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A bstract

W e study the problem ofoption pricing and hedging strategies within the fram e-work of

risk-return argum ents. An econom ic agent is described by a utility function that dependson

pro�t (an expected value) and risk (a variance). In the idealcase without transaction costs

the optim alstrategy for any given agent is found as the explicit solution of a constrained

optim ization problem . Transaction costs are taken into account on a perturbative way. A

rationaloption price,in a world with only these agents,isthen determ ined by considering the

pointsofview ofthe buyerand the writerofthe option.Price and strategy are determ ined to

�rstorderin the transaction costs.

1 IN T R O D U C T IO N

Options are �nancialcontracts m ade out between two econom ic agents called the writer and the

buyer. The contentofsuch a contractisthatitgivesthe buyerthe optionalrightto buy from the

writera unitofsom e com m odity atsom e tim e in the future ata determ ined price. Optionsdi�er

m ainly asto the type ofunderlying com m odity (stock,stock indices,foreign currency,etc.),ifthe

expiry tim eis�xed orm ay bechosen by theoption buyer(European orAm erican),and on theform

ofthe pay-outfunction. Option pricing theory isgenerally regarded asone ofthe corner-stonesof

m odern m athem atical�nance,forstandard text-book treatm ents,see [8,7,11]. The outcom es of

these theories are norm ative prescriptions ofoption prices and hedging strategies,the latter being

portfoliosofthe underlying com m odity to be held in conjunction with the option. The theory has

generally been developed forthe classofcom plete m arkets,the two m ain exam ples being the log-

Brownian continuous-tim em odelofBlack and Scholes[3],and thedichotom icdiscrete-tim em odelof

Cox,Rossand Rubinstein[6].

Option pricing in incom plete m arkets have been m uch less welldeveloped,partly because the

Black-Scholesand Cox-Ross-Rubinstein theoriesalready yield quitereasonableestim atesofobserved

m arketprices,partly becausethereisnoagreed-upon procedureto�nd thepricein thism oregeneral

situation.In econom icterm sthisisisexpressed asthepricebeing contingenton individualinvestor

attitudes.

Theperhapssim plestassum ption aboutinvestorattitudesisthatthey can bedescribed only by

theirpreferred trade-o�sofrisk versusreturn on investm ent.Iftherisk ism easured by thestandard

deviation, then we are e�ectively looking at the option problem in the spirit ofthe M arkowitz

portfoliotheory[13].Even though thisisquiteasim pli�cation,thererem ains(atleast)oneparam eter

describing the risk-aversiveness ofan individualinvestor,which appearsasthe param eter� below.

To have predictive power we m ust be able to say som ething abouta price on the m arket without

assum ing,say,thatallinvestorscan bedescribed by thesam eparam eter�.Onerecallsthatin the
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CapitalAssetPricing M odelone isable to derive a relation between returnsand (diversi�ed)risks

on them arket[15,12].Theparticularrelation (theslopeoftheCapitalM arketLine)dependson the

setofinvestm entopportunitiesand investorattitudes,butonceithasbeen established,itholdsfor

allinvestors. In short,one would like to getoutsom ething sim ilarfrom a m ean-variance approach

to option pricing.

One way to proceed isto postulate thatthe hedging problem issolved by m inim izing risk un-

conditionally.Thisapproach hasbeen putforward by severalauthors,notably by Schweizer[14]and

Bouchaud & Sornette[5].In them ean-variancelanguageitdirectly correspondstoallinvestorsbeing

very risk-aversive,characterized by very large valuesof�. Ifallinvestors share thisattitude,and

tradewith oneanother,then theexpected pro�tfrom each tradehasto bezero,and thisargum ent

�xestheprice.

W hen presented thisway therisk-m inim izing prescription hasproblem s:W hy alloperatorshave

to bevery risk-aversive? And ifthey arevery risk-aversive,and m akeon theaveragezero netpro�t

on an option trade,then why would they bother to engage in it? However,it turns out thatthe

specialroleofrisk-m inim izing hedging can bederived from a m ean-varianceapproach in a di�erent

m anner[1]. The m ain objective ofthispresentpaperisto presentthisresult,including transaction

costsin thecalculations.

