Utility maximization in
affine stochastic volatility models

Jan Kallsen* Johannes Muhle-Karbe'

Abstract

We consider the classical problem of maximizing expected utility from terminal
wealth. With the help of a martingale criterion explicit solutions are derived for power
utility in a number of affine stochastic volatility models.
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1 Introduction

A classical problem in Mathematical Finance is to maximize expected utility from terminal
wealth in a securities market (cf. [24}[25] for an overview). This Merton problem is generally
tackled either by methods from stochastic control theory, which lead to Hamilton-Jacobi-
Bellmann equations, or by martingale methods, which appear in various forms. We use
the second approach to derive explicit solutions for power utility in a number of stochastic
volatility models. This extends earlier results for Lévy processes (cf. [3 110} 18]), the Heston
model (cf. [27]), and the Barndorff-Nielsen-Shephard model (cf. [4]). The key idea in the
current paper is to represent the optimal strategy in terms of an opportunity process as it
is used in [7] for quadratic hedging problems. In some asset price models this opportunity
process can be computed explicitly, which in turn leads quickly to the solution of the utility
maximization problem.

The goal of the paper is twofold. Firstly, we solve the portfolio selection problem in a
rather complex setup allowing for some of the stylized facts observed in real data, namely
jumps and stochastic volatility. Secondly, we indicate that the combination of a martingale
approach, the notion of an opportunity process, and the calculus of semimartingale charac-
teristics turns out to be very useful both for deriving candidate solutions and for verification.
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The paper is organized as follows. In the following section we derive a general suf-
ficient condition for optimality of a given candidate strategy. This condition is applied in
Section |3|to affine stochastic volatility models. The paper relies heavily on the calculus of
semimartingale characteristics. Main results in this context are summarized in the appendix
for the convenience of the reader.

For stochastic background and notation we refer to [17]]. In particular, for a semimartin-
gale X, we denote by L(X) the set of X-integrable predictable processes and by ¢ * X
the stochastic integral of ¢ € L(X) with respect to X. We write & (X) for the stochastic
exponential of a semimartingale X and denote by £ (7) = -

Z-
of a semimartingale Z satisfying Z, Z_ # 0 (cf. [17} 11.8.3] for more details). When dealing

* Z the stochastic logarithm

with stochastic processes, superscripts usually refer to coordinates of a vector rather than
powers. By I we denote the identity process, i.e. [; = t.

2 The opportunity process in utility maximization

Our mathematical framework for a frictionless market model is as follows. Fix a termi-
nal time 7" € R, and a filtered probability space (€2, .7, (%)cjo.1], P) in the sense of
[17, I.1.2]. We consider traded securities whose price processes are expressed in terms of
multiples of a numeraire security. More specifically, these securities are modelled by their
discounted price process S = (S1,...,S%) which is assumed to be an R%-valued semi-
martingale. We consider an investor who tries to maximize expected utility from terminal
wealth. Her initial endowment is denoted by v € (0, 00). Trading strategies are modelled
by R¢-valued predictable stochastic processes ¢ = (¢!, ..., %) € L(S), where ¢! denotes
the number of shares of security ¢ in the investor’s portfolio at time ¢. A strategy ¢ is called
admissible if its discounted value process V(p) := v + ¢ * S is nonnegative (no debts
allowed).

Definition 2.1 A utility function is a strictly increasing, strictly concave function v : R, —
R U {—o0}, which is continuously differentiable on (0, co).

In the following, u denotes a general utility function. Later we will only consider power

utility functions of the form u(x) = “"f_}f for p € R, \{0, 1} or alternatively u(z) = log(x).

Definition 2.2 We say that an admissible strategy ¢ is optimal for terminal wealth if it
maximizes ¢ — E(u(Vy())) over all admissible strategies .

We now state a sufficient condition for optimality in terms of martingales.

Proposition 2.3 Let ¢ be an admissible strategy and suppose there exists a positive semi-
martingale L with Ly = 1 such that both Lu'(V (¢)) and Lu'(V (¢))S are o-martingales.
Then Lu'(V(p))V () is a o-martingale as well. If it is a martingale, @ is optimal for
terminal wealth.



PROOF. Set Z := Lu/(V(y)) and denote by ¢ any admissible strategy. Integration by parts
yields

ZV() =Zow+ Z- V() +V_(¥) « Z + [Z,V (V)]
= ZyotveZ 4+ (ZooS+S «Z+(2,8) — (V.(¥) —0S_)+ Z
=vZ+ v+ (25) = (Vo(¢) —vS5-) « Z.

Hence ZV (1) is a o-martingale by [20, Lemma 3.3].

