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Abstract

A large consensus now seems to take for granted that thébdistns of empirical returns
of financial time series are regularly varying, with a taiperentb close to 3. First, we show
by synthetic tests performed on time series with time depeoe in the volatility with both
Pareto and Stretched-Exponential distributions thatdan@e of moderate size, the standard
generalized extreme value (GEV) estimator is quite ineffitdue to the possibly slow con-
vergence toward the asymptotic theoretical distributioththe existence of biases in presence
of dependence between data. Thus it cannot distinguistbhglbetween rapidly and regularly
varying classes of distributions. The Generalized Paristiviloution (GPD) estimator works
better, but still lacks power in the presence of strong ddpeoe. Then, we use a paramet-
ric representation of the tail of the distributions of retsiof 100 years of daily return of the
Dow Jones Industrial Average and over 1 years of 5-minutesire of the Nasdag Composite
index, encompassing both a regularly varying distributioone limit of the parameters and
rapidly varying distributions of the class of the Stretcliegonential (SE) and Log-Weibull
distributions in other limits. Using the method of nestegdiyesis testing (Wilks’ theorem),
we conclude that both the SE distributions and Pareto bigidns provide reliable descrip-
tions of the data and cannot be distinguished for suffigjemitjh thresholds. However, the
exponenb of the Pareto increases with the quantiles and its growtk doeseem exhausted
for the highest quantiles of three out of the four tail dlaftions investigated here. Correl-
atively, the exponent of the SE model decreases and seems to tend to zero. Based on th
discovery that the SE distribution tends to the Paretoiligion in a certain limit such that
the Pareto (or power law) distribution can be approximatil any desired accuracy on an
arbitrary interval by a suitable adjustment of the paransaiéthe SE distribution, we demon-
strate that Wilks' test of nested hypothesis still workstfoe non-exactly nested comparison
between the SE and Pareto distributions. The SE distribigiiound significantly better over
the whole quantile range but becomes unnecessary beyo88% euantiles compared with
the Pareto law. Similar conclusions hold for the log-Wdibubdel with respect to the Pareto
distribution. Summing up all the evidence provided by outdrg of tests, it seems that the
tails ultimately decay slower than any SE but probably faitan power laws with reason-
able exponents. Thus, from a practical view point, the logiaMl model, which provides a
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smooth interpolation between SE and PD, can be considelat @spropriate approximation
of the sample distributions. We finally discuss the implmas of our results on the “moment
condition failure” and for risk estimation and management.

key-words: Extreme-Value Estimators, Non-Nested Hypothesis Tesiageto distribution, Weibull
distribution



1 Motivation of the study

The determination of the precise shape of the tail of theidigion of returns is a major issue both
from a practical and from an academic point of view. For ptiacters, it is crucial to accurately
estimate the low value quantiles of the distribution of nesu(profit and loss) because they are
involved in almost all the modern risk management methodsmrn academic perspective, many
economic and financial theories rely on a specific paranzetigoih of the distributions whose
parameters are intended to represent the “macroscopiEbles the agents are sensitive to.

The distribution of returns is one of the most basic charesties of the markets and many papers
have been devoted to it. Contrarily to the average or exgagttirn, for which economic the-
ory provides guidelines to assess them in relation with pigmium, firm size or book-to-market
equity (see for instance Fama and French (1996)), the fumadtiform of the distribution of re-
turns, and especially of extreme returns, is much less @net and still a topic of active debate.
Naively, the central limit theorem would lead to a Gaussistrithution for sufficiently large time
intervals over which the return is estimated. Taking thetiooous time limit such that any finite
time interval is seen as the sum of an infinite number of inemr@sthus leads to the paradigm
of log-normal distributions of prices and equivalently cfusian distributions of returns, based
on the pioneering work of Bachelier (1900) later improvedSaymuelson (1965). The log-normal
paradigm has been the starting point of many financial theaiich as Markovitz (1959)'s port-
folio selection method, Sharpe (1964)’'s market equiliforionodel or Black and Scholes (1973)'s
rational option pricing theory. However, for real finanaiala, the convergence in distribution to a
Gaussian law is very slow (Campbelial. 1997, Bouchaud and Potters 2000, for instance), much
slower than predicted for independent returns. As tBblealvshthe excess kurtosis (which is
zero for a normal distribution) remains large even for mbnibturns, testifying (i) of significant
deviations from normality, (ii) of the heavy tail behavidrtbe distributions of returns and (iii) of
significant dependences between returns (Campball 1997).

Another idea rooted in economic theory consists in involkthngy“Gibrat principle” (Simon 1957)
initially used to account for the growth of cities and of whahrough a mechanism combining
stochastic multiplicative and additive noises (La&tyal. 1996, Sornette and Cont 1997, Bihamn
al. 1998, Sornette 1998) leading to a Pareto distribution afssihampernowne 1953, Gabaix
1999). Rational bubble models a la Blanchard and Watson2{j1&h also be cast in this math-
ematical framework of stochastic recurrence equationslesus to distribution with power law
tails, albeit with a strong constraint on the tail exponénix(and Sornette 2002, Malevergne and
Sornette 2001). These frameworks suggest that an altegraatd natural way to capture the heavy
tail character of the distributions of returns is to useribstions with power-like tails (Pareto,
Generalized Pareto, stable laws) or more generally, rdgularying distributions (Binghanet

al. 1987), the later encompassing all the former.

In the early 1960s, Mandelbrot (1963) and Fama (1965) ptedesvidence that distributions of
returns can be well approximated by a symmetric Lévy stéewith tail indexb about 17.
These estimates of the power tail index have recently begfirewed by Mittnik et al. (1998),
and slightly different indices of the stable laly £ 1.4) were suggested by Mantegna and Stan-
ley (1995, 2000). On the other hand, there are numerousr@adeof a larger value of the tail
index b = 3 (Longin 1996, Guillaumeet al. 1997, Gopikrishnaret al. 1998, Gopikrishnaret

al. 1999, Plerowet al. 1999, Mulleret al. 1998, Farmer 1999, Lux 2000). See also the various
alternative parameterizations in term of the Studentitigion (Blattberg and Gonnedes 1974,

1The general representation of a regularly varying distidinis given byF (x) = £(x)-x@, whereL(.) is a slowly
varying function, that is, lif,e £(tX)/L(x) = 1 for any finitet.



Kon 1984), or Pearson type-VII distributions (Nagahara Kitdgawa 1999), which all have an
asymptotic power law tail and are regularly varying. Thugeaeral conclusion of this group of
authors concerning tail fatness can be formulated as felld&ils of the distribution of returns are
heavier than a Gaussian tail and heavier than an expontikjghey certainly admit the existence
of a finite variancelf > 2), whereas the existence of the third (skewness) and ththftkurtosis)
moments is questionable.

These apparent contradictory results actually do not apylye same quantiles of the distributions
of returns. Indeed, Mantegna and Stanley (1995) have shiostrttie distribution of returns can
be described accurately by a Lévy law only within a limiteshge of perhaps up to 4 standard
deviations, while a faster decay of the distribution is obsé beyond. This almost-but-not-quite
Lévy stable description explains (in part) the slow cogeerce of the returns distribution to the
Gaussian law under time aggregation (Sornette 2000). Argbiecisely outside this range where
the Lévy law applies that a tail index of about three haventestimated. This can be seen from
the fact that most authors who have reported a tail inol&x3 have used some optimality criteria
for choosing the sample fractions (i.e., the largest valigethe estimation of the tail index. Thus,
unlike the authors supporting stable laws, they have usBdeofraction of the largest (positive
tail) and smallest (negative tail) sample values.

It would thus seem that all has been said on the distributtbnsturns. However, there are dissent-
ing views in the literature. Indeed, the class of reguladyying distributions is not the sole one
able to account for the large kurtosis and fat-tailness efdistributions of returns. Some recent
works suggest alternative descriptions for the distrimgi of returns. For instance, Gouriéroux
and Jasiak (1998) claim that the distribution of returnshanRrench stock market decays faster
than any power law. Cordt al. (1997) have proposed to use exponentially truncated sthfle
tributions, Barndorff-Nielsen (1997), Eberleat al. (1998) and Prause (1998) have respectively
considered normal inverse Gaussian and (generalizedythylpedistributions, which asymptoti-
cally decay as® - exp(—Bx), while Laherrére and Sornette (1999) suggest to fit theibligtons

of stock returns by the Stretched-Exponential (SE) law.s€hesults, challenging the traditional
hypothesis of power-like tail, offer a new representatibthe returns distributions and need to be
tested rigorously on a statistical ground.

A priori, one could assert that Longin (1996)’s results should rutéhe exponential and Stretched-
Exponential hypotheses. Indeed, his results, based oenextvalue theory, show that the distri-
butions of log-returns belong to the maximum domain of attom of the Fréchet distribution, so
that they are necessarily regularly varying power-like dawlowever, his study, like almost all
others on this subject, has been performed under the assuntipat (1) financial time series are
made of independent and identically distributed returnd @) the corresponding distributions
of returns belong to one of only three possible maximum domaf attraction. However, these
assumptions are not fulfilled in general. While Smith (128B9sults indicate that the dependence
of the data does not constitute a major problem in the limlagje samples, we shall see that it
can significantly bias standard statistical methods forpasnof size commonly used in extreme
tails studies. Moreover, Longin’s conclusions are esaiytbased on amaggregationprocedure
which stresses the central part of the distribution whil®esthing the characteristics of the tail,
which are essential in characterizing the tail behavior.

In addition, real financial time series exhibit GARCH effe¢Bollerslev 1986, Bollersleet

al. 1994) leading to heteroscedasticity and to clustering gh lthreshold exceedances due to a
long memory of the volatility. These rather complex dependtructures make difficult if not
guestionable the blind application of standard statiktmals for data analysis. In particular, the
existence of significant dependence in the return volatiéiads to the existence of a significant



bias and an increase of the true standard deviation of thetstal estimators of tail indices. In-
deed, there are now many examples showing that dependamté&mng memories as well as non-
linearities mislead standard statistical tests (Anderst@l. 1999, Granger and Terasvirta 1999,
for instance). Consider the Hill's and Pickand’s estimgtavhich play an important role in the
study of the tails of distributions. It is often overlookdwit, for dependent time series, Hill's es-
timator remains only consistent but not asymptoticallycedfit (Rootzeret al. 1998). Moreover,
for financial time series with a dependence structure desdidy a IGARCH process, Kearns and
Pagan (1997) have shown that the standard deviation oEHifitimator obtained by a bootstrap
method can be seven to eight time larger than the standaratidevderived under the asymptotic
normality assumption. These figures are even worse for Rik&astimator.

The question then arises whether the many results and sgigraimost consensus obtained by
ignoring the limitations of usual statistical tools couldvie led to erroneous conclusions about
the tail behavior of the distributions of returns. Here, wepwmse to investigate once more this
delicate problem of the tail behavior of distributions ofuras in order to shed new lights To
this aim, we investigate two time series: the daily returhthe Dow Jones Industrial Average
(DJ) Index over a century (kindly provided by Prof. H.-C. GotBmer) and the five-minutes
returns of the Nasdaq Composite index (ND) over one year fpnil 1997 to May 1998 obtained
from Bloomberg. These two sets of data have been chosenthiegare typical of the data sets
used in most previous studies. Their size (aboybDR0 data points), while significant compared
with those used in investment and portfolio analysis, isdmr much smaller than recent data-
intensive studies using ten of millions of data points (&dphnanet al. 1998, Gopikrishnaret

al. 1999, Plerotet al. 1999, Matiaet al. 2002, Mizunoet al. 2002).

First, we show by synthetic tests performed on time seri¢l tvhe dependence in the volatil-
ity with both Pareto and Stretched-Exponential distritmsi that for sample of moderate size, the
standard generalized extreme value (GEV) estimator i guéfficient due to the possibly slow
convergence toward the asymptotic theoretical distriiouéind the existence of biases in presence
of dependence between data. Thus it cannot distinguishbiglbetween rapidly and regularly
varying classes of distributions. The Generalized Paristoiloltion (GPD) estimator works bet-
ter, but still lacks power in the presence of strong depecelehen, we use a parametric rep-
resentation of the tail of the distributions of returns of two time series, encompassing both a
regularly varying distribution in one limit of the parameteand rapidly varying distributions of
the class of the Stretched-Exponential (SE) and Log-Wedisiributions in other limits.

Using the method of nested hypothesis testing (Wilks’ teegr our second conclusion is that
none of the standard parametric family distributions (Rarexponential, stretched-exponential,
incomplete Gamma and Log-Weibull) fits satisfactorily th&dhd ND data on the whole range of
either positive or negative returns. While this is also fiarethe family of stretched exponential
and the log-Weibull distributions, these families appeabé the best among the five considered
parametric families, in so far as they are able to fit the datx the largest interval. For the
high quantiles (far in the tails), both the SE distributi@msl Pareto distributions provide reliable
descriptions of the data and cannot be distinguished fdicritly high thresholds. However, the
exponentb of the Pareto increases with the quantiles and its growtks doeseem exhausted for
the highest quantiles of three out of the four tail distiibng investigated here. Correlatively, the
exponent of the SE model decreases and seems to tend to zero

Based on the discovery presented here that the SE distribigihds to the Pareto distribution in a

2pjcoli et al. (2003) have also presented fits comparing the relative sn&BE and so-callegrexponentials (which
are similar to Student distribution with power law tailsy fbe description of the frequency distributions of bask#itb
baskets, cyclone victims, brand-name drugs by retail safeshighway length.



certain limit such that the Pareto (or power law) distribntcan be approximated with any desired
accuracy on an arbitrary interval by a suitable adjustmétiteoparameters of the SE distribution,
we demonstrate that Wilks’ test of nested hypothesis stillks for the non-exactly nested com-
parison between the SE and Pareto distributions. The Skbdisbn is found significantly better
over the whole quantile range but becomes unnecessary thé&ye®5% quantiles compared with
the Pareto law. The log-Weibull model seems to be a good datalsince it provides a smooth
interpolation between the SE and PD models. The log-Weilisttibution is at least as good as
the Stretched-Exponential model, on a large range of dataadmin, the Pareto distribution is
ultimately the most parsimonious.

Collectively, these results suggest that the extremed#itee true distribution of returns of our two
data sets are fatter that any stretched-exponentialflgtsigeaking -i.e., with a strickly positive
fractional exponent- but thinner than any power law. Thuwiwithstanding our best efforts, we
cannot conclude on the exact nature of the far-tail of distrons of returns.

As already mentioned, other works have proposed the seecaiVerse-cubic lawh(= 3) based
on the analysis of distributions of returns of high-frequedata aggregated over hundreds up to
thousands of stocks. This aggregating procedure leadsviel pooblems of interpretation. We
think that the relevant question for most practical appioces is not to determine what is the
true asymptotic tail but what is the best effective desmipbf the tails in the domain of useful
applications. As we shall show below, it may be that the exéressymptotic tail is a regularly
varying function with tail indexo = 3 for daily returns, but this is not very useful if this tail
describes events whose recurrence time is a century or n@ue.present work must thus be
gauged as an attempt to provide a simple efficient effeciaemption of the tails of distribution
of returns covering most of the range of interest for prat@pplications. We feel that the efforts
requested to go deeper in the tails beyond the tails analyesz] while of great interest from a
scientific point of view to potentially help unravel markeeahanisms, may be too artificial and
unreachable to have significant applications.

The paper is organized as follows.

The next section is devoted to the presentation of our twa dats and to some of their basic
statistical properties, emphasizing their fat tailed védra We discuss, in particular, the impor-
tance of the so-called “lunch effect” for the tail propestief intra-day returns. We then obtain
the well-known presence of a significant temporal depersletrwicture and study the possible
non-stationary character of these time series.

Section 3 attempts to account for the temporal dependencerdime series and investigates its
effect on the determination of the extreme behavior of tile td the distribution of returns. In

this goal, we build a simple long memory stochastic volatiirocess whose stationary distribu-
tions are by construction either asymptotically regulardyying or exponential. We show that,
due to the time dependence on the volatility, the estimatidh standard statistical estimators
may become unreliable due to the significant bias and inereithe standard deviation of these
estimators. These results justify our re-examination e¥jmus claims of regularly varying tails.

To fit our two data sets, section 4 proposes two general paramepresentations of the distribu-
tion of returns encompassing both a regularly varying ithstion in one limit of the parameters
and rapidly varying distributions of the class of stretclexgonential and log-Weibull distribu-
tions in another limit. The use of regularly varying distiiions have been justified above. From
a theoretical view point, the class of stretched exponksnganotivated in part by the fact that the
large deviations of multiplicative processes are genlyicistributed with stretched exponential
distributions (Frisch and Sornette 1997). Stretched egptal distributions are also parsimonious



examples of the important subset of sub-exponentials,ghat the general class of distributions

decaying slower than an exponential. This class of subfexitals share several important prop-
erties of heavy-tailed distributions (Embrecbtsl. 1997), not shared by exponentials or distribu-
tions decreasing faster than exponentials. The interesiedbg-Weibull comes from the smooth

interpolation it provides between any Stretched-Expdakand any Pareto distributions.

The descriptive power of these different hypotheses arepeoad in section 5. We first con-
sider nested hypotheses and use Wilks’ test to compare eésiciibdion (Pareto, Exponential,
Gamma and Stretched Exponential) with the most generahpesization which encompasses
all of them. It appears that both the stretched-exponeatidithe Pareto distributions are the best
and most parsimonious models compatible with the data wilgat advantage in favor of the
stretched exponential model. Then, in order to directly para the descriptive power of these two
models, we use the important remark that, in a certain lirhieng the exponerttof the stretched
exponential pdf goes to zero, the stretched exponentiaigodis to the Pareto distribution. Thus,
the Pareto (or power law) distribution can be approximatét any desired accuracy on an ar-
bitrary interval by a suitable adjustment of the parametéthie stretched exponential pdf. This
allows us to demonstrate in Append¥ D that Wilks’ test alpplees to this non-exactly nested
comparison between the SE and Pareto models. We find tha&lugs8ibution is significantly
better over the whole quantile range but becomes unnegdssgond the 95% quantiles compared
with the Pareto law. Similar results are found for the conggar of the Log-Weibull versus the
Pareto distributions.

Section 6 summarizes our results and presents the conwdusfamur study for risk management
purposes.

2 Some basic statistical features

2.1 The data

We use two sets of data. The first sample consists in the dgilyns of the Dow Jones Industrial
Average Index (DJ) over the time interval from May 27, 189&4ay 31, 2000, which represents
a sample size = 28415. The second data set contains the high-frequencyr(&tesi returns of
Nasdaq Composite (ND) index for the period from April 8, 199®ay 29, 1998 which represents
n=22123 data points. The choice of these two data sets iigddby their similarity with (1) the
data set of daily returns used by Longin (1996) particularg (2) the high frequency data used
by Guillaumeet al. (1997), Lux (2000), Mulleet al. (1998) among others.

