival Clayton (31), Survival Gumbel (9), and Survival
Joe (2). As the tree level rises, we observe a decline in residual dependence and an increase
in the number of independence copulas. The X-vine algorithm sets all pair copulas to the
independence copula from 75, that is, the vine is truncated at level ¢ = 20.

To evaluate the X-vine model’s efficacy in capturing extremal dependence for large flight
delays between airports, we compare bivariate and trivariate empirical tail dependence coefficients
with those from the fitted X-vine models in Section F.2.2 in the supplement. Fig. F.6 indicates
a satisfactory fit, both for the full 29-dimensional model and for the truncated model.

To further explore truncated X-vine models with a lower truncation level, we use the mBIC
in Eq. (7.5). Fig. F.7a in the supplement illustrates the mBIC-optimal truncation level of
¢* = 7, which corresponds to 113 dependence copulas [Gaussian (17), Clayton (3), Gumbel (23),
Frank (16), Joe (25), Survival Clayton (22), Survival Gumbel (6), and Survival Joe (1)] out
of the 147 total edges from T5 to T7. The total number of bivariate model components is thus
28 + 113 = 141. Additionally, we investigate how the truncation level changes over the threshold
range in Fig. F.7b. It appears that the mBIC-optimal truncation levels are not overly sensitive
to the choice of the threshold. The superimposed graph of the first seven vine trees is shown in
Fig. 4b, showing for 75 to 17 only the 113 out of 147 edges for which a copula other than the
independence one is selected. The vine tree sequence from T3 to T% is presented in Fig. F.5.

’https://wuw.bts.dot.gov
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Figure 4: (a) Flight graph illustrating connection flights between airports joined by edges in the
Texas cluster. (b) The X-vine graph with the first seven trees superimposed, showing for trees
T to T7 only the 113 out of 147 edges for which a copula other than the independence copula
is selected, for 141 edges in total. (c¢) The estimated extremal Hiisler—Reiss graph structure
using the regularised method with a tuning parameter value of p* = 0.1, totalling 148 edges.
Corresponding y-plots comparing empirical pairwise tail dependence coefficients with those
from the fitted graphical models: (d) the flight graph, (e) the truncated X-vine graph, and (f)
the extremal Hiisler—Reiss graph using the EGlearn algorithm.

Returning to model comparison, we consider extremal Hiisler—Reiss graphical models (Engelke
et al., 2021; Hentschel et al., 2022). Hentschel et al. (2022) obtained a sparse Hiisler—Reiss
graphical model using the EGlearn algorithm (Engelke et al., 2021). The tuning parameter p > 0
controls sparsity. The empirical extremal variogram matrix T is used as edge weight for the
mintmum spanning tree with smaller elements in I' indicating stronger extremal dependence.
Following Engelke et al. (2022), the data set is split in half: a training set for model fitting and
a test set for tuning parameter selection. We determine the optimal tuning parameter, p* = 0.1,
by evaluating the Hiisler—Reiss log-likelihood across tuning parameter values p from the test set.
The resulting sparse extremal graph with 148 edges and p* = 0.1 is shown in Fig. 4c.

We assess the goodness of fit using the entire sub-sample and compare empirical tail
dependence coefficients to those obtained from the fitted graphical models as explained in
Appendix E.2 in the supplement: the Hiisler—Reiss extremal graphical model for the flight graph
in Fig. 4d, the truncated X-vine model with ¢* = 7 in Fig. 4e, and the extremal Hiisler-Reiss
graphical model with p* = 0.1 in Fig. 4f, respectively.

The flexibility of a regular vine structure allows the selection of various (tail) copula families
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with the lowest AIC. Recall from Section 4.2 that the Hiisler—Reiss model arising from the
X-vine specification is constructed using bivariate Hiisler—Reiss tail copula densities in the first
tree and bivariate Gaussian copulas in subsequent trees. In the truncated X-vine model, 8 out
of 28 edges prefer Hiisler-Reiss models in 77, while in trees 7} for j > 2, a total of 96 out of 113
edges favour copula families other than the Gaussian one. However, uncertainty in sequential
parameter estimation tends to accumulate across tree levels. Consequently, the y-plot of the
truncated X-vine model shows a better fit but more variability. In contrast, the x-plot of the
extremal Hiisler-Reiss graphical model has less variability but seems biased towards higher tail
dependence. Fig. F.8 in the supplement presents a model comparison similar to Figs. 4d—4f, but
focusing exclusively on the Hiisler-Reiss model and using empirical tail dependence coefficients
derived from the empirical extremal variogram matrix.

10 Discussion

We have opened the door to the construction and the use of extremal dependence models based
on regular vine tree sequences. For (ordinary) copulas, the methodology has been extensively
developed in the literature since its inception more than two decades ago. Our contribution
is to deliver the theoretical and methodological advances required to apply vine machinery in
the extreme value context too. The key consists of a version of Sklar’s theorem applied to tail
copula densities, together with a telescoping product formula for regular vines.

While the proposed methodology is fully operational, it is clearly open to improvement, while
many open questions remain, just as for ordinary regular vine copulas. We name just a few. The
vine structure learning method inspired by Dissmann et al. (2013) aims to capture dependence
by the first several trees in the sequence, but there is no guarantee that it retrieves the true
structure. The regular vine atlas of Morales-Népoles et al. (2023) can serve as a test bed for
evaluating vine learning approaches. While the parameter estimators were shown to perform
well in simulations, their large-sample theory remains to be developed, in line with Hobaek Haff
(2013). For the Hiisler-Reiss model, the precise connection between the variogram matrix and
the correlation parameters of the bivariate Gaussian copulas remains to be elucidated and the
effect of truncation on the Hiisler—Reiss precision matrix (Hentschel et al., 2022) to be uncovered.
The relation between X-vines and graphical models for extremes as in Engelke and Hitz (2020)
deserves further investigation, perhaps leveraging results of Zhu and Kurowicka (2022). Finally,
as our approach is limited to dependence structures generated from max-stable distributions, a
completely open question is whether it can be extended to other settings in multivariate extreme
value analysis, such as the conditional extremal dependence model (Heffernan and Tawn, 2004)
or the geometric sample-cloud approach (Nolde, 2014; Simpson et al., 2021).
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Supplementary material for
“X-Vine Models for Multivariate Extremes”

In Section A, we provide detailed illustrations of a number of concepts, results and methods
for a particular five-dimensional regular vine sequence. Section B contains the proofs of all results
in the paper. For readers more familiar with exponent measure densities than with tail copula
densities, a number of theoretical results are reformulated in terms of exponent measure densities
in Section C. Section D provides more details on the estimation of the copula parameters in the
trees after the first one. Expressions for tail dependence coefficients x; (analytical, empirical,
and via Monte Carlo) are provided in Section E. Finally, Section F contains additional numerical
results, both for the Monte Carlo simulations in Section 8 and the US flight data case study in
Section 9.

A Example in dimension five

Consider the regular vine sequence V = (T1,...,T}) on d = 5 nodes specified by the following
trees T; = (N, Bj) for j=1,... 4

TN, ={1,2,3,4,5}
By ={{1,2},{2,3},{2,4},{4,5}}
Tp: Ny = By = {{1,2},{2,3},{2,4}, {4,51}
By = {{{1,2},{2,3}}, {{2,3}. {2, 4} }. {{2,4}. {4, 5}}}
Ty : N3 = E» = {{{1,2},{2,3}}, {{2, 3}, {2,4}}, {{2, 4}, {4, 5} } }
By = {{{{1,2},{2,3}}, {{2,3}, {2, 4} }}, {{{2, 3}, {2,4}}, {{2, 4}, {4, 5} } }}
Ty: Ny = B3 = {{{{1.2},{2,3}}, {{2, 3}, {2, 4} } }. {{{2. 3}, {2, 4} }, {{2. 4}, {4. 5} } }}
By ={{{{1.2},{2,3}}, {{2. 3}, {2, 4}} }, {{{2, 3}, {2, 4} }, {{2, 4}, {4, 5} } } }}

In tree T3, consider the edge e = {a,b} = {{{1,2},{2,3}}, {{2,3},{2,4}}} € E3, which
is also a node in tree 7. The proximity condition is satisfied since |a Nb| = |{{2,3}}] = 1:
note that a N b is indeed a singleton, the unique element of which is the set {2,3}. The edge e
has complete union A, = {1,2,3,4}, which is the union of the conditioning sets A, = {1,2,3}
and A, = {2,3,4}. Further, e has conditioning set D, = {2,3} = A, N A, and conditioned
set Ce = A, A Ay = {1,4}, which is itself the union C, = C., UC,p of C., = A, \ Ay = {1}
and C.p, = Ay \ A, = {4}. Writing this edge in its conditioned form gives better readability:
e = (Ceq,Cea; De) = (14;23). Fig. A.1 shows the regular vine sequence, where the nodes and
edges have been labeled using the conditioned forms.

Vine telescoping product

Given are scalars 7; € (0,00) for non-empty J C {1,...,5} such that 7, = 1 for every
Jj€{1,...,5}. Also, write v;; = y7us/vs for disjoint and non-empty I, J C [d]. Developing
the product formula in Lemma 2.4 along the given regular vine sequence V gives

Y13]27734|2725]4 _ Y14]23735|24 15|24 A1)

12345 = V12723724745 * .
Y1127Y31273|127V41272|147Y512  V1|2374|2373|2475|124  V1]2347Y5]234
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132~ 34:2 — 254
(1———®)

15 : 14:23 35:24 Ty: 15:234

Figure A.1: A graphical representation of the five-dimensional regular vine sequence V. The
sub-vine V; induced by V on the node set Ay = {2,4,5} for edge f = (25;4) in T5 is shown in
blue.

