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Abstract
In this paper, we explore the use of an extensive list of Archimedean copulas in general and life insur-
ance modelling. We consider not only the usual choices like the Clayton, Gumbel–Hougaard, and Frank
copulas but also several others which have not drawn much attention in previous applications. First, we
apply different copula functions to two general insurance data sets, co-modelling losses and allocated loss
adjustment expenses, and also losses to building and contents. Second, we adopt these copulas for mod-
elling the mortality trends of two neighbouring countries and calculate the market price of a mortality
bond. Our results clearly show that the diversity of Archimedean copula structures gives much flexibility
for modelling different kinds of data sets and that the copula and tail dependence assumption can have
a significant impact on pricing and valuation. Moreover, we conduct a large simulation exercise to inves-
tigate further the caveats in copula selection. Finally, we examine a number of other estimation methods
which have not been tested in previous insurance applications.

Keywords: Archimedean copulas; Tail dependence; Losses and allocated loss adjustment expenses; Multi-population
mortality modelling; Mortality bond; Estimation methods; Empirical copulas

1. Introduction
Archimedean copulas are well known for their flexibility in modelling dependence within multi-
variate random variables. They are very useful tools for assessing various insurance and financial
tail risks. In the actuarial literature, their earliest applications can be traced back to about two
decades ago. Frees & Valdez (1998), Klugman & Parsa (1999), Venter (2002), Denuit et al. (2006),
and Staudt (2010) explored the use of the Clayton, Gumbel–Hougaard, and Frank copulas inmod-
elling losses and loss adjustment expenses. Sun et al. (2008) used a few Archimedean copulas to
model the dependencies over time of nursing home utilisation. Zhao & Zhou (2010) adopted the
Clayton copula for the dependency structure between the event times and delays in loss reserving.
Shi & Frees (2010) tested three Archimedean copulas to accommodate the temporal dependence
of insurance company expenses. Savelli & Clemente (2011) applied hierarchical Archimedean
copulas to calculate capital requirements. Erhardt & Czado (2012) involved the Clayton and
Gumbel–Hougaard copulas in modelling dependent yearly claim totals in private health insur-
ance. Zhao & Zhou (2012a, 2012b) used the Clayton copula to cater for the time dependence in the
claim counts and the relationship between the sojourn and its medical costs, respectively. Zhang &
Dukic (2013) introduced a Bayesian copula model for coping with several lines of businesses. Shi
& Valdez (2014) incorporated the Gumbel–Hougaard copula when co-modelling different claim
types. Pešta & Okhrin (2014) associated consecutive development years in a run-off triangle via
Archimedean copulas. Peters et al. (2014) integrated the Clayton, Gumbel–Hougaard, and Frank
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copulas into Bayesian modelling of payment and incurred loss data. Shi et al. (2015) also used
these copulas to model the frequency and severity of motor claims jointly. Abdallah et al. (2015)
treated two lines of business as associated by the Clayton and Gumbel–Hougaard copulas. Eling &
Jung (2018) tested a few Archimedean copulas on modelling the cross-industry and cross-breach
type structures for monthly cyber losses.

Besides general and health insurance as above, there are also some applications in the area
of life insurance. Frees et al. (1996) and Carriere (2000) adopted the Frank copula for valuing
joint and last-survivor annuities and co-modelling the time of deaths of coupled lives, respec-
tively. Spreeuw (2006) used a number of Archimedean copulas to analyse the time dependence
between the lifetimes of a couple. Gaillardetz & Lin (2006) linked the financial and insurance mar-
ket information by the Clayton copula. Kaishev et al. (2007) used the Frank copula to model the
dependences among causes of death. Luciano et al. (2008) and Gourieroux & Lu (2015) associated
the survival times of a couple by Archimedean copulas. Wang et al. (2015) proposed a dynamic
copula approach with the Clayton and Gumbel–Hougaard copulas to co-model the mortality of
four countries. Li & Lu (2019) applied hierarchical Archimedean copulas to model cause-specific
mortality data.

Despite the rich variety of these applications, almost all the work mentioned above used the
Clayton, Gumbel–Hougaard, Frank, and Joe copulas only. A few exceptions were Spreeuw (2006),
Luciano et al. (2008), and Gourieroux & Lu (2015), who tested briefly a few other options. In
fact, there is a long list of Archimedean copulas, many of which have not drawn much attention
hitherto but may suit different purposes and data sets. In this paper, we explore the usefulness
of this extensive list of copulas by applying them to a general insurance problem as well as to
a life insurance problem. In particular, we compare the results from using 13 different strict
Archimedean copulas (Nelsen, 1999), as well as some of their rotated versions. First, we apply
the copula functions to two general insurance data sets. The first one consists of losses and allo-
cated loss adjustment expenses, and the second one contains losses to building and contents. It
is common for non-life claims processes to involve a pair of associated variables, and it is impor-
tant to find a suitable bivariate model for capturing the dependency structure. To our knowledge,
this work represents the first attempt to apply the rotated versions of Archimedean copulas in
insurance applications.

Second, we use the copulas for modelling the mortality trends of two neighbouring countries
jointly and calculate the market price of a mortality bond. Multi-population mortality modelling
has recently gained much interest from academics and practitioners (e.g. Villegas et al., 2017; Li
et al., 2018). A few recent papers further allowed for mortality co-movements in extreme events
(e.g. Chen et al., 2015, 2017). As the prevailing mortality bonds have their payments dependent
on a weighted mortality index between multiple countries, we investigate the effect of using dif-
ferent copulas on pricing such a mortality bond structure. Furthermore, we conduct a large-scale
simulation exercise to investigate the significance of copula selection. In particular, by simulating
random samples from each copula in turn and then fitting different copulas to the simulated sam-
ples, we study the effect of the sample size and the level of dependence on the statistical tests and
the resulting choice. Finally, we compare the performances between a number of less commonly
used estimation methods (matching Blomqvist’s beta, maximum likelihood based on the diagonal
of a copula, and minimum distance estimators) and the usual methods like maximum likelihood
and matching Kendall’s tau. In addition, we test a non-parametric estimator for Archimedean
copulas, as well as two empirical copulas (empirical beta copula and empirical checkerboard cop-
ula) for comparison. Note that we will focus on the two-dimensional case in this paper, while
many of the implications here can readily be extended to the multi-dimensional cases.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Section 2 introduces the Archimedean copulas
selected and their basic properties. Section 3 gives the fitting results on the two general insurance
data sets. Section 4 provides an analysis on mortality dependence modelling and mortality bond
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pricing. Section 5 presents the simulation results and their implications. Section 6 compares the
results from different estimation methods. Section 7 concludes.

2. Archimedean Copulas
Archimedean copulas are a group of copulas that share certain fundamental characteristics. There
are a variety of options for modelling the dependency structure. For the bivariate case, considering
two associated random variables X1 and X2 with distribution functions F1 and F2, they have the
basic form (e.g. Nelsen, 1999)

C(u1, u2)= ϕ−1(ϕ(u1)+ ϕ(u2))

in which u1 = F1(x1), u2 = F2(x2), and ϕ is a function called generator with inverse ϕ−1. Each
type of Archimedean copula has a unique form of ϕ. When ϕ is continuous, convex, and strictly
decreasing with ϕ(0)= ∞ and ϕ(1)= 0, C is a strict Archimedean copula. Table 1 presents a list
of 13 strict one-parameter Archimedean copulas that are considered in this paper. In particular,
copulas 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9 belong to the Clayton, Ali–Mikhail–Haq, Gumbel–Hougaard, Frank, Joe,
and Gumbel–Barnett families, respectively. Table 2 provides the formulae of Kendall’s tau1, upper
tail dependence (λU)2, and lower tail dependence (λL)3 that we have derived for the copulas. The
parameter θ can be estimated from the sample tau or maximum likelihood, the latter of which
is used here (see Section 6 for more estimation methods). The copula density function can be
derived as

c(u1, u2)= ∂2

∂u1∂u2
C(u1, u2)

based on which the log-likelihood function can be evaluated.
It is interesting to notice the different features that these copulas possess. Seven of them have

a positive (or zero for some) tau, two of them have a negative (or zero) tau, and the rest can
have a positive or negative (or zero) tau. Copulas 1, 19, and 20 have lower tail dependence only,
copulas 4 and 6 have upper tail dependence only, copulas 12 and 14 have both upper and lower tail
dependence, while the others have neither. This variety of combinations offers a lot of flexibility
for modelling dependence in insurance and financial risks.

To identify the most optimal copula for modelling the dependency structure of a particular
data set of size n, we use the test statistic (Guégan & Ladoucette, 2004) below:

n∑
j=1

(P̃r(X1 ≤ x1,j, X2 ≤ x2,j)− Ĉ(u1,j, u2,j))
2

which is the total squared differences4 between the empirical bivariate distribution function
(denoted as ~) and the fitted bivariate distribution function Ĉ. The copula which gives the

1 Kendall’s tau is defined as τ = Pr ((X1 − X2)(Y1 − Y2)> 0)− Pr ((X1 − X2)(Y1 − Y2)< 0) for two related random
variables X and Y with random samples (X1, Y1) and (X2, Y2). This measure of association is invariant under strictly
increasing linear or non-linear transformations of X and Y . For an Archimedean copula, it can be derived from τ =
1+ 4

∫ 1
0 ϕ(t)/ϕ′(t)dt.

