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INCOMPLETE STOCHASTIC EQUILIBRIA FOR DYNAMIC MONETARY UTI LITY
CONSTANTINOS KARDARAS, HAO XING, AND GORDAN ZITKOVIC

ABSTRACT. We study existence and uniqueness of continuous-timaastic Radner equilibria in
an incomplete market model among a group of agents whoserprefe is characterized by cash
invariant time-consistent monetary utilities. An assumpbf “smallness” type is shown to be suf-
ficient for existence and uniqueness. In particular, thésiagption encapsulates settings with small
endowments, small time-horizon, or a large population ofkie heterogeneous agents. Central
role in our analysis is played by a fully-coupled nonlinegstem of quadratic BSDEs.

INTRODUCTION

The equilibrium problem. The focus of the present paper is the problem of existenceigde-
ness of a competitive (Radner) equilibrium in an incomptetetinuous-time stochastic model of
a financial market. A discrete version of our model was inticeti by Radner inHad87 as an ex-
tension of the classical Arrow-Debreu framework, with tlealgpf understanding how asset prices
in financial (or any other) markets are formed, under miniasaumption on the ingredients or the
underlying market structure. One of those assumptionste&naharket completeness; more pre-
cisely, it is usually postulated that the range of varioysesyof transactions the markets allow is
such that the wealth distribution among agents, after altthding is done, is Pareto optimal, i.e.,
that no further redistribution of wealth can make one agetieb off without hurting somebody
else. Real markets are not complete; in fact, as it turnslo@precise way in which completeness
fails matters greatly for the output and should be undets&soan a-priori constraint. Indeed, it is
instructive to ask the following questions: Why are market®mplete in the first place? Would
rational economic agents not continue introducing newtasst the market, as long as it is still
useful? The answer is that they, indeed, would, were it noexegenously-imposed constraints
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out there, no markets exist for most contingencies; thosd&etsathat do exist are heavily regu-
lated, transactions costs are imposed, short selling i€8ores prohibited, liquidity effects render
replication impossible, etc. Instead of delving into thedmling issues regarding various types of
completeness constraintse point the reader td/jt12] where a longer discussion of such issues
can be found.

The “fast-and-slow” model. The particular setting we subscribe to here is one of the Isishp

from the financial point of view. It, nevertheless, exhibitany of the interesting features found
in more general incomplete structures and admits a stfaigbdrd continuous-time formulation.
It corresponds essentially to the so-called “fast-an@¢/stmmpleteness constraint, introduced in
[Zit12].

One of the ways in which the “fast-and-slow” completenessstaint can be envisioned is
by allowing for different speeds at which information of tadferent kinds is incorporated and
processed. The discrete-time version of the model is destin detail in MQ96, p. 213], where
it goes under the heading of “short-lived” asset modelsrdiheat each node in the event tree, the
agents have access to a number of short-lived assets ssetsavhose life-span ends in one unit
of time, at which time all the dividends are distributed. Tnees of such assets are determined in
the equilibrium, but their number is typically not suffictéa guarantee local (and therefore global)
completeness of the market. In our, continuous time mobelunhderlying filtration is generated
by two independent Brownian motion8 @nd1’). Positioned the “node{w, t), we think ofd B,
anddlV, as two independent symmetric random variables, realizéghat +dt, with valuest/dt.
Allowing the agents to insure each other only with respethéorisks contained i3, we denote
the (equilibrium) price of such an "asset" by\; dt. As already hinted to above, one possible
economic rationale behind this type of constraint is olgdiby thinking ofd B as the readily-
available (fast) information, whilél’ models slower information which will be incorporated into
the process\, indirectly, and only at later dates. For simplicity, we afsothe spot interest rate
to 0, allowing agents to transfer wealth frotrio ¢ 4 dt costlessly and profitlessly. Since in our
setting consumption can occur only at terminal time, therggt rate can be taken exogenously.
The normalization of zero interest rate is for expositiosiatplicity and is commonly used for
model without intertemporal consumption, cf, egv3].

For mathematical convenience, and to be able to access diilald® continuous-time results,
we concatenate all short-lived assets with payafss and prices- )\, dt into a single asseB; =
By + [ M\ du. 1t should not be thought of as an asset that carries a dididetimeT’, but only as
a single-object representation of the family of all infisiteal, short-lived assets.

As a context for the "fast-and-slow” constraint, we considdinite number/ of agents; we
assume that their preference structure is characterizesl ddgss of dynamic monetary utilities.
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The notion of dynamic monetary utility is closely relatediyomamic risk measure, which is a time-
consistent extension of the static risk measures intratibgeArtzner et al. ADEH9Y]; this time-
consistency property is in line with the notion introducgddmopmans Koo6d and Duffie and
Epstein DE9Z. Further information on dynamic risk measures can be fanfji@DK04, CDKO5,
BEKO5, DS05 KS07, BN0O9, CK09, DPRG1( among others. Dynamic monetary utility can also
be characterized by-expectations, i.e., solutions of a class of Backward Sistib Differential
Equations (BSDE), introduced by Perigen97. As was shown by Delbaen, Peng, and Rosazza
Gianin [DPRG1( that any dynamic monetary utility can be represented aggpectation.

In this paper, we consider a class of dynamic monetaryiaslivhich are sandwiched between
two entropic monetary utilities. The simplest example as ttlass is a group of exponential
utilities with idiosyncratic risk-aversion parametershelcash-invariant or monetary property of
the agents’ utilities is absolutely crucial for all of oustdts as it induces a “backward” structure
to our problem, which, while still very difficult to analyzallows us to make a significant step
forward.

The representative-agent approach, and its failure in incomplete markets. The classical and
nearly ubiquitous approach to existence of equilibria imptete markets is using the so-called re-
presentative-agent approach. Here, the agents’ endowraenfirst aggregated and then splitin a
Pareto-optimal way. Along the way, a pricing measure is peed, and then, a-posteriori, a market
is constructed whose unique martingale measure is predisat particular pricing measure. As
long as no completeness constraints are imposed, thisagpvaorks extremely well, pretty much
independently of the shape of the agents’ utility functigese, e.g., PH85, Duf86, KLLS91,
KLS90, KLS91, DP92 AR08, Zit06] for a sample of continuous-time literature). A convenient
exposition of some of these and many other results, togettiera thorough classical literature
overview can be found inS98, Chapter 4, Notes section].

The incomplete case requires a completely different amgbraad what were once minute details,
now become salient features. The failure of representatynt methods under incompleteness are
directly related to the inability of the market to achieved®a optimality by wealth redistribution.
Indeed, when not every transaction can be implementedghrtihe market, one cannot reduce the
search for the equilibrium to a finite-dimensional “manifobf Pareto-optimal allocations. Even
more dramatically, the whole nature of what is consideredlati®on to the equilibrium problem
changes. In the complete case, one simply needs to identifgrket-clearing valuation measure.
In the present “fast-and-slow” formulation, the very fayroff all replicable claims (in addition to
the valuation measure) has to be determined. This signifjcampacts the “dimensionality” of
the problem and calls for a different toolbox.
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Our probabilistic-analytic approach. The direction of the present paper is partially similar to
that of [Zit12], where a much simpler model of the “fast-and-slow” typerigaduced and con-
sidered. Here, however, the setting is different and somaéwlbser to Yhalq and [CL15]. The
fast component is modeled by an independent Brownian matistead of the one-jump process.
Also, unlike in any of the above papers, pure PDE techniqueekegely replaced or supplemented
by probabilistic ones, and much stronger results are obdain

Doing away with the Markovian assumption, we allow for a eclion of unbounded random
variables, satisfying suitable integrability assumpsicio act as random endowments and charac-
terize the equilibrium as a (functional of a) solution to anlrear system of quadratic BSDESs.
Unlike single quadratic BSDE, whose theory is by now quitmptete (see e.g.Kpb00, BHO6,
BHO8, DHB11, EB13 BEK13] for a sample), the systems of quadratic BSDEs are much frefesru
stood. The main difficulty is that the comparison theorem fadyto hold for BSDE systems (see
[HPO]). Moreover, Frei and dos Reis (s€edR11) constructed a quadratic BSDE system which
has bounded terminal condition but admits no solution. Tiomgest general-purpose result seems
to be the one of Tevzadze (s@e)09), which guarantees existence under af“smallness” con-
dition placed on the terminal conditions.

Like in [Tev0q, but unlike in [Zit12] or [CL15], our general result imposes no regularity con-
ditions on the agents’ random endowments. UnlikeTiavDg, we allow here for unbounded
terminal conditions (random endowments), and measuregheg using an “entropic” BMO-type
norm strictly weaker than the>-norm. Existence of equilibria is established when random e
dowments have small entropic-BMO-norm. In addition, theigrium constructed is unique in a
global sense (as ifK[P 16, where a different quadratic BSDE system is studied).

