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Abstract

We study non-linear Backward Stochastic Differential Equations (BSDEs)
driven by a Brownian motion and p default martingales. The driver of the
BSDE with multiple default jumps can take a generalized form involving an
optional finite variation process. We first show existence and uniqueness. We
then establish comparison and strict comparison results for these BSDEs, under
a suitable assumption on the driver. In the case of a linear driver, we derive
an explicit formula for the first component of the BSDE using an adjoint
exponential semimartingale. The representation depends on whether the finite
variation process is predictable or only optional. We apply our results to
the problem of pricing and hedging a European option in a linear complete
market with two defaultable assets and in a non-linear complete market with
p defaultable assets. Two examples of the latter market model are provided:
an example where the seller of the option is a large investor influencing the
probability of default of a single asset and an example where the large seller’s
strategy affects the default probabilities of all p assets.
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1 Introduction
In this paper, we consider BSDEs with multiple default jumps and explore some
applications in a financial context. BSDEs were first introduced by Bismut [4],
who studied the linear case in relation to stochastic control. Pardoux and Peng
[19] established the well-posedness of non-linear BSDEs with Lipschitz drivers in a
Brownian filtration.

BSDEs incorporating both continuous and jump components have also been
studied in the literature (cf., e.g., [21], [20], [1], [7], [18]). In [7], BSDEs with a single
default jump are studied and applied in a financial context (for developments in the
incomplete single default framework, we refer to [14, 15]).

In the present paper, we consider BSDEs driven by a Brownian motion and p
compensated default martingales, each associated with a default time τi > 0 and
an intensity process λi = (λi

t)t∈[0,T ] for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}. We develop new a priori
estimates and establish the existence and uniqueness of the solution to the BSDE
with multiple default jumps.

We consider an optional (not necessarily predictable), right-continuous left-
limited (rcll) process D of finite variation which enters into the driver of the BSDE,
leading to a generalized form of the driver: g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp)dt + dDt. This
modeling choice is motivated by the fact that, in markets with defaultable securities,
contingent claims often give rise to intermediate cash flows, particularly at the time
of default, as observed in [2].

We extend the definition of λ-linear drivers introduced in [7] to the general
case of λ(p)-linear drivers, where λ(p) refers to the vector of p intensity processes
λ1, . . . , λp. When the driver g is λ(p)-linear, we derive an explicit representation of
the solution to the BSDE with multiple default jumps using an associated adjoint
semimartingale. This representation depends on whether the process D is predictable
or only optional. We also prove a comparison result and a strict comparison result
under suitable assumptions on the driver, where we distinguish again the case where
D is predictable and the case where D is only optional.

We present two financial applications of this model: one in which the market is
linear and complete, and another in which the market is complete but non-linear.
In both cases, we assume the existence of a risk-free asset, a default-free (jump-free)
risky asset, and two or more defaultable assets. We focus on pricing and hedging
a European contingent claim with terminal payoff η at maturity T > 0, and with
intermediate ‘dividends’ modeled by the process D, where D represents an exogenous
cumulative process. The process D is not necessarily predictable. In the second
example, the market is non-linear, with the non-linearity arising from imperfections
caused by a large seller whose strategy influences default probabilities.

In the non-linear market setting with p defaults, we show that the price of
the contingent claim is Xg

·,T (η,D), where Xg
·,T (η,D) denotes the solution to the

non-linear BSDE with multiple default jumps, terminal time T , terminal condition
η, and generalized driver of the form g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp)dt + dDt. This gives rise
to a non-linear pricing system Xg : (η,D) 7→ Xg

·,T (η,D), whose properties we
study. When D is fixed, we define the associated (g,D)-conditional evaluation by
E g,D

·,T (η) := Xg
·,T (η,D) for η ∈ L2(GT ), and provide its main properties.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows:
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Section 2 is dedicated to the study of the BSDE with p default jumps and generalized
driver. In Subsection 2.1, we define the BSDE with p default jumps and generalized
λ(p)-driver (allowing for an intermediate optional finite variational process D); in
Subsection 2.2, we prove existence and uniqueness, and study the case where the
generalized λ(p)-driver is linear; in Subsection 2.3, we establish comparison and strict
comparison results under suitable assumptions on the driver. Section 3 is dedicated
to the applications to pricing and hedging a European option in complete linear
and non-linear markets. In Subsection 3.1, we present an example of a linear and
complete market; in Subsection 3.2, we present the non-linear complete market
with p defaults, and study properties of the associated non-linear pricing system for
a European option; in Subsection 3.3, we provide a particular case of a non-linear
complete market where a large seller influences the probability of default of one
(defaultable) risky asset and, in Subsection 3.4, we consider the example where
the large seller’s trading strategy influences the probabilities of default of all p
(defaultable) assets.

2 The Underlying Probability Setup
In the sequel, we fix T > 0 to be the finite time horizon. Let (Ω,F , P ) be a complete
probability space, and let (Wt)t∈[0,T ] be a one-dimensional Brownian motion. Let
F := (Ft)t∈[0,T ] denote the augmented filtration generated by W . Inequalities and
equalities between random variables are to be understood in the almost sure (a.s.)
sense with respect to P .

Let p ∈ N \ {0}, and let τ1, τ2, . . . , τp be positive random times. We assume that,
for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the random time τi has a continuous distribution, and that
P (τi ̸= τj) = 1 for all i, j ∈ {1, . . . , p} with i ≠ j. Moreover, we assume that the p
default times are strictly ordered, i.e., τ1 < τ2 < · · · < τp. We will interpret τi as the
i-th default (or i-th credit event) time. For i ∈ {1, . . . , p} and t ∈ [0, T ], we define
N i

t := 1{τi≤t}.
For each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, let Fi := (F i

t )t∈[0,T ] denote the smallest right-continuous
filtration making τi an Fi-stopping time. We define the enlarged filtration G :=
F ∨ F1 ∨ · · · ∨ Fp. The filtration G is, in fact, the augmented filtration generated
by W and the default indicator processes N1, N2, . . . , Np. We assume that the
F-Brownian motion W remains a G-Brownian motion.

By definition, for each i, the process N i = (N i
t )t∈[0,T ] is non-decreasing, G-

adapted, and thus a G-submartingale. Let Λi = (Λi
t) denote the G-predictable

compensator of N i. Note that the process (Λi
t∧τi

) is the G-predictable compensator
of (N i

t∧τi
). By the uniqueness of the predictable compensator, we have Λi

t∧τi
= Λi

t

for t ≥ 0 a.s.
We further assume that each process Λi is absolutely continuous with respect to

the Lebesgue measure. This implies the existence of a non-negative G-predictable
process (λi

t)t∈[0,T ], called the i-th intensity process, such that Λi
t =

∫ t
0 λ

i
sds, for

t ∈ [0, T ]. Since Λi
t = Λi

t∧τi
, it follows that λi

t = 0 for t > τi.
For each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, we define the G-compensated default martingale M i by

M i
t = N i

t −
∫ t

0
λi

sds, (2.1)
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for all t ∈ [0, T ].

2.1 BSDEs with Multiple Default Jumps

We define the following:

• P is the predictable σ-algebra on Ω × [0, T ].

• S2
T is the set of G-adapted right-continuous left-limited (rcll) processes φ such

that E[sup0≤t≤T |φt|2] < +∞.

• A2
T is the set of real-valued finite variation rcll G-adapted processes A, with

E[(
∫ T

0 |dAt|)2] < ∞ and such that A0 = 0.

• A2
p,T is the subset of all predictable processes in A2

T .

• H2
T is the space of all G-predictable processes endowed with ∥Z∥2 := E[

∫ T
0 |Zt|2dt] <

∞.

• H2
λi,T is the space L2(Ω× [0, T ],P, λtdP ⊗dt) equipped with the scalar product

⟨U, V ⟩λi := E[
∫ T

0 UtVtλ
i
tdt] < ∞. For all U ∈ H2

λi,T we define ∥U∥2
λi :=

E[
∫ T

0 |Ut|2λi
tdt] < ∞.

If it is obvious that we are working under the finite time horizon T , we might
drop the T subscript from the above notation.

As the G-intensity λi
t disappears for t > τi we have for all U ∈ H2

λi ∥U∥2
λi =

E[
∫ T ∧τi

0 |Ut|2λi
tdt] (hence, the values of U after τi do not intervene in the computation

of ∥U∥2
λi).

For our framework of multiple defaults, we recall the martingale representation
property from [11] (see also [12] Theorem 107).

Theorem 2.1 (Martingale Representation Property): For any (P,G)-square-
integrable martingale (mt)t∈[0,T ] there exist unique G-predictable processes z ∈ H2

T

and ki ∈ H2
λi,T for all i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, such that the following martingale representa-

tion property holds,

mt = m0 +
∫ t

0
zsdWs +

p∑
i=1

∫ t

0
ki

sdM
i
s. (2.2)

In the following definition, we extend the notion of λ-driver from [7] in order
to account for multiple default jumps. For simplicity we denote by λ(p) the vector
(λ1, . . . , λp)′ of default intensities. Here the notation ′ is for the transposition of the
vector.

Definition 2.2 (λ(p)-Admissible Driver): We say that a function g is a driver
if g : Ω × [0, T ] × R2+p → R with (ω, t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) 7→ g(ω, t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) is a
P ⊗ B(R2+p)-measurable function such that g(·, ·, 0, 0, . . . , 0) ∈ H2

T . The driver g is
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said to be λ(p)-admissible if there exists a constant C ≥ 0 such that for dP⊗dt-almost
every (ω, t), for all (y1, z1, k

1
1, . . . , k

p
1), (y2, z2, k

1
2, . . . , k

p
2) we have,

|g(ω, t, y1, z1, k
1
1, . . . , k

p
1) − g(ω, t, y2, z2, k

1
2, . . . , k

p
2)| ≤

C

(
|y1 − y2| + |z1 − z2| +

p∑
i=1

√
λi

t(ω)|ki
1 − ki

2|
)
. (2.3)

Remark 2.3: From the condition in (2.3) we have that for each (y, z, k1, . . . , kp),
g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kj , kj+1, . . . , kp) = g(t, y, z, 0, . . . , 0, kj+1, . . . , kp) for t > τj dP ⊗ dt-
a.e., where we have used the fact that λj disappears after τj and the assumption
that the stopping times τ1, . . . , τp are ordered. Hence, on the set {t > τj}, the
λ(p)-admissible driver g does not depend on k1, . . . , kj .

Definition 2.4 (BSDE with a λ(p)-Admissible Driver): Let g be a λ(p)-
admissible driver and let η ∈ L2(GT ). A process (Y,Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) in S2

T × H2
T ×

H2
λ1,T × · · · × H2

λp,T is said to be a solution of the BSDE with p default jumps, with a
terminal time T , a λ(p)-admissible driver g, and a terminal condition η, if it satisfies
the following:

−dYt = g(t, Yt, Zt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t )dt− ZtdWt −

p∑
i=1

Ki
tdM

i
t , YT = η. (2.4)

As we will see later, when dealing with (possibly non-linear) pricing problems in
markets with defaults, contingent claims might generate intermediate cash flows.
These may arise, for instance, from promised dividends, which can be modeled as a
stream of continuous or discrete random cash flows received by the claim holder,
or from a recovery process, which provides a recovery payoff in the event that a
default occurs before time T . It is convenient to ‘wrap’ these various sources of
intermediate cash flows into a single ‘dividend’ process D, where D is assumed to
be optional (but not necessarily predictable), right-continuous with left limits (rcll),
and of finite variation.

Thus, we are interested in BSDEs with generalized drivers which include a
process D ∈ A2

T .

Definition 2.5 (BSDE with a Generalized λ(p)-Admissible Driver): Let g be a
λ(p)-admissible driver, let η ∈ L2(GT ), and let D ∈ A2

T . A process (Y,Z,K1, . . . ,Kp)
in S2

T × H2
T × H2

λ1,T × · · · × H2
λp,T is said to be a solution of the BSDE with

p default jumps, with a terminal time T , a generalized λ(p)-admissible driver
g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) dt+ dDt, and a terminal condition η, if it satisfies the following:

−dYt = g(t, Yt, Zt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t ) dt+ dDt − Zt dWt −

p∑
i=1

Ki
t dM

i
t , YT = η. (2.5)

We emphasize that, in Equation (2.5), the process D is a finite variational,
rcll, adapted process such that D0 = 0 and its total variation is integrable. This
implies that D has at most a countable number of jumps and admits the canonical
decomposition D = A − A′, where A and A′ are integrable, non-decreasing, rcll,
adapted processes starting at zero (i.e., A0 = A′

0 = 0), and such that the mutual
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singularity condition dAt ⊥ dA′
t is satisfied (cf., e.g., Proposition A.7 in [8]). In the

case where D is predictable, the processes A and A′ are also predictable.

Proposition 2.6: If D ∈ A2
T , then there exist a unique (predictable) process D′ ∈

A2
p,T and unique (predictable) processes θ1 ∈ H2

λ1,T , θ2 ∈ H2
λ2,T , . . . , θp ∈ H2

λp,T ,
such that for all t ∈ [0, T ],

Dt = D′
t +

p∑
i=1

∫ t

0
θi

sdN
i
s. (2.6)

Proof. As D ∈ A2
T , we have the canonical decomposition D = A− Â, where A, Â

are non-decreasing processes in A2
T , such that dAt⊥dÂ. By applying Lemma A.1 to

A and Â, we get, that A and Â can be uniquely decomposed as,

At = Bt +
p∑

i=1

∫ t

0
ψi

sdN
i
s,

and
Ât = B̂t +

p∑
i=1

∫ t

0
ψ̂i

sdN
i
s,

where (Bt) and (B̂t) are predictable (non-decreasing) and in A2
p,T , and for each

i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, (ψi
t) and (ψ̂i

t) are in H2
λi,T . By setting D′

t := Bt − B̂t, and, for each
i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, θi

t := ψi
t − ψ̂i

t, we get the desired property. ■

2.2 BSDE with Multiple Default Jumps: Properties

We begin by establishing a priori estimates for BSDEs with p default jumps.
For β > 0, ϕ ∈ H2

T , and ki ∈ H2
λi,T , we introduce the following: ∥ϕ∥2

β :=
E[
∫ T

0 eβtϕ2
t dt], ∥k1∥2

λ1,β
:= E[

∫ T
0 eβt(k1

t )2λ1
t dt], . . . , ∥kp∥2

λp,β := E[
∫ T

0 eβt(kp
t )2λp

t dt],
and ∥k(p)∥2

λ(p),β
:= ∑p

i=1 ∥ki∥2
λi,β = E[

∫ T
0 eβt∑p

i=1(ki
t)2λi

t dt].

