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Abstract

In this research we employ a range of multivariate asset models based on Lévy processes
to price exotic derivatives. We compare their ability to fit market data and replicate
price benchmarks, and evaluate their flexibility in terms of parametrization and depen-
dence structure. We review recent risk-neutral calibration approaches and techniques in
the multivariate setting, and provide tools to make well-informed decisions in a prac-
tical context. A special focus is given to the ability of the models to capture linear
and nonlinear dependence, with implications on their pricing performance. Given the
exotic features of the analyzed derivatives, valuation is carried out through Monte Carlo
methods.
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1 Introduction

Over the last decades, many attempts have been made to perform a well-informed and
efficient valuation of multi-name derivatives. To achieve this, it is crucial to build mul-
tivariate processes able to reproduce time series of financial instruments. As opposed
to their univariate versions, the construction of these processes is more challenging as it
needs to provide flexibility of marginal and dependence structures, and deal with possi-
ble trade-offs between them. These factors affect model performance in the calibration
and pricing phases. Calibration, in particular, is a delicate procedure that depends on
model architecture and the optimization techniques used to find the solution vector.

Two different approaches to construct multivariate Lévy processes have been pre-
sented by Luciano and Semeraro (2010) and Ballotta and Bonfiglioli (2016), based on
linear combinations of univariate processes of the same class. We call these two LS
models and BB models, respectively. In LS models, linear combination is performed
on subordinators, while in BB models, it is directly applied on the log-return process,
with implications on dependence range and how easy it is to satisfy convolution condi-
tions. Calibration procedures for these models generally consist of a two-step procedure,
where first marginal parameters are fitted to liquid volatility surfaces, and then depen-
dence parameters are found by matching model and market correlations. As marginal
and dependence fit could suffer a trade-off, techniques can be applied that distribute
calibration errors on one side or the other, possibly depending on the payoff of the
exotic derivative priced by the model. As calibration is an optimization problem, its
implementation is identified by the choice of its objective function, its constraints and
the algorithm used. Algorithms for such global minimization problems are heuristic
methods of mainly three types, i.e., stochastic search, multi-start and surrogate (see
e.g., Pintér (2006) and Kochenderfer and Wheeler (2019) textbooks), while objective
function can be modified to include penalty terms if a regularization of the problem is
desired (see e.g., Tikhonov (1963)). These choices are necessarily model-dependent, as
each log-return distribution can lead to different levels of non-convexity of the objective
function.

On the one hand, this work is a guide for valuing multi-name derivatives in practical
circumstances. On the other hand, it compares different classes of Lévy models, further
providing tools to make appropriate decisions on the calibration problem. To this aim,
we review the literature of two known types of multivariate Lévy models and the ways
to efficiently estimate their parameters. We then calibrate models on market data and
employ them to price worst-performance derivatives issued by Intesa Sanpaolo bank,
comparing results with quoted benchmarks. We further show the effect of linear and
nonlinear dependence on prices, with possible implications on the choice of the most
appropriate model and calibration setting to use.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we report the theory behind Luciano
and Semeraro (2010) and Ballotta and Bonfiglioli (2016) multivariate models. In Section



3, we show the related risk-neutral calibration methods. In Section 4, we describe the
exotic derivatives employed in the analysis. We then report and discuss the empirical
results in Section 5 and draw conclusions in Section 6.

2 Log-Return Processes

In the last years, much research has been focused on building multidimensional processes
with tractable characteristic functions, parsimonious numbers of parameter and rich de-
pendence structures, to model joint log-returns. This section introduces two approaches,
developed by Luciano and Semeraro (2010) and Ballotta and Bonfiglioli (2016), based
on linear combinations of Lévy processes that deal with this matter, with both Vari-
ance Gamma and Normal Inverse Gaussian specifications. For sake of notation, for any
stochastic process { A(t) }+>0, we let A := A(1), and further recall that any Lévy process
has characteristic function fully derivable by their time-1 distribution.

2.1 LS Models

In this subsection, we recap the main steps to build the factor-based processes intro-
duced in Luciano and Semeraro (2010), that we name LS processes. To construct the
multivariate log-return process {Y (t)}:>0, we start by defining a class of factor-based
multivariate subordinators {G(t)}:>o given by

G(t) = (Xa(t) + k1 Z(t), ... Xp(t) + ku Z(t)), K; >0, j=1,..,n, (1)

where {X (t)}+>0 is a multivariate subordinator, with independent components acting
as idiosyncratic factors of trading volume, and {Z(¢)}+>¢ is a subordinator, independent
from X (t), representing the systematic factor. Let also {B(t)}>0 and {B”(t)}+>0 be
multivariate Brownian motions with Lévy triplets (u, 3, 0) and (pu”, 3, 0), respectively.
In particular,

o= </L1,...,un), Y = diag (a%,...,afl) :

Consider further the multi-parameter s = (s1,...,s,)7 € R% and the multi-parameter
process introduced by Barndorff-Nielsen et al. (2001), corresponding to the above defined
Brownian B(t), that is

B(s) = {(Bi(s1),..., Bu(sn)),s € R} } (2)
with the partial order on R,
st = s? & 5} < s?, j=1..n.
We can then define the multivariate log-return process as

Bi(X1(t)) + Bf(Z(t))
Y (t) = B(X(t)) + B*(Z(t)) = 7 (3)
B, (Xn(t) + BL(Z(t))



where B(X (t)) and B”(Z(t)) can be considered as the idiosyncratic and the systematic
risk components of the dynamics of the assets. Also, we set

l’l’p = <N1"€17 ...,,Mnlin>

U%/ﬁ P120102+/K14/K2 ... P1n010n+/K1+/Kn
>0 _ P1201024/ K14/ K2 03142 c P2n020n/K24/KRn

plnalan\/ Riy/Bn  P2n020n+/K2/Kn ... Uiﬁn

in such a way that each marginal log-return process j is a Brownian motion with drift

Y

pj, diffusion o; and subordinated by G;(¢). In particular, Luciano and Semeraro (2010)
proved that
d ~
Yi(t) = pG;(t) + 0;B;(G5(t), (4)

where Bj is a standard Brownian motion.

