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Abstract

Counterparty Credit Risk (CCR) refers to the risk that a counterparty involved in a financial contract
will default before the final settlement of the contract, resulting in unrealized financial gains. One
risk measure for managing counterparty credit risk is the Potential Future Exposure (PFE). The PFE
is defined as the 97.5%-quantile of the exposure distribution. The traditional numerical method for
computing the PFE is the Monte Carlo simulation method.

[1] introduced a semi-analytical method based on Fourier-cosine series expansion, shown to produce PFE
estimates with at least five times the accuracy of the Monte Carlo simulation in one-tenth of the CPU time,
when the trades in the portfolio are driven by 3 risk factors. It was an extention of the COS method [4]
initially developed for option pricing. In this thesis, we refer to the method in [1] as the COS-PFE method.

This thesis focuses on utilizing the COS-PFE method to reduce the variance of the Monte Carlo
simulation. More specifically, our contribution to the existing literature has three folds:

* We included security financed trades (SFTs), which are trades collateralized by bonds usually, in
the COS-PFE framework.

* We developed a new Control Variate method that uses the COS-PFE result as the control variate in
the Monte Carlo simulation.

* We developed two new Importance Sampling methods, of which the auxiliary density function
for importance sampling is found based on the COS-PFE result.

The control variate method uses the COS method to retrieve the CDF of the portfolio’s exposure from
which an auxiliary variable, used as the control variate in the Monte Carlo simulation, are sampled
using inverse sampling. The first adaptive importance sampling method we developed shifts the joint
probability distribution of the driving risk factors, such that more samples around our target quantile
are generated. The second adaptive importance sampling algorithm uses the cross-entropy method. To
find the probability distribution that minimizes the Kullbeck-Leibler divergence between itself and the
zero-variance estimator. The initial guess of the PFE value needed in this procedure is generated by
the COS-PFE method. Furthermore, we further improve the latter method by a dimension-reduction
approximation in the exact COS-PFE method and by splitting the portfolio into sub-portfolios, each
involving fewer risk factors.

These methods are applied to portfolios containing IR and FX derivatives, both with and with-
out collateral in the form of Security Financed Trades. The portfolio’s value depends on the domestic
short rate, foreign short rate and the exchange rate of the currency pair. The short rates are modelled
under the one-factor Hull-White model, the exchange rate follows the geometric Brownian Motion
model. The collateral value depends on the domestic short rate and the Z-spread, the latter modelled
using geometric Brownian Motion.

The portfolios on which these methods are tested contain 100, 1000 and 10000 derivatives. The
control variate method was tested on the test portfolio with 100 derivatives without collateral. The
tests concluded that the variance of the PFE values obtained from the control variate method was
approximately the same as the variance found using Monte Carlo. For the expected exposure, the
control variate method demonstrated the ability to produce a variance reduction given a high enough
correlation between the Mark-to-Market value of the portfolio and the control variate.

The adaptive importance sampling method that finds an optimal shift in the driving risk factors’
joint distribution successfully reduced the variance of the PFE estimates. Testing on the portfolio with
100 derivatives and collateral found that the variance of the PFE estimates produced by this algorithm
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was, on average, 3.5 times lower than the variance found using the straight forward Monte Carlo
simulation. However, the algorithm required between 96 and 1773 seconds to produce a PFE estimate.

The adaptive importance sampling method using the cross-entropy approach was tested on all three
testing portfolios, both with and without collateral. For portfolios containing 100, 1000 and 10000
derivatives without collateral, the variance of the PFE estimates were on average 35.4, 38.6 and 37.2
times smaller compared to straight forward Monte Carlo simulation, respectively. For the cases with
collaterals, the cross-entropy method produced PFE estimates with a variance, on average, 36.3 times
lower than the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation. When we switched on the dimension-reduction
approximation in the COS-PFE calculations, the impressive performance remains: the variance reduction
ratios is about 32.9. Then we further split the portfolio into sub-portfolios, to mimic the real-world
situation whereby the exact COS-PFE calculation is suitable for sub-portfolios involving a low number
of risk factors. Tests on all three testing portfolios with collateral showed that the variances were on
average 31.1, 32.4 and 26.6 times smaller than straight forward Monte Carlo simulation, which is still
significant, while the CPU time is greatly reduced. Worth noting that, the variance reduction ratios from
the numerical tests match very well our theoretical results on the variance reduction ratio. Translating
the significantly reduced variance into accuracy and CPU time. The cross-entropy adaptive importance
sampling method combined with COS-PFE produced PFE estimates with much higher accuracy than
straight forward Monte Carlo simulation in equal time. We conclude that this method produces more
accurate PFE estimations with a significant lower variance than straight forward Monte Carlo simulation
within the same CPU time.
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Introduction

Counterparty Credit Risk (CCR) refers to the risk that a counterparty involved in a financial contract
will default before the final settlement of the contract, resulting in unrealized financial gains. A prime
example of poorly managed CCR is the global financial crisis of 2008. During this crisis, the opacity of
the over-the-counter (OTC) derivative market, combined with inadequate regulation, led to significant
risk mismanagement. The collapse of major institutions like Lehman Brothers and AIG, which were
deeply interconnected with other financial entities through their role in the OTC derivative market,
triggered widespread counterparty defaults and overall panic in the financial system. This global crisis
spurred significant regulatory developments, such as the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer
Protection Act, and Basel III.

One risk measure for managing counterparty credit risk is the Potential Future Exposure (PFE).
The PFE is defined as the 97.5%-quantile of the exposure distribution. Currently, the PFE is evaluated
using Monte Carlo simulation of the portfolio’s underlying risk factors. The Mark-to-Market values
driven by different simulated scenarios of the risk factors are calculated. These Mark-to-Market values
are then used to calculate exposures, from which the exposure distribution is constructed, allowing for
the approximation of the PFE. An illustration of this is given in 1.1.

Contract value

History Today Future date

Figure 1.1: An example of the approximation of the PFE [2].

With the continuous growth of the total OTC market, effective regulation and risk management are
crucial. Interest rate and foreign exchange derivatives constitute the majority of the OTC market. To
illustrate, in the first half of 2023, the total notional amounts of interest rate and foreign exchange
derivatives reached $694 trillion, where the total OTC market reached $ 715 trillion [3]. Recent research
demonstrates that Fourier expansions can be employed to quickly and precisely calculate the PFE of an
uncollateralized portfolio comprising interest rate and FX derivatives [1].



In this thesis, the method found in [1] is combined with the Monte Carlo simulation to reduce
the variance of the PFE estimation. The portfolios that will be used for testing contain 100, 1000 and
10000 derivatives. Specifically, these portfolios consist of Forward Rate Agreements, Interest Rate Swaps,
FX Forward Contracts and Cross-Currency Swaps. The portfolios are evaluated both with and without
collateral. Note, in this thesis the we will focus on non-CSA trades. By "collateralized portfolio" we refer
to Security Financed Trades. CSA trades will addressed in subsequent research. a



Preliminaries

Major events in the financial sector, such as the global financial crisis, have significantly increased
the importance of CCR management. This section provides a literature review, beginning with the
importance of CCR management for interest rate derivatives and foreign exchange derivatives, followed
by new research in the field of CCR management. This is followed by a review of the variance reduction
techniques discussed in this thesis, specifically the control variate method, importance sampling and
adaptive importance sampling. The review is concluded with an examination of the applications of
importance sampling in finance.

Currently, the Potential Future Exposure is calculated using Monte Carlo simulations of the port-
folio’s underlying risk factors. From these simulations, an exposure distribution can be formulated
from which the Potential Future Exposure can be deduced. Recent research by Fang, Shen and Mast [1]
demonstrated the application of the COS method [4] to portfolios containing interest rate derivatives and
foreign exchange derivatives with varying amounts of derivatives, as well as general linear derivatives,
to efficiently calculate the PFE of the portfolio. The applicability of this method to portfolios containing
these type of derivatives is highly useful, as interest rate and foreign exchange derivatives constitute
the vast majority of derivatives traded globally. To illustrate, in the last quarter of 2022, the European
OTC derivative market’s total notional amount was composed of 78% interest rate derivatives and 14%
foreign exchange derivatives [5]. The remaining portion consisted of commodities, equity and credit
derivatives. The composition of OTC derivatives in the global market can be seen in Figure 2.1.
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Figure 2.1: Outstanding notional (in US$ trillions) of various OTC derivatives in the global market [6].



Thus, as the vast majority of portfolios consist of interest rate derivatives and foreign exchange deriva-
tives, the method described in [1] can be utilized to rapidly calculate the PFE of most portfolios in
practice. The goal of this thesis is to build on this work and integrate it into the original Monte Carlo
simulations as tool to reduce it’s variance in PFE approximations, as currently no literature can be found
on this topic. First, the control variate method will be investigated as a variance reduction technique.
Afterwards, the importance sampling method, specifically adaptive importance sampling (AIS), will be
discussed.

There is vast literature to be found regarding the control variate method. While the greater part
of the literature focuses on the calculation of the expectation, for example [7], a handful focus on quantile
estimation. In particular [8], [9] provide an in-depth tutorial on the application of quantile estimation. In
literature the control variate has not been found to be applied to Potential Future Exposure calculations.
However, in [10] and [11] the control variate method is applied to a Value-at-Risk calculation using a
delta-gamma approximation of the portfolio’s loss. In the latter, the variance reductions of the control
variate method were compared with those of importance sampling and importance sampling using
stratification. It was concluded that, although the control variate method reduces the variance compared
to the original Monte Carlo, importance sampling and importance sampling with stratification perform
better.

The subject of importance sampling was first introduced in [12] where it was used to estimate the
probability of nuclear particles penetrating shields. For quantile estimations, importance sampling can
be a highly effective technique for reducing variance. In [9] and [7] a detailed description is provided how
this is done. Furthermore, [13] and [14] delve deeper into the topic of importance sampling, exploring its
variance reduction potential and the adaptive importance sampling method. This method is recursive,
utilizing an algorithm to find the most optimal sampler. An early form of adaptive importance sampling
is found in [15] where multiple importance sampling (MIS) is introduced. This method combines
samples from different distributions to reduce variance. This work highlighted the benefits of optimizing
sampling strategies and thus laid the groundwork for adaptive approaches.

Adaptive importance sampling methods can be subdivided in three classes: resampling methods,
moment matching methods, and methods that use an independent adaptive process [16]. Firstly, resam-
pling methods eliminate samples with insufficient weight, thereby removing samples that will lead to
weight degeneracy [17]. An example of an adaptive importance sampling scheme using resampling is
the deterministic mixture population Monte Carlo [18]. Secondly, moment matching methods iteratively
fit the moments of a proposed auxiliary density to estimate the moments of the target density. An
example of this is given in [19]. The third type of adaptive importance sampling methods are those
which make use of independent adaptive processes. These processes vary from method to method.
Examples of such methods are found in [20] and [21], where a gradient descent method is applied on
the random samples to find the optimal set of parameters for the auxiliary density.

The Cross-Entropy (CE) method, introduced in [22], is another example of the third type of adaptive
importance sampling methods. The method is based on minimizing the Kullback-Leibler divergence
between the auxiliary density and the zero-variance optimizer. One significant advantage of the CE
method is that for some families of distributions the optimizer can be found using an analytical solution.
This eliminates the need for an optimization scheme like a gradient descent. Moreover, for distribution
families where no analytical solution exists a gradient descent can be used to find the optimizer, as
the Kullback-Leibler minimization problem is generally concave [23]. Besides having a wide range of
applications, such as combinatorial optimization [24], continuous optimization [25], optimal policy
search [26], and multidimensional independent component analysis [27], the method is also applicable
to rare-event estimation problems.

The Cross-Entropy method’s convergence depends on samples being generated beyond a rare event.
Therefore, if insufficient samples are generated beyond this level, the algorithm suffers from a lack of
convergence [24]. If this is the case a multi-level Cross-Entropy method is used. Unfortunately, the
multi-level CE method fails in specific high-dimensional settings, as the auxiliary density found by the
method is not optimal [28]. To counter this problem several algorithms have been proposed. Examples



include the bottleneck screening algorithm [29] and the CE-m* and iCE-m* algorithms found in [23].
The bottleneck screening algorithm only considers the parameters of importance in the optimization,
which decreases the dimensionality. The CE-m* and iCE-m* methods optimize the covariance matrix in
only one direction, which significantly decreases the number of parameters to be optimized, thereby
solving the problem. Furthermore, [28] proposes a remedy for this problem by changing the sampling
density to be independent of the parameters found using the multi-level Cross Entropy method. In
this way finding a non-optimal parameter due to weight degeneracy will not influence the subsequent
parameters found. Note that our CE method, when applied to the calculation of the Potential Future
Exposure of the testing portfolios, converges in one step given a sufficient number of paths. As a result,
the multi-level procedure is not needed. Consequently, the Cross-Entropy method gives an accurate
estimator even in high dimensions [28].

In both [30] and [28], the CE method is compared to different adaptive importance sampling methods.
The authors conclude that their examples suggest that the importance sampling densities obtained by
both methods are at least asymptotically similar. However, because the CE estimators are generally
easier to obtain, it is concluded that the CE method is more optimal.

In finance, importance sampling has been extensively researched for applications such as the pricing of
options [31] and securities [32], where expected payoffs need to be calculated. Adaptive importance
sampling has also been applied to the calculation of the Value-at-Risk and expected shortfall. Examples
of this are [11], [33], and [34]. In [11], importance sampling is applied to the delta-gamma approximations
of a portfolio’s fluctuations in value to reduce the variance of the Value-at-Risk approximation. In [33], a
new importance sampling method was applied to a copula-based credit-loss model. Finally, in [34],
the authors use an adaptive importance sampling method to forecast the Value-at-Risk and expected
shortfall in a Bayesian framework.
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2.1. Fundamental definition of stochastic calculus

The following definitions and theorems are used in stochastic calculus and are applied throughout this
thesis.

Definition 2.1.1 (Filtration). A filtration on (Q, 7, P) is a collation (¥ )o<t<co indexed by [0, co] of sub-o-fields
of ¥, such that 5 C F; for every s < t < oo.

Definition 2.1.2 (Brownian motion). A real-valued process {W(t) : t > 0} is called a Brownian motion if:
1. Starting at 0: W(0) = 0.
2. Normality of increments: Vs, t such that 0 < s < t, W(t) — W(s) ~ N(0, t — s).

3. Independent increments: For 0 < tg < --- < ty, the random variables Y; = W(t;) = W(ti—1),i=1,...,n
are independent.

4. Continuous trajectories: The map t — W(t) is continuous,

where the usual filtration is 7t = 0 (W;,0 < s < t).

Definition 2.1.3 (Martingale). The process {M; : t > 0} is a (F¢)is0 if
1. Adapted: M; is F; measurable for all t > 0.
2. Integrable: My is integrable for all t > 0.

3. Martingale property: Vs,t such that 0 < s <t
E [M|Fs] = Ms. (2.1)

Before defining a semimartingale, two preliminary definitions must be stated.

Definition 2.1.4 (Local martingale). A process M is a local martingale if there exists an increasing sequence of
stopping times (1), , where T, — oo almost surely, such that the stopped process (Mmin(x, ¢))t=0 is @ martingale.

Definition 2.1.5 (Finite variation). A process A has finite variation if for every w € Q, the path A¢(w) has
finite variation for each finite [0, t]. Or,

Va,(w)[0,t] = sup {Z |Atk(a)) —AtH(a))| 0<tp<-- <t < t} < 00, (2.2)
i=1

Definition 2.1.6 (Semimartingale). A semimartingale S = ()S¢)>0 is a cadlag, adapted process of the form
S; =S+ M; + A (23)

where t > 0. Here Sy is finite and Fo measurable, (M;)»o is a local martingale with Mo = 0 and (A¢)rt = 0isa
with Ag = 0 and has finite variation.

Definition 2.1.7 (It6 integral). For any square-integrable adapted process f(t) with continuous sample paths,
we can define the stochastic integral, also known as the Ito integral, by

= [  F&aW () = lim 1,(T) 4

in L2. Where I,(T) = /OT fm(s)AW (s) for some elementary process f(t) = Z}tol ;i (W(tjs1) - W(tj)) satisfying

T
lim B [ /0 (f(s) = f (5))2ds] = 0. (2.5)

Here nj is i, measurable for all j = 0,...,n — 1 and square integrable.

Definition 2.1.8 ([td’s formula). Let f € C*(R) and consider a continuous semimartingale S = M + A where
M is a local martingale and A is a process of finite variation. Then (f(St))i»0 is also a semimartingale, and

ta taz
£(50) = f(S0)+ /0 / L[t

;(Su)dsu +5
Here the first and second partial derivatives are with respect to the considered semimartingale, [S] is the quadratic

2 0 952 ( u) [ ]u ( )
variation ofthe stochastic process (St)tZO.
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2.2. Liquid derivatives and their pricing formulas

As previously stated, the test portfolios contain interest rate derivatives and foreign exchange derivatives.
This section introduces the four types of derivative products considered and explains how they are
priced. The section begins with basic definitions and derivations used in valuation. Following this, the
interest rate derivatives, specifically the Forward Rate Agreement and Interest Rate Swap, are discussed.
The section will conclude with a discussion on foreign exchange derivatives, specifically the FX Forward
Agreement and the Cross-Currency Swap.

2.2.1. Basic definitions

Before discussing the valuation of derivatives, it is necessary to define some concepts. We will start
with the definition of the money-market account, or bank account, which is a risk-free investment that
grows continuously at a risk-free rate.

Definition 2.2.1 (Money-market account). Define B(t) as the value of the money-market account at time t > 0.
Assume that B(0) = 1 and that the account evolves according to

dB(t) = rB(t)dt, B(0) = 1, .7)

where 1y is a positive function of time. From this equation, we find that

t
B(t) = eh . 2.8)
Where 1y is the instantaneous rate, or short rate, with which the bank account grows.

In the definition above, the term "instantaneous rate” arises from the fact that the bank account grows
over the time interval [¢, t + At) by r;At, as shown in the equation 2.9.

B(t + At)— B(t)
T = T’tAi'. (29)

The zero-coupon bond (ZCB) is a tool used in the valuation of derivatives. A ZCB with maturity T is a
contract that represents the present value of one unit of currency to be paid at the bond’s maturity.

Definition 2.2.2 (Zero-coupon bond). A T-maturity zero-coupon bond is a contract that guarantees its holder
the payment of one unit of currency at time T, or P(T,T) = 1. The contract is characterized by having no
intermediate payments. The contract value at time t < T is denoted by P(t, T).

Next is the simply compounded spot interest rate. An example of this rate is the LIBOR (London
Interbank Offered Rate). This rate is an interbank rate that facilitates the exchange of deposits and swap
transactions among banks.

Definition 2.2.3 (Simply-compounded spot interest rate). This rate L(t, T) at time t for the maturity T,
is the constant rate at which an investment P(t, T) must grow to produce one unit of currency at maturity T.
L(t, T) is calculated using the following expression

1-P(t,T)

L&D = o mpe 1)

(2.10)
where (¢, T) is the time difference T — t.

2.2.2. Interest rate derivatives

First, we will discuss the interest rate derivatives contained in the test portfolios. Interest rate derivatives
are financial contracts whose value is derived from interest rates. The MtM value of these contracts can
be calculated by discounting the future cash flows using the money-market account.

The first interest rate derivative to be discussed is the Forward Rate Agreement (FRA). The FRA
is a contract that provides its holder with an interest rate payment for the period from T to S. Here, T is
the expiry, the time point a floating rate L(T, S) is agreed upon, and S is the maturity of the contract,
where T < S. At maturity, a fixed payment based on a fixed rate K will be exchanged against a floating
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payment based on the spot rate L(T, S).

From [35] we find that the value of such a contract at time ¢ is
VFRA(t/ T/ S/ T(T/ S)/ N/ K) =N [P(tl S)T(T/ S)K - P(t/ T) + P(t/ S)] . (211)

Tomake the Forward Rate Agreement a fair contract at time t itmustbe true that Vrra(¢, T, S, ©(T, S), N, K) =
0. From this, the following definition can be formulated.

Definition 2.2.4 (Simply-compounded forward interest rate). The simply-compounded forward interest rate
at time t for expiry T and maturity S is

. 1 [P@,T)
F(t;T,S) = TS [P(t,S) - 1] . (2.12)

The value of F(t; T, S) is the value that, when substituted for K, makes the FRA contract a fair contract.
This follows from

Vrra(t,T,S,7(T,S),N,K) = N [P(t, S)t(T,S)K - P(t, T) + P(t,S)] = 0,
P(t,T) - P(t,S)
P(t,S) ’
1 [P(t,T)_l]
(T, S) | P(t,S) '

(T,S)K =

In the case where the maturity S approaches the expiry T the instantaneous forward rate is found.

Definition 2.2.5 (Instantaneous forward interest rate). The instantaneous forward interest rate at time t for
maturity T is found by

f(t,T) = lim F(£T, ),

1 P(tS)-P(tT)
-1
sor PES) S—-T

_ 1 9PtT)
- P(t,T) 9T '
dIn(P(t,T
_ _2n,1) o
Then we also get that
T
P(t,T) = e~ h ftndu, (2.14)

The second interest rate derivative to be discussed is the Interest Rate Swap (IRS). An IRS is a con-
tract in which counterparties exchange fixed-rate payments and floating-rate payments on a set of
prespecified dates. At each date in the set {Ty+1,..., T3}, a fixed leg N7(T;-1, T;)K and a floating leg
N1(Ti—1, T;)L(T;-1, T;) are exchanged, where the floating rate resets at T;_; for each payment at T;.

Using what is known about the FRA, it can be seen that the IRS can be seen as a portfolio of for-
ward rate agreements with expiry dates T;_; and maturity T; fori = @ +1, ..., . Using this the following
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expression for Vigs can be derived

B
Virs(t, 7,7, N,K) = > Viralt, Ti1, T, 1(Tis, To), N, K),

i=a+1

B
=N " ©(Tia, T)P(t, T) [K = F(t; T, T,

i=a+1

B
=N > t(Ti, T)KP(t,T),

i=a+1

P T, | (PIEt(;T;;) - 1)} ,

B
=N > t(Tia, THKP(t, T) - P(t, Tia) + P(t, T),
i=a+1
B
P(t,Ty) = P(t, T) + ) (Ti1, THKP(E, T)

i=a+1

=N . (2.15)

2.2.3. Foreign exchange derivatives

A foreign exchange (FX) derivative is a financial contract whose value is derived from the exchange rate
between two currencies. The exchange rate between two currencies at time ¢ as X(t). In this thesis, X(t)
can be viewed as the amount of domestic currency received for one unit of foreign currency. In the
test portfolios the chosen currencies were USD and JPY. Similarly to the interest rate derivatives, the
Mark-to-Market value of FX derivatives is calculated by discounting cash flows. This can be done in two
ways: First, discount the foreign currency cash flows using the foreign money-market account, then
convert to domestic currency using the exchange rate. Alternatively, convert the foreign currency cash
flows to domestic currency first, then discount them using the domestic money-market account. Due to
the absence of arbitrage, either approach can be used.