2.2.1 A Priori Estimates for BSDEs with Multiple Default Jumps

Proposition 2.7: Let η, η̂ ∈ L2(GT ). Let g, ĝ be two λ(p)-admissible drivers. Let
C > 0 be a λ(p)-constant associated to g. Let D be an optional process belonging
to A2

T . Let (Y,Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) and (Ŷ , Ẑ, K̂1, . . . , K̂p) be solutions to the BSDEs
associated with terminal time T > 0, generalized drivers g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp)dt +
dDt and ĝ(t, ŷ, ẑ, k̂1, . . . , k̂p) + dDt respectively, and terminal conditions η and η̂
respectively. Let η̄ := η − η̂. For s ∈ [0, T ], we denote Ȳs := Ys − Ŷs, Z̄s := Zs − Ẑs,
and for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, we denote K̄i

s := Ki
s − K̂i

s.
Let ξ, β > 0 be such that β ≥ p+2

ξ + 2C and ξ ≤ 1
C2 . Then, for each t ∈ [0, T ],

it holds
eβtȲ 2

t ≤ E
[
eβT η̄2

∣∣∣Gt

]
+ ξ E

[∫ T

t
eβsḡ2

sds

∣∣∣∣∣ Gt

]
a.s., (2.7)

where ḡs := g(s, Ŷs, Ẑs, K̂
1
s . . . , K̂

p
s ) − ĝ(s, Ŷs, Ẑs, K̂

1
s . . . , K̂

p
s ). Further,

∥Ȳ ∥2
β ≤ T

[
eβTE[η̄2] + ξ ∥ḡ∥2

β

]
. (2.8)
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Moreover, if ξ < 1
C2 , we have,

∥Z̄∥2
β + ∥K̄(p)∥2

λ(p),β ≤ 1
(1 − C2ξ)

[
eβTE[η̄2] + ξ ∥ḡ∥2

β

]
. (2.9)

Proof. Using Itô’s formula applied to the semimartingale (eβsȲ 2
s ) between t and T ,

we get,

eβT Ȳ 2
T = eβtȲ 2

t + β

∫ T

t
eβsȲ 2

s−ds+ 2
∫ T

t
eβsȲs−dȲs

+
∫ T

t
eβsd⟨Ȳ c⟩s +

∑
t<s≤T

(
eβsȲ 2

s − eβsȲ 2
s− − 2eβsȲs−∆Ȳs

)
.

(2.10)

Further computation (noting that the dDt terms cancel) leads to,

2
∫ T

t
eβsȲs−dȲs = −2

∫ T

t
eβsȲs−(g(s, Ys, Zs,K

1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − ĝ(s, Ŷs, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s ))ds

+ 2
∫ T

t
eβsȲs−Z̄sdWs + 2

∫ T

t
eβsȲs−

p∑
i=1

K̄i
sdM

i
s,

(2.11)∫ T

t
eβsd⟨Ȳ c⟩s =

∫ T

t
eβsZ̄2

sds, (2.12)

and the ‘jump term’,∑
t<s≤T

(
eβsȲ 2

s − eβsȲ 2
s− − 2eβsȲs−∆Ȳs

)
=

∑
t<s≤T

eβs(Ȳs − Ȳs−)2.

Since P (τi = τj) = 0 for all i, j ∈ {1, . . . , p} such that i ̸= j, we get,∑
t<s≤T

(eβsȲ 2
s − eβsȲ 2

s− − 2eβsȲs−∆Ȳs) =
∑

t<s≤T

eβs(Ȳs − Ȳs−)2

=
∫ T

t
eβs

p∑
i=1

(K̄i
s)2dN i

s

=
∫ T

t
eβs

p∑
i=1

(K̄i
s)2dM i

s +
∫ T

t
eβs

p∑
i=1

(K̄i
s)2λi

sds.

(2.13)

Plugging (2.11), (2.12), and (2.13), into (2.10) we get,

eβtȲ 2
t + β

∫ T

t
eβsȲ 2

s−ds+
∫ T

t
eβs

(
Z̄2

s +
p∑

i=1
(K̄i

s)2λi
s

)
ds = eβT Ȳ 2

T +

2
∫ T

t
eβsȲs−(g(s, Ys, Zs,K

1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − ĝ(s, Ŷs, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s ))ds

− 2
∫ T

t
eβsȲs−Z̄sdWs − 2

p∑
i=1

∫ T

t
eβsȲs−K̄

i
sdM

i
s −

p∑
i=1

∫ T

t
eβs(K̄i

s)2dM i
s.

(2.14)

7



Taking the conditional expectation given Gt in (2.14) results in,

eβtȲ 2
t + E

[
β

∫ T

t
eβsȲ 2

s−ds+
∫ T

t
eβs

(
Z̄2

s +
p∑

i=1
(K̄i

s)2λi
s

)
ds

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
= E

[
eβT Ȳ 2

T

∣∣∣Gt

]
+ 2E

[∫ T

t
eβsȲs−(g(s, Ys, Zs,K

1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − ĝ(s, Ŷs, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s ))ds

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
.

(2.15)

Now,

g(s, Ys, Zs,K
1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − ĝ(s, Ŷs, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s )

= g(s, Ys, Zs,K
1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − g(s, Ŷs, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s ) + ḡs.

Since g is a λ(p)-admissible driver, it satisfies condition (2.3); hence,

|g(s, Ys, Zs,K
1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − ĝ(s, Ŷs, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s )|

≤ C|Ȳs| + C|Z̄s| + C
p∑

i=1
|K̄i

s|
√
λi

s + |ḡs|.

For all y, z, a, k1, λ1, . . . , kp, λp and ϵ > 0 we have the elementary inequalities,

2y
(
Cz + C

p∑
i=1

ki
√
λi + a

)
≤ y2

ϵ2
+ ϵ2

(
Cz + C

p∑
i=1

ki
√
λi + a

)2

≤ y2

ϵ2
+ (p+ 2)ϵ2

(
C2z2 + C2

p∑
i=1

(ki)2λi + a2
)
.

Thus,∫ T

t
eβs2Ȳs−(g(s, Ys, Zs,K

1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − ĝ(s, Ŷs, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s ))ds

≤
(

2C + 1
ϵ2

)∫ T

t
eβsȲ 2

s−ds+ (p+ 2)C2ϵ2
∫ T

t
eβs

(
Z̄2

s +
p∑

i=1
(K̄i

s)2λi
s

)
ds

+ (p+ 2)ϵ2
∫ T

t
eβsḡ2

sds.

(2.16)

Setting ξ := (p+ 2)ϵ2 > 0, and using inequality (2.16) in (2.15), we have,

eβtȲ 2
t ≤ E[eβT η̄2|Gt] + E

[(
2C + p+ 2

ξ
− β

)∫ T

t
eβsȲ 2

s−ds

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
+

E
[
(C2ξ − 1)

∫ T

t
eβs

(
Z̄2

s +
p∑

i=1
(K̄i

s)2λi
s

)
ds

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
+ E

[
ξ

∫ T

t
eβsḡ2

sds

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
.

(2.17)

Then for each ξ, β > 0 such that β ≥ 2C + p+2
ξ and ξ ≤ 1

C2 we obtain the desired
inequality (2.7).
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Using inequality (2.17), integrating from 0 to T , and taking the expectation, we
get,

∥Ȳ ∥2
β ≤ T

[
eβTE[η̄2] + ξ∥ḡ∥2

β

]
+ E

[∫ T

0
E
[
(C2ξ − 1)

∫ T

t
eβs(Z̄2

s +
p∑

i=1
(K̄i

s)2)ds
∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
dt

]

≤ T
[
eβTE[η̄2] + ξ∥ḡ∥2

β

]
+ (C2ξ − 1)

∫ T

0
E
[∫ T

0
eβs(Z̄2

s +
p∑

i=1
(K̄i

s)2ds

]
dt

= T
[
eβTE[η̄2] + ξ∥ḡ∥2

β

]
+ T (C2ξ − 1)(∥Z̄∥2

β + ∥K̄(p)∥2
λ(p),β).

By rearranging, we get

∥Ȳ ∥2
β + T (1 − C2ξ)(∥Z̄∥2

β + ∥K̄(p)∥2
λ(p),β) ≤ T

[
eβTE[η̄2] + ξ∥ḡ∥2

β

]
Since ξ ≤ 1

C2 , we get the inequality from (2.8).
Since ∥Ȳ ∥2

β ≥ 0, we get,

∥Z̄∥2
β + ∥K̄(p)∥2

λ(p),β ≤ 1
1 − C2ξ

[
eβTE[η̄2] + ξ∥ḡ∥2

β

]
,

which leads to the inequality (2.9) for ξ < 1
C2

■

Remark 2.8: In the case of a λ(p)-constant C = 0, (2.7) and (2.8) hold for all ξ, β > 0
such that β ≥ p+2

ξ . Inequality (2.9) holds for all ξ > 0 when C = 0.

2.2.2 Existence and Uniqueness for BSDEs with Multiple Default Jumps

With the a priori estimates established for BSDEs with p default jumps, we can
now prove the existence and uniqueness of the solution. To do so, we make use of
the representation property of square-integrable G-martingales (Theorem 2.1) and
the a priori estimates established in Proposition 2.7.
For β > 0, we denote by H2,(p)

β the space S2 ×H2
β ×H2

λ1,β ×· · ·×H2
λp,β equipped with

the norm ∥
(
Y,Z,K1, . . . ,Kp

)
∥2,(p)

β := ∥Y ∥2
β + ∥Z∥2

β + ∥K1∥2
λ1,β + · · · + ∥Kp∥2

λp,β.

Proposition 2.9 (Exsitence and Uniqueness): Let g be a λ(p)-admissible driver,
η ∈ L2(GT ) and D be an optional process in A2

T . There exists a unique solution
(Y, Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) in S2

T × H2
T × H2

λ1,T × · · · × H2
λp,T of the BSDE with multiple

default jumps from Definition 2.5.

Proof. The proof follows a standard two-step argument, where the second step relies
on the a priori estimates from Proposition 2.7.

We first consider the case where the driver is a driver process g(t) which does
not depend on (y, z, k1, . . . , kp). In this case, the first component of the solution
is, Yt = E[η +

∫ T
t g(s)ds+DT −Dt|Gt]. Applying the G-martingale representation

property to the square-integrable martingale E[η +
∫ T

0 g(s)ds+DT |Gt] we get the
processes Z ∈ H2

T and Ki ∈ H2
λi,T for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}. These processes are unique

due to the uniqueness in the G-martingale representation result from Theorem 2.1.
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Hence there exists a unique solution to the BSDE with driver g(s)ds+dDs, terminal
time T and terminal condition η ∈ L2(GT ).

We now focus on the case of a λ(p)-admissible driver g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp). We
define a mapping Φ from H2,(p)

β to H2,(p)
β as follows: for (U, V, J1, . . . , Jp) ∈ H2,(p)

β ,
(Y, Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) = Φ(U, V, J1, . . . , Jp) is the solution of the BSDE with driver
g(t, Ut, Vt, J

1
t , . . . , J

p
t )dt+ dDt, terminal time T and terminal condition η ∈ L2(GT ).

The mapping is well-defined due to the first step of the proof. We show that
the mapping Φ is a strict contraction. Let (Û , V̂ , Ĵ1, . . . , Ĵp) ∈ H2,p

β and let
(Ŷ , Ẑ, K̂1, . . . , K̂p) := Φ(Û , V̂ , Ĵ1, . . . , Ĵp) be the solution of the BSDE with the
driver g(t, Ût, V̂t, Ĵ

1
t , . . . , Ĵ

p
t )dt + dDt, terminal time T and terminal condition

η ∈ L2(GT ).
We set Ūt := Ut − Ût, V̄t := Vt − V̂t, Ȳt := Yt − Ŷt, Z̄t := Zt − Ẑt, and for each i ∈

{1, . . . , p} J̄ i
t := J i

t − Ĵ i
t and K̄i

t := Ki
t − K̂i

t . We set ∆gt := g(t, Ut, Vt, J
1
t , . . . , J

p
t ) −

g(t, Ût, V̂t, Ĵ
1
t , . . . , Ĵ

p
t ). Then by the a priori estimates from Proposition 2.7 and

Remark 2.8, applied to the driver processes g1(t) := g(t, Ut, Vt, J
1
t , . . . , J

p
t ) and

g2(t) := g(t, Ût, V̂t, Ĵ
1
t , . . . , Ĵ

p
t ) (where the driver g1(t) admits C1 = 0 as a λ(p)-

constant since g1 only depends on (t, ω)), we have that, for all ξ, β > 0 such that
β ≥ p+2

ξ ,

∥Ȳ ∥2
β + ∥Z̄∥2

β +
p∑

i=1
∥K̄i∥2

λi,β ≤ ξT∥∆g∥2
β + ξ∥∆g∥2

β

= ξ(T + 1)∥∆g∥2
β.

(2.18)

As by definition g is a λ(p)-admissible driver with λ(p) constant C > 0 we get,

eβs(∆gs)2 ≤ eβsC2(|Ūs| + |V̄s| +
p∑

i=1
|J̄ i

s|
√
λi

s)2

≤ C2(p+ 2)eβs[Ū2
s + V̄ 2

s +
p∑

i=1
(J̄ i

s)2λi
s].

Thus,

∥∆g∥2
β ≤ C2(p+ 2)E

[∫ T

0
eβs(Ū2

s + V̄ 2
s +

p∑
i=1

(J̄ i
s)2λi

s)ds
]

= C2(p+ 2)(∥Ū∥2
β + ∥V̄ ∥2

β +
p∑

i=1
∥J̄ i∥2

λi,β).
(2.19)

Using inequalities (2.19) and (2.18), we get,

∥Ȳ ∥2
β +∥Z̄∥2

β +
p∑

i=1
∥K̄i∥2

λi,β ≤ C2(p+2)ξ(T+1)(∥Ū∥2
β +∥V̄ ∥2

β +
p∑

i=1
∥J̄ i∥2

λi,β), (2.20)

for all ξ, β > 0 such that β ≥ p+2
ξ . Choosing ξ = 1

2(T +1)(p+2)C2 and β ≥ 2(p +
2)2(T + 1)C2, we derive ∥Ȳ , Z̄, K̄1, . . . , K̄p∥2,(p)

β ≤ 1
2∥Ū , V̄ , J̄1, . . . , J̄p∥2,(p)

β .
Hence for β ≥ 2(p + 2)2(T + 1)C2 we have that Φ is a (strict) contraction

from H2,(p)
β to H2,(p)

β and thus admits a unique fixed point (Y, Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) in
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the Banach space H2,(p)
β , which is the unique solution to the BSDE with driver

g(t, Yt, Zt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t )dt+dDt, terminal time T and terminal condition η ∈ L2(GT ).

