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Abstract

We consider the multiple quantile hedging problem, which is a class of partial
hedging problems containing as special examples the quantile hedging problem
(Follmer & Leukert 1999) and the PnL matching problem (introduced in Bouchard
& Vu 2012). In complete non-linear markets, we show that the problem can be
reformulated as a kind of Monge optimal transport problem. Using this observation,
we introduce a Kantorovitch version of the problem and prove that the value of both
problems coincide. In the linear case, we thus obtain that the multiple quantile
hedging problem can be seen as a semi-discrete optimal transport problem, for
which we further introduce the dual problem. We then prove that there is no
duality gap, allowing us to design a numerical method based on SGA algorithms
to compute the multiple quantile hedging price.
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1 Introduction

In this work, we introduce and study a novel class of stochastic target problems with
controlled loss. In financial terms, these are partial hedging problems and encapsulate
as particular examples the quantile hedging problem [1] and PnL matching problem [2].
In the quantile hedging problem, a financial agent looks for the minimal initial wealth
which allows to replicate a given contingent claim with a 95% (say) probability of success.
A natural extension is the so-called PnL matching problem introduced in [2]. In their
article, the authors consider a finite number of quantile constraints targeting a given
discrete distribution on the PnL. These partial hedging problems are in sharp contrast
with the classical super-hedging problem, which imposes an almost sure constraint at
the terminal date. Indeed, in complete linear markets, the later can be computed using
only the risk neutral probability distribution QQ, while the former introduces an interplay
between Q and the physical probability distribution P, as the quantile constraints are
naturally formulated under P. One motivation behind partial hedging is, when the
option seller is willing to take on some risk, to be able to sell the option at a lower
price than the super-replication price. In incomplete markets, this allows then to define
an alternative pricing notion, complementary to utility indifference pricing. The target
distribution can be seen as a pricing-time risk profile and could be easier to define than
an utility function for risk management purposes.

Various mathematical methods have been considered to solve these partial hedging
problems since the pioneering work [I]. An important contribution was made in [3] by
interpreting this problem as a stochastic target problem on an extended state space in
order to recover time-consistency, and obtaining a dynamic programming principle and
a Partial Differential Equation (PDE) characterization. They applied this approach
to the quantile hedging problem in particular and, in complete linear markets, were
able to obtain a dual formulation for the quantile hedging price. The non-Markovian
case is investigated in [4] and leads to the concept of Backward Stochastic Differential
Equation (BSDE) with weak terminal condition. Other theoretical works have focused
on extending the framework by considering jump processes [5], american type constraints
[6, 7] [8], optimal book liquidation [9], other type of risk constraints see e.g. [10] [IT].
We should also mention that it has triggered a new literature on the concept of BSDEs
constrained in law [12] [13]. Few numerical methods have been proposed, whether relying
on the PDE approach, see e.g. |2, [I4] or on a dual characterization available in some
cases [6].

We focus here on the case of multiple quantile hedging constraints, close to the PnlL
matching problem introduced in [2]. We work in a complete market but consider a non-
linear dynamics for the wealth process of the trader. We define the multiple quantile
hedging price as the minimal initial wealth allowing to reach at terminal time the multi-
ple constraints in law, modeled by a probability distribution u specified at pricing time.
Quantile hedging and PnL. matching, that have been already studied, are particular in-
stances of this problem. Our first goal is to characterize this price. However, we do not
follow the methods previously introduced in the literature. We first recast the multiple
quantile hedging problem as a classical control problem involving the minimisation of a



non-linear expectation over a tailored class of random variables. We then make the new
and crucial observation that this problem resembles an optimal transportation problem
‘a la Monge’ up to considering a non-linear expectation instead of a classical one and
a target set of dominating probabilities instead of a given target probability. We then
naturally introduce a ‘Kantorovitch version’ for this ‘Monge problem’. Our first main
result is to show that the values of these two problems coincide. We then prove that,
up to considering non-linear expectation, the multiple quantile hedging price is the min-
imal value associated to the ‘transport’ of the underlying probability P to the target
distribution u. We prove these results in a Brownian setting with a target probability
distribution g having finite and discrete support. We then consider a more classical
linear framework. In this case, the multiple quantile hedging price is the value of a
semi-discrete optimal transport problem [I5] Chapter 5. We then naturally profit from
this observation by considering the dual formulation of the problem and proving that,
in our setting, duality does hold. The dual characterization that we obtain is new, in
particular for the PnLL matching problem. This characterization eventually allows us to
derive a numerical method for the multiple quantile hedging problem based on stochastic
gradient methods.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we first rigorously
introduce the multiple quantile hedging problem. We present our main examples of
multiple quantile hedging problem, in particular the PnL distribution hedging problem,
that we solve in a linear setting. We then prove some key reformulation of the price in a
non-linear setting including Monge and Kantorovitch like formulation. Section [3|focuses
then on a linear framework in which we obtain our main duality result. We conclude by
presenting a numerical algorithm based on the dual representation and demonstrate its
efficiency in practice.

Notations that will be used throughout the paper:

o If (2, A, F,P) is a filtered probability space and (E, |-|) a normed space, we define
H%(F,P; E) as the set of progressively measurable processes U : Q x [0,T] — E

with T' > 0 fixed satisfying
T
EU |Ut|2dt} <+,
0

and .%(F,P; E)) as the set of processes U : Q x [0,7] — E continuous and
adapted such that

E{ sup |Up?dt| < +oo.
te[0,T]

e Given a measurable space (F, ), we denote by P(E) the set of probabiliy distri-
butions on E.



e For two probability measures p, v on R, v > u denotes the first order stochastic
dominance, i.e

v([-,0)) =t F, > F,:=p([-,0)) onR.

e Forall N > 1, weset AN = {a:e]RN} 1

e
and QN = {ge RV gl =1>. - >¢' > = ¢V =0}

e For two metric spaces E, E’, Lip(E, E’) is the set of Lipschitz continuous function
from E to E'.

For S = {s; <--- < sy} a finite subset of R, a o-alegra A and a measure p € P(S),
we consider:

o #,(A): the set of A-measurable random vector (P™))_; such that Zﬁlzl P"o,, €
P(S) and 2521 HP"]ds, = p.

hd QI(A) = UVGP(S),VZM‘@V(A)‘

e 2,(A): the set of A-measurable random vector (Q")" ! such that Q is valued in
QN and such that Q"] = F,(s,), 1 <n < N.

b Q:{ (-’4) = UueP(S’),uzue@u(A)'

2 Multiple quantile hedging problem

Let (©2, A,P) be a complete probability space supporting a m-dimensional Brownian
Motion W, where m is a positive integer. We denote by F = (F;)i>0 the natural
P-augmented filtration of W. In the sequel, we work with a finite time horizon T" > 0.

