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Abstract

Understanding the yield curve characteristics and dynamics is important for many tasks such as

pricing financial assets, portfolio allocation, managing financial risk, and conducting monetary policy.

Therefore, it is important to use models that are interpretable, fits well, and make useful forecasts.

In this paper, I introduce a dynamic yield curve model with latent independent factors based on

Independent Component Analysis, which is a statistical method used successfully in other fields

than finance. I find that one can interpret the factors as level, slope, and curvature of the yield

curve. I also find that the ICA-based model fits the yield curve well and produce good forecasts. In

particular, it shows significantly better out-of-sample forecasts for the short-term maturities than the

commonly used dynamic Nelson-Siegel model. I find that the factors correlate with macroeconomic

variables such as monetary policy instrument, real economic activity, and inflation. Finally, I find

that the curvature factor seems to be more important than the previous literature state.
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Section 1

Introduction

In this paper, I introduce a dynamic yield curve model with latent independent factors based on a

statistical method called Independent Component Analysis (ICA). ICA is used successfully in, e.g.,

signal processing and biomedical engineering applications (e.g., McKeown et al., 2003; Östlund et al.,

2006; Mukamel et al., 2009). However, ICA is unexplored in the finance literature, in particular,

to yield curve modeling, although the concept became known over 30 years ago (Hyvärinen et al.,

2001). The advantage of using ICA, rather than the commonly used Principal Components Analysis

(PCA), is that the ICA factors are independent, whereas PCA factors may still have higher-order

dependence that may mask useful information. Also, it is more useful to study independent factors

because one can analyze them one at a time.

Bonds are important fixed-income securities because governments, municipalities, and companies

commonly use them to finance various activities and projects. For instance, the U.S. government

regularly funds its operations through bills, notes, and bonds that are issued by the U.S. Treasury

Department and backed by the U.S. government. Therefore, these securities are considered risk-free

and used as benchmarks for various interest rates, such as savings and mortgage rates. Moreover, it

is essential to understand these bonds characteristics and dynamics for many tasks such as pricing of

other financial assets, portfolio allocation, managing financial risk, and conducting monetary policy.

The income return on the bond is called yield, and preferably we want to examine a basket of

bond yields. Consequently, we construct a so-called yield curve, which is a function through all the

yields, i.e., the yield curve describes yields across multiple maturities.1

Previous research shows that it is possible to decompose the yield curve into three unobservable

factors, which one often refer to as level, slope, and curvature (Litterman and Scheinkman, 1991).

These factors are related to changes in the yield curve shape. For instance, a shock to the level

1It is common to construct the yield curve by using splines, Nelson and Siegel (1987), or Svensson (1994) model.
Also, there are many different representations of these bonds, such as the zero coupon curve, the discount curve, the
forward curve, and the par yield curve. For yield curve construction, see Gürkaynak et al. (2007).
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factor induces a shift of the yield curve. A positive shock in the slope factor makes the yield curve

less steep and means that the short and long-term interest rates differ less than before the shock.

Finally, a positive shock to the curvature factor results in a more curved yield curve because the

factor loads more on the mid-term interest rates (Wu, 2003).

The level, slope, and curvature factors are a standard product of many yield curve models. A

standard model is to use parametric shapes for the factor loadings (Nelson and Siegel, 1987; Svensson,

1994; Diebold and Li, 2006), which many central banks use (BIS, 2005; ECB, 2008) because they

fit the yield curve well. Besides fitting the yield curve, these models produce accurate yield curve

forecasts, which are important in many areas of finance. However, parametric models may suffer

from limited ability to fit irregular yield curve shapes. Therefore, another standard approach is

to use dimension-reduction methods which extract statistically uncorrelated factors that explain

the maximal variance of the yield data (Steeley, 1990; Baygün et al., 2000; Joslin et al., 2014).

However, uncorrelated factors do not imply independent factors, i.e., the uncorrelated factors may

have higher-order dependence between them. Therefore, by extracting independent factors one can

use these to model the yield curve, and they can also be used to improve forecasts because they may

unmask important information hidden in the uncorrelated factors. Also, it is more useful to analyze

independent factors because one can examine them one at a time.

Here, I introduce a dynamic yield curve model based on independent factors extracted from ICA.

I find that one can (also) interpret ICA factors as level, slope, and curvature and that they explain

97% of the variation in the yield curve data. I also find that the estimated ICA-based factors are

highly persistent with their dynamics, and these results are in line with previous literature (e.g., see

Diebold et al., 2006; Christensen et al., 2011).

I compare the ICA and PCA yield models against the Diebold and Li (2006) model, which is a

dynamic Nelson and Siegel (1987) model and well-known for its forecasting ability. The results show

that both models fit the yield curve well and they also show significantly better out-of-sample fore-

casts for the short-term maturities and a long forecast horizon, which is more relevant to institutional

agents such as central banks.

I also find that the estimated ICA-based factors correlate with relevant macroeconomic variables

and these are in line with previous literature (e.g., Diebold et al., 2006). In particular, the slope

factor is highly correlated with the Federal Funds Rate and Capacity Utilization during the period

1997-2017. Although the level factor does not correlate with any macroeconomic variable during

the whole period, there are periods of high correlation with inflation-related macro variables. These

correlations occur around the years related to the financial crisis of 2008 and also in more recent

years. There are also indications that the curvature factor correlates with Unemployment Rate,

Consumer Sentiment Index, and Trade Weighted U.S. Dollar in recent years. Finally, most of the

impulse response functions are in line with previous literature although some differences may be the
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result of unconventional monetary policy such as quantitative easing since a majority of the data in

the studied period has rates close to the zero lower bound. Another interesting finding is that the

curvature factor seems to be more important than previous literature states.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. In section 2, I give a literature review

associated with term structure models. In section 3, I present some basic notation related to the

term structure of interest rates and, furthermore, present theoretical models associated with the

yield curve shapes. In section 4, I present estimation methods along with an introduction to relevant

dimension-reduction methods. I finish the section to introduce performance measures regarding in-

sample and forecasting fit. In section 5, I present the yield curve models I use in this paper. In

section 6, I present the data and its sources. In section 7, I present and analyze the results. Finally,

in section 8, I summarize the significant findings and provide a discussion for future research.
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Section 2

Literature Review

There are different types of term structure models, and the literature of term structure models

is extensive. One model-type is both econometric-based and non-arbitrage-free, while another is

arbitrage-free. Arbitrage-free models tie the dynamics of interest rates at longer maturities to the

short rate, through a no-arbitrage condition under a risk-neutral probability measure. Furthermore,

the short rate models capture dynamics of the instantaneous interest rate that typically specify an

affine function of several underlying factors.

Arbitrage-free term structure models were introduced by Vasicek (1977), who derives a general

form of the term structure of interest rates. Vasicek argues that short-term interest rates drive bond

prices and therefore propose a one-factor short rate model. This model has a non-zero probability

that the short-rate becomes negative and considering that negative rates were unheard of before the

2000s, Cox et al. (1985) propose a modified one-factor model restricted to positive rates since the

goal of these models is to model the underlying process(es) that drive the prices. However, since

both of these models have a finite number of free parameters, it is difficult to specify the parameter

values such that the model can calibrate well to observed market prices. Thus, Ho and Lee (1986)

and Hull and White (1990) propose one-factor short rate models with time-varying parameters.

One-factor models may be not flexible enough to capture the dynamics of many maturities and

different curve shapes since they can only capture the dynamics using one source of uncertainty, i.e.,

the short rate. To allow multiple sources of risk, Longstaff and Schwartz (1992) propose a two-factor

model while Chen (1996) proposes a three-factor model, which has a stochastic mean and volatility

for the short rate.

Typically, one is interested in studying a basket of bonds, rather than a single bond. Therefore,

Duffie and Kan (1996) propose an affine multi-factor model of the term structure, and Dai and

Singleton (2000) formulate a standard framework for the canonical representation of affine term

structure models, in which they describe the latent factors of the yields as the level, slope, and
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curvature.

The above-described term structure models are theoretically appealing, however, describing the

joint dynamics of the yield curve and macroeconomic variables is important for the economic inter-

pretation of level, slope, and curvature factors. In other words, it is easier to understand these factors

by examining how changes in these factors influence macroeconomic variables, which often is more

relatable. In this way, it is possible to see how changes in the factors influence the ability to control

macro variables. For example, how changes in reference rates may impact inflation through the

yield curve. Therefore, adding macroeconomic variables to these models is an increasingly popular

concept (e.g., Cochrane and Piazzesi, 2005), and has introduced the macro-finance term structure

models, whose goal is to understand economic forces that drive changes in interest rates, by jointly

modelling macroeconomy and the yield curve (e.g., Ang and Piazzesi, 2003). These models imply

macro spanning, i.e., that all relevant information about the economy is in the yield curve, and

macro variation is spanned by (perfectly correlated with) the yield curve.

Arbitrage-free models are well-studied and theoretically rigorous. However, many practitioners

and central banks use simpler approaches. The simple models leverage the high persistence, and

they are empirically successful. Among these, Nelson and Siegel (1987) model (NSM) is the most

popular (BIS, 2005; ECB, 2008). It is a parametric model that fits the yield curve well with four

time-invariant hyperparameters with the first three having the interpretation as the level, slope,

and curvature of the yield curve, while the fourth parameter relates to a decay parameter for these

previous parameters. To improve the yield curve fit, Svensson (1994) suggests an extension of the

NSM by including an additional hyperparameter.

