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Abstract

Copula-based dependence modeling often relies on parametric formulations. This
is mathematically convenient, but can be statistically inefficient when the parametric
families are not suitable for the data and model in focus. A Bayesian nonparametric
mixture of Archimedean copulas is introduced to increase the flexibility of copula-based
dependence modeling. Specifically, the Poisson-Dirichlet process is used as a mixing
distribution over the Archimedean copulas’ parameter. Properties of the mixture model
are studied for the main Archimedean families, and posterior distributions are sampled
via their full conditional distributions. Performance of the model is shown via numerical
experiments involving simulated and real data.

Keywords: Archimedean copula, Bayesian nonparametrics, mixture model, multivariate de-

pendent model.

1 Introduction

Let X = (X1, X2, . . . , Xp) be a continuous p−-dimensional random vector with joint cumu-

lative distribution function (CDF) F (x1, . . . , xp) and marginal CDFs Fj(x), for j = 1, . . . , p.

Following Sklar (1959), there exists a unique multivariate copula function C(u1, . . . , up), with

C : [0, 1]p → [0, 1], that satisfies the conditions to be a proper CDF with uniform marginals,

such that F (x1, . . . , xp) = C(F1(x1), . . . , Fp(xp)).

The dependence or association measures between any two random variables (Xj, Xk),

independently of their marginal distributions, can be written entirely in terms of the copula.
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For instance, Kendall τ between the j-th and k-th components of X is defined as τ =

4E{Cjk(Uj, Uk)} − 1, or

τ = 4

∫ 1

0

∫ 1

0

Cjk(uj, uk)fjk(uj, uk)dujduk − 1, (1)

where Cjk is the marginal bivariate copula of (Uj, Uk) and fjk is the corresponding bivariate

density (e.g. Nelsen, 2006). Clearly, flexible models for the copula are beneficial because they

capture complex dependence patterns and can return accurate estimates for dependence

measures of interest. Moreover, Bayesian methods are perfectly suited to incorporate all

the uncertainty incurred from estimating marginals and the dependence structure (Levi and

Craiu, 2018).

Copulas are often modeled in statistical applications using parametric families such as

those included in the large class of Archimedean copulas (e.g. Nelsen, 2006). A Bayesian semi-

parametric version of an Archimedean copula was introduced by Hoyos-Argüelles and Nieto-

Barajas (2020). Nonparametric copulas are, for example, the empirical copula (Deheuvels,

1979), the sample copula (González-Barrios and Hoyos-Argüelles, 2018), and a Bayesian

counterpart of the sample copula (Nieto-Barajas and Hoyos-Argüelles, 2024).

Bayesian nonparametric models for multivariate data usually rely on mixtures of a mul-

tivariate normal density mixing over the mean vector and/or the covariance matrix via a

Bayesian nonparametric model. In particular, Carmona et al. (2019) used a multivariate

normal location mixture for the clustering of mixed-scale data, and Kottas et al. (2005) used

a location-scale mixture of multivariate normals to model multivariate ordinal data.

In this paper, we consider Bayesian nonparametric mixtures of Archimedean copulas in

which the mixing distribution is the two-parameter generalization of the Dirichlet process,

called Poisson-Dirichlet process, introduced by Pitman and Yor (1997). This extension is

directed towards two important goals. First, it considerably extends the range of dependence

patterns that can be modeled using Archimedean copulas, making it useful for capturing
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complex dependencies. Second, in the case of heterogeneous populations, it clusters the

sample based on information contained in the marginals and the dependence structure.

Those familiar with Bayesian nonparametric models with Gaussian distributions (e.g. Müller

et al., 1996) will recognize that our model is a generalization, since the Archimedean copulas

can accommodate different marginals and will have different tail behavior from that of a

bivariate Gaussian distribution, e.g. they are asymmetric.

The content of the rest of the paper is as follows: In Section 2 we introduce notation and

briefly review the Archimedean copula family and characterize it by the copula density re-

quired in the mixture model. Section 3 presents the mixture model, a study of its properties,

and a guide for sampling the posterior. In Section 4, we investigate the performance of our

model using numerical experiments. The paper ends with conclusions and future directions

for research.

2 Archimedean copula densities

To proceed, we must first introduce some notation. Let Un(α, β) denote a uniform density

in the continuous interval (α, β); Ga(α, β) denote a gamma density with mean α/β; Be(α, β)

denote a beta density with mean α/(α+ β); N(µ, λ) denotes a normal density with mean µ

and precision λ. The density evaluated at a specific point x, will be denoted, for example,

in the gamma case, as Ga(x | α, β).

As mentioned above, a p-dimensional copula C is a multivariate cumulative distribution

function (CDF) with uniform marginals. One of the richest classes of copulas is the so-called

Archimedean family. This family is defined by a continuous, decreasing and convex generator

function ϕ such that ϕ : [0, 1] → R+, ϕ(0) = ∞, ϕ(1) = 0. Specifically, the copula with

generator ϕ is defined as

C(u1, . . . , up) = ϕ−1{ϕ(u1) + · · ·+ ϕ(up)}. (2)
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According to McNeil and Nes̃lehová (2009), an Archimedean copula C admits a density

fC if and only if the (p− 1)th derivative of ϕ−1, denoted as ϕ−1(p−1), exists and is absolutely

continuous on (0,∞). In this case, the density is given by

fC(u1, . . . , up) = ϕ−1(p)

{
p∑

j=1

ϕ(uj)

}
p∏

j=1

ϕ(1)(uj), (3)

where ϕ(1) denotes the first derivative of ϕ. If all derivatives , ϕ−1(j) of ϕ−1, exist, they must

satisfy

(−1)jϕ−1(j)(u) ≥ 0,

for j = 1, . . . , p. In such a case, it is said that ϕ−1 is completely monotonic (Wu et al., 2007).

