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The valuation of over-the-counter derivatives is subject to a series of
valuation adjustments known as xVA, which pose additional risks for fi-
nancial institutions. Associated risk measures, such as the value-at-risk of
an underlying valuation adjustment, play an important role in managing
these risks. Monte Carlo methods are often regarded as inefficient for com-
puting such measures. As an example, we consider the value-at-risk of the
Credit Valuation Adjustment (CVA-VaR), which can be expressed using
a triple nested expectation. Traditional Monte Carlo methods are often
inefficient at handling several nested expectations. Utilising recent devel-
opments in multilevel nested simulation for probabilities, we construct a
hierarchical estimator of the CVA-VaR which reduces the computational
complexity by 3 orders of magnitude compared to standard Monte Carlo.

1 Introduction

Abstractly, this paper constructs an efficient multilevel estimator [12] for triple
nested expectations, of the kind which we later show arise in risk estimation
involving the Credit Valuation Adjustment (CVA). We consider quantities of

the form
n_E{HOE[f(E[g(XT)}Xh}, t1) XtOD]. (1)

Here, X; is a stochastic process driven by an underlying d-dimensional SDE
which is evaluated at (possibly random) times tg < t1 < T, f(z,y) and g(x)
are Lipschitz or twice differentiable functionals of z and H(x) is the Heaviside
function taking value 1 if x > 0 and value 0 otherwise. In many applications,
including for CVA, f takes the form
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where A(E[g(XT)| Xt |, t1) represents random future losses conditional on a
risk scenario Xy, and L, is a constant representing the value-at-risk (VaR). Of-
ten it is of interest to fix  and solve (1) for the corresponding VaR, L,. Such
problems arise frequently in risk analysis involving x-Valuation Adjustments
(xVA) [22]. As motivation for this work, we consider an application computing
the probability of large loss due to fluctuations in the Credit Valuation Ad-
justment (CVA) [2,22]. Within this context, X; denotes relevant market and
credit factors, whereas g(Xr) represents future payoffs given the market state
at time T and f(E[g(X7)| X4, ], t1) represents losses above a threshold L,  due
to fluctuations in market and credit risk factors up to the short risk horizon ty.

In practical settings, all three expectations in (1) must be approximated by,
for example, a Monte Carlo average. Moreover, the underlying SDE of the pro-
cess X will not typically admit an analytical solution and we must resort to
Euler-Maruyama or Milstein approximations instead.

For traditional Monte Carlo approximation of (1), we use M° Monte Carlo
samples to compute the outermost expectation, M™ samples for the middle ex-
pectation and M* samples for the innermost expectation. Additionally, {X; }o<i<7
is approximated using Euler-Maruyama or Milstein discretisation with step-size
h given by

he te (O,to)
h=<¢h™ te (fo, tl)
R t e (tl,T)

By taking h° oc (M™)™" and h™ (Mi)fl, it follows from the weak con-
vergence properties of the Euler-Maruyama and Milstein schemes [24] that the
bias induced by approximating the underlying SDE is of the same order as
that induced by using M™ and M' samples to approximate the expectations
determined by Xy, and X, , respectively.

Due to the nested structure of the problem, it follows that the total cost
of the resulting estimator is of order MOMmMi(hi)fl. To achieve a root mean
square error of TOL, it follows from [21, Proposition 1] that we must take
M° = O(TOL™?), M™ M' = O(TOL™ ") and hi = O(TOL). Hence, we obtain
a total computational cost of order TOL™®. The probability of large loss due
to fluctuations in the CVA is typically small, n < 1 in (1). Therefore, a small
value of TOL is required to achieve reasonable results. The computational cost
of order TOL ™ is therefore extremely prohibitive.

To reduce this cost, in the current work we consider an alternative estimator
utilising the multilevel Monte Carlo setup [12]. A hierarchy of unbiased mul-
tilevel Monte Carlo corrections [28] are used to replace f(E[g(Xr)| X4, ], t1)
with an alternative random variable with mean E[ f(E[g(X7) | X, |, 1) | X4, ]
and an O(1) sampling cost and variance. Multilevel methods are less effective
at estimating discontinuous observables such as the Heaviside function in (1).



Adaptive refinement around the discontinuity [14, 23] is used to construct an
efficient multilevel estimator in this instance.
The paper is structured as follows:

e Section 2 describes the construction of a novel and efficient estimator for
(1) using unbiased and adaptive multilevel Monte Carlo techniques.

e Section 2.3 discusses how the methods used can be incorporated in value-
at-risk computations using stochastic root finding algorithms.

e The task of computing the probability of large loss due to fluctuations
in CVA using the method of Section 2 is discussed in Section 3. The
theoretical properties of the estimator are supported by numerical studies
in Section 4.

e Appendix A contains an analysis of the unbiased multilevel Monte Carlo
estimator proposed in Section 2.1.2.

2 Hierarchical Multilevel Monte Carlo Estima-
tion
In this section, we use a hierarchy of multilevel Monte Carlo (MLMC) esti-

mators to significantly improve upon the complexity of standard Monte Carlo
approximation of (1). The discussion focuses on combining two methods:

1. Unbiased MLMC which allows us to express
E[f(E[g(X1) | Xe, |, t1) | Xty | = E[Y | Xy, ], (3)
where Y can be sampled with O(1) cost and variance.
2. Adaptive MLMC to approximate
E[HE[Y | Xy, )],

with Monte Carlo approximation of the inner expectation E[Y | X, ] using
exact samples of Y, and refinement around the discontinuity in H(-).

2.1 Unbiased MLMC

We first recall the basic idea of unbiased MLMC [28]. Consider the general
problem of approximating E[Z ], where Z is a random variable which cannot
be sampled directly. Assume we can sample from a hierarchy of increasingly
accurate approximations Zy ~ Z for all integers ¢ > 0, with limy_,, Zy = Z,
admitting a sequence of correction terms AyZ with the property

E[ Zo] 0=0

E[AZ] = {E[Zg — Ziq] >0



The following condition is required of the correction terms AyZ.