The NSM has time-invariant parameters, which Diebold and Li (2006) extend to a dynamic

setting and show that it can produce accurate term structure forecasts. Also, Diebold et al. (2006)

use the NSM to study the interactions between the macroeconomy and the yield curve. There are

other extensions such as score-driven time-varying parameters (Koopman et al., 2017), interaction

with unconventional monetary policy (Mesters et al., 2014), and using shadow-rates (rather than

nominal rates) respecting the zero lower bound (Christensen and Rudebusch, 2016). Although

most of these models are empirically successful, they are theoretically lacking. Both Björk and

Christensen (1999) and Filipović (1999) show that the NSM is not arbitrage-free. Christensen et al.

(2011) resolve this by deriving a class of affine arbitrage-free dynamic term structure models that

approximate the NSM yield curve specification, by adding a yield-adjustment term. Also, Coroneo

et al. (2011) find that the NSM parameters are not statistically different from those derived by

no-arbitrage affine-term structure models, which suggests that the yield-adjustment term is small.

There are also non-parametric methods to extract the level, slope, and curvature factors. Among

these, Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is a particularly common alternative (e.g. Steeley, 1990;

Baygün et al., 2000; Joslin et al., 2014). PCA transforms a set of possibly correlated observations
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into a set of linearly uncorrelated variables that explain the highest possible variance. They are

called principal components (PCs). Lekkos (2000) find that the first three PCs have no natural

interpretation of level, slope, or curvature. However, Lord and Pelsser (2007) argues that they, in

fact, have a natural interpretation. Also, Baygün et al. (2000) give comprehensive details on how to

use PCA for trading and hedging by managing the exposure to these factors.

PCA is one of many approaches to decomposing a dataset, where another approach is Inde-

pendent Component Analysis (ICA). ICA is a multivariate statistical method that decomposes a

multidimensional signal into additive independent factors (Bell and Sejnowski, 1995). The primary

assumption for ICA is that the factors are non-normally distributed and independent. In essence,

PCA and ICA differ in that the former decomposes the data such that the factors are uncorrelated,

whereas the latter decomposes the data such that the factors are independent.

An early application of ICA to financial data is in Back and Weigend (1997), who use daily data

from the Tokyo Stock Exchange, and tries to extract structure from returns. Cha and Chan (2000)

show the relation between ICA and the factor model as a data mining tool to extract the underlying

factors and obtain sensitivities for the factor model. Kumiega et al. (2011) investigate the factors

that drove the U.S. equity market returns from 2007-2010, applying ICA to the returns of exchange-

traded funds, and analyzed the factors volatility clustering. More recently, Fabozzi et al. (2016)

identify three interpretable factors driving the changes in credit default swap spreads. In general,

these approaches are unsuccessful because of efficient markets and low predictability of returns and

the extensive literature extending the CAPM. However, the yield curves are more persistent and

should (theoretically) be driven by similar underlying factors, but the literature related to ICA and

fixed-income securities is sparse, especially concerning yield curve modeling. Hence, I introduce ICA

into yield curve modeling. In particular, I contribute to the literature by investigating ICA’s role in

yield curve forecasting.
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Section 3

Theory

In this section, I briefly describe bonds, yields, and the term structure of interest rates. The aim is

to get some intuition related to these concepts. Finally, I describe theories that explain the influence

of the yield curve.

3.1 Term Structure of Interest Rates

The primary bond market is where the supply and demand of bonds meet. The investors may enter

the bond market to maximize their yield to maturity y, whereas the bond suppliers may enter the

bond market to minimize their costs of funding by getting the lowest possible interest rate rt at

time t. However, bonds trade in the secondary markets and these bonds are used to derive the yield

curve.

The price P of a fixed coupon bond with principal equal to 1 at time t and maturing at time T

is expressed as:1

P (t, T ) =

T∑
i=t+1

ci
(1 + y)i−t

+
1

(1 + y)T−t
, (3.1)

with yield y and coupon payments paid at time t+ 1, . . . , T with coupon rates ct+1, . . . , cT . For an

infinitely small interest period, the price is expressed as:2

P (t, T ) =

T∑
i=t+1

cie
−y(i−t) + e−y(T−t). (3.2)

There is an important type of bonds called zero-coupon bonds, which have no cash flows except

the principal amount at the bond’s maturity. Thus, let the coupon rates equal 0. Then, the zero

1The bond price can be split into a so-called clean and dirty price, depending on whether to include the accrued
interest or not.

2This is called continuous compounding.
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coupon bonds yield to maturity is expressed as:

y = P (t, T )−1/(T−t) − 1, (3.3)

where P (t, T ) is the price of the zero-coupon bond. Also, under continuous compounding the zero

coupon bonds yield to maturity is expressed as:

y = − logP (t, T )

T − t
. (3.4)

One constructs a yield curve by mapping the yield to maturity against different maturities. Similarly,

the term structure of interest rates is a function of the interest rate rt(τ) with respect to the maturity

τ , where a bond with a price P (t, T ) implies the whole set {rt(τi)}Ti=t+1. This set is related to the

bonds cash flows. However, a single yield for the investor is determined directly. Since each interest

rate is related to individual cash flows, it is suitable to use the term structure of interest rates, and

that is why I use zero-coupon bonds.

In Figure 3-1, I show a yield curve (bold line) and how the level, slope, and curvature affect

the yield curve in the short, mid, and long-term with a positive shock (dotted line). As mentioned

before, the result of most studies are that these three factors tend to affect the different maturities.

As shown in the figure, a shock to the level factor leads to a shift of the yield curve. A positive

shock to the slope factor makes the yield curve less steep, which results in less spread between the

short and long-term interest rates than before the shock. Finally, a positive shock to the curvature

factor makes the yield curve more curved since it loads more on the mid-term rates.
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Figure 3-1: The yield curve response to shocks on the level, slope, and curvature.

3.2 Yield Curve Theories

In this section, I present theories that try to explain the influence of the term structure of interest

rates, and how they vary with maturity. For example, the US Treasury yield curve has been upward

sloping nearly 90% of the time in last decades, a fact that may reflect that the market has been

expecting rising rates or that they require a positive bond risk premia (Ilmanen, 1995). I give a
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brief description of four theories, i.e., (i) expectations hypothesis, (ii) liquidity premium theory, (iii)

segmented market hypothesis, and (iv) preferred habitat theory. After that, I provide a short view

of Ilmanen (1995) who describes the main influences of the term structure of interest rates in terms

of three factors; market’s rate expectations, bond risk premia, and convexity bias. Finally, I try to

link these theories and macroeconomic variables to the level, slope, and curvature factors.

Expectations Hypothesis

Under expectations hypothesis, observed forward rates are an unbiased estimator of the future spot

rates and suggest that the shape of the yield curve depends on market participants’ expectations

of future interest rates. Thus, there is lack of arbitrage opportunities in the bond market since the

long-term bonds return, holding it for n years, is equal to rolling over short-term bonds n times.

Hence, the bonds have the same expected return, and higher-yield bonds are expected to suffer

capital losses that offset their yield advantage.

When the market expects an increase in bond yields, the current term structure becomes upward-

sloping so that any long-term bond’s yield advantage and expected capital loss, due to the expected

yield increase, exactly offset one another. In contrast, expectations of yield declines and capital

gains decrease the current long-term yields below the short-term rate, making the term structure

inverted. In other words, the market’s rate expectations influence the yield curve steepness and

relate to the slope factor. However, the market’s expectations about the steepness of the yield curve

affect the curvature of the yield curve and should refer to the curvature factor. For example, if the

market expects a flatter curve, they need to offset the expected capital gains, and this makes the

yield curve more curved.

Liquidity Premium Theory

A fundamental assumption in the expectations hypothesis is that all bonds have the same expected

rate of return, regardless of maturity. However, empirical evidence suggests that expected returns

vary across bonds, i.e., there is a risk premium associated with nominal holding period. Therefore,

Keynes (1936) considers a constant risk premium associated with the maturities. As the long-term

bonds are related to increased risk exposure, investors demand a higher risk premium. Thus, positive

bond risk premia make the yield curve slope upward and affect the slope factor such that the spread

between the short and long-end are larger, whereas a negative bond risk premia tend to make the

yield curve inverted. Hence, the bond risk premia possibly relate to the slope factor. Also, there

is some evidence that the risk premia relates to the curvature factor. For example, Campbell et al.

(2017) show a theoretical link between curvature and the level of the term premia, which is driven

by the covariance between the real interest rate and inflation. Also, Abbritti et al. (2018) provide
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empirical support for the relationship between the curvature factor and term premium dynamics in

an international context.

Segmented Market Hypothesis

The segmented hypothesis assumes that investors at various maturities are strictly different and

that as a result the supply and demand for short and long-term bonds are different (Culbertson,

1957). For instance, if investors prefer liquid portfolios, they may buy short-term bonds, increasing

the need for short-term bonds, which results in higher prices and lower yields. In other words, there

is no implicit relationship between the interest rates for short, mid, and long-term bonds. Hence,

one should view the different rates separately, and therefore this theory may suggest that one should

study independent factors and that the level, slope, and curvature factors may correspond to the

supply and demand of different investor types.

Preferred Habitat Theory

The preferred habitat theory is closely related to the segmented market hypothesis. It states that,

besides interest rate expectations, investors have distinct investment horizons and require a premium

to buy bonds with maturities outside their preferred maturity (Modigliani and Sutch, 1966). Short-

term investors would appear more frequently in the fixed-income market, and therefore longer-term

yields tend to be higher than short-term yields. Thus, this should reflect the shapes of the level and

slope factors. Also, that the mid-term yields are more relevant for hedging and certain investors

appear at these maturities and therefore relevant for the curvature factor.

