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OPTION PRICING AND HEDGING FOR REGIME-SWITCHING

GEOMETRIC BROWNIAN MOTION MODELS

BRUNO RÉMILLARD AND SYLVAIN RUBENTHALER

Abstract. We find the variance-optimal equivalent martingale measure when mul-
tivariate assets are modeled by a regime-switching geometric Brownian motion, and
the regimes are represented by a homogeneous continuous time Markov chain. Under
this new measure, the Markov chain driving the regimes is no longer homogeneous,
which differs from the equivalent martingale measures usually proposed in the liter-
ature. We show the solution minimizes the mean-variance hedging error under the
objective measure. As argued by Schweizer (1996), the variance-optimal equivalent
measure naturally extends canonical option pricing results to the case of an incom-
plete market and the expectation under the proposed measure may be interpreted as
an option price. Solutions for the option value and the optimal hedging strategy are
easily obtained from Monte Carlo simulations. Two applications are considered.

1. Introduction

Recently, regime-switching geometric Brownian motion (RSGBM) models have been
the subject of much attention. They offer more flexibility than geometric Brownian
motion models in capturing reported asset dynamics features such as time-varying
volatility and high-order moments.

When the market is incomplete, as is the case for RSGBM models, there are infinitely
many equivalent martingale measures to choose from, all free of arbitrage opportunities.
Hence, arbitrage considerations alone cannot identify the measure and one has then to
choose the “best” martingale measure according to some other criterion.

In many articles, e.g., Guo (2001) and Shen et al. (2014) to name a few, options
are evaluated under a parametrized family of martingale measures which are typically
calibrated to historical option prices for empirical applications. However, the class of
martingale measures proposed so far in the literature is quite limited. For example,
in most cases, the distribution of the hidden regimes under the equivalent martingale
measure is either unchanged or remains a time homogeneous Markov chain.

Key words and phrases. Hedging error, mean-variance, option pricing, Brownian motion, regime-
switching, variance-optimal measure.
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The main objective of this paper is to find (1) an equivalent martingale measure
that is optimal in the sense of Schweizer (1996), and (2) the optimal hedging strat-
egy. More precisely, we find the equivalent signed martingale measure minimizing the
variance of its density with respect to the objective measure, i.e. the so-called variance-
optimal equivalent martingale measure. This first optimization problem is defined
precisely in Section 2.2, while the second optimization problem pertaining to the mean-
variance hedging is defined in Section 2.3. When prices are continuous, the variance-
optimal measure is in fact a probability measure and expectations can be interpreted
as arbitrage-free prices arising from a hedging strategy minimizing a mean-variance
criterion for the (discounted) hedging error.

Our work is related to Černý and Kallsen (2007) who show the existence of a solution
for the optimal hedging problem under a very large class of models. For most cases of
interest, their proposed solution is very difficult to find in practice. So far only a few
cases have been solved in continuous time, including a very special stochastic volatility
model (Černý and Kallsen, 2008). For an implementable solution in discrete time, see,
e.g., Rémillard and Rubenthaler (2013)

In the next section, we describe the model and state the hedging problem. As in
Shen et al. (2014), the instantaneous interest rate may vary with regimes. Then in
Section 3, we propose a change of measure P̃ , equivalent to the objective measure
P , for which the discounted prices of assets are martingales. Under this martingale
measure, the distribution of regimes becomes a time inhomogeneous Markov chain.
We also define the forward measure and give representations for the associated option
prices. The main results is that P̃ is variance-optimal. Next, in Section 4, we define
a hedging strategy for the option price associated with the change of measure and we
show that this hedging strategy minimizes the mean-variance hedging error. Finally,
in Section 5, examples of computations are given, based on simulations and Fourier
transforms.

2. Regime-switching model

We first define the model and then we state the hedging problem.

2.1. Model. Let τ be a continuous time Markov chain on {1, . . . , l}, with infinitesimal
generator Λ. In particular, P (τt = j|τ0 = i) = Pij(t), where the transition matrix P
can be written as P (t) = etΛ, t ≥ 0. Then, the (continuous) price process S is defined
as the solution of the stochastic differential equation

dSt = D(St)µ(τt)dt+D(St)σ(τt−)dWt, (2.1)

where D(s) is the diagonal matrix with diagonal elements (sj)
d
j=1 and W is a d-

dimensional Brownian motion, independent of τ . We set (F τ
t )t≥0 for the filtration

generated by τ and (FW
t )t≥0 for the filtration generated by W . It is assumed that
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a(i) = σ(i)σ(i)⊤ is invertible for any i ∈ {1, . . . , l}. If Tα represents the time of the
α−th jump of the regime process τ , with T0 = 0, then S has the following representation
for any t ∈ [Tα−1, Tα], α ≥ 1, given τTα−1 = i:

S
(j)
t = S

(j)
Tα−1

e
υ(j)(i)(t−Tα−1)+

∑d
k=1 σjk(i)

(

W
(k)
t −W

(k)
Tα−1

)

, j ∈ {1, . . . , d}, (2.2)

where υ(i) = µ(i) − 1
2
diag{a(i)}, and diag(b) is the vector formed with the diagonal

elements of the matrix b. Because of (2.2), such a process is called a (d-dimensional)
regime-switching geometric Brownian motion with parameters µ(i), a(i), i ∈ {1, . . . , l}.
Note that S is not a Markov process in general; however (S, τ) is a Markov process. One
could also consider inhomogeneous Markov chains τ , with an infinitesimal generator
depending on time. See Appendix A for a possible construction. One may also define
the law of (S, τ) through its infinitesimal generator H, defined for all f is in C2

b (the
space of bounded continuous functions with bounded and continuous derivatives of
order one and two) by

Hf(s, i) = Lif(s, i) +

l
∑

j=1

Λijf(s, j), (2.3)

where for each i = 1, . . . , l , Li is the infinitesimal generator associated with the geo-
metric Brownian motion with parameters µ(i), σ(i), defined by

Lif(s) = µ(i)⊤D(s)∇f(s) +
1

2

d
∑

k=1

d
∑

j=1

akj(i)sksj∂sk∂sjf(s).

The main property of the infinitesimal generator L of a Markov process xt that will
be used is that f(xt) −

∫ t

0
Lf(xu)du is a martingale. For more details, see, e.g.,

Ethier and Kurtz (1986). To be able to compare our results with those of Shen et al.
(2014), we assume that the instantaneous interest rate at time t is given by rτt−, with
r ∈ [0,∞)l. The (random) discounting factor B is then given by

Bt = e−
∫ t

0
rτudu, t ≥ 0, (2.4)

so that Xt = BtSt is the discounted price process.
We now describe the two optimization problems we want to solve in this paper.

2.2. Variance-optimal martingale measure. As defined in Schweizer (1996), let Q
be the set of all absolutely continuous signed martingale measures Q with respect to
P , having a square integrable density Zt =

dQ
dP

∣

∣

Ft
, so that for all t ∈ [0, T ], E(Zt) = 1,
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and XtZt is a P -martingale. Then P̃ ∈ Q is variance-optimal if

E





(

dP̃

dP

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

FT

)2


 = inf
Q∈Q

E





(

dP̃

dP

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

FT

)2


 .

In Schweizer (1996), it was shown that the variance-optimal measure exists, is unique
and it is indeed a true probability measure if X is continuous, which is the case here.

One of the main aim of this paper is to find the variance-optimal martingale measure
for the RSGBM model. This is done in Lemma 3.5.

