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Abstract

We revisit the classical topic of quadratic and linear mean–variance equilibria with both
financial and real assets. The novelty of our results is that they are the first allowing for
equilibrium prices driven by general semimartingales and hold in discrete as well as contin-
uous time. For agents with quadratic utility functions, we provide necessary and sufficient
conditions for the existence and uniqueness of equilibria. We complement our analysis by
providing explicit examples showing non-uniqueness or non-existence of equilibria. We then
study the more difficult case of linear mean–variance preferences. We first show that under
mild assumptions, a linear mean–variance equilibrium corresponds to a quadratic equilibrium
(for different preference parameters). We then use this link to study a fixed-point problem
that establishes existence (and uniqueness in a suitable class) of linear mean–variance equi-
libria. Our results rely on fine properties of dynamic mean–variance hedging in general
semimartingale markets.

1 Introduction

The capital asset pricing model (CAPM) of Treynor [32], Sharpe [29], Lintner [19, 20] and
Mossin [24] is one of the first general equilibrium models for financial markets. Despite its
limitations, it is still one of the cornerstones of modern financial theory and widely used in
investment practice; see [18] for a recent overview.

Notwithstanding the enormous influence of the CAPM, a rigorous study of existence and
uniqueness of CAPM equilibria was initiated only around 1990 by Nielsen [25, 26, 27] and
Allingham [1], with more recent important contributions by Berk [2], Dana [11], Hens et al. [15],
Wenzelburger [33] and Koch-Medina/Wenzelburger [17]. With the notable exception of [2],
these works focus on preferences described not by expected utility but rather by mean–variance
functionals, i.e., functionals of the form U(µ, σ), where U is quasiconcave, increasing in the
mean µ and decreasing in the volatility σ. This is because without distributional assumptions
on the returns, the only utility functions that are compatible with the CAPM (more precisely,
the two-fund separation theorem) are quadratic utility functions; see the discussion in Berk
[2, after Corollary 3.2]. For expected quadratic utility, existence and uniqueness of CAPM
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equilibria in one period (under suitable assumptions) seem to have been regarded as folklore
knowledge from early on.

While generalisations of the CAPM to multi-period and continuous time models have been
considered from the late 1970s onwards (see e.g. Stapleton/Subrahmanyam [30] and Breeden
[3]), a rigorous study of the existence and uniqueness of CAPM equilibria in multi-period and
continuous time models is still missing in the literature — all the papers cited in the previous
paragraph study one-period models. The aim of this paper is to close this gap in the literature
and to address the important question of existence and uniqueness of CAPM equilibria in multi-
period and continuous time models. By exploiting the connection of mean–variance portfolio
selection with the classical problem of mean–variance hedging in mathematical finance, see
Schweizer [28] for an overview, we provide existence and uniqueness results for CAPM equilibria.
Our results apply in both discrete and continuous time and are the first that provide the
existence of equilibrium markets for information flows driven by general semimartingales. We
also provide examples that illustrate when CAPM equilibria are not unique or fail to exist.
Because “mean–variance efficient portfolios approximately maximise expected utility for a wide
range of risk-averse (concave) utility functions” (see Markowitz [21, 22]), our results may also
provide approximations to equilibrium prices for other utility functions.

In most of the extant literature on the existence and uniqueness of CAPM equilibria, it
is assumed that the aggregate random endowment is tradable so that the financial market
is complete. The completeness assumption implies the existence of a so-called representative
agent, which simplifies the task of showing existence and uniqueness of an equilibrium: Every
agent chooses to hedge their idiosyncratic risk and own a fraction of the market portfolio. This
structure breaks down in the incomplete case as shown by Koch-Medina/Wenzelburger [17].
They find that in an incomplete market, each agent still hedges their individual endowment as
best as possible, even though this cannot be done perfectly. But unlike in the complete case,
asset prices are now determined by the so-called extended market portfolio, i.e., the aggregate
endowment of all agents, given by the terminal value of the market portfolio together with the
unhedgeable parts of the endowments.

Our work extends the work of [17] to multi-period and continuous time. We consider general
semimartingale markets and assume that the agents receive endowments at the terminal time
T that are partly unhedgeable.

In the case of of quadratic utility, our proof of existence and uniqueness of an equilibrium is
based on the construction of a nonstandard type of representative agent, i.e., a fictional agent
that aggregates the preferences and endowments of the other agents. We show that the market
clears if and only if the representative agent does not trade, and this observation yields a pricing
measure for the equilibrium market. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first result that
allows for equilibrium prices driven by general semimartingales in an incomplete setting.

In the case of linear mean–variance preferences, we combine the above result with a fixed-
point approach, showing first that under mild assumptions on the model primitives, a linear
mean–variance equilibrium corresponds to a quadratic equilibrium for different risk parameters.
Due to the linearity assumption in the mean–variance preferences and with the help of the
general theory on mean–variance hedging developed in the early 2000s, see Černý/Kallsen [5],
the fixed-point problem can be solved explicitly. The case of general mean–variance preferences
is covered in a forthcoming paper.

A challenge in moving from the one-period setup of [17] to multi-period and continuous
time is that for the latter, the space of attainable payoffs is no longer spanned by the terminal
dividends but depends on the equilibrium prices. In addition, one needs to impose integrability
conditions on the admissible trading strategies. These conditions can preclude the existence of
an equilibrium. Indeed, we exhibit an example where the only candidate equilibrium is such that
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the buy-and-hold strategy for the risky asset is not admissible in an L2-sense. If the asset has
positive net supply, by linearity one of the agents must use an inadmissible strategy; therefore,
this cannot be an equilibrium market. We give sufficient conditions to ensure that the required
integrability conditions are satisfied, so that this issue is prevented and an equilibrium exists.

The remainder of this article is organised as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the market
model and introduce the notion of an equilibrium. In Section 3, we study the case of agents with
quadratic utility preferences and prove the main existence and uniqueness result in Theorem
3.7. In Section 4, we then consider the case of agents with linear mean–variance preferences and
prove existence of equilibria under mild assumptions on the model primitives in Theorem 4.14.
Key results on mean–variance hedging that are used throughout the main body of the paper can
be found in Appendix A. All proofs and some auxiliary results are delegated to Appendix B.

2 Model and preliminary results

2.1 Financial market

We work on a filtered probability space (Ω,F ,F = (Ft)0≤t≤T , P ) with a fixed finite time hori-
zon T ∈ (0,∞). We assume that the filtration F satisfies the usual conditions of right-continuity
and completeness. Moreover, we assume that F0 is P -trivial and FT = F . We denote the space
of locally square-integrable martingales starting from zero by M2

0,loc.
We consider a financial market consisting of 1+ d = 1+ d1 + d2 assets. The first asset, with

price process S0, serves as numéraire, and we assume that (S0
t )0≤t≤T ≡ 1.1 In addition, we con-

sider d1 financial assets with price processes S(1) = (S1
t , . . . , S

d1
t )0≤t≤T and d2 productive assets

(sometimes also referred to as real assets) with price processes S(2) = (Sd1+1
t , . . . , Sd1+d2

t )0≤t≤T .
The risky assets are collectively expressed as S := (S(1), S(2)). In the following, we likewise use
the notation x = (x(1), x(2)) for each x ∈ R

d1+d2 with x(i) ∈ R
di .

We assume that the price processes S(1) and S(2) are not given a priori but rather determined
in equilibrium between K agents trading in the market.

We assume that the initial value and volatility structure of the financial assets are predeter-
mined and known by the market participants, i.e., for j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}, we have

Sj
t = Sj

0 +M j
t +Aj

t , 0 ≤ t ≤ T, (2.1)

where Sj
0 ∈ R and the local martingale part M j ∈ M2

0,loc are given a priori. The predictable
finite-variation process (which is null at time 0) is to be determined in equilibrium. The financial
assets may be regarded as securities constructed by the market participants to enable the trading
of short-term risks, determined implicitly by the dynamics of M (1), at appropriate prices set by
the market, which are reflected in the dynamics of A(1).

We assume that each productive asset j ∈ {d1+1, . . . , d1+d2} with price process Sj entitles
the owner to a random terminal dividend Dj ∈ L2 at time T so that Sj satisfies the terminal
condition

Sj
T = Dj; (2.2)

the rest of the price process (Sj)0≤t<T is to be determined by the market in equilibrium.
Finally, we assume that each asset Sj is a local L2-semimartingale for j ∈ {1, . . . , d}. This

means that there exists a localising sequence of stopping times (τn)n∈N such that each stopped
process Sj,τn = (Sj

τn∧t)0≤t≤T is an L2-semimartingale, in the sense that

sup
{

E[(Sj,τn
σ )2] : σ stopping time

}

< ∞; (2.3)

1The dynamics of the numéraire asset cannot be determined in equilibrium as we do not consider intertemporal

consumption.
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see Delbaen/Schachermayer [12] and Černý/Kallsen [5] for details. We refer to this property
by calling (1, S) a local L2-market. Note that by [5, Lemma A.2], a stochastic process is a local
L2-semimartingale if and only if it is a special semimartingale whose local martingale part is
locally square-integrable. In view of (2.1), this is only a condition on the productive assets as
it is automatically satisfied by the financial assets.

2.2 Admissible strategies

In order to describe trading in the market (1, S), we need to specify which strategies are consid-
ered admissible. To this end, we follow a two-step approach as in Černý/Kallsen [5], to which
we also refer for further details.

Definition 2.1. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market. A simple integrand for S is a process of the
form ϑ =

∑m−1
i=1 ξi1Kσi,σi+1K, where m ∈ N, 0 ≤ σ1 ≤ · · · ≤ σm are [0, T ]-valued stopping times,

and each ξi is a bounded Fσi
-measurable random vector in R

d, such that each stopped process
Sj,σm = (Sj

σm∧t)0≤t≤T is an L2-semimartingale for j = 1, . . . , d. We denote by Θsimple(S) the
linear space of all simple integrands for S. We also let L(S) be the set of predictable S-integrable
processes on [0, T ]; see Jacod/Shiryaev [16, III.6.17].

Definition 2.2. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market. Then ϑ ∈ L(S) is called L2-admissible for S
if ϑ•ST ∈ L2 and there exists a sequence (ϑn)n∈N in Θsimple(S) such that

1) ϑn
•ST

L2

−→ ϑ•ST ,

2) ϑn
•Sτ

P
−→ ϑ•Sτ for all [0, T ]-valued stopping times τ .

Here, ϑ •S = (ϑ •St)0≤t≤T denotes the stochastic integral ϑ •St =
∫ t
0 ϑrdSr for t ∈ [0, T ]. The

set of all L2-admissible trading strategies is denoted by Θ(S).

Remark 2.3. Our definition of L2-admissible strategies slightly differs from the definition
given in [5], because we stipulate 2) for all stopping times τ and not only for deterministic
times t ∈ [0, T ]. However, under [5, Assumption 2.1], i.e., if there exists an equivalent local
martingale measure (ELMM) Q for S with dQ

dP ∈ L2(P ), both definitions coincide. The reason
for this change is that it allows us to use dynamic programming arguments even if there does
not exist an ELMM Q for S with dQ

dP ∈ L2(P ), as in Czichowsky/Schweizer [10].

We denote by (ejt )0≤t≤T ≡ (0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ R
d the buy-and-hold strategy of the j-th

risky asset, where 1 is in the j-th position. In general, this strategy will not be L2-admissible
for S because we only assume Sj to be a local L2-semimartingale. However, if Sj is an L2-
semimartingale (i.e., sup{E[(Sj

σ)2] : σ stopping time} < ∞ for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d1 + d2}), then
automatically ej ∈ Θsimple(S) ⊆ Θ(S) by [5, Corollary 2.9].

Since different strategies may lead to the same stochastic integral, we naturally identify
strategies ϑ ∈ Θ(S) via the following equivalence relation.

Definition 2.4. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market. Then ϑ, ϑ′ ∈ Θ(S) are called S-equivalent if
ϑ •S and ϑ′

•S are indistinguishable. In this case, we write ϑ =S ϑ′; see Czichowsky/Schweizer
[9] for more details on how to represent different equivalent classes via the so-called projection
onto the predictable range.

We assume that trading is frictionless and that market participants choose self-financing
portfolios of the form (ϑ0

t , ϑt)0≤t≤T , where ϑ
0 is a predictable process, ϑ ∈ Θ(S) and the wealth

process (Vt(ϑ
0, ϑ))0≤t≤T satisfies the self-financing condition

Vt(ϑ
0, ϑ) = ϑ0

t + ϑ⊤
t St = ϑ0

0 + ϑ⊤
0 S0 + ϑ•St, P -a.s. for all t ∈ [0, T ].
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Since we shall include the initial wealth of the agents into their endowments, a self-financing
portfolio can be specified in terms of ϑ ∈ Θ(S) alone. We do not impose any further conditions
on the strategies of the agents: for example, they are allowed to borrow or short sell any asset.

2.3 Agents and preferences

We consider K ≥ 1 agents trading in the financial market (1, S). We assume that each agent
k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} owns a traded endowment at time 0, consisting of ηk,j ∈ R units of asset
j ∈ {0, . . . , d1 + d2}, and is also entitled to receive a non-traded endowment at time T , which
consists of a random income Ξk,n ∈ L2.

Because we assume zero interest rates and there are no liquidity constraints on the portfolios
of the agents, it does not matter whether a fixed amount of cash is received via the traded or
non-traded endowment. Thus by transferring it to the non-traded endowment, we may assume
that each agent starts with zero cash. We also make the assumption that the financial assets
are in zero net supply. This means that these assets are created and traded internally by the
market participants, so that any long and short positions in the financial assets must net out, i.e.,
∑K

k=1 η
k,j = 0. Since the initial prices S1

0 , . . . , S
d1
0 are known a priori, each agent is indifferent

between receiving an endowment consisting of units of the financial assets or the corresponding
cash value via the non-traded endowment. We may thus assume without loss of generality that
ηk,j = 0 for j ∈ {0, . . . , d1} and k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}.

