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FACTOR MODELS AND THE SHAPE OF THE TERM STRUCTURE
ERIK SCHLOGL AND DANIEL SOMMER

ABSTRACT. The present paper analyses a broad range of one— and multifactor models
of the term structure of interest rates. We assess the influence of the number of factors,
mean reversion, and the factor probability distributions on the term structure shapes
the models generate, and use spread options as an aggregate measure of the relative
importance assigned to rising and falling forward rate curves by the models considered.
We derive valuation formulas for these contingent claims in the multifactor Gaussian and
CIR-models. Our main result is that the specification of mean reversion and the number
of factors are both much more important for the relative movements of interest rates
than the distributional characteristics of the factors. To the extent that interest rate
risk depends on the movements of different parts of the term structure relative to one
another rather than on shifts of its absolute level, the distributional assumption on the
factor dynamics is found to be essentially irrelevant.

INTRODUCTION

For the valuation of fixed income derivative securities a large number of models have
been suggested in the literature, both in discrete and continuous time. Of these, factor
models represent an important subclass, which will be the object of our analysis. One-
factor models include the continuous time limit of the Ho and Lee (1986) model and the
Vasicek (1977) model, where continuously compounded rates are normally distributed, the
Cox, Ingersoll jr. and Ross (1985) (CIR) model, where the short rate obeys a noncentral
chi-square distribution, and the Brennan and Schwartz (1977) and Black and Karasinski
(1991) models with log—normal short rates.

In multifactor models for reasons of analytical tractability we concentrate on the class
of affine term structure models of the type analysed by Duffie and Kan (1992, 1996).
More specifically we look at multifactor Gaussian! and CIR models, which are the most
intensively studied? in the literature.

There are a number of empirical studies that try to single out the most suitable from
a given set of term structure models suggested in the theoretical literature. For one—
factor models, Chan, Karolyi, Longstaff and Sanders (1992) (CKLS) provide one answer
in estimating the parameters of a general diffusion process on the basis of short rate data.
However, if these models purport to describe the arbitrage—free dynamics of the entire term
structure of interest rates, then they should be tested under this premise, i.e. whether they
can explain observed term structures. This is the approach taken by Stambaugh (1988),
Chen and Scott (1993) and Brown and Schaefer (1994), among others. Since the pricing
of fixed income derivatives is the aim of term structure modelling, empirical studies have
been conducted comparing observed prices of derivatives with model prices, for example
by Flesaker (1993), who tests the Ho/Lee model. Given the normative nature of arbitrage
pricing models, one might argue that a more convincing test of model prices is whether one
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!Gaussian in the sense that continuously compounded rates are normally distributed.
2El Karoui, Lepage, Myneni, Roseau and Viswanathan (1991) provide a comprehensive exploration of
Gaussian models. For multifactor CIR models see for example Chen and Scott (1995).
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can take advantage of deviations from observed market prices to acquire wealth. Cohen
and Heath (1992) and Amin and Morton (1994) analyse term structure models under this
aspect. However, depending on the approach the results of the empirical literature are
fairly inconclusive.

Our aim is to contribute to the discussion on which term structure model is best suited
for the pricing and hedging of interest rate sensitive derivative instruments by clarifying
the implications that different specifications of the factor dynamics have for the evolu-
tion of the term structure. The question what type of changes of the shape of the term
structure can be explained by the dynamics endogenous to the models has bearing on the
effectiveness of the respective hedging strategies, because changes for which the models
do not allow are not hedged. The factor models which we consider differ in three respects:
the number of factors, the class of probability distributions that the factors obey, and
whether the factor SDEs exhibit mean reversion or not. We identify the relative impor-
tance of these three choices for the endogenous evolution of the term structure®. Our
main result is that the specification of mean reversion and the number of factors are both
much more important for the relative movements of interest rates than the distributional
characteristics of the factors. To the extent that interest rate risk depends on the move-
ments of different parts of the term structure relative to one another rather than on shifts
of its absolute level, the distributional assumption on the factor dynamics is found to be
essentially irrelevant.

The rest of the paper is divided into three main sections. After introducing the models
considered, we analyse the role of mean reversion and the importance of the number of
factors for the term structure dynamics permitted. Here we observe strong qualitative
similarities between models with different distributional assumptions, which we quantify
in the subsequent section using values of Furopean spread options on the forward rate
curve as an aggregate measure of its shape. We conclude the paper with a summary of
our results and some remarks on how they pertain to empirical testing.

1. MODELS

Consider a filtered probability space (2, F,{Fi}i>0,P). Assume that we are given
an n—dimensional Wiener process, W, on this probability space and that {F;};>o is the
augmented natural filtration of this Wiener process. In all the models considered the short
rate, r, is assumed to follow an [t6 process of the following type

(1) dr(t) = p(t, z(8))dt + ot, =(£))dW (¢).

Here z is a vector process of state variables that is assumed to be the unique strong
solution to some vector stochastic differential equation (SDE) on the above probability

space.
i

Define the savings account (f5;)>0 by exp {f r(s)ds}. We assume that r is sufficiently
0
regular so that the price process of a zero coupon bond with maturity 7', B(-,T'), can be

defined as a continuous version of the martingale
T
. P
(B(t, T)>0§t§T = | £ |expl — / r(s)ds p| F
i 0<t<T
3Rogers (1995) approaches the question “Which model for the term-structure of interest rates should

one use?” differently, discussing a broader range of issues from analytical tractability to the compatibility
of the models with the framework of equilibrium theory.
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Hence we assume P to be the “risk-neutral” probability measure in the sense that the
price process of every contingent claim that is attainable through a hedging strategy in
zero coupon bonds is given by the conditional expectation under P of the payoff of this
contingent claim discounted by the savings account.

Given price processes for zero coupon bonds we can define processes of instantaneous
forward rates by

_81nB(-,T)

) ey 1) = =

Following Jamshidian (1987), we will sometimes have reason to employ the forward risk ad-
justed measure. For some time T this measure, Q7 is defined by the following Radon /Nikodym
derivative?

aQ" _ B(T.T)
ar B(0,T)exp {Oft r(s)ds}

1.1. One—Factor Models. A whole class of one—factor models is obtained by specifying
(1) as (Hull and White (1993))
(3)

3 dr(t) = (0(t) — ary)dt + O'T(t)ﬁdW(t)
where 6(1) is a deterministic function of t and @ > 0, 0 > 0 and 8 > 0 are constants. This
family includes the generalized® Vasicek (1977) model® for 3 = 0, Cox, Ingersoll jr. and
Ross (1985) for # = 0.5, and Brennan and Schwartz (1977) for # = 1. Furthermore, in
an empirical study of US Treasury bill yield data, Chan, Karolyi, Longstaff and Sanders
(1992) (CKLS) estimate 3 as 1.5. Setting 3 €]0;0.5] does not make sense, because in such
a case the solution to (3) is not unique’.