By means of Theorem 30.1 in Ken-Iti (1999), and Theorem 3.3 in Barndorff-Nielsen
et al. (2001) for the multivariate case, we are able to derive the time-1 characteristic
function of the subordinated process as

by (u) = exp { Z Ix;(¥p, (Uj))} exp {ZZW}B"(U»}: u € R, (5)

where [(-) is the Laplace exponent. Also, pairwise correlations turn out to be

E(B/|E[BY|V(Z) + Cov(BY, BOE[Z] ki V(Z) + pijoio/Fiy /7T E[Z]
V(Y)V(Y)) - V(Y)V(Y))

pY(Zvj) =

Y

where E[-], V(-) and Cov(-,-) denote the expectation, variance and covariance, respec-
tively.

2.1.1 LS-Variance Gamma

As it can be seen from LS process construction, the Lévy class of Yj(t) is given by the
specifications of subordinators. Here we illustrate the case where each asset log-return
follows a Variance Gamma process (Madan and Seneta (1990)). Let X (t), ..., X,,(t), Z(¢)
be Gamma processes such that

1 1 1
ijf‘(——a,—), Z ~T(a,1), with O<a<min<—>,ﬁj>0. (6)

/ij KJJ J Iij

Then, by the closure property of convolution of Gamma distributions, and following Eq.

(1), we get
1 1
or(L2)
ki Kj
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Luciano and Semeraro (2010) proved that the resulting 1-dimensional margin Y;(t) fol-
lows a VG(p;, 05, k), i.e.,

-1

1 i
Py, (u) = (1 — tupik; + §u20]2-mj> , u€eR, (7)

while the multivariate process Y (¢) is a LS-VG with parameters (p, o, &, a,{pij}iz;)
and characteristic function

n —(x5'=a)
oy (u) = H [1 — Kj <i,ujuj — %a?u?)] [1 — (iuT“p — %UTEP’U,)

j=1

,u € R"™.

The number of parameters of the time-1 distribution is 1 + 3n + @ and correlation,

for each pair (i, 7) of assets, is given by
Pittikikii + PijTi0iv/RiV/Ry
V(0 + 1) (03 + 1i2k;)

Bounds on the correlation coefficient are thoroughly discussed in Marena et al. (2018b).

(8)

,OY(Z’]) =

They observed that the maximum achievable level of correlation is linked to the marginal
with the highest x parameter. As x drives the kurtosis, there exists a trade-off between
the kurtosis marginal fit and the correlation admissible range. However, an interesting
feature is that dependence structure allows for non-linear dependence, which can be eas-
ily observed in case of symmetric marginals (i.e., p;, #; = 0) and uncorrelated Brownian
motions. In this circumstance, we would get the correlation coefficient equal to 0 but
still have non-zero dependence regulated by parameter a.

2.1.2 LS-Normal Inverse Gaussian

Another well-known type of Lévy process is given by Normal Inverse Gaussian process
(Barndorff-Nielsen (1995)). Here we show how a LS process can be built such that its
margins are NIG processes. Let X (t), ..., X,,(t), Z(t) be Inverse Gaussian processes,

1 1
X, ~IG (1—ayi,— |, Z~1G(a1), with 0<a<min|—— |, ;>0
j ( ay/k; /@) (a,1), wi a mjm(\/EJ) K;
(9)

Then, by the closure property of convolution of Inverse Gaussian distributions, and

following Eq. (1), we get
1
G,~1G|1,—|.
VHij

Luciano and Semeraro (2010) proved that the resulting 1-dimensional margin Y;(t) fol-
lows a NIG(;,0;,7;), with —v; < B; <75, 9; >0, v; > 0, ie.,

by, (u) = exp {—5j <\/7]2 — (B +1u)? — \/7]2 - Bf) } , u€eR, (10)

4




where, applying relations
= B;0°, 05 =0j, k; = [0;(7] = B})]

we get the same expression of Eq. (4). Y (¢) is then a LS-NIG(83, 4,7, a, {pi; }iz;) with
1+3n+ ( L) parameters, time-1 characteristic function

¢y (u) =exp { — z’"‘: (1 - %) \/—2 (iﬁﬁf - 5532 3) +G =G

Jj=1

1
cexp{ —a \/—2 (z’uTu/’ — EuTZ”u> +1-1 , ueR"

where (; = d;4/77 — 83, and correlation coefficient

51(52/C2)5J ((52/C2) + pi(0:/Ci) (9 /CJ)
) s s g - B

On dependence structure, similar considerations of Subsection 2.1.1 can be made.