2.3. Hedging problem. The other motivation of the paper is to solve a quadratic
hedging problem for the price process S. More precisely, let A be the class of admis-
sible strategies ψ defined as the L2(P ) closure of (finite) linear combination of simple
admissible strategies ψ of the form ψ = Y I(T1,T2], where T1, T2 are stopping times so
that 0 ≤ T1 ≤ T2 ≤ T , and Y is a bounded random vector that is FT1-measurable.
Note that the class of admissible strategies is a bit different from the one considered by
Černý and Kallsen (2007). The (quadratic) hedging problem for the regime-switching
geometric Brownian motion is to minimize the discounted quadratic hedging error de-
fined by

HE (π, ψ) = E

[

{

BTΦ(ST )− π −

∫ T

0

ψ⊤
u dXu

}2
]

, (π, ψ) ∈ R×A, (2.5)

where Xt = BtSt is the discounted price process. Here, π is the initial value of the

portfolio, and π +
∫ T

0
ψ⊤
u dXu is its discounted value at time t ≥ 0.

In the next section, we propose a candidate for the variance-optimal equivalent
martingale measure. It was shown in Schweizer (1996) that for the variance-optimal

equivalent martingale measure P̂ , if for a given Φ, (C0, ϕ) minimizes (2.5), then C0 =

EP̂ [BTΦ(ST )].

3. Change of measures and off-line computations

In order to be able to define the proposed change of measures, we need to introduce
auxiliary deterministic functions. This is done next in Section 3.1, after introducing
first some notations.

For i ∈ {1, . . . , l}, let m(i) = (µ(i)− ri1), ρ(i) = a(i)−1m(i), and set

ℓi = ρ(i)⊤m(i) = m(i)⊤a(i)−1m(i) = ρ(i)⊤a(i)ρ(i) ≥ 0. (3.1)

As a result, one obtains the following representation for the discounted value X of S:

Xt = BtSt = S0 +

∫ t

0

D(Xu)m(τu)du+

∫ t

0

D(Xu)σ(τu−)dWu, t ≥ 0. (3.2)
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We now define the deterministic functions that plays a central role in the change of
maesures.

3.1. Auxiliary functions. Let γ(t) = et{Λ−D(ℓ)}1 and δ(t) = et{Λ−D(ℓ+r)}1. Then, for
all i ∈ {1, . . . , l}, γi(0) = 1, δi(0) = 1, and

γ̇i(t) =
d

dt
γi(t) = −ℓiγi(t) +

l
∑

j=1

Λijγj(t), (3.3)

δ̇i(t) =
d

dt
δi(t) = −(ℓi + ri)δi(t) +

l
∑

j=1

Λijδj(t). (3.4)

The following lemma, proven in Appendix B.1, gives other representations for γ and δ.

Lemma 3.1. Let γ and δ be the solutions of (3.3) and (3.4). Then for all t ≥ 0 and
for all i ∈ {1, . . . , l}, 1 ≥ γi(t) ≥ e(Λii−ℓi)t > 0, 1 ≥ δi(t) ≥ e(Λii−ℓi−ri)t > 0, and

γi(t) = Ei

[

e−
∫ t

0
ℓτudu

]

, (3.5)

δi(t) = Ei

[

e−
∫ t

0
(rτu+ℓτu )du

]

. (3.6)

Next, by Lemma 3.1, for any t ≥ 0 and any i ∈ {1, . . . , l}, γi(t) > 0 and δi(t) > 0, so
one may define βi(t) = δi(t)/γi(t), and

(Λ̃t)ij = Λijγj(t)/γi(t), i 6= j, (Λ̃t)ii = −
∑

j 6=i

(Λ̃t)ij , (3.7)

( ◦

Λt

)

ij
=

Λijδj(t)

δi(t)
=

(Λ̃t)ijβj(t)

βi(t)
, i 6= j,

( ◦

Λt

)

ii
= −

∑

j 6=i

( ◦

Λt

)

ij
. (3.8)

Then Λ̃t, t ∈ [0, T ], is the infinitesimal generator of a time inhomogeneous Markov

chain. The same is true for
◦

Λt, t ∈ [0, T ].

Remark 3.2. It follows from Lemma 3.1 that βi(0) = 1, and that for any t > 0,

βi(t) =
Ei

[

e−
∫ t

0
(rτu+ℓτu)du

]

γi(t)
, (3.9)

and

β̇i(t) =
d

dt
βi(t) = −riβi(t) + (Λ̃t)iiβi(t)−

( ◦

Λt

)

ii
βi(t), t > 0. (3.10)

Note that if r is constant, then βi(t) = Bt and
◦

Λt= Λ̃t for any t ≥ 0.
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3.2. Change of measure. Set Mt =
∫ t

0
ρ(τu−)

⊤D−1(Xu)dXu, t ≥ 0. Then,

Mt =

∫ t

0

ℓτudu+

∫ t

0

ρ(τu−)
⊤σ(τu−)dWu =

∫ t

0

ℓτudu+Mt, t ≥ 0, (3.11)

where M is a martingale with quadratic variation [M,M]t = [M,M ]t =
∫ t

0
ℓτudu, using

(3.1) and (3.2). For t ≥ 0, further set

Zt = Et {−M} = e−Mt−
1
2
[M,M ]t = Et {−M} e−

∫ t

0 ℓτudu = Z
(1)
t e−

∫ t

0 ℓτudu,

where E is the stochastic exponential; see, e.g., Protter (2004, page 85). We are now in
a position to define the change of measure. The proof is given in Appendix C.1. Note
that this change of measure can be obtained as a limit of the discrete case (Schweizer,
1995, Rémillard and Rubenthaler, 2013) when the number of hedging periods tends to
infinity.

Lemma 3.3. Z is a multiplicative functional, and the processes Z
(1)
t = e−Mt−

1
2
[M,M]t

and Z
(2)
t = γτt(T−t)e

−
∫ t

0
ℓτudu are positive orthogonal martingales. Moreover, E(ZT |Ft) =

Z
(1)
t Z

(2)
t = Ztγτt(T − t) and γi(t) = Ei(Zt), for all t ≥ 0. Also, dP̃

dP

∣

∣

∣

FT

= ZT/γτ0(T ) =

Z
(1)
T Z

(2)
T /γτ0(T ) defines an equivalent change of measure, and for any t ∈ [0, T ],

dP̃

dP

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

Ft

= Ztγτt(T − t)/γτ0(T ) = Z
(1)
t Z

(2)
t /γτ0(T ). (3.12)

Under P̃ , τ is an inhomogeneous Markov chain with generator Λ̃T−t, W̃t = Wt +
∫ t

0
σ⊤
τuρτudu is a Brownian motion independent of τ , and X is a P̃ -martingale. As a

result, under P̃ , (S, τ) has infinitesimal generator H̃t given by

H̃tf(s, i) = L̃if(s, i) +

l
∑

j=1

(Λ̃T−t)ijf(s, j), t ∈ [0, T ], (3.13)

with

L̃if(s, i) = ri

d
∑

k=1

sk∂skf(s, i) +
1

2

d
∑

j=1

d
∑

k=1

ajk(i)sjsk∂sj∂skf(s, i). (3.14)

Remark 3.4. Note that Z(1) corresponds to the density of the so-called “minimal mar-
tingale measure” Föllmer and Schweizer (1991), which is different from the (unnor-
malized) density Z(1)Z(2). This is a non-trivial example of the difference between local
risk-minimizing strategies, as considered in Föllmer and Schweizer (1991), and global
risk-minimizing strategies, as considered here.

The main result of this section is stated next, and it is proven in Appendix C.2.
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Lemma 3.5. P̃ is the variance-optimal equivalent martingale measure, as defined in
Section 2.2.

The following proposition defines the so-called forward measure, which is necessary
only when the interest rate is stochastic. The proof of the proposition is similar to the
proof of Lemma 3.3 so it is omitted.

Proposition 3.6. For any t ∈ [0, T ], EP̃ [BT | Ft] = Btβτt(T − t). As a result,

d
◦

P

dP̃

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

FT

= BT/βτ0(T ) (3.15)

defines the forward measure, and for any t ∈ [0, T ], d
◦

P
dP̃

∣

∣

∣

Ft

=
βτt (T−t)

βτ0(T )
Bt. Under

◦

P ,

τ is an inhomogeneous Markov chain with generator
◦

ΛT−t,
◦

W t= Wt +
∫ t

0
σ⊤
τuρτudu

is a Brownian motion independent of τ , and (St/βτt(T − t))t∈[0,T ] is a
◦

P -martingale.

