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Chapter 1

Introduction

In this introductory chapter we are going to introduce somecepts and notations that will be used
throughout this report.

1.1 Simple and log-returns

To begin with, we introduce the concept of simple and logrretf a financial asset. Very generally
speaking, aeturn of an investment over a period of time is the ratio betweenfitied value of the
investment and its initial value. Lé%_,; and P, be the prices of an asset at the begining and at the end
of a time periodAt respectively. Thasimple returnof the asset over the periast is given by:

(1.1)

Therate of return instead, is a profit on an investment over a period of timpressed as a proportion
of the original investment:

1 (1.2)

Notice that we have:
RSAt =1 + TAt (13)

Benefit of using returns, instead of prices, to describe etatitnamics is normalization: measuring all
variables in a comparable metric, thus enabling evaluati@nalytic relationships among two or more
variables despite originating from price series of unegaales.

In finance it is also useful to define the so calleg-returnas:

Pt_m) =In(1+4+7as) 1.4)

Log returns are of course different in value from simple mesy but a very useful approximation holds
if simple returns are small enough. More preciselyaf — 0, the following approximation holds
In (ras+ 1) = rae (1.5)

In(1+z) _ 1

1This comes from the limitim,_,



Risk Measures and Margining Control

We may notice that returns are close to 0 for trades with $twding durations, i.e. wheit — 0.

Why should we use log-returns? there are a number of reasaitsthat. The first and probably most
important one one can be seen when we want to evaluate comgdveturns. If we consider a sequence
of n investments or trades during time, then the total or comgedmeturn, which is the running return
of this sequence of trades over time, can be found by meahg sfinple returns for each of thetrades
as:

T T SR
=(1+r)(1+mr)...(1+m) (1.6)
= [ RS«
k=1

Let us calculate the associated log-return:

R, =In(RS,)
:1H((1+T1)(1+T2)(1+Tn))
=In(l+r)+n(Q+r)+---+In(1+r,) 1.7)

n

— Z R,
k=1

If we compare formulae (1.6) and (1.7), we notice that, if wentto evaluate a simple compounded
return, we need to calculate the product of many simplemstunstead, using log-returns we just need
to sum other log-returns (this property is knowntase-additivityof log-returns). This is a dramatic
semplification when, modeling the market, we consider retas random variables. Indeed, a common
assumption in finance is to consider log-returns as indegr@ndentically distributed (i.i.d.) normal
random variables. Because of formula (1.7), compoundeddagns are simply a sum of such variables,
and it is a very well known fact that a finite sum of i.i.d. notnaariables is also normally distributed.
Further, this sum is useful even for cases in which returmerde from normal, as the central limit
theorem reminds us that the sample average of this sum willezrge to normality (presuming finite
first and second moments). Notice that nothing of this woeldrbe if we used simple returns, since in
general there are no simple results about the distribufianpooduct of random variables.

Log-returns also prevent an issue regarding numericalisyaladdition of small numbers is numerically
safe, while multiplying small numbers is not as it is subjearithmetic underflow. For many interesting
problems, this is a serious potential problem. To solve #iteer the algorithm must be modified to be
numerically robust or it can be transformed into a numelycdfe summation via logs.




Chapter 2

Risk Measures

Risk is a key element in finance and a major activity in manynfone institutions is to recognize the
sources of risk, then manage and control them. This is ondgipte if risk is quantified and, as we
will see, there are several ways to do that. The aim of thiptehas to introduce some risk measures
used to model risk and to describe difference, pros and cbeaah of these. The chapter first defines
axiomatically what a risk measure and a deviation risk meaate by stating the properties that such a
measures must have. Afterwards, some widely used risk mesaate introduced.

2.1 Axiomatic definition and coherent risk measures

A risk measure is a function that tries to quantify the dowasgiisk and it is used to determine the
amount of an asset or set of assets (traditionally curretacipe kept in reserve. The purpose of this
reserve is to make the risks taken by financial institutiaush as banks and insurance companies,
acceptable to the regulator. From a formal point of viewsk measure is defined as a mapping from a
set of random variables to the real numbers. In finance, ¢gisfgandom variables represents portfolio
returns. In other words: we are seeking for a function thietdeas input all the data describing our
portfolio (random returns and weights for each asset) aneisgis a number describing thskinessof

the portfolio as output. In 1999 Artzner et al. proposed &adiproperties that any good risk measure
should have and this list gave rise to the concept of cohenetitincoherent measures of risk. Since
then a substantial body of research has developed on thestivad properties of risk measures and we
describe some of these results here.

The common notation for a risk measure associated with soranédriableX is p(X). Let £ be the set
of random variables describing the portfolio losses ovexedftime frame. A risk measure is a map

p: L —RU{+o0} (2.1)
that should have certain properties:

* Normalized

p(0) =0
This is just a conventional value.
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« Translative
IlfaeRand Z € £, then p(Z +a) =p(Z) +a

This property states that if we add a costant and certainffiengs to our portfolio, that should
be algebrically added from the risk. Indeedgqif> 0 than we have a certain loss and we should
increase the safety reserve to be kept. On the other hamds i6 the reserve should be reduced
as we have a certain additional payoff available.

* Monotone
If 71,75 € L and Z; < Z5, almost surely, then p(Z;) < p(Z3)

This last property is self-explaining and simply states thacertain loss is almost surely smaller
than another one, than the risk (the reserve to be kept)iassdavith the smaller loss should be
smaller than the risk associated with the greater one.

In additional to the properties listed above, theoretisinave added two more properties that define a
so calledcoherent risk measure

» Sub-additivity
If Z1,Zy € L, then p(Z) + Zs) < p(Z1) + p(Zs)
Indeed, the risk of two portfolios together cannot get anysedhan adding the two risks sepa-
rately: this is the diversification principle.
* Positive homogeneity
If a >0and Z € £, then p(aZ) = ap(Z)

Loosely speaking, if we double the investment in our poidfthen we double the risk.

Notice that these two additional properties imply that aereht risk measure must be a convex func-
tional. Indeed, ifA € [0, 1] then we have:

POX + (L= N)Y) < pAX) + pl((1 = NY) = Ap(X) + (L = A)p(Y) (22)

If X andY describe random returns, then the random quantiy+ (1 — \)Y stands for the return of
a fully invested portfolio composed of two financial instreims having return& andY” and weights\
and1 — X respectively. Therefore, the convexity property statasftine risk of a portfolio is not greater
than the sum of the risks of its components, meaning thattlseig€onvexity property which is behind
the diversification effect that we expect in finance.
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2.2 Value at risk

A risk measure which has been widely accepted since 199@sdug at risk In the late 1980s, it was
integrated by JP Morgan on a firmwide level into is risk-mamagnt system known as RiskMetrics.
In the mid 1990s, the VaR measure was approved by regulad@asvalid approach to evaluate capital
reserves needed to cover market risk.

