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Abstract. We consider implied volatilities in asset pricing models, where the discounted underlying is a strict
local martingale under the pricing measure. Our main result gives an asymptotic expansion of the
right wing of the implied volatility smile and shows that the strict local martingale property can be
determined from this expansion. This result complements the well-known asymptotic results of Lee
and of Benaim and Friz, which apply only to true martingales. This also shows that “price bubbles”
in the sense of strict local martingale behavior can in principle be detected by an analysis of implied
volatility. Finally we relate our results to left-wing expansions of implied volatilities in models with
mass at zero by a duality method based on an absolutely continuous measure change.
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1. Introduction. Most models in mathematical finance are bound to the paradigm that
discounted asset prices are true martingales under the risk neutral measure. However, no-
arbitrage theory as developed by Delbaen and Schachermayer [12, 14, 15] actually allows for
the more general case of discounted asset prices being local martingales, while still remain-
ing consistent with absence of arbitrage in the sense of no free lunch with vanishing risk
(NFLVR). Processes which fall in the latter category but not in the former, i.e., which are
local martingales but not true martingales, are usually called strict local martingales. Al-
though not trivial to construct, the appearance of strict local martingales in certain local and
stochastic volatility models has been noted in [32, 36, 45, 13]. In contrast to true martingale
models, where the current asset price equals the risk-neutral expectation of the future dis-
counted asset price (“fundamental price”), these two values differ from each other in strict
local martingale models. For this very reason, strict local martingale models have been in-
terpreted as models for markets with price bubbles in [37, 24] or in the review paper [41].
For one-dimensional It6 diffusions without drift, a precise characterization of strict local mar-
tingales was obtained in [8, 16, 18]; this was recently used in a series of papers by Jarrow,
Kchia, and Protter [28, 29, 30] to propose a statistical test based on realized volatility to
determine whether a given underlying (LinkedIn’s stock and gold) exhibits a price bubble.
In the context of option pricing, it has been shown that the strict local martingale property
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leads to unexpected and counterintuitive behavior. In particular, put-call parity fails, classical
no-static-arbitrage bounds are no longer valid and there is some ambiguity about the proper
valuation of derivatives with unbounded payoffs, such as calls. We refer to [10] and a more
elaborate discussion in section 2.2.

In this paper we focus on the properties of implied volatilities and of the resulting implied
volatility surface in asset pricing models with the strict local martingale property. With the
exception of [46], which discusses long-time behavior of implied volatilities, this is to our
knowledge the first paper to discuss implied volatilities without imposing the true martingale
assumption on the underlying. Due to the failure of put-call parity and no-static-arbitrage
bounds, it turns out that put- and call-implied volatility has to be distinguished and that
call-implied volatility does not always exist; see Theorem 3.1. Following an idea of Cox and
Hobson [10], we introduce the “fully collateralized call,” which restores put-call parity and
leads again to equality of put-implied and call-implied volatilities. Even when put-call parity
is restored, our main result, Theorem 3.3, shows that the right wing of the implied volatility
smile in strict local martingale models exhibits an asymptotic behavior which is fundamentally
different from true martingale models. This also shows that in principle, strict local martingale
models can be distinguished from true martingale models by analyzing the implied volatility
surface. Moreover, this result complements the well-known results of Lee [35] and Benaim
and Friz [4] on the behavior of the wings of the implied volatility smile in true (nonnegative)
martingale models.

In section 4, we discuss a notion of duality between stock price models based on an
absolutely continuous measure change. This method is well known in the context of strict
local martingales [9, 13, 34, 40, 44] and puts positive strict local martingale models in duality
with true martingale models with (positive) probability mass at zero. Recently, De Marco,
Jacquier, and Hillairet [11] and Gulisashvili [22] showed that, for a true martingale with mass
at zero, the left tail of the smile is fully determined (up to second order) by the probability
weight of this very mass. Applying the duality method, the results on right-wing asymptotics
of strict local martingales in this paper can be seen as a direct analogue of the left-wing
asymptotics of true martingales with mass at zero.

2. Preliminaries.

2.1. Market models based on strict local martingales and stock price bubbles. Let
(Q, F, (Ft)t>0,Q) be a probability space with a filtration satisfying the usual conditions and
let (S¢):>0 be a cadlag nonnegative local Q-martingale starting at Sp = 1. As a nonnegative
local martingale, S is also a supermartingale. Hence EQ[S;] exists, is bounded by 1, and is a
decreasing function of ¢ > 0. We set

(2.1) m; =1 — EQ[S]

and call m; the martingale defect (at ¢t > 0) of S. Clearly, ¢ — m; is increasing and takes
values in [0, 1], and S is a true martingale on [0, 7] if and only if my = 0. We will be mainly
interested in the complementary case mp > 0, in which S is a local martingale on [0, 7], but
not a true martingale, i.e., a strict local martingale. The size of mp quantifies the difference
to being a true martingale, hence the term “martingale defect.” The other boundary case
mp = 1 takes place if and only S = 0, Q-almost surely. We exclude this degenerate case
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from our analysis and work under the assumption that m; < 1 for all ¢ € [0,T]. We interpret
S as the price of a stock and Q as a given pricing measure which determines the prices of
derivative contracts. The historical/statistical measure will not play a role in our analysis
and we do not make a priori assumptions on market completeness. The normalization of Sy
to 1 and the absence of discounting serve to simplify notation and arguments. Starting values
So # 1 can be accommodated by simple scaling and discounting by interpreting S as a forward
price and by adjusting option strikes to forward strikes.

Recall that the market model (S,Q) does not allow for arbitrage opportunities in the
sense of NFLVR. Indeed, for a nonnegative discounted semimartingale stock price S, the first
fundamental theorem of asset pricing states that the NFLVR condition holds if and only if
there exists an equivalent probability measure under which S is a local martingale. We refer
the interested reader to [14] or [15] for a precise definition of the NFLVR condition and details
of the first fundamental theorem of asset pricing.

Concrete examples of market models where my > 0, i.e., where S is a strict local Q-
martingale, appear in both local volatility and stochastic volatility models [32, 36, 45]; see
also section 5. With regard to option pricing, strict local martingale models can exhibit quite
unexpected behavior: as we will discuss in more detail in section 2.2 below, put-call parity
fails and put and call prices may violate the classic no-static-arbitrage bounds in such models.
Moreover, there exist strikes for which the European call is strictly cheaper than its American
counterpart [10].

Finally, note that from (2.1) the martingale defect m; can be interpreted as the difference
between the current asset price Sp = 1 and the risk-neutral expectation of its future value S;
(its “fundamental value”). Following [24, 41] a nonzero difference therefore constitutes a price
bubble in which traded values of assets diverge from fundamental values, a phenomenon that
cannot appear under a true martingale assumption on S.

