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Abstract

This paper analyzes a problem of optimal static hedging using derivatives in incomplete markets. The investor is

assumed to have a risk exposure to two underlying assets. The hedging instruments are vanilla options written on

a single underlying asset. The hedging problem is formulated as a utility maximization problem whereby the form

of the optimal static hedge is determined. Among our results, a semi-analytical solution for the optimizer is found

through variational methods for exponential, power/logarithmic, and quadratic utility. When vanilla options are

available for each underlying asset, the optimal solution is related to the fixed points of a Lipschitz map. In the

case of exponential utility, there is only one such fixed point, and subsequent iterations of the map converge to it.

1 Introduction

Static hedging portfolios are often useful for fully or partially replicating a contingent claim using vanilla derivatives,

and for establishing no-arbitrage relationships or bounds for exotic options (see Breeden and Litzenberger [1978],

Carr et al. [1998], Hobson et al. [2007], Carr and Nadtochiy [2011], Carr and Wu [2013], among others). Using

traded derivatives is particularly crucial when the underlying asset has limited liquidity or is not traded. Once a

static hedging portfolio is formed, no continuous monitoring of the underlying or dynamic rebalancing is needed.

Therefore, static hedging is a robust alternative to dynamic hedging.

The static hedging portfolio depends on the available derivatives and on the investor’s risk exposure and risk

preferences. In their paper “Optimal positioning in derivative securities,” Carr and Madan [2001a] consider a two

period financial market, in which the world of traded assets consists of cash1, a single risky asset X = (Xt )t∈{0,T},

as well as calls C(K) = (Ct (K))t∈{0,T} and/or puts Pt (K) = (Pt (K))t∈{0,T} written on X at every strike K ∈ R+.

In this setting, they pose the question: given an investor with initial wealth c, subjective/statistical probability

measure P, and utility function U, what is the European derivative written on X that, if purchased at time

zero, maximizes the investor’s expected utility?

Mathematically, this question is formulated as follows:

sup
f ∈A

EU(f (XT)), A := {f : Ẽf (XT) ≤ c}, (1)
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1In fact, Carr and Madan [2001a] consider zero-coupon bonds instead of cash; we use cash here for simplicity.
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where E and Ẽ denote expectation under the measure P and the risk-neutral (i.e., pricing) measure P̃, respectively.

Assuming it exists, the density of X under P̃, denoted by p̃X, is observable from call and/or put prices and is given by

p̃X(K) = ∂2
KC0(K) = ∂2

KP0(K), (2)

The function f ∗ that maximizes the supremum in (1) is given by

f ∗(x ) = [U′]–1
(

– λ∗
p̃X(x )
pX(x )

)
, c =

∫
dx p̃X(x )f ∗(x ).

where [U′]–1 denotes the inverse of the derivative of U and λ∗ is the Lagrange multiplier. While a European claim

with payoff f ∗(XT) is not traded directly, as long as f ∗ can be written as the difference of convex functions, the

payoff can be synthesized from calls and puts using

f (XT) = f (κ) + f ′(κ)
(
CT(κ) – PT(κ)

)
+

∫
κ

0
f ′′(K)PT(K)dK +

∫ ∞

κ

f ′′(K)CT(K)dK, κ ∈ R+, (3)

as shown in Carr and Madan [2001b].2 Thus, the investor can obtain the claim with payoff f ∗(XT) by purchasing

the above basket of calls and puts.

With a slight modification, one can transform the optimal investment problem (1) into an optimal hedging problem.

Suppose the investor has sold a derivative with payoff h(XT) and wishes to purchase a European claim on X to

maximize his expected utility. Mathematically, this problem can be written as follows

sup
f ∈A

EU(f (XT) – h(XT)), A := {f : Ẽf (XT) ≤ c}. (4)

It is straightforward to show that the function f ∗ that maximizes the supremum in (4) is given by

f ∗(x ) = [U′]–1
(

– λ∗
p̃X(x )
pX(x )

)
+ h(x ), c =

∫
f ∗(x )p̃(x )dx .

In their paper “Optimal static quadratic hedging,” Leung and Lorig [2016] solve problem (4) with the utility function

U replaced by a concave quadratic function U(x ) = – 1
2x

2 (i.e., they minimize the L2(P) norm of f (XT) – h(XT)

subject to a cost constraint). When the value of the derivative to be hedged is less than the cost constraint, i.e.,

Ẽh(XT) ≤ c, then f ∗ = h . However, when the cost constraint is less than the value of the option to be hedged, i.e.,

c < Ẽh(XT), the solution is more involved.

The market considered in Carr and Madan [2001a] and Leung and Lorig [2016] is complete in the sense that every

European derivative written on X can be replicated using (3). The purpose of this paper is to extend their results to

incomplete markets. Specifically, we will consider the two problems described below.

Problem 1: Hedging non-traded risks with vanilla options. In Section 2, we consider the following optimization

problem

sup
f ∈A

EU(f (XT) – h(XT, YT)), A := {f : Ẽf (XT) ≤ c}. (5)

2Note that convex functions (and so also their differences) are almost everywhere twice continuously differentiable by Theorem 25.5. in
Rockafellar [1970] and Lebesgue’s Differentiation Theorem. Furthermore, a function f of a real variable can be written as the difference
of convex functions on a possibly unbounded interval I if and only if f has left and right derivatives of bounded variation on every closed
bounded interval interior to I (see Hartman [1959]). Thus, even if f is only continuous, one can always at least approximate f on bounded
domains with the difference of convex functions (such as, e.g., a polynomial).
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Problem 1, stated in (5), describes an investor that has sold a claim with payoff h(XT, YT) and now wishes to

purchase a claim with payoff f (XT) with a cost of c or less in order to maximize his expected utility. As such, this is

a constrained optimization problem. The value of the budget constraint is left unspecified, but one can think of it as

the price at which the claim with payoff h(XT, YT) was sold. In this scenario, the investor is using c, the proceeds

from the sale of the claim, to fund the corresponding static hedge.

The process Y = (Yt )t∈{0,T} in (5) represents a non-traded risk. As such, payoffs of the form h(XT, YT) cannot be

replicated in general, and the market is incomplete. The process X represents the value of an asset on which calls

and/or puts are traded at every strike K ∈ R+. As such, the density p̃X of XT under P̃ is known from (2). Moreover,

European payoffs of the form f (XT) can be synthesized from calls and puts using (3) as long as f can be written as

the difference of convex functions.

Problem 2: Hedging basket options with vanilla options. In Section 3, we consider the following optimization

problem

sup
f ,g∈A

EU(f (XT) + g(YT) – h(XT, YT)), A := {f , g : Ẽf (XT) + Ẽg(YT) ≤ c}. (6)

Problem 2, stated in (6), describes an investor that has sold a claim with payoff h(XT, YT) and now wishes to

purchase two claims with payoffs f (XT) and g(YT), respectively, and at a total cost no higher than c, in order to

maximize his expected utility. The processes X and Y in (6) represent the values of assets on which calls and/or puts

are traded at every strike K ∈ R+. As such, the densities p̃X and p̃Y of XT and YT under P̃ are known from (2).