2.2 BB Models

Ballotta and Bonfiglioli (2016) proposed a multivariate process constructed by a convo-
lution of two Lévy processes, without the need to pass through subordinators, that we
call BB processes. They are of the form

Xy (t) + i Z(1)
Y(t) = X(t) +bZ(t) = ,
X, (t) + b Z(1)

where b € R", and X(t), ..., X,,(t), Z(t) are R-valued mutually independent Lévy pro-
cesses. Time-1 characteristic function is then

oy (u) = exp Z@DXj(uj) exp | Uz ijuj , uweR" (12)
j=1

j=1
Also in this case, it is natural to consider X (¢) and Z(t) as the idiosyncratic and the
systematic risk factors, respectively. The pairwise correlation are given by

bib;V(Z)

py(i,]) = Naicoxien)

As opposed to LS, BB models do not necessarily suffer trade-offs between marginal and
dependence fit. However, to obtain 1-dimensional margins belonging to a known class
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(e.g., VG, NIG), we have to impose the following convolution conditions on marginal
distributions,

Vi(u) = ¥x,;(u) +z(bju), j=1,..,n, (13)
that are not satisfied a priori, but require exigent constraints on parameters, likely
fulfilled only up to an approximation. The idea behind BB approach is to first estimate
Y (t) parameters, and then find combinations of X (¢), b and Z(t) parameters in order
to reflect market correlation, while still being marginally distributed as Y (¢).

2.2.1 BB-Variance Gamma

Let Y; ~ VG(uy,05,k5), X; ~ VG(ux,,0x,,kx;), Z ~ VG(uz,0z,kz), with character-
istic functions as in Eq. (7). Then, to satisfy convolution conditions (13), the following

constraints must hold:
Kjt; = KijILLZ7 J = 17 ey 1,
/ijaf» = lizb?

(14)

2 .
oy, J=1,..n,

from which we obtain relations

Rx,;Rz
L — . . — /g2 252 e M ;—

The resulting multivariate process Y (¢) is then a BB-VG(uy, 0 x, kx, b, piz, 07, kz) with
4n + 3 parameters, characteristic function
n Ko
. 1 Xj
oy (u) = H (1 — ujpxKx; + 5“?039“&-) .
j=1

—1
27 Fz

n 1 n
1 —iuzky Z bjuj; + 50%/% ijuj ,  u€R",
j=1 j=1

and correlation coefficient

L. bzb O'2 + 2/{/
pY(Z,]) — .7( Z /’[’Z Z) ) (16)
V(02 + ) (02 + 2k

2.2.2 BB-Normal Inverse Gaussian

Ballotta and Bonfiglioli (2016) originally formulated a multivariate NIG with unbiased
subordinator, with parametrization similar to BB-VG. Here, for comparison purposes,
we present a new version that keeps the same marginal distributions of LS-NIG. Let
Y; ~ NIG(8;,0;,7;), X; ~ NIG(Bx,,0x;,,7x;), Z ~ NIG(Bz,0z,7z), with characteristic
functions as in Eq. (10). Then, to satisfy convolution conditions (13), the following
constraints must hold,

Bi=b;"6z, j=1,...n,

o . (17)
Yi = bj 1’YZa J= 1a ey I,



from which we obtain relations
B; = Bx, = bflﬂzy

The resulting multivariate process Y (t) is then a BB-NIG(B8y,dx,vx, b, 8z,0z,7z) with
4n + 3 parameters, characteristic function

by (u) zli[lexp {—5Xj (\/’7?(]- — (Bx, +iuy)" — m> } '

2

5J = (5)(]- + bj(SZ, Vi = ’YXj - bj_lfyZa .] = ]-7 ey T (18)

cexp{ —0z Ve — Bz+i2bjuj —\/2-5%;, uwueR,
j=1
and correlation coefficient

W= BT j0(v; — B7)

py (i,7) = \/%252‘(

3 Calibration Methods

In this section, we introduce the calibration methods needed to fit models to market
data. Define an R"-valued asset price process {S(t)}:>o with margins given by
Sj(t) = exp{(r — ¢; + w;)t + Y; (1)},

7=1..n

where r is the risk-free rate, ¢ is the j-th continuously compounded dividend yield and

wj = =Yy, (u =
needed in the risk-neutral world. The aim is then to calibrate such process to market

—i) is the j-th mean correction to assure the martingale condition,

quotes.

Marena et al. (2018b) and Ballotta and Bonfiglioli (2016) designed the risk-neutral
calibration settings to estimate suitable values of LS and BB model parameters. Both
models allow for a 2-step procedure: first, marginal parameters are calibrated exploiting
liquid volatility surfaces; then, dependence parameters are found matching model and
market correlations. Marginal calibration consists of solving for each asset j = 1,...,n,
the optimization problem

N
* . 1 - mod mkt] 2
M = arilmln N 2w [o°d (M) — o]
7 7 =1
subject to M; € M

where N; is the number of implied volatilities {v;};—;

~; chosen to fit the univariate

-----

process, {w; }i=1,...n; is an arbitrary set of weights, M is the set of marginal parameters
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and M = {u; €R; 0; > 0; k; >0} or M = {—v; < B; <; 6 >0; ~; >0} the set
of constraints. Once the optimized marginals { M7, ..., M} are obtained, dependence
parameters D are found by solving

D* = argmin mOd (1,5, M7, M, mkt
g ES Z;; J D) — (i, )]’ )

subject to D € D

where D is a model-specific feasible region and, assuming the availability of a single quote

(for each pair of assets) from a liquidly traded multi-name instrument, pE<(i,

j) and
p2°d(4, 4, D) are the Black-Scholes implied correlations from that market and model price,
respectively. Multiple correlations along strikes and maturities might be available, but
it is more frequent to have only one, likely derived from a quote estimated according to
beliefs of traders, more than an actual liquid quote. Another common situation is to have
no liquid prices at all, in which case pkt(i, j) is approximated by historical correlation
and pP°d(i, , D) by theoretical correlation as in (8), (11), (16), (19), abandoning the

risk-neutral measurement.

