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Abstract: The paper is devoted to forecasting hourly day-ahead electricity prices from the perspective
of the existence of jumps. We compare the results of different jump detection techniques and identify
common features of electricity price jumps. We apply the jump-diffusion model with a double
exponential distribution of jump sizes and explanatory variables. In order to improve the accuracy of
electricity price forecasts, we take into account the time-varying intensity of price jump occurrences.
We forecast moments of jump occurrences depending on several factors, including seasonality and
weather conditions, by means of the generalised ordered logit model. The study is conducted on
the basis of data from the Nord Pool power market. The empirical results indicate that the model
with the time-varying intensity of jumps and a mechanism of jump prediction is useful in forecasting
electricity prices for peak hours, i.e., including the probabilities of downward, no or upward jump
occurrences into the model improves the forecasts of electricity prices.

Keywords: electricity prices; forecasting; jumps; jump-diffusion model; generalised ordered logit
model; time-varying jump intensity

JEL Classification: C51; C53; C58; C63; Q41; Q47

1. Introduction

The dynamics of electricity prices is unique and directly results from difficulties with
storing large quantities of electricity and the requirement to continuously balance produc-
tion and consumption. Electricity supply and demand are subject to weather conditions
(e.g., temperature, wind speed, precipitation), seasonality (e.g., the intensity of business
activities) and a number of other factors, all of which have a strong impact on prices and
might result in the extreme volatility of electricity prices and sharp price movements,
called jumps or spikes. Time-varying volatility and extreme values are common features
of electricity prices. However, forecasting electricity prices is challenging due to jumps,
which are tough to predict. Accurate modelling and forecasting of electricity prices is of
crucial importance for the planning, decision-making and risk management of business
entities [1–3].

The impact of price jumps on the strategy of power generation was considered
in the papers [4,5]. Thompson et al. [4] applied the jump-diffusion model for electric-
ity prices, while Kanamura and Ōhashi [5] analysed the structural model based on demand
and supply. These papers, based on the models, which can generate sharp price move-
ments, proposed an optimal operating policy for a pumped-storage hydropower plant.
The literature contains papers whose authors investigated the role of forecasting electricity
prices in strategies implemented by various enterprises. Uniejewski et al. [6] presented
the economic benefits resulting from a spot-futures trading strategy based on the day-ahead
electricity price forecasts. Zareipour et al. [7] demonstrated the impact of improving the
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accuracy of short-term electricity price forecasts on the strategy and savings in a process
industry enterprise and a municipal water plant.

Due to jumps in the time series of electricity prices, some of the models used for
price forecasting take into account sudden and large changes in value. The jump-diffusion
models are examples of such structures and are frequently applied to model electricity
prices [8]. These models consist of two parts—a “continuous” component responsible
for small price changes and a jump component that models sharp changes. The (pure)
stochastic volatility (SV) processes are applied to model stock prices or stock market indices
(e.g., [9–13]). The SV structures with the jump component are applied to additionally
account for occasional sharp movements of time series. Eraker et al. [14] found out that
a stochastic volatility model with jumps outperformed the financial models of Black and
Scholes [15], Merton [16] and Heston [17] commonly used in modelling the dynamics
of equity indices. The SV structures with jumps are often applied to model exchange
rates, prices and indices from stock exchanges [14,18–22] and prices from commodity
markets [23–25]. Diewald et al. [24] studied the heating oil, natural gas, soy beans and
corn markets and demonstrated that the SV models with jumps in returns outperform
models that additionally include jumps in volatility. Moreover, they found that the model
with a seasonal jump intensity outperformed models featuring a constant jump intensity.
In their analyses of daily EEX prices, Seifert and Uhrig-Homburg [26] employed a constant
intensity of jumps, a non-constant deterministic seasonal intensity of jumps, as well as
a stochastic intensity of jumps. The aim of their paper was to analyse the model risk based
on a jump component and to improve the understanding of jump modelling. However, they
did not address energy price forecasting. They found that a model with a constant intensity
was unable to model the observed patterns of jumps and a non-constant intensity improved
model performance. Finally, they recommended using the stochastic intensity of jumps.
Kou et al. [27] analysed the S&P 500 and the NASDAQ-100 daily returns from 1980 to 2013
and, using the Bayesian approach, found that the SV model with double-exponential jumps
outperformed the SV model with correlated normal jumps in returns and volatility, as
well as the SV model with variance-gamma jumps. Kostrzewski and Kostrzewska [25]
analysed electricity locational marginal prices (LMP) in the American market and calculated
probabilistic forecasts. The Bayesian model comparison indicated the superiority of the SV
model with a double exponential distribution of jumps and explanatory variables over
models without explanatory variables and models with a normal distribution of jump sizes.
Moreover, the comparison of forecast results revealed the advantage of the specification
over some non-Bayesian models.

In the paper, we focus on the existence of jumps, and from this perspective, we forecast
hourly day-ahead electricity prices. Our motivation to address this issue comes from
the fact that the main feature of electricity price time series is that very sharp changes occur
more frequently than in other price series. Nevertheless, electricity price jumps/spikes
are tough to predict. In addition, downward jumps may be caused by reasons other than
upward jumps, which should be included in the model to forecast the probabilities of
downward/upward price jump occurrences. Numerous definitions of a jump are given
in the literature, and a number of methods can be used to identify electricity price jumps.
Although these methods do not lead to equivalent results, we note that they allow observing
common price jump features regardless of the method used, e.g., a time-varying intensity
of jump occurrences. The main objective of the study is to take into account the changing
intensity of price jump occurrences in order to obtain more accurate forecasts of electricity
prices. We explain the occurrence of jumps depending on selected explanatory variables,
such as weather condition, intra-weekly seasonality, consumption and several other factors.

