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Abstract

Credit Valuation Adjustment captures the difference in the value of derivative contracts when

the counterparty default probability is taken into account. However, in the context of a network of

contracts, the default probability of a direct counterparty can depend substantially on the default

probabilities of indirect counterparties. We develop a model to clarify when and how these network

effects matter for CVA, in particular in the presence of correlation among counterparties defaults.

We provide an approximate analytical solution for the default probabilities. This solution allows for

identifying conditions on key parameters such as network degree, leverage and correlation, where

network effects yield large differences in CVA (e.g. above 50%), and thus relevant for practical

applications. Moreover, we find evidence that network effects induce a multi-modal distribution of

CVA values.

1 Introduction

Credit Valuation Adjustment (CVA) is the standard tool to quantify counterparty risk. In the presence

of new information or changes in expectations about counterparties, CVA can give rise to substantial

losses on portfolios even in the absence of actual counterparties’ defaults1. Since 2010, CVA risk has

become a core component of counterparty credit risk in the current international banking regulation

∗Corresponding author. Email: stefano.battiston@uzh.ch
1According to the Basel Committee on Banking Supervision (BCBS, 2011, 2015), about 2/3 of over-the-counter (OTC)

credit derivatives losses in the 2008 financial crisis could be attributed to CVA
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framework of Basel III (BCBS, 2019). The importance of CVA has been increasingly recognised by

scholars in a body of academic works investigating key aspects, including the pricing of portfolios of

contracts (Brigo et al., 2014; Bo and Capponi, 2014), wrong-way-risk (Brigo and Vrins, 2016; Glasser-

man and Yang, 2018), and various important computational challenges (Chataigner and Crépey, 2019;

Crépey, 2015).

At the same time, there has also been an increased recognition that modelling the financial system

as a network is a precondition to understand and manage financial stability from a macro-prudential

perspective (Haldane, 2013; Stiglitz, 2010). This is widely reflected today in the policies of financial

authorities both in the US (Yellen, 2013) and in the EU (Draghi, 2017), as network effects (both

via counterparty risk and via common assets) also played had a key role in the 2008 financial crisis.

Since then, building on early works (Eisenberg and Noe, 2001), the academic literature has developed

an entire stream of new network models (Stiglitz, 2010; Acemoglu et al., 2015; Amini et al., 2016;

Glasserman and Young, 2016; Rogers and Veraart, 2013; Battiston et al., 2016; Bardoscia et al., 2017;

Banerjee and Feinstein, 2022).

While both CVA and network effects have been investigated, alone, in various contexts, there

is still a limited understanding of how CVA adjustment depends on the structure of the network of

financial contracts, in particular in the presence of correlations across shocks on counterparties’ assets.

In this paper we develop a model to clarify precisely this issue.

In the case of a derivative contract between two parties, say A and B, CVA is computed by A as

the risk-neutral expected value of the losses conditional to B’s default. Practitioners typically com-

pute such expected value under the assumption that the probability of default of B is governed by

an exogenous stochastic process. While CVA captures adjustments in default probability of direct

counterparties, it usually neglects adjustments in default probability of indirect counterparties, as

pointed out in Banerjee and Feinstein (2022). However, if A and B are embedded in a network of

contracts, then indirect counterparties of B can have a very important impact on B’s default proba-

bilities (Barucca et al., 2020; Banerjee and Feinstein, 2022). Hereafter, we refer to Credit Valuation

Network-Adjusted (CVNA) as the adjustment of credit contracts value computed taking into account

the network effects, i.e. the default probabilities of all agents in the system, as opposed to the ad-

justment solely based on the default probability of direct counterparties, which we denote as CVDA

(Credit Valuation Direct-Adjusted) when it is otherwise ambiguous. In this paper, we investigate

1) under which conditions, CVNA can substantially larger in magnitude compared to CVDA and 2)

how the difference between CVNA and CVDA depends both on the network structure and on the

correlation among shocks hitting the assets of all counterparties in the system.

In line with the literature on financial networks (see e.g., Eisenberg and Noe, 2001; Amini et al.,

2016; Rogers and Veraart, 2013; Barucca et al., 2020), we model a network of financial agents, each
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holding a portfolio of other agents’ liabilities as well as a portfolio of external assets, i.e. that are

shocked exogenously. However, we interpret the linkages more generically as derivative contracts. We

are aware that if counterparties establish derivative contracts having as underlying other counterparties

in the system, the existence and uniqueness of the solution to the classic clearing problem stated in

Eisenberg and Noe (2001) breaks down as shown in Schuldenzucker et al. (2020). Here, we avoid this

case by assuming that all contracts have as underlying entities that are exogenous to the system.

A first innovation compared to the above mentioned literature, is our specific focus on the dif-

ference between CVNA and CVDA and its drivers. To our knowledge this has not been quantified

systematically. In our model, CVNA is proportional to the average of the default probability q of a

counterparty, computed taking into account the whole network, while CVDA is proportional to the

average default probability, denoted as p1, of a counterparty when only its intrinsic sources of shock

are considered. A second, key innovation in our model regards the introduction of correlation among

agents’ portfolios of external assets. To keep tractability both in terms of analytical and numerical

computations, but without loss of generality, we capture such correlation by means of the correlation

among shocks hitting the agents’ equity levels.

In such setting, we are able to derive an approximated analytical solution for the agents’ default

probability q as a function of key parameters such as network degree k, agents’ financial leverage Λ

and correlation ρ among agents’ shocks. We identify a wide region in the parameter space where

CV NA >> CVDA. In simplified terms, the conditions for that to hold can be characterised as

follows: i) in absence of correlation,either low enough leverage and low enough network degree, or,

conversely, high enough leverage, across all levels of network degree; ii) in the presence of correlation:

high enough leverage, in this case for all degree levels. In other words, with high enough leverage, we

find CV NA >> CVDA both with and without correlation.

Moreover, we find that correlation can lead to the fact that the default probability distribution

becomes multimodal with non negligibile probability mass close to 1. Therefore care is required when

the average value of the default probability is used for CVA.

1.1 Related work

This paper is related to several strands of literature.

First, a recent body of work focuses on improving the standard CVA computation. Bo and Capponi

(2014) have obtained an analytical framework for calculating the bilateral CVA for a large portfolio

of credit default swaps. Wrong way risk is addressed both in works of Brigo and Vrins (2016) and

Glasserman and Yang (2018), where in the first paper a semi-analytical approach is proposed instead

of the usual numerical techniques, and in the second one the bounds for the CVA are obtained by

using marginal distributions of credit and market risk, and varying the dependence between them.
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The use of genetic algorithms for optimizing the portfolio CVA is explored in Chataigner and Crépey

(2019). Crépey (2015) develop a way to calculate CVA under funding constraints using reduced-form

backward stochastic differential equations. Abbas-Turki et al. (2022) use neural networks to reduce

the computation time for a pathwise CVA calculation.