Moreover, European payoffs of the form f (XT) and g(YT) can be synthesized from calls and puts using (3) as long as

f and g can be written as the difference of convex functions. Note that only the marginal densities p̃X and p̃Y are

assumed to be observable, while the joint density p̃X,Y is not. Moreover, payoffs of the form h(XT, YT) cannot be

replicated in general. As such, the market is incomplete. Within the class of problems described by (6), an important

example is that in which X and Y represent the value of two stocks, a banker has sold a basket option with payoff

h(XT, YT), and he now wishes to hedge his exposure by purchasing a European claim on XT and a European claim

on YT.

Hedging in incomplete markets also motivates us to consider a nonlinear pricing rule that accounts for the investor’s

risk preferences. To that end, we connect our static hedging framework with the notion of indifference pricing. In

Section 4, we define and derive a representation of the static hedging indifference pricing, along with an illustrative

example. Lastly, we include some concluding remarks in Section 5.

2 Hedging non-traded risks with vanilla options

In this section, we analyze Problem 2, stated in (5), (henceforth, “problem (5)”) when U is an exponential,

power/logarithmic, and quadratic utility function. Our results will be illustrated analytically and numerically

in an example of hedging an option on a leveraged ETF.

Assumption 1. The following assumptions shall hold throughout this paper.

• The subjective/statistical measure and the market’s chosen pricing measure are equivalent (i.e., P ∼ P̃).

• The random variables XT and YT are jointly continuous, and, thus, the joint density pX,Y exists.

• If X and/or Y are traded assets, then they are P̃-martingales: ẼXT = X0 and/or ẼYT = Y0.
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Remark 2. The processes X and Y are assumed to be scalar for simplicity throughout the paper. However, all the

results of this section hold if X ∈ Rn , Y ∈ Rm , and h : Rn × Rm → R.

To begin, let us define the Lagrangian L associated with problem (5). We have

L(λ, f ) := EU(f (XT) – h(XT, YT)) + λ(Ẽf (XT) – c)

=
∫

dx
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)U
(
f (x ) – h(x , y)

)
+ λ

( ∫
dx p̃X(x )f (x ) – c

)
. (7)

The first order optimality conditions associated with (7) are obtained by equating to zero the functional derivative of

the Lagrangian L. Namely, given a suitable set Q of test functions, the following conditions must hold for all q ∈ Q:

0 =
δL
δf

(λ∗, f ∗) =
d
dε

L(λ∗, f ∗ + εq)
∣∣∣
ε=0

=
∫

dx q(x )
( ∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)U′(f ∗(x ) – h(x , y)
)

+ λ∗p̃X(x )
)
, (8)

0 = λ∗
( ∫

R

p̃X(x )f ∗(x )dx – c
)
. (9)

As (8) must hold for all functions q ∈ Q, the function f ∗ must satisfy

0 =
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)U′(f ∗(x ) – h(x , y)
)

+ λ∗p̃X(x ). (10)

To go further, we must specify a particular form for U.

Theorem 3 (Exponential Utility). Suppose that the function U in (5) is a utility function of exponential

form U(x ) = –e–γx /γ with γ > 0. Then, the optimizer f ∗ is given by

f ∗(x ) = c +
1
γ

log
( 1
p̃X(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)eγh(x ,y)

)
–

1
γ

∫
dξ p̃X(ξ) log

( 1
p̃X(ξ)

∫
dy pX,Y(ξ, y)eγh(ξ,y)

)
. (11)

Proof. With U(x ) = –e–γx /γ we have U′(x ) = e–γx and equation (10) becomes

0 =
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)e–γ(f ∗(x )–h(x ,y)) + λ∗p̃X(x )

= e–γf ∗(x )
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)eγh(x ,y) + λ∗p̃X(x ).

Thus, we find that f ∗ must satisfy

f ∗(x ) =
–1
γ

log(–λ∗) +
1
γ

log
( 1
p̃X(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)eγh(x ,y)

)
. (12)

Next, note that when U is a strictly increasing utility function (as is the case here), it is always optimal for f ∗ to

satisfy Ẽf ∗(XT) = c. In fact, if Ẽf ∗(XT) < c, then U(f ∗(XT) + c – Ẽf ∗(XT)) > U(f ∗(XT)), which contradicts the

optimality of f ∗. Hence, Ẽf ∗(XT) = c. Then, λ∗ ̸= 0, and (9) becomes

0 =
∫
R

dx p̃X(x )f ∗(x ) – c. (13)

Inserting expression (12) for f ∗ into (13), we find that λ∗ must satisfy

1
γ

log(–λ∗) = –c +
1
γ

∫
dx log

( 1
p̃X(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)eγh(x ,y)

)
. (14)

Finally, by inserting equation (14) into (12), we see that f ∗ is given by (11), as claimed.
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Remark 4. As shown in the proof of Theorem 3, the Lagrange multiplier in the case of exponential utility satisfies

λ
∗ ̸= 0, and so the following integrability condition on h ensures that the optimizer f ∗ is finite:∫

dx log
( 1
p̃X(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)eγh(x ,y)

)
< ∞.

Theorem 5 (Power/Logarithmic utility). Suppose that the function U in (5) is a utility function of power

or logarithmic form. That is, U(x ) = x 1–γ/(1 – γ) if γ ∈ (0, 1) ∪ (0, ∞) and U(x ) = log x if γ = 1. For any z > 0,

define

H(x , z ) :=
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)ez
1/γh(x ,y), (15)

and, for any f > 0, define the following Laplace-like transform of H(x , · )

L[H(x , · )](f ) ≡ Ĥ(x , f ) :=
1

γΓ(γ)

∫ ∞

0
dz e–z 1/γf H(x , z ), (16)

where Γ is the Euler-Gamma function. Then, the optimizer f ∗ satisfies

f ∗(x ) = Ĥ
–1

(x , –λ∗p̃X(x )), c =
∫

dx p̃X(x )f ∗(x ), (17)

where Ĥ
–1

(x , · ) denotes the inverse of Ĥ(x , · ).

Proof. With U in the power or logarithmic form, we have U′(x ) = 1/xγ and (10) becomes

0 =
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)
1

(f ∗(x ) – h(x , y))γ
+ λ∗p̃(x ). (18)

Next, using the following identity

1
xγ

=
1

γΓ(γ)

∫ ∞

0
dz e–z 1/γx , x > 0,

we can re-write (18) as

0 =
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)
1

γΓ(γ)

∫ ∞

0
dz e–z 1/γ(f ∗(x )–h(x ,y)) + λ∗p̃X(x )

=
1

γΓ(γ)

∫ ∞

0
dz e–z 1/γf ∗(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)ez

1/γh(x ,y) + λ∗p̃X(x ) (19)

=
1

γΓ(γ)

∫ ∞

0
dz e–z 1/γf ∗(x )H(x , z ) + λ∗p̃X(x ) (20)

= Ĥ(x , f ∗(x )) + λ∗p̃X(x ), (21)

where (19) follows from Tonelli’s theorem, (20) follows from the definition (15) of H, and (21) follows from the

definition (16) of Ĥ. Noting from (15) that H is positive by definition, it follows from (16) that Ĥ(x , · ) is strictly

decreasing and, therefore, invertible. Hence, we have from (21) that f ∗ satisfies (17), where the second equality

follows because, when U is strictly increasing, f ∗ must satisfy Ẽf ∗(XT) = c.