Market’s Rate Expectations, Bond Risk Premia, and Convexity Bias

Ilmanen (1995) argues that three economic forces influence the term structure of the forward rates;

the market’s rate expectations, the bond risk premia, and the convexity bias. First, market’s rate

expectations coincide with the previous theories. Second, past theories assume either a non-zero or

constant risk premia which are inconsistent with empirical evidence that suggests a time-varying risk

premium. Third, convexity bias refers to the fact that different bonds have different convexity3 and

may reflect the different yields. Rather than yields, an investor is primarily interested in expected

returns, and therefore they tend to demand less yield to improve their returns as a result of convexity.

A steep yield curve that slopes upwards may reflect either the market’s expectations of rising

rates or high required risk premia and relates to the slope factor. A humped curve can reflect the

market’s expectations of either a flatter yield curve or high volatility, which makes the convexity

3Convexity is a measure of the curvature between bond prices and its yields that show how the duration of a bond
changes as the interest rate changes.
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more valuable because of its property of increasing the expected return and may reflect the shape

of the curvature factor.

Level, Slope, and Curvature: Links to Macroeconomic Variables

All these theories try to explain the influence of the term structure of interest rates, and how they

vary with maturity. They all have in common that there are underlying factors that affect the

yield curve. Yield curve models often use level, slope, and curvature as their underlying factors and

they explain the majority of the yield curve variation (Litterman and Scheinkman, 1991). However,

it is not trivial to connect the various theories to these factors since they are likely to represent

combined influences of other factors that affect different parts of the term structure. For example,

following Ilmanen (1995), it may be that the level, slope, and curvature is a mixture of the market’s

rate expectations, the bond risk premia, and the convexity bias. In fact, the literature says that

there is a connection between the level factor and inflation expectations, and also between the slope

factor and monetary policy actions (e.g., Diebold et al., 2006; Rudebusch and Wu, 2008). Finally,

the curvature factor has received less attention in the literature, but there are links with the term

premia as pointed out earlier in this section (Campbell et al., 2017; Abbritti et al., 2018).
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Section 4

Methods

In the previous section, I discuss different yield curve theories and how they relate to that yields

often vary with maturity. The various theories agree there are underlying factors that affect the yield

curve, and it is common to use level, slope, and curvature as underlying factors in yield curve models.

Before I describe the models, which I introduce in the next section, I present factor extraction and

dimension-reduction methods I use for the different models.

4.1 Factor Extraction Methods

Often one has two different processes; a measurement process that observes some phenomena (e.g.,

yields) and an underlying transition process that tries to capture the underlying dynamics. Under

the assumption that the latent process has dependence over time, it is common to model it by a

vector autoregressive process of first order. This approach refers to a state-space model, which I

specify as:

yt = Λtft + εt,

ft = Γtft−1 + ηt,

εt ∼ N(0,Ht),

ηt ∼ N(0,Qt),

(4.1)

where yt are the observed data, ft are the underlying factors, εt are the measurement errors, ηt are

the innovations to the latent factors, Λt is the observation matrix mapping latent processes to the

observations, Γt is the transition describing the evolution of the latent processes in time, Ht is a

measurement error covariance matrix, and Qt is a covariance matrix related to the innovations to

the latent factors. The measurement errors are assumed to be independent across time, and it is

common to assume that the measurement error process and transition error process are mutually
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independent.

Given this linear and normally-distributed state-space model, Kalman filter (KF) efficiently com-

putes the joint likelihood of both the state and the observation. Now, let y1:t = {y1, . . . ,yt}, and I

define the conditional expectation for the filtering and forecast distributions as:

ft|t = E(ft|y1:t),

ft|t−1 = E(ft|y1:t−1).
(4.2)

Furthermore, I define the conditional error covariance matrices for filtering and forecasting as:

Σt|t = E[(ft − ft|t)(ft − ft|t)
>|y1:t],

Σt|t−1 = E[(ft − ft|t−1)(ft − ft|t−1)>|y1:t−1].
(4.3)

The forecast distribution is:

ft|y1:t−1 ∼ N(ft|t−1,Σt|t−1), (4.4)

where ft|t−1 = Γtft−1|t−1 and Σt|t−1 = Qt + ΓtΣt−1|t−1Γ
>
t . The filtering distribution is:

ft|y1:t ∼ N(ft|t,Σt|t), (4.5)

where ft|t = ft|t−1 + Kt(yt − Λtft|t−1) and Σt|t = (I −KtΛt)Σt|t−1, where I denotes the identity

matrix, and Kt = Σt|t−1Λ
>
t (Λ>t Σt|t−1Λt + Ht)

−1 is called the Kalman gain.

Given some initial conditions f0|0 = µ0, Σ0|0 = Σ0 (e.g., see Durbin and Koopman, 2012), and

assuming the parameter matrices Λt, Γt, Qt, Ht, t = 1, . . . , T are known, I obtain sequential esti-

mates of the state by the following algorithm:

for t = 1 to T

1. Obtain the forecast-distribution mean ft|t−1 and covariance matrix Σt|t−1.

2. Obtain the gain Kt, the filtering-distribution mean ft|t, and covariance matrix Σt|t.

end

The parameters that go into the KF are estimated with maximum likelihood (ML). ML is a

method for estimating unknown parameter vector θ ∈ Θ, where Θ is a parameter space. Given

a joint density Y ∼ f(y|θ) for a parametric distribution f(·) and observed data y, the idea is

to choose parameters that maximize the probability of generating the observed sample, i.e., the

parameter values that maximize a likelihood function L(θ|y). In practice, it is convenient to work

with the logarithm of the likelihood function, `(θ|y) = logL(θ|y).1 Hence, assuming the existence

1In some cases it is more convenient to minimize the negative log-likelihood. Also, to work with the average
log-likelihood is often more computationally efficient and stable.
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of a global maximum, the ML estimator is defined as θ̂ = arg max
θ∈Θ

`(θ|y).

Often, closed-form solutions to the maximization problem do not exist, leading to numerical

optimizations by gradient-based methods. These methods find a local maximum by making use

of, in this case, the log-likelihood function and its corresponding derivative(s). Furthermore, these

methods can be divided into first and second order methods, where the latter implies using second

derivatives (Hessian) besides the first derivatives (gradient).

4.2 Dimension-Reduction Methods

Sometimes it is interesting and practical to determine typical characteristics of many variables. For

example, if only a few factors are in common and explain the majority of the variables variation, it

is easier to interpret the driving factors in the data. Thus, this gives the motivation to decompose a

dataset, and I present two methods widely used in different applications. The first method decom-

poses a dataset such that factors are uncorrelated to the other factors, and also such that they have

a maximal variance. The second method decomposes a dataset such that factors are independent.

4.2.1 Principal Component Analysis

Principal Component Analysis (PCA) is a statistical method that transforms a set of observed

variables into a set of uncorrelated variables called principal components (PCs). The first PC has

the maximal variance, i.e., accounts for maximal variability in the data, and each following factor has

the maximal variation given that it is uncorrelated to the previous factors. More formally, consider

an observation matrix Y with dimension T ×m and centered columns, where T is the number of

observations (or yields), and m is the number of variables (or maturities). The PCs of Y is expressed

as:

P = YW, (4.6)

where P is a T ×m matrix, W is a m×m matrix with columns as loading vectors (and eigenvectors

of Y>Y). PCA finds the direction that maximizes the sample variance, i.e., for each loading vector

w, the first loading vector w1 is defined as:

w1 = arg max
‖w‖2=1

{V̂ar(Yw)} = arg max
‖w‖2=1

{
w>

Y>Y

T
w

}
. (4.7)

The resulting projection p1 = Yw1 is called the first PC of Y and the elements of w1 are called the

PC loadings. To obtain the kth PC, the first k − 1 PCs are subtracted from Y, i.e.,

Ŷk = Y −
k−1∑
i=1

Ywiw
>
i , (4.8)
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and to find the loading vector that extracts the maximum variance from this new data matrix one

need to calculate:

wk = arg max
‖w‖2=1

{
w>

Ŷ>k Ŷk

T
w

}
. (4.9)

An efficient and standard way to do PCA is through singular value decomposition (SVD), i.e.,

Y = UΣW>, (4.10)

where Σ is a T ×m diagonal matrix of decreasing positive numbers (singular values of Y), U is an

orthogonal T × T matrix, and W is an orthogonal m×m matrix. Using the SVD, the PCs can be

written as:

P = UΣ = YW. (4.11)

Note that the principal scores P has dimension T ×m and the loadings W has dimension m ×m.

Recall that PCA is useful because it can take a large dataset and a small set of factors that explain

a large fraction of the variation in this dataset. PCA is used in many fields, as a pre-processing step

for dimension reduction, or it is used to find predictors. PCA is also common in the yield curve

literature because it is well-known that the first three PCs relates to the level, slope, and curvature

factor. This corresponds to taking the first three columns of P and W, which has dimension T × p

and m× p respectively, with p = 3.

4.2.2 Independent Component Analysis

PCA decomposes a dataset such that the set of observed variables form a new set of uncorrelated

variables. Independent Component Analysis (ICA) decomposes a dataset such that the set of ob-

served variables form a new set of independent variables. The advantage to studying independent

variables is that one can examine them one at a time. The model specification for ICA is:

Y = SA>, (4.12)

where Y is a T ×m observation matrix and columns are assumed to have zero mean, S is a T × p

matrix where columns are the latent factors, and A is a m × p mixing matrix. Note that both

A and S are unknown and have to be estimated. Thus, the goal is to find the unmixing matrix

Ã = A+ = (A>A)−1A> such that the columns of S are independent, where A+ denote the

pseudoinverse of A. It is possible to express the latent factors S as (Bell and Sejnowski, 1995;

Hyvärinen et al., 2001):

S = YQ>R, (4.13)
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where Q is a p×m whitening matrix2 and R is a p×p orthogonal rotation matrix. It is also possible

to express the factor loadings A as:

A = Q+R, (4.14)

where Q+ = (Q>Q)−1Q> denotes the pseudoinverse of the whitening matrix. To make sure that

the A and S matrices are identifiable, I assume that the factors are statistically independent and

have non-normal distributions (e.g., see Hyvärinen et al., 2001). Note, there are several ambiguities.