Since in our model we compute the fixed point of a clearing problem, conditioned to external

shock, our paper is related to the literature considering the problem of financial clearing of the entire

network of contracts. The question of how much each agent owes to whom was formalised as a clearing

problem in the seminal paper of Eisenberg and Noe (2001), one of the first work to model the financial

dependencies as a directed network. The problem of the interdependence of payments is turned into

a fixed point problem, and the authors show that a unique clearing vector exists under very general

conditions on the network structure, for contract of type “long”. A more realistic setting with non-zero

bankruptcy costs is considered in Rogers and Veraart (2013). Suzuki (2002) deal with the effect of

cross-holdings of equities, while Banerjee et al. (2018) introduce the time dynamics of the interbank

liabilities in the Eisenberg and Noe model and then study the default risk dynamically. Schuldenzucker

et al. (2020) show that, if financial contracts are of type “short”, such as credit default swaps, then

the solution to the clearing problem might not be unique, or even cease to exist.

Our work is also related to the strand of literature concerning the network valuation frameworks,

i.e. approaches to compute the valuation of contracts, whose values are endogenously interdependent

via the network. In Gouriéroux et al. (2012), a decomposition of an exogenous shock into the direct

and contagion part is provided, however, the exact solution to the system of equations is limited by

the number of banks it can be applied to. Banerjee and Feinstein (2022) employ a comonotonicity

framework to the network of banks to circumvent the “curse of dimensionality” in the analytical treat-

ment of the valuation problem. Barucca et al. (2020) provide a general network valuation framework

that encompasses both clearing models and ex-ante valuation models and accounts for the uncertainty

regarding the external assets.

For our numerical computations, we build on the results of Gai and Kapadia (2010); Kobayashi

(2014), who showed that some classes of financial contagion models have an analytical representation

in the form of the threshold model by Watts (2002). We rely in this insight to provide an analytical

framework that includes correlated shocks. Kobayashi (2014) consider external asset returns that are

normally distributed but without correlation. Kobayashi, Teruyoshi (2013) consider a network of 5

banks and introduce correlations on their external assets, for some specific examples of the dependence

structure. In Beale et al. (2011) a network of 5 banks is used as well to study the systemic cost of

bank failures, considering also the degree of correlations on external asset prices as a parameter to

vary.

Some analytical results on the expected size of the default cascades for large networks were ob-
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tained, e.g., by Battiston et al. (2012); Roukny et al. (2013); Amini et al. (2016). The analysis of

cascades in the general framework of threshold models was mainly covered in the physics literature

(Gleeson and Cahalane, 2007; Gleeson, 2013), where, differently from our case, the motivation for

introducing the correlations on thresholds was missing.

2 Model

2.1 Model description

We investigate a system of N banks (referred to also as “vertices” depending on the context) intercon-

nected in a network of credit contracts. In addition to contracts among banks, banks have holdings of

external assets, e.g. securities issued by actors outside the set of banks. At time t = 0, all the invest-

ments are made, and for each bank i they are represented as a balance sheet consisting of interbank

assets Ab
i =

∑
j A

b
ij , interbank liabilities Lb

i =
∑

j L
b
ij =

∑
j A

b
ij
T
, external assets Ae

i =
∑

j A
e
ij , and

external liabilities Le
i . In general, the difference between the assets and liabilities, the equity Ei(t), is

defined at time t as:

Ei(t) = Ae
i (t) +Ab

i(t)− Le
i (t)− Lb

i(t)

= Λe
∑
k

Eikx
e
k(t) + Λb

∑
j

Bijx
b
j(t)− Le

i − Lb
i (1)

The decomposition of external and interbank assets bears resemblance. Both the external and inter-

bank leverage, Λe
i = Ae

i/Ei and Λb
i = Ab

i/Ei are set to be the same for every bank: Λe
i = Λe, Λb

i = Λb.

The matrices Eik and Bij represent the structure of the external investments of the banks and the

adjacency matrix of the underlying interbank network, respectively. The elements of Eik and Bij are

normalized as fractions of the respective total assets. Unitary values of investments xek(t) and xbj(t)

are initially equal to 1.

First, we explain the time dependence of the unitary values of interbank investments xbj(t). We

define the indicator variable χi(t), that indicates the state of default from the equity level: χj(t) =

1Ej(t)<0. The values of interbank investments depend on the counterparty’s default state, and can,

accordingly, take two possible values xbi(χi = 0) = 1 and xbi(χi = 1) = δ · Ri. In the case the

counterparty has not defaulted yet, the indicator variable stays equal to 1 as initially set, and in the

case of default, it gets reduced to δ ·Ri ∈ [0, 1⟩. The recovery rate is represented as the product of an

exogenous recovery rate δ ∈ [0, 1⟩ and an endogenous recovery rate Ri, that is defined as:

Ri =
min

{
max

{
0, Ae

i (t) +Ab
i(t)− Le

i (t)
}
, Lb

i(t)
}

Lb
i(t)

(2)
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Ri equals the fraction of the interbank liabilities the defaulted bank can still repay with its remaining

assets, after having repaid its external liabilities. The exogenous recovery rate δ represents frictions

in the process of defaults such as legal costs. In this paper we focus on the worst case scenario, when

the exogenous recovery rate δ is equal to 0.

For the purpose of this paper, we disregard the structure of the external asset investments, and

represent them simply as Ae
i (t). We have then as the balance sheet equation:

Ei(t) = Ae
i (t) + Λb

∑
j

Bijx
b
j(t)− Lb

i − Le
i (3)

Since we set the total interbank assets and liabilities to be the same for every bank i, they also have

to be equal to each other in amount, due to the relationship Lb
ij = Ab

ij
T
.

For the purpose of this analysis we introduce some homogeneity among the financial agents that

makes the treatment more tractable. Heterogeneity could be introduced at a later stage. We represent

the shock propagation process as occurring in successive steps denoted by t = 0, 1, .... We set the

initial value of external assets Ae
i (t = 0) equal to one, and the external liabilities Le

i (t = 0) equal to

zero. This implies that the initial total equity is equal to one, Ei(t = 0) = 1, for each bank i. After

the process of shock propagation has started, a bank i is considered to default when the equity value

goes below zero, Ei < 0.

At time step t = 1, the external assets of bank i incur a shock si and take the value Ae
i (0)(1+ si).

The computation of the equity and the determination of defaults proceeds as follows. After the shock is

first applied to the bank’s external assets, the value of total assets is updated (as the sum of interbank

assets and the remaining external assets). Then the value of banks’ total assets is compared to banks’

total liabilities to check whether any bank has defaulted. In case of default of a bank k, the value

of its remaining assets is calculated and allocated to each of k’s counterparties proportionally to its

interbank liabilities to each counterparty. Moreover, the value is also multiplied by the exogenous

rate of recovery, δ. The new value of the interbank assets is thus equal to Λb
∑

j Bkjδ ·Rj , where the

counterparties of a bank k are denoted by j. Because banks’ interbank assets have changed some new

default may occur. The process of adjusting the value of interbank assets and checking for default

continues until no new defaults occur.