Remark 6. Power/logarithmic utility requires a positive argument, and Theorem 5 requires f ∗ – h > 0. By equation

(18) we then get that λ∗ > 0, and so it must be the case that f ∗ > 0 by equation (17).
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Theorem 7 (Mean-variance Hedging). Suppose the function U in problem (5) is a concave quadratic function

U(x ) = γx – 1
2x

2. Then, if ẼE[h(XT, YT)|XT] + γ ≤ c, the optimizer f ∗ satisfies

f ∗(x ) = E[h(XT, YT)|XT = x ] + γ.

Otherwise, we have

f ∗(x ) = E[h(XT, YT)|XT = x ] +
c – γ – Ẽ E[h(XT, YT)|XT]

Ẽ
(
p̃X(XT)/pX(XT)

) p̃X(x )
pX(x )

+ γ. (22)

Proof. Noting that U′(x ) = γ – x , equation (10) becomes

0 =
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)(γ – f ∗(x ) + h(x , y)) + λ∗p̃X(x )

= (γ – f ∗(x ))pX(x ) +
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)h(x , y) + λ∗p̃X(x ).

Hence, we find that f ∗ satisfies

f ∗(x ) =
1

pX(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)h(x , y) + λ∗

p̃X(x )
pX(x )

+ γ

= E[h(XT, YT)|XT = x ] + λ∗
p̃X(x )
pX(x )

+ γ. (23)

When U is a concave quadratic function, we cannot be sure that the optimizer f ∗ satisfies Ẽf ∗(XT) = c. Thus, in

addition to (23), we have from (9) that either

λ
∗ = 0, and hence f ∗(x ) = E[h(XT, YT)|XT = x ] + γ,

which holds if ẼE[h(XT, YT)|XT] + γ ≤ c, or

λ
∗ ̸= 0, and hence c = Ẽ E[h(XT, YT)|XT] + λ∗Ẽ

( p̃X(XT)
pX(XT)

)
+ γ,

from which it follows that

λ
∗ =

c – γ – Ẽ E[h(XT, YT)|XT]

Ẽ
(
p̃X(XT)/pX(XT)

) . (24)

In this case, by inserting (24) into (23), we find that f ∗ is given by (22).

Example 8. Consider a continuous-time financial market t ∈ [0, T] in which the value of an exchange traded fund

(ETF) S = eX has dynamics of the form

dXt = μ – 1
2σ

2dt + σdWt = – 1
2σ

2dt + σdW̃t

where W and W̃ are Brownian motions under P and P̃, respectively, and the volatility σ is random, independent

of X, and unknown at time zero. Let L = eZ be the value of a leveraged ETF (LETF) with leverage ratio β. The

relationship between S and L is dLt/Lt = βdSt/St , from which we find

ZT ≡ z (XT, YT) = βXT – 1
2β(β – 1)YT, YT := Tσ2,
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where we have assumed X0 = Z0 = 0 for simplicity. Suppose a banker has sold an option on the LETF with payoff

g(ZT) = g(z (XT, YT)) =: h(XT, YT) and now wishes to solve problem (5) for various choices of U. Note that

pX,Y(x , y) = pX|Y(x , y)pY(y), p̃X,Y(x , y) = p̃X|Y(x , y)p̃Y(y),

where pX|Y(x , y)dx := P(XT ∈ dx |YT = y) and likewise for p̃X|Y(x , y). Thus, given λ, ν > 0, if we assume YT ∼ E(λ)

under P and YT ∼ E(ν) under P̃, where, for any ℓ > 0, E(ℓ) denotes an exponential distribution with parameter ℓ, we

have

pX,Y(x , y) =
λe–λy
√

2πy
exp

(
–

(x – μT + y/2)2

2y

)
, p̃X,Y(x , y) =

νe–νy
√

2πy
exp

(
–

(x + y/2)2

2y

)
,

where we have used the fact that XT|YT = y ∼ N(μT – y/2, y) under P and XT|YT = y ∼ N(–y/2, y) under P̃. The

(unconditional) density of XT under P and P̃, obtained by integrating the joint densities with respect to y , are

pX(x ) =
2λ√

8λ+ 1
exp

(
–

|x – μT|
2

√
8λ+ 1 –

(x – μT)
2

)
, p̃X(x ) =

2ν√
8ν+ 1

exp
(

–
|x |
2

√
8ν+ 1 –

x
2

)
.

Given g , the above information is sufficient to explicitly compute f ∗ in Theorems 3 (exponential utility) and 7

(mean-variance). As the expressions for f ∗ are quite long, we will not present them here. In Figure 1, we plot f ∗(log s)

as a function of s for β ∈ {2, –2} and g(z ) = z . For comparison, we also plot h(log s , 1/λ) (note that Eσ2T = 1/λ).

3 Hedging basket options with vanilla options

In this section, we solve Problem 2, stated in (6) (henceforth, “problem (6)”), when U is an exponential utility function

and when U is a concave quadratic utility function. In addition to deriving the optimizers, we construct for the case

of exponential utility a practical iterative scheme to converge to the optimal position. We illustrate our results with

several numerical examples.

As in Section 2, we assume that the conditions in Assumption 1 hold. First, let us define the Lagrangian L associated

with problem (6). We have

L(λ, f , g) := EU
(
f (XT) + g(YT) – h(XT, YT)

)
+ λ(Ẽf (XT) + Ẽg(YT) – c)

=
∫

dx
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)U
(
f (x ) + g(y) – h(x , y)

)
+ λ

( ∫
dx p̃X(x )f (x ) +

∫
dy p̃Y(y)g(y) – c

)
.

The first order optimality conditions are

0 =
δL
δf

(λ∗, f ∗, g∗) =
d
dε

L(λ∗, f ∗ + εq , g∗)
∣∣∣
ε=0

=
∫

dx q(x )
( ∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)U′(f ∗(x ) + g∗(y) – h(x , y)
)

+ λ∗p̃X(x )
)
, (25)

0 =
δL
δg

(λ∗, f ∗, g∗) =
d
dε

L(λ∗, f ∗, g∗ + εq)
∣∣∣
ε=0

=
∫

dy q(y)
( ∫

dx pX,Y(x , y)U′(f ∗(x ) + g∗(y) – h(x , y)
)

+ λ∗p̃Y(y)
)
, (26)

0 = λ∗
( ∫

dx p̃X(x )f ∗(x ) +
∫

dy p̃Y(y)g(y) – c
)
. (27)

As (25) and (26) must hold for all suitable functions q , we find that f ∗ and g∗ must satisfy

0 =
∫

dy pX,Y(x , y)U′(f ∗(x ) + g∗(y) – h(x , y)
)

+ λ∗p̃X(x ), (28)

7
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Figure 1: For the model considered in Example 8, we plot f ∗(log s) (solid line) and h(log s , 1/λ) (dashed line) as

a function of s . Model parameters in the plot are as follows: λ = 1/(0.1)2, ν = 1/(0.15)2, μ = 0, 1 and T = 1.0.

For the case of exponential utility, we set γ = 2 and the cost constraint equal to the price of the option sold

c = Ẽh(XT, YT). In the case of mean-variance maximization, we set γ = 0, and the cost constraint is given by

c =
∫

dx p̃X(x )
∫

dy pX,Y(x ,y)
pX(x ) h(x , y) + γ –

∣∣∣ ∫
dx

∫
dy p̃X,Y(x , y)h(x , y)

∣∣∣, which guarantees that f ∗ is given by (22).