We do not filter out extreme prices, which are modelled in the paper by stochastic
structures. In order to forecast electricity prices, we detect jumps by means of the Bayesian
approach and forecast extreme prices (differences in log-prices) by means of the jump
component, which is an integrated part of the stochastic structures employed in our study.
Moreover, within the structures we apply, we model time-varying volatility. In order to
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model jumps and stochastic volatility, we introduce them into the structures of the mod-
els by means of latent variables. This is possible due to the application of the Bayesian
statistics [28,29], which is widely recognized as capable of managing model specifications
with latent variables. It allows conducting statistical inference on the model parameters,
latent volatility, occurrence times and sizes of jumps. In order to calculate probabilistic
forecasts within the Bayesian approach, we employ predictive distributions, which for-
mally handle the stochastic nature of the prices and uncertainty associated with unknown
parameters and latent variables.

In our paper, we propose a new forecasting method. The essence of the method
lies in forecasting sharp changes in prices and using them to forecast prices by means of
a jump-diffusion model. We apply the Bayesian jump-diffusion model with the double
exponential distribution of jump sizes and explanatory variables (the DEJDX model) [30].
Moreover, we introduce the jump-diffusion model with explanatory variables and the time-
varying intensity of jumps (which we call the DEJDXOL model). In the model, the intensity
of jumps varies over time and depends on the explanatory variables, which carry significant
information about time series dynamics and correspond to the typical characteristics of
electricity prices. We define this intensity by means of the generalised ordered logit
model [31], which allows the separate forecasting of the probability of downward and
upward jump occurrences.

Modelling and/or forecasting occurrences of price jumps was analysed in several papers
(e.g., [32–39]). For example, in order to forecast upward jumps/spikes of electricity prices
(0–1 dependent variable), Christensen et al. [32], Eichler et al. [33,34] employed the dynamic
logit models, the ACH models and their modifications; Kostrzewska and Kostrzewski [39]
used the logit model; while Hellström et al. [35] considered modelling positive (upward)
and negative (downward) jumps of daily electricity prices by means of the ordered probit
model. Our contribution to the existing literature lies in employing the generalised ordered
logit model for forecasting the moments of the jump occurrences. The model deals with
the probability estimation of the occurrence of ordered outcomes. To the best of our knowledge,
our study is the first application of the jump-diffusion model with the time-varying intensity
of jumps governed by the generalised ordered logit model in forecasting electricity prices.

We apply the DEJDXOL model to calculate probabilistic forecasts of electricity prices.
We evaluate the usefulness of the model in comparison with some other Bayesian structures.
Our criterion is the quality of forecasts, stemming from a well-known rule that a model
is as good as its predictions. We consider individual models, i.e., the jump-diffusion
model (DEJDX) and the stochastic volatility model (SVX), both with explanatory variables,
the pooling approach, which allows for combining forecasts obtained from the individual
models, and the generalised model SVDEJX, i.e., the stochastic volatility model with jumps
and explanatory variables [40], which joins the structures of the individual models, as well
as the jump-diffusion model with explanatory variables and the time-varying intensity of
jumps (i.e., DEJDXOL). Specifically, we compare the results calculated within a model with
the time-varying intensity of jumps and a model with time-varying stochastic volatility.
To the best of our knowledge, such a comparison has not been conducted within the time
series of electricity prices.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the data used
in the empirical study. Section 3 concerns electricity price jumps and their main features.
Section 4 presents the models that we apply in the empirical study, briefly describes
the Bayesian approach and gives the definitions of the Bayesian models. Section 5 presents
the results of the empirical study. Conclusions and remarks end the paper.

2. Dataset

The aim of the paper is to investigate the impact of forecasting jumps on forecast-
ing electricity prices illustrated by the example of the day-ahead Nord Pool power mar-
ket. In the early 1990s, the Nordic countries deregulated their power markets and con-
nected their individual markets (www.nordpoolgroup.com). Estonia, Latvia and Lithua-

www.nordpoolgroup.com
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nia deregulated their power markets, and joined the Nord Pool market in 2010–2013.
Nord Pool is a leading and the largest power market in Europe with a great number of
participants. What makes Nord Pool unique is the large share of energy produced by
hydropower plants. Thus, some energy can be stored by its producers in water reservoirs.
The aim of deregulation and liberalization processes was to enable setting competitive
prices dictated by the market forces of supply and demand and to make the market effi-
cient. However, this aim does not seem to have been achieved even on such a developed
market as Nord Pool. The weak form of the market efficiency hypothesis for the Nord
Pool day-ahead market was rejected in the works of, e.g., Morales and Hanly [41] and
Papaioannou et al. [42]. However, the latter found that Nord Pool is “less ineffective” than
other analysed power markets (Italian, Spanish and Greek daily spot prices).

In the Nord Pool power market, the system is balanced using three different markets:
day-ahead market (i.e., Elspot, volume 98%), intraday market (i.e., Elbas, volume 1%) and
balancing market (volume 1%). In the study, we consider the prices from the market with
the highest volume: the day-ahead market. The system price is an unconstrained market
clearing reference price. It is calculated without any congestion restrictions by setting
capacities to infinity. All orders from Nordic (Denmark, Finland, Norway, Sweden) and
Baltic regions (Lithuania, Latvia, Estonia) are included in the system price calculation. Most
standard financial contracts traded in the Nordic region use the system price as a reference
price. In the paper, we analyse the electricity system price in two periods: between 29
December 2014 and 26 March 2017, which covers hourly observations for 819 days, and
between 29 December 2014 and 24 November 2019, which covers hourly observations
for 1792 days. The data concern hourly electricity prices from the day-ahead market.
The first data set is used in an empirical study to forecast hourly day-ahead electricity
prices (see Section 5). Here and in Section 3, we focus on the second data set and explore
the main characteristics of electricity price jumps (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. The system price in the Nord Pool day-ahead market in the period between 29 December
2014 and 24 November 2019.

