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Pricing vulnerable options in a hybrid credit risk

model driven by Heston-Nandi GARCH processes®

GECHUN LIANG, XINGCHUN WANGH

Abstract

This paper proposes a hybrid credit risk model, in closed form, to price vulnerable options
with stochastic volatility. The distinctive features of the model are threefold. First, both the
underlying and the option issuer’s assets follow the Heston-Nandi GARCH model with their
conditional variance being readily estimated and implemented solely on the basis of the observ-
able prices in the market. Second, the model incorporates both idiosyncratic and systematic
risks into the asset dynamics of the underlying and the option issuer, as well as the intensity
process. Finally, the explicit pricing formula of vulnerable options enables us to undertake the

comparative statistics analysis.

Keywords: Vulnerable options; hybrid credit risk model; Heston-Nandi GARCH model; closed

form formula.

JEL classification : G13

1 Introduction

Vulnerable options refer to financial derivatives subject to default risk of the option’s issuers, and

they are widely traded in over-the-counter (OTC) markets. As of the first half of 2019, 3.9 trillion
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dollars (in terms of notional amounts) option contacts were traded in OTC market. The bespoke
nature and the flexibility in terms of product design have helped OTC markets to thrive. As
opposed to exchange-traded derivatives for which products are limited in tenor, size and strike
ranges, OTC derivatives facilitate tailoring of transactions to meet specific end-users’ needs. In
this paper, we study vulnerable options with stochastic volatility in a hybrid credit risk model
driven by GARCH processes.

In order to study default risk of options, two types of models are widely used: structural
models and reduced-form models. Johnson and Stulz (1987) first investigate vulnerable options
using the structural approach, where default happens when the value of the option at maturity
exceeds the value of the option issuer’s assets, resulting in the failure of the option issuer to honor
their obligation. This assumption is relaxed by Klein (1996), where the option issuer could hold
other liabilities having the same priority as the option. Vast majority of research focuses on the
structural framework by taking into account of more factors such as stochastic interest rate, jump
risk, stochastic volatility, stochastic default barriers, and multiple counterpartiesqd. One attractive
feature of the structural approach is its ability to explain default events via the structural variables
such as asset dynamics.

As opposed to the structural approach, the reduced-form models are silent about why defaults
happen and, instead, the dynamics of default are exogenously given through a default rate, i.e.
the default intensity. The latter approach is also called intensity approach. In contrast to the
reduced-form approach for bond pricing where the payoff is a fixed income, the payoff of vulnerable
options is random, so it is more challenging in reduced-form models to obtain an explicit pricing
formula of vulnerable options. There are relatively few results in this direction. To name a few, Hull
and White (1995) impose an independence assumption to obtain a closed-form pricing formula of
vulnerable options; Fard (2015) obtains a closed-form price for vulnerable options by assuming that
the default intensity is captured by a mean-reverting Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process (so a negative
intensity is allowed); Antonelli et al. (2020) employ a correlation expansion approach to provide an
approximate evaluation of vulnerable option prices; and Wang (2017) obtains a closed-form solution
for vulnerable options in a discrete-time GARCH framework.

In this paper, we consider vulnerable options in a hybrid credit risk model. The model will

'Resource: BIS, OTC derivatives statistics, https://www.bis.org/statistics/derstats.htm
2A partial list of the studies on this topic includes Rich (1996), Klein and Inglis (1999), Klein and Inglis (2001),

Cao and Wei (2001), Hui et al. (2003), Liao and Huang (2005), Kao (2006), Liang and Ren (2007), Xu et al. (2012),
Tian et al. (2014), Yang et al. (2014), Lee et al. (2016), Wang (2016), Wang et al. (2017), and Wang (2018).
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incorporate the attractive features of both structural and reduced-form models. Hybrid credit risk
models were initiated by Madan and Unal (2000), who investigate the pricing issue of risky debt
in a hazard rate model with two factors being the values of the firm’s assets and the interest rate.
Bakshi et al. (2006) further work under a reduced-form model based on Vasicek-type state variables,
such as leverage, book-to-market and equity-volatility. Gu et al. (2014) consider a new type of
reduced-form model that incorporates the impacts of observable trigger events as well as economic
environment on corporate defaults. Boudreault et al. (2014) measure how contagion affects default
time and recovery rates in a hybrid model, where both the default probability and the recovery
rate are functions of the firm’s leverage ratio. However, the above mentioned studies mainly focus
on risky debt or credit derivatives. The aim of the current paper is to propose a hybrid credit risk
model for vulnerable options with the aforementioned reduced-form model as a special case of the
proposed hybrid credit risk model.

In our model, the dynamics of the underlying and the option issuer’s assets follow the Heston-
Nandi GARCH processes to incorporate stochastic volatility. As pointed out in Heston and Nandi
(2000) and Hsieh and Ritchken (2005), the continuous time stochastic volatility models are difficult
to implement and test, while GARCH models have inherent advantages that the volatility is readily
observable from the history of asset prices. We assume that the asset values of both underlying
and option issuer are exposed to idiosyncratic and systematic risks. Furthermore, we also allow
the intensity process to be driven by idiosyncratic shocks of the issuer and systematic shocks of
the market. Thus, the systematic risk factor correlates all the underlying processes in the proposed
hybrid model.

Under this framework, we obtain an explicit pricing formula of vulnerable options based on
the explicit expression of the joint generating function and the change of measure technique. The
joint generating function (see Proposition 2.1) generalizes the generating function for a single stock
case in Heston and Nandi (2000) to a multidimensional case including the underlying stock, the
issuer’s assets and the intensity process. Finally, we undertake comparative statistics analysis to
investigate the effects of default risk on the option prices, and compare them with the default-free
option prices and the ones obtained in the reduced-form model. One of the striking features is
that the option prices increase with the sensitivity of the issuer’s assets to systematic risk, albeit
a higher value of the sensitivity means that the issuer’s assets are more risky, resulting in a higher
possibility of default. This is because a larger value of sensitivity also means the underlying asset

and the issuer’s assets are more likely to be correlated, which in turn makes option issuers less



likely to default when call options end in the money, yielding a higher option price consequently.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In the coming section, we focus on the

hybrid credit risk model and the derivation of the explicit pricing formulae. Section 3 is devoted

to numerical results. Finally, Section 4 summarizes and concludes the paper. The detailed proofs

are shown in the appendix.