In any reasonableapproach no econom icagentshould beprepared tosellan option m orecheaply

than the price he would be prepared to pay forit. There m ay however be som e norm ative agent

who isprepared to buy and sellatone and the sam e price.Ifthatisthe case,and allotheragents

buy at lower and sellat higher prices, then this price is in fact a possible m arket price. This

is what happens in the m ean-variance approach without transaction costs. It is m ore appealing

than thestraight-forward risk-m inim izing procedureisthatthenorm ativeagentisneitherin�nitely

risk-aversive nor in�nitely risk-willing,but som ething in between. The case ofagents stillm ore

risk-willing requires a discussion outside the scope ofthis paper,see [1],but does not change the

argum ent. The price proposed by the norm ative agentissuch,thatifhe used the risk-m inim izing

strategyhisexpected pro�twould bezero.Hispricethereforeagreeswith thatoftherisk-m inim izing

prescription ofSchweizer and Bouchaud-Sornette. Ultim ately thisisa consequence ofthe variance

being a quadratic functionalofthe strategy,and itwould nothold ifwe adoptanotherm easure of

risk.Thestrategy actually used by thenorm ativeagentishowevernottherisk-m inim izing strategy,

Itcan bestbedescribed asthetherisk-m inim izing strategy plusa com ponentofpureinvestm entin

stock,unrelated totheoption.In thisway wecan rederivethepriceoftherisk-m inim izing approach,

butwe do notim ply thatany rationalagentactually usesthatstrategy,exceptaspartofa larger

portfolio.

Thepaperisorganized asfollows:in section 2 wesetup theproblem and rederivetheresultson

m ean-varianceoptim alportfoliosof[1].In section 3,which containsthehardnew resultsofthepaper,

we introduce transaction costs,and see how they m odify the price and the strategy. In section 4,

included forcom pleteness,welook atthebuyer’sand theseller’ssideofthem arket,and sum m arize

theresults.

2 R ISK -R ET U R N W IT H O U T T R A N SA C T IO N C O ST S

W enow specialize thediscussion to a European CallOption contracted attim e 0 to expire attim e

T,with strikepriceSc.Tim eistaken discrete in unitsof�,such thatT = N �.Forconvenience we

referto the underlying com m odity asstock,which com esin unitsofshares. The price ofthe share

isassum ed to generated by a m ultiplicativerandom processes,such thatSi+ 1 = uiSi,wheretheui’s

are independent and identically distributed random variables with �nite variance. An im portant

param eteris�,the expected excessreturn on the share com pared to a risk-lessinvestm ent. Letus

assum e thata risk-less investm ent increases in value from 1 to r over one discrete trading period,



then

� =< (ui� r)> (1)

In realistic m arket m odels one would expect � to be larger than zero. The increm entalwealth of

an option writerthatsellsthe option forC and usesthe strategy to keep �i(Si)sharesagainstthe

option attim et= i�,iftherealized sharepriceisSi,is,in theabsenceoftrading costs,

�W = Cr
N +

N �1X

i= 0

(ui� r)rN �i�1
Si�i(Si)� fST � Scg

+ (2)

W efollow herethenotation of[5],to which wereferfora discussion and m otivation of(2),see also

[1,2].

The gain and the risk are the expected value and the variance ofthe increm entalwealth,with

thepricesubstracted,i.e.

M [�] = < �W � Cr
N
> (3)

R[�] = < (�W � Cr
N )2 > �

�

< �W � Cr
N
>
�2

(4)

Thepro�t,theexpected valueof�W in (2),isequalto thegain plusCr N .