2 Upper tail dependence is defined as λU = lim
u→1

1−2u+C(u,u)
1−u . It refers to the association in the upper-right-quadrant tail.

There is upper tail dependence when 0< λU ≤ 1 and no upper tail dependence when λU = 0.
3 Lower tail dependence is defined as λL = lim

u→0
C(u,u)

u . It refers to the association in the lower-left-quadrant tail. There is
lower tail dependence when 0< λL ≤ 1 and no lower tail dependence when λL = 0.

4 The overall test statistic used here may be seen as a discrete, bivariate version of the Cramér–von Mises test statistic.
We choose to use it because of the limited sizes of our data. While it is difficult to find its limiting distribution theoretically,
one may perform Monte Carlo simulations to generate a distribution of the statistic and estimate the critical values.
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Table 1. Bivariate Archimedean copulas.

No C(u1, u2) Range of θ ϕ(t)

1 max ((u−θ
1 + u−θ

2 − 1)−1/θ , 0) θ ≥ 0 t−θ −1
θ. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3 u1u2
1−θ (1−u1)(1−u2) −1≤ θ < 1 ln ( 1−θ (1−t)

t )
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 e−((−ln u1)θ +(−ln u2)θ )1/θ θ ≥ 1 (− ln t)θ
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5 − 1
θ
ln (1+ (e−θu1−1)(e−θu2−1)

e−θ −1 ) −∞ < θ < ∞ − ln ( e
−θ t−1
e−θ −1 ).. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 1− ((1− u1)θ + (1− u2)θ − (1− u1)θ (1− u2)θ )1/θ θ ≥ 1 − ln (1− (1− t)θ )
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

9 u1u2e−θ ln u1 ln u2 0≤ θ ≤ 1 ln (1− θ ln t)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10 21/θ

(1+(2u−θ
1 −1)(2u−θ

2 −1))1/θ
0≤ θ ≤ 1 ln (2t−θ − 1)

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12 (1+ ((u−1
1 − 1)θ + (u−1

2 − 1)θ )1/θ )−1 θ ≥ 1 (t−1 − 1)θ
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13 e1−((1−ln u1)θ +(1−ln u2)θ −1)1/θ θ > 0 (1− ln t)θ − 1
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

14 (1+ ((u−1/θ
1 − 1)θ + (u−1/θ

2 − 1)θ )1/θ )−θ θ ≥ 1 (t−1/θ − 1)θ
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

17
(
1+ ((1+u1)−θ −1)((1+u2)−θ −1)

2−θ −1
)−1/θ − 1 θ 	= 0 − ln

(
(1+t)−θ −1
2−θ −1

)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

19 θ

ln (eθ/u1+eθ/u2−eθ ) θ > 0 eθ/t − eθ

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 ( ln (eu
−θ
1 + eu

−θ
2 − e))−1/θ θ ≥ 0 et

−θ − e

Note: Copulas 1, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 9 are the Clayton, Ali–Mikhail–Haq, Gumbel–Hougaard, Frank, Joe, and Gumbel–Barnett copulas, respec-
tively. Copulas 1, 3, 5, 9, 10, and 20 are equivalent to the product copula when θ = 0. Copulas 4, 6, and 13 produce the product copula
when θ = 1. Copula 17 becomes the product copula when θ = −1. The copula numbers are those used by Nelsen (1999).

smallest test statistic value would be chosen over the other candidates. Note that this overall test
covers the entire plane of the two random variables. To supplement the analysis and put more
focus on tail risks, we also compute the likelihood ratio test statistic (Kupiec, 1995):

2( ln (p̃m(1− p̃)n−m)− ln (p̂m(1− p̂)n−m))

in which p= Pr (X1 > F−1
1 (1− γ ), X2 > F−1

2 (1− γ )) has empirical estimate p̃=m/n, where m
is the observed number of data points falling in the 100γ% upper-right-quadrant region, and
p̂ is calculated from the fitted copula. A smaller test statistic value is preferred, and the (one-
sided) critical value can be taken as the 95th percentile of the χ2

1 distribution (3.84). Surprisingly,
testing of the tail performance, which is a major strength of copula modelling, has typically been
omitted in previous actuarial applications. Strictly speaking, tail dependence is a limiting property
which cannot be tested for a finite data set. But the likelihood ratio test provides a practical and
convenient way to assess how close a copula models the association in the tail. Note also that when
the null hypothesis is not rejected, the fitted copula can be regarded as giving a good description
of the shape and extent of association, but it does not mean that the copula is necessarily a true
representation of the underlying relationship. For other overall goodness-of-fit tests for copulas,
see Genest et al. (2009).

3. Modelling Bivariate Claims in General Insurance
The first data set contains 1,500 general liability claims, which were previously studied by Frees
& Valdez (1998), Klugman & Parsa (1999), and Denuit et al. (2006). Each claim has an indemnity
payment and an allocated loss adjustment expense. The policy limits are recorded for the majority
of the claims, in which 34 claim payments are censored from above. For the 148 claims with no
recording of the policy limit, it is simply assumed that the policy limit does not exist. Figure 1 plots
the log payments against the log expenses, and also the corresponding copula data from their
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Table 2. Kendall’s tau, upper tail dependence, and lower tail dependence.

No τ Range of τ λU λL

1 θ
θ+2 0≤ τ ≤ 1 0 2−1/θ

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3 1− 2
3

θ+(1−θ )2 ln (1−θ )
θ2

−0.182≤ τ < 1/3 0 0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 1− 1
θ

0≤ τ ≤ 1 2− 21/θ 0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5 1− 4
θ
(1− 1

θ

∫ θ

0
t

et−1dt) −1≤ τ ≤ 1 0 0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 1+ 4
θ

∫ 1
0
(1−(1−t)θ ) ln (1−(1−t)θ )

(1−t)θ−1 dt 0≤ τ ≤ 1 2− 21/θ 0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

9 1− 4
θ

∫ 1
0 t (1− θ ln t) ln (1− θ ln t)dt −0.361≤ τ ≤ 0 0 0

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10 1+ 2
θ

∫ 1
0 t

(
tθ − 2

)
ln (2t−θ − 1)dt −0.182≤ τ ≤ 0 0 0

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12 1− 2
3θ

1
3 ≤ τ ≤ 1 2− 21/θ 2−1/θ

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13 1− 4
θ

∫ 1
0 t (1− ln t) (1− (1− ln t)−θ )dt −0.361< τ ≤ 1 0 0

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

14 1− 2
1+2θ

1
3 ≤ τ ≤ 1 2− 21/θ 0.5

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

17 1− 4
θ

∫ 1
0 (1+ t)(1− (1+ t)θ ) ln ( (1+t)

−θ −1
2−θ −1 )dt −0.611≤ τ ≤ 1 0 0

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

19 1− 4
θ

∫ 1
0 t

2(1− eθ (1−t−1))dt 1
3 < τ ≤ 1 0 1

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 1− 4
θ

∫ 1
0 t

1+θ (1− e1−t−θ
)dt 0≤ τ ≤ 1 0 1

Note: The copula numbers are those used by Nelsen (1999).

Figure 1. Payments versus expenses in logarithmic scale (left) and copula data (right).

empirical distribution functions. There is a clear positive relationship (left graph) between the
two quantities (τ̂ = 0.31), especially in the upper-right-quadrant tail, which can be modelled by a
suitable copula structure. Note that for those censored claims, the contribution to the likelihood
function has to be adjusted as 1− ∂

∂u2C(u1, u2) (e.g. Frees & Valdez, 1998), in which u1 refers
to the censored payments. It also appears that (right graph) the two variables are exchangeable,
that is, the dependency structure is symmetric between the two arguments in the copula function.
A Cramér–von Mises type test (Genest et al., 2012) shows that the null hypothesis of symmetry
cannot be rejected at 5% significance level. Hence, Archimedean copulas, which are symmetric by
nature, are suitable candidates for modelling the losses.
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Table 3. Fitting results of bivariate Archimedean copulas on censored general liability claims.

Original 180◦ Rotated

Overall test Likelihood ratio Likelihood ratio Overall test Likelihood ratio Likelihood ratio
No statistic∗ test∗ γ = 0.1 test+ γ = 0.1 statistic∗ test∗ γ = 0.1 test+ γ = 0.1

1 1.43 (10) 38.77 (10) 65.54 (10) 0.18 (5) 2.84 (4) 0.04 (1)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3 0.93 (7) 27.76 (9) 50.20 (9) 0.10 (4) 5.42 (5) 0.75 (3)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 0.19 (1) 1.50 (1) 0.08 (1) 0.80 (10) 13.99 (10) 30.00 (10)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5 0.43 (3) 7.35 (4) 19.34 (4) 0.43 (8) 7.35 (6) 19.34 (9)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 0.23 (2) 4.65 (3) 0.47 (2) 1.68 (11) 43.29 (11) 71.72 (11)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

9 3.94 (12) 63.22 (12) 98.40 (12) 3.94 (12) 63.26 (12) 98.45 (12)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10 3.95 (13) 63.28 (13) 98.49 (13) 3.96 (13) 63.63 (13) 98.95 (13)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12 1.02 (8) 13.76 (6) 29.65 (6) 0.09 (2) 8.30 (8) 2.08 (6)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13 0.72 (5) 18.34 (7) 36.57 (7) 0.20 (6) 0.12 (1) 1.42 (4)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

14 0.90 (6) 1.53 (2) 8.13 (3) 0.10 (3) 8.30 (9) 2.08 (7)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

17 0.57 (4) 13.40 (5) 29.09 (5) 0.30 (7) 2.56 (3) 10.44 (8)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

19 1.06 (9) 22.08 (8) 42.07 (8) 0.09 (1) 8.16 (7) 2.01 (5)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 1.88 (11) 45.64 (11) 74.91 (11) 0.46 (9) 1.34 (2) 0.12 (2)

Figure 2. Histograms of claim payments and associated expenses.

