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This thesis studies the dynamic optimality introduced by Pedersen and Peskir [43] in the
mean-variance portfolio selection problem from the dynamic programming perspective. For
a self-financing portfolio, the investor aims to determine the maximal value function defined
by:
V(t,x) = sup | E; (X7) — ¢ Var, «(X])].
u

The quadratic nonlinearity introduced by the variance term can be handled by the method
of Lagrange multipliers, and the application of the HIB equation enables us to obtain the
optimal solution. In this thesis, we introduce various different market settings, including
(a) prohibition of short-selling, (b) margin requirements, (c) that the stock that is driven by
the constant elasticity of variance model, and (d) partial information. For these problems,
we investigate (i) time-inconsistent strategies (static optimality) and (ii) the time-consistent
strategies (dynamic optimality), and we compare their performance. Alongside solving the
original optimal problem, we also consider the other two constrained cases where we con-
dition the size of the expectation/variance of the terminal wealth. In Chapter 2, we consider
portfolio selection under a no short-selling constraint, in which a change-of variable for-
mula from [45] is used to replace the viscosity solution to overcome the non-smoothness
of the value function. Under the no short-selling constraint, both static and dynamic opti-
malities naturally prevent bankruptcy. However, static optimality suggests that the investor
should hold all of his wealth in the riskless bond if his wealth is large enough, while dy-
namic optimality encourages the investor to keep holding the risky asset for a higher return.
Inspired by the method applied in Chapter 2, we further consider the margin requirement
for short-selling in Chapter 3. The conclusion analyses the impact of the change of mar-
gin rate on the performance of both static and dynamic optimalities and verifies that some
properties of those two optimalities described in [43] are still valid in this case. In Chapter
4, we study the case where the stock price follows the constant elasticity of variance (CEV)
model. The CEV model can be taken as a natural extension of geometric Brownian motion,
and it has advantages such as explaining the implied volatility smile. We derive static and
dynamic optimalities for both the unconstrained problem and the constrained problems. By
choosing a proper value for the elasticity parameter, we can easily extend our conclusion
to cases where the risky asset follows different processes such as geometric Brownian mo-
tion and the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. Hence, the model we set in Chapter 4 can be
seen as a general solution that covers the work of [43]. Besides, the conclusion in Chap-
ter 4 is also valid when there exist arbitrage opportunities for the stock. In Chapter 5, we
consider portfolio selection under partial information, since the investor normally can only
access limited information in a real financial market. The biggest difficulty is that the fil-
tering and optimisation aspects of the problem are hard to separate, which can be handled
by using the separation principle studied in [56]. Under partial information, we obtain both
time-consistent and time-inconsistent solutions.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

In mathematical finance, portfolio selection has always been a core problem and has con-
stantly driven researchers along the path of extending this problem to a broader level. In
1952, Markowitz [37] (see also [36]) introduced his pioneering mean-variance analysis for
the modern portfolio theory, in which the variance of underlying assets is considered as
a determinant for deciding the optimal strategy. Markowitz introduced the principle that
maximises the expected return for each given and fixed value of variance which constructs
the efficient frontier. Merton [38] further derives the explicit efficient frontier for different
cases for the single-period case under different settings. As summarised in [18], one of
the most important features of modern portfolio theory is that the investor should consider
the diversification of risky assets rather than blindly choosing a risky asset by its unique
features.

From the single-period case, this problem has been extended to multi-period cases (for
example [40], [24], [19] and [32]). In [24], Hakansson analyses optimal consumption and
investment as well as lending/borrowing strategies via utility analysis over multiple periods.
Fama [19] observes that in a perfect market setting and with a strictly concave utility func-
tion, the action of the investor in any period is consistent with the conclusion in a single
period. Furthermore, in [32], Li and Ng obtain the mean-variance efficient frontier under
the multi-period setting. In recent years, more practical assumptions and settings have been
added such as the mean-semi-variance model [59] and bankruptcy prohibition [53]. Since
the multi-period case is not the target of this thesis, we will skip further details and focus on
the continuous setting.

There is a series of studies that considers the mean-variance portfolio selection under a

12
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continuous formulation (for example Chapters 4, 5 and 6 of [39]). The martingale method
has played an important role in solving the continuous portfolio selection problem. In [3],
Bielecki, Jin, Pliska, and Zhou adopt the martingale method to study the portfolio selection
under the bankruptcy prohibition. They first design the equivalent martingale measure, and
under the martingale measure, the discounted wealth process is a martingale, from which
the problem is split into two steps: achieving the optimal terminal wealth for the constrained
problem firstly and the optimal control can be obtained by replacing the contingent claim
of the corresponding optimal terminal wealth. The Ito-Clark theorem guarantees the one-
to-one correspondence between the optimal control and the corresponding optimal terminal
wealth. Similar methods can be seen in [42] where the bankruptcy constraint is replaced
by a guaranteed value g, and the conclusion indicates that for the dynamic optimal wealth
process, the terminal wealth will only take either g or the expected terminal wealth 3. The
martingale method is applied to handle more challenging cases. In [22], Gao, Xiong, and
Li consider the mean-variance-CVaR (conditional value-at-risk) model and mean-variance-
SFP (safety-first-principle) where the definition of CVaR is described by [47] in which the
safety-first-principle is inspired by the work of [48] and [31] and is described by a disaster
probability.

Besides the martingale approach, dynamic programming has also been wildly applied
in continuous portfolio selection. For example, Zhou and Li consider the continuous mean-
variance problem and handle the nonlinearity caused by variance via converting the problem
into the auxiliary control problem which is solved by the stochastic linear-quadratic method
(see Chapter 6 of [61] for further details about the stochastic LQ framework). Lim and Zhou
[34] further extend the previous work and the LQ optimal control technique to consider the
mean-variance portfolio selection with random parameters. The LQ optimal control ap-
proach has been adopted in more complicated cases. Based upon the previous work [63],
Xie further introduces liability management setting into the portfolio selection problem un-
der regime switching, in which two different Brownian motions drive the stock price process
and the liability process respectively, and obtains explicit optimal solutions and the corre-
sponding efficient frontier. In [60], Yao, Li, and Chen consider the portfolio selection when
the market only consists of risky assets by applying the HIB equation in which they not
only obtain the explicit efficient frontier but also verify the two fund separation principle

that is first introduced by [52] and describes that the linear combination of two efficient
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portfolios will still be efficient. Inspired by those previous works, in this thesis, we will
consider the continuous mean-variance portfolio selection problem under different condi-
tions and assumptions from the dynamic programming perspective, in which we will apply
different techniques such as the change-of-variable formula [45] and Legendre transform
(cf. [27], [21] and [54]) to solve the HIB equation and investigate both time-inconsistent
and time-consistent solutions.

Time-inconsistent and time-consistent solutions have been greatly considered in portfo-
lio theory. In [50], Strotz notes the time inconsistency of the consumption plan and comes
up with two concepts: the pre-commitment strategy and the ‘consistent planning’. Recalling
the formulation of [50], we see that the pre-commitment suggests the investor should follow
the strategy he made at the beginning date while in the consistent planning, the investor
will reject those strategies he will not follow and only consider the optimal plan from the
strategies that he will follow. This ‘consistent planning’ strategy is considered by Peleg and
Yaari in [44], and they point out that this ‘consistent planning’ only gives optimal solutions
when the investor has the ‘stationary preference’ (i.e. the utility function depends on the
consumption rate from the current time and the utility function stays the same at any point
of time). Seeing the limit of the ‘consistent planning’, Peleg and Yaari further introduce
the Nash-equilibrium control which will be able to handle the case when the investor is
changing his preference and note that if there exists an optimal control under the definition
of ‘consistent planning’, then it must be a Nash-equilibrium one. Nash-equilibrium optimal
control has been considered in many studies. Bjork and Murgoci [6] introduce the delicate
extended HJB equation to obtain the Nash subgame perfect equilibrium controls, which is
time-consistent, to overcome the time inconsistency. This extended HIB equation has been
used to derive the equilibrium optimal control when the risk aversion rate is state-dependent
[7] and the time consistent portfolio selection under the short-selling constraint [2]. Further-
more, in [43], Pedersen and Peskir [43] adopt the dynamic programming method to solve the
nonlinear mean-variance portfolio selection problem, in which they note that optimal con-
trol depends on the initial point of the underlying wealth process. This concept is referred to
as static optimality (it should be mentioned that the static optimality has been considered as
pre-commitment in [50]). Furthermore, they extend the static optimality to the dynamic op-
timality in which the optimal control is time-consistent. Dynamic optimality claims that for

each new position of the controlled wealth process, there is a new optimal control problem to
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solve based on overruling all the previous problems [43]. It should be mentioned that the dy-
namic optimality introduced by [43] is different from the time-consistent control under the
Nash subgame perfect equilibrium setting. In [43], we have seen the comparison between
the subgame-perfect Nash equilibrium and the dynamic optimality and [43] has shown that
the dynamic optimality outperforms the subgame-perfect Nash equilibrium control. In this
thesis, we will follow the definition and method of [43] to investigate the statically optimal
control and dynamically optimal control under four different settings including no short-
selling constraint, the existence of margin requirement, the stock price follows the constant
elasticity of variance model, and portfolio selection under partial information.

In this thesis, we assume that there is a financial market that consists of two assets, a
riskless bond and a risky stock, and we aim to construct a self-financing portfolio dynami-
cally until the maturity. To optimise the performance of the portfolio, we need to decide the

optimal control by evaluating the following value function:
V(t,x) = supE, «(X}) — ¢ Var, »(X7) (1.1)
u

in which ¢ > 0 represents the risk aversion rate. Following the idea introduced by Markowitz
[37], the expected return and risk of the portfolio are represented by the expectation and
variance of the value process of the portfolio respectively. Naturally, the variance term in-
troduces the quadratic nonlinearity into this problem. The quadratic nonlinearity makes the
standard optimal control theory (cf. [20]) infeasible, and instead, we follow the methodol-
ogy of [43] to solve the optimal control problem by applying Lagrange multipliers and the
HIJB equation. In the following chapters, we will adopt different techniques to solve the HIB
equation because the setting of the market is changing in each chapter. The solution of the
HJB equation shows that the optimal control relates to the initial time and value of the con-
trolled wealth process, and this time-inconsistent solution is named as static optimality in
[43]. From the statically optimal control, we can derive the time-consistent control, i.e. the
dynamic optimality. As [43] mentions that there is a connection between these two controls,
which is, the dynamically optimal control is equivalent to the statically optimal control with
the same initial status. This fact is used to derive the dynamically optimal control from the
static case. Besides the unconstrained case given by (1.1), we further attempt to consider
the other two constrained cases mentioned in [43] where we maximise the expectation of
the terminal wealth or minimise the variance of the terminal wealth when we condition the

size of the variance or expectation of the terminal wealth respectively. More details will
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be exhibited in the formulation section in each chapter as we may change the setting or
notation.
Before we introduce the content of each chapter, we firstly introduce definitions of the

static optimality and dynamic optimality, which are given in [43].

Definition 1.1 (Static optimality) [43]. For a given status (¢,x) € [0,7] x R, an admis-
sible control u, is called a statically optimal control in the unconstrained problem V (z,x) =

sup, E; «(X}) — ¢ Var; (X}) if there is no other control v such that:
E; x(X7) — ¢ Var; «(X7) > E; x(X77) — ¢ Var, »(X77). (1.2)

For a given status (¢,x) € [0,T] x R, an admissible control u, is called a statically optimal
control in the constrained problem V1 (£,x) = Sup,.va, , (x#) <o Brx (X7) if Var; ¢ (X7*) <ovand

there is no other admissible v such that Var; ,(X;) < o and:
E, . (X}) > B o(X1"). (1.3)

For a given status (7,x) € [0,T] x R, an admissible control u, is called a statically optimal
control in the constrained problem V»(#,x) = inf,.g,  (x)>p Var «(X7) if E; x(X7*) > B and

there is no other control v such that E; ,(X}) > P and:

Var; (X7) < Var; »(X77). (1.4)

Definition 1.2 (Dynamic optimality) [43]. For each given and fixed pair (z,x) € [0, T] X
R, an admissible control u, (¢, x) is dynamically optimal in the constrained problem V (¢,x) =
sup, E; (X}) — ¢ Var; (X7) if, for any admissible control v(¢,x) # u.(t,x), there exists a

control w such that w(t,x) = u,(¢,x) and we have:
E[7x<X;") — CVaer(X}i) < ELX(X%‘V) — CVaer(X}V). (15)

For each given and fixed pair (7,x) € [0,7] x R, an admissible control u, (¢,x) is dynamically
optimal in the constrained problem Vi (#,x) = Sup,.ar, , (x#)<a Brx(X7) if Vary . (X7*) <oand
for any admissible control v(f,x) # u,(f,x) such that Var; (X}) < , there exists a control

w such that w(z,x) = u.(¢,x) and Var; (X}¥) < o and we have:

E: «(X7) <E x(X7). (1.6)
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For each given and fixed pair (¢,x) € [0,7T] x R, an admissible control u,(,x) is dynamically
optimal in the constrained problem Vx(#,x) = inf,g, ,(xu)>p Varr «(X7) if B »(X7") > B and
for any admissible control v(¢,x) # u.(t,x) such that E; (X} ) > B, there exists a control w

such that w(f,x) = u.(t,x) and E; »(X}') > 3 and we have:
Var, (X}) > Var, (X)), (1.7)

In these two definitions, we set that u; is the percentage of wealth invested in the stock at
t € [to,T] and U is the set of all admissible controls. For any admissible control u, we have
uy = u(t,X/") where (t,x) — u(t,x) -x is a continuous function from [0,7] x R into R. For
completeness, following the idea of [43], we define u(z,0) = u(t,0) - 0 = limq_,, o u(t,x)

because the map x — u(¢,x) may not exist at 0.

In Chapter 2, we study nonlinear mean-variance portfolio selection under a no short-
selling constraint, for which we obtain both the statically and the dynamically optimal con-
trols. The short-selling prohibition introduces non-smoothness into the value function of
the HIB equation, and we manage to use the change of variable formula with local time on
the curve to replace the viscosity solution technique to achieve the optimal control, which
has not been noted in other papers. The optimal controls look intuitively similar to that of
[43] as they are the non-negative part of the optimal controls given by the unconstrained
case in [43]. Besides the optimal control, we also derive the strong solutions of the optimal
wealth process for both static and dynamic optimalities. Both strategies naturally prevent
bankruptcy of the investor, however, static optimality suggests that the investor should invest
all his wealth in the riskless bond if his wealth is large enough while dynamic optimality
encourages the investor to keep holding the risky asset for a higher return, which is also
original. Since the distribution of the stopping time of the wealth process is unknown, cal-
culating the expectation and variance of the terminal wealth is not feasible (note there is still
a possible way to calculate the expectation without knowing the distribution of the stopping
time but it is out of the scope of this chapter). The conclusion of the numerical analysis in-
dicates that the performance of those two strategies and their stopping time distributions is
highly impacted by the change of risk aversion rate, and Theorem 2.3 provides the investor
with different risk aversion preferences. Moreover, comparing Theorem 2.3 from Chapter
2 with Theorem 3 of the unconstrained cases in [43], we note that both static and dynamic

optimalities under short-selling prohibition outperform the unconstrained case.
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In Chapter 3, we introduce the margin requirement for short-selling into the mean-
variance portfolio selection, which can be viewed as an extension as Chapter 2. The margin
requirement also introduces the non-smoothness into the value function of the HIB equation.
Hence, following the same method in Chapter 2, we apply the change-of-variable formula
with local time on a curve to replace the Ito formula in the verification theorem to prove
the optimality of the control. For both statically and dynamically optimal controls, the non-
negative part of both controls is also consistent with the unconstrained cases in [43] while
the negative part is smaller than that of [43] as the margin requirement forces the investor to
short sell larger portion of the risky asset. Setting the margin rate to 0 will reduce Theorem
3.1 to the unconstrained case in [43]. Moreover, if the margin rate is large enough, the short-
selling will be forbidden. In the numerical analysis, we further consider the impact of the
margin rate on both of the strategies and note that increasing the margin rate will enhance
the performance of both strategies. This phenomenon only exists under the perfect market
assumption. Moreover, we verify the features of both optimalities observed in [43] are still
valid under the margin requirement.

In the two chapters discussed above, the stock price follows a geometric Brownian mo-
tion; while in Chapter 4, we adopt a constant elasticity of variance (CEV) model to describe
the stock prices in the mean-variance formulation. Due to the CEV model, the HIB equa-
tion turns into a complicated second-order nonlinear partial differential equation. In order
to handle this difficulty, we introduce the Legendre transform and dual theory to transform
the HIB equation to its dual function. From the solution of the dual function, we can easily
derive the optimal control for the prime problem. Choosing a proper value for the con-
stant elasticity parameter 3 of the CEV model can lead to various cases such as geometric
Brownian motion, the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, etc. Hence, we can consider the model
described in Chapter 4 as a general solution and we will see that the conclusion in [43]
will be easily derived from Theorem 4.1 by setting 3 = 0. In Chapter 4, we also conduct
numerical analysis to further observe the impact of changing the constant elasticity param-
eter to the performances of both static and dynamic optimalities. In the unconstrained case,
numerical analysis indicates that under the CEV model, the static investor will have a dif-
ferent prediction of the future trend of the stock from the dynamic investor. In the numerical
analysis section, we verify that the conclusion under the CEV model will have the same

features as the previous work [43]. However, the only difference is, in the first constrained
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problem where the investor attempts to maximise the expectation of the terminal wealth
while conditioning the size of the variance of the terminal wealth, the static optimality al-
ways outperforms the dynamic optimality if B 7~ O as the static sample mean i* of terminal
wealth is larger than the dynamic case and B = 0 is the only case that the dynamic optimality
outperforms the static optimality.

In Chapter 5, we consider the mean-variance portfolio selection under partial informa-
tion, in which the drift rate of the geometric Brownian motion that describes the stock price
is unknown and the only information available for the investor is the stock price up to the
current time. The partial information setting naturally leads to a filtering problem in mean-
variance portfolio selection. Adopting the Kalman-Bucy method enables us to obtain the
process for the optimal estimator y; and its error of estimation ;. Moreover, in the past, the
biggest challenge has been to separate the filtering and optimisation. However, [56] verifies
a significant result, the separation principle, which is specifically applicable for the mean-
variance portfolio selection problem, and it enables us to replace the unknown drift rate by
the corresponding conditional expectation in the wealth process for X/ and solve the optimal
control problem with respect to the wealth process as the full information case. By adopting
the separation principle and solving the HIB equation by solving a Riccati-type ODE gives
the closed-form solution for the statically optimal control, from which the dynamically opti-
mal control can be easily derived. Apart from solving the unconstrained problem, we extend
the conclusions to two constrained problems.

In [43], Pedersen and Peskir firstly introduce the concept of dynamic optimality for time-
consistency in portfolio selection problem and manage to derive the time-consistent solution
from the time-inconsistent solution. They further prove that the dynamic optimality outper-
forms the static case in constrained cases where they condition the size of the expectation/-
variance of the terminal wealth and analyse optimal wealth process behaviour. Hence, this
thesis extends the work of [43] to four different situations and compares the performance
of both optimalities. In Chapter 2, portfolio selection with a no short-selling constraint, we
manage to use the change of variable formula with local time on the curve to replace the
viscosity solution technique to achieve the optimal control and conduct numerical analysis
to compare the performance of both optimalities and verify the conclusion introduced in

[43]. In Chapter 3, we follow the same method adopted in Chapter 2 to extend the work of
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[43] under the existence of margin requirements and consider the impact of margin require-
ment to the performance of both strategies as well as verifying the features found in [43]. In
Chapter 4, we generalise the work of [43] by introducing the CEV model which is solved by
applying Legendre transform and from Theorem 4.1, we can easily derive the conclusion of
[43]. Furthermore, by numerical analysis, we verify that most of the features of [43] are still
valid except the case where the investor attempts to maximise the expectation of the terminal
wealth while conditioning the size of the variance of the terminal wealth, in which the static
optimality outperforms the dynamic case under the existences of the non-zero value of the
constant elasticity parameter. In Chapter 5, we extend the problem to partial information
case, in which the separation principle is adopted to separate the filtering and optimisation
and obtain both time-inconsistent and time-consistent solutions. Note that the substance of
Chapter 2 has been written up and submitted for publication. The remaining chapters have
also been written so as to form the basis of a set of working papers, which we hope to submit

for publication in the future.



Chapter 2

Optimal Mean-Variance Portfolio
Selection with No Short-Selling

Constraint

2.1 Introduction

In a real financial market, it could be difficult to conduct short-selling of the risky asset for
many reasons such as borrowing a small amount of a single risky asset is not always feasible,
especially for those stocks with low institutional ownership; moreover, the investor may face
public moral censure, especially during a financial crisis (see [30] for further details). Seeing
those restrictions inspires us to introduce a no short-selling constraint into the mean-variance
portfolio selection problem and consider the performance of both the time-inconsistent and
time-consistent strategies.

Various studies consider the mean-variance portfolio selection with a no short-selling
constraint. For instance, in [57] and [58], Shreve and Xu introduce the duality method
and utility analysis for the constrained consumption-portfolio problem under the no short-
selling constraint. Specifically, [57] considers short-selling prohibition in the market with
time-dependent coefficients, which can be seen as a general case, and introduces the method
to construct the primal and dual functions as well as deriving the optimal strategy for the pri-
mal problem from the solution of the dual function. In [57], they rule out the short-selling of
the risky asset by constraining the wealth process to be non-negative during the entire time,

and it turns this problem into a path-wise constrained case, which is solved by the martingale

21
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method. Since [57] considers the linear problem, in the following part, we will see that in the
non-linear problem, this path-wise constraint is not enough to rule out the short-selling case
completely. Furthermore, in the second part work of Shreve and Xu [58], they further ex-
plore the duality analysis for the portfolio selection under the short-selling prohibition when
the market coefficients are given constants by HIB approach. Furthermore, based upon the
work of [15] which considers the log utility function and two risky stocks with uncorrelated
rate of return under the short-selling constraint, [51] investigates the portfolio selection with
CRRA utility function with the borrowing and short-selling constraint. It should be noted
that as [33] states, the utility analysis does not reveal the relationship between the underlying
return and risk explicitly, and the optimal strategy achieved by utility functions normally is
not the mean-variance efficient except the case introduced in [17] where the quadratic utility
function can be related to the mean-variance setting. Li, Zhou and Lim extend their work
from unconstrained mean-variance portfolio selection [34] to the constrained control case
[33] by using stochastic linear-quadratic control technology. In [33], the main difficulty is
that the optimal control obtained by applying the Riccati equation may conflict the constraint
on the admissible control, and there is no classical solution of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman
equation under the constraint on control. In striving for handling this issue, Li, Zhou and
Lim solve the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation by constructing a viscosity solution intro-
duced in [13] and using the verification theorem introduced in [64] to obtain the optimal
control which is of time-inconsistency for each given and fixed desired terminal expected
wealth, i.e. constructing the efficient frontier. Furthermore, Bensoussan, Wong and Yung [2]
not only manage to extend the time-inconsistent solution of mean-variance portfolio selec-
tion under short-selling prohibition to the time consistent case but also solve the case where
the risk aversion is state-dependent by applying extended Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equa-
tion introduced in [6]. Moreover, [2] achieves the subgame-perfect Nash optimal control for
the Lagrangian problem. In Subsection 4 of Section 4 in this chapter, we further consider
two constrained problems when we introduce the constraint on the size of the expectation/-
variance of the terminal wealth.

We aim to construct a self-financing portfolio under the no short-selling constraint dy-
namically in time to achieve the highest return and the lowest risk at maturity in a financial
market consisting of a riskless bond and risky stock. The variance brings the quadratic

nonlinearity into this problem, and we follow the methodology of [43] to solve the optimal
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control problem by applying Lagrange multipliers and the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equa-
tion. However, the classic method (cf. [S]) for solving the HIB equation is not feasible in
the no short-selling problem because this constraint on the admissible control will intro-
duce non-smoothness into the value function of the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman system that
precludes the classical way to solve it. In this case, we follow the idea of [33] to construct
the value function. However, instead of achieving viscosity solution and using the viscosity
verification theorem to prove the optimality, we construct a change-of-variable formula with
local time on the curve where the non-smoothness occurs, which can be used to replace It6’s
formula. We can then apply the verification theorem described in [5] to obtain the optimal
control. It should be pointed out that, based upon our best knowledge, using a change-of-
variable formula instead of applying viscosity solution has not been studied in the portfolio
selection problem.

The solution of the Hamilton-Jacob-Bellman equation shows that the optimal control re-
lates to the initial time and value of the controlled wealth process, and this time-inconsistent
control is named as static optimality in [43]. From the statically optimal control, we can
derive the time-consistent control, i.e. the dynamic optimality, as the dynamically optimal
control is equal to the statically optimal control with the same initial status. Both optimal
controls have been exhibited in Theorem 2.3. Furthermore, the controlled processes cor-
responding to both the statically and dynamically optimal control have been achieved in
Theorem 2.3, from which we note that both the statically optimal control and dynamically
optimal control prevent the bankruptcy naturally. However, comparing both the statically
optimal controlled wealth process and the dynamically optimal one, we can find that the
statically optimal control suggests that the investor should invest all the wealth in the bond
if the current wealth is large enough, which introduces the upper boundary of the controlled
wealth process. However, the dynamically optimal control encourages the investor to keep
holding the risky asset to achieve a higher return, which has not been observed before. Be-
sides that, it should be pointed out that, when comparing the previous work such as [33],
[57] and [58], in this chapter, the optimal control represents the optimal percentage of wealth
investing in the risky asset rather than the optimal total amount of risky asset.

Besides, we investigate the optimal control problems under the constraints on the size
of the expectation and variance of the terminal wealth respectively. In Corollary 2.4, we

achieve the optimal control that maximises the expectation of the terminal wealth of the
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investor, E; (X}'), over all admissible control u such that the variance, Var; (X} ), is bounded
above by a positive constant. Furthermore, in Corollary 2.5, we achieve the optimal control
that minimises the the variance of the terminal wealth of the investor, Var; (X}), over all
admissible control u such that the expectation, E; ((X}), is bounded below by a positive
constant.

Additionally, in Section 4, we conduct numerical analysis for the static optimality and
dynamic optimality. Upon the numerical results, we note that the performance of both
strategies are highly impacted by the risk aversion rate. The static optimality outperforms
the dynamic optimality when the risk aversion is large enough while the dynamic optimal-
ity leads to a more favourable result when risk aversion rate is smaller, which provides the
investors with different levels of risk aversion with different investment strategies and has
practical meaning in the real financial market. Furthermore, changing the risk aversion rate
will change the distribution of the stopping time of both the static and dynamic wealth pro-
cesses. Besides, we observe that, under the no short-selling constraint, both static optimality
and dynamic optimality outperform the static and dynamic strategies introduced by [43] by
setting the unconstrained case as an example. It should be mentioned that in this chapter,

we assume that there is no transaction cost or tax deduction.

2.2 Formulation of the problem

There is a financial market which consists of two assets, a riskless bond and a risky stock.
The price of the riskless bond is indicated by B, which solves the following stochastic dif-

ferential equation:
dB; = rB.dt (2.1)

with initial value By, = b, where b > 0 and the riskless interest rate » € R are constants. The

price of the risky stock, S, follows a geometric Brownian motion, which solves
dS; = uS:dt + oS;dW; (2.2)

where we have the drift rate 4 € R and the volatility 6 > 0. For this risky stock, we set
the initial value S;, = s for a given constant s > 0. Furthermore, in the probability space

(Q,F,P), S has the same natural filtration as that of W, where W is a standard Brownian
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motion. It is reasonable to stipulate that the value of u must be greater than r, which indicates
a risk premium. Otherwise, if u < r, a wise investor will simply invest all money in the
riskless bond.

Suppose an investor wants to invest in a self-financing portfolio that consists of the two
assets above. If the investor invests dynamically in time until the maturity 7 > 0 with initial
wealth is xp > 0, the investor’s wealth can be described by the following stochastic process

or controlled wealth process (see e.g. [5], Chapter 6):
dX!' = (r+ (u—r)u,) X/ dt + ou, X' dw;. (2.3)

By self-financing, we mean there is no external fund added or withdrawn. In (2.3), u; repre-
sents the percentage of wealth invested in the stock at a given point of time 7, where ¢ € [ry, T]
and 79 € [0,T), and U represents the set of all admissible controls. In this chapter, we do
not allow short-selling of the stock, which means for any admissible control u € U, we have
u > 0. However, there is no constraint for borrowing money from the financial market with
the riskless interest rate r, which means 1 —u € (—oo, 1].

Furthermore, for each admissible control u in (2.3), we assume u; = u(t,X/) where
(t,x) — u(t,x) - x is a continuous function from [0,7] x R into R. For completeness, we
define u(¢,0) = u(t,0) - 0 = limg,—ou(t,x) because the map x — u(¢,x) may not exist at
0. In other words, we replace u, X by u(z,0) -0 in (2.3) when X} = 0. Additionally, in
this chapter, we only consider the situation where each admissible control leads to a unique
strong solution X* in It&’s sense. (We will omit the case when u leads to the weak solution
here).

Given a probability measure IP; ., for each admissible control u, X/ is a strong Markov
process and takes value x for a given and fixed time # where (¢,x) € [0,7] x R. In the first
constrained problem, we will find the optimal control for the following equation:

V(t,x) = sgg[Etﬁx(Xj’f) — ¢ Var; x(X7)] 2.4)

in which ¢ > 0 is a given constant. For all u € U we have u > 0 and E, ,[(X%)?] < e and a

sufficient condition for this relation is given by
4 2 2
Bl [ (1) (X9%ds] <. 5)
t

which can be proved by Jensen’s inequality and the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality.
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Apart from solving the first constrained problem (2.4), we also solve two constrained
problems, which are defined by:

Vi(t,x) = sup E; «(X7) (2.6)
u>0:Var; (X})<a

Va(t,x) = u20:E,i,?(fx;f)zﬁvart’x(XITl) (2.7)
where u is the admissible control defined above, o € (0,e0) and § € R are given constants.
The solution of the first constrained problem can be used in the proof of the other two
constrained cases V| and V,, which will be explained in Corollary 2.4 and 2.5.

