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Abstract

In this paper, we improve the performance of the large basket approximation developed
by [5, 6, 10] to calibrate Collateralized Debt Obligations (CDO) to iTraxx market data.
The iTraxx tranches and index are computed using a basket of size K = 125. In the
context of the large basket approximation, it is assumed that this is sufficiently large to
approximate it by a limit SPDE describing the portfolio loss of a basket with size K — oo.

For the resulting SPDE, we show four different numerical methods and demonstrate
how the Magnus expansion can be applied to efficiently solve the large basket SPDE with
high accuracy.

Moreover, we will calibrate a structural model to the available market data. For this,
it is important to efficiently infer the so-called initial distances to default from the Credit
Default Swap (CDS) quotes of the constituents of the iTraxx for the large basket ap-
proximation. We will show how Deep Learning techniques can help us to improve the
performance of this step significantly.

We will see in the end a good fit to the market data and develop a highly parallelizable

numerical scheme using GPU and multithreading techniques.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we will demonstrate how to improve the Collateralized Debt Obligation (CDO)
calibration scheme proposed by [5, 6, 10] by using the Magnus expansion and Deep Learning
techniques.

CDOs in general are financial instruments related to the loss distribution of a pool of
names. In this paper, we will focus on so-called synthetic CDOs. Alongside Figure 1!, let
us explain the market mechanism of synthetic CDO: First, an intermediary, called Special
Purpose Vehicle (SPV) sells protection to a bank (Originator) by means of several Credit
Default Swaps (CDS) and collects funds from investors by issuing securities. In this paper,
the CDO will consist of K = 125 different diverse CDS contracts. Due to CDS being worth
zero initially, the funds raised by SPV are invested in default-free collateral. Afterwards, the
revenue from interest payments and CDS spreads is passed back to the investors.

The securities issued by the SPV are differentiated in a set called tranches, defined by
different degrees of seniority of debt. If some of the loans default and the money collected
from the CDO is not enough to pay all investors, the SPV pays for the losses by reducing
the amount of collateral and the principal of the tranches. Therefore, investors in the first
tranche suffer losses first. After the first tranche has suffered its maximal loss, the next
tranche is affected, and so on. For this reason, this mechanism is usually referred to as
a waterfall process. The tranches are categorized by the percentage of the total portfolio
losses. The first tranche, called equity tranche, lies between 0% and 3 % of the total losses,
the second tranche (mezzanine tranche) between 3% and 6 % and is followed by senior and
then super-senior tranches.

The purpose of a CDO is to sell a portfolio of assets to the general public. Moreover, it
carries advantages for the seller and the buyer. For example, a bank may take advantages
from securitization whereas an investor may take advantages from diversification. In fact,
a CDO permits to invest in asset classes that otherwise would not have been permitted by
usual regulations. Moreover, in times of low interest rates, CDOs have the potential to offer
high yields. As happened in the last decade, an investment in CDO tranches represented a
good opportunity due to low interest rates and high CDS spreads.

However, CDOs were notoriously involved in the financial crisis in 2007. Without going
into details, we would like to point the reader to the concept of X-Valuation Adjustments
(XVA), which is dealing with derivative pricing while simultaneously taking default events

into account. The interested reader is referred to [4] and more recently [15].

Literature review. There exists a vast amount of literature concerning credit models and
credit risk. For a comprehensive survey on those topics, we refer the reader to the monographs
[1], [8], [9] and [14]. As for CDO calibration, we recognize two different streams of models
in the literature and refer the reader to [13] and the references therein for a more detailed
literature review.

On the one hand, intensity-based models are typically used by practitioners to estimate the

'This figure is taken from [7, p. 214 Figure 8.2].
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Figure 1: Overview of synthetic CDO market mechanism.

term structure of default probabilities of CDS quoted in the market under the risk-neutral
measure, using the so-called bootstrapping technique. In these cases, a random default time
is modeled directly, typically as a first jump of a Poisson process. The main advantages are
ease of implementation, parallelism with interest rate models, and easier calibration to CDS
spreads.

On the other hand, in structural models, the default event is linked to the notion of
corporate insolvency, which makes the credit event in contrast to intensity-based models
economically interpretable. Moreover, structural models are easier to use in situations where
we also need to model equity variables and take correlations into account. Finally, the concept
of distance to default, which measures the debtor’s leverage relative to the volatility of the
value of its assets, can be used to reflect creditworthiness.