0 =
∫

dx pX,Y(x , y)U′(f ∗(x ) + g∗(y) – h(x , y)
)

+ λ∗p̃Y(y). (29)

To go further, we must specify the function U.

Remark 9. [On the uniqueness of (f ∗, g∗)] If f ∗ and g∗ are optimal, then, so are f ∗ + k and g∗ – k , where k ∈ R. As

such, it is clear that we will not have unique solutions to problem (6).

3.1 Exponential utility

Theorem 10 (Exponential utility). Suppose that the function U in (6) is a utility function of exponential

form U(x ) = –e–γx with γ > 0. Then, the pair of optimizers f ∗ and g∗ satisfy

f ∗(x ) =
–1
γ

log(–λ∗) +
1
γ

log
( 1
p̃X(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)eγ(h(x ,y)–g∗(y))

)
, (30)

g∗(y) =
–1
γ

log(–λ∗) +
1
γ

log
( 1
p̃Y(y)

∫
dx pX,Y(x , y)eγ(h(x ,y)–f ∗(x ))

)
, (31)

c =
∫

dx pX(x )f ∗(x ) +
∫

dy p̃Y(y)g∗(y). (32)

8



Proof. By comparing (10) and (28), we see that h(x , y) in the former has been replaced by h(x , y) – g∗(y) in the

latter. As such, we find from (12) that f ∗ and g∗ must satisfy (30) and (31), respectively, where the expression for

g∗ follows by comparing (28) and (29). Next, note that when U is a strictly increasing utility function (as is the case

here), it is always optimal for the pair f ∗ and g∗ to satisfy Ẽf ∗(XT) + Ẽg∗(YT) = c. In this case, we have λ∗ ̸= 0

and (27) becomes (32).

3.1.1 Capital allocation

The solution identified by equations (30)-(32) is such that the portions of the total budget c allocated to hedging

against the risks XT and YT (i.e., Ẽf ∗(XT) and Ẽg∗(YT)) are respectively given by

Ẽf ∗(XT) =
–1
γ

log(–λ∗) +
1
γ

∫
dx p̃X(x ) log

( 1
p̃X(x )

∫
dypX,Y(x , y)eγ(h(x ,y)–g∗(y))

)
,

Ẽg∗(YT) =
–1
γ

log(–λ∗) +
1
γ

∫
dy p̃Y(y) log

( 1
p̃Y(y)

∫
dx pX,Y(x , y)eγ(h(x ,y)–f ∗(x ))

)
.

Furthermore, if we insert (30) and (31) into (32), we find that λ∗ satisfies

–1
γ

log(–λ∗) =
c
2

–
1
2γ

∫
dx p̃X(x ) log

( 1
p̃X(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)eγ(h(x ,y)–g∗(y))

)
(33)

–
1
2γ

∫
dy p̃Y(y) log

( 1
p̃Y(y)

∫
dx pX,Y(x , y)eγ(h(x ,y)–f ∗(x ))

)
,

and so the solution (f ∗, g∗) found in Theorem 10 also solves

Ẽf ∗(XT) =
c
2

+
1
2γ

∫
dξ p̃X(ξ) log

(
1

p̃X(ξ)

∫
dy pX,Y(ξ, y)eγ(h(ξ,y)–g∗(y))

)
–

1
2γ

∫
dξ p̃Y(ξ) log

(
1

p̃Y(ξ)

∫
dx pX,Y(x , ξ)eγ(h(x ,ξ)–f ∗(x ))

)
, (34)

Ẽg∗(YT) =
c
2

+
1
2γ

∫
dξ p̃Y(ξ) log

(
1

p̃Y(ξ)

∫
dx pX,Y(x , ξ)eγ(h(x ,ξ)–f ∗(x ))

)
–

1
2γ

∫
dξ p̃X(ξ) log

(
1

p̃X(ξ)

∫
dy pX,Y(ξ, y)eγ(h(ξ,y)–g∗(y))

)
. (35)

Putting together equations (30), (31), (33), (34) and (35), we obtain

f ∗(x ) = cf +
1
γ

log
(

1
p̃X(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)eγ(h(x ,y)–g∗(y))

)
–

1
γ

∫
dξ p̃X(ξ) log

(
1

p̃X(ξ)

∫
dy pX,Y(ξ, y)eγ(h(ξ,y)–g∗(y))

)
(36)

g∗(y) = cg +
1
γ

log
(

1
p̃Y(y)

∫
dx pX,Y(x , y)eγ(h(x ,y)–f ∗(x ))

)
–

1
γ

∫
dξ p̃Y(ξ) log

(
1

p̃Y(ξ)

∫
dx pX,Y(x , ξ)eγ(h(x ,ξ)–f ∗(x ))

)
, (37)

where

cf := c – Ẽg∗(YT), cg := c – Ẽf ∗(YT).

On the other hand, simple algebra shows that each solution of the system defined by equations (36) and(37) is

also a solution to (30) and (31). This is not a surprise since, as in standard multivariate optimization, if (f ∗, g∗) is

9



optimal, f ∗ must also be optimal for hedging h(XT, YT) – g∗(YT) with budget c – Ẽ[g∗(YT)], and similarly for g∗.

In particular, the same line of reasoning as in Theorem 3 shows that (36) and (37) are the first order conditions for

the problem

sup
f ,g∈A′

EU(f (XT) + g(YT) – h(XT, YT)), A′ := {f , g : Ẽf (XT) = cf , Ẽg(YT) = cg , cf + cg = c}, (38)

Under some additional conditions (e.g., as specified below, Ω finite), we will show that f ∗ + g∗ is unique, even though

(f ∗, g∗) is not unique, and it can be constructed by iterating a certain operator H (see (40)). The hedges f ∗ and g∗

will then be constructed from f ∗ + g∗ based on equations (36) and (37) (see, in particular, equations (46) and (47)).

3.1.2 Construction of the iterative scheme

It is easy to see from the formulation (38) that, in the case of exponential utility, the function f ∗ + g∗, where f ∗ and

g∗ solve (30) and (31), can be constructed as η∗ + c, where η∗ solves the problem

sup
η∈A′′

EU(η(XT, YT) – h(XT, YT) + c), A′′ := span{σ(XT),σ(YT)} ∩ {η : Ẽη(XT, YT) = 0}. (39)

Consider the operator

H : σ(XT, YT) → σ(XT, YT)

defined by

H(ξ) := HY(HX(ξ)), ξ ∈ σ(XT, YT), (40)

where

HX(ξ) := ξ –
(
EX(ξ) – ẼEX

ξ

)
,

HY(ξ) := ξ –
(
EY(ξ) – ẼEY

ξ

)
,

EX(ξ) :=
1
γ

log
(

1
p̃X(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)eγξ(x ,y)

)
,

EY(ξ) :=
1
γ

log
(

1
p̃Y(y)

∫
dx pX,Y(x , y)eγξ(x ,y)

)
.

The rest of Section 3.1 is devoted to showing that the solution η∗ to problem (39) satisfies η∗ = h – h∗ – c, where h∗

is the unique fixed point of the operator H on the set BEU(h–c) and where, for R ≥ 0, the set BR is defined by

BR := {ξ : EU(–ξ) ≥ R} ∩ {ξ : Ẽξ = 0} ∩ {ξ : h – ξ – c ∈ A′′}, (41)

where A′′ is as in (39).

