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Abstract

We study the pricing and the hedging of claim 1 which depends on the default
times of two firms A and B. In fact, we assume that, in the market, we can not buy
or sell any defaultable bond of the firm B but we can only trade defaultable bond of
the firm A. Our aim is then to find the best price and hedging of ¥ using only bond of
the firm A. Hence, we solve this problem in two cases: firstly in a Markov framework
using indifference price and solving a system of Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equations,
secondly, in a more general framework, using the mean variance hedging approach and
solving backward stochastic differential equations (BSDE).
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Introduction

Models for pricing and hedging defaultable claim have generated a large debates between
academics and practitioners during the last subprime crisis. The challenge is to model the
expected losses of derivatives portfolio by taking into account the counterparties defaults.
Indeed, they have been affected by the crisis and their agreement on the derivatives contracts
can potentially vanish. In the literature, models for pricing defaultable securities have been
initiated by Merton [27]. His approach consists of explicitly linking the default risk of a firm
to its value. This model is a good issue to understand the default risk. However, it is less
useful in practical applications since it is too difficult to capture the dynamics of the firm’s
value which depends on many macroeconomics factors. In response of these difficulties,
Duffie and Singleton [9] introduced the reduced form modeling which has been followed
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by Madan and Unal [26], Jeanblanc and Rutkowski [17] and others. In this approach, the
main tool is the ”default intensity process”, which describes in short terms the instantaneous
probability of default. This process combined with the recovery rate of the firm represents
the main tools necessary to manage the default risk. However, we should manage the default
risk considering the financial market as a network where every default can affect another
one and the propagation spreads as far as the connections exist. In the literature, to deal
with this correlation risk, the most popular approach is the copula. This approach consists
to define the joint distribution of the firms on the financial network with respect to the
marginal distribution of each firm. In static framework !, Li [25] was the first to develop this
approach to model the joint distribution of the default times. But, all computations are done
without considering the evolution of the survey probability given the available information.
Thus, we can not describe the dynamics of the derivatives portfolio in this framework.
In response of these limits on the static copula approach, El Karoui, Jeanblanc and Ying
developped a conditional density approach [11]. An important point, in this framework, is
that given this density, we can compute explicitly the default intensity processes of firms in
the financial market considered. We will follow this approach and work without losing any
generality in the explicit case where the financial network is defined only with two firms
denoted by A and B. The intensity process jumps when any default occurs. This jump
impacts the default of the firm and makes some correlation between them. We assume that
we can not buy or sell any defaultable bond of the firm B but we can trade a defaultable
bond of the firm A. We will consider two different cases for pricing and hedging a general
defaultable claims : the indifference pricing in Markov framework and the Mean-Variance
hedging approach for the general case.

In the first case, we will work in a Markov framework. Our aim will be to find, using
the correlation between the two firms, the indifference price of any contingent claim given
the risk aversion. This risk aversion will be defined by an exponential utility function.
We will express the indifference pricing as an optimization problem (see El Karoui and
Rouge [12]) and we will use the Kramkov and Schachermayer [21] dual approach. Then
solving this dual problem, we will find the solution of the indifference price. Moreover,
the characterization of the optimal probability for the dual optimization problem will be
solved by Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equations since the defaultable bond price will
be assumed to be a Markov process in this framework. We will also find an explicit formula
for the optimal strategy.

In a second case, we will be interested in a hedging problem using the Mean-Variance
approach. We will assume that we work in a general setting (not necessarily Markov), then
we will not be able to others use the HJB equations to characterize the corresponding value
function. Hence, we will adopt the Mean Variance approach which has been introduced
by Schweizer in [29] and generalized by many ([30], [13], [22], [8], [1], [23], [14]). Most of
theses papers use martingales techniques and an important quantity, in this context, is the
Variance Optimal Martingale Measure (VOM). The VOM, P, is the solution of the dual
problem of minimizing the L2-norm of the density dQ/dP, over all (signed) local martingale
measures Q for the defaultable bond price of the firm A. If we consider the case of no jump

'The framework where we don’t consider the evolution of the survey probability given a filtration.



dues to default, then the bond price process of the firm A is continuous. In this case, Delbaen
and Schachermayer in [7] proved the existence of an equivalent VOM P with respect to P.
Moreover the price of any contingent claim ) is given by EP(M)). In Laurent and Pham
[22], they found an explicit characterization of the variance optimal martingale measure in
terms of the value function of a suitable stochastic control problem. In the discontinuous
case, when the so-called Mean-Variance Trade-off process (MVT) is deterministic, Arai [1]
proved the same results. Since we will work in discontinuous case and since in our case the
Mean variance trade-off process is not deterministic (due to the stochastic default intensity
process), we will not be able to apply the standards results. Hence our work will be first to
characterize the value process of the Mean-Variance problem and then to make some links
with the existence and the characterization of the VOM. However, we will not really need
to prove and assume this existence to solve our problem. Indeed, we will solve a system of
quadratic Backward Stochastic Differential Equations (BSDE) and we will characterize the
solution of the problem using BSDE’s solutions. The main contribution in this part will
be the explicit characterization of the BSDE’s solutions without using the existence of the
VOM. We will obtain an explicit representation of each coefficients of quadratic backward
stochastic differential equations with respect to the parameters asset of our model. In
particular, the main BSDE coefficient will follow a quadratic growth and its solution will
be found in a constrained space. In a particular discontinuous filtration framework (where
the asset parameters do not depend on the filtration generated by the jump), Lim [24] have
reduced this constrained quadratic BSDE with jumps to a constrained quadratic BSDE
without jump and solved the corresponding BSDE. In the discontinuous filtration due to
defaults events, we will can not do the same assumption since the intensity processes depend
on the jumps (the default events). Hence, using Kharroubi and Lim [18] technics, we will
split the BSDE’s with jumps into many continuous BSDEs with quadratic growth and we
will conclude the existence of the solution using the standard results of Kobylanski [19].

Hence, the paper is structured as follow, in a first section, we will give some notations
and present our model with some results relative to credit risk modeling. Then, in a second
part, we will study the case of pricing and hedging defaultable contingent claim in a Markov
framework using indifference pricing. Then in the last section, we will study the pricing and
hedging problems in a more general framework (not Markov) using mean variance hedging
approach and solving a system of quadratic BSDEs.

1 The defaultable model

In the sequel, we will work in the same model construction as in Bielecki and al. in
2] chapter 4. Let T' > 0 be a fixed maturity time and denote by (2, F := (F)jo.77,P) an
underlying probability space. The filtration I is generated by a one dimensional Brownian
motion W. Let 74 and 78 be the two default times of two firms A and B. Let define, for
all £ € [0,T7:

H =1gacy and  HP =1g5.4. (1.1)



We define now some useful filtrations and definitions:
Gr=FVvHE, GP=FVH! and G =F VvH VHE,

where HA (resp. HP) is the natural filtration generated by H4 (resp. HZ). We will denote
by G := (9e)epoy G 1= (gtA)te[o,T] and G == (GF) ¢ 7

Definition 1.1 (Initial time). Let 1 be a positive finite measure on R%.  The random
times ™ and T8 are called initial times if, for each t € [0,T), their joint conditional law
given Fy is absolutely continuous with respect to n. Therefore, there exists a positive family
(9t(¥)sepo,m of F-martingales such that

+00 +00
G(02,05) =P(+4 > 04,78 > 0B|F) = /GA /98 9e(y1, y2)n(dy1, dyz), (1.2)

for each 04,08 ¢ RT and t € [0, 7).
Regarding this definition, we make the following assumptions:
Assumption 1.1. ( Properties of the default times)
— Processes HA and HP have no common jump: P (14 = 75) = 0.
— The default times T4 and T, are initial times.

Hence, point 2. of the previous Assumption implies that the default times of firm A and B
are correlated regarding our joint probability density g; (appearing in (1.2)). We now give
a representation Theorem of our defaultable model.

Theorem 1.1. (Representation Theorem) Under Assumption 1.1, for i € {A, B}, there

ezists a positive G-adpated process N, called the P-intensity of H®, such that the process
M? defined by

t
M;:H;—/ Alds,
0

is a G-martingale. Moreover, any local martingale ( = (gt)tzo admits the following decom-
position: P-a.s,

t t t
CtzCoJr/ stWer/ U;“dM;‘Jr/ UBaMmB, vt>o, (1.3)
0 0 0

where Z,U* and UP are G-predictable processes and W is the martingale part of the
G-semimartingale W in the enlarged filtration (see [15] for more details about the pro-
gressive enlargement of filtration and the characterization of the decomposition of any IF-
semimartingale in the enlarged filtration G ).

Proof. The processes A and AP are given explicitly since we assume that 74 and 77 are
initial times and given our conditional law G. Moreover in Proposition 1.29, p54 in [31], the
author follows the proof of the representation Theorem of Kusuoka (representation theorem
when the default times are independent of the filtration F) to construct the proof when
default times are initial. O



1.1 Dynamic of the Bond

In our model, the traded asset will be the defaultable bond D# of the firm A. Using the
decomposition (1.3), we represent the dynamics of this defaultable bond in the enlarged
filtration G as in Corollary 5.3.2 of [2]:

dDA A A B B

D—j = wdt + o dM{ + o dM;” + o dWy, (1.4)
p
where p,04, 08 and o are G-predictable bounded processes. Therefore, given an initial
wealth > 0, if we assume that investors follow an admissible strategies m, which is

represented by a set A of predictable processes 7 such that

E [/OT ﬂgds} < +o0. (1.5)

Then we can define the dynamics of the wealth process, started with an initial wealth = at
time ¢ = 0 and following a strategy 7, X*7™ based on the trading asset D4 by
T, dD{tA A A B B
dX;" = WtD—A =Tt [utdt + o dM{ + o dM;” + O'tth] . (1.6)
i
Note that since all the coefficients in the dynamics of the wealth process are bounded, then
for any m € A we have that (1.5) implies:

E [ sup |X77*| < +oo.