■

2.2.3 Generalized λ(p)-Linear BSDEs with Multiple Default Jumps

We study the particular case of λ(p)-linear BSDEs with multiple default jumps.

Definition 2.10 (λ(p)-Linear Driver and Generalized λ(p)-Linear Driver): A
driver g is λ(p)-linear if it is of the form

g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) = αty + βtz +
p∑

i=1
γi

tk
iλi

t + δt, (2.21)

where δ := (δt)t∈[0,T ] ∈ H2
T and (αt),(βt) and (γi

t) for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, are R-valued
predictable processes such that (αt),(βt) and (γi

t

√
λi

t) for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, are bounded.
For D ∈ A2

T given, we define the generalized λ(p)-linear driver as,

(αty + βtz +
p∑

i=1
γi

tk
iλi

t)dt+ dDt. (2.22)

Remark 2.11: If g is given by (2.21), then using the transformation νi
t := γi

t

√
λi

t for
each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, we have that each (νi) is a bounded predictable process and,

g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) = αty + βtz +
p∑

i=1
νi

tk
i
√
λi

t + δt. (2.23)

Hence, a λ(p)-linear driver is also a λ(p)-admissible driver.

We are interested in finding explicitly the solution of a generalized λ(p)-linear
BSDE. To do so, we first need a preliminary result on exponential local martingales
in our framework.

Remark 2.12: Let Γ := (Γt)t∈[0,T ] be the process satisfying the SDE,

dΓs = Γs−(βsdWs +
p∑

i=1
γi

sdM
i
s), Γ0 = 1. (2.24)

From Lemma A.3, we have: for all s ≥ 0,

Γs = exp
(∫ s

0
βrdWr − 1

2

∫ s

0
β2

rdr

)
exp

(
−
∫ s

0

p∑
i=1

γi
rλ

i
rdr

) p∏
i=1

(1 + γi
τi
1{s≥τi}), a.s.

(2.25)
If for all i ∈ {1, . . . , p} γi

τi
≥ −1 (respectively γi

τi
> −1) a.s., then Γs ≥ 0 (respectively

Γs > 0) for all s ≥ 0 a.s.

Proposition 2.13: Let T > 0. If the random variable
∫ T

0 (β2
s + ∑p

i=1(γi
s)2λi

s)ds
is bounded, then the exponential local martingale (Γt)t∈[0,T ], defined by (2.24), is a
martingale and satisfies E[sup0≤t≤T Γ2

t ] < +∞.
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Proof. From (2.24) the process Γ is a local martingale. We show that E[sup0≤t≤T Γ2
t ] <

∞. Let dXt = βtdWt +∑p
i=1 γ

i
tdM

i
t . We have 1 dΓt = Γt−dXt and ∆Γt = Γt−∆Xt.

Using this, we get,

d[Γ]t = d⟨Γc⟩t + d

 ∑
0<s≤t

(∆Γs)2

 = Γ2
t−d⟨Xc⟩t + d

 ∑
0<s≤t

Γ2
s−(∆Xs)2


= Γ2

t−β
2
t dt+ d

( p∑
i=1

∫ t

0
Γ2

s−(γi
s)2dN i

s

)
= Γ2

t−β
2
t dt+ Γ2

t−

p∑
i=1

(γi
t)2dN i

t .

Using Itô’s formula applied to (Γ2
t ) and the fact that dN i

t = dM i
t + λi

tdt, we get,

dΓ2
t = 2Γt−dΓt + d[Γ]t = Γ2

t−(2βtdWt + 2
p∑

i=1
γi

tdM
i
t + β2

t dt+
p∑

i=1
(γi

t)2dN i
t )

= Γ2
t−

[
2βtdWt +

p∑
i=1

(2γi
t + (γi

t)2)dM i
t +

(
β2

t +
p∑

i=1
(γi

t)2λi
t

)
dt

]
.

(2.26)

This can be written in the form dΓ2
t = Γ2

t−dYt, where,

dYt :=
(
β2

t +
p∑

i=1
(γi

t)2λi
t

)
dt+ 2βtdWt +

p∑
i=1

(2γi
t + (γi

t)2)dM i
t .

We have dYt := dY
(1)

t + dY
(2)

t , where Y (1)
t :=

∫ t
0
(
β2

s +∑p
i=1(γi

s)2λi
s

)
ds and Y

(2)
t :=∫ t

0 2βsdWs +
∫ t

0
∑p

i=1(2γi
s + (γi

s)2)dM i
s. We have,

E(Y (1))t = exp
(∫ t

0

(
β2

s +
p∑

i=1
(γi

s)2λi
s

)
ds

)
. (2.27)

Using Lemma A.3, applied to Y (2), we get,

E(Y (2))t = exp
(∫ t

0
2βsdWs −

∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

(2γi
s + (γi

s)2)λi
sds−

∫ t

0
2β2

sds

)

×
p∏

i=1

(
1 + (2γi

τi
+ (γi

τi
)2)1{τi≤t}

)
. (2.28)

Using the identity E(Y (1) + Y (2) + [Y (1), Y (2)])t = E(Y (1))tE(Y (2))t and the fact
that [Y (1), Y (2)]t = 0 for all t a.s. we get,

E(Y (1))tE(Y (2))t = Γ2
t = exp

(∫ t

0

(
β2

s +
p∑

i=1
(γi

s)2λi
s

)
ds

)

× exp
(∫ t

0
2βsdWs −

∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

(2γi
s + (γi

s)2)λi
sds−

∫ t

0
2β2

sds

)

×
p∏

i=1

(
1 + (2γi

τi
+ (γi

τi
)2)1{τi≤t}

)
.

(2.29)
1For this, we use ∆Γt = Γt − Γt− and Γt = Γt− + Γt−∆Xt ((by (2.25)); we get ∆Γt = Γt−∆Xt.
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Setting ζt := E(Y (2))t, we have that ζ is an exponential local martingale with
dynamics, dζt = ζt−dY

(2)
t ; more specifically,

dζt = ζt−

[
2βtdWt +

p∑
i=1

(2γi
t + (γi

t)2)dM i
t

]
, ζ0 = 1. (2.30)

Thus, the exponential local martingale Γ2 from (2.29) becomes,

Γ2
t = ζt exp

(∫ t

0

(
β2

s +
p∑

i=1
(γi

s)2λi
s

)
ds

)
. (2.31)

By (2.30), the local martingale ζ is non-negative. This implies that ζ is a supermartin-
gale and hence E[ζT ] ≤ 1. Now by the assumption that

∫ T
0 (β2

t +∑p
i=1(γi

t)2λi
t)dt is

bounded, we get,
E[Γ2

T ] ≤ E[ζT ]K ≤ K,

where K > 0 is a constant depending on
∫ T

0 (β2
t +∑p

i=1(γi
t)2λi

t)dt. By martingale
inequalities, we get E[sup0≤t≤T Γ2

t ] < ∞. We conclude that Γ is a martingale. ■

We now establish the explicit form of the (first component of the solution)
solution of the BSDE with a generalized λ(p)-linear driver. We begin with the case
where the finite variational process D is predictable.

Theorem 2.14 (Explicit Solution of the Generalized λ(p)-Linear BSDE with
D Predictable): Let (αt), (βt) and (γi

t), for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, be R-valued predictable
processes such that (αt), (βt) and (γi

t

√
λi

t), for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, are bounded. Let
η ∈ L2(GT ) and let D be a (predictable) process in A2

p,T . Let (Y, Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) be
the solution in S2 ×H2 ×H2

λ1 ×· · ·×H2
λp of the following BSDE with the generalized

λ(p)-linear driver (αty + βtz +∑p
i=1 γ

i
tk

iλi
t)dt+ dDt, terminal time T and terminal

condition η,

−dYt =
(
αtYt + βtZt +

p∑
i=1

γi
tK

i
tλ

i
t

)
dt+ dDt − ZtdWt −

p∑
i=1

Ki
tdM

i
t , YT = η.

(2.32)
For each t ∈ [0, T ], let (Γt,s)s≥t be the unique solution of the following adjoint

forward SDE,

dΓt,s = Γt,s−

(
αsds+ βsdWs +

p∑
i=1

γi
sdM

i
s

)
, Γt,t = 1. (2.33)

Then, the process (Yt) has the explicit form:

Yt = E
[
Γt,T η +

∫ T

t
Γt,s−dDs

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
, 0 ≤ t ≤ T, a.s. (2.34)
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Remark 2.15: Applying Lemma A.3 to the process (Γt,s)s≥t gives that (Γt,s)s≥t

satisfies,

Γt,s = exp
(∫ s

t
αrdr

)
E
(∫ .

t
βrdWr +

∫ .

t

p∑
i=1

γi
rdMr

)
s

= exp
(∫ s

t
αrdr +

∫ s

t
βrdWr − 1

2

∫ s

t
β2

rdr −
p∑

i=1
γi

rλ
i
rdr

) p∏
i=1

(1 + γi
τi
1{t<τi≤s}),

(2.35)

for all t ≤ s ≤ T a.s. The process (e
∫ s

t
αrdr)t≤s≤T is positive and bounded (as α is

bounded), and using Proposition 2.13 (since β and γi
√
λi for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p} are

bounded), we have that (Γt,s)t≤s≤T is a martingale and satisfies E[supt≤s≤T Γ2
t,s] <

+∞.

Proof. Fix t ∈ [0, T ]. Since D ∈ A2
p,T is predictable and the process Γt,. admits at

most p jumps and only at the totally inaccessible times τ1, . . . , τp, we have that
[Γt,., D]s = 0 for s ≥ t a.s. By applying Itô’s product rule to (YsΓt,s), we get,

−d(YsΓt,s) = −Ys−dΓt,s − Γt,s−dYs − d[Y,Γt,.]s. (2.36)

Moreover,

d[Y,Γt,.]s = d

[∫ ·

t

(
αrYr + βrZr +

p∑
i=1

γi
rK

i
rλ

i
r

)
dr,Γt,·

]
s

+ d[D,Γt,·]s

+ d[Z •W,Γt,·]s + d

( p∑
i=1

[Ki •M i,Γt,·]s
)

= d[D,Γt,·]s + d

[∫ ·

t
ZrdWr,

∫ ·

t
Γt,r−βrdWr

]
s

+ d

 p∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

[∫ ·

t
Ki

rdM
i
r,

∫ ·

t
Γt,r−γ

j
rdM

j
r

]
s


= d

(∫ s

t
Γt,r−βrZrdr

)
+ d

∫ s

t

p∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

Ki
rΓt,r−γ

j
rd[M i,M j ]r


= Γt,s−βsZsds+ d

(∫ s

t

p∑
i=1

Γt,r−K
i
rγ

i
rdN

i
r

)

= Γt,s−βsZsds+ Γt,s−

p∑
i=1

Ki
sγ

i
sdN

i
s,

(2.37)

where we have used that d[M i,M j ]s = 0, for i ̸= j, since P (τi = τj) = 0, i ̸= j, and,
for the case i = j, d[M i]s = dN i

s.
Plugging (2.37) into (2.36) and using dN i

s = dM i
s + λi

sds, we get,

−d(YsΓt,s) = −Γt,s−(Ysβs+Zs)dWs−Γt,s−

( p∑
i=1

(Ys−γ
i
s +Ki

s(1 + γi
s))dM i

s

)
+Γt,s−dDs.

(2.38)
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Setting dms = Γt,s−(Ysβs +Zs)dWs + Γt,s−
(∑p

i=1(Ys−γ
i
s +Ki

s(1 + γi
s))dM i

s

)
, we get

−d(YsΓt,s) = −dms + Γt,s−dDs. Integrating between t and T , we derive,

Yt = ηΓt,T +
∫ T

t
Γt,s−dDs − (mT −mt), a.s. (2.39)

By Remark 2.15 we have (Γt,s)t≤s≤T ∈ S2. Furthermore, Y ∈ S2, Z ∈ H2 and
Ki ∈ H2

λi for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, and β and γi
√
λi for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p} are

bounded. It follows that the local martingale m = (ms)t≤s≤T is a martingale.
Taking the conditional expectation in (2.39), we get the desired equality (2.34). ■

We now consider the case where the process D just an optional process (not
necessarily predictable). More precisely, D is in A2

T ; hence, by Proposition 2.6, it is
of the form (2.6).

Theorem 2.16 (Explicit Solution of the Generalized λ(p)-Linear BSDE
with D Optional): Let the assumptions made in Theorem 2.14 all hold, except
that D is now in A2

T (and not necessarily in A2
p,T ). Let D′ ∈ A2

p,T and θi ∈ H2
λi,T ,

for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, be the unique predictable processes from Proposition 2.6, such
that for all t ∈ [0, T ],

Dt = D′
t +

∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

θi
sdN

i
s, a.s. (2.40)

Let (Y, Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) be the solution in S2 × H2 × H2
λ1 × · · · × H2

λp of the BSDE
with generalized λ(p)-linear driver (αty + βtz +∑p

i=1 γ
i
tk

iλi
t)dt+ dDt, terminal time

T , and terminal condition η ∈ L2(GT ).
Then, a.s. for all t ∈ [0, T ],

Yt = E
[
Γt,T η +

∫ T

t
Γt,s−

(
dD′

s +
p∑

i=1
θi

s(1 + γi
s)dN i

s

)∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]

= E
[
Γt,T η +

∫ T

t
Γt,s−dD

′
s +

p∑
i=1

Γt,τiθ
i
τi
1{t<τi≤T }

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
,

(2.41)

where the process (Γt,s)t≤s≤T is the solution of the adjoint forward SDE (2.35).

