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AN EXPANSION IN THE MODEL SPACE IN THE CONTEXT OF
UTILITY MAXIMIZATION

KASPER LARSEN, OLEKSII MOSTOVYI, AND GORDAN ZITKOVC

ABSTRACT. In the framework of an incomplete financial market wherestoek
price dynamics are modeled by a continuous semimartingalengcessarily Mar-
kovian) an explicit second-order expansion formula forgibeer investor’s value
function - seen as a function of the underlying market priteisk process - is
provided. This allows us to provide first-order approxiroas of the optimal pri-
mal and dual controls. Two specific calibrated numericahgxas illustrating the
accuracy of the method are also given.

1. INTRODUCTION

In an incomplete financial setting with noise governed by iatinaous martingale
and in which the investor’s preferences are modeled by atiregaower utility func-
tion, we provide a second-order Taylor expansion of thestors value function
with respect to perturbations of the underlying marketgoatrisk process. We show
that tractable models can be used to approximate highlgidgtable ones as long as
the latter can be interpreted as perturbations of the forfsra by-product of our
analysis we explicitly construct first-order approximasgaf both the primal and the
dual optimizers. Finally, we apply our approximation in truemerical examples.

There are two different ways of looking at our contributi@s: a tool to approximate
the value function and perform numerical computations,soa atability result with
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applications to statistical estimation. Let us elaborat¢hese, and the related work,
in order.

An approximation interpretationThe conditions for existence and uniqueness of the
investor’s utility optimizers are well-established (s&&$X91] and [KS99]). How-
ever, in general settings, the numerical computation ofrthestor’'s value function
remains a challenging problem. Various existing appros@haude:

(1) In Markovian settings, the value function can typicdtly characterized by a
HJB-equation. Its numerical implementation through a egjtid approxima-
tion is naturally subject to the curse of dimensionality.niauthors (se¢ [KO96],
[Wac02], [CV05], [Kra05], and[[LiuQ7]) opt for affine and qdieatic models for
which closed-form solutions exist. Going beyond these ifipations in high-
dimensional settings by using PDE-techniques seems toryehaed computa-
tionally.

(2) In general (i.e., not necessarily Markovian) completedais, [CGZ03] and
[DGRO3] provide efficient Monte Carlo simulation technigussed on the mar-
tingale method for complete markets developed_in [OH89][&hE87].

(3) Other approximation methods are based on various Fayper expansions. The
authors of [Cam93] and_[CV99] log-linearize the investdrisgdget constraint
as well as the investor’s first-order condition for optirhalifKU00] expand in
the investor’s risk-aversion coefficient around the logestor (the myopic in-
vestor’s problem is known to be tractable even in incompéetitings). When
solving the HIB-equation numerically (using Longstafi®artz type of tech-
nigues) [BGSCS05] expand the value function in the wealtialée to a forth
degree Taylor approximation.

(4) Based on the duality results in [KLSX91], [HKWO06] proeicin upper bound
on the error stemming from using sub-optimal strategiésKMRB3] propose
a method based on minimizing over a subset of dual elemeritis slibset is
chosen such that the corresponding dual utility can be ctedpexplicitly and
transformed into a feasible primal strategy.

(5) Itis also important to mention the recent explosion isemach in asymptotic
methods in a variety of different ares in mathematical fieafiansaction costs,
pricing, etc.). Since we focus on model expansion in utifigximization in this
paper, we simply point the reader to some of the most recqrgrpanamely
[AMKS15], and [MKK15], and the references therein, for fugt information.

In our work, no Markovian assumption is imposed and we de#i general, pos-
sibly incomplete, markets with continuous price proces$#s note that while our
results apply only te < 0, it is possible to extend them o€ (0,1) at the cost of
imposing additional integrability requirements. We do potsue such an extension;
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the parameter range € (0, 1) which we leave out seems to lie outside the typical
range of risk-aversion parameters observed in practies ésg.,/[Szp86]). Moreover,
we do not consider utility functions more general than thevgrs. While there are
no significant additional mathematical difficulties in tieg the general case under
appropriate conditions on the relative risk-aversion ficiehts, we do not believe
that the added value justifies the corresponding notatiandltechnical overhead.
For example, all our results would become dependent on thet'agnitial wealth,
and this dependence would permeate the entire analysis.

A stability interpretation.As we mentioned above, our contribution can also be seen
as a stability result. It is well-known (see, e.g., [RogQhht even in Samuelson’s
model, estimating the drift is far more challenging thannesting the volatility.
[LZ07] identify the kinds of perturbations of the market qwiof risk process un-
der which the value function behaves continuously. In tles@nt paper we take the
stability analysis one step further and provide a first-orhgylor expansion in an
infinite-dimensional space of the market price of risk psses. This way, we not
only identify the “continuous” directions, but also iddgtthose features of the mar-
ket price of risk process that affect the solution of theitytinaximization problem
the most (at least locally). Any statistical procedure Wwhi performed with utility
maximization in mind should, therefore, focus on thosdersglfeatures in order to
use the scarce data most efficiently.

Similar perturbations have been considered by [Mon13]irbatsomewhat different
setting. [Mon13] is based on Malliavin calculus and produadirst-order expansion
for the utility-indifference price of an exponential intesin an Itd-process driven
market; some of the ideas used can be traced to the relaté&dRav0€].

Mathematical challenge$:rom a mathematical point of view, our approach is founded
on two ideas. One of them is to extend the techniques andsesfJLZ07]; indeed,
the basic fact that the optimal dual minimizers convergemthe market prices of
risk process does is heavily exploited. It does not, howesdfice to get the full pic-
ture. For that, one needs to work on the primal and the dusl@nts simultaneously
and use a pair of bounds. The ideas used there are related tmarbe interpreted
as a nonlinear version of the primal-dual second-ordem e&stimation techniques
first used in[[Hen02] in the context of mathematical financke Tirst-order expan-
sion in the quantity of the unspanned contingent claim apes in [HenOR] was
generalized in[[KS0€b] (see aldo [KS06a]). The argumenthése papers rely on
convexity and concavity properties in the expansion patam@ealth and number
of unspanned claims). This is not the case in the present;djageed, when seen as
a function of the underlying market price of risk proces® ithvestor’s value func-
tion is neither convex nor concave and a more delicate, |@allysis needs to be
performed.
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Numerical examplesln Section[b we use two examples to illustrate how our ap-
proximation performs under realistic conditions. Firsg @onsider the Kim-Omberg
model (see[[KO96]) which is widely used in the financial Eere. Under a cal-
ibrated set of parameters, we find that our approximatiomdeed very accurate
when compared to the exact values.