Since this paper follows the results established in [5, 6] in the context of structural models
closely, let us first of all give a high-level summary.

In [6], the authors derive the theoretical background for the large basket approzimation in
a structural diffusion model, which is fundamental for this paper. The structural model is
designed as the distance of default of a CDS contract, from which the time of default can
be computed as the first time the structural model hits the default barrier zero. In this
paper, they consider a diffusion model. It is assumed that for each individual name in the
portfolio the distance of default has a common drift, an individual Brownian motion and a
common Brownian motion with constant correlation. These simple SDEs can be considered
as dynamics of particles in a larger system. Now, the idea is to increase the number of
particles to infinite. They show that this idea with the proper definitions of an empirical
measure leads to an SPDE for the density of the limit measure. From the solution of this
SPDE we can compute the portfolio losses of an CDO with infinitely many entities.

In [5], they extend the model by allowing jump-diffusions for the individual distances of
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default and discuss the validity of the large basket approximation. They demonstrate that
a basket size of K = 125 is large enough to behave like the large basket approximation and
discuss the calibration problem (see Problem 3.1) to CDO tranches, indices and CDS quotes
in greater detail. In fact, this is the paper we follow the closest in this paper and show how
the Magnus expansion and Deep Learning in the diffusion case can improve the performance

of the proposed calibration scheme in [5].

The paper is structured as follows: First, in Section 2 we recall the relevant definitions of
CDOs. We divide this section further by explaining the available market data in Section 2.1
and recall the large basket approximation in Section 2.2. This is followed by the numerical
experiments in Section 3. Subsequently, we explain how to use two Deep-Neural-Networks
(DNN) to infer the initial distances of default from the CDS quotes of the constituents of the
iTraxx in Section 3.1. After this, in Section 3.2, we introduce four different numerical schemes
to compute the tranche spreads and the CDO index using the large basket approximation.
We will see that the deterministic Magnus expansion works best and use it in Section 3.3
to calibrate our structural model to the market data. This is followed by a conclusion and

possibilities for future research in Section 4.

2 Collateralized Debt Obligations

Let us begin this section by briefly recalling the necessary definitions for the CDO calibration
problem and refer the reader for a more detailed treatment of this topic to [3, pp. 726 ff.] and
[5, pp. 3f].

Henceforth, we will assume that the interest rate r is deterministic and constant. Moreover,
we will fix one maturity 7' > 0 and assume that the following financial products have quarterly
resettlements 7 = - j € [0,7], j = 1,...,n, n € N, leading to an annuity of o = 0.25.
Additionally, we will assume that the loss given default LGD = 0.6 is fixed as well.

Let us first of all recall the definition of the rate co 7 making an individual CDS contract
fair today. This CDS quote is given by

LGD Y}y exp (—1T)) B2 [1g,5r — Try 57 ]
a Yy exp (—1T) EQ Lo, |

Co, T =

where 7 denotes the time of default of this particular entity.

As mentioned in the introduction, for (synthetic) CDOs we will consider an entire portfolio
of K € N different CDS. The number K is usually referred to as the size of the basket of the
CDO.

Now, we can define the (normalized) total portfolio loss

1 K
Ly = LGD — kz::l L, <t (2.2)

by taking the mean of defaulted entities up until the time ¢ € [0,7] multiplied by the loss
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given default.”? The time of default of the k-th entity is now denoted by 7. If no entity
defaults, the loss is zero and if all entities default, we lose exactly the value of the loss given
default.

One key feature of CDOs are their so-called tranches indicating a certain range of defaults.
This interval of default percentages will be denoted by [A, D] with attachment point A (in
percent) and detachment point D (in percent). The so-called outstanding notional for an
[A, D]-tranche can then be defined by

Zy=(D—L)" = (A= L)". (2.3)

Similar to the CDS quotes (2.1), the spread of a single-tranche CDO (STCDQO) can be
computed by

E?:l exXp (_rTj) ECQ |:ZT]'—1 - ZTj:|

Cor = -
G Zj:l exXp (_TTJ') EQ |:ZTj—1:|

)

(2.4)

The market also quotes CDO indices without considering individual tranches. The out-

standing index notional is defined by

1 K
ZtI - ? Z ]lTk>t (25)
k=1

and the corresponding CDO index by

LGD ¥} exp (—rT)) B2 [z, — 71|

a Xy exp (—rTy)EQ 2] |

Ior = (2.6)

2.1 iTraxx Data

Standardized CDO tranche quotes are available in the market: for example iTraxx indices
and CDX indices are synthetic unfunded CDO quoted in the market. In particular, iTraxx
specializes in the European market, but indices are also available for the Australian and the
Asian market. We focus on iTraxx Europe, the index constituted of the main 125 equally
weighted CDS on investment grade European corporate entities. The names are revised and
the index rolled over every six months, in March and September. The standard maturities
are 5 and 10 years.