By contrast, the agents may have a nontrivial traded endowment consisting of productive

assets. We denote by Ξk,tr := ηk,(2)
⊤
D(2) ∈ L2 the value of the traded endowment of agent k

at time T . The total endowment of agent k at time T is then given by

Ξk = Ξk,tr + Ξk,n. (2.4)

Each agent k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} interacts with the market by buying and selling assets according
to an L2-admissible strategy ϑ ∈ Θ(S), which includes the original endowment ηk,(2) in the
productive assets. Since the agent does not own any riskless or financial assets at time 0, their

initial wealth is ηk,(2)
⊤
S
(2)
0 , which is the initial value of their traded endowment. Agent k can

then generate the wealth process ηk,(2)
⊤
S
(2)
0 + ϑ • S by trading with the strategy ϑ in a self-

financing way. Since they additionally receive the non-traded endowment Ξk,n at time T , their
terminal wealth at time T is given by

V k
T (ϑ) = ηk,(2)

⊤
S
(2)
0 + ϑ•ST + Ξk,n. (2.5)

Note that the traded endowment has the terminal value

Ξk,tr = ηk,(2)
⊤
D(2) = ηk,(2)

⊤
S
(2)
T = ηk,(2)

⊤
S
(2)
0 + ηk •ST ,

since ηk = (0, ηk,(2)) is constant. Thus the terminal wealth of agent k at time T can be
equivalently written as

V k
T (ϑ) = Ξk,tr − ηk •ST + ϑ•ST + Ξk,n = (ϑ− ηk)•ST + Ξk (2.6)

in terms of the total endowment defined in (2.4).
From the right-hand side of (2.6), we see that the total wealth at time T consists of the

total endowment as well as any gains or losses generated by the strategy ϑ−ηk. This difference
may be interpreted as a discretionary strategy that is employed by the agent in addition to the
fixed endowment ηk. The right-hand side of (2.5) gives an alternative interpretation. Instead

of keeping the traded endowment, agent k may immediately sell it for the price of ηk,(2)
⊤
S
(2)
0
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and then trade with the strategy ϑ; the non-traded endowment Ξk,n is then added to the wealth

at time T . However, we note that the price S
(2)
0 is not known a priori, but rather determined

in equilibrium. Thus, the right-hand side of (2.6) is more useful for solving the equilibrium
problem, since the total endowment Ξk is fixed by the primitives, so that only the stochastic
integral term (ϑ − ηk)•ST depends on the (unknown) dynamics of S.

Each agent k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} has preferences over terminal wealth at time T described by a
functional Uk : L2 → R. Agent k seeks to maximise utility from terminal wealth at time T , i.e.,
to solve the problem

Uk

(

(ϑ− ηk)•ST + Ξk
)

−→ max
ϑ∈Θ(S)

! (2.7)

We consider two types of functionals Uk: a quadratic utility functional, which is the subject of
Section 3, and a linear mean–variance functional, which is considered in Section 4.

The quadratic utility functional for agent k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} is given by

UQ
k (V ) = E[UQ

k (V )] = E[2γkV − V 2], V ∈ L2, (2.8)

where UQ
k (x) := 2γkx− x2 for some risk-tolerance γk ∈ R. The parameter γk is also sometimes

called the bliss point of agent k, as it is the optimal wealth that the agent would like to attain
at time T in order to maximise their utility.

The linear mean–variance functional is given by

UMV
k (V ) := UMV

k (E[V ],Var[V ]) = E[V ]−
Var[V ]

2λk
, V ∈ L2, (2.9)

where UMV
k (µ, σ2) := µ− σ2

2λk
for some risk tolerance λk > 0.

Remark 2.5. (a) Note that (2.8) differs slightly from the more standard definition of quadratic
utility

ŨQ
k (V ) := E[ŨQ

k (V )] = E

[

V −
V 2

2γk

]

, V ∈ L2,

where ŨQ
k (x) := x − 1

2γk
x2 for γk > 0. Of course, both formulations are equivalent for γk > 0

(which is the economically relevant case). The reason we use (2.8) is that it is also well defined
in the case γk ≤ 0, which will be useful for technical reasons when we link quadratic utility to
linear mean–variance preferences.

(b) Despite their apparent similarity, the maximisation problems induced by the two pref-
erence functionals (2.8) and (2.9) are not equivalent. Indeed, the quadratic utility functional
can be written as

UQ
k (V ) = E[UQ

k (V )] = E

[

V −
V 2

2γk

]

= E[V ]−
Var[V ]

2γk
−

E[V ]2

2γk
= UQ

k (V )−
E[V ]2

2γk
,

which is not of the form (2.9) due to the presence of the additional term.

2.4 Equilibrium

We can now formulate the key notion of an equilibrium market, which we adapt from the

classical concept of a Radner equilibrium. We take the primitives S
(1)
0 ,M (1),D(2), ηk, Ξk,n and

Uk defined in Sections 2.1 and 2.3 as given, where Uk is either UQ
k or UMV

k .

Definition 2.6. A local L2-market (1, S(1), S(2)) is called an equilibrium market if it satisfies
the following conditions:
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1) For each agent k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, the maximisation problem (2.7) has a solution ϑ̂k ∈ Θ(S)
that is unique up to S-equivalence.

2) The market clears, i.e., for t ∈ [0, T ],

K
∑

k=1

ϑ̂k,j
t =S η̄j :=

{

0, if j ∈ {1, . . . , d1},
∑K

k=1 η
k,j , if j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}.

(2.10)

3) ej ∈ Θ(S) for j ∈ {d1 +1, . . . , d1 + d2}, i.e., the buy-and-hold strategies of the productive
assets are L2-admissible.

If (1, S(1), S(2)) is an equilibrium market with respect to the mean–variance functionals
defined in (2.8) or (2.9) for some parameters (γk)

K
k=1 or (λk)

K
k=1, we say that it is a quadratic

equilibrium market or mean–variance equilibrium market, respectively.

Remark 2.7. The only slightly non-standard requirement in Definition 2.6 is 3). It ensures
that each buy-and-hold strategy ηk is L2-admissible, which is a natural requirement since the
agents should be allowed to simply hold their respective traded endowments. Mathematically,
it also ensures that ϑ̂k ∈ Θ(S) if and only if ϑ̂k − ηk ∈ Θ(S), which will allow us to find the
optimal strategies ϑ̂k by first solving for ϑ̂k − ηk; recall also the discussion below (2.6).

In the remainder of the paper we seek to find equilibrium markets for quadratic and mean–
variance preferences. More precisely, we look for conditions on the primitives that ensure the
existence and uniqueness of a corresponding equilibrium market, and we seek to characterise
that market. We shall study quadratic equilibria in Section 3. This in turn will allow us to
obtain results on mean–variance equilibria in Section 4. In both cases, we start by studying the
individual optimisation problems of the agents with respect to a (hypothetical) price process S,
and then proceed to determining the markets (1, S) that lead to equilibrium.

3 Quadratic utility

In this section, we consider the situation of quadratic utility, i.e., each agent k solves the problem

UQ
k

(

V k
T (ϑ)

)

= E
[

2γk
(

(ϑ − ηk)•ST + Ξk
)

−
(

(ϑ − ηk)•ST + Ξk
)2]

−→ max
ϑ∈Θ(S)

! (3.1)

As customary in the equilibrium literature, we first study the individual problem (3.1) for a
given local L2-market (1, S) and then solve for equilibrium.

3.1 Individual optimality

Throughout this section, we fix a local L2-market (1, S) that satisfies (2.1) and (2.2).
In order to study the maximisation problem (3.1), we note that it is closely linked to the

so-called mean–variance hedging problems for a payoff H ∈ L2:

• The mean–variance hedging (MVH) problem is given by

E
[

(ϑ•ST −H)2
]

−→ min
ϑ∈Θ(S)

! (3.2)

• The extended mean–variance hedging (exMVH) problem is given by

E
[

(c+ ϑ•ST −H)2
]

−→ min
(c,ϑ)∈R×Θ(S)

! (3.3)
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We say that (3.2) has a unique solution if ϑ1 =S ϑ2 for any two solutions ϑ1, ϑ2 ∈ Θ(S).
Similarly, we say that (3.3) has a unique solution if c1 = c2 and ϑ1 =S ϑ2 for any two solutions
(c1, ϑ

1), (c2, ϑ
2) ∈ R×Θ(S). A sufficient condition for the existence and uniqueness of solutions

to (3.2) and (3.3) is given in Proposition A.7. We refer to Schweizer [28] for a recent overview
of mean–variance hedging.

The following result shows that the quadratic utility problem (3.1) is equivalent to a MVH
problem (3.2). We recall that all proofs are given in Appendix B.

Lemma 3.1. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market and assume that ηk ∈ Θ(S). Then the following
are equivalent:

(a) The quadratic utility problem (3.1) has a unique solution ϑ̂k ∈ Θ(S).

(b) For Hk := γk − Ξk, the MVH problem

E[(ϑ•ST −Hk)2] → min
ϑ∈Θ(S)

! (3.4)

has a unique solution ϑMVH(Hk) ∈ Θ(S).

If either statement holds, then ϑ̂k =S ηk + ϑMVH(Hk).

In the above result, Hk = γk − Ξk may be interpreted as the the additional wealth that
agent k would like to obtain in order to reach the bliss point γk.

We now use part (b) of Lemma 3.1 to deduce a more explicit decomposition for the optimal
strategy ϑ̂k of agent k into a hedging and pure investment part, where the hedging problem of
agent k is the extended MVH problem

E
[(

c+ ϑ•ST − Ξk
)2]

→ min
c∈R,ϑ∈Θ(S)

! (3.5)

and the pure investment problem is the MVH problem

E[(ϑ•ST − 1)2] → min
ϑ∈Θ(S)

! (3.6)

We assume that E[(ϑMVH(1) • ST − 1)2] > 0, or equivalently ϑMVH(1) • ST 6≡ 1, which can
be seen as a weak variant of the condition of ‘the law of one price’ in Černy/Czichowsky [4],
that is, a weak no-free-lunch condition on S. Under that assumption, we obtain the following
decomposition.

Proposition 3.2. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market with ηk ∈ Θ(S). Suppose that there is a
unique solution ϑMVH(1) to the pure investment problem (3.6) and E[(ϑMVH(1)•ST − 1)2] > 0.
Then there is a unique solution ϑMVH(Hk) ∈ Θ(S) to the MVH problem (3.4) if and only if
there is a unique solution (ck, ϑ

ex(Ξk)) to the exMVH problem (3.3) with H = Ξk. In this case
ϑ̂k can be decomposed as

ϑ̂k =S ηk − ϑex(Ξk) + (γk − ck)ϑ
MVH(1). (3.7)

The above results shows that ϑ̂k can be decomposed into the traded endowment ηk, a hedging
component for the total endowment Ξk and a an investment component, which is proportional
to ϑMVH(1).
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3.2 The representative agent

We now return to the question of finding a price process (1, S) that leads to an equilibrium in the
sense of Definition 2.6. In order to study quadratic equilibrium markets, we use a standard idea
from financial economics to consider a representative agent that holds the aggregate endowment
of all agents, i.e., the representative agent owns both η̄ =

∑K
k=1 η

k units of the assets as
well as the sum of the non-traded endowments of the agents. Equivalently, the representative
agent receives the total endowment Ξ̄ =

∑K
k=1 Ξ

k. By the same argument as in (2.6), the
representative agent can attain the terminal wealth (ϑ− η̄)•ST + Ξ̄ by trading with a strategy
ϑ ∈ Θ(S).

The utility function of the representative agent is defined by

ŪQ
λ (x) = sup

{ K
∑

k=1

λkU
Q
k (xk) : x1, . . . , xK ∈ R

d,

k
∑

k=1

xk = x

}

,

where λ = (λ1, . . . , λK) ∈ R
K is a fixed set of Negishi weights.2 We denote by γ̄ :=

∑K
k=1 γk

the aggregate risk tolerance and make the ansatz λ∗
k := γ̄

γk
1{γk 6=0}+K1{γ̄=0}. Moreover, we set

ŪQ := ŪQ
λ∗ for simplicity. Distinguishing between the cases γ̄ 6= 0 and γ̄ = 0, it is not difficult

to check that

ŪQ(x) = sup

{ K
∑

k=1

λk(2γkxk − x2k) : x1, . . . , xK ∈ R
d,

K
∑

k=1

xk = x

}

= 2γ̄x− x2,

so that the utility function of the representative agent is of the same form as the utility function
of the individual agents. The representative agent then solves the maximisation problem

E
[

ŪQ
(

(ϑ− η̄)•ST + Ξ̄
)]

→ max
ϑ∈Θ(S)

! (3.8)

From a mathematical perspective, (3.8) has exactly the same structure as the individual max-
imisation problem (3.1). Thus we get an analogue of Lemma 3.1 for the representative agent.

Lemma 3.3. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market with η̄ ∈ Θ(S). Then the following are equivalent:

(a) The optimisation problem (3.8) has a unique solution ϑ̄ ∈ Θ(S).

(b) For H̄ := γ̄ − Ξ̄, the MVH problem

E[(ϑ•ST − H̄)2] → min
ϑ∈Θ(S)

! (3.9)

has a unique solution ϑMVH(H̄) ∈ Θ(S).

If either statement holds, then ϑ̄ =S η̄ + ϑMVH(H̄).

In the above result, H̄ = γ̄ − Ξ̄ =
∑K

k=1Hk may be interpreted as the aggregate additional
wealth that the agents would (collectively) like to obtain in order to reach the aggregate bliss
point γ̄.

