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This paper looks at the impact of derivatives regulation on liquidity and
mispricing of US derivatives markets. In particular, we test the hypothesis
that Dodd-Frank derivative provisions may improve the efficiency of the
exchange traded markets due to an increase of arbitrage by traders on the
exchange traded markets, as opposed to the OTC markets. The alternative
hypothesis is that Dodd-Frank adversely affects the OTC markets relative to
the exchange traded markets, as trading in both the former and the latter may
be confounded due to additional “noise.” To test these hypotheses, we examine
the impact of key Dodd-Frank events on market activity for financial derivatives
(futures and option contracts on US T bonds, Eurodollar futures and options,
and S&P 500 Futures contracts) and on foreign exchange derivatives (futures
and options contracts on EUROs, British Pounds, and Canadian dollars).
First, we look at how liquidity on the markets has been affected. Next, we test
for mispricing of derivatives contracts. We find that measured liquidity does
fall for US financial futures and options but rises for foreign exchange futures
and options subsequent to the introduction of the Treasury guidelines for over-
the-counter (OTC) trading. We also find that the efficiency of the US exchange
traded futures markets has improved, as reflected by a reduction in mispricing
in the S&P futures contracts, some improvement in pricing efficiency is also
shown for nearby Eurodollar futures contracts. These results are consistent
with an increase of arbitrage by traders on the exchange traded markets, as
opposed to the OTC markets, in contrast to the “noise” model.

*Lorne N. Switzer (the corresponding author) is the Van Berkom Endowed Chair of Small-Cap
Equities, Associate Director, Institute for Governance of Private and Public Organizations, John
Molson School of Business, Concordia University. E-mail: switz@jmsb.concordia.ca.

Qianyin Shan is in the Finance Department at Concordia University. E-mail: q_sh@jmsb.concordia.ca.
Jean-Michel Sahut is with HEG, Geneva, Switzerland. E-mail: jmsahut@gmail.com.

Acknowledgements: We would like to thank the Editor, Mark Holder, and the anonymous reviewer
for their helpful comments. Financial support from the Institute for Financial Markets, the SSHRC,
and the Autorité des Marches Financiers to Switzer is gratefully acknowledged.

Keywords: derivatives regulation; open interest and liquidity; mispricing
JEL Classification: G13, G14, G18



72 Review of Futures Markets

world. In the United States, policy makers responded to widespread calls for

regulatory reform to address perceived supervisory deficiencies with the
Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protection Act (Dodd-Frank). One
of the criticisms of Dodd-Frank is that the uncertainty of its provisions, such as
section 13 of the Bank Holding Company Act (the “Volker Rule”), will increase
volatility and adversely affect market efficiency. Some commentators, for example
Greenspan (2011) and Duffie (2012), have suggested that Dodd-Frank will have
undesirable implications to the markets in general, by lowering the quality of
information about fundamentals, which would reduce efficient price discovery, as
well as through a reduction of liquidity. However, this may be offset through a
migration of market making and investment activities to other trading venues. Duffie
(2012) discusses problems associated with migration to non-bank firms such as
hedge funds and insurance companies. This paper looks at the implications of another
possible conduit for trade migration: the redirection of trades from the OTC
markets to that of exchange traded derivatives. Such a redirection could be
expected to the extent that the exchange traded markets substitute for the OTC
markets (see, e.g., Switzer and Fan 2007). A migration from the OTC markets that
increases activity in exchange traded derivatives in general, which benefit from
volatility, might be posited to improve the efficiency of the latter.

How regulatory changes per se affect market liquidity and efficiency remain
open questions in the literature. The events surrounding key Dodd-Frank regulations
provide a useful setting to add to the literature on how the regulatory process can
affect the behavior of market participants, as reflected in trading volume and efficient
pricing of exchange traded derivatives. The remainder of this paper is organized as
follows. In Section I, we look at the impact of key Dodd-Frank event dates on the
liquidity of US financial derivatives markets. In Section Il we look at pricing efficiency
based on the cost-of carry for S&P futures contracts. In Section III, we look at
deviations of futures from implied forward prices for Eurodollar contracts. The
paper concludes with a summary in Section IV.

