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Abstract

This paper studies the equity holders’ mean-variance optimal portfolio choice problem
for (non-)protected participating life insurance contracts. We derive explicit formulas for
the optimal terminal wealth and the optimal strategy in the multi-dimensional Black-Scholes
model, showing the existence of all necessary parameters. Moreover, we provide a numerical
analysis of the Black-Scholes market. The equity holders on average increase their investment
into the risky asset in bad economic states and decrease their investment over time.
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1 Introduction

This paper investigates a mean-variance optimization from the perspective of the equity holders
of an insurance company for the two standard designs of participating life insurance contracts,
i.e., with a protected or non-protected guarantee. In a participating life insurance contract, the
policyholder gets a (possibly protected) guarantee and participates proportionally at maturity
from the portfolio value exceeding a pre-defined threshold higher than the guarantee. The pol-
icyholders receive at least the guarantee value at maturity if the guarantee is protected. If the
guarantee is not protected, then the policyholders get, at most, the portfolio value where, ini-
tially, the insurance company gives additional equity to the premium for the investment, i.e., the
equity has only limited liability.

The portfolio theory research goes back to the 1950s with the pioneering work of Markowitz
[26, 27], who used variance to measure the riskiness of stock returns in a one-period setting.
Mean-variance was later also analyzed in dynamic settings, see for instance Hakansson [15],
Samuelson [36] or Merton [29, 30], and has been extended in various directions. For a more
detailed overview of mean-variance portfolio optimizations, see the literature review from Zhang
et al. [38]. In these works, the management is typically assumed to maximize the mean-variance
of the entire portfolio, and no distinction between equity holders and debt holders or policyholders
is made.

This paper aims to provide an explicit formula for the optimal terminal wealth (from the
perspective of the equity holders of an insurance company), show that the optimal solution exists
(which is non-trivial since the solution includes an additional parameter), and prove an analytical
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formula for the optimal strategy. Moreover, we discuss the characteristics of the terminal wealth
and the optimal strategy in a numerical analysis.

While the optimal investment problem for participating life insurance contracts was solved
for expected utility (EU), an analysis for mean-variance is lacking, which is the contribution
of our paper. This analysis is relevant as mean-variance is widely spread in the industry, and
most finance papers and textbooks use it as the benchmark to measure risk; see, for instance,
Cochrane [I1]. The reason is that mean-variance provides a straightforward interpretation of
risk vs. reward, admits tractable statistical properties, and also, due to historical contingencies,
has become the leading standard taught in business schools, making it easier for a risk manager
to justify its use compared to specifying a utility function. Finally, due to the nonlinearity
of variance, the mathematical analysis differs from EU. In particular, one needs to specify an
equivalent problem which, contrary to EU-maximization, adds an additional parameter A to the
model. The existence of such a A is not apparent, and we are only able to derive its existence
and compute it in a semi-explicit way in the case of the Black-Scholes model.

As discussed in the beginning, the insurance company offering a participating life insurance
contract pays back a surplus to the policyholder in good economic states. Insurance policies with
profit participation play an essential role in the life insurance sector. According to the European
Insurance Overview 2023 [16], issued by the European Insurance and Occupational Pensions
Authority (EIOPA), policyholders spent 2022 around a quarter of their gross premiums on profit
participation insurance policies in the life sector (includes life, health, and pension insurance).
In Croatia, Italy, and Belgium, these policies have a market share of over 50 % in the life sector.
Several publications are concerned with the valuation and hedging of such insurance policies,
e.g., Bryis and de Varenne [0], Bacinello and Persson [2], Gatzert and Kling [17], Schmeiser and
Wagner [37] or Mirza and Wagner [32]. In recent years, the study of optimal investments for
participating life insurance contracts in continuous time started. Lin et al. [25] analyzed 2017
the optimal investment for an EU-problem for a specific S-shaped utility function. Afterwards,
Nguyen and Stadje [33] examined a similar setting for more general S-shaped utility functions
under a Value at Risk constraint and mortality risk. He et al. [19] made another generalization by
considering a weighted utility function between the insurer and the policyholders. Moreover, Dong
et al. [15] added to the EU-problem a Value at Risk and a portfolio insurance constraint. Chen
et al. [3] considered Value at Risk, expected shortfall, and Average Value at Risk constraints.
To the best of our knowledge, we are the first to consider participating insurance contracts in
continuous time under mean-variance optimization.

A significant factor of an optimal policy design is the payoff structure: For a participating
life insurance contract, the payoff has at least one point where it is non-differentiable, e.g., at the
threshold where the proportional surplus participation starts. (The payoff of the non-protected
product also has a second point of non-differentiability at the guarantee value.) At these points,
the payoff changes its slope, resulting in a payoff that is generally neither convex nor concave
(see Figure 2 for an illustration of the insurer’s payoff). In such situations, one often uses

concavification techniques; see, for instance, Larsen [22] or Reichlin [35]. Liang et al. [24] used a
generalization of this method. For alternative approaches in non-concave portfolio optimization,
see, for instance, Kraft and Steffensen [21], Dai et al. [14], or Qian and Yang [34]. In this work, we

use the specific structure of a payoff in a complete market to carefully compare different solution
candidates and show that the optimal terminal wealth actually has a closed and, up to the implicit
parameters whose existence proof and computation in our setting is delicate, simple form. We also
use a standard Lagrangian approach to get the optimal terminal wealth and use the price density
process to give the analytic formula for the optimal strategy. This method was used to solve
several other optimization problems in complete markets; see, for instance, Basak and Shapiro
[1], Cuoco et al. [13], Chen et al. [8], Chen et al. [7], Nguyen and Stadje [33], Mi et al. [31], Chen
et al. [10], or Avanzi et al. [1]. To use this Lagrangian approach for mean-variance, we start to
give an equivalent problem in the spirit of Zhou and Li [39]. The ansatz described above then



leads to having two multipliers instead of only one Lagrangian multiplier. We obtain a system of
non-linear equations with several variables yielding implicit functions whose properties, through
various intermediate results, then entail the existence of a solution. Although mean-variance
does not respect first-order stochastic dominance, we do get similar results compared to EU-
optimization regarding the general form of the optimal solution, but with the terminal wealth
having a simpler structure. In particular, in a complete market, the optimal terminal wealth is
piecewise linear in the price density. Compared to the papers discussed above, the main difference
of our ansatz is to consider an optimization functional, where we include an option-like payoff
of the participation instead of adding further conditions to a non-option-like payoff. We show
in Proposition 3.6 that our optimization corresponds to a target problem, where one aims to be
as close as possible to certain exogenously given constants. This alternative formulation is close
to Avanzi et al. [1], who minimize a variance-like function under solvency conditions. However,
while they face a 1-target problem our optimization corresponds to a 2-target problem, where the
exogenously given target depends on the region of the terminal wealth. An additional constraint
ensures that mass can only be shifted from one region to another at a rate which depends on the
amount of participation. Target-based optimization is common in the literature as an alternative
to mean-variance, see for instance Avanzi et al. [1], Menoncin and Vigna [28], or Li and Forsyth
[23]. Finally, our numerical results show a somewhat different investment behavior compared to
EU-maximization, in particular for S-shaped utility functions. Specifically, we observe that the
investment gets more conservative with shorter maturities, and the equity holders on average
increase their investment into the risky asset in bad economic states. Moreover, the insurer
invests more riskily when offering a non-protected participation life insurance product than when
offering a protected one due to a reduced downside potential. Since variance is the most widely
used risk measure in industry and the cornerstone of most modern portfolio theory and the finance
literature, these results might be potentially relevant from a descriptive point of view.

Section 2 describes participating life insurance contracts and briefly introduces the functional
to optimize. In Section 3, we explicitly show the optimal terminal wealth, the optimal strategy,
and the existence of the necessary parameters in the Black-Scholes model. Section 4 analyzes
some numerical results for the Black-Scholes model. Finally, Section 5 concludes the paper.

2 Model Setup

2.1 Participating life insurance contracts

Participating insurance contracts or, in general, insurance contracts with some profit participation
play a crucial role in the life sector. Figure 1 shows that, on average, around a quarter of the
gross premiums 2022 in the life sector are spent on policies with profit participation. In some
countries, like Croatia, Belgium, or Italy, even more than 50 % of the gross premiums are invested
in such policies.

This paper focuses on two standard designs of participating life insurance contracts. Both
products offer a guarantee value G and a proportional surplus participation rate ao when the
portfolio value exceeds a threshold, which we denote by ks. Note that ks is always higher or equal
to GG. The difference between the two designs is that the first product offers a non-protected
guarantee, whereas the second provides a protected one. Protected means, in this case, that
the policyholders get at least their guarantee value, independent of the economic situation at
maturity. In contrast, in the non-protected case, the insurance company declares bankruptcy if
the portfolio value is below . In this case, the policyholders only get the portfolio value. For
the portfolio, it is essential to note that the initial portfolio value xzg is the sum of the premiums
from the policyholders plus some initial capital from the insurer (i.e., the equity holders). There
is no rule on how to set the guarantee value. One possible example of setting GG is to take the
sum of the premiums in addition to a guaranteed interest rate below the risk-free interest rate.
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Figure 1: Market share in 2022 of the gross premium separated by the line of business in the life
sector. Data source: European Insurance Overview from the EIOPA [16]

Moreover, product designers often set the threshold k9 as the sum of the premiums divided by
the share of the policyholders in the portfolio.

Hence, we conclude the following payoffs V for the policyholders (pol) and the insurer (ins) for
the contracts with non-protected (non) resp. protected (pro) guarantees and terminal portfolio
value X7 > 0:!

if Xp <G,
nen (X if G < Xp < ko,
G+a2 XT—kQ) if Xp > ko,
pro B if Xp < ko,
Vool | G+ ax(Xr — ko) if X7 > ko,
if Xr <G,
Vlﬁgn XT — if G < Xp < ko,
XT—G CKQ(XT—]CQ) if XT 2 kQ,
VprO( ) . XT - if Xp < k‘Q,
ns B XT—G—QQ(XT—kg) if Xp > ko.

Note that solely V,P\° can attain negative values. For a more detailed explanation of participating

insurance, we refer to Nguyen and Stadje [33].

2.2 Optimization Functional

Before defining the optimization functional, let us introduce the basic financial market, which in
Section 3 and 4 will become the Black-Scholes model.

Let (2, F, (F)icjo,r), P) be a filtered probability space with time horizon T' > 0. The filtration is
generated by the d-dimensional Brownian Motion W satisfying the usual conditions. We consider
an arbitrage-free market with a risk-free asset B and a deterministic interest rate r, > 0 following
the price process dB; = Byrdt, and d risky assets S%, i € {1,...,d} with adapted price processes.
Let the dynamic strategy u represent the fraction of wealth invested in the corresponding risky
asset, while the remaining money is invested in the risk-free asset with the corresponding wealth

! For simplicity, we assume that the management or the regulator does not allow the total wealth to become
negative. However, if either we extend the following definitions also for X < 0, or let the insurer cover in both
cases all losses stemming from a negative terminal portfolio value, all our results hold (see also Remark 3.3c).



process X; and initial value Xg = x¢. We denote by U the set of all admissible strategies given
by all u, which are progressively measurable and induce an integrable Xr.