Our second example belongs to a class of extended affine snodebduced in
[CEKQ7]. The authors show that this class of models has supempirical prop-
erties when compared to popular affine and quadratic spefifics (such as those
used, e.qg., i [LiuQ7]). The resulting optimal investmenttgem for the extended
affine models, unfortunately, does not seem to be explisdlyable. Our approxima-
tion technique turns out to be easily applicable and ourdrooinds are quite tight
in the relevant parameter ranges.

2. A FAMILY OF UTILITY -MAXIMIZATION PROBLEMS

2.1. The setup. We work on a filtered probability spa¢€, 7, F = {F; }icpo,17, P),
with the finite time horizoW™ > 0. We assume that the filtratidhis right-continuous
and that ther-algebra#, consists of allP-trivial subsets ofF.

Let M be a continuous local martingale, andR), ¢ > 0 be a family of continuous
F-semimartingales given by

RO .— M + / A gy, on[0,T), whereA® == A+ 2N, (2.1)
0

for a pairA, \' € P3,, whereP?, denotes the collection of all progressively measur-
able processes with [ 77 d(M); < co. As S©) := £(R)) (where€ denotes the
stochastic exponential) will be interpreted as the prioegss of a financial asset, the
assumption thaA(®) ¢ P2, can be taken as a minimal no-arbitrage-type condition.
We remark right away that further integrability conditioms A and \’ will need to

be imposed below for our main results to hold.

2.2. The utility-maximization problem. Givenz > 0 ande € [0, 0), let X (x)
denote the set of all nonnegative wealth processes stdronginitial wealthx in
the financial market consisting 6f°) := £(R()) and a zero-interest bond, i.e.,

0 fa el - € P

Here, is interpreted as the fraction of wealth invested in theyria&setS(©). The
investor’s preferences are modeled by a CRRA (power)wfilibction with the risk-
aversion parameter < 0:

U(x):=—, z>0. (2.2)
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The value function of the corresponding optimal-investtr@nblem is defined by

u®(z):= sup E[U(X7)], z>0. (2.3)
Xex©)(z)

2.3. The dual utility-maximization problem. As is usual in the utility-maximizati-

on literature, a fuller picture is obtained if one also cdess the appropriate version
of the optimization problem dual t6 (2.3). For that, we needcxamine the no-

arbitrage properties of the set of models introduced ini&e@ 1 above.

We observe, first, that the assumptions we placed on the imarke of risk pro-
cesses\(©) above are not sufficient to guarantee the existence of anaqot martin-
gale measure (NFLVR). They do preclude so-called “arbésaaf the first kind” and
imply the related condition NUBPR. In particular, for ally > 0 ande > 0 there
exists a (strictly) positive cadlag supermartingslawith the property thaty = y
andY X is a supermartingale for eacti ¢ X()(z); we denote the set of all such
processes by(c) (y). While this is a consequence of the condition NUBPR in gen-
eral, in this case an example of a proces$/If(y) is given, explicitly, asyZ(®),
whereZ(©) is theminimallocal martingale density:

76— g(— / BYSFIYAY (2.4)
0

Having described the dual domain, we remind the reader tigatdnjugateutility
functionV : (0, 00) — R is defined by
—q
V(y) :=sup (U(z) — zy) = yT, whereq := £ € (-1,0). (2.5)
x>0

We define thedual value function)(®) : (0, 00) — R by

v (y) = Yei)r(lf)(y)E[V(YT)]’ y>0,e>0. (2.6)
Due to negativity (and, a fortiori, finiteness) of the prinvalue functionu(®), the
(abstract) Theorem 3.1 df [KSB9] can now be applied (see[des15]). Its main
assumption, namely the bipolar relationship between timegbrand dual domains,
holds due to the existence of the numéraire process, giveititly by 1/Z(€) (see
Theorem 4.12 in [KKQI7]). One can also use a simpler argunsa#/[Larl11]), which
applies only to the case of a CRRA utility with< 0, to obtain the following con-
clusions for alle > 0:

(1) bothu(®) andv(©) are finite and the following conjugacy relationships hold

©)(y) = ©) () — ©) () — inf (1©
v (y) sup (u (z) xy),andu () = inf (v (y)+wy)- (2.7)
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(2) Forallz,y > 0 there exist optimal solution& () (z) € X (z) andY ©)(y) e
YE)(y) of (Z3) and[[Z.B), respectively, and are related by
U'(%7 (@) = 47 () (x)) wherey(®) (2) = f£u(®) (z) = pa?~u) (1)
(3) The productX ©)Y () is a uniformly-integrable martingale. In particular
E[XyY1)] = ay.

The homogeneity of the utility functioff and its conjugaté” transfers to the value
functionsu(©) andv©) and the optimal solution& () andy (€):
wl® (z) = 2Pul®, ) (y) = y ),

2.8
XO(a) = X0, YOy = 47, =

where, to simplify the notation, we writé), v(), X(€) andY () for (=) (1), v()(1),
X©) (1) andY ©)(1), respectively.

2.4. A change of measure.Fore = 0 we denote byt(?) the primal optimizer, i.e.,
the process i3, such that
X0 = g / 70 gRO)Y,
0
We define the probability measufé®) by

dP©) - (0) (0 - (0 (0
T = X0 (= A V) = dUER)), (2.9)

where the last two equalities follow from the identitigS’ (z) = pU(x) andyV’(y) =
—qV (y), and the relations between the value functions outlinedebo

The measur@(©) has been in the mathematical finance literature for a whée, (s
e.g., p. 911-2 in[[KS99]). The explicit form &) is not generally available, but,
we note that, by Girsanov’s Theorem (seel(4.1) and the dismmusround it), the
process

NP = M + / (Ao =77 ) d(M), (2.10)
0
is aP(®)-local martingale; this fact will be used below in the proéPwopositior 4.B.
3. THE PROBLEM AND THE MAIN RESULTS

We first provide first-order expansions and error estimafate primal and dual
value functions. Secondly, we provide an expansion of thengb controls in the
Brownian setting.
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3.1. Value functions. At the basic level, we are interested in the first-order prope
ties of the convergence, as\, 0, of the value functions of the problem&) andv(©)

to the value functions/(?) andv(©) of the “base” model (corresponding to= 0).
To familiarize ourselves with the flavor of the results we expect in the general
case, we start by analyzing a similar problem for the logarit utility. It has the
advantage that it admits a simple explicit solution. h%i(m) andvl(j;(y) denote the
value function of the utility maximization problem as [n3pand [2.6) above, but
with U(z) = log(x) andV (y) = sup,(U(z) — zy) = —log(y) — 1. Itis a classical
result that, as long &8 [ (\? + (\,)?) d(M)¢] < oo, we have

(e) T PN () _ @
(@) = log(x) + B[ | (\7)? ()] anduil) = uily — 1.

