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Abstract

We propose a multi-agent model of an asset market and study conditions that
guarantee that the strategy of an individual agent cannot outperform the market.
The model assumes a mean-field approximation of the market by considering an
infinite number of infinitesimal agents who use the same strategy and another in-
finitesimal agent with a different strategy who tries to outperform the market. We
show that the optimal strategy for the market agents is to split their investment bud-
gets among the assets proportionally to their discounted expected relative dividend
intensities.

1. Introduction

The goal of this paper is to study growth optimal strategies in a multi-agent model of an
asset market with endogenous asset prices. Recall that the standard notion of growth
optimality in a market with exogenous prices can be formulated as follows: if V; denotes
the wealth process of a growth optimal strategy and W; denotes the wealth process
of any other strategy, then W,;/V; is a supermartingale. By exogenous asset prices we
mean that they are specified as some stochastic processes which do not depend on the
strategies used by the agents. In this paper, asset prices depend on agents’ strategies.

We consider a model which focuses on a mean-field representation of a market. There
are N dividend-paying assets and an infinite number of infinitesimal agents who use the
same investment strategies and have the same wealth V;. We call them representative
agents. The strategy of these agents determines the asset prices through the short-
run equilibrium of supply and demand. There are also other agents who may use other
strategies, but they are small and do not influence the asset prices. If the wealth process
of such an agent is Wy, we characterize the strategy of the representative agents such
that W;/V} is a supermartingale for any strategy of a small agent.

This problem can be interpreted as the question to determine when it is not possible
to “beat” the market. In the academic literature and among practitioners, it is gener-
ally believed that an individual investor cannot outperform the market portfolio in a
sufficiently long time frame. However, the market itself consists of individual investors
and the market portfolio essentially represents the weighted strategy of all investors.
Hence one can ask what the strategies of these investors should be, if they cannot be
outperformed when considered as a whole. This paper provides a partial answer to this
question.
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There are two main results of the paper. The first result gives an explicit construction
of a growth optimal strategy for representative agents and prove the uniqueness of this
strategy. It turns out that representative agents must allocate their wealth among the
assets proportionally to the total discounted expected relative dividend intensities of
the assets. The second result shows that if an individual agent uses a strategy which is
close to the growth optimal strategy, then he or she survives in the market in the sense
that the ratio W;/V; does not vanish as ¢ — oco. If an individual agent uses a strategy
which differs too much from the growth optimal strategy, then W;/V; vanishes. We give
a precise meaning of such closeness. Consequently, the growth optimal strategy, if used
by the representative agents, forces other agents to use it or a close strategy as well, if
they want to achieve investment performance not worse than that of the strategy which
copies the market.

Let us briefly mention how this paper is related to other results in the literature.
The notion of growth optimality (for markets with exogenous prices) originated in the
works of Kelly (1956) and Breiman (1961). The growth optimality of the log-optimal
strategy for a general discrete-time model was proved by Algoet and Cover (1988); a
review of other results in discrete time can be found in, e.g., Cover and Thomas (2012,
Chapter 16) or Hakansson and Ziemba (1995). For results in continuous time and a
connection of growth optimal strategies (numeraire portfolios) with absence of arbitrage,
see Karatzas and Kardaras (2007); Platen and Heath (2006).

The property of a market that it cannot be beaten by a specific agent is known to be
related to the property of market diversity. The latter means that all the capital of the
market does not become eventually accumulated in one asset, see, e.g., Fernholz et al.
(2005); Kardaras (2008). The results obtained in our paper bear resemblance to the
results of Kardaras (2008), but the model we consider is somewhat different, and, in
particular, it allows to identify a single optimal strategy.

There is also a strand of papers in evolutionary finance which study the property of
survival of investment strategies in markets where agents use arbitrary strategies and
are not necessarily small. One of the main results in this direction consists of that the
strategy that splits its investment budget among assets proportionally to their expected
dividends survives in the market, see, e.g., Amir et al. (2020, 2011); Evstigneev et al.
(2020). In the framework of general equilibrium, results on market selection of invest-
ment strategies were obtained, among others, by Blume and Easley (2006); Borovicka
(2020); Sandroni (2000); Yan (2008). A recent survey of literature in evolutionary fi-
nance can be found in Holtfort (2019).

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we formulate the model and introduce
the notion of growth optimality of a strategy of a representative agent. In Section 3,
we prove the two above-mentioned results. Section 4 contains a simple example which
illustrates the main results for a particular case of the general model where the optimal
strategy and the notion of closeness have especially clear interpretation.