Using the relationship between derivatives of inverse functions, the copula density, for

p = 2, can be written in terms of derivatives of the generator as

fC(u1, u2) = −ϕ(1)(u1)ϕ
(1)(u2)ϕ

(2){C(u1, u2)}
[ϕ(1){C(u1, u2)}]3

, (4)

where C(u1, u2) is given in (2) and ϕ(j) is the j-th derivative of ϕ.

Generators ϕ usually belong to families that are parameterized in terms of a single pa-

rameter θ ∈ Θ. Therefore, we will use the notation ϕθ(t) for the parametric generator and

C(u | θ) for the copula. We consider here five widely used members of the Archimedean

family: Ali–Mikhail–Haq (AMH), Clayton (CLA), Frank (FRA), Gumbel (GUM) and Joe

(JOE). The generators associated with each of these families are given in Table 1, together

with their parameter space and Kendall tau. The first and second derivatives of the gener-

ators ϕθ(t), required to compute the densities of the bivariate copula, as in (4), are given in

Table 2.

One way to assess the difference in the dependence induced by these five Archimedean

copula families is by studying their corresponding Kendall tau. In Figure 1, we plot τθ as a

function of θ ∈ Θ. Of the five copula families considered, in the case of the Clayton, Frank

and Joe classes, the Kendall tau association coefficient spans the entire range (−1, 1) as the
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copula parameter varies in its domain. The other two members induce only constrained

associations, with τ ∈ [−0.1817, 1/3] for the AMH and τ ∈ [0, 1) for the Gumbel.

To define Archimedean copulas of dimensions larger than two, we have to carefully iden-

tify the parameter space. To be specific, let us consider a setting with p = 3 variables.

Assume that U1 and U2 have positive dependence and U1 and U3 have negative dependence,

therefore U2 and U3 must have negative dependence. Since dependence in Archimedean cop-

ulas is determined by a single parameter θ, the setting of the previous three variables may

not occur in a three-dimensional Archimedean copula. Archimedean copulas assume that the

variables are exchangeable, so the dependence between any pair of variables has to be, too.

This feature is preserved by the mixture setting that we propose. However, the advantage

provided by our construction is that it can model heterogeneity in the dependence structure

across the population. This flexibility is accompanied by the ability to group bivariate data

according to the information contained in the marginals and the copula.

To avoid the previous problems, the authors that study Archimedean copulas for p > 2

usually constrain the parameter space Θ to their positive values. See, for example, Hofert et

al. (2012), who also present analytical derivatives of order p of the inverse generators ϕ−1
θ (t)

for families in Table 1, for the positive values of the parameter space Θ.

3 BNP mixtures

3.1 Model

Although Archimedean copulas are easy to generalize for multivariate data, the dependence

might be too restrictive, since it depends only on a single parameter θ. To equip the model

with extra flexibility, we propose to mix the Archimedean copulas via a Bayesian nonpara-

metric prior.

In particular, we choose the two-parameter extension of the Dirichlet process introduced

by Pitman and Yor (1997). This Poisson-Dirichlet process is almost surely (a.s.) discrete,
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admits a stick-breaking construction, and can be marginalized to simplify the implementation

(Ishwaran and James, 2001). A probability measure G has a Poisson-Dirichlet prior with

scalar parameters a ∈ [0, 1), b > −a and mean parameter G0, denoted as G ∼ PD(a, b,G0),

when

G(·) =
∞∑
k=1

ωkδθk(·), (5)

where ω1 = ν1 and ωk = νk
∏

j<k(1 − νj) for k = 2, 3 . . ., with νk
ind∼ Be(1 − a, b + ka)

independent of the weights, locations, θk
iid∼ G0 for k = 1, 2, . . ., and δθ is the Dirac measure

with unit mass at θ. The functional parameter G0 is known as the centering measure since

E(G) = G0. There are two particular cases that can be obtained with the Poisson-Dirichlet

prior, the Dirichlet process when a = 0 and the normalized stable process when b = 0.

A Bayesian nonparametric mixture model can be defined by mixing parametric Archi-

medean copulas C(u | θ) and using the Poisson-Dirichlet process as mixing distribution for

the parameter θ, that is,

C(u) =

∫
C(u | θ)G(dθ) =

∞∑
k=1

ωkC(u | θk), (6)

where the last equality is obtained by considering expression (5).

The Bayesian nonparametric mixture copula model can also be defined hierarchically as

follows. For i = 1, . . . , n

(U1i, . . . , Upi) | θi
ind∼ fC(ui | θi)

θi | G
iid∼ G (7)

G ∼ PD(a, b,G0),

where fC is given in (3). For each observed multivariate vector Ui = (U1i, . . . , Upi), we assign

a potentially different parameter θi. However, since the Bayesian nonparametric prior is a.s.

discrete, there could be ties such that P(θi = θj) > 0. This implies that the number of

different θi’s is lower than n. Smaller values of a and b produce more ties.
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For the centering measure G0 we consider appropriate densities with support in the

parameter space Θ. In general, we denote by g0(θ) the density function associated to measure

G0. In particular, we take g0(θ) = Un(θ | −1, 1) for the AMH; g0(θ) = Ga(θ − k | cθ, dθ)

for Clayton and Joe, with k = −1 and k = 0.238734, respectively; g0(θ) = N(θ | µθ, λθ) for

Frank; and g0(θ) = Ga(θ − 1 | cθ, dθ) for the Gumbel. These choices of centering measures

have no strong impact on posterior inference.