3.1 Model-Specific Calibrations

In LS models, dependence parameters are D = (a, {p;; }iz;), while the feasible region is
given by
D= {0 < a < min (Iij_m>; —1<pi; <1, Vi #1}7

J

where m = 1 in the LS-VG case and m = 0.5 in LS-NIG. As anticipated, the above
bounds on a lead to a potential trade-off between correlation range and marginal kurtosis
fit. As marginal parameters are calibrated before dependence ones, calibration error is
likely concentrated on correlation. To better distribute the error, Marena et al. (2018b)
propose to run a joint calibration instead, consisting of performing marginal fit of all
the assets at the same time, while imposing a maximum level of correlation gap allowed,
€ > 0. In particular,

{MT, ceey M;kw D*} — argmin Z Z 1mp . ’U;mp]Z

Mi,....Mp,D j=1 j =1
subject to My, ... M, € M
ptheo(; k. D) — phiSt(i,k:)‘ <e itk

As it can be seen, the above problem does not include dependence parameters in the
objective function. This might lead to situations where marginal kurtosis are already
low, and we prevent calibration from finding a correlation error lower than e, even if
we could. In practice, joint calibration is preferably run only after the, less expensive,



2-step calibration has failed to reach an acceptable correlation fit. In such cases, the
trade-off between marginals and correlation should push correlation error to approach e.
Another strategy to deal with the mentioned trade-off is instead to run the usual 2-step
calibration, adding a suitable upper bound on r; to the feasible region Mj, Jj=1.,n.
This should prevent us to need a joint calibration, whose optimization problem could
struggle high dimensions.

In BB models, dependence parameters are D = (by, ..., by, fiz, 0z, kz), while feasible
region is given by

B {b; e R,Vj; pz €R; 07 > 0; ky >0} U (14) U {07 — bjoy > 0; kg — k; > 0,Vj}

{b; € R,Vj; —vz < Bz <7z; 07 > 0; vz > 0} U (17) U {4; — bjdz > 0,5}
for VG and NIG, respectively. The first and the third set of constraints ensure that
parameters of the systematic and the idiosyncratic components satisfy their domains,
while (14) and (17) are needed to meet convolution conditions (13). Ballotta and Bon-
figlioli (2016) observed that such equality constraints are often satisfied only up to a
least squares approximation. In practice, dependence calibration can be reformulated
as a relaxed problem where (14) or (17) enter the objective function to get

. ) 2 = mod /e - h gk A gk mkt s 12 B
D" = arglr)mn m Z Z [PY Ui, j, M;, M;, D) — kat(Zaj)} +h Z(CJQ‘J + Ciz)
j=1

i=1 j>i

subj. to D € D)\ (14), (17)

where
_ _ 2 2 2
Cjin = Kjltj — Kzbjliz, Cjo = KjO; — IizbjO'Z for VG

cjo = Bj — bflﬁz, Cj2 =" — bj_lvz for NIG

and for an arbitrary constant h > 0. Although a trade-off between marginal and depen-
dence fit is not apparent in BB models, it is still possible to encounter it when we try to
meet convolution conditions. For this reason, we suggest the user to employ multiplier
h to shift calibration error on one side or the other. A viable approach can be for ex-
ample to set a large h and impose a maximum correlation error allowed ¢, in the spirit
of LS joint calibration. To evaluate convolution errors, we can measure the differences
between marginal moments of Y; and X, +b;Z, j = 1,...,n, or even compare fits of the
two processes to market implied volatilities. As a final consideration, one could even
avoid constraints (14) and (17) by setting up the model without imposing the same Lévy
class to the convoluted process Y. However, this would result in a significantly different
approach, outside the scope of this paper.



3.2 Optimization Techniques

We end this section with a short review of algorithms and methods used to perform
an efficient and stable calibration, in order to provide the reader with tools to make
well-informed decisions depending on problem features.

The aim of calibrating a pricing model is to find a set of model parameters for which
prices of liquid instruments computed by the same model corresponds to market prices.
In practice, calibration results to be an ill-posed problem, i.e., it can either have no
solutions or multiple solutions. The existence of a solution is de facto guaranteed by
defining model calibration as an optimization problem. Taking MSE as error measure,
we find model parameters P that minimize the objective function f as

P* = argmin f(P) := argmin ij(z?md(P) - z}“kt)2 (21)

P P r
where 2% and 2"k
volatilities, or implied correlations). However, due to a limited number of liquid in-

are model and market prices, respectively (or similarly implied

struments, solution to these problems is not unique. In particular, objective functions
are non-convex and could display multiple global minima, meaning that parameters are
not able to uniquely identify the model (Cont (2010)). Research then focuses on finding
algorithms that could help converging to close-to-optimal solutions (in a feasible amount
of time) and tools to improve problem stability.