The first FX derivative discussed is the FX forward contract. This contract is similar to an FRA,
but instead of exchanging a fixed interest rate for a floating one, a specified amount of domestic currency
is exchanged for a specified amount of foreign currency at an agreed-upon exchange rate. Its value is
calculated using,

Vex(t, T, N/, N%) = NP/ (¢, T)X () - NP4 (¢, T). (2.16)

Here t < T, N/ and N are the amount of foreign and domestic currency exchanged at T, X(t) is the
exchange spot rate at time ¢, and P/ (¢, T) and P%(t, T) are the values of the foreign and domestic ZCB at
time ¢ with maturity T.

Similar to the simply-compounded forward interest rate of the FRA defined in Definition 2.2.4, it
is also possible to determine an FX forward rate that makes the FX forward contract fair.

Definition 2.2.6 (FX forward rate). The FX forward rate Xp(t,T) is the exchange rate that makes the FX
forward rate contract fair. It can be calculated using

d
Xe(t,T) = X(t)%. (2.17)

The expression for the FX forward rate is obtained by setting Vrx(¢, T) = 0. Then, by using the FX rate
to rewrite N? = N/ X(t) it can be derived that from

N/Pf(t, T)Xp(t,T) — NP+, T) = 0,
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it follows that
N9P4(t,T)
Xp(t,T) = ————,
FtT) NfPf(t, T)
f d
Xp(t,T) = N/X(t)P (t,T)/
N/Pf(t,T)
PA(t,T)
Xp(t,T) = X () ———.
r(t,T) ()Pf(t,T)

The second type of foreign exchange derivative to be discussed is the Cross-Currency Swap (XCS). In this
contract, the counterparties exchange an amount of foreign currency for an amount of domestic currency,
with the exchanged amounts based on either a fixed or floating rate. When a fixed rate is exchanged for
a floating rate, the XCS can be viewed as an IRS. However, the FX rate introduces an additional risk
factor. The value of an XCS, where an amount of foreign currency with a fixed rate is swapped for an
amount of domestic currency with a floating rate over a set of payment dates {T+1, ..., Tz} is

p
Vxes(t, T, N/, N, K) = > N/ X(OK(Ti, TP/ (1, T),

i=a+1

— NYLU(t; Tioy, T)(Ti-1, TP, T)),
=N*|P(t, Ty) — P4(t, T,),

B
+X(0) » X(OKe(Ti, THP/ (¢, T) . (2.18)

i=a+1

Here, N/ and N4 represent the notional amounts in foreign and domestic currency, X(t) is the FX rate
at time ¢, K is the fixed rate, 7 is the year fraction, and Pf and P? are the foreign and domestic ZCBs.
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2.3. Models for IR and FX risk factors

The test portfolios depend on three risk factors: the domestic short rate, the foreign short rate, and
the exchange rate. This section discusses the models used to simulate these risk factors. Firstly, the
Gaussian one-factor model used to generate the short rates is discussed. The model’s solution will be
given as well as an equation for valuing the zero-coupon bond. Next, the Geometric Brownian Motion
model used to simulate the exchange rate is discussed. Additionally, its solution will be provided.

2.3.1. The IR Model
The Gaussian one-factor model (G1++) model used to model the short rate r(f) using the following
expression,

r(t) = x(t) + B(H). (2.19)

Here, B(t) is a deterministic function that is used to calibrate the model to the market and x(t) is the
shifted short rate which follows the stochastic differential equation (SDE),

dx(t) = —ax(t)dt + cdW(t), (2.20)
x(0) = 0.

Here, a is the constant mean reversion coefficient, ¢ is the volatility, and dW(t) is the incremental Wiener
process.

Proposition 1. In the G1++ model, it is derived that when B(t) is calibrated to the market it follows that,

B(t) = FM(0,t) + 2‘7—:2 (1- e—“t)2 . (2.21)

The proof of Proposition 1 can be found in Proof A.1 in the Appendix.

Taking the integral of both sides of Equation 2.20 yields the solution

x(t) = e " x(s) + 0 /t e~ AW (u). (2.22)

s

From this, we easily find the solution to Equation 2.19, namely,

r(t) = e Sx(s) + 0 / t e S AW () + B(t). (2.23)
s
Then, for the domestic and foreign short rates, the solution 2.22 yields
xq(t) = e x4(0) + 04 /Ot e~ =) dW,(s), (2.24)
xp(t) = e™'xf(0) + of /Ot e~ AW (s). (2.25)

2.3.2. The affine term structure
The shifted short rate in Equation 2.20 is an affine function because we can write the SDE as

dx(t) = p(x(t))dt + Z(x(t))dW(t),
where

u(x(t)) = —ax(t),
T(x(t)) = 0.

From [36], it is known that due to this affine term structure, we can write
P(t,T) = A(t, T)e BEDx®), (2.26)

This brings us to Proposition 2, which is proven in the Appendix under Proof A.2.
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Proposition 2. In the G1++ model, the ZCB price is formulated by the following equation
P(t,T) = A(t, T)e BED®), (2.27)
where
PM(0,T) 1
A t,T) = ’ 7(V(t,T)—V(0,T)+V(0,t))/ 2.8
1) = S0 (228)
_ ,—a(T-t)
B(t,T)= 12" (2.29)
Where 2 (T-t) 2a(T—t)
1—edT=t) 1 _ 24T~
V(t,T):% T—t-2-_¢ =€ (2.30)

a 2a

2.3.3. The FX Model

The FX rate, X(t), is modelled using the Geometric Brownian Motion (GBM) model. The model is

characterized by the following stochastic differential equation

AX(t) = ux X ()dt + ox X(HAW(t).

(2.31)

Here, ux and ox are the drift and volatility of the exchange rate. From applying It6’s Lemma on

g(X(t)) = log(X(t)) it can be seen that

dg(X(t)) . 9Ig(X(t))

Py
dg(X(t)) = T dt + £%0 AX(t) + 19°g(X(t))

2 9X(t)?
L1
2 X(t)?

AX()dX(t),

uxX(Hdt + ox X (t)dwr)

- T ( (a2 X (t)%dt),
= (,UX — %O‘%) dt + GxdW(t).

Then taking the integral on both sides yields the solution of Equation 2.31,

log(X(t)) = log(X(0)) + (/JX - %oi) t+oxW(t).

(2.32)
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2.4. Entropy and information theory

Information theory is a field focused on the quantification, accumulation, and exchange of information.
Information theory was first introduced by Claude Shannon in his 1948 paper [37], where he defined
information as a measurable quantity, which meets several axioms.

1. An event that occurs with probability 1 is perfectly unsurprising and yields no information.
2. The lower the probability of an event, the more surprising it is and the more information it yields.

3. For two independent events the total amount of information is the sum of the self-informations of
the individual events.

Self-information is defined as the measure that quantifies the amount of information a variable holds.
The self-information, or suprisal, is formally defined as,

Definition 2.4.1 (Self-information). Let X be a continuous random variable that takes values in the set X and
is distributed according to f : X — R with probability density function f(x) = P(X = x). The self-information
of an event with probability f(x) is

Ix(x) = log, ( (2.33)

1 )
fx)
The base b corresponds to different units of information. For example, if b = 2 the unit is the shannon, or bit.
When b = e, the unit is the natural unit of information nat.

From the definition of self-information, it is evident that the information a random variable possesses is
based on its probability. As the probability of an outcome decreases, the value 1/ f(x) increases, and so
does the self-information. Conversely, as the probability of an outcome increases, the value of 1/f(x)
and the self-information decrease. Thus, the less probable an outcome, the more information it contains.
In practice, a more interesting value is the entropy of a random variable [38]. For a discrete random
variable the entropy is defined as follows.

Definition 2.4.2 (Entropy). Let X be a discrete random variable taking values in the set X with probability mass
function f(x). The entropy H(X) is

H(X) = By[Ix] = = ) f(x)log, (f(x)). (2.34)

xeX

Entropy, as defined in equation 2.34, measures the expected amount of information provided by the
random variable to the observer. It can thus be seen as the average Shannon information weighted by
the probability of all possible realizations of the random variable [39].

For a continuous random variable the entropy is defined as the differential entropy.

Definition 2.4.3 (Differential entropy). Let X be a continuous random variable taking values in X with
probability density function f : X — R. The entropy h(X) is

h(X) = Ef[Ix] = —/Xf(x) log, (f(x))dx. (2.35)

The concept of cross-entropy finds it’s roots in the Kraft-McMillan theorem originally stated in [40].

Theorem 2.4.1 (Kraft-McMillan Theorem). Let Iy, ..., 1, be lengths of codewords in a code with n codewords
using an alphabet of size D. Then a prefix-free code with these codeword lengths exists if and only if

n
Z Dl<1. (2.36)
i=1

A prefix-free code is a code in which no codeword is a prefix of any other codeword. For example,
encoding ‘A’ as 1 and ‘B’ as 11 is not a prefix-free code because receiving 111 can be decoded into various
sequences containing ‘A’s and ‘B’s. The theorem implies that if X is the set of all possible messages that
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can be encoded, an implicit probability density g : X — R can be constructed. The density g is defined
as,
g(x;) =D7h. (2.37)

Here, x; € X is a value that can be encoded with a codeword of length /; using an alphabet containing
D symbols. The length of a codeword corresponds with the frequency of the message. As the more
frequent a message occurs, the shorter its codeword length, and thus the higher the probability. For
example, using binary digits to encode the messages gives us D = 2, as we have eitheraOor 1. Ifa
codeword has a length of 1, the probability of this codeword occurring is 27! = 0.5. Note that this
probability distribution is implicit as it only reflects the relative frequency of each codeword.

From equation 2.37 it is found that I; = log,(g(x;)). From this last expression, the concept of
cross-entropy follows. It is the expected value of the lengths of the codewords used to encode messages
from distribution f using an approximating distribution g.

By[l] = ~Byllogp (3(x))] = - ), f(x)logp(3(x)) = H(f, g).
X

Formally, cross-entropy is defined in the following way.

Definition 2.4.4 (Cross-entropy). The cross-entropy of a discrete distribution g relative to the discrete
distribution f over the set of events X which follows the distribution g is

H(f,8) = = ), f(x)10g,(g(x)). (2.38)

xeX

Similarly, in the case that g and f are continuous probability distributions the cross-entropy is calculated by

H(f,8)=- /X f(x)log,(g(x)). (2.39)

In terms of codeword length, cross-entropy can be viewed as the expected extra number of bits needed
to encode the events using distribution g instead of the optimal distribution f. It reflects how well the
distribution g models the true distribution f. If ¢ approximates f well, the cross-entropy will be close
to the entropy of f.

The concept of cross-entropy is directly used in the Kullback-Leibler divergence. The Kullback-
Leibler divergence measures the amount of information lost when using probability density g to
approximate f. It was first established in [41]. This divergence is closely related to cross-entropy and
differential entropy, as it represents the difference of the two.

Definition 2.4.5 (Kullbeck-Leibler divergence). Let X be a continuous random variable with probability
density function f : X — R. Then for probability density function g(x) the Kullbeck-Leibler divergence is defined

by,

_ _ SOV f(x)
D(f,g) = H(f,8) — H(X) = Ef [logb (@)] = /f(x)logb (@) dx. (2.40)

Then from equation 2.40 it can be seen that D(f, g) > 0, and D(f, g) = 0 if and only if f = g almost
everywhere. The base used in the logarithm of the Kullbeck-Leibler divergence can vary. For calculations
in statistical interference and information theory the base e is mostly used. This is because it simplifies
many calculations, particularly when dealing with distributions like those of the exponential family.
Therefore, in this thesis the base e will also be used.

The convergence of ¢ to f as the Kullbeck-Leibler divergence goes to zero can be proven using
the following theorem.

Theorem 2.4.2 (Pinsker’s inequality). If f and g are two probability distributions on X, then

If = 8llry <+ %D(f/ g), (2.41)
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where || f- gHTV is the total variation distance which is defined as

1
If = 8llry = 511 = &ll:- (242)

Thus, if D(f, g) goes to 0 then the total variation distance || f- g”TV also goes to 0, this implies
convergence in probability.



Counterparty credit risk and its
quantification

This section will cover the fundamental definitions involved in quantifying counterparty credit risk
and Potential Future Exposure. A more thorough insight into these definitions can be found in [2].
Counterparty credit risk is quantified using the Mark-to-Market value (MtM) and exposure of a portfolio.
The Mark-to-Market value is defined in the following way.

Definition 3.0.1 (Mark-to-Market). The Mark-to-Market indicates the potential loss or gain that could occur
today in relation to a counterparty. At the portfolio level, the MtM value is calculated by summing the present
values of all payments to be received from the counterparty and subtracting the sum of the present values of all
payments to be made to the counterparty. Therefore, the MtM can be either a positive or negative number.

The MtM value of a portfolio can be either positive or negative. In the case of a negative MtM value,
the counterparty is still owed money. In the case of a positive MtM value, the counterparty still owes
money. Thus, only when the MtM value of a portfolio is positive is the institution is subjected to CCR,
as in the case of a counterparty default the cash flow is not received. The MtM of the unrealized cash
flow is formally defined as the exposure of a portfolio.

Definition 3.0.2 (Exposure). The exposure of a contract can be defined as
E(t) = max (V(X(t)),0) (3.1)
where V(X (t)) is the MtM value of the contract under the risk factors at time t denoted by X(t).

The CCR of a portfolio can be reduced in multiple ways. Two of these methods are posting collateral
and using netting. Firstly, when using collateral, the institution can retain the collateral in the event of a
default. The use of collateral will be discussed later in this thesis. Secondly, the exposure of a portfolio
can be reduced by using netting. This method allows the counterparty to offset the MtM value of one
trade with that of another. For example, in the case of two trades, A and B, with corresponding MtM
values 10 and -5, the exposure of the trades without netting would be the sum of the exposure values of
the trades, which is 10. With netting, the exposure value of trades A and B is the exposure value of the
sum of the MtM values, or 10 — 5 = 5. The exposure value using netting is defined as follows.

Definition 3.0.3 (Netting). Netting is the act of offsetting the MtM values of the contracts with a particular
counterparty. The exposure using netting n different contracts then becomes

Enetted(t) = max

D, VilX (@), 0) : (3:2)
i=1

Here Vi(X(t)) is the MtM value of contract i, where i =1, ..., n, under the risk factors at time t denoted by X (t).

To manage the CCR of a portfolio, institutions are interested in metrics involving future exposure. One
such metric is the expected exposure (EE).

18
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Definition 3.0.4 (Expected exposure). The expected exposure depending on risk factor X(t) under risk measure
at time t is defined as

EE(t) =E[E(#)]. (3.3)
A commonly used metric is the Potential Future Exposure.

Definition 3.0.5 (Potential Future Exposure). The Potential Future Exposure at time t is defined as the
worst-case gain for a certain level o, and is calculated using the following expression

PFE,(t) =inf{x e R: P(E(f) > x) < 1-a}. (3.4)

Here o € (0,1) is the confidence level, and E(t) is the exposure at time t. In other words, the PFE,(t) is the
smallest number x such that the probability of the exposure at time t being bigger than x is less than 1 — a.

In this thesis, the PFE is defined as the 97.5%-quantile of the exposure distribution.
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3.1. Monte Carlo

Monte Carlo methods are computational techniques used to estimate the value of a function or model
through random sampling. It was first introduced by physicist Stanislaw Ulam in March 1947. While
considering the win rate of a game of Solitaire, and attempting to solve the problem using combinatorial
calculations, he thought of playing games and recording the win frequency [42]. Together with John
von Neumann, Robert Richtmyer and Nick Metropolis the method was developed further [43]. The
method’s foundation lies in the law of large numbers which states that the average result of a number
of i.i.d. random variables converges to the true expectation as the number of independent samples
increases. The Monte Carlo method is applied countless times across a wide variety of fields. An
example of an application in finance is calculating the expected payoff of an option. Using a model
the dynamics of the underlying asset is modelled and its value is simulated over a given period. After
this, the payoff of the option is calculated for each simulated value of the underlying asset. From these
payoffs the average payoff can be calculated.

The Monte Carlo method for calculating the expected value of a random variable X is

1 n
Xy= - in.
i=1

Here X,, is the unbiased Monte Carlo estimator for E [X], where 7 is the number of simulations or paths,
and X; is the i.i.d. result of the random simulation of X at simulation i. This estimator is an unbiased

estimator since
1 n
13
n

i=1

E[X.] =E

1 v 1 v
= ;;E[Xi] = ;;E[X] =E[X].

As stated, the Monte Carlo method is rooted in the law of large numbers that is formally formulated in
the following way.

Theorem 3.1.1 (Weak law of large numbers). Let X1, Xo, ..., X, be i.i.d. random variables with E[X] = p <
co. Then for any € > 0,

lim P[[X, —p[> €] =0.
From this theorem it can indeed be concluded that as the number of samples increases the approximation
X, of E[X] becomes more accurate.

A second theorem that it very useful for evaluating the accuracy of the Monte Carlo method is
the central limit theorem.

Theorem 3.1.2 (Central limit theorem). Let X1, X», ..., X, be i.i.d. random variables with B[X;] = u < oo
and variance 0 < var[X;] = 0% < co. Then,

-7 N(0,1),

where —% implies convergence in distribution.

Using the central limit theorem it can be seen that the error of the sample mean X,, and the true mean
E [X] is distributed as

A

2
X, -E[X] >N (0, %X) ) (3.5)

From this distribution it can be seen that the error of the Monte Carlo estimator scales with a factor
Ln. This means that to achieve an error that is ten times smaller the amount of simulations n must be

\/’

increased by a factor 100.
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Approximating the PFE using the Monte Carlo method begins by simulating the portfolio’s un-
derlying risk factors. Using these risk factors, the MtM value and exposure of the portfolio can be
calculated. Repeating this process 1 times results in a range of exposure values for different risk factor
values. Using this range the exposure distribution, or cumulative distribution function (CDF) of the
exposure, of the portfolio can be constructed from which the PFE can be calculated. The PFE is the
97.5%-quantile of the exposure distribution. Thus the Monte Carlo method will be used to estimate the
theoretical exposure distribution F(x) from which the 97.5%-quantile can be approximated.

The general Monte Carlo cumulative distribution estimator is defined as

n

ﬁn(y) = %Zl{xi < y}/ (3‘6)

i=1

where 1{X; < y} is the indicator function. Similarly to the estimator X, seen prior, the estimator £, (x)
is also an unbiased estimator of F(x) since

E[E.(y)] = ZE X < y}] = ZE[l{X< v =B (X<y)=FQ)

The CDF estimator used for the calculation of the PFE is defined as

ﬁn(y) = % Zn: 1 {max (V (X(i)(t)) ,0) < y} .

Here, X(i) denotes the i-th simulated sample of a vector of risk factors in a Monte Carlo simulation. An
estimator for the PFE is obtained using the inverse of the Monte Carlo CDF estimator. The quantile
estimation §, is then defined as

Go = inf{x : F,(y) > a}. (3.7)

Similarly to the Monte Carlo estimator X, the convergence of £,,(x) goes at a rate of \/Lﬁ

The Monte Carlo method is easily implemented and very intuitive. Unfortunately, the convergence rate
of the error is very slow. Consequently, significant effort has been invested in researching variance
reduction techniques. These methods aim at reducing the variance of an estimator without requiring
additional simulations. Some examples of variance reduction techniques are antithetic variates, the
control variate method, and importance sampling. The latter two will be discussed in more detail in
future sections.

In this thesis the paths of the risk factors are generated using direct sampling. From Equations

3.21 up to and including 3.23 and 4.4 it can be seen that the risk factors are distributed in the following
way,

xa(t) ~ N (xa@e ™, (0a02,)%)

2
xp(t) ~ (Xf(O)e ﬂff afozf) )
l0g(X() ~ ¥ (10g(X0) + 0 = 33 )1 (ex0,)7)
log(z(t)) ~ N (log(z(O)) - Eogt, (0,07 )2) .

Using their individual distributions and correlation matrix, a mean vector and covariance matrix can be
constructed to generate the risk factors using a multivariate normal distribution.
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For the uncollateralized portfolio the multivariate normal distribution N(u(t), Z(t)) used for sam-
pling the risk factors has parameters,

x4(0)e "t
p(t) = xp(0)e!
log(X(0)) + (ux — %oi)t
1 Corr(zxd,zxf) Corr(Zxd,ZX)
tH)=V-VTo cOrr(gxf,?xd) 1 Corr(Zy,, Zx) | (t),
Corr(Zx,Zy,) Corr(Zx, fo) 1

where © signifies element-wise multiplication, and

0407,
V = 0f0z¢
0X0Zzyx

For the Security Financed Trades the risk factors are generated using a multivariate normal distribution
N (u(t), Z(t)) where
x4(0)e~%!
xf(0)e~ !
t) =
K = log(X(0)) + (ux — Lo2)t
log(z(0)) — %G%t

1 Corr(Zy,, fo) Corr(Zy,,2x) Corr(Zy,,7-)
Z(t) — V . VT @ Corr(ZAXf/ ;xd) Al . Corr(ZJCf/ ZX) Corr(ZAXf/ ;Z) (t),
Corr(Zx,Zy,) Corr(Zx, Zx,) 1 Corr(Zx,Z;)
Corr(zz,zxd) Corr(zz,zxf) Corr(ZZ,ZX) 1

where © signifies element-wise multiplication, and

0407,
Uf(fzf
Ox0zy |’
0707,

Thus, at time ¢ a sample [xd(t) xf(t) log(X(t))] or [xd(t) xp(t) log(X(t)) log(z(t))] is generated
using N(u(t), Z(t)) and their respective parameters.
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3.2. COS method

The COS method [4] finds its foundation in the Fourier pair

(@) = /R ¢ f(x)dx, (3.8)

f(x) = % /R e p(w)dw. (3.9)

Where Equation 3.9 can be solved using its Fourier-cosine expansion. For a function supported on
[a,b] € R this cosine expansion is given by

(]

, X—a
fx) = ; Ay cos (knm) , (3.10)
where )
Ay = b%/l f(x)cos (kn%) dx. (3.11)

The accent on the sum in Equation 3.10 indicates that the first term is halved.

As can be seen by comparing Equations 3.9 and 3.11 the integration range has been truncated from
[—00, 00] to [a, b]. Performing this truncation introduces a truncation error. One of the characteristics of
the Fourier transform integrands, found in Equation 3.9, is that it decays to zero at —oo and co. Due to
this, we are given the room to choose an integration range [a, b] such that truncating the bounds does
not result in a reduction of accuracy. Choosing such an integration range yields

b
p1(w) = / e'* f(x)dx ~ /ei“’xf(x)dx = p(w). (3.12)
a R
In [1] the truncation range [4, b] is given by
[a,b] = |ue — Log, up + Log|  with L=38, (3.13)

where, for the PFE calculation, p is the first moment of the exposure, and o is the exposure’s standard
deviation.

