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A BENCHMARK APPROACH TO RISK-MINIMIZATION UNDER PARTIAL
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ABSTRACT. In this paper we study a risk-minimizing hedging problem for a semimartingale incomplete

financial market where d+1 assets are traded continuously and whose price is expressed in units of the

numéraire portfolio. According to the so-called benchmark approach, we investigate the (benchmarked)
risk-minimizing strategy in the case where there are restrictions on the available information. More

precisely, we characterize the optimal strategy as the integrand appearing in the
Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe decomposition of the benchmarked claim under partial information and
provide its description in terms of the integrands in the classical Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe
decomposition under full information via dual predictable projections. Finally, we apply the results in the
case of a Markovian jump-diffusion driven market model where the assets prices dynamics depend on a
stochastic factor which is not observable by investors.

1. INTRODUCTION

In this paper we investigate a risk-minimizing hedging problem under the so-called benchmark approach
(see e.g. [28] and [29]) for derivatives in an incomplete financial semimartingale market model where there
are restrictions on the information available to traders. Furthermore, we apply the results to discuss the
case of a Markovian jump-diffusion driven market model.

Here the incomplete information framework is modeled by the presence of two filtrations, the first one
denoted by F representing the full knowledge on the market and the other H, supposed to be smaller
than T, standing for the available information level. Partially observable models often describe realistic
financial scenarios. A common example is given by the case where investors may observe the underlying
dynamics only at fixed times or when the market is influenced by an unobservable stochastic factor that
may represent the trend of a correlated market.

Concerning the risk-minimizing approach (see e.g. [16], [I5] and [34]), in the case of restricted information
there are few results in the current literature, as far as we are aware. Important contributions in this
direction, performed with the savings account as reference unit, can be found in [33] and [§]. In [33], the
author provides an explicit expression for risk-minimizing hedging strategies under restricted information
in terms of predictable dual projections, whereas in [8], by proving a version of the Galtchouk-Kunita-
Watanabe decomposition that works under partial information, the authors extend the results of [16] to
the partial information framework and show how their result fits in the approach of [33]. All the above-
mentioned papers deal with the case where the risky assets prices are modeled directly under a risk-neutral
measure. The general semimartingale case, that corresponds to assume that the risky assets behavior is
described by a semimartingale, is more difficult to handle even under full information and the weaker
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concept of local risk-minimization must be introduced. In particular in [I5] it is proved that the existence
of an optimal strategy is equivalent to the existence of the so-called Féllmer-Schweizer decomposition of
the contingent claim. This decomposition is, in a certain sense, a generalization of the Galtchouk-Kunita-
Watanabe decomposition that holds when the underlying price process is a local martingale. In the case
where the assets prices dynamics have continuous trajectories, the problem can be solved with the aid of
the minimal martingale measure (see e.g. [34]).

A first step about the study of local risk-minimization under partial information is represented by [15]
where the authors complete the information starting from the reference filtration and recover the optimal
strategy by means of predictable projections with respect to the enlarged filtration that makes the market
complete. Furthermore, an application of the local risk-minimizing approach in the case of incomplete
information to defaultable markets in the sense of [I5] can be found in [I]. Another contribution in this
direction is given by [9] where the authors provide a version of the Follmer-Schweizer decomposition of a
square-integrable random variable (that typically represents the payoff of a contract) with respect to the
underlying price process, that works under partial information and study the relationship between this
decomposition and the existence of a locally risk-minimizing strategy according to the partial information
framework.

In this paper, we discuss the risk-minimizing problem for partially observable semimartingale models under
the benchmark approach. According to this modeling framework, even under the absence of an equivalent
local martingale measure, contingent claims can be consistently evaluated by means of the so-called real-
world pricing formula, see ([2.2]), which generalizes standard valuation formulas, where the discounting
factor is the numéraire portfolio and the pricing measure is the physical probability measure P. Risk-
minimization under the benchmark approach has been also studied in [2] for general semimartingale models
and in [14] where the example of jump-diffusion driven market models is also discussed. However, both
of the papers provide results working in the case of complete information. Here, we study the problem
in a restricted information setting, which will correspond to benchmarked risk-minimization under partial
information. One of our main achievements concerns the characterization of the optimal strategy via the
Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe decomposition holding under partial information, see Theorem

Most of the literature concerning pricing and hedging of contingent claims focuses on the cases where the
underlying asset prices dynamics are given by diffusions or pure jump processes. The latter are usually
employed to model high frequency data. Jump driven market models, in fact, are useful to deal with
intraday information, when assets prices can be assumed to be piecewise constant and jumps occur when
new information arrive (see e.g. [5], [10], [11], [17], [18] and [31]). Nevertheless, most of the real situations
can be covered by jump-diffusion market models. This case allows prices dynamics to have piecewise
continuous trajectories but they may present larger jumps, see [3] and [32]. In the models discussed in these
papers, the jump part is described by point processes. Here we analyze the continuous time jump-diffusion
driven market model where in particular the jump part in the underlying assets prices dynamics is given
by a general random measure. More precisely, we compute explicitly the benchmarked risk-minimizing
strategy under partial information in a Markovian setting (see Proposition 6] and characterize the
optimal portfolio value in terms of a suitable function solving a partially differential equation (in short
PDE) with final condition. Finally, to establish a link with the classical asset pricing theory we investigate
the relationship between the the numéraire portfolio and the existence of a martingale measure for a
general jump-diffusion driven market model.
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The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2] we describe the financial market in the benchmark
perspective. Then, in Section B we study the benchmarked risk-minimization under partial information
and provide an explicit representation of the optimal strategy. An application to the case of a Markovian
jump-diffusion driven market model can be found in Section @l Finally, in Section 4] we discuss the
relationship between the numéraire portfolio and the existence of a martingale measure for the underlying
market model.

2. BENCHMARK FRAMEWORK

We fix a probability space (2, F,P) endowed with a filtration F := {F;, ¢ € [0,T]} that satisfies the usual
conditions of right-continuity and completeness, where 7' € (0,+o0) is a fixed and finite time horizon.
Moreover, we assume that F = Fp. We consider a financial market model with d F-adapted, nonnegative
primary security account processes S7 = {Stj, t € [0,T]}, j € {1,2,...,d}, d € {1,2,...}. In addition,
the 0-th security account SY denotes the value of the F-adapted strictly positive savings account at time
t € [0,T]. The j-th primary security account holds units of the j-th primary security plus its accumulated
dividends or interest payments, j € {1,2,...,d}. In this setting, market participants can trade in order
to reallocate their wealth.

Notation 2.1. In the sequel we will put

t
/XSdY; = {/ X, dY,, t e [O,T]}
0

to identify the stochastic integral process for every pair (X,Y) of R-valued stochastic processes such that
the above expression is well-defined and we write

t
/XST~dYS = {/ X/ - dy;, te[O,T]}
0

if X is a vector-valued process and Y is a vector-valued or a matriz-valued process. Here a' identifies
the transpose of the vector-valued process a and the symbol fot X[ - dY, means the sum of the integrals
componentwise, i.e. y fot XP.AY!, if Y is a vector-valued process and > fg Xt.dYs? for every j, if Y
18 a matriz-valued process.
Definition 2.2. We call strategy an R¥-valued process 6 = {6y = (69,6},...,08)T, t € [0,T]}, where
for each j € {0,1,...,d}, the process 87 = {5], t € [0,T]} is F-predictable and integrable with respect to
S7,
As usual 5{ , for every j € {0,...,d}, indicates the number of units of the j-th security account that are
held at time ¢ € [0,7] in the associated portfolio whose value is given by a cadlag F-adapted process
8% = {89, t€[0,T]} such that
d
Syoi=06l S =) 68, teloT]

§=0
where S = {S; = (S9,5},...,8H)T, t €[0,T]}. A strategy § and the corresponding portfolio S are said
to be self-financing if

t d t
sf:sg+/ 5J-dsu=53+2/ §1dsi teo,T).
0 . 0
7=0
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Denote by Vi, (V,), the set of all strictly positive, (nonnegative), finite, self-financing portfolios, with
initial capital z > 0, (z > 0).

Definition 2.3. A portfolio S% € V1+ is called o numéraire portfolio, if any portfolio S° € Vi, when
denominated in units of S, forms an (F,P)-supermartingale, that is,

S 6

B[

St* SS*

ft] ; (2.1)
forall0<t<s<T.

According to the benchmark approach we now make the main assumption of the paper.

Assumption 2.4. There exists a numéraire portfolio S% € V1+ .

It is worth stressing that this assumption is rather weak since it is satisfied by a several realistic models
used in practice, see e.g. [20] and [29, Chapter 14, Section 1].

Moreover, jump-diffusion and It6 process driven market models have a numéraire portfolio under very
general assumptions (see [29, Chapter 10, Section 2 and Chapter 14, Section 1|) where benchmarked
nonnegative portfolios turn out to be (F, P)-local martingales and, thus, (F, P)-supermartingales.

