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Abstract

We propose a model where a producer and a consumer can affect the price dynamics
of some commodity controlling drift and volatility of, respectively, the production
rate and the consumption rate. We assume that the producer has a short position in a
forward contract on A units of the underlying at a fixed price F', while the consumer has
the corresponding long position. Moreover, both players are risk-averse with respect
to their financial position and their risk aversions are modelled through an integrated-
variance penalization. We study the impact of risk aversion on the interaction between
the producer and the consumer as well as on the derivative price. In mathematical
terms, we are dealing with a two-player linear-quadratic McKean—Vlasov stochastic
differential game. Using methods based on the martingale optimality principle and
BSDEs, we find a Nash equilibrium and characterize the corresponding strategies and
payoffs in semi-explicit form. Furthermore, we compute the two indifference prices
(one for the producer and one for the consumer) induced by that equilibrium and we
determine the quantity A such that the players agree on the price. Finally, we illustrate
our results with some numerics. In particular, we focus on how the risk aversions and
the volatility control costs of the players affect the derivative price.
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1 Introduction

In this paper, we develop an economic model of a commodity market where a repre-
sentative producer interacts with a representative processor who buys the commodity
and transforms it into a final product sold to the retail market (think of crude oil pro-
duction transformed into gasoline or wheat transformed into bread). For the sake of
simplicity, the processor will be referred to as consumer from now on. In our model, the
production and the consumption rates are described as It6 processes driven each by an
independent Brownian motion and whose coefficients are controlled by, respectively,
the producer and the consumer. We stress that in our model the producer can con-
trol, in particular, the volatility of the production rate (by investing in devices making
the production more reliable), and similarly the consumer can control the one of the
consumption rate (by investing in storage devices, for instance). Further, the players
are risk-averse (see below for details) and they are linked by a financial derivative in
the commodity, a plain forward agreement on price and volume exchanged. For some
motivations on the control of volatility, we refer the reader to the paper by Aid et al.
[2], which focuses on the interaction between a producer controlling the drift of the
spot price and a trader controlling the volatility, and exchanging a quadratic derivative.
In that paper, it was shown that when the trader is short in the derivative, he would
increase the volatility of the spot price in order to get a higher price of the derivative
sold to the producer. In the present setting, we are interested in the joint effect of the
costs of controlling the volatility of production or consumption rates and the players’
risk aversion parameters on the “agreement indifference price”. Indeed, when only
one player has market power, the effect of the parameters on the forward price is clear.
On the other hand, when the two players interact, the joint effect is not obvious. In this
paper, we are interested in the outcome of the combined effect on the forward price
of the relative risk aversions and the volatility control costs of the producer and the
consumer.

Both players have market power on the spot price of the commodity: the spot price
depends linearly on production and consumption rates so that the higher the rate of
production, the lower the spot price and the higher the rate of consumption, the higher
the spot price. Furthermore, they agree to exchange a forward contract with finite
maturity 7 over a certain quantity A of the commodity that will be determined at
equilibrium together with its price F'. This setting is inspired from the seminal papers
of Allaz [3] and Allaz and Villa [4], where the authors establish the mitigating effect
of forward agreement on the exercise of producers market power.

In our framework, since production and consumption rates are driven by two
independent Brownian motions and there is only one tradable risky asset, i.e. the com-
modity spot price, the market is incomplete. Therefore, we define the forward price
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in the spirit of the indifference pricing approach (see the paper [18] for an overview
and [7] for an application to power markets). The players’ goal is to maximize their
respective objective functionals, which are expectations of the following main compo-
nents: the profit from selling, the sourcing costs (only for the consumer), the costs from
exerting the controls, the forward contract payoff and, finally, the integrated variance
of the market price of the derivative.

The latter component describes the risk aversion both players have towards their
financial position. More precisely, in this context where the agents can control the
volatility of their state variable, the modelling of their risk aversion using utility func-
tions (e.g. exponential utility) would lead to nonlinear PDEs which are difficult to
handle. Hence, for technical convenience we turn to a sort of dynamic mean-variance
criterion leading to the objective functionals described above. Mathematically speak-
ing we are dealing with a two-player stochastic differential game with objective
functionals of McKean—Vlasov type, i.e. depending on the laws of the state vari-
ables. Economically speaking, it means that both players act as speculators on the
forward market, as they disconnect their forward position from their production or
transformation profit. Although this feature of our model originates from a computa-
tional limitation induced by the linear-quadratic McKean—Vlasov game setting, there
exists some evidence, documented by a stream of the economic literature, that large
commodity players can act as speculators on their markets (see [11] for such evidence
and references on the subject of financiarisation of commodity markets).

This modeling approach for the risk aversion has been already investigated and
used for portfolio selection by Zhou and Li [31] and more recently by Ismael and
Pham [23] and Lefebvre et al. [28]. Moreover, due to the fast development of mean-
field games as a new framework to study stochastic differential games for a large
number of players since the seminal papers by Lasry and Lions [25-27] and Huang
et al. [22] (see also [8] for a survey), there has been a regain of interest for control
problems of McKean—Vlasov dynamics. The latter, also known as mean field control,
corresponds in some way to the limit of a sequence of stochastic control problems
for a regulator willing to optimize the average expected payoff of a group of agents
interacting through the empirical distribution of their states (see [24] and the two-
volume book [9]). In particular, the linear-quadratic case has been treated in Graber
[17], Bensoussan et al. [6] and Basei and Pham [5]. Recently, stochastic differential
games with both state dynamics and objective functionals of McKean—Vlasov type
has been addressed in, e.g., Miller and Pham [30], Cosso and Pham [12] and also Fu
and Horst [16] for a Stackelberg game arising from an optimal portfolio liquidation
problem. Although a large number of applications in economics and finance have been
developed with mean field games and mean field control, the applications of games
with finitely many players and McKean—Vlasov dynamics and objective functionals
in economics is much more recent, hence less developed (see, e.g., Aid et al. [1]).