Te financial crisis has given rise to increased regulatory activism around the

I. DODD-FRANK AND THE LIQUIDITY OF DERIVATIVES
MARKETS

In this section, we look at the impact of Dodd Frank on the liquidity of US
derivatives markets. A key driver in previous studies of market liquidity is volatility,
which, as mentioned previously, might be expected to increase, given the uncertainty
in the implementation of Dodd-Frank regulations. Clark (1973) asserts that an
unobservable factor that reflects new information arrival affects both volume and
volatility. Tauchen and Pitts (1983) propose two theoretical explanations for the co-
movement of volatility and trade volume in markets. Chen, Cuny, and Haugen (1995)
examine how volatility affects the basis and open interest of stock index futures. In
their model, an increase in volatility entices more traders into the market to share
the risk. Rather than reducing risk exposure through selling stocks, investors take
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advantage of the derivatives markets; for example, they share risk by selling the
S&P 500 futures, which causes open interest to increase. Their results are consistent
with this model. When there is a large positive shift in volatility, a strong positive
relation between volatility and open interest is observed.

Our model reexamines the linkages for volume and volatility, extending the
Chen et al. (1995) and Bhargava and Malhotra (2007) studies using more recent
data. We also incorporate structural shifts associated with key Dodd-Frank
announcement days for a wider variety of derivative products into the models. We
look at financial derivatives: futures and option contracts on US T bonds and
Eurodollars as well as S&P 500 futures contracts. We also look at foreign exchange
derivatives: futures and options contracts on EUROs, British Pounds, and Canadian
dollars.

Our objective is to look at a full range of market derivative products as they
might be affected by Dodd-Frank. We chose to look at the derivative products
separately, which allows us to abstract from possible distortionary effects that may
affect specific instruments. For example, futures contracts would not be subject to
“moneyness” biases such as are typically found in exchange traded options.

The basic regression of open interest extends Chen et al. (1995) and Bhargava
and Malhotra (2007) as follows:

Openlinterest, = a, + a, Openlnterest, | + a,HistoricalVar, + ay DoddFrank, + €, (1)

where Openlnterest is the sum of open interest across the relevant contracts, and
HistoricalVar is the historical volatility of the underlying asset. DoddFrank is a
dummy variable equal to one at the date of and subsequent to three “watershed”
Dodd-Frank announcement dates.! We use open interest, rather than trading volume,
as our measure of liquidity to capture how restrictions on OTC markets entice new
participants to migrate to the exchange traded markets. This is in the same spirit as
Chen et al. (1995), who focus on the role of volatility in inducing new market
participants. Using volume as a measure of liquidity would not necessarily capture
market migration effects. Trading volume could increase in a market due to entry
or exit, which would not allow us to isolate the direction of the migration effect.
The selection of key announcement dates involved the consideration of a number
ofissues relevant to testing for the impact of financial regulations. First, we wanted
to ensure that the announcement dates do not coincide with any other major regulatory
announcements, or financial industry specific announcements. In addition, we wanted
to identify major events in which specific measures by which regulatory intent will
be implemented. Dodd-Frank follows standard procedure in the development of
US financial regulation: Its promulgation is a consideration for politicians, while its

1. The Dodd-Frank dummy variables are equal to one beginning on the date of each announcement
until the end of the sample. This allows us to test if the announcements have separate effects, as well
as to identify when the Dodd-Frank measures get imparted into the markets. For example, if each of
the breakpoint dummy variables is significant, this would suggest that Dodd-Frank is a continuous
process with distinct episodes.
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implementation is the responsibility of the regulatory agencies mandated by the
legislation itself (Fullenkamp and Sharma 2012). As a result, one must draw a
distinction between regulatory events relating to Dodd-Frank, which we will refer
to as “mandates,” that is, those which specify what regulatory deficiency is to be
addressed and by whom, versus “implementation” related events, which specify
actions that will be taken, or specify measures to be included in rules enforced by
regulators. We choose as announcement events “implementation” date events, since
they are most relevant to market participants.

Our first event occurs on August 11, 2009, when the Treasury formally
submitted to Congress, a “Proposed OTC Derivatives Act,” which called for central
clearing and more stringent oversight of OTC markets through stricter recordkeeping
and data-reporting requirements. In addition, the Treasury proposal outlined the
need for greater capital and margin requirements for OTC market participants,
with the intention of increasing the overall stability of the financial system. This
event represents an important moment in defining the shape of OTC legislation,
and was the basis for much of what would later become the OTC portion of HR
4173 (the House version of what would later become Dodd-Frank). This proposal
was highly implementation-related and provided financial institutions around the
world a foretaste of forthcoming OTC regulation, and the concomitant compliance
costs.