Remark 11. The definition of the operator H requires one to extend the expectation Ẽ to the σ-algebra σ(XT, YT),

in such a way that it corresponds to the expectation with respect to a measure P̃XT,YT whose marginals for XT and

YT are the same as those under the risk neutral distribution P̃. This can be done by simply taking the joint density

of (XT, YT) under P̃XT,YT as the product of the (assumed known) risk neutral marginals.

Remark 12. In theory, one also needs Ẽ[h(XT, YT)] = c, the budget available to hedge against the risks XT and YT.

However, because U is the exponential utility, any fund available in excess or in defect of Ẽ[h(XT, YT)] may simply

be added to or subtracted by the solution found through the iterative scheme proposed below. Consequently, we

simply assume in what follows that, indeed, Ẽ[h(XT, YT)] = c.

10



Proposition 13. The operator H, defined by (40), maps the set BR defined by (41) into itself for any constant

R ≥ 0. Furthermore, it is Lipschitz continuous as a map

H : L∞(Ω,σ(XT, YT),P) → L∞(Ω,σ(XT, YT),P).

Proof. Fix R ≥ 0. Clearly, ẼHX(ξ) = 0 if ξ ∈ BR. Suppose h – ξ – c = f + g for some f ∈ σ(XT) and g ∈ σ(YT)

that satisfy

Ẽf (XT) + Ẽg(YT) = 0.

Then,

HX(ξ) = h – c – f – g –
(
EX(h – c – g – f ) – ẼEX(h – c – g – f )

)
,

and HX(ξ) – h + c ∈ A′′. If ξ ∈ BR, Theorem 3 implies

R ≤ EU(–ξ) ≤ EU(–HX(ξ)),

and so HX(ξ) ∈ BR. Applying the same argument to HY(HX(ξ)) then yields H(ξ) ∈ BR. As for the Lipschitz

continuity, suppose that ξ1, ξ2 ∈ L∞(Ω,σ(XT, YT),P). Then, the triangle inequality, monotonicity and cash invariance

of the entropic risk measure (see Follmer and Schied [2004]), and the absolute value inequality for expectation give

∥H(ξ1) – H(ξ2)∥∞ ≤ ∥HX(ξ1) – HX(ξ2)∥∞

+ ∥EY(HX(ξ1)) – ẼEY(HX(ξ1) – EY(HX(ξ2)) + ẼEY(HX(ξ2)∥∞

≤ ∥HX(ξ1) – HX(ξ2)∥∞

+ ∥HX(ξ1) – HX(ξ2)∥∞ + Ẽ|EY(HX(ξ1)) – EY(HX(ξ2))|

≤ 3∥HX(ξ1) – HX(ξ2)∥∞

≤ 9∥ξ1 – ξ2∥∞.

Proposition 14. The set BR is closed and convex for every R ≥ 0.

Proof. This follows immediately on noting that, for every R ≥ 0, BR is the intersection of spaces that are closed and

convex.

3.1.3 Finite state space and a fixed point scheme

At this point, additional assumptions on the geometry of the unit ball are needed. For simplicity, it is assumed for

the rest of Section 3.1 that there are only finitely many states of the world, each occurring with positive probability:

Assumption 15. The cardinality of the set Ω is |Ω| = N ∈ N and P(ω) > 0 ∀ω ∈ Ω.

See Remark 23 for potential extensions of Assumption 15. We also recall the definition of strict concavity, and a

well-known fundamental result concerning the uniqueness of solutions to convex maximization problems with strictly

concave targets.
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Definition 16. A function u : Rn → R. n ∈ N, is said to be strictly concave if

f (τx + (1 – τ)y) > τf (x ) + (1 – τ)f (y)

for every x , y ∈ Rn and τ ∈ (0, 1).

Theorem 17. Suppose that B ⊂ Rn is convex, and let u be a real-valued and strictly concave function on B.

Then, u admits at most one maximum on B.

Proof. Suppose that u admits two distinct maxima on B, denoted by x ∗ and y∗. Since B is convex, for every

τ ∈ (0, 1), τx ∗ + (1 – τ)y∗ ∈ B. But, since u is strictly concave,

u(τx ∗ + (1 – τ)y∗) > τu(x ∗) + (1 – τ)u(y∗) = u(x ∗),

which contradicts the maximality of x ∗.

Under Assumption 15, problem (39) is also finite dimensional. In particular, given XT and YT, the sets A′′ and BR

defined in (39) and (41) for R ≥ 0 can be identified with subsets of RN. Then, the map

U : η→ EU(η(XT, YT) – h(XT, YT) + c), (42)

is a real valued function on A′′ ⊂ RN. It is strictly concave and continuous, since U is strictly concave and continuous

and the expectation is a linear operator. Next, we show some useful lemmas.

Lemma 18. The set BR is bounded.

Proof. Suppose BR is unbounded. Then, there is {ξn}n∈N ⊂ BR such that ∥ξn∥∞ → ∞. Since BR is convex,

Ln :=
{

λ

∥ξn∥∞
ξn +

(
1 –

λ

∥ξn∥∞

)
ξ1

}
λ∈[0,∥ξn∥∞]

⊂ BR

for every n ∈ N. Since the sequence {ξn/∥ξn∥∞}n∈N lies on a compact set, it admits a convergent subsequence

{ξnk /∥ξnk ∥∞}k∈N. Let ξ be its limit point. Since ∥ξn∥∞ → ∞, for every λ ≥ 0 there is k̂ ∈ N such that for every

k ∈ N, k ≥ k̂ ,

λ

∥ξnk ∥∞
ξnk +

(
1 –

λ

∥ξnk ∥∞

)
ξ1 ∈ BR.

Letting k → ∞ and since BR is closed, it must be the case that λξ+ ξ1 ∈ BR. Hence, {λξ+ ξ1}λ≥0 ⊂ BR. Since

Ẽξn = 0, it must be the case that

lim
n→∞

sup
ω∈Ω
ξn (ω) = +∞,

and so there is ω̂ ∈ Ω such that ξ(ω̂) > 0. But then

lim
λ→∞

EU(–λξ – ξ1) = – lim
λ→∞

∑
ω∈Ω

p(ω)eγ(λξ(ω)+ξ1(ω)) = –∞ < R,

which implies the existence of λ > 0 such that λξ+ ξ1 /∈ BR, a contradiction.

Lemma 19. Fix h ∈ RN. Then, η∗ solves problem (39) if and only if

EX(h – η∗ – c) – ẼEX(h – η∗ – c) = 0, (43)

EY(h – η∗ – c) – ẼEY(h – η∗ – c) = 0. (44)
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Proof. Note that, since problem (6) is a convex optimization problem when U(x ) = –e–γx , the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker

Theorem implies that conditions (36) and (37) are necessary and sufficient for the optimality of vectors f ∗ and g∗.

Suppose that η∗ is optimal for problem (39). Let f ∗ and g∗ be such that η∗ = f ∗ + g∗ and f ∗ ∈ σ(XT), g∗ ∈ σ(YT).

Then, f ∗ and g∗ satisfy (36) and (37), which imply (43) and (44). On the other hand, suppose that (43) and (44)

hold. Again, let f ∗ and g∗ be such that η∗ = f ∗ + g∗ and f ∗ ∈ σ(XT), g∗ ∈ σ(YT). Then, f ∗ and g∗ satisfy (36) and

(37), which imply that f ∗ and g∗ are optimal for problem (6). Hence, η∗ is optimal for problem (39).