Moreover, under
◦

P , (S, τ) has infinitesimal generator
◦

Ht given by

◦

Ht f(s, i) = L̃if(s, i) +

l
∑

j=1

( ◦

ΛT−t

)

ij
f(s, j).

3.3. Option price under P̃ . Suppose that the payoff Φ is of polynomial order1. Under
P̃ defines in Lemma 3.3, the value of a European option with payoff Φ at maturity T is

Ct(St, τt) = EP̃
[

e−
∫ T

t
rτudu Φ(ST )|Ft

]

=
E [BTZT Φ(ST )|Ft]

BtZtγτt(T − t)
. (3.16)

Since Z is a multiplicative functional by Lemma 3.3, C can also be written as

Ct(s, i) = Es,i [BT−tZT−tΦ(ST−t)]
/

γi(T − t). (3.17)

The next result, proven in Appendix A.1, shows that option prices are smooth.

Proposition 3.7. The density fs,t(y) of St is infinitely differentiable with respect to

s and y, and continuously differentiable with respect to t if Λ̃t is. Moreover all these
derivatives are integrable and the density possesses moments of all orders.

Note that by Proposition 3.7, Ct(s, i) is continuously differentiable with respect to
t, and twice continuously differentiable with respect to s ∈ (0,∞)d, for any t < T .
The next result, which follows from the definition of C together with Lemma 3.3 and
Proposition 3.6, gives two more representations for C.

1This means that Φ is bounded by a constant times
∑n

k=1 |pk(s)|, for some n, where each pk is of

the form
∏d

j=1

(

s
(j)
)αj

, αj ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . .}.
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Lemma 3.8. Let C be given by (3.16). If (S̃, τ̃ ) has infinitesimal generator H̃t, then

C(t, s, i) = E
[

e−
∫ T

t
rτ̃udu Φ(S̃T )|S̃t = s, τ̃t = i

]

. (3.18)

Also, if
( ◦

S,
◦
τ
)

is a process with generator
◦

Ht, then

C(t, s, i) = βi(T − t)E
[

Φ
( ◦

ST

)

|
◦

St= s,
◦
τ t= i

]

. (3.19)

Remark 3.9. Under the assumptions on Φ, it follows from Proposition 3.7 that C is
smooth, and an application of Ito’s formula yields that C satisfies

∂tCt(s, i) + H̃tCt(s, i) = riCt(s, i), CT (s, i) = Φ(s). (3.20)

Remark 3.10. Note that using the Algorithm 1 described in Appendix A, together with
(3.19), it is easy to use a Monte-Carlo method to estimate Ct.

3.4. Call option. For the remaining of the section, suppose that d = 1 and consider the
European call option payoff Φ(s) = max(0, s−K). We show below that as in the Black-
Scholes case, one can write the price C of the option using only the distribution function

of the log-return log ST under the forward measure
◦

P and another measure obtained
by a Esscher transform. These distribution functions could be possibly computed by
inverting their Laplace transforms or their characteristic functions. See Appendix D
for the corresponding formulas. First, we define the Esscher transform using the fact
that

E
◦

P [ST |Ft] =
EP̃
[

e−
∫ T

t
rτudu ST |Ft

]

EP̃
[

e−
∫ T

t
rτudu|Ft

] =
St

βτt(T − t)
.

We introduce the change of measure by setting dP̌

d
◦

P

∣

∣

∣

FT

= ST

E
◦

P (ST )
. Next, according to

(3.19),

Ct(s, i) = s
E

◦

P [ST I (ST > K) |St = s, τt = i]

E
◦

P [ST |St = s, τt = i]
− βi(T − t)K

◦

P [ST > K|St = s, τt = i]

= sP̌ [ST > K|St = s, τt = i]− βi(T − t)K
◦

P [ST > K|St = s, τt = i] . (3.21)

Furthermore, if for a given t,
◦

f is the conditional density of log (ST/s) given St = s, τt =

i under
◦

P , and if f̌ is the conditional density of log (ST/s) given St = s, τt = i under
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P̌ , then f̌(x) = βi(T − t)ex
◦

f (x), so using (3.21), one finds

∂sCt(s, i) = P̌ [ST > K|St = s, τ̌t = i] + f̌{log(K/s)} − βi(T − t)
K

s

◦

f {log(K/s)}

= P̌ [ST > K|St = s, τt = i] .

It only remains to find the distribution of (S, τ) under P̌ . This is done in the next
Lemma, whose proof is given in Appendix C.3.

Lemma 3.11. Under the change of measure dP̌

d
◦

P

∣

∣

∣

FT

= ST

E
◦

P (ST )
, (S, τ) has infinitesimal

generator H̃t defined by Ȟtf(s, i) = Ľif(s, i) + Λ̃T−tf(s, i), where for any smooth f ,

Ľif(s, i) = (ri + ai)s∂sf(s, i) +
ai
2
s2∂2sf(s, i), i ∈ {1, . . . , l}.

Having defined the price of the option under the equivalent martingale measure P̃ ,
we are now in a position to find the optimal strategy (π, ψ) ∈ R × A minimizing the
quadratic hedging error HE (π, ψ). This is the content of the next section.

4. Optimal hedging strategy

Let C be defined by (3.17), and set

αt(s, i) = ∇sCt(s, i) + Ct(s, i)D
−1(s)ρ(i). (4.1)

Further let V be the solution of the stochastic differential equation

Vt = C0(s, i) +

∫ t

0

αu(Su, τu−)
⊤dXu −

∫ t

0

Vu−dMu, (S0, τ0) = (s, i), (4.2)

which exists and is unique, according to Protter (2004, Theorem V.7). The proof of
the following lemma is given in Appendix C.4.

Lemma 4.1. Define Gt = BtCt(St, τt)− Vt, and set

φt = αt(St, τt−)− Vt−D
−1(Xt)ρ(τt−) (4.3)

= ∇sCt(St, τt−) +Gt−D
−1(Xt)ρ(τt−). (4.4)

Then φ is predictable and

Vt = C0(S0, τ0) +

∫ t

0

φ⊤
u dXu, (4.5)

Equation (4.5) shows that Vt is the discounted value at time t of a portfolio with initial
value C0(s, i) and investment strategy φ, so Gt is the corresponding hedging error at

this period. Recall that C0 = EP̃ [BTΦ(ST )] is a real option price, corresponding to the

price under the variance-optimal martingale measure P̃ . In other words, if all agents in
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the economy minimize a mean-variance criterion for the hedging error under a RSGBM
model, then the pricing kernel will be generated by the variance-optimal measure P̃ .

It is interesting to note that φ0 = ∇sC0(s, i), but in general, φt 6= ∇sCt(St, τt−),
unless Gt− = 0, indicating perfect hedging.

Remark 4.2. Since αt(s, i) = ∇sCt(s, i) + Ct(s, i)D
−1(s)ρ(i), i ∈ {1, . . . , l}, one can

obtain an unbiased estimate of αt through simulations by using an obvious extension
of the “pathwise method” in Broadie and Glasserman (1996). More precisely, if Φ is
differentiable almost everywhere, then (3.19) yields

∇sCt(s, i) = βi(T − t)D−1(s)E
◦

P [D(ST )∇Φ(ST )|St = s, τt = i] , (4.6)

so αt is an expectation of a function of ST . It follows from (4.3) and (4.6) that φt can
also be estimated by Monte-Carlo methods.

Next, we find an expression for the hedging error G of the investment strategy (C0, φ).
It’s proof is given in Appendix C.5.

