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Introduction

Credit risk is present under various forms in any derivative products. However, the fact is that 
credit risk is not, in general, priced in the various models commonly used for equity, FX, IR 
of commodity derivatives. This note is aimed at presenting a few guidelines for the modelling 
of default risk and spread risk in the context of derivatives, thereby treating any derivative as 
a genuine credit hybrid. I shall emphasize, using simple examples where the credit risk is 
described by a reduced-form model, the impact of credit risk in pricing and hedging. It is 
quite enlightening to revisit the classical strategy of dynamic replication via a “delta” hedge, 
and understand how it is modified by the credit risk. I shall first use a trivial jump-to-zero 
model for a risky bond (or a CDS contract) in order to explain in a simplified setting the credit 
risk effect. Then I will consider a more realistic stochastic default intensity model. Finally, I 
will briefly present a practical method for the calibration of the joint dynamics.
As regards the more theoretical aspects of credit risk modelling, I will rely on the reduced-
form models such as described in great details in e.g. [BJR] or [SS]. The reason for that 
choice is that, in capital markets environment, derivative traders are confronted to a host of 
(more or less) liquid products: stock, vanilla options, variance swaps, CDS, credit index,... 
and their main objective is the projection of the risks of a given, exotic instrument on existing 
market instruments. Therefore, one of the main prerequisites for a useful model is that it has 
good replication properties for the price and the dynamics of the liquid instruments. A typical 
structural approach for the credit risk, although interesting in itself as it gives rise to an 
interpretation of the credit event happenstance and therefore, to a better understanding of its 
governing mechanisms, has the strong disadvantage of making the models and the calibration 
extremely complicated, with poor performances.
Interestingly enough, there are much fewer references on the hedging of credit risk than there 
are on its pricing… The pricing by replication with CDS, however natural an extension of the 
Black-Scholes-Merton theory to the world of credit as it may be, is not commonly used nor 
exposed in the core of the credit literature. The most relevant references in this direction are 
[BJR] and [JR]. It is noteworthy that this approach is not well spread in the pure credit 
derivatives business, where the hedging practices in the industry tend to consider the “spread” 
risk rather than the actual “default” risk, mostly because of the cost of a full hedging portfolio. 
However, in the context of credit-contingent options, or in that of counterparty risk 
management, it is essential to properly measure and eliminate the default risk - which explains 
why I think the examples below are of interest.

This paper is intended as providing a few examples of how one can explicitly incorporate and 
manage credit risk into various derivatives. The models presented here, or extensions thereof, 
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have been used in a production environment in capital markets for equity and FX derivatives. 
Section 1 and 2 provide a detailed derivation of the hedging portfolio in a pure jump 
dynamics for the risky bond, whereas Section 3 deals with the more realistic case of a 
stochastic spread (stochastic default intensity) model. The short Section 4 tackles the joint 
calibration problem for a hybrid equity-credit model.

This note is an extension of the talk given by the author during the 1st International Forum on Financial Risks.  
The author would like to thank the anonymous referee for useful suggestions and comments.

1. Risky asset contract

I will first examine the case where a financial institution has entered a contract where an asset 
S will be delivered by a counterparty at time T, subject to the counterparty not defaulting prior 
to T. The contract is then: to deliver { }TTS >τ1  - with standard notations.

a. Uncorrelated case

By “uncorrelated”, I mean that the dynamics of the asset is not affected by a credit event - this 
is typically the case in a pure counterparty risk hedge. Let’s now assume a simple diffusion 
model for the historical dynamics of the asset

dtSdWSdS tttt µσ +=

where tW  is a Wiener process, and a pure jump-to-zero model for a risky bond written on the 
counterparty with the same maturity:

( )ttt ddtBdB Π−= − λ

with { }1t tτ ≤Π =  is the default process.

In this setting, the price of the risky bond is given by ( ) { }
0

exp 1
t

t tB u du τλ >

 
= − 

 
∫  when ( )uλ

is a function of time only, see e.g. [BJR], Section 1.2, and a no-arbitrage argument implies 
that the drift of the bond must compensate the historical default intensity. However, we will 
not dwell upon this property here, but rather, describe in detail the hedging argument. We 
shall use the same convention as in [BJR] and introduce explicitly the dependence in the 
default time within the function tV , thereby setting 

( ), , ,t t t tV V t S B≡ Π

From now on, we will concentrate on determining the value  before default ( ), , ,0t tV t S B , 

and generally assume that the value after default (the recovery) ( ), , ,1t tV t S B  is 0.