We will analyse the model along the following program: first we will find a Nash
equilibrium for a fixed quantity A of the commodity exchanged through the forward
contract with fixed price F'; second, we will compute the indifference prices of the
forward contract for the two players separately (they are going to depend on 1); third,
we will compute the quantity A such that the two prices are equal, hence making the
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exchange compatible with the equilibrium found in the first step. This price will be
called agreement indifference price.

This framework makes it possible to analyse the formation of the risk premium
defined as the difference between the (unitary) agreement indifference price and the
expected spot price of the commodity. The question of the determinants of the risk
premium on commodity markets goes back (at least) to Keynes’s Treatise on Money,
(1930). Keynes formulated the normal backwardation theory, i.e. the claim that for-
ward prices should be lower than expected spot prices because risk-averse producers
are willing to sell forward at a premium to avoid price risk. Presently, the hedging
pressure theory (see [14, 19-21]) provides explanation of the sign of the risk premium
depending on the relative size of population types in the market (producers, storers,
speculators) and their risk-aversion (see [15] for a complete equilibrium model with
mean-variance utility players explaining the different possible sign of the premia).

Mathematical results The main mathematical contribution of the paper (ref. The-
orem 3.1) consists in a complete description of a Nash equilibrium in open loop
strategies of the two-player stochastic differential game arising from the interaction
model described above. More in detail, we adopt the following resolution approach:
first, we prove a suitable version of a verification theorem exploiting the weak mar-
tingale optimality principle; second, the verification theorem and the linear-quadratic
structure of the game allows to provide a semi-explicit form for the best response
map; third, a Nash equilibrium is found as a fixed point of the best response map with
closed-form expressions for the equilibrium strategies and payoffs of both players up
to solving numerically a Riccati system of ODEs. Once we have a Nash equilibrium
at our disposal, computing the corresponding agreement indifference price together
with the exchanged quantity at equilibrium is a pretty straightforward task.

Economic insights First, we find that the forward agreement indifference price is
higher (resp. lower) than the expected spot price when the producer is more (resp. less)
risk-averse than the consumer. Because in our model, the players act as speculators on
the forward market, a seller requires a higher forward price to enter in the agreement
and a buyer asks for a lower price. The presence of market power of both players allows
for the formation of an equilibrium. In that sense, our model is consistent with the
economic intuition of the hedging pressure theory applied to a market populated with
producers and consumers acting as speculators. Second, we observe that producers
can achieve the same agreement indifference price and the same trading volume either
by having high risk aversion and a low volatility control cost, or a low risk aversion
and a high volatility control cost. This effect manifests itself whatever the relative risk
aversion of the producer and the consumer or the relative costs of volatility control.
Nevertheless, it is more apparent when the volatility control costs are low. Thus, to
the list of determinants of the sign of the risk premium of forward commodity price,
one could add the costs of reducing the production uncertainty. For commodity where
storage is utmost costly like electricity, reducing production uncertainty is highly
costly and thus, leads to higher risk premium.

Organization of the paper The paper is organised in the following way. The model is
described in Sect. 2.1 together with the definition of a forward agreement indifference
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price and quantity in Sect. 2.2. The main result on the existence of a Nash equilibrium
is given in Sect. 3. The proof of the main result is given is Sect. 4. Numerical results
on the comparative static of the risk premium and the joint effect of risk aversion and
volatility control costs are given in Sect. 5.

Notations We denote by R (respectively R_) the closed semi-interval [0, 4+-00)
(respectively (—oo, 0]). Given a function f : R — S, with S a regular space, we
denote its first derivative by f’. The expected value of a random variable X will
be equivalently denoted by E[X], as usual, or by X, for brevity. Let (2, F,P) be a
probability space. Given a positive integer d, a strictly positive time horizon 7 and a
filtration F := (F;):ef0,7], We set

T
L2([0, T1, ]Rd) = {(p [0, T] — Rd, s.t. ¢ is measurable and /0 |(p,|2dt < oo} s

L°*°([0, T], ]R{d) = {go [0, T] — Rd, s.t. ¢ is measurable and sup |¢/| < oo} s
1€[0,T]
L%_—T (22, ]Rd) = {1// Q- Rd, s.t. ¢ is Fr-measurable and E [|1//|2] < oo} s

T
LE(Q x [0, T],RY) := {n :Q2x [0, T] = R?, s.t. n is F-adapted and E [/ |r1,|2dti| < oo},
0

S]%-(Q x [0, T, ]Rd) = {n Qx[0,T] > Rd, s.t. n is F-adapted andIE|: sup |n,2:| < oo} .
1€[0,T]

2 The Model

We consider a stochastic game between a representative producer and a representative
consumer. While the producer produces a good at a certain rate, the consumer buys
the commodity and transforms it into a final good sold in the retail market.

2.1 Market Model

We consider a finite time window [0, T'] and a probability space (€2, F, P) endowed
with a two-dimensional Brownian motion (W, B) = {(W;, B;)}:c[0,7] and its natural
filtration ' = (F});¢[0,7] augmented with the P-null sets in F. The production rate of
the producer {g;};¢[0,7] evolves according to a dynamics given by

dé]t = Mtdt +thWl‘a qO > O,

where {u;};c[0,77 and {z:}:<[0,7] are the producer’s strategies. The associated instan-
k ‘£, . .

taneous costs are Tputz and 7’(2; — op)z, respectively, with &k, £, > 0 and where

op > 0 represents the nominal uncertainty in production without dedicated effort of

the producer to reduce it. In a similar way, the consumption rate (or selling rate to the
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retail market) of the consumer, {c;};¢[0,7], has dynamics given by
dCt = U;dt + ytdBt, co > 0.