Next, we introduce a general functional to optimize, the previously defined participating life
insurance products being special cases. We look for the optimal strategy @ € U such that

J(0,T, 1, x0) =sup J(0,T,u,xg), (2.1)
ueU

where the value functional J is defined as
J(07 Tv u, :L‘O) = E[F(Oa T7 u, 1'0)} - nyar(F(O, T7 u, l’o))

with the risk aversion parameter v > 0. Hence, we are looking for the mean-variance optimal
strategy for the (continuous) function F', which we define for s < t as

F(s,t,u,x) = o ((X¢y — k1) — ko) — aa( Xy — ko) +
—aky X < ky,
= q a(Xi — k1 — ko) ki < Xy < ko,
a(Xy — ko) + alke — k1 — ko) Xt > ko,

where X, =z, 0 < ko, k1 < kg < oo with kg + k1 < ks, 0 < as < a < oo with @ := o — as. Note
that 0 < & < « holds. We also write F'(Xr) instead of F(0,T,u,x) when the trading strategy is
clear (for instance, for the optimal terminal wealth X'T), suppressing the initial value.

Now, one can observe that if « = 1, kg = 0, and k1 = G, the function F' reduces to the
payoff of the insurer for the non-protected participating life insurance contract Vi". If o = 1,
ko = G, and ki1 = 0, F reduces to the payoff of the insurer for the protected product V;>:°.

the following Figure 2, we show the payoff of the insurer for these two variants of participating
life insurance contracts.

In
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Figure 2: Payoffs for the insurer with k; = 2.5 (left) resp. ko = 2.5 (right), k2 = 7, a = 1,
a9 = 0.5.

Remark 2.1. Since the problem in this paper is a variant of a mean-variance optimization,
it inherits also the time-inconsistency of the classical mean-variance approach, see, for instance,
Basak and Chabakauri [5] or Bjork and Murgoci [5]. There are several ways to approach this time-
inconsistency. We take in this paper the perspective of a so-called pre-committed investor. Such



an investor optimizes once in the beginning and sticks to this strategy, i.e., the chosen strategy of
the investor is mot dynamically reoptimized. Note that due to the function F', our problem is not
covered by the general theory from Bjork and Murgoci [5] which assumes a sophisticated investor,
i.e., she/he knows that her/his optimal strateqy changes over time and only optimizes over all
strategies she/he would actually follow.

3 Optimization in a Black-Scholes market

This section assumes that the underlying financial market follows the Black-Scholes model, i.e.,
the market is complete. Then, the price dynamics for the d risky assets S*, i € {1,...,d} are
given by

dS; = S;uidt + SjoidWy,

where W is the Brownian Motion generating the filtration F, p; is the deterministic drift of
the i’th asset and % is the deterministic volatility between the i’th and the j'th asset. We
assume that o; is bounded, bounded away from zero and invertible. Then, there exists a unique
price density process £ with the wealth process X and the price density process ¢ admitting the
following dynamics

dXt = Xt [’I"t + U?(Mt — T)] dt + Xtufatth, (31)
dé = —&rydt — Er] AW, (3.2)

with Xo = zo and & = 1, where r; = (0¢) "' (1t — 7¢) is the Sharpe ratio process and -7 denotes
the transpose of a vector. The term &r(w), w € €, can be interpreted as the Arrow-Debreu
value per probability unit in state w at time 7. Note that {&r(w) can be written as a decreasing
function of the stock price, and therefore attains high values in times of a bad economy and low
values in times of a good economy. We assume that the processes r; and p; are integrable and
the processes oy and k; are square-integrable over [0, 7] to ensure that the previous SDEs and all
of the following integrals are well-defined.

3.1 Derivation of the optimal terminal wealth

The mean-variance optimization (2.1) is challenging to solve directly due to the term (E[X])?

in the decomposition formula Var(X) = E[X?] — (E[X])2. Hence, we show in the following
Lemma 3.1 that if an optimal strategy exists, we can alternatively look for the optimal strategy
considering the value functional J which we define as:

J(0,T,u, o) := E[AF(0,T,u,z0) —vF(0,T,u, x0)?] (3.3)
with A = 1+ 29yE [F(0,T, u, )] where @ is the optimal strategy.
Lemma 3.1. If @ is an optimal strategy for J, it is also an optimal strategy for J.

Consequently, the optimal terminal wealth also coincides for the two problems maximizing J
resp. J. This result is a slight generalization of Theorem 3.1 in Zhou and Li [39], who showed
this lemma in the case of F' being the identity. We will include the proof in Appendix A for the
reader’s convenience.

Since we have a complete market, we optimize with the following three steps. First, we use
a Lagrangian approach to find the optimal terminal wealth X (using the alternative problem).
Second, we derive the optimal strategy, and third, we determine the A and the Lagrangian
multiplier y since the optimal terminal wealth and strategy depend on these values initially. In
the following, we suppress the dependence on A and y for the sake of simplicity in the notation
unless stated otherwise in some proofs, and we use the convention that (a,a] = 0 and [a,b] = )

if b < a.



Theorem 3.2. The optimal terminal wealth X is given by:

Aa—yér  « *
kyt o gk —hi—ko) gre (0,§1],
s kQ gT S (df,ég],
R N o (3.4)
ko+k1+W &r € (ag, &1,
0 else,

where y is the Lagrangian multiplier which solves E[gTXT(y)] = &oro, A =14+ 27E[F(0,T, 4, x0)],

and
é — max {O A — 2’)/04(]62 — ]{1 — ko) }

Y
£m )\704 n 2’y052!<:07
Yy Yy
Fx 2y 9 932, A ~
1 i=ag — " max § 0, (a(ko + k1) — aoks)? — o?kg + ;(ozk:l — agko) p — ako |,

& = maX{O,min {&é,é’f}} ,
5* ._ &A _ 70‘2(14?2 - k1)2 — 2’)/042]{70(/€2 — k1) + Aaky
Ty yko ’

&5 := max {df, min {aé, f;‘}} ,

€3 1= max {aé,f_ 270’ <\/k‘% + k1 <2kzo + A) - k1> } .
y Yo

In particular, such G,t,y exist. Moreover, let £ be defined by:

& if& > af )
=08 g =ad g >al,
& g =oad g =ak

Then, it holds that € > 0 and X7 > 0 for € € (0,€*) and X7 = 0 for £ > £*.

Remark 3.3. (a) The terminal wealth Xr denotes the wealth before distributing the wealth to
the insurer and the policyholders. The terminal wealth of the insurer is given by F(X'T) =
a((XT —k1)y — ko) — ag(XT — k2)+. In particular, in the case of a protected participating
life insurance contract, i.e., o = 1, k1 = 0, the insurer makes a loss if X < ko. In the
case of a non-protected participating life insurance contract, the insurer cannot make a loss

by construction.

(b) If ag = o resp. & = 0, the surplus over ky is fully distributed to the policyholders. In this
case, it holds that §1 =0 and ocﬁ = 0, i.e., the result is similar with the exception that the
first case, XT = ko + MV ver (kg — k1 — ko), does not need to be considered. The proofs
are similar, but we exclude this case for the ease of exposition.

(¢) We can generalize the result for X7 € R when we extend the function F' to Reg as F(Xr) =
a(Xp — ko). Then, the optimal terminal wealth has the same structure as before, but with

the additional case that XT =ko+ )‘3;7&%& if & > €. Hence, the restriction to X7 > 0 is not

crucial for the structure of the solution. Note that F(XT(gT =¢)) =0, and that for & > €
the function F is linearly decreasing in &p. Again, the proofs are similar to before, but we
nevertheless restrict to Xt > 0 to avoid too technical proofs.



(d) The representation of Xr also holds in a general complete market (without necessarily using
a Black-Scholes market model) if we assume the existence of the multipliers y and \. How-
ever, that these exist is then not clear. Note that the price density process, £, in a different
complete market would change, but still admit a geometric form. For example, if we replace
the Brownian Motion W by a Poisson process N with parameter Ao (in the Black-Scholes
model), the price density admits a dynamic of the form (see, e.g., Cont and Tankov [12,

p.303]):
dg— =& (Aa — AL —r)dt — & In 32d Ny,
where A1 > 0 is an appropriately chosen constant.
(e) The way how to compute the parameters X\ and y is given in the proof of Proposition A.1.

From the definition formula of XT, we can derive the following two propositions, which are
proven in Appendix A:

Proposition 3.4. It holds that (0,&5] U (a€, 5] U (o€, €5] = (0,€*] with these constants defined
in Theorem 3.2, i.e., the three intervals of the terminal wealth are connected.

Proposition 3.5. It holds that Xr as a function of £ is continuous and non-increasing in (0,£*)U
(&%, 00) with £ as in Theorem 3.2. If k1 > 0, then Xr is always discontinuous at £*.

Therefore, X7 as a function of &1 is non-increasing, taking the value 0 for &7 > £* and one
possible discontinuity point. See the black lines in Figure 3 for a visualization.

In the following proposition, we give an alternative formulation for our optimization problem.
Again, we give the proof in Appendix A.

. Yyakg, ifx < ki,
Proposition 3.6. Let L(xz) = { vo?(z — ki — ko)?, if k1 <2 < ko, and consider the opti-
V&2($—k2+%(k2—k‘1—k‘o))2, if x > ka.

mization problem min,ey E[L(XT)] under the constraint Ela(X1(N) — k1)ly <xp(0)<ks +
A(X7p(A) — k2 + & (k2 — k1))l x, 0>k = ko and the budget constraint E[fr X1 (y)] = &ozo,
where \ and y are the respective Lagrangian multipliers.

Then, the optimal terminal wealth is identical to the one of our main problem, i.e., given by

(3.4).

Note that the loss function L is continuous and non-decreasing in z, and that the definition
and therefore the interpretation of the parameter ) is different than for mean-variance. However,
Proposition 3.6 still gives an equivalent formulation. As already stated in the introduction, this
formulation is a 2-target problem. Depending on the region of the terminal wealth, we want to
minimize the distance to different exogenously given target values (ki + ko if the terminal wealth
X € [k1, ko) respectively to ko — S (ko — k1 — ko) if X > ko). Moreover, the first constraint
entails that one can only reduce mass in one region when one simultaneously increases the mass
in another region where the reduction and the enlargement are, in general, not of equal size.
Especially, the weight of the region [ks,00) is heavily influenced by the participation rate g
through the pre-factor &(= o — aw).