2.1 Problem formulation

We consider controlled processes of the following form: For y € R and Z € J#2(F,P; R™),

+ t
v =y [ v zoas+ [ zaw, eefo, (2.1
0 0

where (f(2, -))se[o,r] is a progressively measurable process taking values in Lip(R xR™, R)
and such that f(¢,0,0) € 2#2(F,P; R). Note that the assumptions on § guarantee that the
stochastic differential equation (SDE) (2.1)) admits a unique solution Y € .#2(F,P;R).

We financially interpret the above controlled process as the wealth process of an
investor with initial wealth y and an auto-financing admissible strategy based on risky
financial assets. The Brownian motion then represents the underlying financial risk. In
the whole paper, we shall follow this intuition but we will stay at this abstract level of
description. We refer to e.g. [16] for classical examples of non-linear specification of the
wealth process.

<'~<$N},AJJ\F[:= {xeRN]O<a:1<-.-
2..

<$N}a



A key result in this context is the completeness of the market, i.e. the existence
and uniqueness of solutions to BSDEs with a prescribed terminal value & € £2(Fr), see
e.g. [16]. More specifically, there exists a unique (), Z) € R x 52(F, P;R™) such that
YTJ,JO’Z = £. In this case, we define )y := Y;yo,z for all ¢ € [0,T1], so that (), Z) is the
solution to the BSDE with driver § and terminal condition &, namely

T T
Vi=¢ +£ (s, Vs, Zs)ds — L Z,dWs, te]0,T]. (2.2)

To insist on the dependence upon the terminal condition £, we shall sometimes denote
the solution of the above BSDE by (V:[£], Z:[€])o<t<T-

In the next section, we will consider the following linear setup for f.

Assumption 2.1. There exists two bounded progressively measurable stochastic pro-
cesses (a,b) valued in R x R™ such that

f(ty,2) == ay + b/ 2, for (t,y,2) € [0,T] x R x R™. (2:3)

Remark 2.1. Under Assumption it is well known that Yo[€] for € € L2*(Fr)
rewrites as an expectation, see e.g. Proposition 2.2 in [16]. More precisely, let us
introduce the process I' solution to

¢ t
I'i=1+ f T'sasds + f Fsb;rdWS, te[0,T], (2.4)
0 0
which satisfies, for any p = 1, to
El sup |T4P| <C,p. (2.5)
te[0,T]

Then, one has, for any & € L2(Fr),
Yol€] = HI7¢] - (2.6)

The financial interpretation here is that T'p represents the pricing kernel and Yp[&] the
replication price of the European contingent claim &.
2.1.1 Definition

Let N be a positive integer and S := {1,..., N}.
We consider a (Fr, B(RY))-measurable map

Q3w (G"(w),1 <n<N)eRY.

We assume that S 3 n — G € R is P-almost surely non-decreasing and that there exists

¢ e Z?(Fr) such that

max_|G"| = max (|G
1<n<N

GND < €, [P-almost surely. (2.7)

Y



We refer to Section below for motivating examples and discussion of possible
extensions of our setting.
For w € ), we denote by ¥(w, -) the generalized inverse of G'(w), defined by

OxR3(w,y) = ¥(w,y) =max{l <n<N|y=>G"(w)}eS, (2.8)

where S := S U {—w}, and using the convention max (J = —c0. We naturally extend G
on S by setting G~ := —o0, P-almost surely. Note that ¥ is (Fr ® B(R))-measurable.
We observe that W is cadlag, upper bounded by N and satisfies

U(w,y) = —0 <y < G(w), and (2.9)
GY@) (W) <Id(-) on R, Id(-)<W¥ oG (w) on S. (2.10)

We consider a probability measure p € P(S), such that pu({n}) > 0forall 1 <n < N,
i.e. the support of u is exactly S.
We now introduce the multiple quantile hedging problem. The set of multiple quantile
superhedging prices is denoted by

H() = {y eR ‘ 17 € AF,P;R™),P(YEZ > G") > Fu(n),1 <n < N} . (211)

We then classically define the multiple quantile hedging price as

Vwa(p) = inf $H(p). (2.12)

As mentioned in the introduction, the multiple quantile hedging problem is general
enough to encapsulate in particular the quantile hedging problem and the PnL. matching
problem, that we review in the next section.

2.1.2 Examples

Two cases of the above multiple constraints problem are of particular interest.

e For N = 1, one gets the super-replication problem (see e.g. [17], [18]): G* = ¢ for
some & € L2(Fr), i = 61, and then

Vwn(p) = inf {y eR ‘ 17 e AXF,P;R™),P(YEZ > €) > 1} .

e For N = 2, one recovers the classical quantile hedging problem (see e.g. [,
[3], [14]) and we denote Vwu by Vqu in this case: G! = 0, G? = ¢ for some
0<&e L2(Fr), p=(1—p)d + pdy for pe (0,1), and then

Vou(p) = inf {y eR ’ 17 € A#2(F,P;R™), Y27 > 0,P-as., and P(YZ7 > ¢) > p} .
(2.13)



Let us now consider another example with more structure and wich is inspired by
the article [2].

Example 2.1 (PnL distribution hedging). Let v : & 3 n — 7(n) € R an increasing
map. For latter use, we denote by y~' : 4(S) — S the inverse mapping of v. We are
given a contingent claim & € L*(Fr) and a probability distribution u € P(S). The map
G is now defined by

G":=&+v(n), for neS. (2.14)
According to , we have
Vawn () = inf {y eR ‘ 17 € #2(F,P;R™),P(YL? > G") > F,(n),V¥n e 5}
— inf {y eR ‘ 17 € AE, P;R™), P(YEZ — € > y(n)) > Fy(n),¥n e 8}
— inf {y eR ‘ 17 € AF,P;R™), LYE —€) > wu} . (2.15)

In (2.15), we observe that a constraint on the terminal PnL distribution, given by the
net position YY‘E/’Z — &, is 1mposed using the probability distribution yyp.

To conclude this section and to motivate the use of optimal transport tools, we are going
to solve the above PnL distribution hedging problem in the following setting:

Assumption 2.2. 1. Assumption |2.1] is in force.