Ezample 2.1. Let X be the unique weak solution to the stochastic differential equation
dX; = o(Xy)dW,, with Xy = 1, where o satisfies the Engelbert—Schmidt conditions [33,
Theorem 5.7], (0) = 0, and W is a Brownian motion. The behavior of X at zero and
its martingale property can be read directly from the following integrability conditions on
o [8, 16, 18]:

e X, > 0 for all t > 0 almost surely if and only if

L
(2.2) /OUQ(x)dx—oo;

e X is a strict local martingale if and only if

(2.3) /100 %mdx < .

2.2. Option pricing in strict local martingale models. Even though strict local martin-
gale models are consistent with absence of arbitrage (in the sense of NFLVR), several apparent
pathologies emerge in the context of option pricing [10, 24]. We will summarize the phenom-
ena which are relevant in the context of implied volatility. First let us define call and put
prices on the underlying S (and for fixed maturity 7') by their risk-neutral expectations

Cs(x) =EQ(Sr—e*),  and  Ps(z):=E%e® — Sr)4,
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where in view of our analysis of implied volatility we parametrize by log-strike z = log K. In
complete markets these prices are indeed the unique minimal superreplication prices of their
payoffs (see [10]), but—as will be seen below—other sensible prices for puts and calls which
are consistent with absence of arbitrage exist. It is easy to see that

(2.4) Cs(x) — Ps(x) =1—¢€" —mp

holds for all real numbers =, and hence put-call parity fails whenever mp > 0, i.e., exactly
when S is a strict local martingale [10, Theorem 3.4]. A further pathology emerges when we
consider price bounds. A direct application of Jensen’s inequality yields the inequalities

(2.5) (1-mp—e"); <Cs(x) <1—mp,
(e —1+4+mp); < Pg(x) < €”

for the call and the put, valid for all x € R. For mp = 0 the process S is a true martingale and
these bounds become the classic no-static-arbitrage bounds for calls and puts.! In the strict
local martingale case, mp > 0, the lower bound for the call falls outside the no-static-arbitrage
region. The lower bound for the put on the other hand increases with mp and thus always
remains within the no-static-arbitrage region. Note that for any x € R, both lower bounds
can be attained, which follows from the example in section 5.1, where a strict local martingale
with the property that Sp = 1 —mp, almost surely, is given. As a consequence of Theorem 3.1
below, it also follows that for each given strict local martingale S with defect mp, there exists
x* € [log(mr), 0] such that the corresponding call price Cs(z) violates the no-static-arbitrage
lower bound (1 — e”); for all z < z*.

These pathologies appear to contradict the fact that strict local martingale models are
consistent with absence of arbitrage (in the NFLVR sense). Consider, for example, a call
option that is valued at the lower bound in (2.5), that is, Cs(z) = (1 — mp —e*)4. Then,
choosing a log-strike = such that = < log(1 — mp), it is possible to form a costless portfolio
consisting of a long position in the call Cs(x), a short position of one unit of the stock, and
myp + e” in the bank account. The payoff at maturity of this portfolio is mp + (e* — Sp)4 > 0,
and we have apparently constructed an arbitrage. The resolution of this paradox is that
due to the short position in S the value process of the portfolio is unbounded from below
and therefore not an admissible strategy in the sense of [12, Definition 2.7]. Indeed, if the
portfolio value were bounded from below, then S would be bounded from above and hence a
true martingale, in contradiction to the strict martingale property of S.

These considerations regarding admissibility of strategies are not entirely academic. Short
positions usually require deposit of collateral, which restricts the scope of implementable
hedging strategies. For this reason it has been remarked by several authors [10, 24, 38] that
defining the call price by the risk-neutral expectation of its payoff is not the only economically
sensible choice. We follow here the definition in [10], where the authors consider a short
position in calls and argue that such positions are usually subject to collateral requirements.

No-static-arbitrage refers to elementary static replication arguments that do no take into account admis-
sibility of trading strategies. This notion has to be distinguished from no-arbitrage in the sense of NFLVR,
which does take into account admissibility of strategies.
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Thus, the value process V of a hedging portfolio must not only replicate the call payoff at
maturity 7" but also satisfy the collateral requirement V; > G(S;) at intermediate times. Here,
the function G is used to describe the amount of collateral needed in relation to the stock
price. The following is proved in [10].

Theorem 2.2 (Theorem 5.2 in [10]).  Let G be a positive convex function satisfying
lim sup o0 @ = «, and let H be an arbitrary payoff satisfying H > G; then the fair price
(at inception) of a European option with collateral requirement described by G and with pay-

off H(St) is equal to ER(H(St)) + amr.

By “fair price,” Cox and Hobson mean the smallest initial fortune required to construct
a self-financing wealth process superreplicating both the payoff at maturity and the collateral
requirement through the life of the contract. In the case of a European call option (with
maturity 7" and strike e*), H(St) = (St — €”)4, Theorem 2.2 implies that the fair price of
the call under collateralization reads

(2.7) C§(z) :== Cs(z) + amp.

We shall refer to Cg(x) as the value of an a-collateralized call. Note that only values « € [0, 1]
make sense due to the requirement on G. It is clear that the collateral requirement does not
affect the call price in a true martingale model where m7 = 0. In a strict local martingale
model prices of collateralized calls differ from prices of uncollateralized calls. Of particular
interest is the fully collateralized call C’é(a:), which coincides with the European call price
“Cstict” proposed by Madan and Yor in [38, equation (6)ff] for strict local martingale models
and with the “generalized fair value” of the call discussed in [36, Chapter 5]. Also the call
prices G? and G* discussed in [24] in the context of strict local martingale models correspond
precisely to the uncollateralized and the fully collateralized call prices Cs = Cg and C},
respectively. Inserting into (2.4) and (2.5) we see that

(2.8) Cl(z) — Ps(z) =1—¢" and min(mp, 1 —e®) < Cl(z) <1,

that is, for the fully collateralized call price, put-call parity is restored and the pricing bounds
are always within the no-static-arbitrage region.

3. Implied volatility for strict local martingales. For each z € R, the implied volatil-
ity for a given call price C(z) is defined as the unique nonnegative solution to the equation
Cps(z,0) = C(x), where Cpg represents the Black—Scholes European call price with matu-
rity T, strike €*, and volatility o

Cis(2,0) 1= N (dy (,0)) — "N (d_(,0)),  where da(z,0) = —— + Lo/T,
oVT 2
with N standing for the Gaussian cumulative distribution function. It is known that the
implied volatility is a well-defined real number in [0, 00) if and only if C(x) lies within the
no-static-arbitrage bounds (given by the bounds (2.5) for my = 0) and that in this case it is
unique. If put-call parity holds, then the definition using European put options is equivalent
to that using call options. Hence in true martingale models, the implied volatility is always
uniquely defined and there is no distinction between call- and put-implied volatility. The
behavior of the implied volatility in such models is by now fairly well understood [20]. However,
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in the strict local martingale case, surprisingly few results exist (apart from [46], which studies
the large-time behavior). It turns out that in the strict local martingale setting, even existence
of implied volatilities is not certain and one cannot equivalently consider call and put options.
In this section, we endeavor to fill this gap by providing results on existence and uniqueness
and on the asymptotic behavior for large strikes of implied volatilities in the class of strict
local martingale models.