In this chapter, we modify the definition of static optimality and dynamic optimality

given by reference [43] to fit the no short-selling constraint.

Definition 2.1 (Static optimality) [43]. For a given status (¢,x) € [0,7] x R, an admis-
sible control u, > 0 is called a statically optimal control in the constrained problem (2.4) if

there is no other control v > 0 such that:
E; x(X7) — ¢ Var; «(X7) > E; x(X77) — ¢ Var, »(X77). (2.8)

For a given status (¢,x) € [0, 7] x R, an admissible control u, > 0 s called a statically optimal
control in the constrained problem (2.6) if Var; , (X;*) < o and there is no other admissible

v > 0 such that Var; ,(X;) < o and:
By (X)) > By (X14). (2.9)

For a given status (¢,x) € [0,T] x R, an admissible control u,. > 0 is called a statically optimal
control in the constrained problem (2.7) if E; »(X;*) > P and there is no other control v > 0

such that E; (X}') > B and:

Var; (X7) < Var; x(X77). (2.10)

Definition 2.2 (Dynamic optimality) [43]. For each given and fixed pair (¢,x) € [0, T] X
R, an admissible control u,(¢,x) > 0 is dynamically optimal in the constrained problem
(2.4) if, for any admissible control v(¢,x) # u.(t,x), there exists a control w > 0 such that

w(t,x) = u.(t,x) and we have:

By (X) — ¢ Var, o (X) < Byx(X2¥) — ¢ Var, (X}). 2.11)
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For each given and fixed pair (7,x) € [0,T] x R, an admissible control u,(¢,x) > 0 is dynam-
ically optimal in the constrained problem (2.6) if Var; (X7*) < a and for any admissible
control v(,x) # u.(t,x) such that Var, (X}) < o, there exists a control w > 0 such that

w(t,x) = u(t,x) and Var, »(X}') < oo and we have:
Ero(X)) < By o(XY). (2.12)

For each given and fixed pair (z,x) € [0,7] x R, an admissible control u.(f,x) > 0 is dy-
namically optimal in the constrained problem (2.7) if E; »(X7*) > B and for any admissi-
ble control v(,x) # u.(t,x) such that E; ,(X;) > B, there exists a control w > 0 such that

w(t,x) = u.(t,x) and E; (X}”) > B and we have:

Var; «(X7) > Var; (X7). (2.13)

2.3 Solution to the constrained problems

In this chapter, we will explain the solution of the constrained problems. The main idea of

the proof below follows the idea in [43].

Theorem 2.3 Consider the control problem V (t,x) = sup,[E; »(X}) — ¢ Var, x(X})] in
which X" is the wealth process with X;; = xo and solves the SDE (2.3) under the probability
measure Py x, for (to,x0) € [0,T] x R given and fixed. The related risk coefficient is defined
by 8 = (u—r)/c in which u,r € R, u > r and 6 > 0. We further assume that & # 0 and
r # 0 in the following part. (The cases & = 0 or r = 0 follow by passage to the limit when

the non-zero d or r approaches 0.)

(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

1 1
i’ (f,x) = max §—[—x—|—xoer(t_t°) + ¥ (T-t0)=1(T-1)] (2.14)
cX 2c

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R. The statically optimal controlled wealth process is given by:

I_fT(X < TB,

xeH (0] 4 L)1) [(8(T—10) _ efS(Wth[O)f%(tfto)] ifr < 1

X5 = (2.15)
xoe(t10) 4 L &8 (T—to) —1(T—1) if 1o <t
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I.fTB < T(X.)
err(t—to) +2ie(82—r)(T—t) [CSZ(T—tO) —§(W—Wy,)—2 (t to)] ifr <ty

X5 = ¢ B (2.16)
0 if U <t

where T and g are given by:

2¢c
— e L eSZ(T—tO)—r(T—t)}

Ta = inf{t c [IO; T”err(t—tO) + ie(ﬁz—r)(T—t) [CSZ(T—tO) e —8(Wi— Wto) (t to)] (2.17)
2c

tB:inf{t € [to, T][xoe" ™™ to)+ie(82*r)(T*t) ¥ (T—t0) _ g =8(Wi- W)= 5 (t—to) ] <0}

2c
(2.18)
fort € [ty, T] respectively.
(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:
o 1
u (t,x) = max %;e@z—f)“—t),o (2.19)

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R. The dynamically optimal controlled wealth process is given by:

xper(t=0) 4 Le(@-n)(T-0[ed (=) _ 1 4 § [t (=5)qW ] ifr <1
Xf = * | Jo ! T @20

0 if Ty <t

where Ty is given by:

1 @y [0 2.21)

Ty = inf{t S [lo, ”er r(t—to) + %

t
+8 [ F9aw] < o}

fo

fort € 1o, T).

Proof. In this proof, we claim that, for each pair of (¢p,xo) € [0,7] x R given and fixed,
there exists a probability measure IP;, ., under which X" is the solution of the SDE (2.3) with
initial condition X,'g = x¢. Furthermore, for X/, u € U is any admissible control we defined

in Section 2.2.

(A): The objective function E; ((X}') — ¢ Var; (X}) can be re-arranged as:

B «(X§) — ¢ Var, +(X4) = Er o(X4) — ¢ [Erx[(X3)?) — B x (X3)?] (2.22)
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in which E; , (X%)2 brings quadratic nonlinearity into our problem. To handle this difficulty,

we condition the size of E; ,(X}) by setting E; (X%) = M, and this leads to:

V(t,x) = sup sup [Erx(XF) — [ Brc[(XF)?] — B x(X)?]]
MER u>0:E, (X4)=M

— sup [M+cM? — inf E, . [(X*)2]. 2.23
Me%[ T 0 (- A 229

In equation (2.23), there is a constrained problem:

— inf E, . [(X%)? 2.24
Vi (t,x) u20:Et1l,?(X%):M t, [( T)} ( )

where M € R given and fixed and u > 0 is any admissible control. Applying Lagrange

multipliers in equation (2.24), we have the following Lagrangian function:
Ly x(u, %) = Er <[ (X})?] = MEr«(Xf') — M] (2.25)

in which A > 0. Solving equation (2.25) gives the optimal control that minimises (2.24). To

verify this, assume there exists uZ: that is the optimal control in (2.25) such that:
Ly (uh)\) = inf Ly x(u, ). (2.26)
Furthermore, we assume there is a A = A(M,#,x) > 0 such that E; , (X;ﬁ) = M. Therefore,
Vir(t,x) = Lea(uh, 1) < B [(X7)? (227)

for any admissible control u € U with E; ,(X}') = M, which indicates that the optimal control

A
u’ that minimises (2.26) with E, «(X;") = M is optimal in (2.24).

2. To solve (2.25) and achieve the optimal control, we need to solve the following

optimal control problem:
VAe,x) = inf E: . [(X2)? — AXY] (2.28)
uz

where u € U is any admissible control. In this chapter, we use the HJB approach to achieve
the optimal control.

According to (2.28) and SDE (2.3), we have the following HJB system:

1
inf [V 4 (r 4 (u—r)u)xvt + Eczuzszxﬂ =0 (2.29)

VMT,x) = x> — hx (2.30)
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on [fy, T] x R. However, because we have constrained the admissible control in [0, ), which
causes non-smoothness of the value function V7‘, the classical method in [5] is no longer
able to handle this problem. To overcome this difficult, we will follow the idea of [33] to

construct a value function V*(¢,x) and prove its optimality.

We define the value function V*(z,x) as:

Pr(rr) - AP +B()x+C(t) if —3Lx—2e -] >0 0
E(t)*+F()x+G(t) if —3lx—2%e TV <0
where
A1) = (8% =2r)A
(t)=( r)A(t) 2.32)
A(T) =1,
B ()= (8% —r)B
(t) = (6= —r)B(t) 2.33)
B(T) = —A,
oo 82 B(1)?
) =540 (2.34)
C(T) =0,
and
E'(t) = —2rE
(t) rE(t) (2.35)
E(T)=1,
F'(t)=—rF
(t) rF(t) 2.36)
F(T) = —A\,
G()=0
2 (2.37)
G(T)=0

Now, we are going to demonstrate (2.31) is the optimal value function. Assume that

there is a (z,x)-plane I'; such that:

Iyi= {(t,x) € [to, T] xR | —gi [x— %e_r(T_t)} > 0}- (2.38)
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Solving (2.32)-(2.34) gives:
A(t) = e~ &-20(T-0

B(t) = —he~ (-0 (2.39)

C(t) = =21 —e &),

Clearly, we can observe that (2.31) is sufficiently smooth in I';. Hence, substituting the

expressions for V, V)Z“ and V)?;C into the HIB system (2.29) yields:

VA4 (r(1 = u) 4 p)xV 2 + %quzszxz‘c (2.40)
= A'(1)x> + B (1)x+C' (1) + rx[2A(t)x + B(1))]
+ ;I;f(; {(u—r)x(2A(t)x+B(t))u+ szzA(t)uz}

252
= (8- 2’)37(627%) (T=0,2 (8% — r)e*(52*r) (T—0y 4 v 48 o3 (T—)
+rx2e” F-2(T=0y 9 e—(F-n)(T-0]

: B —(2-20)(T—1)y A o (82—1)(T—1) 2.2 —(8—20)(T—1), 2
-l—lgg{(,u r)x(2e x— e Ju+67x"€e u}.

In (2.40), the last term on the right hand side is a quadratic function with respect to u. Due

to the properties of quadratic functions, the unique optimal control u#* is given by:

u*(t,x) = —g)—lc [x— ge—f(T—ﬂ} (2.41)

which is greater than zero in I'y. Substituting (2.41) back into (2.40), the right hand side
equals zero, which means vV} in (2.31) satisfies the HIB system (2.29)-(2.30) and is the

optimal value function in the region I'. Similarly, we define another region I, such that
o1 A
I := {(t,x) € [to,T] xR | —52 [x— Ee—r“—t)} < 0}. (2.42)
X

Solving (2.35)-(2.37) gives:

F(t) = =TV (2.43)




32 CHAPTER 2. NO SHORT-SELLING CONSTRAINT

In region I, VA in (2.31) is smooth enough for the HIB system (2.29)-(2.30). Hence, sub-

stituting the equations Vf‘, V7b and V7‘ into the HIB system (2.29) yields:
VA (r(1 — ) + pu)xV + ;c w2V (2.44)
= E'(t)x* + F'(t)x + rx[2E(t)x + F (1))
+ 1nf{ r)x(2E(t )x+F(t))u+02x2E(t)u2}
= —2re?(T7Ux2 4 dre(T=Ux 4 rx[2e2 (T Yx — Ae"(T7Y]

+ 11;%{ (Ze2r(T Vx — ne'(T ))u+ o2x2u2e2r(T- t)}
u

The last term in (2.44) is a quadratic function of u and the global optimal control u*(z,x) is
given by u*(t,x) = —g%[x - %e*r(T*t)] However, in I, we have —2 )lc[ %e’r(T’t)] <0
and all admissible controls must be greater than or equal to 0. Hence, we claim the optimal

control u*(¢,x) is given by:
u (t,x) =0 (2.45)

which is the locally optimal control in I';. To verify (2.45) is the solution of the HIB system,
we substitute (2.45) into (2.44) which leads to zero on the right-hand side. This means (2.45)
is the optimal control and V*in (2.31) is the optimal value function in I'; for the HIB system

(2.29)-(2.30). Now, we define the final region, I'3 such that:

I;:= {(t,x) € [to,T] xR | —§)—IC[ - %er(Tt)} = O}' (2.46)

In this region, it can be noted that A(#)x*> + B(t)x+ C(t) = E(t)x> + F(t)x+ G(t) = —\? /4,
which means, for each pair (z,x) € I's, V(z,x) is continuous. Additionally, we have:

VA=A (x> + B (0)x+C'(1) = E'(0)x + F'(1)x+ G/ (1) (2.47)

V}=2A(2)x+B(t) = 2E(t)x+ F(1)
which indicates the existence and continuity of V,X and Vxx in I';. However, V;; does not
exist in '3 because A(f) # E(¢). This indicates that V* given by (2.31) is not a C»? function
for the HIB system (2.29)-(2.30). To overcome this non-smoothness of the value function
(2.31), we will show V* can be expressed through a change-of-variable formula including
this curve, and the optimality can be achieved by verification theorem. On this plane I'3,
8 1 [ %e—r(T—t)]

where — =0, we have:

x= 7—“e—f<T—t> (2.48)
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where x is a function from R, to R. For any partition 0 <17y <t; <1, < ...... <t,=T of

[to, T], we have:

A
V(to. T 2 SentTn) Ao ot Z e (249)
= %erT [efn — M-t g1 —gMtn-2 4 4e™ —e]
— %e—rT[erT _ erto] < oo

which shows that the curve b(t) = x parameterising I'; is of bounded variation. Additionally,
V7‘ is locally bounded in both of I'; and I';. Hence, according to Theorem 3.1 in [45], w
conclude that the change-of-variable formula can be applied to V* on [to, T] x R, which

yields:

VA, X! =V*(t0,x0) (2.50)
t A A quz A
+ (V, +(r+ (u—ruX;" )V, +TV > (XY # b(s))ds

Io

t
+ [ (cuX"vM)aw,

Io

where b(s) = %‘e’r(T’S). Also, due to the continuity of admissible controls, we claim the

optimal control is given by

o1 A
——e

w*(f,x) = max [— ——[x—Ze ™V 0]. (2.51)

X 2
Hence, for any admissible control u € U, (2.51) holds. Furthermore, based upon (2.50),

VAM(T,X}4) is given by:

VMT, XE) =VM¢,x) (2.52)
2 u?2
—|—/T <Vt7°—|— (r+ (u—r)ux*v}+ TXV ) (X' # b(s))ds

T A
+ / (GuX“VMdW,.
t

As we have shown V* in (2.31) solves the HIB equation in I'; and I, hence, we have:

2xu2

<V,7”—|—(r+(y—r)qu“)Vx7‘+ >

vk) (X“ # b(s)) > 0. (2.53)

Moreover, according to the terminal condition (2.30) of v} at the maturity 7, we can see
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that:

X2 AXE =Vt x) (2.54)

2 2vu2
cu“X
— V)Z;C)I(Xs“#b(s))ds

T
+/ (V," + (r4 (u—ruX"yV* +
t
T
- / (GuX VM dW.
t
Equations (2.53) and (2.54) yield:

T
VA1, x) < X42 — WXk — / (GuX VM dW,. (2.55)

t
Taking E, , on the both side of (2.55), the stochastic integral, a martingale under condition

Eyy 1o [Maxy, < <7 (X})?] < oo, disappears. Then we have the following inequality:
VMt x) < By [X32 —AXE). (2.56)
Equation (2.56) holds for all admissible controls, which indicates:
VAix) < infE, [X42 —AXx14. (2.57)

For the reverse inequality, we claim the optimal control is given by (2.51) and for the optimal

control u* in I'y and I», we have:
1
VA (r+ (u— r)u)xVr + §o2u*2x2vx’; =0. (2.58)
Combining (2.58) with (2.54) yields:

N %2 * T Y
VA1 x) = X7 X — / (Gu*X VMW, (2.59)

t

For completeness, on the curve (i.e. (f,x) € I'3), the optimal control is given by u* =

B[ her(T)

o =0, and it can easily be seen that:

VA1) = X7 X (2.60)
Hence, for the optimal control «#* given by (2.51), we always have that:
VA (t,x) = B [x ™ —axy). 2.61)
Therefore, there is the trivial inequality:

infE, (X142 — AXY] < By X8 — AX¥]. (2.62)
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Combining (2.57) with (2.62), we have:
VA (t,%) < infB, 1 [X12 — AXY] < By X5 — X% ] = VA (1, ). (2.63)

Therefore, according to the verification theorem (cf. [S], Theorem 19.6), we conclude that
VA given by (2.31) is the optimal value function and u* given by (2.51) is the optimal control
for the HJB system (2.29)-(2.30).

3. Observing the optimal control (2.51), it can be seen that:

1
u(t,x) = —g)—c[x - %e_r(T_t)] >0 (2.64)
only if:
A i
0<x< Ee . (2.65)

To describe the controlled process, we define the following two stopping times:

Tq =inf{t € [to, T]|X = %er(Tt)} (2.66)

T =inf{t € [, T]|X; <0} (2.67)

with Py (T < To) > 0 and Py (T < t5) > 0. The stopping times To, and Tg represent

the first hitting time when the controlled process hits the upper curve b(t) = %e_r(T_t) and
0 respectively. In the following part, we will focus on the case when u(t,x) = —g%[ -

%‘e*r(T’t)] >0 (i.e. t < (tq A1tg) forall ¢ € [ty, T]) and achieving the optimal value for A.
4. Firstly, we define a stochastic process Z; such that

7, =K —e "(t-l)xu (2.68)

where K = %e_r(T_tO) and Zy = K — xo under P, ,,. Using Ito’s formula and the SDE (2.3),

we have:
dZ; = —8Z,dt — 8Z,dW,. (2.69)
Solving SDE (2.69) and using (2.68), we have the following closed form solution:

X" = e (t-t0) [K— (K- Xo)e—5(Wt—W:0)—#(t—to)} (2.70)
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which gives an unique strong solution of SDE (2.3) under u*(t,x) when T < (T A Tg).

Considering the condition that E; ,(X}') = M, we have:

| >

Esyxo(X7) = er_(62_r)(T—t0) +Z [1 _ e—SZ(T—to)} — M. 2.71)

Rearranging (2.71) yields:

M — xge—(&-1)(T~)

A=2 PR (2.72)
Upon noting (2.70), it can be seen that:
2 2. —(8%-2 A &
Eo o [(X2)?] = xg%e (& —20(T-0) + e (T=0)]. (2.73)
Combining (2.72) with (2.73), we can find that (2.24) is given by:
2 2
sy (M= xpeE0T0)
Vi (fo,x0) = xo2e (8°=2r)(T—to) ( R ) (2.74)
Substituting (2.74) into (2.23) yields:
M — xae— (81 (T—1))2
V(to,%0) = sup [M+cM? — c(xgPe & -20(T-t0) 4 (M~ x0e ) )] (275

MER 1— e—82(T—t)

which is a quadratic function with respect to M. Noting that the coefficient of the term M?

is strictly negative, there is a unique maximum point in (2.75), which is given by:

M, = xoe" T~ ¢ 2% 5 (T-0) _1]. (2.76)

Substituting (2.76) into (2.72), we can easily see that:

Ay = 2x0eT0) - LeB(T0) (2.77)

c

Substituting (2.77) into (2.51), we achieved the statically optimal control given by (2.14).
Inserting (2.77) into (2.70), we find the statically optimal controlled process for 7 < (Ty A
‘CB). Furthermore, inserting (2.70) and (2.77) into (2.66) and (2.67) respectively, we can
achieve the stopping times given by (2.17) and (2.18). In (2.17), we can see that the curve
where the non-smoothness of the value function occurs is given by

b(t) = xoe'" ") + %ef’z”—t@—fﬂ—@. (2.78)
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Furthermore, in the case when Ty < ¢ for 7 € [fo, T|, the optimal control is u(¢,x) = 0, and
this reduces the SDE (2.3) into dX;* = rX/'dr with the initial value X7 . Solving dX/" = rX/'dt

with the initial value Xt gives:

1
X = xpe"70) ¢ %eyﬂ*t")*r(T*t) (2.79)

for ¢ € [tq,T]. Note that once X/ hits the upper curve b(t), it will stay on the curve until the
maturity and this confirms (2.15).

In another case, when g <7, X} hits zero at Tg. Once X;’ hits zero, the wealth process will
go beneath 0 with probability one almost surely, and the optimal control (3.1) gives u] = 0.
In this situation, SDE (2.3) will become dX/* = rX/'dt with initial value limh_>0X1‘:‘B o=
Xz, =0, which gives X' =0 for € [ts, T]. Hence, we have confirmed (2.16) and completed

the first part of the proof.

(B) As we claim that the dynamically optimal control is equal to the statically optimal
control with the same initial state (¢,x), replacing xo and 7y by x and 7 in (2.14) gives the
candidate dynamically optimal control given in (2.19). To prove the optimality of (2.19),
we set that u?(tg, xo) = w(to,xo), w(to, xo) = us(to,X0), and v(tg, xo) for any admissible such
that v(to,x9) # u¢ (to,xo). For a dynamically optimal control, the following relationship must

hold:
VW (t() ’ xo) = EZO »X0 (X%/) —C Varto »X0 (X%/Y) > EfO X0 (X’ZV-‘ ) —-C Var[o »X0 (X%{) = VV (tO ’ XO) (280)

for any (t9,x0) € [0,T] x R based upon the fact that V,,(t9,x0) = V(t9,x0) and w(fo,xo) is

statically optimal in (2.4).

5. To verify (2.80), we set Ey, ,,(X}') = M,, the value of M, is given by (2.76), and
E;yx,(X}) = M,. Let us consider the case when M, # M, firstly. For a given pair (t,xo) €
[0, 7] x R such that 5 Le®-0(T=0) > 0, applying (2.75)+(2.76) and (2.24)+(2.74) yields:

2¢6 X

M, — xge—(E-1(T-10))?2
Vw(t();x()) =M, +CM*2 _C(sze—(Bz—Zr)(T—to) + ( X0€ ) ) (281)

1— e—82(T—t)
(P —2r)(T— M. — Xoe—(Sz—l‘)(T—to) 2
>M,+ cMV2 —cC <xoze (87-20)(T—t0) ( = | o—(T—1) ) )

= V,(0,X0)

in which the strict inequality holds because M. is the unique and global optimal point of

(2.75). Inequality (2.81) verifies the relation we state in (2.80) when M, # M,,.
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It should be mentioned that in a special case when xo = 0, there is w(fo,x0) = uS (to,x0) =
0. In this case, for any other admissible controls v(fy,xo) > 0, there is M, = M, as the
expected value of xop = 0 must be 0 otherwise there is an arbitrage opportunity. To prove the

optimality of w(zp,xo) under xop = 0, we claim the following relation:
VM (10,%0) = Ergng [O6F)? = W3] > VP (10,30) = B [(XF2 = AXF] (282)

in which V* and A, were defined in (2.28) and (2.77) respectively. By using our previous
proof (2.52)-(2.54), we can see that under the terminal condition of the HIB system (2.30)

and the change-of-variable formula with local time on curve, there is:

VM (T, XE) = (X7)? — X} (2.83)
= Vk* (l‘(),xO)
(oA A OVE oo
+ Vi [r(1—v) +w) X Vi + Tst ViV I(XY # b(s))ds
To
+Mr

in which M; = flg oVXy Vxx*dWS, under the probability measure [Py, y,, is a continuous local
martingale and b(t) = %e_r(T_t) for any ¢ € [to, T]. By using Burkholder-Davis-Gundy In-
equality and Jensen’s inequality, we can see that By, , [max, <;<7(X;)?] < > upon noting
the condition Ey, [ f,g (1+v2)(X})?dt] < . Furthermore, according to Holder’s inequality,
it can be verified that E; ,, < M, M > < o which is sufficient to ensure M; is a martingale

with E; «,(M7) = 0. Hence, taking E;; ,, on (2.83) yields:

T
Brpa0 | (XF)? = AXF] =V (10,0) + By [/ VA (=)t XV (284
Io

(52\/2 2¢,\
+ TPV # b(0)ds .

Assuming xp # 0 and we define a region Re = [f9,7) + €] X [xo — €,x0 + €] for some € > 0
small enough such that 7o +¢€ < T, then for all (s,x) € Re, there is v(s,x) # w(s,x), which
can be easily seen by the continuity of v and w. Furthermore, in the previous part, we have
stated that w(z,x) is the unique minimum control of the value function of (2.29) for each

pair of (z,x) € [0,T] x R. Hence, the value of € is sufficiently small enough to meet:

(52 2
VR =v) XV XV £b(s) 2 B0 (285)
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where B is a positive constant given and fixed and (s,x) € Re. Hence, setting T = inf{s €

[to,t0 +€]|(s,X)) ¢ Re}, we can see that:
B [(X7)? — MXp] >V (t0,x0) + B(Te — t0) > V7 (20, x0). (2.86)

This conclusion will hold in the case when xyp = 0, in which case we identify v(#y,0) and
w(to,0) by v(#9,0) - 0 and w(z,0) - 0. Hence, according to (2.86), we have verified (2.82).
Moreover, inequality (2.82) indicates that Ey, y, [X2*?] — MM < Eyy 1o [X5%] — MM, which

yields:
Eto,xo [X%VZ] < Eloﬂo [X%Z] (2.87)

upon recalling the assumption M, = M, we introduced before. Therefore, according to

(2.23), we have:
M+ cM? — By [X¥?] > My, + cM? — By 1 [X37] (2.88)

under the hypothesis M, = M,,, which confirms the statement we made in (2.80). Hence, we

conclude that u¢ given by (2.19) is the dynamically optimal control.

6. Observing the dynamically optimal control given by (2.19), we can see that u(¢,x) =
0 if and only if x < 0. Hence, to describe the optimal controlled process, we define the

following stopping time:
ty = inf{t € 1, T]|X{ < 0} (2.89)

with P (T < ty) > 0, and this is the first hitting time at 0. When X4 hits zero (i.e. T <T),
the wealth process will go beneath 0 with probability one almost surely, and the optimal
control (2.19) gives uf = 0 which reduces the SDE (2.3) into dX}' = rX/'dt. Solving this

deterministic SDE with initial wealth XfY =0 gives X? =0 fort € [Ty, T].

In the case if T < 1Ty, we set Z; = ¢' (T’r)X{i and apply Ito’s formula so that:
X = xpe 1) ¢ L@ 00 g / LB aw,]. (2.90)
2¢c to

From (2.89) and (2.90), we have confirmed (2.20)-(2.21) and completed the proof. []

So far we have solved the first constrained problem. In [43], we have seen that the

solution of (2.6) and (2.7) can be derived from the solution of (2.4) by choosing a proper
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Lagrange multiplier. Similar conclusion can also be done here. In the following part, we
will derive the solution for (2.6) and (2.7) respectively, and the proof is consistent with the

proof of Corollary 5 and Corollary 7 of [43].

Corollary 2.4. Consider the optimal control problem Vi (1, x) = SUp,,-var, (x4) <o Br.x(XT)
in which X" is the wealth process with X, = xo under the probability measure Py x, for
(t0,x0) € [0,T] xR given and fixed and o, € (0,00). The related risk coefficient is defined
by 8 = (u—r)/c in which u,r € R, u > r and ¢ > 0. We further assume that r # 0 in the
following part. (The cases & =0 or r = 0 follow by passage to the limit when the non-zero
O or r approaches to 0.)

(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

) 1[ r(t—to) \/— e (T—t)—r (T—t)} 0 291
it7 = T + ) .
u, (t,x) = max o xoe" —X N =n )

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R. The statically optimal controlled process is given by:
If 15, < 1:‘[;,

2
xpet(t-0) ¢ fg e Y &0y [ & (t—to) _e*S(Wt*Wto)*%(t’tO)} ifr <1¢

i — YO
P Ve 82<T (2.92)

err(t—to) + 52#68 (T—tO)_r(T_t) if ’L'& <t
e (T—to) -1

ifr[c3 <TG

)(T-0) [ 8(t—10) _ o= B(We— W)~ (t- 0] ifr <

tt()
XS = o +\/_\/ 82(T—1g) _ - B
)=
0 ifﬂ:E<t

(2.93)

where Tg, and ’CE are given by:

& —1)(T—1)

(
Ty = inf{t € [to,THerr(t_tO) ++a © [esz(t_to) e O(Wi— Wiy)—2 (t to)}

o (T—t0) _ |
(2.94)

_ err(t—to) +

Va eéSZ(T—tO)—r(T—t) }

ed*(T—to) _ 1

o(F—1)(T-1)

¢ —inf{r e[t ) e (T10) |
g m{ € [to, T]|xoe" +Va e (T—t) _ |

[e(t0) _ BV Wey) = (10| SO}

(2.95)



2.3. SOLUTION TO THE CONSTRAINED PROBLEMS 41

fort € [to,T].
(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:
§ e@-1)(T-y
u?(1,x) = max \/&ae—,o (2.96)

(T _ |

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R. The dynamically optimal controlled process is given by:

(
xoe 70) 42, /Ge T T=0[/ed(T—0) _ ] — /e¥(T-0) _ [ % tf) —e:((T_S)) dW;)
ed(T—s) 1
d
X = S ift <1
\ 0 if Ty <t

(2.97)

where Ty is given by:

1) = inf {z € [t0, T o) 4+ 2/ate TV [/eP(T-t) — 1 — \/eP(T-) _ 1 (2.98)

§ 1 o0 (T—s)
— [ ———dW,| <0
+ 2/;0 Vet (T—s) _ 1 ] }
fort € 1, T].

Proof. In this proof, we claim that, for each pair of (f,xp) € [0,T] x R given and fixed,
there exists a probability measure IP;, ., under which X" is the solution of the SDE (2.3) with
initial condition X;7 = xo. Furthermore, for X/, u € U is any admissible control we defined

in Section 2.2.