We complement our analysis of these specifications by looking at the Black and Karasin-
ski (1991) and Sandmann and Sondermann (1993) models, whose short rate diffusions are

(4) dr(t) = r(t)-(0(t) —alnr(t) + %Uz)dt +r(t)odW (1)
and

(5) dr(t) = (1 — e )[(0(1) — %(1 — D)oV dt + odW (1)
respectively.

With these models we cover a wide array of distributional assumptions on the short
rate suggested in the literature®, ranging from continuously compounded rates which are

4For a rigorous treatment of changes of measure/changes of numéraire and their application to option
pricing, see El Karoui and Rochet (1989) or Geman, El Karoui and Rochet (1995).

SWe use the term “generalized” to indicate that the drift parameter (¢) depends on time in such a
manner as to fit the model to the initial term structure, as proposed in Hull and White (1990).

®Including the continuous time limit of the Ho and Lee (1986) model as a special case with a = 0.

"See for example Arnold (1973), p. 124.

80ne can of course imagine further additions to the class of one—factor short rate models. See for
example Schlégl and Sommer (1994).
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normally distributed for 5 = 0, non-central chi—square distributed for 5 = 0.5 and lognor-
mally distributed for 4 =1 and in the Black and Karasinski (1991) model, to lognormally
distributed nominal® short rates in the Sandmann and Sondermann (1993) model*.

1.2. Multifactor Models. As the number of factors increases, numerical evaluation of
the models becomes more and more difficult, and thus closed—form and near—closed-form
solutions grow in importance. Therefore in the multifactor case we focus on Gaussian and
CIR-type models. Since Gaussian models offer the greater analytical tractability and in
order to make the models quantitatively comparable, we begin with a multifactor version
of the CIR model and then construct a Gaussian model which fits the same initial term
structure and allows us to match factor variances.

1.2.1. A Multi-factor “Square-Root” Term Structure Model. As in Chen and Scott (1995),
the instantaneous risk-free interest rate (in the following: short rate) is assumed to be the
sum of independent state variables, or factors

n

(6) r(t) = Y =l

i=1

The state variable dynamics are of the CIR type:

dzj(t) =(0; — a;z;(1))dt = oj/z;(1)dW; (1)
or, in the vector notation

z1(t)
dZ(t) =(0 — AZ(t))dt +V : dW (1)

zn(t)
Note that A and V are diagonal matrices. In order to keep the model analytically tractable,
we do not allow for time-dependent § or V' in this case. Therefore, it will not be possible
to fit arbitrary initial term structures. However, since the aim of our analysis is the
term structure movements endogenously generated by the model, this is not a serious
restriction.

The CIR bond price formula for zero coupon bonds with maturity 7" at time ¢, gener-

alized to the multifactor case, is given in Chen and Scott (1995):

(7) B(Z(t),t,T)=A(t,T)exp{=B(t,T)Z(1)}
with

A(L,T) = ﬁAj(t,T)

[N
>
s

o

0|

1
A(e.1) = (2egusesp {5t + ot -0}
B(t,T) a row vector with components
B;(t,T) =2w;(exp{c;,(T — 1)} — 1)

9We use the term “nominal” to differentiate between continuously coumpounded rates and actuarial
compounding, and not “nominal” as opposed to “real” interest rates.

10An important feature of this specification is that it avoids the problem of infinite expected roll-over
returns encountered in the Black/Karasinski model or when setting 5 > 0.5 in the S—root process. See
Sandmann and Sondermann (1993) and Hogan and Weintraub (1993).
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and
w; =((¢j + aj)exp{c;(T =)} + ¢; — a;) ™"
Cj =1 /a? + 20]2
Let
(8) Z(T) = 2(T) 2(wjol (e — 1))~
4 _
= ij(taT) z(T).

j
Then, following Jamshidian (1987), we know that Z;(7") conditioned on z;(t) is noncentral

chi-square distributed under the forward risk adjusted measure Q7. with v; degrees of
freedom and non-centrality parameter A; given by

46;
vy, = 0_—]2
\ 16w?c? exp{c;(T' — 1)}
J

SRR

Furthermore, variances of the factors 7;(7'), viewed from time ¢ under the measure Q7
are given by!!

Var[Z,(T)|2(1)] = 2(v; +2A))

) & Valg(Dlet)] = oBi(1T) (%ejzs’j(t,T)+4w§c§e%”‘%<t>)

1.2.2. A comparable Gaussian model. The short rate is again assumed to be driven by
independent factors but now the state variable dynamics are of the generalized Vasicek

(1977) type:
(10) dzj(t) = (0;(t) — a;z;(t))dt + o;dW;(t)

The one— and two—factor cases of this model are analysed in El Karoui, Lepage, Myneni,
Roseau and Viswanathan (1991); the n—factor case can be treated analogously. In order
to make this model comparable to the “square root” model introduced in the previous
section, we will do the following: First, we set the mean reversion coefficients a; equal to
the respective coefficients in the “square root” model. Second, we choose the volatility
parameters o; in such a manner as to keep the state variable variances for a specific time
horizon equal in the “square root” and Gaussian models. Third, the time dependent
drift coefficients 6;(t) allow us to fit the initial term structure as demonstrated for the
one—factor case in Hull and White (1990), where we take the (endogenous) initial term
structure from the “square root”model as input for the Gaussian case. In this model
logarithmic zero coupon bond prices are given by

2

In B(Z(t),t,T)=1n % — %; / U—; <(1 - e—aJ(T_s)>2 (- e—aj(t_s)>z> s

a;
n 1
(11) + Z / % (e_“J(T_S) — e_“ﬂ(t_5)> dW;(s)
=1 0 J

UFor the variance of chi-square distributed variables, see Johnson and Kotz (1970), p. 134.
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Note that the dependence on 6;(¢) is subsumed in the logarithm of the initial bond prices
with the respective maturities. Changing to the time 7™ forward measure )*, where

AW 2" (1) = dW;(1) + % (1= e ™0 gt
J

are independent standard Wiener processes, we can write (11) as

T
_ B(Z(O)7O7T) l - 0-_]2 —a;(T—s) 2 —a;(t—s) 2
hlB(Z(t)’t’T)_hl—B(Z(O),O,t) _2;/61? <<1—e ) —<1—€ ))ds
=10
2
_Z/_; (1= =T (=) _ =09 g
j

(12) T2 / (eI = el aw(s)
J=1 0 I

Variances of state variables are the same under the risk—neutral and forward risk adjusted
measures, and are given by

t
2
Var [z;(t)] = /e‘zaﬂ(t_s)afds = % (1 — e_2aﬂt> )
j
0

We choose o, in the Gaussian model such that
Var [z;(t)] = Var,2 [z;(1)]
Thus
of=2a;(1— 6_2“Jt>_1 Var,2 [z;(t)]
where Var,2 [z;(t)] is given by (9).

