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1. Introduction 

Traditionally, commodity futures contracts are settled by physical delivery at 

expiration.  If a trader holds a short position (i.e., is a seller of futures) on the contract 

expiration date, he is obliged to deliver the underlying commodity at one or more pre-

specified locations.  Conversely, a trader with a long position (i.e., a buyer of futures) at 

contract expiration is obliged to receive delivery and pay at the specified price.  The 

delivery process necessarily incurs transaction costs, which include transportation, 

storage, and insurance costs.  In addition, the list of delivery locations and deliverable 

grades has important implications for the contract performance.  There are two 

countervailing factors.  A broader list reduces the possibility of market manipulation 

whereas a narrower list enhances hedging effectiveness.  In addition, as business 

conditions change, the list needs to be constantly evaluated and revised. 

An alternative settlement method relies on a cash index.  Instead of physical 

delivery, cash transfer calculated from the difference between the cash index at maturity 

and the futures price when the position is entered takes place.  For a cash-settled futures 

contract to perform well, the underlying cash index must fairly and accurately reflect the 

market conditions.  While originally cash settlement is adopted for stock index futures, it 

has since been considered for several commodity futures markets.  The construction of a 

good cash index remains the critical roadblock.  In the United States, there are to date two 

cases in which the settlement method switches from physical delivery to cash settlement.  

The feeder cattle futures contract traded on the Chicago Mercantile Exchange (CME) 

changed the settlement method in September 1986 from physical delivery to cash 

settlement.  Also, on the CME lean hog futures contracts replaced live hog futures 
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contracts in February 1997.  The former are cash settled while the latter rely upon 

physical delivery.  In contrast, ten individual share futures (ISF) contracts traded at the 

Sydney Futures Exchange (SFE) switched from cash settlement to physical delivery in 

March 2000.  In all three cases, the exchanges publicly claimed that the change would be 

beneficial.  

Throughout the contract life, the futures price is determined by the value of the 

contract at maturity.  Consequently, contract settlement specification has direct effects on  

the futures price behavior.  In particular, a quality option is present under physical 

delivery and should be accounted for in futures pricing consideration.  Due to interactions 

between spot and futures markets, the spot price and the basis (i.e., the difference 

between spot and futures prices) may behave differently when the settlement method 

changes.  Market performance and manipulation concerns are frequently quoted as 

underlying rationales for changes in settlement specifications.  In the case of 

commodities, CME proposed price convergence, basis stability, and improved hedging 

effectiveness to support a switch from physical delivery to cash settlement.  In financial 

futures markets, SFE cited excessive speculation and market manipulation as the main 

reasons for settlement method change.  Empirical investigations support the cases for 

feeder cattle and ISF contracts.     

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows.  In section 2, we briefly 

discuss the implicit delivery options under physical delivery.  Section 3 considers the 

main argument against physical delivery specification, namely, market manipulation 

(mainly corners and squeezes).  Section 4 evaluates the hedging effectiveness of a futures 

contract when the number of deliverable grades increases.  In addition, if a cash index is 
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established from the prices of deliverable grades under physical delivery specification, 

the hedging effectiveness of the cash-settled futures contract is weighed against that of 

the physical-delivery settled futures contract.   Difficulties in choosing a cash index are 

discussed in section 5.  Empirical results for the feeder cattle futures contract, live/lean 

hog futures contract, and individual share futures contracts are summarized in sections 6, 

7, and 8, respectively.  Conclusions are provided in section 9.   

 
2. Implicit delivery options 

Futures contracts with physical delivery are typically written with the seller given 

the flexibility to choose the grade of the underlying commodity to deliver (quality 

option), the location to deliver (location option), and the time (within a specified period) 

to deliver (timing option). Such flexibility is granted to the short-interest holder at the 

expense of the long-interest holder, and functions effectively as embedded options. These 

options will reduce the futures price from what it would be without such options. An 

excellent survey on this topic is provided by Chance and Helmer (1993). 

Boyle (1989) provided a general algorithm to evaluate the quality option. He 

considered a setup in which asset prices are assumed to follow geometric Brownian 

motions so that the returns of the deliverable underlying assets follow a multivariate 

normal distribution. Assuming the futures price is equal to the forward price, Boyle 

(1989) showed that the futures price can be obtained as the call option on the minimum 

(or maximum) of the underlying assets. Under the assumption that the returns of each 

pair of assets have the same correlation coefficient he derived an algorithm to evaluate 

the futures value, which is feasible for even a large number of multiple assets such as 50. 
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It can be seen that if the underlying assets are perfectly correlated the quality 

option has no value. A larger discount is expected when the correlations are lower. 