The idea behind the VaR is rather simple: we try to evaluaertbximum loss that our portfolio could
suffer with a given probability over a certain time horizdn.order to define VaR, we need infact two
parameters: a given time horizon for which the loss must lritzdied and a confidence levele [0, 1].
For a given portfolio, the VaR at confidence leugldenoted in the following with VaR is defined as a
threshold loss value, such that the probability that the twsthe portfolio over the given time horizon
exceeds this value is exactly Informally, VaR allows to say something likeABIWe area percent
sure that we will not lose more than VaR dollars over the gitiere horizond\Il. For example, if a
portfolio of stocks has a one-day 5% VaR of 1 million, thera 3.05 probability that the portfolio will
fall in value by more than 1 million over a one day period ifrhés no trading. Informally, a loss of 1
million or more on this portfolio is expected on 1 day out ofdy/s (because of 5% probability). A loss
which exceeds the VaR threshold is termed a "VaR break."

The above description of VaR can be stated mathematically pnecise way: let. be the random
variable describing the loss on the given portfolio over ate time interval (one day, one month.),
then the VaR is defined as follows:

VaR,(L) := irllf{l eER:PL>I)<a}= irllf{l eER: Fr(l)>1—a} (2.3)

whereF7, is the loss cumulative distribution function. We see thaRVaactually the quantile function
of the distribution of losses:

VaR,(L) = F;'(1 —a) = iIllf{l cR: Fr()>1-a}, ac(0,1)

(F; ' is the regular inverse af}, if this function is strictly increasing). Figufe 2.2 and &ig 2.1 show
a graphical interpretation of VaR.

Loss

Figure 2.1: Probability density function of the loks

VaR can be equivalently expressed in terms of the randomfpaye- — L as follows:

VaR,(X) = —sup{z € R : P(X < z) < a}. (2.4)

6



Risk Measures and Margining Control

Loss

Figure 2.2: Cumulative distribution function of the lass

We observe that it holds that
VaR,(X) = VaR,(L) = F; *(1 — a).
Further, if the distribution ofX is continuous, then it also holds that
VaR,(X) = —Fx!(a). (2.5)

In the following we show that value at risk is actually a riskasure but not a coherent one. We assume
that the random variable represents a random loss and we consider the definition (2.3)

The normalized property is immediate to check so we focusiemther ones. We can use the definition
to check the translative property; let R, then:

VaRa(L+C):iIllf{lER :P(L+c>1) <a}
=inf{leR : P(L>1—¢) <a}
! (2.6)
=inf{seR : P(L>s)<a}l+c
=VaR,(L) + ¢

Notice that this property modifies a little bit if we considike VaR of a return or a payoff. Indeed, if we
use definition (2.4) we find:

VaRa(X+c):—sup{§C€R : P(X+C<5C) SOZ}
:—sup{xER : [P’(X<$—C)§Oé}
@ (2.7)
:—sup{seR : IP’(X<S)§OC}_C
:VaRa(X)—C

We now check the monotonicity property; lét;, L, € £ betwo random variable and.; <
Lo, almost surely, then:

VaR,(Ly) = inf{l € R : B(Ly > 1) < a}
<inf{l € R : P(Ly > 1) < a} (2.8)

= VaR, (L)

7
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Since the three fundamental properties hold, then we prihatd/aR is a risk measure. However, as we
have already anticipated, it is not a coherent risk measuregeneral it fails to satisfy the sub-additivity

property. Indeed, there exist cases for which the VaR of abtoed portfolio may be greater than the

sum of the single VaR of its constituents, which clearly &tek the diversification principle.

We give an example of this.

Example 2.2.1.Consider two zero-coupon bonds, whose issuer may defatlitarprobability of 4%,
in which case we lose 100 (the face value of the bond). Thee$o&s the two bonds are two random
variables X andY’, respectively) with the following probability mass furanti

v _ 0 with probability 96%
" 1100 with probability 4%

Let us now evaluate the 95% confidence level-VaR. Since thiegtility of having no losses (96%) for
each bond is greater than the confidence level, we have:

VaR(X) = VaR(Y) = 0 (2.9)

What happens if we combine the two bonds in a portfolio? iss/do evaluate the new distribution of
losses. Indeed, the probability mass functiomXof- Y is given by:

0 with probability 0.96% = 0.9216
X +Y = <100 with probability2 x 0.96 x 0.04 = 0.0768
200 with probability0.042 = 0.016

and in this case we see that VaR+ Y') = 100 > VaR(X) + VaR(Y') = 0.

Under some particular hypothesis, for example when thetdos$ distribution is one of the elliptical
distribution family and has finite variance, then value sk is sub-additive. However, being incapable,
in general, of recognizing the diversification effect is @fi¢he main drawbacks of VaR.

Another important disadvantage of VaR is that it is not infative about the magnitude of the losses
larger than VaR level. Because of its definition, there asesdor which two loss distributions have the
same VaR at a certain confidence level, even though in ondltaseaximum potential loss is bounded
while in the other case it is not. The next picture shows thesnomenom.

59 ] 5%,
0SS 0SS
VaR VaR

Figure 2.3: Unbounded versus bounded maximum loss with 8@Reat 5%.

It is clear that we should assign a different risk to thesaasibns, as in one case we cannot lose more
than a certain amount of money while in the other case thadgsstentially infinite. VaR is not able to
tell us much about the “bad” tail of the loss/profit distrilout and it may underestimate extreme events.

8
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2.2.1 Estimating Value at risk

One of the main reason why VaR is so widely used is becauseitier simple to compute in practice. In
the following we will discuss three approaches for pordalaR calculation which are used in practice.

The approach of RiskMetrics

The approach of RiskMetrics Group is centered on the assamghiat stock returns (continuously
compounded) have a multivariate normal distribution. Urities assumption, the distribution of the
portfolio, which is a weighted sum of the stock returns, soatormal. Therefore, in order to calculate
the portfolio VaR, we only need to calculate the expectedevaind the variance of the portfolio return,
which is an easy task because of the normality assumptioricéNthat the assumption of normally
distributed returns is consistent with the Black-Scholesleh of option pricing, for which stock prices

folow a lognormal distribution.

In the following we describe the method more formally in itmglest form. We consider a portfolio

consisting ofn assets, whose random daily (rate of) returns are denot&dXyitXs, ..., X,,; the port-
folio weights associated to them arg, ws, . .., w,. Thus, the portfolio daily return can be calculated
as:

Rp = U)1X1 + w2X2 + -+ wan (210)

It is immediate to find the expected daily return and dailyiaraee of R,; let us start we the expected
value:

E[R,] = wiB[X1] + woB[Xo] + - - + waB[X,] = > wiB[X)] (2.11)
k=1
The daily variance is given by:
012317 = w%agﬁ + w%ag(z +---+ wflag(n + Z w;w;Cov(X;, Xj) (2.12)
i#j

Notice that, since?, ~ N(ur, 0%, ), then, by normalizing, we have that

L el SR (2.13)

O'Rp

or, equivalently,
R, =o0p,z+ g, 2z~N(0,1).