The process of the propagation of the shock through the network can be written in terms of the

following map of the vector of levels of equity on itself, component-wise:

Ei(t+ 1) = Ae
i (0)(1 + si) + Λb

∑
j

Bijx
b
j(1Ej(t)<0)− Lb

i , xbj(0) = 1, xbj(1) = δ ·Ri. (4)

It is possible to show that the map is non decreasing and hence the fixed point denoted with E∗
i = Ei(T )

6



is unique (Barucca et al., 2020). The propagation is equivalent to a process presented in Rogers and

Veraart (2013), with the constraint α = β, and β being equivalent to our δ. According to the notation

in Eisenberg and Noe (2001), we can define the financial system as a triplet (Ab, Lb, Ae) with the

addition of the exogenous recovery rate δ. Ab is a matrix representing the network of interbank

assets, Lb is a vector of interbank liabilities of each bank, and Ae is a vector defined as Ae = Ae −Le,

which represents the net amount of assets of each bank that are external to the interbank network.

As we will show in the paragraph below, shock vectors are modelled as a random variable, hence the

equilibrium number of banks in defaults is also a dependent random variable. We are interested in

the distribution of equilibrium states.

2.2 Modelling shocks and their correlations

For a set of N banks, we sample a shock vector s⃗ of dimension N , where each component si represents

the shock on bank i. Our aim here is to retain tractability while capturing in the simplest way the

fact that banks experience shocks of different magnitude. Accordingly, shocks take on values out of a

discrete set : si = {σµ} with µ = 1, ..., nσ, each with probability pµ. The values σµ are set as follows.

The value of σ1 is large enough to cause the immediate default of the affected bank, i.e. σ1 < −1. The

values shocks σµ, µ = 2, ..., nσ correspond to levels of losses on the banks’ equity that do not cause

immediate default but weaken the bank financial situation, i.e. σµ ∈ [−1, 0⟩. The last element is set to

zero, σnσ = 0, and it represents the case of no loss on equity. In this paper, we focus on the simplest

case, nσ = 3, with three different types of shocks: immediate default, partial loss on equity, and no

loss. We group the affected vertices into compartment µ, depending on the shock σµ they received,

and denote the number of vertices in compartment µ as Nµ.

We define the random variable of the shock value as S, which realizes shock values σµ with the

previously defined respective probabilities pµ. The cumulative distribution function of random variable

S will have the form:

FS(S = σx) =
x∑

µ=0

pµ, x = σ1, σ2, . . . , σnσ (5)

The sampling of values of the shock random variable S is then performed using the inverse of this

CDF on uniform random variables, F−1
S (U).

A number of examples from the financial systems point to the existence of correlation between the

external shocks. Companies that belong to the same industry, or the same geographic region will be

affected by similar exogenous events. In some time periods, adverse general economic conditions can

cause a higher correlation of defaults (Sandoval and Franca, 2012; Hull, 2012). Therefore, to obtain a

more realistic picture of the shock structure, we need to introduce correlations on them by correlating

the uniform random variables. For that purpose, we use the copula (Sklar, 1959; Schmidt, 2007), a
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function that isolates the dependency structure of a multivariate distribution. In particular, out of

the several families of copulas, we choose the Gaussian copula for this analysis, since it is analytically

most tractable. In addition to that, for a single factor Gaussian copula (Krupskii and Joe, 2013),

i.e. a copula that has all the correlations set to the same value, the Gaussian random variable can

be decomposed into a common and an idiosyncratic random variable, that are mutually independent,

which is a property we will use in the Appendix C to derive the expression we need. The Gaussian

copula is represented as a cumulative distribution function of the multivariate Gaussian distribution

FZ, with marginal distributions transformed to the uniform distribution using the univariate Gaussian

cumulative distribution functions FZi :

CGa
Σ (u1, u2, . . . , uN ) = FZ(F

−1
Z1

(u1), F
−1
Z2

(u2), . . . , F
−1
ZN

(uN )) (6)

The sampling of the uniform variables all correlated with ρ then goes in the following way: we take

an n-variate Gaussian probability density function fZ, with the covariance matrix Σ that has diagonal

terms equal to 1 and all off diagonal terms equal to the same chosen level of correlation, ρij = ρ.

We sample an n-dimensional vector z⃗ = (z1, . . . , zN ) from the multivariate Gaussian distribution, and

transform it into an n-dimensional sample u⃗ = (u1, . . . , uN ) from the uniform distribution, using the

CDF of the Gaussian univariate distribution.

The sample of uniform random variables that we obtained is now correlated, and we can proceed

in transforming it to a sample of shock values s⃗ = (s1, . . . , sN ), using the inverse of a discrete CDF

F−1
S (U).

2.3 Network topology

In order to model the propagation of the shocks we defined in the previous section, we employ the

random k-regular graph. This topology introduces randomness in the pairs of vertices, while keeping

the vertex degree fixed. Under our constraints for the equity and the interbank leverage, randomness

in the vertex degree would greatly extend the time needed for the simulations. In addition to reducing

the length of the simulations, a simple network topology enables us to have more control over the

parameters.

Equal interbank leverage is assigned to each bank Λb and divided over its interbank assets. The

condition that the equities and interbank leverage are uniform over all the banks (Ei = E, Λb
i = Λb)

translates into all the assets and liabilities having the same value, Ab
i = Ab, Lb

i = Lb. Since the assets

and liabilities can be represented as a network, from Lb
ij = Ab

ij we recover Ab = Lb.

On a random k-regular network, where all the vertices have the same degree k, these constraints

lead to a solution where all the individual assets and liabilities are equal in value, Ab
ij = Lb

ij =
Ab

k/2 . In
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comparison, using an Erdős-Rényi graph would require iteratively looking for a solution for Ab
ij and

Lb
ij , which is not guaranteed to exist for every instance of an Erdős-Rényi graph.

The triplet representing the financial system (Ab, Lb, Ae) in this case consists of a matrix with

values Λb

k/2 everywhere and zeros on the diagonal, a vector composed of all values equal to Λb and a

vector with all values equal to 1.

2.4 Process simulation

In the first step, the external shock is applied to the external assets. If it triggers a bank to default,

the default is further propagated with the clearing algorithm described in Model description, until the

condition, that all the equity changes are less than 3% of the original equity, is fulfilled. In case the

condition cannot be fulfilled, there is a cutoff set after c steps. The exogenous recovery rate is set to

δ = 0.

Shocks are sampled 1000 times and imposed on the external assets of the vertices in a network.

For every network degree k, 5 different instances of the random network are generated. On every

network instance, 1000 process realizations ξ are started using the sample of shocks, resulting in a

total of Nξ = 5000 process realizations. For each realization a vector of default indicators for banks is

obtained. The fraction of defaulted vertices within the realization ξ, q(ξ), is calculated as the expected

value of the default indicator vector. We then obtain a distribution of default fractions from entire

sample with the same network degree k, and use its expected value ⟨q⟩ = 1
Nξ

∑
ξ q(ξ) as an estimation

for the probability of default of a counterparty q, computed taking into account the whole network.