0<t<T

1.2 The Defaultable claim

We now introduce the concept of defaultable claim and give some explicit examples.

Definition 1.2. A generic defaultable claim ) with maturity T > 0 on two firms A and B
is defined as a vector

b= (XA, X, 24,28 74 P)
with maturity T such that:

~ 7%, i € {A, B} is the default time specifying the random time of default of the firm i
and thus also the default events {T° < t} for every t € [0,T]. It is always assumed
that 7% is strictly positive with probability 1.

— X4 s the promised payoff which represents the random payoff received by the owner
of the claim v at time T, if there was no default of firm A prior to or at time T.

— XPB is the promised payoff which represents the random payoff received by the owner
of the claim 1 at time T, if there was no default of firm B prior to or at time T.

~ Z', i € {A, B}is the recovery process which specifies the recovery payoff Z,: received
by the owner of a claim at time of default of the firm i, provided that the default
occurs prior to or at maturity date T.



We can introduce now the payoff at time T of this defaultable claim, which represents all
cash flows associated with (X4, XB, 74, ZB 14 18). We will use also the notation 1) for
this payoff. Formally, the payoff process v is defined through the formula by

T T
o= XMNgasry +XP1g e +/ zAdmd +/ ZBaHB. (1.7)
0 0
As an example, we can have a defaultable claim which only gives a terminal payoff of
H' if no default occurs before time T. Hence, we will not receive money if one of the firms
makes default. So our defaultable claim is given by

1
1/} = H{TA vrB>T}:

We can also have a defaultable claim which gives an amount of money with respect to the
default time of the firm B and gives a recovery amount H? if the firm A makes default

T
/l/} = H%TB>T} + H{2‘I‘B<T} +/ H?’dH?
- 0

2 Hedging defaultable claim in Markov framework

Let consider v € Gr a bounded defaultable claim as defined in Definition 1.2, which
depends on the default times 74 of the firm A and 72 of the firm B. Our aim is to find the
best hedging and pricing of v with respect to these defaults times.

Assumption 2.2. We assume that p,o?,0%, 0 and the intensity processes X, \B are

deterministic bounded functions of time, H* and HP.
Remark 2.1. Under Assumption 2.2, we have that (D4, HA, HP) is a Markov process.

We assume that the risk aversion of the investors is given by an exponential utility function
U with parameter J, given by
U(z) = —exp(—dz).

Therefore, to define the indifference price or the hedging of ¢, we should solve the following
equation:
0 _ .0
u’(z +p) =u (z),

where functions v¥ and u° are defined by:

u¥(z) = :16131[*3 [—exp(—0(X7™ —4))] and u’(z) = 7ST1€1£)1E [—exp(—=6X7™)] . (2.8)

2.1 The dual optimization formulation

To deal with the problems (2.8), we use the duality theory developed by Kramkov and
Schachermayer in [21]. In fact this theory allows us to find the optimal wealth at the
horizon time T and the optimal risk-neutral probability Q*. Let recall now some results
about the dual theory.



Theorem 2.2. [Kramkov and Schachermayer, Theorem 2.1 of [21]]
Let U be an wutility function which satisfies the standards assumptions and consider the

T,

optimization problem: u(x) = sup,c 4 E [U(XT’ )] , then the dual function of u defined by:

v(y) = sup{u(z) —zy},  w(z) = nf{v(y) +yz}
>0 y>

is given by
. dQ
v(y) = jinf E (V [yd—PD ; (2.9)
where V' represents the dual function of U and M represents the set of all risk-neutral
probability measures.
Moreover, there exists an optimal martingale measure Q* which solves the dual problem and
we have that the optimal wealth at time T is given by:

X;ﬂr* =71 [VZg*} , where v is defined s.t. EY [X;m*} -

The function I represents the inverse function of U' and Zg* represents the Radon Nikodym
density of Q" with respect to P on Grp.

We can apply this result to solve our optimization problem (2.8). We will resolve only the
case ¥ # 0. Indeed the particular case ¢» = 0 could be obtained as a particular case of these
results. We obtain an analogous result of Delbaen and al. Theorem 2 in [5], given by the
following proposition:

Proposition 2.1. Let Q* be the optimal risk-neutral probability which solves the dual prob-
lem

Jnf |[H(QIP) — SE () (2.10)

then the optimal strategy ™™ € A solution of the optimization problem (2.8) satisfies:

() vome i (3) [ oot -
0

where H(Q|P) represents the entropy of Q with respect to P (i.e. EQ [log <%>D and y

1S a mon negative constant.

Proof. The proof is based on the Theorem 2.2. Firstly, to match with assumptions of this
theorem in the case ¢ # 0, we change the historical probability. Let define

__exp(0Y) o P
gr  E[exp(6v)] and  u%(z) _iggE [—exp(=6X7)],

a
dP

then setting ¢ = E [exp(d))], we get

ud’(x) = supE [— exp(—0(X7" — w))] = sup EP” [—cexp(—éX;’”)]

TeA reA
1 x_l oglc),m™
= sup EPY [exp (—5 <——log(c) +X;’“>>] = sup EPY [exp <_5XT 5 log(c), ﬂ ‘
TeA ) reA

7



Hence by the definition of 4% (x), we obtain that @¥ (z — $In(c)) = u¥(z). Then using the
Theorem 2.2, the dual function of u¥ is given, for all y > 0, by :

W(y) = Qiel}\f/leE [V (;;;%ﬂ : (2.12)

where

V() = sup{U(r) ~ vy} = sup{~ exp(~0r) — ry} = S (%) -1).

Using this expression into (2.12) gives, after straightforward calculation, an explicit expres-
sion of the dual function which is given by

W (y) = V() + §In(e) + 5 inf |H(QIP) ~ B2 (w)] .

Since Q* is the optimal risk-neutral probability which is solution of (2.10), we deduce that
the optimal wealth at time T" of the optimization problem (2.8) is given by

where y is defined such that EQ" [X;’”*} =z — Lln(c) and I is equal to —V.
Moreover from Owen in [28], we can deduce that there exists an optimal strategy 7 € A
such that:

vir i 1 DA
X7t =1 S0 ::E—SIH(C)—I—/ mydD;].
T 0

In our case, since we work under the case of an exponential utility function with parameter
6, we have that

_ 1 Y
I(y) = —51n (5) '
We finally get

1 T 1. ryy 1 " 1
x—gln(c)+/0 7 dD; :—gln <3) —glog (Zé,@ >—|—1,Z)—gln(c),
which concludes the proof of this proposition. O

2.2 Value function of the dual problem

We are now interested in solving the dual problem. Firstly, let us consider the same
problem with a different set of probability measures like M® = Q, where Q represents the
set of all probability measures Q < P. Then the value function is given by the entropy of ¥
with a parameter . But since we work in a more restricted set of probability measures M¢
which represents the set of all risk-neutral probabilities, the value function is then more
difficult to precise. Indeed, to characterize the value function, we begin by defining the
set M€, Hence, let Q € M*® and define Zg to be the Radon Nikodym density of Q with

respect to P. Considering the non negative martingale process Z;@ =K [Z%gt} and using



representation Theorem 1.1 imply that there exists predictable processes p? and p? which
take their values in C = (—1,400) and a predictable process p which takes its values in R
such that for all ¢ € [0, 7],

dz2 = Z2 (p{dMP + pPdMP + pidWy) .
Since Q is in M€, it is a risk-neutral probability, then ZD? is a local martingale. This
implies by Ito’s calculus the following equation:
e + pitaf A+ pBaPAP + pioy = 0. (2.13)
Remark 2.2. We notice that the process p depends explicitly on the values of p™* and p®.

Therefore using equation (2.13), (2.10) can be view as find p and p? which minimize:

Jnf E? [m(zg,@) - w] . (2.14)

This is the dual problem we would like to solve. We make now an assumption on the
decomposition form of our defaultable claim .

Assumption 2.3. The defaultable claim 1 € Gr is given by
b =g(DF) ey + F(DA )1 sy,
where g and f are two bounded continuous functions.

Remark 2.3. 1. We choose to take a defaultable claim which depends only on the de-
fault time of the firm B. However, we could have been take a defaultable claim which
depends on the default time of the firm A too. The calculus would have been longer
but the results would have been the same.

2. Moreover, taking a defaultable claim depending only on the default time of the firm B
has an economic sense. Indeed, our traded asset is the defaultable bond of the firm A,
so it is justified to take payoff g and f function of D*. Therefore if we see the firm
B as an insurance company which covers the firm A, then the default of B means the
counterparty default risk.