Assumption 2.1. There exists constants B > v > 0 and ag,a; > 0, indepen-
dent of £, such that

o cost(ApZ)< ag27t,
o BE[AZ2]< a1275%

Let ¢ denote a random, non-negative integer with mass function
P = P[g: 4 o 2764,

for v < ¢ < . Then, it follows from Assumption 2.1 that [28]

B[Z)- Y ElAz)—E[a2p7), ()

and A;Z plfl has O(1) sampling cost and variance. It is shown in [28] that
to optimally balance the cost and variance of the unbiased Monte Carlo, one
should take ¢ = (8++)/2. Alternatively, it may be of interest to ensure A;Z pg?l
has finite ¢’th moment for some ¢ > 2. Under general assumptions, this can be
shown to hold if ¢ < ¢B8/2(¢ — 1) [15, Remark 3.1].

We now consider the application of this method to (3).

2.1.1 Unbiased Estimation of E[g(X7) | X%, ]

Given (an approximation of) Xy, , we cannot exactly sample Xp and must in-
stead discretize the underlying SDE on the interval [¢t;,T]. In the context de-
scribed above, let X7, denote the Milstein approximation to X given X;, and
using time-step h}, oc 277 on [t1, T, for v as in Assumption 2.1. Define the cor-
rection terms Ag = g(Xr1¢)—g(Xre—1) for £ > 0and Agg == (Xr,). It follows
under regularity conditions on the coefficients of the underlying SDE [24, Chap-
ter 10] and for Lipschitz g that Assumption 2.1 holds for Ayg with g = 2.
Thus,

Elg(Xr)[ X, | = E{Aggpgl ’th },

where ¢ has probability mass function p; x 27¢ for v < ¢ < 2y and AV pé_1
has finite sampling cost and variance. For later analysis (see Appendix A), we
require the unbiased Monte Carlo term to have finite 3'rd moment, which in-
stead requires ¢ < 3v/2.

For high dimensional SDEs the Milstein scheme often requires the numerical
simulation of Lévy areas, which can be computationally prohibitive. In this
case, the antithetic Milstein scheme proposed in [18] may be useful to retain the
required property on § while avoiding the simulation of Lévy areas.



2.1.2 TUnbiased Estimation of (3)

Using the discussion above, we can express the left hand side of (3) as
E[ /(B[ Apt | Xu ] 1) | X |

There are two remaining aspects of approximation which add bias to an esti-
mator of the above expectation:

e Monte Carlo approximation of E[Azg pé_1 | X¢, |-
e Approximation of X;, given Xy,.

For the following discussion, let Apg = Apg(Xy,, Wi, 1) be determined by X,
along with the Brownian path W, r = {W;}4, <i<7 for an underlying Brownian
Motion W;. We can approximate E[ A;g pgl | X, ] by

M;
; 1 m)y —
EZ(th) = M Z AZ(M)g(XtU Wt(h’l)“) p[(}n)a

£ m=1
where £(™) are i.i.d. realisations of E, Wt(rT) are independent Brownian paths
and M} oc 27 for 7 as in Assumption 2.1. The path of X;,, given X;, and a
discretisation level ¢, can be computed using Milstein discretisation with time-
step h%n x 2= on [to,tl].

A natural choice for the correction terms is then

Aof = F(ENXn ) t1) — F(Epy( Xty 0-1), 1),

where X, is approximated using Milstein approximation at level ¢ for the fine
term and a correlated approximation at level ¢ — 1 for the coarse term. Inde-
pendent samples of ¢ and the Brownian path on Wy, 1 are used for the Monte
Carlo estimators at E} and E}_l. However, the resulting error between the fine
and coarse Monte Carlo estimators in Ayf leads to 8 = ~ in the context of
Assumption 2.1, thus failing the conditions for unbiased MLMC. To improve
upon this result, let v = 1, giving M} o 2¢. Then, for j = 0,1 define

;Mo (b )
i o ) mrjMy_q -1
Eé—l,c,j(Xh) = Mi E AE(Mﬂ‘M}gl)g(thv th,T >p2(m+j1\/121)
=1 m=1

i L i
Ey 1(Xt,) = 5 (EeLc,o(th) + Ez1,c,1(Xt1))a

so that the fine Monte Carlo average E;y 7(Xt,) is composed of the same Brow-
nian paths Wt(r”} and randomised levels £(™) used for two coarse averages



By .0(Xt,), By .1(Xt,). Now, consider the antithetic estimator

AP =f(Ep (Xt 0),t1)
1

- 5 (f(Eél,c,o(th,El)atl) + f(Eél,c,l(thll)vtl))'

(5)

For Lipschitz and piecewise twice differentiable functions f, it can be shown
using the strong rate of convergence of the Milstein scheme combined with [4,
Theorem 2.3] and [14, Theorem 4.1] that A3™ f satisfies Assumption 2.1 with
B8 = 3v/2=3/2. A more detailed discussion of this result is given in Appendix A.
Thus, we have

slo(e[ a5 ) ) [ ] =2l )

where / is a random, non-negative integer with probability mass function (using
C=(B+7)/2) qo < 275¢/* and ARtf qé_1 has O(1) sampling cost and variance.
The process of generating a single sample of A" f, given X, is detailed in
Algorithm 1.

2.2 Adaptive MLMC

The problem of computing (1) has now been reduced to estimating
E[HEY | Xy )], (6)

where independent samples of Y are readily available. Given X;,, we thus
approximate E[Y | Xy, | by

.
m 1 - m
B (Xte) = g D Y (Xao),
£

m=1

where Y™ are i.i.d. samples of Y given Xi,. In many financial applications,
to < t; represents a short risk horizon. It is therefore possible to approximate
Xi, to a much higher degree of accuracy than X, with negligible cost. There-
fore, to simplify the following discussion, we assume Xy, (or at least a suitably
accurate approximation) is available with O(1) cost. As before, we define the
multilevel correction terms

AH = AH(X,,) = H(EP(X,,)) — H(EP ,(X4,)).