Lemma 4.3. The hedging error G satisfies

Gt = −

∫ t

0

Gu−dMu +
∑

0<u≤t

Bu∆Cu(Su, τu)−

∫ t

0

BuΛ̃T−uCu(Su, τu)du. (4.7)

The next result, proven in Appendix C.6, is the key for solving the hedging problem.

Lemma 4.4. For all 0 ≤ t ≤ T , γτt(T − t)Gt and γτt(T − t)XtGt are martingales. In
particular E(GT ) = 0, and for any stopping times U, V with 0 ≤ U ≤ V ≤ T ,

E {GT (XV −XU)|FU) = 0. (4.8)

One can now state the other main result of the paper, proven in Appendix C.7.
Recall that the quadratic hedging error HE is defined in (2.5).

Theorem 4.5. The optimal solution of the quadratic hedging problem for a regime-
switching geometric Brownian motion is given by (C0, φ), as defined by equation (4.3)
and the actualized value of the associated portfolio satisfies (4.2). More precisely, for
any (π, ψ) ∈ R×A,

HE (π, ψ) ≥ HE (C0, φ), (4.9)

and HE (π, ψ) = HE (C0, φ) if and only if π = C0 and ψ = φ a.s. In particular, the
solution to the optimization problem exists and is unique.

4.1. Particular cases.

4.1.1. Geometric Brownian motion. In this case, Λ ≡ 0 and C does not depend on τ ,
so by Lemma 4.3, Gt = −

∫ t

0
GudMu, with G0 = 0. Since the solution of (4.7) is unique,

G ≡ 0, proving the perfect hedging, as it is well-known for the Black-Scholes model.
Also, using (4.4), one recovers the delta-hedging value φt = ∇sCt(St).
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4.1.2. Risk neutral measure. To recover known results from the literature, suppose that
Xt = BtSt is a martingale. It then follows from (3.2) that m ≡ 0, so ρ ≡ 0, ℓ ≡ 0,

γ ≡ 1, H̃t = H, M ≡ 0, and Z ≡ 1. Next, we get from (3.18), (4.1) – (4.3) that

Ct(s, i) = E {BT−tΦ(ST−t)|S0 = s, τ0 = i} ,

αt(, s, i) = ∇Ct(s, i),

Vt = C0(s, i) +

∫ t

0

αu(Su, τu−)
⊤dXu,

φt = αt(St−, τt−).

5. Examples of application

In this section, we present two implementations of our proposed methodology, us-
ing formulas (3.19) and (4.6) together with Monte Carlo simulations to estimate re-
spectively the value of an option and the initial investment in the risky asset. The
simulations are based on Algorithm 1 described in Appendix A.

5.1. A first example. In Shen et al. (2014), the authors consider a RSGBM with
parameters µ = (0.04, 0.08)⊤, σ = (0.4, 0.2)⊤, r = (0.02, 0.04)⊤ and generator Λ =

0.5

(

−1 1
1 −1

)

. Also, S0 = 100, T = 1. Note that under their risk neutral measure,

the regime-switching process τ is still time-homogeneous. In order to be able to make
some comparisons with our model, only their SRS model is chosen. Using inverse
Fourier transforms, they obtained the value of call options given in Table 1.

Table 1. Call option prices computed with a discretization of 212 points
for the inverse Fourier transform (Shen et al., 2014).

Strike 70 80 90 100 110 120
Regime 1 34.0904 26.7779 20.6144 15.6171 11.6953 8.6931
Regime 2 33.1151 24.5557 17.1617 11.3358 7.1553 4.3873

In order to implement our proposed methodology using Monte Carlo simulations,

one has to find λ = maxi∈{1,2} supt∈[0,1]−
( ◦

Λt

)

ii
, as described in Algorithm 1. Based

on panel (a) in Figure 1, one can take λ = .5185. Note also that the discounting
factors βi(T ) are given by 0.9767 for regime 1 and 0.9644 for regime 2. Their values
are displayed in panel (b) of Figure 1. Next, in Table 2, 95% confidence intervals are
computed for the call values and the initial investment φ0 (number of shares), based

on 106 simulated values of
◦

ST . Although the model proposed by Shen et al. (2014) and
our model are different under the martingale measures, the option values obtained from
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both models are comparable. However, one can see that under regime 1, our results are
significantly lower than those of Shen et al. (2014), while they are significantly larger
for regime 2. Estimated call values and φ0 for the two regimes are displayed in Figure
2 for strike ranging from 50 to 150.
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Figure 1. Graphs of −
( ◦

Λt

)

ii
(panel a) and βi(t) (panel b), for i ∈ {1, 2}.

Table 2. Call option prices and initial investment values computed by
Monte Carlo with 106 simulations, using antithetic variables.

Call value Initial value φ0

Strike Regime 1 Regime 2 Regime 1 Regime 2
70 34.0580± 0.0489 33.1345± 0.0347 0.8935± 0.0007 0.9547± 0.0005
80 26.6933± 0.0460 24.6400± 0.0328 0.8112± 0.0008 0.8863± 0.0006
90 20.4806± 0.0424 17.3062± 0.0299 0.7103± 0.0009 0.7672± 0.0008
100 15.4499± 0.0384 11.5217± 0.0262 0.6005± 0.0010 0.6111± 0.0008
110 11.5158± 0.0343 7.3565± 0.0222 0.4931± 0.0010 0.4492± 0.0009
120 8.5192± 0.0303 4.5829± 0.0184 0.3958± 0.0009 0.3095± 0.0008

Remark 5.1. A clear advantage of our methodology over the one proposed by Shen et al.
(2014) is that we have an interesting justification for the choice of the equivalent mar-
tingale measure. Furthermore, our methodology is easy to implement for any number
of underlying assets while a discretization used to compute inverse Fourier transforms
will be almost impossible to implement for more than three assets.

5.2. Second example. Next, we consider the log-returns of the stock price of Apple
(aapl), from January 2nd, 2010 to April 24th, 2015. In order to estimate the parameters
of the model, we first fit a regime-switching Gaussian random walk model on the returns,
following the methodology proposed in Rémillard (2013, Chapter 10). In this case, one
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Figure 2. Graphs of C(0, 100, i) (panel a) and φ0(i) (panel b) for i ∈
{1, 2} and for strikes in [50, 150].

has a discrete time Markov chain for the regimes, instead of a continuous time one.
Also, given a regime i at period t, the return at this period is Gaussian with a mean
and variance depending on the regime. It is easy to check that the continuous time limit
in this case is a regime-switching Brownian motion. According to Rémillard (2013) and
Rémillard et al. (2014), the appropriate number of regimes should be the first number
so that one does not reject the null hypothesis of a Gaussian regime-switching. In the
present case, the P-value for only one regime is 0%, while the P-value is 8% for two
regimes (using 1000 bootstrap samples). The estimated parameters are given in Tables

3, while the transition matrix is Q =

(

0.7600 0.2400
0.0590 0.9410

)

.

Table 3. Parameters estimation for the two-regime model on Apple
daily returns from 01/02/2010 to 04/23/2015.

Regime Mean Volatility Stat. distr. Prob. of regime at current time
1 -0.0018 0.0283 0.1973 0.0441
2 0.0018 0.0123 0.8027 0.9559

To obtain the associated parameters of a RSGBM on an annual time scale, one can

solve Q = exp{Λ/252}. Here, one gets Λ =

(

−71.8620 71.8620
17.6661 −17.6661

)

.

Remark 5.2. Solving Q = exp{Λ/252} is not always possible. In practice, Λ ≈
252(Q − I) is used. However, the relationship Q = exp{Λ/252} no longer holds and
their could be discrepancies for option values in the discrete and continuous cases.