Similarly to Lemma 3.2, we can also decompose the optimal strategy ϑ̄ of the representative
agent into a hedging and a pure investment part, where the hedging problem of the representative
agent is the extended MVH problem

E
[(

c+ ϑ•ST − Ξ̄
)2]

→ min
c∈R,ϑ∈Θ(S)

! (3.10)

2Usually, the convention in the literature is that the Negishi weights are positive and sum up to 1. Since we

allow for zero and negative risk tolerances, we need to generalise this.
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Proposition 3.4. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market such that η̄ ∈ Θ(S). Suppose that there is a
unique solution ϑMVH(1) to the pure investment problem (3.6) and E[(ϑMVH(1)•ST − 1)2] > 0.
Then the optimisation problem (3.8) of the representative agent has a unique solution ϑ̄ ∈ Θ(S)
if and only if the exMVH problem (3.3) for Ξ̄ has a unique solution (c(Ξ̄), ϑex(Ξ̄)) ∈ R×Θ(S).
In this case ϑ̄ can then be decomposed as

ϑ̄ =S η̄ +
(

γ̄ − c(Ξ̄)
)

ϑMVH(1)− ϑex(Ξ̄). (3.11)

The following result shows that the optimal strategy for the representative agent is given
by the sum of the strategies of the individual agents. This result gives a characterisation of the
aggregate demand for the risky assets, which is the key to finding an equilibrium market.

Lemma 3.5. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market. Assume that η1, . . . , ηK ∈ Θ(S) and for each
agent k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, the individual optimisation problem (3.1) has a unique solution ϑ̂k. Then
the optimisation problem (3.8) of the representative agent has a unique solution ϑ̄ satisfying

ϑ̄ =S

K
∑

k=1

ϑ̂k. (3.12)

3.3 Existence and uniqueness of equilibria

We can now prove our main result on the existence and uniqueness of quadratic equilibrium
markets. In a first step, we show that a necessary condition for the existence of a quadratic
equilibrium is that the martingale generated by H̄ = γ̄−Ξ̄ yields a (generalised) local martingale
measure for (1, S).

Lemma 3.6. Let (Z̄t)0≤t≤T be the (square-integrable) P -martingale given by Z̄t = E[H̄ | Ft]. If
(1, S) = (1, S(1), S(2)) is a quadratic equilibrium market, then for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d1 + d2}, the
process (Z̄tS

j
t )0≤t≤T is a local P -martingale.

In order to obtain also a sufficient condition for the existence of a quadratic equilibrium, we
need to assume that the process Z̄ does not hit 0; this assumption holds in particular in the
economically relevant case that Z̄T = H̄ > 0 so that Z̄ is strictly positive. Then by Lemma 3.6,
H̄/E[H̄ ] is the density of an equivalent local martingale measure for S.

For the following theorem, we need the Galtchouk–Kunita–Watanabe decomposition of Z̄
with respect to M (1), the local martingale part M (1) of the financial asset given in (2.1). We
have

Z̄t = Z̄0 + ξ̄(1) •M
(1)
t +M Z̄

t , 0 ≤ t ≤ T, (3.13)

where ξ̄(1) ∈ L2(M (1)) and M Z̄ is a square-integrable P -martingale strongly orthogonal to M (1).
By Remark B.1, we may choose ξ̄(1) in (3.13) in such a way that ξ̄i ∈ L2(M i) for each i ∈
{1, . . . , d1}.

We can now formulate the main existence and uniqueness theorem for quadratic equilibria.

Theorem 3.7. Assume that Z̄t 6= 0 and Z̄t− 6= 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] P -a.s. If there exists a
quadratic equilibrium (1, S(1), S(2)), it is unique and explicitly given by

Sj
t = Sj

0 +M j
t −

∫ t

0

d〈Z̄,M j〉s
Z̄s−

= Sj
0 +M j

t −

d1
∑

i=1

∫ t

0

ξ̄is
Z̄s−

d〈M i,M j〉s, j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}, (3.14)

Sj
t =

E[H̄Dj | Ft]

Z̄t
=

E[Z̄TD
j | Ft]

Z̄t
, j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}. (3.15)
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Conversely, the market (1, S) = (1, S(1), S(2)) defined by (3.14) and (3.15) is a quadratic equi-
librium if and only if S(2) is a local L2-semimartingale and for each j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2},
we have ej ∈ Θ(S).

The following result gives sufficient conditions on the primitives to ensure the existence
of an equilibrium market. We will require that H̄ is strictly positive so that Z̄ and Z̄− are
automatically positive. The remaining assumptions of Theorem 3.7 hold under the stronger
assumption that S(2) is an L2-semimartingale, which yields for j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2} that
ej ∈ Θsimple(S) ⊆ Θ(S). We now give sufficient (but not necessary) conditions for S(2) to be an
L2-semimartingale in the case H̄ > 0 P -a.s. This in turn implies that a quadratic equilibrium
exists.

Lemma 3.8. Suppose that H̄ > 0 P -a.s. Then the process (S
(2)
t )0≤t≤T defined by (3.15) is an

L2-semimartingale if any of the following conditions holds:

(a) Dj ∈ L∞(P ) for j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}.

(b) H̄, H̄−1 ∈ L∞(P ).

(c) H̄ ∈ L1−p1(P ) ∩ Lp2(P ) and Dj ∈ L2q1q2(P ) for all j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}, where
p1, p2 ∈ [1,∞] and 1/pi + 1/qi = 1 for i ∈ {1, 2}.3

In the above result, the first two sets of conditions are particularly easy to check; they are
special cases of the more elaborate third condition.

We conclude this section by giving an example of a setup where an equilibrium market (in
the sense of Definition 2.6) fails to exist due to integrability issues in the candidate for S(2),
and not because the process Z̄ hits 0. We consider the simplest case of a market with no
financial and one productive asset, i.e., d1 = 0 and d2 = 1. The setup is based on the coun-
terexample in Černý/Kallsen [6], which in turn is inspired by the well-known counterexample
of Delbaen/Schachermayer [13].

The key point is that the candidate equilibrium price process of the productive asset does
not have sufficient integrability for the buy-and-hold strategies to be admissible. In that case,
Lemma 3.1 cannot be applied, so that the existence of a solution to the optimisation problem
(3.1) is not equivalent to the existence of a solution to the MVH problem (3.4). By part (b) of
the proof of Theorem 3.7, there still exists in this case a unique solution to the MVH problem
(3.4) for each agent k, but it is unclear whether (3.1) admits a solution.

Example 3.9. After rescaling the time interval [0,∞] to [0, T ], there exists by [6, Lemma 2.2]
a filtered probability space (Ω,F ,F = (Ft)0≤t≤T , P ) supporting two probability measures Q̄,Q′

and a continuous process (Xt)0≤t≤T null at 0 with the following properties:

1) The measures Q̄,Q′ are equivalent to P , with dQ̄
dP ,

dQ′

dP ∈ L2(P ).

2) The process X is a uniformly integrable martingale under Q̄, and a strict local martingale
under Q′. Moreover, XT ∈ L2(P ).

Fix now some γ̄ > 0, and suppose that d1 = 0, d2 = 1, D1 := XT and Ξ̄ := γ̄ − dQ̄
dP , so that

H̄ = dQ̄
dP > 0 P -a.s. Then it follows from Theorem 3.7 that if a quadratic equilibrium market

exists, it must satisfy S1
t = EQ̄[XT | Ft] = Xt. However, since X = 1•X is not a Q′-martingale,

the strategy e1 ≡ 1 is not admissible by Černý/Kallsen [5, Corollary 2.5]. Therefore, a quadratic
equilibrium does not exist in this setup.

3Note that we can always choose p2 ≥ 2 as H̄ is square-integrable by assumption.
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3.4 Existence of equilibria in finite discrete time

Theorem 3.7 provides necessary and sufficient conditions for the existence and uniqueness of
a quadratic equilibrium under the assumption that Z̄ and Z̄− do not hit 0. If we are only
interested in existence (and not uniqueness), this assumption can be relaxed. In this section,
we study the special (but important) case of finite discrete time t ∈ {0, . . . , T} for T ∈ N. As
we shall see, if Z̄ is allowed to hit 0, we either end up with nonexistence or nonuniqueness of
equilibria.

In the following, we denote by ∆Xk = Xk −Xk−1 the increment at time k of a stochastic
process X in discrete time.

We start by giving necessary conditions for the existence of an equilibrium that are weaker
than the assumption that the process Z̄ does not hit 0.

Lemma 3.10. A quadratic equilibrium (1, (St)t∈{0,...,T}) can only exist if both of the conditions

{Z̄t−1 = 0} ⊆ {ξ̄it∆〈M i〉t = 0} for i ∈ {1, . . . , d1} and t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, (3.16)

{Z̄t = 0} ⊆ {E[H̄Dj | Ft] = 0} for j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d2} and t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} (3.17)

hold up to P -null sets.

Lemma 3.10 shows what can go wrong when Z̄ is allowed to hit 0. To understand (3.16) and
(3.17) more clearly, consider the simple setup of a one-period model with T = 1, and suppose
that d1 = 0 and d2 = 1. Thus, there exists a single productive asset S with terminal value
S1 = D1 = D and unknown initial value S0 ∈ R. Suppose that (3.17) is not satisfied, so that
Z̄0 = 0 and E[H̄D] 6= 0. In this case, there does not exist any value of S0 ∈ R such that Z̄S is
a martingale, since Z̄0S0 = 0 regardless of that choice. On the other hand, if Z̄0 = E[H̄D] = 0,
then Z̄S is a martingale for any choice of S0 ∈ R, and one can check that (1, S) defines an
equilibrium. This also illustrates the issue of non-uniqueness: if Z̄t = E[H̄D | Ft] = 0 for some
t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1}, then the price St in equilibrium can be set in an arbitrary way.

The issue is similar for the financial assets. Consider now a one-period model with d1 = 1
and d2 = 0 so that there exists a single financial asset S with S1 = S0 + ∆A1 + ∆M1, where
∆A1 ∈ R is unknown and ∆M1 is the jump of a martingale. If (3.16) does not hold, then Z̄S
is not a martingale for any choice of A ∈ R, since Z̄ is a martingale and hence

E[Z1(S0 +∆A1 +∆M1)] = E[Z1∆M1] = ξ1∆〈M〉1 6= 0 = Z0S0.

On the other hand, if ξ1∆〈M〉1 = 0 then Z̄S is a martingale for any value of ∆A1. Thus if
Zt = 0 and (3.16) is satisfied, then we would expect that the value ∆At+1 is arbitrary.

As it turns out, (3.16) and (3.17) are the only significant requirements for the existence of
an equilibrium (other than integrability conditions, cf. Example 3.9 above). We now show that
if these conditions hold, then there exists an equilibrium (but in general will not be unique).
In order to construct an explicit equilibrium, we use the fact that Z̄S is a local martingale by
Lemma 3.6. However, the construction is more difficult here because we can no longer write
Z̄ as the stochastic exponential of some (local) martingale N̄ . Instead, we define (N̄t)t∈{0,...,T}

recursively by N̄0 := 0 and

N̄t := N̄t−1 +
∆Z̄t

Z̄t−1
1{Z̄t−1 6=0}, t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, (3.18)

i.e., we arbitrarily set the increment ∆N̄t to 0 whenever Z̄t−1 = 0. For each s ∈ {0, . . . , T}, we
also define the local martingale sE(N̄) = (sE(N̄)t)t∈{s,...,T} by

sE(N̄ )t :=

t
∏

k=s+1

(1 + ∆N̄k) (3.19)
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In the case where Z̄ does not hit 0, we have sE(N̄)t = Z̄t/Z̄s for each s ≤ t. In other words, we
may view sE(N̄ ) as “restarting” Z̄ at time s (in a multiplicative way) with sE(N̄ )s = 1. The
general case is similar, with the important difference that sE(N̄) is absorbed at 0 whenever Z̄
hits 0 from a nonzero value. Thus, each process sE(N̄ ) reproduces the dynamics of Z̄ until the
latter hits 0. We note once again that the value of ∆Nt may be chosen arbitrarily whenever
Z̄t−1 = 0. Because we set ∆Nt = 0 in that case by (3.18), the equilibrium constructed below
defaults to behaving as a local martingale whenever Z̄ hits 0.

With this construction we obtain the following existence result in discrete time.

Theorem 3.11. Assume that sE(N̄) is a square-integrable martingale for each s ∈ {0, . . . , T}
and that (3.16) and (3.17) hold up to P -null sets. Define the process (St)t∈{0,...,T} by

Sj
t := Sj

0 +M j
t +

t
∑

k=1

d1
∑

i=1

(

−
ξ̄ik

Z̄k−1
1{Z̄k−1 6=0}∆〈M i,M j〉k

)

, j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}, (3.20)

Sj
t := E[tE(N̄)TD

j | Ft], j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}. (3.21)

If (S
(2)
t )t∈{0,...,T} is square-integrable, then (1, S) = (1, S(1), S(2)) is a quadratic equilibrium.

4 Linear mean–variance preferences

In this section, we consider the situation of linear mean–variance preferences, i.e., each agent k
solves the problem

UMV
k

(

V k
T (ϑ)

)

= E[(ϑ − ηk)•ST + Ξk]−
Var[(ϑ− ηk)•ST + Ξk]

2λk
−→ max

ϑ∈Θ(S)
! (4.1)

As in Section 3, we first study the individual problem (4.1) for a given local L2-market (1, S)
and then solve for equilibrium.

4.1 Individual optimality

Throughout this section, we fix a local L2-market (1, S) and assume that ej ∈ Θ(S) for each
j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}.

The linear mean–variance optimisation problem (4.1) is connected to the quadratic utility
problem (3.1) and the MVH problem (3.2) via the classical notions of mean–variance efficient
strategies and the mean–variance efficient frontier.

