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1. Introduction: Convergence of Binomial Trees

Since the appearance of the pioneering work by Cox et al. (see [1]) and by Rendleman and
Bartter (see [2]), the use of binomial trees in option pricing has been very popular in both application
and theory. Their main advantages are that they inherit the important theoretical concepts of
completeness and risk-neutral pricing while keeping the technical framework on a very low level.
In particular, they can be applied without the necessity to introduce stochastic calculus.

Further, approximating option prices in the Black-Scholes model (BS model) or more advanced
models with the help of a sequence of suitable binomial trees is a popular numerical method when it
comes to exotic options, in particular those with American or Bermudan features.

Convergence of such a sequence of approximations to the desired option price in the BS
model is ensured by constructing the corresponding binomial trees in a way such that they satisfy
the (approximate) moment matching conditions of Donsker’s theorem (see, e.g., [3,4]). However,
conventional sequences of binomial trees (such as the Cox-Ross—Rubinstein tree (CRR tree) or the
Rendleman-—Bartter tree (RB tree)) show a quite erratic convergence behavior, which is typically not
monotonic in the number of periods # (i.e., the fineness of the trees) and is often referred to as the
sawtooth effect.

This issue has been addressed by numerous authors, and different solutions have been offered
(see, e.g., [5-8]). In order to better understand the source of the problem, as well as to be able
to compare existing methods theoretically, one has to consider the asymptotics of the discrete
models ([9,10]). Moreover, this information can then be used to construct advanced tree models with
faster or smoother convergence (see [11-13]).

We will focus on the BS model in the one-dimensional setting. There, we offer a general method
of constructing asymptotic expansions for lattices based on an appropriate Edgeworth expansion and
discuss ways of further improving the convergence behavior for different types of options.

Edgeworth expansions have various applications in the literature, e.g., in statistics. In the
context of binomial trees, the Edgeworth expansion has been applied, e.g., by Rubinstein (see [14]) to
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construct risk-neutral approximations for various types of distributions, however, without providing
the exact convergence behavior.

In this article, we propose a new approach to analyze the asymptotic behavior of binomial
trees via the introduction of the Edgeworth expansion for lattice triangular schemes. This method
provides a general framework for improving the convergence of binomial trees that is not restricted
to risk-neutral transition probabilities and can be easily applied to multinomial and multidimensional
trees. As an application we provide an asymptotic expansion for the performance of binomial trees
for barrier options and construct an extended CRR tree with an improved convergence behavior.

2. Asymptotic Analysis of Binomial Trees: Distributional Fit

Consider the one-dimensional BS model in the risk-neutral setting given by:
dS(t) =S (t) (rdt +0odW (t)), S(0)=sp (1)

where W (t) is a Brownian motion under the risk-neutral measure Q. We then construct

approximating binomial trees {S,En) }, k=1,...,nvia:
(n)
S¢) = e A VAR i) — g @)

where {ay, }, is a bounded sequence and for each n € N, Q’]E"), k=1,...,nareiid random variables
taking on values of one and —1 with probabilities p, and 1 — p,;, respectively.

The convergence behavior of the binomial trees above can be controlled with an appropriate
selection of values a;; and p,. However, in order to ensure weak convergence, the mean and variance
of the one-period log returns of the discrete- and continuous-time models should match at least
asymptotically (see, e.g., [15]). Therefore, a;; and p;, should satisfy:

— 1 (mY_, 1
1w (n) .—vcn—i—EJEn((jl )—r—igz—i-o(l)

®)
o? (n) := o*Var (gi”)) =c?+o(1)
Note first that a simple consequence of the requirement Equation (3) is:
1 1
pn:2+o<ﬁ>, n— 0o 4)

A natural aim is to optimize the choices for a,; and p;, for all types of options and, thus, construct
a uniformly superior tree. Unfortunately, we will see later that the exact forms of the optimal «;, and
pn strongly depend on the type of option considered, although they are derived using the same idea.

We now consider the convergence behavior of S to $ in distribution and look at the
discretization error:

P (SEP < x) —Q(S(T)<x)=P (s,&”) < x) — D (dy) G)

with dy := d; (x) given by:

n(x)—(r=12
b () - (&) a<ﬁ 1) T ©)

The asymptotics for Equation (5) has already been provided in [9] and later in [11] based on an
integral representation of binomial sums (see e.g. [16]). This approach was also used in [10] to obtain
an asymptotic expansion for barrier options. Note, however, that this methodology has only been
applied to one-dimensional binomial trees. In this section, we present an alternative approach that
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makes use of an Edgeworth expansion for lattice triangular arrays. The advantage of this approach is
that it can be easily generalized to both multinomial and multidimensional trees and can be extended
to provide any required order of convergence (see, e.g., [17]).