Now suppose ZV (¢) is a martingale. Observe that ZV' (1)) is a nonnegative o-martingale
with E(ZyVo(v)) = E(ZyVo(p)) < oo. Hence it is a supermartingale by [20, Proposition
3.1]. Since w is concave, this implies

E(u(Vr(¥))) < E(u(Vr(v))) + E@' (Vr() (Ve () — Vr(e)))
= E(u(Vr(p))) + E(ZrVr()) — E(Z7Vr(e))
< E(u(Vr(p))),

which proves the claim. U

Remark 2.4 If we forget about the difference between martingales and o-martingales, Z :=
Lu'(V(p))/(Low (v)) is the density process of an equivalent martingale measure. This mea-
sure appears frequently in papers that apply martingale or duality methods to tackle the util-
ity maximization problem. In the general context of [28] the process Z above solves a dual
minimization problem. The results of [28]] actually yield some kind of converse to Propo-
sition [2.3] For an optimal strategy ¢ there typically exists a positive semimartingale L with
Ly = 1such that Lu'(V(¢))V (¢) is a martingale and Lu/(V (¢))V (1)) is a supermartingale
for any admissible strategy 1). An inspection of the proof of Proposition reveals that
these two conditions actually suffice for the optimality of .

For power utility Proposition [2.3] yields the maximal expected utility as well.

Corollary 2.5 Let u(x) = 7”11:; for p € R.\{0, 1} and fix an admissible strategy .

Suppose there exists a positive semimartingale L with Ly = 1 such that LV (p)™? and
LV (¢)7PS are o-martingales. Then LV (0)'™? is a o-martingale as well. If it is a martin-

gale, v is optimal for terminal wealth and the maximal expected utility is given by
viP

B(u(Ve(e)) =

E(Ly). (2.1)

PROOF. The first two assertions follow directly from Proposition If LV(p)'Pis a
martingale, we have
1 1 =P

E(u(Vr(p))) = 1TpE(VT(w)l*I’) = 1TpE(LTV:r’(tp)H”) = E(Lo)

as claimed. O



Remark 2.6 Since only the derivative «’ appears in this criterion, the same result except for
(2-1) can be applied to logarithmic utility by setting p = 1. Since in this case LV (¢)!™?
is supposed to be a martingale, the only possible choice is L = 1. Hence the sufficient
condition of Corollary reduces to finding an admissible strategy ¢ such that 1/V () and
S/V () are o-martingales. For related conditions cf. [L1} [12].

In view of Corollary [2.5] our approach for finding optimal strategies consists of three
steps. The first is to make an appropriate ansatz for L and ¢ up to some yet unknown
parameters or deterministic functions. In view of Lemma the o-martingale property
can be viewed as a drift condition, which is used to determine the unknown parameters in
a second step. Finally one verifies that the obtained candidate processes L, ¢ indeed meet
all conditions of Corollary in particular that the o-martingale LV (¢)' 7 is in fact a true
martingale.

Remark 2.7 As discussed in Remark one can replace the two o-martingale conditions
in Corollary [2.5/by the weaker requirement that LV (¢) PV (1)) is a supermartingale for any
admissible strategy ¢. In addition, the martingale property of LV (¢)'? is needed as in

Corollary[2.5]

The idea to state optimality in terms of a process L as in Corollary [2.5]is inspired by a
similar approach of [7]] in the context of quadratic hedging, where L is called opportunity
process. 1t makes sense to use the same terminology here. Indeed, we have

1

E(u(Vr(p))|F:) = TpE(LTVT(SO)Pﬂf%)
and hence . Valo) _
(9] 7).

The optimal strategy ¢ has value V;(y) at time ¢. One easily verifies that on [t, 7], ¢ is the
Vi(¢)-fold of the investment strategy ) which starts with initial endowment 1 at time ¢ and
maximizes the expected utility at 7. In view of (2.3) this means that L, stands — up to a
factor 1 — p — for the maximal utility from trading between ¢ and 7" with inital endowment
1. The parallel statement for quadratic utility inspired the term opportunity pocess in [7].
Moreover, (2.2) means that LV (¢)!™?/(1 — p) corresponds to the value function used in
stochastic control theory.

Making an appropriate ansatz for L and ( is very similar to the usual approach of guess-
ing the form of the value function and applying the dynamic programming principle. When
it comes to verification, however, the present approach avoids some technical problems.
Indeed, for p < 1 the value function becomes negative which complicates the proof of the
relevant supermartingale property. By contrast, the processes in Remark [2.7|remain positive.



3 Solution in affine stochastic volatility models

To avoid integrability issues at t = (0 we assume from now on that .%,-measurable random
variables are almost surely constant. Instead one could require the existence of certain
exponential moments. Moreover, we consider a single risky asset (i.e. d = 1) but the results
extend to multiple stocks in a straightforward manner.

For the application of the optimality criterion in Corollary [2.5]two problems have to be
solved. First one needs an appropriate ansatz for the optimal strategy ¢ and the process L.
Having chosen parameters such that the drift rates of LV (¢)™? and LV (¢)~PS vanish, one
must then establish that the o-martingale LV 177 is a true martingale. Both problems can be
solved in a number of affine stochastic volatility models in the sense of [21].

In these models, the “volatility” y and the stochastic logarithm X of a discounted secu-
rity price

S = Sp&(X) 3.1

are modelled as a bivariate process with differential affine characteristics relative to y.
Specifically, we assume that (y, X) is an R%-valued semimartingale such that its semimartin-
gale characteristics (B, C, v) (cf. [17]) are of the form

t t ¢
B, = / bsds, C :/ csds, v([0,t] x G) :/ K (G)ds,
0 0 0

where the differential characteristics O(y, X) := (b, ¢, K) (cf. the appendix for more details)
are affine functions of y in the sense that

by = ﬂo + ﬁlyt—a
¢t =Y + MY, (3.2)
Ki(G) = ro(G) + k1 (G)ye-

for some Lévy-Khintchine triplets (5o, Yo, 50), (81,71, k1) on R? (cf. [21] for details).

