CASH SETTLEMENT WHEN
THE UNDERLYING
SECURITIES ARE THINLY
TRADED: A CASE STUDY

BRADFORD CORNELL

INTRODUCTION

Cash settlement has been one of the most useful innovations in the fu-
tures industry. As Paul (1985) observes, it not only makes possible trading
contracts for goods for which delivery is inconvenient, such the S&P 500
index, but also opens the door to trading contracts on goods like economic
indexes, for which delivery is impossible. These benefits, however, do not
come without some associated problems. The challenge involved in cash
settlement is to make sure that the settlement process is fair and orderly
so that futures prices properly reflect underlying market conditions dur-
ing the final days of trading. If this does not occur, the hedging and price
discovery functions of futures markets are compromised.

From the outset it was recognized by Jones (1982) and Garbade and
Silber (1983), among others, that although cash settlement assures con-
vergence to a cash index, it does not assure convergence to equilibrium
cash prices. For future prices to properly reflect equilibrium prices, the
exchange must also make sure that the cash price, or cash index, to which
the futures contract settles is not distorted. As noted by Lien (1989a,
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1989b) there are three types of problems that can cause cash settling
futures prices to diverge from true equilibrium prices.

First, because of sampling errors or lags in reporting, the cash index
to which the futures contract settles may not accurately reflect cash mar-
ket conditions. Henceforth, this will be referred to as the stale prices
problem. This problem is likely to be exacerbated when the underlying
cash securities on which the index is based are thinly traded. Without the
spur of actual transactions, brokers, dealers, and other agents who pro-
vide the data on which the cash index is based may not update their
quotes promptly.

Second, if the exchange relies on quotes provided by brokers, dealers,
or other agents to construct the cash index rather than on publicly ob-
servable transaction prices, those agents may have an incentive not to
provide accurate information. This is obviously true in the situation in
which the agents providing the data have a position in the futures market.
The extent to which agents can successfully mislead the exchange de-
pends on the volume of trading in the underlying securities. If a security
trades at the same time that a price quote is provided, a misleading quote
would be obvious. On the other hand, if there is a large gap between the
time of the quote and the last cash trade, it is difficult to determine
whether the quote is accurate.

Finally, futures traders (including possibly the agents who provide
the quotes) may have an incentive to attempt to manipulate the cash
market to profit from futures positions. For instance, a trader with a large
long position in municipal bond futures could make a profit on the futures
position by buying enough of the underlying bonds to drive up the level
of the cash index. Depending on the price elasticity of the cash bonds
and transaction costs, profits on futures settlement could exceed the costs
of buying and later reselling the cash securities.

As Cita and Lien (1992) stress, the manipulation problem involves
particularly complex game-theoretic issues. To the extent that a relatively
small volume of trading can affect the underlying security prices, both
the shorts and the longs have an incentive to manipulate the cash market
to profit on futures positions. Consequently, it is possible that competi-
tion between holders of short and long positions, both of whom hope to
manipulate the market to their advantage, will drive up the volume of
trading and push the cash price toward equilibrium, foiling all attempts
at manipulation. This assumes, however, that holders of short and long
positions are similar. If a few large traders dominate one side of the mar-
ket, and the other side is characterized by a plethora of traders with small
positions, the large traders are likely to have a distinct advantage. Simi-
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larly, given the difficulty of taking short positions in many thinly traded
cash securities, holders of short futures positions, who want to manipu-
late underlying prices downward, are likely to be at a disadvantage.

Although various theoretical models have been developed to eluci-
date the foregoing problems, particularly the possibility of manipulation,
whether difficulties with cash settlement arise in practice remains largely
an empirical question.! To help answer that question, this article presents
a case study of the municipal bond futures market. The municipal bond
futures market is ideal for such a case study because settlement in that
market is based on the Bond Buyer Index (BBI) of 40 municipal bonds,
virtually all of which are relatively thinly traded. The thin trading in the
underlying securities makes it more likely that settlement problems will
be observed. It is found that settlement risk is not an insignificant prob-
lem. The case study reveals that when interest rates moved sharply near
the close of trading on December 19, 1995, the quoted prices for the
cash securities included in the BBI did not respond fully. Consequently,
there was a substantial divergence between the closing futures prices and
the prices of other actively traded futures contracts and cash securities.
As a result, some traders experienced windfall settlement losses, and oth-
ers realized offsetting gains.