2 The hybrid credit risk model

In this section, we propose a hybrid credit risk model to price vulnerable options. An explicit
pricing formula of vulnerable options is derived based on the change of measure technique and the

explicit expression of the joint characteristic function of underlying processes.

2.1 The market

Let @ be a risk neutral probability measure on a filtered probability space (€, F, (F)i>0,Q)-
Consider a market with the systematic risk factor modelled by the market index M (t), whose
dynamics follow the Heston-Nandi GARCH process, that is,

InM(t) =In Mt —1) 47— Lhp(t) + V/hn () Zin(t), ,
{ hon(£) = Wy + bhum (£ — 1) + am (Zm(t 1) — e /Tom(E — 1)) ,

where r is the continuously compounded interest rate for the time interval [t — 1,¢], and Z,,(¢)

(2.1)

is a standard normal random variable. The conditional variance h,,(t) of the log return between
t — 1 and t is known from the information set at time ¢ — 1, so it can be readily estimated and
implemented solely on the basis of the observables. In the driving noise term of h,,(t), the constant
a.n, determines the kurtosis of the noise, and the constant ¢, results in asymmetric influence of the
noise Zp,(t — 1).

It has been shown in Heston and Nandi (2000) that the continuous time limit of the conditional
variance h,,(t) is a square-root diffusion process corresponding to the continuous time Heston
stochastic volatility model. On the other hand, it is clear that the discounted price of the market

index is a martingale under (). Indeed, we have
Ei [M(t)] = FE,, [M(t _ 1)er—%hm(t)+\/mzm(t)}
= M(t—1)e"Ei [e_%hm(tH\/mZm(t)]

= M(t-1)",



where in the last equality we have used the fact that h,,(t) is known given the information at time
t —1 and Z,,(t) is a standard normal variable.

Consider a stock in this market. Its return is affected by not only the systematic risk factor
via Z,(t) but also the idiosyncratic risk factor via an independent normal random variable Z4(t).
Hence, the stock price S(t) under @ is driven by the process

InS(t) =St —1) 47— Lhs(t) + Vhs(t) Zs(t) — 582hn(t) + Bon/hun () Zin (t),
2 2.2

hs(t) = ws + bshs(t — 1) + as (Zs(t —1) — cs\/hs(t — 1)> , (22)
where the constant (4 captures the sensitivity of the stock price to systematic risk. Since hy,(t)
and hg(t) are known given the information at time ¢ — 1, the independence assumption between

Zm(t) and Z,(t) implies that the discounted value of S(t) is also a martingale under @,

EH[%] = By [ B O L0 0]

— B, [e—%hs(t)-i-mzs(t)] E,_, {e—éﬁzhm(t)ws mzmw]

= €.

We consider a European call option written on the stock with strike price K and maturity T, so
its risk neutral price is given by E[e™"7 (S(T) — K)7] if the option issuer does not default during the
contract period and is able to honor their obligation. Note that under the above GARCH framework,
Heston and Nandi (2000) derived an explicit pricing formula for the European call option using the

characteristic function of S(t) (see section 2 therein).

2.2 The vulnerable option with credit value adjustment

When the options are traded in OTC markets, the holders may face the potential default risk that
the issuers are not able to deliver the promised payoff. We model the default risk in a hybrid model.
To this end, let N(t) be a doubly stochastic Poisson process (Cox process) with intensity A(¢), and
7 be its first jump time which can be regarded as the arrival time of the default trigger event as in
Gu et al. (2014). A loss given default (LGD) will occur when the trigger event arrives, and it is
given by a constant L. Furthermore, assume that the option issuer would recover from the trigger
event if the value of the issuer’s assets is larger than the LGD L. Hence, default occurs only when
the trigger event occurs and the value of the issuer’s assets at the arrival time of the trigger event
falls below the LGD L.

Next, we model the option issuer’s assets V(t) and the Cox process’ intensity A(¢). Assume

that the return of the issuer’s assets is also affected by both the systematic and idiosyncratic risks



and its dynamics follow

{ V(L) = V(E—1) 47— Sho(t) + v/ FolD Zu(t) — 382 (t) + Bur/Ton (D Zin(t)

ho(t) = wy + byhy(t — )—I—av<Zv(t—1)_CU hv(t—1))2, (2.3)

where Z,(t) is a standard normal variable independent of Zs(t) and Z,,(t). Note that Z,,(t)
captures the systematic risk, and Zs(¢) and Z,(t) represent the idiosyncratic risks of the underlying
asset and the issuer’s assets, respectively. Similarly to 8s in (2.2)), 5, captures the sensitivity of the
issuer’s assets to the systematic risk. As for the intensity process A(t), we assume that it is driven
by Z,(t) and Z,,(t), the driving noise faced by the issuer. Specifically, the dynamics of A(t) are
given by

At + 1) = wy + byAt) + ax(Zim () + ex(Zo(t))?. (2.4)

All the parameters are non-negative to ensure that the intensity is non-negative.

We are now in a position to present the hybrid credit risk model for the valuation of vulnerable
options. To take account of the issuer’s default risk, we model the difference between the default-
free value and the true value of the European option as follows: When j—1 <7 < j, V(j) < L, i.e.
the trigger event occurs between (j — 1, j] and the issuer’s asset value falls below the LGD, suppose
the option holder will then only receive oV (j)/L proportion of the nominal payoff (S(T) — K)*
at the maturity 7', where the constant o € [0, 1] represents the recovery rate and (1 — a)V (j)
represents the deadweight costs associated with the bankruptcy. Hence, the expected value of the

credit value adjustment (i.e. the difference between the default-free value and the true value) is

aV(j)
L

E [e—”u — )(S(T) — K)*™|.

conditional on the event {j —1 <7 <4,V (i) < L}.

The price of the vulnerable option at time 0 is therefore given by

T .
Co = BleT(ST) - K] - BTG - 1< < V) < D - Yy - k)]
7j=1
T
- E[e‘T’T(S ] ZE[ TG —1<7<3, V() <L)(S(T)—K)+}

—_

.