Boyle’s (1989) numerical computations showed that when the correlation coefficient is 

0.95, the discount of the futures price relative the one-asset benchmark is about 5 percent 

when there are 4 deliverable assets (with time to maturity of 0.75 years, rate of interest 10 

percent, volatility of 25 percent per annum and asset price of 40). The discount increases 

to about 10 percent when there are 30 deliverable assets. The assumption of 

equicorrelation was later relaxed in a paper by Boyle and Tse (1990). 

Boyle (1989) provided further analysis of the impact of the timing option. He 

showed that if there is only one deliverable asset, the timing option has no value. Indeed, 

the short should optimally deliver the asset at the first permitted opportunity. When the 

contract permits more than one deliverable asset, there is interaction between the timing 

option and quality option. Boyle’s (1989) numerical analysis, however, shows that the 

impact of the timing option is small.  

The above results assume that there is no cash flow (coupon or dividend) 

generated by the deliverable assets. Thus, the method does not apply to Treasury bond 

futures contracts. Furthermore, the assumption of geometric Brownian motion will not 

apply to bond futures. For the Treasury bond futures traded on the Chicago Board of 

Trade (CBOT), the timing option is further complicated by the rules on the accrued 

interest, wild card and end-of-month options. Gay and Manaster (1986), Hegde (1988), 

and Hemler (1990) examined the various embedded options in the Treasury bond futures 

contract. For futures contracts on commodities with different grades, premiums and 

discounts may be specified with respect to a “standard” variety. Kilcollin (1982) and 
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Garbade and Silber (1983b) discussed the issues of the determination of the premiums 

and discounts. Garbade and Silber (1983b) argued that the appropriate determination of 

premiums and discounts helps to allocate unhedgeable risks among market participants. 

However, they pointed out that the contract premium or discount need not be set 

according to the normal commercial counterpart. 

 
3. Maintenance costs, delivery costs, and contract manipulation 
 

Under physical delivery the contract’s roster of deliverable grades and delivery 

locations must be revised periodically in response to changes in market conditions. If 

disparities are allowed to arise between contract specifications and common business 

practice, the futures delivery costs may increase and this may create opportunities for 

market manipulation. On the other hand, cash-settled contracts may also entail many of 

the maintenance costs found in physical-delivery contracts. Specifically, the index on 

which a cash-settled futures contract is based must be modified by the exchange officials 

from time to time in response to changes in market structure and practice, if the contract 

is to remain useful to market participants and robust to attempted manipulation.   

 Economic frictions such as transportation and transaction costs may isolate 

markets and consumers. They distort the delivery costs and consumption, which in turn 

cause artificial price changes. Pirrong (1993) demonstrated that increasing marginal cost 

of delivery is a necessary condition for the holder of a long futures position to be able to 

profit by manipulating the market, and that economic costs such as transportation costs 

may induce an increasing marginal cost of delivery.  Manipulation causes price 

distortion, reduces hedging effectiveness and is a source of welfare loss. Pirrong (1993) 
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also showed that transportation costs can make manipulation by a large short trader 

profitable. 

 Manipulation occurs in the futures market when some players use the delivery 

features of a contract to manipulate prices in their favour. Market cornering is a common 

type of manipulation. To corner a market, a trader holds a long futures position and a 

position in the underlying commodity that are very large. If he demands delivery on his 

long futures contract and refuses to sell his commodity in the spot market, the shorts will 

have difficulty acquiring sufficient commodity for delivery. Thus, the long manipulator 

squeezes the shorts by charging high price to relieve the shorts of their obligation to 

deliver. Cooper and Donaldson (1998) proposed a game-theoretic model for analyzing 

corner-and-squeeze manipulation. To prevent manipulation, they recommended policies 

designed to increase deliverable supply, such as replacing physical delivery with cash 

settlement, and decrease individual’s position size. 

 Manipulation strategies under cash settlement were examined by Kumar and 

Seppi (1992).  A case study of cash settlement, involving the December 1995 municipal 

bond futures, was provided by Cornell (1997).  Barnhart, Kahl, and Barnhart (1996), and 

Pirrong (1998) discussed possible manipulation of the July 1989 soybean futures 

contract. For a general discussion of market manipulation in physical delivery futures 

contracts, see Jones (1983) and Paul (1985).  Theoretical investigations of corners and 

squeezes include Jarrow (1992), Pirrong (1993, 1995, 1997a), and Mollgaard (1997).  