Then,

Fr (1) = P(R, < x) :P(zg ";_’“LR) :(I>(x_MR), (2.14)

O'Rp O’Rp

where® is the standard Normal cumulative function.
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Now, since the distribution is continuous, by usihg{2.5¢, ebtain that the daily VaRof the portfolio
return is

VaR,(R,) = —sup{z € R : P(R, < z) < a}

:—sup{xER : P<z<x_MR) Sa}
T URp

. . r — UR
sincez is Normal]= — R:® <
e (- Y S
= —sup {x cR . Z PR < q)l(a)}
T O-Rp
= —(I)_l(a)O'Rp — UR
=0 '(1—a)op, — ur
Equivalently, we can obtain the same result by using thegot@s of VaR as risk measure:
R, — 1 1
VaR, (—’”‘R) — L VaR, (R, — i) = —— (VaRu(R,) + pin,) (2.16)
O-RP URP URP
and expliciting VaRR,), we get:
R —
VaR,(R,) = VaR, <”0_7“R) oR, — IR (2.17)
RP

we can notice that VaR % is thea-level VaR of a standard normal variable; by definition tisis i
P
just the(1 — «)-quantile of a standard normal and the result follows imratsdy.

So far we have shown how to calculate the daily VaR startiogmfthe knowledge of daily returns and
variances. What if we want to evaluate the VaR over a diffetieme horizon? In principle, we should
know the portfolio return distribution for the chosen timmarhe. The RiskMetrics approach allows us
to do that with a simple method, known as thguare root of time rulewhich essentially says that
the standart deviation of returns scales with the squareafaibie time period. In order to explain the
concept, we consider a simplified scenario, in which we caerilee daily continuously compounded
returns by means of i.i.d. random variabl€s, X,, ..., X, with mean valug: and variance?; hereT
defines the time interval. Let us evaluate mean return amdiate deviation over the interval. The total
return over the interval can be expressed’as Zfil X,. Then we have:

E[Y] = iE[Xk] = uT (2.18)

k=1

T
oy = ZVar(Xk) = oVT
k=1

We see that the expected value scales linearly with timereasethe standard deviation scales with the
square root of time. Here the square root of time rule has bé&xined considering i.i.d. variables,

10
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which is a strong and not realistic hypothesis, but it canHmvs to hold true even in more general
situations. In the case of the RiskMetrics approach for gtanvariances are considered time variant
but the rule still applies. The square root of time rule is assmuence of the special model used by
RiskMetrics, and it holds true because the model assumgsaha very short time frame, the mean
value of stock returns can be neglected, namely 0. This, again, can be partially justified by looking
at equation (1.15); if” is small enough, we have thafl" > T and this implies that on a very short time
frame, volatility dominates drift. The following example@vs a simple computation of VaR using the
RiskMetrics approach and the square root of time rule.

Example 2.2.2. The sample standard deviation of the continuously compedrttily return of the
German mark/U.S. dollar exchange rate was about 0.53% & 1887. Suppose that an investor was
long in $10 million worth of mark/dollar exchange rate catr Then the 5% VaR for a 1-day horizon
of the investor is

$10, 000,000 x (1.65 x 0.0053) = $87, 450

The corresponding VaR for 10-day horizon is
$10, 000, 000 x (v/10 x 1.65 x 0.0053) ~ $276, 541

Notice, however, that if we increase the time horizon th& dhiould not be neglected and the square
root of time rule might produce poor estimations of VaR.

The RiskMetrics method for VaR calculation has some cleaaathges, which made the approach so
popular and widely used among financial operators. Firstlpoit & easy to understand and apply and
produces reasonable estimations if correctly used. Anaitheantage is that it is an open method with a
very well known computation procedure, it does not come @nfdrm of a mysterious “black box” like
many other risk manager packages and this makes risk mospaeent in the financial markets.

On the other hand, there are also several drawbacks. Thariglspberhaps most important one lies in
the model assumptions: to assume that stock returns areatipmimstributed is generally unrealistic.
The RiskMetrics group recommends the users to use a 95% eanédevel for computation and this
produces reasonable estimations in general, but if we veaimicrease the confidence level, than we
should be aware that real returns distributions have fistaaid this greatly influences the value of high-
confidence quantiles. Indeed, we may notice that the 5% b@aiht standard normal is approximately
-1.65. Itis very often found that despite the presence aflies, for many distributions the 5% quantile
is roughly -1.65. For example, the 95% quantile of the Studdistribution with 7 degrees of freedom
(which is fat tailed and has a kurtosis of 5 similar to the ¢gbkurtosis of returns in financial markets)
is -1.60, very close to -1.65. It is evident, however, thatHmgher significance levels (e.g. 99%) the
effect of fat tails becomes much stronger, and therefor&afewill be seriously underestimated if one
assumes normality. For example, the 1% quantile of the Stuakstribution considered above is -2.54,
significantly larger than under the normality assumpti@33).

Moreover, as we have already anticipated, we should alsevaeeahat if we consider large time horizon
we should not neglect drift and the square root of time migitanestimate the VaR.

11
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Parametric Approach

The parametric approach consists in building a paramettistical model describing portfolio returns,
i.e. assuming a certain probability distribution desergpthem, and then fitting the model by using
historical data. The parameters can be estimated usindastatechniques, like maximum likelihood
estimation. The ultimate goal of the parametric approatb fsd analyticexpressions for VaR. Notice

that the RiskMetric approach falls in this category as iuasss a multivariate normal distribution for
returns. Closed-form expressions for VaR can be found alsenweturns have other distributions like
the Student-t distribution.

The Historical Method

The historical method does not impose any distributionstiagptions; the distribution of portfolio re-
turns is constructed from historical data. Hence, sometitie historical simulation method is called a
nonparametric method. For example, the 99% daily VaR of tndgdio return is computed as the nega-
tive of the empirical 1% quantile of the observed daily palitf returns. The observations are collected
from a predetermined time window such as the most recenhéssiyear.

While the historical method seems to be more general asrgésdf any distributional hypotheses, it has
a number of major drawbacks. The most relevant one is thatglicitly assumes that the distribution
of past returns is a good and complete representation ofcegbéuture returns, which might be far
from true. Secondly, it treats the observations as indepeahd identically distributed (i.i.d.), which
is not realistic. The daily returns data exhibits clustgrir the volatility phenomenon, autocorrelations
and so on, which are sometimes a significant deviation fraeni.tid. assumption. Moreover, recent
returns should be considered more informative than old,ameie in the plain historical method all the
observations are considered equally important. Findllg not reliable for estimation of VaR at very
high confidence levels. A sample of one year of daily dataaioat250 observations, which is a rather
small sample for the purpose of the 99% VaR estimation.