Definition 4.1. A strategy ϑ ∈ Θ(S) is mean–variance efficient with respect to H ∈ L2 if there
does not exist any other strategy ϑ′ ∈ Θ(S) such that

E[ϑ′
•ST +H] ≥ E[ϑ•ST +H], (4.2)

Var[ϑ′
•ST +H] ≤ Var[ϑ•ST +H], (4.3)

where one of the inequalities is strict.
We say that ϑ is mean–variance efficient for agent k if ϑ−ηk is mean–variance efficient with

respect to H = Ξk. Recalling the notation V k
T (ϑ) = ϑ •ST + Ξk from (2.6), this is equivalent

to the nonexistence of another strategy ϑ′ ∈ Θ(S) such that both E[V k
T (ϑ

′)] ≥ E[V k
T (ϑ)] and

Var[V k
T (ϑ

′)] ≤ Var[V k
T (ϑ)], with one of the inequalities being strict. The mean–variance efficient

frontier for agent k is defined as the set

Ek :=
{(

E[V k
T (ϑ)],

√

Var[V k
T (ϑ)]

)

: ϑ ∈ Θ(S) is mean–variance efficient

for agent k
}

⊆ R× R+. (4.4)

13



We begin our analysis by showing that any solution to the linear mean–variance problem
(4.1) must be mean–variance efficient.

Lemma 4.2. Any solution ϑ̂k ∈ Θ(S) to (4.1) is mean–variance efficient for agent k.

In light of this result, the next step is to explicitly characterise the set of mean–variance
efficient strategies for agent k. To that end, we introduce the following assumption.

Assumption 4.3. There exists an equivalent local martingale measure (ELMM) Q ≈ P for S
with square-integrable density dQ/dP ∈ L2(P ).

Assumption 4.3 is a well-known no-free-lunch condition in an L2-sense; see Stricker [31,
Théorème 2]. If Assumption 4.3 is satisfied, then there exist unique (up to S-equivalence)
minimisers ϑMVH(H) ∈ Θ(S) for the MVH problem (3.2)and (c(H), ϑex(H)) ∈ R × Θ(S) for
the exMVH problem (3.3) (see e.g. Černý/Kallsen [5, Lemma 2.11]; this also follows from
Proposition A.7).

For future reference, we set

ℓ := E[(ϑMVH(1)•ST − 1)2], (4.5)

ck := c(Ξk), k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, (4.6)

ε2k := E
[(

ck + ϑex(Ξk)•ST − Ξk
)2]

, k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}. (4.7)

We now find the set of mean–variance efficient strategies for agent k by relating them to
the solutions of the quadratic utility problem (3.1) and the MVH problem (3.2) for the payoff
Hk(γk) := γk − Ξk. In the subsequent corollary, we obtain an explicit formula for the mean–
variance efficient frontier Ek in terms of the triplet (ℓ, ck, ε

2
k) ∈ (0, 1] × R× R+.

Proposition 4.4. Suppose the market (1, S) satisfies Assumption 4.3. For ϑ ∈ Θ(S), the
following statements are equivalent:

(a) ϑ is mean–variance efficient for agent k.

(b) ϑ =S ϑk(y) for some y ≥ 0, where

ϑk(y) := yϑMVH(1) + ηk − ϑex(Ξk). (4.8)

(c) There exists some γk ≥ ck such that ϑ − ηk is the unique solution to the MVH problem
(3.2) for the payoff Hk(γk) := γk − Ξk.

(d) There exists some γk ≥ ck such that ϑ is the unique solution to the quadratic utility
problem (3.1) with risk tolerance γk.

Moreover, the constant γk can be chosen to be the same in (c) and (d), and y ≥ 0 can be chosen
so that y + ck = γk.

With the help of Proposition 4.4 and Lemma B.3, it is now straightforward to determine
the mean–variance efficient frontier Ek for agent k.

Corollary 4.5. The mean–variance efficient frontier for agent k is given by

Ek =
{(

µk(y), σk(y)
)

=
(

ck + (1− ℓ)y,
√

ε2k + ℓ(1− ℓ)y2
)

: y ≥ 0
}

. (4.9)

We recall from Lemma 4.2 that any solution to the mean–variance problem (4.1) is mean–
variance efficient for agent k. We can now use Proposition 4.4 and Corollary 4.5 together with
the linear form of UMV

k to find the solution to (4.1).

Lemma 4.6. Suppose the market (1, S) satisfies Assumption 4.3. The unique optimal strategy
for (4.1) is ϑk(λk/ℓ), where ϑk(·) is given by (4.8).
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4.2 Connections to quadratic equilibria

Now that we have characterised the solution to the individual linear mean–variance problem
(4.1) in Lemma 4.6, we return to the question of finding a linear mean–variance equilibrium in
the sense of Definition 2.6. The first step is to show that any linear mean–variance equilibrium
(1, S) satisfying Assumption 4.3 must also be a quadratic equilibrium with respect to some
parameters γ1, . . . , γK . This will allow us to apply the results from Section 3 in order to find
linear mean–variance equilibria.

Lemma 4.7. Suppose the market (1, S) is a linear mean–variance equilibrium market and
satisfies Assumption 4.3. Then (1, S) is also a quadratic equilibrium market with risk tolerances
γ1, . . . , γK , where γk := ck + λk/ℓ.

At a first glance, it now seems a straightforward task to find a mean–variance equilibrium
by combining Theorem 3.7 with Lemma 4.7. However, things are not so simple because the
constants ℓ and ck that appear in Lemma 4.7 are determined implicitly in terms of the equilib-
rium price S, and not just the primitives defined in Section 2. Thus, we do not know ℓ and ck a
priori. Moreover, the quadratic equilibrium given by Theorem 3.7 need not satisfy Assumption
4.3 in general.

Nevertheless, Lemma 4.7 suggests that one should look for a linear mean–variance equilib-
rium within the class of quadratic equilibria given in Theorem 3.7 for some choice of parameters
γ1, . . . , γK . In order to ensure that these quadratic equilibria satisfy Assumption 4.3, we make
for the remainder of this section the following assumption on Ξ̄.

Assumption 4.8. The aggregate endowment Ξ̄ is nonnegative and bounded, so that

0 ≤ γ̄0 := ess sup Ξ̄ < ∞. (4.10)

Lemma 4.9. Assume that Assumption 4.8 is satisfied. For γ̄ > γ0, set H̄(γ̄) := γ̄ − Ξ̄ and
define the process Z̄(γ̄) by Z̄t(γ̄) := E[H̄(γ̄) | Ft]. Define the process S(γ̄) by (3.14) and (3.15)
with H̄ and Z̄ replaced by H̄(γ̄) and Z̄(γ̄), respectively. Then (1, S(γ̄)) is the unique quadratic
equilibrium for any choice of parameters γ1, . . . , γK ∈ R such that

∑K
k=1 γk = γ̄. Moreover,

S(2)(γ̄) is an L2-semimartingale and S(γ̄) admits an equivalent local martingale measure Q(γ̄)
with bounded density dQ(γ̄)/dP := H̄(γ̄)/E[H̄(γ̄)]. In particular, S(γ̄) satisfies Assumption 4.3.

We now look for a mean–variance equilibrium among the set of “nice” quadratic equilibria
(1, S(γ̄)) given by Lemma 4.9 for γ̄ > γ̄0. In other words, we want to determine which values
of γ̄ ∈ (γ̄0,∞) lead to a linear mean–variance equilibrium. We note that, in general, there
may exist other mean–variance equilibria with aggregate risk tolerance γ̄ ≤ γ̄0, in which case
Assumption 4.3 need not be satisfied.

To find a linear mean–variance equilibrium, we study the dependency of S(γ̄) on γ̄. To this
end, it is important to exclude a special case. Recall from (2.1) that the local martingale parts
of the financial assets are denoted by M j for j ∈ {1, . . . , d1} and define the (square-integrable)
martingales M j for j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2} by M j

t := E[Dj | Ft]. We make the following
assumption for the remainder of this section.

Assumption 4.10. There is j ∈ {1, . . . , d1+d2} such that the local martingales M j and Z(γ̄0)
are not strongly orthogonal.

If Assumption 4.10 fails to hold, we obtain a trivial case where S = S(γ̄) is (componentwise)
a local martingale that does not depend on the choice of γ̄. In that case, (1, S) is a quadratic
equilibrium for any parameters γ1, . . . , γK ∈ R such that

∑K
k=1 γk > γ̄0 and a mean–variance
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equilibrium for any λ1, . . . , λK > 0; see Martins [23, Lemma 2.27 and Corollary 2.28] for details.
On the other hand, [23, Lemma 2.27] yields under Assumption 4.10 that for any value of γ̄ > γ̄0,
Sj(γ̄) is not a local martingale for at least one j ∈ {1, . . . , d1 + d2}. The following result shows
that in this case the map γ̄ 7→ S(γ̄) is injective.

Lemma 4.11. Suppose that Assumption 4.10 holds. Then for any γ̄ > γ̄0 and γ1, . . . , γK ∈ R,
(1, S(γ̄)) is a quadratic equilibrium with respect to the risk tolerances (γk)

K
k=1 if and only if

γ̄ =
∑K

k=1 γk. In particular, for γ̄′ > γ̄0, we have S(γ̄) = S(γ̄′) if and only if γ̄ = γ̄′.

4.3 Existence of equilibria

As discussed after Lemma 4.7, we would like to use Theorem 3.7 (or Lemma 4.9) to find a
mean–variance equilibrium (1, S). In order to do that, we need to determine γ̄, which is given
via Lemma 4.7 in terms of ℓ and (ck)

K
k=1, which themselves depend on S. Although it is not

clear a priori how to determine any of these quantities from the primitives, we can express the
cyclical dependency (implied by (4.5), (4.6) and Lemmas 4.7 and 4.9) between (ℓ, (ck)

K
k=1), γ̄

and the mean–variance equilibrium (1, S) as a fixed-point condition on γ̄.

Proposition 4.12. Suppose that Assumptions 4.8 and 4.10 hold. For γ̄ > γ̄0, the market
(1, S(γ̄)) is a mean–variance equilibrium if and only if γ̄ = γ̃(γ̄), where

γ̃(γ̄) :=

K
∑

k=1

(

ck(γ̄) +
λk

ℓ(γ̄)

)

. (4.11)

It now remains to solve (4.11) for γ̄, which is not so easy due to the implicit dependence of
ℓ and ck on γ̄. However, as it turns out, the probabilistic structure of the quadratic equilibrium
leads to a surprisingly simple relationship between ℓ(γ̄) and c̄(γ̄) :=

∑K
k=1 ck(γ̄). To show this,

we use some results on the dynamic theory of mean–variance hedging; see Appendix A.2.

Proposition 4.13. For γ̄ > γ̄0, define c̄(γ̄) :=
∑K

k=1 ck(γ̄). Then

γ̄ − EP [Ξ̄] =
(

γ̄ − c̄(γ̄)
)

ℓ(γ̄). (4.12)

Equation (4.12) gives us exactly what we need to find an explicit solution γ̄ to the equation
γ̄ = γ̃(γ̄), where γ̃ is defined by (4.11), and thus to solve the problem of finding mean–variance
equilibria of the form (1, S(γ̄)).

Theorem 4.14. Suppose that Assumptions 4.8 and 4.10 are satisfied. Set

γ̄ :=

K
∑

k=1

λk + EP [Ξ̄]. (4.13)

If γ̄ > γ̄0, then (1, S(γ̄)) is the unique linear mean–variance equilibrium of the form (1, S(γ̄′))
for some γ̄′ > γ̄0. If γ̄ ≤ γ̄0, then there exists no mean–variance equilibrium of this form.

Note that the condition γ̄ > γ̄0 in Theorem 4.14 is equivalent to

K
∑

k=1

λk > ess sup Ξ̄−EP [Ξ̄]. (4.14)

Thus there exists an equilibrium of the form given in Lemma 4.9 if and only if the aggregate risk
tolerance

∑K
k=1 λk is larger than the uncertainty of the aggregate endowment Ξ̄, as measured

by ess sup Ξ̄ − EP [Ξ̄] ≥ 0. We note, however, that the condition (4.14) is not necessary for
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the existence of a mean–variance equilibrium in the one-period model considered in Koch-
Medina/Wenzelburger [17], and so the study of other types of mean–variance equilibria remains
an open question for the general case. In particular, there may exist mean–variance equilibria
that do not satisfy Assumption 4.3 nor Lemma 4.7, as well as mean–variance equilibria that are
quadratic equilibria of the form (1, S(γ̄)) for γ̄ ≤ γ̄0, in which case Lemma 4.9 does not apply.
Nevertheless, since the equilibria with γ̄ > γ̄0 are the most meaningful from an economic point
of view, Theorem 4.14 still provides a satisfactory existence and uniqueness result.

A Key results on mean–variance hedging

A.1 Static theory

We give here some results on the MVH and exMVH problems (3.2) and (3.3). We omit for
conciseness the (technical) proofs of Lemma A.1, Propositions A.3–A.5 and A.7 and Corollary
A.6 below; they can be found in Martins [23, Section III.2.5]. On the other hand, the proof of
Lemma A.8 is given below.

Lemma A.1. Let H1,H2 ∈ L2 and λ ∈ R.

1) Suppose there exist solutions ϑMVH(H1), ϑ
MVH(H2) ∈ Θ(S) to (3.2) for H1 and H2, re-

spectively. Then ϑMVH(H1) + λϑMVH(H2) is a solution to (3.2) for the payoff H1 + λH2.

2) Suppose there exist solutions (c(H1), ϑ
ex(H1)), (c(H2), ϑ

ex(H2)) ∈ R × Θ(S) to (3.3) for
H1 and H2, respectively. Then (c(H1)+λc(H2), ϑ

ex(H1)+λϑex(H2)) is a solution to (3.3)
for the payoff H1 + λH2.

Proof. See [23, Lemma III.1.6].