 
4. Market Performance  
 

As with manipulation, hedging performance of futures contracts is a pivotal 

concern for exchanges and regulators.  Fort and Quirk (1988) and Lien (1987) suggested 
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that for a physical-delivery futures contract with a broad-based delivery basket the so-

called inventory effect may arise between the cash and futures prices, which helps 

explain the prevalence of backwardation, namely, the forward price of a commodity is 

less than its spot price. The inventory effect arises because when the inventories of a 

good are large, the prices of different grades of the commodity tend to be determined 

more by the commodity’s common characteristics than by their distinctive characteristics. 

That is, the different grades of commodity are better substitutes for one another when the 

stocks are large than when they are small. This implies the futures prices tend to be more 

highly correlated with the spot prices at low prices than at high prices. This correlation 

pattern renders the effectiveness of the futures contract for the short hedgers but not for 

the long hedgers, and explains the preponderance of short over long hedging. Lien (1986) 

and Lien and Balakrishnan (2003) provided theoretical analyses for the existence of the 

inventory effect.   

Karama and Siegel (1987) analyzed the hedging effectiveness of a futures 

contract with multiple delivery specifications using the CBOT wheat futures as an 

empirical example.  Lien (1988, 1991) employed their framework to examine the choice 

by the short and long hedgers between contracts with narrow-based and broad-based 

delivery baskets. He argued that narrow-based contracts should be better hedging 

instruments for the market when the short hedgers express the same preference as the 

long hedgers, who always prefer narrow-based contracts. On the other hand, if the short-

hedgers prefer broad-based contracts, there will be conflicting interests between the short 

and the long hedgers. Market level criteria must then be employed to the choice of the 

specification. Lien (1989a) considered the scenario where both narrow-based and broad-
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based futures contracts coexist, and showed that sometimes the two contracts may 

complement each other.  Thus, the CBOT wheat futures contract actually helps promote 

the Kansas City Board of Trade (KBOT) wheat futures markets. 

All the above analyses rely upon the mean-variance approach.  For the broad-

based futures contract, the approach cannot be justified by conventional arguments.  Lien 

(1992) evaluated the effect of this incorrect assumption on the optimal hedging decision. 

Lien and Rearden (1996, 1998) developed new statistical results for ordered log-normal 

distributions to further characterize the hedging effectiveness of broad-based futures 

contracts. 

Garbade and Silber (1983b) were the first to analyze the hedging performance of 

a cash-settled futures contract.  Lien (1989b) compared the hedging effectiveness of a 

cash-settled contract with a broad-based physical delivery contract that allows for the 

same multiple delivery grades.  He argued that cash-settlement contract is preferred 

whenever it generates smaller variance for the futures price. Risk aversion and storage 

costs have no effect. If, however, the cash-settlement method leads to a larger variance, 

there may be instances for which physical delivery is preferred. Within this framework, 

Lien (1989c) determined the cash-settlement index that is optimal (in the sense that it 

maximizes a hedger’s welfare and the contract’s trading volume). Lien (1990) 

incorporated competition among exchanges into the model and derived the cash-

settlement index that is optimal for any one exchange for the purpose of preventing the 

listing of competitive futures contracts by other exchanges. 
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5. Constructing a Cash-Settlement Index 
 

When the assets or commodities that underlie a cash-settled futures contract are 

not publicly traded, the exchange on which the contract is listed must rely upon price-

reporting agents to generate the expiration value of the cash-settlement index.  Examples 

include the Eurodollar futures and municipal bond futures.  Sutcliffe (1997) noted a 

potential structural flaw in this expiration scheme in the context of the FTSE-100 index 

futures. Specifically, a price-reporting agent may be motivated to provide a biased report.  

Suppose for example the agent holds a long position; he might report a price quote higher 

than the true price.  Similarly, an agent with a short position might provide a downward-

biased price quote.  Cornell (1997) provided empirical evidence of manipulation in the 

municipal bond futures markets near contract expiration.  On the other hand, Frino and 

Lodh (2001) suggested that the truncation procedure adopted in the Australian bond 

futures contract removes the option expiration effects.  