To explain and amplify these results, the remainder of the article is
organized as follows. The next section describes the details of the munic-
ipal bond futures contract and the procedure for cash settlement, in-
cluding how the cash index is constructed. Section 3 presents the em-
pirical results that form the core of the case study. The implications of
those results are discussed in the final section.

THE MUNICIPAL BOND FUTURES CONTRACT

The municipal bond futures contract, which began trading in June 1985,
is written on the Bond Buyer Municipal Bond Index (BBI). The value of
the contract is $1,000 times the level of the BBI. Prices on the exchange
are quoted in dollars per hundred with the minimum tick being 33 of a

dollar.

For all but the final day of trading, daily settlements are based on
trading during the settlement period, or, if there is no trading during that
period (which is rare), on the bid and ask quotes during that interval. On
the final trading day, however, the procedure is different in that settle-
ment is based directly on the BBI. Specifically, the settlement price on
the final day for all unliquidated positions is set equal to the level of the
BBI at 2:00 p.m. This makes it critical that the BBI accurately reflects
market conditions at that time.

'See, for example, Lien (1989b), Cita and Lien (1992), and Kumar and Seppi (1992).
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The BBI index on which the contract is written is composed of 40
tax-exempt municipal bonds that pay semiannual interest at a fixed rate.
To be included in the index, the bonds must satisfy the following five
criteria:

I. Must have a principal value outstanding of at least $50 million. (Hous-
ing bonds must have a minimum principal of $75 million.)

Must be rated A- or higher by Standard & Poor’s or A or higher by
Moody's at the time of inclusion in the index.

8]

3. Must have a remaining maturity of at least 19 years on the date of
inclusion.

4. Must either be noncallable or have a time to call of at least 16 years
as of the date of inclusion.

5. Must be eligible for secondary trading at least one business day prior
to inclusion in the index. At the time of inclusion, the bond must be
quoted at a price between 85 and 105.

The Bond Buyer also requires that no single issuer have more than two
bonds in the index.

To assure that the rating, maturity, and prices of bonds in the index
remain relatively constant over time, the Bond Buyer frequently revises
composition of the BBI. After the close of trading on the 15th of the
month (or the first business day preceding the 15th if the 15th is not a
business day) and on the last business day of the month, the BBI is typ-
ically revised. On revision dates, bonds that no longer meet the five cri-
teria are deleted and replaced with new bonds. This frequent revision
schedule, although useful for maintaining a constant composition, causes
two problems. First, bonds entering and leaving the index typically have
different prices. Without adjustment, therefore, revisions in the sample
would alter the level of the index.

The Bond Buyer makes two adjustments to assure that revisions in
the sample do not produce discontinuities in the index. First, the index
is not based on the raw prices of the constituent bonds, but rather on
their converted prices. The converted price for a bond is calculated by
dividing the raw price by a conversion factor. The conversion factor equals
the price at which $1 in principal of the bond yields 8%. Because of this
adjustment, converted prices are approximately equal to what the dollar
price of the bond would be if it had an 8% coupon. As a result, bonds of
comparable rating and maturity tend to have comparable converted prices
so that substituting one for another does not have a major impact on the
index.
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Second, although use of converted prices tends to reduce price dif-
ferentials between bonds entering and leaving the index, discrepancies
still exist. Consequently, the Bond Buyer employs a procedure similar to
that used by Dow Jones to assure that the industrial index of 30 common
stocks is not altered when one stock is substituted for another. In the
case of the BBI, the index is set equal to the average converted price of
the included bonds multiplied by a coefficient. The coefficient is deter-
mined so that the when old bonds are deleted and new bonds are added,
the index remains unchanged. For example, assume that prior to revision
the average converted price of bonds in the index is 100 and that the
coefficient is 0.95, so that the BBI is 95. If after deletions and additions
the average converted price of the new sample rises to 101, the coefficient
would be changed to 0.9406 to keep the BBI at 95. In this fashion, ad-
justments in the coefficient eliminate discontinuities in the index.