Proof. Since D satisfies (2.40), we have,

d[D,Γt,·]s = d[D′,Γt,·]s + d

 p∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

[∫ ·

t
θi

rdN
i
r,

∫ ·

t
Γt,r−γ

j
rdN

j
r

]
s


= d

(∫ s

t
Γt,r−

p∑
i=1

θi
rγ

i
rdN

i
r

)
= Γt,s−

p∑
i=1

θi
sγ

i
sdN

i
s a.s.,

(2.42)

where we have used that τi ̸= τj a.s. for i ̸= j. By applying Itô’s product rule to
(YsΓt,s), using similar computations to those from the proof of Theorem 2.14, and
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using (2.42), we get,

− d(YsΓt,s) = −Γt,s−(Ysβs + Zs)dWs − Γt,s−

( p∑
i=1

(Ys−γ
i
s +Ki

s(1 + γi
s))dM i

s

)

− Γt,s−

(
dDs +

p∑
i=1

θi
sγ

i
sdN

i
s

)
. (2.43)

Using Γt,s−(dDs +∑p
i=1 θ

i
sγ

i
sdN

i
s) = Γt,s−(dD′

s +∑p
i=1 θ

i
s(1 + γi

s)dN i
s) in (2.43),

integrating from t to T and taking the conditional expectation, we derive that,

Yt = E
[
Γt,T η +

∫ T

t
Γt,s−

(
dD′

s +
p∑

i=1
θi

s(1 + γi
s)dN i

s

)∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
, (2.44)

which is the first equality from (2.41).
Now, we have,

E
[∫ T

t
Γt,s−

p∑
i=1

θi
s(1 + γi

s)dN i
s

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
= E

[ p∑
i=1

Γt,τi−θ
i
τi

(1 + γi
τi

)1{t<τi≤T }

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]

= E
[ p∑

i=1
Γt,τiθ

i
τi
1{t<τi≤T }

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
.

(2.45)

The second equality in (2.45) is due to Γt,s having the following representation,

Γt,s = exp
(∫ s

t

(
αr − 1

2β
2
r −

p∑
i=1

γi
rλ

i
r

)
dr +

∫ s

t
βrdWr

) p∏
i=1

(1 + γi
τi
1{t<τi≤s}),

for all t ≤ s ≤ T a.s.; it follows that, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, Γt,τi−(1+γi
τi

)1{t<τi≤T } =
Γt,τi1{t<τi≤T } (where we have used that τ1 < τ2 < ... < τp).

By replacing (2.45) in (2.44), we get the following representation,

Yt = E
[
Γt,T η +

∫ T

t
Γt,s−dD

′
s +

p∑
i=1

Γt,τiθ
i
τi
1{t<τi≤T }

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
,

which is the second equality in (2.41). ■

2.3 Comparison Theorems for BSDEs with Multiple Default Jumps

We now provide a comparison and a strict comparison results for BSDEs with
generalized λ(p)-admissible drivers associated with finite variational rcll adapted
processes in A2

T .
For convenience, we define the following sets:

A0 := {τ1 > T}, A1 := {τ1 ≤ T, τ2 > T}, ..., Ak := {τk ≤ T, τk+1 > T}, ...,
Ap−1 := {τp−1 ≤ T, τp > T}, and Ap := {τp ≤ T}.

(2.46)

As τ1 < τ2 < ... < τp, the above sets form a partition of Ω.
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Theorem 2.17 (Comparison and Strict Comparison for BSDEs with Mul-
tiple Default Jumps): Let η and η̂ be in L2(GT ). Let g and ĝ be λ(p)-admissible
drivers. Let D and D̂ be processes in A2

T . Let (Y, Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) be the solution in
S2 × H2

T × H2
λ1,T × · · · × H2

λp,T to the BSDE,

−dYt = g(t, Yt, Zt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t )dt+ dDt − ZtdWt −

p∑
i=1

Ki
tdM

i
t , YT = η.

Let (Ŷ , Ẑ, K̂1, . . . , K̂p) be the solution in S2 ×H2
T ×H2

λ1,T ×· · ·×H2
λp,T to the BSDE,

−dŶt = ĝ(t, Ŷt, Ẑt, K̂
1
t , . . . , K̂

p
t )dt+ dD̂t − ẐtdWt −

p∑
i=1

K̂i
tdM

i
t , ŶT = η̂.

Then, the following two statements hold true:

(i) Comparison: Assume that there exist p predictable processes (γi
t) (where

i ∈ {1, . . . , p}) with (γi
t

√
λi

t) bounded dP ⊗ dt -a.e. (for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}) such
that,

for each k ∈ {1, ..., p}, on Ak, 1 + γi
τi

≥ 0 a.s. for all i ∈ {1, ..., k}, (2.47)

and such that,

g(t, Ŷt, Ẑt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t ) − g(t, Ŷt, Ẑt, K̂

1
t , . . . , K̂

p
t ) ≥

p∑
i=1

γi
t(Ki

t − K̂i
t)λi

t (2.48)

for t ∈ [0, T ], dP ⊗ dt-a.e. Suppose that η ≥ η̂ a.s. that D̄ := D − D̂ is
non-decreasing, and that

g(t, Ŷt, Ẑt, K̂
1
t , . . . , K̂

p
t ) ≥ ĝ(t, Ŷt, Ẑt, K̂

1
t , . . . , K̂

p
t ) (2.49)

for t ∈ [0, T ], dP ⊗ dt-a.e. We then have Yt ≥ Ŷt for all t ∈ [0, T ] a.s.

(ii) Strict Comparison: Assume moreover that γi
τi
> −1 a.s. for each i ∈

{1, . . . , p} and that there exists t0 ∈ [0, T ] such that Yt0 = Ŷt0 a.s. Then,
η = η̂ a.s. and the inequality in (2.49) is an equality on [t0, T ]. Furthermore,
D̄ := D − D̂ is constant on [t0, T ] and Y = Ŷ on [t0, T ].

Remark 2.18: Due to the assumption τ1 < τ2 < ... < τp, the condition from Eq.
(2.47), namely, for each k ∈ {1, ..., p}, on Ak, 1 + γi

τi
≥ 0 a.s. for all i ∈ {1, ..., k}, is

equivalent, in our framework, to the condition:

for all t ∈ [0, T ],
p∏

i=1
(1 + γi

τi
1{t<τi≤s}) ≥ 0, for all s ∈ [t, T ], a.s., (2.50)

which ensures the non-negativity of the adjoint process (Γt,·) in the proof of the
comparison theorem. To show the equivalence between the two conditions, we
proceed as follows: Let the condition from Eq.(2.50) hold. Let us take t=0 in
this condition, and let k ∈ {1, ..., p}. Let us place ourselves on the set Ak: taking
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successively s = τ1(ω), s = τ2(ω),..., s = τk(ω) in Eq.(2.50) (and using that
τ1 < τ2 < ... < τp), we get, 1+γ1

τ1(ω)(ω) ≥ 0, ..., 1+γk
τk(ω)(ω) ≥ 0 on Ak. Conversely,

let the condition from Eq. (2.47) hold true. For t ∈ [0, T ], for s ∈ [t, T ], we have∏p
i=1(1 + γi

τi
1{t<τi≤s}) = ∑p

k=0 1Ak
(∏p

i=1(1 + γi
τi
1{t<τi≤s})). Let k ∈ {1, ..., p− 1}.

We consider the set Ak ∩ {t < τi ≤ s} = {τk ≤ T, τk+1 > T} ∩ {t < τi ≤ s}: for
each i such that 1 ≤ i ≤ k, it holds γi

τi
≥ −1 on Ak ∩ {t < τi ≤ s} (by condition

(2.47)); for i ≥ k + 1, Ak ∩ {t < τi ≤ s} = ∅ (as τk+1 > T on Ak and as the τi’s
are strictly ordered). On Ap, γi

τi
≥ −1, for each i ∈ {1, ..., p}. Finally, we note that

A0 ∩ {t < τi ≤ s} = ∅, for each i ∈ {1, ..., p} (as τ1 > T on A0). We conclude that,
for t ∈ [0, T ], for s ∈ [t, T ], ∏p

i=1(1 + γi
τi
1{t<τi≤s}) ≥ 0.

Remark 2.19: Assume that γi
τi

≥ −1 a.s. for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}. This implies that
the condition: for each k ∈ {1, ..., p}, on Ak, 1 + γi

τi
≥ 0 a.s. for all i ∈ {1, ..., k},

from Eq. (2.47) is satisfied. If, moreover, γi
τi
> −1 a.s. for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, then

the condition from the strict comparison (ii) is also satisfied.

Proof. Setting Ȳs := Ys−Ŷs, Z̄s := Zs−Ẑs and K̄i
s := Ki

s−K̂i
s, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p},

we have,

−dȲs = hsds+ dD̄s − Z̄sdWs −
p∑

i=1
K̄i

sdM
i
s, ȲT = η − η̂,

where,
hs := g(s, Ys−, Zs,K

1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − ĝ(s, Ŷs−, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s ). (2.51)

We set,

δs := g(s, Ys−, Zs,K
1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − g(s, Ŷs−, Zs,K

1
s , . . . ,K

p
s )

Ȳs−
1{Ȳs− ̸=0},

βs := g(s, Ŷs−, Zs,K
1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − g(s, Ŷs−, Ẑs,K

1
s , . . . ,K

p
s )

Z̄s
1{Z̄s ̸=0}.

(2.52)

By definition both δ and β are predictable. Furthermore, since g is a λ(p)-admissible
driver, it satisfies,

|g(ω, t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) − g(ω, t, ŷ, ẑ, k̂1, . . . , k̂p)|

≤ C

(
|y − ŷ| + |z − ẑ| +

p∑
i=1

√
λi

t(ω)|ki − k̂i|
)

;

hence, the processes δ and β are bounded. With the above notation,

hs = δsȲs− + βsZ̄s + g(s, Ŷs−, Ẑs,K
1
s , . . . ,K

p
s ) − g(s, Ŷs−, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s ) + φs,

where,
φs := g(s, Ŷs−, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s ) − ĝ(s, Ŷs−, Ẑs, K̂

1
s , . . . , K̂

p
s ). (2.53)

Due to assumption (2.48) and due to the fact that Yt = Yt− dP ⊗ dt-a.e.2, we
have

hs ≥ δsȲs + βsZ̄s +
p∑

i=1
γi

sK̄
i
sλ

i
s + φs, dP ⊗ ds-a.e. (2.54)

2This is true as Yt(ω) has at most a countable number of jumps.
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We fix t ∈ [0, T ]. Let Γt,. be the adjoint process, defined by,

dΓt,s = Γt,s−

(
δsds+ βsdWs +

p∑
i=1

γi
sdM

i
s

)
, Γt,t = 1.

As δ, β and γi
√
λi for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p} are bounded, we have that Γt,· ∈ S2 by

Remark 2.15. Due to the condition from Eq. (2.47), to Equation (2.35) and to
Remark 2.18, we have Γt,s ≥ 0 for all t ≤ s ≤ T a.s.

Step 1. We consider first the case where D and D̂ are (predictable) processes
in A2

p,T , and prove the comparison and the strict comparison results in this case.
By applying Itô’s product rule to (ȲsΓt,s), we get, −d(ȲsΓt,s) = −Ȳs−dΓt,s −
Γt,s−dȲs − d[Ȳ ,Γt,·]s. We have,

d[Ȳ ,Γt,·]s = d

[∫ ·

t
Z̄rdWr,

∫ ·

t
Γt,r−βrdWr

]
s

+ d

 p∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

[∫ ·

t
K̄i

rdM
i
r,

∫ ·

t
Γt,r−γ

j
rdM

j
r

]
s


= Γt,s−βsZ̄sds+

∫ s

t

p∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

K̄i
rΓt,r−γ

j
rd[M i,M j ]r


= Γt,s−βsZ̄sds+ d

(∫ s

t
Γt,r−

p∑
i=1

K̄i
rγ

i
rdN

i
r

)

= Γt,s−βsZ̄sds+ Γt,s−

p∑
i=1

K̄i
sγ

i
sλ

i
sds+ Γt,s−

p∑
i=1

K̄i
sγ

i
sdM

i
s,

(2.55)

where we have used that d[M i,M j ]s = 0, for i ̸= j, since P (τi = τj) = 0, for i ̸= j,
and for the case i = j, d[M i]s = dN i

s. This yields,

−d(ȲsΓt,s) = −Γt,s−

(
Ȳs−δsds+ Ȳs−βsdWs + Ȳs−

p∑
i=1

γi
sdM

i
s

)

+ Γt,s−

(
hsds+ dD̄s − Z̄sdWs −

p∑
i=1

K̄i
sdM

i
s

)

− Γt,s−βsZ̄sds− Γt,s−

p∑
i=1

K̄i
sγ

i
sλ

i
sds− Γt,s−

p∑
i=1

K̄i
sγ

i
sdM

i
s

= Γt,s−

(
hs − δsȲs− − βsZ̄s −

p∑
i=1

K̄i
sγ

i
sλ

i
s

)
ds+ Γt,s−dD̄s

−
(

Γt,s−(Ȳs−βs + Z̄s)dWs + Γt,s−

( p∑
i=1

(K̄i
s(1 + γi

s) + Ȳs−γ
i
s)dM i

s

))

= Γt,s−

(
hs − δsȲs− − βsZ̄s −

p∑
i=1

K̄i
sγ

i
sλ

i
s

)
ds+ Γt,s−dD̄s − dms,

(2.56)

where the process (ms)s∈[0,T ] is defined by

dms = Γt,s−(Ȳsβs + Z̄s)dWs + Γt,s−(
p∑

i=1
(K̄i

s(1 + γi
s) + Ȳs−γ

i
s)dM i

s). (2.57)
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The process (ms) is a martingale, since Γt,· ∈ S2, Ȳ ∈ S2, Z̄ ∈ H2, K̄i ∈ H2
λi for

each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, and since β and γi
√
λi, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, are bounded.