Since the θi’s are conditionally independent given G, and E(G) = G0, then a priori the

parameters θi are exchangeable with marginal distribution θi ∼ G0 for i = 1, 2, . . . , n. In

particular, Pitman (1995) showed that if we integrate out the nonparametric measure G,

the joint distribution of the θi’s is characterized by a generalized Polya urn mechanism with

conditional distribution that depends on the density g0 of G0 as

f(θi | θ−i) =
b+ ami

b+ n− 1
g0(θi) +

mi∑
j=1

n∗
i,j − a

b+ n− 1
δθ∗i,j(θi), (8)

for i = 1, . . . , n with θ−i is the set of all θi’s excluding the ith element and (θ∗i,1, . . . , θ
∗
i,mi

)

denote the distinct values in θ−i, each with frequencies n∗
i,j, j = 1, . . . ,mi. One can imme-

diately see the importance of having G0’s support coincide with Θ.

It is not difficult to prove that association coefficients like the Kendall tau for a mixture

copula turn out to be the mixture of the individual coefficients. In particular, the Kendall

tau for the Bayesian nonparametric mixture model (7) is

τ = 4E{C(Uj, Uk)} − 1 = 4
∞∑
k=1

ωkE{C(Uj, Uk | θk)} − 1

=
∞∑
k=1

ωk [4E{C(Uj, Uk, | θk)} − 1] =
∞∑
k=1

ωkτθk , (9)

where τθk is the individual Kendall tau for each of the mixture copula components C(u | θk).

For the five Archimedean families discussed earlier, the values for τθ in terms of θ are given

in Table 1.
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3.2 Posterior distributions

The posterior conditional distributions for each θi are given by

f(θi | u,θ−i) ∝ (b+ ami)f(ui | θi)g0(θi) +
mi∑
j=1

(n∗
i,j − a)fC(ui | θi)δθ∗i,j(θi),

for i = 1, . . . , n.

Since the likelihood f(ui | θi) does not admit a conjugate prior g0(θi), we need to use

an MCMC sampler to draw from these posterior conditional distributions. We use a Gibbs

sampler (Smith and Roberts, 1993), and we rely on Algorithm 8 in Neal (2000). Specifically,

we initialize the sampler using random draws θi from the prior g0, for i = 1, . . . , n. Then the

algorithm proceeds as follows:

(i) For each i = 1, . . . , n, sample r auxiliary values θ⋆ = {θ⋆mi+1, . . . , θ
⋆
mi+r} from g0.

(ii) Draw θi, i = 1, . . . , n, from

f(θi | u,v,θ−i,θ
⋆) =

1

ki

[
mi∑
j=1

{n∗
i,j − a}fC(ui | θ∗i,j)δθ∗i,j(θi) +

mi+r∑
j=mi+1

{(b+ ami)/r}fC(ui | θ⋆j )δθ⋆j (θi)

]
,

where ki =
∑mi

j=1{n∗
i,j − a}fC(ui | θ∗i,j) +

∑mi+r
j=mi+1{(b+ ami)/r}fC(ui | θ⋆j ).

(iii) Compute the unique values (θ∗1, . . . , θ
∗
m) in θ and re-sample each θ∗j , j = 1, . . . ,m from

f(θj | c.c.) ∝ g0(θj)
∏

{i:θi=θ∗j }

fC(ui | θj),

where c.c. stands for clustering configuration. We suggest performing this sampling

using a Metropolis-Hastings (MH) random walk step (e.g. Robert and Casella, 2010)

as follows. Sample θj from

h(θj | θ∗j ) = Un(θj | θ∗j − κθ, θ
∗
j + κθ)

constrained to the parameter space θj ∈ Θ, and accept it with probability min{1, f(θj |

c.c.)/f(θ∗j | c.c.)}.
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The hyperparameters (a, b) are crucial in determining the number of components in the

mixture (7). Instead of giving them a fixed value, we assign a hyperprior distribution.

Taking into account the parameter space a ∈ [0, 1) and b ∈ (−a,∞), the joint hyperprior is

factorized as f(a, b) = f(b | a)f(a). Specifically, b given a has a shifted gamma and a has a

marginal Beta distribution in the unit interval. In other words,

f(a, b) = Ga(b+ a | cb, db)Be(a | ca, da).

This prior distribution for (a, b) is updated with the exchangeable partition probability

function (EPPF) induced by the Poisson-Dirichlet process. This was obtained by Pitman

(1995) and is given by

f(n∗
1, . . . , n

∗
m | a, b) = Γ(b+ 1)

Γ(b+ n)

{
m−1∏
j=1

(b+ ja)

}{
m∏
j=1

Γ(n∗
j − a)

Γ(1− a)

}
.

The Gibbs sampler is extended to include simulations of the following two conditional

distributions.

(iv) Sample a from

f(a | b, data) ∝

{
m−1∏
j=1

(b+ ja)

}{
m∏
j=1

Γ(n∗
j − a)

Γ(1− a)

}
Ga(b+ a | cb, db)Be(a | ca, da)

by implementing a MH step with a random walk proposal. In iteration (t+1), sample

a ∼ Un(max{0, a(t)−κa},min{a(t)+κa, 1}) and accept it with probability min{1, f(a |

b, data)/f(a(t) | b, data)}.

(v) Sample b from

f(b | a, data) ∝ Γ(b+ 1)

Γ(b+ n)

{
m−1∏
j=1

(b+ ja)

}
Ga(b+ a | cb, db)

by implementing a MH step with a random walk proposal. In iteration (t + 1), sam-

ple b ∼ Ga(κb, κb/b
(t)) and accept it with probability min{1, f(b | a, data)Ga(b(t) |

κb, κb/b)/f(b
(t) | a, data)/Ga(b | κb, κb/b

(t))}.
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The algorithm continues to iterate steps (i)–(v) for a period of time after convergence and

discards the draws obtained before entering the stationary regime.