By combining Equation 3.12 and the fact that e’* = cos(x) + i sin(x), it can be found that

2 k . ka
Akszzb_aRe{(p(%)-exp(—zb_na)}. (3.14)

Then, by filling in Fy and truncating the infinite sum in equation 3.10 to the first N — 1 terms, it can be
seen that

f(x) =Z\§’Fk cos (kn;_a). (3.15)
k=0

—a

Using the characteristic function ¢ x(w) of a random variable X, the COS method allows for the recovery
of its probability density function fx(x). Consequently, the cumulative density function Fx(x) can be
obtained by integration,

Fx(x) = / f(u)du

xN_l, u—a
z/; ;chos(knb_a)du
Nﬁl, x u—a
=; Fk/a cos(knb_a)du

1 o b-a . X—a
= E(x—a)F0+kz:;FkW sin (knb—a)' (3.16)
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3.2.1. Numerical Integration

To find the COS coefficients Fy in Equation 3.15, it is required to find the characteristic function, which
requires to perform an integration. For this integration the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature will be used.
This quadrature makes use of a change of variables x = cos 8. For a function f(x) this results in

1 b
/ f(x)dx = / f(cos(9))sin(0)d0. (3.17)
-1 0
Using the cosine expansion of f(cos 0), the integral can be rewritten in the following way,
2an X
/ f(cos(6))sin(0)dO = ag + Z Sy Z A2k Wk (3.18)

i=0

In the last equation of Equation 3.18, wyx = 1 for k = 0 and wy, = for k > 0. Furthermore, ak can

- (2k
be calculated using the type I discrete cosine transform

akz%[f(zl) f= 1)( 1)k+Zf(cos( ))cos(%)l, (3.19)

where N is the number of quadrature points used.

It can be seen that by using the change of variables x = cos(0), the characteristic function used
in the COS method in Equation 3.12 can be rewritten as

km _/” l,kn
(Pb—ﬂ_l exp _

_1- l / g(cos(0))sin(0)do

x) f(x)dx

where

2(cos(0)) = exp (i bk_”a (1+ MT_Z(COS(Q)+1))) f(l = cos(0) + 1)) (3.20)

Sequentially, this characteristic function is used in the COS method to retrieve the cumulative density
function.

3.2.2. COS method for PFE calculations

This section provides a brief summary of how the COS method described above can be applied to the
calculation of the Potential Future Exposure. The full description of this method can be found in [1].

The COS method was applied to calculate the PFE of a portfolio containing interest rate deriva-
tives and foreign exchange derivatives. The value of these derivatives depend on the domestic short
rate, foreign short rate, and the exchange rate between the domestic and foreign currencies. Equations
2.24,2.25, and 2.32 show the solutions of the dynamics of these risk factors to be

¢
x4(t) = x4(0)e™ %" + ad/ e~ =) dW(s),
0
t
xp(t) = xp(0)e™ " + of/ e AW, (s),
0

log(X(t)) = log(X(0)) + (y - %Of() t + oxWx(t).

Here Wy, Wf, and Wy are standard Brownian motions as the modelling is done under the real world
measure.
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By using
t
/ e AW, (s) = 07,24,
0

t
A e_af(t_s)de(S) = GZfo,
WX(t) = OZXZX(t),

where Z. ~ N(0, 1) the solutions can be rewritten as,

x4(t) = x4(0)e ™" + 0407, 24(t), (3.21)
xf(t) = xp(0)e™ " + 0707, Z4(t), (3.22)
log(X(t)) = log(X(0)) + (yx - %0%) t+0x0z, Zx(t). (3.23)

Where, due to
‘ —a(t—s)d 1- e—2at
A' e W(S)~N(0, T),

and Wx(t) ~ N(0, t) it can be seen that

1- e—Zadt

924 261,;] !
1= e*Zﬂft

UZf Zﬂf ’

o2, = VE.

The correlation matrix Z(f) at time ¢ is,
1 Corr(Zd, Zf) Corr(Zd, ZX)
%(t) = |Corr(Zs, Zq) 1 Corr(Zs, Zx)| (1), (3.24)
Corr(Zx, Zq) Corr(Zx, Zy) 1

As a correlation matrix is SPD by definition, a Cholesky decomposition L(t) at time ¢ can be con-
structed. Using L(t), the risk factors Zd, 7 f,and 7 are modeled by computing [Zd 7 ¥ ZX] =

L(t)- [Zd 7 f 7 X] " where Za, 7 f,and Zx are independent standard normal random variables.

Using these risk factors, the portfolio can be priced and its exposure E;(X) can be calculated. Se-
quentially, the characteristic function of the exposure can be calculated via

p(w) = ///R 3 VB EaE 20 £(3,) f(27) f (Ex)dZadZ pdZx. (3.25)

Using the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature described above, Equation 3.25 can be evaluated. Then, using
the characteristic function, the COS method can be applied to retrieve the CDF of the exposure from
which the PFE of the portfolio can be calculated.



Our contribution 1. Adding collaterals
to the COS-PFE framework

In this chapter, we add collaterals to the earlier work in [1] to the COS-PFE framework. As stated in
Section 3, requiring collateral is a very effective means to reduce the CCR of a netting set. Such an
agreement requires that the party for which a netting set has a negative MtM to provide a collateral (with
good liquidity and credit rating) with a higher or equal MtM value to the other party to mitigate the CCR
faced by the other party. In this way, the party holding the collateral can retain it if the counterparty fails
to meet payment obligations. Collateral arrangements can be bilateral, requiring both parties to provide
collateral in response to a negative MtM value. Additionally, it can also be one-sided where only one party
has a collateral obligation, which typically happens when the other party is of a much higher credit rating.

In a fully collateralized position, the exposure E driven by X at time ¢ follows,
E(t) = max (V(X(t)) — C;,0) = 0. (4.1)

Here, V(X(t)) is the MtM value of the position driven by risk factor values X at time ¢, and C; is the
value of the collateral at time ¢.

Unfortunately, the exposure cannot always be fully collateralized. Generally, there are three main
sources of partial-collateralization: threshold amount (under which collateral transfer is not required),
minimum transfer amount (the minimal amount of collateral transfer), and margin period of risk (the
time period from the last reception of collateral from a defaulting counterparty until all trades with
this counterparty are closed out and the resulting market risk is re-hedged). In this work, we do not
consider the impact of the threshold amount and minimal transfer amount for simplicity. The methods
developed in this thesis are still applicable in the presence of margin call threshold and the minimum
transfer amount. The margin period of risk is also out of the scope, as it is associated to margined trades
under CSA, which we briefly discuss below and is out of scope of this thesis.

Collaterals can be posted in two ways in practice: direct via the Credit Support Annex (CSA) agreement
and indirectly via the Security Financed Trades (SFT).

Firstly, in a bilateral CSA agreement both parties are required to post collateral to each other whenever
the MtM value of the netting set portfolio, from the perspective of the party, exceeds a certain threshold.
These thresholds can vary for each party depending on the counterparty’s creditworthiness, and the
party’s risk appetite. For example, if the counterparty is rated from BBB- to AAA according to the S&P,
the threshold is $1,000,000. If the rating is BB+ or below, the threshold can drop to zero [2]. If the party
is in the money and the MtM or the relevant netting set seen from the perspetive of the party is beyond
the threshold, the party will send a margin call to the counterparty. The collateral value called by this
party equals the MtM price of the netting set observed on the date of the margin call. That is,

Ci = V(X(1))

26
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and thus
E(t) = max (V(X(t)) - V(X(7))),

where 7 =t — I with I being the number of days between two margin calls. The same applies in reverse.
The CSA trades are not covered.

In the case of SFTs, the counterparty posts a security or collection of securities with a value that
falls within a range around the MtM value of the trade at initialization. Examples of such securities
include equities, cash, bonds or ETFs. The value of the collateral depends on its liquidity, risk and
credit quality. A haircut for non-cash collaterals is usually applied. This haircut adjusts the value of the
collateral to account for the uncertainty in the collateral value by the time of liquidation, due to market
movement and/or volatility in FX rate. In this way, posting riskier securities as collaterals may result
in more collateral being needed relative to the MtM value of the derivative trades. In this thesis, we
assume the security that is posted is a single bond and it is posted at the initialization of the portfolio.
The extension of our methods to using more products as collaterals is straight forward. Additionally,
we assume no haircut is applied to the value of the bond. Note that it is trivial to extend our methods to
including haircuts.

4.1. Adding the Z-spread

As stated, it is assumed that the counterparty posts a bond that fully collateralizes the portfolio’s MtM
value at the initialization, t = 0, of the portfolio. The bond is posted in the domestic currency and is
valued using the so-called Z-spread model

Definition 4.1.1 (Z-spread). A bond’s Z-spread measures the spread along the entire risk-free yield curve. With
this, it is a measure of the extra compensation, on top of the risk-free rate, that is rewarded for taking the risk of
holding the bond.

The Z-spread of a bond can be calculated by finding the value z such that the discounted cashflows
from this bond equalizes its market price, i.e.

n

Voona(t) = > ct,P(ry, +2,t;,T), 42)
i=1

where cy, is the expected cashflow at time ¢;, and P is the discount function under r;, which is the
risk-free rate at t;. Here, i =1,...,n such thatt < t; < t, = T where T is the maturity of the bond.

The Z-spread is incorporated into the COS method as a new risk factor. Its dynamic is modelled by a
driftless Geometric Brownian Motion which has the following solution,

1
log(z(t)) = log(z(0)) — Eogt + o, W,(t). (4.3)
Similarly as done for the original dynamics in Equations 3.21, the above expression can be rewritten as
1 .
log(z(t)) = log(z(0)) — Eagt + 0, VEZ,(8), (4.4)

following Wy (t) ~ N(0, t). Using Equation 4.4 the correlation matrix can be expanded to include the
Z-spread. The correlation matrix now reads

1 Corr(Zxd,fo) Corr(zxd,zx) Corr(zxd,zz)
Corr(Zy,, 2 1 Corr(Zy,,2x) Corr(Zy,,7

o(t) = orr( Cxf Axd) L orr( xf x) orr( Cxg Az) (t). (4.5)
Corr(Zx, Zx,) Corr(ZX,fo) 1 Corr(Zx,Z)

Corr(zz,zxd) Corr(zz,zxf) Corr(zz,zx) 1
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Here, it was found that

o o pid (1—et)
Corr(Z;, Zy,)(t) = Corr(Zy,, Z;)(t) =

Zad (1 —Zadt)\/i_.
A A o PﬂLf (1— et
Cort(Zz, Zy,)(t) = Corr(Zy,, Z:)(t) = 1f 2 ,
2a; (1 —e uft)\/;
PzX

t

Corr(Z., Zx)(t) = Corr(Zx, Z.)(t) =

As p(t) is a positive semi-definite matrix a Cholesky decomposition can be applied resulting in

Ly 0 0 0
L1 Lp O 0

¢ ’ t), 4.6
L31 Lzp L3z O ®) (46)
Lyn Lgp Lsz Lgg

L(t) =

where

j-1
Lj(t) = Jpa),-,j = D L)y,

k=1
(P~ ZI L)L)
L]',j(t) )

Then p(t) = LT(t)L(¢). Using Z = L - Z, similarly done as in Section 3.2.2, but now including the standard
normal random variable Z,, it follows that

Li(t) =

2(t) = 2(0)e TR0 (Lo (0025, (14 Laa (O, (O+Laa()Ex (D) +LaaZ: 1))

4.7)
After this, the characteristic function of the collateralized exposure can be calculated using
p(w) = //// iw-max(Vportiotio=Vbond 0) (Zxg 27 2x,22)
S22y, 2,2 Frar By B 22))d2xd dz,,dZxdz, @8)
= //// (ei“"max(vpvrffvlio—Vbond,O)(ixd,zxf,ix,Zz)
R4
fr., Ex)fr,, B fr, (B, (ZZ))dzxddzxfde iz o)

This characteristic function can be used to recover the CDF of the collateralized exposure of the portfolio,
from which the PFE can be calculated.

In this thesis, the Z-spread is independent of the processes of x4, xf and X. From this, it follows that
Pzd = Pzf = PzX = 0.

4.2. Bond pricing via moment matching
By adding the Z-spread in Equation 4.2, a new expression for P(t, T) can be found by calculating

P(t,T) = E2 [e-ﬁr<r<s>+z<s»ds

ﬁ] . (4.10)

By filling in
r(t) = x(t) + B(t), (4.11)
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into Equation 4.10 yields

P(t,T) = e—/tT B(s)ds gQ [e—(ﬁT x(s)ds+ﬁT z(s)ds)

fﬁ] . (4.12)

As previously seen,

T B 1—e 2@t 5 T e
/t x(s)ds = x(t)T + 7[ (1 - e "T=)dW (). (4.13)

From this, it was seen that

T 1-— e—a(T—t)
/ x(s)ds ~ N (x(t)—, V(t, T)) ,
t

a

where

V(t,T) =

a_% (T L 2(1—eaT0) q_ e—2a(T—t))

+
a2 a 2a

From Equation 4.3 it follows that,
z(t) = Z(S)e—%Jf(t—S)wz(W(t)—W(S)X (4.14)

Taking the integral of both sides yields
T T
/ z(s)ds = / z(t)e_%Ug(s_t“‘”(w(s)_w(t»ds. (4.15)
t t

While it is known that z(t) follows the log-normal distribution, the distribution of /t ! z(s)ds is not known
analytically. Because of this it is not possible to use the moment generating function to evaluate the bond
pricing formula in Equation 4.12. To solve this problem moment-matching will be used. This method
approximates the unknown distribution by matching its sample moments to those of a parametric proba-
bility distribution via tuning the parameters. Fortunately, the paper [44] provides a recursive equation for
the analytical solution for the moments of the time average of a Geometric Brownian Motion. In this way,
instead of the sample moments, these analytical solutions can be used to find the moments. Subsequently,

. . . . . . T
the time-averaged Geometric Brownian Motion can be used for approximating the moments of /t z(s)ds.

In the paper the authors define the time average A(T) as

T
mn:%lsww, (4.16)

where S(t) is the Geometric Brownian Motion

(r— %)tﬂfB(t)

St =e (4.17)

Here, B(t) is a Brownian motion. It can be easily seen that if r = 0, then

T T Gg
/ z(s)ds :/ z(0)e~ 75+ Wl g,
0 0

1 [T 2

=z(0)T - —/ e~ 75O WE) gg
T Jo

= z(0)T - A(T).

Similarly, it can be seen that

! 1 T 2
/ z(s)ds = z(t)(T - t) - —/ e~ 75t W) gg
t T-t )

= 2(t)(T = 1) - A(T - 1).

Theorem 4.2.1 stated below, initially provided in [44], is used to calculate the moments of A(T).
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Theorem 4.2.1. Let )
bk=kr+%-k(k—1), k=0,1,... (4.18)

then
E[A(T)"] = mlexp [boT, 01T, ..., by T], m=0. (4.19)

Furthermore, the convention f[ay, ..., a,] is defined in [44] as

Theorem 4.2.2.

Flaos... an] = f [al,...,unj —_fa[ao, . ..,an_l], (4.20)
n 0

for any distinct complex numbers ay, . . ., a,, which follows from the relation

_ f(a1) = f(ao)

aiy —aop

1
flao, a1] = ‘/0 F((1 = t)ag + tay)dt. (4.21)

Using this theorem, the first three moments can be derived, as shown below, and are then used for
moment matching.

For the first moment .
E [/ z(s)ds] = z(t)(T — t)E[A(T - t)]. (4.22)
t

From Theorem 4.2.1 it follows that bp = 0 and b; = 0. Additionally, if f(x) = ¢* then f’(x) = e*. From
this it can be seen that

E[A(T —t)] = 1lexp[bo(T — t), b1(T — t)],
= exp[0, 0],

1
:/ p(1-D-0+£0 4 — 1
0

Filling this into Equation 4.22 it follows that

T
E [/ z(s)ds] =z(t)(T —t).

Similarly, calculating the second moment shows that

[

Thenasb2:2-0+%§-2-(2—1)=0§itcanbeseenthat

2

E = z()2(T - t)’E[(A(T - 1))?]. (4.23)

E [(A(T - 1))?] = 2!expl[0,0, oX(T — t)]

where
exp[0, 2(T — t)] — exp[0, 0]
exp[0,0,0%(T - t)] = z T )
z
Then as ST 1
exp[O, O';(T — t)] = m
z
and exp[0, 0] is known it is found that
U%(T*f)_l
S L _eotT-H _q 1

exp[0,0, oX(T -t)] =

AT—t)  oXT-t2 o2(T-1t)
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It follows from Equation 4.23 that

T 2
E ( / z(s)ds) ] = z(H)2(T - )%E [(A(T - 1))?],
t

et _ 1 1 )

=2z(H)(T-1t) ( o T —-1)2  o%(T-1t)

o3T-t) _1 T-—
= 25(t)? (e =L t) (4.24)
o3 o
Finally, the third moment shows that
T 3
E (/ z(s)ds) ] =z(H)3(T - t)°E [A(T - t)3] ,
t
where, using b3 = %2 -3-(3-1) = 302, it follows that
E [A(T - t)*] =3lexp [0,0,02(T — t), b3(T — t)] .
From
exp [O, 0%(T —t),30%(T — t)] —exp [O, 0,0%(T - t)]
0,0,0%(T —t),30%(T - t)] = .
exp [0,0,0%(T = 1), 30%(T — 1)] 32T =1
and working out that
exp [02(T —t),30%(T - t)] —exp [0, (T - t)]
0,0%(T —t),306%(T - t)] = ,
exp[ o ( ),30°( )] 32T - 1)
B 63(72(T—t) _ 3602(T—t) +2
B 604(T — 1) ’
exp [O, (T - t)] —exp[0,0]
0,0,0X(T -t)] =
exp [0,0,0%(T - )] AT ,
e 1 62T 1)
- (T - t)? ’
it is found that
60%(T — t) + 3" T _9p0(-1) 1. g
0,0,0%(T —t),36%(T - t)] = :
exp [0,0,0%(T = 1), 36T - 1] SRR
It then follows that
T 3
E (/ z(s)ds) } =6z(t)3(T - t)°E [A(T - t)3]
t
602(T — t) + €30°(T=t) _ 9eo®(t=t) 1 8
=6z(t)(T - t)°
2P (T 1) ( SR :
2 T—t 30%(T—t) _ g,02(t—t)
:z(t)3(60( )+e — 9e +8 . (4.25)
o

As Monte Carlo simulations of the integral show skewness in the resulting distribution density, the
skew-normal, Beta, and Gamma distributions are selected as candidates and are tested in the approach.
The Monte Carlo simulations showed a skewness greater than 1. While the skewness parameter of the
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skew-normal distribution has a theoretical maximum of 1, the skewness parameters of the Beta and
Gamma distributions can accommodate skewness in excess of 1. For these distributions, the analytical
solutions for the moments which we derived earlier, i.e. the moments of the time-integration of the
Brownian Motion, are used to back-out the parameters of these three parametric distributions. Recall
that the first moments are defined as follows,

T
y:E[‘/O z(s)ds],
T 2
- 2
o J]E (/0 z(s)ds)‘ y2,

3
|

o o3

Fortunately, the moments of the skew-normal distribution SN(¢, w, a) have closed-form expressions
using the moments, i.e.

5] = T (@.26)
2 (Il + (55))

a= 15 =, (4.27)

w=—2__, (4.28)
1 262

£=p- wa\/g. (429)

In Equation 4.26 the sign of 0 is put equal to the sign of y1, where
y1 =min(0.99,y).

In the last equation, y; is bounded above by the maximal theoretical skewness which is accepted by the
skew-normal distribution.

To match the moments of the Beta distribution the values of & and f need to be found such that

_ o
#= a+p’
o2 = ap
(a+p) (@+p+1)

_2(B-a)Ja+p+1
(a+B+2)Jap '

In the last equation, y is not bounded from above as the Beta distribution allows for larger values of y.
The values of a and p were found using a root finding algorithm.

For the Gamma distribution the values of k and 6 need to be matched such that

u=ko,
o2 = k6?,
2

7=ﬁ-
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Here, y is again unbounded for the same reason as for the Beta distribution.
To assess the accuracy in matching the moments, the theoretical CDFs of the three parametric distribu-

tions are compared with the empirical CDF of the time-integration of Brownian Motion. This empirical
CDF was generated using 500000 path using Monte Carlo. The comparison can be found in Figure 4.1.

Comparison of theoretical CDFs vs Emprical CDF

10 4 =—— Empirical
SkewN
Beta

0.8 4 —— Gamma
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0000 0025 0050 0075 0100 0125 0150 0175  0.200
Value

Figure 4.1: The CDFs of the three parametric distributions compared to the empirical CDF of the target distribution, after
matching the first three moments.

Figure 4.1 demonstrates that the skew-normal distribution gives the best fit for approximating the

probability distribution of ft z(s)ds. The moment generating function of the skew-normal distribution
is therefore utilized in calculating the value of the bond. That is, the moment generating function of

/t ’ z(s)ds is approximated by

wZ 2
M (t) ~ 20(wdt)et* 7,

ﬁT z(s)ds
where @(+) is the standard normal CDF. It then follows that

mz-(—l)2

T P
EQ [e—ﬁ z(s)ds] = 20(wb - (_1))e£~(—l)+ e 2(13(—606)8_5*'7

By the independence of the processes x(t) and z(t), the bond price becomes

P(t,T) = e—ﬂTﬁ(s)dsEQ [e—(ﬁT x(s)ds+ﬁT z(s)ds)

7|

:e—ﬁT ﬁ(s)dsEQ [e—ﬂT x(s)ds

7_7] EQ [e—ﬁT z(s)ds

=e—fﬁ(s)dsEQ [e—f x(s)ds] EQ [e—f z(s)ds]

By recognizing the expression of the zero-coupon bond it can be written that

o 2 2(1-e—(T—1) _—a(T—t)
P(t,T) =~} PO e_%l_e N t))+2%(T_t_( e )
Ty = .

(A)z
20(—wd)e T,

M —a(T—
—2D(—wd) 0,T) (== 3 (v (1, D)-V(OT)+V(O,) £+
PM(0, t)
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4.3. The COS method including collateral

To demonstrate the effectiveness of the COS method for a portfolio with collateral, the method was
applied to the two testing portfolios containing 100 and 1000 derivatives, respectively. In these tests, the
bonds used as the collateral were chosen to have a notional of $15000 and a coupon rate of 4%, with the
maturities coinciding with the longest maturity found in the corresponding portfolios. The payment
dates of these bonds coincide with the time points at which the PFE of the portfolios is calculated.
Furthermore, as stated before, the bonds are assumed to fully collateralize the portfolios at t = 0.
Therefore, the initial Z-spread, z(0), is calibrated, via a root finding algorithm, to equalize the bonds’
prices to the initial values of the corresponding portfolios, i.e.

max (Vportfolio(xd(o)r xf(o)r X(0),z(0)), 0) = Vbond(x4(0), z(0)). (4.30)

4.3.1. Results from the exact COS-PFE method

Using 64 expansion terms for the COS method and 40 quadrature points, the PFE at each time point
was calculated and compared with the Monte Carlo method using 5000000 paths. The comparison
is given below in Figure 4.2. A good match is observed for both testing cases. Note that we refer to
the straight forward extend of the original COS-PFE method to including the bond collateral as the
"COS-PFE-exact" method, as no further approximation is added to the original COS-PFE method.

PFE MC vs. COS PFE calculated 4D COS
800
I — MC —— BM
| €os €05 4D
0 M 4000
|
600 [ I|I /
! 1 I|'
.‘ ! [
500 [ _ 3000 /
Il |\ / f
i 400 F— i #
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300 f 1 J
200 / |
| | 1000
| |
100 f ’_/
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0 2 i & 8 10 12 1 0 5 10 5 0 5
Time Time

Figure 4.2: Comparison of the PFE estimated using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation with 5000000 paths and the
COS-PFE-exact for a test portfolios containing 100 (left) and 1000 derivatives (right).