In the case of Lévy processes (i.e. for (51,71, /1) = (0,0,0)), the optimal strategy is

known to invest a constant fraction of current wealth in the risky security, i.e. ¢; = g Wgt—@

for some constant a; € R (cf. [18]). We replace the constant a; by some deterministic
function oy € L(X) for the more general class of models considered here. This leads to

Vip)=v+ <a1 VS(@) e S=v4 V() (an* X). (3.3)

Since «a is considered to be deterministic, the processes (y,-Z(V(¢))), (y,-Z(V(p)™?))
turn out to be time-inhomogeneous affine processes in the sense of [9]. We guess that the
opportunity process L is of exponentially affine form as well, more specifically

Ly = exp(a(t) + as(t)ye)

with deterministic functions as, a3 : [0, 7] — R. In order to have L = 1 we need ay(7') =
a3(T') = 0. Up to the concrete form of v, an, a3, we have specified candidate processes ¢,
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L. The functions are chosen such that the required o-martingale property holds (cf. the proof
of Theorems and . In order to show the true martingale property of LV ()™ we
use results of [23] which state that exponentially affine o-martingales are martingales under
weak assumptions. The above ansatz works for important subclasses of affine processes but
not for all, cf. the discussion at the end of Section[3.2]

Remark 3.1 In the literature, the asset price is sometimes modelled as ordinary exponential
Sy = Spexp(X;) with some bivariate affine process (y, X). In this case we have S; =
So& ()?t) with some bivariate affine process (y, X ) (cf. [23] Lemma 2.7]). Hence we are in
the setup considered above.

3.1 Heston (1993)

We first consider the model of [14], given by (3.1)) and the following stochastic differential
equations (SDE’s):

dXy = pyedt + /y:dW;,

Here, ¥ > 0, A > 0, u, o # 0 denote constants and W, Z Wiener processes with constant
correlation p. Calculation of the differential characteristics as in [21]] yields that (y, X) is an
affine process with triplets

(B0, 70, o) = ((g) 70,0> :
- (). )9

With Corollary [2.5and the approach outlined above, we obtain optimal strategies for power

(3.4)

utility functions.

Theorem 3.2 Letv > 0, u(z) = "’“f:; for some p € R,y \{0,1} and

21— 1-— 1 —
a:=-2 —pa292, b:=\— pag,u, ci= ——pu2,
2 2p

1—
D::b2—4ac:)\2——p(2)\09u+02,u2).
p

Case 1: If D > 0, define
eVD(T-t) _ 1
c .
eVPT=0(b+ D) —b+ D
Case 2: If D = 0 and either b > 0 or b < 0, T' < —2/b, define

az(t) == ! - i
a(T' —t+2/b) 2a

as(t) == —2
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Case 3: If D < 0 and either b > 0, T < \/Ef(w—arctan( DY, orb=0,T <

\/— or
b<0,T< Farctan( D) define

. sin(Y52(T — t)) |

V=D cos(YZ2(T — 1)) + bsin(S2(T — t))

2

Then in each case, the optimal strategy in the Heston model given initial endowment v is

vE (g » X
o= () LR
t
where .
oy (t) = PET0ast)
p
The corresponding discounted value process is V(o) = v&(cy * X) and the maximal

expected utility is given by
vi7P

1—p

Pt =ow (9 [ auls)is + o) (5)

PROOE. Set V' := v&(cv; * X). Then
14
V(so)zv+so-5=v+<a1§) *S=v+Ve(a-X)=V,

1.e. Vis the value process of ¢. Since X is continuous, ¢ is admissible by [17, 1.4.61]. Now
we define ap(t) := o ft as(s)ds. Note that the denominator does not vanish on [0, 7] in all
three cases. Thus as and o belong to C([0, 7], R). In view of [, 21.5.1.2] and |b| > v/ D
for D > 0 or by direct calculation, they solve the following terminal value problems:

ay(t) = —das(t), as(T) =0, (3.6)
a4 (t) = aa3(t) + bas(t) +c, as(T) = 0. 3.7

Set L; := exp(as(t) + as(t)y,). Integration by parts yields
ax (1) + az()y — a2(0) — as(0)yo = (a5(1) + a5(L)y) = I + as(l) * y,

where [, = t denotes the identity process. We can calculate the differential characteristics
(b,e, K) =0(y, L, S, V) of (y, L, S,V) in the following steps:

Yy Y Y
o 1] "B | au(l) +as(ny | "2BVo [ L] "By

X X X

< n <



Inserting the definition of ay; we obtain

79 — )\yt
b | 1) = rastt) + Gainu |
Sty
VtOél(t)Myt
o? LtOé3( o2 Siop Viooa (t)
. Lias(t)o? a(t)o? LiSiaz(t)oo  LiViooay(t)as(t) 38)
! StO'Q LtStOzg(t)O'Q St2 St‘/tOél(t) Y ’
Viooay(t) LiViooon(t)as(t)  SiVias(t) V23 (t)
Kt - 0

Since V' > 0, we can then calculate the first differential characteristic of LV =P, LV ~PS by
applying Proposition If we denote them by bV " and b2V "9
o (t) = Sas(t) + £, we have

, respectively, and insert

BV = LV (05(0) — acd(t) — bas(t) — )y =0,
BV = LV S (1) — aad(t) — bas(t) — c)y = 0.