(A): Applying Lagrange multipliers in (2.6) yields:
Ly x(u,c) = E; x(X7) — c[Var; (X7') — 0/ (2.99)

for ¢ > 0. Based upon Theorem 2.3, the optimal control u given by (2.14) maximises
E; «(X}) — ¢ Var, (X}#) will be the optimal control that maximises (2.99) with ¢ = ¢(a., 7, x) >

0 meeting Vartvx(X;i) < o In this case, we state
L; x(ug,c) =supL; «(u,c) (2.100)
u
for ¢ > 0. For the given pair (7,x) € [to,x0] X R such that u$(z,x) > 0, we can see that:

C

Erx(X7') = Lix(uS,€) = By o(X7) — c[Var, «(X7) — @] > By +(X7) (2.101)
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in which u is any admissible control that satisfies Var; (X#) < a. In the other case when
us(t,x) = 0, we have Var,7x(X;i) = 0 < a. This result indicates that the optimal control u¢
given by (2.14) with c(a., ¢,x) > 0 is the statically optimal control in (2.6).

According to (2.15)-(2.18), we know that the Varm(X;i) does not equal to zero only if
T < (ta/A7g). Hence, taking Ey, v, on the first line of (2.15) with T < (t¢ A Tg) gives:

¢ 1
Vary, x, (X;*) ~ 42

[¥(T—10) _ ). (2.102)
Setting (2.102) equal to o, we achieve the optimal value of ¢, which is:

1
NG

Substituting (2.103) into (2.14)-(2.18), we obtain the statically optimal control and the opti-

c e (T—to) _ 1, (2.103)

mal controlled wealth process, which confirms (2.91)-(2.95) and completes the first part of

the proof.

(B): Replacing fy and xg by ¢ and x in the statically optimal control (2.91), we can obtain
the control u¢ given in (2.96). We claim this gives the dynamically optimal control for
(2.5). Also, it is clear that (2.80) holds with ¢ given by (2.103). Hence, based upon (2.80),
we can see that for any pair (f,x9) € [0,7] x R such that w(zg,x0) = uS(fo,x0) > 0 and

Vary, »,(X}') < a, the following inequality holds:
Bio,0 (XT) > Bug o (X7) — € Vati xg (X7) 2 Biy 0 (XT) (2.104)

in which v satisfies Vary y, (X}) < a. Hence, we can conclude that the optimal control given
by (2.96) is the dynamically optimal control for (2.6).
Observing the optimal control (2.96), we can note that u?(z,x) = 0 if and only if x < 0.

Hence, we define the following stopping time:
ty = inf{t € [to, T]|X{ <0} (2.105)

with Py, (T < Ty) > 0, and this is the first hitting time of X¢ at 0. When XZ hits zero (i.e.
Ty < T), the wealth process will go beneath 0 with probability one almost surely, and the
optimal control (2.96) gives u¢ = 0 which reduces the SDE (2.3) into dX = rX"dt. Solving
this deterministic SDE with initial wealth X{‘i =0 gives X! =0 fort € [t,,T]. If T <1y,
using Ito’s formula to er(T’t)X§l in which we set that X¢ = X" and SDE (2.3), we can easily
achieve the first line of (2.97). Hence, we can summarise that the dynamic optimal wealth

process is given by (2.97)-(2.98) and complete the proof. [J
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Corollary 2.5. Consider optimal control problem V(t,x) = sup,g, (xu)>p Vare«(X7)
in which X" is the wealth process with X;; = xo under the probability measure Py x, for
(to,x0) € [0,T] X R given and fixed and B € R. The related risk coefficient is defined by
0= (u—r)/c in which u,r € R, u>r and 6 > 0. We further assume that r # 0 in the
following part. (The cases = 0 or r = 0 follow by passage to the limit when the non-zero &
or r approaches to 0.) Furthermore, we assume that the expectation of the terminal wealth,
B, must satisfy B > xoe" T, For a wise investor, if B < xoe" T, he can simply invest all
his wealth in the riskless asset and receive zero variance at the maturity T. Hence, in the

following part, we assume that 3 > xge"(T—10),

(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

$1 o0 (T—to) —1(T—1)

Ul (t,x) = max o [err(tfto) —x+(B— Xoer(TftO))
x

T 1.0 (2.106)

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R. The statically optimal controlled process is given by:

If g < T,
2 (T— 82
. xper(t—10) ¢ (B— Xoer(T—to))% [652(t—t0) _ 6—6(W[_Wto)_7(t—t0)i| ift <t
r _
oeh ) ¢ W@Z(T—m)—rﬂ—o if 18 <t
. _
(2.107)
Ift[c3 < T,
t—t T—to)y e® DTV r 82 —S(W =W, )= & (t—t0)] -
o R0 T (B xoe To)) Sy [ ) T if < o
S —
0 if tg <t
(2.108)

where T, and TCB are given by:

T, = inf{t € [to, T]|xoe" %) (2.109)
. e@-n)(T-t) . e 2
_ xnef(T—to)
ety (B—xoe ) 8 (T—tg)—r(T—1)
=Xt Ut T r g 1 ¢ ’
- r(t—t) r(T—to) -9
TE :1nf{t S [IO,T]|XOC 0 +(B—X()e 0 >652(T——t())_1 (2110)

% [GSZ(t—to) . e—S(Wt_WLO)_%(t_tO)] < ()}
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fort € [1p,T].
(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:

d1
d _ Crp L ar(T-1)
uf (t,x) = max GX(B xe ) (2.111)

o(F—1)(T)
o(T—0) _ | 0

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R. The dynamically optimal controlled process is given by:

(

r(T—t T—to)y €& (T-0_1
e TV — (B —xope'l 0)):52<Tf—t0>_1
d__ { eS(T—s) &2 ot 20 (T-s) .
0 if Ty <t
\ Y
and T, is defined by:

ST

)1 119

T,LY‘ = inf {l’ & [l‘o’ T) ’efr(Tft) [B _ (B _ Xoer(TftO))

rS(Ts) 82t o28(T-s)

—5/ AW, — — | —————=ds)| <0;.

< expl T —1 " 2 Ji (e3(T-5) —1)2 < }
forallt € [ty,T). Furthermore, if T < T, then X7d~ is given by lim;_,p X,d = B with Py, x,-

probability one.

Proof. In this proof, we claim that, for each pair of (¢p,xo) € [0,7] x R given and fixed,
there exists a probability measure P , under which X" is the solution of the SDE (2.3) with
initial condition X,L(; = xo. Furthermore, for X, u € U is any admissible control we defined

in Section 2.2.

(A): Applying Lagrangian for the constrained problem (2.7) yields:
L; x(u,c) = Var; (X7) — c[E; x(X7) — B] (2.114)

for ¢ > 0. We can take the advantage of the previous conclusion. From (2.114), we can see
that
11;(f)(Var,7x(X%) —c[Ex(X}) —B]) = —¢ sug[E,J(X]’f) — Var; «(X7)] 4¢P (2.115)
u> u>

1
and we claim that the optimal control u5 given by (2.14) leads to:

1
Ly x(ug,c) =infL; ((u,c) (2.116)
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for ¢ > 0. Furthermore, if there exist ¢ = ¢(B,#,x) > 0 and (z,x) € [to,T] x R such that
1

E,yx(X%’f) = B, it can be easily seen that:

1

4 1
Var, (X7 ) = Ly x(ug ,¢) < Var, (X7) — c[E, x(X7) — B] < Var; »(X7) (2.117)

1
for any admissible u meeting E; .(X7) > [, which indicates that u{ is statically optimal

control for (2.6).
1

Using the fact that E; , (X;’S ) = B and taking E,, ,, in the first line of (2.15) we receive:
1

E, (X ) = xoe"(T—0) 4 %[ef"’Z(T—‘O) “1]=8 (2.118)

which gives:

2(B — xe"(T—1))

e (2.119)

CcC =

Furthermore, substituting (2.119) back into (2.14)-(2.18), we receive (2.106)-(2.110) and

this completes the first part of proof.

(B): Replacing o and xq by ¢ and x in (2.106), we can obtain the control u¢ given in
(2.111). We claim this gives the dynamically optimal control for (2.7). Also, it is clear that
(2.80) holds with ¢ given by (2.119). Since Ey , (X;” ) = B, it can be easily seen that (2.80)

leads to:
1
Vari g (X7) < = [B = Bug.xy (X7) + ¢ Vari . (X7) | < Vary 1 (Xp) (2.120)
in which E;, ,,(X7) > B and c is given by (2.119). This indicates that the optimal control
given by (2.111) is the dynamically optimal control we are looking for.
Observing the optimal control (2.111), we can note that u¢(¢,x) = 0 if and only if x < 0.
Hence, we define the following stopping time:

T =inf{r € [to, T]|X < 0} (2.121)

with Py, x, (T < Ty) > 0, and this is the first hitting time at 0. When Xtd hits zero (i.e. Ty < T),
the wealth process will go beneath 0 with probability one almost surely, and the optimal
control (2.111) gives ujf = 0 which reduces the SDE (2.3) into dX/' = rX/'dt. Solving this

deterministic SDE with initial wealth Xg{ =0 gives X =0 fort € [1y,T].
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Recalling the proof of Corollary 7 in [43], we can see that in the case if 7' < Ty, applying

Ito’s formula to the following process Z:
7, =B —e'T-Uxd (2.122)

d
in which we set that Xtd = X" and using SDE (2.3), we can easily achieve that:

Z Z,
— & gt
dZ; = -9 PRy dt 81 - e—BZ(T—t)dW’ (2.123)
with initial value Z;, = M — xe"(T~1) under probability measure Py, ,. Solving (2.123)

yields the following process:

t S t 52 1 &
ZZ = ZtO exp (—/to mdws _/[0 [1 _e—ﬁz(T—S) + E (1 _6—52(T—s))2}ds)

(2.124)

fort € [tp,T) under PP, v,. In (2.124), the continuous martingale M:

t oS (T-s)

M; = — —————dWj 2.125

for t € [to,T) is a time-changed Brownian motion W in which case M; = W<M’M>t by

Dambis-Dubins-Schwarz theorem. Moreover, there is:

I 28%(T—s)

_ 2

when t — T. According to the sample path properties of W;, there is:

1 -
M; — §<M7M>l = Warmy, — (M, M); — —oo (2.127)

as t — T with probability one. Using this fact in (2.123) we can see that Xtd —PBast—T
with [Py, v,-probability one if 7' < t). Moreover, Z; is always positive which guarantees that
B > e T-9XYd for 1 € [1y, T]. Hence, we can conclude that if X¢ does not hit 0 before the

maturity, it will stay strictly below B under the maturity. [J

Hence, we have obtained the solution for two constrained cases (2.6) and (2.7). In
the following part, we will further analysis the performance of both static and dynamic

optimalities.
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2.4 Static optimality vs dynamic optimality

1. In this section, we have found both the statically and dynamically optimal controls for
(2.4)-(2.7) under the no short-selling constraint. In this section, we will compare the dif-
ference between those two optimalities by setting Theorem 2.3 as an example. As we have
seen in [42], the dynamically optimal control u¢ from (2.19) rejects all past points (9, xo)
to consider its performance while the statically optimal control is related to the initial state,
which raises the problem of making a decision between them. Clearly, the dynamically opti-
mal control ¢ is time consistent while the statically optimal control is time-inconsistent. In
this chapter, the controlled wealth processes contain stopping times with unknown distribu-
tion, which makes the calculation of the expectation and variance of the controlled process
become difficult. (There is still a way to calculate the expectation without knowing the
distribution but that is beyond the scope of this chapter.) Also, another problem of the com-
parison between the static value Vi(#,x) and the dynamic value V;(,x) for (¢,x) € [t),T] x R
is that the optimal control process X* and X¢ may never have the same value at a given point
of time ¢ so that the comparison may not be feasible, which is consistent with the conclusion
in [43]. In [43], the authors focus on the terminal value of X* and X¢ and compare the value
of By x [Vs(T, X3)] and By, [V (T, X$)], where they find that the two expectations coincide
and conclude that the optimally dynamic control u? is as good as u$. However, since we
can not achieve the expectation of the wealth process without knowing the distribution of
the wealth process, comparing the expectation of the value function at the terminal time
T becomes infeasible. In this situation, we can still make an intuitive comparison. When
t achieves the terminal time T, there is V;(¢,X3) = X5 and V,(¢,X#) = X§#. According to
(2.15)-(2.18) and (2.20)-(2.21), the terminal value of the optimally static wealth process
is upper-and-lower bounded, which yields X3 € [0, xoe"(T~%) 4 %eSZ(T_‘O)], while the opti-
mally dynamic wealth process only has lower boundary, which gives X;l € [0,0). Intuitively,
the optimally dynamic control has better potential to achieve a higher portfolio value.
Furthermore, it should be pointed out that the statically optimal control (2.14) suggests
that the investor should invest all the wealth in the bond if the current wealth is large enough,
which causes the upper boundary of the controlled wealth process. This fact is also observed
in [33], in which they achieved time-inconsistent optimal control under the no short selling

constraint. However, the dynamically optimal control (2.19) encourages the investor to keep
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Figure 2.1: The first picture is the simulation of statically optimal controlled wealth pro-
cess based upon (2.15)-(2.18), and it can be clearly seen that the wealth process is bounded
by the upper boundary (orange curve) and the lower boundary (blue line). The second pic-
ture presents the simulation of dynamically optimal controlled wealth process that is only
bounded below (blue line).

holding the risky asset to achieve a higher return, which has not been observed before.
Additionally, following the same idea of [43], from (2.19), it can be noted that the
amount of the dynamically optimal wealth u¢ (¢, x) - x held in the risky asset at time ¢ does
not depend on the amount of the current wealth x. This observation is consistent with the
fact that, in (2.4), the risk is measured by the variance, a quadratic function of the terminal
wealth, while the expectation is a linear function of the terminal wealth which measures
the return. For the stochastic movement of the large wealth, the penalisation caused by the
variance will be more severe than the compensation brought by the expectation (see Remark
4 in [43] for further details). In this point, the dynamic investor is not encouraged to hold

larger amounts of risky assets, and for the dynamic investor, the optimal total amount of
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risky asset u?(t,x) - x is independent of x.

Under the no short-selling constraint, both of the static and dynamic optimality naturally
prevent the bankruptcy of the investor. As we can see in Theorem 2.3, once the value of
wealth hits 0, both of the static and dynamic processes will stay at O until the maturity,
which is clearly indicated in Figure 2.1. Coincidentally, similar bankrupt behaviour can be
also seen in [3] and [42] under pathwise constraint. In [3], Bielecki et al developed the
optimal control that prevents bankruptcy by adopting the martingale method. Pedersen and
Peskir [42] achieved the time consistent optimal control under a general pathwise constraint

X4 >e "T=S)g forany s € [,T] and g € R.

2. The observation of the wealth process behaviour leads us to analyse those two strate-
gies in a numerical way. For the numerical analysis, the key idea is to focus on analysing the
terminal wealth. Since V(T,X%) = X%, comparing the Ey, ,(X3) and Ey, v, (X4) will be the
target in the following part. Hence, we firstly simulate both wealth processes and collect the
value of X7 and X%l respectively and form the sample base, from which we can receive the
sample mean , sample variance 1, and the distribution of the stopping time. In this section,
we will focus on comparing the value of sample means to decide which strategy will lead to
a better performance. Note that in the case if X7 is not well-defined, we take the value of X
at the second last point of time to the maturity 7". In the following part, we will have a more
intuitive understanding about the performance of those strategies.

In Tables 2.1 and 2.2, we simulate the static optimality and dynamic optimality under the
no short-selling constraint with respect to different values of risk aversion rate c¢. Surpris-
ingly, Table 2.1 and Table 2.2 show the opposite results; the static optimality outperforms
the dynamic optimality when ¢ gets larger while the dynamic optimality has a better perfor-
mance when c is smaller. For example, when risk aversion rate ¢ = 0.1, we can see that the
sample mean of the static optimality is @i* ~ 1.12, which is greatly smaller than the dynamic
optimality i ~ 2.98. When c increases to 1.6, we can see there is @* ~ 1.76 > 1.23 ~ ‘.
Moreover, the distribution of the stopping time for both static and dynamic wealth process
also changes with respect to the value of ¢. In Tables 2.1 and 2.2, we can see that the chance
of the statically optimal wealth process hits the lower boundary 0 or hitting the upper curve
increases alongside with the increase of ¢ while in the dynamic case, the possibility of hit-
ting 0 decreases as c increases. In Figure 2.2, we apply the kernel density estimation (KDE)

to illustrate this change in a more intuitive way. In the static case in Figure 2.2, we see that
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the peaks on both sides increase when ¢ moves from 1 to 2, which indicates that the increase
of the probability of hitting the upper/lower boundary. In the dynamic case, we see that the
probability of hitting O disappears when ¢ moves to 2. This observation is consistent with
Tables 2.1 and 2.2. When comparing Table 2.1 and Table 2.2, we can tell that Theorem 2.3
in this chapter gives different strategies to investors with different risk aversion levels, and
this has practical meaning in the real financial market.

Furthermore, we have seen that the optimal wealth processes are bounded, which natu-
rally leads to another problem: will the investor receive a better result under the short-selling
constraint? To compare with the unconstrained case, we simulate Theorem 3 introduced in
[43] in Table 2.3. Overall, the static optimality under the short-selling constraint outper-
forms the static optimality in the unconstrained case, and the difference between g and g**
increases as c¢ increases. The reasons are: when c¢ 1s small such as ¢ = 0.1, the chance of the
wealth process hits upper/lower boundary is relatively small so that the effect of bankruptcy
prevention or the limit of the growth of wealth is very small, which leads to the fact that
i~ u"; when c gets larger, the probability of the statically optimal wealth process hits
the upper/lower boundary increases and the chance of hitting O is much larger than that of
hitting the upper boundary, which means that the effect of bankruptcy prevention is more
obvious than the limit of the growth of wealth and leads to @* > @**. It should be pointed
out that for the unconstrained case in [43], the wealth process is unbounded so that it still
can reach very high terminal wealth in the extreme case, which is not common during the
simulation. Hence, from this observation, we can conclude that, for a static investor, choos-
ing the static optimality under no short-selling constraint will be a safer choice and it may
overall outperform the unconstrained strategy.

For the dynamic optimality, we have seen in Figure 2.1 that the optimal wealth process
is only bounded by 0, which makes the dynamic optimality in Theorem 2.3 more attractive.
The numerical analysis confirms this guess. Comparing Tables 2.2 and 2.3, we can see that,
under the no short-selling constraint, the dynamic optimality in Theorem 2.3 outperforms
the unconstrained case in [43]. The reasons are: when c is small, the wealth process has
a higher chance to hit 0 and the effect of bankruptcy is more obvious; in the constrained
case, the wealth process has the same potential to reach the high value at the maturity as the
unconstrained case, which makes the dynamic optimality under no short-selling constraint

more favourable than the unconstrained case. The only special case is that, when ¢ gets
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large enough such as ¢ = 1.6 and ¢ = 2.0, and in this situation, the dynamic optimality
wealth process will only have a very low chance to hit the lower boundary 0, which makes
i? ~ @ and indicates there is no difference between the constrained and unconstrained
cases. Hence, for a dynamic investor, it will be optimal for him to choose the strategy under

no short-selling constraint no matter the level of his risk aversion.

Static Optimality Dynamic Optimality
187 —— KDE —— KDE
4
1.4 A 1
1.2 1.21
1.0 1.09
0.8 1 087
0.6 - 0.6 4
0.4 - 0.4 1
0.2 /\ 0.2 4
0,0 T T T T T T 0.0 T T T T T
00 05 1.0 15 20 25 0 1 2 3 4
x, c=1.0 x, c=1.0
Static Optimality Dynamic Optimality
—— KDE vy —— KDE
0.8
2.0
0.6 4
1.5 1
0.4
1.0 4
0.2 0.5 1
0.0 T - . - - 0.0 - - - . - -
0 1 2 3 4 050 075 1.00 125 150 175
X, ¢=2.0 X, €=2.0

Figure 2.2: The kernel density estimation (KDE) for the terminal wealth of static optimality
and dynamic optimality with different values of risk aversion rate c.

3. Naturally, we consider if the findings for V| and V, in [43] (cf. Remarks 6 and 8 in
[43]) will still be valid for (2.91)-(2.96). For V1, in Table 2.5, we compare the sample mean
and sample variance, from which we can see that the dynamic optimality always leads to a
larger sample mean. This indicates that dynamic optimality outperforms the static optimality
no matter what value o takes. A wise investor should always follow the dynamic optimality

in this situation. Furthermore, similar to the first constrained problem we discussed above,
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Risk aversion Sample mean i* No. of hitting curve No. of hitting 0

0.1
0.4
0.8
1.2
1.6
2.0

1.11688875
1.26921424
1.45521204
1.61320726
1.75307588
1.94263783

1

9

17
37
41
66

0
18
66

139
191
203

Table 2.1: Simulation for the static optimality under no short selling constraint with respect
to different values of c.

Risk aversion Sample mean @ No. of hitting 0

0.1
0.4
0.8
1.2
1.6
2.0

2.98313262
1.74596633
1.43388909
1.30790685
1.24797581
1.20147576

516
144
27

S N W

Table 2.2: Simulation for the dynamic optimality under no short selling constraint with

respect to different values of c.

Risk aversion Sample mean #*° Sample mean "¢

0.1
0.4
0.8
1.2
1.6
2.0

1.11838796
1.27795929
1.38743068
1.45383901
1.67188472
1.80920598

2.70643823
1.65555340
1.37788403
1.30356596
1.24672175
1.20803812

Table 2.3: Simulation for static optimality and dynamic optimality for the unconstrained

problem of [43] with respect to different values of c.

(Note the related parameters are givenby u=0.4,6=0.3,8=1,x=1,r=0.1,T = 1,1 =0, and
the sample size is 2000.)
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o Sample mean i*

Sample variance m*

No. of hitting curve No. of hitting 0

0.4 1.52587802 0.16473329 25 76
0.8 1.67132281 0.35295135 40 153
1.2 1.78574262 0.44878562 32 172
1.6 1.89849498 0.60161303 44 207
2.0 1.96355465 0.76313842 64 232

o Sample mean 7 Sample variance ¢ No. of hitting 0

0.4 1.83241904 2.02759367 182

0.8 2.17311476 14.61036095 250

1.2 2.29215003 11.43652527 306

1.6 2.48901354 11.12743796 322

2.0 2.88505624 78.01683357 355

Table 2.5: Simulation for static and dynamic optimalities under the controls given by (2.91)
and (2.96) respectively with respect to different values of a.

(Note the related parameters are givenby u=0.4,6=0.3,8=1,x0=1,r=0.1,T =1, and 1o = 0,
and the sample size is 2,000.)

we can see that the chance of the statically optimal wealth process hits upper boundary or
lower boundary increases as o increases, which indicates that both the effect of bankruptcy
and limit of the growth of the wealth of the static optimality have been enhanced as o
increases. And similar observation can be noted for the dynamic optimality.

Besides, different from [43], our simulation for the dynamic optimality does not show
infinitely large variance. The possible reason is (2.97) is not well-defined at 7' and our
simulation can not achieve the actual limit of X; when 7 1 T. Alternatively, we the value of
X at the second last point of time to the maturity 7. However, the sample variance of the
dynamic case is still significantly larger than the static case.

In Remark 8 in [43], we see that the dynamic wealth process attains to B as ¢ T T with
probability one. Similar results can be also noted in this chapter. Simulating the wealth
process with respect to (2.106) and (2.111) respectively, we obtain Figure 2.3. Furthermore,
for the numerical analysis in Table 2.7, we can see that the static optimality leads to a
much smaller variance, which indicates that the static optimality outperforms the dynamic
optimality before reaching the maturity. However, at the maturity, if the dynamically optimal
wealth process does not hit 0, it will converge to 3 at 7 with probability one, which makes
the variance equal to O at the maturity and makes the dynamic optimality outperform the

static case. This fact is also consistent with [43].
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B Sample mean @ Sample variance m® No. of hitting curve No. of hitting 0
1.5 1.29947227 0.04236852 13 16
2.0 1.55416621 0.21447791 37 103
2.5 1.77437248 0.45841363 52 172
3.0 1.99439075 0.72966848 46 226
3.5 2.18880178 1.01684948 51 239

B Sample mean & Sample variance ¢ No. of hitting 0
1.5 6.14219774 25424.941 223
2.0 2.39631266 51.461699 332
2.5 4.37193665 2187.0591 420
3.0 4.20123011 632.97101 509
3.5 5.17520506 4058.9352 574

Table 2.7: Simulation for static and dynamic optimalities under the controls given by (2.106)
and (2.111) respectively with respect to different values of 3.

(Note the related parameters are givenby u=0.4,6=0.3,8=1,x=1,r=0.1,T =1, and 7 = 0,
and the sample size is 2,000.)

4. In [43], we have seen the comparison between the subgame-perfect Nash equilibrium
and the dynamic optimality and [43] has shown that the dynamic optimality outperforms
the subgame-perfect Nash equilibrium control. Furthermore, [2] has achieved the subgame
perfect Nash optimal control under the short-selling constraint, and this naturally leads to the
question: will the dynamic optimality still outperform the subgame-perfect Nash control?
However, there is no simple way to compare these two kinds of controls under no short-
selling constraint. The reasons are: (I) [2] also considers the existence of wealth-dependent
risk aversion rate, which cannot be ignored in the numerical comparison; (II) [2] not only
constrains short-selling of the stock but also constrains borrowing from the market. The
admissible control of [2] is constrained by upper and lower boundaries p;X and ¢;X, where
p: and g; are finite and the short-selling prohibition is achieved by setting p; =0 and ¢, = 1.
In our chapter, there is no upper boundary for the admissible control. Moreover, setting
a borrowing constraint in our chapter is not possible as it will lead to the discontinuity of
the value function for the HIB equation, which will violate our conclusion. Moreover, it
should be pointed out that in Corollary 2.4 and 2.5 in this chapter, we have obtained the
dynamically optimal control under no short-selling constraint for two constrained case (2.6)
and (2.7) while the subgame-perfect Nash optimal control for those constrained cases has

not been presented so far.
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Figure 2.3: The first picture is the simulation of statically optimal controlled wealth pro-
cess based upon (2.107), and the wealth process is bounded by the upper boundary (orange
curve) and the lower boundary (blue line). The second picture presents the simulation of dy-
namically optimal controlled wealth process upon (2.112) that is only bounded below (blue
line).

(Note the related parameters are givenby u=0.4,6=0.3,0=1,x=1,r=0.1,T =1,and 1y =0,
and B =2.)



Chapter 3

Dynamic Mean-Variance Portfolio

Selection under a Margin Requirement

3.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, we have seen that a change-of-variable with local time on curves,
following the method of [45], can replace the viscosity solution to overcome the non-
smoothness of the value function under the short-selling constraint. This inspires us to apply
this technique in solving more complicated cases. In real financial markets, the broker-dealer
agent normally requires a maintenance margin for short-selling (on account of credit risk),
and the consideration of margin requirements in portfolio selection has a practical meaning.
Hence, in this chapter, we shall consider portfolio selection under margin requirements and
investigate both static optimality and dynamic optimality.

The margin requirement has been considered a series of financial studies. In [14], Cuoco
and Liu introduce margin requirements in the problem of optimal consumption and invest-
ment for portfolio optimisation as well as considering the minimal cost of hedging Euro-
pean contingent claims. By adopting duality techniques, utility analysis, and a martingale
approach, they obtain an explicit solution for optimal investment/consumption for both log-
arithmic utility and CRRA utility. In [25], they consider the impact of margin requirement
on the valuation of call options and prove that the margin requirement will rule out the arbi-
trage opportunity as well as verifying that the Black-Scholes model for call options is still
valid. Most of the studies involving the margin requirements are in the asset pricing area,

and the margin requirement has not been wildly considered in portfolio selection from the

56
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dynamic programming perspective. Zhou and Wu [65] consider this problem by applying
the HJB equation to obtain the explicit solution and construct the efficient frontier. The ex-
istence of the margin requirement leads to an issue that the positive and negative controls
have different coefficients, which is the main difficulty in [65]. To handle this difficult, they
firstly decompose the original problem into two sub-problems and apply the HJB equation
to achieve the optimal solution for each of them, from which the viscosity solution technique
is applied to obtain the optimal control. Since margin requirements have practical implica-
tions, in this chapter, we shall follow the work of [65] to consider the portfolio selection
problem and achieve both time-inconsistent solutions and time-consistent solutions.

For the investor who aims to invest dynamically in time in a self-financing portfolio and
uses variance as the risk measure. In this problem, the variance introduces the quadratic
nonlinearity into this problem, which can be handled by applying Lagrange multipliers and
turns into a set of linear problems. The linear problem can be solved by HIB equation. How-
ever, the existence of the margin requirement introduces non-smoothness into this problem.
Following the idea of [65], we decompose the problem into two sub-problems for three in-
dependent regions and achieve the optimal control for each of them respectively. Different
from [65], we adopt the change-of-variable formula with local time on curve [45] to over-
come the non-smoothness on the value function like the last chapter instead of applying
viscosity solution. The optimality of the solution of the HIB equation can be verified by the
verification theorem described in [5]. The solution of the HIB equation relies on the initial
status (fo,xo), this fact is consistent with the last chapter and this kind of optimal control
is named as the statically optimal control. From the statically optimal control, we derive
the dynamically optimal control which purely depends on the current status (z,x) i.e. time-
consistent. The definition and property of these two optimal control have been introduced
in the introduction and the last chapter. Hence, we will omit the related details here. To the
best of our knowledge, the time-consistent solution of optimal portfolio selection under a
margin requirement has not been considered before.

Like the last chapter, we also consider the other two constrained cases where we con-
strain the size of the expectation/variance of the terminal wealth. The solution of these two
problems can be easily derived from the first case. In Section 4, we further analyse the path
of the optimal wealth process by numerical analysis. The numerical result indicates that

increasing the margin rate will enhance the performance of both strategies under the perfect
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market assumption. Moreover, under the margin requirement, the following Theorem 3.1,

Corollary 3.3 and Corollary 3.4 will have the same properties as the work of [43] .

