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ABSTRACT. We study utility indifference prices and optimal purchasing quantities for a non-traded
contingent claim in an incomplete semi-martingale market with vanishing hedging errors. We make
connections with the theory of large deviations. We concentrate on sequences of semi-complete
markets where in the nt® market, the claim B, admits the decomposition B,, = D,, + Y,. Here,
D,, is replicable by trading in the underlying assets .S,,, but Y,, is independent of S,,. Under broad
conditions, we may assume that Y,, vanishes in accordance with a large deviations principle as n
grows. In this setting, for an exponential investor, we identify the limit of the average indifference
price pn(gn), for ¢, units of By, as n — co. We show that if |gn| — oo, the limiting price typically
differs from the price obtained by assuming bounded positions sup,, |¢gn| < oo, and the difference is
explicitly identifiable using large deviations theory. Furthermore, we show that optimal purchase
quantities occur at the large deviations scaling, and hence large positions arise endogenously in this
setting.

1. INTRODUCTION

The goal of this paper is to study utility based indifference prices and optimal position sizes in
incomplete semi-martingale markets with vanishing hedging errors. In particular, we make direct
and novel connections between large deviations theory and both optimal positions and indifference
prices. Furthermore, as heuristics indicate that large positions arise endogenously with vanishing
hedging errors, this paper has the alternate goal of understanding the effects of such positions upon
indifference prices. To this end, our main results show that in the presence of vanishing hedging
errors, not only do large positions arise endogenously through optimal purchasing, but they also
lead to non-trivial, explicitly identifiable, corrections to the limiting indifference price that one
would obtain for bounded positions.
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The financial motivation for studying large investors in incomplete markets comes from the
observed notational amounts outstanding in complex financial instruments such as derivatives,
mortgage backed securities, and both life insurance and mortality contracts. For example, the
over-the-counter derivatives market now has more than 700 trillion notional outstanding (see [4]).
These products are neither easily traded, nor replicable by investing in an underlying market, so it
is natural to study them within the framework of utility based analysis in incomplete markets.

The idea for using utility functions to price random outcomes has a long history, dating back to
the 18th century in early works by Bernoulli and Cramer (see [I7] for a brief historical overview).
In the modern economics literature, utility based pricing for contingent claims in the absence of an
underlying market dates at least back to [34], and has been used extensively. In the presence of an
underlying market where partial hedging of the claim is possible, the use of utility based pricing is
generally first credited to [23], and in recent years, it has attracted the attention of many authors.
For a comprehensive review of utility based pricing in the mathematical finance literature see [§].

In the current paper, for a given utility function U, the (average bid) indifference price p(z, q)
for initial capital x and ¢ units of a contingent claim B is defined through the balance equation

(11) u($ - qp(x7Q)v Q) = u($7 0)

Above, for any z/,¢' € R, u(2/,q’) is the optimal utility an investor with utility function U can
achieve, starting with initial capital 2’ and ¢’ units of B, by trading in the underlying market. As
is well known, p(z, q) typically does not admit an explicit formula and hence some approximation
is necessary. Here, we consider the approximation when ¢ is large and when the hedging error
associated with B is small.

That position size is intimately connected to hedging error comes from the simple observation
that in a complete market, where there is only one fair price d for a given claim, if one is able to
purchase claims for a price p # d then it is optimal to take an infinite position. Clearly, complete
markets are an idealization of reality, and for practical purposes one cannot take an infinite position.
However, this idea indicates that for small hedging errors, large positions should arise endogenously.
Indeed, this is the underlying motivation for the indifference price approximations in the basis risk
models of [I0 22] B35], where the traded and non-traded assets are closely correlated.

In a general incomplete market with underlying tradable assets S, it is difficult to precisely
define the “hedging error” for the claim B. However, such a definition is possible for semi-complete
markets. Here, B admits the decomposition B = D+ Y, where D is replicable by trading in S, but
Y is independent of S. As such, Y represents the hedging error associated with B. Semi-complete
models were introduced in [2], and have been successfully used in settings ranging from the valuation
of stop loss contracts ([33]), to pricing derivatives in energy markets ([3]). To consider the case
of vanishing hedging errors, in this paper we embed the semi-complete market into a sequence of
semi-complete markets, indexed by n, and study the behavior as n — oo assuming the unhedgeable
component Y,, vanishes.

An important example of a semi-complete market with small hedging error is a large financial
market, where a sequence of risky assets is theoretically available for trading, but, for practical
purposes, one must trade in the first n assets. For each n the market is incomplete, as contingent
claims may depend upon all the sources of uncertainty, but the ability to hedge improves as n
increases. The notion of large markets was introduced in [27] and since then, several papers have
studied theoretical questions related to asymptotic arbitrage and extending the fundamental theo-
rems of asset pricing, see [28 [31) B0]. In applications, these types of models frequently appear in
the insurance industry, see [5] 1] [6l 32] 12] amongst many others. Therefore, after introducing the
abstract semi-complete setting in Section Bl in Section Bl we present in detail a large market exam-
ple used in the insurance industry, where assets are geometric Brownian motions (with arbitrary
correlations) and where the claim is the sum of independent components.
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With these examples and definitions as starting points, in this paper we seek, for an exponential
investor, to identify limiting indifference prices and optimal purchase quantities in a sequence of
semi-complete markets with vanishing unhedgeable components. Indifference prices are defined as
in (L)) and optimal purchase quantities are defined as in [24], B7] where, for a given arbitrage free
price p and initial capital x, the optimal position ¢(x,p) is that which maximizes u(z — ¢p, q) over
all ¢. In other words, assuming the investor can initially make a one-time purchase of an arbitrary
amount of B for a fixed unit price of p, ¢(z,p) is the optimal amount of B to purchase, taking into
account both her preferences and the fact that for a given purchase amount ¢ (which reduces her
initial capital by ¢p) she is able to trade in the underlying market.

The novelty of this current work stems from the fact that we recognize a natural and deep
relationship between large deviations theory (see [15 [I8] for classical manuscripts) and the optimal
investment problem for an exponential investor. However, in many cases, non-trivial refinements
of the standard results in the large deviations literature are needed. To help motivate our results,
we now briefly outline the main argument. First, for a fixed semi-complete market where B =
D + Y, Proposition below proves for an exponential investor with risk aversion ¢ > 0 that the
indifference price p(x, q) is independent of = and, writing p(q) for p(z, q), satisfies

. . 1 _
pa) =d+play pla) & ——log (EF [e7]).
In the above, d is the replication cost for the hedgeable portion D and ¢p(q) is the certainty
equivalent for ¢ units of the unhedgeable portion Y. Thus, in a sequence of semi-complete markets,
where B,, = D,, +Y,,, the indifference price for g,, units of B,, is

P (ga) = d" — — log (E7" [emmev]).
dn@
If hedging errors are vanishing, it is natural to assume the laws of Y,, weakly converge to the Dirac
measure at 0. In this instance, if one ignores position size, then, provided the limit exists, the
indifference price converges to d = lim,_,, d". However, taking into account the position ¢,, we
see that the limiting behavior of p™(g,) depends on the limits of both d™ and p,(g,). Under very
broad conditions, one may assume the laws of Y, satisfy a large deviations principle (LDP) at
scaling 7, with rate function I (uniquely minimized at 0): sufficient conditions are given in Section
[ In this instance, the limiting behavior of p™(g,) depends on how the position g, scales with the
large deviations scaling r,,. In particular, if ¢, ~ lr,,l € R then a non-trivial large deviations effect
occurs for the limiting indifference price. Indeed, Varadhan’s integral lemma ([I5 Section 4.3])
yields
lim p"(g,) = d — — sup (~aly — 1(y))

n—oo al y

Therefore, large positions lead to non-negligible deviations in the limiting indifference price. Propo-
sition makes the above argument precise, but the reason for the deviation is clear: as hedging
errors vanish and position sizes increase, an investor has acute sensitivity to the rare events when
hedging strategies fail. For exponential investors, the effect of this sensitivity on the indifference
price is precisely identifiable through Varadhan’s integral lemma, provided that position sizes are
in accordance with the large deviation scaling, i.e. ¢, ~ Ir,.

It turns out that large deviations theory also enables us to identify when position sizes, having
been obtained optimally, are in accordance with the large deviations scaling. In Proposition [4.8|
we prove that for all reasonable arbitrage-free prices (see Proposition 48] for a precise definition)
p" # d", the optimal purchasing quantity ¢, is within the “large deviations” regime where |g,| ~
Irn,l € (0,00). Hence, the large deviations regime is in a sense the natural regime for large investors
who purchase optimally. The basic idea for the above result is that for any arbitrage free price p",
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the optimal quantity ¢, = ¢,(p") to purchase is independent of the initial capital  and satisfies
the equality

EF" [Yyein¥a]
EF" [e-naYn]

ﬁn_dn:

Under the LDP assumption, if |G,| ~ Ilr, for [ € [0,00] then lim, ,.(p" — d") = p—d €
argmax,, (—aly — I(y)) (see [16, Theorem II1.17]). From here, it is easy to see that if [ = 0 then
necessarily p = d. Absent this case |§,|/r, > 1 > 0. That | = co also cannot happen requires a
more technical proof but still holds true for reasonable prices p" — p.

The important point from a financial perspective is that for markets considered in this paper
(e.g., large financial markets), there are non-trivial, explicitly identifiable effects on both indifference
prices and optimal positions, which arise as n — oo, and are explained by the theory of large
deviations.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2] we present in detail the general semi-
complete framework for a fixed market. We discuss the optimal investment problem, derive the
formula for the indifference price, and characterize both the range of arbitrage-free prices and the
equation for the optimal purchasing quantity. In Section [3] we specialize the results in the setting
of large financial markets. In Section 4] we embed the semi-complete setting into a sequence of
markets, and take n — oo, making precise connections to large deviations, assuming a LDP holds.
Then, in Section [B] we provide general conditions under which the LDP does hold and discuss
specific examples. Lastly, there is an appendix where proofs of several technical results are given.

2. THE SEMI-COMPLETE FRAMEWORK FOR A FIXED MODEL

We now present the general semi-complete framework for a fixed model, explicitly identifying the
range of arbitrage free prices, as well as both the indifference price and optimal purchase quantity
for an exponential investor. The proofs of all statements made within this section are given in
Section [A] of the Appendix.

As mentioned in the introduction, semi-complete models are those for which the contingent claim
B admits the decomposition

(2.1) B=D+Y,

where D is perfectly replicable by trading in the underlying market, and where Y is “completely
unhedgeable” in that Y is independent of the underlying assets. To precisely define the semi-
complete setup, we impose the following structure on the filtered probability space, assets and
claims. For notational ease, in this section we present results for a fixed semi-complete market.
Then, when considering limiting indifference prices and their connections to large deviations, we
embed the semi-complete setup into a sequence of markets.

Let (€2, F,P) denote a complete probability space. We consider a finite time horizon 7T'. There
is additionally a filtration F which admits the decomposition

Assumption 2.1.
F=GVH,

where Gp, Hr C F are P independent and where additionally G, H satisfy the usual conditions, and
hence |21, Theorem 1] so does F.