To reduce the incidence of reporting biases exchanges often apply filters (e.g., 

sample trimming) to the quotes provided by price-reporting agents.  For example, for the 

Eurodollar futures at the Chicago Mercantile Exchange (CME) before the 1990s, twelve 

price quotes were collected, but the highest two and the lowest two were discarded before 

the exchange computed the contract expiration value.  Similarly, for the municipal bond 

futures, six price quotes are submitted, and the arithmetic average of the middle four 

quotes is used in computing the cash-settlement index.  Also, the government bond 

futures contract traded on the SFE adopts a truncation procedure similar to the Eurodollar 

contract as it applies to both bid and ask quotes. 
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Lien (1989d) adopted a game-theoretic approach to evaluate the effect of sample 

trimming in reducing the impact of biased price reports.  Assuming a median procedure is 

adopted for the cash index (such as the now demised GNMA futures contract), the 

explicit expression for the bias is derived.  It is positively related to the benefit of 

misreporting and negatively related to the sample size and the extent of sample 

truncation.  Cita and Lien (1992a) discussed cash index construction, particularly the 

tradeoff between bias reduction and price accuracy, and compared several possible index 

construction methods.  The main issue here is as follows.  Suppose we have a collection 

of random samples.  How do we estimate the mean of the underlying population 

distribution when some data points may be unreliable?  Each reported number represents 

a quote eligible for the construction of the cash index.  The number may be an accurate 

actual observation, or it may be an inaccurate observation based on an unintentional 

misreport.  Also, it could be an intentional misreport (i.e., market manipulation) distorted 

to serve self-interest.   

When there are no intentional or unintentional misreports, each sample 

observation contains information value.  A general perception is that, data trimming will 

reduce estimation efficiency.  This is clearly the case when the sample data are drawn 

from a normal distribution.  The loss of efficiency is dependent on the trimming 

percentage (i.e., the reduced sample size).  For a double exponential distribution, the 

maximum likelihood estimator is the sample median.  Therefore, symmetric trimming on 

the extreme points has no effect on estimation efficiency.  On the other hand, the 

maximum likelihood estimator for a uniform distribution is the average of the sample 
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maximum and the sample minimum.  Symmetric trimming on the extreme points leads to 

efficiency loss.  Thus, the efficiency loss depends upon the shape of the density function. 

On the other hand, intentional misreport is similar to the outlier problem in 

statistical inference.  If a misreport lies in the middle of the numbers reported, it is very 

difficult, if possible at all, to detect.  However, the impact of this misreport is likely to be 

minimal and tolerable.  The extremely large or small misreports are of concern, as they 

produce greater impact on the index.  Symmetric trimming on the extremes therefore 

remove damaging intentional misreports.  Unfortunately, when the extremes are actual 

accurate reports, the procedure removes reliable and possibly influential sample 

observations instead.   A tradeoff between bias reduction and efficiency loss occurs.     

For a futures contract in which the expiration value of the underlying cash-

settlement index is the arithmetic mean of the prices reported, Cita and Lien (1997a) 

proposed an adaptive truncation procedure in which the sample truncation percentage is 

data driven.  Specifically, bootstrap methods are applied to determine the optimal sample 

proportion to trim.  Using the municipal bond futures as an example, they showed that 

both adaptive trimming and adaptive winsorization estimators perform very well under 

various scenarios of distributions and contamination.  Berkowitz (1998) suggested 

applying bootstrap methods to the Huber estimator instead of the trimming estimators.  

Simulation results indicate that the new estimator performs better than the Cita-Lien 

estimator under the normality assumption and equally well under the student t 

distribution.  Shah (1998) found that the Cita-Lien estimator works well for India’s call 

money market. 
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While data driven cash index may be statistically superior, futures market 

participants may not feel at ease.  Cita and Lien (1997b) reconsidered the fixed weight 

estimators.  Instead of trimming (i.e., assigning a weight of zero), L-moment estimators 

and compromise estimators are applied to determine the optimal weighting schemes for 

the sample of six numbers collected in the municipal bond futures contract.  Simulation 

results demonstrate better performance for the new estimators.   

Finally, in all the above papers, the cash-settlement index is calculated as a 

weighted arithmetic average of market prices.  Lien and Luo (1993) adopted the Kyle 

(1984, 1985) framework to compare a cash-settled contract based upon a geometric 

average to a contract based upon an arithmetic average.  They argued that the former may 

perform better than the latter and that, consequently, the switch from a geometric average 

to an arithmetic average by the KBOT for its Value Line index futures contract was 

without merit. 

