
Semiparametric bivariate extreme-value copulas

Javier Fernández Serrano
javierfdez 90@hotmail.com

Abstract

Extreme-value copulas arise as the limiting dependence structure of
component-wise maxima. Defined in terms of a functional parameter,
they are one of the most widespread copula families due to its flexibil-
ity and ability to capture asymmetry. Despite this, meeting the complex
analytical properties of this parameter in an unconstrained setting still
remains a challenge, restricting most uses to either models with very few
parameters or non-parametric models. On this paper we focus on the bi-
variate case and propose a novel approach for estimating this functional
parameter in a semiparametric manner. Our procedure relies on a se-
ries of basic transformations starting from a zero-integral spline. Spline
coordinates are fit through maximum likelihood estimation, leveraging
gradient optimization, without imposing further constraints. We conduct
several experiments on both simulated and real data. Specifically, we test
our method on scarce data gathered by the gravitational wave detection
LIGO and Virgo collaborations.

Keywords— extreme-value copula, bivariate copula, semiparametric mod-
els, Pickands dependence function, Williamson’s transform, Bayes space, zero-
integral splines, Python, automatic differentiation, Gini coefficient

1 Introduction

Copulas allow to model multivariate dependencies independently from the distri-
bution of the corresponding margins. In the bivariate case, Sklar’s theorem [42]
states that any joint probability cumulative distribution function (CDF) H can
be decomposed as

H(x, y) = C(F (x), G(y)) , (1)

where F and G are the first and second margin CDFs from H and C is the so-
called copula function. The latter is defined over [0, 1]2 and has the analytical
properties of a restricted bivariate joint CDF with uniform margins on [0, 1].
Uniqueness of C is ensured provided that F and G are continuous; otherwise,
it is uniquely determined on Ran(F ) × Ran(G). Conversely, given univariate
CDFs F and G and a copula C, the H in (1) is a joint CDF with margins F
and G.

The unique part of a copula from a joint CDF H can be retrieved by means
of the quasi-inverses [42] F [−1] and G[−1] of F and G, respectively:

C(u, v) = H(F [−1](u), G[−1](v)) . (2)
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Many important stochastic dependency properties solely depend on the cop-
ula linking the margins [42, 7]. Among these, we encounter concordance mea-
sures as Kendall’s tau or Spearman’s rho, tail dependence coefficients and even
mutual information, which is equivalent to copula entropy [36].

The procedure (2) allows to build implicit copulas from known bivariate joint
CDFs, for instance, the Gaussian copula or the Student’s copula [7]. Other copu-
las can be explicitly constructed in closed form, most notably Archimedean [41],
extreme-value [28] or archimax copulas [10]. Either of these copula meta-
families is defined in terms of one or more functional parameters. Particu-
lar instantiations of such functions give rise to parametric copula families like
Clayton’s or Frank’s (Archimedean), Tawn’s (extreme-value) or Gumbel’s (both
Archimedean and extreme-value).

On this paper we will focus on extreme-value copulas (EVC), which arise as
the limiting dependence structure of component-wise maxima [28].

1.1 Extreme-value copulas

Consider a sequence {(X1,i, X2,i)}∞i=1 of independent and identically distributed
random 2-vectors with copula C and continuous margins. Then, build the se-
quence of partial maxima

{(M1,n,M2,n)}∞n=1 ,where Mj,n = max
i≤n
{Xj,i} . (3)

The copula of the n-th element in the sequence (3) is given by

(u, v) 7→ C(u1/n, v1/n)n . (4)

A copula C is said to be an EVC if it is the weak limit of the sequence (4),
i.e.,

lim
n→∞

C∗(u1/n, v1/n)n = C(u, v) , (5)

for all (u, v) ∈ [0, 1]2 and some underlying copula C∗. Interestingly, it turns out
that C is an EVC if and only if it can be expressed as

C(u, v) = exp

{
log(uv)A

[
log(u)

log(uv)

]}
, for u, v ∈ (0, 1)2 , (6)

where A : [0, 1] −→ R, known as the Pickands function, satisfies the following
two constraints:

1. max{t, 1− t} ≤ A(t) ≤ 1, for all t ∈ [0, 1].

2. A is convex.

The first constraint confines the graph of A to a triangular subset of [0, 1]2 and
effectively makes Ran(A) ⊂ [1/2, 1]. It can also be replaced with an equivalent
constraint [29] concerning the behaviour of A at the endpoints, namely A(0) =
A(1) = 1, A′(0+) ≥ −1 and A′(1−) ≤ 1. The lines {(t, 1 − t) : t ∈ [0, 1]}
and {(t, t) : t ∈ [0, 1]} are called the support lines of the Pickands function.
All these elements are depicted in Figure 1. On the other hand, the convexity
constraint can be replaced by A′′(t) ≥ 0 for all t ∈ [0, 1] whenever A is twice
differentiable [29], as will be the case all along this paper.
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Figure 1: Pickands function geometry. The admissible region for its graph is
colored in gray. Support lines are colored in red. Points A, B and C will
be referenced later on when describing our method. An example of Pickands
function, namely A(t) = t2 − t+ 1, is drawn in blue.

The lower bound max{t, 1−t} yields C(u, v) = min{u, v}, the perfect depen-
dence copula, whereas the upper bound, A ≡ 1, corresponds to the independece
copula C(u, v) = uv.

It is easy to check that any convex combination of Pickands functions results
in a Pickands function. Also, given a Pickands function A, the change of variable
Ā : t 7→ A(1 − t) yields a Pickands function too. In fact, it can be shown that
the symmetry of C in (6), in the sense that C(u, v) = C(v, u), is equivalent to
the symmetry of A with respect to the {t = 1/2} axis [19], i.e., A(t) = Ā(t)
for all t ∈ [0, 1]. For this reason, some authors [19] define EVC equivalently by
taking log(v)/ log(uv) as the argument of A in (6). Symmetry in the context of
copulas is known as exchangeability. Taking both properties into consideration,
it follows that Â : t 7→ (A(t) + Ā(t))/2 is a symmetrical Pickands function and,
hence, the subsequent copula will be exchangeable.

The partial derivatives of an EVC C relate to A according to the equa-
tions [19, 15]

∂C

∂u
(u, v) =

C(u, v)

u
[A(t) + (1− t)A′(t)]

∂C

∂v
(u, v) =

C(u, v)

v
[A(t)− tA′(t)]

, (7)

where t = log(u)/ log(uv).
For EVCs, correlation coefficients like Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho can

be computed as integrals involving A [33]. Even simpler, Blomqvist’s beta [45]
and the upper tail index can be expressed in terms of A(1/2) as, respectively,
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Family Aθ(t) θ range

Gumbel
[
tθ + (1− t)θ

]1/θ
[1,∞)

Galambos 1−
[
t−θ + (1− t)−θ

]−1/θ
(0,∞)

Hüssler-Reiss ϕ(t) + ϕ(1− t) , ϕ(t) ≡ t Φ
(
θ + 1

2θ log( t
1−t )

)
(0,∞)

Table 1: Main one-parameter EVC families [33]. The Φ in the Hüssler-Reiss
designates the standard normal CDF. The above families are all symmetrical.
Asymmetry can be induced by Khoudraji’s procedure.

β = 41−A(1/2) − 1 , (8) λ = 2(1−A(1/2)) . (9)

From (8) and (9) we see that both measures are related through β = 2λ− 1
and that β = λ = 1 is attained if and only if A(1/2) = 1/2, which is equivalent
to A producing the perfect dependence copula. Except for the case of perfect
dependence, EVCs do not exhibit lower tail dependence.

Example 1. The function A(t) = t2 − t+ 1 in Figure 1 is a Pickands function
since A(0) = A(1) = 1, A′(0) = −1, A′(1) = 1 and A′′(t) = 2 for all t ∈ (0, 1).
Additionally, A(t) = A(1− t), thus the subsequent EVC is exchangeable. It can
also be checked that it is the lowest degree polynomial Pickands function such
that A(1/2) = 3/4, thus producing β = λ = 1/2.

The Pickands function can yet be expressed [29] as

A(t) =

∫ 1

0

max{t(1− z), z(1− t)} dH(z) , (10)

where H is the so-called spectral measure om [0, 1]: a finite measure satisfying∫ 1

0
z dH(z) = 1. Furthermore, under absolute continuity of A′ [29], H admits a

decomposition

H(B) = H01B(0) +

∫
B

η(z) dz +H11B(1) , (11)

where 1B denotes the indicator function on B, η = A′′ almost everywhere on
(0, 1) and

Hx ≡ H({x}) =

{
1 +A′(0+), if x = 0

1−A′(1−), if x = 1
, (12)

satisfy 0 ≤ Hx ≤ 1, x = 0, 1.
Neither the original constraints of A (support and convexity) nor the spectral

measure ones of H (non-negativity and unitary first moment) can be easily
attained through conventional approximation methods: polynomials, splines,
etc. Instead, the use of EVCs has been primarily centered on a few symmetrical
one-parameter families, some of which are collected in Table 1.

The following procedure by Khoudraji [34] and described in [19] allows to
obtain symmetrical copulas from asymmetrical ones. Given a copula C (not
necessarily symmetrical [44]) and α, β ∈ (0, 1], the following will also be a copula:

Cα,β(u, v) = u1−αv1−βC(uα, vβ) . (13)
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Figure 2: Sample-density plot of an instance of the Tawn family (Gumbel family
with asymmetry induced by Khoudraji’s procedure) with parameters θ = 5.0,
α = 0.5 and β = 0.1.

Moreover, if C in (13) is an EVC, the corresponding Cα,β(u, v) will also be EVC,
with Pickands function given by

Aα,β(t) = (1− t)(1− α) + t(1− β) + [(1− t)α+ tβ]A

[
tβ

(1− t)α+ tβ

]
. (14)

In general, if C is symmetrical, Cα,β will be asymmetrical whenever α 6= β. The
asymmetrical extensions by means of (14) of the Gumbel and Galambos families
in Table 1 are known as the Tawn and Joe copula families, respectively [19].
Figure 2 shows an example of the former.

On this paper we propose a novel approach for constructing a Pickands func-
tion that can be flexibly fit to data. Our method yields a highly-parameterized
approximation, barely relying on a few relatively weak assumptions, that meets
all the constraints for a Pickands function while remaining computationally
tractable.

1.2 Organization

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we will provide a
review on previous EVC modelling approaches. Next, section 3 is fully devoted
to our own method, where we address both theoretical and practical issues.
Our method will later be tested on a simulation study in section 4 and also on
real data in section 5. Finally, in section 6 we provide further comments on
the performance and general possibilities of our method and eventually propose
some future lines of work in section 7.
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2 Related work

Vettori, Huser, and Genton provide a comprehensive literature review on EVC,
comparing different methods and focusing on key aspects, such as constraint
compliance and applicability to higher dimensions [52]. They find that the most
relevant methods fall into one of two categories, namely non-parametric or para-
metric estimation. In general, non-parametric models demonstrate greater flex-
ibility than parametric ones, especially when dealing with asymmetrical data,
at the expense of higher variance. In dimensions higher than 2 and with mild
asymmetry, parametric models, using Khoudraji’s asymmetric extension, per-
form well against non-parametric ones.

One of the first estimators for the Pickands function was proposed by Pickands
himself in [43] in the context of joint bivariate survival analysis [32]. Given a
random sample {(Xi, Yi)}ni=1 from a bivariate extreme-value distribution, he
proposes the following estimator:

Ân(t) =

{
1

n

n∑
i=1

min[(1− t)−1Xi, t
−1Yi]

}−1

. (15)

In general, (15) is almost surely non-convex over [0, 1] [32]. Several authors have
proposed corrections for (15) to be convex. Pickands himself proposed in [43]
to use the greatest convex minorant of Ân, which still remains one of the most
practical and efficient approaches of its kind.