2. TERM STRUCTURE SHAPES

1. Affine Models. Setting n = 1 in section 1.2.2, we get the generalized Vasicek (1977)
model. Then instantaneous forward rates (see eq. (2)) can be wriiten in terms of the short
rate as

o2

(13) r.(t,T)=1r.0,T) + —(1 — e_Q“t)(e_“(T_t) — 6_2“(T_t)) + e_“(T_t)(r(t) —r.(0,1))

2a?

and we can state

Proposition 1. Consider a flat initial forward rate curve, i.e. instantaneous forward
rates are equal for all maturities. Then the following holds:

1. Forward rate curves in the Ho/Lee model are increasing. Their slope is deterministic.
2. Forward rate curves in the Vasicek model are of three types

(a) monotonically increasing

(b) monotonically decreasing

(¢) humpshaped, that is they posses an interior maximum.

ProOF:

1. This follows immediately when letting ¢« — 0 in (13) and differentiating with respect
toT:=1T—1.
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2 FACTOR G R
4-8\ T T T T T T T T T

71=0.0185 72=0.021 ——
. 71=0.0175 72=0.028 --—
4.7 F 71=0.025 Z72=0.023 - .
. 71=0. 0344 72=0. 01

FORWARD RATE

2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
TIME TO MATURI TY

FIGURE 1. Term structure realizations, two—factor CIR model

2. From equation (13) the slope of the forward rate curve is

(14)
_ o (t,T) _0re(0.T) | iy o’ —2at\ (5, —a(T—1)
Si(T) = 5, = 5, +e a(r.(0,t) —r(t)) + %(1 — e *)(2e - 1)
>0 «

As 2e=T=Y _ 1 is monotonically decreasing in 7 and bounded, the expression in
brackets will either be positive or negative or have a unique zero depending on the
value of (r.(0,1) —r(t)). If it has a zero at 7, then Si(7) > 0 for 7 < 7 and Sy(7) < 0
for 7 > 7. a

By starting with a flat initial forward rate curve these effects are most evident, but they
carry over to scenarios with arbitrary initial term structures, since as can be easily seen
in equation (13), the initial curve is simply added to the endogenously generated shape of
the term structure at time ¢.

By restating the Cox/Ingersoll/Ross result on the shape of the yield curve'? in terms
of forward rates, we get the CIR analogue of 1:

Proposition 2. Forward rate curves in the one—factor CIR model are of three types

1. monotonically increasing
2. monotonically decreasing
3. humpshaped, that is they posses an interior mazimum.

PROOF: See appendix A.

2gee Cox, Ingersoll jr. and Ross (1985), p. 394
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0.065 , . >A . | | |
T 18 —
19 ----
0.064 i3 |
IR 21
e T Py —
0'063 B \7\'\7\7\7 \.\‘\V\b\ 23 ]
0.062 | e ]
E 0061 | ]
<
@
Y I ———
T o
; ,
g N
Q 0059 i
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0.055 . A , . | | |
0 1 2 3 4 5 s . .

YEARS TO MATURITY
FIGURE 2. Brennan/Schwartz term structure realizations

The results on possible realizations of the term structure obtained for one-factor models
in propositions 1 and 2 generalize to the multifactor case in a straightforward manner.
Observe that the multifactor equation (11) is simply an affine combination of one—factor
equations. More specifically, the term structure at some future date ¢ in the Vasicek
model is given by the the initial term structure at time zero (the logarithm of initial
bond prices in (11) or the initial forward rate r.(0,7) in (13)) plus a term reflecting the
endogenous dynamics. In the multifactor Gaussian model, we have again the initial term
structure, plus a sum of endogenously generated terms of the same functional form for
each factor. Although the formulas are more complicated, the same holds for the one—
and multifactor versions of the CIR model, since as in the Gaussian case forward rates
are affine functions of the state variables. Thus, starting from a flat initial term structure,
an n—factor Gaussian or CIR model permits those term structure shapes which can be
represented as a sum of n curves of the three types in propositions 1 and 2.

Moving from one—factor to multifactor models we do gain a new quality, however. The
one—factor models allow only for “parallel” shifts of the term structure in the sense that
forward rate curves for different states of the world cannot intersect (e.g. figure 2). A
two-factor model in contrast allows for “twists” in the term structure, i.e. for example an
increase of forward rates on the short end and a decrease on the long end (e.g. figure 1).

2.2. Other Models. Leaving the affine class for the remaining one—factor models which
we want to study, we need to resort to numerical implementations. This also allows us to
fit the CIR model to a given initial term structure by allowing the drift parameter 0 to
depend on time.
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For our numerical study we chose the Hull and White (1993) algorithm, because it
allows us to implement all one-factor models introduced in section 1.1 in a unified frame-
work. Comparing the initial term structure with the period 0 term structure calculated by
backward induction through the trinomial lattice generated by this algorithm gives us an
idea of how exact our approximation is. The maximum deviations of the calculated period
0 term structure from the input term structure, as well as the parameter constellations
for each plot, are listed in table D.

As exemplified in figure 2, our simulations show that for all values of  considered,
as well as for the Black and Karasinski (1991) model, the shapes of the term structure
endogenously generated are qualitatively the same as those proven for 4 = 0,0.5 in propo-
sitions 1, 2. The Sandmann and Sondermann (1993) model exhibits essentially no mean
reversion, therefore the term structure shapes generated endogenously remain very flat,
with a slight tendency toward increasing forward rate curves.