4.3.2. Dimension reduction via splitting the portfolio

As seen in Equation 4.9, applying the COS-PFE method to four risk factors requires four-dimensional
integration. To calculate this integral with reasonable accuracy, a sufficient number of quadrature points
must be used. Unfortunately, this requirement increases CPU time.

Our idea to speed up this process is to reduce the dimensionality by seperating the collateral from the
rest of the portfolio. We then approximate the Ch.f. of the total portfolio by combining the standalone
Ch.f. of the collateral bonds alone and the standalone Ch.f. of the rest of the portfolio. In this way, the
four-dimensional integral is broken down in a three-dimensional and a two-dimensional problem as
follows

i Vur olio Zxy/Zxc /2 = = =~ ~ ~ ~
Pportiolio(@) = ‘///]RS ' Vporttiora 2y ZX)fodeffo(zxd'fo'ZX)deddedeX’ (4.31)
Pond(@) = //2 einpmﬁO]iO(zxdIZZ)fZdeZZ(Zxd/ Z,,)d%,dZ;. (4.32)
R

From these separate characteristic functions, the parameters of their distribution can be calculated
and combined to find the exposure distribution as follows. Using the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature we
calculate E [Vportfolio(t)] s E[Viona(t)], var [Vportfolio(t)] , var [Vpond(t)], and cov [Vportfolio(t)r Vbond(t)] .
With these parameters, the parameters of the exposure distribution can be found by the following
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relations:
E[V(t)]=E [Vportfolio(t)] —E [Viona(t)],
var [V (t)] = var [Vportfolio(t)] +var [Vyoud(t)] — 2cov [Vportfolio(t)r Vbond(t)] .
Here, V() is the value of the collateralized portfolio. This method we refer to as the COS-PFE-split
method.

Figure 4.3 presents the comparison of the PFE approximations using this split approximation, as-
suming the exposure is normally distributed, and without the split approximation, which we refer to as
the COS-PFE-exact method.

PFE MC vs. COS PFE MC vs. COS
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Figure 4.3: Comparison of the PFE among Monte Carlo with 5000000 paths, COS-PFE-exact method and the COS-PFE-split
method for a test portfolios containing 100 (left) and 1000 derivatives (right).

In Figure 4.3 it can be seen that by splitting up the four-dimensional integration some accuracy is
lost. However, it significantly decreases the CPU time. To demonstrate this, the CPU times using the
COS-PFE-exact and -split method were tested five times for each PFE calculation and averaged. These
averaged CPU times can be seen in Figure 4.4. Averaged out over all time points, the COS-PFE-exact
method took 4.77 and 4.72 seconds for the two portfolios, respectively, while the COS-PFE-split method
took only 0.07 and 0.14 seconds. This performance improvement is significant.

Comparison of the CPU times using different COS configurations Comparison of the CPU times using different COS configurations
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Figure 4.4: Comparison of the CPU time used for computing the PFE between the COS-PFE-exact method and the COS-PFE-split
method, for a test portfolios containing 100 (left) and 1000 derivatives (right).

This method will be referred to as the "COS-PFE-split" method.
4.3.3. Splitting the portfolio further for real-world situation

The COS-PFE-exact method suffers from the curse of dimensionality, as it involves multi-dimensional
numerical integration. We have demonstrated in the previous subsection that the dimensionality can
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be reduced via dividing the portfolio into sub-portfolios. Here in this subsection, we apply this idea
further, to mimic the real-world situation that a portfolio can involve up to 100 risk factors, which is not
feasible for COS-PFE-exact method without splitting it into sub-portfolios.

This split is based on derivative types. In this subsection the portfolios are split up in two sub-
portfolios based on the derivative type. One sub-portfolio contains all interest rate derivatives, while
the second contains all foreign exchange derivatives. The idea behind this split is to mimic the different
trading desks and their corresponding derivatives on a trading floor. Each desk can apply the COS
method to their part of the portfolio to find the PFE of the sub-portfolio. From these approximations,
the probability density of the whole portfolio can be estimated, allowing for an approximation of the
PFE of the entire portfolio.

For a combination of portfolios, [45] suggests that the Value-at-Risk of the whole portfolio can
be calculated using

VaRyortotio(t) = y/VaR3(£) + VaR2, () +2- pirpx - VaRir(t) - VaRex(b).

Here, pir,rx is the correlation between the portfolio containing all interest rate derivatives and the
portfolio containing all foreign exchange derivatives. In the case of the PFE calculation, the VaR.(t) is
substituted by the PFE.(t) for the portfolios in the following way

PFEportfolio(t) = \/PFE%R(t) +PFEZ, (t) +2- pir rx - PFER(t) - PFEpx(t). (4.33)
The correlation between the two can be quickly calculated using the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature. By
using cov [Vir(t), Vex(t)] = E[(Vir(t) — E[Vir(£)]) (VEx(t) — E[VEx(£)])], where the first moments can

be calculated using the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature.

Unfortunately, as seen in Figure 4.5, this decomposition is not effective for getting a good approximation
of the PFE.

PFE approximated using MC and VaR decomposition

1000
— MC
Decomposition

800

600

PFE

400 /\

200

0 2 1 6 8 10 12 14
Time

Figure 4.5: The PFE approximations of the Monte Carlo method compared with the PFE found using the PFE decomposition for
the portfolio containing 100 derivatives without collateral.

As shown in the last figure, the PFE of the entire portfolio using the decomposition is estimated to
be significantly larger than that of approximated using the Monte Carlo method. This is because
the decomposition cannot fully capture the influence of the negative PFE. As an example, if the
0.975-quantiles of the MtM values Vir and Vrx is 100 and -100, then the PFE of both parts are 100 and
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0. The decomposition PFE then becomes +/(100)2 + (0)2 +2 - psr rx - (100) - (0) = 100, in this case the
negative MtM values of Vrx are not taken into account, thus resulting in a much higher PFE using the
decomposition compared to the real portfolio.

The method used for splitting up the portfolio relies on the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature to cal-
culate the distribution parameters of each part, and is essentially the same as the COS-PFE-split method.
These parameters are then used to construct a CDF from which the PFE can be found.

For the portfolio without collateral,

E [Vyortfotio(t)] = E[Vex(t)] + E[Vex(H)],
var [Vportforio(t)| = var [Vir(£)] + var [Vex (£)] + 2cov [Vir(£), Vex ()]

For the portfolio with collateral,

E [Vportfolio(t)] =E [Vix(£)] + E[VEx(t)] = E [Viona(t)],
var [Vportfolio(t)] =var [Vir(t)] + var [Vex(t)] + var [Viona(t)]
+2cov [Vir(t), Vex (t)] = 2cov [Viona(t), Vir(t)] = 2cov [Viona(t), Vex (£)] .-
From Figure 4.6 it can be seen that this method is far more effective compared to the PFE decomposition

in Equation 4.33. The following figures were made making with the assumption that the CDF made
using the parameters above follows a normal distribution.

PFE approximated using split portfolio PFE approximated using split portfolio
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Figure 4.6: The PFE approximations using the split portfolio compared to the benchmark for the portfolio containing 100
derivatives without collateral (left) and the portfolio containing 1000 derivatives with collateral (right).

Unfortunately, the PFE approximations using the sub-portfolios are less accurate than those of the
COS-PFE-exact method. However, as will be shown in the results section, the accuracy of the PFE
approximation is still sufficient to yield a significant variance reduction in importance sampling.



Our contribution 2: Using COS as the
control variate for Monte Carlo
simulation

The Control Variate method is a variance reduction technique that makes use of the high correlation
value between an auxiliary random variable with known properties (such as the mean value) and the
variable of interest. This auxiliary random variable is referred to as the control variate.

Define X as the random variable for which the expected value needs to be approximated. If Z
is used as the control variate, a new random variable X can defined as

X =X +c-(Z-E[Z)). (5.1)
X is unbiased as

E[X]=E[X +c-(Z -E[Z])],
= E[X] + c - (E[Z] - E[E[Z]]),
= B[X].

The variance of this new random variable is
var[X] = var[X] + ¢? - var[Z] + 2¢ - cov [X, Z] = var[X] + ¢ - cov [X, Z] . (5.2)

One can see that the variance of X can be made smaller than that of X by tuning the value of c.
Differentiating Equation 5.2 with respect to ¢ and solving it results in Equation 5.3 which minimizes the
variance of X.
_ cov[X,Z]
- var[Z]
From this equation it can be seen that the higher the correlation between X and Z, the lower the variance
of X.

(5.3)

5.1. Definitions
Recall that the PFE, is defined as the 97.5% quantile of the exposure distribution. This requires one to first

obtain the exposure distribution F(y). Also recall that the exposure is defined as Y(X) = max(V(X), 0),
where V(X) is the MtM-value of the portfolio driven by the risk factors X. Then we have the corresponding
Monte Carlo CDF estimator ;

~ 1 ~

By)= )1 {Y (x(i)) < y} . (5.4)
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The Control Variate CDF estimator reads:

Fucv(y) = Fu(y) + cx - (30 — EIZ(2)]), (5.5)
= %;1{1’ (*m) < 1/} +Cx (g(Z)—E [g(Z)]). (5.6)

In the above equation 7, are the samples of the control variate, g : R = R, ¢, = % Z?:l g(Z i), and ﬁn(y)

is as in Equation 3.6. Again, X(i) denotes the i-th simulated sample of a vector of risk factors in a Monte
Carlo simulation.

Similarly to how ¢ was found in Equation 5.3 it can be found that

_ cov [l{Y(X) < y},g(Z)]
=T varlg(Z)] ‘
Lyray (%) < v} 8@) - Bz o
) LS (920 - P | '

In [9] it was shown that, by combining Equations 5.6 and 5.7, the control variate estimator ﬁn,CV(y) can
be rewritten as

Eucviy) = Zn: Wi-1 {Y (X(i)) < ]/} , (5.8)
i1

where, it can be shown that by defining the function g as g(x) = 1{x < g,}, where ¢/, is the a-quantile
of the known distribution of the control variate Z. It follows that E[¢(Z)] = «, and g, = %, where
No = X, 1{Z; < q4}. Sequentially, it follows that

l1-a
n — N, 0 ’

A (04 A
Wi=1{Z; < q,}- No +H{Zi > g4} (5.9)

5.2. A control variate using the COS-PFE method

The control variate needs to be highly correlated with the exposure value and needs to have known
statistical properties, if not the distribution.

The key insight we have here is that the exposure distribution obtained by the COS-PFE method
can be used to construct an effective control variate. More specifically, the control variate has a marginal
distribution obtained by the COS-PFE method. A high correlation between this control variate and the
exposure in the Monte Carlo simulation is ensured via an intermediate variable, which we assume to
follow a drift-less GBM for simplicity.

This intermediate variable we denote as C(¢) and following our assumption we have

dC(t) = C(t)dW(t). (5.10)

Applying It6’s lemma to the SDE yield the solution,
log(C(t)) = log(C(0)) - %dt +dW(t), (5.11)
=1og(C(0)) — %dt +VtZe (). (5.12)

To make sure the control variate is highly correlated with the portfolio exposure, we force it to be
highly correlated with the risk factors. The extended correlation matrix of all risk factors including the
Gaussian variable from the control variate looks as follows:

1 Cor(zd,zf) Cor(zd,zx) Cor(zd,zc)
_ | Cor(Zy, Za) 1 Cor(Zf,2x) Cor(Zg, Zc) (5.13)
Cor(Zx,Za4) Cor(Zx,Zy) 1 Cor(Zx,Zc)|’ ’

Cor(Zc,Zq) Cor(Zc,Zs) Cor(Zc,Zx) 1
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where
A . A BIC(1 — emmat)
Cor(Z4,Zc) = Cor(Z¢, Z4) = —= , (5.14)
ﬁu _ e—Zadt)\/Z

pfc —agt
W(l—e af)

Cor(zf,zc) = Cor(Zc,Zf) = , (5.15)
ﬁ(l _ e—Zuft)\/E
5 5 N _ 5 5 \_ PXC _ pPXxcC
Cor(Zx,Zc) = COI‘(Zc,Zx) = \/Z\/? = _t . (5.16)

To have a positive correlation between Y(X) and Z it must be true that the correlations between Y (X)
and the risk factors are comparable to the correlations between Z and the risk factors. For example, if a
decrease in a risk factor causes a decrease in Y(X), then for Y(X) and Z to have positive correlation it
must also be true that Z decreases in proportion to Y(X).

Each time the risk factors are generated and then the exposure values are calculated. From these values,
the correlation values between each risk factor and the exposure value are calculated and set as p4c,
psc and pxc. Using these correlation coefficients the paths of C(f) can be generated.

Inverse sampling is then applied to translate the values generated by C(t) to samples of control
variable. As the distribution of C(t) is known, its CDF, F¢(x), can be used to find the probabilities of the
values of él(t), ., Cn(t). Next, the COS method can be used to retrieve the CDF of the exposure of the
portfolio, Fcos(x). Using Fcos(x) the probabilities found by Fc(x) can be translated into the auxiliary
random variable Z by

Zi(t) = Fglos(p) where p= EFc(Ci(t)). (5.17)

Doing this for n simulations, 61(t), el én(t) are translated into the samples of the control variate,
Zl(t), e, Zn(t). Additionally, the COS method is used to estimate the PFE of the portfolio which is
used as the g o---quantile in Equation 5.9. Finally, by using the variables Z1(t), ..., Zn(t), the quantile

94975 and g(x) = 1{x < g 4,5} the estimator E,. cv, of Equation 5.8, can be constructed and applied on
the PFE calculation.

5.3. Theoretical variance reduction

The CDF estimators £,,(y) and F,, cv(y) obey the central limit theorem. For the estimator F,,(y) it is seen
that for the theoretical CDF F(yx),

Vit (Ea(y) = F(y)) = N(0, 0%, (518)

as n — oo, where 02 = F(y)(1 — F(y)).

Doing the same for F n,cv(y) results in

Vit (Fucv(y) - ) = N(O,02,), (519)

as n — oo. Here, the variance aév is defined as

cov[1{Y (X) <y}, {Z < g} ]?
var[Il{Z < q,}] '

o2, = F(y)(1 - F(y)) -

= F(y)(1 - F(y))(1 - p?).

From this last equation it can be seen that the theoretical variance reduction is fully dependent on p, or
the correlation between 1{max (V(X(t)), 0) < q,} and 1{Z < g/,}. From this it can be derived that the
theoretical variance reduction is

a2 F(y)(1 - F(y))

o2,  FyA-Ey)A-p?)

(1-p?)L. (5.20)



Our contribution 3: Using COS for
importance sampling in Monte Carlo
simulation

Importance sampling (IS) is a variance reduction technique that relies on a change in the underlying
probability distribution that is driving a stochastic process. 1S allows for more samples to be generated in
and around the area of interest. For this reason, it can be very effective for estimating extreme quantiles [9].

Let us assume that we have a function Y : R" — R, a random vector X € R™ and a set of pa-
rameters 6y with joint probability density function pg,(x) and joint CDF Pg,(x). Then if pg(x) is another
joint probability density function with joint CDF Pg(x) such that Py, is absolutely continuous with
respect to Pg. Where absolutely continuous is defined as follows.

Definition 6.0.1 (Absolutely continuous). If u and 1 are two measures on a o-algebra B of subsets of X, then
Y is absolutely continuous with respect to 1 if P(A) = 0 for any A € B such that u(A) = 0.

Here, the absolute continuity of the probability measure is required for there to exist a Radon-Nikodym
derivative that can be used to generate samples from a more favorable probability distribution. Then, a
change of measure can be applied in the following way,

Ea Y001 = [ Y(po i,

po,(x)
= Y (x X dx,
L Ym0l
Pao (X) }
=Ep |Y(X , 6.1
0 [ 0L (61)
where Eg, and Eg are the expectations under Py, and Py. For notational purposes, define
Poo X)
wx(6) = . 6.2
X0 =" 62)
The variance of Y(X)wx(6) under the new probability density Pg then is
varg [Y(X)wx(6)] = Eg [(YOwx(6))*] ~ (Bg [Y(X)wx(E)])* . (6:3)
Equation 6.1 shows that as Eg [Y(X)wx(0)] = Eg, [Y(X)] a variance reduction is achieved when
Eo [(Y(X)wx(6))*] < Eq, [Y(X)?] . (64)
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In the case of the PFE estimation, a right quantile estimation is done. To achieve this, IS will be used to
construct an estimator of the exposure distribution of the portfolio at time ¢. To demonstrate how the
same change of measure as in Equation 6.1 can be applied to the right tail distribution we define our
random variable as Y(X) = max(V(X), 0). Here, V(X) is the MtM-value of the portfolio at time ¢ driven
by risk factors X € R™. This yields,
1-F(y) = Py, [Y(X) > y],
= EQO [1{Y(X) > ]/}] ’

- /R 1Y) > yhpa W

= ‘/R’” Y (x) > y}pe(x)wx(0)dx,
=Eg [1{Y(X) > y}wx(0)] . (6.5)

Using this transformation the IS estimator of F(y) becomes

n

Euisty) = 1= 2 3 1{Y (Xe) > v} wg, ) (©6)

i=1

with corresponding a-quantile estimator 4, = 15;115(0(). Similarly as before, )A((l-) denotes the i-th simu-
lated sample of a vector of risk factors in a Monte Carlo simulation.

The goal of IS is to reduce the variance of the estimator of §,, by reducing the variance of ﬁn,IS (4a)- The
variance of the IS estimator at a level y is

Eg [1{Y(X) > y}w2(0)] - F(y)?
) .

varg [Fuis(y)] = (6.7)

Here, the last expression is found by seeing that
Eo [Fuis(y)] =1- % ZHIEQ [1 {Y ()A((i)) > y} wx(,.)(Q)] ,
i=1
> [1fr (ko) > o}
i=1

-1 % ZEQO [{Y(X) > y}],

i=1

= F(y).

Equation 6.7 indicates that the variance can be reduced vai a carefully chosen the auxiliary density
po(x). On the one hand, a well-chosen auxiliary density can greatly reduce the variance of the estimator.
On the other hand, choosing a poor auxiliary density can result in only a very few useful samples
being generated. For the samples that are not useful their value wx(0) is usually very small. From
this it can be seen that by choosing an auxiliary density that produces a small amount of useful
samples a lot of samples are not evaluated in the final estimator as wx(6) ~ 0. This results in a final es-
timator which has a higher variance and a possible bias. This concept is known as weight degeneracy [14].

=1-

S|~

In theory, there exists an optimal auxiliary density that eliminates the variance. From Equation
6.7 it can be seen that this is the case when the auxiliary density solves

By [1{Y(X) > y}wk(Oopr)] = FA(1). 6.8)
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The probability density pg,,, that solves the equation above can be expressed as

pa X\,
uﬂm>y%a;66)—Fw»
Y .
Poo (X) = Hrx >F(yy}) PanX)

and is referred to as the zero-variance estimator.

Unfortunately, this density is just a theoretical one, as for quantile estimation y = g, the quan-
tile g, is an unknown value.

It is very hard to find a suitable density before using Importance Sampling in the Monte Carlo
simulations. To counter this problem adaptive importance sampling (AIS) was introduced in [15]. AIS
constructs the auxiliary density using an algorithm to find an approximation of the optimal density.
In the rest of this section two algorithms will be introduced. The first algorithm is the shift-AIS-COS
algorithm, which finds a shift that shifts the joint distribution of the risk factors towards the target
quantile. In this way the risk factors are sampled much more often (than in the straight forward Monte
Carlo simulation) in our area of interest. The second algorithm is the CE-AIS-COS method which aims
to achieve the same goal but finds the best "manipulation” to the original density function using the
Cross-Entropy (CE) method.

6.1. Adaptive Importance Sampling using the optimal shift

Our aim of applying IS is to generate risk factor scenarios that exhibit a smaller variance of the PFE
calculation. As stated in [22], to reduce the variance, the likelihood ratio must be small on the set
{max(V(X),0) > PFE}. To achieve this the IS density must be chosen such that pg(x) is large on this
set. The risk factors are generated by taking random samples of a multivariate normal distribution
N(u, L). The aim of the algorithm introduced in this section is to find a shift 6 such that the risk fac-
tors generated by N (u+0, L) resultin a larger amount of exposure values being generated around the PFE.

In [20], the authors introduce a new quantile estimator with the use of adaptive importance sam-
pling. This estimator approximates the non-unique quantiles for a general distribution using an iterative
algorithm. In the article, the authors introduce Lemma 6.1.1 where pg(x) is defined on a measurable
space (X, ), with some reference measure A, and a countably generated o-field ¥ .

Lemma6.1.1. Let (6,)n>0 be a sequence of parameters and X,, ~ pg, ,dA. Define ¥, = o(6o, ..., 0n, X1, ..., Xn).
Then for f € L1(6o),

n

M, = > (wx,(6i-1) f(Xi) = Bo,[F(X)]) (69)

i=1
is a martingale with respect to the filtration F = (F,)u0.

Here,
L£1(0) ={f : X > R: f is F-measurable, || f|| ; = Eo [|f(X)|] < co}, (6.10)

and the sequence (6,),x0 estimates the optimal solution 6.

In the case of the PFE calculation f ()A((i)) =1 {max (V (f((i)) , 0) > PFE } from which it is clear to
see that f € L1(6p), where 6y = p. From this Lemma 6.1.1 follows.

With Lemmma 6.1.1 in mind a reference to [46] can be made. In this article, Arouna combines
the strong law of large numbers and the central limit theorem with classical martingale convergence
to construct Theorem 6.1.1. Let ® be the parameter space {pp(x) | O € ®} is the set of all possible
distributions. Because )A((i) ~ N(u, X) it follows that the parameter space is defined as © = {0 € R"}
where m is the number of risk factors.
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Theorem 6.1.1. Let 0, X, and F = (F)nx0 be as in Lemma 6.1.1. Assume that 6, — 0* € © converges
almost surely and that there exists a > 1 such that for all 6 € ©

Eo [lwx(0)f(X)*] < oo, (6.11)

the function g : 0 — Eg [|wx(6)f(X)|2“] is continuous in 0%, and

E[g(0n)] <0 V¥n>0. (6.12)
Then .
lim - Zl] wx (0 f (X)) = Eg,[f(X)]  as. (6.13)
and

vir [+ 25 (0 (%) - B f(X)]

SIN (0, aj%(e*)), (6.14)

where —* denotes convergence in distribution.

In [20] Theorem 6.1.1 was used to conclude that % iz wi — 1 almost surely, where w; = wx,(6;-1).

As the PFE is a right quantile by definition, the empirical CDF can be defined in a way that em-
phasizes the right tail of the distribution,

; 1\
Fluwo)=1- 505 ; w{Y; > y}. 6.15)

Here v : N — R* is a normalization function.

To prove the convergence, Egloff and Leippold first made an assumption.

Assumption 1. (Kj)e is a compact exhaustion of the parameter space ©. The sequence (0,,)n>0 satisfies
0, >0"€® a.s. (6.16)

For any p € (0, 1), there exists a constant C(p) such that
P (sup Kp 2 ]) < C(p)p/, (6.17)
n>1

where «, is the counter of the active truncation set of (6,,)n>0 such that 0; € K, for all j < n. For some p* > 1,
there exists W € L,-(00) such that for any compact set K C ©,

1{0 € K}wy(0) < Cp(diam(K))W (x), (6.18)

where Cp-(diam(K)) is a constant only depending on p* and the diameter of K. The compact covering © = U]f'il K
where K; C int(Kj11) is selected such that

Cp(diam (%)) < ey (6.19)
for some positive constants ky-, m,-.

