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1 Introduction

Value at Risk (VaR), which measures the portfolio loss that will be exceeded with
probability 7 over a given time period, is a well-known and solidly established measure
for risk management. More formally, VaR forecasting is tantamount to forecasting the
T-quantile of future portfolio returns. As it is an unobserved object, a large literature
exists about how it is measured and how it can be forecast one or more periods in
advance, cf. Duffie and Pan| (1997)), Embrechts et al.| (1999), Embrechts et al. (1997)),
and |Jorion| (2007)).

A first stream of approaches, say Historical Simulations (HS) and Extreme Value
Theory (EVT), assumed that future values of the quantile at short horizons could be
well represented by the recent past behavior of returns; as an example, the VaR in
the HS is calculated as the empirical quantile of the past distribution of returns over
a rolling window of fixed size (a sort of realized measure).

On the wake of the success of GARCH, Stochastic Volatility and Realized Variance
models in forecasting conditional variances, VaR approaches have evolved by adopting
a Stepwise Distribution Modeling (SDM): the standard reference here is the book
by |Christoffersen| (2012)). The idea is that a simple location-scale decomposition of
the portfolio returns allows for the separate modeling of the conditional mean (e.g.
ARMA), the conditional variance (e.g. GARCH) and the 7-quantile of the returns
innovation term thus obtained. While existing SDM approaches have fully exploited
the forecastability of the conditional variance as a major driver of quantile dynamics,
they rely on procedures devised for the original returns to deliver the forecasts of
the innovation quantiles (e.g. HS, EVT, fitting parametric distributions to all data
values, etc).

As an alternative to the SDM approach, Engle and Manganelli (2004)) suggest
for their CAViaR several dynamic specifications of the original return quantiles. In
particular, the Adaptive parameterization may capture shifts in the quantiles not
solely driven by time-varying variances, while other CAViaR specifications are driven
by forcing terms carrying no autonomous quantile information.

Modeling time—varying quantiles separately from volatility dynamics is not present
in the literature. In this paper, we adhere to the SDM framework, and we fill the
existing gap by suggesting suitable dynamics for the quantiles of the innovations.
Rather than referring to generic time-varying quantiles, in presenting our modeling

approaches we focus on new objects of interest, making a distinction between un-



conditional, conditional and actual quantiles. This allows us to highlight that, in
general, the conditional expectation of the actual quantile and the conditional quan-
tile do not coincide[l] Furthermore, our distinction of quantiles allows us to qualify
both the existing and the specifications proposed here as either Direct- or Indirect-
Dynamics approaches. Direct-Dynamics refers to all specifications where the condi-
tional quantile adjustment depends on the past discrepancies between actual- and
conditional-quantilef’} Indirect-Dynamics, first introduced in the Adaptive CAViaR,
adjust the conditional quantiles depending on the differences between past nominal
and empirical rejection frequencies. The value of such distinction is not a mere matter
of taxonomy, since both our simulation study and our empirical analysis point to an
overall superiority of forecasts generated by Indirect-Dynamics specifications.

A problem arises when evaluating competing forecasts, namely the lack of a consis-
tent measure of goodness—of-fit, in the sense of Hansen and Lunde| (2005)) and |Patton
(2011). We face the infeasibility of a root-mean-squared-error (RMSE) measuring the
distance between forecasts and the unobservable underlying conditional quantiles for
which no unbiased proxies exist; the results of a simulation study show that, despite
not possessing ideal theoretical properties, the MAD, induces model rankings very
similar to the consistent but infeasible RMSE.

The empirical application is conducted on the daily returns of the Fama—French 25
value-weighted portfolios from January 2010 to December 2020. The sample is split
into six H-year in-sample periods: model parameters are estimated in each period and
out-of-sample forecasts are generated for the ensuing 1-year period. In—-sample, con-
trary to conditional volatilities which exhibit strong persistence in every sub-period,
we find that conditional quantiles alternate time-variation to constancy. Further-
more, in the case of the 1% VaR’s, filtered innovations are more prone to display
anti-clustering (perhaps as a result of GARCH filtering), that is, the probability of
two consecutive violations is lower than under independence. We model such a feature
by allowing model dynamics to capture negative lag-1 correlations while imposing,
when needed, suitable constraints to avoid unwanted explosive behavior.

Among the novel specifications introduced in the paper, a significant departure
from standard autoregressive modeling is achieved by the Test Tracking (TT), where

a friction is inserted in the updating mechanism by keeping existing quantile pre-

IThis is a major difference relative to what is found in the literature on volatility, where the
conditional expectation of the squared-return (actual) equals the conditional variance.
2To visualize the logic behind Direct-Dynamics specifications, an example would be a GARCH

for the conditional variance of zero-mean returns: o7 = w + (a + B)o?_; + a(ri_, — o2 ;).



dictions, unless in contrast with the empirical evidence. Accordingly, as if guided
by a test, T'T adjusts the predictions only when the empirical frequency of the vi-
olations either falls below (respectively, exceeds) a lower (respectively, an upper)
threshold. Empirically, we find this to be the only model specification to consistently
improve upon constant VaR forecasts (in terms of coverage and independence tests,
see (Christoffersen, 2012, and of our MAD,).

The structure of the paper is the following: in Section[2]we put forth the definitions
of actual, conditional and unconditional quantiles, with a simple illustrative example
in the context of a mixture of distributions. Section [3| sets up existing and new
models within our Direct— and Indirect—Dynamics categories with Section 4] outlining
the estimation strategy. In Section [5] the ability of the specifications in Section [3] to
track conditional T7—quantiles and the merits of MAD, as a measure of goodness—of—fit
are investigated via a long Monte Carlo simulation. Section [6] presents the results of

the empirical application and Section [7| concludes.

2 Actual, Conditional and Unconditional Quan-
tiles

The one-period conditional Value at Risk (VaR) of an investment is the percent-
age loss of the corresponding value that will be exceeded (as a negative value) with
probability 7:

Py (ry <VaRy) =7

where P;_;(-) is the probability of the event evaluated at (¢ — 1), r, the log-returnf|
and VaR, its T-quantile.

The Stepwise Distribution Modeling (SDM) of VaR, followed in this paper, moves
from the location-scale decomposition of the return r; = u; + 0,2, where p; is the

conditional mean, o; the conditional volatility and z; the standardized innovation:

P, , <7“t - Mt < VaR; — (i

) =7 <= Pa(a<c¢g)=T7
Ot Ot

where ¢; is the 7-quantile of z;. The step-by-step modeling of u;, o, and ¢, allows
to reconstruct the VaR as VaR; = pu; + o, Compared to other unconditional

approaches, SDM allows to factor the forecastability of the conditional volatility

3Recall that it is always possible to map the VaR of the log-returns to that of the corresponding
net-returns from the monotonic transformation exp(VaR;) — 1.



(GARCH, Stochastic Volatility or Realized Variance models) into the VaR calcu-
lations. Furthermore, SDM allows to investigate whether VaR; movements may be
explained by the return’s first two conditional moments alone (VaR; = p; + o.c) or
time-varying quantiles are also needed (VaR; = p; + 0y¢y).

When the prediction of the quantiles is in question, it is advisable to recognize that
there are differences between what influences the distribution of z; at time ¢ and what
allows it to be predicted on the basis of what is known at time t — 1. To that end, let
us assume that the standardized innovation z; is the observable variable of interest,
and let its cumulative distribution function F'(z;|w;) depend on the realization of a
generic vector of contemporary latent random factors w;. As customary, then, we
are interested in the possibility that some observable variables, x;_ 1, belonging to
the information set at time ¢ — 1, may be relevant in predicting the w; one-step
ahead, given their role in determining the shape of the distribution of z;: thus, the
conditional probability density function g(w;|x;_1) is different from its unconditional
pdf f(wi) = §g(we|zi—1)h(z4—1)dzi—1, where h(z;_;) is the pdf of ;.

It is therefore convenient to represent the conditional distribution F'(z¢|x;—1) of 2

conditional on x;_, as:

F(z|zi—q) = JF(zt|wt)g(wt|xt_1)dwt =E; 1 [F(z|wi)]

where, from now on, E; ; indicates taking expectations conditional on z;_;. To

complete the definitions, the unconditional distribution F(z;) is given by:

F(z) = fF(zt|xt_1)h(xt_1)dmt_1 =E[F(z|zi1)]

_ f Fz]wr) f(wp)dwr = E[F(z]w,)]

In what follows, we will call F'(z;|w;) the actual distribution, F'(z;|z;—1) the conditional
distribution, and F'(z;) the unconditional distribution of the variable of interest z;.

As an illustrative example of the above setup, let us consider a case where the w;
are non—negative random weights {wi,t}ij\il (summing to one at each t) for a mixture
of distributions {P;(z)}> ,. Then:

1=

Fziwr) = Z wi i Pi(2t), (1)
F(z|zi-1) = Z B [wid] Pi(21), (2)
F(z) = Z E [wit] Pi(2t) (3)
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In the literature on conditional heteroskedasticity, similar concepts are familiar: given
ry = 042, with z; ~ (0, 1), the actual squared-return is o222, the conditional squared-
return is E; 1 [r?] = o7 and E[r?] = 02 is the unconditional squared-return. Further-
more, assuming that o7 follows a GARCH(1,1) process, it follows that B, ;[r?] =
E[rf|zi—1] where z}_y = (r{_, 07 ).

As it is relevant in what follows, we extend the definitions to the corresponding

actual, conditional and unconditional quantiles, as:
e the unobservable actual T-quantile ¢; satisfies F'(q:|w:) = 7;

e the conditional T-quantile ¢; satisfies F'(¢;|x;_1) = 7, and it is the main object

of interest for time t — 1 predictions;
e the unconditional T-quantile ¢ satisfies F(c) = 7.