2.3. Some Remarks on Mean Reversion. The analysis in the preceding sections
demonstrates the importance of mean reversion for the shape of the term structure. Our
numerical study shows that for all models considered, mean reversion is necessary in order
to generate downward sloping term structures in any substantial proportion. As shown
analytically in proposition 1, in the Gaussian case this means that for zero mean rever-
sion (the continuous—time Ho/Lee case) the forward rate curve slopes upward ever more
steeply as the model evolves over time. In the CIR model mean reversion is necessary in
order to make the origin inaccessible. Otherwise, within any finite time horizon, the short
rate would reach zero with a positive probability and stay there.!?

In this context it is important to note that mean reversion is primarily a wvolatility
parameter, in that it determines how the volatilities of bonds, and hence yields and forward
rates of different maturities relate to the volatility of the short rate. Mean reversion is
necessary in order to model a volatility structure which reflects the stylized fact that
forward rate volatilities are decreasing in time to maturity.

An equivalent change of measure, much as it will alter the drift of the short rate SDE,
will neither affect the volatility of the short rate nor the bond volatilities. Consequently,
the term structures which are possible remain the same under every equivalent measure,
only the probability assigned to the realizations change. In the affine models this is im-
mediately evident: the term structure equations, for example (13) or (7), are independent
of the probability measure.

In Gaussian models, choosing different rates of mean reversion for each factor is nec-
essary to prevent collapse to the onefactor case: Then equation (11) can be written
as

In B(Z(t),t,T)=1n % — % (; U?) /% <<1 _ e—a(T—s)>2 (- e—a(t—s)>2> s

1 n
Z(p—a(T=s) _ —a(t—s) T
+ / ” (e e ) d (; O'JW](S)>

0
Defining
L Yo
Wi(s):= E?%Zvvj(s)
Ej:l 0-]

3gee Cox, Ingersoll jr. and Ross (1985), p. 391.
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FIGURE 3. Term structure realizations, two—factor CIR model
which is a Wiener process by the Lévy criterion. Setting o := 2?21 0]2, we can replace
d(E?ﬂ o;dW;(s)) with odW(s) to yield a onefactor model. Consequently, it is not

possible to construct a continuous-time multifactor version of the Ho/Lee model, since
this would have a; = 0 for all ;.

In contrast, the multifactor version of the CIR model does not degenerate into the
one—factor case if the mean reversion parameters are equal for all factors, as figure 3
demonstrates. Only if the volatility parameters o; are also all equal do we get a one-
factor model. Then the B;(¢,T') are equal for all j and we can write (7) as

B(Z(t),t,T)= A(t,T)exp{— z”: B;(t, T)z;(t)} = A(t,T)exp{=B1(t,T)r(t)}

i=1

3. THE ROLE OF THE DISTRIBUTIONAL ASSUMPTION

In the previous section, our qualitative results on the shapes of the term structure gen-
erated endogenously were independent of the distributional characteristics of the factors.
In this section we seek to quantify this similarity between the models. To this end consider
a Furopean spread option whose payoff at time T is defined as

[ro(T, T +2) —r(T, T +y)]".

Such spread options can be interpreted as an aggregate over all possible term structure
shapes, weighted with the relevant pricing measure: If (long — short)-options (i.e. > y)
are expensive, then increasing forward rate curves carry a large weight; if (short — long)—
options (i.e. & < y) are expensive, then decreasing term structures are important. Figures
4-7 plot spread option values for different one—factor models of the “F-root” specification
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(3). On the vertical axis we plot the price of a contingent claim which pays one dollar for
every base point difference between the instantaneous forward rates with time to maturity
x years hence and x+c years hence, i.e. either long — short [r (T, T+x+c¢)—r.(T,T+2z)]*,
or short — long [r (T, T + z) — r.(T,T + = + ¢)]*. On the horizontal axis we plot the
shorter time to maturity z, keeping the maturity difference ¢ constant. We start with a
flat initial forward rate curve and chose the volatility parameter ¢ in such a manner as to
make the models comparable: Since the short rate dynamics drive the one—factor models
considered here, we set o so as to match the variance of the short rate at option maturity
as viewed from today.'* Figures 4-7 show that the models are not only very similar in the
qualitative shapes of the term structure generated endogenously, but also differ very little
quantitatively in they weight they assign to different slopes of the forward rate curve at
various maturities.

It is worth noting that the endogenous dynamics identified so far are unaffected by
the shape of the initial term structure. This was already observed analytically in section
2.1. In our numerical study, by defining “at—the-money” spread options, i.e. options that
pay one dollar for every base point difference between the spread between two forward
rates at maturity of the option and the respective spread in the initial term structure
[(r(0, T4+ x+d)—r.(0,T+2))— (r(T, T4+ x+c)—r.(T,T + z))]*, we verified that all

these models have a tendency to produce term structures that are more upward sloping

1 This of course does not mean that the short rate variance is matched for other maturities, but our
simulations show that the variance matching o does not vary much across maturities. Furthermore, by
allowing for time-dependent volatility one could match variances for all maturities.
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FIGURE 8. Black/Karasinski FIGURE 9. Sandmann/Sondermann

on the short and more downward sloping on the long end irrespective of the slope of the
initial term structure.

We therefore conclude that by specitying different values of 3, it is not possible to
implement term structure models which differ substantially with respect to their structural
implications for future realizations of the shape of the term structure.

The Black and Karasinski (1991) model differs from the “g-root” diffusion in the way
mean reversion is specified (see eq. (4). This is reflected in figure 8, where again we set o
so that the variance of the short rate in two years’ time is the same as in figures 4 through
7: The forward rate curves are somewhat flatter, leading to lower spread option prices.

In the Sandmann and Sondermann (1993) model the term that can be viewed as gen-
erating a mean reversion effect 1(1 — e”" M)o?, is bounded between 0 and 10? for all
r € R4. For the same variance of the short rate realizations in two years’ time as in
figure 4 the term structures are therefore flatter and upward sloping term structures carry
relatively more weight, as evidenced in figure 9: Spread option prices are much lower and
for all maturities the claims contingent on upward sloping term structures are more valu-
able than those contingent on downward sloping term structures. This underscores once
more the importance of mean reversion as compared as compared to the distributional
characteristics.

Next we pose the question whether these striking similarities between models with
different distributional assumptions carry over to the multifactor case. Again we focus on
members of the affine class. While we do not have closed form solutions for spread options
on instantaneous forward rates in the CIR model, in appendix C we derive a near—explicit
solution for spread options on nominal'® forward rates'®.