Throughout the rest of the paper we choose the numéraire portfolio as benchmark. We call any security,
when expressed in units of the numéraire portfolio, a benchmarked security and refer to this procedure as
benchmarking. If a benchmarked price process is an (F, P)-martingale, then we call it fair. In this case
we would have equality in relation (2.1I) of Definition 2.3l The benchmarked value of a portfolio S0 is of
particular interest and is given by the ratio

2 _ S)
St*
for all t € [0,T]. Of course the benchmarked value of the numéraire portfolio is $¢* = 1 for every ¢ € [0, 7).
As usual in these situations, we want to exclude the presence of arbitrage at least in a strong form. The
definition below provides the classical characterization of strong arbitrage.

Definition 2.5. A benchmarked nonnegative self-financing portfolio S° is a strong arbitrage if it starts
with zero initial capital, that is Sg = 0, and generates some strictly positive wealth with strictly positive
probability at some later time t € (0,T], that is P(S? > 0) > 0.

Note that, by the supermartingale property (2.1)), assuming the existence of a strictly positive numéraire
portfolio guarantees that strong arbitrage is excluded, see e.g. Theorem 4.2 of [27]. Other classical
forms of arbitrage have been investigated recently: for instance, the existence of the numéraire portfolio
characterizes the absence of arbitrage in the sense of the NUPBR condition and the absence of arbitrage
of the first kind, see e.g. in [20] and [21].

Let Hr be a nonnegative square integrable random variable representing the benchmarked payoff of a
European type contingent claim with maturity 7. It is known that in a complete market there always
exists a self-financing strategy 6 that replicates this claim; in other words the associated portfolio value
55 at terminal time equals Hp with probability one, see [29]. The benchmarked portfolio at every time
t € [0, 7] is then characterized by the real world pricing formula

S0 =E [HT‘ }}] (2.2)
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which means that the portfolio value is a square integrable (IF, P)-martingale, since Hrpis square integrable.
As also observed in [29], under the benchmark approach there exist other self-financing portfolios that
deliver the claim at final time, but these nonnegative portfolios are just (F, P)-supermartingales (and not
(F,P)-martingales), then they are more expensive than the (F,P)-martingale S given in (Z2), see [29]
for further details.

When the market is incomplete it is impossible, in general, to find a self-financing portfolio that replicates
the claim at final time. Then, one needs to relax one of these two conditions, the replication or the self-
financing property, and provide a criterion to determine the optimal portfolio. The most common methods
are the mean-variance hedging and the (local) risk-minimization which correspond to keep the self-financing
property of the optimal strategy and the replication constraint respectively. Here, we investigate the case
of asset prices that represent (F,P)-local martingales when benchmarked, and study the risk-minimizing
approach in the case where there are restrictions on the available information. When benchmarked primary
security account processes are (F,P)-local martlngales the problem can be solved under full information
by computing the orthogonal projection of Hrp on the set of stochastic integrals of the type [, Td8,, where
v € O(F) (see Definition B3 below) and S = {S, = (52,5},...,8HT, t € [0,T]} denotes the vector of

the benchmarked primary security accounts, that is Sg = :—i, j=0,..,d (see [2] for further details). The

t
approach to the problem for partially observable models requires the application of a suitable orthogonal
decomposition holding in the more general setting as we will see in the next section.

3. BENCHMARKED RISK-MINIMIZATION UNDER RESTRICTED INFORMATION

Our aim is to discuss the risk-minimization as originally introduced in [16], under the benchmark approach
in the case where there are restrictions on the available information. Here, instead of the usual savings
account, we use the numéraire portfolio as numéraire and benchmark and, in this setting, we wish to
construct risk-minimizing hedging strategies from less information.
Suppose now that the hedger does not have at her/his disposal the full information represented by F.
Her/his strategy must be constructed from less information. To describe this mathematically, we introduce
an additional filtration H = {H;, ¢t € [0,T]} corresponding to the available information level to traders
such that

He C Fy,  for every t € [0,T]. (3.1)
We remark that all filtrations satisfy the usual conditions. Similarly to [33] we make the following as-
sumption.

Assumption 3.1. We assume that at final time T, St is Hp-measurable.

We recall that under Assumption 2.4] the benchmarked value of any nonnegative, self-financing portfolio
forms an R%!-valued (I, P)-supermartingale, see (Z.I). In particular, the vector of the d+ 1 benchmarked
primary security accounts S forms with each of its components a nonnegative (F, P)-supermartingale. By
Theorem VII.12 of [13], we know that the vector process S has a unique decomposition of the form

Sy = S0+ M; + Ay, te0,T), (3.2)
where M = {M; = (M?,M},...,MH)T, t € [0,T]} is an R !-valued (F,P)-local martingale and A =
{Ay = (A% AL ... ADT, t €[0,T]} is an R¥ 1 -valued F-predictable, in each component non-decreasing

process with My = Ay = 0, with 0 denoting the (d + 1)-dimensional null vector. This expresses the fact
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that every right-continuous (F, P)-supermartingale is a special (F, P)-semimartingale.

If the vector-valued process S = {S; = (59, S},...,SHT, t € [0,T]} is continuous it is possible to provide
an explicit description of the numéraire portfolio S% and the vector of primary security account processes
turns out to be an R4 -valued (F, P)-local martingale when expressed in units of the numéraire portfolio.
On the other hand, if S exhibits jumps it is not possible to find an analogous characterization, see e.g. [2]
for further details. However, a wide class of jump-diffusion market models is driven by primary security
account processes that are given by (IF, P)-local martingales, when expressed in units of the numéraire
portfolio, as we will see for instance in Section[dl Here we discuss the hedging problem of a contingent claim
in the partial information setting given by (B.I)) when benchmarked securities are R*!-valued (F, P)-local
martingales. This justifies the following assumption.

Assumption 3.2. The following holds:
A =0, Vtel0,T)
in (32).

In order to deal with economically reasonable investment strategies, we impose some integrability assump-
tions.

Definition 3.3. The space ©O(H) (respectively O(F)) consists of all R4 -valued H-predictable (respectively
F-predictable) processes 0 satisfying the following integrability condition

1) [/OT 60 - d(M)y -8, < oo. (3.3)

Here (M) = ((M*%, M7)); j—o....a denotes the (d + 1) x (d + 1) matriz-valued F-predictable sharp bracket
process of the R -valued (F,P)-local martingale M.

Since the sharp bracket of the semimartingale S is equal to the sharp bracket of its (local) martingale
part, we use both the notations (S) and (M).

Definition 3.4. An H-strategy is a pair ¢ = (n,9), where the process § € O(H) describes the number of
units invested in the benchmarked security accounts and n = {n;, t € [0,T]} is an R-valued H-adapted
cadlag process such that the associated benchmarked portfolio value V¢ = {V?, t € [0,T]} is an F-
adapted and square-integrable process (i.e. thﬁ € L2(F;,P), for each t € [0,T)) whose left limit is equal to
V2 =30 518)

The strategy component 1 may be interpreted as the number of units invested in the numéraire portfolio
5% see also Remark B8l Recall that the market may be not complete; then, we also admit strategies that
are not self-financing and may generate (benchmarked) costs over time.

Definition 3.5. For any H-strategy ¢, the benchmarked cost process C? is defined by

t
CP =V —/ ) -dS,, Vtelo,T). (3.4)
0

Here CA'f) describes the total costs incurred over the time interval [0, ¢].

In order to introduce the quadratic criterion of risk-minimization under restricted information we have to
define the so-called risk process in such a framework.
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Definition 3.6. For any H-strategy ¢, the corresponding H-risk RM:9 at time t € [0,T7] is defined by

R [(aga —¢p)

Note that the H-risk R is well-defined, since the benchmarked cost process C’¢, given in (3.4), is square-
integrable.

Our goal is to find an H-strategy ¢ which minimizes the associated H-risk measured by the fluctuations
of its benchmarked cost process in a suitable sense.

Throughout this paper, we consider a European style contingent claim with maturity 7" whose benchmarked
payoff is given by an Hp-measurable, nonnegative random variable Hr. We will always assume that a
benchmarked contingent claim Hr belongs to L?(Hr, P).

For a benchmarked contingent claim Hp € L?(Hr,P), it makes sense to define some risk-minimizing
strategy under restricted information by looking for an H-strategy ¢ = (n,0) such that V:,(? = Hrp which
minimizes the H-risk process R in the following manner:

Definition 3.7. Given a benchmarked contingent claim Hr € L?(Hr,P), an H-strategy ¢ = (n,6) is said
to be benchmarked H-risk-minimizing if the following conditions hold:

(i) Vq? = Hy, P-a.s.;
(i) for any t € [0,T] and for any H-strategy ¢ such that Ve = Vj? P-a.s., then
RZ{@ < }A%Z-l’(z’, P—as.

Remark 3.8. We observe that for an H-strategy ¢ = (n,9), at any time t € [0,T] the benchmarked
portfolio value is given by

ISH

d
V=) 85 +m=7 58/5 =5
=0 =0
where 5 = 67 +77t51,t and 8% = {89, t € [0, T} is the benchmarked portfolio value associated to the strategy

§:=1{0; = (69,0},...,60)T, t €[0,T]}. We recall that
d
61,5 =8y =1, telo,T],
=0

and 51,1& denotes the number of units of the j-th benchmarked security held at time t in the numéraire
portfolio.