The (exact) second-order expansiorz iof ul((fé(x) is thus given by

log

)e) = i) + B[ AN+ BB 00

log

= ul%)(@) + <E[ /OT Ay dR + %EzE[/OT(AN d(M)],

whereR(® is defined in[[Z]1). We cannot expect the value function to becand
order polynomial ire in the case of a general power utility. We do obtain a formally
similar first-order expansion in Theorém13.1 below and arogoais error estimate
in Theorem 3.2. Section 5 is devoted to their proofs. We rentie reader of the
homogeneity relationships ih(2.8); they allow us to asstmo now on thatr =

y =1

Theorem 3.1(The Gateaux derivative)n the setting of Sectidd 2, we assume that

/0 T(A;)2 d(M), € L}?(P) and /O ' N dRY” € Ups1_pL¥(P). (3.1)

Then, withA© := EF [T X/ dr{”)], whereP(®) is defined byZd), we have
dyy(©) L, = lm 1 (u<e> _ u(o)) — pu@AO  and (3.2)
L0 o=t (o o) = 020 (33)

Theorem 3.2(An error estimate) In the setting of Sectidd 2, we assume that

T T _
|02 dny, [N AR € L0 @) andeeo b € LIEO), (3.4
0 0
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for somesy > 0, where® := fOT frt(O)Ag d(M);. Then there exist constant$ > 0
ande{, € (0,eo] such that for alke € [0, ¢;] we have

’u(a S ORIP0) A(O)’ < Ce?, and (3.5)
’v(e) —v® = Eqv(O)A(O)’ < Ce. (3.6)
Remark3.3.

(1) Itis perhaps more informative to think of the results inebrems 3J1 and 3.2
on the logarithmic scale. As is evident from (3.2) ahd](3tB&, functionsu(®)
andv(®) admit the rightogarithmic derivativepA(©) andgA(©, respectively, at
¢ = 0. Moreover, we have the following smallasymptotics:

w© — 40 PAOH0E) ande©) — p(0)e2adAO+0(2)

If one takes one step further and usesdaeainty equivalen€E®), given by
U(CE®) = ),

we note thatA(¥) is precisely the infinitesimal growth-rate 68() ate = 0 -
ane-change of the market price of risk in the directidryields to ane=2“ fold
increase in the certainty-equivalent of the initial wealth

(2) A careful analysis of the proof of Theordm 3.2 below résehe following,
additional, information:

(a) The proof of Proposition 4.3 reveals tizt®) = EF”[®].

(b) The condition involving® in (3.4) is needed only for the upper bound in
(3.5) and the lower bound ib_(3.6). The other two bounds hotdfi e > 0
even if [3.4) holds withey = 0.

(c) The constant§’ ands), depend - in a simple way - an, p and thel.2(1 =) (P(©))-
andL!(P(©))-bounds of the random variables [0 (3.4). For two one-sided
bounds, explicit formulas are given in Propositibng 4.2[d@ The other
two bounds are somewhat less informative so we do not contpeie ex-
plicitly. The reader will find an example of how this can be déama specific
setting in Subsectidn 5.3.

(d) Even though we cannot claim that the functiaf® andv(¢) are convex or
concave, it is possible to show their loc@miconcavityn ¢ (see [CS04]).
This can be done via the techniques from the proof of The@r&n 3
(3) The assumption of constant risk aversion (power ufiitiows us to incorporate
many stochastic interest-rate models into our settingedddprovided that :=

T
E [ep Jo ”dt] < oo, we can introduce the probability measii¥e defined by

d]Pﬂ. ¥4 fOT Tt dt
Y

e (3.7)
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on Fr. For any admissible wealth proceiswe then have
Pr — [ rud
E[U(X7)] = cE [U(XTe o T “)] .

This way, the utility maximization undéP” with a zero interest rate becomes
equivalent to the utility maximization problem undewith the interest rate pro-
cess{rt biejo,1)- [Zit05] and [Mos1%] consider the setting of utility maxinaition
with stochastic utility which embeds stochastic interests.

Practical implementation of the above idea depends on hplicédone can
be about the Girsanov transformation associated Wfith It turns out, fortu-
nately, that many of the widely-used interest-rate modwlsh as Vasiek, CIR,
or the quadratic normal models (see, e.q., [Mun13] for abtodt discussion
of these models) allow for a fully explicit description (@ft due to their affine
structure). For example, in the Vask model, the Girsanov drift und&" can
be computed quite explicitly, due to the underlying affimrecure. Indeed, sup-
pose that has the Ornstein-Uhlenbeck dynamics of the form

dry == k(0 —ry)dt + fdBy, 19 € R,

whereB is a Brownian motion ané > 0, 6, 8 € R. Then the process
B®) .= B — / b(T — t) dt, whereb(t) = 22(1 — ™),
0

is alP"-Brownian motion.

3.2. Optimal controls. The estimated(3.5) and (3.6) are of typé=2). A slight
adjustment to the below proof of Propositlon]4.3 shows thattealth procesy :=
E( [ #9dR®) satisfies (see4.13)

IE[U(X7)] — v Q1 +epA®)] < %p%ﬂu(o)‘EP(O) [@2e5PI97]

Therefore, under the conditions of Theoriem %2) is anO(¢?)-optimal control for
thee-model because the triangle inequality produces a con&tanit) such that

[E[U(X7)] - u®)] < O,
for all ¢ > 0 small enough. In this section we will provide a correctionrtéeo 7 (©)
such that the resulting wealth process upgrades the caneggoo(c?).