Proof of Theorem 3.2. We use the Lagrangian multiplier method to prove this theorem. There-
fore, choose A > 0 and y > 0 as in Proposition A.1 in the appendix and we define the Lagrangian
function L for X > 0 as

L(X,y) := AF(0,T,u, 20) = vF(0, T, u, x0)* — y€X (3.5)
= Mo (X = k1) y — ko) — a2(X — ko) 4] — v [a (X = k1)y — ko) — aa(X — ka)+]* — y¢X
= A [Oé(X — k1 — k0)1k1§X<k2 + d(X — k‘g)ﬂxz;w + Oé(k?g —ky — kO)]lXZkg — Ozkigﬂx<kl]



— (X — k1 — ko) Ly <x<ky + (X — k2)Lx g, + (ks — ki — ko) x>k, — akolx g,

- ngv
= )\OJ(X — k1 — k0)1k1§X<k2 + A [&(X — kQ) + a(kg — k1 — ko)] ]lekg — )\Oék‘[)]lX<k1

—7Q®(X — k1 — ko) Ty <X<ky — 7 [A(X — ko) + a(ks — k1 — ko)]* Txsk, — 702 k3L x <y

—y€X
—Aaky — ya?k3 — y¢X X €10,k1)
= Aa(X — k1 — ko) — yo?(X — ki — ko)® — yéX € [k1, k2

A [d(X — k‘g) + Oé(k?z — k1 — kg)] -y [d(X — kz) + Oé(k?g — k1 — k‘o)} —ytX X e [kg, 0),

where we suppress the w, write X instead of Xp, £ instead of &, and use y as the multiplier.
The following paragraph considers L as a function of X. Obviously, L is not smooth in k; and
k2, but it is continuous in [0, c0). Hence, we optimize L in the regions [0, k1], [k1, k2], and [k2, 00)
separately and compare afterwards the minimal points. Now, for the individual optimization, we
get:

_yg X € (0 kl)v
oL ,
X Ao — 2y (X — ki — ko) — g€ € (k1, k),
Ao — 2’)/54 [d(X — kz) + Oé(kg — ]ﬁ )] . y§ X € (kQ, OO)

Hence, it follows that we get the following possible maximal points (if they are in the respective
interval): X1 = 0, Xy = ko + k1 + %54, and X = ky + 2528 — (ko — k1 — ko). To have X,

2va2
and X3 in the correct interval, we get the following conditions (since £ > 0):

_ 2 _ _ 2 PO
Xy € [ky, k2] & e {)\a 2yat(ky = b ko), Aﬁ + 2y ko} = [a§7§i| ) (3.6)
Yy Yy Y
Xsclkno) & e <0, Ad - 27‘““(’;2 —h ’“0)] = (0.a¢]. (3.7)

Moreover, for the maximum of L, we must consider the different boundary values of the cor-
responding intervals. The first boundary value k; is always dominated by X; due to L being
non-increasing in [0, k1]. The second boundary value ks is dominated by Xo or by X3 if £ is in
one of the intervals from (3.6) or (3.7). If & > &, then L is non-increasing in [0, 00) since then
g—)’—} < 0 for all X > 0 and hence ks is dominated by X, If€ e [&é , af] then L has a local
maximum in ky since ‘9L >0 for X € (ki, ko) and ~ < 0 for X > ko. Hence, we add

Xy=ky for ¢elaf,af] (3.8)

to the list of potential maximum points. We note that the intervals of ¢ for Xa, X3, and X4
are disjoint except the lower (resp. upper) boundary points of Xs (resp. X3) with the upper
(resp. lower) boundary point of X4. However, in this case X (resp. X3) coincides with Xjy.
It is remarkable that due to the disjointness of the related intervals for X5, X3, and X4, we do
not have to compare these values themselves with each other (for the potential maximum of L).
Thus, we replace the closed intervals for £ by left-open, right-closed intervals and denote by X*
the combined solution of Xo, X3, and X, with X* =0 for £ > ¢, i.e.,

’kﬁwg(@klko) ¢ € (0,a¢],
o ko o §€ (07@:7 0_45],

Ko+ ki + e (o g

. €€ (€.)

);
)



Note that X* takes the same values as X7 in (3.4), but the intervals are not truncated. Moreover,
we observe that X* is continuous in £ on (0, 5_] Therefore, we only have to compare L(X*,y), y
fixed, with L(X;,y) = —fya2k3 — Aakg. Thus, we compare these values in the following separately
for the three cases, i.e., depending on £, which value out of { X9, X3, X4} X* attains. Note that
we consider, from now on, L as a function of . To emphasize this, we write L(X,y,&).

Case 1: € € (o€, &), i.e., X* = Xy € [ky, kal:

Then, we get:
A —y€ o (da—yE)? Aa — yg
L(X =\ - - k ki) —
( 2, Y, g) « 2,}/0[2 o 270[2 yg( 0 + 1) yf 2’}/0[2
2 A )\2
470&26 _y<k0+k1+2’}/>£+4’}’ (3.9)

Then L(Xa,y,&) > —ya?k3d — Aako = L(X1,y,€) if £ <& or € > &, with

er=" Ny (kot b+ 2= ) 24 fu2 (ko t b+ 52 ) — L5 (5 +702kE + Aako
y 2var 2ya o \ 4y

M 2va?(ko+ k 2va? y2ky
:ﬁ_’_ o ( 0+ 1):i: 7? \/2]{32 )\+2y2k0]€1
Yy yo

Yy Yy

A 2va?(ko + k 2va? A
=224 (ko + 1):I: R \/k%+k1<2ko+>

Yy Yy Yy Yo

- 2702 A
—e Y (4 k%+k1<2k0+>+k1 :
Y vo

We notice that &, > & and max {aé, 5_} = {3 where &3 is defined as in Theorem 3.2. If {_ < aé,

X9 is not in the necessary interval [k1, ko) which entails that (aé, &) = 0. Otherwise, it holds
that {- = £ by which we get (3 4) for this case, i.e., the interval for £ being in the interval
(a§ &3] for the optimal wealth Xr.
Case 2: £ € (0,a€], i.e., X* = X3 € [kg, 00):
Then it holds:
L(X3,y,§) = A <)\o;7dy£ - %(kz — k1 — ko) + a(ko — k1 — k0)>
_Aa—y
7 <a 2762
Aa — Y&
2va2

52—y<k2—

Note that ko — (ko — k1 — ko) = &(ko + k1) — Zk2. First we assume that the discriminant,
i.e., the term under the square root in the following equation, is non-negative. Then, we have
L(X37y7§) 2 —’}/Cl2k(2) - Aako - L(Xlu/yaé) lfg S 5— or 5 2 §+ with

_27642 e A
§x = " (y (kz = = (k2 = k1 — ko) + 275{))

a2 |, AN\ g N 2,2
ko — S(ky — ky — K _ Y (A k2 + Aok
2\ (2 (k2 = by 0)+2707> 7G2 \ 4y TR AGR0

QI\Q

2
(ko — k1 — ko) + a(ky — k1 — k‘o))

— ylky — y§ +y£%(k‘2—k‘1 — ko)

2

- 4va?

(s — Fy — o) + er X (3.10)
2 1 0 27 4,_)/ .

D Q

e
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2va

A2 « A
i (y (kz_d(k2_kl ~ o)+ 27@))

2var? a? a2 A
+ y2 \/y2 <d2(2k0k1 + k‘%) + a2 (k‘o + k‘1) & (Ozk‘l — 042]{2)

A& _ 2’}/0454(]{}2 — k‘l — k‘o) + 2’}’6& kg
Yy Y Y

MG
+ % a2(2k20/{?1 + k%) + Oé%/{?% — 20&0[2(]{30 + ]{}1)]{32 + ’?(Oék‘l — 052]{32)

. VA A
—aé + % (i\/(a(ko 1) = azka)? — a2k + = (ks — agks) + dk2> .

Again, we notice that £ > aé and if the discriminant is non-negative, we get £ = 51 where we
can ignore this case if £ < 0 due to the assumption that £ has to be in the interval (0, a{] Now,
if the discriminant is negative, then L(X3,y,§) > 'ya2k0 Aakg for all £ and 51 > aé. Hence,
X3 is optimal for all £ € (0, &€ and it holds that & = & which implies (3.4) for this case.

Case 3: € € (aﬁ,aﬁ] le., X* =Xy = ko:
Now, we get:

L(X4,9,6) = Ma(ky — k1 — ko) — ya? (ke — k1 — ko)? — y&ka. (3.11)
Then L(X4,y,£&) > —ya?k3d — Aaky = L(X1,y,€) if

5 < )\j _ 70&2(1’62 — k‘l)Q — 2"}/042]6‘0(162 - k‘l) + /\Oékl
Ty yko

=&

Hence, it follows that ¢ € (aé €3] which implies (3.4) in this case as well. Hence, (3.4) holds in
total.

Finally, we must have that £* > 0 since otherwise (0, {7]U U (&€, &1uU (o, €3] = 0 which implies
that X7 = 0. Hence, the budget constraint E[fTXT( )] = &oxo cannot be fulfilled, which is a
contradiction to Proposition A.1 whose proof is given below. The property of X follows directly
from Proposition 3.4 and y < oo. 0

We deduce from Theorem 3.2:
Corollary 3.7. The optimal payoff of the insurer is given by:

Aa — yér *
2"}/754 fT € (Oafl]v
N Oz(k:g — kil - k?O) gT € (5‘&55]7

Ao — .
(12/)/0?5&1 gT S (a§7£§]7

—akg else,

where é, &1, &, and &5 are defined as in Theorem 3.2.

Proof.  This proof follows immediately by simple calculations when we plug (3.4) into the
function F. O

In the following Figure 3, we derive the shape of the optimal value X and the corresponding
wealth of the insurance company as a function of &7.
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Figure 3: The optimal value X7 and the optimal terminal wealth of the insurance company as a
function of & with k; = 2.5 (left) resp. ko = 2.5 (right), ke =7, a =1, asa = 0.5, A =3, y = 1,
v = 0.25.

3.2 Derivation of the optimal strategy

Next, we derive the optimal strategy for our problem where the proof is somewhat technical and
therefore given in Appendix A.

Theorem 3.8. The optimal solution 4 is non-negative and given by:

e = (o7) L2t
t
where
Y o efftTrsds
v =ko+ —— — —(ka — k —k))«p(d (&1,1))
! < 2 2’)/a (@ 2 L 0 j;&THKzSHQ ds ! !
Yo ST —(@re—|insl)ds ’ B ;
+ el ® (dy (&7,1)) — ¢ (da (&7,1))
2’}/042 t 2181 LTHKSHQ ds 251
eh T a0 o ( (a60))
2 fTHH \|2ds w a1 (S, P \al )
t S
A e—ftTrsds R
+<k + ki + ) @ (d1(&3,1) —p(di (ag,t
i ) S (o0 6.0 0 ()
+ geaelt ~CrIn (@ (dy (65,1)) - @ (d2 (6.1) ) )
1 ~
- ——— (2 (&) ¢ (2 (1)) |
Ji lIksll® ds
X = <k2 e = (ky = by - ko>> e I o (dy (¢1,1)

T 2
e A L TAER)
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ka0 (@ (a1 (65,0) - @ (i (a6it)))
+ (ko +ky o+ 2?{)) e Ji rsdo ((I> (di (&,1)) — @ <d1 (O‘é’ t)))
Y_¢,eli —(@ro=lnsl®)ds (cb (d2(&5,1)) — @ (d2 (0‘57 t)))

" 2va?
with
T Ks 2
dy(x,1) Tk JrTft o )dS,
2
Vi ksl ds
2
Inz—Ing + [F(r, — 2eltyg T
d2(a:»’t) _ nr né‘t j;f (T 2 ) S _ dl(x,t) _ / ||I{,SH2 dS,
t

T
VI ksl ds

where ¢ denotes the cdf and ¢ the density of a standard normal distributed random variable. The
values &, £, &, and &5 are defined as in Theorem 3.2.