M isa linearand R isa quadraticfunctionalof�.Ifweperform them inim ization ofR with M

constrained to thevaluem ,itisclearthatthisR m ustbea quadraticpolynom ialin m .To getthe

explicitcoe�cientsofthatpolynom ialweintroducethevector-valued setoffunctionsgiven by

Fi(Si) = < fST � Scg
+ (ui� r)> Si; (5)

theauxiliary variable
~ i(Si)= P(SijS0)r

N �i�1
Si�i(Si); (6)

and them atrix

K ij(Si;Sj)=
P(Si;SjjS0)

P(SijS0)P(SjjS0)
< (ui� r)(uj� r)> Si;Sj � �

2
; (7)

where,naturally,P(SijS0) is the conditionalprobability that the share price equals Si at tim e i,

given thatitwasinitially S0. Likewise P(Si;SjjS0)isthe jointprobability thatthe price equalsSi
attim eiand Sj attim ej,conditioned by having been initially S0.Thediagonalelem entsofK can

bewritten a littlem oresim ply as

K ii(Si;Si)=
1

P(SijS0)
< (ui� r)2 > Si � �

2
: (8)

In thespecialcasewhen � isequalto zero K isdiagonal.Thegain and therisk can now bewritten

asordinary scalarproductsinvolving ~ ,K and F:

M = B + �(~ � 1) (9)

R = R c� 2(F �~ )+ 2�B(~ � 1)+ (~ � K~ ) (10)

where the notation B standsforthe average < fST � Scg
+ >,and R c the corresponding variance,

< (fST � Scg
+ )2 > �(< fST � Scg

+ >)2.Them inim um risk atgiven gain m is

R[m ]= � + �(m + A )2 (11)

with thefollowing identi�cation ofthecoe�cients;

� = Rc� (F � K
�1
F)+ 2B�(1 � K

�1
F)� B

2
�
2(1 � K

�1
1) (12)

A = B � �(1 � K
�1
F)+ B�

2(1 � K
�1
1) (13)

� =
1

�2(1 � K�1 1)
(14)



Theoptim alstrategy isgiven by

~ i(Si;m ) = (K �1
F)i(Si)+

m + B � �(1 � K�1 F)

�(1 � K�1 1)
(K �1

1)i(Si): (15)

The value ofm such thatthe lowest risk isattained is m = �A . The risk-m inim izing strategy is

thus

~ i(Si;�A ) = (K �1
F)i(Si)� �B(K �1

1)i(Si): (16)

The expected pro�twhen trading with the risk-m inim izing strategy isCrN � A . Ifwe adjustthe

price(C)such thattheexpected pro�tiszero,wehave

C = r
�N

A (17)

whereA isgiven in (13).Equations(16)and (17)sum m arizetherisk-m inim izing approach tooption

pricing and hedging withouttransaction costs.

3 R ISK -R ET U R N W IT H T R A N SA C T IO N C O ST S

W enow assum ethattrading costsarepresentin theform

�W costs = �
F[�] (18)

where
 isa sm allparam eterand F isa positivefunctionalofthestrategy �.Forinstance,F could

includeproportionaltrading costswhen changing theportfolio from �i to �i+ 1[5].

W ewillassum ethatagentstry to m axim izea utility function ofthefollowing kind

U[�;
;�]= M [�;
]+ Cr
N
� �

q

R[�;
] (19)

where � is a param eter and M [�;
]and R[�;
]denote the gain and the risk in the presence of

transaction costs,i.e.,theexpected valueand thevarianceof

�W � Cr
N =

N �1X

i= 0

(ui� r)rN �i�1
Si�i(Si)� fST � Scg

+
� 
F[�] (20)

Thegain and therisk areexpanded in powersof
:

M [�;
] = M 0[�]� 
M 1[�] (21)

R[�;
] = R0[�]+ 
R1[�]+ 

2
R 2[�] (22)

(23)

whereM 0[�]isidenticalto(3)and 
M 1[�],equalto
 < F[�]>,aretheexpected tradingcostsusing

�.W elook forstrategiesthatareexpandablein powerseriesin 


� = �0 + 
�1 + ::: (24)