To find the remaining parameters in continuous time (measured in years), one can
use the fact that for regime i, the mean of the regime-switching random walk is ap-
proximately (µi−σ2

i /2)/252, while its variance is approximately σ2
i /252. The resulting
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parameters are given in Table 4. One can then interpret regime 1 as a “bad” regime,
since µ1 < 0 is negative and σ1 is twice the value in regime 2, and µ2 > 0. Fortu-
nately, it follows from the stationary distribution that the “good” regime appears 80%
of the time. Also, there is a 95.5% chance that the current regime on April 24th, 2015,
is the good one. Finally, the estimated (annual) volatility is .2658, and the annual
rate, based on the 1-month Libor, is 2.16%. In order to compare some models, one

Table 4. Parameters for the RSGBM.

Regime µ σ
1 -0.3436 0.4486
2 0.4813 0.1945

will use the values of Table 5, giving the bid/ask of call options on Apple, expiring at
T = 20/252, for three strike prices. As one can see from Table 5, the Black-Scholes
model under-estimate the market values. Next, as a first approximation, we can com-

Table 5. Market values, Black-Scholes price (BS) and delta-hedging
value (φ0) for a call on Apple, as of April 24th 2015. The maturity day
is May 22nd 2015 and the observed stock value is 129.95.

Strike Bid Ask BS φ0

128 5.50 5.65 5.0304 0.6034
129 4.95 5.10 4.4776 0.5629
130 4.45 4.50 3.9658 0.5220

pute the call option prices and initial investment values using the semi-exact method
for optimal discrete time hedging, as described in Chapter 3 of Rémillard (2013). See
also Rémillard and Rubenthaler (2013). The values corresponding to a daily hedging
are given in Table 6. It is worth noting that the Black-Scholes prices are larger than the
regime 2 prices, and smaller than the regime 1 values. Finally, we can find the option
values provided by the optimal hedging for the RSGBM. Since the interest rate is not

assumed to depend on the regime in this example, one gets Λ̃ =
◦

Λ. Its graph is displayed
in Figure 3. From it, one see that one can take λ = 72.2522. The 95% confidence in-
tervals for the call value and the initial number of shares φ0, based on 106 simulations
of S̃T , are given in Table 7. The resulting values for strike prices ranging from 125 to
150 are displayed in Figure 4. Comparing Tables 6 and 7, it seems that as the number
of hedging periods tends to infinity, the option value under regime 1 decreases while
it increases under regime 2. Also, the Black-Scholes values appear significantly larger
than those of regime 1 and regime 2.
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Table 6. Call option prices and initial investment values using the semi-
exact method optimal hedging method as in Chapter 3 of Rémillard
(2013). The number of hedging periods is 20 and the grid is composed of
2000 equidistant points in the interval [50, 200].

Call value Initial value φ0

Strike Regime 1 Regime 2 Regime 1 Regime 2
128 5.3981 4.9069 0.5951 0.6166
129 4.8430 4.3385 0.5578 0.5748
130 4.3268 3.8141 0.5202 0.5321
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Figure 3. Graph of −
(

Λ̃t

)

ii
for i ∈ {1, 2} and t ∈ [0, 1/12].

Table 7. Call option prices and initial investment values computed by
Monte Carlo with 106 simulations, using antithetic variables.

Call value Initial value φ0

Strike Regime 1 Regime 2 Regime 1 Regime 2
128 5.0210± 0.0094 4.9813± 0.0094 0.6070± 0.0007 0.6092± 0.0007
129 4.4653± 0.0090 4.4236± 0.0090 0.5648± 0.0007 0.5659± 0.0007
130 3.9523± 0.0085 3.9097± 0.0085 0.5222± 0.0007 0.5222± 0.0007

Note that under-estimating the option value is not necessarily a bad thing. As
proposed in Rémillard (2013), since the market values are all larger, one could short
the call option, invest C0 (as computed in Table 7) in a portfolio based on optimal
hedging for the RSGBM model, and invest the remaining value in a risk-free account.
If transactions fees were negligible, one could make on average the difference between
the initial option prices. This was tested on real data in Rémillard et al. (2014).
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Figure 4. Graphs of C(0, 100, i) (panel a) and φ0(i) (panel b) for i ∈
{1, 2} and for strike values in [125, 150].

6. Conclusion

In this paper we presented the variance-optimal equivalent martingale measure P̃
and we found the optimal hedging solution for pricing and hedging an option under
a regime-switching geometric Brownian motion model, extending the Black-Scholes
model. The option price and the optimal strategy can be deduced from P̃ , whose law
is easy to simulate. Compared to some existing methods relying on inverse Fourier
transforms, the proposed methodology has the advantage that it is easy to implement
for any number of underlying assets.
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Appendix A. Construction of inhomogeneous Markov chains

Suppose that the (inhomogeneous) Markov chain τt has infinitesimal generator Λt,

i.e., for any j 6= i, lim
h↓0

1

h
P (τt+h = j|τt = i) = (Λt)ij . For a given T , assume that one

can find 0 < λ so that −(Λt)ii ≤ λ, for any i ∈ {1, . . . , l} and any t ∈ [0, T ].

Algorithm 1. To construct the Markov chain τ , do the following:

• Generate N ∼ Poisson(λT ).
• If N = n, generate independent uniform variates U1, . . . , Un and order them.
Denote the resulting sample by Un:1, . . . , Un:n, with Un:1 < Un:2 · · · < Un:n. This
can be done by generating n + 1 independent exponential variates E1, . . . , En+1

and by setting Un:i =
∑i

j=1 Ej
∑n+1

j=1 Ej
, i ∈ {1, . . . , n}.

• Set ti = T × Un:i, i = 1, . . . , n. These values are the possible transition times.
Further set t0 = 0 and tn+1 = T .

• For k = 1, . . . , n, if τtk−1
= i, then τtk = j with probability Pk,ij, where Pk,ij =

(Λtk)ij/λ for j 6= i, and Pk,ii = 1 + (Λtk)ii/λ.

A.1. Proof of Proposition 3.7. To show that the density of St is infinitely differ-
entiable with respect to s and t, we use Algorithm 1, together with representation

(2.2). Conditional on Nt = n and F τ
T , the returns R

(i)
t = log

(

S
(i)
t /s(i)

)

, i ∈ {1, . . . , d},

are Gaussian, with mean tVt, with Vt = 1
t

∫ t

0
vτudu and covariance matrix tAt, with

At =
1
t

∫ t

0
aτudu, where Vt =

∑n
k=1 (Un:k − Un:k−1) v(τtk−1

) + (1− Un:n) v(τtn) and At =
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∑n
k=1 (Un:k − Un:k−1) a(τtk−1

) + (1−Un:n)a(τtn). Here, Un:0 = 0. Next, set if α0 = i and
u0 = 0. Then, for any bounded measurable functions φ, ψ, given Nt = n, one gets

E{φ(Vt)ψ(At)} = n!

l
∑

α1=1

· · ·
l
∑

αn=1

∫

0<u1<···<un<1

n
∏

k=1

gαk−1αk

(

Λtuk

λ

)

×φ

{

n
∑

k=1

(uk − uk−1)v(αk−1) + (1− un)v(αn)

}

×ψ

{

n
∑

k=1

(uk − uk−1)a(αk−1) + (1− un)a(αn)

}

du1 · · · dun,

where gij(x) = xij when j 6= i, and gii(x) = 1 + xii, i ∈ {1, . . . , l}. Hence, if Λ is
continuously differentiable with respect to t, then it follows that the density of St is
infinitely differentiable with respect to s, as well as continuously differentiable with
respect to t. Moreover these derivatives are all integrable. �

Appendix B. Auxiliary results

Theorem B.1 (Feynman-Kac formula). Let τ be a continuous Markov chain on {1, . . . , l},
with infinitesimal generator Λ, and suppose that f, V ∈ Rl. Then

ut(i) = Ei

[

f(τt)e
∫ t

0 V (τu)du
]

, i ∈ {1, . . . , l}, (B.1)

is the unique solution of

u̇t(i) = ∂tut(i) = (Λut)(i) + V (i)ut(i), u0(i) = f(i). (B.2)

Proof. First, u exists and is unique since (B.2) is a system of finite linear ode’s. In fact,
ut = et{Λ+D(v)}f . Next, let u be defined by (B.1). Then, u is bounded, u0 = f , and for

any h ≥ 0, since τ is Markov, ut+h(i) = Ei

[

ut(τh)e
∫ h

0 V (τs)ds
]

, i ∈ {1, . . . , l}. Next, if

ζ = inf{s > 0; τs 6= i}, then Pi(ζ > s) = esΛii and the event that there are at least two
state changes in the time interval [0, h] is o(h). As a result,

ut+h(i) = (1 + Λiih+ o(h)) ut(i)e
hV (i) +

∑

j 6=i

Λijut(j)

∫ h

0

esΛiiesV (i)+(h−s)V (j)ds+ o(h)

= ut(i) + hV (i)ut(i) + h(Λut)i + o(h).

