arXiv:1708.05858v3 [math.PR] 30 Mar 2023

Martingale representation on enlarged
filtrations: the role of the accessible jump times

Antonella Calzolari * Barbara Torti *

Abstract

We consider a filtration G obtained as enlargement of a filtration [F by a filtration H. We assume
that all F-local martingales are represented by a martingale M and all H-local martingales are
represented by a martingale N. M and N are not necessarily quasi-left continuous processes and
their jump times may overlap. We first analyze the contribution of the accessible jump times
of M and N to the Jacod’s dimension of the space of the ! (G)-martingales. Then we prove a
new martingale representation theorem on G.

Keywords: Predictable representations property; enlargement of filtration; marked point pro-
cesses; compensators.

1 Introduction

Martingale representation is a classical topic of stochastic analysis with relevant theoret-
ical and practical applications. As well known, the martingale representation property is
crucial to prove existence and uniqueness of BSDE’s solutions, to derive the stochastic
filtering equation by means of the innovation approach and to compute options hedging
strategies in financial markets. It is interesting to study what happens concerning martin-
gale representation when the available information grows and typically the class of local
martingales changes. In this paper we investigate this problem assuming that the "rep-
resentable” martingales may have jump times with non trivial accessible component. As
far as we know, this assumption is an important novelty of our analysis compared to
most of the papers on this subject. We are motivated by the growing interest of the lit-
erature in modeling situations of the real world which may present critical ”"announced”
random times, that is, from a mathematical point of view, predictable random times (see
e.g. Fontana and Smith [25]). A second point of novelty is that we allow the additional
information to be not completely exogenous w.r.t. to the basic information. In fact, rarely
in the literature the two kinds of information, basic and additional, are produced by pro-
cesses which may jump at the same random times (see e.g. Jiao and Li [33], Jeanblanc and
Song [31] and Aksamit, Jeanblanc and Rutkowski [3]). We stress also that only a few au-
thors deal, as we do here, with martingale representation when the growth of information
is due to a process possibly different from the occurrence process of a random time 7 (see
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e.g. Kchia and Protter [30], El Karoui, Jeanblanc and Jiao [24], Di Tella and Jeanblanc
[22], Calzolari and Torti [I4] and Biagini, Mazzon and Oberpriller [§]). Moreover, the
additional information is always generated by the observation of a process, while here we
model the extra information as the reference filtration of a martingale, not necessarily its
natural ond]. Based on the features highlighted in the above discussion, our work meets
the need suggested by the recent literature of new martingale representations on extended
filtrations (see e.g. Bandini, Confortola and Di Tella [7] and Bandini, Calvia and Colaneri

[61).

The framework of our study is the following. On a given probability space (2, F, P) let
M = (M;)icpo,r) and N = (Ng)sep,r) be two square-integrable martingales enjoying the
strong predictable representation property (PRP) w.r.t. the filtrations F = (F})sej0,7] and
H = (H¢)tejo,r), respectively. This means that all (P,F) ((P, H))-local martingales can be
represented, up to the initial condition, as a stochastic integral w.r.t. M (w.r.t. N). Let
G be the smallest right-continuous filtration containing both F and H. If there exists an
equivalent probability measure such that F and H are independent (equivalent decoupling
measure), then it has been proved that the R3-valued process (M, N, [M, N]) enjoys the G-
PRP under the martingale preserving measure, P*, which is the decoupling measure under
which M and N are G-martingales (see [I1]). In other words any (P*, G)-local martingale
can be written as a vector stochastic integral driven by (M, N,[M, N]). The fundamental
argument is that the covariation process [M, N] is a (P*, G)-square-integrable martingale
strongly orthogonal to M and N. So the set (M, N, [M, N]) turns out to be a (P*,G)-
basis of martingales in the sense of Davis and Varaiya (see [19]). The role of F and H is
symmetric and we can look at G either as the enlargement of F by H or viceversa.

In this paper we face two different issues linked to the above result.

Our first problem starts from the following remark. The process [M, N], when not triv-
ial, is a pure jump process whose jump times arise by the overlapping of the accessible
components of the jump times of M and N. Therefore [M, N] vanishes almost surely as
soon as at least one of the two martingales has totally inaccessible jump times only. The
non-triviality of [M, N] reflects on the dimension of the (P*, G)-martingale driving the
representation. We investigate the consequences of this fact on the Jacod’s dimension
of the martingale space H'(P,G), that is the minimal possible dimension of a vector-
valued local martingale enjoying the (P, G)-PRP. We show that the maximum value of
dim (’HI(P, G)) only depends on the mutual singularity of the kernels associated with the
sharp brackets of M and N joint with the mutual singularity of the kernels associated
with the sharp brackets of their accessible martingale parts. Based on the mutual behavior
of the sharp brackets, we provide a condition equivalent to get dim (Hl(P, G)) equal to
one and a condition sufficient to get dim (Hl(P, G)) equal to two.

The second problem we deal with is the construction of a local martingale driving the
(P, G)-martingale representation. More precisely, taking the point of view of the enlarge-
ment of F by H, we compute explicitly a multidimensional local martingale enjoying the
(P,G)-PRP. Indeed N is a special (P, G)-semi-martingale and we denote by N’ its local
martingale part. Our main hypothesis is that P is the minimal martingale measure for

! for an example of a martingale enjoying the PRP w.r.t. a filtration larger than the natural one refer
to the notion of Weak Brownian Filtration in [37]



N’ w.r.t. P* (see [5]). We show that this condition implies that any (P,F)-martingale
is a (P, G)-martingale (immersion of F in G under P) and coincides with this property
when [M, N] = 0. Under our assumptions we prove that (M, N',[M, N]) is a (P, G)-local
martingale representing all the others.

The addressed issues lead us to prove two results of stochastic analysis of general inter-
est. More precisely we write the explicit expression of the compensator of a jump process
with accessible jump times only and we show the existence of two predictable sets whose
w-sections are disjoint supports of the random measures generated by two predictable
increasing processes with mutually singular associated kernels.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is devoted to preliminaries. After introducing
the notations and recalling the necessary definitions and statements, we present in sep-
arated subsections some original results of the theory of semi-martingales interesting by
themselves. Section 3 describes the specific setting of our work. In Section 4 we prove the
theorem about the dimension of H'(P,G). The result on martingale representation is the
object of Section 5. First we discuss the case of progressive enlargement by 7 and then
the general case. Finally in Section 6 we formulate conclusions and future perspectives.

2 Preliminaries

Throughout the paper we consider processes on the time interval [0, T']. Given a standard
filtered probability space (€2, A, A = (A;)i<r, R) we denote by M(R, A) the set of (R, A)-
martingales (Mo(R, A) when the initial value is null) and by M;.(R, A) (Mieco(R, A))
the set of (R, A)-local martingales. Analogously M?(R, A) (MZ(R, A)) is the set of square
integrable (R, A)-martingales and M7, (R, A) (M}, (R, A)) its localization.

loc

If Y and Y’ are two semi-martingales we denote by [Y,Y’] their quadratic covariation
process and, when Y =Y, we simply write [Y] in place of [Y,Y]. Given two local mar-
tingales Z and Z’ we denote by (Z, Z'V® their sharp bracket process and, when Z = 7',
we simply write (Z)f4 in place of (7, Z)f* (for definitions and existence’s conditions we

refer to Chapter VII in [21]).

Given a semi-martingale Y we denote by P(Y, A) the set of the local martingale measures
for'Y on (2, Ar) equivalent to R| 4.

Following Definition 4.22, page 121, in [20], a random time 7 is a jump time of a cadlag
process X if R(X, # X,-,n < +00) = R(n < +00). As usual we denote with AX,, the
random variable X, — X, - with the convention that AX, = 0 on {n = +00}. When, as in
this paper, X lives on the time interval [0, 7], its jump times are random variables taking
values in [0,7] V {+o00}.
A stopping time 7 satisfies

n=n"An™ (1)
where 7% and n% are the accessible component and the totally inaccessible component,

respectively (see e.g. Theorem 3, page 104, in [38]). More precisely there exist two disjoint
events A and B such that P-a.s.