Here, {v/}:cf0,71) and {y;}:c[0,7) are the consumer’s strategies, and the associated
instantaneous costs are, respectively, %‘vtz and %(yt — UC)Z, with k., £, > 0 and
o, > 0. We assume a linear impact on the observed market price, {S;};c[0, 7], namely
{St}tef0,17 evolves according to

8¢ :==50 — ppqr +ypccr,  so >0

with o, oo > 0and y > O (therole of y will be clear in a few lines). The instantaneous
profits at time ¢ of the producer 7/’ and of the consumer n{ are given by:

k V4
n%=%&—§ﬁ—§m—%ﬂ

k Y4
ﬂﬁ=Mm+mm—wﬂﬁﬁ—fﬁ—§m—%ﬁ

where ¢;(po + p1S;) is the income from selling the quantity ¢, at the retail price
po + p1S;, alinear function of the commodity price, with pg, p; > 0 and yc;(S; + 8)
represents the sourcing cost of buying the quantity y ¢, (which is used to obtain ¢,
to be sold) at price S; plus the transformation cost §, with y,§ > 0. We assume
y > pi to ensure the concavity of the objective functional of the consumer (i.e.
the processor cannot charge increasing prices to final consumers without seeing the
demand decreasing).

Remark 2.1 Our producer and consumer are large players as their actions have an
effect on market prices. This is the reason why we did not impose any constraint on the
relation between consumption and production: there could be other small producers
and consumers present and so the consumption ¢; might, in principle, be greater
than g;. Moreover, we consider a commodity for which storage has a little effect on
the price and in our framework we do not include neither capacity constraints nor
consumption/production constraints for technical reasons.

The producer and the consumer exchange a forward contract of A units of the
commodity at a fixed amount of money F € R. Both players aim at maximizing their
respective objective functionals, which have two components: an expected profit term
and a penalisation term modelling the player risk aversion (more comments below).
In formulae, they are given by

T
J;,“F(u, Z;0,y) = IE[P;’] — np/O V [AS:]dt, np >0, 2.1

T
JEE @, yiu,2) = E[Pf] - nC/ V[AS,1dt, 5. >0, (2.2)
0
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where V stands for the variance and the process P}’ (resp. Py) represents the cumu-
lative profit over the time period [0, T'] of the producer (resp. the consumer), i.e.

T T
pr :=/0 nldt+F —ASr, P§ :=f0 nfdt — F + ASt. (2.3)

The set of admissible strategies for the players is given by A% := A x A, where
A=Li(Q x[0,T],R?).

The way risk aversion is modelled and the choice of the derivative require two
comments. First, a more standard way to take into account the players’ risk aversion
would consist in using utility functions. In our case and with an exponential utility
function, where players can control the volatility of their production and consumption
rates, this approach would lead to Monge-Ampere PDEs, which are difficult to handle.
For this reason, we turn to a different way to model risk aversion, which is reminiscent
of what is done in mean-variance optimal dynamic portfolio choice (see [31] and more
recently by Ismael and Pham [23] and Lefebvre et al. [28]). A similar approach was
also previously used for distributed renewable energy development in Aid et al. [1].
Second, we observe that the variance penalisation term involves only the derivative and
not the profit from production or transformation. As already stated in the introduction,
this representation of risk aversion transforms players into speculators on the forward
market. Indeed, players only care about the variance of their financial position A.S; — F,
not about their production or consumption profits. This modeling is motivated by the
desire to remain in a framework where tractable solutions can be exhibited. Its sole
consequence would be to reverse the sign of the risk premium: producers wish to sell at
a lower price than the expected spot price whereas speculators want to sell at a higher
price. For the sake of simplicity, we have chosen to consider only a static hedging
position with a simple forward contract in order to analyse the risk premium between
the forward “agreement indifference price” and the expected price at maturity (see
Sect. 2.2 for a definition of the forward agreement indifference price).

To sum up, we deal with a two-player stochastic differential game of McKean—
Vlasov linear-quadratic type. Hence, it is natural to look for Nash equilibria according
to the following definition.

Definition 2.2 We call the couple ((u*, z*) T, (v*, y*) ") € A x AaNash equilibrium
if

Jg’F(u*, 75 0%, y5) > Jé’F(u, z; 0%, y%), forall (u,z) € A, 2.4)

JRE@* vy ut, 2ty = IR,y ut, 2, forall (v, y)' € A. (2.5)
2.2 Equilibrium Forward Agreement
For a Nash equilibrium (v*, y*; u*, z*), we denote by

TEOGF) = JPP %yt 2%, TG F) = TPt 2oy,

@ Springer



40 Page8of37 Applied Mathematics & Optimization (2022) 86:40

the corresponding equilibrium payoffs of consumer and producer, respectively. They
depend on the number of units A, on which the forward contract is written, and the
respective forward price F. Both players determine their prices using the indifference
pricing approach, namely the consumer computes FC)‘ "* as solution of JYA, F) =
JZ(0,0) and analogously for the producer, leading to a price F ,’}* as a solution of
J ;‘ N F)y=1J ;; (0, 0). By linearity of the payoffs with respect to F, we get

JX, F)=J*,0)— F and J;(A, F) = J;(A,O) + F,
yielding

F}* = J*(,0)— J0,0), and F;*=1J%0,0)—J,0).

Thus, FC)"* represents the maximum amount the consumer is willing to pay, while
F ,? ** is the minimum amount the producer is willing to accept for selling a forward
contract on A units of the underlying. As a consequence, trading is possible if and only
if
X, A,
Fyo < FX (2.6)

We conclude this section with the definition of agreement indifference price.

Definition 2.3 Let 1* be the number of units of the underlying for which the two
parties agree on the forward price, namely F/ 1),‘ * = FX*. We define the agreement

indifference price as
* L pA¥x ARk

FA* -— Fp _— FC .
In Sect. 5, we will provide some numerical illustrations on how the risk aversion
parameters and the volatility control costs of the players might affect the quantity A*
as well as the corresponding agreement indifference price F.
3 Nash Equilibrium
In this section we state and comment the main result of the paper. In particular we
show that a Nash equilibrium exists and we characterize the corresponding strategies

and payoffs in a semi-explicit way. Its proof will be given in full detail in the next
section.