One interesting feature of our general result is that it dependent of the number of agents
(number of equations in the BSDE system). This is differemnf[Tev0d and leads to the follow-
ing observation: the equilibrium exists as soon as “suffityemany sufficiently homogeneous”
(under an appropriate notion of homogeneity) agents shgieea total endowment, which is not
assumed to be small. This is precisely the natural contextafmber of competitive equilibrium
models with a large number of small agents, none of whom hasmargting sway over the price.

Another feature of our general result is its independenas thfe time horizon. Indirectly, this
leads to the fact that existence and uniqueness also holds thle time horizon is sufficiently
small, but the random endowments are not limited in size. ddilde additional assumption of
Malliavin differentiabilty, a lower bound on how small therizon has to be to guarantee existence
and uniqueness turns out to be inversely proportional teittes of the (Malliavin) derivatives of
random endowments. This extends_ [L5 Theorem 3.1] to a non-Markovian setting. Interest-
ingly, both thelL>°-smallness of the random endowments and the smallnesstiidnorizon are
implied by the small-entropic-BMO-norm condition mentgzhabove, and the existence theorems
under these conditions can be seen as special cases of enalgesult.
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Some notational conventions.As we will be dealing with various classes of vector-valuad-r
dom variables and stochastic processes, we shall intragifieiently compact notation to make
reading more palatable.

A time horizonT > 0 is fixed throughout. An equality sign between random vaesltsig-
nals almost-sure equality, while one between two procesgagies Lebesgue-almost everywhere,
almost sure equality. Any two processes that are equal $rstémise will be identified; this, in par-
ticular, applies to indistinguishable cadlag processes(L, Fr, F = {F;}icpo,1, P) be afiltrated
probability space, whose filtratioR is the augmented filtration generated by two independent
Brownian motionB, W and satisfies the usual conditions of completeness andcdagtttnuity. 7
denotes the set of dl), T']-valuedF-stopping times, an®? denotes the set of all predictable pro-
cesse ji; }iepo,r) Such that/! 12 dt < oo, a.s. The integral; 1, dB, of i € P? with respect to an
F-Brownian motion? is alternatively denoted by B, while the stochastic (Doléans-Dade) expo-
nential retains the standard notati®f). ThelL?-spacesp € [1, o] are all defined with respect to
(Q, Fr,P), LY denotes the set oPfequivalence classes) of finite-valued random variablethisn
space. For a continuous adapted prodes$$cjo,r), we set

Vs = [l suprego,ry [Vl Il

and denote by the space of all such’ with ||Y||s.. < co. Forp > 1, the space of al. € P?
with ||ps/[5, = E 5" |uul” du] < oo is denoted byi?, an alias for the Lebesgue spaceon the
product[0, 7] x €.

Given a probability measut@ and aP-martingale)M, we define its BMO-norm by

EF (M) — (M),]

Y

Loe

2
1M |[gmo () = sup
TET

WhereEE’ [] = Eﬁ’[~|}}] denotes conditional expectation with respectftq computed undep.
The set of allP-martingales\ with |[M|lgmoge) < oo is denoted by BMQP), or, simply, BMO,
whenP = P. When applied to random variableX, € BMO(P) means thafX = My, for some
M e BMO(P). In the same vein, we define (for some, and then @hyF)-Brownian motion?)

bmaP) = {u € P? : - B e BMO(P)},

with the normy| [ |pmge) = [l12 - B||BMO(@,). The same convention as previously is used: the depen-
dence orP is suppressed whéh = P.

Many of our objects will take values iR, for some fixed/ € N. Those are typically denoted
by bold letters such a&, u, v, a, etc. If specific components are needed, they will be given a
superscript - e.g.F = (E%);. Unquantified variables, ; always range ovef1,2,...,1}. The
topology of R is induced by the Euclidean norin |,, defined by|z|, = /3, |#i]* for & =
(2%); € RL. All standard operations and relations (including the aitsovalue|-| and order<)
betweerR*-valued variables are considered componentwise.
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1. MONETARY UTILITIES

1.1. Relative entropy. We begin with a convention which extends the definition ofestation to
IL°. For any random variabl@ < 1.° and probability measur® ~ P, set

{ 00, if E2[G,] = oo,

E@[G] =1 lim E@[G V(—n)] = EQ[G+] _ EQ[G_], otherwise

n— oo

Y

where, as usualy; = max{G,0} andG_ = max{—G,0}. Furthermore, define

_e[de, @) o
Har) -& | Fle 2], @~

to be the relative entropy @ with respect t@, and define also the pdin(Q), ¢(Q)) of predictable
processes implicitly via the densit§)/dP = £(—p(Q) - B — q(Q) - W)r. Finally, set
_ dQ v
Q- {Q IP" o epglm (IP)}.

The following lemma is similar to a standard result from therature, but requires a separate proof
due to our use of the nonstandard dual dongin

Lemma 1.1. It holds that

T
H@P) - 35° | [ 2@ + Q] <. Qe 0
Furthermore, we have
— §log EF[e /%] = inf {E%[G] + 6H(QIP)}, V5>0, G el (1.1)

1.2. Definition and properties. In the sequel, we shall consider a random figld2 x [0, 7] x
R? — R, with the following properties.

Assumption 1.2. The functionf : Q x [0, 7] x R?* — R, is such that:
o forall (p,q) € R?, f(-,-,p,q) is a predictable process;
e forall (w,t) € Q x [0,T7], f(w,t,0,0) =0, f(w,t,-,-)is C*(R?) with gradient a{0, 0) €
R? satisfyingD f (w, t,0,0) = (0, 0), and there exist constarfis< § < A < oo such that
both eigenvalues of the Hessiar f (w, ¢, -, -) belong to[d, A].

In the sequel, and in order to simplify notation, in randondBdike f, whenever we want to
stress dependence @f, q) € R?, we write f,,,(p, q) instead off (w, ¢, p, q), or evenf(p, ¢) when
(w,t) € Q x [0,T] is fixed. Furthermore, and as typical in BSDE theory, we dnedjuently omit
the argumentu, especially in the context wherg has to be evaluated at predictable processes

(pe> @t)tejo,r), Wwhere we shall simply writé; (p;, ¢:).
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Any f satisfying Assumptiori.2is such thatf, .(-, -) is clearly nonnegative and strictly convex
for all (w,t) €  x [0, T]. Taylor's theorem implies that
300 + %) < fui(p, @) < 3AW° +¢%), forall (w,t,p,q) € A x [0, T] xR*.  (1.2)

Wheneverf satisfies Assumptioh.2, Lemmal.limplies that

B[ [ (pu(@),0u(@)du] < TH@P) <00, Qe Q

Therefore, and recalling the conventions regarding exgpiects in 8.1, one may define a mapping
U: L% [—o0,00] via

U(G) = it B+ [ fu(pu(@), 0u(@)du]. (13)

The thus-defined functional is called amonetary utility function , and f the penalty function
associated to it. UsindL(1) and (L.2), we obtain entropic upper and lower bounds@mamely

— 0logEF[e™9) < U(G) < —AlogEF[e=/2], G e L. (1.4)

In particular,U (G) < oo holds for allG € L.
It follows in a straightforward way from the above that thé#dwing properties are valid, where
G e L% G' € LY, and{G, }.en is @ nonincreasing sequencelift
Positivity: U(0) = 0, andU(G) < U(G"), forG < G,
Concavity:U(aG + (1 — a)G") > aU(G) + (1 — a)U(G") for all a € [0, 1].
Monetary invariancel (G + a) = U(G) + a, for all a € R.
Fatou property:WhenevelG,, | G € L° andsupg.o E%[G4] < oo, we have

U(G) =1 Jim U(Gn).

Examplel.3 The simplest—but far from the only—example of a monetariitytas described
above is when the penalty functigisatisfies

w,t
flotpg) = 0002 1 @), (witpg) € Qx 0.7) xR

wheren is a predictable process such that n < A holds for constant8 < § < A < co. Here,
n(w,t) may be loosely interpreted as a state-time dependerity.an € Q2 x [0, 7], risk tolerance
coefficient. For constant, Lemmal.limplies thatU is entropic utility.

2. SNGLE-AGENT MAXIMIZATION PROBLEM

2.1. The financial market. Our model of a financial market features one liquidly tradistly
assetwhose value, denoted in terms of a prespecified numéraichwre normalize td, is given
by

dB) = \,dt +dB,, t<]0,T), (2.1)
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for some\ € bmo. Given that it will play a role of a “free parameter” in amalysis, the volatility
in (2.1) is normalized tal; this way, A can simultaneously be interpreted as tharket price of
risk. For technical reasons explained below, it will be enoughdsume for our purposes that
A € bmo. The reader should consult the subsection ‘The “fagtsdmw” model’ in the intro-
duction for the proper economic interpretation of this assea concatenation of a continuum of
infinitesimally-short-lived securities.