These assumptions imply that firstly, every 0, remains in ®. Secondly, the continuity of moments as a
function of 6. Thirdly, there is an upper bound to the growth of the set /K. Using these assumptions the
Egloff and Leippold formulated the following theorem.

Theorem 6.1.2. Assume that the distribution function F(y) = P(Y < y) is strictly increasing at q,. Under
Assumption 1,
Tnwo(@) = o 4.5 s n— (6.20)

forv(n) = n.
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Sketch of the proof. To prove the claim the authors proved that

P(qnwo(@) < ga—0 i.0.) =P(gnwo(a) > Ga+06 i.0.)=0. (6.21)
The authors show that the sets
45,6 = { Y @L{Y, < g0 = 6) = Flgo — 0) (622)
> v(n)a Z w; —nF(g, — 6)}, (6.23)
and
BL(0) = {qp,w,(@) > qa + 0}, (6.24)

= {Z(w,l{y,- > o+ 0} —F(qa +9))

1

<a Z w; —nF(gy + 6)} (6.25)
satisfy A7 N W, (1) ¢ AME(6,n) and B, N W, () € BME(5, 1) where
W) = {| i = 1| < (1 + o), (626)

ATHL(S, p) = {Z(wil{yi > (o = 0} = (1= F(qa — 0)))

i

< ~(1+ p(nvg,-o)}, (6.27)
B0, = { D @il(Y > g + 8} = (1= Flga +6) (629)
>(1+ n)¢(nvqa+a)} (6.29)

Where ¢(t) = /2t log (log(t)). From there the authors show that
P(AMM(6,m) i.0.) =PByHH6,1) i0) =0 (6.30)
from which the claim follows. The complete proof is provided in [20].

Furthermore, the authors proved Theorem 6.1.3.

Theorem 6.1.3. Suppose the conditions in Assumption 1 hold. If there exists > 0, k > 0,and 0 < y < % such
that

1+
- Z\/Z”% log, (log,(n04)) < v(n) < n + kn*7, (6.31)
then
Thwo(@) = qa  a.s. as n— co. (6.32)

Here v, = af{(qmm)}oEt(G*)

Sketch of the proof. The proof of this theorem is along the lines of the proof of Theorem 6.1.2. By using
Equation 6.15 and the fact that if F is a right continuous increasing function we have that F(x) > a if
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and only if F~ (@) < x it can be seen that

A,0) ={ 3@ > g0 = 8} = (1= Flga - )

1

< o(n)(1 = @) = n(1 = F(qa 6))}, (6.33)

B) = { ) (@il{Yi > gu} - (1~ F(4.))
> o(n)(1 - a) - n(1 - P(qa))}. (6.34)

Then again two sets A:,’LIL((S, n) and BZ’LIL(n) are constructed that contain A],(6) and B!,. Then in a
similar fashion to the previous sketch of proof, it is shown that

P(ALME(6,1) i.0.) =PBEHME1) i0) =0 (6.35)
from which the statement of the theorem follows. Again, the full proof can be found in [20].

From Theorem 6.1.2 it is known that for g, ,, (@) to converge to q, it must hold that v(n) = n. Addition-

ally, the bounds in Equation 6.31 of Theorem 6.1.3 imply that v(n) is closest to n if \/211 v, log, (log,(nvy))

is minimized, which is the case if v, is minimized. From this, we have

0" = argmin var [l{max(V(X), 0) > qa}wx(Q)] . (6.36)
0

This is equivalent to finding the 0 that minimizes the second moment

0" = argmin Eg [|1{max(V(X), 0) > qa}wx(9)|2] (6.37)
0

which is the minimization suggested in [47].

In [48], Glasserman et al. evaluated an algorithm for estimating the Value-at-Risk for credit port-
folios. In the paper, the authors use a delta-gamma approximation to approximate the portfolio’s loss.
From this approximation, an upper bound for the second moment is derived. This upper bound is then
minimized by varying 0 such that the first moment of the auxiliary distribution is equal to the quantile
that needs to be estimated.

Combining the results from these two papers, a minimization problem can be defined in our case, which
examines all combinations of shifts and finds the one using which the mean of the shifted exposure
distribution is equal to the PFE and which simultaneously minimizes the second moment of the shifted
exposure distribution. Stated as an optimization problem it reads

m@in var [1{max(V(X(t)),0) > qa}wx(ﬁ)] (6.38)
subjected to  |Eg [E(X(t))] — PFE| < B.

An optimizer is used which minimizes the loss function var [1{max(V(X(t)), 0) > qa}wx(G)] under the
constraint |Eg [E(X(¢))] — PFE| < B. Here, B € R* defines an area around the PFE in which an optimal 6
can be sought for.

Note that the PFE in 6.38 is the quick estimation from the COS-PFE method.
To summerize, this minimization problem is solved in several steps.
First, generate a low number of paths of risk factors and calculate the corresponding MtM val-

ues of the portfolio. From these MtM values the correlation between the MtM values and each of the
risk factors can be calculated. This quick estimation on the correlation values suggests shifting which
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risk factor would result in the most efficient push to portfolios exposures. This step is very necessary as,
randomly pushing a risk factor that is negatively correlated with the MtM value of the portfolio would
only result in generating MtM values further away from it’s PFE.

Secondly, the COS method is used to calculate a "good enough" approximation of the PFE and
the EE of the portfolio.

Finally, for the risk factor that has the highest correlation with the MtM values of the portfolio,
the Bisection method is used to find the shift value that makes the expected exposure of the portfolio,
under the new probability distribution, coincide with the PFE. In this way a new distribution of the
risk factors is found which causes the new exposure distribution to have the original PFE as the new
expected value. This shift is then used as the initial value in the minimization problem.

The complete algorithm can be summarized as follows.

Algorithm 1 The shift-AIS-COS algorithm.

Initialize:
Generate the paths of x4, x7, X and z.
1. Calculate the MtM values for each of the paths.

2. Find the correlation between the MtM valeus and the risk factors from a quick MC simulation using a
low number of paths.

3. Use the COS method to find a quick estimation of the expected exposure and PFE of the portfolio,
from which a relatively big error can be tolerated.

4. Use the Bisection method on the risk factor having the highest correlation with the portfolio exposure
found in step 2, to find the first initial guess of the shift value for 6.38.

5. Solve the minimization problem in 6.38.

6. Use the new probability distribution to sample Xy, ..., X,.
7. Calculate If“nlls(y) =1- % .1 {Y ()A((i)) > y} wf((i)(e).

8. Find the PFE estimate by computing ﬁ;lls(a).

6.2. Adaptive Importance Sampling using the Cross-Entropy method

The Cross-Entropy method is an adaptive importance sampling method which is highly efficient as for
multivariate-normal distributions, which our auxiliary density is assumed to be, the optimal distribution
has analytical solutions for the parameters. This makes gradient descent methods obsolete. In this
section the adaptive importance sampling method using the Cross-Entropy algorithm (CE-AIS) will be
discussed. First, the general multi-level CE algorithm will be analyzed. It is followed by the CE-AIS-COS
method that will be used for the PFE approximation. After this, the consistency of the parameters and
convergence of the algorithm will be discussed. The section is concluded by investigating the theoretical
variance reduction of the method we propose here.

6.2.1. The algorithm

The CE-AIS method is based on the minimization of the Kullback-Leibler divergence [23][49]. The goal
of the algorithm is to find an auxiliary sampling density g, ». that minimizes this divergence between
itself and the zero-variance density g*. Define 6y = (uo, Lo) as the set of parameters used in the original
probability density and 0 = (y,X) = {(y,X) : p € R™, X € M;,.} as the set of possible parameters for
the auxiliary density. Furthermore, define the optimal parameters as

0* = (u*,2*) = argmin D (gux,8").
FER’”’ZEM;XM
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Where m is the number of the risk factors, and M., is the set of all symmetric, positive-definite

matrices in R”*". From the definition of the Kullback-Leibler divergence it can be seen that

g (X)
Su,x X)

where, in our testing framework, X = [x4, x¢,log (X) , log (z)]. Recall, that the logarithms found in this
section have base e. To find an auxiliary sampling density g, » that minimizes the information lost
when approximating the optimal auxiliary sampling distribution g*, the Kullback-Leibler divergence
D(g*, gu,x) needs to be minimized. From Equation 6.39 it can be seen that as Eg« [log(g*(X)) isa

D(g*, gur) = Egx [log ( )] = B¢+ [log(g*(X)] — Eg+ [log(guz(X)], (6.39)

constant, D(g*, g, ») is minimized by maximizing Eg+ [log(gu,x(X)].

As already known, the optimal density, or zero-variance estimator, defined for the quantile g, is

Hmax (V(X),0) > qa} - pe,(X)
1-a ’

8" (X) =
Here, pg, is the original probability density. It then follows that

(p*, %) = Ha;'g rn/ax Jp [log(gy,z(X))] ,
PER™ Ze M

= argmax /log (8ux(®) g*(x)dx,
peR" TeMt. . SR

1{max (V(x),0) > ga} - po,(x) ix
1-«a

7

= argmax /log (gy,):(x))'

UER" ZeM

= argmax Ep, [log(gylz(X)) -1 {max V(X),0) > qa}] . (6.40)
UER™ ZeM .

Equation 6.40 is known as the cross-entropy problem. For the exponential family, of which the
multivariate normal distribution is part, analytical solutions exists. For other families of probability
densities, a gradient method can be used to find the optimal parameter, since the problem is generally
concave and differentiable [50][51]. In the case of the multivariate normal distribution the analytical
solutions exist:

u* =Ep, [X| max(V(X),0) > qa] , (6.41)
¥ = Bpy, [(X = p)(X = ") T max(V(X),0) > 4] - (6.42)

The full derivations of Equations 6.41 and 6.42 can be found in the Appendix. Additionally, in Appendix
A.3 it is shown that y* and X* give the global maximum of Equation 6.40. Using the Monte Carlo
method, these parameters can be approximated by

n
L= Z wiX),
i=1

L= Z wiXep - DXo - )7,

i=1

where
wj
wl - 2?21 w;/
. X
w =1 {max (V(X(i)), 0) > qa} PoXin)
SuxXy)

The general multi-level cross-entropy method for finding the optimal importance sampling density to
approximate the a-quantile of the exposure distribution is summarized in the following algorithm.
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Algorithm 2 The multi-layer CE-AIS algorithm applied to PFE estimations

Initialize:

Set the iteration k = 0, gy x, = pg, Where g, v, is the auxiliary density used in
iteration k. Furthermore, set the number of paths n and the maximum number of
iterations k4. Lastly, set a low quantile p.

(k)

1. Draw a samples of X\ )A((nk) from Si i where

if collateral is used then
k) _ | ak) 4k & (k) 2 (k)
Xy = [xd,l. Xy log (Xl. ) log (zi )]

else

e _ [0 26 o0 (5
X = [ 4 10w (%7)].

2. Apply the domain transformation

if collateral is used then

S _ o (<0) _ | s o) log(XP)  1og(2
¥ =n (%) - [xd,i i () el

else

S _ (w0 _ |0 ot log(XP
Y(l,) —h(X(i))— [xd,l. xf’l. e ( ) .

3. Find the §, quantile estimate of the weighted samples

max (V (Y(k)) ,O) ,...,max (V (Y(k)) , 0) .
(€] (n

4. Compute the p-quantile y¥ of the samples

(k) (k)
max (V (Y(l)) ,0) ,...,max (V (Y ) ,0)
and set y = min (y¥, §a)-

5. Calculate

7
w;

Wi=sm
Zi:1 w;

(k)
w) = 1{max (v (1) ,0) >} )

6. Calculate

n
~ § ok
Fk+l = wixgi))/
i=1

if k = kyqx then

calculate the final PFE estimate using gp,

& 7
/):km ax

else

return to step 1 with k = k + 1.
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The algorithm that is used for the PFE calculation has two major advantages to the original multi-level
CE method.

Firstly, the original multi-level CE algorithm is based on the assumption that the rare event g,
has a probability 107 or lower of being exceeded [49]. As the probability of generating samples
above g,, using pg,, is very small the algorithm has a very small probability of converging. To aid the
convergence, the multi-level procedure in step 3 is introduced. In this step, a low quantile y* of the
unweighted samples is computed. Using y* the value of y can be found by taking the minimum of
the low quantile yf and the empirical quantile §,. In this way, at each step the parameters fix;1 and
k41 are calculated using the expectation conditional on max(V(X),0) > y. As )/f is increasing in each
iteration the parameters fix+1 and S¢1 also change accordingly, this causes ¥ to increase. This process
is repeated until yf overtakes §,. After this happens y = §, and the final parameters are calculated.

To illustrate the shift of these distributions an example of the multi-level CE algorithm is given
in Figure 6.1. In this figure the optimal sampling distribution for a high quantile of the standard normal
distribution was found. Fortunately, since the PFE is the 0.975-quantile a sufficient number of paths will
generate exposure values above the PFE level. Therefore, finding the quantile )/f of the unweighted
samples is not necessary and the multi-level step can be skipped.

Example of Cross Entropy Importance Sampling Densities

—— |teration O
17.5 Iteration 1
Iteration 2
150 - —_— Iterat!on 3
Iteration 4
—— Iteration 5
125
b=}
(=)
g 100
2
3 75
I"I
50 || \
| I|
11
25 - —
!
0o == 7& il
-2 -1 0 1 2 3

X

Figure 6.1: An example of the intermediate results from multi-level CE algorithm, which finds the auxiliary distribution for
importance sampling to capture a rare event of the standard normal distribution.

Secondly, the biggest advantage is that the COS method can be used to very quickly estimate the PFE of
the portfolio. Due to this it is not needed to calculate the empirical quantile of the weighted samples as
is done in step 1 of the multi-level CE algorithm.

In the original paper the authors give the option to use smoothing when calculating the new pa-
rameters. In this way, an a € [0, 1] can be chosen such that

n
frai=a- Z wi)A(Ef)) +(1-a)- i,
i1

n
& oK)« o) A \T «
Yppi=a- Z w; (XEI.)) - Ilk+1) (XEI»)) - [1k+1) +(1-a)- X
i=1
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These expressions for i1 and $is1 can replace those in step 6 of Algorithm 2. Adding this smoothing
parameter a can prevent the convergence to wrong solutions as the parameters fix1 and Y4 are less
influenced by potential outliers. The original paper does not use this smoothing as it did not improve
the results. Both dynamic smoothing, where the smoothing parameter changes at each iteration, or
static smoothing, using a constant value for «, can be used.

Our CE algorithm for PFE calculations does not use smoothing, as it does not improve the results.
However, an extra step is added at the end of the original CE algorithm. This extra step involves
averaging the means and covariance matrices found throughout the iterations of the algorithm, instead
of only using the mean and covariance matrix found in the last iteration, as is done in the original
CE algorithm. The reason for this is that, with a sufficient number of paths, the algorithm converges
in one step because the PFE is the 97.5%-quantile, which is not very extreme. In the tests, using
the mean instead of the parameters from the last iteration not only improved the accuracy of the
results but also allowed the algorithm to achieve this with significantly fewer paths. This is due to
the fact that averaging makes the algorithm less vulnerable for outliers being simulated. Addition-
ally, the need for fewer paths sped up the calculation of the new mean and covariance matrix considerably.

The complete algorithm is as follows:
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Algorithm 3 The CE-AIS-COS algorithm for PFE estimation.

Initialize:
Set PFE as the PFE value found by the COS method. Set k = 0 and g, ¢ = po,
where 8%y 18 the auxiliary density at iteration k. Then, set the number of paths n

and maximum number of iterations k.
1. Draw a sample of X(1)’ .. XEE) from S

if collateral is used then
X0 = [ ) J?f,k) log (X(k)) log (ifk))] ,

else

2. Apply the domain transformation

if collateral is used then

A (k) (k)
Y(k) I (ng)) _ [A(k? Je(k) log( ) elog(zi )] ,
i) d,z fii

else

Sk _ (<) s(K) (k) log(X"
T = (X)) = [xd,i g ).

3. Calculate

4. Calculate

=

if k = ky,4x then calculate the final PFE estimate using i S 7 where

- 1 km[l( .
B = Hi,
kmax =

i=1
k
n 1 max n
Y* = Xi.
kmax

else
return to step 1 with k = k + 1.
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6.2.2. Consistency and convergence

It is highly desirable for the parameters found by the CE-AIS-COS method to converge to the optimal
parameters, which are equal to Equations 6.41 and 6.42. If that is the case, it can be said that the sequence
of estimators is asymptotically consistent. In this section we will demonstrate that the estimators
produced by the CE-AIS-COS algorithm are indeed asymptotically consistent. First, an introduction to
M-estimators and consistency will be provided. Following this, a theorem proving the consistency of
the parameters will be presented.

In [47] the M-estimator is defined in the following way.

Definition 6.2.1 (M-estimator). Let mg : X — R be a known function, and let

n

0+ M,(0) = %Z me ()A((i)) . (6.43)

i=1

An estimator maximizing M,,(0) over a set © is called an M-estimator.

The CE-AIS-COS algorithm tries to find p* and =* such that,

0* = (u*,L*) = argmax Ep, [log(g#,z(X)) - 1{max(V(X),0) > qa}] , (6.44)
ueR™ TeM .

from where it was found that the analytical solutions for y* and =* are
u* =By, [XImax(V(X),0) > ga], (6.45)
It = By, [(x —u*) (X = 1*) " | max(V (), 0) > qa] . (6.46)

For a certain random sample of X with size n, Equation 6.44 is approximated by
1 n
Ma(p,Z) = — > log(8,2(X) - Hmax(V(Xy), 0) > 7}
i=1

By defining

A 1y " .
(fn, 20) = argmax  — > log(gux(Xp)) - H{max(V(X3),0) > qa},
FGRM/ZEM;Xm n i=1

it can be concluded that the estimators (u*, ©*) are asymptotically consistent if the estimators (I, 20)
converge in probability to (u*, L*). Theorem 6.2.1, found in [47], will be used to prove the consistency
of the parameters produced by the CE-AIS-COS algorithm.

Theorem 6.2.1. Let M, be random functions and let M be a fixed function of 6 such that for every € > 0 it
satisfies

1. supgee |Ma(0) = M(6)] =7 0,
2. suPH:d(@,@*)ZG M(Q) < M(Q*)/

3. My(6y) = M,,(6%) — 0p(1).
Then any sequence of estimators 0,, converges in probability to 0*.

In the previous theorem op(1) is a sequence that converges to zero in probability as n goes to co. To
prove the asymptotical consistency of the CE-AIS-COS estimators Lemma 6.2.1, found in [52], is used.

Lemma 6.2.1. If the data are i.i.d., © is compact, f(X, 0) is continuous at each 6 € © with probability one, and
there is d(X) with ||f(X, 9)”2 < d(X) for all 6 € © and Ep, [d(X)] < oo, then Ep, [f(X, 0)] is continuous and

—F0.

3" £y, 0) = By [£X, O)

i=1

sup
0c®

2
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Proof. First, define
fX @, X) = H{max(V(X),0) > qa} - log(gyu,=(X)).

First, we will show that f(X, g, L) is a continuous function for every (u,Z) € ©. In the case that
max(V(X),0) > g, we get that f(X, u, Z) = log(gy,=(X)). Since the probability density function is non-
zero for each (y, X) € ©, where ® = {(u,X) : p € R, X € M, }, thelogarithm of g, »(X) is continuous.

Secondly, in the case that max(V(X),0) < g, we get that f(X, 4, L) = 0. And thus, again, f(X, u, L) is
continuous for all (u, X) € ©.

Next it is shown that

IFX D), < [log(gu XD, < [log(guc X)), = 1og(gu,(X)] = d(X),

for all (u, ) € ©. Then it follows, assuming g is normally distributed, that:

Er [log(gn200)] = | 11080505000 - par (01,

:/Rm

S/ —klog(2n)— 1log(|):|) +
e | 2 2

=/ il +
Rm

Let K > |C|. Then it is found that

- togl2) - Jlogl1=) - Jx— "= tx= ) - p i

%(x - (x - p)' - po, (x)dx,

)T (- y)‘ - pay(x)dx.

B, logtusl] = [ 161+ [x- == ) - ptorts

m

IA

KAM Po,(x)dx + % -/]R"‘ (x - p)TZ‘l(x — W) - po,(x)dx.

Whenever g is normally distributed, as is the case in our application, the squared Mahalabonis distance
defined by (X — u)TE7!(X — p) is non-negative and has a chi-squared distribution with m degrees of
freedom. Thus as (X — ) TE"H(X — p) ~ x2, then

/R e WTE O ) ey (0 = By [(X = ) TR X - )] =
Secondly, as ﬁ&m po,(x)dx = 1 it is given that

B, (108 (8 200)]] = K+ 2 < o0,

Using Theorem 6.2.1 and Lemma 6.2.1 the following Lemma 6.2.2 can be formulated and proven.

Lemma 6.2.2. The estimators obtained by the CE-AIS-COS algorithm are asymptotically consistent.
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Proof. Define

Mg, 2) = > 10g(ux (o) - Hmax(V(Xp), 0) > g},
i=1

M(g, L) = By, [log(gu,(X)) - {max(V(X),0) > ga}],

(fn, L) = argmax M,(p, L),
ueR™ TeM.

(u*, %)= argmax M(y,X),
ueR™ TeMt.

O={(uL):peR", Le M.}
Now, it is proven that the requirements of Theorem 6.2.1 are met.

1. First it needs to be shown that

sup |M,(u,Z) - M(u,Z)| —Fo.
(u.X)e®

For this, the Uniform Law of Large Numbers of Lemma 6.2.1 will be used, which we copy below:

—Po.

3 Ry 0) By [FX, )]

i=1

sup
0@

2

where . . .
f(Xa), 1, Z) = H{max(V(X3), 0) > qa} - log(gu,=(X()))-
Then, from the proof of the lemma, the statement follows.

2. Next, it needs to be shown that

sup M(p, Z) < M(p*, T%).
(pD):d((wX) (p* I*))ze

As shown, M(y, X) is maximized by 6.45 and 6.46. Then for all (u, X) # (p*,2*), M(u*,X*) —
M(u,X) > 0. Thus, if € > 0, then for all (u, X) such that d((y, Z), (u*, L*)) > € it is true that
(4, X) # (p*, %), and thus

sup M(p*,£*) - M(u, ) > 0. (6.47)
(D), (0, 2*)2e

3. Lastly, we need to show that
Mn(ﬁn/ ZA:n) 2 Mn([l*/ *) - op(1).
If (i, ﬁn) maximizes M, (y, L) then it can be seen that as

Mn(ﬁn/ 2") Z Sup MTI (Hl Z) - OP(l)/
(uX)e®

it can be concluded that .
My, (ﬁnr Yy) 2 M, ([J*r Z*) —op(1).

