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Abstract

We provide a rigorous proof of granularity adjustment (GA) formulas to evaluate loss distribu-
tions and risk measures (value-at-risk) in the case of heterogenous portfolios, multiple systematic
factors and random recoveries. As a significant improvement with respect to the literature, we
detail all the technical conditions of validity and provide an upper bound of the remainder term
at a finite distance. Moreover, we deal explicitly with the case of general loss distributions,
possibly with masses. For some simple portfolio models, we prove empirically that the gran-
ularity adjustments do not always improve the infinitely granular first-order approximations.
This stresses the importance of checking some conditions of regularity before relying on such
techniques. Smoothing the underlying loss distributions through random recoveries or exposures

improves the GA performances in general.
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1. Introduction

Value-at-risk (VaR) remains the cornerstone of banking regulatory capital calculations, de-
spite its well-known drawbacks (see the critics in Danielsson et al., 2001, for instance). Its use
has spread throughout the fields of risk measurement and portfolio management: trading lim-
its calculations, risk-return analysis, etc. Precise estimations of VaRs require computationally

intensive processes, even for moderate-size portfolios, and particularly for high levels. Unfortu-
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nately, every user is not able to launch such a full evaluation process, or is not ready to wait
several hours (or even days) every time a VaR is required. Therefore, there has been a need
for approximated methods. These methods should be able to calculate quickly and efficiently
VaRs, Expected Shortfalls, or other risk measures, for large portfolios and possibly complex

instruments.

For a long time, it has been observed that the computation of VaRs is dramatically simplified
under the assumption that bank portfolios are perfectly fine-grained (or infinitely granular,
equivalently). In such situations, diversification fully eliminates idiosyncratic risk, so that the
portfolio loss depends on systematic risk only. Since real-world portfolios are not perfectly fine-
grained, it remains a residual of undiversified idiosyncratic risk. The impact of undiversified
idiosyncratic risk on VaRs can be approximated analytically through the so-called ” granularity
adjustments” (GA) techniques. In mathematical terms, they are based on some asymptotic

expansions of the portfolio loss distributions, when the number of exposures is ”large”.

The Basel 2 proposals for credit risk measurement has fueled research in this area since the
beginning of this century: see Wilde (2001a), Gordy (2003). In particular, GAs allow closed-form
calculations of approximated VaRs or expected shortfalls for some well-known industry models
of credit portfolios. For instance, Wilde (2001b) provided GA formulas for CreditRisk+ (CSFP,
1997). Emmer and Tasche (2005) developed the same analysis for CreditMetrics (Gupton et
al., 1997). These results have been reworked and/or amended in several papers, notably Gordy
and Liitkebohmert (2012) in the case of CreditMetrics. In the increasing GA literature, seminal
papers include Gouriéroux, Laurent and Scaillet (2000), Gordy (2003), Martin and Wilde (2002),
etc. More recently, Antonov et al. (2007) applied such techniques to price CDOs. Gordy and
Juneja (2010) showed that such techniques apply even with portfolio of options, for which
nested simulations are required. Gagliardini and Gouriéroux (2011) provided a framework for
asset pricing with factor models. Gordy and Marrone (2012) developed the GA theory under a

mark-to-market credit risk perspective.

To the best of our knowledge, the specific orders of magnitude of GA approximations have
never been studied in the literature. In other words, no paper has evaluated the error terms
of such approximations. Moreover, the underlying conditions of regularity are often imprecise

or too strong. Our goal will be to revisit the theory, by pushing the GA mathematics forward.



Contrary to the current practice, we will not assume a priori that ”the asymptotics work”, i.e.
that we can rely on the infinitely granular assumption. At the opposite, we will revisit the
theory by stating clear-cut granularity expansion results by keeping fixed the portfolio size n.
Therefore, we do not state asymptotic results, but rather exact results at a finite distance. In
Section 2, we establish two slightly different GA expansions. Under some sufficient conditions
of regularity, we evaluate the errors induced by these approximations for general heterogenous
credit portfolios. These results can be applied to any heterogenous and multi-factor credit risk
model. In passing, we detail GAs of several multi-factor models, notably for an two-factor exten-
sion of the CreditMetrics-type model of Amraoui and Hitier (2008). This model is the current

market benchmark to price synthetic CDOs with random recoveries (see Section Appendix C.3).

Finally, we measure the quality of GA approximations by simulation, for some simple credit
risk models. These specifications are a bit unusual but not unrealistic. They will play the role
of "toy models” because they allow closed-form calculations of GA terms. Theoretically and
empirically, we show that the performances of granularity adjustments may be explained in the
light of the regularity conditions we have exhibited previously. Particularly, they depend on the
tail behavior of the characteristic functions of the underlying loss distributions: see Section 3.

Proofs are gathered in the appendix.

2. A general formula for granularity adjustments

2.1. The framework

To fix the notations, consider a n-size credit portfolio. The exposure E; of any counterparty
7 will be assumed constant in time. Typically, such a quantity is positive because exposures are
comparable to replacement costs of some risky positions in a portfolio 2 We will be interested
in the credit risk associated with this portfolio, between today and a given time horizon 7. The
associated "loss rate” of a given name j will be modeled as a random variable Z;, j =1,...,n.
If no default occurs before the time horizon T', Z; = 0. Otherwise, Z; > 0 is the stochastic loss

rate associated with j’s default. Then, the normalized portfolio loss (between today and the

2Nonetheless, nothing precludes the likelihood of negative or even random exposures in this article, if they are
independent of the underlying default risks. In the latter case, simply replace the quantities A;,, below by their
expectations.



given time horizon T') is the random quantity

n

Ly = Z AinZ;, (1)

7j=1
where A;, = E;/ Z?:l E; denotes the j-th share of exposure. Therefore, A, is the j-th

percentage of the total risky exposure in the portfolio, and Z?:l Ajp, = 1.

Actually, in a classical default risk mode, Z; can be seen as the product of an indicator
function D; € {0,1} and a loss-given-default (LGD) percentage of the face value of loan j.
Here, D; = 1 means "default of j before 7”. LGDs (also one minus recovery rates) are random
percentages of the exposure shares A;,, without modeling the exact time when these cash-flows
are repaid. Equivalently, it means all repayments occur at the same time horizon T'. Note that
1—Z; can be interpreted as the T-market value of j’s exposure, for a nominal of one, as usually
under a market risk point-of-view. We assume that every variable Z; is bounded from above by
a constant Zj. This level will be one most of the time, but we do not exclude the possibility of

negative recovery rates (i.e. losses larger than 100%).

We work under the static factor model framework, that is usual in credit risk portfolio
modeling (see Koyluoglu and Hickman, 1998, Gordy, 2000, Gregory and Laurent, 2005, etc):
conditionally on a given random vector X € R™, the random variables Z;, j = 1,2,..., are
mutually independent. In other words, the dependence between the individual losses is generated

by some ”systematic” random factors only, gathered into a vector X.

The GA methodology works well when the number of underlyings n is ”large”, but the
total portfolio notional is kept as a constant. In the literature, a portfolio is called ”infinitely
granular” when its size goes to the infinity (n — oco) and when every individual exposure share
is infinitesimal with respect to the total portfolio size: limy, oo SUp;_y _, [Ajn| = 0. It is well-
known that, under this infinitely granular assumption, the law of L,, is similar to the law of
E[L,|X]. Since the latter law is a lot more simpler than the former, most of the time, it is
tempting to approximate the cdf or the quantiles of L,, by those of E[L,|X]. This provides a

first-order approximation of risk measures like VaRs, that we call ? EVaR”.

Instead of dealing with more or less ad-hoc arguments, we will lead a mathematically rig-

orous Fourier analysis of the random loss L,,. First, we will calculate the relation between the



characteristic functions of L,, and E[L,|X], by some Taylor expansions. Second, some inversions
of Fourier transforms will provide their corresponding relations in terms of cumulative distri-
bution functions. Finally, we will deduce the link between their quantiles, and therefore their

granularity adjustment terms 3.

2.2. The classical proof of granularity adjustments

Let us recall the usual way of deriving a granularity adjustment. The standard method
relies on the sensitivity of Value-at-Risk w.r.t. individual exposures, by invoking the results
of Gouriéroux, Laurent and Scaillet (2000). To be short, they consider a continuum of losses

between the true random loss L, and its infinitely granular approximation:
L, (e) = E[L,|X] +¢. (L, — E[L,|X]),

where € € [0,1]. For a given level o € (0,1), denote by VaR,(e) the Value-at-Risk associated
with the loss L, (g). The case e = 1 corresponds to the true portfolio loss, and the case e = 0
corresponds to the loss of the infinitely granular portfolio. A limited expansion between ¢ = 0
and ¢ = 1 links together VaR,(Ly,) (the VaR of L,) and its approximation VaR,(E[L,|X])
(the VaR of E[L,|X] that we called "EVaR”):

OV aR,(e) 1 0?VaR,(¢)

Je  |e=0 2 0%  |e=0 L

VaRa(Ly) = VaRa(1) = VaRo(E[L,|X]) +

To lighten notations, we will denote VaR,(E[Ly|X]) by EVaR,, o, and E[L,|X] by p,(X).

By simple calculations, it can be proved that

OVaR,(e
8“() = E[Ly, — un(X) | un(X) = EVaR, 4] = 0.

€ le=0
This property is always true. It does not depend on the fact that X may be of dimension one
and/or the function p, may be monotonic. Indeed, the event {u,(X) = EVaR, } can be

rewritten {X € A} for some measurable subset A in R™. Since E[L,|X € A] is an average of

expected losses E[L,|X = x| when x € A, then

E[Ln|pin(X) = EVaRy o) = E[Ln | X € A] = EVaRy,..

$Note that Martin and Wilde (2002) have used the inversion of the Laplace transform to calculate derivatives of
Value-at-Risk in a simplified framework, and they deduced the main ”granularity adjustment” term. Nonetheless,
they have not paid attention to the precision of this approximation.



Therefore, the granularity adjustment terms will come from the second order derivative of
VaR,(e) wrt. €. In the case of a univariate systematic factor X, Gouriéroux, Laurent and
Scaillet (2000) provide the corresponding formulas, but under some strong regularity conditions.
In particular, they assume that the joint density of (Ly, 1 (X)) exists w.r.t. the Lebesgue mea-
sure. Unfortunately, portfolio loss distributions often discrete, at least partly. Since empirical
quantiles (and then VaR measures) can still be defined by generalized inverse functions, it is

important to adapt the theoretical results in this case. This will be done below.
2.3. A refined proof of granularity adjustments

Now, we set some additional notations. Since we rely on some Fourier transform techniques,

let x1, and x,(x) be the characteristic functions of L, and p,(X) respectively, i.e.

Xz (t) := E[exp (itLy)], and x,(x)(t) := E [exp (itpn(X))],

for any t. Since every random loss Z; is upper bounded by a constant Zj then, conditionally on

the value of the systematic factor, the variance of the j-th loss exists and is defined by
V(X) = B[Z2|X] - E[Z,|X].

Note that the laws of the individual losses Z; may differ, for different indices j, what is

the case in practice. For any vector x € R™, x_() denotes the m — 1 dimensional vector
(xlv sy Th—15Lh+1, - - - 733m)-
Assumption Al. pn(X) has a density f,x) wrt the Lebesgue measure on R™.

Assumption A2. Xi, the first component of X, is an argument of u,(X) and z;
pin(21,%_(1)) is strictly increasing and differentiable for every vector x_ ;). Moreover, we assume

that the factor X has a density fx w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure on R™.

The latter technical conditions are satisfied easily in most of the factor models that have
been considered in the literature. For convenience, A2 highlights the role of the first component

of X. Obviously, this index can be changed and the condition A2 modified.