3.2 Formulation of the problem

Consider an investor who aims to construct a self-financing portfolio consisting of the fol-

lowing riskless bond and risky asset:
dB; = rB.dt (3.1)

with initial value B;, = b, where b > 0 and the riskless interest rate r € R are constants; the

price of the risky stock, S solves:
dS; = uS;dt + ¢S, dW,; 3.2)

where we have the drift rate u € R and the volatility 6 > 0. For the risky stock, we set
the initial value S;, = s as a constant 5o > 0, and we condition that the drift rate 4 must
be strictly higher than the riskfree rate r, which guarantees the investor will receive risk
premium for bearing risk.

In this chapter, short-selling of the risky asset is allowed; however, to avoid default,
the investor is requested to deposit a part of his wealth with a given and fixed rate. In the
following part, we will follow the setting of [65] to construct the model and denote this
margin rate as 0 and 0 € [0, +oo|. Recalling [5] and (3.1) and (3.2), we can derive the wealth

process for the self-financing portfolio:
dX; = (r+ (u—r)u; — rOu, ) X/"dt + X' u,cdW, (3.3)

where u~ = max{0, —u} and X}/ = xo. In (3.3), the admissible control u(t,x) = u(t,X}")
represents the percentage of wealth investing in the risky asset and U represents the set of
all admissible controls. Moreover, following the setting of [43], for the admissible control
u;, the mapping (z,x) — u(z,x) - x is a continuous function from [0,7] x R into R, and there
is u(¢,0) = 0-u(t,0) for completeness as u(t,x) may not well-defined at 0.

Under the probability measure P; , X/ is a strong Markov process for each admissible
control and gives value x at r where (7,x) € [0,T] x R. In this chapter, we will consider the

following problem:

V(r,x) = sup [E; «(X7) — ¢ Var; «(X7)] (3.4)
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in which risk aversion rate ¢ > 0 is a given constant. For the admissibility condition of u,
we set that E; [ftT(l +u2)(X!")?ds] < oo.

Similar to the previous chapter, we will attempt to extend our conclusion to the other
constrained cases:

Vi(t,x) = sup  E,(X7) (3.5)

u:Var; y(X7) <o

Va(t,x) = u:E,ﬁj&fo)Zﬁvart’x(X%) (3.6)

where u is the admissible control, and o € (0,0) and 3 € R are given constants.
The definition for the static and dynamic optimalities are introduced in the Introduction

chapter and we will omit this part here.

3.3 Solution to the problems

In the following part, we will follow the idea and method of [43] to obtain the solution.
Theorem 3.1. Consider the optimal problem V (t,x) = sup,,[E; x(X}) — ¢ Var; «(X})] in
which X" represents the wealth process and is the solution of the SDE (3.3) with X;; = xo
under the probability measure Py, for (to,x0) € [0,T] x R given and fixed. The related
risk coefficient is defined by 8 = (u—r)/c in which u,r € R, and the under the margin
requirement, there is p = (u—r+r0)/c. Note that we assume that & # 0 and r # 0. (The
cases 0 =0, p =0 or r =0 follow by passage to the limit when the non-zero 9, p or r

approaches 0.)

(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

S LIy 4 xpertt0) 4 L8 (T—t)—r(T—0] if (1 x) € | UT3
w(tx) =4 °" % 3.7)
LIy p xpertt0) 4 Le®(T-t0)=r(T-0] if (1 x) € Ty
where I'1, I'», and I'3 are given by:
(
I':= {(t,x) € [to, T] x R | %[X—XQer(t_tO) — %682(T_t0)_r(T_t)] < 0}
I := {(t,x) S [l‘()7 T] x R | )]—C[x—err(tftO) — %eSZ(T—tO)—r(T—t)] >0 (3.8)

2c

— " ——

I3:= {(t,x) € [to, T] x R | L [x — xpet-0) — L8 (T—t0)=(T-0] —
\
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for (t,x) € [to, T] x R.
(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:

B 1 (B-0)(T-1) x>0
e if x >
wl(t,x) = { *°F (3.9)
P 1(E-0)(T-1) ifr <0

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R.

Proof. In this chapter, we claim that, for each pair of (f,x0) € [0,7] x R given and fixed,
there exists a probability measure PPy, ., under which X" is the solution of the SDE (4.3) with
initial condition X,’é = xg. Furthermore, for X, u € U is any admissible control we defined

in Section 3.2.

(A): Similar to what we have done in the previous chapter, we firstly convert the non-

linear problem into a set of a linear problems. Re-arranging the value function gives:
By x(Xf') — ¢ Var, o(Xf') = B o(Xf') — ¢ [Er o[(X7)?] — Erx(X7)?]. (3.10)
By setting E; (X¥) =M and M > xoer(T*‘O), equation (3.10) leads to:

V(tx)=sup  sup [Etﬁxorff) Bl —Et,xoqf)z]}
MEeRwE; ((X})=M

=sup [M+cM?—c _inf  E, . [(X¥ 2} (3.11)
MGR[ et oty )]

in which there exists a linear and constrained problem:

Va0 = inf | E{(X7)7) (3.12)
u: t x\ AT =

1. As what we have done in the previous chapter, we firstly introduce Lagrange multi-

pliers in (3.12) and receive:

Ly (1, M) = Eq 1[(X7)*] — ME; < (Xf) — M] (3.13)
uk

where A > 0. Furthermore, we have seen that there exists A = A(¢,x,M) such that E, (X;*) =
M and

Var(t,x) = Ly o (u, A) < E; (X4 (3.14)

where u € U is any admissible control with E; ,(X}) = M. Hence, solving (3.13) will give

the optimal control that minimises (3.12).
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2. To handle (3.13), let us adopt the HIB equation in the following optimal control

problem:
VAr,x) = ingm(x#) — AE . (XE). (3.15)
Recalling the SDE (3.3), the corresponding HIB equation is given by:
igf{Vtx + (r+ (u—r)u—réu” )xV* + %xzczqu)Z;} =0 (3.16)
with terminal condition:

VMT,x) = x> — . (3.17)

3. In (3.16), we see that the HIB equation contains term u~ = max{0,—u}, which
indicates that if u < 0O, then there is an extra charge for the short-selling action. In [65],
Zhou and Wu handles this case with general market coefficient by decomposing (3.16) into
a few of sub-problems and achieve the optimal solution the HIB equation in each disjoint
region. Hence, we will follow the idea of [65] but conduct a simplified method. Hence, in
this case, we need to consider the following two cases:

inf, {V}+ (r+ (u—r)u)xV* + %x262u2Vx§} =0 ifu(t,x) >0
(3.18)

inf, {V}+ (r+ (u—r)u+ rbu)xV} + %x2o2u2vx§} =0 ifu(t,x)<0
with the same terminal condition as (3.17). This piece-wise condition in (3.18) naturally
leads to non-smoothness in Vx(t,x). These two HJB equations can be seen as the function
of u, hence, according to the quadratic function property, we further assume that V;; > 0.
We firstly design the value function of V*(z,x) by:

a(t)x? x+c if u(t,x
Vi) — ()x"+b(t)x+c(t) ifu(t,x)>0 (.19

A2 +B(t)x+C(t) ifu(t,x) <0

with
d () = (8% —2r)a
(1) = (8% —2r)a(t) (3.20)
a(T) =1,
(1) = (82 — r
b (1) = (8 —r)b(t) (3.21)



62 CHAPTER 3. PORTFOLIO SELECTION UNDER MARGIN REQUIREMENT

alt) (3.22)

where 8 = (u—r)/c, and

(3.23)
A(T) =1,
B (1) = (p*> —r)B(t
(t) = (p~—r)B(t) G.24)
B(T) = -\,
C(t) = P> B(1)?
0)=5%0 (3.25)

where p = (u—r+r0)/c. Equations (3.20)-(3.25) can be achieved by substituting (3.19)

into (3.18) and comparing the coefficients for each term. Solving (3.20)-(3.25), we receive:

(

at) =e” (82 —2r)(T—t)

b(t) = —he~ (& -D(T-Y (3.26)

e(r) =Y [1—e ¥,

and
Alt) = e—(92—2r)(T—t)

B(t) = —Ae~ (P*-D(T-0) (3.27)

C(t) = =21 —e (T,

\

To further consider the case when u(z,x) > 0, we define the following region:

e (eoctorer e hem ool oo
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in which we have V*(¢,x) = a(t)x* + b(t)x+ c(r) and V* is smooth enough in I';. Substitut-
ing V, Vxx, and Vx})‘c back into the first HIB equation of (3.19), we see that:

VA (r+ (u— ru)xV + ;(5 vt (3.29)
=d' ()x> + ' (1)x+ ¢ (t) + rx[2a(t)x+ b(t)]
—|—1nf{ r)x(2a(t)x+b(1))u+ 6*x*a(r) 2}

22
(87— 2r)e B0, 2_ (& _ e @010, NS Ty
4

+ rx2e~ (F20(T-0x 9o~ (F-n(T-0)]

+1nf{ r)x(2e” @ 0(T-0x e~ E0(T-0)y 4 52x2e~(8-20)(T- U2},

From the last term of (3.28), we can see that:

) 51. A
u (t,X) = —E;[x—ze

0] (3.30)
which is positive in I'1. Substituting (3.30) back into (3.29) we can see that (3.29) equals
to 0, which verifies that the control given by (3.30) and the first value function of (3.19) is
optimal for the first HIB equation in (3.18) in I';.

Furthermore, we define the second region:
1 A —r(T—t)
=< (t,x) € [to,T] xR|—[x—§e ]>0 (3.31)
X

with VA(r,x) = A(t)x* +B(1)x+C(¢). Similarly, substituting V*, V} and V* back into (3.18),
we have:

1
VA4 (r+ (u—r)u+ réu)xV} + 2(5 WPV (3.32)

= A'(1)x*> + B (1)x+C'(t) + rx[2A(t)x + B(1))]
+ irl}f{(,u —r+r0)x(2A(t)x+ B(t))u+ szzA(t)uz}

2+2
(02— 2r)e- PP RT0,2_p (02 o= (P n)(T-0) kTPe—p%T—t)

+ rx2e” (PP(T0y e (PP-)(T—1))

—f-inf{(y—r—|—r9)x(2e—(92—2f)(T—t)X_ke—(pz—r)(T—t)hl_i_G x2e—(P?—21)(T—1) 2}'

In this case, we can see that the optimal control u is given by:

pl he

Pl ZerTy
Gx[x 5 ] (3.33)

u(t,x) = —
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Moreover, since p := (u—r+r0)/c > 0, we can see that:

—gl [x— %‘ef(TQ] <0. (3.34)
X

The first inequality in (3.34) holds as in I, there is 1 [x — e "T~Y] > 0. Furthermore,
substituting (3.33) back into (3.32), we can see that (3.32) equals 0, which verifies the
control given in (3.33) and the value function are the optimal in 1.

For the final region where the non-smoothness occurs:

A
I3 := {(t,x) € t0,T] xR | [x—ie_r(T_t)] :0} (3.35)
Hence, under x = %e_r(T_t), we can easily verify that:
A2

a(t)x> +b()x+c(t) = A@)x* +B(t)x+C(t) = -7 (3.36)

which indicates that V(z, x) is continuous on I'3. Moreover, there are:

V}=A(O)x*+B (t)x+C'(t) =d ()x>+ b (1)x+c'(t1) =0

(3.37)

V} = 2A(t)x+B(t) = 2a(t)x+b(r) =0

which indicates the existence and continuity of Vt7L and ka in I'3. However, in I'3, we can
see that V* does not exist on this curve, i.e. I3, as A(t) # a(t), which indicates that V*(¢, x)
is not a C!? function for the HIB equation (3.18). In the previous chapter, we have seen that
the change-of-variable formula [45] enables us to express the value function v through the
curve, and the optimality of the candidate control can be achieved by verification theorem

[5]. In Chapter 2, we have shown that the curve b(t) = x = %‘e_r(T_t)

parameterising I3 is
of bounded variation, and V)?; is locally bounded in both I'y and I';. Furthermore, we can

summarise the candidate control by:

==

W (1, %) = (3.38)

Al alo

==

[x—2e7r(T=9] if (tx) € [ UL

Again, recalling Theorem 3.1 in [45] and SDE (3.3), we can express the value function

VAT, X%) on [0,T] x R, which gives:

(=] if (t,x) € Iy.

VMT, XE) =VM¢,x) (3.39)

62u2Xu2

T
4 / (Vo (X4 (= )= r8u W+ TS VAN I £ b))
t

T
+ / ouX"V>*dw;
t
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with b(t) = %e_r(T_t). We have seen that in ' and I';, there is:

2 2xu2
SE S VIIXE £ b(5)) 2 0. (3.40)

(VA + (X + (= r)u— rOu™ )V +
Since VM(T, X%) = X2 — AX%, equation (3.39) leads to:
A A 2 T A
VMi,x) > VM(T, X2) = X2 —xijf—/ GUX“V*dW,. (3.41)

t

Taking E; , on both sides of (3.41), we can see that the stochastic integral term is actu-
ally a martingale under the admissibility condition Ey, v, [max,,<;<7(X%)?] < e and the term

E; x [ ftT GuXS”VxxdWs] vanishes. Therefore, there is:
VA(t,x) > By [X£2 - AXY] (3.42)
which holds for all admissible controls. Hence, we can see that:
VA, x) > infE; . (X432 —Axy]. (3.43)

Furthermore, we further claim that the control given by (3.38) is optimal, hence, for (7,x) in

I'; and I';, we have:

2
qu* ZXIM*

> vi=0 (3.44)

Vt7“ + (rXt“* +u—ru*— r@u*_)Vx)L +
and in '3, the integrand term in (3.39) vanishes. Hence, for the optimal control u*, there is:
VA(tx) = X7 ax — / (Gu* X V) aw,. (3.45)
t
Taking expectation E; , on the both side of (3.45) yields:
2 *
VA(1,x) = o [XE T —AXE]. (3.46)
Hence, we have the following trivial inequality:
: u2 u w2 u*
nb}fEm [X7"—AX}] > Ei . [X7 ~ —AXT . (3.47)
Upon (3.43) and (3.47) we have:

VMt,x) < By [XI2 —DXE] < By [X47 - AXE ] < VA(e,x) (3.48)

Hence, we have verified that the control given by (3.38) is the optimal control for V.
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4. Now, the target is to achieve the optimal A for (3.38). For (7,x) € '} UT'3, we have

u(t,x) = — g% [x — %‘e*r(T’t)] . This case is consistent with the conclusion in previous chap-
ter (2.68)-(2.77), hence, we will omit the details and take the advantage from the last chapter.

For (z,x) € ') UT3, the corresponding wealth process is given by:
X =K — (K~ xo)e—s(wr—wto*%t—%)} (3.49)

where K = %‘e_r(T_‘O). Recalling E; «(X}') = M, there is:

Eto,XO (X%) — er—(&_r)(T—to) + %\' [1 _ e—SZ(T—tO)} — M. (350)

Rearranging (3.50) yields:

M — xge—(&-1)(T~)

A= Faw

(3.51)

Hence, we can easily calculate Ey, , (X#*) and Vi (to, Xo), which gives the the value function

V(t9,x0) as a quadratic function of M:

2
ey (M= xge~®-0(T10))2
V (19, x0) :Aii% (M + cM? — c(xpPe~ 2010 | PRy ). (352)
Calculating the M, directly gives the optimal value of A,, which is
A = 2xe(T0) 4 LB (T-0) (3.53)

C

which is independent of 6. Substituting (3.53) back into (3.38) gives the optimal control:

) S11_ x4 xpert-t0) 4 ieeSZ(T—to)—r(T—t)] if (t,x) e 1 UL (.54
R L[ g per(t0) 4 LeBT-0)H(T-0] if (1x) € T
where I'1, I'2, and I'; are given by:
(Fl = {(t,x) € [0, T) xR | Hx—xoer(t*t‘)) - %CSZ(T’t‘))’r(T’t)] < 0}
ry:= {(t,x) € [t0, 7] x R| L [x — xger(t70) — LeF(T-t0)=r(T-0] > 0} (3.35)
Iy {@,x) € li0,7] x R | L[ — xges(=t) — Lo (Tta)=s(T1)] o}
\

which confirms (3.7). Hence, we have obtained the statically optimal control for (3.4)

(B): In striving for the dynamically optimal control, we firstly replace the ¢y and xp in

(3.54) as we have claimed that the dynamically optimal control is equivalent to the statically
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optimal control with the same initial status, which gives:

B 1@-n(T-0) g (
e if(tx)el'TUl3
wl(t,x) = { *°F (3.56)

L Le(@-)(T-1) if (1x) € [y.

Furthermore, we replace 7y and xy in three regions I'y, I, and I'3, we noted that conducting
short-selling or not purely depends on the current wealth. Hence, we can further simplify
[ UTsto {(¢,x) € [1o,T] xR | x>0} and I'; := {(¢,x) € [t0,T] x R | x < 0}. To verify the
optimality of (3.56), we follow the previous chapter and set u¢ (fo,x9) = w(to,xo), w(to,Xx0) =
u (o, x0), and v(to, xo) for any admissible such that v(ty,xo) # u? (9, x0). For a dynamically

optimal control, the following relationship must hold:
Viu(10,5%0) = By (K1) — € Vari 1y (XE) > By (XF) — ¢ Var 1y (XF) = Vilto,x0)  (3.57)

for any (t9,x0) € [0,T] x R based upon the fact that V,,(t9,x0) = V (t9,x0) and w(zo,xo) is

statically optimal.

5. To verify the optimality, we need to consider the following cases when xg > 0, xg =0,

1 . (8%—1)(T—ty)

and xo < 0. If xg > 0, there is u?(t9,x0) = 8 14

= 2¢6 % > 0, and if xo = 0, we have

ul (t9,x0) = xo - ué(tg,x9) = 0. Those two cases are consistent with the conclusion in the
proof of Theorem 2.3 in Chapter 2. The proof of exhibited in (2.81)-(2.88) which proves
(3.56) is the dynamically optimal control when (f9,xp) € I'; UT'3 still holds in this case.
Hence, we will omit this part and focus on proving that (3.56) is dynamically optimal when
xo < 0. For any other admissible control v(fg,xo) # w(fo,X0), we set B« (X}) := M, #

M,, =: By, x,(X}"). Recalling (3.15) and (3.27), we can see that for w(fo,xo) there is:

V2 (10,%0) = A(t0)x5 + B(to)xo + C(to) (3.58)
2
— o PPT0) 2y (0P (T )y % 1 - P (T-0)

where A, is given by (3.53). Since 1% (t0,%0) = Eyy x, (X}Vz) — A Eyy 2, (X7') and By 1, (X)) =

M,,, there is:

B0 (X1%) =V (10,%0) + MM, (3.59)

2 2 % 2
= (PT2)(T-t)y2 ) =P N)(T—t)y, Z*[l — e P (T 4 2, M.
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Substituting (3.59) back into (3.11) yields:

Vw(l‘(),xO) (3.60)
2 —(p%=2r)(T—tg) 2 —(p?—1)(T—t, 7»5 —p2(T—t
— W+CMW_C(e p r)( tO)XO_k*e (p r)( O)XO_Z[I_e p ( 0)]+7V*MW)
2 (e PP2T0)2 g P DT0)y M pdT)
>MV+ch—c(e R i T I OXO—Z[I—C p 0]+k*MV)

=V, (t0,X0)

in which the inequality holds as w(tg,xo) is also statically optimal when xy < 0, i.e. in I';.

Hence, we have verified the optimal control given by (3.56) is dynamically optimal. []

Remark 3.2. In the proof above, the optimal value of A, is given by (3.53), which is
independent of 0 and we will explore the reason behind it. Recalling (3.15), (3.26) and

(3.27), there exists:

V%(to,xo) :a(to)x(2)+b(to)xo+c(10) 3.61)
2
X% — Xe—(Sz—f)(T—to)XO _ %[1 _ e—SZ(T—tO)]

— o (&-20)(T—1to)
when xio [xo — %‘e*r(T*tO)} < 0. Recalling L v, (u#,A) = Ey x, (X}fz) — AEy », (XF) +AM, we
can see that:

2

Lig o (u, X)) = e*(6272r)(Tfto)X% + K(M _ e*(SZ*r)(T*to)XO) _ % [1 _ efSZ(Tfto)] (3.62)

which gives an quadratic function of A. Moreover the condition xio [xo — %e_r(T_tO)} <0

implies that A > 2xge"(T—t0), According to the quadratic function property, we have:

M— er—(Sz—r)(T—tO)
1— e_sz(T—tO)

A =2 (3.63)

and we can easily verify that:

2[M —xoe"(T~0)]

* r(T—tp) __
A —2xpe 0 = 1 — e—3*(T—to)

>0 (3.64)

as M > xoer(T_tO), which indicates that A, given in (3.63) is optimal point of (3.62) under

A > 2xpe' (1) and Ly, x,(u,\) achieves optimal value:

M —xpe™
1— e_SZ(T—tO)

(3-)(T-10) )2

Ly o (u, A7) = 67(8272r)(T7tO)X% + ( > 0. (3.65)
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On the other hand, when xlo [xo — %e_r(T_tO)} > 0, there is A < 2x0e"(T~1)  and Lyy o (u,N) is
given by:

Liy.xo (u, X) = A(to)x -+ B(to)x0 + C(to) +AM (3.66)

L (p2—20) (T—t0) 2 L )(T=t0)y y My —pA(T—t)
=e Xg+A(M—e xo)—T[l—e ]

with optimal A3:

M — xpe— (P*—1)(T-t)

=2 s (3.67)
However, we can see that:
2[M - Xoer(T*tO)]
* T—
7\,2 — Zerr( to) — - e—pz(T—tO) Z (368)

which violates the condition 0 < A < 2xpe"(T~%) except A = 2xe"T~1). Hence, for (3.66),

r(T—to)

A can only reach its local optimal point at 2xpe . It is easily seen that:

Ly o (1, 13) = 2x0e" T~0IM — x32(T—0), (3.69)
Since the target is to achieve the optimal value of L;, »,(u,A), then we can see that:
Ligaa (0.15) = Ly g (1005). (3.70)

Hence, A} is the optimal solution we are looking for, and this is consistent with (3.51). [J

Similar to the two corollaries in Chapter 2, we can still extend our conclusion from the
(3.4) to (3.5) and (3.6). As [43] states, V| and V5 can be derived from the (3.4) by choosing
a proper value of Lagrange multiplier. Hence, we will following the work of proofs of
Corollary 5 and Corollary 7 of [43] to derive the solution for (3.5) and (3.6). Since the work
of this part is very similar to the work of [43], we will only briefly introduce the idea and

omit most of the detailed proof.

Corollary 3.3. Consider the optimal problem V\(t,x) = SUp,.ar, ,(x1)<alErx(X7)] in
which X" represents the wealth process and is the solution of the SDE (3.3) with X;; = xo
under the probability measure Py, , for (to,x0) € [0,T] x R given and fixed. The related
risk coefficient is defined by & = (u—r)/c in which u,r € R, and the under the margin
requirement p = (u—r—+r0)/c. Note that we assume that & # 0 and r # 0. (The cases
8 =0, p=0o0rr=0follow by passage to the limit when the non-zero 8, p or r approaches

0.)
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(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

81 [yperli—to) S P
0e x++/a | if (tx) e TFUTY
witx)=4 " ZG ;) (3.71)
! .
g%[x()e r(t—to) X+\/_e\/82(1)‘—7)} if (t,x) e I'S
where I'1, I'2, and I'; are given by:
(oc 1 t—to) eT‘Of(Tt)
I't:= (t,x)E[to,T]x]R\;[x—xoe W} <0
(T—ty)—r(T—t)
I$:= {(t,x) € [0, T) xR | ;IC[X—xoe r(t—to) e\/ﬁ} > 0} (3.72)
52T f r(T t)

for (¢,x) € [to, T] x R.

(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:

61 @y
ifx>0
ul(t,x) = VT (3.73)
£l “r“t if x <0
\/ Tt

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R.

Proof. In this chapter, we claim that, for each pair of (f,x0) € [0,7] x R given and fixed,
there exists a probability measure PPy, ., under which X" is the solution of the SDE (3.3) with

initial condition X;; = xo and u € U is any admissible control we defined in Section 3.2.
(A): Applying Lagrange multipliers in V| (z,x), there is:

Ltl,x(ua C) = EI,X(XYI{) - C[Vart,x(X%) - OC] (374)

=E; x(X7) — ¢ Var; «(X7) + co.

We can see that the statically optimal control given by (3.7) meeting Var; (X}) = o will
maximise (3.74) and is the statically optimal control for (3.5). To determine the optimal
Lagrange multiplier c(c,#,x) > 0, we further assume that for a given pair of (¢,x) € [tp,xo] X

R such that uS(7,x) > 0. Recalling (3.49) and (3.53), we can calculate that:

us 1 2(T—
Var x (X7') = [T — 1], (3.75)

Setting (3.75) equal to o yields:

c:—l— e (T-t0) — 1, (3.76)

2V
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Substituting (3.76) back into (3.7), we receive the statically optimal control given by (3.71).

(B) In striving for the dynamically optimal control, we first replace 7y and xo by 7 and x
in (3.71), which gives the candidate dynamically optimal control given by (3.72). To prove
its optimality, we set w(to,x0) = u? (to,x0) and w = 1S (to, xo), and v(tg, x0) # u?(to, xo) is any
other admissible control in U. We can see that (3.57) is still valid with ¢ given by (3.76),

and under the constraint that Vary, ,,(X7') < o and Vary, »,(X7) < @, we can easily see that:
Esyxo (XT) — ¢ Vary, x (XT') > Egy o (XT) — cO > By 1 (XT) — ¢ Vary, «, (X7) (3.77)

which leads to:
Eiyxo (X7) > Egy xo (X7) — c(Vary, x, (X7) — ) > Eq 1 (X7) (3.78)

and this confirms that (3.79) and finishes the proof. [J

Corollary 3.4. Consider the optimal problem Vi(t,x) = inf,.g, ,(xu)>p[Var, «(X7)] in
which X" represents the wealth process and is the solution of the SDE (3.3) with X,; = xo
under the probability measure Py, , for (to,x0) € [0,T] x R given and fixed. The related
risk coefficient is defined by & = (u—r)/c in which u,r € R, and the under the margin
requirement p = (u—r+r0)/c. Note that we assume that 8 # 0 and r # 0. (The cases
d=0, p=0o0rr=0follow by passage to the limit when the non-zero 8, p or r approaches
0.) Furthermore, we assume that the expectation of the terminal wealth, 3, must satisfy
B> xpe"T—1). For a wise investor, if B < xpe"T=1) he can simply invest all his wealth in
the riskless asset and receive zero variance at the maturity 7. Hence, in the following part,

we assume that p > xpe"(T—10).

(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

2 (T ) r(T—
‘ 81 [rget(10) — x+ (B — xe" ™)) S50 if () € [y U 3.79
u,(t,x) = e - T
*( ) o1 r(t—to) r(T—to) eSZ(TftQ)fr(Tft) . r ( )
& [Yoe —x+ (B —xoe >W] if (t,x) €I

where I'1, 15, and 1'3 are given by:

,

B _ 82 (T—tg)—r(T—1)

.- {(t,x) € 10,7 x B | [ —xpe0) — (B — woer(T—w)) "G00 0] 0}
B —tg)y & (T—to)—r(T—)

- {(t,x) & 10, ] x R | £ [x—xget=10) — (B — xoer(T-) S5 000 0}
B —tg) e (T—tg)—r(T—)

- {(t,x) & 10, T] X R | £ [x— xget-10) — (B — woer(T-) 25 000 0}

(3.80)
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for (t,x) € [to, T] x R.

(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:

2
31 r(T—t))e® 0T .
== — X€ ——— ifx>0
ul(t,x) = ox(P )P0 - (3.81)
x\by 5 .
p1 r(T—t)y e 0T .
GE(B_XC( ))m 1fx<()

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R.

Proof. In this chapter, we claim that, for each pair of (f,x0) € [0,7] x R given and fixed,
there exists a probability measure P; ,, under which X* is the solution of the SDE (3.3) with

initial condition X;; = xo and u € U is any admissible control we defined in Section 3.2.
(A): As we have seen that applying Lagrange multipliers in (3.6) gives:
. 1
11’}f [ Var; o (X7) — c(Bx(Xf) — B)] = —csup [Er«(X7) — EVarm(X%)} +cB (3.82)
u

from which we can see that the statically optimal control given by (3.7) with E; , (X%*) =B
and risk aversion rate 1/c is the statically optimal control for (3.6). To obtain the optimal
value of 1/c¢, we further assume that for each (¢,x) € [to,T] x R, ul(z,x) given by (3.7) is

greater than 0. Hence, recalling (3.49) and (3.53), we can calculate that:
c

. ¥ (T—t0) _ 1] (3.83)

B= err(T—to) +

which gives:

2(B — xge"(T—1))

T (3.84)

c =
Substituting (3.48) back into (3.7) gives the statically optimal control given by (3.79).

(B) Replacing #y and xo by ¢ and x in (3.79) gives the dynamically optimal control.
Similar to the proof in the last corollary, we see that (3.57) is still valid with ¢ given by
(3.84). To prove the optimality of (3.81), we set w(tg, xo) = u%(tg, xo) and w = u$ (t9, o), and
v(to,x0) # ul (9, xo) is any other admissible control in U. For w and v, there are E: x(X7)>B

and E; ((X7) > B. We can easily derive from (3.57) that:
Esyxo (X7) — ¢ Vary, x, (X7') > B —c Vary, x (XT') > Eq v, (X7) —c Var, «(X7)  (3.85)
from which we can derive that:
— ¢ Vary, »,(X7') > By, v, (X7) — ¢ Vary, ,(X7) — B = (3.86)
Vari  (XF) < Vari  (XF) — - [Eayag (XF) — B] < Va1 (X}).