2.2. The entropic BMO space. In order to describe the appropriate regularity class fesetients’
random endowments, which will be larger thaty, we shall need the following space, described
via solvability of a certain quadratic BSDE:

Definition 2.1 (Entropic BMO) A random variables € 1Y is said to belong to thentropic BMO
spaceEBMO if there exist (necessarily unique) procesée$§’, n“) € bma® and a constank§’
such thatX¥ = G where
t t 1 rt
XG = X§+ [mf B, + [ ngdw, + §/ ((mf)2 n (nf)2) du. 2.2)
0 0 0
An exponentiation of the negative of both sides@) yields
E(-M%)p=e¢ whereM® = X§ +mC - B+n“-W € BMO, (2.3)

meaning that;? ¢ EBMO if and only if e=¢ is the last element of a stochastic exponential of a
BMO martingale. Less formally, EBMG-= — log £(BMO). Characterization and properties of
EBMO are presented separately in Appendlix

For G € EBMO we define the following seminorm-like quantity which,an abuse of terminol-
ogy, we still call anEBMO semi-norm:

1G] leemo = 1M Ilamo = 1M, 1) lpme-
Since|| - ||ggmo lacks the homogeneity property, we also introduce theioiig family:
1Glleamos = 011G/dllggmo, ford >0,
and note that: /0 € EBMO if and only if the equation
t t t
XO8 = xG9 /0 mG? dB, + /0 gt AW+ g5 | ((mf’5)2 + (nf"s)z) du,  (24)
with X5 = @, admits a (necessarily unique) solution wittf?, m©?) € bmd. In that case we

necessarily have&l ©° = §X%/° and(m9, n%?) = §(m/° n%/?), so that

G’é, nG,é)

||GHEBMO,5 = [|(m | lbmor



INCOMPLETE STOCHASTIC EQUILIBRIA 9

2.3. Agent’s utility-maximization problem. In the market model of 81, we consider a single
economic agentvho trades the risky asset as well as the aforementionddsslkuméraire, asset
of constant value 1. The agent’s preferences are modelednhbgn&tary utility associated to a
penalty functionf satisfying Assumptiori.2. This agent receivesrandom endowmentE ¢ IL.°
at time7’; we shall assume throughout that € N, L?(P), andE/§ € EBMO.

The agent maximizes the expected utility at the terminafiharising from trading and random
endowment:

U(r - B{} + F) — max, (2.5)
where the portfolio procesgr }cj0,r) represents the number of shares of the asset kept by the
agent, and belongs to an admissible class described belswsual, this strategy is financed by
investing in or borrowing from the interest-free numéraisset, as needed. To our best knowledge,
solution to @.5) for dynamic monetary utility/ was missing from the literature. Propositiant
below establishes the existence and uniqueness of theatortfolio procesg ;' }ic(o.71-

For A\ € bmo, we denote byM* the subset of that consists of equivalent local martingale
measures fo3*. More precisely, and in view of Levy’s characterizationdham, M* consists
of all probability measures i® under whichB* becomes a Brownian motion. We note that,
since\ € bmo, reverse Holder inequalities hold #¢—\ - B) (cf. [Kaz94 Theorem 3.4.]) and,
consequently, the minimal martingale measQre given bydQ*/dP = £(—\ - B)r, belongs to
M?*. Note also that an§) € M* is such thatiQ*/dP = £(—\ - B — q - W)y, for appropriate
q=q(Q) e P

A strategyr is said to be\-admissibleif = € A*, where

AN = {7r € P?| 7 - B is aQ-supermartingale for al)) ¢ MA} .

For eachr € bmo andQ € M*, 7 - B* is aQ-martingalé; therefore, bmaZ A*.
The maximization problem in2(5), posed overr ¢ A*, is called theprimal problem. The
definitions ofU and.A* yields the following weak-duality bound
sup U(m - Bh+ E) < inf EZ [E + / ! fu()\u,qu(@))du], (2.6)
TEAN Qem? 0
with the minimization problem on the right-hand side is edlthedual problem. We remark that
the expectation in the definition of the dual problem exists-ioo, oo}, thanks to PropositioA.2
item (2) and thé_r-integrability requirement in the definition gé1*.
Our next result characterizes the value of the dual probleraBSDE. Given the market price
of risk A\ € bmo, f satisfying Assumptiori.2, and a random endowmeiit ¢ L.° such that

1For eachr € bmo, energy inequalities irkpz94 Page 26] imply that € H? for everyp > 1. This fact combined
with (dQ/dP) € |,.., L” and Holder's inequality imply that € H*(Q), for eachQ € M*. Thereforer - B* is a
Q-martingale.
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E, € N,» LP(P) andE/§ € EBMO, define the process

Y — essinf {E;@ [E + /tT Fuhs qu((@))du} ‘Q € MA}, tel0,T). 2.7)

Before characterizinyy*, we introduce the partial conjugate Q2 x [0, 7] x R? — R in the second
spatial argument of

hy+(p,v) = sup (ql/ — fut(p, q)), (w,t) € Q% [0,T)], (p,v) € R?, (2.8)

qeR

and gather some of its properties in the following Lemma:

Lemma 2.2. Under Assumptiorl.2, the partial convex conjugatk of f, given by(2.8) above
has the following properties for allv,t) € © x [0, 7], whose dependence is hidden below, and
(p,v) € R?%, where all constants depend only ®&and A of Assumptior..2

(1) Ah(-,-) is concave in the first argument and convex in the second, atigfigs
50"+ 55 < h(p,v) < —5p° + 3507

(2) h(-,-) € C*R?), h(0,0) = 0, Dh(0,0) = (0,0) and there exist constants > 0 and
I' > 0, such that

Onh(p,v) < —y and [9;h(p,v)| <I, forjkel,2.

(3) There exists a constaét > 0 such that, for alp, p, v, 7 € R, we have
01h(p, v)| + [0 (p, v)| < O( [p| + V] ), (2.9)

and
h(p.v) = ha(p,2)] < ©(Ipl V151 + ol v 151]) (Ip = 51 + v = 7). (2.10)
(4) With~ asin (2) above, we have
h(p,v) — pdih(p,v) > $yp.
Now we characteriz&* via a BSDE in the following result:

Proposition 2.3. Let A € bmo, f satisfying Assumptiof.2, and £ ¢ L° be such thatt, <
Np>1 L?(P) and E/6 € EBMO. Then, the proces$* admits a continuous modification and has
the following properties:
() X7 <y} <EY[E,] + SAAZngr) < oo, forall t € [0, T, whereX ” is given as in
(2.9);
(i) Y* is the unique solution to the BSDE

dy, = (ht()\u V) + )\t,ut) dt + p dBy + v, dW,, Yr=FE, (2.11)
with (1, v) € bmd, whereh is given by(2.9).
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Our next task is to identify the optimal investment stratégythe primal problem, using the
solution of the dual.

Proposition 2.4. Let A € bmo, f satisfying Assumptio.2, and £ € L° be such thatt, €
Np>1 LP(P) andE/§ € EBMO. Furthermore, letu*, v*) be the processes featuring in the martin-
gale component of the (unique) solutign to (2.11). Then, the process

™ = —Oh(\ ) — p. (2.12)
belongs to bmo and is the unique optimal investment strdtegire primal problen(2.5).
3. EQUILIBRIUM

3.1. Equilibrium. We consider a finite numbdr € N of economic agents. Their preferences
are modelled by monetary utilities with penalty functidrfé);, and receive random endowments
(E");. We impose the following assumption.

Assumption 3.1. For each;, f? satisfies Assumptiofh.2, with constants; < A;, andE* € L0 is
such thatt’. € N, L?(P) andE*/§; € EBMO.

In the context of Assumptiof.1, we set
0 = minJ;, A = max A;, (3.2)
and introduce the shortcut§’ = X 7% and(m’,n’) = (m”"%, n”"%) € bmo, so that
X} = midB, + njdW; + 3 ((mi)* + (n})*)dt, X} = E'. (3.2)
The pair(E, f), whereE = (E');, f = (f");, of endowments and penalty functions fully
characterizes the behavior of the agents in the model; Wwé taé population characteristics—
E is theinitial allocation and f therisk profile. Given a market price of risk proceas each

agent maximizes the expected utility of trading and randodoement in the incomplete financial
market of ¢.5).

Definition 3.2 (Equilibrium). For a population with characteristi¢c¥, f), a process\. € bmo is
called arequilibrium (market price of risk) if there exists arf-tuple (7*); such that

i) eachr' is anoptimal strategyfor the agent under), i.e.
7' € argmax . »E [Ui(w - By + E")] ,
i) the market clearsi.e.,>, 7 = 0.
The set of all equilibria is denoted by E, f).
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Remark3.3. While it is conceivable that an equilibrium market price skrA may exist outside
bmo, we restrict our attention only to the latter class. laisatural ambient space, given our
assumptions or. Moreover, when\ ¢ bmo there are no known workable conditions which
guarantee the existence of optimal strategies for our agdifterefore, we include the condition
A € bmo in the very definition of an equilibrium, and make all omiqueness statements with
respect to this class, only.