For simplicity, we consider the (augmented) filtration gamed by(B, W) where
B € RandW € R? d € N, are two independent Brownian motions. [n{2.1) we
take

dM,; := o,dB;, My :=0, (3.8)
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for a processr € P% with o # 0. We defineP(® by (Z.9) and we denote by

(BW),WP( )) the corresponding(®)-Brownian motions. Provided thét := fT 70 NyoZdt €
L2(P(), ® has the unique martingale representation ufider

_ b© T B o0 [T w50
o =B+ [ PodBE” + [ AWawE?, (3.9)
0

where we have used # 0. Becauseb ¢ L2(P(0)) the two processes” and+? in
(3.9) satisfy the integrability conditions

. T
B[ (0F0? + ()2 at] < oc
0
These square integrability properties will be used in tlowpof the next theorem.

Theorem 3.4(2nd order expansion)in the above Brownian setting, we assume
T
/ (A\)%okdt € LYP(P) N ) and / #ONo2dt € LAP©),  (3.10)
0

as well as the existence of a constapt> 0 such that := 2 “” satisfies

o2 o (EFRON 426N —16%) o dupe [ soan]” LI(BO), (3.11)

forall € € (0,¢0). Then we have
u® —u® — epuOA0) %€2pu(0) (A(OO) +p(A(O))2) € 0(e%), (3.12)
v =0 — equ@ AL — Le2gu® (A 1 g(A0)2) € O(*),  (3.13)
ase N\ 0. In (8.12)and (3.13)we have defined

2 B(.B
A(OO) EP(O) [/T < ’,YW‘Z ()\2) +p7t (’Yt + 2)\2)0}2) dt‘| , (314)
0

1—p

where the processed® and~"" are given by the martingale representati@9).

Remark3.5.
(1) The below proof of Theorem 3.4 shows that the process
7= 70 +5A’1+P; , (3.15)

is anO(e3)-optimal control for thes-model in the sense that the wealth process
X = &( [ #dR©) satisfies
E[U(X7)] —u® € OE®) as e\, 0.

(2) Because the filtration is generated (dy, V), the optimizerd©® for the dual
problem [2.6) can be written a§© = £(— [ »(OdW) for a d-dimensional
proces9¥) in PZ,. The below proof of Theorem 3.4 also shows that the process

7= — S (3.16)
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is anO(g3)-optimal dual control in the-model.

(3) Throughout the paper we have considetred 0 as the base model. Because we
can write

A+ E+e)N =A+eN +eN,

foranye € [er,epy] with e, < ey, we can use Theoreim 3.4 for the base model
A + X to provide a 2nd order Taylor expansion around any paiftherefore,
wheneverA(©) and A0 are bounded uniformly ia € [e1,, ], Theorem 3 in
[Oli54] ensures that(®) is twice differentiable ire.

(4) An easy way of eliminating the stochasfi’ (O)-integral appearing in(3.11) is
to use Holder’s inequality with the exponents /¢ and(1 — p); see Section 513
below for an example.

4. PROOFS OF THE MAIN THEOREMS

We start the proof with a short discussion of the speciatsire the dual domaip(¢)
has when the stock-price process) = £(R(®)) is continuous. Indeed, it has been
shown in [LZ07], Proposition 3.2, p. 1653, that in that cdserhaximal elements in
Y (in the pointwise order) are precisely local martingalethefform

Y =Z79H, HeH,

whereH denotes the set of all/-orthogonal positive local martingaled with
Hy = 1. We remark that even though the results|in [LZ07] were writteder
the assumption NFLVR, a simple localization argument shihasthey apply under
the present conditions, as well. Hence, we can write

© — i (e)
v &%%E[V(ZT Hr)l,
and the minimize® ) always has the form
vE = ZzEOHE) for somed® € H. (4.1)

Finally, we introduce two shortcuts for expressions thgtesp frequently in the
proof:

T 0 e
ni= [ MR, A= [Co02dn. (4.2)

and remind the reader thdt := [ #\")\/ d(M), andA© := EF[]. It will be
useful to keep in mind thdtl —p)(1+¢) = 1 and that-1/q and1 — p are conjugate
exponents.
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4.1. A proof of Theorem[3.1. The proof is based on the stability results|of [LZ07]
and the following lemma:

Lemma 4.1. Let{K(®)}.>, be a family of positive random variables such that

1) E[ZYY K©) < 1forall£,6 > 0, and
(2) K© — KO in probability, ass \, 0.
Then, under the conditions of Theoreml 3.1, we have
lim LBV (ZP KO) -V (ZPKO)] = ¢& V(2 K O]

Proof. The mape — Z,}a) is almost surely continuously differentiable; indeed, we
have

(e) (0) Tom©® 12 [T
log(Zy") = log(Zy )—5/0 AN dRy — 3e /0 (A)“d(M),
and, so,

Q|
©)

iZ:S?) = —Z:S;E) (77+5A), a.s.
Therefore,
VPR -VEPR) = [ V@R G (49)
for eache and each positive random varialdié Thus,
V(2 KO) ~V(ZP KO) - eqv (2 KOy = A+ B.,  (44)
where

€
A ;:/0 (V2 K®) ~ V(2 KO))nds, and
(4.5)
€
B. = / AV (ZDK©)A 5 ds.
0
Holder's inequality implies that

E[B.] < $* sup (E[Z{) KO E[A' 7)) < L2RAIPIH 4
6€[0,¢]

Thus, we havelE[B.] — 0, ase \, 0. To show thattE[A.] — 0, we note that
E[A.] = [5 f(e,) dd, where the functiory : [0, 00)? — R is given by

f(e,0) == qE [(V(Z0 K©) = V(2 KO))n] . 4.7)
Since f(0,0) = 0, it will be enough to show thaf is continuous at0,0). By the
assumptions of the lemma and the definitiorZé? , we have

V(ZP ke vz KO, in probability,

for each sequencg,,, d,,) € [0,0)? such(e,,d,) — (0,0). Therefore, it suffices
to establish uniform integrability of the expression irsaf the expectation in_(4.7).
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For that we can use the theorem of de la Valleé-Poussin, wbmsditions hold
thanks to an application Holder's inequality as[in [4.6)ahagemembering that not
onlyn € L'~P, but also inL*, for somes > (1 — p). O

Proof of Theorerfi 311Thanks to the optimality OZ}E)I?}E), we have the upper esti-
mate

LE vz i) - vizp By < LB vz BY) - vzp BY)] (48)
Similarly, we obtain the lower estimate

L vz 80) - vzPad)| = e vz ag) - vz )] . 4.9
Our next task is to prove that the limits of the right-handesidf [4.8) and[(4]19)
exist and both coincide with the right-hand side[of(3.3).e&th case, Lemnia 4.1
can be applied; in the first with'©) = 7", and in the second witlk ©) = A7)
In both cases the assumption (1) of Lemimd 4.1 follows diydetim that fact that
Z\SI K € Y. As for the assumption (2), it trivially holds in the first easn the
second case, we need to argue tﬁéi) — ﬁ:(po) in probability, as= \, 0. That, in
turn, follows easily from Lemma 3.10 in [LZ07]; as mentioredabve, the seemingly

stronger assumption of NFLVR made in [LZ07] is not necessany its results hold
under the weaker condition NUBPR.