The strategies ¢ and 0 have the same benchmarked cost process. In fact, for every t € [0,T], we have
t _ t .
cf:m¢—/ 5J-dsu=5§—/ sy -ds,
0 0

t t
:5;?—/ (SU)T-dqur/ Nu(0en) ! - dS,
0 0
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We also note that the R* 1 -valued process 6 is in general F-adapted, since n is H-adapted and 82 is -
predictable for every j = 0,...,d. If ¢ = (n,9) is any benchmarked H-risk-minimizing strateqy and 0y is
H-predictable, then § is an H-adapted benchmarked risk-minimizing strategy that only requires to invest in
the benchmarked assets SO,...,Sd.

3.1. The variational formulation of the benchmarked H-risk-minimizing problem. To introduce
some useful notations, we define M3(F, P) as the space of all square-integrable R-valued (F, P)-martingales
null at time t = 0.

Let Hy € L2 (Hr,P) and consider the well-known Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe decomposition of Hyp with
respect to S under full information:

T .
HT:H0+/ (6" - dS, + LY, P —as., (3.5)
0
where Hy € L?(Fo,P), 67 € O(F) and LH = {f/gH, t €[0,T]} € M3(F,P) is such that <I:FI,§j>t =0, for

every t € [0,T] and 5 =0,1,...,d.

Decomposition (3.5) is an essential tool to rewrite the risk-minimizing problem in variational terms. More-
over, the variational formulation will allow us to derive an important feature of the benchmarked cost
process associated to the optimal strategy.

We start with a useful lemma which gives us the martingale property of the cost process.

Lemma 3.9. For any H-strategy ¢ = (n,8) and any to € [0,T], there exists an H-strategy ¢ = (7],8) such
that

V:,? = V:,? P—a.s.
=1 foreveryt <ty

E [@}’B—Cf(ﬂt} =0 P —a.s. for everyt >t

and
RZ—W < Rzi’qb P —a.s. for every t > tg

and 7 can be chosen to satisfy

=K [ﬁT - 52—5}‘ Ht} for every t > tg.

The proof follows the same lines of the proof of Lemma 2.1 in [33] with the choice G; = G| = H; for every
t€[0,T]. As a consequence, choosing to = 0, we get that the H-optional projection of the benchmarked

cost process C? is an H-martingale.

We now introduce the variational formulation of the risk-minimizing problem.

Lemma 3.10. Let Hy € L?*(Hr,P) be a benchmarked contingent claim and ¢ = (1,0) an H-strategy that
delivers the claim at time T (i.e. TA/:,? = ﬁT) Then, ¢ is benchmarked H-risk-minimizing if and only if



A BENCHMARK APPROACH TO RISK-MINIMIZATION UNDER PARTIAL INFORMATION 9

the H-optional projection of the associated benchmarked cost process C? is an H-martingale and solves the

(ﬁT — /0 ' IR d3u>2] . (3.6)

The proof of this lemma follows by Proposition 2.3 in [33].

following optimization problem.:

min E
YEO(H)

Remark 3.11. Note that, given a benchmarked H-risk-minimizing strateqy ¢ = (n,d), the associated
residual benchmarked cost process Cgﬁ — Cf at time t € [0,T] satisfies the following condition

e[(er o) [0 as,

for every t € [0,T] and for each v € O(H).

Ht} =0, P-—a.s.

Indeed, let Hr e L?(Hr,P) be a benchmarked contingent claim. If an H-strategy ¢ = (n,) is benchmarked
H-risk-minimizing, then by Lemma [310, we have that the second component of ¢ solves the following

optimization problem:
T 2
min E |( Hp — .48 .
1€6(H) [( ! /o T “> ]
In particular, thanks to the projection theorem, this is equivalent to

A T ~ T ~
E[(Vj‘f’—/o 5J.dsu>/0 fyuT-dsu}z

for every v € O(H) and by [B4) also to
T
E [Cﬁ/ %T-dsu} =
0
for every v € ©(H). Finally, by Lemma 5.4 of [8], this is also equivalent to

E [(@-@?) /tT’YJ~d§u

for every t € [0,T] and every v € ©(H). Note that we could apply Lemma 5.4 of [8] even if we do not have
the martingale property of the process C®.

Ht} =0, P-—a.s.

3.2. Existence of the benchmarked H-risk-minimizing strategy. In this section we wish to char-
acterize explicitly the benchmarked H-risk minimizing strategy in terms of the integrand 67 appearing in
decomposition (B.5).

We start with a generalization of Proposition 4.3 in [8].
Let G = {Gy = (GY,G},....,G%), t € [0,T]} be an R !-valued F-adapted cadlag process of integrable

variation. We denote by |G| = {||G]l: = (IG°|l¢,- .., [|G?|), t € [0,T]} the total variation of the function
t — G¢(w) defined by

—1
G | (w —supz Gl (W)~ GlLW), je{0.1,....d}

where A := {tp =0 < t; < ... < t, =t} is a partition of the interval [0, ¢].
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Proposition 3.12. Let G be an R4 -valued cadlag F- adapted process of integrable variation. Then, there
exists a unique R4 -valued H-predictable process G* = , t €[0,T]} of integrable variation such that

EUO ej-th}_ [/ 0, - dGH}

for every R _valued H-predictable (bounded) process 0. The process G is called the H-predictable dual
projection of G.

Proof. First, we can observe that

T d T d T o
E[/ HtT-th]:E Z/ 6]dGY :ZE[/ egng] (3.7)
0 =070 =0 0

Then, for every j =0,...,d we can apply Proposition 4.3 in [§] so that (3.7)) becomes

ZEU egng] ZEU 07d(G7) } Z/ 0/ d(GIH —E[/ 0, - dGH}
j=0 0
which yields the result. O

Similarly to [33], we fix an increasing F-predictable cadlag process B null at initial time such that <5”, Si ) =

(M?, M7) is absolutely continuous with respect to B for every i,5 = 0, ...,d and we write (5%, S7) << B.

Then, we define the F-predictable (d+ 1) x (d+ 1) matrix-valued process o by setting, for every t € [0, T]
. d(Si. §J

o) = % fori,j =0,1,...,d. (3.8)

Then, the space ©(H) can be rewritten as the set of all R*!-valued H-predictable processes ¢ such that

T
E|:/ 52—'0't'5tdBt:|<OO.
0

Remark 3.13. Let Z and Z be locally integrable cadlag processes of finite variation. If Z << Z then also
7% << 71,

Hence, we can define the H-predictable (d + 1) x (d + 1) matrix-valued process p by setting for each
te[0,T]
o H
o d(JeiaBy)
) . Y 4 —
0. = ABF fori,j =0,1,...,d.
Indeed, we can easily check that since (S”’,SJ) << B for i,j = 0,1,...,d, then <Si,;§j>H << B for
i=0,1,...,d (Remark BI3). Therefore, for each t € [0, 7] we can set
%,] _ d<gl73j>¥ﬂ
K dBH

fori,5 =0,1,...,d.

Finally, note that by (38) we have that (S, $7)H (f o dB, ) fori,j=0,1,...,d.

Lemma 3.14. For every benchmarked contingent claim Hyp € L?(Hr,P) the variational problem admits
a unique solution 6 € ©(H).
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Proof. The proof follows the same lines of that of Lemma 2.4 in [33]. Since the integral fOT vJ - dS, is an
isometry from ©(F) to L?(Hr, P), it is sufficient to prove that ©(H) is a closed subspace of O(F). In fact

by [B.2), for every v € O(H) we get
/ YuYid < / 0”d3>
0 U

E [/OT%I.UH.%dBu} = Z E [/OTvuvud </Jz’7jd3>7j - Z 1)

i,7=0 i,7=0

- Z U g (/Qi’deH>u] ZEUOTVIT-@U-WBEL{].

i,7=0

Since ¢ and B¥ are both H-predictable then we get that ©(H) is closed in O(F). O

The following result extends Theorem 2.5 in [33] to the benchmarked framework and provides an explicit
representation for the benchmarked H-risk-minimizing strategy in terms of the integrand appearing in the
classical Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe decomposition.

Proposition 3.15. For any Hy € L*(Hr,P) there exists a unique benchmarked H-risk-minimizing stra-
tegy ¢™ = (™, 6™) that is given by

d(fou-o7dB),
dBf ’
ni =K [Ar - (6797 - 5| me]

57-1

Qt (3-9)

1

for every t € [0,T], where o~ is the pseudo-inverse of the matriz valued process o and 67 is the process

given in (3.3).