Hence, we have verified that (3.81) is dynamically optimal and completed the proof. []
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3.4 Analysis of the optimal wealth processes

1. In Section 3.3, we have achieved both statically and dynamically optimal controls for
(3.4), (3.5) and (3.6) respectively, in which the margin requirement introduces the curve for
the value function as well as both optimal strategies. The existence of the curve inspires us
to further consider the optimal wealth processes for those two strategies.

In Theorem 3.1, the statically optimal control (3.7) changes when (¢,x) moves from
Iy UT3 to I'p. Hence, for each (¢,x) € 'y UT'3, the wealth process is consistent with the
cases when ¢ < Ty given by (2.15) in Chapter 2, and we will take the advantage of the
previous conclusion and omit details. Therefore, for (z,x) € I'j UT'3, the statically optimal

wealth is

2
X1 = xperlt10) 4 2LC @ -(T-) [B(T-t) _e-8(Wi-Wy)=5(-0)]  (387)

Note that the steps of achieving (3.87) can be seen between (2.68)-(2.77) (cf. [43], page
9-10). Since xo > 0, we can see that the wealth process starts from I'; UI'3 until the wealth
process hits the upper curve or 0. Once it crosses the upper or lower boundary, the stati-
cally optimal control gives negative value, i.e. conducting short-selling, and the new wealth
process will be driven by the optimal control in the second line of (3.7), which gives a new
process starts from this point. To further illustrate this, we assume that at #’ € (to,T), X*!
hits the upper curve or 0 with value th,l = x/, and the wealth process will across the curve
with probability 1 almost surely. Hence, the static optimality will conduct short-selling and
the new corresponding wealth process starts from x’. The corresponding new optimal wealth

process is given by:

thz — x/er(t—t/) + 2icesz(T—t/)—r(T—t) |:1 o e—p(Wt—Wt/)—ﬁ(t—t’)] (388)

where ¢ € [/, T] (note that the step of calculating (3.88) is the the same as the step of ob-
taining (3.87). Similar thing will be observed when X2 hits the boundary again, and the
optimal control will gives the process (3.87) but with new initial value. This behaviour will
keep happening until either X' or X*? hits the maturity time 7.

To illustrate this in a more intuitive way, we simulate this process and plot it in Figure
3.1. And in Figure 3.1, we exhibit the case when X*! across the lower boundary 0. The
behaviour is the same when it hits the upper boundary and we will omit this plot.

For the dynamically optimal control given by (3.9), there is only a lower boundary at

0. In Chapter 2, we have obtained the explicit solution for the dynamically optimal wealth
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- —
21 ~
1 -

t - Xt
D«
t - X572

_1 <

_2 .

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 3.1: Simulation of statically optimal controlled wealth process for (3.7) based on the
analysis of (3.87)-(3.88). It can be clearly seen that there exist an upper boundary (blue
curve) and a lower boundary (orange line).

1.0 1

0.8 1

0.6 1

0.4 4

0.2 1

-0.4 4

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

Figure 3.2: Simulation of dynamically optimal controlled wealth process for (3.9). It can be
clearly seen that there exists a lower boundary (blue line).

process (2.20). Similar conclusions can be made in the dynamic case, and we plot the
dynamic wealth process in Figure 3.2, in which X¢! is the process for ¢ > 0 and X% is the
process for u? < 0.

Besides the unconstrained case, in [43] we have seen that for the constrained case where
we constrain the size of the expectation of the terminal wealth, the dynamically optimal
wealth process will converge to the targeted expected terminal wealth with probability one
(see Corollary 7 of [43]). This phenomenon also exists in the previous chapter in Corollary

2.5 in Chapter 2 if the dynamically optimal wealth process does not hit O before it approaches
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to the maturity time. Hence, it will be interesting to consider if this phenomenon still exists
under the margin requirement or not. In Figure 3.3, we simulate the dynamically optimal
wealth process for the constrained problem (3.6). In the first figure of Figure 3.3, the wealth
process does not hit 0 during the entire time, and this case is the same as Figure 1 in [43].
Furthermore, in the second figure of Figure 3.3, the wealth process passes through 0 and
the part of process below 0 is driven by the control (3.81) when u? < 0. However, we can
see that even if in this chapter the wealth process is driven by two different processes, the
dynamically optimal wealth process will still converge to the expected terminal wealth at the
maturity 7. This fact can also be proved by investigating the wealth process, and this part
of proof will be consistent with the proof in (2.122)-(2.127). Hence, we will omit further

details here.

2. To further investigate the impact of the margin requirement on the performance of
both strategies, we conduct the sample path analysis by simulating the wealth processes for
each optimal control and collecting the terminal wealth X7 and X%l to form the sample base,
from which we can obtain the sample mean &* and i as well as the corresponding sample
variance 7° and m“. Note that in the case if X7 1s not well-defined, we take the value of X
at the second last point of time to the maturity 7. In the following part, we firstly consider
the unconstrained case (3.4) as an example.

In Table 3.1, we can see that the sample mean &° is highly impacted by the change of
risk aversion rate, which has been observed in the previous chapter. However, comparing
the sample mean ° under the fixed risk aversion rate with different values of margin rate, it
is surprising to note that the impact of the margin rate is not obvious. Changing the margin
rate slightly increases the sample mean. Since in Table 3.1 the margin rate is relatively
small, we further increase the value of 0 to consider some extreme cases. For instance, we
consider the case when the risk aversion ¢ = 2.0 is given and fixed and the margin rate 0
increases to some large values. In Table 3.3, we can see that when 0 increases from 1.0 to
15.0, the sample mean increases. However, if we further increase the value of 8 we note
that the sample mean i* takes a negative value, which indicates the investor may suffer an
infinite loss. Hence, we may conclude that short-selling should not be conducted when 6
is large enough as it will lead to bankruptcy almost surely. This conclusion is consistent
with [65] in which they claim that if the margin rate is infinitely large, the short-selling will

be forbidden. A similar conclusion can be observed in the dynamic case. In Table 3.5, the
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2.00 4
1.75 1
1.50
1.25
1.00 4
0.75 1
t - Xxg
0.50 t
0.25 1
0.00 4
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
2.01
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1.0 4
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t > X¢
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Figure 3.3: Simulation of the dynamically optimal controlled wealth process for (3.81), in
which the blue line represents the boundary for short-selling.

only intuitive pattern is the sample mean ¢ reduces as the risk aversion rate increases. The
impact of the margin rate 0 is not obvious as there exists the error of simulation. We further
consider the extreme cases when we increase 0 to large values in Table 3.7, which exhibits
a more obvious pattern. From Table 3.7, we can see that increasing the value of margin
rate will increase the performance of the dynamic optimality. However, it should be pointed
out that the extreme value of 0 is not possible in the real financial industry. Hence, we can
conclude that changing the margin rate will not bring obvious impact on the performance of

both static and dynamic optimalities when 0 is small.

3. In Remark 6 of [43], we have seen the dynamic optimality always outperforms the
static optimality, and this conclusion is valid in the previous chapter under the short-selling
constraint. Naturally, it will be interesting to verify this conclusion under the margin re-
quirement and observe if margin rate will affect this conclusion.

As we stated, calculating the analytical expectation can be difficult in this chapter.
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Margin rate © Risk aversion rate Sample mean iz Sample variance m’

0.5 2.02300794 0.20356879

0 1.0 2.79877920 0.70378819

1.5 3.51006684 3.19572603

2.0 4.38865317 4.29249344

0.5 2.00628372 0.48156230

01 1.0 2.85193313 0.43348756
' 1.5 3.66542053 1.19945378

2.0 4.38802536 3.04788508

0.5 2.01203512 0.14163037

09 1.0 2.82807101 0.57508790
' L.5 3.57955776 2.18991246

2.0 4.40385168 3.87789854

0.5 2.00621573 0.25380631

0.4 1.0 2.84881132 0.41474374
’ 1.5 3.65336612 1.16306604

2.0 4.46565957 1.68974319

77

Table 3.1: Simulation of static optimality for the unconstrained problem (3.4) with respect

to different values of 0 and c.

(Note the related parameters are given by u=0.5,6=0.25,0=12,x0=1,r=0.2,T =1, and
to = 0, and the sample size is 1,000.)

Margin rate ®© Sample mean i Sample variance m*

1.0
3.0
5.0
7.0
10.0
15.0
20.0

4.82014336 1.52749700
4.88100671 0.54567696
5.01756950 0.36420870
5.04423417 0.33173649
5.05005605 0.34274342
5.05668864 0.32547489
-4.02xe?’ 1.61 x &8

Table 3.3: Simulation for static optimality for the unconstrained problem (3.4) with respect

to large values of 6.

(Note the related parameters are given by c =2, u=0.5,6=0.25,0=12,x=1,r=02,T =1,
and 7o = 0, and the sample size is 1,000.)
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Margin rate ® Risk aversion rate  Sample mean 7 Sample variance 7

d

0.5 4.35473294 8.60838696

0 1.0 2.79877920 2.05356981

1.5 2.25720724 0.99281305

2.0 2.03061625 0.52015353

0.5 4.40609172 8.24263509

01 1.0 2.84947736 2.04956431
' 1.5 229791417 1.00831042

2.0 2.04731600 0.52691648

0.5 4.38611524 8.20322457

09 1.0 2.84035364 2.09775305
' 1.5 2.27582767 0.94816332

2.0 2.04153863 0.50540597

0.5 4.36924374 7.75298679

04 1.0 2.84921284 1.99734659
' 1.5 2.29810646 0.90868216

2.0 2.01822466 0.53486249

Table 3.5: Simulation for dynamic optimality for the unconstrained problem (3.4) with re-
spect to different values of 0 and c.

(Note the related parameters are given by u=0.5,6=0.25,0=12,x0=1,r=0.2, T =1, and

to = 0, and the sample size is 1,000.)

Margin rate ® Sample mean 7 Sample variance /7

d

1.0 4.49562744 7.49773070

3.0 4.64751518 6.60952526
10.0 4.74286547 6.38234598
30.0 4.78002478 6.30199539
50.0 4.82368995 6.87078233
80.0 4.90232811 12.8843884
150.0 5.24329565 76.4745865

Table 3.7: Simulation for dynamic optimality for the unconstrained problem (3.4) with re-

spect to large values of 6.

(Note the related parameters are given by ¢ = 0.5, u=0.5,6=0.25,0=12,x0=1,r=02,T =1,

and fo = 0, and the sample size is 1,000.)
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Hence, we conduct numerical analysis to receive more insights. From Table 3.9 and Ta-
ble 3.10, we can see that increasing the value of B will strengthen the performance of both
strategies, the sample mean f, if we fix the value of 0 and increasing the value of 0 will also
improve the sample mean z of both static and dynamic optimalities for the given and fixed
value of B. Moreover, comparing Table 3.9 and Table 3.10, it can be easily seen that the
dynamic optimality outperforms the static optimality all the time, and we can conclude that
under the existence of margin requirement, the conclusion made in Remark 6 [43] is still
valid.

Besides, we further need to consider the Remark 8 of [43] where they prove that the dy-
namically optimal control of the constrained case outperforms the statically optimal control.
Similar results can be also observed under the margin requirement. In the first part of this
section, we have seen that the dynamically optimal wealth process of (3.6) will converge to
B when ¢ approaches to T. However, since the dynamically optimal control for constrained
problem (3.6) is not well-defined at 7', Python cannot simulate the terminal value. Upon the
observation of Figure 3.3, we may conclude that X¢ = B at the maturity. This fact means
when ¢ = T, the variance of the terminal wealth of the dynamic wealth process will equal to
0. In Table 3.12 and Table 3.13, we see that the variance of the static strategy is significantly
less than that of the dynamic strategy. From this perspective, we can summarise that the
static strategy outperforms the dynamic strategy before the maturity time 7. And at the ma-
turity 7', dynamic optimality gives the variance as 0, which makes it outperforms the static
optimality.

Also, in Remark 10 of [43], Pedersen and Peskir prove that Vary, », (X,d) — oo When
t — T. We can also observe this fact under the existence of the margin requirement. The
variance in Table 3.13, we can see that the variance is very large but not infinite. The reason
is when we simulate the wealth process, we can only divide the time interval into a limited
number of steps. If we can further divide the time interval into more steps, we will receive
a larger value of variance in the dynamic case. Since Table 3.13 is enough to verify the

conclusion in Remark 10, we will skip this step.

4. In the analysis above, we have seen that increasing the margin rate will strengthen the
performance of both static and dynamic optimalities. This fact violates common sense as the
margin requirement should be considered as an extra cost and should limit the performance

of the portfolio. However, Theorem 3.1 is set under the perfect market assumption and
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there is no constraint for the investor to borrow money from the market by the risk-free rate.
Setting static optimality as an example. If the broker-dealer requests the margin requirement

for short-selling, Theorem 3.1 gives

1 1
g; [_x+err(t—to) + 2_0652(T—t0)—r(T—t)] <0 (3.89)

for short-selling. Comparing with the control given by the unconstrained case in Theorem
3 in [43], we note that (3.7) will suggest the investor to short sell larger amounts of risk
asset. In this situation, the investor can borrow money from the market with the risk-free
rate to deposit in the margin account and short sell a larger amount of risky asset to invest
in the bond. The time value of money of the margin account will be hedged by the interest
from investing the bond. Moreover, the larger short position will lead to better performance
when the stock price goes down, which yields better performance. However, it should be
kept in mind that this conclusion only exists in the perfect market. In the real financial
market, there exist many constraints for conducting short-selling such as the investor can
not borrow unlimited money from the bank, the short position is constrained, etc. Any
of those constraints will violate Theorem 3.1 and considering other constraints under the

margin requirement will be left for future study.
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Margin rate ® Value of & Sample mean 7 Sample variance m’

0.5 2.46484527 0.58768332

01 1.0 2.99972554 0.68905681
’ 1.5 3.39374216 1.34149399
2.0 3.63191419 3.85247734

0.5 2.50308404 0.35920460

1.0 1.0 3.03992670 0.63366782
' 1.5 3.52830478 0.83906928
2.0 3.81881015 1.17325717

0.5 2.62946088 0.09607987

50 1.0 3.26394946 0.15422624
' L.5 3.72830443 0.26067631
2.0 4.16795097 0.31048006

81

Table 3.9: Simulation for the static optimality for the constrained problem (3.5) with respect

to different values of 6 and o.

Margin rate ® Value of oo Sample mean @ Sample variance 77

d

0.5 3.58925300 4.08310046

01 1.0 4.43799281 8.21504228
' L.5 5.34829753 11.9444946
2.0 5.91638425 15.5421517

0.5 3.58995719 4.04360358

1.0 1.0 4.54296061 7.82952493
’ 1.5 5.33156890 12.1885934
2.0 6.14613367 15.5421517

0.5 3.60192126 3.79639666

50 1.0 4.64491418 6.89650475
' 1.5 5.50823356 10.2143093
2.0 6.37682644 13.8118228

Table 3.10: Simulation for the dynamic optimality for the constrained problem (3.5) with

respect to different values of 0 and o.

(Note the related parameters are given by u=0.5,6 =0.25,0=12,x9=1,r=02,T =1, and

to = 0, and the sample size is 1,000.)
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Margin rate ® Value of § Sample mean &° Sample variance m°

0.5 0.86225163 0.61685684

01 1.0 1.34047954 1.14101472
' 1.5 1.83410985 2.06447222
2.0 2.22716223 3.26000806

0.5 0.89015532 1.28193829

1.0 1.0 1.40715629 0.73702737
' 1.5 1.90851713 1.37623514
2.0 2.42685763 1.87788770

0.5 1.07577665 0.14240407

50 1.0 1.68344999 0.35783756
' 1.5 2.24464729 0.35783756
2.0 2.79822920 1.21824660

Table 3.12: Simulation for the static optimality for the constrained problem (3.6) with re-

spect to different values of 6 and f3.

Margin rate ® Value of p  Sample mean @ Sample variance

d

0.5 -3.8670093 7177.2189276

0.1 1.0 -4.9800826 33449.688192
' 1.5 1.98351747 7333.4211276
2.0 3.83660568 9758.2559762

0.5 0.37111224 72.864568828

1.0 1.0 6.58788445 17751.168875
’ 1.5 5.07432139 13771.648638
2.0 1.62512695 11931.423438

0.5 5.74371476 21148.534799

50 1.0 44.7618918 1397820.5968
' 1.5 5.14232131 96075.979379
2.0 957.191529 906579607.43

Table 3.13: Simulation for the dynamic optimality for the constrained problem (3.6) with

respect to different values of 0 and f3.

(Note the related parameters are given by u=0.5,6 =0.25,6=12,x0=1,r=0.2,T =1, and

to = 0, and the sample size is 1,000.)



Chapter 4

Dynamic Mean-Variance Portfolio
Selection under the Constant Elasticity

of Variance Model

4.1 Introduction

It can be seen that in many works of portfolio selection, the stock price follows geometric
Brownian motion. In this chapter, we will attempt to extend the previous work in [43] to
the constant elasticity of variance model from the dynamic programming perspective and
investigate both the time-inconsistent and time-consistent solutions respectively.

The constant elasticity of variance model was first introduced by Cox in 1975 in a short
note about deriving an option pricing model ([11] and [12]). This model has been widely
studied in the option pricing area ( [11], [12], and [16]). One of the advantages of this model
is that it can explain the implied volatility skew and volatility smile of option pricing. How-
ever, comparing the rich studies in the option pricing field, this model has not attracted great
attention in the portfolio area. Shen, Zhang, and Siu [49] attempt to achieve the explicit solu-
tion of the portfolio with a single risky asset under the constant elasticity of variance model
by applying the stochastic linear-quadratic control approach applied in [34] and backward
stochastic Riccati equation technique. Zhao and Rong [62] consider the case when there
are multiple risky assets in the portfolio, in which they maximise the constant absolute risk
aversion utility function by applying the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman technique. Furthermore,

Chang and Rong [8] introduce a constraint on borrowing rate to mean-variance portfolio

83
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selection, in which borrowing money from the market is penalised by a higher rate and the
risky asset follows a constant elasticity variance process. Within the process of achieving
the optimal control, they note the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation for the value function
is a non-linear second-order partial differential equation, and they adopt Legendre transform
and dual theory to obtain the closed-form solution for each given and fixed expected termi-
nal wealth, and this forms the efficient frontier. In this chapter, we introduce the constant
elasticity of variance model into the mean-variance portfolio selection problem and follow
the methodology in [8] to handle the difficulty caused by Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation
and achieve both of the time-inconsistent and time-consistent solutions.

In this chapter, we assume there is a financial market with a riskless bond and a risky
stock that following the constant elasticity of variance model. We aim to construct a self-
financing portfolio dynamically in time to achieve the highest return and the lowest risk at
maturity. Following the idea introduced by Markowitz [37], the expected return and risk
of the portfolio will be represented by the expectation and variance of the value process of
the portfolio respectively, in which the variance brings the quadratic nonlinearity into this
problem. The quadratic nonlinearity makes the standard optimal control theory (cf. [20]) in-
feasible, and instead we follow the methodology of [43] to solve the optimal control problem
by applying Lagrange multipliers and the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation. However, un-
der the constant elasticity of variance model, the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation turns
out to be a nonlinear second-order partial differential equation. In striving to handle this
difficulty, we follow the idea of [8] (Also cf. [9]) and apply Legendre transform and dual
theory to transform the HIB equation to its dual function. Since the HIB system only leads
to a candidate solution, we can then apply the verification theorem described in [5] to prove
the optimality of the solution.

The solution of the Hamilton-Jacob-Bellman equation shows that the optimal control
relates to the initial time and value of the controlled wealth process. Following the same
idea as in [43], we refer to this optimality as the static optimality to distinguish it from the
dynamic optimality in which the optimal control only depends on the current position of
the controlled process. It should be pointed out that, based upon our best knowledge, the
time-consistent optimality has not been studied in the portfolio selection problem under the
constant elasticity of variance model. Moreover, since the constant elasticity of variance

model can be taken as a natural extension or general model of geometric Brownian motion,
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in this chapter, Theorem 4.1 can be seen as a general theorem that covers the conclusion in
[43]. For instance, setting 3 = 0, the elasticity parameter, we can easily derive the conclusion
of Theorem 3 in [43]. Moreover, by choosing a proper elasticity parameter, Theorem 4.1
gives the optimal solutions for different cases such as portfolio selection where the stock
price follows Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process, and investigating this general model is the main
motivation of this chapter.

Additionally, we investigate the optimal control problems under the constraints on the
size of the expectation and variance of the terminal wealth respectively. In Corollary 4.2,
we achieve the optimal control that maximises the expectation of the terminal wealth of the
investor, E; «(X7'), over all admissible control « such that the variance, Var; (X} ), is bounded
above by a positive constant. Furthermore, in Corollary 4.3, we achieve the optimal control
that minimises the variance of the terminal wealth, Var; , (XY’f) over all admissible control u
such that the expectation, E; ,(X7), is bounded below by a positive constant. In this chapter,
we assume that there is no transaction cost or tax deduction.

In Section 4, we conduct numerical analysis and verify that, under the CEV model,
the features of Theorem 4.1 and Corollary 4.3 will be consistent with the previous work
[43]. However, in Corollary 4.2, we note that the statically optimal control outperforms the
dynamically optimal control for B # 0, and the only case the dynamically optimal control

dominates the statically optimal control is = 0.

4.2 Formulation of the problem

Consider an investor who aims to construct a self-financing portfolio consisting of two as-
sets, a riskless bond and a risky stock. In the financial market, the price of the riskless bond,

B, is described by:
dBt = I”Btdt (41)

with initial value By, = b, where b > 0 and the riskless interest rate r € R are constants. The
price of the risky stock, S, follows the constant elasticity of variance model, which solves:

ds
S—’ = udt +SPaw, 4.2)
t

where we have the drift rate u € R and the volatility 6 > 0. In (4.2), B is named as the

elasticity parameter of the risky stock and S? G represents the instantaneous volatility of the
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risky stock for a given point of time ¢. It should be pointed out that if § = 0, process (4.2)
reduces to a geometric Brownian motion; if f < 0, the decreasing stock price leads to the
increasing value of instantaneous volatility StB o, which generates a contribution with a fatter
left tail; if B > 0, we will see reversed and unrealistic situation [21]. In fact, if B > 0, the
instantaneous volatility of the stock price increases when the stock price increases, and this
phenomenon is named as inverse leverage effect in [23]. Furthermore, under the risk-neutral
measure, if B > 0, S; is a strictly local martingale, which may lead to arbitrage opportunity
[23] (also cf. [49]). There are studies that consider the value of elasticity parameter such as
[26] in which they analyse the existence of arbitrage opportunities and price bubbles in the
case when [ is positive. However, the value of [ is not the main purpose of this chapter, and
in the following part, we will see that the model in this chapter will still provide the investor
with the optimal strategies regardless of the existence of the arbitrage opportunity or not.

As we know, the constant elasticity of variance model can be converted into different
models. Except for geometric Brownian motion, there are several examples that can be
derived from (4.2) by choosing a proper value of . For instance, if we set p = —1, (4.2)
leads to the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process and if we set = —1/2, SDE (4.2) leads to a
diffusion process introduced in [12]. Hence, the study of this chapter will help provide us
with a better understanding of mean-variance portfolio selection under different models.

For the risky stock, we set the initial value S;, = 5o as a constant so > 0. Furthermore,
in the probability space (Q,F,[P), S has the same natural filtration as that of W, where W is
a standard Brownian motion. Besides, it is reasonable to stipulate that the value of u must
be greater than r, which indicates the risk premium. Otherwise, a wise investor will simply
invest all money in the riskless bond and receive a riskless return.

Under (4.1) and (4.2), we can derive the SDE for the wealth process of the self-financing

portfolio. Following ([[5], Chapter 6], we can see that the investor’s wealth follows:
dX" = (r+ (u— r)u,)X"dt + ou, X" SPaw, 4.3)

with initial value xo > 0. In (4.3), we set that u, is the percentage of wealth invested in the
stock at ¢ € [fp,T] and U is the set of all admissible controls. For any admissible control
u in (4.3), we have u;, = u(t,X/") where (t,x) — u(t,x) - x is a continuous function from
[0,T] x R into R. For completeness, following the idea of [43], we define u(r,0) = u(t,0) -
0 = limg,y. 0 u(t,x) because the map x — u(t,x) may not exist at 0.

For probability measure P ,, X/ is a strong Markov process for each admissible control
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u and takes value x for a given and fixed time ¢ where (¢,x) € [0,7] x R. This chapter will

focus on the following unconstrained problem:
V(t,x) = sup [E; <(X}) — ¢ Var; »(X7)] (4.4)
u
in which ¢ > 0 is a given constant. For all u € U, the admissibility condition is given by:

0 < E;x [ max (X/2 —AX")] < oo (4.5)

ZQSZST

in which A any positive constant.
Besides, in this chapter, we attempt to consider the other two constrained cases, which

are given by:

Vi(t,x) = sup  E;(X7) (4.6)

u:Vary (X7) <o

V2 (t7X) - u:Et,jg(f;%)ZYvarLX(X]Lf) (47)

where u is the admissible control, and o € (0,0) and y € R are given constants. In the
following part, we will see that solving (4.4) will naturally leads to the solution of those two
constrained problems, and we will see this in the following part.

In this chapter, definitions of static optimality and dynamic optimality are consistent

with those in [43] and we have exhibited them in the Introduction.

4.3 Solution to the optimal control problem

In this chapter, we will explain the solution of the constrained problems. The main idea of

the proof below follows the idea in [43].

Theorem 4.1. Consider the optimal problem V (t,x) = sup,,[E; x(X}) — ¢ Var; (X})] in
which X" represents the wealth process and is the solution of the SDE (4.3) with X, = xo
under the probability measure Py, , for (to,x0) € [0,T] x R given and fixed. The related risk
coefficient is defined by § = (u— r)/ in which u,r € R, \/2r > u > r and ¢ > 0. Note that
we assume that 8 # 0 and r # 0. (The cases & = 0 or r = 0 follow by passage to the limit

when the non-zero 8 or r approaches 0.)
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(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

T 2
S 1 1 (1 _ efto —6 (S)K(S)ds)e—r(T—t)
s _ P 0 sy nptt—to)
u, (tys7x) p SZBx X —Xp€ + 2c eft"g 7202(s)K(S)dS(1 B ef;;eZ(s)Kz(s)ds) K(t) (48)
for (t,x) € [to, T] x R. In (4.8), related parameters are given by:
)
0(r) = et 4.9)
St
2BoB(t
K(f) =1+ BGS Ui} (4.10)
C2R26% (2 —2)(T—
B() = 2122(1 — e~ 2P0 (21—22)(T—1)) .
71 — e 2P (m1—2)(T—) 7 '
—(u—2r)+\/2r* — 12
.t )2[302 £ 4.12)
and
—(u—2r) —\/2r2 — 2
Bt )2602 a (4.13)
fort €1y, T).
(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:
_ ofT—0%(s)K(s)ds | m—r(T—1)
Wies =21 11 (1=¢ Je K@) (4.14)

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R and the related parameters are defined above.

Proof. In this proof, we claim that, for each pair of (¢p,xg) € [0,7] x R given and fixed,
there exists a probability measure IP;, ., under which X" is the solution of the SDE (4.3) with
initial condition X,'g = x¢. Furthermore, for X/, u € U is any admissible control we defined

in Section 4.2.

(A): Recalling the objective function, E; (X}) — ¢ Var; (X}), we note that it can be re-

arranged as:

B «(X§) — ¢ Var, »(X4) = Er o(X4) — ¢ [Brx[(X3)?) — Er x (X3)?] (4.15)
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in which term Etyx(X%)2 introduces quadratic non-linearity into this problem. Hence, to
overcome this difficulty, we condition the size of E; (X} ) by assuming E, ,(X}') = M where

M € R. This naturally leads to:

V(t,x) = sup sup {Etyx(X}f) — C[Et,x[(X%)z] — E,,X(X%)zﬂ
MER W, ,(X4)=M

= sup {M+cM2—c inf Em[(x%)z]]. (4.16)
McR wBy (X)) =M

Equation (4.16) leads to a constrained problem:

Vu(tx)=  inf | Eis [(X£)?] (4.17)
ULy x(Ar )=

where M € R given and fixed and u is any admissible control.

1. Applying Lagrange multipliers in equation (4.17), we have the following Lagrangian

function:
Ly o(u,A) =B, [(X§)?] = M[Er(XF) — M| (4.18)

in which A > 0. Solving equation (4.18) gives the optimal solution (4.17). To verify this, we

assume there exists uZ: that minimises (4.18), which leads to:
Ly (u*,\) == infL . (u,\). (4.19)
u

A
Furthermore, we assume there exists a A = A(M,t,x) > 0 such that E, ,(X;*) = M. In this

situation, we can see that:
Vin(t,x) = Lo (¥, 1) < By [(X2)?] (4.20)

for any admissible control u € U with E; ,(X}) = M, which indicates that the optimal control
A
u’ that minimises (4.18) with ELX(X;*) = M is optimal in (4.17).