2.5 Threshold model

It has been shown in Gai and Kapadia (2010); Kobayashi (2014), that the financial contagion model,

based on balance sheets and with variable external assets, is equivalent to the threshold model of

Watts (2002). We use the mean field approximation to obtain the solution for the threshold model.

For both the correlated and uncorrelated case, we obtain the distribution of the banks shocked by

each value of shock σµ, and use it to calculate the expected fraction of defaults ⟨q⟩, in addition to

obtaining it from the simulations. The analytical approach enables us to study the behaviour of the

expected fraction of defaults in the infinite system size limit.

2.6 CVNA vs. CVDA

We denote the standard CVA measure as CVDA (Credit Valuation Direct-Adjusted) to stress that

the valuation adjustment is made taking into account only the probability of default of the direct

counterparty. Therefore, we can state that it is proportional to the exogenous probability of default
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of a counterparty p1, CV DA ∝ p1. On the other hand, we introduce the CVNA (Credit Valuation

Network-Adjusted) to introduce the network effects to the probability of default of the counterparty

into the valuation of the contract. CVNA is then proportional to the above defined probability of

default of a counterparty that takes into account the whole network, ⟨q⟩, CV DA ∝ ⟨q⟩. If we consider
all else that contributes to both adjustments to be the same, we can write the following relation:

CV NA = CV DA · ⟨q⟩
p1

(7)

which states that CVNA will significantly differ from CVDA in cases when ⟨q⟩ is a result of a significant
amplification of p1.

3 Results

3.1 Threshold model - a mean field approximation

The mapping between the financial contagion and the threshold model of Watts (2002) has been shown

by Kobayashi (2014). We will shortly explain the reasoning behind this. The threshold model is set

up as follows; every agent in the system that is at some state 0, observes the binary states of its k

neighbouring agents, and then changes its states according to a simple rule; if a threshold fraction φ

of the total of k neighbours is in state 1, it switches to state 1, else it remains in state 0. In the case

of financial contagion, the two states of interest are default and non-default, and the thresholds can

be easily calculated considering the following.

Since our default condition is Ei < 0, bank i defaults either by being hit with the initial default

shock p1, or by having a large enough number of neighbours that default. For a central vertex with

the level of equity after the shock equal to ϵµ, the required number of neighbours mµ, that need to

default to cause its default, is:

mµ =

⌈
k

2

ϵµ
Λb

⌉
≤ k

2
(8)

The number of neighboursmµ then represents the threshold from the threshold model described above.

In our setup, the external shocks, sampled from σ⃗ = (σ1, σ2, σ3) and delivered to the system, are

then simply reflected in the initial distribution of different thresholds of equity values ϵ⃗ = (ϵ1, ϵ2, ϵ3).

We group the vertices depending on the type of the shock they received into compartments N⃗ =

(N1, N2, N3). The underlying network is assumed to be a random regular network, in which every

node has the same degree k, which is the sum of in- and out-degrees k = kin + kout, kin = kout.

Proposition 1. The equilibrium value of the default probability in the financial system defined earlier
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is given by:

⟨q⟩ =
∑

N1,N2,N3

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
pN1
1 · pN2

2 · pN3
3 · q(N⃗) (9)

for the case with no correlation on shocks. When correlations exist on the shocks (Krupskii and Joe,

2013), in the manner defined earlier, the equilibrium value follows as:

⟨q⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
fX(ρ)(α)

 ∑
N1,N2,N3

(
N

N0, N1, N2

)
π1(α)

N1π2(α)
N2π3(α)

N3

× q(N⃗) dα (10)

with π1(α), π2(α), π3(α) as:

π1(α) := FY (zI − α) = FY (F
−1
Z (pI)− α) (11)

π2(α) := FY (zII − α)− FY (zI − α) = FY (F
−1
Z (pII)− α)− FY (F

−1
Z (pI)− α)

π3(α) := 1− FY (zII − α) = 1− FY (F
−1
Z (pII)− α)

(12)

and pI := p1 and pII := p1 + p2, zI := F−1
Z (pI), zII := F−1

Z (pII), where F−1
Z and F−1

Y are inverse

cumulative distribution functions of random variables Z and Y . Zi is a normal random variable

Zi ∼ N (0, 1) and Yi comes from the decomposition Zi = X+Yi, Zi ∼ N (0, 1), X ∼ N (0, ρ), Yi ∼
N (0, 1− ρ).

Proof. We can write an iterative equation for the expected fraction of default qn using the mean field

approximation, which assumes the homogeneity of the system, and the lack of all correlations between

the variables. Since we consider the system to be homogeneous, we track the average default state of

a central vertex, qn. The initial value of the expected fraction of default q0 is equal to the exogenous

probability of default p1. Assuming the lack of correlations between the neighbours allows us to use the

binomial distribution to calculate the probability that at least mµ neighbours defaulted for a central

vertex that was shocked with σµ. Summing over all possibilities for shocks µ, we get the iterative

expression:

qn =
∑
µ

Nµ

N

k/2∑
m=mµ

(
k/2

m

)
qmn−1(1− qn−1)

k/2−m = f(qn−1) (13)

The solution to this equation can be obtained by looking for a fixed point for q∗ = f(q∗) = limn→∞ f(qn).

For any possible realization of the vector of vertices N⃗ resulting from some shock, if we know the

degree of the network k, the interbank leverage Λb and the equity sizes after the shock, ϵ⃗ = 1⃗− σ⃗, the
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fixed point solution provides us the expected fraction of defaulted vertices:

q(N⃗) =
∑
µ

Πµ(Nµ)

[
1− FBINOM

CDF

(
mµ,

k

2
, q(N⃗)

)]
, Πµ =

Nµ

N
, mµ =

⌈
k

2

ϵµ
Λb

⌉
≤ k

2
(14)

To calculate the expected fraction of defaulted vertices ⟨q⟩ over all the possible shock realizations, i.e.

represented in this calculation with all the possible values of the vector N⃗ , we need the probability

distribution P(N⃗ ;N ; p⃗) of N⃗ , given the individual initial shock probabilities p⃗ = (p1, p2, p3):

⟨q⟩ =
∑

N1,N2,N3

P(N⃗ ;N ; p⃗) · q(N⃗) (15)

The probability distribution in question for the non-correlated case is simply the multinomial distri-

bution, so the final expression looks like Eqn 9. In the Appendix C we provide the derivation of the

probability distribution for the correlated case (Eqn 32), which we plug into the previous expression

to get Eqn 10.