However, due to the possibility of making an O(1) error in the Heaviside func-
tion when E}"(Xy,) and E[Y | Xy, ] fall on opposite sides of zero, which occurs

for O((Mtfn)fl/z) samples of E}*(Xy,), it follows that Assumption 2.1 is satis-
fied only allowing for 8 = /2 [13,16]. Moreover, this property is not improved



Algorithm 1: Sampling A" f

InPUt: ga Xtov s Mév hzn’ {hiZ}ZZO

Result: Sample of A3™ f, given X,

Function Milstein (T, 11, h, ¢, w):
return Milstein approximation of X7, with step-size h given

Brownian path w on the interval [Ty, T1] with X1, = xq

Sample Brownian path wy, = {Wi,4nn, | n=0,...,(t1 — to)/h)};

Set X, ¢ =Milstein({y, t1, hy", X¢,, wi,);

if £> 0 then

L Set X, ¢—1 =Milstein(ty, t1, hyjl, Xiy, Wiy );

/* Define arrays A; to store samples of Aj;g péfl using
th ~ th,j for j = é,é —1.

Set Ay = array[M)];

Set Ay_q = array[M]];

for m = 1,...,Ml§ do

Sample random integer k£ with probability mass function

pe o< 27342

Sample Brownian path wr = {Wy, 451

n=0,...(T —t1)/hi};
Set XT_’g_’k = Milstein(ty, T, h}c, thyg, wr);
if £ > 0 then
L Set X1 r—1 =Milstein(ty, T, h}c—l7 X, 0, wr);
/* Convention: When k=0 set g(Xr._1)=0
Set A = (9(Xrex) — 9(Xrk-1)) P 5
if £ > 0 then
Set XT_[,L]Q = Milstein(ty, T, h}g, th_’gfl, wr);
if £ > 0 then
L Set X1 o151 =Milstein(ty, T, h}cfl? Xty 0—1, WT);

Set A%i = (9(Xr-1.6) — 9(X70-1,5-1)) Py "

r(;turn
f(Mean(Ap)) — 4 23:0 f(Mean (A [iMy | +1: (i +1)M;_,]))

*/

*/




by taking an antithetic difference A®** as above [14]. Thus, we are unable to
use unbiased MLMC for this case.

Instead, we truncate the telescoping sum appearing in (4) at some maximul

level L and compute {E[ AgH(X,,) ]éL:O} using a Monte Carlo average, reverting
to standard MLMC [12]:

M=

E[HE[Y | Xy, )] = Y E[AH(Xy,)] ~ Y E[AMH(Xy,)]

=0 =0
Lo M ) @
=3 g 2 AHO(XE).
=0 £ m=1

with AeH(m)(Xt;n)) NN A¢H(X,,). The key idea is that by using many samples
at the cheaper levels of approximation and since the variance of A/H decreases
as £ increases, we require fewer samples at the expensive level of simulation L.
Defining V;, = E[A/H?] o« 277¢, Oy = cost(AH) o 27¢ by Assumption 2.1,
it can be shown that by optimizing the number of samples M, per level, the
work required for the estimator (7) to achieve root mean square error TOL is
proportional to [5,13]

L 2
TOL? (Z \/w@) ,
£=0

with L oc log(TOL ™). In the best case, 3 > 7 and the above term is O(TOL™?),
which is frequently referred to as the canonical complexity. Instead, for 5 = /2,
the estimator (7) can be shown to have O(TOL™>/?) cost [5,14]. For com-
parison, a standard Monte Carlo average used to compute (6), with E[Y|
Xy, ] ~ EP(Xy,), has O(TOL™®) cost [21]. Thus, MLMC is able to improve the
cost by a factor of order TOL™'/2 over standard Monte Carlo. However, the
cost remains higher than the canonical O(TOL72) complexity.

Several methods have been proposed which remedy the effect of the Heaviside
function on the performance of MLMC for this problem. In [17], the authors
approximate H(-) by a Lipschitz function with better convergence properties as
seen above for unbiased MLMC. However, this approximation adds an additional
level of bias which is inversely proportional to the Lipschitz constant of the
approximation to H(-), which in turn affects the cost of MLMC. In [1] an implicit
smoothing technique is applied which relies on a change of variables and a pre-
integration step which smooths over the discontinuity. An alternative approach,
and the one adopted for the remainder of this paper, relies on adaptively refining
the number of Monte Carlo samples Y required for a given Xy, [3,9,10,14,15,23].
In the adaptive framework, we define the correction term

AFH(X,) = H(EE,, (X)) — BB, (X)),



with adapted Monte Carlo averages E?}HM (Xt,) obtained using Algorithm 2.
Here, 0 < 1y < £ is a random integer, depending on X;,, which reflects uncer-
tainty in the sign of £}, (Xt,). Since H(ER, (X)) is incorrect only when
B, (X4,) is estimated to be on the opposite side of 0 to E[Y" | Xy, |, it is sensi-
ble to use a more accurate estimator, with larger 1, when E[Y | X, ] is thought
to be close to the origin. The expected cost of sampling A'jdH, E[Criy, ], is
shown to remain of order M}", whereas the variance reduces to V; o< (M, gn)_l
under general assumptions, giving f = v and reducing the cost of MLMC to
O(TOL?(log TOL)?). The lack of regularity in H(-) leads to a high kurtosis for
the multilevel correction terms with and without adaptive sampling, reducing
the reliability of error estimates of the MLMC estimator. One approach to this
problem involves biased estimates of the first and second moments of A;H and
is discussed in Section 4.2.

Algorithm 2: Adaptive sampling at level ¢ [23, Algorithm 1]
Input: X;,,¢,r>1,¢>0
Result: Adaptively refined sample Eg+m
Set ng = 0;
Sample M;" independent samples of ¥ given X;;
/* 0¢(Xy,) is the sample variance given the M;" samples  */
Compute (E}*(Xt,),00(X¢,)) from the existing samples;
while o1y, (Xe,) TV ER,, (X)) < 27719/ and ny < £ do
Sample M el — 1\4n ¢n, New, independent samples from Y given
Xto;
Refine (Eﬁ-ng (Xto)a O¢+n, (Xto)) to (E?-I‘r’l]g +1 (Xto)a Ol+n,+1 (Xto))
using all existing samples;
Set me = n¢ + 1;
Output: E7, (Xy,)

2.3 Quantile Estimation and Value-at-Risk

As mentioned in the introduction, it is often of interest to solve (1), (2) for L,
with a pre-defined value of 1. This equates to finding the unique root of

F(\) :E[H(E[A(E[g(XTHth], t1) ’Xto] —/\H —.