The combination of price conversion, the averaging of prices, and
the application of the coefficient means that there is no straightforward
way to duplicate the behavior of the BBI by investing in the underlying
bonds. Although this may cause some inconvenience for hedgers and
speculators, as long as the procedures by which the BBI is computed are
well documented, traders can develop accurate models that relate
changes in the level of the BBI to changes in the value of the municipal
bond portfolios in which they are interested. It is critical, however, that
the prices of the underlying bonds on which the BBI is based reflect
current market conditions. Whether bond prices reflect market condi-
tions depends on the frequency with which the underlying cash bonds
are traded, the fashion in which quotes are updated, and the manner in
which dealers provide price data to the Bond Buyer and the Chicago
Board of Trade.

The Price Data Collection Process

Recognizing the importance of accurate cash pricing during the delivery
month, the Bond Buyer and the Chicago Board of Trade (CBOT) have
developed a detailed procedure for collecting data and constructing the
BBI. Each day between 10:45 and 11:00 a.m. and between 1:45 and 2:00
p-m. (Chicago time) the Bond Buyer contacts at least six municipal bond
brokers to get price evaluations.? As described by the CBOT, the brokers
chosen are firms that do not take positions in either the cash or the
futures markets so as to minimize any incentive for them to provide mis-

2All the times reported in this article refer to Chicago time.
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leading quotes. The Bond Buyer asks each broker to estimate the price
for which a $100,000 block of each cash bond could be sold. From these
quotes, the raw price for each bond is calculated by dropping the high
and low quotations and computing the mean of the remaining estimates.
Next, these mean raw prices for each bond are transformed into converted
prices. Finally, the converted prices are averaged and multiplied by the
appropriate coefficient to arrive at the index.

Reasons Cash Prices in the BBI Might Be Stale

As discussed in the introduction, there are three basic reasons why the
cash price data collected by the Bond Buyer and the CBOT may fail to
reflect true equilibrium prices. First, the quotes might be stale. The pos-
sibility of stale prices is enhanced by the fact that municipal bonds are
not actively traded in the secondary market compared to government
bonds. If the level of interest rates changes, but a specific bond does not
trade, the onus is on the broker to make sure that the quoted price is
properly adjusted. There is little doubt that the quote would be adjusted
if it were sought as part of a trade, but it is less clear that brokers would
always take the time to make sure that the 2:00 p.m. quotes given to the
Bond Buyer are up to date. Consequently, if there have been no recent
inquires regarding purchases or sales, the prices on broker screens at 2:00
p-m. may not reflect that state of the market at that time, at least for some
of the bonds in the BBI. In addition, the procedure by which the price
data are accumulated by the brokers may lead to a price lag. For example,
a broker may appoint someone to write down the prices for the 40 BBI
bonds in anticipation of the 2:00 p.m. call. If the market moves sharply
just before 2:00 p.m., the list may not be properly updated.

It is also possible that the quoted price may either be purposely mis-
leading or manipulated. As noted previously, the Bond Buyer and the
CBOT attempt to minimize the incentive to provide misleading prices by
collecting quotes from brokers who do not have positions in the market.
This does not, unfortunately, reduce the incentive of traders with large
futures positions to manipulate the cash price.

Whether or not the foregoing concerns are real problems is an em-
pirical question. One way to evaluate the extent of the problem is to find
a situation in which interest rates moved sharply just prior to 2:00 p.m.

on the final day of trading and examine how the expiring futures contracts
settled in comparison to other futures contracts and actively traded cash
securities. Fortunately, there is such an instance that provides an ideal
case study.
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THE DECEMBER 1995 CONTRACT
SETTLEMENT: A CASE STUDY

What makes the December 1995 contract ideal for a case study was an
unexpected announcement by the Federal Reserve on the final day of
trading, December 19, 1995. At 1:15 p.m. (Chicago time) on December
19 the Federal Open Market Committee cut the target federal funds rate
from ’5: to 5%%, As reported by Bloomberg, Dow Jones, Reuters, and other
news services, the response of the market was strong and immediate. The
magnitude of that response is illustrated in Figures 1 and 2, which are
based on data collected from Knight—Ridder. Figure 1 presents price data
at 15-minute intervals for the three futures contracts that are of interest
here: the December municipal bond contract, the March municipal bond
contract, and the March Treasury bond contract. (The December Trea-
sury bond contract is not presented because it expired at 12:00 p.m., prior
to the Fed announcement.) To provide a slightly larger frame of reference,
Figure 2 presents price data 15-minute intervals for the same three con-
tracts over the 5-trading-day period from December 15 to December 21.