For the intra-day Nasdaq data, there are two caveats thdtlmeusddressed. First, in order to
remove the effect of overnight price jumps, we have deteethihe returns separately for each of
289 days contained in the Nasdaq data and have taken the afmadithese 289 return data sets
to obtain a global return data set. Second, the volatilitinoh-day data are known to exhibit a
U-shape, also called “lunch-effect”, that is, an abnorgnhlgh volatility at the begining and the
end of the trading day compared with a low volatility at thpximate time of lunch. Such effect
is present in our data, as depicted on fidudre 1, where the gea@asolute returns are shown as a
function of the time within a trading day. It is desirable wrect the data from this systematic
effect. This has been performed by renormalizing the 5 resweturns at a given moment of the
trading day by the corresponding average absolute retuireatame moment. We shall refer to

3Throughout the paper, we will use compound returns, i.g-réurns.



this time series as the corrected Nasdaq returns in comtrdmsthe raw (incorrect) Nasdaq returns
and we shall examine both data sets for comparison.

The Dow Jones daily returns also exhibit some non-statindndeed, one can observe a clear
excess volatility roughly covering the time of the bubbléliag in the October 1929 crash follow-
ing by the Great Depression. To investigate the influenceaicih :ion-stationarity, time interval,
the statistical study exposed below has been performecttwicst with the entire sample, and
after having removed the period from 1927 to 1936 from theplamThe results are somewhat
different, but on the whole, the conclusions about the eatdithe tail are the same. Thus, only
the results concerning the whole sample will be detailetiéngaper.

Although the distributions of positive and negative retuane known to be very similar (Jondeau
and Rockinger 2001, for instance), we have chosen to treat geparately. For the Dow Jones,
this gives us 14949 positive and 13464 negative data poinite Wor the Nasdaq, we have 11241
positive and 10751 negative data points.

Table[d summarizes the main statistical properties of thesgime series (both for the raw and
for the corrected Nasdaq returns) in terms of the averagensttheir standard deviations, the
skewness and the excess kurtosis for four time scales of finates, an hour, one day and one
month. The Dow Jones exhibits a significantly negative slkemssnwhich can be ascribed to the
impact of the market crashes. The raw Nasdaq returns arificaguly positively skewed while the
returns corrected for the “lunch effect” are negativelyvsid, showing that the lunch effect plays
an important role in the shaping of the distribution of thiedrday returns. Note also the important
decrease of the kurtosis after correction of the Nasdagn®tor lunch effect, confirming the
strong impact of the lunch effect. In all cases, the excestkis are high and remains significant
even after a time aggregation of one month. The Jarque-B&st (Cromwelét al. 1994), a joint
statistic using skewness and kurtosis coefficients, is tsedject the normality assumption for
these time series.

2.2 Existence of time dependence

It is well-known that financial time series exhibit complep@ndence structures like heteroscedas-
ticity or non-linearities. These properties are clearlgated in our two times series. For instance,
we have estimated the statistical characterit{for positive random variables) called coefficient
of variation Stdx
- E?(X)) ’ @

which is often used as a testing statistic of the randomneyzepy of a time series. It can be
applied to a sequence of points (or, intervals generatetidsetpoints on the line). If these points
are “absolutely random,” that is, generated by a Poissdioan then the intervals between them
are distributed according to an exponential distributimnvhichV = 1. If V << 1, the process is
close to a periodic oscillation. Valu&>> 1 are associated with a clustering phenomenon. We
estimated/ =V (u) for extremaX > u andX < —u as function of threshold (both for positive
and for negative extrema). The results are shown in figure thioDow Jones daily returns. As
the results are essentially the same for the Nasdaq, we dghoatthem. FigurEl2 shows that, in
the main rangéX| < 0.02, containing~ 95% of the samplé/ increases withy, indicating that the
“clustering” property becomes stronger as the threshaltcreases. The coefficient of variation
has also been estimated for the Dow Jones when the timeahfeomn 1927 to 1936 is removed.
Its maximum value decreases by one, but it still signifigamitreases with the threshold




We have then applied several formal statistical tests odpeddence. We have first performed
the Lagrange multiplier test proposed by Engle (1984) whées to theT - R? test statistic,
whereT denotes the sample size aRélis the determination coefficient of the regression of the
squared centered returrson a constant and anof their lagsx 1, %2, -+ ,X—q. Under the null
hypothesis of homoscedastic time seriesR? follows a x2-statistic withq degrees of freedom.
The test has been performed upde= 10 and, in every case, the null hypothesis is strongly
rejected, at any usual significance level. Thus, the timesere heteroskedastic and exhibit
volatility clustering. We have also performed a BDS tesiokret al. 1987) which allows us to
detect not only volatility clustering, like in the previotest, but also departure from iid-ness due to
non-linearities. Again, we strongly rejects the null-hgpesis of iid data, at any usual significance
level, confirming the Lagrange multiplier test.

3 Can long memory processes lead to misleading measures of- ex
treme properties?

Since the descriptive statistics given in the previousi@edtave clearly shown the existence of a
significant temporal dependence structure, it is impottanonsider the possibility that it can lead
to erroneous conclusions on the estimated parameters\dasysly shown by Kearns and Pagan
(1997) for integrated GARCH processes. We first briefly flette standard procedures used to
investigate extremal properties, stressing the problamsdeawbacks arising from the existence
of temporal dependence. We then perform a numerical sifonléd study the behavior of the
estimators in presence of dependence. We put particulah@&sigoon the possible appearance of
significant biases due to dependence in the data set. Finallgresent the results on the extremal
properties of our two DJ and ND data sets in the light of thet$toap results.

3.1 Some theoretical results

Two limit theorems allow one to study the extremal propertd to determine the maximum
domain of attraction (MDA) of a distribution function in twiorms.

First, consider a sample df iid realizationsXy, Xo, -, Xn. Let X' denotes the maximum of this
sample. Then, the Gnedenko theorem states that, if, afeteguate centering and normalization,
the distribution ofX"* converges to aon-degeneratelistribution asN goes to infinity, this limit
distribution is then necessarily the Generalized Extremed/(GEV) distribution defined by

He () = exp| —(1+&-x) 7] . 2)
Wheng = 0, Hg(x) should be understood as
Hz_o(x) = exp— exp(—X)]. (3)
Thus, forN large enough
Pr{X" <x} =Hg <%1> , (4)

for some value of the centering paramatesscale factonp and tail index¢. It should be noted
that the existence of non-degenerate limit distributioproperly centered and normaliz¥d is a
rather strong limitation. There are a lot of distributiomdétions that do not satisfy this limitation,
e.g., infinitely alternating functions between a poweeldnd an exponential behavior.

9



The second limit theorem is called after Gnedenko-Pickddalkema-de Haan (GPBH) and its
formulation is as follows. In order to state the GPBH thegram define the right endpoint of
a distribution functiorf (x) asxe = sup{x: F(X) < 1}. Let us call the function

Pr{X —u>x| X >u}=FRyx) (5)

the excess distribution function (DF). Then, this B_LRX) belongs to the Maximum Domain of
Attraction of Hg(x) defined by edl{2) if and only if there exists a positive sdaleetion s(u),
depending on the thresholg such that

lim  sup |Fu(x)—G(x| & s(u)| =0, (6)

U—Xp OSXSX]: —u

where 1
G(x|&,5) = 1+InHg (9:1_(1%,2)—/&' -

By taking the limit§ — 0, expression[{7) leads to the exponential distributiore Jipport of the
distribution function[(F) is defined as follows:

(8)

0< X< oo, if&>0
o<x<—d/g, if&<O0.

Thus, the Generalized Pareto Distribution has a finite sappog < O.

The form parametek is of paramount importance for the form of the limiting distition. Its
sign determines three possible limiting forms of the disttion of maxima: If§ > 0, then the
limit distribution is the Fréchet power-like distributip If & = 0, then the limit distribution is
the Gumbel (double-exponential) distribution;élk 0, then the limit distribution has a support
bounded from above. All these three distributions are dniteeq.[2) by this parameterization.
The determination of the paramefters the central problem of extreme value analysis. Indeed, it
allows one to determine the maximum domain of attractiorhefunderling distribution. When
& > 0, the underlying distribution belongs to the Fréchet mmaxn domain of attraction and is
regularly varying (power-like tail). Wheg = 0, it belongs to the Gumbel Maximum Domain
of Attraction and is rapidly varying (exponential tail), iif & < O it belongs to the Weibull
Maximum Domain of Attraction and has a finite right endpoint.

3.2 Examples of slow convergence to limit GEV and GPD distribtions

There exist two ways of estimatirig First, if there is a sample of maxima (taken from sub-sasple
of sufficiently large size), then one can fit to this sample @V distribution, thus estimating
the parameters by Maximum Likelihood method. Alternativeine can prefer the distribution
of exceedances over a large threshold given by the GPD (®sevhail index can be estimated
with Pickands’ estimator or by Maximum Likelihood, as pmsly. Hill's estimator cannot be
used since it assumé&s> 0, while the essence of extreme value analysis is, as we teaidst
for the class of limit distributions without excluding anggsibility, and not only to determine
the quantitative value of an exponent. Each of these methasists advantages and drawbacks,
especially when one has to study dependent data, as we show be

Given a sample of sizH, one considers thg-maxima drawn frong sub-samples of sizp (such
thatp-q= N) to estimate the parametes W, &) in @) by Maximum Likelihood. This procedure
yields consistent and asymptotically Gaussian estimgpoovided tha€ > —1/2 (Smith 1985).
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The properties of the estimators still hold approximataly dependent data, provided that the
interdependence of data is weak. However, it is difficulttoase an optimal value gfof the sub-
samples. It depends both on the divef the entire sample and on the underlying distribution: the
maxima drawn from an Exponential distribution are knowndowerge very quickly to Gumbel's
distribution (Hall and Welinel 1979), while for the Gaussiaw, convergence is particularly slow
(Hall 1979).

The second possibility is to estimate the paraméténom the distribution of exceedances (the
GPD). For this, one can use either the Maximum Likelihoodnestor or Pickands’ estimator.
Maximum Likelihood estimators are well-known to be the mefficient ones (at least fdy >
—1/2 and for independent data) but, in this particular casédpids’ estimator works reasonably
well. Given an ordered sampige < X, < ---xy Of sizeN, Pickands’ estimator is given by

: 1 X—Xx
= —1|n .
SN N2 Xok — Xak

(9)

For independent and identically distributed data, thisvestbr is consistent provided thatis
chosen so that — « andk/N — 0 asN — «. Moreover,§yn is asymptotically normal with
variance

§2(2% 41
(2(2& -1)In2)2 "
In the presence of dependence between data, one can expectease of the standard deviation,
as reported by Kearns and Pagan (1997). For time dependétite GARCH class, Kearns and
Pagan (1997) have indeed demonstrated a significant ircifathe standard deviation of the
tail index estimator, such as Hill's estimator, by a factarenthan seven with respect to their
asymptotic properties for iid samples. This leads to veagaurate index estimates for time series
with this kind of temporal dependence.

0(&n)? k= (10)

Another problem lies in the determination of the optimaksiroldu of the GPD, which is in fact
related to the optimal determination of the sub-samplescsin the case of the estimation of the
parameters of the distribution of maximum.

In sum, none of these methods seem really satisfying and @aelpresents severe drawbacks.
The estimation of the parameters of the GEV distribution afritie GPD may be less sensitive to

the dependence of the data, but this property is only asyoptbus a bootstrap investigation is

required to be able to compare the real power of each estimatethod for samples of moderate
size.

As a first simple example illustrating the possibly very slmmvergence to the limit distributions
of extreme value theory mentioned above, let us considenalaied sample of iid Weibull random
variables (we thus fulfill the most basic assumption of ertzesalues theory, i.e, iid-ness). We
take two values for the exponent of the Weibull distributian= 0.7 andc = 0.3, withd =1
(scale parameter). An estimation by the distribution of the GPD of exceedance should give
estimated values & close to zero in the limit of larghl. In order to use the GPD, we have taken
the conditional Weibull distribution under conditiofi> Uy, k = 1...15, where the thresholddy

are chosenadl; =0.1; U, =0.3; U3=1; Uy = 3; U5 = 10; Ug = 30; U7 = 100; Ug = 300; Ug =
1000;U10=3000;U11 = 104; Uip=3- 104; Uiz= 105; Uis=3- 10° andUq5 = 10P.

For each simulation, the size of the sample above the caesidbresholdJy is chosen equal
to 50,000 in order to get small standard deviations. The Maximukelihood estimates of the
GPD form paramete€ are shown in figur€l3. For = 0.7, the thresholdJ; gives an estimate
& = 0.0123 with standard deviation equal t@045, i.e., the estimate fdy differs significantly
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from zero (recall thag = O is the correct theoretical limit value). This occurs nahstanding
the huge size of the implied data set; indeed, the probalftiK > U5 for ¢ = 0.7 is about 10°,

so that in order to obtain a data set of conditional sampta®s fan unconditional data set of the
size studied here (5000 realizations abovédy;), the size of such unconditional sample should be
approximately 18 times larger than the number of “peaks over threshold”, ités practically
impossible to have such a sample. ot 0.3, the convergence to the theoretical value zero
is even slower. Indeed, even the largest financial dataeseta §ingle asset, drawn from high
frequency data, are no larger than or of the order of oneaniliointé. The situation does not
change even for data sets one or two orders of magnitudesy lasgconsidered in (Gopikrishnan
et al. 1998, Gopikrishnaret al. 1999, Plerotet al. 1999), obtained by aggregating thousands of
stocks. Thus, although the GPD form parameter should be zero ttiealig in the limit of large
sample for the Weibull distribution, this limit cannot beoked for any available sample sizes.

This is a clear illustration that a rapidly varying distritoun, like the Weibull distribution with
exponent smaller than one, i.e., a Stretched-Exponenstilhkilition, can be mistaken for a Pareto
or any other regularly varying distribution for any praetiapplications.

3.3 Generation of a long memory process with a well-defined a&tionary distribu-
tion

In order to study the performance of the various estimatothetail index& and the influence
of interdependence of sample values, we have generatexhksamples with distinct properties.
The first three samples are made of iid realizations drawpesely from an asymptotic power-
law distribution with tail indexo = 3 and from a Stretched-Exponential distribution with exgrun
c= 0.3 andc = 0.7. The other samples contain realizations exhibiting bffié degrees of time
dependence with the same three distributions as for thetliirsé samples: a regularly varying
distribution with tail indexb = 3 and a Stretched-Exponential distribution with exporest0.3
andc=0.7. Thus, the three first samples are the iid counterpartsedathbr ones. The sample with
regularly varying iid distributions converges to the Frét's maximum domain of attraction with
& =1/3=0.33, while the iid Stretched-Exponential distribution cerges to Gumbel’'s maximum
domain of attraction wittff = 0. We now study how well can one distinguish between these two
distributions belonging to two different maximum domaitistiraction.

For the stochastic processes with temporal dependence,sav& simple stochastic volatility
model. First, we construct a Markovian Gaussian prode§$:>1 whose correlation function
is

cit)y=a', a<1 (11)

Varying a allows us to change the strength of the time dependencegatkared by the correlation
lengtht = —ﬁ. Whena = 0, the iid case is retrieved. In the following, we have chcsen0.95
and 099, which correspond to correlation lengths of about 20 ab@l lAgs respectively. For
simplicity, we will refer to the first case as the “short-magigrocess, while the second one will
be called “long-memory” process. This denomination is datyconvenience and does not refer to
the conventional distinction between processes with sirationg range memory (Beran 1994).

40ne year of data sampled at the 1 minute time scale gives xipmately 12- 10° data points

5In this case, another issue arises concerning the factthaifgregation of returns from different assets may distort
the information and the very structure of the tails of thebatality density functions (pdf), if they exhibit some iimtsic
variability (Matiaet al. 2002).
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The next step consists in building the proc@ds}i~1, defined by

where®(.) is the Gaussian distribution function. The proc@ds}-1 exhibits also a dependence
qualitatively similar to that of the proceqs }i>1. The precise nature of the temporal depen-
dence of the procesf; }1>1 is revealed differently by different tools Indeed, if oneaqtifies
dependence by copulas, then the procgsg:>1 has the same dependence{s}:~1 because
copulas are invariant under a strickly increasing changeanébles. Let us recall that a copula
is the mathematical embodiment of the dependence structitveeen different random variables
(Joe 1997, Nelsen 1998). The procéds}i~1 thus possesses a Gaussian copula dependence struc-
ture with long memory and uniform marginals. In contrasrie quantifies the dependence by
the correlation coefficient or the correlation ratio or atheasonable standard measures of de-
pendence, the monotonous change of varidhle (12) is no mooeuous as the correlation may
become as small as one wants under an suitable choice afldysinicreasing transformation (see
for instance (Malevergne and Sornette 2002) for a detaikzlidsion of the effect of conditioning
on correlation measures). However, in the present caseawealculate exactly the correlation
function of the proces§U; }i>1, which is nothing but the rank (or Spearman) correlatiorcfiom

of the procesg X }+>1, So that

Cu(t) = garcsin<% C(t)> , (13)
6 . am

= = arcsm<7> , (14)

~ %a'”, ast — oo. (15)

For our purpose, the important point is to obtain a procefis tlve correct asymptotic distribution
tails together with some dependence: this allows us to psob&e impact of the dependence on
estimators and show that standard statistical estimataysh®come unreliable.

In the last step, we define the volatility process
o =0o-U; 1, (16)

which ensures that the stationary distribution of the vlithatis a Pareto distribution with tail
index b. Such a distribution of the volatility is not realistic ingtbulk which is found to be
approximately a lognormal distribution for not too largdatdities (Sornetteet al. 2000), but is
in agreement with the hypothesis of an asymptotic regulaatying distribution. A change of
variable more complicated than{16) can provide a morestEalehavior of the volatility on the
entire range of the distribution but our main goal is not toyite a realistic stochastic volatility
model but only to exhibit a stochastic process with time depace and well-defined prescribed
marginals in order to test the influence of the dependenaetste.

The return process is then given by
lt =0t-&, (7)

where theg; are Gaussian random variables independent fopnThe construction[{17) ensures
the de-correlation of the returns at every time lag. Theataty distribution ofr; admits the
density
b
2271 b+1 r2\ b-a?
_Z (b ) 0 (18)

r(2=-_-_)=_-0o
P(r) VT ( 2 ’203) |r|Ptl”
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which is regularly varying at infinity sincé (%,;—;9 goes tol (241). This completes the
construction and characterization of our long memory @eagith regularly varying stationary

distribution.