3.2. A BSDE characterization of equilibria. The BSDE-based description in Propositidh8
and 2.4 of the solution of a single agent’s optimization problemhs main ingredient in the
following characterization.

Theorem 3.4(BSDE characterization of equilibriajsiven\ € bmo, and population characteris-
tics (E, f) which satisfy Assumptiah1, the following are equivalent:
(1) A € A(E, f),i.e.,, \is an equilibrium for the populatioOE, f).
(2) A and some process€s’*, 17, 1');, with each(?, *) € bmd, satisfy the following BSDE
system:
Ay = (hZ(At, V) + )\t,ut)dt + pidB, + ViAW, YA =Fi=1,...1,
Y Oh (A V) = =X '
Remark3.5.
(1) Given the results of Lemmia2, under the conditions imposed on the drivérsthe system
in (3.3) is a genuine system of BSDE. Indeed, under Assumiidneachh’ is a strictly

concave in the first variable, for each value of the seconidbta. This way, the condition
O1hi(\, V') = =3, ' can be rewritten as

I
A=H" (—%Zui; (u%) whereH (p; (vi);) = %Z ),

whereH ~! denotes inverse in the first spatial argument. This expadsr )\ substituted
into the first/ equations ing.3), yielding a fully coupled system of BSDE with a quadratic
driver.

(2) While quite meaningless from the competitive point edwi the casé = 1 in the above
characterization still admits a meaningful interpretatidhe notion of an equilibrium here
corresponds to the choice dunder which an agent, with random endowm&nt EBMO
would choose not to invest in the market at all. The systei) (educes to a single equation

(3.3)

dY; = wdB; + v dWy + gi(pe, vp)dt, Yr = FE,
where

gw,t(,u7 V) = Sup (,pr + hw,t(p7 V))? (wvtu 122 V) S Q x [O7T] X R27

peR
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is the convex conjugate gfand satisfies
sx (12 +17) < gos(p,v) < 5:(02 +07),  (w,t,pv) € 2 x[0,T] x R%

SinceE /6 € EBMO, Propositiom.2 item (1) impliest’/A € EBMO as well. Therefore
the previous BSDE admits a unique solution, highlightingrible of EBMO as the natural
space in the context of stochastic equilibria with monetaijties.

3.3. Existence and uniqguenessNow follows our main result.

Theorem 3.6 (Existence and uniqueness of equilibriunfuppose that the population charac-
teristics (E, f) satisfy Assumptio.1. For 6 and A given by(3.1), there exists a constant
M = Mo, A) > 0 such that whenever

IE | legmos, < M, for each, (3.4)

there exists a unique equilibriume bmo. Moreover, the tripletY’, i, v), whose components are
defined in PropositioR.3, is the unique solution t(8.3) with (i, v) € bmd”.

Remark3.7.

(1) The requirement £°||zgy0,, < M can be fuffilled in several ways. The most important
ones are:

(@) By PropositionA.2, ||E'||egyos, = 9illE'/dilleamo < 2(/0il[E[|L~. Therefore,
“smallness” in EBMO is implied by “smallness” ih> of the random endowment
E".

(b) By PropositiomA.3, whenE' is Malliavin differentiable with bounded Malliavin deriva
tives (i.e., Malliavin-Lipschitz in the terminology of AgmdixA), its EBMO norm is
controlled byZL+/T, whereL is the Malliavin-Lipschitz constant of’ andT is the
time-horizon. Therefore, our result guarantees the extst®f equilibria even when
E' are unbounded if either the time-horizon or their Malliatiipschitz constants are
small enough. A similar “smallness in time-horizon" redqds been proven irC]L15,
Theorem 3.1] (and init06] in a simpler model) in a Markovian setting.

(2) The constanfl/ in condition (3.4), does not depend on the number of agenhtsThis
is in contrast to “smallness”-type result of Tevzadze (Se2(g Proposition 1]) whose
condition depends on the number of equations in the systém fdature will be important
in Corollary 3.9 later.

(3) The uniqueness statement in Theoré@is a global one, in contrast to the usual local
uniqueness in a ball of bmo which follows directly from Bahacfixed point theorem,
see e.g. Tev08 Proposition 1]. A similar global uniqueness has been abthin KP16,
Theorem 4.1] for a different quadratic BSDE system arisnogifa price impact model.
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Remark3.8 (Exponential utilities)When Theoren3.6is specialized to the case of entropic utilities
with heterogeneous risk tolerang@$); € (0, 0o)?, i.e., when

)

fip.q) = 0

2(p2+q2)7 i:17...7l7

two additional remarks can be made:

(1) A collection of feasible allocatio# is Pareto optimal if and only if al£ /% agree up to
constants, i.e., there exist' € IL.° and constant§c’); such thatr?/§" = E° + ¢ for all
i. WhenES € Ny LP(P) and £ € EBMO, statement of Theore® 6 still holds when
condition 3.4) is translated closer to some Pareto optimal allocatien, i.

max ||(TnZ - mc) n' — nc)HbmdPC) <r,
:

whereZ: = % = &(— [mtdB, — [nSdW,)r and(m’, n) are as in§.2).

(2) In a Markovian setting wher& = g(Xr) for bounded and Hdélder continuoys and a
diffusion X driven by B and W, [XZ16, Theorem 3.1] proves the global existence and
uniqueness of equilibrium. This result is obtained usinguaalytic approach, and is only

applicable in the Markovian setting.

3.4. An economic implication of Theorem3.6. A novel and interesting feature 08.¢) is its
lack of dependence on the number of agdahtthis has profound economic effects and leads to
the existence of equilibria in an economically meaning&ylraptotic regime with “large” number
of agents. Given #otal endowment Ex, € > to be shared amongagents, i.e.}", E' = Ex,
one can ask the following question: how many and what kindgeinés need to share this total
endowment so that they can form a financial market in whichcanlibrium exists? The answer
turns out to be “sufficiently many sufficiently homogeneogsrats”. In order show that, we first
make precise what we mean by sufficiently homogeneous. Eqydpulation characteristids =
(EY); andf = (f%);, with E € (L>°)! and f satisfying AssumptioB.1, we define thendowment
heterogeneity indexy” (E) € [0, 1] by
Bl |E" — B9 ||

A 7 e 2
We think of a population of agents as “sufficiently homogersdf \“(E) < xJ for some, given,
critical indexy . With this in mind, we have the following corollary of Theane.6:

Corollary 3.9 (Existence of equilibria for sufficiently many sufficienthomogeneous agents)
Given a critical endowment homogeneity indgx < [0, 5) and total endowmenfy, € IL*, there
exists a constanty = Io(||Ex||~, x5, 9, A) € N, so that any populatiofiE, f) = (E', f');
satisfying Assumptiod.1and

I Z IO? Zl Ei = EZu and XE(E) S Xgu
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admits a unique equilibrium.

4. PROOFS

4.1. Proof of Lemma 1.1 For the first identity, give) € Q, let Z be a continuous version of the
martingaleZ;, = EE"[%}. TheLP-integrability of Z for small enouglp > 1 and the convexity of
v(z) = zlog z imply thatp(Z) is a uniformlyP-integrable submartingale, and, therefore, of class
(D) on [0, T]. The semimartingale decomposition

do(Z;) = %Zt(p? + qf)dt + @l(Zt)thtdBt + SOI(Zt)ZtC]ttha

wherep = p(Q) andq = ¢(Q), and a localization argument based on the class (D) propesty

T T
H(QIP) = E[p(Zr)] = 1E| /0 Zi(p} + q})dt] = SE| /0 (0} + g )dt],
where the last equality follows from integration-by-paatsl another localization argument.
We now move to the proof ofi(1). We shall prove the special cage- 1, since the general case

follows by simply applying the special case®¢. First, assume that is bounded from below,
i.e.,G_ € L. A use of Jensen’s inequality applied to the exponentiattion yields

logB7[e7) = g B2 e (G + 10g )] < B2[G+ log 8]

for all Q ~ P. Furthermore, fofQ® ~ P satisfyingdQ®/dP = %, which is well de-
fined and an element @@ because?_ € L, we have the equality- log EF[e~¢] = E%°[G +
log(Q%/dP)]. Therefore, {.1) follows whenevelG _ € L>°.

For generaly € 1.?, it holds that- log EF [e~ ™aX{& "} = infgyec g E9[max{G, —n}+log(dQ/dP)]
for all n from what we have just proved. Taking the infimum oxen both sides of the last equal-
ity, and using the monotone convergence theorem on théseift-side, and interchanging the two

infima and using the convention regarding expectation fram, §1.1) follows.