For example, it is not possible to determine the independent factors variances since both A and S

are unknown, and any scalar in A may offset the inverse scalar in S, and vice versa. Consequently,

it is a common practice to standardize the factors such that they have unit variances. However, the

problem of ambiguity of the sign is inevitable, which means that the factors may be inverted. The

second ambiguity of ICA is its inability to determine the factor ordering since one can multiply an

arbitrary permutation matrix with S and the inverse of the permutation matrix with A. In other

words, it is likely that the output, using the same dataset from two different occasions, give the

same factors but they have a different ordering.

Uncorrelatedness, i.e., PCA, is often not enough to separate factors for a given dataset (Hyvärinen

et al., 2001, Ch. 1). Therefore, there is extensive literature related to ICA methods and different

procedures to estimate S (and A) because it has proven to be effective in multiple applications. ICA

can extract factors based on, e.g., skewness (Song and Lu, 2016), autocorrelation (Lee et al., 2011),

or conditional heteroscedasticity (Matilainen et al., 2017). There are also different approaches such

as the Infomax and ML approach (e.g., see Hyvärinen et al., 2001), which is shown to be equivalent

(Cardoso, 1997). In summary, the goal is to find an orthogonal rotation matrix R (Equation 4.13

and 4.14) such that the latent factors S are independent.

Here, I focus on the ML approach as the estimation procedure and derive the likelihood under

the assumption of negligible noise. This approach is based on using the result of the density of a

linear transform.3 Thus, let the joint density fY of the mixture vector Y = AS be expressed as:

fY(y) = |det A+|fS(s) = |det Ã|fS(s) = |det Ã|
∏
i

fi(si) = |det Ã|
∏
i

fi(ã
>
i Y), (4.15)

where det(A) denote the determinant of A, Ã = A+ = (ã1, . . . , ãn)>, and fi, i = 1, . . . ,m denote the

independent factors marginal densities. Furthermore, let Y = (Y1, . . . ,YT ). Then, the likelihood

2A popular method for whitening is to use the eigenvalue decomposition (EVD). Thus, let E = (e1, . . . , ep) be a
m× p matrix whose columns are the unit-norm eigenvectors of covariance matrix CY = E(YY>) that belong to Y.
Furthermore, let D = diag(d1, . . . , dp) be a diagonal p × p matrix of p eigenvalues of CY. Then, a linear whitening
transform is given by Q = D1/2E>, where Q is a p×m matrix, D is a p× p matrix, and E is a m× p matrix. For
more explicit description that relate to whitening and pre-processing for ICA, see Hyvärinen et al. (2001).

3This is the reason why I use the determinant in Equation 4.15. For more information about this, see a standard
textbook in probability theory under transformation of random variables.
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is a function of Ã and a product of the density evaluated at T points:

L(Ã) =

T∏
t=1

n∏
i=1

fi(ã
>
i Yt)|det Ã|. (4.16)

The log-likelihood is expressed as:

`(Ã) =

T∑
t=1

n∑
i=1

log fi(ã
>
i Yt) + T log |det Ã|. (4.17)

Finally, I use a gradient-based method to maximize the likelihood function numerically.

Note that the likelihood is a function of Ã and the factors probability densities fi, i = 1, . . . ,m.

I assume that the factors all have the same symmetric heavy-tailed densities, which I find suitable

since I work with monthly data (Shah, 2013). Thus, let f = fi, i = 1, . . . ,m be the parameter-free

reciprocal cosh density defined as:

f(si) =
1

π cosh(si)
, i = 1, . . . ,m. (4.18)

In PCA, one may select the number of factors of interest based on the variance explained by each

factor. To do the same in ICA, I let {aij}, i, j = 1, . . . ,m be the elements in the mixing matrix A.

Then, I define the variance-accounted for by each factor as:

γi = T
‖a>i ‖

2

2

‖Y‖2F
∈ [0, 1], i = 1, . . . ,m, (4.19)

where I denote γ(1), γ(2), . . . , γ(m) as decreasing values in range [0, 1] that correspond to the variance-

accounted for by each factor. The numerator refers to the `2-norm, whereas the denominator refers

to the Frobenius norm.

4.3 Performance Evaluation

To evaluate the performance of the models, I want to measure the fit in terms of a numerical value.

Thus, I measure the in-sample fit as root-mean-square-error (RMSE) defined as:

RMSE(τ) =

√∑T
t=1(yt(τ)− ŷt(τ))2

T
, (4.20)

where τ is the maturity, yt are the observed yields, and ŷt are the model’s fitted yields. Further-

more, the out-of-sample (OOS) performance measure is based on root-mean-square-forecast-error
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(RMSFE) defined as:

RMSFE(h, τ) =

√∑n
t=1(yt+h(τ)− ŷt+h,t(τ))2

n
, (4.21)

where t = t0, . . . , T is a total of n h-step forecasts for a given maturity τ , h = {1, 3, 6, 12} is the

forecast horizon in months, yt+h(τ) is the observed OOS yield for maturity τ , and ŷt+h,t(τ) is the

model’s yield forecast.

To test whether the two models differ in predictive accuracy, I use the Diebold and Mariano

(1995) test. I define the two models forecast errors as:

e
(1)
t+h,t = yt+h − ŷ1

t+h,t,

e
(2)
t+h,t = yt+h − ŷ2

t+h,t,
(4.22)

where t = t0, . . . , T is a total of n h-step forecasts. The Diebold-Mariano test is based on the

loss differential, where I use a squared error loss function, dt = (e
(1)
t+h,t)

2 − (e
(2)
t+h,t)

2, and the null

hypothesis of equal predictive accuracy is:

H0 : E[dt] = 0,

against the alternative hypothesis:

H1 : E[dt] 6= 0.

Furthermore, the test statistic is defined as:

DM =
d̄√

L̂RV d̄/T

, (4.23)

where d̄ = 1
n

∑T
t=t0

dt and LRVd̄ = V ar(dt)+2
∑∞
i=1 Cov(dt, dt−i).

4 The reason to include covariance

terms in the test statistic is that the h-step forecasts are serially correlated due to overlapping data

(if h > 1). Then, Diebold and Mariano (1995) show that under the null of equal predictive accuracy,

DM ∼ N(0, 1). Harvey et al. (1997) modify the test such that it is better for smaller sample sizes

and propose the following statistic:

DMHLN = DM

√
T + 1− 2h+ (h/T )(h− 1)

T
, (4.24)

which is asymptotically t-distributed with T − 1 degrees of freedom. In this paper, I use the Harvey

et al. (1997) statistic because of the small sample sizes.

4L̂RV d̄ is a consistent estimate of the asymptotic variance of d̄
√
T (Diebold and Mariano, 1995).
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Section 5

Models

In this section, I present four different yield curve models. The first is the parametric Nelson and

Siegel (1987) model (NSM), which is a model that many practitioners and central banks (BIS, 2005;

ECB, 2008) use to construct yield curves. Another parametric model is the dynamic NSM (DNSM).

Finally, I propose two decomposition-based models where I use ICA and PCA to extract the factor

loadings.

5.1 Nelson-Siegel Model

Many practitioners and central banks use NSM, or some slight variant, for fitting bond yields (BIS,

2005; ECB, 2008). NSM expresses a set of yields of various maturities as a function of three

hyperparameters, where a fourth parameter is a decay parameter. I denote the set of N yields

as yt(τ), t = 1, . . . , N , where τ denotes the maturity in months. The NSM specification is expressed

as:

yt(τ) = f1 + f2

(
1− e−λτ

λτ

)
+ f3

(
1− e−λτ

λτ
− e−λτ

)
, (5.1)

where f1, f2, f3, and λ are time-invariant parameters. The decay parameter λ determines the maturity

at which the loading on the medium-term, or curvature, factor achieves it maximum. For example,

λ = 0.0609 is the value that maximizes the loading on the medium-term factor at precisely 30

months, i.e., the average of two- and three-year maturities (Diebold and Li, 2006). However, it is

possible to estimate λ given observed data.

5.2 Dynamic Nelson-Siegel Model

NSM is a simple and effective model. However, time-invariant parameters may be infeasible in

adapting to various market conditions. Therefore, Diebold and Li (2006) propose a dynamic latent
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factor model, DNSM, in which f1, f2, and f3 are time-varying level, slope, and curvature factors.

DNSM is specified as:

yt(τ) = f1,t + f2,t

(
1− e−λτ

λτ

)
+ f3,t

(
1− e−λτ

λτ
− e−λτ

)
, (5.2)

where f1,t, f2,t, and f3,t, t = 1, . . . , T are now time-varying factors. I assume that these dynamic

latent factor loadings follow a vector autoregressive (VAR) process of first order and the full model

can be written as:1

yt = ΛDNSMfDNSM
t + εDNSM

t ,

fDNSM
t − µ = ΓDNSM(fDNSM

t−1 − µ) + ηDNSM
t ,

(5.3)

where yt is the observed yields at time t, ΛDNSM is the factor loadings of the latent factors ft
DNSM,

ΓDNSM is the transition matrix, εDNSM
t and ηDNSM

t are the measurement and state-space specification

errors with covariance matrices HDNSM and QDNSM respectively. I assume that the white noise

transition and measurement errors are orthogonal to one another:εDNSM
t

ηDNSM
t

 ∼ N
0

0

 ,

HDNSM 0

0 QDNSM

 , (5.4)

and to the initial state where E[f0(εDNSM
t )>] = 0 and E[f0(ηDNSM

t )>] = 0.

