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1 Introduction

One of the most important problems in financial mathematics as well as in practice is how to price
financial instruments such as options, futures, etc. It is well known that under certain assumptions,
such as market completeness (a market without arbitrage opportunities where every contingent claim
can be replicated), it is possible to find the price of financial instruments in a mathematically consistent
way. However, in practice those hypotheses do not hold, and therefore, problems such as uniqueness
of the price, arbitrage opportunities, hedging problems, etc., appear.

In the real world, there is always a group of investors that has some hedging constraints on their
portfolios since they do not have access to information and proprietary technology that institutional
investors have. For this type of investors perfect replication of a derivative is usually not possible, and
the market shows properties of incompleteness relative to these agents. Moreover, almost any market
has institutional investors who combine technical analysis, fundamental analysis, and economics to
assess potential investments on stock derivatives. Their decisions depend on their informational frame-
work, and their perception of the probabilities of future macroeconomic events. When this happens
investors face the problem of what measure to use to price financial instruments. This type of environ-
ments has been a topic of interest for researchers in the field of mathematical finance, and some have
created methods to deal with this problem. Some of the most common characterizations have been
the existence of many martingale measures and hedging restrictions. When this happens, quantitative
analysts face the problem of what criteria they have to use to pick up a probability measure to price
the financial instruments they are working with. There are some works that have been addressing this
problem, but some of them offer a mathematical answer rather than a financial solution of how to
price derivatives. For example, the minimal martingale measure proposed by (Follmer and Schweizer,
1991); the minimax measure by (Belini and Fritelli, 2002) or the minimal distance martingale by
(Goll and Riischendorf, 2001). Most recently and as it is explained by (Cheridito et al., 2016) there
have been several works giving more financial sense about pricing derivatives under utility indifference
arguments; however, utility based prices are personal and reflecting the preferences of a single agent.
Moreover the structure of the function and the optimization process make the estimation of prices
difficult under this methodology.

In this work we propose the following method to compute the price of a derivative in this market.
Let C be the payoff of a derivative with maturity at time 7". Let PM be the price of the derivative
(at time zero) in this micro-market. Let PA(C) be the discounted expected value of the payoff of the
derivative under the martingale measure Q* such that the expected value of the financial indicators
of the companies related with the derivative match their respective forecasts. More specifically

PNC) = Es M (1.1)
with A computed from
max H (A1, ..., \m) (1.2)
X
[[All=1
subject to
EgplXi]=X; for i=1,.,LM, (1.3)

where C'is the discounted value of C' under the numéraire; H is the Shannon’s information entropy; X;
is the i-th macroeconomic indicator that includes part of the information of the financial health of the



stocks related with the derivative, and X; is the respective forecast. Let p® (Uéj ), C) be the price for
thg aj-stereotyped (characterized by a utility function ﬁaj (v(()J ), () agent with an initial er}dowment
véj) with j = 1,..., N. If we compute these prices for each ¢t = 0,1,...,T, we can define P}(C), and

Py’ (v(()j ), C'). What we propose is that the micro-market price should be of the form

PM =Y, P, +¢, and Y <1, (1.4)
where _
PMC)
i (v, )
Pt - . ) (15)

e (i, )

and the errors €; must be studied using time series analysis to know what is the most accurate model
for calibration and forecasting. Here ||'Y|| represents the coefficient of participation of each agent in
the market. In theory, we should have ||Y:|| = 1, but since there are errors that cannot be captured
by &¢, we use the inequality instead.

This approach can serve as a bridge between the theoretical economic models of market prices
and the technical methods of how to find market prices of derivatives using black boxes. There have
been some approaches that provide a good approximation. Abedinia et al. (2019) propose a model to
find optimal offering and bidding strategies for large consumers in specific markets using stochastic
hybrid approaches. Saeedi et al. (2019b) find a way through which decision makers can select as a
risk-neutral strategy the most robust decision via robust optimization approach. Saeedi et al. (2019q)
show a multiblock-neural network (NN) that is optimized by an algorithm to increase the training and
forecasting capabilities for price and load prediction. Xu (2006) proposes new methods with financial
intuition about how to price and hedge financial instruments through super-replication strategies.
Consiglio and Giovanni (2008) show a mathematical model to determine the fair price of bonus and
default options using constraints and super-replication via stochastic programming. Sirignano and
Cont (2018) provide a Deep Learning approach to uncover evidence for exitence of a universal and
stationary price formation mechanism relating the dynamics of supply and demand for a stock. Most
of these models provide either a numerical approach or a theoretical financial intuition. However,
we need to find a holistic approach where we not only know how different agents price derivatives,
but how the macroeconomic events and other economic sectors can influence the price of financial
instruments, and the a posteriori probability of occurrence of those interactions. This information will
be useful for decision takers and organizations that base their strategies in the expectations on future
financial events.

We know that the prices of stocks options are not only affected by the underlying assets, but
also by the diversity of informational frameworks, and the other stocks that are correlated with
the underlying assets of the stock option. We use, expand, and create algorithms using the theory
developed by El Karoui and Rouge (2000) and Brigo et al. (2004) to describe the different types of
agents in this micro-market. To know how other stocks affect the price of stock options, we break down
the volatility of the underlying asset into what we call components of volatility, parts of the volatility
of the underlying that depend on other assets. In addition to that, we need to consider all this
information together in a mathematical structure that let us understand where the weights Y; come



from, and how they change when agents choose prices by relations of preference, and macroeconomic
information. For simplicity, we will assume that the function of the expected value of the market
price is a linear function of the prices proposed by each one of the agents. This allow researchers to
use many approximation methods. In particular, by using linear approximations under very small
intervals (Taylor approximations) of time, we can assume 1.4 should hold. In practice, because of the
lack of accuracy, forecasts are never made over long periods. Therefore, we can use the estimator of
Y; to make predictions of the price of the derivative over short periods.

In this work, we first explore the continuous time pricing method for institutional investors. We
will not only create the formula for derivatives, but also provide information about the distribution
of the derivative and the algorithm used to compute the optimization problem in 1.1. Next, we
study the behavior and two ways small investors price derivatives and how they intertwine. We begin
exploring a continuous time pricing technique under relations of preference and the connection with
superreplicating prices, a way of computing the price of derivatives when the investor has some market
constraints that do not let her find perfect hedging strategies. After that, we set the theoretical way to
compute the price of the derivative as in (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000). In the next section we explore
the discrete time version for the theoretical formulas and limit theorems to recover the time continuous
pricing formula. Finally in the last section, we provide new methods to estimate the parameters of
each one of the pricing formulas for the institutional and retail investors. In this process we will create
new maximum likelihood estimation methods combining economic restrictions, and a new method
using semigroup theory. For the readability purposes most of the theory and background is located in
the appendix section of this work.

2 Continuous Time Setting for Big Agents

To introduce the continuous time setting, we proceed as follows. In the most basic discrete-time

)

financial scenario we consider a market with two assets St(o) and St(l). The asset St(o is the riskless

asset(numeéraire), satisfying St(o) = (1—1—7“)5191, and St(l) is the risky asset. We talk about an attainable
contingent claim (pay-off of an option), Cr, if we can find a self-financing portfolio strategy & :=
(€0,&}) (predictable process) such that the portfolio value V; := &; - (St(o), St(l)) satisfies Vp = Cp, and

the difference between they values at time ¢t + 1 and ¢ equals

Vier = Vi =&41 - (5,5(9317 Sfi)l) =& (St(O)a St(l))
= &1 (St(9r)17 St(Jlr)l) — &1 (57, 5) (2.1)
= (S -8 + el (S - s,

where the second line in 2.1 means that the value of the portfolio investment remains the same
under portfolio re-allocations at the end of each period. These portfolio processes are useful and
one of the most common ways to price financial instruments. Even in a continuous time framework,
under a complete market without arbitrage opportunities, we can find a unique martingale measure
(risk-neutral measure), @, that allows us to calculate the unique arbitrage-free price, m—o(V) =
Eg[(1+7)~TCr] at time t = 0 of the contingent claim, Cp, with maturity 7.



As we might expect from 2.1 the continuous time scenario should be
av, = §ds;” + & as”,
where (SISO));‘FZO and (St(l))tT:O should satisfy in some sense dynamics of the type
ds® = r(t)s\©, and dsY = ~)SMat + v, SN aw, (2.2)

where (Wt)tho is a standard Brownian motion, the process (&)?:0 is predictable with respect to
the filtration F; = O'{Sl(l),l < t} = o{W,1 < t}, and therefore the dynamics of S() splits into
deterministic and random dynamics.

Fortunately, the continuous-time scenario shares similar results with the discrete-time model. In
fact, a sufficient condition that assures that a continuous-time market does not have arbitrage op-
portunities is the existence of a risk-neutral measure () and under which the discounted process
(St(l)/ St(o))fzo is a martingale. Moreover, in complete markets, it can be established that the unique
arbitrage-free price for a contingent claim Cr € L?(Q) is given by II;(Cr) = St(O)EQ [Cr/ 5’59 )]Ft],
where F; = O'{Sl(l),l <t} =o{W;,1 <t} (Harrison and Pliska, 1981).

In the context of the Black-Scholes-Merton model, we can deduce from the results given in appendix
A and B that the dynamics of S, under the risk neutral measure, can be assumed to be of the form

as = rsNdt +osPawi, sV =so,  teo,7), (2:3)

where sq is a positive constant value; r and v are well behaved strictly positive functions.

By using It6’s lemma with ln(St(l)), we get

ln(S,fl)) = ln(S(()l)) + /t (r(s) - U2<S)> ds + /Ot v(s)dWs,

0 2

and using fgv(s)dWS ~N (O, fg v2(s)ds>, we get

(1) t
In (%D) ~ N (R(o,ﬂ - ;V%),V?(t)) . R(bt) = /b r(s)ds,

V2(¢) = /0 v2(s)ds.

Now, from these results and the remarks in the appendix B, we have all the tools to compute the
unique free-arbitrage price

o(Cr) = Sy EqCr/SY|Fo] = EqlCr/SY),

for any contingent claim Cr € L?(Q) under complete and free-arbitrage markets.

Now with all these results, we can analyze the type of models that “deviate the least” from
the standard financial models. This approach can give us a better understanding of how to price



derivatives. There are some proposals for this approach, but perhaps the first natural step (Brigo,
2002) is via a mixture of diffusion processes. Institutional traders do not have complete deterministic
information about the markets. In fact, their knowledge (that can be described by the interest rate,
drift and diffusion coefficients) changes and depends on macroeconomic scenarios. This problem
gives rise to different ways to compute interest rates, volatilities, etc. Because big companies usually
have advanced technological platforms, qualified staff, and state-of-the-art technology, we assume that
financial derivatives are attainable for these types of firms, i.e. there exists a self-financing portfolio
strategy that is a hedge for the derivative.

Suppose that we have a financial market with riskless and risky assets (St(o))tT:O, and (S,Fl) ran
respectively. The dynamics of S(© and S are of the form

ds” =rds®  and st = syt + SV gaws, (24)

where the processes (i), (r¢), and (&) depend on the macroeconomic events Aj,Ag,...,A,. The
following proposition, a consequence of the results presented by Fabio Mercurio in (Brigo et al., 2004),
proves that such type of markets have infinitely many martingale measures, and therefore, they are
incomplete.

Proposition 2.1. Let (Wt)te[o,T] be a one dimensional Brownian motion on a filtered probability space
QY FY (F ey, PY); and let (@2, FA, PR) be a probability space with O = {Ay, ..., A} and
probability measure satisfying P*(A;) := pj > 0 for j = 1,...,m. Set the process (gt)tG[O,T}’ (Ft)eefo,m);
and (Tt)epo,r) such that:

1. g}(Aj) = v;(t) for each j andt > 0, where vy, ..., vy, are strictly positive, continuous, and bounded
away from zero,
2. [1t(Aj) = p(t) for each j and t > 0, where p1, ..., iy, are continuous,

3. 7¢(Aj) =1j(t) for each j and t > 0, where r1,...,Tp, are continuous.

Set := QN x QW F = FAN@ FV, P = PA @ PV and let &(A,y) == &(A), m(A,y) = fu(A),
(A, y) == 7(A), and Wi(A,y) := Wi(y) be defined on (2, Fr, (Fi)ecjo,r), P). If we define a measure
Q" in (Q, Fr) by
Aj

dQ? W
W(Aj’y) = o forall ye Q™ (2.5)
j

where \j is strictly positive for each j =1, ..., m with Z;nzl Aj = 1; and the process (S,fl))te[oﬂ satisfies
dst™t = s ut)dt + SV e, dwy;

then there exist a risk-neutral measure Q> in (Q, Fr) associated with (St)tep,r) and the numéraire
St(o) — eJorul)du ghay satisfy

Dol (Y o [ ()]



Proof. To prove this result, it is enough to show that (St(l)/ Sﬁo))te[O,T] is an (F, QS‘)—martingale (see
for instance Harrison and Pliska, 1981; Shreve, 2004; Privault, 2020). We observe that (W;)c[o,7] and
(&t)iejo,7) are independent on (§2, Fr, (F), P). Moreover, (Wi)icpo,1] is an (§2, Fr, (F), P)-Brownian

motion, and (& )e[o,7) has the same law as (g})te[oj].

To prove that QX is a measure on JFr, it is enough to verify Ep [alQx / dP} = 1. Let us then set

Ly ;:-/Ot <”<l)§_lr(l)> dwy, Lt ;:-/Ot (W) dw,, Zi :zexp{Lé—é(Li)t}. (2.7)

The process (Z{)cpo,r] is such that Z; = 1+ fot ZidL: and (L') is deterministic and bounded on
[0, T7; therefore (Z]),eo,7] is a martingale (see results and remarks in A.3 ) and then E[Z]] = 1 for all
[ € [0,T]. Finally, we use a linear combination of the indicator functions 1 (A xQW and independence

to conclude Ep [dQ/dP] = 1.

Now, we show that Srfpl)e_ Jo' ruC)du ig g QS‘— martingale. By Bayes’ formula (see appendix C), we
have

1
yaudQ® Pr—5ihr
P

EP S,;l)@_foTru('v 2 Ft

Eox S(Tl)e_ Jo rul-)du

ft} -

1
dQM Lr—-(L)r

Ep dP € 2 ]:t

1 1
Jaw QY L5 (e (Lr—L=5 (D)

Ep Sr}l)e* I3 7P e 2 Fi

dod L 1L
Q T_2<>Tft

Using the notation in 2.7, the fact that each 1, _ ,w is Fi-measurable, and all of the terms are positive,
J

10



the last formula equals

Ay = (1) TN I\T
SV JirutandQZ Ty g ST g (au PR I

dP St(l)
dQM L 1<L> (Lr—Lt) 1<L>T
t— 5 t —Lt)—
dPe 2 Ep|e ’ 27 R
I i )_@_ (u) | dut [, v (u)dw, 1
(W)~ [ ra()du ) sm c Mg TR R SRS 1~y
Sp e ol > {AJ-}XQWEP € e 2 F

1
(Lp—L)—5 (L)

25 LonyxawEP | € 2 Ft

By proposition A.3, and the fact that (Wt>te[0,T] have independent and stationary increments (by
construction), the last part equals

dw, Lo
vj(u) gl

7 (u) — (i (u) — 7“j(U)))

T v
1 t ft
StemJoruCadnyim 1o owEp |e Fi

|
s |
j:l {Aj}XQW

30) = () — m(u»)dm; - <v§<u> ~ (y{w) - m(u»):u

fT(v
_ o) = [T ry()du - ' v; ()
_St e fo () Zl{Aj}XQWEP e

= §Me=Jorut)du
which ends the proof. O
This result shows that for each set of positive numbers Ay, ..., A, such that Z;”Zl Aj =1, we get a

martingale measure of the form 2.6. Moreover, we have information about the density of S(!) under
P in Proposition 2.1 because for each 0 <u <t <T and A € Br,

11



B 1] B 1

¢ v (2) (1) ’
~(way - g (mz) £ )dzln(Sé’ >>
2f0tv]2(z)dz

s AL 2" L(Jior()az) " v "

<
Il
_

I

m
EP[Sgl) c A] =FEp |:Z 1{Aj}><QWl{SZ’<1)€A}
j=1

exp

where Sg 1) satisfies
asP™M = PO ptydt + SE v (t)aws,

under P. However, the density of S™) is slightly different under QS‘ as is showed in the next corollary.

Corollary 2.2. Let S© and S be as in Proposition 2.1 in the investment period [0,T]. Then the

density of SU) under QS‘ s of the form
2 , 2
— (ln(x) — fg (ri(z) — vléz)> dz — ln(Sé’(l))>

Aj exXp

2 fg vZ(2)dz
Q* (siV edr) =3 o (2.9)
i=1 x (fg v?(z)dz) V27
Proof. Under each {A;} x QW the dynamics of SO is of the form
dst™t = S i(t)dt + S vj(t)dw. (2.10)

If we denote by S7(1) the process that satisfies the previous dynamics, and let

d;g;x - exp{_;/OT <W>2dt_/: <W> th}’ (2.11)

we have, by Girsanov’s theorem, that

Wi = Wt—<W.,—/0. <W> dWl>t:Wt+/0t (W) di (2.12)

is a Q9 —Brownian motion, and S7() satisfies

a5t = W (tydt + 7, (Hyawy, (2.13)

12



under Q7. Therefore, for each A € B(R), we have

Egilst) € 4]

— Ep él{Aj}XQWl{Sg’(I)GA} <;j> exp {_;/OT <W>2dt B /OT (W) th}
1{5{*“)@1} exp {_; /OT (W)Zdt a /OT <W> thH
Q7 [ {sf‘”eA}}

- <1n<l> I (m(z) - ”ﬂ'?) s - m(ggm))

:ZAJ. l(o J()dz>1/2\/% dl.

)\jEp

I

7j=1

I
Ms

\E

<.
Il
-

exp

<.
Il
—

(2.14)
O

As it is expected, it is possible to expand this result to some risky assets. However, we need to
add some tools to make it work.

Suppose that we have a financial market with riskless asset (St(o))te[o,T] and risky assets (St(i))te[O,T]
with ¢ = 1,...,n. The dynamics of (St(o)) and (St(i)) are of the form

n
S\ = rds” and  aS = pisVdt + S | S o Paw? | (2.15)
j=1
for each i = 1, ...,n. The processes r, MEZ), and a§” ) depend on the macroeconomic events Aq, ..., Ay,.
The following proposition, the multiprice version of the model presented by (Brigo et al., 2004),
proves that such type of markets have infinitely many martingale measures, and therefore, they are
incomplete.

Intuitively, the system of prices 2.15, under the macroeconomic event Ay, is of the form
ds\” =*r,dS”  and  dS” =FuVsWar + S Z kol aw ) | . (2.16)

Using Ito’s formula, we get

St(i) _ (K, @) &k 5() S(Z - k_(i7)
d(St(O)) - < o ) S(O)dHtZ o! (2.17)

13



Now, we will make some assumptions about the matrix *o; for all ¢ € [0, 7.

Assumption 2.3. For each k = 1,...,m, the matrix ®) g, (k)af is non-degenerate in the sense that
0* (Fo1%0}) 0 > €0*6 for all (6,t) € R™\ {0} x [0,T] and for some e > 0. Here the symbol * means
transpose.

With this assumption we can find a process *6; = (kﬁgl), e kﬁgn)) such that

kugi) k= Z ko_gij) kagj)’ (2.18)
J=1

for each ¢ = 1,...,n and k = 1,...,m. Then using *0, = (kegl),...,@g")) the system for prices 2.17

“under A;” becomes

) ORI |
d (St> L o (Yo at + aw ). (2.19)

t 1 t
_exp{—/ ’fel-dWl—2/ \’fely?dz}. (2.20)
N 0 0

Using the vector form of Girsanov’s Theorem, we get that the process (kWt) with dynamics

Now we define .
aqQ"?
dP

d(*Wy) = *0,dt + dw; (2.21)

is an n—dimensional Brownian motion under le. As aresult, by using Ito’s formula and the expression
2.19, we get that S’fz)/Sgo) “under A" is of the form

O = 2 exp Z/ kagj)d(kng))_QZ/ ‘kggj)‘ al (2.22)
oh So =170 =170

Assuming that the coefficients ¥o(¥), % k7 and ¥0 are uniformly bounded on  x [0,T], we can

use Novikov condition to get that St(i) / St(o) is a le—martingale “under Ap.” Now, we are ready to
show these remarks in a formal way.

Proposition 2.4. Let (W) = (~t(1),...,Wt(n))te[07T} be an n-dimensional Brownian motion on a
filtered probability space (QV, FY (ftW)tE[O’T], PW): and let (QM, FN, PM) be a probability space with
QN = {Ay, ..., A} and probability measure satisfying PM(A) == pr. > 0 for k = 1,...,m. Set the

process (575”)%6[01]7 (ﬂgl))te[O,Tb and (ﬁgl))te[o,T} such that:

1. 5§ij)(Ak) = kagij) for each k = 1,...m; i,j = 1,...,n; and t € [0,T], where each kagij) i8
deterministic, strictly positive, continuous, and bounded away from zero and satisfies assumption
2.3.

2. ﬁii)(Ak) =Ful for each k =1,...,m;i=1,...n; and t € [0,T], where each *ui is deterministic,
and continuous.
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3. 7t(Ap) = *ry for each k =1,...,m; and t € [0,T], where each *r; is deterministic and continuous.

Set Q= QA x QW F = FA@ FV, P = PA@ PW; and let 0! (A, y) == 607 (A), ndP (A, y) =
ﬂgz)(A), (A, y) = 7i(A), and Wi(A,y) := Wi(y) be defined on (0, Fr, (Ft)ico,r); P)- If we define a
measure Q™ in (Q, Fr) by

dQM
P

)\ ~
(Mg, y) = ]7: forall yeQV, (2.23)

where Xy, is strictly positive for each k = 1,...,m with >} A\, = 1; and the processes (St(o))tE[OVT] and
(S )rciory satisfy

dS§ ) = rtS(O) and dS() = :ul(f )S Yt + S Z i th ; (2.24)

for each v =1, ...,n, respectively, then there exist a m’sk neutml measure QS‘ in (2, Fr) associated with
(St)ejo,r) = (St(l), ey S(n))te[o 7] and the numéraire S — eJorul)du g gy satisfy

dQ* Q> r e
dC]?D:CgDeXp{ /0 gl.dWl—z/O \al\de}, (2.25)

where 0; = (9,51), e ng))je[o 7] is the Fi-measurable process that satisfies 2.18, i.e.

U,EH) .. at(ln) 9t(1) ugl) -1y
L | = : , (2.26)
O_)Enl) o O_)Enn) agn) Mgn) —
and 0, (Ag,y) = (Hgl)(Ak,y), ...,0,@ (AksY))iejo,r) is the process g, = (’“aﬁ”, ...,ké?gn)) as in 2.18.
Proof. Abusing the notation in the statement, we use ¢, ug ), (&) , and 0y instead of (-, -), ,ugi) (), Ulgij) (),
and 6¢(-, -) respectively. This is to make the notation less awkward.
We only need to show that ( St / S )te 7] is an (F, Q*)-martingale (see for instance Harrison

and Pliska, 1981; Shreve, 2004; Prlvault 2020). We point out that (W}).c[o,) is independent of each
(Ugm)te[o,:r} (ﬁg ))te[o 7], and (Mg ))te[o 71 on (Q, Fr, (Ft), P). Moreover, (Wy)yc[o,7] is an n-dimensional
Brownian motion on (2, Fr, (%), P), and ( 15 ))te[O,T} (ug ))te[o 71, and (7¢);e(o,7) have the same laws
as (@Sm)te[o,T]a (ﬂEZ))tG[O,T]a and (7¢)ye[0,7] Tespectively.

To prove that @ is a measure on Fy it is enough to show that Ep [dQS‘ /dP] = 1. Let us then set

t t

1

Ly ::—/ 0,-dw, *L, ;:—/ K9, - dW; and *Z;:= exp{kLt—§<kL>t}. (2.27)
0 0
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The process (th)te[o,T} satisfies the SDE *Z; = 1 + fo kZ1d(*L;). Since the quadratic variation
(*L) is deterministic and bounded in [0,T]; therefore, (* Zt)ielo,r) 18 a martingale (see for instance
Meyer, 2000) and then E[FZ;] = 1 for all | € [0,T]. Finally, we use a linear combination of the

indicator functions 1 A x QW and independence to conclude Ep [dQA / dP} =1.

We now show that S D= Jomd i an (F, Q/\) martingale. By Bayes’ formula, we have

1
; dQA Lr—=(L
Ep 5(T>e—f5rudu7£3 L2 g

Egs [Séf)e— S rudu ft} _ 1
Ep geLT—2(L>T £
1 1
Ep | 8P e Jo ruan Tt Q% Limg L) (Lr—Lo-o(L)f 7
) 4Q\ L1350y
Ep dTe 2 F

Using the notation in 2.27, the fact that each 1 ApxQW is Fi-measurable, ¥Z, is a martingale that has
stationary and independent increments, and all of the terms are positive, the last formula equals

(i) t dQA Lt_1<L>t S(Z) T (LT—Lt)_1<L>z
e— Io 7"uduﬁe 9 T e_ft rudu g 2

Ep | <6 Fe
Sy
dQ* L L (Lot (T
Tt 5 t T—Lt)— 5
W@ 2 EP (& 2 ‘ ft
i " S (LR L) (L)
S( )67 Jo rudu Zk*l ]'Ak><QWEP SE) e~ Ji Tudu T t 7
t
m (*Lr=FLe)—5 (FL)T
2okt Ly xow EP | € Jt
fo rydu ZIA XQWEP %6 ftTTudu ("Lr t) ("L); ft
k=1 Sy
We know that under Ay x QW and using Ito’s formula on 2.16
; ; ¢ I [ N2 nooto .
S = 5% exp / ) 23 (Fo@) | dut 3 / ki g ) (2.28)
0 - — Jo
Jj=1 j=1
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and .
> FolDReD =k — (2.29)
j=1

fori=1,...,nand k =1,...,m. With these remarks, we conclude that

. 1
m (@) k k ET\T
(1) — [trydu ST — (T r,du ("Ly—"Lt)=5("L)¢
e Jo E 1Aka‘7VEP S(i)e J; e 2 Fi
t

1 JN) N 2 .. . .
ft <k (l)_k,,,“_§ ;_z:l(km(za)) +(k95;>) >du+2?_1 ftT(kU(Jﬂ)_kegj))dwqu)
e

_ S(l fo Ty du Z 1Ak><QWEP

Fi

g ) 1 y . T
n T [3 . n . 1,
fo rudu . E ezjzlft ("‘aij)—kGLj))dW£J)—§<Zj:1 f0<ko.1(tﬂ)_k61(;))dW1(LJ)>
: : AkXQW

= 5e (| F
— S(l fo rudu
which ends the proof. O

This result shows that for each set of positive numbers A1, ..., A, such that Z;nzl Aj =1, we get a
martingale measure of the form 2.25. This rises the question, What criterion should be used to choose
the martingale measure, and therefore, the price of the derivative? Before solving this question, we
will give the characterization of the distribution of the prices under the measure Q.

Corollary 2.5. Let (S’ﬁo))te[QT], and (St(l), --->St(n))te[0,T} be as in Proposition 2.4. Then the density
of SO under Q* is of the form

- (ln(m) — (krz - % > (kaém)z) dz — 1n(ksf;')))2
2> W Jo <k (”) dz

Ak €Xp

_ . m
Q* (s@ € dz) = —n (2.30)
k=1 x (Z};l fg (k’ag”)) dz) oL
Proof. Under each {Ay} x QW the dynamics of S is of the form
dsy) ="*usPat + s | S ko Paw P | (2.31)

j=1

If we denote by ¥S() the process that satisfies the previous dynamics, and letting

d*QY) T LT 2
dP = exXp —/0 91~dWl—2/0 ‘ (9[’ dl s (2.32)
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we have, by the vector form of Girsanov’s theorem, that ¥W, := fg k0,dl + W; is an n—dimensional
Brownian motion under *Q*. Moreover, ¥S(®) satisfies
kS = kgD by 4 kgD Z (ol %) dt + o aw )

- (2.33)
= k5 by ydt + S Z “oia (Fwi?)
j=1

under *Q*. Therefore, for each A € B(R,) we have

Eplsy € 4]
)‘k T 1 T
ZIA xQW {kS(')eA} ( )exp{ /0 kel -dW; — 2/0 ‘k(gl‘le}]
3 T (T
ZAkEP {ksDeay exXp 0 O - dW; — B ; | “6,|=dl
/\kE(kQ;) [1{ksgi)€A}} (230
¢ 1 i)\ 2 0 2
_ <1n(l) - fO <k7“z — 5 Z?:l (ka—zj ) ) dz — ln(kso ))
i)\ 2
25y (o) dz

( j= 1f0< U) dz>1/2\/%

= FEp

Il
MS l

£
Il
—

exp

dl.

I
hE
2

£
Il
—

O]

In this kind of markets pricing financial derivatives is not immediate as in the Black-Scholes-Merton
setting for complete markets. If we assume that the only martingale measures are of the form 2.25,
and we denote them by Q* for each vector \ € R’ such that Z;n:1 Aj = 1, then the problem of pricing
an attainable contingent claim, C, is picking up an arbitrage-free price in

I= Xiergm EplC], sup  Egs[C] |, (2.35)
AERT
S, A=l m =l

such that it maximizes a specific criterion where C' = e~ Jo i C. This problem is equivalent to maximize
a function of the finite distributions, ), such that some restrictions hold. We propose that a possible
criterion is the maximization of Shannon’s information entropy under some macroeconomic restrictions
that include information about the underlying stocks in the derivative in question.
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Nowadays, there are many indicators in the financial markets that help to see how financially well
a company is. As can be seen in (Investopedia, 2018a; NASDAQ), 2018), Profit Margin is sometimes
considered the best single indicator of a company’s financial health and long-term viability. However,
there are some aspects of a company that cannot be measured by this indicator. As an example, if we
pay attention to the annual income statement in 2017 for Apple Inc. (Ticket AAPL) and Amazon.com
Inc. (Ticket AMZN) provided by NASDAQ, we see that

$48, 351,000
Apple Inc. Profi in=-—>—""—"=0.21
pple Inc. Profit margin $229. 234,000 0.2109
and $3,033,000
Amazon.com Inc. Profit Margin = m = 0.01705

Therefore, according to this criterion Apple Inc. should be more evaluated than Amazon.com Inc.
in the American financial markets. However, this is not true. The prices of Amazon.com Inc. and
Apple Inc. in 2017 increased about 55%,and 44% respectively. Moreover, the price of Amazon.com
Inc. closed at $1630.04 and the price of Apple Inc. closed at $186.97 on May 31, 2018.

Annual Income Statement (values in 000's) Get Quarterly Data
Period Ending: Trend 9/30/2017 9/26/2015 912712014
Total Revenue INlm 5229234000 $215639,000 $233,715000 $182,795,000
Cost of Revenue INlim 141,048,000 $131376,000 $140,089,000 $112,258,000
Gross Profit Illl $88,186,000 $84,263,000 $93,626,000 $70,537,000
Research and Development Iigy 511581000 $10,045000  $8,067,000 $6,041,000
Sales, General and Admin. Jiln 515261000 $14194000 $14329000  $11,993,000
Non-Recurring Items $0 $0 $0 $0

Other Operating ltems $0 $0 $0 $0
Operating Income Bnllm 561,344,000  $60,024,000  $71,230,000  $52,503,000
Add'l income/expense items Jaue 52745000 $1,348,000 $1,285,000 $980,000

Earnings Before Interest and Tax Billm 64,089,000 $61,372,000 $72,515,000 $53,483,000

Interest Expense $0 $0 $0 $0
Earnings Before Tax BRln 564089000 $61372,000 $72515000  $53,483,000
Income Tax palls 515738000 $15685000 $19,121,000  $13,973,000
Minority Interest $0 $0 $0 $0

Equity Earnings/Loss $0 $0 $0 $0
Unconsolidated Subsidiary

Net Income-Cont. Operations Inllm 548351000 $45687,000  $53,394,000 $39,510,000
Net Income Billm  $48,351,000  $45,687,000  $53,394,000  $39,510,000

Net Income Applicable to Common |||| $48,351,000 $45,687,000 $53,394,000 $39,510,000
Shareholders

Figure 1: Annual income statement of Apple Inc.
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Annual Income Statement (values in 000's) Get Quarterly Data

Period Ending: Trend 12/31/2017 12/31/2016 123112015 123112014
Total Revenue Iugs 5177866000 $135987.000 $107,006,000 $88,988,000
Cost of Revenue l|.. $111,934,000 $88,265,000 $71,651,000 $62,752,000
Gross Profit l|.. $65,932,000 $47,722,000 $35,355,000 $26,236,000
Research and Development $0 $0 $0 $0

Sales, General and Admin. Bum, 561.826000 $43536,000 $33,122,000  $26,058,000
Non-Recurring Items $0 $0 $0 $0

Other Operating ltems $0 $0 $0 $0
Operating Income ll. $4,106,000 $4,186,000 $2,233,000 $178,000
Add’'l income/expense items B.__  $548,000 $190,000 ($206,000) ($79,000)
Earnings Before Interest and Tax (| $4,654,000 $4,376,000 $2,027,000 $99,000
Interest Expense Jun. 5848000 $484,000 $459,000 $210,000
Earnings Before Tax LLE $3,806,000 $3.892,000 $1,568,000 ($111,000)
Income Tax allm_ $769.000 $1.425,000 $950,000 $167,000
Minority Interest $0 $0 $0 $0

Equity Ea_rningsILoss_ . p-- (84,000 ($96,000) ($22,000) $37,000
Unconsolidated Subsidiary

Net Income-Cont. Operations Em__  $3,033,000 $2,371,000 $596,000 ($241,000)
Net Income Wm__  $3,033,000 $2,371,000 $596,000 (5241,000)
Net Income Applicable to Common Wm-_  $3,033,000 $2,371,000 $596,000 ($241,000)

Shareholders

Figure 2: Annual income statement of Amazon.com Inc.