Consider the discrete-time stock price at maturity:

S;(qn) = sp¢"" T+oVT 75 T &

To be able to make use of the Edgeworth expansion for lattice triangular schemes as introduced
in [17] and in particular Theorem Al in Appendix A, we consider:

e 41
W}En) _ 5k )

5 k=1,...,n ()

Note that this yields:
p (Sr(ln) < x) =p <\/1% I (C}En) _ EC,E")) W)

In( & )—pu(n)T
- (g o) < ")

Remark 1. The change of variables from ¢ ,E") to 17,?1) is necessary as the variables ¢ ,E”) take values £1; therefore,

their minimal lattice is 27Z. However, 17,5") has a minimal lattice Z and P (17,5") € Z) = 1. Therefore,

IN

Theorem A1 can be applied to 17,5’1), but not directly to §kn). This transformation is not the only possibility,
the resulting expansion, however, will remain the same.

By Theorem A1, the following asymptotic expansion holds (see Appendix A for the definition of
the cumulants and for the Lemmas used in the proof).
n)

(n)

Corollary 1. Let uy, = Ey,"”’, 07 = Varn," and «y,, be the v-th cumulant of 17§ The process S defined

in Equation (2) satisfies:

1 n n n 1 3Yn Z
T (yn)(—j;nsZ (an) + (51 (ﬂn)K3§3+K4i4)a,%<(]7/n _Z;?)) ®

4 2
Yp  6Va 1
02 (w& 02 *3))*0(#)

where for y(n) defined as in Equation (3) and with {z} denoting the fractional part of z:

In(&)—pum)T
Yn = ( Z)U'ﬁ ; An = NHp +yn\/ﬁ (9)

$1:)= {2} -3, S0 =3 (-2} +g)
5a() = 5 ({1 - 5 =12+ 3 (31

(10)
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Proof. By relation Equation (4), the assumption Equation (Al) is satisfied for any s and starting
from some n € N; Lemma A2 is applicable, so the uniform condition Equation (A2) also holds.
Furthermore, by Lemma Al, in the one-dimensional case, we obtain:

2
Kn,3 Kn3
Py <_cbo,a%'K”,V) (yn) = — g! DB@O,U% (yn) = 67;2 (1 - yn) Po,02 (Yn)

2
K K
P, (—éolgg,xn,v) (yn) = Zi4 D*® > (yn) + %D%w (Yn)

_ [ fna (33/" _ 3/?1) _ 7;{%'3 (y?‘ _ 1oy, + 15yn) Po02 (Yn)
453 \ow  o2) 2130205 \oZ o3 = Oon O W1
Py (~ gz ms) o)~

Kn5
5!

3
Kn,S 1

Kn,4Kn,3
nA4Atn D7<I)O/(T% (yn) + (3')4 ng)O,LT% (yn) =0 <\/ﬁ>

314!

DScDO,U% (yn) +

since, due to Equation (4), x,,3,%,5 = O (ﬁ), n — oo. Therefore, by applying Theorem Al with
s = 5, we get the statement of the corollary. [

3. Improving the Convergence Behavior

We will now apply the Edgeworth expansion (Corollary 1) to improve the convergence pattern
of one-dimensional binomial trees.

3.1. Existing Methods in the Literature

As mentioned in [9], the irregularities in the convergence behavior of tree methods can be
explained by the periodic, n-dependent term S; (a,) in Equation (8). Since S; (a,) = {a,} — 4 does
not have a limit as 1 goes to infinity and oscillates between —1 and 1, even large values of n do not
guarantee accurate results. As a solution, various methods have been offered to improve convergence
by controlling the S; function and with that the leading error term. However, basically, they pursue
one of the following goals.

The first one (see, e.g., [8]) is to achieve smooth convergence behavior, so that extrapolation
methods can be applied to increase the order of convergence. The second one (see, e.g., [11])
is to construct the tree such that the leading error term becomes zero, thus increasing the order of
convergence directly. These methods concentrate only on the leading error term allowing one to

increase the order of convergence up to O (%) However, if we also incorporate the subsequent
terms in expansion Equation (8), it is possible to further improve the convergence behavior. The
optimal drift model (OD model) in [13,15] has an improved rate O (ng,—l/z) for most parameter settings
of interest (the order of convergence depends on solving quadratic equations).

3.2. The 3/2-Optimal Model

We now consider a general setting that includes both the RB and CRR tree and show how
convergence can be improved in this wider class of models.
Note that the problem of optimizing the convergence of the CRR tree to a certain order has

already been addressed by different authors. The aforementioned OD model of Korn and Miiller in

[13] allows one to improve convergence up to order O (#), and the method introduced by Leduc in

[18] for vanilla options can also be adjusted to further improve the distributional fit, as well. However,
these approaches are restricted to risk-neutral probabilities and involve solving quadratic equations,
which rules out certain model parameters. We now present a slightly different approach that involves
only linear equations and is, therefore, applicable to any parameter setting.
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Consider the following model given by:

(n)
S = s et VA k=1, (1)

(ny _ ) 1,  with probability p,
] —1, with probability 1 — p,
1 1

B 1 1 1 1,
pn—E+Cl,nﬁ+CZ,nE+C3,nﬁ+C4,nﬁ+ 572

12
1 1 1 1 (12)
an = ko + kl’nﬁ + kz,ng + k3,n? +0 2
n
with bounded ¢; ,, k; ,, and:
2
Ko+ 2ok — L2 (13)

, \/T 2

Proposition 1. With an appropriate choice of parameters c;,, i =0, ...,4 and k]-,n j=0,...,3, the binomial
process S in Equation (11) satisfies:

P (s,ﬁ’” < x) =®(dy) +0 (nlz)

The proof of the proposition and the possible choice of the parameters c¢;,, i = 0,...,4 and
k]-,,, j=0,...,3is provided in Appendix B.