3.1 Main Result

Let us start with some useful notation: for ¢ € [0, T'],

k, [2(0, + npr2p2) 2(pp + 1pr2p2)
K,(t) = —-L Mtanh M(T -nl, @D
P 2 k, kp
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A,,(t):-kz—*” %tanh( /%(T—t)), (3.2)

ke [2 - A2y2p2
KC(I)Z_EC\/ (rpe(y p1k)+nc )
.

2(vpe(y — A2p2p2
« tanh \/(%0 (y —p)+n ypc)(T_t) 7 (3.3)

ke

Aulr) = _% IQJ/Pc(Z — 1) tanh( 2)//%(; - Pl)(T 3 t)> 7 (3.4)

—s0/2
V= <_ Po+p1502—)/(8+so)) :

Furthermore, let us introduce the following system of ODEs defined on ¢ € [0, T']:

7(1) = E+ QW) + 7O + ORI, (1) =0. o
T =B4+00)7@)+7T()P0W) +7T(@)RT (1), T(T) =0, :
dh(t) = {[ﬁ(t)R + 3]0 + \y}dz, h(T) = 1oy, vo) T (3.6)

and let us denote by T4, the right end of the maximal interval where the system
(3.5) admits a unique solution according to Picard-Lindel6f Theorem (see, e.g., Cod-
dington and Levinson [13, Ch. I, Theorem 2.3], which can be applied by standard
time-inversion).

Theorem 3.1 Assume that the following conditions hold:

(AD) T < Tyax,
(A2) E,,—Z(Kp(t)-i-n’]](t)) > 0and l; —2(K:(t)+m0(t)) > 0, forallt € [0, T].

Then,

1. there exists a Nash equilibrium ((u*,z*)", (v*, y)7) € A? in the following
feedback form
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2
uy = E[(Kp(t) +m11(0)(Gr — q1) + m12(0) (¢r — 1) + (A p (1)

RO+ F0F + ()],

*(t) _ O’pr
ST 2K, 0+ )
2
o = | (Kel)) + ma0) (e = &) + 11 (1) (@s = ) + (Ac(r)
+E2 ()G + T2 (G + ha(0)],
" ocle
¥ = (3.7)

e — 2(Ke(t) + (1)

2. The equilibrium payoffs satisfy

_ 1
T*(h, F) = Ap(0)qq +2Y g0 + Ryp(0) + F — Aso — EZPO;T, (3.8)

_ 1
IO F) = AcO)ch + 275¢o + Re(0) = F 4 hso — 540l T, 3.9)
YP =701qr + 7126 + hy, YE = 7008 + 721G; + ho, (3.10)
where

T
Rp(©) = RP(0) = fo [kiE[<Yf)2]—npA2y2pZV[cu]
P
Lpop

2(7111(M)ZZ+ 0
Ly —2K,(u)

)2
i| du — AypcEler],

L )
R.(0) = R (0) = /0 [FE[(Y,f)z] — 1A VIgu]

2(mn (u) vk + L
o — 2K, (1)

2
) :|du — MopElgr]. (3.11)

See Appendix 1 for the details on the computations of the quantities involved in
the definition of R, and R..

3.2 Comments

1. Although our model is close to the one presented in Miller and Pham [30], it is
not possible to directly exploit their results, since their hypotheses (H2)(a) and
(H2)(d) are not satisfied in our case. Therefore, in order to be self contained, we
decided to prove a suitable verification theorem from scratch.

2. We observe that the functions A;, i € {p, c}, do not depend on A. It is also the
case for the functions 7; ;. Furthermore, the functions 4;, i = 1, 2, are linear in A
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because they depend on it only by their terminal conditions. Besides, they are also
nondecreasing in A. Thus, the average production and consumption rates, g; and
¢, which satisfy

o 2 S
dq; = uydt = k—[(Ap(t) +711(0))Gr + T2 + hl(t)]dt,
P

2 R
4, = 51dt = —[ (Ac(0) + Fn(0)& + 721 (0 + ha1) |dr,

C

are increasing in A. As the terminal conditions of 4;, i € {p, c}, depend only on
A and on the parameters p), and y o, the resulting effect on the average spot price
St = s0 — ppq: + v pcC; only depends on the relative market power of the producer
and the consumer. Thus, if yp. < p, (resp. pp < ypc), when the quantity of the
commodity A of the producer increases, the average spot price decreases (resp.
increases).

3. The functions A ,, A and the 77;; do not depend on the risk aversion parameters
1p and 7., therefore the average production and consumption rates do not depend
on them either, as one could expect. Regarding the volatilities, while it is clear
that K, and K. are nondecreasing in 1, and 7., respectively, it is not so obvious
what to expect for 711 and 727, and thus to deduce the effect of risk-aversion on
z* and y*. However, one can find numerically that the higher the risk aversions of
the players, the lower the volatilities, even in the absence of forward agreement.
Nevertheless, it is possible to provide more insight on this issue when the producer
has no market power, i.e. p, = 0, and the consumer does have some, i.e. yp. > 0.
In this case, the price process appears as exogenously driven for the producer and
as a controlled variable for the consumer. Hence K, = A, = 0 and K. < 0,
A < 0. Further, if p,, = 0, then 31 = 0, leading to 7711 = 0 due to K, = 0, and
itholds also that 72p = Oand 77y = 721 = 0. Thus, z* = 0, and the producer does
not reduce her volatility. On the other hand, the production does covariate with
consumption. Indeed, in Theorem 3.1, the Nash equilibrium consumer’s strategies
depend on the state variables only via ¢; — ¢; and ¢;:

2 _ ~ _
uf = — {m2()(c; — ¢) +T2()e + hi1 ()}, zf = op,

k[’
2 _ _ ol

vf = K@ = @) + A& + (), ¥ = m < 0.
c c c

Finally, since K. (t) is nonincreasing in A, the higher the exposure to the financial
risk coming from the forward contract, the more the consumer reduces his volatility,
as the intuition predicts.