Parameters κθ, κa, and κb are tuning parameters that control the acceptance probability

in the MH steps. Instead of fixing them, we follow Roberts and Rosenthal (2009) and adapt

them every 50th iteration to achieve a target acceptance rate. We aim for an acceptance

probability in the interval [0.3, 0.4] that, according to Robert and Casella (2010), contains the

optimal value. Specifically, we use batches of 50 iterations, and for each batch j, we compute

the acceptance rate for each of the parameters θ∗j , a, and b, say AR(j). Then for κθ, increase

κ(j+1) = κ(j)1.01
√
j if AR(j) > 0.4 and decrease κ(j+1) = κ(j)1.01−

√
j if AR(j) < 0.3. For the

other two κa and κb, increase κ(j+1) = κ(j)e
√
j if AR(j) < 0.3 and decrease κ(j+1) = κ(j)e−

√
j

if AR(j) > 0.4. We use κ
(1)
θ = 0.1, κ

(1)
a = 1, and κ

(1)
b = 1 as starting values.

3.3 Fitting measure and clustering selection

We evaluate the fit of the model by computing the logarithm of the pseudo-marginal like-

lihood (LPML), which is a measure of a model’s predictive performance. LPML is defined

as LPML =
∑n

i=1 log(CPOi), where the conditional predictive ordinate (CPO) statistic

(Geisser and Eddy, 1979) is the predictive density for i-th observation given the remaining

data, CPOi = f(ui | u−i). It is well known (e.g. Nieto-Barajas and Contreras-Cristán, 2014)

that CPOi can be estimated with a Monte Carlo sample θ
(l)
i for l = 1, . . . , L as

ĈPOi =

[
1

L

L∑
l=1

1

fC(ui | θ(l)i )

]−1

.

In addition, Kendall tau in (9) can be used to summarize the dependence in the data

and is approximated using

τ̂ =
1

L

L∑
l=1

τ
θ
(l)
0
,
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where θ
(l)
0 is sampled from the conditional distribution

f(θ0 | θ) =
b+ am

b+ n
g0(θ0) +

m∑
j=1

n∗
j − a

b+ n
δθ∗j (θ0).

One feature of the Poisson-Dirichlet process mixture models is that the uncertainty on

number of mixture components is quantified by the model through the posterior distribu-

tion. Specifically, the number of components is given by the number of distinct parameters

m, which can be obtained using the MCMC sample. When an estimate of the number of

components is of interest, one can use a zero-one loss function and report the mode; however,

there are multiple cluster configurations with the same number of components defined by

the mode. In order to select a single clustering configuration and produce further inferences,

we propose to use the search algorithm presented in Dahl et al. (2022) and implemented in

the R package salso. The default loss function of the package is a variation of information;

however, for the examples worked here, the binder loss seems to perform better for cluster-

ing. Finally, conditional on the chosen clustering configuration, we perform a post-MCMC

sampling of the unique parameter values (θ∗1, . . . , θ
∗
m̃) and compute the weights assigned by

the model to each of the mixture components. In particular, we compute the posterior mean

of (n∗
j −a)/(b+n), with respect to the posterior distribution of (a, b), where n∗

j is the number

of data points assigned to the cluster j, for j = 1, . . . , m̃.

4 Numerical Experiments

4.1 Simulation study 1

We first test our posterior inferential procedure by generating random bivariate data from

two-component mixtures of each of the five common Archimedean copulas of Table 1, that

is, f(u) = πfC(u | ϑ1) + (1 − π)fC(u | ϑ2). We took π = 1/2 in all cases and the copula

densities fC were specified by parameter values (ϑ1, ϑ2) for each family as: (−0.8, 0.8) for

AMH, (−0.5, 10) for Clayton, (−5, 5) for Frank, (5, 10) for Gumbel, and (2, 10) for Joe. We
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compare analyses for two sample sizes, n = 200 and n = 500. For each generated data, we

fitted our Bayesian nonparametric Archimedean copula mixture model using each of the five

Archimedean family members as mixture densities. This leads to a total of 25 model fits.

Our model is fully specified by determining the centering measure g0(θ) and a hyper-prior

for the parameters a and b. In particular, for the centering measure, we chose: cθ = 4, dθ = 1

for Clayton, Joe, and Gumbel, µθ = 0 and λθ = 4 for Frank. For the precision parameters,

we considered informative priors to induce a small number of components: pa = 1, qa = 20,

cb = 1 and db = 20. MCMC was run for 8,500 iterations with a burn-in of 5,000. We

monitored the acceptance rate for each batch, in the adaptive algorithm, and diagnose the

convergence of MCMC by traceplots, as shown in Figure 2.

To assess the fit of the model, we computed the LPML statistic defined in Section 3.3.

The 25 values are reported in Tables 3 and 4 for both sample sizes, n = 200, 500, respectively.

The way to read these tables is row-wise, where the largest value for each row determines

the best fit. The two sample sizes yield fairly similar results. For four of the five families,

the best model selected is the one produced by the copula used to generate the data, i.e.

the true model. The exception is the AMH family, where the best fits are obtained by the

Clayton and Joe kernels. However, the second/third best model is obtained when using the

AMH family. This is because the bivariate copula from the AMH family does not produce

a strong dependence; in fact, the parameters chosen induce Kendall tau values −0.099 and

0.128 for each of the two components of the mixture, respectively.

In Figure 3 we present contour plots of the bivariate densities as heat maps for the

true model (first column) and the 25 fits, columns two to six. The first row contains data

generated from the AMH copula. The contours from the true model do not show much

difference in color due to the weak dependence. The fitting models AMH and Clayton show

similar contour patterns compared to the true one, whereas the fit based on the Joe kernel

looks very dissimilar. Considering data from the mixture of Clayton copulas (second row),
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contours show a lower left strong positive dependence, combined with circular contours

associated to the negative dependence obtained by the Clayton component with negative

parameter. None of the models, apart from the Clayton one, does a good job in capturing

the true dependence.