Given the same 7, the actual quantile ¢;(7) = F~!(7|w;) may be written in terms
of (1) = F 1 (7|xe_q):

¢ = co+ [FH(Tlw) — F N (7]a)] -

Although B [F(z|w;)] = F(z|2i1), in general By [F~(7|wy)] # F~'(7]x4-1), s0
that when forming expectations of the actual quantile ¢; conditional on x; 1, a bias

b; term for ¢; arises, that is,
Ei 1 [q] = ce + b (4)

where by = Ey_y [F7(7]wy)] — F~H(7|z-1).

For the mixture example, with details available in Appendix [A] a graphical ap-
praisal of the differences arising among the probability density functions derived
from the distributions, namely, f(z:|w;), f(z¢|zi—1), and f(z;), with the corresponding

quantiles is provided in Figure [1|f]

3 Modeling Quantile Dynamics

In order to specify the dynamics of ¢;, in the literature one encounters methods

which we classify as Direct-Dynamics models, in that they provide autoregressive

4In the case examined, the easiest assessment of the magnitude of the bias in Equation is when
closed-form solutions to the quantiles of interest exist, i.e., in the chosen design, when 7 < 0.009:
conditional on ;1 = 1, E;_1[q:(7)] = 1+1.2In2+In5+1In7, ¢;(7) = 1+In5+In7and by (7) = 1.2In 2
(in other cases, not always a constant). When 7 = 0.005, we thus have E;_;[¢:(0.005)] ~ —1.8571,
¢:(0.005) ~ —2.6889 and b;(0.005) ~ 0.8318.



Figure 1: Mixture of distributions example (cf. Appendix . (a) the actual pdf
f(ztlws = 0.2); (b) the conditional pdf f(z:|xi—1 = 1); (c) the unconditional pdf f(z).
Blue and red vertical lines identify the 5% and 1% quantiles, respectively.

(a) Actual f(z¢|wr = 0.2) (b) Condit. f(z|zi—1 =1) (¢) Unconditional f(z)

schemes involving past ¢;’s. Given their unobservability, they resort to some form of
proxy from past observable time series. A separate strain falls under the category of
Indirect-Dynamics, where specifications exploit the information that comes from past
violations of the conditional quantiles and amounts to providing an updating rule
over current prediction. In what follows, we provide a taxonomy of existing methods
within the framework we suggested and advance some novel specifications in both

classes of dynamics.

3.1 Direct-Dynamics

Direct-Dynamics consist of a specification where the conditional quantiles ¢; de-
pend on lagged actual quantiles {¢_;}7,. Since the actual quantiles are not directly
observable, a feasible direct-dynamics specification of ¢; requires the lagged ¢;’s to be
estimated or proxied, as done by the popular historical simulations (Christoffersen,

2012), from the time series of past observable variables.

3.1.1 Historical Simulations

The (baseline) Historical Simulation (HS; among others, cf. Hendricks, |1996) esti-
mates ¢;_; over a window of the past N standardized observations {z;_,})_,. Linear
interpolation is used in the estimate, ¢;_;, whenever the empirical quantile falls be-
tween two observationsﬂ As with other non-parametric methods, N regulates the

trade—off between the variance and the bias in ¢;_; by giving more or less weight to

5Specifically,
Gio1 = 29 + (7N — |7N]) (zM) — 20)

where | | is the floor function, I = |[TN|+ 1, h = |7N| + 2 and 2 is the i-th of the {21},
sorted in ascending order.



the most recent and presumably most informative observations. Generally adopted
window lengths are N = 250 and N = 1000, leading to the HS250 and HS1000
estimates, respectively, and we adhere to this choice.

The Weighted Historical Simulation (WHS; |Bodoukh et all 1998) is an extension
which assigns relatively more weight to the most recent observations.ﬁ In our imple-
mentation of WHS, we make use of all available data by setting N = t — 1 while for A
we adopt the standard values of 0.95 and 0.99 in WHS95 and WHS99, respectively.

When forecasting the conditional quantile ¢;, the usual implementation of these
approaches is based on ¢; = ¢;_1, which stems from the following two assumptions:
first, the actual quantiles follow a random walk, so that E,_; [¢;] = ¢;—1; second, the
bias b; in Equation is zero (¢; = q1—1).

3.1.2 Generalized Autoregressive Conditional Quantiles

Inspired by the successful stationary GARCH parameterizations, a class of Gen-
eralized Autoregressive Conditional Quantiles (GARCQ) can be devised for the con-
ditional quantiles ¢;. In particular, the GARCQ(1,1) dynamics is given by:

= w+ agi_1 + Bci_q (5)

with @« 20, > 0and (o + ) < 1.|Z] To make it operational, ¢;_; is chosen as the
4,1 in WHS99.

3.2 Indirect-Dynamics

Within the class of Indirect-Dynamics we comprise specifications of conditional
quantiles ¢; that depend on lagged empirical rejection frequencies. The idea behind

these modeling approaches is to update ¢; by adjusting the previous ¢;_; on the basis

6In particular, given X € (0, 1), the weight A, associated to z,, with r € [t — N, ¢ — 1], is given by
A= (1= AN)=1(1 — A)A!=1=". The observations z, are then sorted in ascending order along with
their weights A.. From the resulting sort, let x define the estimated probabilities p; and pj, according
to pr = Y7 AD <7 and o, = S7AD > 7 Letting 2 and 2 be the sorted observations
associated to the probabilities p; and py,, respectively, the WHS estimated quantile is given by:

R ORI By O B O))
Ph— D1

Although weighting the observations by A, makes the choice of N less crucial, WHS neither specifies
N nor the parameter .

"Although the empirical analysis will focus on the GARCQ(1,1), it is straightforward to consider
additional lags or altogether different parameterizations. For example, a loe-GARCH(1,1) analogue
(Gewekel, 1986]) could be parameterized as In|c¢;| = w + aln|g—1]| + Bln|ci—1| and ¢; = —|ei| with
az0,=20and (a+8) < 1.



the discrepancy between the nominal 7 and the empirical frequency p;_; of quantile
violations accrued up to time (¢t — 1).

The approach is derived from the fact that actual quantiles ¢;_; and probabilities
F(c¢;—1|wi—1) can be substituted for one another. As a matter of fact, assuming strictly
positive differentiability of F'(¢;_1|wi_1), we can resort to the mean-value theorem to
express F(q_1|wi—1) = F(ci—1|wi—1)+F' (¢4 |wi—1)-(gt—1—ci—1), where ¢} | is a convex
combination of ¢, and Ct—l Defining 6,y = [F ’(q;“_1|wt_1)]71 and rearranging
terms yields:

Q-1 — C—1 = O [7' - F(Ct—l‘wt—l)] . (6)

Therefore, while Direct-Dynamics relies on the LHS of Equation @, with the need
to choose a window of observations to make it operational (as seen before), Indirect—
Dynamics uses F'(¢;_1|w;_1), with two main advantages: first, it depends on ¢;_; which
is model generated and readily available; second, an unbiased proxy of F'(¢;_1|w;_1)

exists in the form of the indicator function d;,_; = Il[zt71<6t71].|?|

3.2.1 CAViaR

Indirect-Dynamics specification was popularized by the Conditional Autoregres-
sive VaR (CAViaR) of Engle and Manganelli (2004)) where an autoregressive dynamics

of the conditional quantile ¢; is assumed. In the Adaptive CAViaR we have:

¢ =c1 —af{[l+exp(Glz1— aa )]t - T}, (7)

with @ > 0. As a proxy of F(c¢;_1|wi—1), the CAViaR employs a logistic approxi-
mation (with G set equal to 10) to the indicator function d;—y = 1p;,_, <], with
the main advantage to be continuous with respect to ¢;_1, which somewhat simplifies
the estimation procedure. On the downside, the logistic approximation introduces a
bias in the probability of exceeding the quantile. Specifically, since ¢;_; is such that
F(cia|zis) = 7, it follows that E;_5 {[1 + exp (G [z_1 — ct_l])]_l} # 7, with the
magnitude of the bias being inversely related to G.

Although this CAViaR parameterization was originally specified to model the
quantiles of non-standardized observationﬂ, the specification of Equation may

8By the definitions of quantiles, F'(g} ;|w:—1) > 0.

“Recall that Ey_5 [11,, ¢, 1] = Flci—1|ze—z) = 7.

10Tn [Engle and Manganelli| (2004)) there are other CAViaR specifications: the Symmetric Absolute
Value, the Asymmetric Slope and the Indirect GARCH(1,1) are parameterizations capturing changes
in the quantiles that are exclusively driven by time-varying conditional variances. In particular, the
conditional expectations in (¢t — 1) of the forcing terms in ¢ are: o1z, 0¢E¢—1[2¢11.,<07] and



equally well be applied to modeling the quantiles of the standardized innovations z;.
Such CAViaR specification is neither mean-reverting (¢, has a unit coefficient) nor

does it provide a value for the unconditional quantile.

3.2.2 QPI: Quantile-Probability Indicator

Switching from actual quantiles to empirical frequencies by substituting Equation
(6) in the GARCQ(1,1) of Equation () and reparameterizing, leads to a specification

with a time-varying parameter that maps probabilities to quantiles:
¢ =w+ap 1|1 —F(ei_1|wi—1)] + Bera

Setting o1 = « and replacing the unobservable F'(¢;_|w;_1) with the unbiased proxy

di—1 = L[z, <c,_,]> gives the QPI specification:
c=w+a(T—dq)+ P (8)

with 0 < 8 < 1 and a > 0. Since |}j_, a; (7 —d;—1-;) | is bounded by >77_, [l

which does not depend on {¢;—1_; }j’ stationarity conditions for the general (p,q)

=1’
specification coincide with those of the autoregressive components > 7 . Bic;_1—;.