Proof. Existence and uniqueness of ¢’ are ensured by Lemma .10 and Lemma 314l To compute 67 we
observe that by the projection theorem a process ¢ € ©(H) solves the optimization problem (3.6]) if and
only if

T T
E KﬁT - / o0 dS‘u> / Yo - dS‘u] =0, for every v € O(H). (3.10)
0 0

Since every benchmarked claim Hp admits the Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe decomposition with respect
to S under complete information, see ([B.0]), equation (B.I0) can be rewritten as

T T
E [/ (5{ - 5U)T : dSu/ o -dSu] =0, forevery v € O(H). (3.11)
0 0

Then the strategy 6" is determined by condition

. [(ﬁIT—/()T(&?)T'dSu) /OT’YJ 'dﬁu] e |:</0T(51JLT_6Z})T'dSu> /OT’YJ .dgu:|

for every v € ©(H), which means that 6 has to satisfy

e[ D70 [ ol as.) = s [ A as.] (312
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for every v € O(H). Note that the expectation on the left-hand side can be rewritten as

T . T ~ T
0 0 0

T b T H
:EU 'yJ-d</ar-5der> =F / 'yJ'd</ar-5der>
0 u 0 u

where the last equality follows by Proposition [3.121 Moreover, the term on the right-hand side is given by

T T ) r T
EU (52]‘)T-d5u/ ﬂ-dsu] =" / ﬂ-au-aﬁdBu]
0 0 0

> E [/ V(62 ol dBu] =) E U ~E (67 d </aﬁ’JdBr> ]
i, 0 i,j=0 0 u
d T

)

4,j=0
. . .. H d T . . ..
=Y u| [ aiatva( [oan,) | = S E| [ e asd]
i,jZO 0 u ’i,j:O 0

T
5| [ ol ne o a).
0

where we used again Proposition and the definition of the (d + 1) x (d + 1) matrix-valued process o.
Then, equality (3.12]) becomes

T H
IE[/ yg-d</ar-5der>
0 u

for every v € ©(H), which leads to

T
—5 | [ ol ool asl
0

d([o,-87aB,),

0¢ - 01 = ViR , for every te[0,T]
and finally to
d([o,-67dB,)"
ot =0t o & )t, vt € [0,T).

dB}!
O

The proposition above provides a practical method to characterize the process 6’ in terms of 6%. We now
show an example.

Example 3.16. Suppose that each component of (5‘> 1s absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue
measure, 1.e.

d(S8%, 87y, = a¥ (t)dt, fori,j=0,1,....d

for each t € [0,T]. Here a* = {a%I(t), t € [0,T]} are F-predictable processes representing the (d + 1) x
(d+ 1) components of some matriz-valued process a. According to [B.8), we can choose By = t, for every
t € [0,T] and then the (d + 1) x (d + 1) matriz-valued process o coincides with a and in particular o is
given by

Qi’j :p(ai’j(t)), fori,7=0,1,...,d
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for each t € [0,T], where the notation PZ represents the H-predictable projection of an integrable process
Z,i.e. PZy =K [Z|Hs-] for every t € [0,T]. Assume that the the (d+ 1) x (d + 1) matriz-valued process
or = Pa(t) is invertible. Then, thanks to (39), the strategy component 5™ is given by

oM =o' P (0y-67) = (Pa(t))™" - P (a(t)-67), Vte[0,T). (3.13)

3.3. The H-benchmarked risk-minimizing strategy and the Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe de-
composition. In this section we will see that finding a benchmarked H-risk-minimizing strategy cor-
responds to looking for a suitable decomposition of the benchmarked claim that works under restricted
information. We start with the following definition of orthogonality.

Definition 3.17. Let X be an R-valued (F,P)-martingale. We say that X is weakly orthogonal to S if

T
E [XT/ ﬁ-dﬁu} =0 (3.14)
0
for every v € ©(H).

For reader’s convenience, we briefly discuss in the following remark the relationship between the orthogo-
nality condition ([3.I4)) and the (classical) strong orthogonality condition for (F,P)-martingales.

Remark 3.18. Let X be an R-valued (F,P)-martingale. Since for any H-predictable process «y, the process
10,4 (8)7ys, with t < T, is still H-predictable, condition ([3.14)) implies that for every t € [0, T

t
E [XT/ %I-dS’u} =0,
0

and by conditioning with respect to Fy (note that X is an (F,P)-martingale), we have

t t
E [Xt/ S dS’u} =E [/ o d(X, 5'>u] =0 foreveryte[0,T], andy € O(H).
0 0

From this last equality, we can argue that in the case of full information, i.e., Hy = Fy, for each t € [0,T],
condition (BI4) is equivalent to the strong orthogonality condition between X and S (see e.g. Lemma 2
and Theorem 36, Chapter IV, page 180 of [30] for a rigorous proof).

The following result provides a martingale representation of the benchmarked contingent claim that sepa-
rates its hedgeable part from its non-hedgeable part (see [29] Chapter 11, Section 5| for a further discussion
on this issue).

Proposition 3.19. Let Hr € L?(Hr,P). Then, the random variable Hr can be uniquely written as
T N
Hr = Hy + / €T .as, + L, P—as, (3.15)
0

where Hy € L*(Fo,P), % € O(H) and i = {Lfl, t € [0,T]} € MZ(F,P) is weakly orthogonal to S.
Moreover ﬁo =E {ﬁT‘ ’Ho} )

We refer to (3.10) as the Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe decomposition of Hyp with respect to S under partial
information.



14 C. CECI, K. COLANERI, AND A. CRETAROLA

Proof. This result extends Proposition 3.2 in [8] to the multidimensional case. The proof uses the same
techniques since it is not necessary that S is a true (F,P)-martingale. Indeed, it is sufficient that the
process [ (€M) T . dS, is a true (F, P)-martingale, but this property is implied by condition (B.3). O

In the sequel we wish to discuss the relationship between the component 87 of the H-benchmarked risk
minimizing strategy ¢’ and the Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe decomposition of the claim H7 under partial
information given by (313]).

Theorem 3.20. The benchmarked H-risk-minimizing strategy ¢™ = (n7t,67) is uniquely characterized by
taking 8™ equal to the integrand of the Galtchouk-Kunita- Watanabe decomposition of Hy with respect to S
under partial information, see [B.19), i.e.

5" = ¢
In particular, the minimal benchmarked cost and the optimal benchmarked portfolio value satisfy respectively
E [éf’”‘ ”Ht] —E [HO‘ ’Ht] +E [Lf]‘ Ht} (3.16)
and
~ ¢H ~
E [V, ( H| =E [HT‘ Hi| (3.17)

for every t € [0,T].

Proof. Set ¢ := (n™, €M), To prove the first part of the statement it is sufficient to show that the portfolio

value V™ at time T replicates Hy and €™ solves the optimization problem in Lemma 310} or equivalently
~ TH ~

that V2" = Hy P — a.s. and by (BII) that

T T
E [/ (67 — {ZL{)T . dS’u/ Yo - dS‘u] =0, for every v € O(H). (3.18)
0 0

By decompositions (3.5]) and ([B.I5), when conditioning to F; we get

t R t . .
/0 ENHT-dS, + L = /0 (&) -dsS, + LE.
Hence the process

t . .
/O@f—ﬁf-dsu:Lﬁ—Lf

turns to be an (F, P)-martingale weakly orthogonal to S and this proves (3I8).

Finally to prove (8.16) and (3.I7)) we observe that the process E [V;ﬁ“‘ ’Ht] for every ¢t € [0, 7] is an (H, P)-

martingale because E [éfbﬂ‘ ’Ht] and E [fot(éf)T -dS,
Then, for every t € [0,T],

’Ht} for every t € [0,7] are (H,P)-martingales.

E [V | #] =B [V ] = B [fir| 2]
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As a consequence the benchmarked cost process satisfies

/\d)H Ad)H t HAT A kS t HANT A

’Ht]

A T . - t N

_E [H0+/ <5Zj)T-dSu+L¥—/ (077 -d8,
0 0

for every t € [0, 7. O

Ht} —F [HO( Ht} +E [L{f( Ht] :

Remark 3.21. If the filtration H corresponds to the filtration generated by the benchmarked prices, that
is, H=TF" := {F7, t € [0, T]} with F := {Sy, 0 < u < t}, then we get the following expressions for the
benchmarked portfolio value and the benchmarked cost processes respectively:

A [ﬁﬂfﬂ
6" =B |Hol 7] +E [LH17]

for every t € (0,71, instead of B.I6) and BIZ). This is implied by the fact that Vo™ and C" are
FS-adapted and then, by the above equalities, (IF‘S,P)—martmgales.

4. AN H-BENCHMARKED RISK-MINIMIZING STRATEGY FOR A MARKOVIAN JUMP-DIFFUSION MARKET
MODEL

We now apply the benchmarked risk-minimization under partial information to a financial market affected
by the presence of jumps in the underlying primary security account processes.

4.1. The Markovian jump-diffusion market model. For the sake of simplicity we restrict the market
model introduced in Section ] to the case of a primary security account process S' = {S}, t € [0,7]}
and a savings account S° = {SY, ¢ € [0,7]} living on the probability space (£, F,P) endowed with the
filtration F . Recall that T € (0,00) denotes the finite time horizon. On this probability space we define
two standard one-dimensional F-Brownian motions U = {U;, t € [0,T]} and W = {W4, t € [0,T]} such
that (U,W); = p t for every t € [0,7], and a Poisson random measure N with N(d¢,dt) € Z x [0,T],
Z C R, having nonnegative intensity v(d¢)dt. The measure v(d¢) defined on a measurable space (Z, Z),

is o-finite. The corresponding compensated random measure N, given by
N(d¢, dt) = N(d¢, dt) — v(d¢)dt, (4.1)
is a martingale measure with respect to the filtration IF and the historical probability P.