More generally when m > 2, for any v € R and j = 1,...,n, we can define

kj(v) == E[V;(X)[pun(X) = v]fux)(v), under Assumption Al, and



ax_()

kj(v) == Vi(x x) =)
= [

under Assumption A2,
(1) Hn (X)

where 0y, denotes the partial derivative of p,, w.r.t. its k-th argument, k = 1,...,m. These

functions x; will provide the main terms of GAs hereafter.

Note that, in the case of a univariate factor model, i.e. X € R, these formulas are respectively

Vilu=t(v “L(y
5 (0) = Vi (0) (0, amd () o= 220D L0,

(2)

Even if multi-factor models are commonly used in practice, their GAs have been calculated
very seldom in the literature, until now. Indeed, most of the time, the analytical difficulty is far
higher than in the univariate case. Pykhtin (2004) has proposed to solve this problem by finding
a comparable one-factor portfolio whose loss distribution is ”similar to” the original multi-factor
loss distribution. This technique has been extended and refined by Voropaev (2011). In the case
of homogenous portfolios, Gagliardini and Gouriéroux (2013) have provided exact GA under a

simple stochastic volatility model.

In this paper, for the sake of illustration, a few functions ; and their corresponding GAs
are provided in Appendix C, in the case of models that involve several systematic factors.
In particular, in Appendix C.3, we have tackled a two-factor extension of the Amraoui and
Hitier (2008) model, that constitutes the standard model in the market to price synthetic CDO
tranches. This model is an extension of the Gaussian copula model of Li (2000) but with random
recoveries.

Theorem 1. Under Assumption A1 or A2, and if the following conditions are fulfilled:
(i) For every j =1,...,n, the function x — Gj(z) := [*__k; is bounded.
(ii) Every function éj :t— [exp(itu)r;(u) du is integrable, j =1,...,n.

(11i) There exist some constants € € (0,1) and M = M, > 0 such that max;—;__p MnAjan <
1—e¢.

Then, for any x € R,

[P(Lp, <2+40)+ P(L, <z —0)] =
+ Thoolx) + 1o (),

[P(pn(X) < +0) + P(un(X) <z = 0)]

N =
N =

where the granularity adjustment (of loss distributions) is
1 n
Thoo(x) = 5 Z A?nn; (),
j=1

7



and the remainder term ryp pr(x) satisfies

+oo +0o0
()] < | /M T (xo (1) exp(—it) /1) dt] + | / Im (X#(X)(t) exp(—it)/t) di]

1 n 400 . ' 19 "
+ o7 2 1A§n|/M Im (Gj(t)texp(—ztx)) dt| _1_[ ZAgan
j:
4 2
M 14 14
T ZAianz exp([ + ke MZZA%Z; )
7j=1
where

b In(1/e) 1 1
(=g 2 -e) (1-e)2]°
See the proof in the appendix. The main objective of Theorem 1 is to evaluate whether GAs
can improve the first order approximation (of the law of L, by the law of p,(X)). This will

be the case when T}, oo (x) >> 7, p(x) for some relevant values z (close to the targeted VaR,
typically).

Note that the choice of a convenient value M depends on n, but our main result above is
fundamentally ”at a finite distance”. Intuitively, the larger is the size n, the larger will be M,,,
under the constraint sup; MnAjan < 1 —¢e. This constraint precludes some situations where a
small subset of exposures concentrates a significant part of the whole portfolio exposure. In other
words, when the number of names n tends to the infinity, A;, should tend to zero sufficiently
quickly, so that the remaining terms in (3) are negligible w.r.t. the granularity adjustment

Th,00 () itself.

A similar constraint appeared in the seminal paper of Gordy (2003): to prove the first-order
approximation of L, by u,(X) almost surely, his Assumption (A-2) says that E,/> ,_; B =
O(n=1/27¢) for some ¢ > 0. Note that this implies A;, = O(j7/27¢) but not necessarily
Ajp = O(n‘lﬂ_c). In our paper, such conditions have to be revisited because, compared to
Gordy (2003), we are dealing with higher order terms on one side (more demanding) but we prove
only convergence in law on the other side (less demanding). Therefore, following Theorem 1,
our required conditions on (A;,) and (M,) are written in terms of sums, like My Y 7 | A%
for some couples of integers (p, q) (see (3)). Heuristically, we can see that our analysis will be

globally more demanding than Condition (A-2) in Gordy (2003) (except in some pathological



situations). Indeed, due to Theorem 1, we need to satisfy
n n
4 2 12 2
Mp{d_ ALY << Y ALuri(@)
J=1 Jj=1

for some z. If the risk of every individual follows the same law (homogeneity), then x; does not
depend on j and the latter inequality implies that M} Z?:l A?n << 1. Then, >>%_, A?n has to

tend to zero because M,, — co. But Gordy’s condition (A-2) implies only Z?:l A?n converges.

Even if our theoretical results cover arbitrary individual exposure shares, consider the typical
case of a balanced portfolio below: Aj, =1/n, j =1,...,n. Then, T, oo and GAs are of order
n~!, and we would like to check that rp ar(x) = o(n™1). A necessary condition, that will be

discussed in Section 3, is M3 = o(n).

Note that the third-order VaR adjustments (see Equation (11) in Voropaev, 2011, e.g.)
involve the third moment of the individual losses Z;. Interestingly, such quantities appear in
Theorem 1, but indirectly, through their upper bounds 2]3 in Equation (3). This is logical since

our goal was only to upper bound the error terms of GA expansions.

It is well-known that the Fourier transform maps the space of rapidly decreasing functions
onto itself (Yosida, Th. 1, p. 147). Therefore, when the law of losses follows such a behavior, in
particular when it exhibits thin tails, it is likely the associated GA will provide ”good” results.

This intuition will be illustrated empirically in Section 3.
2.4. Granularity adjustments and Value-at-Risk approximations

Now, let us link the Value-at-Risk of the true loss L,, and of its “infinitely granular” approxi-
mation p,(X). For any non-decreasing function F' and any u € [0, 1], let F~(u) := inf{z|F(z) >
u} be a quantile function that is associated with F'. This is the standard generalized inverse

function, as defined in the literature. The cdf of any random variable Z will be denoted by F.
To simplify, we suppose in this subsection that:
Assumption B. The laws of L, and u,(X) are continuous.

Then, Theorem 1 implies that, under some technical assumptions and for every x,

FLn(x) = Fun(x)(l‘) + Tn’oo(.l‘) + T‘n’M(.CL‘).



We hope that the last term r, p7(z) can be seen as negligible, when M is well chosen and when

the underlying distributions satisfy some regularity conditions.

Now, for a given a € (0,1), the value-at-risk of L,, at level « is defined as the generalized
inverse of Fr,,, i.e.

VaRa(Ly) = Fj (a).

Most of the time, there exists a single possible value-at-risk for a given level «, except when
Fr,, takes the value o on a non-empty interval I,: Fr, (x) = « for every = € I,. In this case,
every number in the interior of I, is a VaR, candidate. Note that this situation is very unlikely
in practice when different exposures per name are considered. In every case, under B, we satisfy
the nice property

Fr,(VaRo(Ly)) = o, and F, x)(EVaR,q) = a.

Theorem 2. Under Assumption B and the assumptions of Theorem 1, if f,(x), the density of
pn(X), ezists and is not zero in the neighborhood of EVaR,, o then

Tnoo(VaRa(Ly)) + v (VaRa(Ly))

VaRa(Ln) = EVaRy o —
fu(X) (’Ua)

i

for some real number M, chosen as in Theorem 2, and some number v, such that

|va — EVaR, o < |EVaRy, o — VaRa(Ly,)|.

PROOF. It is a simple consequence of a limited expansion. Indeed,

F,.x)(EVaR,o) = a = Fr,, (VaRa(Ly))

= F,,x)(VaRuy(Ly)) + Tnoo(VaRa(Ly)) + rar(VaRa(Ly)),
and then
Jux)(Wa)- (EVaR, o —VaRa(Ln)) = Thoo(VaRa(Ln)) + ram(VaRa(Ly)),

for such a number v,. O

The size of the error term 7y, pr(VaRy(Ly)) is related to the choice of M, to the tails of the
characteristic functions of losses and to the behavior of the exposure shares A;,, j =1,...,n
for large n. Invoking Equation (2) and assuming the remainder term 7, ps is negligible w.r.t.

T),00, we deduce the usual granularity adjustment of VaR easily.

10



Corollary 3. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2,

1
QfM(X) (EVCLRa) j

VaRy(Ly) ~ EVaR, —

2
A2 Ki(BVaR,), (4)
=1

If the systematic factor X := X is univariate, if A1 and A2 are fulfilled, then

/ d |V 7;1 f ;1 d —

(o) o= gy [P R B 00 0) 6

FEquivalently, we have

N 1 — 9 V'/(VCLRX,a) f2n|X(EVaRa)
VaRa(Ly) ~ EVaRq — 5 ; A2 h (Valix) + Vi(VaRx.a) T (BVala) (6)
or even
N 1 — o 4 [Vi(t)fx(t)

VoRalta) < BV s 2 [0 e,

PRrROOF. Equation (4) is just a consequence of Theorem 2. Due to the monotonicity of pi,,

note that P(E[L,|X] <t) = P(X < u;'(t)), and then

Fux)(t) = )

This proves Equation (5). Since Mr_Ll(VCLRE[LMX],a) = VaRx,, we deduce Equation (6). We

get Equation (7) by setting v = u,(¢) and writing derivatives w.r.t. ¢ instead of v. O

Therefore, we recover the granularity adjustment formulas, as they appeared in Wilde
(2001a,b), Gordy (2003) or Martin and Wilde (2002), among others. Nonetheless, these for-
mulas consider that EVaR, and VaR,(L,) are sufficiently close so that we can use one of the
other as arguments of x; and/or Ju(x), in the granularity adjustment formula. Actually, in
practice, this choice could matter, even if it should be negligible asymptotically. Moreover, the
calculation that of EVaR, and VaR,(X) is far more simpler than the evaluation of VaR,(Ly,).
The latter quantity is often estimated by simulation (i.e. with a statistical noise), when the
former ones are obtained in closed form most of the time, i.e. with a very high level of accuracy.
An analysis of the biaises and the uncertainties induced by the use of simulation-based VaRs

can be found in Gordy and Juneja (2010).

11



Therefore, we propose a new GA: set

— 1
VaR, o = 5(VCLROC(LH) + EVaR, ). (8)
Corollary 4. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2,

1
VaRa(Ly) ~ EVaRy — 2o (VaFns) Z::A]n L(VaRa(Ly)). (9)

When the systematic factor X := X is univariate, and when A1 and A2 are fulfilled, we have

VaRy(Ly) ~ EVaR,

1_ ) /'L;z(iun VaRna i |: fX( ):|
2fx (i (VaRna)) ,(kn' (VaRa(Ln)) =" dt | ph(®) | syt (vara(no))

(10)

The latter formulas are slightly more complex than the traditional GA formulas in Corol-
lary 3. Nonetheless, for theoretical reasons (see the proof of Corollary 3), there are some hopes

their relevance is slightly higher. We will discuss this point in the empirical Section 3.