To m axim ize theutility (19)we�rstwish to m inim izetherisk atconstantgain.W em inim ize

Q[�;
] = R[�;
]� 2q(M [�;
]� m ) (25)

by varying � and q.The�rststep gives

�(q) = �0(q)� 
(
�2R 0[�]

��2
j�0)

�1
� [
�R1[�]

��
j�0 + 2q

�M 1[�]

��
j�0]+ O (
2) (26)



By varying with respectto q wehave

q(m ) = q0(m )� 

�M 1[�0(q0)]+ (

�M 0[�]

��
j�0(q0))� �1(q0(m ))

(
�M 0[�]

��
j�0(q0))� (

@�0(q)

@q
jq0)

+ O (
2) (27)

Thesolutionsto thezeroth orderequationsarethesam easthosediscussed abovein section 2,

q0(m ) = ��(m + A ) ~ i(Si;q)= (K �1
F)i(Si)� �(B + q)(K �1

1)i(Si) (28)

where� and A aregiven in (14)and (13),and ~ isidenticalto (15),only expressed asa function of

theLagrangem ultiplierq.Asa function ofm theoptim alstrategy m ay bewritten

�(m ) = �0(q0(m )+ 
q1(m )+ :::)+ 
�1(q0(m )+ 
q1(m )+ :::)+ :::

= �0(q0(m ))+ 


 

�1(q0(m ))+ (
@�0(q)

@q
jq= q0(m ))q1(m )

!

+ O (
2) (29)

which m ay besim pli�ed to

�0(q0(m ))+ 

M 1[�0(q0(m ))]

(
�M 0[�]

��
j�0(q0(m )))� (

@�0(q)

@q
jq0(m ))

 
@�0(q)

@q
jq0(m )

!

+ O (
2) (30)

Them inim alrisk asa function oftrading gain can now beexpressed as

R[m ] = R 0[�0(q0(m )+ 
q1(m )+ :::)+ 
�1(q0(m )+ 
q1(m )+ :::)+ :::]

+
R1[�0(q0(m )+ 
q1(m )+ :::)+ 
�1(q0(m )+ 
q1(m )+ :::)+ :::]+ ::: (31)

which can beexpanded into

R[m ] = R 0[�0(q0(m ))]+ 
f
�R0

��
�

 
@�0

@q
� q1(m )+ �1(q0(m ))

!

+R 1[�0(q0(m ))]g+ O (
2) (32)

Sincethecom bination of�1(q0(m ))and
@�0

@q
� q1(m )sim pli�eswehave,in fact,a m uch m orecom pact

expression fortherisk asa function ofm ,expanded up to �rstorderin 
,nam ely

R[m ] = R 0[�0(q0(m ))]+ 


 
dR 0[m ]

dm
� M1[�0(q0(m ))]+ R 1[�0(q0(m ))]

!

+ O (
2) (33)

The interpretation of(33)is straight-forward. The expected trading costs,using the zeroth order

trading strategy,appropriate fora levelofgain equalto m ,is
M 1[�0(q0(m ))]. W hen we use this

strategy we actually realise a gain ofm � 
M 1[�0(q0(m ))]. To reach a levelofm ,com pensating

for trading losses, we m ust use a strategy that in the absence oftrading costs would give m +


M 1[�0(q0(m ))].In doing so werun up theextra risk,to �rstorder,of

dR 0[m ]

dm
� M1[�0(q0(m ))].

Since the risk isnow expressed asa function ofgain and the trading costparam eter
,we can

writetheutility as

U[m ;
;�]= m + Cr
N
� �

q

R[m ;
] (34)

Atgiven risk-aversivenessparam eter� weseek to m axim izetheutility by varying m .Letusassum e

thatthem axim um isobtained ata valueofm [�;
].W ethen observethata priceacceptableto the

writerm ustbe such thatthe resulting utility isnon-negative. Ifthe option writerdoesnotsellan

option and perform s no operations in the m arket,then his increm ented wealth is identically zero,

which carrieszero utility.W ehencehave

C[
;�]= r
�N

�

�m [�;
]+ �

q

R[m [�;
];
]

�

(35)



whereweunderstand thatthisisthelowestpricethatthisoption writerisprepared to ask for.