Figure 2 shows clearly that the December and March municipal
bond futures contracts and the Treasury contract moved closely together
in the 4% days preceding the Fed announcement. This is to be expected
because changes in the level of interest rates are the primary determinant
of the price of movements for all the contracts. More specifically, the
basic cost-of-carry model predicts that the two municipal futures con-
tracts should move virtually lockstep. This lockstep behavior is observed,
but only until the afternoon of December 19. The more detailed picture
in Figure 1 demonstrates that the divergence begins immediately follow-
ing the Fed announcement. Whereas the March contracts for both mu-
nicipal bonds and Treasury bonds jump approximately one point in re-
sponse to the Fed announcement, the December municipal bond contract
fails to move at all.

It is possible that the divergence between the December municipal
bond futures and the other futures contracts is evidence that the other
contracts, rather than the December futures, are behaving anomalously.
Cash market data collected from Bloomberg for individual Treasury bonds
and bond indexes reported in Tables I and II show that such is not the
case. Table I presents price data for the on-the-run 30-year Treasury bond
at 30-minute intervals from the close of futures trading on December 18
through the close on December 20. The table shows that movements in
the long bond price mirror movements in prices of the actively traded
futures contracts depicted in Figures 1 and 2. Most importantly, the price
rises sharply after 1:00 p.m. in response to the Fed announcement and
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TABLE |

Half-Hour Interval Prices for the Most Recently Issued 30-Year Treasury

Bond—December 19, 1995—-December 20, 1995

30-Year Cumulative
Chicago Treasury Price Change
Date Time Bond Price orm 12/18 Close

12/18/95 Close 118 3

12/19/95 7:30 M7z 5

8:00 117 % =

9:00 118 5 +

9:30 118 3 s

10:00 118 3 =

10:30 118 42 L

11:00 118 3 EA

11:30 118 3 3

12:00 118 33 2

12:30 118 35 e

1:.00 118 2 2

1:30 118 % i

2:00 1193 1%

12/20/95 7:30 119 % 13

8:00 119 % 18

9:00 119% 15

9:30 119 % 15

10:00 119 % 13

10:30 119 % 15

11:00 119 % 13

11:30 119 42 13

12:00 119 2 1%

12:30 119 4 15

1:00 1194 15

1:30 119 3 13

2:00 119 2 2

in sync with the futures market. By 2:00 p.m. the price adjustment is
largely complete. The next day the market opens about where it closed
the day before and prices remain flat throughout the morning before
falling in the afternoon.

For other cash bonds and for bond indexes, intraday data are not
available. Nonetheless, the daily price changes are consistent with those
reported for the long bond and the actively traded futures contracts. In
particular, Table II shows that both the Lehman Brothers long-term index
and other Treasury bond prices rose about 1% from the close on Decem-
ber 18 to the close on December 19 and then remained largely unchanged
from the close on December 19 to the close on December 20. This is
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TABLE Il

Comparison of Price Change in Fixed Income Cash Markets—December 19,
1995—December 20, 1995

Price Level % Price Change

Description 12/18/95 12/19/95 12/20/95 12/19/95  12/20/95
Bond Buyer Municipal Bond Index 119 % 118 5 1193 -0.39% 0.95%
Lehman Bros. Government Bond

Index (Long-term bonds) 1590.81 1603.51 1604.38 0.80% 0.05%
Treasury bond maturing 2/15/2020 126 5 127 % 127 % 0.81% 0.13%
Treasury bond maturing 8/15/2022 1115 113 5 113 5 1.00% 0.00%
Treasury bond maturing 11/15/
2022 197 118 5 118 5 0.99% 0.00%

exactly the same daily pattern that is observed for the long bond and for
the actively traded futures contracts.