Assume zero interest rates so that the riskless asset is identically equal to one. As for the risky
assets, assume

Assumption 2.2. With respect to G and P, S = (S',...,5%) is a d-dimensional, adapted, locally
bounded semi-martingale. Furthermore, the (P, G; S)-market is complete and arbitrage free in that
4



(1) There exists a unique probability measure Qq, equivalent to P (written Qg ~ P) on Gr, so
that S is a (Qg,G)—local martingale and such that the relative entropy H (QO ‘ ]P’|gT) =

EQ [log (d@o/d]P"gT)] is finite.

(2) For every claim & which is Gr measurable and such that E [|¢|] < oo, there evists a unique x €
R and (P, G; S)-integrable (and hence (Qq, G; S)-integrable), trading strategy A = {Al, - Ad},
where Al denotes the dollars invested in S* at time t, so that X> = x + Jo AudSy is a (Qo,G)
martingale and such that X2 = &, P-a.s.

Remark 2.3. As the filtration G satisfies the usual conditions, there is a modification of the
replicating strateqgy X2 with cadlag paths. In the sequel, it will thus be assumed that X* is cadlag.

Regarding the contingent claim B, we assume

Assumption 2.4. B admits the decomposition in (2I)) where D is Gp-measurable and Y is Hr
measurable.

2.1. Optimal Investment Problem. To properly formulate the optimal investment problem,
we now state some consequences of Assumptions 211 and First of all, we get that (P,G)-
martingales are also (P,F)-martingales and that S is a (P,F)-special semi-martingale. Thus, it
makes sense to integrate with (P, [F; S)-integrable, F-predictable processes. Moreover, Assumption
211 and [25, Proposition 8] imply that G-predictable, (P,G;S)-integrable processes are also F-
predictable, (P, F; S)-integrable processes and that the stochastic integrals fo A, dS, coincide under
G,F.

Now, consider an investor with the exponential utility function U(z) = —(1/a)e™ %,z € R where
a > 0 is the absolute risk aversion. In order to define the class of allowable trading strategies it is
first necessary to define the dual class of local martingale measures. To this end define

(2.2) M={Q~Pon Fr:Sisa (Q,F)local martingale} .

Note that we are working with Q ~ P (and not just Q < IP): that we can do this follows from
Proposition below which explicitly shows that the dual optimal measure is equivalent to P.
For exponential utility, the subset of M with finite relative entropy with respect to P plays an
important role. Thus, define

(2.3) M={QeM:H(Q|P)<oo}.

As Lemma [A.2] in Appendix [A] shows, Assumptions 2.1] and ensure that M # (. As is
well known, this fact is intimately related to the lack of arbitrage in the (P, F;S)-market, see [14],
Theorem 8.2.1]. Now, recall that a trading strategy is represented by A = {Al, cees Ad}, where A!
denotes the dollars invested in S* at time ¢t. We shall denote by A the set of F-allowable trading
strategies A. In particular, A is allowable if it is F predictable, (P,F;S)-integrable, and if the
resultant wealth process X2 is a (Q, F)-super-martingale for all Q € M.

For an initial capital  and position size ¢ in B, the value function for the investor is given by

(2.4) u(z,q) = sup E [U(X? +qB)]; XA =z —I—/ A, dS,y,.
AeA 0
Before handling the case for general claim sizes ¢, we first identify the value function u(x,0): i.e.
without the contingent claim. As for exponential utility u(z,0) = e~*u(0,0) it suffices to consider
x = 0. To this end we have

Proposition 2.5. Let Assumptions[21] and [2.2 hold. Then there exists an optimal W € A to the
optimization problem in [24) for ¢ = x = 0. In fact, ¥ is G-predictable, (P;G; S)-integrable and
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satisfies the first order conditions
dQO e—an‘If
dp

Gr a E [e—an] '

(2.5)

Lastly, XY is a Q-uniformly integrable (Q,F)-martingale for all Q € M.

2.2. Identification of indifference prices. For the exponential utility U(z) = —(1/a)e™%*, it is
well known that the indifference price from (LLI]) does not depend upon the initial capital and hence
we write p(q) for the price and, as above, consider x = 0 throughout. Furthermore, u(—gp(q),q) =
(@0, ¢), and hence ([LI)) implies

_ Lo (0,9)
(2.6) p(q) = aql g (u(0,0))'

We now identify the value function u(0, ¢), along with the optimal trading strategy and optimal local
martingale measure. Heuristically, as D is replicable with some initial capital d, it should follow
that p(q) = d+p(q;Y') where p(q;Y) is the indifference price for ¢ units of Y. As Y is independent
of S it should then follow that trading in S does not matter and hence p(q;Y’) coincides with the
(average) certainty equivalent p(q;Y) for Y, defined through

U0) = E[U(qY —qp(g;Y))],

which takes the form p(q,Y) = —1/(ga)log (E [e79*Y]). To make this argument precise one must
overcome the fact that even though S is independent of Y, the admissible trading strategies A
need only be F-predictable and hence are not independent of Y. However, as will be seen, this
essentially makes no difference.

Define the cumulant generating function A for Y by

(2.7) A(N) = log (E [eWD . AeR

In view of Assumption and the formula for p(q;Y'), we impose the following natural integra-
bility conditions upon D and Y

Assumption 2.6. For some ¢ >0, E® [|D|'*¢] < co. For all A € R, A(\) < oco.

Remark 2.7. Note that Assumption 2.6 does not require B to be bounded, but does require some
integrability. In particular, the unhedgeable component Y is assumed to have exponential moments
of all orders and the slightly stronger integrability condition required of D, as opposed to that in
Assumption [2.3, is needed to ensure that (Qo, G)-martingales are (Q,F)-martingales as well, for

any Q € M.
Under Assumption we have the following result
Proposition 2.8. Let Assumptions 21, [2.23, and [Z8 hold. Then, for each q € R:

u(0,9)  _gadpr.—qay
2.8 — L = 1M [T
(28) u(0,0) ~ © CRaE
where d is the initial capital required to replicate D. Thus, the indifference price p takes the form
1 1
: =d— —log (E [e*Y]) =d — —A(—qa).
(2.9) () wa og (B [e™"]) o)

The F-optimal (in fact G-predictable, (P, G; S)-integrable) trading strategy A € A is given by A =
—qA1 + ¥ where Ay is the replicating strategy for D and VY is from Proposition [2.4. The resultant
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wealth process ~X Asa (Q,F)-martingale for all Q € M. Lastly, the optimal local martingale
measure Q € M takes the form

@ B dQy e—aaY

dP  dP gTE[e_q“Y]'

(2.10)

2.3. Arbitrage Free Prices. To connect limiting indifference prices to optimal purchase quanti-
ties it is of interest to explicitly characterize the range of arbitrage free prices for B, as is done in
Lemma Recall that for Y # 0, the range of arbitrage free prices for B is given by I = (b, b)
where

(2.11) b= inf EY[B]; b= sup EY[B].

- Qem QeM
In the current setup b and b can be explicitly identified, as the following lemma shows.

Lemma 2.9. Let Assumptions 21, [22, and [2.6 hold. Then
(2.12) b=d+ essinfp (Y); b=d+ esssupp (Y),

where d is the initial capital required to replicate D. Notice that as'Y s not necessarily bounded, b
and b need not be finite.

2.4. Optimal Quantities. Let p € (b,b). Assume that at time 0, the investor may make a one-
time purchase of an arbitrary amount of B for a unit price p. It is natural to ask what is the
optimal number § to purchase. Such a question has been studied in [24] by solving the problem
sup u(—qp, q) = sup ea(qﬁ—qp(q))u(u 0),
qeR geR
where the last equality follows by (2.0]), and taking an optimizer § if it exists. As u(0,0) < 0 we
are interested in finding ¢ € argmin cg (¢ — gp(q)). Using (2.9)), this amounts to solving

(2.13) ;glfk <q(ﬁ —d)+ %logE [e—an]> — ;gﬂg (Q(p* —d) + %A(—qa)> ;

and identifying an optimal ¢. To this end, we have the following proposition

Proposition 2.10. Let Assumptions 21, (2.2, and [Z.8 hold. Let p € (b,b) where b,b are as in
2I0). Then there exists a unique ¢ € R solving [213)). G is the unique real number which satisfies
the first order conditions

(2.14) p—d=A(—qa).
where A(-) is the derivative of A(-).

3. A “LARGE MARKET” EXAMPLE

We now present in detail an important example of a semi-complete market. In fact, the example
below constructs a sequence of semi-complete markets and motivates the desire to study semi-
complete markets with asymptotically vanishing hedging errors. Proofs of all the statements within
this Section are given in Section [Blin the Appendix.

Fix an integer n. The large market example refers to a market in which a sequence of risky
assets is in theory available to trade, but in practice it is only feasible to trade in the first n assets.
Contingent claims, however, are dependent upon all the sources of uncertainty and hence for each
n the market is incomplete. The semi-complete structure arises when one is able to completely
hedge away the portion of the claim depending upon the first n assets or sources of uncertainty,
but is unable to hedge the remaining tail portion. As mentioned in the introduction, these types
of models typically appear in the insurance industry, see [5] [11], [6} 32} [12].
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The probability space (2, F,P) is fixed and assumed rich enough to support a sequence {W7} jEN
of independent Brownian motions. Denote by F the right-continuous, P-augmented enlargement of
the filtration generated by the {W7 }jeN on [0,7]. For a given pu = {pi}tieny and ¥ = {3;;}i jen
assume

Assumption 3.1. > 2, u? < 00. X is symmetric in that ¥;; = Xj; for 1,5 € N, and uniformly
elliptic in that there exists a A\ > 0 such that for all € = {&;}ien with |€]? = 3.2, €2 < 0o, one has
§5€ = 051 &i%ii&s > A€

Set o as the unique lower triangular matrix such that oo’ = 3. Such a ¢ may be obtained using

the recursive formula in the Cholesky factorization ([7, Chapter 6.6]). The risky assets {5}, N
evolve according to

dsi

(3.1) 5

7
= p;dt + Z Uidetj; 1 €N,
=1

so that, with an abuse of notation dSt‘/ Sy = pdt + odWy. It then follows for all 4,5 that S* has
instantaneous rate of return equal to p' and S*,S7 have instantaneous return covariances of 3;;.
The Fp-measurable non-traded asset B takes the form

(3.2) B = iBn
i=1

where B; is a random variable measurable with respect to the o— algebra generated by W}, and
hence the {B;},cy are independent under . For i € N define I'; as the cumulant generating function
of Bz

(3.3) i(\) = log (E [eABiD . AeR
In order to make B well defined, as well as to verify the assumptions of Section 2 we assume

Assumption 3.2. Fori € N and all A € R, T;(\) < cc.

Assumption 3.3. For all A € R, the limit

00 N
3.4 Ti()\) = li (),
(3.4 >oT0) = i 3T

exists and is finite in magnitude.

Notice that we do not assume that 32, |T;(\)| < oo; in particular, limpye SN, Ti(A) may
depend on the order of summation. Assumption implies that F [Blz] < oo for all ¢ and hence
I;(0) = E[B;]. Additionally, Assumptions and imply that the claim B in (32]) is well
defined, as the following lemma shows.