Having proven[(3.13), we turn t§ (3.2). Thanks [fa {2.8), thajagacy relationship
(2.1) takes the following, simple, form in our setting:

pul®) = (qv(a))l_p. (4.10)
Thereforeu(®) is right differentiable at = 0, and we have
P = (1 p)( @) POAD = O A0, 0

4.2. Remaining proofs.

Proposition 4.2. Suppose that € L2(!1=?) and A, An € L'~?. Then for alle > 0
we have

v — 00 — DA < 10,e? + 10068, (4.11)

1/2
L2(1—p)

Proof. The upper estimaté (4.8) and the representakion (4.3) ithply
E|V(ZPAE) - V(20 YY) - eqv (20 A )n| < B[A] + E[B.],

whereC, = q|[|n] + [Al[pi-» and € = gl AlLi-».
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A

where A, and B. are defined by[{415), wittk®) = K© = A\”. Asin @8), we
have

E[B:] < 5€°||AllLi-»-
To deal withA. we note that its structure allows us to apply the representftom
(4.3) once again to see

LA —/ / V(29 AV (n + BA) dB db.
This, in turn, can be estimated, via Holder inequality, a@lif), as follows

E[A.] < $lgls sup E[(n(n+ BA)' 71" < Flale® (In*lls-» + llmAlli—s ),

BE0e]

yielding the bound in(4.11). O

Unfortunately, the same idea cannot be applied to obtaimaasilower bound. In-
stead, we turn to the primal problem and establish a lowenddor it.

Proposition 4.3. Giveng, > 0, assume that € L'~?, and ®2e%0lPl®™ ¢ LL(P©)),
whereP©) is defined byZ.9). Then,
u® —u® — epu@A® > ¢, (e)e? for e € [0, 0],

Wherecu(ﬁ‘) = %pzlu(o) ’EI@(()) [®2e€|p|<1>*].

Proof. For X := £(Jf; #\” dR\), we haveX € X(©) so that, by optimality,
u® — 4O — peR[U(X V)] > BU(X7) — UXY) — peU (X 0], (4.12)

Thanks to the form ofX, the right-hand side of (4.12) above can be written as
E[U(X))D.], whereD, = exp(pe®) — 1 — ped = [{ [ p2®2ePP® dB ds. Thus,

E[U(X{")D.] = p? /0 ] /0 " E[U(R0)02er) d ds w13

> %p%zE[U(X(O))(Iﬁeslpl‘l”]_
Thereforeu(® — u® — epE[U(X)®] > —Cy(e)e2, for € € [0, 0] with C, as in
the statement.
It remains to show théE[U(X(O))é] E[U(X(O)) | which is equivalent to showing
EF” (@] = EF”[y] by the definition ofP©). We define the locaP(®-martingale
MP by (2.10). ThereforeN = [, \,dM} is also a local martingale. The desired

equality is therefore equivalent to the equaﬂﬂ@(o) [Nr] = 0 by the definition ofy
and®. In turn, it is sufficient to show thaV is an?{2-martingale undeP©). Since
(N)p = fOT()\g)2 d(M); = A, Holder’s inequality implies that

BV [(N)r) = (@) TEI(”)IA] < (@) BN <00 O
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Remark4.4. If one is interested in an error estimate which does not featie
optimal portfolio #() (through ®), one can adopt an alternative approach in the
proof (and the statement) of Propositibnl4.3. More spedificay using X =
XOg(f;eN dR)) as atest process (insteaddff; 71" dr®))), one obtains a con-
stantC,, (¢) which depends only on the primal and dual optimiz&f§) andY (©), in
addition to)\’, n andA.

Proof of Theorerh 312Two of the four inequalities in Theorelm 8.2 have been estab-
lished in Propositions 4.2 and 4.3. For the remaining two & the special form
(@.10) of the conjugacy relationship betweéf) andv(¢). Thanks to Propositidn 4.3
and the positivity opu(®), qv(®) and1 + ¢, we have

q(v(e) _ o0 _ Eqv(O)A(O)) = (pu®)H — (pu@)1H7 — gq(pu®)HIA©),
The right-hand side above is further bounded from aboves fora (right) neighbor-
hood of0, by

whereC is the constant from Proposition #.8.is a C2-function in some neighbor-
hood of0 with F'(0) = F’(0) = 0; hence, on each compact subset of that neighbor-
hood it is bounded by a constant multiplesdf In particular, we have

for someC > 0 ande in some (right) neighborhood @& A similar argument, but
based on Propositidn 4.2, shows ttat](3.5) holds, as well. O

Proof of Theorerh 3]4The first part of [(3.10) means that € L'-P(P); hence, the
second half of the proof of Propositién 4.3 shows tiat’ [®] = AO), Therefore,
the martingale representatidn (3.9) can be written as

o, [F.oB_ 00 [T w0
»=A0 4 / ~BodBF” + / AW awE?. (4.14)
0 0

Because the filtration is generated by the Brownian motiddsi¥’) we can find
7 € P2, such that the dual optimizei (*) can be represented as

A0 — (- / 5O aw).
Therefore, Girsanov's Theorem ensures that uit§&r the processes

dB*” .= dB + (A — #D)odt, and aW?"” = aw + 0O,
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are independent Brownian motions We start with the prinmablem and define
7o := 70 4 ed with § := ¢7” + $25 € P}. Then we have

(X = &( / ﬁdR@)P
(RO ep [ (FON 420X = 35) odrtpe | soan™

Consequently, by replacing’ with its Taylor expansion and using that the involved
P(©)-expectation is finite (here we use the integrability regmen{3.1]1), we find a
functionC,,(¢) € O(£3) such that

% / / p(0)
E[U(X7)] = uOEF” [ p [T (4O N 426X ~18%)) o2 dt+pe [ s0anF” }
1 (4.15)

We then turn to the dual problem. For the perturbed dual obiitr= (0 —epyWV
PZ, we have

(z€6(- / pdw)) "
— ¢l f()\+e)\’)odB+q f(ﬁ(o)—spyw)dW—l—q% f ((A+€A,)U2+|ﬁ(0)—€q7W‘2)dt
_ (Z(O)ﬁ(o))_qeaqf)\/JdB@(O) _aqpf,ywdwﬂs(o) +q% f (52()\/)202+£2p2|'yw‘2+2£)\/7r(0)02)dt.