A natural choice for calibration problems are stochastic search algorithms. They
do not require convexity nor differentiability of the objective function, making them
very flexible, although convergence to the optimum is relatively slow. Examples are
Simulated Annealing (Kirkpatrick et al. (1983)) and Differential Evolution (Storn and
Price (1997)), while an application to model calibration can be seen, for example, in
Cont and Ben Hamida (2004). Another technique comprises the multi-start approach,
consisting of evaluating the objective function on a grid of points of the solution space,
and then applying a, usually gradient-based, local optimizer starting from the best
point. Their speed and reliability highly depend on the grid choice and the objective
function expression, whose gradients could or could not be easy to compute. Examples
are Steepest Descent, Conjugate Gradient and Newton’s Method (see Snyman and Wilke
(2018) textbook for a general treatment and Cont and Tankov (2004) and Alfeus et al.
(2020) for model calibration problems). An alternative to these two would be to use
surrogate optimization, based on approximating the objective function. It is particularly
useful if evaluating the objective function is computationally heavy, and its reliability
depend on the assumption that solution space is smooth enough. Examples are Gaussian
Process Regression and Artificial Neural Networks (see Kochenderfer and Wheeler (2019)
textbook for details on the surrogate approach and Ruf and Wang (2019) for a literature
review of ANN for pricing models).

A common approach to deal with the non-identifiability of parameters is requlariza-
tion, consisting of adding a convex penalty term to the objective function, to shrink the
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solution towards some prior guesses. In particular, the objective function becomes
fapo(P) = f(P) + A R(P, o) (22)

where R(P,P,) is the regularization function and A is the regularization parameter. The
former can be, for example, a squared distance between the parameter vector and its prior
guess, R(P,Py) = >_.(PW — Péi))z, known as Tikhonov regularization (see Tikhonov
(1963) and financial applications e.g., in Egger and Engl (2005), Crépey (2010), Dai et al.
(2016), Alfeus et al. (2020)). An alternative regularization term is relative entropy, i.e.,
R(P,Py) = H(Q” | Q™), where Q" is a prior guess of the distribution (see e.g., Cont
and Tankov (2004) and Cont and Tankov (2006) for details on the approach). A regulates
instead the trade-off between the desired accuracy of the solution and the regularity of
the problem (Crépey (2010) reports common practices to choose such parameter, based
on market data noise). As far as Py is concerned, Cont and Tankov (2004) note that
it can derive for example from a previous calibration, an historical estimation of the
process, our views on the market, or an average between calibrations of different periods
(representing then a proxy of long-term values of parameters).

4 Worst-Performance Derivatives

To test the pricing ability of the analyzed models, we consider three exotic derivatives
issued by Intesa Sanpaolo bank: Standard Long Barrier Plus Worst Of Certificates;
Standard Long Barrier Digital Worst Of Certificates; Standard Long Autocallable Bar-
rier Digital Worst Of Certificates with Memory Effect. From now on we call them WP1,
WP2, WP3, respectively, as their payoffs depend on the worst performance (WP) among
underlyings. Also, they can be seen as a strategy involving a long position in a coupon
bond and a short one in a put option. Payoff details are described in what follows, while
a graphical representation of the payoff at maturity can be seen in Fig. 1.

Let {to,...,tm} be a set of relevant contract dates and S = (51, ..., S,) be a vector of
underlying assets, so that {S(¢)}:>o represents the joint process of the assets. Let also
the performance vector be defined as

Si(te) 7 Sul(to)

with the associated worst-performance assets

e, m,

P(to=<P1<ti>,...7Pn<tz->>:(Sl(“) | 5”“2‘)_1), i1

w; = argmin{P;(t;)}, i=1,...,m.
je{l,...,n}

Define also the barrier events as
E ={S,, (tn) < B} B=10S5,,, (ty)
Eqi ={Sw,(t;) < Bai}  Bai="0ba; Su;(to) i=1,..,m
E,; ={Su(t:) > B;} B, =0b.; Su,(to) 1=1,...,m
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WP settlement payoff

Payoff

Worst Performance

Figure 1: Payoff structure at settlement date of the three WP products, excluding the
last coupon and a possible early redemption. I = issue price. b = percentage level to
determine the barrier.

where b,bg41,....,04m,br1, ..., br are percentages. Calling I the issue price and k the
periodic coupon payment, we get WP1 and WP2 payoffs respectively as

HWPI =mk + Tm
Hwpe = /fz Lge, + T
i=1

where

Sy (tm)
Swm (tO)

and the superscript ¢ denotes the complement event. Note that the payoff presented

Wm:]ILEc+ ]ILE,

here assumes we are pricing the derivative at the issue date, while it is often the case
we buy it at a future date, loosing some intermediate earnings (e.g., coupons).

WP3 keeps a similar structure of WP2, but adds memory effect and redemption
features. The first means that at each date 7, provided that performance is above the
digital barrier B¢, the investor gains the current coupon plus the previous coupons that
have not been paid. The second implies that at the first date in which the event £, ; is
verified, if it does happen, the investor receives the issue price and the contract expires.
For sake of completeness, we report the algorithm needed to compute WP3 discounted
payoft for a single Monte Carlo trajectory in appendix A.
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5 Empirical Analysis

The specific WP derivatives used in the analysis have the following characteristics. WP1
is written on EURO STOXX 50 and FTSE MIB indexes, it has been issued in 28,/03/2019
and expires in 28/03/2023. WP2 is written on EURO STOXX 50 and FTSE MIB
indexes, it has been issued in 30/03/2020 and expires in 30/03/2026. WP3 is written
on RWE AG, Electricité de France SA and Iberdrola SA shares, it has been issued in
16/11/2021 and expires in 18/11/2024. The dataset for marginal calibration consists
of implied volatility surfaces of the underlying assets at each end of the month, from
30/11/2021 to 30/11/2022, for a total of 13 x 7 = 91 marginal calibrations, applied to
both VG and NIG cases.