Proposition 2.2. Under Assumption 2.3, the value function of the dual problem (2.14) is
given by:

T
V(t7D247H£47HtB) = pAi[I}gecEQ |:/ j(sypfvpstDf)dS_59(D%)1{TB>T} DiA7HtA7HtB:| )
I’ t

(2.15)
where the function j is defined by:

i(spd 0, D8 = Y AL+ ) (L + p) = ] = 81+ pP)ATF(D) + 58
i€{A,B}

(2.16)



Proof. The proof is based on the It6’s formula. The dynamics of In(Z?) under Q is given
by

o . . . 1
din(Z2) = Z pydM; + [In(1 + p}) — p;| dH] + pedWy — §p?dt.
1€{A,B}

Using Girsanov theorem, the processes defined for all i € {A, B} by
. ' t N t
My = My —/ peAsds and Wy=W; —/ psds
0 0
are Q-martingales. Hence, we obtain that
n

T , , . . T
(Z) — o0 = [ 30 N1+ o) (1 + i) il =0 [/0 J(D)am? +9<D?><1‘H75>} o3

1€{A,B}

pidt +M7

where M@ is a Q-martingale. Then, we can rewrite the dual problem using the last expres-
sion:

T
; Q Qy _ — Q : A B pA _ B A
Qlel.l/éle E |:ln(ZT) &lp] pATEgECE |:/0 j(37ps » Ps 7Ds )dS 6(1 HT )g(DT):| )

where j is given in (2.16). Since by Remark 2.1, the process (D4, HA HP) is a Markov
process, then using the standards results of [4], the value function of the dual optimization
problem is given by:

T
V(tvD{tA7H£47HtB) p:AlpanGI%Q [/ j(sypfapstDsA)ds - 59(D%)1{TB>T} D?sz‘éthB] :
) t

O

Proposition 2.3. Let z = (x,h,hP) and h = (b, hB), then the value function of the
dual optimization problem is solution of the following Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation:

ov 10V . .
E(tv Z) + 5@@7 Z)O-z(t7 Z) :;llpane{CﬁpA,pBV(t Z) +](tapf7pt3)} =0, V(Tv Z) = g(:E)(l - hB)

(2.17)

where

£pA7pBV(t, z) = Z [—%—Z(t, z)ai(t, z) + (V(t, zi) - Vit, z))} (1+ pi))\i(t, h),
i€{A,B}

and 2' = (m(l +ai(t,2)),ht +a' BB + 1 — ai) where o =1 and o® = 0. Moreover given
the value function, the optimal strategy satisfies:

.__Lfov P
TS <8x (t’z)+D;40(t,z)>

where the process p is explicitly given with the optimal control p', i € {A, B}, see the relation
(2.13).

10



Proof. From Proposition 2.2, we find that the value function of the dual optimization prob-
lem is given by (2.15). Since (DA, HA H B) is Markovian under P and that the risk neutral
probability measure Q depends on the control (p4, pP), we can apply the same method as
in [4] section 3.2 and 3.3. So, using now Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation we get:

t+h
V(t’vavaHtB) :pAi[I}geCEQ [/ j(s,pf,ps,DA)ds—l—V(t—l—h t+h7 tBii-h)‘vavaHtB
: t

Then the value function solve the HJB equation (2.17).

We are now interesting in finding the optimal strategy given the value function. Let recall
that from Theorem 2.2, the optimal risk-neutral probability and the value function exist.
Let define p*, 5% and p be the optimal density parameters. Since p** and p? are optimal for
the HJB equation, assuming o (¢, z) # 0 , using first order condition, we find for i € {A, B}:

[(V(t,zi)—wt,z)) oi(t, z)gv (t, 2)+In(1 + pi)— a((f, ZZ)) Nt h)=6(1 — o) f(z) N (t, h).(2.18)

Then using the HJB equation (2.17) and the relation (2.18), we obtain the following relation:
; ot z) . 10%V 9 9 ov
- —Pt + Z PN (t,h) Z (1 ‘H%)Wﬂ’t t 59,2 (t,z)a"0"(t,2) + W(tvz)' (2.19)
i€{A,B} 1€{A,B}
Let recall the Ito’s decomposition of the process In(Z2"):
In(Z2") = / (e dW; + pt 2dt] + / > [In(1+ p))dH] — piN' (¢, h)] -
0 0 eian)

Then using equations (2.18) and (2.19), we get an useful and more explicit decomposition
of the process ln(Zg*):

. T 10%v Tov o
In(2%) = /0 () (DA Y2 02(¢, 2)dt — /0 b2t + /0 T,

2 0x2
i A i ov i
- Z (V(ta Zt) - V(t7zt)) - Dt*U (t7zt)%(t7 Z) dHt
i€{A,B}
T o' (t, 2) i ~i\ i g A B
v T a0+ )N k) + [ af(DRdH.
U ie{A,B} I\ 2t 0

where z; = (D, H{*, HP) and h; = (H{*, HP). The It6’s decomposition of V (T, D4, H4, HE)
gives:

T _
ln(Zg ) :/ P (t Zt)th + Z t Zt)dM +5f( )1{TB<T}
o oltz) i€{A,B}

T
- VT Dt 1) + V.08 B+ [ Sz,
0

Since
Vv (Ta D%7H?7H15) = _59(1)%)(1 - HTBi)

11



and
Y= f(DfB*)l{TBST} + g(D?)(l - Hg))

we get:

L2 a—v(t,zt)] dD}.

T
]n(ZT ) (51/1 V(O, DO 7HO 7H0 ) + /0 D]é O'(t, Z) ox

Finally, from the definition of the value function, we have

V(0, Df, B, B) = EY [In(28) - o]

. * x,m* 1 x,m* 1 1 7y
and using the fact that EQ [XT’ } = x — 51In(c) where X;7" = —%In SZ% (see
Theorem 2.2), we deduce that
L1 1 1 1
| _ 1129 _ T Y
E [ 5ln(ZT )+ 6ln(c) 6111(5)} x 5111(6).
Hence, we conclude
V(0,D4, HY HE) = —62 — In (—) ,
and we find
1 . 1.y T Pt ov A
— ZIn(ZY — “In(Z — |+ =t dDj".
5H(T)+¢ $+5n<5>+/0 5[D£40(t,z)+0x(’zt) t
Therefore from equation (2.11), we obtain the expected result. O

In conclusion, we found that since we can characterize the optimal probability for the
dual optimization problem using Kramkov and Schachermayer Theorem, we can charac-
terize the HJB equation solution of our dual problem. This allows us to find the optimal
strategy for the primal solution for a defaultable contingent claim 1. Therefore we can
find for ¢» = 0 and ¥ # 0 the optimal strategy and deduce the indifference price p of a
defaultable contingent claim solving the equation u¥(x + p) = u°(x).

3 Generalization of the hedging in a general framework: Mean-
Variance approach

In this part, we assume that we work in a more general setting (not necessarily Markov),
then we cannot use the HJB equation to characterize the corresponding value function. To
solve our problem, we will use the Mean Variance approach. It is a well-known methodology,
introduced by Schweizer in [29], to manage hedging in general case. An important quantity
in this context is the Variance Optimal Martingale Measure (VOM). The VOM, P, is the
solution of the dual problem of minimizing the L?-norm of the density %, over all (signed)
local martingale measure Q for D4. Let recall now the Mean-Variance problem:

V() = minE [(X;’” - q,z))?] . (3.20)
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If we assume that G = F (in this case we do not consider jump of default), then the process
D4 is continuous. In this case Delbean and Schachermayer in [7] proved the existence of
an equivalent VOM P with respect to P and the fact that the price of ) is given by EP(M)).
In the discontinuous case, when the so-called Mean-Variance Trade-off process (MVT) (see
[29] for definition) is deterministic, Arai [1] proved the same results. Since we work in
discontinuous case and since the Mean Variance Trade-off process is not more deterministic
(due to the stochastic default intensity process), we cannot apply the standard results.

Remark 3.4. Indeed, in this part we do not assume anymore that intensity processes A\
and AP to be deterministic. We take general stochastic default intensity processes. But we
assume that default times 7 and 78 are ordered, T < T8 and that the (H)-hypothesis
holds. A financial interpretation of this assumption could be the counterparty risk. Indeed,
the firm A could be a bank (counterparty) and the firm B its company insurance which
covers its default.

So our work is firstly to characterize the value process of the Mean-Variance problem
using system of BSDE’s. Secondly, to make some links with the existence and the char-
acterization of the VOM in some particular cases. Thirdly, to prove the existence of the
solution of each BSDE and to give a verification Theorem.

We begin by recalling some usual spaces:

e For s < T, §%Is,T] is the Banach space of R-valued cadlag processes X such that

there exists a constant C' satisfying

| X ||soops,r) := sup | Xy <C < +o0.
te(s,T)

e For s < T, H?[s,T] is the Hilbert space of R-valued predictable processes Z such that

T 2
2= (E[ [ 122 a])" < 4o

s

e BMO is the space of G-adapted matingale such that for any stopping times 0 < o <7 < T,
there exists a non negative constant ¢ > 0 such that:

E[[M]; — [M],-195] <<,
then M = Z.W € BMO, to simplify notation we write Z € BMO.

Definition 3.3 (R2(P) condition). Let Z be a uniformtly integrable martingale with Zy = 1
and Zp > 0, we say that Z satisfies the reverse Holder condition Ro(P) under P if there
exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that for every stopping times o, we have:

72\*
<Z_€> |go] SC.