4.2. Proof of Lemma 2.2 We suppress the subscrighroughout the proof. Statement (1) follows
by direct inspection andL(2). For (2), we start by noting that Assumptiar? provides additional
bounds for second-order partial derivativesfofindeed, the constantsand A have the property
that

0 < %(811f+822f) <A and 6 <O fOnf — 0 f < A%
and, so, withc = 0,1 f > 0 andy = 05 f > 0, we have

r+y<2A and zy >4

It follows immediately thath — vAZ — §2 < z,y < A 4+ /A2 — 2, so bothd; f andds, f are
bounded from above and bounded bounded away frony positive constants that depend obily
andA. Sincedi, f < 01 fOa f, hence the absolute values of all second-order partialaterés of
f are bounded.
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We can deduce from this, by the mean-value theorem and theexioy of f in the second
argument, thay — 0, f;(p, q) is continuous and strictly (at least linearly, in fact) ieasing, and
that its range iR, for each value of. Consequently, for eadlp, v) € R?, the equation

V= a?f(pv Q)

has a unique solution, which we denotedfy, v). The implicit-function theorem further implies
thatq is aC* function of both of its arguments. Noting that

h(p,v) = q(p,v)v — f(p,q(p,v)),

we conclude thak € C* and, upon differentiating both sides in both argumentsgiabt

oh(p,v) = =01 f(p,q(p,v)) and Oh(p,v)=q(p,v).

These relations upgrade the regularity/ofo C? and allow us to perform direct computations
which yield

det D*/(p. q)) A2 f (P, q) 1
- 322f(p7 Q) 7 812h(p, V) N _822f(p, Q)7 andamh(p’ V) - 322f(p7 Q).
The lower bound oW, f obtained above, and the original bounds from Assumpgtignmply (2).
The equalityDh(0,0) = (0,0) is a direct consequence of (1).

For (3), we use the fact that all second derivatives @fre uniformly bounded, together with
Dh(0,0) = (0,0), to conclude thatq.9), for some constartd, for all (p, »). The Lipschitz property
(2.10 follows from (2.9) by the mean-value theorem.

Turning to (4), we use the mean-value theorem again to obtain

h<p7 V) _palh(pu V) + %pzallh(ﬁu V) = h<p7 O)?

for somep. It remains to use the bounds in (2) and the fact ttigt0) > 0, for all p.

allh(pu V) =

4.3. Dynamic monetary utility and its BSDE representation. A dynamic version of the mone-
tary utility U in (1.3) can be defined fof’ ¢ I.° via

U,(G) = essin {E9 [G+ /t ! fu(pu(@),qu((@))du} ‘@ c Q}, tel0,T]. (4.1

The conditional versions of the bounds in4) are, of course, valid. It is shown iDPRG1( that
all time consistent dynamic monetary utilities are of a &mfiorm.

The following characterization di = (U;).cjo,17 is oObtained in DHB11, Theorem 2.2]. We
record it here in order to also introduce some notation netéalelater. Note that it only involves
bounded random variables; we shall use this result in a lilatgon” argument in the proof of
Proposition2.4.
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Lemma 4.1. For any G € L*°, U admits a continuous modification which is the unique sotutio
to
dUy = gi(pe, ve)dt + ped By + v dWy,  Ur = G, (4.2)
with (i, v) € bmd. Aboveg : Q x [0,T] x R? — R defined as
gw,t(,ua V) = SU-EII)R (,up + vq — fw,t(p7 Q))7 (wu t7 H, V) € Q X [07 T] X R27
psq

is the convex conjugate of the penalty functfomnd satisfies
e (1P + 1) < gup(pv) < 5 (WP +07),  (w,t,p,v) € Qx[0,T] x R

Remark4.2 Lemma4.1 follows from [DHB11, Theorem 2.22 = 6], which can be generalized
to random penalty function satisfying Assumptid2. (The penalty functiory is assumed to be
deterministic in PHB11].) Indeed,2 = 3 and4 = 6 in [DHB11, Theorem 2.2] hold for random
function f satisfying uniform growth conditionl(2), and3 = 4 in [DHB11, Theorem 2.2] is

proved in JSTOG Theorem 5.2iv) = (v)].

Remark4.3. In the notation of Lemm4.1, the probability measur®, given by

dQ
@ - 5 (_/algu<,umyu> dBu _/82gu(,uu7yu) qu) 9

T
is the unique minimizer in4.1) above. Sincegy is convex and of quadratic growth in the spatial

arguments, its partial derivativésg, j = 1, 2, grow at most linearly. Given thaf, ») € bmo, we
haved,g(i, v) € bmo, as well, and the fact th@t € Q follows from the reverse Hoélder inequality
(cf. [Kaz94 Theorem 3.1]).

4.4. Proof of Proposition 2.3, Part (i): First, the assumptiors, € N,-,L?(P) anddQ*/dP €
Up=1ILP(IP), combined with Holder’s inequality, imply thdt, € L!(Q*). The bounds in{.2) and
Lemmal.lbelow it, together with the assumptione bmo, imply

SlogEle P/] < v < | B4 Il @y + %AH)\Hgmo(@A)-
Applied conditionally, the same argument can be used toeeie the validity of the above inequal-
ities for eacht < [0, 7). It remains to note thatlog E,[e~ /%] = sXFI0 = XP9.

Part (ii): WhenE is bounded, the claim that* satisfies 2.11) follows from an argument
similar to the one in[DHB11, Theorem 2.22 = 6]. When, as assumed;/é belongs to EBMO,
the BSDE characterizatiog (L]) is proved using the localization argument BHO6, Theorem 2],
thanks to the bounds faf in (i).
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The remaining question is whethgr, v) € bmo. To show that it is, in fact, true, we first note
that

T
XEO =B [ (GmE? + F0E) — dumE?) ) du
T T
—/ mf"sdB;‘—/ n=0 dw,,

for any stopping timer. Thanks to Kaz94 Theorem 3.6], bothn®? andn?? (as well as\)
belong to bm¢Q*), and, so, both stochastic integrals on the right-hand €i@é.8 above areQ*-
martingales. The bn{®"*)-property of\, m* andn®* allows us to conclude, upon a projection
of both sides oiF,, that X © is of class (D) unde®”. Therefore, the bounds in (i) imply that

is of class (D) unde®”*, as well, so we can use a localization argument to concluate th

(4.3)

T
EY [E] - Y) =EY [/0 h(Au, Vu)du}, for each stopping time.

Thanks to Lemma.2, part (1), the right-hand side is bounded from belowR [fUT(—%)\ﬁ +
s~ v2)du], while an upper bound for the left-hand side is given by

A A
B8] - XP7 =B [ [ (BnE) + Bl — Al )]

u

< (35 + D (I oy + 15 gty + 1157 ey )-

These estimates imply that € bmo(Q*), and the isomorphism theorerdigdz94 Theorem 3.6]
implies thatr € bmo, as well.

To show thatu € bmo, we first prove that” — X #9 belongs toS>. SinceY — XF? > 0,
it will be enough to show that” — X ¥ is bounded from above. To this end, we compute the
semimartingale decomposition Bf — X 7° underQ*:

d(Y; = X% = [, ) +mN = & ((m)? + (n0)?) ] dt
+ (e —n¢ ) dB) + (v — n ) AW,

Using the lower bound fok, the class (D) property of boffi and X *° underQ?, and the fact that
Yy — XE = 0, we obtain

(4.4)

K—XF’KEPAM AL~ 3V = N g5 () 4 g5 () du,

where the right-hand side is bounded from above, uniformly due to the bm@"*) property of
A, v, mP? andn®?,

The obtained bounds in bmo as®, used together with 1té’s formula applied & — X £°)?
and facilitated by4.4), imply thaty — m”° € bmo(Q*). Another appeal taaz94 Theorem 3.6]
yieldsu € bmo.
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Finally, we turn to uniqueness fof.(L1), and consider two solution&’, s, v) and (Y, i, ).
Their differencel” — Y satisfies

d(Y, = Y3) = (h(\g, v) — h(\g, 2))dt 4 (py — ji)d B + (v, — 9,)dW,.

By convexity, we havé(p, v) — h(p,7) < ¢*(p,v)(v — ), whereg*(p, v) = d2h(p, v), So that

N T T ,
Ve Viz = [ (= i)dBl = [ (= 5)awy, (4.5)
t t

whereg* denotes the procegd(\, v). The bounds in4.9) in Lemmaz2.2 imply thatq* € bmo.
Therefore, the probability measu@"*, defined bydQ**/dP = &(— [ A\ dB, — [ ¢ dW,)r is
well defined. Moreover, thanks to the bmo propertyafv) and(z, ), the stochastic integrals on
the right hand side of4(5) above areéQ**-martingales. A projection ont, underQ** of both
sides of ¢.5) yieldsY < Y. The reverse inequality is proved similarly.

4.5. Proof of Proposition 2.4. The bounds inZ.9) in LemmaZ2.2 allow 7 to inherit its bmo
property from\ and(p*, ). Settingi* = = + p* andv* = v*, we havep*, 7* € bmo and
h(A 1) + X = g(1*,7%) = A, (4.6)
so that
A} =(g:(m, 7)) = m'Ne ) dt + () — 7))dBy + 7AW,
=g,(@}, 7})dt — 7}d B} + 11} d B, + v} dW,.
ThereforeY,* + 7 - B} satisfies 4.2) with the terminal conditior¥ + 7 - B3. WhenE + 7 - B}
happens to be bounded, uniquenessgidl) (implies that
T T
Y5 = inf {EQ [E+/ mad By +/ fu(pu,qu)dU} ‘Q 5 Q},
0 0
and the optimality ofr follows from (2.6).
WhenFE + 7 - B} is unbounded, we employ a localization argument using tmel@creasing
sequence,, = inf{t > 0| Y} +7*- B} > n} AT, n € N of stopping times with®[r,, = T] — 1.