In order to obtain a process with Stretched-Exponentidtidigion with long range dependence,
we apply to{r }>1 the following increasing mappinG:r — vy

(xo+InE)ve r>ro
G(r) = ¢ sgn(r) - |r|¥/¢ Ir| <ro (19)
—(ro+In|r/ro)¥¢ r<—rg.

This transformation gives a stretched exponential of ircl®x all values of the return larger than
the scale factorg. This derives from the fact that the procegss}i~1 admits a regularly varying
distribution function, characterized By (r) = 1— F(r) = £(r)|r|°, for some slowly varying
function L. As a consequence, the stationary distributiof¥§:>1 is given by

ebro o
R(y) = L(roeexp(y")) & e vy >, (20)
= (y)-e ™™ s slowly varying at infinity (21)
which is a Stretched-Exponential distribution.

To summarize, starting with a Markovian Gaussian processhave defined a stochastic pro-
cess characterized by a stationary distribution functiboun choice, thanks to the invariance of
the temporal dependence structure (the copula) undethstincreasing change of variable. In
particular, this approach gives stochastic processesanigtyularly varying marginal distribution
and with a stretched-exponential distribution. Notwidimgting the difference in their marginals,
these two processes possess by construction exactly thetsaendependence. This allows us to
compare the impact of the same dependence on these twosctdsearginals.

3.4 Results of numerical simulations

We have generated 1000 replications of each process pedsienthe previous section, i.e., iid
Stretched-Exponential, iid Pareto, short and long memuorggsses with a Pareto distribution and
with a Stretched-Exponential distribution. Each samplet@ios 10000 realizations, which is
approximately the number of points in each tail of our reahgles.

Panel (a) of tabl€l2 presents the mean values and standaedialey of the Maximum Likeli-
hood estimates d, using the Generalized Extreme Value distribution and thedalized Pareto
Distribution for the three samples of iid data. To estiméie parameters of the GEV distribu-
tion and study the influence of the sub-sample size, we haugpgd the data in clusters of size
g=10,20,100 and 200. For the analysis in terms of the GPD, we have a@eresl four different
large thresholds, corresponding to the quantiles 90%, 95%, 99% an8%9 The estimates &
obtained from the distribution of maxima are compatibletfat95% confidence level) with the ex-
pected value for the Stretched-Exponential veith 0.7 for all cluster sizes and for the Pareto dis-
tribution for clusters of size larger than 10. For the StrettExponential with fractional exponent
¢ = 0.3, we obtain an average valg§darger than @ over the four different sizes of sub-samples.
Except for the largest cluster, this value is significantffedent from the theoretical valug= 0.0.
This clearly shows that the distribution of the maximum dndvem a Stretched-Exponential dis-
tribution withc = 0.7 converges very quickly toward the theoretical asympt@tiy/ distribution,
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while for ¢ = 0.3 the convergence is extremely slow. Such a fast convergenae= 0.7 is not
surprising since, for this value of the fractional indexe ®Btretched-Exponential distribution re-
mains close to the Exponential distribution, which is knderconverge very quickly to the GEV
distribution (Hall and Wellnel 1979). Far= 0.3, the Stretched-Exponential distribution behaves,
over a wide range, like the power law - as we shall see in thegeetion - thus it is not surprising
to obtain an estimate @ which remains significantly positive.

Overall, the results are slightly better for the Maximumlikood estimates obtained from the
GPD. Indeed, the bias observed for the Stretched-Exp@teniih ¢ = 0.3 seems smaller for
large quantiles than the smallest biases reached by the G&Nooh Thus, it appears that the
distribution of exceedance converges faster to its asytopdestribution than the distribution of
maximum. However, while in line with the theoretical valudse standard deviations are found
almost always larger than in the previous case, which testf the higher variability of this
estimator. Thus, for such sample sizes, the GEV and GPD Marilrikelihood estimates should
be handled with care and there results interpreted withiaadue to possibly important bias and
statistical fluctuations. If a small value §fseems to allow one to reliably conclude in favor of
a rapidly varying distribution, a positive estimate does agpear informative, and in particular
does not allow one to reject the rapidly varying behavior distribution.

Panel (b) and (c) of tab[d 2 presents the same results fomddtahort and long memory, respec-
tively. We note the presence of a significant downward biath(respect to the iid case) in almost
every cases for the GPD estimates: the stronger the depamdée more important is the bias.
At the same time, the empirical values of the standard dewstremain comparable with those
obtained in the previous case for iid data. The downward daasbe ascribed to the dependence
between data. Indeed, positive dependence yields impaitzstering of extremes and accumula-
tion of realizations around some values, which — for smatigas — could (misleadingly) appear
as the consequence of the compactness of the support ofdedying distribution. This rational-
izes the negativé estimates obtained for the Stretched-Exponential digidh withc=0.7. In
other words, for finite sample, the dependence preventsithexploration of the tails and create
clusters that mimics a thinner tail (even if the clustersaeurring all at large values since what
is important is the range of exploration of the tail in ordeicontrol the value o).

The situation is different for the GEV estimates which shdilvex an upward or downward bias
(with respect to the iid case). Here two effects are competibn the one hand, the dependence
creates a downward bias, as explained above, while, on liee lband, the lack of convergence of
the distribution of maxima toward its GEV asymptotic distiion results in an upward bias, as
observed on iid data. This last phenomemon is strengthepd#tkkexistence of time dependence
which leads to decrease the “effective” sample size ( theahdize divided by the correlation
lengthA = S C(t) = (1—a)~?1) and thus slows down the convergence rate toward the asyimpto
distribution even more. Interestingly, both the GEV and GDmators for the Pareto distribution
may be utterly wrong in presence of long range dependenanfocluster sizes.

To summarize, two opposite effects are competing. On théhand, non-asymptotic effects due
to the slow convergence toward the asymptotic GEV or GPDibligions yield an upward or
downward bias. This effect seems more pronounced for GEWVildlitons and becomes more
important when the correlation length increases since dfffective” sample size decreases. On
the other hand, the presence of dependence in the data sndulosvnward bias and sometimes an
increase of the standard deviation of the estimated vallies qualitative effect can be described
as follows:the larger a is, the smaller is thieestimate provided - of course - that the “effective”
sample size is kept constant, everything being otherwlentaqual.
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These two entangled effects, which sometimes compete andtgoes oppose each other, have
also been observed for non-Markovian processes drawn frans$kan processes with long range
correlation. Thus, the existence of an important bias aedrbrease in the scattering of esti-
mates is a general and genuine progeny of the time dependdnieads us to the conclusion
that the Maximum Likelihood estimators derived from the GE\GPD distributions are not very
efficient for the investigation of the financial data whosmpke sizes are moderate and which
exhibit complicated serial dependence. The only positate s that the GPD estimator correctly
recovers the range of the indé&uith an uncertainty smaller than 20% for data with a pure t@are
distribution while it is cannot reject the hypothesis that 0 when the data is generated with a
Stretched-Exponential distribution, albeit with a versgka uncertainty, in other words with little
power.

Table[3 focuses on the results given by Pickands’ estimatothie tail index of the GPD. For
each thresholds, corresponding to the quantiles 90%, 95%, 99% an®%Orespectively, the
results of our simulations are given for two particular eswfk (defined in [P)) corresponding
to N/k = 4, which is the largest admissible value, @tk = 10 corresponding to be sufficiently
far in the tail of the GPD. TablEl 3 provides the mean value &edriumerically estimated as
well as the theoretical (given bf {{10)) standard deviatib§igy. Panel (a) gives the result for
iid data. The mean values do not exhibit a significant biasttier Pareto distribution and the
Stretched-Exponential witb= 0.7, but are utterly wrong in the case= 0.3 since the estimates
are comparable with those given for the Pareto distributimneach case, we note a very good
agreement between the empirical and theoretical standardtibns, even for the larger quantiles
(and thus the smaller samples). Panels (b-c) present thitsrésr dependent data. The estimated
standard deviations remains of the same order as the tleabi@tes, contrarily to results reported
by Kearns and Pagan (1997) for IGARCH processes. HowekertHese authors, we find that the
bias, either positive or negative, becomes very signifiaadtleads one to misclassify a Stretched-
Exponential distribution witlc = 0.3 for a Pareto distribution with = 3. Thus, in presence of
dependence, Pickands’ estimator is unreliable.

To summarize, the determination of the maximum domain odetibn with usual estimators does
not appear to be a very efficient way to study the extreme ptiegeof dependent times series.
Almost all the previous studies which have investigatedt#tiebehavior of asset returns distri-
butions have focused on these methods (see the influentiilbvad Longin (1996) for instance)
and may thus have led to spurious results on the determinatithe tail behavior. In particular,
our simulations show that rapidly varying function may bestalken for regularly varying func-
tions. Thus, according to our simulations, this casts doobtthe strength of the conclusion of
previous works that the distributions of returns are regylgarying as seems to have been the
consensus until now and suggests to re-examine the pdtysibdt the distribution of returns may
be rapidly varying as suggested by Gouriéroux and Jas@¥8(lor Laherrére and Sornette (1999)
for instance. We now turn to this question using the framé&wediGEV and GDP estimators just
described.

3.5 GEV and GPD estimators of the Dow Jones and Nasdaq data set

We have applied the same analysis as in the previous seatidheoreal samples of the Dow
Jones and Nasdaq (raw and corrected) returns. In orderitnadstthe standard deviations of
Pickands’ estimator for the GPD derived from the upper glemnof these distributions, and of
ML-estimators for the distribution of maximum and for the 3Rve have randomly generated
one thousand sub-samples, each sub-sample being catsttiuten thousand data points in the
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positive or negative parts of the samples respectivelyh(vaplacement). It should be noted that
the ML-estimates themselves were derived from the full dashe results are given in tablds 4
and®.

These results confirm the confusion about the tail beha¥itiveoreturns distributions and it seems
impossible to exclude a rapidly varying behavior of theilstalndeed, even the estimations per-
formed by Maximum Likelihood with the GPD tail index, which\e appeared as the least unreli-
able estimator in our previous tests, does not allow us @rlgleeject the hypothesis that the tails
of the empirical distributions of returns are rapidly vauyj in particular for large quantile values.
For the Nasdaq dataset, accounting for the lunch effectnlmageld any significant change in the
estimations. This observation will be confirmed by the otbsts presented in the next sections.

As a last non-parametric attempt to distinguish betweegaady varying tail and a rapidly vary-
ing tail of the exponential or Stretched-Exponential faesil we study thdlean Excess Function
which is one of the known methods that often can help in degidvhat parametric family is
appropriate for approximation (see for details Embreehtl. (1997)). The Mean Excess Func-
tion MEF(u) of a random valu& (also called “shortfall” when applied to negative retumshe
context of financial risk management) is defined as

MEF(u) = E(X—u|X >u) . (22)

The Mean Excess FuncticdME F(u) is obviously related to the GPD for sufficiently large thresh
old u and its behavior can be derived in this limit for the three mmaym domains of attraction.
In addition, more precise results can be given for partictdeadom variables, even in a non-
asymptotic regime. Indeed, for an exponential random kb4, theMEF(u) is just a constant.
For a Pareto random variable, thHE F(u) is a straight increasing line, whereas for the Stretched-
Exponential and the Gauss distributions, MEF(u) is a decreasing function. We evaluated the
sample analogues of thE F(u) (Embrechtst al. 1997, p.296) which are shown in figure 4. All
attempts to find a constant or a linearly increasing behadidhe MEF(u) on the main central
part of the range of returns were ineffective. In the cerpeat of the range of negative returns
(IX| > 0.002;q==98% for ND data, an¢X| > 0.025 ;q = 96% for DJ data), tht1EF(u) behaves
like a convex function which exclude both exponential andgro(Pareto) distributions. Thus, the
MEF(u) tool does not support using any of these two distributions.

An alternative to the Mean Excess function is provided byMiean Log-Excess function:
MLEF(u) = E(log(X/u)|X > u). (23)

MLEF(u) is again related to the GPD (of the variable Yodnstead ofX) for sufficiently large
threholdu. In particular, whenX follows asymtotically a power law, log is asymptotically
exponentially distributed, so thLEF(u) goes to a constant equaldo?, wherea denotes the
tail index of the distribution oK. For a Stretched-Exponential variadawvith fractional exponent
¢, it turns out thaMLEF(u) behaves like a regularly varying function whose tail indguas—c.
Thus, in a double logarithmic plot, such a behavior is charagaed by a decreasing straigth line
with slope—c. Sample estimates &iLEF(u) are shown in figurgl5. On about 90% of the range
of the sample, the Mean Log-Excess functions behaves astexpir Stretched-Exponentially
distributed variables, while in the tail range (about 10%tha# largest values), the results are
very confusing, due to the importance of the statisticaltflatons. Such behavior ®LEF(u)

in the tails cannot be attributed definitely to a regularlyyireg or to a Stretched-Exponentially
distributed random variable. Therefore, a change of regiammot be excluded in the extreme talil
of the distributions.
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In view of the stalemate reached with the above non-par&regiproaches and in particular with
the standard extreme value estimators, the sequel of thexr [devoted to the investigation of a
parametric approach in order to decide which class of exdremtue distributions, rapidly versus
regularly varying, accounts best for the empirical disttibns of returns.

4  Fitting distributions of returns with parametric densiti es

Since our previous results lead to doubt the validity of #jeation of the hypothesis that the dis-
tribution of returns are rapidly varying, we now propose itagarametric champion for this class
of functions against the Pareto champion of regularly vayyunctions. To represent the class of
rapidly varying functions, we propose the family of StretdkExponentials. As discussed in the
introduction, the class of stretched exponentials is ratgiy in part from a theoretical view point
by the fact that the large deviations of multiplicative mrsses are generically distributed with
stretched exponential distributions (Frisch and Sorri8¥). Stretched exponential distributions
are also parsimonious examples of sub-exponential disibits with fat tails for instance in the
sense of the asymptotic probability weight of the maximumpared with the sum of large sam-
ples (Feller 1971). Notwithstanding their fat-tailnessef&hed Exponential distributions have all
their moments finit& in contrast with regularly varying distributions for whicnoments of order
equal to or larger than the inddxare not defined. This property may provide a substantial ad-
vantage to exploit in generalizations of the mean-variggaéolio theory using higher-order mo-
ments (Rubinstein 1973, Fang and Lai 1997, Hwang and Satt9@9, Sornetteet al. 2000, An-
dersen and Sornette 2001, Jurczenko and Maillet 2002, Mijee and Sornette 2002, for instance
). Moreover, the existence of all moments is an importanperty allowing for an efficient estima-
tion of any high-order moment, since it ensures that thenegtirs are asymptotically Gaussian. In
particular, for Stretched-Exponentially distributed deam variables, the variance, skewness and
kurtosis can be well estimated, contrarily to random vaeslwith regularly varying distribution
with tail index in the range 3 5.

4.1 Definition of two parametric families
4.1.1 A general3-parameters family of distributions

We thus consider a general 3-parameters family of disidhatand its particular restrictions cor-
responding to some fixed value(s) of two (one) parameterss family is defined by its density
function given by:

A(b,c.d,u) x ®*Vexp[— (X)°] ifx>u>0

24
0 if X< u. 24)

fu(x|b,c,d) = {

Here,b,c,d are unknown parameters,is a known lower threshold that will be varied for the
purposes of our analysis a#db, c,d, u) is a normalizing constant given by the expression:

d°c
(=b/c, (u/d)e)’

8However, they do not admit an exponential moment, whichdeagroblems in the reconstruction of the distribu-
tion from the knowledge of their moments (Stuart and Ord 1994

A(b,c,d,u) = F (25)
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whererl (a, x) denotes the (non-normalized) incomplete Gamma functitve. farametel ranges
from minus infinity to infinity whilec andd range from zero to infinity. In the particular case
wherec = 0, the parametdralso needs to be positive to ensure the normalization ofribtegility
density function (pdf). The interval of definition of thisnfély is the positive semi-axis. Negative
log-returns will be studied by taking their absolute valugke family [22) includes several well-
known pdf’s often used in different applications. We enuasitethem.

1. The Pareto distribution:
Fu() =1—(u/x)", (26)

which corresponds to the set of parametérs- 0,c = 0) with A(b,c,d,u) = b-uP. Several
works have attempted to derive or justified the existencepolieer tail of the distribution of
returns from agent-based models (Challet and Marsili 200@n optimal trading of large
funds with sizes distributed according to the Zipf law (Gale al. 2002) or from stochastic
processes (Sobehart and Farengo 2002, Bibtaah 1998, 2002).

2. The Weibull distribution:
A9 = 1-exp - () + (3) ] @)

with parameter séb= —c,c>0,d > 0) and normalization constaA(b, c,d,u) = & exp[(g)c] .
This distribution is said to be a “Stretched-Exponentiabtiabution when the exponert

is smaller than 1, namely when the distribution decays mtmelg than an exponential
distribution.

3. The exponential distribution:

Fu(X) :l—exp(—g+g), (28)
with parameter séb= —1, c=1, d > 0) and normalization constaA{b,c,d,u) = éexp(—g).
For sufficiently high quantiles, the exponential behavian ¢or instance derive, from the
hyperbolic model introduced by Eberlegt al. (1998) or from a simple model where stock
price dynamics is governed by a geometrical (multipliagtiBrownian motion with stochas-
tic variance. Dragulescu and Yakovenko (2002) have fourekaellent fit of the Dow-Jones
index for time lags from 1 to 250 trading days with a model veithasymptotic exponential
tail of the distribution of log-returns.

4. The incomplete Gamma distribution:

_,_F(=bx/d)
FU(X) - 1 F(—b, U/d) (29)
with parameter sefb, c =1, d > 0) and normalizatiorA(b,c,d,u) = r(+bu/d) Such an

asymptotic tail behavior can, for instance, be observethimgeneralized hyperbolic mod-
els, whose description can be found in Prause (1998).

Thus, the Pareto distribution (PD) and exponential distrdm (ED) are one-parameter families,
whereas the stretched exponential (SE) and the incomplaten@ distribution (IG) are two-
parameter families. The comprehensive distribution (Ci¢mgby equation[{24) contains three
unknown parameters.
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Interesting links between these different models reveahtelves under specific asymptotic con-
ditions. Very interesting for our present study is the bétraef the (SE) model wheo — 0 and
u > 0. In this limit, and provided that

o(%)c—w, asc—0. (30)

the (SE) model goes to the Pareto model. Indeed, we can write

g oo GT) = o(g) el (5) (1) 0]

~ B-x‘%xp[—c(%)c-ln )—lj] , asc—0

~ B-xflexp[—B-In)—lﬂ ,

uB
Byt
X

12

(31)

which is the pdf of the (PD) model with tail indgk The condition[(30) comes naturally from the
properties of the maximume-likelihood estimator of the sgadrameted given by equation[{32)
in AppendiX{A. It implies that, as — 0, the characteristic scateof the (SE) model must also go
to zero withc to ensure the convergence of the (SE) model towards the (PD&In

This shows that the Pareto model can be approximated witldesiyed accuracy on an arbitrary

interval (u > 0,U) by the (SE) model with parametefs,d) satisfying equation[{30) where the

arrow is replaced by an equality. Although the value- 0 does not give strickly speaking a

Stretched-Exponential distribution, the lindt— O provides any desired approximation to the
Pareto distribution, uniformly on any finite interval,U ). This deep relationship between the SE
and PD models allows us to understand why it can be very diffculecide, on a statistical basis,

which of these models fits the data best.