3.1. Put- and call-implied volatility. As discussed above, put-call parity fails in the strict
local martingale setting (unless calls are fully collateralized), and hence call-implied volatil-
ities have to be distinguished from put-implied volatilities. We denote by I%(z) the implied
volatility corresponding to the price Ps(z) of a put with log-strike z, written on a local mar-
tingale S, and denote by Ig(x) the implied volatility corresponding to the a-collateralized
call Cg(x), namely, for each x € R, the unique nonnegative solution (whenever it exists)
to the equation Cps(x,Ig(x)) = C&(x). We start with the following result discussing the
existence of I and Ig.

Theorem 3.1. Let S be a nonnegative strict local martingale.
(i) The implied volatility Ig of the put Ps is well defined on the whole real line.
(ii) The implied volatility Ié of the fully collateralized call Cév is well defined on R and
coincides with the put-implied volatility: 1%(z) = I%(z) for all x € R.
(ili) For o € [0,1) there exists x*(a) < 0 such that the implied volatility I§ of the a-
collateralized call is well defined on [x* (), +00) but not on (—oco,x*(«)). The function
x«() is strictly decreasing and satisfies

(3.1) log (1 — a)myr) < 2" (a) <log(l — amy).
For every x € R the function o — Ig(x) is strictly increasing on the interval where it
is defined, and Ig(x) < I5(z) holds for all o € [0,1) and z € [2*(ar), +00).

Remark 3.2. Reparameterizing by log-strike and setting K*(«) = exp(z*(«)) the bounds
in (3.1) simplify to (1 — a)my < K*(a) < (1 — amy). Even without specifying a concrete
model for S, the region D := {(a,x) : a € [0,1),x € R} can be written as the disjoint union
D =DAUDN UDM, where

DA = {(a,z) € D : z > log(1 — amp)},

DN = {(a,z) € D: z < log((1 — a)my)},

DM .= {(a,x) € D : log((1 — a)my) < z < log((1 — a)my)},
such that the implied volatility /g(x) is always defined in DA, never in PV and may or may
not be in DM. Tt will also become clear from the proof that the region where Ig(z) is not

defined is precisely the region where the call price Cg(x) violates the lower no-static-arbitrage
bound.

Proof. The price of the put and the price of the fully collateralized call are always inside
the no-static-arbitrage region by (2.5) and (2.6). Hence, the corresponding implied volatil-
ities I%(z) and I}(z) are well defined for all z € R. The put-call parity (2.8) for the fully
collateralized call and for the Black—Scholes price yields

Ps(z) = CL(z) + ¢® — 1 = Ops(z, I&(x)) + ¢® — 1 = Pgg(x, IL(2)).
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Since Pg(z) = Pps(z, I5(z)), uniqueness of implied volatility implies that Ik (z) = I5(z) for
all z € R, and claims (i) and (ii) follow.

Let now a € [0,1). The implied volatility I*(x) for the call C§(z) exists if and only if
Cg(x) is inside the no-static-arbitrage region [(1 —e”),1). From (2.5) we derive the bounds

(3.2) (I—-mp—e®)p +amp <CG(x) <1+ (a—1)mp.

Thus, Cg(x) is in the no-static-arbitrage region if and only if Cg(x) > (1—e")4 or equivalently
if F¥(x) := Cg(x) — (1 —e*)4 > 0. To find the zeros of F*(x) it suffices to consider x < 0
since F*(x) > 0 for all x > 0. Rewriting F¢ for z <0 as

Fo(z) =E%(Sr — %)y + amp — (1 — ) = E? (max(S7, %)) + amp — 1,

we see that F'“ is continuous and increasing on (—oo,0] with limg|_ o F*(z) = mp(a — 1).
Setting x*(«) := inf{x < 0: F*(x) > 0}, it follows that implied volatility exists on [z*(«a), 00)
but not on (—oo,z.()). It is also clear that for fixed x the function o — F<(z) is strictly
increasing and hence that x*(«) must be strictly decreasing. Moreover, considering the left

limit of F*(x) at —oo it follows that z*(a) = —oo for a = 1 and z*(a) > —oo for all other
o € [0,1). In the latter case it holds that Cg(z*(a)) = 1 — e* (@), Plugging the right-hand
side into the bounds (3.2) and rearranging we obtain (3.1). [ ]

3.2. Asymptotic behavior of the implied volatility. For large strikes, the following result
provides the asymptotic behavior of put- and call-implied volatilities.

Theorem 3.3. Let S be a nonnegative strict local martingale with martingale defect mp €
(0,1) and suppose that o > 0. Then, as x tends to infinity, the following expansion holds for
the implied volatility of the a-collateralized call:

2£+%7’T

R ]
where ng T = N"amr) and
1,2
N +1 2m 1,2 - 1
= = - - a, 1 _
e(x) ST + T e2 Cs(x) 4+ o(1) <C’5($) + ﬁ)

with Cs(z) = EQ(Sp — %)+ Since I5(z) = I(z), the expansion for the put-implied volatility
is equal to the expansion of the fully collateralized call and obtained by setting o = 1.

Remark 3.4. Obviously, €(x) — 0 as  — co. However, under mild additional assumptions
on the distribution of S much stronger results can be obtained. Assume, for example, that
E?(S%) < oo for some p > 1. Then, with 1/p + 1/q = 1, we obtain the bound

Cs(x) < E¥(Srlspzer) < |157]l, QST = )7 < (1= mp)V/4 || Sp ]|, e/

by Holder’s and Markov’s inequality.