Electricity prices are subject to various kinds of seasonality, e.g., intra-daily and intra-
weekly, and this is related to winter and summer. Higher electricity prices can be observed
during the hours of increased demand for electricity, on working days and in winter.
Figure 2 presents the boxplots of electricity prices for each hour of the day with a typical
price volatility pattern, i.e., higher around hours #8–11 and #17–19. A calmer night-time
price behaviour can also be observed. Similarly, Figures 3 and 4 present the boxplots
for each day and each hour of a week, respectively. Electricity prices on Saturdays and
Sundays are lower and calmer (fewer extreme prices) than on working days (Mondays to
Fridays). In the analysed period, the prices on Tuesdays and Thursdays are the most
volatile. In particular, the jump intensity seems to depend on an hour and the day of
the week. Thus, it is worth or even necessary to consider the time-varying intensity of
jumps in modelling and forecasting electricity prices. The appropriate incorporation of
such information and properties seems to facilitate more precise forecasting of prices.
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Figure 2. Boxplots of the electricity price for each hour of the day (29 December 2014–24 November 2019).

Figure 3. Boxplots of the electricity price for each day of the week (29 December 2014–24 November 2019).

Figure 4. Boxplots of the electricity price for each hour of the week (29 December 2014–24 Novem-
ber 2019).

In the study, we consider also variables connected with the electricity market such as
hourly data concerning electricity consumption forecasts, wind power generation forecasts
and failures of power plants (lagged by 48 h). We also consider weekly data on the water
level in the reservoirs of hydroelectric power plants. The data were downloaded from two
websites: nordpoolgroup.com and transparency.entsoe.eu. In case of a time change, we
take the average value for neighbouring (spring) or doubled (autumn) hours. In case of
missing information, we estimate the value as an average for the neighbouring days at that
hour. We use these variables in the models for forecasting electricity prices in Section 5
describing the empirical results.

3. Electricity Price Jump Features

The problem of the unambiguous identification of electricity price jumps has not
been solved yet. In the literature, jumps are defined as prices above/below a certain
threshold [32,34] or detected similarly as outliers, e.g., by means of the quantile analysis,
the recursive filter on prices [36,43], the Tukey criterion [44,45], the adjusted boxplot [46],
non-parametric techniques such as that of Barndorff-Nielsen and Shephard [47–51] and
Bayesian methods of jump detection [38].

In this part of the paper, we detect jumps by means of three methods: the recursive
filter on prices, the Tukey criterion and the adjusted boxplot approach, and we examine
the behaviour of price jumps. We detect jumps in 24 electricity price series after removing

nordpoolgroup.com
transparency.entsoe.eu
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a short- and long-term seasonality component and a trend using the median filter and
the Hodrick-Prescott filter [39,52].

The recursive filter on prices (RFP) treats the prices outside the range determined
by the mean plus or minus three standard deviations as jumps. After rejecting the al-
ready determined jumps, both the mean and the standard deviation are recalculated and
the consecutive jumps are determined. Within the method based on the Tukey crite-
rion (a standard boxplot), the values outside the range [Q1 − 1.5 · IQR; Q3 + 1.5 · IQR]
are marked as downward and upward jumps [43–45], where Q1 and Q3 are the lower
and upper quartiles and IQR = Q3 − Q1 is the interquartile range. However, elec-
tricity prices tend to have a skewed distribution; thus, we also employ the method
based on an adjusted boxplot [46]. Within this method, the values outside the range
[Q1− 1.5 · IQR · exp(−4MC); Q3 + 1.5 · IQR · exp(3MC)] are marked as downward and up-
ward jumps, respectively. The robust measure of the skewness, the medcouple (MC), was in-

troduced by Brys et al. [53] (see also [46]) and is defined as MC = median
xi≤Q2≤xj

(xj−Q2)−(Q2−xi)
xj−xi

,

where x1, . . . , xn is a data set and Q2 is a sample median of the set x1, . . . , xn, i.e., MC is

calculated as a median of values
(xj−Q2)−(Q2−xi)

xj−xi
calculated for all {(i, j) : xi ≤ Q2 ≤ xj}.

The described methods do not lead to equivalent results; however, they allow noticing
common electricity price jump features regardless of the method used.

Figure 5 presents the percentage of jumps out of all jumps that occur on each day
of the week and are detected by one of the methods. They all lead to the following
conclusions: on working days, there are more upward than downward jumps; on Saturdays
and Sundays, there are far fewer upward jumps; on Sundays, the percentage of downward
jumps is the highest. These results are consistent with the electricity demand pattern.
Figure 6 demonstrates the percentage of jumps out of all detected jumps that occur at
each hour of the day. In this case as well, there are more jumps, especially upward jumps,
in the period of increased demand for electricity, while at night, downward jumps prevail.

Regardless of the detection method applied, the results indicate that the occurrence
of electricity price jumps depends on an hour of the day and the day of the week and
that the intensity of downward jumps is governed by a different rule than that of upward
jumps. The observations are used in the empirical part of our study to forecast downward
and upward jump occurrences.