Under Sklar’s (1959) theorem, if the marginal distribution functions are continuous, there
exists a unique copula that links the marginal distribution functions to form the correspond-
ing joint distribution function. It implicitly allows a separate consideration between selecting
the marginal distributions and choosing the dependency structure. Accordingly, we first examine
the marginal distributions. Figure 2 shows two histograms of the claim payments and associated
expenses. Both distributions appear to be heavily skewed to the right. We then test the suitability
of the gamma,Weibull, lognormal, Pareto, and Burr distributions on each of the two components.
The lognormal and Burr distributions are selected, respectively, for the payments and expenses,
based on the results from the chi-square test.

Using the two tests in Section 2 together can give a better insight into how well a copula can
describe the overall association as well as the level of dependence in the right tails between the two
related quantities. As the data are censored, however, the tests cannot be conducted precisely. For
the 34 censored claims, 22 of their claim payments (i.e. policy limits) are close to or more than the
estimated 90th percentile, while the others have their associated expenses below the corresponding
90th percentile. As an approximation, we assume that the underlying losses of all these 22 cases
are above the 90th percentile and apply the likelihood ratio test at γ = 0.1 (noted as + in Table 3).
For comparison, we also exclude the 34 censored claims and conduct the two tests (noted as ∗).
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Table 4. Estimated expected shortfall of total claim amounts under selected copulas.

Percentile (in millions)

Copula 75th 90th 95th 99th 99.5th 99.9th

4 0.19 0.36 0.56 1.40 2.00 4.30
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 0.19 0.37 0.57 1.41 2.01 4.24
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1 (rotated) 0.19 0.37 0.57 1.46 2.12 4.93
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3 (rotated) 0.19 0.37 0.57 1.38 1.94 4.02
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 (rotated) 0.19 0.37 0.57 1.45 2.09 4.61
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Gaussian 0.19 0.36 0.55 1.34 1.92 4.09

Furthermore, we invert all the copulas by 180◦ (i.e. c(1− u1, 1− u2), the so-called survivor copula)
and examine their performance as well. Any lower (upper) tail dependence property will then
become upper (lower) tail dependence after rotation.

The fitting results of the general liability claims are shown in Table 3. Under each test, the rank-
ings are stated in parentheses, and the best three options are made bold. It is clear that copulas 4
and 6, which both have upper tail dependence, outperform all the others in terms of both the
whole data range (2nd column) and the upper-right-quadrant tail (3rd and 4th columns). In fact,
the null hypothesis is rejected at 5% significance level for all the other copulas under the likeli-
hood ratio test. The results of the 180◦ rotated versions (5th to 7th columns) are relatively more
dispersed. It appears that copulas 1, 3, and 20 produce a reasonable fit both overall and in the right
tails, and their performance is largely comparable to those of the two non-rotated copulas selected
above. It is interesting to note that while copulas 1 and 20 have upper tail dependence after rota-
tion, copula 3 does not have tail dependence, which is reflected in its lower performance in the
right tails when compared to the other chosen models. Note also that although copulas 12, 14, and
19 fit the uncensored claims reasonably well overall, they are not the best choices for modelling the
association in the largest claims, as shown by the likelihood ratio test statistics. Furthermore, con-
sidering the possible ranges of tau, we also test the 90◦ and 270◦ rotated versions (i.e. c(1− u1, u2)
and c(u1, 1− u2), respectively) of copulas 9 and 10, but we find that their fitting performance (not
shown here) turns out to be worse than many of those in Table 3.

In general insurance pricing, valuation, and capital assessment, it is very important to measure
the magnitude of tail events adequately. We use each of the fitted copulas selected above (and
also the Gaussian copula for comparison) to simulate one million scenarios, and compute the
expected shortfall (conditional value-at-risk) as the sample mean of those simulated total claim
amounts which exceed a certain percentile. Table 4 shows that our estimates of expected shortfall
are very close between the selected copulas at the 95th and lower percentiles. The differences
become more obvious starting from the 99th percentile. The rotated copulas 1 and 20 give the
largest estimates, followed by copulas 4 and 6, in which all these four copulas possess upper tail
dependence. By contrast, the rotated copula 3 and the Gaussian copula, without tail dependence,
produce smaller estimates, the significance of which increases sharply with the percentile level.
It is clear that the tail dependence property plays a significant role in assessing extreme events
and should be a major consideration in copula fitting. Using copulas without any tail dependence
runs the risk of a serious underestimation of the capital requirement for an insurer. Regarding
the final choice between the four copulas (4, 6, rotated 1, and rotated 20), the decision may not
be straightforward under the data constraints (e.g. censoring issues, no recording of the policy
limit for some claims). Additional data fields may need to be collected in order to make a better
differentiation; or else an actuarial judgement has to be made on how conservative the estimation
should be, depending on the purpose of the analysis.

We now turn to our second data set which comprises 2,167 Danish fire insurance claims (col-
lected from R package “fitdistrplus”), which was used earlier by Haug et al. (2011). Each claim
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Figure 3. Losses to building versus losses to contents in logarithmic scale (left) and copula data (right).

Figure 4. Histograms of losses to building and contents.

has a loss amount to building and a loss amount to contents. The claims are recorded only for
those cases with the sum of losses to building and contents and profits being at least 1 million
Danish Kroner (DK). To avoid the potential negative dependence between the items induced by
this restriction, we model only the 301 claims which have both the losses to building and con-
tents each greater than or equal to 1 million DK. Figure 3 displays these losses to building and
contents on a logarithmic scale. Some positive dependence (left graph) between the two amounts
can be identified (τ̂ = 0.21). It also shows that (right graph) the two variables are exchangeable,
in which the null hypothesis of symmetry is not rejected at 5% significance level. Figure 4 illus-
trates two histograms of the losses to building and contents, which show heavy right skewness.
Since the selected data are truncated from below, we deduce the conditional marginal densities as
f1(x1)/(1− F1(1)) and f2(x2)/(1− F2(1)), and the conditional joint distribution function as

Pr (X1 ≤ x1, X2 ≤ x2|X1, X2 ≥ 1)= F(x1, x2)− F(x1, 1)− F(1, x2)+ F(1, 1)
1− F1(1)− F2(1)+ F(1, 1)

in which f1 and f2 are the (unconditional) marginal densities and F is the (unconditional) bivari-
ate distribution function for the losses in millions of DK. The copula density functions and the
test statistics are adjusted accordingly. Based on the chi-square test, the lognormal and Pareto
distributions are chosen for the losses to building and contents, respectively.

Table 5 provides the fitting results of the fire insurance claims. To examine the goodness of fit
in the right tails, three cases of γ = 0.01, γ = 0.1, and γ = 0.25 are considered. It can be seen that
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Table 5. Fitting results of bivariate Archimedean copulas on truncated fire insurance claims.

Original 180◦ Rotated

Overall Likelihood Likelihood Likelihood Overall Likelihood Likelihood Likelihood
test ratio test ratio test ratio test test ratio test ratio test ratio test

No statistic γ = 0.01 γ = 0.1 γ = 0.25 statistic γ = 0.01 γ = 0.1 γ = 0.25

1 0.75 (10) 1.57 (8) 1.09 (8) 1.17 (6) 0.74 (6) 0.44 (3) 0.93 (7) 1.88 (3)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3 0.70 (9) 2.04 (11) 3.84 (11) 0.05 (1) 0.99 (13) 0.48 (4) 0.66 (6) 5.47 (8)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 0.58 (4) 0.52 (3) 0.36 (4) 0.75 (5) 0.72 (5) 0.10 (2) 0.09 (2) 2.79 (5)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5 0.94 (13) 1.28 (5) 0.29 (3) 2.39 (11) 0.94 (11) 1.28 (7) 0.29 (3) 2.39 (4)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 0.50 (3) 0.76 (4) 0.50 (7) 0.44 (3) 0.71 (4) 1.68 (8) 1.58 (8) 0.67 (1)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

9 0.07 (1) 3.36 (13) 17.99 (13) 14.94 (13) 0.26 (2) 2.81 (9) 11.16 (9) 5.75 (9)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10 0.26 (2) 2.81 (12) 11.16 (12) 5.75 (12) 0.26 (1) 2.85 (10) 11.29 (10) 5.82 (10)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12 0.67 (6) 0.14 (1) 0.11 (1) 2.00 (8) 0.92 (8) 3.33 (12) 13.51 (12) 18.25 (13)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13 0.84 (11) 1.32 (6) 0.39 (5) 2.12 (9) 0.86 (7) 0.00 (1) 0.53 (4) 3.32 (7)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