AUB = (n < o)



and
n® =nls+o00lse, 1™ =nlp+ocolpe. (2)

Therefore
Ny« oo = n®Ia +n%1p.

It is worthwhile to recall that
[7™]] € Unl[ni?1], (3)

where {n%},,cn is a sequence of predictable stopping times. Such a sequence is not unique
and it may be chosen in such a way that the corresponding graphs are pairwise disjoint
(see Theorem 3.31, page 95, in [26]). As far as n% is concerned, we recall that by definition

R(n" = o < +00) = 0,
for any predictable stopping time, and therefore for any accessible stopping time, o.

From now on we call enveloping sequence of N any sequence of predictable stopping times
satisfying () and with pairwise disjoint graphs.

Remark 2.1. We note that any finite totally inaccessible random time cannot coincide
with positive probability with an independent random time.

Let us state Yoeurp’s result about orthogonal decomposition of a local martingale.

Theorem 2.2. (Theorem 1-4 in [40])
If Z € Mipeo(R, A) then Z can be uniquely decomposed as

Z=2°¢2% 4 7% (4)

where Z¢, Z% and Z% belong to Mioeo(R,A) and Z¢ has continuous trajectories, Zw
has accessible jump times only and is strongly orthogonal to any local martingale with at
most totally inaccessible jump times, Z% has totally inaccessible jump times only and is
strongly orthogonal to any local martingale with at most accessible jump times.

As usual we refer to Z¢, Z% and Z% as the continuous, the accessible martingale part and
the totally inaccessible martingale part of Z, respectively. We recall that Z9% and Z% are
purely discontinuous local martingales (see Definition 4.11, page 40, in [29]). Observe that
to any jump time of Z% (Z%) corresponds the accessible (totally inaccessible) component
of a jump time of Z and viceversa.

It is worthwhile to stress that the above decomposition depends on the reference filtra-
tion. In fact the nature of a random time is linked to the choice of the filtration and in
particular accessibility is preserved by enlarging the filtration and viceversa total inacces-
sibility is preserved under restriction of the filtration.

The crucial notion of this paper is the strong predictable representation property of a local
martingale. We refer to [I5] for the definition of the vector stochastic integral and its re-
lation with the componentwise stochastic integral. We recall that the two notions coincide
when the components of the driving local martingale are pairwise strongly orthogonal (see
Theorem 3.1 in [15]).



Definition 2.3. (Definition 15.1, page 362, in [26])

Z = (Zy,....2Zy) with Z; € Mij,.(R,A),i =1,...,m, enjoys the (R, A)-strong predictable
representation property (R, A)-PRP) if each V' € Mo o(R, A) can be represented as vector
stochastic integral w.r.t. 7.

Next theorem is known as Il Fundamental Theorem of Asset Pricing.

Theorem 2.4. (Theorem 13.9, page 366, in [26])
Let Ay be trivial. Then Z € Mo(R, A) enjoys the (R, A)-PRP if and only if P(Z, A) is

a singleton.

By the above theorem and the comment to Corollary 11.4, page 340, in [27] it follows
that Z = (Zy, ..., Z,), with Z; € M2 (R, A),i = 1,...,m, enjoys the (R, A)-PRP if and

loc

only for each V € M?(R, A) holds
V;:%‘F (SV'Z)ta

where V; is Ag-measurable, £V = (£, ..., £Y) is an m-dimensional predictable process such
that

ER

> [ eogoaz.z) < v 6

and (SV . Z)t denotes the vector stochastic integral of £V.

The isometry between M?(R, A) and L*(), Ay, R) implies that, if Z = (74, ..., Z,,), with
Z; € ML (R,A),i = 1,...,m, enjoys the (R,A)-PRP, then each K € L*(Q, Ar, R)
satisfies K = K, + (fK . Z) o where K| is Ap-measurable and ¢¥ is an m-dimensional

predictable process such that the analogous of ({) holds (see pages 27-28 in [27]).

To conclude the PRP is invariant by change of probability measures in the following
sense. For a probability measure R equivalent to R|4,., set

_ R t<T

Ly = —
t dR .At’ =~

L = (Ly)tejo,r is a positive (R, A)-martingale and the following result holds.

Proposition 2.5. (Lemma 2.5 in [31])
Let Z = (Zy, ..., Z), with Z; € Mee(R, A), enjoy the (R, A)-PRP. Assume that for any
component Z° of Z there exists (L, Z')*. Set

t
~ . . 1 .
VA ::Zf—/ 7 A
0 ST

Then Z enjoys the (R, A)-PRP.
Now we introduce the notion of Jacod’s dimension of the set H'(R, A), where
H' (R, A) := {M € M(R,A) : ER[supicjon|My|] < +o0}.

Let Z be a vector local martingale. We denote by Z'(Z, R) the stable subspace in H' (R, A)
generated by Z (see Definition (4.4), page 114, in [27]).



Definition 2.6. (Definition (4.38), pages 130-131, in [27])
dim(H' (R, A)) is the minimal dimension of a 1-generator of H'(R, A), where a 1-generator
of H'(R, A) is any vector local martingale Z such that Z'(Z, R) = H}(R, A).

By Theorem 13.4, page 363, in [26] it follows immediately that dim(H'(R,A)) is the
minimal possible dimension of a vector-valued local martingale enjoying the (R, A)-PRP.

Proposition 2.7. (Proposition 2.10 in [2]) .
If R is a probability measure on (€2, A) equivalent to R, then dim(H' (R, A)) = dim(H' (R, A)).

For the definition of basis and multiplicity of a filtration we follow [19].

Definition 2.8. An (R, A)-basis is a (at most countable) subset {Zy, Zs, ...} of M*(R,A)
whose elements are pairwise strongly orthogonal and such that each V- € M?*(R, A) satis-

fies
Vi=Vo+ Z/t Y (s)dZi(s)
i 0

where ®) is a predictable process such that E% [fOT (DY)2(s)d[Zi]s| < 400 and Vy is
Ag-measurable.

Remark 2.9. If Z = (Zy,..., Z,,) with Z; € M?(R,A) enjoys the (R, A)-PRP and has
pairwise strongly orthogonal components then (Zy, ..., Zy) is a (R, A)-basis.

Definition 2.10. The multiplicity of the filtration A under the measure R is the smallest
integer k € NU {400} such that there exists an (R, A)-basis of dimension k.

For stating our main result we will need the notion of minimal martingale measure.

Definition 2.11. (Definition 1 in [5])
LetY be a special semi-martingale with local martingale part, Z. A measure Q inP(Y, A) is

the minimal martingale measure for Y under R if Y is a (Q, A)-martingale, Q| Ay = R|Ap
and any V€ M2 (R, A) orthogonal to Z belongs to Mu,.(Q,A).

loc

Finally we provide a result linking the regularity of a special semi-martingale to the
regularity of the elements of its canonical decomposition.

Proposition 2.12. Let Y be a square-integrable special semi-martingale and let Z be its
local martingale part. Then Z € M?*(R,A).

Proof. The regularity of Y implies that its quadratic variation process [Y] is integrable
(see Theorem 2, page 246, in [38]) and by Theorem VII-55, page 245, in [21] it follows that
[Z] is integrable. Then the thesis follows applying Theorem 11.4.5, page 243, in [I§]. O

2.1 The sharp bracket of the accessible part of a martingale

It is well-known that any adapted process of locally integrable variation admits a unique
dual predictable projection also called (predictable) compensator (see Theorem VI-80,

page 139, in [21]).

Here we explicitly provide the compensator of a pure jump process with accessible jump
times only and we use its expression to compute the sharp bracket of the accessible part
of any square-integrable martingale.