The electricity prices in the day-ahead market are affected by the forecast of wind
power generation and the current water level in hydroelectric reservoirs, especially in mar-
kets with a high share of renewable energy sources. It can be expected that these factors
may also contribute to the occurrence of price shocks. Figure 7 presents the price and elec-
tricity consumption forecasts, together with wind power generation forecasts and the water
level in hydroelectric reservoirs before the highest price peak at the end of January 2016.
Higher prices recorded five weeks earlier were accompanied by higher production and
consumption forecasts and the low forecast of wind power generation. The situation had
been similar for two weeks preceding the price peak, but the water level in the reservoirs
of hydroelectric power plants continued to decline. During the week when the price peak
occurred, consumption forecasts still remained at a high level, and both the wind power
generation forecasts and the water level were low. That week, the electricity prices reached
a level about eight times higher than the average level of Nord Pool electricity prices.
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(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 5. Percentage of electricity price jumps (total in grey, downward in blue, upward in red) on
each day of the week detected using: (a) the RFP method, (b) the Tukey method and (c) the adjusted
boxplot method, for 24 price series separately (29 December 2014–24 November 2019).

(a)

(b)

(c)

Figure 6. Percentage of electricity price jumps (total in grey, downward in blue, upward in red) at
each hour of the day detected using: (a) the RFP method, (b) the Tukey method and (c) the adjusted
boxplot method, for 24 price series separately (29 December 2014–24 November 2019).
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Figure 7. The day-ahead electricity prices, electricity consumption forecasts, wind power generation
forecasts and the current water level in hydroelectric reservoirs (7 December 2015–25 January 2016).

The linkage between the occurrence of price jumps, seasonality and electricity con-
sumption, wind power and water level indicates that these variables should also be in-
cluded in jump modelling as explanatory variables. Due to the requirement of continuous
balancing between electricity production and consumption, power plant failures can also
play an important role in price jumps (e.g., [39]).

We employ the generalised ordered logit model for forecasting the occurrence of
jumps. The model deals with the probability estimation of the occurrence of ordered
outcomes. In our study, the variable describing jumps can take three values:

qt =


−1 in case of the downward jump occurrence
0 in case of no jump occurrence
1 in case of the upward jump occurrence.

(1)

The generalised ordered logit model for M categories of the dependent variable takes
the form [31]:

P(qt > j|Xt) =
exp(αj+β j1X1,t+...+β jl Xl,t)

1+exp(αj+β j1X1,t+...+β jl Xl,t)
for j = 1, . . . , M− 1, (2)

where αj are thresholds, Xt = (X1,t, . . . , Xl,t) is a vector of l explanatory variables and
β j = (β j1, . . . , β jl) is a vector of parameters (without a constant term). In our study,
M = 3, and the model consists of two equations: the first one describes the probability
P(qt > −1|Xt), while the second one describes the probability P(qt > 0|Xt). Different vec-
tors of parameters β j are allowed in each of these equations, thus a different impact of
the explanatory variables on the probability of an upward jump and a different impact on
the probability of a downward jump occurrence can be taken into account. That is a valu-
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able feature of the generalised ordered logit model due to different patterns of upward,
downward or no jump occurrences found in the study.

In order to model and forecast the occurrences of these three events (M = 3): a down-
ward jump, no jump and an upward jump, we employ the generalised ordered logit model
with the following explanatory variables: electricity consumption forecasts, wind power
generation forecasts, the water level in the reservoirs of hydroelectric power plants, the min-
imum price of the previous day, failures of power plants lagged by 48 h and seasonality
factors: wintertime and days of the week. As in the case of the price series, we remove
a short- and long-term seasonality and trend from the variables that need it. On this basis,
we forecast the probability of the occurrence of a particular event. We apply this technique
of jump occurrence forecasting within the DEJDXOL model (described below) to capture
the dependence between the appearance of jumps and the explanatory variables in order
to forecast electricity prices more accurately.

4. Bayesian Models

In our study, we focus on the Bayesian models to forecast electricity prices. Time-
varying volatility and jumps are the hallmarks of electricity prices. In order to capture
these characteristics, we consider models with jumps and/or stochastic volatility. We apply
the jump-diffusion models (DEJDX, DEJDXOL), a stochastic volatility model (SVX), a pool-
ing approach and a stochastic volatility model with jumps (SVDEJX). In order to distinguish
between downward and upward jumps, we apply the double exponential distribution of
jump sizes. The models are extended by explanatory variables, which carry significant
information about time series dynamics and correspond to the typical characteristics of
electricity prices.

Let {yt}t=1, ..., n denote a log-price (EUR/MWh) at time t, ψi ∈ R, σ > 0, σh > 0, θh ∈ R,

κh ∈ (0, 2), ρ ∈ (0, 1), variables X1, ..., Xk represent explanatory variables,
{

ε
(1)
t

}
,
{

ε
(2)
t

}
∼

iidN(0, 1), {Jt} ∼ iid, Jt represent a value of a jump at t and Jt have a double exponential
distribution with a density:

pJt(x) = pD
1

ηD
exp

(
1

ηD
x
)
I(−∞,0)(x) + p0I{0}(x)+

+pU
1

ηU
exp

(
− 1

ηU
x
)
I(0,∞)(x),

(3)

where pD ∈ (0, 1), p0 ∈ (0, 1), pU ∈ (0, 1), pD + p0 + pU = 1, ηD > 0, ηU > 0 and I stands
for an indicator function. The distribution of Jt allows modelling downward and upward
jumps separately.