Consider now figure 10. The CIR §; were chosen in such manner as to yield a nearly flat
initial term structure for the maturity range from 0 to 10 years (forward rates vary less
than one base point). The Gaussian model was fitted to the same initial term structure
and the Gaussian o; were chosen to match the factor variances with those in the CIR
model'”. Again, spread option prices are nearly equal. This result is remarkably stable,
even when factor variances are matched for a different time horizon than the option

15gee footnote 9

18For the compounding periods considered in our analysis below, comparisons between the closed—form
solution for nominal spread options in the one—factor CIR case and the numerical results for continuous
compounding show differences small enough to be ignored, as do comparisons between closed—form solu-
tions for spread options on nominal and continuously compounded rates in the Gaussian models.

TFor a complete parameter listing, see table D.
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SPREAD OPTIONS IN 3 FACTOR MODELS
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FIGURE 10. Spread options in three—factor models

maturity. Only for unrealistically high volatilities do marked differences appear between
CIR and Gaussian spread option prices.

CONCLUSION

In the present paper, we have evaluated a broad collection of factor models of the term
structure of interest rates proposed in the literature. They differ in the number of factors,
in the class of probability distributions that the factors obey, and in whether or not mean
reversion is included in the factor SDEs. Starting from a flat initial term structure of
forward rates, we analysed the evolution of the shape of the term structure generated
endogenously by the models.

In all the models considered, the introduction of mean reversion is essential in order
to generate downward sloping forward rate curves in any substantial proportion. Fur-
thermore, in Gaussian models choosing different rates of mean reversion for each factor is
necessary to prevent collapse to the one-factor case. In contrast, the multifactor version
of the Cox, Ingersoll jr. and Ross (1985) (CIR) model degenerates into the one—factor
case if and only if mean reversion and volatility parameters are equal for all factors.

The choice of the number of sources of uncertainty driving a model is clearly more im-
portant for the evolution of the shape of the term structure than the distribution assumed
for the factors. Independent of the distributional assumption, the models considered re-
strict the evolution of the shape of the term structure in much the same manner. This
is true not only qualitatively, but also quantitatively, as evidenced by our comparison of
spread option prices. Hence, if some observed term structure shape cannot be explained
by one model, then it cannot be explained by the others either.

These findings have bearing on the use of term structure models for the pricing and
hedging of certain derivatives. First, mean reversion is necessary in order to model a
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realistic term structure of volatilities. Second priority should be the choice of the “correct”
number of factors, perhaps through principal components analysis'®. This determines
which shapes of the term structure can occur. The choice of distributional assumption is
largely irrelevant when considering positions in fixed income instruments which depend
primarily on the relative movements of interest rates for different maturities.

For some fixed income instruments, however, there are theoretical arguments against
certain distributional assumptions that cannot be safely ignored. Rogers (1996) demon-
strates how permitting negative interest rates, as Gaussian models do, leads to implausible
valuation results for certain contingent claims such as long term zero coupon bonds and
zero strike floors. Hogan and Weintraub (1993) show that models with lognormal contin-
uously compounded short rates assign infinite values to Eurodollar futures, a result that
also holds for g-root models with § greater than unity.

In view of the different methods for empirical testing outlined in the introduction, the
results in this paper suggest the following conclusions. While taking into account the
movements of the entire term structure is clearly important in order to determine empir-
ically the number of factors necessary to adequately model interest rate dynamics, using
this data to test for the best specification of the diffusion process may lead to rather
unstable results in the sense that deviations of the realized term structure shapes from
those permitted by the models will be the same across models and this will dominate any
differences due to the distributional assumptions on the factors. Instead, to improve the
selectivity of the test, one could concentrate on estimating the factor distributions with
the observed factor dynamics. In one—factor short rate models this would be an argu-
ment for the approach taken by Chan, Karolyi, Longstaff and Sanders (1992), who focus
on the dynamics of the continuously compounded short rate. For the affine multifactor
case, one could make use of the fact that these models can be reparameterized in factors
which are yields' (or forward yields, for that matter). The dynamics of these yield fac-
tors can then be estimated from observables, and the stability of these estimates under
reparameterization to yield factors of different maturities is a criterion for evaluating the
model.

APPENDIX A. PROOF OF PROPOSITION 2

Instantaneous forward rates are equal to minus the derivative with respect to maturity
of the logarithmic zero coupon bond prices. Thus, from (7) with n = 1 we get

20 1
r.(t,T) = — (wc(c + a)ec(T_t) — 5(0 + a)) + chec(T_t)r(t)(l —w(c+ a)(ec(T_t) - 1))

o
and once more taking the derivative with respect to maturity

(16) Oar.(1,T) = 4czw26C(T_t)((9 + (1 —2(c+ a)wec(T_t))r(t))
Setting Oyr.(t,T) = 0 yields

ity _ (e— )0+ (D)
() e+ a)(—0+ er()

18See for example Litterman and Scheinkman (1991).

Ygee Duffie and Kan (1992, 1996).
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The derivative of (16) with respect to maturity is

4 2

(B)oro(t,T) = (2¢ eC(T_t)<—a +e+aecT 4 cec(T_t)>_ o
. (—a4b +2abe—2ab® +bet + at he2eT=1) +24° bee2eT-1)
—abcP et _pte2eT=1) 4 942 er(t) o’ —4dac? r(t) o?
+263 r(t) o £ 8aces Tt r(t) 0% =8¢eI r(t) o?
1202 cecT-1) r(t) o 4+ 4qc?e2e(tHT) r(t) o2 4+ 2P e2eT=1) r(t) 02>
Inserting (17) into (18), we get

—(b—cr(t)* (b4 cr(t)*
4r(t)? o2

<0

and thus the forward rate curve has a local maximum at the maturity Ty satisfying (17),
and is upward sloping for shorter and downward sloping for longer maturities. Note
that for r(¢) = 0/a, i.e. when the drift of the short rate process is zero, Ty = ¢, which
means that the term structure is downward sloping for all maturities if the short rate
realization is r(t) > 0/a. For r(t) < ﬁ, (17) has no solution, and T goes to infinity

as r(t) | ﬁ Therefore the term structure is upward sloping for all maturities if
b
() < Zm
APPENDIX B. SPREAD OPTIONS ON INSTANTANEOUS FORWARD RATES IN THE
VASICEK MODEL