 
6. Empirical results: Feeder cattle futures contracts 
 

The first generation of empirical studies on physical delivery versus cash-

settlement for the feeder cattle contracts used simulation to compare the two settlement 

methods.  Hauser, Chaherli and Thompson (1992) and Chaherli and Hauser (1993) 

considered the hypothetical effects of converting soybean futures from physical delivery 

to cash settlement.  Kahl, Hudson and Ward (1989) examined the issue of live cattle 

futures.  Kimle and Hayenga (1994) considered live hog futures.  Paul (1987) and 

Leuthold (1992) discussed the effects of cash settlement on livestock futures contracts.  

Ditsch and Leuthold (1996) employed simulation to evaluate live/lean hog futures.   
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Harris (1990) discussed the usefulness of some recent cash-settled index derivative 

products. 

In all the above studies, there is only a physical-delivery futures contract the price 

of which is observable.  To evaluate the effect of a cash-settled futures contract, a 

hypothetic futures price series must be constructed.  Given a cash index, one may adopt 

the price convergence assumption and set the futures price for the cash-settled contract 

equal to the cash index during the maturity period (e.g., the delivery month or two weeks 

before the expiration date).  From the constructed futures price we can compare the 

volatility of the futures price and the basis stability during the maturity period across the 

two contracts: the actual prevailing physical-delivery contract and the hypothetical non-

existing cash-settled contract.  Moreover, we can evaluate and compare the performance 

of a hedge strategy where the futures position is held until the maturity period under the 

two different settlement specifications.  While the above studies generally find the switch 

from physical delivery to cash settlement in commodity futures lead to improvement in 

market performance, the results are not reliable as the price convergence assumption is 

not likely to be valid.        

To investigate the issue with actual data, one may consider the feeder cattle 

futures contract.  This contract switched from physical delivery to cash settlement in 

September 1986.  Therefore, there are two futures price series: for the physical-delivery 

period and the cash-settlement period.  Data from this historical experience permits one 

to study the impact of converting a futures contract market from physical delivery to cash 

settlement.  Indeed, one can evaluate and compare the market performance under 

different settlement specifications using these two futures price series.  Elam (1988), 
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Schroeder and Mintert (1988), Kenyon, Bainbridge and Ernst (1991), Rowsell and 

Purcell (1990), Rich and Leuthold (1993), and Schmitz (1997) all investigated this issue, 

employing various data samples and diverse statistical methods.  A consensus finding is 

that both the futures price and the basis become more stable after cash settlement is 

adopted.  However, hedging effectiveness may increase or decrease depending upon the 

location of the hedger, which determines the specific spot price series to use in the 

statistical analysis.   

Chan and Lien (2001) employed the Geweke feedback measures to evaluate 

information flows before and after the changes in the settlement method.  They found that 

the price discovery function of the futures market (i.e., the information flows from the 

futures market to the spot market so that the former leads the latter in price changes) 

performs better under the cash-settlement system.  In addition, there are more 

contemporaneous information flows between the two markets, signaling better market 

integration.    

Common to all the above studies is the assumption that price volatility is constant 

across the intervals before and after the conversion from physical delivery to cash 

settlement.  Modern statistical tests tend to invalidate this assumption for most economic 

and financial time series.  Lien and Tse (2002) adopted a generalized autoregressive 

conditional heteroskedasticity (GARCH) specification to describe spot and futures price 

volatility, which is validated by the sample data.  Although their model allows the 

correlation between the two prices to vary over time, empirical evidence however 

suggests the correlation coefficient to be constant.  A dummy variable characterizing the 

settlement specification is incorporated in the conditional mean and variance equations to 
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investigate the effect of the switch to cash settlement.  It is found that the change in the 

settlement specification has no impact on the means of the spot and futures returns, and 

henceforth no impact on the mean of the basis as well.  The volatility of the futures 

market, however, decreases although the volatility of the spot market is not affected by 

the switch to cash settlement.  In addition, the basis becomes more stable.   

Under the assumption of minimum-variance hedge, when the market volatility 

changes over time the optimal hedge ratio becomes time varying as well.  Lien and Tse 

(2002) found that the dynamic optimal hedge ratio becomes larger on average and more 

stable after cash settlement is adopted.  Thus, the hedging effectiveness of the feeder 

cattle futures contract improves accordingly.   