Lemma 2.13. Consider an A-adapted pure jump process U of integrable variation with
accessible jump times only. Then its (R, A)-compensator BY admits the representation

neN meN

where {N, }nen 15 the sequence of the jump times of U and, for each n € N, {1, m tmen is
an enveloping sequence of n,.

Proof. U satisfies

=Y AU =Y AU, L,a=> > AU, L, L, < (7)

s<t neN neN meN

Moreover for any A-predictable stopping time 7 it has to
AB] = E"[AU, | A,-]

(see Theorem VI-76, page 136, in [2I]). Observe that the right hand side of the above
equality makes sense by the integrability assumption on U. We stress that the same
assumption provides the integrability conditions necessary for the rest of the proof.

Equality (@) is proved once we show that

Z Z ER an Wn n,m |A77nm ] Nn,m <ts te [O,T]

neN meN

is an (R, A)-martingale. In fact, since the second addend in the previous expression is an
A-predictable process (see Lemma 22.3 ii), page 411, in [34]), the statement follows by
the uniqueness of the compensator.

Using representation (), for any s < ¢, we get

Z Z ER Unm Un:nn,m | Ann,m*] N ,m <t | A]

neN meN
R
U ZZE nnm 77n 77nm|A77nm :| Tlnmgs_'_
neN meN
R R
E Z Z nnm nn:nn,m - E [AUnn,m T ="n,m |A77nm ]) 3<nn,m§t | AS] .
neN meN

Last term in previous expression can be written as
Z Z R
E |:( Mn, mI[nn:nn,m - [AUnnm Mn="n,m | Ann,mi] ) Mn, m<t | A i| S<Mn,m
neN meN

Since o (1p,m) C A, .- (see Chapter III Theorem 3.4 point 1, page 80, in [26]), then the
general term of last sum is null if and only if

ER [AUnannn:nnm mnm<t | A ] $<Nn,m —
=B [ER [AUy, o Ty Tt | Ann] | A Tacn



that is if and only if for any set A € A,

/ [AUnnm In="n,m Wn m<t ‘ A ]
AN(s<Nn,m)

:/ E [ [AUnnm n="n,m Wn m<t | Annm—} ‘ As] dR
AN(s<Nn,m)

Last equality is true. In fact, AN (s < 7y,,,) belongs either to A, or to A,, .-, so that
both expressions coincide with

/ AUnn m nn:nn,m Hnn,mgt dR
AN(s<Nn,m)

O

Remark 2.14. The process BY, although unique, has different representations accord-
ing to the choice of the enveloping sequences of the jump times of U. Nevertheless the
representation of BY as multivariate point process is unique and is obtained from (@),
whichever family {{'r]n,m}meN, n e N} 15 chosen. More precisely,

BtU :Z Z ER AU~ 77n Tn,m ‘ Annm_} Tn,m <t (8)

neN meN

where

7';,« _ {nmm Zf ER [AUnnm n="n,m | Ann,mf] 7& O’

+oo  if ER[AU,, . Lo | A1 =0,

and the sequence of increasing stopping times and marks of BY is identified by reordering
the set {Nnmtnmen. Note that, fixed n, the set {1,.m}men s an enveloping sequence of
M- In particular, for any m, Ny, is a predictable random time by Proposition 2.10, page

17, in [29].
Proposition 2.15. If Z € M*(R,A), then

(ZE 23 ST B [ AZy VLo, |A%,mf] L. <t

neN meN

where Z% is the accessible martingale part of Z in the decomposition (), {n¥}nen is
the sequence of the jump times of Z% and, for each n € N, {n,.m}men is an enveloping
sequence of nP

Proof. We recall that (Z%)f4 exists since Z% € M?(R,A) and it is the compensator
of [Z%]. Therefore it is enough to apply previous lemma to [Z%], which is the adapted
purely discontinuous integrable increasing process with accessible jump times only which
satisfies

(2%, =) (AZPP =" (AZP VL= Y (AZ, )T, <

s<t neN meN neN meN



2.2 The compensated occurrence process of a random time

Let 1 be a random time in [0, +oco] and consider the occurrence process of 7 restricted to
[0, T, that is the process
Iy< = (ly<t)iepp -

It is a pure jump bounded process with a unique jump time corresponding to

n HUST + 00 HU>T’
In the rest of the paper, for notational convenience, we will identify it with 7.

Define
Pi=o(nNt).

Then H" = (H])icjo,r) is the natural filtration of I,<., that is the smallest filtration
which makes 7 a stopping time. Let A?#H" be the (R, H")-compensator of I,<. or simply
the (natural) compensator of n and let H" = (H}'),cio,r) be the (naturally) compensated
occurrence process of n, that is the (R, H")-martingale defined by

HY = Ley — APRF. (9)

Remark 2.16. [t is to stress that any random time n in [0, T] U {+o0}, according to its
law p", is an H"-totally inaccessible stopping time if and only if u" restricted to [0,T] is a
diffusive measure and it is an H"-accessible stopping time if and only if 1" is atomic. This
is a trivial generalization of Theorem IV-107, page 241, in [20], which only covers the
case when n is finite. Therefore n, unless trivial, can never be H"-predictable, so that the
martingale H" cannot be identically null.

According to (Il) we denote by n?% and 7% the H"-accessible and the H"-totally inaccessible
component of 7, respectively. Next proposition highlights their different contribution in
the expression of the compensator of 7.

Proposition 2.17. The compensated occurrence process of n admits the representation
dq, R,H"
H} =Ty — AP = 57 RO = 0 |10, ey, (10)
meN "

where AT denotes the (continuous) (R, H")-compensator of n% and (n%)men is an
enveloping sequence of n%.

Proof. We start by the simple equality
]Ingt — ]In:ndq ]]:ndqst + ]In:ndpﬂndpgt. (1].)

Observing that
{n" <t} c{n=n"}, {n™ <t} c{n=n"},
we get
HUSt — Hndqgt + Hndpst. (12)

In analogy with the notation A% " we indicate with AP®H" the (R, H")-compensator
of n%. Then by the uniqueness of the compensator of 1 we derive

AU,RvH" _ Adq7R7H" + Adp,R,Hn. (13)
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Therefore
H" = (Hndqg. — Adq7R,H”) + (I[ndpg. - Adp,R,H") P (14)
that is
H"=1,. — Y G

Finally Lemma [2.13] yields

AP Z R(n® = n | Hn%)*)ﬂ{nffgt}' (15)

meN

O

We stress that, since the two martingales at the right-hand side of (I4]) are strongly
orthogonal, by the uniqueness of Yoeurp’s decomposition (), the H-totally inaccessible
and the H-accessible martingale parts of H satisfy the equalities

dq dq,R,H" dp dp,R,H"
Ht — Hndqgt - At Ht — Hndpgt - At .

We conclude recalling a key result to be used in the rest of the paper.

Theorem 2.18. (Proposition 2 in [16])
H enjoys the (R,H")-PRP.

2.3 Mutual singularity of the kernels associated with two
predictable increasing processes

In this subsection we prove a result on the supports of the random measures generated
by two increasing processes, which will be the core of the study of the Jacod’s dimension
of the space of martingales on the enlarged filtration G.

Let us start with two definitions given in analogy with those at pages 19 and 374 in [9],
respectively.

Definition 2.19. A support of a measure p on a measurable space (E,E) is any set C' € €
such that u(E '\ C) = 0.

Definition 2.20. Two measures p and v on the measurable space (E,E) are mutually
singular if they admit disjoint supports, that is if there exist two measurable disjoint sets

C* and C such that p(E\ C*) =0 and v(E\ C¥) = 0.