Monte Carlo Simulation

In contrast to the historical method, the Monte Carlo metteaglires specification of a statistical model
for the stocks returns. The statistical model is multiviiypothesizing both the behavior of the stock
returns on a stand-alone basis and their dependence. Fandesthe multivariate normal distribution
assumes normal distributions for the stock returns viewea standalone basis and describes the depen-
dencies by means of the covariance matrix. The multivaneéel can also be constructed by specifying
explicitly the one-dimensional distributions of the stoekurns, and their dependence through a copula
function.

The Monte Carlo method consists of the following basic steps

1. Selection of a statistical modeThe statistical model should be capable of explaining aberm
of observed phenomena in the data such as heavy-tailseghgf the volatility, and the like,
which we think influence the portfolio risk.

2. Estimation of the statistical model parametefssample of observed stocks returns is used from
a predetermined time window, for instance the most rece@id2ily returns.

12
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3. Generation of scenarios from the fitted madkldependent scenarios are drawn from the fitted
model. Each scenario is a vector of stock returns that depanelach other according to the
presumed dependence structure of the statistical model.

4. Calculation of portfolio risk Compute portfolio risk on the basis of the portfolio retsoenarios
obtained from the previous step

The Monte Carlo method is a very general numerical approactsk estimation. It does not require
any closed-form expressions and, by choosing a flexiblestitai model, accurate risk numbers can be
obtained.

However, since Monte Carlo simulation requires users toa@asumptions about the stochastic process
describing portfolio returns, it is subject to model risk. also creates inherent sampling variability
because of the randomization. Different random numbersle@t to different results. It may take a
large number of iterations to converge to a stable VaR meaguthough, Monte Carlo Simulation can
be time-consuming according to the properties of problémnain benefit of running it is that it can
model instruments with non-linear and path-dependentfpayactions, especially complex derivatives.

2.3 Expected shortfall

Although it is rather easy to evaluate value at risk, in thevimus section we have seen that VaR has
a number of drawbacks as risk measure. The most importast aneethat it is not sub-additive nor
informative about the magnitude of the losses larger tha Ieael.

To capture the behavior of the “bad” tail of the loss/paydadtibution, it is more sensible to use another
risk measure related to the VaR, knownE&gpected Shortfall The expected short fall measures the
weighted avarage loss that will occur if we lose more monew tthea-level VaR, where the weights
are the probabilities associated to each loss larger thRn NWave denote withX the random payoff of
our portfolio, this leads to the following mathematicalrfalization:

£8,(%) = — [ VaR(X)dp = —3 [ Py (2.19)

a Jy «o
Notice that this can be equivalently written in terms of aditonal expectation:
ES.(X) = —E[X|X < —VaR,(X)] (2.20)

the latter equality holds true if and only if the cumulativengity function ofX is continuous atr =
VaR,(X). Notice that, by definition, it holds E$X) > VaR,(X) VX, Va € [0, 1].

It can be shown that ES satisfies all the axioms of coherekimisasures. One consequence is that,
unlike VaR, it is convex for all possible portfolios which ares that it always accounts for the diversifi-
cation effect.

Closed-form expressions for ES can be found for some péatidistributions, like the normal and the
t-student distributions. For real applications, it is uséd provide an estimation formula, that allows to
evaluate ES from a sample of returns. Provided that we domabs$e any distributional model, the ES
of portfolio return can be estimated as follows. Denote thgeoved portfolio returns by, ro, ..., 7,

13
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at time instants,, t,, ..., t,. Denote the sorted samples iy < r(y) < --- < r(,y. Thusrq) equals
the smallest portfolio return observed ang) is the largest one. The ES can be estimates according to
the formula:

[nel 1 fmﬂ -1
ES ( Z k) + | ¢ = —— ) T'([na)) (2.21)

This formula can be usefully applied to estimate ES both frostorical data and by means of Monte
Carlo methods. If we want to use a monte carlo approach, we: astatistical model of returns.

2.3.1 Estimating Expected Shortfall

The ideas behind the approaches of VaR estimation can beedpplES. We revisit the three methods
from section 1.2 focusing on the implications for ES.

The multivariate normal assumption

We have seen that, if we assume returns to be normally disddbike in the RiskMetrics approach,
then the expected value and variance of the portfolio refjroan be expressed according to formulae
(1.9) and (1.10). Let us evaluate the expected shortfai®@fpiortfolio under this assumption.

ES&(RP) = _E[Rp| Rp < _VaRa(Rp)]

:—E{R| MR _ _VaR.(R,) + pr

OR, OR,

Let us caIIRPR“R Z ~N(0,1), so thatk, = or,Z + ;1. Moreover, by the property of VaR as risk
measure we have thxm VaR, (RP “R) =VaR,(Z) = ¢1_».Then we have:

ES.(R,) = —E[or,Z + purl|Z < —q1-4]

= _URPE [Z‘Z < —ql,a] — UR

—gl—«

URP/ T _a?

= — e 2 dor — pug
o J_ 2T

OBy o (_Qfa) i
a2 2

= CaURp — MR

Here C, is a constant whose value depends only on the confidencedeartl can be calculated in
advance. The above formula shows that ES can be calculatié akfference between the properly
scaled standard deviation of the random portfolio returh @ortfolio expected return. Notice that this
is formally the same expression of the VaR under the samealityrassumption. The only thing that
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differs is the value of the costant terft,, which in the case of VaR is simply the quantjie and we
haveC, > ¢, ¥V a € [0, 1]. Because of the simmetry of the normal distribution arouremean, the
ES is symmetric as well under this assumption and does no¢ mifflerences between long and short
positions.

Parametric Approach

The parametric approach consists in building a paramettistical model describing portfolio returns,
i.e. assuming a certain probability distribution desergpthem, and then fitting the model by using
historical data. The parameters can be estimated usindasthtechniques, like maximum likelihood
estimation. The ultimate goal of the parametric approacdb fg1d analyticexpressions for ES. Notice
that the multivariate normal model falls in this categorjoged-form expressions for ES can be found
also when returns have other distributions like the Studdmtribution.

The historical method

The historical method has several drawbacks mentionedemthvious section regarding VaR. We
emphasize that it is very inaccurate for low-tail probdias such as 1% or 5%. Even with one year
of daily returns, which amounts to 250 observations, toeste the ES at 1% probability, we have to
use the three smallest observations which is quite insefficMWhat makes the estimation problem even
worse is that these observations are in the tail of the Higion; that is, they are the smallest ones in the
sample. The implication is that when the sample changesstimated ES may change a lot because
the smallest observations tend to fluctuate a lot.