3.2.3 Violations Tracking

Specifications with lagged quantile violations as forcing terms tend to induce os-
cillations in the predicted quantiles ¢;: by analogy with the field of digital signal
processing (e.g. Horowitz and Hill, |2015)), we will refer to them as parasitic oscilla-
tions. Such unappealing feature can be easily discussed in the context of the QPI
model of Equation . In particular, consider the case in which the true quantiles
are locally constant at ¢ for ¢ € [T}, T3] and the filtered quantile at T is e, = c.
It follows that, on average, there would be (77! — 1) consecutive periods in which

1., <c,,] = 0. Over such periods, the quantile dynamics reduce to:

¢ =w+ar+ fe_q

o? for the Symmetric Absolute Value, Asymmetric Slope and Indirect GARCH(1,1), respectively.
Given that the factors multiplying the functions of the conditional variance are generally uninfor-
mative about the 7-quantile of z;, the CAViaR specifications employing such forcing terms should
be regarded as GARCH processes rescaled by a constant value of the z; quantile of interest, and
thus will not be considered in what follows. Simulations studies, not presented here, have confirmed
that these parameterizations cannot track time-varying quantiles of z;.



which implies the geometric reversion of ¢; to (1— )~ (w+a7) up until the occurrence
of a violation [T]

We propose a Violations Tracking procedure aimed at reducing parasitic oscilla-
tions induced by the low frequency with which, under normal circumstances, predicted
quantiles are violated. To begin with, let us consider the exponentially-weighted es-

timator p; 1 of the frequency with which given quantiles {ct,l,i};’io are violated:

g
Pror = (1= X) D Ndioas = Mpra + (1 = N)dis 9)
i=0

with A € (0,1). The idea behind this approach is to adjust the quantile ¢; only when
the discrepancy between the violation frequency p;_; and the nominal 7 should be
attributed to real movements in the underlying true quantile, rather than being a

random fluctuation.
The information content of p,_; is exploited in the following two conditional quan-

tiles parameterizations.

TT: Test Tracking This approach consists of adjusting the quantile ¢; only when,
for a nominal 7, the observed violation frequency p;_; of Equation @ exceeds a
range [0;,0;] of tolerable fluctuation. Loosely speaking, falling below 6, means that
the chosen quantile does not produce enough violations for the given nominal level 7
and hence signals a need to increase it (low side); by contrast, exceeding 6, means
that too many violations are present and hence a decrease of the quantile is in order
(high side). An intrinsic asymmetry is present, due to the nature of the problem: a
long string of no violations has a different meaning than a few consecutive violations;
for example, for 7 = 1%, ninety-nine consecutive zero violations is likely, whereas two
consecutive ones are less so.

To make this procedure operational, we treat the thresholds #; and 6 as param-
eters and we suggest two functions for the adjustment on the low side, ¢, € (0, 1], re-
spectively, the high side ¢y, € [1, +00). In principle, we could think that the size of the
adjustment may depend on lagged observables at time t—1i.e. ¢, = (Ci-1,Ct2,--.),
21’ = (211, 212, - - .), resulting in ¢y(c—1, 213 8) and ¢p(ci—1, 215 3), with a vector

of parameters 5. However, to reduce the number of parameters to be estimated, we

HDespite the additional smoothing provided by the logistic function, it may be shown that para-
sitic oscillations are also present in the CAViaR’s predicted quantiles.

10



formally set a baseline specification in general terms:

di(ci-1, 201, B) e A proa <6
G = ¢ i Pio1 € [0, 0] (10)

On(Ci-1, 2-1, Bu) -1 if D1 > Oy
where, specifically, we simply set ¢;(ci—1, 2e-1,5;) = F and ¢p(ci—1, ze-1, Bn) = DB,
with 0 < §; < 1 < 8. This implies that when p;_; < 0, the quantile is increased by

By, and, analogously, when p; 1 > ), the quantile is decreased by Sj. This specification

can be compactly rewritten as

¢o=coa[L+di (B = 1) +df (B —1)] (11)

where, in general,
d = 11[p, < 6] dl = 1[p > 6] (12)

One way to further motivate the approach stems from the consideration that the
tolerance region [0, 0] is closely related to the acceptance region of a test of the
null hypothesis Hy : E[p;1|c;1] = 7 versus Hy : E[p;1|c;1] # 7. This falls within
the class of unconditional coverage tests suggested by [Kupiec (1995) (cf. Ch.13.2 in
Christoffersen), [2012) with the peculiarity here that the exponential smoothing deriva-
tion of p;_; complicates the determination of the functional form of the distribution
of the test statistic[l] Since there is a one-to-one correspondence between the critical
values of the test and 6#; and 6, working with the latter allows to treat the issue

within an estimation framework.

MT: Multiplicative Tracking The Test Tracking just examined provides the
dynamics of not directly observable time-varying quantities (similarly to what is done
for conditional variance models), specified in terms of five parameters in its baseline
specification: A in Equation @, the thresholds 6;, 6, and the adjustment parameters
01, Br. To hedge against the possibility of weakly identified parameters giving rise to
multiple local extrema in estimation, noisy filtered values of the quantiles and poor
forecasts, we suggest an alternative updating criterion of ¢; < 0, V¢, doing away with
the dependence on the parameters 6, and 6, in Equation and the logic behind
the thresholds. To that end we propose a Multiplicative Tracking specification:

1+ P
c = {1 + aln (#)] “Ct—1, (13)

I2Notice that each of the z’s in p,_; is sampled from a potentially different distribution and the
exponential smoothing in Equation @ does not allow to appeal to a Central Limit Theorem.

11



where 0 < a < [In(1+7)]™"; the choice of the term in parentheses ensures the desired

direction of adjustment, that is, ¢; < ¢;_; when p;_; > 7, and vice versa.

4 Estimation

Parameters of the quantile specifications in Section |3 are estimated from the min-

imization of the asymmetric Mean Absolute Deviation loss:

T

1
MAD, = - e =) (7= Liz<er) - (14)

t=1

Introduced by Koenker and Bassett| (1978)), quantile regressions have been extended
to time-series models by |[Bloomfield and Steiger| (1983) and to autoregressions by
Koul and Saleh| (1995) and Koenker and Zhao| (1996)). Asymptotic theory for nonlin-
ear models with independent innovations has been derived by Oberhofer (1982) and
Powell (1983), among others, while consistency and asymptotic normality results in
the case of nonlinear dynamic models are due to |[Weiss (1991) and [Mukherjee| (1999).
Building on such results, [Engle and Manganelli (2004)) provide conditions for the con-
sistency and asymptotic normality of the parameter estimates of dynamic quantile
models.

The discontinuities in render derivative-based optimization of the estima-
tion criterion infeasible: in what follows, we resort to adaptive simulated annealing
(proposed by [Ingber], 1993, 2000) to minimize the MAD, loss function in (14)), using
several random starting values to avoid local extremal[™|

In view of our experience with the empirical application, discussed below, it must
be said that estimation of dynamic quantile specifications is very challenging due
to the step-function nature of the estimation criterion. While the adopted simulated
annealing does bypass the differentiability issues of other optimizers, it too is impeded

in its search by the numerous flat spots on the criterion’s surface. In the end, the

13In general, the adopted annealing schedule proposes candidate moves from a random-walk of the
model’s parameters with Gaussian increments of variance d,,. The evaluation of k candidate moves
(per parameter) is carried out at the constant temperature 7, and is followed by the assessment
of the acceptance ratio a,. In particular, if a, > ¢a,—1, where ¢ € (0,1), the algorithm loops
back, unaltered, to evaluate the successive k candidate moves. Instead, if a, < ¢a,_1, both the
temperature and the increments’ variance are adjusted: T,4+1 = M7, and 6,411 = A2d,, where
A1 € (0,1) and Ag € (0,1). In the estimation of dynamic quantile models, we set dg = 1, k£ = 50,
¢ = 0.5, A\; = A = 0.95. The convergence criterion (stopping of the algorithm) is specified for the
increments’ variance as 0min = 1077. Thus, the initial temperature Ty is selected case by case so
that when 6,, < dmin the temperature T,, » 0 is still well above zero.
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large number of necessary random starting values of the search algorithm blurred the

boundary between simulated annealing and a fine random grid-search.

5 Quantile Tracking Evaluation

The ability of the specifications in Section [3| to track time—varying 7—quantiles is
investigated via a long Monte Carlo simulation (full details of the data generating
process are presented in Appendix of the standardized innovations {z,}5_,, with
S = 107. Figure [2| displays three subsets of 5,000 draws for z,, together with the
underlying 7-quantiles c,, left—to-right corresponding to 7 = {10%, 5%, 1%} (in blue
— one cycle of the sine function each). Notice that, at each time s, the variable z; can
take only three values. Moreover, what may appear as clustering of the z; in Figure

does not correspond to a time-varying volatility since V(z,) = 1, VSE

Figure 2: For given 7 = 10%, 5%, 1%, typical realizations of z; simulated from the data
generating process (5,000 draws) defined by Equations and , together with the
corresponding true 7 quantiles, ¢s (in blue). Different scales on the vertical axis.

(a) 7 =10% (b) 7 =5% (c) 7=1%
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The simulated values of z, can be used to derive the corresponding one—step
ahead predictions ¢, for each of the nine specifications of Section |3 (estimated when
needed). From a visual perspective, the corresponding tracking of the 5% quantile
over the subset of 5,000 simulations is plotted in Figure E Notably, for the Direct-
Dynamics approaches considered (panels (a) to (e)), the predictions ¢, are often zero
while the true ¢, « 0: this is attributable to the low frequency with which z; < 0 are

encountered in the right-most portion of the sinusoidal. By contrast, for the Indirect-

14This is confirmed empirically, as the simulated z2 do not display significant autocorrelations nor
do GARCH specifications estimated on zg exhibit statistically significant parameters beyond the
intercept.