To shorten the time necessary for the numerical evaluation of Eq. 10, we approximate the varying

multinomial distribution by using only the expected values, E[Nµ(α)] = Nπµ(α) which then replace

the factor Πµ = Nµ/N with E[Πµ] = E[Nµ(α)]/N = πµ(α) in the Equation 14:

q(α) =
∑
µ

πµ(α)

[
1− FBINOM

CDF

(
mµ,

k

2
, q(α)

)]
,mµ =

⌈
k

2

ϵµ
Λb

⌉
≤ k

2
(16)

The expected fraction of defaults then becomes:

⟨q⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α) · q(α) dα (17)

We show the comparison of the Eqn. 9 with the simulation results in Fig. 1a. The comparison

of the result of Eqn. 17 and the simulation results is depicted in Fig. 1b. We can see from the

Figure 1 that, in case when there are no correlations, CVNA (∼ ⟨q⟩) has a higher value compared to

CVDA (∼ p1), for intermediate leverages in the lower range of the network degrees k, or high enough

leverages for all k. In case with correlations, CVNA is larger than CVDA for any network degree k if

the leverage is high enough.

Prop. 2 provides the expression for the average default probability in the case of an infinite

network, in presence of correlation.

Proposition 2. In the case of an infinite network, the limiting equilibrium value of the default prob-

12



(a) N = 10000,ρ = 0 (b) N = 10000, ρ = 0.3

Figure 1: Comparison of the theoretical calculation and the simulation results. Both panels
show results on the network of size N = 10000. Panel a) shows the probabilities of default ⟨q⟩
depending on the network degree k for the shock with parameters p⃗ = (0.09, 0.083, 0.827), σ⃗ =
(−1.1,−0.5, 0.0) and no correlation between shocks, ρ = 0. Panel b) shows the probabilities of
default ⟨q⟩ depending on the network degree k for the shock with parameters p⃗ = (0.02, 0.09, 0.89),
σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.5, 0.0) and with correlation ρ = 0.3 between shocks.

ability for the case without correlation on shocks is given by:

⟨qlim⟩ = p1 +
∑
µ=2

pµ ·
µ∏

ϕ=2

Θ

(
ϕ−1∑
ν=1

pν −
ϵϕ
Λb

)
(18)

When correlations are present, the limiting equilibrium value follows as:

⟨qlim⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)π1(α) dα+

∫ lII

−∞
fX(α)π2(α) dα+

∫ min (lII ,lIII)

−∞
fX(α)π3(α) dα,

lII = F−1
Z (pI)− F−1

Y

(
ϵ2
Λb

)
, lIII = F−1

Z (pII)− F−1
Y

(
ϵ3
Λb

)
(19)

The minimum value of ⟨qlim⟩ is still p1, like in the uncorrelated case, and it comes from the first

integral in Equation 19. The value of other two integrals is always positive and defined by the limits

lII and lIII .

Proof. We study the behaviour of the default probability in the limit of an infinitely large network

(N → ∞) that is complete (k → ∞). To start, we consider the Equation 14 in that light. We wish

to obtain the form of the cumulative distribution function of the binomial distribution in the limit

of k → ∞. We observe that the standard deviation grows with the square root of the in-degree k/2,

σ =
√

k/2 · q(1− q), while the sample space grows linearly, ∼ k/2. Therefore, if we look instead at

a defaulted fraction of total in-neighbours k/2, its standard deviation behaves like
√

q(1−q)
k/2 −→

k→∞
0.
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Therefore, as the network degree goes to infinity, the probability distribution of the fraction of defaulted

neighbours gets more and more localized around its expected value. Thus, for a large enough k/2, we

can approximate the CDF of a binomial function with the Heaviside function Θ(x), and we use the

half maximum convention, Θ(0) = 1/2:[
1− FBINOM

CDF

(
mµ,

k

2
, q

)]
≈ Θ

(
k

2
· q −

⌈
k

2

ϵµ
Λb

⌉)
≈ Θ

(
k

2

(
q − ϵµ

Λb

))
(20)

For the factor Πµ in the Equation 14, setting N → ∞ with similar arguments as above can be

shown to reflect in Πµ → E(Πµ) = E(Nµ)/N = Npµ/N = pµ. Thus, the limiting value of the average

default probability in the case of an infinite network, is simply given by Equation 18

In case the correlations are present, we insert the approximation from Equation 20 into Equation

10:

⟨qlim⟩ =
∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α) ·

π1(α) +∑
µ=2

πµ(α) ·
µ∏

ϕ=2

Θ

(
ϕ−1∑
ν=1

πν(α)−
ϵϕ
Λb

) dα (21)

=

∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)π1(α) dα+

∑
µ=2

∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α) · πµ(α) ·

µ∏
ϕ=2

Θ

(
ϕ−1∑
ν=1

πν(α)−
ϵϕ
Λb

)
dα

=

∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)π1(α) dα+

∑
µ=2

∫ lµ

−∞
fX(α) · πµ(α) dα

The finite upper limits lµ in the integrals result from the theta function. For the case of µ = 2 we get

from the condition:

π1(α) >
ϵ2
Λb

FY (F
−1
Z (pI)− α) >

ϵ2
Λb

(22)

α < F−1
Z (pI)− F−1

Y

(
ϵ2
Λb

)
:= lII

The term for µ = 3, consists of a product of two theta functions, with the first resulting in the limit

lII and the second being the solution of π2(α) + π3(α) > ϵ3/Λb:

α < F−1
Z (pII)− F−1

Y

(
ϵ3
Λb

)
:= lIII (23)

Due to the product of theta functions, the upper limit in the integral is determined by the smaller of

the two values lII and lIII . The total expected fraction of default in the limit of an infinite network
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for µ = 1, 2, 3 is represented by Equation 19

To make the relation between CVNA and CVDA clearer, let us consider, for example, the case with

with the following parameters: p⃗ = (0.02, 0.09, 0.89), σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.75, 0.0), Λb = 8, ρ = 0.1, on an

infinite network. Banks’ average default probability, after taking into account the network, equals to

⟨qlim⟩ = 0.28 and is thus more than 10 times larger than the external probability of default p1 = 0.02,

which, given Equation 7, simply translates into CVNA being more than 10 times larger than CVDA.

3.2 Finite probability of default is not system-size dependent

(a) ρ = 0.0 (b) ρ = 0.1

(c) ρ = 0.2 (d) ρ = 0.3

Figure 2: Probability of default and the system scale Probability of default is plotted
on the y-axis for maximally diversified (complete) networks with the numbers of banks N =
{300, 500, 800, 1000, 3000, 5000, 8000, 10000} on the x-axis. At time t = 0 the shock values are
σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.75, 0) , with probabilities p⃗ = (0.02, 0.09, 0.89), respectively. In different subplots
(a)-d)) we vary the correlation coefficient from 0 to 0.3. The subplots indicate that the correlation-
induced probability of default does not depend on the system size, which is further supported with
horizontal lines that represent the analytical result for the limit of an infinite network.