Hence, u satisfies (B.2). �
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B.1. Proof of Lemma 3.1. Let i ∈ {1, . . . , l} be given. We only prove the statements
for γ. First, by the uniqueness of (3.3) and the Feynman-Kac formula in Theorem

B.1, one obtains that for any i ∈ {1, . . . , l}, γi(t) = Ei

{

e−
∫ t

0 ℓτudu
}

, so γi(t) ≤ 1 and

γi(t) > 0. Next, d
dt

{

γi(t)e
(ℓi−Λii)t

}

= e(ℓi−Λii)t
∑

j 6=iΛijγj(t). As a result, for all t ≥ 0
d
dt

{

γi(t)e
(ℓi−Λii)t

}

≥ 0, so γi(t) ≥ e(Λii−ℓi)t. �

Lemma B.2. Let (xt) be a Markov process in Rl with infinitesimal generator L and set

Ltft = ∂tft+Lft. Suppose that M
(f)
t = ft(xt)−f0(x0)−

∫ t

0
Lufu(xu)du, M

(g)
t = gt(xt)−

g0(x0) −
∫ t

0
Lugu(xu)du, M

(fg)
t = ft(xt)gt(xt) − f0(x0)g0(x0) −

∫ t

0
Lu(fugu)(xu)du are

martingales. Then, M
(f,g)
t =M

(fugu)
t −

∫ t

0
gu(xu)dM

(f)
u −

∫ t

0
fu(xu)dM

(g)
u is a martingale

and M
(f,g)
t =

[

M (f),M (g)
]

t
−
∫ t

0
{Lu(fugu)− fuLugu − guLufu}(xu)du.

Proof. By definition,M
(f)
t M

(g)
t =

∫ t

0
M

(f)
u dM

(g)
u +

∫ t

0
M

(g)
u dM

(f)
u +

[

M (f),M (g)
]

t
. Setting

V
(f)
t =

∫ t

0
Lufu(xu)du and V

(g)
t =

∫ t

0
Lugu(xu)du, one getsM

(f)
t V

(g)
t =

∫ t

0
Lugu(xu)M

(f)
u du+

∫ t

0
V

(g)
u dM

(f)
u , and M

(g)
t V

(f)
t =

∫ t

0
Lufu(xu)M

(g)
u du+

∫ t

0
V

(f)
u dM

(g)
u . Next, one obtains

M
(f,g)
t = M

(fg)
t −

∫ t

0

gu(xu)dM
(f)
u −

∫ t

0

fu(xu)dM
(g)
u

= ft(xt)gt(xt)− f0(x0)g0(x0)−

∫ t

0

Lu(fugu)(xu)du

−

∫ t

0

gu(xu)dM
(f)
u −

∫ t

0

fu(xu)dM
(g)
u

=
(

M
(f)
t + V

(f)
t

)(

M
(g)
t + V

(g)
t

)

+ f0(x0)V
(g)
t + g0(x0)V

(f)
t

−

∫ t

0

{gu(xu)− g0(x0)}dM
(f)
u −

∫ t

0

{fu(xu)− f0(x0)}dM
(g)
u

−

∫ t

0

Lu(fugu)(xu)du

=
(

M
(f)
t + V

(f)
t

)(

M
(g)
t + V

(g)
t

)

+ f0(x0)V
(g)
t + g0(x0)V

(f)
t

−

∫ t

0

(

M (g)
u + V (g)

u

)

dM (f)
u −

∫ t

0

(

M (f)
u + V (f)

u

)

dM (g)
u

−

∫ t

0

Lu(fugu)(xu)du

= [M (f),M (g)]t −

∫ t

0

{Lu(fugu)− fuLugu − guLufu}(xu)du.
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Hence the result. �

Note that if g(s) = s, then for any smooth function f ,

{Li(fg)− fLig − gLif} (s, i) = D(s)a(i)D(s)∇f(s, i). (B.3)

Appendix C. Proof of the main results

C.1. Proof of Lemma 3.3. The multiplicative character of Z follows directly from

the representation Zt = e−Mt−
1
2

∫ t

0 ℓτudu, Mt =
∫ t

0
ℓτudu +

∫ t

0
ρ(τu−)

⊤σ(τu−)dWu, since
τ and (W, τ) are Markov processes. Hence, for any s, t ≥ 0, Zt+s = ZtZt,s where for
a fixed t, Zt,s is independent of Ft and has the same law as Zs. Next, from Lemma
3.1, Z(2) is a positive martingale. Next, since W and τ are independent and Ft =
FW

t ∨ F τ
t ⊂ FW

t ∨ F τ
T , it follows that for any t ∈ [0, T ],

E[ZT |Ft] = E
[

Z
(1)
T Z

(2)
T |Ft

]

= E
[

Z
(2)
T E

[

Z
(1)
T |FW

t ∨ F τ
T

]

|Ft

]

= E
[

Z
(1)
t Z

(2)
T |Ft

]

= Z
(1)
t E

[

Z
(2)
T |Ft

]

= Z
(1)
t Z

(2)
t = Ztγτt(T − t),

proving that Z
(1)
t Z

(2)
t is a martingale for t ∈ [0, T ]. Similarly, from Lemma 3.1,

Ei(Zt) = Ei

[

e−
∫ t

0
ℓτuduE

[

Z
(1)
t |F τ

t

]]

= Ei

[

e−
∫ t

0
ℓτudu

]

= γi(t), t ≥ 0.

Now take θ ∈ Rd, f ∈ Rl, and let 0 ≤ s ≤ t ≤ T be given. Then

EP̃
[

f(τt)e
θ⊤(W̃t−W̃s)|Fs

]

= E
[

Z
(1)
t Z

(2)
t f(τt)e

θ⊤(W̃t−W̃s)|Fs

]

/(Z(1)
s Z(2)

s )

= E
[

Z
(2)
t f(τt)E

[

Z
(1)
t eθ

⊤(W̃t−W̃s)|FW
s ∨ F τ

t

]

|Fs

]

/(Z(1)
s Z(2)

s ).

Now, set hu = σ⊤
τuρτu . Novikov’s condition is clearly satisfied for h and one can check

that

E
[

Z
(1)
t eθ

⊤W̃t|FW
s ∨ F τ

t

]

= e‖θ‖
2(t−s)Z(1)

s eθ
⊤W̃s.