As an illustration of Remark B.4, consider the edge f = {{2,4},{4,5}} € Es (or f = (25;4)
in its conditioned form). The vine V; induced by V on the node set Ay = {2,4,5} consists of
two trees, Vi = (141, Ty2), with edge sets Ery = {{2,4},{4,5}} and E;s = {{{2,4},{4.5}}};
see Fig. A.1. The product formula (B.1) yields the identity

Y254
72\475|4'

V245 = V24725 -

Tail copula density decomposition

By Theorem 5.1, any 5-variate tail copula density r can be decomposed along the given regular
vine sequence ) as

7“(33) = 7’12($1, 952) 7“23(952,%3) T24(!E27$4) 7”45($4, $5)
: 613;2(31\2, R3|2) C34;2(R3|2, R4|2) 625;4(32\4, R5\4)
: 014;23(R1|23, R4|23; m23) 035;24(33\24, R5\24; 5624)
: 015;234(R1|234,Rs|234;15234), (A.2)

where, for brevity, we write R;p = Rjp(z;|xp) for j € [d] and D C [d] \ {j}. The bivariate
copula densities in the decomposition are given by formula (3.1) in Sklar’s theorm for tail copula
densities (Proposition 3.1). The copulas associated with the edges in tree T, necessarily satisfy
the simplifying assumption (see the paragraph right after Definition 3.4): for instance, the value
of ¢130(u1, uz|z2) does not depend on x5, which is why we write ci3.2(R1j2, R3j2) rather than
013;2(R1‘27 R3|2; Ig) on the second line of <A2)

Recursion

To completely specify the tail copula density r in terms of bivariate components, we can
calculate the arguments I2jp of the pair copulas through the recursive formula of Theorem 5.2,
as explained also in the paragraph after that theorem. For example, in Eq. (A.2), starting
from the first argument of the copula c;5.034 associated with the deepest edge, the conditional
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distribution function R;j234 can be expressed in terms of the conditional distribution functions
Ryj23 and Ryjp3 and the bivariate copula Cly23 via

R1|234($1‘€15234) = Cl|4;23 (31\23(I1|$23) | R4\23($4|$23); 5023) ) (A.3)

where CH4;23(U1’U4; fB23> = f;l 014;23(v,u4;w23) dv. Eq (A3> is the first 1dent1ty in Eq (54)
applied to e = {{{1,2},{2,3}},{{2,3},{3,4}}} with a. = 1, b, = 4, and D, = {2,3}. In turn,
the conditional distribution function Rjjs3 can be expressed as (similarly for Ryps3),

R1|23(ZU1’51323) = C1|3;2 (R1\2(l’1|$2) ’ R3|2($3|372)) )

where Cyjo(urfus) = foul c132(v, ug) dv and Ryp(xq|z2) = foxl ri2(t, z2) dt and Rgp(zslas) =
fox?’ ro3(xa,t) dt, i.e., in terms of bivariate (tail) copula densities 2, ro3 and c13.0 only.

Unique-edge property

Proofs involving regular vine sequences often operate via a recursive argument in which a node
a € [d] and the edges that contain it are peeled off, leaving a regular vine sequence on d — 1
elements; see for instance the proof of Theorem 5.2, which relies on Lemma B.3 below. Let us
illustrate the latter for the regular vine sequence V in Figure A.1. The conditioned set of the
deepest edge e = (15;234) is C. = {1,5}. For each of the latter two nodes and for each level
j€A{l,...,d— 1}, there is a unique edge e; € E; that contains this node in its complete union.
For instance, for node 1 these are the edges (12), (13;2), (14;23) and (15;234); moreover, node
1 belongs to the conditioned set of each of these edges. Removing node 1 and these four edges
leaves a regular vine sequence on the four remaining elements {2,...,5}, which is the sub-vine
induced by V on the node set {2,...,5}.

Simulation

Let the random vector Z = (Z, ..., Z5) have the inverted multivariate Pareto distribution as
in Definition 6.1 associated to an X-vine tail copula density r as in (A.2). By the rejection
algorithm in Lemma 2 in Engelke and Hitz (2020), the task of simulating Z can be reduced to
the one of simulating the random vector Z), by definition equal in distribution to (Z | Z; < 1),
and this forall j = 1,...,5. Let W = (W;,..., W5) be a vector of independent random variables
uniformly distributed on (0,1). We generate Z) from W by applying the inverse Rosenblatt
transform (6.4) with the five variables Z o Zéj ) arranged according to a permutation o; of
{1,...,5} such that 0;(1) = j and such that for each k = 2,...,5, the node set {0,(1),...,0;(k)}
is equal to the conditioning set of some edge €; 1 in tree Tj,_; (Lemma 6.2).
The permutations o; can be constructed via a simple algorithm. Given j € [d]:

1) Put o;(1) = J.

(1)
(2) Find e;; € E; such that j € ¢;;.

(3) Let 0;(2) be the unique element in e;; \ {j}.
(4)

4) For k=3,...,d, do

(a) Find e;;_1 € Ej_; such that e;,_o € €j4_1.
b) Let o,(k) be the unique element in A A
j

€5,k—1 €5 k—2"
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J j €1 €2 €3 €j4
1 (1,2,3,4,5) 12 13;2 14;23 15;234
2 (2,1,3,4,5) 12 13;2 14;23 15:234
3 (3,2,1,4,5) 23 13;2 14;23 15;234
4 (4,5,2,3,1) 45 25;4 35;24 15;234
5 (5,4,2,3,1) 45 25:4 35:24 15234
Table 1: Five possible permutations o; and the edge sequences e;1,...,ej4 for j € {1,...,5}

of Lemma 6.2 for the regular vine tree V in Figure A.1.

Steps (2) and (4.a) leave freedom for choice, and this is why there may be multiple permutations
o; that satisfy the requirements of Lemma 6.2. For the regular vine tree V in Fig. A.1, five
possible permutations ¢; for j € {1,...,5} and the corresponding edge sequences €1, ..., €4
are listed in Table 1. Another choice for o, would have been (4,2,5,3,1), for instance.
Spelling out the inverse Rosenblatt transform (6.4) for j = 4 and o4 = (4,5,2,3,1) gives

Z£4) = W, and

4 _ 4 4 - 1

Z5( ) _ R5\411 <”r5|Z£ )) ’ ZQ( ) R2|15 <W2|Zi5)> :
4 _ 4 4 -

40 = s (w1242 47 = i 07 ).

Thanks to the stated properties of the permutations o;, the conditional quantile functions
R,;‘}Tj( (1...x_1y) can be computed recursively via (6.3) in terms of the bivariate ingredients of the

X-vine specification of r: for instance, starting from edge e4o = (25;4) in 75, we obtain

Rapy (uslis) = By (g, (12 | Raa(asla)) | aa)

an expression in terms of the tail copula densities ro4 and r45 of edges in T} and the bivariate
copula density co5.4 of an edge in T5.

Structure matrices

For programming purposes, it is convenient to encode a regular vine sequence in matrix form.
Such a regular vine matrix or structure matrix in short is a d x d upper triangular matrix
M = (m;;)¢,_; with elements m;; in [d] and whose diagonal (myy1,...,mg44) is a permutation
of [d]; see Czado (2019, Section 5.5). A recipe to construct such a matrix is explained in
Example 5.11 of Czado (2019). A recursive algorithm to do so is as follows:

(1) Let e4 be the single edge in E4_;.
(2) Choose mg4 € Ce,.

(3) For je{1,...,d—1}:

(a) Let e; € E; be the unique edge that contains mg4 in its complete union and hence in
its conditioned set (see Lemma B.3).
(b) Let m;4 be the unique element in C, \ {mg4aq}.
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(4) Remove node mg, and the edges ey, ..., eq—1 in Step (3) from the regular vine sequence.

(5) Proceed recursively with the resulting regular vine sequence on the d—1 elements [d]\ {ma.q}
to fill up the (d — 1)th column mq 4-1,...,M4-14-1; and so on.

Note that step (3a) involves the unique-edge property described in a previous paragraph. Step (2)
of the algorithm involves an arbitrary choice, and this is why the same regular vine sequence
can be encoded by several structure matrices. Given an element j € [d], it is always possible
to choose the diagonal elements mg s, ..., mqq to be different from j, thus ensuring m;; = j.
The diagonal of the resulting structure matrix M then forms a permutation o; meeting the
requirements of Lemma 6.2.

For the regular vine sequence in Fig. A.1, some possible structure matrices M are

112 2 4 2 2 2 2 4 33 2 2 4 4 4 4 2 2 55 4 2 2
21 3 2 11 3 2 2 3 3 2 5 5 4 3 4 5 4 3
3 1 3|, 3 1 3], 1 1 3, 2 5 4], 2 5 4
4 1 4 1 4 1 3 5 3 5
5) 5 5 1 1
The diagonals of these matrices are equal to the permutations o, in Table 1.
Truncated X-vine models
To encode a truncated regular vine sequence V = (Ty,...,T,) on d elements with truncation
level g € {1,...,d — 2} (Definition 5.9), one possible way would be to complete it to it a (full)
regular vine sequence V' = (11,...,T;_1) and use a structure matrix of the latter, imputing

independence copulas for the resulting X-vine model. This would be wasteful, however, especially
if d is large and ¢ is small. Instead, we avoid such arbitrary and unnecessary completions and
work with truncated structure matrices instead. The form of such a matrix is the same as of a
structure matrix in the previous paragraph, but with zeroes on the unspecified elements above
the diagonal.

Consider for instance the truncated regular vine sequence (77, 75) on d = 5 elements for T}
and T5, as in Fig. 2. One possible structure matrix would be

11
2

W = N
= O W N
O O O N =

which is the first of the five structure matrices in the previous paragraph but with zeroes on
positions that correspond to edges in trees T; with j > ¢ = 2. Such a matrix can be directly
obtained from the truncated regular vine sequence by an algorithm similar to the one in the
previous paragraph:

(1) Choose mgq € [d] such that there is only a single edge e, € E, with mg4 € A., and hence
Maqd € Ceq.