2. Model

We consider a model of an asset market with an infinite number of agents, in which the
actions of an individual agent do not affect market characteristics like asset prices or
wealth distribution. The key assumption will be that the majority of agents use the same
trading strategy and it is this strategy that determines the market characteristics. A
possible interpretation of this assumption is that we consider a mean-filed approximation
of a market consisting of diverse agents.



Let (2, F,P) be a probability space with a filtration F = (F});>0 on which all random
variables will be defined. We assume that it satisfies the usual assumptions (the filtration
is right-continuous, the o-algebra F is P-complete and Fy contains all P-null sets). We
also assume that the filtration has the property that

any martingale on (2, F,F, P) has a continuous modification. (1)

Recall that this is so if, for example, F is the augmented filtration generated by a
Brownian motion (single- or multi-dimensional).

There are N assets in the market which pay dividends with intensities X/* per one
share per unit of time, n = 1, ..., N. The dividends are paid in some perishable good and
must be consumed by the agents immediately; there is no possibility to store the good.
The intensity processes X' are assumed to be non-negative continuous semimartingales
satisfying the following conditions for any ¢ > 0:

N

X :=> X!>0as, (2)
n=1

PEs>t: X!>0|F)>0foranyn=1,...,N. (3)

These are non-degeneracy conditions. The first one states that the total dividend in-
tensity X; is always non-zero; the second one means that, for each asset, there is no
moment of time ¢ after which it stops paying dividends with probability 1 conditionally
on F;.

The prices of the assets in the model are specified by strictly positive continuous
semimartingales S;* which will be defined endogenously based on the strategies of the
agents.

An agent trading in this market is identified with his/her wealth process W, trading
strategy s = (A}, ..., A\Y), and consumption rate p > 0 (for simplicity, the consumption
rate is assumed to be constant). The trading strategy specifies in what proportions this
agent invests his/her capital in the assets. We assume J); is a continuous semimartingale
with components A} > 0 and ZnN:1 Af =1 (short sales are not allowed). The evolution
of wealth of an agent is described by the equation

N
AW,
daw, =" o LdSP + XPdt) — pWidt, — Wy = wg > 0. (4)
n=1 t

Our key assumption will be that, informally speaking, the market consists of an
infinite number of identical infinitesimal agents, further called representative agents,
who use the same strategy and have the same wealth process. These agent occupy the
total proportion 1 in the set of agents and their actions define the evolution of asset
prices. At the same time, there may be other infinitesimal agents (of total proportion
0), further called small agents, whose actions do not have any effect on the asset prices.
We will assume that the consumption rate p is the same for all agents, since our goal will
be to find a strategy which generates more wealth; otherwise a strategy with a smaller
consumption rate will have an advantage.

Let V; and p; = (uf,...,ud) be, respectively, the wealth process and the strategy
of each representative agent. Then we postulate that the asset prices Si* are defined by
the relation

="V, (5)



where s > 0 are some constants. Equation (5) has the following interpretation. Assume
that the supply volume (the number of shares) of asset n is equal to s" M, where M — oo
is the number of representative agents trading in this market. Then in order to reach
the equilibrium of supply and demand at each moment of time, it must hold that

st = akYe (6)
St

where the right-hand side represents the demand of the agents for asset n, if we assume
that agents who use strategies different from p; have a vanishing share in the market in
the limit M — oco. Then (6) implies (5).

Certainly, the above limit argument lacks mathematical rigor, but we just assume
that the model is defined by equations (4)—(5). In order to avoid the case of zero
asset prices, which would make equation (4) ill-defined, let us call a strategy pu; of a
representative agent admissible if

uy >0as. forallt>0,n=1,...,N.

We will consider only admissible strategies .
Note that if we plug Ay = p; and Wy =V, in (4), we get

N n
. Xn X7
v, =" (d(ut Vi) + S—idt) — pVedt = dV; + > —S,j dt — pVidt,
n=1 n=1

where we used that an:1 ui = 1. Hence the capital of a representative agent is simply

N

1 X
Vi=-> ok
In what follows, without loss of generality, let us assume that s" = 1foralln=1,..., N,
so we have _
X
V=" (7)
p

where X, = 25:1 X7
Now, in view of (7), equation (4) for the wealth of a small agent becomes
N

MWy = n
daW, =" Mt?)_(; (d(piXye) + pXPdt) — pWidt, Wy =wo > 0.
n=1

We will be interested in the ratio W;/V; of the wealth of a small agent to the wealth of
a representative agent.