Lemma 3.4. Let Assumptions and [3-3 hold. Then Zfil B; converges P-almost surely and in
L2(P) to a random variable B. In particular, the limits imy1oo S0 | E [B;] and lim 1o Y0, Var|B]
exist and are finite.

Remark 3.5. The form for B in B2) also allows for B = Y., (;B; where B; is a(Wi.) measurable
and {(i};cn 15 a sequence of normalizing constants. This form encompasses the case when B is a

suitably weighted sum of component claims, or an aggregated claim, see for example [5l [11], 35].
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Define the market price of risk vector 6 by
(3.5) 6=0c"'pu.

Observe that ¥; > X and 0;; = /3y, so o is invertible. Note that as o is lower triangular, o'
is also lower triangular with o;; ' — 1/04. Furthermore, Assumption B implies that 6 may be

defined iteratively by 6; = u1 /011 and 6; = (1/0y;) (ui — Z;_:ll Jij9j> for ¢ > 2. Indeed, a lengthy
induction argument shows that @ thus defined satisfies § = ¢~ 'y. Furthermore, Assumption [3.T]
implies 2%, 0?2 = 00 = /S < (1/A)'p < 00, and hence one may define the measure Q ~ P
on JFp by

dQ > .
(3.6) — =& (E —HZ-W.Z) )
dP gt .

where £(-) is the stochastic exponential. With all the notation in place, the market thus described
is semi-complete and satisfies the Assumptions of Section [2] as the following lemma shows

Lemma 3.6. Let Assumptions [31, [3.3 and hold. Then, for each n, with S = (S*,...,S™)
denoting the tradable assets, D =Y " | B;, Y = z;ﬁnﬂ B; denoting the claim decomposition, G
denoting the (right-continuous, P-augmented) filtration generated by W1, ... W™ and H denoting the
(right-continuous P-augmented) filtration generated by WL Wn+2 it follows that Assumptions

21 22 and 24 hold. Therefore, with

(3.7) d" =Y EY[B],
i=1
the indifference price p™(q) for q units of B satisfies
1 (o]
(3.8) (@) =d"— > Ti(—qa); q€eR.
i=n+1

The range of arbitrage free prices from Lemma 29 takes the form (b,,,b,) with

(3.9) b, = d" + Z essinfp (B;) ; b, =d" + Z esssupp (B;) .
i=n+1 i=n+1

Lastly, for any p" € (b,,,b,) the optimal quantity §, from Proposition satisfies the first order
conditions

(310) P edt= Y T,
i=n+1
Consider d" from (3.7) and define
(3.11) d = lim d".

That the limit exists follows from Lemma 3.4 which proves limn+o Zf\il E [B;] and limnpoo Zf\il Var [B;]
both exist and are finite. Thus, for any positive integers n < N

N N N
a¥—ar =3 EB]= Y EBl+ Y (EUB]-EB]).
i=n+1 i=n+1 i=n+1
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and

N 2

Z (E?[Bi] - E [Bi])

i=n+1

N
< TEE Z Var [B;],
i=n+1

E

dQ [ &
P ( > (Bi—E [Bi])>

i=n+1

where the inequality follows by Hélder’s inequality, F [(d@/ d]P’)z} = ¢T%% and the independence
of {B;},cn. Therefore, the replicating initial capitals d" are converging to a unique value d. From

Lemma B4, B € L?(P) and d = E9 [B] is the unique arbitrage free price for B in the n = oo model
where one may trade in all the underlying assets {Sl}z N

To conclude this section, examples are given where the optimal purchase quantities can be
explicitly identified. The purpose of these examples is to highlight how optimal positions may
become large as n 1 co.

Example 3.7. Let B; LN (’yi,dl-z) be normally distributed for each i. Assumption [3.2 is always
satisfied, and Assumption[33 follows if Y52 |vi| < o0, 3272, 87 < 00. Moreover, we have b,, = —oo
and by, = co for each n. Calculation using B3) shows T';(\) = (1/2)A%0? + M\y;. Thus

o . o o0
(3.12) Y Ti(-qa)=—qa Y F+ >
i=n+1 i=n+1 i=n+1

Therefore, for any p" € R, G, from BIQ) takes the form
A" —p" + 307

00 2
a Zi:n—l—l 571

Thus, if liminf 4o [p" — d| > 0 then |§,| — oo at a rate proportional to (Eioinﬂ 51-2)_1.

(3.13) qn =

Example 3.8. Let B; L Poi(f3;) be Poisson for each i. Assumption[3.2 is clearly satisfied, and
Assumption [F.3 follows if > 2, B; < oo. Here, b, = d" and b, = oo for each n. Calculation shows
Ii(\) = (e) = 1)B;. Thus

(3.14) Z Ii(—qa) = e Z Bi.
i=n-+1 i=n+1

As d™ 1 d, in order for p" > b, for all n, we take d < p" < oo. Thus, for any p"* > d > d", ¢, from
@BI0) must satisfy Gn = —(1/a)log ((p" — d") /(352,41 Bi)) - Here, if liminf,, 400 (" — d) > 0 then
Gn — —oo at a rate proportional to — log (Z;’inﬂ ﬁi).

4. LIMITING INDIFFERENCE PRICES, OPTIMAL (QUANTITIES AND LARGE DEVIATIONS

We now embed the semi-complete market of Section [2]into a sequence of semi-complete markets
and let n 7 co. The goal is to compute limiting indifference prices and optimal position sizes while
making connections with the theory of large deviations for the random variables Y,, the completely
unhedgeable component of the claim B, in the n!* market. As will be shown, assuming a LDP
for {Y,,},,cn (see Definition @2 below), large positions arise endogenously when purchasing optimal
quantities, and for large quantities there are non-trivial effects on limiting indifference prices. To
keep a concrete example in mind, note that for the large market example of Section[3, the embedding
corresponds to being able to trade in the first n assets S', ..., S”. To make the embedding precise
in the general case we assume

Assumption 4.1. For each n € N there is a complete filtered probability space (Q",F" F" P™)
with accompanying sub-filtrations G",H", assets S™, probability measures Qf and claims B" so that

Assumptions [2.1), [2.2, and [2.0 hold.
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At this point, for the convenience of the reader, we recall the definition of the LDP appropriate
for our setup

Definition 4.2. Let S be a Polish space with Borel sigma-algebra B(S). Let (Q", F",P") be a
sequence of probability spaces. We say that a collection of random variables (&,)nen from Q" to S
has a LDP with good rate function I : S — [0,00]| and scaling r,, if r, — 00 and
(i) For each s > 0, the set ®(s) = {s € S :I(s) < s} is a compact subset of S; in particular, I is
lower semi-continuous.
(i) For every open G C S, lim, . (1/r,)log (P [, € G]) > —infseq I(s).
(iii) For every closed F C S, limyto0(1/7y) log (P [€, € F)) < —infeep I(s).

In this paper we take S = R and &, = Y,,. By the lower-semicontinuity of I, if additionally
I(0) = 0 if and only if y = 0 we see that for all e > 0, P"[|Y,,| > €] — 0 so that the laws of Y},
are weakly converging to the Dirac mass at 0. In other words, the unhedgeable component of the
contingent claim is vanishing as n 1 co. To motivate why it is reasonable to assume this, consider
again the large market example of Section [Bl Here, according to Lemma [3.4] the unhedgeable
component Y, = > 72 | B; is going to 0 in L?(P), hence in probability. The strengthening of this
convergence from one in probability to a LDP is natural in view of the Géartner-Ellis theorem (see
Section [A) and, in light of Varadhan’s integral lemma [I5], Section 4.3], works particularly well for
identifying limiting indifference prices and optimal purchase quantities for an exponential investor,
as is now discussed.

Under Assumption [4]] for n € N and ¢,, € R, the indifference price p"(q,) from Proposition 2.8]
in the n'" market takes the form:

(4.1) P(an) = d" — —log (B [e-m])

dn@

where d" = E% [D,]. Now, assume that {Y,},.y satisfies an LDP as in Definition with
I(y) =0 < y = 0. As d" is the replication cost for the hedgeable component of the claim, and
as the unhedgeable component is vanishing according to the LDP, one would naively expect that
limytoo P (gn) = limptoo d” = d. Indeed, this is the case for bounded positions (i.e. sup, |gn| <
o0)) as shown in Proposition below. However for unbounded positions, under appropriate
integrability assumptions, we see from (43]) that Varadhan’s integral lemma implies

lim & 5 # 0= lim (p"(¢gn) — d") = L sup (—lay — I(y)) .
ntoo T'n nToo la yeR

If, as is common for the large market example of Section [l we assume additionally that I is strictly

convex, one obtains for all [ # 0 that —(1/(al)) sup,cg (—lay — I(y)) # 0, and hence there is a non-

zero large deviations effect on the limiting indifference price. Now, there are numerous questions

which arise from the above heuristic argument:

(1) When does the LDP hold?

(2) What are the limiting indifference prices if the LDP does hold? What if g, /r,, — 07 What if
lqn /17 — 00?

(3) When does it follow that ¢, /r, — [ for some 0 < |I| < co? What is the relationship between
qn and r, for the optimal quantities ¢, of Proposition

To address these questions, the analysis is split into two parts. First, in Section 1] a LDP for
{Y,},,cn is assumed to hold. Then, Proposition computes limiting indifference prices, showing
how prices change with the limiting value of ¢, /r,. Additionally, in Section L2 Proposition
4.8 compares G, to the large deviations rate r,, where §, is the optimal purchase quantity from
Proposition 210l Here it is shown that if one can buy shares of the claim at a price p # d™ then for all
reasonable prices p (as defined below) it follows that 0 < liminf 100 |Gn|/7n < M sUp,4ec [Gnl/rn <
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oo. Therefore, one is typically within the large deviations regime where non-trivial effects to the
limiting indifference price take place. Lastly, in Section [§ we give general sufficient conditions
which guarantee a LDP for {Y,}, .y, and explicitly prove the LDP for {Y,}, .y for two large
market examples.