If S admits an equivalent local martingale measure (ELMM) with square-integrable density,
then GT (S) and R + GT (S) are closed and the solutions in Θ(S) and R × Θ(S) are unique;
this follows by Černý/Kallsen [5, Lemma 2.11]. However, without that extra assumption, both
closedness of GT (S) and R+GT (S) as well as uniqueness of the solutions in Θ(S) and R×Θ(S)
(if they exist) do not hold in general.

In order to deal with the uniqueness issue, it is useful to introduce the notions of uniqueness
of gains processes and uniqueness of value processes associated with a price process S.

Definition A.2. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market. It is said to satisfy

• uniqueness of gains processes if for any two trading strategies ϑ1, ϑ2 ∈ Θ(S), the equality
ϑ1

•ST = ϑ2
•ST P -a.s. implies that ϑ1 =S ϑ2.

• uniqueness of value processes if for any two trading strategies ϑ1, ϑ2 ∈ Θ(S) and initial
values c1, c2 ∈ R, the equality c1 + ϑ1

•ST = c2 + ϑ2
•ST P -a.s. implies that c1 = c2 and

ϑ1 =S ϑ2.

We have the following two equivalent characterisations of uniqueness of gains and value
processes. They follow immediately from the linear structure of the (extended) mean–variance
hedging problems given in Lemma A.1, as well as the fact that for H = 0, the problems of MVH
(3.2) and exMVH (3.3) admit as solutions ϑ = 0 and (c, ϑ) = (0, 0), respectively.

Proposition A.3. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market. The following are equivalent:

(a) (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of gains processes.

17



(b) For some H ∈ L2, the MVH problem (3.2) admits a unique solution.

(c) For each H ∈ L2 for which the MVH problem (3.2) admits a solution, the solution is
unique.

Proposition A.4. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market. The following are equivalent:

(a) (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of value processes.

(b) For some H ∈ L2, the exMVH problem (3.3) admits a unique solution.

(c) For each H ∈ L2 for which the exMVH problem (3.3) admits a solution, the solution is
unique.

Proof of Propositions A.3 and A.4. See [23, Propositions III.1.8 and III.1.9].

The following two results show that uniqueness of value processes implies uniqueness of gains
processes and link the MVH problem (3.2) and the extended exMVH problem (3.3).

Proposition A.5. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market. The following statements hold:

1) If (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of value processes, then (1, S) also satisfies uniqueness of
gains processes.

2) Suppose that (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of gains processes and that the MVH problem (3.2)
for H = 1 admits a solution ϑMVH(1). Then (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of value processes
if and only if E[(ϑMVH(1)•ST − 1)2] > 0.

Proof. 1) Since ϑ ≡ 0 is a solution to (3.2) for H = 0 with hedging error 0, any solution to
(3.2) for 0 is also a solution to (3.3) for 0 with c = 0. Thus the first assertion follows from
Propositions A.3 and A.4, using the fact that if the MVH problem (3.2) for 0 does not have a
unique solution, then a fortiori the exMVH problem (3.3) for 0 cannot have a unique solution.

2) We assume first that (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of value processes. Supposing for a
contradiction that E[(ϑMVH(1) • ST − 1)2] = 0, then the exMVH problem (3.3) for 0 has two
distinct solutions (−1, ϑMVH(1)) and (0, 0), which contradicts Proposition A.4.

To prove the converse statement, suppose that E[(ϑMVH(1) •ST − 1)2] > 0. We claim that
(0, 0) is the unique solution to the exMVH problem (3.3) for H = 0. To show the claim, let
(c, ϑ) be a solution to the exMVH problem (3.3) for H ≡ 0. Then by comparing the MVH (3.2)
and exMVH (3.3) problems, we note that ϑ is also a solution to the MVH problem for H ≡ −c.
The uniqueness of gains processes and Proposition A.3 yield that ϑMVH(1) and ϑ are the unique
solutions to the MVH problem (3.2) for H ≡ 1 and H ≡ −c, respectively. In the case c = 0,
we obtain in particular that ϑ = 0 is the unique solution to the MVH problem for H ≡ 0, and
hence the claim holds in this case since (c, ϑ) = (0, 0). Suppose now for a contradiction that
c 6= 0. By the linearity of MVH (see Lemma A.1), we have ϑ = −cϑMVH(1). Since both (0, 0)
and (c, ϑ) are solutions to the exMVH problem for H ≡ 0, we deduce that

c+ ϑ•ST = c(1− ϑMVH(1)•ST ) ≡ 0.

However, since c 6= 0, this contradicts the assumption so that this case cannot hold. Therefore,
the only solution to the exMVH problem for H ≡ 0 is (0, 0), which shows the claim. The
conclusion that (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of value processes then follows by Proposition A.4.
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Corollary A.6. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market satisfying uniqueness of value processes such
that the MVH problem (3.2) for 1 has a unique solution ϑMVH(1). Then for H ∈ L2, the MVH
problem (3.2) for H has a unique solution ϑMVH(H) if and only if the exMVH problem (3.3)
for H has a unique solution (c(H), ϑex(H)), in which case we have

c(H) =
E[H(1 − ϑMVH(1)•ST )]

E[(1− ϑMVH(1)•ST )2]
(A.1)

and ϑex(H) =S ϑMVH(H)− c(H)ϑMVH(1).

Proof. We first show the “if” statement. Since ϑex(H) solves the MVH problem with payoff
H−c(H), it follows by the linearity of MVH (see Lemma A.1) that ϑ := ϑex(H)+c(H)ϑMVH(1)
is a solution to the MVH problem (3.2) for H. The uniqueness of the solution is ensured by the
uniqueness of value processes and Proposition A.3.

Next, we consider the “only if” statement. Suppose for a contradiction that the pair
(c(H), ϑex(H)) given in the statement of the corollary is not a solution to the exMVH problem
for H. Thus there exists a competitor (c, ϑ) that achieves a lower mean squared error. This
competitor may be improved by letting ϑ be the solution to the MVH problem (3.2) for H − c,
so that we may assume ϑ = ϑ(H)− cϑ(1). Moreover, as E[ϑMVH(H)•ST (1−ϑMVH(1)•ST )] = 0
by the first-order condition of MVH, the mean squared error attained by (c, ϑ) is given by

E
[(

c+
(

ϑMVH(H)− cϑMVH(1)
)

•ST −H
)2]

= c2E
[(

1− ϑMVH(1)•ST

)2]
− 2cE

[

H
(

1− ϑMVH(1)•ST

)]

+ E
[(

H − ϑMVH(H)•ST

)2]
. (A.2)

As a quadratic function of c, the right-hand side of (A.2) has the unique minimiser c(H) given
by (A.1), so that the error may be reduced further by setting c = c(H). But then we obtain
(c, ϑ) = (c(H), ϑex(H)), which leads to a contradiction. Therefore, the pair (c(H), ϑex(H))
given in the statement of the corollary is indeed a solution to the exMVH problem for H, and
its uniqueness follows by Proposition A.4.

The following result gives simple sufficient conditions for uniqueness of gains and value
processes and for the existence of solutions to the MVH and exMVH problems (3.2) and (3.3)
in terms of a signed local martingale measure for S. The assumption that such a signed measure
exists is not necessary for the existence of solutions to the MVH and exMVH problems, but it
is a weaker assumption than the existence of an equivalent local martingale measure for S. By
Černý/Czichowsky [4, Theorem 3.2], the conditions in part 2) imply the economic assumption
of the so-called law of one price; see [4, Definition 2.3].

Proposition A.7. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market and Z = (Zt)0≤t≤T a square-integrable
martingale such that ZSj is a local martingale for all j ∈ {1, . . . , d}. Then Z(ϑ • S) is a
P -martingale for each ϑ ∈ Θ(S). Moreover:

1) If Zt 6= 0 P -a.s. for each t ∈ [0, T ], then (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of value processes.

2) If Zt 6= 0 and Zt− 6= 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] P -a.s., then the MVH problem (3.2) and exMVH
problem (3.3) have unique solutions for each H ∈ L2.

Proof. See [23, Proposition III.1.12].

We close this appendix by linking the zero solution of an MVH problem to a local martingale-
type condition for S, which is used to prove some of the main results in Section 3.2.
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Lemma A.8. Let (1, S) be a local L2-market and H ∈ L2. Define the square-integrable mar-
tingale Z = (Zt)0≤t≤T by Zt := E[H | Ft]. The following are equivalent:

(a) 0 ∈ Θ(S) solves the MVH problem (3.2) for H.

(b) ZSj is a local P -martingale for all j ∈ {1, . . . , d}.

Proof. (a) ⇒ (b): As 0 ∈ Θ(S) is a solution to (3.2), we have for all ϑ ∈ Θ(S) and δ ∈ R that

E[(H − δϑ•ST )
2] ≥ E[H2].

By taking δ ց 0 and δ ր 0, we deduce by examining the first-order term that E[(ϑ•ST )H] = 0
for any ϑ ∈ Θ(S), i.e., H is orthogonal to GT (S) ⊆ L2.

Now fix j ∈ {1, . . . , d} and let σ be a stopping time. Since (1, S) is a local L2-market, there
exists a localising sequence (τn)n∈N such that for each n ∈ N, the stopped process Sj,τn is an
L2-semimartingale. Fix n ∈ N. Then the strategy ej,σ,n := (0, . . . , 0,1K0,σ∧τnK, 0, . . . , 0), where

the indicator process is at the j-th position, belongs to Θsimple(S) ⊆ Θ(S). The fact that Z is
a P -martingale with ZT = H and E[(ej,σ,n •ST )H] = 0 yield

E[Sj
σ∧τnZσ∧τn − Sj

0Z0] = E[(Sj
σ∧τn − Sj

0)ZT ] = E[(ej,σ,n •ST )H] = 0.

Since σ was arbitrary, it follows that (ZSj)τn is a P -martingale. As (τn) is a localising sequence,
we conclude that ZSj is a local P -martingale.

(b) ⇒ (a): Fix ϑ ∈ Θ(S). By Proposition A.7, Z(ϑ•S) is a P -martingale, and hence

E[(ϑ•ST −H)2] = E[H2]− 2E[(ϑ•ST )ZT ] + E[(ϑ•ST )
2]

= E[H2] + E[(ϑ•ST )
2]

≥ E[(H − 0•ST )
2].

Thus 0 ∈ Θ(S) solves the MVH problem (3.2).

A.2 Dynamic theory

We introduce here some key concepts from the dynamic theory of mean–variance hedging, for
which we use Černý/Kallsen [5] as a reference, that are used later in the proof of Proposition
4.13. For the remainder of this section, we once again impose Assumption 4.8. Hence [5,
Assumption 2.1] is satisfied, since Lemma 4.9 gives an equivalent local martingale measure Q(γ̄)
for S(γ̄) with bounded density.

As in [5, Definition 3.3], we introduce the opportunity process L(γ̄) as the value process of
the pure investment problem, which is given by

Lt(γ̄) = ess inf
ϑ∈Θt,T (S(γ̄))

E
[(

1−
(

ϑ•S(γ̄)
)

T

)2 ∣
∣

∣
Ft

]

, 0 ≤ t ≤ T, (A.3)

where Θt,T (S(γ̄)) ⊆ Θ(S(γ̄)) is the set of admissible strategies ϑ such that ϑ1J0,tK = 0. We
have by [5, Corollary 3.4 and Lemma 3.10] that L(γ̄) is an (0, 1]-valued submartingale with
LT (γ̄) = 1. Note that L0(γ̄) coincides with ℓ(γ̄) given in (4.5). By [5, Lemma 3.1], there exists
for each t ∈ [0, T ] a unique optimal strategy ϑ(t)(1;S(γ̄)) ∈ Θt,T (S(γ̄)) to (A.3); we say that it
is the optimal pure investment strategy started at time t.

Next, we introduce the mean value process (V̄t(γ̄))0≤t≤T for H̄(γ̄) = γ̄ − Ξ̄ in the sense
of [5, Definition 4.2]. By [5, Lemmas 3.7 and 4.1 and Proposition 3.13.1], V̄ (γ̄) is the unique
semimartingale such that

V̄t(γ̄) =
1

Lt(γ̄)
E

[

H̄(γ̄)

(

1−
(

ϑ(t)
(

1;S(γ̄)
)

•S(γ̄)
)

T

)
∣

∣

∣

∣

Ft

]

, 0 ≤ t ≤ T.
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In particular, V̄T (γ̄) = H̄(γ̄). By [5, Lemma 4.1], the process (V̄s(γ̄)M
(t)
s (γ̄))t≤s≤T is a P -

martingale on [t, T ] for any t ∈ [0, T ], where (M
(t)
s (γ̄))t≤s≤T is the P -martingale (see [5, Lemma

3.2]) defined on [t, T ] by

M (t)
s (γ̄) := Ls(γ̄)

(

1−
(

ϑ(t)
(

1;S(γ̄)
)

•S(γ̄)
)

s

)

, 0 ≤ t ≤ s ≤ T. (A.4)

The key property for our purposes is that V̄t(γ̄) satisfies the inequality

ess inf
ϑ∈Θt,T (S(γ̄))

E
[(

H̄(γ̄)− V̄t(γ̄)−
(

ϑ•S(γ̄)
)

T

)2 ∣
∣

∣
Ft

]

≤ ess inf
ϑ∈Θt,T (S(γ̄))

E
[(

H̄(γ̄)− U −
(

ϑ•S(γ̄)
)

T

)2 ∣
∣

∣
Ft

]

for any Ft-measurable random variable U ; this follows by [5, Theorem 4.10.2]. In particular,
V̄0(γ̄) is the first component of the solution to the exMVH problem (3.3) for H̄(γ̄), and hence
V̄0(γ̄) = c(H̄(γ̄);S(γ̄)) = γ̄ − c(Ξ̄;S(γ̄)).