Actually, it should be noticed that the previous GA formulas belong to a more general class

of granularity adjustments: for a given 6 in [0, 1], set
Var,o(0) .= 0VaRy(Ly,) + (1 — 0)EVaR, 4.
Therefore, there exists a continuum of GA formulas

a(Ln) =~ EVaR, — A? nsa ' 1%, (11
VaRa(Ln) = EVaRa = 5o VaRM Z S (VaRna(0)), (0.6) € 0.1 (11)

In Corollaries 3 and 4, we have just chosen (0,6’) = (0,0) and (6,60") = (1/2, 1) respectively.
2.5. Granularity adjustments and Value-at-Risk approrimations with discrete loss distributions

Now, we would like to remove Assumption B, to be able to deal with discontinuous L,, loss
distributions. This case appears naturally when exposures and recoveries are assumed to be
fixed (a rough but standard assumption, unfortunately). On the other side and following the
GA literature, we still assume that the distribution of E[L,|X] is continuous, and that it owns
a density w.r.t. the Lebesgue measure. Actually, most of the previous results still apply with

slight modifications under this new framework.

12



To apply Theorem 1, we define the normalized cdf F by
1
F(z):= i[F({L' —0) + F(z +0)],

for every . Theorem 1 says that, under some conditions of regularity, for every =,

Fr,(2) = Fpp (%) (@) + Tooo () + 1o (2).
Now, for a given « € (0, 1), the value-at-risk of L, at level « is a corresponding quantile of

Fy,.. To be consistent with Theorem 1, we decide that the VaRs are always defined as quantiles

of FLn:

VaRa(Ly) := Fy, (a), a€(0,1).

On one side, let us assume that the levels o we consider are "reached” by the corresponding

cdfs. In other words, « lies in the range of these cdfs:
Assumption B*. Fy, (VaRa(Ly)) = a.

This assumption may be strong in practice, if a chosen independently of the range of L,’s

values. Since we have assumed the law of 11,,(X) is continuous, note that we always have
Fﬂn(x)(EvaRnya) = Fun(X) (EvaRn,a) = Q.

By the same arguments as above, we get easily:

Proposition 5. If the distribution of L,, is general (possibly with discrete masses), Theorem 2,
Corollary 3 and 4 still apply, replacing Assumption B with Assumption B*.

On the other side, if a does not belong to the image set of Fr, then Fr (VaRs(Ly)) is
different from o, except when « lies in the middle of [Fy,(VaRa(Ln) — 0), Fu(VaRa(Ly) + 0)],
due to our definition (8). This difference can be significant, and of the order of magnitude of

granularity adjustments themselves.

For instance, consider the extreme case of perfect dependence between the r.v.s’ Z; and a
scalar systematic factor X, i.e. Z; = 1(X < a) for some constant a. Then, if all exposure shares
are constant and equal to 1/n, then L,, takes the two values 0 and 1 only. Thus, Fy, € {0,1/2,1}.

In this case, the quantiles that can be invoked to apply Theorem 2 are related to o € {0,1/2,1}

13



only. The same reasoning applies when L,, takes the values {/1,...,¢,} only, and FLn 45) = qj,
j=1,...,p. Then, with our conventions and strictly speaking, Proposition 5 can be invoked

with the levels o € {q1,..., ¢y} only.

To go one step beyond, assume that we define the loss quantiles by our usual rule VaR, (L) =
inf{t|Fy, (t) > a}, and that Fp, (VaRa(L,)) = o # a. Thus, since Fun(x)(EVaRnya) = a, we

have
Fun(X) (EVaRy, o) = Fun(x)(VaRa(Ln)) + T oo(VaRo(Ly)) +1(VaRy(Ly)) + o — o,

and, under the conditions of regularity of Theorem 2, we get

Tnoo(VaRa(Ly)) +r(VaRa(Ly)) + a — o*
fu(X) (’Ua)

VaRa(Ly) = EVaRy o —

i

for some number v, such that v, — VaRa(Ly)| < |[EVaRy o — VaRo(Ly)|. Unfortunately,
the last additional term can be significant, i.e. not negligible w.r.t. the GA adjustment. For

instance, it is at most 1/(2f,(x)(va)) in our example.

Therefore, in general, il will be more difficult to apply GA theoretical results when the
underlying loss distributions are discrete, a rather common situation. That is why we advise
to work under Assumption B*, i.e. to apply the granularity adjustments only at some quantile
levels a such that Fy, (VaRa(Ly)) = a. In practice, it may be difficult to insure such a condition,
unfortunately. Indeed, VaR-levels are often imposed by managers or regulators, whatever the loss
distribution. A convenient solution should be to introduce random recovery rates systematically
and then to get smooth loss distributions. Another way would be to introduce random exposures,
as in Gordy and Marrone (2012). Such exposures may be driven by random credit spreads or
interest rates, but any other market factor can be considered. They may be introduced by
keeping the previous Aj, unchanged and deterministic, but by multiplying Z; by a new random
variable e;, Elej] = 1, j = 1,...,n. The additional random variables (ei,...,ey) could be

correlated too.
2.6. Granularity adjustments and FExpected Shortfall approrimations

It is tempting to get an equivalent of Corollary 3 but for expected shortfalls, in the sense of

Acerbi and Tasche (2002): for any « € (0, 1), the a-level expected shortfall of a loss function L
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is defined by

_ VaR,(L)

1—a

ESo(L) = —— B[LA(L > VaRa(L))]

=1—a (. — P(L < VaR,(L)),
when the value-at-risk is defined by VaR, (L) = inf{t|F(t) > a}. With the latter definition, we

get a coherent measure of risk, that satisfies the noteworthy relation:

1 1
ES.(L) = T a/ VaR, (L) du.

Then, as noticed in Martin and Tasche (2007) or Gordy (2004), the granularity adjustment of
an expected shortfall may be just deduced from the integration of granularity adjustments for

a continuum of value-at-risks.

Here, under the assumptions of Corollary 3 and by integrating Equation (4), we get

ESy(Ly) ~ ESy(E[L,|X]) — n;-(VaRMn(X)’u) du.

1 = ! 1
- A2,n/
2(1 - a) ]z; ! «a fM(X) (VaRp,n(X),u)

Unfortunately, getting an upper bound of the remainder term seems to be significantly more

tedious than for VaR,(Ly), in particular because of the denominator in the latter equation.

An fruitful idea could be to note that, at least for continuous loss distributions,

BSo(L) = 1(__1()1 /ija@) u (1~ Fy)(du) = VaRa(L) + - ! . /ija@)“ P (w) du.

The remainder term of ES-granularity adjustments is thus related to the rest f&‘; Re (L) .00 (z) dx,
where 7, o is detailed in the proof of Theorem 1. With the notations of the appendix, this implies

to upper bound

[ (e itn (30) 7 (X, )] exp(ita) 1}
VaRa(L) J0

for an explicit but very complicated function 7, (X,t). Clearly, the result will depend strongly

on the behavior of the function
t — E[exp (itp, (X)) 7 (X, 1)) .

Due to the strength and the number of the required conditions, we stop trying to find an explicit

GA upper bound for expected shortfalls here. We keep this task for further developments.
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3. Empirical performances of Granularity Adjustments

Note that, in the literature, there are not so many empirical analysis of granularity adjust-
ments. Historically, Gordy (2003) was the first one. His framework was a simplified CreditRisk+
type model. Since the tails of the loss distributions generated by this model behave regularly and
are thin, the performances of GA approximations appeared very convincing: see Table C.1. Sim-
ilar findings have been obtained with CreditMetrics-type, KMV Portfolio Manager-type models,
or even the Basel 2 credit risk model: see Emmer and Tasche (2005), Gordy and Marrone
(2012), for instance. This is due to the formal similarities between these models, in terms of loss

distributions, as explained in Koyluoglu and Hickman (1998).

From the previous theoretical results, it appears clearly that the quality of granularity ad-
justments depends on the regularity of the underlying distributions. In other words, it is likely
such adjustments do a good job for some models, and may do a bad job for others, in the
sense that GAs do not provide improvements w.r.t. the crude approximation L, law E[L,|X].
In this section, we introduce different credit risk models. For convenience, the portfolios will
be homogenous: Aj, = 1/n for all j = 1,...,n. We compare their (true or numerically ap-
proximated) VaRs with their first-order approximations in the framework of infinitely granular
portfolios, denoted by ” EVaR”. Moreover, we measure to what extent granularity adjustments
induce refined VaR measurements. The two GAs, as given by Corollaries 3 and 4, will be de-
noted by GA1 and GA2 respectively. The exact formulas of the GAs we consider in this section

are detailed in Appendix B.

Note that our theoretical results allow to state when GAs will work, but not when some
problems of accuracy will occur necessarily. In other words, we have stated sufficient conditions
of regularity, but not necessary conditions. Nonetheless, we will check empirically the empirical

relevance of the conditions of regularity induced by Theorem 1.

To be specific and with the previous notations, our granularity term 7}, o(VaRo(Ly)) is of
order 1/n in the case of balanced portfolios. It is easy to check that the error term 7, ps(x) is
0(Th.00(z)) (for every z) only if M3 /n = o(1), due to the last term in the r.h.s. of (3). One task
will be to check whether the other terms on the r.h.s. of this inequality are not too large compared

t0 Tp,00- For every model, we will focus on the term Ins(x) := [y Im(x,(x)(t) exp(—itx)/t) dt,
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where x will be (close to) a value-at-risk of the loss distribution. Most of the time, it can be
evaluated relatively easily, contrary to [y, Im(xz, (t) exp(—itz)/t) dt. Moreover, set Jys(z) :=
max}_; AZOO Im (G] (t)t exp(—itx)) dt. Tt is necessary that this term tends to zero when n — oo

so that 7, p(2) << T 00().
3.1. Granularity adjustments in a continuous loss framework: Toy model 1.

As a benchmark, we choose the most simple credit model as possible. Its main advantage
relies in its tractability and by the fact that (true) VaRs can be calculated analytically. In this
model, the random loss amount that is associated with the name i is still measured by the r.v.
Z; and the vector (Z;)i=1,...n is Gaussian. Actually, we assume a standard underlying one-factor
model:

Zi = a; + oi(piX + /1= p;X]), (12)

where X and the X}, i = 1,...,n, are (jointly) independent standard Gaussian variables. The

parameters a;, o; and p; are positive constants, with p; € [0, 1].

These assumptions are rather unusual in the credit area, particularly due to the likelihood of
negative losses, and due to the unboundedness of the potential loss amounts. Even if some mark-
to-market models can generate positive and/or negative credit losses, the standard framework
avoid them, by considering only bonds or loans for instance. Nonetheless, we can say that, in

this example, we are interested in market risk only.

Under this specification, the laws of L,, and E[L,|X] are Gaussian and their characteristic
functions decrease towards zero at an exponential rate. Particularly, in the case of an homoge-
nous pool of names, Ip;(z) = o(n~!) by choosing M = n?, a < 1/3. Moreover, it is easy to check
that the conditions (i) and (ii) are satisfied, because every G behaves like ¢ — exp(—Ct?) for
some constants C' > 0. Then Jy/(x) = o(n~!), obviously. Therefore, the remainder term 7, s

in Theorem 1 will be sufficiently low for a convenient choice of M, and we should get nice GAs.

This is what we observe, indeed. Tables C.2 and C.3 provide exact and approximated VaR
calculations. As expected, the granularity approximations do a perfect job, by approximating
the true VaR levels with a very high level of accuracy. Moreover, there are virtually no differences

between our two GA formulas GA1 and GA2.
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Interestingly, if we replace all the previous standard Gaussian variables by exponential ran-
dom variables, with parameter one, the picture is changed: see Table C.4. The GAs improve the
EVaR calculations only when the correlation parameter p; is small. This was not so surprising.
Indeed, with this specification, the function ¢ — I'm(G(t)t exp(—itz)) is not integrable, a clue
for future problems. Therefore, replacing a continuous very thin tailed distribution (the Gaus-
sian one) by another continuous cdf with less rapidly decreasing in the tails (the exponential
law) is sufficient to jeopardize our GA results. Therefore, even very smooth and regular loss
distributions can suffer from problems with GAs, depending on their tail behaviors, as can be
measured through their characteristic functions.

