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What to Study

@ Market linkages are becoming increasingly important in
the international environment.

@ In particular, linkages in financial markets receive more
attention during financial crisis as decision makers in
markets become keener to receive available information
across markets.

@ The recent financial crisis of 2007-2008 is mainly a crisis in
debt markets.

@ We study the nature of market integration and linkages
around the period of recent financial crisis by analyzing
bond spreads during the period.



Yield Spreads, Factor Model

@ Yield spreads of bonds represent relative attractiveness of
the bonds, which is affected by profitability, default risk,
and liquidity.

@ These determinants of bond values are closely related to
market connectedness and integration.

@ A complicated multivariate specification would be needed
to consider such multiple economy bond spreads.
Problems of specification sensitivity and curse of
dimensionality are entailed.

@ Instead, we use a latent factor model, which makes it
possible to decompose volatility of bond spreads to
various components with interpretable identification.

o The latent factor approach also has the advantage of
quantifying effects contagion effects of shocks across
markets.



Factors in Factor Model

o Four potential factors are considered that influence bond
spreads: the world factor, the regional factor, the
country-specific factor, and the U.S. risk factor.

@ The first, second and fourth factors are common factors.
The third factor is country specific.

@ In the crisis period the world factor are classified into the
U.S. risk factor and the other part.

@ The regional factor reflects common events and market
integration in each region, which cause movements of
markets in the same direction, e.g. period of Asian
economic crisis



Advantage of Latent Factor Model J

@ The latent factor model helps avoid modeling of a specific
structure, absorbing it in latent factors.

@ This approach not only reduces the dimension of
parameters but also avoids the problem of model
misspecification.

@ A number of authors use the latent factor model to analyze
financial markets. Diebold and Nerlove (1989), Ng, Engle,
and Rothschild (1992), Mahieu and Schotman (1994), King,
Sentana, and Wadhwani (1994), and Forbes and Rigobon
(2002), Gregory and Watts (1995), Dungey, Martin and
Pagan (2000), Kose, Otrok, and Whiteman (2003).



Data J

@ Data from 9 countries are used: 3 Latin American countries
(Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico), 3 Asian countries
(Indonesia, Korea, and Philippines), and 3 developed
countries (Japan, UK, and US).

@ Daily observations of spreads on bond yields from
December 1, 2006 to March 31, 2010.

@ For six emerging economies (Latin America and Asia) the

long-term sovereign bonds are used. For developed
economies the long-term BBB corporate bonds are used.



Results J

@ For most countries, the level and volatility of bond spreads
have shown an overall increase during the financial crisis.

@ The absolute value of correlation of bond spreads has
increased in most cases during the crisis.

o Contagion emerges quite substantially from the U.S. shock
during the crisis.

@ Contagion from the U.S. shock has global-level effects on
most of the considered emerging economies.

o Mixed effects of regional factors are shown, with
similarities and differences across regions and countries.



The Model J

@ Let r;; be the bond yield of the i-th market at time t and rq
be the bond yield of a comparable risk free benchmark.

@ The bond spread of the i-th marketiss;; = r;; —ro;. siy, is
risk premium over a risk-free counterpart.

o Let wy, R#, RE, and uy ; be, respectively, the world, the Asia,
the Latin America, and country specific factors.

@ Then, we have a latent fact model for As;:
Asip = Nwi + YR + v Rf + oy, 1)

where A;, yi'A, yi'L, o; are factor loadings,

@ whose variances are normalized to be unity.

@ Assume that all the factors are independent of each other:
E[w;, Rf] =0 fork = A, L, E[R{!RF] = 0, E[u;uj,] = 0 for
i # j, Eluj;w] =0fori=0,1,---,N and E[u;;Rf] = 0 for
i=0,1,--- , Nandk=A, L.



ARCH for Disturbance Process J

@ Assume that the disturbance processes are distributed as
Gaussian processes with the autoregressive conditional
heteroskedasticity (ARCH) in the conditional variance:

fit = Y, ()
vjs ~ NI(O, G]%t), and
sz,t = (1-a)+ o‘jsz,t—r

where j = 1,2,3 and {f1 4, for, f3,4} = {ws, RA, REY.

Used by Diebold and Nerlove (1989), Engle, Ng and
Rothschild (1990), Kim and Park (2004), Dungey et. al.
(2000) and Dungey et. al. (2011).



Augmentation: Including the U.S. Risk Factor J

@ Augment the model (1) by including the U.S. factor s for
the period of crisis (via the indicator I):

Asip = N + VAR +yRE + o + Cilittus 3)

The strength of contagion from the U.S. market are
controlled by ¢;; I; = 1 for the crisis period.

@ (ys =0, implying that the U.S. risk factor for the U.S. is
included in the idiosyncratic shock of the U.S.