Perhaps the most widespread non-parametric method is due to Capéraà,
Fougères, and Genest [8], from which it borrows its name CFG. They observe
that given a random sample {(Ui, Vi)}ni=1 from an EVC with Pickands function
A, the transformation Zi = logUi/ log(UiVi) is distributed according to

H(z) = z + z(1− z)A
′(z)
A(z)

. (16)

From here, one can empirically estimate H with some H̃ and solve (16) for an
estimator

Ã(t) = exp

{∫ t

0

H̃(z)− z
z(1− z) dz

}
. (17)

Although the estimator Ã can be directly used, it will not be convex in general.
Jiménez, Villa-Diharce, and Flores propose two modified versions of the CFG
estimator that do satisfy the convexity constraint [32].

According to [52], most estimation methods until the early 2010’s are vari-
ants of either Pickands’s, CFG or both. More recent advances have focused
on several uses of polynomials and splines. For instance, Guillotte and Perron
study the conditions under which a polynomial, expressed in Bernstein form,
is a Pickands function. Marcon et al. use Bernstein-Bézier polynomials to en-
force some Pickands function constraints [39]. Cormier, Genest, and Nešlehová
use constrained quadratic smoothing B-splines to develop a compliant Pickands
estimator in a non-parametric fashion using the R cobs package [12]. Previ-
ously, Einmahl and Segers had introduced a compliant non-parametric estimator
of the spectral measure that required constrained optimization [17].

The work by Vettori, Huser, and Genton shows that, despite EVC having
been studied for a long time, some of the most relevant and accepted methods
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fail to meet all the constraints required by the Pickands function even for the
bivariate case. Interestingly, semiparametric approaches, like the one introduced
by Hernández-Lobato and Suárez for Archimedean copulas [31], have not been
explored in the context of EVC as a workable alternative.

We believe that the research community is currently focusing on multivariate
extensions and paying less attention to the bivariate case, which is considered a
solved problem for all practical purposes with the available tools, some of which
have been described above. However, we consider that a more fundamentally
sound and general construction is still missing in this context; one for which a
large number of parameters can be fit in a fully unconstrained manner without
breaking the Pickands function assumptions. The work by Kamnitui et al. [33]
suggests that the bivariate EVC family is not as narrow as could be initially
thought by comparison of classical parametric models like those in Table 1,
especially if asymmetry treatment is desired, For that matter, we reckon that
splines are a powerful tool and the right choice to approximate the Pickands
function. Notwithstanding, contrary to other authors, we aim to use them not
as a convenient shape-preserving interpolator for non-parametric estimation,
but as the core of a semiparametric model like in [31].

A key resource for our investigation has been explored in recent years by the
research community, also in the context of Archimedean copulas: the Williamson
transform [5]. As we will show in Section 3, from a certain point of view,
modelling a Pickands function is similar to modelling an Archimedean gener-
ator. McNeil and Nešlehová use the Williamson transform in their study of
d-monotone Archimedean generators in [41, 40]. Charpentier et al. also use
it pursuing a more general family of multivariate Archimax copulas [10]. As
will soon become clear, the work by Fontanari, Cirillo, and Oosterlee, on the
use of Lorenz curves as non-strict Archimedean generators, shows that the re-
search community is on the verge of coming at a similar use of the Williamson
transform in the context of EVCs.

3 Method

In the following sections we will cover (i) the construction of a new semiparamet-
ric EVC, some (ii) convergence and (iii) association results, (iv) its estimation
and (v) simulation and, finally, (vi) a possible solution to one of its limitations.

3.1 Construction

Our method addresses both constraints of the Pickands function by geometri-
cally transforming the problem into one for which we know a straight solution.

3.1.1 Affine transformation

First off, the support lines of the Pickands function can be seen as a pair of
coordinate axes if conveniently rotated and scaled.

Let M be the unique 2-dimensional affine transformation mapping (0, 1),
(0, 0) and (1, 0) to (0, 1), (1/2, 1/2) and (1, 1), respectively. M takes the form

M(x,w) =
1

2

(
1 + x− w
1 + x+ w

)
, (18)

7
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Figure 3: Geometry of a 2-monotone function derived from a Pickands function.
The graph of the function W ranges from A′ to B′ and never crosses the line
segment between these two points. The rotated version of the Pickands function
in Figure 1, W (x) = x− 2

√
x+ 1, is drawn in blue.

with inverse

M−1(t, a) =

(
t+ a− 1
a− t

)
. (19)

Under certain conditions, the inverse mapping M−1 transforms the graph of a
Pickands function, {(t, A(t)) | t ∈ [0, 1]}, into the graph of a 2-monotone func-
tion W defined on [0, 1] and satisfying W (0) = 1 and W (1) = 0. Here, 2-
monotone stands for non-increasing and convex [41, 10]. Such a W can be
more easily modelled than the original Pickands function, as we will see. The
transition from one to another is depicted in figures 1 and 3.

Note that for a twice differentiable function W with the above boundary
constraints, 2-monotonicity is equivalent to W ′(x) ≤ 0 and W ′′(x) ≥ 0, for
all x ∈ (0, 1). This smoothness assumption simplifies the demonstration of the
following proposition.

Proposition 1. Let all the upcoming functions be twice differentiable on (0, 1).
By means of (18) and its inverse (19), there is a one-to-one correspondence
between Pickands functions A satisfying A(t) > 1 − t, for all t ∈ (0, 1/2], and
2-monotone functions W defined on [0, 1] and satisfying W (0) = 1, W (1) = 0.
Namely, A can be obtained from W as

t(x) =
1

2
(1 + x−W (x))

A(t(x)) =
1

2
(1 + x+W (x))

(20)

and conversely, W from A, as{
x(t) = t+A(t)− 1

W (x(t)) = A(t)− t , (21)
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where both t(x) and x(t) are automorphisms of [0, 1].

Proof. Let W be as defined above. We will see that A as defined in (20) is a
Pickands function with the additional constraint above.

First, note that t(0) = 0, t(1) = 1. By continuity of W , this implies that
Ran(t) = [0, 1]. Then, for t(x) to be an automorphism of [0, 1], it suffices to see
that it is one-to-one. Let us suppose that t(x1) = t(x2) for some x1, x2 ∈ [0, 1],
x1 < x2. Then, W (x2)−W (x1) = x2 − x1 > 0, which leads to a contradiction
with W being non-increasing. Therefore, t(x) is an automorphism of [0, 1], so
A in (20) is well-defined as a function of a single variable t ∈ [0, 1].

Next, letting the support lines t+(x) ≡ t(x) and t−(x) ≡ 1− t(x), it is easy
to check that t±(x) = 1

2 (1± x∓W (x)) and, since both x and W (x) are non-
negative (otherwise W would not be non-increasing, with Ran(W) = [0, 1]), we
may conclude A(t(x)) ≥ max{t+(x), t−(x)}. Furthermore, A(t(x)) > 1 − t(x)
for all x ∈ (0, 1] ⊃ (0, 1/2].

Finally, some easy calculations show that

A′(t(x)) =
1 +W ′(x)

1−W ′(x)
, (22) A′′(t(x)) =

4 W ′′(x)

(1−W ′(x))
3 . (23)

Since W ′(x) ≤ 0 and W ′′(x) ≥ 0, it follows that A′′(t) ≥ 0, for all t ∈ (0, 1),
and hence A is convex. This finishes the proof that (20) defines a Pickands
function such that A(t) > 1− t, for all t ∈ (0, 1/2].

Conversely, letA be a Pickands function with the latter additional constraint.
We will similarly show that W as defined in (21) is 2-monotone and satisfies
W (0) = 1 and W (1) = 0.

First, note that x(0) = 0 and x(1) = 0. By continuity of A, this implies that
Ran(x) = [0, 1]. Then, for x(t) to be an automorphism, it suffices to see that
x(t) is one-to-one. Let us suppose that x(t1) = x(t2) for some t1, t2 ∈ [0, 1],
t1 < t2. This implies that [A(t2)−A(t1)]/(t2− t1) = −1 and, since A is convex,
we must conclude that A(t) = 1− t for all t ∈ (t1, t2]. Clearly, t2 ≤ 1/2, because
1 − t < t if t > 1/2 and, on the other hand, A(t) ≥ max{t, 1 − t}. Therefore,
(t1, t2] ⊂ (0, 1/2], which leads to a contradiction with A(t) > 1− t over (0, 1/2].
Hence, x(t) must be one-to-one and, all in all, an automorphism of [0, 1]. This,
in turn, means that W in (21) is well-defined as a function of a single variable
in [0, 1].

Next, it is easy to check both W (0) = 1 and W (1) = 0, bearing in mind that
A(0) = A(1) = 1.

Finally, differentiating in (21), we get, for t ∈ (0, 1),

W ′(x(t)) =
A′(t)− 1

A′(t) + 1
, (24) W ′′(x(t)) =

2 A′′(t)

(1 +A′(t))3 . (25)

Since A(t) > 1− t for t ∈ (0, 1/2] and A being convex, we have A′(t) > −1
and the denominator in both (24) and (25) is well-defined. Moreover, A′(t) ≤ 1,
otherwise we would have A(1 − ε) < 1 − ε for a sufficiently small ε. Therefore,
W ′(x) ≤ x for all x ∈ (0, 1). On the other hand, convexity of W follows directly
from A′′(t) ≥ 0.
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Remark 1. The smoothness assumption in Proposition 1 is not needed in either
direction, as we can argue that affine transformations map convex epigraphs
into convex epigraphs1. Hence, the convexity of A is equivalant to that of W .
Nonetheless, differentiability is a convenient requirement for our construction,
as will become clear in the upcoming sections.

Let us analyze how some properties of A translate into W .

Proposition 2. Let A and W be like in Proposition 1.

1. A is symmetrical, i.e., A(t) = A(1− t) for all t ∈ [0, 1], if and only if W
is invertible and W−1 = W .

2. W has a unique fixed point x∗ = x(1/2) = A(1/2)− 1/2.

3. If W is twice differentiable with W ′′(x) > 0, for all x ∈ (0, 1), and satisfies
W−1 = W , then W ′(x) = −1 if and only if x = x∗, the fixed point.

Proof. Let us suppose A is symmetrical. First, W must be one-to-one, since
W (x1) = W (x2) for some x1, x2 ∈ [0, 1], x1 < x2, would imply, W being non-
increasing, that W is constant over [x1, x2]. Using (21), we get that A(t)− t is
constant over t ∈ [t1, t2] ≡ [t(x1), t(x2)]. That means A(t) = a + t over [t1, t2],
for some constant a ∈ R. What is more, since A(t) > 1−t and A is symmetrical,
it turns out that A(t) > t for all t ∈ (0, 1), thus a > 0 necessarily. Now, form the
line segment S(t), for t ∈ [t1, 1], that satisfies S(t1) = A(t1) = a+ t1 and S(1) =
A(1) = 1. It is easy to check that the slope of such an S is s = (1−a−t1)/(1−t1)
and satisfies 0 < s < 1. Then S(t2) = a+ t1 + s(t2− t1) < a+ t2 = A(t2), which
contradicts the convexity of A. Therefore, W is one-to-one and has inverse
W−1.

Next, to see W−1 = W , let us start by noting in (21) that the symmetry
of A leads to x(1 − t) = W (x(t)). Then, applying W to the right side in the
latter equation and using it again with argument 1 − t, we get W (W (x(t))) =
W (x(1− t)) = x(t). Because x(t) is an automorphism, we have W (W (x)) = x,
for all x ∈ [0, 1].

Conversely, suppose W−1 = W . Using W (W (x)) = x, straight calculations
lead to both t(W (x)) = t(x) and A(1− t(x)) = A(t(W (x))) and, hence, A(1−
t(x)) = A(t(x)), for all x ∈ [0, 1], so A is symmetrical.

For the second part of the proposition, just note that W (x(t)) = x(t) if and
only if t = 1/2. Then, substitution of t = 1/2 in x(t) yields the expected result.

Finally, for the third part, it is clear that there must exist x̃ such that
W ′(x̃) = −1. Moreover, as W ′′ > 0, that point must also be unique. Now, since
W−1 = W , the corresponding A is symmetrical. Taking derivatives, A′(t) =
−A′(1−t) = 0 if and only if t = 1/2. Plugging it into (24), we get W ′(x(1/2)) =
−1, so x̃ = x(1/2), the fixed point from the second part.

Using Proposition 2 and (8), we get

x∗ =
1

2
(1− log2(1 + β)) .

Therefore, an empirical estimate of β yields a guess at the fixed point of the
underlying W .