3.2. Granularity adjustments in an homogenous discrete one-factor Merton model: Toy model
2.

Let us consider now discrete loss functions. For the time being, we restrict ourselves on the

standard one-factor Merton-style model, as introduced in the seminal paper of Vasicek (2002),

for which
ZZ':].(\/EX—F\/l—pZ‘XiSbZ‘),’iIl,...,n. (13)

Here, the individual losses can take only two values in this model: zero or one. X and Xj,
i1 = 1,...,n, are mutually independent Gaussian random variables. The default thresholds b;
are related to default probabilities by the usual relation b; = <I>_1(PDZ~). The coefficient p; is
i-th asset correlation (between its asset value and the systematic risk X). Multi-factor versions
of this model have been implemented in CreditMetrics ou Moody’s-KMV, for instance. For the

sake of analytical tractability, we consider homogenous portfolios, for which
Ai=n"t pi=p, PDi=PD,Vi=1,...,n.

In this case, we can apply our theoretical results and calculate the granularity adjustment

Tnoo(VaRp(L,|x],a)  (—1)
’ S = 2VaR w1
fuxy(VaRg(L, x).q) 2n ( E[Ln|X],

1—p. _1 VaRgr,x),«(1 — VaRg,x) a))
+ /Lo ) - o (VaR NE : N

This formula appeared already in the literature, notably Emmer and Tasche (2005), or

Gagliardini and Gouriéroux (2013) more recently.
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For this model, GAs work pretty well, as seen in Table C.5. We could get such an intuition

through an analysis of x,,(x). Indeed, after a change of variable, we see that

1 —1
Xu(x) (t) o< /0 exp(ity) exp <—;[q) \/gy) - \%p_—:%]z) dy

Therefore, by doing g successive integrations by parts, it can be shown easily that x,x)(t) =
O(t=%) and Ips(x) = O(M~971) as soon as ¢ < 1/p. Therefore, recalling Theorem 1, if M ~971 +
M?n=2 << n~!, the corresponding GA should work. The latter constraint is satisfied when
q > 3, i.e. when p < 1/3. This is exactly what we observe in Table C.5: when p < 1/3, GAs
improve significantly the EVaR infinitely granular approximations. It is no more the case when

p is larger.

By considering non standard structural-type credit portfolio models, we are leaving the
previous "ideal world”, and GAs may be jeopardized even more. For instance, consider a second

version of the ”Toy model 27, defined by
Zi =1(X; < a; + b X), (14)

where X;, i = 1,...,n are n independent random variables uniform on [0, 1]. The systematic

r.v. X will be independent of the X; variables, and will follow various distributions:

1. a uniform distribution on (0, 1);
2. a Bates distribution, that is the average of m uniform on (0,1) and independent random
variables, m > 2;

3. a Beta distribution on [0, 1], defined through its two positive parameters p and ¢, as usual.

In the first case, the characteristic function of E[L,|X] is proportional to the function ¢ —
sin(ot/2)/(ot), where ¢ = Y, A;b;. Simple calculations show that Ip;(z) behaves like a
sum of quantities sin(C.M)/M?, for some constants C. Therefore, in the case of homogenous
portfolios, the upper bound obtained in Theorem 1 will be O(1/M? + M*/n?) that cannot be
o(1/n), whatever the choice of M,. Moreover, t — tG;(t) behaves like a sum of ¢ — exp(iCt)
for some real constants C. Then, this function is not integrable in this case and Jys(z) will not
be o(1). Then, it is unlikely that GAs improve the VaR estimates in the case of a uniform X

r.v. This is exactly what we check in Table C.6: granularity adjustments look like small noises.
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They do not improve VaR calculations, even after taking into account the statistical uncertainty

around the empirical VaR estimates.

Since the assumption of a uniform systematic random variable is not particularly realistic, we
have led the same experiment when X follows a Bates distribution with m degrees of freedom.
The case m = 1 corresponds to the uniform law. Through an integration by parts argument, we
check easily that the characteristic function of p,(X) is O(t~™). Thus, by another integration
by parts argument, we can show that I5/(x) behaves as a sum of quantities sin(C(z).M)/M™*!,
for some constants C'(z) that depend on x. Therefore, a sufficient condition for the relevance
of GAs is given by m > 3 (set M,, = n® with a € (1/(m + 1);1/4)). Note that the asymptotic
behavior of ¢ — t@j(t) is the same as a sum of functions t + sin(bt)" /t™~! for some integers
r > 1. We deduce Jy(x) = O(M~™F1), that tends to zero when m > 1. Actually, GAs work
pretty well even when m > 3: see Table C.7. Note that the strength of the GA improvements
does not increase with m when m > 3 necessarily. At some stage, apparently, we can even
observe a relative loss of performance. For instance, when (a;,b;) = (0.2,0.2) for every name,
the best job is obtained with m = 6, but not with m = 9 or m = 12 that provide worse results

than m = 3.

To complete this experiment, assume now that X follows a beta B(p, ¢) distribution, p, ¢ > 0.
Then, the characteristic function of y,,(X) is a confluent hypergeometric function M (p, p+q, iCt)
for some constant C: see Johnson and Kotz (1969, Equation (43) ; 1970, chap. 24). When ¢ is

large and positive, following Morse and Feshback (1953), we have

M(p,p+ q,it) ~ F(lzj(;—)q)ﬁrq exp(—iqm/2 + i|t]) + W!ﬂ‘p exp(ipm/2).

By an integration by parts, the asymptotic behavior of Iys(z) is O(M (@D /(1 —z) + M~ P+D),
Therefore, for a given level x, our previous upper bounds should tend to zero quicker than
M—min(@p)=1 Then, it is likely that GAs work when min(p,q) > 3 (set M, = n* with a €
(1/(min(p, q) 4+ 1);1/4)). Moreover, simple calculations show that G;(t) can be written as a
sum of functions t — exp(Cit)/t™"®9) (' being a constant. Then, Jy;(z) tends to zero when

min(p, q) > 1.

In the latter case, the results of our simulations are provided in Table C.8. Clearly, they

are significantly less convincing than those of Tables C.2 and C.3. As expected, depending
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on the parameters values p and ¢, the granularity adjustment can improve or deteriorate the
approximation of the true VaR level. Apparently, granularity adjustments improve significantly
the infinitely granular approximation when min(p,q) > 3. When p = 1 or ¢ = 1, they work
worse than the standard first order approximation EVaR,. Interestingly, when one of the
parameters p or ¢ goes up, when the other is staying one, the performances of the obtained GAs
are improved. Note there is no symmetry of our results w.r.t. the parameters p and ¢: when

(p,q) = (1,5), GAs do a pretty well job, but not in the case (p,q) = (5,1).
3.3. Granularity adjustments in a realistic credit portfolio model: Toy model 3.

The previous results were rather poor, and some people could argue that our problems are
coming from the discreteness of the underlying loss distributions. That is why we test now a
third specification, an extension of the Toy model 2. It will be more realistic than previously,

by introducing individual random severities S; (also called ”losses given default”, or "LGD"),

for every i = 1,...,n. The new loss model is
where all the r.v. X; and T;, ¢ = 1,...,n, are mutually independent and follow a uniform

distribution on (0,1). As previously, the random factor X will follow a Bates distribution
and/or a Beta distribution, and will be independent of the other variables. To take into account
the well-known dependency between recovery rates and systematic risk (see Altman et al. 2005,
e.g.), we have set an explicit link between the systematic default risk factor X and the individual
severities S;, through the coefficients d;: when X goes up, the systematic credit risk goes up,
and so the severity rates. All the coefficients a;, b;, ¢; and d; belong to (0,1). For convenience,
we have calculated GA1 only (usual granularity adjustments) in this model. Note that there
are a lot of different ways of introducing recovery risk in such credit risk models: see Pykhtin
(2003), Chen and Joslin (2012), Amraoui et al. (2012), among others. Our specification has

been chosen for the sake of simplicity only.

With these new specifications, it is difficult to check the order of magnitude of the remainder
term 7y, ar(x), or even of its components Ip/(z) and Jy(x). Indeed, p,,(X) is now a quadratic

function of X, and finding explicit evaluations of our previous Fourier transforms becomes an
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impossible task. Therefore, we will inspect the results only qualitatively, to check the robustness
of GA techniques w.r.t. to relatively natural model modifications. Therefore, we will compare
the Toy model 3 results with those obtained with the previous Toy model 2, or even in the case

of independence between default and recovery risks (when d; = 0 for every 7).

When the law of X is Bates, the results are shown in Table C.9. Globally, they confirm
those obtained in Table C.7: the higher m, the better are the GA results, and GAs improve
first-order approximations when m > 3. Nonetheless, when there is no systematic recovery risk
(di = 0), the additional amount of smoothness induced by idiosyncratic recoveries improves GA
performances, what is good news for practitioners. At the opposite, when there is dependency
between default and recovery risks, these performances suffer slightly, even if they remain ac-
ceptable. Nonetheless, it is difficult to draw very clear-cut conclusions, due to the statistical

uncertainty around our empirical VaR estimates.

This is confirmed when X follows a Beta distribution: see Tables C.10, C.11 and C.12.
The first table corresponds to the case of random but purely idiosyncratic recoveries (d; = 0,
for every i). In the latter case, the results seem to be slightly better than those obtained
in Table C.8, i.e. with smoothing individual losses: GAs improve EVaR, approximations
when min(p, q) > 2. The picture is a bit changed after the introduction of systematic recovery
risk. This is mainly due to much better EVaR, approximations. It is likely that this model
doesn’t allow enough idiosyncratic recovery risk to smooth the conditional loss distribution
adequately. Then, taking account the statistical VaR uncertainty, it remains almost no space
for GA improvements 4. Therefore, most of the time, we are unable to say whether GAs improve
the first-order approximations in the latter case. In practice, this means: ”all other things being

equal”, the higher is the systematic risk, the less relevant are GAs.

To conclude this empirical section, it would be nice to understand /predict when GAs provide
good results or not. Apparently, this is not a problem of discreteness ”per se”: the continuous
Toy model 1 with exponential random variables has encountered problems, and the discrete
Toy model 2 provides convenient results for some particular specifications and some parameter

values. Nonetheless, smoothing the underlying losses and adding more idiosyncratic noise cannot

4 Estimation of the GA by simulation is difficult enough, because simulation noise tends to swamp the small
gap between VaR and asymptotic VaR.” (Gordy and Marrone, 2012)
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worsen the picture (Toy model 3).

Martin and Tasche (2007) have warned against the existence of local maxima, particularly of
pn(X), that can deteriorate GAs. After a careful inspection of the empirical loss distributions
given by our toy models, it does not seem to be the case here. Since we consider homogenous
portfolios and a very large number of random draws, the empirical loss distributions look very
smooth. Moreover, since p,(X) is a linear function of X in our examples, its law is very smooth

and does not show local maxima.

Actually, it seems to us that GA techniques suffer when the underlying loss distributions
exhibit tails that do not decrease to zero sufficiently rapidly. The tail behavior of these distribu-
tions can be measured through the regularity and the decay ate of their associated characteristic
functions, as proposed in Theorem 1. Indeed, it is known that the Fourier transform maps the
Schwartz space (the space of infinitely differentiable functions decaying rapidly at infinity) into
itself. For a given model, a preliminary analysis in terms of Fourier transforms often provides
very relevant indications concerning the relevance of GAs, as we have seen with Toy model 2

(Gaussian) for instance.