B Auxiliary results and proofs

Proof of Lemma 3.1. Let ϑ ∈ Θ(S) and set ϑ̃ := ϑ − ηk ∈ Θ(S). Rewriting UQ
k (x) = −(x −

γk)
2 + γ2k yields

E
[

UQ
k

(

(ϑ− ηk)•ST + Ξk
)]

= E[UQ
k (ϑ̃•ST + Ξk)] = −E[(ϑ̃ •ST −Hk)2] + γ2k.

Because Θ(S) is a vector space, this shows that ϑ is a solution to the maximisation problem
(3.1) if and only if ϑ̃ is a solution to the MVH problem (3.4), and therefore the two problems
are equivalent under the assumption that ηk ∈ Θ(S). In particular, (3.1) has a unique solution
ϑ̂k if and only if (3.4) has a unique solution ϑMVH(Hk), in which case we have the relationship
ϑ̂k =S ηk + ϑMVH(Hk) between the solutions.

Proof of Proposition 3.2. Since ϑMVH(1) is the unique solution to (3.6), we have by Proposition
A.3 that (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of gains processes. Thus the assumption that E[(ϑMVH(1) •

ST − 1)2] > 0 implies by part 2) of Proposition A.5 that (1, S) also satisfies uniqueness of
value processes; see Definition A.2. Then by Corollary A.6, there exists a unique solution
ϑMVH(Ξk) ∈ Θ(S) to the MVH problem (3.4) for Ξk if and only if there exists a unique solution
to the exMVH problem for Ξk, and we have

ϑMVH(Ξk) = ckϑ
MVH(1) + ϑex(Ξk). (B.1)

Moreover, by the linearity of MVH (see Lemma A.1), there exists a unique solution to (3.4) for
Ξk if and only if there exists a unique solution to (3.4) for Hk = γk −Ξk, in which case we have

ϑMVH(Hk) = γkϑ
MVH(1)− ϑMVH(Ξk).

Together with (B.1) and Lemma 3.1, this shows the equivalence and gives (3.7).

Proof of Lemma 3.5. By the implication (b) ⇒ (c) in Proposition A.3, the map H 7→ ϑMVH(H)
is well defined for all H such that a solution ϑMVH(H) to (3.2) exists, since such a solution is
unique up to S-equivalence. We also have by Lemma A.1 that H 7→ ϑMVH(H) is linear where
it is defined. Because η1, . . . , ηK ∈ Θ(S), we get from Lemma 3.1 that the MVH problem (3.2)
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for Hk has the unique solution ϑMVH(Hk) = ϑ̂k − ηk for each k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}. Hence there is a
unique solution to (3.2) for H̄ =

∑K
k=1H

k, which is given by

ϑMVH(H̄) =S

K
∑

k=1

(

ϑMVH(Hk)− ηk
)

= ϑ̄− η̄. (B.2)

Thus the claim follows by Lemmas 3.3 and 3.1, as we have

ϑ̄ =S ϑMVH(H̄) + η̄ =S

K
∑

k=1

(

ϑMVH(Hk) + ηk
)

=S

K
∑

k=1

ϑ̂k,

which shows (3.12) and concludes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 3.6. Denote by ϑ̂1, . . . , ϑ̂K ∈ Θ(S) the unique individually optimal strategies.
Then by Lemma 3.5, ϑ̄ :=

∑K
k=1 ϑ̂

k ∈ Θ(S) is the unique solution to the optimisation problem
(3.8) of the representative agent. Moreover, the market clearing condition (2.10) yields ϑ̄ =S η̄,
so that by Lemma 3.3, 0 is the unique solution to the MVH problem (3.2) for H̄. Thus Lemma
A.8 yields that (Z̄tS

j
t )0≤t≤T is a local P -martingale for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d1+d2}, as claimed.

Remark B.1. The choice of ξ̄(1) in (3.13) is only unique up to M (1)-equivalence. Because the
components of M (1) may be linearly dependent, the components ξ̄i •M i need not be well defined
in general (see Cherny/Shiryaev [7]), but we choose a particular integrand ξ̄(1) = (ξ̄1, . . . , ξ̄d1)
with ξ̄i ∈ L2(M i) for i ∈ {1, . . . , d1} as follows: Applying the Gram–Schmidt algorithm to
(M1, . . . ,Md1 , Z̄) ∈ M2

0,loc yields a unique decomposition of the form

Z̄t = Z̄0 +

d1
∑

i=1

ξ̄i •M i
t +M Z̄

t , 0 ≤ t ≤ T,

where
∑I

i=1 ξ̄
i
•M i is strongly orthogonal to

∑d1
i=I+1 ξ̄

i
•M i+M Z̄ for each I ∈ {1, . . . , d1}. This

orthogonality property and the square-integrability of Z̄ yield that
∑I

i=1 ξ̄
i

• M i is a square-
integrable martingale for each I, and hence so is ξ̄i •M i. For this choice of ξ̄(1) := (ξ̄1, . . . , ξ̄d1)
and as M (1) is a locally square-integrable martingale by assumption, the predictable quadratic
variation

〈ξ̄i •M i,M j〉 = ξ̄i
⊤
•〈M i,M j〉

is well defined for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d1} and ξ̄i
⊤
• ([M i,M j ]− 〈M i,M j〉) is a local P -martingale.

In particular, the process

〈ξ̄(1) •M (1),M j〉 =

d1
∑

i=1

ξ̄i •〈M i,M j〉 (B.3)

is well defined. Although we choose ξ̄(1) as above, note that the martingale ξ̄(1) • M (1) is
independent of that choice due to (3.13). Hence the right-hand side of (B.3) is also independent
of any choice of ξ̄(1) such that the individual summands are well defined. Likewise, the finite-
variation part in (3.14) below also does not depend on the choice of ξ̄(1).

Proof of Theorem 3.7. (a) We show that a quadratic equilibrium (1, S) must be given by (3.14)
and (3.15). Lemma 3.6 yields for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d1 + d2} that Z̄Sj is a local P -martingale.
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We first consider j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}. Recall the decomposition (3.13) for Z̄ and the dynamics (2.1)
for Sj . Applying the product formula to Z̄Sj and rearranging terms, we obtain

Z̄tS
j
t − Z̄− •M j

t − Sj
−

•Z̄t −

d1
∑

i=1

ξ̄i •
(

[M i,M j ]− 〈M i,M j〉
)

t

= Z̄− •Aj
t +

d1
∑

i=1

ξ̄i •〈M i,M j〉t (B.4)

for 0 ≤ t ≤ T . Note that Z̄Sj , M j , Z̄ and ξ̄i •([M i,M j ]−〈M i,M j〉) are local P -martingales (for
the latter, this is shown in Remark B.1), whereas Aj and ξ̄i • 〈M i,M j〉 are predictable finite-
variation processes. Thus both sides of (B.4) must vanish, as they are null at 0. By assumption,
we have Z̄t 6= 0 and Z̄t− 6= 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] P -a.s. Since Z̄ is also càdlàg, this implies that
1/Z̄− is finite-valued and càglàd, thus locally bounded. Integrating 1/Z̄− against the right-hand

side of (B.4), which vanishes as we have shown, yields Aj = −
∑d1

i=1
ξ̄i

Z̄−

• 〈M i,M j〉. Plugging

into (2.1) then shows (3.14).
Next, consider j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}. By (2.2) and as Z̄T = H̄, we have Z̄TS

j
T = H̄Dj.

Since ej ∈ Θ(S) and Z̄ is a square-integrable martingale, it follows from Proposition A.7 that
Z̄Sj = Z̄Sj

0 + Z̄(ej •S) is a P -martingale, so that Z̄tS
j
t = E[H̄Dj | Ft]. Since Z̄t 6= 0 P -a.s., this

yields (3.15). We have thus shown that any equilibrium (1, S) must satisfy (3.14) and (3.15).
(b) Next, we show the converse statement. Define (1, S) = (1, S(1), S(2)) by (3.14) and (3.15)

and assume that S(2) is a local L2-semimartingale and ej ∈ Θ(S) for j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}.
We claim that (1, S) is a quadratic equilibrium. It is clear from (3.14) and (3.15) that S(1) and
S(2) satisfy (2.1) and (2.2), respectively. Note that S(1) is a a special semimartingale and the
local martingale part M (1) is locally square-integrable, by assumption. Thus by Černý/Kallsen
[5, Lemma A.2], S(1) is also a local L2-semimartingale so that (1, S(1), S(2)) is a local L2-market.
Next, we want to show that Z̄Sj is a local P -martingale for j ∈ {1, . . . , d1 + d2}. This is clear
for j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2} by the construction (3.15). For j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}, we use a result on
local E-martingales by Choulli et al. [8] as in the proof of part 2) of Proposition A.7. Indeed,
the assumptions on Z̄ yield Z̄ = Z̄0 E(N̄) for some local P -martingale N̄ = (N̄t)0≤t≤T , namely,
N̄ = (1/Z̄−)•Z̄. Since for j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}, we have

d1
∑

i=1

ξ̄it
Z̄t−

d〈M i,M j〉t =
1

Z̄t−
d〈Z̄,M j〉t = d〈N̄ ,M j〉t,

we obtain that Sj given by (3.14) is a local E-martingale by [8, Corollary 3.16] (which generalises
Girsanov’s theorem to local E-martingales). Thus by [8, Definition 3.11] with n = 0, Z̄Sj is a
local P -martingale.

Now note that Z̄t 6= 0 and Z̄t− 6= 0 for all t ∈ [0, T ] P -a.s. by the assumptions on Z̄, and
Z̄Sj is a local P -martingale for j ∈ {1, . . . , d1 + d2} as shown above. Hence for each agent
k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, the MVH problem (3.2) for Hk has a unique solution ϑ(Hk) by part 2) of
Proposition A.7. Since moreover ηk ∈ Θ(S) by the assumption on S(2), it follows by Lemma 3.1
that the individual optimisation problem (3.1) for agent k has a unique solution ϑ̂k. This shows
condition 1) in Definition 2.6 of an equilibrium market. Moreover, the strategy 0 solves the MVH
problem (3.2) for H̄ by Lemma A.8. Thus Lemmas 3.3 and 3.5 yield

∑K
k=1 ϑ̂

k = ϑ̄ = η̄, i.e., the
market clears and condition 2) is satisfied. Finally, condition 3) is satisfied by assumption, and
thus (1, S) is a quadratic equilibrium.

Proof of Lemma 3.8. (a) This is (c) for p1 = 1 and p2 = 2, so that q1 = ∞ and q2 = 2.
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(b) This is (c) for p1 = p2 = ∞.
(c) We only consider the case that p1, p2 ∈ (1,∞). The arguments for the other cases are

very similar and therefore omitted. Fix j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2} and define Q̄ ≈ P by

dQ̄

dP
=

H̄

E[H̄ ]
=: ZQ̄

T ∈ L1−p1(P ) ∩ Lp2(P ).

By (3.15) and the Bayes rule, Sj is a (true) Q̄-martingale with Sj
T = Dj. Thus the inequalities

of Hölder and Doob (with constant Cq1) give

EP

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|Sj
t |

2
]

= EQ̄

[

1

ZQ̄
T

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|Sj
t |

2

]

≤ EQ̄

[(

1

ZQ̄
T

)p1]1/p1

EQ̄

[

sup
t∈[0,T ]

|Sj
t |

2q1
]1/q1

≤ EP

[(

1

ZQ̄
T

)p1−1]1/p1

Cq1EQ̄[(D
j)2q1 ]1/q1

= Cq1EP

[

(ZQ̄
T )1−p1

]1/p1EP

[

ZQ̄
T (Dj)2q1

]1/q1

≤ Cq1EP

[

(ZQ̄
T )1−p1

]1/p1EP

[(

ZQ̄
T

)p2]1/(q1p2)EP [(D
j)2q1q2 ]1/(q1q2)

< ∞

by the assumptions. This implies that Sj is an L2-semimartingale.

Proof of Lemma 3.10. Assume that a quadratic equilibrium (1, S) exists. For a contradiction,
suppose that (3.16) is not satisfied, i.e., there exist i ∈ {1, . . . , d1} and t ∈ {1, . . . , T} such that

P [Z̄t−1 = 0, ξ̄it∆〈M i〉t 6= 0] > 0. (B.5)

By Lemma 3.6, (Z̄tSt)t=0,...,T is a local P -martingale so that 1{Z̄t−1=0}∆(Z̄Si)t is the increment
of a local martingale. We decompose

1{Z̄t−1=0}∆(Z̄Si)t = 1{Z̄t−1=0}(Z̄t−1∆Si
t + Si

t−1∆Z̄t +∆Z̄t∆Si
t)

= 1{Z̄t−1=0}S
i
t−1∆Z̄t + 1{Z̄t−1=0}∆Z̄t∆Si

t

= 1{Z̄t−1=0}S
i
t−1∆Z̄t + 1{Z̄t−1=0}(∆[Z̄, Si]t −∆〈Z̄, Si〉t)

+ 1{Z̄t−1=0}ξ̄
i
t∆〈M i〉t,

where the last equality follows since ∆〈Z̄, Si〉t = ξ̄it∆〈M i〉t. Like the left-hand side, the first
two terms in the last expression of the right-hand side are increments of local martingales,
since Z̄ is a martingale and [Z̄, Si] − 〈Z̄, Si〉 a local martingale. It follows that the last term
1{Z̄t−1=0}ξ̄

i
t∆〈M i〉t must also be the increment of a local martingale. However, this term is also

Ft−1-measurable, and hence null P -a.s. This leads to a contradiction with (B.5) so that (3.16)
must hold.

Similarly, suppose that (3.17) does not hold, i.e.,

P
[

Z̄t = 0, E[H̄Dj | Ft] 6= 0
]

> 0 (B.6)

for some j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2} and t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1}. Since Z̄Sj is a local P -martingale
and 1 ∈ Θ̄(Sj) by condition 3) of Definition 2.6, Proposition A.7 yields that Z̄Sj is a true
P -martingale. In particular, we have

Z̄tS
j
t = E[H̄Dj | Ft] P -a.s.