The foregoing makes it clear that the behavior of the expiring De-
cember municipal bond futures contract is anomalous. Because the con-
tract cash settles to the BBI, this implies that there must be a problem
with the index. Table II highlights the problem Between the 11:00 a.m.
and 2:00 p.m. surveys, the BBI increases only 33- During that same time,
prices of actively traded futures contracts and cash bonds jump nearly a
point, primarily in response to the Fed announcement. The evidence
therefore, supports the hypothesis that bond prices included in the 2:00
p.m. BBI were stale and failed to reflect the Fed announcement.

To determine whether the failure of the BBI to react to the Fed
announcement was caused by a few outliers, Table 111 presents disaggre-
gated data on the movement of all 40 bonds in the BBI between the
morning and afternoon surveys. The table shows that most of the bond
prices rose between 0.1 and 0.3% compared to the 1.0% move for actively
traded futures contracts and Treasury bonds. None of the 40 rose by more
than 0.5%, and one fell. This demonstrates that the behavior of the index
is not an artifact of a few outliers. As a group, the prices of the bonds in
the BBI 40 were not updated to take account of the changed market
conditions brought about by the Fed announcement.

Further evidence in support of the stale price hypothesis is provided
by the behavior of the BBI on December 20. Whereas the long bond and
actively traded futures contracts rise by about 3 v durmg the interval from
the close on December 19 to 11:00 a.m. on December 20, the BBI jumps
by a full point. This indicates that by 11:00 a.m. on the 20th brokers had
adjusted the quotes they were reporting to the Bond Buyer and the CBOT,



Cornell

%40 2ellL 16 ZEFL 16 €2/L/L SLG eRy (1dsy puj ueueoep
-sebap se7) v 183 G66L SPq A8l Jeyo o) sebBuassed AN 00 yen
%00 Zelvl 66 2els) 66 0E/SL/9 SL'S LY S818S UIQ0| SPUOQ PalepliosSU0d N B AN 10 Aluoyiny Lod
%20 2e/12 86 2elS) 86 Gz/SH/LL 'S eey V G661} SBUaS spuoq anusAal WalsAs Yodie 09 Jeauag
%20 ZE/LE 86 2e/92 86 SL/L/LL 529's eey G661} 185 spuoq jal a1 il x| uodiy [euoiBay Ylom Lio4-sejeq
%10 2e/s 101 Ze/L 1oL va/Liok 9 eey (woduiy U IWweIW) A2l uoeIAR T4 00 apeQ
%S0 Ze/8l 96 2E/E 96 02/L/) GLES ERY V G661
183 spg Aal 011088 egmele) | ON ABY umd Unjy BUIjOIED) YUON
%% 0 Zeloe 26 2el6l 26 Le/LL eTAle |eeg 7 $91183 SPQ jai Asl Jemod yiny Imd 29|13 4d
%E'0 2E/91 6 2E/9 56 Se/vL GG |eeq X 188 spg sl imd yiny Jmd 28|3 Hd
%10 ZER2L 66 2E/8 66 sz/L/LL 9 eV G661 sausg
SPQ A8J dsip B1SEM PIIOS DN UINY ul4 LD (|04 '8 084 pu| 00 LI
%E0 2e/02 86 ZE/e) 86 0E/L/ZL G/B'S EEY v 185 G6 dind 106 dio) ul4 BsH exsely
%20 ze/8e 16 ZEIET 16 Ge/SH/LL 5Z'S BY 56 185 (sAg
YIH pio4 AlusH) spq jeu g Asl dsoy Yiny ul4 dsoH aieis ueBiyoipy
%E0 ze/lz 88 ze/6l 88 S2/L/LL G By (dsoH souspirold
2 JUBOUIA 1S) SPQ Asl dsoy Ty Uiny ul4 9e4 8ie) |dg weyBuiwig
%E0 2elSt v6 zelL 6 erAIWrA GlE'G eey (pew Bingsiid
10 AlUM) G661 195 SPQ A1 12 YliY Bd Yiny AsQ dsoH 09 Ausuba)y
%00 ZELL L6 2E/0L 16 Ge/L/L S'g eey G S818S spq A8l OBj [B)ideD [BUONO81I00 dI0D AS( UBGIN SAN
%10 2e/s 86 2elE 86 belhlL g'g eey SpuUoQg dnuaAs) sal|ioe} Juawuianob yiny sBp|g qnd 0oy oleng
%10 ZE/LL 88 2e/L 88 2e/Li9 SL'v ey d seuss
G661 spq Bulpunja; Aejino [endes onpa oljgnd p3 pg 1S BPLOIH
%L'0— ZEll 96 2e/e 96 Se/LiL G/E'S eey 1-5661 195 (Alun
A1D) spg Asi uonnjosal [eisuab pIg PBIEPIOSUDD UYINY WO SAN
%E'0 2E/S1 96 2elL 96 se/Lle §G eey 5661 J0 g sauag spuoq of yd as eydiepe|iyd
%e'0 2e/lL 16 FA AW Le/L/9 §G By 0 saueg
G661 spq Buipunjal Aejno [eydeos onpa 211qnd p3 pg 1S epLOo|4
%E'0 AN AL ZElY 16 SL/L8 G/E'G eey VG661 $8118S SJOD T Pg YOS 07 yoeag Wied
aoud puog  (LSH 00°€)  (LST 00:TI) Cmumwpy  wodnoy s dpoopy
wrdyn % (prg) oD (prg) oppriy