We suppose that the savings account S° and the primary security account S' depend on some stochastic
factor X = {X;, t € [0,7]} whose dynamics is given by a jump diffusion, and consider the following
system of stochastic differential equations (in short SDEs)

dX; = bo(t, Xt)dt + O'Q(t, Xt)dUt + / Ko(C; t, th)N(dC, dt), Xg=x €R,
Z
dsY = SPr(t, Xp)dt, Sy =1, (4.2)

ds; = S <bl(t,Xt,St1)dt+01(t,Xt,St1)th+ / Kl(g;t,Xt,Stl)N(dC,dt)>, St >0,
Z
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for every t € [0,7], where the coefficients r(t,z),bo(t, ), b1(t, z,s'), 00(t,x),01(t,z,y), Ko((;t,z) and
K1(¢;t,x, s1) are R-valued measurable functions of their arguments such that a unique strong solution for
the system ([£2) exists, see for instance [26]. In particular this implies that the triplet (X, SY, S) is an F-
Markov process. Observe that the savings account S° is assumed to be locally risk-free, which means that
SY has finite variation. Moreover, here we assume that the interest rate process r = {r(t, X;), t € [0,7]}
is F-adapted and nonnegative. To specify some minimum requirements, we assume that the following
integrability conditions hold P-a.s.

T
2 N 14 0 .
/0 (rbo<t,xt>\+ao<t,xt>+ /Z Ko(C:t, X)) <d<>) dt < oo, (4.3)

T
/0 <]r(t,Xt)] + |by(t, Xi, S| + o3 (t, Xt, S}) +/Z]K1((;t,Xt,Stl)]u(d§)> dt < cc. (4.4)

In addition, to ensure non-negativity, we suppose that K1 (¢;t, X;—, Stl, )+1> 0 P-as. forevery t € [0,T].
Hence, by the Doléans-Dade exponential formula, the dynamics of S can be written as

Sl = Soleyt1 for every t € [0,T],

where the log-return process Y' = {Y,!, ¢ € [0,T]} satisfies
1
d}/:fl = (bl(t7 Xt7 Stl) - §U%(t7 Xta Stl) - / Kl(Cv t7 Xt7 Stl)y(dg)> dt + Ul(t7 Xt7 Stl)th
Z
+ [ Tog(1+ Ka(Git, X SE )N ),
Z

for every t € [0, T]. Note that condition (Z4) implies that Y'! is an (F, P)-semimartingale.

Recall that V1+ denotes the set of strictly positive, finite, self-financing portfolios with initial capital equal
to 1 in the given market model. Given S° € Vf' , define the corresponding vector of fractions or portfolio
weights, ms = {ms(t) = (70(¢), 7} (t)) 7, t € [0, T]} with

oS!

T (t) == Séti vt € 0,7
9

and where 79(¢) := 1 — 7} (t) is the residual function invested in the savings account at time .

Consequently, the behaviour of a portfolio S° € V1+ is given by the SDE
dsy =5y { [r(t, Xp) + w5 (8) (b1 (8, Xp, SE) = 7(t, X4))] At + 75 (H)on (t, Xy, S} AW,
+rd(o) [ Kt X SLIN@Can ), (45)
Z

for every t € [0,7]. Observe that, as a consequence of the Doléans-Dade exponential formula, strict
positivity of S? is equivalent to the following condition

1+ ﬂ%(t)/z K1(C;t, Xy, SN (dC, {t}) :/Z[l + 7 ) K1 (Gt Xy, SLYIN(AG, {t)) >0 P —as..
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4.2. Numéraire Portfolio. As pointed out in Section 2] the benchmark approach employs a very special
portfolio % € V1+ as benchmark. This is in several ways the best performing strictly positive portfolio.
It is important to stress the growth optimality of the numéraire portfolio. Indeed, the numéraire portfolio
and the so-called growth optimal portfolio (in short GOP), which is a portfolio having maximal growth
rate, coincide whenever they exist, see e.g. Proposition 2.1 of [19]. This allows the explicit determination
of the numéraire portfolio in the given market model by looking for its GOP, as we will see in the following.

Definition 4.1. The growth rate ¢° of a portfolio SO € Vi is defined as the infinitesimal drift of the SDE
satisfied by log(S°).
Given S? € Vi then by Itd’s formula it follows that

d(log(S7)) = ¢°(t)dt + w5 (t)o (¢, Xy, S} )AW,

+ /Zlog (1 + 7T%(75)}(1 (G t, X4, Stlf)) 1{1+7r§ (t) K1 (C;t,Xt,,Stli)>0}(C)N(d<7 dt)
where

gé(t) = T(t7 Xt) + (bl (tv Xt Stl) - T(t7 Xt))ﬂ'c% (t) - %(ﬂ% (t)al (tv Xt Stl))2

+ /Z {_ﬂ% (t)Kl(Cv t7 Xt* ) StI*) + IOg (1 + 7'('% (t)Kl(Cv t7 Xt* ) Stlf)) 1{1+7r§(t)K1(C;t,Xt,,Stli)>0}(C)} V(dC)u
(4.7)
for every t € [0,T].

We can now obtain an explicit characterization of the GOP in the given market model by means of the

market price of risk. Denote by L'(Z) the set of all processes K ((;t) such that / |K(¢;t)|v(d¢) < oo
Z

P-a.s., for every t € [0, T]. Similarly to [12], we define the set B that, for every ¢ € [0,T] is given by

mh(#)(o1(t, X0, 8D, Ka (G, X, SE)) |

Bi={(c(t), K(G;1) € R x LN(Z)] (o(t), K(G:1))

where 7} = {r}(t), t € [0,T]} is an F-predictable process defining a strategy. Since Assumption 2.4 is
in force, then strong forms of arbitrage are excluded in this setting and by Theorem 2.9 in [12], we know
that there exists a continuous linear functional I' : B — R such that

F(Ul(t7Xt7 Stl)7Kl(C;t7Xt*7St1*)) = bl(t7Xt7 Stl) - T(t7Xt)' (48)

Such a functional will be called risk premium functional and being continuous on a subset of R x L(Z),
I' can be represented by the processes 0 = {0(t,X;,S}) = 01(t, Xy, SE), t € [0,T]} and vy =
{w6(Cit, Xy, SL), t € [0,T]} such that

r (O’l(t,Xt, Stl)yKl(Ca taXt*ﬂStl*))

4.9
= 61(t7Xt7St1)0-1(t7Xtasfil) +/ZK1(C7t7Xt7St1)1/}9(C7t7Xt7St1)y(dg)7 ( )

where 0, is an F-predictable process that is assumed to be square-integrable in t. The process g is
F-predictable and such that [, |[K7(C;t, Xy, S )e(¢it, Xy-, SE)|w(dC) < oo, P-as. for every t € [0,7]
and

/OT/Z W@(C;t,Xﬁ,S]},ﬂ v(dQ)dt < oo P —a.s.. (4.10)
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Any vector (01,1y) satisfying ([£.9), will be called a market price of risk representation. In particular 6 is
interpreted as the market price of diffusion risk and 1y as the market price of jump risk. An economy of
risk-neutral agents corresponds to pick 1 = 0 and 1y = 0 in ([4.9)).

Remark 4.2. From no arbitrage it follows directly that (see Theorem 2.9 in [12])
| K@ X swac) < [ Kmao)

for Lebesgue almost every t € [0,T] and every nonnegative K appearing as second coordinate in B. This
means that if infz K((;t) > F(t) > 0, for some deterministic process F, then

Yo(Cit, X, Sh) <1, v(d()®@dt@P — ae. (4.11)

As observed in [12], the risk premium functional T, satisfying (48], is unique but the representation is
not unique because I is only defined on a subset of L'(Z). Any extension of this functional to the entire
space of integrable functions on Z taking values in (—1,+00), will have identical properties and can be
represented by a distinct function .

By Definition BTl and equations (4.0]), (48] and (£9), now we can rewrite the given growth rate, see (&.1),
in terms of the risk premium functional:

g(6) = (8, X0) + 700 (8, X0, o (1, X0, S1) — 5 (mh (D)o (¢, X, 5)

N =

+7T(%(t)/ZK1(C7 taXt*7Stlf)(we(g;t7Xt*7St1*) - 1)V(dC)
- /Z log (1 + w5 () K1(Ct, Xo-, Sp-)) 1 +W§(t)K1(C;t7XF7537)>0}(C)1/(dg) vt € [0,T].

To find the maximum value of ¢° on R one starts out by finding a stationary point and by differentiating
with respect to 77(%. We restrict ourself to consider strategies 71'(% such that

1+ 75K (¢, X, 82) >0, v(d)®@dt@P —ae. (4.12)

This leads to the following first-order condition:

=&wxaﬁwﬁuxwﬁwﬁékuau&,Sﬁmm@mxgéﬁ>—nma)

1
1+ ms () K1 (¢G5t X, S

—ﬁ@ﬁm&ﬁbﬁé&mm&,$) v(d¢) =0  Vtelo,T).