Another interesting behavior is obtained in the lilit> +, where the Pareto model tends to
the Exponential model (Bouchaud and Potters 2000). Ingwedided that the scale parameter
of the power law is simultaneously scaleduis= (b/a)?, we can write the tail of the cumulative
distribution function of the PD as’/(u+ x)® which is indeed of the form®/x? for largex. Then,
uP/(u+x)P = (1+ ax/b)™® — exp(—ax) for b — +o0. This shows that the Exponential model
can be approximated with any desired accuracy on intefvals+ A) by the (PD) model with
parameter$p, u) satisfyingu® = (b/a)®, for any positive constant A. Although the valoe- +co
does not give strickly speaking a Exponential distributithee limit u 0 b — +oco provides any
desired approximation to the Exponential distributionifanmly on any finite intervalu,u+ A).
This limit is thus less general that the SE PD limit since it is valid only asymptotically for
u — +oo while u can be finite in the SE» PD limit.

4.1.2 The log-Weibull family of distributions

Let us also introduce the two-parameter log-Weibull family

1—-F(x) =exp[—b(In(x/u))], for x>u. (32)
whose density is
@ X c-1 _ X C . S
fu(x|b,c,d) =< X (In U) eXp[ b(ln u) ] ) ff X=>u>0 (33)
o if x<u.
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This family of pdf interpolates smoothly between the StiettExponential and Pareto classes.
It recovers the Pareto family far= 1, in which case the parameteiis the tail exponent. Far
larger than 1, the tail of the log-Weibull is thinner than &greto distribution but heavier than any
Stretched-Exponential In particular, wherc equals two, the log-normal distribution is retrieved
(above threshold). Forc smaller than 1, the tails of the SLE are even heavier than angt®
distributions. This range of parameter is probably notuissfcept maybe to account of “outliers”
in the spirit of Johansen and Sornette (2002); this will nieja specific investigation.

4.2 Methodology

We start with fitting our two data sets (DJ and ND) by the fivariiations enumerated above]24)
and [ZBEZD). Our first goal is to show that no single parameépresentation among any of the
cited pdf’s fits thewhole rangeof the data sets. Recall that we analyze separately positide
negative returns (the later being converted to the posigrri-axis). We shall use in our analysis
amovablelower thresholdy, restricting by this threshold our sample to observati@istying to

X > U

In addition to estimating the parameters involved in eaghesentation[[2E.26-P9) by maximum
likelihood for each particular threshold, we need a characterization of the goodness-of-fit. For
this, we propose to use a distance between the estimateithutisin and the sample distribution.
Many distances can be used: mean-squared error, Kullbithel distanc® Kolmogorov dis-
tance, Sherman distance (as in Longin (1996)) or Andersantifigy distance, to cite a few. We can
also use one of these distances to determine the parametashopdf according to the criterion
of minimizing the distance between the estimated distidbuand the sample distribution. The
chosen distance is thus useful both for characterizing anestimating the parametric pdf. In the
later case, once an estimation of the parameters of patididtribution family has been obtained
according to the selected distance, we need to quantifytétistgal significance of the fit. This
requires to derive the statistics associated with the echdistance. These statistics are known for
most of the distances cited above, in the limit of large sampl

We have chosen the Anderson-Darling distance to derivestimated parameters and perform our
tests of goodness of fit. The Anderson-Darling distance éetva theoretical distribution function
F(x) and its empirical analo§y(x), estimated from a sample &f realizations, is evaluated as
follows:

. _ 2
ADS = N. / —E(N)(()’?l _FF((X)Q) dF(x) (34)
— —N—2%{Wklog(|:(yk))+(1—Wk)|09(1—|:(yk))}> (35)

wherewy, =2k/(2N+1),k=1...N andy; < ... <yyisits ordered sample. If the sample is drawn
from a population with distribution functiof (x), the Anderson-Darling statistics (ADS) has a
standard AD-distributiorfree of the theoretical df F(x)Anderson and Darling 1952), similarly to

A generalization of the SLE to the following three-paramésenily also contains the SE family in some formal
limit. Consider indeed % F (x) = exp(—b(In(1+x/D))°®) for x > 0, which has the same tail as expresslan (32). Taking
D — +oo together withb = (D/d)€ with d finite yields 1— F (x) = exp(—(x/d))°).

8The estimators and their asymptotic properties are defivégpendixA.

9This distance (odivergencestrictly speaking) is the natural distance associateld miximum-likelihood estima-
tion since it is for these values of the estimated paraméhbeatsthe distance between the true model and the assumed
model reaches its minimum.
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the x? for the x-statistic, or the Kolmogorov distribution for the Kolmagw statistic. It should
be noted that the ADS weights the squared difference il &gk® 1/F (x)(1 — F(x)) which is
nothing but the inverse of the variance of the differencequase brackets. The AD distance
thus emphasizes more the tails of the distribution than, tse&yKolmogorov distance which is
determined by thenaximum absoluteeviation ofF,(x) from F(x) or the mean-squared error,
which is mostly controlled by the middle of range of the disition. Since we have to insert
the estimated parameters into the ADS, this statistic doe®lmey any more the standard AD-
distribution: the ADS decreases because the use of theyffiimameters ensures a better fit to
the sample distribution. However, we can still use the sieshdjuantiles of the AD-distribution
asupper boundaries of the ADS. If the observed ADS is larger than thadard quantile with

a high significance levell — €), we can then conclude that the null hypothds(x) is rejected
with significance level larger thafi — €). If we wish to estimate the real significance level of the
ADS in the case where it does not exceed the standard quahélkigh significance level, we are
forced to use some other method of estimation of the signifiedevel of the ADS, such as the
bootstrap method.

In the following, the estimates minimizing the Andersonride distance will be refered to as AD-
estimates. The maximum likelihood estimates (ML-estimiatge asymptotically more efficient
than AD-estimates for independent data and under the ¢onditat the null hypothesis (given by
one of the four distributiond{26-P9), for instance) cop@wds to the true data generating model.
When this is not the case, the AD-estimates provideetier practical toolfor approximating
sample distributions compared with the ML-estimates.

We have determined the AD-estimates for 18 standard signifie levelsy; ... g:1g given in ta-
ble[@. The correspondingample quantilesorresponding to these significance levels or thresh-
oldsu; ...u;g for our samples are also shown in table 6. Despite the fatthhasholdsu, vary
from sample to sample, they always corresponded to the saetk det of significance levetk
throughout the paper and allows us to compare the goodrdggar samples of different sizes.

4.3 Empirical results

The Anderson-Darling statistics (ADS) for six parametristiibutions (Weibull or Stretched-
Exponential, Generalized Pareto, Gamma, Exponentiabt®and Log-Weibull) are shown in
table[T for two quantile ranges, the first top half of the taderesponding to the 90% lowest
thresholds while the second bottom half corresponds to @8é highest ones. For the lowest
thresholds, the ADS rejects all distributions, except tiret€hed-Exponential for the Nasdag.
Thus, none of the considered distributions is really adegtmmodel the data over such large
ranges. For the 10% highest quantiles, only the exponemiiael is rejected at the 95% confi-
dence level. The Log-Weibull and the Stretched-Exponkdisdributions are the best, just above
the Pareto distribution and the Incomplete Gamma that ddmmoejected. We now present an
analysis of each case in more details.

4.3.1 Pareto distribution

Figure[®a shows the cumulative sample distribution fumcfie- F (x) for the Dow Jones Indus-
trial Average index, and in figuld 6b the cumulative sampégrithiution function for the Nasdaq
Composite index. The mismatch between the Pareto distiband the data can be seen with the
naked eye: if samples were taken from a Pareto populatiengridgph in double log-scale should
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be a straight line. Even in the tails, this is doubtful. Tani@atize this impression, we calculate the
Hill and AD estimators for each threshold Denotingy; > ... > yy, the ordered sub-sample of
values exceeding whereNj is the size of this sub-sample, the Hill maximum likelihoatimate
of parameteb is (Hill 1975)

1
by — [Ni ZIog(w/u)] . (36)

The standard deviations Blﬁ can be estimated as
Std(E)u) = 6u/\/N_w (37)

under the assumption of iid data, but very severely underast the true standard deviation when
samples exhibit dependence, as reported by Kearns and P&$af).

Figure[Ta andI7b shows the Hill estimatasas a function ofu for the Dow Jones and for the
Nasdag. Instead of an approximately constant exponent ¢atdvibe the case for true Pareto
samples), the tail index estimator increases ungé# 0.04, beyond which it seems to slow its
growth and oscillates around a valse3 — 4 up to the threshold = .08. It should be noted that
the interval[0, 0.04] contains 9912% of the sample whereas the inter{@a04,0.08] contains only
0.64% of the sample. The behavior knf for the ND shown in figur€l7b is similar: Hill's estimate
by seems to slow its growth already @& 0.0013 corresponding to the 95% quantile. Are these
slowdowns of the growth dby, genuine signatures of a possible constant well-defined ps{im
value that would qualify a regularly varying function?

As a first answer to this question, table 8 compares the Abrests of the tail exponerit with
the corresponding maximum likelihood estimates for theri8rvalsu; ... u;g. Both maximum
likelihood and Anderson-Darling estimatesto$teadily increase with the threshaldexcept for
the highest quantiles of the positive tail of the Nasdaq)k ddrresponding figures for positive and
negative returns are very close to each other and almost asigyeficantly different at the usual
95% confidence level. Some slight non-monotonicity of tleeeéase for the highest thresholds can
be explained by small sample sizes. One can observe thaMidtrand ADS estimates continue
increasing as the interval of estimation is contractingh® éxtreme values. It seems that their
growth potential has not been exhausted even for the laquesitileu,g, except for the positive
tail of the Nasdaq sample. This statement might not be veopgtas the standard deviations of the
tail index estimators also grow when exploring the largestngiles. However, the non-exhausted
growth is observed for three samples out of the four tailsrédeer, this effect is seen for several
threshold values while random fluctuations would distoetlifcurve in a random manner rather
than according to the increasing trend observed in threefdour tails.

Assuming that the observation, that the sample distributan be approximated by a Pareto distri-
bution with a growing inde, is correct, an important question arises: how far beyoadg#mple
this growth will continue? Judging from taldlé 8, we can thihis growth is still not exhausted.
Figure[® suggests a specific form of this growth, by plottime hill estimatoib, for all four data
sets (positive and negative branches of the distributioretoirns for the DJ and for the ND) as a
function of the indexn =1, ..., 18 of the 18 quantiles or standard significance legegls. qis given

in table[®. Similar results are obtained with the AD estirsat&part from the positive branch of
the ND data set, all other three branches suggest a conngrmwth of the Hill estimatoby

as a function oh = 1,...,18. Since the quantiles; ...g:g given in tabldb have been chosen to
converge to 1 approximately exponentially as

1—q,=3.08e 03 (38)
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the linear fit ofby as a function ofi shown as the dashed line in figlile 8 corresponds to

bu(0n) = 0.08+ 0.6261n 13‘08 . (39)

—On

Expression[{39) suggests an unbound logarithmic grow’fimJ af the quantile approaches 1. For
instance, for a quantile 4 q = 0.1%, expression{39) predicﬁi,(l— q=1073)=51. Fora
guantile 1- g = 0.01%, expressiof (39) predidig(l— q=10"%) = 6.5, and so on. Each time the
qguantile 1— g is divided by a factor 10, the apparent expor&r(q) is increased by the additive
constant 1.45: by((1—q)/10) = by(1— q) + 1.45. This very slow growth uncovered here may
be an explanation for the belief and possibly mistaken e@nch that the Hill and other estimators
of the tail index tends to a constant for high quantiles. &ufjét is now clear that the slowdowns
of the growth ofb, seen in figureEl7 decorated by large fluctuations due to simaelleffects is
mostly the result of a dilatation of the data expressed imsenf thresholdu. When recast in the
more natural logarithm scale of the quantitgs. . g3, this slowdown disappears. Of course, it is
impossible to know how long this growth given By 139) may goasnthe quantile tends to 1.

In other words, how can we escape from the sample range whiema#ng quantiles? How can
we estimate the so-called “high quantiles” at the leyel 1— 1/T whereT is the total number of
sampled points. Embrechés al. (1997) have summarized the situation in this way: “thereois n
free lunch when it comes to high quantiles estimation!” passible thaﬁu(q) will grow without
limit as would be the case if theue underlying distribution was rapidly varying. Alternatlyg
Bu(q) may saturate to a large value, as predicted for instance éoyralditional GARCH model
which yields tails indices which can reach-1Q0 (Engle and Patton 2001, Starica and Pictet 1999)
or by the recent multifractal random walk (MRW) model whidkeg an asymptotic tail exponent
in the range 20- 50 (Muzy et al. 2000, Muzyet al. 2001). According to[(39), a valuig, ~ 20
(respectively 50) would be attained for-Ig~ 1012 (respectively 1- q~ 10-34)! If one believes

in the prediction of the MRW model, the tail of the distrilmri of returns is regularly varying
but this insight is completely useless for all practical gmses due to the astronomically high
statistics that would be needed to sample this regime. Bidbntext, we cannot hope to get
access to the true nature of the pdf of returns but only stoiiefine the best effective or apparent
most parsimonious and robust model. By comparing disiohstof aggregated returns with their
corresponding reshuffled counterparts, Viswanathtaal. (2001) suggest that the fat tail nature
of the returns result mainly from the existence of long-edgpendence, in agreement with the
construction of GARCH and MRW processes.

4.3.2 Weibull distributions

Let us now fit our data with the Weibull (SE) distributidn 127jhe Anderson-Darling statistics
(ADS) for this case are shown in talfle 7. The ML-estimates ADeestimates of the form pa-
rameterc are represented in taldlé 9. Table 7 shows that, for the Highemtiles, the ADS for
the Stretched-Exponential is the smallest of all ADS, satjge that the SE is the best model of
all. Moreover, for the lowest quantiles, it is the sole maua systematically rejected at the 95%
level.

The c-estimates are found to decrease when increasing the qrdethe thresholduy beyond
which the estimations are performed. In addition, ¢hestimate is identically zero fang. How-
ever, this does not automatically imply that the SE modeloisthe correct model for the data
even for these highest quantiles. Indeed, numerical stioakshow that, even for synthetic sam-
ples drawn from genuine Stretched-Exponential distrdmgiwith exponent smaller than &
and whose size is comparable with that of our data, in abogitcase out of three (depending on
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the exact value of) the estimated value afis zero. Thisa priori surprising result comes from
condition [G6) in appendikJA which is not fulfilled with ceidly even for samples drawn for SE
distributions.

Notwithstanding this cautionary remark, note thatdkestimate of the positive tail of the Nasdaq
data equal zero for all quantiles higher tian = 0.97%. In fact, in every cases, the estimated
is not significantly different from zero - at the 95% significa level - for quantiles higher than
012-014- In addition, tablé~Tl0 gives the values of the estimatedesgatameted, which are found
very small - particularly for the Nasdaq - beyogg = 95%. In contrast, the Dow Jones keeps
significant scale factors untihg — Q7.

These evidences taken all together provide a clear inditain the existence of a change of
behavior of the true pdf of these four distributions: white tbulks of the distributions seem
rather well approximated by a SE model, a fatter tailed ithstion than that of the (SE) model is
required for the highest quantiles. Actually, the fact thatih c andd are extremely small may be
interpreted according to the asymptotic correspondeneandiy [30) and{31) as the existence of
a possible power law tail.

4.3.3 Exponential and incomplete Gamma distributions

Let us now fit our data with the exponential distributi@nl(28)he average ADS for this case
are shown in tabl€]l7. The maximum likelihood- and Andersamhbg estimates of the scale
parameted are given in tabl€1. Note that they always decrease as téshtbldug increases.
Comparing the mean ADS-values of table 7 with the standardj@htiles, we can conclude that,
on the whole, the exponential distributioevén with moving scale parameterabes not fit our
data: this model is systematically rejected at the 95% cenfid level for the lowest and highest
quantiles - excepted for the negative tail of the Nasdag.

Finally, we fit our data by the IG-distributioR {R9). The me&DS for this class of functions are
shown in tabld]7. The Maximum likelihood and Anderson Daylestimates of the power index
b are represented in tallel12. Comparing the mean ADS-vafueble[I with the standard AD
guantiles, we can again conclude that, on the whole, thed@Halition does not fit our data. The
model is rejected at the 95% confidence level excepted fardbative tail of the Nasdaqg for which
it is not rejected marginally (significance level:.28%). However, for the largest quantiles, this
model becomes again relevant since it cannot be rejectée 8606 level.

4.3.4 Log-Weibull distributions

The parameterb andc of the log-Weibull defined by[{32) are estimated with both Meximum
Likelihood and Anderson-Darling methods for the 18 staddagnificance levels; ... 1g given

in table[®. The results of these estimations are given iref@Bl For both positive and negative
tails of the Dow Jones, we find very stable results for all dgjleslower thar;o: ¢ = 1.094+0.02
andb =2714+0.07. These results reject the Pareto distribution degeyparael at the 95%
confidence level. Only for the quantiles higher than or etuakg, we find an estimated value
compatible with the Pareto distribution. Moreover both tfee positive and negative Dow Jones
tails, we find that =~ 0.92 andb =~ 3.6 — 3.8, suggesting a possible change of regime or a sensitivity
to “outliers” or a lack of robustness due to the small samize. 3~or the positive Nasdagq tail, the
exponent is found compatible witlt = 1 (the Pareto value), at the 95% significance level, above
g11 while b remains almost stable bt~ 3.2. For the negative Nasdagq tail, we find tbatecreases
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almost systematically from.1 for gy to 1 for g; for both estimators whilé regularly increases
from about 31 to about £2. The Anderson-Darling distances are not worse but noifgigntly
better than for the SE and this statistics cannot be usedniumbe neither in favor of nor against
the log-Weibull class.

4.4 Summary

At this stage, two conclusions can be drawn. First, it app#aat none of the considered distri-

butions fit the data over the entire range, which is not a seprSecond, for the highest quan-
tiles, four models seem to be able to represent to data, timnGamodel, the Pareto model,

the Stretched-Exponential model and the log-Weibull modéie two last ones have the low-

est Anderson-Darling statistics and thus seems to be themneasonable models among the four
models compatible with the data. For all the samples, thaeatekson-Darling statistic remain so

close to each other for the quantiles higher thajthat the descriptive power of these two models
cannot be distinguished.