E
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3.1 Characterization of the optimal cost via BSDE

On our problem of mean-variance hedging (MVH) (3.20), the performance of an ad-
missible trading strategy m € A is measured over the finite horizon T for an initial capital
x >0 by

J(T,7) = E[(X5™ — 2] (3.21)

We use the dynamic programming principle to solve our mean variance hedging problem.
Let first denote by A(t, ) the set of controls coinciding with v until time ¢ € [0, 7]

Alt,v)={mr € A:mrn = vt} (3.22)

We can now define, for all ¢ € [0, 7], the dynamic version of (3.21) which is given by

2
Y(t,m) = essinf B | (X4 — . 2
J(t,m) ossinf [( T w) |Gt (3.23)

Let recall now the dynamic programming principle given by El Karoui in [10].
Theorem 3.3. Let S be the set of G-stopping times.

1. The family {J¥(r,v),7 € S,v € A} is a submartingale system, this implies that for
any v € A, we have for any o < 7, the following submartingale property:

E [ﬂ(T, Vo)yga] > JYo,v), P—as. (3.24)

2. v* € A is optimal if and only if {J¥(7,v*),7 € S} is a martingale system, this means
that instead of (3.24), we have for any stopping times o < T that:

E[‘]w(ﬂy*)’ga} :Jw(O',V*), P—a.s.
3. For any v € A, there exists an adapted RCLL process JV(v) = (Jw(,,)t)ogtg which

1s right closed submartingale such that:

JY(w) = JY(1,v),P — a.s, for any stopping time T.
We search as in Lim [23] a quadratic decomposition form for Jf} as

TV () = 0y X — Vi) + & (3.25)

such that © is a non-negative G-adapted process and Y, £ are two G-adapted processes. So,
we assume the quadratic form (3.25) of the cost conditional J¥ with respect to the wealth
process and we will use the Theorem 3.3 to characterize the triple (0,Y,¢) as solution
of three BSDEs. We will verify in the section 3.2 that the assumption of the quadratic
decomposition form, the optimality and admissibility of the founded optimal strategy are
satisfied.

14



So, let m € A be an admissible strategy, by representation Theorem 1.1, we have that
the triplet (©,Y, &) need to satisfies the following BSDEs:

doe
o = ~0i(0n0{,07, B)dt + 07\ dM{ + 07 AME + BrdW,, Or =1
i
dY; = —gtz(Y%’ UtA7 UtB7 Zy)dt + UtAthA + UthMtB + ZpdWr, Yr=1v (3:26)
déy = —g2 (&, €1, € Ry)dt + erdMP + ePdMP + RdWy, & = 0.

with the constraint that ©; > ¢ > 0, for some non negative constant d, for all ¢ € [0,7].
The processes 04,08, U4, UB, ¢4 and P are G-predictable. Hence, we can use Itd’s formula
and integration by part for jump processes to find the decomposition of J w(ﬂ'). Let recall
that for any semimartingale S and L, we have that

d(SiL¢) = S;-dLy + Ly-dSy + d[S, L];.
In our framework since a jump comes from defaults events we get
d[S,L]; = (S° L)+ Y AS]AL{dH].
1€{A,B}

Applying these results for S = L = (X*7™ —Y) gives:

AX"T —Y)] =2X2T — Y ) [ (e + g2)dt+ Y (mof — UDAM] + (moy — Zy)dW,
1€{A,B}
+ (oymy — Zy)%dt + Z (mot — Uti)def.
1€{A,B}

Secondly take S = © and L = (X*™ —Y)? | let define K := (X*7 —Y), we find:

d(0K?), =2K,-O, |(myu + g)dt + > (mot — UM + (moy — Z)dW,
i€{A,B}

+ O (o — Zy)dt + Z 0, (mo! — Uf)deti -0, K7 gjdt
i1€{A,B}
+O-K7 | Y 6idM] + BdWy | + 2K, O, (w00 — Zy)Budt
1€{A,B}
+ Z [ (mio — U}) s 2K, (mo) — Ut’)] 0;0, dH;.

i1€{A,B}

Using this decomposition, we can write explicitly the dynamics of J¥ () for any 7 € A,
thw (m) = dM] + dV;" where M[ is the martingale part and V™ the finite variation part of
th:
szp(ﬂ') = thﬂ— + @t* [wfat + 27Tt(bth + Ct) + 2Kt(g§ — ’LLt) — Ktzgtl + Ut] dt — g?dt
(3.27)
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where processes are defined respectively by:

ap = o2 + Z 1+0t))‘l>0 by = py + o By + Z o1OiN,
1€{A, B} ie{A B}
ct = —01lp — Z otU; (14 6;) X, =77 + Z 1 + 0PN (3.28)
ie{A,B} i€{A, B}
and  w; = B 7y + Z ULOLN;.
i€{A,B}

Using now Theorem 3.3, we have that, for any 7 € A, the process J¥ () is a submartingale
and that there exists a startegy m* € A such that J¥(7*) is a martingale. This martingale
property implies that we should find 7* such that the finite variation part of J¥(7*) van-
ishes. Since the coefficients ¢', g> and ¢® do not depend on the strategy m, using the first
order condition, we obtain:

b K
Wf:—ﬂ, t<T where K;= Xxﬂ - Y. (3.29)
at

Therefore, substituting this explicit expression of the optimal strategy in (3.27), we obtain:

K + c)?
OB ok g — ) — Kk + o

. 2 (1 b2 bicy c 3
=dM{ +©- |-Kj (g, + + 2K, — U — o dt + | (v — a_)(at* —g; | dt.
t t

Then setting g} + a—t =0, 97 —wy btct =0 and (v; — _)@t, — g} = 0, we find that our

dJY (1) = AM]" + ©,- dt — g}dt

coefficients ¢', g> and ¢> are given by

o 2
[Mt + 2icgay diotAi + Utﬁt}

1 A pB
gt(®t70t79t7/8t):_ X NINEE
0 + D ician (L +01)(01)"N;

2y, UA.UP. 22) [Mt + 2 ieqamy OioiN + Utﬁt] [UtZt + Dican (1 +0)a UL,
gy \Xt, Uy s Uy s 4t) = — i N2 i )
0F + Y ieqap (1 +0) (o))

+ Y GUIN + BiZ
1€{A,B}

L N2
Z101 + Y ieqay 0tUi (1 + 0N
g?(é.tu 6247 EtB7Rt) @t7 Zt + Z 1 + ez)At < 2 i N2\ )
i€l A, B} of + 2ieqap (1 +01)(03)" A

Moreover the solution of the optimization problem (3.20) follows the quadratic form:
V(x) = Op(z — Yp)? + &. (3.30)

We are now interesting in the proof of the existence of the solution of each BSDE.
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Remark 3.5. (Ezistence of the third BSDE)

1. If we find the solution of the first BSDE (©,04,08.3) € 8§%[0,T] x §%[0,T] x
5[0, T|xBMO, with the constraint © > & > 0 and the second BSDE (Y, U2, UB, Z) ¢
S®[0,T] x 8[0,T] x 8*[0,T] x BMO then the solution of the third is given by:

gt:E[/tT<<US—Z—%>@S>dS‘gt}, t<T.

Then |&| € 8 and from representation Theorem 1.1, we deduce that the martingale

part M of &:
t t
M, = / > edMi+ / RydW,
0 je{a,B} 0

is BMO. Moreover from Lemma 3.1, €* and €® are bounded. Therefore (€,e,eP,R) €
800, T] x §°[0,T] x §*[0,T] x BMO

2. In the complete market case, we have that the tracking error & = 0 since the hedging
is perfect.

Now, we give the Theorem which proves the existence of the solution of the first
quadratic BSDE.

Theorem 3.4. There exists a vector (0,04,08, 3) € S®[0, T]x S*[0, T] x S*¥[0, T] x BMO
solution of the quadratic BSDE

de,

o —g} (0,044,058, 8,)dt + 02dMP + 0PdMP + 8,dw, Or =1.
~

Moreover there exists a non negative constant 6 > 0 such that ©; > § for all t € [0,T].
Given (0,604,605, 3), we can prove the existence of (Y, U, UB, Z) € S®[0,T] x S*[0,T)] x
S®[0,T] x BMO solution of the second BSDE (g%,v) and (£,¢4,e%,R) € 8%[0,T] x
S%°[0,T] x S®[0,T] x BMO solution to the third BSDE (g®,0). Moreover, given this triplet
solution (©,Y, ) of our system of BSDEs (3.26), the solution of the our optimization prob-
lem (3.20) is given by:

V(z) = Gz — Yo)* + &o.

The proof of this Theorem will be given in the sequel in section 3.4.

3.2 Verification Theorem

Given the solution of the triple BSDEs in their respective spaces (Theorem 3.4), we
have to verify that the assertions defined in Theorem 3.3 hold true (i.e. the submartingale
and martingale properties of the cost functional J are satisfied and the strategy 7* defined
in (3.29) is admissible). Moreover, we will prove that the wealth process associated to 7*
exists (satisfies a stochastic differential equation (SDE)).

We begin by proving the existence of a solution of the SDE for the wealth process
associated to m*.
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Proposition 3.4. Let m* be the strategy, given by (3.29), then there exists a solution of
the following SDE:

AXP™ = nf [wdt + o dMP + oPAMP + 0, dW,]  with X" =z (3.31)
Moreover, ©* is admissible (i.e. 7 € A).

Proof. The proof is divided in three steps. Firstly, we prove the existence of a solution of
the SDE satisfied by the wealth process associated to 7*. Secondly, we prove the squared
integrability of this wealth at the horizon time T'. Finally, we prove the admissibility of the
strategy m*.