When the data come from a mixture of Frank copulas (third row in Figure 3), contours

of the true density show a cross pattern in the corners. The fitting obtained with the Frank

kernel is the only one that replicates the shapes of the contours. In the fourth row, we have

the contours from a mixture of Gumbel copulas; apart from the Gumbel itself, the Clayton

and Joe models seem to do a reasonable job. Finally, when data are coming from a mixture

of Joe copulas, the heat map shows a strong right-upper dependence. Only models based on

Joe and Gumbel seem able to capture it.

One feature of the Poisson-Dirichlet process mixture models is that we can assess the

number of mixture components required to fit the data. The posterior distribution for the

number of components with n = 500 when using the same kernel as that used to sample

the data is presented in the first column of Figure 4. Furthermore, in the second column of

the same figure, we present the histogram for all parameters of the mixture components θi

combined.

For all cases, the posterior distribution of the number of components is unimodal with

a mode at m = 2 components, which confirms that the mixing distribution given by the

Poisson-Dirichlet process is able to recover the truth. Equally comforting, the posterior

distribution of the parameters is also bimodal around the true values for all but one case,

the AMH being the exception. This posterior distribution shows a high mode around zero

with two tiny modes around the true parameters (−0.8, 0.8). Since the dependence induced

by the AMH copula is very weak, the model is not able to detect the true values of the

parameters. However, the density estimation is accurate.

For the sample size of n = 500, we also report the true, empirical, and estimated Kendall
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tau values (posterior mean) in Table 5. Remarkably, most copulas do a good job of estimating

the true association parameter. Exceptions are AMH and Gumbel when the true model is

Clayton.

As a last inferential procedure, we select the best clustering configuration using the R

package salso. In Table 6 we report the post-MCMC summaries of the copula parameters,

θ∗j , together with the posterior mean weight assigned to each component for j = 1, . . . , m̃.

We only report the fit obtained when the copula family is the same as the one used to sample

the data.

For the AMH case, we select that component whose copula parameter takes values in

the 95% credible interval (CI) (−0.24, 0.35). The model does not capture the true values

of the parameters or the number of mixture components, most likely because of the weak

dependence in the AMH copula. For the Clayton case, our model selects two components

with 95% CI’s for copula parameters (−0.504,−0.453) and (9.955, 12.375) which clearly

contain the true values.

In the Frank case, our clustering selection procedure chooses three mixture components;

however, the mean weight assigned to the first two is 0.994 and the estimated copula parame-

ters for these two components are around the true values. For the Gumbel case, we also select

two mixture components. The estimated copula parameters have 95% CIs of (10.23, 12.35)

and (2.97, 3.85), which are off the true values of 10 and 5. Finally, for the Joe case, we select

two mixture components. The estimated 95% CIs for the first two components contain the

true value of 2 but not the true value of 10.

As a final analysis, we compare our model with the Bayesian semiparametric Archimedean

copula (BSA) of Hoyos-Argüelles and Nieto-Barajas (2020), which relies on a generator

defined in terms of a quadratic spline. The LPML statistics obtained with this competing

model are reported in the last column of Tables 3 and 4. Clearly, the proposed mixture

model is superior for most of the kernels used.
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4.2 Simulation study 2

To better place our mixture model in context, we generate data from a non-Archimedian

copula. In particular, we consider the bivariate Gaussian copula with parameter ρ = 0.7

and a two-component mixture of Gaussian copulas with equal weights and parameters ρ1 =

−0.7 and ρ2 = 0.7. Recall that in a Gaussian copula, the relationship between Kendall

τ association parameter and Pearson’s correlation is τ = 2
π
arcsin(ρ) (Fang et al., 2002).

Therefore, in the first case we have τ ≈ 0.49 and in the mixture case we have an overall

τ = 0.

For both cases, we took a sample of size n = 500. We fitted our Bayesian nonparametric

mixture model using each of the five members of the Archimedean family as mixture densities.

The prior specifications of our model are the same as in Simulation Study 1. Additionally,

MCMC was run for 8,500 iterations with a burn-in of 5,000. LPML statistic was computed

to assess the fit of the model, together with point and 95% CI estimates for the overall

Kendall tau. These values are reported in Table 7.

For the single Gaussian copula (left half of Table 7), according to the LPML, the best

model is the Gumbel followed by the Frank. These two models produce a Kendall tau point

estimate that is very close to the true value τ = 0.49. However, all models, except the AMH

produce a credible interval that contains the true value of τ . For comparison with, we also

fitted a Gaussian copula benchmark model with a uniform prior for ρ. The fit statistics are

reported in the last row of Table 7. As expected, this model obtains the best fit, but the

LPML statistic of the Gumbel mixture is not far off.

For the mixture of Gaussians copula (right half of Table 7), the best fit is obtained by the

Clayton, followed by the Frank. Kendall tau point estimates for the five kernels are all close

to the true value of τ = 0. Four of the five kernels produce credible intervals that contain

the true value of τ , the exception being the Gumbel, which allows only positive dependence.

We also fitted a single Gaussian copula and although the Kendall tau point and interval
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estimates are good, the LPML is really bad, as expected.

We finally compare the model fit by producing copula density estimates with the best two

fitting models and compare it to the true density. These are depicted in Figure 5. For the

single Gaussian case (top row), the Gumbel and Frank estimates are quite similar to the true

density, perhaps the Gumbel estimates better the contours around the main diagonal. For

the mixture of Gaussian case (bottom row), although we are able to produce good estimates

for the overall dependence, the contours do not seem to be similar to the true ones.

4.3 Simulation study 3

We now perform a multivariate simulation study. For that we consider a vector of dimension

four, that is, U = (U1, U2, U3, U4) coming from a mixture of three Clayton copulas f(u) =∑3
j=1 πjfC(u | ϑj), with π = (0.2, 0.3, 0.5). We consider three simulation settings for the

copula parameters. Specifically, in setting 1: ϑ = (1, 5, 15); in setting 2: ϑ = (2, 5, 10);

and in setting 3: ϑ = (2, 7, 15). We sampled n = 500 data points from each of these three

settings.