The quote convention is that the prices are expressed in basis points referred to the CDS
premium for the tranche rendering the contract fair at inception. Since the premium for the
equity tranche and often for the mezzanine tranche is usually very large, the market practice
is to pay those tranches as a fixed running premium of 100 bps plus an upfront payment,
computed in a way such that the total value is zero at inception.

For our calibration exercise we will use the maturity 7" = 5 years and report iTraxx Europe

2The portfolio loss is normalized in the sense that we set the notional for the individual CDS to % Therefore,

% Zi{:l 1,,<¢ is a percentage of the basket’s defaulted entities at time ¢.




2.2 Large Basket Approximation

market data at 05/12/2022 obtained from Bloomberg with the aforementioned adjustment

for the relevant tranches and the index alongside the calibration results later in Table 4.
We refer to the code for another experiment at 26/09/2022 with similar results.

2.2 Large Basket Approximation

Let us briefly recall the necessary ingredients of the large basket approximation from [5, 6]:

Proposition 2.1. Let the distances of default XF be given by

1.2
dXF =B dt+T—p dWf+ Jp dM;, B=" ;U, (2.7)

where WE and My are independent standard Brownian motions for k = 1,...,K, K € N.

Now, define the empirical measure

1 XK
VKt = i7e Z 5th,
k=1

where §, denotes the Dirac-delta, which is one if x = 0 and otherwise zero.
2
IfEQ {(Xé“) ] < o0 and X(’)" are exchangeable, then the limit vy exists and its density v is
the solution to the SPDE

dv(t,x) = = (0zv) (t, z)dt + % (Ozzv) (t, 2)dt — \/p (Opv) (t, x)d M. (2.8)

Now, for the application to CDO calibration, we need to monitor the default events X} = 0
and therefore introduce a default-barrier in the formulation of the SPDE. [5] suggest to assume
that the defaults can only be observed at a discrete set of times 7 := {T1,...,Tn}, e.g.,
quarterly, which leads to a reformulation of Proposition 2.1 like follows:

We will assume that if a firm’s value touches the default barrier, then it cannot recover

and will be removed from the basket, i.e., define

™= inf XF<0 (2.9)
teTN
and set
XF=0ont>r"
Suppose, that :B’é ,k=1,..., K, are given. Then, for a Monte-Carlo implementation one can

now simulate the k different distances to default (2.7) and compute the corresponding times
of default (2.9). This in turn can be inserted into the formulas (2.1)—(2.6) and will serve as
a sanity check in the numerical section.

This leads to the following large basket approximation (cf. [5, p. 13 Proposition 4.2]).

Theorem 2.2. Let everything be as in Proposition 2.1 for XF on (0,7%), then the limit
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empirical measure

5 — lim &
vt Kgnoo VKt
exists and has the form vy = vy + L‘é—ODLt, where vy has a density v satisfying (2.8) for

te(T,,Th+1),n=0,...,N, N €N, and

Ly =LGD (1 - /Rv(t,x)dx> .

Moreover, with probability one

lim v(t,z) =

limpyp, v(t,z), x>0
t\LTn

0, z < 0.

This leads to the following iterative scheme for the CDO evaluation using (2.8):

’U(t {L‘)* 07 Z'SO, t:Tn-l-l (2 10)
’ v (t — T, z), t € (T, Tpial,

where

dv™ (t,2) = —p ((‘?Iv(")> (t,z)dt + % (Bmv(")) (t,x)dt — \/p (axv(”)) (t,z)dM;,
o™ (0,2) = vV (T}, 2) Lpso.

Alternatively, [5] note that (2.8) can be rewritten in terms of a deterministic PDE evaluated
at points shifted by Brownian increments, which can be verified by applying Itd’s formula.