We show how the expected fraction of default scales with the size of the system with correlation

(Fig. 2b, 2c,2d) and without correlation (Fig. 2a). We plot expected fractions of default on complete
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networks for network sizes N = {300, 500, 800, 1000, 3000, 5000, 8000, 10000}. The shock values and

probabilities used in simulations are σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.75, 0) , and p⃗ = (0.02, 0.09, 0.89). We vary the

correlation levels ρ = {0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3} and use the set of interbank leverages Λb = {0.2, 1, 4, 8, 12, 14}.
The simulation results are plotted as points connected with dashed lines. In addition to that we depict

theoretical results in the limit of an infinite network with horizontal lines.

It is clear from Fig. 2a that the system size plays a role when the correlations are absent. The

theoretical limits show two limits for convergence, ⟨qlim⟩ = {0.02, 1.0}, which correspond to no conta-

gion and the entire network defaulting, respectively. We can see the dashed lined approaching either

of the two limits as the system size increases.

The introduction of correlations changes the picture, and in Fig. 2b, 2c, 2d we see that the expected

fraction of default remains approximately constant for all the system sizes N , and that it corresponds

to the theoretical limits.

3.3 General form of results

We simulated the process described in the Model section on a network of N = 10000 banks. The

network size is chosen to be the largest possible, in accordance with the computational constraints,

to reduce the finite system effects. The fraction of defaulted vertices is obtained as a result of each

of the Nξ = 5000 simulations performed for each network degree k. The final result for each k is a

distribution of the default fractions.

We first present the result for p⃗ = (0.02, 0.09, 0.89), σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.75, 0.0), Λb = 2 and ρ = 0.3.

To describe the shape of the results in Fig. 3a, we use only the subset of the results in which the

propagation did happen on the network. We stress that in a sample of Nξ processes that start on a

network, network propagation of default does not happen for every one of them, and we mark with

NξT the number of realizations ξT in which it does happen. With the green shaded area we mark the

fraction of the process realizations in which the propagation on the network was triggered, NξT /Nξ.

We denote the fraction of default for such process realizations ξT with q(ξT ). The blue dots represent

a one dimensional histogram of the individual default fractions resulting from propagation. The red

line shows the median value of those fractions. The median is shown instead of the mean, since it is

a more appropriate statistic due to the multimodal shape of the data. In the Figures 3b,3c,3d, we

show the histograms and the median value in two dimensions for three different values of network

degree. We can conclude from this figure that, in the case with correlation, diversification lowers the

probability that propagation occurs in the system. Nevertheless, the probability of default conditioned

on propagation increases.

Further on, using all results obtained from the simulations, we show that, for uncorrelated external

shocks, the diversified systems end up in either a subcritical or a supercritical regime, i.e. either with
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(a) Λb = 2

(b) k = 10 (c) k = 105 (d) k = 4393

Figure 3: Analysis of the simulation results. We present results from a default process with
parameters p⃗ = (0.02, 0.09, 0.89), σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.75, 0.0), Λb, ρ = 0.3. In panel a) we present the
fraction NξT /Nξ of the simulation realizations that contained network propagation with the green
line and the shaded area. On top of that, we plot in blue the one-dimensional histograms containing
individual fractions of default from realizations with propagation, for each network degree k. The red
line represents the median value of those fractions of default. In panel b),c) and d), for network degrees
k = 10, 105, 4393 we depict the one-dimensional histograms from the panel a) in two dimensions,
stating the total number of processes with propagation in the titles.
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Figure 4: Convergence limits. We show in this figure that, for the set of parameters (p⃗ =
(0.09, 0.083, 0.827), σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.75, 0)) and with no correlation, the system converges to three
possible limits after diversification, depending on the interbank leverage Λb. On y-axis we plot the
expected fraction of default, and on the x-axis the network degree, ranging from k = 252 to the com-
plete network k = 19998.
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Figure 5: Switching between sub- and supercriticality. On x-axis the degree of the network
starts from 252 and goes up to a complete network, k = 19998, and on the y-axis we plot the expected
fraction of default, ⟨q⟩. In the top panel the initial probability of default is fixed, p⃗ = (0.09, 0.083, 0.827)
and we change the shock sizes from left panel σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.5, 0) to right panel σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.25, 0).
In the lower panel we use a different initial probability of default p⃗ = (0.05, 0.086, 0.864) but for the
same shock sizes. Interbank leverage takes values from the range in Λb = {0.2, 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 12, 16} and
it is shown that with the decrease of the initial probability, or the shock size, the system behaviour
stays the same if we increase Λb appropriately. In the panel insets, we plot the dependence of ⟨q⟩
on the interbank leverage Λb, for the chosen values of k that are marked on the x-axis of the plot
containing the inset.
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diversification the expected fraction of default gets reduced to some limit, or the entire system defaults

every time regardless of it. The regime the system chooses depends on the process and network

parameters.

Finally, when correlation is introduced to the external shocks, we show that, in a previously well

diversified system, the expected fraction of default takes up a finite value regardless of the diversifica-

tion.

The process and network parameter ranges were chosen from the empirical values of the real world

interbank and asset markets.

3.4 Limiting values of convergence for the probability of defaults

Depending on the parameters of the network (interbank leverage) and the process (shock sizes and

probabilities), after the complete diversification the probability of default will converge to one of

the limiting values. The maximal number of the possible limiting values of default probability is

equal to the number of different shock values that we use in our model. For example, for the shock

p⃗ = (p1, p2, p3), the limiting values are equal to p1, p1 + p2 and p1 + p2 + p3 = 1. The interpretation

of this phenomenon lies in the fact that the initial shock with 3 possible values splits the N banks

into compartments with 3 different levels of vulnerability (N1, N2, N3). The compartment N1 always

defaults because the shock p1 causes default right away. In addition to that, the compartment N2

has the equity decreased to ϵ2, and will default if a fraction ϵ2/Λb of its interbank assets is lost. If

the probability of initial default p1 is equal or larger than the fraction ϵ2/Λb (in a large and complete

network), every bank in N2 will have a fraction of initially defaulted borrowers (i.e. p1) large enough

to drive it into default. Therefore, for some combinations of the shock probabilities and sizes, and the

interbank leverage, beside the default of the compartment N1 we can have either the compartment

N2, or both N2 and N3 (the whole system) going into default as shown in Fig. 4

3.5 Subcritical and supercritical regime result from uncorrelated shocks

Depending on the parameters of the network (interbank leverage) and the process, the probability of

default can either decrease to some limit with diversification, or remain at the highest level, equal to

one. We refer to these two modes of behaviour as subcritical and supercritical regimes. For a fixed

probability and size of the shocks, increasing the interbank leverage leads from the subcritical into the

supercritical mode. The same effect, switching from a subcritical into supercritical regime, is obtained

with increasing the probability of initial default p0, and increasing the size of the shock ϵ1.