Monte Carlo simulation

The basic steps of the Monte Carlo method are described tiosek2.1. They are applied without
modification. Essentially, we assume and estimate a muiditeastatistical model for the stocks return
distribution. Thenwe sample from it, and we calculate sdes#or portfolio return. On the basis of
these scenarios, we estimate portfolio ES using equatid®)1n whichry,r,, ..., r, stands for the
vector of generated scenarios. Similar to the case of VaRyrt#act of the Monte Carlo method is the
variability of the risk estimate. Since the estimate of fubid AVaR is obtained from a generated sample
of scenarios, by regenerating the sample, we will obtainghty different value.
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Chapter 3

Leverage and margining control

Buying/short selling on margin has become an essentialgbaniodern trading systems. In this chap-
ter we discuss how to manage this business from the pointesy wf the firm lending money to its
customers.

3.1 The simplest case: money reserve + one asset

Say that a certain client wants to invest a fractionof his capitalC' on a certain risky asset, whose daily
return is given by the random variable The remaining fraction of the money, namely- w, is kept
by the client as a reserve. The firm allows the client to bomoaney up tdz times the value of the
original investment on the asset, so that with an upfronteayt ofwC' the client buys the stock for a
valuelrpwC'. The money borrowed by the client is théthzw — Cw = Cw(lg — 1). The client portfolio
at the end of the day has following (random) value:

Cy =Crw(l+R)+1—w). (3.1)

At the end of the day, however, the client must pay back hig,debich means that the net amount
remaining will be:

Cy,=Cy—Cuw(r—1)=CIgpwl+R)+1—-w—w(g—1))=C(zwR+1). (3.2)

It is convenient to express this quantity as a sort of retuth mespect to the money lended to the client.

Thus, we define:
lRwR + 1

lRw
Firm-wise, we want thig\ to be greater than a certain safety treshioldnd we are interested in finding
a suitable range for the leverage fadtgisuch that this condition holds. There are at least two ptessib
approaches.

A= (3.3)
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3.1.1 VaR-style approach

A natural way of choosing the value bf would be to ask that the probability for the client to go under
the treshold: is small enough. Namely, if we fix a confidence lewet (0, 1), we want that:

lRG{lR>1 : P(A<h)§a} (34)
Plugging the expression &, we easily find that:
1
P(A<O):P(R<h——) (3.5)
ZRU)

In order to carry out the calculation, we need a probalilistodel for the asset retud®, which means
that we have to specify a distribution for it. A common asstiolg as we have seen, is to assuRie
normally distributed, namelf® ~ N(ur, o%). In this case, by normalizing the varialie we have:

P(R—MR < lRwh—l—lRw,uR) <a

OR ZRUJO'R

P<Z< lRwh—l—lRw,uR) SO{

ZRUJO'R

lRwh —-1- ZRU},MR

< Ga
ZRUJO'R
and solving forlg:
1

Ip < 3.6

"= w(h — g — qaor) (3.6)
We have thalig + ¢u0r = ttr — ¢1-a0r = —VaR,(R), and plugging this in the above formula we
finally obtain

1
= w(h 1 VarR.(R)
This formula bonds in a very simple way the maximum leveragéoir with the asset riskiness, measured
in this case by the VaR, and the amount of money invested on it.
We can observe that, since it mustihe> 1, we have

In (3.7)

1 1
>1 — \Y; Ry < —-h—— 3.8
w(h + VaRo(R)) = aR.(R) < w (3.8)
This is a necessary condition in order to define the leveracfer.
<1 ! (3.9)

SR w(h+ VaR,(R))

We can say that if thé; value resulting from[(3]7) isc 1, then it means that the asset is way too risky,
and the firm shall not offer a leverage on it.

Obvioulsy, a critical value for the treshold/is= 0. If A falls beyond this value, it means that the client
does not have enough money to pay back his debt. This frarkeaarbe used to set individual leverage
factors for each asset and in this sense we usually setl to be more conservative.
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3.1.2 Expected shortfall approach

The VaR-style approach that we have just discussed sharsamhe drawbacks with the concept of VaR,
in particular it just tells us the probability that our cltewill not have the money to fully pay back his
debt. A more interesting information for the firm would be twkv the average magnitude of the client
loss.
This naturally brings to a ES-style approach; we are inteceis keep the average loss per lended dollar
bounded by a certain threshaid

—E[AJA <0 <h (3.10)

plugging the expression & we find

1]
RW

1+ lgwpg]

S thU}
ZRU)O'R

—E |:ZRU}(O'RZ +MR) + ]_|Z < —

1+
—lRU}O'RE |:Z|Z < —w} - lRqu —1 S thU}
ZRU)O'R
1+lR'LU/,LR
lRwaR "~ lgwopg X

x2
— ——e 2 do — lgwpr — 1 < hlgw

o (_1+1RwMR> o N 2m

lRwoRr

l 1/ 1+1 2
RUoR exp | —= (—M) —lgwpur — 1 < hlgw
/o7 ® ( 1+1RUJMR> 2 lRwaR

lRwoR
1 ox 1 14 lgwpg 2 I+ lgwpr < h
Var @ ( 1+1R’LULLR> P 2 lrwog l[rwor — oR

lRwoR

Letus putz = & (—M> the above equation becomes

lpwopr

1
R _ exp (——qﬁ) +0rqe < h
2mx 2

o 1
®_ exp <——Qfm) — R+ ORGe + g < h
2 2

ES.(R) — VaR,(R) < h (3.11)

This is a trascendental algebrical inequality that can Isédyesolved numerically. The corresponding

inequality forlg is
1

—w(pr + ¢or)

IN

lr (3.12)

18



Risk Measures and Margining Control

whereq? is thez*- quantile of a standard normal and is the solution of the equation associated with
inequality (3.10). This can be written as:

1

wVaR,- (R) (3.13)

lp <

Inequality (3.10) can be seen also from the other way aroond:could set a target shortfall probability
x and then obtain the associated everage loss. This equredbetween the two approaches comes from
the normality assumption of returns. The two approachepenfectly equivalent if we set = a.

3.2 The general case

In this part we consider a generic portfolio consisting.of 1 assets (labeled from 2 9 and for each
of them we assume to have already evaluated the associagzdde factor. Say that the client wants to
add another asset to his portfolio (labeled as asset 1). difi®}io value at the end of the day will be:

k=2 k=1

At the end of the day, the client will have to pay back his detitjch means that the net amount
remaining, expliciting the unknown leverage factgmwill be:

k=2
Moreover, let us call,, the vector collecting the termigw;. Thus, theA can be written in vector form:

IR +1
A=
171

(3.16)

3.2.1 VaR-style approach

Fixed the confidence level € [0, 1], we are interested in evaluating for which valueg,af holds
P(A<0)<a (3.17)

Let us assume that stock returns have a multivariate normaitdition. In that case we have that
EN’R] =1y andVar(1ZR) = 1731,,. Plugging the expression df and normalizing the variable, we
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have that

PIIR < -1) <a (3.18)

T
Pl Z < _M S Q
VIS,

T
14+ lp <

Jist,
GavVIESL, + 10 > —1 (3.19)

and rememebering that = —q¢,_.,, the latter formula can be written as
VaR,(I’R) < 1 (3.20)

The latter inequality must be solved for variable since we assume that all the other factors have
already been determined. The value for which the equaliigdio will be the maximum leverage factor
associated to the corresponding asset that the firm is giiroffer. Thus, the client can borrow money
to be invested on this asset uplta. If the client decides to invest less money, $ay, with I} <[],
thenl| will be the leverage factor to be used in equation (3.20) witeer leverage factors have to be
determined for other assets.