As in the original papers (Diebold and Li, 2006; Diebold et al., 2006), I assume that HDNSM is

diagonal and QDNSM is non-diagonal. The assumption of a diagonal HDNSM matrix means that the

pricing errors for yields of various maturities are uncorrelated. The assumption of a non-diagonal

QDNSM matrix allows the shocks to the three factors to be correlated. This model fits into the KF

framework as described in section 4.1.

Under quadratic loss the optimal forecast is the conditional expectation, i.e., the optimal forecast

at time t for time t+ h is:

yt+h,t = Et[yt+h] = ΛDNSMEt[f
DNSM
t+h ]. (5.5)

In practice, I replace Et[f
DNSM
t+h ] with KF forecasts to obtain ŷt+h,t.

I estimate the model parameters {λ,HDNSM,QDNSM,ΓDNSM}, which corresponds to estimate

1 + N + p(p + 1)/2 + p2 parameters (with N = 17 and p = 3). Furthermore, I estimate the

parameters with MLE using quasi-Newton optimizer (L-BFGS-B). Filtered estimates of the factors

are estimated with KF, which I initialize using the unconditional mean and covariance matrix of the

state vector. I maximize the likelihood by iterating the L-BFGS-B algorithm, where I impose a non-

1I omit intercept parameters and center the observed yields to have mean equal to zero because that is needed for
the other models. However, it is easy to add back the mean to the forecasts to get interpretable results.
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negativity constraint on all estimated variances to estimate log variances, and I compute asymptotic

standard errors using the delta method. I obtain startup parameter values by estimating a VAR(1)

model for the factors to obtain the initial transition matrix and initialize entries in the covariance

matrix with a value equal to 100.

5.3 PCA Yield Model

In DNSM, the parametric factor loadings require a parameter λ, which is estimated jointly in KF

based on observed data. However, it is possible to use PCA to extract these factor loadings non-

parametrically. Hence, PCA gives the modeler an attractive alternative to DNSM. When λ is

estimated, the loading matrix is fixed. In other words, it finds the most suitable loading matrix

given the data. However, in the PCA approach, I obtain the factor loadings (ΛPCA) and its factors

(fPCA
t ) directly from the observed yields (yt). This is based on Equation 4.11 with fPCA

t = P,

ΛPCA = W, and yt = Y. Note that I choose p = 3 factors, i.e., choose the three first columns of P

and W.

After that, following Diebold and Li (2006), I fit a univariate AR(1) model to each of the

estimated factors rather than a VAR(1). The reason is that one might expect the forecasts to be

superior with univariate AR(1) since unrestricted VARs tend to produce poor forecasts due to the

many parameters (and small sample) and their potential for overfitting. Also, the factors are not

highly correlated, so it is appropriate with a set of univariate models (Diebold and Li, 2006). Hence,

I express the PCA yield model (PCAYM) as:

fPCA
t,i = ΓPCA

i fPCA
t−1,i + ηPCA

t,i , (5.6)

where i = 1, 2, 3 denote the index to level, slope, and curvature factors respectively. Also, fPCA
t,i is

the latent factor i at time t, ΓPCA
i is the model parameter for latent factor i, and ηPCA

t,i is white

noise for latent factor i. The forecasting procedure is similar to Equation 5.5.

5.4 ICA Yield Model

PCA extracts uncorrelated factors with maximal variance. However, the factors may have some

higher-order dependence that may mask useful information, and it is also more useful to study

independent factors because one can analyze them one at a time. The standard procedure in the

ICA literature is first to reduce the dimension of the dataset through PCA and then transform these

variables into independent factors. The first step is important since ICA tends to produce estimates

of independent factors that have a single spike and fluctuate around zero elsewhere (Hyvärinen et al.,

2001, Ch. 13). This problem refers to as overlearning in the ICA literature and may be the case if
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one apply ICA to the full dataset. In other words, one may consider this to be overfitting.2

Recall from the previous section, that I assume the latent factors have a reciprocal cosh density,

which has a higher kurtosis than the normal distribution. Hence, I get factors that are higher-order

independent (up to the fourth order).3 In this way, I obtain the factor loadings (ΛICA) and its

factors (f ICA
t ). This is based on Equation 4.12, 4.13, and 4.14 with f ICA

t = S, ΛICA = A, and

yt = Y. Note that I choose p = 3, i.e., I select the first three factors.

After that, I fit a univariate AR(1) model to each of the estimated factors similar as in the

PCAYM. I refer this model to the ICA yield model (ICAYM), and I express it as:

f ICA
t,i = ΓICA

i f ICA
t−1,i + ηICA

t,i , (5.7)

where i = 1, 2, 3 denote the index to level, slope, and curvature factors respectively. Also, f ICA
t,i is

the latent factor i at time t, ΓICA
i is the model parameter for latent factor i, and ηICA

t,i is white noise

for latent factor i.

Finally, to get an economic interpretation of these factors, I correlate the estimated factors

with macroeconomic variables. Also, I fit a VAR(1) model of the factors together with the macro

variables and produce impulse response functions to examine the factors response to shocks in the

macro variables and vice versa.

2I did apply the entire dataset to ICA and found that the last two factors have precisely these single spikes, and
therefore opted against using it.

3I want to point out that this is not the same as PCA and rotation after that, such as varimax.
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Section 6

Data

I use U.S. zero-coupon yields1 as provided by ICAP, through Thomson Reuters Datastream, for 17

maturities: 3, 6, 9, 12, 15, 18, 21, 24, 30, 36, 48, 60, 72, 84, 96, 108, and 120 months. The reported

data is at a daily frequency, but I resample it at a monthly rate, which is more commonly used in

the previous literature (e.g., Diebold and Li, 2006; Diebold et al., 2006; Christensen et al., 2011;

Joslin et al., 2014). I present the descriptive statistics of the yield curve data in Table 6.1.

Table 6.1: Descriptive statistics of the yield curve data with maturities denoted in months.

Maturity Mean Std. dev. Minimum Maximum ρ̂(1) ρ̂(12) ρ̂(30)
3 2.593 2.335 0.224 7.140 0.988 0.757 0.257
6 2.625 2.327 0.229 7.441 0.990 0.763 0.267
9 2.672 2.321 0.239 7.588 0.990 0.770 0.282

12 2.725 2.311 0.259 7.652 0.990 0.778 0.301
15 2.788 2.294 0.281 7.686 0.990 0.783 0.326
18 2.852 2.273 0.303 7.706 0.989 0.788 0.350
21 2.917 2.250 0.327 7.725 0.988 0.793 0.374
24 2.983 2.228 0.345 7.733 0.987 0.796 0.397
30 3.114 2.184 0.389 7.747 0.986 0.802 0.431
36 3.246 2.142 0.431 7.766 0.985 0.806 0.464
48 3.471 2.040 0.562 7.730 0.983 0.812 0.505
60 3.676 1.964 0.752 7.742 0.982 0.811 0.531
72 3.851 1.898 0.962 7.767 0.980 0.807 0.548
84 4.000 1.844 1.129 7.766 0.980 0.803 0.560
96 4.126 1.800 1.206 7.779 0.979 0.799 0.568

108 4.233 1.768 1.277 7.792 0.978 0.795 0.574
120 4.328 1.742 1.341 7.791 0.977 0.792 0.580

The sample period is 1997:03-2017:08 (246 monthly observations), see Figure 6-1. The yield curve

construction is based on a number of financial instruments, where the short-term rates are based on

LIBOR2, while the mid and long-term rates are constructed based on forward rate agreements3 and

swaps4 respectively. They are smoothed by being fitted to a spline.

Previous literature uses unsmoothed Fama and Bliss (1987) zero-coupon yields that are based on

1Thanks to Marcin Zamojski for providing the data.
2LIBOR (London Interbank Offered Rate) is a benchmark rate that the leading banks charge each other for

short-term loans.
3A forward rate agreement is an over-the-counter contract between two counterparties that determines some rate
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Figure 6-1: Three-dimensional plot of the yield curves where the axes are yield, maturity and time. The
yield range is 0.22 to 7.79, the maturity range is 3 to 120 months, and the period is 1997:03-2017:08.

sovereign bonds and derived from bid-ask average price quotes (e.g. Diebold et al., 2006; Christensen

et al., 2011). The filtered paths of the latent factors are similar to those obtained with the ICAP data.

However, since the data is not treasury-based, the level is shifted upwards to reflect the interbank

counterparty risk premium (Koopman et al., 2017). For this paper, the importance lies in the fact

that the data contains the relevant dynamic characteristics since I examine the ability to provide

proper guidance about the yield curve dynamics and how the factors interact with macroeconomic

variables as long as the counterparty risk premium is stable in time.

The macroeconomic variables I use to correlate with the estimated factors are selected from the

publicly accessible monthly macroeconomic database FRED-MD given by the Federal Reserve Bank

of St. Louis (McCracken and Ng, 2016). These variables are chosen based on previous literature,

theories that connect them to interest rates, their presumed importance for the yield curve, and also

their connection to the level, slope, and curvature factors.