This contradicts (B.6), and therefore (3.17) must hold.
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Proof of Theorem 3.11. We show in the steps (a)–(d) below that the process (1, S) defined by
(3.20) and (3.21) is a quadratic equilibrium. In step (a), we check the conditions required by
Definition 2.6 except for 1) and 2). In steps (b) and (c), we show that (sE(N̄)tS

j
t )t∈{s,...,T}

and (Z̄tS
j
t )t∈{0,...,T}, respectively, are local P -martingales for each s ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1} and j ∈

{1, . . . , d1 + d2}. These results are then used in step (d) to check that conditions 1) and 2) of
Definition 2.6 are satisfied.

(a) We start by checking (2.1) and (2.2). For j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}, the process (Aj
t )t∈{0,...,T} of

Sj given by

Aj
t :=

t
∑

k=1

d1
∑

i=1

(

−
ξ̄ik

Z̄k−1
1{Z̄k−1 6=0}∆〈M i,M j〉k

)

, (B.7)

is predictable, so that by the definition (3.20), S(1) satisfies (2.1). Moreover, plugging t = T
into (3.21) yields (2.2) since TE(N̄ )T = 1.

We also have to check that (1, S) is a local L2-market. As argued in the proof of Theorem
3.7, S(1) is a local L2-semimartingale as M (1) is locally square-integrable and by Černý/Kallsen
[5, Lemma A.2]. On the other hand, S(2) is an L2-semimartingale as it is square-integrable by
assumption and the set {0, . . . , T} of times is finite. The fact that S(2) is an L2-semimartingale
also implies that condition 3) of Definition 2.6 of an equilibrium market is satisfied.

(b) We first show that (sE(N̄)tS
j
t )t∈{s,...,T} is a local P -martingale for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}

and s ∈ {0, . . . , T −1}. We use a similar argument as in the proof of part 2) of Proposition A.7.
Consider the setup of Choulli et al. [8, Section 3] with the family E = (sE(N̄))s∈{0,...,T}. Since
for j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}, we have

d1
∑

i=1

ξ̄it
Z̄t−1

1{Z̄t−1 6=0}∆〈M i,M j〉t =
1{Z̄t−1 6=0}

Z̄t−1
∆〈Z̄,M j〉t = ∆〈N̄ ,M j〉t,

we obtain that Sj given by (3.20) is a local E-martingale by [8, Corollary 3.16], i.e., sE(N̄ )Sj is
a local P -martingale for each s ∈ {0, . . . , T}.

For j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}, we use the definition (3.21) and the square-integrability of
sE(N̄) and Dj to obtain for t ∈ {s, . . . , T} that

sE(N̄ )tS
j
t = sE(N̄ )tE[tE(N̄)TD

j | Ft] = E[sE(N̄)TD
j | Ft],

and hence sE(N̄)Sj is a true P -martingale for each s ∈ {0, . . . , T}.
(c) Next, we show that Z̄Sj is a local P -martingale for j ∈ {1, . . . , d1 + d2}. For j ∈

{1, . . . , d1} and t ∈ {1, . . . , T}, we have by (3.18) that

∆(Z̄Sj)t = Z̄t−1∆Sj
t + Sj

t∆Z̄t

= Z̄t−1∆Sj
t + Sj

t

(

1{Z̄t−1 6=0}Z̄t−1∆N̄t + 1{Z̄t−1=0}∆Z̄t

)

= 1{Z̄t−1 6=0}Z̄t−1(∆Sj
t + Sj

t∆N̄t) + 1{Z̄t−1=0}S
j
t∆Z̄t, (B.8)

where we use Z̄t−1 = 1{Z̄t−1 6=0}Z̄t−1 for the last equality. Note that we have t−1E(N̄ )t−1 = 1
and

∆
(

t−1E(N̄ )
)

t
= t−1E(N̄)t−1∆N̄t = ∆N̄t.

By plugging in, this yields

∆
(

t−1E(N̄)Sj
)

t
= ∆Sj

t + Sj
t−1∆N̄t +∆Sj

t∆N̄t = ∆Sj
t + Sj

t∆N̄t.

Since we have already shown in step (b) that sE(N̄ )Sj is a local P -martingale for each s ∈ {0, . . . , T},
this implies that ∆Sj

t +Sj
t∆N̄t is the increment of a local P -martingale, and hence so is the first
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term in the right-hand side of (B.8). We now consider the second term. Since ∆Z̄t = ∆M Z̄
t on

{Z̄t−1 = 0} by the assumption (3.16), we get

1{Z̄t−1=0}S
j
t∆Z̄t = 1{Z̄t−1=0}(S

j
t−1 +∆Aj

t +∆M j
t )∆M Z̄

t .

This is the increment of a local P -martingale, as M Z̄ and M j are strongly orthogonal local P -
martingales, whereas Sj

t−1 +∆Aj
t is Ft−1-measurable. Returning to (B.8), we have thus shown

that Z̄Sj is a local P -martingale for j ∈ {1, . . . , d1}.
On the other hand, for j ∈ {d1 + 1, . . . , d1 + d2}, we claim that Z̄Sj is even a true P -

martingale. We use backward induction to show this statement, starting with t = T . Since
Z̄T = H̄ and Sj

T = Dj are square-integrable, we get that Z̄TS
j
T is integrable so that Z̄Sj is a

martingale on {T}. For the inductive step, we claim that if Z̄Sj is a martingale on {t+1, . . . , T}
for some t ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1}, then E[Z̄t+1S

j
t+1 | Ft] = Z̄tS

j
t P -a.s. so that Z̄Sj is a P -martingale

on {t, . . . , T}. To show this claim, note that the definitions (3.18) and (3.19) yield

Z̄t+11{Z̄t 6=0} = Z̄t

(

1 +
∆Z̄t+1

Z̄t

)

1{Z̄t 6=0} = Z̄t(1 + ∆N̄t+1)1{Z̄t 6=0}

= Z̄t
tE(N̄)t+11{Z̄t 6=0}.

By plugging in and recalling that tE(N̄)Sj is a true P -martingale and tE(N̄ )t = 1, we get

E[Z̄t+1S
j
t+1 | Ft] = Z̄tE[tE(N̄)t+1S

j
t+1 | Ft]1{Z̄t 6=0} +E[Z̄t+1S

j
t+1 | Ft]1{Z̄t=0}

= Z̄tS
j
t1{Z̄t 6=0} + E[Z̄t+1S

j
t+1|Ft]1{Z̄t=0}. (B.9)

By the inductive hypothesis and the assumption (3.17), we obtain

E[Z̄t+1S
j
t+1 | Ft]1{Z̄t=0} = E[Z̄TS

j
T | Ft]1{Z̄t=0} = E[H̄Dj | Ft]1{Z̄t=0} = 0.

Plugging into (B.9) yields

E[Z̄t+1S
j
t+1 | Ft] = Z̄tS

j
t1{Z̄t 6=0} = Z̄tS

j
t .

It follows by backward induction that Z̄Sj is a true P -martingale on {0, . . . , T} for each j ∈
{d1+1, . . . , d1+d2}, as claimed. This also concludes the proof that Z̄Sj is a local P -martingale
for all j ∈ {1, . . . , d1 + d2}.

(d) We are now ready to show that (1, S) satisfies conditions 1) and 2) of Definition 2.6.
We first show that (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of value processes. To that end, suppose that
c1 + ϑ1

• ST = c2 + ϑ2
• ST for some c1, c2 ∈ R and ϑ1, ϑ2 ∈ Θ(S). Recall from (b) that

sE(N̄)Sj is a local P -martingale on {s, . . . , T} for each s ∈ {0, . . . , T − 1}. Since sE(N̄ ) is
square-integrable by assumption, it follows by Proposition A.7 that sE(N̄)(c1 + ϑ1

• S) and
sE(N̄)(c2 + ϑ2

•S) are true P -martingales on {s, . . . , T}. Because sE(N̄)s = 1, this yields

c1 + ϑ1
•Ss = E[sE(N̄ )T (c1 + ϑ1

•ST ) | Fs]

= E[sE(N̄ )T (c2 + ϑ2
•ST ) | Fs] = c2 + ϑ2

•Ss.

In particular, taking s = 0 gives c1 = c2. As s ∈ {0, . . . , T} is arbitrary, ϑ1
•S and ϑ2

•S are
indistinguishable, so that ϑ1 =S ϑ2 and (1, S) satisfies uniqueness of value processes.

Next, we show the existence of solutions to the MVH problem (3.2) for each H ∈ L2. As
in step (b), consider once again the family E = (sE(N̄))s∈{0,...,T}, which is square-integrable by
assumption. Let τ be a stopping time taking values in {0, . . . , T}. Since sE(N̄ ) is a martingale
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by assumption for any s ∈ {0, . . . , T}, so is 1+1{τ=s}(
sE(N̄ )−1) as sE(N̄ )−1 = 0 on {0, . . . , s}.

Thus we obtain that

τE(N̄) = 1 +

T
∑

s=0

1{τ=s}

(

sE(N̄ )− 1
)

is a martingale. As this holds for any stopping time τ , the family E is so-called regular; see [8,
Definitions 3.4 and 3.6]. Thus by Czichowsky/Schweizer [10, Theorem 2.16], the set GT (S) is
closed in L2. This implies the existence of a solution to the MVH problem (3.2) for any payoff
H ∈ L2, since it can be seen as a projection problem in L2. The uniqueness of value processes
(and thus of gains processes) together with Proposition A.3 yields that the solution to (3.2) is
unique for each H ∈ L2. Since ηk ∈ Θ(S) by condition 3) of Definition 2.6, which we already
showed in step (a), it follows from Proposition 3.1 that there exists a unique solution ϑ̂k to (3.1)
for each k ∈ {1, . . . ,K}, and thus condition 1) is satisfied.

It remains to check that (1, S) satisfies condition 2) of Definition 2.6, for which we use the
same argument as in the proof of Theorem 3.7. By Lemma A.8 and since Z̄Sj is a local P -
martingale for each j ∈ {1, . . . , d1 + d2}, the strategy 0 solves the MVH problem (3.2) for H̄.
Thus

∑K
k=1 ϑ̂

k = ϑ̄ = η̄ by Lemmas 3.3 and 3.5, so that the market clears. This concludes the
proof that (1, S) is a quadratic equilibrium.

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Suppose by way of contradiction that ϑ̂k is not mean–variance efficient
for agent k. Then there exists some ϑ′ ∈ Θ(S) satisfying

E[ϑ′
•ST + Ξk] ≥ E[(ϑ̂k − ηk)•ST + Ξk] = E[V k

T (ϑ̂
k)],

Var[ϑ′
•ST + Ξk] ≤ Var[(ϑ̂k − ηk)•ST + Ξk] = Var[V k

T (ϑ̂
k)],

where one of the inequalities is strict. Since UMV
k (µ, σ) = µ− σ2

2λk
is strictly increasing in µ ∈ R

and strictly decreasing in σ ∈ R+, we thus have

UMV
k

(

E[V k
T (ϑ̂

k)],

√

Var[V k
T (ϑ̂

k)]
)

< UMV
k

(

E[V k
T (ϑ̃)],

√

Var[V k
T (ϑ̃)]

)

,

where ϑ̃ := ϑ′ + ηk ∈ Θ(S), and this contradicts the optimality of ϑ̂k for (4.1).

Lemma B.2. Suppose the market (1, S) satisfies Assumption 4.3. A strategy ϑ ∈ Θ(S) is
mean–variance efficient with respect to H ≡ 0 if and only if ϑ =S yϑMVH(1) for some y ≥ 0.
In that case, we have

E[ϑ•ST ] = y(1− ℓ) and Var[ϑ•ST ] = y2ℓ(1− ℓ). (B.10)

Proof of Lemma B.2. A strategy is mean–variance efficient with respect toH ≡ 0 in the sense of
Definition 4.1 if and only if it satisfies the equivalent conditions (a) and (b) of Eberlein/Kallsen
[14, Rule 10.43]. Thus the first assertion follows directly from the equivalence with condition
(e) in [14, Rule 10.43], and we obtain (B.10) from [14, Rule 10.47].

Lemma B.3. Suppose the market (1, S) satisfies Assumption 4.3. For any strategy ϑ ∈ Θ(S),
we have

E[V k
T (ϑ)] = ck + E

[(

(ϑ− ηk + ϑex(Ξk)
)

•ST

]

, (B.11)

Var[V k
T (ϑ)] = Var

[(

ϑ− ηk + ϑex(Ξk)
)

•ST

]

+ ε2k, (B.12)

where (ck, ϑ
ex(Ξk)) is the unique solution to the exMVH problem (3.3) with H = Ξk and ε2k is

given by (4.7).
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Proof of Lemma B.3. The definition of (ck, ϑ
ex(Ξk)) yields that ck + ϑex(Ξk) • ST is the or-

thogonal projection of Ξk onto the set {x + ϑ • ST : x ∈ R, ϑ ∈ Θ(S)}, which is closed in
L2 by Černý/Kallsen [5, Lemma 2.9] and Assumption 4.3. Hence we obtain an orthogonal
decomposition of the form

Ξk = ck + ϑex(Ξk)•ST + Ξ̃k (B.13)

where Ξ̃k ∈ L2 is such that E[Ξ̃k] = E[(ϑ̃ •ST )Ξ̃
k] = 0 for all ϑ̃ ∈ Θ(S) by the orthogonality.

Moreover, we have by (4.7) that Var[Ξ̃k] = ε2k. Therefore, plugging (B.13) into the formula (2.6)
for V k

T (ϑ) yields

E[V k
T (ϑ)] = E[(ϑ − ηk)•ST + ck + ϑex(Ξk)•ST + Ξ̃k] = ck + E

[(

(ϑ− ηk + ϑex(Ξk)
)

•ST

]

,

Var[V k
T (ϑ)] = Var[(ϑ− ηk)•ST + ck + ϑex(Ξk)•ST + Ξ̃k] = Var

[(

ϑ− ηk + ϑex(Ξk)
)

•ST

]

+ ε2k,

which shows (B.11) and (B.12).