In view of Lemma this implies that both processes are o-martingales. Hence LV P is
a o-martingale as well by Corollary

In the present Itd process setup we could have avoided the use of semimartingale charac-
teristics by working with the usual 1t process representation instead. Standard calculations
yield that the drift part of LV ™7 and LV ~PS vanishes, which means that they are local and
hence in particular o-martingales. We work here with the less common notion of semi-
martingale characteristics because it allows for a more or less unified treatment of processes
with and without jumps. This will become more apparent in the following section.

From Equations (3.8) and Propositions [A.2] [A.3]it follows that the differential charac-
teristics (b*, c*, F™*) = O(y, L (LV'7P)) of (y, £ (LV1P)) are given by

b = (19 _Okyt) |

o < o o’as(t) + (1 — p)oa(t) ) y
t\o2as(t) + (1= p)ooan(t) o®a3(t) +2(1 — p)ogon(t)as(t) + (1 — p)2ai(t)) 7"
K =0.

Since oy and a3 are continuous, J(y, £ (LV P)) are affine relative to strongly admissible
Lévy-Khintchine triplets in the sense of [23]]. The conditions of [23, Theorem 3.1] are obvi-
ously satisfied, hence v' P Ly& (L (LV'P)) = LV'? is a martingale. In view of Corollary
we are done. O



Remarks.

1. Forp > 1, the solution to Case 1 is derived by stochastic control methods in [27]]. Case
3 appears on an informal level in [31]. Observe that Theorem [3.2] does not provide a
solution beyond some critical time horizon T ,,, which may be finite for p < 1 in Cases
2 and 3. A straightforward analysis of shows that the maximal expected utility
increases to oo as 7' tends to 75, if the latter is finite. On the other hand, the optimal
expected utility is generally an increasing function of the time horizon because one
can always stop investing in the risky asset. Consequently, we have

sup{ E(u(Vr(p))) : ¢ admissible strategy } = oo

for T, < T < oo, which means that no optimal strategy with finite expected utility
exists in this case. This complements related discussions in [[15} 26]].

2. Setting p = 1 in the proof of Theorem 3.2]yields the optimal portfolio for logarithmic
utility. In this case log(V(¢)) has a Heston-type dynamics similar to the process X
in (3.4). Therefore an explicit formula for E(u(Vr(¢))) could be stated for this case
as well. We leave its derivation to the reader because it does not convey additional
insight.

As is well known, the optimal portfolio for logarithmic utility is myopic and can be
computed in closed form for virtually any semimartingale model, cf. e.g. [12] and the
references therein. In particular, an affine structure is not required.

3. In contrast to the next section, using the more general alternative approach of Remarks
[2.4]resp. [2.7) does not lead to a more general statement in Theorem [3.2]

4. It has been observed repeatedly that portfolio selection problems are linked to some
kind of distance minimization in the set of equivalent martingale measures (cf. e.g.
(2,113,128, 19]). Let us briefly discuss how this is reflected in the present setup.

Along the same lines as for LV1~? one shows that LV 7 and LV ~PS are martingales.
This implies that Z := LV ~?/(Lov~?) is the density process of an equivalent martin-
gale measure. This measure minimizes the “L?-distance” E(—sgn(q)(d@/dP)?) for
qg:=1 —]—1) € (—o0, 1) among all equivalent martingale measures (), i.e. all probability
measures () ~ P such that S is a ()-c-martingale.

Indeed, Ly = 1 implies that LV ~PS is a martingale with terminal value «'(V7)S7.
By [28, Theorem 2.2] the same holds for the solution process Y to the dual problem

. D L
f B(-v,” 3.
yew(y) (1—p . > G2

where

%Y (y):={Y >0:Y, =yand YV(¢) is a supermartingale for all admissible ¢}



and the constant y > 0 is appropriately chosen. In view of LoV, "Sy = YSo, this
implies y = Lov ™. Moreover, Z = Y /Y, minimizes Y — E(—sgn(q)Y;) among all
Y € #/(1) and hence a fortiori in the set of density processes of equivalent martingale
measures.

The g-optimal equivalent martingale measure from the previous discussion is needed
as a first step in the derivation of asymptotic utility-based option prices and hedging
strategies according to [29, [30]. As a side remark, the corresponding measure in
Heston’s model for ¢ > 1 is computed in [15].

3.2 Carr et al. (2003)

We now turn to a stochastic volatility model with jumps in y and X = Z(.S) as introduced
by [6]:

Xt — By“
dY; = y,_dt, (3.10)
dyt = —/\yt_dt + dZt

Here, A\ # 0 is a constant and B, Z denote independent Lévy processes with Lévy-Khint-
chine triplets (b7, cB, KP) and (b%,0, KZ), respectively. Z is supposed to be increasing.
Since we want to apply the results of [23], all triplets on R" (with n depending on the
process under consideration) are stated relative to the componentwise truncation function
h(z) = (h1(x), ..., hy(x)) with

0, if 2 = 0,
hi(w) = { o

(IA |x,|)|i—’|, otherwise.