4.1. Large Claim Analysis Assuming an LDP. Denote by

(4.2) An(N) = log (E“”" [eAYnD . MeR,
so that (I becomes
1
: "(qn) = d" — —Ap(—gna).
(4.3) " (4n) o (=)

Note that Assumption [l implies, by applying Assumption for each n, that A, (\) < oo for all
A € R. Also, note that by Holder’s inequality

(4.4) q +— p"(q) is decreasing.
We begin by assuming a LDP for {Y,}, oy

Assumption 4.3. The random variables {Y; }nen satisfy the LDP with scaling {ry},cy and with

good rate function I(y)El Additionally, 1(y) = 0 < y = 0, and there is a constant § > 0 such that
fore= 44

1 n 1
(4.5) lim sup — log (EP [e“"y"]) = limsup — A, (ery,) < 0.
ntoo  Tm ntoo T

The bound (&3] is a moment condition imposed in order to guarantee the validity of Varadhan’s

integral lemma for affine functions, and it is necessary to know the maximal bounds e which still
yield [@H). Thus, define

_ 1 1
(4.6) M =sup {M : limsup T—An(Mrn) < oo} ;M =inf {M : limsup T—An(Mrn) < oo} .
nToo n ntoo n
Assumption A3l implies M > § and M < —6. Next, define
(4.7 M*:sup{M: Sup(My—I(y))<oo}; M*:inf{M: sup(My—I(y))<oo}.
yEeR yeR

Under Assumption B3], for M < M < M, Varadhan’s integral lemma implieﬂ
1
(4.8) lim — A, (Mry,) =sup (My — I(y)) < 0.
ntoo T'n yeR
Therefore, we see that
(4.9) o< M, <M< —-§<0<6<M<M <ol

Let Assumption hold. For any sequence {q,},cy such that |g,| — oo, up to oscillations,
there are three different regimes in which to study the limiting indifference prices p"™(gy)

g0l =0 Regime 1
(4.10) lim 9 e (0,00) Regime 2.
n—o0 ’]‘n
= o0 Regime 3

INote that we do not necessarily assume convexity of the rate function I(y).
ZNote that the moment condition in Varadhan’s lemma, lim SUDP 100 (1/70) An (v Mry) < 00,7 > 1, holds with
= M/M > 1 for any M € (M, M).
3There are many examples where M. < M and M* > M: see [I5, Chapter 4.3].
12



Proposition below gives a detailed characterization of the limiting indifference prices. As
the resultant prices take many forms depending upon M,, M, M and M*, for ease of presentation,
we first state results when —oo = M and M = co. Note that this forces —oo = My, M* = .
Then, the general result is given. Here, limiting indifference prices are identified in the case where
qn/rn — 1 for all | € [—o0, 00] except where | € [-M /a,—M,/a] or | € [-M*/a,—M /a).

Proposition 4.4. Let Assumptions[{.1 and[{.q hold. Furthermore, assume that —oo = M, M =
where M, M are in ([@LG). Then

(1) (Regime 1) If limp4oo [qn|/Tn = 0 then limpypoo (p™(gn) — d™) = 0. In particular, this holds if
sup,, |¢n| < oo.
(2) (Regime 2) If limptoo |qn|/rm =1 € (0,00) then

o . 1
(4.11) lim (p"(¢n) — d") = ——sup (~lay — I(y)) € R.
ntoo a yeR
(8) (Regime 3).
1) If limpteo Gn/Tn = 00 then imsup,, 4o, (p"(¢n) — d") < inf{y | I(y) < oo}.
2) If imptoo ¢n/1Tn = —00 then liminf, 1o (p™(gn) — d™) > sup{y | I(y) < oo}.

As mentioned above, Proposition (44 is a direct result of the more general case where it is not
assumed that —oo = M and M = oco. The general case is now presented (its proof is in Appendix

).
Proposition 4.5. Let Assumptions [{.1] and [{.3 hold. Then
(1) (Regime 1) If limptoo [qn|/Tn = 0 then limppos (p™(qn) — d™) = 0. In particular, this holds if

sup,, |gn| < oo.
(2) (Regime 2) If limptoo gn/mn =1 € (0,00) then

M 1

le <0,—:> = lim (p"(gn) — d") = inf <y+ —I(y)) € (—o0,0];
a nToo yeR al

(4.12) ¥

M > 00,1 >~ lim (5 (gn) — d") = —oc.

ntoo

If limptoo Gn /1 =1 € (—00,0) then

(4.13) e <_% 0> — }L%Iilo (P"(gn) —d") = sup (y + %Hy)) € [0, 00);

*

M* <oo,l < — = lim (p"(gn) — d") = 0.

a nToo
(3) (Regime 3).
1) If limp4og Gn /T = 00 then
M, > —oc0o = liTm (P"(gn) — d") = —o0;
M = —o0 = limsup (p"(g,) — d") < inf{y | I(y) < co}.
ntoo
2) If imptoo @n /10 = —00 then
M* < oo = liTm (P"(qn) — d") = o0
M = oo = lin%inf (p"(gn) —d") >sup{y | I(y) < oo}.
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4.2. Optimal Quantities and the Large Deviations Rate. Proposition shows that de-
pending upon the limit lim, 1 ¢n /7, = [ there is a wide range of possible limiting indifference
prices. The purpose of this section is to characterize [ when ¢, is obtained by purchasing optimal
quantities : i.e. g, = §,(p") from @I4) for a given p" € (b,,, b,) where b,,, b, are from Lemma
and take the form
b,, = d" + essinfpn (V},) ; by, = d" + esssuppn (Yy,) .

The main result of this section shows that when purchasing optimal quantities the limits [ = 0, o0
cannot happen for all “reasonable prices” p" € (b,,, b,) such that liminf, 1o [p" — d"| > 0.

For ease of presentation, it is necessary to rule out both one particular trivial case and the case
of oscillations in the range of arbitrage free prices. Regarding the trivial case, consider when there
is some subsequence (still labeled n) and some limit [ such that

l= liTm esssuppn (Y5,) = liTm essinfpn (V3,) .

As (1/rp)log (P™[Y,, > 1 +¢€]) = —o0 and (1/ry,)log (P [Y,, <1 —¢]) = —oo for all € > 0 it is clear
from Assumption @3 that [ = 0 and I takes the form I(0) = 0, I(y) = oo,y # 0. Furthermore, as for
any ¢y, the indifference price p"(g,) is arbitrage free, it trivially follows that lim,joc p"(gs) —d™ = 0
for all sequences {¢, },,cy, irrespective of its relation to {7, },cy. Thus, to rule out this trivial case,
and to rule out the case of oscillations where prices may be arbitrage free for one sequence {ny},y
tending towards infinity but not for another sequence {n;} jeN (such cases can be treated separately),
we assume

Assumption 4.6. There exist | < u such that lim,to essinfpn (Yn) = 1 and limppeo esssuppn (Yn) =
u. Thus, if p € (I,u) then for large enough n, p+ d™ € (b, b,) is arbitrage free.

Remark 4.7. Thatl <0 < u follows as I(y) = 0 if and only if y = 0. Also, in the large market ex-
ample of Section[3where essinfip (Yy,) = > ;1 essinfp (B;) and esssupp (Yy,) = > 5=, . | esssupp (B;),
it follows that 1 =0 orl =00 and u =0 or u = oco. Indeed, as Lemma shows that Y ;2| E [B;]
exists and is finite, we have for each n that

[o¢] o0 (o]
D" esssupp (Bi) = > (esssupp (Bi) — E [Bi])+ > E[Bj].
i=n+1 i=n+1 i=n+1
Thus, if > .2, (esssupp (B;) — E [B;]) < oo then u =0, else u = co. A similar statement holds for
l. Therefore, Assumption [{.6] requires either | = 0,u =00 orl = —oco,u =0 orl = —oo,u = oo.

Now, by “reasonable” price it is meant that p™ must be such that, from a large deviations
perspective, there is some probability of Y,, taking values either below p" — d"™ or above p" — d".
This is enforced by assuming that the rate function I from Assumptiond.3]is not identically infinity
either above or below p" — d™.

We assume that for n large enough, p" —d" = p™ € (I,u) and lim,,—,~ p" = p € (I, u). In fact, to
streamline the presentation, we further assume p™ = p is not changing with nl. We thus have the
following result.

Proposition 4.8. Let Assumptions[{.1, [{-3 and[[.6 hold. For a given p" € (b,,byn) set G, = G, (p")
as in Proposition [2.10. Recall the definition of (I,u) in Assumption[{.6. Then
(1) Assumel <0 and let p" = d™ +p forl <p < 0. Then
a) liminf,1o0 G/ > 0.
b) If there exists a y < p such that I(y) < oo then imsup,,+o §n/rn < 00.
(2) Assume u >0 and let p" = d" +p for 0 < p < wu. Then

4The results of Proposition [£§] are not changed if p" — d" = p™ — p € (I, u)
14



a) im sup, 400 Gn/7n < 0.
b) If there exists a y > p such that I(y) < oo then liminf, o0 Gn/rn > —o0.

Proof. For Y,, note that ([ZI4) takes the form

EP" [Yyein¥a]
EF" [e-naYn]

(4.14) p = Ay (—Gna) =

The convexity of A, implies the map ¢ — E*" [YneqY"] JE*" [eqY"] is increasing in q.

(Proof of the Statements in (1)) Assume that liminf,1 Gn/rn < 0. Let € > 0 and take a sub-
sequence (still labeled n) such that for n large enough we may assume that ag, < er,. We then
have from (4.14]) that

EP" [Yyemem¥n]
(415) p 2 E]Pm [e_frn)/n] .

Taking n 1 oo and then € — 0 in the above we have

.. . EF [Yne_ernyn}
p > liminf lim inf

e—0 ntoo EF [G_ET’nYn] = 0’

where the last follows by Lemma [D.4] below (with e therein being —e). This gives that p > 0,
but this is a contradiction as p < 0. Therefore, liminf, ;o ¢n/r, > 0. Now, assume that p < 0 is
such that I(y) < oo for some y < p. Assume, by way of contradiction that lim sup,,+ Gn/rn = 00
and take a sub-sequence (still labeled n) such that lim,t ¢n /7, = 00. Recall from ([2I3]) that g,
minimizes

ap + %An(—qa) =qp+ %log (EP” [e‘q“Y”D :

over R. In particular, by taking ¢ = 0 and noting that §¢,/r, — oo implies ¢, > 0 for n large
enough we have that

1 n . 1 n .
(jnp + - log <EP |:e—lInaYn:|) <0= — log <E]P’ |:e_q”llyn:|) < —p.
a dnaQ

Holder’s inequality implies the map ¢ — (1/q)log (E]Pm [e‘an]) is increasing for ¢ > 0. Now, let
M > 0 be given. As ¢, /r, — oo for n large enough we may assume that ¢,a > Mr, > 0. Thus

1 P —MrnYn> _
M log (E [e ] < —p.

We have assumed that {Y},},cy satisfies a LDP with scaling {r,},, <y and rate function I. Thus, for
any M’ < M the above inequality implies, from Varadhan’s integral lemma and Holder’s inequality
that

1 n /
lim — log <EHD [e_M T"Y”D = sup (—M’y — I(y)) < —M'p.
ntoo T'p yeR

Thus, for any y € R

I(y
~M'y—1I(y) < -M'p = —y — % < —p.
Thus, for y such that I(y) < oo we have, taking M’ 1 oo, which is allowed because M > 0 was
arbitrary, that —y < —p or y > p. Thus, I(y) < oo implies y > p which implies that I(y) = oo for
y < p. But, this is a contradiction as it was assumed p was such that I(y) < oo for some y < p.
Therefore, lim sup, 4o, Gn/mn < 00.
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(Proof of the Statements in (2)): The case of p > 0 is nearly identical to that for p < 0. Assume
that lim sup,,to Gn/mn > 0. Let € > 0 and take a sub-sequence (still labeled n) such that for n large
enough we may assume that ag, > —er,. Similarly to ([£I5]) we have
E]P’” [YnesrnYn]

EP" [ecrnYn]

Again, taking n T oo and then € — 0 we have

p<

) ) E]P’” [YnesrnYn]
p < lim sup lim sup

I S
e—0 ntoo E]Pm [eET"Yn] ’

where the last equality follows by Lemma [D.4] below. This is a contradiction as p > 0. Therefore,
lim sup, 400 Gn /7 < 0. Now, assume that p > 0 is such that I(y) < oo for some y > p. Assume,
by way of contradiction that liminf,+ ¢, /7, = —oo and take a sub-sequence (still labeled n) such
that limy oo ¢n /7 = —00. As §, minimizes