The existence of the solution of the SDE for the wealth process: Plotting the ex-
pression of 7* given by (3.29) in (3.31) gives

AXP™ = (0, XE™ 4 &)dt + (dAXE™ + e dMP + (dPXE™ + eBYdMP + (X2 + &) dW;

(3.32)
where the bounded processes are given by
_ b Y, - b
by = ——t,ut, Ct = (bt_t +e)pe,  dp = —Loy
at ag at

- Y, _ by . Y; .
- b — dZ = —— ! [— b — ?
e = ( tat +ep)oy,  dy atata e; = ( tat + ¢t)oy,
and processes a, b ¢ are defined in (3.28). We recall, now, that the solution of the
SDE:

dpr = ¢y [bedt + ddM* + dPAMP + dydW,]  with ¢ ==
is given explicitely by

tf_ 1 o t_ o
by = T exp / be—5di = D d ds+/ daw, | ] +dH)).
0 ie{A,B} 0 i€{A,B}

Setting X" := Ly¢; with
dLy := qdt + I dM? + 1BdMP + 1,dW,, Lo =1,

we find by integration by part formula that dX; ™ = $dLy + Ly-déy + dé, L.
Hence,

dX7T = X7 (bydt + df M + dPAMP + dd W) + b |a— Y diliNg| dt
i€{A,B}
+ > L+ d)dM] + ¢ Lld Wy + Ly dydt.
i€{A,B}
Therefore from equation (3.32), we find, for i € {A, B}, that & = ¢, Ii(1 + di),
et = ¢yl and ¢ = ¢4 (qt — Eie{A,B} dil,ﬁ/\i). We deduce that the process L is
defined by:

L—1+/ti G+ dics i ds+/te—8dW +/t 3 L4
! 0 b | (1+d)"" 0 b b (L+di)

i€{A,B} s 0 ie{A,B)
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and X" = ¢,L, is a solution of the SDE (3.31).

Squared integrability of the strategy n*: Let us prove first that X>™ ¢ H2[0, 7] and
Xéﬁ’”* € L2(Q,Gr). We recall that J¥ (%) = ©,(X™ — Yt)2+£t is a local martingale.
Therefore, there exists a sequence of localizing times (7});cy for th such that for
t<s<T

E [T, ()] = O0le - o) + &o.

From Remark 3.5, we have:

tAT; 2
E[ﬁt/\Ti—fo]:—E[/oA <’U8—C—S>@Sds], t<T,

S

where v, ¢ and a are defined in Proposition 3.26. Since a > 0, we have:

x,m* 2 2 tATs
E |Our, (X[, — Yiar) | < Oo(e = Y0)? +E [ / vs@sds] .
0

Moreover, since there exists a constant 6 > 0 such that ©; > J and the process v is
non negative, we can apply Fatou lemma and we find when i goes to infinity that

t
o (X7 - Ytﬂ <E[o(xP™ - Y;)z] < Oz — Yo)2 +E [/ US@SdS] .
0

Therefore Z is BMO and the process %, U* € 8|0, T for i = {A, B}. We conclude
v € H%[0,T]. Hence, we have:

X7 Y e #2[0,T) and X5T - Y e LX(Q.Gr).

Since Y € 8[0, T, then we get the expected results: X*™ ¢ H?[0,7] and XE,EJW* S
Lz(Qv gT)

Admissibility of the strategy 7*: Let now prove that the strategy 7* € H2[0,T]. Ap-
* * 2 * *

plying It6’s formula to (X)) we get d(XPT ) =2X2T dX{PT + d[ X7 ], then
there exists a sequence of localizing times (7});.y such that for all t < s < T

TAT? ) 9 9
22+ E / |7 [03 + (UA) )\;4 + (UB) )\f]ds
0

. 9 TNT; )
<Blagn)’] -2 | [ mnxem ).

(3.33)

Setting K7 = 02 + (UA)2)\;4 + (03)2)\53 (K is the so called mean variance trade-off
process), since the processes o, 0%, A’ are bounded, there exists a constant K such
that K9 > K. Then, we obtain

. . 2 %2 K, .,
2mip XET < = |XET Pl + T, 0<s ST

Therefore, combining this inequality with (3.33) gives

TAT? ) . 92 TAT; o .9 ) K TAT; )
AR / mPKgds| <E [ )]+ [/ 2 2 Pl dsh?x@ U | ds} .
0 0 0
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Applying Fatou’s lemma, when i goes to infinity, we get:

2 LT 2 T2 a2 2 K T
x—l—E/O miPKSds| < E [(x3 )]+E/O 2 x5 s Pds |+ B /0 s |

Therefore since K7 > K, we finally obtain:

K 2 * 2 2 2 *
* < x,T X, T
—ZE[/O |7k ] ds} E[(XT ) —x } —i—E[/O —| X

Since p is bounded, X*™ ¢ H2[0,7] and XE,EJW* € L2(Q,G7), we conclude 7* €
H2[0,T], so 7* is admissible. Note that this condition implies that X®™ € S2[0,T]
since all coefficients of the asset are bounded.

2
’NS‘zdS} .

O
We now prove the submartingale and the martingale properties of the cost functional.

Proposition 3.5. For any m € A, the process J¥ () is a true submartingale and a mar-
tingale for the strategy m* given by (3.29). Moreover the strategy 7* is optimal for the
minimization problem (3.20).

Proof. Firstly, we prove the submartingale and the martingale property of the cost func-
tional then secondly we prove that the strategy «* is optimal.

First step: Let recall that for any 7 € A, the process J¥(7) is a local submartingale and
for 7*, J¥(7*) is a local martingale. Therefore, there exists a localizing increasing
sequence of stopping times (1), for J ¥ such that for t < s < T

T (1) S E g, (7)|G)  and Jfp (1%) = E [Joar, (7)|Ge]  for any 7 € A.

(3.34)
Moreover, for any m € A, J?(w) = 04(X;"" —Y;)+& where © | Y and £ are uniformly
bounded and X*™ € 8§20, T]. Hence, taking the limit in (3.34) when i goes to infinity
and applying dominated convergence Theorem, allow us to conclude.

Second step: For any 7 € A, we have from the submartingale property of J¥(7) and the
martingale property of J¥(7*) that :
E [J;”(w)] < J(m) = Oz — Yo)2 + & = [J;"(w*)] .

*

Finally, 7* is the optimal strategy for the minimization problem (3.20).

3.3 Characterization of the VOM using BSDEs

Theorem 3.4 leads us to construct the VOM in some complete and incomplete markets.
We can find also the price of the defaultable contingent claim ) via the VOM. We consider
three different cases:
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i. Complete market (where we assume G = F and G = H4).
ii. Incomplete market (where we consider only the case G = F v H4).
iii. Incomplete market (where we consider the case G = F v HA v HP).

Remark 3.6. — The case iii. corresponds to the more general case where the model
depends on the market information (i.e. the filtration F) and the defaults informations
of the firms A and B. Indeed, in this set up, the model depends on the default time of
both firms. An economic interpretation of this case is a market with two firms where
A is the main firm and B its insurance company. Then, the main firm A could make
default and cause a default of its insurance. Then it is what we call a counterparty
risk.

— The case ti. corresponds to a particular case where our model depends only on the
default time of the firm A. In fact, in this set up, the model depends on the market’s
information and the possible default of the firm A. It can be view as a particular case
of iii. with condition T8 = oo (i.e. no possible default of firm B).

— The first case in i., if G = F, corresponds to a model which depends only on the
market information and not to the possible default of firms A and B. In a economic
point of view, it is a simple model without default. In the second case, G = HA,
the model depends only on the possible default of the firm A and non more on the
information given by the market.

Remark 3.7. We have explicit solution of the VOM with respect to the process © in the
first two cases.

3.3.1 Complete market

If we assume that G = F (we do not consider the default impact of firms A and B on
the asset’s dynamics of the firm A) or G = H* (we do not consider the market noise) then
our financial market is complete. Hence, the VOM is the unique risk-neutral probability
and its dynamics can be found explicitly. Our goal in this part is then to find the solution
of the triple BSDEs given the VOM P.

Proposition 3.6. Let P be the VOM (the unique risk-neutral probability) and let Zr be
the Radon Nikodym density of P with respect to P on Gr. We denote Z; = E [Zﬂgt], then
for allt < T, we have that -
0, = i
" E[Z316]
Moreover, for all t € [0,T], we have that Y; = E [¢|Gi] and & = 0.
Proof. We will consider the two cases G = F and G = HA.

First case: Let consider the case where G is equal to F and let the process L be defined
by the stochastic differential equation given by dL; = L;- p;dW; where pW € BMO.
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Using [t6’s formula we obtain:

L? L?
d <§t> = gt [(2p¢ — Br)dWy + (B + g9f — 2Bipe + P?)dt}
t ¢
L? 2
= @t [(2015 — Be)dW; + ((5t — )’ — (ﬂ + Bt) ) dt}
t gt
L7 Ht ft
=5, (2pt = B)dWy + ( (—pr — =) (2B + pr + =) | dt| .
t Ot Ot
Then, if we set, for all t < T, p; := —Z—I and used the bound conditions of (%,,u,a)
and the BMO property of 5, we obtain that the process %2 is a true martingale.
L2 L?
E —T‘ =2t t<T.
(L) -2,
Since ©7 = 1, we find the expected result. Moreover, we obtain that L = Z which is

the Radon-Nikodym of the unique risk-neutral probability and g7 = —’;—ZZt , g8 =0.
Finally, Y; = E[1|G;] and & = 0,t < T.