As shown in [21]], the process (y, X) is affine in the sense of (3.2) with triplets (5;,7;, K;),
j = 0,1 given by

bZ
ﬁo=(0>, =0, (@) = [1a(z0K" ) VG e 2,

b = (}?) M= (8 (39> K1 (G) :/1G(O,x)KB(dw) VG € #.

As above, we can determine optimal strategies for power utility functions.

Theorem 3.3 Let v > 0 and u(x) = ’”11:; for some p € Ry \{0,1}. Assume there exists

some o € R such that the following conditions hold.

I. KB{z eR: 14+ a2 <0}) =0

2. [lz(14+ aqx)™P — hz)| KP(dz) < oo
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b2 — pcPay +/ <% - h(yc)) KP(dz) = 0 (3.11)

1+061.§Cp

4. Ifp € (0,1), then [;° e V?KZ(dz) < oo, where

“AT-t) _ —

1+ aqz)p

Then
’Uéa(OélX)t_

Si—
is optimal for initial endowment v in model (3.10) with value process V (¢) = v& (a1 X)

Yt = a1

and maximal expected utility
E(u(Vr())) .
= exp (/0 (bzag(s) —I—/ (ea:”(s)z —-1- a3(s)h(z)>KZ(dz)> ds + ag(O)y()) 101_;

PROOF. The general approach is the same as in the proof of Theorem [3.2] apart from the
fact that we have to deal with jumps in y and X. Set V' := v& (a1 X). As in the proof of
Theorem [3.2]it follows that V" is the value process of . We have

E (Z 1(70070}(1 + alAXt)> =F (1(70070](1 + alx) * p,%)

t<T

=E (Lol +qz) 17 ) =0

by [17, 11.1.8] and Condition 1. Hence P(3t € [0,7T] : cyAX; < —1) = 0. By [17, 1.4.61]
this implies that V' is positive. Therefore ¢ is admissible.

A second order Taylor expansion yields that (igﬂfp — 1 = O(2?) for x — 0. Together
with Condition 2 this implies that 3 is well defined because K is a Lévy measure. Set

an(t) = /t : (bzag(s) + / (s _ 1 — ag(s)h(z))KZ(dz)) ds.

If p € (0,1), then g is positive and decreasing. Hence Condition 4 ensures that oy is
finite valued. If p € (1,00), Condition 4 is automatically satisfied: indeed, Condition 1
and the Bernoulli inequality imply that a3 is negative in this case, which in turn yields that
vy is finite because KZ is concentrated on R, (cf. [33, Theorem 21.5]). The functions
g, a3z € C1([0,T],R) solve the following terminal value problems:

Q(t) = has(t) + p(p2 1)(;5@%—/((11%—1) KB(dz), as(T)=0, (3.13)

Al (t) = —bZas(s / 032 _ 1 _ ay(s)h(2)) KZ(d2), as(T) = 0.

11



We set L; := exp(as(t) + as(t)y;) and calculate the differential characteristics (b, ¢, K) :=
d(y, L, S, V) along the same lines as in the proof of Theorem A straightforward but
tedious calculation and inserting the definition of « yields

by = b7 — Ny,
b2 = Ly (ah(t) — Mas(t))y,— + / (M(Le—(e™W* — 1)) — L;_ (™" — 1)) K#(dz),
b} = S bPy, + /(h(St_x) — Sy h(z)) KB (dz)y,_,

b} = Vi Py, + /(h(Vt_ozlx) — Vi_arh(z)) K5 (dx)y,_,

as well as
00 0 0
. 00 0 0
1o o S2 B S, V,_aycP s
0 0 S, _Vi_ayc? \@%a%cB

and, for all G € %*,
K(G) = / Le (2, Lo (€707 — 1),0,0)K7(dz) + / 16(0,0, Sy, Vi ana) KB (dz)y,..

An application of Proposition yields the differential characteristics 9LV P = (V"
VTP KBV and OLV PSS = (bEVTPS VTIPS KLVTES) of LV P and LV PS, respec-
tively. We obtain

VT = LV, Py, (Ozg(t) — Aaz(t) — pagb” + ;p(l + p)aje )
+ / (AL Vi (1 + as2) 7 = 1)) + LoV, pah(z) ) K2 (d)y -
+/<h(Lt_Vt:”(ea3<t>Z —1)) — LV P (e 0= — 1)>KZ(dZ)

and

K@) = /1G(Lt_th((1 +aqz) P — 1)) K (dz)y,—
+ / (L V2P (e ™7 — 1)) KZ(dz)
for G € 4. Inserting b® from Condition 3 and o from (3.13), we finally get
bEV = / (h(z) — 2)KFY " (dx), (3.14)
which means that LV =7 is a o-martingale (cf. Lemma[A.4). A similar calculation yields

bEVTrS = / (h(z) — 2)KFV "5 (dx), (3.15)
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which means that LV PS is a o-martingale as well. Hence LV'~? is a o-martingale by