Remark 2.21. If pu and v are mutually singular with disjoint supports C* and C¥, then
u(C?) = v(Cm) =0,

We call random set any subset of the product space €2 x [0, T'], measurable random set any
random set belonging to the product sigma-algebra A ® B([0,T]) and predictable random
set any random set belonging to the predictable sigma algebra P(A) on Q x [0,T] (see
pages 3 and 16 in [29]). Finally given a random set C' we denote by C' its complementary
set and by C¥ its w-section, that is

0¥ = {t, (t,w) € C}. (16)

Moreover we also introduce next definition (see pages 29 and 30 in [35]).
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Definition 2.22. A function k : Q x B([0,T]) = R, (w,G) = k(w,G), is a kernel from
Q to [0,T] if and only if, for any fized G € B([0,T]), w — k(w, G) is A-measurable and,
for any fired w, G — k(w, Q) is a measure on ([0,T], B([0,T])).

Two kernels ', i = 1,2, from Q to [0,T] are mutually singular if there exist two disjoint
measurable random sets T;, i = 1,2, with TY support of the measure k'(w,-), that is
Ki(w,T9)=0,i=1,2.

Remark 2.23. Observe that any increasing process (Vi)icpor) uniquely defines a kernel
AV . Qx B([0,T]) = R", (w,G) — fG dVi(w) (for further details see VI-86, page 145, in
[21)).

Proposition 2.24. Let (Ay)icpor) and (By)icpo,r) be two non-negative increasing pre-
dictable processes. Assume that the associated kernels dA and dB are mutually singu-
lar. Then there exists a predictable random set C* such that, R-a.s., C* and CA« are
disjoint supports of the measures dA(w,-) and dB(w, -), respectively.

Proof. By assumption there exist two disjoint measurable random sets I'* and I'? such
that, for any w, dA(w, ['4*) = dB(w,['B+) = 0 and in particular

dB(w,T4) = 0. (17)

First, by means of a projection procedure, we prove that it is possible to construct a
predictable random set C* whose w-sections are R-a.s. supports of the measures dA(w, -).
Then, we prove that R-a.s. the w-section of the predictable random set C4 is support
of the measure dB(w,-) and, since (C4)* = C4«, this ends the proof. Let us be more
precise.

We construct C4 as the predictable support of the measurable random set I'4, that is
C* = {(w,t), PIpa(w,t) >0}, (18)

where P4 denotes the predictable projection of the process Ira (see Chapter 1 Definition
2.32, page 24, in [29]). Now we prove that R-a.s. the w-section C4“ is a support of the
measure dA.(w).

To this end it suffices to establish that

/CAW dAs(w) =0, R-as. (19)

In fact [ra. dAs(w) > 0 and moreover the following equalities hold
ER U dAS(-)} = pf U Tpa(-, s)dAS(-)} =Ef U Tz (s)Ipa (-, s)dAy(-) | . (20)
oA oA [0,7]
Observe that for any (w,t) € Q x [0, 7] it holds
HW@) = ch(w, f})
Then the last term in (20) coincides with
B[ ctsa), 1)

(0,77
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where ((w,t) := I5x(w, t)Ipa(w, t). Again, due to the fact that, by assumption, the process
A is predictable, the expression in (2I)) turns to be equal to (see Theorem VI.57, page

122, in [21])

ER{/;ﬂfrﬂ,ﬁdAxv},

where, being C4 a predictable random set,
p<<w’ t) = H07<w7 t) PIpa (wv t)
(see Chapter 1 Theorem 2.28 ¢) in [29]). Then
Plpa(s, s)dAs(+)
(1)

Since by definition for any w the function the function ?Ipa(w, ) is null on the set C'A4«,
the right hand side in previous equality is equal to zero, so that (I9]) follows.

Eﬂﬁﬂmwmuﬂzﬁ

Let us prove that C4« is a support of dB(w,-). This follows as soon as we show that

R-a.s.
/ dBs(w) = 0. (22)

In fact

0=FE" UFA st} = p* U{O’T] I[FA,.(S)dBS(.)} = pf Um PTpa(-, 8)dB,(-) |,

where last equality again follows by Theorem VI.57 in [2I]. Therefore

£ [ et o

which is equivalent to fCA"’“’ PlIpa(w, s)dBs(w) = 0, R-a.s. Since by definition, fixed w,
Plpa(w,s) > 0 for all s € C4¥ then ([22)) follows, R-a.s. O
3 The setting

In the following we introduce the setting we will work in looking for a new martingale
representation theorem.

From now on we will consider a fixed probability space (€2, F, P) and two standard fil-
trations on it, F = (Fy)wcpo,r) and H = (H¢)iejo,r1, With trivial initial o-algebras and such
that Fpr C F and Hy C F. We will set

G:=FVH. (23)

From now on we will standing assume the following condition (D).

(D) There exists an equivalent decoupling measure that is a probability measure @) on
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(Q, Gr) equivalent to P|g, under which Fr and Hr are independent.
Then also G under P is a standard filtration (see Lemma 2.2 in [4]).

Let M = (My)cjor) and N = (Ng)iwepo,r) be a square-integrable (P, [F)-martingale and
a square-integrable (P, H)-martingale respectively. We define on (€2, Gr) the martingale
preserving measure measure P* associated to () by

dP

dP
dP* := —
Fro dQ

©dQ

Then M and N are independent (P*, G)-martingales and each of them preserves under
P* its law since

dQ. (24)

Hr

P*|»T'T = P‘]‘—T P*|HT = P|7‘lT' (25>
In the light of Theorem we consider the (P*, G)-decompositions of M and N
M =M+ MP+ M4 N=N°+N¥+NU (26)

Proposition 3.1. All F-totally inaccessible stopping times and all H-totally inaccessible
stopping times are also G-totally inaccessible.

Proof. 1t is enough to prove the statement for F and M.

Let n be an F-totally inaccessible stopping time. Then, since condition (D) is in force,
Remark 2.1l ensures 7 to avoid H-stopping times and therefore n turns out to be G-totally
inaccessible (see Lemma 3.5 in [I7]). O

Recalling that all F-accessible random times are also G-accessible, by previous proposition
we immediately derive next result.

Corollary 3.2. The (P,F)-decomposition of M and the (P, H)-decomposition of N coin-
cide with the decompositions given in (20).

Proposition 3.3. For all t in [0,T] it holds P*-a.s. and P-a.s.
[M,N]; = [M* NP, (27)

Proof. By the representation formula (20]), the linearity of the covariation operator and
its invariance under equivalent changes of measures it follows P*-a.s. and P-a.s.

[M, N] = [M¢, N] + [M% N] + [M%, N].

In particular M€ and N as well as M% and N are (P*, G)- independent martingales. Then,
as well known, one has [M¢ N] = 0 (see Theorem and Corollary 4.55 points b) and
¢) in [29]). By Remark 2Tlit also holds [M%, N] = 0. Summarizing

[M, N] = [M%, N]

and similarly, by using the representation (26]) for N, we get the thesis. O
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It is worthwhile to note that (7)) can be explicitly written as

(M, N, = [M%, N%7], = 3 AMjgpANzngnzp:Tldp I, do <y (28)
n,l

where (%), and (1), are sequences of G-accessible jump times of M and N, respectively.

In the previous proposition the covariation process [M, N| is derived by using the (P*, G)-
decompositions defined in (26]), which coincide with the (P, F)-decomposition of M and the
(P, H)-decomposition of N (see Corollary B.2)). It is to note that F (H) could be different
from the natural filtration FM of M (FY of N). When using the natural filtrations different
Yoeurp’s decompositions for M and N could arise. As an example, a jump time of M
could be a G-accessible stopping time and an FM-totally inaccessible one, and this would
imply that M £ M FM.dp, However, as we will show now, the covariation process [M, N]
still coincides with the covariation process of the natural accessible martingale parts.

Lemma 3.4. Letn and 7 be an FM -stopping time and an FY -stopping time, respectively. If
P(n = 1) > 0 then there exist an FM-accessible stopping time n® and an FN -accessible
stopping time 7% such that on the set (n = 7) it holds n =n®™ and 7 = 7%, P-a.s.