15The simulations are selected to exhibit a pattern in line with what is discussed below as a
comment to Table[ll Similar results for 7 = 10% (Figure 4 and for 7 = 1% (Figure[5)) are shown in
Appendix |g
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Dynamics approaches (panels (f) to (h)) such large mispredictions are absent and the

predicted quantile dynamics display a substantially less erratic behavior.

Figure 3: Time series of true (in blue) and predicted (in black) quantiles for all Direct-
and Indirect-Dynamics approaches considered when 7 = 5%.
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The distance between the predicted and the true quantiles is accuratelyﬁ measured
by the RMSH| in the first three columns (for each 7) of Table [I] where the first
row corresponds to a constant predicted quantile. All Direct-Dynamics approaches
exhibit RMSE’s that are larger than that of the constant quantile, confirming the
visual assessment that all Historical Simulations and GARCQ generate particularly
erratic predictions. The RMSE confirms the superior tracking ability of the Indirect-
Dynamics approaches (the worst performing Indirect-Dynamics displays a RMSE that
is no less than 50% smaller than that of the constant quantile) and, within this group,

the distinguished performance of TT’s tracking.

16Estimated parameter uncertainty is not a factor in the comparisons, given the size of the simu-
lated sample.
1"The RMSE satisfies the rank-invariance conditions of [Hansen and Lunde| (2005) and Patton|

@011
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Table 1: By column: in boldface the best performance; starred the best performance
within the sub-group.

‘ ‘ RMSE(cs, ¢s) H MAD; (25, ¢5) H Coverage H RMSE(7;,7) ‘

‘ Model ‘ 10% 5% 1%

10% 5% 1%

10% 5% 1% 10% 5% 1%

const 0.5250  0.8505  2.2335 | 0.1786  0.1214  0.0517 || 0.1000  0.0500  0.0100 || 0.0749  0.0460  0.0113
HS250 0.7548  1.0834  2.8187 | 0.1639 0.1060  0.0394 || 0.1189  0.0860  0.0431 0.1335  0.1184  0.0851
HS1000 | 0.5475* 0.8517* 2.4247* || 0.1773  0.1201  0.0502 || 0.0977  0.0602  0.0191 0.1053* 0.0769  0.0355
WHS95 | 0.8725 1.2372  2.9544 | 0.1353 0.0773 0.0255 || 0.1215 0.0002  0.0000 | 0.1500  0.0500* 0.0100*
WHS99 | 0.7015  0.9996 24726 | 0.1560 0.0980 0.0316 || 0.1185 0.0830  0.0000 | 0.1367  0.1173  0.0100*
GARCQ | 0.6974  0.9964  2.4723 || 0.1559  0.0978  0.0316 | 0.1000 0.0500 0.0100 | 0.1150 0.0654  0.0153

CAViaR | 0.2427 0.3427 1.0766 || 0.1682  0.1093  0.0432 | 0.0666  0.0292  0.0060 | 0.0692 0.0365 0.0081

QPI 0.1923  0.2497 09135 | 0.1644 0.1065 0.0432 || 0.0640 0.0295 0.0062 || 0.0545 0.0287 0.0063
TT 0.0157 0.0733 0.7365 || 0.1622* 0.1046* 0.0420* || 0.0636 ~ 0.0394  0.0101* || 0.0569 0.0273 0.0089
MT 0.0177  0.2051  1.1159 | 0.1624 0.1051  0.0427 || 0.1008* 0.0505* 0.0102 || 0.0662 0.0296  0.0079

Contrary to the RMSE, which is an infeasible measure in real applications due
to the unobservability of the true quantiles ¢y, the MAD, estimation criterion of
Equation ([14) is a feasible measure based on predicted quantiles ¢, and observables
Zs-

Although the MAD, is not a consistent measure for model rankings (it fails to
satisfy the conditions of Hansen and Lunde, 2005; [Patton, 2011)), when we predict
quantiles for standard values of 7, it may be expected to be positively correlated
with the RMSE, as shown in Appendix [D] Therefore, for each model, we calculate
40,000 MAD, and RMSE measurements over non-overlapping sub-samples of 250
observations to mimic the forecasting window of one-year in the empirical application.
The frequencies with which the two criteria agree in the pairwise comparisons are
reported in Table [J, where we observe that the rankings induced by the MAD, on
the constant and the Indirect-Dynamics are very similar to those of the RMSE, while
this is less true of Direct-Dynamics.

As a point of reference for the entries therein, we set up a similar setting for com-
peting conditional variance modelﬂ: when comparing two RMSEs, one considering
the true variance, the second considering squared returns, both relative to predicted
variances, the agreement frequencies are between 0.6425 and 0.7150. The results in

Table [2| are thus encouraging, since in the conditional variance exercise both losses

18 As a check—up analysis on this more familiar ground, we generate artificial returns with condi-
tional variances that evolve according to the same sinusoidal pattern used for the quantiles. Esti-
mated GARCH, IGARCH and TGARCH models are then ranked relative to one another in pairwise
comparisons.
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are RMSEs, and the second RMSE is calculated on a noisy but unbiased proxy of the
conditional variance (the squared-return), while for the MAD, loss in the quantile
results, an analogous proxy does not even exist.

Furthermore, given that the MAD, appears to be skewed in favor of the Direct-
Dynamics and in particular of the WHS95, we calculate the agreement frequencies
in the pairwise comparisons of a Direct- versus an Indirect-Dynamics model when
the MAD, favors an Indirect-Dynamics specification. As shown in Table 3| whenever
an Indirect-Dynamics model is selected by the MAD,, the rate of agreement of the
infeasible RMSE is generally above 90%. To synthesize these results, therefore, we
maintain that the MAD, may be used in pairwise comparisons to rank the constant
and Indirect-Dynamics specifications, but caution is needed when considering also
Direct-Dynamics specifications. In such a case, in fact, while the preference provided
by the MAD, in favor of an Indirect-Dynamics model over a Direct-Dynamics is gen-
erally shared by the RMSE, when it prefers a Direct-Dynamics model, the agreement
with the RMSE falls to more or less half of the times.

In-sample coverages S Y 1., <z, of the predicted quantiles are reported in the
third set of columns of Table [I] which signal that exact coverages of the nominal
7 are found for the constant quantile and the GARCQ only. This is the result of
the estimator’s first-order condition associated to the intercept when the dynamic
specification of the quantiles does not contain an endogenous forcing Variablem For
the same reason, such exact in-sample coverages should not be expected for the his-
torical simulation approaches (random-walk dynamics with no intercept) or for the
Indirect-Dynamics (forcing terms contain lags of the endogenous variable).

To shed more light on coverage, we split the simulated series into 4-10* subsamples
of 250 observations each (mimicking roughly one year of daily data), calculate the
empirical coverage 7; in each subsample ¢ and report the resulting RMSE(7;, 7) in
the last set of columns in Table [} As a benchmark, consider the case in which the
predicted quantiles coincide with the true c,: the violations will be i.i.d. Bernoulli
random variables with probability 7 and E[7;] = 7 and V[m;] = 7(1 — 7)/250, so
that, for nominal probabilities of 10%, 5% and 1%, the reference RMSE(7;, 7) values
are equal to 0.0190, 0.0138 and 0.0063, respectively. Empirically, we find that all

19For the constant, such a condition is trivially satisfied. For the GARCQ of Equation :
Ocs/0w = 1 + Bdcs_1/0w which, for large s, is such that dc,/dw ~ (1 — B)~! and in turn
limg_,00 S71 Y, []l[zs<cs] — T] = 0. As a counterexample, for the QPI of Equation which con-
tains an endogenous forcing term, dcs/0w = 1 + Bdcs_1/0w — addy—1/dw which does not yield the
orthogonality condition limg_,, S~! D []l[zsqs] - 7'] = 0. This holds even in the limit, where the
discontinuous proxy d;—1 may be replaced with the actual distribution in ¢ — 1.
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Direct-Dynamics specifications (including the GARCQ despite its exact unconditional
coverage) exhibit more sub-sample coverage departures from nominal than those of the
constant quantile: exceptions occur for the weighted historical simulations when 7 =
1%. Indirect-Dynamics display the smallest RMSE(7;, 7), in line with their superior
tracking abilities. Therefore, while better tracking does translate into rejection rates
that are closer to nominal at each point in time, it does not necessarily imply that

rejection rates are closer to nominal over the entire period.

6 Empirical Analysis

The conditional quantiles of stock market investments are studied on the daily
returns of the Fama-French 25 value-weighted portfoliosF_G] which represent a wide
spectrum of diversification, ranging from 28 to 611 firms in the 5-5 and 1-5 portfolios,
respectively, with a median of 94 firms in the 5-1 portfolio. The time series of each
of the 25 portfolios contain 11 years of daily returns from January 2010 to December
2020 for a total of 2769 days. We follow |Andersen et al. (2011), among others,
in recognizing the need for a balance between a realistic length for the estimation
window, the possible instability of the coefficients, and a long enough out-of-sample
period for evaluation. We thus split the overall sample into six 5-year in-sample
periods (2010-2014, 2011-2015, 2012-2016, 2013-2017, 2014-2018, 2015-2019), with
about 1500 observations each. The conditional quantile specifications of Section [3| are
estimated on the specified in-sample periods and the ensuing out-of-sample forecasts
are computed for the following year (about 252 observations, for a total of about 1250
out-of-sample observations).

The series of log-returns are calculated from the net returns of the Fama-French
portfolios. After subtracting the sample means from each series, in modeling the
conditional variances we adhere to the choice of a GJR-GARCH(1,1) (Glosten et al.,
1993) made by |[Hansen and Lunde| (2005)), due to the superior forecasting performance
of the (1,1) specification, the asymmetric response of volatility to shocks and the good
overall fit to the data. Thus, the standardized returns z;, to be used in the quantile
specifications of Section |3 are defined as z;; = o5, tl (ri+ —7;) where 7; is the in-sample

average return and o2, are the conditional variances (fitted, in-sample and one-step-

20They are constructed, at the end of each June, from the intersection of five portfo-
lios formed on size and five portfolios formed on the ratio of book- to market-equity con-
sidering all NYSE, AMEX and NASDAQ stocks. Data source is Kenneth French’s site
https://mba.tuck.dartmouth.edu/pages/faculty/ken.french/data_library.html
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ahead forecasts, out-of-sample).