2. To solve (4.18) and achieve the optimal control, we need to consider the following

optimal control problem:
V(t,5,x) = infE, . [(X#)? — AXE[S, = 5, X, = 1] (4.21)
u

where u € U is any admissible control we defined in the previous section. In this chapter,
we apply the HIB approach to achieve the candidate optimal control and then prove the op-

timality of the candidate solution by using verification theorem described in [5]. According
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to dynamic programming principle, Vx(t,s,x) can be taken as a smooth enough solution of
the following HJB system (in the following part we will see the explicit form of V* exists).
Upon the SDE (4.3), the HJB system is given by:
. 1
12f [Vz‘ +usV + Eczszszs?; + (r+ (u—r)u ) x> + 2P+ v (4.22)
1
+ Eczszﬁuzszxﬁ] =0

with terminal condition:

VMT,s,x) = x> — \x. (4.23)

In striving for the solution, we will follow the idea of [8] to introduce the technique of
Legendre transform and dual theory to convert the HIB equation into its dual equation, from

which we will be able to derive the candidate solution.

3. According to the property of quadratic equation, we obtain:

L (u—r)Vt+o2sPrvA “424)
o2s2Bxv

Substituting (4.24) back into HJB equation (4.22) we can see that:

1
VsV + Eczszwvg v — [(u—r)VF+62PBVE =0 (4.25)

20252BVA

4. In (4.25), we see a nonlinear second order partial differential equation. Hence, upon
the strictly convexity of the value function V!, we follow the work described in [27] (also
cf. [46] ) to define the following Legendre transform:

G(t,s,2) = sup [V}‘(t,s,x) — zx] (4.26)

X
in which z is the dual variable to x. Furthermore, as [54] mentioned that, for strictly convex
function V*, the maximum point of equation (4.26) will only be attained at the unique so-
lution of VA(z,s,x) = z. Furthermore, the optimal value of x that maximises G in (4.26) is

denoted by g(¢,s,z) such that:
g(t,s,2) = inf{x|V*(t,s,x) > z2x+ G(t,5,2)} (4.27)

Functions g and G are related and either of them can be seen as the dual function of V2.

It should be pointed out that g(¢,s,z) = —G,(t,s,z), and this relationship will help us to
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identify the explicit form of V*. In the following part, we will focus on analysing g to
obtain the solution. According to terminal condition at maturity, V*(T,s,x) = x> — Ax, there

are:
G(T,s,z) = sup [¥* —Ax — zx] (4.28)

and
g(T,s,z) = inf{x|x* —Ax > zx+ G(T,s,2) }. (4.29)

From (4.28) and (4.29), we can see that the optimal value x, that maximises (4.28) is attained

at VM(T, s, x) = z which leads to:

11
T s 7) = —mt 20 4.30
g(T,s,2) 52t 5 (4.30)

We have stated that the optimal value x, in (4.26) is denoted by
g(t,8,7) = x4 (4.31)
and this leads to:
G(t,s,2) = Vk(t,s,g) —z8. (4.32)

According to the transformation rules described in [27], [21] and [54], there is:

1

V=G, vr=z VA= e (4.33)
2
G? G
VA=G,, VA=G,— 22 yh_ %
s s sS sS GZZ Xs GZZ
Substituting (4.33) back into (4.25), there is:
1 — 122G

Gy +usGs + 552s23+2Gm +rgz+ % — (u—r)szGy; = 0. (4.34)

Using the relation that g(¢,s,z) = —G,(t,s,z) and differentiating G(z,s,z) with respect to z,

there is:

1 5242 (u—r)? (u—r)*,
81+ 1585+ 5075 e+ | < Gog |88t o 5 aga ga — (0 r)sags —rg =0

(4.35)

which gives a second-order linear partial differential equation.
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5. To handle (4.35), we assume the solution g(z,s,z) takes the following form:
g(t,5,2) = f(t,y)z+h(r) and y=s" (4.36)

for ¢ € [to, T| with terminal condition:

1

1
=5 hT)= (4.37)

f(T,y)

Hence, differentiating (4.36) with respect to z, s, and z respectively, we can easily receive:

g = fizth, g =f(=2B)s 'z g =f(-2B)s P, (4.38)
835 = Fin((=2B)s 712t £(—2B) (2B — 1)s™ %2,
8z = f7 8z = 0.

Substituting (4.38) back into (4.35), there is

[fi+ (2(u—2r)By + B(2B+ 1)6?) fy + 2B* 6%y fry (4.39)

(u—r)?

+ p)

y=2r)f]z+h —rh=0

from which we can easily see that:

_ 2
fot [2(u—2r)By+B(2B +1)0%] fy +2B* 6y fyy + [(“62) y—2r]f:0 (4.40)

and
h; —rh=0. (4.41)

Solving (4.41) with the terminal condition A(T) = A/2 gives:

A r(r- (4.42)

h(t) = >

fort € [to,T].
To achieve the explicit solution for f(¢,y), we follow the idea of [8] and assume that:
ft,y) = A(r)eP (4.43)

fort € [tg, T] with A(T) = 1/2 and B(T) = 0. Differentiating (4.43) and connecting it with
(4.40) gives:

A(r)dlj% +2B(u—2r)A(r)B() +2B*G*A(1)B*(t) + (”;—ZF)ZA(r) y (4.44)

+"2_Et) +B(2B -+ 1)G2A(1)B(t) — 2rA(t) = .
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The coefficient term of y and the constant term must be equal to 0. Hence, comparing and

re-arranging the coefficients of (4.44), we can find that:

df;_@ 1+ B(2B+ 1)G?A(1)B(t) — 2rA(1) = 0 (4.45)

with A(T) = 1/2. For the coefficient term of y, we can further move A(¢) out of the square

brackets, which gives:

2
‘”Z—Et) +2B(u—2r)B(r) +2B%*c?B%(1) + (u Gzr) =0 (4.46)
with B(T') = 0. We first consider (4.46) and it leads to:
dB(t) _ op2apin (M=)
i 2B(u—2r)B(t) —2B“c"B(1) 2 (4.47)

with B(T') = 0. The right-hand side can be seen as a quadratic function with respect to B(7)

and hence the discriminant of this quadratic equation is given by:
A=A4R% (217 — ). (4.48)

In order to achieve the solution of B(¢), in this chapter, we assume that § # 0 and A > 0 and

this leads to r < u < v/2r. The two distinct real roots of the quadratic equation are given by:

(U—2r)+/2r% — u?

— 4.49
<1 2602 ) ( )
and
—(u—2r) —\/2r* — 12
= ) 4.50
Hence, (4.47) leads to:
dB(t
# = —2B%¢*(B(t) —z1) (B(t) — 22) (4.51)
and there is:
! /T[ ! L | aB(s) = —2p20?(T —1) 4.52)
— s) = — — .
z21—2Jt |B(s)—z1 B(s)—2
which is a simple ODE and can be easily solved. Hence, we have:
1 — e 2B*c*(z1-22)(T—)
B = 220 =e ) (4.53)

71 — Zze—ZBzﬁz(Zl —Zz)(T—t)
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for t € [tg,T]. In this case, substituting (4.53) back into (4.45), we can solve (4.45) and

obtain:

Alt) = %e S 2r-B(2B+1)0B(1)ldr (4.54)

fort € [tp, T]. Combining (4.43) and (4.36) gives the explicit solution for g(z,s,z). Moreover,
using the relationship G(t,s,z) = V*(t,s,g) —zg, and g(t,5,z) = x = —G.(t,s,7), we can see
the existence of V* (the solution of the HIB system exists only if the value function VA

exists).

The last step is to find the optimal control for the HJB system. Under the transformation

rules given by (4.33) above, the control given by (4.24) leads to:

(:u B r)Vxx + GZSZB—H Vx7§

R R (4.55)
(u— r)g—xi + o2s2BtH1 “;—%
T chszszﬁx N
(:U —1)2Gy — 02s2B+1Gsz
o2s2Bx
—(u—r)zg. + 2Pt
c2s2Bx '

Since g(t,5,2) = f(t,y)z+h(t) with y = s~ 2B, there are:

g=f g =zcf,(—2)s P L. (4.56)

Hence, substituting (4.56) into (4.55) gives:

—(u—r)zg, +0>sP g,

u(t,s,x) = 2.6, (4.57)
_ —(u—r)zg.+ 0’ (—2B)zs Py
B o2s2Px
_ —(u—=1)[8(t,5,2) —h(1)] — 2Pc’2A(1) B(1)e® WY
B o2s2Bx
_ —(u—r)lg(t,s,2) — h(t)] — 2BS>B(1)[g(t,5,2) — h(t)]
B o2s2Bx '

As we know that h(t) = %‘e*r(T*t) and g(t,s,z) = x hence:
_ _ A —r(T—t) 2B(1)2 _ A —r(T—t)
sy D= Be ) BB e

02528y
() +2BcB() [ _ 7_" —r(T—t)]
N 02528y x

2
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for (z,s,x) € [to, T] x Ry x R.

It should be noted that, in the previous part, we assume that § # 0. As we have stated that
the constantly elasticity of variance model can be seen as a general extension of geometric
Brownian motion, we are going to show that our solution for the HIB equation holds when

B=0.If B=0, then y = 1, under which equation (4.39) reduces to:

)2
[f,+((“62r) —2r)flz+h —rh=0 (4.59)
and it can be easily seen that:
1 (pp_ w=0?Y p_
70 = e )T g p(y = Remr, (4.60)

for ¢ € [tp,T]. Hence, when 3 =0, g = fz+ h does not contain s anymore, which leads to

gs = 01n (4.55). Hence, equation (4.55) can be simplified to:

o (w=r)zge o (w=r) A ey
U=— g =t e ] (4.61)

which is the candidate optimal solution for the HIB system (4.22)-(4.23) with B = 0 (when
B=0, VSX, Vf; and V}?; vanish in (4.22)). Moreover, the optimal control given by (4.61) is
consistent with the conclusion in [43] in which the stock price follows geometric Brownian

motion. Hence, we can conclude that (4.58) holds for all values of § € R.

6. So far, we have achieved the candidate solution for the HIB system (4.22)-(4.23).
Since (4.58) only gives the candidate solution, we are going to prove it is the optimal control
to (4.22)-(4.23) so as to (4.21). To prove the optimality, using ito formula to Vx(t,s,x),

which leads to:
VMT,Sp.X8) = Ve, s,x) + /tT [Vt +p,Sp, X2 +uSpVrH(E + p,Sp, X2) (4.62)
2028, PV p Sy X0+ (- G Py KRV + .Sy )
+028, P TIX 1, VA (1 + p,Sp, X1) + %cszspzﬁuf,xgzvxﬁ(t +p,Sp,X4)]dp

T
+ /t (S, VH(t+ p, Sp X+ 0up XS, PVt + p, S, X AW,

in which u € U is any admissible control. As we have shown that V* solves the HIB equation

(4.22)-(4.23), there is:
1
[V +us, v} + Eczsﬁfmvsﬁ + (r+ (u— r)u)X vV (4.63)

1
+ oS P X VS + 5675 P XPVE] 2 0
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fort € [ty, T]. According to the terminal condition (4.23) of Vv at the maturity 7', we have:

T
X2 x4 =Vri,s,x) +/ [Vt +p,Sp, X4 +uSpVrH(E + p,Sp, X2) (4.64)
t

1
+ EGZS,,ZB*ZVs’;(t +D,8p, X) + (r+ (u—r)uy) XEVHe + p,Sp, XY

1
+028, P TIX LU, Vi (1 + p, Sp, X1) + 50231,25uf,xgzvx’;c(z +p,Sp,X2)]dp
T

+ /l (OS,PHIVAE+ p, Sy, XY) + 0upXiS, PV + p.Sp, X)) dW,.

Hence, there exists:
VAt s,x) <XE2 — AXY (4.65)
T A A
_ / (S, PTIVA(t + p, Sy, X1) + GupX S, PV (t 4 p, S, X1 W)
t

Noting that the continuous local martingale M; = ftT (oS pﬁ“vf +oupX,S pBVxX)dWP isa
strictly local martingale when § > 0. Hence, in this case, there exists a sequence of stopping

time T, such that T, 7 7 as n 1 . Then, for each ¢’ € [¢, T], the stopped process:
t' AT,
Mg, = / (S, P IVA(t+ P, S, X1) + 0upX S, PYA(t+ p, Sy, X)W, (4.66)
t
is a martingale. From (4.65), we can see there is:

VAr,s,x) <X 2 —AXY (4.67)

t' AT, t' AT,

t' AT,
- / (OSPTIVME+ p,Sp, X)) + OupXuSPVH(E+ p, Sy, X)) dW..
t
Taking expectation on the both sides of (4.67), the martingale term vanishes, which leads to:

VAt 5,x) < Boy [Xi o 2= AXE . (4.68)

t' ATy

Taking lim,,1., in the right-hand side of (4.68), there is:

Erx [X? —AX!] = Eqx LiTm(X,’anz— 4l (4.69)

t AT,
Recalling the admissibility condition:

0 <E . (X" —AX")] < oo (4.70)

max
to<t<T
for A > 0, we can apply Fatou’s lemma, which states if there exists E(Z) < o and for all

n > 1 there is X, < Z, we have:

E(limsupX,) > limsupE(Xj,) 4.71)

n—yoo n—yoo
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and this leads to:
E; {hTm( ing, — AXjing, )] > LiTIEEt’x {( ing, A )| (4.72)
Upon (4.68), inequality (4.72) leads to:
imE,., {( FIEEYS 6 )} > VMi,s,x). (4.73)
Hence, we can conclude that:
V(t,5,x) <Epy [X2 —AX)] (4.74)
which holds for any ¢’ € [¢,T]. Hence, we can conclude that:
VM(t,5,%) < By [X32 —AXE|S, = 5, X" = x]. (4.75)
Equation (4.75) holds for all admissible controls u € U, which means:
VAe,s,x) < ir;fEm[(X%)z — XS, = 5, X = x]. (4.76)

For the reverse inequality, we claim the optimal control is given by (4.58), and for the

optimal control there is:

1 .
(VA 4+ uS v+ 5025,25”\/3; + (r+ (u—r)u* )X v} (4.77)
1
+ 628Xy v 20 SPurix2vi] =0
so that:
A w2 u*
V (I,S,X) :XT —}\.XT (478)

T *
- /, (0SB IVA(t+ p, Sy, X2) + 0u"p XY VAt + p, S, X1))dW,.

Recalling (4.66)-(4.74) and taking expectation on the both sides of (4.78), we can see that

for the optimal control u*, we always have that:
VMt,5,x) = B [XE T —AXK IS, = 5,X =1, (4.79)
Therefore, we have the following trivial inequality:

infE,  [X7° — AX7|S; = 5, X; = x] <E; ([X7 kXT |S; = 5, X" :x] (4.80)
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which leads to:

VMt,s5,x) <InfE,  [XE2 — AXE|S, = s,X; = x] (4.81)
u
*2 * *
< By [XE T —AXE|S, = 5, X = x] = V1, 5,x).
Therefore, upon on the verification theorem described in [5], we can conclude that the con-
trol given by (4.58) is optimal to the HJB system (4.22)-(4.23).

7. Before we attempt to achieve the optimal value of M, we need to further simplify the

optimal control:

(u—r)+2Bc*B(r) M\ H(T—1))

u(t,s,x) = — o (x— ¢ (4.82)
o 1 A
_ 9o+ N —r(T-t)
P (x 5¢ JK(t)
in which:
2PBcB(t
K(t)=[1+ BGS (), (4.83)
fort € [ty, T]. Substituting (4.82) into SDE (4.3), there is:
2
dx!* = (rX — 8—K(t) (X4 — 7—“e—f<T—‘>])dt - EK(t) (X" — 7—“e—f<T—‘>]th (4.84)
52B 2 sP 2

with X = xo > 0. We further assume that 6 = &/ sB, which leads to:

dx" = [rX,” —0%(1)K(1)X" +0*(1)K (1) 5

5e—f<T—t>} dt— (K (1) {Xy - %e_r(T_t)} dw..
(4.85)

Taking expectation Ey , on both side of (4.85) gives:

M| >

d By« (X!") = [(r — 0 (1)K (1)) By o (X[) + 07 (1)K (t)—ef“‘)} dt  (4.86)

which can be taken as an ODE with respect to E;, ,,(X/*). Solving this ODE with the initial

condition E;y », (Xi) = xo > 0 leads to:

Et():x() (XIM) = er‘/t;) (r_e2(S)K(S))ds + %er(Tt) |:1 - e_ ftt) ez(S)K(S)dS] (4.87)

fort € |1y, T] and it is easy to verify that:

By, 1 (X4) = xpe Jig (r=62(s)K(s))ds +i-e I ez(s)K(s)ds] ‘ (4.88)

| >
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According to E; ((X}}) = M, there is:

M — xgelio TR | % —c N 92(S)K(s)d5} (4.89)
which gives:
i (r=67(s)K(s))ds
= 2UM —xoeto ] (4.90)

l—e ft}; 02(s)K(s)ds
To determine the optimal value of A, we need to achieve E; , (ij52)_ Hence, applying Ito’s

formula to (4.85) gives:

dX!" =|[2r 4 0%(1)(K*(1) — 2K (1))] X" (4.91)

A
— 02 (e T TY(K2 (1) — K (1)) X" + 02(t) (Ee_r(T_t)K(t))z dt
A
—20(1) (X} — Ee_r(T_t))K(t)X}lth
where X,’(‘)2 = x%. In the chapter, we only need to consider the case the time is at the maturity

T, hence, setting t = T and taking expectation on the both side of (4.91), and solving the

corresponding ODE gives:
T82(s5)(K2(s)— s))ds (T— 7‘
Et07x0(X7,f2) —oJig O (5) (K2 (5)=2K(s))d (xo¢ (T—ty) 5)2 (4.92)
+ A,eft;l; —Gz(s)K(S)dS(XOer(Tfto) o %) 4 )\'ZZ

Inserting (4.90) into (4.92), we can easily see that (4.17) is given by:

1 [T02(s)(K(s)>—2K(s))ds [T —02(s)K(s)ds 2
V(1 5 — 0 —2e’l +1)M
m(10,X0) o T R (e e )
(4.93)
n (2err(T_tO)e Jit ~20%(s)K(s)ds _ 2xpe T 0e Je 92(5)(K2(s)—2K(s))dS) M
22 (T0) (eﬂg 07(s)(K?(5)—2K(s))ds _ _Jg 292(S)K(S)d5)] '
Substituting (4.93) into (4.16), there is:
1 [T 02(s)(K(s)>—2K(s))ds [T —02(s)K(s)ds 2
Vi(tg,x0) =c|1— ‘0 —2e’0 +1)|M
( 0 XO) ¢ [ (1 B eftg 762(S)K(s)ds)2 (e ¢ )
(4.94)
i czchoefz(T‘O) g 2K _ o 1)) -2K()dsy |y
(1— elio —® (S)K(S)ds)z
exge?r(T-t) IO (2(5)-2K()ds [ A

(1= o POKEEY



100 CHAPTER 4. PORTFOLIO SELECTION UNDER CEV MODEL

The value function given by (4.94) is a quadratic function with respect to M. Recalling the
property of quadratic function, we can see that the optimal value of V(fy,xp) is attainable

only if

1 JTO2(5)(K(s)2—2K(9))ds -, [T —62(s)K(s)ds
1 — to _ 2 to 1 < O 4.95
: (1 — ey POKES) . ¢ +1)] <0 @495

otherwise the optimal value of V(fy,xp) is not attainable. Inequality (4.95) implies that:

e KOs (4.96)

which always holds and (4.94) has a strictly negative coefficient for the quadratic term M?.

By using the property of quadratic function, we see that the optimal value of M is achieved

at:
T g2
1 1— Jig —0°(s)K(s)ds\2
M. = xoe T — (2 ° — ) — (4.97)
c eflo -26 (s)K(s)ds[l . eftoe (s)K (s)ds]
Inserting (4.97) into (4.90), we obtain that:
T g2
1 1— Jir —07(3)K(s)ds
Ae = 2xpe"T00) — — 2( ° — ) — (4.98)
C efto -26 (s)K(s)ds(1 . eflo 02(s)K (s)ds)
Recalling (4.98) and (4.82), we receive the optimal control given by:
T 2
511 1 (1— efto —6 (S)K(S)ds)e—r(T—t)
S(t,5,x) = ————— | x —xpe" 70 4 — K(t) (4.99
I/l*( as7x> o 2B x X —X0€ + 2c eftz)' —292(S)K(S)d5(1 _ eﬁgez(S)Kz(S)dS) ( ) ( )

which confirms (4.8). In (4.99), it is clear that the optimal control is related to the initial
status (tp,xp), and following the previous definition, we name this optimal control as the

statically optimal control.

(B) In the following part, we are going to consider the dynamically optimal control.
As we claim that the dynamically optimal control is equal to the statically optimal control
with the same initial state (z,x), replacing xo and #p by x and ¢ in (4.99) gives the candidate

dynamically optimal control:

ul(t,5,x) = ———=— K(r). (4.100)

and u?(T,s,x) :=lim,_,7 u¢(t,s,x). To prove the optimality of (4.100), we set that u?(zg, xo) =
w(to,xo), w(to,x0) = u(to, o), and v(tg, xo) for any admissible such that v(to,x) # u? (19, o).

For a dynamically optimal control, the following relationship must hold:

Vin(t0,X0) := Bz xo (XT') — ¢ Vary, x, (X7') > By x, (X7) — ¢ Vary, x, (X7) =: Vi (fo,x0) (4.101)
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for any (9,x0) € [0,T] x R based upon the fact that V,,(to,x0) = V(t9,x0) and w(to,xo) is

statically optimal in (4.8).

8. To verify (4.101), we set E; ,(X}) = M,. For w, there is E; ,(X}') = M. and the
value of M, is given by (4.97). Let us consider the case when M, # M, firstly. Equation
(4.94) is a quadratic function with respect to M, which indicates that the optimal value of

M., is uniquely determined. Hence, there is:

Vi (t0,%0) (4.102)
N 1 (e Jig @ () (K(5)*=2K(s))ds _ 5 iy —0%(s)K(s)ds +1) M2
(1 — eho P (EK()dsy2

e 2xge’(T-1) (eftg 262 (5)K(s)ds 62(5) (K2(5) 2K (5))ds |y

(1 — el ~POKE) '
B cexde?(T—t) S0 (S (K2(9)2K())ds _ _f ~20%(s)K(s)ds

(1 — eho ~FOKEEs)
_ 1 SO (5)(K(s)=2K(s)ds __ o fib —2(s)K(s)ds >

- [1 (1— eﬁg —62(s)K(s)ds)2 (e ! 2e * 1) My
iz czxoer(T’t") (e ftg —20%(s)K(s)ds R f; 02(s)(K2(s)—2K(s))ds )M,

(1 —efo " EK (Y

Cx(%le(T—to) (eft(l)" 02 (s)(K2(s)—2K(s))ds _ eft}; —292(s)K(S)ds)

B (1— o —ez(s)K(S)ds)z

- Vv(tO,.xO).

In (4.102), the strictly inequality always holds since M, is the unique maximum point of the
quadratic function of M. Hence, we can conclude that (4.101) exists when M, # M,,. Next,
we need to consider optimality of w when M, = M,. Recalling (4.21) and (4.98), we first

claim the following relation:

V2™ (10,50,%0) 1= Egg o [(XF)?* = M XF[Siy = 50, X = x0] (4.103)

> Epxo [(XF)? = MXP|Si = 50, X, = x0] =2V (to, 50, %0).-

Recalling the terminal condition (4.23) of the HIB equation and applying Ito formula, we



102 CHAPTER 4. PORTFOLIO SELECTION UNDER CEV MODEL
receive that:

X2 - N XY =V (T, S, XP) (4.104)

T
= V™ (10,50,%0) + | VD, Sp,X2) + 1SV (p, Sy, X))

To

1
+ 5028 PRV (P, 5, X)) + (r+ (= r)vp) X Vi (P Sp. X))

1
+628, X0 VA (p, Sy, X0) + Eczspzﬁvf,xgzvxﬁ( p.Sp. X)) dp
T A A
+ [ (08P TV, Sp. X)) +ovp XS PV, Sy, X)) dW,
]
in which A, is given by (4.98). In (4.104), the integrand term:
T A A
Ar= [ VAP X)) +uS,VE (0.5, ;) (4.105)

0

1
+50° 8PV (D, Sp, Xp) + (4 (= r)vp) XV (p,8p. X))

1
+ 625P2I3+1X1‘;VPV)C}; (pv SP7X]‘7}) + Eczspzﬁvingzvx};c(py SP,XI‘,})} dp

is non-negative because of (4.22) with A = A,. Taking E,, ,, on the both side of (4.104),

there is:
Ero [X1°—MX7] = Vi (t0,50,%0) (4.106)
T
= V™ (10,50,%0) + Brgy | [V, Sy X;) SV, )
fo

1
+ EGZSp2B+2‘/s}§(P75p,X;) + (r+ (u— ”)Vp)X;‘;Vx)L(PaSp,X;)

1
+028, P TIX I, VA (p, Sy, X)) + 5025,,2%,2,;(;21/;;( P,Sp.X3)]dp
T
+Exo /t (OS,PHVM (P, S, X)) + 0, XS, PV (p, S, X2))dW,.
0

Since we have known that v(t, sg,x0) # w(to,S0,%0), we can further define a region R, :=
[to,t0 + €] X [s0 — €, 50 + €] X [xo — €,x0 + €] for some € > 0 small enough such thatfp+€ < T
and so — € > 0. Upon the continuity of v and w, there is v(z,s,x) # w(z,s,x) for any choice
of (z,5,x) € Re. Moreover, from (4.22), a quadratic function of u, we can see that w(t, s, x)
is the unique minimum point with A = A, evaluated at each set of (,s,x) € [0,T] x Ry x R.

Hence, we can see that the value of € can be chosen small enough to meet:

1

1
+ sy Eczszﬁvzsz,?}*] >E>0
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where & is a constant given and fixed and (z,s,x) € Re. Hence, setting Te = inf{z € [fo,7) +

€]|(z,5;,X)) ¢ Re}, we can see that:

va* (l‘(),S(),xO) > Vx* (l‘(),S(),xO) + E,(’L'g — l‘()) (4.108)

Te
+Eiyxo / (cs,,ﬁ+1\/s’~(p,sp,xg) +csv,,xgspﬁvj(p,S,,,X;))dw,,.

1o
As we have seen in the previous part that M, = ftg (68,PT1VA +ov,X S BVMAW, is a local
martingale for ¢ € [ty, T]. Hence, there exists a sequence of stopping time T, such that t, T T
as n 1 oo. Then, in this case the stopped process M x¢, is a martingale. Hence, inequality

(4.108) leads to:
V¥ (t0,50,%0) > V™ (80, 50,%0) +&(Te ATy —10). (4.109)
Taking lim,;, in (4.109) and recalling the dominated convergence theorem, we can see that:
V™ (10,50, X0) =V™ (0, 50,%0) +&(Te — 10) > V* (20, 50, X0) (4.110)

in which the strict inequality exists as Tg > t9 with [P;, ,,—probability one because of the
continuity of X”. It should be pointed that in the case when xo = 0, we will take v(7,0)
and w(ty,x0) as v(#p,0) -0 and w(fp,x9) - 0, and (4.110) still holds in this case. Therefore, we

have verified (4.103).
9. Recalling (4.18)-(4.20) and the assumption that M, = M., there exists:
V2 (10,%0) = Ergug X2 — MM < By o [X57] — MM, (4.111)
Hence, according to equation (4.16), there exists:
M+ cM? — By 1o [X3?] > My + M2 — By o [X57] (4.112)

as M, = M,. Inequality (4.112) confirms the statement that V,,(f9,x9) > V,(f0,x0). Hence,

we conclude that u¢ = w is the dynamically optimal control as claimed. (]

In the following part, we are going to follow the idea of [43] to solve the two constrained
problems given by (4.6) and (4.7) respectively. We will see that Theorem 43.1 will play an
important part in the following proof. The main part of the following proof is consistent

with Corollary 5 and Corollary 7 in [43].

Corollary 4.2. Consider the constrained problem V(1,x) = Sup,.va,  (xi)<aErx(X7) in

which X" represents the wealth process and is the solution of the SDE (4.3) with X, = xo
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under the probability measure Py, x, for (to,xo) € [0,T] x R given and fixed and o. € (0, o).
The related risk coefficient is defined by § = (u—r)/c in which u,r € R, \/2r > u > r and
G > 0. We further assume that 8 # 0 and r # 0 in the following part. (The cases & =0 or

r = 0 follow by passage to the limit when the non-zero & or r approaches 0.)

(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

o 1

@m&@:—gﬁgk—mﬂtw (4.113)

e 1(T—t)

o \/& T T
\/(efto 02(s)(K2(s)—2K(s))ds B efto 7292(S)K(S)dS)

for (t,x) € [to, T] x R. In (4.113), the related parameters are given by:

%0=%, 4.114)
St
k) =11+ 5 9, 4.115)
. lez(l —e_zﬁzcz(ll—lz)(T—t))
B(l) = Z0 —Zze*ZBZGZ(ZrZz)(T—t) ) (4.116)
= (u=2r) 27—
o 2Bc? ) 4.117)
and
= (u=2r) = /22—
2T 2Bo? 4.118)
fort € [ty,T].

(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:

d 1 [ e 1(T-Y)
o

e K(t (4.119)
G s2Bx \/ (TSI (K(5)-2K(3))ds _ o i ~20%(5)K(s)ds )

uff(t,s,x) =

for (t,x) € [to,T] x R.

Proof. In this proof, we claim that, for each pair of (¢p,xg) € [0,7] x R given and fixed,
there exists a probability measure IP;, ., under which X" is the solution of the SDE (4.3) with
initial condition X,’g = x¢. Furthermore, for X/, u € U is any admissible control we defined

in Section 4.2.
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(A): By using Lagrange multipliers in (4.6), there exists:
Ly x(u,c) = E; x(X}) — c[ Var; x(X7) — 0] (4.120)

for ¢ > 0. Based upon Theorem 4.1, we have known that the optimal control uj given
by (4.8) maximises E; (X}') — ¢ Var, »(X;) under the constant elasticity of variance model.