As El Karoui, Lepage, Myneni, Roseau and Viswanathan (1991) show, we have

(19) r(t) =r.(0,t) + /Ot e_“(t_s)adWQT(s)

and therefore under the forward measure r(Z) is normally distributed with mean p, ) =
r.(0,t) and variance Uf(t) = (1—e7?*")0?/2a. Inserting (19) into (13) and (14), respectively,
we see that under QT r.(¢,T) is normally distributed with

2

g —2a —a(T- —92a(T—
troemy = 7e(0, 1) + ﬁ(l — e (gm0 T _ = 2a(T 1))

0_2 — e—2a(T—t)(1 . e—2at)0-_2
Tc(t,T) 2@

and S¢(7) is normally distributed with

2
- arc(()? T) + a (1 _ e—2at>(2€—a(T—t) . 1)e—a(T—t)

Hsen) = 75, 2a
2
Ugt(T) _ e—2a(T—t)(1 _ e_m)ﬂ

Proposition 3. Consider a European spread option whose payoff at time T is defined as
[re(T, T+ 2) = ro(T.T + )]
The value Vo([ro(T,T + x) — r.(T,T 4 y)]T) at time 0 of this contingent claim is

Vo([ro(T, T + @) — r(T, T + y)]*) =B(0,T) (MN (N_> o (n_»

S S
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for x>y (long — short), and for x <y (short — long) we have

Vollro(T. T + @) — ro(T. T + y)]*) =B(0,T) (WV (Z_> Ty <_ﬂ_>>

s Ts
with
2
s =10, T +2) —r.(0,T +y) + 2—2(1 — 72T (g7 TR (e7W — gT20Y))
2 1
o, :%(1 . e—QaT) (5(6_2(190 4 e—2ay) . e—a(x—l—y))

where N is the standard normal distribution function and @ the corresponding probability
density.

PRrROOF: Defining J := r.(T,T + x) — r.(T,T 4 y) and following the approach taken in

Jamshidian (1987), we can write

Vo([re(T, T + &) = ro(T, T + y)*)
=B(0,T) Wexp{ (‘] Us““’) }dJ
e I 1 R A e G o N ]
() s (2)]

for © > y (long — short), and for « < y (short — long) we have
Vo([re(T, T + 51?) — (T, T+ y)]")

=— B(0,T)

) on(2)

Proposition 4. For every fized time to maturity difference ¢ > 0 there exists a unique
time to maturity y(a) such that

Vollre( 1, T+ y + ¢) = e 1,7+ 9)IF) < Vol[re( 1, T + ) = e 1,7 + y + €)])

a

< _
as y > y(a). Furthermore dz‘él—(;‘) < 0.

PRrROOF: We have
VO([TC(Tv T + Y + c) - TC(Tv T + y)]+) - VO([TC(Tv T + y) - TC(Tv T + Y + c)]+) = s

s has the following properties:

2
502 (1 — exp{—2aTy}) exp{—ac}(1 — exp{—ac}) >0
i) lim ps =0

Y—00

1
i) pslz =0 & = Eln (exp{—ac}+1) >0

1) 11/1_{%#5 =
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dug - 1 1
iv) d'uy = 0 < Y= gln (2exp{—ac} +1) > gln (exp{—ac} + 1)
v

a

Proposition 4 shows that the Vasicek model favours upward sloping term structures on
the short end and downward sloping term structures on the long end. For the Ho/Lee
model, the slope of the forward rate curve and thus spread options prices are deterministic;
starting from a flat initial term structure, only options on upward sloping forward rate
curves will have a positive value.

APPENDIX C. SPREAD OPTIONS ON NOMINAL FORWARD RATES

C.1. In the one-factor Gaussian model. Consider an European option with the
payoff??

(20) [Tn(T,l',Oé) - Tn(T,y,Oé)]+

at maturity T, where r,(T,z,«) denotes the nominal forward rate at time T for the
investment period from T'+ = to T+ = + «. Following the approach taken in Jamshidian
(1987), we write the price at time 0 of the option as

C(r,0) = éB(r,t,T)(](T,x,oz) —J(T,y,«))
with

J(T,z,0) = / F(T,T,T—I—J},T—I-J}—I-Oé)_ldQT(T(T))
r(T)ER,

where

Ry ={r()|F(r, T, T+ 2,T+2+a)< F(r,T.\-T+y,T+y+a)}

The forward price at time T' of a forward contract maturing in 7'+ = on a zero coupon
bond maturing in 7'+ = + «, parametrized in the spot short rate r(7'), is given by

1
Pr, I, T+, T+z40a)=F0,T+2,T+x+a)kkexp {—T(T)—(e“”’ - e—a<x+a>)}
a

with
2

-0 1 1
kl — eXp{ 5o (1 . e—QaT) ((g(e—ax _ e—a(l’-l—oz))) . %(6—2(11’ . e—2a(x—|—oz))>}

a

1
ko = exp {TC(O, T)—(e " — e_“(x"'a))}
a

As can be readily seen, the difference F'(r, T, T+ 2, T+ 2+ a)— F(r,T,T+y, T +y+ «)

is monotonic in r(7'). Thus we have for > y
7

J(T,z,a) = F(O,T—I—:z;,T—I—:z;—I—oz)_lkl_lkz_l/

e {T(T)é(e—w - e‘““’*“))} dQ™(r(T))

and for x <y

J(T,J},Oé):F(O,T—I-J},T—I-J}—I-Oé)_lkl_lkz_l/

Tr

exp {T(T)é(e—” - e‘“”*”)} dQ* (r(1))

20For a treatment of this contingent claim within the context of an international economy see Frey and

Sommer (1997).
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r is given by the condition
FOoyp,T,T+a,T+a+a)=F0p,T.T+y.T+y+a)

. Glﬂ@T+%T+x+a) 1,

— i = - — ks — k kit 0,7
T CFOT g Tty ta) 270 4)>3 0. T)

with
k3 — 7T _ T e—a(x—l—oz) 4 e—a(y-|-a)
1
k4 = 5 <e_2al’ _ 6_2(11/ _ e—2a(ac-|—oz) + e—?a(y-l-oz))
and Uf(T), the variance of the spot short rate at time 7', viewed from time 0, given by
2
2 g —2aT
o) = 5, (L —e)

r(T) is normally distributed with variance Uf(T) and mean ,u?(T) = r.(0,7T) under the

forward risk-adjusted measure Q7. Therefore

[ efr ke - Yagrinn)

* Q 2
i 1 1 r(1) — p,
:/ exp{r(T)—(e_“x—e_“(x"'a))}i exp{—( @) 5 (T)) }dr(T)
. a 270,(r) 29, x)

exp{ _(IM?(T))Q + (N?(T) + (e — e_a(era))Uf(T))Z}

2
QO'T(T)

2
QO'T(T)

1
= exp {E(e—ax . e—a(x+oz))rc(07T) _I_ _(e—ax . e—a(x+oz))20_3(T)}

2a?