(4.13)

By Theorem 2.6 in [12], we know that ([@I3) is a sufficient condition for a portfolio S° € Vi to be the
GOP in the underlying market. It is easy to check that a reasonable candidate is the couple

Po(Cit, Xy, S))
1 - wG(C7 tu Xt* ) St17

(ﬂ-c%*(t)o'l(t?XtvStl)vﬂc%*(t)Kl(C;tth*7Sé*)) = <91(taXt,Stl), )> S B, (4.14)
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for almost every t € [0,T]. Thus, by (4.8), (£9) and plugging ([4.14) into (4£5), it is possible to derive the
following dynamics:

¢g(<;t7Xt*7St17) :|
d¢)|d
z1 _Tpe(c;taXt*NS’tlf)y( C) !

¢9(C; t, Xt* ’ Stlf)
z1— 7,[)9((; t, Xy, Stlf)

for every t € [0,T]. Let us observe that S% is strictly positive if and only if

1
| G w20 P oas

for each t € [0, T and this condition is implied by (EII)).

ds :sf*{ [r(t, X))+ 0%(t, Xy, S)) +
(4.15)
+ 01(t, Xy, SHAW; +

N(d¢; dt)}

4.2.1. Supermartingale property. We now check that S and S' are (F,P)-supermartingales when they
are denominated in units of the numéraire portfolio $%. We start with the savings account S°. By The
product rule, for every t € [0,7T], we have

- SP 1 1 - -
d(sy) =d <5—§> = Edsl? +57d <S—5) = -5 |:91(taXt75tl)th + /Zibe(C; t, X, S )N (¢ dt) | .
t t— t

(4.16)
In other terms S° can be written as the Doléans-Dade exponential of the process Yo
t t
Y;‘/O = _/ Hl(uaXU7511L)qu - / / TZJQ(C,U,Xuf,Sif)N(dC,dU)
0 0 Jz

which is a (F, P)-local martingale since 6; is assumed to be square integrable and vy satisfies (ZI0) and
EID).
Then S° = £(Y?) is a nonnegative (I, P)-local martingale.

We now look at the primary security account dynamics. By the integration by parts formula, for every
t € [0,7] we get:

. Sl 1 1 1
dSH) =d| =L )= ——ds}+5-d| — | +d [51,—}
(%) <S§*> [ W 55 ],
= S’tlf {bl(ta Xta Stl)dt + Ul(ta Xt7 Stl)th + / Kl((ﬂ tu th ) StI* )N(dC7 dt)}
Z
g {r<t,Xt> 000 X AW+ [ olit, X SEIN (G dt)}
Z
- Stlf 01 (ta Xt7 Stl)el (tu Xta Stl)dt - Stlf / Kl(Cv t7 Xt7 Stlf )w@(g7 t7 th ) StI* )V(dC)dt
Z

- Sk /ZKl(C;t,Xt,Stl)we(é;t,Xt,Stl)N(dC; dt).
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By (4.8) and (4£9]) the finite variation terms vanish and we obtain
d(S}) = Sif{m(t,xt, St) = 01(t, Xy, S)AW, + / Ko(Ct, Xy, SE )N (d¢; dt)}, (4.17)
Z

for every t € [0,T], where
Ko(Git, X,-, S ) o= Ki(G5t, X Sp-) = 9o (Gt Xp-, S,-) — K (Gt Xim, S (G5t X, Sy-).-
Nothe that
1+ Kp(¢;t, X, S-) >0 P —a.s.  forevery t€ (0,7 (4.18)
since for every t € [0, T
L+ Ko(Git, X, 5p-) = (1+ K1 (Gt X, 5,0)) (1= (G5t X, S)-)).

Then S? is the Doléans-Dade exponential of the process vl given by
t ~
Yrtl = / (Jl (’LL, Xu7 S;) - 91 (’LL, Xu7 S;))qu + / KG(C; u, Xu* ) SqlL*)N(dCa du)
0 Z
which is an (F, P)-local martingale since

T T
/ (o1(t, Xy, S}) —el(t,Xt,S}))2dtg2/ {of(t, Xs, S}) +01(t, X4, S} dt <00 P —a.s.
0 0

T T
/0 /Z |Ko((it, X, S )|v(dQ)dt < /0 /Z K1 (¢t X, S1 ) [v(d¢)dt
T T
+ /0 /Z (Gt Xo, S m(dC)dr + /0 /Z Ky (Gt X S (G 1, X, SOt < 00 P — aus.,

This implies that $* = € (Yl) is a nonnegative (F,P)-local martingale.

Then, the dynamics given in (£I5) has the property that benchmarked prices become (F,P)-
supermartingales. Thanks to Lemma 2.5 in [I2], we can conclude that the given candidate 5% is growth
optimal.

4.3. The H-benchmarked risk minimizing strategy. We recall that the information available to
traders is given by the filtration H such that H; C F; for every ¢ € [0, 7], and that in virtue of Assumption
3.1, S7 is Hr-measurable. This model covers a great variety of situations. For example we may consider the
case where agents can observe the prices but not the stochastic factor X which influences their dynamics,
or also the case where agents have information about the prices only at discrete times.

The process X in (A.2]) may represent, for example, the trend of a correlated market, some macroeconomics
factor or microstructure rule that drives the market.

The goal of this section is to characterize the benchmarked portfolio value in terms of a suitable function
g that solves a certain problem, and then to perform explicitly the optimal strategy.

In this framework, we assume that the benchmarked contingent claim Hy has a Markovian structure, i.e.

Hr = H(T,Sr), (4.19)



A BENCHMARK APPROACH TO RISK-MINIMIZATION UNDER PARTIAL INFORMATION 21

where H (t,8) is a deterministic function, § denote the two-dimensional vector § = (8, 1) and finally and
S is the R%-valued process given by S = (5%, 5'). We also introduce the notation s for the two-dimensional
vector s = (sg, s1) and S for the two-dimensional vector process S = (S°, S1).

To ensure the correct mathematical tractability of the problem, we make the following assumption.

Assumption 4.3. The processes 01, 1y, Ky are such that strong solutions of the SDEs ([A16l) and ({I7)
exist.

Set,
Dy(w,t) :=={C € Z: Ko(¢;t, X;- (w)) # 0},
Di(w,t) :={¢ € Z: K1(Cit, Xi- (w), Si- (w)) # 0},

for all (w,t) € Q x [0,T]. Here we are interested in the case where Dy(w,t) N Dy(w,t) # 0, for all
(w,t) € Q x [0,7T], which means that X and S' may have common jump times.

This particular feature of the model has a financial motivation. Indeed, in this way we can also take
into account the possibility of catastrophic events which may affect, at the same time, the prices and the
hidden component that influences the market.

Define the function

M (w,t) :=v(D(w, 1)), (4.20)
for all (w,t) € Q x [0,T]. Then A\ := {Ai(¢t), t € [0,T]} provides the F-predictable intensity of the point
process N}! which counts the total number of jumps of S until time ¢ (see [I0] and [5] for the proof).
Analogously, we can define the function

Mo(w,t) := v(Do(w, 1)), (4.21)

for all (w,t) € Q x [0,T]; then, Ag := {Ao(t), t € [0,T]} provides the F-predictable intensity of the point
process N;¥ which counts the total number of jumps of X until time ¢. The following conditions imply

that both of the processes N! and N¥ are non-explosive and integrable (see e.g. [4, Chapter 3, Theorem
T8|):

T
E [ / () + M)} dt| < oo (4.22)
0
Furthermore, we introduce the stochastic set Dy as follows
Dy(w,t) :={C € Z: 9p(Cit, Xy (W), S)- (w)) # 0 and Ky(¢;t, Xy (w), Sj- (w)) # 03, (4.23)

for every (w,t) € Q, x[0,T]. Since we will compute conditional expectation we make the following as-
sumption.

Assumption 4.4. The following integrability conditions hold:

5| [ ' {imte. 01+ 030,30 + [ 1Ka(Git, X Pvta) b <.

T
E [ / {|b1<t,xt,s§>|+o%<t,xt,sé>+ / |K1<<;t,xt,sz>|2u<d<>}dt] < o0,
0 7
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T T
E [ / {r(t,xo 010 X08h + | |¢9<<;t,xt,53>|2u<d<>} dt] <o, E [ / u<D9<t>>dt] < .
0 7Z 0

We recall that S = (S°,8") and S = (5, 8'). Denote by C;’2’2’2([0,T] x R x R?2 x R?) the space of
all bounded functions that are C' with respect to the time variable ¢, C? with respect to z,s and 3, with
bounded derivatives. Then, the following result gives the Markovian structure of the triplet (X, .S, S ).