As jump processes likely display a highly non-convex solution space during calibra-
tion (see VG case in Cont and Tankov (2004)), using a multi-start algorithm risks to
be too dependent on the grid choice. Also, objective function evaluation is not exces-
sively heavy, as it consists, for marginals, of computing a few prices with a Fast Fourier
Transform algorithm and their implied volatilities, making it not much necessary to use
surrogate optimization (still, ANNs have the benefit of shifting computational burden
off-line, but for sake of model comparison, it is sufficient to perform less demanding
online calibrations). After these preliminary considerations and some trials, we have
decided to calibrate through Differential Evolution algorithm (available in scipy Python
package), supported by a local optimizer once the optimum has been initially reached
by the pure DE. Also, we have found the algorithm to be enough stable to small data
perturbations so that regularization is not strictly required, and we further reduce the
probability of instabilities by imposing suitable bounds to parameters. Regularization
would be still preferred if we were to reprice daily, where market conditions likely suffer
small changes, improving both stability and speed of convergence to a suitable parameter
vector. As our study involves a few time-distanced calibrations, we focus on calibration
accuracy more than stability.

The time required to calibrate each model is nearly identical (except for the joint
calibration case), as the heavy part is given by marginal calibration, which is performed
in the same way. As market correlation, we use a single one for each pair of assets, implied
from a multi-name derivative price, estimated according to beliefs of traders instead of
an actively traded instrument, due to lack of liquidity. As model correlation, we note
that using an implied correlation or the theoretical correlation leads to comparable exotic
price predictions (with respect to market benchmarks), but the latter involves a much
faster calibration, so we use it as a proxy of model implied correlation.

Model comparison is undertaken at three levels. We first observe marginal and
dependence errors, after calibrating models with suitable methods illustrated in Section
3. Secondly, we report WP prices computed with LS-VG, LS-NIG, BB-VG, BB-NIG
models, and the related market bid quotes (in all cases, prices are expressed as percentage
of the issue price). Ask prices are not available except for a few cases of WP3, where
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I o K
Underlying min mean max min mean max min mean max

EURO STOXX 50 -0.3062 | -0.1922 | -0.1223 | 0.1665 | 0.203 | 0.2196 | 0.7068 | 1.7768 | 2.997
FTSE MIB (a) -0.3326 | -0.2206 | -0.1318 | 0.1669 | 0.2238 | 0.2586 | 0.4452 1.562 | 2.9988
EURO STOXX S.D. 30 -0.1559 | -0.1484 | -0.1364 | 0.0061 | 0.0628 | 0.1602 | 2.9917 | 2.9986 | 2.9998
FTSE MIB (b) -0.1902 | -0.1706 | -0.1504 | 0.0059 | 0.0525 | 0.1866 | 2.997 | 2.9991 3.0

ELEC. DE FRANCE SA | -1.0136 | -0.2551 | -0.1782 | 0.1204 | 0.2984 | 0.3545 | 0.0865 | 0.6599 | 1.7835
IBERDROLA SA -0.1929 | -0.1538 | -0.1299 | 0.1898 | 0.2184 | 0.2457 | 0.8713 | 1.5145 | 2.592
RWE AG -0.8346 | -0.1337 | -0.0798 | 0.0055 | 0.3155 | 0.3865 | 0.1194 | 1.874 | 2.9927

B g v

Underlying min mean max min mean max min mean max

EURO STOXX 50 -4.9999 | -4.7559 | -3.7211 0.1 0.1594 | 0.2359 | 4.7087 | 6.1767 | 6.6663
FTSE MIB (a) -4.9998 | -4.346 | -2.3517 | 0.1013 | 0.1934 | 0.322 | 3.0398 | 5.8379 | 6.6664
EURO STOXX S.D. 30 -4.6967 | -4.1135 | -3.6941 0.1 0.1 0.1001 | 4.7693 | 5.2626 | 5.7746
FTSE MIB (b) -3.1203 | -2.7794 | -2.1365 0.1 0.102 | 0.1095 | 2.9566 | 3.6037 | 3.9245
ELEC. DE FRANCE SA | -3.335 | -2.2754 | -1.4409 | 0.2406 | 0.3686 | 0.4997 | 2.9628 | 4.4852 | 5.9827
IBERDROLA SA -4.9961 | -3.5964 | -2.2539 | 0.1282 | 0.1759 | 0.2221 | 3.4076 | 5.3033 | 6.6655
RWE AG -2.7009 | -1.0942 | -0.7129 | 0.1616 | 0.2203 | 0.2812 | 1.6059 | 2.5039 | 3.7091

Table 1: VG and NIG marginal parameters of underlying assets. We plot their minimum,
average and maximum over the 13 calibration dates.

bid-ask spread is often around 1% but can also reach more than 10%, remarking a
relatively scarce liquidity of these instruments. Valuations are carried out with enough
sample paths to get negligible Monte Carlo errors. Finally, since parametrization of LS
models is able to capture nonlinear dependence, we analyse the related price sensitivity
by computing prices for different combinations of dependence parameters, keeping py
constant. As a further analysis, we also show price sensitivity to correlation to remark
the importance of a good correlation fit in WP derivatives.