4. Exploiting Theorem 3.1-2., we can specify more precisely the nonlinear equations
giving the forward agreement values Fy and 1*. Indeed, it holds that (see equations
(3.8) and (3.9))

_ 1
A
TEG F) = Ap(0)gd +2Y P g0 + RV (0) + F — so — Ez,,ajT,
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_ 1
JE, F) = A(0)cE + 27 M eg + RP(0) — F + Asp — EecafT,

where the superscript (1) is used to emphasize the dependency on the number of
options traded. We can isolate the parts j, (A, F') and j.(A, F') depending on A and
F, defined as

Jp( F) =207 (0)q0 + RV (0) + F — Aso.
JjeOn, F) = 2087 0)co + RP(0) — F + Asp.

Thus, for a fixed X the indifference prices F ;‘ *and F)* are given by

21" 0)g0 + RV(0) = 21 O)go + RP (0) + FA* — Aso,
21 (0)co + R (0) = 2157 (0)co + R (0) — F1* + Asp.

Thus, if it exists, the equilibrium price should be given by Fj * = FZ* * = Ff.,
i.e.,

2" 0) = B (0))go + R (0) = RF(0)
=215 0) — Y ()co + RE(0) — R (0),
or, equivalently,

20 (0)go + 21" (0)co + R (0) + R (0)
=207 (0)go + 215 0)co + RED(0) + RUD©),  (3.12)

with RS (0) and RV (0) defined in Equation (3.11) and 2" in Equation (3.6).

The last remark speeds up considerably the computations for the plots that appear
in the Sect. 5. Indeed, all the quantities that we need to compute can be obtained by
solving numerically the ODEs presented in Appendix 1.

4 Proof of Theorem 3.1
4.1 The Solution Approach

We prove Theorem 3.1 following a methodology based on a combination of a suitable
Verification Theorem and of the weak Martingale Optimality Principle. As already
stressed in the first comment below Theorem 3.1, despite our model is very close to
the class of games studied in Miller and Pham [30], their results cannot be applied
directly here, therefore we had to adapt the methodology to our framework. We proceed
through the following steps:
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1) we compute the best response maps of both players;
2) we check that the system coming from the best response computations has a unique

solution;
3) we get a Nash equilibrium as a fixed point of the best response map;

4) we verify that there exists a unique solution to the system characterizing the fixed
point found in step 3).

4.2 Preliminary Reformulation of the Problem

For convenience, we introduce the following vector notation for the players’ strategies:

e () e are (B) =)
tel0,T]
s =10,
y Yt) ) iero,1]

so that the dynamics of the state variables can be rewritten as

dq; =eira,pdt+e;—atde,, “4.1)

de; = el afdt +ejafdB, tel0,T], (4.2)

withe] = (1,0) and e, = (0, 1).
The following identity is exploited to get a suitable reformulation of our problem:

using the dynamics of S; and applying Fubini’s theorem, it is easy to see that

T T
[ visaan =] [ s~ Elad? + o - 5’

—2ppype(qr — ElgiD (¢, — Ele,D} dt] . 4.3)

Rearranging the terms in the expressions of the producer objective functional, we

obtain

0,02T
Trfu, zv9) = Tru, v, y) + F — Aso — pzp ,
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where

T
Tru.z:v.y) :=E[ fo ( — (0p +1pA°03)(@r — Elgi)* = ppElg:1* + [s0 + ypect

k 14
+20pypenpd? (e = Elelg — S uf — 2

+ €0z — npAyPot(c — E[ct])2>dr

2
t

+ Aopgr — /\VPCCT}.

(4.4)
Then, neglecting the constant terms, we can study without loss of generality the equiv-
alent formulation in which the producer aims at maximizing J ;} (u,z; v, y).

Remark 4.1 Fixing a strategy a” for the producer (resp. ¢ for the consumer) is equiv-
alent, from the perspective of the competitor, to fixing the corresponding state %"
(resp. ¢®*). Thus, with some abuse of notation we will write simply g (resp. ¢) when
the strategy used is clear from the context. Moreover, to ease the notation, we will also
omit the dependence on ¢ and g.

For a given consumption process {c;}:c[0,7], We write

B p. ey _ Thoop. .
Thar:a®) = ThiaPso)
T
= {/ (. qr, Elg/), of \Ele!1; o)dt + g, (g7, Elgr]; c)], with
0

fp(t.q. 4. ap.ap:c) = Qp(q — P+ (Qp + 07
+2MP(c)iq +a;N,,a,, + 2H;]rap +T?(c),,
2p(q, 3 ¢) =2Lpq + TP (c),

4.5)
where o, o~ 5
Op:=—pp —Npr Pp» Op = 1npr Pps
S0 VP
MP(e); == = + =2 + ppypenpd?les — Ele),
kp
% 9 0
N, := 2 gp) s Hp = (J,,Z,,) , (4.6)
0 —7 7
Pph

TP(c)r = —npr*y?p2(ci — Ele ), Ly = ==

and TP(c) := —\YpeCT.

Now, let us turn to the objective functional of the consumer. From (2.2) and (4.3), we
have

0.02T
JEE @, yiu,z) = TH, yiu, z) — F + Asp — ‘2‘ :
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where

TH(, yiu, 2)
T
= E[ f (— [yoe(y — p1) + ner2y?p(c: — Ele,)* — ype(y — pOE[e1?
0
+[(po + sop1 — ¥8 — v50) + pp(y — PG + 20,V Pencr*(qr — ElgiDles

k Le
= SV = 3N oty = nedlpp (g — ﬂ«:[qt]f)dr — Aopqr + )»)/,OCCT]-
“@.7)

Analogously as above, let {g;};<[0,7] be a given production rate. We can write

T
jz(ac; al) = .’]?(a"; q) =E |:[0 fc(t, ¢, Eled], of , ElogT; q)dt

+gcler, Eler]; @)1, with
felt e, 8, ac,dc; @) = Qclc — 8% + (Qc + 00)E
+2M(q)ic +a Neac +2H ac + T (q)s,
ge(c, & q) = 2Lcc + T°(q),

and

R

~ 0
Qc = =ype(y = p1) =nA’y?pZ, Qe i=neh’y?pl, Nei= ( o _LL) :
2

¢ + p1so—y@so+38)  pp(y —p1)
M (q); = pPor 02 Y230 + L2 y2 o qr + opypener*(qr — Elg:1), 438)