6.1 In—sample Evidence

We test for the in-sample (IS) presence of time-varying conditional quantiles by
performing a signed-likelihood ratio test of independence (sLRT). Originally proposed
by (Christoffersen| (1998) as an out-of-sample backtesting procedure, the independence
test is here employed in-sample to test for quantile clustering in a manner akin to
the test for volatility clustering via the Ljung-Box test statistic. The sLRT statistic
assumes a positive (respectively, negative) value when the in-sample frequency of a
violation being followed by another violation is higher (respectively, lower) than the
nominal 7. When the statistic is negative we talk about anti—clustering, because
violations tend to be followed by a non-violation. Given that in the empirical ap-
plication 7T is not particularly large, rather than relying on Gaussianity (for fixed
7 and T — o), we prefer to calculate the one-sided p-values of the sSLRT over 108
simulations under the null of independence, which also capture distributional asym-
metry.

Results of the tests are reported in Table [ where we limit ourselves to report
positive significant sLRT in red, and negative significant sLRT in blue, darker color
tones indicating rejections at higher significance levels. Interestingly, the IS periods
considered exhibit all possible testing outcomes: sparse anti-clustering in the first IS
period (2010-2014), no-clustering in the second period (2011-2015) and clustering of
the violations in the four sub-periods covering the years from 2012 to 2019. Therefore,
in the IS periods exhibiting clustering (anti—clusterz’ng)@, it is possible to improve
upon the constant VaR by decreasing (increasing) the conditional quantile after every
violation. Although less clear-cut, not rejecting independence in the (2011-2015)
period does not necessarily rule out the possibility of improvements upon the constant
VaR.

21Tn particular, letting VaR; be the true T-quantile and VaR{ its (¢t — 1)—conditional prediction,
it follows that P,_1(z < VaR{) > 7 when VaR/ > VaR, and P;_;(z; < VaR]) < 7 when VaR{ <
VaR,. Clearly, a persistent misalignment between VaR{ and VaR; translates in an equally persistent
probability of VaR violations that differs from the nominal 7 and which is likely to lead to the
rejection of independence.

18



6.2 Model Extensions to Capture Anti—clustering

Since the lag-1 specifications of Section |3| cannot capture anti-clustering without
giving rise to implausible OOS behaviorﬂ, we include a second lag in the proposed
parameterizationﬂ in the presence of a negative lag-1 coefficient oy, a lag-2 positive
coefficient s, with ay + as = 0, eliminates the problem. Therefore, we add the term
iaqi—o to the Equation for the GARCQ); the term (7 — d;_5) to the Equation
for the QPI; the term as[In(1 + p;—2) — In(1 + 7)] within the square brackets of
the Equation for the MT.

For the T'T, we adopt a parsimonious parameterization to incorporate the lag-
2 information. Beginning with the compact representation of the T'T dynamics in
Equations (11))-(12)), lag-2 information is included multiplicatively according to:

o =cor [L+d 3 (B =1 +d (B — D] [L+d (87 = 1)+ dy (8" — 1)

where the inverse coefficients 3, L and By, I capture the opposing effects induced at
lags 1 and 2 as well as leaving the predicted quantile unchanged at ¢;_; in the case
of conflicting signals, such as when d\_; = d. , = 1 or d? ;, = d" , = 1. While in
the lag 1 specification the coefficient constraint §; < 1 < [}, is needed to preserve
interpretation, in the lag 2 model the ranking between (§; < (3, is no longer obvious,

so that we remove it, leaving data to decide.

6.3 Model Selection

Each of the nine dynamic specifications, for each estimation window (six) and
portfolio (twenty-five), is first evaluated IS against the constant quantile. Specifically,
expressing the log-likelihood [ of Asymmetric Laplace Distributed (see Keming and
Zhang| (2005) and Koenker and Machado| (1999), among others) observations with
location ¢, scale ¢ and asymmetry parameter 7, as a function of MAD, gives | =
Thn[r(1 —7)] = Tlno — To~'MAD,. After replacing the scale parameter with its

maximum-likelihood estimator 6 =MAD.,, the usual Information Criteria take the

22 A negative lag-1 coefficient implies that the forecasts of the quantiles move toward zero the more
the actual quantiles (negative in sign) move away from zero for Direct Dynamics; the forecasts of
the quantiles move toward zero the higher the frequency of violations for Indirect Dynamics.

23CAViaR has been purposely left unchanged because adding lags is at odds with its parsimonious
parameterization (zero intercept and unit autoregressive coefficient) and the ensuing advantages,
such as ease of estimation, smaller estimator variance, relatively low probability of misinterpreting
noise for signal, etc. Should more flexibility be needed, we suggest adding lags to the QPI, essentially
an unconstrained CAViaR with an indicator function in place of the logistic.
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form:

IC(T, k) = 2T In MAD, + p(T, k)

where p(T, k) is the penalty term and & the number of estimated parameters. For the
Akaike Information Criterion (AIC) the penalty is 2k while for the Bayes (BIC), it is

a more conservative kln 7.

6.4 Model Performance Evaluation

When the constant quantile is selected IS (in each of the 150 cases) by the AIC@
the corresponding OOS MAD, of the model is set equal to that of the constant. The
frequency with which this occurs is reported in the Tie columns of Table [f, showing
that most models are seldom AIC-preferred to the constant. At opposite ends of the
spectrum are the WHS95, never selected, and the TT, selected 57%, 67% and 95% of
the instances, respectively, for the 10%, 5% and 1% VaR. The Win and Lose columns
report the frequency with which the model forecasts produce OOS MAD, that are,
respectively, lower and higher than that of the constant quantile. The Win to Lose
ratio W/L is reported in each subpanel of Table All Direct Dynamics, which include
the popular historical simulations, and the MT have W/L ratios substantially lower
than one, while the CAViaR and QPI have generally better ratios. The TT is the
only parameterization that yields W/L greater than unity for any 7: 3.25, 3.55 and
2.11 for the 10%, 5% and 1% VaR, respectively.

Gains connected to switching from a constant- to a dynamic-quantile specifica-
tion are shown in Table [6] where the columns On contain the frequency with which
each model is AIC-selected IS (and hence its forecasts are used OOS in place of the

constant quantile). Two other columns report the annualized returnﬂ demanded by

24We discuss results pertaining to OOS forecasts generated either by a given dynamic specification
or the constant quantile based on the outcome selected by the AIC. When using the BIC, IS model
selection always favors the constant quantile, and hence no further analysis is performed.

25Consider two cost components associated to the VaR, of a given investment. The first, Cy(c; —
zt), is the cost of a violation, encompassing all costs incurred by the investor as a result of a liquidity
shortage, where Cy is the marginal cost of a violation. The second, Cnv(2: — ¢;), is the cost of
a non-violation, summarizing all investment opportunities foregone (e.g. larger than needed cash
reserves, inadequate leverage, etc.), with Cxy the marginal cost of a non-violation. For an agent
interested in a VaR, it must be that Cyy /(Cy +Cnyv) = 7. Hence, given that the MAD, is a return
where Cy = 1 —7 and Cyy = 7, the general loss is obtained by multiplying MAD. by (Cy + Cnv).
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the investor to switch from a constant- to a dynamic-quantile VaR. Specifically, let:

250 25 H

OMAD, = oo DD AGin—an) (T = 1)) = Gin —n) (T — Lz, <z, }
=1 h=1

250 R _
AMADT = 25_H Z Z {(Ti,h - Qi,h)(T - IL[Ti,h<Qi,h]) - (Ti,h - Qi,h)(T - l[ri,h<§i,h]>}
i=1 h=1

where: 250 annualizes the daily return, H is the total number of days in the six OOS
periods, ¢ is the portfolio index and A the time index; Z;; is the OOS standardized
return; ¢;;, is the model’s quantile forecast and ¢;j, is the constant quantile updated
at the beginning of each year; r;; is the OOS original return, ¢;; is the model’s
VaR forecast and g, is the VaR arising from the constant quantile. The following
relationships hold: r; = ftin, + 0inZin; Gin = fih + CinCin; G = flijh + OinCi-

The first index, MAD.., reports the losses computed w.r.t. the standardized re-
turns while in the second one, AMAD,, they are calculated for the original returns,
hence jointly evaluating mean-, variance- and quantile-forecasts. Even though both
OMAD, and AMAD, may be seen as a weighted average of the other’s constituents,
from an investor’s perspective AMAD, is more relevant. The results in Table [6] con-
firm the poor performance of the Direct Dynamics specifications. Standard historical
simulations approaches, applied to the standardized returns, bring no improvements
upon the constant-quantile. The dynamic GARCQ (based on the realized quantiles
from WHS99) performs worse than standard approaches, with incremental costs for
the investor ranging from 10.44% to 487.12%. In particular, the latter value is at-
tained by the 5%-VaR forecasts and is due to a handful of cases, scattered across
a couple of OOS periods in which, by picking the dynamics IS, the model generates
OOS rates of violations in excess of 50%. Within the Indirect Dynamics, MT forecasts
are strongly dominated by those produced by the constant quantile. The performance
of CAViaR is hardly distinguishable from a constant quantile. A similar result holds
for QPI with the exception of the 1%-VaR for which it exhibits a substantial loss of
23.42%. Notice that, for the 1%-VaR, in spite of the fact that the QPI is selected
IS by the AIC in 41% of the instances against the constant, the model features are
not of help OOS. Finally, the TT confirms the results of Table |5 with annualized
cost reductions of 28.50% and 17.19% for the 10% and 5% VaR, respectively. For the
1%-VaR, although the TT may capture some persistent IS features even with sparse
data, generating a negative, albeit moderate, IMAD,, the OOS gains are lost when
weighted by the variance forecasts entering AMAD,.
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6.5 Coverage and Independence Tests

As a final evaluation, we analyze coverage and independence of the violations of
each model’s quantile forecasts. Summary statistics of coverage, over the 25 Fama-
French portfolios and six OOS periods, are reported in Table [7| by model. Here, with
the exception of the 5%-VaR forecasts of the GARCQ (already discussed), no major
differences can be found across the specifications considered.