S6/61/TT U0 2ot puog

€661 ‘61 12quada(] uo xapu] [eddiunyy 124ng puog ay3 ut spuog 10y saguey) U Jo sisi[euy

1 anavi



867

Cash Settiement

‘dnoun) fediouniy uosdwoy | '8a.nos

%e0 JOVHIAY

%S0 Z2E/0L 1B 26/l 06 Gzl G EBY spq Al sAs abemas [euoiBal yA yiny aBemas uenbooo( Jaddn
%E0 2e/12 68 Ze/gl 58 62/4/L SL¥ EBY spq el sAs abemes [euoifial yA Uiy abemes uenboooQ Jeddn
%20 2e/L 26 zelz 26 oz/sLis g EBY G661 S81BS SPQ BNUBASI Jemas O Yiny ul4 e gnd obaig ues
%0 ZETL 16 ZE/6 16 S2/SL/S g gey G661 SBUSS SPQ ASI Jamas yQ yiny ul4 0k and obaiq ues
%20 2e/LL 06 ZeloL 06 6LILIL g leeg G661 seuas spq Buipunjal YNy JMS B 19npanby Hd
%< 0 ZE/0E 06 celee 06 GelLfel G ERY g Seuas G661 SPq enuanal [eieush yiny seoinosay M YIN
%E0 2else 16 Ze/9lL 16 Ge/L/L STARE eRy GB6L Salieg spq Asl UoIssiwsUel) Jejemsisem 1| obeoyd
%10 2£/02 96 Ze/BL 96 Se/HL Gg eRy VG6 Jes usl| pz Al sAs Alddns Jajem |\ HoseQ
%E0 celSL L6 2EIL L6 ge/LioL 9% EBY G66L Selas spq Aal Jamas pue Jejem T4 00 8pe(d
%10 Zelvl 56 ZEl2) 96 £2/51/9 g5 v /195 966 [B0SIH SPQ ABI SAS IMS @ 1M LINY Ul M IUNN DAN

%c 0 2ele L6 CEIE |6 GZ/H/L g ey (exd ysng abiosn
sald) 6 185 Spg Aa1 SAs ABm|[O) ULION SB|[eq Yiny 83d] sexa]

%c'0 Ze/9l ¥6 celé 6 g/ S¢S eBY (axd] ysng abiosn
s8ld) G6 189S spqg Aa. sAs Aem|jo] YUON SE(eq uiny ayd) sexa|
%€E0 2E/9¢ L6 2EILL LB 92/L/1 SG EEY GB6L S8useSs SPq Adl Yd UINy Uod JenlY siemels(