4. Conclusion

In this article, we have proved a general formula for granularity adjustments. Our framework
encompasses multi-factor models, random recoveries and discrete loss distributions. Through
some Fourier transform techniques, we have exhibited an upper bound of the error terms of
such approximations, and introduced several GA-based formulas for VaR calculations. We
have tested the performances of granularity expansions in the case of several simple credit
portfolio specifications. It appears that, outside Gaussian or Poisson-like loss distributions, it
is relatively easy to observe disappointing approximated VaR levels through these techniques.
We have stressed the benefit from introducing recovery risks and/or random exposures in credit
risk models, before applying granularity approximations. We advise to check the regularity of
the underlying loss distribution of the model, before using ”blindly” such approximations. We
have provided some sufficient conditions to be insured these techniques can be used in safety.

Nonetheless, our results are fragile and other empirical experiments are surely necessary.
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Note that the same GA analysis could be led with Expected Shortfalls, even if obtaining the
equivalent of Theorem 2 would be significantly more painful. But there are some hopes to get
better empirical results in the most demanding models. Indeed, as noticed in Martin and Tasche
(2007), GAs for Expected Shortfalls seem to behave better than for VaRs, especially when there
are local modes in the distribution tails (even if this was not the case with the toy models we

have considered, apparently).

Finally, note that other expansion techniques exist in the literature. For instance, Voropaev
(2011) approximated VaR or Expected Shortfall levels recently through infinite expansions based
on Hermite polynomial. There, the successive terms decrease like pP/pl, p = 1,2, ..., for some
correlation level p, the portfolio size being fixed. Alternatively, usual GA successive terms
decrease as n~" for ”large” portfolio sizes n and successive powers r > 0. Therefore, the nature

of these asymptotic expansions are very different and need further investigation.
Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 1.

Denote by p;(X) the default probability of j before T, conditionally on the factor X. There-

fore, by setting
i (X, 1) := p;j(X) (Elexp(itAjnZ;)|Dj = 1, X] — 1) = Elexp(itA;jnZ;)|X] - 1,
and due to the conditional independence assumption, we can write

X1(t) = E [Elexp(itL,)|X]] = E | [ [ Elexp(itA;nZ;)|X]
Jj=1

= FE |exp Zln{l—l—lbj(xat)}

=1

= E |exp z¢j(x,t) — (X, 1) /24 1y (X, ) (A1)
j=1

where

u2

1
(X.) = o 3
000 =) [ G

The latter relation is obtained by integrating the relation

2,2
1 ju
=1—-9u+ TZJJ
1+¢ju 1+1/Jju
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between 0 and 1. A Taylor expansion with an integral form remainder provides
. . £ o 2
¢j(X,t) = E[exp(ztAjan)]X] —1= ZtAan[Zj‘X] — iAan[Zj |X] + Tﬂ,J(X,i), (AQ)

where
343
it Ajn

’r‘wvj(X, t) = - 9

1
/ E [exp(ithjan)Z?\X] (1 —v)?dv.
0

By putting (A.2) into (A.1), we get

N t2 t2 _
xL(t) = E |exp Z{ztAan[Zj\X]—iAgnE[Zf\X]}—i—5A?nE[Zj\X]2+rx7j(X,t) ,
j=1

where 7, ;(X,t) can be specified explicitly:

_ 1 t?
i (Xot) =1y (X, 8) = {5 AZ B[Z3|X] = ry (X, 1)}

4 £2
+ ZtAan[Zj!X]{gAgnE[ZﬂX] =1y (X 1)} + 1y (X 1),

By another Taylor expansion, we get finally

. 2 & o
vL(t) = E |exp zt,un(X)—§ZAJQ~RV}(X)—|—ZTXJ(X,IS)

n

= E |exp (itpn(X))-{ 1 — —Z X) 4 7 (X, 1) ¢ |
where
1
(X, 1) ZTX] X, t) 4 (X, )2 / (1 —u)exp(&(X, t)u) du,
J=1 0
2 n n
t) = —% Z A3 V(X)) + Z Ty (X, 1).
j=1 j=1
We deduce
XL(t) = ZA lexp (itpn (X)) V(X))
+ Elexp (Ztun(X)) TX(X7t)] : (A.3)

A careful inspection of the proof of Theorem 4.4.3. in Kawata (1972) provides:

Lemma 6. Let F' be a bounded non decreasing function on R. Let xp be the associated charac-
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teristic function, i.e. xp(x) := [exp(itz)dF(t). Then, for every real number x,

P+ 0+ =0 = T2 [ (et 22 )

1
2 2 i t

This is the version of the Zolotarev (1957) formula, but adapted to possibly discontinuous
distributions. Note that the consider the usual average between F(x + 0) and F(z — 0), and
not any arbitrary weighted average. This is necessary to invoke powerful tools of the usual
Fourier theory, in particular Fourier’s single integral Theorem (Th. 4.3.1. in Kawata, 1972). By

applying the latter formula to the cdfs of the loss distributions L,, and p,(X), we get particularly

+oo
;[P(Ln<x+0)+P(Ln<$—0)]:;_jr/o Im(%)‘“’
1 ) eoof= L L[ (e
5 [P(un(X) <2 40) + P(un(X) <z = 0)] = 5 77/0 I (texp(m)> di,

for every x. Set
1 o M
Tom(x) = Py ZA?n/ ImA{E [exp (itpn (X)) V;(X)] texp(—itz)} dt,
j=1 0

for any M € R = RU {+oc}. Clearly, the granularity adjustment will come from the term

Th,00(2) (see the second term on the r.h.s. of Equation (A.3)). Note that

E [exp (itpn (X)) V;(X)] = E [exp (itpn (X)) E[V;(X)|pn(X)]]

= /exp(itv)/{j(v) dv under Al, and

E [exp (itp, (X)) V;(X)] = /exp (ttpn(x)) Vji(x) fx(x) dx = /exp(itv)ﬁj (v) dv under A2.

Note that v — Gj(v) = ffoo kj is a continuous and monotonic function. We have as-
sumed it is bounded and non decreasing. Its associated characteristic function is @j(v) =

[ exp(itv)k;(t) dt. Applying Lemma 6, we get

Gi(z) = Gf(‘;’o) - % /O i (éj(t) exp(—itz) /t) dt.

Actually, such a function is derivable almost surely. Since Gj € L'(R), we can apply the

dominated convergence theorem and calculate derivatives inside the integrand (see Billingsley
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(1995), Theorem 16.8 for details). We get

Gi(z) = 1 /0+OO Im (Gj(t)iexp(—ita:)> dt.

T
Since we have assumed the function ¢ — téj (t) belongs to L', we get further

G(x) = - /0 i (Gjtytexp(—itz)) at

™

400
_ ! /0 Im (E [exp (itpn (X)) V; (X)) t exp(—itz)) dt.

™

The previous term T}, oo (x) can be rewritten
2 //
Z A5.Gj (@ Z i (

Therefore, we have got the interesting result:

%[P(Ln <z+40)+ P(L, <z —0)]
- %[P(un(X) <z+0)+ P(un(X) <z -0 ZAan Kj
1 /*OO . N .
= o I AE [exp (ityun (X)) P (X, )] exp(—ita) /1) dt. (A-4)

It remains to deal with the remainder term R, (z), where we set for any M € R

o M
() /O Im { E [exp (itpn (X)) 7y (X, t)] exp(—itx) /t} dt.

™

RM(SE) =

To evaluate R (x), we cannot use the same method as for T}, o (). Indeed, E [exp (itpn (X)) 7y (X, 1)]
is not the Fourier transform of a non decreasing function. Moreover, this integral cannot be cal-
culated explicitly, unfortunately. Actually, to show that the latter remainder term R (z) is
negligible w.r.t. the “granularity-type” term 7), »o(x), we come back to Equation (A.3) and

restrict the domain of integration to some interval [0, M]. To be specific, by integrating (A.3),

we get
L[ (=) a2 [ i (0O "2 e~ T, 1(0) - Rastalas)

27



for every M > 0. But, as we have seen before,

1 (M —it 1 1
W/ Im <XL(t)eXp(tm> dt = 5 — 5 [P(Ly <2 +0) 4+ P(Ly <@ = 0)] = R} (), (A.6)
0
where
1 [t
RE’M(ZE) = / Im (xr(t) exp(—itz)/t) dt
™ JM
Note that
+o0
|Ry (= / IxL|-
Similarly,
1 M , 1 1
= [ 1m G O exp=ita) ) dt = 5= 5 (PU(X) <240
+ P(pa(X) <z —=0)] = Ry x p(2),

where

* 1 oo .

(@)= = [ Im (e (0 expl(ita) 1) di
and

1 [t
|R7:|X,M( )| < — M \Xu(x)|-

Moreover, the same reasoning as above proves that

Tom(x) = Thoo(T) — R%,M(z)a

n

+OO m (Gj(t)texp(—itx)) dt.

Note that

Ry (% y<ZA/ tG(t)| dt.

To tackle Rys(x), note that 7, (X, t) can be rewritten as a sum of terms that will be considered

as negligible w.r.t. T, «. Indeed, for every 0 < ¢ < M and every j, X,
[;(X, )] < tA;n| B[Z;|X]| < tA;nZ;,

by the mean value theorem. Actually, since we choose M such that M Ajan <1 — ¢ for every
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j and n, we obtain

1
I (X 8)] < X, 1) / — (X, ) e

u
g
o 1-(1—2u™

Note that
LA 343, 73
[y (X, 1) < —*= Z;B[Z}X] < —

Therefore,
3

_ 2 _
+ Az A3 Z3 + Jry (X 0]} + [y (X)] < 5+ kel (tAjnZ;)°.

7 g (X )] <y (X )] 41

We deduce

M (X 1)) < [18 + k] |t ZA?an + & v exp (),
j=1

where
n

ZA 18+k 1t ZAj’nzj’

Therefore, we obtain
| M
Rl <2 |2 [T ol
0
19 M2 S 5 3, M, dt
< [erks]-?mz:lAjnZg /o E[gn,texp(fn,t)]T
j:

Since

t2 19 &
Z 2 72 2 2
0<£nt<§[ +§—|—2k’5]j71A]nZ] =t

then we have

" 2 at M 4,3 2 2
E[‘fn,t eXP(ﬁn,t)] T < o1° exp (t o ) dt
0 0
M

< exp (M202) [exp(—=M?0?) — 1+ M?5?]/2

Mot
<

exp (Mzoz)

n

M4 14
ZAQ Z? % exp(| —l—k: ZAQ Z2M?),

<y jn—yg

IN
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proving the given upper bound for Rys(z). Finally, we deduce

[P(Ln < 2+ 0) + P(L, < & —0)] = % [P(n(X) < &+ 0) + P(n(X) < 2 — 0)]

+ Tnoo(®) = Rpar(2) + Rar(2) + Rpx ar(€) — B (),

N

proving the result. O

Appendix B. Details of GA calculations for the models in Section 3

For a given level o and every particular model considered in Section 3, we detail the approx-
imated VaRs:

EVaR, := EVaRy = E[Ly|X = VaR,(X)).