This problem and some others force us to look for indicators that can reflect the financial health
and long-term viability of the companies more accurately. Fortunately, as can be seen in (Investopedia,
2018a; NASDAQ), 2018) a better financial approach to a company’s financial health can be obtained
by looking at their Liquidity, Solvency, Operating Efficiency, and Profitability. These criteria have
important indicators that are used by the largest American exchanges such as NASDAQ and NYSE to
see how strong the stocks are, and by public companies to forecast their performance in each quarter.
In fact, this is a well known area of finance known as financial statement forecasting.

Liquidity (Investopedia, 2018a) refers to the amount of assets that are easily convertible to cash.
A company owns this type of assets to manage short-term debts and obligations. The quick ratio is
the most precise index to see how liquid a company is because it excludes inventory from assets, and
also excludes the current part from long-term debts from liabilities. It is computed by the formula

. . Current Assets — Inventories
Quick Ratio =

2.36
Current Liabilities ( )

Solvency (Investopedia, 2018a) is the company’s ability to face its debt obligations on the long-
term. Its best indicator is the debt/equity ratio. This measures how much debts a company is using
to finance its assets based on shareholders’ equity

Total Liabilities

Debt/Equit tio = .
ebt/Equity Ratio Shareholders’ Equity

(2.37)
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Operating Efficiency (Investopedia, 2018a) is the capacity of a company to deliver products and
services in the most cost-effective possible way without reducing the quality of its products and services.
operating margin is the best indicator of operating efficiency. This measure not only indicates a
company’s basic operational profit margin after deducing the production costs, but also gives a signal
of how well the company manages their costs

Operating Income

Operating Profit Margin = (2.38)

Operating Revenue’

Profitability (Investopedia, 2018a). We have seen that liquidity, solvency and operating efficiency
are important factors for a company. However, perhaps the most important factor is profitability. A
company can survive for some years without being profitable based on creditors and investors, but in
the long-term a company needs to be profitable to survive.

The best indicator of profitability is the net margin that is the ratio of profits to revenues. This
indicator is important because a measure given by any currency is not adequate to assess a company’s
financial health. For example, if a company shows a net income of many millions of dollars, and the
net margin is very small, then a very slight increase in production costs may take the company out of

business

Net 1
Net Margin = & “neome

) 2.39
Total Revenues ( )

In addition to the previous ratios, we have the earnings per share and price-earnings ratio given
by the formulas

Net Income — Dividends On Preferred Stock

Earni Per Share = 2.40
Artings Hek Shate Average Outstanding Shares ’ (2:40)
Market Value Per Share
Price-Earni Ratio = 2.41
rieeThaTings Rato Earnings Per Share ( )
and the DuPont framework
Profitability Efficiency Laverage
Return on Equity = Profit Margin X Asset Turnover X Equity Multiplier
Net Income _ Net Income » Sales o Assets
Equity N Sales Assets Equity’
(2.42)

a formula commonly used by investors to take investing decisions.

We were talking about macroeconomic restrictions; however, these indexes are microeconomic
indicators because they only refer to specific companies. This problem is fixed when we consider the
aggregate accounts: net income, sales, assets, equity, etc. of the biggest companies of a country that
are related to the underlying stocks of the derivative in question. Financial analysts can include more
financial restrictions, but for the sake of simplicity, we restrict ourselves to these financial accounts.

As it is expected, we will equal these numeric restrictions of the accounts, already known under
the measure P*, with their respective expected values under the measure Q* with A as in 2.35. As an
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example, we can consider Xapple,1, XApple,2; -~ as the random variables that represent the net income,
sales, assets, equity,.., etc., of Apple Inc. which are functions of the possible macroeconomic events
A+, ..., A,,. Therefore, some of our restrictions will be of the form

Eox[Xapplej] = Epa[Xapple,i] = ZPA ) Xapplej(Ai)  for  j=1,.. M, (2.43)

where the right hand side of this formula is already known under the knowledge described by the
measure P, and M is the number of microeconomic characteristics of Apple Inc. such as net income,
sales, etc.

When we consider the S&P 500 companies that are correlated with the underlying, we get equations
of the form

E Xi,j] = EPA[XZ‘J'] for i=1,..,01; j7=1,...,. M, (2_44)

ol
where j is the microeconomic feature, and 7 is the company. Now, we can rewrite these microeconomic
restrictions into macroeconomic ones by considering the sum on each one of the L economic sectors,
(Ir)E_,, of the economy

S Xij| =Epa | Xij| =D Epa[Xi] for j=1,.,M, and k=1,.. L. (2.45)

i€} i€l 1€y

Finally, if we let X1, ..., X;as denote these new random variables, we have that our complete set of
macroeconomic restrictions will be

EgalXi] = Epa[Xi] for i=1,..,LM. (2.46)

Since the institutional trader, under the informational framework, (F¢).cjo,7], does not have any
intuitive idea about the nature and the impact of the distributions Aq, ..., A, on its investment perfor-
mance, it should try to find a distribution that maximizes the company’s state of uncertainty under
some macroeconomic restrictions that take into account information of derivative in question. In
practice one of the most common ways to measure uncertainty is using the Shannon’s information
entropy’. Here, we denote this function by H, and it is defined as H (A1, ..., Am) = — Y ieq i log(Ni),
on any finite probability distribution (A1, ..., Ap).

From now on, unless otherwise stated, we will consider all of the random variables X; as they appear
in 2.46. This is done for the sake of simplicity of restrictions and computations in the optimization
processes that will be mentioned later. Therefore, if we let X; be the expected value of X; under P,
the problem of computing

max H (A1, ..., \m) (2.47)
131
subject to
Egs [Xi|=X; for i=1,.,LM, and m>LM (2.48)

!More references and applications can be found in the work created by (Jaynes et al., 2003)
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Q_ search Bloomberg

Sector Performance ... ssenauoes ndoes. Q

% PRICE CHANGE

Utilities
-0.83% | All Sectors +0.33%
Materials
+0.54% | Consumer Staples +0.75%
Information Technology
Energy +0.61% . X

-0.16% | Consumer Discretionary +0.61%
I Information Technology +0.61%
Materials +0.54%

Consumer,

Staples
+0.75% Financials +0.38%
| Telecommunication Services +0.28%
All Sectors

== | Real Estate +014%
Industrials +013%

Industrials
+0.13% Health Care -0.02%
Financials | Energy -016%

+0.38%

| Utilities -0.83%

Consumer Discretionary

+0.61% Data last updated as of 10:43 AM EDT 06/04/2018

*The weighted average of intraday total return

Health Care

Bloomberg’s sector performance

is equivalent to the problem of picking up a QS‘ such that it reflects the maximum state of uncertainty
of the choice of the arbitrage-free price in

I=| inf E[C], sup Egs[C] |, (2.49)
A by
[Al=1 Ixl=1

and at the same time satisfies the macroeconomic restrictions previously known under the information
represented by the measure P*. In other words, the measure Q* resulting from 2.47 and 2.48 will
be a distribution as spread-out as it can be while agreeing with available information in 2.48 . This
kind of reasoning is completely desirable, because we do not want to favor any macroeconomical event
over any other. On the contrary, we want to make a decision based exclusively on the entire data we
have at the moment of picking up Q*. It is straightforward to solve a maximization problem of this
kind since there are available packages such as CVXfromR in R programming language for convex
optimization. This is a tool that not only has a comprehensive documentation,? but it also makes
easy to solve general convex problems, and the syntax to input problems is simple. This package was
created by Michael Grant® and Stephen Boyd* . In addition to that, Jacob Bien® is the person is in
charge of upgrading the package for R.

2Theoretical and technical details of the package can be found at http://cvxr.com/cvx/.
3http://cvxr.com/cvx/.

“https://web.stanford.edu/~boyd/.
Shttp://faculty.marshall.usc.edu/jacob-bien/cvxfromr.html
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Here is an example of the use of the package CVXfromR in practice taken from http://www.di.
fc.ul.pt/~jpn/r/maxent/maxent.html.
library(CVXfromR)
n <- 100
a <- seq(0,10,len=n) # theoretical support [©,+00) but we assume a Light tail

lambda <- .5

A <- matrix(a, ncol=n)
b <- 1/lambda # f 1(n) = n, ie, E[f 1(n)] = E[n] = 1/lambda

ref: web.cvxr.com/cvx/examples/cvxbook/Che7_statistical_estim/html/maxent.html

H:

# entr(x)=-x*lLog(x), elementwise entropy function [cvxr.com/cvx/doc/funcref.html]
cvxcode <-
variables pmaxent(n)
maximize( sum(entr(pmaxent)) )
sum(pmaxent) == 1;
A * pmaxent == b;

# it takes sometime to run a matlab session

opt.vals <- CallCVX(cvxcode, const.vars=list(n=n, A=A, b=b),
opt.var.names="pmaxent",
setup.dir="C:\\Users\\jpn.INFORMATICA\\Software\\_Langs\\cvx")

plot(a,opt.vals$pmaxent, pch=20, ylab="")

diff <- dexp(@,rate=lambda) / opt.vals$pmaxent[1l] # scale back to maxent approx
curve(dexp(x,rate=lambda)/diff, col="red", add=T)

Figure 4: Shannon’s information entropy code using CVXfromR package

0.02 0.03 0.04
| | |

0.01
|

0.00
|

As it is expected in this example, if we use as constraint the expected value of an exponential
random variable, the solution to the Shannon’s entropy maximization problem will be the distribution
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of the exponential random variable.

3 Continuous Time Setting for Small Agents

3.1 Informational framework of smaller buyers and short sellers

In this part we will be using some of the ideas by (Duffie and Huang, 1986) and (El Karoui and Rouge,
2000) to analyze how agents with differential information in a constrained market take decisions, and
price financial derivatives. With these tools, we can have a deeper look at how small agents are taking
decisions. This machinery will help us to track the parameters that make the prices of small agents
different from the prices computed by institutional investors, and therefore, we can have more insights
about the impact of small investors in the price of the market.

First we consider a countable set of agents .A endowed with the characteristics {>, Vi, F*}, where
for each a, =, is the relation of preference of the a-stereotype agent; V, = R x L1(Q2, F*, P) is the
space of pairs (z, C') where x is the initial investment in a strategy related to the payoff of the financial
instrument that the a-stereotyped agent sold or bought and whose payoff is —C' and C respectively.

We have that an a-stereotyped agent with initial endowment z who wishes to sell or buy at time
t=0aclaim C € L}r have two possibilities:

1. In the case of the seller, delivering the claim C' at the maturity date T in exchange for an
additional endowment of y at time zero. That is, she chooses the pair (z + y, —C). In the case
of the buyer, she will exercise the security with payoff C in exchange for an additional payment
of y at time zero. That is, she chooses the pair (z — y, C).

2. Not selling or buying the security. That is (z,0).

The price to sell the security with payoff —C under an a—preference is defined as the minimum
additional endowment such that a seller prefers to sell the security with payoff C' rather than do
nothing:

pY(x,C) =inf{y > 0: (x +y,—C) =4 (z,0)}. (3.1)

In a similar way, the price to buy the security with payoff C under an a—preference is defined as the
maximum additional endowment such that a buyer prefers to buy the security with payoff C' rather
than do nothing:

—p¥(z,—C)=inf{y >0: (z —y,C) =4 (z,0)}. (3.2)

We conveniently take non-positive values for the price to buy in order to summarize the two formulas
in a single one

pY(z,C) =inf{y e R: (v +y,—C) =, (x,0)}. (3.3)
Now we consider the price system (St).ejo,7] = (SISO), cey Sg"))te[oj] satisfying that S; is a vector
of non-negative semimartingales adapted with respect to the filtered space of the institutional trader,

(&, Fr, (Ft)iepo,r); P), as in Proposition 2.4 such that

F*C F forall a € A, and E[7(S, S)lT/Q] < 00, (3.4)
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where F = (Fi)ejo,r); F* = (Ff)ielo,) Tepresents the information of the a-stereotyped agent, and
the symbol C means that F* is a subfiltration of F , i.e., Ff* C F; for all ¢ € [0,T].

We will use some results and notations that appear in (Duffie and Huang, 1986) that will help us
to understand some essential features that a market with differential informational framework has.

We assume that the agents learn from the price system to refine their information. The information
filtration of an a-stereotyped agent after seeing a price system (St);epo,7] is denoted by Fos =

(ff’s)te[oﬂT] where Fta’s =FFV FP, and F° = (]:ig)te[o,T] with F := o{S; : 1 < t}.
Assumption 3.1. We assume that (]:O"S)te[o,ﬂ is right-continuous for each o € A.

Lemma 3.2. The price system, (St);c(o,r), under assumption 3.1, is a vector of F*3 semimartingales
for each o € A.

Proof. By construction (S;) is F*®—adapted and right-continuous, then (S;) is F*—optional (see
for instance Chung and Williams, 2013). Therefore, (S;) is an F—semimartingale, and F®° —optional.
It follows from (Theorem 9.19 (a) Jacod, 1979) that (S;) is an F®%—semimartingale since F*9 is a
subfiltration of F. O

In order to apply Ito’s formula, we need information about the quadratic covariation between
prices computed under different filtrations F<.

Lemma 3.3. There exists a process ((S(™), S(n)>t>te[0,T] that is a common version of the processes
(7(S, S) ey and (7SI, SO) ) o7y for each o € A.

Proof. We know that (S/") and (S}') are semimartingales with respect to the filtrations F, and F*
for each a € A, then the processes (7 (™), S(”)>t)t€[07T] and (fa’s<5’(m)’ Sm))t)te[O,T} for each o € A
are well-defined.

Now using the identities

1
t =~

Fgm) g(n)

(f<g(n) + 80m) g 4 glm)y, _ Frgn) 4 gm) g(n) 4 S(m)>t> 7 (3.5)

a, 1 /re,
F S<5(m)7 Sy, = i (f S<S(n) + 50m) g 4 glm)y, _F

and (Theorem 9.19 (b) Jacod, 1979), we have that there exists a common version of 7 (§()4.§(m) §(m) 1
S (m)>te[0,T] and ]:a’s<5' (n) 4 g(m) g(n) 4 g (m)>te[0,T], and similarly, a common version of 7 (S —
Sim) gn) S(m)>t€[0’ﬂ and FQ’S(S(”) — §m) §n) _ S(m)>t€[07T]. This last implies that we can find a

common version of (7 (S0, S(")>t)te[07T] and (fa’s<5(m), S(")>t)t€[0’T] for each o € A since the set A

is countable. O

a,S

(S 4 50m, 5 4 5y} (3.6)

With this result and the right-continuity assumption, we can go a little bit further. We know that
a,S
((Stm), S(”)>t)t€[07T] is a common version of the processes (7 (S(™), S(”)>t)t€[07T] and (777 (S0, S(”)>t)t€[07T]
for each o € A. Since A is countable and these processes are right-continuous, they are indistinguish-
able.
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Let P define the o—algebra of predictable subsets of Q x [0,T] with respect to the filtration
FoS (see for details Meyer, 2000, Chapter 3). This can also be expressed as the o—algebra generated
by the left-continuous and F*°—adapted processes (see for instance Bass, 2011, Chapter 16). We
then say that a process (Z;) from Q x [0,7] to R is F*“—predictable if it is P** —measurable.

We will now make some assumptions on the set of admissible strategies for an a-stereotyped agent.
Some of these assumptions are made to define the portfolio value as a stochastic integral, and some
others based on financial intuition.

Definition 3.4. Given a price system (St)te[O,T]’ an admissible set of strategies for an a-stereotyped

agent is an n + 1—vector of F®S —predictable process (&t)eciom = (5150), cey §§n))t€[07T] such that

1. The stochastic integral fg &u - dSy exists for each t € [0,T).

2. The strategy is self-financing:
t
Wth'St:§0'So+/ & - dSy for each t € [0,T] (3.7)
0

. o 1/2
3. Ep [(fOT(ftZ))Qd@(Z),S(Z)>t>} / < oo for each i € {0,1,...,n}.

Now we will define the set of admissible strategies for each type of agent.

Definition 3.5. Let Z*° denote the space of admissible strategies of an a-stereotyped agent when the
price system is (St)ie(o,1]-

We can easily check that Z®% is a vector space by using linearity of the stochastic integral and
Kunita-Watanabe inequality.

In an complete market, the problem of pricing and hedging a given contingent claim is well known.
In fact, in a scenario of no arbitrage and perfect hedging, the price of a contingent claim at time
t = 0 with maturity T equals the discounted expected value under the unique martingale measure (see
Harrison and Pliska, 1981). However, in an constraint market where perfect replication is not possible
some ways to find a price have been proposed. One way to find a coherent price is via a concept
known as superreplicating prices.

The superreplicating price is the minimum amount of money that has to be invested in a strategy
such that its portfolio value process at the maturity date dominates the payoff of the contingent claim.
(El Karoui and Quenez, 1995) showed this price is characterized as the essential supremum on the
set of equivalent measures of the expected value of the discounted payoff, and this result was later
generalized by (Cvitani¢ and Karatzas, 1993). These authors also showed that any price between the
superreplicating price for sellers h*"P, and the superreplicating price for buyers hq 10w does not lead
to arbitrage opportunities. Although this result is important, it is unsatisfactory because the prices
they set are too high (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000).

In a constrained market, the sellers naturally want to find an initial endowment vy and a portfolio
strategy £ such that the portfolio value at the maturity date, Vp, dominates the payoff, C, of the
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contingent claim. The same idea is used for buyers but with —C' instead. This idea will allow us to
build an arbitrage free interval for a claim for an a-stereotype seller and buyer.

We define the a-seller’s superreplicating price of a claim with payoff —C', denoted by h®"P | as the
smallest amount of money invested in a strategy for which its portfolio value superreplicate the payoff
C for the buyer.

T
BOUP — inf {UO . 3 e z%9, V})O’E = g —|—/ &y - dSy > C} ) (3.8)
0
Using the same idea, we define the a-buyer’s superreplicating price as

T
ha low = sup {’UO . Jee Z2%5, Vr;vo’g = —1p +/ &u - dSy > —C} ) (3.9)
0

By the results of (Cvitani¢ and Karatzas, 1993), we have that under the informational framework
FoS the price for a contingent claim may vary between the superreplicating price for buyers hajow
and the superreplicating price for sellers h*"P. They also showed that any price in (hq jow, h%"P) does
not lead to arbitrage opportunities.

Although we have for each agent o € A a relation of preference =, we need to find a way to
quantify it. A natural way to do this is via utility functions U (concave and strictly increasing). Here,
we will use the maximal expected utility U.

The maximal utility U, (vo, C) of (vg,C) € R x L under the relation of preference of agent « is
defined as

Un(vo,C) = max_Ep [Ua(VT”O’E +0)} , (3.10)
gezs
and then we define the relation of preference, =, of the a-stereotyped agent by (vg, C) =4 (vy, C') if

/ /

and only if Uy (vo, C) > Uy (vg, C')S.

We now show a result by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000) that sets a relationship between the price
for an a-stereotyped agent 3.3, and the a-arbitrage free interval (hq jow, h"P).

Proposition 3.6. Let C € L. The price p*(vo,C) in 3.3 derived from the utility mazimization 3.10
for an agent o is consistent with arbitrage:

hoiow < p*(vo, C) < A*HP. (3.11)

Proof. Let £“ be the portfolio strategy that satisfies h*"P, then VTha’up’ga > C' P%-a.s. By the definition

of Z% we know that £, € € ZS implies £+¢ € Z%9, and then V,"0$+V,°0% = V"07*05+¢ Therefore,
max Fpa [Ua(V;ﬁ‘hQ’upvf _ C)] > max Epo [Ua(V%}’S + VTha’“p,ﬁ . C)]
£€Zavs SIEZO"S (3 12)

> max FEpa [Uo[(VTU’£ )] .
gleza,s

5The use of “Max” instead of “Sup” comes form the results of (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000)
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The last inequality comes from the fact that V;fa’up’g — C > 0 and U is strictly increasing. With
this inequality we get Uy (v + h®"?, —C) > U,(v,0). This means h®"? > p*(v,C). Using a similar
reasoning, we can prove that Ua(v — hajow, C) > Ua(v,O) which means hq jow < —p®(x, —C). Now
with these two inequalities we obtain hq jow < p®(z,C) < B O

3.1.1 Consequences of more information

In this part, we show some general results of the consequences of having access to more information.
We show that a more informed agent is better in the sense that he or she has access to more admissible
strategies, and his or her set of potential arbitrage opportunities is bigger. Next, we give other results
about what happens when an agent has a bigger set of admissible strategies than another. We begin
by giving a definition of what means having more information.

First, we provide a definition of what arbitrage opportunity means, and what being more informed
means.

Definition 3.7. We say that a strategy € € Z* with initial investment vg, provides an arbitrage
opportunity for an a-stereotyped agent if

Vit <0 PYa.s. and  PO[VE > 0] >0, (3.13)
where P® = P’]__%,s.

Definition 3.8. We say that an a-stereotyped agent is more informed than a (-stereotyped agent
after seeing the price system (St)ejo,r) if FBS C FoS e

FPSC FS forall te[0,T). (3.14)
The next remark is an extension of the results by (Duffie and Huang, 1986) about arbitrage
opportunities.

Theorem 3.9. If an agent « is more informed than an agent 3, then

1. Agent o has a bigger set of admissible strategies than agent 3, i.e. Z5S C Z*S.

2. The set of potential arbitrage opportunities for agent o is bigger than agent (3.

Proof. We first start proving that more information implies a bigger set of admissible strategies. Let
&8 € 7P so we have that ¢8 is F%5-predictable, and then F®°-predictable by hypothesis. Since
(St)tefo,r 1s an F3 and FP° semimartingale (see Lemma 3.2 ), we can use (Theorem 9.26 of Jacod,

1979) to show that Vtvo,gﬁ = ff St = 55 - So + f(f 5. dS, is well-defined with respect to F as well.
Therefore, ¢ € 75,

For the second part, we know that if £ € ZP such that Vovo’gﬂ = §€ - Sy < 0 PP-as., and
PPIES . Sp > 0] > 0, then &8 € 205 with V¢ = ¢f . Sy <0 Pas., and POl Sp > 0] >0. O
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(Duffie and Huang, 1986) showed that if an agent has a bigger set of admissible strategies it does
not imply that he or she has more information. This can be illustrated in the following proposition.

Proposition 3.10. Let ]-"f’s - ]-"ta’s forallt € [0,T). Then PBS C paS gnd ZPS C 75,

Proof. We know that P% is generated by the sets of the form {0} x By and (s, t] x Bs with By € .7'"05’5
and B; € Fbs respectively. By hypothesis By € .7-"[‘)1’5, and B € Fo5, Consequently, PP5 C pos

Now with this result we know that each F%S-predictable process is F®°-predictable. Using
(Theorem 9.26 Jacod, 1979) and the same reasoning as in Theorem 3.9 we get that Z% C Z%,

O]

The intuition of the previous result is obvious. In a finite horizon setting the information revealed
at the maturity date does not provide any kind of advantage.

Now we draw another conclusion from another theorem by (Duffie and Huang, 1986).

Theorem 3.11. If ]:?’S C ]-";f’s with S a system of prices strictly positive, then Z5° C Z%5 implies
FBS ¢ Feos,

Proof. Suppose that there exists a t € [0,7T") such that .Ff S Z F »5 Without loss of generality we can
assume that ¢ € (0,7"). Then there exists an A € ]-'tﬁ’s7 but A ¢ ]-"f’s. We know that 1(; 7754 is FBS.
predictable since (¢,T] x A € P#5. Now, we construct our self-financing strategy & = (fgo), ...,§t(n) )

defined as ”
0, Lemxalu,w), if k=1,

’I(Lk) (w> = Higj)l(t,T}xA(uv ’LU), itk =7, (315)
0, otherwise,
with A
0 (w), if k=1,
_p® (@) ,
o) (wy = § TS (W) e s 89 () > 0, (3.16)
t () t
Sy (w)
0, otherwise,

where 7 # j, and Ggi) is any strictly positive ff *S_measurable random variable.

We have that &, - S, =0 and & - Sp + fou & -dS; =0 for u € [0,t]. And for u € (¢,T] we obtain
€0 Sy =080 19I5
= 017(80 — 51 + 3~ 0 (5P - 57
ki
_50-50+/0u§l'd51-

(3.17)

Therefore, ¢ is an FP“-predictable self-financing strategy, and ¢ € Z%°. However, & is not F®5-
predictable since (€)= (R, \ {0}) = (t,T] x A ¢ P*S. This contradicts the hypothesis 25 C Z%5,
Consequently, F?5 C FoS, O
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Corollary 3.12. If Fo® = F% and 25 = 785 then F5 = FP5.

3.2 The market model and the price of a contingent claim from a small investor’s
perspective

In the previous section we described how an institutional investor computes the price of a derivative.
We assume that the small investors and the big investor share similar data to some extent. From this
perspective we can assume that each one of the a-stereotyped agents, with o € A, perceives the prices
as in 2.24, i.e.

n
ds® =259 and as"” = p>DsV gt 4 5 Zaf’(”)th@) ; (3.18)
=1

adapted to the filtered space (€2, Fr, (Ft)iec[o,r], P) as in Proposition 2.4 for each i = 1,...,n. However,
since they do not have the information, equipment, and appropriate staff that allow them to make
accurate and prudent forecasts of ,u? (@ (@) for each macroeconomic event A, ..., A, the
estimation process has to be different. In the algorithm used to compute these prices, we will consider
these coefficients as deterministic functions for each agent a. The results of Subsection 3.1 allow

us to dgﬁne tlSle system of prices, and make all of the analysis from each informational framework
(Q, F77  (F27 iepo, ), PY).

Another important feature that we need to take into account is the heterogeneity of the preferences
and informational framework. In a market we cannot assume that all of the individuals are the same
and that have the same quantity of information. For this reason, we will use the ideas developed in
Subsection 3.1. In other words, we consider a countable set of agents A endowed with the character-
istics {=a, Vo, F*}, where for each o € A, =, is the relation of preference of the a-stereotyped agent,
Vo = Rx LY(Q, F, P) is the space of pairs (z, C)) where z is the initial investment in a strategy related
to the payoff of the financial instrument that the a-stereotyped agent sold or bought and whose payoff
is —C' and C respectively. Additionally, we will quantify these relations of preference using different
types of utility functions. In this model for each agent o € A, we will use the utility function given
by the negative exponential:

1o «
,r¢, and o,

Ua(z) := exp(—=7at), (3.19)

where 7, represents the coefficient of risk aversion of agent a.. Using 3.10 we have that the maximal
utility Uy, (vo, C) of (vg,C) € R x L under the relation of preference of agent « is

U (00, C) = max e [— exp {—%(VT”O’E“ + C)H , (3.20)

where P% = P|_,s. Therefore, we set (v, C) Zq (vg, C") if and only if Uy (vg, C) < Uy(vg, C').
T

3.2.1 Entropy and price

The concept of entropy has different interpretations and is used in different contexts. We used it
in the case of a big company that wants to maximize its state of uncertainty (not being biased in
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favor of some event) under some macroeconomic restrictions. However, entropy can also be used to
express the cost of using some information instead of another. Here, we use the relative entropy,
h(Q|P%) = E[(dQ/dP*)In(dQ/dP®*)], of @ with respect to P as the cost of using @ instead of P“
for an a-stereotyped agent.

We need to find a coherent price that a small agent will compute under his or her circumstances.
One way to do that is by the use of the free energy, In E[exp(X)], of a random variable X. For a
bounded from below random variable, there exists a relation between free energy and relative entropy
also known as the duality for the Kullback-Leibler divergence

in Blexp(X)}) = swp [Ep[X] ~ h(Q|P)] (3.21)

Using this property we can find the stochastic game between an a-stereotyped agent and the market
denoted by ¥, (vo,C) :

1 .
‘IJO((U(), C) = 7 ln[*Ua(Um 70)]
1 a
= inf —InEpafexp(—7a (V2 —C
o uf  —-InEp [exp(—7a(Vy )] (3.22)

a 1
= inf sup {EQ[—V;O’5 +C| — h(Q|P°‘)} )
6046204,5' Q<<PO‘ o

Assumption 3.13. As it is mentioned in (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000), each «-stereotyped agent
considers that the accumulation of behaviors in the market makes it risk neutral, and then they should
behave in the same way. Therefore, the a-stereotyped agent should consider () ~ P%, and then

o 1
Uy(vg,C) = inf sup {EQ[—V;O’é +C| - h(Q|P°‘)} , (3.23)
txczoS Qrpa Ve

where each probability measure Q) satisfies
EQ[V2***] < wo/Bor-. (3.24)

The process (BtofT)te[QT] 18 the price of a zero-coupon bond with maturity T. Therefore, Uo/B&T can
be interpreted as the forward price of vy.

With assumption 3.13, and (Bj'r)sc[o,7] as the numéraire for the small agents, we get that

1
o, €)= ~ 5=+ sup {Bolc] - —-hQlP™)} (3.25)
BO,T Q~ P Ya

from the perspective of an a-stereotyped agent.

We know that under these circumstances, it is intuitive that the agent o wants to compute the
price of the claim as in 3.3, i.e., the smallest p such that

max Epa [— exp{—’ya(V%jo+p’§a + C)H > max Epa [— exp{—fya(V%]o,g‘*)}] . (3.26)
é—aEZQ,S é'OtEZOL,S
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(Frittelli, 2000) showed that under a general setting where portfolios are bounded from below it is
possible to find this price. (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000) proposed a Brownian model using dynamic
programming. We will show that it is possible to find an estimate of this price proposed by (El Karoui
and Rouge, 2000) using semi-group theory. For this purpose, we need to make some changes on this
model in order to use the formulas we built in 3.18 and in 2.24. First, we will show how the price is
computed when

Uy (vg,C) = + sup {EQ[C] - Fylah(Q|P°‘)} , (3.27)

(0%
Bo T  Q~Pe

and next we will show how we can prove 3.27 under the assumption that the system of prices follows
the model 3.18.

Proposition 3.14. If the value function of 3.23 can be written as

U (00,C) = + sup {EQ[C]—’;h(@Pa)}, (3.28)

6%
Bo T Q~P*

then the price 3.3 for the a-stereotyped agent is

Q~Pe Q~Pe

P (0, C) = Bl < sup {EQm—jh(Qwa)}— sup {—;h@wa)}). (3.29)

Proof. Using the definition of W, and the usual properties of inequalities for increasing and decreasing
functions, we get

min {p Y (UO +p, C) < \I/a(Uo,O)}

= min {p vla In [—U(vo +p, —C)} < vla In [—U(vo,o)} }

— min {p exp {va (71(1 In {—[7(”0 +p, —C)D} < exp {%’ (Ja In [ U(wo. O)D }} (3.30)
- {p —U(vg +p,—C)S—U(72070)}

— min {p U(vo +p,—C) > U(vo,O)}

=min{p: (vo+p,—C) =4 (v0,0)}.

On the other hand, we know that

\I}CX(UO +p7 C) - \IIOC(UO7O)

+ sup {Eolc— Ln@iPn ) - s {-Lu@ip). @an

BS‘ T Q~Pe Qvpe L Yo

Therefore, p®(vg, C')) must satisfy

Q~Po Q~Pe o

7 (00, C) = By < sup {EqlCl— T n(@P) | - sup {—1h(QIP°‘)})~ (3.32)
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As we said earlier, each one of the a-stereotyped agents, with o € A, perceives the prices as in
3.18, i.e.

asy” =8 and asy” = pVsPat + 57 (S o Paw ) | | (3.33)
j=1
for each i = 1,...,n. We want to show that the value function of each agent a € A, under assumption
3.13, is of the form

\I/a(’Uo, C) ==

1 (6%
Bé“T + S, {EQ[O] - ,y:h(QIP )} , (3.34)

and by using Proposition 3.14, we get the price that a small investor “intuitively” should compute
under his or her position.

Since we are using the machinery employed by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000), we need to make
some adjustments to our price system 3.18. Using

AL Zg ) g (3.35)
we can rewrite the dynamics of (Vfo’ga) as

AV = el S(O)dt+Z§t ds?