Therefore we get:

Second case: Let now consider the case where G is equal to H and let the process L be
defined by the stochastic differential equation given by

dL; = Lt*ﬂ?de,
where pA M4 € BMO. Using It6’s formula we find:

2\ L2 [{(1+pt) (07 + (o) — 2020 A
d _t _ t t _1 dMA t t t Yt t 1 dt
<@t> ( 1+ 07 e 1+ 064 9

2 [+’ 1 2 p 2
_ 4 i) 1) gaA A pA\2 M A Agy
0, ( 1107 dM;" + 1107 (pr —0f) (—A)\A +07) | Ad

O At
(e o,
¢ i A
( 1+ 67 e

0ﬁ+’%xﬂﬁ+ﬁ “tﬁvﬂ,

14064 o AP b oA

then if we set for all t < T

pA M
t )\240_247

and using the bound condition of ©, u, 04,04, the process %2 is a true martingale.
L2 L?
E —T‘ ==t ¢<T
(5hlo) -5 t=
Since ©7 = 1, we find again the expected result. Moreover L = Z, g? = —%UtA ,
— t
and g} = 0. Finally, Y; = E[¢|G;] and & = 0, < T.

Hence we get:

Remark 3.8. We have proved that we can find the existence of solution of the triple BSDFEs
using only the VOM.
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3.3.2 Incomplete market

In the incomplete market case, the remark 3.8 does not hold true. The VOM depends
on the dynamics of (0,604,607, ). In the particular case where G = F vV HA4, we can find
that the Proposition 3.6 holds true. But in the more general case G = F Vv HA v HE, we
can not prove the existence of the VOM but we can still characterize the process © with
some martingale measure.

Proposition 3.7. Let consider the incomplete market G = F v HA, then the VOM P
defines the local martingale measure Q which minimizes the L*-norm of Z2, Zr represents
the Radon Nikodym density of P with respect to P on Gr and Z; =R [Zﬂgt]. We find, for
all t <T, that

72
O, =——t .
' E[Z36]
Moreover
Y, =E[|G].

In the more general case, where G = F Vv HA v HB, we can only prove that there exists a
martingale measure P such that for allt < T':

O, = and Y; = E[|G].

Proof. First step: Consider the case where G = FV H4 and Q be a martingale measure
for the asset DA, Let define Zé,@ its Radon Nikodym density with respect to P on Gr.

We define the process ZP =E [Z%gt]. Using martingale representation Theorem
1.1, there exists two G-predictable processes p and p such that

dz2 = Z2 [p{dM{ + pdWy] .
Using [t6’s formula, we find:

; <<29>2> 2y
&) 0,

1+ p)? .
<( 1 +[ZA) - 1) AM{* + (2p — B)dWi + jidt |, (3.35)
t

=0 \A | 1 g : : A
W)\t + g; . Since Q is a martingale measure for D we

where j; = (pt — 1) +
get using (2.13) that

M?‘FP?O’?)\?"FPtO't = 0.

Hence using this equation, we can find p? using p and plotting this result on the
expression of j. We obtain
2 2
(ke +0upe + 00N (e + Biow + 00\

jt = (pt - 515)2 + 5 - 2 .
(1 +6 (o)A L+ 00N + of

Let now define
_ _ 2 -
pt = pt — B, at203+(1+9f)(0’?) /\24 and bt:llt+0'tﬁt+0'£49£4/\?a
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then we get:

SUSNNE N WP IR T )
Jt = atpPe P00t — = Pt T —— )
(L0 (o)A a ] e\ a
2
(3.35), j > 0 and the fact that the process % is a submartingale (since Z© is
Q)2 02
a martingale and & € §[0,77]), we deduce E [%} > %, since ©7 = 1 and

2
Zg2 = 1. Finally, we get for any martingale measure for D4 that E [(Zg) } >

9%)‘ Moreover, if we set py = —l_’g%, then Z is a true martingale measure since
(0,04,083) € S>[0,T] x S®[0,T] x S*[0,T] x BMO and p,0c4,0? are bounded
(the process b,a, p and p? are bounded). We call P the martingale measure under

this condition, then E [Z%] = @LO. We deduce P is the martingale measure which

.. 2. 5, 27752 <
minimizes the L“-norm of Z and ©; E[Z210.] < T.
Using the explicit expression of p, we find:

O'tl_)t A b
pp=———+p and p;y =———"——+0.
ag at
Moreover since

2= —bi(0¢Zs + (1 4+ 0 UATANY
t — —
Qg

b 1+ 6452
_ya (—iit +5t> +UA (—% +9;“> pY:
Qg at

— Zupi + U p{A,

+ B Zy + UANA

then we conclude that Y; = E[1|G;]. Therefore the characterization of the price of
¥ (using Mean-Variance approach) and the VOM in this incomplete case are well
defined using the vector (0,04,68, 3) associated to the first BSDE.

Second step: We consider now the more general case where G = F Vv HA v HB. Let
consider Q be a martingale measure for the asset D“ and let define Zg its Radon

Nikodym density with respect to P on Gr. We can define the process Z C_E [Z%gt} .

Using martingale theorem representation 1.1 there exists G-predictable processes p?,
pP and p such that

dz2 = Z2 [p{dM{ + pPdMP + p,dWy] .

Using [t6’s formula, we find:

2 Q 2 2

79 Y/ 1+ pj ;

g7\ _ ) ) Hiﬂti)_l AM + (2p; — B) AW, + jedt | |
O ;- ic{A,B} L+6i
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‘ i _pi)2
where j; = (p; — B1)* + > ic{A,B) (p§+9§)

D4 we get by (2.13)

Al + gi. Since Q is a martingale measure for
M? + Z piai)\i + pror = 0.
ic{A,B}

Hence using this equation, we can find p” using p and p? and then plotting this result
on the expression of j. Let first recall a notation:

=0+ > (L+))N and bi=pmtof+ Y. GioiN,
ie{A,B} i€{A,B}

so we obtain:

Cr=(1+ 0 (o) Mo

B B
= (pr— Bulo? + (14 6 (o) Pagh + e —6t)

AYIRAVAN
W)‘t Z (1+01) (o) N

i€{A,B}
b2
talo [ 4 (14 65)(0P) AB} +2(pP — 0P)(pr — Br)oroP AP
+2by [(pe — Br)oe + (of — 0F)oPAP] .

Then from the two first terms, we add and remove an additional process to find the
process a. We get:

2 b} By\\B (PtB_etB)z BPtB
Cy = [(Pt — Be) as + a—tat + 20, (pr — 51&)0}} + (1+67)\ 7(1 N 95)2 ar + 2bioy .
bi B2 B\\B (0 =67) 5 2 B2 (o
—= 1+607)A — t —(ps — -t ts
o @) |+ L 00 2000 = ) gt = (e = B0l = S
Finally, we find a more explicit expression of C":
b \? (pB —0B)  boB\®
Cr = —= 14+ 67)A7 :
t atk( “o0+ ) ot ( NG )
1+ 6B \\B (5B 2 o pf —0F
—(14+07)A (o) (e — B) — JtB 1+93 :
It follows that if we set py — By := O't and pP — 0P .= —(1+0P)o] 2’;, then we find

j=0and pf — 0/ = —Jfg—i. Since (Q,HA 6B, ) € §°[0,T] x S*[0,T] x §¥[0,T] x
BMO and p, 0, 08 and ¢ are bounded then the processes b, a, p, p* and pP are
bounded too. Therefore, we deduce that there exists a martingale measure P such
that

Z2
t <T. (3.36)

=T EmGr S

Moreover we find, for all ¢t < T, that

9; = Zipr + Z Ui pii
i€{A,B}
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then
Y =E[|G].

Remark 3.9. (About the VOM)

— To identify that P is the VOM in the general case where G = FVHAVHE, we should
prove that j > 0 (as in the first case of the previous Proposition). But from the last
expression of j, we can not prove that this condition holds true. However, we can
remark that the assertion of VOM will be justify if one of the following equality is
satisfied:

pt — 07
1464

pr—00  ap =07 _ ppit -6
1+687 7P 1468 7t 1467

or af(pt — Bt) = oy

of (pr — Bt) = oy

~ The generalization of the expectation under a o-measure (Y; = E[1|G;]) was defined
by Cerny and Kallsen in [3] p 1512. Moreover, given the solution of the first BSDE:
(0,04,08,8) € S®[0,T] x S®[0, T] x S*[0, T] x BMO with the constraint © > § > 0,
the martingale Z satisfies (3.36). Since 9 is bounded, we conclude:

22
vi <28 | i) + 2 [wPie) <2 [3 + iz
t

Therefore Y € §*[0,T] and from representation theorem 1.1, the martingale part M

t t
M, = / > UldMi+ / ZdW,
0

0 i1€{A,B}

of Y given by

is BMO. Moreover from Lemma 3.1 in Appendiz, since Y € S§*[0,T], we obtain
that 64 and 08 are bounded. We conclude if the solution of the first BSDE exists
(0,604,608, 3) € 5[0, T] x S®[0, T] x S®[0, T] x BMO, with the constraint © > § > 0,
that the solution of the second BSDE (Y, U4, UB, Z) € S®[0, T|xS8>[0, T]xS>[0, T x
BMO ezists.