T .
+ ZE[ “TIj—1<r<j, V() < L) (s(1) - K)*], (2.5)

J=1

L

where I(-) is the indicator function. The first term in (2.3 is the default-free value, the second

term represents the costs when default occurs, and the last term is the recovery value from the



default. Note that I(j —1 <7 < j)=1(j —1 < 7)—1I(j < 7), so the last two terms in (2.5])

simplify to

E[I(
(

|
=

I

= —F

and

In turn, we have

[Ij<7'
— E[ S AR T

j=1<7 <) V) < D(ST) - K)7]

j-1<r < IV <><L><S<T>—K>+]

L)(S(T) = K)*| + B[1( =1 < DIV (j) < L)(S(T) - K)*|

) < D(S(T) = K)*| + Blem S A0 1(v(j) < D)(S(T) - K)],

BlI(j-1<7<j V(j) < L)O‘VLU) (S(T) - K)"]
BlIG—1<7<IV() < L)O‘VL(j) (S(T) - K]
B[1G <) < 0 sr) - k]
FE|I(—1 < DI(V(j) < L)O‘VL(j) (S(T) - K)7]
~Ele S AW (v () < L)aVL(j )(s(r) - K)*]
+E|em Sin AR (v (5) < L)O‘VLU )(s(r) - K)*|
erT (E[(S(T) Kt
r . .
+ 3Bl D A0V () < L(S(T) - K)]
j=1
T
=S B[ A0 (v () < L)(S(T) - K)]
j=1
~ Ble S w0 1) < 029 (ser) — iyt
—; MBIV () < DFZE(S(T) - K)*
e S0 1) < 029 (ser) — iy 2
+; (V() < D=2 (S(T) - K)*)) (2.6)

Remark 2.1 In the proposed framework, the correlation coefficient between the underlying asset

and the issuer’s assets is given by

Covy (ln S(t(+ )1

th
H)  Covi(Bsr/ T+ 1) Zun(t 4+ 1), Bon/Tom (E+ 1) Zon (£ + 1))

\/ Var(In

Vhs(t +1) + B2hy, (t+1)\/h( +1) + B2hy,(t+1)

7



BsBuhm (t + 1)
Vst + 1)+ B2h(t + 1)\/ho(t + 1) + B2hpy(t + 1)

When Bs = 0 or B, = 0, the underlying asset and the issuer’s assets are not correlated with each

other. On the other hand, when hs(t +1) = 0 (i.e. ws = bs = as = 0) and hy(t +1) =0 (i.e.
wy = by, = a, =0), both the underlying asset and the issuer’s assets are only driven by Z,,(t), and
the correlation coefficient becomes to be £1. In this sense, we can view Zy,(t) as a common risk
factor in the returns on the underlying asset and the issuer’s assets, and the issuer could hedge the
option position by directly trading the underlying asset. Thus, Z,(t) could represent not only the

systematic risk factor (though such an interpretation is the most typical example).

2.3 The explicit pricing formula

In order to obtain an explicit pricing formula for vulnerable options in the proposed framework, we
first derive the joint conditional generating function of the underlying processes. To this end, let

f(t; b1, b2, d3, ¢4) denote the conditional generating function given below,

j—1
F(t:61, 02, 03,61) = B[ exp {61 S(T) + 6o IV (j) + 65A() +da Y A(K) }]
k=1

where j < T and 0 < t < T. Specially, f(t;¢1,0,0,0) is the conditional generating function of
the underlying asset and can be used to derive the default-free value of the European option as in
Heston and Nandi (2000). In addition, f(¢;¢1,0, ¢3,¢4) can be employed to obtain the closed-form
pricing formula of vulnerable options in the reduced-form models, which is a special case of the
proposed hybrid credit risk model (see section 2.4).

In the proposed framework, the explicit expression of f(t; @1, P2, P3, P4) is available and given

in the following proposition.

Proposition 2.1 The conditional generating function has the following fornH
j—1
F) = exp{62lV() + dsA(G) +du Yy A(K) + 61 In (1) + Ao(t)
k=1

Ay (D)o (1) + As(E)hs(t + 1) (2.7)

for j <t < T, where Ag(t), A1(t) and As(t) (7 <t < T) are defined recursively with terminal
conditions Ao(T) = A1(T) = A2(T) = 0 by the following expressions

1
Ao(t) :¢17’ + A()(t + 1) + wmAl(t + 1) + wSAg(t + 1) — 5 ln(l — 2amA1(t + 1))

3For convenience, we use the more parsimonious notation f(t) to indicate f(t; @1, d2, @3, ¢4), and similarly for

Ai (t) and Bi (t) .



- %ln(l —2a5As(t + 1)),

1 1 S m
Aﬂﬂﬂmm“+”_§%@+%@%_§%+1j§amuﬁw

1 1 2 (251 —Cs 2
A(t) =bsAs(t +1) = 51 + dnes — 503+ < _22@ Ag(t)—l— 5

Fort < j,

ft) = exp{gbgan —I—(JMZA )+ @110 S(t) + Bo(t)
4By (E)hn (t + 1) + Ba(t)hs(t + 1) + Bs(t)ho(t + 1) + By(t + DA(t + 1)}, (2.8)
where By(t), k=0,1,2,3,4 (t < j) can be obtained recursively by the following expressions
Bo(t) = Bo(t+1)+ (¢2+ d1)r +wmBi(t + 1) +wsBa(t + 1) + wyBs(t + 1) + waBa(t + 1)
—% (1 — 2(amBy(t + 1) + axBa(t + 1)) — %m(l 9%, Ba(t + 1))
5 (1 2(aBy(t +1) + exBalt + 1),

1 1
Bi(t) = bpBi(t+1)— §¢253 - §¢1532 + amct Byt +1)

2(amCn B (t + 1) — (¢28y + $155)/2)?
1—2(amBi(t+1) +ayBs(t +1))

1 2(ascsBa(t + 1) — ¢1/2)?
B = SB 1 -_— = S 2B 1 )
2() = bsBalt+1) = 501 Fase Bt + 1)+ =5
1 2(aycy B3 (t + 1) — ¢/2)
B = b,B 1) — = WC2Bs(t +1 ,
3(t) byB3(t + 1) 2¢2+a cBs(t + )+1_2(aU33(t+1)+cAB4(t+1))

B4(t) = b)\B4(7f+1)+¢4.

Moreover, terminal conditions Bi(j —1), k=0,1,2,3,4 are determined by Ao(j), A1(j) and Az(j)

as follows:
Bo(j —1) = Ao(j) + (¢2 + ¢1)r + winA1(j) + wsA2(j) — %ln(l ~ Zem (7)) - %ln(l - 20l
. B o1, 1 2 4 o 2amemAi(F) = (828 + 6185)/2)°
Bij=1) = bndi()) = 56262 — 56182 + amct, Ar(j) + I~ 20, 41(j) |
sCsAa(j) — ’
B2(] - 1) = bsA2(]) o %qsl + asC§A2(j) + 2(a i —22&173)A2((?3/2) ’

By(j—1) = ¢3.