Along the classical lines of pricing by replication, a hedge portfolio  tP  can now be set up - 
making the usual albeit stringent liquidity assumptions on both the asset and the risky bond – 
that will consist at any time of:

1 unit of contract tV
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( )tα− units of risky bond
( )tβ− units of asset.

Given that default has not occurred before the current time t, the change of the value of the 
portfolio is: 

tttttt dSdBdVdP βα −−=
or else, using Itô’s formula with jumps in the state variables ( )BS , :

( ) ( )( )

2
2 2

2

1
2

,0, ,1 , , ,0

t t t

t t t t t t t t

V V V VdP dS B dt S dt
S B t S

V S t V S B t d dB dS

λ σ

α β

−

−

 ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂= + + + + ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ 
− Π − −

.

The proportions of bond and assets are then determined by:

( ) ( ), 0, ,1 , , , 0

t

t t t t t

V
S

V S t V S B t B

β

α− −

∂ =
∂

− = −
which allow for a complete elimination of both risks in the dynamics of the portfolio. As this 
portfolio should now grow at the risk-free (assumed to be zero) rate, the remaining terms in its 
differential yield the pricing equation for the risky contract:

( ) ( )( )
2

2 2
2

1 ,0, ,1 , , ,0 0
2

V V VS B V S t V S B t
t S B

σ λ∂ ∂ ∂ + + + − = ∂ ∂ ∂ 

or, in the simple case where no recovery is expected in the event of a default:

0
2
1

2

2
22 =





 −

∂
∂+

∂
∂+

∂
∂ V

B
VB

S
VS

t
V λσ .

Under the Markovian assumption that the drift is a function of the state variables - in general: 
( ),B uλ λ≡  - the hedging argument yields that the price before default V is the solution to 

the PDE above, together with the final condition
( ), , , 0V S B T S= .

For the sake of clarity in this very simple example, I carry out the computations in the “risky 
asset” contract. One can work out explicitly the solution by separating the variables: a 
solution is sought under the form ( ) ( ), , ,0 ,V S B t SQ B t= , and the equation for Q is simply:

( )

0

, 1

Q QB Q
t B

Q B T

λ∂ ∂ + − = ∂ ∂ 
=

.
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Since there is no diffusion of the bond (pure jump), the solution is 

( ) ( ), exp
T

t

Q B t u duλ
 

= − 
 

∫
in the case of a deterministic drift ( )uλ (no dependence on B ) in the dynamics of B , as 
already mentioned at the beginning of this Section. The general solution of the bond pricing 
equation with an arbitrary final condition Ψ and deterministic drift ( )uλ :

( ) ( )

0

,

Q QB Q
t B

Q B T B

λ∂ ∂ + − = ∂ ∂ 
= Ψ

 is given as

( ) ( ) ( ) 















Ψ





−= ∫∫

T

t

T

t

duuBduutBQ λλ expexp, ,

which greatly simplifies here since the final condition is a constant.

One recovers the classical result (see e.g. [DS]) that the fair value of the risky contract is 
equal to market price of the asset* extra discount factor - under the assumption that such a 
replicating portfolio is constructed. Also of interest is the interpretation of the delta hedge : 
the hedging strategy is no longer being long one stock (assuming one is short the option), as it 
would be in a non risky world, but rather, to be long a quantity that goes to one as time to 
maturity goes to zero. The financing of the continuous rebalancing in stock (buying more and 
more stock as time to maturity goes to zero) comes through lending money at the risky rate.

b. Correlated case

I will now look at a more interesting situation: in the case of a default of the counterparty, one 
can make the assumption that the level of the asset jumps downwards (in the case of a stock, 
say) or upwards (in the case of an FX rate or a commodity). This situation is typical in the 
case of systemic risk, it is also relevant for the case of sovereign default. The jump on the 
asset is governed by the same process as the default of the risky bond:

( )( )tttt dJdtdWSdS Π−++= − 1µσ

( )ttt ddtBdB Π−= − λ

where ( ) −− tSJ 1  is the size of the jumps, and (for simplicity) J is assumed to be constant. 
Let’s write down the pricing and hedging strategy, and derive the pricing equation as above.
Assuming again that default has not occurred at time t and setting up a portfolio as in the 
previous section with

1 unit of contract tV
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( )tα− units of risky bond
( )tβ− units of asset,

the change of the value of the portfolio is: 

tttttt dSdBdVdP βα −−=

which now becomes:

( )

( ) ( )( ) ( ) ( )

2
2 2

2

1
2

,0, ,1 , , ,0 1

tt t t t

t t t t t t t t t t t t t t t

V V V VdP S dW dt B dt S dt
S B t S

V JS t V S B t d B dt B d S dW dt J S d

σ µ λ σ

α λ α β σ µ β

−− −

− − − − − − −

 ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂= + + + + + ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ 
− Π − + Π − + − − Π

.

The proportions of bond and assets are then determined by:

( ) ( )( ) ( ),0, ,1 , , ,0 1

t

t t t t t t t

V
S

V JS t V S B t J S B

β

β α− − − − −

∂ =
∂

− − − = −
thereby eliminating both risks in the dynamics of the portfolio. As this portfolio now grows at 
the risk-free rate, the remaining terms in the differential yield the pricing equation for the 
risky contract:

( ) ( )( ) ( )
2

2 2
2

1 ,0, ,1 , , ,0 1 0
2

V V V VS B V JS t V S B t J S
t S B S

σ λ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ + + + − − − = ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ 
or, in the simple case where no recovery should be expected in the event of a default:

( ) 01
2
1

2

2
22 =







∂
∂−−−

∂
∂+

∂
∂+

∂
∂

S
VSJV

B
VB

S
VS

t
V λσ .

One now uses the same trick as above to separate the variables: ( ) ( ) ( ), , ,0 , ,V S B t Q B t W S t=  
and the following equations obtain:

( )

0

, 1

Q QB Q
t B

Q B T

λ∂ ∂ + − = ∂ ∂ 
=

.

(identical to the previous case)

and

( )
( ) STSW

S
WSJ

S
WS

t
W

=

=
∂

∂−−
∂
∂+

∂
∂

,

01
2
1

2

2
22 λσ

.
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Note the extra convective term coming from the assumption on the dynamics of S. This term 
obviously degenerates to the case of the previous subsection when there is no jump (J=1).

It is trivial to check that the solution is 
( ) ( ) ( )tTJSetSW −−−= 1, λ

in the case of a constant default intensity, and the price of the corresponding hedging strategy 
- the value at a time t and spot level S of the risky contract - becomes

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )tTJtTtTJ SeeSetSV −−−−−−− == λλλ 1, .

For a term structure of default intensity, one obtains the following:

( ) ( ) 





−= ∫

T

t

duuJStSV λexp, .

2. Risky option

a. Uncorrelated case

Most of what has been stated above remains true if the payoff is of the form ( ) { }TTS >Φ τ1 . As a 
matter of fact, if one tries the separation of variables, one obtains the following equation

0
2
1

2

2
22 =





 −

∂
∂+

∂
∂+

∂
∂+

∂
∂ WQ

B
QBW

S
WQSW

t
QQ

t
W λσ ,

where the solution has the form ( ) ( )tBQtSWV ,,= . Upon grouping and rearranging the 
various terms, the following obtains:








∂
∂+

∂
∂−=





−

∂
∂+

∂
∂

B
QB

t
QWW

S
WS

t
WQ λλσ 2

2
22

2
1

or equivalently:

Q
B
QB

t
Q

W

W
S
WS

t
W

∂
∂+

∂
∂

−=
−

∂
∂+

∂
∂ λλσ 2

2
22

2
1

,

and both sides of the equation should then only depend on time: there exists a function ( )tκ  
with the property that:

Q
B
QB

t
Q

WW
S
WS

t
W

κλ

κλσ

−=
∂
∂+

∂
∂

=−
∂
∂+

∂
∂ ,

2
1

2

2
22

.