For a given portfolio and set of quantile forecasts, we perform coverage and in-
dependence tests in each of the six OOS periods; to account for the Risk Manager’s
interest in quality VaR forecasts, we evaluate whether the number of rejections is
compatible with the chosen significance level and the six trials associated with the
available OOS periods.

To that end, let us consider a given 7 level and each model. The values reported
in each panel of Table [§] are the result of a two stage procedure. For the Coverage

panel we have:

1. For each portfolio and OOS year, in the first stage we test at 5% whether the
proportion of quantile violations in the year is different from 7, providing 25

sets of 6 test outcomes across the years.

2. In the second stage, for each portfolio, we count the number of first stage
rejections across the 6 years and then we test whether that total is compatible
with the 5% significance level considered. The count reported in each cell is the

number of rejections across such 25 second stage tests.

For the Independence panel of Table [§ the procedure and the counts reported
in the table are similar, except for the fact that in the first stage we perform the
independence tests described in Section

7 Conclusions

In this paper, we find it instructive to suggest a formal definition of the uncon-
ditional, conditional and actual quantiles as the objects of interest in the discussion
about time-varying modeling of the VaR at a given coverage 7. In keeping with the
SDM framework, the main goal is to assess whether the distribution of the returns
standardized by their conditional means and standard deviations exhibit predictable

dynamics in their quantiles.
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With this distinction in mind, we can classify approaches (both existing and
the ones we propose) depending on the information used to update the conditional
quantile: we have Direct-Dynamics, when models exploit discrepancies between past
actual and conditional-quantiles; and Indirect-Dynamics, when the specifications
make use of the differences between nominal and past empirical rejection frequen-
cies.

We introduce some new specifications: the GARCQ (inspired by the station-
ary GARCH) within the Direct-Dynamics specifications; and three new Indirect-
Dynamics models, the QPI (inspired by the CAViaR of |[Engle and Manganelli| (2004]))
and the Violations Tracking approaches Test Tracking (TT) and Multiplicative Track-
ing (MT) which employ an exponentially-weighted average of past violations as a
forcing term in order to dampen parasitic oscillations. The TT specification fur-
ther dampens such oscillations by updating the conditional-quantile only when past
discrepancies may be attributed to real movements of the underlying quantile.

Given the novelty of the focus on standardized returns, we resort to extensive
simulations to assess the ability of each model to track the behavior of time—varying
quantiles: this task requires the use of appropriate loss functions. Since the RMSE,
calculated over true and predicted quantiles, is consistent but operationally infeasible,
we suggest to base the comparisons on the feasible MAD,. We assess the overall
superior quantile-tracking abilities of the Indirect-Dynamics specifications and the
adequacy of the rankings induced by the MAD, relative to those induced by the
RMSE, which can be computed only in this simulated framework.

The empirical analysis, conducted on the daily returns of the Fama-French 25
value-weighted portfolios, shows that, for all approaches, the violations (resulting
from the quantile forecasts) exhibit empirical coverage in line with the nominal 7 and
no statistically significant clustering. However, when interpreting the MAD, as the
cost of mispredicting the quantile in returns terms, and taking the constant quantile
as the benchmark, only the Test Tracking forecasts produce substantial reductions
quantifiable in annualized returns of 28.50% and 17.19% for 7 = 10% and 7 = 5%,
respectively. All other approaches, both existing and new, generate forecasts that are
dominated by the constant conditional-quantile.

We find that using conditional variances to standardize returns, the distribution
of the resulting innovations may still exhibit some relevant time dependence. Hence,
the effort of modeling their conditional quantiles may result in substantial forecast

improvements: the evidence is in favor of a new updating technique which changes
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the predicted quantile only when the empirical frequency of violations falls outside a
data-driven interval around the nominal 7. We deem this to be a reasonable trade—
off between capturing the underlying dynamics, while not indulging in detrimental

adjustments driven by noise.

References

Andersen, T. G., Bollerslev, T. and Huang, X. (2011) A reduced form framework
for modeling volatility of speculative prices based on realized variation measures,
Journal of Econometrics, 160, 176 — 189.

Bloomfield, P. and Steiger, W. (1983) Least Absolute Deviations: Theory, Applica-

tions and Algorithms, Birkhauser, Boston.

Bodoukh, J., Richardson, M. and Whitelaw, R. F. (1998) The best of both worlds,
Risk, 11, 64-67.

Christoffersen, P. (2012) Elements of Financial Risk Management, Academic Press,
2 edn.

Christoffersen, P. F. (1998) Evaluation of interval forecasts, International Economic
Review, 39, 841-862.

Duffie, D. and Pan, J. (1997) An overview of value-at-risk, Journal of Derivatives, 4,
7-49.

Embrechts, P., Kliippelberg, C. and Mikosch, T. (1997) Modeling Extremal Events

for Insurance and Finance, Springer.

Embrechts, P., Resnick, S. and Samorodnitsky, G. (1999) Extreme value theory as a

risk management tool, North American Actuarial Journal, 3, 30—41.

Engle, R. and Manganelli, S. (2004) CAViaR: Conditional autoregressive value at risk

by regression quantiles, Journal of Business and Economic Statistics, 22, 367-381.

Geweke, J. (1986) Modeling the persistence in conditional variances: A comment,

Econometric Reviews, 5, 57-61.

Glosten, L. R., Jagannanthan, R. and Runkle, D. E. (1993) On the relation between
the expected value and the volatility of the nominal excess return on stocks, The
Journal of Finance, 48, 1779-1801.

24



Hansen, P. R. and Lunde, A. (2005) Consistent ranking of volatility models, Journal
of Econometrics, 131, 97-121.

Hansen, P. R. and Lunde, A. (2005) A forecast comparison of volatility models: Does
anything beat a GARCH(1,1)?, Journal of Applied Econometrics, 20, 873-889.

Hendricks, D. (1996) Evaluation of value-at-risk models using historical data, Eco-

nomic Policy Review, 2, 39-69.

Horowitz, P. and Hill, W. (2015) The Art of Electronics, Cambridge University Press,
third edn.

Ingber, L. (1993) Adaptive simulated annealing (asa), Tech. rep., Physical Studies
Institute LLC, caltech Alumni Association, Pasadena, CA.

Ingber, L. (2000) Adaptive simulated annealing (asa): Lessons learned, Tech. rep.,
Physical Studies Institute LLC, arXiv preprint cs/0001018.

Jorion, P. (2007) Value at Risk: The New Benchmark for Managing Financial Risk,
McGraw-Hill.

Keming, Y. and Zhang, J. (2005) A three-parameter asymmetric Laplace distribution
and its extension, Communications in Statistics—Theory and Methods, 34, 1867—
1879.

Koenker, R. and Bassett, G. (1978) Regression quantiles, Econometrica, 46, 33-50.

Koenker, R. and Machado, J. (1999) Goodness of fit and related inference processes
for quantile regression, Journal of the American Statistical Association, 94, 1296—
1310.

Koenker, R. and Zhao, Q. (1996) Conditional quantile estimation and inference for
arch models, Fconometric Theory, 12, 793-813.

Koul, H. and Saleh, A. (1995) Autoregression quantiles and related rank-scores pro-
cesses, The Annals of Statistics, 23, 670—689.

Kupiec, P. H. (1995) Techniques for verifying the accuracy of risk measurement mod-
els, The Journal of Derivatives, 3, 73-84.

Mukherjee, K. (1999) Asymptotics of quantiles and rank scores in nonlinear time
series, Journal of Time Series Analysis, 20, 173-192.

25


http://arxiv.org/abs/cs/0001018

Oberhofer, W. (1982) The consistency of nonlinear regression minimizing the L; norm,
The Annals of Statistics, 10, 316-319.

Patton, A. (2011) Volatility forecast comparison using imperfect volatility proxies,
Journal of Econometrics, 160, 246 — 256.

Powell, J. (1983) The asymptotic normality of two-stage least absolute deviations
estimators, Econometrica, 51, 1569-1575.

Weiss, A. (1991) Estimating nonlinear dynamic models using least absolute error

estimation, Fconometric Theory, 7, 46-68.

26



Table 2: For each 7 = 10%,5%, 1%, the panels report the frequency with which the
feasible MAD(zs, ¢5) loss and the infeasible RMSE(cs, é5) agree by pairwise comparison
of model rankings. MAD, and RMSE are calculated 40,000 times over simulated sub-
samples of 250 observations.