Therefore, we can consider the following problem

(t.2) 0, r<0, t=Thu1 2.11)
v(t,x) = .
u (t — Tpow — /p(My — My,))  t € (T, Tppa],

where
1
) = Z(1_ (n)) _ (n)
<8tu ) =3 (1—0p) <8mu ) 15} (axu ) (2.12)
u™ (0,2) = u™ Y (T, z) Lpso.

Initial datum v(© (z). The initial density for the large basket approximation can be com-
puted from the initial distances of default z* for the individual constituents of the iTraxx as
follows (cf. [5, pp. 18-19]):

O = Ly k
v (:U)—E26(x71:>

k=1
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They also note that this initial datum can lead to a poor accuracy, since it is very rough and
a smoothed version leads to second order accuracy for finite-difference schemes. Therefore,
let us fix a homogeneous space grid Xg’b = {xl =a+iAzr: Az = %, 1=0,...,d+ 1} and
set

1
Op(z) = Az min (max (x — z; + Az, 0) ,max (z; — x + Az, 0)).

The initial datum v(© (x) evaluated in our space grid points z; is then given by

b
u) =0 = é/ &y, (2)v ) (2)dx (2.13)

In Section 3, we will apply the Euler-Maruyama scheme and the stochastic Magnus ex-
pansion to (2.10). Moreover, we will compare these to the theta-scheme proposed by [5] and
the deterministic Magnus expansion for the previous PDE (2.11) with spline interpolation.
For all schemes, we will use the smoothed version (2.13) of the initial datum for given initial

distances of default z*.

3 Numerical Experiments

In this section, we will explain how to calibrate a structural model to the available CDO

market data. For this, we will first recall the calibration problem from [5, p. 22 Problem 1]:

Problem 3.1. Let the interest rate r be constant and fixed. For given market spreads at
t = 0 of CDO tranches C%T and the CDO index Iy7 for maturity 77 > 0 and [Aj, D;]-
tranches j = 1,...,J, J € N, and given spreads co 71 = (c[l)yT, ey c{fT) for CDS written on

K underlying companies solve the minimization problem

J

, A 2
; J J 2
pe[g%?aezjgl (CO,T CO,T(p7 o, mo)) + (Io,r — To,7(p, 0, 20))°, (3.1)

subject to

co,r = co,r(p, 0, %0), (3.2)
where ¥ C Rygand zg € X C R§O are suitable subsets.

As we can see, Problem 3.1 consists of two nested minimization problems. The outer min-
imization (3.1) is dependent on the inner minimization (3.2) by inferring the initial distances
to default z¢ from the CDS quotes of the constituents of the iTraxx. The authors of [5]
suggest a Monte-Carlo approach with carefully selected starting points for the optimization
problem (3.2) and caution also that this is a computationally heavy task.

Our idea is to disentangle the calibration problems. In Section 3.1, we will demonstrate how
to train a Deep-Neural-Network to learn z¢ for given parameters p and o, such that (3.2) is

satisfied. This removes the Monte-Carlo estimation from the entire calibration problem, since
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we will use the large basket approximation developed in [5, 6, 10] for the minimization (3.1),
for which we will use the Magnus expansion and is referred to Section 3.2. We will see that
this new approach improves the overall performance of the calibration problem significantly.

For the calibration we used Matlab 2022b with the (Global) Optimization Toolbox and
for the DNN (Intel-)Python 3.9 with Tensorflow 2.8.0 running on Windows 10 Pro, on
a machine with the following specifications: processor Intel(R) Core(TM) i7-8750H CPU @
2.20 GHz and 2x32 GB (Dual Channel) Samsung SODIMM DDR4 RAM @ 2667 MHz, and
a NVIDIA GeForce RTX 2070 with Max-Q Design (8 GB GDDR6 RAM).

3.1 Deep Neural Networks

In this section, we will tackle (3.2). We will introduce two different DNNs to derive z( for
given parameters p, o, such that (3.2) is satisfied, to be more precise we want to define two
DNNs f, g, such that

CO,T:g(p757$(J)C)7 f(p76):$(})c

The DNN? g will serve as an interpolation of CDS quotes for given parameters p, o, zo, while
the DNN f is supposed to find zg, such that for all parameters p, o and fixed interest rate r,
the market CDS quotes cg 7 are matched.