1 1 n
qp + —An(—ga) = qp + ~log (EP [e_q“Y”D
over R, taking ¢ = 0 gives (recall that ¢, < 0):
1 n ~ 1 ~
qnp + — log (EP [e_q"“Y"D <0= ——1log <EP {e_q"“Y"D < p.
a qn@

The map ¢ — (1/q)log (EHm [ean]) is increasing for ¢ > 0. Now, let M > 0 be given. As
Gn/Tn — —oc for n large enough we may assume that —g,a > Mr, > 0. Thus

1 "

1 (E“” MrnYn > <p.

i o (£ [977) <

By assumption {Y},}, oy satisfies a LDP with scaling {7y}, cy and rate function I. Thus, for any
M' < M the above inequality implies, from Varadhan’s integral lemma and Holder’s inequality
that

1 n /

lim — log <EHD [eM T”Y"D = sup (M/y — I(y)) < M'p.
ntoo Ty yeR

Thus, for any y e R, M'y — I(y) < M'p = y — % < p. Thus, for y such that I(y) < oo we have,

taking M’ 1 oo, which is allowed because M > 0 was arbitrary, that y < p. Thus, I(y) < co implies

y < p which implies that I(y) = oo for y > p. But, this is a contradiction as it was assumed p was

such that I(y) < oo for some y > p. Therefore, lim inf, 100 Gn/rn > —00.
]

5. ON THE EXISTENCE OF THE LARGE DEVIATIONS PRINCIPLE

The goal of this section is to provide conditions under which Assumption holds for the
random variables {Y,}, .. Large deviations theory is a well developed subject (see [I5], I8]),
and one particularly well known and widely used result for proving existence of an LDP is the
Gartner-Ellis theorem ([I5, Theorem 2.3.6]), which we now recall.

Consider A,, from [#.2). The Gértner-Ellis theorem yields a LDP for {Y,,}, .y (see Definition
with S =R and &, =Y,,) if there exist a sequence {r, }nen with 7, — oo such that

(i) The limit T'(A) = limypo0 (1 /7)) Ay (A7) is well defined for each A € (—o0, o0.

(ii) 0 € Dy, the interior of Dpr = {A € R: T'(\) < oo}.
(iii) T'(-) is lower-semi-continuous in R and differentiable in Dp.
(iv) Either Dr = R or I is steep at 0Dr, i.e. for A € Dp, limy_,, ‘F(A)‘ = oo for every p € ODr.
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Indeed, under the above conditions, an LDP for {Y,,}, .y and scaling {r,}, . follows with (good)
rate function I(y) = supycg (Ay — I'(A)), the Legendre-Fenchel transform of I'(\). Furthermore, as
the moment condition (@35 follows by (i) above, Assumption 3] holds.

However, we stress that the Géartner-Ellis theorem is only sufficient, and not necessary, for the
LDP to hold. To reinforce this, we present two concrete examples from the large market of Section
Bl In Subsection[B.I] the LDP is indeed given via the Géartner-Ellis theorem and everything (limiting
indifference prices, optimal purchasing rates) can be computed explicitly. By contrast, in Subsection
(.2 even though the Gartner-Ellis theorem cannot be used, a LDP still holds and all the quantities
of interest for this paper can be computed explicitly by appealing to the special structure of the
example.

5.1. Example : Gaussian case. As in Example 3.7 assume B; N (i, 62) so that

Y, = i BZ-EN<§: Vi i 5?).

i=n+1 i=n+1 i=n+1
Set r,, = (E;’inﬂ 52-2)_1. Clearly, lim,, o 7, = 00, and, for any A € R:

2zt ’YZ} _ })\2
5N

Tn

1 1
5.1 () = lim —log (7 [ ] ) = lim 232 + A
(5.1) (A) Jim = log e ) lim | 5%+
Thus, the Gértner-Ellis theorem implies {Y},}, oy satisfies a LDP with rate r,, and good rate
function I(y) = supycr (Ay — A?/2) = y?/2, yielding Assumption 3]

The Limiting Indifference Price. Recall from (BII]) that lim,j. d" = d exists. Next, recall the
formula for p™(q) from ([B8) and the explicit formula for I'; from Example B7 Putting these
together, we obtain

(5.2)

P(gn) —d" = C ana Z <§q721a25i2 —Qna%> = T Z &7 + Z Vi = —aﬁ + Z Vi
o i=n+1 i=n+1 " i=ntl

where the last equality uses the definition of 7,. Thus, limy; (p"(¢n) — d" + agn/(2r,)) = 0, and
hence for any subsequence (still labeled n) such that lim, o0 |gn /77 exists:
(1) (Regime 1) If lim, 100 |¢n| /7 = 0 then limy, 1o p™(gn) = d.
(2) (Regime 2) If lim, 100 |qn /7 = 1 # 0 then lim, 100 p™(¢n) = d — (1/2)al.
(3) (Regime 3) If limy1o0 |qn /7 = 00 then limy1o ™ (¢n) — d = £o00 if gy /rn, — Fo0.
Note that because M = M, = —oo, M = M* = oo and I(y) = y?/2 these results are entirely
consistent with Proposition .4l

Optimal Quantities. Consider the case where ¢, is obtained by purchasing optimal quantities : i.e.
dn = G from [BI3). Using the definition of r,, it follows that

Tn » e
. iy = 2 | d* — " a
(5.3) q a( D 7)

i=n+1
If p" — d"* = p # 0 then §,/r, — —p/a. If p" = d" then ¢,/r, — 0, even though it is certainly
possible for |g,| — 0o, as can easily be seen from (G.3]).

Remark 5.1. For optimal quantities with p"—d"™ = p, as ¢, /rn — | = —p/a we have lim,100 p"(¢n) =
d+p/2.
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5.2. Example: Poisson case. As in Example B.8 assume B; X Poi(3;) so that

[e.9] o0
(5.4) Yo=Y B EPoi< 3 5)
i=n-+1 i=n-+1
The distributional equality holds because for A € R, EF [eAY”] = @ DEZ0n B Get T, =
—log (Z;’in 41 51’) and note that r, — co. A straightforward calculation shows

69 ggabg@wymnpz{f .

In this instance, one cannot use the Géartner-Ellis theorem to assert the existence of an LDP for
the {Y,,},,cn- However, as the explicit distribution for Y,, is known, a LDP for {Y},}, o\ still holds.

Proposition 5.2. Let {B;},cy be P-independent such that B; X Poi(B;) for each i, and assume

Yoy Bi < c0. Setr, = —log (Z;ﬁnﬂ ﬂi). Then {Yy,},en from ([B4) satisfies a LDP with rate
{Tn}neN and good rate function

~Joo y¢#1{0,1,2,3,...}
1= {y ye{0.1,2,3,..}

Proof of Proposition [5.3. The result follows via a manual calculation as (5.4]) shows that Y, X
Poi (e7") and hence for any y € {0,1,2,3,... } we have

(5.6) kS log (P[Y, =v]) = e y— . log(y!).

Tn T'n Tn
Indeed, let y € {0,1,2,3,...} and assume A C R is open with y € A. By (5.6) we have
1 1
lin%inf —log (P [y € 4]) > lin%inf —log (P[Yn =y]) = —y=—1(y),

and hence the large deviations lower bound follows from [I5] p. 6]. Next let A C R be compact.
If An{0,1,2,...} = 0 then lim,jo0(1/ry)log(P[Y,, € A]) = —oo = —infyca I(y). Else, denote by
Y1, ..., yp the (finite) set of non-negative integers in A. We have

1
lim sup — log (P [Y;, € A]) = limsup — log (Z P[Y, = ym]> ;
ntoo T'n ntoo I'm 1
. 1
= max {hm sup — log (P }
m=1,....M ntoo  Tn
= max {-ym}p=— min A{I(yn)} = ;ggf( Y),

where the second equality follows from [I5, Lemma 1.2.15]. Thus, {Y,}, cy solves the weak LDP
with rate function I and scaling {ry}, . Now, let K > 0. For any A > 0 we have

P{Y, 2 K] £ e MRS _ ke

Minimizing the right hand side over A > 0 we see that the optimal \ satisfies A = r,, + log(K).
Plugging this value and taking limits gives

1 1
lim sup - log (P[Y,, > K]) < limsup - (—(rn + log(K))K + e (e Hos(i) _ 1)) =K.
nToo n nToo n
18



As Y, > 0 the above inequality implies that {Y,}, .y is exponentially tight with scaling {r,},cy
and hence the full LDP follows. O

Remark 5.3. Note that I satisfies the hypotheses in Assumption[{.3 Also, note that for A € R
A=1)rn
i log (EP |:e)\7"nyn:|> — i (e)\rn _ 1) e_rn — € _ ie_rn‘
Tn Tn T'n Tn
From, here it follows that (2.3) holds. Thus, Assumption [{.3 holds for {Y,}, cn. Additionally, we
have M, = M = —oo0, and M* = M = 1.

The Limiting Indifference Price. Recall that d = limy,1o d" exists. As the assumptions therein hold,
using Proposition 5] as well as the explicit formula for I, calculation shows for any subsequence
(still labeled n) such that lim, 1o |gn /7 exists:

(1) (Regime 1) If lim,400 |gn| /7 = O then lim, 1o p™(gn) = d.

(2) (Regime 2) If lim,400 |gn| /7 = 1 # 0 then

© < —=

a

o 0 I>-1
lim p (qn)—dZ{ i

(3) (Regime 3) If limy1o0 |qn |/ = 00 then

im sup,,400 P (qn) —d <0 gn/rn — 00
hmnToo pn(Qn) —d=o00 Qn/rn — —00

Optimal Quantities. Consider the case where ¢, is obtained by purchasing optimal quantities, i.e.,
qn = G, from Example Recall that we require p" > d to ensure p” is arbitrage free for arbitrary
n. In this instance, we have

1 pr—d" rno 1 N
5.7 q :——log<7>:————log pt—d").
o0 TS ) T e e
Thus, if p" — d" = p > 0 then lim, oo ¢ /70 = —1/a.
Remark 5.4. Interestingly, in this instance, for optimal purchases at any price d” + p,p > 0,

one encounters the boundary case where G, /r, — —1/a, which is not covered by the results in
Proposition [{.3. However, one may explicitly calculate p™(qGy) using (0.7), B.8) and Example [3.8

) "= o (7 [ ) = R

Additionally, one can directly show that if gy /ry, — 0o then p™(qn) — d.

APPENDIX A. PROOFS FROM SECTION

Before proving Propositions 2.BR.8, .10l and Lemma 2.9] we first state and prove some auxiliary

lemmas and introduce some notation to streamline the presentation. Throughout this section,

Assumptions 211 221 2.4 and are enforced.
Recall the measure Qy on G from Assumption Extend Qg to Fr by defining

Qo

(A1) Q4 =E|—

1A] ) A€ Fp.
gr

This extension is similar to the one in [Il Definition 2.5], which therein was called the “martingale
preserving probability measure”. Next, set

_

dQo
0 _
(A.2) 7 =" =

dpP
19
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Lastly, recall that M denotes the class of equivalent local martingale measures on Fr, and M
denotes the subset of M with finite relative entropy with respect to P. For any Q € M define

dQ
A. 79" . <71
( 3) t d]P) ]:ta = 9

so that with an abuse of notation, we have Zp = Zi@o.