Lemma 4.5. Under Assumptions[{.3, and condition [@E22), the triplet (X, S, S) is an (F,P)-Markov

process with generator
£X7S7Sf(t7 Z,S, §) = ﬁlf(ta Z,S, §) + £2f(t7 z,s, ‘§) + EJf(ta Z,S, §)7 (424)
where

£1f(t7x787'§) = g(t,$,8,§) + bo(t,x)g(t,x,s,@ + T(t7$)80ﬁ(t7x787§) + bl(ta$731) Slﬁ(tx"svg)v

ot ox 880 881
. 1 O*f oo 1L 2 .
Lof(t,z,s,8) = §ag(t,m)w(t,m,s,s) + 50%(15,3:,31) S%O—S%(t,x,s,s)
2 2
b 30t s) s:%g—gg(t,x, 5.8+ p(r(tas) — Otz ) %Z{ (t,2.5,9)
0? 0?
—|—,()O'0(t,$) Jl(tstl)slm@)stvg) _pO-O(t7x781)01(t7x781)'§08x—a§0(t7$787§)
2
+poo(t,x,s1) (o1(t,x,81) — 01(¢, x, 81))§1m(75,33, s, 8)
82
—al(t,x,sl)Hl(t,x,31)31§0m(t,x,3,§)
—|—O'(7fl‘8)(0(t$8)—9(7fl‘8))8§ﬂ(t$8§)
1y Ly 51 1\, Ly 51 1y Ly 51 118816§1777
82
- Hl(t,l', Sl) (Ul(taxa 31) - Hl(t,l', 31))§1§0m(t7$7 S, §)7
R of . of R
Lif(t,z,s,8):=— ——(t,xz,s,8)Ko((;t,x) + = (t,,8,8)s1K1(C;t, 2, 81) ¢ v(dC)
A ax 851

- /Z {_g—i(tal’a37§)§0¢0(C;t7$731) - g—i(tax737§)§lK9(C;t7x7Sl)} V(dC) + /Z Af(C;t7x737§)V(dC)7

and
Af(¢t,x,s, §)=f<t,l’ + Ko(¢3t,x), 80, 51(1 + K1(¢ L, 2, 51)), 80(1 — o (3 t, 2, 51)), 81(1 + Ko(C5t, 31)))
- f(tuxu 50, 51, §07 §1)

More precisely, for any function f(t,x,s,8§) € C;’2’2’2([0,T] x R x R2 x R%), the following semimartingale
decomposition holds

t o ~
f(tuXtu St7 St) = f(t7‘r07 507 SO) +/ £X7S’Sf(747 XT? ST” ST’)dT + Mtf7 t € [07T]7 (425)
0
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where M/ = {Mtf, t € 0,7} is the (F,P)-martingale given by

t
M = g(u,Xu,Su,S‘u)ao(u,Xu)dUu
0 ax
t
+/ {8—f(u7Xu7Suvgu)o-1(u7XuvS})Si - af (u7Xu7SU7SU)S301(U7XU755)+
0 681 a80
+g§f (U,Xu, Sm gu)gi(al(u7Xuv 5111) - 91(U7Xu7 5111))} dWU
1
t
+/0 /Z<f(u,Xu,Su,Su)—f(u,Xu,Su,ﬁu))N(dg;du). (4.26)

Proof. Thanks to Assumption 3] the process (X, S, S ) is the unique solution of the martingale problem
associated to the operator £LX% (see Theorem 3.3 in [23]). Then, it is an (F,P)-Markov process.

By applying It6’s formula to the function f(t,z,s,3) € C;’2’2’2([0, T] x R x R? x R?), we get the expression
([#25]). Moreover, by Assumption [£.4] and condition ([@.22]), the following integrability conditions hold

T & N
E |:/ ‘£X7S7Sf(t7Xt7 St7 St)‘ dt:| < 00,
0

T af N 2
/ og(t, Xy) <8 (taXt,SbSt)> dt
0

T
E —- <BfE [/ o—g(t,Xt)dt] < 00,
x 0

r 1 1 8f A 1\ &0 af A~
E Ul(t7Xt75t )St (taXtastast) _Hl(taXtast )St ~ (t7Xt75t75t)
0 0s1 050
| 1yya19f NE
+(Ul(t7Xt7St) _Hl(taXhSt )) t agl (t7Xt7St75t) dt S

T
B E { | {ghe i shst? + e X SHED? + (03 X1, +0%<t,Xt,sé>><53>2}dt} <o,
0
for some suitable positive constants By, B +, and

5| [ T/Z|f<t,Xt,st,St> - 10X S Sl ae < 207 | [ Dolt) + M) + (Da(B)}a| <

where A; and A\ and Dy are defined in (@20), ([A21) and ([Z23) respectively. This means that all integrals
in (25)) are well-defined and M7 is indeed an (F,P)-martingale. O

Thanks to the Markov property there exists a measurable function g(t, z, s, §) such that
g(t7Xt7 St7 gt) = E [ﬁT‘ E] .

We recall that the notation PZ denotes the H-predictable projection of the process Z. The following
proposition characterizes the benchmarked H-risk-minimizing strategy for the Markovian jump-diffusion
market model considered in this section.
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Proposition 4.6. Suppose that Assumptions[{.3 and[{.4) are in force and that (£22) and [EI9) hold. Set
9(t, X, Si$1) = [fir| |, vee 0,7

If g € C;’2’2’2([0,T] x R x RZ x R%), then it solves the problem

EX’S’S t,x,s,8) =0
{ gl ) (4.27)

g(T,x,s,8) = H(T, 3).

Moreover, if Pa®(t)Palt(t)— [pao’l(t)]z # 0 for every t € [0,T], with a®°(t), a1 (t) and a®1(t) respectively
given by [E30), @E3L) and @E3D), then the H-benchmarked risk-minimizing strategy ¢ = (n7t, 6M) with
S = (6M0 6701 is explicitly given by

Pho(t) —Pa%L(t) Phy(t)
) Pabl () - Pa® (1)
sH1 —Pa%1(t) Pho(t) +Pab () Pha(t)
t Pa®0(t) Pab(t) — [Pa® (1))’

nt=E [Q(taXt,St,gt)‘Ht] - (5Z{)T -E [St‘Ht] )

sH0 _ a®(t)
t Pa00(

)

\

for every t € [0,T], where

A 0 . 0 .
ho(t) == — 59, (¢, X;, S1) {a—i(t,Xt,St,St) SY oy (t, Xy, S1) — 8—i(t,Xt,st,st)sgel(t,xt,sg)

0 .
#2200, S0t X0 51) — 00, X, D)8

N o N N N
— SPp oolt, Xi)01(t, Xy, Sé)é(t, X, 81, 5) — 57 / bo(Cit, Xe, SH)AG(C; X, S, Stw(d¢),  (4.28)
Z

N 0 N
ha(t) := 8¢ (o1 (t, X1, S¢) — 01(t, Xy, 5))) {%(@Xt,St,St)Stlffl(taXt,Stl)

0 0g .
8? (t, Xy, St, S1) S04 (¢, X, SF) + 94, (75 X, Se, S (o1 (¢, Xy, S — Ol(t,Xt,Stl))Sg}
&1 1 1 1 39
+5§/ Ko(¢; X1, S} ) Ag(¢; Xo, Sty Si)w(dC) (4.29)
Z

with

Ag(Ca l,z,s, ‘§) ::g<t,x + KO(C) t7$)7 50, 81(1 + Kl(g;tx) 81))7 '§0(1 - T/JG(Q Lz, 51))7 ‘§1(1 + K@({;t,ﬂf, Sl)))

- g(t7x7 50, 51, §07 §1)7
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as in Lemmal[{.5, and

@00 = (32) (e xishy+ [ ¢3<<;t,xt,sé>u<d<>) , (4.30)
atl(t) = (5*3)2 [(Jl(t,Xt,St) 01(t, Xy, S| /Ke Cit, Xp, Sty (d()] (4.31)

a071(t) = _Stogtl |:61(t7Xt7 Stl)(al(taXt7 Stl) - 61(t7Xt7 S}))"‘/ZT/JG(Cvttha Stl)KG(Ca taXt7 Stl)y(dC):| .
(1.32)

Proof. First, let g € C’1 /2,22 ([O,T] x R x R?i— X Ri) and apply [td’s formula. We get that for every
te[0,T]

t & N
g(taXta St7 St) = 9(07X07 507 SO) +/ £X7S,Sg(7,7 XT’7 ST’7 ST’)dT + Mtg7 (433)
0
where M9 = {M/, t € [0,T]} is an (F,P)-martingale thanks to Assumption 4l By definition,

g(t,Xt,St,S't) =E [ﬁT‘ .7-}] for each ¢t € [0,7] and therefore g(t,Xt,St,S’t) is an (F,P)-martingale; this
means that all finite variation terms in (£33)) vanish and implies that g solves the problem (£.27]).