5.1 Calibration

As a first calibration result, we show the minimum, average and maximum of marginal
parameters over the 13 valuation dates, in Table 1. As it can be seen, minima and max-
ima are sometimes similar across underlying assets. This is because we arbitrarily restrict
parameters to take values in reasonable ranges. This is in fact useful to both increase
convergence speed of the calibration algorithm and to reduce correlation and convolution
errors of the two model classes. Although tightening parameter bounds might seem a
strong limitation to marginal fit, it is often the case that non-identifiability of parame-
ters, typical of non-Gaussian Lévy distributions, lets models find different combinations
of parameters that produce comparable errors to relaxed-ranges cases. On the other
hand, this approach often leads to a significant improvement of calibration accuracy as
a whole. Overall, the variability of parameter values can be traced back to the differ-
ent asset classes (indexes or stocks), different calibration points, as settlement dates of
WPs are quite different among each other, and actual changes in market conditions, well
visible in price plots reported in the next subsection.

Marginal and dependence calibration errors are presented in figures 2 and 3. LS
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models are normally calibrated with the 2-step approach, which results to be quite fast
and give acceptable results in most situations. In the few cases where a huge trade-
off between marginals and correlation is observed, we run a joint calibration to better
distribute the error over all parameters. On BB models, we follow two strategies: the
first consists of placing a larger weight on satisfying convolution restrictions and leaving
correlation at the risk of being inaccurate; the second further sets a bound ¢ > 0 on
correlation errors. BB-NIG performs better with the first strategy in WP1 and WP2
cases and the second strategy in WP3 case, stressing the impact of different volatility
surfaces to the ease of satisfying convolution. BB-VG enjoys a better fit with the second
strategy in almost all cases. In particular, it is convenient to set a very low ¢, e.g., 0.01,
since by increasing such threshold, marginal calibration does not improve significantly.

Except the above mentioned suggestion on setting suitable parameter ranges, there
is a more specific remark that can be made. That is, correlation average RMSE have
comparable impact on exotic price to a marginal average RMSE about ten times lower.
For this reason, we keep these ratio of scales in the plots and argue that an acceptable
fit is normally obtained if marginal and correlation bars are either of similar height
or below 0.02 and 0.2, respectively. In cases where marginal (correlation) errors are
particularly low or even disappeared, it means that correlation (marginal) errors could
not be reduced without worsening the overall fit.

5.2 Pricing and Sensitivities

Prices and percentage differences between model and market prices are displayed in Fig.
4. Except in WP1 case, we observe a tendency of Lévy models to underestimate bid
prices. This is partly due to model correlation not reaching the market level, leading
to a higher put value, and so a lower WP price. Whenever correlation enjoys good fit,
the phenomenon does not completely disappear, possibly because of Lévy distributions
bearing fatter tails than those assumed by valuation models used to forge benchmark
quotes.

In the specific cases, WP1 prices are those where Lévy models are more similar
to bid quotes, even with a slight and desirable high bias. This is consistent with the
well-known ability of Lévy processes to price short term options, even far from at-the-
money positions. Concerning WP2, price differences are more evident, likely because of
the higher time to maturity, that evidences the mentioned fatter-tail effect. Regarding
WP3, valuation diverges more for all models, possibly due to more irregular and less
liquid volatility surfaces (as WP3 underlyings are shares) and the exotic features of the
product. Overall, Lévy models enjoy comparable results among each other.

On a general level, as Lévy processes assume identically distributed increments, it is
common to observe a reduced calibration fit when we try to fit models to volatility smiles
over multiple maturities together. This is due to the well-known non-stationarity of stock
log-returns and is especially evidenced if some of these smiles have medium-long term
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Figure 2: LS-VG and BB-VG calibration errors for the 13 considered times to maturity.

Left-hand side figures represent average RMSEs between model and market volatilities of
the basket of underlyings of each WP. Right-hand side figures represent average RMSEs

between model and market correlations of the set of underlying pairs of each WP.
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Figure 3: LS-NIG and BB-NIG calibration errors for the 13 considered times to maturity.
Left-hand side figures represent average RMSEs between model and market volatilities of
the basket of underlyings of each WP. Right-hand side figures represent average RMSEs

between model and market correlations of the set of underlying pairs of each WP.



maturities, as observed by Ballotta and Bonfiglioli (2016). As WP2 and WP3 are both
path-dependent and evaluated at relatively high maturities, calibrating models for their
valuation should produce a poorer fit with respect to WP1 case. However, as payoff is
concentrated at settlement date, it could be convenient to place lower calibration weights
on volatilities quoted at intermediate maturities, leading to a better calibration fit on
crucial maturities, although intermediate contract payments would be poorly predicted
by the calibrated process. In practice, we observe that exotic quotes are better replicated
if we only calibrate on 2-3 nearly-spaced smiles close to settlement date. As a result, this
strategy produces a similar fitting accuracy among the three WP-related calibrations.
On the other hand, as expected, some valuation accuracy is lost on WP2 and WP3
prices.