Lemma 20. Fix h ∈ RN. Then, h∗ ∈ BEU(h–c) is a fixed point of H if and only if

η
∗ := h – h∗ – c

solves problem (39).

Proof. Suppose that h∗ ∈ BEU(h–c) is a fixed point of H, and set η∗ := h – h∗ – c. Then,[
EX(h∗) – ẼEX(h∗)

]
+

[
EY(h∗ – EX(h∗) + ẼEX(h∗)) – ẼEY(h∗ – EX(h∗) + ẼEX(h∗))

]
= 0,

which implies EX(h∗) – ẼEX(h∗) ∈ σ(YT). Hence,

h∗ = HY(HX(h∗))

= h∗ –
[
EX(h∗) – ẼEX(h∗))

]
–

[
EY(h∗ – EX(h∗) + ẼEX(h∗)) – Ẽ

(
EY(h∗ – EX(h∗) + ẼEX(h∗))

)]
= h∗ – EY(h∗) + Ẽ

(
EY(h∗)

)
.

That is, (44) is satisfied. On the other hand, by Theorem 3,

EU(–h∗) = EU(–H(h∗))

= EU(–HY(HX((h∗))))

≥ EU(–HX(h∗)) ≥ EU(–h∗),

which implies EU(–HX(h∗)) = EU(–h∗). Then, if HX(h∗) ̸= h∗, there are multiple solutions to the problem

sup
f ∈AX

EU(f (XT) + η∗(XT, YT) – h(XT, YT) + c), AX := σ(XT) ∩ {f : Ẽf (XT) = 0}. (45)

However, this is a contradiction, since AX is convex and the target function in problem (45) is strictly concave, and

so (45) admits at most one solution. Hence, HX(h∗) = h∗, and (43) is also satisfied. Thus, Lemma 19 implies that

η
∗ is optimal. On the other hand, if η∗ is optimal, then Theorem 3 implies EU(H(h – η∗ – c)) = EU(h – η∗ – c), and

so if h – η∗ – c is not a fixed point of H, problem (39) admits multiple solutions. This would, however, contradict the

strict concavity of the map U defined by (42).

The next theorem is the main result of this section.

Theorem 21. Problem (39) admits a unique solution η∗ given by h – h∗ – c, where h∗ ∈ BEU(h–c) satisfies

h∗ := lim
n→∞

Hn (h – c).

13



Proof. Because, (1), the map U defined in (42) is strictly concave and continuous, (2), it satisfies

U(h – BEU(h–c) + c) ≥ U(0),

and, (3), the set

h – BEU(h–c) – c = A′′ ∩ {η : EU(η – h + c) ≥ EU(h – c)}

is convex and compact, problem (39) admits a unique solution that belongs to h – BEU(h–c) – c. By Lemma 20, such

solution must correspond to h – h∗ – c, where h∗ is the unique fixed point of the operator H on BEU(h–c). Consider

the sequence {Hn (h – c)}n∈N ⊂ BR. Since {EU(Hn (h – c)}n∈N is increasing (by Theorem 3) and bounded (since

EU is continuous and BEU(h–c) is compact), it admits a limit e∗ ∈ R. Since BEU(h–c) is compact, any subsequence

of {Hn (h – c)}n∈N admits a convergent subsequence. Let {Hnk (h – c)}k∈N be one such convergent subsequence, and

denote by h∗∗ its limit. By continuity of H,

lim
k→∞

Hnk+1(h – c) = H( lim
k→∞

Hnk (h – c)) = H(h∗∗).

If h∗∗ is not optimal, Theorem (3) implies

EU(H(h∗∗)) > EU(h∗∗).

On the other hand, EU(Hnk+1(h – c)) and EU(Hnk (h – c)) both converge to e∗, so it must be the case that h∗∗ is

optimal, i.e., h∗∗ = h∗. Hence, every subsequence of {Hn (h – c)}n∈N contains a further subsequence that converges

to h∗. This implies that Hn (h – c) → h∗.

We have constructed a fixed point iteration for a Lipschitz map that is not a contraction nor nonexpansive. This

result is similar to certain generalizations of the contraction mapping principle, which assume the existence of a

partial order on the Banach space on which the iteration is performed (see Latif [2014]).

Based on Theorem 21, and assuming an equal split of the hedging capital among the two risks, one can set, for N ∈ N,

f ∗
N : =

c
2

+
N∑

n=0

[
EX(Hn (h – c)) – ẼEX(Hn (h – c))

]
, (46)

g∗
N : =

c
2

+
N∑

n=0

[
EY

(
Hn (h – c) – EX(Hn (h – c)) – ẼEX(Hn (h – c))

)
– ẼEY

(
Hn (h – c) – EX(Hn (h – c)) – ẼEX(Hn (h – c))

)]
. (47)

Although f ∗
N + g∗

N is guaranteed to converge to η∗ = h – h∗ + c, this does not imply that the sequences {f ∗
N}N∈N

and {g∗
N}N∈N will converge. This poses a computational challenge, since, if f ∗

N(ω) → +∞ for some ω ∈ Ω, and so

also g∗
N(ω) → –∞ because f ∗

N(ω) + g∗
N(ω) → η∗(ω), the numerical error in the implementation of (46) and (47) may

become too large. The next result provides a condition for the boundedness of the sequences {f ∗
N}N∈N and {g∗

N}N∈N.

Proposition 22. Suppose that

P(X = x , Y = y) > 0, (48)

for every x ∈ {XT(ω)}ω∈Ω and y ∈ {YT(ω}ω∈Ω. Then, the sequences {f ∗
N}N∈N and {g∗

N}N∈N, defined by

expressions (46) and (47), are bounded.
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Proof. Note that, since ∥h – h∗∥∞ < ∞ and ∥h∥∞ < ∞, if

f ∗
Nk

(ω̂) → ±∞,

along any subsequence {Nk}k∈N and for some ω̂ ∈ Ω, then it must be the case that

g∗
Nk

→ ∓∞,

for every ω ∈ Ω, which in turn implies

f ∗
Nk

(ω̂) → ±∞,

for every ω ∈ Ω. However, this is a contradiction, since

Ẽ [f ∗
N] =

c
2
,

for every N ∈ N. Similarly for g∗
N. Hence, {f ∗

N}N∈N and {g∗
N}N∈N are bounded, as requested.

Based on Proposition 22, the solution to problem (39) can be constructed using equations (46) and (47), and for

N ∈ N such that the ℓ2 error

∥H(f ∗
N + g∗

N – h) – f ∗
N + g∗

N – h∥2,

is lower than some threshold level ε. We implement this approach in our numerical examples.

The condition (48) in Proposition 22 is sufficient but not necessary. The result will hold as long as one can “cycle”

through all the values {XT(ω), YT(ω)}ω∈Ω as we will see in Example 24 and Remark 25 below.