The second selected event occurs on June 25, 2010, with the completion of
the reconciliation of the House and Senate versions of the bill. By the afternoon of
the 25th an outline of the final version of Dodd-Frank was released to the public.
The implementation of the Act was widely expected to have a negative impact on
the operation of many financial institutions. However, the impact of the announcement
on the markets might be expected to be somewhat muted, given the advanced
scrutiny of market participants of the House and Senate proposals. Furthermore,
many components of the reconciled version of the bill were considered as favorable
news, since they were less harsh than initially proposed in the original House and
Senate versions (Paletta 2010).

Our third selected event is October 6, 2011, which is the first trading day
following the leak of a memorandum containing a draft of the Volcker Rule, ahead
of the scheduled (October 11) FDIC conference (McGrane and Patterson 2011).
The Volcker Rule prohibits banks or institutions that own banks from engaging in
proprietary trading on their own account, that is, trading that is not at the behest of
clients. Furthermore, banks are proscribed from owning or investing in hedge funds
or private equity funds. From a financial economics perspective, the rule may seem
to undermine market completeness, by potentially eliminating arbitrage activities by
important financial agents. The Volker rule leak event is a surprise that contains
salient material information that was confirmed at the formal release date. In an
efficient market, one might expect that the market response to this event subsumes
the effects of the formal release date announcement. Switzer and Sheahan-Lee
(2013) show that this is indeed the case in their study of bank stock price reactions
to the Volker rule.
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Table 4. Mispricing Series for S&P 500 Futures February 2004 — August 2012
(Pre vs. Post-OT C Guidelines?®).

Panel A. Daily Data 02/04 — 08/09 08/09 — 08/2012 02/04-08/12
1. Average Mispricing

N 1411 750 2161
Mean (%) .000713 -.000130 .000420
Standard Deviation (%) .002251 001486 .002058
Minimum (%) -.012880 -.007074 -.012880
Maximum (%) .018113 007743 .018113
t-statistic 11.89* -2.39%* 9.49%
t-statistic of difference 9.24%
between periods”

2. Average Absolute

Mispricing

N 1411 750 2161
Mean (%) .001487 001085 .001348
Standard Deviation (%) .001833 001023 .001611
Minimum (%) 1.89%1077 5.89%107 000000189
Maximum (%) .018113 007743 .018113
t-statistic 30.47011% 29.04008* 38.90%*
t-statistic of difference

between periods® 5.56%

‘The mispricing series are as defined in the equation x; = F@wr) — Fe(t’T))/Pt
where F.r) is the actual index price, and F* 1, = Pe® .

® The ¢-statistic measures the difference between the average mispricing between the
Pre- and Post-OTC guideline p eriods.
(*) indicates significant at .01 level.

A. Data

Daily data of open interest for futures and options are collected from Bloomberg.
The data cover the period from January 2007 to June 2012 (1,436 observations).
The underlying assets include Eurodollar, 10 year Treasury Bond, S&P 500, and
three foreign currencies (the EURO, the British Pound, and the Canadian dollar).
The variances are estimated by historical 90 day and 10 day volatility of the underlying
assets and are obtained from Bloomberg.

B. Empirical Results and Discussion

Table 1 below shows the estimation results for three variants of equation (1)
for the futures contracts. The panels denoted — Treasury Date, Conference Date,
and Volker Date — provide the results when the Dodd-Frank announcement date
is August 11, 2009, June 25, 2010, and October 6, 2011, respectively.

Three variants of (1) are estimated:

Modell:

Openlnterest, = a, + a, DoddFrank, + €, (1a)
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Model 2:

Openlnterest, = a, + a, HistoricalVar, + a,DoddFrank, + €, (1b)

Model 3:

Openlnterest, = a, + a, Openlnterest,_, + a,HistoricalVar, + a; DoddFrank, + €, (1¢)

On the whole, the results show some variation in the goodness of fit of the
models across the different derivatives products examined, with better fits observed
for the initial US treasury proposal on derivatives (August 11,2009), so our discussion
will focus on these results. Similar to Chen et al. (1995), we observe a positive
effect of volatility on open interest for the S&P 500 futures contracts, when including
lagged open interest in the equation (Model 3). This is consistent with the hypothesis
that market volatility helps to induce participation in the S&P 500 futures contracts.
However, the result is not statistically significant. In addition, it does not hold for the
other futures contracts. On the contrary, volatility appears to reduce open interest
for Eurodollar futures, T bond futures, and the three currencies examined.