@ The U.S. risk factor is distinct from the world factor: The
former presents only in the crisis period while the latter
presents in the whole period.



Evaluation of the Contribution of Each Factor J

@ The variance of As;; can be decomposed as
Var(As;t) = Var(Ajwy) + Var(yfRf) + Var(yiLRtL) 4)
+Var(Cilisys,) + Var(ugy). ®)

@ The contribution of each factor to the volatility of the bond
spread variation is, then, defined as:

A2
Contribution of the world factor = m,
Contribution of the regional factor e ﬂ,
Var(As; )
o2
Contribution of the idiosyncratic factor = m
Contribution of the contagion factor = i 6)
& - Var(Asiy)

where Var(As;y) = A + (v4)? + (vE)? + 2 + 02,



Estimation Method (1)

@ We use a simulation-based indirect inference method
proposed by Gourieroux et al. (1993).

@ Denote by M = M(0) a given model. Suppose a direct
estimation method such as the maximum likelihood
method or the method of moments is not tractable for M.

@ In this case we consider an approximate model M” that is
more tractable than M. We call M* an instrumental model
for the estimation of 0.

@ The instrumental model is characterized by a vector of
parameters 67, M" = M"(67).



Estimation Method (2) J

o Let X7(0) ={x:(0) thl be a sequence of observed data and
é“T = 07(Xr(0)) be an estimator of 67 based on X7(0).

@ Denote by X,7(0) = {x} (9)}{21 a sequence of simulated data
from the model M conditional on the parameter 6 for
s=1,...,8S.

o Let 2. = 7(X,7(0)) be an estimator of 8% based on X7 (0).
sT

@ The indirect estimator of 0, 857, is defined as
138 ! 138
Osr(W) = arg min [e% 52 ezT(e)] w [e% =) ezT(e)] 7
s=1 s=1

where W is a weighting matrix.



Estimation Method (3) J

@ In the estimation process we use the Kalman filter as the
likelihood function of an approximate model.

@ The state-space model for the Kalman filter is represented
as follows:

(Observation equation) As; = I'f; + ou, (8)
(State equation) fie= \/ (1—od) + odfj%tiln]’,t.

where I' = (A, y4, vl and o = {a®, &4, L), nj, is the ii.d.
standard normal process and is independent of u;.

@ Although the state equation is nonlinear, we can apply the
Kalman filter to have an updated f; from f;_;.



Empirical Results: Descriptive Statistics

@ The mean and standard error of spread series for most
countries experienced large increases in the crisis period.

@ Correlations of the bond spread increase in the period of
crisis, reflecting risk spillover effects. (Table 3.1)

@ To check persistence of spread series we have tested the
unit root null. The null is not rejected at 5% test for the
spread of all countries. (Table 3.2)

@ The persistence and instability of bond spreads, implied in
the unit root hypothesis, are well expected during the
period of 2007-2008 financial crisis.

@ We use the first difference of bond spreads, As;, to remove
the unit root in s;.

@ As; exhibits common time-varying volatility (Figure 3.1),
which can be properly modelled by ARCH.



Table 3.1 Descriptive Statistics «
Before the Crisis (Dec. 2006 — July 2007)

= mean- | variance] Mins | Maw |°
AR 3196] 920{ 2232] 62724
BR+| 125.84 26.94 791 18564+
MXH 1.64 10.6+ -23.9. 41.04¢
™| 19234 2704 1600 27104
RR{ 795 5314 708] 8684
PH| 1669 233] 1179 2208
e[ 454 126] 156] 649
UK 1033] 135] 89| 1425
US4 123.04 18.94 993 182.54¢
o

During the Crisis (August 2007 — Sept. 2008)-
| mean- | variance] mime | Max |0
AR-| 12561] 9218 3508] 35222
BRe[ 2174 1023] 753] 38194
MX| 208.04 131.04 7.8 489 44¢
TN- | 4638] 2410, 1905{ 14863
RR-| 2063] 1383 708 3625
PHo| 2078 1379 1461 78514
s 80 2554 177] 1383
URe| 2821] 747 1345 4168
us» 35144 116.44 159.0. 652 24¢




Correlation Coefficients (Before the Crisis)’

)