4 Numerical Results

In the following section, we discuss the numerical results for the Black-Scholes model with a given
calibration of the parameters with a setting as in Section 3. The first two figures show the impact
of different values for the risk aversion resp. the participation rate and of different optimization
strategies (EU instead of mean-variance) on the optimal terminal wealth as a function of &7.
The remaining four figures show simulation outcomes for the optimal terminal wealth and the
optimal strategy. We analyze the results for the non-protected resp. the protected participation
life insurance product, and compare those (a) to each other, (b) to a product with no surplus
participation, and (c) to the results with an EU-optimization.

For the participating life insurance contract, we use the parameters kg = 0, ky = 2.5, ks =7,
a =1, and ag = 0.25 for the non-protected insurance product. We change the values of kg and
ki1, i.e., kg = 2.5 and k; = 0, to get the protected product. The initial wealth, i.e., the sum of
the premiums and the initial capital from the insurance company, is given by xg = 4, the time
horizon by T = 10, and the risk aversion by v = 0.25. We assume a constant risk-free interest
rate of r := r; = 0.02 for the financial market and consider one risky asset with constant mean
u = py = 0.08 and volatility o; = 0.2. In particular, the Sharpe ratio is also constant and
given by k¢ = 0.3. For the implementation, we used a time step of § = 0.01, i.e., we have 1000
intermediate points. Moreover, we simulate 10000 realizations of the Brownian Motion.

In Figure 4, we present the optimal terminal wealth as a function of & for different values
of risk aversion parameter . (Note that the risk aversion parameters are not comparable for
the different optimization strategies.) For both the non-protected and the protected case, we
compare the optimal terminal wealth stemming from our mean-variance optimization with the

EU-optimization for participating life insurance contracts from Lin et al. [25]. To measure the
z) x>0,

utility, we use, as Lin et al., the following S-shaped utility function: U(z) = ~ . -
—AM=z2)77 <0

with A = 2 and different values for 4 (Lin et al. [25] used 4 = 0.5 in their numerical analysis).

Moreover, we added the case that there is no additional surplus participation of the policyholders,
i.e., as =0, kg = 0, and k1 = 0. Both participating optimizations share that the optimal wealth
function has three points of significant behavioral change, i.e., at £J, £5 and &3 as in Theorem 3.2.
This theorem shows that the optimal wealth decreases before £} and between &5 and &3, and that
the optimal wealth is constant elsewhere. The main difference in the shape of the functions is that
we have a piecewise linearity in the mean-variance case but a total non-linearity in the EU case.
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This effect is already apparent from the respective formulas. Noticeably, the distance between
the second and third point of behavioral change is much higher in the EU-optimization than in
the mean-variance one. Moreover, the figure shows a moral hazard of the insurance companies
offering a non-protected participating life insurance contract since the insurance companies favor
a portfolio value of 0 over a portfolio value at the guarantee value level. We can observe this
effect for both the mean-variance and the EU-optimization in the figure due to the drop-down
of the optimal terminal wealth to zero. Protected products have no such effect when optimizing
mean-variance since the insurance company always profits from higher portfolio values. While
this effect also occurs when optimizing EU, the probability is smaller since the drop-down is at
a far higher value (compared to the non-protected product).

Optimal terminal wealth — Non—protected Optimal terminal wealth — Protected
o . . o T . N
S —— Mean-variance with gamma=0.5 S 1 —— Mean-variance with gamma=0.5
—— Mean-variance with gamma=0.25 N —— Mean-variance with gamma=0.25
Mean-variance with gamma=0.125 " Mean-variance with gamma=0.125
- Expected utility with gamma=0.5 - Expected utility with gamma=0.5
- Expected utility with gamma=0.25 ' - Expected utility with gamma=0.25
o — Expected utility with gamma=0.125 oo — ) Expected utility with gamma=0.125
Non-participating 3. Non-participating
< <
= =
© . ©
9} .. [}
: o : o
< \ <
= : =
£ o £
— N —
2 S 2
T < A RN T <
E - £
= ~ =
Qo o
O [e]
N SV
o - o e ———————————————— o
T T T T T T T T T T T T
0 1 2 3 4 5 0 1 2 3 4 5

Figure 4: Comparison of the optimal terminal wealth as a function of & of mean-variance with
EU optimized participating life insurance products and no participation in the case of a not
protected guarantee (left) and a protected one (right). Note that the risk aversion parameters
are not comparable for mean-variance and EU.

In Figure 5, we show the influence of the participation rate ay on the optimal terminal wealth
as a function of &r. We can see that a higher rate ao leads to a more extended plateau at ko = 7.
This effect is not surprising when checking the formula (3.4) of the optimal terminal wealth
X since a higher ag leads to a smaller &. Thus, the intermediate interval (dé, &) gets bigger
since for our parametrization, it always holds that £ = aé . Moreover, we can observe that £*
(defined in Theorem 3.2 as the point where in the non-protected case the optimal terminal wealth
drops down to 0) is increasing for an increasing participation rate ag. This effect stems from
the different values of the variables A and y when changing the participation rate. Additionally,
the figure shows that for minimal values of &7, the optimal terminal wealth is higher for large
participation rates, which we can derive directly from the formula of X7 in (3.4). For the
economic interpretation, we infer that a higher participation rate of the policyholders leads to
a higher portfolio value in bad economic states, because for a higher as, the upside potential of
the insurer is reduced. Hence, the optimal strategy should be less risky, which implies a higher
portfolio value. For good economic states, the opposite effect happens. A somewhat surprising
result is that in very good economic states (happening with an extremely low probability), the
optimal terminal wealth is higher for higher participation rates, which occurs due to changes in
the Lagrange multiplier of the budget constraint.

In both, Figure 4 and Figure 5, we can observe a jump of the optimal terminal wealth
in the non-protected case, which is typical for problems with option-like constraints, see for
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Figure 5: Influence of the participation rate as on the optimal terminal wealth as a function of
&r of a not protected (left) and a protected (right) participation life insurance.

instance Basak and Shapiro [1], Chen et al. [8], Nguyen and Stadje [33], Chen et al. [9], or
Kraft and Steffensen [21]. The reason is that for certain outcomes, the insurance company’s
incentive change and therefore it can gain additional utility by changing to a different regime.’
Moreover, the piecewise linearity observed also occurs in, e.g., Avanzi et al. [I] who considered a
minimization of a quadratic function under solvency constraints including option-like constraints
as the expected shortfall. This piecewise linearity is typical for problems with some kind of
quadratic penalties, whereas the option-like constraints entail the existence of the plateaus and
the jumps.

In Figure 6, we show the optimal wealth process and the optimal share into the risky asset
over time for the non-protected participating life insurance product. In both figures, the red
line shows the average of the 10000 realizations, and each of the ten black lines shows a single
realization. Note that for the optimal strategy, we used a weighted average with the weight
given by the absolute investment amount (which also holds for all other averages in this section).
Furthermore, we get A =~ 3.423 and y ~ 0.860. The average optimal wealth process develops
from 4 to approximately 7.6, where the increase is slightly larger in the beginning than in the
end. A terminal wealth of about 7.6 corresponds to a terminal wealth for the insurer of 4.95 and
a wealth of 2.65 for the policyholder. Note that this is higher than the guarantee value, which
is 2.5. When exercising the optimal strategy, we start with high investment into the risky asset
(approximately 110% of our wealth), which decreases relatively constant over time. The final
optimal investment share into the risky asset is around 45%. When analyzing the strategies in
more detail, one observes that the most risky investments are taken when the economy has poorly
evolved until then, i.e., when &; is high, while the least risky investments are taken in cases where
the economy has developed well. These results are reasonable since when the wealth is below the
guarantee, the insurer has nothing to lose anymore, while the wealth is already over the second
threshold k2 (i.e., the policyholder also participates in the surplus over k2), the upside potential
of the insurer is reduced, whereas the downside potential is not (or only slightly).

In Figure 7, we show the optimal wealth process and the optimal share into the risky asset over
time for the protected participating life insurance product. Again, the red line shows the average

2 For instance, if the entire wealth for certain outcomes is transferred to the policyholders, the insurance company
will target a terminal wealth of zero in these states in order to gain additional wealth in states where it benefits
more. (Note that the overall expectation is fixed due to the budget constraint.)
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Figure 6: Optimal wealth and optimal strategy for the non-protected participating life insurance
product.

of the 10000 realizations, and each of the ten black lines shows a single realization. Moreover,
the variables A and y are given by A ~ 2.893 and y ~ 1.003. In this case, the optimal value
evolves only to around 6.7, corresponding to a terminal wealth of the insurance company of 4.2
since we are below ko, i.e., there is no surplus participation of the policyholder. The optimal
strategy starts risky but not as risky as in the non-protected case, with around 75% of the wealth
invested into the risky asset. It also decreases over time, but the reduction is smaller, and the
final optimal investment percentage is at around 35% of the wealth. As in the non-protected
case, the realizations in the best economic states correspond with the least risky investments
and vice versa. One of the shown strategies is rather inconspicuous over most of the time but
has a major change close to the final time point 7" = 10, i.e., a drop-down from wg 93 = 0.2 to
ug.99 = 0.00001. Such an effect (also in the other way, i.e., an upward move) happens for several
realizations when their wealth for time points ¢, which are close to the maturity T, is close to
the second threshold ko since the optimal terminal wealth as a function of £ has a small plateau
at ko, ie., if & € (o?é, &;]. Hence, for & ~ &é (resp. & ~ a&;) for t close to T', the upside (resp.
downside) potential is reduced and the optimal strategy is to invest safely (resp. risky).

In Figure 8, we compare the optimal wealth before splitting it between the policyholders
and the insurance company and the optimal strategy of our two participating life insurance
products with mean-variance to a non-participating investment, i.e., we set as = 0, kg = 0, and
k1 = 0. Moreover, we set the initial wealth such that the mean of Xp is approximately equal to

4 non-protected product,
7.59. Therefore, we get the following initial values: zg = { 4.692 protected product, The lines
4.665 no participation.

show again an average of 10000 realizations each. The figure shows that the investor makes the
riskiest investment when offering a non-protected insurance product and approximately identical
investments when offering one of the other two products. When offering the protected product
compared to the non-participation product, it is remarkable that the investor invests slightly
safer in the beginning and somewhat riskier close to maturity. This investment behavior leads to
the highest wealth gain for the non-protected product since, on average, the risky asset performs
better than the risk-less asset (due to p > r). For the other two products, the wealth gain is
approximately equal. The protected life insurance investment strategy is relatively close to the
non-participating strategy since a fixed-guarantee payment only minimally influences the optimal
strategy. Then, the only remaining difference in the payoff shape is when the wealth is above ks,
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Figure 7: Optimal wealth and optimal strategy for the protected participating life insurance
product.

which happens in our chosen parametrization either relatively late or not at all (see Figure 7).
The payoff structure for the non-protected insurance product differs highly in the values due to
the reduced downside potential below k1.
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Figure 8: Comparison of the optimal wealth (left) and strategy (right) between a (non-)protected
participating life insurance product and a non-participating investment.