%0 2e/8 101 2ef9 Lok Gelvs 6'G eey (poday
[lU| 0OSIOUBIH UBS) SPG A8l Jdie w5 wwoy) Sidly 00SIoUBI UBS
%00 2E/92 ¥6 26192 ¥6 SHY TN eey g G661 seuss spq puny isni ebpuq g AemyBiy yiny Aemniyl SAN
%00 CEIL ¥6 gelL ¥6 02/5L/S GLE'S EBY G661 Seues spg Asl Joguey O yoeeg BuoT
%E0 2el8e G6 ZE/BL S6 SZISH L 96 BBy 0 6661 493 (Hodiy puj Jeaus() spq Ass walsAs podie QO Jeaued
%20 2€/9 201 2E/0E 101 Ge/SHLL SZ1'9 eey 56 Jeg A8l usl| Joud sAs Lodie x| ulisny

%0 <0l gelve L0t S2/sL9 19 eey (shg
vodiy elydiepeiud) ¥S661 J8s spuoq Ael Lodie vd eiudiapeliyd
%00 Ze/9l 86 cElL) 86 SL/Ly g'G EBY Vv G661 485 spg Asi puny isniy aBpug p Aemybiy yiny Aemniyl SAN
%10 2e/8e 16 FAN AL Le/LiL GG eey v G661 195 spuog Aes axd] suel] jo 1daqg epLiold

aoug puog  (1ST 00°€)  (1ST 00°TI) Awmppy  wodnoy s Apoopy
wdyy % (pg) 250D () ‘opptv

S6/61/C1 uo adud puog

<661 ‘61 I2quIada( uo xapu] [ediunyy 124ng puog ay) ul spuog 10§ safuey ) 2011 Jo sisA[euy

(penunuo3) |1 378VL




Cornell

either in response to trades in the underlying bonds or in recognition of
the changed market conditions.

There is one added facet of the price behavior of the December fu-
tures that is particularly curious and seems to suggest the possibility of
misleading price quotations or manipulation. Specifically, the failure of
the December futures contract to rise after the Fed announcement at
1:15 p.m. appears to imply that market participants anticipated that final
settlement would be based on stale prices. Had futures traders assumed
that the BBI would rise in conjunction with other bond prices, presum-
ably the December futures would have risen as well. Consequently, the
data seem to imply that at least some traders knew in advance that the
BBI would not properly reflect market conditions at 2:00 p.m.

Although the misleading quotes and/or manipulation are possible
explanations for the preceding scenario, there is a simpler explanation
that is also consistent with the data. Between 1:15 and 2:00 p.m., only
one December futures contract traded. It is possible, therefore, that the
price during this time interval was essentially meaningless and conveyed
no information to traders who had already concluded that the best way
to minimize transaction costs was to cash settle rather than to attempt to
liquidate outstanding positions in a highly illiquid market. Unfortunately,
this is an issue that cannot be resolved without information regarding the
knowledge and intent of traders who held significant positions in the
December futures at 1:15 p.m. Consequently, although it can be con-
cluded that the December futures price and the BBI were distorted at
2:00 p.m., it cannot be determined whether this distortion was a result
of incomplete and/or inaccurate reporting, or was the result of a con-
scious effort to deceive or manipulate prices.

The Valuation Impact of Stale Cash Prices

A relatively straightforward way to assess the impact of settlement based
on stale cash prices is to use the March futures price to estimate the true
equilibrium December futures price at 2:00 p.m. on December 19. As
Figure 1 makes clear, the March municipal bond futures responded to
the Fed announcement in the same fashion as the Treasury bond futures
and cash markets. This supports the view that when the underlying se-
curities are thinly traded, actively traded futures contracts provide im-
portant price discovery information regarding the cash market. If it is
assumed that the response of the March futures is rational, a basic re-
gression model can be used to predict how the December futures should
have moved on December 19. The regression takes the form
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daily % change December = a + b*(daily % change March). (1)

When eq. (1) is estimated over the period from October 1, 1994 to
November 30, 1995, a clean period during which both futures contract
traded actively, the intercept is 0.0003, with a ¢ statistic of 0.04, and the
slope coefficient is 0.975 with a t-statistic of 55. The R* is 0.99. Consid-
ering that daily log first differences are used, this is a remarkably tight fit
that confirms the impression produced by Figure 2 that the two futures
contracts move lockstep during normal periods. The fact that the regres-
sion is estimated in terms of log first differences of asset prices also elim-
inates any problems that could arise from nonstationarity or autocorre-
lation. Both the independent and the dependent variable are close to
white noise and the autocorrelation of the residuals is insignificant at all
lags up to 10.