0 AYPe
He = (i) o Ty = —neh 2oy (gr = Blg)?, Le = ==,
2

and T°(q) == —APpqr -

Finally, we set

Vi) = sup Jh@’ief), o €A, (4.9)
aPe A

ViaP) = sup JHaaP), af € A (4.10)
ace A

4.3 First Step: Computation of the Best Response Maps

The first step is focused on the computation of the best response map of each player.
This is done by exploiting the following version of the Verification Theorem:
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Theorem 4.2 (Verification Theorem) Fix a couple of strategies BP, B¢ € A for the
producer and the consumer; respectively. Let W} " and Wy “ pe defined as

WP = wl (@ Blg®"])., W = wi(c* B[], te[0.T], o’.a €A,
4.11)

where the F-adapted random fields {w!(q,q),.t € [0,T],q.qg € R} and
{wf(c,c),t € [0,T],c,c € R} satisfy the following growth conditions: forallt €
[0,T], forall x,x € R,

lwf (x, ©)| < Cp0f + x> + 1517, Jwf(x, )] < Covf + x> + [5%), (4.12)

for some constants Cj,, C. > 0 and for some non-negative processes vP and v such
that

sup E[v/ +vf] < o0.
1€[0,71

Furthermore, we assume that the follUWing conditions are fulfilled:

@) E[wT(qT L) = E[gp<qT L’ PO and Blw (¢, 7)1 = Elge(cf
P, for any a?, ¢ € A.
(ii) The application [0, T] > t +— E[S/ ’O‘l’](resp. E[S/ ’“C]) is well-defined and non-
increasing, for any a? € A (resp. for any a¢ € A), where:

p P
Spa Wpa /fp(s 6]5 ,615 1a37aS7 ﬁ)ds
(4.13)

c,af c,af af o ¢ =c. P
S¢ =W +/ Ses, c§ ¢y ,as,as,qﬁ )ds.
0

(iii) For some o?* € A and o* € A, the application [0,T] > t +>
E[Stp’an ](resp. ]E[S,c‘ac‘*]) is constant.

Then, the controla* = (aP"*, a“*) is the best response to the control (8P, B¢) meaning
that

al* =B,(B°) := argmaxy,. 4 f]’,\(a”; B,
a®* = Bo(BP) := argmaxye 4 J (@3 BP), (4.14)

and
Th@P*; ) = Vi) = EIWy "1 and T2 (@“*; ¢#") = VH(BP) = E]WVs 1.

Finally, ifa = (a”, a®) is another best response to the control (87, BS), then condition
iii) holds also for aP and a“.
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We define the best response map B : A> — A% as B := (B, B.). The Nash
equilibrium we find will be a fixed point of this map.

Once we have fixed the strategies 87 and B¢ in A, the first step can be divided into
four sub-steps:

1.1 Since the players objective functionals are quadratic, we propose a suitable can-
didate WP*", W) in feedback form.

1.2 Applying Itd’s formula, we compute %]E[S,p ’ap] and %E[Sf ’o‘c] corresponding
to the candidate (WP, WS,

1.3 We postulate that the conditions of Theorem 4.2 are satisfied and get a system of

backward SDEs involving the coefficients of the candidate (! ’ap, Wy ’ac).
1.4 We compute each player’s best response by looking for strategies cancelling the

. . P -~ yC
expectation of the drifts of the processes S/* and S{** .

Sub-step 1.1
Given the quadratic nature of our objective functional, it seems natural to look

for a family of processes W/, W ),cj0.7) of the following form: W/ =
w? (q;’pz E[¢*"]) and W o we (e, E[c¢¥]), for some parametric adapted random
field {wi (x, 7). 7 € [0, T], x, ¥ € R}, i € {p, c}, such that

wi(x, %) = K; (1) (x —3)* + A (5> +2Y/x + R (1),

with (K, A, Y, R;) € L®([0, T],R_)? x SH(Q x [0, T],R) x L>([0, T], R),
i € {p, c}, solving the systems of ODEs and SDE:s:

dK (1) = K, (t)dt, K,(T) =0,
dA, (1) = N, (1, A, (T) =0, s
ayp  =vldi+zPPag + z0Vaw,, vP = e, (19
dRy(t) = R, (1)dt, Rp(T) = —rypcEler],
dK.(t) = K.(1)d1, Ko(T) =0,
dAq(t) = AL(t)dt, A(T) =0, 4.16)
dyg  =vfdi+z0PaB, + 20V aw,, vs = M, .
dR.(t) = R.(t)dt, R(T) = —rppElgrl,

for some deterministic processes K/, Al, R! and for some F-adapted processes
Y, z0W 708 i e (p, ).

Sub-step 1.2 For the sake of simplicity, from now on, we explicitly develop only the
producer case. The consumer problem can be studied in same way. Let ¢t € [0, T] and
a? € A. Asin (4.13) in Theorem 4.2 (Verification Theorem), we set

7 D ¢ D c
5P = wl (@ Elg®"]) + / Folu, g% Elq?" 1, ol Elall; *)du.
0
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In the following, we write simply ¢ instead of c#* (resp. ¢ instead of ¢#”), when the
strategies are clear from the context (see Remark 4.1). After some computations (see
Appendix 1 for details), we obtain

S BISP ") = B[ (k)0 + ) (a1 — Elgr)?
+ (AL + Qp + 0pElg )
+207 + MP(0)0)gr
+ R0 + 7@ + 1l @]

4.17)

where, for any ¢ € [0, T'], we have set

x @y = @) S,(0el +2[U, 1) (g — Elg:) + Vo (Dg + &7 + &+ 0,01 Ta? (1)
Sp(t) ;= Ny + e2K p(t)e]

Up(t) := Kp(t)e

V(1) == Ap(t)e;

0,(t) == H, + e\E[Y/ ]+ e2E[ 2" ]

£ =H,+e ¥ +erz"