2. The P-distribution of I'r, denoted by L(T'r), is absolutely continuous with respect
to the Lebesque measure.

The starting point to solve the problem anticipates slightly the results to come.
Indeed, in the next section, see Proposition [2.2] we are going to prove

V() = inf {y € R|3x € To (1), 32 € #2(F, BR™), Y7 — £ 2900} (216)

= nf BPr(s +9(00)]. (217

where T5.(1) = {x € L2(Fr) |P(S) 3 xsP > p}. Intuitively, equation (2.16) is a lift at
the level of random variable of the formulation given in terms of law in (2.15)). Once this
formulation is obtained, comes from classical pricing result in complete market.
We observe also that resembles a Monge problem except that the target is not
exactly the distribution g but possibly any dominating measure in the sense of >, the
first order stochastic dominance. To solve this problem, we first solve the more restrictive
problem when the constraint is saturated, namely when yfP = pu. It is defined as follows.
For pn € P(S), we set

Vor(u) = inf EIPr(€-+7()]. (218)

where T () = {x € L2(Fr) | ;P = n}.



Lemma 2.1. Under Assumption we have

1 1 1
Vor(s) = BILr€] = 5B(C0)?] = 5 [ aulcda) + SWHL-T0). )
In addition, there exists x* € T (u) such that

Vor (i) = HI'r (£ +~v(x"))],

which writes explicitely x* = 'y_l(Nﬁf_W o Ng(—rp)(=I'r)). Here, N,,, stands for the

c.d.f. of the law yyp and N,Y*ub its generalized inverse.

Proof. We compute, starting from (2.18)), as each x € T (i) has law g,
Vor(p) = HI'r¢] + inf ]E{FT’Y(X)]
= HT'7¢] + lnf —H(-T'r)7(x)]

T(u)
= HIr¢] + 5 inf (B[(-Tr —v(x))*] = E[(-T'r)*] = E[v(x)*])
X€T (1)
1 1 1
~ EPré] - 3BT ] - 5 (o) + 5 int BT —1(0)].
2 2 xET
Denote v := L(—I'7), we straightforwardly observe that
f —Tr—v(x)?] > inf X —Y)?] = Wa(v,wp). 2.19
Jf B(-Tr—9(0))7] > inf H ] = Wi (v, ) (2.19)

Since L£(—I'r) is absolutely continuous with respect to the Lebesgue measure, using
Brenier’s theorem (see for example [19, Theorem 5.20]), there exists an optimal transport
map T from v to yyu, i.e. such that Ty = vy and

Wi ) = [ (@ = T(a) (o)

It is well-known, in our one-dimensional context, see for example [19, Remark 5.15],
that such an optimal transport map is given by = +— T'(x) = Nw_wli o Ny(x). Defining

xX* =y YT (-Tr)) € T(n), we have

5 (v, i) = f\—:c— z)|PdlryP(z) = E[(-T'7 — v(x*)) ]—mf]E[ T —v(x))?],

which concludes the proof. ]

We now make the following simple observation.

Lemma 2.2. Under Assumption for any v,u € P(S) such that v > p, we have
Vor(v) = Vor (k).



Proof. By Lemma we have that

Vor(v) = Vor(w) = BT (77 (N (Ne(rp) (-T1)) =7 (NS A (Ngrpy (-T10) |
= B|Ir (N5L(0) = N;L0)) |

with U := Ng_p,y(=Ir) is uniformly distributed on [0, 1] as I'r has no atom. Since
v > p and 7 is increasing, we have v > yu and N;ﬁi > N;Wlu hence the result, as
I'r > 0, P-almost surely. ]

Proposition 2.1. Under Assumption for all pe P(S), we have

Vwa (1) = Vor (1) -

Proof. Since T (u) < T4 (u), we have Vwn(u) < Vor(u).
Conversely, let (yn,n > 1), a sequence of elements of T (u) such that Vwp(u) + 1 >

HI'7 (€ +7(xn))]. We have EI'r (£ +v(xn))] = Vor((xn)iP) = Vor(n), thanks to
Lemma . We then have Vwy(p) + % > Vor (i) and sending n to infinity gives the
reverse inequality. ]

Remark 2.2. i) In this case, the multiple quantile hedging price is thus the replicating
price of the payoff & + v(x*) given in Lemma .

it) For the PnL distribution hedging problem, one could follow the above steps to obtain
the result for more general probability density 1 € P(R), general v : R — R such
that ysp € P2(R) and G*(w) = &(w) + v(x). The study in our setting of the general
weak hedging problem with an arbitrary, possibly uncountable, number of quantile
constraints, is however left for further research.

2.2 The Monge representation

We now turn to the systematic study of the multiple quantile hedging problem defined
in (2.12). In particular, we first prove that the multiple quantile hedging price can be
obtained as an optimisation of non-linear expectation.

Proposition 2.2. Under our standing assumptions, the following equivalent formula-
tions hold for the multiple quantile hedging price

Vwa(p) = Vem(p) := inf  J[GX]. (2.20)
XE€T+ (1)

and

Vi (p) = inf (), with H(p) = {y e R|3Z € 2(F, P;R™), U (YL 7),P > u} :
(2.21)

recall (2.8]).



Proof. 1. We first prove (2.20). Set .%(p) = {[GX] | x € T+ (n)}.

l.a Let x € T3 (p) and set £ := GX. Observe that, since G* is non-decreasing, for each
ne S, we have {x =n} c {{ = G"}. Thus P({ = G") = P(x = n) = Fj,(n) as 3P > p.
Using (2.7), we have that £ € £L?(Fr) and then the BSDE (Y[¢], Z[£]), recall (2.2), is
well posed. We deduce My[€] € H(n). Thus H(p) < H(r) and hence V(i) < Vem(p).
1.b Conversely, let y € $(p), so that there exists Z € J#%(F,P;R™) s.t. Y%”Z satisfies

to IP’(Y%”Z > G") = F,(n) for all n € S. We set x := \I'(YIQ’Z) which is valued in S,
as F,(1) = 1 and ¥ satisfies (2.9). Recalling (2.10), we have that Yff’z > G" implies
X = \IJ(YZ,@”Z) > VoG" = mn. Thus, P(x = n) > IP)(YQ?{’Z > G") = Fy(n) yielding
xtP > p. Again from , we also observe that GX = GY0Z7) < ij,z leading to
YolGX] < Mo [ij,z] = y by the comparison theorem for Lipschitz BSDEs. We then
obtain Vrm (i) < y, hence Vrm (i) < Vwn(p)- }

2. We now turn to the equivalent formulation (2.21)). Set #(u) := inf (). From the
step 1.b above, we obtain that Vwn(p) = 0(n). Now, let y € $H(u), then there exists
Z, st x = \II(Y%”Z) satisfies xfP > p. Using (2.10), we observe that YTy’Z > GX.
In particular on {x = n}, we have, since G is non-decreasing, that Y%”Z > G"™. Thus
P(Y;f’z > G") = F,(n) proving that y € H(p). ]

Remark 2.3. 1. The formulation given in the previous proposition shows that
the multiple quantile hedging problem is a particular instance of more generic weak
stochastic target problem: Consider a set M < P(R) and a right continuous non
decreasing random function 9 and solve

inf{yeR)HZe%Z(F,P;Rm),o(y;”z)weM}. (2.22)

The multiple quantile hedging problem corresponds to the case O = ¥ and M :=
{veP(S)|v = u} for a given p. In [§)], the authors introduce a similar problem to

where M := {1/ e P(R)| §yv(dy) = p} for a given level p € R.