Using Equations (2.54) and (2.56), and the fact that Γ is non-negative, we get,

−d(ȲsΓt,s) ≥ Γt,s−φsds+ Γt,s−dD̄s − dms. (2.58)

Integrating (2.58) between t and T , and taking the conditional expectation,
results in,

Ȳt ≥ E
[
Γt,T (η − η̂) +

∫ T

t
Γt,s−φsds+

∫ T

t
Γt,s−dD̄s

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
, 0 ≤ t ≤ T a.s. (2.59)

From (2.49) we have that φt ≥ 0 dP ⊗dt-a.e. Furthermore, since η− η̂ ≥ 0, since
D̄ is non-decreasing and the adjoint process (Γt,s)s∈[t,T ] is non-negative, we have that
all terms inside the conditional expectation are non-negative; hence, Ȳt = Yt − Ŷt ≥ 0
a.s. Since this holds for all t ∈ [0, T ] and since both Y and Ŷ are rcll, the comparison
result (i) for D, D̂ ∈ A2

p,T is proven.
Let us prove (ii) for D, D̂ ∈ A2

p,T . Assume that there exists t0 ∈ [0, T ] such that
Yt0 = Ŷt0 a.s. and such that ∏p

i=1(1 + γi
τi
1t0<τi≤s) > 0 for all s ∈ [t0, T ] a.s. (cf.

Eq. (2.35)). This implies that Γt0,s > 0 for all s ∈ [t0, T ] a.s. On the other hand,
Equation (2.59) (for t = t0) leads to:

0 = Ȳt0 ≥ E
[
Γt0,T (η − η̂) +

∫ T

t0
Γt0,s−φsds+

∫ T

t0
Γt0,s−dD̄s

∣∣∣∣∣Gt0

]
. (2.60)

This, together with the non-negativity of the terms inside the conditional expectation
and the positivity of (Γt,s), implies that η = η̂ a.s. and φt = 0, for all t ∈ [t0, T ]
dP ⊗dt-a.e. Let us now set D̃t :=

∫ t
t0

Γt0,s−dD̄s for each t ∈ [t0, T ]. We have D̃T ≥ 0
a.s. as Γt0,s > 0 and as D̄ is non-decreasing (by assumption). Using this and (2.60),
we get 0 = E[D̃T |Gt0 ] a.s., hence D̃T = 0 a.s. Since Γt0,s > 0 for all T ≥ s ≥ t0 a.s.,
we have D̄T − D̄t0 =

∫ T
t0

(Γt0,s−)−1dD̃s, which implies that D̄t0 = D̄T a.s. Hence, the
strict comparison result (ii) is proven fro D, D̂ ∈ A2

p,T .
Step 2. We now consider the case where the optional processes D, D̂ are not
necessarily predictable; more precisely, D, D̂ ∈ A2

T . By Proposition 2.6 (applied
to D and to D̂) there exist D′ ∈ A2

p,T , D̂′ ∈ A2
p,T and θi, θ̂i ∈ H2

λi,T (where
i ∈ {1, . . . , p}), such that D and D̂ can be uniquely written as follows,

Dt = D′
t +

∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

θi
sdN

i
s, a.s. and D̂t = D̂′

t +
∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

θ̂i
sdN

i
s, a.s. (2.61)

Since D̄ := D − D̂ is non-decreasing, and since τ1 < · · · < τp, by Lemma A.2
we get that D̄′ := D′ − D̂′ is non-decreasing and for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p} θi

τi
≥ θ̂i

τi

a.s. on {τi ≤ T}. By applying Itô’s product rule to (ȲsΓt,s), we get −d(ȲsΓt,s) =
−Ȳs−dΓt,s − Γt,s−dȲs − d[Ȳ ,Γt,·]s. Here, d[Ȳ ,Γt,·]s is equal to the right-hand side of
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(2.55) plus the additional term d[D̄,Γt,·]s. The term d[D̄,Γt,·]s can be expressed as

d[D̄,Γt,·]s = d[D̄′,Γt,·]s + d

 p∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

[∫ ·

t
(θi

r − θ̂i
r)dN i

r,

∫ ·

t
Γt,r−γ

j
rdN

j
r

]
s


= d

∫ s

t
Γt,r−

p∑
i=1

p∑
j=1

(θi
r − θ̂i

r)γj
rd[N i, N j ]r


= d

(∫ s

t
Γt,r−

p∑
i=1

(θi
r − θ̂i

r)γi
rdN

i
r

)
= Γt,s−

p∑
i=1

(θi
s − θ̂i

s)γi
sdN

i
s,

(2.62)

where we have used that d[N i, N j ]s = 0, for i ̸= j, since P (τi = τj) = 0, , for i ̸= j,
and d[N i]s = dN i

s (when i = j). Hence, we have,

− d(ȲsΓt,s) = Γt,s−

(
hs − δsȲs − βsZ̄s −

p∑
i=1

K̄i
sγ

i
sλ

i
s

)
ds+ Γt,s−dD̄s − dms

+ Γt,s−

p∑
i=1

(θi
s − θ̂i

s)γi
sdN

i
s, (2.63)

where (mt) is the same martingale as the one from Eq. (2.57), (ht) is the process from
Eq. (2.51), and (δt) and (βt) are the processes from Eq. (2.52). Using inequality
(2.54) and the fact that dD̄t = dD̄′

t +∑p
i=1(θi

t − θ̂i
t)dN i

t , integrating between t and
T (where t ∈ [0, T ]), and taking the conditional expectation, we get,

Ȳt ≥ E
[
Γt,T (η − η̂) +

∫ T

t
Γt,s−

(
dD̄′

s +
p∑

i=1
(θi

s − θ̂i
s)(1 + γi

s)dN i
s + φsds

)∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
, a.s.

(2.64)
where the process (φt) is the same as the one from Eq. (2.53). Let us note that, for
i ∈ {1, . . . , p},∫ T

t
Γt,s−(θi

s − θ̂i
s)(1 + γi

s)dN i
s = Γt,τi−(θi

τi
− θ̂i

τi
)(1 + γi

τi
)1{T ≥τi≥t}. (2.65)

Let i be fixed. We now check that this term is non-negative on each Ak, where
k ∈ {1, ..., p}, and where the Ak’s are the ones appearing in assumption (2.47). As
noted above, θi

τi
≥ θ̂i

τi
a.s. on {τi ≤ T}. Furthermore, the adjoint process (Γt,s)s∈[0,T ]

is non-negative. Moreover, by definition of Ak, we have 1{T ≥τi≥t}1Ak
= 0, for

0 ≤ k ≤ i − 1, and, by assumption (2.47), we have (1 + γi
τi

)1{T ≥τi≥t}1Ak
≥ 0

(for each k ∈ {i, ..., p}). Hence, the term in Eq. (2.65) is non-negative. From the
assumption (2.49) and from (2.53) we have that φt ≥ 0 dP ⊗ dt-a.e. Furthermore,
since η − η̂ ≥ 0, since (D̄′

t) is non-decreasing and the adjoint process (Γt,s)s∈[0,T ]
is non-negative, we have that all the terms inside the conditional expectation are
non-negative; hence, Ȳt = Yt − Ŷt ≥ 0 a.s. Since this holds for all t ∈ [0, T ], and
since (Yt) and (Ŷt) are rcll, the comparison result (i) for D, D̂ ∈ A2

T is proven.
Assume now that there exists t0 ∈ [0, T ] such that Yt0 = Ŷt0 a.s. and that for

each i ∈ {1, . . . , p} γi
τi
> −1 a.s. Thus, Γt,s > 0 for all s ∈ [t, T ] a.s. For t = t0, Eq.

(2.64) leads to,

0 = Ȳt0 ≥ E
[
Γt0,T (η − η̂) +

∫ T

t0
Γt,s−

(
dD̄′

s +
p∑

i=1
(θi

s − θ̂i
s)(1 + γi

s)dN i
s + φsds

)∣∣∣∣∣Gt0

]
.

(2.66)
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This, together with the non-negativity of the terms inside the conditional expectation
and the positivity of (Γt,s), implies that η = η̂ a.s., φt = 0 for all t ∈ [t0, T ]
dP ⊗ dt-a.e., and, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, θi

τi
= θ̂i

τi
on {t0 < τi ≤ T} a.s. We set

D̃′
t :=

∫ t
t0

Γt0,s−dD̄
′
s for each t ∈ [t0, T ]. We have D̃′

T ≥ 0 a.s. as Γt0,s > 0 and as D̄′

is non-decreasing. Using this and (2.66), we get E[D̃′
T |Gt0 ] = 0 a.s.; hence, D̃′

T = 0
a.s. Since Γt0,s > 0 for all T ≥ s ≥ t0 a.s. we have D̄′

T − D̄′
t0 =

∫ T
t0

(Γt0,s−)−1dD̃′
s,

which implies that D̄′
t0 = D̄′

T a.s. The strict comparison result (ii) for D, D̂ ∈ A2
T is

thus proven.
■

We now provide an example where the conclusion of the comparison (and strict
comparison) result from Theorem 2.17 does not necessarily hold, if the assumptions
of the theorem are not satisfied.

Example 2.20: Assume that for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p} the process λi is bounded. Let g
be a λ(p)-linear driver (cf. Definition 2.21) of the form,

g(ω, t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) = αt(ω)y + βt(ω)z +
p∑

i=1
γikiλi

t(ω), (2.67)

where each γi is a real constant. The dynamics of the adjoint process Γ0,· are (cf.
(2.33)),

dΓ0,s = Γ0,s−

(
αsds+ βsdWs +

p∑
i=1

γidM i
s

)
, Γ0,0 = 1. (2.68)

By Remark 2.15, Γ0,T satisfies,

Γ0,T = HT exp
(

−
∫ T

0

p∑
i=1

γiλi
sds

) p∏
i=1

(1 + γi
1{0<τi≤T }), (2.69)

where H has the dynamics dHt = Ht(αtdt+ βtdWt) with H0 = 1.
We specify p = 2. We define the terminal condition as,

η(1) := 1{τ1≤T,τ2>T }. (2.70)

Let (Y (1)) be the first component of the solution of the BSDE associated with
driver g, terminal time T and terminal condition η(1). By the explicit formula from
Theorem 2.14, we get,

Y
(1)

0 = (1 + γ1)E
[
HT e

−
∑2

j=1 γj
∫ T

0 λj
sds
1{τ1≤T,τ2>T }

]
.

Under the assumption P (τ1 ≤ T, τ2 > T ) > 0, if 1 + γ1 < 0, then Y
(1)

0 < 0.
However, η(1) ≥ 0 a.s. Hence, the comparison result does not hold.
We now define the terminal condition as,

η(2) := 1{τ2≤T }. (2.71)

Let (Y (2)) be the solution of the BSDE associated with driver g, terminal time
T and terminal condition η(2).
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By the explicit formula from Theorem 2.14,

Y0 = (1 + γ1)(1 + γ2)E
[
HT e

−
∑2

j=1 γj
∫ T

0 λj
sds
1{T ≥τ2}

]
, (2.72)

where we have used that τ1 < τ2. Under the assumption P (τ2 ≤ T ) > 0, if
(1 + γ1)(1 + γ2) < 0, then (2.72) leads to Y0 < 0. However, η(2) ≥ 0 a.s. Hence, the
comparison result does not hold.
The reader can generalize this reasoning to the case where p > 2, by using terminal
conditions based on the sets from Eq.(2.46).

If either (or both) γ1 and γ2 are equal to −1, then (2.72) gives Y0 = 0. Under
the assumption that P (τ2 ≤ T ) > 0, we have P (η(2) > 0) > 0, while Y0 = 0, hence
the strict comparison result does not hold.

3 Pricing of European Options in Markets with Multiple
Defaults

3.1 Pricing in a Linear Financial Market with two Defaultable
Risky Assets

We consider a market model where the primary assets are a risk-free savings account
with price process B, a default-free asset with price process S0, and two assets with
price processes S1 and S2, which are subject to default or to some other credit event
at times τ1 and τ2, respectively.

More precisely, we place ourselves in the probabilistic setting of Section 2, where
we set p = 2. The times τ1 and τ2 model here the times of default (or the times of
some other extraneous credit events, provided they are ordered) of the risky assets
S1 and S2, respectively. As before M1

t = N1
t −

∫ t
0 λ

1
sds and M2

t = N2
t −

∫ t
0 λ

2
sds.

We consider the following dynamics for the asset prices,

dBt = Btrtdt, B0 = 1;
dS0

t = S0
t [µ0

tdt+ σ0
t dWt], S0

0 > 0;
dS1

t = S1
t−[µ1

tdt+ σ1
t dWt + β1

t dM
1
t ], S1

0 > 0;
dS2

t = S2
t−[µ2

tdt+ σ2
t dWt + β2

t dM
2
t ], S2

0 > 0.

(3.1)

The process r, and the processes µi and σi (for i ∈ {0, 1, 2}) are predictable, such
that, σi > 0 for i ∈ {0, 1, 2}, and r, µi, σi and (σi)−1 are bounded (for i ∈ {0, 1, 2}).
We note that there is no requirement for the intensity process λi to be bounded. We
assume that β1

t ̸= 0, β2
t ̸= 0, and µ0

t ̸= rt. We assume moreover that βi
t ≥ −1 for

i ∈ {1, 2}.

Remark 3.1: By Remark 2.12, the explicit formula for Si, where i ∈ {1, 2}, is: for
t ∈ [0, T ],

Si
t = exp

(∫ t

0

(
µi

s − 1
2(σi

s)2 − βi
sλ

i
s

)
ds+

∫ t

0
σi

sdWs

)
(1 + βi

τi
1{t≥τi}), a.s. (3.2)

If βi
τi

= −1, then the i-th asset’s price jumps to zero at τi.
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We consider an investor who at time 0 invests an amount x ∈ R in the market.
For i ∈ {0, 1, 2} we use ϕi

t to denote the amount of money in asset Si
t at time

t ∈ [0, T ].
If βi

τi
= −1 a.s., then, on the set {T ≥ t ≥ τi}, Si

t = 0 and the investor will no
longer invest in this asset; thus, ϕi

t = 0 on the set {T ≥ t > τi}.
In the case where p = 1 and β1 = −1, this model has been considered in [3] and [7].

The process ϕ = (ϕ0, ϕ1, ϕ2) ∈ (H2
T ,H2

λ1,T ,Hλ2,T ) is called the risky-asset strat-
egy (or the strategy). Let now (Ct)t∈[0,T ] be a finite variational optional process
in A2

T which represents the cumulative cash ‘withdrawals’ from the portfolio. The
value of the portfolio at time t associated with the initial value x, trading strategy
ϕ and ‘withdrawal’ process C is denoted by V x,ϕ,C

t . If ϕ is the strategy in the
risky assets S0, S1, S2, then the amount invested in the risk-free bank account is:
V x,ϕ,C

t −
∑2

i=0 ϕ
i
t.