We now focus on the second part. Since S is an (F, P)-local martingale, Hp can be decomposed as (see

@3)) i
ﬁT:ﬁ0+/ (6F)T-d8, + I P—as.
0

By Theorem B.20in Section Bl we know that there exists a unique H-benchmarked risk-minimizing strategy
6™ that corresponds to the integrand appearing in decomposition (BI5). Moreover, it can be characterized
in terms of 67 thanks to Proposition 315

We denote by P the (IF, P)-martingale given by
Pt =K |:]£IT‘ ./T"t} = g(t, Xt, St, St), (434)

for every t € [0,7]. Then, by the Galtchouk-Kunita-Watanabe decomposition of Hyp under complete
information, (£34]) becomes

~ T A
P,=Hy+E U (67" -dS,
0

~ 7Y ~ t A ~ Ty
t] +E [L{;f‘ft] :H0+/0 (65T a8, + LA, (4.35)

for every ¢t € [0,T]. The process 67 can be computed in terms of the density of the sharp bracket of P
and S with respect to the sharp bracket of S. Indeed

P Sh = [T a8.8) + 0880 = ([T a8 [as,) - [ )Tl

Then for each component we get
¢ ¢
(P,8%, = / 570 - d(SY), +/ 57t (s, shy,
0 0

and

<Pst_/5f0d /5f1d51
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Now observe that by the expression of the (I, P)-martingale M9 which is given by (£.26]) replacing f by
g, and those of S° and S! we get that

(P, 8%, = / t ho(r)dr, t€[0,T], (4.36)

where hg(t) is given by ([£28), :
&= [ (502 {9% X5+ [ 6(Gir XSt <dc>} -/ ()

for each t € [0, T, with a®%(¢) given by (&30),

(P, S, = / t hy(r)dr, te0,T] (4.37)
where hy(t) is given by (@29), while 0

8= [ 80 { (ot 8D) 00807+ [ K36 X $D0a0 bar = [ a0
for every t € [0, T], with a®'(¢) given by (£31]) and finally
<5’0,5'1>t = /Ot a®t(r)dr,

for every t € [0,T], with a®!(¢) given by ([@32).

Hence 67 = (670,671 T satisfies a(t) 6/ = h(t) where a is the matrix
a0,0(t) ao’l(t)
a(t) := < a®l(t) all(¢) >
and h is the vector h(t) = (ho(t), h1(t))". Finally we can characterize explicitly the benchmarked H-risk-
minimizing strategy 6, by ([3.I3). More precisely, for every ¢ € [0, 7], we have

s _ Pa®0(t) Pho(t) = Pa® (1) P (1)
b pad0(t) Pabi(t) — [pa® (1)
st _ =Pa (1) Pho(t) +Pal (1) Pha (1)
b Pad0(t) Pabd(t) — [Pa% (1))

Finally note that
=B [l = (%) S| =B [fe| ] — B [(6%) " 5| m)]
_F [E [FIT‘}}”’Ht] — M. [St‘m] - [g(t,Xt,st,St)(th} — (TR [S*t"}-[t] ,
and this concludes the proof.
0

Remark 4.7. We consider now the case where investors can observe the dynamics of the saving account S°,
the primary security account S* and the numéraire portfolio S® but not the stochastic factor X that affects
their dynamics. This means that the filtration H coincides with the filtration generated by the pair (S, S%),
t.e. Hy = .7-}5’56* for every t € [0, T|. Then, in this framework the computation of the benchmarked H-risk-
minimizing strateqy leads to a filtering problem with jump diffusion observations, where the signal process
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is given by the unobservable stochastic factor X and the observation is the pair (S, S%). The solution of the
associated filtering problem allows us to provide an explicit representation of the optimal strategy in terms
of the so-called filter. More precisely, at any timet € [0,T), the filter, defined as m(f) = E [f(t, X¢)| H¢] for
any integrable process f(t, X¢), provides the conditional law of the stochastic factor X; given the observed
history Hq. In particular, the H-predictable projection of any integrable process of the form F(t, Xy, St, S't)
can be computed in terms of the filter in the following way

pF(t7Xt7St7St) = Ty— (F(tXtvSt*vgt*))

where m,— denotes the left version of my. We refer to [6] and [T] for the solution of the filtering problem in
the framework of partially observed jump-diffusion systems.

4.4. GOP and Risk-neutral measures for a jump diffusion driven market model. The bench-
marked risk minimization only requires the existence of the GOP without making the restrictive assumption
of the existence of a risk neutral probability measure, as in the classical risk minimization. In Section 4]
we investigated a Markovian jump-diffusion market model and we observed that no-arbitrage implies the
existence of a GOP for such a model. The purpose of this section is to discuss the relationship between the
GOP and the existence of a martingale measure for a general jump-diffusion driven market model. More
precisely, we will show that existence of a martingale measure in fact implies the existence of the GOP
and that the converse implication is obtained under additional integrability conditions (see Proposition
below). We assume that the dynamics of the processes S° and S* are similar to that introduced in
Section [, see the second and third equations in system (4.2]), but with general coefficients. In particular,

dsSY = S9r(t)dt, (4.38)
and

ds} = sk (bl(t)dt + oy (t)dW, + / K1(Gt)N (dg,dt)) (4.39)
Z

for t € [0,T], with S§ = 1 and S} > 0. Here we assume that the processes r = {r(t), t € [0,7]}
and o1 = {o1(t), t € [0,T]} are F-adapted and nonnegative, by = {bi(t), ¢t € [0,T]} is F-adapted and
Ky = {Ky(¢;t), t € [0,T]} is F-predictable and that all the processes satisfy the integrability conditions
stated in Section [

Definition 4.8. We say that a probability Q on (2, F) is a martingale measure if Q is locally equivalent

to P (i.e. Q| is equivalent to P|r,) and the process S*e= ") is an (F, Q)-local martingale.

To this aim we need a suitable version of the Girsanov theorem, which we recall for reader’s convenience.

Theorem 4.9. Let £ = {£(t), t € [0,T]} and n(¢;-) = {n({;t), t € [0,T]} be F-predictable processes such
that for any finite t € Ry, the following conditions hold:

t t
/ £(s)%ds < 00, 14n(¢;t) >0, / / In(¢;s) + 1r(d¢)ds < oo, P —as. (4.40)
0 0 JZ
for every t € [0,T]. Define the process L = {L, t € [0,T]} as

AL =L, <s<t>dwt RG t>N<d<,dt>) (4.41)
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and suppose that for all finite t € Ry, E[L;] = 1. Then, there exists a probability measure Q on F locally
equivalent to P with

dQ

—| =1L t T
dP £ ty S [07 ]

such that the process
AWR = dW, — £(t)dt, t e [0,T),

is an (F, Q)-Wiener process and the intensity measure of N under Q is given by

vQ(dC)dt = (1+n(¢:t))w(dC)dt.
Moreover, the following assumption:
Assumption 4.10. The filtration F is the natural filtration of W and N; i.e.,
Fr=0{Ws,N(Ax(0,s]),B; 0<s<t, Aec Z, BeN}, tel0,T], (4.42)

where N is the collection of P-null sets from F,
implies that every probability measure Q locally equivalent to P has the structure above.

We are now in the position to characterize the martingale measures for the market model considered.

Proposition 4.11. (i) Let Q be a probability measure locally equivalent to P with

aQ
dP | = Lo
where L is given in (L41), satisfying [E40) and fZ \Kl GO t)|v(dC) < oo. Let us assume
00+ [ KGONGOAO) =r(t) - h(t), dtwdP - ac. (4.43)

then Q is a martingale measure.

(i1) Let Q be a martingale measure. Under Assumption [{-10, Q has the structure given in Theorem [].9
and satisfies (L43)).

~ 1 ~
Proof. (i) For every t € [0,T], set S} = %. Then S satisfies
t

ds} =St (| (bl —r(t)]dt + o1 (¢ th+/K1 Gt (d(,dt))
-5 (I

0+ 6000+ [ n(GHI G v (4.44)
+ o1 (t)thQ + /ZKl(C; t)(N(d¢, dt) — VQ(dC)dt)> for every t € [0,T],

and condition ([@43) implies that S! is an (F, Q)-local martingale.

(ii) The converse heavily depends on the fact that we have assumed the internal filtration, i.e. Assumption
410l This condition implies that every probability measure Q locally equivalent to P has the structure
given in Theorem F.9 and since S* is an (F, Q)-local martingale then ({LA3) is fulfilled. O



A BENCHMARK APPROACH TO RISK-MINIMIZATION UNDER PARTIAL INFORMATION 29

Proposition 4.12. (i) If the processes 61 and 1pg are such that for every t € [0,T]

and

E [exp{ /0 0, ()2ds + /O t /Z ¢9(<;s)2u(d<)dsH < oo (4.45)

t
/ / 11— (G 8)|w(dC)ds < 50 P —aus., (4.46)
0 JZ
then there exists a martingale measure Q defined as
d
£ - = Ly, for every t€[0,T],

where L is given in ([L4I) with (&,n) = (=01, —g) and satisfying ([EA0).
(11) Under Assumption [{.10, the existence of a martingale measure Q implies the existence of the GOP
with (01, vg) = (=&, —n).

Proof. (i) First let us observe that since 9y(¢;t) < 1 for every ¢t € [0,7] and for every ( € Z, then
1+ n(¢;t) > 0 for every t € [0,T] and every ( € Z and by (£45) also E {fgf(s)zds} < oo and

E [fot I In(¢: s)\u(d()} < 00. Hence, L is a nonnegative (IF,P)-local martingale and by Kazuhiro-Shimbo
criterium (see [30] p.141 and 358) it is a true (F, P)-martingale. Finally, equation (€3] implies (d.43]).

(i) It is a direct consequence of (443]). O

Remark 4.13. Let us notice that if 61, and ¥y are bounded processes and in addition v(Z) < oo, then
conditions ([A450) and (AA6) are satisfied, hence there exists a martingale measure for our market.
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