14 0.67 (5) 0.20 (2) 0.17 (2) 1.92 (7) 0.92 (9) 3.33 (11) 13.51 (11) 18.25 (11)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

17 0.90 (12) 1.38 (7) 0.47 (6) 2.17 (10) 0.98 (12) 1.09 (6) 0.06 (1) 2.88 (6)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

19 0.68 (7) 1.78 (10) 2.05 (10) 0.37 (2) 0.92 (10) 3.34 (13) 13.51 (13) 18.25 (12)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 0.68 (8) 1.76 (9) 1.96 (9) 0.44 (4) 0.67 (3) 0.67 (5) 0.65 (5) 1.11 (2)

the results are less clear-cut than those in Table 3, probably due to the much smaller sized data set
after truncation. Under the overall test (2nd column), copulas 9 and 10 lead to the best fit, but their
performances in the tails (3rd to 5th columns) are poor and many of the cases are rejected. In fact,
their parameter estimates are close to zero, which refer to the product copula with independent
marginals. This implication is clearly not supported by the plots in Figure 3. By contrast, copulas
4, 6, 12, and 14, which possess upper tail dependence, seem to provide a good description of both
the overall data range and the tails. In particular, copulas 4 and 6 perform better at γ = 0.25, while
copulas 12 and 14 perform better in the extreme tails. For the 180◦ rotated versions (6th to 9th
columns), copulas 1 and 20, which have upper tail dependence after rotation, seem to produce a
good fit. Interestingly, the rotated copulas 4 and 13 also give some comparable results, but they do
not have upper tail dependence.

Table 6 presents our estimates of expected shortfall for the total losses. Again, the differences
between the selected copulas are more obvious at the 99th and higher percentiles. Copula 4 clearly
generates the largest estimates. The next largest ones are produced by copulas 6, 14, and the rotated
copulas 1 and 20, the results of which are very similar. All these copulas have upper tail depen-
dence, though, interestingly, copula 12 yields smaller estimates. On the other hand, the rotated
copulas 4 and 13, and the Gaussian copula, having no upper tail dependence, produce much
smaller estimates. These results highlight once more the importance of tail dependence in the
allowance for tail risks. Note that the small size of the truncated data here limits the scope of our
investigation. Nevertheless, it is quite reassuring to realise that as long as the focus is on tail events
and the chosen copulas have upper tail dependence, the resulting tail estimates tend to be fairly
consistent with one another.

4. Modelling Mortality Dependence and Pricing Mortality Bonds
We have obtained the mortality data of England and Wales, Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden
from the Human Mortality Database (HMD, 2018) for the period of 1900 to 2014. Figure 5 plots
the log mortality indices (ln q(i)t ) of these four regions. There are obviously some extreme mor-
tality co-movements caused by epidemics and wars before 1950. Since a mortality or catastrophe
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Table 6. Estimated expected shortfall of total losses under selected copulas.

Percentile (in millions)

Copula 75th 90th 95th 99th 99.5th 99.9th

4 17.81 32.26 50.15 141.84 224.32 661.39
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 17.42 31.43 48.70 135.90 212.99 608.67
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12 17.66 31.43 47.96 129.09 199.84 554.23
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

14 17.96 32.17 49.41 136.06 212.77 610.58
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1 (rotated) 17.62 31.85 49.27 136.32 213.20 611.98
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 (rotated) 18.08 32.35 49.45 133.92 208.61 596.68
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13 (rotated) 17.40 30.95 46.94 122.59 186.05 494.18
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 (rotated) 17.56 31.71 49.11 136.85 214.43 613.69
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Gaussian 17.92 32.16 49.11 130.10 198.83 536.02

Figure 5. Log mortality indices.

bond typically has its payments dependent on a weighted mortality index between pre-specified
populations (e.g. Swiss Re’s catastrophe bonds), an allowance for such mortality co-movements
in extreme events should be made adequately. Otherwise, the potential impact would be under-
stated, and the bond’s premium would then be underestimated. Suppose q(i)t is the mortality rate
or index in year t of population i for the entire age range. Figure 6 illustrates the sample auto-
correlations of 	 ln q(i)t and (	 ln q(i)t )2. The significant patterns shown in the graphs call for time
series modelling with a suitably chosen ARIMA-GARCH process.

As in the previous section, we consider the marginal distributions and the dependency struc-
ture separately. We first use the ARIMA-GARCH process to remove the autocorrelations and
conditional heteroskedasticity from each region’s mortality trend over time, and then model
their innovations by various Archimedean copulas. The ARIMA(p, 1, q)-GARCH(m, s) process
for ln q(i)t is taken as (e.g. Tsay, 2002)

	 ln q(i)t = φ0 +
p∑

j=1
φj	 ln q(i)t−j +

q∑
j=1

ϕjat−j + at

at = σtεt σ 2
t = α0 +

m∑
j=1

αja2t−j +
s∑

j=1
βjσ

2
t−j
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Figure 6. Sample autocorrelations of	 ln q(i)t and (	 ln q(i)t )
2.
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Table 7. Selected time series processes and probability distributions.

Population Time series process Probability distribution

England and Wales ARIMA(0,1,1)-GARCH(1,1) Normal
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Netherlands ARIMA(1,1,2)-GARCH(1,1) Normal
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Norway ARIMA(2,1,0)-GARCH(1,0) Skewed student
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Sweden ARIMA(0,1,1)-GARCH(1,1) Skewed student

where φj’s are the autoregressive parameters, ϕj’s are the moving-average parameters, at is the
innovation, σt is the time-varying volatility with its parameters αj and βj, and εt ’s are independent
and identically distributed across time with mean zero and variance equal to one.

Table 7 lists the selected orders for each population based on the Akaike information crite-
rion (AIC), Bayesian information criterion (BIC), and parameter significance5. Figure 7 shows
the sample autocorrelations of the standardised residuals from the fitted processes. The previous
significant residual patterns are largely removed. Table 7 also gives the selected distributions based
on the chi-square test. We consider three probability distributions including the normal, Student
t, and skewed Student distributions (e.g. Fernandez & Steel, 1998). The normal distribution is the
preferred option for England and Wales and Netherlands, and the skewed Student distribution is
the preferred one for Norway and Sweden.

Table 8 presents the results of fitting the 13 Archimedean copulas to two pairs of the popu-
lations under study (τ̂E&W,NLD = 0.44 and τ̂NOR,SWE = 0.44). The relative performances between
the copulas are more consistent than those in Table 5. For the likelihood ratio test, the rank-
ings are mostly in line between γ = 0.05 and γ = 0.1. However, there are some small differences
between these rankings and those under the total squared differences test, which suggest that
the best overall-fitting copula is not necessarily the best tail-fitting copula. Between England and
Wales and Netherlands, the best overall-fitting one is copula 5, but its rankings are 5th and 2nd
in the likelihood ratio tests. Similarly, between Norway and Sweden, the best overall-fitting one is
copula 14, with its rankings being only 9th and 8th in the likelihood ratio tests. The final choice
depends on the purpose of the modelling – since we will use the fitted models to price a mortality
bond and incorporate extreme risks, we would need to strike a balance between different aspects
of the fitting performance. In general, for England andWales and Netherlands, the optimal choice
appears to be copula 14, since its performance is excellent in the tails (2nd and 1st), while provid-
ing a reasonable overall fit (4th). For Norway and Sweden, the optimal choice appears to be copula
17 (followed probably by copulas 5 and 13), which shows good performance (2nd) in all the tests.
Note that copula 14 has upper tail dependence while copula 17 does not. These choices reflect the
severity of historical simultaneous mortality jumps of the two pairs of populations. By contrast,
copulas 9, 10, and 20 are clearly not suitable for modelling the mortality data here. Particularly,
copulas 9 and 10 are rejected in six of the eight likelihood ratio tests. Overall, it is obvious that dif-
ferent copulas with varying characteristics would be suitable for dealing with different countries’
data. Though being commonly used in the actuarial literature, the Clayton, Gumbel–Hougaard,
and Frank copulas are indeed not the only feasible choices for mortality dependence modelling.
(Note that the null hypothesis of symmetry is not rejected at 5% significance level for both pairs
of countries).

We now adopt the selected models from above and consider a mortality bond structure in line
with those issued by the Vita programme of Swiss Re. Suppose the combined mortality index
(CMI) of the bond is specified as qt = (q(i)t + q(k)t )/2 for two regions i and k with an equal weight

5 The AIC and BIC are defined as −2l̂+ 2np and −2l̂+ np ln (nd), respectively, where l̂ is the computed maximum log-
likelihood, np is the number of estimated parameters, and nd is the number of data points. The significance of each parameter
can be examined by using the t-test with the null hypothesis that the true parameter value is zero.
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Figure 7. Sample autocorrelations of standardised residuals.
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Table 8. Fitting results of bivariate Archimedean copulas for neighbouring countries.