Proof. The representation of n given by (Il) and ([2)) yields

Nlg=r) = Nly=r=toc) + N ln=r)na + nlu=r)ns-

Since A = (n = 7% < 4+00) and B = (n = n% < +00) and therefore (n = n% = nd =
+00) on (AU B)¢, one immediately derives that P-a.s.

n ]I(n:T) = 'f]dp H(n:'r:—I—oo) + 'f]dp H(ndp:T)ﬂA + 77dq H(ndQ:fr)ﬁB'

Consider now the equivalent decoupling measure @) introduced in condition (D). By Re-
mark 2] (™ = 7) N B has null measure under () so that a.s.

N Lg=r) = 1% Lip=r=soc) + 0" Ly —r)na
which implies n = n% on (n = 7).
Analogously one shows that 7 = 7% on (n = 7). O

Proposition 3.5. For all t in [0,T] it holds P*-a.s. and P-a.s.
[M, N]t _ [MIFM,dp’ NIFN,dp]t

where MF"4 qnd NE"9 are the accessible martingale parts in the (P,FM) and the
(P, FN)-decompositions of M and N, respectively.

Proof. If n and 7 are jump times of M% and N9 respectively, then they are F™-stopping
time and FN-stopping time, respectively. If P(n = 7) > 0 then, by Lemma [3.4], there exist
an FM-accessible stopping time of M, 7%, and an FN-accessible stopping time of N, 7%,
such that P-a.s.

nly—r = ﬁdpﬂn:T and 71,_, = %dp]ln:T.
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Moreover A% is a jump times of the accessible martingale part M FM.dp in the (P, FM)-
decomposition of M and 7% is a jump times of the accessible martingale part N FYdp in
the (P,FV)-decomposition of N. Then using (28]

d d
[M7 N]t = Zl Hﬁgpgtﬂﬁzp:ﬁdp AMﬁgpANﬂgp =
= Z I dp<tﬂndp Fap AMF;Z dpANde dp [MlFM ,dp NIFN dp]t’

n,l

where (7%),, is the set of all FM-accessible jump times of M and (#7); is the set of all
FN_accessible jump times of N. O

Remark 3.6. Under condition (D) the covariation process M, N] is identically zero
whenever M or N are cadlag quasi-left continuous martingales (see pages 121-122 in
[26]). Among the others this is the case when at least one of the reference filtrations of M
and N s quasi-left continuous. In fact any martingale with quasi-left continuous reference
filtration is quasi-left continuous. In particular this happens if M or N belongs to the class
of Lévy processes without deterministic jump times (see page 190 and Ezercise 8, page

148, in [38]).

4 The Jacod’s dimension of H!(P,G)

In this section we clarify how the Jacod’s dimension of H!(P,G) is affected by the mutual
behavior either of the sharp brackets of M and N or of their accessible parts, M and
Ndp,

Lemma 4.1. The kernels d(M)\PE and d(N®YPE are mutually singular if and only if
the covariation process [M, N| is P-a.s. null.

Proof. Let {n%},en and {77 },en be the sequences of accessible jump times of M and of
N, respectively, and, fixed n € N and [ € N, let {7, }men and {74 }ren be enveloping
sequences of n% and Tldp , respectively.

Proposition .18 applies to give the following representations

Mdp Z Z U Ly < Ndp Z Z Vin Ly <t (29)

neN meN leN heN

with U, ,, and V;, defined by

Upm = EF [(AM%’M) Lar_y | F

Nn,m

—i| y ‘/E,h = EP |:(AN7(—1II,7}1)2 I[Tldp:Tl,h | IHTl’hi

Assume first the mutual singularity of the kernels d(M®)"¥ and d(N%)PH Fixed n,m
and [, h, when

P(T}mm =T.h < +OO) > O,
representations (29) implies that

H{%,m:’n,h<-|—oo}Un,mVl,h = 0, P-a.s. (30)
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In other words, if we introduce the measurable sets
Ay =A{Upm =0}, By :={Vi =0},
then by the mutual singularity the set
AL N BN {Mmm = Tp < +00}

has null measure.
Note that equality ([28)) can be written in terms of enveloping sequences as

[M Nt o Z Z anf’=nnm = AMdp AnghI[Wn,m=Tl,h Hnn,mﬁt' (31)

n,. m,h

Therefore [M, N] is P-a.s. null if for any choice of n, m and [, h such that P(n, , = 1, <
00) > 0 it holds

H{nn’m:n’h<+oo}ﬂ77gp=nn,m A‘]Mdpm}I dp—Tz,h ANf’iph = O P-as..
Equivalently [M, N] is P-a.s. null if
fli,m N élc,h N A{Npm = T < +00}

is a set of null measure, where

A = {AMP Tap_, =0}, Bip:={ANP 1 =0}.

Ti,h —T, p*Tl’h
This easily follows considering that up to a null measure set it holds
A¢ N Bf, C A, N By,

In fact by construction A, ,, € F,, .- and therefore
_ _ d
0= / UpmdP = / (AMnf,m) Lav_,, . dP

so that A,, ,,, C Amm up to a null measure set. A similar procedure proves that B;; C él,h
up to a null measure set and we conclude that [M, N] =0 P-a.s.

Viceversa, assume [M, N| = 0 P-a.s. This implies that P-a.s. any addend in the sum of
the right-hand side of (31]) is null or equivalently P-a.s. for all n,m and [, h for any time ¢

anp=77n m I[Tldp_ﬂ,h HTln,m:Tl,h Hnn,mﬁt =0

since, when 7, ,, and 7, are finite, AM;Z’ mANf_iph is P-a.s. different from zero.
More briefly

I ap I _ap H{nn,m:Tl,h<+Oo} =0 VH, m, l, h, P-a.s. (32)

M =Mm,m T =Th

In order to prove the singularity of the kernels we need to show that, if P(n,., = mn <
+00) > 0, then (B0) holds. Actually recalling that P* ~ P it is enough to show that

*
H{nn,m:n,h<+oo}Un,sz,h =0, Pr-as.
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or equivalently
EP* [H{nnym:n’h<+oo}Un,mV2,h] = 0.

Since (28) holds then

Ti,h

Upm = B [(AMﬁ,{’,m)Q Lao_,. | fnn,mf} , Vin=E" [(ANdp )2 HTld,,:Tl’h | ’wa]
and therefore

EP* [H{nn,m:Tl,h<+oo}Un,mV2,h] =
EP* [H{nn’m:Tl’h<+oo}EP* [(AM;Ilf,m)Q ]Ingp:%,m | F n’mi] EP* [(ANdp ) dpiT 1,h | HTI h ]:|

Tl,h

Now applying Lemma 4.3 in [IT] and observing that the random variable Iy, —r , <toc}

is Fy, - V My, --measurable, we get

EP*[H{nnym:n’h<+oo}Un,m‘/l,h] -
EP* _I[{Un,m:Tl,h<+OO}EP* [(AMgf,m)2 Hngp:n (ANdp ) p_ ‘ ‘F HTl’h_]i|
VH

Ti,h =T,
Tl,h*]}

Ti,h

EP* _EP* |:]I{77n,m:Tl,h<+OO}(AMgf,m)2 Hﬁgp: n,m (ANdp ) H dp*T | f

B _(AMrcllf,m)Q (ANdp ) H{Wn,m=Tl,h<+°°}]Ingp:7in,mHTzdp:Thh] =9,

Tl,h
where last equality follows by (32)). O

Next result states the equivalence between the mutual behavior of the sharp brackets of
M and N and the existence of a G-basis of dimension one. The starting point is Theorem
4.5 in [I1], which requires both the P-triviality of the o-algebras Fy and H, and the
(P,F)-PRP of M and the (P, H)-PRP of N.

From now on, by virtue of Theorem[2.4), we will assume the following condition (Al).
(A1> P(Mv F) = {P|]:T} and ]P<N7 H) = {P|HT}
Proposition 4.2. Let P* be the probability measure defined by (24).

(i) If the kernels d(M)PF and d(N)P® are mutually singular, then M + N enjoys the
(P*,G)-PRP.