The Dodd Frank structural breakpoints appear to be negatively associated
with open interest, but only for the financial futures, that is, Eurodollar futures
contract, T-bond future contracts and the S&P futures contracts. However, this
relationship is not significant for the Eurodollar contracts and the T-bond contracts.?
For two of the foreign currency futures contracts, the EURO and British pounds,
open interest actually increases significantly subsequent to Dodd-Frank dates. For
the Canadian dollar futures contracts, the open interest enhancing effects of Dodd-
Frank are not significant, after taking into account historical volatility and lagged
open interest effects. In sum, the results suggest that the assertion that Dodd-
Frank has detrimental liquidity effects across all exchange traded derivatives products
is not sustained.

Table 2 provides the estimates of the open interest regressions for the call
option contracts. The results for call options are for the most part, qualitatively

2. It may be the case, as the referee pointed out, that the Dodd-Frank variable should not be expected
to be the most significant factor underlying the secular decline in liquidity of the Eurodollar futures
contract, which we further document in Section III below. This decline may be related to other
important but extraneous factors, including the extremely low Federal funds rate (approximately
zero) since January 2009. This may explain why, as we show in Table 1, the Dodd-Frank dummy
variable becomes insignificant when we include historical volatility and lagged open interest as
regressors. Another extraneous factor that may be important is the impact of LIBOR manipulation
(the LIBOR scandal). In this vein Park and Switzer (1995) document evidence of market manipulation
through private information in LIBOR settlement over the period June 1982—June 1992, many
years before the formal exposure of the LIBOR scandal. If such manipulation is persistent through
time, its effects along with any secular decline in open interest would be internalized in the lagged
open interest variable, which is significant. We explore this issue further in Section III below. The
first fines imposed concerning the LIBOR scandal occur on June 27, 2012, after our event date and
estimation period date, when Barclays Bank was fined $200 million by the Commodity Futures
Trading Commission, $160 million by the United States Department of Justice, and £59.5 million by
the UK Financial Services Authority. Awareness of the breadth of the scandal accelerated in July
2010 when the US Congress began its investigation into the case.
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similar to those of the futures contracts, with some exceptions. Historical volatility
is positively associated with open interest for the S&P 500 contracts, as in Chen et
al. (1995), but this effect is not significant when lagged open interest is included.
Lagged open interest also appears to subsume volatility effects for the other
contracts. Dodd-Frank dummy variables remain significantly negative, but only for
the financial futures contracts. They are positive for the currency call options.

Table 3 provides the estimates of the Open Interest regressions for the Put
Option contracts. The results differ for these contracts relative to the futures
contracts and the call options contracts. In contrast with the call options, volatility
has a negative effect on open interest, but similar to the call options regressions it is
insignificant in the full model (Model 3) when lagged open interest is added as a
regressor. Similar to the call options and futures contracts, the Dodd-Frank structural
break points are associated with significantly declining open interest levels for the
S&P futures and T-Bond futures contracts. However, the Dodd Frank dummy
variables are not significant for any of the other market traded derivatives contracts.

To summarize, based on these results, measured liquidity does appear to fall
for many US financial futures and options. Interestingly, the relationship is not
significant for US T-bond futures or call options. This result may be due to
expectations that T-bonds would be exempted from Dodd-Frank and the Volker
rule. Such expectations have been justified by subsequent regulatory rulings. The
significantly negative association of Dodd-Frank with the liquidity of the other
financial derivative products is consistent with Duffie (2012). Increased liquidity of
foreign currency derivatives, however, is not consistent with the fear expressed by
Greenspan (2011), that “a significant proportion of the foreign exchange derivatives
market would leave the US.” However, this result need not rule out increased
participation in the US foreign exchange derivative markets due to planned migration
of asset holders and investors to foreign venues in order to escape the regulatory
tax (Houston, Lin, and Ma 2012).

In the next section, we will examine the effects of Dodd-Frank on the efficiency
of exchange traded futures contracts.

II. THE IMPACT OF DODD FRANK ON MISPRICING OF S&P
FUTURES CONTRACTS

In this section, we test the hypothesis that Dodd-Frank derivative provisions
may improve the efficiency of the exchange traded markets due to an increase of
arbitrage by traders on the exchange traded markets, as opposed to the OTC markets.
The alternative hypothesis is that Dodd-Frank adversely affects the OTC markets
relative to the exchange traded markets, as trading in both the former and the latter
may be confounded due to additional “noise” (see, e.g., Verma 2012).