Leverage optimization

The VaR-style approach can be generalized in the case wetbaet more than one leverage factor
at the same time (for example, when the client buys more @sseéhe same time). This is useful in
particular for the client who can rebalance his factors ithesier way by keeping his default risk under
control. In particular, our goal is to obtain the maximumdege factors without violating the VaR
constraint (3.20). A possible formulation of this problesrihe following

max minl,
l'lU

st. VaR(IZR) <1
We could also maximize the avarage factor:

max  ||L||
Ly

st. VaR(IZR) <1

We may also want to maximize the avarage value of the clierfojpo at the end of the day, which
brings to the following problem:
max 1Lp

e (3.21)
st. VaR(IZR) <1
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Since we are dealing with normally distributed returns, wew that VaR is a convex function, which
in turn implies that the above problems can be cast as a captérization problems and so they admit
a unique global solution.

3.2.2 Expected shortfall approach

In this case we are interested in keeping the potential logaded by a thresholel

—E[AJA < 0] < h (3.22)
plugging the expression & we find
~EIIR+1JIZR < —1] < 1Z1h (3.23)
From this point the passages are the same of the previouserseét the end, we have the following
inequality:
2
VI1EY1 r
W exp e —1-1Zp<1Z1h (3.24)
NG T 11T 2 V1LY,
AT

and puttinge = ¢ <—1“T”) the inequality becomes:

V1Tl

V1LY, 1

\/;_ exp <—§q§) + V1YL, ¢, < 1E1h
T

VI3,

2wy

1
exp (—qum) Tt TS gy 1 < 171

ES.(IZR) — VaR,(IZR) < 1Z1h (3.25)

and the latter inequality is formally equivalent to (3.1@hich was derived for the simple case with
one asset only. Likewise, once we have found the solutioof the equation associated to the above
inequality, the inequality fol reads as:

GV 1ISL, + 10 > —1

VaR,-(ILR) < 1 (3.26)

which must be solved for the unknown Again, if we setr* = «, the VaR and ES approaches are
perfectly equivalent.

Notice that, likewise the VaR approach, if we want to defingertban one leverage factors at the same
time we could solve the following optimization problem:

max 1T
2
s.t. V1Pl exp | —1 ( —Ltlie —1-1Zu<I1T1h
mcp< 11T 2\ Vitsn, w w
1451,

Since the expected shortfall is a convex function, this arag convex optimization problem.
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3.3 Simulations

In this section we use the results derived in the previousspand in particular the VaR-approach, to
analyze a simple portfolio consisting of five assets. Mordetuils, we have considered a four years-
time frame for each asset’s return; the first two years ofttme frame have been used to calibrate the
model and the last ones for the actual backtesting. In theWoig we have setv = 5- 10" andh = 0.

Table 3.1 shows assets and the associated weights comsidetke protfolio.

Maximum I
. . Leverage | Optimized
Portfolio | Sequential
Asset . Factor used| Leverage
Weights | Leverage :
by client Factor
Factor
DiaSorin 0.1 136.5449 100 44.8860
Tiscali 0.2 18.8557 16 13.8921
Generali 0.2 7.8106 3 14.0963
Geox 0.3 3.4976 1 6.1657
FCA 0.1 6.7134 6.7134 30.7780

Table 3.1: Portfolio weights and leverages.

Let us simulate a possible trading strategy pursued by atcliay that such a client wants to invest a
fractionw; = 0.1 of his wealth on DiaSorin. By using formula (3.7) the firm exates the maximum
associated leverage factdr: = 136.5449. Let us imagine an extreme situation for which the client
decides to usg = 100. Now he still has some “potential leverage” to use on othsetss For instance,
suppose that the client invesis = 0.2 on Tiscali. Again, the firm can evaluate the next sequential
maximum leverage factor, but this time, since we are dealiiy a portfolio consisting of two possibly
correlated assets, we use formula (3.19) to evaluate iicdlttat the unknown in such formulal/isand

we put/; = 100. Carrying out the calculations we obtdin= 18.8557. This is the maximum leverage
factor that the client can still use; the client decides telus= 16. We can do the same thing for the
remaining assets; resuts are showed in table 3.1.

Notice that the last factor associated to FCA is equal to th&imum one and thus it saturates the
constraint (3.20). Infact, by running a monte carlo simolaassuming that returns follow a multivariate
normal distribution, we can see that theguantile of the portfolio return distribution measured s~
—0.993, which is not surprisingly very close to the theorical vallie
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Figure 3.1: Portfolio return (normally distributed retar800000 samples).

It is much more interesting, however, to backtest the reaflthe model using real historical returns.
The empirical portfolio return distribution is showed indig 3.2.

.

-1.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 1 1.5
Portfolio return

Figure 3.2: Portfolio return (historical returns, 505 afvs¢ions).

In this case, the empirical quantile observed turns out t@,be —1.274; since this value is larger than
-1, the constraint of the problem (3.20) is actually viotat&his is not surprising in this case, indeed in
this example we solved equation (3.20) using the normadisyienption of returns while it is well known
that real returns, used for backtesting, do not follow a radrdistribution and exhibit fat tails. More
refined techniques shall be used to evaluate the VaR in asdeve conservative results.

The client could also use the “clever” strategy that we dised in section (3.2.1). Knowing in advance
the assets he wants to invest on, he may plan what leveragesao use by solving the problem (3.21).
The optimized leverage factors are shown in table 3.1.

Figure 3.3 shows the empirical distribution of the cliemqg@rtfolio return if he used such optimized

factors.
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Figure 3.3: Portfolio return with optimized leverage (birstal returns, 505 observations).

The empiricakv-quantile of the above distribution turns out toge= —1.374; since this value is larger
than -1, the constraint of the problem (3.21) is actuallyated. Again this is not surprising for the same
reasons stated before.

For both strategies, we can observe how the leverage magbdtt positive and negative returns. Nev-
ertheless, simulations show that the model, even underitmgiSed hypothesis of normal returns,
manages to keep the risk under control from the point of vieth@firm by minimizing the probability
for the client to default.