Corollary[2.5] Once more applying Propositions[A.2]and[A.3] we obtain that (y, £ (LV'~?))
is a bivariate time-inhomogeneous affine semimartingale in the sense of (3.2) relative to

time-dependent triplets

bZ
60@) = (f(h(eag(t)z _ 1) _ (ea?,(t)z o 1))Kz(d2>> ) 70@) = 07

kot @) = / Lo (2, e Z1)KZ(dz), VG € B,

—A
Gilt) = ( J((1+ 00)'? — 1) = (1 + ay) 7 — 1>>KB<dx>) |

0 0
o= (0 (1 —p)Qa%CB) ’
k1(t,G) = / 1¢(0, (1 + ayz)? — 1)KP(dx), VG € %>

The martingale property of LV!~? can now be established by verifying the sufficient con-
ditions of [23, Theorem 3.1]. It is easy to see that the triplets are strongly admissible in
the sense of [23]]. Indeed, the continuity conditions follow from the continuity of a3 and
dominated convergence. The remaining assumptions of [23, Theorem 3.1] are also satis-
fied as can be easily checked. Hence LV 77 is a martingale and the assertion follows from

Corollary [2.5] O

Remarks.

1. An inspection of the proof reveals that Condition 4 can be replaced with the slightly
weaker asumption that «(0) is finite. But as with Heston’s model it may happen that
Theorem does not provide a solution for p < 1 beyond some finite time horizon
T. With additional effort one can show that the optimal expected utility is infinite
for time horizons 1" > T,.

2. Remarks 2 and 4 after Theorem [3.2/hold accordingly in the present setup.

3. For A = 0 the proof of Theorem [3.3|remains valid if cs is replaced with

as(t) = (t—T) (@c%f —/ (ﬁﬂ - 1) KB(dx)> .

1+ aqzx)p

This case occurs in particular if Z = 0 as well, in which case y is constant and X is a
Lévy process. An analogous modification applies in Theorem [3.4] below.

4. Suppose that B is chosen to be a Brownian motion with drift, more specifically B; =
p + Wy with a standard Wiener process W and triplet (b2, c®, KB) = (u, 1,0). Then

13



we obtain the dynamics of the model proposed by Barndorff-Nielsen and Shephard
[1], more precisely

dXy = py—dt + Jy—dWy,
dyt = —)\yt_dt+dZt

In this case the asset price process is continuous and the first two conditions of The-
orem [3.3] are automatically satisfied. The third then yields the optimal fraction of
wealth in stock

o = —.
p

As for the integrability conditions on FZ, we have

_l-p o1 —e?T

2p'u A

&3(0)

Portfolio selection in the Barndorff-Nielsen and Shephard model is studied using
stochastic control methods by Benth et al. [4]. They allow for an additional constant
drift term in the equation for X. On the other hand, they do not obtain closed-form
expressions for the expected utility and for the density process of the corresponding
q-optimal martingale measure.

Since the asset price now has jumps, the approach in Remarks [2.4] and [2.7] leads to a
slightly more general result here.

Theorem 3.4 In the setup of Theorem replace Condition 3 by the following condition.

3’. Suppose that

b — pcPay + / ((L . h(:c)) KEB(dz) >0

14 Oéll‘)p
if there exists some y < «y such that KB({zx € R : 1 + vz < 0}) = 0 and, moreover,
b2 — pcP () KP(dx) <0
if there exists some y > ay such that KP({x e R: 1+ vz < 0}) = 0.
Moreover, let

e—A(T—t) -1

A

X ((p — 1)y + p—(12—p) cPa? — / ((1 +a)' P —1—(1— p)alh(x)) KB(d:E)> )

Oég(t) =

instead of (3.12). Then the statement of Theorem [3.3] remains true in models satisfying
NFLVR.
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PROOF. Observe that 3 coincides with (3.12) if (3.11)) holds. Up to (3.14) and (3.13) all
statements in the previous proof still hold. Let i) denote an admissible strategy. Since the
market satisfies NFLVR, there exists an equivalent o-martingale measure. Together with
[17, 1.2.27], admissibility therefore implies ¢» = 0 on the set {V_(¢)) = 0}. Consequently,
we can write ¢ = yV_(1)/S_ for some predictable process . The nonegativity condition
V() > 0 implies 7, AX; > —1, which in turn means

KP({zx eR:1+~x<0})=0 (3.16)

outside some dP & dt-null set. Similarly as in the previous proof, one computes the differ-
ential characteristics 0LV PV (1) = (bLV VW) LVIVW) KLVTIVI)) of LV PV (1)) and
obtains

b = [ o) = o) )

+ (7 — ) (bB —pcPay + / (m - h($)>KB(d:c)) L VPV () ye—.

Condition 3’ and (3.16) yield
b / (= h(@) K (da) <0,

which means that LV PV (¢)) is a o-supermartingale by Lemma Since positive o-
supermartingales are supermartingales by [20, Proposition 3.1], the assertion follows now
from Remark 2.7 O

Note that unlike in Theorem above the dual minimizer LV (¢) ?/(Lov~") is no
longer guaranteed to be the density of an equivalent martingale measure. A related dis-
cussion for exponential Lévy models can be found in [16].