As the level factor relates to inflation expectations, I include variables such as Real Consumption

Expenditures and CPI, which often serve as proxies for inflation. Ang and Piazzesi (2003) include

three inflation measures with one of them being CPI. Both Diebold et al. (2006) and Joslin et al.

(2014) use only one inflation measure. Also, the Unemployment Rate is presumed to have an inverse

relationship to inflation, but it can also relate to real activity (Ang and Piazzesi, 2003). Therefore,

I include Unemployment Rate. Previous literature also states that the slope factor relates to real

of interest to be paid, or received, on an obligation beginning at a future date.
4A swap is a derivative contract between two counterparties that specifies an exchange of payments benchmarked

against some rate or index.
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economic activity (Diebold et al., 2006), and therefore I include Capacity Utilization and Federal

Funds Rate since it is a monetary policy instrument. Diebold et al. (2006) include these two variables,

whereas Joslin et al. (2014) use another proxy for real economic activity. In addition, I include

several more variables that relate to inflation or economic activity. However, other variables can be

used such as those that link to unconventional monetary policy, but I do not include them due to

conciseness and lack of time.

In Table 6.2, I provide the selected macro variables and give brief descriptions of them. For more

information about the data transformations, I refer to McCracken and Ng (2016).

Table 6.2: Macroeconomic variables from the FRED-MD database that I use to correlate with the estimated
factors.

Macroeconomic variable Description
Real Income The number of goods and services one can buy today compared to

the price of the same goods and services in another period.

Real Consumption Expenditures Price changes in consumer goods and services and sometimes used as
a proxy for inflation.

Capacity Utilization: Manufacturing Proportion of potential economic output that is actually realized, i.e.,
the real economic activity.

Unemployment Rate Share of the labor force that is jobless, expressed as a percentage.

Housing Starts Number of new residential construction projects that have begun dur-
ing any particular month.

Real M2 Money Stock Money supply that includes cash, checking deposits, savings deposits,
money market securities, mutual funds, and other time deposits.

Commercial and Industrial Loans Commercial and industrial loans at all commercial banks in the U.S.

Real Estate Loans, All Commercial Banks Real estate loans at all commercial banks in the U.S.

Federal Funds Rate The rate banks lend reserve balances to other banks overnight. It is
a monetary policy instrument that influence short-term rates.

Trade Weighted U.S. Dollar Foreign exchange value of the U.S. dollar compared against certain
foreign currencies.

CPI: All Items Weighted average of prices of a basket of consumer goods and services.
It is often used as a proxy for inflation.

Consumer Sentiment Index The economy’s overall health, determined by consumer opinion.
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Section 7

Results

7.1 Estimation of Factor Loadings and Latent Factors

Based on Figure 7-1, the first three PCA factors explain 97% of the total variation in the yield curve

data, whereas an additional fourth PCA factor help explain the variation by an additional 1.5 p.p.

This is in line with previous literature and that these first three factors relate to the level, slope,

and curvature (e.g., Litterman and Scheinkman, 1991). These three factors are used to construct

the ICA factors and its loadings.
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Figure 7-1: The fraction of variation that factors extracted from PCA explains in the yield curve data.

The first three factor loadings from DNSM, PCA, and ICA can be seen in the left panel of

Figure 7-2.1 The loading on the level is different between the methods because the DNSM level

factor loads equally across maturities by design where one unit increase in this factor results in that

all maturities increase by one basis point. The PCA and ICA level factors load more on the long

1Note that some of the factors are inverted and (or) shifted for visualization purposes.
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end since the level factor relates to the long-term maturities. The slope loadings have similar shapes

for all methods and loads more on the short end and therefore relates to the short-term maturities.

Although PCA and ICA loadings may look different it is due to the scale which is an ambiguity in

the ICA method.2 The curvature loadings also have similar shapes for all methods and loads more

on 20 to 30 months and therefore relate to the mid-term maturities.
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Figure 7-2: Factor loadings for the DNSM, PCA, and ICA (left column) and the estimated factors for
DNSM, PCA, and ICA (right column). Note that some of the loadings and factors are inverted and (or)
shifted for visualization purposes.

As can be seen in the right panel of Figure 7-2, the estimated latent factors from DNSM, PCA,

and ICA are highly correlated (especially the PCA and ICA factors). The level factors match the

stylized fact that the interest rates were falling in this period. There seem to be two large spikes

in the dataset. The first spike is at the end of 2001 and may be due to U.S. decision to end the

regular sale of 30-year bond making the yield move to three-year lows.3 This decision followed other

significant events such as the Enron scandal and the 9/11 attack. The second spike seems to relate

to the financial crisis in 2008.

2See section 4 for clarification regarding the ambiguities of ICA. For more explicit details, see Hyvärinen et al.
(2001).

3http://money.cnn.com/2001/10/31/markets/longbond/index.htm, https://www.nytimes.com/2001/11/01/

business/us-will-end-regular-sale-of-long-bond.html, and http://money.cnn.com/2001/11/15/markets/

bonds/
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The correlation between ICA slope factor and Fed Funds Rate is very high. The same goes for

the PCA level factors. This high correlation with Fed Funds Rate may be because it loads more

on the short end, and perhaps also that the dataset has more short-term instruments. However, I

provide a discussion that relates to the zero lower bound later in this section, but it is important to

have this in mind when I forecast future yields because I use nominal rates and not shallow rates

since it can reflect the forecast performance.4

The estimate of the parameters in ICAYM indicates highly persistent dynamics with the lagged

level, slope, and curvature factors where the significant (p < 0.001) coefficient estimates are 0.982,

0.936, and 0.893 respectively. These results are in line with previous findings for other models and

other datasets (e.g. Diebold et al., 2006; Christensen et al., 2011; Joslin et al., 2014).

Table 7.1 contains in-sample fit for the ICA, PCA, and DNSM, which fit the data well and

deviate only by a few basis points5 across all 17 maturities on average. Note that the ICA and PCA

approach has the same in-sample fit which is by construction (see section 4 and section 5). Although

they have the same in-sample fit, I show later on that they have different out-of-sample forecasts.

All models fit the yield curve well. The worst fit is the three-month maturity for DNSM, which

deviates 32 basis points where both ICA and PCA have a relative RMSE below one. Also, DNSM

seems to fit the yield curve better in the mid-term, whereas ICA (and PCA) seem to fit better in

both the short and long end. Also, there are some maturities where DNSM targets three maturities

and have a perfect fit, i.e., RMSE close to zero. Notably, these maturities are consistent with how

the factors relate to the short, mid, and long-term yields.

Table 7.1: In-sample fit for ICA, PCA, and DNSM. RMSE (in basis points) and relative RMSE for 17
maturities (in months). The estimated λ in DNSM is 0.05348 (0.00062).

Relative RMSE RMSE
ICA PCA DNSM ICA PCA DNSM

3 0.26 0.26 1.00 8.32 8.32 32.53
6 0.13 0.13 1.00 2.35 2.35 18.65
9 0.41 0.41 1.00 3.74 3.74 9.07

12 2.52 2.52 1.00 6.38 6.38 2.53
15 67.67 67.67 1.00 4.81 4.81 0.07
18 2.89 2.89 1.00 3.36 3.36 1.16
21 1.47 1.47 1.00 2.40 2.40 1.63
24 1.15 1.15 1.00 2.82 2.82 2.45
30 212.36 212.36 1.00 2.92 2.92 0.01
36 2.01 2.01 1.00 4.54 4.54 2.26
48 1.21 1.21 1.00 7.04 7.04 5.80
60 1.24 1.24 1.00 5.52 5.52 4.45
72 1.38 1.38 1.00 3.33 3.33 2.41
84 147.14 147.14 1.00 1.30 1.30 0.01
96 0.83 0.83 1.00 1.97 1.97 2.38

108 0.86 0.86 1.00 4.03 4.03 4.67
120 0.89 0.89 1.00 6.07 6.07 6.81

4The models forecasts can be negative, whereas the Fed use unconventional monetary policy to stimulate the
economy rather than having a (too) negative rate.

51 basis point equals 0.01%.
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7.2 Forecasting the Yield Curve

To compare the different models’ ability to forecast future yields, I use data starting from March 1997

to January 2010 and produce one-month-ahead, three-month-ahead, six-month-ahead, and twelve-

month-ahead forecasts. After that, I extend the sample on a monthly basis until; August 2016

to obtain 80 twelve-month-ahead forecasts, February 2017 to obtain 86 six-month-ahead forecasts,

May 2017 to obtain 89 three-month-ahead forecasts, and July 2017 to obtain 91 one-month-ahead

forecasts. These forecasts serve as a basis for calculating RMSFEs and Diebold and Mariano (1995)

statistics for different models at different forecast horizons across maturities.

In Table 7.2, I report that ICAYM and PCAYM forecast short-term yields significantly better

than DNSM at a long forecast horizon (h = 12 months) and is relevant to central banks due to

their focus on monetary policy. This improved forecast performance may be since both ICAYM

and PCAYM slope factor follows the Fed Funds Rate closely. DNSM produce significantly better

forecasts than ICAYM and PCAYM for a short forecast horizon (h = 1 month) across all maturities.

This result may be due overfitting and large persistence since it does not produce as good forecasts

in the longer horizons. Also, I do not intend to compare the ICAYM and PCAYM because DNSM

is known in the literature for its forecasting ability (Diebold and Li, 2006).6

7.3 Contemporaneous Correlation with Macroeconomic Vari-

ables

To get economic interpretations of the level, slope, and curvature factors I relate them to macroeco-

nomic variables since various economic forces change the yield curves. In other words, to determine

how factors are driven by changes in macroeconomic variables (that one can directly set) and to

determine how those changes propagate to other macro variables through the factors/yield curve.