=1

. N " (3.36)
=rf (Vtvoyﬁa _ Z &?‘a(l)st(l)> dt + Z 537(1)515(1) ,u?’(l)dt + Z Ug’(zj)th(])
i=1 i=1 j=1
If we set n; := (00) 1 (u® — riJ,1) with
1 ¢ (11) tv(ln) Iu?é,(l)
Jng = |: ool =1 , and = (3.37)
a,(nl ,(nn a,(n
1 nx1 Ut( LS t( ) X" ,Ut() nx1
the equation 3.36 becomes
AV = 0V gt 4 (20 o (AW + nedt)  with VPO = ug (3.38)
where
ﬂ.zxv(l) ft (1)
m= = : (3.39)
a,(n) (n)
Ty nx1 gt S nx1

represents the amount of money invested in the risky assets.

Assumption 3.15. We need to make some assumptions about how each agent o perceives the price
model.
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1. The coefficients &, u$, and of are F° progressively measurable, and uniformly bounded on

[0,T] x Q.
2. The matrix of* also satisfies the assumption 2.3.
3. We assume that each portfolio strategy € is in Z%% as in Definition 3.4.
Under the assumption in Definition 3.4, we know that Z%° is a vector space, and then we can

assume that the process 7§' remains in a vector space, V,, for all t € [0, T]. Moreover, these assumptions
set that

T , , ‘ 1/2
Epo K / (€ y2q(50), S(Z)>t)] < oo foreach i=0,1,..,n, (3.40)
0
and therefore, we obtain

T
Epe [/ H7r?|]2ds] < 0. (3.41)
0

As a result, with either 3.40 or 3.41 and using the first lemmas of Section 3.1, we conclude that 3.36
and 3.38 are well-defined for each filtration F°.

From now on, and for the sake of simplicity we will use V;, m; and & instead of V;”O’Ea,ﬂf‘ and &'
respectively.

Proposition 3.16. Under assumption 3.15 we have that the process Vtvo’6 is bounded in L?(S2, P)

Proof. We can rewrite the formula 3.38 as

dVy = riVidt + i o (AW, + ndt)
= (mjofn +riVy)dt + 772‘ SdW,

_ (3.42)
= (mfofn + roVi)dt + Z mro®)Daw D)
j=1
Let us use g(t, Vi) = Vie™ Jor3ds | We have that
Gt Vi) = —rgVie Jorids
Ga(t, Vi) = e~ Jorids (3.43)
gxx(t7 V;f) =0,
and using Ito’s formula we get
dg(t, Vi) = —r®Vse=Jo r8ds gy 4 (e_ Js T?dS) (r; o, + rV,)dt + Z 7o) Daw )
=t (3.44)

— ¢ fO reds *Uantdt“‘Z fo Tst oz)(j)th(j)’
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and integrating yields
t o t
Viem Jirsds — vy 4 / e Ji e duw*aansdﬁz / e~ Ji (oD ) (3.45)
0
Thus,

t
Vt:efot’"?dS V0+/ e Jord duﬂ*a“nsds—i-Z/ e Jor radu(px o) @ gw ) b (3.46)
0

Since 7, 0%, and p, are uniformly bounded on 2 x [0, T]; 7, satisfies inequality 3.41, and the terms

t
/ e Jo T (2 50 O) g () (3.47)
0

are independent martingales for 7 = 1,...,n., by Doob’s LP-inequality, and Ito’s isometry, we obtain

t 2 T 2
E |sup / e Jiradu (e a0y )| | < 4 / e~ Ji i (1 50y (0) gy () ]
t<T |Jo 0
T . u N2 (3.48)
< 4B [ / (e Jaritu(ms o)) ds}
0
< 00.
Therefore, we conclude that
E |sup (Vvo’g) ] < o0. (3.49)
t<T
O

Since P® = P a5, the previous result holds for either P or P.
T

3.2.2 Change of Numéraire

Every investor does not necessarily quote the price of each one of the financial assets under the same
numéraire. In fact, in a market where investors may have different informational frameworks, it is
natural to think that each investor should have its own numéraire. In Proposition 2.4, we assumed
that the big company has Sﬁo) = S((]O)efot "ud a5 numéraire. However, here we assume that each agent
a € A, has a numéraire that is the zero-coupon bond, (Btch)te[o,T]v with maturity date T'. Using
again the same tools as in Subsection 3.1, we can assume that there exists an R"-valued and F°
progressively measurable and uniformly bounded process (of )te[o 7] such that the dynamics of B} ' is
of the form

dBir = Bip|(ri + (0f) o' ne)dt + (of)*of'dWy] and Bgrp = 1. (3.50)

In most cases a numéraire is a “riskless” financial asset and unit of reference. Therefore, we should
have that the discounted prices of the financial assets in 3.33 with respect to any numéraire from the
informational framework of an a-stereotyped agent should have some similar properties.
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We know that our model 3.33 has a martingale measure. Let us recall some details. If we define

an,@“ t N 1 t -
1po —exp{/00u~qu2/0 10| “du ¢

where 05 = (6" ’(1), s 0F ’(n))* is the F*° progressively measurable process that satisfies

Therefore, under Q%" we have that
AW = 02dt + dw,

is an n-dimensional Brownian motion. Now using Ito’s formula and 3.53 we get

SON e S SIS i) )
d<5<o>)—<“t ”)Sw)dt*(o),zat W,
t t t j=1

( Dt + dW(J))

Z
; ( (J)) 7

and by Ito’s formula on In (St(i)/SlgO)), we obtain

s _ sy S / L o) gyt
— = exp Daweo0))
s 50 ; 0

=1

(3.51)

(3.52)

(3.53)

(3.54)

(3.55)

Since of* is uniformly bounded on €2 x [0, 7], we can conclude that (St(i) / St(o)) is an F*-martingale

under Q9.

As it is expected, we will show that the forward prices S ® /By ‘7 are martingales with respect to
some equivalent measure with respect to P®. For this purpose we will provide some results that allow

us to conclude this remark.

Proposition 3.17. The discounted zero-coupon bond (ijT/efOtng") is an F*S-martingale under

Qa,e"‘ .
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Proof. Using Ito’s formula, we get

(0" )" (i = 7 Tnxa)dt + (o) o dWi]

)
)
) @ 0 o8 i+ of (3.56)
) @y
)

By the same reasoning as in 3.55, we have

a
BtT

ftr’ocdu = exp Z/ a ’ a (]) d(Wa o J) Z/ ‘ Qu * 3 (])‘ du . (357)
eJo u

Since (0%)*o}" is uniformly bounded on Q x [0, T, we conclude that (Bf'y/ St(o) ) is an F*%-martingale
under Q9. O

Now we will use some results about change of numéraire by (Geman et al., 1995) that can also be
t o
found in (Privault, 2020). This result states that if (V;),co,7] is @ numeraire, and e~ Jor$ds N, is an
F®S_martingale under Q%" we can define the probability measure

AP reaNr

— = 3.58
an,ea Ny ’ ( )
such that the following proposition holds
Proposition 3.18. If (Y}).c(o,) 95 a continuous and FoS_adapted process such that
— ft reds .
e Jo"s Y, with t € [0,T], (3.59)
is an F*S -martingale under Q%" , then the discounted price of Y; with respect to Ny
Y,
—L with te0,T7, (3.60)
Ny
is an F*S-martingale under PY.
Proof. We want to show
Y, Y,
Epo | 2| FOS| = 2 (3.61)
Nt s
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for s < t. For this purpose, we will use the formal definition of conditional expectation. Let X be a
bounded F' *S_measurable random variable. Using 3.58 we get

Y; Y, dP®
Fso | X—| =FEpape | X——-
F [ Nt] Qo Ni dQ>9°
[ Y;f df)a ,S
= EQa,Ga XEEQQ,QO‘ anﬁa ft

= EQa,Ga Xﬁ@ 0 "u

[ Y, o
:EQa,Ga X]Vteng“du:|

[ Y, t oo
= EQa,@a XEQa’ga |:]\[;€_ fO Tudu fg75:|:|
v (3.62)
= EQa,ea _Xﬁe_ Jo ngu:|
[ Ys 50y Ns:|
= Epage |X~Ze JoruduZs
@ N, No
Y, dp® s
—EQaGa XEEQQB an,@o‘ ]:Sa’ ]]
Y, dp°
— EQa,ea EW
Y
=Fp, | X—
- ¥
O
The following corollary is a consequence of these remarks
Corollary 3.19. The forward prices using the zero-coupon bond process
(4)
L for i=0,..n and t€0,T) (3.63)
Bl
are F*° -martingales with respect to P%, with
_dart =e” Jo reds 73%’T =e Jo reds L (3.64)
A" Bgr Byr

Proof. We already showed that (St(i)/SIEO))tE[O,T] is a martingale under Q%" for each i = 0, ..., n. Now,
using Proposition 3.18, Y; = St(i), Ny = B’ as in 3.58 and Proposition 3.17 respectively, we obtain
the result. 0
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Assumption 3.20. We assume that the process o* is uniformly bounded in [0,T] x Q and remains
mn V.

Let 8%, = (B%y) L. Since our goal is to compute the price p®(vg, C'), we have to make use of .
Therefore; the formula 3.27 tells us that we have to employ the process 3{',V; in the procedure. We
are ready to show the next proposition by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000) that allow us to rewrite BirVi
in a more convenient way. ’

Proposition 3.21. The dynamics of the forward wealth ﬁgTV} is of the form
AB7rVe = =Bl Vel + B o dwl” (3.65)
with Wf™ = W, + fg pds, and p¥ = (&)1 (u@ — & Jnx1 — o (o) 08 for t € [0,T).
Proof. Using Ito’s formula in 7 = (BffT)_l we deduce the formula
dpir = —Brrl(ri' + (o) "o ne)dt + (of )" o dWi] + Bir ((of) "ot') ((of ) "ot')" dt (3.66)
Now, with the use of 1; := (¢8) "} (u& — & J,1) and
dVy = riVidt + miod (AW, + medt), (3.67)

we can conclude

dBirVe = VidBir + BipdVe + d(V., B7r)
= —ViBirridt — Vi (of ) o medt — ViBir(of) o dWy + ViBir ((of )" of) ((ef)"of')" dt
+ Brpri Vidt + Bepmiof AWy + Bipmiofmdt — Bipmiof ((of ) o) " dt
= [-BirVioy + Bipmi ot dWy — ViBipridt — Vi (of ) of nidt
+ ViBir ((0) o) (o) o) dt + BppriVidt + Bypmyofmdt — Bipm;of ((of ) of)* dt
= [=BirViey + Birmi] oy dWy — ViBir (of ) o medt + ViBi ((of)*of) ((of)*of)” dt
+ Brmiofmdt — Biomioy ((of) of)” dt
= [-BirVier + Birm] ot dWy + [=BirVilor)" + Berm] oy pitdt
(=B Vil + Bigm] o dW{”.

(3.68)
O

By assumption 3.15 and 3.20, we know that p® is bounded and we can define the probability
measure

(e3

dpr « 4 o 1 r |2
o =t == [ gp-aw -5 [P}, (3.69)

. {7 . . . . (e%
By the vector form of the Girsanov’s theorem, W*"is an n-dimensional Brownian motion under P* .

Proposition 3.22. If £ € Z%% then the process BE‘TV;UO’g is an F*S -martingale under PP .
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Proof. Let ¢ € Z%°. Using the remark of assumption 3.15, we have that
T
Epe U H7rs|]2ds] < oo, (3.70)
0

We know that Bg‘T%vo’s is a local martingale under P?”. Since ¢f is uniformly bounded on § x [0, T7,
and V" is bounded on L2(, P*), we have

Eppo [<5?TV”0’5>T} < 0. (3.71)

Therefore, Bf‘TVfO’g is an F*°-martingale under P*". O

3.2.3 Optimal portfolio

As pointed out by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000), the superreplicating price is characterized as the
essential supremum on the set of equivalent measures of the expected value of the discounted payoff.
Under Assumption 3.13, the value function used to compute the price of the payoff of the contingent
claim satisfies )

Vg
v > —— E
ol C) 2 ==+ sup {EqlC] -

0,7 Q~P«

(Q!P")} , (3.72)

and if the previous result is an equality, we can use Proposition 3.14 to compute the price.

Since

1
Uy(vo,C) = inf sup {EQ[—V:,YO’5 +C| — h(Q|P°‘)} , (3.73)
£eZoS Qrpe e
(El Karoui and Rouge, 2000) proposed a “dual” optimal problem that can give a solution to 3.27.
This method was based on the idea that, if we consider 3.73 with respect the collection of measures

QP" % as in 3.76 such that ijT\/;UO’E is a martingale , then

1 o
U, (vg,C) = inf sup {E o _V”0’£_|_C — = h(Q* ,uPoc}
(0.0) = jat s { B[ ViS+C) = k(@ P)
pa)}.

By Proposition 3.14, we can compute the price. Moreover, we can also have the same results using a
weaker hypothesis about V,. In fact, if V, is a closed cone then by 3.87, we have that BgTVfO’g is a
supermartingale and properties 3.23 and 3.25 hold. Finally we get the result 3.74 from Theorem 4.2.
by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000).

(3.74)
S sup {E au[C] — ih(Q"’a’“
B&T QP un P e Yo

Having mentioned the ideas about how to compute the price, we build the tools to find it. Let Vi
be the orthogonal complement of V,, and Vi, = (o)~ (Vy), and take u in

U, = {u progressively measurable, and uniformly bounded, such that wu; € f/j[t} (3.75)
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We define Q"% as

dOr™u o T 1
% = Hp —exp{—/ th—/ 128 Hth}, (3.76)
0

. : t .
where pi"" = pf + u;. Using the vector form of Girsanov’s theorem, W™" = W; + [j ps""ds is an
n-dimensional F®*-Brownian motion under Q*"%,

Let V; be the portfolio value process of agent a. We know that of'u; € Vom and by assumption
3.20, (of)*ofur = 0. We can rewrite the discounted wealth with respect to the zero-coupon bond as

dBirVi = [=BirViel + ,Bfme]*a?de
[—BirVie + 5;‘T7rt]*af‘tha’u — BT ofudt (3.77)
[—BirViet + 5gT7Tt]*Ufétha’u,

where the last part comes from 7} ofu; = 0 since m; € V,,. Therefore, the process 3{',V; is a martingale

under Q”** for each u € U,, and the forward neutral point of view property 3.23 holds.
Now we are ready to introduce the dual static value function problem proposed by (El Karoui and
Rouge, 2000)
1 a
Veu© = sup VO with VM = Egue u[C] — —h(QT|PY). (3.78)
Qr*su Yo
Since the entropy of Q?"* with respect to P is

h(Q ) = Epo [exp{_/ U AW, — / [ o }(—/ Py .th—Q/ [rzal dt)]
0 0 0
[ r a,u 1 a,u |2
:EQpa,u - py AWy — 5 HPt |“dt
L 0 0
= Egou / [l dt—/ pt - AW —2/ [Foal dt}
LJo 0 0
-1 T o, (|2
= Bge |5 [ IR
L« Jo
(3.79)
we have
a,Cu 1 4 U2
Ve = Bgn. [0 2 [Cleiral (3.50)
Yo Jo
and we take
1
VO = Bgpea [C—/ o Hth’ft] (3.81)
Vta’c’“ can be written as
a,Cu 1 r a,u (|2
V; :EQpa,u C_ E ||1057 || dS ‘Ft
(3.82)

1

o,u |2

ds + Egpeu |C — —

= o [reipas + Bgen [0 - 5 [T
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By the martingale representation theorem, we can find a predictable portfolio process m;"" such that

o, C,u a,C,u 1 ! '
VRO = VO g / o1 ds + / (me) ol - dW, (3.83)
2%a Jo 0

Following (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000), we have to make some changes in 3.82 in order to compute

the essential supremum of V,*“*. To this end, it will be convenient to take z** = (¢®)*7™" and
Foot(ze,ue) = —1/27a | pi " |2 — (pi"")*z. Using this notation we can rewrite 3.82 as a linear backward
stochastic differential equation (BSDE)

— VM = Fray (22" ug)dt — (20 dW;  and VRO = C. (3.84)

By the comparison principle for BSDE’s (see for instace El Karoui and Rouge, 2000; Liu and Ren,
2002; Cohen et al., 2010) we only need to maximize in u for a given z the driver fyo+(z,u). The driver
can be written as

1
foaa(z,u) = —=—|p8" 1% — (p77")*2
prt(2 ) = =5 =l = ()

1 a,UN\* OLU 1 QLU * 1 2 % Ve *
_ : a 2 p - Ja 3.85
7 (ne") Py e (2(p; ") Vaz) o Yo At g (3.85)

1 gl
= — ol w0zl + 22
(63
So for fixed z, we only have to maximize in u € f/oft the function —||p% + u; + 74 2||?>. We know that

this function is maximized by only one u that is characterized by

Uy = arg sup fpe(z,u) = H\};t(_/)ta — YaZ). (3.86)

ueVt,
Here the function II;, ét(y) is the orthogonal projection of y € R™ on f/oft

All of the results mentioned before could have been obtained by using a weaker assumption, namely
V. be a closed convex set. Following the ideas by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000), the only tools that
would have changed are

1. Let §(x) = sup,¢y, —7"z be the support function of the convex set —V,
2. Let V, := {z € R" : §(z) < oo} the effective domain of d, and figt = (60)" (Vo).

Using them together with the assumption of € —V, NV,, we would have obtained (¢f')*ofu; = 0 and

ABirVi = (=i Viet + Bl ot awy” (387
— [_BE‘TVth + Bt‘fth]*adeta’“ — ,Btchﬂz‘af‘utdt.

Since —y*ofus < 0 for all y € V, we have that 3.87 is a supermartingale and the desired property
3.23 is satisfied.

We know that the function IIj L satisfies the following inequalities
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° <H]}J_ty — Y, T — Hwty> =0 for all x € f/oﬁt and y € R"”
*
) (Hf/i,ty — y) Hf’ity =0 for all y € R™,
and for the case V, a closed convex set, the properties are
. (Hf}[,ty -y, — Hwty> >0 for all x € f)gt and y € R"
*
~ J— ~ — n
° (va,ty y) vaﬁty 0 for all y € R™.
In these two scenarios we get

Pt ez + € (00) Ve and (0F + oz + @) = 0, (3.88)

We now need to get an expression for the dynamics of

Vf"c = ess Zs/{up V;a’c’u. (3.89)
ucUa

By a result of (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000) we will show that the BSDE with driver

fpaﬂt(z) = esssup fo¢(z,u) = fo(z,u(t, p°, 2)), (3.90)

ueVE,

and terminal condition C' admits a solution that dominates the BSDEs with driver f in 3.84. As it is

pointed out by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000) the driver f is quadratic and the results about quadratic
BSDEs are not easy to obtain.

Theorem 3.23. Let Vfé’c = esSSUP,¢yy, Vta’o’u. Then there exists a process z € H%’d such that
(V,C, Z;) satisfies the BSDE
1
—dV© = —gl\p? 15 (=pf = a2 — (pf + Ty (=pf = Ya21)) 2| dt — 27 d W,
o ’ “
Vel =c
(3.91)

Proof. The formula 3.85 can be written as
1 (e I~ (e} 2 Yo 2
- %Hpt H15e (o8 = Ya2t) + Ya2l” + ool
1 * Y,
=~ Aot + Ty (o = 7020l 42 (o + Ty (=07 = 9020)) a2l | + 5 el
N : :
1 *
=~ i+ Ty (= =zl = (o + . (=i = 7021))"2
o : :
(3.92)
in 3.91.
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Now, we need to show that the driver f(z,z) in 3.91 is majorized by k(1 + |z|?) for some positive
constant k. Then, by using (Theorem B.1 El Karoui and Rouge, 2000) we get the existence of the
solution.

Using the properties of inner products of orthogonal projections with = 0, we have that
M. yl2 < (. y.) < [T ylllyl, and dividing by [Ty, ] we get [T, | < [yl Now

1 *
= g lle + Ty (A =z I* = (o + Mgy (=i = 7a21))"2
. : ,

1
< g lof Ty (7 =zl + Dl + Ty (= = a2l

1 2
<~ (161 = I, (=8 =70zl ) "+ 2l +7al0]) ]
- ,
< LB+ 1R I (= — ez — eI (—pf — vaze) 12 + 208 22l + vl
2% Yo at 2Ya at

1 1 )
< — 1P + o lzell + =— (of1 + Yallzel) + 21l o5 Hlzell + Yallze))?
2Ya 2Ya

IN

I?

1 3
— P17 + 4l g (1|2l +§%{||Zt||2
Yo

< k(L [[=])
(3.93)

for some constant £ > 0. The last part of these inequalities comes from the fact that p® is uniformly
bounded on © x [0,7]. As it is pointed by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000) after some lengthy work the
conditions by (Theorem B.2 El Karoui and Rouge, 2000) holds, and then we get the domination and
uniqueness. O

Optimal portfolio

We worked on the properties of the dual problem 3.78. With these tools we are ready to show the
solution to the problem 3.22 due to (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000).

Theorem 3.24. The value function of 3.91 is given by

1
Uo(vg,C) = inf —In Epa [exp(—'ya(VZﬁo’5 - C))}

WEV;YO% R (3.94)
= g+ {Eqe.lc1- Zn@ e}
The forward wealth is given by
V& = =Wy (v, C) — LR H v (3.95)
and its dynamics is given by
dve = <fy1ap?’ﬁ + zt> * (dW; + pldt) (3.96)
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where the process z; is determined by the BSDE 3.91 and pta’ﬁ =pt+ Hf/lt(fp?‘ — Yazt). Moreover,
the optimal portfolio is ’

1 Ll at;
m= B (087 (™42 ) + 0. (3.97)

Proof. First, we prove the value function. We know that each £ € Z*S characterizes a particular m,
and each m, is characterized by a &€ € Z*S. So we can use

1
Ve (v, C) = ieng 71nEpa [exp(—ya (V70" = C))] (3.98)

instead of 1
Uo(vo,C) = inf — In Epalexp(—a Vit — ). (3.99)

£eZ*5 Yo

Under the assumption V, being a vector space, we have that
Ay Vi = [=Ber VT of + B o dWY (3.100)
is a martingale under Q" for each u € U, as it was proved in 3.77 by using Proposition 3.22. Taking

into account that Bf . =1, we get

1
Uy (vg,C) = 16n£ 'TID Epo [exp(—ya (V0" = O))]

1 o
= inf  sup {E au[—VEOT 4 O] — —h(QF" 4| PY }
s (B =ViT 4 C] = S h(@ T P)

. Y0 1 N (3.101)
To prove Theorem 3.24 we go the other way around. We define V,* as
Vi = —Pa(vo, C) - LW H™ 4 veC, (3.102)

a

and we verify that its dynamics, portfolio and value function are 3.96, 3.97, and 3.94 respectively.
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From the equation 3.102, we know that the dynamics of V,* satisfies

~ 1 a =
AV = —dW,(vo, C) — —dIn H™ " + av>©

«

1 o,
= ——dW H"" + av©

«

1 ; 1 wa 1
== A = S 5 + Ty (o a0
Vo 2 2V o (3.103)
+ (o8 + o (=0 = va2t)) 2edl + 2 dW;
= (b1 I ) ik ()
27q " 27q " ! Yo't
1 wi * ;
— (pf’“ + zt) <th + p?’udt) ,
Yo
and using the fact that
*
(bF + g (=pF = a20) +a2t) Ty, (=9 = 7a2) =0, (3.104)

we get,

df/f‘:<

th + pf’adt)

Il
/—\

vt Zt>
1 *

vy zt> (dWy + pidt) + 5 (p? + H]}ét(—pf — Yazt) + 'yazt) Hwt(—p? — Yazt)dt
o ’ @

vt Zt>

Il
/—\

(AW + pidt) .
(3.105)

1 -
By using 3.88, we know that ((of)~1)* (p?u —i—zt) is in V,. In addition, we notice that
7

(0%
Q?‘/;aBtOjT belongs to V,. Therefore, the expression 3.97 for m; belongs to V, as it was stated in
the consequences of assumption 3.15.

We have to prove that by using 3.97, the formula 3.105 can be expressed in a closed form as in
3.65. It is showed as follows

[/ 1 o, * o
AV = <7pt’ + zt> (dW; + pgdt)
= (o) mBer — () (e)V) awt” (3.106)
- [_BtojTVtaQta + /BtojTﬂ't] - Utathpa.

~ ~ ]_ o,
Finally, by definition of V;*, we have Vjf = V2 and V — C = =¥, (vy,C) — — In HY. " . Therefore,
we get “

U (v0,C) = —— In Epe [exp{—a (Ve — )}, (3.107)

«

which completes the proof. ]
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A similar proof can be given for the case where V, is a closed cone.

4 Discrete Time Setting

In this part we will provide some of the basic tools that can be used to discretize the time-continuous
models mentioned in the previous sections. We start by showing the relation of the CRR model
with Proposition 2.2 and Corollary 2.5. Next, we show the standard procedure of how to discretize
the time-continuous models for the big agent, and then we proceed to show the discretization of the
time-continuous model for small agents.

4.1 Convergence to the single price model under different macroeconomic events

Throughout this part we consider the time interval [0, T'] with N equally-spaced times T'/N, 2T /N, ...,T

that we identify with indices 1,2, ..., N respectively. As in the CRR model let us consider Siv J ’(0),
Sivvjv(l) Rz(tN)

)

7 the riskless asset, the risky asset and the return of the risky asset when the macroeco-
nomic event A; occurs. The return of the risky asset is given by the formula

N,j,(1 N.,5,(1
R(N),j _ St J,(1) _ St—{( ) (4 1)
t s |

Our goal in this subsection is to rigorously show that Corollary 2.2 can be obtained as the limit
of the CRR binomial tree model.

We first need to build the returns of the risky assets under different macroeconomic events. For
this purpose let (QN, ®i]\;129) be a measurable space where Q = {u,d} with v = up and d = down
is the space of states for the risky assets. We define, RgN)’] , the rate of the risky asset under the

macroeconomic event A; by

N _
R(N)J _ b§ )7 on Ht 1({u})7 4.9
t - (N) -1 ( : )
a;j °, onll ({d}),

where

oM = VTN b = e VIN (4.3)
and

I, : OF -V with I (w1, ..., wn) = wy (4.4)

for (w1, ...,wy) € QY and distinct positive numbers vy, ..., Uy,.

Under Aj, the risky and riskless assets are described by the formulas

t
StN,J,(U :: Sé\f,],(l) H<1 i R}(CN)J) and StN,m(o) g +T§N))t’ (4.5)
k=1

where r](.N) =r;T/N.
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A consequence of this construction is that .Ffv’(j) = J{R%N)’j, ey RiN)’j} = U{SgN)’j’(l), - St(N)’j’(l)}
for 7 = 1,...,m. In fact, we can easily see that

FNO Z gND - for £ and  te{1,2,..,N). (4.6)

Therefore, from now on, we use 77 to denote ]:tN’j for any j € {1,...,m}.

Now, we are interested in finding a probability measure PN/ with respect to A; and under which
the equations

PYI I {ub)| FY ] + PN I ({dh) | FY ] =1 (4.7)
and (N),3,(1)
Sy N).i
Epng |t ™ FY, | = 5w (4.8)
1+ T
hold.

By using equation 4.5, we can rewrite the formula 4.8 as

Ep; [R,ﬁN)’j‘ft_l} — (4.9)
that is equivalent to
N 1 _ N ; _ N
oM PN I ({u )| FN ] + ol PV [ ()| FY ] = oY) (4.10)

Therefore, the problem of finding the probability measure becomes the following linear problem

[b(.N) ') {PNJ [Htl({u})lfﬁl]] _ [TJ(N)] , (4.11)

T PN ({ap) Y 1

Using Cramer’s rule, we have that

. ) _ o) 4 pN) — V)
PN (el FY] = G and P I {ADIFY] = (4.12)
by —a by —a
J J J J
Thus
rV) _ V) v pN) _ (N
N,j [17—1 _J J J =1 _ g J
P ({u})] = pE ey and P I ({d})] = Ea (4.13)
J J J J

for any t € {1,2,..., N}. Since these conditional probabilities do not depend on ¢, the conclusion that
RgN)’], e R%V)’j are i.i.d. under (QN, ®f\i129, FN, PNJ) is straightforward.

Corollary 4.1. Let SiN)’j’(O), St(N)’j’(l) and RgN)’j be the riskless asset, the risky asset, and the
return of the risky asset defined on (QN, ®N129,J-}N, PNJ) under the macroeconomic event A;, then

=

S’ISN)’j’(l)/SISN)’j’(O) is a martingale, and RgN)’j, e R%V)’j are i.i.d. under PNJ.
Proof. This is a consequence of 4.7, 4.8 and 4.13. O
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Now, we will use some results by (Féllmer and Schweizer, 1991) to show that S](VN)’j D ynder PN
converges weakly to a log-normal distribution.

Remark 4.2. S](VN)’j’(l) under PNJ converges weakly to the distribution of

where N(0,T) is the normal distribution with mean 0, and variance T.
Proof. By Taylor formula, we get

1
In(l4+z)=x— §x2 + q(z)?, (4.15)

where the last term ¢ satisfies
lg(z)] < d(a,b) for —1<a<z<b, (4.16)

and §(a,b) = 0 as a,b — 0. Thus, by applying logarithm to

t
St]V’]’(l) — S(J]V’J’(l) H(l + R](CN)J), (417)
k=1
we get,
Nj,(1) al VgL o502 (N)
I (v M) =37 (R =2 (RV9)) +, (4.18)
k=1
where

] < 6(a)’. ] i( )" (4.19)

k=1
We know from the definition of aE.N) and b;N) that

VNa™) = —vj\/T and \/Nb§.N) — Uj\/T- (4.20)

J

and by using Epn,; {RENM } = T§N), we get

N N) (N N).G\ 2
B [|1] < a0 B | (B9

(N) _ (N) (N) (V) (4.21)
(N) (M) W27 T w\2b -y
< 0lay by N <(bj ) s () e ) o
S —a; by —a
J J J J
since
V) (W) N (V)
W27 T W20 N (o 1Y
ngnoozv((b ) S + (™) ) = (T reTy) =uT )
J J J J



By using the fact that L' convergence implies convergence in probability, we can use Slutsky’s theo-

rem (see for instance Jacod and Protter, 2004) to conclude that the corresponding laws of 5§N)converge

weakly to the Dirac measure dg. As a consequence, we only need to focus on the weak convergence of

N M1 (V)5 2
ZM =3%" <R,g -5 (REYY) > . (4.23)

k=1

1
We will prove that this process converges weakly to the normal distribution N (r;T" — §U]2-T, UJQ-T) by
using the results that appear in Theorem A.37 by (Follmer and Schweizer, 1991). Therefore, by the

use of that theorem, we only have to show that the mean and variance of Z(V)

2
converges to r; 1" — iva
and ’UJQ-T respectively.

For the mean we have that

(L] L N (M).7) 2
Ep.s ; R — 2 (R = ol = S | (REY)
(N) (V) (N) (N)
_NT<N>_N< S0) NN M MY L) M )
2 J (N) (N) J (N) _ (V)
by —a; by —a;
1
— 1T — §U?T'
(4.24)
On the other hand, for the variance we have that
gL ()2
Varpw.s %;Rk T3 (rY) ]
o N\ 2
— NVarps, [RgNw -1 (m9) }
(4.25)
g Lm0\ g L (a2
= NEpn, (Rl T3 (R1 ’9) > ~ NEpn, [Rl T3 (Rl ’J) ]
2
_ (MY _ (pMd\? L (Y (L L (pN)g)?
= g [ (09 () ()] (s [ ()
Now using the fact that for p > 2
- (N).j N (P Y (V)72
3 Epns [\Rk ’Jﬂ Smax{|aj | [BS y} 3 Epns {(Rk J) ] 0, (4.26)
k=1 k=1
we get that
NN NG\ 2
Varpss | 3R = 5 (REYVY) | = v (4.27)
k
Therefore, the Theorem A.37 by (Follmer and Schweizer, 1991) holds. O
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We have proved so far that each St(N)’j’(l)/St(N)’j’(o) for j =1,...,m.,is a martingale, and RgN)’j, e R%V)’j

are i.i.d. on (QN, ®f\;129,}}, PN’j). However, these properties don’t hold on a single filtered prob-
ability space for all j = 1,...,m. This problem can be addressed to some extent if we consider the
product space and the projection processes of the prices that will preserve the original distributions.

This idea is described by the following result.

Proposition 4.3. Let Xt(l), ...,Xt(m) be processes that are martingales under the filtered probability
spaces (Q, Fy, P(l)), vy (2, Fy P(m)) respectively, then there exist processes f(t(l), e XM gnd a filtered
probability space (Q,]}t,p) such that Xt(l), ...,f(t(m) are pairwise independent and martingales under
P such that

P [Xt(j) e A} ) [Xt(j) e A} (4.28)

foreveryj=1,...m., t=0,1,...., N., and any A measurable set.