(1i) If there exists Z € M?*(P*,G) which enjoys the (P*,G)-PRP, then the kernels
d(M)PE and d(NYPH are mutually singular.

Proof. (i) Under P* the triplet (M, N,[M,N]) is a (P*,G)-basis (see Theorem 4.5 in
[T). If d(M)PF and d({N)P*¥ are mutually singular, then the same holds for d{M®)PF
and d(N%)PH By Lemma HEJ] the covariation process [M, N] is P-a.s. null, so that the
(P*, G)-basis reduces to the pair (M, N).

As a consequence, if K € L*(Q, Gy, P*), then

T T
K=yt / v dM, + / nudN.. (33)
0 0
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where kg is a constant, (7)icjo,r] and (1)o7} are G-predictable processes satisfying
EY [foT v d[M]t} < +o0 and B [ OT n? d[N]t] < +o00, respectively.

Moreover, since P*|z, coincides with P|z,. then on one side (M)PF = (M)P"F and, since
P* decouples F and H, on the other side (M)F"F = (M)F"€ and therefore

(M)PF = (M),

Analogously (N)"™ = (N)?"€_Then by Proposition 224 there exist two G-predictable
subsets of Q x [0,T], C™ and CV, with CV = CM such that

[Laanre—o [ e o
CN oM

Let (A)eo,r) be defined at time ¢ by
Ae = yillear (t) + nellew (t).

Since the indicator functions (Icu (2)),epo.r) and (Iow (¢)),o 7y of the predictable sets cM
and OV, respectively, are predictable processes, A is a G-predictable process.

Moreover EF” [ [FX2dM + N ]t] < 400 and the following equalities hold

T T
= U (Ae =) d(M)F *’G] - B U (As — )2 d(N)F *’G] B
0 0
As a consequence we get

T T T T
/ Vdes = / )\desa / nsts = / )\stsa
0 0 0 0

so that ([B3) can be rewritten as

T
K =k +/ Asd(Ms + Ny)
0
and by the arbitrariness of K we derive that M + N enjoys the (P*, G)-PRP.
(ii) Let Z enjoy the (P*,G)-PRP. Then

t t
M, = / 0udZ,, N — / 8,dZ,,
0 0

with (a)sepo.r] and (B)seio,r) G-predictable processes which satisfy EF [ fOT ol d[Z]t] <
+o00 and EF” [fOT (2 d[Z]t] < 400, respectively.

By construction M and N are independent (P*, G)-martingales, so that

0= (M, N)" € :/ s Bed(Z)F" S,
0
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that is
afB =0, d2)Ca.s. (34)
Observe that

(MYPF = (MYP'E = / 2d(Z)P"E,
0

and .
A
0

In order to prove that the kernels d(M)"* and d{N)P" are mutually singular, let us
introduce the predictable set

[ = {(w,1),a}(w) > 0}.

Then

/ 02()d(Z)7 () = 0,

or equivalently o
(M) (w)(T¥) = 0,

that is the w-section of T is a support of the measure d(M)PF(w). Moreover
BUw)d(Z)]F (w) =
Tw
[ Bz w) -
{tv O‘t(w)#O}
/ Lit, a0y (8) 83 (@)d(Z) % (w) =
[0,7]
[ e s (N2 (o) =
/ L(8){t. aun oy B2 (W) d( Z) % (w) = 0,
(0,7
where the last equality follows by (34]). Therefore
d(N) (w)(I*) =0,

that is the w-section of I is a support of the measure d(N)”M(w) and we get proof. [

Finally we state the main result of this section. For the sake of clarity we stress that
<M>P*,IE‘ — <M>P,IE‘ and <N>P*,]HI — <N>P,]HI.

Theorem 4.3. The dimension of H'(P,G) is at most three and in particular is
(i) equal to one if and only if the kernels d(M)PF and d(NYPH are mutually singular;

(ii) equal to two if the kernels d(M)PF and d(N)YP™ are not mutually singular but the
kernels d{M®YPE and d{NPYPH are mutually singular.
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Proof. dim(H'(P,G)) coincides with dim(H'(P*,G)) by Proposition 277l By Theorem
4.5 in [I1] the set P((M, N, [M, N]),G) is a singleton, that is (M, N, [M, N]) enjoys the
(P*,G)-PRP and therefore, by the remark following Definition[2.6], one gets dim (’Hl (P, G))
is less or equal to three.

(i) This point immediately follows by Proposition

(ii) If dim(H'(P*,G)) is greater than one previous point implies that the kernels d(M)"*
and d(N)PH are not mutually singular. Moreover if the kernels d(M%)PF and d(N%)PH
are mutually singular, as stated by Lemma [T} [M, N] =0 and P((M, N),G) = {P*|¢},
so that dim(H'(P*,G)) is equal to two. O

Remark 4.4. Proposition [{.9 and Theorem [[.3 have been inspired by Theorem 9.5.2.4,
page 540, Theorem 9.5.2.5, page 541, and subsequent arguments in [32] and in particular
by the following example. A Brownian motion W and a compensated Poisson martingale
IT are considered. If f and g are deterministic functions such that fg = 0 then the process
dX; = f(t)dW; + g(t) dl1; enjoys the PRP with respect to its natural filtration.

5 (P,G)-martingale representation

In this section, in the same setting of last two sections and in particular under the standing
assumptions (D) and (A1), we present our martingale representation result on G under
P. First we deal with the case when G is the progressive enlargement of ' by a general
random time 7 and then we consider the case when G is the enlargement of F by the
reference filtration H of a martingale enjoying the PRP.

In view of possible applications to financial models and although this is not essential for
the validity of the result, we assume that M is the martingale part of a square-integrable
special semi-martingale X = (X);c0,m) on (€2, F, P) with canonical decomposition

X = Xo+ My + Ay, (35)
such that
EY [X§ + [M]r + |Al7] < +oo.
As usual A is a predictable process of finite variation, My = Ay = 0 and |A| de-
notes the total variation process of A (see VII-98, page 294, in [2I]). In particular
we assume that there exists a predictable process a = (at)wco,r] P-a.s. in the space
Li,o([0,T], B([0,T1),d(M)"") such that

A = / t o d{M)FF. (36)

Remark 5.1. We note that if P (X, F) is a singleton then condition (A1) for M holds,
that is P(M,F) = {P|z.} (see Proposition 2.2 in [13]). Moreover if P(X,F) = {PX} and
the derivative dPX /dP|x, is locally square-integrable, then (38) holds (see Proposition 4

Proposition 5.2. X and M share the same jump times.

Proof. By Yoeurp’s decomposition (M)PF coincides with the sum of (M¢)PF  (Afda)PF
and (M)PF The first two processes are continuous and, by Proposition 215, (M%)PF
is a pure jump process which shares its jump times with M. It follows that the jump
times of A are a subset of those of M and the thesis follows by equality (B5). O
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5.1 Progressive enlargement by a random time

Let 7 be any random time in [0, +00]. For the sake of notational convenience we will re-
name by H the compensated occurrence process of 7, H, defined as in Subsection 2.2 and
by H its natural filtration. By Proposition H is square-integrable and by Theorem
it enjoys the (P, H)-PRP. Here H plays the role of N and the filtration G defined in
([23)) is the progressive enlargement of F by 7. Condition (D) is assumed.

According to () we denote by 7% and 79 the H-accessible and the H-totally inacces-
sible component of 7, respectively. We stress that Proposition 3.1 applies to prove that
7% and 7% are also the G-accessible and the G-totally inaccessible component of 7, re-
spectively. So, we will simply refer to 7% (7%) as to the accessible (totally inaccessible)
component of 7 and, as usual, (T,Cfp Jnen Will denote an enveloping sequence of 7.

Proposition 5.3. (i) The triplet (M, H, [M, H]) enjoys the (P*,G)-PRP and is a (P*,G)-
basis of martingales.