The procesd;* + 7 - B} satisfies 4.2) with the bounded terminal conditian® + =* - B} , and,
so, by unigueness,

Y = inf {E@ {Y; + [T ma+ [T qu)du] ‘@ € Q}. 4.7)
0 0
Therefore, the equality id(7) above and the nonnegativity ¢fyield
Tn T
Yy <EC {Y) +/ m)dB) +/ fu(pu, qu)du], foreachn e NandeactQ € Q.  (4.8)
0 0

For the first term on the right-hand side, we claim th&} },, is bounded from above by a uni-
formly integrable family undefQ. Indeed, we have from Propositich3 item (i) thatY;* <
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EY [Ey] + %AHAHme(@ On the other hand) € Q implies thatZ2 € Lr(P) for somep suf-
ficiently close tol. Moreover, sincex € bma(@Q"), reverse Holder’s inequalities (selédz94
Theorem 3.1]) imply thatd%% c P (Q") for someyp’ sufficiently close tol, similarly % €
L* (P) for somep” sufficiently close tal. Takes € (1,p Ap' Ap') and defing, ¢’ andq” via

Ip+1/g=1/p +1/¢ =1/p" +1/q" = 1. We have from Holder's inequality that

<E°|(2) FEP{(E;QA[EJF])S(I

1
q

B2 (EP[£.))’

— B[R (B9 (E.])’

1 1 1 L
<E[(2)]"E% |35 (R (B2)"] " < BF| (%)) B | (&) | B | par |
<o) e ) g ]
< EP (Q)p %E@A '(%) }%EP[(%)IJH]WEP Eiqq’q” qu",

for anyt e [0, T]. Therefore (the continuous modification of) the conditieectatiorE2” [, ]

is a class (D) process und@r; which confirms the claim thaty’? },, is bounded from above by a
uniformly integrable family unde®. So we can use Fatou’s lemma to concludeinagup,, EX[Y} | <
EQ[E]. For the stochastic integral on the right-hand sidetd)( similar argument as above yields

, 1
|| [ mam] < ()P () 17 ()" o
wherel/p+1/q=1/p' 4+ 1/¢ = 1 andp, p’ are sufficiently close ta. For the third expectation
on the right-hand side, sinee' - B* € BMO(Q"), we havesup,, EZ* [(J}f WﬁdBﬁ)m/} < |-
Btzqq < oo and the de la Vallée Poussin theorem implies (hﬁ;ﬁ WidBi‘)qq, is uniformly

BMO,, ./ (Q*)
mtegrable inn underQ?. Thus, the third expectation id ©) vanishes as, — 7" and we obtain

N

T T
Yy <EY {E + / m,dB; + / fu(pu,qu)du], for anyQ € Q.
0 0
Therefore,
T T T
Y2 < inf EC {E+ | mam+ [ fu(pu,qu)du] - U<E+ / w3d33>,
QeQ 0 0 0

and the optimality ofr* follows from (2.6). Moreover the minimal measure is attained)at~ P,
givenbydL = &(— [ A dB,— [ G)dW,)r, whereq) = dyh (), 17)). ThereforeV 4 [ f,(Ay, 42)du
is aQ*-martingale.
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To prove uniqueness, we take a another optimal strategyd observe that, thanks to its opti-
mality, the two inequalities in

T

. T
<E®[E+7 B} + /0 fulhur @)l

<E@*[E+/Tf (A @)du] = inf [E+/Tf (us )]
— 0 u wy 1y QEM)‘ 0 u Uy 41U Y
are, in fact, equalities. In particular, t'-supermartingalé - B* is aQ*-martingale, and
N T
UE+7-BY) =BY [E+7 B} + [ fu(, @))du].
0

The previous identity and]HB11, Proposition 2.1, item 2)] imply thdf,( E-+7-B)+ fy fu(\, 42)du
is aQ*-martingale.F,-cash invariance off, and theQ*-martingale property of - B* then yield
thatU,(E + [ 7#,dB)) + [! fu(Au, @))du is aQ*-martingale as well. It is dominated by another
Q*-martingale, namelyy,* + [ f.(\, @))du. These two martingales, in fact, coincide because

they satisfy the same terminal condition. In particular,hage
T
Y, = Ut(E+/ frung), te0,T).
t

It has been shown irff[HB11, Proposition 2.1, item 1)] thdf,(E + 7 - By) + 3 fu(pu, ¢u)du is @
Q-submartingale, for an@® € Q. This submartingale property combined with thé-martingale
property ofU,(E + 7 - BY) + [¢ fu(Au, ¢))du yields

Une(E +7 - B}) = essinf ES_[U,(E +7-B)) + / Fulpus gu)du].
QeQ tAT

for any [0, T']-valued stopping time-. In particular, whenr = 7, wherer, = inf{t > 0 :
\U;(E + 7 - B3)| > k} AT, uniqueness for4.2) with a bounded terminal condition implies that

dU(E + 7 - B%) = g¢(fig, o) dt + fudB; + 0, dWy, 0 <t <7y,
for some(ji, 7). Thereforel; = U,(E + [, #,dB;) satisfies
dU, = (gi(jie, ) — My ) dt + (fie — 7)d By + W,

Comparing this with the dynamics i2.(L1), and using the uniqueness of the semimartingale de-
composition, we obtaip* = i — 7, v* = 7, andg, (i, 7) — A& = hy(\, ) + Ap?. Therefore

sup (he(p, 1Y)+ p(* + 7)) = 0o+ 7,0%) = he(A 1) + A + 7).
pe

Concavity ofh, in its first argument yieldg* + @ = —d,h,(), v*) and confirmst = 7.
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4.6. Proof of Theorem 3.4. (1) = (2). Given an equilibrium\ € A(E, f), let ' be the primal
optimizer for ageni. The uniqueness statement in Propositichidentifies

7= —01h'(\, V) — i,
where(Y*, i, ') is the unique solution ofX( 11) with terminal conditiory’;* = E and(f, /') €
bmo. The market clearing condition, 7' = 0 impliesy"; 01 h'(\, V') = — 3, i’

(2) = (1). Given a solutionY**, 1 1), to (3.3 with each(pf, ') € bmo, we setr’ =
—01h'(\, V') — ut. Proposition2.4implies thatr® is optimal for agent when the market price of
risk is )\, and the market-clearing condition is satisfied singer’ = — ( SO h (N V)Y ui) =
0.

4.7. Proof of Theorem 3.6. Any object that depends only @gnand A from Theoren3.6 will be
calleduniversal. In particular we will talk about universal constantandC, as well as about a
universal functiore(M) : [0,e) — (0,00) in the sequel. When appearing in the same proof, we
allow their values to change from appearance to appearamtmut explicit mention. Moreover,
all universal constants are assumed to be strictly positive

We start by setting up a framework for the Banach fixed-pdiabtem in the space bmo. Given
A€bmoand €1,...,1,letY® and(u**, ") € bmo be components of the unique solution of

dy;* = <h;’(At, vt + AW) dt + i dBy + vt AW, Yt =B

where
hi.),t(pv V) = Sll]g (qy - Z),t(pa q))7 (watap7 Q) € x [OvT] X RZ‘

qe
We fix the random endowment&?); throughout and remind the reader tBét and (m‘, n’) are
asin @.2.
Let the functiond be defined by

I
Hy(p,v) = 1> oihi(p,v'), forte0,T],(p,v) e R xR,
=1

By Lemmaz2.2 items (1) and (2), the functiop — 9, h!(p, ) is strictly decreasing for each v
andi, and its range i®, therefore,H,(p, (v*);) admits an inverséf, ' (-, ). We use it to define
theexcess-demand mag’ on bmo by

F(\) = H7N (=25 w0, te(0,T).

The significance of this map lies in the simple fact th& an equilibrium if and only iff'(\) = A,
i.e., if \ is a fixed point off". Our first task is to show thdt —! is a Lipschitz function:

Lemma 4.4. There exists a universal constaritsuch that

[ (pyv) = B (5, (7)) < O Ip = 5l + max o/ = 5

), (4.10)
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forallt € [0,T], p,p € R, andv, (#); € R,
Proof. The subscript is suppressed throughout the proof. To prové (), we start from
B (p.v) = B (5. (7)) < |[H " (p.v) — B (5.v)
+ |H (p,v) = H' (5, (7))

(4.11)

To estimate the right-hand side, we compute
o (H Y(p,v)=1/S(p,v), and
Ovi(H7)(p,v) = =100l (H (p,v), ") [S(p,v), for1 < j <1,
whereS(p,v) = 1 3; 011k (H (p,v), 7). It follows from Lemma2.2, part (2), that
0(H ) (p,v)| <C and |01y, (H ) (p,v)] < O/,

for eachj and allp € R andv € R!. The estimate4.10 follows by applying the mean-value
theorem to both terms int(11). O

Next we present a refinement of the classical result on unifguivalence of bmo spaces (see
[Kaz94 Theorem 3.6]), based on a result of Chinkvinidze and Masea CM14)).