Hence, we claim (4.8) with ¢ > 0 maximises (4.120). In this case, we state:
Ly x(us,c) =supL; 1 (u,c) (4.121)
u

for ¢ > 0. Furthermore, there exists ¢ = c¢(a,t,s,x) > 0 such that:

S

Var, (X;*) = 0. (4.122)
Then, for any admissible control « that satisfies Var; (X}) < o, the following relation holds:
E,VX(X;*) = L; ((u3,c) > E; (X7) — c[Var, x(X7) — o] > E; «(X7). (4.123)

This result indicates that the optimal control u¢ given by (4.8) with c(a,¢,x) > 0 is the
statically optimal control in (4.6).

According to (4.92)-(4.98), we can calculate that the variance Var, y, (X;S‘) is given by:

(1 — eftg _ez(S)K(S)dS) 2

uiy L
Vary, x, (XT ) T 42 (eftg 02(s)(K2(s)—2K(s))ds eftg *292(S)K(s)dS) . 4.124)
Setting (4.124) equal to o, we achieve the value of ¢, which is:
1 (1 . eflg fez(s)K(s)dS)
c= . (4.125)
2\/o \/ (e Ji () (K2(5)~2K(s)ds _ Jo 7262(S)K(s)ds)
Substituting (4.125) into (4.8), we obtain the statically optimal control:
o 1
u (t,s,x) = ~ 5 75, [x—xoer(t_t(’) (4.126)
e T(T-1)
—Va K(t)

\/ (e i 82(5) (K2 (5)—2K(s)ds _ Jir —292(S)K(S)ds)
which confirms (4.113) and completes the first part of the proof.

(B) Replacing #y and x( by ¢ and x in the statically optimal control (4.126), we can obtain

the candidate control u¢ given in (4.119). We claim this gives the dynamically optimal
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control for (4.6). To prove its optimality, we take any other admissible control v such that
v(to,x0) # ul (19, x0) and further assume that there exist w(to,xo) = u (o, xo) and w(tg,x0) =
u? (19, x0). With ¢ given by (4.125), it is clear that (4.101) holds, from which we can see that,

for Vary, »,(X}") = a, the following inequality holds:
E[() »X0 (X%‘/V) > Et() »X0 (X}{) —-C Vart() »X0 (X%{) Z Et() X0 (X’}i) (4' 1 27)

in which v satisfies Vary, ., (X} ) < . Hence, we can conclude that the optimal control given

by (4.119) is the dynamically optimal control for (4.6). [J

Corollary 4.3. Consider optimal control problem V,(t,x) = infg,  (xu)>y Var, x (X}) in
which X" represents the wealth process and is the solution of the SDE (4.3) with X,; = xo
under the probability measure Py, x, for (to,x0) € [0,T] X R given and fixed and y € R. The
related risk coefficient is defined by 8 = (u—r) /G in which u,r € R, \/2r > u> r and 6 > 0.
We further assume that r # 0 in the following part. (The cases d =0 or r = 0 follow by pas-
sage to the limit when the non-zero 8 or r approaches to 0.) Furthermore, we assume that

T—to)

the expectation of the terminal wealth, Y, must satisfy ¥ > xge"( . For a wise investor,

ify< x0e"T=) he can simply invest all his wealth in the riskless asset and receive zero

variance at the maturity T. Hence, in the following part, we assume that ¥ > xpe" (T-t0),

(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

S 1 —r(T—t)

o s2Bx

€
| — oo ~P(B)K(s)ds

x — x0e"70) 4 (xge (T=10) — ) K(t) (4.128)

u (t,8,x) = —

for (t,s,x) € [to,T] x Ry xR. In (4.8), the related parameters are given by:

B(t) = 5 (4.129)
P
t
K(t)=[1+ 230;3(0]7 1)
. ZlZz(l — e_23262(11—22)(T—t))
B = 21 —zZe*ZBZGZ(ZrQ)(Tft) ) (4.131)
2 = (u—2r)++/2r2 —u .

2Bc2 ’
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and

(g — _ 2 __ 42
_ —p=2r) -2 —p (4.133)

fort € [ty,T].

(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:
efr(Tft)

1 — el —8*(s)K(s)ds

K(t) (4.134)

for (t,s,x) € [to,T] x Ry xR.

Proof. In this chapter, we claim that, for each pair of (79,xp) € [0, 7] x R given and fixed,
there exists a probability measure IP;, ., under which X" is the solution of the SDE (4.3) with
initial condition Xt’g = x¢. Furthermore, for X/, u € U is any admissible control we defined

in Section 4.2.

(A): By using Lagrange multipliers in the constrained problem (4.7), there exists:
Ly x(u,c) = Var, x(X7) — c[Er+(X7) — V] (4.135)
for ¢ > 0. Re-arranging equation (4.135), the following relation holds:
in [ Var, o (XF) — €[ Ero(Xf) ~1]) = —csup [Exa(XF) - %Varm(X]”f)] beoy (4136)
Recalling Theorem 4.1, we can see that the optimal control u,% given by (4.8) maximises the
right-hand side of (4.136), which leads to:
LM(ué,c) =infL;  (u,c) (4.137)
for ¢ > 0. Furthermore, we assume exist ¢ = ¢(,t,s,x) > 0 such that:
) =7. (4.138)

Upon (4.138), we can easily see that the following relation holds:

F O —

1
Var o(X7" ) = L (s, ¢) < Var, o(X7) — c[Br o(Xf) =] < Var, «(Xf) (4.139)

1
for any admissible u such that E; (X}') > v, which indicates that u is statically optimal
1
control for (4.7). Recalling the condition that E, (X7~ ) =, there is:
[T _02(s)K(s)dsy 2
Tfto)_g (1_et0 )

2, Jig —26%(s)K (s)ds [1 e fg Gz(s)Kz(s)dS}

*—

E; (X0 ) = xpel —y (4.140)
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which leads to:

tTfZOZSsts [Testzsds
I (I R

(4.141)

¢ = 2(xpe Y)

(1— eftg —92(S)K(S)d5)2
Furthermore, substituting (4.141) back into (4.8), we receive:

e 1(T—t)

l—e f[g —02(s)K(s)ds

o 1
u, (t,s,x) = _Em [x_err(tto) + (Xoer(T—tO) —)

K(t) (4.142)

which confirms (4.128) and completes the first part of proof.

(B): Replacing #p and xq by ¢ and x in the statically optimal control (4.142), we can obtain
the control u¢ given by:

S 1 —r(T—t)

uf(t,s,x) = T _oR. [(xer(Tt) _Y) °

1 — eif —62(s)K(s)ds

K(t). (4.143)

We claim this gives the dynamically optimal control for (4.7). To prove its optimality, we
take any other admissible control v such that v(zg,x0) # ué(to,xo) and Esx,(X}) > v and
assume w(to,x0) = uS (to,x0) and w(t,xo) = u?(to,xo) such that Ey, , (X}) = v. Hence, we
can see that (4.101) holds with ¢ given by (4.141). Since E;, 1, (X}') =V, it can be easily seen
that (4.101) leads to:

1
Vatiyag (X7) < — [Y = Bagag (XF) + € Vati g (X7)] < Vet (X7) (4.144)

in which E;, ,,(X7) > v and c is given by (4.141). This indicates that the optimal control

given by (4.143) is the dynamically optimal control we are looking for. []

Remark 4.4. As we have mentioned that when 3 > 0, the solution of (4.2) is a strict
local martingale. A similar conclusion can be also observed in the solution of (4.3), X7,
which indicates that the self-financing portfolio may admit arbitrage opportunity. However,
Theorem 4.1 will give the statically optimal control and the dynamically optimal control re-
gardless of the existence or not of arbitrage opportunity which, to the best of our knowledge,

has not been discussed previously in the time-consistent control area.

Remark 4.5. In Theorem 4.1, we obtain both the statically and dynamically optimal
controls, which are time-inconsistent and time-consistent respectively. Moreover, Theorem
4.1 gives a general solution for different values of the elasticity parameter of the CEV model
in the mean-variance portfolio selection problem. As we stated above, in the case when

B = 0, the CEV model (4.2) reduces to geometric Brownian motion, under which Theorem
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4.1 will give the same solution as [43]. However, comparing with the conclusion in [43], we
can note that Theorem 4.1 in this chapter constrains the value of y, i.e. 0 < u < \/Er, which
is not observed in [43].

Moreover, it should be noted that in the case [ # 0, both the static and dynamic optimal-
ities depend on the current value of the risky asset as there exists a term 1/ 528 in (4.8) and
(4.14). If B < 0, the investor will be suggested that keep increasing the weight of the risky
asset if the price of the risky asset goes up. Contrarily, the investor will reduce the weight
of risky asset alongside with the decrease of the risky asset price. Moreover, if B > 0, the
optimal strategies in Theorem 4.1 would suggest that the investor reduces the weight on
the risky asset when the stock price increases and increase the weight as the stock price
decreases. This phenomenon is not observed in the previous study [43] under geometric
Brownian motion.

The reason behind this phenomenon is that in the constant elasticity of variance model
4.2), (SStB represents the instantaneous volatility of the stock, and the change of the instan-
taneous volatility will impact the investor behaviour. By setting the case where B < 0 as an
example, we can see that the instantaneous volatility reduces alongside the increase of the
stock price, which leads to the decrease of risk of investing in this risky asset and makes
the investor more willing to invest [10]. Contrarily, the decrease of the stock price will
lead to the higher instantaneous volatility, which makes the risky asset less favourable to the

investor.

4.4 Numerical analysis

In this section, we are providing numerical results for both the static optimality and dynamic

optimality under the constant elasticity of variance model.

1. Firstly, we simulate both the statically optimal control and dynamically optimal con-
trol from Theorem 4.1 with respect to different values of  and compare the difference
when we change the values of the current wealth of the portfolio and the current stock
price. In Figure 4.1, we set X} = 1.8 and S; = 1.2 and plot both controls, (4.8) and (4.14),
with B € [—3,7]. Both strategies exhibit monotonicity and approach to 0 when [ gets large
enough. It is evident that both strategies suggest the investor avoid investing in the risky

asset when [3 gets larger. This fact is consistent with the analysis we made in Remark 4.5
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Figure 4.1: This is the simulation of statically optimal control (4.8) and dynamically optimal
control (4.14) with respect to different values of § € [—3,7] when d =0.15,1 =0, T =1,
t=05x=1,c=15s=12,u=0.13,r=0.1,6 =0.2,x = 1.8 and s9 = 0.8.
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Figure 4.2: This is the simulation of statically optimal control (4.8) and dynamically optimal
control (4.14) with respect to different values of B € [—3,7] when § =0.15,7 =0, T =1,
t=05x=1,c=15,s=2,u=0.13,r=0.1,6 =0.2, x= 1.8 and 5o = 0.8.
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as larger positive values of § will lead to larger instantaneous volatility of the risky assets,
which makes the risky asset less favourable to the investor. However, the dynamic optimal-
ity encourages the investor to hold large a amount of risky asset when 3 is small while the
static optimality suggests that the investor should short-sell the risky asset. This indicates
that the static investor and dynamic investor have opposite views of the future trend of the
risky asset when the current wealth of the portfolio is sufficiently larger than the current
stock price.

However, the static optimality changes its speculation on the decline of the risky stock
when the current price of the risky asset exceeds the current value of the wealth process.
This is reflected in Figure 4.2, in which we still set X} = 1.8 but increase S; to 2.0. We can
see that the static optimality changes its short-selling strategy and greatly encourages the
investor to hold a long position in the risky asset when 3 is small enough. Furthermore, in
Figure 4.2 and we can see that the plots of statically optimal control with respect to different
values of B lose the monotonicity, and the plot will never become monotonic again when
we keep increasing the value of S;. Figure 4.2 also indicates that the static optimality will
suggest the investor take a long position only if the value of B is small enough when the
current stock price is higher than the current portfolio wealth.

Besides, it should be pointed out that the dynamic optimality holds the monotonicity no
matter which value we choose for X' and S;. Moreover, the dynamically optimal control
will always give positive value as long as the current wealth process stays positive, which
can also be seen in the dynamic optimality of [Theorem 3, [43]].

Note that 0 < S; < 1 will lead to a reversed conclusion and we will observe the positive
value of B will increase the value of both controls. This phenomenon is exhibited in Figure

4.3 below and we will omit further discussion here.

2. Theorem 4.1 naturally comes up with a question about which strategy will lead to
better performance. In [43], they mentioned that comparing E;, »,(X3) and E; , (Xf‘f ) gives
the insight into the performance of those two strategies. Since we do not achieve the explicit
solution for the wealth process in this problem, a theoretical comparison will not be feasible.
By using Python, we can still have an intuitive comparison by simulating the wealth process
and taking the terminal value X7 (in the case if X7 is not well-defined, we take the value of
X; at the second to the last point of time). In Table 4.1 and Table 4.2, we display the sample z

and sample variance m for both strategies respectively when we fix the value of risk aversion
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Figure 4.3: The first figure the simulation of statically optimal control (4.8) and dynamically
optimal control (4.14) with respect to different values of B € [—3,7] when S; = 0.8. And
the second figure is the simulation of both strategies when S; = 0.7. The rest parameters
are givenby 8 =0.15,40=0,T=1,t1=0.5,xp=1,c=1.5,5s=12, u=0.13, r = 0.1,
6=0.2,x=1.8and sy = 0.8.
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rate and only consider the impact of changing the value of 3. When 3 < 0, we can see that
the static sample mean * and the dynamic sample mean &’ increase as B decreases. This
indicates that reducing the value of § will enhance the performance of both strategies. Also,
for both optimalities, we see that the sample variance /m* and /m¢ increases as B decreases,
which indicates that the portfolio has larger fluctuation when f3 is small. However, when 3
is positive, we do not observe the obvious pattern. In the data we exhibited in Table 4.1,
the performance of static optimality seems to increase as [ increases, however, during our
numerical analysis, we also observed the sample mean &’ is always around 2.62 no matter the
change of the value of B. For the dynamic optimality, we can observe a similar conclusion
that ,Ezd fluctuates around 2.62-2.63, in which the small fluctuation of the sample mean can
be the estimation error and does not show the clear trend in Table 4.2. A possible reason
is that, in Figure 4.1, we have seen that when we set other parameters fixed, increasing the
value of B will leads to less portion of wealth invested in the risky asset. From Figure 4.1,
we can see that the difference between each value of controls with respect to different values
of positive values of [ is getting smaller and smaller as [ increases. This action naturally
leads to the fact that the impact of B becomes less important as B gets positively large.
Besides analysing the impact of B, we need to consider the impact of the risk aversion
rate. In the previous two chapters, we have seen that the statically optimal control gives
better performance when risk aversion rate is large while the dynamically optimal control
performs better when risk aversion rate is small. Hence, we can verify if this is still valid
under the existence of 3. In Table 4.4 and Table 4.5, it is clear this pattern is still valid under

the CEV model.

3. As we have stated the conclusion of this chapter is connected to the previous work
in [43]. Hence, it would be interesting to further consider whether the remaining features
will be consistent or not. The Remark 6 of [43] states that the dynamically optimal control
outperforms the statically optimal control no matter the value of o.. Hence, we simulate the
static and dynamic optimalities for B = 0.5 and f = —0.5 respectively as the result may be
different. Overall, in Table 4.7 and 4.8, we can see that for both cases where 3 > 0 and
B < 0, the sample mean & increases as o increases while in Table 4.9 and Table 4.10, the
sample mean fi decreases as o increases. It should be pointed out that during the simulation
we note some outliers because the variance gets larger when o increases, especially when

o > 5. Overall, from the repeated simulation, we can say that the pattern we summarised
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Constant elasticity parameter § Sample mean ° Sample variance m°*

0.5 2.61062483 0.01483325
1.0 2.61446869 0.00993458
1.5 2.62925411 0.01138159
2.0 2.61053020 0.01377599
-0.5 2.68152529 0.01943475
-1.0 2.69867464 0.03021396
-1.5 2.70934189 0.03925163
-2.0 2.78258761 0.06728610

Table 4.1: Simulation for the static optimality for the unconstrained problem (4.4) with

respect to different values of .

Constant elasticity parameter B Sample mean & Sample variance 7

d

0.5 2.62470524 0.01356741
1.0 2.62734534 0.01381014
L.5 2.63923725 0.01402407
2.0 2.63204450 0.01775903
-0.5 2.66738856 0.01943141
-1.0 2.67906846 0.02403912
-1.5 2.73516401 0.03520119
-2.0 2.74193316 0.05436461

Table 4.2: Simulation for the dynamic optimality for the unconstrained problem (4.4) with

respect to different values of f3.

(Note the related parameters are given by c =1, u=0.42,6=0.5,=0.24,x0=2,r=0.3,T =1,

and 7y = 0, and the sample size is 500.)
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Risk aversion rate ¢

Sample mean i

Sample variance m*

1.0 2.64599609 0.01957113
2.0 2.69329501 0.08572060
3.0 272763762 0.17225738
4.0 2.74301822 0.33851057
5.0 2.81776247 0.54094099
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Table 4.4: Simulation for the static optimality for the unconstrained problem (4.4) with
respect to different values of risk aversion rate c.

Risk aversion rate ¢ Sample mean ¢ Sample variance

1.0 2.62814150 0.02193587
2.0 2.61783110 0.00428679
3.0 2.61741930 0.00213929
4.0 2.61255116 0.00158992
5.0 2.61116038 0.00090385

Table 4.5: Simulation for the dynamic optimality for the unconstrained problem (4.4) with
respect to different values of risk aversion rate c.

(Note the related parameters are given by B = —0.5, u=0.42,6=0.5,8=0.24, xo =2, r=0.3,
T =1, and fy = 0, and the sample size is 500.)

above exists. Furthermore, different from the Corollary 5 and Remark 6 of [43], Table 4.7-
Table 4.10 indicate that the statically optimal control leads to a larger sample mean than
the dynamically optimal control for each o given and fixed under the existence of B (no
matter B > 0 or B < 0). If f =0, i.e. we have the same conclusion as Remark 6 in [43], the
performance of dynamically optimal control will be enhanced as the value of o increases
and the dynamic optimality will always outperform the static optimality. To illustrate this,
we can see that i =2.96160378 < 3.09161328 = i where o = 1.0 and the rest parameters
are the same as Table 4.7 (further details can be seen in Remark 6 of [43]).

In Table 4.12 and Table 4.13, we compare the performance of both strategies when
o = 1.5 given and fixed. We can see that the sample mean of static optimality i* increases
as B decreases when B < 0 while under the same condition, the dynamic sample mean
decreases as B decreases. This observation is different from the unconstrained cases we
discussed above as in the unconstrained case, the dynamic sample mean will increase as
B decreases (See Table 4.2). However, similar to the unconstrained case, the impact of
changing the value of B is not clear when 3 > 0. Both static and dynamic optimalities do
not exhibit a clear trend when B changes.

4. One of the signature features in [43] is they found that in the second constrained
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Value of @ Sample mean ii* Sample variance m°

1.0 2.86602056 1.18481662
2.0 3.16744231 4.41832150
3.0 3.70824406 9.36560057
4.0 4.00497455 15.2273346
5.0 4.42380723 25.2066747

Table 4.7: Simulation for the static optimality for the constrained problem (4.6) with respect

to different values of oo when § = —0.5.

Value of & Sample mean &° Sample variance m’*

1.0 2.75094761 0.90511299
2.0 3.18443270 3.55295247
3.0 3.17571402 8.55327903
4.0 3.59177485 13.1009796
5.0 3.80025886 21.4758423

Table 4.8: Simulation for the static optimality for the constrained problem (4.6) with respect

to different values of o when 3 = 0.5.

o Sample mean #¢ Sample variance 7

d

1.0 2.23340726 2.97032191
2.0 1.98558919 5.07249573
3.0 1.87565230 8.05671545
4.0 1.41277075 14.8796356
5.0 1.41752098 13.3131525

Table 4.9: Simulation for the dynamic optimality for the constrained problem (4.6) with
respect to different values of a when B = —0.5.

o Sample mean i Sample variance i

d

1.0 2.41409850 3.42276108
2.0 2.19476116 7.22315804
3.0 2.16837756 11.5996044
4.0 1.64161181 12.7549176
5.0 1.29378455 15.4335927

Table 4.10: Simulation for the dynamic optimality for the constrained problem (4.6) with
respect to different values of o when 3 = 0.5.

(Note the related parameters are given by u=0.42,6=0.5,6=0.24,x0=2,r=0.3,T =1, and
to = 0, and the sample size is 500.)
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Constant elasticity parameter  Sample mean &*

Sample variance m®

0.5 2.87239412 2.10452625
1.0 2.86719573 2.15100396
1.5 2.95696529 2.15138499
2.0 2.97882478 2.09266052
2.5 2.89095134 1.93238464
-0.5 3.07163719 2.14170722
-1.0 3.09705684 2.10295568
-1.5 3.29234736 1.93498371
-2.0 3.46335088 1.75473028
-2.5 3.58664467 1.92066183
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Table 4.12: Simulation for the static optimality for the constrained problem (4.6) with re-

spect to different values of 3.

Constant elasticity parameter B Sample mean @ Sample variance

d

0.5 2.27878837 4.68378032
1.0 2.27102544 6.02839513
1.5 2.25863679 6.62607662
2.0 2.03398082 7.57049577
2.5 244191787 9.35754574
-0.5 2.03462623 4.20363618
-1.0 1.95745851 4.18232359
-1.5 1.62370682 3.27018855
-2.0 1.61124399 3.94882739
-2.5 1.61752095 3.09954539

Table 4.13: Simulation for the dynamic optimality for the constrained problem (4.6) with

respect to different values of .

(Note the related parameters are given by oo = 1.5, u=0.42, 6 = 0.5, d = 0.24, xo =2, r = 0.3,

T =1, and 1y = 0, and the sample size is 500.)
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problem, the dynamically optimal control drives the wealth strictly below 7 for 7 € [to, T
and achieves X% = v at maturity (cf. Corollary 7 of [43]). Actually, in Corollary 4.5, the dy-
namically optimal control will also exhibit the similar behaviour under the CEV model. In
Figure 4.4, we simulate both optimal wealth processes. We can clearly see that the dynam-
ically wealth process will stay below v strictly and converges to y only when ¢ approaches
to the maturity time 7. For the static case, X’ can move with no restriction, and this ob-
servation is consistent with Remark 8 in [43]. Upon Figure 4.4, we may summarise that
the dynamically optimal wealth process will approach [ at maturity, and this fact will be
important to evaluate the performance of both strategies in the following part.

In [43], they prove that the dynamically optimal control will outperforms the statically

optimal control for any 7 > xpe"(T~%)

. In striving for verifying this feature, we simulate both
wealth processes and collect the value of X7 at the point of time that is close to the maturity
(note we can not obtain the exact value of Xﬁ at the maturity as Python can not handle the
calculation that includes 1/0. hence, we can only take the X“ that is close to the maturity
T). Observing Table 4.15 and Table 4.16, we can note that the dynamically optimal wealth
process has significantly large sample variance /¢, and this confirms the Remark 10 of [43]
in which they prove that the variance of the dynamic wealth process fails to converge and
will approach to infinity when ¢ approaches to 7. Furthermore, from those tables, the sample
variance of the static strategy is much smaller than the dynamic case, which indicates that
the static strategy outperforms the dynamic strategy before the maturity time 7. However,
as we discussed above, the dynamic wealth process will be ¥ at the maturity almost surely,
which makes the variance of the terminal wealth equal to O in the dynamic cases. Hence, this
leads to the conclusion that the static strategy will always outperform the dynamic strategy
no matter the value of y before the maturity while at the maturity the dynamic case will

outperform the static case. It should be mentioned that the conclusions we made above are

also valid when 3 > 0, and we will omit the related details here.
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Value of Y Sample mean i Sample variance m*

1.5 1.49551189 0.20610046
2.0 1.96235656 4.58959539
2.5 2.36699180 15.5058445
3.0 243396702 58.2153450
3.5 3.92593882 103.569144

Table 4.15: Simulation for the static optimality for the constrained problem (4.7) with re-
spect to different values of Y when B = —0.5.

Value of Y Sample mean @ Sample variance m?¢
1.5 -112.509967 3.4138xe"
2.0 1812.66101 2.4539xe?
2.5 -267103.793 1.2698 xe!3
3.0 -532276.116 5.0491 xe'3
3.5 860653.124 6.2851 xe!3

Table 4.16: Simulation for the dynamic optimality for the constrained problem (4.7) with
respect to different values of y when 3 = —0.5.

(Note the related parameters are given by u=0.42,6=0.5,6=0.24,x0=2,r=0.3, T =1, and
to = 0, and the sample size is 500.)

2_
1_
v t > X§
_1_
_2 T L] L]
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
2.0 1
1.5 -
1.0 1
t - X2
0.5 -
0.0
—05’ T T T T T
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

Figure 4.4: This is the simulation of the statically optimal wealth process X; and dynami-
cally optimal wealth process Xtd when =—-1,0=024,10=0,T =1, x0 =2, c = 1.01,
u=2042,r=0.3,6=0.5,y=2, and 59 = 0.8.



Chapter 5

Optimal Mean-Variance Portfolio

Selection under Partial Information

5.1 Introduction

In financial markets, the investor, especially the individual investor, can only access limited
information to make decisions. For the individual investor, it may not be possible for them to
fully analyse and access financial statements and other such materials. Most of the time, they
can only observe the stock price up to the current time. Observing this fact motivates us to
further explore the application portfolio theory in such a situation. Hence, in this chapter, we
are going to consider another scenario where the only information available for the investor
is the stock price. This condition leads to the portfolio selection under partial information
and it has financial meaning. Like the previous chapters, the target of this chapter is to solve
the nonlinear mean-variance portfolio selection problem and obtain both time inconsistent
and time-consistent solutions.

There are some previous studies that consider the portfolio selection under partial infor-
mation. Studies [28] and [29] consider the optimal consumption and investment problem
under the partial information by focusing on the utility function. In [29], Lakner finds the
optimal strategies for the logarithmic utility function and the power utility function by mar-
tingale method and notes that the optimal strategy of the logarithmic utility function can be
derived from the corresponding strategy under the full information by replacing the drift rate
by the conditional expectation of the drift under partial information, while the optimal strat-

egy of the power utility function cannot be derived by this way (cf. p86-88 of [29] for further
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details). Different from adopting martingale method, the work of [1] applies the dynamic
programming approach, i.e. the Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation, to obtain the optimal
solution of the corresponding utility function under the constraint of short-selling and bor-
rowing prohibition. It should be noted that the utility analysis does not give mean-variance
efficient strategies. For partial information in the mean-variance portfolio selection, one of
the key difficulties is that the filtering and optimisation are hard to separate, however, a sig-
nificant achievement is studied in [56], in which they come up with the separation principle
that is specifically applicable for the mean-variance portfolio problem. As stated in [56],
the separation principle enables us to replace the unknown drift rate with its optimal con-
ditional expectation in the wealth process and then solve the optimal problem with respect
to the wealth process as the full information case. The separation principle has been widely
applied in other works such as [55] and [41]. The work of [41] considers the case when the
market consists of multiple assets under partial information and handles the optimal control
from the HJB system of a linear problem by solving the corresponding Riccati equation as
well as building efficient frontier. In this chapter we will follow the idea of [41] to solve
the HJB equation and then derive both time-inconsistent and time-consistent solution for the
nonlinear problem.

Consider a financial market that offers a riskless bond and a risky stock, for which the
drift rate of the risky asset is unknown. For the investor, the only available information is the
stock price up to the current time, which forms the partial information problem. By using
the separation principle, we derive the innovation process which enables us to obtain the
wealth process that is adapted to the same filtration as the stock price process. Furthermore,
the investor aims to construct a self-financing portfolio and uses the variance as the risk
measure and variance naturally bring the quadratic nonlinearity into this problem. To han-
dle this issue, we firstly employ Lagrange multiplier to reduce the nonlinear problem into a
set of linear problems, which can be solved by HIB equation. Under the partial information
condition, the HIB equation leads to a complicated second-order partial differential equa-
tion. Different from applying the Legendre transform in the previous work, the work of [41]
describes a method which involves solving a Riccati-type ODE gives a simpler solution, and
we will follow this idea. Moreover, as we have done in the previous chapter, the solution of
the HJB equation only gives the candidate solution and its optimality will be proved by the

verification theorem described in [5]. By solving the HIB equation, we receive the optimal
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control that depends on the initial status (#9,xo), and this kind of optimal control is named
as static optimality in [43]. Furthermore, from the static optimality, we derive the time-
consistent control that only depends on the current status (¢,x), which is firstly introduced
in [43].

Similarly, in this chapter, we also consider the other two constrained cases where we

constrain the size of the expectation/variance of the wealth process respectively.

5.2 Formulation of the problem

Consider a scene where the the only available information the investor can access is the
stock price up to the current time. This naturally leads to the partial information problem.

In this case, the stock price follows:
dSt = ‘UtStdt + GStdu/; (51)

with 6 > 0 and g, represents the appreciation rate process for ¢ € [fg,T]|. For this risky
asset, we set Sy, = so for some constants sy > 0, and the standard Brownian motion W is
completely defined on (Q,F,P). For the appreciation rate process y; in (5.1), we follow the
setting in [4] (also cf. [41]) and consider that the appreciation rate process y; is a Gaussian

process that follows:
dyy = Oudt + &AW, (5.2)

in which 8 and & are given constants and W; is a standard Brownian motion defined on
(Q,F,P). Under partial information constraint, the investor can only observe the stock
price, which indicates that the only information for the investor is the stock price up to ¢.