7 =10% | HS250 HS1000 WHS95 WHS99 GARCQ | CAViaR QPI TT MT

const 0.8234 0.8032 0.4855 0.7604  0.7687 0.8568 0.8685 0.8831 0.8833

HS250 - 0.7774  0.5499  0.8390  0.8404 0.7020 0.6562 0.8107 0.8088
HS1000 - - 0.5290  0.7634  0.7639 0.8306 0.7950 0.8664 0.8637
WHS95 - - - 0.5059  0.5036 0.4247 0.4234 0.3746 0.3503
WHS99 - - - - 0.6753 0.6411 0.5331 0.6872 0.6815
GARCQ - - - - - 0.6525 0.5741 0.6868 0.6744
CAViaR - - - - - - 0.8200 0.9041 0.8932
QPI - - - - - - - 0.9061 0.8927
TT - - - - - - - - 0.8114

7=5% | HS250 HS1000 WHS95 WHS99 GARCQ | CAViaR QPI TT MT

const 0.7672 0.7775  0.4768  0.7630  0.7696 0.8484 0.8564 0.8803 0.8803

HS250 - 07720 05561  0.8387  0.7793 | 0.6489  0.6196 0.7817 0.7631
HS1000 - - 0.5403  0.7638 0.7634 | 0.7986  0.8307 0.8537 0.8438
WHS95 - - - 0.5046  0.5038 | 0.4214 04179 0.3442 0.3653
WHS99 - - - - 0.7342 | 0.5999  0.4765 0.6523 0.6238
GARCQ | - - - - - 0.6223 05832 0.6237 0.6100
CAViaR | - - - - - - 0.8021 0.8940 0.8907
QPI - - - - - - - 09023 0.8521
TT _ _ _ - - ; - - 08178

7=1% | HS250 HS1000 WHS95 WHS99 GARCQ | CAViaR QPI TT MT

const 0.6885 0.6803 0.4471  0.6983  0.6984 0.7819  0.7399 0.7950 0.7780

HS250 - 0.7366  0.5475  0.7772  0.7771 0.5060 0.4417 0.6209 0.5101
HS1000 - - 0.5266  0.7351  0.7351 0.7201 0.6832 0.7853 0.7636
WHS95 - - - 0.2584  0.2581 0.3644 0.3745 0.3536 0.3642
WHS99 - - - - 0.5184 0.5642 0.5817 0.4639 0.5792
GARCQ - - - - - 0.5642 0.5817 0.4640 0.5792
CAViaR - - - - - - 0.7662 0.8159 0.7477
QPI - - - - - - - 0.8196 0.7638
TT - - - - - - - - 0.7965
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Table 3: Frequency with which the feasible MAD(zs, és) loss agrees with the infeasible
RMSE(cs, ¢5), when the former prefers an Indirect Dynamics (by column) over a Direct
Dynamics (by row) specification. MAD, and RMSE are calculated 40,000 times over
simulated sub-samples of 250 observations.

7 =10% T=5% T=1%

CAViaR QPI TT MT CAViaR QPI TT MT CAViaR QPI TT MT

‘const ‘0.9800 1.0000 1.0000 0.9999 | 0.9979  1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 | 0.9746 0.9266 0.9739 0.9718

HS250 0.7880 0.8044 0.9990 0.9991 | 0.8068 0.8057 0.9985 0.9960 | 0.7435 0.6348 0.9212 0.7833
HS1000 | 0.9369 0.8885 1.0000 0.9999 | 0.9347 0.9704 0.9996 0.9946 | 0.9303 0.8612 0.9922 0.9746
WHS95 | 1.0000 1.0000 0.9791 0.9831 | 1.0000 0.9985 0.9936 0.9932 | 0.3333 0.9855 0.9639 0.9850
WHS99 | 0.5925 0.7392 0.9999 0.9964 | 0.7150 0.7161 0.9991 0.9795 | 0.9986 0.9451 0.9904 0.9953
GARCQ | 0.6419 0.8112 0.9994 0.9960 | 0.8514 0.9495 0.9595 0.9682 | 0.9986  0.9452 0.9905 0.9953
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Table 4: Independence tests of the violations of the in-sample unconditional 10%, 5%
and 1% VaRs. The F-F column lists the Fama-French 25 portfolios formed from the
intersection of quintile sorts on size (first entry) and book-to-market (second entry).
Signed-likelihood ratio tests, with p-values calculated over 10® simulations, are performed
for six 5-year rolling in-sample periods ranging from 2010-2014 to 2015-2019. Rejection
of independence with a negative value of the test statistic (fewer consecutive rejections
than expected) is reported at the significance levels of 0.10, 0.05 and 0.01, respectively,
as |, and ] Rejection of the null with a positive value of the test statistic (more
consecutive rejections than expected) is reported at the significance levels of 0.10, 0.05
and 0.01, respectively, as =, and i

2010-2014
10% 5% 1%

2011-2015
10% 5% 1%

2012-2016
10% 5% 1%

2013-2017
10% 5% 1%

2014-2018
10% 5% 1%

2015-2019

F-F 10% 5% 1%

|

2

13 |

1

1-5
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Table 5: For each model, performance is measured by the MAD, over 150 instances (25
portfolios over 6 OOS periods) and compared to that of the constant VaR. The columns
report the frequencies with which the models Win and Lose against the constant VaR.
When, for a given portfolio and time period, the AIC leads to discard the IS estimated
model in favor of the constant VaR, the OOS performance results in a Tie with the
constant VaR. The W/L column summarizes the ratio of Win/Lose instances for each
model.

T =10% 7=5% 7=1%

Model
Win Tie Lose ~ W/L | Win Tie Lose ~ W/L | Win Tie Lose ~ W/L

HS250 0.0000 0.9333 0.0667 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.9333 0.0667 0.0000 | 0.0133 0.9467 0.0400 0.3333
HS1000 | 0.0400 0.7600 0.2000 0.2000 | 0.0200 0.8000 0.1800 0.1111 | 0.0267 0.9267 0.0467 0.5714
WHS95 | 0.0000 1.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 1.0000 0.0000 - 0.0000 1.0000 0.0000 -

WHS99 | 0.0067 0.9667 0.0267 0.2500 | 0.0000 0.9867 0.0133 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.9867 0.0133 0.0000
GARCQ | 0.0267 0.7867 0.1867 0.1429 | 0.1133 0.6600 0.2267 0.5000 | 0.1467 0.5067 0.3467 0.4231

CAViaR | 0.0933 0.8200 0.0867 1.0769 | 0.0800 0.8267 0.0933 0.8571 | 0.0000 0.9933 0.0067 0.0000

QPI 0.0533 0.9000 0.0467 1.1429 | 0.0733 0.8133 0.1133 0.6471 | 0.1867 0.5933 0.2200 0.8485
T 04333 0.4333 0.1333 3.2500 | 0.5200 0.3333 0.1467 3.5455 | 0.6467 0.0467 0.3067 2.1087
MT 0.0267 0.7867 0.1867 0.1429 | 0.0200 0.8733 0.1067 0.1875 | 0.0467 0.8600 0.0933 0.5000
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Table 6:

The On column reports the frequency, in the 150 (25 portfolios over 6 OOS periods) in-
stances, with which each model is selected IS by the AIC against the constant VaR. The
column dMAD. reports the resulting OOS variation of the loss: expressed in annualized
return. AMAD; is the OOS variation of the MAD, calculated w.r.t. the original returns
and the corresponding VaR which combines mean, variance and quantile forecasts: ex-
pressed in annualized return.

Model 7 =10% 7 =5% T=1%
On OMAD, AMAD, | On JéMAD, AMAD, | On JMAD, AMAD.,

HS250 0.07 10.18% 10.27% | 0.07 9.62% 10.87% | 0.05 1.82% 1.27%
HS1000 | 0.24 2.82% 2.81% | 0.20 2.52% 2.32% | 0.08 0.37% 0.04%
WHS95 | 0.00 - - 0.00 - - 0.00 - -
WHS99 | 0.04 0.41%  -3.44% | 0.01 2.54% 2.86% | 0.01  0.55% 0.42%
GARCQ | 0.22  24.79% 24.23% | 0.34 487.12% 476.63% | 0.50 10.44% 9.97%
CAViaR | 0.18 0.46%  -2.04% | 0.17 2.04% 1.95% | 0.01  0.40% 0.61%
QPI 010 -1.17% -4.09% | 0.19 1.51%  -0.60% | 0.41 13.85% 23.42%
TT 0.56 -15.24% -28.50% | 0.67 -9.70% -17.19% | 0.95 -1.47% 0.49%
MT 0.22 22.84% 27.84% |0.13 21.62% 24.89% | 0.14  3.33% 3.36%

Table 7: Unconditional Coverage of the 10%, 5% and 1% VaR forecasts. For every
model, a total of 150 empirical rejection rates is calculated by considering all 25 Fama-
French portfolios over the six OOS periods. Descriptive statistics of min, mean, max and
std.dev. are reported in the corresponding columns.

T =10% 7=5% T=1%
Model
min mean max  std.dev. min mean max  std.dev. min mean max  std.dev.
‘ const ‘ 0.0319 0.1003 0.1818 0.0310 | 0.0120 0.0517 0.0988 0.0198 | 0.0000 0.0131 0.0319 0.0063
HS250 0.0319 0.1017 0.1818 0.0326 | 0.0120 0.0527 0.0988 0.0206 | 0.0000 0.0132 0.0319 0.0063
HS1000 | 0.0319 0.1014 0.1818 0.0309 | 0.0120 0.0526 0.0988 0.0198 | 0.0000 0.0134 0.0319 0.0062
WHS95 | 0.0319 0.1003 0.1818 0.0310 | 0.0120 0.0517 0.0988 0.0198 | 0.0000 0.0131 0.0319 0.0063
WHS99 | 0.0319 0.0997 0.1818 0.0302 | 0.0120 0.0519 0.0988 0.0200 | 0.0000 0.0132 0.0319 0.0063
GARCQ | 0.0319 0.1025 0.2143 0.0354 | 0.0120 0.0705 0.8294 0.1068 | 0.0000 0.0133 0.0432 0.0076
CAViaR | 0.0319 0.0995 0.1700 0.0297 | 0.0120 0.0520 0.0988 0.0200 | 0.0000 0.0130 0.0319 0.0063
QPI 0.0319 0.1001 0.1700 0.0302 | 0.0120 0.0518 0.0988 0.0193 | 0.0000 0.0138 0.0319 0.0065
TT 0.0319 0.0996 0.1660 0.0279 | 0.0120 0.0521 0.0992 0.0184 | 0.0000 0.0133 0.0435 0.0081
MT 0.0319 0.1000 0.2151 0.0320 | 0.0120 0.0527 0.1434 0.0219 | 0.0000 0.0133 0.0319 0.0066
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Table 8: Coverage panel: for each portfolio and OOS year, we first perform a standard
coverage test at 5% and then, for each portfolio, we count the number of first stage rejec-
tions across the 6 years, testing whether that total is compatible with the 5% significance
level considered. The count reported in each cell is the number of rejections across such
25 second stage tests. Independence panel: same procedure but independence tests are
performed at the first stage.