This problem has been studied using stochastic approximation methods in [25,
26,29] and recently applied to the MLMC framework in [7,8,11]. An alternative
algorithm is proposed in [14, Algorithm 2], although a complete analysis of this
method was left to future work. The estimator of F'(\) constructed in previous
sections can be included in such algorithms to efficiently approximate L,,.



3 CVA Capital Charge

This section describes the model CVA problem [2,22,27] used for the numerical
experiments in Section 4. For ease of notation, the main discussion is based
around a single counterparty. However, the method is intended for use in the
more practical case of many counterparties. In Section 3.4, we discuss the
extension from a single counterparty to an arbitrary number of counterparties.

3.1 Market Setup

Consider a market based on a stock process Sy € R¢ given by
dS; = a(t, Sy)dt + b(t, S;)dWy;  Sp >0,

up to the contract maturity 7' > 0, where W; is a Wiener process under the
physical measure P and a,b represent the drift and volatility of the market,
respectively. We denote the (possibly stochastic) interest rate by 7, so that the
value of an initial investment By in a risk-free bond at time ¢ is By = Boefot redt
We consider a contract between a bank and a counterparty with discounted
future cash-flow to the bank given by m(Sr) = B;B;'TI(Sr), where TI(St)
denotes the payoff at maturity T given stock value S7. We assume the existence
of a risk-neutral measure Q under which the discounted stock process B; 'S is
a Q-martingale. The arbitrage-free value of the contract at time ¢ is then given
by

Vi(Si) = E%[m(S1)|Se . (8)

3.2 Credit Valuation Adjustment

Suppose that the counterparty will default at a random time 7 > 0. In practice,
the default time 7 is modelled according to the counterparties credit spread.
In the event of default, the bank stands to lose a proportion LGD (Loss Given
Default) of any positive cash flow. The impact this has on the valuation of the
banks position at time 0 < ¢ < T is the CVA. After discounting to time 0, the
CVA is given by [2]

CVA, = EC HHSTBLLGD (BQ[ 7, (S7)[Sr,, 7)) "

Tt

Stuct:|7

where ¢; represents the counterparties credit spread at time ¢ and 7 = 7(ct)
defines the random default time based on the market conditions at time ¢.
The factor B;/B,, discounts the CVA to time ¢, and the positive part of the
value process, (EQ[ 7, (S7)|S:,, 7 ])Jr, is known as the exposure at default. For
convenience, we express CVA; = EQ[U,, (S,,) | St, ¢t ], where

LGD
Uq-t (.I) = HtST B

([, (S7)|Sr, = 2, 7]) " 9)

Tt

10



By an abuse of notation, we will consider U,, both as a function of x and of
EQ[ 7., (S7)|S;, = x, 7] depending on the context.

We introduce the following terms, which are used frequently in what follows:

° S’jlf_} denotes the risky value of the stock price simulated under the physical
measure P at a short risk horizon H.

e S;* denotes the stock process with S, = s.

The CVA-VaR is defined as the threshold L, above which losses due to
changes in CVA between time 0 and a short risk horizon H < T occur with
small probability 7 (typically n = 1%) under P. Specifically,

n = ]P)[CVAH — CVA( > Lﬁ]

— EP[H(E[A — Ly|S%, cx])], (o)

where the (random) loss due to a shift in the CVA is
A= Upy (S5577) = Ury (87,),

where Uy, (x) given by (9) is a Lipschitz function of EQ[ 7, (S7)|S;, = =, 7] and
hence (10) may be written in the form (1). In the context of (1), X; represents
both the stock process S; and credit spread c;, f is equivalent to A — L,, whereas
g represents the discounted payoff 7, (St) and 1 represents both 79 and 7. In
Section 3.5, we construct an equivalent estimator which requires sampling only
t1 = 719. Letting ¢; be a random variable and g(x) = 7 (z) depend on 7 does
not change the results of Section 2, and is discussed in Remark A.3. The risk
horizon H usually represents a short interval, for example 1 week or 10 days,
whereas the contract maturity 7" could represent several years.

3.3 Modelling the Default Time

As in [27], we assume a flat credit term structure so that ¢; is constant under
Q. Following the model for default probabilities in [22, Chapter 12], it follows
that

Tt = t+ 7A't,

where 7; are exponentially distributed random variables with rate ¢;/LGD. The
choice of a flat credit term structure simplifies the analysis in the following sec-
tions, however we emphasize that the multilevel Monte Carlo framework used
is general and would also work with a variable credit structure.

In practice, the initial credit spread can be inferred from market data. The
risky dynamics of ¢; up to the risk horizon under P are assumed to follow [27]

dey = 0%, dW,

11



where 0% > 0 is a fixed volatility constant, and W, is a Wiener process under
P, independent of W; which drives the underlying stock process in Section 3.1.
The product 0%¢q is linked with the external credit rating of the counterparty
in [27, Table A].

3.4 General Formulation for Multiple Counterparties

Typically, the CVA capital charge considers large portfolios containing many
options with K > 1 counterparties, opposed to the one-dimensional problem
considered above. In this case, the adjustment made to the valuation of the
banks portfolio is

K
CVA; =Y CVA{M,
k=1

where CVA®) denotes the CVA owing to counterparty k. In this approach, the
credit spread and loss given default will differ for each counterparty. The VaR
becomes the value L, solving

H <1E@

where A®) represents the loss due to CVA for the counterparty k. While we
focus on the case K = 1 in this paper, the discussion applies in the extended case
where K > 1. Some additional points to consider when K > 1 are discussed in
Section 4.4.

n=E"

K
ZA(k) _L77 ’ ng{c%) 511)]7 (11)

k=1

3.5 Variance Reduction

We now turn our attention to the approximation of (10) using the MLMC meth-
ods in Section 2. As mentioned in the introduction this approach reduces the
O(TOL™®) cost for standard Monte Carlo approximation to achieve root mean
square error TOL to O(TOL ™ ?(log TOL)?). The performance of (multilevel)
Monte Carlo approximation depends strongly on the variance of A as defined
in Section 3. As such we first consider variance reduction techniques, which are
able to significantly improve the performance of MLMC.