The above theorem should be contrasted with the following result on the implied volatility
in true martingale models and for uncollateralized calls.
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Corollary 3.5. If a =0, then

2x
lim [ 19(z) — /= | = —oo.
o ( 5() T) >

If mp =0, then, for all a € [0,1],

2z 2z
li 1% —/—= =1L IZ —4/ =] = —o0.
x#%;(s(ﬂf) vT> x#?o(s@) T> >

Remark 3.6. Together, Theorem 3.3 and Corollary 3.5 show that there is a sharp distinc-
tion between the behavior of the implied volatility for large strikes in strict local martingale
models and that in true martingale models. This observation can be used to detect the strict
local martingale property from observed implied volatilities; see section 3.4 below.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. We consider the call-implied volatility /& (x), which by Theorem 3.1
is well defined at least for all x € (0, 00), for any « € [0, 1]. By definition, Ig(z) satisfies

N(d+(x, Ig(x))) - ew(d,(x, Ig‘(:v))) = C%(z) = Cs(z) + amy.
Writing ¢ (z) = Vdrz e* N (d_(z,Ig(x))) and rearranging the above equation yields

()
Virz

By the arithmetic-geometric-mean inequality we have d_(z,0) < —+/2x, and hence 1) satisfies
the inequality

(3.3) N(d+(az, Ig‘(a;))) = amy + Cy(z) +

blw) = VarzeN (d-(z, 1§(2))) < V2re®s(d (2, 1§(2))) = exp (-;d+<x,zg<x>>2) ,

where ¢ denotes the standard Gaussian density and we have used the classical bound
N(—z)/¢(z) < 2~ on Mills ratio. Applying N'~! to both sides of (3.3) we obtain

Y(x) )
Varz/)

The equation dy(x,0) = u for u € R can easily be inverted to yield

(3.4) d(z,18(z)) = N1 (amT + Cg(z) +

u? +o(1)
2V2z

as = tends to zero (with u bounded). Inserting the right-hand side of (3.4) for u, we get
u? = ni’T + o(1) and thus

oVT =u+Vu2+2z =u+ V2 +

TL2 o
(3.5) 13)VT = N (amp o+ Csta) + S ) 4 v+ QTJQJ”
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By Taylor expansion, and noting that amp € (0,1), we have
1+ 0(1)
¢(na,1)
as ¢ tends to zero. Plugging this into (3.5) gives

(3.6) I§(x) = \/? + T%’ + ()

with ) -
W g | I ( )
= ol &Y 2 s Og(a) + o(1) | Csla) + — )
5(33) WoTR Tr T € S(x) 0( ) S(:L') \/E

and it remains to show that lim . 9(z) = ¢ 2.7, We have already shown that (3.6) holds
with e(z) — 0, so we can write

N Y amp 4 6) = Na,T + d=ngr+ (\/2776%”33 + 0(1))5

b(x) = VaTzeN <— fo) - V;x) > with V(z) = I¢(x)VT = V22 + nar + o(1).

The asymptotic equivalence N'(—z) ~ ¢(z)/z as z T oo implies that

W) ~ exp (-i (fo)+v(;)>2 +:17> —exp (-é <Vfw)_v(2$)>2> e as ot oo,

1
Le., limypoo Y(2) = efini,T, completing the proof. [ |

Proof of Corollary 3.5. In contrast to Theorem 3.3 we now have amp = 0. Even in this
case, the derivation of (3.4) in the proof of Theorem 3.3 remains valid. However, the right-
hand side of (3.4) now tends to —oo as x — oo. Note that the inequality dy(x,0) < —u for
some u > 0 implies that ov/T < —u + Vu? + 2z. Hence,

lim (Ig(m)ﬁ— \/2.7}) < lim (—u—l— 2z +u? — \/2;10) =—u
oo zToo

for arbitrary u > 0, and Corollary 3.5 follows. |

Finally, we give a nonasymptotic result on at-the-money implied volatility. The result is
“dual,” in a sense that is made precise in section 4.1, to [11, Proposition 2.1], whose proof we
adapt to our setting.

Proposition 3.7. Let S be a nonnegative strict local martingale with martingale defect mp >
0 and let o € [0,1]. Then Ig(0), the at-the-money implied volatility of the a-collateralized call,

satisfies
L%(WT) L

amt§2j\/( 5

In other words, the at-the-money implied volatility provides a model-free upper bound on
the size of the martingale defect mp.

Proof. In the at-the-money case =0, the Black—Scholes call price degenerates to Cgs(0, o)
= 2N (0v/T/2) — 1. On the other hand, by (2.7), we have the lower bound Cg(0) = E®(Sy —
1)+ + amp > amyp, from which the proposition follows. |
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3.3. Relation to Lee’s [35] and Benaim—Friz [4] asymptotics. Roger Lee [35] pioneered
the analysis of the tail behavior of the implied volatility in the true martingale framework.
He proved that for a given strictly positive Q-martingale X, the large-strike behavior of the
implied volatility Iy is given by

Ix(z)?T

(3.7) lim sup ———— = p(p*) € [0,2],
oo x

where p* := sup{p > 0: IEQ(XgH) < oo} and Y(p) = 2—4(/p(p+ 1)—p). Similar results also
hold for the small-strike behavior using the negative moments of X7. Subsequently, Benaim
and Friz [4] refined (3.7) by providing sufficient conditions under which the limsup can be
strengthened into a genuine limit. Surprisingly, the martingale assumption is not explicitly
mentioned in [4], though it is in the review paper [5]. An immediate consequence of (3.7) (or
its sharpened version in [4]) is that when X is a Q-martingale, the large-strike slope of the
total implied variance I)2((:1:)T/ x is equal to two if and only if p* = 0, namely, if no moment
strictly greater than one exists, so that the distribution of X7 has a fat right tail.

In the strict local martingale framework this one-to-one correspondence between tail
weight and slope of implied volatility breaks down. Consider, for instance, the strict local
martingale dS; = SdetQ, starting at Sop = 1, whose density is given in (5.1). A simple Taylor
expansion shows that, as s tends to infinity, the following asymptotic behavior holds for any
p = 0:

sPQ(St € ds) = 4/ %e_l/(ﬂ)sz’_4 {1+0(s7?)} ds,

such that p§ :=sup{p > 0: IEQ(S%H) < oo} = 2. Should Lee’s (or the Benaim-Friz) formula
hold, then lim sup,;., I$(2)*T/x = 1(p%) < 2 with a € (0,1]. This stands in contradiction to
Theorem 3.3, which states that limsup 4, % = 2. This example shows that the results
of Lee [35] and Benaim and Friz [4] cannot hold for strict local martingales.