The associated granularity adjustments, as given in Corollaries 3 and 4, are
VaR,(L,) ~ EVaRy, — GAg, k=1,2,

where
1 - d [Vi(t)fx(t
TR — AL )
2fx(VaRxa) = 7"dt | () j—vany.,

and, by setting V,, o = (VaRa(Ly,) + EVaR,) /2,

)

GAs : 1 ) U%(Nﬁl(vaRn,a)) - A2 d[v}(t)fX(t)

T 2 x(m (VaRua)  y(im (VaRa(La)) 7"t | (0 ]u%wamn»'

Appendix B.1. Toy Model 1

EVaR, = (Z Aiai) + (Z Aio'ipi> VaRx o = Co + 01<I>_1(o<).

i=1 =1

Since the distribution of the losses L;, is Gaussian, we get a closed-form formula value-at-risk

VaRo(Ly) = Co + 0@ (a),

n n
0? = E[L%] — E[L,)* = ZA?O’? + Z AjAjoiojpip;.
i=1 ij=1

_ n 252(1 — p2
GAl — ( 1) . Zzzl :?zo-z (1 pz) . (I)—l
2 Zizl Azazpz

(@).
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By setting

we get
(=1 X ARef(1—p)) & o
GAy = L=t L Voo (Vy).
2¢(Va) > iz Aioipi #Va)

Replacing the Gaussian r.v.s by exponential laws with parameter one, we get

(-1) X0, A2 - p)

G = 2 Y1 Aioip;

Appendix B.2. Toy Model 2

Here, we estimate numerically the value-at-risk VaR,(Ly,) and VaRx , (in the case of a
Bates law). Since X belongs to (0,1), the expectation of the losses (conditionally on X) is a
linear function of X. We deduce

n n
EVaR, = (Z Aibi) VaRx o + (Z A,;az) .= C.VaRx. + D. (B.1)
i=1 i=1

When X follows a Bates distribution with m degrees of freedom, its cdf and its density are
given by

Lmt]

= Z DECE (mt — k)™, and

Lmt]

Fx(t) == ﬁ kZ_O(—nkc@(mt — k)™t te(0,1).

Then, we get

1 2
CA = S Vains) ZZA i(1— a; — bit) fx (t)

= biai +bit) fx (1) + (@i + bi) (1 — ai = bit) Fx (O} |y oy

By setting

we obtain

R -
2C’fx(va) —
— bi(ai + bit) fx () + (a; + bi)(1 — a; — bit) fx (£)}] t=V, *

GAy = A7 [bi(1 — a; — bit) fx (L)
1
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Moreover, when X follows a Beta law with parameters (p, q),

1 ¢ pefp—1 ¢-1 5o
GA 20 ;Az {{ ; 11— t} {ai(1 — a;) + b;(1 — 2a;)t — bit*}

+ {bi(1 = 2a;) — 2b1}] t=VaRy,, > 20d

_ 1L v -v)r!
20 yrla -yt
+ bi(1— 2a;)t — b3} + {b;(1 — 2a;) — 2b7t}]

GAs St [ = e )

1=

[t=Va

Appendiz B.3. Toy Model 3

As previously, we estimate numerically the value-at-risks of VaRq(Ly,) and VaRx . Now,

the expectation of the losses, conditionally on X, is a quadratic (monotonic) function of X:

pn(x) = Co + Crz + Coz?, where

n

Then, u) () = Cy 4+ 2C2x. With our notations, we have
2

Vi(z) = (a; + bzm)(%’ + cidixr + d?x?) — (a; + b,x)(% +diz)?,

and we calculate easily its derivative. Whatever the law of X, we can write

n

1 d¢;
A= — ) A2 (1))
G 1 2fX(VaRX7a) ; Tt (t)|t—VaRX7a7
with G (t) = Vi(t) fx (t)/ul,(t). Therefore,
1 - Vi) [ (t) Vi(t)Ca
GA, = A? {Var’- t) + X2/ .
"7 2(C) +2C,VaRy ) ; i fx(t) C1+ 202t | |—vary,

Appendix C. Details of GA calculations for some multi-factor models

Now, we provide some details on GA calculations when the studied models involve several

systematic random factors, in other words when X belongs to R™ with m > 2. Here, the
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associated GA is given by Theorem 2:

Thoo(VaRa(Ly))
f,LL(X)(Va’ROl(L’n)) N 2f#( VCLR

GA := ZAM K;(VaRa(Ly)).

Appendixz C.1. Granularity adjustments in a multi-factor Gaussian loss framework

Let us generalize our " Toy model 1”7 by introducing the bivariate random X = (X7, X2)" and

Zi = ai+ 0i(p1i X1+ p2iXo + /1 — p2, — p3.X7), (C.1)

where X7, X and the X/, i = 1,...,n, are (jointly) independent standard Gaussian variables.

the random loss

The parameters a;, 0, p1; and py; are positive constants, with pg; € [0,1], k = 1,2. Typically,

X1 (resp. X2) can be interpreted as a systematic country (resp. industry) risk, or the opposite.

Here, V;(x) = 02(1 — p2, — p3.) := v; and
n n n
E[L,|X] = Z Aja; + Z Aioip1i X1 + ZAiUiPQiX2 = Cp+ C1.X1 + CrXo.
i=1 i=1 i=1

Thus d1)pn(x) = C1, and

) _ﬁ U—CQ—CQt _ v; ’U—Co
F”(U)_Cl/qb( 1 >¢(t)dt \/C%+C%¢<¢O%+C%>'

We deduce easily

2 N Ee]

that extends the formula we got in Appendix B.1. Similar arguments allow explicit calculation

a),

when X € R™, m > 3.
Appendix C.2. Granularity adjustments in a multi-factor discrete loss model

Let us consider the simplest multi-factor extension of our Toy Model 2 as possible:
Z; = ]_(Xi <a;+b;X1+ CiXQ), (02)

where X1, X9 and X;, i = 1,...,n are n + 2 independent random variables uniform on [0, 1].
All the coefficients are nonnegative, and assume 0 < a; + b; + ¢; < 1 for any i.
In this case,

Vl(X) = ((Li + b;x1 + CiQS‘Q)(l —a; —bjx1 — CZ'.I‘Q), and
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E[L,|X] = Z Aja; + Z Aibi Xy + Z Aic; Xg =y + 11 X1 + 72 Xs.
i=1 i=1 i=1

Let assume that 0 < y1 < 72 (otherwise, switch the roles of X; and X3). Thus 0(1)pun(x) = 71.

Let

Yo — Yot

u v — v — Yo — Yot
I(v,u) :/ 1(v—v0 — 72t € [0,m])(a;i + b; —i—cit)(l—a,-—biﬂ—
0

Cﬂf) dt,
71 71

for any u € [0,1]. Due to the fixed support of the underlying distributions, it is necessary to

distinguish three cases to evaluate x;:
o If v € [v0,% + ml; then ri(v) = I(v, (v —70)/72);
o If v € [0+ 71,7 + 72, then #i(v) = I(v, (v —70)/72) = I(v, (v = 70 —71)/72);
o If v € [y0 + 72,70 + 71 + V2], then r;(v) = I(v,1) — I(v, (v — Y0 — 1) /72);
e k;(v) = 0 otherwise.

Elementary calculations provide

1

it 7 7

v—"0,, 72b;
—ci)+ (1 —a;—0b
1 I 7 i)+ ( Tt 7 "] 2m 7 Yoy "3

I(v,u) = (a5 + bi—20)(1 — q; — ;210 %

— . 2 ) C 3
+ (ai + bl v 70)(01 . fYQb’L U + ,.}/2b’L o Ci)(C‘ - P}IQb’L L

To calculate the corresponding GA, it is necessary to derive k;, or the partial derivatives of I
equivalently, a rather simple task that is left for the reader. Therefore, it remains to evaluate
the density of u,(X), a linear combination of the two independent r.v.s X; and X,. Simple
calculations provide

fuo(t) = 717 {1(t € Pro. 70 + ])-(t —70)

+ 1telo+y,o+y)+1teo+r2.7+7 +72)).(o+1 +y2—t)}.

Appendiz C.3. Granularity adjustments of a two-factor CreditMetrics-type model with stochastic
recoveries

Now, let us consider a two-dimensional systematic factor X = (X,Y’), a bivariate Gaussian

vector with E[X] = E[Y] =0, E[X? = E[Y?] =1 and E[XY] = . Our model will be

Z; = LGD; -1 (\/@X +V1—pX; < <I>*1(pz-)) ,
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where the idiosyncratic risks X are univariate independent standard Gaussian random variables,
and p; is the unconditional default probability of . Moreover, we assume that the individual
”loss-given-default” are random:

()

LGDi = (1= Ro) 50— mx |
@ ()

where R;, v and p; are positive constants. This is a two-factor extension of the model of Amraoui
and Hitier (2008). During the recent credit crisis, the latter model has become a standard to
price CDO tranches under the Gaussian copula framework by introducing random recoveries.
Taking this randomness into account was necessary to calibrate the usual CDO pricing models
to market quotes. Clearly, this model is an extension of Li’s (2000) Gaussian copula model: see
Amraoui et al. (2012) for a discussion. In particular, such a parametrization allows the equality
between the individual expected losses as given by the model and by the corresponding CDS

quotes respectively. This consistency is guaranteed by imposing that
ElZi] = (1 = Ri)pi = (1 — Ro)p;,

where Ry is the constant recovery rate that is used by the market conventionally (40% usually).

Let us assume that p; = p for every ¢ = 1,...,n. Note that it does not mean that every
name in the basket has the same (unconditional) default probability. Therefore, even with
this restriction, the basket cannot be considered as homogenous, because individual default
probabilities and recovery rates are different across different obligors, and we can calibrate the

remaining parameters to individual expected losses. Then, the conditional expected loss is

= <§: Ain(1 — Rg) iy (W) .

Note that it depends only on Y, the second component of X, what simplifies our calculations

significantly. For convenience, let us set fi := Y, Ain(1 — R;). By simple calculations, we get

2
BVi(X)| n(X) = i = (1 — Ri)? (Z) i) — 1], where




for some y = y(u) such that

o (W) R C U B O] YNDRCE

The integral I;(11) above is convergent when 1 — 62 < (1— p;)/p;, what is not a strong constraint

with usual correlation levels p;. Moreover, the density of p,(X) is given by

v 1 o1(p) — VT— 00 L(t/R
f“(x)(t):\/xﬁiﬂﬁoqﬂ(t/ﬂ)qb( = \/; (t/u)>‘

Therefore, invoking Equation (4), the granularity adjustment is given here by

1 n
GA= A2 kL(EVaR,),
2fu(X) (EVaRa) zz; ( )
ki) = E[Vi(X)| pn(X) = p] fux) (1)-
With the notations of Equation (C.3), we get easily

Kon_ 2, ) VTR ) - (- 20)0 (/)

2 = — + - — ,
Ki () po Li(p) -1 viigpo @~ (u/p)
Oy(p)—= Oy(u)—z
I{(H)_ Ov1—v (\/1*92)¢(\/1*92). dx .
S a1 - 62) v ! (pi) —\/Pix o1 (p) /vy (1)
A=V T e () g ()
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(in %)

99.0% | 99.5% | 99.9%

True VaR
Asymptotic VaR
GA

Approximated VaR

Error

4.577 | 5.522 | 7.872
4.220 | 5.109 | 7.260
0.357 | 0.435 | 0.627
4.578 | 5.544 | 7.886
0.001 | 0.022 | 0.014

Table C.1: Direct and approximated VaR estimates. Portfolio size=600 names. True Var estimated by simulation
(300000 draws). These numbers come from Gordy (2003), Table 3.

n a VaR | (VaR-EVaR)/VaR | (VaR-EVaR - GAl)/VaR | (VaR-EVaR - GA2)/VaR
50 0.9 | 0.2365 1.899 -0.1331 -0.1664
500 0.9 | 0.2325 0.2052 -0.0015 -0.0019
5000 | 0.9 | 0.2321 0.0207 -1.55e-005 -1.938e-005
50000 | 0.9 | 0.232 0.0021 -1.55e-007 -1.941e-007
50 0.99 | 0.2663 3.061 -0.2146 -0.2295
500 | 0.99 | 0.259 0.3343 -0.0025 -0.0026
5000 | 0.99 | 0.2582 0.0337 -2.53e-005 -2.688e-005
50000 | 0.99 | 0.2582 0.0034 -2.53e-007 -2.69e-007