Since the g-optimal martingale measure does not have to exist, NFLVR is no longer sat-
isfied automatically. However, by [8] combined with Lemma[A.4]and [21, Proposition 2.7]
the time-changed Lévy models considered here always admit an equivalent o-martingale
measure unless the Lévy process B is either a.s. increasing or decreasing.

The approach in this paper is not limited to the models presented here. It can be extended
to other — but not all — affine stochastic volatility models. In order for the opportunity
process L to be of exponentially affine form, one seems to need that the differential charac-
teristics of X are a linear function of y with no additional constant part. For more details the
interested reader is referred to [32]. Other rather straightforward extensions concern a su-
perposition of Lévy-driven Ornstein-Uhlenbeck processes as in [1]] instead of y in (3.10)) or,
alternatively, multivariate versions of the models in Sections[3.1] [3.2] with common volatility
process y.
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A Differential characteristics

This paper relies heavily on the calculus of semimartingale characteristics. For the conve-
nience of the reader we summarize a few basic properties which can be found in [17] or
[21], respectively.

To any R?-valued semimartingale X there is associated a triplet (B, C,v) of character-
istics, where B resp. C denote R?- resp. R?*?-valued predictable processes and v a random
measure on R, x R?. The first characteristic B depends on a truncation function as e.g.
h(x) = |x|1{z<13, Which is chosen a priori. The characteristics of most processes in appli-
cations are absolutely continuous in time, i.e. they can be written as

t
Bt = /bsds,
0
¢
C, = /csds,

0
t

v([0,t] x G) = K, (G)ds VG € #°,
0

with predictable processes b, ¢ and a transition kernel K from (2 x R, , &) into (R, £%).
In this case we call (b, ¢, K) the differential characteristics of X and denote them by 0.X.
We implicitly assume that (b, ¢, K) is a good version in the sense that the values of ¢ are
non-negative symmetric matrices, K({0}) = 0 and [(1 A |z|*)K,(dz) < co.

Proposition A.1 An Ré-valued semimartingale X with X, = 0 is a Lévy process if and
only if it has a version (b, ¢, K) of the differential characteristics which does not depend on
(w, t). In this case (b, ¢, K) is equal to the Lévy-Khintchine triplet.

From an intuitive viewpoint one can interpret differential characteristics as a local Lévy-
Khintchine triplet. Very loosely speaking, a semimartingale with differential characteristics
(b, ¢, K) resembles locally after ¢ a Lévy process with triplet (b, ¢, K)(w, t), i.e. with drift
rate b, diffusion matrix ¢, and jump measure /.

Proposition A.2 Let X be an R%-valued semimartingale and H an R™*%-valued predictable
process with H" € L(X),j = 1,...,n (i.e. integrable with respect to X). If 0X =
(b, ¢, K), then the differential characteristics of the R"-valued integral process

.....

are given by O(H + X) = (b,¢, K), where
by = Hb, + / (h(H,z) — Hh(z))K,(dx),
G = HtCthTa
Here h : R" — R" denotes the truncation function which is used on R™.
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The combination of the previous two rules yields that we have
by = g, ct:atz, K,=0
for the differential characteristics 0.X = (b, ¢, K) of an Itd process X of the form
dX; = pdt + oy dWy.
Itd’s formula for differential characteristics reads as follows:

Proposition A.3 Let X be an Re-valued semimartingale with differential characteristics
0X = (b,¢,K). Suppose that f : U — R" is twice continuously differentiable on some
open subset U C R? such that X,X_ are U-valued. Then the R"-valued semimartingale
F(X) has differential characteristics O(f(X)) = (b, ¢, K), where

b = ZDkf (Xe )by + ZDsz (Xe-)

kll

+ / (ﬁi(f(Xt— +2) = f(X) =) Dkfi(Xt—)hk($)> Ki(dz),

d
& = > Duf(Xi)e'Dif (X)),

k=1

Rc) = /1G(f(Xt_ +2) — (X, ) Edz) VG € B with0 ¢ G.

The o-martingale property can be directly read from the triplet (cf. [20] for further back-
ground).

Lemma A.4 Let X be a semimartingale with differential characteristics (b, ¢, K). Then X
is a o-martingale (resp. o-supermartingale) if and only iff{\x|>1} |z| K (dx) < 0o and

b+ /(m — h(z))K(dx) =0 (resp. <0)
hold outside some dP ® dt-null set.

PROOF. Cf. e.g. [22, Lemma A.2]. O

Acknowledgement

We thank an anonymous referee for careful reading of the paper.

17



References

[1]

[5]

[6]

[7]

[8]

[9]

[10]

O. Barndorff-Nielsen and N. Shephard. Non-Gaussian Ornstein-Uhlenbeck-based
models and some of their uses in financial economics. Journal of the Royal Statis-
tical Society, Series B, 63:167-241, 2001.

F. Bellini and M. Frittelli. On the existence of minimax martingale measures. Mathe-
matical Finance, 12:1-21, 2002.

F. Benth, K. Karlsen, and K. Reikvam. Optimal portfolio selection with consump-
tion and nonlinear integro-differential equations with gradient constraint: A viscosity
solution approach. Finance & Stochastics, 5:275-303, 2001.