When eq. (1) is applied the predicted change in price for the De-
cember futures contract from the close on December 18 to the close on
December 19 is an increase of 0.87% or about 1312. The actual price
change for the December futures contract was ;5. Consequently, on the
expiration day the December futures contract settled about 1 point below
its equilibrium level. This would have resulted in windfall gains or losses
of $1,000 per contract for traders, depending on whether they were long
or short. This is an important consideration because the open interest at
expiration was not negligible. One institutional investor alone reported
having a position of over 3,400 contracts.

Comparison with Historical Data: A Basic
Bootstrap Analysis

Despite the strong results, there remains the possibility that the anoma-
lous events on the afternoon of December 19 were due to random fluc-
tuations in prices. Given the sharp divergence between prices of closely
related futures contracts, one would suspect that the probability that it
could be attributed to random fluctuations is small. Nonetheless, an ex-
amination of the historical record is a useful bootstrap test of that
suspicion.

What makes the December 19 price movements so unique is that
the March 1996 municipal bond and Treasury bond futures both rose by
one point or more, whereas the December 1995 futures contract re-
mained unchanged. To assess how frequently such an event occurs, daily
data for the municipal and Treasury bond futures market are analyzed
between the initiation of municipal bond futures trading in June 1985
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and the end of 1995 using data provided by TickData Corporation. The
question asked is how frequently do daily price changes in the nearby
municipal contract differ from price changes in the next deferred Trea-
sury bond or municipal bond futures contract by one point or more. Re-
garding the comparison with the deferred Treasury bond contract, only
three instances of such divergences are found. All three occurred in 1986,
when the municipal bond contract was new and the volume of trading
was small. For comparison with the deferred municipal bond contract,
there was only one that approached the divergence observed on Decem-
ber 19. That event also occurred on an expiration date in June of 1991.3
In short, the historical data support the view that the price divergence
observed on December 19 was not the result of random fluctuations, but
the result of the failure of the underlying cash index to properly reflect
market conditions.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Cash settlement is an extremely useful innovation because it makes pos-
sible futures trading on indexes and baskets of securities for which deliv-
ery is not economically feasible. For cash settlement to function properly,
it is critical that the index used to settle expiring contracts accurately
reflects market conditions. When the index is composed of actively traded
securities, such as the equities in the S&P 500, this is not a significant
problem. When the index is based on relatively illiquid securities, like the
Bond Buyer Municipal Bond Index, a potential problem arises. If the
prices of the cash prices quoted are stale, or perhaps even manipulated
by large futures traders, settlement at expiration can fail to reflect market
conditions, which may result in windfall gains or losses.

This article demonstrates that the foregoing concerns are not idle
worries. In the case of the December 1995 municipal bond futures con-
tract, the evidence clearly shows that the index on which settlement is
based was distorted. Whereas all actively traded cash securities and com-
parable interest rate futures contracts rose sharply after the Fed an-
nouncement at 1:15 p.m. on December 19, both the Bond Buyer Index
and the December municipal bond futures contract failed to move. As a
result, traders and hedgers with open positions experienced windfall gains
or losses, depending upon whether they were short or long. Although the
BBI did respond the next morning and move back into line with the prices
of actively traded cash securities and futures contracts, the belated re-

*Unfortunately, a search of several electronic databases uncovered no information regarding the
cause of the divergence.
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action was of little solace to futures traders whose positions were settled
the previous day.

In light of this finding, it seems appropriate to suggest that the fu-
tures exchanges take steps beyond simply collecting data on the under-
lying index during the expiration day of a cash settling futures contract
that is tied to illiquid securities. Tests using prices of actively traded cash
securities and other futures contracts should be conducted to ensure that
the level of the index on which settlement is based is reasonable. In some
cases, it may be necessary to expand the sample of securities on which
the index is based, alter the manner in which the data are collected, or
improve the process by which the index is computed. All of these issues
are interesting topics for future research.
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