It is easy to check that the choice of ( )tκ  is not relevant - different choices will only generate 
two inverse extra discount factors that will compensate each other - and the obvious choice 

( ) ( )tt λκ −=  leads to the pricing equations :
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0

,0
2
1

2

2
22

=−
∂
∂+

∂
∂

=
∂
∂+

∂
∂

Q
B
QB

t
Q

S
WS

t
W

λλ

σ
,

which shows that the risky price is again equal to non risky price of the option * price of the 
risky bond in the uncorrelated case.

b. Correlated case

Again, the fact that there is a jump yields a correction to the risky discount factor: the 
separation of variables now reads

( )
2

2 2
2

1 1 0
2

W Q W Q WQ W S Q BW WQ J SQ
t t S B S

σ λ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ + + + − − − = ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ 
,

and for each function Q and W:

( )

0

,01
2
1

2

2
22

=−
∂
∂+

∂
∂

=
∂

∂−−
∂
∂+

∂
∂

Q
B
QB

t
Q

S
WSJ

S
WS

t
W

λλ

λσ
.

In order to compare with the option on a non risky asset, solution of
° °2

2 2
2

1 0
2

W WS
t S

σ∂ ∂+ =
∂ ∂

,

one can use the new state variables ( )exp( 1
T

t
Y S J duλ= −∫  and write the solution to the full 

equation as in the case of the simple payoff { }TTS >τ1  under the form 

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ° ( )( ), , , , exp exp 1 ,
T T

t t
V S B t Q B t W S t du W S J du tλ λ ≡ = − − −  ∫ ∫ .

This formula provides an intuitive interpretation of the pricing formula as discounting with a 
risky discount factor while correcting the drift in the diffusion for the asset.

c. The case of non zero recovery

In the case where a recovery is paid at default, the general two-dimensional equation remains 
identical, but the separation of variables is no longer possible unless one makes the 
assumption that the recovery is a fraction of the market value before default: −+ = VV ω  with 
obvious notations. If this assumption holds, then one still obtains a simple decoupling for the 
risky option. Otherwise, obtaining the solution requires solving the full 2D PDE.

3. Spread risk vs. default risk
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In  the  simple  default  model  of  the  previous  section,  the spread  risk,  that  is,  exposure to 
volatility of the spread, was not taken into account. We now address this important question 
and present  a  model  in  which  the  default  intensity  is  made stochastic  in  a  more  explicit 
manner.
We will now assume that there exist at least two zero-coupon bonds with different maturities 
that can be used for hedging purposes, thereby eliminating both the jump risk (default risk) 
and the driving factor in the spread (spread risk). The independent variables are now ttS λ, - 
the asset and the stochastic default intensity - so that:

( )( )tttt dJdtdWSdS Π−++= − 11 µσ
and tλ is a diffusion process

bdtadWd tt += 2λ
(with a, b possibly functions of time and intensity level) governing the Cox default process tΠ
. In the sequel, we shall make the assumption that the SDE for the stochastic intensity  tλ
yields  nonnegative  solutions.  This  natural  and  sensible  assumption  prevents  the  use  of 
simplistic models, e.g. constant coefficients models, for the intensity. In fact, tλ  represents the 
intensity of a Cox process, and has to be nonnegative in order to avoid trivially arbitrageable 
zero-coupon bonds. Note that the two Wiener processes may be correlated, and that one can 
specify whether the asset is subject to credit risk ( )1≠J  or not ( )1=J when default occurs.
Let’s now consider an option with maturity T conditional to no default before T, and assume 
that there are two pure credit instruments available, both with maturities larger than T. We 
will write - similarly to the previous sections:

( )
{ }

, , ,
1

t t t t

t t

V V t S H
H τ

λ

≤

≡
=

and concentrate on the determination of the value before default ( ), , ,0t tV t S λ .
Assuming as before that default has not occurred at time t and setting up a hedging portfolio 
as in the previous section with

1 unit of contract tV
( )tα− units of credit instrument 1

tB

( )tβ− units of credit instrument 2
tB

( )tγ− units of asset,

the change of the value of the portfolio can now be written as: 

tttttttt dSdBdBdVdP γβα −−−= 21

which becomes:
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( ) ( )

( ) ( )

2 2 2
1 2 2 2

2 2

1 1 2 1 2 2 2 22 2

2 2

1 2

1 1
2 2

2 2
t t t t t t

t t t t t

t t t t

t t t t

V V V V V VdP S dW dt d V d S a a S dt
S t S S

B B B B B Ba ad dt d dt
t t

B d B d

σ µ λ σ ρ σ
λ λ λ

α λ β λ
λ λ λ λ

α β

−
 ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂= + + + ∆ Π + + + + ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ 

      ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂
− + + − + +            ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂      
− ∆ Π − ∆ Π − ( ) ( )1 1t t t t t tS dW dt J S dγ σ µ γ− −+ − − Π

,where the expression ( ):t t tX X X −∆ = − stands for the jump of a quantity when default occurs.