Effects of both linear and nonlinear dependence on price can be observed in figures
5 and 6, respectively. In both cases, we restrict the analysis to WP1 instrument, LS-VG
model with fixed marginal distributions p; = —0.15,0; = 0.25,x; = 1.60, j = 1,...,n,
representing a common market condition according to Table 1. Concerning correlation,
as expected from the payoffs of WPs, price sensitivity increases for higher maturities
and when moneyness gets closer to one. Moreover, in all instances, such sensitivity
rises for very high correlations (commonly observed in the index market), evidencing a
nonlinear effect on price and the importance of using models and calibration methods
able to capture wide dependence ranges. On a general level, it is clear from the plots
that correlation has a large effect on prices, remarking the need to avoid completely
concentrating calibration error on dependence parameters.

Regarding nonlinear dependence, we observe its effect on price for multiple values
of parameter a, while keeping py constant. The calculation is repeated for different
correlation levels. As py increases, the domain of a narrows because we cannot reach
large correlations without a high a, that in fact controls part of the linear dependence
as well. We observe that for underlying prices far from the barrier, there is a negative
relationship between a and prices when py is very high, while relationship flattens and
even become positive as we progress towards lower correlations. As moneyness decreases,
we observe a clearer negative dependence for each level of py. In general, there seems
to be little change in price produced by the allowed levels of a, although it is clear
that nonlinear dependence affects price in some way. On the one hand, this rewards LS
models for their ability to capture such dependence. On the other hand, it encourages
to try to construct models that can accommodate larger nonlinear dependence ranges.
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(a) Correlation effect on WP1 price for time
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(b) Correlation effect on WP1 price for time
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(d) Correlation effect on WP1 price for time
to maturity 4.0 and moneyness 2.0.

Figure 5: Correlation effect on WP1 price, using LS-VG model and fixed marginal
distributions p; = —0.15,0; = 0.25,k; = 1.60, j = 1,...,n. In figs. (a)-(c), each colored
set of points displays percentage differences between prices and the average price (of the
same set), as a function of py. Fig. (d) shows prices as a function of py in the realistic
case where T=4.0 and MN=2.0, that is where WP1 is valued close to issue date. T =
time to maturity. MN = moneyness (initial underlying price divided by strike).
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Nonlinear dependence effect, T=4.0, MN=1.6
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Figure 6: Nonlinear dependence effect on WP1 price, using LS-VG model and fixed
—0.15,0;, = 0.25,x; = 1.60, j = 1,...,n. In figs. (a)-(c),
each colored set of points displays percentage differences between prices and the average

marginal distributions p; =
price (of the same set), as a function of a. In Fig. (d) we plot prices as a function
of a for one of the considered instances, where price is relatively sensitive to nonlinear
dependence. T = time to maturity. MN = moneyness (initial underlying price divided
by strike).
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6 Conclusions

In this paper, we present a variety of multivariate Lévy models. We highlight their
features and drawbacks in an empirical test, comparing their ability to fit market data
and price exotic derivatives. We provide tools to decide appropriate models, calibration
methods and techniques to employ in a practical context, according to market conditions
and the payoff features of the exotic product to be priced.

From the empirical analysis, we observe that although LS and BB model construc-
tions follow different approaches, their calibration performances are driven by analogous
issues and produce similar results. As a consequence, their capability to replicate exotic
quotes is comparable. However, from calibration plots we can observe that in the case
of VG, BB performs slightly better, while in NIG we observe the opposite, as a result
of the sensitivity of BB construction to the model-specific ease to satisfy convolution
conditions. Sensitivity analysis evidences the strong relation between dependence struc-
ture and product payoffs. It also highlights the moderate but nonetheless existent effect
of nonlinear dependence on the valuation of actively traded exotic derivatives. Overall,
the empirical findings in this study provide a better understanding of the issues linked
to pricing multi-name contracts. Also, this paper points out the connection between
model calibration performance and the theoretical aspects of several multivariate Lévy
processes.

Future research could investigate models with a more flexible nonlinear dependence
structure, to explore its potential on derivative prices. Another area of study could
be to compare LS and BB models in higher dimensions, where presumably BB would
struggle to satisfy all the convolution restrictions. In this case, it could be desirable
to use an unconstrained version of BB model, where the log-return process is of an
unknown class. Moreover, it would be meaningful to compare versions of LS and BB
models that embed Sato margins. Such processes, studied by Marena et al. (2018a) and
Boen and Guillaume (2019), allow for non-stationary increments and are thus better
suited to value path-dependent contracts. However, as these processes keep the same
dependence structure of the original versions, a further direction for research could be to
empirically assess models that allow for time-dependent correlations (see e.g., Semeraro
(2022)), that are more consistent with market data.
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Algorithm 1 WP3 Discounted Payoff Algorithm

1: Initialize discounted payoff: II <— 0

2: Initialize counter: ¢ < 0

3: fori=1,...,mdo

4: P;(t;) <= S;(t:)/Si(to) =1, Vi =1,...,n
5: w; <— argmin {P;(¢;)}

Je{L,...,n}

6 By < bai Sw,(to)

7: if S,,(t;) > Bg; then

8: D+ I+ei(c+ 1)k

9 c+ 0

10: else

11: c+—c+1

12: end if

13: Br,i — br,i Swi (tg)
14: if Swi (tz) Z Br,i then

15: M II+e "]
16: return II

17: end if

18: end for

19: Pi(twm) < Si(tm)/Si(to) —1,¥j = 1,..,n

20: wy — argmin{P;(ty)}
je{1,...,n}

21: B=1005,,,(t)
22: if Sy, (t,,) > B then
23: M+ I +e"m]

24: else
25: I+ II+e Sw(to)l
26: end if

27: return II
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