W earethereforeto m axim izetheexpression m � �
q

R[m ;
],and wedo so by expanding

m [�;
] = m 0[�]+ 
m 1[�]+ ::: (36)

and allthepreceeding expansions,which togetheryield

U[m ;
;�]� r
N
C =

�

m 0[�]� �

q

R 0[m 0[�]]

�

+
fm 1[�]�
1

2
�

1
q

R 0[m 0[�]]
(
dR 0[m ]

dm
� m1[�]+ R 1[�0(m 0[�])]

+
dR 0[m ]

dm
M 1[�0(q0(m 0[�]))])g+ O (
2) (37)

Allzeroth ordercalculationscan bedoneratherexplicitly sincewehaveR 0[m ]= �+ �(m + A )2,

with allthecoe�cientsknown.Hence

m 0[�] = �A +

s
�

�(�2� � 1)
(38)

C[
 = 0;�] = r
�N

0

@ A +

s

�(�2� � 1)

�

1

A (39)

with �,A and � given in (12),(13)and (14).Thecorresponding (zeroth order)optim alstrategy is

~ i(Si;m 0[�]) =
�

(K �1
F)i(Si)� �B(K �1

1)i(Si)
�

+

s
��

�2� � 1
(K �1

1)i(Si) (40)

Thisisagain equivalentto(15)and (28),butexpressed thistim easafunction oftherisk-aversiveness

param eter�.Thestructureisthatofa �-dependentcorrection to therisk-m inim izing strategy (16).

W hen � islargethecorrection issm all.W hen � dim inshes,such thatthecom bination �2� tendsto

onefrom above,thecorrection islarge.The case of�2� lessthan onecan betreated by com paring

with purestockinvestm ent[1].An operatorusingutility function (19)would then investan unlim ited

am ountin stock.In otherwords,when �2�� 1 isnegative,theform ulation oftheproblem using(19)

givesunreasonable results,both forstock and options. If,however,the utility function ism odi�ed

by adding a quantity � 1

2W 0

R[�],then thestock investoronly investsan am ountproportionalto W 0.

The prefactorW 0 is hence a m easure ofthe am ount ofm oney an agentcan invest in the m arket.

The option price can then be �xed by com paring the utilities ofoption trading and pure stock

investm ent,in a sim ilar way as the option price has here been �xed by com paring option trading

and doing nothing.The generalstructure ofthesolution willagain betherisk-m inim izing strategy

(16)and thepricein therisk-m inim izing approach,with correctionswhich willnow depend on both

� and W 0,see[1].Fortherestofthispaperwewillassum ethat�
2� isgreaterthan one.

Com ingback to(37)weseethatthestructureofR 0 alsofacilitatestheoptim ization tonextorder

in 
,since

1

2
�

1
q

R 0[m 0[�]]
�
dR 0[m ]

dm
jm = m 0[�] = 1 (41)

W ethereforehaveup to �rstorderin 


U[m ;
;�]� r
N
C =

�

m 0[�]� �

q

R 0[m 0[�]]

�

�


 

M 1[�0(m 0[�])]+
1

2

s

�2� � 1

��
R 1[�0(m 0[�])]

!

+ O (
2) (42)



which doesnotdepend on m 1[�].Hence we do notneed to com pute m 1[�].The price,�xed by the

requirem entthatthem axim alutility iszero,is�nally

C[
;�] = r
�N

0

@ A +

s

�(�2� � 1)

�

1

A +


r
�N

 

M 1[�0[�]]+
1

2

s

�2� � 1

��
R 1[�0(m 0[�])]

!