P
There are two key factors which decrease the correlation between U, (Sg}SH )

and U, (S-,) significantly, giving A a large variance:
e 71,79 have different rates and thus are difficult to correlate. It is unlikely
that both of these terms will default before T'.
P
e Due to simulation of the market risk factor under P, the stocks StH S and
S; follow different stochastic processes up to the risk horizon H.

12



Note that for the exponentially distributed default times in Section 3.3 and
some function F' we have

Q _ Oo _CH _cy(t—H)/LGD
EQ F(7s)|cn ] /HF(t)LGDe at

_ CH cyH/LGD OOH F(t €0 —(cu—co)t/LGD —cot/LGD 44
o /0 S ye ¢

= E° {HTOZHF(TO)gTO (CH)eCHH/LGD }CH } )

where g;(x) = cg lze™(@=)t/LGD " For ease of notation, we will express 79 =
7 for the remainder of this paper. The above computation then motivates
replacing A with

AI = H‘rZH (gT(CH)GCHH/LGD (UT(S‘II:LSH;{) - UT(ST))

Market risk

+ (grelemecn TGP 1) UT(ST)>,

Credit risk

(12)

whenever 7 > H. The component of A reflecting default before H is —I, « U (S).
Since this is independent of the risk factors at the horizon H, we can cancel the
bias induced by considering only 7 > H in A' by setting

L} =Ly +E%[L.«xU,(S,)],

where EQ[I, . 5U,(S,)] can be pre-computed offline at insignificant cost com-
pared with the cost of computing 7. By the change of measure from 74 to 7
above, it follows that EX[A — L,|Sf, ey ] = EQ[A' — L]|S}, cy]. Note that
we have decomposed A! into two terms with variance driven primarily by the
market or credit risk factors as discussed above. We consider each term in turn.

3.5.1 Credit Risk

In [27], it is shown that the standardised CVA capital charge can be derived by
linearising

1 T
Co LGD
O(VH)

gr(em)em P —1 = (e — CO)(

> +O(H). (13)

To remove order v H terms, we should take
A= A — T b (cr — co)X-(S7),

where we introduce the control variate

(8= (= s )50

13



To ensure this does not bias the expected value of A — L,,, we set
L;I = L}I — (e — CQ)EQ[XT(S-,—) 1,

so that again EQ[ A" — LIS, ey ] = EQ[A — L, |SE, cu ).

3.5.2 Market Risk

The use of antithetic sampling and delta control variates to reduce the variance
owed to market risk in VaR calculations is well documented [15,20]. Following
this approach leads to the term

AIH = ]ITZH (gT(CH)eCHH/LGDUT(SfI,SD;{)

U8 + U (57))
— Slem — o) (X (S7) + x+(57)
= 58 = 50V, U5 + Vs U(57) ),

where the antithetic pair Si follow the Brownian paths {£W;}o<i<z respec-

P
tively. After H, all of the processes Sti, Sf S5 follow the same Brownian path.
The delta control variates Vg, - U,(SF) arise from removing the leading order

P
term in a Taylor expansion of UT(SF’SH) —U,(S,). The factor g, (cg)ecs H/LGD
of the market risk in (12) can be ignored in this expansion since we see in (13)
that this term is of the form 1+ O(v/H). As before, to compensate for the bias
induced by the delta control variate, we replace L;I with
H,S},
Lyt = L) = (S = 50) B9 Vs, - Un(S7)]

so that EQ[ AN — LS, en] = EQ[A — L,|S%,cr]. Since all of the expec-
tations appearing in the definition of L%H are independent of Sg and cg, they
may be pre-computed offline at insignificant cost compared to EQ[ AM!].

3.6 Sampling Rare Default Times
Observe that the CVA loss, A, is non-zero only when H < 7 < T. For credible

counterparties this is a rare event, making it costly to simulate a single instance
of default. To address this issue note that, defining p == P[H < 7 < T, we
have

EQ [AIH - L Sy en, H<T<T|. (14)

s, CH] —E° [Amﬁ g

For H <t < T and the model for 7 in Section 3.3, we have

]P)[H <7< t] efcoH/LGD _ efcot/LGD
Plr <t[H <7 <T]= P[H<7<T] ¢ cH/LGD _ g=cgT/LCD"
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By inverting this equation for ¢, we can sample directly from the conditional
distribution using inverse transform sampling.

This approach relies explicitly on the model for default times described in
Section 3.3. For more complex models of the default time, more advanced
importance sampling techniques are required to achieve a similar result.

3.7 Unbiased Estimation of the Loss

As previously remarked, it is not typically possible to sample the CVA loss A
directly due to complicated market dynamics. The approach used in Section 2.1
provides an unbiased estimator of the form IE[A ‘ Sy, CH] = E[Ag&m)/\ qé—l
where the multilevel corrections AyA rely on Milstein simulation of the market
and Monte Carlo valuation of the underlying contract. It is also possible to
implement this approach for the estimator Al above with the exception that
the delta control variate Vg, - U is discontinuous, and the multilevel correction
term involving this control variate does not satisfy Assumption 2.1, precluding
the application of unbiased MLMC. However, to retain the benefits of the delta
control variate in variance reduction, one may include this term only for a fixed,
deterministic range of levels as in [15].

4 Numerical Experiments

To illustrate the preceding methods, we consider the estimation of the proba-
bility of large loss, 1), for a toy CVA problem (10) consisting of a single stock
process and counterparty outlined in Section 4.1. In Section 4.4, we discuss how
the methods can be readily extended to larger scale problems.

4.1 Simple Synthetic Portfolio

The underlying contract between the bank and counterparty is given by a linear
combination of two European call options with discounted future cash-flow

B
m(ST) = B—;(CO(ST — I(o)Jr +c1(Sr — Kl)Jr),

where constants cg, c; are determined by Vy and the delta-neutral condition
0s, Vo = 0. We assume the stock process follows a Geometric Brownian Motion
under the Black-Scholes market assumptions with fixed interest rate r = 1% so
that B; = et/199. Then, under P and Q, respectively, we have

dSt = /J,Stdt + UStth,
dS; = rSydt + oS dW2.