2. The formulation opens the way to a dynamic approach to characterize the
solution of the quantile hedging problems as a BSDE, as done in [J)] in a special
case or to a PDE characterization in a Markovian setting, as done in [3]. The
extension of these results to our framework is left for further research.

Remark 2.4. 1. In the problem (2.20), “RM” stands for “Relazed Monge”. Indeed,
let Assumption[2.1 hold. Then Yy is a linear operator, since Yo[€] = HI'1&] where
' is defined by (2.4), according to Remark . Then, one has

Vem(p) = inf HI7rGX] =  inf fFT(w)GX(‘“)(w)IP’(dw), (2.23)
XET+ (1) XET+ (1)

which can be interpreted as an “a la Monge” optimal transport problem with cost
function

(w,n) > Dp(w)G™ (w).

10



We use the term ‘relaxed’ as the target distribution is not exactly p, but can be
any probability distribution (with support included in S) stochastically dominating
w. The linear framework will be extensively studied in Section[3

2. In connection with the previous point, we introduce the Monge Problem (MP). In
our non-linear context, it reads:

Vap (@) == inf Yo[GX] . (2.24)
X€T (1)

In the next section, we shall show that the values Vyip and Vrm are equal. This
has already been observed in the specific context of Example[2.1], recall Proposition
2}

2.3 The Kantorovitch representation

Let us denote Q := Q x S and Fr := Fr ® F(S), with F(S) the discrete sigma-algebra
of §. We define the following projections

pr; Q3 (w,n) —>weQ, and pry: Q3 (w,n) —>nes.
We then define the following set of couplings
C(P,p) := {IL € P(Q) | (pry )¢ I = P and (pry)¢Il > pu}. (2.25)

Using the previous notations, we introduce the Kantorovitch representation of the
multiple quantile hedging price. We define

;= inf
Vip (1) e Yo

N
>, G”pn({n})] ; (2.26)
n=1

where p' is obtained from the disintegration of the measure II: for all II € P(£), there
exists a Fr-measurable map p'' : Q — P(S) such that (see e.g. Villani [20, p.209])
(dw,di) = p'(w,di)P(dw) = 2711\[:1 P (w, {n})d,(di)P(dw), i.e. the pI({n}) are Fr-
measurable random variables in [0, 1] such that Zgzl p({n}) = 1, P-almost surely.

If additionally IT € C,(P, 1), one easily observes that (p"'({n}),1 <n < N) e 2} (Fr),
and conversely, any element P € @:{ (Fr) induces a probability distribution II €
C(P, i), hence

Vip(p) = inf
PE,@:{(]'—T)

N
> G”P"] : (2.27)

n=1

Remark 2.5. In the linear setting of Remark (2.4, (2.20) writes

Vawm(n) = inf jFT(w)GX(w)(w)dIP’(w),
XETH (1)

11



and the associated Kantorovitch Problem (KP) (12.26))

Vkp(p) = HECi'il(fI;”,p) fF(w)G"(w)dH(w, n).

Moreover, using disintegration I1(dw, di) = p'(w, di)P(dw) = Zivzl p(w, {n})6,(di)P(dw)
as above, we obtain

N
Vel = _inf [T ) 35 G0 () Flc)

TeC. (Pyr)

HeC’lf—lf E[FT Z {n} ]

which motivates our definition (2.26)). Proposition shows that it is indeed the natural

non-linear counterpart of the previous relation.

The following proposition, shows, that in our setting the target constraint is saturated in
the Kantorovitch problem, namely, one can restrict to couplings satisfying to (pry)sIl =

L.
Proposition 2.3. The Kantorovitch problem (2.27) writes

Vip(p) = inf )

N
> G”P”] , (2.28)

PEL@“(}—T) =1
N
=  inf G' + n(Ggn — gt 2.29
i n;@ ( ) (2.29)

Proof. 1. From (2.27) and the definition of 27 (F7r), we straightforwardly deduce

Vip(p) = inf (2.30)

Qe2;; (Fr)

N
Gl + Z Qn (Gn . anl)

n=2

For each @ € Q:{ (Fr), we are going to build a Q € 2, (Fr) such that Q" < Q" for

ne{l,...,N + 1}. Since n — G™ is non-decreasing by assumption, we get
N N
G+ Y QG -G =G"+ ) Q" (G"-aG"") (2.31)
n=2 n=2

The proof is then concluded by invoking the comparison theorem for BSDE.

2. In this step, we build by induction on the component 1 < n < N+1, for Q € 2/ (Fr),
the @ used above. In preparation, we denote v € P(S) defined by F,(n) := HQ"] =
F.(n),ne{l,...,N}. With aslight abuse of notations, let (Q;)c[o,] be the martingale
defined by Q; = E{Q]. We observe that it is valued in @V (by convexity) and satisfies

12



Qy = Fu(n), n € {1,...,N}. We now build a martingale (Qt)te[O,T] st. QF = Q%
and such that E[Q%] = Qg = Fy(n), for all n € {1,...,N}. The proof is done by

induction on the components and we introduce the following induction hypothesis for
ne{l,...,N+1}: '
-H, : for j € {n,...,N + 1}, there are martingales (Qi)te[O,T]v such that Q7 < @7,

~

Qr=-=Ql = =>QN*1 =0, tel0,T],
and for je{n+1,...,N}, E[Qi] = F,.(j).

e For component n = N + 1, Hy41 holds trivially by setting Qi\”’l :=0,te[0,T];

e Assume now that, for n € {1,..., N}, H,41 holds. Then, set

Q7 = Q} —Qp + Fu(n), t€[0,T], and 7, := inf{t >0]QF = Af“} AT.

Observe that 7, > 0 since Qf = F,(n) > Fy(n+1) = Ag“, by induction hy-
pothesis. We finally define

Qi = @t + (@ = Q" (1)) Tnry, € [0,

It is a martingale and we thus have that E[@?] = F},("7n). Moreover, by construc-
tion, we observe that

on {t<7}: QM <Qr=Qr<Qy,
{t >7n}:QF = ?HS ?H;

where we use the induction hypothesis for the last inequality. This allows us to
obtain H,,.

We then simply set Q := @T to conclude the proof of this step. O

We conclude this section by observing that there exists an optimal coupling in the KP
problem above, under a convexity assumption.

Proposition 2.4. Assume & — Yo[€] is convez, then there exists a P € P, (Fr), s.t.