The proportions of credit instruments and assets in the hedged portfolio are then determined 
by solving the following system:

( ) 1 2

1 2

1

t

t t t t

t t

V
S
V J S B B

V B B

γ

γ α β

α β
λ λ λ

−

∂ =
∂

∆ − − = ∆ + ∆

∂ ∂ ∂= +
∂ ∂ ∂

,

thereby eliminating all sources of risks: asset delta, spread risk, default risk.
For the sake of completeness, I derive the pricing equation by introducing the risk premia 
associated to each risk factor. Similar results may be found in the literature, generally from a 
different perspective (construction of a martingale measures), see e.g. [S] and also [R]. 

Now that the hedging strategy is built, the Itô differential of the portfolio becomes:

2 22 2 2 2 2
2 2 2 1 1 2 2

2 2 2 2

1 1
2 2 2 2t t t

B B B BV V V V a adP S a a S dt
t S S t t

σ ρ σ α β
λ λ λ λ

      ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂∂ ∂ ∂ ∂= + + + − + − +     ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂      
and the portfolio grows at the risk-free (assumed to be zero) rate.

In order to eliminate the weights ,t tα β , we now remark that there are three equations in the 
two unknowns ,t tα β :

( ) 1 2

1 2

2 22 2 2 2 2
2 2 2 1 1 2 2

2 2 2 2

1

1 1
2 2 2 2

t t t t

t t

t t

V J S B B

V B B

B B B BV V V V a aS a a S
t S S t t

γ α β

α β
λ λ λ

σ ρ σ α β
λ λ λ λ

−∆ − − = ∆ + ∆

∂ ∂ ∂= +
∂ ∂ ∂

     ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂∂ ∂ ∂ ∂+ + + = + + +    ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂     

,

which states that the three-dimensional matrix
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( )
2 2 2

2 2 2
2 2

21 2
1 1 1

2

22 2
2 2 2

2

1 11
2 2

2

2

t t
V V V V VV J S S a a S

t S S

B BB aB
t

B BB aB
t

γ σ ρ σ
λ λ λ

λ λ

λ λ

−

  ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂∆ − − + + +  ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂  
  ∂ ∂∂ ∆ +  ∂ ∂ ∂ 
 

 ∂ ∂∂ ∆ +  ∂ ∂ ∂  
is of rank strictly less than 3: there exists a zero linear combination of its row vectors with 
non zero weights. Therefore, its transposed is also of rank strictly less than 3 and there also 
exists a zero linear combination of its column vectors with non zero weights. Denoting the 
corresponding coefficient for the first (resp. second) column by k (resp. q ) and assuming that 
the third coefficient has been rescaled to 1, the following system of equations obtains easily:

.

.

The third equation is the general pricing equation for a default-contingent contingent claim in 
this model: for any european-style payoff associated to a terminal condition TΦ , the price 
before default of a default-contingent option ( ), , ,0V S tλ  is given by the solution to the 
following equation:

( )

( ) ( )

2 2 2
2 2 2

2 2

1 1 1 0
2 2

, , ,0 T

V V V V V VS a a S k V J S q
t S S S

V S T S

σ ρ σ
λ λ λ

λ

∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ + + + + ∆ − − + = ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ 
= Φ

Let’s now examine some consequences of the previous hedging argument.
First of all, a standard argument allows one to assert that risk premia ,k q may depend freely 
on the state variables, but not on the dependent variables such as the bond or option prices. 
Under the simplifying but natural assumption that the bond prices depend only on time and 
the default intensity but not on the asset level, ,k q must be functions of ,t λ only.
In particular, one can specialize the above pricing equation to obtain the zero-coupon, zero-
recovery bond price (no dependence on the asset level) as ( ), ,0B tλ solution to

( )