The self-financing condition for the wealth process V x,ϕ,C = V leads to the
following dynamics:

dVt =
(
Vt −

∑2
i=0 ϕ

i
t

B0
t

)
dB0

t +
2∑

i=0

ϕi
tdS

i
t

Si
t−

− dCt

= (Vt − ϕ0
t − ϕ1

t − ϕ2
t )rtdt+ ϕ0

t (µ0
tdt+ σ0

t dWt)
+ ϕ1

t (µ1
tdt+ σ1

t dWt + β1
t dMt) + ϕ2

t (µ2
tdt+ σ2

t dWt + β2
t dM

2
t ) − dCt

= (Vtrt + ϕ0
t (µ0

t − rt) + ϕ1
t (µ1

t − rt) + ϕ2
t (µ2

t − rt))dt
+ (ϕ0

tσ
0
t + ϕ1

tσ
1
t + ϕ2

tσ
2
t )dWt + ϕ1

tβ
1
t dM

1
t + ϕ2

tβ
2
t dM

2
t − dCt

= (Vtrt + ϕ′
tσtΘ0

t + ϕ1
t Θ1

tβ
1
t λ

1
t + ϕ2

t Θ2
tβ

2
t λ

2
t )dt− dCt + ϕ′

tσtdWt

+ ϕ1
tβ

1
t dM

1
t + ϕ2

tβ
2
t dM

2
t ,

(3.3)

where ϕ′
tσt = ∑2

i=0 ϕ
i
tσ

i
t, and

Θ0
t = µ0

t − rt

σ0
t

, Θ1
t = µ1

t − rt − σ1
t Θ0

t

β1
t λ

1
t

1{β1
t λ1

t ̸=0}, Θ2
t = µ2

t − rt − σ2
t Θ0

t

β2
t λ

2
t

1{β2
t λ2

t ̸=0}.

Assumption 3.1.1: We assume that the processes Θ0, Θ1
√
λ1 and Θ2

√
λ2 are

bounded.

Let T > 0. Let η ∈ L2(GT ) and let D be a finite variational optional process
in A2

T . We consider a European option with terminal time T which generates a
terminal payoff η and intermediate cashflows, commonly referred to as ‘dividends’
(which need not be strictly positive, c.f., e.g., [5]). For each t ∈ [0, T ], Dt represents
the cumulative intermediate cashflows generated by the option between [0, t]. As
the ‘dividends’ are not necessarily positive, the process D is not necessarily non-
decreasing.

We place ourselves from the point of view of an agent who wants to sell this
option at time t = 0. With the proceeds from the sale, they wish to construct a
(self-financing) portfolio which allows them to pay the buyer of the contract the
amount η at time T as well as the intermediate ‘dividends’ D.
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Setting Zt := ϕ′
tσt and Ki

t = ϕi
tβ

i
t, for i ∈ {1, 2}, and using (3.3) (with C = D),

we get that the process (V, Z,K1,K2) satisfies the following dynamics,
−dVt = −(rtVt + Θ0

tZt + Θ1
tK

1
t λ

1
t + Θ2

tK
2
t λ

2
t )dt+dDt −ZtdWt −K1

t dM
1
t −K2

t dM
2
t .

(3.4)
For each (ω, t, y, z, k1, k2) we define,
g(ω, t, y, z, k1, k2) := −rt(ω)y − Θ0

t (ω)z − Θ1
t (ω)k1λ1

t (ω) − Θ2
t (ω)k2λ2

t (ω). (3.5)
By our previous assumptions and Assumption 3.1.1, we have that r,Θ0 and Θi

√
λi

(for i ∈ {1, 2}) are predictable and bounded. It follows that the driver g is a λ(p)-
linear driver (cf. Eq. (2.21)). By Proposition 2.9, there exists a unique solution
(X,Z,K1,K2) ∈ S2 × H2 × H2

λ1 × H2
λ2 of the BSDE associated with terminal time

T , generalized λ(p)-linear driver g(t, y, z, k1, k2)dt + dDt and terminal condition
η ∈ L2(GT ).

The solution of the BSDE (X,Z,K1,K2) provides a replicating portfolio, where
the seller chooses a risky-asset strategy ϕ according to the following change of
variables:
Φ : H2

T × H2
λ1,T × H2

λ2,T → H2
T × H2

λ1,T × H2
λ2,T ; (Z,K1,K2) 7→ Φ(Z,K1,K2) := ϕ,

(3.6)
where ϕ := (ϕ0, ϕ1, ϕ2), and the amount ϕi invested in the i-th asset (where i ∈
{0, 1, 2}) is,

ϕ0
t =

Zt − K1
t σ1

t

β1
t

− K2
t σ2

t

β2
t

σ0
t

, ϕ1
t = K1

t

β1
t

, ϕ2
t = K2

t

β2
t

. (3.7)

Here, the process D corresponds to the cumulative cash ‘withdrawn’ by the
seller from their hedging (replicating) portfolio. The above portfolio is a replicating
portfolio for the seller of the European contingent claim, since the seller is able to
reinvest all proceeds from the sale into the market and pay η at the option expiration
date of T , as well as the intermediate ‘dividends’ of the option.

The amount X0 (the first component of the BSDE at time zero) is the hedging
price (or price by replication) of the option at time t = 0 and we denote it with
X0,T (η,D). For t ∈ [0, T ], the hedging price (or price by replication) Xt is denoted
by Xt,T (η,D).

3.1.1 The Case Where D is Predictable

Let the cumulative ‘dividend’ process D be a (predictable) process in A2
p. Since the

driver from (3.5) is λ(p)-linear, we have, by Theorem 2.14, an explicit formula for
Xt,T (η,D). For each t ∈ [0, T ] the adjoint process (Γt,s)s∈[t,T ] is the unique solution
of the following SDE,

dΓt,s = Γt,s−(−rsds− Θ0
sdWs − Θ1

sdM
1
s − Θ2

sdM
2
s ), Γt,t = 1.

By Remark 2.14, (Γt,s)s∈[t,T ] is written,

Γt,s = exp
(

−
∫ s

t
rudu

)
exp

(
−
∫ s

t
Θ0

udWs − 1
2

∫ s

t
(Θ0

u)2 − Θ1
uλ

1
u − Θ2

uλ
2
udu

)
× (1 − Θ1

τ11{t<τ1≤s})(1 − Θ2
τ21{t<τ2≤s})

= e−
∫ s

t
ruduζt,s,
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where the process (ζt,s)s∈[t,T ] satisfies the dynamics,

dζt,s = ζt,s−(−Θ0
sdWs − Θ1

sdM
1
s − Θ2

sdM
2
s ), ζt,t = 1. (3.8)

Hence, by the explicit formula (cf. Theorem 2.14 where D is predictable),

Xt,T (η,D) = Xt = E
[
e−
∫ T

t
rsdsζt,T η +

∫ T

t
e−
∫ s

t
ruduζt,s−dDs

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
. (3.9)

3.1.2 The Case Where D is Optional

Let us now consider the case where D is not necessarily predictable, but only
optional; more precisely, D ∈ A2. By Proposition 2.6, there exist a unique process
D′ ∈ A2

p and unique processes ψ1 ∈ H2
λ1 , ψ2 ∈ H2

λ2 , such that for all t ∈ [0, T ],

Dt = D′
t +

∫ t

0

2∑
i=1

ψi
sdN

i
s, a.s. (3.10)

From a financial point of view, the random variable ψi
τi

represents the cash flow
generated by the contingent claim (the option) at the i-th default time τi (see also
[2] Part I for contingent claims where the cash flow depends on the default times).
By Theorem 2.16, the hedging price at time t, Xt,T (η,D), is equal to:

Xt,T (η,D) = E
[
e−
∫ T

t
rsdsζt,T η +

∫ T

t
e−
∫ s

t
ruduζt,s−dD

′
s

+e−
∫ τ1

t
rsdsζt,τ1ψ

1
τ11{t<τ1≤T } + e−

∫ τ2
t

rsdsζt,τ2ψ
2
τ21{t<τ2≤T }

∣∣∣∣Gt

]
. (3.11)

3.1.3 Change of measure

The change of measure technique is often used in linear market models in financial
mathematics. In this sub-subsection, we will make the following assumption on the
‘Sharpe ratios’ Θ0, Θ1 and Θ2.

Assumption 3.1.2: We assume that
∏2

i=1(1 − Θi
τi
1{t<τi≤s}) > 0 for all 0 ≤ t ≤

s ≤ T a.s.

By Remark 2.12 and Assumption 3.1.2 we have that ζt,s > 0 for all s ∈ [t, T ].
By Assumption 3.1.1 we have that

∫ T
0 ((Θ0

s)2 + (Θ1
s)2λ1

s + (Θ2
s)2λ2

s)ds is bounded;
hence, by Proposition 2.13 (ζt,s)s∈[t,T ] is a square-integrable martingale. Let Q be a
new probability measure, defined by the Radon-Nikodym derivative with respect to
P on GT :

dQ

dP

∣∣∣∣
GT

= ζ0,T = E
(

−
∫ ·

0
Θ0

sdWs −
∫ ·

0
Θ1

sdM
1
s −

∫ ·

0
Θ2

sdM
2
s

)
T
. (3.12)

The Case Where D is Predictable In the case where the ‘dividend’ process
D is predictable, we use Bayes formula to perform a change of measure in the
conditional expectation of (3.9) (cf., e.g., Proposition 1.7.1.5 from [16]) to get:

Xt,T (η,D) = Xt = EQ

[
e−
∫ T

t
rsdsη +

∫ T

t
e−
∫ s

t
rududDs

∣∣∣∣∣Gt

]
a.s. (3.13)
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The Case Where D is Optional If the ‘dividend’ process D is optional, the
price of the European option at time t under the probability measure Q can be
written:

Xt,T (η,D) = EQ
[
e−
∫ T

t
rsdsη +

∫ T

t
e−
∫ s

t
rududD′

s

+e−
∫ τ1

t
rsdsψ1

τ11{t<τ1≤T } + e−
∫ τ2

t
rsdsψ2

τ21{t<τ2≤T }

∣∣∣∣Gt

]
(3.14)

We note that the pricing system for this market is linear.

3.2 Pricing in a Non-linear Complete Market with p Defaultable
Assets

We now assume that there are imperfections in the market, which are incorporated
via the non-linearity of the driver in the dynamics of the wealth process. We consider
the case where there are p defaultable assets.

We introduce the following notation for the price processes of the primary assets:
B,S0, S1, . . . , Sp, where B and S0 represent the price process of a risk-free savings
account and a default-free risky asset, respectively, while for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, Si is
the price process of the i-th defaultable asset (or i-th credit risk bearing asset). The
underlying probabilistic framework is the same as that introduced at the beginning
of Section 2, and we continue to work under the same assumptions. The price
processes of B and S0 remain unchanged from (3.1). For each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the
price process of the i-th defaultable asset is given by

dSi
t = Si

t−

[
µi

t dt+ σi
t dWt + βi

t dM
i
t

]
, Si

0 > 0. (3.15)

For each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the processes µi and σi are assumed to be predictable, with
σi > 0, and such that µi, σi, and (σi)−1 are bounded. The interest rate process r is
assumed to be predictable and bounded. We assume that, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p},
βi

t ≠ 0. We recall that, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the process M i = N i −
∫ ·

0 λ
i
s ds is

the G-compensated default martingale.
We again consider an investor who, at time 0, invests an initial amount x ∈ R in

this market. For i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, we let ϕi
t denote the amount of money invested in

Si
t at time t ∈ [0, T ]. If, for a given i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, we have βi

τi
= −1 a.s., then on

the set {t ≥ τi}, the price of the i-th asset becomes 0, and hence the investor will
no longer invest in this asset. If βτi = −1, we set ϕi

t = 0 on {t ≥ τi}.
Similarly to the linear framework, for a given risky-asset strategy denoted

ϕ = (ϕ0, ϕ1, . . . , ϕp) ∈ H2 × H2
λ1 × · · · × H2

λp , a given cash withdrawal finite variation
optional process C ∈ A2

T , and a given initial wealth (capital) x ∈ R, the wealth
process at time t ∈ [0, T ], denoted by V x,ϕ,C

t (or simply Vt if there is no ambiguity),
satisfies the self-financing condition:

−dVt = g(t, Vt, ϕ
′
tσt, ϕ

1
tβ

1
t , . . . , ϕ

p
tβ

p
t )dt− ϕ′

tσt dWt −
p∑

i=1
ϕi

tβ
i
t dM

i
t + dCt; V0 = x,

(3.16)
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where g is a possibly non-linear λ(p)-admissible driver. Equivalently, setting Zt = ϕ′
tσt

and, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, Ki
t = ϕi

tβ
i
t, we have

−dVt = g(t, Vt, Zt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t )dt− Zt dWt −

p∑
i=1

Ki
t dM

i
t + dCt; V0 = x. (3.17)

We consider a European contingent claim with maturity T , terminal payoff
η ∈ L2(GT ), and optional ’dividend’ process D ∈ A2

T .
Let (Xg

·,T (η,D), Zg
·,T (η,D),Kg,1

·,T (η,D), . . . ,Kg,p
·,T (η,D)), or simply (X,Z,K1, . . . ,Kp),

denote the solution of the BSDE with terminal time T , terminal condition η, and
generalized driver g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) dt + dDt, that is, the BSDE satisfying the
following dynamics:

−dXt = g(t,Xt, Zt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t )dt+ dDt −Zt dWt −

p∑
i=1

Ki
t dM

i
t , XT = η. (3.18)

Hence, the process X = Xg
·,T (η,D) coincides with the wealth process correspond-

ing to initial wealth x = X0, cumulative cash withdrawal process D, and risky-asset
strategy ϕ = Φ(Z,K1, . . . ,Kp), where Φ is the following generalization of (3.6):

Φ : H2 × H2
λ1 × · · · × H2

λp → H2 × H2
λ1 × · · · × H2

λp ,

(Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) 7→ Φ(Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) := ϕ,

where ϕ := (ϕ0, ϕ1, . . . , ϕp) and the amount ϕi invested in the i-th asset (where
i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , p}) is:

ϕ0
t =

Zt − K1
t σ1

t

β1
t

− K2
t σ2

t

β2
t

σ0
t

, ϕi
t = Ki

t

βi
t

, for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}. (3.19)

Thus, X = V X0,ϕ,D.
Starting from the initial wealth X0 = Xg

0,T (η,D), the seller can construct a
risky-asset strategy ϕ that allows them to pay the intermediate ’dividends’ D and
the final payoff η. We therefore call the initial wealth X0 the hedging price (or
replicating price) at time t = 0 of the option, and the process ϕ the hedging strategy
(or replicating strategy).