A total of six macroeconomic variables seem to be non-stationary, and the correlations between

estimated factors and these macro variables can be spurious, e.g., CPI only correlate with the level

as the level seems to be decreasing. These variables are; Real Personal Income, Real Personal Con-

sumption Expenditures, Real Money Stock, Commercial and Industrial Loans, Real Estate Loans,

and CPI. All variables seem to fluctuate around a linear trend in the whole period (1997-2017).

Therefore, I detrend these variables and make them stationary, by regressing the variables on the

time index and correlate the estimated factors with the residuals from the linear regressions.7

In Figure 7-3, the level factor seems to be lacking strong correlations over the whole period.

6I do not show it in this paper, but ICA produces significantly better forecasts for the one-month-ahead and three-
month-ahead forecasts across all maturities. However, there are no significant differences for the six-month-ahead and
twelve-month-ahead forecasts.

7There are many different ways of making a non-stationary time series stationary, where another approach is to
calculate differences between two adjacent time points across the whole dataset.

29



Table 7.2: Out-of-sample fit in terms of RMSFE (in basis points) and Diebold-Mariano statistics for
ICAYM, PCAYM, and DNSM. I report both RMSFE and relative RMSFE for all models. Note that the
DNSM is the reference model, and a negative sign for the Diebold-Mariano statistic is in favor of the
compared model.

Forecast horizon (months)
h = 1 h = 3 h = 6 h = 12

Model RMSFE D-M RMSFE D-M RMSFE D-M RMSFE D-M
Three-month yield:

ICAYM 2.11 6.89*** 1.25 1.29 0.74 −2.62* 0.77 −3.71***

PCAYM 2.27 7.72*** 1.47 2.18* 0.84 −1.00 0.44 −2.94**

DNSM 25.23 Ref. 34.74 Ref. 49.28 Ref. 59.52 Ref.

Six-month yield:

ICAYM 3.12 7.06*** 1.44 1.79 0.83 −1.52 0.85 −1.52

PCAYM 3.40 7.78*** 1.77 2.67** 1.00 0.01 0.53 −2.17*

DNSM 17.65 Ref. 30.79 Ref. 43.94 Ref. 54.08 Ref.

Nine-month yield:

ICAYM 4.06 7.15*** 1.60 2.05* 0.91 −0.75 0.93 −0.56

PCAYM 4.47 7.85*** 2.03 2.96** 1.15 0.67 0.58 −1.67
DNSM 13.93 Ref. 27.73 Ref. 39.47 Ref. 50.45 Ref.

One-year yield:

ICAYM 4.58 7.21*** 1.71 2.19* 0.96 −0.31 0.99 −0.05

PCAYM 5.09 7.92*** 2.25 3.16** 1.26 1.06 0.60 −1.44
DNSM 12.45 Ref. 25.25 Ref. 35.90 Ref. 48.23 Ref.

Three-year yield:

ICAYM 3.09 7.21*** 1.25 1.18 0.96 −0.25 1.18 0.69

PCAYM 3.55 8.33*** 1.72 2.67** 0.91 −0.40 0.50 −2.07*

DNSM 16.50 Ref. 28.31 Ref. 41.29 Ref. 57.23 Ref.

Five-year yield:

ICAYM 2.43 6.41*** 1.06 0.38 0.95 −0.36 1.13 0.51

PCAYM 2.76 7.46*** 1.29 1.27 0.79 −1.02 0.67 −2.09*

DNSM 20.24 Ref. 36.57 Ref. 53.03 Ref. 68.62 Ref.

Seven-year yield:

ICAYM 2.38 6.25*** 1.05 0.31 0.94 −0.53 1.08 0.35

PCAYM 2.68 7.08*** 1.24 1.13 0.84 −0.94 0.76 −1.70
DNSM 21.41 Ref. 40.52 Ref. 58.99 Ref. 75.60 Ref.

Ten-year yield:

ICAYM 2.26 6.19*** 1.04 0.26 0.92 −0.85 1.03 0.19

PCAYM 2.53 6.92*** 1.23 1.17 0.89 −0.77 0.82 −1.45
DNSM 23.74 Ref. 45.00 Ref. 65.13 Ref. 82.96 Ref.

***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

Therefore, I construct a rolling window of five-year period8 correlations to investigate further whether

there are periods of high correlation for specific macroeconomic variables. See the bottom of Figure

7-3. Around the financial crisis in 2008, there was a strong positive correlation between the level

factor and the Money Stock. After that, it has been fluctuating around the zero mark. Also, there

were strong negative correlations between the level factor and Real Income, Real Consumption

Expenditures, and CPI. In 2009, the correlation was decreasing and fluctuate around that point

8I choose a five-year period because that corresponds to 60 observations and is a reasonable length to calculate a
correlation between two variables.
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until recent years starting to rise back to its previous levels. A remarkable fact is that while both

Real Income and Real Consumption Expenditures are going back to these previous levels, CPI moved

the other way from negative to a positive correlation.
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Figure 7-3: Top: Estimated level factor and Real Income, Real Consumption Expenditures, Money Stock,
and CPI. Bottom: Rolling window of five-year period correlations between the estimated level factor and
Real Income, Real Consumption Expenditures, Money Stock, and CPI.

As can be seen in Figure 7-4, the slope factor seems to have a strong correlation between both

Capacity Utilization and Federal Funds Rate over the whole period. These results are in line with

previous literature (e.g., Diebold et al., 2006). Furthermore, the zero lower bound impact from

2009 reflect that the Fed lowered Federal Funds Rate close to zero leaving them with alternative

approaches to stimulate the economy because people can always hold cash rather than negative-

yielding assets. Thus, the Fed stimulated the economy through quantitative easing, which is an

unconventional monetary policy action where they engage in a large-scale asset buying program of

government bonds to keep the short-term rates low and push down the long-term rates, which further

incentives to borrowing, growth, and spending. Although it is possible to control for unconventional

monetary policy (e.g., see Mesters et al., 2014), I do not include such variables.

Also, in the bottom of Figure 7-4, I construct a rolling window of five-year period correlations

to investigate further whether there are varying periods of high correlation for these macroeconomic

variables. There is a strong positive correlation between the estimated slope factor and both Capacity
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Utilization and Federal Funds Rate from 2002 to 2012. After that, Capacity Utilization seems to

have a high correlation, whereas Fed Funds Rate appears to go from uncorrelated to highly positive

correlate again recovering post-2016, after Fed started increasing the interest rates. These results

are in line with the zero lower bound discussion I provide above. I expect the effect to show up in

regressions later and a possible way of dealing with it is to include a dummy interaction for a few

years. However, I did not have time to do this.
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Figure 7-4: Top: Estimated slope factor and Capacity Utilization and Federal Funds Rate. Bottom:
Rolling window of five-year period correlations between the estimated slope factor and Capacity Utilization
and Federal Funds Rate.

In Figure 7-5, there is no strong correlations between the curvature factor and macroeconomic

variables over the whole period (1997-2017). Therefore, I construct a rolling window of five-year

period correlations to investigate further whether there are periods of high correlation. In fact,

Unemployment Rate, Consumer Sentiment Index, and Trade Weighted U.S. Dollar Index fluctuate

around the zero mark until recent years with correlation around 0.80 with Unemployment Rate

negatively correlated.

I fit a VAR(1) model with estimated ICA factors and a subset of macroeconomic variables. I

do not include all variable because I have 246 monthly observations and to use all macro variables

leads to few degrees of freedom left since many coefficients have to be estimated. However, it is

possible to regularize the VAR(1) model to reduce the parameter space (e.g., see Nicholson et al.,
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Figure 7-5: Top: Estimated curvature factor and Unemployment Rate, Consumer Sentiment Index, and
Trade Weighted U.S. Dollar Index. Bottom: Rolling window of five-year period correlations between the
estimated curvature factor and Unemployment Rate, Consumer Sentiment Index, and Trade Weighted U.S.
Dollar Index.

2015). Although the regularization approach may be useful, I select variables based on the rolling

correlations and previous literature because of the time constraint. Therefore, the variables I choose

to include in the VAR(1) model are Capacity Utilization, Federal Funds Rate, CPI, Unemployment

Rate, Customer Sentiment Index, and Money Stock.

In Table 7.3, I present parameter estimates for a VAR(1) model with estimated ICA factors and

the macro variables. There is a high persistence in each of the factors and variables. Notably, there

are two coefficient estimates above 1, i.e., Capacity Utilization and Money Stock with values equal

to 1.01. However, they have standard errors equal to 0.02 and 0.01 respectively. A remarkable fact

is that the largest significant off-diagonal coefficient is between the slope and curvature factor.

Based on the VAR(1) model, I examine the dynamics of the estimated factors and the macroeco-

nomic variables via impulse response functions, which I show (along with 90% confidence intervals)

in Figure 7-6 and Figure 7-7. I consider three groups of impulse responses: macro responses to fac-

tor shocks, factor responses to macro shocks, and factor responses to factor shocks. In general, the

responses for level, slope, and curvature for shocks to Federal Funds Rate and CPI (inflation proxy)

are in line with previous literature (e.g., Diebold et al., 2006). However, the shocks to Capacity Uti-
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lization is different and this may be due to that they study a different period that does not deal with

the same issues as the period I am studying, i.e., with unconventional monetary policy due to the

zero lower bound. For example, if inflation is too low or unemployment too high, the central bank

may push down short-term rates to increase the incentives to spend. However, too large negative

rates are not feasible since people can always hold cash. Therefore, unconventional monetary policy,

such as quantitative easing, is a tool that the Fed is using to stimulate the economy. Also, in 2006

all of this was theoretical and zero-lower bound was hardly an issue in the literature. Consequently,

it is likely that this tool may affect the results when comparing to literature that looks at other

periods.