+ O (
2) (43)

Using (16),(28),(30)and (40)wecan also expresstheoptim alstrategy up to �rstorderin 
 as

therisk-m inim izing strategy and a correction proportionalto (K �1 1)i(Si).

4 M A R K ET EQ U ILIB R IU M

Rationalizationsofm arketpricesare econom ically m eaningfulifthere are both buyersand sellers.

W ehavesofarexposed thepointofview ofthewriteroftheoption.In thecontextofm ean-variance

argum entstheanalysisforthebuyerishoweververy sim ilar.If,in fact,an option buyerwould usea

strategy �b,then,in theabsenceoftrading costs,hisincrem entalwealth would beequalin sizebut

opposite in sign ofthatofan option writerusing ��b. From thisfollowsim m ediately the strategy

and the price appropriate for an option buyer described by a risk-aversiveness param eter �. The

bid-ask spread ofagentsisthus,in theabsenceoftrading costs,

C
bid/ask[
 = 0;�] = r

�N

0

@ A �

s

�(�2� � 1)

�

1

A (44)

The only agents prepared to buy and sellare those with a value of� such that�2� � 1 vanishes,

and the price they o�er is r�N A ,which we recognize by (17) to be the sam e as that from the

risk-m inim izing procedure.

The trading costs break the sym m etry between buyer and writer. Allthings being equal,the

buyerwillbeprepared to pay a littleless,and thewriterwillask a littlem ore.A gap opensbetween

thesm allestask priceand the largestbid price.Strictly speaking,we do not�nd a m arketpricein

thepresenceoftradingcosts.W hen �2� tendstoonefrom above,thezeroth orderstrategy,�0(m [�]),

diverges.Hencetheaveragetrading costsbecom elarge.Itisconvenientto introducethenotation

�
risk =

1

P(SijS0)r
N �i�1 Si

�

(K �1
F)i(Si)� �B(K �1

1)i(Si)
�

(45)

�
gain =

1

P(SijS0)r
N �i�1 Si

(K �1
1)i(Si) (46)

such thatequation (40)can bewritten forthevariable� as

�0(�) = �
risk +

s
��

�2� � 1
�
gain

: (47)

The�rstordercorrection to thestrategy can by (28)and (30)bewritten

�1(�) = ��M 1[�0(�)]�
gain

: (48)

W hen �2� iscloseto onethetrading costsaredom inated by thecom ponentproportionalto �gain.

The only way in which the dom inating contribution in thiscase could com e from �risk would be if

�gain were actually a buy-and-hold strategy. Itisfairly straight-forward to see thatthisisnotso.

Itsu�cesto look atthecasewhen � isequalto zero,them atrix K diagonal,and use(8).



W hen �2� islarger,�gain and �risk contributeeach to thetrading costs.W ethushave

M 1[�0(�)]=

s
��

�2� � 1
M 1[�

gain]+ M 1[�
risk] (49)

W e can also address in a sim ilar m anner the �rst order correction to the risk that enters in (43).

W hen �2� iscloseto oneweshould have
s

�2� � 1

��
R 1[�0(�)]�

s
��

�2� � 1
R 1[�

gain] (50)

which depends in a sim ilar way as the �rst term in (49) on �. After a possible rede�nition of

M 1[[�
gain]to incorporatetheincrem entalrisk R 1 wecan thereforewritethebid/ask pricesas

C
bid/ask[
;�] = r

�N

0

@ A �

0

@

s

�(�2� � 1)

�
+ 
M 1[�

gain]

s
��

�2� � 1
+ 
M 1[�

risk]

1

A :

1

A (51)

W ecan now �nd theoptim al� asafunction of
 bym inim izingthebid-askspread.Them inim um

isattained at(��)2 = 1

�
+ 
M 1[�

gain]and leadsto

C
bid/ask[
;��] = r

�N
�

A �

�

2

q

�
M 1[�
gain]+ 
M 1[�

risk]

��

(52)

Thetwo com ponentsin thebid-ask spread aretheexpected trading costsusing therisk-m inim izing

strategy,
M 1[�
risk],and a term proportionalto

p
�,the square rootofthe m inim alresidualrisk.