In Fig. 5 we present this effect on four panels by varying the initial probability in the vertical

direction (p⃗ = (0.09, 0.083, 0.827) in the top panel to p⃗ = (0.05, 0.086, 0.864) in the bottom panel) and
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the shock size in the horizontal direction (σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.5, 0) in the left panel to σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.25, 0)

in the right panel). We see that an appropriate choice of the interbank leverage Λb recovers both

regimes regardless of the intial probability of the shocks and their sizes.

Therefore, we see that maximal diversification can mitigate the effect of the CVA network com-

ponent only if the interbank leverage is in the subcritical range for the given parameters of the shock

(probability and size).

3.6 Correlated shocks cause a non-vanishing probability of default

(a) ρ = 0 (b) ρ = 0.1

(c) ρ = 0.2 (d) ρ = 0.3

Figure 6: N = 10000 Probability of defaults with respect to the correlation between shocks. The
degree of the vertices ⟨k⟩ starts from 211 and goes up to 19998 (complete network), for the number
of vertices N = 10000. The plots do not show a smaller ⟨k⟩ than 211, as the transitional effects in
that range are due to the choice of the network, and not relevant to real systems. The shock values
are σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.75, 0) , with probabilities p⃗ = (0.02, 0.09, 0.89), respectively. We vary the interbank
leverage Λb = {0.2, 1, 2, 4, 5, 8, 12, 14}. The red horizontal line represents the initial probability of
default (without taking into account the network of liabilities). The grey dashed line represents
double the values of the initial probability of default. Subfigures a)-d) show different correlation
coefficients ρ = {0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3}. Values where the introduced correlation increases the probability of
default by 100% or more are shown in colour, values below that are shown in greyscale.
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We model the correlation on the equity levels using the Gaussian copula, as described in the Model

section.

In a real market, banks invest in multiple assets outside the banking network. Their portfolios can

overlap, and the values of the assets, and thus their default probabilities, can be correlated. However,

simulating such a system for realistic parameters can be computationally too expensive.

Nevertheless, it is clear that a correlation between the shocks on external assets would lead to

the equity levels of banks being correlated after the shock. We show in Appendix Fig. 7 that the

empirically measured sample correlation between the equity values ρE is a non-decreasing function of

the empirically measured sample correlation ρA imposed on the external assets. We argue that for

every joint probability function of the equity levels, we can find multiple joint probability functions of

the external assets, and that justifies reducing the model for correlations of the shocks to equity level.

For the shock levels that we use in simulations, we choose parameters realistic for markets, values

σ⃗ = (−1.1,−0.75, 0), with the probabilities p⃗ = (0.02, 0.09, 0.89) and we simulate these shocks with 4

different levels of correlation ρ = {0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.3}.
The results of the simulations are presented in Figure 6. We plot the expected fraction of de-

fault in dependence of the network degree. The horizontal red full line represents the fraction of

banks defaulted by the initial external shocks. The horizontal grey dashed line represents the level

of probability that is double than the fraction of banks defaulted from initial shocks. The lines with

dots, showing the expected fraction of default for different interbank leverages, are presented in two

color schemes, depending on whether their value exceeds double the initial expected fraction (the

grey dashed line) or not. In the area where default fraction coming from the network is smaller than

double the initial default fraction they are presented in greyscale, and in the area where it is larger

than double, they are in colour. Figures 6b, 6c and 6d show how the introduction of correlation on

the equity values raises the level of the expected fraction of network default for leverage values that

were previously well diversified, lines Λb = {0.2, 1, 2, 4, 5}, on Fig. 6a.

On the other hand, if the interbank leverage Λb was high enough to maximize the expected fraction

of default without the correlations (Λb = 14 on Fig. 6a), the introduction of correlations will reduce

it. In the case with no correlation, the fraction of initially defaulted banks comes from the binomial

distribution, and for the large systems deviates very little from the expected value, which is in this

case equal to p0. If the expected fraction of initially defaulted banks is enough to default the entire

system, and, as we concluded, the initial fraction of defaults does not vary much between realizations,

the system will default in every realization and the expected total fraction of defaults will be equal to

1. However, if the probabilities of initial defaults of banks are correlated, although the expected value

of the fraction of defaults stays the same, the fractions of default are no longer drawn from a binomial,

but from a distribution in the Equation 32, which has positive skewness. Therefore, realizations where

22



the fractions of initially defaulted banks are very close to zero and thus not large enough to trigger

the default of the entire system become very likely. Taking an expectation over the sample of all

realizations necessarily gives a value less than 1.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we have studied the behavior of Credit Valuation Network Adjustment (CVNA) as an

extension of CVA to context of a network of financial contracts, also in the presence and correlated

and non-correlated shocks. We have shown that for the broad range of parameters, the CVNA is

significantly larger than CVA, and should be taken into account. We have also demonstrated that the

results are not finite size effects, using the mapping of the studied dynamics to the mean-field approx-

imation of the threshold model of Watts (2002). Although this model was not solvable analytically, it

presents an interesting alternative for the numerical evaluation of CVNA in financial networks.

We have then shown that, depending on the leverage, the presence of correlations can either

increase or reduce the probabilities of defaults compared to the case of uncorrelated shocks.

We believe that the effects of correlated shocks on CVNA and systemic risk demonstrated in this

paper are important enough for practitioners to warrant future research in this direction. An important

future contribution would consider financial networks with heterogeneous agents drawn from real data

and the way correlations in shocks affect CVNA of the contract. Even further, applying CVNA in

the case of a dynamic financial system for new contracts could in principle affect the evolution of the

financial system network structure, which we believe is an important academic question.
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Figure 7: Dependence of the correlation on the equity values ρE on the correlation on the external
assets ρA

6 Appendix

6.1 Appendix A

6.2 Appendix B

For the case ρ = 0 (independent shocks), when there is no correlation on the shock levels, we can

show that the distribution of the counts of banks Nµ hit with each shock σµ equals the multinomial

probability distribution.

If we set the probabilities of the shock values σ⃗ = (σ1, σ2, σ3), that result in equity values ϵ⃗ = 1− σ⃗,

to be p⃗ = (p1, p2, p3), the cumulative distribution function of the random variable of the shock S will

be, as in 5:

FS(x) =


p1 := pI , x = σ1

p1 + p2 := pII , x = σ2

1, x = σ3.

(24)

We use the inverse transform sampling to sample the shock random variable S, i.e. we transform

the uniform random variable U using the inverse CDF F−1
S (U) = S.