Interpolation network for CDS quotes. Let us first of all train a DNN g(p, o, zg) for pre-
dicting CDS quotes (2.1) from Monte-Carlo prices using a range of different parameters p
and o for the distances of default. As a reminder (cf. [5, p. 5 Equation 3.4]), the default

event 7 in our model is defined as
7=inf {X; <0 3.

where

dX; = B dt + /T — p dW, + /p dM;, Xo = 0 € R, 5;:(7

and W; is a standard Q-Brownian motion.

We simulated M = 10° paths of the independent Brownian motions M; and W; and
generated a dataset of 2'7 different tuples of (p, 3, 7o), each drawn from a uniform distribution.
For p we are limited to the range [0,1), while we use for § the range determined from
o € [0.01,0.5] and fixed r. Additionally, we found that z¢ € (0,6) is sufficient for our
purposes.

Using (3.3), we can simulate the corresponding Monte-Carlo prices by evaluating (2.1).

3Sometimes we will write f(p,o) or g(p,o) instead of using 8 as an input; in these cases 8 can be first
determined by using the fixed interest rate r» and the input . The advantage of using £ for the training
of the DNNs is that for a large enough interval for 3, it does not have to be re-trained for a small change
in the interest rate.
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Table 1: Network design of the DNN g¢ for interpolating single CDS quotes.
Type Filters Kernel Size Units Activation

Conv-1d 16 4 Relu
Conv-1d 32 16 Relu
Conv-1d 64 32 Relu
Conv-1d 128 64 Relu
Flatten
Dense 256 Relu
Dense 128 Relu
Dense 64 Relu
Dense 8

With this training set at hand, we are in a position to train the DNN g by minimizing the

loss

lossg(COT,CoT)~ (\/CF)TTC \/%7)

With a range of (0,6) for xo the values of the CDS quotes can get quite small and are below
1 in our experiments. Therefore, we decided to use square-roots in the loss function, to avoid
that the DNN neglects small values and also to force positive values.

The design of the neural network is based on suggestions by [12], in that we use convolution
layers instead of only fully connected layers. We tested both architectures and found the
design with one-dimensional convolutional layers performed better. In Table 1, we show the
detailed network design.

In our experiments, we found that the accuracy of the DNN g was much better with more

than a single output and taking the average of the last layer, i.e.

8

Z P,ﬂaxo

=1

COT(pMBaxO

oo\H

After training the DNN with Adam as optimizer using 30 epochs and a batch size of 128,
we now have an interpolator of CDS quotes for the entire range of parameters.

In Figure 2, we can see the training losses on the y-axis in a log-scale for each epoch (x-
axis). The blue line corresponds to the loss function loss, and the orange line is the mean
absolute error of Cg’T and co 7. We can see that both curves behave similarly. First, they

rapidly decline, then their decrease slows down with a downwards trend till the last epoch.

Network for finding the initial datum z3. The aim is to find the initial distances to default
with given parameters p, 5, such that the previously trained DNN g is close to the market
quotes for all the constituents of the iTraxx, i.e.

[g(p, B’ [f(pv ﬁ)]k)]k:l K = [C(),T]k:l LK

) 20ty
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Table 2: Network design of the DNN f for inferring the initial distance to default z.
Type Filters Kernel Size Units Activation

Conv-1d 16 2 Relu
Conv-1d 32 16 Relu
Conv-1d 64 32 Relu
Conv-1d 128 64 Relu
Flatten
Dense 4 K Relu
Dense 2 K Relu
Dense K

For this, we exploit two things as explained in [5]: By exchangeablity we may sort the market
CDS quotes. We will use a descending order. This will correspond for fixed p, 8 to a vector
Zo € ]RIZ(O with increasing values, because the closer X; is to zero at the start, the more likely
it is to default and therefore the higher the CDS quote.

We chose the network design of f very similar to Table 1 and present it in Table 2. We
chose the loss function also similar to the previous network with the difference that we use

in this case mean absolute percentages, i.e., we set

C(J)C’T (,0, B) = C&T (p757 f(pa /B)) )

where the network for g was already trained beforehand and is now fixed, and define

T - /el

loss ¢ (co;f, cg;T) =100 - _— .

For the training set, we also use the same procedure as beforechand by drawing uniform

random numbers from the aforementioned intervals for p, 5, but this time the market CDS
quotes cg7 remain fixed. In total, we used 40 epochs with 100 batches of size 128 of different
parameters for training f also using Adam as the optimizer.