$or|.

n=1

Vip(p) = Yo

Proof. The set &2,(Fr) is convex and strongly closed in the separable Hilbert space
L?(Fr,RY), hence it is also weakly closed. We consider a minimizing sequence (P*)
for the problem Vkp. The variables P* are uniformly bounded and thus there exists
subsequence (still denoted (P*)) which converges weakly to some P € &, (Fr). Invoking
Mazur’s Lemma, we know that there exists a strongly convergent sequence using convex

13



ot 5 K . K = =
combination of (P*), namely: P* = 2% )\?PJ with >3 )\;? = 1and P* - P. By
convexity, we also have

N B Ky, N 4
o[ D G (PR < YT X[ Y] G (i) (2.32)
n=1 j=k n=1

By strong convergence Vo[SY_, G™(P¥)"] — Yo[SN | G*(P)"]. Moreover, we know
that Yo[Sa_; G™(P)"] — Vicp (i) and thus 3725 MEVp[S00, G™(P))"] — Vigp (). We
then obtain )y [Zivzl G"(P)"] < Vkp(p) from (2.32)), which concludes the proof. ]

2.4 Equality between KP and MP

In this section, we will show that the Monge Problem and the Kantorovitch Problem,
respectively introduced in and , coincide. This will allow us to obtain the
representation of the multiple quantile hedging price.

In preparation of the proofs, we introduce an approximation of Y[-] which will also
be useful: For s € [0,T] a terminal time and ¢ € .22 (F), we denote (VF[¢], ZF[¢])tefo,s)

the solution to

Y, :<+J f(u,Yu,Zu)du—f Z,dW,, te[0,s]. (2.33)
t t

With this notation, we have in particular that Y;[¢] = VI [€] = VE[VI[€]] = Vi[Vs[€]]
for ¢ € L*(Fr)and 0 <t <s<T.

The proof of the next lemma, which is based on classical arguments and estimates
of BSDEs solution is postponed to the end of the section.

Lemma 2.3. For £ € £*(Fr) and 0 < e < T, we have that

e 1
Vo~ [HEIFr—e] = Vs [€]] < Ce| €7 (2.34)
Proposition 2.5. The following holds true
Vup (1) = Vkp (1) (2.35)

Proof. 1. We first observe that, for all ¢ > 0, there exists a Fpr-measurable ran-
dom variable ¢ with uniform distribution and independent of Fr_., for example L =

N (%) Here, N denotes the c.d.f of the standard centered gaussian law.
2. Let x € T(u). We have

N
GX = Z G"Ly=n),
i=1

14



Defining the Fp-measurable random variables P := 1{X=n} for all 1 < n < N. Since

Pe 2,(Fr), we have
Vo [GX] = Vkp (1),

where we used Proposition Taking the infinimum over x € 7 (u), we obtain
Ve (1) = Ve (1)

3. We now prove the converse inequality.
3.a Let n e (0,1) and P" e &, (Fr), such that

Vip (p - (2.36)

We set Q" € 2,,(Fr) such that (P7)" = (Q")"*1 — (Q")", 1 < n < N and define
Pl :=HP"Fr_] and Q}_. :=HQ"|Fr—], for e€ (0,T). (2.37)
We observe that P} € P, (Fr_.) and QI . € 2,(Fr_c). We now introduce the

JFr-measurable random variable

= Z nL{Qr_ynsues(@l_ 1) (2.38)

where € is constructed in step 1. We compute that, for all 1 <n < N,
B2 yonemny | Fr-e) = (Q7_)" = (QF_)" = (P_)" (2:39)
Since P}l __€ P, (Fr—c), we deduce, for all 1 <n < N,

P =n) = HELjynems,) | Fr-] | = H(P7_)"] = pa-

which implies that x¢ e 7 (u). Assume that

N
2 Gn(Pn)n

n=1

Yo > Vo [GX"] + 0pe(1) (2.40)

where 0y ¢(1) =0 0, for all n € (0, 1).
From the definition of V\ip (1), we straightforwardly obtain

N
OZG

> Vuip (1) + one(1), (2.41)

which, combined with (2.36)), leads to

Vip(1) = Ve (1) — 05,e(1) — 7.

15



Sending first € to 0 and then 1 to 0 yields the inequality for this step and thus ([2.35)).
3.b To conclude, it remains to prove ([2.40)).

We define, for all 1 <n < N, G}__ := FG" | Fr—c]. According to (2.38), we observe
that

N
E[Griﬁw foe] — Z Gh_(P]_)"=FE
n=1

N
> G PR )"
n=1

-FTe] . (2.42)

We have, using (2.42)) and the fact that Y [-] = VI [VE_[],

N
o [Z G”(P”)”] — Vo [GX"] = AT 4 B7€ 4 O 4 D7, with
n=1

N N
AP = Vo | D GHPY | =0 | Y G (P
n=1 N n=1 N
R Wt B B
n=1 n=1
e 3 [Er 57| -3V [657] e

>

=M [G¥:] — Mo [GX].

Using stability property of BSDEs, see e.g. [16, Remark (b) p.20], we have that
N
A < C| Y (G = Gh_) (P)"] 2.
n=1

Using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and dominated convergence theorem, we obtain eas-
ily that |3, (G™ = G4_,) (P")"| 42 = ope(1), which, combined with the previous
inequality leads to,

A€ = 0, (1), (2.43)

For the B term, we first observe that | Y10_ G2 (P")"| g2 < |€] g2, recall (2.7). Then
invoking Lemma [2.3] we obtain

B < Cet. (2.44)

For the C-term (resp. D-term), we use similar arguments as for the B-term (resp. A-
term), to obtain

O™ 4 D" = 0, (1). (2.45)

The proof for this step is then concluded by combining (2.43), (2.44) and (2.45). O
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Theorem 2.1. The following representation holds true

= 1 f
Vam(w) = | dnf Vo

N
> G”P"] : (2.46)

n=1

Proof. According to the definitions of Vyp(p) in , Vrm(p) in and Vgp(p) in ,we have

Vup (1) = Vem(p) = Vp()-

Proposition [2.5] allows then to get

Vmp () = Vrm(p) = Vip (1)

The proof is concluded by combining ([2.28) and (2.20)) with the previous equalities. []

We conclude the section with the proof of the auxiliary lemma.