1Recall that a function is convex if and only if its epigraph is a convex set.

10



0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

x

Wθ(x)

θ = 1

θ = 2

θ = 5

θ = 13

Figure 4: Different instances of the 2-monotone family Wθ(x) = (1− x)θ.

Example 2. Elaborating on Example 1, plugging A(t) = t2 − t + 1 into (21)
yields the W (x) = x− 2

√
x+ 1 we see in Figure 3.

Example 3. The family of functions Wθ(x) = (1−x)θ, where θ ∈ [0,∞), meet
the conditions in Proposition 1 and thus produce EVCs. They are depicted in
Figure 4. Clearly, except for θ = 1, W−1

θ 6= W and, by Proposition 2, none of
them produces an exchangeable EVC.

A W function like the one defined in Proposition 1 induces an spectral
measure (11) by means of

η(z) =
4 W ′′(t−1(z))

[1−W ′(t−1(z))]
3 (26)

and

H0 =
2

1−W ′(0+)
, (27) H1 =

−2W ′(1−)

1−W ′(1−)
. (28)

Indeed, changing variables and integrating by parts yields∫ 1

0

z η(z) dz =

∫ 1

0

t(x) η(t(x)) t′(x) dx

=

∫ 1

0

[1 + x−W (x)] 2W ′′(x)

[1−W ′(x)]2
dx

=

[
1 + x−W (x)

1−W ′(x)

]1

0

− 1

=
1 +W ′(1−)

1−W ′(1−)

= 1−H1 .
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Such a W fails to attain the perfect dependence copula, which has Pickands
function A(t) = max{1 − t, t}. However, it can still model independence if
W (x) = 1− x, which yields A(t) = t H0 + (1− t) H1 = t+ (1− t) = 1.

3.1.2 Williamson transform

The use of W instead of A comes at practically no cost, but it still poses some
stringent constraints on derivatives and boundary conditions. However, these
are automatically fulfilled if W is the Williamson’s transform of a random vari-
able supported on [0, 1] that places no mass at 0.

The Williamson transform had been originally employed in the context of
Archimedean copulas as a less restrictive integral transform than Laplaces’s. In-
terestingly, McNeil and Nešlehová [41] describe a connection between d-variate
Archimedean copulas and d-monotone functions, obtained as Williamson d-
transforms of non-negative random variables. Here we will restrict ourselves
to the case d = 2.

Definition 1. [Williamson transform] Let F be the CDF of a non-negative
random variable satisfying F (0) = 0. We define the Williamson transform of F
as

W{F}(x) =

∫ ∞
x

(
1− x

r

)
dF (r) .

A fundamental result in [41] states that Ψ = W{F} if and only if Ψ is
2-monotone and satisfies the boundary conditions Ψ(0) = 1 and Ψ(∞) =
limx→∞Ψ(x) = 0. Moreover, such an F is unique and can be retrieved from Ψ
as F (x) = 1−Ψ(x) + x Ψ′(x+).

It can be easily checked that the support of F is [0, x∗], where x∗ = inf{x ∈
R∪ {∞} | Ψ(x) = 0}. In our case, contrary to [41, 10], the support is bounded,
since W (1) = 0. Therefore, we get the following corollary.

Corollary 1. A function W : [0, 1] → R is 2-monotone2 with W (0) = 1 and
W (1) = 0 if and only if it can be expressed as

W (x) =

∫ 1

x

(
1− x

r

)
dF (r) ,

for some unique CDF F supported on [0, 1] and such that F (0) = 0.

Corollary 1 provides a full characterization of functions W in Proposition 1,
smoothness assumptions apart, in terms of a much more manageable F , at
the cost of an additional integration step. Recall, however, that W and F are
equivalent. We can further simplify the construction of W by imposing F be
absolutely continuous with probability density function (pdf) f :

W (x) =

∫ 1

x

(
1− x

r

)
f(r) dr . (29)

The form (29) adds smoothness to W . Differentiating (29) we get

2Non-negative, non-increasing and convex.
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W ′(x) = −
∫ 1

x

f(r)

r
dr , (30) W ′′(x) =

f(x)

x
. (31)

All in all, the W function satisfies the equation

W (x) = F̂ (x) + x W ′(x) , (32)

where F̂ (x) = 1 − F (x) =
∫ 1

x
f is the survival function of F . Equation (32) is

useful for computational purposes.
From (30) directly follows W ′(1−) = 0, thus H1 in (28) equals zero. This

prevents our method from reaching the independence copula, for which W (x) =
1 − x. The value of W ′(0+) (and subsequently of H0) is, however, dependant
on the behaviour of f near 0.

Example 4. Expanding on Example 2, by using (31), we find that F (x) =
√
x.

Hence, F is the CDF of U2, where U ∼ Unif[0, 1].

Example 5. Elaborating on Example 3, if θ > 1, by (31), we get f(x) =
θ(θ− 1)x(1−x)θ−2, which is the pdf of the Beta(α = 2, β = θ− 1) distribution.

Example 6. Example 4 is a special case of Williamson transforms of positive3

powers Uθ of the uniform distribution on [0, 1]. The general formulas for their
densities and CDFs are

fUθ (x) =
1

θ
x

1
θ−1 , (33)

and FUθ (x) = x
1
θ , respectively, whereas their Williamson transform is given by

WUθ (x) =

1 +
1

θ − 1
x− θ

θ − 1
x

1
θ , if θ 6= 1

1− x+ x log x , if θ = 1

. (34)

All Wθ ≡ WUθ in (34) are twice differentiable with W ′′θ (x) > 0. For Proposi-
tion 2, if any Wθ is to satisfy W−1

θ = Wθ, then it must also satisfy W ′θ(x̃) = −1,
where x̃ is the unique fixed point, for which Wθ(x̃) = x̃. Considering both
equations, one can check that the assumption θ 6= 2 leads to a contradiction,
which proves θ = 2 is the only case where the Williamson transform yields an
exchangeable copula. Figure 5 shows several instances of this family.

At this point, any n-parameter univariate pdf family {fθ | θ ∈ Rn} yields an
equivalent n-parameter EVC family by integrating (29) and affinely transform-
ing (20). However, the final target of our method are semiparametric models,
where n is expected to become large. In order to introduce such models we need
to introduce further simplification and additional approximation techniques.

3.1.3 Bayes space

For modelling f we will turn to the Hilbert space of probability density func-
tions [16, 37]. Consider the set P of all probability density functions f supported

on [0, 1], i.e., non-negative functions with
∫ 1

0
f = 1, and such that there exist m

and M satisfying 0 < m ≤ f(x) < M for all x ∈ [0, 1]. Then, letting f, g ∈ P
and α ∈ R, consider the addition and scalar multiplication operations

3For θ ≤ 0, the resulting random variable is not bounded.
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Figure 5: Different instances of the 2-monotone family (34). Values θ < 1
produce finite slopes at 0+. The case θ = 2 yields WU2(x) = x− 2

√
x + 1, the

only member of the family that is its own inverse. The case θ = 1/2 coincides
with the case θ = 2 in Figure 4 and Example 5.

(f ⊕ g)(x) =
f(x)g(x)∫ 1

0
f(y)g(y) dy

, (α� f)(x) =
f(x)α∫ 1

0
f(y)αdy

.

Finally, consider the inner product

〈f, g〉B2 =
1

2

∫
[0,1]2

log
f(x)

f(y)
log

g(x)

g(y)
dxdy . (35)

Endowed with all these elements and after completion, B2 = (P,⊕,⊗, 〈, 〉)
is the Hilbert space [16] of square-integrable logarithm, where the null ele-
ments corresponds to the uniform density, Unif[0, 1]. This construction is the
continuous counterpart of Aitchison geometry [16]. The space B2 is known
as the Bayes space, because of the resemblance of the Bayesian update rule
p(θ|x) ∝ p(x|θ)p(θ) with the perturbation operator ⊕.

In what follows, we shall use the above operations indistinctly with proba-
bility density functions, distributions or random variables.

As defined, functions in P are strictly positive and bounded, which would
make both Example 4 and Example 5 unreachable. Additionally, now we def-
initely have W ′(0+) = −∞ and H0 = 0 in (27). Therefore, the spectral mea-
sure induced by such an f would be absolutely continuous with respect to the
Lebesgue measure on [0, 1] with Radon-Nikodym derivative equal to (26).

The space B2 can be injected into L2([0, 1]) by means of the centered log-
ratio transformation

clr[f ](x) = log f(x)−
∫ 1

0

log f(y) dy . (36)
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However, note that not every element in L2([0, 1]) is attainable, since (36) in-

troduces the constraint
∫ 1

0
clr[f ] = 0. If we define the subspace L2

0([0, 1]) of the
functions with zero integral, then (36) is a bijection from B2 to L2

0([0, 1]) with
inverse

clr−1[p](x) =
exp p(x)∫ 1

0
exp p(y) dy

. (37)

What is more, (36) is an isometry between B2 and L2
0([0, 1]), since calculations

show that

clr[f ⊕ g] = clr[f ] + clr[g] , (38) clr[α� f ] = α clr[f ] , (39)

〈f, g〉B2 = 〈clr[f ], clr[g]〉L2 . (40)

Example 7. The densities of positive powers Uθ of the uniform distribu-
tion (33) have centered log-ratio transforms

clr[Uθ](x) =
1− θ
θ

(1 + log x) . (41)

From this immediately follows that all Uθ are linearly dependent, i.e., given any
β 6= 1, any other α > 0 can be expressed as

Uα =
β(1− α)

α(1− β)
� Uβ .

Example 8. The mirrored version 1 − Uθ of (33) can also be considered, but
this time its Williamson transform has no simple closed form. Notwithstanding,
it can be checked that

Beta(α, β) = U
1
α ⊕ (1− U 1

β ) , α, β ∈ (0,∞) .

All Beta distributions can be expressed in the centered log-ratio space as

λ1 log ex+ λ2 log e(1− x) for some λ1, λ2 ∈ R .

By means of the isometry (37) we can search for a suitable function in
L2

0([0, 1]), where the usual notions of sum, scalar multiplication and inner prod-
uct stand, and then transform it back to a pdf. However, this space is infinite-
dimensional, thus in practice we shall work on a finite subspace. Example 8
provides a premier example on a 2-dimensional subspace, spanned by log ex
and log e(1− x). In general, we will build a pdf fθ(x) as a linear combination

fθ(x) =

n⊕
i=1

(θi � clr−1[ϕi])(x) = clr−1

[
n∑
i=1

θi ϕi(x)

]
, (42)

where we can assume the (ϕi)
n
i=1 are orthonormal, i.e. 〈ϕi, ϕj〉L2([0,1]) = δij ,

and satisfy the zero-integral constraint.
Any finite-dimensional subspace can also be seen as as a statistical mani-

fold [18] from information geometry. Densities behave like vectors and can be
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added (perturbed) and scaled (powered). At the same time, they can be viewed
as tuples of coordinates, in which this operation does not necessarily apply. The
geometry induced by (40) is flat, in the sense that the metric tensor δij is con-
stant. From the perspective of information geometry, at each fθ there exists a
metric tensor field defined by

Iij(θ) = E[ϕi(X) ϕj(X)]− E[ϕi(X)] E[ϕj(X)] , where X ∼ fθ , (43)

and known as the Fisher information metric. Note that taking X ∼ Unif[0, 1]
above we retrieve the constant metric tensor δij from the Aitchison geome-
try [18]. In that sense, it could be argued that Aitchison geometry places a
reference density at all points of the manifold, which coincides with the null
element f0.

For the purpose of our method, the use of the Fisher metric (43) is not
fully relevant. This metric defines the local geometry of the statistical manifold
of the {fθ}, but these vectors are just a mean to model EVCs; we have no
interest in them from an information-theoretic perspective. If we were to model
univariate distributions in the Bayes space, the Fisher metric could be used for
regularization and optimization purposes.

The null element f0 ∼ Unif[0, 1] produces the Williamson transform (34) for
θ = 1. The resulting Pickands function after rotation (20) has an explicit form
that involves the Lambert W function [11], which cannot be expressed in terms
of elementary functions and needs to be numerically approximated. Should the
parameters in (42) be normally distributed with zero mean vector, we would
expect the Pickands function to lie close to the graph in Figure 6. In this sense,
our method presents a very slight bias towards asymmetry.