(2) For je{1,...,q}:
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(a) Let e; € E; be the unige edge that contains mg4 in its complete union and hence in its
conditioned set.
(b) Let mj4 be the unique element in Ce, \ {mq4a}.

(3) Remove node mgy4 and the edges ey, ..., e, from Step (2) from the truncated regular vine
sequence.

(4) Proceed recursively with the resulting regular vine sequence, truncated or not.

Recursive estimation

We illustrate the recursive nature of the sequential estimation procedure in Section 7.2 for the
regular vine sequence in Fig. A.1. For the edge e = (25;4) in F,, we consider pseudo-observations

~

(Afi,m = R2|4 (Zz | 2@,4; ém) ) Ui,5;4 = R5|4 <Z5 | Z’A; é45>

for i € Ny, i.e., for those observations with a large value in variable j = 4. Here, the tail
copula parameters 0y and 845 have already been estimated in a previous step based on the pairs
(ZZ 2, ZZ 4) fori € NyUN, and the pairs (ZZ 1, Zz 5) fori € NJUN3, respectlvely, using the averaglng
procedure based on the pseudo-likelihoods (7.3). For instance, we have 0y, = ((924 + 924 )/2
where ééi) is estimated based on the pairs (Z-Q, ZA) for i € Ny, while ééi) is based on the same
pairs but for ¢ € Ny.
Next, consider the edge e = (35;24) in Ej, which itself joins the edges f = (34;2) and
= (25;4) in E,. In view of Proposition 7.1(ii) with I = {3,5} and J = {2,4}, we define

pseudo-observations (Uz 3:24, U275724) for i € Nyy = Ny N Ny from c3 5,04 by

~

Ui,3;24 = R3|24 (Zs | 2¢,24; é(Em))
= C3|4;2 (33\2 (Z:«z | Z;,z; é23> | R4\2 (Z‘A ’ Z’,z; é24) ; é34;2>

and

~

Ui,5;24 = Rs|24 (225 | 2¢,24; é(Em))
= C5|2;4 (R5|4 (Zs ‘ Z’AS é45> | R2\4 (Zz ’ Z'A; é24> ) é25;4> .

Note that for the pair {2,4}, both conditional distribution functions Ryj4 and Ry are required.

B Proofs

B.1 Proofs for Section 2

Recall E = (0, 00]? \ {oo} for some dimension d > 1

Lemma B.1. Any Borel measure R on E satisfying (2.2) and (2.3) is a tail copula measure,
i.e., is the limit in (2.1) for some copula C'.
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Proof of Lemma B.1. Given R, define the probability measure P on L = {@ € (0,00} : minaz < 1}
by P(B) = R(BNL)/R(L) for Borel sets B. (Note that P is an inverted multivariate Pareto
distribution as in Definition 6.1, although we do not use that fact in this proof.) For j € [d] and
€ [0, 1], we have, by (2.2),

Fy(z;) = P{y € E: y; <)) = ;/R(L).

Note that R(L) > 1 by (2.2). For u; € [0,1/R(L)], we have therefore
F ' (uy) = uy R(L).

Let C be the copula of P. For u € [0,1/R(L)]%, we find, by Sklar’s theorem,

C(u) = R(u R(L))/R(L) = R(u)
in view of the homogeneity of R in (2.3). The same equation then implies that ¢! C(tx) = R(x)
for all € (0,00)¢ and all sufficiently small ¢t > 0. If some (but not all) coordinates of x are
infinity, we repeat the same argument on the appropriate lower-dimensional margins of C. We
conclude that (2.1) holds, so that R is indeed a tail copula measure. ]

By (2.3) and (2.9), the exponent measure A is homogeneous of order —1 and thus determined
by the angular measure H on the unit simplex Ag_y = {x € [0,1]*: ||z||; = 1} via

A({m e [0,00): [zl > t, @/l € BY) =t H(B),
for t > 0 and Borel sets B C Ay, with |||, = 2?21 |z;| for £ € R?. Under the above
smoothness assumption, the angular measure H is concentrated on the relative interior of the
unit simplex A,_; and its density h satisfies h(w) = A(w) for w € Ay_; (Dombry et al., 2016).

In Lemma B.2 below, we give a proof of this fact and link the angular measure density h to the
tail copula density 7.

Lemma B.2. We have h(w) = Aw) for w € Ay_1 and thus also

d d
/) [L” = /el (ﬁ)n 2 € (0, 00)"

Proof of Lemma B.2. Let V(y) = A([0,00) \ [0,y]) for y € (0,00)%, the exponent measure
function. For Vi.4(y) := 9V /(y; - - - Dyg), Coles and Tawn (1991) show that

Via(y) = =llyllT* h (y/llyll) -
On the other hand, by the inclusion-exclusion formula we also have

Vi) = 3 (cppZeiz2 20: vt > i

oI Cld)
= (=D)"H=1)Ny) = ~A(y).
We find
Ay) =yt n(y/lyll), v e (0,00)"

If ||y|l; = 1, this specializes to A(y) = h(y). The connection with the tail copula density r
follows from (2.12), which can be inverted to

d
= \1/x) ij_?, x € (0,00)". O
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Properties of regular vine sequences. Recall Definition 2.3 on the complete union A,,
conditioning set D, and conditioned sets C. = C., U C.; of an edge e € U;lZQ E; in a regular
vine V = (T1,...,T;1) on d elements. If j > 2, then D, U D, C D,; indeed, by proximity,
anb={k} with k € N;_y, and D, C Ay C A, N Ay, = D,; similarly D, C D.. Further, the
conditioned sets are related by C., = C. NC, and C., = C. N Cp. To see this, note that, by
proximity, we have a = {a1, k} and b = {b;, k} for three distinct elements a;, b,k € N;_;, and
Cea = Au \ Ap = (A, UAL)\ (Ap, UAL) C Ay, \ Ak = Cup, . Since both the left- and right-hand
side are singletons, we must have C, , = Cyq, = Cc N Cy; similarly C.p = Cpp, = Cc N G
The following lemma provides the basis for recursive arguments concerning regular vines.

Lemma B.3. Let V = (T]);lj be a regular vine sequence on d elements, with d > 2. Let e be
the unique edge in Eq4_1. For every a € C. and every j € {1,...,d — 1}, there is a unique edge
e; € Ej such that a € A.;, and then in fact a € C,.

Proof of Lemma B.3. The existence is clear: at every level j € {1,...,d — 1}, the union
Ueer, Ae of the complete unions is equal to [d]. Indeed, this holds for Ey since T} is a
tree on [d] and it holds for the other edge sets by the recursive definition of the complete unions.

The uniqueness is specific to the two nodes in the conditioned set of the single edge e in Fy_;.
Suppose that for some a € C, there is an edge set £}, with j < d — 2, for which there are two
different edges, say f and g, that both contain a in their complete unions. If f and ¢ are linked
up by some edge h in the next tree T, then a € D), and thus, eventually a € D, (see the
paragraph following Definition 2.3), a contradiction. Otherwise, there exist two different edges
f/and ¢’ in E;1, that contain a in their complete unions, and the argument can be repeated, if
needed until the last tree has been reached. Finally, since the conditioning sets are nested and
since a does not belong to the conditioning set of e, it does not belong to the conditioning set
of another edge either. O

Proof of Lemma 2.4. Identity (2.14) follows from

YA

YD, * VA _ YD,

Ya, YA,  JAa . TA
YD. VD.

together with A, = {a.} U D,, A, = {b.} U D,, and A, = {a.,b.} U D..
The proof of (2.13) is by induction on d. For d = 3, we can relabel the indices so that the
first edge set By = {{1,2},{2,3}} while E contains the single edge (13;2). The formula then

states that
Y2 * Y123

Y2 - Vo3’
which is obviously true since v, = 1 by assumption.

Let d > 4 and suppose the formula is true for regular vine sequences of dimension up to
d—1. Let e = (ae, be; D.) be the single edge in the deepest tree Ty 1 = (Ng_1, Fq_1) of the vine.
By Lemma B.3, there exist unique edges e¢; € E; for j € {1,...,d — 1} with e;_; = e such that

Y123 = Y12 * V23 -

. € €1 €E€EE€ ... €E€4-1.

Moreover, the node a,. belongs to the conditioned set of each edge e;, so we can write Ce, = {a., b; }
for j € {1,...,d—1} and some b; € [d] \ {a.}. In particular, a. is a leaf node in 7;. For
j€{2,...,d—1}, we have e; = {e;_1, f;_1} for some edge f;_1 € E;_1.
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Thanks to the stated properties of a., the regular vine sequence V induces a regular vine
sequence V on Ny = [d] \ {a.} with edge sets E; = E; \ {e;} for j € {1,...,d — 2}; this is the
sub-vine induced by V on [d] \ {a.}. By the induction hypothesis, we have

Nantay = [ e H 7 22

e {Fa)eE 7Af YAz

The product of the additional factors in (2.13) is

d—1 d—1 d—1
fyDe' ' fyAe fyDe
Ve, -

Jj=2 VAfjfl j= 27A -1 j= 27Afg 1

It is sufficient to show that this product is equal to ¥4 /Va)\fa.}- On the one hand, since A,, = e,
and A., . = [d], we have the telescoping product

€d—1
d—1
YA,
| o~ — =9, , = Vd-
j=2 1fej
On the other hand, we have
- d—1
ﬁ wy [z, 1
= TDey " Trd—2 : :
j=2 F}/Afj—l ’ Hj:g ’YAfj—l PYAfd_z