In Figure 9, we compare the optimal wealth and strategy for the non-protected and the pro-
tected life insurance contract when considering mean-variance resp. KU-optimization. We take
the result for optimizing EU from Lin et al. [25] as in Figure 4 with parameter values 4 = 0.125
and A = 2. As in the other figures, the lines show the average of 10000 realizations, and we state
the total wealth (before splitting it between the policyholders and the insurance company). As
in the previous figure, we again choose the initial value such that the terminal wealth is approxi-

’ for the mean-variance

. )4 non-protected product
mately equal for all products, i.e., we take xg = { 4602 protected product
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3.31 non-protected product

optimization and zg = * for the EU-optimization. Both optimizations

3.59  protected product
have in common that the insurance company offering a non-protected product invests riskier
than the insurance company offering the protected product due to the reduced downside poten-
tial. When comparing the strategies, we observe that the strategies optimizing EU become riskier
over time (except for the final time points). In contrast, the strategies optimizing mean-variance
get less risky over time, as already discussed. Since we chose the two (not comparable) risk aver-
sion factors such that the initial investments in the risky asset are similar, the wealth gain of the
EU-optimization is higher. The decreasing portion invested into the risky asset is typical for a
pre-commitment mean-variance optimization strategy (this can be seen by implementing the op-
timal mean-variance strategy by Zhou and Li [39] when using typical ranges for the parameters),
which is structurally different from EU-optimization strategies.
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Figure 9: Comparison of the optimal wealth (left) and the optimal strategy (right) between a
(non-)protected participating life insurance contract optimizing mean-variance and EU with S-
shaped utility from Lin et al. [25].

In Figure 10, we show another comparison for the optimal wealth and strategy for the non-
protected and the protected life insurance contract when considering mean-variance resp. EU-
optimization. Here, we take for the EU-optimization an exponential utility function U(x) =
1 — e 7 where 4 = 0.5 denotes the risk aversion of the investor. Note that of course this risk
aversion parameter is not directly comparable to the risk aversion parameter from our mean-
variance model. (For small risks though U is actually related to mean-variance by a Taylor-
expansion.) The optimal wealth and strategy are calculated based on Korn and Trautmann
[20]. Due to their assumptions, we change the risk-free interest rate to r = 0. Again, we
show the average of 10000 realizations, state the total wealth (before splitting it between the
policyholders and the insurance company), and choose the initial value such that the terminal

4 non-protected product, for the

wealth is approximately equal for all products, i.e., we take g = { 477 protected product

6.224  non-protected product, for the EU

imization.
6.262  protected product Opt atio We

mean-variance optimization and zg = {

obtain again that the insurance company offering a non-protected product invests riskier than the
insurance company offering the protected product due to the reduced downside potential, where
the difference between the strategies is larger for the mean-variance optimization. In particular,
we observe for exponential EU-optimization that the optimal strategy is relatively similar for
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the non-protected and the protected life insurance products. Furthermore, these strategies are
decreasing for longer maturities and slightly increasing for short maturities, and are closer to the
mean-variance optimization than the ones discussed in Figure 9 for S-shaped utility. However, the
change in the strategies for exponential EU-maximization over time is less than for mean-variance
optimization.
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Figure 10: Comparison of the optimal wealth (left) and the optimal strategy (right) between a
(non-)protected participating life insurance contract optimizing mean-variance, or EU with an
exponential utility function.

5 Conclusion

In this paper, we derived explicit analytic formulas for general contracts, including participating
life insurance contracts, when optimizing mean-variance in the multi-dimensional Black-Scholes
market. Moreover, by showing the existence of all arising parameters, we showed the existence
of the optimal solution. A numerical analysis shows that the mean-variance optimal strategy
compared to the EU optimal strategy becomes more conservative the shorter the maturity is
and is increased in particular in bad economic states. Future research directions include possibly
generalizing this approach to other stock market models.
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Appendix
A Proofs

Proof of Lemma 3.1. We show this lemma by contradiction. In particular, we assume that a
4 exists, which is an optimal solution for J, but not for J. Consequently, there exists a strategy
u which is better than @ for J, i.e.,

J(0,T,u,x0) — J(0,T,0,x09) >0
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& ANE[F(0,T,u,z0) — F(0,T,4,20)]) — 7 (E [F(0,T,u, x0)> = F(0,T,,20)%]) >0. (A.1)

The next step is to define the function G(z,y) := y — vz + yy?. We observe that G is a convex
function, and it holds that

G (E[F(0,T,u,20)?] ,E[F(0,T,u,x0)]) = E[F(0,T,u,x0)] — vVar (F(0,T,u,z0)) = J(0,T, u,x0).
We note that B%G(az, y) = —v and 8%G(m, y) = 1+ 2y. Then, the convexity of G implies

G (E[F(0,T,u,20)*] ,E[F(0,T, u,x0)))
> G (E[F(0,T,t,20)*] ,E[F(0,T, ,x0)))
N < - ) ' <E [F(0,T,u,z0)*] —E [F(O,T,?, x0)2]>
14+ 29E[F(0,T, 1, x0)] E[F(0,T,u,z0)] —E[F(0,T,a,xq)]
=G(E [(OTuxo], F(0,T,4,x)])
-y (E[F OTua:o)] E[F( 0T,u,x0)2])
+ (L +29E[F(0,T, 4, z0)]) (E[F(0, T, u, z0)] — E[F(0,T,4,z0)])
> G (E[F(0,T,,20)%] ,E[F(0, T, 4,x0)]), (A.2)

where we used (A.1) and A = 1+ 2yE[F(0,T, 4, xo)]. Hence, (A.2) implies that J(0,T,u,xo) >
J(0,T,u,x0), i.e., & is not optimal, which is a contradiction and implies the lemma. O

Proof of Proposition 3.4. We prove this proposition by showing the following two statements
from which the claim follows directly: (i) If {5 > af, then it holds that & = of, and (i) if
& > ozf, then it holds that £ = a§

We start with the proof of (i). Therefore, we reformulate the condition &§ > ozé to get a
condition for A. When plugging in the formulas as defined in Theorem 3.2, it holds that £ > ozf
if and only if

27&2(]{:0 + kl) — 2fya2\/k% + k1 <2k0 + 'y%) 2fya2(k2 — k1 — kO)

Y Y

(A.3)

Hence, it follows that y < oo and kg > \/ k:% + 2kok1 + % which is again equivalent to % <
k2 — k2 — 2kok;. Thus, we get that & > aé holds if and only if k; = 0 or A < ya (% k- 2k0)
since k2 > 0. Before showing the implication (1), let us also reformulate the equality &5 = aé .

First, & = oz{ if and only if 52 > af which is equivalent to:

Oéz(kig — k1)2 — 2’)/042]{20(]{52 — kil) + Aaky > _2’70[2(]{32 — k1 — kio)

yko y

Since y < oo (otherwise (A.3) would be wrong), this is equivalent to:
2va” (ko (kg — k1) + ka(ka — k1 — ko)) — va® (k3 — 2k1ka + kT) > Aok
This again is equivalent to:

Nt < ya (2koks — 2koky + 2k3 — 2kiko — 2koks — k3 + 2k1ks — kT) = yor (k3 — kf — 2kok1 ) .

Now, if k; = 0 and if A < ya (% —ky — 2k‘0) the inequality is fulfilled since ko > 0. Thus,

statement (i) follows.
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Second, we prove (ii). As in the proof of (i), we start by reformulating the first condition. We
note that & > af if and only if £ > @& which is equivalent to:
047)\ 7@2(162 — k‘l)Q — 2"}/042](70“{)2 — kl) + Aaky S @ 2”)/(1&(]{2 — k1 — ko)
y yks y y '

From this inequality, it follows that y < co and
Mo — &)ka — Aaky +va? (—k3 + 2kiky — ki + 2koks — 2kok1) > 2vad (—k3 + kiks + koks) .
Since a — & = ag, this is equivalent to:
Maoks — aky) > —ya (k3 (& — ao) + 2k1 ko + 2kokacs — aki — 2akoky ) .

As before, we also reformulate the equality ] = aé . This is indeed true if é{ > dé . If the term
under the square root in the definition of £} (see Theorem 3.2) is 0, then & > a¢€ is fulfilled since

s > K
w > 0. Now, if this term is positive, {§ > &€ is equivalent to:

2762 ko . 276
(0 (0

A
(Oé(k() + k’l) — a2k2)2 — 052]{78 + ;(akl — azkg).
Then, since y < oo, this is equivalent to:
A
6&2]?% > azk% + 20&2/{01’61 + 04276% — 2aankoks — 2acao ki ko + a%k% — a2k8 + *(Oékl — Ckng),
Y

which is again equivalent to:

2 2
o — a;

Magks — aky) > —va (k2 ( ) + 2k1 kg + 2kokoan — k¥ — 2ak0k1> .

«

Now, we get that & = @ O‘Q)((”az) = & — ag since & + as = . Hence, the inequality is
fulfilled if A(agks —akl) > —ya (kzz(a - ag) + 2k1kocs + 2kgkocy — akl - 2ak0/<;1) which implies
statement (ii) and finishes the proof. O

Proof of Proposition 3.5. Using the two properties proven in the proof of Proposition 3.4, we
only have to check the boundary values £} = &é and & = aé for continuity. However, this follows
immediately by plugging in the values. Now, if k; > 0, we see that Xr>0if £ e =¢3,
then we note that

Ao — Ao — 2va2kgy + 2va? (\/k’% + k1 <2k0 + %) — k1>

2va2

A A
:k0+k1—k0—k1+\/l€%+k1 <2ko—|—> :\/kl <k1+2k0+>.
oze Yo

Hence, XT(§§) > 0if ky > 0 and A > —2vako — yak,. From the proof of Proposition A.3, we see
that A > C with C > —2yaky. Thus, X7 (&5) > 0 if ky > 0. O

X7 (€3) = ko+ k1 +

Proof of Proposition 3.6. For this proof, we show that the alternative formulation of this
proposition admits the same Lagrange function as our main problem given in (3.5). Therefore,
we first reformulate the problem as a maximization problem by replacing min, ey E[L(X7)] with
max,cy E[—L(X7)]. Then, we get for the Lagrange function with X > 0:

L(X,y,\) = —L(X) — Mako — (X — k1) Ly <xchy — (X — ko + S(ka — k1)) Lsg,) — y€X
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—va?kE — Naky — y€X, if X €10,k1),
—va(X — k1 — ko)? — Aako + da(X — k1) —y€X,  if X € [k, ko),
—ya?(X — kg + 2 Sk — k1 — ko))? — Aako

FAG(X — Fy + 2(ky — ) — yEX, if X € [ky, 00),
—~a2k2 — Aako — yEX, if X € [0,k1),
“a?(X — k1 — ko)2 + Aal(X — k1 — ko) — yEX, it X € [k, k2),
(X = k2) + alks — k1 — ko))

FA (X — ko) + alks — k1 — ko)) — y€X, if X € [ko,0).