5 Comparison of the descriptive power of the different familes

As we have seen by comparing the Anderson-Darling stagisberesponding to the five paramet-
ric families [ZBEZD) and[(33), the best models in the sensminfmizing the Anderson-Darling
distance are the Stretched-Exponential and the Log-Waeidmsitibutions.

We now compare the four distributionS_{PG29) with the copmgnsive distribution[{24) using
Wilks' theorem (Wilks 1938) of nested hypotheses to checletivbr or not some of the four
distributions are sufficient compared with the comprehendistribution to describe the data. It
will appear that the Pareto and the Stretched-Exponentigets are the most parsimonious. We
then turn to a direct comparison of the best two parameteefdgthe SE and log-Weibull models)
with the best one parameter model (the Pareto model), whiltlheguire an extension of Wilks’
theorem derived in Append[xID that will allow us to directlst the SE model against the Pareto
model.

5.1 Comparison between the four parametric families[(26-28and the comprehen-
sive distribution (24)

According to Wilks' theorem, the doubled generalized lid@lihood ratioA:

maxL(CD, X, 0)

N=2I
g maxL(z,X,0) ’

(40)

has asymptotically (as the sidéof the sampleX tends to infinity) thex?-distribution. HereL
denotes the likelihood functio®,and® are parametric spaces corresponding to hypothesed
CD correspondingly (hypothesiss one of the four hypothesds [P6129) that are particulazab
theCD under some parameter relations). The statement of thegimeisrvalid under the condition
that thesample X obeys hypothesis z for some particular value ofitampeter belonging to the
spaceB. The number of degrees of freedom of tk@distribution equals to the difference of
the dimensions of the two spac@sand6. We have dini®) = 3,dim(8) = 2 for the Stretched-
Exponential and for the Incomplete Gamma distributionslewtiim(6) = 1 for the Pareto and the
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Exponential distributions. This corresponds to one degféeedom for the two former cases and
two degrees of freedom for the later pdf’'s. The maximum oflitkelihood in the numerator of
@Q) is taken over the spa@ whereas the maximum of the likelihood in the denominatda)

is taken over the spade Since we have alwayd C O, the likelihood ratio is always larger than
1, and the log-likelihood ratio is non-negative. If the atveel value ofA does not exceed some
high-confidence level (say, 99% confidence level) ofthewe then reject the hypothesis CD in
favor of the hypothesig, considering the spad®@ redundant. Otherwise, we accept the hypothesis
CD, considering the spadeinsufficient.

The doubled log-likelihood ratioE{#0) are shown in figlikésrahe positive and negative branches
of the distribution of returns of the Nasdaq and in figures dOtfie Dow Jones. The 95%7
confidence levels for 1 and 2 degrees of freedom are givenedlgdhizontal lines.

For the Nasdaq data, figurk 9 clearly shows that Exponensiaitmition is completely insufficient:
for all lower thresholds, the Wilks log-likelihood ratio @eeds the 95%% level 384. The Pareto
distribution is insufficient for thresholds; — u;; (925% of the ordered sample) and becomes
comparable with the Comprehensive distribution in theugil— uig (7.5% of the tail probabil-
ity). It is natural that two-parametric families Incommebamma and Stretched-Exponential have
higher goodness-of-fit than the one-parametric Exponlesutid Pareto distributions. The Incom-
plete Gamma distribution is comparable with the Comprekendistribution starting withu;o
(90%), whereas the Stretched-Exponential is somewhadrb@gtor us , i.e., 70%). For the tails
representing 5% of the data, all parametric families except for the Exmbiakdistribution fit the
sample distribution with almost the same efficiency. Thelteobtained for the Dow Jones data
shown in figurdZI0 are similar. The Stretched-Exponentiabimparable with the Comprehensive
distribution starting withug (70%). On the whole, one can say that the Stretched-Expiahent
distribution performs better than the three other paramtmilies.

We should stress that each log-likelihood ratio represkeindigures® and10, so-to say “acts
on its own ground,” that is, the correspondigg-distribution is validunder the assumption of
the validity of each particular hypothesis whose likelid@tands in the numerator of the double
log-likelihood [4D).It would be desirable to compare all combinations of pairkygfotheses di-
rectly, in addition to comparing each of them with the conheresive distribution. Unfortunately,
the Wilks theorem can not be used in the case of pair-wise adsgn because the problem is
not more that of comparing nested hypothesis (that is, opethgsis is a particular case of the
comprehensive model). As a consequence, our results orothpagison of the relative merits
of each of the four distributions using the generalized likglihood ratio should be interpreted
with a care, in particular, in a case of contradictory cosidas. Fortunately, the main conclusion
of the comparison (an advantage of the Stretched-Expaiatistribution over the three other
distribution) does not contradict our earlier results désed above.

5.2 Pair-wise comparison of the Pareto model with the Streteed-Exponential and
Log-Weibull models

We now want to compare formally the descriptive power of ttret8hed-Exponential distribution
and the Log-Weibull distribution (the two best two-paraemehodels) with that of the Pareto dis-
tribution (the best one-parameter model). For the comparaf the Log-Weibull model versus
the Pareto model, Wilks’ theorem can still be applied siteeltog-Weibull distribution encom-
passes the Pareto distributioA. contrarig, the comparison of the Stretched-Exponential versus
the Pareto distribution should in principle require thatwge the methods for testing non-nested
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hypotheses (Gouriéroux and Monfort 1994), such as the \&atthmpassing test or the Bayes
factors (Kass and Raftery 1995). Indeed, the Pareto modktren(SE) model are not, strictly

speaking, nested. However, as exposed in setfionl 4.1. Patego distribution is a limit case of

the Stretched-Exponential distribution, as the fracti@gonentc goes to zero. Changing the

parametric representation of the (SE) model into

b //x\c
_ -1 P02y
f(x|b,c) = b ° X° exp[ C((u) 1)] X> U, (41)
i.e., settingb=rc- (g)C where the parametet refers to the former (SE) representatifnl (27), we
show in AppendiXD that the doubled log-likelihood ratio
maXx,,c Lse
max, Lpp
still follows Wilks’ statistic, namely is asymptoticallyistributed according to g>-distribution,
with one degree of freedom in the present case. Thus, evéisindse of non-nested hypotheses,

Wilks' statistic still allows us to test the null hypothesis according to which the Pareto model
is sufficient to describe the data.

W = 2log (42)

The results of these tests are given in tablds 14ahd 15 pMadue (figures within parentheses)
gives the significance with which one can reject the null higpsisHg that the Pareto distribution

is sufficient to accurately describe the data. Téble 14 coesptne Stretched-Exponential with
Pareto distributionHg is found to be more often rejected for the Dow Jones than iN&sdag.
Indeed, beyond quantilg;» = 95%, Hp cannot be rejected at the 95% confidence level for the
Nasdaq data. For the Dow Jones, we must consider quantgesrhihang;s = 99% -at least
for the negative tail- in order not to rejekly at the 95% significance level. These results are in
gualitative agreement with what we could expect from theaaf the central limit theorem: the
power-law regime (if it really exists) is pushed back to gluantiles due to time aggregation
(recall that the Dow Jones data is at the daily scale whildNiiedaq data is at the 5 minutes time
scale).

Table[I} shows Wilks’ test for the Pareto distribution versioe log-Weibull distribution. For
quantiles abovey;,, the Wilks’ statistic is mostly insignificant, that is, thereto distribution
cannot be rejected in favor of of the Log-Weibull. This pkaialthe lack of rejection of the Pareto
distribution against the Stretched-Exponential beyordstgnificance leved;,.

In summary, Stretched-Exponential and Log-Weibull modelsompass the Pareto model as soon
as one considers quantiles higher tlign= 50%. The null hypothesis that the true distribution
is the Pareto distribution is strongly rejected until qilaat90%— 95% or so. Thus, within this
range, the (SE) and (SLE) models seem the best and the Pavdt im insufficient to describe
the data. But, for the very highest quantiles (above 9598%), we cannot reject any more
the hypothesis that the Pareto model is sufficient compartgdiie (SE) and (SLE) model. These
two parameter models can then be seen as a redundant paraatiete for the extremes compared
with the Pareto distribution.

6 Discussion and Conclusions

6.1 Isthere a best model of tails?

We have presented a statistical analysis of the tail beha¥ithe distributions of the daily log-
returns of the Dow Jones Industrial Average and of the 5-temlog-returns of the Nasdaq Com-
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posite index. We have emphasized practical aspects of filieafon of statistical methods to this
problem. Although the application of statistical methool¢he study of empirical distributions of
returns seems to be an obvious approach, it is necessargparkeind the existence of necessary
conditions that the empirical data must obey for the comehssof the statistical study to be valid.
Maybe the most important condition in order to speak mednilygabout distribution functions
is the stationarity of the data, a difficult issue that we haaely touched upon here. In particular,
the importance of regime switching is now well establisHedricham and Susmel 1998, Ang and
Bekeart 2001) and its possible role should be accounted for.

Our purpose here has been to revisit a generally acceptethtcthe tails of the distributions
of returns present a power-like behavior. Although theeesmme disagreements concerning the
exact value of the power indices (the majority of previouskeos accepts index values between
3 and 35, depending on the particular asset and the investigateel ifiterval), the power-like
character of the tails of distributions of returns is notjeated to doubts. Often, the conviction
of the existence of a power-like tail is based on the Gnedéh&orem stating the existence of
only three possible types of limit distributions of normzald maxima (a finite maximum value,
an exponential tail, and a power-like tail) together witle #xclusion of the first two types by
experimental evidence. The power-like character of therédgrn tailF (x) follows then simply
from the power-like distribution of maxima. However, inghihain of arguments, the conditions
needed for the fulfillment of the corresponding mathemabtlieorems are often omitted and not
discussed properly. In addition, widely used argumentavoif of power law tails invoke theelf-
similarity of the data but are oftesssumptionsather than experimental evidence or consequences
of economic and financial laws.

Here, we have shown that standard statistical estimatdieaify tails are much less efficient that
often assumed and cannot in general clearly distinguished®at a power law tail and a Stretched
Exponential tail even in the absence of long-range depeamd@rthe volatility. In fact, this can be
rationalized by our discovery that, in a certain limit whéne exponent of the stretched expo-
nential pdf goes to zero (together with conditi@nl (30) asmse¢he derivation[(31)), the stretched
exponential pdf tends to the Pareto distribution. ThusRaereto (or power law) distribution can
be approximated with any desired accuracy on an arbitraeyval by a suitable adjustment of the
pair (c,d) of the parameters of the stretched exponential pdf. We Hereturned to parametric
tests which indicate that the class of Stretched Exporeantic log-Weibull distributions provide
a significantly better fit to empirical returns than the Raréhe exponential or the incomplete
Gamma distributions. All our tests are consistent with thectusion that these two model pro-
vide the best effective apparent and parsimonious modeasdount for the empirical data on the
largest possible range of returns.

However, this does not mean that the stretched expone8tigl ¢r the log-Weibull model is the
correct description of the tails of empirical distributgoaf returns. Again, as already mentioned,
the strength of these models come from the fact that theynepass the Pareto model in the talil
and offers a better description in the bulk of the distribniti To see where the problem arises, we
report in tabld_6 our best ML-estimates for the SE paramsetéiorm parameter) and (scale
parameter) restricted to the quantile leggl = 95%, which offers a good compromise between
a sufficiently large sample size and a restricted tail rapgdihg to an accurate approximation in
this range.

One can see thatis very small (and all the more so for the scale parameé}eor the tail of

positive returns of the Nasdaq data suggesting a convezgere power law tail. The exponents
c for the three other tails are an order of magnitude largerobwttests show that they are not
incompatible with an asymptotic power tail either. Indee@, have shown in sectidn®.2 that,
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for the very highest quantiles (above 95988%), we cannot reject the hypothesis that the Pareto
model is sufficient compared with the (SE) model.

Note also that the exponentseem larger for the daily DJ data than for the 5-minutes NR,dat
agreement with an expected (slow) convergence to the Gawissi according to the central limit
theoryl®. However, &-test does not allow us to reject the hypotheses that thenexpisc remains
the same for a given tail (positive or negative) of the Dowe¥odata. Thus, we confirm previous
results (Lux 1996, Jondeau and Rockinger 2001, for ins)aammrding to which the extreme tails
can be considered as symmetric, at least for the Dow Jonasldatontrast, we find a very strong
asymmetry for the 5-minute sampled Nasdaqg data.

These are the evidence in favor of the existence of an asyimpimwver law tail. Balancing this,
many of our tests have shown that the power law model is nobaerful compared with the SE
and SLE models, even arbitrarily far in the tail (as far asdtailable data allows us to probe).
In addition, our attempts for a direct estimation of the exgub of a possible power law tail
has failed to confirm the existence of a well-converged asgtitpvalue (except maybe for the
positive tail of the Nasdaq). In contrast, we have found thatexponenb of the power law
model systematically increases when going deeper and dieehe tails, with no visible sign of
exhausting this growth. We have proposed a parameterizatithis growth of the apparent power
law exponent. We note again that this behavior is expected fnodels such as the GARCH or the
Multifractal Random Walk models which predict asymptotmyer law tails but with exponents
of the order of 20 or larger, that would be sampled at unatdenquantiles.

Attempting to wrap up the different results obtained by thadyy of tests presented here, we can
offer the following conservative conclusion: it seems thatfour tails examined here are decaying
faster than any (reasonable) power law but slower than amjcked exponentials. Maybe log-
normal or log-Weibull distributions could offer a bettefesftive description of the distribution of
returns®. Such a model has already been suggested by (8&nla2002).

In sum, the PD is sufficient above quantigs = 95% but is not stable enough to ascertain with
strong confidence a power law asymptotic nature of the pdheOstudies using much larger
database of up to tens of millions of data points (Gopikrshet al. 1998, Gopikrishnaret al.
1999, Pleroiet al. 1999, Matiaet al. 2002, Mizunoet al. 2002) seem to confirm an asymptotic
power law with exponent close to 3 but the effect of aggregatif returns from different assets
may distort the information and the very structure of théstaf pdf if they exhibit some intrinsic
variability (Matiaet al. 2002).

6.2 Implications for risk assessment

The correct description of the distribution of returns mapartant implications for the assessment
of large risks not yet sampled by historical time series.ebdt] the whole purpose of a charac-
terization of the functional form of the distribution of vens is to extrapolate currently available
historical time series beyond the range provided by the Boapireconstruction of the distribu-
tions. For risk management, the determination of the tathefdistribution is crucial. Indeed,

10see Sornettet al. (2000) and figures 3.6-3.8 pp. 68 of Sornette (2000) whegeshown that SE distributions are
approximately stable in family and the effect of aggregatian be seen to slowly increase the expomersee also
Drozdzet al. (2002) which studies specifically this convergence to a Gandaw as a function of the time scale level.

11| et us stress that we are speaking of a log-normal distobuif returns, not of price! Indeed, the standard Black
and Scholes model of a log-normal distribution of pricesjigiealent to a Gaussian distribution of returns. Thus, a log
normal distribution of returns is much more fat tailed, amébict bracketed by power law tails and stretched exporientia
tails.
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many risk measures, such as the Value-at-Risk or the Exgp&ttertfall, are based on the proper-
ties of the tail of the distributions of returns. In order ssass risk at probability levels of 95% or
more, non-parametric methods have merits. However, irr dodestimate risks at high probability
level such as 99% or larger, non-parametric estimatiomdyaiack of data and parametric mod-
els become unavoidable. This shift in strategy has a costepidces sampling errors by model
errors. The considered distribution can be too thin-tadedvhen using normal laws, and risk
will be underestimated, or it is too fat-tailed and risk vhi# over estimated as with Lévy law and
possibly with Pareto tails according to the present studgalkch case, large amounts of money are
at stake and can be lost due to a too conservative or too @itmisk measurement.

In order to bypass these problems, some authors (Bali 2@®jih 2000, McNiel and Frey 2000,
among many others) have proposed to estimate the extrem#élgsaf the distributions in a semi-
parametric way, which allows one (i) to avoid the model estamd (ii) to limit the sampling errors
with respect to non-parametric methods and thus to keepsamahle accuracy in the estimation
procedure. To this aim, it has been suggested to use tharextwalue theord? . However, as
emphasized in sectidn_8.4, estimates of the parameterschf(&EV or GPD) distributions can
be very unreliable in presence of dependence, so that suttodsefinally appears to be not very
accurate and one cannot avoid a parametric approach fostineegions of the highest quantiles.

Our present study suggests that the Paretian paradigmteadsoverestimation of the probability
of large events and therefore leads to the adoption of toserwative positions. Generalizing to
larger time scales, the overly pessimistic view of largksideriving from the Paretian paradigm
should be all the more revised, due to the action of the delnimd theorem. Our comparison
between several models which turn out to be almost undisihgble such as the stretched expo-
nential, the Pareto and the log-Weibull distributionseddfthe important possibility of developing
scenarios that can test the sensitivity of risk assessmegrraors in the determination of param-
eters and even more interesting with respect to the choicroalels, often refered to as model
errors.

Finally, an additional note of caution is in order. This stuths focused on the marginal dis-
tributions of returns calculated at fixed time scales and teglects the possible occurrence of
runs of dependencies, such as in cumulative drawdownselpr#sence of dependencies between
returns, and especially if the dependence is non statioaadyincreases in time of stress, the
characterization of the marginal distributions of retusisot sufficient. As an example, Johansen
and Sornette (2002) have recently shown that the recurteneeof very large drawdowns cannot
be predicted from the sole knowledge of the distributionaetfims and that transient dependence
effects occurring in time of stress make very large drawdomiore frequent, qualifying them as
abnormal “outliers.”

125ee, for instanceé, http://www.gloriamundi.org for an eiew of the extensive application of EVT methods for
VaR and Expected-Shortfall estimation.
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A Maximum likelihood estimators

In this appendix, we give the expressions of the maximuniitiked estimators derived from the

four distributions [[Z-29)

A.1 The Pareto distribution

According to expressioi {26), the Pareto distribution i@giby
u\b
Fu(x) =1— (;) , X>u (43)
and its density is
WP
(44)

fu(X’b) - bw
Let us denote by
T
PD(RY .
LT(B) = max5 In fu(x[0) (45)
the maximum of log-likelihood function derived under hylpesis (PD)B is the maximum likeli-
hood estimator of the tail inddxunder such hypothesis

The maximum of the likelihood function is solution of
1
—Jrlnu——ZInxI 0, (46)

which yields
-1
(47)

b= [%iilnxi —Inu]

Moreover, one easily shows tHaits asymptotically normally distributed
(48)

VT (b—b) ~ AL(0,b).