Proof of Proposition 4.4. (a) ⇔ (b): Since ck and ε2k do not depend on the choice of ϑ, it follows
by (B.11) and (B.12) together with Definition 4.1 that ϑ is mean–variance efficient for agent k
if and only if ϑ− ηk + ϑex(Ξk) is mean–variance efficient with respect to 0. By Lemma B.2, the
latter statement is equivalent to

ϑ− ηk + ϑex(Ξk) =S yϑMVH(1)

for some y ≥ 0. Thus we have (a) ⇔ (b).
(b) ⇔ (c): This was already shown in Proposition 3.2, where y = γk − ck.
(c) ⇔ (d): By Lemma 3.1, ϑ is a solution to the quadratic utility problem (3.1) with risk

tolerance γk if and only if ϑ−ηk is a solution to the MVH problem (3.2) for Hk(γk) = γk−Ξk; in
particular, the solution to (3.1) is unique by the uniqueness of the solution to (3.2) for Hk(γk).
This shows (c) ⇔ (d) and concludes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 4.6. Recall the definition (2.9) of UMV
k and UMV

k . We claim that ŷk := λk/ℓ is
a maximiser for the problem

UMV
k

(

µk(y), σk(y)
)

−→ max
y≥0

! (B.14)

Indeed, by plugging in we obtain

UMV
k

(

µk(y), σk(y)
)

= ck + (1− ℓ)y −
ε2k + ℓ(1− ℓ)y2

2λk
,

which is a concave quadratic function of y, so that we obtain the minimiser ŷk = λk/ℓ by
differentiating; this minimiser is unique if and only if ℓ 6= 1. This in turn gives

UMV
k

(

V k
T

(

ϑk(ŷk)
)

)

= UMV
k

(

µk(ŷk), σk(ŷk)
)

≥ UMV
k

(

µk(y), σk(y)
)

= UMV
k

(

V k
T

(

ϑk(y)
)

)

(B.15)

for all y ≥ 0, with equality only in the cases y = ŷk or ℓ = 1. Thus by Proposition 4.4, the
strategy ϑk(ŷk) is a maximiser of (4.1) within the set of mean–variance efficient strategies.

It remains to show that ϑk(ŷk) is also the unique solution to (4.1) among all admissible
strategies. To that end, let ϑ ∈ Θ(S) be any other strategy. Suppose first that ℓ 6= 1, so that
0 < ℓ < 1. Then by (B.12), the mean–variance efficient strategy ϑ′ = ϑk(y) for agent k with

y :=

√

Var[(ϑ− ηk + ϑex(Ξk))•ST ]

ℓ(1− ℓ)
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satisfies Var[V k
T (ϑ

′)] = Var[V k
T (ϑ)]. Since ϑ′ is mean–variance efficient, we have E[V k

T (ϑ
′)] ≥

E[V k
T (ϑ)]. By (B.15) and as UMV

k is strictly increasing in µ, it follows that

UMV
k

(

V k
T (ϑ)

)

≤ UMV
k

(

V k
T

(

ϑk(y)
)

)

≤ UMV
k

(

V k
T

(

ϑ(ŷk)
)

)

. (B.16)

Since ϑ ∈ Θ(S) is arbitrary, this shows that ϑk(ŷk) is indeed a solution to (4.1). Moreover, the
two inequalities in (B.16) are equalities only if ϑ is mean–variance efficient and y = ŷk, in which
case ϑ =S ϑk(y) =S ϑk(ŷk). Thus ϑ

k(ŷk) is the unique solution to (4.1) in the case ℓ 6= 1.
Finally, in the case ℓ = 1, i.e., if 0 ∈ Θ(S) is a solution to the pure investment problem, we

have by Lemma A.8 that S is a local P -martingale. In this case, there exists a unique mean–
variance efficient ϑ̂ = ϑk(ŷk) = ϑk(y) for all y ≥ 0. For any strategy ϑ ∈ Θ(S), we have by
Proposition A.7 that (ϑ− ηk +ϑex(Ξk))•S is a P -martingale, so that the second term in (B.11)
is null. Hence E[V k

T (ϑ)] = E[V k
T (ϑ̂)] and Var[V k

T (ϑ)] ≥ Var[V k
T (ϑ̂)], with equality if and only if

ϑ is mean–variance efficient, i.e., only in the case ϑ =S ϑ̂. Since UMV
k is strictly decreasing in

σ, it follows that ϑ̂ = ϑ(ŷk) is the unique solution to (4.1) also in the case ℓ = 1.

Proof of Lemma 4.7. Since (1, S) is a mean–variance equilibrium in the sense of Definition 2.6,
there exists for each agent k ∈ {1, . . . ,K} a unique solution ϑ̂k to (4.1). Lemma 4.6 yields
ϑ̂k = ϑk(λk/ℓ), where ϑk is defined by (4.8). Thus by (b) ⇔ (d) in Proposition 4.4, ϑ̂k is also
the unique solution to the quadratic utility problem (3.1) with γk := ck+λk/ℓ. Therefore, since
(1, S) is a mean–variance equilibrium by assumption, it also satisfies all of the conditions in
Definition 2.6 for a quadratic equilibrium with individual risk tolerances γ1, . . . , γK .

Proof of Lemma 4.9. As in Lemma 3.6, define the martingale (Z̄t(γ̄))0≤t≤T by Z̄t(γ̄) = E[H̄(γ̄) |
Ft]. Note that we have the bounds γ̄ − γ̄0 ≤ H̄(γ̄) ≤ γ̄, and hence also

0 < γ̄ − γ̄0 ≤ Z̄t(γ̄) ≤ γ̄

for all t ∈ [0, T ]. In particular, the process Z̄(γ̄) is strictly positive and never hits 0. Moreover,
condition (b) in Lemma 3.8 is satisfied, so that S(2)(γ̄) is an L2-semimartingale. We can then
apply Theorem 3.7, which yields that S(γ̄) is the unique quadratic equilibrium with respect
to any choice of parameters γ1, . . . , γK such that

∑K
k=1 γk = γ̄. Lemma 3.6 also gives that

Z̄(γ̄)S(γ̄) is a local P -martingale. Thus Q(γ̄) is a local martingale measure for S(γ̄) such that
Q(γ̄) ≈ P , and dQ(γ̄)/dP is bounded because H̄(γ̄) is strictly positive and bounded. This also
implies that S(γ̄) satisfies Assumption 4.3, which concludes the proof.

Proof of Lemma 4.11. By Lemma 4.9, (1, S(γ̄)) is the unique quadratic equilibrium with aggre-
gate risk tolerance γ̄ and Z̄(γ̄)S(γ̄) is a local martingale. This shows the “if” statement. To
prove the converse, suppose for a contradiction that (1, S(γ̄)) is also a quadratic equilibrium
with respect to some risk tolerances γ1, . . . , γK such that

∑K
k=1 γk =: γ̄′ 6= γ̄. Then by Lemma

3.6, the process Z̄(γ̄′)S(γ̄) is also a local martingale. Taking differences yields that

(

Z̄(γ̄′)− Z̄(γ̄)
)

S(γ̄) = (γ̄′ − γ̄)S(γ̄)

is a local martingale as well, and so is S(γ̄) because γ̄′ 6= γ̄. Thus the implication (a) ⇒ (d)
in [23, Lemma 2.27] leads to a contradiction of Assumption 4.10, so that γ̄′ 6= γ̄ cannot hold.
This concludes the proof of the equivalence. The second statement follows from the first, since
if S(γ̄) = S(γ̄′), then (1, S(γ̄)) is the unique quadratic equilibrium with aggregate risk tolerance
γ̄′ by Lemma 4.9 so that γ̄ = γ̄′.

29



Proof of Proposition 4.12. We start by proving “only if”. If (1, S(γ̄)) is a mean–variance equi-
librium, we have by Lemma 4.7 that it is also a quadratic equilibrium with respect to the risk
tolerances given by γ̄k(γ̄) := ck(γ̄)+λk/ℓ(γ̄). But then Lemma 4.11 yields γ̄ = γ̃(γ̄) as claimed.

To show the “if” statement, suppose that γ̄ = γ̃(γ̄). Then by Lemma 4.11, (1, S(γ̄)) is
the unique quadratic equilibrium with risk tolerances γk(γ̄) := ck(γ̄) + λk/ℓ(γ̄). By Definition
2.6, there exist unique solutions ϑ̂k to the individual problems (3.1) with γk = γk(γ̄). By the
equivalence (b) ⇔ (d) in Proposition 4.4, we have ϑ̂k = ϑk(λk/ℓ(γ̄)), and hence by Lemma
4.6, ϑ̂k is also the unique solution to the mean–variance problem (4.1). Thus (1, S(γ̄)) satisfies
condition 1) of Definition 2.6 of a mean–variance equilibrium. Since (1, S(γ̄)) is a quadratic
equilibrium, the remaining conditions of Definition 2.6 are also satisfied so that (1, S(γ̄)) is a
mean–variance equilibrium.

Proof of Proposition 4.13. Fix γ̄ > γ̄0 and write ϑ(0)(γ̄) as a shorthand for ϑ(0)(1;S(γ̄)). Re-
call from Lemma 4.9 that Z̄(γ̄)S(γ̄) is a local P -martingale, where Z̄(γ̄) is a strictly positive
P -martingale. Since ϑ(0)(γ̄) ∈ Θ(S(γ̄)), Proposition A.7 yields that Z̄(γ̄)(ϑ(0)(γ̄) • S(γ̄)) is
a true P -martingale, and hence so is Z̄(γ̄)(1 − ϑ(0)(γ̄) • S(γ̄)). As mentioned above (A.4),

(V̄s(γ̄)M
(0)
s (γ̄))0≤s≤T is also a P -martingale. Moreover, by (A.4) and as LT (γ̄) = 1, we have

V̄T (γ̄)M
(0)
T (γ̄) = H̄(γ̄)LT (γ̄)

(

1−
(

ϑ(0)(γ̄)•S(γ̄)
)

T

)

= Z̄T (γ̄)
(

1−
(

ϑ(0)(γ̄)•S(γ̄)
)

T

)

.

Thus by taking expectations under P , we obtain

V̄0(γ̄)M
(0)
0 (γ̄) = Z̄0(γ̄)

(

1−
(

ϑ(0)(γ̄)•S(γ̄)
)

0

)

= Z̄0(γ̄).

Recall that V̄0(γ̄) = γ̄ − c(Ξ̄;S(γ̄)) and M
(0)
0 (γ̄) = L0(γ̄) = ℓ(γ̄) by (A.4), whereas we have

Z̄0(γ̄) = EP [H̄(γ̄)] = γ̄ − EP [Ξ̄]. Plugging in yields

γ̄ − EP [Ξ̄] =
(

γ̄ − c
(

Ξ̄;S(γ̄)
)

)

ℓ(γ̄).

Since the linearity of exMVH (see Lemma A.1) yields

c
(

Ξ̄;S(γ̄)
)

=

K
∑

k=1

c
(

Ξk;S(γ̄)
)

=

K
∑

k=1

ck(γ̄) = c̄(γ̄),

we obtain (4.12), which concludes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 4.14. Let γ′ > γ̄0 and define ℓ(γ̄′) and ck(γ̄
′) with respect to S = S(γ̄′) in

the same way as below Assumption 4.3. By Proposition 4.12, (1, S(γ̄′)) is a mean–variance
equilibrium if and only if γ̄′ satisfies the fixed-point condition γ̃(γ̄′) = γ̄′, i.e., if and only if

(

γ̄′ − c̄(γ̄′)
)

ℓ(γ̄′) =
K
∑

k=1

λk, (B.17)

where we recall c̄(γ̄′) :=
∑K

k=1 ck(γ̄
′). Moreover, Proposition 4.13 gives

γ̄′ − EP [Ξ̄] =
(

γ̄′ − c̄(γ̄′)
)

ℓ(γ̄′). (B.18)

By plugging (B.18) into (B.17), we conclude that γ̄′ ∈ (γ̄0,∞) is a fixed point if and only if
γ̄′ − EP [Ξ̄] =

∑K
k=1 λk, i.e., if and only if γ̃ = γ̄. Therefore γ̄ defined by (4.13) is the only

possible solution to the condition γ̃(γ̄′) = γ̄′, and it is indeed a solution if γ̄ > γ̄0. In that case,
we have by Proposition 4.12 that (1, S(γ̄)) is a mean–variance equilibrium.
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equilibria in the CAPM, Mathematical Economics 37 (2002), 123–132.

[16] Jean Jacod and Albert Shiryaev, Limit theorems for stochastic processes, 2nd ed., Springer,
2003.

[17] Pablo Koch-Medina and Jan Wenzelburger, Equilibria in the CAPM with non-tradeable
endowments, Mathematical Economics 75 (2018), 93–107.

31



[18] Haim Levy, The capital asset pricing model in the 21st century: Analytical, empirical, and
behavioral perspectives, Cambridge University Press, 2011.

[19] John Lintner, Security prices, risk, and maximal gains from diversification, Finance 20
(1965), 587–615.

[20] , The valuation of risky assets and the selection of risky investments in stock port-
folios and capital budgets, Review of Economic Statistics 47 (1965), 346–382.

[21] Harry Markowitz, Portfolio theory: as i still see it, Annu. Rev. Financ. Econ. 2 (2010),
no. 1, 1–23.

[22] , Mean–variance approximations to expected utility, European Journal of Opera-
tional Research 234 (2014), no. 2, 346–355.

[23] David Martins, Aspects of quadratic utility: mean-variance hedging in rough volatility mod-
els, and CAPM-type equilibria, Ph.D. thesis, ETH Zürich, 2023.
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