(i) [M, H| admits the representation
d
(M, H], = ;\1 AMTZIP (H{TdP:Tffp} N P(po =Ty | Hﬁ?”) H{Tﬁlpﬁt}' (37)
S

Proof. The (P*,G)-martingales M and H are independent and therefore strongly orthog-

onal so that point (i) follows by Theorem 4.5 in [I1].

As far as point (ii) is concerned, by Proposition it is enough to compute [M® HP],

where H% denotes the accessible part of the Yoeurp decomposition of H (see (28)). Then

representation (B7) follows immediately recalling representation (I0) and equality (28]).
O

Point (i) above joint with Proposition 20 assures that a triplet of local martingales driving
the (P, G)-representation exists. Nevertheless, in order to give an explicit description of
its components, we need some preliminaries results.

Let A™P% be the (P, G)-compensator of 7. Then H' = (H});cj0.r defined by
Hg = I[{Tgt} — AZ’P’G

is a (P, G)-martingale. We may refer to H' as to the (P, G)-compensated occurrence process

of T.
Proposition 5.4.
(1) H € M*(P,G) and satisfies

Hi=lircy = AP =3 P =57 |G 0 sy,
heN

where A%PE denotes the (P, G)-compensator of 799,

(i) H' is a special (P*,G)-semi-martingale and H is its martingale part.
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Proof. Let A%PPC denote the (P, G)-compensator of 7%. In order to show point (i) observe
that Proposition 212 applies to prove that H’ is square-integrable and the same procedure
used to get (I3) yields

AT,P,G — Adp,P,G + Adq,P,G. (38)

The process A% € is a continuous process, while by Lemma 213 A%"C obeys the equal-
ity
dp,P,G d d
APPE =N P(r =7 | ngp,)]I{Tspﬁ}. (39)
heN

Point (ii) follows immediately by the equality
H| = H, + APPH — ATPE (40)

considering that by construction H is a (P*, G)-martingale under P*, as well as under P,
and the process A™PH — A™PE ig G-predictable and of finite variation. O

Remark 5.5. Since Iy iy is G o~ -measurable and {79 < +o0} C {7 = 7%}, (39) can
h = Ty

be rewritten as

AIPPE _ Z P(r=1%| gTsp*)]I{T;‘ngt}'
heN

According to Definition 2.11] we introduce a new condition.
(A2) P is the minimal martingale measure for H’ under P*.

Let us analyze condition (A2) and in particular its relationship with the immersion prop-
erty F ‘? G, that is the inclusion M,,.(P,F) C Mo.(P,G) (see Section 5.9.1, page 315,

in [32]).

It is to stress that under (A2) the process L defined by L; := 4|  satisfies
Gt

t
g:1—/7¢5ﬂg (41)
0

where v is a suitable G-predictable process (see Remark 2 in [39] or Theorem 9 in [5]).

Proposition 5.6.
(i) (A2) holds if and only if M and [M, H| are (P,G)-local martingales.
(ii) (A2) implies F = G.

(iii) When 7 is totally inaccessible, (A2) is equivalent to F = G.

Proof. (i) Assuming (A2) by point (i) of Proposition it follows immediately that M
and [M, H] are (P, G)-local martingales. More precisely, it is easy to check that M and
[M, H] belong to M?(P,G). Viceversa, let V be any element of M? (P* G) which is

loc

orthogonal to the martingale part H of the special (P*, G)-martingale H'. We have to
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show that V' belongs to M(P,G). This is enough since P|Gy = P*|Gy. By part i) of
Proposition there exist two predictable processes o and [ such that

¢ t
Vt:/ Qs dMs+/ Bs d[M, H,.
0 0

Since equation (fIl) holds, the processes LM e L[M, H] are (P*, G)-local martingales and
therefore also [L, M| e [L,[M, H]] are (P*, G)-local martingales (see Lemma 15.2.1, page
373, in [18]). Moreover

t t
Lt ‘/t :/ Ls— dv; + / VVs‘ dLs + [L7 V]t
0 0

t t t t
=/hM@+/)%«ﬂ@+/1%dMst+/‘&dMJMﬂﬂk
0 0 0 0

so that LV is a (P*, G)-local martingale and therefore V' is a (P, G)-local martingale.

(ii) This point follows immediately considering that, since M enjoys the (P, F)-PRP, any
(P, F)-local martingale can be represented as integral w.r.t. M, which by assumption is a
(P, G)-martingale.

(iii) By Proposition 7 totally inaccessible implies that [M, H] = 0 and F ? G implies
that M is a (P, G)-local martingale, so that by point (i) (A2) holds. The proof ends using
point (ii). O

We state now our main result in the framework of progressive enlargement completed
with all the assumptions.

Theorem 5.7. If conditions (D), (A1) and (A2) hold, then the triplet (M, H',[M, H])
enjoys the (P,G)-PRP.

Proof. By point (i) of Proposition and Proposition we derive the (P, G)-PRP for
the triplet (M, H, K) defined by

t
~ 1 *
M, ::Mt—/ 7 d(L, M)I"©
0 El

t

~ 1 *

H, ::Ht—/ 7 d(L, HY""C, (42)
0 sT

1

t
&:MMr/Ld@Wﬂﬁﬁ
0

s

provided the sharp brackets (L, M) (L, H)""¢ and (L, [M, H])"€ exist. Since equa-
tion (A1) implies that LM and L[M, H] are (P*, G)-local martingales then

(L, MY""C = (L, [M,H)""¢ =0

(see Lemma 15.2.1, page 373, in [I8]). Moreover, equation (0] implies that H is a special
(P, G)-semi-martingale and therefore the existence of (L, H)F"¢ follows by Lemma 2.1
and subsequent Remark 2.1 in [I3].
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Then by the equations ([{2) we derive immediately that M = M and K = [M, H] and
also that H = H' considering that

t
- 1 -
E[t _ F[t/ _ 4[,137((} _ 4[7137]}]1 _/ 7 d<L, FI)E ,G’
0 E

and therefore /I — H’ turns out to be null since it is a predictable (P,G)-martingale of
finite variation (see Lemma 22.11, page 416, in [34]). O

Corollary 5.8. Assume (D), (A1) and (A2). If T is totally inaccessible, then the pair
(M, H') is a (P,G)-basis.

Proof. Proposition applies to prove that [M, H] is identically zero. Moreover, under
the assumptions of Theorem [5.7], the square-integrable (P, G)-martingale H' is strongly
orthogonal to M. In fact it is enough to observe that (40) implies

(M, H'] = [M, H] + [M, A" — A™0] (43)

and that by Lemma 2.3 in [40] the process [M, A"PH — ATFPC] is a (P, G)-local martingale.
]

When [M, H] is not identically zero, the triplet (M, H',[M, H]) is not a (P, G)-basis. In
fact the (P, G)-martingales M and [M, H| are not strongly orthogonal and the same hap-
pens for H' and [M, H|. Let us briefly discuss this point.

M and [M, H| are strongly orthogonal (P, G)-martingales if and only if M[M, H] is a
(P, G)-martingale and the latter holds if and only if LM[M, H] is a (P*, G)-local martin-
gale. Moreover

t t t
LtMt:/ LSdMs—i—/ MsfysLSst+/ ~vsLs-d[M, H]s,
0 0 0
so that

[LM,[M, H]|, = /t L-d[M,[M, H]| + /t Mg-~Ly-d[H,[M, H]| +

+/Ot%L3_d[[M,H],[M,H]L-

The right hand side of previous equality is a (P*, G)-local martingale if and only if [M, H]|
is identically zero. Similarly we derive that H' and [M, H] are not strongly orthogonal.

Remark 5.9. Theorem [5.7] generalizes Proposition 5.3 (ii) in [10]. In that paper, in
addition to (A1), the authors assume F ? G and Jacod’s equivalence hypothesis for T

w.r.t. a non-atomic measure v (see Condition (A) and Proposition 1.5 in [28]). Last
condition implies the density hypothesis for T (see e.g. [23]) and as a consequence its total
inaccessibility (see Remark [216]). Corollary 2.8 in [j|] assures condition (D). Then by
point (1i) of Proposition [2.4 it follows that (A2) holds. So, when the processes involved
live on [0,T), our assumptions are satisfied and, by Corollary (58, (M, H') is a (P,G)-
basis.