The first factor is yp,, = 1 since D, is a singleton, while the last factor is 1/v4, = 1/7d)\{a.}-
It remains to show that the middle factor is equal to 1 too. To do so, write it as

d—1
VD,
Y
j=3

= ’yAfj_z

which is indeed equal to 1, since D., = Ay,_, for j € {3,...,d — 1}. Indeed, to see the latter
identity, write

ej ={ej-1, fi—1} = {{ej-2, fi—2}, fi—1}
Recall Ce; = {ae,b;}. Then D, = Ac, \ {ae,b;} as well as A, = A, , U{b;} and A;_; =
Ay,_, U {a}, the unions being disjoint. It follows that Ay, , = A, \ {a,b;} = D,,. The proof is
complete. O

Remark B.4 (Vine telescoping product on sub-vines). Given an edge f € E; for some j €
{1,...,d — 1} in a regular vine sequence V on [d], we can consider the sub-vine Vy induced by
V on the node set Ay in the natural way: we have Vy = (Ty; = (Ny;, Eﬁi))gﬂ where Ny = Ay
and Ey; ={e€ E;: A, C As} for i € {1,...,7}. Applying Lemma 2.4 to V¢, we obtain the
seemingly more general formula

J
= T Il T e ®

66E1:Ae§Af =2 GEEi:AeQAf f)/CLe|De fybe|DE
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Remark B.5 (Vine telescoping product when +; is not necessarily 1.). Another generalisation of
the vine telescoping product in Lemma 2.4 concerns removing the assumption that «; = 1 for
all j € [d]. If v; € (0,00) for every non-empty J C [d] but the scalars 7; are not necessarily
equal to one, the vine telescoping product in Lemma 2.4 becomes

d—1
ya= 17" T 1 T 22— (B.2)

)
jeld] el j=2e—fapjer, Aa T

where deg(j) is the degree of j in T}, that is, the number of edges in that tree to which it
belongs, or, equivalently, its number of neighbours in that tree. To obtain (B.2), apply (2.13) to
the coefficients 7, = v,/ [[;c,7; for non-empty J C [d] and simplify.

B.2 Proofs for Section 3

Proof of Proposition 3.1. The fact that 77 ,(-|z,) is a probability density function on (0, c0)!
follows from the fact that integrating a tail copula density over certain coordinates while
keeping the other coordinates fixed produces the marginal tail copula density in the remaining
coordinates, see (2.7). The statements about the univariate margins follow in the same way.
Finally, the expression of the copula density follows from Sklar’s theorem for probability densities
applied to r7;( - |2s). O
Proof of Lemma 3.2. By the homogeneity of tail copula densities as stated in (2.5), we have

riog (@ tey) e (T ey, @)

TJ(th) N tlf“” "I“J(wJ)

’I"[|](ZL‘[|tiL'J) = = t_m "I"[|J(t_1$]|mj).

If the random vector &; has probability density function a; — rz (2|2 s), then the probability
density function of the random vector t£; is indeed x; — t~11I. rrs(t erlxy) = g (erlte,).
The statements on the cumulative distribution and quantile functions follow easily. Finally, the
copula of t&; does not depend on t > 0, yielding (3.2). O

Proof of Proposition 3.5. First, we show that r is a tail copula density. To this end, we need to
show two properties: the normalization constraint (2.4) and the homogeneity relation (2.5).

To show the homogeneity relation (2.5), let ¢ € (0,00), and let & € (0,00)¢ be such that
TJ((BJ) > 0. Then

r(te) =r;(tey) - Hfr’iu(mi]tm]) ccry (Rig(twgltay), i € I;tay)
iel
= (TJ(lfa?J))l*m . Hriuj(tl'i, th) *CrJg (Rlu(tlﬂtmj),l € I, tiBJ) .
iel
By Lemma 3.2, the last factor does not depend on ¢ at all. By (2.5), the scalar ¢ can be taken
out of the tail copula densities yielding a factor (¢'~1/1)1=HI. (#1=0+INI The exponent of ¢ is,
as required,
A= [IDA =) =[] [J] =1 =[I] = ]J] =1 —d.

To show the normalization constraint (2.4), let k € {1,...,d} and x € (0,00). We need to
show that f(o so)d—1 r(x) dx\; = 1, where the integral is over all coordinates except for the kth
one. There are two cases: k€ [ or k € J.
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First, if £ € I, the integral of interest is

/(0 g () {/(0 " H?‘iu(xi\au) “ery (R“J(l‘i’CCJ),i e I ch) da}l\k} dz.
e 10 iel

From the inner integral, the factor ry;(zi|2s) can be taken out. The function that remains in
the inner integral has integral equal to one: substitute w; = R;;(x;|2 ;) for i € I\ k and use the
fact that the copula density cr,; has uniform margins. The integral simplifies to

/ ry(xy) - reg(ee|es) de; = / Teus (T, xy)dey =1,
(0,00)7 (0,00)7
as Tuy is a tail copula density.

Second, if k& € J, the integral of interest is

/ ’I“J(wj) / Hri|J(xi|$J) “Crg (R”J(I’Am‘]),’& € [; mJ) dx; diEJ\k
(Ovoo)J\k (0700)1 el

The inner integral is equal to one, as the integrand is a probability density function, by Sklar’s
theorem. The integral of interest thus simplifies to

0,00

since ry is a tail copula density.

The proof that r has the required margins r;,; for ¢ € I is similar to the case k € I in the
previous part of the proof.

Finally, statement (3.1) easily follows by applying Sklar’s theorem to r;(-|xs). O]

Remark B.6. In the special case that J is a singleton, J = {j}, we have I = [d] \ j, the (d — 1)
tail copula densities (75 ;)ic(a)\; are bivariate, and the common-margin assumption is automatic
by (2.2); in particular, r;(x;|z;) = r;;(z;, ;). Further, the scale-invariance property (3.2)
enforces the simplifying assumption, so that the construction (3.3) becomes

r(@) = c (Ryj(xilay), i € [d\5) - [] ris(zs ),

ic[d\j

with ¢ an arbitrary (d — 1)-variate copula density. Any (d — 1)-tuple of bivariate tail copula
densities can thus be combined along any (d — 1)-variate copula density to form a d-variate tail
copula density. The X-vine construction in Section 5 is in the same spirit but without requiring
a common pivot variable 7 and with a further break-down of ¢ into pair copulas.

B.3 Proofs for Section 4

Proof of Proposition 4.1. Since the lower dimensional margins of the scaled extremal Dirichlet
model (4.1) are of the same form as r itself, we find for the conditional probability density in
the variables x; € (0,00)! the expressions

~1/
{Z’EI (e, )0y " + (@) . H pooi/p=1
s(ay) P Xies : ’

el

}_p_Zk€IuJ Qg

T[lJ(CU[‘.’.UJ) = K .
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where K is a normalising constant that depends on the parameters aq, ..., a4, p and the sets I
and J but not on the arguments @7, while s(z;) = ., c(a;, p)l/pxj_l/p. For a well-chosen
scalar ¢ > 0 depending on x;, we have s(tx;) = 1. By Lemma 3.2, a scalar multiplication
of the vector of conditioning variables x; does not affect the copula density cr.;(-; ), i.e.,
cry(-itaey) = cry(-;xy). We obtain that cr.;(-;2;) = cr.y(+) is equal to the copula density of
the |I]-variate probability density function proportional to

—P—Lkerus
x; — Hxi—ai/p—l ) {Zc(aup)l/pzi—l/p 4 1} .

icl iel
This fact already implies that the simplifying assumption holds.
To identify cr.;, we can incorporate the constants c¢(«;, p) into the variables x; by marginal

scale transformations without changing the copula. Hence, c;.; is equal to the copula density of
the |I|-variate probability density function proportional to

—P=Lkerus O
T Hx;ai/pfl : (Z x; Py 1) : (B.3)

i€l iel
Consider two cases: p > 0 or p < 0. Suppose first p > 0. Applying the component-wise

decreasing transformations x; — y; = 3:;1/ P we see that the copula density c;.; is equal to the
survival copula density of the |I]-variate probability density function proportional to

—P—2kerug Ok
yre [y (Zyﬂrl) :

icl el

Let Y = (Y;)ic; be a random vector on (0,00)! with the latter density function and consider
the random vector {(Y) = (W,S) with S = > .., Y; and W; = Y;/S for i € I; note that
> ic; Wi =1, so we consider W as a random vector on the (|/| — 1)-dimensional unit simplex
Ar={we[0,1)': 3, ;w;}, where one of the coordinates, say w;, for some fixed iy € I, is
written as wj, = 1 — >, p g,y Wi- The inverse transformation is ¢! (w; s) = (swi)ics. By the
multivariate changes-of-variables formula, the probability density of ¢(Y') is

H w;?‘i_l . g2iel aifl(s + 1)*P*ZkeIuJ Ok
iel
for (w, s) € A;x(0,00). The random vector W thus has a Dirichlet distribution with parameter
vector («;);er and is independent of the positive random variable S. Therefore, Y = SW has a
Liouville distribution and its survival copula is a Liouville copula.
Second, sup/pose p < 0. We can then apply exactly the same component-wise transformations
T Y =T 7 as in the case p > 0, but now these transformations are increasing, so that
cr.y is equal to the copula density of the random vector Y. As the survival copula of Y is a
Liouville copula, cr.; itself is a survival Liouville copula. O]

Calculating cr.; for the negative logistic model. If a; = ... = ag =1 and p > 0, then, writing
0 =1/p > 0, the probability density in (B.3) is proportional to the function

—1/0—|1]=]J]
:1:11—>Hxi91~<1+2xi9> ,

icl iel
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for x; € (0,00)!. We have 1/0 + |J| = 1/0; with 6; = 6/ (|.J|0 + 1). The copula density does
not change if we apply the component-wise increasing transformations (0,00) — (0,1) : z; —
~¥ 4 1)71/% to the |I| variables. Since ;% = u; % — 1 and dz;/du; = (6,/0)z 0u; %771,