Proof. Tt suffices to show this result for the case m = 2. For this purpose let us define X1 and X2
on the filtered probability space (2 ® Q, F; @ F, PV @ P(Q)) that are given by

= (1 1 _

XY =xPw) on T'({w)), (4.29)
and i )

X =xP(w) on I'({w}), (4.30)
where II; and IIy are the coordinate projections from € x  into Q i.e., II;(w1,w2) = w; and

[Ty (w1, wy) = wy for (w1, ws) € Q x Q.

By construction and the definition of product measure, we know that XX and X2 are independent

and also ' . »
P [Xt(” e A} =P g pO® [Xt(” e A] (4.31)

for A any measurable set, and i = 1, 2.

Now we only need to prove that Xt(l) and Xt@) are martingales on (2 ® Q, F; @ F, PO & P(z)).
To this end we will use the monotone class theorem for A-7 systems (see for instance Gut, 2013), and
the formal definition of conditional expectation.

Let

Ci1 = {A x Be F_1 x F_1: EP(1>®P(2> [Xt(l)leB} = EP<1)®P<2) [Xt(i)llAXB} for 7 = 1,2}.
(4.32)

We want to show C;_1 is a m-system that generates JF;_1 ® F;_1. To this end, it suffices to show that
Ci—1 = F—1 X Fi—1.
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For each A, B € F;_1 we have

Epuygp@ [Xt(l)leB] = Epwygp@ [Xt(l)leQlﬁxB]
= Epuygp@ [Xt(l)leQ] Epa)gp@ [laxs]
= Epq) {Xt(l)l{A}} Epmgpe [laxs]
= B [Xﬁ)ll{ A}} Epiyape loxs] (4.33)
= Epwgp@ [Xﬁ)lleQ} Epmgpo [laxs]
= Epuygp® {Xﬁ)lleszlﬂxB]
= Epwygp@ [Xt(i)lleB] .

)

Using an analogous reasoning, we can deduce the same result for Xt@ .
Ci1=F1xFr1.

Let

This proves that in fact

Dt—l = {D S ]:t—l & ft—l : EP(1)®P(2) [Xt(z)lp} = EP(1)®P(2) |:Xt(i)11D:| for i = 1,2} . (4.34)

We know that C;_1 C D;_1, so we only need to show that D;_; is a A-system to finish the proof that
)N(t(z) is a martingale under P @ P® for i = 1, 2.

Let D,E € D;,_1 with D C E, then
Epagp@) [Xt(i)lE\D} = Epuygp® :Xt(i) (1g — 1D)}
= Epngpe :Xt(i)lE} — Epaygpe [Xt(i)lp]
= Epagpe) :Xt(i)llE] — Epaygpe [Xt(i)llD} (4.35)

= Eptygpe | X (1 — 1D)}

= Epmgpe :Xt(i)llE\D} :
for i = 1, 2. Moreover, for any (D,,)>2, increasing sequence of elements in D;_1, we have that
Epnygpe [Xt(i)lun Dn} = Epugp@ [Xt(i) (1igbn 1Dn)}
= 1im E p(iyg pia [5(,@1 Dn}
= lim Ep) g pea [Xﬁ)l 1Dn} (4.36)
= Epoyape [Xt(“ (liTan 1 Dn)}
= Ep)gp@ |:Xt(i)1Un Dn} 7

and this finishes the proof. O
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From the previous results the following corollary is derived

Corollary 4.4. Let St(N)’j’(O), St(N)’j’(l) and REN)’j the riskless asset, the risky asset, and the return of
the risky asset defined on (QN, ®l-]i129, Fi, PN’j) under the macroeconomic event A for j =1,...,m. If

we define the processes gt(N),j,(O)} gt(N),j,(l) and REN)’j on (H?;lQN, <®N 29> ozl 1.7:tN, Qi PNZ)
by

9, om0V o () oo OV
N——

t
5 NG aNg,(1) ~(N),j ~S(N)G j-th position
7 ) s
———

k=1
J-th position
(4.37)

and N.,j,(0) (N)

R 9 .7 0

S =14, (4.38)
then each S /S )30 45 g martingale, and RgN)’j, vy ]:Z%V)’j are i.i.d. under @, PN,
Proof. 1t is a direct consequence of remark 4.2, and Proposition 4.3. ]

From corollary 4.4 and by using the definition of product measure, we conclude that for any
function f continuous and bounded

i o [ (8890)] = i, s [1 (504
(4.39)

1
efroE f Sg(l)evjN(O,T)-i-TjT—iU?T

where the last part comes from using the remark 4.2.
By using (Q4, FA, Q") as in Proposition 2.1 i.e., Q* ({A;}) = \; with > =1 Aj =1, we can define
on the filtered probability space (QA x I ON | FA ( (@N 129)) JFhe (@1, F), QM (®§11PN’Z'))

N, (1)

the price process of the risky asset, S; ', and the riskless asset, .S, .0 ), by

va’(l) _ gtN,J( ) and SN(O) va’j( , on {Aj} x I, QN (4.40)

Now we are ready to show the limit version of Corollary 2.2.

Proposition 4.5. Let f be a continuous and bounded function on R. The price at time t = 0 of a

54



contingent claim with payoff C = ]"(S]J\\,[’(1

lim F

N—o0

= i )\ie_TiT f(ZU
i=1

Proof. By using the definition of product measure, Siv © and va M a5 in 4.40, we have that

(s)]
1 < N(l)) (Z Lia, i o

QA®(®§11PN,1') [

exp

1 N,
SNv(O) f (SN
N

- <ln(m) — (m(z) v ;’”) dz — In(S)"0 >)>2

)) converges as follows

<1>)]

2 fot v2(2)dz

)

t
T\ Jo

. 1
N2 Fare(erm, P [SN,@ /
N
= N0 Pore(er ) | GNO
|~ N
T
:NIEDOOEQA@(@@;;PNJ) Z RAO)
j=1%~N

Now, by using the independence of 1{A]~}xH’.’119N with respect to Sx’j’(o) and gjj\\;’j’(l) we can use the

result in 4.39 to get

N—oo

j=

m

1 SNL]:( )

. 1
Hm Egag (g, pr) {Z Wf(

SN’

N

N

vl-z(z)dz)

1/2

V2r

~N.j

j’(l)) 1{Aj}xnz”19N]

= 2 Bone (e, p) [gNu (0)f< v <1>>

Eqag (e, pri) [1{Aj}xﬂ§’;19N}

(4.41)

(4.42)

(4.43)

7
2 [y vi(z)dz
m
= Z Aje T f(x) 72 dz
j=1 x( 0 J( )dz) V2
where in this case v;(t) = v; for all t € [0,T], and ¢ = 1, ...,m. This result coincides with the formula
in Corollary 2.2. O
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4.2 Convergence to the multi-price model under different macroeconomic events

As in the previous subsection we consider the time interval [0,7] with N equally-spaced times
T/N,2T/N,..., NT/N that we identify with indices 1,2,..., N respectively. As in the CRR model
let us consider kSiv’(O),kSiV’(l), ...,kSiV’(n),and kRiV’(l), ...,kRiV’(n) the riskless asset, the risky assets
and the returns of the risky assets when the macroeconomic event Ay occurs. The return of the j-th
risky asset under the macroeconomic event Ay is given by the formula

k SN ,(7)

A =1 (4.44)

Now our goal is to show that it is possible to prove that the Corollary 2.5 can be expressed as
a limit of CRR binomial tree model. Since our task is to prove this statement, we need to do an
analogous procedure as with the model with only one risky asset.

We first need to build the returns of the risky assets under different macroeconomic events. First

notice that under each A the dynamics of kSEi) is of the form

. . t 2 n t
ko) _ koli) NOINES ) ko (i5) gy ()
S, Sy’ exp /0 P’ ~ 5 Z( oy ) du—{—;/o o dW) (4.45)

i=1

Since we are using the same tools as in the previous subsection, we are assuming that all of the
coefficients are constant and then *o; = ¥ for all t € [0, 7] where ¥ is non-degenerate as in assumption
2.3. Thus, we have

zn:/tkagjﬁdwﬁﬂ ~ N O,tzn:(ka(ij)>2 (4.46)
j=1"0 j=1

Therefore, we can consider the dynamics of kSgi) to be of the form

kg — kg exp 4t [ Fpu® — % i (ka(ij>>2 +N o,ti (kg@'))Q : (4.47)
j=1 J=1

As we noticed, in the limit of the CRR model for a single risky price, the notation turned out to
be cumbersome. Since we are interested in pricing European options for several risky assets, we can
follow a similar approach to Subsection 5.1. All what we need to do is create the model for each i-th

risky asset St(l) .

For this purpose let (QN,®Z~]\L12Q) be a measurable space where Q = {u,d} with v = up and

d = down is the space of states for the risky assets. We define, kRiV ’(i), the rate of the i-th risky asset

under the macroeconomic event A by

. N,(4) -1
0 - o e (148
a, ", onll ({d}),
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where

VIR (e @) VTN PN /S (o) VTN (4.49)

and
I : OV - Q with I (we, .., wn) = wy (4.50)

for (w1, ...,wy) € QY with positive numbers o1, ..., 0;,, that are estimated in the Subsection 5.1.

Under Ag, the risky and riskless assets are described by the formulas

¢
kgt H (1+*R)" and  FSVO = (14 V) (4.51)
where r](gN) =rT/N as in the CRR model for only one risky asset in the market. A consequence of
this construction is that k}" {kR ..,kRiV’(Z)} = U{kSiV’(l), ...,kSiV’(Z)} for k=1,..,m. In

fact, we can easily see that
iFN® _kE NG for  j£k and  te{1,2,.. N} (4.52)

Therefore, we can use .7-',5]\[ @ t6 denote k]-"iv @ for any k € {1,...,m}. Moreover, since each one of the
risky asset only take two different values, we have that
AR AR (4.53)

for any risky asset i,j = 1,...,n. As a result, we will use 7" instead of F, N0,

Now we are interested in finding a probability measure * PV:() with respect to Ay and under which
the equations

PYO I (u)IFL] +5PYO 17 ()R] =1 (454
d
" SO ] kg
Bipno || Fia | = S0 (4.55)
1+r,
hold.

By using equation 4.51, we can rewrite the formula 4.55 as

Eupw RO\ FY] =Y (4.56)
that is equivalent to
N,(i N,(i i _ N
b EPNO [T ()| FY ] + ap @ FPNO (17 ({d)|FY ] = Y, (4.57)

Therefore, the problem of finding the probability measure becomes the following linear problem

b0 N RpNG T (fu}) | FN ] Y
[ kl k1 [kpN,(z') %HZI({d})\fﬁiH = [ kl ] , (4.58)
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Using Cramer’s rule we have that

(N) N, (i) N,(@) _ (N)

, _ 4 bt —
kPN [T ({u))| Y] = "k T and *PNO) [, ({d})|FY,] = Ok Tk (4.59)

bivv(z) _ aivv(i) b}]gvv(z) _ ai\[,(i)
Thus
- PN _ N0 o bN o r,ﬁN)
k — A by’ ay,

for any t € {1,2,..., N}. Since these conditional probabilities do not depend on ¢, the conclusion that
*R, .0 ..,kR%’(Z) under (QF, QN 29 FN EpN.G )) are i.i.d. is straightforward.

Corollary 4.6. Let kS’t ’(0), kS’t NG and kR;N’(i) the riskless asset, the i-th risky asset, and the return
of the i-th risky asset defined on (QN, ®£12Q,th\7, kPN’(i)) under the macroeconomic event Ay, then

kSiv’(i)/kSiV’(O) is martingale, and kRiv’(i), ...,kR%’(i) are i.i.d. under ¥PN(),
Proof. This is a consequence of 4.54, 4.55 and 4.60. O

Now we will use some results by (Follmer and Schweizer, 1991) to show that kS%’(i) under ¥ PN:(®)
converges weakly to a log-normal distribution.

Remark 4.7. Under the previous assumptions kS%’(i) under *PN-() converges weakly to the distribu-
tion of

k gN:(0) R (z"))z
Sy exp s Z( o' T3, (4.61)
7j=1
where N(0,T) is the normal distribution with mean 0, and variance T'.
Proof. By Taylor formula, we get
1
In(l+z)=2— 512 + q(x)x? (4.62)
where the last term ¢ satisfies
lg(x)| <d(a,b) for —1<a<z<b (4.63)
where §(a,b) — 0 as a,b — 0. Thus, by applying logarithm to
t
kg H (1+FRM (4.64)
we get
. N . 1 N.(i 2 N.(i
INENUEDY <’fR§V O3 (Fr0) ) +ep® (4.65)

=1
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where

i N(z

Mz

e D) < 5(apy

< ) (4.66)

=1

We know from the definition of a]kv’(i) and bg’(i) that

\/ﬁafj’(i) — —

TZ (ka(ij))Q and
j=1

N(%)} _ )

=r, ', we get

and by using E(kPN,(i)) [ R
N,(i) 3 N,(i N,()\ 2
Ekprw) [ygk )ﬂ < 50D BONN By, [(le ()) ]

N,(@) N, (0) N2 e —ap vy b =l
< s o { (8) ﬁ(z‘)_afv,(z')*(“k’ ) o w ) O

b k b, —ay
(4.68)
since
(N) ,(4) N, (i) (N) n
(4) 2 T O N, (3) bk Tk _ 'Lj
MmN (b ) IAGRENAC) +<“k ) NG N0 3 +Z( )
b a, b a, J:1
_ (ka_ 1])
7j=1
(4.69)

By using the fact that L' convergence implies convergence in probability, we can use Slutsky’s
theorem to conclude that the corresponding laws of Eg.N)converge weakly to the Dirac measure dp. As
a consequence, we only need to focus on the weak convergence of

N
7 =% (k RNV _ ( RN@) ) (4.70)

=1

We will prove that this process converges weakly to the normal distribution

N ro—;zn:(k U) TZ( ) (4.71)

J=1

by using the results that appear in Theorem A.37 by (Follmer and Schweizer, 1991). For this purpose

1 .
we only have to show that the mean and variance of Z(N) converges to riT — 3 Z?:l (ko*(” ))2 T and

> i (Foli ))2 T respectively.
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For the mean we have that

S (e L (kN2 N N k pNL(0)) 2
E(kpN,(i)) Z( Rl ’ —5( Rl ’ ) > :N’r’k - EE(kPN’(i)) |:( Rl ’ ) :|

=1
N N,(i N, (i N
e Y ((royt i ey B
2 b’]{:\]?(l) _ a}i;vr(l) bg»(z) _ a}ivr(l)
IS (k)
— ;T 5 ]Z; ( o ) T.
(4.72)

On the other hand, for the variance we have that

Nk N L (k)2
SR -3 (RO)
l

= NVar i px,) [k RYO) _

Var(kPN,(i))

Now using the fact that for p > 2

N
> Epepmoy [1FRVOP] < ma {Ja) O O} ZE@W [( i””)]%o, (4.74)
=1

we get that N
Vi [0 < () > ()’ 7
=1
Therefore, the Theorem A.37 by (Féllmer and Schweizer, 1991) holds. O
We have proved so far that each kSiV’(i)/ kSiV’(O) for k =1,...,m., is a martingale, and ka[’(i), RN (@

are i.i.d. on (QN ®N 24 ]-"tN JFpN ’(i)). However, these properties don’t hold on a single filtered prob—

ability space for all k = 1, ..., m. This problem can be addressed using Proposition 4.3 as it is described
in the following corollary.

Corollary 4.8. Let kSIEN)’(O), kSgN)’(i) and kRiv’(i) be the riskless asset, the i-th risky asset, and the
return of the i-th risky asset defined on (QN, ®£\L12Q,.7:tN, kPN’(i)) under the macroeconomic event Ay
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for k=1,...,m. If we define the processes kS*EN)’(O), kS’EN)’(i) and kREN)’(i) on the filtered probability

space (HT:MN, ) <®§.V:129> ,®§n:1]_—gv7®§n:1 jPN,(i)) by

oD on QN x - x T ({u}) x - x QY

FaNG) ks NG ! k ~ N, (4) k ~ N, () k position
S ’ = S ’ 1 —+ R ’ s R ’ = . p
t 0 llTI( l ) t aivy(l)7 OnQNX"‘XHt_l({d})X---XQN;
N—
k position
(4.76)
and .
gtN’(O) =(1+ r,(CN))t, (4.77)

then each kgiv’(i)/kgiv’(o) for k =1,...,m., is a martingale, and kR]lV’(i),...,kR%’(i)

R, i pN,(i)

are i.1.d. under

Proof. 1t is a direct consequence of remark 4.7, Proposition 4.3, and Corollary 4.4. O

From corollary 4.8 and by using the definition of product measure, we conclude that for any
continuous and bounded function, f, we get

d g P [ (53)

— lim ﬁ Buproo [ (300)]

N=oo (1+4r;) (4.78)

1
n i))2 T i)\ 2
e TR | kgg)ex/xj:l(kam) N(O,T)—i—ro—QZj:l(ka(J)) T

where the last part comes from using the remark 4.7.

By using (Q%, FA Q%) as in Proposition 2.1 i.e., Q" ({A;}) = \; with YL Aj = 1, we can
define on the space (QA X H;”ZlﬁN,]:A ® ( [ (®§.V212Q)> JFA® (®;.”:1}'t) QM@ (@37121 ijv(i)))
the price process of the i-th risky asset, S;V ’(i), and the riskless asset, StN ’(0), by

StN’(n = kS’%’(i) and StN’(O) = k’g%,(o), on {A;} x ™, QY. (4.79)
Now, we are ready to show the limit version of Corollary 2.5.

Proposition 4.9. Let f be a continuous and bounded function on R. The price at time t = 0 of a
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contingent claim with payoff C = f(S]J\\,[’(i)) converges as follows

. N ,(2)
N Fars (o, 1pv0) [sN ot (55°)

_ <]n(x) T (rk - %Z?:l ('“0(”))2) - ln(kgg)))Q

(4.80)
exp - —
2T Ej:l (kg(lj))
= Z Ape T f(z) 5 dx.
= o\ [T2r Y, (Foti)
Proof. By using the definition of product measure, Siv © and va @ a5 in 4.79, we have that
lim E,\ m  j pN,(i) ;f (S (0)
Novoo  QM@(87L, 7PN®) S%(O)
= Mim Egrg(gm, ipro) SN Z Liaspxan (4.81)
N =1
. - J &N, (
= M Eorg(ep, 1pvo) Zl TGN <o>f ("S8Y) 1y v
L

Now, by using the independence of 1 A} QN with respect to jS%’(O) and jﬁ%’(i) we can use the
result in 4.39 to get

m

1 J &N, (i)
]\}E)nooE ® (@7, 7 PN.() ij,(o)f(SN )1{Aj}xﬂ?;19N
Jj=1 SN
N 1 J &N.(0)
= 0 2 Fare(ay, i) [J’SN,(o)f< Sn ) Eqra(ap,1pmo) [1{Aj}xﬂ?;19]v}
J=1 N
- 1 J &N, (i
j=1 S
Lsn (k)2 UMY
—(In(z) =T Tk—iZj:l(o- )7 ) —In("Sy”)
exp

2T Y27, (Fo@))’

SR o
> eI, (Fo)*y2r

O]

Notice that by the use of the Proposition 4.3 we could have created a bigger probablility space
under which Proposition 4.9 holds for each i = 1, ..., n. However, for the sake of simplicity, we decided
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to work with the i-th risky asset since in practice the most active derivatives usually work with only
one underlying asset. For rainbow options, financial instruments with more than one underlying asset,
we can use the same reasoning mentioned before by using Proposition 4.3; however, the notation can
become cumbersome if the researcher or investor has many underlying assets.

4.3 Discretization of the continuous time stochastic models

In this part we will provide some numerical methods for the discretization of the continuous-time
models seen so far. We will focus especially on the Euler method since the price for small investors
involves BSDEs that are not easy discretized by binomial methods such as CRR. In addition to that,
the Euler method provides reasonable accurate predictions in small periods of time, and this is the
type of predictions that we are looking for because of the difficulty in finding several derivatives of
different stocks with the same issue and maturity over long periods of time. Since most of the methods
that we will use to estimate parameters on Section 5 are based on the fact that the risk-rate, diffusion
and drift coefficients are constant we will use the same assumptions throughout this subsection.

4.3.1 Euler discretization of continuous time model for big agents in a market with one
risky asset

In the case of a market with only one single risky asset S, we know from Proposition 2.1 that its
dynamics under the macroeconomic event Ay, is of the form

de’(l) = Sf’(l)ukdt + Sf’(l)vdet (4.83)

In order to simulate this continuous-time model, the instances of time have to be specified. Following
the ideas of the CRR limit model let us denote the time points by

T 2T

O:to, tl :N, t2: W, ceey

tn=T (4.84)

with N € Z*. We assume the simulation step size, A, to be constant and equal to T'/N. Therefore,

Sk)(l))N

the sequence of ( " )izo Via the Euler discretization scheme for the stochastic deferential equation

4.83 is given by
Sk7(1) — ng(l)
(4.85)

SED 2 S50 4 $E D, 4 550 AT,

tit1

with AW;, ~ N(0,T/N) and i =0,1,..., N — 1.

4.3.2 Euler discretization of the continuous time model for big agents in a market with
some risky assets

As in the case of the market with only one risky asset, we will create an analogous procedure for a
market with several risky assets. We know from Corollary 2.2 that the dynamics of the price of the
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i-th risky asset under the macroeconomic event Ay is of the form

2h59 = b5 gy 1 k50 [ 3 kol w0 | (.56

j=1
where the processes W}, ..., W/ are independent Brownian motions, and (kagij ))2 is the component
of the volatility of the i-th stock explained by the j-th equity, see Subsection 5.1 for more details.

Because of the fact that ’“aq(fj ) = ki) for all u € [0,7] and

zn:/otka,fjﬂdwy) ~N o,tfj (’“a(ij))Q , (4.87)
j=1 Jj=1

the discretization method using the Euler scheme for the price of the i-th risky asset under the
macroeconomic event Ay is of the form

ko =ksland PSP =R 4 RSP A+ BTN o AW, | (4.88)
7=1

with AW, ~ N(0,7/N) and j =0,1,..., N — 1.

4.3.3 Euler discretization of continuous time model for small agents in a market with
some risky assets

To use the Euler method in the price formula for small agents, we need to find a BSDE that describes
the evolution of the prices p*(vg, C') with respect to the time for each one the stereotyped agents.

From formulas
PneC) — sup {Bolc] - -h@ir) ) - s {~Znair}. (4.89)
and

o 1 T o 10% U 1 T o,U
W@ ) = Bgr 5 [ I Par] and vt = Ege. [C - oL [T P 7],
a Jt
(4.90)
we have

a,Ciu a,0,u 1 ’ U o
a Jt

P%)). (4.91)

Therefore, by the use of Theorem 3.91 and the remark made at that part we conclude that the
dynamics of p§(vg, C)/B;'p is of the form

d (9 (v0, C)/Biy) = d(V — V). (4.92)

We can rewrite the previous formula as a shorter one by using the next theorem due to (El Karoui
and Rouge, 2000).
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Theorem 4.10. The forward price, B rpf(vo, C), of the derivative with payoff C for the a-stereotyped
agent is described by the BSDE

— d(Byrpf (v, C)) = %Hﬂ%tthdt o (4.93)

where @9 = Hf,ét(—pta—'yaz?) The processes (:U? 229 and ($t ztca) are the solutions in Theorem

3.91 with conditions x%a = 0 and xT’ = C respectively. The process Wta’a is an n-dimensional

. . a ~0
Brownian motion under QP - .

Core inflation usually refers to the inflation rate calculated based on a price index of goods and
services except food and energy.

Proof. From Theorem 3.23, we have that

1 C x_C, *
_ [_27||p?+ﬂf,;t(—p — a2 ) = (o7 + s (—pF — Va2t ™))% a] dt — (z;) AW, (4.94)
- , ,
1
_ [_27Hp? + T (o =902 = (F +Tlpe (=9 = Yaz))"2 OO‘} dt + (") AW,
- , ,

our task is to transform this equation into 4.93.

First, we will work with the coefficients of dt. Rearranging the second part of the coefficients of dt
we get

C, x_C, 0, 0,
= (pF + s (=08 = Ya2,) 2 "t + (o + Tps (=pf = Yaz ")) 2, dt

= My (o) = pf) (o0 = 20Nt + [~y (—vaz’™ ) 20 + gy (—7020) 2] dt. e
The remaining part of the coefficients of dt is equal to
— o lef + T (= =70+ 5 + Ty (= =020
=5l (s 11y, <—p?>)+nw< o)t + 5| (o + Mgy (=) + gy (2 ) Pt
= gy (o P + 5T, (020l
= 2 (I, G52 + T <“a>||2)dt
(4.96)

We know that the coefficient of dt in formula 4.94 is equal to the sum of the formulas 4.95 and
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4.96 and this is equal to
(T, () = o) (20 = 2yt + 2 (I, ()2 = T (2011
[T (s )2 C“+HVL< Wt’ ] dt+ vl () Pt 4+ vl (0)] 2t
= (M (o) = p2)" (2" — 21" “)dt + 22 5 (H pe (P = T ( z"‘)HQ) dt
0 { = (T (0 —sz“)*HVL (20) + (T (20) = 2 “) My (o)}

@,

« a\k/ C,a ; 0,
= (M. (o) = o) (&0 = 20t + S (g (7P = My () 1) dt
(4.97)

The last formula leads us to
— AV = V)

Cia 0, Yo C,a 0, C,a 0,
= [, 08) = 2y 0 = 20 4 5 (I, )2 = T (PN | dt = (0 = 20)awn.

(4.98)
Now, by using the formula a? —b? = (a—b)?+2(a — b)b and the change of variable z®* = ztc o e

we write the coeflicient of dt as
*
— (0 Ty (—pf)) 2t + e (T (o0 = 20%)) Ty (:0)dt+ 22, (o7 — 20 20t

= — (p? + 1 (=pf = Yoz ®) + H]}ét('}’az?u)) zldt +7a (H\}i (Ztca -z a)) s (2 L) dt
+ L (7 = 2 Pt
(4.99)

From the definition of %) the previous equation can be expressed as
*
— (b8 + T (= = 7020 + Tl (a2 ™)) 2t + v (T (o0 = 20) Ty (o)t

+ LIy, (7 = 2 Pt

~ 3 * 7 C7
- (pt +ut) st — (s (razp®)) (o = Tpy (o)) dt + 2 Mgy (20 = 20)|2dt
~0\ * Y
= — (pf' +a7)" 2'dt + ?“HH%t(zf‘)Hgdt,
(4.100)

where the last line comes from basic propertles of orthogonal projections. Therefore, by the use of
(0% Ut

P = p 4@y and W™ = Wy + [ p2™ ds, formula 4.98 becomes
_d(ﬁt,Tp?(vo, Q) = _d(Vta,C _ Va’c)

— (pf + )" 2dt + Ty (=)[2dt = (=07 = 20)"dW

, U o Yo o (4101)
(pt ) s+ 2 ()Pt — (50 — 200w

%“H s 2lldt - zdet‘l’“.
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O

As in the case of the Euler discretization method for big agents we can do the same process here.
We choose the same simulation time points with the same simulation step size A4, i.e.,

T b 2T
N’ 2 — N O
with N € Z*. From 4.101 we have the Euler discretization for small agents

0=ty, t1 = tn=T and A;=T/N, (4.102)

Bto,Tptao (UO) C) = BO,Tpg (UO7 C)
(4.103)
i) * Kot
Bthrl,Tp%H(UO, C)= 5t]-,Tp§;(UOa C)+ ?aHHf;;tj 2t; | Ay — thAWta “,

with AWta’ﬂ ~ N(0,T/N) under Q""" and j=0,1,...,. N —1.

5 Numerical Methods

This work involves the estimation and forecast of the parameters and prices proposed by each agent.
In particular, to estimate the parameters of the big agent as functions of the macroeconomic events,
we first estimate the parameters of the SDEs of the small agent using standard methods such as
maximum likelihood with restrictions, and then we use a new method to add macroeconomic factors
that modify the previous estimate such that the resulting estimate reflects to some extent the effects
of the events. We will use the following diagram to have an idea of the order at which each parameter
will be estimated and the methods that will be used .

(S, 0'™P) — Maximum likelihood, components of volatility

Big Agent Price )
M(St, 6) — Maximum likelihood

7 — Vasicek model, OLS estimation

7 =n(f, 7, 6) — Maximum likelihood under restrictions

Abond — jbond (7 4y s Maximum likelihood under restrictions

. Price Bond
Small Agent Price 6 = 6(6, \P"d) — Maximum likelihood under restrictions
o= m1,2(0) — Projection on space V,
b= 06,17 5)

>
|
=
Q>
:e»; ;

— Semigroup theory, and representation theorem

Ve

The formulas developed so far can be applied to any number of assets. However, for the sake of
simplicity, we will make all of the numerical computations for a financial market with 3 risky assets.
In this study we will price an MSFT call option, and we will use information of ORCL and GOOG
call options that belong to the same economic sector as MSFT®,

"The description of the data used for the application, and the code of each algorithm are written in R, and included
in the supplementary information.

8The data that will be used to make the statistical methods was purchased in the Chicago Board Options Exchange,
https://datashop.cboe.com/
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The data is an End-of-Day Option Quotes with the following characteristics:

Underlying Symbols: GOOG,MSFT,0RCL

Dates: 08/01/2019 - 09/30/2019

Files Grouping: Per day

Columns

— Underlying Symbol

— Quote Date

— Root

— Expiration

— Strike

— Option Type

— Open

— High

— Low

— Close

— Trade Volume

— Bid Size 1545

— Bid 1545

— Ask Size 1545

— Ask 1545

— Underlying Bid 1545
— Underlying Ask 1545
— Implied Underlying Price 1545
— Active Underlying Price 1545
— Implied Volatility 1545
— Delta 1545

— Gamma 1545

— Theta 1545

— Vega 1545

— Rho 1545

— Bid Size Eod

— Bid Eod

— Ask Size Fod

— Ask Eod
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— Underlying Bid Eod
— Underlying Ask Eod
— VWAP

Open Interest

Call option | Call option | Call option
MSFT ORCL GOOG

Issue date 2019-08-01 | 2019-08-01 | 2019-08-01
Maturity date | 2019-10-18 | 2019-10-18 | 2019-10-18
Strike 140 55 1200

Characteristic

The difficulty in finding derivatives of different stocks with the same issue and maturity date,
forces us to work with call options over periods of time of over 2 months at most. For the maximum
likelihood estimation of volatility and interest rates we did not find accurate estimation over the same
short periods of time. As a result of that and for illustrative purposes, we decided to consider longer
periods for the first order conditions that involve the estimates of those parameters.

5.1 Estimation of parameters for big agents
5.1.1 Estimate of &

In this part we will estimate the parameter 19 and (%) using maximum likelihood estimation. We
start by building the estimation in a market where there is only one risky asset. Next, we show
the importance of extending these ideas to a market with several risky assets. Finally, we show the
estimation of the parameters in a market with many financial assets.

In a market with only one risky asset, namely St(l), we use the dynamics
ds = as™V (udt + ocdwy) (5.1)

where K, T, S[()l), and r are known. We find the implied volatility by matching the market price, M,

to the Black-Scholes price, BSCall(Sél), K,T,r,o0), and solving for o where T is the maturity date, K
is the strike price, and r is the risk-free rate. The solution is usually denoted by o¢™P(K,T).

For the maximum likelihood estimator of the volatility, we proceed in the following way. Let us
assume that (Stk){cw: o is a set of prices observed at different times with ¢, — ¢,y = T/M, for all
k=1,..,M.

From the differential equation
dSt = /LStdt + UStth,

we know that the solution S;, with initial condition Sy, ,, is given by

0.2
Stn = Stnfl eXp { <M - 2> At + O—(th - thl)} ’
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for each n € {1,2,..., M} where At =t; —t;_.
We know that S; is a function of the P-Brownian motion Wy; therefore

S,
P[Sy, < s, Ft,_,] =P [(Stt" ) Sto_1 < Sty ft"_1]
n—1

_p [( St )x < Stn} (5.2)
St”—l x=S, _

1
= Ptnftn—l (Stn—l7 (_OO? Stn])?

where the second and third lines come from the independent increments of the Brownian motion
and the fact that Sy, , is F,,—1-measurable. The function Py, (s, ,,(—00,s,]) is the transition
probability of the Markov process (St);c(o,7) given by the formula

Ptnftn—l (Stn—l ’ Stn)

, <ln(stn) —In(ss, ;) — (u - U;) (tn — tn—1)>2 | (5.3)

Sty \/02(tn - tn71)27‘- 202(tn - tn—l)

We know that the finite-dimensional distributions of a Markov process are characterized by the
transition functions of the process itself (see Revuz and Yor, 1999, Section III.1), and satisfy the
following formula

P[Sto S Ao, ey StM S AM] = 550(d£€0)/ Ptlfo(l'o,d:xl) .- / PthtM_l(-TM—la d:L’M)
Ao Ax Am (5_4)
=/ / 350 (dx0) Py —o(wo, dz1) -+ Pryy—tn, o (nr—1, dxar),
Ao J A1 Anm

where dg, is the Dirac delta distribution with point mass at Sp. Therefore, the density of this finite-
dimensional distribution is of the form

o? 2

M 1 (ln(st].) —1In(sy,_,) — (u — 2> At)

f(u,038) = H W eXpy — 992\l . (5.5)
j=1V o &

To find the maximum likelihood estimators of p and o, we first notice that our parameter space is

O=RxRy={(p,0):peR y o>0}

0_2

and the function (A1(u,0), A2(u,0)) from O on itself given by the formulas \; = (,u - 2) At and

A2 = 0?At is an homeomorphism. Since maximum likelihood estimators are invariant under homeo-
morphisms, we can consider the likelihood function

M 2
1 (ln(st.) —In(s,_,) — )\1)
M o;8) = [] e exp { - o ,
f(A1,A2:9) jHlStj 2)\27T6XP{ N
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with respect to the parameters (A, \2).