Definition 1. We say that a (admissible) strategy u; of a representative agent is growth
optimal if for any strategy A; of a small agent

—lisa supermartingale.
Vi
This definition expresses the idea that a small agent achieves the best performance
of his/her investment if he/she uses the same strategy as the representative agents: in
other words, one cannot beat the market. This is analogous to the well-known notion



of a growth optimal strategy (or a numeraire portfolio) in markets with exogenous asset
prices, see, e.g., Karatzas and Kardaras (2007); Platen and Heath (2006).

A simple corollary from the growth optimality of the representative agent’s strategy
is that a small agent cannot asymptotically outperform it with probability 1 in the sense
of the following proposition.

Proposition 1. If the representative agents use a growth optimal strategy, than for any
strategy of a small agent there exists a (finite-valued) random variable C' such that

Proof. This result immediately follows from that a non-negative supermartingale has an
a.s.-finite limit. O

This proposition implies that a market of representative agents cannot be “invaded”
by a small agent which would eventually, as ¢ — oo, become a not-so-small agent in
the sense of holding a non-infinitesimal share of market wealth. This interpretation is
analogous to the notion of an evolutionary stable strategy of Maynard Smith and Price
(1973).

In Theorem 2 below, we show that a small agent does not lose asymptotically to a
representative agent, i.e. inf;>9 W;/V; > 0, only if he/she uses a strategy which is in a
certain sense close to pi.

3. Main results

Our first main result finds a growth optimal strategy for a representative agent in a
closed form. Let R} denote the relative dividend intensities

R = At
t X,
Define the strategy
i = [ e B | Fi)ds, (8)
¢

Note that p; is admissible in view of assumptions (2)—(3). We are going to prove that the
strategy p: is growth optimal, and it is a unique growth optimal strategy with respect
to the measure (P ® Leb), where Leb stands for the Lebesgue measure on Ry. The idea
how to find this strategy will be explained in Remark 1 after the proof.

Theorem 1. The strategy p; defined in (8) is a growth optimal strategy for a represen-
tative agent. Moreover, u; is a (P @ Leb)-unique growth optimal strategy.

Proof. Without loss of generality, let us assume that Wy = V5 = 1. By Ito’s formula,
one can check that the ratio process W;/V; can be represented in the form

W,

=&Z
‘/2 g( )t’

where £(Z) is the stochastic exponent of the process Z; with the stochastic differential

N A7 N AP
dZy =Y “Ldup +p <Z LRy — 1) dt,  Zo=0. (9)

n=1""1 n=1""1



(Recall that the stochastic exponent of a continuous semimartingale Z; is the unique
process £(Z); which solves the equation d€(Z); = &(Z)dZ, E(Z)y = 1; see, e.g.,
Jacod and Shiryaev (2002, Ch. I1.8) for details.)

Using the explicit form of the process pu:, we find

dpy = p(py — RY)dt + eP'dLy, (10)

where the processes L} are given by

o0
L} =E </ pe P°Rlds
0

J-"t> . (11)

Note that L} are martingales, and we can assume they are continuous in view of as-
sumption (1). From this, one can see that Z; can be represented in the form

N A\
dZ, = e’y “LdLy. (12)
n=1 Ht

Consequently, Z; is a local martingale, and hence W;/V} is a local martingale. Since the
latter process is non-negative, it is a supermartingale. This proves that u; is a growth
optimal strategy.

To prove the uniqueness, consider an arbitrary admissible strategy ji; of the repre-
sentative agent. Since it is a bounded continuous semimartingale, it can be represented
in the form

A = aPdt + dUJ + ePtdLY,

where a!, n = 1,..., N, are some locally integrable processes, U/' are continuous pro-
cesses of bounded variation which are a.s. singular with respect to the Lebesgue measure,
and L} are martingales. We can assume L = 0 and U} = 0. Then for the corresponding
process Z; from (9), we have

N )‘? n n _ ~n )‘? n pt )‘? Tn
Az, = Z ~-(ai + p(Ry — py'))dt + ﬁdUt +e ﬁst .
1 \ M t t