\

\

By comparing the terms with (3.5), we observe that the Lagrange functions are identical which
gives us the proof. O

Proof of Theorem 3.8. From (3.1) and (3.2), we conclude using Ité’s formula that &.X; is a
martingale. Hence, we get using Theorem 3.2:

X; =E [ZXT ]—'t]
= <k2 + 2;7 - %(kz — k1 = k‘o)> E [Zﬂsﬁsr ft] - Q,Yy&QE [f%@ ft]
+ B [Zﬂaé«ﬁg; ft] (ko kL a) E {?ﬂa&&s&g ft]
2
_ 273/&215 [Z aé<tr<es ft} . (A.4)

Now, the claim for X; follows from the formula for the conditional expectation of log-normal
distributions (see (B.1)) using that it holds conditionally on F;:

5T~m<_/ vt ) 8” / I ds>,

&t t

2 T T
S—TNEN ln‘ft—Q/ Ts‘i'”HSHdSA/ lrs|* ds )
&t ¢ 2 t

where LN denotes a log-normal distribution.
The next step is to calculate the volatility process of Xy, i.e., the term before the dW; in its

SDE, denoted by o, using (3.2). There, we get o¢ = (—r §t) = klvy, where we used that

5
od od 1
Z?lf(x) = ;g(x) = = . Now, we get the optimal strategy ; by comparing the
2
! ! =&/ Jp llssl”ds
volatility processes from X, which is o X, = X, 0T oy Hence, the claim follows. O

A.1 Proposition A.1

Since the equation E[é7 X7 (y)] = &xo depends on A and A = 1 + 29K [F(0, T, @, 20)] depends on
y, we have to solve these two equations together. We show that these variables always exist in
the following Proposition A.1.

Proposition A.1. There always exists a solution for X and y and an equation system that can
be numerically solved to determine them.
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We split this proof into two lemmas. In the first Lemma A.2, we give the equation system to
solve for the two parameters y and A, where we added y and A as a superscript to help the reader
follow the interdependence. In the second Lemma A.3, we show that these parameters exist:

Lemma A.2. The variables y and A are the solution of the following equation system:

o = ( j . X ky — by — ) “dS@ ({{7%0))
s )
o 6) (a0
o) (o a50) -0 o2
gt a0 (670) 80 (00)
A= 1 — 2yako + 2yako ( (do (5 wA o)) — 3 (do (aéy’k, 0)) + (do (5 yA 0))
- @ (do (6.0)) +@ (d (.0 ))
Ao (60) - (1 (820)) o 7))
(e (640)) - 2 o o))+ 2 o ()
+ 2valks — k1 — ko) ( (do (5 YA 0)) By (do (@gw, o)))

with

2
Inz —In& —i—ftTrs + @ds

d pu—
O(xvt) T 2
Jo llssll”ds

The values éy)‘, 3 YA 52’3/’ , and f;’y’)‘ are defined as in Theorem 3.2 and the functions di and
do are defined as in Theorem 3.8.

Proof. The first formula follows from the definition E[¢p X7 (y)] = &z = o and (A.4) for
t = 0. The second formula follows from the definition A = 1+2vE [F(0, T @, z¢)] and the following
properties for arbitrary 0 < a < b < oo:

. Aa—yér  «
XT = <I€2 + - 72’)/6[2 - 5“{72 - kl - ko)) ]]{TG(O,ff] + k2]1§T€[0~éé,§§]

Aa —y&r
R EA

1H§T~N<—/O L / Il ds>,

El§rTerelap] = P (di(b,0)) — @ (di(a,0)), (A.5)
Ell¢refay] = P(Er € [a,b]) = @ (do(b, 0)) — @ (do(a,0)). (A.6)

Moreover, we conclude from (3.4) (combined with Proposition 3.5) that 1¢ -, = le e +

Lercaéeg) Lirelh i) = Lereaéeyy @04 Lipap, = 1g,0 = ]laTeZ(o,qluwé,sQ]U(a&,sS]'
Indeed, we get:

E [F(O,T,’l), xo)] =K [—Oéko]lXT<kl + Oé(XT — k1 — kO)HXTE[kl,kg) + ONé(XT - kz)]lXTZIQ
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E [a(kz — k1 - ko)lXT2k2:|

= — akoP(Xr < k1) + aE[(X7 — k1 — ko) Iy, (of e )

+E [(a(XT — ko) + alky — ky — /-co)) (JlgTem,sﬂ + ﬂfTewé,sslﬂ

= — aky + ako (B(ér € (0,€1]) + P(ér € (6, ) + P(er € (o€, €3)))

A Foek Yy A *
o Bler € (€€l - 5 B [Sh I 5, Fler € (0,61)

23&1@ (erLe cep] +alke — by — ko)P(ér € (a6, €3)),

where we used the above-discussed results in the second and (3.4) in the third equation. The
claim follows with (A.5) and (A.6). O

Lemma A.3. The equation system from Lemma A.2 admits a solution.

Proof.  For this existence proof, we make the following two definitions by writing the two
equations as functions depending on y and A:

A T
Al == a0+ (bt 0 = Sk == ko)) e H 7 a 67,0)
Y

T 2ya? el 2l (dy (&, 0)) + koe™ Jo 7+ (@ (a1 (65,0)) - @ (o1 (a€,0))))

+<ko+k1+2ja)ef5“d8( (d1 (¢3,0)) — @ (d1 (a£,0)))
- 27% efOTf2rs+||ns||2d8< (ds (€2, 0) (dg <a§ o))) (A.7)
Faly.X) 1= 1~ 2yaky + 2naky (@ (d (&5 q>< (a§ 0)) + @ (do (£5,0))
¢<do<aa ) +oi06.0)
+/\( 1+ ® (do (£3,0) <I><do<oc§, ))+ (do (1,0 ))
(oo o (a (o60)) + Lot eron)
+ 2ya(ke — k1 — )((%@, ( ( )»'

Note that we suppress again the dependence of é and &, i € {1,2,3}, on y and A\. By definition,
the equation system from Lemma A.2 is solved if there exist \*, y* such that fi(y*,\*) =0 =
f2 (y*7 )‘*)

To show this, we define

—2vakyg a:oefoT rsds < pe
C = 2ya(woelo ™9 — &y — ko) zoelo 7295 € (ky, ks,
T T
2 (dl’o(ifO rsds + ko — a(ko + k1)> :Co(ifO rsds > ko,

and h : (C,00) = R>( an arbitrary continuous function with lim,_,c h(z) = 0 if xoefoT rsds > Iy
resp. liminf, ,c h(xz) > 0if azoefoT rsds < k. and limg o0 h(2)

= 00. Then, we make the following
four statements, which are shown at the end of this proof:

lim fi(y,A) >0 for all A > C, (A.8)
y—0
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le fily,\) < —zg for all A > C, (A.9)
Y—»00

li)lrli‘igf fa(h(X),A) > 1, (A.10)
limsup fa(h(A), A) <O0. (A.11)
A—+00

Due to the continuity of y — fi(y,-) and A = fa(h(A), A), there exists for each A > C' a y3 € [0, 00)
and for all functions h a A € (C,00) such that fi(yy,\) = 0 and fo(h(A}), ;) = 0. If there
exists more than one solution, then we take y} as the smallest one of those (well-defined due to
y being bounded from below and the continuity of f; and f3). Moreover, we have the following
four statements, which are also shown at the end of this proof:

A — gy is continuous in A on (C,00), (A.12)
lim g = 0 if zgelo 795 > & A3
Am 3 = 0 if zoel L (A.13)
liminf y5 > 0 if woeo ™45 < & A.14
iminfyy > 0 if zoe 0 < k1, ( )
lim y} = oo. (A.15)
A—00

Now, if we consider yy as a function of A, it fulfills the assumptions of h. Hence, there exists
a A* such that fo(y3.,A*) = 0. On the other hand, by the definition of X\ — y, we have that
f(y3«, A*) = 0, which implies the claim.

To finalize the proof, we show the remaining eight statements afterwards. But first, we note
that it holds by definition (see Theorem 3.2):

<& <a<g<al <& <L (A.16)
Proof of (A.8). First of all, we claim that

& >0ifA>C, (A.17)
& > 0 if and only if A > 2ya(ks — k1 — ko), (A.18)

which we will show directly after the proof of (A.8). So for now assume that (A.17) and (A.18)
hold, and let A > C.

By (A.17), & EmalN +oo if A > C. Moreover, it follows directly from the definition that

. if A <2valks — ki — ki

400, if A > 2’)’@(]{2 — k1 — ko).

Thus, if A < 2ya(ka—k1—ko) then it holds that (i) ®(dy (&5, 0))—®(d1(aé, 0)) =% 1. On the other
y—0

hand, if A > 2ya(ka — k1 — ko), then it holds that (ii) @ (d; (£,0)) —— 1 as (A.18) entails that

§ 2% o0 Now, if wgel "+ < by, it holds that (iif) (ko + k1 + 22 ) 40 79 > mg for A > € =

—2yakg. Furthermore, if :erfoT "sds ¢ (ky, ko], we deduce that (iv) (k‘o + k1 + 27%) e~ Jo sds 5 T
for A > C = 2’ya(xoef0Trsds — k1 — ko) and, if moefoT rsds < ko, it follows directly that (v)
(kz e h k0)> e=Jo T4 S a0 for A > 2valks — ki — ko)(> C). Finally, if
a:oefoT "sds > ko, then it holds that C' > 2ya(ko—k;—ko) and (vi) (kz + 27% — Sk — k1 — /ﬁo)) e~ Jo reds >
xg for A > C =2y (d:voefoT rsds 1 oky — (ko + k1)> Note that a€ < & < o€ (see (A.16)) and

hence (vii) & shows the same limiting behavior as é for y — 0. Summarizing these results, we
conclude for A > C:
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(a) Properties (ii), (v), and (vi) imply:

A
2va

lim (kjg + —

i (ko = = o)) e 7 a3 €7,0))

] Q

T
>x9 i A > 2ya(ks — k1 — ko) and zgedo T8 < foy,
> X if .%'(]efOT rsds > ko,
>0 else.

(b) One can see directly that lim, o 2’3&2 eJo —2rstlnsl’dsg (da (&7,0)) = 0.
(¢) Tt holds that Tim, o kze ™o 74 (@ (d1 (£3,0)) = ® (a1 (a€,0) )) = 0 due to (vid)
(d) Properties (i), (iii), and (iv) imply:

m <1<:0 R+ A) et (@ (d (65,0)) — @ (dh (08.0) ))

li
y—0 2va

>zo  if A€ (C,2valks — ki — ko)) and woedo 95 < Ky,
>0 else.

(e) One can see directly that lim,_,o 2fyy042 eJo —2rstls|*ds (CID (d2 (&3,0)) — @ (dQ (aé, 0))) = 0.

Thus, the claim follows. ]

Proof of (A.17). We show this equation by considering the three different cases of C:
Case 1: a:oefoT rsds < ke, C = —2vak:
Let A > C, i.e., there exists an € > 0 such that A = C' 4 2yae. First, we notice that £ > 0 if

- 2va? 2va?
£ = Aa 4 2@ ko _ 2y <\/k:f + k1 (Qko + A) — k:1> > 0. Now, it holds if we plug in \:
Yy Yy Yy Yo
- 2va2 22
&= <—k0+g+k0+k1—\/k§+k1(2k0—2k0+25)> - ’Yyo‘ (k:1+e— (k1—|—6)2—52>.