Now, our maximum likelihood estimators come from the usual maximization process.

Olnf(h,NeiS) 9 i _(ns) —In(se, ) = M)\
O\ O\ st 202At -
we get,
~ 1 U In(s¢,,) — In(sy,)
A = MZ(ln(stj) —In(sy, ) = ——H
j=1
On the other hand, from the equation
Oln f(A1, A2; 5)
0o
M M 2
0 -M 1 lIl St lIl St ) )\1)
=— | —In(A\) +1
o, | 2 M) H 5t,\/2m ; 222

we get that

M 1 X 2
o e ; (Infst;) = In(st;1) = A1)” =0,

and solving for Ay, we obtain

1 M )
g (ln s5¢;) —In(sg;_y) — )\1) .
J=1

0.2

By using Ao = 0?At and \; = (,u — 2) At, we get our maximum likelihood estimators

2 . 52
)\1:<M—J>At and ﬂ:£+a :

From

(5.6)

There are some drawbacks of using any of these estimators in this model. One of the most obvious
is that the maximum likelihood property and the matching market price property of the implied
volatility cannot hold simultaneously in this model. Another problem is that these models do not split
the volatility of the i-th stock as a sum of different components o(17) that depend on the correlation of
the stock with other equities. This is something that is useful for investments, and should be included
in the models. As an example, when an investor goes long on SPY or QQQ, some of the most traded
ETFs in the United States, his or her shares are allocated into several stocks of the S&P 500 or QQQ

100 index. (Investopedia, 2018b).
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Financial sector SPY'’s percent allocation
Information technology 26.2%
Health care 15%
Financial 13.46%
Consumer discretionary 13.12%
Industrials 9.72%
Consumer staples 6.69%
Energy 6.01%
Utilities 2.78%
Real state 2.61%
Materials 2.44%
Telecommunication services | 1.97%

Table 1: SPY’s percent allocation

Financial sector QQQ’s percent allocation
Information technology 60.44%

Health care 9.85%

Consumer discretionary 22.38%

Industrials 2.1%

Consumer staples 4.42%

Telecommunication services | 0.81%

Table 2: Nasdaq 100 QQQ’s percent allocation

Since ETF's are highly traded, and traders use them as benchmarks, this fact makes the correlations
of stocks in the SPY or QQQ category even stronger. One way to prove this fact is by computing
correlations between stocks in the same ETF group. As an example the Pearson’s correlation of daily
close prices of MSFT and ORCL between 2016-01-04 and 2019-09-30 was about 0.863552°. However,
there are other methods that can be used in practice to notice this pattern. One of the most practical
is by using the Beta indicator (measure of a stock’s volatility in relation to the market) of each stock
as can be seen in figure 6 provided by (Yahoo!, 2018). The Beta indicator of a stock is given by the
formula

Sample covariance of stock’s daily returns and SPY’s daily retuns

Betagiook = (5.7)

Sample variance of SPY’s daily returns

9Computed using the R programming language. Source: Yahoo! Finance.
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Figure 5: Average daily volume of stocks of the S&P 500 index, and ETF’s, August 2018
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Figure 6: Beta of stocks of the S&P 500 index, August 2018

With the formula 5.7, we can go a little further. If we use a for a stock, b for SPY, r,1, for the
sample Pearson correlation between the stock and the SPY, we have

r _ Qa, b _ Betaasb
a,b SaSb Sa )

(5.8)

where @, 1, is the sample covariance of the returns of the stock and the market; Sy is the sample
standard deviation of the market’s returns; and S, is the sample standard deviation of the stock’s
returns.

This result helps us to understand why some stocks go up in a specific sector, they create a chain
reaction on the other stocks in the same sector. This effect is not explicitly shown in any of the
parameters of the usual Black-Scholes-Merton formula for one risky asset 5.1.

For the multiprice model , we need a different statistical approach. Let us consider the dynamics
of (S(Z))tE[O,T] as in Proposition 2.4, i.e.

n
dsy) = psat + 57 (N ofDaw ) | (5.9)
j=1

74



We know that under the macroeconomic event, Ay, the drift, and diffusion coefficients associated with
S on 5.9 are kugi) and kagi"). As it usually happens with most of the statistical methods in practice
we assume that ’mf) and kagi") are constants. To estimate the parameters, we need to make some
changes to formula 5.5.

Let us assume that (St(;)),]c‘i o is a set of prices observed at different times with ¢y = T', g = 0, and
ty —tx—1 =T/M, for all k =1,..., M. From the dynamics 5.9, we know that the price satisfies

St(l) — St(zL exp M( ) _ 5 Z(U( J))2 At + ZU( J)(th — Wiy )y,
j=1 j=1

for each [ € {1,2,..., M} where At = t; — t;_1. Moreover, since St(i) is a function of the n-dimensional
Brownian motion W%, then

) |
=P ( - ) z < s;?] (5.10)
Stn,1 I:S,Ei)
n—1
- Pt(z)—tnfl <St(ni)17 (_007 815?]) )

where the second and third line comes from the independent increments of the Brownian motion

and the fact that S,E?_ is F,,_1-measurable. The function P(i)

bty (Stn_1> (—00, 81,]) is the transition

1

probability of the Markov process (Sgl))te[o,ﬂ given by the formula

(1662 s = (w0 = S 5,067 )
ALY (002

exp
. (5.11)
P ]

tn—tn—1

( (@) s(i)) _

Stn—l ) Vtn,

8,00 \/27T (E?Zl(o'(ij))2> At

With these remarks we are ready to obtain the finite-dimensional distributions that are described
by
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P[S()

tyv

[M—1
BT
L (=0

€ A, 1) € Ao

[M—1
= () (4) (4)
=k H 1{s§i)eAl}/ PtM_tMl(StMl?dsM)]
L =0 ! Anm
ki (%) (@) (@)
=E H 1{Sz(i)€Al}E [ {St(l €An—1} PtMt]\/fl(StMl’dsM)‘]:tl\l—Q]]
L [=0 l M-1 AM

[M—2
— s (4)
=k H 1{5 eAz}/ tM 1—tv— 2( tM 2’ / PtM th— 1 Sp—10d8 M)]’
L =0

and by repeating the same reasoning, we get

=P [Sgg €Ay, .., St(i) € AO}

0

= [ agptast?) [ R asy e [ RG,6dsf)
Ao Ap

/ / / 5(1) dSO Pt(1) O(S(()Z)7 dsgl)) T Pt(lg—th1 (85\24)717 dsg\l/[))
Ao J Ax Am
Consequently, our likelihood function is of the form
i 7 i 1 n iq 2
(e = 1o ) = (1 = 5 Tyate)7) )
2AET T (o))2

50 \/27r (Z?Zl(a(ij))Q) At

exp

M
Fu9.0:8) = T
k=1

We know that our parametric Space is

O=RxR"={(u®, o . o). 0 ecr, oV . oMcr )
By using the homeomorphism, ), from A onto itself with A(¥) (u(), () = ()\gi)(,u(i), o), ..., )\Sf
where
AD(u® 60)y = At (u(i) _ ;Z(U(U)f)) and )\l(j) (. o)) = (cBF=D)2 A,
j=1

for k=2,...,n+ 1, we have that our likelihood function becomes
i i i)\ 2
(1n(s?) = m(sf) ) = A)
25751 M

n ()
Stfj) 27 Zj:l >\j+1

exp

M
FOP. A 59) =11
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Therefore our first-order conditions are of the form

Oln f( 7' 7)\53-1’ S( )) 0 i\/[: (ln(sl(fz)) - hl(sz(fz)_l) - )\Y‘))Q —0 (5 18)
G =0, :

8)\§Z) 3)\52) k=1 2 Z?:l Ajt1

and ) .
ol FAY, A0 5 8)

oA

=0 (5.19)

for k=2,...,n+1.

From the equation 5.18, we conclude that the maximum likelihood estimator, /A\gz) is of the form

1 i i
Zln Stk —1In Stk) )= i (ln(sgk)f) - ln(sgo))) . (5.20)

For 5.19 we have the following computations

ol FAY, . A0 8O

oA
i i i)\
o (M | (1n(sf)) ~ (sl ) = A7)
= In H 5 exp { — - @ (5.21)
OAy, k=1 8,00\ 2T 201 Ajy 2> 1A
k

(i l M (n(sD) —In(s? ) — ADy2
- 8(1) _%ln ZA§:)_1 +1n H 1 _Z( ( tk) ( tg— 1) 1 ) '
a)\k j=1 =1 Stl(:) \/ﬁ 1 9 Z] . j+1

Therefore, the first order condition 5.19 for )\,(:) can be rewritten as

= ! ’) (') L)) 2
2 <Z?=1>‘§u)r1> Q(Zn )\z) )22( s 1 )

j=1"j+1
Thus, we get
. (i) (i) N0
Z)\]H == Z (1n(sf)) = (s ) = A7) (5.23)
k 1
By using the definition of 5\5-21, we get
- LS (@ (i (i)) 2
~ (1, 2 7 1 N
;((ﬂ N = — Atz; (ln(stk)—ln(stk BES\ ) . (5.24)

Assumption 5.1. Following the assumption 2.3, we assume that
(6012 = (60))? (5.25)

fori,j=1,...n
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By using the previous assumption, in the case of n = 3, we have the following linear system

t
1
12 22 23 1 < 2 2 2
G0 + (6 + (67 = -1 (nGs?) ~m(s(2,) — 3P’ (5.26)
k=1
(13) (23) (33) 1 & (3) (3) 13)) 2
61972+ (622 + (612 = 5 3 ((sf)) — m(sf?,) = A
k=1

This system can be written in matrix form

- i 1 M (1) (1) A(l) 27
11 - _ B

R i

9 M 2 2 (2
O | | (n(si2) = n(s(2,) = )

Tt = M 3 3 <(3)) 2
1000 0 0| |22~ |37ar 2kt (ln(8§k))f1n(8§k)_l)—A§ )) ) (5.27)
000100 ((23))2 CI(U(l)’Tmp)Q
0000 0 1 §33)2 e (o (2)imp)2

( Oy ) _ i 63(0.(3),imp)2 |

where (6(”)) is considered as the intrinsic volatility of the i—th stock , and the other components, (1)
with ¢ # j, are the volatility components of the i—th stock affected by the j—th stock. The element
o(DmP in the linear equation is the implied volatility of the stock i. The choice of the constants ci, co
and c3 depends on the analysis made by investors about how much of the volatility of the company
is due to itself (operating activities, management,etc.) and not to external factors such as a boom or
a crisis in the whole sector. This choice also has to satisfy assumption 2.3 what is a drawback of this
approach. However, as M gets bigger the values of 5.26 offer a good approximation to o(Wimp  5(2),imp
and 0(3)’imp; and the choice of the constants ¢, co and c3 can be made such that assumption 2.3 holds.
Finally, the estimate of ji follows immediately from the formulas 5.16.

5.1.2 Implied Volatility Time Series Analysis, and Forecasting

As it was mentioned earlier, we need to make forecasts of the inputs for the small and big agent
pricing models. In this part, we make use of time series analysis on the implied volatility of the three
stocks. The structure of the data and the model force us to work with small samples, something that
happens in the study of macroeconomic measures such as GDP. We are aware that there are other
techniques such as Bayesian analysis for the study of small samples. Since our purpose is to explore
new estimation methods involving economic restrictions, we will consider the tools mentioned so far.
The Bayesian analysis may be another good topic of research in this study. For the sake of simplicity,
we will omit some steps in this analysis.

First, we analyze the time series of the implied volatility. Next, we evaluate if it is necessary to
apply some transformation to the time series. Finally, we choose the model that seems to be most
accurate to the pattern of the transformed time series.
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The following time series show linear trends, and their variance seems to be constant. Therefore,
we will apply the difference operator on the time series.

Implied Volatility MSFT

0.25
0.24
0.23 variable
0.22 ~o— Implied Volatility
0.21
0.20
Aug 01 Aug 15 Sep 01 Sep 15 Oct 01
Dates
Implied Volatility ORCL
0.32
0.28 .
variable
0.24 ~o— Implied Volatility
0.20
Aug 01 Aug 15 Sep 01 Sep 15 Oct 01
Dates
Implied Volatility GOOG
0.24
0.22 variable
=o= |mplied Volatility
0.20
Aug 01 Aug 15 Sep 01 Sep 15 Oct 01
Dates
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Once applied to the series there are signs of stationarity except for the spike on the corresponding
time series of ORCL. However, this spike is not followed by an substantial increase in volatility.

Diff Implied Volatility MSFT: 0 Gy,

0.02
0.01 variable
0.00 =o=Diff Implied Volatility
-0.01
Aug 01 Aug 15 Sep 01 Sep 15
Dates
Diff Implied Volatility ORCL: [ Gy
0.00
variable
-0.04
=o=_Diff Implied Volatility
-0.08
-0.12
Aug 01 Aug 15 Sep 01 Sep 15
Dates
Diff Implied Volatility GOOG: Gy,
0.02
0.01 variable
0.00 =o= Diff Implied Volatility
-0.01
-0.02
Aug 01 Aug 15 Sep 01 Sep 15

Dates
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We check those findings using the Augmented Dickey-Fuller test

augmented Dickey-Fuller Test

data: diff(implied_volatility_msft[1l:(length(implied_volatility_msft) - 2310
Dickey-Fuller = -4.8637, Lag order = 3, p-value = 0.01
alternative hypothesis: stationary

Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test

data: diff(implied_volatility_orc1[1:{Tength{implied_volatility_orcl) - 2310
Dickey-Fuller = -3.6302, Lag order = 3, p-value = 0.04366
alternative hypothesis: stationary

augmented Dickey-Fuller Test

data: diff{implied_volatility_goog[l:{length(implied_volatility_goog) - 2310
Dickey-Fuller = -4.8924, Lag order = 3, p-value = 0.01
alternative hypothesis: stationary

Since the p-value is less than 0.05, the data does not have a unit root and is stationary'?. Therefore,
we proceed with the ACF, and PACF analysis.

1076 use the Augmented Dicky-Fuller test, we make use of the library tseries in the R programming language.
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Since the ACF, and PACF tails off after lag(1 — 1) (they are in the region where the sample is
significantly small), we will use the ARIMA(1,1,1) model for the implied volatility of each one of the
stocks. The following is the code to estimate the ARIMA(1,1,1) parameters, and make the forecasts
1 and 2 steps ahead for illustrative purposes.

# ACF and PACF of implied volatility of ORCL
acf_diff_imp_volatility_orcl <-
acf (diff (implied_volatility_orcl[1:(length(implied_volatility_orcl)-2)]),
ylim=range(-1,1),lag.max = 14)
plot(acf_diff_imp_volatility_orcl, main="Diffence Operator on Volatility Implied ORCL ACF",
ylim=range(-1,1))
pacf_diff_imp_volatility_orcl <-
pacf (diff (implied_volatility_orcl[1:(length(implied_volatility_orcl)-2)1]),
ylim=range(-1,1), lag.max = 14)
plot(pacf_diff_imp_volatility_orcl, main="Diffence Operator on Volatility Implied ORCL PACF"
ylim=range(-1,1))

# ACF and PACF of implied volatility of GOOG
acf_diff_imp_volatility_goog <-
acf (diff (implied_volatility_goog[l:(length(implied_volatility_goog)-2)1),
ylim=range(-1,1),lag.max = 14)
plot(acf_diff_imp_volatility_goog, main="Diffence Operator on Volatility Implied GOOG ACF",
ylim=range(-1,1))
pacf_diff_imp_volatility_goog <-
pacf (diff (implied_volatility_goog[1:(length(implied_volatility_goog)-2)1),
ylim=range(-1,1), lag.max = 14)
plot(pacf_diff_imp_volatility_goog, main="Diffence Operator on Volatility Implied GOOG PACF",
ylim=range(-1,1))

# ARIMA parameters of the implied volatility of MSFT
implied_volatility_arima_parameters_msft <-
arima(implied_volatility_msft[1: ( length(implied_volatility_msft) -2 )], order=c(1,1,1))

# ARIMA parameters of the implied volatility of ORCL
implied_volatility_arima_parameters_orcl <-
arima(implied_volatility_orcl[1: ( length(implied_volatility_orcl) -2 )], order=c(1,1,1))

# ARIMA parameters of the implied volatility of GOOG
implied_volatility_arima_parameters_goog <- arima(implied_volatility_goog, order=c(1,1,1))

# ARIMA forecast implied volatility MSFT
implied_volatility_msft_2_ahead <-
predict(implied_volatility_arima_parameters_msft, n.ahead =2)
# ARIMA forecast implied volatility MSFT
implied_volatility_orcl_2_ahead <-
predict (implied_volatility_arima_parameters_orcl, n.ahead =2)
# ARIMA forecast implied volatility GOOG
implied_volatility_goog_2_ahead <-
predict (implied_volatility_arima_parameters_goog, n.ahead =2)

Now, we need to add the forecasts to the the object ' linear_restrictions
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# Inclusion of the forecast of the implied volatility
# We assume that the level /mu will not change drastically withint the forecast of 2 days

t_forecast <- length(MSFT_Close)-start_date_time_s_analysis -2
i <=0
for (i in c(1:2)){
linear_restrictions[[t_forecast + 1 + i]] <-
c(list_restrictions_l_equations[[1]][t_forecast + 1 + il,
list_restrictions_l_equations[[2]][t_forecast + 1 + i],
list_restrictions_l_equations[[3]][t_forecast + 1 + i],
0.5*(implied_volatility_msft_2_ahead$pred[i]~2),
0.5%(implied_volatility_orcl_2_ahead$pred[i]~2),
0.5*(implied_volatility_goog_2_ahead$pred[i]~2))

We use the following lines of code to check that the matrix oy is invertible, and its entries are all
positive

# check the solutions of the equation are all positive

b <- cQO

for(i in c(1:(length(MSFT_Close)-start_date_time_s_analysis ))){
a <- (ginv(linear_equation_volatility) %*% linear_restrictions[[i]] > 0)
a <- all(a, na.rm = FALSE)
b <- c(b,a)

}

all(b, na.rm = FALSE)

# list of matrices of sigma (square)
list_sigma <- 1list ()
for (i in c(0:(length(MSFT_Close)-start_date_time_s_analysis ))){
a <- ginv(linear_equation_volatility) %#*J) linear_restrictions[[i+1]]
list_sigmal[[i+1]] <- sqrt(t(matrix(c(al1]l,al2],al3],
al2],al4],al5],
al[3],al[5],al6]), ncol = 3)))

}

# check the sigma is invertible for each time t

b <-c(Q)

for (i in c(0:(length(MSFT_Close)-start_date_time_s_analysis))){
a <- det(list_sigmal[[i+1]]) != 0
b <- c(b,a)

}

all(b, na.rm = FALSE)

Now, we check how accurate the approximation is

# Actual error of the square of the sum of the components of
# volatility and the implied volatility
error_estimation_volatility <- 1list ()
comparison_implied_volatility_components_of_volatility <- cQ)

a<- 0
b<- 0
c<- 0

error_volatility_estimation_msft <-c()
error_volatility_estimation_orcl <- c()
error_volatility_estimation_goog <- c()
for (i in c(0: (length(MSFT_Close)-start_date_time_s_analysis-2)) ){
a <- abs(sqrt(list_sigma[[i+1]1[1,11°(2) + list_sigmal[[i+1]]1[1,2]1°(2) +
list_sigmal[[i+1]][1,3]1°(2)) - implied_volatility_msft[[i+1]] )
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b <- abs(sqrt(list_sigmal[[i+1]][2,1]1°(2) + list_sigmal[[i+1]1]1[2,2]°(2) +
list_sigma[[i+1]]1[2,31°(2)) - implied_volatility_orcl[[i+1]] )
c <- abs(sqrt(list_sigmal[[i+1]]1[3,1]1°(2) + list_sigmal[[i+1]1]1[3,2]°(2) +
list_sigma[[i+1]][3,3]1°(2)) - implied_volatility_googl[i+1]] )
error_estimation_volatility[[i+1]] <- c¢( a, b, c)
error_volatility_estimation_msft <- c(error_volatility_estimation_msft, a)
error_volatility_estimation_orcl <- c(error_volatility_estimation_orcl, b)
error_volatility_estimation_goog <- c(error_volatility_estimation_goog, c)

}

# Root Mean Squared Error (RMSE)

sqrt (product (error_volatility_estimation_msft))/sqrt(length(error_volatility_estimation_msft))
sqrt (product (error_volatility_estimation_orcl))/sqrt(length(error_volatility_estimation_orcl))
sqrt (product (error_volatility_estimation_goog))/sqrt(length(error_volatility_estimation_goog))

As an example the error_volatility_estimation_msft is

Console Terminal P

> error_volatility_estimation_msft 2
[1] 0.05489847 0.04905653 0.02234566 0.03177650 0.02938149 0.04306188 0.03878198 0.02475850 0.04159281

[10] 0.01849671 0.02203513 0.03784693 0.04268903 0.04317448 0.04996369 0.04538765 0.02874949 0.03002782

[19] 0.02648465 0.03274084 0.04615811 0.04454207 0.02908698 0.04001547 0.04981777 0.05835521 0.04983279

[28] 0.04653518 0.05716151 0.05564074 0.06287992 0.05651002 0.06489266 0.06486279 0.06822269 0.06624321

[37] 0.06761687 0.04425270 0.05852005 0.05964089

Figure 7: Error estimation of MSFT implied volatility using components of volatility method

The root mean square error of those estimations(RMSE) are

Console  Terminal -

> # Root Mean Squared Error(RMSE) A
> sqrt(product(error_volatility_estimation_msft))/sqrt(length(error_volatility_estimation_msft))

[1] 0.04719101

> sqrt(product(error_volatility_estimation_orc1))/sqrt(length(error_volatility_estimation_orcl))

[1] 0.03927289

> sqrt(product(error_volatility_estimation_goog))/sqrt(length(error_volatility_estimation_goog))

[1] 0.05517172

Figure 8: Error estimation of MSFT implied volatility using components of volatility method

This suggests that the estimation is relatively good since RMSE if close to zero.

5.1.3 Estimate of #

To estimate r we will use the Vasicek model on the 1-treasure bill. There are different types of
estimation. In the application we will use the OLS estimation of the SDE’s parameters.

We have to estimate the parameters p® and p®. However, their computation depends on the type
of zero-coupon bond that we choose. We suppose that the zero-coupon bond for the small investors
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will be the 1-year treasury bill'!. Since stock options are not quoted on holidays, but 1-year treasury
bills do, we have to synchronize the stock data set with the 1-year treasury bill data. One way to do
that is by merging the stocks’ dataset with the 1-year treasury bill. Once we finish this step, we need
to remove the rows containing NA values. Next, we split the data again and work with the cleaned
1-year treasury bill data. The algorithm is provided below

# 2019-10-18 the expiration date of the European Call options

# 1-Year Treasury Bill: Secondary Market Rate
t_bill_1lyear_daily <- getSymbols("DTB1YR", src = "FRED", auto.assign = FALSE)

# Filling missing values using linear interpolation
t_bill_lyear_daily <- na.approx(t_bill_iyear_daily)

# Check 1 year treasury bill and stocks have the same indeces

# MSFT, ORCL, GOOG has the same indeces, but 1-Year Treasury Bill not
merged_data <- merge.xts(t_bill_1lyear_daily, MSFT_Close, by = "ID")
merged_data <- subset(merged_data, select = c(1,2))

# Remove values that does not share the same index
start_date_merged_data <-

min(which(format (index (merged_data), ") Y-%m-%d") == start_likelihood_estimation_date))
end_date_merged_data <-
min(which(format (index (merged_data), "%Y-%m-%d") == end_time_series_date))

merged_data <- merged_data[start_date_merged_data:end_date_merged_datal
merged_data <- merged_datal[!is.na(merged_datal,2]),]

# clean data of the 1-Year Treasury Bill
t_bill_1lyear_daily <- merged_datal, c(1)]

Most of the treasury notes follow a mean reversion property. In this case, we will assume the same
for the U.S. 1-year Treasury Bill. The model that we will use for estimation, and forecasting will be
the Vasicek model (see for instance Privault, 2020)

dry = (a — bry)dt + odW; (5.28)
We can discretize this model using a sequence of times (tk)fg\;‘%l, obtaining
Tty — Tt = (@ — brg) At + oWy, (5.29)

Instead of using the maximum likelihood estimator, we will minimize the quadratic residual

N+1

Z (rtk+1 — Tty — (a - brtk)At)Q (530)
k=0

"The data was taken from https://fred.stlouisfed.org/
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1-Year Treasury Bill: Secondary Market Rate
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Using partial differentiation with respect to a and b, and the following code, we get the estimators.

# Vasicek model calibration, and forecast

# Term b of the Vasicek model
sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily <-

t_bill_lyear _daily[(length(t_bill_1lyear_daily)-720): (length(t_bill_lyear_daily) -2)]
sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily <- na.approx( as.numeric(sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily))

numerator_1_vasicek_b <-
sum (sample_t_bill_lyear_daily[-1]%*
sample_t_bill_lyear_daily[-length(sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily)])
numerator _2_vasicek_b <-
sum (sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily[-length(sample_t_bill_1year_daily)])*
sum(sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily[-1])
denominator_1_vasicek_b <- sum(sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily**2)
denominator_2_vasicek_b <-
sum(sample_t_bill_lyear_daily[-length(sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily)])=*2

# Term b of the Vasicek Model
term_1_vasicek_b <-
(numerator_1_vasicek_b - (numerator_2_vasicek_b/length(sample_t_bill_1year_daily)) ) /
(denominator_1_vasicek_b - (denominator_2_vasicek_b/ length(sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily)))
vasicek_b <- (term_1_vasicek_b -1)*(-365)

# Term a of the Vasicek model

term_1_vasicek_a <- sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily[-1] -
(1- (vasicek_b*(1/365)) )*sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily[-length(sample_t_bill_lyear_daily)]
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vasicek_a <- ((1/length(sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily))*sum(term_1_vasicek_a))*365

Now, with this estimation, we are ready to use Euler-Maruyama method and include the forecast two
steps ahead

# Estimation of the 1 and 2 step ahead values of the Vasicek model
# Euler Maruyama Method for SDE

tail(t_bill_lyear_daily)

tail (sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily)

rate_estimation_1_ahead <- sample_t_bill_lyear_daily[length(sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily)] +
(vasicek_a -
(vasicek_b*sample_t_bill_lyear_daily[length(sample_t_bill_1lyear_daily)]) )*(1/365)

rate_estimation_2_ahead <- rate_estimation_1_ahead +
(vasicek_a - (vasicek_bx*rate_estimation_1_ahead) )*(1/365)

# Inclusion of the last two element in the forecast

t_bill_1lyear_daily[length(t_bill_1year_daily)-1] <- rate_estimation_1_ahead
t_bill_lyear_daily[length(t_bill_lyear_daily)] <- rate_estimation_2_ahead

Console  Terminal

> tail(as.numeric(t_bill_lyear_daily),20)

[1] 1.690000 1.660000 1.700000 1.700000 1.710000 1.760000 1.740000 1.770000 1.820000 1.810000 1.820000 1.820000
[13] 1.830000 1.790000 1.760000 1.740000 1.770000 1.740000 1.781227 1.785376
>

Figure 9: Interest rate values and forecast.

where the last two values are the two forecasts.

5.1.4 Relative entropy algorithm under macroeconomic restrictions

We have to build the most significative macroeconomic events that can change the dynamics of the
prices of MSFT, ORCL, and GOOG. For the sake of simplicity we will restrict ourselves to the
events: A1 = China-U.S trade deal, Ay = New NAFTA or USMCA trade deal , and A3 = Hong Kong
Resolution. We can build our probability space as

QM ={C1 x Cy x C3:C; = A; or C; = AS}, (5.31)

where the probability measure P? will be the a priori distribution as in Proposition 2.4. The variables
that we will use for the restriction are: net income, revenue, assets, equity, current assets, and current
liabilities.

In financial statement forecasting it is not clear how each account depends on macroeconomic
events. This forces us to express each accounting variable as a function of past information, and
variables that are really sensitive to macroeconomic events. In this work, we will focus on revenue as
the variable that is sensitive to macroeconomic events. This idea can be written as follows

Accountsq =~ Account; + f(Revenue;, Other Accountsy, r), (5.32)
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where r is a vector of growth rates that contains the expected rate of growth (from ¢ to t + 1) of
revenue, and the known rates of growth of other accounts such as cost of good sold, tax rate, etc. Here
we list some of the notation that will be used throughout this part.

Definition Notation
Revenue growth rate Trev

COGS as percentage of revenue rCOGS

Tax rate Ttax

Net Cash flow from financing activities CFF

Net Cash flow from investing activities CFI

Net Cash flow from operating activities CFO

Earnings before taxes EBT

Property, plant and equipment PPE

Net increase(cash) CFF + CFI+ CFO
Accounting Variable, | — Accounting Variable, | AAccounting Variable,, ;

Table 3: Accounting notations

The formulas that we will use are the following!'?. For revenue we use

Revenue, 1 ~ Revenuey (1 + ryey). (5.33)
For cost of goods sold
COGS¢1 =~ rcoasRevenueyy . (5.34)
For net income
Net Incomey;1 ~ EBTy;1 — Taxes;11 =~ Net Income; + (1 — 7ax ) ey Gross Profity. (5.35)
For current liabilities
Current Liabilities; 1 ~ Accounts Payable,  ; ~ Current Liabilities; + 7y Accounts Payable,. (5.36)
For equity
Equity,,; = Equity Capital,,; + Retained Earnings,,; ~ Equity; + ARetained Earnings,. (5.37)
For MSFT and GOOG, the asset account will be of the form
Assets; 11
~ Cash;1 + Accounts Receivable; ;1 + Inventory, , ; + Marketable Securities; 1 + PPE; 4 (5.38)

~ Assets; + 1rev(Accounts Receivable; 4 Inventory,) + Net Increase(cash),
+ ANet Increase(cash), + AMarketable Securities;

12Proof of the formulas can be found in Appendix E.
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However, for ORCL, we use the following formula for assets

Assets; 11 =~ Cashyy1 + Accounts Receivable;; 1 + Marketable Securities;11 + PPE;11
~ Assets; + rrevAccounts Receivable; + Net Increase(cash), (5.39)
+ ANet Increase(cash), + AMarketable Securities;

because it does not have inventories. Using the same concept, for MSFT, and GOOG, the current
asset account is

Current Assets;1 =~ Cashy;1 + Accounts Receivable;; 4 Inventory, ,; + Marketable Securities;|1
~ Current Assets; + ey (Accounts Receivable; + Inventory,) 4+ Net Increase(cash),
+ ANet Increase(cash), + AMarketable Securities;.

(5.40)
For ORCL the corresponding account is
Current Assets;y1 =~ Cashy11 + Accounts Receivable;11 + Marketable Securities; 1
~ Current Assets; + rrevAccounts Receivable; + Net Increase(cash), (5.41)

+ ANet Increase(cash), + AMarketable Securities;.

Notice ORCL uses trade receivables account, but MSFT, and GOOG use accounts receivable instead.
Moreover, MSFT uses the account short term investments, but ORCL, and GOOG use the account
marketable securities instead. However, the name of the accounts does not affect the accounting
meaning in these formulas. For this reason, we use the names accounts receivable, and marketable
securities in the formulas above.

Now, we need to know how sensible revenue is with respect to the each event. One way to do this
is by decomposing the revenue rate of growth in market share growth, and market growth. First, we
start with the approximation

Company’s Revenue, ~ (Company’s Market Share,)(Company’s Market,). (5.42)
Therefore, using Alnxz ~ %Az, we get the formula

Company’s Revenue Growth, ~ Company’s Market Share Growth, + Company’s Market Growth,.
(5.43)

We can check in https://ustr.gov/countries-regions that more than 55% of the exports of
the US to China, México, Canada, and Hong Kong come from electrical machinery, machinery, mineral
fuels, plastics, vehicles, medical instruments, and aircraft. In addition, the U.S exports, and imports
of goods by F.A.S basis with the same countries, taken from https://fred.stlouisfed.org/, do not
show a significant change due to the macroeconomic events that occurred prior to August 01, 2019.
Therefore, the macroeconomic events may only have a possible small impact on revenues, drift and
diffusion coefficients. The information is provided below.
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Source https://www.sec.gov/!3.