Thisisalso the form used in [5]. The new piece in (52)isthatthe proportionality factorof
p
� is

nota free param eter,but in principle com putable. Note that �gain does notinvolve the pay-out

function ofthe option. Hence 
M 1[�
gain]takesthe sam e value fordi�erentoptions. The optim al

stategiesareapproxim ately

�
writer/buyer(��)= ��

risk +

s
�


M 1[�
gain]

�
gain (53)

In a m ean-variance world with transaction costsand hom ogeneousexpectationsthere isa m in-

im um gap between the sm allestask and the largestbid price. W e should therefore,in thatworld,

notexpect to see any trading in optionsatall. In the realworld allagentsdo notofcourse hold

identicalexpectations. In addition,there isno reason to expectthatallagentsare necessarily well

described by theirpreferred trade-o�sofrisk vs. return,m easured by a variance and an expected

value. In som ewhat extrem e param eter ranges m ean-variance option pricing lead to paradoxical

results[16,10,2],also discussed in the�nanceliteraturequitesom etim eago [9].

Itis therefore nota problem per se thatwe �nd a gap between bid and ask prices. The price

A from (52)and (13)isan estim ate ofa m arket price,and itis in the end an em piricalquestion

to decide how usefulthatestim ate is.Ifthegap aspredicted by (52)issu�ciently sm allcom pared

to inhom ogeneous expectations and allother externalities thattend to m ove and push apartbids

and asks,then thereisno conceptualdi�erencebetween testing A ortheBlack-Scholespriceagainst

observed m arketdata.Fortestsoftherisk-m inim izing prescriptionsagainstm arketdata,chie
y for

thespacialcase� = 0,see[5,4].

The analysisofthispaperhasbeen perform ed in perturbation theory in 
. Thisassum es that

the trading costs are relatively sm all. It is however perfectly naturalto consider the case where

the m inim alrisk � isvery sm all,buttrading with the strategy �risk leadsto very large costs. For

instance,suppose that risk is m inim ized by rehedging very often,and one pays som e am ount for

every trade,an exam ple considered in[5].Itthen seem sclearthatthebeststrategy isprobably not

very close to the optim alstrategy withouttransaction costs,and the perturbation cannotreally be



considered sm all.W em ay howevergetinform ation also on thiscaseby im agining thatthespaceof

possiblestrategiesm ay bevaried (forinstance,by trading m oreorlessoften).Them inim alrisk and

thetrading costswillthen both changewith theclassconsidered.In m inim izing thebid-ask spread

thereisatrade-o�between m inim izing m inim alrisk (by tradingm oreoften)and m inim izing trading

costs(by trading lessoften).Oneexpectsthatthebesttrade-o� isobtained when m inim alrisk and

trading costsareofthesam eorder.

To conclude,the m ean-variance approach to option pricing leadsto the sam e price asthe risk-

m inim izing prescription of[5]and [14].Theoptim alstrategy is,in theabsenceoftransaction costs,

equaltotherisk-m inim izingstrategyplusanotherstrategym orerelated todirectinvestm entin stock.

Transaction costslead to a gap between bid and ask prices.By m inim izing thisgap onearrivesata

speci�clevelofrisk-takingappropriatetoagiven leveloftransaction costs.Allthesecalculationscan

bedoneperturbatively around thecaseofno trading friction,and thereforeassum ethattransaction

costs using the optim al(zero-cost) strategy are sm all. The case when the transaction costs using

theoptim al(zero-cost)strategy areactually largecan bedonein asom ewhatm oreheuristicm anner

by varying the classofstrategiesconsidered. Thisleadsto the estim ate thatthe sm allest bid/ask

spreadsareobtained when trading costsand residualrisk areaboutequal.

The resultsofthe m ean-variance approach therefore �nally agree in suprising detailwith those

oftherisk-m inim izing prescription.
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