Remark 23. The extension of the results of this section to infinite dimensional spaces is a topological matter. We

limit ourselves to observe that a natural requirement for the validity in infinite dimension of the results of this section,

and of Theorem 21 in particular, is that traded assets belong to a reflexive Banach space over which the entropic

risk measure is lower semicontinuous with respect to the weak topology. For instance, L2 is a good candidate as

the entropic risk measure is lower semicontinuous with respect to the weak topology on L2 (because it admits dual

representation on L2). Another good candidate is the Orlicz heart MΦ, defined by the Young function Φ(x ) = e–γx – 1

(see Cheridito and Li [2007]). It is a reflexive Banach space and, again, the entropic risk measure admits dual

representation on it.

3.1.4 Examples

We begin with a simple example with only three states of the world to illustrate that one obtains the optimal solution

by iterating the operator H.

Example 24. Suppose |Ω| = 3, γ = 1, h(XT, YT) = (XTYT – 1)+, and

XT =


1

2

1

 , YT =


1

1

4

 , h(XT, YT) =


0

1

3

 .
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Furthermore, suppose that P̃ = P, P(ω1) = 0.2, P(ω2) = 0.3, P(ω3) = 0.5, so that

pX|Y =


.4 .4 0

.6 .6 0

0 0 1

 , pY|X =


.2857 0 .7143

0 1 0

.7143 0 .2857

 .

In this case, we expect a perfect solution to be found since f (XT) and g(YT) are each defined up to 2 degrees

of freedom, and h is a three-dimensional vector (i.e., there are three equations to be satisfied in four unknowns).

Iterating the operator H yields convergence in 16 steps with an ℓ2-error of less than 1e–10. See Figure 2. The solution

obtained is

f ∗(XT) =


–0.3336

0.6664

–0.3336

 , g∗(YT) =


0.3336

0.3336

3.3336

 ,

and note that, in fact, a perfect hedge is achieved.

Remark 25. It is worth noting that, in the case considered in Example 24, the condition in Proposition 22 does

not hold. However, it is easy to see that the result of Proposition 22 is still true, since if, say, g∗
N(ω3) → ∞, then

f ∗
N(ω3) → –∞, which implies f ∗

N(ω1) → –∞, and so g∗
N → ∞, a contradiction. Hence, we can still utilize the procedure

outlined above and based on Theorem 21.

Remark 26. It is also worth pointing out that the solution is unique once the capital allocation is fixed, since the

system 

0

1

3

–0.0336

1.8336


=



1 0 1 0

0 1 1 0

1 0 0 1

0.7 0.3 0 0

0 0 0.5 0.5




f (XT(ω1))

f (XT(ω2))

g(XT(ω1))

g(XT(ω3))


admits a unique solution.

In our next example we consider a more realistic situation in which logarithmic returns on the underlying assets are

assumed to be normally distributed. An approximation through simple random variables is in this case required to

implement the iteration scheme above derived.

Example 27. Consider now a claim paying off h(XT, YT) := (eXT+YT – 1)+, with (XT, YT) ∼ N(μ,Σ), where

μ =

[
0.1

0.15

]
, Σ =

[
1

√
2ρ

√
2ρ 2

]
, (49)

and ρ ∈ [–1, 1] satisfies

ρ =
Cov(XT, YT)√

2
.

16



Figure 2: The yellow dot is the vector h . The blue plane is the space spanned by XT and YT, which are represented

by the blue and red dots. The purple dots represent the sequence of portfolios obtained by iterating the operator H.

When the algorithm stops, the coordinates of the last purple dot are in the proximity of the origin (0, 0, 0), showing

that a perfect hedge is achieved.

Assume again that P̃ = P for simplicity (if P ̸= P̃, one simply needs to add the Radon Nikodym derivatives pX/p̃X

and pY/p̃Y to the solutions f and g). Define

xN = {–N + δn}n=0,...,2N/δ, yN = {–N + δn}n=0,...,2N/δ,

where N ∈ N and δ > 0 are fixed, and set, for every i , j ∈ {0, ..., 2N/δ},

pN
X,Y(i , j ) := P

(
XT ∈ [xN

i , xN
i+1), YT ∈ [yN

j , yN
j+1)

)
,

pN
X(i) := P

(
XT ∈ [xN

i , xN
i+1)

)
, pN

Y(j ) := P

(
YT ∈ [yN

i , yN
j+1)

)
.

Observe that, in this case, the condition in Proposition 22 holds as long as the correlation ρ between XT and YT

satisfies |ρ| < 1.

Proceeding analogously as in Example 24, one can define

pN
X|Y(i , j ) :=

P

(
XT ∈ [xN

i , xN
i+1), YT ∈ [yN

j , yN
j+1)

)
P

(
YT ∈ [yN

j , yN
j+1)

) =
pN
X,Y(i , j )

pN(j )
,

pN
Y|X(j , i) :=

P

(
XT ∈ [xN

i , xN
i+1), YT ∈ [yN

j , yN
j+1)

)
P

(
XT ∈ [xN

j , xN
j+1)

) =
pN
X,Y(i , j )

pN(i)
.

from which the operator H can be constructed.

The iteration scheme defined by Theorem 21 and equations (46) and (47) was here implemented assuming ρ = –0.1,

c = 0 and N = 4.3 Furthermore, we considered γ ∈ {0.05, 0.1, 1, 10, 20}. The optimal hedges f ∗ and g∗ are shown
3Note that P(YT < –4) ≈ 0.02 and P(YT > 4) ≈ 0.03, and similarly for XT. While this is an illustrative example, higher precision

may be obtained by truncating the random vector (XT, YT) along a level curve of its cumulative distribution function.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 3: Figure (a) and Figure (b) show, respectively, the optimal f ∗ and g∗ for problem (6) with exponential utility

and different values of γ, and assuming that XT and YT are jointly normally distributed with μ and Σ as in equation

(49) and ρ = –0.1. Figure (c) and Figure (d) depict the optimal f ∗ and g∗ for different values of the correlation ρ

between XT and YT, assuming that they are jointly normally distributed with μ and Σ as in equation (49) and that

utility is exponential with γ = 0.01.

in Figure 3(a)-(b). Note that lower values of γ, i.e. lower risk aversion, provide positive profits in states of higher

probability at the cost of higher losses in states with lower probability.

Figure 3(c)-(d) depicts the functions f ∗ and g∗ for different values of the correlation coefficient ρ between XT and

YT. As mentioned, when ρ ∈ {–1, 1}, the condition and the result of Proposition 22 do not hold. In fact, for values

of ρ that are close to ±1, our algorithm fails to converge due to the fact that pN
X,Y(i , j ) ≈ 0 for some values of

i , j ∈ {0, ..., 2N/δ}.

3.2 Mean-variance static hedging

The first order conditions are also tractable in the case of quadratic utility, as shown in the following result.

Theorem 28 (Mean-variance hedging). Suppose the function U in problem (6) is a concave quadratic function

18



U(x ) = γx – 1
2x

2. Then, the pair of optimized hedges, f ∗ and g∗, satisfies

f ∗(x ) = E[h(XT, YT) – g∗(YT)|XT = x ] + λ∗
p̃X(x )
pX(x )

+ γ, (50)

g∗(y) = E[h(XT, YT) – f ∗(XT)|YT = y ] + λ∗
p̃Y(y)
pY(y)

+ γ, (51)

where λ∗ is given by either

λ
∗ = 0, or λ

∗ =
c – 2γ – ẼE[h(XT, YT) – g∗(YT)|XT] – ẼE[h(XT, YT) – f ∗(XT)|YT]

Ẽ(p̃X(XT)/pX(XT)) + Ẽ(p̃Y(YT)/pY(YT))
) . (52)

Proof. Comparing (10) and (28), we see that h(x , y) in the former has been replaced by h(x , y) – g∗(y) in the latter.