Sincev is admissible in the-problem we find

0 < %E l(ZC(FE)E(—/OT IJdW))_q]

; T 5(0) T 50)
_ O RF© [6eqf0 NodBH” —eqp [T 4Waw®? 14 [T (2(X)20 +€2p2'yW|2+2€)\’7r(0)02)dt:| '

Finiteness of(©) ensures that thB(*)-expectation appearing on the last line is also
finite (recall thaty < 0). As in the primal problem, this allows us to replatewith

its Taylor series and in turn implies that we can find a functit () € O(e?) such
that

U(O)E]p(o) |:e€q J"OT )\IO'dB@(O) _5‘1Pf0T ,Yde@(O) +q% foT (52(>\’)202+a2p2|—yw2+2a>\’7r(0)a2)dt]

=0 (1 +qeA©) 4 %(]52{q(A(0))2 + A(OO)}) + Cy(e).
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By combining this estimate and (4]15) with the primal-dwedation [4.10) we find
1
ul® (1 +peA© 4 §pa2{p(A(0))2 + A(OO)}) + Cyl(e)

S u(E)

1

_ E(q”(ﬁ))l_p (4.16)

1 1 1-p
“(qv©@ 0) L Zge2 (0))2 (00)
< p(qv [1+ea® + Jae {a(A©)? + AL 4 0, (0)))
The functionz — z!~? is real analytic on0,cc). Therefore, the fact that, €

O(g%) ensures that the last line df (4116) agrees with the first éih@.186) up to
O(e3)-terms. This establishes (3112). A similar argument predy8.13). a

5. EXAMPLES

5.1. First examples. We start this section with a short list of trivial and extreme
cases. They are not here to illustrate the power of our mailtse but simply to
help the reader understand them better. They also tell dasjmualitative, story:
loosely speaking, the improvement in the utility (on the kmgle) is proportional
both to the base market price of risk process and to the sitteafeviation. Locally,
around), the value function of the utility maximization problem -rpenetrized by
the market price of risk process- is well approximated by an exponential function
of the form

I N T
u@)m@)eu—wwo,Where<p,ﬂ>0:EP<°)[/ pemedt],  (5.1)
0

whereu(A) andu(A) denote the values of the utility-maximization problemshwit
market price of risk processésand .\, respectively.

Example 5.1(Small market price of risk)Suppose that = 0 so that we can think of
S() as the stock price in a market with a “small” market price skriSincez(©) = 1,

it is clearly the dual optimizer at = 0 and we havet(®) = 0. Consequently, under
the assumptions of TheordmB.2, we h@{® = P and

o _ o [T
AO _ g [/ N, dM,] = 0.
0
It follows that
u® = u® 1+ 0(?) andv® = v + O(e?),

and the effects of \" are felt only in the second order, regardless of the risksioe
coefficientp < 0.
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Example 5.2(Deviations from the Black-Scholes modeBuppose thal/ = B is
anF-Brownian motion and thak # 0 is a constant process (we also uséor the
value of the constant). In that case, itis classicaj thatdtre@ minimizer in the base
market isZ(®) = £(—AB) and, consequently, thdé" — £(gAB). It follows that

(0) A b [T
As we will see below, this form is especially convenient fomputations.

Example 5.3(Uniform deviations) Another special case where it is particularly easy
to compute the (logarithmic derivative)©) is when the perturbatioX’ is a constant
process (whose value is also denoted\By Indeed, in that case

_ T
A(O) — )\/EIP’(O) [/ ﬁ'zSO) dt] (52)
0
It is especially instructive to consider the case where timetmodel is Black and
Scholes’ model since everything becomes explicit: thenogltiportfolio is given by
the Merton proportiort'”) = \/(1 — p), and the the values®© andv( are given
by

pu(® = exp(%qx\zT) andqv(®) = exp(%ﬁ/\zT).
Using (5.2) or by performing a straightforward direct corgtion, we easily get

pA(O) = g\ \T,

making the approximation i (3.1) exact.

5.2. The Kim-Omberg model. The Kim-Omberg model (see [KOB6]) is one of the
most widely used models for the market price of risk proceBscause the Kim-
Omberg model allows for explicit expressions for all quiesi involved in CRRA
utility maximization it serves as an excellent test caseterpractical implementa-
tion of our main results.

We assume thdF is the augmentation of the filtration generated by two indepe
dent one dimensional Brownian motioBsand W and define\k® be the Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck process

dXKO = k(0 — MO)dt + BdB; + vdW;, N5© e R, (5.3)
wherek, 0, 8 and-~y are constants. We define the volatility; := B; in what follows.

The following result summarizes the main properties in [IKP9

Theorem 5.4(Kim and Omberg 1996)Let the market price of risk process be de-
fined by(5.3), M := B, and letp < 0. Then there exist continuously differentiable
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functionsa, b, ¢ : [0, 00) — R such that fort € [0, T") we have

—d/(t) = a1 b(t) + s c(t) — Faa b2(t), a(T) =0,
=V (t) = ay b(t) + ay c(t) — ag b(t)c(t), b(T) =0,
—d(t) = —q+ 204 c(t) — a A(t), c(T) =0,

wherea; = 0k, an == (1 4+ ¢)B% + 7% a3 = 2+ ~+? anday = ¢B — k.

Furthermore, the primal value function reads

KO(5) = L ma@—bONC—ZeMN? o 5 (5.4)
p

and the corresponding primal optimizer is given by

ko _ b(B)B + (c(t)B — )AC
7Tt = p— 1

u

, telo,T). (5.5)

Forp < 0, the above Riccati equation describiagnas the “normal non-exploding
solution” as defined in the appendix of [KO96]. Thereforé tlalee functionsa, b,
andc are bounded on any finite time-intenjal 7] of (0, co).