Lemma 4.5. Leto € bmo be such thato||,., = V2R for someR < 1. If P ~ P is such that
& — £(o - B)r, for someF-Brownian motion3, then, for all¢ € bmo, we have

(1 + R)_lHCHbmoS ||C||bm(ﬂf") < (1 - R)_lHCHbmo' (412)

Proof. SinceM = ¢ - B is a BMO-martingale, Theorem 3.6. iK§z94 states that the spaces bmo
and bm@P) coincide and that the norms- ||, and|| - |lbmegz) @re uniformly equivalent. This
norm equivalence is refined iM14]; Theorem 2 there implies that

(14 R) "¢l omo < ¢l lomay < (1 + R)/[Cllme: WhereR = /510 [omg)- (4.13)

Clearly, only the second inequality id.(L2) needs to be discussed; it is obtained by substituting
¢ = o into the second inequality irt(13):

V2R = ||0]lymas) = (1 + B)[|o]lpme < V2(1+ R)R, sothat(l + R) < (1-R)™". O

To prove the global uniqueness of equilibrium, we recorddiewing a-priori estimate ot in
equilibrium.

Lemma 4.6. There exists a universal constaritsuch that for any equilibrium € bmo

[Allbmo < €' max [|(m, 7")][pme
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Proof. Supposing thah € bmo is an equilibrium, we subtragf’ from Y*, sum over all;, and
use the second equation B §), to obtain

A (Y = X{) = iy = mi) dBy + (v — nj) dWi+
+ 5 (O 1) = Mduhi (N, ) = - ((md)? + (nf)?))
where both stochastic integrals on the right-hand side d©®Bnartingales. Using Lemm2a.2
part (4), the previous inequality and the fact that* > X7, Y;:* = Xi,, we get
[ [ 3] <SS B[ [0+ 2] < 5 T om0
for each stopping time, confirming the claim withkC' = 1//57. O

For A € bmo close enough t0, the following estimate gives an explicit upper bound on the
(nonnegative) difference betweén = Y — X, In it, we set

2(M o
r(p) = V2(M +p) whereM = max ||(m', n')

V2—p

Lemma 4.7. There exists a universal constaritsuch that

(4.14)

| |bmo'

0 < VD < Cr(||Mlyny), foralliand € bmo with|| ||, < V2.

Proof. The variational definition 0¥ ** in (2.7) yields
i, A i A
Y < EZ(E] + 1AM fngory,  WheredZ = g( - /)\udBu)T.
With Z denoting the density, = £(—\ - B);, we have
EY[E] = 7B Z0EY = 2R Zr X7,
and Ito’s formula implies that
. , T , . ,
SE(Z2X5) = X[+ B | [ () + (n])) = A, du.

The previous estimates, combined withm’ < %)% + L (m?)?, produce a universal constaft
P 2

20;
such that
i 2 RN i 2
D; < C(IMlamagy + 11m, 7)) [Bmo@r)) < C(IIMbmo@ + 17, 29 loma) )
and the statement follows from Lemmiab. O
Lemma 4.8. There exist universal constantsande < /2 such that
(1, V") [lomo < C(M +p*),  foranyM,p <,

whereM = max; ||(m', n")||pmo@NAD = [|A]|pme

||bmo



INCOMPLETE STOCHASTIC EQUILIBRIA 25

Proof. For A with p = [|A[lbmo < v/2, letr(p) be as in §.14 andC, 7 as in Lemmat.7 so that
0 < D' < CF -r*(p) and D7 = 0. Since
dD! = (u* —mi)dB, + (v — nd)dW,+
+ [P ) + A — S (m)? + (ng)?) | dt,
an application of 1t6’s formula yields
d(D;)* =2Dj(pi™ = mi)dBy + 2D (v = n))d Wi + [y = mi)* + (v = nj)? | dt
+ 2D} [Bi (A, i) + A = g ((md)” + (n))?) ] .
The stochastic integrals on the right-hand side are mat@sgsince)’ is bounded. Using the fact

thatDy = 0, D > 0, h'(X, ™) > =222, andp A > —3(4+*)? — 12, we conclude there exists
a universal constartt such that

[ [ =2+ @ = 2] at] <) (1N B+ 1 oo 1, ) o)

2

E,

<Cr*(p) ([ \llomo + [l lomo + M)

It remains to observe that

A

(12, 2" lomo = 11, n) lbmo < | (™ — m, 1" — 1) [omo

< Cr(p) (IMlomo + 11, ") [lomo + M) .
Whenl — Cr(p) > 0,i.e.,1 —p/v/2 — C(M + p) > 0, rearranging the previous inequality yields
(1-p/V2)M + C(M + p)*
1—p/vV2=C(M+p)

There exists a sufficient small universal costastich that, whep, M < ¢, we havel — p/v/2 —
C(M +p) > 1/2, hence

(1—p/V2)M + C(M + p)’

1—p/V2—C(M+p)

where the universal consta@ton the right-hand side may be different from the one on the lef
The statement then follows from combining the previous mexjualities. U

i\

”(,u ’ Vi7>\)||bmo S

< C(M +p?),

Define Bomo(p) = {\ € bmo : ||Alomo < p}. The following result shows that the excess-
demand mag¥’ mapsBymo(p) into itself for an appropriate choice pf whenmax; ||(m*, n*)||omo
is sufficiently small.

Lemma 4.9. There exist a universal constantind a universal functioa : [0,¢) — (0, c0) such
that
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(1) limp0 (M) = 0 andlimy;,0 E(M)/M > Cy g, whereC) 4 is the constant of Lemma
4.6, and

(2) F mapsByme(e(M)) into itself, as soon a8/ = max; ||(m?, n?) <e.

||bmo

Proof. Since H~1(0,0) = 0, Lemma4.4 guarantees the existence of a positive universal constant
C) 4 such that

IE M lomo = 1H ™ (=FZt1™, ("))l ymo < Ci, 4(ma>< 11 lbmo + max ||/ *lbmo)

(4.15)
< 20y g max || (1", ") lomo,

for all A € bmo.
With M = max; ||(m’,n%)]|;, p = || Mome @ndC g, £4 g denoting the constants from Lemma
4.8, we have
1E M omo < 2C4 4Cy 8(M +p?),
for anyp, M < ¢4 g. Choosing a universal constafitlarger thareC, ,C, g andCy , we have
from the previous inequality that

||F( )||bm0< C(M+p )

There exists a universal constant < ¢, g such that the quadratic equatigip) := C(M +
p?) — p = 0 admits at least one solution, whenevdr < ¢,. Denote the smaller solution as
g(M). The expression df( M) yieldslim,,_,o (M) = 0. Mover the equatiorf(p) = 0 implies

lim infy, g (]\]\4/[ = liminf,/_, C(M+}(M)2) > C > Cy . Itisthen easy to see that

IF (M llomo < C(M + E(M)?) = (M),
for any A with || Al|pmo < &(M). O

Lemma 4.10. There exists universal constants” such that, ifmax; ||(m?, n?) < ¢, then for

any \, A satisfying||Al|omo, || A[lbmo < &(max; || (m?, n%) [bmo), We have

||bmo

HF()‘)_F( )Hbmo<C(L>\+L>\)||)‘ )‘Hbm@
where LA = [|A|lymo+ mas; || (1, )| lyme AN LA = [|A]]ymo + max; || (1552, 17°Y) | yrmg

Proof. In the first part of the proof we suppress the indexotationally, as we will be focusing
on a single-agent®. For A\, A\ € bmo with || A||yme [ Al lome < V2 @nd denote byY, u, v) =
(Y, p, ) and (Y, fi, 7) = (Y, 4, 1), the corresponding solutions t2.(1). By the argument
in the proof of Lemmat.7, helped by that fact that it terminates(atthe processY = Y — Y
belongs taS>. We set\ = (A + \)/2 andz = (i + ji)/2 so that

oy, = ( - [Lt)dBt + (Vt - ﬁt)th + (ht()\tu Vt) - ht(S\m ﬁt) + A — [Ltj\t)dt
= (g — ,ut)dBA + (v — ) AW} + (ht()\t, ve) = he(A, ve) + T (Ao — 5‘lt))dt-
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Here ( ) ( .
h )\V ~
7= vEV
0 otherwise
which satisfies
||’7||bmo < @(HS‘Hme“‘ ||V||bm0WL ||’7||bm0)a (4-16)

thanks to 2.10. ThenB* = B + [; A, dt, W” = W + [, 7, dt are Brownian motions undép*”.
Utilizing (2.10) again, there exists a universal constarguch that
< - T ~ ~
8% < CE| [ (al + 1Aal + [l + [ = Al do,
t
and the Cauchy-Schwartz inequality yields