Hence

EP̃
[

f(τt)e
θ⊤(W̃t−W̃s)|Fs

]

= e‖θ‖
2(t−s)E

[

Z
(2)
t f(τt)

]

/Z(2)
s

= e‖θ‖
2(t−s)E

[

γτt(T − t)e−
∫ t

s
ℓτuduf(τt)

]

/γτs(T − s)

= e‖θ‖
2(t−s)Eτs

[

γτt−s
(T − t)e−

∫ t−s

0
ℓτuduf(τt−s)

]

/γτs(T − s).
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This proves that under P̃ , W̃ is a Brownian motion independent of τ , and consequently,

Xt = X0 +

∫ t

0

D(Xu)mτudu+

∫ t

0

D(Xu)στu−dWu

= X0 +

∫ t

0

D(Xu)
(

mτu − στuσ
⊤
τuρτu

)

du+

∫ t

0

D(Xu)στu−dW̃u

= X0 +

∫ t

0

D(Xu)στu−dW̃u,

proving that X is a P̃ -martingale. Similarly, St = S0 +
∫ t

0
rτuSudu+

∫ t

0
D(Su)στu−dW̃u.

Finally, if 0 ≤ t ≤ t+ h ≤ T , then

EP̃ [f(τt+h)|Ft] = Eτt

[

γτh(T − t− h)e−
∫ h

0 ℓτuduf(τh)
]

/γτt(T − t)

= Eτt

[

γτh(T − t)e−
∫ h

0 ℓτuduf(τh)
]

/γτt(T − t)

−hEτt

[

γ̇τh(T − t)e−
∫ h

0
ℓτuduf(τh)

]

/γτt(T − t) + o(h).

It follows from Theorem B.1 that if vh(i) = Ei

[

γτh(T − t)e−
∫ h

0 ℓτuduf(τh)
]

, then

vh(i) = γi(T − t)f(i) + h

l
∑

j=1

Λijγj(T − t)f(j)− hℓiγi(T − t)f(i) + o(h)

= γi(T − t)f(i) + hγi(T − t)

l
∑

j=1

(

Λ̃T−t

)

ij
f(j)

+hγi(T − t)f(i)
{

Λii −
(

Λ̃T−t

)

ii
− ℓi

}

+ o(h)

= γi(T − t)f(i) + hγi(T − t)

l
∑

j=1

(

Λ̃T−t

)

ij
f(j) + hγ̇i(T − t)f(i) + o(h),

using γ̇i(t) = −ℓiγi(t) + Λiiγi(t)− (Λ̃t)iiγi(t), from (3.7). Therefore, if τt = i, then

EP̃ [f(τt+h)|Ft] = f(i) + hΛ̃T−tf(i) + o(h),

showing that under P̃ , τ is a Markov chain with generator Λ̃T−t. �

C.2. Proof of Lemma 3.5. To prove that P̃ is variance-optimal, set bt = D−1(Xt)ρ(τt−),

so that Mt =
∫ t

0
b⊤u dXu. It is then easy to check that b̄ = bZ is such that

∫ T

0
b̄⊤u dXu

is square integrable, and since X is a P̃ -martingale, then for any bounded stopping
times U, V with 0 ≤ U ≤ V ≤ T , and any bounded FU -measurable variable H , one
gets E [ZTH(XV −XU)] = 0, proving that b is an adjustment process, as defined in
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Schweizer (1996). It follows from Schweizer (1996, Proposition 8) that P̃ is variance-
optimal. �

C.3. Proof of Lemma 3.11. If f(s, i) is twice continuously differentiable with respect
to s and (St, τt) = (s, i), then

EP̌ [f(St+h, τt+h)|Ft] =
βi(T − t)

s
E

◦

P [STf(St+h, τt+h)|Ft]

=
βi(T − t)

s

EP̃ [BTSTf(St+h, τt+h)|Ft]

EP̃ [BT |Ft]

=
1

sBt
EP̃ [XTf(St+h, τt+h)|Ft] =

1

sBt
EP̃ [Xt+hf(St+h, τt+h)|Ft] .

Then, with g being the identity function, if (St, τt) = (s, i), it follows that

lim
h↓0

1

h

[

EP̌ [f(St+h, τt+h)|Ft]− f(s, i)
]

= −rif(s, i) +
H̃t(fg)(s, i)

s
= Ȟtf(s, i).

�

C.4. Proof of Lemma 4.1. According to Protter (2004)[Theorem V.7], the solution

of Vt = C0(s, i)+
∫ t

0
αu(Su, τu−)

⊤dXu−
∫ t

0
Vu−dMu exists and is uniquely determined by

M and S. See also Remark C.1 below. Next, φt = αt(St−, τt−) − Vt−D
−1(Xt−)ρ(τt−),

so φ is predictable and Vt = C0(s, i) +
∫ t

0
φ⊤
u dXu, by definition of M . �

Remark C.1. Since the martingale M is continuous, Protter (2004)[Theorem V.52]

yields the representation Vt = Zt

{

H0 +
∫ t

0+
Z−1

u d(Hu + [H,M ]u)
}

, where

Ht = C0(s, i) +

∫ t

0

αu(Su, τu−)
⊤dXu

= C0(s, i) +

∫ t

0

αu(Su, τu−)
⊤D(Xu)m(τu)du

+

∫ t

0

αu(Su, τu−)
⊤D(Xu)σ(τu−)dWu,

and [H,M ]t =
∫ t

0
αu(Su, τu)

⊤D(Xu)m(τu)du. As a result,

Vt
Zt

= C0 + 2

∫ t

0

αu(Su, τu)
⊤D(Xu)m(τu)

Zu

du+

∫ t

0

αu(Su, τu)
⊤D(Xu)σ(τu)

Zu

dWu.
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C.5. Proof of Lemma 4.3. LetM (C) andM (g) be the martingales defined byM
(C)
t =

Ct(St, τt)−C0(s, i)−
∫ t

0
{∂uCu(Su, τu) +HCu(Su, τu)} du andM

(g)
t = St−s−

∫ t

0
D(Su)µ(τu)du =

∫ t

0
D(Su)σ(τu−)dWu, with g(s) = s on [0,∞)d. As a result, Xt = s+

∫ t

0
D(Xu)m(τu)du+

∫ t

0
BudM

(g)
u ,

Vt = C0(s, i) +

∫ t

0

Buφu(Su−, τu−)
⊤dM (g)

u

+

∫ t

0

Bum(τu)
⊤D(Su)φu(Su, τu)du

= C0(s, i) +

∫ t

0

Buφu(Su−, τu−)
⊤dM (g)

u

+

∫ t

0

Bum(τu)
⊤D(Su)∇Cu(Su, τu)du+

∫ t

0

Guℓτudu

BtCt(St, τt) = C0(s, i) +

∫ t

0

Bu

{

∂uC(Su, τu)− rCu(Su, τu)
}

du

+

∫ t

0

BuHCu(Su, τu)du+

∫ t

0

BudM
(C)
u .

Therefore, using (3.20) and using (4.4) one obtains that

Gt = −

∫ t

0

BuH̃T−uCu(Su, τu)du+

∫ t

0

BuHCu(Su, τu)du+

∫ t

0

BudM
(C)
u

−

∫ t

0

Bum(τu)
⊤D(Su)∇Cu(Su, τu)du−

∫ t

0

Buφu(Su, τu)
⊤dM (g)

u

−

∫ t

0

ℓτuGudu

=

∫ t

0

BudM
(C)
u −

∫ t

0

Buφu(Su, τu)
⊤dM (g)

u −

∫ t

0

ℓτuGudu

+

∫ t

0

Bu

{

(Λ− Λ̃T−u)Cu,Su

}

(τu)du. (C.1)

Finally, it follows from Ito’s formula that

M
(C)
t =

∫ t

0

∇sCu(Su, τu)
⊤D(Su)σ(τu−)dWu

+
∑

0<u≤t

∆Cu(Su, τu)−

∫ t

0

ΛCu(Su, τu)du.
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Replacing in the above formula yields the desired result. �

C.6. Proof of Lemma 4.4. Let g(s) = s and let M (g) be as defined in the proof of
Lemma 4.3. Then, using (C.1) and Itô’s formula, one gets, for any smooth f ,