By running some tests, we can also derive the leverage faotouired by the package ETMS. From
the leverage factors we can obtain the corresponding cortigdevels of the VaR approach. Results are
shown in the following table:

Asset Directa ETMS Equivalent a-level Ayarage Daily volatility
leverage factors| leverage factor (ETMS) daily return
FCA 5 7.5998 9.50E-09 1.29E-03 0.0237
Generali 5 10.9424 2.04E-09 4.35E-04 0.0156
Pininfarina 2 3.844 9.72E-16 2.19E-03 0.0331
Tiscali 2 3.0098 1.93E-25 1.68E-03 0.0322
ENI 5 9.9933 1.34E-07 -7.43E-05 0.0194

Table 3.2: ETMS package
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3.4 Margining control - Single asset case

Say that a client, with an initial capitdl’, wants to invest a certain amount of money> C on a
risky asset, whose daily return is given by the random végiaband the associated margining factor
is a (where obviously) < a < 1). The investment is possible since it is done on margin. éddée
liquidity of the client after the investment i = C' — w < 0; notice that this quantity is exactly the
amount of money borrowed by the client. The so caNMatginal Availabilityis the “virtual” amount of
money that is still available for the client after depogitthe margin for his investmend/, = C' — aw.
Notice that this quantity must be positive in order to camytbe trade and this implies that the maximum
amount of money that can be invested at first on that assetis’.

What is the situation at the end of the day? The margin to begitgul is updated considering the closing
price of the asset, which means that the marginal avaitglaitithe EOD becomes:

M=C—-w+(1-a)(l+ R)w (3.27)

Firm-wise, we want this random variable to be positive, otlige the client (or the firm) must close the
position or deposit more money in order to restore the maidithe loss on)M is too large, the client
may not be able to pay back is debt.

In order to be conservative, we consider the most risky sdoafor which the client invests the maxi-
mum amount availabley = <. With this choice, the formula (3.27) becomes:

1
M,, = RC <— — 1) (3.28)
a
In order to pin down a suitable value far we ask that the probability for the marginal availabilioy t
fall beyond a certain treshold, expressed as a fractiondanitial capitalC’, is less thanv. In formule,
we want that:

P(Gl_“Rpg—hc)ga = P(Rpg—ha)ga (3.29)

a l1—a

The above formula implies the following:

a

< —VaR,(R) (3.30)

—a

—h
1
and solving with respect to we find:

VaR, (R)

a> I VaR.(R) (3.32)

This formula provides a simple connection between the vatuésk of the asset and the associated
margining factor. As we could have expected, we havedhat1 whenh — 0 or VaR,(R) — oc.

In figure 3.4 we plotted the value of the margin factor as ationwf the parametéis for three different
assets.
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Figure 3.4: Margining factos for some assets

3.5 The general case

The argument that we have used for the single asset margimitgr can be easly generalized for a
complex portfolio.
In this general case, using vector notation, the initialgmeal availability can be written asdM, =
C — awl,; notice that here is the overall margining factor of the portfolio. At the EOfbe marginal
availability will be;

M=C-wl+(1-a)(l+R) W (3.32)

This can be equivalently re-written as:
M=(1-awR+C—aw’l (3.33)

Like before, we want to evaluate a suitable valueisfeonsidering the most risky situation, that is, when
the client invests all the available marginal availabil¥otice that, in this case, this means;
C
wlil=— (3.34)
a
so that the sum of the invested money saturatgs Under this circumstance, we can always write the
following:

w = gx where x'1=1 (3.35)
a

The vectorx represents the weights of each asset in the client portésiob it is a known quantity.
Plugging the above formula in (3.34) we obtain:

1—
a

M, = C——2%TR (3.36)

Notice thatx”’ R = Rp is just the daily return of the client portfolio.
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In order to pin down a suitable value far we ask that the probability for the marginal availability t
fall beyond a certain treshold, expressed as a fractiondanitial capitalC, is less thanv. In formule,
we want that:

1 —
]P’(C aRpg—hC>ga — ]P’(Rpg—hla )ga (3.37)
a —a
The above formula implies the following:
- hli < —VaR,(Rp) (3.38)
—a

and solving with respect to we find:

a VaRa(Rp)
= h 1 VaR,(Rp)

(3.39)

This formula provides a simple connection between the vatugsk of the portfolio and the overall
margining factor to be used.

Notice that, according to formula (3.39), a well diversifpamttfolio reduces the VaR and so the margin-
ing factor (notice that this is true given that the portfaieurn follows an elliptical ditribution). The
following example depicts a possible use of this model.

Example 3.5.1.Say that a client has an initial capital 6f = $10000 and he decides to invest a total
amount ofl¥ = $30000 on the following assetsy; = $6000 on Intesa San Paotow, = $21000 onll
Grandi Viaggi ws = $3000 on Generali

From this, we can easly obtain the weights of the client pbaf

1 w1 0.2
w
W3 0.1

The next step consists in evaluating the VaR of the portf@lie- 0.001). We assume that asset returns
follow a normal distribution, fitted by using historical dadf the last two years (this assumption is not
necessary, we can evaluate the portfolio VaR in more refirsggyv We can then estimate the VaR:

VaR,(Rp) = VaR,(0.2R; + 0.7R, + 0.1Rs) = 0.0804 (3.41)

Finally, choosing for examplé = 0.2, we can evaluate the minimum margining factor by applying

formula (3.39):

0.0804
oo 0002 o 42
@ =02+ 0080a 207 (3.42)

With this value we can obtain the marginal availability:
My = C — oW = 10000 — 0.2867 x 30000 = $1399.336 (3.43)

Since this vaue is positive, the order can be executed.
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Say now that the client wants to add another asset in hisghiortfor example he wishes to invest another
w4 = $10000 on ENI. Notice that this amount is way larger than the current nmadgavailability. Shall
we allow this trade? To answer this question, we need to ctiexkiskiness of the new portfolio and
evaluate the associated value for the new margining fadtateed, the new position may reduce or
increase the overall riskiness.

The total amount invested becomés= 40000 and thus the new portfolio weights are:

wy 0.150
1 fwe|  ]0.525
TW |ws| T |0.075 (3:44)
wy 0.250
From this we find the new portfolio VaR:
VaR,(Rp) = VaR,(0.15R; + 0.525R, + 0.075R3 4+ 0.25R4) = 0.0663 (3.45)

Notice that the VaR has been reduced by the new positionigthist surprising as the portfolio is more
diversified). The new margining factor is:
0.0663
af = ——— — =0.2491 (3.46)
0.2 +0.0663

Finally, we can re-evaluate the marginal availability adesing the new amount invested and the new
margining factor:

My = C — a*W = 10000 — 0.2491 x 40000 = $36.3808 (3.47)

Since this value is positive, we can allow the trade.

Notice, for example, that if the new amount invested on ENdwa= $15000, we would obtain an even
lower VaR and margining factar* = 0.2378 but a negative marginal availabilityt/, = —$700.9631
and so we should deny the trade.