Lemma A.1. If Q € M then defining R via

(A4) 28 = 2R;  t<T,

it follows that E [Rt ‘ gt} =1 for allt <T. In particular, Q = Qqy on Gp.

Proof. This fact was proved in essentially the same setting in [2 Lemma 4.3]. For the reader’s
convenience we prove this as well. We follow very closely the proof of [9) Lemma A.2] which
considered the case of Brownian filtration. Let A € G;. By the completeness of the (P,G;5)-
market, for some unique value x there exists a G-predictable, (P, G; S)-integrable strategy A such
that 14 = = + fOT AdS; = X:%. Furthermore, X* is a bounded (Qg,G)-martingale, where the
boundedness follows as |X2| < 1. Now, as Q € M and A is (P,F;S)-integrable and X2 is
bounded, it holds that X is a (Q, F)-local-martingale and hence martingale [I4, Corollary 7.3.8].
Thus, we have that
Q4 =EY[XP] =x=Ql4]; AE€g,

and hence dQ/ dIP"gt = 79, which yields the result as dQ/ dIP’| G = ZYE R, | Gi).

O

Lemma A.2. Let Ry be Hp measurable, strictly positive, and such that E [Rp] = 1. Then for Q
defined on Fr by

dQ 0

~_ 7

ap ~ “rir
it holds that Q € M.

Proof. Take a sequence of G stopping times {7,,},,cy such that S™ = S, 1. is a bounded (Qo, G)-
martingale. For u < T define the (P, H)-martingale R, = F [RT ‘ ’Hu] It is clear that dQ/ dIP’| £ =
ZOR,. Now, fix 0 < s <t <T and let A, € G, B, € H,. We thus have that

d
E 1AslBSSTmM£|E = E [1a,15,S7,nZ ) Rt] = E [14,Sr nZ0] E [Lp, Ry ;
' dQ
= FE [14,5:.,7sZ¢| E[1p,Rs] = E 1AslBSSTmASd_]}D|]’S .
Thus, S™ is a bounded (Q,F)-martingale, proving the result, as the {7,,},, .y are F stopping times
as well. O

Given Lemmas [A. 1l and [A.2] we now prove Proposition

Proof of Proposition [2.3. First, consider the optimal investment problem in (2] in the (P, G;.S)-
market: i.e. when the allowable trading strategies are those A which are G-predictable, (P, G; S)-
integrable and such that the resultant wealth process X2 is a (Qg, G)-super-martingale (recall
that Qg is the unique equivalent local martingale measure on Gp with finite relative entropy).
Here, under Assumption 2.2] as S is G locally bounded, it follows from [19] Corollary 2.1}, [20],
Proposition 3.2] that (25) holds for some (P; G; S)-integrable trading strategy ¥ such that XV is
a (Qo, G)-martingale. Therefore,

(A.5) oo > H (Qo | ]P)‘QT) = E® {—aX:,‘If —log (E [e_“X%'D] = —log (E {e‘“Xﬁg]) .
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This in turn implies

1 1 - |2,
(A.6) EU(X§)] = —=E [ ] = —=¢ 7\ I7le;)

a a
and hence from the well-known duality results on the optimal investment problem, W is the optimal
trading strategy in the (P, G;S)-market. We now show ¥ is optimal among the larger class of
trading strategies A in the (P, F; S)-market. Recall the extension of Qg to Fr in (Al). Assumptions
21 and Lemma [A.2] imply Qy € M, and for any Q € M, using R from Lemma [A.Tl

E [j%log (2%)] = B [Z}Rr (log (Z7) +log(Rr))] ;

= E [Z{log (Z})] + E [Z3E [Rrlog(Rr) | Gr]] > E [% log (%ﬂ :

where the second equality and third inequality follow from Lemma [A 1] and the conditional Jensen
inequality. Thus, Qq is the (P,F)-minimal entropy measure, and as (A.G) holds, ¥ will be the
optimal trading strategy once it is shown that ¥ € A: i.e. that XV is a (Q,F)-super-martingale
for all Q € M. To this end, we first show that XY is a (Q, F)-local martingale for any Q € M.
Indeed, as XV is a (Qo, G)-martingale, it is a (Qp, G)-special semi-martingale and [26, Proposition
4.23] implies (recall x = Xy’ = 0) that Y; = sup,«, | XY |,t < T is (Qo, G) locally integrable. Thus,
let {7}, ey such that 7, T oo and such that E20 [sup,<rns, | X4 |] < co. Now, let Q € M. By
Lemma [A.1] and the fact that the {7,},.y are G stopping times, we have conditioning upon Gr
that

— EQ

E?| sup (XY

s<T AT

— 5|2 s (XY

s<TNATn

sup |X§'|] < 00.
s<TATn,

Thus, (XY)™ is (Q,G) (resp. (Q,F))-locally integrable, and as S is a (Q,F)-local martingale by
assumption, [I4, Corollary 7.3.8] yields that XV is a (Q,F) local martingale. To show that XY
is a (Q,F)-super-martingale for all Q € M we use the results of [29]. To align with the notation
therein, set

D:{ZQ:QGM}; Tr = {7 : F — stopping time s.t. 7 < T};
(A7) ~
Z; = exp <EQ° [log (Z%) ‘ .7-}]) ;o t<T.

We first claim that XY is a (Qo, F)-martingale. Indeed, fix 0 < s <t < T and let A; € Gs, Bs € Hs.
We have

E1a1p, X Z)) =P[BJE 14, X" Z)] =P [B,) E [14, X} Z0] = E [1p 14, X} Z0] |

where the first and third equalities follow by the P-independence of G and H, and the second
equality follows by the fact that XV is a (Qg, G)-martingale. From (A7) and (ZF) we see that

log (Z;) = E% [log (29) | F] = B® |~aX} ~log (B [e*¥7]) | ]
= —aX;Z} — log (E [e_“Xﬂ) ; t<T.

Recall ([29] Section 4]) that we say D is “stable under concatenation” for F if for all 7 € 77, we
have that Z@, Z@ ¢ D implies that

Z=7%Tg .+ (22 )22) 2% 1, 1) € D.
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It is clear that F [ZT log (ZTH < 00, Zp > 0 and the optional sampling theorem implies that

E [ZT} = 1. Lastly, the optional sampling theorem again implies, as S is locally bounded (as
noted in [I3} pp. 109]), that 72 € M. Thus, as M is stable under concatenation, [29, Lemma 4.2]
shows if Q € M then (log(ZTAT))TGTT is @ uniformly integrable. Thus, the family (X;'IIAT)TETT
is Q uniformly integrable and hence XV is a Q uniformly integrable, (Q,F) martingale, hence
supermartingale, as it is of class DL. ]

Lemma A.3. For Q defined as in ZIQ) it follows that Q € M.

Proof. That Q € M is an immediate consequence of Lemma [A.2] It thus suffices to show that
H <@ ‘ IP’> < o0o. To this end, using the independence of Z° and Y

A o e 1 0 —qay
E [Ye 1Y v
= 1 (0| Ply,) — a0 e g (B ]) < o,
where the last inequality follows as E [e)‘Y] < oo for all A € R. g

Lemma A.4. For the trading strategy A= —gAl + U where Ay is the replicating strateqy for D
and U is from Proposition [2.0, it follows that A € A.

Proof. Let Q € M. Recall that Assumptions 1] imply that A is G- (hence F-) predictable
and both (P,G;S), (P,F;S) integrable, and X% coincides under both G,F (in fact this holds for
any measure equivalent to P on F7). We must show that

(A.8) xA = / AudS, = —q / (A1),dS, + / U,dS, = —q (X2 —d) + X7,
0 0 0

is a (Q,F)-super-martingale. From Proposition it holds that XV is a Q uniformly integrable
(Q, F)-martingale. Thus, it suffices to show that XA g g (Q,F)-martingale. Now, that XA1 g g
(Qo, G)-martingale follows by Assumptions and Next, as X2! is G-adapted and Q = Qy
on Gr we have, using the cadlag property of X1 (see Remark [Z3]), Holder’s inequality and Doob’s
maximal inequality:

E© = EY |sup |x|| = E®
t<T

sup | X |
t<T

Sup|EQ0 [D | gt] |] :
t<T

1+€ 1_71Le
< B <sup|EQO [D | 4] I) :
t<T

< <1+€> EQO [|D|1+6] 1~1F€ < 0.
€

Thus, [14, Corollary 7.3.8] implies that X! is a (Q, F)-local martingale. In fact, for any F-stopping
time 7 and A > O:

£9 X8t g0, ] < 29

A
A sup | X1 A
[ Xiny 1= t<$‘ t ’ sup;> 7 | X, 1|>)‘] ’

and hence X2 is of class (Q,F) D.L. and hence a (Q, F)-martingale.
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Proof of Proposition [2Z.8. From (AD]) in Proposition 2.5 we see that
ax¥
(A.9) H (@0 | P‘%) — _log <E [e XTD — —log(—au(0,0)).

As Ais G predictable it follows that X A g G-adapted and hence X A g independent of H. Fur-

thermore, Lemma [A4] shows that A € A and in fact X2 is a (Q,F)-martingale for all Q € M.
Additionally, in view of (A.8]) we have

—a(Xqu +¢B) = —aX% + anTAl —qgad — qaD — gaY = —aX}b — gad — qaY.
Thus
_EE |:e—a(XTA+qB):| _ _le—qadE |:€_an_an:| _ _le—qadE [e—aX$] E [e—an] :
(A.10) a a a
= u(0,0)e 1 E [e71%].
Now, define the probability measure Q on Fr via (2I0). Lemma [A.3] shows that Q € M. From
[2I10) we have

1 R 1 .
B+ —qa log <Zg) =D+Y + —qa log (Z%) -Y — q_alog (E [ean]);
1 1 )

As B 23] =1
E(Z2(B+ Lo (7)) =E x0T 1 L gzt
qa T T “TR [e—an] qa TeT e [e—an]
1t ):
qa ’
1 1 .
=do+ ol (Q | Plg, ) - oo (B[]

Ho

log (E [eqay]

=d— qialog(—au(O, 0)) — qial()g (E [eY]).