U = (xz i i

the resulting probability density is proportional to

~1/0,-11|
01 CE (RRVES 3l I

iel iel
which is proportional to the density of the |/|-variate Clayton copula with parameter ;. [
Calculating cp.; for the logistic model. If oy = ... = oy and p = —1/60 with 0 > 1, then we seck

the copula density of the probability density proportional to

1/0—|1|=|J]|
wIHfo’1~ (1—1—me) : x; € (0,00)".

iel il
This time, we have 1/ — |J| = —1/9; with ¥; = 0/ (|J]|0 — 1). We apply the component-wise
decreasing transformations (0,00) — (0,1) : 2; — u; = (2% + 1)"/%7. Since 2¢ = u; "’ — 1 and
dz; /du; = —(0;/0)xz%u; "7, the copula density we seek is equal to the one of the survival

P =
7

copula of the probability density proportional to

~1/9,—d
u[HHu;ﬁJ_1~<1—|I]+Zu;ﬂJ> : us € (0,1)".

il i€l

Again, this function is proportional to the density of the |I|-variate Clayton copula with
parameter ¢ ;. n

Proof of Proposition 4.2. Write K = I U .J. The Hiisler-Reiss tail copula density r(-,X®)
in (4.3) is marginally closed in the sense that the |K|-variate tail copula density rx(-;%®))
resulting from marginalization as in (2.7) is of the same parametric form but now with respect
to the (| K| x |K|)-dimensional variogram ' x. The covariance matrix (4.2) with I' replaced by

Ikk is E%}( We obtain

K (m; Z](k)) =7 <:n; E%%) = H xi_l K1 (:ﬁ\k; E%%) ,
ieK\{k}

for € (0,00)%, with @&\, = (log(zi/xx) — 1) For fixed ¢; € (0,00)”, the function

ieK\{k}"
x; — ros(zuy; XW) is proportional to an |I|-variate log-normal density with covariance
matrix Z% and some mean vector depending on x;; this follows from a well-known property of
conditional distributions of the Gaussian distribution and in particular from the block-matrix
inversion formula of
(k) (k)
X E[J]

Sk = |t B
EJI 2JJ

Since the copula of a random vector is invariant with respect to component-wise increasing
transformations, the copula density of the probability density r7 (- |z; 2 ®) is equal to the
stated Gaussian copula density. ]
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B.4 Proofs for Section 5

Proof of Theorem 5.1 and Remark B.7. Applying the regular vine telescoping equations (2.13)
and (2.14) to vy :==ry(x,), we find

— TaeybelDe (:Ca(i’ xbe mDe)
T(m) - H Tae7be (xae7mbe) ’ H H

ecE, ]:2 CEEj Tae|De (:Eae mDe) ' rbe|De ($be

ﬂfDe).

By Eq. (3.1) in Sklar’s theorem for tail copula densities (Proposition 3.1) applied to I = {a., b}
and J = D,, the last fraction is equal to cq, s,.p, (Ua,, Us.; Tp,) With ue, = R, |p,(%e.|®p,) and
up, = Ry, p. (T, |Zp,). Formula (B.4) in Remark B.7 follows in the same way from the more
general product formula (B.1) in Remark B.4. O

Remark B.7. The decomposition (5.1) is based on the vine telescoping product formulas (2.13)—
(2.14) in Lemma 2.4. By applying the more general formula (B.1) in Remark B.4, we find, for
every edge f € E; with j € {1,...,d — 1}, a decomposition of the marginal tail copula density
on the complete union J = Ay C [d], with cardinality |J| = j + 1: for ; € (0,00)7, we have

17]-1

T'](wj) = H raeybe (:Eaefrbe) ’ H H Caeybe§De (Rae‘De (xae mDe)? Rbe‘De (xbe wDe); wDe) . (B4>
ecFy i=2 eckE;
AcCJ AeCJ

The decomposition (B.4) is true only for subsets J C [d] of the form J = A for some edge f in
the regular vine sequence.

Proof of Theorem 5.2. Let jo € {2,...,d — 1} and ey € E,. The complete union Jy = A, C [d]
has cardinality jo + 1. We can restrict the regular vine sequence V to Jy in the obvious way to
obtain a regular vine sequence V, = (TOJ);O:1 on jo + 1 elements: the first tree 75 ; has node set
No1 = Jy and edge set Ey1 = {e € E1 : e C Jy}, and so on. The edge e is the single one in the
deepest tree Ty j, of Vy. By applying Theorem 5.1 to 7, we obtain the same decomposition as
in (5.1), with the same bivariate (tail) copula densities, but restricted to Vy. This means that,
without loss of generality, we can assume that eq is the deepest edge of the original regular vine
sequence V, that is, ey is the unique element, say e, in F;_4.

We have e = (ae,be; D.) = {f,g} with f,g € N4y = E4 5. The complete union of
e is A. = [d]. Furthermore, upon switching the names of f and ¢ if necessary, we have
A;=D.U{a.} = [d]\{b.} and A, = D.U{b.} = [d]\{a.}. We can apply the decomposition (5.1)
to both r and its (d — 1)-dimensional marginal density r4,, as in the previous paragraph; see
also Eq. (B.4). The two decompositions are the same, except that the one for r has some
additional factors, namely the ones that involve node a.. For each tree, there is only one such
additional factor, since in each tree T}, there is only a single edge, say e;, that contains a. in
its complete union (Lemma B.3). For these edges e;, we have in fact a. € C.;, so we can write
¢j = (ae, be;; De;). Node that eq_; = e and b, = b,, while e4_o = f. It follows that

r(z)

€d—1

Tae|DeUbe (l‘ae|3/‘Deube) =

TAg (iBAg)
d—1
= ra57bel (xae7 zbel) : H Ca67b6j|D6j (RaeIDej (xae mDej )’ Rbe|Dej (xbe mDej )7 $D5j> .
7j=2
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Recall that Ay = D.U{a.}. Applying the same argument to edge f via the regular vine sequence
induced by V on Ay as in the first paragraph of the proof, we find

d—2

/rae|De (l'ae |mDe> = raeabel (Iae7 xbel) : H Ca67b6j |D5j (RaE‘DEj (l‘ae
=2

mDEj )7 Rb€|D8j (xbe xDEj )7 wDej) )

where the product is empty if d = 3. Comparing the two identities, we get

TaelDeUbe (wae wDeUbe) = 7’ae‘De (xae wDe) ’ CaevbelDe (Rae‘De (xae wDe>7 Rbe‘De (xbe wDe)’ mDe) .

Since the partial derivative of R, |p,(Za,|Zp.) With respect to x4, is rq,|p, (Za.|Zp.), the first of
the two equalities in (5.4) follows by integration. The second equality in (5.4) is shown in the
same way. O

Proof of Theorem 5.6. The proof is by induction on d. For d = 3, we can, upon renumbering the
nodes, assume the regular vine sequence has edge set £y = {{1,2},{2,3}}, and (5.6) becomes

7’(551, 3527333) = 7’12($1, 1’2) 7"23(9527353) + C13;2 (31\2(331’352)7 R3\2($3‘%’2)) .

By Proposition 3.5, this function is a valid tail copula density with margins 715 and ry3.
Furthermore,

7"(1’1, T2, .1'3)

ros (21, T2) = 112(21, T2) - C13;2 (R1\2($1|$2), R3\2($3|5E2)) .

T1\23($1|$2,$3) =

Integrating over z; yields, after the change of variables uy = Ryjo(21]22), the identity
R1\23(ZE1|$2, Ig) = C'1|3;2 (R1\2($1|IE2), R3\2($3|962)) .

The proof of the recursive formula for Rsjia(z3|21, x2) is entirely similar.

For the induction step, let d > 4 and assume the stated properties are true for X-vine
specifications on node sets of cardinality up to d — 1. To show that r defined in (5.6) is a
d-variate tail copula density, we check the marginal constraint (2.4) and the homogeneity (2.5).

To show (2.5), let & € (0,00)? and s € (0,00). Since 7,5, is a bivariate tail copula density
for each e € Ey, we have, by (2.5),

H rambe (Sxae7s‘rbe) = H (Silraeybe(xae7xbe)) = Si(dil) H Tae,be (xae7$be)7

eckEq ecEn ecFEq

as there are d — 1 edges in the first tree. Further, by the induction hypothesis and by scale
equivariance (Lemma 3.2), we have R, |p. (5%, |5Tp.) = Ra.|p.(Ta.|Zp,) and similarly for a.
replaced by b.. It follows that r defined in (5.6) satisfies (2.5).