We take T' = 1 year, as well as Sy = 1 and 4 = 0 = 0.1. To test the meth-
ods in greater generality, we ignore the existing analytic formulae for the value
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and stock processes. Instead, we resort to Milstein simulation of S; and Monte
Carlo estimation of the exposure at default. Thus, we rely upon the methods
of Section 3.7 to construct an unbiased estimator of the CVA loss.

Following the model for default times in Section 3.3 we take ¢y = 5% and
o = 0.8%/co, corresponding to an A-rated counterparty according to [27, Table
A]. The probability of large loss (10) is computed with risk horizon H = 10
days and a fixed loss threshold L, =5 x 1074, giving n =~ 2%.

4.2 MLMC Setup

Simulation of the outer expectation in (10) over P is performed using the meth-
ods in Section 2.2. We consider both adaptive sampling with M}* = M2t mid-
dle simulation samples per level and non-adaptive sampling with M;" = M5“27€
for v = 1,2. At level £ = 0 we use Mj" = 8 samples per level. The expected
value of the loss A over Q is approximated using a hierarchy of unbiased MLMC
methods as in Section 3.7, and using the control variates discussed therein.

Optimal Starting Level

For an effective comparison, it is important all methods are tested with ideal
hyper parameters. For nested simulation, it is often optimal to modify the
MLMC estimator to start not from ¢ = 0 but at level £ = ¢y, > 0 [14,15]. The
optimal starting level may be approximated by iteratively estimating the ratio
Ry, between the cost of a two level estimator starting at level ¢y and a single
level estimator at level £o + 1. If R, > 1, it is more efficient to start at level
o+ 1.

Error Estimation

Robust computation of the MLMC estimator (7) requires accurate estimates
of the error terms V; = Var[A/H| and E, = |E[A/H]| in order to approx-
imate the optimal maximum level L and number of samples {Mg}f:éo to use
per level [13]. Reliable estimates for V; need O(k¢) outer samples, where ry
is the Kurtosis of AyH. For the Heaviside function, it follows that x, =~ V[l.
This contradicts the methodology of MLMC to reduce the number of samples
required at fine levels, and can severely impact the robustness of the estimator.

In [30], the authors approximate H(-) using a sequence of smooth logistic
sigmoid functions which depend on ¢ and significantly reduce V, k¢ by a con-
stant factor. Alternatively, in [6] the authors assume V; =~ g2~ %, By ~ a;27%¢

and use Bayesian estimates for the parameters ag, a1, o, 3.

Here, we describe an alternative, heuristic method based on a similar ap-
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proach in [10]. The multilevel correction terms A/H take the form

1 probability p,
AyH = { —1 probability g, )
0 probabilityl — py — q¢

with
Vi <pe+aq, FEo=l|pe—ql

When ¢ is large, both py,qe < 1. Heuristically, when the number of samples
My of AyH is small, it is extremely unlikely we will observe a non-zero sample,
creating unstable approximations to Vy, Ey. The idea is to impose a Bayesian
prior on py, g¢ which incorporates knowledge of the theoretical convergence rates
of V; and E; such that when the number of samples My is low, we rely more
heavily on the theoretical rates than on the observations, and vice-versa as M}
becomes large.

Assume that we know a relationship of the form
Vy &~ ag2™ 7, (15)

where the constant ap < 1 may be reasonably estimated using information from
coarse levels where samples of AyH are inexpensive. Assume a Dirichlet prior

density on py, q¢
pe(p,q) = (1 —p—q)* 'pre",

for constants cg, k > 0. For the robustness of the MLMC estimator, it is prefer-
able to over-estimate opposed to under-estimate V;. Hence, it is reasonable to
impose

Ep [pe +qc] > Vi,

which is true provided
co <2(k+1)(V, = 1).

Hence, using (15), a reasonable conservative estimate is
co = 2k(ag 127 —1). (16)

Given observations {AEH(m)}rj\fil, define

M@

+ . E

V@ = HAgH(m):il'
m=1

Then, the maximum-a-posteriori estimate of py + gy is

A v+, +2k
Ve = .
Mg +2k+c—1
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The parameter k can be chosen to control how confident we are that V; < Vg
for a small number of samples Mp. Larger values of k produce more reliable,
conservative bounds.

To estimate Ey = |p¢—qe| we construct biased estimates for py—qe and g —py
separately. First, in the case where p; > gy, we wish to estimate of py — g¢. In
doing so, we impose a Dirichlet(dy, j + 1,1) prior on pg, ¢ with density

pe(pq) = (L—p—q) ™ 'p.

Given the observations {AgHm}%il the posterior distribution becomes a Dirichlet(dy, v, +
Jj+1,v, +1) distribution with maximum a posteriori estimator given by

VZ' —v, +J
Mo +j+d—1
Under the prior distribution we have
J
E; - = —
Pe[pf QE] j+dg+2,
so enforcing the condition

Es [pe — ae] > €027 = |pr — qu

requires
de < jleg'2*t —1) — 2.

In the case where g, > p; one can repeat this process by interchanging the roles
of p and ¢. Taking the maximum of the two resulting estimators gives

Ao v+
T M d—1

For the experiments presented here we choose k =5 = 1.

4.3 Results

Figure 1 plots various statistics of the multilevel correction terms A/H for each
method. Figure 2 further plots the total work required to compute n to accuracy
TOL, against TOL for each method. We discuss the results below:

‘Work Cy

The top left plot in Figure 1 shows the expected work Cy of generating a single
sample of AJH. By construction, the non-adaptive samplers have O(27%) cost
(with some variability owed to the random cost of the unbiased MLMC estima-
tors). On the other hand, the adaptive sampler has expected cost E[2¢F7] =
O(2%) as discussed in Section 2.2.
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Variance V;

The top right plot in Figure 1 shows the variance V; = Var[ A¢H ] as a function
of £. Following the discussion in Section 2.2, the non-adaptive samplers have
Ve = (’)(N[l/z) = O(277/2). On the other hand, the adaptive sampler has
Vi = O(N; ') = O(27*). Combined with an expected sampling cost of order 2¢,
this improves the convergence rate of the adaptive MLMC over the non-adaptive
estimators.

Kurtosis k¢

The bottom left plot in Figure 1 shows the kurtosis of AyH, k¢, against £. We
observe ky = O(V, ') for all methods. As mentioned above, this reduces the
accuracy of standard estimates for the overall error made by MLMC, especially
when L is large. This motivates the use of the methods discussed in Section 4.2
to improve the robustness of MLMC.