The asymmetry bias can be corrected if we consider an affine subspace in-
stead of a pure vector space, using a convenient ω ∈ L2([0, 1]) as center:

fθ = clr−1[ω]⊕
n⊕
i=1

(θi � clr−1[ϕi]) . (44)

3.1.4 Compositional splines

Machalová et al. in [37] formalize the construction of a spline basis that meets
the zero integral constraint. The resulting splines are called ZB-splines and can
be efficiently computed as a linear combination of the usual B-splines. We refer
the reader to [37] for further details on how to compute ZB-splines and to [6]
for deeper knowledge on B-splines, in general.

Given 0 = κ0 < κ1 < · · · < κn+1 = 1, where n ≥ 0, and assuming 2d
additional coincidental4 knots κ−d = · · · = κ−1 = 0 and κn+1 = · · · = κn+d+1 =
1 at the endpoints, the space of splines p ∈ Zdκ of degree less than or equal
to d and n + 2 different knots κ = (κi)

n+1
i=0 has dimension n + d. The case

n = 0, corresponds to zero-integral polynomials over [0, 1]. Altogether, any
zero-integral spline can be expressed as

pθ(x) =

n+d∑
i=1

θiZi(x) , for θ = (θ1, . . . , θn+d) ∈ Rn+d , (45)

4Coincidental knots at the interval endpoints convey maximum smoothness at each interior
knot [6]. For splines of degree less than or equal to d, we have d−1 continuous differentiability
everywhere in [0, 1].
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Figure 6: Pickands function A(t) = 1− t+ exp{W−1(−2t/e2) + 2} arising from
the Williamson family (34) for θ = 1. Here W−1 denotes the k = −1 branch of
the complex Lambert W function.

where
∫ 1

0
Zi = 0 and we can further assume an orthonormal basis [37], i.e.,

〈Zi, Zj〉L2 = δij . As Zdκ ' Rn+d, given pθ1 , pθ2 ∈ Zdκ, we have 〈pθ1 , pθ2〉L2 =
〈θ1,θ2〉Rn+d = θ1 · θ2, the canonical dot product.

Furthermore, we can place a convenient center for our ZB-spline space, so
that the asymmetry bias is corrected. We propose to take ω(x) in (44) to be
the orthogonal projection z(x) of − 1

2 (1 + log x), the case θ = 2 in (41), onto the
space (45)

z(x) =

n+d∑
i=1

〈
clr[U2], Zi

〉
L2 Zi(x) . (46)

This way, the resulting zero-integral function remains a spline in the original
basis and thus coordinates may be updated by simply adding at each component
the correspondent

〈
clr[U2], Zi

〉
L2 projection. Figure 7 shows that the logarith-

mic center can be effectively approximated by a spline, despite the divergence
near zero. The effectiveness of the bias correction is illustrated in Figure 8. The
underlying orthonormal ZB-spline basis {Zi} is depicted in Figure 9.

From a practical standpoint, (45) can be directly used in a MCMC sim-
ulation [22] to draw samples from the corresponding distribution, since pθ =
log fθ +K, for some constant K ∈ R that eventually cancels out.

3.2 Convergence

On this section we will present some basic results on how convergence on
the Bayes space relates to convergence for the resulting extreme-value copu-
las through our method.

Let us first recall the definition of the supreme norm of a bounded function
f : X → R, which will be used to measure distances between some objects we

17



0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

0

2

4

6

8

10

x

{(κ, z(κ)) | κ ∈ κ}
z(x)

− 1
2 (1 + log x)

Figure 7: Projection z(x) of − 1
2 (1 + log x) onto an orthonormal ZB-spline 13-

dimensional basis with knots κ. The logarithmic function diverges to infinity
at 0.
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Figure 8: Random Pickands functions built as perturbations around center (46).
Namely, all θi were sampled from a normal distribution with zero mean and
σ = 0.1. A total of 1000 Pickands functions were randomly drawn. The solid line
representes the mean function, while the grey envelope represents the confidence
interval between quantiles 1% and 99%. The mean line is close to the A(t) =
t2 − t+ 1 in Figure 1.
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Figure 9: Orthonormal cubic ZB-spline basis with 13 elements.

have previously introduced:

‖f‖∞ = sup
x∈X
|f(x)| . (47)

On this paper, X will tipically be a compact subset of Rn, namely [0, 1], for
functions W and A, and [0, 1]2, for copulas C. The norm (47) defines a distance
d∞(f, g) = ‖f − g‖∞. A sequence of functions {fn}∞n=1 converging on the latter
distance to some f is said to converge uniformly. A nice property of uniform
convergence is that such an f is necessarily continuous.

Sometimes, however, uniform convergence is a rather strong property to be
realistically achieved. For instance, the function f may not be bounded on the
whole X . In those cases, a more subtle convergence exists, only requiring the
sequence converging uniformly to f on every compact subset K of X . Then, the
sequence of {fn}∞n=1 is said to be compactly convergent to f .

Another related concept can be applied to probability measures.

Definition 2. Let P and Q be probability measures on the space [0, 1] equipped
with the Borel σ-algebra B. The total variation distance (TVD) between P and
Q is defined as

dTV(P,Q) = sup
B∈B
|P(B)−Q(B)| . (48)

TVD satisfies all three axioms of a true metric. By Scheffé’s theorem [51],
it can also be expressed in terms of the pdf f and g of P and Q, respectively, as

dTV(P,Q) ≡ dTV(f, g) =
1

2

∫ 1

0

|f(x)− g(x)| dx . (49)

Our first result links convergence in total variation of a sequence of pdfs with
convergence of the corresponding sequence of Williamson’s transforms and their
derivatives.

Proposition 3. Let {fn}∞n=1 be a sequence of pdfs supported on [0, 1] such
that lim

n→∞
dTV (f, fn) = 0 for some pdf f also on [0, 1]. Let Wn and W be the
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corresponding Williamson’s transforms of fn and f , respectively. Then, the
sequence {Wn}∞n=1 uniformly converges to W on [0, 1]. Moreover, {W ′n}∞n=1

compactly converges to W ′ on (0, 1].

Proof. It suffices to check that, for all x ∈ [0, 1],

|W (x)−Wn(x)| =
∣∣∣∣∫ 1

0

(
1− x

r

)
+

[f(r)− fn(r)] dr

∣∣∣∣ ≤ ∫ 1

0

|f(r)− fn(r)| dr ,

where (·)+ denotes the non-negative part of the argument, and then apply
Scheffé’s theorem (49). Similarly, considering the compact subset [x0, 1], for
some x0 > 0, we have, for all x ∈ [x0, 1],

|W ′(x)−W ′n(x)| ≤ 2

x0
dTV(f, fn) .

For instance, taking Wn(x) = (1 − x)n from Example 3, it is easy to check
that, as n → ∞, Wn approaches the indicator function on x = 0, which is dis-
continuous at that point and, hence, {Wn}∞n=1 does not converge uniformly. For
Proposition 3, the underlying sequence fn(x) = n(n− 1)x(1− x)n−2 in Exam-
ple 6 cannot be convergent in total variation. Indeed, the limiting distribution of
the latter Beta distributions is a degenerate Dirac Delta at x = 0, thus the limit
has no pdf. Nonetheless, even omitting the pdf requirement, the TVD would
be equal to 1. To see this, consider in (48) the Borel set B = {0} consisting
solely of the degenerate point x = 0. Then, all the Beta distributions place zero
probability on B, but the Dirac Delta does the opposite, as δ0({0}) = 1. Note,
however, that even though the premises of Proposition 3 are not met, {W ′n}∞n=1,
with W ′n(x) = n(1− x)n−1, compactly converges to W ′(x) = 0 over (0, 1].

The next step links uniform convergence of Williamson’s transforms with
that of Pickands functions. To be fair, uniform convergence of pointwise-
convergent sequences of Pickands functions can be established by other means,
as pointed out in [20]. Notwithstanding, the next result also states the uni-
form convergence of the first derivatives of Pickands functions under the same
hypotheses, which cannot be taken for granted.

Proposition 4. Let {Wn}∞n=1 be a sequence of Williamson transforms, aris-
ing from pdfs, uniformly convergent to some other Williamson transform W on
[0, 1]. Also, suppose the sequence of first derivatives {W ′n}∞n=1 of the previous
functions compactly converge to W ′ on (0, 1]. Let An and A be the correspond-
ing Pickands functions of Wn and W , respectively, according to our method.
Then, the sequence {An}∞n=1 uniformly converges to A on [0, 1], while {A′n}∞n=1

compactly converges to A′ on (0, 1].

Proof. It follows from the equivalence between uniform convergence and func-
tion graph convergence [53] for functions with compact domain and range. Since
the Wn’s uniformly converge to a continuous function W , the sequence of the
graphs of the Wn’s has its limit in the graph of W . Then, note that the graphs
of An and A are affine transformations (20) of the graphs of Wn and W , respec-
tively, which ensures, by continuity, that the graphs of the An’s tend to that of
A. Finally, graph convergence for the An’s implies uniform convergence to A
itself.
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The result for the first derivatives follows similarly. This time, instead of an
affine map, the functions mapping the graph of W to that of A and vice versa
are, respectively,

T : (x,w) 7→
[
t(x),

1 + w

1− w

]
, X : (t, a) 7→

[
x(t),

a− 1

a+ 1

]
.

Both are the inverse of one another, because of (22) and (24). Clearly, both
functions are continuous, thus they preserve compactness and graph conver-
gence.

To see that {A′n}∞n=1 compactly converges to A′, consider any compact
set K = [t0, 1], for t0 > 0. Then, consider the sequence of restricted func-
tion graphs {G[A′n|K]}∞n=1 and apply X to every element to obtain another se-
quence {G[W ′n|X(K)]}∞n=1. Now, X(K) is a compact set, so W ′n|X(K) uniformly
converges to W ′|X(K) and, because of [53], the graph sequence approaches
G[W ′|X(K)]. The argument finishes by noting that, since T is continuous and
since T(G[W ′n|X(K)]) = G[A′n|K] and T(G[W ′|X(K)]) = G[A′|K], the graphs of the
A′n|K’s tend to that of A′|K.

Remark 2. Uniform convergence of function derivatives is mostly unconnected
to uniform convergence of the functions themselves. The reason why it works
in this case comes down to the form of the Williamson’s transform, whose first
derivative is also in a convenient integral transform that allows to apply total
variation convergence of the internal pdfs to both the function and its derivative,
at the same time.

The uniform convergence of copulas can be established on topological grounds
from pointwise convergence [46]. Notwithstanding, there exists a connection be-
tween the supreme norms of copulas and that of their respective Pickands func-
tion [33]. Namely, ‖C1 −C2‖∞ ≤ 2γ/(1 + 2γ)1+1/(2γ), where γ = ‖A1 −A2‖∞.

We turn next to some assumptions making convergence in L2
0([0, 1]) sufficient

for pdfs to converge uniformly.

Proposition 5. Let {pn}∞n=1 ⊂ L2
0([0, 1]) continuous and uniformly bounded,

i.e., ‖pn‖∞ ≤ K for some K > 0 and for all n. Suppose lim
n→∞

‖p − pn‖2 =

0, for some p ∈ L2
0([0, 1]). Let fn = clr−1[pn] and f = clr−1[p]. Then,

lim
n→∞

dTV (f, fn) = 0.

Proof. First, note that continuity ensures that the limit p is also bounded by

the same K. Denoting Iq =
∫ 1

0
eq, some easy calculations show that

|f(x)− fn(x)| ≤ ep(x)|Ip − Ipn |+ Ip |ep(x) − epn(x)|
Ip Ipn

.

Now, the integrals are bounded, namely e−K ≤ Iq ≤ eK . On the other hand,
|ep(x) − epn(x)| ≤ eK |p(x) − pn(x)|, using the mean value theorem and the fact
that both functions are bounded by K. Altogether,

|f(x)− fn(x)| ≤ e4K

(∫ 1

0

|p(y)− pn(y)| dy + |p(x)− pn(x)|
)
.
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Integrating both sides of the last inequality and using Jensen’s inequality, we
finally get

dTV(f, fn) ≤ e4K‖p− pn‖1 ≤ e4K‖p− pn‖2

Altogether, our method, acting on convergent sequences in L2
0([0, 1]), pro-

duces EVCs that not only uniformly converge, but also whose partial derivatives
do.