England and Wales – Netherlands Norway – Sweden

Overall test Likelihood ratio Likelihood ratio Overall test Likelihood ratio Likelihood ratio
No statistic test γ = 0.05 test γ = 0.1 statistic test γ = 0.05 test γ = 0.1

1 0.30 (10) 2.60 (10) 1.79 (10) 0.08 (7) 0.29 (5) 0.34 (5)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3 0.29 (9) 2.49 (9) 1.66 (9) 0.10 (9) 0.34 (7) 0.43 (7)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 0.15 (3) 0.11 (1) 0.35 (6) 0.06 (6) 1.72 (11) 1.96 (10)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5 0.10 (1) 0.60 (5) 0.02 (2) 0.04 (3) 0.01 (1) 0.13 (4)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 0.25 (7) 0.14 (3) 0.33 (5) 0.11 (10) 2.11 (12) 2.39 (12)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

9 0.83 (12) 4.45 (12) 4.50 (12) 0.58 (12) 1.11 (10) 2.18 (11)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

10 0.83 (13) 4.45 (13) 4.50 (13) 0.71 (13) 13.96 (13) 22.3 (13)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12 0.20 (6) 0.53 (4) 0.25 (4) 0.04 (5) 0.16 (4) 0.13 (3)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13 0.17 (5) 1.32 (7) 0.46 (7) 0.04 (4) 0.03 (3) 0.00 (1)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

14 0.17 (4) 0.12 (2) 0.02 (1) 0.04 (1) 0.57 (9) 0.54 (8)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

17 0.13 (2) 1.01 (6) 0.21 (3) 0.04 (2) 0.01 (2) 0.01 (2)
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

19 0.26 (8) 2.37 (8) 1.51 (8) 0.09 (8) 0.33 (6) 0.41 (6)
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 0.40 (11) 3.17 (11) 2.56 (11) 0.13 (11) 0.49 (8) 0.73 (9)

Table 9. Estimated spreads for a mortality bond based on two neighbouring countries.

1.10 base level–1.15 base level 1.15 base level–1.20 base level

England and England and
Copula Choice Wales – Netherlands Norway – Sweden Wales – Netherlands Norway – Sweden

14/17 271 bp 99 bp 124 bp 33 bp
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12/5 263 bp 99 bp 119 bp 33 bp

of 0.5. Let a be the attachment point and b be the detachment point of the bond, with a term of T
years. The principal loss (in proportion) during year t can be expressed as

Lt =min
(
1, max

(
0,

qt − a
b− a

))

in which any losses will accumulate over the term and the whole principal will be depleted when
the total principal losses exceed one. The coupon rate is set as the risk-free rate plus a spread (i.e.
a premium for taking mortality risks). We simulate 100,000 scenarios of future mortality indices
with an equal real-world probability of 0.00001 and adopt the Wang transform (Wang, 2000) to
calculate the risk-neutral probabilities and the spread. Based onWang (2004), the market price of
risk is assumed to be −0.45. It is also assumed that the risk-free rate is 1% p.a., consistent with the
current low interest rate environment.

We include two sets of attachment and detachment points in our example, in which the base
level is taken as the CMI in year 2014. The term of the bond is supposed to be 5 years. Table 9
provides the estimated spreads for each pair of populations. For comparison, we also obtain the
results from two other copulas with similar tail dependence properties. As expected, the spread
required is lower for the higher attachment and detachment points, since the chance for the mor-
tality levels to hit the higher range is lower. Moreover, the spreads estimated for England and
Wales and Netherlands are higher than the spreads computed for Norway and Sweden, the results
of which are in line with the upper tail dependence properties of the selected copulas. Lastly, the
spreads calculated from the selected copulas 14 and 17 are very close to those from copulas 12 and
5. These similarities can be explained by their common tail dependence properties, despite the
overall copula differences.
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5. Simulation Exercise
In this section, we perform a large-scale simulation study to investigate further the potential
problems in copula selection. We simulate random samples of varying data sizes (n= 100, 500,
1,000) from each copula using different tau values (τ = 0.25, 0.5, 0.75) and fit all the copulas
in the list (excluding copulas 3, 9, and 10, due to their ranges of tau) to these simulated sam-
ples. Embrechts et al. (2001) provided an algorithm for generating bivariate random samples
from an Archimedean copula. First, two random numbers, S and Q, are generated from the
Uniform(0, 1) distribution. Then two associated Uniform(0, 1) samples, U1 and U2, are com-
puted from ϕ−1(Sϕ(T)) and ϕ−1((1− S)ϕ(T)), respectively, in which T =K−1

C (Q) and KC(t)=
t − ϕ(t)/ϕ′(t). Lastly, samples of two associated variables of interest are produced by using U1
and U2 in the inverse transform method. Based on 1,000 simulated scenarios, we examine how
the data size and the level of dependence impact the results of statistical tests and the accuracy of
final copula choice.

As in the previous sections, the fitting performances are ranked under each test in every sim-
ulated scenario. Tables 10, 11 and 12 give the number of times (out of 1,000 scenarios) that the
“correct” copula is selected as the best choice or one of the best three choices, for each copula in
Table 1 taken in turn as the simulation model. Some interesting observations are noted below:
1. As expected, the frequency of picking the underlying copula assumption correctly increases

with the data size generally. The increase tends to be more noticeable for the likelihood ratio
test at the extreme tails (when there is tail dependence), because the accuracy in capturing the
tails is very low when the sample size is small.

2. The overall test results are more stable and accurate than those of the likelihood ratio test
when the data size is smaller. But when the size is large, the accuracy of the likelihood ratio
test at the 5th and 95th percentiles becomes more comparable to (and sometimes better than)
that of the overall test.

3. Even when the sample size is 1,000, the accuracy level of the likelihood ratio test at the
1st and 99th percentiles is still quite low in many cases. Regardless of tail dependence, the
performance at the 5th and 95th percentiles is often better than at the 1st and 99th percentiles.

4. While the accuracy levels differ between the various copula assumptions, the accuracy seems
to have a tendency to be higher when the tau value is 0.5. Comparatively, for a lower tau
of 0.25, the samples are more randomly scattered, and the specific copula properties may
become less important, making the selection more ambiguous. For a higher tau of 0.75, the
simulated samples are more concentrated around the diagonal line. Those other copulas with
similar overall and tail dependence properties to the simulation assumption would then be
more competitive against the simulating copula and achieve high rankings (not shown here).
For instance, copulas 4 and 6 (sometimes joined by copulas 12 and 14) would compete with
one another, and the same happens between copulas 1, 19, and 20, and between copulas 5
and 17.

5. The performance of copula 17 is hampered by the dominance of copula 5 with a similar shape.
Although copula 13 has no tail dependence, it does have a lower tail shape, which draws some
competition from those copulas with lower tail dependence. Moreover, copulas 12 and 14
have both upper and lower tail dependence, which cause them subject to competition from
more copulas.

There are some major implications from this simulation study. First, the overall test and the
tests on the tails can supplement each other well, especially when the data size is large. The simul-
taneous use of different tests would give a much better picture of the model fitting. Second, it
appears that a sample size of at least a few thousand is needed if one wants to really identify
the copula very accurately. When the sample size is 1,000, using the overall test, the average
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Table 10. Simulated frequencies based on 1,000 scenarios of selecting the correct copulas as the best choice (left figure) or
one of the best three choices (right figure), for n= 100 (top), n= 500 (middle), and n= 1000 (bottom), when τ = 0.25.

Simulation Overall test Likelihood ratio test Likelihood ratio test Likelihood ratio test Likelihood ratio test
model statistic at 1st percentile at 5th percentile at 95th percentile at 99th percentile

1 376/539 0/43 234/364 369/688 502/983
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

478/652 275/548 440/624 398/671 503/925
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

536/744 429/642 566/748 378/638 400/850
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 200/576 0/1 8/770 260/671 0/268
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

412/828 0/18 66/940 587/899 492/803
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

553/921 13/298 89/966 744/970 548/856
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5 123/513 0/970 1/653 208/385 0/12
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

314/725 0/872 177/820 446/562 0/132
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

435/844 0/759 203/889 503/556 193/227
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 427/597 976/976 693/693 575/713 379/379
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

612/879 927/927 699/714 661/958 529/892
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

619/941 857/857 725/793 710/996 599/944
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12 17/268 0/138 26/501 36/182 0/39
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

34/491 1/524 68/662 41/256 7/225
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

63/646 0/660 61/814 70/307 51/331
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13 50/465 0/0 248/304 0/241 0/55
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

175/672 293/328 456/599 13/406 0/38
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

272/852 557/594 616/765 37/454 0/192
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

14 54/234 0/1 0/392 63/420 0/399
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

109/430 182/557 173/650 107/387 123/390
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

168/568 303/694 241/737 107/346 248/487
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

17 68/409 0/974 124/306 0/309 0/230
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

184/726 0/841 233/627 30/453 0/69
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

247/870 0/955 330/720 63/513 0/196
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

19 170/397 321/567 175/533 171/417 231/610
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

240/505 335/663 253/611 88/444 81/685
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

305/569 366/732 384/682 104/552 23/665
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 189/408 229/418 288/423 283/650 468/950
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

197/548 310/462 293/520 283/683 456/935
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

219/659 226/527 263/505 240/628 402/851

Note:When copulas 12, 14, and 19 are used, it is assumed that τ = 0.35 instead.

frequency of choosing the correct copula as the best choice is only about 45%, though the aver-
age frequency of including the correct copula in the best three is around 85%. The data sizes in
the previous sections are not large enough in this sense, and unavoidably, there is some degree of
model uncertainty, which requires certain judgement to make the final choice. Despite the diffi-
culty to differentiate between the copula choices at times, it is comforting to see from the previous
sections that the estimates of tail measures are fairly consistent between using copulas with similar
tail dependence properties.
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Table 11. Simulated frequencies based on 1,000 scenarios of selecting the correct copulas as the best choice (left figure) or
one of the best three choices (right figure), for n= 100 (top), n= 500 (middle), and n= 1000 (bottom), when τ = 0.5.