The approach we take is to test for changes in mispricing of derivative contracts
as a result of the introduction of Dodd-Frank regulations pertinent to derivatives
markets.
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A. Empirical Modeling

As in Switzer et al. (2000) the theoretical futures price used to test for market
efficiency is the Cost of Carry relationship. As noted therein, the relationship is
obtained from an arbitrage strategy that consists of a long position in the index
portfolio, with a price P and a short position inan equal amount of index futures,
priced at F. Over time, the hedged strategy will yield a fixed capital gain of F, —
P,, as well as a flow of dividends. In the absence of dividend risk, the position is
riskless and hence should earn the riskless rate of interest. To prevent profitable
arbitrage, the theoretical equilibrium futures price at time 7 F'¢ can be written as:

Ef =P - Dyr) 2)

where 7 is the maturity date and D(¢,7T) is the cumulative value of dividends paid
assuming reinvestment at the riskless rate of interest » up to date 7'is held until the
futures contract expires.

We adopt a commonly used formula for mispricing for index futures (e.g.,
MacKinlay and Ramaswamy 1988; Bhatt and Cakici 1990; Switzer et al. 2000;
Andane, Lafuente, and Novales 2009; and others). Assuming a constant dividend
yield d, mispricing is measured as the difference between the actual futures price
and its theoretical equilibrium price, deflated by the underlying index:

Xt = (F(f,T) —Fte)/Pt 3)

where F(¢,T ) is the actual index futures price, and F¢ = P e""".
B. Description of the Data

The futures data used in this study are for the nearby Chicago Mercantile
Exchange (CMER) S&P 500 Index futures contracts, and for the Eurodollar Futures
Contracts for the period February 1, 2004, through July 31, 2012. We perform the
analyses using daily data (2,161 observations). We use the actual daily dividend
series for the S&P 500 obtained from Standard and Poor’s. Daily three-month
Treasury Bill rates from Bloomberg are used for the riskless rate of interest.

C. Empirical Results

Figure 1 shows the path of mispricing over the sample period. As is noted
therein, the most severe periods of the financial crisis in 2008 were associated with
extremely large levels of mispricing. The structural break point that we use is the
onset of the Dodd-Frank regulatory period, which we define as the date of the
Treasury submission of specific legislative proposals regarding derivatives to
Congress, August 11,2009. Our hypothesis is that arbitrage activities in the exchange
traded markets would increase in anticipation of the final mandated restrictions on
using OTC markets for this purpose. There is evidence of market participants’
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Figure 1. Mispricing of S&P Futures Contracts for the Period 02/01/2004 to 31/07/2012.
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reacting to anticipated changes in the regulatory environment. Indeed, an internal
report from Deutsche Bank’s head of government affairs for the Americas (leaked
to the media on July 7, 2010) states that “opportunities for global regulatory arbitrage
could be significant.”® We noted in the previous section that this date appeared
most significant as a watershed for open interest variations associated with Dodd-
Frank across a wide variety of exchange traded contracts. Some evidence of a
reduction of mispricing can be observed in Figure 1 in the shaded area to the right
of the August 11, 2009 vertical line. This is confirmed in the statistical analyses.
Table 4 shows that average mispricing has declined in the period subsequent to
Dodd-Frank. Indeed the t statistics for a reduction in mispricing and a reduction in
absolute mispricing are both significant at the 1% level.

Table 5 shows regression results for the signed mispricing series and for the
absolute mispricing on a dummy variable that is equal to 1 on the day of and
subsequent to of the Treasury OTC report release date dummy variable. Panel A
shows the results for the signed mispricing regression, while Panel B uses the
absolute mispricing series as the dependent variable. In both cases, the dummy
variable coefficients are significant at the 1% level. These results provide further
confirmation of the improved efficiency hypothesis, as opposed to the induced noise
hypothesis. There was a very significant increase in mispricing prior to the Dodd-
Frank related events that can be linked to the global financial crisis. Our basic point
is that this mispricing has come down coincidentally to the new legislative efforts to
regulate the markets. We might conjecture that given the high degree of volatility

3. See http://www.foxbusiness.com/markets/2010/07/07/deutsche-bank-rips-financial-reform/
#ixzz2HmqZt0pX.
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Table 5. Estimates of Daily Futures Mispricing.
Panel A

Dependent Variable is the signed mispricing series:

Xy = a + dump + ¢

where dum is equal to 1 after August 11, 2009 (Treasury OTC Report Release Date)
and 0 otherwise.