We fitted our Bayesian nonparametric mixture model with the Clayton kernel. The hyper

parameters are: cθ = 4, dθ = 1, pa = 1, qa = 20, cb = 1 and db = 20. The MCMC was run

for 10,000 iterations with a burn-in of 5,000.

The posterior distributions for the number of components and for the copula parameters

are included in Figure 6. The number of components has a mode at 3 for the three settings,

and the posterior distribution for the copula parameters is three-modal in the three settings,

with modes around the true values.

The true and estimated Kendall tau values are reported in Table 8. The point estimates

(posterior mean) are very close to the true values and 95% CI all contain the true association

parameters.

In order to report a single clustering, we use the R package salso with binder loss. The
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results are shown in Table 9. For setting 1, the search procedure selects five groups, but

the first three groups account for 86% of the total weight. We note a shrinkage towards the

center values. The first group has a weight of 0.54, similar to the theoretical 0.5 with 95%

CI (13.2, 14.9), the second group has a weight of 0.17 with 95% CI (3.57, 4.53) and the third

has a weight of 0.15 with interval 95% CI (0.53, 0.98). In all cases, the parameter estimates

are slightly lower than the true values.

For setting 2, the search procedure selects five groups, with the first clearly associated

with the third true mixture component with a weight of 0.63 and a parameter 95% CI of

(8.3, 9.4) slightly smaller than 10, the second group with a weight of 0.16 and a parameter

CI of (1.6, 2.23), and the fourth group seems to be associated with the second true mixture

component. Finally, for setting 3, our procedure selects 7 groups with the first group being

the one with highest weight of 0.64, associated to the third true mixture component, and

the last six groups associated to the first two mixture components.

In summary, in a multivariate setting with several mixture components, it becomes more

difficult to appropriately detect the number of components and dependence parameters;

however, the overall dependence is very well estimated.

4.4 Occupation data analysis

Candanedo and Feldheim (2016) presented a data set aimed at determining occupancy in

a room. Original data contains, among other variables, information about carbon dioxide

(CO2) and humidity ratio (HR), the latter defined as the ratio between temperature and

relative humidity, and measurements were made every minute.

As suggested by Candanedo et al. (2017), the data are preprocessed by making averages of

five minutes and taking the first differences. To study the dependence in these two variables,

we further apply the modified rank transformation (inverse empirical cdf) to produce data

in the interval [0, 1]. Figure 7 shows a dispersion diagram for 5 February 2015. Data points
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form a star with possible positive and negative dependences.

We fitted our Bayesian nonparametric mixture model to these data using the five common

Archimedean generators. Prior specifications were defined as in the simulation studies, and

MCMC had 8,500 iterations and 5,000 as burn-in.

To assess the fit of the model, we computed the LPML statistic and obtained the following

values: 73 for the AMH, 86 for the Clayton, 106 for the Frank, 105 for the Gumbel and 91

for Joe. Clearly the two best models are the Frank and the Gumbel. In Figure 8 we report

posterior inferences for these two models. The number of components obtained with the

Frank model has a mode at 2 and the histogram of the posterior values of the parameters θi

is bimodal with a heavier mode in a positive value around 8 and a lighter mode in a negative

value around −11. The density estimate shows the cross shape of the original data. On

the other hand, with the Gumbel model, the number of components has a mode at 1 with

the copula parameters θi concentrated around 2. The density estimate shows the positive

dependence with wide contours in the center that resemble the negative dependence.

The empirical Kendall tau for the data is 0.462 and the corresponding estimates with

the Frank mixture model is 0.4 with a 95% CI of (−0.74, 0.66); and for the Gumbel model

we get 0.5 with a 95% CI of (0.45, 0.60). Both interval estimates contain the empirical

value; however, there is a large difference in the width of the intervals. As mentioned in the

previous paragraph, the posterior values of θi in the Frank case show a bimodal behavior

with modes in positive and negative values, which combined induce high uncertainty in the

overall dependence.

Using the search procedure to estimate the number of components, in Table 10 we report

two groups for the Frank copula with estimated copula parameters at 8.52 with a weight of

86.3% for the first component and at −13.6 with a weight of 13.3% for the second component.

For the Gumbel copula, a single cluster is determined with a parameter value estimated

between 1.86 and 2.23 with probability 95%. An advantage of the Gumbel model is that it
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has upper right-tail dependence and the data seem to support this.

Again, we also compare with the competing model BSA. The LPML statistic obtained

is 78.40, which is better than the fit with the AMH kernel, but worse than the fit obtained

with the other four kernels.

4.5 Red wine data analysis

We now consider the red wine data of Cortez et al. (2009) which consists of several physic-

ochemical tests of the red variants of 1, 599 Portuguese wine of the Vinho Verde region. We

concentrate on three variables: fixed acidity (X1), citric acid (X2) and density (X3).

As in the previous analysis, we applied the modified rank transformation to produce

data in the interval [0, 1]. A simple exploratory graphical analysis (see Figure 9) shows that

these three variables show a positive dependence, with pairwise empirical Kendall tau values

τ1,2 = 0.484, τ1,3 = 0.457 and τ2,3 = 0.245, suggesting that a mixture of Archimedean copulas

is appropriate for these data.

We fitted our Bayesian nonparametric mixture model with different copulas. The hyper-

parameters are the same as in the multivariate simulation study. The MCMC was run for

8,500 iterations with a burn-in of 5,000. The LPML measures are: 278 for AMH, 623 for the

Clayton, 684 for the Frank, 714 for the Gumbel, and 412 for the Joe.

The posterior distributions for the number of components m, model parameters θ and

bivariate density heat maps, for the three best fitting models, are shown in Figure 10. Note

that dependence induced in an Archimedean copula is symmetric for any pair of variables;

therefore, only one bivariate density estimate (heatmap) is reported.