Three out of five considered models are presented as follows:

• The DEJDX model:

yt+1 = yt + ψ1X1,t+1 + ... + ψkXk,t+1 + σεt+1 + Jt+1 (4)

• The SVX model:

yt+1 = yt + ψ1X1,t+1 + ... + ψkXk,t+1 +
√

exp(ht)ε
(1)
t+1

ht+1 = ht + κh(θh − ht) + σh

(
ρε

(1)
t+1 +

√
1− ρ2ε

(2)
t+1

) (5)

• The SVDEJX model:

yt+1 = yt + ψ1X1,t+1 + ... + ψkXk,t+1 +
√

exp(ht)ε
(1)
t+1 + Jt+1

ht+1 = ht + κh(θh − ht) + σh

(
ρε

(1)
t+1 +

√
1− ρ2ε

(2)
t+1

) (6)

The following are the explanatory variables X’s: the logarithm of electricity con-
sumption forecast, the minimum of the previous day’s hourly log-prices and a dummy
variable representing working days. Jumps are modelled under the Bayesian approach as
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latent variables, which allow the formal inference about the times and sizes of the jump
occurrence. The inference within the Bayesian DEJDX model hinges upon the joint density:

p(y, θ, q, ξ) = p(y|θ, q, ξ )p(θ, q, ξ), (7)

where y is a vector of observed data, θ =
(
ηD, ηU , pD, p0, pU , ψ1, ..., ψk, σ2) is a vector

of unknown parameters, q = (q1, ..., qn) is a vector of the time occurrence of jumps,
ξ =

(
ξD

1 , ξU
1 , ..., ξD

n , ξU
n
)

represents a vector of jump values, ξD
n represents a downward

jump, ξU
n represents an upward jump, Jt = −ξD

t · I(qt = −1) + ξU
t · I(qt = 1), p(θ, q, ξ)

is a prior density and p(y|θ, q, ξ ) is a sampling density. The prior structure is defined
as p(ηD) ∼ IG(1.86, 0.43), p(ηU) ∼ IG(1.86, 0.43), (pD, p0, pU) ∼ Dirichlet(1, 1, 1), ψi ∼

N(0, 1), p
(
σ2) ∼ IG(5, 1), qt =


−1 with probability pD,
0 with probability p0,
1 with probability pU ,

ξD
t ∼ Exp(ηD), ξU

t ∼

Exp(ηU). The construction of the other Bayesian models is similar to DEJDX.
The occurrence of a jump at t is equivalent to qt 6= 0. The identification of jumps

under the Bayesian approach is based on the posterior probability of a jump, P( qt 6= 0|y).
The inference about unknown parameters and latent variables is based on the posterior
distribution p(θ, q, ξ|y ). The posterior distribution is not a standard distribution; therefore,
we have to apply the Markov chain Monte Carlo methods [54].

Under the Bayesian approach, the forecasting is determined by the predictive distribu-
tion. The distribution handles the uncertainty about unknown parameters, latent variables
conditional on previous observations and the assumptions of the model. The Bayesian
pooling approach allows combining forecasts calculated under the individual models
DEJDX and SVX by means of the predictive Bayes factor [55].

The drawback of the DEJDX model is an assumption of independent times of jump
occurrences and a constant intensity of jumps. The attempt to solve this problem is to
replace the constant intensity of jumps by the time-varying intensity, which depends
on the explanatory variables. For this purpose, we introduce the DEJDXOL model, i.e.,
the double exponential jump-diffusion model with explanatory variables and the intensity
of jump occurrences given by the generalised ordered logit specification described above.
We assume:

yt+1 = yt + ψ1X1,t+1 + ... + ψkXk,t+1 + σεt+1 + Jt+1
Jt+1 = −ξD

t+1 · I(qt+1 = −1) + 0 · I(qt+1 = 0) + ξU
t+1 · I(qt+1 = 1),

(8)

where ξD
t+1 ∼ Exp(ηD), ξU

t+1 ∼ Exp(ηU), qt+1 =


−1, downward jump
0, no jump
1, upward jump

. Probabilities

P(qt > −1|Xt) and P(qt > 0|Xt) are calculated by means of the generalised ordered logit
model (M = 3, j ∈ {−1, 0}) with explanatory variables Xt = (X1,t, . . . , Xl,t) presented
in Section 3.

5. Empirical Results

In this part of the study, we focus on forecasting hourly day-ahead electricity prices.
We analyse the hourly electricity system price (EUR/MWh) from the Nord Pool market
in the period between 29 December 2014 and 26 March 2017. We divide the data set into
two subsets. The in-sample set spans the period between 29 December 2014 and 1 January
2017, and the out-of-sample data set spans the period between 2 January 2017 and 26 March
2017 (see Figure 8). We analyse 24 time series of electricity prices separately for each hour
of a day.
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Figure 8. The system price in the Nord Pool day-ahead market in the period 29 December 2014–
26 March 2017.

One of the aims of the study is to compare the results of the electricity price forecasts
obtained on the basis of the DEJDX model and the DEJDXOL model introduced above.
The former assumes the constant intensity of jumps, while the latter takes into account
the changing intensity of jumps by incorporating information from the generalised ordered
logit model into the forecasting scheme. For this purpose, we identify downward and
upward jumps in the in-sample set by means of the DEJDX model and then employ
the generalised ordered logit model to obtain one day-ahead forecasts of the probabilities
of downward, no and upward jump occurrences. The forecasts of probabilities are then
used within the DEJDXOL model to forecast the electricity price. We repeat the procedure
extending the data window by the consecutive observation. Thus, the in-sample period
is extended by one observation taken from the out-of-sample period, and the procedure
is repeated.