Then by combining M, (u*, *) —FM (u*, X*) with the third condition, it can be seen that
Moy, £0) = M(u*, £*) = 08(1).
It then follows that
My (@, 1) 2 M(u*, £*) = 03(1),
Moy (@, £0) = M(ftn, £0) + 0p(1) = M(u*, 2%) = M(fl, £0),
S;lzp |Mau(p, £) = M(p, Z)| + 02(1) > M(p*, %) = M(fin, L)
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As the first condition shows that sup,, v |M,,(y, ) - My, Z)| — 0, and as op — 0 it follows that
sup, » |Moi (g, Z) = M(u, X)| + 0p — 0.

From the second condition of the proof it follows that that for every € > 0 there exists a number
C > 0 such that for every (y, X) where d((u, L), (u*, £*)) > € it can be seen that M(u, ) < M(p*, X*) - C.
Thus, the event {M(f, 3 < M(p*,X*) = C} contains {d((u, X), (u*,L*)) > €}. Therefore, by having
shown that

M(u*,2*) - M(, £) — 0,

it follows that the probability of {M(f, £) < M (u*,X*) — C} goes to zero which implies that the
probability of {d((u, Z), (u*, £*)) > €} goes to zero. Thus as P ({d((u, Z), (u*, £*)) > €}) — 0 it can be
concluded that (u, £) — (u*, L*) in probability. O

From Lemma 6.2.2 it can be seen that the algorithm produces consistent estimators 1, and £,,. The final
estimators u* and L* are then computed by taking the average of the estimators found at each iteration
of the algorithm. This step is justified by the Law of Large Numbers which states that the sample mean
of independent identically distributed values, which in this case are the estimators fi1, ..., fi,,, and
%1,...,%k,,,, converges to the true mean which is their analytical solution.

In [53] and [54] the convergence of the CE algorithm is proven. In the papers Proposition 3 is
formulated which provides the condition needed for the CE algorithm to converge in a finite number
of iterations. For the proof of Proposition 3 the authors in [54] introduce a modified multi-layer CE
algorithm where the low quantile p;, where ¢ is the iteration, is adaptive, as choosing an acceptable
p a prior can be difficult. Notice, that by choosing p; = p the algorithm is equivalent to the original
multi-layer CE algorithm. This multi-layer CE algorithm is summarized below:

Algorithm 4 The multi-layer CE algorithm with adaptive low quantile p; used to prove convergence,
provided in [54].

Initialize:
Sett=1,po=p,vo=u
1. Compute

Q(v,vi-1, pr-1) = By, [1{M(Z) > min (x, y(vi-1, pr-1)) } - W-log(f(Z,v))] .

Here, W is the likelihood ratio of u and v;_;.

2. Compute

v; € argmax Q(V, Vi—1, Pr-1)-
veV

if y(vi—1, pt-1) = x then stop.
else

Move to the next step.

3. Let p; be such that y(v;, pr) = min (x, y(Vio1, pi-1) + 6), where 0 is a positive constant.
Lett =t +1and go tostep 1.

In this algorithm v; is the auxiliary sampling density found in iteration ¢, u is the original sampling
density, M is the sample performance under the random vector Z, and y(v¢, p;) is the (1 — p;)-quantile
of M(Z) under the probability density v;.

Proposition 3. Let S* be the set containing the v's that maximize Equation 6.40, then if there exists a set V
such that VN S* # 0 and Py(M(Z) > x) > 0 for all v € V, then the multi-level CE algorithm converges with
probability 1 to a solution of 6.40 after a finite number of iterations.

Proof. Let t be an iteration of the algorithm. Define y(v¢, p) as an arbitrary (1 — p)-quantile of M(Z)
under the probability density v;.
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Define p} = Py, (M(Z) > x). Then, from the condition of the proposition it holds that, as Py, (M(Z) > x) >
0 since v¢ € V it must be true that p¥ > 0. Then, define an arbitrary p* € (0, p;) It follows that,

Py, (M(Z) 2 y(vt,p*)) = p*,
Py, (M(Z) < y(vt,p*)) =1-p* > 1-py. (6.48)

In the last equation we used the fact that p* € (0, p%) implies that p* < p%.

Now, suppose that y(v¢, p*) < x, then
Py, (M(Z) < y(vi, p*)) < Py, (M(Z) < x) =1 - p}.

This last statement contradicts Equation 6.48. From this it follows that y(v;, p*) > x. This causes
the algorithm to reach step 4 and stop. If this happens at t = T it follows that y (vr_1, pr-1) > x.
Consequently, in step 2 of the algorithm we find,

vr € argmaxE, [1 {M(Z) = x}-W- log(f(Z,v))] .

veV

Here, vt is the CE-optimal solution which proves Proposition 3. O

In practice the expectation and quantile of the last algorithm are approximated using the sample mean
and the sample quantile. This transforms the calculation in step 3 of the algorithm into

N
V; € argmax % Z [1 {M(Z(i)) > min (x, P(ve, pt_l))} -W-log (f(z(,v), v))] , (6.49)
i=1

veV

where 7, (v¢, pt) is the sample quantile of M(Z). In Proposition 4, found in [54], it is shown that the
conditions needed for convergence, as shown in Proposition 3, are equal to those using the sample mean
and sample quantile.

Proposition 4. Suppose that Py (M(Z) > x) > O forallv e V. Let Z(l),Z@), ... bei.id. with common density
f(Z,v). Then, there exists py > 0 and a random Ny > 0 such that, with probability one, Yn(Z, p) > x for all
p € (0, px)and all N > N,. Moreover, the probability that Pn(Z, p) = x for a given N goes to one exponentially
fast with N.

Proof. In the proof found in [54] the proof is split up for distributions where Py, (M(Z) > x) > 0 and
Py (M(Z) = x) > 0. As the auxiliary density used in the CE-AIS-COS algorithm for PFE calculations is
assumed to be normally distributed, this proof is restricted to the case where Py (M(Z) > x) > 0. For
auxiliary densities following finitely supported probability distributions the full proof can be found in
[54].

First it will be proven that the sample quantile y goes to the theoretical quantile y as n goes to
co. After this it is proven that n(Z, p) > x for all p € (0, px) and N > N,.

A (1 - p)-quantile of a random variable Y can be expressed as the optimal solution of the minimization
problem
minE,(Y, 6),

where
h(Y,0)=1-p)(Y-0)-1{0<Y}+p(Y-0)-1{0>Y}.

Using the subdifferential of E;(Y, 0), which is defined as the set of subderivatives, with respect to 9 it
can be seen that
eEn(Y,0)=[p-P(Y 2 0),—-(1-p)+P(Y < 0)].

To minimize E; (Y, 0) a 6 must be found such that

p-P(Y>0)=0,
-1-p)+P(¥Y<0)=0.
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From this it follows that P (Y > ) = pand P(Y < 0) =1 -p.

Similarly, it can be shown that @ is the sample quantile of Y as it can be shown to be the solution to,
1y
min - ZZ; h(Y;, 6).

Then, the second order subdifferential yields

IZEL(Y,0) = [dg (p —P(Y > 0)),d0 (—(1 - p) +P(Y < 0))].

where
do (p—P(Y > 6)) =dg (p—(l—P(Y < 6))),
=dop —do (1 -P(Y < 0)),
= fy(6) >0,
and

do(-1-p)+P(Y<0)=0dg (-1-p)+P(Y <0)),
= do(—(1-p)) + dP(Y < 0),
= fy(6) > 0.

Due to this, it can be concluded that E, (Y, 0) is convex in 6. From this it follows that the sample quantile
0 goes to O with probability 1 as 1 goes to co.

Next, it will be proven that Pn(Z, p) > x for all p € (0, px) and N > N,.

Let 2(1), el Z(N) be ii.d. samples, and Py (M(Z) > x) > 0 for all v € V. Then using the same arguments
as in the proof of Proposition 3, it can be argued that for any p € (0, px), where p, = Py (M(Z) > x), we
have that y(v, p) > x. Then by using the argument proven earlier it can be stated that as y goes to y
with probability 1, for N large enough, that y(v, p*) > x. Besides this the probability of (v, p*) > x for
a given N goes to one exponentially fast [55]. O

The CE-AIS-COS algorithm used in this thesis is not multi-layered. However, the prior proposition
can still be used to prove the convergence of our algorithm. The reason for this is that our algorithm
is equivalent to a multi-layer CE algorithm in which y = min (q0,975, 7?) where 7 is the sample 0.975-
quantile. Since the original probability density is used in the first iteration, provided that our PFE
approximation gg 975 calculated using the COS method is accurate enough, we have that gp975 = 7. In
this way, in the first iteration, y = go.975 = . From the second iteration onward y = go.975 < 7. Then, as
the CE-AIS-COS method developed in this section can be seen as a multi-layer CE algorithm Lemma 5
can be proven.

Proposition 5. The CE-AIS-COS algorithm converges with probability 1 to the solution of 6.40 after a finite
number of iterations.

Proof. To prove this lemma it must be shown that Py(M(Z) > x) > 0 for all v € V, where in our case
vis gur, Vis{(g,X) : p € R", X € M}, }, M(Z) is max(V(X),0), and x is g,. Thus, to prove is that
forall (u,X) € {(u, L) : p € R", L € M, } it must be true that Py, . (max(V(X),0) > qa) > 0. As g »
follows the normal distribution, which has infinite tails for all values of y € R and = € M., is can be
concluded that for all values of g, it is true that Py, , (max(V(X),0) > g,) > 0. Thus, using proposition 3
the lemma has been proven.
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6.3. Theoretical variance reduction

In this section the theoretical variance reduction will be discussed. The CDF estimator using the Monte
Carlo method and the importance sampling are

n

Eay) =1 = 3 1{max(V(Ky),0) > y),

i=1

1 Z 1{max(V()A((i)),0) >y} Pe,(Xi))

Fuis(y)=1-= —.
! i3 po(X))

As shown, the variances of these estimators are

vary, [Fu(y)] =% (E,,QO [1{max(V(X),0) > y}| - Ep,, [1{max(V(X),0) > y}]z) ,

peo(x) 2
1{max(V(X),0) > y} ( Do (%) )

PQO(X) ]2)

. 1
vary, [Enis(y)] :E(EPU

- Eyp, [l{max(V(X),O) >y}

1
1.

—Ep,, [l{max(V(X),O) > y}]z).

pe(X)

on(X) )2
po(X)

1{max(V(X),0) > y} (

From this it can be seen that the variance reduction is dependent on the second moments. To be more
Pey (X)
pe(X)

precise, it can be shown that the variance reduction is dependent on the ratio since,

Peo (x)
po(x)

P

peo(x) }
po(X) |

As a next step, we use the central limit theorem to derive the influence of the likelihood ratio on the
theoretical variance reduction.

PQO(X) )2

E
Po po(X)

2
1{max<V<X>,o>>y}( = / ] 1{max<V<x,o>>>y}~( ) po(x)dx,

= ‘/Rm {max(V(x,0)) > y} -

= By, [1{max(V(X), 0) >y}

The quantile estimate 4, obeys the central limit theorem [9]. Suppose y is the quantile that solves F(y) = p.
Define the indicator functions 1{Y(X) < y} as a new random variable with E,, [I{Y(X) < y}] =p,

where p =P [Y(X) < y]. From this construction, we have that var,,, [I{Y(X) < y}] = p(1 —p). Based
on the central limit theorem it holds that

Vi (Ba(y) - p) =7 N (0,p(1 - p) (6.50)
as n goes to co.
Similarly as done for F, above, it follows from the central limit theorem that the estimator 15,1,15

also converges in distribution to a normal distribution. By seeing that E, [1{ Y(X) < y}wx(G)] =
Epg, [l{Y(X) < y}] = p, it follows that

Vi (Buis) = p) = N (0, vary, [1{Y00 < y}ax(0)]).
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In [56], it is found that the estimator of the sample quantile §, = F (p) also converges in distribution
following a central limit theorem

Vit (§a = 4a) = N (0,7%) (6.51)
as 11 goes to co. Here, g, is the true a—quantile, and 72 is the asymptotic variances of the estimator,
defined by

2_pd-p)
f3(q0)
where f(q,) is the derivative of the CDF F at the a-quantile g,, and is assumed to satisfy f(g.) > 0.

(6.52)

The proof of the central limit theorem for the quantile estimator can be found in [56] and starts
by defining the Berry-Esséen theorem, which we reformulate below as Theorem 6.3.1 retrieved from
[57]. In this theorem F denotes the CDF which possesses left- or right-hand derivatives at g,, denoted
by F'(qa—) or F’(g.+), and @ is the CDF of the standard normal distribution function.

Theorem 6.3.1 (Berry-Esséen). Let (X;)j>1 be independent identically distributed. Suppose that E [|Xj|3] < oo,
Let Gu(x) = (S”_"” < x) where u = E[X;] and % = aX < 0. Let ®(x) = P(Y < x), then

f
E [1X1?]

NI (6.53)

sup| Gy (x) - B(x) < C-

where S,, = Z}Ll X and C is a constant.
The central limit theorem for the quantile estimate 4, is stated in Theorem 6.3.2.
Theorem 6.3.2. Let 0 < p < 1. Suppose that F is continuous at qy,.

1. If there exists F'(q,—) > O, then for t <0,

) l ‘/_(LIP p) ] o).
e VP =p)/F'(qp-)

2. If there exists F'(q,+) > 0, then for t > 0,

V(g - qp)
Vp(1 - P)/F'(qp"‘)

im P

n—oo

D(t).

3. In any case,
lim P [Vin(§, — g, < 0)] = 0(0) = 5

n—o00

Proof. Fix t, and let A > 0 be a normalizing constant. Then define

Gult) =P \/_(’7” W) t}.

Using the fact that F(x) > t if and only if x > F~1(t), it can be seen that

7

[ tA
Gu(t)=P »% <qp+ W

[ tA
=Pan(qp)$Fn(q,,+%)},

[ tA
=P|p<F, + —
i (q” «/%)

=P »np <Zn,F (qp + i/—%))] .

4
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Here, Z(n, ) ~ Binom(n, ) with = F (qp + %) Then we define the standardized binomial distribu-

tion as:

Z(I’l, ;B) - Iflﬁ )

(6.54)
np(1-p)

Z*(n,B) =
Using the previous equations we yield that
Gu(t)=P [np < Z(n,ﬁ)] ,
np —np < Z(n,ﬁ)—nﬁl

Vnp(1—p)  np(1-p)
=P[Z*(n,B) = —a(n,t)].

=P

The Berry-Esséen Theorem is applied to yield that

* EIZ(1,B) - B
[P1Z%(n,B) <x| -d(x) < C- ———————.
—oilxr;oo (271, ) < x] * var[Z(1,B)]2Vn

Then we fill in var[Z(1,8)] = B(1 — B), and E|Z(1,B) — BI> = B(1 — B)((1 — B)* — B?), to simplify the
expression to:

* (1_,3)2_ﬁ2
IP[Z*(n,B) < x] - ()| < C-
S [P1270np) <] - ot )

Next, it can be written that
O(t) - Gy (t) = B(t) = P [Z*(n, B) > —a(n,1)],
=0(t)— (1-P[Z*(n,B) < —a(n,1)]),
=P [Z*(n,B) < —a(n, )] - (1 - D(t)),
=P[Z*(n,B) < —a(n,t)] - (@(-a(n,t)) + D(a(n, t)) — d(t)),

where the last equation follows from:

a(n,t) 0 )
D(a(n,t)) :[ ¢ (x)dx :,/_ P(x)dx — ¢ (x)dx

o a(n,t)

) —a(n,t)
=1- ¢(x)dx =1 - / ¢(x)dx =1 - D(-a(n,t)).

a(n,t) o
We then again apply the Berry-Esséen Theorem to have

1Gu(t) = ®(B)] = [P [2*(n, ) < —a(n, t)] = (®(=a(n, 1)) + Dla(n, 1)) - D(1))],
<|P [Z*(n,ﬁ) < —a(n,t)] —D(—a(n,t))| +|D(t) — D(a(n, t)),

1-— 2 _ 2
<C- U-p-F +|D(t) — D(a(n, t))|. (6.55)
Vnp(l—p)
As n — oo it is found that g, + i/—‘% goes to g, from which it follows that § = F (qp + %) goes to

(1-p>-p*
Vnp(1-p)
Then to show that G,(t) — ®(t), it must be shown that a(n,t) — t as seen from Equation 6.55.
As a(n,t) is defined as,

_Vn(B-p)

(n,1) = ,
N T

F(gp) = p. Consequently, it can be concluded that — 0,as n — oo,
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it follows that,

p(1-p) B(L-B)
B A F(‘i \/—4) F(’?p)
VBa-p) 4

Here, in the last term of the above equation, the expression for the derivative can be recognized. That is,
asn — o0,ift >0

aln,t) — “F'(qp+).

\/ )
Andift <0
a(n,t) —

\/ N

Thus to get a(n, t) — t it must hold that, if t > 0

A
F'(qp+)
Similarly, if t <0
1—
4o YPa—p)
F'(qp-)
This proves the theorem. O

If F is differentiable at g,, then F'(q,+) = F'(q,—) = F'(q,). In this case, as demonstrated in [56],
Theorem 6.3.2 leads to Corrolary 6.3.2.1.

Corollary 6.3.2.1. Let 0 < p < 1. If F is differentiable at q, and F'(q,) > 0, then

1 —
V@G, —qp) ~ N (0, ;;(,(qp;;)) (6.56)

From Corollary 6.3.2.1 it can be seen that theoretically the quantile estimate found using F, is normally

distributed, i.e.
. p(1-p) )
~Nlg,, ———=—1. (6.57)
9p (% n-F(q,)

However, for the quantile estimate produced using the importance sampling estimator F,, s, this variance
changes. Using the same steps as in the proof of Theorem 6.3.2 it can be seen that, by standardizing
Z(n, B), as done in Equation 6.54, the expression Z*(n, f) becomes

Z(?’l, ;B) - Iflﬁ )
\/n - varg [l{Y(X) < y}wx(ﬁ)]

Similar to Equation 6.55, it can be shown that G, (f) — ®(t). Finally, by repeating the last step for a(n, t)
we have thatfort > 0and <0

Z*(n,B) =

\/n -varg [1{Y(X) < y}wx)]

4= Flgpt)
or
e \/n - varg [1{Y(X) < y}wx(Q)]

F'(qp—)
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respectively. As F is differentiable at g, and F’(q;) > 0, it is found that the importance sampling quantile
estimate also follows a normal distribution,

. varg [l{Y(X) < qp}wx(G)]
Tots > N\ =g,y

(6.58)

Now the asymptotical variance reduction can be found by calculating:

A p(1-p)
var[gpmc] (g )
var[Gps]  varo[{Y(0<q,}wx(0)]

n~F’(qp)2
p(1-p)

- varg [1{Y(X) < qp}wX(e)] .

To get an idea of how much variance reduction can be achieved according to the above theoreti-
cal analysis, we compute the theoretical variance reduction ratio for a hypothetical portfolio containing
100 derivatives using Monte Carlo simulation. First it was estimated for a portfolio without collateral
and then with collateral. For both cases, the theoretical variance reduction was given for the time points
at which the straight forward MC variance is non-zero. For these portfolios the PFE was estimated for
20 equidistant time points starting at the initialization of the portfolio and ending at the maturity of the
portfolio. In Tables 6.1 and 6.2 the t refers to these time points.

For the uncollateralized portfolio, the theoretical variance reductions are

t 5 6 7 9 10 11 12
41.14 | 40.89 | 40.77 | 42.50 | 41.86 | 40.63 | 39.76

Vi 7
UPFE,MC/ OPFE,CE-AIS

t 13 14 15 16 17 18 19
40.57 | 40.27 | 39.46 | 40.03 | 45.17 | 43.04 | 43.64

Vi i
Opre mc/ OPFE,CE-AILS

Table 6.1: The theoretical asymptotic variance reductions for a uncollateralized portfolio containing 100 derivatives.

This table indicates that the variance reduction of our CE-AIS method is significant. The same is
observed for the collateralized portfolio:

t 5 6 7 9 |10 | 11 | 12
02 e el o cers | 41.66 | 4152 | 41.99 | 4131 | 4142 | 41.88 | 42.03

t 13 | 14 | 15 | 16 | 17 | 18 | 19
02 el Tore conrs | 4224 | 4159 | 4210 | 4114 | 4221 | 4225 | 4171

Table 6.2: The theoretical asymptotic variance reductions for a collateralized portfolio containing 100 derivatives.



Results

In this section, the results of the control variate method, adaptive importance sampling using the optimal
shift say shift-AIS-COS, and the CE-AIS-COS method will be discussed.

The sample values of the domestic and foreign short rate x;, xy, exchange rate X, and for the
collateralized portfolio, Z-spread z were directly drawn from their dynamics,

x4(t) = x4(0)e ™" + gy /O t e~ 1= dWy(s,) 7.1)
xp(t) = xp(0)e ™" + of /0 t e AW (s), (7.2)
log(X(t)) = log(X(0)) + (yx - %) t+oxWx(b), (7.3)
log(z(t)) = log(z(0)) %%t + oW (b). (7.4)

Here, a; = 0.01, o4 = 0.007, a5 = 0.05, 6 = 0.012, ux = 0.008, ox = 0.02, X(0) = 15z, 0= = 0.010359 of
which the latter was obtained from data found online. The value of z(0) is obtained by equalizing the
bond’s model price to the MtM value of the portfolio at t = 0. The correlations between the risk factors
were set as pgr = 0.25, pax = prx = —0.15, paz = pfz = pxz = 0.

The number of paths tested were 100, 250, 500, 2500, 7500, and 25000. In the CE-AIS-COS algo-
rithm 2500 paths were used with k. = 5.

For the uncollateralized portfolios, the benchmark PFE was calculated using the COS method with 150
expansion terms and 130 quadrature points, similar as in the original paper [1]. For the collateralized
portfolio, the benchmark was calculated using the Monte Carlo method with 5000000 paths.

In each of the methods the PFE of the test portfolios without collateral are calculated using 64
expansion terms for the COS method and 40 quadrature points for the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature. The
PFE of the test portfolios with collateral are calculated using 32 expansion terms for the COS method
and 30 quadrature points for the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature. Additionally, all CPU times measured
are the total time of the PFE calculation.

7.1. Results of using COS as the control variate

The method of using COS as the control variate was tested using a hypothetical portfolio containing 100
derivatives without collateral. Table 7.1 shows the variance reductions averaged out over all non-zero
variances at all time points per number of paths.

64
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Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000
2
TerEMC o, ‘ 0.91 ‘ 0.95 ‘ 0.97 ‘ 12 ‘ 1.2 ‘ 12

2
OPFECV

Table 7.1: The average variance reduction using COS as the control variate.

On average, using the COS as control variate approximately reduced the PFE estimator’s variance by
1.09 times, compared to straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.

For the expected exposure the variance reduction was much more effective for some time points
as can be seen from Figure 7.1. Table 7.2 shows the variance reduction for each time point using 25000
paths.

Timepoints | 1 | 2 | 3 | 4 | 5 | 6 | 7 | 8 | 9 | 10
2
Uzﬂ ~ ‘ 1.00 ‘ 5.80 ‘ 3.21 ‘ 1.68 ‘ 1.34 ‘ 1.17 ‘ 1.15 ‘ 1.02 ‘ 1.00 ‘ 1.09

Ocv

Time points | 11 | 12 | 13 | 14 | 15 | 16 | 17 | 18 | 19
2
e ‘ 1.17 ‘ 1.25 ‘ 1.09 ‘ 1.02 ‘ 1.90 ‘ 241 ‘ 2.32 ‘ 1.93 ‘ 1.93

2
Ocv

Table 7.2: The average variance reduction using COS as the control variate on the calculation of the expected exposure for a
portfolio with 100 derivatives without collateral.