Next, we show that r defined in (5.6) satisfies (2.4). Let e = {f, g} = (ae, be; D.) be the
single edge in the deepest tree T,_;, with f,g € E;_» and where the labels are such that a. € Cy
and b. € C,;. The regular vine sequence V on [d] induces regular vine sequences Vy and V, on
the node sets

Af = [d] \ {be} = De U {ae} and Ag = [d] \ {ae} = De U {be}a

respectively. The X-vine specification (V,R,C) can be restricted in similar ways, by keeping
only those bivariate (tail) copula densities associated to edges with complete unions contained
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in Ay and A,, respectively, yielding X-vine specifications (V¢, Ry, Cy) and (V,, Ry, C,). By the
induction hypothesis, these two X-vine specifications produce (d — 1)-dimensional tail copula
densities 74, and r4, as in (5.6) but with factors restricted to those edges whose complete
unions are contained in Ay and A, respectively. Let by be the other node in Cy besides a., i.e.,
C; = {a.,by}; similarly, let a, be the other node in C, besides b, i.e., C, = {ay, b.}. We have

De:DfU{bf}:DgU{ag}-

By the induction hypothesis applied to (V, Ry,Cy), we can obtain R, p, = Ra,p,u, by the
recursive formula (5.7); the same is true for Ry, |p, = Rp.|p,ua,-

For each j € {1,...,d — 1}, there exists a unique edge e; € E; such that a. € A.; and
then in fact a. € C.; (Lemma B.3); clearly e;_1 = e and eg_» = f. For j € {1,...,d — 1}, let
b; = Ce, \ {ac} be the other node in the conditioned set of e; besides a.; we have bg_; = b, and
ba—2 = by. Isolating in (5.6) the factors indexed by edges ey, ..., eq_1, we obtain

d—1

r(x) = TAg (mAg) : Ta€7b1 (xae7 xbl) ’ H Ca€7bj§Dej- (RaeIDej (xae
=2

zp. ) By, ., (20;|%D,, )) -

By the chain rule, the derivative of the function

‘,L‘ae = CaelbeiDe (RaeIDe(xae mDe)’ Rbe|De ("'Ebe mDe))

is equal to the function

0

wDe)) : ax RaelDe ('rae|'r‘ch)'

xae = Cac,bGQDe (RaelDe ('Tae|ch)7 Rbe‘De (xbe

Recall D.U{a.} = Ay, a. € Cy, and f = e4_5. Applying the induction hypothesis to (Vy, Ry, Cy),
we find

8 Ta.UD, (ma ubD )
R T T — e e e e
a‘rae (le‘De( Qe De) TDE ($De>
d—2
= ra€7b1 <xae’ l‘bl) ’ H Ca&bj;Dej (Rae;Dej (l‘ae mDe]-)7 ij;DEj (xb] |$De] )> .
j=2

Combining these identities, we get

0
Wcae”)e;De (Rae|De (xae|mDe)7 Rbe‘De ('rbe|wDe)) . (B5>

T’(CL’) = TAg(iBAg) .

It follows that

| @) dan, = @)

Since 74, is a (d — 1)-variate tail copula density, we can fix variable z; € (0, 00) with 7 € A and
integrate further over all (d — 2) remaining variables in A/, to find that f(o so)i—1 r(z)dz; = 1.
Repeating the same argument with the roles of f and ¢ interchanged leads to

0

r<w) = TAf (:UAf) : _Cbc‘ae;De (Rbc|De (xbe

8:cb

xp,), Ra.p.(Ta.|2D,))

e
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and thus -
/ T(m)dxbe:rAf(wAf),
0

from which also [, . 7(@)dzy; = 1fori € Ay and z; € (0,00). As Ay U A, = A, = [d], we
have shown (2.4).
Finally, we show the recursive formulas (5.7). From D, U {b.} = A,, it follows that
0 r(x
%Rae\DeUbe (Ta.|TDo0b.) = Tae|DeUb, (Zae|ZDo.) = %
0
- 8Tcae|be§De (Rae|De (xae |:I’.De)7 Rbe‘De (mbe |wDe)) ?

where we used (B.5) in the last step. Integrating over x,, yields the first identity in (5.7). The
second identity follows in the same way. The proof of Theorem 5.6 is complete. m

Proof of Proposition 5.8. Let & € (0,00)% As there d — 1 edges in the first tree, we have

d—1
tdil ’ C(tm> = H (t ’ Caeybe (txafﬂ txbc)) ’ H H Cae’bGQDe (Cae|De (txac the)’ Cbe|De (txbe tmDe)) .
eck Jj=2e€kE;

The first product on the right-hand side converges to [[.cp Tacb. (Ta., 7o) as t — 0 by As-
sumption 5.7(i). It remains to show that for every j € {2,...,d — 1}, every e € E; and every
i € C. = {ae,b.}, we have

lim Ciyp, (tzi|txp,) = Rip. (z:|@p,) - (B.6)

By properties of regular vine sequences as explained in Section 2.2, there exists an edge
f=(as,bs; Dy) € E;_; such that f € e and i € C; = {ay,bs} and Ay = D, U {i}. The proof of
(B.6) is by recursion on j.

If j =2, then f € E; so that Dy = @ while D, is a singleton, say D, = {d.}, and thus
f ={i,d.}. But then (B.6) follows from Assumption 5.7(i) and Lemma B.8 below.

Let j > 3 and assume (B.6) has been shown for edges in £y U---U E;_y. Let k be the other
node in Cy but 4, that is, {as,b;} = C; = {i,k}. Then by (5.9) applied to f, we have

Ciip, (twi,tapltep,) = Cixp, (Cyp, (tziltxp,) , Cyp, (tziltzp,))
and thus

Cip, (tziltxp,) = Cijp,ur (tziltep,ur)
= VilkiDg (CilDf (mi|thf) , Ckip; (mk|thf)) :

By the induction hypothesis, the two arguments of Cyi.p, converge to Rjp,(v;|zp,) and
Ryp,(Tk|xp, ), respectively. As f € E; 1 and j > 3, the pair copula density c;,p, is continuous
by Assumption 5.7(ii). In view of Corollary B.10 below, Cjj,p, is continuous in its two arguments
too, and thus

P{% Cip. (tziltep,) = Cirp, (Ri|Df (Ii|wa) , Ry, (UCk’CUDf)) :

By the recursive property (5.7), the last expression is equal to R;|p,ur ($i|fl3Dfuk)- As DyUEk = D.,
the convergence (B.6) follows. O
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Lemma B.8. Let ¢ be a bivariate copula density and r a bivariate tail copula density. Assume
that
- clte,ty) = r(z,y),  (2,y) € (0,00)"

The copula C' of ¢ and the tail copula R of r then satisfy
lim Cyp(t|ty) = Rapa(zly),
lim Cy1 (ty|tx) = R (y|z).
t—0

Proof of Lemma B.8. By symmetry, it is sufficient to show the first relation. Fix y € (0, 00)
and define fi(z) =t - c(tx, ty) for x € (0,00). By assumption, lim; o fi(xz) = r(z,y) for all
€ (0,00). Moreover, for all t € (0,1/y), we have

/Oooft(x)dx:/oooc(u,ty)du:1:/Ooor(x’y)dx.

By Scheffé’s lemma applied to the functions f; and their point-wise limit z — f(z) = r(x,y), it
follows that

o0

lim |t c(te, ty) —r(z,y)| dz = 0.

t—o0 0

But then

|Chpp(talty) — Rip(zly)| = '/ c(s, ty) ds—/z (s,y)ds
r(z,

/ |t - c(ts, ty) —

Lemma B.9. Let I and J be non- empty open intervals and let f : I x.J — [0,00) be a continuous
function such that fo: J — [0,00) : y — f] x,y) dx is continuous. Then the function

@ww»ﬂﬂawn@<th

is continuous on I x J too, where I is the closure of I in [—o0, +00].

y)| ds — 0, t—0. O

Proof of Lemma B.9. For y € J, define f, : I — [0 o00) @z = fylx) = f(x, ) Then
limyy fy(z) = fy(z) for all (z,y) € I x J and [, fy(z)dz = fo(y) = foly) = [, fy(z) dz as
Yy’ — y in J. By Scheffé’s lemma, it follows that

hm /\fy z)| de = 0. (B.7)

But then, as (2',9') — (z,y) in I x .J, we have

[ its<ayas= [ fap s <apas
/|fsy sy|ds+/fsy|]l{s r}—1{s <2’} ds — 0.

The first term on the right-hand side converges to zero by (B.7) and the second term vanishes
asymptotically by the dominated convergence theorem. O]

Corollary B.10. Let ¢ be a bivariate copula density and let Cya(ulv) = [i c(w,v)dw for
(u,v) € [0,1] x (0,1). If ¢ is continuous, then so is Cip(-|-).

Proof of Corollary B.10. Apply Lemma B9 to f =cand I = J = (0,1). O
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B.5 Proofs for Section 6

Proof of Lemma 6.2. The proof is by induction on d. If d = 3, we can, after relabeling the
nodes if necessary, assume that E; = {{1,2},{2,3}}. Then E; = {es} with e; = (13;2). The
three permutations are then as follows:

e For j =1, we have 0y = (1,2, 3) with e;; = {1, 2}.
e For j = 2, we have 09 = (2, 1,3) with €21 = {1, 2} or o9 = (2,3, 1) with €21 = {2,3}
e For j =3, we have o5 = (3,2, 1) with e3; = {2, 3}.

Next, let d > 4 and assume the statement is true for regular vine sequence on d — 1 elements.
Let e = (ae, be; D) = {f, g} be the single edge in E;_1, with f,g € E;_» labeled in such a way
that a. € C; and b, € C4. The regular vine sequence V induces regular vine sequences Vy and
V, on the node sets Ay = [d] \ {b.} and A, = [d] \ {a.}, both of which have d — 1 elements;
the edges € of the two regular vine sequences Vy and V, are those of V that satisfy Az C Ay or
Az C Ay, respectively.

Let j € [d]. If j # b., then we can apply the induction hypothesis to Vy to find a bijection
or;{Ll,...,d—1} = Ay = [d] \ {bc} such that (i) o;;(1) = j and (ii) o ,(k) belongs to the
conditioned set of some edge e;_; in the (k — 1)th tree of V; as well as {o;(i) :i=1,...,k} =
A, forall ke {2,...,d —1}. Extend os; to a map o; on [d] by 0;(d) = b.. Then o; meets
all the requirements.

If j = b, then j # a., and we can apply the same argument to V,. O

Proof of Proposition 6.3. The distribution of Z J(-j ) is that of Z; given that Z; < 1, and this is
the uniform distribution on (0, 1). The fact that the distribution of Z\9) defined in (6.4) is a
consequence of the inverse Rosenblatt transform.