Proof. See the appendix.



We are ready to obtain the closed form pricing formula of the vulnerable option price in (2.5]).

Theorem 2.1 The price of the vulnerable European call option with strike price K and maturity

T s given by

1 1 [ re K f0:14441,0,0,0)
—rT ) 1, Y, Y,
Co = (501000 + = [ Re| o e
K K e’} —ip1 In K .
_n R€|:e f(.0a2¢1707070)
i1

ao:

2 ™ Jo

T
[0 o (6 [0
+y (Hl,j — 135 — 7155 + 717 — K(Ilp; — 1y — =1l 5 + —H&j)>)7
~ L L L L

where 11;1-11; 5 are given in (A5)-(A12).

Proof. See the appendix.

2.4 Comparison with reduced-form models

Reduced-form models can be seen as a special case of the proposed hybrid credit risk model. To
connect with the reduced-form model, we discard the LGD L and only check the default trigger

event 7. Hence, the price in the reduced-form model is given by
ol = BleT(s(T) - } 1-a) ZE[ “TI( -1 <7< )(S(T) —K)+]. (2.9)

The vulnerable option price in (2.9]) is given in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.2 In the reduced-form model, the price of the vulnerable Furopean call option with
strike price K and maturity T s given by
1 1 [ —irInK £0;1 4 i¢1,0,0,0
cff = e—rT(—f(o;1,0,0,0)+—/ Re|© F0 1+ 461,00, )}dqﬁl
2 T Jo i1

K K [ e mEf0;ig,0,0,0) - -
- Re[ i¢1 ]dqbl 1—0[ ]zz:l ]71— )

2 ™ 0
where
_ 1 L[ re K f0:1 +i¢1,0,0,—1)
H‘ — - 1 _1 = ) )y Yy Yy
7,1 2f(07 70707 ) + T /0 R€|: qul ]d¢1
K K [ _ re K £0:4¢41,0,0,—1)
- . _1 = ? ) ) )
2 f(07070707 ) T Jo Re[ qul ]dqblv
_ 1 L[ re K01 44¢1,0,—1,—1)
11, = —f(0;1,0,—1,-1 — R ’ L d
7,2 2f(777 ) )+7T/0 6[ Z(bl ]@1
K K [ —i¢p1 In K . —1.—-1
2 £(0;0,0,-1, 1) — —/ Re[e 1(05i¢1,0, -1, )}dm
2 7™ Jo i1

10



The main difference between the proposed hybrid model and the above reduced-form model is
that we discard the LGD L (so we are silent about why the issuer defaults). In section 3, we will

compare the proposed hybrid model with the above reduced-form model numerically.

3 Numerical Results

In this section, we undertake comparative statistics analysis for the vulnerable option prices in
the proposed hybrid credit risk model. For comparison purpose, we also report the values of the
corresponding European options without default risk and vulnerable options in the reduced-form
model in section 2.4. In particular, the default premiums, i.e. the price differences between the
vanilla European options and the above two vulnerable option prices, are illustrated.

In order to calculate the prices, we use the values of the parameters listed in Table Il These
parameter values in the dynamics of the market index and the underlying asset are also used in Su
and Wang (2019), and they are estimated based on the daily closing values of the S&P 500 index
and its five largest stocks for the period from January 3, 2000 to May 31, 2018. In addition, the
initial variance values are set to be squared stationary volatilities. The parameter values in the
intensity process can produce average cumulative default rates for corporate bonds with a credit
rating of B, i.e., 5.33%, 16.19%, 25.89% and 34.47% for 1.0, 3.0, 5.0 and 7.0 years, respectively (see,
e.g., Table 22.1 in Hull (2012)). For simplicity, the parameter values in the issuer’s asset dynamics
are set to be the same as those in the underlying asset.

Figure [l displays the price difference with different maturities. The option prices obtained from
the proposed hybrid model are close to the option prices without default risk, especially when the
maturity is short. By contrast, default risk in the reduced-form model has a more pronounced
effect. This is because in the reduced-form model default happens when trigger events occur, while
in the hybrid model default happens only when trigger events occur and the values of the issuer’s
assets at the arrival time of the trigger events are less than the losses. In other words, default
happens more likely in the reduced-form model, thus reducing option prices more significantly.
Figure 2 illustrates the price difference against different strike prices. A higher strike price will
yield a cheaper option. Similar to Figure [Il the option has the lowest value in the reduced-form
model, as it is more likely to default compared to the hybrid model.

Figure Bl shows the option values against the sensitivity parameters 3; and f,, and the cor-

responding price difference is shown in Figure [l Recall that 3, represents the sensitivity of the

11



Table 1: Parameter Values

Parameters in the market index dynamics

Initial price M(0) =1

Initial variance hm(0) =3.27E-02

Parameters governing variance processes Wy, = 7.10E-13 by =7.67E-01
am =2.99E-06 cm =2.65E4-02

Parameters in the underlying asset dynamics

Initial price S(0) =1

Initial variance hs(0) + B2h,, (0) =1.22E-01 Bs =1.15

Parameters governing variance processes ws =9.79E-07 bs =9.55E-01
as =3.71E-06 cs =9.01E+01

Parameters in the default intensity

Initial intensity A(0) =1.275E-06

Parameters governing default intensities wy, =8.637E-07 ay) =1.372E-10
by =9.949E-01 ¢y =1.372E-10

Parameters in the value of the issuer’s assets

Initial price V(0) =1

Initial variance hy(0) + B2hn(0) =1.22E-01 By =1.15

Parameters governing variance processes w, =9.79E-07 b, =9.55E-01
a, =3.71E-06 ¢y, =9.01E+01