Corollary 2. Let {zn}∞n=1 ⊂ L2
0([0, 1]) be a sequence of uniformly bounded

smooth cubic ZB-splines that converge in the ‖·‖2 norm. The corresponding
EVCs from our method {Cn}∞n=1 uniformly converge to some EVC C, satisfying,
for i = 1, 2,

∂iCn
‖·‖∞−−−−→
n→∞

∂iC compactly over (0, 1]2 .

Proof. It follows from all the previous convergence results and from the exami-
nation of (7), where all the terms in the right-hand side uniformly converge on
compact sets.

3.3 Association measures

As mentioned earlier, Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho, two of the most well-
known measures of association between two random variables, depend solely
on the copula linking the two. In the case of an EVC, both measures can be
expressed as integrals involving the Pickands function [33]. The substitution
of the Pickands function by the equivalent functional form of the Williamson
transform and a change of variables afterwards do not provide any meaningful
insight on the role played by the latter. However, the apparent relation between
Williamson transforms and Lorenz curves reveals a new path for measuring
association.

The Williamson form W of a Pickands function A satisfies the definition of a
Lorenz [21] curve L after the change of variable L(x) = W (1−x), for x ∈ [0, 1].
Lorenz curves are employed in economics for assessing wealth inequality, for
which an index can be derived, known as the Gini coefficient:

G = 1− 2

∫ 1

0

L .

The G index has a geometrical interpretation as the area between L and x 7→ x
divided by the area under x 7→ x, which is equal to 1/2. The same interpretation

applies to W and, since
∫ 1

0
W =

∫ 1

0
L, we have G = 1−2

∫ 1

0
W . A value of G = 0

means wealth is uniformly distributed (the p% wealthiest proportion of the
population accumulate p% of the total wealth, for all p ∈ [0, 1]), whereas G . 1
means that nearly all wealth is concentrated on a tiny fraction of the population.
In summary, G = 0 represents perfect equality, while G = 1 represents perfect
inequality.

Now, in our context, a Pickands function A is just the affine transformation
of some W . Since affine transformations change areas by applying a constant
factor, the latter cancels out in ratio measures, leaving them invariant. There-
fore, the Gini coefficient can be restated in terms of A as the area between A
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and the upper bound line {y = 1} divided by the area between the support lines
and the upper bound line. This argument leads to

G = 4

(
1−

∫ 1

0

A

)
. (50)

The valueG = 1 is attained when A is identically equal to the lower support lines

(
∫ 1

0
A = 3/4), producing the perfect dependence copula. On the other hand,

G = 0 is attained when A is identically equal to the upper bound line (
∫ 1

0
A = 1),

producing the independence copula. This way, bivariate positive association can
be interpreted in economic terms: perfect dependence is equivalent to perfect
inequality, whereas independence corresponds to perfect equality.

The Gini coefficient is not a common association measure in the context of
EVCs, despite its simplicity. In fact, we have only found a brief mention to
a slightly modified version of it in [30], where the measure was not scaled to
lie on [0, 1] and Pickands symmetry was further assumed. The index can be
reformulated for any positively quadrant dependent copula C, i.e., C(u, v) ≥ uv,
for all u, v ∈ [0, 1]2, as5

G = 4

(
1−

∫
[0,1]2

logC(u, v)

log uv
dudv

)
. (51)

The Gini coefficient, as defined above, satisfies the axioms of a dependence
measure [7], taking values on [0, 1], unlike Kendall’s tau and Spearman’s rho,
that belong to a more general family of concordance measures, ranging in [−1, 1]
and allowing for negative association. Although we call it Gini coefficient, be-
cause of its origin, it is not to be confused with another well-known concordance
measure: Gini’s gamma.

Interestingly for our method, the area of W can be expressed in terms of the
inner density f , after integrating by parts twice, yielding

G = 1− E[X], where X ∼ f . (52)

Equation (52) links a complex integral calculation in two dimensions (51) to a
much simpler one, which can even be approximated by MCMC simulation only
evaluating the underlying zero-integral clr[f ].

Example 9. The EVC family defined in Example 5 has a wide range of Gini
coefficient values, in terms of a parameter θ ∈ [1,∞), as G = (θ − 1)/(θ + 1).

Example 10. The EVC family defined in Example 6 also has a wide range of
Gini coefficient values, in terms of a parameter θ ∈ (0,∞), as G = θ/(θ + 1).

3.4 Estimation

The estimation process builds upon the various constructions explored above.
Given an orthonormal ZB-spline basis, we aim to find the parameter vector θ
that best fits a dataset. Starting from a zero-integral spline (42) pθ, we apply
the inverse centered log-ratio transformation (37) to obtain a pdf fθ over [0, 1].
Then, we integrate the pdf using the Williamson transform (29) to obtain a

5The CDF (16) and its stochastic interpretation provide a shortcut to check this.
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2-monotone function Wθ. Finally, we rotate that function to get to the targeted
Pickands function Aθ, using (20). Once arrived at the Pickands function, the
construction of the EVC follows from the definition (6).

Knowing the one-to-one relation [8] between the random vector (U, V ) fol-
lowing an EVC and the random variable Z = logU/ log(UV ), we reduce our
problem to fitting the latter, which has a simpler density, straightly derived
from (16):

h(z) = 1 + (1− 2z)
A′(z)
A(z)

+ z(1− z)
[
A′′(z)
A(z)

−
(
A′(z)
A(z)

)2
]
. (53)

Clearly, the corresponding h̃ density for the symmetrical counterpart Ã of A is
z 7→ h(1− z). Therefore, A will be symmetrical if and only if h is symmetrical
around the {z = 1/2} axis.

Given a random sample D = {zi}mi=1 from Z and a model hθ derived from pθ
up to Aθ, the frequentist approach to the estimation addresses the maximization
of the penalized log-likelihood of hθ

`(θ|D) =

m∑
i=1

log hθ(zi)− λ
∫ 1

0

(p′′θ)2 , (54)

for some regularization hyper-parameter λ ≥ 0. The square norm term in-
volving p′′θ is the linearized curvature of the spline: a simplified non-intrinsic
form of the curvature that can be expressed as a covariant tensor θTΩθ, where

Ω = (Ωij) = (
∫ 1

0
Z ′′i Z

′′
j ). As can be seen from Figure (9), especially if the

dimension of the basis is large, splines may exhibit complex shapes prone to
overfitting. Penalizing the curvature is the proposed method in [37] in the con-
text of compositional data regression, but has also been successfully applied
in semiparametric copula models [31]. For λ = 0, regularization is turned off,
retrieving the usual log-likelihood.

From a Bayesian perspective, maximizing (54) is equivalent to obtaining
the maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimator of θ from dataset D applying an
exponentially distributed prior on the spline curvature with rate parameter λ.
In the Bayesian approach we can more generally analyze the distribution of θ to
assess multimodality and variability and, overall, the posterior mean is preferred
to the MAP estimator.

Estimating the parameters of such a model poses some important challenges.
First and foremost, the evaluation alone of the resulting Pickands function from
a parameter vector and a single argument implies several non-trivial operations,
most notably the integral and affine transformations (29) and (20), respectively.
Although they can be accurately applied, from a numerical standpoint, they are
time-consuming, which may hinder the overall estimation process. Therefore,
we propose key approximations at each step.

First, note that the evaluation of A in (20) at a specific value t0 requires
solving for x in t(x) = t0. The latter will be generally a nonlinear equation
that can only be solved through numerical methods, at a relatively high com-
putational cost. Hence, in most cases, evaluating (53) in (54) at each point zi
becomes rapidly unaffordable as m increases. What is more, any root finding
procedure of our choice would prevent us from applying gradient optimization,
as it would stop backpropagation. Taking all into consideration, we propose
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to approximate hθ by a linear interpolator h̃ with sufficiently numerous and
carefully selected knots.

Since (54) is based on an empirical univariate sample D, a reasonable knot
selection utilizes uniform quantiles of D, thus knots will be more separated on
low probability regions and will accumulate on high probability ones. This
criterion, which was employed on a similar setting in [31], reduces the variance
of the parameter vector θ. Once fixed the quantiles {qi}ki=1, we need to estimate
some {xi}ki=1 such that ti ≡ tθ(xi) ≈ qi and then take hi = hθ(ti) as the linear
interpolator value at knot ti. Note that the ti’s are just approximations for the
qi’s. To estimate the required xi’s, we may apply (21) over the qi’s grid using
an empirical nonparametric estimate of the Pickands function, like (17). The
procedure can be stated as follows.

Algorithm 1. Let D = {zi}mi=1 be a random sample following the H dis-
tribution. To build an interpolation grid {xi}k+1

i=0 in the Wθ space such that
{tθ(xi)}k+1

i=0 are roughly distributed according to D, follow these steps:

1. Pick k uniform quantiles 0 = q0 < q1 < · · · < qk+1 = 1 of D.

2. Build the empirical CDF H̃ of D.

3. Build an empirical estimate Ã using H̃ and (17).

4. Set x0 = 0 and xk+1 = 1. Then, for every i = 1, . . . , k, set

xi = qi + Ã(qi)− 1 .

The grid obtained in the last algorithm can be reused throughout the esti-
mation process, at every gradient descent step and with every different set of
values for the parameter vector θ. With this grid and with a parameter vector
θ we can now build a lightweight version of hθ that can be used to evaluate the
penalized log-likelihood. Early experiments also suggest that selecting spline
knots for pθ according to Algorithm 1 is key to the construction of an unbiased
estimator Aθ.

Algorithm 2. Let Wθ be a semiparametric Williamson transform. To build
an approximation for hθ, follow these steps:

1. Set t0 = 0 and tk+1 = 1. Then, for every i = 1, . . . , k, set ti = tθ(xi).

2. For every i = 1, . . . , k, set Ai = 1
2 (1 + xi +Wθ(xi)).

3. For every i = 1, . . . , k, set

A′i =
1 +W ′θ(xi)

1−W ′θ(xi)
.

4. For every i = 1, . . . , k, set

A′′i =
4W ′′θ (xi)

(1−W ′θ(xi))3
.

5. Set h0 = hk+1 = 0. Then, for every i = 1, . . . , k, set

hi = 1 + (1− 2ti)
A′i
Ai

+ ti(1− ti)
[
A′′i
Ai
−
(
A′i
Ai

)2
]
. (55)
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6. Build a piecewise linear interpolator h̃ from the set of points {(ti, hi)}k+1
i=0 .

7. Calculate the exact value I =
∫ 1

0
h̃ using the trapezoidal rule and the same

set of points {(ti, hi)}k+1
i=0 .

8. Use ĥ = h̃/I as an approximation for hθ over [0, 1].

Proof. The rationale of the last algorithm is rather clear. Equation (55) mim-
ics (53), where Aθ and its derivatives are evaluated over ti indirectly through
equations (20), (22) and (23), requiring only the xi’s and Wθ and its derivatives.
On the other hand, the reader can easily check that hθ(0) = hθ(1) = 0, con-
sidering all the constraints imposed by our method: A′θ(0+) = −1, A′θ(1−) = 1
and fθ(x) > 0 for all x ∈ [0, 1], etc. The case at the 0 endpoint is not so trivial,
but nearly so. After simplification, we arrive at

hθ(0) = 2fθ(0) lim
x→0+

1 + x−Wθ(x)

x(1−W ′θ(x))3
.

Repeatedly applying L’Hôpital’s rule, we can check that the denominator tends
to zero and, eventually, the whole limit also tends to zero. Finally, the step

involving the integral ensures
∫ 1

0
h̃ = 1, making a h̃ a true pdf, which was not

automatically granted by the linear interpolation strategy.

Algorithm 2 is the cornerstone of the estimation process, as it reduces the gap
between Wθ and `(θ|D), dealing with key problems like the approximation of hθ
and the rotation of Wθ. The rest of the estimation procedure is comparatively
simpler, but nonetheless we still need to build Wθ.