F. Benth, K. Karlsen, and K. Reikvam. Merton’s portfolio optimization problem
in a Black and Scholes market with non-Gaussian stochastic volatility of Ornstein-
Uhlenbeck type. Mathematical Finance, 13:215-244, 2003.

I. Bronstein, K. Semendjajew, G. Musiol, and M. Miihlig. Taschenbuch der Mathe-
matik. Harri Deutsch, Thun, expanded edition, 2001.

P. Carr, H. Geman, D. Madan, and M. Yor. Stochastic volatility for Lévy processes.
Mathematical Finance, 13:345-382, 2003.

A. Cerny and J. Kallsen. On the structure of general mean-variance hedging strategies.
The Annals of Probability, 35:1479-1531, 2007.

R. Cont and P. Tankov. Financial Modelling with Jump Processes. Chapman &
Hall/CRC, Boca Raton, 2004.

D. Filipovi¢. Time-inhomogeneous affine processes. Stochastic Processes and their
Applications, 115:639-659, 2005.

N. Framstad, B. ksendal, and A. Sulem. Optimal consumption and portfolio in a
jump diffusion market. Technical Report 5, Norges handelshgyskole. Institutt for fore-
taksgkonomi, 1999.

T. Goll and J. Kallsen. Optimal portfolios for logarithmic utility. Stochastic Processes
and their Applications, 89:31-48, 2000.

T. Goll and J. Kallsen. A complete explicit solution to the log-optimal portfolio prob-
lem. The Annals of Applied Probability, 13:774-799, 2003.

T. Goll and L. Riischendorf. Minimax and minimal distance martingale measures and
their relationship to portfolio optimization. Finance & Stochastics, 5:557-581, 2001.

S. Heston. A closed-form solution for options with stochastic volatilities with appli-
cations to bond and currency options. The Review of Financial Studies, 6:327-343,
1993.

18



[15] D. Hobson. Stochastic volatility models, correlation, and the g-optimal martingale
measure. Mathematical Finance, 14:537-556, 2004.

[16] T. Hurd. A note on log-optimal portfolios in exponential Lévy markets. Statistics &
Decisions, 22:225-233, 2004.

[17] J. Jacod and A. Shiryaev. Limit Theorems for Stochastic Processes. Springer, Berlin,
second edition, 2003.

[18] J. Kallsen. Optimal portfolios for exponential Lévy processes. Mathematical Methods
of Operations Research, 51:357-374, 2000.

[19] J. Kallsen. Utility-based derivative pricing in incomplete markets. In H. Geman,
D. Madan, S. Pliska, and T. Vorst, editors, Mathematical Finance — Bachelier Congress
2000, pages 313338, Berlin, 2002. Springer.

[20] J. Kallsen. o-localization and o-martingales. Theory of Probability and Its Applica-
tions, 48:152-163, 2004.

[21] J. Kallsen. A didactic note on affine stochastic volatility models. In Yu. Kabanov,
R. Liptser, and J. Stoyanov, editors, From Stochastic Calculus to Mathematical Fi-
nance, pages 343-368. Springer, Berlin, 2006.

[22] J. Kallsen and C. Kiihn. Pricing derivatives of American and game type in incomplete
markets. Finance & Stochastics, 8:261-284, 2004.

[23] J. Kallsen and J. Muhle-Karbe. Exponentially affine martingales, affine measure
changes and exponential moments of affine processes. Stochastic Processes and their
Applications, 2008. To appear.

[24] I. Karatzas and S. Shreve. Methods of Mathematical Finance. Springer, Berlin, 1998.

[25] R. Korn. Optimal Portfolios: Stochastic Models for Optimal Investment and Risk
Management in Continuous Time. World Scientific, Singapore, 1997.

[26] R. Korn and H. Kraft. On the stability of continuous-time portfolio problems with
stochastic opportunity set. Mathematical Finance, 14:403—414, 2004.

[27] H. Kraft. Optimal portfolios and Heston’s stochastic volatility model: an explicit so-
lution for power utility. Quantitative Finance, 5:303-313, 2005.

[28] D. Kramkov and W. Schachermayer. The asymptotic elasticity of utility functions and
optimal investment in incomplete markets. The Annals of Applied Probability, 9:904—
950, 1999.

[29] D. Kramkov and M. Sirbu. The sensitivity analysis of utility based prices and the
risk-tolerance wealth processes. The Annals of Applied Probability, 16:2140-2194,
2006.

19



[30] D. Kramkov and M. Sirbu. Asymptotic analysis of utility-based hedging strategies
for small number of contingent claims. Stochastic Processes and their Applications,
117:1606-1620, 2007.

[31] J. Liu. Portfolio selection in stochastic environments. The Review of Financial Studies,
20:1-39, 2007.

[32] J. Muhle-Karbe. On Utility-Based Investment, Pricing and Hedging in Incomplete
Markets. Ph.D. dissertation (TU Miinchen), Miinchen, 2009.

[33] K. Sato. Lévy Processes and Infinitely Divisible Distributions. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, 1999.

20



	Introduction
	The opportunity process in utility maximization
	Solution in affine stochastic volatility models
	Heston (1993)
	Carr et al. (2003)

	Differential characteristics
	References