Other parameters

Interest rate r = 0.05
Strike price K=1
Maturity T=20
Recovery rate a = 0.50
Caused loss L =90
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Figure 1:  Option price differences against maturities. The solid line corresponds to the price
difference between the default-free model and the proposed hybrid model, and the dot-dashed line

corresponds to the price difference between the default-free model and the reduced-form model.
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Figure 2: Option price differences against strike prices. The solid line corresponds to the price
difference between the default-free model and the proposed hybrid model, and the dot-dashed line

corresponds to the price difference between the default-free model and the reduced-form model.
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Figure 3: Option prices against the values of 55 and 3, . The solid, dotted and dot-dashed lines

correspond to default-free option prices, option prices in the proposed hybrid model and option

prices in the reduced-form model, respectively.
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Figure 4: Option price differences against the values of 55 and 3,. The solid line corresponds to the

price difference between the default-free model and the proposed hybrid model, and the dot-dashed

line corresponds to the price difference between the default-free model and the reduced-form model.
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Figure 5: Option price differences against recovery rates. The solid line corresponds to the price
difference between the default-free model and the proposed hybrid model, and the dot-dashed line

corresponds to the price difference between the default-free model and the reduced-form model.
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Figure 6: Option price differences against different caused losses. The solid line corresponds to the
price difference between the default-free model and the proposed hybrid model, and the dot-dashed

line corresponds to the price difference between the default-free model and the reduced-form model.
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stock price against systematic risk. The option prices will increase with larger 8, i.e. with larger
systematic risks. Intuitively, with a larger value of s, the value of the underlying asset becomes
more volatile. Thus, it is more likely the option is in-the-money and, therefore, its price becomes
higher. On the other hand, since 3, captures the sensitivity of the issuer’s assets to systematic risk,
larger 5, means the issuer’s assets become more risky and, as a result, the issuer is more likely to
default. Therefore, one might expect the option prices in the hybrid model become smaller with
larger (3,. However, this is not the case. We observe from Figure Blb) a higher option price with
increasing (3,. This is because larger (3, also means the underlying assets and the issuer’s assets
are more likely to be correlated, which in turn makes option issuers less likely to default when call
options end in the money, yielding a higher option price consequently.

Figure (bl depicts the price difference with different recovery rates. Intuitively, a higher recovery
rate corresponds to a higher option price. However, the effects of recovery rates in the hybrid model
are not as significant as those in the reduced-form model. Figure [6]l shows the price difference with
different losses (i.e. different values of LGD). The option prices without default risk and the values
of options in the reduced-form model are not affected by the caused losses. In the hybrid model,
it is more likely that default occurs with a higher value of losses, resulting in a lower option price

and a higher default premium.

4 Conclusion

In this paper, we contribute to the literature on vulnerable options by working under a hybrid credit
risk model. The proposed hybrid credit risk model incorporates the features of both structural and
reduced-form models. The dynamics of the market index, as well as the dynamics of the underlying
assets and option issuer’s assets are driven by Heston-Nandi GARCH processes. The underlying
intensity process is exposed to both systematic risk and idiosyncratic risk. In this way, all the
dynamics are correlated with each other through the systematic risk factor. Finally, we derive an
explicit pricing formula of vulnerable options and perform numerical analysis to illustrate option

prices.
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Appendix

Proof of Proposition 2.1k
We first focus on the case j < t < T. Note that given the information at time ¢, V(j), A(j) and
Z{;ll A(k) are all known. Therefore, we obtain that

f(t)

j—1
By exp {6110 S(T) + 62 IV () + 63A() + 64 Y A(K) }
k=1
= PV oA+ DT AK) |, [exp {¢1 In S(T)}] '
In addition, at time T, S(7T') is also known, it follows that

F(T) = eP2InV)+esh()+en ] AK) B [eXp {¢1 InS(T) }]

P I S(T)+92 0V () +¢3A(i)+6a 3320 Ak)

which in turn implies that
Ao(T) = A1(T) = Ao(T) = 0.
According to the law of iterated expectations, we have that

Et[exp{qﬁl lnS(T)H
= b [Et—i-l [exp {qﬁl In S(T)}H
E, [exp {qsl InS(t+1)+ Ag(t + 1) + Ay(t + Dhn(t +2) + Ag(t + Dhy(t + 2)}]

Substituting the dynamics of In S(t + 1), hy,(t + 2) and hg(t + 2) yields that

Ei[exp {610 S(T) }|
- Et[exp{¢11n5(t+1)+A0(t+1)+A1(t+1)hm(t+2)+A2(t+1)h8(t+2)}]
- Et[exp{(bllnS(t)—i-qﬁlr—%(blhs(t—i-l)—i-(bl\/st(t—kl)
—%W?hm(t + 1) + 0185V i (¢ + 1) Z (¢ + 1) + Ao (t + 1)
YA (t+ 1) (wm + bohun (4 1) + ap(Zn (t + 1) — cm\/m)2)

FAs(t+1) (ws +bsha(t + 1) + ag(Zs(t + 1) — cs\/m)2> }]
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1 ab?
Using the fact that Eea(2+)* = ¢72M1=200+755 with 7 heing a standard normal variable and

some algebra shows that

1
Ao(t) =p1r + Aot + 1) + wn A1t + 1) + ws Ao (t + 1) — 3 In(1 — 2a,, A1 (t+ 1))

1
— 5 In(1 = 20,4(t + 1),

1 1 : $1Bs — cm 2
Aq(t) =bpA1(t+1) — §¢1/8§ + ¢18sCm — 507271 + 1 2_(2; Al(t-g 1)’

1 1 1 b1 — Cs 2
As(t) =bsAs(t +1) — §¢1 + prcs — 565 + - _2;;142(]5)_'_ 5

Hence, Ag(t), A1(t) and As(t) (j <t < T) can be obtained recursively with terminal conditions
Ap(T) = A1(T) = Az(T) = 0 and the above expressions.
In what follows, we turn to the case ¢t < j. Applying the law of iterated expectations to f(t)

yields that

ft) = E

~

_ j—1
[exp {10 S(T) + 62V (j) + G5A () + 61 ;A@)}]

= b

~

Evia [exp {6110 S(T) + 62V (j) + d5A(j) + §A<k>}]]
k=1

= E f(t + 1)}
t+1

[ exp {¢2 IV (t+1)+ ¢y Y A(k) + 1 lnS(t +1) + Bo(t + 1)
B k=1

+B1(t + 1)hp (t +2) + Ba(t + 1)hg(t + 2) + Bs(t + 1)hy (t +2) + Ba(t + 1)A(t + 2)}] .