We consider two subsets of explanatory variables. The first one defines the dynamics of
log-prices and consists of the electricity consumption forecast, the minimum of the previous
day’s hourly log-prices, and a dummy variable for working days. In order to model and
forecast the occurrence of downward, no and upward jumps, we employ the generalised
ordered logit model with the following set of explanatory variables: electricity consumption
forecast, wind power generation forecast, the water level in hydroelectric power plants,
the price of the previous day, failures of power plants (lagged by 48 h) and seasonality
factors: wintertime and days of the week.

The first day-ahead forecast is calculated under the model estimated using the in-
sample data set. The estimation is based on 200,000 MCMC draws, preceded by 1,000,000
burn-in cycles. Subsequent re-estimations, identification of jumps and forecasts are based
on data windows extended by a consecutive observation. The re-estimations of the model
are based on 20,000 MCMC draws, preceded by 20,000 burn-in cycles. The starting points of
the numerical algorithm are set to the medians of the MCMC draws from the previous step,
i.e., the starting points are equal to the estimators of posterior medians of the parameters.

Within the generalised ordered logit model, we examine the statistical significance
of the influence of explanatory variables in modelling the intensity of jumps at each hour
of the day. This analysis reveals which factors are more likely to affect the probabilities of
downward or upward jump occurrences. Figure 9 contains the frequencies with which
a variable has a significant influence in the generalised ordered logit models built on
the basis of extending data windows. For example, in the case of the consumption forecasts,
“1” for hour #1 means it has a significant influence within the models estimated based on
all extending windows; “0” for hour #2 means no significant influence in the models; and
“0.98” for hour #5 means that within 98% of the models based on extending windows, that
variable has a significant influence on the probabilities. Thus, in the case of two variables:
the wind power generation forecasts and the price of the previous day, the 1’s for hours
#1–24 mean they have a significant influence on the downward/upward jump occurrence
probabilities. The consumption forecast has a significant impact on all hours but hours #2
and #23–24. In most cases, the variable outages of power plants lagged by 48 h do not have
a significant impact, which suggests a well-diversified and robust electricity production
system. The water level, wintertime and the trade on Saturdays have a significant impact
for most hours. Furthermore, the trade on Mondays has a significant impact on hours
#5–20, which mostly covers the rush hour period. The trade on Fridays is important on
hours #13–20 and #22, whilst the trade on Sundays has a significant impact on hours
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#6–12 and #18–21. That means that the probabilities of jump occurrences differ over days
of the week and hours of the day, which corresponds to the jump features described in
Section 3.

Figure 9. The frequencies with which a variable has a significant influence in the generalised ordered logit models built for
hours #1–24 on the basis of extending data windows in the period 29 December 2014–26 March 2017.

Table 1 presents the mean absolute percentage error MAPE based on point forecasts
equal to the medians of predictive distributions calculated under the DEJDX, SVX, SVDEJX
and DEJDXOL models and the pooling approach. The lower the MAPE, the better the point
forecast is. The best results for each hour are in bold. For all hours, the best results are
yielded by the jump-diffusion model with a time-varying intensity of jumps (DEJDXOL).
In particular, the results calculated under the DEJDXOL model are better than those under
the model with a constant jump intensity (DEJDX).

In order to verify whether the probabilistic forecasts calculated within one model are
significantly better than the results yielded by the other model, we apply the Diebold-
Mariano test [2,56,57]. We employ the pinball loss as a scoring rule for the Diebold-
Mariano test. The pinball loss function is a measure of fit for a predictive quantile [2,58].
In the study, the pinball loss for a day and an hour is the average of the pinball loss across
99 quantiles (0.01, 0.02, ..., 0.99). Moreover, we conduct the tests based on the pinball
loss across 0.01, 0.02, ..., 0.05 and 0.95, 0.96, ..., 0.99 quantiles (pinball 10% tails) and across
0.25, 0.26, ..., 0.75 quantiles (pinball 50% middle). The results of the Diebold-Mariano tests
are presented in Figures 10–12, which demonstrate the number of hours of the day for
which forecasts obtained within a model from the horizontal axis are better than the ones
within a model from the vertical axis at a significance level 0.05.
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Table 1. The mean absolute percentage errors (MAPEs) (%) calculated within the DEJDX, SVX,
pooling, SVDEJX and DEJDXOL models for each hour of the day in the out-of-sample period
(2 January 2017–26 March 2017). The best results for each hour are in bold.

Hour DEJDX SVX Pooling SVDEJX DEJDXOL

#1 4.798 4.798 4.776 4.777 4.708
#2 5.172 5.173 5.132 5.107 4.625
#3 5.264 5.263 5.221 5.208 4.559
#4 5.256 5.165 5.158 5.119 4.521
#5 4.822 4.68 4.689 4.678 4.155
#6 4.64 4.471 4.493 4.461 4.157
#7 5.487 5.126 5.177 5.3 4.656
#8 9.32 9.088 9.202 9.346 7.089
#9 11.453 11.484 11.48 11.105 8.999

#10 10.276 10.187 10.24 9.948 8.572
#11 9.224 9.007 9.149 8.872 7.822
#12 7.66 7.462 7.551 7.389 6.918
#13 6.978 6.78 6.873 6.763 6.253
#14 6.652 6.518 6.595 6.486 5.92
#15 6.506 6.438 6.453 6.459 5.837
#16 6.177 6.115 6.138 6.14 5.557
#17 7.503 7.386 7.408 7.428 6.863
#18 9.469 9.347 9.411 9.344 8.297
#19 8.252 8.167 8.203 8.224 7.117
#20 5.368 5.27 5.3 5.308 4.911
#21 4.008 3.931 3.93 3.958 3.81
#22 3.73 3.644 3.667 3.645 3.553
#23 3.675 3.569 3.608 3.555 3.402
#24 4.279 4.257 4.259 4.248 4.187

Figure 10. The results of the Diebold-Mariano tests at a significance level of 0.05 and for 24 h of
the day with the pinball scoring rule in the out-of-sample period (2 January 2017–26 March 2017).