3.4. Testable implications of price bubbles and e-close implied volatility. As discussed
at the beginning of this paper, strict local martingale models have been advocated as models
for stock price bubbles. In this regard, it is of interest to be able to test empirical data for the
appearance of such bubbles. In the context of continuous Markov diffusions, such tests have
been proposed and implemented by [28] (see also [26] for a similar idea) based on statistical
estimation of historical volatility. Once the diffusion coefficient of the stock price is estimated
and extrapolated to the whole real half-line, the integral criterion discussed in Example 2.1 is
used by [28] to decide whether the underlying is a strict local martingale. Complementary to
the statistical approach of [28], our results suggest different ways to test for the appearance
of a stock price bubble based on implied (as opposed to historical) volatility. First, observe
that in the case of nonfully-collateralized calls (o < 1) there are simple criteria to distinguish
between true and strictly local martingales, based on implied volatility. From the results
presented above, it follows that unless calls are fully collateralized there is equivalence in the
following statements:

e The stock price process S is a strict local martingale under the pricing measure Q.
e Put- and call-implied volatilities are different.
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e The call-implied volatility does not exist for sufficiently small strikes.
However, for fully collateralized calls («« = 1) these criteria fail. Instead, we derive from
Theorem 3.3 the following criterion:

e The implied volatility satisfies Is(z)=,/3#+ L +o(1) for some ny € R.
Note that the last criterion is necessary and sufficient for the strict local martingale property.
The necessary part comes from Theorem 3.3, and it is sufficient by Corollary 3.5 applied
to the case mp = 0. In addition, the martingale defect mp can be extracted by setting
my = NM(np). The drawback of this criterion is that it is an asymptotic test, valid only for
large x. This drawback is shared with the statistical test of [28], which also requires asymptotic
extrapolation of the estimated diffusion coefficient. This property limits the value of the test
in practical applications, since implied volatility (or call prices) can only be observed at a finite
number of strikes. However, a simple argument shows that any test to determine the strict
local martingale property from put-implied (or fully collateralized call-implied) volatilities
is necessarily an asymptotic test in the sense that it uses arbitrarily large strike values as
input: let S be a nonnegative local Q-martingale with localizing sequence (7, )nen, so that the
stopped processes S7* := Siar, are true Q-martingales. The difference between put prices on

S and S™ can be estimated uniformly on time-strike rectangles Ry ; := [0,7] X (—o0, &), for
any T € R, by
Sup |Ps(l‘,t) - PS”(xvt)| = Sup ‘EQ(ex - St)+ - EQ(ex - Sf)+| < ejQ(Tn < T)
(t,x)ERT@ (t,$)€RT,53

The bound can be made arbitrarily small by choosing n large enough. Since put-implied
volatilities depend continuously on the put price this shows that for any nonnegative strict
local martingale S, time-strike rectangle R7 3, and € > 0 we can find a true martingale model
S¢€ such that put-implied volatilities (as well as those implied by fully collateralized calls) are
e-close, uniformly on R ;.

3.5. Large-time behavior. In [46], Tehranchi studied the large-time behavior of the total
implied variance Is(x,T)?T, where we now emphasize the dependence on the maturity 7.
His definition of the implied volatility, valid when the underlying is a true martingale, is,
however, not fully adequate for strict local martingales. We shall therefore understand it as
the put-implied volatility I g or, equivalently, from Theorem 3.1, as the fully collateralized call
implied volatility. His main result reads as follows.

Theorem 3.8 (Theorem 3.1 in [46]). Let (0, F,(Fi)e>0,Q) be a given probability space
and S a nonnegative Q-local martingale starting at one and such that Q(S; > 0) > 0 for all
t > 0. If S; converges almost surely to zero as t tends to infinity, then the following holds for
any real number x:

I5(2)*T = —8log EQ(S7 A e®) — 4log | —log EQ(ST A e®)| + 4o — 4log(n) + e(z, T),

as T tends to infinity, where the error e(-,T) vanishes as T 1 oo and satisfies some uniform
bounds on compacts as T increases.

The assumption that Sy converges almost surely to zero is equivalent to put option prices
converging to the strike e (by dominated convergence)—or the fully collateralized call price
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converging to unity. In [42, Lemma 3.3], Rogers and Tehranchi proved that if S is a Q-
martingale, this is also equivalent to Is(x,T)?T converging to infinity for any 2 € R. An
immediate computation shows that this still holds if S is a (nonnegative) strict local Q-
martingale.

Let now S be a nonnegative Q-supermartingale. Since S is bounded in L'(Q), the mar-
tingale convergence theorem [43, Theorem 69.1] ensures that the limit Soo 1= limyoo Sy exists
almost surely in [0, 00). It is, however, not immediately clear whether So, = 0 almost surely
for a general nonnegative strict local Q-martingale, as required in Theorem 3.8. In the par-
ticular case where S is an Ito diffusion, Proposition 5.22 in [33] guarantees that So, = 0,
Q-almost surely, and therefore Theorem 3.8 holds. In a stochastic volatility context, precise
conditions on the coefficients of the two-dimensional stochastic differential equation ensuring
that Soo = 0 almost surely have been derived by Hobson [25].

4. Duality methods.

4.1. Duality with respect to true martingales with mass at zero. The results from the
previous section can be linked in a systematic manner to the results of [11, 22] on martingales
with mass at zero by exploiting the duality relation introduced below.

Definition 4.1. Let Q and P be probability measures on a filtered measure space and let
T > 0 be a fired time horizon. Let S be a strictly positive cadlag local Q-martingale and M
be a nonnegative true P-martingale on [0,T]. Denote by T := inf{t > 0 : M; = 0} the first
hitting time (of M) of zero and assume that T is predictable and T > 0, P-a.s. We say that
the pair (S,Q) is in duality to (M,P) if Q is absolutely continuous with respect to P on Fr,
with

% . = My and Sy = ]\Z P-a.s. on {t <7 AT}.

Note that the above definition requires that S is a strictly positive local martingale, a
slightly stronger assumption than the nonnegativity assumption made in section 2.1. In fi-
nancial modeling, Q can be interpreted as the “share measure” corresponding to the stock
price M under P or—in the context of currency models—as the “foreign measure” correspond-
ing to the domestic measure P and the exchange rate process M [7, Chapter 17]. Also note
that since M is a nonnegative true P-martingale, zero is necessarily absorbing [27, Chapter
ITI, Lemma 3.6], and hence M; = 0 for all ¢ > 7. For models in duality,

(4.1) m; = 1 —E%(S) =1 -E* (1) = P(7 <t) = P(M; = 0),

that is, the martingale defect of S (under Q) equals the mass at zero of M (under P).
The following result is deep, but by now well understood, and is proved in [34, section 1]
or [40, 44].

Lemma 4.2. Let (Fi)e>0 be the right-continuous augmentation of a standard system and
let T > 0 be a fized time horizon. For any pair (S, Q) satisfying the assumptions of Definition
4.1 there exists a dual pair (M,P). Conversely, for any pair (M,P) and associated stopping
time T satisfying the assumptions of Definition 4.1, there exists a dual pair (S, Q).
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Let us remark that the difficult direction is going from (S, Q) to (M,P) in the case where
S is a strict local martingale; the required construction of P relies on the Follmer exit mea-
sure, first introduced in [19] and mentioned in [39]. Going from (M,P) to (S,Q) is easier,
and an early proof under the assumption of continuity can be found in Delbaen and Schacher-
mayer [13]. For the technical condition of (F;);>¢ being the right continuous augmentation of
a standard system we refer to [34, Lemma 1.5], where it is shown that the natural filtration
of the coordinate process on a “modified Skorokhod space” D'(R>p, RU {+0oc0}) constitutes a
standard system that is suitable for most applications.