Remark 2. The name 3 /2-optimal model refers to the optimized convergence up to and including order 3/2,
in the sense that the corresponding coefficients are set to zero.

Remark 3. Other than Equation (13), there are no restrictions on ko, and c1,. With ko, = 0, we are in
the CRR case; for c1, = 0, we have the RB tree extension. Either way, the order of convergence is O (711—2) ;
however, k ,, influences the exact convergence pattern. The optimal choice of kg ,, is still an open question.

Remark 4. In case risk-neutral probabilities are considered (see, e.g., [15,18]), the coefficients c;, above
are completely determined by the drift. We have proposed a different approach, where the coefficients of the
probabilities are chosen instead of the drift. This way, we are able to avoid quadratic equations, and hence, we
are able to increase the order of convergence for any parameter setting (see also [12] for an alternative approach).

Remark 5. Since all absolute moments of 17,5'1) are bounded, we can apply Theorem Al to retrieve subsequent
terms in the asymptotic expansion Equation (8). We are then able to further increase the order of convergence,
by adding more terms to the probability. With the approach described above, all equations will be linear, and
unlike the method in [18], the previous coefficients will remain unaltered.

CRR vs. RB

Consider the following log-log plots with the convergence behavior of the 3/2-optimal RB-based
and CRR-based trees. By Proposition 1, we should see the slope of —2 in the graph. The convergence
is not smooth, and the graph is not a straight line; however, the general trend is present.

Figure 1 suggests that the RB-based model gives a slightly better distributional fit. However,
to compare the performance of the RB-based and the CRR-based variants for different choices of the
coefficient kg ,, we consider a whole set of approximation tasks. The performance will be measured
in term of both the root mean squared (RMS) error and the root mean squared relative (RMSR) error.
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Figure 1. Distributional fit with sy = 95, x =100,7r =0.1,0 =0.25, T = 1.

First, we randomly generate a sample of m parameter vectors 7 = (so,x,1,0,T), following the
procedure described in [19], but allowing a slightly wider range for the parameters.

e The initial asset price sy is fixed to 100,

e the value x is uniformly distributed between 50 and 150,

o the riskless interest rate r is uniformly distributed between zero and 0.2,
e the volatility ¢ is uniformly distributed between 0.1 and 0.8,

e the maturity T is chosen uniformly between zero and one years with probability 0.75 and
between one and five years with probability 0.25.

Note that 5y remains fixed, and we only vary x as we are only interested in the ratio % Parameter
vectors, for which ®7 (d, (x)) < 107°, are excluded from the sample to ensure a reliable relative error
estimate. For each n € N and every parameter vector 7, let ¢7, (1) and €, (1) denote the absolute
and relative error, respectively, i.e.,

e’ (n)
T — |E7 — 7 (d , T — abs
€abs (7’[) | n (X) ( Z(X))‘ Erel (1’[) P (dz(X))
where F and ®7 refer to the distribution functions of the discrete- and continuous-time models,
corresponding to the parameters 7r. Then, we look at:

1 M
RMS \/ 2 ahs n 2’ RMSR 72 rel
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Due to Proposition 1, both errors are of order O (%) . Consider the following convergence
behavior of the errors, taken over a sample of m = 1000 parameter vectors, 995 of which are included.
For both errors, a maximum of n = 1000 time steps is considered.

Note that the absolute error has a very similar convergence pattern for both models (see Figure 2).
However, Figure 3 suggests that the CRR-optimal tree delivers better results for the relative error.

— RB-Optimal
CRR-Optimal|

RMS(n)

0 I t
100 200 300 400 500 600 700 800 900 1000

- RB-Optimal | ]
~~ CRR-Optimal| |
~~ — — —Order 2

log(RMS(n))

log(n)

Figure 2. RMS(n) and log(RMS(n)) error.

— RB-Optimal b
—— CRR-Optimal

RMSR(n)

500 600 700 800 900 1000

Figure 3. Cont.
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[ >~ — — — Order 2

log(n)

Figure 3. RMSR(n) and log(RMSR(n)) error.