& = H, + e BlY/ 1+ eE[Z]"],

(4.18)
where O, ép, MP?(c), N,, H, and T?(c) are defined in Equation (4.6).
Sub-step 1.3 Now, we find conditions granting that assumptions i), ii) and iii) of
Theorem 4.2, involving " hold. Suppose that the matrix § p(t) is negative definite
and thus invertible. We check this later, verifying that K, (t) < 0, forall ¢ € [0, T]
(see Remark 4.5). We complete the squares and rewrite the Eq. (4.17) as

SIS/ = B[ (K0 + 2y~ Up®)T 5,007 Up(0)) 1 — Blgr))
+ (A0 + Qp+ 0p = V() S, 'V, (1))Elg, )
+2[y + MP () = Upy() S, (1) & —ED) = V()T S, (1) 0,(0]as
+ R, )+ TP () — E —ENTS, ) & =& - 0,0 S, 0, ()

+ @ =) S0 @ =],
where, for all # € [0, T'], we have defined

nl = =S, [Up()(qr — Elgi]) + Vp(OElg/] + £ — &P+ 0,)]. (4.19)

@ Springer



Applied Mathematics & Optimization (2022) 86:40 Page190f37 40

Choosing processes K, A, Y7 and R, whose existence is shown in the next sub-
step, that solve the following system of BSDEs

K,()+Qp —Up®) ' S,(0)"'Up(1) =0, K,(T) =0,

Ny 4+ Qp+ 0p = V()T Sp(1)7'V, (1) =0, Ap(T) =0,

ay/ = [-MP) + Uy S, 7' & &) + Vv, TS, 0,(1)] dr
+z"%aB, + z"Vaw,,

YTP =Ly,

R, +EIT? () — (& = &S, & —&/) = 0, S, 0,(0] =0,

R,(T) = E[T? ()],

(4.20)
we obtain

d ob _
ZEIS! ) = E[@ D) 5,007 @ = ). (421)

which is clearly non-positive forall ¢ € [0, T'], since S, () (defined in Equation (4.18))
is negative definite for all r € [0, T'].

Remark 4.3 We stress the fact that the processes Y7, ZP W zpBand R » depend only

on the strategy of the consumer through the state process {c;};¢[0,71, With¢; = cf} ‘ ,t €
[0, T'], which is controlled only by €. Thus, the feedback best response control are
functions of different state variables, namely the best response for the producer is
feedback in ¢ and its expectation, whereas the best response for the consumer is
feedback in ¢ and its expectation.

Sub-step 1.4
Now we combine the results in the previous steps in order to get the best response
maps.

Proposition 4.4 The best response maps are given by

B,(B) = —(Np + 2K, (1)e; ) ' [e1K (1) (q; — Elgy])
+eiA,(OElg )+ e Y + ez + Hy),

B.(B7); = —(N¢ + e2Kc(t)ey )" [er Ko (1) (c; — Elcy])
+ et Ac(DE[e,] + e Y + e 288 + H, (4.22)
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where the processes (K,, Ap, Y?, R,) and (K., A¢, Y¢, R.) above solve the fol-

lowing systems of backward ODEs and SDEs, given ¢; = cf; ‘ (respectively, given
P

g =q/")1€l0,T)

K, (1) = =& K, + pp +nph?p3, Kp(T) =0,

Ay () = = Ap(0) + pp. Ap(T) =0,

av? = =%+ Ye + ppypenpiies — Eled) + &Ko) (v = ELY)1) + ApELY 1]} dr
+z"Bap, + z"Vaw,,

Yp _ M
oo w w Lpop 2
Ry (1) = npay?p2Vie] = £ (VIY 1+ B/ P) = iy (VIZP 1+ EIZ) ]+ 252)7),

Ry(T) = —rypcEler],

(4.23)
and

Ki(1) = =2 K +ype(y = p1) +ned?y?pl = 0. Ke(T) =0,
ALt = *ijc(t)z +ype(y — p1), Ac(T) =0,
dY,C — _{ P()+P1~Y(1;V(~Y()+5) 4 ﬂp(yzfpl)ql + ppypcnc)"z(QI _ ]E[ql]) 4 %I:KC(I)(YIC _ ]E[ch])

+AL.(t)]E[Y,C]} }dt +208aB, + 20V aw,,

¢ _ AYpe
Yr =%

RL() = ner?p2VIg] — (VI +EYSP) — = VIZOP 1+ B2 P14+ 4997,
R(T) = —2p,Elgr].

(4.24)
So, we have

T3 (B,(B): B°) = V) (B) and T} (B.(BP); BP) = V2 (BP).

Moreover, we have an explicit expression for the Nash equilibrium values which are
given by
VE(B) = A, (0)gh + 2BIY 1g0 + R, (0)  and

o 5 . (4.25)
Ve (B7) = Ac(0)cg + 2E[Y]co + Re(0).

Remark 4.5 Notice that the first two equations in the systems (4.23) and (4.24) are
one-dimensional Riccati differential equations, for which it is known that there exists
a unique global solution given by Equation (3.1). In the following we face more
complicated Riccati equations (non-symmetric matrix Riccati equations) for which
existence of solutions is not guaranteed. The fact that K, (z) and K.(¢) are given
by a hyperbolic tangent with a positive argument multiplied by a negative constant
yields that K,(t) < 0 and K.(¢) < 0, granting that S,(t) = N, + e2K,, (t)e;r and
Sc(t) = No + e Kc(t)e;r are negative definite for all # € [0, T], hence matching the
assumptions made at the beginning of Sub-step 1.3.