Simulation Overall test Likelihood ratio test Likelihood ratio test Likelihood ratio test Likelihood ratio test
model statistic at 1st percentile at 5th percentile at 95th percentile at 99th percentile

1 103/708 0/507 142/590 7/573 0/970
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

305/842 180/673 373/779 123/738 0/854
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

459/917 284/714 478/833 181/812 0/737
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 187/640 0/0 140/438 209/734 0/447
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

485/888 331/334 277/705 363/941 230/810
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

680/963 312/737 425/835 487/986 243/944
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5 232/520 0/935 317/688 120/407 0/0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

429/776 0/761 323/895 321/630 0/214
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

562/869 0/903 454/970 436/748 319/400
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 571/724 967/967 592/733 525/673 548/548
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

755/942 873/873 736/837 624/865 494/692
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

794/977 776/776 823/926 691/957 637/802
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12 89/346 0/0 177/325 162/320 0/0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

262/681 229/455 223/736 387/721 378/567
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

354/843 152/589 304/864 524/851 483/687
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13 57/378 0/0 185/349 115/342 0/0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

242/700 290/554 369/655 133/514 0/0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

379/883 397/715 483/832 200/636 0/274
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

14 120/356 0/0 4/390 153/683 0/345
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

310/657 2/457 155/740 357/872 189/873
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

430/831 176/739 204/892 457/958 240/919
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

17 121/396 0/934 3/673 120/337 0/0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

245/682 0/955 114/850 118/601 0/2
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

410/859 318/966 191/937 139/707 0/259
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

19 423/742 544/648 306/699 495/545 888/964
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

523/900 557/714 428/846 524/704 892/908
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

549/970 538/769 480/925 519/755 771/780
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 260/687 181/618 299/646 22/560 52/978
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

310/900 45/729 333/861 63/718 1/899
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

309/955 123/748 354/913 84/813 0/773

6. Other Estimation Methods
In this section, we first consider five other estimation methods that have not been tested in pre-
vious actuarial applications. These methods include matching theoretical and sample values of
Blomqvist’s beta, maximum likelihood using the diagonal of a copula, and three minimum dis-
tance estimators based on the total squared differences, total absolute differences, and maximum
absolute difference, respectively, between the empirical joint distribution function and the fit-
ted joint distribution function. Moreover, we experiment with a non-parametric estimator for
Archimedean copulas, as well as two recently proposed empirical copulas called the empirical beta
copula and empirical checkerboard copula, and compare their resulting estimates of tail measures.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147


74 Thilini Kularatne et al.

Table 12. Simulated frequencies based on 1,000 scenarios of selecting the correct copulas as the best choice
(left figure) or one of the best three choices (right figure), for n= 100 (top), n= 500 (middle), and n= 1000
(bottom), when τ = 0.75.

Simulation Overall test Likelihood ratio test Likelihood ratio test Likelihood ratio test Likelihood ratio test
model statistic at 1st percentile at 5th percentile at 95th percentile at 99th percentile

1 121/683 0/586 10/623 19/624 0/942
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

362/851 0/668 246/739 275/766 0/730
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

496/937 113/677 328/824 360/829 0/529
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

4 113/553 0/0 131/341 70/695 0/547
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

284/828 283/541 203/662 134/916 105/926
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

390/895 465/656 296/788 162/963 89/953
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

5 174/374 0/886 283/643 176/371 0/0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

379/632 0/873 380/843 450/620 345/345
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

516/774 361/945 509/903 559/789 336/688
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

6 481/602 79/926 621/744 475/540 605/605
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

719/833 2/760 796/900 540/675 456/568
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

825/932 9/854 844/960 598/742 544/624
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

12 218/393 0/501 154/206 202/346 0/0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

429/699 192/709 118/497 416/582 407/485
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

530/841 139/767 213/628 545/738 472/534
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

13 45/320 0/0 20/243 28/294 0/0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

197/706 0/616 144/486 161/668 0/291
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

343/862 159/661 187/680 227/809 101/593
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

14 87/528 0/0 82/235 104/743 0/547
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

195/773 222/441 241/543 114/932 76/894
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

269/889 253/654 337/719 159/984 63/963
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

17 153/359 0/30 12/721 104/283 0/0
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

240/608 375/376 201/818 108/694 0/299
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

362/762 261/726 290/890 171/831 293/613
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

19 280/729 561/635 34/542 160/733 26/955
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

386/905 550/556 108/736 165/797 0/793
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

466/971 542/660 138/821 232/850 0/620
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

20 402/719 198/198 482/482 577/731 906/944
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

517/919 4/4 542/686 583/809 812/812
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

539/956 0/0 523/797 584/876 633/633

Blomqvist’s beta (e.g. Nelsen, 1999) is defined as Pr ((X1 − F−1
1 (0.5))(X2 − F−1

2 (0.5))> 0)−
Pr ((X1 − F−1

1 (0.5))(X2 − F−1
2 (0.5))< 0). It can be expressed as 4C(0.5, 0.5)− 1, which makes

it convenient to equate the theoretical and samples values to find the copula parameter. This
method-of-moments approach is similar to that for Kendall’s tau.

The diagonal section of a copula is defined as δ(u)= C(u, u) (e.g. Nelsen, 1999). If C is the
copula between U1 ∼Uniform (0, 1) and U2 ∼Uniform (0, 1), δ(u) is the distribution function
of max (U1,U2). Accordingly, maximum likelihood estimation (MLE) can be performed using
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Table 13. Copula parameter estimates calculated from different estimators.

Estimator Copula 1 Copula 4 Copula 12 Copula 14

Matching tau 0.89 1.45 0.96 0.95
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

MLE 0.43 1.43 0.96 0.95
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Matching beta 0.79 1.40 0.92 0.87
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Diagonal MLE 0.28 1.40 1.02 1.24
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Total squared differences 0.66 1.38 0.97 1.02
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Total absolute differences 0.58 1.37 0.98 1.06
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Maximum absolute difference 0.92 1.44 0.97 0.96

the density function ∂
∂uδ(u) and the observed values max (u1,j, u2,j). This method provides an

alternative to the usual maximum likelihood approach involving the copula density function.
The three minimum distance estimators being explored here are based on the Cramér–von

Mises and Kolmogorov–Smirnov test statistics (e.g. Genest et al., 2009). The following distances
can be minimised to obtain the copula parameter:

n∑
j=1

(P̃r(X1 ≤ x1,j, X2 ≤ x2,j)− C̃(u1,j, u2,j))
2

n∑
j=1

|P̃r(X1 ≤ x1,j, X2 ≤ x2,j)− C̃(u1,j, u2,j)|

max
j

|P̃r(X1 ≤ x1,j, X2 ≤ x2,j)− C̃(u1,j, u2,j)|

We apply the above-mentioned estimation methods to fit copulas 1, 4, 12, and 14 to the gen-
eral liability claims data in Section 3. Table 13 lists the corresponding copula parameter estimates
for each copula. It is interesting to see that the parameter estimates from different methods are
very close to one another for the best-performing copula (4), while they vary a lot for the worst-
performing copula (1). Besides providing initial values for more tedious estimation methods,
applying different methods to the same set of data can provide a rough indication on whether
the model being fitted is reasonable and robust.

We then conduct a simulation study to compare the performances of different estimation
methods. We simulate 1,000 samples from each of copulas 1, 4, 12, and 14 using a tau value of 0.5
and then fit the same copulas to the simulated samples. Table 14 presents the estimated bias and
standard error of the copula parameter under each estimation method based on 1,000 simulated
scenarios. The usual MLE outperforms the other estimationmethods in terms of both the bias and
standard error. It is followed by the two method-of-moments approaches of matching Kendall’s
tau and Blomqvist’s beta, in which their performances are close to that of theMLE. These two esti-
mators have the advantage of being straightforward to compute, especially when Blomqvist’s beta
is expressed directly in terms of the copula. Comparatively, applying the MLE to Archimedean
copulas can be challenging when dealing with the required derivatives, particularly for multiple
dimensions. The diagonal MLE comes next, the performance of which is not too far from those
of the three methods above. For more tedious cases, the method-of-moments approaches and the
diagonal MLE can be used to generate the initial values for the MLE. Lastly, the three minimum
distance estimators clearly have larger bias and standard error than the other methods. In partic-
ular, the one based on the Kolmogorov–Smirnov test statistic performs the worst amongst the last
three choices.

Hitherto, we have used fully parametric copulas and margins. In fact, there are some other
semi-parametric and non-parametric approaches for modelling the dependency structure. One
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Table 14. Estimated bias (left) and standard error (right) of different estimators.