Hence, we define:
G =0o(S(1);t<1). (5.3)

It should be pointed out that g in (5.2) can be a general process that does not need to be
G;—adapted or even [F,—adapted and hence, for the investor, he can not observe the value
of u; [56]. Hence, we further assume that W, is independent of W;. And in this chapter, we

will only consider the case when g is unknown and assume G is given and fixed.
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Besides the risky stock, there is a riskless bond available for the investor, which is de-

scribed by:
dBt = I’Btdl‘ (54)

with initial value B;, = by, where by > 0 and the riskless interest rate » € R are constants.

This investor with initial wealth xo > 0 aims to construct a self-financing portfolio by
investing these two assets and expects to maximise his wealth up to the maturity time 7' > 0.

In [5], they describe that the wealth of this self-financing portfolio will follow:
dXtM = (r+ <‘UZ — r)u[)Xtudt + GutX,"dVVt (55)

in which u; represents the percentage of wealth invested in the risky asset. To obtain the
optimal control which is also G;—measurable, we apply the separation principle studied in

[56] to convert (5.5) into:
dx/ = (r+ (d4; — r)u,) X/ dt + ou, X/'"d Z;. (5.6)

in which g, := E(i|G;) is the optimal estimator for y, and the process Z; is called the

innovation process and it is defined by:

1 1 1
dz, = —dlog$; — (i — Ecsz)dt (5.7)
where:
1
dlog$; = (u; — E<52)dz + cdW,;. (5.8)

Upon (5.2) and (5.8), we can apply Kalman-Bucy menthod described in Theorem 3 in [35],
which enables us to obtain the process for the optimal estimator y;. Hence, there is:
. . 1 .1,
dfy; = Oy dt + = (6€+v:) [dlogS; — (i — N )dt) (5.9)
— Ofudi + (&+ 1)z

fort € [1p,T] and in (5.9), term 7, represents the error of estimation and it is described by:

(Gg‘FYz)z
2

dyy = 20v; + iz - °

(5.10)

forr € [to, T]. Under those settings, we are facing the optimal filtering problem in the port-

folio selection.
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For the investor, the main problem is to consider:
V(t,x) :=supE; «(X7) — c Var; «(X7) (5.11)
u
For the admissible control # € U, it must meet the admissibility condition

w_M2_
0< max Ep X: 2} < (5.12)

where A > 0 is any given constant. Furthermore, for completeness, we define that when X; =
0, u(t,0) := u(z,0) - 0 as u(t,x) may not well defined on X; = 0. Besides the unconstrained

problem (5.11), we also attempt to consider the following two constrained cases:

Vi(t,x) = sup  E/ (X7) (5.13)
u:Var; (X§) <o

—  inf XU 14
Va(t,%) u:E,.f&%zﬁvart”‘( ") ©-14)

in which o € (0,+) and B € (xe" (T~ 4-00). In [43], it was proved that the solution of (5.11)
leads to the solution for both (5.13) and (5.14), which can be verified by applying the method
of Lagrange multipliers. In this case, choosing proper values of ¢ in (5.11) will lead to the
solution of (5.13) and (5.14). In this chapter, definitions of static optimality and dynamic

optimality are consistent with those in [43].

5.3 Solution to the unconstrained problem

In this chapter, we will explain the solution of the constrained problems. The main idea of

the proof below follows the idea in [43].

Theorem 5.1. Consider the optimal problem V (t,x) = sup,,[E; «(X}) — ¢ Var, »(X})] in
which X" represents the wealth process and is the solution of the SDE (5.6) with Xz’é = X
under the probability measure Py, x, for (to,x0) € [0,T] x R given and fixed. The related risk
coefficient is defined by 8 = (fi—r)/c in which r € R, 6 > 0, and 1 is the optimal estimator
defined in (5.9) and Y(t) is the error of estimation given by (5.10). Note that we assume that
0 #O0andr #0. (The cases & =0 or r = 0 follow by passage to the limit when the non-zero
S or r approaches 0.)
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(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

T
X 1 - 1 1— ejto —H(s)ds o
(1, i, x) = — JF(X—XO&t ) 4 o ( - h)<s)2 e "TY) (515
efto —ZH(S)dS(l —e { 0'2 dS)

x (B —r) + oK (t)(E(1) + F (1))

for (t,0y,x) € [to, T] x R x R. The related parameters are given by:
(& —r)h(t)

H(t) = = : (5.16)
h(t) = [ —r) + oK (@) (E(1) + F(1)ik )] (5.17)
in which F (t) and E(t) are continuous solutions of:

%F, OF (1) — %Kz(t)Fz(t) - é - 21?)1%) —0 (5.18)

and
E,+0E(t) —K*(1)E(1)F (1) + g - 2Iij(t)E(t) + 2ﬂé(t)F(t) =0 (5.19)

with
K(1) =&+ % (5.20)

(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:

A 1 1 1— eftT —H(s)ds o
i) =~ 5 e 5.21)
el —2H(s)ds(1_eft o2 ds)

x (B —r) + oK (t)(E(r) + F (1))

for (t,0y,x) € [to, T] x R x R. The rest parameters are given above.

Proof. In the first part of proof, we will use # and x to replace #y and xg to simplify the

proof, and any admissible control u € U follows the definition above.

(A): Firstly, we need to handle the quadratic nonlinearity introduced by the variance

term. Hence, we assume the condition E; ((X}') = M, and we can see that:
V(t,x) = sup { E; x(Xf) — ¢ Var, «(X7) } (5.22)
u

— sup {M—CELX[(X%)z] +cM2}
wE; (X})=M

=M+ cM?* — inf E, [(X%)2
c CM:EMI(X%):M{ (X171}
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where M € R. For an optimal strategy, u*, the corresponding values of M, and Varm(X;*))
form the efficient frontier when M, € [xer(T*t) ,o0). From (5.22), we can see that solving the
following constrained problem will naturally leads to the optimal solution for the uncon-

strained problem, which is:

Vi (t,x) = . i&g)_M{Em (X))} (5.23)
wE x(X7)=

Applying Lagrange multiplier in (5.23) leads to:
Lyx(u %) = Er[(X7)*] = ME,«(X7') — M] (5.24)

in which A > 0. It can be easily seen that the optimal control u*(¢,x) with A(M,z,x) > 0
such that E; ,(X}') = M will lead to:

L x(u*,A) =infL; o (u,)). (5.25)
u
Hence, achieving the control that minimises (5.24) will gives the desired optimal control for

(5.22).

1. From (5.24), we can see that the key step is to handle the following problem:
VA1) =B |6 X = X, =] (526)

where u € U is any admissible control we defined above. To further simplify the following

calculation, we see that equation (5.26) is equivalent to:
Ay o : u A 2 ~
VAt %) = infEy o | (Xf — 5)*|w = 1, X, = x| (5.27)

In the following part, we mainly focus on two things: (I) solving (5.27) by using Hamilton-
Jacobi-Bellman equation; (II) proving the optimality of the candidate solution we achieve
from the HIB equation by using verification theorem described in [5]. We firstly assume
there exists Vk(t,,&,x), a smooth enough solution of the following HIB system (in the fol-

lowing part we will see the explicit form of V* exists).

2. Recalling the SDE (5.6) and (5.9), we can derive the following HJB equation:

: N 1 Y . Y
inf [V,)‘ —I—,uGVﬂ}‘ + 5(& + E)ZVIZ}J + (r+ (2= r)u )xV + oux(E + E)V)ZIE (5.28)

1
+ Eczuzsz;;] =0
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with the terminal condition:
VMT, px) = (x—5)? (5.29)

in which y; = y1is the error of estimation of f; and we will omit the subscript ¢ in this part.

3. Seeing (5.28) is a quadratic function of u, we can easily see that the optimal control

is given by:

A A A
(@—r)Vi+oE+ )V

5.30
x62VA (-30)

u=—

To further simplify the calculation, we set that K = £ +y/c. Substituting (5.30) back into

(5.28), we can see that:

1
VM p8VE + K2V 4 vt - p-rvtiokvi]®=0. (531

2 262V [(

Equation (5.31) is a nonlinear second-order partial differential equation. Hence, to handle

this case, we further assume that:

A
z=x——e TV (5.32)
2
under which there exists:
N Ao A A —r(T—t)
H(t,j,z) =V*(t,0,z+ ¢ ). (5.33)

Differentiating H (¢, f1,z), we can see that:
LR G Ny
H =V'+ Sre A% (5.34)
and

H.=V}) H_.=V}

X XX

Hy =V}, Hy=V}, Hy="Vj (5.35)

Hence, substituting (5.34) and (5.35) back into (5.31):

~ 1 2 1 ~ HZ Hzﬁ ?
Hy - BOH 3K Hi o 72 — 5 Hee| (=) -+ 0K 2 | =0, (5.36)

We further set that:

H(t,p,x) = f(t,0)2° (5.37)
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with f(T) = 1 for all values of ii. Differentiating (5.37) with respect to ¢, fI, and z respec-

tively, there is:
H, = f,2%, Hy= fad?, Hyp= fop2®, H,=2zf, Hy=2f, Hy =22/ (5.38)

Substituting (5.38) into (5.36), there is:

. 1, . nf1?
ft—I—,qu,:,—f—EK f;,ﬂ+2rf—g (i—r)+oK R =0. (5.39)
We set that f(z, 1) is of the following form:
f(t,p) = eD(O+E(a+ 3R (5.40)

with D(T) =0, E(T) =0, and F(T) = 0. Hence, differentiating (5.40) with respect to ¢ and

[ respectively gives:

fi=(Di+Eji+ %F,fzz)f, (5.41)
fa=(E@t)+F(t)i)f, (5.42)
= [F(t)+ (E(t) + F ()], (5.43)
and
ang —E(t)+F(1)i. (5.44)
Ji

Inserting (5.41)-(5.44) into (5.39) leads to:

D; + Eji+ %F,ﬂz +OE (1) + OF (1)i? + %KzF(t) — %KZ(E(I) +F()in)? (5.45)
1 2K
+2r— g(ﬁ—r)z— (=5 )= r)(E() + F(1)ir) = 0.

Re-arranging (5.45) we can see there is a quadratic function of . Hence, in (5.45), the
coefficient of term 4 is given by:

1 1 1 2K
—F+0F(t)— -K*F*(t)— — —""F(t) =0 5.46
SE+ (1) 5 (t) R (t) (5.46)

which is an ODE with terminal condition F(T) = 0. Also, the coefficient term of j is given
by:

E, +06E(t)—K*E(1)F (1) + % - 2?KE(t) + 2%KF(t) =0 (5.47)
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which is an ODE with terminal condition E(T) = 0. The coefficient term of (5.45) is given
by:

1 1 1
Di+ 5K (6) +2r+ 5K (1) = — (1~ 6KE(1))> =0 (5.48)

with D(T') = 0. The continuous solution of (5.46), (5.47) and (5.48) forms f(¢,1). It should
be pointed out that (5.40) leads to V)?; > 0, which confirms our assumption above. Further-
more, from (5.40), (5.37) and (5.33), we can easily see the existence of v}, which confirms

our assumption for the HIB system (5.28) and (5.29).

4. Recalling (5.35) and (5.40) For the candidate optimal control (5.30), there is:

(a—r)Vi+oE+LvE
x62VA
(p—r)H +o(E+2)Hz
x02H,,
1 N A —r(T—t

u(t,fi,x) = — (5.49)

5. The next step is to prove the optimality of (5.49). Firstly, applying Ito formula to the

value function V*
VMT, o, X3 =V +/ M+ 5,0, X2 + OVt + 5,15, X 1) (5.50)
. . 1 .
(o (= r)us) XV s X3) 5K ()2 Vi (045,15, X5)

1
+ 6K (s)u Xs”V);f,(H—s,,Els,X;‘)+§qufX;‘2V>“(t+s fis, X)) ds

+/ t—|—S f1, X' ) + ougX V}b(t"i_s fis, X{)]dZs

in which u is any admissible control we defined above. Since V* solves the HJB equation

(5.28) and (5.29), we can see there is:

1 1
VA0V + (r+ (s — r)us) XEVE+ K (5)° Vi + 6K (8)u X[ Vi + 6% uZ X2V > 0.

2 N )
(5.51)
Re-calling the terminal condition (5.29), there is:
Aoy
(X = 502 > VA, +/ (145, 1, X) + Gu XUV (1 4 5, 1, XI|dZ, (5.52)

in which there exists a local martingale term M, = [" [K(s )VgL + ouX“VMdZ,. For this

local martingale, there exists a sequence of stopping time T, such that T, 1 7 as n 1 oo, under
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which for each ¢’ € [¢, T] the stopped process
1A, N N
Mope, = / K (5 V(£ + 5,015, X) + OuX VM1t 45,1, XO)dZ, (5.53)
t

is a martingale. Hence, re-calling (5.52), we can see that:

. . N
VA R,x) (X, = 5)° (5.:54)

AT,
= [ IRV 5 X+ XV 5. X2
t

Taking expectation on the both side of (5.54), the martingale term vanishes, which leads to:

A
VAt %) <Epx[(Xihne, — 5)2} . (5.55)

Taking lim,,1., in the right-hand side we could easily see that:

A : A
_)2} =Ex [}ZITIE(X%M” - 5)2} . (5.56)

Et7x [(X[L/l - 2

Recalling the admissibility condition (5.12), we can apply the Fatou lemma and receive:

) A . A
E, . [im(X/j\., — =)%] > EmE;  [(Xfne, — 5)7]. (5.57)
nfoo 2 ntoo 2
Hence, upon (5.57), we can conclude that:
Ay n u A 2
VAt fx) <Epx [(X) — 5) ] (5.58)
holds for all ¢ € [¢, T]. Hence, at the maturity, there exists:
Ay n u A 2 ~ oyl
14 (tnuax) SELX[(XT_E) |:ut::qut :X] (5.59)

which holds for any admissible control # € U. Hence, we can conclude that:

. : Aoais o
VA i, p,x) < infEy,.[(Xf — 5)2|p, = ,X" = x]. (5.60)

For the reverse inequality, we first claim that the control u* given by (5.49) is the optimal
control for the HIB sytem (5.28)-(5.29). Hence, we have
1 * *
A raA A ~ * A * A
V4 1OV + EKZVM + (r+ (= r)u)) X VE+ o' X KV, (5.61)

1 .
+ EGZuZ(X,” 2V =0
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in which K = & +y/c. Recalling (5.50), we can easily find that:

VA px) = (XK -2 /[K (t+ 5,015, X ) + U X VMt + 5,15, X d Zs.
(5.62)

Recalling (5.52)-(5.60) and taking expectation on both side of (5.62), there is:
Ao o~ 7\' ~ vu*
VA1 ,x) = B [(Xf - —) | = 1, X" = x] (5.63)

and this naturally leads to the trivial inequality:

, Ao . s Ao .
infE, (X7 — )|, Xi' =) = X; =] SE (X — 2Pl =a.X =] (5.64)

which leads to:
A, A . u A 2A A v
V(t, i, x) :lngt,X[(XT - 5) | = 1, X" = x| (5.65)
s Aoy . .
SEl(Xf = 5)7 0 =X =] = V(1. p.).
Therefore, according to the verification described in [5], we can conclude that the control

given by (5.49) is optimal for the HJB system (5.28) and (5.29).

6. For (5.49), we still need to further determine the optimal value of A*. To achieve that,

substituting (5.49) back into (5.6) gives:

X =X ) (o (6~ S0 (1) + 0K () (E() +FO)at (5.66)
oy e S ) (1) + oK) (B(1) + F(07)])d7

Taking expectation E;, , on both sides of (5.66) and re-arranging both sides gives:

dBEy « (X)) [(&—7r)+oK(t)(E(t)+ F(t)i)] u
TT =(r— 2 ) Ery o (X) (5.67)
[(@—r)+oK()(E(M)+FOD]A 1y
* o2 2e

which is an ODE with initial value By, v, (X}s) = xo. Solving this ODE gives:

Et07x0 (X[u) _ &e—r(T—t) (1 . ef‘lo fH(s)ds) + Xoer(t—to)ef% —H(s)ds (5.68)

2

where H(r) := @M and h(t) = [(5— r) + 6K (1)(E(r) + F()f)]for 1 € [t,T]. At the

maturity time 7', there is:

T T
Ey o (X7) = %(1 — eho THEEY | er(T—to)gho ~HE) (5.69)
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Under the assumption we made above, E; » (X%) = M, there is:
A T_ T_
M = 5(1 —elo H(S)ds) +xoer(T_t°)eft0 H(s)ds (5.70)

so that:

2[M - xoer(T*‘O)eftg 7H(S)ds]

A= ft}; —H(s)ds

(5.71)
1—e

To further find the optimal value of A, we need to consider E;, ,,(X4?). Applying Ito formula

to X2 and taking expectation, we can calculate that:

h2(s) 2
Et07x0 (X]sz) — ()C()er(T_tO) . %\')Zeftg —2H(S)+ ) ds + 7\’? +7\,<X()er(T_t0) _ &>CI{£ *H(S)ds.
(5.72)
Hence, substituting (5.71) into (5.72) gives:
1 T_ h(s)* T _
Vu(to,x0) = [T [ef‘o HEOFTT 11 26l H(S)ds} M? (5.73)
(I—efo )
$)2
n 1 err(T—to)e fig —2H(s)ds (1—e I8 hi, ) ds) M
(1 —eho H()s)2
1 T h(s)?
" (1 Jo H(S)ds)zx%e2r(T—to) {eﬁo e 1} '
—e l()
Hence, substituting (5.73) back into (5.22), we receive:
T h(s)? T
V(to,x0) = |c — - [eho 2O Ly peho HOS M2 (574
(1— elo —H(S)ds)z
)2
1— c [2x er(T—tQ)eftg 72H(s)ds(1 . eftg hg; ds)} M
(1— eftg —H(S)ds)z ’
(1—elo V)2

Upon the quadratic function property, we can see that the optimal value of M, is achieved

at:

| (1 _eftg—H(s)dS)2

M, = xge' (T — — (5.75)
h(s)2
2c oy ~2H(s)ds (1- oo dS)
which leads to the optimal value of A,:
ST —H(s)ds
A = 2xpe"(T10) — ! (1 et ) . (5.76)

C T T h(s)2
eft() 2H(S)dS(1 —efl() po} dg)
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Hence, this naturally lead to the optimal control, which is given by:

T
X 1 - 1 1— ejto —H(s)ds o
(1,1, x) = — ?(x—xoer(t ) 4 s ( - 3(5)2 e "(T=) (5.77)
efto —ZH(S)dS(l —e t 0'2 dS)

x [(f—r)+oK(t)(E(t)+F()p)]

and this confirms (5.15).

(B): In the following part, we are going to consider the dynamically optimal control. As
we claim that the dynamically optimal control is equivalent to the statically optimal control
with the same initial state (¢, x), replacing xo and 7y by x and 7 in (5.77) gives the candidate

dynamically optimal control:

Ti
o) —— L A=) gy
* \“ M §)2

x [(f—r)+0K(t)(E(t)+F(1)p)]

(5.78)

and u? (T, 1, x) = limy7 u’(t,1,x). Following the idea of [43] and recalling the definition of
dynamic optimality, we set there is a control w such that u?(to, xo) = w(to, xo) and w(t,xo) =
U (to, X0 ). For any admissible control such that v(ty,x) # u?(to, xo), we claim the following

relationship must hold:

Vi (t0,%0) = Egyx (X7') — ¢ Vary, xy (Xr') > By xy (X7) — ¢ Vary, 1 (X7) = Vi (f0,x0)  (5.79)

for any choice of (79, x9) € [0,T] x R.

7. To verify (5.79), we firstly consider the case when M, # M,. Since (5.74) is a
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quadratic function and the value of M, is uniquely determined, we can see that:

C

h(s)? ‘
Viu(t0,%0) = | — [eho 2O 41 —2eho OS] M2 (5.80)
(1— ef% —H(S)ds)z

Th(s
{1_ (1 ITC ()ds)2 [2xoer(T_t°)ef‘$_2H(S)ds(1 efo o )}]M*
—elo
_ ch( . 2e2(Tt0) ej;g—zH(s)#‘ff_l]
(1—elo 72
> je- - [eho ~2HE) E A 2ehy THONS) |2
(1 eﬁg—H(S)dS)z v

{1 . (1 fT,H(s)dS)z [Zxoer(T_tO)eftz O - h A)]]Mv
—e l()

TC 2e21(T—t)
(1— elo —H(S)ds)z

=
N
S}

Jo =)+

€

which confirms (5.79) when M, # M,,.

We further consider the case when M, = M,,, we claim that:

. Mooy
V" (10,10, %0) = Erpey [(X — 572y = 0, X}y = xo] (5.81)

7\’ ~ A A
> By [(X7 — 7*)2!%0 = i, X} = x0] = V™ (10, {10, %0)

in which A, is given by (5.76). Recalling the terminal condition of HIB equation (5.29) and

applying Ito formula, there is:

7\4* A T A A
(G = 5 XG )P =VM(t0,0,x0) + | [V (5,00, 5) + OBV, (5,00, X5) (582)
0

. . 1 N
(- (s = PV XY VI (5. X0) - K 52V (5,05, X7)

1

+OK (), X V5 (5,15, X)) + 5%, 2V2X2VE (5,15, X)) ] ds
T

+ [ IRV (5016, X0) + OusXU V2 (5,15, X2 Z,

]

in which the ingredient term:

T
Ar = / [V (5,15, X)) + 81,V (5,5, XY) (5.83)

fo

. A 1 .
+ (r (B — ) XV (5, 10, X0) + EK(S)zvﬂﬁf (s, 15, X))

1
+ oK (s)v, X VA [ (5.0.X)) + 50 2V2X2VE (5,15, X)) ] ds

Sx‘u
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with A = A, is non-negative because of the HIB equation (5.28). Taking expectation on the
both sides of (5.82) leads to:

) . T ) A A
By [(X7 = X)) =V (10, 10,%0) + Er / [V (5., X0) + 015V, (5. 10, X)) (5.84)
0
A . 1
+ (r+ (f1s — r)ve) X VM (s, 15, X0) +5K(s $)2Vis (5,015, X))
1
+OK () XV, (5,1, X0) + 0% 2V2X 2V (5, 15, X)) ] ds

T
+ Eto,xo / [K(S)Vﬂx* (S,‘ﬁs,st) + GVSX;VXM (SuaS,st)]dZS‘
fo

Since we have known that v(to, {19, x0) # w(to,fl0,X0), we can further define a region R, :=
[to,t0 + €] X [fio — €, {10 + €] X [xo — €,x0 + €] for some € > 0 small enough such thaty+¢& < T.
Upon the continuity of v and w, there is v(z, f1,x) # w(z, f1,x) for any choice of (z,i1,x) € Re.
Moreover, from (5.28), a quadratic function of u, we can see that w(z,[1,x) is the unique
minimum point with A = A, evaluated at each set of (¢,s,x) € [0,T] x R x R. Hence, we can

see that the value of € can be chosen small enough to meet:

V2 (5,15, X2+ OV (5,15, X2 + (7 (s — 7)uag) XUV (5, s, X2 (5.85)
1 1
+ EK(S)ZV/:?E (5,015, X + OK (8)us XV (5,15, X2 + 50 22XV (5,1, XY > B> 0

where [ is a constant given and fixed and (7,1, x) € Re. Hence, setting T = inf{z € [f9,p +

€]|(z, /17, X)) ¢ Re}, we can see that:

VM (t0, i, x0) =V (10, 10, x0) + B(Te — o) (5.86)

Te
FEa TRV (510X + 00XV (5,51, X))
fo

In the previous part that M, = [K(S)Vg”* (5,015, X)) + OV X VM (5,15, X)) |dZ; is a local

1o

martingale for 7 € [tg, T]. Hence, there exists a sequence of stopping time T, such thatt, T T
as n 1 oo. Then, in this case the stopped process M ¢, is a martingale. Hence, inequality

(5.86) leads to:
V. (t0,10,%0) >V (t0,10,%0) + B(Te — t0) > V*(t0, f10,0) (5.87)
which verifies (5.81). Recalling (5.24), we have:

V2 (10,%0) = Ergug X3 — MM < By o [X5%] — MM, (5.88)
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Hence, according to equation (5.22), there exists:
M.+ cM? — By o [X¥?] > My 4 cM? — By [ X3 (5.89)

as M, = M,. Inequality (5.89) confirms the statement that V,, (9, x9) > V,(f0,x0). Hence, we

conclude that u¢ = w is the dynamically optimal control as claimed. (J

5.4 Solution to the constrained problems

In the previous chapter, we have extended the conclusion from the unconstrained case to the
constrained case by choosing the proper value of the Lagrange multiplier. Similar work can
be done under in the partial information. Since the following proof will be consistent with
the work exhibited in [43] (see the proof of Corollary 5 and Corollary 7 for further details),
we will skip the details of the proof and focus on the core part.

Rearranging the constrained problem (5.13), we can see that:

L} (u,c) =B x(Xf) — c[Var x(X{) — 0| (5.90)

= By (X%) — ¢ Var, +(X%) + ca.

In (5.90), we can see that the optimal control given by Theorem 5.1 meeting Vary, , (X7') = o
is the optimal control that maximises (5.13). Hence, recalling (5.69), (5.72), and (5.76), we
see that the variance is given by:

1 (1 _eflz—H(s)dS)Z

Vary, «,(X7) = — . (5.91)
0.%0 4¢2 (e fg—2H(s)ds _ ft —2H(s)+hi#dS)

Setting (5.91) equal to «, there is:
1 |_e Jig —H(s)ds

pu— 2 : .
2y \/ef% “2H(s)ds _ _fg —2H(s)+ " $s

C

(5.92)

Substituting (5.92) into Theorem 5.1 we receive the following Corollary.

Corollary 5.2. Consider the optimal problem Vi(t,x) = SUpP,.var, ,(x#)<a Erx(X7) in
which X" represents the wealth process and is the solution of the SDE (5.6) with X;; = xo
under the probability measure Py, x, for (to,x0) € [0,T] x R given and fixed. The related risk

coefficient is defined by 8 = (fi—r)/c in which r € R, 6 > 0, and 1 is the optimal estimator
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defined in (5.9) and y(t) is the error of estimation given by (5.10). Note that we assume that
0# 0 and r #0. (The cases & =0 or r = 0 follow by passage to the limit when the non-zero
d or r approaches 0.)

(A) The statically optimal control is given by:
1

e 1(T-1)
BT (x —x0e' + Vo ) (5.93)
X02 \/ef‘g —2H(s)ds eftg _ZH(S)JFhi(zS) ds

x [(f—r)+oK(t)(E(t) +F()i)]

for (t,0,x) € [to, T] x R x R. The related parameters are given by:

H(t) = (”_(:# (5.94)

and

h(t) = [(A—r) + oK () (E () + F(0)R) (595)
in which F(t) and E(t) are continuous solutions of:
1 I oaa 1 2K(@)
EF,+9F(t)—§K(t) F (r)—g— S F(1)=0 (5.96)
and
E,+0E(t) — K(1)2E()F (1) + % - 2Ii(t)E(t) n %%U)F(t) —0 (597
with
_ Y
K(t) =&+ 1. (5.98)

(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:

\/_ e—r(T—t) .
(o) o
e —2H(s)ds _ gJi ~2H(s)+75ds

< [(a—r) + SK(1) (1) + F(1)2)]

R 1
uff(t,,u,x) = )F

for (t,0,x) € [to, T] x R x R. The rest parameters are given above.

For the other constrained problem (5.14), applying Lagrangian multiplier in (5.14) yields:

Ly x(u,c) = Varr x(X7) — ¢ [Erx(Xf) — B] (5.100)
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for ¢ > 0. Re-arranging equation (5.100) yields:
. u u u 1 u
1rulf [ Var; »(X7) — c[Erx(Xf) — B]) = —csup [E;«(X7) — ZVar,yx(XT)} +cB. (5.101)
u

In (5.101), it can be seen that the optimal control Theorem 5.1 meeting E;, ., (X}) = B will

be the optimal control for (5.14). Recalling (5.75), we receive that:

1 ( Jg —2H(s)ds __fio —2H(s)+hi(25>d3)
D (B —xpe T ©
C

5.102
(1— eftg *H(S)ds)z ( )

Substituting (5.102) back into (5.15)-(5.21) leads to the following corollary.

Corollary 5.3. Consider the optimal problem V5 (t,x) = inf, g, (xu)>p Var; x(X7) in which
X" represents the wealth process and is the solution of the SDE (5.6) with X;; = xo under
the probability measure Py, ., for (ty,xo0) € [0,T] x R given and fixed. The related risk co-
efficient is defined by & = (fi—r)/c in which r € R, 6 > 0, and j1 is the optimal estimator
defined in (5.9) and y(t) is the error of estimation given by (5.10). Note that we assume that
d#0andr +#0. (The cases & =0 or r = 0 follow by passage to the limit when the non-zero
d or r approaches 0.)

(A) The statically optimal control is given by:

u, (t,f1,x) = — L(x—)c el0) — (B — xoe(T~)) e 1Y ) (5.103)
o xG2 0 0 (1 —eftz —H(s)ds) )

x [(B—r)+oK(t)(E(t) +F()i)]

for (t,i,x) € [to, T] x R x R. The related parameters are given by:

H(r) = % (5.104)

and

h(t) = [(a— 1) + K (1) (E() + F(1)p)] (5.105)
in which F(t) and E(t) are continuous solutions of:
%F, OF (1) — %K(t)2F2(t) - é - 2[?)10(;) —0 (5.106)
and
E +0E(t) — K(PEWF () + 2 — KW gy KO oy g (5.107)

o2 c c
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_ Y

(B) The dynamically optimal control is given by:

e 1(T—t)

1
d A _ _ r(T—to)
Uy (lnuax) T o2 (B X0¢€ ) (1 - efl"g_H(s)ds)

x [(f—r)+oK(t)(E(t)+F()p)]

for (t,0,x) € [to, T] x R x R. The rest parameters are given above.

139

(5.108)

(5.109)
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