Table C.2: Performances of the ”toy model” 1 (closed-form calculations of VaR), as a function of the portfolio
size n and the level a: a; = 0.2, o; = 0.1, p; = 0.25. Results in %.
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i o' VaR | (VaR-EVaR)/VaR | (VaR-EVaR - GA1)/VaR | (VaR-EVaR - GA2)/VaR
0.05 | 0.9 | 0.2067 0.1213 -0.002374 -0.002968
0.15 | 0.9 | 0.2193 0.038 -8.236e-005 -0.0001029
0.25 | 0.9 | 0.2321 0.0206 -1.551e-005 -1.938e-005
0.35 | 0.9 | 0.2449 0.0131 -4.696¢e-006 -5.869e-006
0.45 | 0.9 | 0.2577 0.0088 -1.735e-006 -2.168e-006
0.55 | 0.9 | 0.2705 0.0060 -6.925e-007 -8.656e-007
0.65 | 0.9 | 0.2833 0.0040 -2.746e-007 -3.433e-007
0.75 | 0.9 | 0.2961 0.0025 -9.817e-008 -1.227e-007
0.85 | 0.9 | 0.3089 0.0013 -2.601e-008 -3.251e-008
095 | 0.9 | 0.3217 0.0004 -2.208e-009 -2.76e-009
0.05 | 0.99 | 0.2121 0.2146 -0.0042 -0.0044
0.15 | 0.99 | 0.235 0.0643 -0.0001395 -0.0001483
0.25 | 0.99 | 0.2582 0.0337 -2.53e-005 -2.688e-005
0.35 | 0.99 | 0.2815 0.0207 -7.416e-006 -7.881e-006
0.45 | 0.99 | 0.3047 0.0135 -2.663e-006 -2.83e-006
0.55 | 0.99 | 0.328 0.0089 -1.037e-006 -1.102e-006
0.65 | 0.99 | 0.3512 0.0058 -4.021e-007 -4.273e-007
0.75 | 0.99 | 0.3745 0.0036 -1.409e-007 -1.497e-007
0.85 | 0.99 | 0.3977 0.0019 -3.667e-008 -3.896e-008
0.95 1 0.99 | 0.421 0.0005 -3.063e-009 -3.255e-009

Table C.3: Performances of the ”toy model” 1 (closed-form calculations of VaR), as a function of the correlations
p; and the level a: n = 5000, a; = 0.2, o; = 0.1. Results in %.
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0i VaR | EVaR VaRV—Cg%VaR VaR—EVXfZ%R—GAl VaR—b;/\iL%R—GA2 &(\Ya(f)
0.05 | 0.1234 | 0.1139 7.713 -0.3704 -0.332 0.1599
0.15 | 0.3381 | 0.3341 1.194 0.2301 0.2321 0.1593
0.25 | 0.5456 | 0.5439 0.3094 -0.0342 -0.0339 0.1659
0.35 | 0.7445 | 0.7427 0.2426 0.0742 0.0743 0.1895
0.45 | 0.9272 | 0.9292 -0.2159 -0.3115 -0.3116 0.1366
0.55 1.1 1.102 -0.1752 -0.2329 -0.2329 0.225
0.65 | 1.256 | 1.257 -0.0665 -0.1019 -0.1019 0.2301
0.75 | 1.392 | 1.388 0.2468 0.2258 0.2258 0.2117
0.85 1.48 1.484 -0.2933 -0.3044 -0.3044 0.2015
0.95 | 1.498 1.5 -0.0912 -0.0946 -0.0946 0.1634

Table C.4: Performances of the 7toy model” 1 when the random variables are exponential(1), as a function of
the dependence parameter p;. The portfolio size is n = 1000 and the level is @« = 0.9. a;, = —1, 0; = 1 for
all i. Calculation of VaR by simulations: 400000 draws. &(VaR) is the estimated stdev of the empirical VaR
(Bootstrap, 500 replications). Results in %.

42



(p,PD) | a | VaR | EVaR VaRV—aJ%VaR VaR—L;/\g%R—GAl &(‘Xl aFIi%)
(0.1,0.1) { 0.9 | 0.179 | 0.1778 0.6571 0.0892 0.087
(0.1,0.3) | 0.9 | 0.451 | 0.45 0.2148 -0.0493 0.0546
(0.2,0.1) | 0.9 | 0.215 | 0.2142 0.387 0.0694 0.1465
(0.2,0.3) | 0.9 | 0.522 | 0.5217 0.4346 0.2805 0.0734
(0.3,0.1) [ 0.9 | 0.245 | 0.2442 0.3161 0.1024 0.1310
(0.3,0.3) [ 0.9 | 0.584 | 0.584 -0.0037 -0.1112 0.0233
(0.4,0.1) | 0.9 | 0.272 | 0.2716 0.5265 0.3722 0.145
(0.4,0.3) | 0.9 | 0.644 | 0.6441 | -0.0123 -0.0920 0.0816
(0.5,0.1) | 0.9 | 0.299 | 0.2978 0.4126 0.2974 0.1989
(0.5,0.3) | 0.9 | 0.706 | 0.7054 0.0878 0.0271 0.0794
(0.6,0.1) | 0.9 | 0.324 | 0.3239 0.0216 -0.0653 0.2601
(0.6,0.3) [ 0.9 | 0.771 | 0.7705 0.0676 0.0209 0.0663
(0.7,0.1) [ 0.9 | 0.35 | 0.3512 | -0.3326 -0.3972 0.228
(0.7,0.3) | 0.9 | 0.842 | 0.8414 0.0725 0.0373 0.0696
(0.8,0.1) | 0.9 | 0.382 | 0.3811 0.2296 0.1843 0.3375
(0.8,0.3) [ 0.9 | 0.918 | 0.9178 0.0204 -0.0048 0.0593
(0.9,0.1) [ 0.9 | 0.418 | 0.4176 0.0891 0.0615 0.346
(0.9,0.3) | 0.9 | 0.986 | 0.9856 0.0400 0.0254 0.0159

Table C.5: Performances of the ”toy model” 2 with Gaussian r.v.s. (calculation of VaR by simulations): 1000
names, 100000 draws. &(VaR) is the estimated stdev of the empirical VaR (Bootstrap, 500 replications). All
ratios are in percentages.
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(ai, b;) a VaR VaR‘;aERVaR Vabe;/\g(}%RfGAl Vabe;Xz%RfGA2 6(‘}/(%%)
(0.2,0.2) | 0.9 | 0.381 0.2625 0.294 0.2937 0.111
(0.2,0.2) | 0.99 | 0.412 3.398 3.423 3.419 0.1223
(0.2,0.4) | 0.9 | 0.56 0.0001 -0.0107 -0.0107 0.0744
(0.2, 0.4) | 0.99 | 0.605 1.488 1.472 1.47 0.0440
(0.4,0.2) | 0.9 | 0.581 0.1721 0.1583 0.1582 0.0379
(0.4,0.2) | 0.99 | 0.612 2.288 2.272 2.269 0.0258
(0.4,0.4) | 0.9 | 0.761 0.1314 0.0972 0.0971 0.0664
(0.4, 0.4) | 0.99 | 0.803 0.8717 0.8349 0.834 0.0546

Table C.6: Performances of the ”toy model” 2 when X is uniform on (0, 1) (calculation of VaR by simulations):
1000 names, 100000 draws. 6(VaR) is the estimated stdev of the empirical VaR (Bootstrap, 500 replications).
All ratios are in percentages.
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m | (aib) | VaR VaR‘;lEI‘%VaR VaRfE;XZ%RfGAl VaRfEVI{Ic;%RfGAZ 6(‘21}5)
2 1(0.2,0.2) | 0.358 0.7608 0.8012 0.7992 0.1351
2 | (0.2,0.4) | 0.512 0.2826 0.2806 0.2803 0.1077
2 1(0.4,0.2) | 0.558 0.4881 0.4782 0.478 0.0558
2 |(0.4,04) | 0.712 0.2032 0.1737 0.1737 0.0758
3 1(0.2,0.2) | 0.348 1.216 0.1076 0.0981 0.0439
3 1(0.2,0.4) | 0.489 0.2986 -0.1531 -0.1535 0.1027
3 |(0.4,0.2) | 0.548 0.7719 -0.0411 -0.0387 0.0523
3 1(0.4,04) | 0.69 0.3566 0.0525 0.0540 0.0675
6 | (0.2,0.2) | 0.336 1.617 -0.0573 -0.1159 0.0508
6 | (0.2,0.4) | 0.464 0.6179 -0.0750 -0.0849 0.0604
6 | (0.4,0.2) | 0.536 1.014 -0.209 -0.232 0.0786
6 | (0.4,0.4) | 0.664 0.4318 -0.0343 -0.0372 0.0557
9 |(0.2,0.2) | 0.331 1.856 -0.2436 -0.2802 0.0947
9 | (0.2,04) | 0.454 0.9446 0.0701 0.0537 0.0830
9 | (0.4,0.2) | 0.532 1.343 -0.1847 -0.1671 0.0108
9 | (0.4,04) | 0.654 0.6557 0.0675 0.0634 0.0766
12 | (0.2,0.2) | 0.328 1.987 -0.4698 -0.457 0.109
12 | (0.2,0.4) | 0.447 0.9025 -0.1269 -0.1446 0.0970
12 | (0.4,0.2) | 0.529 1.421 -0.3642 -0.2895 0.0607
12 | (0.4,0.4) | 0.647 0.6235 -0.0684 -0.0727 0.0252

Table C.7: Performances of the "toy model” 2 when X follows a Bates distribution with m degrees of freedom
(calculation of VaR by simulations): 1000 names, 100000 draws, o = 90%. 6(VaR) is the estimated stdev of the
empirical VaR (Bootstrap, 500 replications). All ratios are in percentages.
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(v, q) o | VaR VaR‘;a]%VaR VaR—E“Xl%R—GAl VaR—EV\g%R—GAQ 6(‘}; a}f)
(1,1) | 0.9 | 0.76 0.0003 -0.0338 -0.0338 0.0679
(1,3) | 0.9 | 0.615 0.1088 -0.1173 -0.1172 0.1084
(1,5) | 0.9 | 0.55 0.4339 0.0683 0.0717 0.0575
(1,7) | 0.9 | 0.515 0.5583 0.0503 0.0601 0.0993
(3,1) | 0.9 |0.787 0.1022 0.1212 0.1208 0.0518
(3,3) | 0.9 | 0.703 0.2357 0.0039 0.0014 0.0807
(3,5) | 0.9 | 0.64 0.239 -0.0779 -0.0788 0.1042
(3,7) | 0.9 | 0.599 0.4959 0.0936 0.0942 0.0595
(5,1) | 0.9 | 0.794 0.2949 0.3642 0.3632 0.0089
(5,3) | 0.9 | 0.734 0.2528 -0.0116 -0.0182 0.0724
(5,5) | 0.9 | 0.681 0.2039 -0.1249 -0.1273 0.0747
(5,7) | 0.9 | 0.642 0.3444 -0.0501 -0.0521 0.0549
(1, 1) { 0.99 | 0.803 0.8722 0.8354 0.8345 0.0601
(1, 3) | 0.99 | 0.716 0.3047 -0.0562 -0.0541 0.0721
(1,5) | 0.99 | 0.643 0.3504 -0.1211 -0.1132 0.1089
(1,7) | 0.99 | 0.596 0.5373 -0.0647 -0.0449 0.1621
(3,1) | 0.99 | 0.811 1.521 1.534 1.529 0.0389
(3,3) ] 0.99 | 0.761 0.4285 -0.1088 -0.1116 0.0415
(3,5) | 0.99 | 0.709 0.4981 -0.0550 -0.0404 0.0445
(3,7) 1 0.99 | 0.667 0.671 0.0428 0.0716 0.1262
(5,1) | 0.99 | 0.814 1.819 1.881 1.874 0.0489
(5,3) ] 0.99 | 0.778 0.8132 0.1006 0.0800 0.0867
(5,5) 1 0.99 | 0.737 0.7322 0.0823 0.1113 0.0858
(5,7)10.99 | 0.7 0.6975 0.0088 0.0462 0.0927

Table C.8: Performances of the ”toy model” 2 when X is beta (calculation of VaR by simulations): 1000 names,
100000 draws. a; = b; = 0.4. 6(VaR) is the estimated stdev of the empirical VaR (Bootstrap, 500 replications).