For models in duality we have the following simple characterization of the strict local
martingale property of S under Q.

Lemma 4.3. Let (M,P) and (S,Q) be market models in duality with time horizon T' > 0.
The following are equivalent:

(i) S is a strict local Q-martingale on [0,T];

(ii) Mr has mass at zero, i.e., P(Mp = 0) > 0;

(iii) mp > 0;
(iv) Q is not equivalent to P on Frp.

Proof. By Definition 4.1 S is a local martingale; hence the strict local martingale property
of S is equivalent to my = 1 — E2(S7) > 0. In view of (4.1) this shows equivalence of the
first three assertions. Finally %| Fr = M7 and hence Q is not equivalent to P if and only if
Myp = 0 with positive P-probability, which is exactly assertion (ii). [ |

Ezample 4.4. Wenow continue Example 2.1, i.e., we consider M given by th:a(Mt)thP,
where o satisfies the same conditions as before. In addition assume floo ro~%(z)dz = oo, such
that M is a true P-martingale by (2.3), and let 7 denote the first hitting time of zero of
M. Construct now the measure Q via 3%\;,5 = M;, and set S; := Mt_ll{tq}. It is easy

to see that S satisfies the stochastic differential equation dS; = E(St)thQ, with Sp = 1,
o(y) = y?0(1/y), and where W€ is a Q-Brownian motion defined up to time 7. Note that the
following equalities hold:

(4.2) /01 52L(y)d - /loo Ugimdx and /loo aQL(y)dy - /01 UQL(x)dx.

The first integral is infinite by assumption, and it follows from the integral conditions (2.2)
and (2.3) in Example 2.1 that S is Q-a.s. strictly positive. If the second integral is infinite
it follows from the same conditions that also M is P-a.s. positive and that S is a true Q-
martingale. If the second integral is finite, then M has mass at zero and S is a strict local
martingale. Other cases are not possible, in line with Lemma 4.3. We remark that the duality
relations between M and S and between ¢ and &, as well as their relevance for the strict local
martingale property of S, have been already described in [16].

Relations between option prices in dual models are well known in the case where both S
and M are true martingales without mass at zero [17, 21] and have been described in the strict
local martingale case in [34, 44]. We recall the relation for European puts and calls. In addition
to the put and call prices P and C described above, we write Py (z) := EF (e — M), and
Cu(z) := E¥(Mr — e®) for the European put and call option on the underlying M under P.
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Proposition 4.5. Let (M,P) and (S,Q) be market models in duality with time horizon T >
0. Then for any x € R and any « € [0, 1], the following relations between put and call prices
hold:
(4.3) Cs(z) = e*Py(—2) + (a — Dmyp and Ps(z) = e*Cpr(—2x).
Proof. First, note that
QT < 1) =E" [Mrliren] =E° [M7] = 1.

For puts we compute

1
Ps(x) = E%(e” — 57)+ = E [Lipopy(e” — 57)+] = E [MTl{T<T} (ex - M> ]
T/ +

= e"EP [I{T<T} (M — e‘“”)J = *EF [(MT - e_”")J =e"Cy(—2x),

where we have used that My = 0, P-a.s. on {r < T'}. The results for calls follow from
put-call parity for the P-martingale M and “modified put-call parity” (2.4) for the local Q-
martingale S. |

4.2. Duality and symmetry of the implied volatility. We consider the consequences of

the duality relation studied in section 4.1 on implied volatilities.

Theorem 4.6. Let S be a strictly positive strict local Q-martingale in duality with the true
P-martingale M with mass at zero. Denote by Ip(x) the implied volatility under P for log-
strike x and underlying M. Then, for all x € R,

(4.4) I§(x) = Ii(x) = I ().
Proof. For any x € R, the implied volatility Ig is the unique solution to the equation
Pg(x) = Pgs(z,I%(z)). Therefore, using (4.3), we can write
" N(=d_(z,I5(x))) = N(=dy(z, I5(=2))) = Ps(x) = e"Cps(—=, In (—2))
= " N(dy (=2, In(—2))) = N(d-(—z, Iy (—2)))
= "N(=d_(z,In(~2))) = N(=d (2, In(=2))).

The theorem follows by uniqueness of the implied volatilities I%(x) and Ins(—x). [ ]

Using the above theorem we can translate between results on the right-wing behavior of
the implied volatility in strict local martingale models (such as Theorem 3.3) and results on
the left-wing behavior of the implied volatility in true martingale models with mass at zero
(as given in [11]). Applying the duality to [11, Theorem 4.2], we obtain the following refined
representation of the error term e(z) in Theorem 3.3.

Corollary 4.7. Let S be a cadlag and strictly positive strict local Q-martingale, T > 0,
and mp the martingale defect of S. Set G(x) := EQ(STI{STZGZ],) and wy == N l(mp). If
G(z) = O(x=3/?) as x tends to infinity, then in the put-implied volatility expansion of Theorem
3.3, e(x) can be replaced by
%n% + 1 nr

+ +
V2T x 4z T

e(z) = O(z7/?).

Copyright © by STAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.



Downloaded 02/14/18 to 155.198.12.147. Redistribution subject to SIAM license or copyright; see http://www.siam.org/journals/ojsa.php

IMPLIED VOLATILITY FOR STRICT LOCAL MARTINGALES 185

Proof. Let F' denote the cumulative distribution function of M7 under P. Then
G(z) =E® (Srl{s,2e)) = B (Lntpceayliren) = Fe™®) = F(0).

The remaining claims follow from the duality relation Ip;(—x) = I&(x) and [11, Theo-
rem 4.2]. [ ]

In [11, Corollary A.2], the authors showed that if the underlying is given by a true mar-
tingale with mass at zero, then the implied volatility smile cannot be symmetric (in the sense
that Ips(x) = Ipr(—x)). The dual result for strict local martingale models is the following.

Corollary 4.8. If S is a strictly positive strict local Q-martingale, then the put smile is not
symmetric.

Remark 4.9. For call-implied volatilities /¢, the smile can never by symmetric for o € [0,1)
for the simple reason that I§(x) does not exist for sufficiently small strikes, by Theorem 3.1.
In the fully collateralized case a = 1, the call-implied volatility coincides with the put-implied
volatility and Corollary 4.8 applies.

To avoid the technical conditions of Definition 4.1 we give a direct proof.

Proof of Corollary 4.8. Since S is strictly positive, we have Q(Sr = 0) = 0. By [l1,
Theorem 3.6], this implies that lim,|— o (VT I5(2) — /2|2]) = —0cc. Assuming that I%(z) is
symmetric, the same expansion has to hold true as = tends to +o0o. This is a contradiction to
Theorem 3.3 and we conclude that I (z) cannot be symmetric. [ ]

Again looking at the example of one-dimensional diffusions is instructive.