For the sake of completeness we note that in general, under F = G, if

/' dP[T < u|F,]
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1s a F-predictable process, then its value at t A T coincides P-a.s. with AZ’P’G (see Propo-
sition 6.3 and previous comment in [30]). This happens for example under the density
hypothesis for T, so that

TAL
APPE = / Ao v(du),
0

where the intensity X is defined by

pi(t)

N = ————
¢ P(T>t|ft)’

with (pe(w)),eo7) the F-conditional density of T, that is

P(r>t|F)= /t oopt(u) v(du)

(see formulas (3) and (5) in [10]). So equality (I0) reduces to

TNt
Hé = ]I{Tgt} — / )\u I/(du)
0

Remark 5.10. It may be worthwhile to observe that, dropping condition (D), which is a
standing hypothesis in this paper, and denoting by 7% and 7% the G-accessible and the
G-totally inaccessible component of T, respectively (possibly different from the F-accessible
and the F-totally inaccessible component of T), the expression of the G-compensator of T

given by (38) and (39) still holds.
In this more general framework if, for any h, T,fp, 15 an F-stopping time then F 4, 1S
Th

well-defined and, as it can be easily proved,
G- N{T =7 = F o 0 {7 =7}
h h

and
1 (7 = ;hp | ngp*)H{T}‘liP<t} P(‘ hp | Tspf)ﬂ{’rgp<t}'

As a consequence, if moreover 7% satisfies the Jacod’s equivalence hypothesis, then the F-
conditional law of T, besides an absolutely continuous part which has a density, contains
a discontinuous part jumping on F-predictable stopping times. In particular, when the
enveloping sequence of 7% is finite, T is under the generalized density hypothesis introduced

5.2 Enlargement by a general filtration

We now extend Theorem [5.7] to the more general setting of Section 3 and 4, that is to the
case where H is the reference filtration of a square integrable martingale N, which enjoys
the H-PRP. We recall that conditions (D) and (A1) are in force and the decomposition
@0) holds. We indicate with {7 },cx the jump times of N% and, for each | € N, with
{7in}hen an enveloping sequence of Tldp . As before L = (Ly)icpo,m) denotes the derivative

process dP/dP*‘gt,t € [0,77.

Lemma 5.11. Let L be an element of M2 (P*,G). Then

loc
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(i) N¢,N% and N% are special (P,G)-semi-martingales;

(ii) if N% is of integrable variation under P, then the local martingale part N' of the
special (P, G)-semi-martingale N satisfies

N'= N VRS ANRE SN P AN, T G| T (40

1,heN

where AN“PE qnd AN"PSC gre the predictable finite variation terms of the special

(P, G)-semi-martingales N¢ and N9, respectively.
Proof. (i) N¢, N9 and N% are (P*, G)-square-integrable martingales so that the hypoth-
esis on L assures that (N¢ LYP"C (N9 [)P"E and (N L)€ exist (see VIL.39 and
subsequent discussion, page 227, in [21]). The statement follows by Remark 2.1 in [13].
(ii) N is a special (P, G)-semi-martingale as sum of special (P, G)-semi-martingales. More-
over, by the uniqueness of the canonical decomposition the (P, G)-predictable finite vari-
ation part of N coincides with the sum of the predictable finite variation parts of N¢, N
and N%. In particular, since N% is of integrable variation under P, then last term can
be expressed applying Lemma 213 so that equality (44]) is proved. O

Hypothesis (A2) in this more general framework reads as follows.

(A2y) P is the minimal martingale measure for N’ under P*.

One immediately gets the generalization of Proposition

Proposition 5.12.
(i) (A2x) holds if and only if M and [M, N| are (P, G)-local martingales.
(ii) (A2y) implies F = G.

(i1i) When [M,N] =0, (A2x) is equivalent to F = G.

Let us now present the main theorem.

Theorem 5.13. Assume that (D), (A1) and (A2x) hold, L belongs to M3 _(P*,G) and
the accessible martingale part of N, N, is of integrable variation. Then the triplet

(M, N’ [M, NJ) enjoys the (P,G)-PRP, where N' can be represented as in ({{4]).

Proof. (M, N,[M, N]) enjoys the (P*, G)-PRP, that is the analogous of point (i) of Propo-
sition holds. The assumption (A2y) implies that (L, M)""¢ = (L, N)P"¢ = 0 (see
point i) of Proposition B12) and (L, [M, N])*"C exist by the regularity hypothesis on
L. Then Proposition can be applied, so that, following the same steps of the proof of
Theorem [B.7], we derive the thesis. O

Under the same assumptions of previous theorem following corollary holds.
Corollary 5.14. If [M, N] = 0, then the pair (M, N') is a (P, G)-basis.

Proof. By previous theorem (M, N’) enjoys the (P, G)-PRP. By Proposition 212 the local
martingale part N’ of the special (P, G)-semi-martingale N is square-integrable. Moreover
following the same argument of previous section (see ([A3))) we derive M and N’ to be
orthogonal. O
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An example of martingale representation on progressive enlargement by an accessible
random time is studied in [12]. Here we propose a slight generalization in order to
get an example of martingales representation on a filtration enlarged through a full
process.

On (Q,F, P) let W be a standard Brownian motion and H” the compensated occur-
rence process of a random time n with values in the set {1,2,3}. Assume W and 7
independent. Applying point i) of Proposition to W and H" one gets condition
(A1) for M and F defined by

M:=W+H" F:=F"VvaonA-),

where " denotes the natural filtration of 1.

On the same probability space let H be the compensated occurrence process of a
random time 7 taking values in the set {2,4} and let II be a compensated Poisson
martingale independent of (W, 7, 7) with natural filtration F™. Set

N:=H+1I, H:=o(rA-)VFL

N is a (P, H)-martingale and by point (i) of Proposition .21 N enjoys the (P, H)-PRP.
If W is independent of (1, 7) and the joint law p, . of (1, 7) is strictly positive on the
set {1,2,3} x {2,4}, then condition (D) holds and the martingale preserving measure
P~ is defined on (€2, Gr), up to a standard extension procedure, by the rule

P*(ANCNDNE):= P(A)P(C)P(D),

for any A € FY,C € o(nAT),D € o(r AT),E € FX. In this case L is a bounded
process.

[M,11] = 0 so that [M, N] = [M, H]. Therefore condition (A2y) is in force as soon as
(M, H] is a (P, G)-martingale. It can be easily derived that this happens if

P(r=2|n=2)=P(r=2|n#1)=P(r=2|n=23). (45)

So, since I is a (P, G)-martingale then N’ coincides with H'+II and the above theorem
states the (P, G)-driving martingale is the triplet (M, H + 11, [M, H]) We refer to

[12] for the computation of the conditions ([4H]) and for the explicit expression of H’
and [M, H|.

6 Conclusions and perspectives

Our paper has been mainly inspired by the literature of credit risk theory, where the
problem of martingale representation on a market with full information has been largely
studied. Actually in real markets the default time may be predictable, may overlap the
jump of the asset price process or even the insider may be aware of more than a single
default. That is why, working in a purely theoretical framework, we have assumed that
the filtration enlargement is induced by a not necessarily quasi-left continuous random
process, possibly with jump times common to the processes adapted to the basic filtration
and more general that the occurrence process of a random time. As a byproduct we
have investigated the interplay between two notions specific of mathematical finance: the
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mainimal martingale measure and the immersion property.

A natural development of the current result, which is object of ongoing research, is to get
rid of the decoupling assumption (D) by moving on the study of martingale representation
on enlarged filtrations in the light of the recent paper by Aksamit, Choully and Jeanblanc
on thin-thick decomposition of a random time (see [1]).
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