While Lien and Tse (2002) enlisted several statistical tests to validate their 

GARCH specification, one may consider alternative models to estimate the time varying 

volatility.   Chan and Lien (2002) applied the stochastic volatility models of Harvey, Ruiz 

and Shephard (1994).  Empirical results sustain the conclusions of Lien and Tse (2002) 

concerning market performance.  In addition, it is found that the volatility of both prices 

and the basis all become less persistent after cash settlement is adopted.  That is, a large 

volatility is less likely to be followed by another large volatility.  As a consequence, cash 

settlement reduces the volatility of volatility in both the spot and futures markets.    

Suppose that data on the highest and lowest price of each day are available, we 

can apply range estimators to derive the market volatility.  While the GARCH and 

stochastic volatility models treat the market volatility as a latent variable, the range 

approach provides estimated volatility on a daily basis; see Garman and Klass (1980) and 

Rogers and Satchell (1991).  Chan and Lien (2003) adopted four different range 
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estimators for the daily volatility to examine the effect of cash settlement on the feeder 

cattle futures market.  It is found that all measures suggest that the futures market has 

become more stable after the switch to cash settlement.  With the exception of the 

Garman-Klass estimates, the empirical results also suggest that the futures market 

experienced a decrease in the volatility of volatility.  Because there is no daily range data 

available for the spot price (due to, among other reasons, infrequent trading on the spot 

market), a similar analysis cannot be applied to the spot market. 

In summary, regardless of the volatility estimation method, the feeder cattle 

futures market becomes more stable after cash settlement replaces physical delivery.  Not 

only the volatility of the futures price declines, but the volatility of volatility declines as 

well.  The settlement-method change has no effect on the spot market.  The basis 

becomes more stable although there is no change in the average level.  The dynamic 

minimum-variance hedge ratio increases on average and experiences smaller fluctuations.  

The empirical evidence showed that the feeder cattle futures contract becomes a more 

effective hedging instrument after cash settlement is adopted.  

 
7. Empirical results: Live/lean hog futures contracts  
 

The last live hog futures contract traded at the CME expired in December 1996.  

The first cash-settled lean hog futures contract started in February 1997. The CME 

asserted the new contract would have lower basis variability and would attract more 

commercial interests.  Indeed, prior to this change, Ditsch and Leuthold (1996) noticed a 

significant decline in trading volume at the terminal markets.  

Kimle and Hayenga (1994) examined the cash-settlement issues in the live hog 

markets.  Using simulated data, they found that cash settlement provides better 
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convergence between the cash and futures prices.  Moreover, the basis variability is 

significantly reduced.  Similarly, Ditsch and Leuthold (1996) constructed optimal hedge 

ratios from simulated data. They found that the lean hog futures contract provides better 

hedging effectiveness than the live hog futures contract.   

Lien and Tse (1999) used the actual lean hog futures price data to evaluate the 

effect of cash settlement on the live/lean hog markets.  It is found that GARCH effects 

prevail in the spot return series but not in the futures return or the basis series.  

Incorporating a dummy variable to represent the settlement method, they found the basis 

and spot and futures returns all become more volatile after cash settlement is adopted.  

These results are drastically different from the feeder cattle case.    

Adopting the Geweke measures, Chan and Lien (2001) showed that there are 

strong information flows between the spot and futures markets during the physical-

delivery period.  While overall instantaneous information flow is the dominant factor, the 

price discovery function of the futures market cannot be ignored.  In comparison, the 

feedback from the spot to futures markets declines during the cash-settlement period and 

is statistically significant at any conventional level.  There is also a reduction in the 

futures-to-spot feedback measure, implying that the discovery function of the futures 

market has dwindled.   Although the instantaneous feedback increases, the total feedback 

actually decreases by nearly 15%.  Thus, after cash settlement is adopted, the spot and 

futures markets react more responsively and quickly to the new information.  Beyond 

these simultaneous reactions, there is little information flow between the two markets.  

Although the futures market still leads the spot market, its importance has diminished 

considerably.  Once again, contrary to the feeder cattle case, cash settlement leads to 
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poorer performance in the live/lean hog markets.  Concerned with the noises associated 

with market transition, Chan and Lien (2001) deleted the first three months of data from 

the lean hog futures markets and re-calculated the Geweke measures.  Nonetheless, they 

found the above results remain unchanged. 