Further, the permutation o; in Lemma 6.2 is such that for every k € {2,...,d}, there exists
an edge €1 € Ej_; such that o;(k) € C,,_, = {aej_’kfl,bej,kfl} and {o;(7):i=1,...,k} =
Aej’k_l = {aejyk_l, bej’k_l} U De,,_,- These properties imply the stated representation of the
conditional quantile function. O

B.6 Proofs for Section 7

Proof of Proposition 7.1. (i) By Definition 6.1, the density of Z is z — r(z) 11.(z)/R(L) with
L = {x : min(z) < 1}. Let K C [d] be non-empty and let zx € (0, 00)¥ be such that min zx < 1.
The marginal density of Zy = (Zx)rex evaluated in zg is

r(z)1(z)
2) L2 4 '
/(o,oo)[dl\x R(L) Zld\K

Since min zx < 1, we also have minz < 1 for zpx € (0, o0)l\E As a consequence, the
indicator function in the integral is always equal to one and, by Eq. (2.7), the density of Zx
evaluated in zx simplifies to rx(zx)/r(L).

Applying this identity to K = J and K = IUJ, we find, for z; € (0,00)! and for z; € (0, 00)”
such that min z; < 1 and r;(z;) > 0, the conditional density of Z; given Z; = z; evaluated in
Zr.

rros(zog)/RIL)  ros(zrog)
ry(zs)/R(L) ri(z)

46

= 7’[|J(Z[’ZJ).



(ii) Let z; € (0,00)7 be such that minz; < 1 and r;(z;) > 0. By statement (i) and
by Eq. (3.1) in Sklar’s theorem (Proposition 3.1), the conditional density of (Ri'J(ZZ‘|ZJ>)ieI
given Z; = zj is cr,y. Since, by the simplifying assumption, the latter copula density does
not depend on z,, the random vector (Ry,(Z;|Z J)) is independent of Z;, conditionally on
min Z; < 1. ]

C Exponent measure densities as X-vines

Recall the exponent measure A in (2.9) and its density A in (2.12). To facilitate linking up our
results with the literature on multivariate extreme value theory, we present the main formulas
in the paper in terms of A too.

For a proper, non-empty subset J C [d], the marginal exponent measure density is

M) = / My)dyy,  ys € (0,000
Y\ s€(0,00)4= 11

For non-empty, disjoint subsets I, J C [d], we write

Arus(Yrug)
Ai(ys)

for y; € (0,00)" and y; € (0,00)7 such that \;(y;) > 0. If I = {i}, we consider the conditional
tail function

i (yrlys) =

Rstulwo) = [ st dt = Rys(1/u: | 1)

Yi

as well as its inverse K;} defined by

—_—1 J—

Ai|J(ui|yJ> =Y Az’|J<yi’yJ) = Uy
for u; € (0,1). The copula density in (3.1) becomes

Myrlys)
[Lics X (vilys)

Under the simplifying assumption, the exponent measure density A corresponding to the
X-vine tail copula density r in (5.1) is

My) = H 2oy H Aaebe (Yacs Y. ) H H Cac be:De (BaeiDe (Ya,

jeld] ecky Jj=2e€FE;

with g, = A, (uly.)- (C.1)

cry(ur;1/yy) =

yDe) Abe‘De (ybe yDe)) °

Here, deg;(j) is the degree (number of neighbors) of node j in tree 77 and the pair copula
densities can be found from \ by

Nagbe|De (Yaes Y |YD,)
>\ae|De (yae yDe) : )\be|De (ybe

Caeybe§De (uae ? ube) =

)

).

for (g, up,) € (0,1)2 with yo, = A, |p, (. [yp,) and ys, = A, p,(
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D Estimating the copula parameters 6- in T5,..., T, 1.

Start with an edge e = (ac,be; D.) € Es, i.e., such that D, is a singleton, D, = {d.}, say.
Then f = {a.,d.} and g = {b.,d.} are edges in E;. By Proposition 7.1(ii), ca, p.p.( -, *;6e)
is the density of the random pair (Rq.(d,(Za.|Z4.;05), Rb.ja.(Zb.|Za.;0,)). The tail copula
density parameters 6y and 6, have been estimated in the previous step, yielding estimates

H:\f and ég. DeﬁneApseudo;observations @me; Des [72-756; D.) fgr 1€ {( p. = Kg4, from ¢, p..p, by
Ui,ae;De = Rae\De(Zi,ae | Zi,de; Gf) and Ui,be;De = Rbe|De(Zi,be Zl}de; 99) We estimate the
parameter (vector) ., € ©, by maximising the pseudo-likelihood

£C,e (08; (ﬁi,ae;Dey ﬁi,be;De> ;'i S KDE) = H Cae,be;De (ﬁi,ae;Dey Z/ji,be;De; 96) . (D]->

i€Kp,

Other estimators are possible based on parametric relationships between dependence coefficients
such as Kendall’s tau or Spearman’s rho and the parameters of corresponding bivariate copula
densities (Czado, 2019).

Parameters (or parameter vectors) associated with edges e = (a.,b.; D.) in E; for layers
j €43,...,d— 1} can be estimated similarly, proceeding recursively. Suppose that all parameters
associated with edges in Fy.j_1) = £y U---U E;_; have already been estimated; let Q(Elz(j,l))
denote the parameters and é(El:(j,l)) their estimate. By Proposition 7.1(i), ¢, p..p. is the
density of the random pair (RaelDe (Za, | Zp,; 0(Erj—1)), R(Z, | Zp,; G(Elzj,l))). Define
pseudo-observations (ﬁm D.s [/J\}-,be; p.) for i € Kp_ from c,, p..p. by

A~ ~

Ui.ae;:p. = Ra.|D. (Z’,ae | zi,De; é(El:j—1)> , Uip:p. = Ry D, (Z,be | Zi,De§ é(El:j—1)> -

The conditional distribution functions R,,|p, and Ry, |p, are calculated recursively via Eq. (5.7)
with e in that formula replaced by the edges f,g € E;_; that are joined by e, that is, such
that e = {f,g}. The parameter (vector) 6. is then obtained by maximising the pseudo-
likelihood (D.1).

E Tail dependence coefficients

E.1 Tail dependence coefficients for parametric families of tail copulas

Dependence measures facilitate the comparison of parameter estimates across different models
on a consistent scale. In particular, closed-form expressions for the bivariate tail dependence
coefficient x = R(1,1) are well-established for widely used parametric families of tail copula
densities R, albeit it in the form of exponent measures.

e Hiisler—Reiss model, r(zy, z9;0) = xflﬁ exp [—% {WH for 6 > 0: we have

X =2 — 2®(+/0/2) where ® is the standard normal cumulative distribution function.

e Negative logistic model, r(xy, 29;0) = (1 + 0)(x129) ") (7% + 259)71/972 for 6 > 0: we
have y = 27/7.

e Logistic model, 7(z1, 29;0) = (6 —1)(2122)% (2 +25)/9~2 for § > 1: we have x = 2—2/9.
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21'(26)

e Dirichlet model, r(xy,z2;0) = e (21 +x2)_29_1(

xlIz)e for 6 > 0: we have y =

fol I (0 +1,0)dz where I s the regularised (incomplete) Beta function.

For the parametric relationships between Kendall’s tau 7. and pair-copula parameters, see for
instance Czado (2019, Section 3.5).

E.2 Tail dependence coefficients as goodness-of-fit measures

In Sections 8 and 9, we frequently use (pairwise) tail dependence coefficients to assess the
goodness-of-fit of the estimated X-vine models. The aim of this section is to explain the difference
between what we call model-based, empirical, and fitted tail dependence coefficients, and in
particular, to explain how these are computed. First, recall the definition of the dependence
coefficient x; for sets J C [d] with two or more elements in Section 2. Note that

xs=R ({:c €[0,00) : maxx; < 1}) =R ({w € [0,00)" : maxx; < 1} ﬂ]L)
jeJ JjeJ

=R(L)P (maXZj < 1> =P (maXZj <1|Zy< 1) )
j€J jEI\k
since P(Z, < 1) = 1/R(L) for any k € J. Empirical estimates of x; will be based on the
right-most expression in above equation.

E.2.1 Model-based tail dependence coefficients

Model-based x’s, used in Section 8, are those corresponding to the true X-vine specification. The
parametric expressions given in Section E.1 can only be used for pairs of variables connected by
an edge in the first tree of the X-vine, i.e., for x,, with {a, b} € E;. More generally, model-based
XJ’s for sets J C [d] with two or more elements will have to be calculated via Monte Carlo
simulation:
1. Simulate a sample of size N from the inverted multivariate Pareto distribution associated
with the true X-vine specification, Z1,..., Zy. In Section 8, we used N = 5000.
2. Use this sample to estimate x; for non-empty J C [d] as the average of the |J| ratios
M, ke J (E.1)
| Qx|

where Q; ={i=1,...,N: Z;; <1} for j € [d].

E.2.2 Empirical tail dependence coefficients

In Section 9, we calculate the empirical tail dependence coefficients for the large flight delays
data @1, ..., x, as follows.

1. Apply the rank transformation of Eq. (7.1) to obtain a sample wy, . .., W,.

2. For non-empty J C [d], estimate x; by

. _Ig X
i=1 jeJ

Using instead (E.1) applied to the sample 2; = (n/k)u; for i = 1,...,n leads to the same
estimate as ;. Indeed, replacing Z; ; by Z; ; in the definition of Q; gives the set K; = {i =
1,...,n:0;; <1} and |K;| =k for all j € [d].
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E.2.3 Fitted tail dependence coefficients

Sections 8 and 9 both use fitted tail dependence coefficients. In the simulation study in Section 8,
these are calculated as the model-based tail dependence coefficients described above; the only
difference is that in step 1, we simulate a sample of size N = 5000 from the fitted X-vine model.
However, in Section 9, the fitted tail dependence coefficients are calculated as follows:

1. Simulate a sample of size N = 3600 (approximately the same sample size as that of the
data) from the inverted multivariate Pareto distribution associated with the fitted X-vine
model, Z1,..., Zy.

2. Apply the procedure outlined in the paragraph “Empirical tail dependence coefficients” to
the multivariate Pareto sample Z,..., Zy.