Parameter t-statistic
a, 000713 13.260%*
a; -.000843 -9.238* R = 0380

Panel B
Dependent Variable is the absolute mispricing series

x4 = By + Bdum; + e

where dum is equal to I after August 11, 2009 (Treasury OTC Report Release Date)
and 0 otherwise.

Parameter t-statistic
a, 001487 34927%
a1 -.000402 -45.568%* R’=.0142

(*)indicates significance at .01 level

lingering in the markets, which may in part be associated with the continued regulative
uncertainty, that it may be a long while before markets return to pre-crisis mispricing
levels.

III. DODD FRANK AND THE DEVIATIONS OF EURODOLLAR
FUTURES VERSUS FORWARD CONTRACTS

As a final test, we explore the impact of Dodd-Frank on pricing efficiency
using the metric of the deviation of Eurodollar futures yields from implied forward
contract rates. We use Eurodollar futures prices and 1, 3, 6, 9, and 12 month LIBOR
quotations in the analysis. Daily Eurodollar futures prices and daily spot LIBOR
quotations are obtained from the Bloomberg. Our sample period is from January
2007 through June 2012.

Three-month implied forward rates are computed from LIBOR spot quotations
based on the the Grinblatt and Jegadeesh (1996) formula (with time measured in
years):

(s, $+0.25) = d(s, s+0.25)*[P(0, s)/P(0, s+0.25)-1] @)

where {(s, y) is the annualized Eurodollar forward rate at time 0 over the period s to
y; d(s,y) is the LIBOR conversion factor, computed as 360/number of days between
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sand y and P(s,y) = 1/[1+L (y-s)/d(s,y)] is the time s price of $1 paid out at y in the
Eurodollar market, and L (y-s) is the (y-s) year LIBOR rate prevailing at time s.
The futures rate is computed with the daily closing price of the futures contract
(Futures Price) that matures on date s from the expression:

F(s, s+0.25; t) = 1-Futures Pricey/100. 5)

where F(s,y,t) is the annualized futures rate at time t for the interval s to y.

The futures rate intervals do not in general coincide with the forward rate
intervals. We replicate the two interpolation methods used by Grinblatt and Jegadeesh
(1996) to align the intervals. With the futures interpolation method, we fit a cubic
spline to the futures rates of the four nearest maturing contracts to construct an
interpolated term structure of futures rates. We focus on futures contracts maturing
in March, June, September, and December in our sample period. For each sampling
date, we use the future prices of the four nearest maturing contracts on that date to
fit a curve, and pick interpolated futures rates for intervals that coincide with the
forward rate intervals to get F(0.25, 0.5), F(0.5, 0.75), and F(0.75, 1). We then
compare these interpolated rates with the implied forward rates, f(0.25, 0.5), (0.5,
0.75), and £(0.75, 1).

The analysis is performed using two breakpoints. Table 6 uses the Treasury
Date (08/11/09) as the breakpoint, while Table 7 shows the results using the
Conference date (06/25/2010) breakpoint. These tables present the differences
between the futures and forward Eurodollar yields expressed in basis points
employing weekly (Thursday) data from January 2007 through June 2012. We also
include the average volume and average open interest of weekly (Thursday) data
of'the four (or three) nearest maturity futures contracts for different sample periods.

In Panel A of Tables 6 and 7, implied forward yields are computed from quoted
LIBOR rates and futures yields are obtained by interpolating between the futures
transaction prices. DIFF0.25 0.5 is the time t difference between the annualized
futures and forward yields for the interval t+0.25 to t+0.5; DIFF0.5 0.75 and
DIFF0.75_1 are the time t yield difference for the intervals t+0.5 to t+0.75 and
t+0.75 to t+1, respectively; N is the number of observations.