Figure 11. The results of the Diebold-Mariano tests at a significance level of 0.05 and for 24 h of
the day with the pinball 10% tails scoring rule in the out-of-sample period (2 January 2017–26
March 2017).

The probabilistic forecasts calculated within the DEJDXOL model are significantly
better than those calculated within the jump-diffusion model DEJDX for hours #1–24
(24 time series) and each of the tests. None of the models is better than the others for
each hour. However, we can compare the number of hours for which forecasts of a given
model are more accurate than those of the other model. The SVDEJX model is significantly
better than the pooling approach for a larger number of hours. The results for the SVX
and SVDEJX models are very similar. However, we prefer the simpler structure, that is
the SVX model. Eventually, the results indicate that the models with time-varying volatility
SVX and the time-varying intensity of jumps DEJDXOL yield the most accurate forecasts.
It is impossible to identify a decisive winner between these two models. The results
of the pinball 10% tails tests support the SVX model over DEJDXOL (see Figure 11).
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However, the reverse conclusion might be drawn when analysing the pinball 50% tests
(see Figure 12). On the other hand, the number of hours for which one of these models is
better than the other one is similar in the case of the (general) pinball tests (see Figure 10).
Thus, it is difficult to determine a decisive winner based on these results. That is why we
undertake further analyses, whose results are presented below.

Figure 12. The results of the Diebold-Mariano tests at a significance level of 0.05 and for 24 h of
the day with the pinball 50% middle scoring rule in the out-of-sample period (2 January 2017–26
March 2017).

Table 2 presents the results of the Diebold-Mariano tests at a significance level of 0.05
and the pinball scoring rule separately for each hour of the day in the SVX and DEJDXOL
models. The 1’s mean the probabilistic forecasts of one model are significantly better
than the other’s, and 0’s mean they are not better, i.e., they are of the same quality. We
compare the model with time-varying volatility SVX and the model with time-varying
intensity of jumps DEJDXOL. Similar results (not presented in the paper) are obtained for
the conditional predictive ability tests of Giacomini and White [59]. The main conclusion
is that the SVX model has an advantage over DEJDXOL primarily in the case of off-peak
hours, whilst the DEJDXOL model is better mainly in the case of peak hours. This is in line
with the idea of using different models for different time series, i.e., hours. The analysis
suggests that the model with time-varying volatility performs better in the case of calmer
price series; however, allowing for the time-varying intensity of jumps provides better
probabilistic forecasts in the case of time series with sharper and sudden changes of prices.

Table 2. The results of the Diebold-Mariano tests with the pinball scoring rule at a significance level of
0.05 separately for each hour of the day in the out-of-sample period (2 January 2017–26 March 2017).

Pinball 50% Middle Pinball 10% Tails Pinball
Hour SVX DEJDXOL SVX DEJDXOL SVX DEJDXOL

#1 0 0 1 0 1 0
#2 0 1 1 0 1 0
#3 0 1 1 0 1 0
#4 0 1 1 0 1 0
#5 0 0 1 0 1 0
#6 0 0 1 0 1 0
#7 0 0 1 0 0 0
#8 0 1 1 0 0 1
#9 0 1 0 0 0 1
#10 0 1 0 0 0 1
#11 0 1 0 0 0 1
#12 0 1 0 0 0 1
#13 0 1 0 0 0 1
#14 0 1 0 0 0 1
#15 0 1 0 0 0 1
#16 0 1 0 0 0 1
#17 0 1 0 0 0 1
#18 0 1 0 0 0 1
#19 0 1 0 0 0 1
#20 0 0 0 0 0 0
#21 0 0 1 0 1 0
#22 1 0 1 0 1 0
#23 1 0 1 0 1 0
#24 1 0 1 0 1 0

TOTAL 3 15 12 0 10 12
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6. Conclusions and Remarks

In the paper, we use the following Bayesian models: the jump-diffusion model,
the stochastic volatility model, the pooling approach, which combines forecasts of the first
two models, and the generalised version of the first two models. The models are extended
by including explanatory variables. Moreover, we introduce the jump-diffusion model
with explanatory variables and a time-varying intensity of jumps and a mechanism of
jump prediction (DEJDXOL) and focus on the point and probabilistic forecasts of electricity
prices in the day-ahead Nord Pool market from the perspective of the existence of jumps.

First, we discuss the dynamics of electricity prices and the behaviour of price jumps.
We use three jump detection methods: the recursive filter on prices, the Tukey criterion and
the adjusted boxplot approach, and consider three outcomes: the downward jump, no jump
or the upward jump occurrence. In particular, our first conclusion is that the intensity of
downward jumps is governed by a different rule than that of upward jumps. The intensity
of electricity price jumps, downward and upward, varies over time and depends on certain
factors. The finding is supported by the results obtained regardless of the detection method
used. Thus, the assumption of the constant jump intensity under the jump-diffusion model
is not confirmed empirically.

The above conclusion leads us to describe the time-varying intensity of jumps using
the generalised ordered logit model. The advantage of the model lies in offering the pos-
sibility to consider a different influence of explanatory variables on the probabilities of
the downward, no or upward jump occurrence. This is in line with different rules of down-
ward and upward jump formation observed in the study. Our results reveal explanatory
variables essential for forecasting the moments of jump occurrences.