BProgrammed in ggplot2, https://www.sec.gov/. Source code in Appendix F.

93


https://www.sec.gov/
https://www.sec.gov/

Revenue Classified by Major Geographic Areas ORCL
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Regions represent Europe, the Middle East, and Africa (EMEA); Asia-Pacific (APAC); and Americas.
Source https://www.sec.gov/.14

Programmed in ggplot2, https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org/. Source code in Appendix F.
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Revenue Classified by Major Geographic Areas GOOG
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Regions represent Europe, the Middle East, and Africa (EMEA); Asia-Pacific (APAC); and Canada
and Latin America (Other Countries). Source https://www.sec.gov/. 1°

5 Programmed in ggplot2, https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org/. Source code in Appendix F.
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Segmentation U.S. top exports to Canada 2018
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Segmentation of U.S. top exports to Canada, China, Hong Kong, and México. Source https://ustr.

gov/countries-regions. ¢

16Programmed in ggplot2, https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org/. Source code in Appendix F.
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"Programmed in ggplot2, https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org/. Source code in Appendix F.
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U.S. Exports of Goods by FA.S Basis Canada, China, Hong Kong, and Mexico
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Source: U.S. Bureu of Economic Analytics

U.S. exports of goods by F.A.S basis to the Hong Kong and the top 3 importers: Canada, China, and
México. Source https://fred.stlouisfed.org/. ®

8Programmed in ggplot2, https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org/. Source code in Appendix F.
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U.S Imports of Goods by Customs Basis from Canada, China, and Mexico
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U.S. imports of goods by F.A.S basis from their top 3 exporters: Canada, China, and México.' Source
https://fred.stlouisfed.org/. %

197.8. imports of goods by F.A.S basis from Hong Kong not available in https://fred.stlouisfed.org/
20programmed in ggplot2, https://ggplot2.tidyverse.org/. Source code in Appendix F.
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There has been some research about the correlation between volatility and economic growth such
as the works by (Dabusinskas et al., 2013), and (Mobarak, 2005) that support this hypothesis. The
following chart displaying Volatility Index (VIX), and the SPY demonstrates a potential negative
autocorrelation between volatility and economic growth. In fact, we have that during the period from
2007-01-10 to 2020-03-16 the Pearson’s autocorrelation of these variables was about —0.5222381.

VIX and SPY500 indexes from 2007-01-10 to 2020-03-16

300

variable

— SPY

Dollars

—VIX

2010 2020

2015
Source: Chicago Board Options Exchange

With the previous information, we have the following data about the impact of the macroeconomic
events on the direction of each one of the variables.

Event Effect on o | Effect on i | Effect on sales | Effect on r

Al X A2 X Ag
i X A2 X Ag
A1 X Ag X Ag
¢ x A§ x As
A1 X A2 X Ag
Af x Ay x Af
Ar x A§ x Af
A x A§ x Af

—| === | == |+
| [ | [ [ [ |
|| [ [ [ |
D P P Y R P P e

Table 4: Macroeconomic effects on coefficients of the SDE for big agents: 1 (increase), and | (decrease)

Now, we need to quantify the values of T and | for each one of the macroeconomic events. For this
step, we must follow a conservative and cautious approach considering small changes since the data
do not give reasons to consider big changes.
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Event Change factor | Change factor | Change factor | Change factor
ono on p on sales onr

A1 X A2 X A3 oy g Trev,t Tt

A(I: X A2 X A3 0'5UT 0.5/L¢ O.57‘rev¢ 0.571

A1 X Ag X A3 0'70T 0'7M¢ O.7T’rev’¢ 0.771

A% X Ag X Ag 0'9UT 0.9,[% O.9T‘rev’¢ 0.97’¢

A1 X A2 X Ag 0.20¢ O'2MT O.QTTQV’T 0.27’T

AS X Ay x AS | 05501 0.5571, 0.55 oy, 0.557,

Ay x AS x A5 | 0.7504 0.75u, 0.757rev,| 0.75r

A% X A% X A§ O'T ﬂi TrthL T\L

Table 5: Quantification macroeconomic effects

Here the notation is self-explanatory. Following the notation in table 5, for each one of the
columns, we consider the highest and lowest values for the change factors (that correspond to the
best or worst macroeconomic events) and multiply them by some factors that depend on the impact
of the macroeconomic events and the methods the big agent used to estimate them. Here, we build
those factors based on the top exporters and importers. As an example, for the column of diffusion
coefficient, we denote by o4 and o the highest and lowest possible numerical values for the stocks’
volatility that correspond to the worst and best macroeconomic event respectively. Following the
context, if A{ x A§ x A§ happens, the worst case scenario is happening, then it is expected that the
highest volatility value, o4, must occur and the net effect will be capture through the estimators

Revenue; — Revenue;_1

Trev =

Revenue;_; + Trev,) 5’ = 5‘(1 + UT) and ; S fﬁ(l + Ti)? (5'44)

that will appear in the formula 5.50. For the sake of simplicity, and because the macroeconomic
information does not provide any clue to take a more aggressive assumptions, we will adopt a more
conservative approach by using small factors:

Trevt = 0.05  Treyy = —0.05 o = 0.005, o, = —0.005, 7y =0.005, and r, = —0.005. (5.45)

For the optimization process of 2.47 and 2.48, we require the a prior distribution PA. It will be
given by the following table

Macroeconomic Event | P QP

Ay x Ay X As 0.5/7 | 0.0276
A‘i X AQ X A3 05/7 0.1192
Ap x A x As 0.5/7 | 0.1449
A x AS x As 0.5/7 | 0.1761
Ap x Ag x A§ 0.5/7 | 0.0603
AS x Ay x A§ 0.5/7 | 0.1252
A x A§ x A§ 0.5/7 | 0.1521
A x AS x A§ 0.5 0.1941

Table 6: A priori distribution.
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This means that around August 01, 2019, we are assuming the investor’s negative expectations about
the macroeconomic events were above 50%. However, after using the CVXfromR package tools, and
the information of the last four financial quarters (prior to 2019-08-01) of MSFT, ORCL, and GOOG
to build the constraints, we get that the a posteriori distribution Q* is more coherent with what
happened later: the macroeconomic environment was not as severe as expected. In fact, 2019 turned
out to be a good year for the stock market.

The code for these computations is the following?!
# 15 accounting factors MSFT, ORCL, GOOG

# Revenue
revenue_t <- ¢(33717,11136,38944)
revenue_rate <- c((33717/30571)-1,(11136/9614)-1,(38944/36339)-1)

# Net Income

net_income_t <- c(13187,3740,9947)
gross_profit_t <- c¢c(23305,9072,21648)
tax_rate <- ¢(0.1020,0.0970,0.1330)

# Current Liabilities
current_liabilities_t <- ¢c(69420,18630,37000)
accounts_payable_t <- c(9382,580,3925)

# Equity

equity_t <- ¢(102330,22363,192192)
retained_earnings_t <- c(24150,-3496,145346)
retained_earnings_t_m_1 <- c(18338,-1287,138720)

# Assets

assets_t <- c(286556,108709,257101)
accounts_receivable_t <- ¢(29524,5134,20965)
inventory_t <- c(2063,0,964)
net_increase_cash_t <- ¢c(144,5794,-2561)
net_increase_cash_t_m_1 <- c(4574,3896,2447)
marketable_sec_t <- ¢c(133819,17313,104469)
marketable_sec_t_m_1 <- c(131618,25310,94340)

# Current Assets
current _assets_t <- c(175552,46386,147437)

# Accounting Forecasting Formulas
#
accounting_function <- function(macro_factor, rev_up_down){

# Forecast Revenue
revenue_forecast <- revenue_t*(1 + revenue_rate + (macro_factor*rev_up_down) )
# Forecast Net Income
net_income_forecast <- net_income_t +

((1- tax_rate)*(revenue_rate +

(macro_factor*rev_up_down)) *gross_profit_t)

# Forecast Current Liabilities
current_liabilities_forecast <- current_liabilities_t +

( (revenue_rate + (macro_factor*rev_up_down))

21Code using CVXfromR package created by professor Jacob Bien.
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xaccounts_payable_t)
# Forecast Equity
equity_forecast <- equity_t + (retained_earnings_t - retained_earnings_t_m_1)

# Forecast Assets
assets_forecast <- assets_t + ((revenue_rate + (macro_factorx*rev_up_down))*
(accounts_receivable_t + inventory_t)) +
net_increase_cash_t + (net_increase_cash_t- net_increase_cash_t_m_1) +
(marketable_sec_t - marketable_sec_t_m_1)

# Forecast Current Assets
current_assets_forecast <- current_assets_t +
((revenue_rate + (macro_factor*rev_up_down))*(accounts_receivable_t + inventory_t)) +
net_increase_cash_t + (net_increase_cash_t- net_increase_cash_t_m_1) +
(marketable_sec_t - marketable_sec_t_m_1)
vector_accounting <- c(sum(revenue_forecast), sum(net_income_forecast),
sum(current _liabilities_forecast),sum(equity_forecast),
sum(assets_forecast), sum(current_assets_forecast))
return(vector_accounting)

}

# Size of the distribution
size_p_distribution <- 8
size_q_distribution <- 8

# A_accounting

A_accounting <- matrix( c(accounting_function(1,0.05),
accounting_function(0.5, -0.05),
accounting_function(0.7, -0.05),
accounting_function(0.9, -0.05),
accounting_function(0.2, 0.05),
accounting_function(0.55, -0.05),
accounting_function(0.75, -0.05),
accounting_function(1,-0.05)),

ncol=size_q_distribution, byrow = F)

Optimization Shannon’s entropy using CVXfromR
<- size_q_distribution
<- A_accounting
<- A%*% c(0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5)

o =B #®

opt.vals <- CallCVX(cvxcode, const.vars=list(n=n, A=A, b=b),
opt.var.names="pmaxent")

priori_distribution <- ¢(0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5/7,0.5)
posteriori_distribution <- opt.vals$pmaxent

Console  Terminal -

s ﬁosteriori_distribution "
[1] 0.02765790 0.11929612 0.14496067 0.17614702 0.06031501 0.12525141 0.15219693 0.19417494

>

Figure 10: A posteriori distribution.

103



5.1.5 Estimation of the price from a big agent perspective

Now, we are ready to compute the price of the MSFT call option from the perspective of the big agent.
From Corollary 2.5, we remember that the formula for the price of a big agent is given by

P(C) = By [e* I3 rds (5 k) J

1 ve do freds (kg ¢ <k>exp{—/ k0 -dW—/ k0 de}
;; M ( ’ )+ Pk o Wi [
fo kpods Sr— K :|
| (s i),

[
Ms

k=1
(5.46)
where *S() satisfies the dynamics of the form
d(*sy) =*p ksPat + ks [ S ke aw)
7=1
kS(Z) Fp,dt + kS Z (kg () ke ) dt + ’“agij)th(j) (5.47)
7j=1
:kS( rdt—i—kS' Zka ( )>>
7j=1
kQ;\ is given by )
d(szA) o dQA Tk 1 T e
)= e = [ roeawi— g [ opal, (5.49)
and the process
t
w, ::/ k0,dl + W, (5.49)
0

is an n—dimensional Brownian motion under * Q;\. Since we are going to make the estimation of prices
of call options on short periods of time, we can assume the parameters are constants. Therefore, we
can use all the machinery we have developed so far. Using the standard procedure to price Black-
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Scholes-Merton formula for call options, we get

P(0C)
m e—("1)T oo ke q(i) 2 3 (kg (id))2
_ Z / . (ef’“( Sy )z _ K)e—x /2T 575 (Fat)) da
p \/TZ (kr(i))2 Jiog(K)— fi(*5()

efk(ksgb )€U§/2

:i)\ke*(’w)T /°° @022} 1 K fi(* 0) log(K)
= VR Jest) - VT3 (bl
:zm:)\ke—(kr)T S 022 fi("S) — log(K )+’Uk ke Fe(P85)) — log(K)
k=1 Vk Ve
(5.50)
where ;
N\ 2
=T} (kU(”)) (5.51)
j=1
and
Eali)y (@) 1 e \2 |k
fe(5857) =1og(Sy”) + _2;< Uu)) Lh T (5.52)

The code is provided below

# price of big agent
vector_of _strikes <- c(strike_msft, strike_orcl, strike_goog)
list_prices_big_agent <- list ()
vector_prices_big_agent <- c()
j <=0
p_big_agent <- function(s_0,sigma_agent,t, K, r){
cl <- dot_product(sigma_agent, sigma_agent)
f <- log(s_0) + ((-c1/2) + (r/100))*(t/365)
first_term <- exp(-(r/100)*(t/365))*exp(f)*exp((t/365)*c1*0.5)*
pnorm( ((f - log(K))/sqrt((t/365)*cl1)) + sqrt((t/365)*c1))
second_term <- exp(-(r/100)*(t/365))*K*pnorm(((f - log(K))/sqrt((t/365)*c1)))
price_formula <- first_term - second_term
return(price_formula)
}
for (stock in list_of_stocks){
jo<=3+1
for (i in c(0: ( length(t_bill_1lyear_daily) - start_date_bond_analysis))){
t_maturity <-
as.numeric (difftime (maturity_1t_bill,
index(t_bill_lyear_daily[i + start_date_bond_analysis]), units = "days"))
if (i > t_forecast){
vector_prices_big_agent <- c(vector_prices_big_agent,
p_big_agent (as.numeric(stock_step_ahead[[j]][i - t_forecast]),
list_sigmal[[1+ i]]1[j,], t_maturity, vector_of_strikes[j],
as.numeric(t_bill_1lyear_daily[start_date_bond_analysis + t_forecast])) )
}
else {
vector_prices_big_agent <- c(vector_prices_big_agent,
p_big_agent (as.numeric(stock[start_date_bond_analysis + il),
list_sigmal[[1+i]][j,], t_maturity,
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vector_of_strikes[j],
as.numeric(t_bill_lyear_daily[start_date_bond_analysis + i])) )

}
list_prices_big_agent[[j]] <- vector_prices_big_agent
vector_prices_big_agent <- c()

}

5.2 Estimation of parameters for small agents

In the application of the theory just described, we can assume that the retail investors are interested
in 2 stocks of a set of 3 correlated stocks. In other words, for each a-stereotyped agent, V, = R? x {0}.
This hypothesis makes sense since small investors cannot keep track and trade many stocks at the
same time. In addition to that, and since we want to forecast prices within short periods of time, we
also assume that the processes u; in U, are deterministic. The idea behind this assumption is based
on how the stock option models are applied in the financial markets: the random variables of a model
such as interest rates, volatility, etc., are upgraded every day and considered as constant inputs in the
model to price the option.

Estimate of 6% and a“

We assume the estimation ¢ and % comes from the solution to the linear equations 5.27.

5.2.1 Estimate of /*

The estimation of n® is straightforward using the formula 7* = (6%)7}(4® — #J,1). The code is
provided below

# Eta estimation
j <=0
list_eta_stocks <-1list ()
length_mu <- length(list_mul[1]])
for (i in c(0:(length(MSFT_Close)-start_date_time_s_analysis))){
list_eta_stocks[[i+1]] <-
ginv(list_sigma[[i+1]1]1) ¥%*%(list_mul[i+1]] -
rep(t_bill_1lyear_daily[start_date_time_s_analysis +i],length_mu))

5.2.2 Estimate of g% and A® for the bond model

To estimate the ¢, we will use 1-year treasury bills. The formula used in practice ?? to compute the
price of a 1-year treasury bill with expiration date T'; time (in days) that has passed since quote date

b = [1 - <:';6_Ot> r} . (5.53)

nttps://wuw.nasdaq.com/articles/how-calculate-price-treasury-bills-2016-01-05

t; and interest rate r is given by
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Now, to estimate o, we will use Lagrange multipliers together with the maximum likelihood approach
as with 6. We start by describing the dynamics, and likelihood function of the zero-coupon bond
By, We will assume Bj' is the same for each agent a € A. To estimate the parameters using
maximum likelihood method on transition functions, we will assume the parameters r%, 0% n® and o®
as constants. Then, using Ito’s formula, and dBf'p = B{p[(r" + (o) of'ngt)dt + (of')*of'dW]. we get

An(Biy) = (1° + (&) o )t — L (") 0") (&)™) dt + (&) o d W (5.54)
Thus,
Bix = Brew { (1 4+ (@0 = L@ 0 (@0 )1+ @Yo Wiy 65)

Following the same ideas to construct likelihood function as in 5.18, we have that the transition
functions of the zero-coupon bond are given by

Ptnftn—l (b?n,1 Y b?n)
—@wm4M%J—P+(V““-MYWHAQ
= exp o

b, \/27[[(0%)* o |2 At 24t (0*)* o ||?

(5.56)

We make some transformations on the transition probabilities to compute the maximum likelihood
estimators. Let A be a function defined as A(0%) = 0%p®. We can see that A is a homeomorphism
of {(0™W, ..., 0®M) 1 g p%(M) ¢ R} onto itself. Therefore, by using this transformation, our
likelihood function can be written as

FOXD X b b )

1 2
M 1 — (log(bf;mT) —log(by, | 1) — |r%+ (AY)™n* — 2|])\°‘H2] At)

= exp
E%m@wwm DA AP

(5.57)
After some computations, we get

810g f()\av(l), ey )\av(n); b?hT’ .. b?AlaT)
ON(D)

22 () At AN M 1 2
log(b$ +) — log(b — |7 4+ (A — < ||IAY]P| At
At[[Ae]2 +( AaAﬁkz::(Og b.r) — log(br,_, 1) [T + A% =S H] >
o, (3) o, (1) M fel (e o )k, 1 a2
2 WAL = XA Y77y (og(bf, 1) —log(by, | 1) — |7+ (A%)™n —§HA 9] At

2A || A2
= )‘a’(i)gl(Atrcx’ naa ||>\CM||’ btl,Ta ceey bt]w,T) + na7(i)92(Ataraa 77Q7 H)‘auv btl,T7 seey th,T)v

2

_|_

(5.58)

107



where

gl(At, re, ?70‘7 ||)‘a”7 bt1,T7 e th7T)

M 1 M 1 2
= s+ s D (10808 1) — log(B | 1) — [ + (A% — S|P | At
A2 At At 2
k=1 (5.59)
M (o o a ) ¥, 1 all2
S (1oa(ty ) —loa(ty,_, 1) — [r+ ) — Jjac] A
- A2 ’
and
92(Ata Taﬂ?aa ||)\a||= btl,Tv 3% th,T)
1
Z,iw:l <log(bt°;mT) —log(bg 1) — [7“0‘ + (AY)*n> — 2H)\a||2} At) (5.60)

A2

However, we need some restriction on A* to get a solution. We begin by making the expected values
equal to the past values of the bond.?? Assume that b, T is the market value of the zero-coupon bond,
then by solving the equation

B [Bresp { (7 + (@0 = L@ o) (@70 ) 1+ (@0 Wi =tz (560

and using the expected value formula for log-normal distributions, we get
1 1
Biresp {1+ O )t = NP+ 5Pt} = (5.62)
Solving this equation for (A*)*A%, we obtain

<log (bt,T /Bng) Jt— ra)2
(n*)*n® '

(AY)*AY = (5.63)

Now, we will use Lagrange multipliers with target function 5.57 and restriction 5.63, this lead us
to

<log (th/B(‘)”T) Jt— ro‘)Q
(n®) n®

LAY k) =log fO®M A0 008 ) — k| A7 - . (5.64)

Using 5.58, we get that the conditions of the first order conditions of the Lagrangian function are of
the form

O0log LAY, k)
IO
= 2D gy (AL, 1% 0% [N, bty 7y ooy beyy 1) + 7D ga (AL, 7% 0% A, bty s ooy Dty 1) — 2kASD)
=0
(5.65)

23This method is similar to the implied volatility method used in the Black-Scholes-Merton formula.
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fort=1,2,3., and

L, k) (108 (ber/Bgr) 1 1)’

= — I\ = =0. 5.66
- e s (5.66)
From equation 5.65, we get that
(Aa7(i))2 _ (QQ(At7TQ7na7 ”)‘a”abtl,Ta”wbt]w,T))z ) (567)
(na’(l))Q (gl (Ata Tav 77&7 ||)\a||7 bt1,T7 ceey th,T) - 2k)2
Since the right-hand side of the equation does not depend on i, we get that
a,(i))2 o,(4))2
A)" () (5.68)
()2 (n>0))?
for any 4,5 = 1,2, 3. Now, using the previous equation, we get
3 a2 S
aine _ APV a,(i)y2
=1 N =1

for j = 1,2,3. By the use of the condition 5.66, these equations can be rewritten as

2
(log (bt,T/Bg‘T> Jt— 7"0‘) (Ax ()2 3 ()12
) — (1 . (5.70)
(n*)*ne ()2 ;(n )

Therefore,

<Iog (bt,T/B&T) Jt— ra) fe()

jeel) = ! 7
[l

@Oé,(j) — (a_—lj\a)(j) for ] _ 17 2’ 3. (571)

The code for A*() is the following

# Estimation bond price

# start date maximum likelihood estimation bond
start_date_maximum_likelihood_bond <-
min(which(format (index(t_bill_1lyear_daily), "%Y-%m-%d") == ’2016-01-06’))

# start date 1-Year Treasure Bill analysis
start_date_bond_analysis <-
min(which(format (index(t_bill_1year_daily), "%Y-%m-%d") == start_time_series_date))

# maturity bond
maturity_1t_bill <-as.Date("2019-10-18", tz = "UTC")

# How to price Treasury Bills
# https://www.nasdaq.com/articles/how-calculate-price-treasury-bills-2016-01-05
bond_price_function<- function(r){

a <- as.numeric(difftime (maturity_1t_bill,index(r), units = "days"))

decimal _rate <- as.numeric(r)/100
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b <- (a* decimal_rate)/365
return( 1- b )
}

# Real 1 year T-Bill prices
bond_prices <- lapply(t_bill_lyear_daily,bond_price_function)
bond_prices <- bond_prices$DTB1YR

# restrictions of the maximum likelihood estimation of /rho for bonds
product <- function(x){

a <- sum(x*x)

return(a)

}

t <= 0
numerator _formula <- 0
denominator_formula <- 0
log_b_B <- 0
eta_inner_product <- lapply(list_eta_stocks, product)
list_bond_lambdas <- list ()
for (i in c(0: ( length(t_bill_1lyear_daily) - start_date_bond_analysis))){
t <- as.numeric(difftime (maturity_1t_bill,
index (t_bill_lyear_daily[i + start_date_bond_analysis]), units = "days"))
log_b_B <- log(bond_prices[i + start_date_bond_analysis]/
bond_prices[start_date_bond_analysis])
numerator _formula <- (log_b_B/(t/365) -
(as.numeric(t_bill_lyear_daily[i+start_date_bond_analysis]/100)) )*
list_eta_stocks[[i+1]]
denominator_formula <- eta_inner_product[[i+1]]
list_bond_lambdas [[i+1]] <- numerator_formula/denominator_formula

Now, by the use of the definition of the homeomorphism
o) = (0—1)\&)(].) (5.72)

for j =1,2,3., we get

# list of var_rho parameters of the bond model

list_var_rho <- list ()

for (i in c(0:(length(t_bill_1lyear_daily)-start_date_bond_analysis))){
list_var_rho[[i+1]] <- ginv(list_sigmal[[i+1]])%*%1list_bond_lambdas[[i+1]]

}

5.2.3 Estimate off)

Since ¢® must lie in V, = R? x {0}, we must ensure that any estimation of 6% must lie in V, too.
Given the fact that the stocks, and the bond are close to maturity, it is expected that the values
of 6 and A* should be close to zero. Therefore, we should use the estimator o = m1,2(0%) where
79 : R — R? x {0} is defined by m 2(z,9, 2) = (z,y,0). We provide the code for the estimation of
5 together with the error of estimation of the bond prices under the estimation 5

# Bond price estimation using the SDE
a<- 0 # variable used to build formula_bond_estimation variable
formula_estimation_bond <- 0
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# abs value of difference between formula_estimation_bond and bond_prices
error_bond_estimation <- list ()
# estimation of bond prices using projection_var_rho instead of list_var_rho
list_estimation_bond <- list ()
# estimation of list_var_rho using its projection on R"{2} \times {0}
projection_var_rho <- list()
for (i in c(0:(length(t_bill_1lyear_daily)-start_date_bond_analysis))){
t <-
as.numeric (difftime (maturity_1t_bill,
index(t_bill_lyear_daily[i + start_date_bond_analysis]),
units = "days"))
projection_var_rho[[i+1]] <- c(list_var_rho[[i+1]][1],1list_var_rho[[i+1]1]1[2], 0)
a <-( t(list_sigmal[[i+1]]%*%projection_var_rho[[i+1]])%*%1list_eta_stocks[[i+1]])
a <- (a + as.numeric(t_bill_1lyear_daily[i+start_date_bond_analysis]/100))*(t/365)
formula_estimation_bond <- exp(a)*bond_prices[start_date_bond_analysis]
list_estimation_bond[[i+1]] <- formula_estimation_bond
error_bond_estimation[[i+1]] <- abs(list_estimation_bond[[i+1]] -
bond_prices[i + start_date_bond_analysis])

The errors of the estimation are the following

Console  Terminal -

> unlist(error_bond_estimation)
[1] 3.831478e-03 9.675921e-03 4.857685e-02 2.530348e-02 3.672660e-02 9.632032e-03 1.067852e-02 3.389830e-02
[9] 8.410023e-03 4.193603e-02 2.906617e-02 1.248433e-02 5.134623e-03 3.671214e-03 2.957583e-03 3.255603e-03
[17] 1.345283e-02 8.055006e-03 1.020178e-02 5.089182e-03 1.855287e-03 1.529748e-03 1.565764e-03 2.383306e-04
[25] 7.929582e-05 2.558627e-06 1.954451e-04 1.710323e-04 1.519448e-04 3.766770e-04 2.915569e-04 8.758691e-06
[33] 7.401276e-04 5.025052e-04 2.672052e-04 1.962114e-04 1.040847e-04 1.569028e-03 2.377265e-03 5.771417e-04
[41] 7.392210e-04 1.093616e-04

>

Figure 11: Bond estimation error using éa

5.2.4 Estimate of p¢

The estimation of p® comes from the formula p® = (%)~ L(A% — 7T x1 — 6%(6%)*5%).

# Estimation \rho~{\alphal}

i <=0

list_rho <- 1list ()

for (i in c(0:(length(MSFT_Close)-start_date_time_s_analysis))){
a <- list_sigma[[i+1]]%*%projection_var_rho[[i+1]]
list_rho[[i+1]] <- list_eta_stocks[[i+1]] - a

}
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5.2.5 Estimate of u

Since p® and u® are deterministic functions, we have

1 T
Ve = Bguen | C = o [ I
(0%

;

1
SPds + Egee | C — 5— (R
= o [as s B [0 5 [ hipas

—VO‘C“+/ | pS] ds+/( VoS AW,

] (5.73)

and by the representation theorem of martingales (see for instance Revuz and Yor, 1999, Section V.4)
t
EQpa,u [C| ft] == EQpO‘,u [C} “I’/O (TF?’U)*O'? . dWSOéu (574)

In the case of a vanilla option i.e. options whose payoffs depends on the terminal value of the
underlying asset we have

C=f(Sr)=(fog) (Wr"), (5.75)

and as a result

Bgre [(F09) Wi*)| B] = B [(£09) (W3] + [ (ryop-aws. (.70

for some measurable functions f and g.

Let us assume that f and g are C2, and that (P)$°, is the transition probabilities of the QP -
Brownian motion (Wta’“)tTZO, then using the definition of Markov property via transition probabilities,
and Ito’s formula, we get

Eqee [(fog) (Wp)| Fi] = Proi(f o g) (W)

(f o g W(‘)l U + Z/ 7PT l g) (W/la,u) d‘/I/loQu’(‘j)7 (577)

where the other terms accompanying di are zero because Egpo u [(fog) (W;’u”ft] is a QP U
martingale. By using 5.76 and 5.77 we have that

a,uNk (g a a,U
((m) o) = o —Pri(f o ) (W) (5.78)
Ly
for each j =1,...,n with
(m") o = [((x")op) M o (") o) ™). (5.79)
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Since we want to estimate the u over short periods of time, we will consider it constant to be estimated.
Following these ideas, the dynamics of S can be rewritten as

s\ = pHsDat 4 s (Za” awl )
(5.80)
=5

pDdt+3" ol (tha’“’U) - pa’“’(j)dt) .
j=1
Therefore, we get
i & 1 n . P
St() S((])exp {t (,u() Za ”) et 72 (”) ) + ZU(”)Wt ’ ’(])} . (5.81)
j=1 j=1 Jj=1

Let us use the function g;(-) of class C1? as

u ( % En: iJ) o, (g 1 §n: i - i o,u,(J
gs(v‘/lih ) — S(() ) exp {S (/J/( ) _ O'( ])p B 7(]) _ 5 (0.( ]))2) + ZO_( j)Wl 5 a(])} , (582)
=1 =1

Jj=1

l\’)

where g, (W;"") = St(i). Thus, by the previous notation we have

Pr_(f o gr) (W)
= EQ/J Ju [(f © gT) (Wi%u) ‘ ’Ft]

= Egeou !f (S(())exp {T (u ZU(” at,(7) Z(G(ij))Q) —i—ZJ(ij)dW;’u’(j)}) Fi

= Egu [f <m%($)>]xww.

t

(5.83)
By using chain rule and 5.82, we get

o gr (W) >] (agxx)) [ <9T W) )]

7E a7u JLN"TT T T — E U u

dz; 9 [f< (W) () Z=W Ozj )| g dy @ | gt (W) ’ y=g: (W)
(6%
T

0L g [ (O,
g X u Wfau Yy :
¢ dy @’ ( t7) y=g:e(W; ")

(5.84)
Now we are ready for the following lemma
Lemma 5.2. Let f(z) = (z — K)T. Then
(7o) D = 08D Egpen | Ll 1oy | “Lsy . (5.85)
S(Z) ’ S(Z) -
t ¢ y=g:(W;"")
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Proof. By using approximations to f(z) = (x — K)T by C? functions, and the relation

a,u gT(W;’Cvu)
Pri(ho g1) (W7™) = Eguen |1 (2500l 0(2) . 5.56
! @ gt(Wt ’ ) T=W ( )
with h of class C? as in the equation 5.84 we get the result. O

Thanks to Lemma 5.2 the problem of pricing can be solved by maximizing with respect to u the
function f,e (%", u) given by

1
fooa (2% u) = T2y 12 = (o) =
(03

1 u U * M UN*
= eI = G (o) (5.87)
n () ()
1 o,u |2 a,uN (4 ij) o(d) ST ST
= 5 I = oS B [Smlwm 50" |
= ¢ t y=g:(W;"")

In order to make the computations easier, we need to rewrite the previous formula to be applied
in an algorithm. We know that

ol [N gl
oS Eppa . [EH[K#%) ({)y
Sy St ) Lymguwemy (5.88)
_ (Z])S(Z)E o h(W""“,t,T,U,u,a,u)l h(Weu ¢ T o,u,o, )
g t QP s |:€ [k’,OO) (ye >:| y:gt(Wta,u) ’
where
h(W** 4, T, o, u, ay )
(i) frpren(d) a,u,(j) L, e N (i) o) L () (5.89)
= exp ZGJ(WT” - W, + —52(03) —Zajpt” +u (T—1t) ;.
j=1 Jj=1 Jj=1
Using the fact that W% is an n-dimensional Brownian motion under Q°”:*, we get that
g g
EqQeeu %1[[(,%) <(T)y (5.90)
Sy St y=g:(W;"")
can be written as
1 e—yQ/Q(T—t)e(Z}Ll(0(“))2)1/2%(— S (0l))? /2370 0(“)#‘”’“’(”+#(“)(T—t)dy’
2n(T — 1)
(ou,t, 1,5 K )
(5.91)
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where

7 1 n i7 n i) onu,(g i
| g (k/5(7) + (5 s (0092 4 Sy o) = 9 ) (7 -
(o,u,t,T,S" K, a) = (5.92)
Z?:ﬂa(ij))z
Now, by the binomial formula, we get that 5.88 can be expressed as
o0 (g — (T — n o (o(i)y2)1/2)2
(1) §0) (= 5y 01 g s ) (T —1) vl ;(TZ P
; . (T —1) dy. (5.93)
2n(T —t)
l(a,u,t,T,Sﬁi),K,a)
By substitution z = y/+/T — t, the previous formula can be rewritten as
2
o0 — T =) " (oid)2
(1) U0) (= Ty oD pe @) ) (T 1) (y \/( ) 2= (0™ >
¢ e 2 dy. (5.94)
V2T
l(a,u,t,T,Stm,K,a)/\/T—t
Using substitution z =y — \/(T —1) 3271 (0()2, the integral
.. 2
* (v— /T =) (@)
e 2 dy (5.95)
l(a,u,t,T,Stm,K,a)/\/T—t
equals
v
e 2 dy. (5.96)

) 1 )
(— log(S{") /k)+ <—2 INCICEES yi a<ij>p§‘*“*<”—u<i>> (T—t)) (@6 71 (069)?