Ezample 4.10. We continue Examples 2.1 and 4.4 and consider the P-martingale M defined
by dM; = o(M;)dWF and the dual Q-martingale S given by d.S; = 5(S;)dW,2, where &(y) =
y?0(1/y). The dual models (S,Q) and (M,P) have the same distribution if ¢ = &. In this
case it follows from (4.2) and the discussion in Example 4.4 that either S and M are both
true martingales without mass at zero or they are both strict local martingales with mass at
zero. Being a true martingale with mass at zero or a strict local martingale without mass at
zero is not compatible with the symmetry assumption o = &, in line with [11, Corollary A.2]
and Corollary 4.8.

5. Examples.

5.1. Strict local martingale with deterministic endpoint. We borrow this example from
[10] and [13]. Let T > 0, p € (0,1), W be a standard Brownian motion, and (S;);>0 be the
unique strong solution to the stochastic differential equation

St — p
VI —1

starting from S = 1. On [0,7), it is clear that Sy = (1 — p)exp (Wy, — 3¢¢) + 11, where
o = —log (1 —1t/T), so that for any p € R, S is a true martingale on [0,7), but S = p
almost surely. Furthermore, since my = 1 — EQ(S7) = 1 — p, the call and put prices read
Cs(x)=(u—e")y = (1—mp—e®)y and Ps(z) = (e* —pu)4+ = (e* —14+myp) 4, so that the lower
bounds in (2.5) and (2.6) are attained. Setting u = 0 we can create a strict local martingale

s, = aw;,
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with mass at zero at time T, i.e., an example of a process that does not fall within the scope
of the duality approach.

5.2. The constant elasticity of variance model. On a probability space (€2, F, (F¢)¢>0, Q)
supporting a Brownian motion W, the stochastic differential equation d.S; = O'Stl +h dWy, with
So > 0, admits a unique strong solution, which is a true martingale if and only if § < 0
(see [31, Chapter 6.4]). In the case § > 0, S is a strict local martingale and the process
Y := S77/(0p3) is a Bessel process of index 1/(28) (equivalently of dimension 2 + 1/3). By
(2.2), the origin is unattainable in finite time, and for any ¢ > 0, the transition density of Sy

reads 1/2 25
Si2gesaz (5o gu (505)~"
Bisi e v = B e |~ s (i) 4

where I.(-) is the modified Bessel function of the first kind. The expectation can be computed

—28
in closed form as EQ(S;) = SOF(—%, 25%76%)’ where I'(a,z) := T'(a)~! [ u* e "du is the

(normalized) incomplete Gamma function. In the case § = 1, the density simplifies to

S0 fop (ML YSY g (LS,

and E(S7) = So(1 — 2N (—=1/(SoV/T))). In Figure 1, we illustrate numerically Theorem 3.3,
including the higher-order terms of the refined expansion in Corollary 4.7. First, we need to
verify the assumptions on the behavior of the complementary cumulative distribution func-
tion G(z) = [ sP(S; € ds) as x tends to infinity. As s becomes large, the modified Bessel
function behaves, for v not a negative integer, as [1, section 9.6]

Lo =(5)" S T <42)

n>0

(5.1) P(S,eds) =

Therefore, since > 0 and 1/(20) is clearly not a negative integer, as s tends to infinity,

1/2 _25-3/2 —28 —28 —8\ 1/(28)
P(S; € ds) ~ So s T exp (— S+ > <(SOS) > ds,

o2t 20232t 20232t
~ cos_z(ﬂﬂ)ds,

for some ¢y > 0, depending on Sy, t, 0, 5. Karamata’s theorem [6, Theorem 2.6.5] implies,
since 8 > 0, that

. 28

as z tends to infinity, ensuring that the assumptions in Corollary 4.7 hold. Regarding the large-
time behavior of the put-implied volatility smile, Theorem 3.8 yields (see also [46, Example
5.9])

/ sP(S; € ds) ~ C—Oe_wx,

Is(x, T)*T = 4log(T) — 4loglog(T) + 4x + e(z, T)
for all z € R as T tends to infinity.
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Figure 1. Implied volatility and its approximation in the constant elasticity of variance model with param-

eters (So, B,0,T) = (1,2.4,10%,1). The horizontal axis shows log-strike; in the first subplot the true value of
x > I%(x) (solid line) and its approzimation from Theorem 3.3 including the higher-order terms of Corollary
4.7 (crosses) are shown. The second subplot shows the error between the true value and its approzimation.

Acknowledgment. Both authors would like to thank two anonymous referees for their

valuable comments, which have led to significant improvements of our manuscript.

1]

REFERENCES

M. ABRAMOWITZ AND I. STEGUN, Handbook of Mathematical Functions: With Formulas, Graphs, and
Mathematical Tables, National Bureau of Standards, 1964.

L. ANDERSEN, Option pricing with quadratic volatility: A revisit, Finance Stoch., 15 (2011), pp. 191-219.

J. Azima, R. F. GUNDY, AND M. YOR, Sur lintégrabilité uniforme des martingales continues, Sémin.
Probab., 14 (1980), pp. 53—61.

S. BENAIM AND P. K. FRiz, Regular variation and smile asymptotics, Math. Finance, 19 (2009), pp.
1-12.

S. BENAIM, P. K. FRriz, AND R. LEE, On the Black—Scholes Implied Volatility at Extreme Strikes, in
Frontiers in Quantitative Finance: Volatility and Credit Risk Modeling, Wiley, New York, 2008.

N. BincHaM, C. GOLDIE, AND J. TEUGELS, Regular Variation, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
UK, 1987.

T. BJORK, Arbitrage Theory in Continuous Time, Oxford University Press, New York, 2004.

S. BLEI AND H. J. ENGELBERT, On exponential local martingales associated with strong Markov continuous
local martingales, Stochastic Process. Appl., 119 (2009), pp. 2859-2880.

Copyright © by STAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.



Downloaded 02/14/18 to 155.198.12.147. Redistribution subject to SIAM license or copyright; see http://www.siam.org/journals/ojsa.php

188

(10]
(11]
(12]
(13]
(14]
(15]
(16]
(17]

(18]

H.
J.
R.
R.
R.
M

B.

ANTOINE JACQUIER AND MARTIN KELLER-RESSEL

. CARR, J. RUF, AND T. FISHER, On the hedging of options on exploding exchange rates, Finance Stoch.,

18 (2014), pp. 115-144.

. Cox AND D. HOBSON, Local martingales, bubbles and option prices, Finance Stoch., 9 (2005), pp.

477-492.

. DE MARcCO, C. HILLAIRET, AND A. JACQUIER, Shapes of implied volatility with positive mass at zero,

SIAM J. Financial Math., 8 (2017), pp. 709-737.