- 2
Since y, 7y, a,e > 0 and k1 > 0, we get that £ > 0 if and only if (k; +¢)2 > ( (k1 +¢)? — 62) ,
which is equivalent to €2 > 0. Thus, the claim, i.e., & > 0 for A > C.
Case 2: xoefoT sds € (ky, ko), e, C = 2'ya(xoef0T rsds ey — ky):
Let A > C, i.e., there exists an € > 0 such that A = C' + 2yae. As in the first case, we get that
€ > 01if £§ > 0 (defined as in Case 1). Then, we get after plugging in A:

Tk 276“2 fTT ds 2 fT d
&= roelo " —ky —ko+e+ ko4 k1 — k’1+k1<2k’0+2x0€0rsS_2k1_2k0+26>
Y
2 2 2
— 2 (azoefoT reds 4 o \/—k‘% + 2k1xoef0T rsds _ (iUOef“T TSdS) T (ZEOEIOT TSdS) * 25k1>
Y
2 2 2
_ 2va (l’oefoT rsds 4 o \/— (ajoefoT rsds _ ]{1> + <fE0€fOT rst) + 2€k71> .
Y

Since y, vy, a,e > 0 and xoefoT 7sds > (), we get that 55; > 0 if and only if
(xoe o Ts@S +5> > — (:er o TsdS _ k1> + (:coe o "s 5) + 2¢eky.
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T 2 T 2 T
Since (woefo rsds 4 E) = (moefo ”ds) + 2£xoef0 rsds 4 2 this is equivalent to:

2 2

Now, the claim, i.e., £&5 > 0 for A > C, follows.
Case 3: woefoT rsds > ko, i, C = 2y (da:oefoT e a(ko + k1)>:

Then, we get immediately that & > 0 for A > C(> 2ya(ky — k1 — ko) since ag + & = a). Hence,
it holds that &5 > 0 due to &5 > af (see (A.16)). O

Proof of (A.18). First, let A\ > 2ya(ks — k1 — ko), i.e., there exists an ¢ > 0 such that A =
2ya(ke — k1 — ko) + 2vyae. We note that é > 0 for this A which implies that & > 0 if and only
if 5{ > 0. Now, if the term under the square root in the maximum in the formula of f}‘ (for the
definition, see Theorem 3.2) is negative, the claim follows immediately. Hence, we assume that
the term is non-negative. If we plug in A into 5{, we get:

~ 2va [ A N A
5’1" = % (27 — Oz(k:g — k‘l — k‘o) + Oékg — \/(Oz(k‘o + k‘l) — a2k2)2 — 042/{% + ;(O&kﬁl — Oé2k2)>

>
_ e (de + aky — \/a%k‘% + 202k kg — 2002k3 — a2k} + 20akiE — 2da2k26>
Y

272 1
_ ’Yya (]{72 +e— 5\/@(12((12 — 2a) + a?ky1 (2ky — k1) 4 26e(aky — an?)) :

Since y,7,&,e > 0 and ko > 0, it holds that {N’f > 0 if and only if
1
k‘% + 2ekg + g2 > ? (k%ag(—d — Oé) + a2k1(2k2 — ]{71) + 2076(04/61 — OéQk‘Q)) .

This is equivalent to:

2
L= k2 (1 + 22, O‘NO;Q) + 2 (k;2 (1 n @) - ;ﬁ%) + 2% = ki (2ks — k1) > 0.
o ! ! ! a
Now, we notice with « = & 4+ a that

1+a2+aa2 &%+ asa+aaz +a3  (G+a)? «a
a a? a2 a? a2’

«

(V)

Then, it follows with L as above since 1 +

o
Qf\?

5[2 & ~2

&
L= k3 + 2—e(ka — k1) + @52 — 2k kg + k3
- N <\ 2
— (k= k1) + 2% (ko — k1) + [ ~e) = (ko — k1) + ¢ ) .
(k2 — k1)” + aE( 2 — k1) + (aE) <( 2 — k1) + e
Hence, L > 0. Second, we note that £ = 0 (and thus also &) for A < 2ya(ky — ki — ko) by
definition. Hence, the claim £ > 0 if and only if A > 2ya(ka — k1 — ko) follows. O

Proof of (A.9). By definition, it holds that & Y% 0. Then, we get the claim due to (A.16)
and limg_,0 ®(d;(z,0)) =0 for i € {1, 2}. O

Proof of (A.10). Recall that h is a continuous function from (C,00) — R>¢ with some limiting
properties at C' and oo, and we plug this function into fo with y = h(X). To start, we give a small
overview of the following proof: To show (A.10), we must find the limiting behavior of &5, a¢, &3,
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~ T
af, and & when A\, C. However, this behavior heavily depends on xoefo rsds e, the different
values of C' and the limiting properties of h. Hence, we have to distinguish several cases. First,

we differentiate between the different limiting properties for A \, C' depending if a:oefoT reds > ke
is true. If this is true, we first analyze the limit of £3. After that, we have to separate the cases
depending if C is bigger, smaller, or equal to 2ya(ky — k1 — ko). For the equality case, we even
have to separate along the limiting behavior of é to derive the limiting behavior for £ and &5. If
:L"oefoT sds > K, is not true, we only have to separate along the possible limiting values of h.
Case 1: a:oefoT rsds > ko, fen, limg o h(z) = 0:

Since limy\ ch(A) = 0 and C > —2vyaky, it holds that (i) £ — +oo for A \, C, ie., y =
RV 2% 0. Indeed, it holds: If zgedo ™95 > ky, we get that C' > 2ya(ks — k1 — ko) and hence

€ 2% J o0 since y = h(A) 2% 0. Now, (A.16) implies that & % +oo. Tf zgels ™05 < ky,

it holds that C' = 2y« (ef(;[ reds _ oy — k0> since :coefoT rsds > k1 by assumption and we get that:

04)\—1—27042 (ko—l—lﬁ — \/k%—i-kl(Qk‘o-i- o%)) D
x> =: .
&2 ey ey

When calculating the limit for A N\, C for D, it holds that

}iI%D = 270’ <x0€f0T reds ey — ko + ko + k1 — \/k% + k1(2ko + 2$0€f0T reds _ oy — 2k0))
H

= 2va? <xoef0T rsds _ \/—k% + lexoefOT Tsds> .

2
Now, we see that limy\ ¢ D > 0 if and only if (acoefOT rsds _ kl) > 0 which is true by assumption.

Thus, &5 EEN +oo since h(\) EEN 0, i.e., (i) is proven.
\C

Next, if C' > 2ya(ke — k1 — ko), we get that ((ii).1) & EEN +o00o due to (A.18) and h(\) 2

and thus also ((ii).2) af, &, LA +oo due to (A.16). If C < 2ya(ke — k1 — ko), we get that

((iii).1) o€ 250 due to (A.19) and y = h(\) 250 which can be factored out. Hence, also

((iii).2) &, €, & 220 due to (A.16). The remaining case that C' = 2ya(ky — k1 — ko) needs
a closer look. First, we note that then ky = a:oefoT 7sds and hence ks > kq by the assumption
of Case 1. There, we have to distinguish three more cases for the limiting behavior of &7, df ,
&, and aé depending on the behavior of é . Note that é can have multiple accumulation points
for A N\, C (all in [0,00]) despite ¢ being continuous in A. Now, let A, be a sequence converging
to the liminf, i.e., lim, o0 fo(h(An), An) = liminfy\ ¢ fo(h(A),A). Note that A, 2790 ¢ from
above. We show (A.10) then for each accumulation point separately by possibly switching to
subsequences, i.e., we can assume without loss of generality that lim, EAn exists (in [0,00])
and have to consider the following cases:

Case 1.1: é/\” LimEN)Y
Then, it follows immediately that (iv) 51")‘",{;’)‘" 7% 0 due to (A.16).

n—0o0

Case 1.2: £ 2% 4 o
Here, we first note that when applying the same argument as in the proof of (A.18) (with £ = 0)
to the second term in the definition of é{’)‘”, this second term is non-negative for A = C, i.e.,
é’f*” > aéM when taking the limit n — oo. Then, we obtain ((v).1) i"/\" 7% 400, In
particular, we get ((v).2) {’f’)‘", &l ;’)‘”, aéin 2% 4o due to (A.16).

Case 1.3: £ 222 ¢ € (0, 00):
First, since ko > k1, we get by plugging in A = 2ya(ks — k1 — ko) into {N’Z“ that {;‘A" 270 oo

The reason is that y, = h(\,) 7% 0 and the nominator in é; An converges to a positive number,
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ile.:

arky — va2 (ky — k1)? + 2va2ko (ko — k1) — Apaky
T2 vk (kg — ki — ko) — va (ko — k)% 4 2v0Pko (kg — k1) — 2va?ky (ko — k1 — ko)
= 2v02 (ko — k1 — ko)(ka — k1) — va2 (ko — k1) (ko — k1 — 2ko)
= ya?(ky — k1) (2ky — 2k1 — 2ko — ko + k1 + 2ko) = a2 (ky — k1)? > 0.

Hence, ((vi).1) ;A” "% e, Second, we note that EIA" > aéM for n — oo by the same

n—,oo,. ~

argument as in Case 1.2. Thus, ((vi).2) f’lk”\" — ac.

Summarizing, we get in all subcases of Case 1, that ®(dy(&3,0)) 25C, 1 since limg 00 @ (dp (2,0)) =
1 due to (i) and —®(do(aé?,0)) + ®(do(&57",0)) — B(do(a€M,0)) + B(do(£7",0)) =25 0
due to either (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), or (vi) depending on C. Hence, it holds that @(do(ﬁg’)‘”,O)) —
& (do(al ™, 0))+®(do (€57, 0)) =D (do(GEM, 0))+B(do (€77, 0)) 2225 1 since limy 500 ® (do (2,0)) =
1 and A, =% C from above. In particular, we get that )\(—1—|—<I>(do(§§’/\", 0)) — ®(do (™, 0)) +
(do(£77",0))) + 2yax(ka — ki — ko) (2 (do (65", 0)) — B(do (a6, 0))) #=5 0 simce C = 2yaks -
k1 — ko) and A, N2 ¢ from above. Thus, the claim follows.

Case 2: a:oefoT rsds < e, lim inf,\ ¢ h(z) > 0 and C = —2vako:
For this case, we have to distinguish two more subcases depending on the possible limit of A.
However, h can have multiple accumulation points. As before, we consider each accumulation
point separately, denote by A, a sequence converging to the liminf, and assume, without loss of
generality by possibly switching to a subsequence, that A\, 2% € from above and limy, o h(An)
exists (in [0, 00]). This gives us the following cases:

Case 2.1: lim,,_,o A(\,) > 0:

Then, we get that &M 272 0 since = a(}f\&;)C) for C = —2yaky which implies that

n—o0

G gpn gptn giAn 2% 0 ysing (A.16). Thus, it holds that lim, oo fo(A(An), An) = 1 —
2yvakg — C =1 using that lim,_,0 ®(d;(x,0)) = 0 for i € {0, 1}.