1 ppp D 1
, and ?LT (b)_lna—<l+g>.

A.2 The Weibull distribution

The Weibull distribution is given by equation{27) and itssigy is
(49)

fu(x/c,d) = EC eld)’ xcfl-exp[— (g)c} . X>u

The maximum of the log-likelihood function is
R T

SEe,d) = maxziln fu(x|c,d) (50)
cd &

Thus, the maximum likelihood estimatof& cf) are solution of
3 Ind T X
1 Tz. (;) R (51)
¢ T ZI (U) -1 T45 u
(52)
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Equation [(Bll) depends anonly and must be solved numerically. Then, the resultingevaif c
can be reinjected i _{52) to gdt The maximum of the log-likelihood function is

clT

= ) Zilnx. 1. (53)

SECOE

%)>| o

Sincec > 0, the vector/N(€—c, d— d) is asymptotically normal, with a covariance matrix whose
expression is given in appendnX B.

It should be noted that the maximum likelihood equatidn$f2) do not admit a solution with
positivec for all possible samples«, - -+ ,xn). Indeed, the function

1oy, ()In” X
h(c)_E—:Z ] Tzil - (54)

which is the total derivative oIf.%E(c,d(c)), is a decreasing function af It means, as one can
expect, that the likelihood function is concave. Thus, aessary and sufficient condition for
equation[(Bll) to admit a solution is tHa&{0) is positive. After some calculations, we find

_2(33my) -4y
h(0) = 25in% ; (55)

which is positive if and only if

1 Xi | 2 Xi
2(?2'”6) —?Zln U>O' (56)
However, the probability of occurrence of a sample leadm@ inegative maximume-likelihood
estimate ot tends to zero (under the Hypothesis of SE with a positjves

2
of YT 9 o5 (57)
0 2nTc

i.e. exponentially with respect td. o2 is the variance of the limit Gaussian distribution of
maximum-likelihoodc-estimator that can be derived explicitly.Hf0) is negativel $F reaches its
maximum atc = 0 and in such a case

1

TL$'E(c20):—|n<%zln%>—%Zlmq—l. (58)

In contrast, if the maximum likelihood estimation based lo& 8E assumption is applied to sam-
ples distributed differently from the SE, negatxestimate can then be obtained with some pos-
itive probability not tending to zero withl — . If the sample is distributed according to the
Pareto distribution, for instance, then the maximum-li@bd c-estimate converges in probability
to a Gaussian random variable with zero mean, and thus tloalpitity for negativec-estimates
converges to &.

3

A.3 The Exponential distribution

The Exponential distribution function is given by equat@8), and its density is

fu(xid) = ZPLd]

g exp[—f] , X>U. (59)

d
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The maximum of the log-likelihood function is reach at

and is given by
%LED(d‘) = —(1+Ind).

(60)

(61)

The random variable/T (cf —d) is asymptotically normally distributed with zero mean awadiv

anced?/T.

A.4  The Incomplete Gamma distribution

The expression of the Incomplete Gamma distribution famcis given by[[ZP) and its density is

db

fu(x|b,d) = m

-x~(0+D) exp[— (3)} . X>u

Let us introduce the partial derivative of the logarithmlué incomplete Gamma function:

1

W(a,x) = 9 InT (a,x) = Flax

Jda

/ dt Intt2tet.
X

~

The maximum of the log-likelihood function is reached at ploent (6, ) solution of

s ()
T b,
%_% = r(—lb,g) (§> e b,

and is equal to
1 R

= L(B,d)=—Ind—Inr (-b,g) +(b+1)-w(-b,

A.5 The Log-Weibull distribution

The Log-Weibull distribution is given by equatidn{33) atsldensity is

fu(x|b,c) = bTC (In )—J)Cil-exp[—b(ln g)c] , X>U.

The maximum of the log-likelihood function is
T
SE(R a) :
L?5(b,€) = rrggxi;m fu(xi|b,c)
Thus, the maximum likelihood estimata(is, b) are solution of

pt - 1 < (|nﬁ)07

T4\ u
1 13 in(ng) 17 In (lnﬁ)
: L5 T2 |

(62)

(63)

(64)

(65)

(66)

(67)

(68)

(69)

(70)



The solution of these equations is unique and it can be shbatthe vectorx/f(f)— b,E—c)
is asymptotically Gaussian with a covariance which can lhuded from matrix[(87) given in
appendi{B.
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B Asymptotic variance-covariance of maximum likelihood esma-
tors of the SE parameters

We consider the Stretched-Exponential (SE) parametrigiyanith complementary distribution
function

F=1-F(x) = exp| - (g)CJr(g)c] x> U, (71)

wherec,d are unknown parameters ands a known lower threshold.

Let us take a new parameterization of (SE) distribution, areyppropriate for the derivation of
asymptotic variances. It should be noted that this repaenmation does not affect asymptotic
variance of the form parameter In the new parameterization, the complementary disiobut

function has form:

_ X\ €
F(x):exp[—v((a) —1)}, X>U. (72)
Here, the parameterinvolves both unknown parametarsd and the known thresholat
U\ ¢
V= (a) . (73)
The log-likelihoodL for sample(x; ... xn) has the form:
N x N xyc
L:NInv+NInc+(c—1)iZlInU—vi;[(a> - ] (74)

Now we derive the Fisher matri®:

o= (£ Ay e ) (79

We find:
0°L N
- = 76
o°L 1NXiCXiN—>oo xX\¢ X
voc ‘N'N;(a) n g "5 -NE[(5) ). "
0°L N 18 /x\e 2% Nsw N X\C, 5 X
e~ T2 W2 () W g -NvE[() g 8
After some calculations we find:
x\¢ /x\1 _ 1+Ei(v)
el (@) -—v 79
whereE; (v) is the integral exponential function:
~00 eft
Ea(v) = / € (80)
v t
Similarly we find:
X\¢ o,x] 2
E|(5) 1022 ] = 5 E) +E2(v) ~(VEL(V)) (81)
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whereE;(v) is the partial derivative of the incomplete Gamma function:

Ez(v):/ m-e‘tdt:%/ 2 letdt :il'(a,x)
\' \Y

(82)
a=0 oa

t

a=0

Now we find the Fisher matrix (multiplied ky) :

iz 1+e'Es(v)
N = Y cv (83)
He(:%%l(") c—12(1+2eV[E1(v) + Ex(v) —In(V)E1(V)])

The covariance matriB of ML-estimates {;€) is equal to the inverse of the Fisher matrix. Thus,
inverting the Fisher matrig in equation[(8B) we find:

5 < %(V) [1-+2€Eq(v) + 26'Ez(V) —IN(V)&Ea(V)]  — ity [1+ €Ea(V)] ) ()

— o [L+eEa(v)] ¢

NH(v)
whereH (v) has form:

H (v) = 26'E,(V) — 2In(v)e'E1 (V) — (€'E1(V))2. (85)
Thus, the matrix[{84) provides the desired covariance matri

We present here as well the covariance matrix of the limttiistion of ML-estimates for the SE
distribution on the whole semi-ax{§,«):

1-F(x) =exp(—g-x°), x=0. (86)

After some calculations by the same scheme as above we fimdvaeance matriB of the limit
Gaussian distribution of ML-estimateg, €):

~ 6 [ @|T+y+in(@-1?| g-cly+in(g) -1
B_NT‘2< [QG'SC[VJrIn(g)—l]} ¢ ) e

wherey s the Euler numbery~ 0.577 215..
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C Minimum Anderson-Darling Estimators

We derive in this appendix the expressions allowing theutalion of the parameters which min-
imize the Anderson-Darling distance between the assunstdbdition and the true distribution.

Given the ordered sampige < x, < --- < Xy, the AD-distance is given by
N
ADy = —-N-2% [wclogF (xa) + (1—wy) log(1— F (xa))], (88)
K=1

wherea represents the vector of parameters apd= 2k/(2N + 1). It is easy to show that the
minimum is reached at the poiaitsolution of

N Wi -
k; (l_iF(xk|a)> log(1—F(x|a)) =0. (89)

C.1 The Pareto distribution

Applying equation[(89) to the Pareto distribution yields

N
= In
2

2

Wik
& (u)b'”
™

This equation always admits a unigue solution, and canyelasisolved numerically.

(90)

=
=

C.2 Stretched-Exponential distribution

In the Stretched-Exponential case, we obtain the two foligvequations

3 () g ()03 ()] - o o

k=1
> (1—%) =) = 0, 92)
k=1
with .
szl_exp[—u d_C)ﬂ (93)

After some simple algebraic manipulations, the first equatian be slightly simplified, to finally
yields

é(l_%) In%(%f =0 (94)
5 (B (1) = o

However, these two equations remain coupled. Moreover,ave hot yet been able to prove the
unicity of the solution.
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C.3 Exponential distribution

In the exponential case, equation(89) becomes

% (%—1> (U—x) =0,

K=1
with
U— Xk

F= 1—exp[—T] .

Here again, we can show that this equation admits a uniquéol
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D Testing the Pareto model versus the (SE) model using Wilkgéest

Our goal is to test the (SE) hypothedigx|c,b) versus the Pareto hypothedigx|b) on a semi-
infinite interval (u, ), u> 0. Here, we use the parameterization

f1(x/c,b) = b X Texp [—g ((E)C_ 1)] . Xx>u (98)

for the stretched-exponential distribution and

ub
&b X=u (99)

fo(xjb) =b
for the Pareto distribution.

Theorem: Assuming that the sampla ...xy is generated from the Pareto distributign](99), and
taking the supremums of the log-likelihoodg andL; of the Pareto and (SE) models respectively
over the domaingb > 0) for Lo and(b > 0,c > 0) for L1, then Wilks’ log-likelihood ratiow:

wW=2 [sule — supLo] ) (100)
b,c b

is distributed according to the*-distribution with one degree of freedom, in the lir\it— oo,
Proof

The log-likelihoodL, reads

N N
X
Lo= Y logx +Nlog(b)—b$ log—. (101)
i; i; u
The supremum ovdy of Lo given by [I01) is reached at
-1
~ 1 N Xi
=|=Ylog—| |, (102)
559
and is equal to
supLg = —N <1+Iogu+%—logt~)>. (103)
b

The log-likelihoodL; is

L1 =—N {Iogu— (C_l)ilog%HOngrgi [(%)C— ] } . (104)

The supremum ovdy of L, given by [I0#) is reached at

(5515 1) a0

and is equal to

Mz

L
N 2

supL; = —N <1+ logu— (c—1) Iog% — IogB) . (106)
b
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Taking the derivative of expressidn {106) with respeat tdbtains the maximum likelihood equa-
tion for the (SE) parameter

1_%2{\1:1(%) Iogu Xi
NG aon

If the samplex; ... Xy is generated by the Pareto distributi@nl(99), then by tlangttaw of large
numbers, we have with probability 1 Als— —+oo

%ilog% — %, (108)
S2[3)-1] — 5 (109)
23 (3ot — i (110)

Inserting these limit values int@(107), the only limit stidun of this equation i€ = 0. Thus, the
solution of equation[{I07) for finit&l, denoted as(N), converges with probability 1 to zero as
N — +oo.

Expanding(x /u)€ in power series in the neighborhoodo# 0 gives

(§) tromm(y) s oo () G oo () +-o0 w0,y
which yields
1 Xi\C c2 c3
NZ<G) ~ 1o St St oS, (112)
%z<%)clog(%) S 51+C'Sz+§%, (113)
where
w2 3we(s)
525 e (%) s
S = %ilof (%) . (116)

(117)
Putting these expansions infa(107) and keeping only timesterf lowest orders ig, the solution

of equation[(T07) reads
(118)

41



Inserting this solution{118) far into (I0B) gives sup.L1. Using equation[{I03) for sypho, we
obtain the explicit formula

w = 2 [sule — supL0] , (119)
b,c b
= 2N[logS; +c—1]. (120)

Now, accounting for the fact that the variabfgs=S; — b1, &, =S, — 2b? andéz = S — 6b~3
are asymptotically Gaussian random variables with zeraaed variance of ordéd /2, at the
lowest order ifN~2/2, we obtain

=12 (251 _ —az) , (121)

and
W = N&2/(b)?. (122)

Thus, ¢ converges in probability to a Gaussian random variable sigimdard deviatiot/+/N

since 1 20 4
W, VaI’(Eg) = W, and CO\(E]_,EZ) = W . (123)

Sinceb converges td, the Wilks’ statisticW converges to x2-random variable with one degree
of freedom.

Var(&,) =
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Mean St. Dev.

Skewness EXx. Kurtosis Jarque-Bera

Nasdaq (5 minutes) 1.80-10°® 6.61-10°%
Nasdaq (1 hour) 2.40-10°> 3.30-10°3
Nasdaq (5 minutes) -6.33-10° 3.85.10°*
Nasdaq (1 hour’ 1.05.10® 1.90-10°3
Dow Jones (1 day) 8.960° 4.70.10°3
Dow jones (1 month) 1.8A03 2.54.102

0.0326 11.8535 1.30.0° (.00
1.3396 23.7946 4.40.0% 0.0
-0.0562 6.9641 4.50.0* 0.0
-0.0374 4.5250 1.58.0° (.00
-0.6101 22.5443 6.03.0° 0.0
-0.6998 5.3619 1.28.0° (.00

Table 1. Descriptive statistics for the Dow Jones returhsutaied over one day and one month
and for the Nasdaq returns calculated over five minutes aadhoar. The numbers within paren-
thesis represent thevalue of Jarque-Bera’s normality te§t raw data* data corrected for the
U-shape of the intra-day volatility due to the opening, luaakl closing effects.
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Stretched-Exponential ¢c=0.7 Stretched-ExponentialZ=0. Pareto Distribution b=3

(@) Independent Data
GEV GEV GEV
cluster 10 20 100 200 cluster 10 20 100 200 cluster 10 20 100 200
mean -0.050 -0.001 0.032 0.023 mean 0.209 0.230 0.229 0.208 eanm 0.240 0.288 0.338 0.335
Emp Std 0.055 0.064 0.098 0.131 EmpStd 0.025 0.038 0.085 20.13EmpStd 0.027 0.040 0.095 0.149
GPD GPD GPD
guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 guantile 09 095 0.99 0.995 nijea 09 095 0.99 0.995
mean 0.012 0.030 0.013 -0.009 mean 0.226 0.231 0.187 0.160 anme 0.236 0.296 0.314 0.295

Emp Std 0.032 0.048 0.122 0.175 EmpStd 0.037 0.055 0.134 30.19EmpStd 0.037 0.058 0.142 0.220
Theorstd 0.032 0.046 0.101 0.140 Theorstd 0.039 0.055 0.109164 Theorstd 0.037 0.058 0.140 0.218

(b) Dependent Data, Correlation length- 20
GEV GEV GEV
cluster 10 20 100 200 cluster 10 20 100 200 cluster 10 20 100 200
mean -0.148 -0.065 0.012 0.022 mean 0.206 0.216 0.297 0.268 eanm  0.136 0.223 0.361 0.364
Emp Std 0.031 0.038 0.047 0.053 EmpStd 0.036 0.046 0.088 90.12EmpStd 0.034 0.043 0.085 0.144
GPD GPD GPD
quantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 guantile 09 095 099 0.995 nijea 09 095 099 0.995
mean 0.000 0.018 -0.024 -0.080 mean 0.217 0.217 0.144 0.085 eanm  0.229 0.290 0.290 0.249

Emp Std 0.050 0.066 0.130 0.182 EmpStd 0.061 0.082 0.151 60.20 Emp Std 0.061 0.084 0.168 0.230
Theorstd 0.032 0.046 0.098 0.130 Theorstd 0.039 0.054 0.104153 Theorstd 0.039 0.064 0.134 0.177

() Dependent Data, Correlation length- 100
GEV GEV GEV
cluster 10 20 100 200 cluster 10 20 100 200 cluster 10 20 100 200
mean -0.162 -0.080 0.110 0.112 mean 0.197 0.186 0.305 0.320 eanm 0.131 0.196 0.372 0.439
Emp Std 0.043 0.046 0.094 0.128 EmpStd 0.052 0.059 0.117 80.15EmpStd 0.061 0.073 0.116 0.156
GPD GPD GPD
guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 quantile 09 095 099 0.995 niea 0.9 095 099 0.995
mean -0.026 -0.019 -0.089 -0.157 mean 0.187 0.174 0.072 190.0 mean 0.207 0.252 0.184 0.151

Emp Std 0.078 0.087 0.131 0.173 EmpStd 0.107 0.114 0.153 20.18 EmpStd 0.108 0.131 0.184 0.222
Theorstd 0.031 0.044 0.091 0.119 Theorstd 0.038 0.053 0.107139 Theorstd 0.038 0.056 0.121 0.163

Table 2: Mean values and standard deviations of the Maximum Likelkihestimates of the parametgfinverse of the Pareto exponent) for the distribution of imax
(cf. equatioi¥) when data are clustered in samples of siZ201000 and 200 and for the Generalized Pareto Distribulibngf7thfresholdsi corresponding to quantiles
90%,95% 99% ans 9%%. In panel (a), we have used iid samples of size 10000 drammd Stretched-Exponential distribution with= 0.7 andc = 0.3 and a Pareto
distribution with tail indexb = 3, while in panel (b) the samples are drawn from a long memaooggss with Stretched-Exponential marginals and regulatying
marginal as explained in the text.