We start off by building fθ from the zero-integral spline pθ using (37). In
order not to stop backpropagation, we propose to approximate the integral∫ 1

0
exp pθ in the denominator of (37) using the trapezoidal rule. Then, we pro-

pose to compute Wθ and its derivatives directly from equations (30) , (31)
and (32). W ′′θ can be easily computed from fθ. Then, W ′θ and F̂θ are inte-
gral functions that need to be approximated using the trapezoidal rule over a
sufficiently fine grid. Finally, Wθ builds upon W ′θ and F̂θ.

The use of the trapezoidal rule, which speeds up computations and allows
backpropagation, may produce inaccurate results on extreme cases, for instance,

if the pdf fθ turns out to be very spiky near 0.6 In general,
∫ 1

0
pθ ≈ 1 is no

obstacle for convergence, producing good results. However, if severe deviations
occur, the resulting Wθ might violate the constraint Wθ(0) = 1, which in turn
would yield a Pickands functions greater than 1. For those rare cases, we have
devised a very effective mechanism in normalizing the W function so as to
secure W (0) = 1. This can easily be achieved by dividing the original W by
its value W (0) 6= 1. The simulation study conducted in Section 4.2 tested the
limits of our method at this respect, but the proposed fix considerably improved
the results, reducing the appearance of such outlier effects. Other than those
extreme cases, we expect the non-normalized procedure to perform well.

6A very strong association would be expected in such cases, as expressed by (52).
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Figure 10: Computation graph for the estimation process, from the bottom
parameter vector θ all the way up to the penalized log-likelihood `(θ|D).

3.4.1 Implementation tips

From an implementation perspective, memoization, that is, caching function
evaluations, plays a major role in the acceleration of the above estimations.
Consider that both W ′θ and F̂θ include fθ in their integrands, while W ′′θ directly

uses it. Then, Wθ uses values from W ′θ and F̂θ, the former of which is also used
on its own by Algorithm 2. Also, note that Algorithm 2 only requires the
evaluation of Wθ and its derivatives at the xi’s. Therefore, along memoization,
the trapezoidal rules for approximating W ′θ and F̂θ may benefit from using the
same xi’s as a discrete integration domain.

Figure 10 shows the full computation graph of the estimation process. In-
terestingly, gradients can be computed from the top penalized log-likelihood all
the way down the parameter vector using backpropagation. For that matter, we
recommend using the autograd package [38], capable of performing automatic
differentiation on native Python operations.

In order to adapt the estimation process to the particular hypotheses of our
method, we propose to change the copula variable ordering whenever a steep
slope is likely to appear for Wθ near 0, which coincides with the minimium of
Aθ being placed at t < 0.5. This situation can heuristically be assessed by
calculating the mode of the pdf h, as suggested in [19]. If the mode is placed
at t < 0.5, then the minimum of the Pickands function is likely to be placed
at t < 0.5. We support the hypothesis of [19] based on our own experience.
Therefore, whenever the mode is placed at t < 0.5, we recommend changing the
variable ordering before estimating and then flip the resulting Pickands function
A as Ã(t) = A(1− t).
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3.5 Simulation

Once the parameters θ have been estimated, we propose to subsequently esti-
mate Wθ and Aθ. From that point on, querying the model (simulating, estimat-
ing probabilities, etc.) will be equivalent to evaluating the Pickands function
Aθ, as with any other EVC.

Both Wθ and Aθ are convex functions. Therefore, to achieve enough ac-
curacy we recommend to approximate not only the function values, but also
those of their derivatives up to second order. In both cases, we recommend to
build fine-grained spline C2([0, 1]) approximations W̃ and Ã over [0, 1]. Notice,
however, that some derivatives may take non-finite values. In what follows, we
shall assume that non-finite values are to be ignored in the interpolation process,
imposing no constraint.

The estimation of Wθ requires approximating two integral functions that
have no closed form, in general. Its second derivative, though, can be straightly
computed from pθ.

Algorithm 3. Let pθ be the resulting zero-integral spline (45) from the estima-
tion process and let {xi}m+1

i=0 be an interpolation grid such that 0 = x0 < x1 <
· · · < xm+1 = 1. To build an approximation to the corresponding Williamson
transform Wθ, follow these steps:

1. Compute an approximation I ≈
∫ 1

0
exp pθ.

2. Define the approximation f̃(x) = exp pθ(x)
I .

3. Set W ′′0 =∞. Then, for every j = 1, . . . ,m+ 1, set W ′′j = 1
I
f̃(xj)
xj

.

4. For every j = 1, . . . ,m, compute the approximations

Pj ≈
∫ xj+1

xj

f̃(r) dr , Sj ≈
∫ xj+1

xj

f̃(r)

r
dr .

5. Set W ′m+1 = 0 and W ′0 = −∞. Then, for every j from m down to 1,
compute W ′j using the recurrence relation

W ′j = W ′j+1 − Sj . (56)

6. Set Wm+1 = 0 and W0 = 1. Then, for every j from m down to 1, compute
Wj using the recurrence relation

Wj = Wj+1 + xjW
′
j − xj+1W

′
j+1 + Pj . (57)

7. Build a spline interpolator W̃ such that W̃ (xj) = Wj , W̃
′(xj) = W ′j and

W̃ ′′(xj) = W ′′j , for every j = 0, . . . ,m+ 1.

8. Use W̃ as an approximation for Wθ over [0, 1].
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Proof. The rationale of this algorithm consists in the approximation of Wθ by
a spline that takes into account up to second derivatives. Clearly, W ′′j is a
straight approximation for W ′′θ (xj), thus it only remains to check that (57)
and (56) provide good approximations for Wθ(xj) and W ′θ(xj), respectively.

First, note that

W ′j =

m∑
k=j

W ′k −W ′k+1 = −
m∑
k=j

Sj ≈
∫ 1

xj

fθ(r)

r
dr . (58)

Similarly,

Wj =

m∑
k=j

Wk −Wk+1 =

m∑
k=j

xkW
′
k − xk+1W

′
k+1 + Pk

= xjW
′
j +

m∑
k=j

Pk

≈ xjW ′θ(xj) +

∫ 1

xj

fθ(r) dr

(59)

and the right-hand side equals Wθ(xj), using (32).

The recurrent schemes (57) and (56) preserve the 2-monotonicity property of
the underlying Wθ. Indeed, unfolding (56), we have W ′1 ≤W ′2 ≤ · · · ≤W ′m+1 ≤
0. On the other hand, plugging (56) into (57), we get

Wj −Wj+1 = −(xj+1 − xj) W ′j+1 + Pj − xjSj ≥ 0 ,

since W ′j+1 ≤ 0 and Pj ≥ xjSj . Also, note that W (x1) < 1.
Altogether, the computation of the derivatives contained in both recurrences

allow to form a dataset of graph dots that is compatible with the shape of a
Williamson transform. Points {(xj ,Wj ,W

′
j)}m+1

j=1 could be input to the shape-
preserving [47] interpolation procedure by Schumaker, which would guarantee
that the resulting quadratic spline is 2-monotone over the whole domain. How-
ever, in general, the second derivative of such a spline would not be continuous,
which would hinder the simulation process, since the density of an EVC is con-
nected to W ′′. In practice, for the intended use of this approximation, shape
preservation is not mandatory and smoothness and general accuracy are pre-
ferred.

Once estimated Wθ, we proceed to estimate Aθ.

Algorithm 4. Let W̃ be the estimate obtained through Algorithm 3 and let
{ti}m+1

i=0 be an interpolation grid such that 0 = t0 < t1 < · · · < tm+1 = 1. To
retrieve the Pickands function Aθ, follow these steps:

1. Set x0 = 0 and xm+1 = 1. Then, for every i = 1, . . . ,m, find the xi ∈ (0, 1)

such that t(xi) = ti, using W̃ in (20).

2. Set A0 = Am+1 = 1. Then, for every i = 1, . . . ,m, take Ai = A(t(xi)),

using W̃ in (20).

3. Set A′0 = −1 and A′m+1 = 1. Then, for every i = 1, . . . ,m, take A′i =

A′(t(xi)), using W̃ ′ in (22).
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4. Set A′′0 = ∞ and A′′m+1 = 4W̃ ′′(1). Then, for every i = 1, . . . ,m, take

A′′i = A′′(t(xi)), using W̃ ′′ in (23).

5. Build a spline interpolator Ã such that Ã(ti) = Ai, Ã
′(ti) = A′i and

Ã′′(ti) = A′′i , for every i = 0, . . . ,m+ 1.

6. Use Ã as an approximation for Aθ over [0, 1].

Using Aθ we can evaluate Cθ and its partial derivatives, which are the
only requirements for the oldest and simplest general copula simulation algo-
rithms [7]. The following is also the most convenient method in a bivariate
setting.

Algorithm 5. Let Ã be the approximation to Aθ obtained through Algo-
rithm 4 and C̃ its corresponding EVC, approximating Cθ. To draw a sample
{(Ui, Vi)}ni=1 from (U, V ) ∼ Cθ, follow these steps:

1. For every i = 1, 2, . . . , n, draw Ui ∼ Unif[0, 1], Ui > 0.

2. For every i = 1, 2, . . . , n, draw Pi ∼ Unif[0, 1], Pi > 0.

3. For every i = 1, 2, . . . , n, set Vi as any solution in (0, 1) to

∂C̃

∂u
(Ui, Vi) ≡

C̃(Ui, Vi)

Ui
(Ã(Ti) + (1− Ti)Ã′(Ti)) = Pi , (60)

where Ti = log(Ui)/ log(UiVi).

This algorithm simulates the second component Vi of the bivariate vector
by simulating the Pi-quantile of the conditional distribution [V |U = Ui], given
by the partial derivative of ∂Cθ/∂u, according to (7). In general, the solution
to (60) is not unique. Nevertheless, whenever a whole solution interval (a, b]
exists, we would have P(a < V ≤ b | U = Ui) = 0, meaning all values are
equally unlikely and odds are very high against this happening. In practive,
the root-finding algorithm [3] proves to be extremely effective. Also, the com-
pact convergence of partial derivatives implied by our method, according to
Corollary 2, contributes to the stability of the simulation process.

3.6 Refinement

One of the limitations implied by our method is the fact that an estimated
Pickands function A always satisfies A′(0+) = −1 and A′(1−) = 1. This is
a direct consequence of our construction, which imposes W ′(0+) = −∞ and
W ′(1−) = 0 on the Williamson transform. In practice, however, these boundary
constraints do not hinder the overall expressiveness of the resulting model. Re-
member that, for instance, upper tail dependence is not linked to either bound-
ary derivative of the Pickands function, but to the mid-point value A(1/2). This
contrasts with the nature of another semiparametric procedure like [31], where
a slope value commpletely determined the tail index.

In our method, misspecified slopes for the Pickands function hava a much
lower impact on the concordance (Blomqvist’s beta) and upper tail dependence.
Nonetheless, since it might produce a slight bias, we propose a refinement step
that could follow our method.
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Khoudraji’s method [34] is best known for inducing asymmetry in symmetri-
cal EVCs. However, there is no reason why it should not be used on asymmetri-
cal ones: the input copula being symmetrical is just a special case [44]. Consider
a Pickands function A obtained through our method. Differentiating (14) we
arrive at

A′α,β(0+) = βA′(0+) = −β
A′α,β(1−) = αA′(1−) = α

, (61)

where, remember, α, β ∈ (0, 1], retrieving A for α = β = 1. Even though A is,
in general, asymmetrical, we see from (61) that Khoudraji’s method serves our
purpose of freely parameterizing the boundary slopes.7

It is our belief that adding two more parameters through Khoudraji’s method
may improve the fitness of the resulting model in some particular cases, espe-
cially for weak correlations. However, the inclusion of the new parameters in
the gradient-based optimization seems unworkable, as it would invalidate the
interpolation grid in Algorithm 2. A derivative-free optimization involving both
the spline parameter vector θ and the asymmetry parameters α and β could be
run, starting from α = β = 1 and some initial guess θ = θ0 obtained through
a gradient-based method. In any case, the practical demonstration of such a
procedure, beyond its theoretical statement, is out of the scope of this paper.