Panel B (of both Tables 6 and 7) reports the results using the spot LIBOR
interpolation method to compute the implied forward rates. We use the 1, 3, 6, 9,
and 12 month LIBOR quotations to fit a cubic spline to obtain the entire term
structure of spot LIBOR rates for each date in our sample period. The implied
forward rate, (s, s+0.25), is computed from those interpolated LIBOR rates using
equation (4), and is compared with futures rate F(s, s+0.25) of each of the three
nearest maturing futures contracts. DIFF1 is the difference between the annualized
three-month futures and forward yields on the date of maturity of the nearest maturity
futures contract. DIFF2 is the difference between annualized three-month futures
and forward yields on the date of maturity of the next-to-nearest maturity futures
contract. DIFF3 is the difference between annualized three-month futures and
forward yields on the date of maturity of the third-to-nearest maturity futures



Exchange Traded Derivatives 101

contracts. We interpolated the four nearest maturity futures contracts starting from
1/2/2007 to 3/19/2012 to obtain F(.25, .5), F(.5, .75), and F(.75, 1). We interpolated
the three nearest maturity futures contracts starting from 3/20/2012 to 6/19/2012 to
obtain F(.25, .5) and F(.5, .75).

As is shown in these tables, aggregate trading volume and open interest in the
Eurodollar contracts decline in the period of the study. Again, this is in part likely a
consequence of the low Fed funds rate since January 2009. In general, we find that
futures rates are below forward rates throughout the sample. This phenomenon is
also observed in the latter part of the Grinblatt and Jegadeesh (1996) sample, which
covers the period 1987-1992. The downward bias appears to be exacerbated in
our sample, amounting to over 30 basis points for nearby contracts, and considerably
more for the more distant contracts.

Some evidence of improved price efficiency is shown for the Dodd-Frank
breakpoints for nearby contracts — ranging between 13 and 15 basis points,
depending on whether we use the Treasury or Conference dates as breakpoints.
The differential between futures and forward rates widens, however, for more
distant contracts. This widening may be due to a shift to shorter maturity preferences
for futures traders, with the increase in market uncertainty.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

This report provides new evidence on the impact of key Dodd-Frank events
on market activity for financial derivatives (futures and option contracts on US T
bonds, Eurodollar futures and options, and S&P 500 Futures contracts) and on
foreign exchange derivatives (futures and options contracts on EUROs, British
pounds, and Canadian dollars). First, we look at how liquidity on the markets has
been affected. Next, we test for mispricing of derivatives contracts.

We find that measured liquidity does fall for US financial futures and options
but rises for foreign exchange futures and options subsequent to the introduction of
the Treasury guidelines for OTC trading. Specifically, the Dodd-Frank structural
breakpoints appear to be negatively associated with open interest, but only for
certain financial futures. However, this relationship is not significant for the Eurodollar
contracts and the T-bond contracts. The lack of significance for the Eurodollar
contracts may be due to the overwhelming effects of a decline in interest rates
over the sample period, with the Fed maintaining the Fed funds rate at close to zero
since January 2009. The lack of significance for T-bonds could be due to the
expectation (which has been subsequently justified) of an exemption of T-bonds
from Dodd-Frank and the Volcker Rule.

The significantly negative association of Dodd-Frank with the other financial
derivative products is consistent with Duffie’s (2012) hypothesis of a withdrawal of
participants in markets for US assets (OTC and exchange traded) due to a reduction
of quality of fundamentals. The increased liquidity of foreign currency derivatives,
however, is not consistent with Greenspan’s (2011) warning of an exodus of foreign
exchange derivatives from the United States. However, our result may not preclude
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increased participation in the US foreign exchange derivative markets due to planned
migration of asset holders and investors to foreign venues in order to escape the
regulatory tax (Houston et al. 2012).

Finally, our study shows mixed results on how Dodd-Frank derivative provisions
affect the efficiency of the exchange traded markets. An increase in efficiency
reflected by lower deviations of futures prices from their cost of carry is observed
for the S&P futures contracts. This may reflect an increase of arbitrage by traders
on the exchange traded markets, as opposed to the OTC markets. Increased pricing
efficiency based on lower spreads between futures and implied forwards for nearby
Eurodollar contracts is also observed. This is not the case, however, for more distant
futures.

Atthis juncture in time, the implementation of the individual provisions of Dodd-
Frank has been piecemeal and heavily delayed. The implications of such delays are
certainly worth investigating as topics for future research, along with additional
comparative impact studies of Dodd-Frank on US versus foreign derivatives markets
and financial institutions.

References

Andani, A., Lafuente, J.A., and Novales, A., 2009, Liquidity and Hedging
Effectiveness under Futures Mispricing: International Evidence. Journal of
Futures Markets, 29, 1050-1066.

Bhargava,V. and Malhotra, D.K., 2007, The Relationship Between Futures Trading
Activity and Exchange Rate Volatility, Revisited. Journal of Multinational
Financial Management, 17, 95-111.