Exposures of MC vs. MC with CV at time point 2 Exposures of MC vs. MC with CV at time point 3
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Figure 7.1: The comparison of the exposures for time points ¢ = 2,3 and 16 generated using COS as control variate and straight
forward MC simulation.

The correlation values over time between the auxiliary variable and the MtM value of the portfolio
are plotted in Figure 7.2, and those between the indicators 1{max(E;(X), 0) > qo.975} and 1{Z > ¢ o=}
can be found in Figure 7.3. These correlation values show that, as expected, as the correlation values
between the control variate and the MtM value of the portfolio are higher than those between the
indicators, using COS can help to reduce the variance for EE estimations yields.
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Correlation between the MtM value and the control variate for each time step Correlation between the indicator functions for each time step

Correlation coefficient
=
=
Correlation coefficient

Time & o 2 4 6 8 10 12 14
Timet
Figure 7.2: The correlation values between the auxiliary
variable and the MtM value of a portfolio containing 100
derivatives without collateral.

Figure 7.3: The correlation values between the indicators
1{max(E;(X),0) > go.975} and 1{Z > q6_975}.

7.2. Results of Adaptive Importance Sampling using the optimal
shift

In this section the variance reduction is tested for the collateralized portfolio containing 100 derivatives
using the adaptive importance sampling method we developed. It uses the COS-PFE result to find the
optimal shift to be applied to the original joint density function of the risk factors.

The algorithm was ran 100 times from which the variance of the PFE estimations was measured
and compared to that from the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation. The reduction in variance, for
an increasing number of paths, are presented in Table 7.3.

Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000
2
IPEEMC ‘ 2.7 ‘ 3.0 ‘ 2.6 ‘ 2.0 ‘ 3.2 ‘ 3.1

7
OPFE, SHIFT

Table 7.3: The variance ratio between a straight forward MC simulation (numerator) and the shift-AIS-COS method
(denominator), in the calculation of the PFE of a collateralized portfolio containing 100 derivatives.

Averaged out over all paths and all non-zero variances, the variance of the shift-AIS-COS method is
approximately less than one-third of that of the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.

For time points 2, 4, and 8, the convergence of the PFE estimations, as well as the associated 95%
confidence interval, is shown in Figure 7.4
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Average absolute errors MC vs. MC with optimization using 100 simulations Average absolute errors MC vs. MC with optimization using 100 simulations
at iteration 2 at iteration 4
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Figure 7.4: The convergence of the PFE of a collateralized portfolio with 100 derivatives at time points t = 2,4 and 8 using the
shift-AIS-COS method developed in Section 6.1 with the initial guess of the PFE from the split COS-PFE method.

In these plots the black line represents the benchmark PFE value, the solid blue line and solid orange
line represents the PFE estimate averaged over the 100 PFE estimations, the blue and orange shaded
areas depict the 95% confidence interval.

Although the variance reduction is effective, the optimal shift algorithm can take a very long time to
compute the auxiliary density. For example, using 25000 paths the CPU time for all PFE estimations
were between 96 and 1773 seconds.

7.3. Results of the Cross-Entrophy Adaptive Importance Sampling

In this section the results of the CE-AIS-COS method developed in Section 6.2 are presented and
discussed. First, the results for the test portfolios without collateral are presented. Next, we compare
the results of two variants of the CE-AIS-COS method for a test portfolio containing 100 derivatives with
collateral: one using the exact COS-PFE method to provide the initial guess of the PFE value, which we
refer to as the "CE-AIS-COS-exact” method; and the other that splits the collateral from the rest of the
portfolio to approximate the initial guess of the PFE value, which we refer to as the "CE-AIS-COS-split"
method. Note that CE-AIS-COS-split variant van be very useful in practise due to the fast calculation
speed. Finally, to demonstrate this, we present the results of the CE-AIS-COS-split method applied to
all test portfolios, whereby the portfolio splitting method is applied further, to illustrate the real-world
application of this method. The results are based on 250 repeating runs of the PFE calculation.

7.3.1. Without collateral: results from the CE-AIS-exact method

The portfolio containing 100 derivatives

Table 7.4 presents In this table the averaged ratio between the variance of the straight forward Monte
Carlo method (the numerator) and the CE-AIS-COS-exact simulation (the denominator) for different
number of simulation paths. These variances are averaged over all non-zero variances.
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Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000

7
OPFE,MC

7
OPEE, CE-AIS

‘ 23.0 ‘ 31.8 ‘ 35.6 ‘ 40.8 ‘ 41.6 ‘ 42.5

Table 7.4: The variance reductions of the CE-AIS-COS-exact method in PFE calculations for a uncollateralized portfolio
containing 100 derivatives.

Averaged over all number of paths and all non-zero variances, the variance of the CE-AIS-COS-exact
method is approximately 35.4 times lower than that of the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.

Worth noting that these variance-reduction ratios match the theoretical reduction rations that we
calculated in Table 6.1.

This significant variance reduction can also be seen in Figure 7.5, where the convergence to the
benchmark PFE for the time steps t = 5,10 and 15 are plotted.
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Figure 7.5: The convergence of the PFE, using straight forward Monte Carlo method and the CE-AIS-COS-exact method, at time
points t = 5,10 and 15 for a portfolio containing 100 derivatives without collateral.

For the same time points, Figure 7.6 shows the comparison between the averaged absolute error and the
CPU time for the CE-AIS-COS-exact algorithm and the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.
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Figure 7.6: The averaged absolute error and CPU time, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-exact
method, at time points ¢ = 5,10 and 15 for a portfolio containing 100 derivatives without collateral.

The portfolio containing 1000 derivatives
To test the applicability of the method to real-world portfolios, we increased the number of derivatives
to 1000 and repeated the same tests. Table 7.5 again shows the significant variance reduction.

Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000
v
_TPFEMC ‘ 30.6 ‘ 36.2 ‘ 38.7 ‘ 41.6 ‘ 42.1 ‘ 425

7
OPEE, CE-AIS

Table 7.5: The variance reductions of the CE-AIS-COS-exact method in PFE calculations for a uncollateralized portfolio
containing 1000 derivatives.

Averaged out over all paths and all non-zero variances, the variance of the CE-AIS-COS-exact algorithm
is approximately 38.6 times lower compared to the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.

The impressive increase in performance using the CE-AIS-COS-exact method is again demonstrated in
Figure 7.7.
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Figure 7.7: The convergence of the PFE, using the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-exact method, at
time points t = 5,10 and 15 for a portfolio containing 1000 derivatives without collateral.

The average absolute errors and total CPU times of the two methods are compared. This comparison,
for time points t = 5,10 and 15, the comparison can be found in Figure 7.8.

Average absolute error MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-exact at time point 5 Average absolute error MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-exact at time point 10
— MC 1z0 — MC
175 MC 95% Confidence interval MC 95% Confidence interval
15 15

150 IS 95% Confidence interval 100 IS 95% Confidence interval
E g
T 125 5
bl o)
El ]
37 100 o
2 -]
® =
w @
£ g
] H
4 <

5

il

05 10 15 20 25 01 0z 03 0.4 05 06
Time (s} Time (s}

Average absolute error MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-exact at time point 15

— MC
MC 95% Confidence interval
15
IS 95% Confidence interval

Average absalute error

0.05 010 015 020 025 030 0.35
Time (s}

Figure 7.8: The averaged absolute error and CPU time, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-exact
method, at time points t = 5,10 and 15 for a portfolio containing 1000 derivatives without collateral.



7.3. Results of the Cross-Entrophy Adaptive Importance Sampling 71

The portfolio containing 10000 derivatives

To further test the applicability and performance of our methods, we repeated the same tests on a really
large portfolio containing 10000 derivatives without collateral. Table 7.6 evidences the same, significant
variance reduction as for smaller portfolios.

Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000
2
_TeEMC ‘ 28.8 ‘ 35.5 ‘ 37.8 ‘ 43.4 ‘ 40.7 ‘ 36.9

7
OPFE, CE-AIS

Table 7.6: The variance reductions of the uncollateralized portfolio containing 10000 derivatives.

Averaged over all number of paths, and all non-zero the variance of the CE-AIS-COS-exact method is
approximately 37.2 times lower than that of the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.

As before, Figure 7.9 was made to showcase the convergence to the benchmark PFE using both
methods.

Convergence to benchmark PFE for MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-exact at time point 5 Convergence to benchmark PFE for MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-exact at time point 10
10400 16250
16000 — =
10200
15750
10000 15500
& i 15250
= 5800 =
15000
9600 1 — MC 14750 — Mc
MC 95% Confidence interval MC 95% Confidence interval
3 14500 [
%400 IS 95% Confidence interval I5 95% Confidence interval
—— Benchmark 14250 —— Benchmark
5 3 7 B 9 10 5 6 7 8 9 10
loginumber of paths) log(number of paths)

Convergence to benchmark PFE for MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-exact at time point 15

- MC
MC 95% Confidence interval

15 95% Confidence interval
—— Benchmark

5 3 7 8 9 10
log(number of paths)

Figure 7.9: The convergence of the PFE, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-exact method, at
time points f = 5,10 and 15 for a portfolio containing 10000 derivatives without collateral.

The averaged absolute error and CPU time needed to obtain the approximations for the two methods
can be seen in Figure 7.10.



7.3. Results of the Cross-Entrophy Adaptive Importance Sampling

72

500

<} 8
< <

Average absolute error
N
<]
e

100

Average absolute error MC vs. CE-AIS at time point 5

— M
MC 95% Confidence interval
Is
IS 85% Confidence interval

125
Time (s)

50 75 10.0

500

&8 ]
= =

Average absolute error
=
=

100

Average absolute error MC vs. CE-AIS at time point 10

— MC
MC 95% Confidence interval
15
15 95% Confidence interval

Time (s}

Average absolute error MC vs. CE-AIS at time point 15

120

Average absolute error

— MC
MC 95% Confidence interval
15
15 95% Confidence interval

100
Time (s)

Figure 7.10: The averaged absolute error and CPU time, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the
CE-AIS-COS-exact method, at time points t = 5,10 and 15 for a portfolio containing 10000 derivatives without collateral.

An illustration of the CE-AIS-COS applied to the PFE calculation

To check how the CE-AIS-COS method alters the original distribution of the underlying risk factors,
Figures 7.11 and 7.12 were generated. Figure 7.11 shows how the CE-AIS-COS method changes the
short rates samples after each iteration. The resulting shift in the exposure distribution can be seen in

Figure 7.12.
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Figure 7.12: The shift in the exposure distribution.

7.3.2. With collateral: results from the CE-AIS-exact method

In this section the variance reduction and convergence of the CE-AIS-COS-exact method are tested on a
collateralized portfolio. Table 7.7 summarizes the variance reduction compared to the straight forward
Monte Carlo method for a test portfolio containing 100 derivatives.



7.3. Results of the Cross-Entrophy Adaptive Importance Sampling 73

Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000
v
_TPEEMC ‘ 26.2 ‘ 33.1 ‘ 37.4 ‘ 39.9 ‘ 415 ‘ 39.9

7
OPEE, CE-AIS

Table 7.7: The variance reduction for a collateralized portfolio containing 100 derivatives using the CE-AIS-COS-exact method.

The same, significant reduction in variance is observed as in the case without collateral.

Similar to the case without collateral, these variance-reduction ratios match the theoretical reduc-
tion rations that we calculated in Table 6.2.

Convergence to benchmark PFE for MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-split at time point 5 Convergence to benchmark PFE for MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-split at time point 10
380 T
65 MC 95% Confidence interval
370 Is
15 95% Confidence interval
360 &0 = Benchmark
350
55 M
i 340 w
& &

330 50
30— MC

MC 95% Confidence interval

15 45
310

15 95% Confidence interval

= Benchmark
300 0
5 B 7 8 9 10 5 b 7 :] 9 10
log{number of paths) log{number of paths)

Convergence to benchmark PFE for MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-split at time point 15

430

420

PFE

410

— MC
400 MC 95% Confidence interval
Is
15 95% Confidence interval
—— Benchmark

390

5 3 7 8 9 10
lag{number of paths)

Figure 7.13: The convergence of the PFE, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-exact method, at
time points t = 5,10, 15 for a portfolio containing 100 derivatives with collateral.

For the same time points the average absolute error and CPU times are compared between the two
methods. These can be seen in Figure 7.14.
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Figure 7.14: The averaged absolute error and CPU time, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the
CE-AIS-COS-split, at time points ¢ = 5,10 and 15 for a portfolio containing 100 derivatives with collateral.

7.3.3. With collateral: results from the CE-AIS-COS-split method

After running the simulations Table 7.8 was constructed showing the variance reductions.

Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000
2
—EERME_ ‘ 20.1 ‘ 25.8 ‘ 315 ‘ 34.1 ‘ 38.4 ‘ 35.1

2
IPFE, CE-AIS
Table 7.8: The average variance reduction of a collateralized portfolio containing 100 derivatives with collateral using the

CE-AIS-COS-split method.

The variance averaged over all non-zero variances and all number of paths 32.9 times lower compared
to using the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.

For time points t = 5,10 and 15 the convergence of the PFE values and the confidence interval
can be seen in Figure 7.15.
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Figure 7.15: The convergence of the PFE, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-split method, at
time points ¢ = 5,10, 15 for a portfolio containing 100 derivatives with collateral.

For the same time points the average absolute error and CPU times are compared between the two
methods. These can be seen in Figure 7.16.
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Figure 7.16: The averaged absolute error and CPU time, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the
CE-AIS-COS-split, at time points t = 5,10 and 15 for a portfolio containing 100 derivatives with collateral.
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7.3.4. With collateral: results from the CE-AIS-COS-split using more sub-portfolios
In this section, the variance reduction for collateralized portfolios containing 100, 1000 and 10000
derivatives is show. Now, the PFE approximation is made using the COS-PFE-split method and applied
on a further division of the portfolio.

The portfolio containing 100 derivatives
After running the simulations Table 7.9 could be constructed showing the variance reductions.
Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000
2
AT ‘ 20.3 ‘ 26.0 ‘ 31.6 ‘ 36.4 ‘ 39.3 ‘ 36.2

7
OPEE, CE-AIS

Table 7.9: The averaged variance reduction of a collateralized portfolio containing 100 derivatives with collateral using the
CE-AIS-COS-split method applied on the sub-portfolios.

The variance averaged over all non-zero variances and all number of paths is 31.1 times lower compared
to using the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.

For three time points the convergence of the average PFE values and the confidence interval can
be seen in Figure 7.17.
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Figure 7.17: The convergence of the PFE, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-split method
applied on the sub-portfolios, at time points f = 5,10, 15 for a portfolio containing 100 derivatives with collateral.

The comparison of the average absolute error and CPU time for three time points are showcased in
Figure 7.18.
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Figure 7.18: The averaged absolute error and CPU time, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-split
method applied on the sub-portfolios, at time points ¢t = 5,10 and 15 for a portfolio containing 100 derivatives with collateral.

The portfolio containing 1000 derivatives

For the test portfolio containing 1000 derivatives the variance reduction and averaged variances can be
found in Table 7.10.

Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000
2
_JPEEMC ‘ 17.9 ‘ 31.4 ‘ 30.7 ‘ 34.6 ‘ 37.7 ‘ 35.5

7
OPEE, CE-AIS

Table 7.10: The averaged variance reduction of a collateralized portfolio containing 1000 derivatives with collateral using the
CE-AIS-COS-split method applied on the sub-portfolios.

Averaging out the variance reduction over all number of paths and all non-zero variances the CE-AIS
method has a variance 32.4 times lower than that of the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.

To illustrate the increase in performance using the CE-AIS method the convergence and confidence
interval of the PFE can be seen in Figure 7.19.



7.3. Results of the Cross-Entrophy Adaptive Importance Sampling

78

2550

2525

2500

24795

PFE

2450

2435

2400

2375

2350

Convergence to benchmark PFE for MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-split applied on
sub-portfolios at time point 1

Convergence to benchmark PFE for MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-split applied on
sub-portfolios at time point 2

4100
4050
4000
w
&
3950
— MC 3900 1 — MC
MC 95% Confidence interval MC 95% Confidence interval
Is s
15 95% Confidence interval 350 15 95% Confidence interval
—— Benchmark —— Benchmark
T T T T T T T T T T T T
5 6 7 8 9 10 5 6 9 10

laginumber of paths)

7 8
loginumber of paths)

Convergence to benchmark PFE for MC vs. CE-AIS-COS-split applied on

sub-partfolios at time point 3

4500
4550
4300
&
4450
— MC

4400 MC 95% Confidence interval

15

15 95% Confidence interval
4350 4 — Benchmark

5 6 7 : 3 10

:]
log(number of paths)

Figure 7.19: The convergence of the PFE, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-split method

applied on the sub-portfolios, at time points f = 1,2, 3 for a portfolio

containing 1000 derivatives with collateral.

The comparison of the average absolute error and CPU time for the three time points are shown in
Figure 7.20.
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Figure 7.20: The averaged absolute error and CPU time, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-split
method applied on the sub-portfolios, at time points t = 1,2 and 3 for a portfolio containing 1000 derivatives with collateral.
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The portfolio containing 10000 derivatives
For the test portfolio containing 10000 derivatives the variance reduction and averaged variances can be
found in Table 7.11.

Number of paths | 100 | 250 | 500 | 2500 | 7500 | 25000
v
_JPFEMC ‘ 20.5 ‘ 23.4 ‘ 27.3 ‘ 29.4 ‘ 26.8 ‘ 32.1

7
OPEE, CE-AIS

Table 7.11: The averaged variance reduction of a collateralized portfolio containing 10000 derivatives with collateral using the
CE-AIS-COS-split method applied on the sub-portfolios.

Averaging out the variance reduction over all number of paths, and all non-zero variances the CE-AIS
method has a variance 26.6 times lower than that of the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation.

To illustrate the increase in performance using the CE-AIS method the convergence and confidence
interval of the PFE can be seen in Figure 7.21.
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Figure 7.21: The convergence of the PFE, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-split method
applied on the sub-portfolios, at time points f = 1,2, 3 for a portfolio containing 10000 derivatives with collateral.

For three time points the comparison of the average absolute error and CPU time can be seen in Figure
7.22.
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Figure 7.22: The averaged absolute error and CPU time, using straight forward Monte Carlo simulation and the CE-AIS-COS-split
method applied on the sub-portfolios, at time points t = 1,2 and 3 for a portfolio containing 10000 derivatives with collateral.

7.3.5. Impact of the accuracy in COS step on the variance reduction of CE-AIS-

COS method

To understand how the CE-AIS-COS algorithm’s performance depends on the accuracy of initial guess

of the PFE value using the COS-PFE method, the variance reduction for different levels of accuracy
is investigated, ranging from 0% to 120% of the real PFE. For example, the 0% means that the PFE
approximation is 0 for each time point, and the 80% means that the PFE approximation from COS is
80% of the reference PFE at that time step. The algorithm was run 100 times for 1000000 paths at each
time step. For a portfolio containing 100 derivatives with and without collateral, the variance reduction
ratio and the accuracy in the COS step are plotted in Figure 7.23.
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Figure 7.23: The variance reduction of the uncollateralized and collateralized portfolio containing 100 derivatives with varying
accuracies of PFE approximations.

Not surprising, it can be seen that the variance reduction seems to increase exponentially from both
sides of 100% accuracy of the COS-estimated PFE. This strongly suggests the great applicability of the
COS method, in practice: a very fast calculation using the COS-PFE method with a "good enough"

accuracy would already yield 20 times up to 40 times reduction in the variance of the Monte Carlo
simulation.



Conclusions and discussions

In this thesis we combined the COS-PFE method, the extended COS method presented in [1], and the
Monte Carlo simulation to reduce the variance of the PFE calculation of a portfolio. We researched on
Control Variate method and Importance Sampling method, both being well studied variance reduction
techniques in literature.

The first method that we developed was a Control Variate method with the control variate being
yielded from the COS-PFE method. This method, however, was tested to be not effecitive in reducing the
variance of the PFE. One potential reason could be that the correlation between the indicator function
used in the Monte Carlo CDF estimator and the control variate is not high enough. Testing results of
a portfolio containing 100 derivatives without collateral suggests that, the variance using the control
variate method is approximately the same as that of straight forward Monte Carlo simulation. Averaged
over all non-zero variances the variance reduction was approximately 1.09. Further testing showed,
however, it is very successful in reducing the variance of the expected exposures.

Secondly, adaptive importance sampling was combined with the COS-PFE method as such: via
an iterative procedure, a shift is searched for the risk factor with the highest correlation to the MtM value
of the portfolio, such that the resulting expected exposure based on the shifted distribution coincides
with the PFE obtained from the COS-PFE method, while the variance is minimized. Extensive testing
results indicate that the variance of the PFEs from this method were less than one third of that from
the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation. While being successful in reducing the variances, the
computation time of this method is not superior. The total CPU time of the algorithm, using 25000
paths, was between 96 and 1773 seconds.

Then the majority research time of this thesis was spent on the development of an adaptive im-
portance sampling method based on cross-entropy. This method finds a probability distribution that
minimized the Kullbeck-Leibler divergence between itself and the theoretical zero-variance probability
density. The COS-PFE method is used to provide the initial guess of the PFE value. Therefore, we
name it the CE-AIS-COS method. The CE-AIS-COS method was tested for three portfolios both with
and without collateral. For the uncollateralized portfolios containing 100, 1000 and 10000 derivatives
the variance of the PFE using the CE-AIS-COS method was approximately 35.4, 38.6 and 37.2 times
lower than that of the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation, which is significant and perfectly
align with our theoretical results of the variance reduction. The same impressive performance was
observed for portfolios with collateral. To reduce the CPU time, we applied a dimension-reduction
approximation in the original COS-PFE method. This variant we call CE-AIS-COS-split method. Using
the same test portfolio with collaterals, the CE-AIS-COS-split method produced PFE estimates with
an average variance 32.9 times lower than the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation, while the
CPU time is much lower, too. When we further split the portfolio into sub-portfolios, to mimic the
real-world situation that the COS-PFE is only suitable for portfolios involving a few risk factors. That
is, we use stand-alone COS-PFE estimates to approximate the portfolio level PFE, which is fed to
the adaptive importance sampling method as the initial guess. Results demonstrated the variance
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reduction ratios are slightly less than before but are still significant: on average 31.1, 32.4 and 26.6 for
portfolios having 100, 1000 and 10000 derivatives, respectively.It can be concluded that the CE-AIS-COS
method has the potential to be applied on real-world portfolios, to produce PFE estimations with
alower average absolute error than the straight forward Monte Carlo simulation using the same CPU time.