In Figure 3, we can see the training losses on the y-axis in a log-scale for each epoch (x-

axis). The blue line corresponds to the loss function lossy and the orange line is the mean

1024 — loss

0 5 10 15 20 25 30
epoch

Figure 2: Training losses for g at 05/12/2022.

10



3.2 CDO calibration

absolute percentage error of ch and co7. We can see that both curves behave similarly.
First, they rapidly decline, then their decrease slows down with a downwards trend till epoch

30 and are almost constant till the end.

Remark 3.2. Monotonicity is a well-researched property of DNNs. There are several ways to
ensure that an output of a DNN is monotonically increasing. We can add a simple penalty
on the gradient of the DNN as a soft-constraint to the loss function as suggested in [11] or
design the network such that it necessarily outputs monotone increasing numbers as in [19].
Another easy method would be to use a cumulative sum of positive values of the last layer
of the DNN.

However, in our experiments the monotonicity was learned without imposing any hard or
soft-constraints by the convolutional network. A pure dense version of this network failed
to capture the monotonicity, outputs looked like 9 = 1.0,1.1,...,1.9,31,2.0,2.1,..., i.e.,
sometimes huge values appeared in the otherwise monotonic output. Also adding a soft-

constraint to the dense architecture could not reach the accuracy of the convolutional network.

3.2 CDO calibration

Now, that we have learned how to derive the initial distances to default x¢ from the parameters
p, o, such that (3.2) is satisfied, we can substitute the DNN f into (3.1). This means, in this

section we tackle

J

. i i 2 2
et 22 (G = Corlo o 0D+ Cor ~Tor(ps o S )Y

For this, we need an efficient numerical method to evaluate the tranche [A;, D;]-CDO spreads
C‘&T and the index Iy 7 for which we will use the large basket approximation described in
Section 2.2.

Numerical schemes for the large basket SPDE (2.10). Suppose, we are at the n-th iteration
of (2.10). Let us define the following matrices corresponding to the central finite difference
approximation of the space derivatives using the homogeneous grid Xib in the interval [a, b] C
R with d + 2 points.

— loss
mape

error

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
epoch

Figure 3: Training losses for f at 05/12/2022.

11



3.2 CDO calibration

We will assume zero-boundary condition and define

[U(n)(t, Tiy1) — (™ (t7$i—1)] —- Dwv(n)
- t
2Az i=1,...,d
[v(”) (t, i) — 20 (¢, 2) + oM (¢, xil)] . az,.(n)
2 =. _D Ut 3
(A.%‘) i=1,...,d
where
D* = QAxtrldlag (-1,0,1), D** = mtrldlag (1,-2,1), v~ = [U (tw’Uz)L:L“ d

As described in [16, 17], we approximate (2.8) by

o™ = (;Dm - ﬁpx) vMdt — /p D" dM; = B o\ dt + A o™ dM,

w! = (o T Lol

For this, we compute the fundamental solution

dX; =B X, dt + A X; dM;, Xo=I; € R (3.4)
and approximate the solution for U,E”) by
vﬁ”) ~ X v(()n) ~ exp (V") v(()n). (3.5)

We recall that (3.4) can be approximated by the m-th order Ité-stochastic Magnus expansion
(cf. [16, 17]) using the case of constant coefficients. Let us recall the first two orders of the

Magnus expansion formula from [16, 17] in the case of constant coefficients

Y =Bt+A M

1 t 1
YtQ:Ytl—§A2t+[B,A]/O M,ds - 3 [B, A] M,

where exp (Y) == Y22 4 Y* denotes the matrix exponential and [B, 4] == BA — AB the
matrix commutator. We use the order two expansion for our experiments and apply the
same performance tips suggested in [17], i.e., using sparsity and a special algorithm for the
matrix-vector exponentiation on CPU only.

Now, if we also discretize the time-derivative on a homogeneous time grid
T = {tl =0+ (1—-1)-At: At = F‘Z"jl l=1,... ,L} for the interval [0,T,,+1 — T},] with

1
L € N points, we similarly get the Euler-Maruyama scheme

o) = o + B oY At+ A o) AMy,  AMy, = My, — M. (3.6)

12
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Numerical schemes for the large basket PDE (2.11). We proceed similarly to the previous
paragraph for the PDE (2.12) and use the same notation to get

du™ = (1 ; P pee ﬁD‘”) WMt = ¢ u\at.