Optimal Starting Point

The bottom right plot in Figure 1 shows the ratio Ry, between a two-level and
single-level estimator starting at level ¢y as discussed in Section 4.2. To ensure
MLMC performs optimally, one should start from a level ¢y for which Ry, < 1.

Total Work

In Figure 2, we see a reduction in cost by a factor of around 7 times when
using adaptive opposed non-adaptive MLMC when computing 7 to 2 significant
figures. We also see that our results closely match the theoretical complexities
O(TOL™*/?) and O(TOL™%(log TOL)?) stated for non-adaptive and adaptive
sampling, respectively in Section 2.2. A reference line shows the theoretical
O(TOL™®) complexity discussed in Section 1 for traditional Monte Carlo with-
out any of the multilevel techniques in Section 2. This illustrates savings of
several orders of magnitude at the smallest computed error tolerance by using
the adaptive hierarchical MLMC approach compared to using standard Monte
Carlo.

4.4 Extension to Larger Portfolios

The experiment above is based on a toy problem consisting of a single stock
and counterparty. This setup is enough to test the methods of the preceding
sections in the context of risk estimation of the CVA. However, it is important
to stress that these methods can be readily extended to more realistic problems,
with many counterparties and a large market to simulate. There are several
additional considerations than can be useful when considering such problems:
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Figure 1: Statistics of the correction terms A,H plotted against £ for the MLMC
estimators using both adaptive and non-adaptive sampling.
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Figure 2: Total work required to compute the probability of large loss due to
changes in the CVA multiplied by TOL? against TOL, normalised by the true
value of 7.
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e (Randomized subsampling of counterparties.) For a large number of coun-
terparties (K > 1 in (11)) it can be more efficient to write the sum

K
> A® = BlA® )
k=1

where k* is drawn from a discrete probability distribution on {1,...,k}.
The expectation E[Ak*q,;*l] may then be approximated using a Monte
Carlo average over k*. As a result, we need only consider a single coun-
terparty with each sample of the inner expectation rather than evaluate
each of {A(’“)}kK:1 for each sample. This approach, known as randomised
sub-sampling [15], can reduce the cost of the MLMC estimator when K is
sufficiently large.

o (Simulation of market at large number of intermediate points.) When
there are many counterparties with different default times and/or many
options per counterparty with differing maturities, it may be necessary
to evaluate the stock process at many intermediate time points. It is
possible to modify the Milstein discretisation to ensure the underlying
Brownian path is sampled at each intermediate point. However, when the
number of intermediate points is large, this can add a significant cost to
the computation of the unbiased MLMC. One possible alternative is to
interpolate the intermediate points using an antithetic approach similar
to that used in Section 3.5.2, by sampling an antithetic pair Stf’i at the
fine level which follow + an underlying Brownian path between each pair
of coarse time points. If the coarse path is Sf and the Brownian path
is sampled at evenly space timepoints over [0, T], numerical experiments
indicate that using linear interpolation the multilevel correction term

1 s -
APUS = o (SPT + 80T - 8

satisfies the necessary condition for unbiased MLMC in Assumption 2.1
for all values ¢t € [0,T]. Analysis of such an approach is left to future work.

5 Conclusion

Due to large costs induced by the approximation of market factors combined
with several nested Monte Carlo averages, accurate estimation of xVA risk mea-
sures is often considered infeasible using traditional Monte Carlo methods. By
combining recent developments in MLMC for nested simulation with variance
reduction techniques, this paper illustrates an efficient framework for accurate
simulation of these risk measures at greatly reduced costs. In the context of
the CVA-VaR problem, we are able to reduce the cost of achieving accuracy
TOL from O(TOL™?) for traditional Monte Carlo to O(TOL™?(log TOL)?) us-
ing MLMC with an adaptive number of inner samples of the loss. This results
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in computational savings of several orders of magnitude for realistic problems.
Paired with the capabilities of high performance computing, this shows that
Monte Carlo methods are a viable option for efficient and accurate simulation
of xVA risk measures.

Future aspects of this work involve the use of stochastic approximation tech-
niques to compute the Value-at-Risk as in Section 2.3, along with an application
to larger portfolios as discussed in Section 4.4. An additional area of future
research concerns multilevel Quasi-Monte Carlo methods for the approxima-
tion of (1). Such methods are used in [30] to construct an estimator with
O(TOL?(log TOL)?) cost without adaptive sampling techniques. When com-
bined with the adaptive methods, we can potentially construct an estimator
with even better costs. For problems with similar convergence properties [19],
multilevel Quasi-Monte Carlo estimators have been shown to have O(TOL™!)
cost to achieve accuracy TOL.
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A Antithetic Randomised Multilevel Monte Carlo
Estimator

Here we provide a sketch proof that the antithetic estimator (5), satisfies As-
sumption 2.1 with 5 = 3/2. We provide a proof only for

J
;[; tl ZCJ tl max —dj(tl)), (17)
=1

for continuous functions ¢;(¢1) and d;(¢1) and 1 < j < J. The loss function A
occurring in the CVA-VaR problem can be written of the form (17) provided
one treats the delta control variate as in Section 3.7. For simplicity, we assume
t1 € (to,T) is fixed and consider f(x,t1) = f(z). An extension to the case where
t1 = 7 is random, as in Section 3, is discussed in Remark A.3.

We make the following assumption on the random variable Azg(Xy, ¢, W, 7T)pé~_1,
introduced in Section 2.1.2, which is used in Theorem A.2 below. This assump-
tion is comparable to those made in [14,15].

Assumption A.1. Let 6(Xy, ¢) = mini<p<x |E[9(X7) | Xt, = X4y ,0] — dil|, where
dy, are the points where f has a discontinuous derivative. Then, for all ¢, §(Xy, s)
admits a density pg. There exists constants dg, po > 0, independent of £, such
that x < & implies pe(x) < po for all €. Moreover, the third centralised moments
of Ajg( Xy 0, Wiy 1) péfl satisfy the following conditions:

3
jglgE[ ‘AZQ(th,é, Wi, ) p; ' —Elg(Xr) | Xe, = th,e]‘ ] <0

sup E |: ‘AZQ(XH ) thﬁT) p
d(x)<do

—E[g(Xr)[ X4, ]

3
éfl ‘ Xy = x} < 00.