4. Expansions for Barrier Option Prices

We now apply the above results to improve the convergence behavior for barrier options.
To examine the performance of our new approach, we will focus on the price of an up-and-in
put option with payoff:
+
(K—S(T)) 1{5(1&)23, for some t<[0,1]}

Prices of other barrier options can be obtained in a similar manner or using the in-out parities
for single barrier options. We assume sy < B, as otherwise, the barrier option becomes a plain vanilla
option. Let K < B; then, the price of an up-and-in put is given by (see, e.g., [20]):

. 4 H+2
VIE” =Ke'T <SB) P (d?,) — Sy <Slj)) ) (d4)

0

where y = % —1and:

d3 = o8 <KBS£>;\/(; _ %02> T, dy =ds —oVT

Lattice methods for barrier options have a very irregular convergence behavior due to the
position of the barrier. This phenomenon, as well as possible solutions have been studied by various
authors; see, for example, [5,6,21], etc. A first order asymptotic expansion for binomial trees has been

obtained in [22]. An expansion for barrier options with coefficients up to order O (#) has already
been provided in [10]. Here, we show how the Edgeworth expansion (Corollary 1) can be used to

increase the order of convergence to O (ﬁ) .

4.1. Binomial Trees for Barrier Options

Consider the model: o
s\ = st VAT k=1 (14)

with the probability of an up-jump given by:

1 1 1 1

Pn = 5 + Cl’nﬁ + Cz,n; + C3,nﬁ (15)
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where: -
r— EU
= T
Cl,n 2 VT
and ¢3 ,;, c3,, are bounded. We set:
ui _ —T (¢ _ ("))
Vi =Eu (e (K Sy 1{maxlgk§n S,EH)ZB/ S,([‘)<K}>
Let:
K B
aK _ log (50) aB _ log (S()) ZB _ ’VaB—‘
" ovar - " ovar © " !
Then, {—aﬁ} is the overshoot of the barrier in the discrete model (Figure 4).
A
B N
n -
Figure 4. Dynamics of } /' ; C}n).
Therefore, we get:
ui __ —rT _ o 0VAEY cff”)
vV, = ZK E, (e (K spe 1 1{maxlgk§n v Cf")zuﬁ, Y Q(n):x}
x<ay
=¢'TK Z P | max i{f(") > B i(’,‘(") =x
N « \1<k<n = ioo=n = i (16)
x<ay 1= i=

k n
— 5o E e~ 1THoVAtxp <max Zgl(n) > l,lf, Zgl(n) _ x)

r<ak I<k<ni5 i=1
To calculate the probabilities in Equation (16), we need the following lemma that makes use of

the reflection principle for a simple random walk. Its proof is similar to that of the continuous-time
analogue and can be found in [17].
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Lemma 1. Let S, := X; + - - - + Xy, where X; arei.id, X; = £1 with probabilities p and q. Then:

b
(g) P(Sp=x—2b), ifx<b
P(maXSk>b Sn—x):

17
1<k<n (17)

P(S,=x), ifx>b

Substituting Lemma 1 into Equation (16), we get:

e 'K Y P (max 2§<") > 1B, i@l@ = x)

r<ak 1<k<n: =1
lB
_ o TK (Z) Z (ZC —215> —E’TK( > (ZC —215>

To get the dynamics of the second term in Equation (16), we need to perform a suitable change

of measure. Let: »
n
Apj = eDAHOVAGE e — 9 p

and:
My = E (Anp) (18)

We can now define new transition probabilities for (;‘,(c") ,k=1,...,n. Let the new probabilities of
an up-jump f, and a down-jump 4, be:

e(—r)At+m/BPn

o= (19)
y e(fr)Atfa\/B(l _ Pn)
dn = M, (20)

Note that 7, §, are well defined, starting from some n € N, and p,, + 4, = 1. The new probability
measure P, is now defined as:

15 ((,01, ) — ﬁZu(wlr Wn) . qzd(wl,...,w")
_ % I’lu(ClJl,..‘,wn) €<77)At7‘7\/§(1 . pn) nd(wl,,‘,,wn)
M" My (21)

w
_1_[ nk k Pn wl,...,wn)

where wy € {—1,1},k=1,...nand ny, (ws,...,w,) and ny (wy, ..., wy) are the numbers of ones and
—1’s in the sequence (wy, . .., wy ). Therefore, the Radon-Nikodym derivative of B, with respect to P,
is given by:

= Ak

A, = /
ngMn
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All conditions for a change of measure are now satisfied, and we arrive at:

so ), e —rT+oVBtxp (max ZC > 1B, ng") = x>
i1

x<an 1<k<n:
1B n
=50 (p) Y e TTHoVAlxp (Z gl(") =x— 215)
q x§g1n< i—1

s0 (Z) 2! aWMn (ZC 5_215>

As a result, we obtain:

V,z”'——”K() (Zé‘ n—21£3>
ln n
—so(2)" e Fa < o -2t
i=1

Proposition 2. With an appropriate choice of coefficients cp, and c3,, the binomial model in
Equation (14) satisfies:
. . 1
V;iu — Vuz + O 3
NG

The proof of the proposition and the possible choice of the coefficients ¢, , and c3 ,, are provided
in Appendix C. We call the resulting modified binomial tree the 1-optimal tree.