While this study have has provided an intuitive and easy to implement method for reducing the
variance of PFE calculations some limitations may suggest avenues for future research. First is that
the Z-spread dynamic is assumed to be independent of the processes of the other risk factors, which
simplifies the bond pricing formula. Future research could implement a correlation between the
Z-spread and the other processes. Additionally, this work only concerns SFTs. Future work could be
done to extend the method to CSA agreements.
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Appendix

A.l. Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. From the G1++ model we have
r(t) = x(t) + p(t)
With

dx(t) = —ax(t)dt + cdW(t)
x(0)=0

We get that

d(e™x(t)) = ae™ x(t)dt + e dx(t)
= ae™ x(t)dt + e [—ax(t)dt + cdW(t)]
= e GdW(t)

/Std(e”“x(u)) = /Ste““odW(u)

e"'x(t)—e™x(s) =0 /t e™dW (u)

Then we find that for t > s

Then we find that x(t) = e ¢=)x(s) + ¢ fst e~ =" dW(u), and filling into r(t) we get that

t
r(t) = e x(s) + 0 / e AW () + B(t)
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We find that
t
EQ[r(t)| F<] = EC [e‘“(t_s)x(s) + a/ e~ dW (u) + B(t) 7—;]
’ t
= e "=x(s) + B(H)EY [0 / e AW (1) 7—']
= e "=)x(s) + (1)
varQ[ r(t) ] = var? [e-ﬂ<f—5>x(s) +o / t e~ AW (1) + B(t) 7—‘]

7

g

t
varQ[o/ e AW (1)
S

t
(G/ —a(t—u)dw(u))
_* EQ [ / —2a(t— u)du

—Za(t s)]

2

7

=E°

=—|1-
2a [
* By It6’s isometry.

We know that
7_;] — EQ [e_/oT x(s)ds—/OTﬁ(s)ds

7

P(O,T) = BS [~k
— e—/OTﬁ(s)dsEQ [e_/oT x(s)ds

7|
We know that since x(t) is normally distributed f x(t)dt is normally distributed. We find that

t
x(t) = e 0% (0) + / e AW (1)
0

t
= / e~ W (1)
0

Using Fubini’s Theorem for stochastic integrals and substitution we find that

/ x(t)dt—/ /oe_”(t AW (u)dt

=2 /O (1= e7T) aw(w)

We see that dW(u) is normally distributed with mean zero. The variance is given by

T
V(,T) = var? [/ x(t)dt
0
%]

(% /OT (1 - e_”(T_“)) dW(u))

7

d
2
= EQ

2 T
=* B [0—2 1 - e*”(T*”))2 du

T
/ (1 —u(T u) d
0

—aT —aT
1 —
(T ol . )

| Q

q
NN

a 2a

x
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* By It6’s isometry.

Now filling in what we know yields

P(0,T) = EY [e—/OT x()dt— [ ﬁ(t)dt‘ %]
= e—foT BB RQ [e—jOT x(t)dt’ %]

_* STt P2V

* By the moment generating function of the normal distribution E© [¢!X] = elt+29° where X is

normally distributed with mean y and variance o2.

T
We know that if the model is calibrated to the market P(0,T) = PM(0,T) = e~ o fu@ds - prom
this we find that

ol F1O9)s _ o= [ ps)ds+5V(O,T)

T T
1
/0 B(s)ds =/O fM(O,s)ds+§V(O,T)

After differentiation, we get that

B0 = £, + o1 ey

A.2. Proof of Proposition 2
Proof. In Proof A.1 we found that

t

x(t) = x(s)e™ %) 4+ a/ e~ M dW (1)

s

We also have that

P(t,T) = E© [efﬁT r(s)ds

7—;] = e’/yTﬁ(S)dsEQ [efffT x(s)ds

7

Again, since we know that x(¢) is normally distributed, we know that /tT x(s)ds is also normally

c e ST . T .
distributed. After finding the mean and variance of ft x(s)ds we can use the moment generating
function to compute the last expectation.

T T T ps
/ x(s)ds = / e Dy (t)ds + a/ / e ST AW (1) ds
t t T

1 = ¢~a(T-1) T s
- x(t)eT +o / / e~ = AW (u)ds
t t

1 — g—a(T-1) T
—x()—— 4 ¢ / (1 - e_”(T_”)) AW (i)
a a J;



A.2. Proof of Proposition 2 90

From this we find that

e—u(T t)

T
x(s)ds|Fs| = x(t)—

7_-5] — var [x(t)ﬂ + g /T (1 _ e—a(T—u)) dW (u)
t

a

T
—var@| 2 _ o —a(T—-u)
= var [ . /t (1 e ) AW (u)

T 2
( /t (1= 7o) dW(u)) l
_kk Z_EEQ [/T (1 _ e—a(T—u))2 du}
t

“

J
J/

T
var® [ x(s)ds

7|

/|

2 _ ,—a(T-t) _ ,—2a(T-t)
o 1-e 1-e
=2 (r-t-2 +
a2 ( a 2a )
—V(t,T)

* by using that EY [ﬁT (1—e~T-w) dW(u)] =0.
*x by It6’s isometry.

When we fill in what we know we find

T T
P(t,T) = exp {—/ ﬁ(s)ds} EQ [e—ﬁ x(s)ds

—a(T—-t)

exp{ / ﬁ(s)ds—x(t)e— 1V(t,T)}
_exp{ / B(s)ds + / Bs)ds — x(t) L %V(t,T)}

= exp {—/ M(0,s)ds - EV(o, T) + /0 M0, s)ds + %V(O,t)}

7

—a(T t) 1
exp{ x(t)— EV(t,T)}
X M(O/ )d —a t
= exp {ATf S S} exp{ X(t)i l(V(O, t) + V(t,T) _ V(O, T))}
exp { i £400,5)ds} 2
M —a(T—t)
= % { x(t)e— %(V(O,t) +V(t,T)-V(O, :r))}

— A(t T)e B(t,T)x(t)

* by using the moment generating function of the normal distribution since we know that /t x(s)ds | Fr ~

N (x50 v, T). O

A.21. The pricing functions

When looking at the valuation of the MtM of a XCS it can be seen that the value involves the foreign and
domestic ZCB. The values of these ZCBs are calculated using the foreign and domestic short rate. In
order to be able to combine these short rates a change of measure must be performed, this gives rise to
the following proposition.
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Proposition 6. The foreign short-rate process x ¢(t) under the domestic risk-neutral measure Q7 follows the
stochastic differential equation,

d
dxs(t) = [-arxs(t) + ofoxprx]dt + ade}Q . (A1)

Proof. This proof starts by finding a change of measure that makes it possible to move from the foreign
risk-neutral measure to the domestic risk-neutral measure. After we have found such a change of
measure it becomes possible to use the Brownian motion defined on the foreign risk-neutral measure,
combined with Girsanov’s theorem, to find an expression in terms of a Brownian motion defined on the
domestic risk-neutral measure.

We have that o

dxg(t) = —agpxs(t)dt + Odef
We know that we can use the foreign and domestic money market accounts, Bf(t) and Bi(t), as a
numeraire. Under these numeraires, we know that the payoff of any traded asset V/(t) in the foreign
market and V¥(t) in the domestic market relative to their corresponding numeraire is a martingale. That
is,

m - g% [ ]
Bf(t) Bf(T)
Vi) _

wo == |5 |7

X(t) is defined as the exchange rate. It indicates the amount of domestic currency is received per unit of
foreign currency. From this, we can write that

Va(t) = XV ()

= X(t)Bf (HEY [

BA(T)

= X(t)Bf (HEY [

mnmnf}
X(DV/(T)

— pd(n\EQ
- POE [ BA(T)

d
By using this and putting ¢t = 0 we can see that

X(O)V/(0) = BY(0)EY" [m ]

B4(T)

f Qf Vf(T)‘ ] _ pd Q1 [X(T)Vf(T) ]
X(0)B/ (0)E [—B D) Fo| = BY(0)E “BIT) Fo
£ [X(O)Vf (T)] _ o [X(T)Vf (T)

Bf(T) B4(T)

Where in the last step we used that B (0) = B%(0) = 1, and the expecation is independent of 7.

To be able to move from the expectation with measure Q/ to the expectation with measure Q*
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we need a change of measure. From the equality above we can write that

7 [X(O)V/(T) X(v/ (T)

EQ[ BI(T) ] | “5®
X(0)V/(T) dQf
=/ Bf(T) dTQdde
o [@ X(O)Vf(T)}

dQ4  Bf(T)

=EQ.1[X(T)V/[(T)}

B4(T)

From this we see that the change of measure must have the form

dQf  BA(T)X(T)
dQ4 ~ X(0)B4(T)

To be able to find the expression of the Brownian motion under the domestic risk-neutral measure we
must find the expression of the stochastic exponential. This expression is equal to the expression of the
change of measure. To find this expression we must fill in the equations for B/(T), BY(T), X(T), and
X (0) above.

We know that
B/ (t) = eh 17
BY(t) = oy ra(s)ds
Now we only need to find the expression for X (t) to be able to find the expression of the change of measure.
We know that the X(t) follows the following dynamic
dX(t) = (ra(t) — rp(t)) X()dt + ox X (AW

Taking ¢(X(t)) = In(X(t)) and using It6’s Lemma we get that
g 1 d°g
aX(t)dX(t) T2 IX(?

1 1
= 55 X0 - 3% (t)2 ——dX(H)dX(t)

ra(t) = rp(t)) X(b)dt + ox X (AW )

IIn(X(t)) = 8g L+

AX(H)dX(t)

-z
1 1

N2
- 37T ((ratt) = 7(0)) X(0)dt + ox X (AW )

= (ra(t) — ry(t) - %a§)dt +oxdW¥
Taking the integral on both sides results in
t 1, t Q
In(X(t)) = In(Xo) +/O (rd(s) —rf(s) - EOX) ds +/0 oxdWy

X(t) = X(0)exp {‘/0 (rd(s) —rf(s) - %oi) ds +‘/0 axdwgd}
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Filling this into the change of measure results in the expression for the stochastic exponential E(L);

dQ/ _ B/(T)X(T)
dQ4 — X(0)B4(T)

T . 1 (T
= exp {/ aXdWS - —/ a@dt}
0 2 Jo

—exp {Li- ]
= &)

Zt=

. ) T d
From these last expressions, we find that L; = /0 oxd W;? .

d
Then by Girsanov’s theorem for Brownian motion, we find that since W}Q is a Brownian motion under
f . . . .
Q, then WJQ is a Brownian motion in Qf

T
Q _ Q? Qf Q
Wf —Wf +<Wf /0 oxdWy )

o, [ Q!
=W+ 0 oxd(WZ , W)

Q! !
= Wf + prfxdt
0

From this we find that ; .
dV\/'}Q = dW}Q + prfxdt

Then filling in the expression for dW}Qf in the dynamics of x¢(t) yields

d
de(t) = (—Llef(t) + chxpfx)df + Gde}Q

Using It0’s Lemma on equation A.1 and taking the integral on both sides yields the solution
0f0 t
xp(t) = x(0)e ™" + f+pfx(1 —e™t) + oy / e E=GW, (s). (A2)
f 0

As can be seen in equation 2.31, the dynamics of the FX rate is modelled using the real world measure
P. To be able to combine them with the shifted short rates that is modelled under the risk-neutral
measure of the domestic market Q7 we need to change the measure of the FX rate by performing a
change of measure. This gives room to the following proposition.

Proposition 7. Under the risk-neutral measure of the domestic measure Q% we have that
dX(t) = (ra(t) — rp(t))dt + oxdW2(t) (A.3)

Where r4(t) and r(t) are the domestic and foreign short rates at time t, and ox is the volatility of the FX rate.

B/ ()

B7() must

Proof. We have that by choosing the numeraire to be the domestic money-market account X (f)
be a martingale under the domestic risk-neutral measure. Since we have that Bf (t) = exp {— /Ot r f(s)ds}

and BY(t) = exp {—fot rd(s)ds} we know that we can write B/ (t)/B“(t) = exp {/Ot(rd - rf)(s)ds}.
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Using this we find that

f
(X(t> Bd@i) AX(1) l;ﬁ,f; X(t)d (l;d—g;) ,

B (t
= (uX(B)dt + ox X (HAWF) Bdgti (rd(t)‘rf(t))x(t)BdEt;

= (= (rat) = r£())dt + oxdWF) X(t)g dEg

In order to be a martingale there mustn’t be drift. This is only the case if u = r4(t) — r¢(t). Thus, we find
that under the risk-neutral domestic measure Q¢,

dX(t) = (ra(t) — rp())X(t)dt + oxdW ' (£).

A_3. Proof of parameters of CE-AIS being global maximizers

argmax B, [log(gyz(X)) 1{max(E¢(X), 0) > qa}]
AUERWI Zemem

= argmax / log(gu,=(X)) - {max(E;(X), 0) > ga}pe,(X)dX,
ueR™, ZeMy oy ¥ —

exp{- 3 (X-p) "= (X=p)}
= argmax e [log( 2n)"det(T) )‘ 1{max(E;(X),0) > Qa}}
pERM TeM Ppe, [max(Et(x), 0) > qa] ,

| (exp{—%(x ~)TE(X - u)})
(0]

= argmax [,
HERm'ZEM;Xrn

1{max(E+(X),0) > g4} | - (A4)

V(2m)"det(X)

From the latter expression it can be seen that the following expression must be maximized,

Epg, [—%(x — W) =X = ) — log (\/(ZR)kdet(Z))‘ 1{max(E;(X), 0) > qa}] :

The derivatives of this expression can be taken with respect to u and L to find the values that maximizes
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A4, Using Q = {max(E;(X),0) > g,}, it can be seen that

iE,,@O [—%(x — ) = X - ) - log (\/(2n)mdet(2))'l{max(Et(X),O) > ga}

(./Q (—%(X W)X - H)) po, X)dX — /(; (—log (\/(ZR)mdet(Z)) ng(X)dX)) ,

9 9
7 (—%(x — )X - y)) po, (X)X — /Q 3 (- log (Vi2r)"det(T)) po,00dX),

= /Q % (_%(x ~wTET X - u)) po,(X)dX,

=— % /Q % (XTEIX = X"y = T2 X+ u "2 ) po, (X)X,

7

I
o\%’h’%

1 d _ d _ d _ d _
=- E/Q(a (XT=7X) - o (XT=u) - o (B"Z7X) + o (B'E 1#))P90(X)dx,
= / (12—1x s ixs Z_ly) pe,(X)dX,

al2 2

_lya / XpQO(X)azx+1 / Xpg,(X)dXz ! —x71 / 1pe, X)dX,
2 Q 2 Ja Q

1 1
=§Z_1Epoo [ X max(E(X),0) > ga] + 5Epe, [ X max(E;(X),0) > go] =7
— L7'Ep,, [ 4| max(E(X),0) > qa],

=L ' By, [ XImax(E;(X),0) > qa| = Z7'Ep, | 1| max(E¢(X),0) > qa]
Solving the last expression it follows that
7By, [ XImax(E(X),0) > qa| — 7'y, [ g max(E((X),0) > q4] =0,
Z7 Epy, [ XImax(E+(X),0) > ga] —Z7'u =0

From which it follows that
i =By, [ X max(E(X),0) > qa] - (A.5)

To verify that this y will indeed result in finding the maximum of the equation A .4 the second order
derivative will be computed.

32
Eye

_i _1 -1 _1 -1 _ y-1
=5 (/Q( SEIX - X - x y)pgo(X)dX),

= / o (—12—1x e Z_ly) po,(X)dX,

Epe, [—%(x — ) =X = )~ log (\/(2n)mdet(2))‘ 1{max(E¢(X),0) > qa} |,

oou\ 2 2
= [~z pa00ax
Q
=-x! / po,(X)dX.
Q

Because fQ po,(X)dX is a positive constant £~! is still an SPD matrix as the covariance matrix £ is SPD

by definition. From this it follows that -1 fQ pe,(X)dX is negative definite. Now it can be concluded
that since the Hessian matrix, or second derivative, is negative definite for every u the expectation is
concave, therefore the solution found gives the global maximum. Thus, the value of i in A.5 indeed
maximizes equation A.4.
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Next, the same will be done for X.

2 By, [—%(x ~)TE (X~ )~ log (J(zmkdet@))] 1{max(E:(X), 0) > qa}] ,

:% ( /Q (—%(x — W) TR (X - y)) ax - /Q (1og (\/(2n)kdet(2)) ng(X)dX)) ,
- / 9 (_%(x _W)TE (X - ‘u)) dx - /Q 2 (1og (Verdet(X)) po,004X)

o I% B}

- /Q (—% (- TXTXE T+ 2 X s T+ 2 T TXE T -2 T ) ng(XdX))

- [ 2 tog (V2rFdet®) pa, 00ax,
Q JX

:%Z-TE% [(X— )T (X - p)|max(E+(X),0) > gq| 77
. [ V2n)kdet(Z) L det(Z)
Po 2\/2n)Fdet(T)

1 ) -
=§Z "Ep,, [(X = )T (X = p)|max(E¢(X),0) > .| =77 B, [EZ 1

max(E;(X),0) > qa} ,

max(E¢(X), 0) > qa |
Solving the last expression shows,

1__ _ 1__

5= By, [(X= )T (X = )| max(E:(X), 0) > g0 ] &7 = 527 =0,

LT = 2By, [(X— )" (X = p)| max(E¢(X),0) > qq| Z77
From which, by using the fact that 2=7 = 7!, it follows that

LXT'E = XE7'By, [(X - 1) (X = p)| max(Ei(X),0) > q,] £7'E,

£ = By, [(X = )T (X = p)| max(E¢(X),0) > 4] - (A.6)

Again, it is verified that this value gives the maximum by looking at the second order derivative.

2
%E% [—%(x —W)TENX - ) — log (\/(Zn)kdet(Z))’ 1{max(E¢(X),0) > qa}] ,

P2 (/Q (_%(x—u)m—l(x—u)) dX—/Q(log(\/m)pgo(x)dx)),

=3
2 2
> (—%(X - X ) ax - [ 25 (log (VErmFaei) po,x0x),

I

S
QO
™
N

9
=%£ (Z71) By, [(X = )T (X = )| max(E;(X), 0) > o] 27"
1 . d _ 10 __
+ Ez_lEpeo [(X— W (X- [J)imax(Et(X),O) > th] oy (z 1) - EEZ L
= 5By, [ )T (X )] max(E(),0) > g] £
- %z—lE,,HO [(X = )T (X = p)|max(E(X),0) > go| 272 + %2—2.

To find the expression for %Z_l it was used that, dI = J(ZX!) = X! + X9X ! from this it can be
seen that as dI = 0 it follows that d=71/Jx = — X121 = - ¥ 72,



A.4. Using the analytical solution to find the CE-AIS-COS parameters 97

Then by using that X = E,, [(X -w)T(X- y)| max(E¢(X),0) > qa] it can be seen that

_ %27215;790 [X = )T (X = )| max(E:(X), 0) > ga] &7

1. o1
- 3% "Bpg, [ (X = )T (X = p)| max(E((X),0) > g ] 72 + 5% 2,

| S
= - X725y
2

1 1
— =y lyy? 4 Zy?
2 27 7
1
=-X2+_-172
2
1
=--X72
2

Then as the square of the inverse of an SPD matrix is again SPD it can be concluded that —122 is
negative definite. Thus, as the Hessian is negative definite for all X it follows that the expectation is
concave for X.. From this it follows that the value of X in A.6 is the global maximizer of the problem.
Thus the parameters that globally maximize A.4 are

H* = Epg, [ X max(Ei(X),0) > qa] ,
X = By, [ (X = )T (X = )] max(E¢(X), 0) > ga] -

A.4. Using the analytical solution to find the CE-AIS-COS parame-
ters

The results presented in the previous sections were from the CE-AIS-COS variants, where the parameters
p* and I* are approximated using Monte Carlo. Instead of using Monte Carlo, the Clenshaw-Curtis
quadrature can be used to find the values of y* and X*. Doing this could make the iterative loop inside
the CE-AIS-COS method obsolete. Below we describe how to apply the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature in
finding those parameters.

We start from the definitions of those parameters to estimate:
u* =By, [XImax(V(X),0) > qa],
By, [X 0 {max(V(X),0) > ga}]
C Py, [max(V(X),0) > ga}]
B me x - {max(V(x),0) > qa} - po,(x)dx
T fow Hmax(V(x), 0) > ga}pe, (x)dx

and

By, [(X = ) (X = %) n {max(V(X), 0) > ga}]
- Ppo, [max(V(X),0) > 7a}]

 Jen = )= ) - Hmax(V (%), 0) > qa} - po,(x)dx
- o H{max(V(x),0) > g} po, (x)dx

Then the integrals ./RW‘ (x = p*)(x = p*) - {max(V(x),0) > qa} - po,(x)dx and /]Rm (x = u*)(x —p*)-
1{max(V(x),0) > g} - pe,(x)dx are calculated using the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature. In the above
fractions we define

p= Ppﬂo [l{max(V(X),O) > %}] = /Rm 1{max(V(x), 0) > ga}po,(x)dx.

Z*

7

7

As g, is the 0.975-quantile it is already known that p = 0.025. In this way, if the quadrature’s accuracy is
sufficient the values y* and =* can be calculated and used in the CE-AIS-COS-exact. Table A.1 shows the
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values p calculated using the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature with 64 expansion terms and 30 quadrature
points. These values were calculated using a test portfolio containing 100 derivatives without collateral
on even time points.

t] 2 | 4 | 6 | 8 | 10 | 12 | 14 | 16 | 18
p | 0.02494 | 0.02602 | 0.02466 | 0.02567 | 0.02415 | 0.02353 | 0.03821 | 0.03829 | 0.03825

Table A.1: The values of  on even time points for a uncollateralized portfolio containing 100 derivatives.

As can be seen in the table, the analytical solutions p are very close to the actual 0.025. Sequentially, by
using these values as an indication of the accuracy, it was found that using the analytical solution for
the values p* and * in the CE-AIS-COS method gave good results for the PFE approximations.

For each of the time points in Table A.1 the PFE was calculated 100 times using 25000 paths. The
variance of these PFE values, calculated using the analytical solutions, were compared to the variances
of the PFE approximations using the CE-AIS-COS method. From this comparison it was found that
for approximately half of the time points the variances of the PFE calculated this approach were
approximately the same as the CE-AIS-COS method we developed in Section 6.2. For other time points
the variances of the CE-AIS method using the Monte Carlo approach were two to six times lower than
those found using the analytical solution.

Next, the same check was done for a collateralized portfolio. Table A.2 shows the values of p
calculated using 32 expansion terms and 30 quadrature points for the Clenshaw-Curtis quadrature.

t] 2] 4 | 6 | 8 | 10 | 12 | 14 | 16 | 18
p | 0.0 | 0.01742 | 0.01708 | 0.01147 | 0.02114 | 0.01404 | 0.03819 | 0.03789 | 0.01426

Table A.2: The values of p on even time points for a collateralized portfolio using 100 derivatives.

It can be seen that the values of p for the collateralized portfolio are much further away from the
real value of p, compared to the uncollateralized case. These values indicate that the errors from the
integrals in the numerators of Equation ?? and ?? become dominating. This was verified by comparing
the variance of 100 PFE calculations using the analytical solution to that using the CE-AIS-COS method
as described in Section 6.2.

These results suggest that using the parameters found by the analytical solution gave a much higher
variance than that of the CE-AIS-COS method from Section 6.2. In some cases the variance was more
than 200 times higher. To find a better approximation of the solutions of y* and X* more expansion
terms and quadrature points have to be used. It would result in a higher CPU time, thus not efficient.
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