Given the contradicting conclusions between feeder cattle markets and live/lean 

hog markets, some possible explanations deem necessary.  Both Lien and Tse (1999) and 

Chan and Lien (2001) suggested that the conclusions for the live/lean hog case be treated 

with caution.  First, in their studies the sample size is rather small, a total of 152 

observations for the lean hog futures contract.  As the Geweke measures are applicable 

only in large samples, the small sample size for the hog studies casts doubts on the 

reliability of the empirical results and conclusions derived thereof.  Secondly, along with 

the change from physical delivery to cash settlement, the lean hog futures contract also 

adopts a different weighing scheme from the live hog futures.  The original live futures 

contract adopts live weight measure whereas the new lean hog futures contract adopts 

carcass weight measure.  Based on the industry average, one pound of live weight equals 

to 0.74 pound of carcass weight.  However, the exact conversion factor varies from case 

to case.  Because the spot price continues to rely on the live weight, the new futures 

contract introduces additional uncertainty to the relationship between the spot and lean 

hog futures prices, which adversely affect the performance of the new futures market.   

Finally, one must respect the effect of the contract name change.   In the case of 

the feeder cattle contract, when the exchange replaces physical delivery with cash 

settlement, there is no other simultaneous critical change in the contract specification.  

Thus, the name of the contract is reserved and the exchange simply replaces the original 
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physical-delivery feeder cattle futures contract by a new cash-settled feeder cattle futures.  

Similar approaches are adopted in Lien and Tse (1999) and Chan and Lien (2001) for the 

hog markets.  That is, they treated the cash-settled lean hog futures contract as equivalent 

to a cash-settled live hog futures contract to draw conclusions regarding the effects of 

cash settlement.  However, when launching the settlement method change in the hog 

futures contract, CME also highlights the change from live weight to carcass weight to be 

a major and critical measure.  Accordingly, the “live hog” futures contract is abandoned 

and replaced by the “lean hog” futures contract.  Market participants are therefore likely 

to treat the lean hog futures contract as a new contract instead of a differently settled 

futures contract.  The comparisons between the performance of live hog and lean hog 

futures contracts therefore do not provide a meaningful observation to evaluate the effects 

of the cash-settlement method.   

Using an extended sample, Chan and Lien (2004) compared implied volatility 

from options on live hog futures and options on lean hog futures to examine the effect of 

cash settlement.  Specifically, for each day the implied volatility is measured by the 

average of the implied volatility for the two nearest-the-money puts and the two nearest-

the-money calls.  A regression analysis indicates that the implied volatility decreases 

after cash settlement replaces physical delivery.  Similar results are obtained after 

adopting GARCH specifications to account for conditional heteroskedasticity in the 

implied volatility series.  Thus, the lean hog futures market is more stable than the live 

hog futures market, a finding not supported by previous studies.  Note that, while the 

GARCH model employed in Lien and Tse (1999) considers the “contemporaneous” 

volatility, the implied volatility measures “future” volatility.        
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8. Empirical results: Australian individual share futures contracts 

While the above two commodity futures contracts switch from physical delivery 

to cash settlement, the ISF contracts in Australia change from cash settlement to physical 

delivery.  ISF contracts were first introduced in 1994.  Initially the contracts were settled 

in cash.  In 1996, cash settlement was gradually replaced by physical delivery.  Lien and 

Yang (2003c) adopted the analytical techniques of Lien and Tse (2001) to examine the 

effects of the change in contract specification on the ten ISF contracts.  They found that, 

after the switch from cash settlement to physical delivery, the futures market, the spot 

market, and the basis all become more volatile.  That is, prices and the bases are more 

volatile under physical-delivery specifications, consistent with theoretical predictions and 

the findings from the feeder cattle studies.  On the other hand, in spite of increasing 

volatility, the hedging effectiveness of each ISF contract increases after the settlement 

method change.  The improvement in hedging effectiveness is particularly impressive for 

the most recently established individual share futures contracts.  Thus, the ISF futures 

contract is a more effective hedging instrument under physical-delivery requirement.  In 

contrast, the feeder cattle futures contract is more effective with cash-settlement 

specification.  

Lien and Yang (2003b) evaluated information flows between ISF futures market 

and the corresponding stock market.  They found that, due to the small trading volume of 

the ISF contract, there is no statistically significant information flow from the futures 

market to the spot market but there exists significant information flow from the spot 

market to the futures market during both the cash-settlement and physical-delivery 

periods.  These findings indicate that the spot market dominates the futures market.  In 
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addition, the magnitude and statistical significance of the information flow from the spot 

market to the futures market both increased after the switch from cash settlement to 

physical delivery in the ISF contracts.  Thus, the information-leading role of the spot 

market is strengthened.  It is also found that the physical-delivery requirement of the ISF 

contracts increases the instantaneous information flows between the spot and futures 

markets.  The dependence between the spot and futures markets therefore becomes 

stronger after the futures contracts switch from cash settlement to physical delivery. 