Gtft(St, τt) =

∫ t

0

fu(Su−, τu−)dGu +

∫ t

0

∂ufu(Su, τu)Gudu

+

∫ t

0

Hfu(Su, τu)Gudu+

∫ t

0

Gu−dM
(f)
u +

[

G,M (f)
]

t

=

∫ t

0

Bufu(Su−, τu−)dM
(C)
u +

∫ t

0

Gu−dM
(f)
u +

[

G,M (f)
]

t

−

∫ t

0

Bufu(Su−, τu−)φ
⊤
u dM

(g)
u

+

∫ t

0

Bufu(Su, τu)
{

(Λ− Λ̃T−u)Cu,Su

}

(τu)du

+

∫ t

0

{Hfu(Su, τu) + ∂ufu(Su, τu)− fu(Su, τu)ℓτu}Gudu,

where M
(f)
t = ft(St, τt)− f0(s, i)−

∫ t

0
∂ufu(Su, τu)du−

∫ t

0
Hfu(Su, τu)du is a martingale

and where, by (C.1) and Lemma B.2, one has

[

G,M (f)
]

t
=

∫ t

0

Bud
[

M (C),M (f)
]

u
−

∫ t

0

Buφ
⊤
u d
[

M (g),M (f)
]

u

=

∫ t

0

BudM
(C,f)
u −

∫ t

0

Buφ
⊤
u dM

(f,g)
u

+

∫ t

0

Bu{H(fuCu)− fuH(Cu)− CuH(fu)}(Su, τu)du

−

∫ t

0

Buφ
⊤
u {H(fug)− fuH(g)− gH(fu)}(Su, τu)du.

As a result, if ft(s, i) = γT−t(i), then Hfu(s, i) + ∂ufu(s, i) − fu(s, i)ℓi ≡ 0, and
N (fu, g)(s, i) = {H(fug)− fuH(g)− gH(fu)}(s, i) ≡ 0, using (B.3). Moreover

N (fu, Cu)(s, i) = {H(fuCu)− fuH(Cu)− CuH(fu)} (s, i)

= −γT−u(i)ΛCu,s(i)− Cu,s(i)ΛγT−u(i) + Λ(γT−uCu,s)(i)

= −fu(s, i)
{

(Λ− Λ̃T−u)Cu,s

}

(i),

since Λ(γth)(i) − γt(i)Λh(i) − h(i)Λγt(i) = γt(i)(Λ̃t − Λ)h(i), i ∈ {1, . . . , l}. Hence
Gtγτt(T − t) is a martingale with initial value 0 and terminal value GT , since γ(0) = 1.
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Thus, E(GT ) = 0. Next, take ft(s, i) = skγT−t(i), for a given k ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Then

N (fu, g)(s, i) = {H(fug)− fuH(g)− gH(fu)}(s, i) = fu(s, i)D(s)a(i)ek

by (B.3), with (ek)j = Ijk. Also, Hfu(s, i) + ∂ufu(s, i)− fu(s, i)ℓi = fu(s, i)µk(i) and

N (fu, Cu)(s, i) = {H(fuCu)− fuH(Cu)− CuH(fu)} (s, i)

= fu(s, i)e
⊤
k a(i)D(s)∇Cu(s, i)− fu(s, i)

{

(Λ− Λ̃T−u)Cu,s

}

(i),

using the previous calculations. It follows that Rt − At is a martingale, where

At =

∫ t

0

Buφ
⊤
u {N (fu, Cu)−N (fu, g)} (Su, τu)du

+

∫ t

0

Bufu(Su, τu)
{

(Λ− Λ̃T−u)Cu,Su

}

(τu)du

+

∫ t

0

{Hfu(Su, τu) + ∂ufu(Su, τu)− fu(Su, τu)ℓτu}Gudu.

Using (4.4) and setting Rt = ft(St, τt)Gt, one gets that

At =

∫ t

0

[

Ru{mk(τu) + rτu}+ fu(Su, τu)e
⊤
k a(τu)D(Xu){∇Cu(Su, τu)− φu)}

]

du

=

∫ t

0

[

Ru{mk(τu) + rτu} −Rue
⊤
k a(τu)ρ(τu)

]

du =

∫ t

0

rτuRudu,

proving thatRt−
∫ t

0
rτuRudu is a martingale. Hence, so is BtRt = XtGtγT−t(τt). Finally,

to prove (4.8), note that E(GT |Ft) = γτt(T − t)Gt. Thus, for any stopping times U, V
with 0 ≤ U ≤ V ≤ T ,

E{GT (XV −XU)|Fu} = E{(XVE(GT |FV )|FU} −XUE(GT |FU)

= E{GV γτV (T − V )XV −GUγτU (T − U)XU |FU} = 0,

since we just proved that XtGtγτt(T − t) is a martingale. Hence the result. �

C.7. Proof of Theorem 4.5. It follows from (4.8) that for any stopping times U, V ,
with 0 ≤ U ≤ V ≤ T , and any bounded random variable Y that is FU -measurable,

E
(

GT

∫ T

0
ψ⊤
t dXt

)

= 0, where ψ is the predictable process given by ψt = Y 1(U,V ](t).

Therefore, using properties of stochastic integrals, one may conclude that for any admis-

sible strategy ψ, one gets E
(

GT

∫ T

0
ψ⊤
t dXt

)

= 0. Since E
{

GT

∫ T

0
(φt − ψt)

⊤dXt

}

= 0

and E(GT ) = 0, one has, for any (π, ψ) ∈ R×A,

HE (π, ψ) = HE (C0, φ) + E

[

{

C0(s, i)− π +

∫ T

0

(φt − ψt)
⊤dXt

}2
]

≥ HE (C0, φ).
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This proves that at least one solution exists. Suppose now that HE (π, ψ) = HE (C0, φ)

for some (π, ψ) ∈ R×A. Then C0(s, i)−π+
∫ T

0
(φt−ψt)

⊤dXt = 0 P almost surely. Since

P̃ is equivalent to P and X is a P̃ -martingale, it follows that Nt =
∫ t

0
(φs − ψs)

⊤dXs is

a P̃ -martingale. Hence its expectation is 0, implying that so C0 = π. It then follows
that Nt ≡ 0 P -a.s. Finally, the P̃ -martingale N has quadratic variation [N,N ]t =
∫ t

0
‖ψs−φs‖

2ℓτsds for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Now, N2
t −[N,N ]t is a martingale having expectation

0. Since NT = 0 P̃ -a.s., it follows that [N,N ]T = 0 P̃ -a.s., proving that for all almost
every t ∈ [0, T ], ψt = φt a.s. under P and P̃ . This proves the uniqueness. �

Appendix D. Laplace transforms of log(ST ) under
◦

P and P̌

One can compute the Laplace transform or the characteristic function of the condi-

tional distribution of log (ST/s) given St = s, τt = i under
◦

P in the following way. Note
that for any 0 ≤ t ≤ T , and for any θ ∈ C,

◦

ΨT−t (i, θ) = E
◦

P
s,i

{

eθ log(ST /St)
∣

∣Ft

}

=
hi

{

T − t, θ − 1, θ(θ−1)
2

}

δi(T − t)
, (D.1)

where, according to the Feynman-Kac formula in Theorem B.1, for any i ∈ {1, . . . , l}

and any t > 0, hi(t, θ1, θ2) = Ei

{

e
∫ t

0
{θ1rτu+θ2aτu−ℓτu}du

}

solves

ḣi(t) =
d

dt
hi(t) = (θ1ri + θ2ai − ℓi)hi(t) +

l
∑

j=1

Λijhj(t), hi(0) = 1. (D.2)

Then h(t, θ1, θ2) = et{D(θ1r+θ2a−ℓ)+Λ}1, hi(t, 0, 0) = γi(t), and hi(t,−1, 0) = βi(t)γi(t).

Similarly, Ψ̌T−t(i, θ) = EP̌
i

{

eθ log(ST /St)
∣

∣Ft

}

=
hi{T−t,θ, θ(θ+1)

2 }
γi(T−t)

.
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