[
S

Substituting the dynamics of In V' (¢t + 1), A(t + 2), In S(t + 1), hp(t +2), hs(t + 2) and hy(t + 2)
yields that

t+1
F6) = Eilexp{éalnV(t+1)+ 61> A(k) + 1St +1) + Bo(t +1)
k=1

4By (t+ Dhi(t+2) + Ba(t + 1)hg(t +2) + Bs(t + Dhy(t +2) + Ba(t + 1)A(t + 2)}]

E, [exp {¢2 InV(t) + ¢or — %@hv(t 1) + do/ho(t + 1) Zo(t + 1)
t+1

56 han(t+ 1) 28 Fon + D Zunt4 1)+ 61D AGK)
k=1

FO1IS(0) + a7 — Sorhs(t+ 1)+ b1/ F DZ(E+ 1)
5015t +1) + 918 o D+ 1) + Bolt +1)
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Bt + 1 F bh(t + 1)+ am(Zin(t + 1) — e hm(t+1))2>

(t+ 1) (wn

+Bs(t +1 <w +bshs(t+1) +as(Zs(t +1) — cs hs(t+1))2>
(t+ 1)
(

+B3(t+1

)
)
) (w4 boho(t +1) + ap(Zo(t +1) — ¢, hv(t+1))2>
)

+Ba(t + 1) (1w + brA(E+ 1)+ ar(Zo(t + 1) +er(Zult +1)°) }].

Rearranging terms implies that

) = E [exp {¢2 InV(t) + ¢4ZA + g1 InS(t) + Bo(t + 1) + (6 + d1)r
+wy, Br(t+1) + wng(t +1) + wyBs(t + 1) + wxBy(t + 1)
HonBut +1) — 56252 — Z6152hn(t + 1)
(b Byt +1) — %@)hv(t +1) + (bsBalt +1) — %gbl)hs(t +1)

FOABA(+ 1) + pa)A(E+ 1) + B+ B+ B}

Dy = S1Vhs(t +1)Zs(t +1) + asBo(t + 1)(Zs(t + 1) — cor/hs(t + 1)),
D, = Po/ho(t +1)Zy(t +1) + ayBs(t +1)(Zy(t + 1) — cyr/ho(t +1))?
HexBy(t +1)(Z,(t + 1))?,
O = (280 + 018)Vhm(t + 1) Zp(t + 1) + amnBi(t + 1) (Zm (t + 1) — con v/ hin(t + 1))?

+axBy(t +1)(Zn(t +1))2

In order to obtain the explicit expression of f(t), we only need to calculate Ej[e®mt®sT®] =
E;[e®m] E;[e®*] Ei[e®]. Note that ®,, ®,, and &, have similar forms and all can be obtained based

on the following form,
Elexp{uVhZ + pa(Z — usVh)? + s 2],

where 1, po, p3 and g are all constants and Z is a standard normal variable. Using the fact that

2 _1 _ _ab?
Eea(Z+b)? — =3 (1=20)+50  wo have that

E[exp{,ulx/ﬁZ + p2(Z — ,ug\/ﬁ)2 + 114 Z%}]

= Elexp{(p2 + 114)Z* — 2(paps — p1/2)ZVh + papzh}]

= Blexp{(uz + ) (2 - M@f _ (paps — /2

h+ popih
o + fig 2 + pg Hapsh]
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G20 25, (m2r3— #1/2)*

- AT Blexp (i + ) (2 - LS I2 )y

Mo + g
_ 2)2 1 Lo + s H2p3—p1/2\2
Mh——ln(l—Q(u2+u4))+( )( H2+[t )
M2 + [ 2 1 —2(pg + p14)
/272
(naps — i /2)? (k2 + pa) (PRI
M2 1 fa 1= 2(pz + pa)
2(popuz — M1/2)2)h
1 —2(p2 + pa)

= exp{uapzh —

h}

1
= exp{—5 In(l —2(uz + pa)) + (M2M§ -

1
= exp{—5 In(l —2(uz + pa)) + (M2M§ +

Therefore, we can write f(¢) in the following form

ft) = exp{e:mV(t +¢4ZA )+ d1 I S(t) + Bolt)

4By () hm(t + 1) + Ba(t)hs(t + 1) + Bs()ho(t + 1) + Ba(t + DAt + 1)},

Bo(t) = Bo(t+1)+ (¢2+ ¢1)r + wmBi(t + 1) + wsBa(t + 1) + w,Bs(t + 1) + waBa(t + 1)
—% (1 — 2(amBi(t + 1) + axBa(t + 1)) — %111(1 %4y By(t+1)))
—% In(1 — 2(ayBs(t + 1) + exBa(t + 1)),

1 1
Bi(t) = bypBi(t+1)— §¢2ﬁ3 — §¢1ﬁ32 + amct Byt +1)

2amemBi(t + 1) — (¢28, + ¢155)/2)?
1—2(amBi(t+ 1)+ axBs(t + 1))

_ 1 ) 2(ascs Ba(t + 1) — ¢1/2)°
Bg(t) = bsBQ(t + 1) — 5@1 + (LSCSBQ(t + 1) + 1— 2asB2(t + 1) ’

B 1 ) 2(ayc, By(t +1) — $o/2)?
Bs(t) = buBa(t+1) = g2 +ave, Bt + 1) + 75 O p o )y

B4(t) = b)\B4(t+1)+(254.

Now we need the terminal conditions of By(t), kK =0,1,2,3,4 (t < j). In other words, we need to
determine the values of Bx(j—1), k= 0,1,2,3,4. Actually, we already have the expression of f(j)

from the case j <t < T we previously considered,

1G) = exp {620V () + 6sA( -+m§jA )+ é1In S (i) + Ao (i)
+m0mm@+n+Axﬁmu+n}

According to the law of iterated expectations, we have that
1G-1) = Eia[f0)]

21



- j_l[exp{qﬁgan( + d3A( +¢4ZA )+ ¢11n.S(j) + Ao ()

AL () (4 1) + As()hs(+ 1)}

Substituting the dynamics of In V' (j), In S(j), hm(j + 1), and hs(j + 1) and using (AJ]) imply that