Using Spanish data, Corredor, Lechon, and Santamaria (2001) suggested that 

options settlement method affects the magnitude of option expiration-day effects.  Lien 

and Yang (2003a) examined the impact of the ISF contract settlement method on the 

option’s expiration-day effects.  Using daily data, they found that the cash-settled ISF 

contracts attenuate the expiration-day effects on price volatility and trading volume.  

After physical delivery replaces cash settlement, stock prices tend to move up near 

expiration days.  Otherwise, the settlement method change has little impact on the 

expiration effects in terms of stock volatility and trading volume. 

Lien and Yang (2003d) revisited the issues with transaction data.  It is found that 

significant expiration-day effects exist on price volatility and trading volume in the 

absence of individual stock futures.  After cash-settled stock futures contracts are 

available, price volatility on expiration days decreases notably and changes from 

significantly higher than to significantly lower than those on non-expiration days, which 

is consistent with but stronger than the results based on the daily data.  Trading volume 

remains nearly unchanged.  The switch from cash settlement to physical delivery, 

however, increases the volatility effect.  For some stocks, the volatility effect is 
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insignificant during the cash-settlement period and becomes significant when physical 

delivery is required.  Price reversals on expiration days are abnormally higher than those 

on non-expiration days.  This is expected as price reversal is positively related to price 

volatility.  In sum, while transaction data analysis leads to different results from the daily 

data analysis, these results are more consistent with the perception that spot and futures 

prices become more volatile after physical delivery replaces cash settlement in the ISF 

contracts.  

 
9. Conclusions 

 When the underlying asset of a futures contract is heterogeneous with a high 

delivery cost, cash settlement appears to be a better alternative to physical delivery.  The 

feeder cattle futures contract at the Chicago Board of Trade provides a good example.  

After cash settlement replaces physical delivery, both spot and futures markets become 

more stable.  Price convergence is smoother as the basis is less volatile.  Hedging 

effectiveness improves as well.  Completely reversed conclusions apply to the case when 

the physical-delivery live hog futures contract is replaced by cash-settled lean hog futures 

contract.  However, there are other major changes that occur simultaneously with the 

contract replacement.  We suspect the impact presented in the data analysis include 

effects other than those from the change in settlement specification.  Thus, we suggest the 

hog market analysis results be treated with caution.   

 Although we expect a well-designed cash-settlement contract to perform better 

than physical-delivery contract, the choice of the underlying cash index is a difficult task.  

Even if a good cash index is found, market liquidity is another concern.  If a physical-

delivery futures contract is established and successful, a proposal to replace the contract 
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with an alternative cash-settled contract will encounter strong objection from market 

participants.  Only when spot market conditions change and the list of deliverable grades 

and delivery locations deems inappropriate, cash settlement may become a viable 

candidate.  As a result, the development of cash-settled commodity futures contract will 

be slow and painstaking.   

 Government bond futures contract is an interesting case.  Herein the underlying 

asset is heterogeneous but the delivery cost is small.  Treasury bond futures contracts 

traded at the Chicago Board of Trade require physical delivery.  Conversion factors 

determine premiums and discounts.  The calculation of conversion factors is 

cumbersome.  Nonetheless, the success of the contract will likely deter any proposal of 

cash-settlement alternatives in the conceivable future.  On the other hand, the Australian 

10-year commonwealth Treasury bond futures contract traded on the Sydney Futures 

Exchange adopts cash settlement.  Theoretical analysis indicates that cash settlement 

would perform better than physical delivery.  Based upon hypothetical futures prices 

under physical delivery and the actual futures price under cash settlement, Lin and Chou 

(1998) provided some empirical support for the theoretical prediction of the Australian 

contract.   

 If the underlying asset of a futures contract is homogeneous, physical delivery is a 

better alternative unless the delivery cost is too high.  Empirical evidence from the 

Australian individual shares futures contracts are consistent with the theoretical analysis.  

Both the spot and futures prices become more volatile after physical delivery replaces 

cash settlement in these contracts, and so does the basis.  However, hedging effectiveness 
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improves after the settlement specification changes, indicating the new contract is a better 

hedging instrument.    
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