3.4 Proof of Theorem 3.4

We prove in this part the existence of (0,604,608, 3) in the space S®[0,T] x S®[0,T] x
§%°[0,T] x BMO with the constraint © > §. Moreover, we recall that given the solution of
this first BSDE, the existence of the second and the third BSDEs is given by Remark 3.5
and 3.9.

Note that to prove the existence of (O, 64,68, B), we do not need the assumption that
the VOM exists and should satisfied the Ry(P) condition (this assumption implies that the
Radon-Nikodym of the VOM P with respect to P on Gr is non-negative). Moreover, if
(0,604,608, 3) is defined such that Z is non negative, then it implies that P satisfies the
R5(P) condition.
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In fact, in the general discontinuous filtration, it is difficult to prove that we can find
(©,64,08,3) solution of the first BSDE such that © > 0 (see [23] for more discussions
about the difficulty). Indeed in the set up of [23], the author makes the hypothesis that
all coefficients of the asset are F-predictable. This strong hypothesis makes the jump part
of process © equals to zero. In our framework, this hypothesis can not be satisfied since
the intensities processes are G-adapted. Hence, we deal with splitting method of BSDE
defined by [18] to prove that, even if the jump part of the process is not equal to zero, we
can split the jump BSDE in continuous BSDEs such that each BSDE have a solution in a
good space. The proof is divided in two parts. Firstly, we will give the splitted BSDEs in
this framework and secondly, we will solve recursively each BSDE.

First step: Let define, for all t € [0,T], §; = ©, g}, 0 = ©,-0! for i € {A,B}, 6, =
é{‘l{KTA} + e_tBl{TAStSTB} and B; = ©,- ;. Then, we can define the BSDE (g, O7)
which is given by:

dO, = — fidt + 0AdH? + 6PdHP + B,dW, with ©Op =1,
where f; = g + 0N + OPAB. We also define
Ap={0, 1) e ® <<}, 1<k<2

Since we work with the same assumption (density assumption) and notation as in
[18], then we can decompose O7 and g between each default events:

Or = Vlocrerayy + 7 ) racrerny + 2 7)o oy

and

[1(04,0,,8,) = ﬂo(@t7éta/3t)1{0§t<7—A} + (O, étaBtaTA)l{—rAgtSTB} (3.37)

+ fHOL 0, B, (T TP s oy (3.38)

where 40 is Fr-measurable, v* is Fr @ B(A)-measurable for k = {1,2}, g° is P(F) ®
B(R) ® B(R)-measurable and g* is P(F) @ B(R) ® B(R) @ B(AF). Moreover, since

O7 = 1 (bounded) (see proposition 3.1 in [18]), we have that the variables yk(l(k)) =1,
for k ={0,1,2}.

Let now give the main result of splitting BSDE which is a first step to prove the
existence of (©,04,05,5). Let ligy = (l1,12) € Az and assume that the following
BSDE:

d07(li9)) = —f7 (03(l12)), 0, B2 (L)), 1) dt + BE(l(2))dWy,  ©3(l(2)) = V2 (l()) (3.39)

admits a solution (©7((l (k+1)))5 B2((1 (k+1) ) € S®([lo AT, T)) x H*[lo AT, T]. And

that
O () = —fF <®t (), (O7 (1) t) —@f(l(k)))ﬁf(l(k)),l(k)> dt + By (L) AW,
OFrlw) = Y (Uw) (3.40)
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admits for k = {0, 1}, a solution (0%(, (i) € S®([lx AT, T]) x H2[l), AT, T),
where [y = (I1, - lx). Then (0,604,068, 3) is given following [18] by:

O = O71ycray + O (TN pacierny + OF (T, 7P)1 5oy,
Br = Blgcray + BT pacierny + B (T 7)1 gy,
0 = 67 (1a,t) — O} (7a),

0t = ©}(t) — ©)(t).

(3.41)

Therefore, to prove the existence of (O, 04,08, B) we have to prove the existence of
solutions of the BSDEs (3.39) and (3.40).

Second step (the recursive approach): We prove recursively the existence of the so-
lution of these BSDEs. Firstly, we prove the existence of the solution of (3.39) and
secondly, assuming that the solution of (3.40) exists and satisfies the constraint for
step k + 1, we prove the same assertion for the step k.

1. Let consider the BSDE (3.39):
407 (I2)) = =7 (07 (I12)), 0, B (L2, L2y )t + B (12))dWe, O3 (l(2)) = 7 (U2))-

Since the coefficient g is given by:

o 42

1O + 3 icra,py Oiot AL + Utﬁt]
N 0i\ (N2 \i

©:07 + X iera5y (O +0)(0}) "N,

from the predictable decomposition of the composition of assets coefficient:

gt(@ty 9_7 ﬁt) — (342)

ot = 0?1{t<TA} + Jt( A)1{7A<t<75} + oy (7' T )1{TB<t}7
Mt = M?l{t<TA} + lut( )1{TA<t<TB} + Mt( T )1{TB<t}7 3.43
A _ s10g Ayq L2(1A 1By (3.43)
O Ut {t<ray t Ut (7' ) {rA<t<rB} t Ut (T ) {rB<t}>
ol = at 1{t<TA} + at (TA)l{TA<t<7_B} + at (TA,TB)l{TB<t},
and by our model assumption (see Remark 3.4), we get
M =Ny and AP =AM agicony.
We so find that:
2 32 2
72/ 2 =2 2 ey (1(2)) Bt (1(2))
i (©i(l2)),0, 5 (l2)), L2)) = ©; (l(z))[ + , t€0,T]
(02(l)* i)

Using the result of Section 3.3, in the complete market case when G = F, we
conclude: )
Zi(l2)

Z2(l2) 1’
E [Vé(l@))}

@?(1(2)) = t < T,l(Q) € Ao, (3.44)
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where the family of processes Z(.) satisfies the SDE given by

dZi(lz)  pil)
Zi(l(2)) o7 (l2))

de

with Zy(l(2)) = 1. Since p? and o? are bounded, the martingale M;(l()) =
2

Ot 5§8Ez;§dW5 is BMO. We deduce so that Z(l(g)) satisfies the Ro(IP) inequality.

Moreover 72(l(2)) = 1, we conclude that there exists a constant 62 > 0 such that

for all ¢ € [0,T] and l(5) € Ag, ©F(l(2)) > 6°. The existence of 3%(l(9)) is given

by the martingale part of the process given by (3.44). Moreover since ©2(l(z))

is bounded then the coefficient g* satisfies a quadratic growth with respect to

2 (l(2))- Therefore since the terminal condition 2 (l(2)) is bounded, we conclude
from Kobylanski [19], that (I(5)) is BMO.

. Let assume now that there exists a solution which satisfies the constraint for the
step k+1. That means that the pair (@k+1(l(k+1)), ﬁ_f+1(l(k+1))) € S®lg41,T] %
BMO and that there exists a non negative constant §°+1 such that ®k+1(l(k+1)) >
"1, Let us now proved the existence of the pair (0% (i), B (Ix))) € S*[l, T]x
BMO at step k:
O (Iy) = —fF < Flwy)s (O (> t) — ©F (i), BE (), U )dt+ﬁt( ))AW,
OF(I) = 7" (Uwy)-

From the decomposition of (3.42), we find:

T (O (U), (OF (g t) = OF (), B Uy)s aw )

_ 2
[t () O Ugsy) + (O Uay, ) — OF Uy rt ™ Us)) MTH Uwy) + b Uy )BE )|

2 k 2
OF (L))ot (L) + (©F )(l(k)) + 0¥ 14y ) — OF (L))ot T (L) M (k)
+ [Gfﬂ(l(k)’t) - @f(l(k))] ATy

Let consider the processes:

ng = [Mf(l(k)) - Ufﬂ’k(l(k)))\fﬂ’k(l(k))] 107 (L)l
ke = o L)AL 08 (L 1),
my = o} (L)) BF (L )-
and Nt = Ny+KRe+Mmy, dt = \@f(l(k))\af(l(k))z, Pt =
and Dy = d; + p;. We define

fE = FEUOF )l B Ly
N2
== O Uy )~ 10F ()l AT (),

2
5 Ly, ) (0T (L) N (U y)

(3.45)
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where N7 = ni+m?+kZ+2nmy+2kny+2kmy. Since the process @f“(l(k), t) >
85+l > 0, then there exists a non negative constant ¢ > 0 such that p; > c.
Hence, we obtain:

Dy
< [n—% 2B @k (1 )R )] L mi
~ Ldy Dt LN R)1% ) dy

2
P @f“(l(k),t)/\f“’k(l(k))] .
t

Therefore since all processes OF L p* gFtLk and A¥+LE are bounded, there
exists bounded processes a, b and ¢ such that:
Bt ()

— 1 < hy = @ OF (Ly)| + beBE (L) + o
t R CHOM

The coefficient f* has a quadratic growth and from Kobylanski [19] since the
terminal condition 7* is bounded, there exists a pair (@k(l(k)), B(l(k))) solution of
the BSDE associated to (fk(l(k)),vk(l(k))). Moreover, if we consider the BSDE
dzy = —h(Z¢, Zy)dt + Z;dW; with terminal condition z7 = yl(l(l)) = 1 and where
the coefficient h is given by :

_ _ 7?2 _

hi(Zs, Zy) = —aiZs — j—i — b7y, tel0,T],
we obtain using Proposition 5.11 in [23] that the solution (z,Z2) € §°°[0,T] x
BMO exists.
Moreover, there exists a non negative constant 6% such that z; > 6%, a.s. Hence
we conclude using Comparison theorem of quadratic BSDE (see [19]) that f* >
—h = h. Finally, the pair of solution (0% (I¢)), 8% (I(1))) associated to (f*(I)), v*(Ix)))
satisfies OF (I(y) > 0% > 0 a.s for all t € [0,7],1) € Aj. Therefore, from 3.45,
we conclude f* = fF. It follows that there exists a solution (@k(l(k)), ﬁk(l(k))) €
8°[lg, T] x BMO associated to (f*(I)),v*(l))) such that ©F(I) > 6% > 0
a.s for all £ € [0, T, 1) € Ay.