TS

Stretched-Exponential ¢=0.7 Stretched-ExponentialZ=0. Pareto Distribution b=3

(@) Independent data

guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 ntjea 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995
N/k=4 N/k=4 N/k=4

mean -0.1846 -0.0309 0.0436 0.0370 mean 0.2135 0.2783 D.2032886 mean 0.1224 0.2489 0.3294 0.3297

emp. Std  0.1157 0.1699 0.3713 0.5646 emp. Std  0.1230 0.172335%® 0.5354 emp. Std  0.1201 0.1772 0.3866 0.5888
th. Std 0.1119 0.1607 0.3624 0.5121 th. Std 0.1173 0.1675746.3 0.5307 th. Std 0.1158 0.1668 0.3778 0.5343

N/k=10 N/k=10 N/k=10

mean 0.0031 0.0620 0.0458 0.0329 mean 0.2946 0.3042 0.280%08) mean 0.2802 0.3412 0.3413 0.3423
emp. Std  0.1757 0.2571 0.6228 0.8576 emp. Std  0.2004 0.2699098® 0.8702 emp. Std  0.1842 0.2683 0.6522 0.8903
th. Std 0.1803 0.2568 0.5731 0.8093 th. Std 0.1878 0.2660926.5 0.8354 th. Std 0.1874 0.2677 0.5985 0.8466

(b) Dependent data, Correlation lengtk- 20

quantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 ntjea 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995
N/k=4 N/k=4 N/k=4

mean -0.1879 -0.0267 0.0324 0.0364 mean 0.2204 0.2705 &.262464 mean 0.1194 0.2536 0.3154 0.3274

emp. Std 0.1189 0.1674 0.3711 0.5334 emp. Std  0.1231 0.179874D 0.5483 emp. Std 0.1261 0.1779 0.3914 0.5600
th. Std 0.1119 0.1607 0.3619 0.5120 th. Std 0.1174 0.167373@.3 0.5272 th. Std 0.1157 0.1669 0.3769 0.5341

N/k=10 N/k=10 N/k=10

mean 0.0077 0.0444 0.0132 0.0095 mean 0.2955 0.2982 0.2336990 mean 0.2847 0.3226 0.3063 0.3118
emp. Std  0.1769 0.2678 0.5966 0.8306 emp. Std  0.1957 0.275301® 0.8499 emp. Std  0.1885 0.2834 0.6236 0.8722
th. Std 0.1804 0.2563 0.5709 0.8070 th. Std 0.1878 0.265888@.5 0.8241 th. Std 0.1875 0.2668 0.5951 0.8423

(c) Dependent data, Correlation length- 100

quantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 ntjea 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995
N/k=4 N/k=4 N/k=4

mean -0.1946 -0.0424 0.0220 -0.0217 mean 0.2056 0.2677 79.28€.1952 mean 0.1122 0.2386 0.2934 0.2641

emp. Std  0.1295 0.1793 0.3729 0.5142 emp. Std  0.1455 0.196839® 0.5676 emp. Std  0.1478 0.2005 0.3985 0.5792
th. Std 0.1118 0.1605 0.3614 0.5086 th. Std 0.1172 0.1673720.3 0.5231 th. Std 0.1156 0.1665 0.3756 0.5286

N/k=10 N/k=10 N/k=10

mean -0.0157 0.0138 -0.0412 -0.1016 mean 0.2793 0.2694 94.14.0807 mean 0.2639 0.2880 0.2228 0.1682
emp. Std 0.1971 0.2676 0.5732 0.8222 emp. Std  0.2188 0.294811® 0.8567 emp. Std  0.2230 0.3005 0.6252 0.8707
th. Std 0.1799 0.2553 0.5674 0.7974 th. Std 0.1874 0.2645810.5 0.8141 th. Std 0.1869 0.2653 0.5873 0.8239

Table 3: Pickands estimateEl(9) of the paramétéor the Generalized Pareto Distributidd (7) for threshald®rresponding to quantiles 9096% 99% ans 9%%

and two different values of the ratid/k respectively equal to 4 and 10. In panel (a), we have useaiithges of size 10000 drawn from a Stretched-Exponential
distribution withc = 0.7 andc = 0.3 and a Pareto distribution with tail indéx= 3, while in panel (b) the samples are drawn from a long memooggss with
Stretched-Exponential marginals and regularly-varyimggmal.



(@)

Dow Jones

Positive Tail Negative Tail
GEV GEV
cluster 20 40 200 400 cluster 20 40 200 400
g 0.273 0.280 0.304 0.322 ¢ 0.262 0.295 0.358 0.349
EmpStd 0.029 0.039 0.085 0.115 EmpStd 0.030 0.045 0.103 30.14
GPD GPD
quantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 quantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995
& 0.248 0.247 0.174 0.349 ¢ 0.214 0.204 0.250 0.345
EmpStd 0.036 0.053 0.112 0.194 EmpStd 0.041 0.062 0.156 30.22
Theor Std 0.032 0.046 0.096 0.156 Theor Std  0.033 0.046 0.10864
(b) Nasdaqg (Raw data)
Positive Tail Negative Tail
GEV GEV
cluster 20 40 200 400 cluster 20 40 200 400
& 0.209 0.193 0.388 0.516 ¢ 0.191 0.175 0.292 0.307
EmpStd 0.031 0.115 0.090 0.114 EmpStd 0.030 0.038 0.094 20.16
GPD GPD
guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995
g 0.200 0.289 0.389 0470 ¢ 0.143 0.202 0.229 0.242
EmpStd 0.040 0.058 0.120 0.305 EmpStd 0.040 0.057 0.143 50.20
Theor Std 0.036 0.054 0.131 0.196 Theor Std  0.035 0.052 0.171869
(©) Nasdaq (Corrected data)
Positive Tail Negative Tail
GEV GEV
cluster 20 40 200 400 cluster 20 40 200 400
g 0.090 0.175 0.266 0.405 ¢ 0.099 0.132 0.138 0.266
EmpStd 0.029 0.039 0.085 0.187 EmpStd 0.030 0.041 0.079 70.19
GPD GPD
guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995
g 0.209 0.229 0.307 0.344 ¢ 0.165 0.160 0.210 0.054
EmpStd 0.039 0.052 0.111 0.192 EmpStd 0.039 0.052 0.150 90.20
Theor Std 0.036 0.052 0.123 0.180 Theor Std  0.036 0.050 0.11643

Table 4: Mean values and standard deviations of the Maximikalihood estimates of the pa-
rameterg for the distribution of maximum (cf. equatidi 4) when date alustered in samples
of size 2040,200 and 400 and for the Generalized Pareto Distribufidn di7}Hresholdsu cor-
responding to quantiles 90%6% 99% ans 9%%. In panel (a), are presented the results for the
Dow Jones, in panel (b) for the Nasdaq for raw data and in gahéhe Nasdaq corrected for the
“lunch effect”.
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(@)

Dow Jones

Negative Tail Positive Tail
guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 guantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995
N/k 4 N/k 4
g 0.2314 0.2944 -0.1115 0.3314 ¢ 0.2419 0.4051 -0.3752 0.5516
emp. Std  0.1073 0.1550 0.3897 0.6712 emp. Std  0.0915 0.12784740 0.5416
th. Std 0.1176 0.1680 0.3563 0.5344 th. Std 0.1178 0.1712 498.3 0.5562
N/k 10 N/k 10
mean 0.3119 0.0890 -0.3452 0.9413 ¢ 0.3462 0.3215 0.9111 -0.3873
emp. Std  0.1523 0.2219 0.8294 1.1352 emp. Std  0.1766 0.1928983 1.6038
th. Std 0.1883 0.2577 0.5537 0.9549 th. Std 0.1894 0.2668 706.6 0.7816
(b) Nasdag (Raw data)

Negative Tail Positive Tail
quantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 quantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995
N/k 4 N/k 4
g 0.0493 0.0539 -0.0095 0.4559 ¢ 0.0238 0.1511 0.1745 1.1052
emp. Std  0.1129 0.1928 0.4393 0.6205 emp. Std  0.1003 0.159498® 0.6180
th. Std 0.1147 0.1623 0.3601 0.5462 th. Std 0.1143 0.1644 688.3 0.6272
N/k 10 N/k 10
g 0.2623 0.1583 -0.8781 0.8855 ¢ 0.2885 0.1435 1.3734 -0.8395
emp. Std  0.1940 0.3085 0.9126 1.5711 emp. Std  0.2166 0.3220359 1.5087
th. Std 0.1868 0.2602 0.5543 0.9430 th. Std 0.1876 0.2596 470.7 0.7824
© Nasdag (Corrected data)

Negative Tail Positive Tail
quantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995 quantile 0.9 0.95 0.99 0.995
N/k 4 N/k 4
g 0.2179 0.0265 0.3977 0.1073 ¢ 0.2545 -0.0402 -0.0912 1.3915
emp. Std  0.1211 0.1491 0.4585 0.7206 emp. Std  0.1082 0.1643310 0.6220
th. Std 0.1174 0.1617 0.3822 0.5167 th. Std 0.1180 0.1605 570.3 0.6720
N/k 10 N/K 10
g -0.0878 0.4619 0.0329 0.3742 ¢ 0.0877 0.3907 1.4680 0.1098
emp. Std  0.1882 0.2728 0.7561 1.1948 emp. Std  0.1935 0.249804% 1.2345
th. Std 0.1786 0.2734 0.5722 0.8512 th. Std 0.1822 0.2699 658.7 0.8172

Table 5: Pickands estimatdd (9) of the paramétéar the Generalized Pareto Distributidd (7)
for thresholdsu corresponding to quantiles 9095% 99% ans 9%% and two different values of
the ratioN/k respectiveley equal to 4 and 10. In panel (a), are preseheetesults for the Dow
Jones, in panel (b) for the Nasdaq for raw data and in pangi€d)lasdaq corrected for the “lunch

effect”.
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Nasdaq Dow Jones
Pos. Tail Neg. Tail Pos. Talil Neg. Tail

q 10°u n, 1Cu n 1CFu n, 10U n

0:=0 0.0053 11241 0.0053 10751 0.0032 14949 0.0028 13464
02=0.1 0.0573 10117 0.0571 9676 0.0976 13454 0.0862 12118
03=0.2 0.1124 8993 0.1129 8601 0.1833 11959 0.1739 10771
04=0.3 0.1729 7869 0.1723 7526 0.2783 10464 0.263 9425
05=0.4 0.238 6745 0.2365 6451 0.3872 8969 0.3697 8078
06=0.5 0.3157 5620 0.3147 5376 0.5055 7475 0.4963 6732
g7=0.6 0.406 4496 0.412 4300 0.6426 5980 0.6492 5386
0g=0.7 0.5211 3372 0.5374 3225 0.8225 4485 0.8376 4039
0o=0.8 0.6901 2248 0.7188 2150 1.0545 2990 1.1057 2693
010=0.9 0.973 1124 1.0494 1075 1.4919 1495 1.6223 1346
011=0.925 1.1016 843 1.1833 806 1.6956 1121 1.8637 1010
012=0.95 1.2926 562 1.3888 538 1.9846 747 2.2285 673
013=0.96 1.3859 450 1.4955 430 2.1734 598 2.4197 539
014=0.97 1.53 337 1.639 323 2.413 448 2.7218 404

015=0.98 1.713 225 1.8557 215 2.7949 299 3.1647 269
016=0.99 2.1188 112 1.8855 108 3.5704 149 4.1025 135
017=0.9925 2.3176 84 2.4451 81 3.9701 112 4.3781 101
018=0.995  3.0508 56 2.7623 54 4.5746 75 5.0944 67

Table 6: Significance levelg and their corresponding lower thresholgsfor the four different
samples. The numbaey, provides the size of the sub-sample beyond the threshold
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Mean AD-statistic for y— uy

N-pos N-neg DJ-pos DJ-neg
Weibull 1.37  (79.97%) 851  (5a.70%) 496 (99.71%) 3.86  (98.92%)
Gen. Pareto 3.37 (98.21%) 2.28  (93.49%) 7.21  (99.996%) 3.90 (98.97%)
Gamma 3.04 (97.30%) 2.36  (94.13%) 544  (99.82%) 4.73  (99.62%)
Exponential 5.41 (99.81%) 3.33 (13w 16.48 (99.996%) 10.30 (99.996%)
Pareto 475.0 ©oooew) 441.4 (09996% 691.3 (90906% 607.3 (99.996%)

Log-WeibuII 35.90 (90996%) 30.92 (99.096%) 32.30 (90.996%) 28.27 (99.996%)
Mean AD-statistic for g — g

Weibull 674  (@211%) 498 (29.13%) 377  (os5%) .349  (18.65%)
Gen. Pareto 2.29 (93.57%) 1.88 (ga.52%) 1.95 (90.28%) 1.36  (79.67%)
Gamma 2.49 (95.00%) 1.90 (g9.74%) 2.12  (92.01%) 1.63  (86.02%)
Exponential 3.06 (97.45%) 1.97  (90.48%) 3.06 (97.45%) 1.89 (s0.63%)
Pareto 1.30 (77.73%) 1.33  (@833%) T75  (49.42%) 1.26 (76.30%)

Log-Weibull 459  (28.90%) 490 (9s51%) 375  (2052%) .685  (43.45%)

Table 7: Mean Anderson-Darling distances in the range efstiwldsu;-ug and in the range; o-
uig. The figures within parenthesis characterize the goodrfdisthey represent the significance
levels with which the considered model can be rejected. Mwethese significance levels are
only lower bounds since one or two parameters are fitted.
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Nasdaq Dow Jones
Pos. Tail Neg. Tail Pos. Tail Neg. Tail

MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE
1 0.256(0.002) 0.192 0.2540.002) 0.191 0.2040.002) 0.150 0.1990.002) 0.147
2 0.555(0.006) 0.443 0.5480.006) 0.439 0.57§0.005) 0.461 0.53§0.005) 0.431
3 0.765(0.008) 0.630 0.7550.008) 0.625 0.7820.007) 0.644 0.7450.007) 0.617
4 0.970(0.011) 0.819 0.9450.011) 0.800 0.9890.010) 0.833 0.92(0.009) 0.777
5 1.169(0.014) 1.004 1.1220.014) 0.965 1.2190.013) 1.053 1.1140.012) 0.960
6 1.400(0.019) 1.227 1.3250.018) 1.157 1.4470.017) 1.279 1.3270.016) 1.169
7 1.639(0.024) 1.460 1.5620.024) 1.386 1.6850.022) 1.519 1.5630.021) 1.408
8 1.916(0.033) 1.733 1.8380.032) 1.655 1.9840.030) 1.840 1.8040.028) 1.659
9 2.308(0.049) 2.145 2.1950.047) 1.999 2.2400.041) 2.115 2.06Q0.040) 1.921
10 2.7590.082) 2.613 2.8240.086) 2.651 2.5750.067) 2.474 2.43§0.066) 2.315
11 2.9550.102) 2.839 3.0080.106) 2.836 2.7150.081) 2.648 2.5810.081) 2.467
12 3.232(0.136) 3.210 3.3520.145) 3.259 2.7870.102) 2.707 2.7650.107) 2.655
13 3.231(0.152) 3.193 3.4410.166) 3.352 2.8770.118) 2.808 2.7820.120) 2.642
14 3.358(0.183) 3.390 3.5510.198) 3.479 2.92(00.138) 2.841 2.9030.144) 2.740
15 3.281(0.219) 3.306 3.7280.254) 3.730 2.9890.173) 2.871 3.0590.186) 2.870
16 3.327(0.313) 3.472 3.99Q0.384) 3.983 3.2260.263) 3.114 3.69(0.318) 3.668
17 3.372(0.366) 3.636 3.9170.435) 3.860 3.4270.322) 3.351 3.5180.350) 3.397
18 3.136(0.415) 3.326 4.2510.578) 4.302 3.8180.441) 3.989 4.1680.506) 4.395

Table 8: Maximum Likelihood and Anderson-Darling estinsadéthe Pareto parameterFigures
within parentheses give the standard deviation of the Marinhikelihood estimator.
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Nasdaq Dow Jones
Pos. Tail Neg. Tail Pos. Tail Neg. Tail

MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE
1 1.007(0.008) 1.053 0.9870.008) 1.017 1.04Q0.007) 1.104 0.9750.007) 1.026
2 0.983(0.011) 1.051 0.9530.011) 0.993 0.9730.010) 1.075 0.91(0.010) 0.989
3 0.944(0.014) 1.031 0.9120.014) 0.955 0.9310.013) 1.064 0.8560.012) 0.948
4 0.896(0.018) 0.995 0.87§0.018) 0.916 0.8780.015) 1.038 0.8210.015) 0.933
5 0.857(0.021) 0.978 0.8610.021) 0.912 0.7920.019) 0.955 0.7670.018) 0.889
6 0.790(0.026) 0.916 0.8330.026) 0.891 0.7080.023) 0.873 0.6980.022) 0.819
7 0.732(0.033) 0.882 0.7960.033) 0.859 0.6220.028) 0.788 0.6120.028) 0.713
8 0.661(0.042) 0.846 0.7560.042) 0.834 0.48Q0.035) 0.586 0.5310.035) 0.597
9 0.509(0.058) 0.676 0.7150.059) 0.865 0.3940.047) 0.461 0.4780.047) 0.527
10 0.3590.092) 0.631 0.5220.099) 0.688 0.3040.074) 0.346 0.4030.076) 0.387
11 0.252(0.110) 0.515 0.48%0.120) 0.697 0.23%0.087) 0.158 0.3790.091) 0.337
12 0.039(0.138) 0.177 0.2730.155) 0.275 0.2690.111) 0.207 0.3570.119) 0.288
13 0.057(0.155) 0.233 0.2550.177) 0.274 0.2530.127) 0.147 0.4280.136) 0.465
14 <108 0 0.215(0.209) 0.194 0.29Q0.150) 0.174 0.4480.164) 0.641
15 <108 0 0.103(0.260) O 0.379(0.192) 0.407 0.45%0.210) 0.863
16 96-10°8 0 0.064(0.390) O 0.398(0.290) 0.382 0.0220.319) 0.110
17 <108 0 0.158(0.452) 0.224 0.3070.346) 0.255 0.1780.367) 0.703
18 <108 0 <108 0 2.10°8 0 <108 0

Table 9: Maximum Likelihood and Anderson-Darling estinsaté the form parameter of the
Weibull (Stretched-Exponential) distribution.
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Nasdaq Dow Jones
Pos. Tail Neg. Tail Pos. Tail Neg. Tail

MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE
1 0.443(0.004) 0.441 0.4550.005) 0.452 7.1370.060) 7.107 7.26§0.068) 7.127
2 0.429(0.006) 0.440 0.4360.006) 0.443 6.6390.082) 6.894 6.7260.094) 6.952
3 0.406(0.008) 0.432 0.41Q0.009) 0.424 6.2360.113) 6.841 6.10§0.131) 6.640
4 0.372(0.011) 0.414 0.3830.012) 0.402 5.6210.155) 6.655 5.650.175) 6.515
5 0.341(0.015) 0.404 0.3690.016) 0.399 4.5150.215) 5.942 4.8760.235) 6.066
6 0.283(0.020) 0.364 0.3450.021) 0.383 3.3580.277) 5.081 3.8010.305) 5.220
7 0.231(0.026) 0.339 0.3090.028) 0.358 2.1920.326) 4.073 2.4750.366) 3.764
8 0.166(0.034) 0.311 0.2690.039) 0.336 0.6820.256) 1.606 1.3850.389) 2.149
9 0.053(0.030) 0.164 0.2250.057) 0.365 0.1950.163) 0.510 0.81Q0.417) 1.297
10 0.005(0.010) 0.128 0.0580.057) 0.184 0.0190.048) 0.065 0.2760.361) 0.207
11 0.000(0.001) 0.049 0.0360.053) 0.194 0.00%0.003) 0.000 0.1690.316) 0.065
12 0.000(0.000) 0.000 0.00Q0.001) 0.000 0.0050.025) 0.000 0.1030.291) 0.012
13 0.000(0.000) 0.000 0.00Q0.001) 0.000 0.00%0.010) 0.000 0.4270.912) 0.729
14 0.000(0.000) - 0.000(0.000) 0.000 0.0090.055) 0.000 0.5771.357) 3.509
15 0.000(0.000) - 0.000(0.000) - 0.149(0.629) 0.282 0.6131.855) 9.640
16 0.000(0.000) - 0.000(0.000) - 0.145(0.960) 0.179 0.00Q0.000) 0.000
17 0.000(0.000) - 0.000(0.000) 0.000 0.0070.109) 0.002 0.0000.000) 5.528
18 0.000(0.000) - 0.000(0.000) - 0.000(0.000) - 0.000(0.000) -