Above, the second equality follows by the independence of Y and Z%Xjél, the fact that X1 is a
(Qo, G) martingale starting at d, and the definition of Z%. The last equality follows from (A9).
The latter and (A.10Q), give us

_le—an [Zg <B+q% 1og(29))] _ _1e—qad+log(—au(0,0))+log(E[eqay]) = (0, O)G_qadE [e—an]
a a

_ —%E |:e—a(XTA+qB):| '

9

Thus, from the standard duality results for exponential utility it follows that (2.8) holds, that Ais
the optimal strategy, and that Q is the optimal local martingale measure. With this identification
of u(0, q), the indifference price p(q) from (2.9) is immediate. O

Proof of Lemma[2.9. Let Q € M. From Lemma[A_lit follows that Zé,@ = ZCOFRT where E [RT ‘ QT] =
1. As D = X:%l almost surely and Xr?l is a (Qg, G)-martingale with initial value d it follows that
E°[B] = B | 23Ry (X! +Y)| =d+ B [20RrY]

where the second equality follows by first conditioning upon Gr. From the above, it is clear that
infoepm EQ[B] > d + essinfp (V). As for the reverse direction, denote by My the class of strictly
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positive, Hp-measurable random variables Rp such that E [Rr] = 1. For any Ry € My, Lemma
shows that defining Q via dQ/dP = Z%RT it follows that Q € M. Furthermore, using the
independence of G and H it follows that EQ [B] = d + E [R7Y], so that

(A.11) inf EY[B]<d+ inf E[RrY].
QeM RpeMrp

Now, let m be such that P[Y < m] > 0. Set A4,, = {Y <m} € Hp and, for 0 < § < 1 set

(1 - 5)1Am + 51Agn

m,0
Fr™ = (1—-90)P[A,] + dP[AS,]

Clearly, Ry 0 ¢ M. Furthermore,
(1 — 5)E [Y1y<m] +0F [Ylyzm] < m(l — (5)]P’ [Y < m] +0F [Ylyzm]

inf E[RrY] < B |RPY| =

RreMy 1—0)P[Y <m|+oP[Y >m] — (L—0)P[Y <m]+oP[Y >m]

Assumption 2.0l implies F [|Y|] < oo and in particular £ [|R?’5Y|] < 00. Thus, taking 0 | 0 gives

inf E[RrY]<m.
iy, BT =

Taking m | essinfp (V) gives infr,enm, E [RrY] < essinfp (Y'), which in view of (ATT]) yields

b= inf E¥[B]=d infp (V).
b dgM [B] + essinfp (V)

A similar calculation for the upper bound shows that b = d + esssupp (Y), finishing the proof.
O

Proof of Proposition [210. Tt is convenient to set ¢ = —\/a so that (ZI3]) reads

1

o jnf (AQY) = A - d)).-
Set f(A) = A(X) — A(p — d). The strict convexity of A(X\) implies that f(\) is strictly convex. For
A # 0 we have f(A)/A = A(N)/X— (p—d). Lemma 29 and parts (1), (2) of Lemma[D.Jl below give,
as p € (b,b), the existence of an € > 0 so that liminf)\j f(A)/|A] > €. Therefore, f is strictly
convex and coercive so there exists a unique minimizer A for f on R. Part (3) of Lemma D1l below
ensures that A()\) exists and is finite for all A € R, and hence by the standard results of minimizer’s
of differentiable functions it follows that A must satisfy the first order conditions given in (2I4]).
To see this, note that for all A € R we have A(X) — A(X) > (A — A)(p — d). Now, assume X > .
Then jp—d < 1/(A —A) f;‘ A(7)dr. Taking A | A and using the smoothness of A, which is ensured
by Assumption p—d < A(S\) A similar calculation with A > X gives the opposite inequality,

finishing the proof.
0

APPENDIX B. PROOFS FROM SECTION [

Proof of Lemma[3.7) 1t is first shown that limn o sz\i 1 B [By] exists and is finite in magnitude.
Indeed, by the convexity of each I'; we have for any A > 0 that —(1/A\)I';(—=A) <TI,(0) = E [B;] <
(1/A)I;(A). This gives for any integers M > N that

1 M M 1 M
_—A‘Z ri(—A)gZ E[Bi]gxlz Li(N).
i=N+1 i=N+1 i=N+1
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As both (1/X)> "2, Ti(A) and —(1/X) > .2, Ti(—A) exist and are finite for all A > 0, it follows
for any € > 0 there is some N, so that if M, N > N, then zij‘iNHE [BZ]‘ < ¢, proving that
> i, E[B;] is Cauchy and hence the limit exists and is finite. We now claim that

(B.1) iVar [Bi] < o0,

from which the almost sure convergence result follows from [38, Theorem 1.4.2] and the L? conver-
gence result follows as > 2, F' [B;] exists. But, (B.) holds by applying the inequality

2
x2Sp<e’\x+6_)‘m); xe€RAN>0,
to x = Zf\; (B; — E [B;]), using the independence of the {B;}; .y, Assumption B3] and that
SV EB] = X%, BBl as N 1 oo, O

Proof of Lemmal3.0. Clearly, G and H satisfy Assumption 2.1l and by construction B = D +Y
so that Assumption 24 holds. Due to the choice of o as the lower-triangular square root of X,
Assumption is satisfied. Indeed, the first n assets only depend upon the first n Brownian
motions and hence S is G adapted. Furthermore, the (P, G;.S)-market is complete in view of the
martingale representation theorem. Here, the unique martingale measure Qg takes the form

Qo) _dQ_ . (Z —eiw.i) ,
=1 T

dP |g. dP|g,.

and for this measure H <Q0 | P‘ch) = (1/2) Y1, #? < co. Lastly, Assumptions and imply

i=1"1
the integrability assumptions on D and Y in Assumption To see this, as Assumption
implies E [B?] < oo for each i, it holds that for any 0 < e < 1 (recall (A22)):

1+4€

1+4e€ 9 156 n 2] "2
<E [(Z%)ﬂ E (Z BZ-) :
i=1

1+e
2

Z 1+e n n
§e21tezi=1€? (nZE[B?]) < oo0.
i=1
Furthermore, the independence of the { B;}, gives

E [EAY] =F [EAZﬁnHBi] = eXiznt1 Tl < o,

EQo [|D|1+E] —E Z%

n
S
i=1

Having verified Assumptions 211 — 2.6, Proposition implies that for each n, in the n® market,
the indifference price for ¢ units of B is p(q) = d — (1/(ga))log (E [e79%Y]). By construction, Qg

agrees with Q on the sigma-algebra Gp. Thus, we have from the definitions of d in Assumption

and d" in B.1):

d=E% D= " E%[B]=d"; log(E[e™])= Y Ti(—qa).
i—1 i=n+1

The range of arbitrage free prices in ([39) follows immediately from Lemma 29, Lemma B4l (which
shows that > °, F [B;] exists) and the independence of the {B;},.y. Indeed, these imply that

essinfp (Y72, 11 Bi) = Y i, . essinfp (B;) as well as esssupp (Y00, 4 Bi) = >0, . esssupp (B;).
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For the sake of completeness, let us discuss essinfp (Zfin 41 Bi) = > 2,4 essinfp (B;) in some
detail. Without loss of generality we may assume that E [B;] = 0 and we have that ) .°, F [Bf] <
oo. Thus, My, = Z;’in 41 Bi is well defined almost surely. It is clear that essinfp (Efin 41 BZ-) >
> ooy essinfp (B;) as for any ¢ < Y77 essinfp (B;) one has P[My < ¢] = 0. For the other
direction, we let M, = szfﬁrlB Then M = (My)m=12... is a L? bounded F,,, = o(B;,i =

n+1,...,n+m) martingale. Hence, we may write M,, = E[My|F,,| which immediately gives that

n—+m n+m
Z essinfp (B;) = essinfp ( Z B; > = essinfp (M,,) > essinfp (M) = essinfp ( Z B; >
i=n+1 i=n+1 i=n+1

for m = 1,2,---. So, taking m 1 oo gives the result. Lastly, (810) follows immediately from

(2I4) as A from [Z7) takes the form A(X) =32 ., T'(\) and Lemma Bl below shows that the
derivative may be passed through the infinite sum.
O

Lemma B.1. Let Assumptions[31), [32 and[Z.3 hold. Fori € N define I'; as in B3). Then, for all
A ER, limypee SN T3(N) exists, —00 < 300 T4(\) < 0o and (d/d)) (352, T;(N) = 3222, Ti(N).

Proof. The short proof of this lemma was suggested by one of the referees of the paper. As I'; is
convex it follows that

n

Do) —Lid—1) < ) TN Z (A +1) = Ti(N),
i=k

i=k

which by Assumption means that > . I';(\) is a Cauchy series and thus converges to a finite
quantity. This completes the proof of the Lemma. O

ApPPENDIX C. PROOF OF PROPOSITION
Proof of Proposition [{.9. (Regime 1) For the ¢ of Assumption 3] let ¢ > 0 be such that ea < é.
For n large enough we may assume that |g,| < er,. From (@4) it follows that

1
er (—aery) =p"(erp) —d" < p"(gn) —d" < p"(—ery) .

Ay (aery,).
Therefore, Varadhan’s integral lemma yields

1
lim inf p"(g,,) — d" > ——sup (—aey — 1(y));

ntoo A€ ycR
1
lim sup p"(g,) — d" < — sup (aey — I(y)) .
nToo A€ yecR

In view of Lemmas [D.2] [D.3] below, we have for € small enough that

1
hm infpn(Qn) - dn 2 Y—e + _[(y—e) Z Y—e;

ntoo

lim sup p"(gn) — d" < yqe — —I(Z/+e) < Yo
ntoo €a
for some y_, € 7% u™ ], yye € [I°*, u*] where [, u¢ are defined in (D.2) below. Thus, by Lemma
[D.3l we have that y+e — 0 as € ] 0 proving that lim, 1o p"(g) — d™ = 0.
(Regime 2). Now, assume that lim,jo0 |¢n|/7 =1 € (0,00). First, assume 0 <! < —M /a. For n
large enough we may assume (I —~)r, < ¢, < (I +)ry, for some v > 0 such that M < —a(l+7) <
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—a(l —v) < 0. (#4) then implies
1

Pan) = d" < p((E=)ra) = & = = ga (= = p)arn);
P (an) = d* 2 p" (L)) — d* = ‘m%«z +7)ary).

By Varadhan’s integral lemma

lim sup p™ (gn) — " < ———— sup (—( — 7)ay — I(y)) = in <y + #) <0;

ntoo (l - /7)(1 yER yeR - 7)a
liminf p"(gy,) — d" > o sup (—(I +y)ay — I(y)) = inf <y + 1) > > —00.
ntoo (I +7)a yer yeR (I+7v)a

The function 7 — infycg (y + 71(y)) for 7 > 0 is concave and hence continuous on the interior of
it’s effective domain. Therefore, taking v | 0 in the above yields ([£12).

Now, assume that M, > —oo and [ > —M, /a. From (A.9]) we have that [ > —M /a and hence we
can find a v > 0 so that for n large enough ¢, > (I —v)r, and such that [ — v > —M,/a > —M/a.
As before, (4.4]) implies

n n n mn 1
(Cl) p (Qn) —d"<p ((l - ’Y)Tn) —d' = _mAn(_(l - ’Y)CLTn).
By the definition of M we know that limsup,, 1o (1/7n)An(—(1 — v)ar,) = oco. However, it is in
fact true that lim, o0 (1/7n)Ap(—(l —y)ary,) = co. Indeed, assume there exists a sub-sequence (still
labeled n) such that lim sup, ;o (1/7) Ay (— (1 —y)ar,) < oo. Varadhan’s integral lemma applied to
the subsequence (for which the LDP still holds) then implies that for v small enough

lim iAn(—(l — 27)ary,) = sup (—(l — 2y)ay — I(y)) < co.
ntoo T'p, yeR
Thus, for v small enough so that | — 2y > —M, /a we have a contradiction to the definition of M.
Thus, we have from (CI) that lim, 1o p"(gn) — d" = —00.
The results for ¢,/r, — [ < 0 are very similar to that for [ > 0. Indeed, assume first that
—M/a <1< 0. For n large enough we may assume (I —~)r, < g, < (I +~)ry for some v > 0 such
that 0 < —a(l+v) < —a(l —v) < M. (@&4) implies

P"(gn) = d* < p"((L=7)ra) —d" = ‘W%(—(z —Y)ary);
P (an) = d" 2 p"(L+ 7)) — d" = ‘W%(—(z +7)ar).