Case 2.2: lim,,_o0 h(A,) = 0O:
Here, we first rewrite fs into:

Fo(h(An), An) = 1+ 2varko (—1 Iy (do (g;j“", 0)) —® (do (af’\", 0)) Iy (dg (g;w, 0)))
A (—1 4D (do (g;jv“, o)) _ 3 (do (aé)‘", 0)) o (do (g;‘“n, 0)))
i (2o ) o o))+ o o (60)
+ 2yaks — ky) (cp (do (g;‘vkn,o)) —® (do (ag“n, o)))
— 14\ —C) (—1 Iy (do (g;j’“,o)) —® (do (af)‘",())) Iy (do (g;"%,o)))
0 (20 o (670)) - 20 (1 o8.0)) « 2o (60))
+ 2va(ks — ki) (@ (do (5;‘“",0)) By (do (dé’\", 0))) ,

where we used that C' = —2yaky. Now, the claim follows, i.e., liminfy\ o fa(h()),A) > 1
since limy, o0 B(Ay) = 0, Ay ——= C' from above, f;’)‘” > aé*, and ®(dy(-,0)) being non-

decreasing. 0

Proof of (A.11). For this proof, we have to consider three cases depending on the limiting be-
havior of ﬁ for A = oco. As in the proof of (A.10), we have here possibly multiple accumulation
points that we treat separately and denote by A, the sequence converging to the limsup. Note
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that A\, —% oo in this case. Hence, we can assume, without loss of generality by possibly
switching to a subsequence, that lim, % exists (in [0, oo]) and consider the three cases that

lim,, oo % =0, lim,_ h()\Ann) =c € (0,00), and lim,, % = 00:

Case 1: lim,,—yoo % =0

It holds that & %00 using y, = h(\,) and the assumption. Therefore, we also get that
5)‘",5’{’)‘", ;’A”, ;’)‘” %% 0 due to (A.16). Thus, the claim follows using lim,_o ®(d;(z,0)) = 0
for i € {0,1}.

Case 2: lim,,_,o0 % =ce€ (0,00):

In this case, it holds by assumption that é)‘" 270 ¢, and @”,ﬁg’)‘" 720 ac. Moreover, it holds

that lim,, §;’A" € [ac, ac] by (A.16) and {T’A" 2% Ge since A";W "% ¢ for any affine
function [. Next, we note that ®(d;(ac,0)) € (0,1) for all @ > 0 and i € {0,1}. In total, we get
that limy, a0 —1 4 ®(do(£5,0)) — ®(do(at?™, 0)) + ®(do (€77, 0)) = —1 + ®(do(éc, 0)) < 0 and
limy, 00 LB(dy (£577,0)) — 2&(dy (€™, 0)) + La(di(6]™,0)) = Ld(dy(Ge,0)) > 0. Thus, the
claim follows since A, h(An) o +00.

Case 3: lim,, % = 00!

In this case, we get that G’M D790 5o as limy_eo %ﬁf)}‘") = oo for any affine function [.
Hence, it holds that &, M, ;”\”, ;’)‘” 7% 0 due to (A.16). Thus, we get the claim using
limy, 00 R(A\y,) = 00, limy, 00 Ay, = 00, and lim, o ®(d;(x,0)) = 1 for i € {0,1}. O

Proof of (A.12). To show this, it is sufficient to show that (i) A — fi(-, A) is strictly increasing,

(ii) y — fi(y,-) is non-increasing and (iii) fi is jointly continuous on Rs¢ x (C,00). Indeed,

let A, \, > C with A\, 272 X. Due to the existence of the zero root (see the main part of

the proof) and the uniqueness of the zero root (since A — fi(-, A) is strictly increasing), there

exist then unique y3,y} € (0,00) such that fi(yy,A) = 0 = fi(y} , ). Then, we have to
n—oo n— oo

show that y3 —— y}. Due to y — fi(y, ) being non-increasing and \,, ——— A, it holds that
Yy € [y;aneN DA y:ﬂinkeN > )\k}] (maximum and minimum exist due to the convergence of A, to
l—00

A). Then, there exist a subsequence y}"\nl and a g such that y’;\nl —— 1. Moreover, we know that

n

l—00

filyy, ) =0=fi (yinl , An,) — f1(9, A) due to the joint continuity of f;. Now, the uniqueness
of the zero root implies that § = y}. Hence, all subsequences converge to yy and thus also the
sequence itself. Therefore, (A.12) would follow provided we can show (i), (ii), and (iii) from the
beginning:

First, the joint continuity (i.e., property (iii)) follows directly from the definition of f;.

Second, we derive property (i), i.e., the strict monotonicity in A, from the formula of Xr
(see Theorem 3.2), which gives us the claim. Note that we add in the following paragraph a
superscript to Xr, &1, &5, and &3 when we take these values for a certain fixed A.
Indeed, if for all w € Q, we can show that X' (ép(w)) > X7?(é7(w)) with a strict inequality
for a set with positive probability for all A\; > A (> C), then also fi(-,A\1) > fi(-, \2) since
f1= E[{TXT] — xo and &7 > 0. Therefore, let Ay > Ay (> C): Due to (A.17) and Proposition
3.4, we conclude that for all A > C' (and hence for A\; and Ag) X7 # 0, i.e., X7(&7) > 0 for &p
small enough. The formula of Xr (see Theorem 3.2) implies that for fixed y the slope remains
unchanged in each interval (0,&]], (&€, &), resp. (af, €3] when changing A, but the interval
boundaries change. Note that the slope (as a function of {r) is strictly negative in (0,&;] and
(aéC , &3], and constant otherwise. Therefore, due to Xr being non-increasing and a non-increasing
function getting larger when being shifted to the right, it is sufficient to show that all interval
boundaries do not decrease when A increases and at least one boundary value strictly increases
when A increases:
It follows directly from the definition of X that limg, 0 X%l (&r) > limg, o X’%Q (&r) (> 0).
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Hence, due to having the same slope and the continuity of X%l (resp. X%Q) in &7 on (0, ff’)‘l] (resp.
(0,€*)), we conclude that & > £ since X (ér = P =y = Xp(ér = #22) e, the
interval is strictly increasing in A\. Next, we observe immediately from its definition that f A > f Az,
For &5 and &3, we show this property by proving that their derivatives with respect to A are non-

negative. Let 5; be defined as in Theorem 3.2 and 5;; =& — % (\/k‘% + k1 (2k0 + %) — k:1>

with & as in Theorem 3.2. Then, we get:

0 «a ak « kq
—_— = — - — = — e >
8>\£2 (1 ) 20

y  yke Yy ko
o
x>
= a)\§2—07
2 if k1 =0,
Yy
o -
iy 2 1. ki
T e 2 2 o =~ Y1 M if ki > 0,
vy ooy \//@§+k1(2k0+$a) Y \/k%+k1(2ko+$a)
>0,
o
Y o iy S
- szl

where ‘3—:\ denotes the left side derivative with respect to A\. Summarizing, £J strictly increases
and & and &5 non-decrease in A\. Thus, property (i) follows.

Third, we prove property (ii), i.e., that fi is non-increasing in y. Let XT(y) be a function of
y as in Theorem 3.2. It follows directly from the definitions of é, &7, &, and & that they are
non-increasing in y for fixed A\. Now, let y; < y2 and &7 > 0 arbitrary. Then, the claim follows
if XT(yl,fT) > X'T(yg,fT). If &7 is in the same interval for both values y; and 9, the claim is
obvious due to (A.7). Since é, &1, &, and & are non-increasing in y and X7 is non-increasing in
&7 (check Remark 3.3(c)), the claim also follows if {7 is in different intervals for y; and yo. O

Proof of (A.13). For the proof of this equation, we have to consider the two cases xgefoT rsds < foy

and :L’oefOT rsds > L, Note that if xoefoT rsds — Ly we get that C' = 27a(xoef0T reds _ by — ko) =

2~ (dmoefoT rsds 1 ok — (ko + k1)> Moreover, notice that xoefoT sds > k1 by assumption.
Case 1: :erfoT rsds < ko e, C = 27a(xoefoT rsds _ kb — ko):

For A\, = C + 2fyozef0T rsds¢ it holds that é = 0 for € small enough and hence also (] = &5 =0

due to (A.16). However, it holds with (A.17) that £ > 0. Note that lim,_,o ®(d;(z,0)) = 0 for
j €{0,1,2}. Thus, f; reduces for all £ > 0 small enough to

C+ 2wozef0T rsdsg

fi(y, C + 27a€f°TTSds€) =—x0+ <k0 + k1 + > e~ Jo redsgy (d1(£3,0))

2va
Y T—2rs Ks 2ds *
— el e (dy (€5, 0) (A.20)
T 2
== o0+ (20 + B (@ (65,0)) = el “HETD (6 (65,0)).

Now, if limsup._,qy}. > 0, it follows that liminfc o fi(y}_,Ac) < 0 (since @ (d; (£3,0)) < 1 for
all y > 0) which is a contradiction to (A.8). Thus, the claim follows, i.e., limy_,c ¥} = 0, when
taking the limit of € — 0 (and hence A — C') on both sides, since y; > 0. Note that for every y,
the existence of a solution A, of (A.20) was already ensured in the main part of the proof.
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Case 2: :):OefoT rsds > ko i, C = 2y (d:poefoT 7sds 1 ok — (ko + k1)>:
For A, =C + ZVdefoT rsds¢ it holds that:

fily:Ae) = = 0 + (r0 + ) (dh (€1,0)) = el —2retlmPoa (g, (67, 0)
+ hpe™Jo e (@ (dy (65,0)) — @(d1 (6€,0)))
+ (i(m +e)+ %kge_ Iy d) <<1> (dy (£3,0)) — (d; (of, 0)))
~ el I (@ (as (65,0)) — @(da(od 0))
< — a0+ 20 (@ (da (€7,0)) + ® (dr (63,0)) — ©(dh(64,0)) + @ (d (&5, 0)) — @(ds (o€, 0)))
+= (@ (d (61,00 + @ (d1 (§,0)) — (da (&, 0)))

23 (0(0E0) + 552 (0(€1,0))

Y [T —2rtfmal?ds [ L X
— el s (M‘P (da (£5,0)) —
<—xg+x0+6€— y~ el ‘2“*“’“‘5”2(15,
2va2

where we used that koe™ Jo rsds < z9, ¥+az = a, and % < 1 in the first inequality. Moreover, we
used (A.16) and ® (d; (£3,0)) <1 for all y > 0 in the second inequality. Hence, the claim follows,
Le., lim._,oy}_ = 0 by the same argument as in Case 1. Note that the existence of a solution was
already ensured in the main part of the proof. ]

Proof of (A.14). There is nothing to show since we already have that y} € [0, c0). O

Proof of (A.15). We prove this by contradiction. Therefore, we assume that there exists an

L > 0 such that limsupy ., ¥y < L. Under this assumption, it holds that 2200 oo

since A — /I(\) A7 o for all affine functions ! and yy being bounded. Then (A.16) im-

A—00

plies that &, &, &,85 —— oo and we know that ®(d;(&3,0)) > @(dl(aé, 0)). However, then
lim) o0 f1(y,A) = oo for all y < L which is a contradiction to y} being the zero root of fi;. [

Since all statements are proved, we have shown the lemma. ]

B Additional lemma

The following lemma restates a well-known result for log-normal distributions, which is used,
e.g., in deriving the pricing formula of a put or call in a Black-Scholes model. The proof is just
a straightforward calculation. However, we will give it for the sake of completeness.

Lemma B.1. Let 0 < a < b < 400 and X ~ LN (u,0?), where LN denotes a log-normal
distribution. Then, it holds that:

&2 _ 2 o 2
B[] =% (o (W) g (o))

o g

where ® denotes the cdf of a standard normal distribution with ®(4+00) = 1 and ®(—o0) = 0.
The formula remains unchanged when we replace the interval [a,b] by (a,b], [a,b), or (a,b).

Proof. It holds with y :=Inz and z := y_’f;(‘i:

Inb 1 - 2
E [X1xepy] = /1 oz P <y - M) dy
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