Bhatt S. and Cakici, N., 1990, Premiums on Stock Index Futures: Some Evidence.
Journal of Futures Markets, 10, 367-375.

Chen, N.F, Cuny, C.J., and Haugen, R.A., 1995, Stock Volatility and the Levels of
the Basis and Open Interest in Futures Contracts. Journal of Finance, 1, 281-
300.

Clark, P.K., 1973, A Subordinated Stochastic Process Model with Finite Variance
for Speculative Prices. Econometrica, 41, 135-155.

Duffie, D., 2012, Market Mispricing Under the Proposed Volker Rule. Working
Paper Series, No. 106, Rock Center for Corporate Governance, Stanford
University.

Fullenkamp, C. and Sharma, S., 2012, Good Financial Regulation: Changing the
Process is Crucial. International Monetary Fund.

Greenspan, A., 2011. Dodd-Frank fails to Meet Test of Our Times. Financial Times,
March 29. Available at http://www.ft.com/intl/cms/s/0/14662fd8-5a28-11e0-
86d3-00144feab49a.html#axzz2 HpbJLzQy.

Grinblatt, M. and Jegadeesh, M., 1996. Relative Pricing of Eurodollar Futures and
Forward Contracts. Journal of Finance, 51, 1499-1522.

Houston, J., Lin, C, and Ma, Y., 2012, Regulatory Arbitrage and International Bank
Flows. Journal of Finance, 67, pp. 1845-1895.



Exchange Traded Derivatives 103

MacKinlay A.C. and Ramaswamy, K., 1988, Index Futures Arbitrage and the
Behavior of Stock Index Futures Prices. Review of Financial Studies, 1, 137-
158.

Paletta, D., 2010, It Has a Name: The Dodd/Frank Act. Wall Street Journal, June
25. Available at http://blogs.wsj.com/washwire/2010/06/25/it-has-a-name-the-
doddfrankact/.

Paletta, D., 2010, Negotiators Ease Finance Rules. Wall Street Journal, June 24.
Awailable at http://online.wsj.com/article/SB1000142405274870462980457532
4650385926076.html.

Park, T.H., and Switzer, L.N. 1995, Settlement Method of Eurodollar Futures and
Expiration Day Effects: An Analysis of Intraday Price Volatility. Journal of
Multinational Financial Management, 5, 33-46.

Patterson, S. and McGrane, V., 2011, Volcker Rule May Lose Its Bite. Wall Street
Journal, Sept. 22.

Switzer, L.N., Varson, P., and Zghidi, S., 2000, Standard and Poor’s Depository
Receipts and the Performance of the S&P Index Futures Market. Journal of
Futures Markets, 20, 705-716.

Switzer, L.N. and Fan, H., 2007, Volume-Volatility Interactions between Exchange
Traded Derivatives and OTC Derivatives. Review of Futures Markets, 16,
171-196.

Switzer, L.N. and Sheahan-Lee, E., 2012, The Impact of Dodd-Frank Regulation of
OTC Derivative Markets and the Volker Rule on International Versus US Banks.
Working Paper.

Tauchen, G. and Pitts, M., 1983, The Price Variability-Volume Relationship on
Speculative Markets. Econometrica, 51, 485-505.

Verma, R., 2012, Behavioral Finance and Pricing of Derivatives: Implications for
Dodd-Frank Act. Review of Futures Markets, 20, 21-69.



	RFM Cover pubMar2013
	Regulation Impact-ETD-pubMar2013


<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Error
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.00
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize false
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /DownsampleColorImages false
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth 8
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /DownsampleGrayImages false
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth 8
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /FlateEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /DownsampleMonoImages false
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /FRA <>
    /JPN <FEFF3053306e8a2d5b9a306f30019ad889e350cf5ea6753b50cf3092542b308000200050004400460020658766f830924f5c62103059308b3068304d306b4f7f75283057307e30593002537052376642306e753b8cea3092670059279650306b4fdd306430533068304c3067304d307e305930023053306e8a2d5b9a30674f5c62103057305f00200050004400460020658766f8306f0020004100630072006f0062006100740020304a30883073002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee5964d30678868793a3067304d307e30593002>
    /DEU <>
    /PTB <>
    /DAN <>
    /NLD <>
    /ESP <>
    /SUO <>
    /ITA <>
    /NOR <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU <>
  >>
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