. DELBAEN AND W. SCHACHERMAYER, A general version of the fundamental theorem of asset pricing,

Math. Ann., 300 (1994), pp. 463-520.

. DELBAEN AND W. SCHACHERMAYER, Arbitrage possibilities in Bessel processes and their relations to

local martingales, Probab. Theory Related Fields, 102 (1995), pp. 357-366.

. DELBAEN AND W. SCHACHERMAYER, The fundamental theorem of asset pricing for unbounded stochas-

tic processes, Math. Ann., 312 (1998), pp. 215-250.

. DELBAEN AND W. SCHACHERMAYER, The Mathematics of Arbitrage, Springer Finance, New York,

2006.

. DELBAEN AND H. SHIRAKAWA, No arbitrage condition for positive diffusion price processes, Asia-Pac.

Financ. Markets, 9 (2002), pp. 159-168.

. EBERLEIN, A. PAPAPANTOLEON, AND A. N. SHIRYAEV, On the duality principle in option pricing:

Semimartingale setting, Finance Stoch., 2 (2008), pp. 265-292.

.-J. ENGELBERT AND T. SENF, On functionals of Wiener process with drift and exponential local mar-

tingales, in Stochastic Processes and Related Topics, Trends in Math., Springer, New York, 1990, pp.
45-58.

. FOLLMER, The exit measure of a supermartingale, Z. Wahrscheinlichkeitstheorie Verwandte Gebiete,

21 (1972), pp. 154-166.

. GATHERAL, The Volatility Surface, Wiley, New York, 2006.
. GEMAN, N. EL KArouUl, AND J.-C. ROCHET, Changes of numeraire, changes of probability measure

and option pricing, J. Appl. Probab., 32 (1995), pp. 443-458.

. GULISASHVILI, Left-wing asymptotics of the implied volatility in the presence of atoms, Int. J. Theor.

Appl. Finance, 18 (2015).

. GUSHCHIN, M. URUSOV, AND M. ZERVOS, On the submartingale/supermartingale property of diffusions

in natural scale, Proc. Steklov Inst. Math., 287 (2014), pp. 122-132.

. HESTON, M. LOEWENSTEIN, AND G. WILLARD, Options and bubbles, Rev. Financ. Stud., 20 (2007),

pp. 359-390.

. HoBsoN, Comparison results for stochastic volatility models via coupling, Finance Stoch., 14 (2010),

pp. 129-152.
HULLEY AND E. PLATEN, A visual classification of local martingales, in Seminar on Stochastic Analysis,
Random Fields and Applications, Progr. Probab., Birkhduser/Springer, Basel, 2011, pp. 147-157.
JAcoD AND A. N. SHIRYAEV, Limit Theorems for Stochastic Processes, 2nd ed., Springer, Berlin, 2003.
JARROW, Y. KCHIA, AND P. PROTTER, How to detect an asset bubble, STAM J. Financial Math., 2
(2011), pp. 839-865.
JARROW, Y. KCHIA, AND P. PROTTER, Is there a bubble in LinkedIn’s stock price?, J. Portfolio
Management, 38 (2011), pp. 125-130.
JARROW, Y. KCHIA, AND P. PROTTER, Is gold in a bubble?, Bloomberg’s Risk Newsletter, 26 (2011),
pp. 8-9.

. JEANBLANC, M. YOR, AND M. CHESNEY, Mathematical Methods for Financial Markets, Springer,

New York, 2009.
JOURDAIN, Loss of Martingality in Asset Price Models with Lognormal Stochastic Volatility, preprint,
CERMICS, Paris, 2004.

I. KARATZAS SND S. E. SHREVE, Brownian Motion and Stochastic Calculus, 2nd ed., Springer, New York,

C.

R.

A.

1998.

KARDARAS, D. KREHER, AND A. NIKEGHBALI, Strict local martingales and bubbles, Ann. Appl.
Probab., 25 (2015), pp. 1827-1867.

LEE, The moment formula for implied volatility at extreme strikes, Math. Finance, 14 (2004), pp.
469-480.

LeEwis, Option Valuation Under Stochastic Volatility, Finance Press, Newport Beach, CA, 2000.

Copyright © by STAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.



Downloaded 02/14/18 to 155.198.12.147. Redistribution subject to SIAM license or copyright; see http://www.siam.org/journals/ojsa.php

IMPLIED VOLATILITY FOR STRICT LOCAL MARTINGALES 189

37]
(38]
(39]
(40]
(41]
(42]
(43]

[44]
[45]

M. LOEWENSTEIN AND G. WILLARD, Rational equilibrium asset-pricing bubbles in continuous trading

D.

P.

L.

J.

C.

models, J. Econom. Theory, 91 (2000), pp. 17-58.

MADAN AND M. YOR, [té’s integrated formula for strict local martingales, in Séminaire de Probabilités,
39, Lecture Notes in Math. 1874, Springer, New York, 2006, pp. 157-170.

A. MEYER, La mesure de H. Féllmer en théorie des surmartingales, Sémin. Probab. Strasbourg, 6
(1972), pp. 118-129.

. PAL AND P. PROTTER, Analysis of continuous strict local martingales via h-transforms, Stochastic

Process. Appl., 120 (2010), pp. 1424-1443.

. PROTTER, A mathematical theory of financial bubbles, in Paris-Princeton Lectures on Mathematical

Finance, Lecture Notes in Math. 2081, Springer, New York, 2013, pp. 1-108.

. C. G. ROGERS AND M. TEHRANCHI, Can the implied volatility move by parallel shifts, Finance Stochas-

tics, 14 (2010), pp. 235-248.

C. G. ROGERS AND D. WiLLiAMS, Diffusions, Markov Processes, and Martingales: Volume 1, Foun-
dations, 2nd ed., Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, UK, 2000.

RUF, Hedging under arbitrage, Math. Finance, 23 (2013), pp. 297-317.

SIN, Complications with stochastic volatility models, Adv. Appl. Probab., 30 (1998), pp. 256-268.

[46] M. TEHRANCHI, Asymptotics of implied volatility far from maturity, J. Appl. Probab., 46 (2009), pp.

629-650.

Copyright © by STAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.



	Introduction
	Preliminaries
	Market models based on strict local martingales and stock price bubbles
	Option pricing in strict local martingale models

	Implied volatility for strict local martingales
	Put- and call-implied volatility
	Asymptotic behavior of the implied volatility
	Relation to Lee's Lee and Benaim–Friz BenaimFriz asymptotics
	Testable implications of price bubbles and -close implied volatility
	Large-time behavior

	Duality methods
	Duality with respect to true martingales with mass at zero
	Duality and symmetry of the implied volatility

	Examples
	Strict local martingale with deterministic endpoint
	The constant elasticity of variance model