To illustrate our approximation we think of the Kim-Ombergdel as a perturbation
of a base model. As base model we will consider the followiragiet with “totally-
unhedgable-coefficients” (see Example 7.4, p. 305, in [H598

dh = k(0 — X)dt +~dW;, Ao := MO, (5.6)
This way,\K® = X 4 )/, wheres = $ and
AN, == —kN,dt + dB;, N, :=0. (5.7)

The following result provides closed-form expressionsdor correction terms:

Lemma 5.5. Let (), \) be defined by5.6)(5.7)and letp < 0. For thee = 0 model
the primal and dual optimizers are given by

A
# = : _tp, 7 = y(b) +et)h), te[0,T]. (5.8)

Furthermore, the processds?,+") appearing in the martingale representation
(3:9) of @ are given by

v = 75(Ca(t) + Co(t) M), (5.9)
W = 557 (Calt) + 2C5(8) A + Co(t)A), (5.10)



20 KASPER LARSEN, OLEKSII MOSTOVYI, AND GORDAN ZITKOVE

where the function§’;, Cs, Cy, Cs and Cg in (5.9)-(5.10)satisfy the ODEs

—C1(t) = b(t) Cu(t) +* C5(1), 1) =0,
—C5(t) = b(t) Co(t) — k Oa(t), Co(T) =0,
~Ci(t) = q Ca(t) — &(t) Ca(t) + 2b(t) C5(t), Ca(T) =0,
—C5(t) = q Co(t) — 2¢(t) C5(t), Cs(T) =0,
—Cg(t) = —(r+2(t)) Co(t) — Co(T) =0,
on [0,T), with (a, b, c) as in Theorer 514 (Wit := 0), b(t) := x# — 4?b(t) and

a
&(t) == r + 72¢(t). Furthermore, for the measuf®® defined by@.9) and for all
T > 0 we have

- T
A© = gF© l /0 A;ﬁg%s] =1 ((h( )+ Ca(T)Ao + C5(T)A),
(5.11)

Proof. The first part follows from Theorefn 5.4 applied to the c&se= 0. To find
the martingale representatidn ([3.9) we define the function

D 1
Ft,z,\) = %e—“@)—b(tﬂ—idtﬂi tel0,T], >0, MeR,

where the functionga, b, c) are as in Theorerm 5.4. The martingale properties of
£ X9 x) andX”7,”) as well as the proportionality propert (" )P oc X\,
produce

pf(t, X0, \) = pRIA(T, X M) | F] < BV X0 7] = X070,

By computing the dynamics of the left-hand-side we see frarsaBov's Theorem
that the two processes

dBP” .= —g\dt + dB,,
AW = (b(t) + (BN ) vdt + AW,

are independent Brownian motions und®f). These dynamics and Itd’s Lemma
ensure that

t
N, = / Ngds — C1(t) — Co(t)X, — Cu(t) Ay — Cs (A2 — Cs(t) AN,
0

is aP(®)-local martingale.

Because the processgs \') remain Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes uriefér and
the functionsC;-Cg are bounded,N is indeed aIP’(O)—martingale. Furthermore,
thanks to the zero terminal conditions imposed §rC, we see that

RN 1 1 T g oo T w50
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for (v2,+4") defined by[(5.0)K5.10). O

5.2.1. Exact computationsThe proof of LemmaZ’l5 shows that
- T 1
AO .= P l / A;ﬁg%s] = =1 (€1(0) + G100 + C5(0)F).
0 _

This relation, a similar one (whose exact form and the ddamawe omit) for the
second-order termh(°?) of (3:13), and the availability of the exact expressionl)5.4
for the value function.X© allow for an efficient numerical computation of the zeroth-
, first-, and second-order approximation, and their consparivith the exact values.
The model parameters used in the below Table 1 are the dalibnaodel parameters
for the market portfolio reported in Section 4.2 in [LM12]dvignore the constant
interest rate and constant volatility used in Section 4 iM12]). Moreover, we use
negative values of because the empirical covariation between excess retutn an

the stock’s return is typically negative (see, e.g., theussion in Section 4.2 in
[LM12)).

Instead of hard-to-interpret expected utility values, wpart their certainty equiv-
alents (i.e., their compositions with the functicht := U~'; see Remark313(1)).
We setd® := pu® A© ands®) := pu® (A0 4 p(A0))2),

e X || CE@®) CE@® +26@) CE@® 45 +£509) | CB(u®)

-0.01 0.1 1.046 1.047 1.048 1.048
-0.05 0.1| 1.046 1.054 1.081 1.084
-0.10 0.1| 1.046 1.063 1.181 1.206
-0.01 0.5 1.614 1.647 1.648 1.649
-0.05 0.5 1.614 1.794 1.850 1.846
-0.10 0.5]| 1.614 2.020 2.339 2.272

Table 1. Certainty equivalents for the zeroth-, first-, and secortkio approxi-
mations and the exact values in the Kim-Omberg model With= ¢ and unit
initial wealth. The model parameters used @re= 0.04395, x := 0.0404, 0 :=

0.117, p := —1, andT := 10.

5.2.2. Monte-Carlo-based computation©ne of the advantages of our approach is
that it lends itself easily to computational methods basetonte-Carlo (MC) sim-
ulation. For the Kim-Omberg model we use the standard akglider scheme from
MC simulation to compute the involved quantities of intérels other words, we
do not rely on the availability of exact expressions for ttadue functions or the
correction terms\(?) and A(00),
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For a portfoliorr and the model-perturbation parametethe constant CE) (m) €
(0, 00) is uniquely defined by

U (CE®(m)) =E [U (5(/OT m dRF’))] .

In other words, CE)(x) is the dollar amount whose utility value matches that of
the expected utility an investor would obtain in thenodel who uses the strategy
7. We remind the reader that®) denotes the optimizer in the base= 0) model,
7 is the second-order improvement (a§in 8.15 abovef9f and#(©) is the exact
optimizer in thes=-model. Both quantities CE (#(?)) and CE*)(7(¢)) serve as lower
bounds for the exact value C&®)). The second one, which we also denote by

LB := CE®) (7)), (5.13)

is second-order optimal and appears in our simulations. bfai a corresponding
upper bound, we simulate the dynamics of the dual processgdhan[(4.110) and the
second-order optimal dual contrgldefined by[(3.16). We define

UB:= U~ (lE [(Z}%(—/T ﬂuqu))_qr—p) .
p 0

To quantify the simulation errors, we report &%-confidence intervals based on
MC simulated values of CE (7#(9)), LB, and UB in the below Table 2. The value
CE(u(E)), computed without MC simulation and included for compamnismly, is
exact to3 decimal places.