More generally, let us consider a maturity time S ∈ [0, T ]. For each S ∈ [0, T ]
and for each payoff-dividend pair (η,D) ∈ L2(GS) × A2

S , the process Xg
·,S(η,D) is

called the hedging price of the option with maturity S and payoff-dividend pair
(η,D). This yields the following pricing system for the p-defaultable non-linear
market model:

Xg : (S, η,D) 7→ Xg
·,S(η,D), (3.20)

which is generally non-linear with respect to the pair (η,D) (as the driver g is in
general non-linear).

We now state some properties of this pricing system (cf. [7] for the case of single
default, and [10] for the case without jumps).
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3.2.1 Properties of the Non-linear Pricing System Xg in the Case of p
Defaultable Assets

• Consistency: By the flow property of the BSDEs with default jumps, the
pricing system Xg is consistent. More precisely, let S′ ∈ [0, T ], η ∈ L2(GS′),
D ∈ A2

S′ and S ∈ [0, S′]. Then the hedging price of the European contingent
claim associated with terminal payoff η, cumulative dividend process D and
maturity S′ coincides with the hedging price of the European option with
terminal time S, payoff Xg

S,S′(η,D) and dividend process (Dt)t≤S , that is,

Xg
·,S′(η,D) = Xg

·,S

(
Xg

S,S′(η,D), D
)
.

Remark 3.2: Note that when g(t, 0, 0, . . . , 0) = 0, we get that the price of a
European option with null payoff and no dividends is equal to 0 for all maturity
times S ∈ [0, T ], hence Xg

·,S(0, 0) = 0.

Due to the (possible) presence of default jumps the non-linear pricing system
is not necessarily monotone with respect to the payoff and dividend process. We
introduce the following assumption (cf. the comparison Theorem 2.17).

Assumption 3.2.1: We assume that for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p} there exists a map,

γi : Ω × [0, T ] × R4 → R; (ω, t, y, z, ki, k̂i) 7→ γy,z,ki,k̂i

t (ω)

which is P ⊗ B(R4)-measurable, satisfying dP ⊗ dt-a.e. for each (y, z, ki, k̂i) ∈ R4,∣∣∣∣γy,z,ki,k̂i

t

√
λi

t

∣∣∣∣ ≤ C and γy,z,ki,k̂i

t ≥ −1, (3.21)

and such that

g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) − g(t, y, z, k̂1, . . . , k̂p) ≥
p∑

i=1
γy,z,ki,k̂i

t (ki − k̂i)λi
t. (3.22)

We now introduce the following partial order relation (cf. also [7]). Let S ∈ [0, T ]
be given. For (η,D), (η̂, D̂) ∈ L2(GS) × A2

S , we say that (η,D) dominates (η̂, D̂) and
we write the following relation,

(η,D) ≻ (η̂, D̂) if η ≥ η̂ a.s. and D − D̂ is non-decreasing.

Proposition 3.3: Under Assumption 3.2.1, the non-linear pricing system Xg has
the following properties:

(a) Monotonicity: The non-linear pricing system Xg is non-decreasing with
respect to the payoff-dividend pair. More precisely, for all maturity times
S ∈ [0, T ], for all payoffs η, η̂ ∈ L2(GS) and all cumulative dividend processes
D, D̂ ∈ A2

S, the following implication holds:

If (η,D) ≻ (η̂, D̂), then we have Xg
t,S(η,D) ≥ Xg

t,S(η̂, D̂), t ∈ [0, S] a.s.
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(b) Convexity: If g is convex with respect to the vector (y, z, k1, . . . , kp), then the
non-linear pricing system Xg is convex with respect to the payoff-dividend pair
(η,D), that is, for any α ∈ [0, 1], S ∈ [0, T ], η, η̂ ∈ L2(GS) and D, D̂ ∈ A2

S, we
have: for all t ∈ [0, S],

Xg
t,S(αη + (1 − α)η̂, αD + (1 − α)D̂) ≤ αXg

t,S(η,D) + (1 − α)Xg
t,S(η̂, D̂) a.s.

(c) Non-Negativity: When g(t, 0, 0, 0, . . . , 0) = 0, the non-linear pricing system
Xg is non-negative, that is, for all S ∈ [0, T ], for all non-negative terminal
payoffs η ∈ L2(GS) and for all non-decreasing optional dividend processes
D ∈ A2

S, we have that Xg
t,S(η,D) ≥ 0 for all t ∈ [0, S] a.s.

(d) No Arbitrage: We assume the additional condition that, for each i ∈
{1, . . . , p}, γy,z,ki,k̂i

t > −1, dP ⊗ dt-a.e. Then, the non-linear pricing system
Xg satisfies the no arbitrage property. That is, for all maturities S ∈ [0, T ],
for all terminal payoffs η, η̂ ∈ L2(GS) and for all optional cumulative divi-
dend processes D, D̂ ∈ A2

S, the following holds: If (η,D) ≻ (η̂, D̂) and if at
time t0 ∈ [0, S] we have Xg

t0,S(η,D) = Xg
t0,S(η̂, D̂) a.s., then η = η̂ a.s. and

(Dt − D̂t)t0≤t≤S is constant.

Proof. For the monotonicity of the non-linear pricing system Xg we use the
comparison result from Theorem 2.17 (which is applicable under Assumption 3.2.1)
and set g = ĝ in this theorem.
For the convexity of the non-linear pricing system Xg, we use again the comparison
result from Theorem 2.17. The proof follows standard arguments.
The non-negativity is a direct consequence of the monotonicity property. If η̂ = 0,
D̂ = 0, η ≥ 0 a.s., and D non-decreasing, then by the definition of the partial order
relation ≻ we have, (η,D) ≻ (η̂, D̂). By the comparison result from Theorem 2.17
and Remark 3.2 we have that Xg

t,S(η,D) ≥ Xg
t,S(η̂, D̂) = Xg

t,S(0, 0) = 0.
The proof of the no arbitrage property is a direct consequence of the strict
comparison result from Theorem 2.17, where we set ĝ = g. ■

3.2.2 The (g,D)-Conditional Evaluation E g,D for a λ(p)-Admissible Driver

Let g be a λ(p)-admissible driver and let D be a given optional dividend process
belonging to A2

T . For each S ∈ [0, T ] and each η ∈ L2(GS), we define the (g,D)-
conditional evaluation of η by,

E g,D
t,S (η) := Xg

t,S(η,D), 0 ≤ t ≤ S.

The (g,D)-conditional evaluation E g,D
·,S (η) is the first component of the solution of the

BSDE associated with terminal time S, generalized driver g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp)dt+dDt

and terminal condition η, where we have fixed D in the space A2
T .

Remark 3.4: In the case where D = 0, our (g,D)-conditional evaluation reduces to
the g-conditional evaluation for the case of p default times (which we denote by
E g). If, furthermore, g = 0, then the (g,D)-conditional evaluation reduces to the
standard conditional expectation under P , that is E 0,0

t,S = EP [η|Gt], for t ∈ [0, S].

30



Remark 3.5: Note that we can in fact define the (g,D)-conditional evaluation E g,D
·,S (η)

on the entire interval [0, T ] by setting,

E g,D
t,S (η) := E gS ,DS

t,T (η) for t ≥ S,

where we have set gS(t, ·) := g(t, ·)1t≤S and DS
t := Dt∧S .

Let now T0 be the set of all stopping times. We extend the definition of the (g,D)-
conditional evaluation for each terminal stopping time τ ∈ T0 and each η ∈ L2(Gτ )
as the first component of the solution of the BSDE associated with terminal time T ,
λ(p)-admissible driver gτ (t, ·) := g(t, ·)1t≤τ and optional process Dτ

t := Dt∧τ .
Some properties of the non-linear (g,D)-evaluations are as follows (cf. [7] for

the single default jump case):

• Consistency: Let τ, τ ′ ∈ T0 be such that τ ≤ τ ′ a.s. and let η ∈ L2(Gτ ′).
Then, E g,D

t,τ ′ (η) = E g,D
t,τ (E g,D

τ,τ ′ (η)) a.s.

• Generalized Zero-One Law: Let τ ∈ T0, let η ∈ L2(Gτ ). For t ∈ [0, T ] and
for A ∈ Ft, we have,

E gA,DA

t,τ (1Aη) = 1AE g,D
t,τ (η) a.s.,

where gA(s, ·) := g(s, ·)1A1(t,T ](s) and DA
s := (Ds − Dt)1A1s≥t. In the case

where D = 0, this property has been established in [13] (in the case of a
Brownian-Poisson filtration).

• Monotonicity: Using the comparison theorem (Theorem 2.17), under As-
sumption 3.2.1, the (g,D)-conditional evaluation E g,D(·) is monotone with
respect to the terminal payoff.

• Convexity: Under Assumption 3.2.1, if we further assume that g is convex
with respect to the vector (y, z, k1, . . . , kp), then E g,D(·) is convex with respect
to the terminal payoff.

• No Arbitrage Property: Under Assumption 3.2.1, if we further assume
that for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, γy,z,ki,k̂i

t > −1, dP ⊗ dt-a.e., then by the strict
comparison Theorem (Theorem 2.17 (ii)), E g,D has the no arbitrage property.

We now present two examples.

3.3 Example: Large Seller who Affects the i-th Default Probability

We place ourselves in the same probabilistic framework as in Subsection 3.2. We
consider a European option with maturity T > 0, terminal payoff η ∈ L2(GT ) and
an optional dividend process D ∈ A2

T . We consider the situation where the seller
of this European option is a large trader. The hedging strategy of the trader (and
its associated wealth process) may affect the default probabilities of the assets. For
this example we assume that the large seller only affects the i-th default probability
(where i is a fixed index). We also assume that the i-th default intensity is bounded.
The large seller takes this feedback effect into consideration for their market model.
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Let i be a fixed index in {1, . . . , p} (in the whole sub-section). We are given a
family of probability measures parametrized by the risky-asset strategy ϕ and the
(self-financing) wealth process V . More precisely, let ϕ ∈ H2 × H2

λ1 × · · · × H2
λp and

let V ∈ S2. Let QV,ϕ,i be the probability measure defined by the Radon-Nikodym
density process (with respect to P ):

dQV,ϕ,i

dP

∣∣∣∣∣
Gt

= LV,ϕ,i
t , (3.23)

where LV,ϕ,i is the solution of the SDE,

dLV,ϕ,i
t = LV,ϕ,i

t− γi(t, Vt−, ϕt)dM i
t ; LV,ϕ,i

0 = 1. (3.24)

We introduce the following assumption on the function γi.

Assumption 3.5.1: The function γi : (ω, t, y, ϕ0, ϕ1, . . . , ϕp) 7→ γi(ω, t, y, ϕ0, ϕ1, . . . , ϕp)
is a P ⊗B(Rp+2)-measurable function defined on Ω× [0, T ]×Rp+2, bounded, and such
that the map y 7→ γi(ω, t, y, ϕ0, ϕ1, . . . , ϕp)/ϕi is uniformly Lipschitz. In addition we
assume that γi(t, ·) > −1, dt⊗ dP -a.e.

In the financial context, we use the function γi to represent the influence of the
seller’s strategy on the default intensity of the i-th asset, where ϕ is the seller’s
risky-asset strategy and V is the value of their portfolio.

By Assumption 3.5.1, Remark 2.12 and Proposition 2.13, the process LV,ϕ,i is
positive and belongs to S2.

Using Girsanov’s theorem (and our assumptions on λi and γi) the process
(W V,ϕ,i

t ) hereafter is a QV,ϕ,i-Brownian motion and the process (MV,ϕ,i
t ) is a QV,ϕ,i-

martingale, where

W V,ϕ,i
t := Wt −

∫ t

0

d⟨W,LV,ϕ,i⟩s

LV,ϕ,i
s−

= Wt; (3.25)

MV,ϕ,i
t := M i

t −
∫ t

0

d⟨M i, LV,ϕ,i⟩s

LV,ϕ,i
s−

= M i
t −

∫ t

0
γi(s, Vs−, ϕs)λi

sds (3.26)

Hence under QV,ϕ,i, the i-th G-default intensity process is equal to λi
t(1 +

γi(t, Vt−, ϕt)) since we can rewrite (3.26) as,

MV,ϕ,i
t := M i

t −
∫ t

0
γi(s, V−, ϕs)λi

sds = N i
t −

∫ t

0
λi

s(1 + γi(s, Vs−, ϕs))ds.

Remark 3.6: For the case j ̸= i (where j ∈ {1, . . . , p}), we have MV,ϕ,j
t := M j

t is
a QV,ϕ,i-martingale, by Girsanov’s theorem. This is true as P (τj = τi) = 0 for all
j ∈ {1, . . . , p} such that j ̸= i (hence, ⟨M j ,M i⟩s = 0 for j ̸= i).

The large seller then considers the following pricing model, which takes into
account their impact on the market. For a fixed pair (V, ϕ) ∈ S2×H2×H2

λ1×· · ·×H2
λp ,

which we call the wealth/risky-asset strategy pair, we have the following dynamics
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of the p+ 1 risky assets under the probability QV,ϕ,i,

dS0
t = S0

t [µ0
tdt+ σ0

t dWt],
dSj

t = Sj
t−[µj

tdt+ σj
t dWt + βj

t dM
j
t ], j ̸= i, j ∈ {1, . . . , p}

dSi
t = Si

t−[µi
tdt+ σi

tdWt + βi
tdM

V,ϕ,i
t ].

The value process (Vt)t∈[0,T ] of the seller’s portfolio associated with an initial
wealth x ∈ R, a risky-asset strategy ϕ, and an optional cumulative withdrawal
process (which the seller will choose to be equal to the optional dividend process D
of the option), satisfies the following dynamics,

− dVt = −

rtVt + ϕ′
tσtΘ0

t +
p∑

j=1
ϕj

tβ
j
t Θj

tλ
j
t

 dt+ dDt − ϕ′
tσtdWt

−
p∑

j=1
j ̸=i

ϕj
tβ

j
t dM

j
t − ϕi

tβ
i
tdM

V,ϕ,i
t , V0 = x, (3.27)

where ϕ′
tσt = ∑p

j=0 ϕ
j
tσ

j
t and,

Θ0
t = µ0

t − rt

σ0
t

, Θj
t = µj

t − rt − σj
t Θ0

t

βj
tλ

j
t

1{βj
t λj

t ̸=0}, for j ∈ {1, . . . , p}.