The posterior mode for the number of components is 4 for the Clayton, 2 for the Frank,

and 2 for the Gumbel. The model parameters are close to zero and slightly above 4 for

the Clayton, around 2 and 9 for the Frank, and close to zero and slightly above 2 for the

Gumbel. Bivariate densities are very similar with the three models, but with a strong lower
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left-tail dependence characteristic of the Clayton and an upper right-tail dependence in the

Gumbel. Looking at the dispersion diagrams of the data, the upper right-tail dependence of

the Gumbel seems to be more appropriate and is also supported by the LPML values.

The posterior estimation of Kendall tau for the best-fitting model, Gumbel, is 0.362 with

a 95% CI of (0.24, 0.68). Clearly, the CI contains the three empirical Kendall tau values

that correspond to pairwise association parameters among the three characteristics of the

wine. Implementing our clustering selection procedure, we obtain two groups with copula

parameters estimated at: 1.51 with a 95% CI (1.47, 1.55) and weight 0.98; and at 6.16 with

95% CI (5.01, 7.36) and weight 0.02.

5 Concluding remarks

We propose Bayesian inference for a nonparametric mixture model of Archimedean copulas.

Our model depends on the multivariate Archimedean copula densities, which require as many

derivatives as the dimension of the data. Depending on the specific Archimedean family,

some of the required derivatives are more difficult to compute than others. For instance,

derivatives for the Clayton, Gumbel and Frank families are comparatively straightforward

to obtain using the R codes that are available at copula R package by Hofert et al. (2023) .

The runtime to fit our model significantly depends on the number of clusters chosen in

each iteration. This in turn depends on the size and the specific data. For 2 to 4 clusters and

with approximately 200 observations, in a 3-dimensional space, and over 10,000 iterations,

the computation completes within an hour.

Our proposed model exhibited good performance in capturing dependence when the data

were generated from an Archimedean or a mixture of Archimedean families; however, it fell

short when the true copulas were outside the Archimedean family, like a mixture of Gaussian

copulas.

Due to the construction of the Archimedean copulas, pairwise Kendall tau coefficients
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for the elements in a vector are the same. To allow for different Kendall tau coefficients in

different pairs of variables, an extension such as hierarchical Archimedean copulas could be

used (Li et al. (2021); Hofert & Pham (2013)). We leave this for future work.
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Copula ϕθ(t) Θ τθ

AMH log
{

1−θ(1−t)
t

}
[−1, 1] 1− 2{θ + (1− θ2) log(1− θ)}/(3θ2)

CLA t−θ − 1 [−1,∞) θ/(θ + 2)

FRA − log
{

exp(−θt)−1
exp(−θ)−1

}
R 1− 4{1−D1(θ)}/θ

GUM (− log t)θ [1,∞) 1− 1/θ

JOE − log
{
1− (1− t)θ

}
[0.238734,∞) 1− 4

∑∞
k=1 1/{k(θk + 2){θ(k − 1) + 2}}

Table 1: Most common Archimedean families and properties. The Debye function of order
one is given by D1(θ) = (1/θ)

∫ θ

0
t/(et − 1)dt.

Copula ϕ
(1)
θ (t) ϕ

(2)
θ (t)

AMH θ−1
t{1−θ(1−t)}

(1−θ)(1−θ+2θt)

{t(1−θ(1−t))}2

CLA −θt−(θ+1) θ(θ + 1)t−(θ+2)

FRA θ exp(−θt)
exp(−θt)−1

θ2 exp(−θt)
{exp(−θt)−1}2

GUM − θ
t
(− log t)θ−1 θ

t2
(− log t)θ−1 + θ(θ−1)

t2
(− log t)θ−2

JOE −θ(1−t)θ−1

1−(1−t)θ
θ(θ−1)(1−t)θ−2+θ(1−t)2θ−2

{1−(1−t)θ}2

Table 2: First and second derivatives of the five most common Archimedean families.

Data / Model AMH CLA FRA GUM JOE BSA

AMH 0.48 1.47 0.22 -2.00 0.33 -4.32

CLA 26.05 268.23 143.45 132.62 104.21 7.4

FRA -0.87 1.04 17.18 -0.82 9.99 -3.01

GUM 178.68 454.35 507.87 558.99 516.67 100.14

JOE 71.99 156.39 171.38 223.27 236.47 55.33

Table 3: Simulation study 1: Bivariate data from a mixture of Archimedean copulas. LPML
statistics when taking a sample of size n = 200 and fitting the five models. Bayesian
semiparametric Archimedean copula competing model in the last column.
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Data / Model AMH CLA FRA GUM JOE BSA

AMH -0.25 0.39 -0.93 -2.99 1.64 -4.01

CLA 28.42 359.27 206.44 168.82 146.68 1.83

FRA 1.89 3.22 23.19 -0.86 22.62 6.59

GUM 226.45 587.01 646.14 716.85 672.04 172.86

JOE 95.50 214.99 235.96 292.34 301.83 97.60

Table 4: Simulation study 1: Bivariate data from a mixture of Archimedean copulas. LPML
statistics when taking a sample of size n = 500 and fitting the five models. Bayesian
semiparametric Archimedean copula competing model in the last column.