(5.12)

(5.14)

£ Xo | CEQ@#O) LB UB | CE(u®®)
-0.01 0.10[ [1.047,1.048] [1.048, 1.049] [1.048, 1.049] 1.048
-0.05 0.10| [1.052,1.053] [1.083,1.084] [1.083,1.085] 1.084
-0.10 0.10| [1.057,1.058] [1.200, 1.201] [1.204, 1.208] 1.206
-0.01 0.50| [1.644,1.649] [1.647, 1.653] [1.646, 1.657] 1.649
-0.05 0.50| [1.760,1.764] [1.844,1.850] [1.843,1.857] 1.846
-0.10 0.50| [1.868,1.871] [2.248, 2.256] [2.266, 2.286] 2.272

Table 2. 95%-confidence intervals for certainty equivalents for theerand lower
bounds as well as the base model optimiz&? for the Kim-Omberg model. The

true exact values for the-model are included in the last column for comparison.

Except for the last column, the numbers are based on MC siionlasing Eu-
ler's scheme with one million paths each with time-step §i®1. The model
parameters are the same as in Table 1.

In Table 2 we note the significant difference between thegperdnce of the base-
model optimizer#(®) and its second-order improvemett); especially for larger
values ofs. Furthermore, the lower and upper bounds appear to be qlite t
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5.3. Extended affine models.We turn to a class of models for which no closed-
form expressions for the value functionsandv seem to be available. It constitutes
the main example of the class of so-called extended-affineifigations of the mar-
ket price of risk models introduced by [CEKOQ7].

As in the Kim-Omberg model above we let the augmented fitirabe generated
by two independent Brownian motiori$ andW. The central role is played by the
following Feller procesg”

dF; == k(0 — F,)dt + /F; (BdB; +~vdW;), Fy >0, (5.15)

wherek, 0, 5 and~y are strictly positive constants such that the (strict)dfelbndition
2k6 > B2 + +% holds. This ensures, in particular, thAtis strictly positive on
[0, 7], almost surely. Unlike in the Kim-Omberg model, the appiater volatility
normalization turns out to bg/F}; that is, we define

M = / VF, dB,. (5.16)
0

A particular extended affine specification of the marketeo€risk process consid-
ered in [CEKQY] is given by

ACFK . % +1, (5.17)
wheres is a (positive or negative) constant. Unless 0, there is currently no known
closed-form solution to the corresponding optimal invesitrproblem (Theorem 4.5
in [GR15] expresses the corresponding value function asfarte sum of weighted
generalized Laguerre polynomials). However, fo= 0, the resulting model is
covered by the analysis in [Kra05]. Therefore, we choosetimstant market price
of risk process

)\t =1
for the base model whereas we define the perturbation pratesys
1
o= —. 5.18
=g (5.18)

Theorem 5.6 (Kraft 2005) For p < 0 there exist continuously differentiable func-
tionsa,b : [0,7) — R such that

—a'(t) = aq b(t), a(T) =0,
V(1) = anb(t) - basb¥(t) - 1o, bT) =0,

wherea; = 0k, ay := (1 + q)B% + 72, anday := ¢ — k. The value function of
the utility-maximization problem with := 1 and M as in(5.18)is given by

WO () = L emal0-bOR 55
p
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The corresponding primal and dual optimizers are given by

b(t)p —1
# = %, o = by, te0,T]. (5.19)
To check the conditions of our main theorems, we use the @kgkpression in
[HKO8], Theorem 3.1, for the Laplace transform

L(ay,a2) := Elexp(a1@Q + a2)], Q := / Fyds, A:= / 2+ ds.

Itis shown in [HKO8] thatZ is finite in some neighborhood 6funder the strict Feller
condition2x6 > 32 + ~2. This implies that both\ and@ have a finite exponential
moment. In particular, Holder’s inequality with exponents/q and(1 — p) implies

that 1

PO 1 0-(0)\—q 1-p) 1=
EV[A) = —EI) M) < —EIAHT < oo
Thanks to the deterministic behavior o) in (5.19), the martingale representation

@.9) of ® holds withy? = v = 0. Consequently, we have
@:/%@@:A®,Am. LR
0

To verify that [3.11) holds, we can use Holder’s inequalttyi¢e) with exponents
—1/qand(1 — p) to see

#(0)

~ 1 1
EF [6_56 (- p)2A+qaf 745

< gP© [6_552(p+qm} =

< E [6—552(1—17)(1&«1)/&} o 7

(0)
qu
which is finite fore > 0 small enough. This allows Theordm 3.4 to be invoked for
¢ > 0 small enough. The second-order optimal contfa@ls’) are then well defined

by (3.1%) and[(3.16), and read

Fom 7O X

2o, =00 (5.20)

Table 3 is the analogue of Table 2 for the extended affine maithl parameters
taken from Figure 4 in Section 3.3 in [LM12]. The methodolagyd the simulated
guantities are the same as for Table 2.
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e R | CE9OEO) LB UB

0.10 0.01 [] [1.724,1.726] [10.159,10.399] [10.226,10.481]
0.05 0.01 | [1.342,1.343]  [2.141,2.151]  [2.131,2.149)
0.01 0.01 | [1.097,1.098] [1.118,1.119]  [1.117,1.120]
0.10 0.05 || [1.728,1.729]  [9.660,9.877]  [9.766,10.000]
0.05 0.05 | [1.344,1.345]  [2.105,2.115]  [2.102,2.120]
0.01 0.05 | [1.099,1.100]  [1.119,1.121]  [1.117,1.121]

Table 3. 95%-confidence intervals for certainty equivalents for theermand lower
bounds as well as the base model optimizé for the extended affine model. The
parameter values arve := 5, § := 0.0169, 8 := —0.1, v := 0.1744, p := —1,
andT := 10. The numbers are based on MC simulation using Euler’s schethe
one million paths each with time-step siz@01.
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The zeroth order approximation ®#(©) produces the certainty equivalent values

CE®(20) = 1.043 (F = 0.01),

and CEY (7)) = 1.045 (Fy = 0.05).

Perhaps even more than in the Kim-Omberg model, the numbérakile 3 above
illustrate the superiority of the second-order approxioret (columns 4 and 5) over
its first-order version (column 3) as well as the zeroth oxddues reported above.
Again, the bounds in Table 3 appear quite tight when comptrdtie first-order
approximations for moderate valuessof
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