All ratios are in percentages.
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m | (e, di) VaR VaR‘;a%VaR VaR— EV\;%R—GAl &(VVa a}f)
2 | (0.4,0) | 0.1426 0.4786 0.4725 0.0632
2 | (0.4,0.2) | 0.2528 0.1841 0.1795 0.1256
2 | (0.4,0.4) | 0.3630 0.0838 0.0849 0.1377
3 | (0.4,0) |0.1382 0.5799 0.0602 0.0560
3 | (0.4,0.2) | 0.2369 0.3125 0.1217 0.0972
3 |(0.4,0.4) | 0.3355 0.2396 0.1079 0.1179
4 | (0.4,0) | 0.1359 0.7191 0.0336 0.0498
4 1 (0.4,0.2) | 0.2289 0.2070 -0.0246 0.0939
4 | (0.4,04) | 0.3220 0.2138 0.0537 0.1117
6 | (0.4,0) |0.1333 0.8972 0.0256 0.0399
6 | (0.4,0.2) | 0.2192 0.3712 0.0712 0.0693
6 | (0.4,0.4) | 0.3053 0.2745 0.0665 0.0899
8 | (0.4,0) | 0.1317 0.9808 -0.0456 0.0368
8 | (0.4,0.2) | 0.2137 0.3440 -0.0136 0.0727
8 |(0.4,0.4) | 0.2960 0.4362 0.1882 0.0916
10 | (0.4,0) | 0.1308 1.0932 -0.0689 0.0327
10 | (0.4,0.2) | 0.2100 0.3899 -0.0184 0.0631
10 | (0.4,0.4) | 0.2900 0.3051 0.0210 0.0769
12 | (0.4,0) | 0.1302 1.1484 -0.1363 0.0355
12 | (0.4,0.2) | 0.2074 0.4460 -0.0079 0.0574
12 | (0.4,0.4) | 0.2858 0.3851 0.0690 0.0735

Table C.9: Performances of the "toy model” 3 when X follows a Bates distribution with m degrees of freedom
(calculation of VaR by simulations): 1000 names, 100000 draws, o = 90%, (as,b;) = (0.4,0.4). 6(VaR) is the
estimated stdev of the empirical VaR (Bootstrap, 500 replications). All ratios are in percentages.
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(C“ dz) (p’ C]) VaR VaRI/_ﬁ%VGR szR—EV\;z}%R—GAl &(VV;LGI?)
(0.2,0) | (1,1) | 0.0760 | 0.0972 0.0849 0.0509
(0.2,0) | (1,2) | 0.0675 | 0.1907 -0.0705 0.0816
(0.2,0) | (1,3) | 0.0616 | 0.2730 -0.1046 0.0899
(0.2,0) | (1,5) | 0.0551 | 0.5276 -0.0700 0.0835
(0.2,0) | (1,7) | 0.0516 | 0.8675 0.0491 0.0735
(0.2,0) | (2,1) | 0.0781 | 0.2579 0.3163 0.0335
(0.2,0) | (2,2) | 0.0723 | 0.3475 0.04554 0.0537
(0.2,0) | (2,3) | 0.0674 | 0.3683 -0.0252 0.0623
(0.2,0) | (2,5) | 0.0608 | 0.4662 -0.0867 0.0634
(0.2,0) | (2,7) | 0.0565 | 0.8470 0.1351 0.0704
(0.2,0) | (3,1) | 0.0789 | 0.4956 0.6215 0.0261
(0.2,0) | (3,2) | 0.0745 | 0.2745 -0.0802 0.0431
(0.2,0) | (3,3) | 0.0703 | 0.3327 -0.1016 0.0564
(0.2,0) | (3,5) | 0.0641 | 0.5544 -0.0069 0.0612
(0.2,0) | (3,7) | 0.0599 | 0.6558 -0.0360 0.0650
(0.2,0) | (5,1) | 0.0798 |  0.8648 1.1233 0.0225
(0.2,0) | (5,2) | 0.0767 | 0.5210 0.0551 0.0284
(0.2,0) | (5,3) | 0.0736 |  0.5502 0.0203 0.0397
(0.2,0) | (5,5) | 0.0683 |  0.6440 0.0277 0.0459
(0.2,0) | (5,7) | 0.0644 | 0.6931 -0.0179 0.0537
(0.2,0) | (7,1) | 0.0802 | 1.1040 1.4942 0.0204
(0.2,0) | (7,2) | 0.0777 |  0.6953 0.1158 0.0262
(0.2,0) | (7,3) | 0.0752 | 0.6514 0.0192 0.0332
(0.2,0) | (7,5) | 0.0708 |  0.6817 -0.0057 0.0393
(0.2,0) | (7,7) | 0.0672 | 0.7331 -0.0241 0.0455

Table C.10: Performances of the ”toy model” 3 when X is beta (calculation of VaR by simulations): 1000 names,
100000 draws. a; = b; = 0.4 and o = 90%. 6(VaR) is the estimated stdev of the empirical VaR (Bootstrap, 500
replications). All ratios are in percentages.
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(cidi) | (p,q) | VaR | YaBzEVaR | VaR=FVaR=GAl a(‘ya%%)
(0.2,0.4) | (1,1) | 0.3499 | -0.1705 -0.1712 0.1282
(0.2,0.4) | (1,2) | 0.2509 | -0.1532 -0.1920 0.2485
(0.2,0.4) | (1,3) | 0.1933 | 0.3126 0.2572 0.2758
(0.2,0.4) | (1,5) | 0.1355 | 0.1939 0.1050 0.3071
(0.2,0.4) | (1,7) | 0.1084 | 0.1662 0.0410 0.2709
(0.2,0.4) | (2,1) | 0.3735 | 0.1491 0.1580 0.0619
(0.2,0.4) | (2,2) | 0.3049 | -0.2064 -0.2555 0.1559
(0.2,0.4) | (2,3) | 0.2499 | -0.0427 -0.1066 0.1948
(0.2,0.4) | (2,5) | 0.1843 | -0.1039 -0.1934 0.2228
(0.2,0.4) | (2,7) | 0.1478 | -0.0147 -0.1303 0.2248
(0.2,0.4) | (3,1) | 0.3819 | -0.0514 -0.0324 0.0477
(0.2,0.4) | (3,2) | 0.3290 | 0.0697 0.0111 0.1152
(0.2,0.4) | (3,3) | 0.2824 | 0.0191 -0.0534 0.1408
(0.2,0.4) | (3,5) | 0.2161 | -0.1361 -0.2306 0.1768
(0.2,0.4) | (3,7) | 01771 | 0.0156 -0.1006 0.1879
(0.2,0.4) | (5,1) | 0.3892 | 0.0331 0.0724 0.0303
(0.2,0.4) | (5,2) | 0.3537 | 0.1532 0.0760 0.0622
(0.2,0.4) | (5,3) | 0.3163 | 0.2578 0.1682 0.0981
(0.2,0.4) | (5,5) | 0.2579 |  0.1562 0.0496 0.1338
(0.2,0.4) | (5,7) | 0.2179 |  0.0595 -0.0643 0.1475
(0.2,0.4) | (7,1) | 0.3923 | 0.0307 0.0904 0.0221
(0.2,0.4) | (7,2) | 0.3658 | 0.1359 0.0404 0.0526
(0.2,0.4) | (7,3) | 0.3356 | 0.1450 0.0383 0.0643
(0.2,0.4) | (7,5) | 0.2844 | 0.2914 0.1721 0.1002
(0.2,0.4) | (7,7) | 0.2458 | 0.2192 0.0858 0.1194

Table C.11: Performances of the ”toy model” 3 when X is beta (calculation of VaR by simulations): 1000 names,
100000 draws. a; = b; = 0.4 and o = 90%. 6(VaR) is the estimated stdev of the empirical VaR (Bootstrap, 500
replications). All ratios are in percentages.
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(Ci7 dz) (p’ Q) VaR VQRV_aF;%V&R VaR—EV\g%R—GAl &(&/aaé%)
(0.2,0.8) | (1,1) | 0.6225 | -0.1630 -0.1616 0.1462
(0.2,0.8) | (1,2) | 0.4348 |  0.0596 0.0304 0.2512
(0.2,0.8) | (1,3) | 0.3255 | -0.0698 -0.1092 0.3366
(0.2,0.8) | (1,5) | 0.2160 |  0.0906 0.0332 0.3434
(0.2,0.8) | (1,7) | 0.1663 |  0.3989 0.3230 0.3169
(0.2,0.8) | (2,1) | 0.6696 | 0.0371 0.0466 0.0704
(0.2,0.8) | (2,2) | 0.5371 | 0.0619 0.0215 0.1600
(0.2,0.8) | (2,3) | 0.4339 | -0.0859 -0.1369 0.2209
(0.2,0.8) | (2,5) | 0.3068 | -0.0127 -0.0794 0.2295
(0.2,0.8) | (2,7) | 0.2393 | 0.0716 -0.0100 0.2611
(0.2,0.8) | (3,1) | 0.6856 | -0.0751 -0.0567 0.0472
(0.2,0.8) | (3,2) | 0.5838 | -0.0913 -0.1410 0.1118
(0.2,0.8) | (3,3) | 0.4936 | -0.3069 -0.3673 0.1637
(0.2,0.8) | (3,5) | 0.3687 |  0.2097 0.1352 0.1841
(0.2,0.8) | (3,7) | 0.2942 | 0.6223 0.5347 0.2019
(0.2,0.8) | (5,1) | 0.6992 | 0.0128 0.0493 0.0303
(0.2,0.8) | (5,2) | 0.6311 | 0.0896 0.0228 0.0668
(0.2,0.8) | (5,3) | 0.5605 | -0.0604 -0.1373 0.1148
(0.2,0.8) | (5,5) | 0.4478 |  0.1658 0.0772 0.1437
(0.2,08) | (5,7) | 0.3711 | -0.2095 -0.3098 0.1660
(0.2,0.8) | (7,1) | 0.7055 |  0.0147 0.0695 0.0233
(0.2,0.8) | (7,2) | 0.6530 |  0.0860 0.0024 0.0563
(0.2,08) | (7,3) | 0.5967 | 0.1357 0.0432 0.0794
(0.2,0.8) | (7,5) | 0.4983 |  0.1021 0.0006 0.1081
(0.2,0.8) | (7,7) | 0.4247 | -0.0065 -0.1177 0.1232

Table C.12: Performances of the ”toy model” 3 when X is beta (calculation of VaR by simulations): 1000 names,
100000 draws. a; = b; = 0.4 and o = 90%. 6(VaR) is the estimated stdev of the empirical VaR (Bootstrap, 500
replications). All ratios are in percentages.
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