3.5 Special case and explicit solution of the BSDE

We conclude by giving an explicit example of our credit risk model which allow us to
find explicit solution of each BSDEs. We assume G = F VvV H4 and that the parameters of
the dynamics of the asset are constant before and after the default time 74. Moreover, we
assume that the intensity process is given by \; = A\(1 — H'). Using theses assumptions, we
find an explicit solution of the BSDE associated to (g', ©r) using the splitting approach.
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Assumption 3.4. The processes p,o, 0™, X in (1.4) satisfy the following sassumptions:

e = p(HY) = g2l pasgy + ' lpacy,
o1 = o(H') = O'Ol{TA>t} + O'll{TASt},
oft = oM (H') = Klpasy,
At = MH) = Mppasy,

such that 1%k = (0°)% + k2.

Proposition 3.8. Under Assumption 3./, there exists a solution of the BSDE associated

to (g*,0©) given by:
1\ 2
1
() -

Proof. Let first recall that using the splitting approach developed by [18], we can write the
BSDE before and after the default. We obtain

0
)2
@t = exp |:—?(T - t):| 1{7.A>t} + exp 1{7'A§t}7 t<T.

Or = Olycray+ O[T ragy,
1,0 1,1
gtl = Gt 1{t<’TA} + g 1{-rA <t}»

where ©° and ©! satisfy the following dynamics:

0
—%:M@wmwwMHWM@%L
t
dOi(l
- S = o ©10).0.5 )it — B DaWs, O () =1
t

with

L i R RS Y 11 PO itz 10

(00)2 + (14 9 ) k2 LA (o1)? '

where I € Ay and O} (t) — 09 = 007 (see proof of Theorem 3.4 for more details). Using
. . 1 2 .

Assumption 3.4, setting 4 (1) = 0, we find that g, (01,0, 3(1)) = — (%) . Since OL(1) =

1, then ©1(1) = O and we get:

O} = exp [— (5—1)2@ —1)

To find the solution of the first one BSDE, we set ° = 0 and from Assumption 3.4 we
obtain

91}70((9?79;‘,47/819) - -

, t<T.

1k = (0°)% + K2\
We deduce glt1 ’0(@? 08, 8Y) = —% — 04 \. Therefore we find that ©° satisfies the dynamics:

ey p 0
—— = ——dt =1.
Gg e ) (—)T
Finally, we get O = exp [—%O(T — t)} and we find the expected result. O
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Appendix

Lemma 3.1. Let consider X and Y two G-predictable processes such that for i € {A, B},
Y: = X.,. Then, Xy =Y; on (1; > t) a.s. Moreover, if X;, <Y, then X; <Y, a.s on
(Ti > t).

Proof. Assume that X and Y are bounded. If X, =Y., then fooo |X; — Yi|dH} = 0 and

0:IE</ |Xt—Yt|dH;> =E U |Xt—Yt|)\f;dt} .
0 0

Therefore, we have X; = Y; on (7% > t). Moreover, if X, <Y, we consider the predictable
process V' defined as V; = Yi1;x,<y,). Then V. = Y and by using the first part of the
proof, we obtain V; = Y; on (7¢ > t). The general case follows. O

References

[1] Arai, T. (2005). An extension of mean-variance hedging in discontinuous case. Fin.
Stochast, 9, 129-139.

[2] Bielecki, T. R., Jeanblanc, M. and Rutkowski,
M. (2006). Credit risk. Lecture Note of Lisbon.

http://www.maths.univ-evry.fr/pages_perso/jeanblanc/conferences/lisbon.pdf.

[3] Cerny, A. and Kallsen, J. (2007) On the structure of the general mean-variance hedging
strategies. The Annals of Probability. 35, 1479-1531.

[4] Davis, M. and Lleo, S. (2010) Risk Sensitive Investment Management with Affine
Processes: a Viscosity Approach. Quantitative Finance.

[5] Delbaen, F., Grandits, P., Rheinlander, T., Samperi, D., Schweizer, M. and Stricker,
C. (2002). Ezponential hedging and entropic penalties. Math. Finance 12(2), 99-123.

[6] Delbean, F. and Schachermayer, W. (1994). A general version of the fundamental
theorem of asset pricing. Math. Annal 300, 463-520.

[7] Delbean, F. and Schachermayer, W. (1996). The Variance optimal martingale measure
for continuous processes. Bernouilli 2, 81-105.

[8] Delbaen, F., Monat, P., Schachermayer, W., Schweizer and M., Stricker, C.(1997).
Weighted norm inequalities and hedging in incomplete markets. Fin. Stochast. 1, 181-
227.

[9] Duffie, D. and Singleton, K. (2003). Credit risk: Pricing, Measurement and Manage-
ment, Priceton University Press, Priceton.

[10] El Karoui, N. (1981). Les aspects probabilistes du contréle stochastique. Ecole d’été de
Saint Flour IX, Lecture Notes in Mathematics, 876:73-238.

32


http://www.maths.univ-evry.fr/pages_perso/jeanblanc/conferences/lisbon.pdf

[11]

El Karoui, N., Jeanblanc, M. and Jiao, Y.(2010). What happens after a default: the
conditionnal density approach. Stochastics Processes and their Applications, 120(7),
1011-1032.

El Karoui, N. and Rouge, R. (2000). Pricing via utility mazimization and entropy.
Mathematical Finance, Vol 10, no 2, 259-276.

Gouriéroux, C., Laurent, J.P and Pham, H. (1998). Mean-variance hedging and nu-
meraire. Mathematical Finance, 8, 179-200.

Goutte, S. Oudjane, N. and Russo, F. (2011). Variance optimal hedging for continuous
time additive processes and applications. Preprint

Jeanblanc, M. and Le Cam; Y.: Immersion Property and Credit Risk Modelling, in Op-
timality and Risk - Modern Trends in Mathematical Finance: The Kabanov Festschrift
F. Delbaen, M. Rasonyi, and C. Stricker éditeurs (2009), p. 99-131.

Jeanblanc, M., Mania, M., Santacroce, M and Schweizer, M. (2011), Mean Variance
hedging via control and BSDEs for general semimartingales. Preprint.

Jeanblanc, M. and Rutkowski, M.(2002) Mathematical Finance-Bachelier Congress
2000. Chapter Default risk and hazard process , 281-312, Springer-Verlag Berlin 2002.

Kharroubi, I. and Lim, T. (2011). Progressive enlargement of filtration and Backward
SDE’s with jumps . To appear in Journal of Theoritical Probability.

Kobylanski, M. (2000). Backward stochastic differential equation and partial differential
equation with quadratic growth. Ann. Appl. Probab. 28, 558-602.

Kusuoka, S. (1999). A remark on default risk models.. Adv. Math. Econ., 1:69-82.

Kramkov, D. and Schachermayer, W. (1999). The asymptotic elasticity of utility func-
tions ans optimal investment in incomplete markets The Ann. Appl. Probab. 9, N 3,
904-950.

Laurent, J.P and Pham, H. (1999), Dynamic programming and mean-variance hedging.
Finance and Stochastics, 3, 83-110.

Lim, A.E.B. (2004). Quadratic hedging and mean-variance portfolio selection in a in-
complete market. Mathematics of Operations Research, 29 no 1, 132-161.

Lim A.E.B. (2009) Mean variance hedging where there are jumps. SIAM Journal on
Control and Optimization, 44, 1893-1922.

Li, D. (2000). On Default Correlation: A copula function approach. Journal of fixed
Income, vol 9, no4, 43-54.

Madan, D. and Unal, H. (1998). Pricing the risks of default. Review of Derivatives
Research 2: 121-160.

33



Merton, R. (1974). On the pricing of corporate debt: the risk structure of interest rates.
J. of Finance, 3, 449-470.

Owen, M.P. (2002). Utility based optimal hedging in incomplete markets. Annal of
Applied Probability No 2,12, 691-709.

Schweizer, M. (1992). Mean Variance hedging for general claims. Ann. Appl. Probab
2, 171-179.

Schweizer, M. (1996). Approzimation pricing and the variance optimale martingale
measure. Ann. Appl. Probab 24, 205-236.

Zargari, B (2011): Le risque de crédit et les produits dérivés de crédit. Phd Thesis.

34



	1 The defaultable model
	1.1 Dynamic of the Bond
	1.2 The Defaultable claim

	2 Hedging defaultable claim in Markov framework
	2.1  The dual optimization formulation
	2.2  Value function of the dual problem 

	3 Generalization of the hedging in a general framework: Mean-Variance approach
	3.1 Characterization of the optimal cost via BSDE
	3.2 Verification Theorem
	3.3  Characterization of the VOM using BSDEs
	3.3.1  Complete market
	3.3.2  Incomplete market

	3.4 Proof of Theorem 3.4
	3.5 Special case and explicit solution of the BSDE