4 Simulation study

We conducted a simulation study to test the effectiveness of our method on a
wide spectrum of cases with high confidence. The simulation study consists of
two independent experiments. The first one addresses the bias and variance
tradeoffs by repeating the estimation process for a large number of different
random samples drawn from a fixed copula. On the other hand, the second
experiment aims to cover an even larger array of extreme-value copulas, but
fitting a single random sample for each one and emphasizing total variation
assessment.

4.1 Bias and variance

The first part of the study consisted of 30 individual experiments, each of them
centered on a particular instance of a copula family. For each copula instance,
we performed an estimation run with our method on each of a set of 100 different
random samples from the copula, for a combined total of 3,000 runs. Then, for
each 100-sample experiment, we collected the pointwise means and pointwise
98% confidence intervals of the estimated Pickands functions and compared
both functional statistics with the original Pickands function.

For this simulation study we employed two of the families presented in Ta-
ble 1: the Gumbel family and the Galambos family. These are probably two of
the most well-known EVCs. Genest and Nešlehová even studied and found a
relation between the two in [24], knowing the similarity of their Pickands func-
tions. In each copula family, we tested up to 5 different values of the unique
parameter θ, giving rise to different correlations. Finally, apart from the pure

7By convexity, the only EVC with either boundary slope equal to zero is the independence
copula, with A(t) = 1 for all t ∈ [0, 1]. Therefore, except for this limiting case, both slopes
are allowed to vary freely.
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form of each Gumbel or Galambos copula, we introduced asymmetry by means
of Khoudraji’s device, taking either α or β equal to 0.5 and leaving the other
as 1. This configuration was precisely the one that demonstrated higher asym-
metry in [23]. As a side note, we remind that the asymmetrical extensions of
the Gumbel and Galambos families are known as the Tawn and Joe families,
respectively.

Each of the copula random samples was generated with 1,000 observations.
Our models were fit using 13 parameters in all cases: 10 more parameters than
the ground truth copula families. For the Gumbel copulas, we used a curvature
penalty factor λ = 10−5, whereas for the Galambos copulas we used λ = 10−4.

The results of the experiments can be assessed in Figure 11, for the Gumbel
copulas, and Figure 12, for the Galambos copulas. The results are qualitatively
very similar in both cases. Our method displays low biases and variances in
all the experiments, with perhaps the only exception of the lowest correlated
Gumbel sample, with a slight bias. This behaviour matches the known limi-
tation of our method as regards the boundary slopes, which have fixed values.
Therefore, our method is likely to perform a bit worse as variables tend to be
more independent. Additionally, according to [33], a wider range of Pickands
functions exist for lower correlations, which poses greater difficulties for the
optimization process. On the other hand, our method shows high sensitivity
when capturing asymmetry, performing well in all cases, especially considering
that the limitation of the fixed slopes becomes more apparent in these cases, as
shown by (61).

In all simulations we employed the trick mentioned in Section 3.4 for se-
lecting the a priori more convenient variable ordering, so as to avoid numerical
instabilities. The procedure worked well, as demonstrated by the practically
equal results obtained for either α = 0.5 or β = 0.5. Note that otherwise we
could have run the optimization for both variable orderings, taking the one with
the highest fitness, but at a higher execution time.

4.2 Total variation

In the second part of the simulation study we generated n = 200 random
extreme-value copulas by utilizing our own construction method.

First of all, we chose the affine spline model (46) as the first building block,
assuming uniformly distributed knots and a total of d = 13 parameters. Let us
call θ0 ∈ Rd the coordinates of the center of the affine model. We then ran an
MCMC simulation assuming the model coordinates θ in (44) were distributed
according to the following pdf:

p(θ) ∝
{
e−λθ̄

TΩθ̄ , if ‖θ‖2 ≤ R
0 , if ‖θ‖2 > R

, for θ̄ = θ + θ0 ,

where Ω is the curvature matrix of the underlying spline, as described in Sec-
tion 3.4, and λ and R are free hyper-parameters. The previous model is the
truncated version of an improper prior based on curvature penalization, with
factor λ. The support of the distribution is the hyperball of radius R.

We tuned the hyper-parameters with values λ = 10−4 and R = 5 so that the
resulting splines covered a wide range of correlations (in the sense of the Gini
coefficient (50)) and were at the same time smooth. Finally, in order to prevent
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Figure 11: Simulation study for the Gumbel family. The blue line designates
the ground-truth Pickands function, whereas the black one corresponds to the
pointwise mean of the estimations. The shaded areas represent 98% pointwise
confidence intervals for the estimates.
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Figure 12: Simulation study for the Galambos family. The blue line designates
the ground-truth Pickands function, whereas the black one corresponds to the
pointwise mean of the estimations. The shaded areas represent 98% pointwise
confidence intervals for the estimates.
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Figure 13: A subsample of size 100 from the whole population of random
Pickands functions used in the second part of the simulation study.

any kind of asymmetry, we replaced the even elements in the sequence by its
corresponding mirrored versions Ã(t) = A(1− t). Figure 13 shows a subsample
of the generated random Pickands functions. The area between the support
lines and the upper bound line is covered in a fairly balanced way. In this part
of the simulation study we also employed the heuristic to determine the most
suitable variable ordering, and thus we expected our method to perform well
regardless of the orientation of the Pickands function.

For each element in the sequence {θi}ni=1, we built the EVC Cθi and per-
formed several estimation runs on random samples of different sizes {Sj}mj=1. All
fitted models had the same number of parameters as the ground truth splines
(d = 13) and also employed the same affine translation. The penalty factor
in the loss function (54) was also set to λ = 10−4. The only aspect in which
estimated models differed from ground truth is spline knot placement, which
was uniform for the latter, but empirically assessed for the former. Then, for
each sample size Sj , we estimated a copula Cij using our method and assessed
divergence from ground truth by means of total variation distance

dTV(Cθi , Cij) =
1

2

∫
[0,1]2
|cθi(u, v)− cij(u, v)| dudv , (62)

where cθi and cij are the pdfs of Cθi and Cij , respectively. The total variation
defined in (62) is the bivariate counterpart of Definition 2 and thus provides an
upper bound on the difference between the measured values of each copula on
any measurable set B ⊂ [0, 1]2. Therefore, (62) is a very conservative evaluation
measure.

The main summary statistics from the experiment are presented in Table 2.
The table shows reasonable mean and quantile values for total variation, con-
sidering the intrinsic complexity of the ground truth models and the finiteness
of sample sizes. Mean values are below 0.10 regardless of sample size and the
50% and 75% quantiles are even more promising, being generally below 0.05 and
0.07, respectively. Interestingly, Table 2 shows that total variation decreases, in
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mean 10% 25% 50% 75% 90%
sample size

250 .09754 .02172 .03447 .04927 .07999 .13676
500 .08693 .01543 .02832 .04385 .06958 .13223
1000 .08137 .01606 .02461 .03544 .06803 .13237
2000 .06946 .01238 .02067 .0314 .05429 .10773

Table 2: Main summary statistics from the experiment, mean and quantiles, for
each sample size. Total variation decreases as sample size increases.

general, as the sample size increases. Figure 14 and Figure 15 show the exis-
tence of some outliers, with abnormaly high values of total variation, that are
responsible for the mean and the median being so far from each other.

We collected the value of the Gini coefficient for each random copula in or-
der to better assess the nature of those outliers. It turns out that all of them
correspond to extremely high values of the Gini coefficient (above 98%), which
could be geometrically interpreted as the Pickands function lying very close to
the support lines. This is demonstrated by the regression tree depicted in Fig-
ure 16. High values of the Gini coefficient test the hypotheses of our method and
hinder the estimation process. No matter how many spline knots and param-
eters are used, there will always be sufficiently highly correlated copulas that
will put stress on our method. Notwithstanding, the normalization procedure
on the W function mentioned in Section 3.4 helps to mitigate such effects.

5 Real data applications

We will next present some results of our method on non-simulated data.

5.1 Context

In the year 2015, the LIGO8 Scientific Collaboration and the Virgo Collabo-
ration announced the first direct detection of a gravitational wave, produced
by the merger of a binary black hole [1]. The existence of gravitational waves,
ripples in the fabric of space-time, was predicted by Einstein’s theory of general
relativity in 1916 [9] as a mathematical construct that many thought at that
time to have no physical meaning. It took nearly a century from its prediction
and 60 years of search to experimentally ascertain the discovery, opening a new
era for astronomy.

Only the most extreme events in the Universe (supernovas, massive body
mergers, Big Bang primordial fluctuations, etc.), in terms of energy, are able
to generate gravitational waves strong enough to be detected by current ex-
perimental procedures, due to the small value of the gravitational constant [9],
which expresses the rigidity of space-time. A significant amount of human and
material resources is needed to detect gravitational waves. Specifically, suffi-
ciently sensitive interferometers need to have arms several kilometers long. Ad-
ditionally, in order to discriminate between true detections and spurious local

8Laser Interferometer Gravitational-Wave Observatory.
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Figure 16: Regression tree (depth 2) of total variation on the Gini coefficient.
Issues were encountered on a few (9 out of 200) cases in which the Gini coefficient
was above 98%.
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signals (electromagnetic radiation, earthquakes, etc.), several detectors, highly
separated from each other, are needed.

LIGO, settled in the United States, with two laboratories, was the first
detector of a global advanced network that aims to increase accuracy and ex-
haustiveness of discoveries [1], soon to be joined by others, most notably Virgo,
in Italy. Despite LIGO and Virgo joining efforts, the first detection was only
reported by LIGO, since the Virgo facilities were not operating at that time
for upgrading reasons. Since the first detection in 2015, a total of 50 events
have been confirmed by the joint collaboration of LIGO and Virgo. All of them
correspond to massive body mergers, mainly black holes and neutron stars.

5.2 Data

We have chosen the gravitational wave detection dataset gathered by the LIGO
and Virgo collaborations during their first three observation runs to test the
applicability of our method. It consists of 50 rows and two columns. Each
row represents a merger event, while each column features one of the masses
involved in the event, measured in solar mass units (M�). During the first
and second observation runs, 11 events were detected, while the third run pro-
vided 39. The first event was GW150914, on september 2015, and the last one,
GW190930 133541, on September 2019. As presented by LIGO and Virgo, the
first mass is always the larger of the two and is known as the primary mass,
whereas the other one is named the secondary mass.

We reckon that very few datasets are more representative of bivariate data,
considering the very nature of binary mergers. Bivariate models are usually
building blocks for higher dimensional ones, but in this case all the attention is
centered around two mass values, of high scientific relevance. Another aspect
that adds up to this significance is the scarcity of data, for only 50 events have
been recorded during a 5-year span. This contrasts with the increasingly huge
amounts of information coming from IoT, social networks, finance, etc., in the
current era of Big Data.

5.3 Disclaimer

The purpose of this section is to test our method on real world data. Our
results shall not be considered by any means of any relevance for the physics
research community. On this paper we have not counted on any expert in
physics to assess the relevance of our results. Much on the contrary, we have
preferred to see data from an amateur perspective, as one of our method goals
is exploratory data analysis. To gain a deeper understanding of the physical
phenomena, professional researchers make use of parametric models grounded
on a solid theoretical base [2]. On the other hand, a semiparametric technique
like ours provides a reasonable compromise between robustness and speed of
prototyping.

5.4 Statistical model

As mentioned above, the dataset consists of 50 bivariate observations D =

{(M (i)
1 ,M

(i)
2 )}50

i=1, where M
(i)
1 ≥M (i)

2 . The last censoring constraint makes the
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dataset not directly tractable by our method, best suited for copulas supported
on the whole [0, 1]2, unless conveniently preprocessed.

LIGO and Virgo perform a statistical analysis of the joint mass distribution
in [2]. To do so, they consider two separate univariate models. The first one,
models the primary mass M1 unchanged, whereas the second one models the
mass ratio Q = M2/M1 conditioning on M1. Since M1 ≥ M2, by definition,
the resulting model captures by construction the censoring constraint. The final
joint model is formed by the vector (M1, QM1).