Therefore, by symmetry property of the normal distribution, we get

Qe | 5@ [K,400) S(@')y
t ¢ y=gt (W)
[ 1 n ii n i7) ouu,(g i
g(51 /) + (5 s (0092 = Sy o) 40 ) (7 =

2
V@ =5 (0D

_ e(f 2?21 g(ij)pa,uy(juu(i))(T,t)q)

(5.97)
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In the application of the theory just described, we can assume that the retail investors are interested
in 2 stocks out of a set of 3 correlated stocks. In other words, for each «-stereotyped agent V, =
R2 x {0}. This hypothesis makes sense since small investors cannot keep track and trade many stocks
at the same time. In addition to that, and since we want to forecast prices within short periods of
time, we also assume that the processes u; in U, are deterministic. The idea behind this assumption
is based on how the stock option models are applied in the financial markets: the random variables
of a model such as interest rates, volatility, etc., are upgraded every day and considered as constant
inputs in the model to price the option.

We can go a little bit further to write 5.97 into a easier formula. Following the hypotheses men-
tioned before, and using the definition of U, we get

Uy = {(0®) Hz) : z € {0} x {0} x R}
0
= () |{o]:zeR (5.98)

Now, using the definition p®" = p* + u, the function fja ;(2*", u) can be restated as follows
for (%%, 1)

1 (oRT} - a,u (7 a\ (i ( S(Z) S(Z)
= 5P = 3o (0 DS Eguea | i Lo | ¥
T =1 S S y=g:(W"")
2

)

j=1
1 0 i
- pa + (O_a) 1 0
270 .
- (O-apa)(l)s(l) exp - (Ua)(lj)p(L(j) + N(Z) (T - t) o (1/}(0-0{7 u, ta T7 St(l)7 K7 Oé)) )
j=1
(5.99)
where
1 g ol .
log(y/k) + (2 Z?Zl(g(w))2 -y, o) ) 4 M(Z)> (T — t)
Y(o,u,t, T,y, K, a) = (5.100)

V@ =) (o)
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Therefore,

0 2 0 2
@ =arg sup fpe(z,u) =arg  sup  —|[p*+ (07| 0]|| =arg inf fp*+ ()M O] -
ueVi (0,0,2) T €R3 . (0,0,2) T €R3 s
5.1

(5.101)

# Estimation hat u
list_hat_u <- 1list ()
list_optimization_u <- list() # list of the arg and target value of the opt process of u
values <- c()
for (j in c(0:(length(MSFT_Close)-start_date_time_s_analysis))){
values <- c()
target_func_opt_u <- function(z){
a <- list_rho[[j+1]] + (ginv(list_sigmal[[j+111)%*%c(0,0,2))
return (product (a))
}
values <- c(optimize(target_func_opt_u, c(-10000,10000) )$minimum,
optimize (target _func_opt_u, c(-10000,10000) )$objective)
names (values) <- c("value min", "value function")
list_optimization_ul[[j+1]] <- values
list_hat_ul[j+1]] <- c(0,0,as.numeric(values[1]))

5.2.6 Estimation of the price under a small agent perspective

In this part we will generate a more practical formula to compute the price of call options for any
a—stereotyped agent. First, we use the formula for small agents developed in Proposition 3.14 together
with the equation 5.97. Next, we use the estimation of u as in 5.101. Finally, we connect these results
to create the equation we will need to price call options using R code.

We start by explaining what is the role of w in 5.101 in the process of pricing p®(vg, C'). As we
observed earlier, the formula of the price of a derivative C from a a—stereotyped agent perspective is
given by the formula

pa<vo,c>=BaT( sup {Bolc] = @ P | - sy {—lh@p“ﬂpa)}). (5.102

QP U~ Pa QP U~ P «

By the use of the comparison theorem for BSDEs (see for instance El Karoui and Rouge, 2000,
Theorem B.2.), and the fact that every expected value Egye..[X], can be written in the form

aQr v
Epa | X .10
P { dpe } (5.103)
the maximization problem
1 o
sup {EQpa,u[C'] — —h(Q* ’“|Pa)} (5.104)
Qr®umpe Yo
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is equivalent to the maximization of the driver fyo 1(2¢, us) = —1/27a 0" |2 — (p;"")* 2 of the dynamics
—tha’C’u = foet (27" ug)dt — (2"")*dW, of the process

1
voo — Eqpeu [C - / (2 Hth‘ ft} (5.105)

with initial value satisfying

a u ]‘
Vgt = Bgpe[C] — 7h( ). (5.106)

Therefore using the expression 5.97, the definition of % as in 5.101, and the fact that the estimators
of all the parameters of the models are constants, we get

1 (e 1 o
sup {EQpa,u[C] - —h(Q" ’”!PO‘)} = Egeea[C] = —h(Q” " |P)
QP U~ po Ve Vo

(5.107)
~ Bgrs | (S - K) | - gl
We will rewrite the formula
Ege s [(553’ - K) J (5.108)

into a better equation to compute in practice. We have that

Egoe s [(553') - K) J

_ EQpa,a |:<610g(y)ez;l:l(aa)(ij)wqcf,u,(j)+( Z;‘:l((aa)(ij))2/2723}:1(gﬂ)(ij)p?,u,(]')+u(i)>T _ K) ] (5.109)
+

= Egpoa {(ef(y)” - K) J

where

y=55"

f(y) = log(y Z D2 =Y 0 D D | T
a=t (5.110)

Then, using the basic rules of normal distributions and substitution in the integral, we get that

Egoi [(ef WX K) J

y=5."
— 1 /OO (ef(séi]'))+x o K) 6712/2T Z;L:I((Ua)(ij>)2dx
2T T (o) @)2 g5ty
1 /OO ef(s(()z))—‘,—xe—zZ/QT Z?ZI((O_Q)(ij))de B K@ f(SéZ)) _ log(K)
\/27rTZ ((0@)(@))2 log(K)—f(S57) \/T 22}21(((;&)@))2
(5.111)
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If we use the notation

n
v = \l TZ((ga)(ij)){ (5.112)
we have that formula 5.111 can be written as
@ +] gt

@Y oo i
_ S0 ey 1(83)) - 1og< )
V2102 Jiog(K)— (s \/TZ o) (i5))2

o 0 (5.113)
_ ef(So )ev /2 o0 e_(m_v2)2/2v2d$ _K® f(SO ) — log(K)
2102 Jog(r)— £(S) \/T S ((00) )2

_ ) 22 (f(Sé“)—log(K>+v)_K@ <f(5(’)) log(K >>'
v v

Therefore,

sup {EQpa,u [C] — f:h(QPO‘,u‘Pa)}

QrYu~n P

( 1 o,
= Egea |:(S§“) - K)J - EHP (s

oS85 T (02) )2 /2, ( £(s8) —log(ff) +JT§:((UQ)(M))2) CK® ( £(s8) —log(ff)
2 DY GO
1 o,
- ﬂllﬂ I
(5.114)

where in this case

F(S87) = log(S5) + ( i(( @)(iD)2 ) - i( @) @) o)y u@) T (5.115)

Jj=1 Jj=1

Now, we have to solve

1 o 1 1T
QP* i~ P Yo Qr* v~ po v 2 Jo

0
p* 4 ()7t (0)

Since
2

1 «
s {- @ e = s L= s - (5.117)

QP U~ po Yo uelly 2 (0,0,2) T €R3
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the solution to the previous maximization problem is the same as @ in 5.101. Therefore, the estimation
of price of the derivative C, with underlying S with i = 1,2, from an a—stereotyped agent perspective
is given by

p*(vo, C)/Byr

1 . 1 Ol o
:( sup {EQ[O]—M@MP >}— sup {—h(@ﬂvrP >}>
QP U~ Pa Vo QP U~ P Ve

oS85 (T (62) )2 /2, F(S87) — log(K) n Ti((aa)(zj))? Ko (S8 — log (k)
\/Tijl (o) (@))2 = \/ng}zl((aa)(ij))2

1 o, |2 1 (|2
- p ’ T _l_ _ p s T
3o PT 4

(S( )) Tzn (o a)(ij))2/2¢) f(S(l)) log(K) I TZ((O'O‘)(Z]))Q _K® f(S((]l)) — log(K)

VI Zia (e N\ = VI () )2
(5.118)

where

n

786 =108+ = (e 2= S0 10 | 7 g

From this estimation method of the prices of small agents, we can conclude that the prices seem to
not be affected by the level of risk aversion. These findings do not offer a contradiction, but they agree
to some extent with economists such as Eugene Fama. The following is the code to compute the price
of the big agent.

# price of small agents

t_forecast <- length(MSFT_Close)-start_date_time_s_analysis -2
length(t_bill_lyear_daily) - start_date_bond_analysis -2
vector_of _strikes <- c(strike_msft, strike_orcl, strike_goog)
list_prices_small_agents <- list ()

vector_prices_small_agents <- c()

j <= 0

p_small_agent <- function(s_O,sigma_agent, rho_agent,t, K, mu){
cl <- dot_product(sigma_agent, sigma_agent)
c2 <- dot_product(sigma_agent, rho_agent)
f <- log(s_0) + ((-c1/2) - (c2) + mu)*(t/365)
first_term <- exp(f)*exp((t/365)*c1*0.5)*pnorm( ((f - log(K))/sqrt((t/365)*cl)) +
sqrt ((t/365)*c1))
second_term <- K*pnorm(((f - log(K))/sqrt((t/365)*c1)))
price_formula <- (first_term - second_term)*as.numeric(list_estimation_bond[[i+1]])
return(price_formula)

}

for (stock in list_of_stocks){
j <-3j+1
for (i in c(0: ( length(t_bill_1lyear_daily) - start_date_bond_analysis))){
t_maturity <-
as.numeric (difftime (maturity_1t_bill,
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index(t_bill_lyear_daily[i + start_date_bond_analysis]), units = "days"))
if (i > t_forecast){
vector_prices_small_agents <-
c(vector_prices_small_agents,
p_small_agent (as.numeric (stock_step_ahead[[j]l][i - t_forecast]),
list_sigmal[[1+ t_forecast]][j,], list_rho[[1+ i]l], t_maturity,
vector_of _strikes[j], list_mul[[1+ i11[jI1) )

}
elseq{
vector_prices_small_agents <- c(vector_prices_small_agents,
p_small_agent (as.numeric(stock[start_date_bond_analysis + i]),
list_sigmal[[1+i]][j,], list_rho[[1+i]], t_maturity,
vector_of _strikes[j], list_mul[1+il]1[j]1) )
}

}
list_prices_small_agents[[j]] <- vector_prices_small_agents
vector_prices_small_agents <- c()

}

#Mixture Diffusion Pricing
sigma_up <- 0.005
sigma_down <- -0.005
drift_up <- 0.005
drift_down <- -0.005
vector _macro_factors <- ¢(1,0.5,0.7,0.9,0.2,0.55,0.75,1)
risk_f_rate_factors <- c(drift_up, drift_down, drift_down, drift_down,
drift_up, drift_down, drift_down, drift_down)*
vector_macro_factors
sigma_factors <- c(sigma_down, sigma_up, sigma_up, sigma_up,
sigma_down, sigma_up, sigma_up, sigma_up)x*
vector_macro_factors

vector_of_strikes <- c(strike_msft, strike_orcl, strike_goog)
list_prices_big_agent <- list ()
vector_prices_big_agent <- c()
j <=0
p_big_agent <- function(s_0O,sigma_agent,t, K, r){
cl <- dot_product(sigma_agent, sigma_agent)
f <- log(s_0) + ((-c1/2) + (r/100))*(t/365)
first_term <- exp(-(r/100)*(t/365))*exp(f)*exp((t/365)*c1*0.5)x*
pnorm( ((f - log(K))/sqrt((t/365)*c1l)) + sqrt((t/365)*cl))
second_term <- exp(-(r/100)*(t/365))*K*pnorm(((f - log(K))/sqrt((t/365)*c1)))
price_formula <- first_term - second_term
return(price_formula)
}
for (stock in list_of_stocks){
j <- 3+ 1
for (i in c(0: ( length(t_bill_lyear_daily) - start_date_bond_analysis))){
t_maturity <- as.numeric(difftime (maturity_1t_bill,
index (t_bill_lyear_daily[i + start_date_bond_analysis]), units = "days"))
if (i > t_forecast){
mix_price <- 0
for (k in c(l:size_q_distribution)){
mix_price <- mix_price + (posteriori_distribution[k]=*
p_big_agent (as.numeric (stock_step_ahead[[j]l]1[i - t_forecast]),
list_sigmal[[1+ i]][j,]1*(1 + sigma_factors[k]), t_maturity,
vector_of _strikes[j],
as.numeric(t_bill_lyear_daily[start_date_bond_analysis + t_forecast])x*
(1 + risk_f_rate_factorsl[k])))
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vector _prices_big_agent <- c(vector_prices_big_agent ,mix_price )

}
else {

mix_price <- 0

for (k in c(l:size_q_distribution)){

mix_price <- mix_price + (posteriori_distribution[k]*
p_big_agent (as.numeric(stock[start_date_bond_analysis + il),
list_sigma[[1+i]]1[j,]1*(1 + sigma_factorsl[k]), t_maturity,
vector_of _strikes[j],
as.numeric(t_bill_1lyear _daily[start_date_bond_analysis + i])*
(1+risk_f_rate_factorsl[k]) ))

}

vector_prices_big_agent <- c(vector_prices_big_agent, mix_price)
}

}
list_prices_big_agent[[j]] <- vector_prices_big_agent
vector_prices_big_agent <- c()

}

5.2.7 Coeflicients of market participation of small and big agents

In this part, we will use the previous information of the prices of the agents in the market to build
the market price. We recall that we will price an MSFT call option using the information of three
derivatives in the market

Characteristic Ca;};;ggon Calolf({)gtﬁon Czalcl;o()ggon

Issue date 2019-08-01 | 2019-08-01 | 2019-08-01

Maturity date | 2019-10-18 | 2019-10-18 | 2019-10-18
Strike 140 99 1200

Table 7: Stock options under analysis.

For this purpose, we will use the idea mentioned at the beginning of this work. In other words, we will
compute the OLS coefficient to known what is the impact of the the prices that propose each agent on
the market price. After fitting the OLS model, we will make time series analysis on the OLS errors.
Finally, we will add the values of the OLS model and the estimation of the error to get an estimation
of the market price of the call options of MSFT.

The following is the code for the call option prices of MSFT, ORCL, and GOOG.

# get number of the column of bids of call options
# for list of quotes of MSFT
number_column_bid_1545_msft <-

which(colnames (at_common_maturity_msft[[1]]) ==
# for list of quotes of ORCL
number _column_bid_1545_orcl <-

which(colnames (at_common_maturity_orcl[[1]])
# for list of quotes of GOOG
number_column_bid_1545_goog <-

which(colnames (at_common_maturity_goog[[1]]) ==

"bid_1545")

"bid_1545")

"bid_1545")
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# get number of the column of asks of call options
# for list of quotes of MSFT
number _column_ask_1545_msft <-
which(colnames (at_common_maturity_msft[[1]]) == "ask_1545")
# for list of quotes of ORCL
number_column_ask_1545_orcl <-

which(colnames (at_common_maturity_orcl[[1]]) == "ask_1545")
# for list of quotes of GOOG
number_column_ask_1545_goog <-

which(colnames (at_common_maturity_goog[[1]]) == "ask_1545")

# take the bid prices of of the list of quotes
#for MSFT
bid_1545_msft <-
lapply(at_common_maturity_msft," [[",number_column_bid_1545_msft)
#for ORCL
bid_1545_orcl <-
lapply(at_common_maturity_orcl,"[[",number_column_bid_1545_orcl)
#for GOOG
bid_1545_goog <-
lapply(at_common_maturity_goog," [[",number_column_bid_1545_goog)

# take the ask prices of of the list of quotes
#for MSFT
ask_1545_msft <-
lapply(at_common_maturity_msft," [[",number_column_ask_1545_msft)
#for ORCL
ask_1545_orcl <-
lapply(at_common_maturity_orcl,"[[",number_column_ask_1545_orcl)
#for GOOG
ask_1545_goog <-
lapply(at_common_maturity_goog," [[",number_column_ask_1545_goog)

# get list of bid prices and convert them into a vector
# for MSFT

bid_1545_msft <- unlist(bid_1545_msft, use.name=FALSE)
# for ORCL

bid_1545_orcl <- unlist(bid_1545_orcl, use.name=FALSE)
# for GOOG

bid_1545_goog <- unlist(bid_1545_goog, use.name=FALSE)

# get list of ask prices and convert them into a vector
# for MSFT

ask_1545_msft <- unlist(ask_1545_msft, use.name=FALSE)
# for ORCL

ask_1545_orcl <- unlist(ask_1545_orcl, use.name=FALSE)
# for GOOG

ask_1545_goog <- unlist (ask_1545_goog, use.name=FALSE)

# market prices

# for MSFT

market_call_option_price_msft <- (bid_1545_msft + ask_1545_msft)/2
# for ORCL

market_call_option_price_orcl <- (bid_1545_orcl + ask_1545_orcl)/2
# for GOOG

market_call_option_price_goog <- (bid_1545_goog + ask_1545_goog)/2
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With this block of code we can compute the OLS coeffcients without intercept as follows

# OLS errors for the P = /betaxprices + error model
list_error_ols <- 1list()
length (MSFT_Close) - start_date_time_s_analysis

length_msft_op_price <- length(market_call_option_price_msft)

ols_msft <- lm(formula = market_call_option_price_msft[1:(length_msft_op_price -2)] ~
list_prices_big_agent[[1]][1:(length_msft_op_price - 2)] +
list_prices_small_agents[[1]][1:(length_msft_op_price - 2)] + 0)

for (i in c(0: (length(MSFT_Close) - start_date_time_s_analysis -2 ) ) A
list_error_ols[[i+1]] <- market_call_option_price_msft[i+1] -
as.vector(ols_msft$coefficients) ¥%x% c(list_prices_big_agent[[1]][i+1],
list_prices_small_agents[[1]][i+1])

Console  Terminal |

> ols_msft$coefficients &
Tist_prices_big_agent[[1]]1[1: (Tength_msft_op_price - 2)]
0.742560648
Tist_prices_small_agents[[1]]1[1: (Tength_msft_op_price - 2)]
0.007769101

>

Figure 12: OLS coeflicients.

There are some remarks that have to be pointed out about the OLS estimation. Since the data we
are using in this work is not big enough, we are assuming Y, constant for every t. Moreover, this part
is not intended to analyze the impact that trading volume has on the price of financial instruments.
Instead, the idea is to give an estimation of the impact that each one of the agents has on the prices
based on the amount of information they have. In other words, the more information an agent has,
the more accurate its price estimation will be, and therefore, the more supply and demand will be
around that price level. This idea is captured by the model since ||Y;|| < 1, and most of the weight of
Y, belongs to the big agent.

5.2.8 Time series analysis of the errors

In this part, we analyze the errors in the model. In the following picture we notice that the series is
not stationary. Therefore, we apply the difference operator once to check if the property holds.
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Error OLS

0.2

0.0 .
variable

=o= Error OLS

Aug 01 Aug 15 Sep 01 Sep 15
Dates

Diff Error OLS: O¢
0.6

0.4

0.2 variable

=o= Diff Error OLS
0.0

Aug 01 Aug 15 Sep 01 Sep 15
Dates

Augmented Dickey-Fuller Test

data: diff({cleaned_error_ols)
Dickey-Fuller = -6.46, Lag order = 3, p-value = 0.01
alternative hypothesis: stationary

As it was showed in the image above, the first differentiation shows signs stationarity characteristic.
We make the Augmented Dickey-Fuller test. Since the p-value is less than 0.05, the data does not
have a unit root and is stationary?*. Now, we make ACF and PACF analysis on the transformed data.

248ource code in Appendix F
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The functions show patterns of a possible ARIMA(1,1,1) model as it was explained for the implied
volatility case. We will use the model ARIMA(1,1,1) for the errors that come from OLS in this
example.

5.2.9 Calibration and forecasting

In the following example, we will assume that big and small investors want to invest in an MSFT call
option issued at 2019-08-01 with maturity date at 2019-10-18, and strike 140.

Calibration and forecasting

variable

=o= ARIMA(1,1,1) with intercept
MSFT Call market prices

== OLS

Aug 01 Aug 15 Sep 01 Sep 15 Oct 01

In the previous chart, the blue line shows the price of the micro market; PM = Y;P; 4+ &; as in 1.4
and 1.5 where the prices of each agent are given by the formulas 5.50, 5.118; and the error follows
an ARIMA(1,1,1). The other two lines correspond to the market price of the MSFT call option, and
the OLS model. The values that come after the vertical black line are the forecasts 1 and 2 steps
ahead. The lack of accuracy of the prediction is due to the SDE model and the Euler-Maruyama
discretization method used to estimate the prices of the stocks, and the sensitivity of the OLS term
to small changes in prices.

For the purpose of comparability, we show that the model proposed in this work is slightly more
accurate than the OLS. However, we need to give a more accurate measure of this idea. We will use
the root mean square deviation (RMSD) for this purpose.
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Console  Terminal =0

> # Compute the euclidean measure to know the accuracy

> sqrt(product(market_call_option_price_msft- estimation_price_ols))/
+ sqrt(length(estimation_price_ols))

[1] 0.4073394

> sqrt(product(market_call_option_price_msft - estimation_price_with_arima_intercept))/
+ sqrt(length(estimation_price_with_arima_intercept))
[1] 0.394128

5.2.10 Conclusions

The pricing method that we propose uses the pricing methods by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000), and
(Brigo, 2002) to compute the price of the micro-market where there are several risky assets, small
agents, and one big agent. We extend the results by (Brigo, 2002) to a multiprice model, and create
a method for computing the prices of derivatives based on macroeconomic information of the stocks.
In this process, we also develop what we call wvolatility components, the parts of the volatility that
depends on other stocks that are correlated with the underlying. This result lets analysts have an idea
of where the volatility comes from, and a better understanding of systematic risk. With this model
we capture to some extent how a big firm invest in stock options: technical analysis, fundamental
analysis, and economics. For the small agents we create algorithms to give an estimation of the price
proposed by (El Karoui and Rouge, 2000). We conclude that under this new method the price of
small agents has a similar structure to the Black-Scholes-Merton model, and under this estimation
method the price of small investors does not depend on the level of risk aversion when the relations
of preference are assumed to be given by the negative exponential utility function. The results of
this estimation coincide to some extent with the point of view of some economists such as FKugene
Fama. We use these prices in a linear regression model PtM = Y;Pt + & to determine the price of
this micro-market. The estimation of the OLS coefficients, without the use of any restriction, coincide
with the intuition, ||Y¢|| < 1, where most of the weight of this coefficient pertains to the big agent.
This conclusion coincides with the purpose of this part of the work that is to give an estimation of the
impact that each one of the agents has on the prices based on the amount of information they have.
In other words, the more information an agent has, the more accurate its price estimation will be, and
therefore, the more supply and demand will be around that price level. The errors were studied using
the difference operator once, and PACF, ACF. We conclude that it follows an ARIMA(1,1,1) pattern.
The model proposed in this work outperforms other standard models such as the OLS. However, the
forecasting capabilities of this model are not as good as expected. The supplementary material of this
work contains the code of each one of the algorithms, and supporting evidence of the macroeconomic
hypotheses and the magnitudes we used in this study.

Appendix A

Throughout this part, all the processes considered are defined on a filtered probability space (2, F, (F)t>0, Q)
where (F;)¢>0 satisfies the usual conditions(see Karatzas and Shreve, 2014). The following results have
been derived from (Meyer, 2000, Section 1.9 and I11.4) and (Shreve, 2004, Chapter 4).

Proposition A.1. If M is a (F;, Q)-continuous local martingale with Mg € L? and (M)r € L', then
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M is a L?-martingale in [0, T).

Proof. Let (T;,) be a sequence of increasing stopping times that simultaneously reduces M? — (M)
and M. Since MZ — (M)o = Mg is integrable, we get ME/\TH — (M )nT, is a (Ft, @Q)-martingale (for
example see Meyer, 2000, Section 1.8). Thus, E[MZ, , | < E[Mg]+ E[(M)7] < co for each n € N and
as result (Mya7, )nen is uniformly integrable.

1
Since Mn, 2% s M, and (MinT, Jnen is uniformly integrable, we have Miap, L, M; and
n—o0 n—o0
therefore
Mg = lim Mgnp, = lim E[Mar, | Fs| = E[M|Fs]
n—oo n—oo
forall0<s<t<T O

Proposition A.2. Let M be a (F, Q)-continuous local martingale. If Elsup,,|M;|] < oo for each
t > 0, then M is martingale.

Proof. Since M satisfies E[sup,<, |[M;|] < oo for each t > 0, we have for each sequence of stopping
times (7)) that reduces M,

Miag, —22 M, and Miag,, < sup | M|
n— o0 1<t

for each m € N. Therefore, Mys, L—1> M, and hence Mg = limy, o0 Mop, = limy 00 E[Myap, | Fs] =
n—o0o
E[M,|Fs] for each 0 < s <t. O

Proposition A.3. Let W = (W})i>0 be a (Ft, Q)-Brownian motion and v a well-behaving, real valued
function. If M; = f(f v(s)dWs, then My ~ N <0, fg '1)2(8)d8> for each t > 0.

Proof. We define the Doleans exponential of a process X as

£,(X) i= exp {Xt _ ;<X>t}.

Let us now set M; := f(f v(s)dW and Yy := &(2M). We know from basic results for L? _ processes
(see Revuz and Yor, 1999, Section IV.2) and It6’s lemma that Y and £2(M) are local martingale and
semimartingale respectively. Therefore, we can get an increasing sequence of stopping times (7},) that
reduces Y. Now, by the equality £2(M) = Y;exp((M),), we get EZp (M) = Yiar, exp((M)inz,) <

Yinr, exp((M)e) and .y, (M) < Y27 exp(2(M)1).

Since (fo v(8)dWy) = fg v%(s)ds < 0o, we get, by using L?-Doob’s maximal inequality, that

E | sup gglATn (M)

s€0,t]

<F

sup Y.z, exp(2(M))
s€[0,t]

< A4E[Yinr,] exp(2(M)¢)
= 4FE Y] exp(2(M))
=4exp(2(M);) < oo.
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Because sup ¢ EfATn(M) T Sup,sefog EX(M) as n — 0o, we obtain

E

sup 5§(M)] < 4dexp(2(M);) < oo,
s€0,t]

and therefore E [SUPse[o,t] SS(M)} < oo for each ¢t > 0. By Proposition A.2, we conclude £(M) is
martingale, and then E[&(M)] =1 for all ¢ > 0.

By similar arguments to Proposition A.1 and A.2, we get M is a martingale that, by [t0’s isometry,
has mean 0 and variance f(f v?(s)ds for each t > 0. From these results we conclude

E [exp {)\Mt — A;/Ot u2(s)ds}] =1,

for all X\, and therefore M, has the same moment-generating function of a normal random variable
with mean 0 and variance fg v2(s)ds. O

Appendix B

Let (Q,Fr,(Ft), P) be a filtered probability space where (F)icpo,r) satisfies the usual conditions,
and consider the dynamics of the well-behaving, strictly positive risky and riskless assets respectively
(St)ieo.r) and (Bt)iejo,r) on (€2, Fr, (Ft), P) being given by

dSt = ’}/(t)Stdt + U(t)Stth, dBt = T‘(t)Btdt,

where W' = (Wy)icpo,1) is a (F¢, P)-Brownian motion. If we set S; = S;/ By, then, by applying Itd’s
lemma to the function f(z,y) = zy evaluated on the vector semimartingale (S;, e~ Jo "(5)ds) we get

t

Sy = —r(t)e” oG qt o= Jo T8, = (y(t) — r(t))Sydt + Spv(t)dW. (B.1)

Now, we will find the risk-neutral measure by using Girsanov’s theorem. Let us then set

dQ|F { /t 1/t 2 }
D; = t=exps— [ MNs8)dWs— = | N(s)dsy,
' dP|y, P 0 =) 2 Jo (=)

where A(s) = 7(8)(_)1"(8) and L; = — fg A(s)dWs. Since Dy satisfies D, = 1 + fot DidLg, we get that
v(s

D is continuous local martingale. Moreover, by reasoning showed in the proof Proposition A.3, we get
E[(L)7] < 0o, where Dy = Ep(L), and hence D is a martingale in [0, T]. Now, by Girsanov’s theorem
we have that

Wt:Wt—(WL>t:Wt+/ths
0 v(s

is a (Ft, @Q)-Brownian motion. Then we get by B.1:
- B 5 B B t B 1 t
dSt = Stl)(t)th, St = SO exp {/ ’U(S)dWS — 2/ vz(s)ds} s
0 0
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and therefore S is a (F;, Q)-martingale in [0,7] (see proof of Proposition A.3). Finally, if S satisfies
dS; = Syy(t)dt+v(t)S;dW; under the measure P, we get S also satisfies the dS; = Syr(t)dt+v(t)S;dW;
under the measure (), and the reverse is also true. Moreover the arbitrage-free price does not depend
on « for the case of European options (see for instance Elliott and Kopp, 2006, Section 7.5). This
shows that dynamics of our risky asset (St)icpo,7) under the risk-neutral measure ) can be assumed
to be of the form 2.3 with numéraire (By);c(o,) satisfying dynamics of the type dB; = r(t) Bydt.

Appendix C

Proposition C.1. Let (2, F) a measurable space endowed with two probability measures P and Q
such that @ < P. Then for any sub o-algebra G and non-negative random variable X on (Q, F) we
get

waoms 1] - [3255]

Proof. By definition of conditional expectation, it is enough to prove

/EQX\QEP[Z?) }dP:/AEp [Xflg’g] dP,

for each A € G . By using Radon-Nikodym’s theorem and basic conditional expectation properties,
we get

/AEP[ Mdp /XdQ / X Eo[X|G]dP = /EP[ZgEQ[Xyg]H

_ /AEQ[Xyg]Ep [zg’g} dP

which ends the proof. ]

Appendix D

Throughout this part all information will be taken from (Jaynes et al., 2003). As it was mention at
the beginning of this work, we are facing the problem of assigning a specific probability distribution
to the macroeconomic model. Assigning probabilities under the standard point of view of statisticians
and mathematicians makes use of the principle of indifference. This process can be done if we can
break the phenomenon that we want to analyze into mutually exclusive, exhaustive possibilities where
no one of them is preferred more than another. However, in many cases such as risk analysis, pricing
derivatives, etc., researchers have initial information that does not change the set of possibilities, but
gives reasons for preferring one possibility to another, and the question is what can they do in this
case?
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The traditional methods deviates from this problem by ignoring fixed information for fixed pa-
rameters and maintaining the idea that sampling probabilities are known frequencies. So far many
researchers have never seen a real problem in which they have prior information about sampling fre-
quencies. Statisticians, and mathematics often starts sampling probabilities by assigning them from
standard mathematical models such as binomial distributions, etc. If we want to be above such false
ideas, we have to give more principles for assigning initial probabilities by logical analysis of the prior
information.

We have defined so far two different problems: estimating a frequency distribution, and assigning
a probability distribution. However, these two problems are almost identical. As a researchers we
want to take into account all of the information we have, and we don’t want conclude things that are
not warranted by the evidence we have. We know that a uniform probability represents an impartial
state of mind, that is, it no favors one over any other possibility. When a researcher has information
about average values of an specific phenomenon, she has reasons for preferring some possibilities over
others, but she would like to assign a probability distribution as uniform as possible and agreeing with
the available information.

The previous problem can be written into a mathematical problem where we first need to find a
measure that quantifies how uniform a distribution is, and then we will need to maximize this function
subjected to some specific restrictions based on our prior information. In other words, our problem will
be a variational problem where we have to maximize this new measure over probability distributions
subjected to some restrictions that reflect our initial information and the properties these distributions
must obey. It is clear that this new measure will quantify the level uncertainty that we have about
the phenomenon in question via a probability distribution.

The following approach that can be found in (Jaynes et al., 2003) is the most cited work of
Shannon’s information theory (Shannon, 1948), and this shows what are the characteristic that this
measure of uncertainty in probability distributions needs to satisfy.

The characteristic of this measure must obey the following assumptions

1. For each n, there exist a numerical measure Hy(Ag...., /\n) on P, that quantifies the ”amount of
uncertainty” expressed by the probability distribution A = (A1, ..., Ap).

2. H, has to be a continuous function. If this were not true, we would assume that small changes
in the probability distribution would generate big changes in the amount of the uncertainty.

3. This function has to quantify the idea: the more possibilities considered, the more uncertainty
the researcher faces. This concept can be represented in the scenario where the \; are all equal,
and the function

hn) = H, <1, 1) (D.1)

n n

is increasing with respect to n.

4. We require that the measure H,, be consistent, i.e., if there is more than one way of expressing
this value, we must have the same answer for each alternative expression.