FG=1) = Eia|exp{6:mV(j)+5A() +¢4ZA )+ 6110 S(j) + Ao(j)
A1 () (1) + Az (s + 1) }]
= Et[exp{@w(j—l)+¢2r—%¢2hv<y‘>+<z>2\/ HEAY
——@ﬂ hin(5) + 6280V T (5) Zin (5) + d3A(j +¢4ZA
Lo nS( — 1)+ dir— 1¢1hs<j> NIROYAC)
—%%53 J) + 6185V hin(§) Zm () + Ao(J)
+ A1) (0 + brhan (7) + @ (Zin(5) = e/ Frn(3))?)
+45(7) (w5 + bohs () + as(Zo() — esv/Re(0))?) }]
j—1
= exp {9V (j = 1)+ 6u ) AK) + 61 IS — 1) + Bo(j — 1)
k=1
+B1(j = Dhin(5) + Ba(j = Dhs (i) + Ba(j = Dho(3) + BalG = DAG) },
where
Bo(j —1) = Ao(j) + (¢2 4 ¢1)r + wmA1(j) + wsAa(j)
—% (1 — 2am A, (j)) — %111(1 24, 45(j)),
1 1 2(amemAL(j) — , $)/2)?
BiG—1) = buhi(G) — 1628 — 218 + e () + 2emm i) 2;jf£(;¢15 V2L
. o . 1 2 . 2(ascsAa(j) — (151/2)2
Ba(j=1) = bsAz(j) = 51 + asc;A2(j) + T 20 y())
Byi—1) = —302+ 504,
Ba(G—1) = ¢s.
This completes the proof of the proposition. O

Proof of Theorem

First, we deal with the term E[(S(T) - K)*] Recall the definition of f(¢; ¢1, ¢2, ¢3, ¢4) and note
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that f(0;i¢1,0,0,0) is the characteristic function of In.S(T") under (). From standard probability
theory (see, e.g., Kendall and Stuart (1977)), we can obtain the distribution function of In S(T),
that is,

Q(nS(T)<x)=

00 —ip1x .
1 / Re[e f(0;i¢1,0,0,0)
0

1
3 n e Jao.

which in turn implies that

QnS(T)>z) = 1-Q(InS(T)<=x)

00 —ip1x .
1 l/ Re[e f(0‘71¢1707070)
2 0 i1
The term E|(S(T) — K )+] can be derived after introducing a new probability measure ); defined
by

]d¢1. (A.2)

001 E[I(O)S(T)]
1( ) - W7

for any event O € Zp. Obviously, the characteristic function of In S(7') under @) is given by

EQl[eigzﬁllnS(T)} _ f(o}(lo—-i_f%l’oo’()())’m

In addition, under ()1, it holds that

0 —ip1x . : .
Ol S(T) > o) — %+%/0 Re[e f(071+z¢1,i(;10,0)/f(07170,0,0) dbr. (A3)

Hence, (A.2) and (A3) imply that
B(S(T) - K)*| = E[(S(T)-K)*|
— B[(S(T) — K)I( S(T) = m K)]
= B[S S(T) = mK)| - KE|I(n S(T) = n K)|
— BIS(D]E% I S(T) =2 K)| - K [(1115( )= K)]
= E[S(T)Q:(nS(T) > mK) — KQ(InS(T >an>

1 1 [ —ig1 I K £((: | 0.0.0
= —f(0;1,0,0,0)+_/ Re[e S(0:1 +i61,0,0,0)
2 T Jo 1P1

K K °°R [e—i% K £(0;i¢1,0,0,0)
—_—— _—— e -
iP1

| der

]d¢1, (A.4)

2 ™ Jo
where in the last equality we used (A.2) and (A.3]).
Next, we focus on the term F [e‘ it AR I(V(4) < L)(S(T) — K)ﬂ We rewrite it as follows:

E [e_ Shar AR [V () < L)(S(T) — K)+]
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- E [e_ Sha AW+mST 1y (5) < L,In S(T) > In K)]
~KE [e— Tia MO [(V(j) < LIn S(T) > In K)]
- E[e— Sh AW+ST (1 Y (f) > — InL,In S(T) > In K)]

~KE [e— T AW~ 10V (j) > —InL,In S(T) > In K)} .

In the following, we deal with the two parts in the above equality separately. To this end, we define

a new probability measure

E [I(O)e‘ S A(k)—l—lnS(T)}
E [e— S A(k)+1n S(T)]

Q2(0) =

9

for any event O € .Zr. Under ()2, we have the joint characteristic function of —In V' (j) and In S(T")

as follows:
o~ Th_y A(k)+In S(T)

E [e— >, A(k)+1n S(T)]

EQ2 [emg(— InV(5))+i¢1 In S(T)} - E [ ei02(=InV(j))+ig1 In S(T)}

1 o [e(iqﬁl-l-l)lnS(T)—i@ V() -, A(k)}
J
E [e_ S A(k)—l—lnS(T)}

f(03ig1 + 1, —igp, —1, 1)
f(07 17 07 _17 _1)

By inverting the characteristic function, we have that

I, = E[e_ i ARSI (14 V(j) > —InL,In §(T) > In K)}

- E[e— Zi:lAUf)“nS(T)}E% [1(—1n V(j)>—InL,InS(T) > In K)}
—  £(0 1,0,—1,—1)Q2<— mV(j) > —InL,InS(T) > 1nK>

1 1 [ —ierInK £(0;4 1,0,-1,—1
_ Z]0(0;1,0,—1,—1)+—/ Re[e f(0sig1 +1,0, 1, )}dqsl
0

2w iP1

1 00 6i¢21an(0;1,—i¢2,—1,—1)
+% 0 Re|: 2(252 :|d¢2
A e R

27T2 0 0 ¢1¢2

—i¢1 In K—igaIn L . : _1 _
—Re[e f(0a2¢1+172¢27 17 1)]>d¢1d¢2 (A5)
102

Likewise, we work under Qo defined by

E [I(O)e— Thet A(k)-i—lnS(T)}
Q2(O) - J )

E [e— I A(k)+In sm]
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for any event O € Zp, and obtain that
M, = E[e‘ Sia MO [~V (j) > —InL,n S(T) > In K)}
- f(O;O,O,—l,—l)QQ(— IV (j) > —InL,InS(T) > an)

1 1 [e'e) —ip1In K . —1.—-1
= 00,011+ o [ re[ SO0 L 2 g,
0

27 i1
+%/Ooo Re[emzlan(o;oi,qs_zi@,—1,—1)]d¢2
. (e S i )
~Re[ IL;;S» io1: 02 L) gy a0, (A6)

Hence, it holds that
E[e‘ S AWV () < L)(S(T) — K)+]
- E[e— Sia AR ST [y V() > —In L,In S(T) > In K)]