For N banks, we write the total probability that N1 banks end up being shocked by σ1 with

probability p1, N2 banks get shocked by σ2 with probability p2 and N3 banks get shocked by σ3 with

probability p3 as:
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P(N⃗ ;N ; p⃗) =

=

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
P (U1 ≤ pI , . . . , pI < Ui ≤ pII , . . . , UN > pII)

=

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
P (U1 ≤ pI , . . . , pI < Ui ≤ pII , . . . , UN ≤ 1− pII)

=

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
[C(pI , . . . , pII , . . . , 1− pII)− C(pI , . . . , pI , . . . , 1− pII)]

=

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
[pI · · · pII · · · (1− pII)− pI · · · pI · · · (1− pII)]

=

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
pI · · · (pII − pI) · · · (1− pII)

=

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
p1 · · · p1︸ ︷︷ ︸

N1

· p2 · · · p2︸ ︷︷ ︸
N2

· p3 · · · p3︸ ︷︷ ︸
N3

=

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
pN1
1 · pN2

2 · pN3
3 . (25)

We expressed the probability using the uniform variables that we use for sampling. The multinomial

coefficient counts the number of ways we can get the same counts, N1, N2 and N3, from a set of N

banks. In the third row we utilize the definition of the copula, and switch to the fourth row using the

fact that the independence of all the variables in the copula leads to the explicit form of the copula

to be simply a product of all those variables (Schmidt, 2007). From there on, with a bit of algebra,

and by returning to the originally defined probabilities p1, p2, p3, we recover a multinomial probability

mass function.

6.3 Appendix C

In the Appendix B, we obtained the distribution of the numbers of banks N⃗ = (N1, N2, N3) affected by

the set of shocks σ⃗ = (σ1, σ2, σ3) that occurred with probabilities p⃗ = (p1, p2, p3), in the case when all

the shocks were independent. Now we will look more closely into the case when correlation between the

shocks is introduced. We wish to obtain the probability mass function P(N1, N2, N3;N ; p1, p2, p3; ρ)

for the numbers of banks N⃗ = (N1, N2, N3) in compartments µ = 1, 2, 3 when correlation ρ is present.

In the model, we introduced the correlations between shocks that reduce equity values by employing

the Gaussian copula CGa
Σ (u) to correlate our uniform variables Ui before we used them for sampling

shocks with Equation (5). However, the approach used to derive the distribution in the uncorrelated

case (25) relies on the independence of the uniform variables, so we need to take a different perspective.
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Therefore, instead of using the uniform random variables Ui as in (25), we base this derivation on

Gaussian random variables, Zi ∼ N (0, 1), and use the property of a single factor copula that enables

the decomposition of the correlated variables Zi into the sum of independent Gaussian variables

X ∼ N (0, ρ) and Yi ∼ N (0, 1 − ρ). The random variable X is the part common to all the sampled

variables, while Yi is the idiosyncratic part, specific for each bank i.

Zi = X + Yi, Zi ∼ N (0, 1), X ∼ N (0, ρ), Yi ∼ N (0, 1− ρ). (26)

Next, we need to transform the subintervals for sampling with limits pI , pII , from the [0, 1] segment,

into the real line ⟨−∞,∞⟩ with limits zI , zII . Respective limits need to divide both distributions into

the same percentiles:

p1 = pI = FZ(zI), (27)

p2 = pII − pI = FZ(zII)− FZ(zI),

p3 = 1− pII = 1− FZ(zII).

From this we can get zI , zII easily:

zI = F−1
Z (pI), (28)

zII = F−1
Z (pII).

We start the derivation of the probability mass function in the same way as in (25), by counting all

the combinations of shocks on banks that can occur for the same counts N1, N2 and N3:

P(N⃗ ;N ; p⃗) = (29)

=

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
P (Z1 ≤ zI , . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸

N1

, zI < Zi ≤ zII , . . . ,︸ ︷︷ ︸
N2

Zi+k+1 > zII , . . . , ZN > zII︸ ︷︷ ︸
N3

).

Then we look separately into the joint probability and utilize the decomposition of the random variables

we defined earlier, Zi = X + Yi, so that we can express probability distribution function variables γi

as a sum γi = α+ βi. The corresponding probability distribution functions for the new variables are

the univariate PDF fX and the multivariate PDF fY. We first express the probability that Gaussian

variables will take the values that correspond to bank counts N1, N2 and N3 as the multidimensional
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integral of the the Gaussian multivariate PDF fZ, and use the abbreviation dγ⃗ = dγ1 · · · dγi · · · dγN :

P (Z1 ≤ zI , . . . , zI < Zi ≤ zII , . . . , ZN > zII) = (30)

=

∫ zI

−∞
· · ·
∫ zII

zI

· · ·
∫ ∞

zII

fZ(γ1, . . . , γi, . . . , γN ) dγ⃗

=

∫ zI

−∞
· · ·
∫ zII

zI

· · ·
∫ ∞

zII

fZ(α+ β1, . . . , α+ βi, . . . , α+ βN ) dγ⃗

=

∫ zI

−∞
· · ·
∫ zII

zI

· · ·
∫ ∞

zII

(∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)fY(γ1 − α . . . , γi − α, . . . , γN − α) dα

)
dγ⃗

=

∫ zI

−∞
· · ·
∫ zII

zI

· · ·
∫ ∞

zII

(∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)fY (γ1 − α) · · · fY (γi − α) · · · fY (γN − α) dα

)
dγ⃗

=

∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)

(∫ zI

−∞
fY (γ1 − α) dγ1

)
· · ·
(∫ zII

zI

fY (γi − α) dγi

)
· · ·
(∫ ∞

zII

fY (γN − α) dγN

)
dα

=

∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)

(∫ zI

−∞
fY (γ1 − α) dγ1

)
· · ·
(∫ zII

−∞
fY (γi − α) dγi −

∫ zI

−∞
fY (γi − α) dγi

)
· · ·

· · ·
(
1−

∫ zII

−∞
fY (γN − α) dγN

)
dα

=

∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)FY (zI − α) · · · (FY (zII − α)− FY (zI − α)) · · · (1− FY (zII − α)) dα

=

∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)(FY (zI − α))N1 · (FY (zII − α)− FY (zI − α))N2 · (1− FY (zII − α))N3 dα.

In the third row, we replace the γi variables with the sum α + βi, and proceed to express fZ as a

convolution of fX and fY. In the fifth row we use the independence of the idiosyncratic uniform

random variables Yi to separate the fY PDF into univariate fYi = fY PDFs. After integrating all the

integrals depending on γi in the seventh row, we get a product of N CDFs of the random variable Y

that depend on the limits zI and zII according to the class µ they belong to (Nµ of them in each class

µ). The final result is an integral, going over the real axis, of the product of a PDF of the random

variable X and each CDF raised to its respective power Nµ. To make sense of the expression, we

define new shock probabilities that depend on the variable α:

π1(α) = FY (zI − α) = FY (F
−1
Z (pI)− α), (31)

π2(α) = FY (zII − α)− FY (zI − α) = FY (F
−1
Z (pII)− α)− FY (F

−1
Z (pI)− α),

π3(α) = 1− FY (zII − α) = 1− FY (F
−1
Z (pII)− α).

Finally, the complete expression for the probability mass function is structured as an integral of

the multinomial distribution with varying probabilities weighted by the Gaussian distribution of the
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common random variable X:

P(N⃗ ;N ; p⃗) =

∫ ∞

−∞
fX(α)

(
N

N1, N2, N3

)
π1(α)

N1 · π2(α)N2 · π3(α)N3 dα. (32)
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