Taking the above findings into account, we apply the jump probability forecasts ob-
tained by means of the generalised ordered logit model within the DEJDXOL model to
forecast electricity prices. The results indicate that the jump-diffusion model with explana-
tory variables, a time-varying intensity of jumps and a mechanism of jump prediction,
i.e., the DEJDXOL model, is better than the jump-diffusion model with explanatory vari-
ables and a constant intensity of jumps (DEJDX). Therefore, we conclude that models with
jumps should be improved by a time-varying intensity of jumps and a mechanism of jump
prediction. Our results are consistent with the works of Seifert and Uhrig-Homburg [26]
and Diewald et al. [24]. Moreover, the stochastic volatility model with explanatory vari-
ables (SVX) is superior to the DEJDXOL model in the case of off-peak hours, although
the DEJDXOL model is better in the case of peak hours. This is consistent with the hypoth-
esis that there is no ideal model and supports the legitimacy of the idea of using different
models for off-peak hours and different ones for peak hours. The finding is similar to
the conclusion drawn in the work of Chen and Bunn [60] who used the logistic smooth
transition regression models with different sets of explanatory variables to analyse UK
electricity spot prices in different (half-hourly) trading periods. It is worth emphasising that
the DEJDXOL model, which incorporates the information about downward/upward jump
occurrence probabilities, gives better forecasts of electricity prices in a more volatile period.

The conclusions drawn in the paper are based on the study of a certain market
and prices over a certain period of time. However, the example of the application of
the jump-diffusion model with explanatory variables and a mechanism of jump prediction
demonstrates that the model could be useful for forecasting day-ahead electricity prices,
especially in the case of peak-hours, in other electricity markets where we also observe
different dependence of downward and upward jumps on explanatory variables. In further
research, we plan to combine the electricity price forecasts of DEJDXOL and SVX by means
of the pooling approach.
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the manuscript.
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Socio-Economic Phenomena: Conference Proceedings; Papież, M., Śmiech, S., Eds.; Foundation of the Cracow University of Economics:
Cracow, Poland, 2015; pp. 164–173.

46. Hubert, M.; Vandervieren, E. An Adjusted Boxplot for Skewed Distributions. Comput. Stat. Data Anal. 2008, 52, 5186–5201.
[CrossRef]

47. Barndorff-Nielsen, O.E.; Shephard, N. Power and Bipower Variation with Stochastic Volatility and Jumps. J. Financ. Econom.
2004, 2, 1–37. [CrossRef]

48. Barndorff-Nielsen, O.E.; Shephard, N. Impact of Jumps on Returns and Realised Variances: Econometric Analysis of Time-
Deformed Levy Processes. J. Econom. 2006, 131, 217–252. [CrossRef]

49. Barndorff-Nielsen, O.E.; Shephard, N. Econometrics of Testing for Jumps in Financial Economics Using Bipower Variation.
J. Financ. Econom. 2006, 4, 1–30. [CrossRef]

50. Ane, T.; Metais, C. Jump Distribution Characteristics: Evidence from European Stock Markets. Int. J. Bus. Econ. 2010, 9, 1–22.
51. Nguyen, D.B.B.; Prokopczuk, M. Jumps in Commodity Markets. J. Commod. Mark. 2019, 13, 55–70. [CrossRef]
52. Weron, R.; Zator, M. A Note on Using the Hodrick–Prescott Filter in Electricity Markets. Energy Econ. 2015, 48, 1–6. [CrossRef]
53. Brys, G.; Hubert, M.; Struyf, A. A Robust Measure of Skewness. J. Comput. Graph. Stat. 2004, 13, 996–1017. [CrossRef]
54. Gamerman, D.; Lopes, H.F. Markov Chain Monte Carlo. Stochastic Simulation for Bayesian Inference; Chapman & Hall/CRC:

Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2006.
55. Geweke, J.; Amisano, G. Comparing and Evaluating Bayesian Predictive Distributions of Asset Returns. Int. J. Forecast. 2010,

26, 216–230. [CrossRef]
56. Diebold, F.X.; Mariano, R.S. Comparing Predictive Accuracy. J. Bus. Econ. Stat. 1995, 13, 253–263.
57. Diebold, F.X. Comparing Predictive Accuracy, Twenty Years Later: A Personal Perspective on the Use and Abuse of Diebold-

Mariano Tests. J. Bus. Econ. Stat. 2015, 33, 1–9. [CrossRef]
58. Maciejowska, K.; Nowotarski, K. A Hybrid Model for GEFCom2014 Probabilistic Electricity Price Forecasting. Int. J. Forecast.

2016, 32, 1051–1056. [CrossRef]
59. Giacomini, R.; White, H. Tests of Conditional Predictive Ability. Econometrica 2006, 74, 1545–1578. [CrossRef]
60. Chen, D.; Bunn, D.W. Analysis of the Nonlinear Response of Electricity Prices to Fundamental and Strategic Factors. IEEE Trans.

Power Syst. 2010, 25, 595–606. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1536867X0600600104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijforecast.2011.02.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.21314/JEM.2014.104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2012.07.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2013.03.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.5506/APhysPolB.43.2001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.enpol.2018.01.061
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/en12040618
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.csda.2007.11.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jjfinec/nbh001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2005.01.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/jjfinec/nbi022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jcomm.2018.10.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eneco.2014.11.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1198/106186004X12632
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijforecast.2009.10.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07350015.2014.983236
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijforecast.2015.11.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0262.2006.00718.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TPWRS.2009.2035129

	Introduction
	Dataset
	Electricity Price Jump Features
	Bayesian Models
	Empirical Results
	Conclusions and Remarks
	References