Proof of Lemma From stability estimates for BSDEs, see e.g. [16l Remark (b)
p.20], and the fact that)] [-] = VI ¢ [VI_.[]],we have

Vo~ [ELE|Fr-]] = V5 [€]] < CIEEIFr-d] = Vi [€] | 2. (2.47)

Let us denote (U, V') the solution of the BSDE with terminal value £ and null generator
ie. forallt <T,

T
U= ¢ L V.dW, = HeF,

and to alleviate the notation (), Z;) = (VI [€], ZL[€]), t < T. Define finally 6Y = U~Y
and 6Z =V — Z. Classical computations for comparison of two BSDEs lead to

T
0Y]* < CEU | f (s, Us,m)5Y;|ds|ft} . (2.48)
t

We also know, see e.g. [16, Remark (b) p.20], that

T T
Et[ sup |y5|2+f 12, Pds gCEthmf |f(s,0,0)|2ds}, (2.49)
se[t, T t t
T
E| sup |U5|2+J Vi[?ds | < CE{|¢*]. (2.50)
selt,T] t
From ([2.48)), we compute
T
[6Yi* < CE| sup [8Ys| | |f(s,Us, Vi)lds|F |, (2.51)
se[t,T] t

17



and then using Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,

1

1
2 T p)
|5Yt|2<Cx/T—tEt[ sup ](5Ys|2] EtU |f(s,U8,Vs)\2ds] : (2.52)
t

selt, T

Using the Lipschitz property of f, we get

EtUtT |f(s,Us, Vs)|2ds] <C (Et[LT £ (s,0, O)|2ds] + Et[LT |US|2ds} + EtUtT |V8|2ds]>

(2.53)
which using (2.50)), leads to
T T
]EtU |f(s,US,VS)\2ds] < CEt[\a? +J \f(s,o,o)\st] : (2.54)
t t
Combining (2.49)) and (2.50)), we obtain also
T
E,| sup |0Ys)?| < C’Et{|£|2 ~l—j |f(s,0,0)|2ds]. (2.55)
s€(t,T] t
Inserting back (2.54) and (2.55)) into (2.48)), we get
T
10V < OVT — tEt[lf\z + J |£(s,0, 0)]2ds} : (2.56)
t
Combining the previous inequality at t = T — € and (2.47)), we get
T T 1 2 g 2
i Ee- - Y | < OB + [ 170.0)Pas .
t
which concludes the proof. O

3 Linear setting: duality and numerical illustration

We now focus on a special framework, useful for application, where tractable and im-
plementable formula can be derived, namely the linear setting. We thus assume that
Assumption [2.1] is in force throughout the section. It turns out that the multiple quan-
tile hedging problem corresponds then to a semi-discrete optimal tranport problem see
e.g. |21, Chapter 5| and the references therein. We shall thus rely here further on the
approach of optimal transport to solve our problem and in particular we use duality
methods.
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3.1 Dual representation

In the setting of Remark 2.1} we define the random vector

H(w) = (H"(w) == Dp(w)G" (W)Y, . (3.1)

n=1
We now assume
He L%(Fr,RY). (3.2)
In this framework, Theorem [2.1] reads as follows.

Corollary 3.1. Under Assumptions[2.1], the following holds

N
1% = inf E H"P"|. 3.3
W) = inf [2 (33

PeZ,( o}

We introduce a dual formulation for the multiple quantile hedging problem, which is
the classical optimal transport formulation of the dual Kantorovitch probem. We set

Vop(p) := sup (F{X] + JZV] ‘I’”p”> : (34)
(X, 2)eP n=1
where
P={(X,0)e L*(Fr) xRV |H"> X +d",1<n<N,P—as}. (3.5
We first make the classical observation without proof,
Lemma 3.1. Under Assumption for pe P(S),
Vwa(p) = Vip(i) = Vop(i).

The goal of this section is to prove that there is no duality gap, i.e. that Vkp(u) =
Vop(u). To this effect, we introduce, for u = 3N | p*s, € P(S) with 3.3 | p* = 1 and
€ (0,1) for all 1 < n < N, the map

D: L*(Fr;RY) - R (3.6)

N
h—— sup (E[X] + ) <1>"p"> ; (3.7)
=1

(X, )R (h)
where
P(h) == {(X, @) e L*Fr) xRV |H" —p" > X + ?", 1 <n < N,P—as.}.

Observe that —Vpp () = D(0) and P = P ,(0). We first collect some properties of
the map D.
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Proposition 3.1. The map D is continuous and convex. Moreover, for h € L>(Fr;RY),
we have

N
D(h) = - L (E[lé%v (H" =" — @”)] + n; @"p”) : (3:8)

N
(i, o]« Sr). 5

for some ®y € (Ry)N.

Proof. 1. We first observe that in Definition (3.6)), we can replace (X, ®) € PB(h) by
(min, (H™ — h™ — ®"), ®) € P(h) as the criterion is improved. Thus, we get

N
D(h) = — sup (E[ min (H" — b" — q)n)] " 7;1 (I)npn>

DeRN 1<n<N
Let us now consider the set
E={ze®)N|Ije{l,....N}, st.a/ =0}. (3.10)
Observe to ® € RV, we can associate ® € F by setting

P" = ®" — min P,

1<j<N

and we have, as >, p" =1,

1<n<N 1<n<N

N N
E[ min (H" — h" — @n)] + eyt = E[ min (H" _p— @”)} + 3 anyn.
n=1 n=1
We then have proved

N
D(h) = —ilelgwb(il') with wy(®P) := ELQEIN (H" —p" — @n)} + nz::l o"p™,  (3.11)

which a fortiori implies (3.8)).
2. We now prove the existence of optimal potential, namely (3.9)). First, for ® € FE,
there is k € {1,..., N} such that ® = 0 and thus

N
Z O p" = Z D" p" < [Py Z p" < |®|p(1 — ¢q) with ¢ := minp" > 0.
n
n=1 n#k n#k

Then, we observe that
N
P) = O"p" — E o" — H" "
wy(®) = > B"p L?&XN( +h )]
<n<N

< 1P| ((1 _q)— @1|C>O]E[lmax (@" + " — H”)D . (3.12)
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Since

1 1
—EF " "-H"|>1—-—E i " H" 1
P L%ZXN( +h )] ol Lé%léﬂv b ] (3.13)
Combining the previous inequality with (3.12), we obtain, for ® € E,
1
< _ - : n__ gn ) '
un(®) < [0l (—a+ ] min [~ 7)) (3.14)
We also observe that wy(0) = Emin;<,<n(H™ — h™)] and thus for ® s.t.
2
1P| > M := IE[ min_|h" — an (3.15)
q |1<n<N

we obtain that wy(®) < —|wy(0)|. Thus, the supremum in is achieved for ® s.t.
|®| < M. Combining this with the fact that wy(-) is continuous on the closed set E, we
obtain the existence of ® s.t. the supremum is achieved, concluding the proof of this
step.