NEUEITE G e-a<x+a>>azm>

O (T)

ES| (r(T) = (i) + He™ — et )a 1))
‘/_Oo 270, (T) exp{— } ar(T)
1

C.2. Spread options in the one-factor “square root” term structure model.
Writing (20) in terms of zero coupon bond prices and substituting these with the bondprice
formula given by Jamshidian (1987), we get

1 B(T,T,T—I—x) B(T,T,T+y) +
E[mnﬂT+x+ay‘mnﬂT+y+aJ
L[ AT +a)
Ca [A(T,T+x+a> exp {—r(T) (B(T,T+2) = B(T,T +x + a))}
A(T,T—I—y) +
AT, T+y+a) exp {—r(T)(B(T,T+y) = B(T,T+y+a))}

Again, it is easy to show that the difference F/(r, T, T+a, T+a+a)—F(r, T, T+y, T4+y+a)
is monotone in r(7T'). Thus, following Jamshidian’s approach, the price in ¢ of the option
is given by

C(rt) = éB(r,t,T) (J(T,z,0) = J(T,y,a))
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with
AT, T + x) .
HT>20) / Al T T+z+a) exp{—r(T)(B(T, T+ ) — B(T, T + 2 + a)}dQ" (r(T))
for x > y, and
AT, T + x)

J(T,z, ) exp{—r(T)(B(T,T+ ) —B(T, T+ = + a)}dQT(r(T))

o ATT—I—:L'—I—oz)
for v <y, where

o In AT, T4+ z)—In AT, T+e+a)—In AT, T+y)+In AT, T+ y + «a)
T B(T,T+x)—B(T,T+x+a)=B(T,T+y)+B(T,T+y+a)

Let
4
HT) = 1(T) 2000 — 1)) = B 1) (T)
o
Then we know that 7(7T') conditioned on r(t) is noncentral chi-square distributed under

the forward risk adjusted measure Q7, with v degrees of freedom and non-centrality pa-
rameter A given by

40
o= —
o2
(21) 16w2 2 c(T t)
= —7r(t
B(T)
Let
4
b:= —B(t. T)™!
(22) o2 (t.7)

L:=B(T,T+x)—B(T,T+zx+ «)

Then we have

gy *

T AT, T+ x _
J(T,z,a) = b/o A(T( 1o +)a)e (T)quz(b r(T), v, \)dr(T)

Substituting for q; its infinite sum expression (see Johnson and Kotz (1970), Chapter 28,
eq. 3), we get

g (b (T, v, )
i 1y

v 1 =
eXP{_2 }z; l _|_] 22]]

2

1 1 \b L b b
= 272 exp{—§ r(T)(b+2L)—|-b_|_2L> eXp{ (b—I-QL )\>}<b‘|’2L>

[N

1/ M b\ 2o Ab
2 <b+2L a A)} <b+2L> e <(b+2L)T(T)’V’ b+2L>
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Therefore

1/ A bo\TT' AT, T+ )
J(Ty0) =b- eXp{ <b+2L A>}<b+2L> AT, T+ z+ «a)
1)

- L AT, T + 2)
— P12\t 2L b+2L) AT, T+z+ «)

: /0 g2 ((b+ 2L)r(T), v, b:bﬂ> d((b+2L)r(T))

for x > y, and for = < y

[T

1/ b b AT + 7
J(T,x,oz)—eXp{§<b_|_L A)}([H_QL) AT, T+ 2+ «a)

( <b+2L)r(T),z/, %) d((b—l—ZL)r(T)))
/OT% 02 ((b +2L)r(T), v, bi%) d((b+2L)r(T)) = 2

'5+2L

with

((b+2L)ry)

the value of the non-central chi-square distribution function.

C.3. Spread options in the multi-factor square root term structure model. Writ-
ing (20) in terms of zero coupon bond prices and substituting these with the bond price
formula given in Chen and Scott (1995), we get

1[ B(zT,T+z)  B(T,T+y) 17
a|B(z,T,T+z+a) Bz, T,T +y+a)
1 AT, T+ ) 4 | |
T o [HA T.T+z+a) exp{—(Bj(T,T + ) = Bi(T, T + z + a))z(T)} =

_|_

T-AETEY BT +y) = BT T+ y + a))25(D))

Again following the approach taken in Jamshidian (1987), the price in ¢ of the option is
given by

1
Clz,t) = =Bz, t, T)(J (T, 2, 0) = J(T,y, @)
!
with J given by the multidimensional integral

J(T,z, )

-/ (H pF e xp{—(Bj<T,T+x>—Bj<T,T+x+a>>Zj<T>}) 10" (-(1))
(T)ezy MV
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Y (BAT,T+y) = ByT,T+y+a) =BT, T +a)+B{(T, T+ +a))z(T)

(T +y) AL TH+r+a)
> In (HA TT+y+a) AT +) )}
Now consider
(23) exp{—=(Bj(T,T + ) = BT, T + x + ) z(T)}dQ" ((T))

Analogously to the one-factor case, defining v; and A; as in (21), b; and L; as in (22), we
can write (23) as

exp{—L;z;(1T)} q,2(b;z;(T),v;, Aj)dz;(T')

)

1/ Ab b\ b,
= — A ! o | (b; +2L;)z;(T dz;(T
oo {5 (- () e (o 2msmn 22 Y s

Because of the independence of factors, we can write

J(T,x,Oé) = (H.A T?iii>@)) / (Hb]e_L]Z](T)QX2(bJZJ(T)7Vjv)‘j)dZJ(T)>

A(Tyezs N7

B H T T —|— l’) 1 )\]‘b]‘ )\ b]‘ %y]
N ./4 TT—I—J?—I—O()GXP 2 b]—I-QL] I b]—I-QL]