As such, we find from (23) that f ∗ and g∗ satisfy (50) and (51), respectively, where the expression for g∗ follows by

comparing (28) and (29). Next, from (27), we must have either

0 = λ∗, or c = Ẽf ∗(XT) + Ẽg∗(YT). (53)

inserting (50) and (51) into the second equation in (53) we have

c = ẼE[h(XT, YT) – g∗(YT)|XT] + λ∗Ẽ
( p̃X(XT)
pX(XT)

)
+ γ

+ ẼE[h(XT, YT) – f ∗(XT)|YT] + λ∗Ẽ
( p̃Y(YT)
pY(YT)

)
+ γ.

Solving for λ∗ yields the second equality in (52).

The expressions for the optimizers in (50) and (51) provide the basis for a numerical scheme to compute the solutions.

Also, we note that, by inserting (51) into (50) and viceversa, we obtain

f ∗(x ) = E

[
h(XT, YT)

∣∣∣XT = x
]

+ λ∗
p̃X(x )
pX(x )

– λ∗E
[ p̃Y(YT)
pY(YT)

∣∣∣XT = x
]

– E
[
E

[
h(XT, YT) – f ∗(XT)

∣∣YT
]∣∣∣XT = x

]
,

g∗(y) = E

[
h(XT, YT)

∣∣∣YT = y
]

+ λ∗
p̃Y(y)
pY(y)

– λ∗E
[ p̃X(XT)
pX(XT)

∣∣∣YT = y
]

– E
[
E

[
h(XT, YT) – g∗(YT)

∣∣XT
]∣∣∣YT = y

]
,

so that, at least when λ∗ = 0, f ∗ and g∗ can be defined as fixed points of a given map.

4 Indifference pricing

So far, in both of the static hedging problems considered, the price c of the claim to be hedged is given or known.

This assumption is reasonable, as one can think of a situation with multiple trading desks specialized in different

markets and each providing quotes for the instruments traded. Such quotes can be generated quickly though existing

methodologies (in both static and dynamic settings), such as conic finance (see Madan and Cherny [2010], Shirai

[2023]) or good deal bounds (see Cochrane and Saà Requejo [2000]). These methods can also be used for the purpose

of hedging in incomplete markets, but that requires solving a challenging optimization problem. Our results are then

useful as they can be applied to the portfolio composed of each desk’s position and are simpler to implement.
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A natural question remains, however, for the trading parties, i.e., what is the price implied by our hedging methodology.

To that end, we apply the notion of indifference pricing (see Carmona [2009] and references therein) in the context

of static hedging. The indifference price can be interpreted as the investor’s reservation value for the claim h , given

that it will be statically and partially hedged using f . Let us define the indifference price p for ν derivatives, each

paying h(XT, YT), as the unique solution of the following equation

sup
f ∈A(c–pν)

EU(f (XT) + νh(XT, YT)) = sup
f ∈A(c)

EU(f (XT)), A(c) = {f : Ẽf (XT) = c}. (54)

Here, ν may be positive (indicating a buyer’s price) and negative (indicating a seller’s price). Hence, the indifference

pricing approach can generate bid and ask prices, which can be compared to observed market prices, when available.

With an example, we now illustrate how an analytical solution for the indifference price can be obtained in our setup.

Example 29. Suppose the utility function is exponential U(x ) = –e–γx /γ. Then taking h(x , y) = 0 we have from

(11) that

sup
f ∈A(c)

EU(f (XT)) = EU(f ∗
1 (XT)), f ∗

1 (x ) = c +
1
γ

log
(pX(x )
p̃X(x )

)
–

1
γ

∫
dξ p̃X(ξ) log

(pX(ξ)
p̃X(ξ)

)
,

and thus

sup
f ∈A(c)

EU(f (XT)) =
–e–γc

γ
exp

( ∫
dξ p̃X(ξ) log

(pX(ξ)
p̃X(ξ)

))
. (55)

Similarly, we have from (11) with c → c – pν and h(x , y) → νh(x , y) that

sup
f ∈A(c–pν)

EU(f (XT) + νh(XT, YT)) = EU(f ∗
2 (XT) + νh(XT, YT)),

f ∗
2 (x ) = c – pν+

1
γ

log
( 1
p̃X(x )

∫
dy pX,Y(x , y)eγνh(x ,y)

)
–

1
γ

∫
dξ p̃X(ξ) log

( 1
p̃X(ξ)

∫
dy pX,Y(ξ, y)eγνh(ξ,y)

)
.

and thus

sup
f ∈A(c–pν)

EU(f (XT) + νh(XT, YT)) =
–e–γ(c–pν)

γ
exp

( ∫
dξ p̃X(ξ) log

( 1
p̃X(ξ)

∫
dy pX,Y(ξ, y)eγνh(ξ,y)

))
∫

dξ pX(ξ)
( 1
p̃X(ξ)

∫
dy pX,Y(ξ, y)eγνh(ξ,y)

)–1
. (56)

Inserting (55) and (56) into (54) and solving for γpν we obtain

γpν =
∫

dξ p̃X(ξ) log
(pX(ξ)
p̃X(ξ)

)
–

∫
dξ p̃X(ξ) log

( 1
p̃X(ξ)

∫
dy pX,Y(ξ, y)eγνh(ξ,y)

)
(57)

– log
∫

dξ pX(ξ)
( 1
p̃X(ξ)

∫
dy pX,Y(ξ, y)eγνh(ξ,y)

)–1
.

We note that p in (57) does not depend on c since the utility function U is in exponential form. More generally, the

indifference price under other utility functions may depend on c.

In addition to the indifference price, we also obtain the optimal static hedging f ∗. In the literature, indifference

pricing has been applied to determine the quantity of options in the static hedge; see Ilhan and Sircar [2009], Leung

and Sircar [2009]. In contrast, our approach derives the optimal general form of the static hedging position, instead

of optimizing over a single parameter (i.e., quantity).
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5 Conclusion

In this paper, a static hedge for a portfolio of derivatives that depend on multiple underlying assets is constructed as

the solution to an infinite dimensional optimization problem in which the objective function is the expected utility of

the final position. The first order conditions are relatively easily obtained via variational methods. The resulting

equations can be solved analytically when a single underlying risk is being hedged under exponential, logarithmic,

power, or quadratic utility. The optimal hedge can then be implemented in practice by trading European put and

call options written on the underlying asset.

In the case with two underlying assets, an iterative scheme for a (possibly expansive) Lipschitz map is shown to

converge to the optimal position, assuming exponential utility and finite state space. Finally, we show how the scheme

can be practically used by truncating and approximating with simple random variables a two dimensional normally

distributed random vector.

This paper also gives rise to some new questions for future research. A natural next step is to expand the risk

exposure to include additional underlying assets or sources of risks, or to design static hedging portfolios for specific

exotic options, such as Asian and other path-dependent options. The static hedging framework can be extended to a

semi-static setup whereby static positions are updated at one or several random times in the future. Finally, it would

be of practical interest to further examine the interplay between a static hedge and indifference price in the context

of pricing and trading a contingent claim in incomplete markets.
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