Using the expression for MV,ϕ,i
t from (3.26), we obtain,

− dVt = −

rtVt + ϕ′
tσtΘ0

t +
p∑

j=1
ϕj

tβ
j
t Θj

tλ
j
t + γi(t, Vt−, ϕt)λi

tϕ
i
tβ

i
t

 dt+ dDt

− ϕ′
tσtdWt −

p∑
j=1

ϕj
tβ

j
t dM

j
t , V0 = x. (3.28)

By Assumption 3.5.1 on γi, for a given risky-asset strategy ϕ, there exists a
unique process V x,ϕ satisfying the forward SDE (3.28) with initial condition V x,ϕ

0 = x,
where x is the initial wealth of the investor.

We set Zt := ϕ′
tσt and, for each j ∈ {1, . . . , p}, Kj

t := βj
tϕ

j
t . The dynamics of

(3.28) can be rewritten as,

−dVt = g(t, Vt, Zt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t )dt+ dDt − ZtdWt −

p∑
j=1

Kj
t dM

j
t , V0 = x, (3.29)

where the function g is defined by,

g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) := −rty − Θ0
t z −

p∑
j=1

Θj
tλ

j
tk

j

− γi
(
t, y,

z −
∑p

j=1
kjσj

t

βj
t

σ0
t

,
k1

β1
t

, . . . ,
kp

βp
t

)
λi

tk
i.
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If we assume that that there exists C > 0 such that g satisfies (2.3), then g is a
λ(p)-admissible driver (Definition 2.2).

Hence, for an option with pay-off η at time T and intermediate optional process
D, we have a particular case of the pricing system Xg(η,D) from Subsection 3.2.1,
where g is the above non-linear driver. From Subsection 3.2, the seller’s price process
is equal to X, where X is the first component of the solution (X,Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) to
the BSDE,

−dXt = g(t,Xt, Zt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t )dt+ dDt − ZtdWt −

p∑
j=1

Kj
t dM

j
t , XT = η. (3.30)

Furthermore the seller’s hedging strategy ϕ is obtained by the change of variables
formula,

Φ : H2
T × H2

λ1,T × · · · × H2
λp,T → H2

T × H2
λ1,T × · · · × H2

λp,T ,

(Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) 7→ Φ(Z,K1, . . . ,Kp) := ϕ = (ϕ0, ϕ1, . . . , ϕp),
(3.31)

where

ϕ0
t =

Z0
t −

∑p
j=1

Kj
t σj

t

βj
t

σ0
t

; ϕj
t = Kj

t

βj
t

for all j ∈ {1, . . . , p}.

3.4 Example: Large Seller who Affects all p Default Probabilities

In this example, we assume that the large seller affects all p default probabilities.
We also assume in this example that, for each i ∈ {1, ..., p}, the i-th default intensity
is bounded.

Let QV,ϕ be the probability measure, defined by the Radon-Nikodym density
process (with respect to P ):

dQV,ϕ

dP

∣∣∣∣∣
Gt

= L V,ϕ
t , (3.32)

where L V,ϕ is the solution to the SDE:

dL V,ϕ
t = L V,ϕ

t−

( p∑
i=1

γi(t, Vt−, ϕt)dM i
t

)
; L V,ϕ

0 = 1. (3.33)

Assumption 3.6.1: For each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the function γi satisfies Assumption
3.5.1.

By Assumption 3.6.1, Remark 2.12 and Proposition 2.13, the process L V,ϕ is
positive and belongs to the space S2.

By Girsanov’s theorem (and our assumptions), the process (W V,ϕ
t ) hereafter is a

QV,ϕ-Brownian motion and, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, the process (M V,ϕ,i
t ) is a QV,ϕ-

martingale, where

W V,ϕ
t := Wt −

∫ t

0

d⟨W,L V,ϕ⟩s

L V,ϕ
s−

= Wt, and, (3.34)
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M V,ϕ,i
t := M i

t −
∫ t

0

p∑
j=1

γj(s, Vs−, ϕs)d⟨M j ,M i⟩s = M i
t −

∫ t

0
γi(s, Vs−, ϕs)λi

sds.

(3.35)

For the final equality in (3.35), we have used that P (τi = τj) = 0 for all i, j ∈
{1, . . . , p}, such that i ̸= j.

Hence, under the measure QV,ϕ, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p}; the i-th G-default
intensity process is equal to λi

t(1 + γi(t, Vt−, ϕt)) since we can rewrite (3.35) as,

M V,ϕ,i
t := M i

t −
∫ t

0
γi(s, Vs−, ϕs)λi

sds = N i
t −

∫ t

0
λi

s(1 + γi(s, Vs−, ϕs))ds.

For a given wealth/risky-asset strategy pair (V, ϕ) ∈ S2 × H2 × H2
λ1 × · · · × H2

λp ,
the p+ 1 risky assets have the following dynamics under QV,ϕ:

dS0
t = S0

t [µ0
tdt+ σ0

t dWt],
dSi

t = Si
t−[µi

tdt+ σi
tdWt + βi

tdM
V,ϕ,i
t ], i ∈ {1, . . . , p}.

The value process (Vt)t∈[0,T ] of the seller’s portfolio associated with an initial
wealth x ∈ R, a risky-asset strategy ϕ, and a cumulative withdrawal optional process
(which the seller chooses in such a way as to be equal to the optional dividend
process D of the option,) satisfies the following,

− dVt = −
(
rtVt + ϕ′

tσtΘ0
t +

p∑
i=1

ϕi
tβ

i
tΘi

tλ
i
t

)
dt+ dDt

− ϕ′
tσtdWt −

p∑
i=1

ϕi
tβ

i
tdM

V,ϕ,i
t , V0 = x, (3.36)

where we have ϕ′
tσt := ∑p

i=0 ϕ
i
tσ

i
t and,

Θ0
t = µ0

t − rt

σ0
t

, Θi
t = µi

t − rt − σi
tΘ0

t

βi
tλ

i
t

1{βi
tλi

t ̸=0}, for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}.

We use the expression for M V,ϕ,i
t from (3.35) to obtain,

− dVt = −
(
rtVt + ϕ′

tσtΘ0
t +

p∑
i=1

ϕi
tβ

i
tΘi

tλ
i
t +

p∑
i=1

γi(t, Vt−, ϕt)λi
tϕ

i
tβ

i
t

)
dt+ dDt

− ϕ′
tσtdWt −

p∑
i=1

ϕi
tβ

i
tdM

i
t , V0 = x. (3.37)

By Assumption 3.6.1, for a given strategy ϕ, there exists a unique process V x,ϕ

satisfying (3.37) with initial condition V x,ϕ
0 = x, where x is the initial wealth of the

trader. Using (3.37) and setting Zt := ϕ′
tσt and Ki

t := βi
tϕ

i
t, for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p},

we get,

−dVt = g(t, Vt, Zt,K
1
t , . . . ,K

p
t )dt+ dDt − ZtdWt −

p∑
i=1

Ki
tdM

i
t , V0 = x, (3.38)
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where the function g is defined by,

g(t, y, z, k1, . . . , kp) := −rty − Θ0
t z −

p∑
i=1

Θi
tλ

i
tk

i

−
p∑

i=1
γi
(
t, y,

z −
∑p

j=1
kjσj

t

βj
t

σ0
t

,
k1

β1
t

, . . . ,
kp

βp
t

)
λi

tk
i.

If there exists C > 0 such that the function g satisfies condition (2.3), then we
have another example of the pricing system Xg from Subsection 3.2.1, where the
non-linear driver g is the one from above.
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Appendix A Some Technical Lemmas
Lemma A.1: Let h be a non-decreasing optional rcll process, with h0 = 0 and
E[h2

T ] < ∞, that is, h is a non-decreasing process in A2
T . Then h has at most p inac-

cessible jumps and these jumps occur at τ1, . . . , τp. Moreover h can be uniquely decom-
posed as follows ht = Bt + ∆hτ11{τ1≤t} + · · · + ∆hτp1{τp≤t} = Bt +∑p

i=1
∫ t

0 ψ
i
tdN

i
t ,

where (Bt)t∈[0,T ] is a (predictable) process in A2
p,T and for each i ∈ {1, . . . , p},

ψi ∈ H2
λi,T .

Proof. Since h is a square-integrable non-decreasing optional rcll process, h is a
square-integrable (rcll) submartingale. Thus, by the Doob-Meyer decomposition
applied to h, there exists a unique predictable process a ∈ A2

p,T and a unique
square-integrable martingale m with m0 = 0 such that ht = at + mt. Using the
martingale representation property from Theorem 2.1 Eq. (2.2), the G-martingale
(mt)t∈[0,T ] can be uniquely represented as mt =

∫ t
0 zsdWs +∑p

i=1
∫ t

0 ψ
i
sdM

i
s, where

z ∈ H2
T and ψ1 ∈ H2

λ1,T , . . . , ψ
p ∈ H2

λp,T . Using dM i
s = dN i

s − λi
sds (from (2.1)), we

get,

mt =
∫ t

0
zsdWs −

p∑
i=1

∫ t

0
ψi

sλ
i
sds+

p∑
i=1

∫ t

0
ψi

sdN
i
s.

Thus the process h is uniquely written ht = at +
∫ t

0 zsdWs −
∑p

i=1
∫ t

0 ψ
i
sλ

i
sds +∑p

i=1
∫ t

0 ψ
i
sdN

i
s. Setting Bt := at +

∫ t
0 zsdWs −

∑p
i=1

∫ t
0 ψ

i
sλ

i
sds, we get,

ht = Bt +
p∑

i=1

∫ t

0
ψi

sdN
i
s = Bt +

p∑
i=1

ψi
τi
1{t≥τi}.

The process B is predictable since it is the sum of predictable terms. Moreover, B
is square-integrable.

The equality ht = Bt +∑p
i=1 ψ

i
t1{t≥τi}, together with the predictability of (Bt),

the non-decreasingness of h and the assumption that 0 ≤ τ1 < τ2 < · · · < τp a.s.
implies that ∆hτ1 = ψ1

τ1 ≥ 0 a.s. on {τ1 ≤ T}, ∆hτ2 = ψ2
τ2 ≥ 0 a.s. on {τ2 ≤ T}

and ∆hτp = ψp
τp

≥ 0 a.s. on {τp ≤ T}, hence (Bt) is non-decreasing. ■

Lemma A.2: Let D and D̂ be optional processes in A2
T . Let D′, D̂′ in A2

p,T and
θi, θ̂i ∈ H2

λi,T for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, be the unique processes such that,

Dt = D′
t +

∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

θi
sdN

i
s = D′

t +
p∑

i=1
θi

τi
1{τi≤t}, a.s.

D̂t = D̂′
t +

∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

θ̂i
sdN

i
s = D̂′

t +
p∑

i=1
θ̂i

τi
1{τi≤t}, a.s.

(A.1)

If D̄ := D− D̂ is non-decreasing, then D̄′ := D′ − D̂′ is non-decreasing and for each
i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, θi

τi
≥ θ̂i

τi
a.s. on {τi ≤ T}.
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Proof. We note that (A.1) holds by Proposition 2.6. Using (A.1) we have,

D̄t := D̄′
t +

( p∑
i=1

(
θi

τi
− θ̂i

τi

)
1{τi≤t}

)

=
(
D′

t − D̂′
t

)
+
( p∑

i=1

(
θi

τi
− θ̂i

τi

)
1{τi≤t}

)
.

(A.2)

As an rcll predictable process does not jump at totally inaccessible stopping times
(cf. [17], Proposition 2.24), we have ∆D̄′

τi
= 0 for all i ∈ {1, . . . , p} a.s. Since, D̄ is

non-decreasing, we have, for i ∈ {1, . . . , p}, ∆D̄τi = θi
τi

− θ̂i
τi

≥ 0 a.s.
Let us consider each of the sets Ak from the partition from (2.46). On A0 = {τ1 > T},
we have D̄t(ω) = D′

t(ω) − D̂′
t(ω) = D̄′

t(ω); hence, t 7→ D̄′
t(ω) is non-decreasing on

A0 (as t 7→ D̄t(ω) is non-decreasing). Let k ∈ {1, . . . , p− 1}. On Ak, by reasoning
successively for t ∈ [0, τ1(ω)) , ..., for t ∈ [τk−1, τk(ω)), and for t ∈ [τk(ω), T ], by
using Eq. (A.2) and the assumption that D̄ is non-decreasing, and by the fact
that D̄′ is predictable (and hence, does not jump at any of the τk’s), we get that
t 7→ D̄′

t(ω) is non-decreasing on Ak. Since, Ak form a partition, we conclude. ■

Lemma A.3: The solution of the following forward SDE,

dζt = ζt−(βtdWt +
p∑

i=1
γi

tdM
i
t ); ζ0 = 0, (A.3)

where the processes M i are given by (2.2), is: for t ∈ [0, T ],

ζt = exp
(∫ t

0
βsdWs − 1

2

∫ t

0
β2

sds

)
exp

(
−
∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

γi
sλ

i
sds

) p∏
i=1

(1 + γi
τi
1{τi≤t}), a.s.

(A.4)

Proof. The SDE from (A.3) can be solved by applying the Doléans-Dade formula
(cf., for instance, [17]) to the semimartingale (Xt)t∈[0,T ], where Xt :=

∫ t
0 βsdWs +∫ t

0
∑p

i=1 γ
i
sdM

i
s, (with X0 = 0). We have

ζt = E(X)t = exp
(
Xt −X0 − 1

2[Xc]t
) ∏

0<s≤t

(1 + ∆Xs)e−∆Xs , (A.5)

where
[Xc]t =

∫ t

0
β2

sds. (A.6)

Since P (τi = τj) = 0 for i, j ∈ {1, . . . , p} such that i ̸= j, we get,

∏
0<s≤t

(1 + ∆Xs)e−∆Xs = exp
(

−
∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

γi
sdM

i
s −

∫ t

0

p∑
i=1

γi
sλ

i
sds

) p∏
i=1

(
1 + γi

τi
1{τi≤t}

)
.

(A.7)

Substituting (A.6) and (A.7) into (A.5), we get the desired result (A.4). ■
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