True Emp AMH CLA FRA GUM JOE

AMH 0.04 0.01 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.05 -0.03

CLA 0.25 0.14 0.12 0.23 0.23 0.31 0.23

FRA 0.00 -0.07 -0.05 0.00 -0.02 0.05 -0.10

GUM 0.85 0.84 0.33 0.78 0.83 0.84 0.81

JOE 0.59 0.54 0.30 0.49 0.57 0.61 0.58

Table 5: Simulation study 1: Bivariate data from a mixture of Archimedean copulas. True,
empirical and estimated Kendall tau valueswith n = 500.
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θ1 θ2 θ3

Model: AMH (-0.8, 0.8)
mean 0.073
q2.5 -0.237
q97.5 0.346

weight 1

Model: CLA (-0.5, 10)
mean 11.121 -0.502
q2.5 9.955 -0.504
q97.5 12.375 -0.496

weight 0.514 0.486

Model: FRA (-5, 5)
mean -6.897 5.383 3.198
q2.5 -7.870 4.379 -2.585
q97.5 -5.825 6.380 9.274

weight 0.508 0.486 0.006

Model: GUM (5, 10)
mean 11.274 3.422
q2.5 10.237 2.977
q97.5 12.351 3.856

weight 0.704 0.296

Model: JOE (2, 10)
mean 2.174 12.850
q2.5 1.882 11.396
q97.5 2.464 14.305

weight 0.542 0.458

Table 6: Simulation study 1: Bivariate data from a mixture of Archimedean copulas. Post
MCMC summaries given chosen cluster configuration.
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Model τ̂ 95% CI LPML τ̂ 95% CI LPML

AMH 0.314 (0.295, 0.330) 113.11 0.005 (-0.180, 0.327) 8.24

CLA 0.380 (0.245, 0.727) 110.84 0.029 (-0.362 , 0.535) 39.11

FRA 0.489 (0.442 , 0.532) 152.57 -0.052 (-0.669, 0.518) 37.93

GUM 0.473 (0.437, 0.510) 157.73 0.078 (0.018, 0.685) 4.53

JOE 0.409 (0.272, 0.706) 130.99 -0.022 (-0.503, 0.731) 22.47

GAUSS 0.492 (0.458, 0.522) 162.93 -0.030 (-0.085, 0.035) -1.35

Table 7: Simulation study 2: Bivariate data from a single Gaussian (left) and a mixture of
Gaussians (right). Posterior estimates for τ and LPML fit measures.

Setting τ τ̂ 95% CI
1 0.722 0.707 (0.290, 0.881)
2 0.731 0.723 (0.436, 0.841)
3 0.775 0.766 (0.414, 0.879)

Table 8: Simulation study 3: Multivariate data from a mixture of Archimedean copulas with
3 settings. Reported are true and estimated Kendall tau.

θ1 θ2 θ3 θ4 θ5 θ6 θ7

Setting 1: π = (0.2, 0.3, 0.5),θ = (1, 5, 15)
mean 14.084 4.024 0.746 3.765 1.759
q2.5 13.189 3.567 0.530 3.179 1.327
q97.5 14.910 4.533 0.979 4.399 2.250

weight 0.536 0.172 0.150 0.088 0.054

Setting 2: π = (0.2, 0.3, 0.5),θ = (2, 5, 10)
mean 8.876 1.885 3.067 3.443 3.678
q2.5 8.317 1.560 2.596 2.801 1.915
q97.5 9.388 2.232 3.588 4.060 5.664

weight 0.628 0.156 0.116 0.090 0.010

Setting 3: π = (0.2, 0.3, 0.5),θ = (2, 7, 15)
mean 12.733 4.542 2.277 1.667 3.121 2.235 1.417
q2.5 12.064 3.953 1.832 1.144 2.149 1.291 0.746
q97.5 13.392 5.155 2.821 2.235 4.163 3.430 2.166

weight 0.642 0.148 0.092 0.048 0.034 0.018 0.014

Table 9: Simulation study 3: Multivariate data from a mixture of Archimedean copulas.
Post MCMC summaries given chosen cluster configuration.
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θ1 θ2 θ3 θ1

Model FRA GUM
mean 8.528 -13.598 -1.265 2.043
q2.5 7.501 -17.693 -8.972 1.865
q97.5 9.789 -9.812 6.077 2.229

weight 0.863 0.133 0.003 1

Table 10: Occupancy data. Post MCMC summaries given chosen cluster configuration.
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Figure 1: Kendall tau valuesfor the five Archimedean families of Table 1 as a function of θ.
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Figure 2: Simulation study 1: Bivariate data from a mixture of Frank copulas. The fitted
model uses Frank kernel. Acceptance rate (left) and trace plot (right) for parameter b (top)
and θ (bottom).
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Figure 3: Simulation study 1: Bivariate data from mixtures of Archimedean copulas with
n = 500. Density estimations. Across columns: True density (1st), AMH fitting (2nd),
Clayton fitting (3rd), Frank fitting (4th), Gumbel fitting (5th), and Joe fitting (6th). Data
generated model across rows: AMH (1st), Calyton (2nd), Frank (3rd), Gumbel (4th) and
Joe (5th).
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Figure 4: Simulation study 1: Bivariate data from a mixture of Archimedean copulas with
n = 500. Posterior distributions when using the same kernel used to sample the data: the
number of mixture components (1st column) and model parameters (2nd column). Models
across rows: AMH (1st), Clayton (2nd), Frank (3rd), Gumbel (4th), and Joe (5th).
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Figure 5: Simulation study 2: First row: Single Gaussian copula true density (1st panel),
mixture of Gumbels density estimate (2nd panel), and mixture of Franks density estimate
(3rd panel). Second row: Mixture of Gaussians copula trues density (1st panel), mixture of
Claytons density estimate (2nd panel), and mixture of Franks density estimate (3rd panel).
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Figure 6: Simulation study 3: Four-dimensions data from a mixture of 3 Clayton copulas with
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Figure 7: Occupancy data. Scatterplot of carbon dioxide (CO2) versus humidity ratio (HR).
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Figure 8: Occupancy data. Posterior fittings for top two best models. Frank (top row)
and Gumbel (bottom row). Across columns: Number of components (1st), θi’s (2nd), and
bivariate density (3rd).
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Figure 9: Red wine data: fixed acidity, citric acid, and density. Pairwise scatterplots of the
three variables.
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Figure 10: Red wine data. Posterior distributions for the number of components, copula
parameters, and bivariate density estimates. Estimated pairwise densities are the same for
any pair of variables.
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