The assumption that §(Xy, ¢) has a bounded density is used in [14, 23]
and controls the probability of sampling (an approximation of) Xy, such that
E[g(X7) | X¢, ] falls near a discontinuity in the derivative of f. Recall from Sec-
tion 2.1.1 that £ is a random integer with mass function P[{ = k] = pj, oc 27¢¥

24


https://arxiv.org/abs/2011.11898

for fixed ¢ chosen between 1 and 3/2, which ensures that
3
E |: ‘Afg(th 9 th,T) pé_l‘ ’ Xt1 :| < oo,
for all X;,. The assumptions on the third centralised moment then follow.

The main result of this section is expressed in the following theorem:

Theorem A.2. Assume that f is of the form (17), with Lipschitz constant
Ly, and that g is either Lipschitz or twice differentiable with bounded second
derivative. Assume the coefficients of the underlying SDE, and their derivatives,
satisfy growth and Lipschitz conditions as in [24, Theorem 10.3.5]. Let 1 < { <
3/2 with P[{ = k| o 27¢F and assume Assumption A.1 holds. Then, there exists
Ag > 0, independent of £, with

B[ (a3) < a2

Proof. Throughout this proof we assume A; are constants independent of ¢, k.
We can express
Aptf = AP+ AP,

where
AN f = (B (Xt00)) — f (B p(Xt00-1)),

AP = 1 (B (Xira0) = 5 (1B oK) + (B (X))

That is, Agl) f captures the error made from using Milstein discretisation with

step sizes hy and hy_1, and Af) f captures the error made from using Monte
Carlo estimates at varying levels of accuracy. It follows that

nt 2 2 2
E[ (A3 f) } < 2E[ (Ag1>f) ] + 2E[ (Af)f) ] (18)
At this point, we introduce the following notation:

® X7 denotes the Milstein approximation of X using step-sizes hj' on
[to,t1] and A} on [t1,T]. We allow the cases ¢,k = oo to indicate exact
simulation on the intervals [to, ¢1] or [t1,T], respectively.

® gok = 9(X701).
e For Apg(Xy,, Wi, 1) as in Section 2.1.2, define the double difference
A¢ALg = A Arg( Xty 00 Xty 0—1, Wiy )
= Arg( Xty 00 Wiy r) — Dkg(Xey o1, Wiy 1) (19)
=9gek — 9o, k—1 — ge—1,k + Ge—1,k—1,

where the random variables X ¢, X;, (—1 are determined by the same
Brownian path Wy, .
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e For Eé,f as in Section 2.1.2, define the average

AAg = Ezf(th,E) - Ezf(th,l*l)
M;
Z AlAE(m)Q(th,Evthlflv Wt(:LT)) p&}n)’

m=1

1
M;

where the samples AZAZ(m)g(Xthg,Xthg,l,Wt(f}) pz_(}n) are i.i.d samples
of AyAzg Pg_l given X, o and Xy, 1.

Note that if Y is an average of M i.i.d. samples of a random variable Y given
Z, then

]E{(Y)Q’Z} — (B[Y|Z])? + %Var[mZ] < (E[Y|Z])?+ %E[Yﬂz],

and hence

E[ (V)] <E[®[Y|2)?] +%E[Y2]

Combining this with the fact that f is L g-Lipschitz we have
2 2
E[(Aﬁ,”f) ] gLﬁ]E[(AAg) }
2 1 2
<I? (E[ (B[ acazgp;" | Xines Xinea]) } (20)

+3%| (sedi0r") )

For the first term, recall that
E[Azg(Xere, Wer,r) 071 | X o] = Bl gt,00 | Xo ).
Therefore,
E{Afﬁzgpgl ‘Xn,eath,e—l}

= E{ (A9( Xty 00 Wey ) — Djg(Xeyo—1, Wiy r)) p;l ‘th,éath,é—l}
=E[gr,00 — go—1,00 | Xt1,0, Xt1 ,0-1]-

In particular, by Jensen’s inequality and the tower property
2
E[ (B[ Acdig 7t | Xovs Xuve1 ]) } <E[ (g0 = 90-10)° |

S A1272e7

where we use the strong order of convergence of the Milstein scheme and the
regularity conditions on g to obtain the final bound.
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For the second term in (20), we have

E[(Ae 79p; ) ] Zpk [Aeﬁkg) } (21)

When k < ¢, under the Lipschitz or smoothness conditions on g and by the
strong order of convergence for Milstein [24], we have

E[(Acdrg)*] <2 5 E[ (90— 9e-10)° ]
j=k—1
gAiT”.

Likewise, when ¢ < k

¢
[(AZAI@.Q } 2y E{ ik = Gik-1)’
j=£—1
< Aq327%k,

Hence, from (21),
2
E|:(A£Aégpgl) :|<A4 (2— C)E

and, from (20), we have

[ (509) | <8 (s az o0,

Now consider the second term in (18). Under Assumption A.1, a slight mod-

ification to the proof of [14, Theorem 4.1] gives E| (Af)f) ] < As(M})=3/% =
As(ME)=3/22734/2 Combining this fact with (18) and (22) proves the result. [

Remark A.3. The proof of Theorem A.2 holds for allt; € [to, T, with constant
Ao = Ao(t1). By taking the mazimum of Ao(t1) over this interval, the result
can be extended to the case where t1 = 7 is a random variable taking values in
[to, T]. This extends the results to the CVA problem considered in Section 3.

Remark A.4. It is possible to add another term fo(x) to the right hand side
of (17), where fo is twice differentiable with bounded second derivative. The
result of Theorem A.2 can be extended to this case under the same assumptions.
However, since this is not required for the CVA problem, we omit a proof here.

Remark A.5. The preceding analysis can be repeated with ( = 3/2. Then,
Assumption A.1 only holds with 3 — ¢ centralised moments of Ajg pgfl, for any
e > 0. In this case, the analysis can be adjusted to show that for any e > 0 we
have

IE[ (A?ntf)2:| _ 0(27312/2%55)7

and the discussion in this paper is unchanged.
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