Now, if we want to apply the Magnus expansion to this equation, let us first of all note
that the It6-stochastic Magnus expansion with A = 0 coincides with the usual deterministic
Magnus expansion. For a comprehensive overview of the deterministic Magnus expansion,
we refer the reader to the excellent work of [2].

We notice that all commutators are zero, therefore the deterministic Magnus expansion is
immediately of order infinity and does not introduce another numerical error. We have the

exact solution

uﬁ”) = exp (Ct) uén). (3.7)
Now, if T;,4+1 — T}, is chosen such that they are constant for all n = 1,..., N, then we need

to compute the matrix exponential only once, which is very efficient.

Again, if we further discretize the time grid as above, we get the pathwise theta-scheme
suggested in [5]:

(Is—0 C At)u” = (Lg+(1—60) C A, geo,1]. (3.8)

Since, C is constant, this can also be efficiently implemented by first computing the QR-
or LR-decomposition in the case 8 > 0. In our implementation, we use the Crank-Nicolson
scheme (0 = %) with Rannacher start-up, i.e., # = 1 for the first four half time-steps.

To evaluate either the deterministic Magnus scheme or the theta-scheme for (2.11) at the
shifted points x; — \/p (Mr,,, — Mr,), we need to interpolate u™ (T 41, ;) in between the
grid points z; € Xib, since the shifted points usually do not coincide with Xib. For this, we

will use spline interpolation in parallel for all simulations on CPU.

Comparison of the schemes. Let us now compare the numerical schemes for the large
basket approximation and choose based on our findings a suitable candidate for the calibration
procedure.

The maturity 7' = 5 and the constant annuity is equal to a = 0.25 corresponding to
quarterly resettlements. The loss given default is fixed to LGD = 0.6.

We use d = 201 points for the space grid X2_0110720 with cut-off [-10, 20] C R. The stochastic
Magnus expansion requires the evaluation of Lebesgue integrals in time for which we set
LM = 15 for the time grid TﬁSM. We use the same number of time-steps for the Euler-
Maruyama scheme, i.e., LFM = 15. Since the theta-scheme with § = 0.5 is implicit, we
only need L'™¢% = 5 points in time for each interval [T}, T}, 11]. The deterministic Magnus
expansion does not require a time-discretization.

In Table 3, we show the comparison of the schemes for the same parameters o = 0.0543,

p = 0.158, r = 0.015 and z( as in Figure 4 in terms of the tranche spreads (in bps) with

13



3.2 CDO calibration

Table 3: Comparison of the different numerical schemes for a CDO evaluation with M = 10°
simulations of the Brownian motions, ¢ = 0.0543, p = 0.158, r = 0.015 and x( as in Figure
4.

Tranche (in bps) MC EM (3.6) Theta (3.8) SM (3.5) DM (3.7)

[0,0.03] 444795 494330 494232 492991  4945.05
[0.03,0.06] 1791.54  1890.27  1871.09  1876.80  1877.09
[0.06, 0.09] 875.99  901.86 887.94 892.95  891.74
0.09,0.12] 439.34  442.01 433.52 436.47  435.66
0.12,0.22] 11322 109.19 106.92 10751 107.47
0.22, 1] 1.06 0.89 0.87 0.87 0.87

Index (in bps) 149.35  153.34 152.24 15252 152.55
c.-time (in s) 2.94 85.34 45.60 78.95 14.07

WL FE—
Nl F
0.6

04

0.2

Figure 4: Initial distribution of zo as a histogram and initial density v(®)(z) used in Table 3.

different attachment and detachment points, as well as the corresponding index (in bps) and
their computational times. Figure 4 shows the histogram of the chosen zo € R¥ illustrated
by the light blue columns and the corresponding initial density v(%) () depicted by a bold
dark blue line. The actual values of z( for this experiment can be found in the Matlab 2022b
code.

The direct Monte-Carlo method has to be understood as a sanity check in this experiment
and might not be very accurate, because we use few simulations for this direct approach and
also need to simulate Wtk, k=1,...,K. For the SPDE methods we only need to simulate
M; making them much more stable with respect to the number of simulations.

We can see that the large basket approximations are very close for all methods and are not
too far from the direct Monte-Carlo approach (first column). The Euler-Maruyama scheme
was the slowest and the deterministic Magnus expansion the fastest method for the large
basket approximation. We also did some experiments on a computer cluster and found that
the stochastic Magnus expansion is faster than the theta scheme with 24 CPU cores due to
its high parallelizability but it is always slower than its deterministic counterpart with the
same number of CPU cores. The usage of a GPU did not improve the computational time
for any of the methods.