(22)

Remark 6. Consider the leading error coefficient in Equation (C9). Note that g1 ,, §2., are constant; therefore,
the oscillatory convergence behavior is due to the overshoot of the barrier {—a5}. The relative position of the
strike with respect to the two neighboring nodes at maturity does not enter into the expression. The strike
is only present starting from the O (%) coefficient in the term Si(ay) together with the barrier in quadratic
form. Therefore, the position of the barrier will have a much stronger effect on the convergence pattern than the
position of the strike (see also [10]).

4.2. Numerical Results

We now consider the convergence pattern of a specific barrier option.

Remark 7. Note that as in the CRR tree, we have c3,, = O; the leading error coefficient in Equation (C9)
becomes {—115} 82, Where 0 < {—a,’f} < 1. Therefore, the binomial tree will either overestimate or
underestimate the BS price for all n, depending on the sign of g2 ,,, as can be seen in Figures 5 and 6.

CRR vs. RB

For barrier options, we have a different behavior for the RB and the CRR trees. Expansions for
the RB tree cannot be obtained with the method described above, since the reflection principle is
directly applicable only to the CRR tree; however, numerical results show that the RB tree has a much
smoother convergence compared to the CRR tree. This can be explained by the fact that, as the CRR
tree is symmetric around zero in the log-scale, the overshoot of the barrier { —a5 } is the same for each
time step. Therefore, with an increase of 1, a whole row of nodes becomes out-of-the-money. The RB
tree, on the other hand, is tilted; therefore, this effect is not that pronounced.

See Figure 5 for the numerical illustration of this behaviour.
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s —CRR
— B

I I I I I I I
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000
n

— CRR
—RB
— ——Order 1/2

L
10° 10° 10*
log(n)

Figure 5. CRR vs. RB: up-and-in barrier put, T = 1,r = 0.1, 0 = 0.25, 59 = 100, K = 110, B = 120.

0.9
T
0.85
0.8 -
Q
Q
s
0.75
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CRR
0.7 — 1-Optimal| _|
0.65 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000
n
10° T
CRR 3
= — 1-Optimal||
10 El
-—-—- Order 1/2 3
— — — Order 3/2 |{
10°
10°
g
& 107
j=2
o
107°
10°
107
1075 S 4
10 10 10

Figure 6. CRR vs. 1-opt.: Up-and-in barrier put, T = 1,r = 0.1, ¢ = 0.25, 59 = 100, K = 105, B = 120.
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Figure 6 illustrates the superior behaviour of the 1-optimal tree compared to the CRR-tree.
Due to the smooth convergence pattern, we can apply extrapolation to the RB tree to increase the
order of convergence(see Figure 7).

1.45

T vy

—BS

— RB

—— RB with Extrapolation

I
2000 2500
n

I
3000 3500

4000

\ m
\
‘ \ u ‘M\" VW

- \

\‘\

W (1M

D
Ty W TS

1.4 h
I
e
[ i ,\ h',y“ ‘\” W
1350 “M“w " il
: “1 I \\
(0]
Qo
S
1.3F
1.25
N
/
1 1 1
0 500 1000 1500
10°
107"E
= L
= -2
& 10k |
] ——_
£ ~-d
5 f
[
= 10°
(2]
o
107E
— RB
—— RB with Extrapolation
] Order 1/2
102 — — — Order 1

10°
log(n)

Figure 7. RB with extrapolation: up-and-in barrier put with T = 1,7 = 0.1, ¢

K =110, B = 120.

= 0.25, sp = 100,

Although the RB tree with extrapolation outperforms the CRR tree, the 1-optimal tree
outperforms the two others by far. This observation is summarized in Table 1 below.

Table 1. Convergence behaviour of CRR, RB with extrapolation and the 1-optimal tree.

Parameters n CRR Tree RB Extrapolation 1-Optimal BS Value
T=1 100 1.0370950 1.2728844 1.3071811  1.3714613
sp = 100 200  1.1428755 1.3064705 1.3528020
K=110,B=120 500 1.2210427 1.3667218 1.3668495
=025 1000  1.2248525 1.3608690 1.3671287
r=20.1 2000  1.3285299 1.3731534 1.3713814
4000  1.3018025 1.3696310 1.3710375

5. Conclusions

We have considered applications of the Edgeworth expansions to one-dimensional tree models in

the Black-Scholes setting. We have seen how expansions can be obtained for barrier options and how
these results can be used to improve convergence behavior. For applications to digital and European
options, as well as multidimensional trees, see [17].
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Once again, we consider the binomial method as a purely numerical approach and do not restrict
ourselves to the equivalent martingale measure in the binomial setting. This gives us more freedom
in the construction of the advanced trees, as it allows one to choose the probabilities, as well as the
drift of the tree. Nevertheless, the expansions obtained in the proofs of the propositions above hold
for a very general setting and can also be applied to trees under the risk-neutral measure.