2 2

22
, ,0 1

B a B Bq kB
t

B T
λ λ

λ

∂ ∂ ∂+ + =
∂ ∂ ∂

=
,

which leads to the classical interpretation of k as the spread over the risk-free rate, in the 
sense that there holds:

( ) ( ), ,0 exp ,
T

u t
t

B t E k u duλ λ λ λ
  

= − =     
∫

( )

22
11 1 1

2

22
22 2 2

2

2 2 2
2 2 2

2 2

0
2

0
2

1 1 1 0
2 2

B B Ba k B q
t

B B Ba k B q
t

V V V V V VS a a S k V J S q
t S S S

λ λ

λ λ

σ ρ σ
λ λ λ

∂ ∂ ∂+ + ∆ + =
∂ ∂ ∂

∂ ∂ ∂+ + ∆ + =
∂ ∂ ∂

∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ + + + + ∆ − − + = ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ 

ha
l-0

06
20

84
7,

 v
er

si
on

 1
 - 

8 
Se

p 
20

11



where the mathematical expectation is taken under the measure for which the hazard rate 
follows the diffusion process

qdtadWd tt += 2λ .

More generally, the price of an option with european-style payoff TΦ is valued as 

( ), , ,0V S tλ = ( )( )exp , ,
T

u T t tt
E k u du S Sλ λ λ − Φ = =  ∫ , where the risk-neutral jump-

diffusion for the asset is given by

( ) ( )( )1 1t t t tdS S dW J d kdtσ−= + − Π −%

for a default process tΠ~  having the modified intensity ( )tk t ,λ , and the risk-neutral diffusion 
for the hazard rate is as above:

qdtadWd tt += 2λ .

One important question, at least for practical applications, is therefore: what is a suitable 
choice for ,k q ? There are many aspects to take into account, one of them being the numerical 
tractability of the bond prices. Keeping this in mind, it may be convenient to choose an 
exponential-affine structure, see [DS] or [DFS], for the special case of a zero coupon, zero 
recovery bond price. In particular, the volatility of the default intensity should either be a 
simple term structure, or a square root process. Since the term structure assumption leads to 
potentially non positive default intensities, it must be rejected.
The choice of an exponential-affine bond structure leads to the following general form for the 
risk premia:

( ) ( )
( ) ( )

k x t y t

q m t n t

λ

λ

= +

= +
,

which in the simplest case k λ=  reduces to the classical interpretation of the spread. I shall 
assume in the rest of the paper that the choice k λ=  has been made.
The bond pricing equation becomes

2 2

22
B a B Bq B
t

λ
λ λ

∂ ∂ ∂+ + =
∂ ∂ ∂

and the general pricing equation for a credit contingent option on the asset now reads:

( )
2 2 2

2 2 2
2 2

1 1 1
2 2

V V V V V VS a a S q V J S
t S S S

σ ρ σ λ
λ λ λ

∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ + + + + + ∆ − − ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ 
.

In the fully correlated case J=0, the pricing equation is:

2 2 2
2 2 2

2 2

1 1 0
2 2

V V V V V VS a a S q S V
t S S S

σ ρ σ λ λ
λ λ λ

∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂+ + + + + − =
∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂

.

Note that, if the option is not credit contingent (standard european option with terminal payoff 
TΦ ), but if however a credit event implies a jump on the asset, one obtains the general jump-

diffusion pricing equation:
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( ) ( ) 01
22

2

2

22

2

2
2

2

=






∂
∂−−−+

∂
∂+

∂∂
∂+

∂
∂+

∂
∂+

∂
∂

S
VSJVJSVVq

S
VSaVa

S
VS

t
V λ

λλ
σρ

λ
σ

.

It is straightforward to check the consistency of the various equations above: martingale 
property for the asset price in the fully correlated or the jump-diffusion case, option price 
depending on the asset only if J=1…

Remark  :   one can briefly address the issue of solving the pricing equation for a credit 
contingent claim. In general, one cannot expect to separate the variables. A natural exception 
is that of a credit contingent option on a non risky asset (J=1) with zero brownian correlation, 
in which case the same formula as in Section 2.b holds. Also true is a similar result using 
separation of variables for a risky stock contract, as in this case there exists a particular 
solution of the form ( ) ( ), , ,0 ,V S t Q t Sλ λ= , where ( )tQ ,λ  is a solution to the equation 
below:

2
2

2

1 0
2

Q Q Q Qa a q JQ
t

ρ σ λ
λ λ λ

∂ ∂ ∂ ∂+ + + − =
∂ ∂ ∂ ∂

with terminal condition Q=1 at maturity. This equation degenerates to the case of Section 1.b 
when the default intensity is deterministic. 