Since the deterministic Magnus expansion is the fastest for the large basket approximation,

we will use it for the calibration in the next section.
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3.3 Calibration Results

3.3 Calibration Results

Now, we are finally able to calibrate (3.1) using the pre-trained DNN f and the deterministic
Magnus expansion for the large basket approximation. We will fix the number of simulations
to M = 1011

We will use the same parameters and grids for the numerical schemes as in the previous
paragraph. In Table 4, we present the calibration errors (mean absolute percentage errors)
as well as the tranche spreads (in bps) and the index (in bps) at 05/12/2022 with fixed short
rate 7 = 0.026, and in Table 5 the overall computational times (in seconds) of the entire

scheme.

Table 4: Calibration errors using the market data at 05/12/2022 with interest rate r = 0.026.
[0,0.03] [0.03,0.06] [0.06,0.12] Index

Market (in bps) 4506.92 1076.74 318.17 100.42
Calibration (in bps) 4496.10 1268.90 291.52 87.56
Error (in %) 0.24 15.14 9.14 14.69

We found that small values for the volatility worked best as initial point for the optimization
and chose oy = 0.05 and py = 0.5 as starting points. We also used the same bounds on
the parameters as for the neural networks. For the optimization, we use Matlab 2022b’s
lsgnonlin with Trust-Region-Reflective algorithm. The parameters found by the optimizer
were ¢ = 0.0294 and p = 0.2409 with initial distances of default x¢ illustrated in Figure 5,
analogue to Figure 4, and the explicit values can be found in the Matlab 2022b code.
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Figure 5: Initial distribution of z( as a histogram and initial density v(?) (z) used in Table 4.

We can see a good fit to the market data especially for the first tranche and the total
computational time is around 11 minutes. This can be further improved by sampling a
larger dataset for ¢ and training the DNN for g once.” We did this experiment with equal

performance of DNN ¢ compared to the one presented in this paper. However, as of now the

4 Alternatively, we could use the same technique as in [5]: Starting with few simulations and restarting the
calibration with successively increasing simulations, such that the calibration procedure only needs one or
two steps for a large amount of simulations. We leave this experiment to the reader, since the code will be
publicly available.

5Using Julia-Lang with multithreading instead of Python with multiprocessing, Numba and Numpy leads
to a further speed-up of roughly a factor 2.5 for generating this dataset. The Julia-code is also publicly
available.
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Table 5: Overall computational times using the market data at 05/12/2022.

Method Device Computational times in s
Dataset (2!7 data points with M = 10°)  CPUs 206.88
Training of ¢ (30 epochs each 2! x 128)  GPU 102.77
Training of f (40 epochs each 100 x 128) GPU 267.69
Calibration with DM (3.7) CPUs 72.21
Total 649.55

DNN f has to be retrained for different CDS data leading to a computational time of about
6 minutes after the improvement for g. Since, the GPU of the machine used in this paper is
rather small, we did a test with an NVIDIA Tesla V100-PCIE-32GB (HBM2), which required
only 132.33 seconds for the training of f.

4 Conclusion and Future Research

In this paper, we have shown how to efficiently calibrate a structural CDO model to the avail-
able market data by using the large basket approximation. We applied Deep Learning tech-
niques to derive the initial distances to default from CDS quotes of the iTraxx-constituents
to remove the pure Monte-Carlo estimation from the calibration Problem 3.1. Afterwards,
we compared four different numerical methods for the large basket SPDE and found that the
deterministic Magnus expansion excelled in both accuracy and speed. Then, we calibrated
the structural model to the market spreads and index with good accuracy for a model with
so few parameters.

It is straightforward to increase the flexibility of this model by adding jumps like [5], while
still using the deterministic Magnus expansion, which should improve the fit to the data
further. The stochastic Magnus expansion is unfortunately not available at the moment for
jump-diffusions.

The numerical schemes in this paper scale all very well with the number of computing units
making this an excellent method for practitioners.

In a future line of research, we would like to study if it is possible to supply the gradients for
the optimization algorithm to improve its performance by using a differentiable architecture
for the neural networks and the simplicity of the deterministic Magnus expansion.

Moreover, we would like to improve the DNN for f such that it does not have to be

re-trained for different CDS quotes. One possibility could involve DeepONets (cf. [18]).
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