Coverage Independence
Model
T =10% 7 =5% T=1% T =10% 7 =5% T=1%
‘ const ‘ 0 1 0 0 0 0
HS250 0 3 3 0 0 0
HS1000 0 1 0 0 0 0
WHS95 0 1 0 0 0 0
WHS99 0 2 0 1 0 0
GARCQ 1 6 8 0 0 0
CAViaR 0 2 0 0 0 0
QPI 1 1 0 0 0 0
TT 0 1 0 0 0 0
MT 0 3 1 0 0 0
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A  Mixture of Distributions

The F(z|w;) distribution of Figure |I|is the mixture of a standardized exponential

distribution and its mirror image:
F(zlw) = wlps_y (1 —e7%) + (1 — w)lpeyge ™
where the random weight w; is given by:
wy =024 0.6, 1+ (22,1 — 1) (—0.6 + 0.7514)

with 2,1 ~ B(1,0.5) and v; ~ B(1,0.8). From E;_;[w:] = 0.2 + 0.62;—1 and E[w;] =
0.5 it follows that the unconditional distribution F'(z) depicted in the third panel of
Figure [I} is given by:

F(z) =05 -1y (1—e %) + 05 Tpcqpe

The conditional distribution F(z|z;_1) in the second panel of Figure [l|exemplifies the

case in which the value of the conditioning Bernoulli random variable is x;_; = 1:
Fzlog =1) =08 Ips_qy (1—€7'7%) + 0.2 IpgqjeF?

Finally, the actual distribution F'(z|w;) plotted in the first panel of Figure [1|is the
result of the draw v, = 0 for the Bernoulli random variable v;, to which corresponds
Wy = 0.2:

Fzlwy =02) =02 1> g (1 —e 7)) + 0.8 Ipcqpe '

B Simulations Set-Up

The ability of the specifications in Section |3| to track time-varying 7-quantiles
is investigated via a long Monte Carlo simulation of the innovations {z,}5_,, with
S = 107. The distribution from which to sample cannot be the standardized Gaussian
random variable, as it has constant quantiles. By the same token, a heavy-tailed
distribution does not entail to appreciably decrease and increase the value of the 7-
quantile: as a matter of fact, as shown in Appendix [E| for the tails of the Generalized
Pareto distribution, standardized heavy-tailed random variables are likely to produce
too narrow a range of quantiles, for it to be of interest when comparing performances.

To maximize such a range, we can refer to Chebyshev’s inequality bounds that

envisage, for any |c,| > 1 (to represent here the 7-quantile at time s), the probability
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P(]z5] = |cs|) to be less than or equal to c¢;2, and take that probability to be the

s

largest. Therefore, we sample the innovations zg from the symmetric three-valued
distribution for which Chebyshev holds with equalitym

_(2]95)71/2 W.p. Ps
Zs = 0 w.p. 1—2p, (15)

(2ps)""% w.p. ps

with p, € [0, 3], with the required feature that E(z,) = 0 and V(z,) = 1. Since
for 7 < ps, ¢, is defined from P(z, < ¢,) = 7, it follows that ¢, = —(2p,)~"/?
1
2
cs € [—(27)7Y2,~1], indeed the largest possible range for the quantiles.

and,
conversely, p, = L [—¢,]7>. Thus, p, € [, %] has a one-to—one correspondence with
In order to mimic a smooth evolution of the quantiles, for a given 7 we specify a

sinusoidal pattern of ¢, with a chosen frequency f = 2000:

cs = —% [2r) 2+ 1] + % [(2r)"2 —1] - sin (%st) s=1,...,8  (16)

which varies between the required minimum of —(27)~%/2 and the maximum of —1.
Accordingly, this implies a p, which determines the distribution in Expression ((15)
from which z, are generated. Thus, setting a specific 7 in Equation allows us
to generate a corresponding sinusoidal trajectory for ¢,, maximizing the excursion of
the corresponding 7-quantile.

Figure [2| displays three subsets of 5,000 draws for z, together with the underlying
T-quantiles c¢g, left-to-right corresponding to 7 = {10%, 5%, 1%} (in blue — one cycle
of the sine function each). The lighter regions in the time series of z; appear when
there is a longer persistence of the observations at 0: given that z; has mean zero
and unit variance, realizations with relatively larger modulus (2p,)~'/? occur with a
smaller probability p,, according to Equation m Furthermore, what looks like
clustering of the 2z, in Figure [2/ does not correspond to a time-varying volatility since
the data generating process in has V(z,) = 1, Vs.ﬁ

26 Another possibility is to employ the two-valued distribution for which Cantelli holds with equal-
ity and for which either P(zs = ¢,) = (1 +¢2)7 ! or P(zs < —c;) = (1 +¢2)7! but P(|z,] = ¢s) < 52

2TThis explains why smaller values of ¢y in modulus correspond to fewer occurrences at zero (cf.
panel (a) in the Figure for 7 = 10%), and vice versa (cf. panel (c¢) in the Figure for 7 = 1%).

28This is confirmed empirically, as the simulated 22 do not display significant autocorrelations nor
do GARCH specifications estimated on zg exhibit statistically significant parameters beyond the
intercept.
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C Tracking for 7 = 10% and 7 = 1%

Figure 4: Time series of true (in blue) and predicted (in black) 10% quantiles for all
Direct- and Indirect-Dynamics approaches considered.
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Figure 5: Time series of true (in blue) and predicted (in black) 1% quantiles for all
Direct- and Indirect-Dynamics approaches considered when 7 = 1%.
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D MAD, and MSE Relation

Given that the evaluation of the performance of the predictions is made for values
in the tail of the conditional distribution f;_1(-), it is worth noting that for small
values of 7, the value of f;_1(-) evaluated at a quantile is fairly flat, i.e. it does not
vary much with changing values of the quantile. This has a bearing in establishing
a relationship between the rankings of the results obtained by the MAD., and those
obtained by the MSE.

From Markov’s Law of Large Numbers for independent but not identically dis-

tributed random variables it follows that:

) . .1 .
Th_r)rgo MAD, (2, ¢) = 711—I>rolo T ;Etl [(zt — &) (1 — ]1[2t<5t])]
1 ¢ e
— jlgrolo ? ; {Ct [Ft—l(ct> — T] — J;oo th_l(Z)dZ} .

Adopting a second-order expansion of the terms in curly brackets around the true

quantile ¢; (such that F;_;(c¢;) = 7) we have:
alFrale) =7~ | 2z
—00

+{Fi—1(ct) = 7+ e fima(cr) — cefima(e)} (60— ¢) + %ftl(é?) (6 — Ct)2

- - ezt g () - (6 el

where ¢} is between ¢; and ¢;. Hence, the expression for the asymptotic limit of the
MAD. becomes:

%EI;O MADT(Zt, ét) = flll—I}(}o MADT(Zt, Ct - 11_1)130 T Z ft 1 Ct - Ct)2 (17)

The argument of the second limit on the right-hand-side is an arithmetic average

which may be rewritten as:

1< . 1, )
f;ft—l(ct)] : [f ;(Ct —ct) ]

plus a term representing the sample covariance between f;_;(¢}) and (¢; — ¢;)?. Given

that, as noted, for the usual values of 7, f;_1(¢f) have small variability for changing

¢, assuming them to be a constant x allows us to set the covariance term equal to
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zero. Noting that T—' Y7 (& — ¢,)? is equal to the MSE(¢&, ¢;), the limiting MAD,
in Equation becomes:

lim MAD, (2, &) = lim MAD, (2, ;) + g Tim MSE(é, c,).

T—o0

It follows that, for competing predictions/forecasts ¢; and ¢, if the MAD, (2, ¢;) <
MAD, (2, ¢), it must be that MSE(¢é,¢;) < MSE(G,¢;). Therefore, in general,
for f;_1(¢f) with small variability, the predictions/forecasts rankings induced by the

MAD, are positively correlated with the rankings of the MSE.

E Heavy-Tailed Distributions

Consider a symmetric density function with Generalized Pareto distribution tails
only: P(—u < z <u) =0but P(z < —u) = B(—u)"* and P(z > u) = fu~*. Focusing
on the right tail and imposing P(—o0 < z < +00) = 1 yields that P(z > y) =
%uo‘y_o‘, Vy > u. While E(z) = 0 by construction from the distribution’s symmetry,
E(z?) = ﬁu{ for a« > 2. Therefore, the tails of a standardized random variable z
must start at u = a~!(a — 2). Letting ¢ be the right 7-quantile of the distribution,
such that P(z > ¢) = 7, it follows that ¢ = (27)"Y*a~"?(a — 2)"/2. The value of «
that maximizes the modulus of the quantile ¢ is a* = 2In(27) [1 + In(27)] " and the

corresponding value of the quantile is:

n(27)
¢ = (2r) T [ In(2r)]

Therefore, at the usual levels 7 = {10%, 5%, 1%}, the largest quantiles attainable with
the tails-only of a Generalized Pareto distribution are ¢}, = 1.0691, ¢Z,, = 1.2640
and ¢fy, = 2.1684, all smaller than the corresponding quantiles of a standardized
Gaussian distribution: ¢ = 1.2816, g5, = 1.6449 and ¢, = 2.3264.
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