The above example shows how this margining system takesatimunt the correlation between assets
and the diversification effect. Indeed, one may also comgstagle margining factor for each new asset
added to the portfolio. Indeed, if we consider the genkdil asset of a portfolio, we may evaluate:

TVaRL() (3.48)

ayp, =

It is easy to show that the overall margining factor for a fwhid consisting inn assets is a weighted
avarage of the single margining factors, where the weigletee sums of money invested on each asset:

n
* ZZ:l wkaz _ ZZ:l wkaz _ *
a” = = = g Ty (3.49)
n wy, W
2kt k=1

Formula (3.39) can be used also with a portfolio containiegwatives. In this case however, the eval-
uation of the portfolio VaR needs some extra care as theigakdiip between prices of the assets and
the corresponding value of the portfolio becomes non lirfkas is due to the non linear payoff of an
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option). There are many ways to evaluate the VaR for sucligiiad analitically, for example the delta-
gamma approximation. A more accurate way, but also compuatdty demanding, is to run a monte
carlo simulation of the portfolio return.

Adding options to a portfolio can be a useful strategy to legquiyt of the risk away and, consequently, to
lower the margin factor. However, it can also increase thidqm riskiness considerably. The following
example shows how the margin factor changes when addingmesiranilla option to the portfolio.

Example 3.5.2.Like in the previous example, say that a client has an ingaglital ofC' = $10000 and
he decides to invest a total amountidf = $30000 on the following assetay; = $6000 on Intesa San
Paola w, = $21000 on| Grandi Viaggi ws = $3000 on Generali

We have already seen that the margining factor for suchqimris:

a* = 0.2867 (3.50)
With marginal availability:

My = C — a*W = 10000 — 0.2867 x 30000 = $1399.336 (3.51)

Say now that the client wants to invest = $10000 on vanilla european-stylgut options written on

| Grandi Viaggi expiring in 10 months and with strike priéé equal to the last observed price of the
underlying: K = $0.85[. Shall we allow this trade? To answer this question, we neathéck the
riskiness of the new portfolio and evaluate the associaadgevfor the new margin factor. The total
amount invested becomé&s = 40000 and thus the new portfolio weights are:

w 0.150
1 | w, 0.525
= — pr— . 2
W ws 0.075 (3:52)
W 0.250

By means of monte carlo simulation, we estimate the new VaReoportfolio
VaR,(Rp) = VaR,(0.15R; + 0.525R, + 0.075R3 + 0.25R ;) = 0.0123 (3.53)

Where R, is the return of the put option. Notice that the VaR has begnifstantly reduced by the
new position. This is not surprising, indeed taking a longipon on a put while having a long position
on the underlying is a hedge strategy knowmeasective put The new margining factor is:
0.0123
= ——«—— =0.0609 3.54
¢ T 02400123 (3.54)
Finally, we can re-evaluate the marginal availability ddagng the new amount invested and the new
margining factor:
My = C — oW = 10000 — 0.0609 x 40000 = $7563.5 (3.55)

1The Black-Scholes formula has been used to price the opfierhave used the following data: annualized risk-free rate
r = 0.10; annualized volatility of the asset = ¢,1/252 whereo, is the daily volatility and we consider 252 trading days
per year.
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Since this value is positive, we can allow the trade. Nofie in this case the marginal availability has
been increased by adding the new position.

The situation would have been completely different if weedldcall option to the portfolio with same
strike price and maturity as before. Say that the clientstare, = $2000 on call options written again
on IGV. In this case we find:

VaR,(Rp) = 0.0950 (3.56)
and 0.0950
at = ———— " —=(.3218 (3.57)
0.2 + 0.0950

Notice that the VaR, and consequently the margining faceelincreased. The corresponding marginal
availability is:
My = C — a*W = 10000 — 0.3218 x 32000 = —$307.71 (3.58)

Since this value is negative we shall not allow the trade.

Example 3.5.3.In this example we shall simulate a two-day trading scenaiib margining control.
We have considered a four years-time window for each assehrelhe first two years have been used
to evaluate the VaR while the other two for backtesting.

Let us consider a client having an initial capital@f= $10000. She decides to invest a total amount
of W = $25000 on the following assetsw; = $7500 on FCA; w, = $7500 on Monte Dei Paschi
ws = $10000 on Diasorin.
Carrying out the calculations (usirig= 0.1 anda = 0.001), we see that the margin factor for such
portfolio is:

aj = 0.3977 (3.59)

With marginal availability:
Mi =C — aiW = 10000 — 0.3977 x 25000 = $56.901 (3.60)

Now we use the historical returns of the last two years to Riteithe situation at the end of the day.
Figure 3.2 shows the empirical distribution of the margimedilability at EOD. Notice that, since the
marginal availability is almost saturated by the amounested by the client, we should expect the
empiricala-quantile of the marginal availability distribution dived by C to be close th = 0.1. Indeed,
the empirical value i%.,,,, = —q.(M)/C = 0.1167.

Figure 3.3 shows the empirical distribution of the portidinal value at the end of day one.
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Figure 3.5: Marginal availability distribution at the enfiday one.
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Figure 3.6: Portfolio final value distribution at the end afycbne.

Let us now consider a possible scenario at the end of day omepitk a realisation of asset returns
among the historical ones used for backtesting. Say thhtswith returns the actual marginal availability
at the end of day one i/ = $255.12 and the new portfolio value i/ = w”R + C' = $10329.

Say now that the client wants to invesi = $8500 on vanilla european-stylput options written on
Monte dei Paschi expiring in 10 months and with strike pric@qual to the last observed price of the
underlying: K = $0.2795[4. Shall we allow this trade? To answer this question, we neaté¢ck the

°The Black-Scholes formula has been used to price the opfilerhave used the following data: annualized risk-free rate
r = 0.10; annualized volatility of the asset = 041/252 whereo, is the daily volatility and we consider 252 trading days
per year.
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riskiness of the new portfolio and evaluate the associaadgevior the new margin factor. The total
amount invested becomé&g, = $33500 and thus the new portfolio weights are:

wy 0.224

1 |w| 0224

=W lws| ~ ]0.299 (3.61)
W 0.254

By means of historical simulation, we estimate the new Vafhefportfolio and then the new margin

factor:
0.0123

T 02400123

Finally, we can re-evaluate the marginal availability a tieginning of day two considering the new
amount invested and the new margining factor:

*
)

— 0.26756 (3.62)

M =Cf — W, = 10329 — 0.26756 x 33500 = $1365.8 (3.63)

Notice that we have used the new value of the portf(ﬂ{o Since the new marginal availability is
positive, we can allow the trade.
Like we did before, we simulate the situation at the end oftdayusing historical returns.
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Figure 3.7: Marginal availability distribution at the enfiday two.
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Figure 3.8: Portfolio final value distribution at the end afydwo.

Like we observed in the previous example, adding a proteqiu position has decreased the riskiness
considerably and lowered the marining factor accordingly.

Of course, it could also happen that the marginal availalbiicomes negative after an adverse price
movement. In that case the client (or the firm) should clogeespositions or deposit more money in
order to restore a positive margin.
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