Additional to the previous assumption we need to consider another important characteristic of this
function that will allow us to find an algebraic expression for H,. Suppose that you have a distribution
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A = (A1, q), but now you know that the second alternative can be split into two new alternatives each
one with probabilities Ao and A3 respectively, that is Ao + A3 = ¢., then our amount of uncertainty
Hy (A1, q) should satisfy the following equation

Hz(M, A2, A3) = Ha(A1,q) + qH> <):]2 + );3) : (D.2)
That is, the amount of uncertainty that represent (A1, A2, A3) can be split as the sum of two expressions.
The first part expresses the uncertainty when we remove the possibility that the second event can be
decomposed as two mutually exclusive events with probabilities Ao and A3 respectively. The second
term expresses the fact that with probability ¢ the researchers encounters the additional uncertainty
that the events 2 and 3 happens.

For the sake of simplicity, we will drop the index n on H, because the full proof of shannon make
use of different indeces.

As it is explained in (Jaynes et al., 2003), we can find a most general form for D.2. Suppose
that we start with n propositions (Aj, ..., A,)and to each one we assign the probabilities (g, ..., Ap).
Suppose that for some reasons we want to group them to form different large groups, we might group
the first k; of them as proposition A; + --- + Ay, and we assign probability v = Ay + -+ + Ag,; then
the next ks propositions are grouped into Ay, 41 + -+ + Ak, +k, to which we assign the probability
V2 = Ap4+1 + -+ Mgy +ky» €6C

Now we assign the conditional probabilities A1/vi, ..., Ak, /v1 to the propositions A, ..., Ak, given
the composite proposition A; + --- + Ag,. The additional uncertainty with probability vq, is then
Hi(A1/v1, ...y Adg/v1). We use the same reasoning for the propositions Ay, 11 + -+ + Ak, 4k, €tc. By
the consistency hypothesis mentioned before the state of uncertainty of (A1,...,A,) yield the same
uncertainty to the case where the choices were broken down. Therefore, we get

A A A A
H(\, s dn) = H(v, ..y vp) + 01 H (1,_._”“) +-~~+ng( kitl k1+k2> +... (D.3)
1 U1 V2 V2

that is the general form of D.2.
Since H,, is continuous, it will be enough to determine its formula for all rational number of the

form
g

A= e
' 22:1”3'

So using D.1 and D.3 we get

WD ni | =HO 0 d) + > Ajh(ny). (D.4)
j=1 j=1

Now letting n; = m for all ¢ = 1, ..., n the previous formula becomes
h(mn) = h(m) + h(n). (D.5)

Because m and n are integer we cannot immediately conclude that the solution to D.5 is kIn(-) where
k is a specific constant satisfying initial conditions. Fortunately, this problem can be solved using a
standard procedure. By induction we can extend D.5 to

h(my---myg) = h(mq) +--- + h(my) (D.6)
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and if the factors are the same, we get

h(n¥) = kh(n). (D.7)

Now let t and s be two integers greater than or equal to 2. We can then find for any large m an

integer n such that

In(s) n+1

< < , or <M<t (D.8)

Since h is increasing, h(t") < h(s™) < h(s"*1); and by D.7 this is equivalent to

nh(t) < mh(s) < (n+ 1)h(t), (D.9)
and can be rewritten as h(s) )
n S n +
—< < ) D.1
m — h(t) = m (D.10)
Taking the difference between D.8 and D.10, we obtain
h(s) In(s) 1
— < = D.11
)h(t) In(t)| — m ( )
that is equivalent to
s) MO _ (D.12)
In(s) In(?)
where h)
€= mn(s) (D.13)

is arbitrarily small. Thus h(t)/In(¢) must be constant. In other words, h(t) has to be of the form
kln(t) where k is constant and depend on the logarithm bases. We can leave the base arbitrary for a
moment and just write h(t) as h(t) = In(t).

Since H is continuous, from D.4 we get that H can be expressed in terms of A and even more

=1

Appendix E

In this part of the appendix, we will explain how to come up with the accounting equations for
revenue, net income, current liabilities, assets, equity, and current assets used in the implementation
of the model in this work.

We start making some assumptions that are commonly used in financial forecasting
Revenue; i1 ~ (1 + rpey)Revenuey, (E.1)

COGSt1 =~ rcoasRevenuey 1, (E.2)

134



Inventory(Days)
365

Inventory, ,; ~ < ) COGS¢41, (E.3)

Days of sales outstandin,
Accounts Receivable; 1 ~ < Y &

365
(Number of days payable

) Revenue;y1, (E.4)

Accounts Payable, | ~

365 > COGS¢41,

Marketable Securities; 11 ~ Marketable Securities; + AMarketable Securities;,

(E.5)
(E.6)
Net Increase(Cash), ; ~ Net Increase(Cash), + ANet Increase(Cash),, (E.7)
Retained Earnings,;,; ~ Retained Earnings; + ARetained Earnings;, (E.8)
(E.9)

T&X68t+1 ~ TtaxEBTt—l—l

where 1.y is the growth rate of revenue, rcoas is the percentage of COGS to revenue, and ri,x is the
tax rate on revenue. In addition to the formulas mentioned above, we include other assumptions based
on practical purposes and the comparatively small changes on the accounts equity capital, PPE, and
debt in short periods of time.

PPE;;; =~ PPE; and Equity Capital,  ; =~ Equity Capital,. (E.10)

From these assumptions, we get the following equations for forecasting. For inventories, we get

Inventory(Days)
365

_ { Inventory(Days)
< 365

N (Inventory Days) )

Inventory, ,; ~ < > COGSi41

rcogsRevenuey ;1

(E.11)

365 rcoas (1 + rrev) Revenue,

N (Inventory Days)

365 (1 + 7rev) COGS;

~ (1 + ryev)Inventory,.

For accounts receivable

Days of sales outstanding
365

__ ( Days of sales oustanding

- ( 365

~ (1 + ryev)Accounts Receivable;.

Accounts Receivable; 1 =~ < > Revenue; 1

(E.12)

) (1 + 7rrev)Revenue,
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For accounts payable

Number of days payable

Accounts Payable, ;| ~ ( ) COGS¢4+1
(Number of days payable)
rcogsRevenue;
Numb f d bl
( umber o ays paya e) reoas(1 + reer) Reventiey (E.13)
Numb f d bl
( umber o ays paya e) (14 reoy) COGS,
~ (14 rrev)Accounts Payable,.
For net income, we assume it is of the form
Net Incomey; 1 ~ EBTy;1 — Taxes;t1. (E.14)
Using the formula for taxes E.9, we get
Net Incomeyy; ~ EBTy 1 — Taxes;41
~ EBT;11 — riaxEBT
t+1 — Tta t+1 (B.15)

~ (1 — TtaX)EBTt+1
~ (1 — ryax)[Gross Profit;1; — Total Expenses; ]

Now, we have to rewrite Net Income;; as a function of the its past observation plus other variables
that are sensible to macroeconomic events. This can be done by the formulas

Gross Profity11 =~ Revenue; 11 — COGSyy1

~ (1 4 rpev)Revenue; — rcogsRevenue ;1

(E.16)
~ (1 + rev)Revenue; — rcogs(1 + rrev ) Revenuey
~ (1 4 ryey)Gross Profity,
and
Total Expenses;, ; = Wages,,; + Rent and Overhead;;1 + dgep PPE; (B.17)

+ Debt Opening, , ;Interest;; 1,

where Interest; 1 ~ Interest Expense, | and it is computed as a percentage of Debt Opening; ;. The
account PPE;; stands for property, plant and equipment at time ¢ + 1, and d4cp is the depreciation
rate. Since Microsoft, Alphabet, and Oracle exhibit characteristics of economies of scale, we will
assume Total Expense,,; ~ Total Expense, in short periods of time for this forecast. Therefore, by
formulas E.16 and E.17, we can rewrite Net Income;;; as follows

Net Income;11 ~ (1 — r1ax) (Gross Profit;41 — Total Expenses, )
~ (1 — 7tax) ((1 + 7mrev) Gross Profit; — Total Expenses; ) (E.18)

~ Net Income; + (1 — rax)7revGross Profit,
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where the last line comes from equation E.15.

For the sake of simplicity, we approximate current liabilities by accounts receivable

Current Liabilities; ;1 ~ Accounts Payable,, ;
~ (1 4 ryev)Accounts Payable, (E.19)

~ Current Liabilities; + ryovAccounts Payable,.

For equity, using the assumptions E.8 and E.10, we obtain

Equity, ; ~ Equity Capital,,; + Retained Earnings,
~ Equity Capital, + Retained Earnings, + ARetained Earnings, (E.20)
~ Equity; + ARetained Earnings;

For MSF'T, and ORCL the assets account is of the form

Assets; 1 ~ Cashy11 + Accounts Receivable; | + Inventory,,; + Marketable Securities;1 + PPE;;1.
(E.21)

On the other hand, the formula for ORCL is of the form
Assets; 1 ~ Cashyy1 + Accounts Receivables; 1 + Marketable Securities;; 1 + PPE;. 1. (E.22)

To come up with a formula for assets that can be used for forecasting, we write the following approx-
imation for cash
Cash; 1 ~ Closing Cash Balance, ;
~ Opening Cash Balance; ;| + (CFF;11 4+ CFli1 + CFOy41)
~ Cashy + (CFF;y1 + CFLi41 + CFO¢41) (E.23)
~ Cash; + Net Increse(Cash),
~ Cash; + Net Increse(Cash), + ANet Increse(Cash),

Using the previous expression, we can rewrite the assets account for MSF'T, and ORCL as follows

Assets; 1 ~ Cash; + Net Increase(Cash), + ANet Increase(Cash), + (1 + rrev) Accounts Receivable;
+ (1 + 7rev)Inventory, + Marketable Securities; + AMarketable Securities; + PPE;
~ Assets; + rrev(Accounts Receivable; 4 Inventory,) + Net Increase(Cash),

+ ANet Increase(Cash), + AMarketable Securities;.
(E.24)

Using the same procedure, the asset account for ORCL is

Assets; 1 ~ Cash; + Net Increase(Cash), + ANet Increase(Cash), + (1 + rrev) Accounts Receivable;
+ Marketable Securities; + AMarketable Securities; + PPE;
~ Assets; + rrevAccounts Receivable; + Net Increase(Cash), + ANet Increase(Cash),

+ AMarketable Securities;.
(E.25)
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For MSFT and GOOG current assets accounts, the formula is given by

Currents Assets;;1 ~ Cashy;1 + Accounts Receivable; 1 + Inventory, ,; + Marketable Securities; |
~ Current Assets; + ey (Accounts Receivable; + Inventory,) + Net Increase(Cash),

+ ANet Increase(Cash), + AMarketable Securities;,
(E.26)

and for ORCL the formula is

Currents Assets;11 &~ Cashyy1 + Accounts Receivable; 1 + Marketable Securities; 1
~ Current Assets; + revAccounts Receivable; + Net Increase(Cash),  (E.27)
+ ANet Increase(Cash), + AMarketable Securities;,

Appendix F

Bar plot Microsoft’s revenue classified by major geographic areas

market _geo_msft <- data.frame(Region=rep(c(’United States’, ’0Other Countries’),
each = 4), Quarter=rep(c(’Q1’,°Q2’, ’Q3°’, ’Q4’), 2),
Revenue = c(14470,16787,15372,16321,14344,15684,15199,15492))
market_geo_msft
market _geo_msft %>} group_by(Quarter, Region) %>/
summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%
mutate (percent = sum_revenue / sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%
ggplot (aes (x=Quarter, y=sum_revenue, fill=Region))+
geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +
geom_text (aes (label=pasteO(sprintf("%1.1f", percentx*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +
scale_fill_brewer (palette="Paired")+
ggtitle ("Revenue Classified by Major Geographic Areas MSFT") +
xlab("Quarters 2019") +
ylab("Revenue in millions of dollars")

Bar plot Oracle’s revenue classified by major geographic areas

market _geo_goog <- data.frame(Region=rep(c(’United States’, ’EMEA’, ’APAC’,
’Other Countries’), each = 4),
Quarter=rep(c(’Q3 2018’,°Q4 2018°, ’Q1 2019°’, ’Q2 2019’), 4),

Revenue = c(15523,16027,16532,17863, 10958,13374,11791,12401,
5424 ,5768,6112,6551,1835,1869,1904,2129))
market_geo_goog
market _geo_goog %>% group_by(Quarter, Region) %>%
summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%
mutate (percent = sum_revenue / sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%
ggplot (aes(x=Quarter, y=sum_revenue, fill=Region))+
geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +
geom_text (aes(label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percent*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +
scale_fill_brewer (palette="Paired")+
ggtitle ("Revenue Classified by Major Geographic Areas GOOG") +
xlab("Quarters 2018-2019") +
ylab("Revenue in millions of dollars")
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Bar plot Alphabet’s revenue classified by major geographic areas

market_geo_orcl <- data.frame(Region=rep(c(’Americas’, ’*EMEA’, ’APAC’),
each = 4), Quarter=rep(c(’Q1’,°Q2’, °Q3°, ’Q4’), 3),
Revenue = c(5161,5243,5266,5208,2576,2782,2781,2667,1456,1537,1567,1541))
market _geo_orcl
market_geo_orcl %>% group_by(Quarter, Region) %>%
summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%
mutate (percent = sum_revenue / sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%
ggplot (aes (x=Quarter, y=sum_revenue, fill=Region))+
geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +
geom_text (aes(label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percent*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +
scale_fill_brewer (palette="Paired")+
ggtitle ("Revenue Classified by Major Geographic Areas ORCL") +
xlab("Quarters 2019") +
ylab("Revenue in millions of dollars")

Bar plot top U.S. exports to Canada

us_canada_export <- data.frame(Activities=c(’Vehicles’,’Machinery’

’Mineral Fuels’,’Electrical Machinery’,

’Plastics’, ’Rest of Economic Activities’),
Revenue=c(52,45,27,26,14, 135.8))

us_canada_export
us_canada_export_chart <- us_canada_export %>%
group_by(Activities) %>%

summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%

mutate (percent = sum_revenue/sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%
arrange (sum_revenue) %>/

ggplot (aes(x=’U.S. exports to Canada’, y=sum_revenue, fill=Activities))+

geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +

geom_text (aes(label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percentx*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +

scale_fill_brewer (palette="Dark2")+

ggtitle ("Segmentation U.S. top exports to Canada 2018") +

xlab("") +

ylab("Revenue in billions of U.S. dollars")

Bar plot top U.S. exports to México

us_mexico_export <- data.frame(Activities=c(’Machinery’,’Electrical Machinery’,
’Mineral Fuels’,’Vehicles’,
’Plastics’, ’Rest of Economic Activities’),

Revenue=c(46,43,35,22,18,140.4))

us_mexico_export_chart <- us_mexico_export %>%
group_by (Activities) %>%

summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%
mutate (percent = sum_revenue/sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%
ggplot (aes(x=’U.S. exports to Mexico’, y=sum_revenue, fill=Activities))+

geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +

geom_text (aes(label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percent*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +

scale_fill_brewer (palette="Dark2")+

ggtitle ("Segmentation U.S. top exports to Mexico 2018") +
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xlab("”) +
ylab("Revenue in billions of U.S. dollars")

Bar plot top U.S. exports to China

us_china_export <- data.frame(Activities=c(’Aircraft’,’Machinery’,
’Electrical Machinery’, ’Optical and Medical Intruments’,
>Vehicles’, ’Rest of Economic Activities’),

Revenue=c(18,14,13,9.8,9.4,56.1))

us_china_export_chart <- us_china_export %>%
group_by (Activities) %>%
summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%
mutate (percent = sum_revenue/sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%
ggplot (aes(x=’U.S. exports to China’, y=sum_revenue, fill=Activities))+

geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +

geom_text (aes(label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percentx*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +

scale_fill_brewer (palette="Dark2")+

ggtitle("Segmentation U.S. top exports to China 2018") +

xlab("”) +

ylab("Revenue in billions of U.S. dollars")

Bar plot top U.S. exports to Hong Kong

us_hongkong_export <- data.frame(Activities=c(’Electrical Machinery’,
’Precious Metals and Stones’,’Art and Antiques’,
’Machinery’,’Meat’, ’Rest of Economic Activities’),
Revenue=c(11,9.2,2.2,2.1,1.6,11.2))

us_hongkong_export_chart <- us_hongkong_export %>%

group_by (Activities) %>%

summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%

mutate (percent = sum_revenue/sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%

ggplot (aes(x=’"U.S. exports to Hong Kong’, y=sum_revenue, fill=Activities))+

geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +

geom_text (aes(label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percent*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +

scale_fill_brewer (palette="Dark2")+

ggtitle ("Segmentation U.S. top exports to Hong Kong 2018") +

xlab("”) +

ylab("Revenue in billions of U.S. dollars")

Merging U.S. exports bar plots

ggarrange(us_canada_export_chart, us_mexico_export_chart, us_china_export_chart,
us_hongkong_export_chart, ncol=2, nrow=2)

Bar plot Top U.S. imports from Canada
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us_canada_import <- data.frame(Activities=c(’Mineral Fuels’,
>Vehicles’,’Machinery’,’Special Other (returms)’,
’Plastics’, ’Rest of Economic Activities’),
Revenue=c(85,53,23,16,12,129.8))

us_canada_import_chart <- us_canada_import %>%

group_by(Activities) %>%

summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%

mutate (percent = sum_revenue/sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%

arrange (sum_revenue) %>%

ggplot (aes(x=’U.S. imports from Canada’, y=sum_revenue, fill=Activities))+

geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +

geom_text (aes (label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percentx*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +

scale_fill_brewer (palette="Dark2")+

ggtitle ("Segmentation U.S. top imports from Canada 2018") +

xlab("”) +

ylab("Revenue in billions of U.S. dollars")

Bar plot Top U.S. imports from México

us_mexico_import <- data.frame(Activities=c(’Vehicles’,’Electrical Machinery’,
’Machinery’,’Mineral Fuels’,
’Optical and Medical Instruments’,
’Rest of Economic Activities’),
Revenue=c(93,64,63,16,15,95.1))

us_mexico_import_chart <- us_mexico_import %>%

group_by (Activities) ¥%>%

summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%

mutate (percent = sum_revenue/sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%

ggplot (aes(x=’U.S. imports from Mexico’, y=sum_revenue, fill=Activities))+

geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +

geom_text (aes (label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percentx*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +

scale_fill_brewer (palette="Dark2")+

ggtitle ("Segmentation U.S. top imports from Mexico 2018") +

xlab("”) +

ylab("Revenue in billions of U.S. dollars")

Bar plot top U.S. imports from China

us_china_import <- data.frame (Activities=c(’Electrical Machinery’,
’Machinery’,’Furniture and Bedding’,
’Toys and Sports Equipment’, ’Plastics’,
’Rest of Economic Activities’),
Revenue=c(152,117,35,27,19,189.5))

us_china_import_chart <- us_china_import %>%
group_by (Activities) ¥%>%
summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%
mutate (percent = sum_revenue/sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%
ggplot (aes(x="U.S. imports from China’, y=sum_revenue, fill=Activities))+

geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +
geom_text (aes (label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percentx*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +
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scale_fill_brewer (palette="Dark2")+

ggtitle ("Segmentation U.S. top imports from China 2018") +
xlab("") +

ylab("Revenue in billions of U.S. dollars")

Bar plot top U.S. imports from Hong Kong

us_hongkong_import <- data.frame(Activities=c(’Special Other (returms)’,
’Electrical Machinery’,’Precious Metals, and Stones’,
’Machinery’, ’Plastics’, ’Rest of Economic Activities’),
Revenue=c(2.4,0.98,0.916, 0.321, 0.166, 1.517))

us_hongkong_import_chart <- us_hongkong_import %>%
group_by (Activities) ¥%>%

summarize (sum_revenue = sum(Revenue)) %>%
mutate (percent = sum_revenue/sum(sum_revenue), cum_sum = cumsum(sum_revenue)) %>%
ggplot (aes(x="U.S. imports from Hong Kong’, y=sum_revenue, fill=Activities))+

geom_bar (stat=’identity’) +

geom_text (aes(label=pasteO(sprintf ("%1.1f", percentx*100),"%")),
position=position_stack(vjust=0.5), colour="white") +

scale_fill_brewer (palette="Dark2")+

ggtitle ("Segmentation U.S. top imports from Hong Kong 2018") +

xlab(" n) +

ylab("Revenue in billions of U.S. dollars")

Merging U.S. import bar plots

ggarrange (us_canada_import_chart, us_mexico_import_chart, us_china_import_chart,
us_hongkong_import_chart, ncol=2, nrow=2)

Graph U.S. exports to Canada, China, Hong Kong, and México, Canada

us_china_export_ts <- getSymbols("EXPCH", src = "FRED", auto.assign = FALSE)
us_mexico_export_ts <- getSymbols ("EXPMX", src = "FRED", auto.assign = FALSE)
us_canada_export_ts <- getSymbols("EXPCA", src = "FRED", auto.assign = FALSE)
us_hongkong_export_ts <- getSymbols ("EXP5820", src = "FRED", auto.assign = FALSE)
merged_exports <- merge.xts(us_china_export_ts, us_mexico_export_ts,

us_canada_export_ts, us_hongkong_export_ts, by = "ID")
names (merged_exports) <- c(’China’, ’Mexico’, ’Canada’, ’Hong Kong’, ’ID’)
merged_exports <- subset(merged_exports, select = c(1,2,3,4))

merged_exports <- data.frame(merged_exports)
merged_exports$Dates <- index(us_canada_export_ts)
head (merged_exports)
dfl <- merged_exports %>%
select (Dates , China, Mexico, Canada, Hong.Kong) %>/
gather (key = "variable", value = "value", -Dates)

ggplot(dfl, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes(color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#00AFBB", "#E7B800", "#CC0099", "#FF3300")) +
theme_minimal () +

ggtitle ("U.S. Exports of Goods by F.A.S Basis Canada, China, Hong Kong, and Mexico") +

xlab("Source: U.S. Bureu of Economic Analytics") +
ylab("Millions of Dollars")
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Graph U.S. imports from Canada, China, and México

us_china_import_ts <- getSymbols("IMPCH", src = "FRED", auto.assign =
us_mexico_import_ts <- getSymbols ("IMPMX", src "FRED", auto.assign
us_canada_import_ts <- getSymbols("IMPCA", src = "FRED", auto.assign

merged_imports <- merge.xts(us_china_import_ts, us_mexico_import_ts,

us_canada_import_ts, by = "ID")
names (merged_imports) <- c(’China’, ’Mexico’, ’Canada’, ’ID’)
merged_imports <- subset (merged_imports, select = c(1,2,3))

merged_imports <- data.frame(merged_imports)
merged_imports$Dates <- index (us_canada_import_ts)
head (merged_imports)

df2 <- merged_imports %>%

select (Dates , China, Mexico, Canada) %>%

gather (key = "variable", value = "value", -Dates)

ggplot (df2, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes(color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#00AFBB", "#E7B800", "#CC0099")) +
theme_minimal () +
ggtitle ("U.S Imports of Goods by Customs Basis from Canada, China,
xlab("Source: U.S. Bureu of Economic Analytics") +
ylab("Millions of Dollars")

Graph of VIX vs SPY, and their correlation

vix <- getSymbols("VIXCLS", src = "FRED", auto.assign = FALSE)
spy <- getSymbols("SPY", src = "yahoo", auto.assign = FALSE)
Spy_vix<- merge.xts(spy, vix, by = "ID")

# start date spy and vix
start _date_spy_vix <-
min(which(format (index (spy_vix), "%AY-%m-%d") == ’2007-01-10’))

# end date SPY and VIX
end_date_spy_vix <-
min(which(format (index (spy_vix), "%Y-%m-%d") == ’2020-03-16’))

spy_vix <- spy_vix[start_date_spy_vix: end_date_spy_vix]
spy_vix <- na.approx(spy_vix)

spy_vix <- subset(spy_vix, select = c(1,7))

names (spy_vix) <- c(’SPY’, ’VIX?’)

dates_spy_vix <- index(spy_vix)

spy_vix <- data.frame(spy_vix)

spy_vix$Dates <- dates_spy_vix

df3 <- spy_vix %>%
select (Dates , SPY, VIX) %>%
gather (key = "variable", value = "value", -Dates)

ggplot (df3, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes(color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#00AFBB", "#FF3300")) +
theme_minimal () +
ggtitle ("VIX and SPY500 indexes from 2007-01-10 to 2020-03-16 ") +
xlab("Source: Chicago Board Options Exchange") +
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ylab("Dollars")

cor (spy_vix$SPY, spy_vix$VIX)

Error OLS and difference operator applied to Error OLS plots

# Time series with outliers
error_ols <- unlist(list_error_ols, use.name=FALSE)

# Cleaned time series errors
cleaned_error_ols <- tsclean(error_ols)

# Error OLS
dates_cleaned_errors_ols <-
index (MSFT_Close[start_date_time_s_analysis :(length(MSFT_Close)-2)])

df _cleaned_error_ols <- data.frame(cleaned_error_ols)
df _cleaned_error_ols$Dates <- dates_cleaned_errors_ols
colnames (df _cleaned_error_ols) <- c( "Error OLS", "Dates")
df _cleaned_error_ols <- df_cleaned_error_ols %>%

select (Dates, "Error OLS") %>%

gather (key="variable", value = "value", -Dates)

plot_error_ols <- ggplot(df_cleaned_error_ols, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes( color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#999999")) +

theme_minimal () +

geom_point (aes(color=variable))+
ggtitle (TeX("Error OLS")) +
xlab("Dates") +

ylab("")

# Diff Error OLS
dates_diff_cleaned_errors_ols <-
index (MSFT_Close[(start_date_time_s_analysis+1) :(length (MSFT_Close)-2)1)

df _diff_cleaned_error_ols <- data.frame(diff (cleaned_error_ols))
df _diff_cleaned_error_ols$Dates <- dates_diff_cleaned_errors_ols
colnames (df _diff_cleaned_error_ols) <- c( "Diff Error OLS", "Dates")
df _diff_cleaned_error_ols <- df_diff_cleaned_error_ols %>%

select (Dates, "Diff Error O0OLS") %>%

gather (key="variable", value = "value", -Dates)

plot_diff_error_ols <- ggplot(df_diff_cleaned_error_ols, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line(aes( color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#999999")) +
theme_minimal () +
geom_point (aes (color=variable))+
ggtitle (TeX("Diff Error OLS: $\\nabla \\epsilon$")) +
xlab("Dates") +
ylab(" u)

# Plotting Error OLS and diff Error OLS
ggarrange(plot_error_ols, plot_diff_error_ols, ncol=1, nrow=2)

Implied volatility MSFT, ORCL, and GOOG plots
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# Implied Volatility MSFT

dates_prices_msft <- index (MSFT_Close[start_date_time_s_analysis :length(MSFT_Close)])
df _impl_volatility_msft <- data.frame(implied_volatility_msft)

df _impl_volatility_msft$Dates <- dates_prices_msft

colnames (df _impl_volatility_msft) <- c( "Implied Volatility", "Dates")

df _impl_volatility_msft <- df_impl_volatility_msft %>%
select (Dates, "Implied Volatility") %>%
gather (key="variable", value = "value", -Dates)

plot_imp_volatility_msft <- ggplot(df_impl_volatility_msft, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes( color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#999999")) +
theme_minimal () +
geom_point (aes (color=variable))+
ggtitle ("Implied Volatility MSFT") +
xlab("Dates") +
ylab("”)

# Implied Volatility ORCL

dates_prices_orcl <- index(ORCL_Close[start_date_time_s_analysis :length (ORCL_Close)])
df _impl_volatility_orcl <- data.frame(implied_volatility_orcl)
df_impl_Volatility_orc1$Dates <- dates_prices_msft

colnames (df _impl_volatility_orcl) <- c( "Implied Volatility", "Dates")

df _impl_volatility_orcl <- df_impl_volatility_orcl %>%
select (Dates, "Implied Volatility") %>%
gather (key="variable", value = "value", -Dates)

plot_imp_volatility_orcl <- ggplot(df_impl_volatility_orcl, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes( color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#999999")) +
theme_minimal () +
geom_point (aes(color=variable))+
ggtitle ("Implied Volatility ORCL") +
xlab("Dates") +
ylab("")

# Implied Volatility GOOG

dates_prices_goog <- index (GOOG_Close[start_date_time_s_analysis :length(G0O0G_Close)])
df _impl_volatility_goog <- data.frame(implied_volatility_goog)

df _impl_volatility_goog$Dates <- dates_prices_goog

colnames (df _impl_volatility_goog) <- c( "Implied Volatility", "Dates")

df _impl_volatility_goog <- df_impl_volatility_goog %>%
select (Dates, "Implied Volatility") %>%
gather (key="variable", value = "value", -Dates)

plot_imp_volatility_goog <- ggplot(df_impl_volatility_goog, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes( color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#999999")) +
theme_minimal () +
geom_point (aes (color=variable))+
ggtitle ("Implied Volatility GOOG") +
xlab("Dates") +
ylab("”)

ggarrange (plot_imp_volatility_msft, plot_imp_volatility_orcl,
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plot_imp_volatility_goog, ncol=1, nrow=3)

Difference operator on implied volatility of MSFT, ORCL, and GOOG plots

# Diff Implied Volatility MSFT
dates_prices_msft <- index(MSFT_Close[start_date_time_s_analysis :length(MSFT_Close)])
df _diff_impl_volatility_msft <-
data.frame(diff (implied_volatility_msft[1:(length(implied_volatility_msft)-2)]))
id_remove_msft_dates <- which(dates_prices_msft %in}
c(dates_prices_msft[1],dates_prices_msft[41],dates_prices_msft[42]))

dates_prices_msft <- dates_prices_msft[—id_remove_msft_dates]
df _diff_impl_volatility_msft$Dates <- dates_prices_msft
colnames (df _diff_impl_volatility_msft) <- c( "Diff Implied Volatility", "Dates")
df _diff_impl_volatility_msft
df _diff_impl_volatility_msft <- df_diff_impl_volatility_msft %>%

select (Dates, "Diff Implied Volatility") %>%

gather (key="variable", value = "value", -Dates)

plot_diff_volatility_msft <- ggplot(df_diff_impl_volatility_msft, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes( color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#999999")) +
theme_minimal () +
geom_point (aes (color=variable))+
ggtitle (TeX("Diff Implied Volatility MSFT: $\\nabla \\sigma_{imp}")) +
xlab("Dates") +
ylab("")

# Diff Implied Volatility ORCL
dates_prices_orcl <- index (ORCL_Close[start_date_time_s_analysis :length(ORCL_Close)])
df _diff_impl_volatility_orcl <-

data.frame (diff (implied_volatility_orcl[1:(length(implied_volatility_orcl)-2)]1))
id_remove_orcl_dates <- which(dates_prices_orcl %in}%

c(dates_prices_orcl[1],dates_prices_orcl[41],dates_prices_orcl[42]))

dates_prices_orcl <- dates_prices_orcl[-id_remove_orcl_dates]
df _diff_impl_volatility_orcl$Dates <- dates_prices_orcl
colnames (df _diff_impl_volatility_orcl) <- c( "Diff Implied Volatility", "Dates")
df _diff_impl_volatility_orcl <- df_diff_impl_volatility_orcl ¥%>%

select (Dates, "Diff Implied Volatility") %>%

gather (key="variable", value = "value", -Dates)

plot_diff_volatility_orcl<- ggplot(df_diff_impl_volatility_orcl, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes( color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#999999")) +
theme_minimal () +
geom_point (aes(color=variable))+
ggtitle (TeX("Diff Implied Volatility ORCL: $\\nabla \\sigma_{impl}")) +
xlab("Dates") +
ylab(" Il)

# Diff Implied Volatility GOOG
dates_prices_goog <- index(GOOG_Close[start_date_time_s_analysis :length (GOOG_Close)])
df _diff_impl_volatility_goog <-
data.frame(diff (implied_volatility_goog[1:(length(implied_volatility_goog)-2)]1))
id_remove_goog_dates <- which(dates_prices_goog %in}%
c(dates_prices_goog[1],dates_prices_goog[41],dates_prices_goog[42]))
dates_prices_goog <- dates_prices_googl[-id_remove_goog_dates]
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df _diff_impl_volatility_goog$Dates <- dates_prices_goog
colnames (df _diff_impl_volatility_goog) <- c( "Diff Implied Volatility", "Dates")
df _diff_impl_volatility_goog
df _diff_impl_volatility_goog <- df_diff_impl_volatility_goog %>%
select (Dates, "Diff Implied Volatility") %>%
gather (key="variable", value = "value", -Dates)

plot_diff_volatility_goog<- ggplot(df_diff_impl_volatility_goog, aes(x = Dates, y = value)) +
geom_line (aes( color = variable), size = 1) +
scale_color_manual (values = c("#999999")) +
theme_minimal () +
geom_point (aes(color=variable))+
ggtitle (TeX("Diff Implied Volatility GOO0OG: $\\nabla \\sigma_{impl}")) +
xlab("Dates") +
ylab(" n)

ggarrange (plot_diff_volatility_msft,plot_diff_volatility_orcl,
plot_diff_volatility_goog, ncol=1, nrow=3)
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