4. Calibration of a stochastic “jump to default” case

In this short section, I tackle the issue of calibration. First and foremost, the credit part 
of the calibration process is simple in the case of an exponential-affine bond structure, as 
explained in the previous section: one must first specify the volatility coefficient of the CIR 
process – a volatility which, in the absence of a liquid option market on CDS, should be 
determined from time series of spread levels – and then, calibrate via forward induction a 
term structure for the drift onto the curve of the CDS prices. Assuming that this part is already 
performed, I now recall how to recover the local volatility matching an implied volatility 
surface given on the asset. It is worth noting that, under the hedging assumptions made above, 
the equation is formally identical to that of a stochastic short rate model having the same 
diffusion as the instantaneous default probability and therefore, the calibration process 
follows exactly the same route. The starting point is to write the price of an option using the 
Green’s function, which is the solution to the adjoint equation (the forward Kolmogorov 
equation):

( ) ( ) ( )

( ) ( )

2 2 2
2 2 2

2 2

0 0 0 0

1 1 0
2 2

, ,0 ,

p VS p a p a Sp qV Sp p
t S S S

p S S S

σ ρ σ λ λ
λ λ λ

λ δ λ λ

∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂   − − − + + + =   ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂ ∂   

= − −

.

The price of a contingent option whose payoff depends on S only is given by integration of its 
payoff value against the distribution p, that is:

( ) ( ) ( ) ( ) ( )
( ) ( )∫

∫∫ ∫
=

Φ=Φ=

λλ

λλλ

dtSptSq

dStSqSdSdtSpSSV

,,,

,,,0,, 00
.
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Now, an equation for q obtains by integrating that for p with respect to λ :

( )

( ) ( )00

22
2

2

0,

0
2
1

SSSq

pdpdS
S

qS
St

q

−=

=+
∂
∂+







∂
∂−

∂
∂

∫∫

δ

λλλλσ
.

One now uses the equation for a call option and its connection with q as in the standard 
Dupire formula:

( ) ( )TK
K

CTKq ,, 2

2

∂
∂=

and plug it into the equation for q. Upon integrating by parts (note the change of notations to 
use the standard (K, T)), one can show that 

( )

( ) ( )0000

2

2

2

2
22

2

2

2

2

,0,,

0,,
2
1

λλδλ

λλλσ

−−=

=





∂

∂−





∂
∂

∂
∂−





∂
∂

∂
∂

∫ ∫
+ ∞

SSSp

ddytypK
KK

CK
KK

C
T K .

which finally yields the forward equation for the call price

( ) 0,,
2
1

2

2
22 =





−

∂
∂−

∂
∂

∫ ∫
+ ∞

λλλσ ddytypK
K

CKC
t K

and that of the local volatility

( )

2

2
22

,,

2
1

K
C

ddytypK
T
C

K K

∂
∂







−

∂
∂

=
∫ ∫

+ ∞

λλλ
σ .

The calibration issue is therefore naturally cast into a fixed-point problem for the unknown 
function σ , its numerical solution problem is best performed using a forward induction 
method which we will not described in details in this document.

Some comments are in order: firstly, in the case of a deterministic default intensity, one 
trivially integrates in λ to recover the usual formula

( )

2

2

2

2

2

2

22

,

2
1

K
C

K
CK

T
C

K
C

dyTy
K

CK
T
C

K K

∂
∂

∂
∂+

∂
∂

=

∂
∂

∂
∂−

∂
∂

=
∫

+ ∞

λλ
σ . Secondly, in the case of a non zero, 

deterministic risk-free rate, one simply has to replace λ by λ+r , adding an extra term 
K
CrK

∂
∂

to the numerator.

5. Conclusion
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In this paper, I have presented some real-life models that can be, and actually are, used for the 
modelling of credit risk in derivatives. After describing the hedging strategy that allows one to 
obtain a valuation by replication, I have given a simple but useful practical example of joint 
calibration for a hybrid equity-credit model.
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