3.a Since b — wy(P) is continous, we straightforwardly obtain that D is upper semi-
continous. Now let (hz)p=o converging in L?(Fpr;RY) to h and denote ®;, an optimal
potential associated to the optimisation D(hg). We compute, by suboptimality of @y
for the optimisation D(G), according to ,

D(h) < —E[Z ®pp" + min(H" — h" — @g)] (3.16)

n

< —E[Z Ofp" + min(H" — b} — @2)] +Bmin|op — 6] (317)

<D(b") + | [h — "] (3.18)

Taking the liminf in this last inequality,* we obtain that D is lower semi-continous,
hence continous.

3.b Let A € [0,1], b1,b2 in L2(Fr;RY) and denote ®;, ®o the associated optimal
potentials. By suboptimality, we obtain

D(Ab1 + (1= A)b2) < = D (A@] + (1= A) )" (3.19)

— Blmin (\(H" = b} — ) + (1= \)(H" — b3 — ®3))| . (3.20)
Since
min (A(H" —bY — @F) +(1 = A)(H" = b3 — P3)) >
Amin(H" — b7 — @F) + (1 - X) min(H" — b3 — @),
we obtain
D(Ab1 + (1 = A)b2) < AD(b1) + (1 — A)D(b2),
which conclude the proof for the convexity of D. ]
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Proposition 3.2. Let D* be the Fenchel transform of D, namely

D* : L*(Fr;RY) - R,

N
P sup [2 prpP"

[‘)EL2 (-FT ;RN

We then have
N

D*(P) = E[Z H"P"

n=1

Lipes, (Fr)y T (+0) L pg 2, (Fr)}-

Proof. 1 From the definition of D, we observe that

N N

D*(P) = (hJS(l’l(II’))e@E[?;l[] P" + X] + n; d"p (3.21)

with

¢ ={(h,X,®) e L*(Fr; RV) x Z*(Fr) xR |H" —p" > X + ®",1 <n < N and P-as.}.
(3.22)

For a given P € L?(Fr;RY) and A = 0, we introduce by € L?(Fr; RY) defined by

by = H" — A1(pn_q},

and we observe that (hy,0,0) € €. We then obtain

N
E[Z hiP"
n=1

Thus, as soon as P(P e (R)Y) < 1, we get D*(P) = 4o by letting A — oo in the
inequality above.
2. We now consider P e L?( fT, (R,)M). To (h, X,®) € &, we associate (E,X,CID) e
where b = H® — (X + ®"), 1 < n < N. We observe, since P has non-negative
components, that

N N N N N
JE[Z b”P"] < ]E[Z E"P“] = ]E[Z H'P"—X Y P"— ) &"P"
n=1

n=1 n=1 n=1 n=1

N
1Y —P"l{pn<0}] . (3.23)

n=1

We therefore get that

N

2 H"P"

n=1

D*(P) =E

N
sup E[X(l — Z P")
n=1

Xey? (.FT) ,@ERN

N
+ 3 oy — B PM).

From this expression, we deduce that, as soon as P ¢ Z,(Fr), D*(P) = +o0. If
Pe 2,(Fr), we then get D*(P) = ]E[Z;V:l H”P"] which concludes the proof. ]
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Theorem 3.1. Duality holds and then

N

Vwa(p) =  sup E[ min (H" — @”)] + > d"p" |. (3.24)
Pe(Ry )N\ LIsnsN 7;1

Proof. By Proposition D is convex and continuous. It implies that D = D** by

the Fenchel-Moreau theorem, with

D**(h) :=  sup [Zh”P” D*(P), be L*(Fp;RM).

PeL2(Fr;RN)

By Proposition [3.2] we then have

N
D™ (h) = sup E[Z(h”—H”)P”

PE@M(]:T)

n=1

Taking h = 0, we obtain

N
~Vor(p) = D(0) =D**(0) = sup )—E[Z H"P" — Ve ().

PE:@M(]‘—T

N
=— inf E H"P"
PGW”(]‘-T) [7’;1

n=1

The proof is concluded by invoking Lemma and using the representation of D(0)
given in (3.8). L]

Corollary 3.2. The multiple quantile hedging problem solution is also given by

N-1
Vwn(p) = BH'] + sup (E[lgggjr\lfq (FI"H - Cn)_} + Z Cnpn-‘rl) .

ceall ™t n=1

where x_ := min(x,0) for z € R and H* = H* — H', 1 <n < N.

Proof. We first go back to the definition of Vpp(u) in (B-4) . In particular, we
observe that to (X, ®) € 9B, we can associate (X, ®) € P s.t. ®* > " and & € AV,
Indeed, one simply sets ®" = ess inf e H™ (w) — X (w). The fact that d" > d" 1 comes
from the fact that G" is non-decreasing. Then, we get the equivalent formulation

N
Vwn (@) = sup (Z " p" + E[ min (H" — @”)]) . (3.25)

PeAN n=1 IsnsN

Setting ¢, = ®"Tt — &' for 1 <n < N — 1, concludes the proof. O
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3.2 Numerical illustration

We now turn to numerical considerations associated to the above partial hedging prob-
lem. To this end, we first introduce a Markovian setting where our previous results can
be straightforwardly restated.

We consider an underlying process X solution of the following SDE

t t

b(X,)ds +j o (X)dW, | (3.26)

Xt=X0+J
0

0
where b : R™ — R™, o : R™ — R"™*"™ are Lipschitz continuous functions. The starting

point Xg € R™ at time 0 is arbitrary and we omit it in the notation. In this setting, the
controlled process Y%7 satisfies, according to (2.1)),

S S
V¥4 =y —f for, X, Y92, Z,) dr + f ZpdW, , (3.27)
t t
where f:[0,7] x R™ x R x R™ — R is a Lipschitz-continuous function.
In the linear framework, we are considering, Assumption 2.1 on f reads as follows,

Assumption 3.1. There exists a bounded continuous map (o, ) : [0, T]xR™ — RxR™
such that

ft,xy,2) =alt,z)y+ Bt,x) 2, (t,x,y,2)€[0,T] x R™ x R x R™,

Under Assumption [3.I] the process I, following Remark [21] is solution to

t t
T=1+ f Tua(s, X.)ds +J Tu8(s, Xo)TdW,, 0<t<T. (3.29)
0 0

Regarding the terminal constraint, we consider a measurable function:

R™ 3z — (¢"(x))Y_, e RV, (3.29)

n=1

such that n — ¢"(-) is non-decreasing. And we set, for all n € S,
G" = ¢"(Xr) and H" =T'rG". (3.30)