Estimator Copula 1 Copula 4 Copula 12 Copula 14

Matching tau 0.00/0.14 0.00/0.07 0.00/0.04 0.00/0.07
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

MLE 0.00/0.09 0.00/0.05 0.00/0.03 0.00/0.05
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Matching beta 0.00/0.20 0.00/0.11 0.00/0.08 0.00/0.11
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Diagonal MLE 0.04/0.39 0.00/0.19 0.01/0.14 0.02/0.20
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Total squared differences 0.05/0.51 0.01/0.25 0.01/0.17 0.02/0.25
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Total absolute differences 0.04/0.50 0.00/0.25 0.01/0.17 0.02/0.25
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Maximum absolute Difference 0.24/0.85 0.07/0.47 0.05/0.30 0.09/0.41

Figure 8. Non-parametric estimate of Kendall distribution function versus the closest functions under copulas 1, 4, 5, and 12
(calculated fromminimising the squared differences between the two curves).

semi-parametric approach is to use a parametric copula, while estimating the margins non-
parametrically. The use of the Kendall distribution function in Genest & Rivest (1993) can be
considered as semi-parametric as well. The Kendall distribution function is specified as K(t)=
Pr (C(U1,U2)≤ t), which can be deduced as K(t)= t − ϕ(t)/ ∂

∂tϕ(t) for an Archimedean copula.
Genest & Rivest (1993) proposed a non-parametric estimator of K(t), which then provides an
estimator of C within the class of Archimedean copulas. The estimator of K(t) can be seen as a
decomposition of Kendall’s tau and is computed as 1

n
∑n

j=1 λ(t −Vj), where λ is the distribution
function of a point mass at the origin and Vj = 1

n−1#{(U1,h,U2,h) :U1,h <U1,j,U2,h <U2,j}. Using
the general liability claims, Figure 8 compares the non-parametric estimate of K(t) with the corre-
sponding estimates of K(t) of four Archimedean copulas. It can be seen that the non-parametric
estimate highly resembles the function under copula 4 but deviates significantly from those of
copulas 1 and 12. These observations are in line with the rankings in Table 3, which again suggest
that upper tail dependence is an important feature of the data that cannot be overlooked.

A non-parametric approach takes both the copula and margins as parameter-free in order
to provide the highest generality. One natural option for constructing an empirical copula
would be the empirical bivariate distribution function. Recently, Segers et al. (2017) intro-
duced the empirical beta copula and empirical checkerboard copula which are two different
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Table 15. Estimated expected shortfall of total claim amounts under parametric, semi-parametric,
and non-parametric approaches.

Percentile (in thousands)

Approach 75th 90th 95th 99th 99.5th 99.9th

Full I 164 304 465 1,131 1,603 3,437
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Full II 163 303 465 1,123 1,583 3,324
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Semi 163 302 462 1,121 1,585 3,355
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Non I 163 292 433 978 1,209 2,061
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Non II 171 260 370 716 919 1,735
.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Non III 136 247 363 716 936 1,725

Note: Full I: copula 4 + parametric margins; Full II: copula 6 + parametric margins; Semi: estimator of K(t) + parametric
margins; Non I: empirical copula+ empirical margins; Non II: empirical beta copula+ empirical margins; Non III: empirical
checkerboard copula+ empirical margins.

“smoothed” versions and compared them with the traditional (unsmoothed) empirical copula.
The empirical beta copula is given as 1

n
∑n

j=1 Fn,Rank(x1,j)(u1,j)Fn,Rank(x2,j)(u2,j), in which Fn,r(u)

= ∑n
s=r

(
n
s

)
us(1− u)n−s. On the other hand, the empirical checkerboard copula is specified

as 1
n

∑n
j=1

∏2
i=1 min ( max (nui,j − Rank(xi,j)+ 1, 0), 1). Under certain necessary and sufficient

conditions, both are genuine copulas. These authors found that both copulas outperformed the
traditional empirical copula in their simulation study.

In the following, we use the general liability claims data again and compare the estimates of
expected shortfall under the three approaches: fully parametric (copula 4 or 6 with paramet-
ric margins), semi-parametric (estimator of K(t) with parametric margins) and non-parametric
(empirical or empirical beta or empirical checkerboard copula with empirical margins). Table 15
gives the expected shortfall estimates from taking each approach in turn. It can be seen that the
fully parametric estimation produces the largest tail estimates. The semi-parametric approach
based on Genest & Rivest (1993) leads to similar results, which suggest that the estimate of K(t)
indicates an Archimedean copula with tail properties like those of copulas 4 and 6. Comparatively,
the non-parametric estimation yields smaller estimates, the significance of which increases with
the percentile level. The major implication of these results is that although a non-parametric
approach can provide the highest generality for the data and is not restricted by the mechanics
of a model, the resulting structure may lead to an underrepresentation of the potential impact
of tail events and so a serious underestimation of tail measures. Recent regulatory developments
have put an increasing focus on the assessment of extreme events. From an actuarial perspective,
it is very important to have an adequate allowance for the tails, which have a significant impact on
risk management and capital measurement.

7. Concluding Remarks
In this paper, we apply an extensive list of Archimedean copulas to some general and life insurance
bivariate modelling problems and deal with both censoring and truncation issues. We cover not
only the few copula choices that are commonly used in the literature, but also several others, as
well as their rotated versions, which have not been fully tested in earlier applications. Our analysis
clearly suggests that exploiting the rich diversity of Archimedean copula structures can provide a
lot of flexibility for coping with different shapes of overall and tail dependence in different data
sets. In particular, an adequate allowance for extreme tail events is of utmost importance for an
insurer’s capital requirement. Archimedean copulas can serve as a very useful tool for calculating
such capital allowance. We have shown that the copula assumption has a significant impact on the
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Figure 9. A partially nested Archimedean copula and a D-vine copula optimally fitted to the mortality of England and Wales,
Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden.

estimation of the expected shortfall. Moreover, we also highlight the usefulness of testing both the
overall fitting and the tail fitting, in order to make a more careful copula selection. Furthermore,
through a thorough simulation exercise, we notice some potential issues in copula selection and
examine the practical implications. Tail dependence should be a major consideration when adopt-
ing any copula function in insurance modelling. Although it is a limiting property which is hard
to identify precisely for real data, conducting a suitable statistical test on the tail association would
help us choose a copula with more appropriate tail dependence properties, which affect the calcu-
lation of tail measures in pricing and capital management. Finally, we experiment with a number
of other estimation methods including matching Blomqvist’s beta, maximum likelihood based on
the diagonal section of a copula, minimum distance estimators, a non-parametric estimator for
Archimedean copulas, and empirical copulas. It appears that some of them can serve as useful
alternatives to the usual approaches adopted in previous applications.

Despite the potential usefulness of Archimedean copulas, there have been some issues when
extending the copulas tomore than two dimensions. First, a multi-dimensional Archimedean cop-
ula is permutation-symmetric and the single parameter does not allow for different dependence
levels for different pairs. Its exchangeability limits the use in multivariate modelling. Second, the
traditional conditional simulation algorithm for multivariate Archimedean copulas is cumber-
some and is not efficient enough for practical use. Some recent developments which attempt to
address these problems can be tested for insurance applications in future research. For instance,
hierarchical Archimedean copulas (e.g. Joe, 2014; Okhrin & Ristig, 2014) and vine copulas (e.g.
Brechmann & Schepsmeier, 2013; Czado, 2019) can readily be built from the less commonly used
copulas in Table 1 for handling multivariate random variables. One feasible approach to construct
hierarchical Archimedean copulas is to fit a bivariate copula to every possible pair, choose the pair
with the highest dependence and convert it into a pseudo variable, and repeat the process itera-
tively with the remaining variables. Similarly, the sequential method can be used to construct vine
copulas, in which the optimal structure in each tree is determined by finding the so-called max-
imum spanning tree that maximises cumulative pairwise dependencies. As an example, Figure 9
presents the optimal structures of a partially nested Archimedean copula and a D-vine copula
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for the mortality of the four regions studied in Section 4. The former adheres closely to the geo-
graphical locations of the four regions and is highly interpretable, while the latter provides some
flexibility in using different bivariate copulas within the structure. In both cases, besides the tra-
ditional use of the overall tests on dependence (e.g. tau, AIC, BIC), a more specific testing on the
tails, as demonstrated earlier, can also be incorporated into the construction process.

Moreover, considering the impact of the data size, a Bayesian approach, rather than the usual
maximum likelihood, can be taken to fit the copulas. One way is to incorporate extra information
via the prior distributions, such that additional references can be deduced from certain relevant
data. Another possible modification is to specify a prior distribution for the selection amongst dif-
ferent copula candidates. The resulting posterior distribution would then be a hybrid between the
copulas under consideration and blend their desirable properties into one structure. Lastly, other
interesting developments such as quasi-copulas and semi-copulas (e.g. Durante & Sempi, 2015)
and partition-of-unity copulas (e.g. Pfeifer et al., 2019) may also be explored for their potential
use in insurance modelling.

Acknowledgement. The authors would like to thank the editor and the referees for their valuable comments and suggestions
which greatly enhance the presentation of this paper.

References
Abdallah, A., Boucher, J.P. & Cossette, H. (2015). Modeling dependence between loss triangles with hierarchical

Archimedean copulas. ASTIN Bulletin, 45(3), 577–599.
Brechmann, E.C. & Schepsmeier, U. (2013). Modeling dependence with C- and D-vine copulas: the R package CDVine.