- (quz (054 205,00 220 Y- 2Lj>zj<T>>)
(Tyezzn =1

The remaining integral term is the value of the probability function of a linear combination
of independent random variables which are non-central chi-square distributed, and can be
evaluated using the techniques described by Chen and Scott (1995):

75 = {Z(T) 2,(T) > k}

with
2.(T) :=(b; + 2L;)z;(T)
B =(BAT, T +y) = BAT, T +y+a) =BT, T+ )+ ByT, T+« + a))(b; + 2L;) ™"

_ (T +y) AT TH+r+«)
ke hl(HA (I,T+y+a) AT+

and so we can write

i Ab; 1 Oosinuk
(quz (542250 ;5Lj)d<<bj—2Lj>zj<T>>) O
«(T)ezy N7 —co
where

U(u) = H W(Beju)
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with

, . iBeju Ajb;
Wi (Boju) =(1 — 2iBpu)"2" - R
i(Baju) =( ifs5u) eXp{l—Ziﬂm‘ub]‘—l-QLj}

We then evaluate the integral numerically, as in Chen and Scott (1995).

C.4. Spread options in the multi—factor Gaussian term structure model. As
before, we write the price in t of the option as

C(z,t) = éB(Z,t,T) (J(T,z,0) = J(T,y,a)).

Defining
o; .
(24) (T, a) ::/—] (e—%(T—S) _ e—aJ(T+a—s)> deQ (s)

we have &;(t,T, o) normally distributed with

B2 6(1, T, )] = 0

T
2
Ugj = Vart [£:(t, T, «) /% em(T=s) _ e_“J(T"'a_S))zdS.
J
As in the previous section,
B(Zv T7 T + l’) T
25 J(T = d T
(25) Toro)i= [ G Q" (1))

2(T)eZx

with Z7 suitably defined. Substituting (11) into (25) and writing the equation in terms
of ;. we get

Bz, T,T + x)
J(T =
(T, 2,a) B(ZTT—I—:L'—I—oz)

o2
(26) cexp{ —— Z / —; — _“J(T+x_5)>2 — (1 — e—“J(T+9U+a—5)>2> ds
aj

t

T
g

n 2
.exp{ Z/ a; 1 _ e—ag s)) <e—aJ(T—|—x—s) . e—aJ(T—I—x-I—oz—s)> ds
J

exp {zn: e_ajxfj (tv T, Oz)} dQT (5] (tv T, Oz))

E(t,T,a)€ES g=t
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where
_ L _ Bz, t,T+y)B(z,t,T 4+« + «a)
== t, T, BT _eTWYYE(E, T |
T {5( Oé) Z(e )f](? ,Oé)> nB(Z,t,T—I—y—I—O&)B(Z,t,T—I—J})
1
(27) . 4 ( —ajy (2 e~y _ —aJ(Z(T—t)—I—y)> -1 4 e—ZaJ(T—t)>
7= 1
a5(v+a) (1 (emmlirba) _ =y (aT=herba)) _ | e—zaJ<T—t>>
2

— e W (% <€ ajr 6_%( (T- t)—l—ac)) -1 4 e—ZaJ(T—t)>

_I_e—aj(x—l—oz) (l <e—aj(ac—|—oz) _ e—aJ(Q(T—t)—I—ac—I—oz)) 1 + e—QaJ(T—t)>}
2

We now proceed to calculate the truncated expectation in (26). Because the Brownian
motions W]Q are independent, we can write

n

/ exp {Z e (L, T O‘)} dQT (&(t, T, a))

£(t,T,0) €S 7=l
_ 1 fj(tv T7 a)2
eXp {6 a]wfj(thv Oé)} €xXp {_72 dfj(thv Oé)
V2 20
£t Ti) e, ( T, 3
= exp 126_2“”02 / H —L <§(t T,a) — e 970} >2 dé¢;(t, T, a)
2 - 13 /_27'('0'5 20_52 FAGE R &; FAGS R
]_1 —x J J
f(t,T,a)E:T
1 n n
~exp {5 3 ag} / (H & (0. T,a)) dE (1T, a>)
7=1 £(t,T 0)ezs, V=1

where the ¢%() are the appropriately defined densities of independent normal distribu-
tions. Therefore

/ (H CZ]:I\; (5] (tv T, Oz)) dfj (tv T, Oz)) = Prob [Z 6j€j(t7 T, Oz) > k]
£(t.To)ezs M1 7=l
with

B i=e " —e MY
and k defined as the right hand side of the inequality in (27). Since the sum of normally
distributed random variables is again normally distributed, we have

- E?:l Bie~"o}

i k
Prob [Z ﬂjfj(t,T, Oé) > k] =1-N ¢
i=1 \/ 2?21 6]20-;
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APPENDIX D. PARAMETER CONSTELLATIONS

D.1. One—Factor Models. The initial curve of instantaneous forward rates is flat at 6%
for all plots.

Figure Model Time*! 3 MR o Range®? Ref.?® Dev.*
2 || Brennan/Schwartz 2 yrs. 1 0.2 0.15 (0; 00) 16 0.00158
4 Vasicek 2yrs. 0 0.15 0.01 (—o0; 00) 16 0.00195
) CIR 2 yrs. 0.5 0.15 0.0408914  [0;00) 16 0.00193
6 || Brennan/Schwartz 2 yrs. 1 0.15 0.1649986  (0;00) 16 0.00192
7 f-root 2yrs. 1.5 0.15 0.6578632  (0;00) 16 0.00146
8 BDT 2 yrs. na 0.15 0.1436448  (0;00) 16 0.00145
9 SaSo 2 yrs. na  na 0.1483548  (0;00) 16 0.00147

D.2. Multifactor Models.

Fig. | Model | Time?' | a4 as as | o1 oo o3 6, 05 03

1 CIR 2 yrs. 0.08 0.16 na | 0.03 0.09 na 0.0025 0.0025 na

3 CIR 2 yrs. 0.15 0.15 na | 0.03 0.09 na 0.00325  0.00325 na

10 CIR 2 yrs. 0.1 0.15 0.2]0.03 0.04 0.05 0.002607 0.0029996 0.003426
Gauss | 2 yrs. 0.1 0.15 0.2]0.002916 0.007256 0.006135 | na na na

The initial state of the world for figure 10 is z1(0) = 22(0) = z3(0) = 0.02, i.e. the initial
short rate is 6%. The 6; are chosen in such a manner that all initial forward rates up to
a time horizon of 10 years lie with half a base point of 6%.
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