16Y [[s= < C(LA + LA = Mgz (4.17)

;
whereL* andL* are analogous tb* andZ*, but with the bmo-norms computed undgt”. Next,
by Ité’s formula, we have

d(6Y,)? = 20 (ue — i) dBY + 20Yy(vy — 2)AWT + ((ue — jie)* + (ve — 21)? ) dt+

+20Y; (ht()\ta V) — ht(j\ta V) + (A — S\t))dt7

so that, thanks ta2(10), (4.17), and the fact thatY; = 0 we obtain

—_ T _ e _
B [t = ) + (v = 20) dut| < CUoY s (22 + IIIA = Mo
<O+ LN = A2 iy
for any stopping time-. This, in turn, implies

12,) = () lymggnry < O+ IIIIA = Al (4.18)

The definition ofF" and Lemmat.4imply that it will be enough to replace all bmo-norms under
QM in (4.18 above, as well as in the expression fo, Iy by those undeP, perhaps after
enlarging the universal constafit To do that, forM = max; ||(m’, n’)|lbmo < €4 ¢, Wherez ¢ is
the universal constant in Lemrded, take any{| Al|pmo, || \[|lomo < £(M). Lemma4.8implies that

(2, ) llbmos [| (/2 2) [lomo < C'(M + €(M)?). (4.19)

SetR = %H(X, ) |lbme- Combining ¢.16), (4.19, andlim,,_,, (M) = 0, we can choose suffi-
ciently smalle so thatk < 1 whenM < e. Then applying Lemm&.5to both sides 0f4.18, we
obtain

1+ R
(s ) = (1, 7)[lbmo < CGA-Rp

Finally, Lemma4.4and an estimate similar td (L5 imply

1Y) = F(Nllomo < 2C4 4 max[|(1', v*) = (i, 7')[lbmo.

(L + L)X = Xlbmo (4.20)
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The proof is concluded after combining and last two inedigaliand reintroducing the indéxo
the left-hand side of4.20). O

Proof of Theoren®.6. We pick the constant/ sufficiently small thag(A/) of Lemma4.9is well
defined, and has the following properties:

(1) Cyp g M < &(M), whereCy g is as in Lemmat.6.
(2) when||A||,m < E(M), we havel* < 3041 T whereL* andCy | are as in Lemma&.1Q
Item (1) can be achieved thanks to Lemra item (1), and item (2) can be satisfied thanks to
(4.19 and Lemmat.9item (1).

Assuming thatmax; ||(m*, n')||,,, < M, Lemma4.9 implies that/” mapsBpmo(£(M)) into
itself. Moreover, item (2) above and Lemmal0imply that £ is a contraction oByme(¢(M)).
Therefore, by the Banach fixed point theordrmadmits a unique fixed point iBymo((M)). This
implies immediately that the syster®.§) admits a solutiodY’, p, ) with (u, v) € bmad”’, mak-
ing A an equilibrium by Theorer.4.

Turning to uniqueness, Lemrdab implies that any equilibrium needs to be in the ball of radius
Cy ¢M, whichis less thaa()/) due to item (1) above. We have already established the umégse
of equilibria in Byme(£(M)), so the equilibrium\, as well as the associated solutidi, u, v) of
(3.9 constructed above, are globally unique. O

4.8. Proof of Corollary 3.9. We sum both sides of dfE* — ||, .. < x&F(|E| + || E7|] )
over; to obtain
HIE e = 1Bsllpe < B = 55 B i < 5|1 EF = Bl <
<X E e + X0 25 (1B loe s
which implies that
1 =X E e < 7l1Bsle + X0 7 25 1B ||e-
Summing the obtained inequalities ovewe get
Sl B e < 1 1Bl
The previous two inequalities combined then imply
1B < 1= 4|Bs|l -, foralli.
On the other hand, Propositian2 part (4) implies that

H(m n )Hbmo

< A8 B L < 4A|| B || <5 2 EI||EE||LOO for all ;.

Then right-hand side is smaller thad in (3.4) for I Iarger than somd,, and the existence of
equilibrium follows from Theoren3.6.
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APPENDIXA. CHARACTERIZATION AND PROPERTIES OFEBMO

The entropic BMO space introduced in Definitidri can be characterized via the reverse Holder
inequality, which is equivalent to the membership in BMQ;[&faz94 Theorem 3.4].

Proposition A.1. The random variableZ is in EBMO if and only ife=* ¢ L' and there exist
constant® > 1 andC' > 0 such that for each stopping time we have

E[ePE|F.] < C(Ele ®|F.])".

Somewhat weaker statements in the following result wilihpes, shed more light on the struc-
ture of EBMO:

Proposition A.2. The following hold:

(1) If E € EBMO, thenE /o € EBMO for eachy > 1,

(2) If E € EBMO thene F € U, 7.

(3) If H € BMO is positive and bounded away fronthenlog H € EBMO.
(4) L™ C EBMO; in fact, if E € 1. then| | E||cauo < 2| E|]1%2.

Proof. (1) and (2) follow directly from PropositioA.1. For (3), we note that the strictly positive
BMO-martingaleh, = E,[H] admits a stochastic logarithd, = fot h;' dh,. Moreover, since
h is bounded away from zero, the quadratic variatiordbfs bounded from above by a constant
multiple of the quadratic variation df, and, soM € BMO, i.e.,log H € EBMO. The fact that
>~ C EBMO is a direct consequence of the fact that C BMO. Furthermore, letV be the
continuous martingale given by, = E;[e~%]. SinceN is anlL?>-martingale bounded away from
zero, the procesd/ defined via\ = — [; N, ! dN,, so thatiog N = log Ny — M — (1/2)(M), is
also anl.? martingale. Moreover, we have

B (M) — (M)i] = Eo[(5(M)r + Mr) — (5(M), + M,)]
= Ei[log(Ny/Nr)] < 2||E||,
and||E||ggmo < QHEH]ng follows directly from the fact tha| £| | .50 = || M ||gmo- O

Before we give another useful sufficient condition for mershg in EBMO, let us recall briefly
the notion of Malliavin differentiation on Wiener space.tldebe the set of random variables of
the formp(Z(n'), ..., Z(n*)), wherep € Cg°(R*, R) (smooth functions with bounded derivatives
of all orders) for somé;, / = (n’°, n¥*) € L2([0, T]; R?) andZ(n’) = n?* - By + n>* - Wy, for
eachj = 1,...,k. If ( = o(Z(n"),...,Z(n*)) € ®, we define itsMalliavin derivative as the
2-dimensional process

k
0 .
Do¢ =3 5 =), ... Z(")m, 0 €[0.7)
=13
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and denote byp*¢ and D*¢ the two component processesiof. For( € ® andp > 1, we define

the norm
-+ ([ 1Dwcan) ” ,
0

and let the Banach spaie " be the closure ob under|| - ||, . We say that a random variabie
is Malliavin-Lipschitz if £ € D2 andD’E, D¥E € 8*. The constant

Kl = |E

L=|[VIDE + |DeEP

Soo
is called thelipschitz constantof E.

In a Markovian setting, wher& = ¢(Br, Wr), for some functiory, F is Malliavin-Lipschitz
whenevel is a Lipschitz function, and the Lipschitz constantfofs the Lipschitz constant af.

Proposition A.3. If £'is Malliavin-Lipschitz with the Lipschitz constahthenF /6 € EBMO and
1] legmos < LVT, for eachd > 0.

Proof. By the Clark-Ocone formula the componemtsandm in the martingale representation
E =E[E] + My = E[E] + ™ - Br +7 - Wy satisfy

m, = E,[D'E] andm, = E,[DVE], a.s., for each < [0, T7,

and, therefore, admit versions with(m:)? + (1:)? < L, for eacht € [0,7], a.s. As a result,
(M)r < L and Bernstein inequality (see Equation (4.)) BUf'8€]), implies thatE has (at most)
Gaussian tails. In particulat; © € IL2. Coupled with the boundedness of the Malliavin derivatives
of E, this fact implies that—* € D"? and, consequently, with equalities interpreted in thesens

of modifications,
Vi = E[e ] € D"? and D}V, = —E;[e P D} E]
forall 9 <t < T andk = b orw. Applying Clark-Ocone formula t®; yields
V=BV + [ Eo[D4VIaB, + [ EoDyVIdW),

On the other hand{Vy = —VymydBy — VyngdWy, and, SOEy[D5Vi] = —Vyme andEy[DyV;] =
—Vemy, for 8 < ¢. Hence,

E¢[DyVi]  Egle PDSE]
Ve Efe”]
which implies||m||g < |[DYE||gw. Similarly, ||n]|se < ||[DYE||g~, and the bound in (2)
follows immediately. O

< ||D"Bl| 5=,

me =
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