Varadhan’s integral lemma gives

sup (—(1 — y)ay — (y)) = sup (y+ € ><oo;

limsup p"(g,) —d" < —

nToo (l - 7)a yeR yeR (l - 7)a

L 1(y)

liminf p"(g,) — d" > — sup (—(l +v)ay — I(y :sup<y+ >20
ntoo (4) (I+7)a yeR( ( ) W) yeR (l+7)a

The function 7 + sup,eg (y +71(y)) for 7 < 0 is convex and hence continuous on it’s effective
domain. Therefore, taking v | 0 in the above yields (£13)).
Next, assume that M* < oo and [ < —M*/a. From (@3] we have that [ < —M /a and hence we
can find a v > 0 so that for n large enough ¢, < (I +~)r, and such that [ +~ < —M*/a < —M /a.
27



As before, (4.4]) implies

1
" —d" > p"(( —d"=———N,(—( .
p"(qn) > p"((L+7)rn) d+7)m n(=(+7)ary)
By the definition of M we know that lim sup,,o, (1/7)An (—(I47)ar,) = oo, but a similar argument
to that above shows that in fact lim o0 (1/7n)Ar (—({+7)ary,) = oo, and hence limy, 1o p™(¢n) —d™ =
0.

(Regime 3) The proof for Regime 3 is nearly identical to that of Regime 2 and hence only the
argument for ¢, /r, — oo is given. For any M > 0 we can find N large enough so that ¢, > Mr,.
(#4) then implies

1
M T'n@
Now, if M, > —oo then (£9]) implies M > —oo and hence for M large enough so that —aM < M, <
M we have lim sup, 4. (1/75) An(—Mar,) = oo, but, in fact we must have limy,joo (1/7) An(—Mary,) =
oo. Indeed, assume there exists a sub-sequence (still labeled 1) such that lim sup, 1o (1/77) An (= Mar,) <
0o. Then for v small enough so that —a(M — ) < M,

lim iAn(—(M —v)ary) =sup (—(M —y)ay — I(y)) < oo.

nfoo Ty yeR

p"(qn) —d" < p"(Mry) —d" = Ap(—Mary,).

This is a contradiction to the definition of M,. Therefore, lim, 1o p"(¢s) — d" = —o0, proving the
result if M, > —oo. If M = —oo we have that for all M > 0 that

. 1 . I(y)
] "(g) — d" < ——— —May — I(y)) = inf RAC2M )
ng}igpp (qn) < af,lelxlé( ay —1(y)) inf <y+ Ma)

The right hand side above is decreasing in M : taking M 1 oo gives

I
00~ < i o (14577

We now claim that

. Ity)\ .
&%;2&(“%) =inf{y [ I(y) < oo},

which, if true, finishes the result. First, it is clear as I > 0 that

i o (5 2) < (4 29) 2ty 10 < o).

Moo yeR Ma M*oo yeR,I(y)<oo
Now, let y be such that I(y) < co. As infycr (y+ I(y)/(Ma)) < y+ I(y)/(Ma) it follows that
lim prp0 infyer (v + I(y)/(Ma)) < y. Taking y | inf {y | I(y) < oo} gives the result. O

APPENDIX D. SUPPORTING LEMMAS
Lemma D.1. Define A as in 7)) and assume that A(X\) is finite for all A € R. Then
(1) limypoo(1/A)A(X) = esssupp (V).
(2) limy| oo (1/AN)A(X) = essinfp (V).
(8) For all A\ € R, A(\) = E [YeN] /E [eN] € R, Additionally, A(X) is strictly convex which
implies that the map X — A(N) is increasing in \.

Proof. Clearly, for A > 0, we have

(L/XN)AN) = (1/X) log (EP [e)‘YD < esssupp (V).
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Now, let m > 0 be such that P[Y > m] > 0. As Y > mly~,,, we then have
1 1 .
— > — )
)\A()\) >m+ 3 log (E [1y>m])

Taking A 1 oo gives that liminfytoo(1/A)A(A) > m, and hence taking m 1 esssupp (Y) gives
lim oo (1/A)A(X) = esssupp (Y). A similar calculation shows that limy ;o (1/A)A(X) = essinfp (V),
proving both (1) and (2) above. That A(\) = E [Ye*] /E [e*Y] for A € R follows by Assumption

2.0l the dominated convergence theorem and the inequality
(D.1) lz|e? < C(N) (e”‘x + 6_2)‘5”) ; z €R,

for some constant C'(A\) < oo. Now, by Jensen’s inequality, F [e’\Y] > ¢~ MEIYI and Assumption

ensures that E [|Y]] < oco. Furthermore, as for any A € R there exists some constant C'(\)
so that (D) holds, it follows again from Assumption 26 that |E [Ye*Y] | < oo, which yields (3)
finishing the proof.

O

Lemma D.2. Let Assumptions[{.1 and[{.3 hold. For¢é and I asin Assumption[{.d, liminf|y. I(y)/|y| >
J.

Proof. In view of (43 and Varadhan’s integral lemma for all € € (=9, ) it holds that

1 n

I'(e) = lim — log (EP [eET”Y”]) =sup (ey — I(y)) < oc.
ntoo T'p yeR

For € > 0 this gives for y > 0 that I(y)/y > ¢ — I'(¢)/y, from which the result follows by taking

y 1T oo and € T §. For e < 0 this gives for y < 0 that I(y)/(—y) > —e — I'(¢)/(—y), from which the

result follows by taking y | —oo and € | —4. O

Lemma D.3. Let Assumptions[{.1 and[{.3 hold. Let§ be as in Assumption[{.3 For anye € (—9,0)
set

(D.2) 1€ = inf {y LY € argmazy,cg (ey — I(y))} : u® = sup {y Dargmazycg (ey — I(y))} .
Then lim, | ¢ = 0 = lim, o u®.

Proof. This lemma should be known in the literature, but given that we could not find an exact
reference, we provide a proof. As I(y) =0 < y = 0 we have v < 0 for e < 0, 0 < [€ for € > 0 and
I =uf =0 for e = 0. Furthermore, by Lemma [D.2] we know for |¢] < §/2 that —K < <u < K
for some K > 0 which does not depend upon e. Now, let ¢ < 0, — 0 and assume by way of
contradiction that [¢ — —[ < 0 for some [ > 0. By definition of [¢ and this implies there exists a
sequence y. — y < —I[/2 such that for each ¢, y. € argmax,cp (ey — I(y)). Therefore, we have that

0 < lim Inf (eye — I(ye)) < —1(y),

where the last inequality follows by the lower semi-continuity of I. This gives I(y) < 0 which by
Assumption 3] is impossible as y < —1/2 and I(y) = 0 if and only if y = 0. Thus the result follows
for € < 0, — 0 as we already know that u® < 0. A similar argument for € > 0,¢ — 0 finishes the
proof. O

Lemma D.4. Let Assumptions[{.1] and [].3 hold. Let § be as in Assumption [[.3. For e € (—0,0)
define
EIP” [YneernYn]
= T ]
Then

0 = lim inf lim inf p;, = lim sup lim sup p,.
=0 nfoo e—0 ntoo
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Proof. Recall the function A, (A) = log (E*" [e*Y"]), X € R from ([Z). By Assumption @I} A,())
is strictly convex with A,(\) = EF" [V,erYn] /EP" [eM7]. Now, define the function A()\) =
sup,eg (A\y — I(y)). Note that by construction, A(A) is convex. Furthermore, ([LJ]) states that
(1/rp) A (ery) — Ae) as n 1 oo for € € (=9, 9).

By Proposition 210, the map A — —ApS, + Ay, (A) is minimized uniquely at A = er,,. This gives
for all v € R that
(D3) — €Tppy, + An(ern) < —yp, + An(’Y)
Taking 7 to be (e + \)ry, where A > 0 is such that e + A < ¢ it follows that

—€Tppy, + An(ern) < _(6 + N)rnpy, + An((e + )‘)Tn)
Canceling out the —epf, terms, dividing by Ar,, and rearranging terms gives
1 /1 1
s, < X <EAn ((e+ N)rp) — aAn(ern)> .

Taking n 1 oo gives

1
linf%infpf1 < limsupp;, < X (Ale+ X)) — A(e)) .
nToo ntoo
Taking A | 0 gives )
lin[%infpf1 < limsupp;, < Ay (e),

njoo ntToo
where A (€) is the right derivative of A at e. Similarly, coming back to (D.3)), taking v = (e — )7y
where A > 0 is such that —J < —e — ~ it follows that

—limsuppf, < — lin%infp; < A_(e).

ntoo ntoo
where A_(¢) is the left derivative of A at e. Therefore, by [36] Theorem 23.2] it follows that
lim sup,, o0 p¢, lim infypoe p = OA(€). Now let ¢ € OA(e). The claim is that lim. o [ = 0. To see
this, assume first by way of contradiction that there exits some 7 > 0 such that [* > 7 for some
sequence €, — 0. Take 0 < A < § such that A\ > ¢, for all k large enough. By definition of the
sub-differential it follows that

AN) > Aleg) + 1N —ex) > Aler) + T(A — €x).
For ) small enough (still larger that ¢;) Lemma[D.2implies there exists some y* € argmaxyeR()\y—
I(y)) so that A(\) = Ay — I(y}). This implies
M = I > Aley) + 7(\ — €p).
As A is convex, finite in (=4, d) and A(0) = 0, it follows by the continuity of A in (-0, d) that taking
k1 oo yields A\y* — I(y*) > 7\, or y» > 7+ I(y*)/\ > 7. Taking A | 0 and using Lemma [D.3] gives
that 0 > 7, a contradiction. Similarly, assume by way of contradiction that there exits some 7 > 0
such that (¢ < —7 for some sequence ¢, — 0. Take —9 < A < 0 such that A < ¢,. By definition of
the sub-differential it follows that
AN) > Aleg) + 1% —ex) > Aleg) — 7(N — ).
For A small enough magnitude (though still less than e;) Lemma implies there exists some
Y € argmax,cg(A\y — I(y)) so that A()) = Ay* — I(yY). This implies
M= I(yY) = Mex) = 7(A — ep).

As above, by taking k 1 co one obtains —y* > 74 I(y*)/(—=\) > 7. Taking A | 0 and using Lemma

[D.3l gives that 0 > 7, a contradiction. Thus, it follows that |I¢] — 0 as € — 0 for all I¢ € JA(¢e) and

hence the result follows. U
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