First, I analyze and discuss the impulses to the six macro vars and the latent factor responses. (i)

An increase in Capacity Utilization immediately pushes down the level of the yield curve, whereas

it pushes up the slope so that the yield curve is less positively sloped (or more negatively sloped).

The latter is consistent with previous literature (Diebold et al., 2006). However, the former is not,

and it is perhaps due to the extra data points as discussed above. Also, the curvature seems to have

a negligible response. (ii) An increase in the Federal Funds Rate appears to increase the level of the

yield curve, although it is not significant since the zero point is within the confidence bounds. The

same goes for the slope factor. An increase in Federal Funds Rate depresses the curvature factor

drastically so that the yield curve is less curved. This result is remarkable, since Diebold et al.

(2006) did not find any significant changes and my result may be due to that half the sample has

higher short and long-term rate than the mid-term rate (a so-called positive butterfly). Therefore,

when short and long end increase more (or decrease less) than the mid-term rates, the convexity of

the yield curve increases. (iii) An increase in the CPI, which can be considered to be a proxy for

inflation, pushes up the level of the yield curve consistent with long-term inflation expectations not

being firmly anchored, and raises the level factor. The slope and curvature factors seem to have

negligible responses to a CPI increase. (iv) An increase in the Unemployment Rate depresses the

curvature so that the yield curve is less curved. It also seems that the level decrease in the long-run,

and that the slope factor is negligible. (v) An increase in Consumer Sentiment Index increase the

level marginally in the short-run and also increases the slope marginally with the curvature factor

being negligible. (vi) An increase in Money Stock tends to increase the level and curvature. Also,

the effect on slope seems to be insignificant.

The impulses to the three latent factors and the macro vars responses show that shocks to the

level and curvature factor seem to have no response in the macro variables. However, an increase

in the slope factor depresses Capacity Utilization immediately. The same goes for CPI, although

it seems to be only in the short run and later on appears to increase CPI. The inverse relationship

is for Money Stock, where it first increase in the short term and after that decrease rapidly. An

increase in the slope factor pushes the Federal Funds Rate, and the same goes for Unemployment
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Rate and Consumer Sentiment Index.

Finally, most off-diagonal responses of the level, slope, and curvature own-dynamics are insignif-

icant except the shock to slope factor which pushes up the curvature factor drastically making the

yield curve more curved in the short term and making the yield curve less curved in the long term.

Table 7.3: Parameter estimates for VAR(1) model with estimated ICA factors and a subset of macroeco-
nomic variables. The macro variables are Capacity Utilization (CU), Unemployment Rate (UR), Consumer
Sentiment Index (CSI), Money Stock (MS), Federal Funds Rate (FFR), and CPI. Standard errors appear
in parentheses.

f1,t−1 f2,t−1 f3,t−1 CUt-1 URt-1 CSIt-1 MSt-1 FFRt-1 CPIt-1

f1,t 0.90*** 0.01 −0.14* 0.06*** −0.02** 0.05 −0.04*** −0.01 0.08**

(0.04) (0.01) (0.06) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02)

f2,t 0.05 0.88*** 0.72** −0.26*** 0.13*** 0.01 0.16** 0.05 −0.44***

(0.14) (0.05) (0.23) (0.05) (0.04) (0.12) (0.05) (0.02) (0.09)

f3,t −0.10*** 0.03*** 0.73*** 0.03** −0.01* 0.05* −0.04*** 0.04*** 0.06**

(0.03) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.00) (0.02)

CUt −0.17*** 0.01 0.06 1.01*** −0.06*** 0.18*** −0.01 0.05*** 0.04
(0.04) (0.01) (0.07) (0.02) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03)

URt −0.03 0.00 −0.07 0.06*** 0.95*** 0.08* −0.03* 0.04*** 0.02
(0.04) (0.01) (0.07) (0.01) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03)

CSIt 0.12 0.04 −0.05 0.05* −0.02 0.63*** 0.03 0.00 −0.07
(0.06) (0.02) (0.10) (0.02) (0.01) (0.05) (0.02) (0.01) (0.04)

MSt 0.01 −0.02 0.00 −0.03 0.01 0.16*** 1.01*** −0.03*** −0.06*

(0.04) (0.01) (0.07) (0.02) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03)

FFRt −0.04 0.09 −0.84** 0.25*** −0.11** 0.13 −0.21*** 0.94*** 0.51***

(0.15) (0.05) (0.25) (0.06) (0.04) (0.14) (0.05) (0.03) (0.10)

CPIt 0.03 0.00 −0.16* −0.02 0.01 −0.10** 0.03* −0.04*** 0.91***

(0.04) (0.01) (0.07) (0.02) (0.01) (0.04) (0.01) (0.01) (0.03)

***p < 0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05
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Figure 7-6: Impulse response functions for the estimated factors (level, slope, and curvature) and a subset
of macroeconomic variables based on the VAR(1) model in Table 7.3. The macro variables are Capacity
Utilization (CU), Federal Funds Rate (FFR), CPI, Unemployment Rate (UR), Consumer Sentiment Index
(CSI), and Money Stock (MS).
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Figure 7-7: Impulse response functions for the estimated factors (level, slope, and curvature) based on the
VAR(1) model in Table 7.3.
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Section 8

Conclusion

I find that the loadings from ICA give an interpretation of ICA factors as level, slope, and curvature.

They also have similar shapes as the loadings in PCA and DNSM. The estimated ICA factors have

highly persistent dynamics and correlate with estimates from PCA and DNSM (especially with

PCA).

All three-factor models fit the yield curve well and produce good forecasts. ICAYM and PCAYM

forecast short-term yields with a long forecast horizon significantly better than DNSM, across most

forecast horizons. Concerning the yield curves longer maturities, there are no statistically significant

differences between ICAYM and DNSM. However, DNSM is significantly better to forecast future

yields at a short forecast horizon. Now, since ICAYM has a good forecast performance for the short-

term maturities and multiple horizons, one can investigate if it is possible to improve long-term

forecasts to estimate the bond risk premia and apply it to forecasted short-term yields to obtain mid

to long-term yields. To estimate the bond risk premia, one may use NY FED ACM model (Adrian

et al., 2013, 2014) or estimate how, e.g., the 7y forward 3m rate differ from the 10y forward 3m rate.

This whole approach relies on the assumption that people do not have strong expectations about

interest rates that far out and that the bond risk premium is a significant yield curve influencer.

As pointed out in section 4, I assume that the factors distribution are a reciprocal cosh density.

However, whether this is the best density remains to be answered. Furthermore, extensions can

be considered, such as estimating ICA factor loadings jointly in a state-space model (similar to

DNSM). However, this is likely to be computationally cumbersome, whereas this paper’s proposed

ICA-based model is fast concerning computational time. Another possible extension may be time-

varying loadings, or to use a rolling window approach (e.g., Shah, 2013). An application related to

the rolling window approach can be to study whether there are evident dynamic patterns regarding a

coupling metric (Shah and Roberts, 2013), i.e., a dependency measure, and can be used to study how

factors interact across different maturities in the yield curve for trading strategies, risk management
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purposes, or as an economic indicator. Also, all these approaches can be combined with wavelets to

study time-scale dependencies (Shah and Roberts, 2008).

Traders may be interested in a high-frequency setting, where it may be easier to obtain indepen-

dent factors because there are more observations than in the monthly case. However, one has to be

cautious in selecting the period of interest because of the changes in the economic environment.

The literature for term structure models is vast, where a significant part belongs to the affine

no-arbitrage models. Although ICAYM is not arbitrage-free, it gives interpretable results, good fit,

and produces good forecasts. One future extension is to investigate feasibility to impose absence

of arbitrage in ICAYM, similar as in the DNSM extension proposed by Christensen et al. (2011),

where they add a yield-adjustment term.

The estimated factors have periods of high correlation with some of the macroeconomic vari-

ables. In particular, the correlation between the level factor and Real Income, Real Consumption

Expenditures, and CPI seem to be strongly negative around financial crisis in 2008, and in recent

years (except CPI with opposite sign). The slope factor appears to have a high correlation with

Capacity Utilization and Federal Funds Rate over the whole period. Finally, the correlation between

the curvature factor and Unemployment Rate, Consumer Sentiment Index, and Trade Weighted U.S.

Dollar Index, seems to be high in recent years.

An increase in the Fed Funds Rate appears to increase the level and slope of the yield curve,

whereas it depresses the curvature factor drastically so that the yield curve is less curved. An

increase in the CPI pushes up the level of the yield curve, whereas the slope and curvature factors

seem to have negligible responses. An increase in the Unemployment Rate decrease the level in the

long-run and also depresses the curvature so that the yield curve is less curved.

In conclusion, today the most popular yield curve models are either based on parametric loading

shapes or loadings for uncorrelated factors that explain the maximal variance in the yields. Here, I

propose a dynamic ICA-based yield curve model that use independent factors. It fits the yield curve

well and produces better forecasts for the short-term maturities and a long forecast horizon than the

commonly used Diebold and Li (2006) model, with similar results for the long-term maturities. I

show that the estimated factors from the proposed model relate to macroeconomic variables. Finally,

I have demonstrated that ICA has a place in yield curve modeling, and many future extensions can

further increase our understanding of the characteristics and dynamics of the yield curve, leading to

more accurate asset pricing, portfolio allocation, risk management, and monetary policy.
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