On this paper we will take a different approach. Instead of considering a ratio
variable to be later multiplied by the primary mass to calculate the secondary
mass, we will directly tackle the modelling of a bivariate mass vector. To be able
to apply our method, we turned the censoring problem into an exchangeable one,
where both masses played the same role. Of course, the original dataset D does
not allow such a treatment, so we had to hypothesize a new sample space where
primary masses are detected with 50% probability at the first vector component
and with 50% at the second one. Such a scenario would occur if detections of
an event reported masses indistinctly of their relative order.

Regardless of its physical significance, considering both masses indistinctly
would allow us to fit a single univariate model shared by both masses, which, in
turn, would help to focus on the main purpose of our experiment, the bivariate
dependency, reducing the overall model complexity. Besides, it would be an
illustrative experience to capture in a single stellar mass model as many data
points as possible. Later on we would find out that a bivariate mass model
was indeed a much more interesting and tractable problem with the tools of
extreme-value copulas at our hands.

To perform such an analysis, we built a new sample D̃ = {(M̃ (i)
1 , M̃

(i)
2 )}100

i=1,
where, for j = 1, 2,

M̃
(i)
j =

M
(i)
j , if i ≤ 50

M
(i−50)
1+j mod 2 , if i > 50

.

Using the previous up-sampled and symmetrical dataset, we fitted (i) a single
univariate mass model f for both margins and (ii) a copula model C of the
dependency between mass ranks. Note that with the transformed sample, the
number of observations available for model fitting doubled, which could help to
overcome the data scarcity.

With these tools we targeted a random vector (M̃1, M̃2). In order to re-
trieve the original primary-secondary mass model, we just had to take M1 =
max{M̃1, M̃2} and M2 = min{M̃1, M̃2}.

5.4.1 Univariate margin model

For the univariate margin mass model we decided to employ a semiparametric
model too, in order to make up for our lack of expertise in relation to stellar
mass models. We wanted the data present in the dataset to speak by itself. We
first considered using Kernel Density Estimation, but eventually discarded it
because of the mass variables being bounded. Then, we successfully tried out
the very same technique we used for modelling the density f in (29): Bayes
space densities built from ZB-splines.
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Figure 17: Univariate margin mass model pdf, fitted using ZB-splines back-
transformed into the Bayes space. The vertical cuts correspond to the underly-
ing spline knots.

The result of our experiment is shown in Figure 17 and Figure 18. We
selected 17 parameters, with knots distributed according to the original sample
between 1 M� and 100 M�, and a curvature penalty factor of 10. The first mode,
near 1 M�, mostly corresponds to neutron stars; black hole masses typically
range beyond 5 M�.

5.4.2 Bivariate copula model

Letting F̂ be the empirical CDF of the univariate sample {M̃ (i)
1 }100

i=1 (equiva-

lently, from {M̃ (i)
2 }100

i=1), we decided to fit a copula pseudo-sample D̃cop , inde-
pendent of the fitted margin model from the previous section:

D̃cop = {(Ũ (i)
1 , Ũ

(i)
2 )}100

i=1 = {(F̂ (M̃
(i)
1 ), F̂ (M̃

(i)
2 ))}100

i=1 .

The applicability of EVC was readily made clear after inspecting D̃cop, where
the mirrored data points resembled some characteristic patterns we saw during a
random EVC generation phase. Namely, data points were not distributed along
the diagonal {u = v}, but instead described two curved paths that met at both
lower and upper tail corners. Correlation was also rather high, which, according
to [33], would narrow down the range of admissible Pickands functions, reducing
variance.

However, data inspection also revealed absence of upper tail dependence,
while lower tail dependence being present. This behaviour did not match the
features of EVC. As a matter of fact, it was quite the opposite situation, since
EVC, in practive, never have lower tail dependence, but they do have depen-
dence in the upper tail. Luckily, in copula theory we can resort to survival
copulas whenever a switch between lower and upper tails is needed, as recom-
mended in [19]. If a random vector with uniform margins (U, V ) is distributed
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Figure 18: Quantile function of the univariate margin mass model. The blue
line corresponds to the empirical quantile, whereas the red one corresponds to
the fitted model.

according to a copula C, then (1− U, 1− V ) follows the survival copula [7, 25]

Č(u, v) = u+ v − 1 + C(1− u, 1− v) .

The bivariate copula sample D̃cop was accordingly transformed:

D̃surv = {(1− Ũ (i)
1 , 1− Ũ (i)

2 ))}100
i=1 .

Of course, once the Č is fitted from sample D̃surv, the original copula can be
retrieved by taking C equal to the survival copula of Č.

An extreme-value dependence test [26], implemented in the function evTestK

of the R package copula, confirmed our intuition about the applicability of EVC,
yielding a p-value higher than 0.35.

The copula model was configured with a cubic (orthonormal) ZB-spline basis
with 13 elements, a curvature penalty factor of 10−5 and an interpolation grid
size of 80 (k + 2 = 80 in Algorithm 2) knots.

Figure 19 shows the final state of the internal functions defined in the
Williamson trasnform domain. As we can see, the resulting Bayes density is
bimodal, yielding a Williamson transform with an almost linear region. On the
other hand, Figure 20 shows the estimated Pickands function and its correspon-
dent h density (53). Despite the sample D̃surv being exchangeable, the h esti-
mate fails to be perfectly symmetrical, with the right peak a bit higher than the
one on the left. This was not completely unexpected, given that our method
does not address symmetry specifically. Taking that into account, Figure 20
shows that symmetry is reasonably well captured. Notwithstanding, before re-
versing the survival model, we decided to apply a symmetrization procedure on
the resulting Pickands function A, considering Ã(t) = [A(t) +A(1− t)]/2.

Figure 21 shows the result of the Bayesian posterior distribution of Pickands
functions, using the previous MAP estimate as initial guess for the MCMC
sampling.

42



0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

x

w(x)

0

5

10

15

20

25

r

f(r)

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

−2

0

2

4

x

z(x)
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44



0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1
0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

Figure 21: Confidence interval and mean of the posterior Pickands functions
sample from a MCMC run.

Finally, Figure 22 shows a sample-density plot of the final copula, after sym-
metrization and reversal of the survival transformation. The pdf captures the
presence of lower tail dependence and the absence of upper tail dependence.
Also, there exists a remarkable density gap in the region surrounding the di-
agonal {u = v}, which means that binary mergers involving similar masses are
rare.

5.4.3 Joint model

Once fitted both the univariate margin mass model (ZB-splines), with pdf f
and CDF F , and the copula model (survival symmetrical extreme-value copula),
with pdf c, the final joint model immediately followed. Figure 23 shows the joint
density of the final model, which is

f(x, y) = c(F (x), F (y)) · f(x) · f(y) .

On the other hand, Figure 24 plots the original LIGO-Virgo dataset against a
random sample generated from the previous model, when the first and second
components are taken to be the maximum and the minimum, respectively, in
order to match the original dataset criterion, as mentioned earlier. There are
10 times more random samples than original data points, for a total of 500.
Our model captures three main clusters, concentrated in the regions [0, 20]2,
[20, 40] × [0, 20] and [20, 40]2. It is also worth mentioning there seems to be
a barrier at {M2 = 40}. Overall, the latter is probably the most controversial
prediction of our model, in contrast to the reported models in [2], and a clear sign
of overfitting : 30 parameters (17 univariate + 13 copula) for only 50 observations
(100 after up-sampling).
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Figure 22: Final copula pdf after symmetrization and reversal of the survival
transformation. The data points shown belong to the D̃cop dataset.
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Figure 23: Joint pdf for the final model. The data points shown belong to the
D̃ dataset.
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Figure 24: Original masses (red) against random samples from our model (blue).

6 Discussion

In section 3 we introduced a new semiparametric method for extreme-value
copula estimation, along with some theoretical and practical results. Namely,
EVCs built using our method have interesting convergence and dependence
properties that relate to an inner pdf that is at the core of the construction.

In section 4 we presented the results of a thorough simulation study con-
sisting of two independent parts. In the first one, we repeatedly performed
estimations on random samples from 30 different extreme-value copulas, with
varying degrees of concordance and asymmetry, concluding that our method is
effective from a bias-variance tradeoff perspective. The method only struggled
slightly on low concordance samples, which could be expected on the theoreti-
cal results of [33]. On the other hand, the second part of the simulation study
put hard stress on our method, as it was applied on 200 random EVCs and
evaluated according to a conservative metric like total variation distance. Our
method generally performed very well, providing relatively low total variations
with respect to ground truth. Additionally, performance improved as sample
sizes increased. The only issue encountered relates to numerical instabilities that
hinder the estimation process on rare settings with extremely high correlations.

In section 5 we tested our method on real data from a very especial origin: the
LIGO and Virgo binary merger detections. The symmetrical marginally-uniform
sample used turned out to be consistent with the extreme-value dependence
structure, according to a statistical test. After fitting a flexible univariate model
for both margins, we fitted an extreme-value copula for the survival version of
the data using our method. The resulting Pickands function had a very peculiar
nearly flat shape, due to the bimodality of the underlying fitted sample. Overall,
we had the opportunity to graphically assess the high flexibility of the fitted EVC
model, which, in conjunction with the univariate margin models, produced a
very convincing synthetic dataset for binary mergers.

The main contribution of our work is the proposal of a new semiparametric
estimator that allows to fit parameters of an extreme-value copula in a fully
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unconstrained manner. This way, our construction allows generating random
extreme-value copulas at will, with all the theoretical constraints automati-
cally ensured.9 To do so, we rely on basic but powerful transformations, that
eliminate step by step all the stringent constraints imposed by the Pickands
function. Thanks to this flexible and simple procedure, extreme-value copulas
could be studied, for instance, in the context of information geometry as finite-
dimensional objects. Finally, we demonstrated the feasibility of our approach,
showing that, despite all the operations involved, likelihood-based optimization
can be successfully performed with the available software tools and algorithms.

6.1 A quick note on software architecture

Both the simulation study and the LIGO-Virgo application would not have been
possible without the large repertoire of software artifacts currently available. We
will take a brief moment to mention the most fundamental tools we have used.

First of all, our method, fully implemented in Python [50], was container-
ized using Docker [14], which, apart from being ideal for achieving reproducible
research, also helped to move our execution environment to the cloud with Ku-
bernetes [49].

All the 100 estimations per experiment in the simulation study were paral-
lelized using Spark [48]. To prepare the Spark setting with Kubernetes, two arti-
facts were of great help: the Docker image for Apache Spark [13] and the Spark
Operator [27].

Finally, Argo CD [4] turned out to be really useful to manage all our exper-
iments, to be run on Kubernetes, from the same and nice user interface, also
allowing to retrieve their specifications by connecting the Kubernetes cluster to
Git.

7 Future work

The work presented in this paper may be continued in several varied ways. A
straight research line could demonstrate the applicability of the combination of
zero-integral splines and Williamson’s transform in the context of semiparamet-
ric models for bivariate Archimedean copulas [41], as an alternative to [31] or
other Laplace transform based methods. Precisely, McNeil and Nešlehová intro-
duced Williamson’s transform to characterize multivariate Archimedean copulas
and an extension of these: Liouville copulas [40]. Also related to Archimedean
copulas, the very same form introduced in this paper would fit the specific case
of Lorenz copulas [21].

Also, our method could be conveniently modified to incorporate deep learn-
ing approaches. Instead of zero-integral splines, an over-parameterized multi-
layer perceptron could be employed, at the risk of losing identifiability and in-
curring in overfitting. Alternatively, we could follow a similar approach to [35],
where a deep neural network architecture is built to mimic the Laplace transform
structure of an Archimedean copula, in the context of extreme-value copulas and
over Williamson’s transform, instead.

9As demonstrated in the second part of the simulation study.
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A third research line could combine the developed semiparametric and deep
learning techniques for extreme-value and Archimedean copulas at an attempt
to model the more expressive Archimax [10] family, which is a superset of both.

Finally, there are some aspects of our method that would benefit from further
research. In particular, the fixed slope values of the resulting Pickands function
become a barrier that prevents from achieving a fully flexible semiparametric
model. Although we proposed a solution, based on Khoudraji’s device, there re-
main questions on its applicability in practice. Namely, a review of gradient-free
optimization methods and its suitability for such a task should be conducted.
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