=

=

ARs | BRs | MX»| INe | KRo | PH» | 1P | UKe | USe
ARo| 1.000 v o o o o v o o
BR+| 0220 | 100~ - - - v v - -
MXd 017+ | 064 | 100~ - - v v - -
INo| 0820 048] 0507| 1.00+ B > o o B
KR 017+ -0377| 0257 -0.172| 1.00¢ B o o B
PHo| 0520 | 0770 | 0700 | 0862 | -0260] 100~ B o o
TPo| 0720| 0140 0240 | 0425| 0.030| -0100] 1.00- B B
UK<| 088¢| 0.12¢| 024 | 086-| -0.142| 038¢| -0.66¢| 1.00¢ B
USe| 084-| 0.19-| 032¢| 089~ | 0.1L-| 064 | 058+ 0937 | 100+

p
Correlation Coefficients (During the Crisis)~

ARs | BR | MX»| INo | KRs | PHo | 1P» | UKe | USe
ARs| 1000
BR+| 092+ | 1.00-
MX{ 093+ | 090~ 100¢
IN-| 0927 | 094 | 092¢] 1.007
KRe| 0977 | 091 | 094 | 093+ 100+
PH/| 0887 | 0947 091-| 0937| 091~ | L00~
TPo| 0250 | 0185 | 0440 | 0242| 0280 | 0270 | 1000
URo| 0700 | 062 | 0835 0670| 070o| 06ds| 071o| 1000
USe| 077+ | 069+ | 080c| 069 | 073¢| 0.68¢| 045¢| 078+ | 1.00¢




-
Table 3.2 Results of Unit Root Tests.
.

ADF-Test, 5% level”

AR | BR-| MXe| INv | RKRe | PH-| JP- | UK-| USw |

T-stato | -1.9358+ -1.79174 -12296+ -1.81154 -1.3223+| -1.6105+ -2.5882+( -1.4012+| -2.2243"

P-valued 0.3158¢| 0.3849¢| 0.6634<| 03750 | 0.6209¢| 0.4768<| 0.0958¢| 0.5829¢| 0.1978+|"

“
.
PP-Test, 5% level
AR« BR+# MXe INe KR« PHe¢ JPe UK« use |7
e

T-state | -1.5107+] -1.8564+ -1.1487¢| -2.1032+ -1.3706+] -1.7044+] -2.5011+] -1.6524+] -1.8555

P-value| 05279+ 0.35320| 0.698¢ | 02436 0.59780| 04287 0.11550| 045535 0.35360|"

“



Empirical Results: Main Findings (1) J

@ The world factor has certain amount of effects on the
volatility of As; for most emerging economies. This implies
that the emerging economies are mostly integrated into the
global market.

@ Contagion effects of the U.S. shock emerge quite
substantially for all the considered emerging economies.

@ Contagion from the U.S. shock has global-level effects on
all the considered emerging economies although the
degree of influence is different across different countries
and regions.



Table 3.4 Variance Decomposition«

Non-Crisis Period ¢

T % % %

e

e

worlde | Latin® Asias | idiosync]®
AR 77.7%° | 16.3% — 6.0%¢ |7
BR{ 18.0%¢ | 70.0%¢ —o 12.0% |°
M o
x| 58%¢ | 251% —o 65.19%¢
INe|  7.9%¢ 17.9%« | 74.2%< |
KR4 0.0%¢ 3.8%¢ 96.2%¢ |7
PHe| 11.1%¢ — 64.0%¢ | 24.9% |©
e[ 0.7%¢ — — 99.3% |°
UK{ 1.0%- —o o 99.0%¢ |
US| 11.8%- —a —o 88.2%- |7
.
Crisis Period «
world« Latine Asia¢ | idiosynce| U.S. riske|
AR¢| 12.1%¢ 2.5%¢ —e 0.9%« 84.506¢
BRe| 14.6%¢ | 56.9%¢ —e 9.7%« 18.7%¢
¥J 8.5%¢ 21.8%¢ — 56.50%¢ | 13.1%¢
INo| 6.1%¢ —o 13.9%¢ | 57.4%¢ | 22.6%¢
KRo| 0.00%¢ —a 37% | 92.0% | 4.4%0
PHo| 8.6%¢ 49.7%< | 19.30%¢ [ 22.4%¢
TP | 0.7%¢ — 98.4%¢ | 0.9%¢
UK 1.0%¢ —a —a 98.5%¢ | 0.5%¢
USe| 11.8%¢ —e —e 88.206¢ —




Empirical Results: Main Findings (2) J

@ Clear regional effects are shown which, however, are
mixed with similarities and differences across regions and
countries. In the crisis period, the world-wide contagion
effects together with the world factor outweigh the regional
factor for majority of the considered emerging economies.

@ Strong effects of country specific factors are shown in
Korea as well as Japan, the UK, and the US.



Conclusions

@ We analyzed bond spreads of nine countries in the period
from December 1, 2006 to March 31, 2010 to see how much
markets are integrated and how the 2007-2008 crisis affects
the international market.

@ The analysis is based on an augmented latent factor model.
@ Our empirical results have several interesting implications.

@ The analysis is mainly for the effects of the U.S. shock and
did not include the effects of the recent EU crisis following
the U.S. shock.

e With different sets of countries and different identification
schemes with respect to regions and periods of contagions
we may have some different results.