Author Contributions: Both authors contributed to all aspects of this work.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

Appendix A. The Edgeworth Expansion

We consider a triangular array of lattice random vectors X1, X 2,..., Xy defined on the
probability spaces (Qy,, Fy, Py), with common minimal lattice 79 st

E(Xu1) = pn, Cov(Xy1)=Vn, P (Xn,l € Zd) =1 and (A1)
Pns+1 = E || X1 — Tt =0(1), for some integer s > 2

where the sequence of positive-definite covariance matrices {V},} converges to a positive-definite
limit matrix V.
For each n € N, let S;, be the normalized sum

Xn,l + o+ Xy — npn
Vn

Since py, 541 < 00, starting from some n € N, then the cumulants of Py, «,, », of order v, [v] <s+1,
exist and can be obtained from the Taylor expansion of the logarithm of the characteristic function ¢p,
as:

Sn:

i = (D" log yp, ) (0)

There exists a one-to-one correspondence between the cumulants and the moments of a
distribution. In the theory of Fourier transforms, cumulants are the preferred choice due to their
additivity. For a further discussion, please refer to [17,23].

A detailed description of Edgeworth expansions for various types of distributions, including
lattice distributions, is provided in [23]. The following theorem is an extension for lattice triangular
arrays, applicable to binomial trees with n-dependent transition probabilities.

Theorem Al. Let E(C) = {t ceRY:Jt| < C} and F* be a fundamental domain of (Zd>*. Under
condition Equation (A1), if for all constants C > 0, s.t. F* \ E(C) is non-empty, the characteristic functions
of Xu,1, x,, ., satisfy the condition:

N := sup {WXM (t)’ e F\E(C), neN} <1 (A2)
then the distribution function of S, satisfies:

sup |P(Sy<x)— Y. n M/2(=1)" Sy (npun + Vnx) (D*Do,y,) ()

x€R4 || <s—2

S22 ()RS, (a4 x) (DUPy (— Do, (nn ) (x) (AD)

la|<s—3

L 71—(5—2)/213572 (_CDO,V,,/ {Kn,v})‘ -0 (n—(s—l)/Z)
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where P; (—®o,v,, {kn,v}) is the finite signed measure on RY whose density is P; (—=¢o,v,, {kny}) defined in
Lemma AT and Sy (x) = Suy (¥1) -+ - Say. (x4), with the periodic functions S; obtained from the Fourier series:

i/2— co 2 2 . .
(—1)]/2 lZn:l %/ ]e’ven/] >0
S] (x) =

(— )] 1)/22 > 251(2;7:)7”)’ jodd

forx e R\ Z.
For details, please refer to [23,24]:

Lemma Al. P, (—¢o v, {xy}) is a polynomial multiple of ¢po v and can be written as:

1 V1 Vm r+2m v+,
Pr(i(l)O,V/{KV} Z m Z ( Z %(*1) +2 D1+ +'”(P0[v>

j ]m V1yeeesVm 1

where Y, i is the summation over all m-tuples of positive integers (ji, ..., jm) satisfying Y32 qj; = r
and Y, ... is the summation over all m-tuples of nonnegative integral vectors (vy,...,vm) s.t. [vi| = j;i +2,
i=1,...,m

For details, see [23]. The following lemma gives a sufficient condition for Equation (A2),
which holds for multidimensional and multinomial trees. Compare also [25].

Lemma A2. Let ¢y 1,...,Cnn € R n e Nbea triangular array of lattice random vectors with a common
minimal lattice L and support S = {x cR? ‘ Pxn i=P(Cp1 = x) > O}, |S| = m. If for each x € S, there
exists a constant K > 0, such that:

Pxn >Ky, neN

then for all constants C > 0, s.t. F* \ E(C) is non-empty:
N := sup H%nrl (t)’ te F\E(C), ne N} <1 (A4)
Here, F* is the fundamental domain of L*, and E(C) is defined as in Theorem Al.

Proof. Since S has a finite number of elements, define K := min {Ky, x € S}. Then:

lp@nl Z gl Pxn = Z el{t) (Px,n - K) + Z X K

x€S x€eS x€eS

_ (%) _ ity 1
Y e (pen —K)+Km ) e -

x€S xX€S

Set:

Ze tx)

xeS

which is the characteristic function of an m-nomial random vector that has the same support S,
but assigns an equal probability % to each attainable value. Note that ¢ (t) is independent of n,
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and for any constant C > 0, 6 (C) := | (t)| < 1, for t € F*\ E(C). Then, since px, > Ky > K,
forallx € S,

2,0 (D] < T (P — K) + K | (1)

x€eS

— Y pen+Km(5(C)=1) =1—Km(1-5(C)) == ¢(C)

xeS

Since 6 (C) < 1, we have ’lan,l (t)‘ <e(C)<1lforalln € Nand t € F*\ E(C). Therefore,
we have shown Equation (A4). O
Appendix B. Proof of Proposition 1

In order to get an expansion of all of the required terms in Corollary 1, we need to consider
the asymptotics of the standard normal distribution and density functions. For a fixed z € R and
sequences &,

1 1 1 1
Sn—eln\f"i'eZn +e3n 3/2+O

with bounded ¢; ,,, by applying Taylor’s theorem, we get the following expansions up to order 3/2:

@ (e en) =@ () + =g (G ent 10 () (ean— 57t

1 1 . (B1)
+ m(l) (Z) <€3r” — Ze1ue2n + 8(22 1)61 n) +0 (n )
(z+en) =¢(z) - L (z) zer , + l (z) | —zep, + 1(22 _ 1)62
47 n) — 47 \/ﬁqb 1,n n‘P 2,n > in (Bz)

1 1 1
+ m(p (z) <—ze3/n + (2% = 1)eg ey + 6(32 —2%)e3 n) +0 (n >

Proposition B1. We use the notation of Corollary 1.  Given Equation (12), we get the
following dynamics:

(n)—r—l(f +m Ul—i—mgl—i-O(l)
U 1f\f 2\/Tn 3ﬁﬁ3 n2
with: /T
20¢; T .
m; = (ki,n‘F\;-%l'n) e i=1,23 (B3)
and:

1 1 1 1

2 2 2

Un:p”_(p”> =70z zclnCZn +O( >
4 M f n2

Therefore, by the binomial series theorem (Taylor series at zero for (1 + x)%, « € R):

1 1 1 1
—zl—i—ZCln +4cy peon—s +O( 2>
20'1/1 \/H n

and as a result, for y, as in Equation (9), we get:

M — gy —my !

o 7

2 1 5 1 1 (B4)
+ <2d2c1,n — m2> - + (4d2c1,nc2/n —m3 — 201,Hm1> ﬁ +0 ()

n2
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Then, by Equations (B1) and (B2), we obtain:

1 1 1
D2 (yn) = @ (d2) — ﬁfp(dz)ml + E(P(dz) (Zdzcin —my — zdzm%>
+ i‘17(112) 4dyrcqy 60y — M3 — domymy + <d2 — 1) 2(; _ lm +0
\/HB 1nt2n 3 1 2 1 6 1 n

P02 (Yn) = ¢ (d2) + 74’(d2)d2m1

1 1 1
+ ;fP(dz) (mzdz —2d5c}, + > (d% - 1) m%) +0 <\/?13>

(n)

Let piy,y, v € Z denote the v-th moment of 77, ’. Then, the cumulants can be represented in terms
of moments (see, e.g., [17], Section 3.2) as:

; 11 1 1 1
Kn3 = Hn3 — ShniMn2 + 21,1 = _Ecl’”ﬁ —5Cn +0 ﬁ
1 1
Kng = Pna — 4t atn1 — 3no + 1200240 1 — 6liny = —g 1O (n)

Substituting the above expansions into Equation (8), we get:

P(Si <x) =@ ()~ fcp(dz)fl (wn, ) + () f (an, )

. . (B5)
+ ﬁ‘l’(dz)fs (an, pn) + 0O (1#)
where:
fi (&, pn) := my 4251 (an)
o (@, pu) = =iy +2dpc}, + %cm (d% - 1) + dgl_z”h - % (m1 + 281 (an))?
3 (n, pn) i= —1m3 + 4dacy nCon + %Czln (dg - 1) — 853 (ay) (dg - 1)
(B6)

- %ml ((d% - 1) m3 + (d% - 1) m1Sy (an) +4Sz (ay) (d% - 1))

— (1711 + 251 (ﬂn)) <2C1 - (1 — dZ) + domy + 2¢q ndz

- % (d§—6d§+3)>

The goal now is to choose the coefficients c; ,,, k; ,, so that f; = 0,i = 1,2,3. As there are more
variables than equations, there are various ways of doing that. Set k,,, = k3, = 0, and choose c;
such that fy (a,, pn) = 0 is satisfied, i.e.,

3C] ndz

20’C2n> \/T

251 (an) + (k1n+ Nii

1n( 0) kouT

In(X) —kouT —ky L
& +—+cz,n:{ (%) vr oz

20/t 2

20V At 2 2
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The above equation is solved by:

In(Z)—ko,T
1 0,n
CZ,n:2{<50)+n} (B7)

20V At 2

and kj , taking any of the following values:

20¢ o 20¢ o
— \/%nfﬁ<kl,n§* \/%n+ﬁ (B8)
The other terms in Equation (B5) become:
2 a3 —d,
fz (06”, pn) = —2C3,n + ZdZC%,n -+ gclln (d% — 1) —+ 212

2
f3 (&n, pn) = —2¢4, + 4ddacy uC2n + 32n (d% - 1)

853 (an) (B 1) - % (#-1) (mi—m)

where we have used S, (a,) = 3 (S% (an) — ﬁ) (see Equation (10)). Therefore, if we set:

1 d3 —dy
3 = dzcin =+ gcl,n (d% — 1) + 224 (Bg)
and:
1
Can = 2d2C1/nC2,n + ngrn <d% — 1) — 4853 (an) (d% — 1)
(B10)

1
“p (1) (- m)
all chosen coefficients are bounded, f, and f3 vanish and we get the statement of the proposition. [

Remark B1. kq, can be chosen freely, as long as Equation (B8) is satisfied. We will usually choose

20¢c

kip = — , since in this case, m; = 0, Sz (a,) = 0, and therefore, the values assigned to c3, and

4 have a ssmpler form and require less computations.