~KE [e— S AW~ 10V (j) > —InL,In S(T) > In K)}

= Hj71—KHj72.
Similarly,
Ble S0 (v (j) < L)(S(T) - K)*]
- E[e— SIS AW+mST (_1n V(j) > —In L, In S(T) > In K)]
_ ':1A(k) .
—KE[e S AW~V (j) > —InL,In S(T) > In K)
== H]73—KHJ’4,
where
1 1 [ re K f0:4¢; +1,0,0,—1)
Hj’g = Zf(071,0,0,—1)+%/0 Re[ i¢1 :|d¢1
1 [ ref2InLf0:1, —ipo,0,—1)
+% o Re[ i¢2 ]d¢2
00 00 —i¢1 In K+igaIn L . i _
_%/ / (Re[e f(05i¢1 + 1, —iga, 0, 1)]
2r2 Jo  Jo P12
e—i¢11nK—i¢21an(0.Z'¢l +1 i¢2 0 _1)
—Re ’ At derdgs, (AT
| 5102 |Jagiada, 1)
and
1 1 [ re K f0:441,0,0,—1)
M, = Zf(o,o,o,o,—l)Jr%/0 Re[ o }dqsl
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1[0 el f(0;0,—igy,0,—1)
+% 0 Re[ )2 ]d@
RGN emidInKtidaInL £(0: jby | —ighy, 0, —1)
2772/0 /0 (Re[ b12 }
emiormK—id2lnL ¢((): by igho, 0, —1)
~Re] s |)agrden.  (a8)

Note that II; 3 and II, 4 have similar forms as II;; and II; 2, and they can be obtained by replacing
f(05-,-,—1,-) in II; 1 and II; 5 with f(0;-,-,0,-), respectively.

We next calculate £ {e‘ i ARV (5) < L)V(j)(S(T)—K)+] . Note that F [e‘ i ARV () <
LYWV () (S(T) - K )+] can be calculated in a similar way. To this end, define another probability

measure Q3 as follows:

E [I(O)e‘ 7 A(K)+In S(T)+In V(j)]

Q3(0) = ;

5 [6_ S, A(k)+1n S(T)+1n V(J’)}

for any event O € .Zp. The joint characteristic function of —InV(j) and In S(T") under Q3 is
e~ Thoy Alk)+In S(T)+1n V(j)

E [e— S0, A(k)+In S(T)+1n v(j)]

EQs [emg(— InV(4))+i¢1 lnS(T)] - E [ ei02(—InV(j))+ig1 In S(T)]

f(0a1717_17_1) '

By inverting the characteristic function, we obtain that
s = E[e_ S ARSIy (N (~InV(j) > —In L, In S(T) > In K)}

- E [e— Tho AR+ ST+ VU)} EQ: [I(— InV(j) > —InL,InS(T) > In K)}

1 1 [e%S) —ip1 In K 0:14 1.1.—1.—1
_ Zf(0;1,1,—1,—1)+—/ Re[e f(Osigr +1,1, 71, )}dqﬁl
0

T iP1
Lo 1?2 Ef0;1, —igo +1, -1, -1)
+%/0 Re[ i ]d@
o [ (e[ o, i 2 )
271'2 0 0 ¢1¢2
ei01mK—ig2InL (0 iy 4+ 1,ipg + 1, —1,—1)
—Re[ s ]>d¢1d¢2,(A.9)
and
g = E[e—zile’f)vg)I(—ln V(j) > —InL,InS(T) > 1nK)}

- E[e— i:lAUf)“nV(j)}E@S[I(—an(j)>—1nL,1n5(T)21nK)}

o0 —ipr In K £(0. ; L
_ 1f(0;0,1,_1,_1)+i/ Re[e F(0:i61,1, -1, 1)}d¢1
! TJ0 i1
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1 [e%S) i In L 0:0. —1i 1. —1.—1
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e IR0 E £ (05 i igp +1,—1,—1)
—Re[ b ]>d¢1d¢2, (A.10)

where Q3(O) is defined by
E[I(O)e_ ZizlA(k)—l—an(j)}

0) = -
@3(0) E[e‘ izlA(k)-i-an(j)]

)

for any event O € Zp. Therefore, we have that

B[ S DIV () < DV EISET) - K)]
E[e_ ZizlA(k)—i-lnS(T)V(j)I(_]n V(j) > —InL,InS(T) > 1HK)}

—KE [e_ S A® Y () I(— IV (j) > —InL,InS(T) > In K)]
— ;5 — KTl
Finally, we calculate E[e‘ Sia AR I(V(5) < L)V (G)(S(T) — K)ﬂ under Q4 and Q4 defined by

B[1(0)e~ Ti2 A0SV ()]
Q4(0) = : .
FE [e— Y71 Ak)+HIn S(T)+1In V(J)]

5 [I(O)e_ S~ A(K)+In V(j)}
5.0 — |
Q4(0) z [e‘ S A(k)—l—an(j)}

)

for any event O € #p. Following along similar arguments we obtain

E[e— S AW IV () < LV (G)(S(T) — K)ﬂ
E[e_ it A(k)+1nS(T)V(j)[(—ln V(j)>—-InL,InS(T) > an)}

~KE [e_ S AWV (HI(- V() > —InLn S(T) > In K)]

= 17— Klljs,

Ele it AW SOy (3N [(~1nV(j) > —InL,In S(T) > In K)}

1 1 [ re K050 +1,1,0,—1)
— _ -1.1 -1 _ ) )y Ly Yy d
4f(07 ) 707 ) + o7 /0 Re[ Z¢1 :| ¢1

27



L[ (€72 (01, —igy +1,0,—1)

— . deo

2w 0 Z¢2

N e
272 0 0 ¢1¢2

e KT f(0ig) + 1, igp 41,0, 1)

G102

+ Re[

—Re[ Dd¢1d¢2.(A.11)

and

s = E[e—ZiZiAWV(j)I(—1nV(j)>—1nL,1n5(T)21nK)}

| 1o e K f(0:ig,,1,0,—1)
= Sf(0;0,1,0,-1)+— [ R P
4f( y Uy LYy ) + o /0 e[ Z(bl
1 0o eid)glan(O.O —i(]ﬁg +1.0 _1)
L R ) Yy (i) d
+27T 0 e|: Z¢2 :| ¢2
1 0o oo —igrIn K+igaInL £0(). ;b g 1,0,—-1
g ] (e )
272 Jo o D102
e~ 1K —idaInL £y iy + 1,0, —1)
192

Note that II; 7 and II; g can be obtained by replacing f(0;-,-, —1,-) in II; 5 and II; ¢ with f(0;-,-,0, ),

| der

—Re[ Dd¢1d¢2. (A.12)

respectively. This completes the proof of the theorem. O
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