The adjusted sample size of N = 3600 and our treatment of the multivariate Pareto sample as
if stemming from an unknown distribution ensure that the fitted tail dependence coefficients are
comparable to the empirical ones in terms of bias.

F  Additional numerical results

F.1 Additional simulation results to those in Section 8

F.1.1 Box-plots of dependence measure estimates based on pre-specified bivariate
parametric families for each edge

Similar to Fig. 2b, but this time assuming the same vine structure and the pre-specified
bivariate parametric families in the X-vine specification shown in Fig. 2a, we create box-plots of
dependence measure estimates in Fig. F.2. As expected, we see lower variability and less bias,
especially in deeper trees (e.g. T3 and T}).

F.1.2 Box-plots of dependence measure estimates with varying (n, k)

Given the X-vine specification in Fig. 2a, Fig. F.3 shows box-plots of dependence measure
estimates from the specified bivariate parametric families for each edge across the four trees,
using various (n, k), following the same set-up as in Section F.1.1. We consider three different
sample sizes, n € {1000,2000,4000}, and quantiles, k/n € {0.02,0.05,0.1}. As expected,
variability decreases as k increases (for fixed n) or as n increases (for fixed k).

F.1.3 Box-plots of pseudo-maximum likelihood estimates of parameters of bivariate
tail copulas

Using the same X-vine specification in Fig. 2a, we evaluate bias and variance of maximum
pseudo-likelihood parameter estimates of tail copula densities. Specifically, Fig. F.4 shows
box-plots of estimates for the Hiisler—Reiss tail copula density associated with the edge e15 € Ej,
using the same combinations of (n, k) defined in Section F.1.2. An increase in the effective
sample size np, reduces variability, while a decreasing threshold k/n leads to smaller bias, as
expected. Similar results are observed with other tail copula densities (figures are omitted).
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Figure F.2: Box-plots (* for T} I for T,  for T3  for T}) of dependence measure estimates
from specified bivariate parametric families for each edge across the four trees in the X-vine
specification in Fig. 2a.

F.1.4 Averaged-effective sample sizes in different trees

We also investigate how effective sample sizes change over tree levels of Section 8.2. We calculate
the averaged-effective sample size over 200 repetitions for each edge in each tree and express it
as a percentage of the sample size n:

Ty 7.30% 6.47% 6.60% 6.87%

T, 5.00% 5.00% 5.00%
T 3.52% 3.38%
T, 3.12%

The order of the components from left to right and then from top to bottom corresponds to
the x-axis order of box-plots in Fig. 2b. The overall averaged-effective sample size decreases
in the first level tree when considering stronger extremal structures (result is omitted). This
reduction is due to the fact that, for a high threshold wu, the probability P[X, > u or X}, > u]
decreases as the tail dependence between X, and X, increases. For the second level tree T5,
the averaged-effective sample is k/n = 5%, since the use of the rank transform implies (in the
absence of ties) the identity K; = k for all j € [d].

F.2 Additional results for US flight delay data in Section 9
F.2.1 Estimated regular vine sequence of the X-vine model from 77 to 7~

Assigning X. as edge weight for e € Ey and 7, for e € E; with j > 2, we obtain the sequence
of maximum spanning trees that satisfy the proximity condition. With the mBIC-optimal
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Figure F.3: Box-plots of dependence measure estimates from specified parametric models
in the X-vine specification shown in Fig. 2a, varying with (n,k): (a) (n,k) = (1000, 20) (b)
(n, k) = (1000,50) (c) (n,k) = (1000,100) (d) (n, k) = (2000, 40) (e) (n,k) = (2000, 100) (f)
(n, k) = (2000,200) (g) (n,k) = (4000,80) (h) (n, k) = (4000,200) (i) (n,k) = (4000,400)
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Figure F.4: Box-plots of maximum pseudo-likelihood parameter estimates for the bivariate
Hiisler—Reiss tail copula density with varying (n,k): (a) n = 1000 (b) n = 2000, and (c)
n = 4000. The red line indicates the specified parameter value of § = 1.5.

truncation level of ¢* = 7, Figure F.5 displays the trees of the X-vine model from 7T} to T%

sequentially. For trees T to T7, the edges for which the independence copula is selected are not
shown.
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Figure F.5: Sequential display of subsequent trees of the truncated X-vine model. For trees T5
to Tr, the edges for which the independence copula is selected are not shown. (a) T (b) T3 (c)
T3 (d) T4 (e) T5 (f) T6 (g) T7.
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F.2.2 Goodness of fit for the fitted (truncated) X-vine model

To assess the goodness of fit for the full X-vine model, we compare empirical pairwise Y values
with those derived from the full X-vine model in Fig. F.6a. As an indicator of capturing a
higher-dimensional extremal dependence, we use a trivariate (lower) tail dependence coefficient
Xabe = Rape(1,1, 1) for distinct a,b, ¢ € [d]. The empirical trivariate tail dependence coefficients
(Section E.2) are compared with those derived from the full X-vine model in Fig. F.6b and from
the truncated X-vine model in Fig. F.6¢c, respectively.

Fitted x
Fitted x

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 00 02 04 06 08 00 02 04 06 08
Empirical x Empirical x Empirical x

(a) (b) ()

Figure F.6: (a) A x-plot comparing empirical pairwise tail dependence coefficients Y, for
distinct a, b € [d] with those derived from the full X-vine model. (b) A plot comparing empirical
trivariate tail dependence coefficients X, for distinct a, b, ¢ € [d] with those obtained from the
full X-vine model. (c) similar to (b), but for the truncated X-vine model with a truncation level
of * =1.

F.2.3 Sensitivity analysis for mBIC truncation levels over quantiles

Fig. F.7a illustrates the mBIC-optimal truncation level of ¢* = 7. We also conduct a sensitivity
analysis to observe how the mBIC-optimal truncation level changes over quantiles. Fig. F.7b
shows a decline in the mBIC-optimal truncation level as the quantile k/n decreases. The range
of mBIC-optimal truncation levels is from 4 to 8 with a median of 6.

F.2.4 Model comparison: X-vine Hiisler—Reiss model versus Hiisler—Reiss extremal
graphical model from EGlearn

Focusing on the Hiisler—Reiss distribution, we compare model assessments between the X-vine
Hiisler—Reiss model (all tail copulas in 77 are Hiisler—Reiss and all bivariate copulas in the
subsequent trees are Gaussian) and the Hiisler—Reiss extremal graphical model obtained with
EGlearn algorithm (Engelke et al., 2021). In both models, within 7}, we use the empirical
extremal variogram matrix T as edge weight for the minimum spanning tree. The resulting
tree must be identical for both models, as confirmed in Fig. F.9. As described in Section 9,
with the tuning parameter value of p* = 0.1 selected by the algorithm, the resulting sparse
extremal graph has 148 edges, shown in Fig. 4f. For the Hiisler—Reiss X-vine, the algorithm
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Figure F.7: (a) mBIC-values plotted across tree levels with a dotted line indicating a selected
mBIC-optimal truncation level of ¢* = 7. (b) Plot of the mBIC-optimal truncation level across
a sequence of quantiles k/n € (0.05,0.15).

sets all bivariate copulas to the independence copula from tree level 19 on (i.e., the truncation
level is ¢ = 18), selecting 217 independence copulas out of 406 edges in trees 1) to Tsg (recall
d = 29). Using the mBIC, we further consider the truncated Hiisler-Reiss X-vine with a lower
truncated level. The optimal mBIC truncation level of ¢* = 7 results in a total of 175 edges in
edges T to Ty, shown in Fig. F.7a. In trees T, to T, there are 46 edges out of 147 for which
the independence copula is selected.

We assess the goodness of fit between the different graphical models using the entire sub-
sample, that is, we no longer split the data in a training and test set. As in Fig. 7 in Hentschel
et al. (2022) and Fig. 8(e) in Engelke et al. (2024), an alternative approach to creating a x-plot
for the Hiisler—Reiss distribution is to convert the variogram elements I'y;, for distinct a,b € [d]
to the tail dependence coefficients using the relationship Y = 2 — 29(1/Tw/2) for distinct
a,b € [d].

Fig. F.8 compares the tail dependence coefficients converted from the empirical variogram
to those from the fitted variogram. This comparision is done specifically for the extremal
Hiisler—Reiss graphical model based on the flight graph, the truncated Hiisler—Reiss X-vine,
and the extremal Hiisler—Reiss graph derived from the EGlearn algorithm, respectively. For
the truncated Hiisler—Reiss X-vine, a similar procedure to steps 1 and 2 in Section E.2.3 is
employed to obtain the fitted variogram matrix and subsequently transform it into fitted y
values. Similarly, like the truncated X-vine model, the truncated Hiisler—Reiss X-vine exhibits
more variability compared to the extremal Hiisler—Reiss graphical model.

F.2.5 Estimated regular vine sequence of the truncated Hiisler—Reiss X-vine

In Fig. F.9, we sequentially display the selected trees T to T7 of the truncated Hiisler—Reiss X-
vine in Section F.2.4. For trees 15 to T7, there are 46 out of 147 edges for which the independence
copula is selected, and these edges are not shown in the figure.
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Figure F.8: y-plots comparing pairwise Y values converted from the empirical variogram to
those from the fitted variogram for graphical models: (a) the extremal Hiisler—Reiss graphical
model for the flight graph, (b) the truncated Hiisler-Reiss X-vine with ¢* = 7, and (c) the

extremal Hiisler—Reiss graphical model with p* = 0.1 using the EGlearn
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Figure F.9: Sequential display of the first ¢* = 7 trees of the truncated Hiisler-Reiss X-vine
fitted to the US flight data in Section F.2.4. For trees Ty to T%, the edges for which the
independence copula is selected are not shown. (a) 71 (b) T3 (c) T3 (d) Ty (e) Ts (f) Ts (g) 17
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