Journal of Statistical Software, 52(3), 1–27.
Carriere, J.F. (2000). Bivariate survival models for coupled lives. Scandinavian Actuarial Journal, 2000(1), 17–32.
Chen, H., MacMinn, R. & Sun, T. (2015). Multi-population mortality models: a factor copula approach. Insurance:

Mathematics and Economics, 63, 135–146.
Chen, H., MacMinn, R.D. & Sun, T. (2017). Mortality dependence and longevity bond pricing: a dynamic factor copula

mortality model with the GAS structure. Journal of Risk and Insurance, 84(S1), 393–415.
Czado, C. (2019).Analyzing Dependent Data with Vine Copulas – A Practical Guide with R. Springer International Publishing,

Springer Nature Switzerland AG.
Denuit, M., Purcaru, O. & Van Keilegom, I. (2006). Bivariate Archimedean copula models for censored data in non-life

insurance. Journal of Actuarial Practice, 13, 5–32.
Durante, F. & Sempi, C. (2015). Principles of Copula Theory. Chapman and Hall/CRC, Boca Raton.
Eling, M. & Jung, K. (2018). Copula approaches for modeling cross-sectional dependence of data breach losses. Insurance:

Mathematics and Economics, 82, 1676–180.
Embrechts, P., Lindskog, F. &McNeil, A. (2001).Modelling Dependence with Copulas and Applications to Risk Management.

Department of Mathematics, ETHZ. Available online at the address https://people.math.ethz.ch/∼embrecht/ftp/
copchapter.pdf

Erhardt, V. & Czado, C. (2012). Modeling dependent yearly claim totals including zero claims in private health insurance.
Scandinavian Actuarial Journal, 2012(2), 106–129.

Fernandez, C. & Steel M.F.J. (1998). On Bayesian modeling of fat tails and skewness. Journal of the American Statistical
Association, 93(441), 359–371.

Frees, E.W. &Valdez, E.A. (1998). Understanding relationships using copulas.North American Actuarial Journal, 2(1), 1–25.
Frees, E.W., Carriere, J. & Valdez, E. (1996). Annuity valuation with dependent mortality. Journal of Risk and Insurance,

63(2), 229–261.
Gaillardetz, P. & Lin, X.S. (2006). Valuation of equity-linked insurance and annuity products with binomial models. North

American Actuarial Journal, 10(4), 117–144.
Genest, C., Nešlehová, J. & Quessy, J.F. (2012). Tests of symmetry for bivariate copulas. Annals of the Institute of Statistical

Mathematics, 64, 811–834.
Genest, C., Rémillard, B. & Beaudoin, D. (2009). Goodness-of-fit tests for copulas: a review and a power study. Insurance:

Mathematics and Economics, 44, 199–213.
Genest, C. & Rivest, L.P. (1993). Statistical inference procedures for bivariate Archimedean copulas. Journal of the American

Statistical Association, 88(423), 1034–1043.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://people.math.ethz.ch/~embrecht/ftp/copchapter.pdf
https://people.math.ethz.ch/~embrecht/ftp/copchapter.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147


80 Thilini Kularatne et al.

Gourieroux, C. & Lu, Y. (2015). Love and death: a freund model with frailty. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 63,
191–203.

Guégan, D. & Ladoucette, S.A. (2004). Dependence modelling of the joint extremes in a portfolio using Archimedean cop-
ulas: application to MSCI indices. Institutions et Dynamiques Historiques de l’Economie (IDHE). Available online at the
address https://halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-00189214/document

Haug, S., Klüppelberg, C. & Peng, L. (2011). Statistical models and methods for dependence in insurance data. Journal of
the Korean Statistical Society, 40, 125–139.

Human Mortality Database (HMD). (2018). University of California, Berkeley (USA) and Max Planck Institute for
Demographic Research (Germany). Available online at the address www.mortality.org

Joe, H. (2014). Dependence Modeling with Copulas. Chapman and Hall/CRC, New York.
Kaishev, V.K., Dimitrova, D.S. & Haberman, S. (2007). Modelling the joint distribution of competing risks survival times

using copula functions. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 41, 339–361.
Klugman, S.A. & Parsa, R. (1999). Fitting bivariate loss distributions with copulas. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics,

24, 139–148.
Kupiec, P.H. (1995). Techniques for verifying the accuracy of risk measurement models. Journal of Derivatives, 3(2), 73–84.
Li, H. & Lu, Y. (2019). Modeling cause-of-death mortality using hierarchical Archimedean copula. Scandinavian Actuarial

Journal, 2019(3), 247–272.
Li, J., Li, J.S.H., Tan, C.I. & Tickle, L. (2018). Assessing basis risk in index-based longevity swap transactions. Annals of

Actuarial Science, 13(1), 166–197.
Luciano, E., Spreeuw, J. & Vigna, E. (2008). Modelling stochastic mortality for dependent lives. Insurance: Mathematics and

Economics, 43, 234–244.
Nelsen, R.B. (1999). An Introduction to Copulas. Springer-Verlag, New York.
Okhrin, O. & Ristig, A. (2014). Hierarchical Archimedean copulae: the HAC package. Journal of Statistical Software, 58(4),

1–20.
Pešta, M. & Okhrin, O. (2014). Conditional least squares and copulae in claims reserving for a single line of business.

Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 56, 28–37.
Peters, G.W., Dong, A.X.D. & Kohn, R. (2014). A copula based Bayesian approach for paid-incurred claims models for

non-life insurance reserving. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 59, 258–278.
Pfeifer, D., Mändle, A., Ragulina, O. & Girschig, C. (2019). New copulas based on general partitions-of-unity (part III) –

the continuous case. Dependence Modeling, 7(1), 181–201.
Savelli, N. & Clemente, G.P. (2011). Hierarchical structures in the aggregation of premium risk for insurance underwriting.

Scandinavian Actuarial Journal, 2011(3), 193–213.
Segers, J., Sibuya, M. & Tsukahara, H. (2017). The empirical beta copula. Journal of Multivariate Analysis, 155(C), 35–51.
Shi, P., Feng, X. & Ivantsova, A. (2015). Dependent frequency-severity modeling of insurance claims. Insurance:

Mathematics and Economics, 64, 417–428.
Shi, P. & Frees, E.W. (2010). Long-tail longitudinal modeling of insurance company expenses. Insurance: Mathematics and

Economics, 47, 303–314.
Shi, P. & Valdez, E.A. (2014). Multivariate negative binomial models for insurance claim counts. Insurance: Mathematics and

Economics, 55, 18–29.
Sklar, A. (1959). Fonctions de répartition à n dimensions et leurs marges. Institut Statistique de l’Université de Paris, 8, 229–

231.
Spreeuw, J. (2006). Types of dependence and time-dependent association between two lifetimes in single parameter copula

models. Scandinavian Actuarial Journal, 2006(5), 286–309.
Staudt, A. (2010). Tail Risk, Systemic Risk, and Copulas. Casualty Actuarial Society E-Forum, Volume 2, Fall 2010.
Sun, J., Frees, E.W. & Rosenberg, M.A. (2008). Heavy-tailed longitudinal data modeling using copulas. Insurance:

Mathematics and Economics, 42, 817–830.
Tsay, R.S. (2002). Analysis of Financial Time Series. John Wiley & Sons, New York.
Venter, G.G. (2002). Tails of Copulas. Casualty Actuarial Society Proceedings, Volume LXXXIX, Numbers 170 & 171.
Villegas, A.M., Haberman, S., Kaishev, V.K. & Millossovich, P. (2017). A comparative study of two-population models for

the assessment of basis risk in longevity hedges. ASTIN Bulletin, 47(3), 631–679.
Wang, C.W., Yang, S.S. & Huang, H.C. (2015). Modeling multi-country mortality experience and its application in pricing

survivor index swaps – a dynamic copula approach. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 63, 30–39.
Wang, S.S. (2000). A class of distortion operations for pricing financial and insurance risks. Journal of Risk and Insurance,

67(1), 15–36.
Wang, S.S. (2004). Cat bond pricing using probability transforms. Geneva Papers on Risk and Insurance – Issues and Practice

(Special Issue).
Zhang, Y. & Dukic, V. (2013). Predicting multivariate insurance loss payments under the Bayesian copula framework.

Journal of Risk and Insurance, 80(4), 891–919.

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-00189214/document
https://www.mortality.org
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147


Annals of Actuarial Science 81

Zhao, X. & Zhou, X. (2010). Applying copula models to individual claim loss reserving methods. Insurance: Mathematics
and Economics, 46, 290–299.

Zhao, X. & Zhou, X. (2012a). Copulamodels for insurance claim numbers with excess zeros and time-dependence. Insurance:
Mathematics and Economics, 50, 191–199.

Zhao, X. & Zhou, X. (2012b). Estimation of medical costs by copula models with dynamic change of health status. Insurance:
Mathematics and Economics, 51, 480–491.

Cite this article: Kularatne TD, Li J and Pitt D (2021). On the use of Archimedean copulas for insurance modelling. Annals
of Actuarial Science 15, 57–81. https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1748499520000147

	On the use of Archimedean copulas for insurance modelling
	Introduction
	Archimedean Copulas
	Modelling Bivariate Claims in General Insurance
	Modelling Mortality Dependence and Pricing Mortality Bonds
	Simulation Exercise
	Other Estimation Methods
	Concluding Remarks
	References