The link made in the previous section to semi-discrete optimal transport allows us
to use some numerical methods already developed in this field, see e.g. |21, Chapter 5].
In particular, we use the dual representation formula obtained in Corollary 3.2] Since
the value we want to compute is obtained via the maximisation of the expectation of
a concave function, we will naturally rely here on Stochastic Gradient Ascent (SGA),
methods. In this regard, we shall use the ADAM optimiser [22], described below in
Definition [3.I] Let us mention that stochastic gradient algorithms have already been
considered to compute quantile in a financial context, see e.g. [23].
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We introduce the function W : AV ™1 x 22(Fr) x £?(Fr) — R, given by,

T. X FX n, n+1 : Fn+1X—1X—n.
(.1, X) = W(C, Zc + min  (Tlg" T (X) = g"(X)] = (")
and w : Affl — R, given by ,

¢ = w(C) =EW((,I'r, X7)] . (3.32)
With this notation, we get that

Vwn(p) = Ho'(Xr)] + sup w(Q). (3.33)
cealt

We introduce the following partition, for 1 <n < N — 1,

L"(¢, I, X) := {ﬁf”“ — (" <0, A" — (" <min B/ — ¢, A7 — (" = min AV —

j<n ji=n
(3.34)
recalling that H"+! = T'[¢"*t1(X) — g*(X)]. We have that
N-1 .
W, I, X) = Z ¢"pt + (HnH — (") pn(er,x)-
n=1
We then observe that the function
(¢, X) > 0(¢, I, X) =p" = Lpner (3.35)

is a subgradient of ¢ — W((,I', X'). We use this function to perform the gradient ascent,
in the ADAM optimizer, see Definition below. The algorithm requires in particular
the introduction of a stepsize (1, )m>1 satisfying generally

Z Nm = +00 and Z n2, < +00. (3.36)

m=1 nz=1

We are also given a maximal number of iteration Mj,, > 1 and we allow the use of
batch with batchsize B > 1

Definition 3.1 (ADAM optimizer [22] for SGA). 1. At initial step m = 0, set ran-
domly (o and initialize first moment mg = 0, and second moment vg = 0.

2. Form=1, -, Mer:

(a) generate (Fb+(m 1)B,Xb+(m 1)3)1<b<3 independent copies of (I'r, Xr) inde-
pendently from the past values (U, Xi)r<(m—1)p (if m > 1) and (p.
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(b) Compute then

B
1 _ _
on =5 > 0(Cm-1:Toi(m-1)B Xos m—1)B) - (3.37)
b1
my = Blmnfl + (1 - Bl)gma (338)
O = B20m—1 + (1 — B2)|gm|%, (3.39)
m, . O
N = ——— 0y = —— 4
T 0 = p (3.40)

Gm (3.41)

¢ o —

=GCm—-1 —"TIm——F—/—
Aoy + €

for some small € > 0 and (B, B2) € (0,1)2.

(¢) If |[¢m — Cm—1| < t, then stop the computation, for a given small ¢.

In all our numerical experiments, we set € = 1078, 81 = 0.9, 2 = 0.999 and the early
stopping criterion ¢ = 1076, The stepsize is given by 1, = 19/m, m > 1 with ng possibly
varying in each numerical test.

Then, to obtain the approximation of Wy (), we perform the two following steps:

1. Compute, by using the above SGA algorithm, (* realizing approximately the max-
imum of w above;

2. Compute, by Monte-Carlo simulation, the value Eg¢'(Xr)] + w(¢*) which then
approximates Vwn(p) according to (3.33)).

The numerical experiments are done using the Black & Scholes model, which has already
been used extensively in the context of quantile hedging problem for numerical purposes
in [14] [].

Example 3.1 (Black & Scholes Model). The process X satisfies
t t
X, =Xp+ f bXsds + f o X, dWy ,
0 0

with b e R,0 > 0 and Xo > 0. The function f is given by:

~

b—r

flt,x,y,2) = —ry — z=:—TYy — Az, (3.42)

with v = 0 the interest rate, and \ := i’?T’" the risk premium. The Radon-Nikodym

derivative defined in (3.28)) is thus:

o 2
Ty dQ| —exp(rabW 1(r—20) T).

il 1Ty g
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’ Quantiles pa, p3 ‘ Y2, 7Y3 ‘ SGA (std) ‘ OT-SOLVER

(0.3,0.5) (10,20) | 17.38 (0.001) 17.48
(0.05,0.05) 8.43 (0.002) 841
(0.05,0.9) 24.53 (0.002) 24.44
(0.3,0.5) (10,100) | 42.07 (0.002) 1219
(0.05,0.05) 9.77 (0.002) 9.62
(0.05,0.9) 87.15 (0.01) 87.57

Table 1: Numerics of measure p = (1—pa—p3)d1 +p2o2 + psds with different probabilities
and quantiles with SGD algorithm and OT-SOLVER. Algorithm’s parameters as follows:
Miter = 10°, B = 256 and o = 0.01.

3.2.1 Numerical solution for the PnL distribution hedging problem
We work in the setting of Example with N =3, 71 =0 < v < 73, and

g'(x) = (x — K)y +i, (3.43)

for some K € R.

We consider in this part the discrete measure p = (1 — pa — p3)d1 + pade + p3ds. To
validate empirically the results obtained via the SGA algorithm, we rely on the formula
obtained for Example in Lemma [2.1] We call this approach below OT-SOLVER. We
do not use the PDE method proposed in [2] which is more delicate to implement.

The numerical results are reported in the Table We observe that the numerical
solutions by SGD perform well in comparison to the OT-SOLVER.

3.2.2 SGA for quantile hedging problem

We conclude this section by revisiting the numerical approximation of the classical
quantile hedging problem using SG algorithms. We are thus in the setting of (2.13).

The two terminal constraints imposed on the portfolio value YY‘T{’Z are: P(Y27 >
0) = 1 and IP)(Y:,‘E”Z > g(X7)) = p, with g a Lipschitz continuous function. In our
numerical test, we consider for g the payoff of European put and call options. We
also compute the quantile hedging price on set of probabilites p := {%,0 < i < 20},
reaching thus some extreme quantile value. The numerical results are compared to the
value given by the theoretical formula in [I]. We observe that our quantile hedging
price approximation is able to reproduce perfectly the true solution of call and put
options claim, even for extreme values of p, as reported in Figure In term of SGA
algorithm to obtain the approximated quantile, we observe that the call option example
is less demanding computationally than the put option example. Both are much less
computationally demanding than the example of the previous section.
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Figure 1: Comparison of two methods: Approximated & Exact solution [14, 1] for
put and call option, with parameters Xg = 100, r = 0, ¢ = 0.2 and b = 0.1, strike
K = 100, terminal time 7" = 1. For the put, the algorithm’s parameters are as follows:
Mger = 5000, B = 256 and 9 = 0.01. For the call, the algorithm’s parameters are as
follows: Mjzer = 2500, B = 64 and ~y = 0.01.
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