Appendix C. Proof of Proposition 2

Proposition C1. Note:

< n ]- < n
P<£§§ ! Saf—zlf) =P<ﬁ;(n§ )~ jun) Syn>

i=1 i=1

i

where q(n) is defined as in Equation (7), u, = E, (’71‘(”)) and:

log () k0T _aty
n= 2w/T  n

From Equation (15), we get:

p(n)=r— 0%+ 20000 1 205001

2 VT vn VT n
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and following the proof of Proposition 1, we get:

19 of 22
yl :d3 — ({—HB} +c2 ) +E (2d3C2 —2C3n) + 0 L
Ty Vn " o n Ln ’ \/53
and:
Py e <ok 28| — o4 2 p(d B S
= i Sy 4y | = ( 3)_ﬁ¢( 3) ({_an}+c2,n+ l(an))
2 1 d3 —ds
+ E(P(d?’) <_C3,n + d3c%,7’l + gcl,i’l (d% - 1) + 324 (Cl)
—d3 ({—05} +co20 + 51 (%))2) +0 (\/1%3>
g ( K50
where a,, = Ozglf \}’27) + 4 — {—aB}. Similarly, we deduce:
N . 1, 252,,/,0’L 253/,10’1
y(n)—r—i-ztr—i- NN
and:

p (i—l M <af - 215) = @ (ds) = =9 (ds) ({~a8} +con+ 51 (an))
2 1
+¢(da) (53,n +dalt, +

N 3 —d,
3c1,n(d§—1)+ 424

(C2)
—dy ({—aﬁ} +con+ 51 (an))z) +0 <1>

S

2180VAT _ ( B

)ZEz{ag}gm

50

= (B>2 (1 + izm/f{—aB} + Logrr {_g8}2> L0 <1> )
S0 vn n n n

p 1B B\# . 4 B log%
(5) - () (1 (onfety etz
log 8
—I—é (CZ,n{ a8l _ %85
n

B\ 2
23 B log%
— = — — 4
n} oVT <3C1'n C3,n> 2 <Clln{ ﬂn} e oVT (4
+0 <1 >

Further, a Taylor expansion yields:

Vi
M, in Equation (18) satisfies:

1 1
1

+ 5
NG

2
1
(U\/Tmz —20°T (cm + é(fﬁ) — (74T2>
) . (Ch)
3
(Uﬁmg — 4azcllnc2,nT — gczlnag’ﬁ ) +0 (n)
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withm;, i =1,...,3 asin Equation (B3). To get the asymptotics of M};, consider the binomial formula:

(1+x)”—i:xk< Z >

(Ce)

k=4

The last expression is convergent and, therefore, bounded, and we have the necessary result.
If we now substitute Equation (C5) into Equation (C6), we get:

1 1 1 1
MZ :1+a1'”\/ﬁ+a2’”n+a3’”\/ﬁ3+o<n2> (C7)
where:
A1, :U\/Tml
2 1 > 42 L o0 o
ay, = oV Tmy — 20°T Cl’”+8‘7ﬁ — 350 T + 507 Tm]

2 3 C8
a3, = oV Tz — 40%cy ey T — 5czlno“%\/f (C8)

1 S| 1 3
+ U\ﬁml (0 Tmy — 20°T <c1,n + 6Uﬁ> _ 36(74T2> + gm%a?’\/f

Substituting Equations (C1)~(C4) and (C7) into Equation (22) and using so¢ (d4) = Ke™"T¢(d3),
we get:

; : 1 1 1
V,g” =Vt — ﬁ (Cz,ngl,n + {*ﬂg} 82,71) + P (gB,n - C3,ngl,n) +0 <\/ﬁ3> (C9)

where:

g1 =20V Tsp <B>y+2q’ (dg) — 4V"'log (B) /(eVT)

50 50

B\ #t2 .
on = 20’\/?50 (So) (O] (d4) — 4VmC1,n

B PH’Z .
Q3 = U\/TSO <So> ((P (d4) hl,n —&d (d4) h2,n) + 4th3,n
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and:

ds +dy 1 1 dz dz 2
hl,n = _2(:%,}’1 — Cl/n <Uﬁ+ 3> — §0’2T+ Z § + ﬂ -2 ({—ﬂg} + CZ,n + 51 (ﬂn)>

(ot} vean) ([t} s o)

hyn = 20VT ({ } + c2n) —20VT(c1, + %aﬁf _ %Ugﬁs
s ({-a2) +er) ( [als 1%)
fan = can {7015} N ZIOEQ%)C%M +2 (Cl,n {*ﬂg} +con lo_og 5)2

Therefore, if g1, # 0, then by setting:

_ 4B
CZ,}'Z:_{ an}g2,n, C3,n:g37,n

81,n S1n

we get the assertion of the proposition. [
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