Table 10: Maximum Likelihood and Anderson-Darling estiesabf the form paramete( x 10°)

of the Weibull (Stretched-Exponential) distribution.
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Nasdaq Dow Jones
Pos. Tail Neg. Tail Pos. Tail Neg. Tail

MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE
1 0.441(0.004) 0.441 0.4580.004) 0.451 7.0120.057) 7.055 7.3580.063) 7.135
2 0.435(0.004) 0.431 0.4540.005) 0.444 6.7930.059) 6.701  7.2920.066) 6.982
3 0.431(0.005) 0.424 0.4520.005) 0.438 6.7310.062) 6.575 7.2750.070) 6.890
4 0.428(0.005) 0.416 0.4530.005) 0.437 6.6750.065) 6.444  7.3580.076) 6.938
5 0.429(0.005) 0.415 0.4580.006) 0.443 6.6070.070) 6.264  7.4290.083) 6.941
6 0.429(0.006) 0.411 0.4640.006) 0.447 6.630q0.077) 6.186 7.5290.092) 6.951
7 0.436(0.006) 0.413 0.4720.007) 0.453 6.75Q00.087) 6.207 7.70Q0.105) 7.005
8 0.447(0.008) 0.421 0.4830.009) 0.463 6.92(00.103) 6.199 8.07X0.127) 7.264
9 0.462(0.010) 0.425 0.5030.011) 0.482 7.5130.137) 6.662 8.7970.170) 7.908
10 0.517(0.015) 0.468 0.5290.016) 0.496 8.7920.227) 7.745 10.20%0.278) 9.175
11 0.5400.019) 0.479 0.55%0.019) 0.514 9.3490.279) 8.148 10.8350.341) 9.751
12 0.574(0.024) 0.489 0.57Q0.025) 0.516 10.4870.383) 9.265 11.7960.454) 10.657
13 0.6150.029) 0.526 0.5940.029) 0.537 11.0170.451) 9.722 12.5980.543) 11.581
14 0.653(0.035) 0.543 0.6270.035) 0.564 11.92Q0.563) 10.626 13.3490.664) 12.386
15 0.750(0.050) 0.625 0.6710.046) 0.594 13.25%0.766) 12.062 14.4620.880) 13.521
16 0.917(0.086) 0.741 0.76Q0.073) 0.674 15.2641.246) 13.943 15.2941.316) 13.285
17 0.991(0.107) 0.783 0.8270.092) 0.744 15.7661.483) 14.210 17.14Q1.705) 15.327
18 1.178(0.156) 0.978 0.8570.117) 0.742 16.2041.871) 13.697 16.8832.047) 13.476

Table 11: Maximum Likelihood- and Anderson-Darling estiesaof the scale parametdr=

10-3d’ of the Exponential distribution.Figures within parentéegive the standard deviation of

the Maximum Likelihood estimator.
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Nasdaq Dow Jones

Pos. Tail Neg. Talil Pos. Tail Neg. Tail
MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE MLE ADE
-1.03 -1.09 -1.00 -1.03 -1.12 -1.18 -0.100 -1.05

1

2 -102 -113 -0934 -101 -1.01 -1.19 -0.862 -1.01

3 -0931 -1.13 -0.821 -0.955 -0.921 -1.23 -0.710 -0.943
4 -0.787 -1.09 -0.701 -0.887 -0.766 -1.24 -0.594 -0.944
5 -0.655 -1.12 -0.636 -0.914 -0.458 -1.09 -0.397 -0.870
6 -0395 -1.01 -0.518 -0.911 -0.119 -0.929 -0.118 -0.715
7 -0.142 -1.03 -0.351 -0.906 0.261 -0.763 0.251 -0.462
8 0206 -1.09 -0.149 -0.97 0.881 -0.202 0.619 -0.160
9 0971 -0.754 0.101 -1.35 1.31 0.127 0.930 -0.018
10 183 -104 117 -133 1.82 0408 140 0435

11 234 -0441 145 -1.53 210 0949 159 0.420
12 312 -0.445 252 -0.435 204 0733 1.78 0.403
13 310 -0.444 263 -0.402 216 088 157 -0.375
14 3.35 1.43 289 -0.419 207 0.786 158 -0.425
15 3.27 1.57 3.36 1.35 1.82 -0.282 164 -2.75

16 3.30 2.97 3.80 -0.411 1.88 -0.129 3.60 -0.428
17 3.34 3.19 3.46 -0.412 235 -0.317 319 -0.433
18 2.74 2.90 422 -0.408 3.73  3.27 411 0.374

Table 12: Maximum Likelihood- and Anderson-Darling estiasaof the form parametdrof the
Incomplete Gamma distribution.
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Nasdag Positive Tail

Nasdag Negative Tail

MLE ADE MLE ADE
o b c b c b c b
1 3.835(0.006) 0.004(0.000) 4.310 0.002 3.87%.006) 0.003(0.000) 4.220 0.002
2 2.175(0.010) 0.217(0.002) 2.280 0.198 2.1260.010) 0.219(0.002) 2.220 0.202
3 1.797(0.012) 0.508(0.005) 1.860 0.493 1.758.012) 0.506(0.005) 1.790 0.495
4 1.590(0.013) 0.812(0.009) 1.620 0.800 1.558.013) 0.785(0.009) 1.580 0.775
5 1.479(0.014) 1.096(0.013) 1.500 1.092 1.47%.014) 1.032(0.013) 1.480 1.030
6 1.363(0.015) 1.412(0.019) 1.380 1.412 1.38%0.015) 1.312(0.018) 1.390 1.311
7 1.301(0.015) 1.723(0.026) 1.310 1.724 1.31(0.016) 1.622(0.025) 1.310 1.623
8 1.243(0.017) 2.065(0.036) 1.250 2.070 1.25(.017) 1.968(0.035) 1.250 1.969
9 1.152(0.018) 2.479(0.052) 1.160 2.488 1.228.020) 2.425(0.052) 1.230 2.427
10 1.124(0.023) 2.981(0.089) 1.130 3.003 1.148.024) 3.113(0.095) 1.140 3.106
11 1.0900.025) 3.141(0.108) 1.100 3.175 1.148.027) 3.343(0.118) 1.150 3.344
12 1.0000.028) 3.226(0.136) 1.020 3.268 1.037.030) 3.448(0.149) 1.040 3.460
13 1.042(0.033) 3.327(0.157) 1.050 3.356 1.0510.033) 3.582(0.173) 1.050 3.584
14 1.020(0.036) 3.401(0.185) 1.020 3.390 1.0640.038) 3.738(0.208) 1.040 3.676
15 1.037(0.046) 3.359(0.224) 1.020 3.333 0.967.043) 3.601(0.245) 0.941 3.521
16 0.961(0.061) 3.202(0.301) 0.959 3.195 1.02(0.061) 4.030(0.388) 0.991 3.953
17 0.888(0.067) 3.064(0.332) 0.861 3.003 1.01%0.071) 3.924(0.436) 1.010 3.937
18 0.864(0.083) 2.807(0.372) 0.816 2.710 0.9990.084) 4.168(0.567) 1.010 4.255

Dow Jones Positive Tall Dow jones Negative Tail

MLE ADE MLE ADE
c b c b c b c b
1 5.262(0.005) 0.000(0.000) 5.55 0.000 5.08%0.005) 0.000(0.000) 5.320 0.000
2 2.140(0.009) 0.241(0.002) 2.25 0.220 2.12%0.009) 0.211(0.002) 2.240 0.191
3 1.790(0.010) 0.531(0.005) 1.87 0.510 1.7570.010) 0.495(0.005) 1.800 0.481
4 1.616(0.012) 0.830(0.008) 1.65 0.820 1.5980.012) 0.744(0.008) 1.630 0.735
5 1.447(0.012) 1.165(0.012) 1.47 1.160 1.4590.013) 1.022(0.011) 1.480 1.015
6 1.339(0.012) 1.472(0.017) 1.36 1.473 1.35%0.013) 1.311(0.016) 1.370 1.311
7 1.259(0.013) 1.768(0.023) 1.28 1.773 1.2690.014) 1.609(0.022) 1.270 1.610
8 1.173(0.013) 2.097(0.031) 1.17 2.096 1.1880.015) 1.885(0.030) 1.190 1.887
9 1.125(0.015) 2.362(0.043) 1.12 2.358 1.1580.017) 2.178(0.042) 1.150 2.174
10 1.090(0.020) 2.705(0.070) 1.08 2.695 1.0870.022) 2.545(0.069) 1.090 2.545
11 1.035(0.022) 2.771(0.083) 1.03 2.762 1.0740.024) 2.688(0.085) 1.070 2.681
12 1.047(0.027) 2.867(0.105) 1.04 2.857 1.0680.029) 2.880(0.111) 1.050 2.857
13 1.046(0.030) 2.960(0.121) 1.03 2.933 1.0670.032) 2.900(0.125) 1.080 2.924
14 1.044(0.034) 3.000(0.142) 1.03 2.976 1.1320.038) 3.171(0.158) 1.120 3.155
15 1.0900.043) 3.174(0.184) 1.09 3.165 1.1680.047) 3.439(0.209) 1.180 3.472
16 1.085(0.059) 3.424(0.280) 1.09 3.425 1.02%0.056) 3.745(0.322) 1.010 3.731
17 1.093(0.066) 3.666(0.345) 1.09 3.650 1.1080.069) 3.822(0.380) 1.120 3.891
18 0.9350.071) 3.556(0.411) 0.902 3.484 0.9210.071) 3.804(0.461) 0.933 3.846

Table 13: Maximum Likelihood- and Anderson-Darling estigsaof the parametetsandc of
the log-Weibull distribution. Numbers in parenthesis dgive standard deviations of the estimates.
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Nasdaq Dow Jones

Pos. Tail Neg. Talil Pos. Tail Neg. Tail
1 19335 (100%) 18201 (100%) 28910 (100%) 24749 (100%)
2 7378 (100%) 6815 (100%) 9336 (100%) 8377 (100%)
3 4162 (100%) 3795 (100%) 5356 (100%) 4536 (100%)
4 2461 (100%) 2311 (100%) 3172 (100%) 2832 (100%)
5 1532 (100%) 1520 (100%) 1734 (100%) 1681 (100%)
6 853 (100%) 933 (100%) 930 (100%) 933 (100%)
7 491 (100%) 555 (100%) 483 (100%) 466 (100%)
8 248 (100%) 301 (100%) 177 (100%) 218 (100%)
9 78.6 (100%) 141 (100%) 68.0 (100%) 98.0 (100%)
10 16.1 (99.99%) 28 (100%) 16 (99.99%) 27 (100% )
11 5.70 (98.3%) 16 (98.6%) 6.69 (99.0%) 16 (99.99%)
12 102 (24.8%) 3.03 (91.7%) 571 (98.3%) 9.0 (99.7%)
13 141 (30.1%) 2.17 (86.2%) 3.70 (94.5%) 9.9 (99.8%)
14  9e-6 (7e-3%) 1.04 (68.3%) 3.48 (93.2%) 7.9 (99.5%)
15 5e-6 (3e-3%) 149  (30.1%) 3.73  (94.5%) 5.4 (97.8%)
16  2e-7 (1e-3%) .028 (13.8%) 1.77 (82.5%) .007 (6.00%)
17  2e-6 (le-2%) 127 (27.5%) 729  (41.1%) .30 (41.6%)
18 3e-7 (2e-3%) 7e-7 (4e-3%) le-6 (1le-3%) 2e-6 (le-2%)

Table 14: Wilks’ test for the Pareto distribution versus 8teetched-Exponentail distribution.
The p-value (figures within parentheses) gives the sigmifieavith which one can reject the null
hypothesis that the Pareto distribution is sufficient tausately describe the data.
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Nasdaq Dow Jones
Pos. Tail Neg. Talil Pos. Tail Neg. Tail

1 17235 (100%) 16689 (100%) 27632 (100%) 23670 (100%)

2 6426 (100%) 5834 (100%) 8262 (100%) 7313 (100%)

3 3533 (100%) 3134 (100%) 4680 (100%) 3933 (100%)

4 2051 (100%) 1795 (100%) 2959 (100%) 2497 (100%)

5 1308 (100%) 1209 (100%) 1587 (100%) 1482 (100%)

6 698 (100%) 730 (100%) 853 (100%) 817 (100%)

7 426 (100%) 421 (100%) 442 (100%) 414 (100%)

8 226 (100%) 222  (100%) 164 (100%) 172  (100%)

9 57.9 (100%) 127 (100%) 62.4 (100%) 84.9 (100%)
10 229 (99.99%) 30.5 (100%) 15.8 (100%) 14.0 (99.99% )
11 9.77 (99.8%) 22.9 (100%) 2.09 (85.2%) 6.91 (99.15%)
12 0.008 (7.1%) 0.506 (52.3%) 2.48 (88.5%) 4.35 (96.3%)
13 0.675 (58.9%) 1.56 (78.8%) 2.05 (84.8%) 2.40 (87.9%)
14 0.185 (33.3%) 0.892 (65.5%) 1.25 (73.7%) 7.88 (99.5%)
15 0.073 (21.3%) 0.599 (56.1%) 2.89 (91.1%) 9.12 (99.75%)
16 0.308 (42.2%) 0.103 (25.2%) 153 (78.4%) 0.00062 (2%)

17 2.21 (86.3%) 0.309 (42.2%) 1.14 (71.5%) 0.909 (66.0%)
18 2.17 (85.9%) 0.032 (14.2%) 1.03 (69.0%) 0.848 (64.3%)

Table 15: Wilks' test for the Pareto distribution versus libgg-Weibull distribution. The p-value
(figures within parentheses) gives the significance withctvliine can reject the null hypothesis
that the Pareto distribution is sufficient to accuratelycdbg the data.
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Sample c d qupp/d)¢

ND positive returns 0.03®.138) 4.54-10 °2(2.17.10 %9 3.03
ND negative returns 0.27®.155) 1.90- 10 7 (1.38 10°%) 3.10
DJ positive returns 0.27®.111) 4.81-10 % (2.49 10°5) 2.68
DJ negative returns 0.362.119) 1.02- 10 *(2.87-10%) 2.57

Table 16: Best parametecsandd of the Stretched Exponential model estimated up to quantile
012 = 95%. The apparent Pareto exponefut;»/d)¢ (see expressiofi (B0)) is also shown, are
the lower thresholds corresponding to the significancddeye given in tabldb.
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Figure 1: Average absolute return, as a function of time iwith trading day. The U-shape
characterizes the so-called lunch effect.
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Variation coeff.=std/mean of time intervals between pos. extremums of DJ
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Variation coefficient
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Variation coeff.=std/mean of time intervals between neg. extremums, DJ
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Figure 2: Coefficient of variatiol for the Dow Jones daily returns. An increasé/otharacter-
izes the increase of “clustering”.
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MLE of GPD form parameter & from SE samples, n=50000
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Figure 3: Maximum Likelihood estimates of the GPD form pag#en for Stretched-Exponentail
samples of size 50,000.
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Mean excess functions for DJ-daily pos.(line) and neg.(pointwise)
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Figure 4. Mean excess functions for the Dow Jones daily metQupper panel) and the Nasdaq
five minutes returns (lower panel). The plain line represéné positive returns and the dotted
line the negative ones
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. Mean log—excess functions for DJ-daily pos.(line) and neg.(dotted line)
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Mean log—excess functions for ND-5min pos.(line) and neg.(dotted line)
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Figure 5: Mean Log-excess functions for the Dow Jones daityrns (upper panel) and the
Nasdagq five minutes returns (lower panel). The plain lingasgnts the positive returns and the
dotted line the negative ones
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Complementary DF of DJ-daily pos.(line),n=14949 and neg.(pointwise),n=13464
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Complementary DF of ND-5min pos.(line),n=11241 and neg.(pointwise) n=10751
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Figure 6: Cumulative sample distributions for the Dow Jaf@snd for the Nasdaq (b) data sets.
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Hill's estimates of bu for DJ-daily pos.(line), n=14949, and neg.(pointwise),n=13464
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Figure 7. Hill estimated, as a function of the threshold for the Dow Jones (a) and for the
Nasdaq (b).
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Figure 8: Hill estimatoby for all four data sets (positive and negative branches oflisteibution

of returns for the DJ and for the ND) as a function of the index 1,...,18 of the 18 quantiles
or standard significance levels. .. q:1g given in tabldb. The dashed line is expressfod (39) with
1— g, = 3.08 e 9342 given by [3B).
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Wilks statistics for CD vs 4 parametric families, Npos, n=11241
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Wilks statistics for CD vs 4 parametric families, Nneg, n=10751
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Figure 9: Wilks statistic for the comprehensive distribativersus the four parametric distribu-
tions : Pareto (PD), Weibull (SE), Exponential (ED) and imgdete Gamma (IG) for the Nasdaq
five minutes returns. The upper panel refers to the posigitgms and lower panel to the negative
ones.
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Wilks statistics for CD vs 4 parametric families, DJpos, n=14949

80 T T T T T T T
70 n
ED
PD X2(.95)
o X5(.98)
SE \
10k : 16 N
L o
N =
I ~} \m S b sde o | S L

N X
5l R "V
0 0.005 0.01 0.015 0.02 0.025 0.03 0.035 0.04 0.045 0.05
Lower threshold, u

o
o
T

3]
o
T

w
o
T

Wilks statistic (doubled log-likelihood ratio)
8
T

N
o
T

Wilks statistics for CD vs 4 parametric families, DIneg, n=13464

80 T T T T T

70

@
o
T

)
8
°
o
o
<
350 .
o
= IG
8 a0 J
Qo
=3
o
S
L [ -
g3 PD
g
A 2( g5)
X5
§ 20+ 1 4
SE
10} .
m— )
0 0.01 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06

Lower threshold, u

Figure 10: Wilks statistic for the comprehensive distritntversus the four parametric distribu-
tions : Pareto (PD), Weibull (SE), Exponential (ED) and Imptete Gamma (IG) for the Dow
Jones daily returns. The upper panel refers to the posiéiwns and the lower panel to the
negative ones.
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