If it does not hold that af = p(uy — RY) (P ® Leb)-a.e. for all n and Uj* = 0 a.s. for
all n, then it is possible to find a strategy A; such that Z; is a strict submartingale
(i.e. E(Z; | Fs) > Zs for some t,s). Hence, if iy is a growth optimal strategy for a
representative agent, it must hold that

aji? = (i — RY)dt + edE}.
From this equation and (10), it follows that
d(pi — ny') = p(pit — By )dt + dM?,
where dM[* = ePtd(LP — L1). Consequently, for all n and s > ¢ we have
Bl — | F) 1 > i) = e (it — ) 1 > i),

The right-hand side tends to +o00 as s — oo on the set {u} > f}'}, hence this set has
zero probability because the left-hand side is bounded by 1. In the same way we prove
that P(u} < pf) = 0. Thus g = uf a.s. O



Remark 1. From the proof of Theorem 1, one can see the idea to find the optimal
strategy p: it must solve stochastic differential equation (10), in which the processes
py and Lj are unknown, and must also satisfy the conditions pj* > 0 and >, u = 1.
In order to solve this equation, let us additionally assume that the underlying prob-

ability space has the property that any continuous martingale can be represented as
a stochastic integral with respect to some d-dimensional martingale M;, i.e. e”'dL} =
Z?:l bdM}. Then we get the following system of equations with unknown processes
p and b

d

d,u?:p(,u?—R?)dt—i—Zb?ithi, n=1,...,N.

i=1
This system of equations resembles a linear BSDE, except that instead of a terminal
condition pur = &, we have the constraints pi > 0, Y pf = 1. However, if we assume
that the solution pu; exists, then for any 7" > 0 we can indeed consider it as a BSDE and
from the well-known formula for the solution of a linear BSDE find that

7).

Since pf € [0, 1], we can let 7" — oo and obtain that uf is defined by (8).

T
= e E (ePT,u% + /t pe P°Rlds

Our second result gives a necessary and sufficient condition for a small agent to
survive in the market, in the sense that his/her wealth does not become asymptotically
vanishing compared to the wealth of a representative agent. One can interpret this
condition as that the strategy A; must be close to u;. Its meaning will become especially
transparent in a particular example considered in the next section.

Theorem 2. Suppose that the representative agents use the growth optimal strategy pi
and an individual agent uses some strateqy A¢. Define the process

Z/ ps AN a1,

1,7=1 IU’SIU’S

where Lt are the continuous martingales defined in (11) and the angle brackets denote
the quadratic covariation.
Then Gy is non-decreasing and

lim W _ 0 a.s. on the set {Goo = o0}, (13)
t—o00 t

Wi
thm — >0 a.s. on the set {Goo < 00}. (14)
— 00 t

Proof. By Ito’s formula, one can find that
Wo 1

%%
Lt 22— (2,

1_
Y Vo 2

where Z; is the local martingale from the proof of Theorem 1. From (12), we see that
(Z)t = G¢. Then on the set {Go, = oo}, we have limy_, o My/Gy = 0 by the SLLN
for martingales, which proves (13). On the set {G& < o0}, there exists the finite
limit Mo, = limy_, o, My, which proves (14). (Regarding the SLLN and convergence of
martingales, see, e.g., Liptser and Shiryaev (1989, Ch. 2.6).) O



4. Example

The following example illustrates the main results of the paper. Let the filtration F be
generated by a K-dimensional standard Brownian motion B; = (B}, ..., Bf) and the
relative dividend intensity process R; be a martingale of the form

dR; = odB;, (15)

where o; = (o7%) € RV*E is a matrix-valued process integrable with respect to By. A
simple particular model of the dividend intensity process X; that leads to equation (15),
in the case K =1, N = 2 is given by

dX} = oX}(1 - X})dB,,  X§ =€ (0,1), (16)
X?=1-x}, (17)

where o > 0 is a parameter. It is easy to see that X} always stays in the interval (0, 1),
hence the model is well-defined. Obviously, in this case R = X}, i = 1,2.

As follows from Theorem 1, in model (15), the optimal strategy prescribes to al-
locate the investment budget among the assets proportionally to the relative dividend
intensities:

ny = R

From (10), we have dLi = e P'dui. Define vy = (v},...,v}¥) with ' = AP/R?. Then
the process G from Theorem 2 becomes

t
Gt:/ s0s|[2ds.
0

Consequently, by Theorem 2, we have

lim Wi _ 0 a.s. if and only if / ||| ?dt = .
0

t—o00 t

For the model defined by (16)—(17), it is easy to see that
¢
Gy = 02/ (AL — R1)2ds.
0
Therefore, the convergence W;/V; — 0 takes place if and only if [[°(\f — pf)?dt = .
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