Proof To prove the proposition we need to apply Theorem 4.2. So, let us check that its
hypotheses are fulfilled. Fix a couple of strategies 87, 8¢ € A. First of all, condition i)
is a consequence of the terminal conditions of systems (4.23) and (4.24). Furthermore,
we notice that assumption ii) is verified, for any «” € A (resp. for any a¢ € A),
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because the fact that the processes (K, Ap, Y7, R)) and (K, AC, Y€, R,) solve the
systems (4.23) and (4.24) yields that d IE[S’7 ek ] and E[SC o ] are negative and so
the monotonicity of the functions [0, T] 5t— E [Sp ar ](resp. E[S;” ‘). Then, by

(4.21), we notice that, given 8¢ € A, LE[S/ “"1 =0, forallz € [0, T], if and only

> dt
if, for all € [0, T'], we have !

of =nf = =5, [Up0) @ —Ela:) = V,0Blg] = & —&) = 0,(0], P-as.

and analogously, given 87 € A,0 = dlE[SC o ], forall ¢ € [0, T'], if and only if, for
allr € [0, T], we have

of = ¢ = =807 [Ue(t) (e, — Ele,]) = VeEle,] — (6 — &) — 0(0)]. P-as.

Hence, the strategies in (4.22) satisfy iii) as well.

Finally, let us check the admissibility of the strategies B,(8¢) and B.(87), i.e.
B,(8) € A and B.(87) € A. We need to verify their square-integrability. Let
us check it for B,(8), the same can be done for B.(8”). The state variable
q =1{q1}iei0.11 = {qBP(ﬁC)(t)},E[o,T] is the solution of a linear SDE and so it satisfies
E[sup,e[o’r] |q,|2] < oo. Furthermore, S,, Up, V), defined in (4.18), are bounded,
being continuous matrix-valued functions over a finite time-interval, and the process
(Op, &) belongs to L2([0, T],R?) x L? #(2x[0,T], R?). This implies that the feed-
back control B, (8) € LA(Q2 x [0, T, R2) o

4.4 Second Step: Well-Posedness of the Best Response Map System

This subsection provides the proof of existence and uniqueness of solutions to the
systems in (4.23) and (4.24),

Ky, Ke, Apand Ao € L®([0, T],R_), R, and R. € L™([0, T], R),
(P, zPW zP-Byand (v¢, 24V, 2¢8) € S3(Q x [0, T1,R) x LA(Q x [0, T], R)?,

given the state controlled by the other player.

The fact that there exist unique K, K¢, Ap, A¢ € L*([0, T], Ry) is straightfor-
ward (see Remark 4.5). We also have explicit formulae for them (see Equation (3.1)).
Moreover the non-positivity of K, and K implies that the matrices S, and S, defined
in (4.18), are negative definite.

Now, consider the mean-field BSDE associated to the processes (Y7, Z? W zpBy,
given K, and A,

ayP = - {so + Vﬂr¢, + ppprnpA (¢; — Ele/]D) + % (Kp(t)(Ytp —E[v/n + Ap(t)IE[Yr”])} dt
+zPaB, + 7" aw,,

p_ rop
YP =42
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Existence and uniqueness of the solution (Y7, ZP*W, ZP-B) € S2(Q x [0, T],R) x
L%(Q x [0, T, R)2 is a consequence of Li et al., [29, Theorem 2.1] and the fact that
c € SE%(Q x [0, T'], R) by the admissibility of the associated control €.

Finally, given (K, A, (Y7, zrw, ZP'B)), the linear ODE associated to R, in
system (4.23) has a unique solution given by

r 2
Ry(t) = = AypcEler] + / [ — iy p2Vie) + — (VIX/1+ LY/ P)
1 p

2 (vize " (Epze e ’ d
+Z,,—2Kp(u) [u ]+<[u 1+ B ) ]u

The same arguments are used to prove existence and uniqueness for the processes
(ve,zeW, z¢B)yin S2(Q@x[0, T1, R) x LA(2x[0, T], R)? and R. € L>([0, T, R).
This ends the proof of existence and uniqueness for systems (4.23) and (4.24).

4.5 Third Step: Fixed Point of the Best Response Map

Here, we prove the existence of a fixed point of the best response maps in order to
get a Nash equilibrium. First of all, for convenience of notation, we rewrite the two-
dimensional state variable as X; := (¢, ¢)T, forall ¢+ € [0, T], and so its linear
dynamics is given by the following SDE

_ dqt _ [ ur It 0
s () G o ()

with a deterministic initial condition Xo = (qo, co)' € Ri. Then, we have
dXt = batdt + UWatth + UBatdB,,
with
b= 1000 LoV = 0100 B = 0000 .
0010 0000 0001
Then, we rewrite explicitly the form that a candidate equilibrium feedback control
of = ((@*P)T, @~)T)T should have, together with the backward dynam-

ics of the corresponding process Y = )T, ¥HNHT (we write ZW for
((zP )T, (zoW)T) T, respectively Z¥ for (zPF)T, (z4P)T)H D!

o —aF=A0) (X, = X)+T (Y, =) +HY®) (2 -2V )+ HB@) (2B - ZB),
Fed = A0 X - X) 4T (= T) + HY 0 (20 -2 ) - 0 (27 - 2F)

@' =AOX, +TY +HYOZY + HE0)ZF + o), (4.27)

! Here, we have omitted, in all the processes but «, the superscript * in order to have a simpler notation.
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dY, = [E (X, — X;) + @) (Y; = ¥;)]dt + [EX, + @)Y, + W]dt + ZFdB, + 2 aw,,

(4.28)
with
LKy 0 Ay 0 L 0
0 0 -~ 0 0 0 0
A(t) = , A@) = , I'=
® 0 2K ® 0 %Ac(t) 0 ,%
0 0 0 0 00
OK o 0 0 0 0
e =275 woo | =m0 5. |0 0
O) = 0 , H (@)= | " o’ 0 H@®) =1 (2)
oo(1 — 2501 0 0 0 7=2rw
and B, E, D(1), 60) and W as defined at the beginning of Sect. 3.1.
Now, as an ansatz for Y, we assume Y linear in the state:
Y, =n0)(X, — X) + 70X, + &, (4.29)

with 7z, 7 deterministic R2*2-valued processes and ¢ € SH%(Q x [0, T1, Rz) satisfying
the SDE

1
dg, = Yrdt + ¢ AW, + ¢PdB,, ¢r = S+(0p, voe) ', (4.30)

for some v/, &, ¢" in suitable spaces. The affine term in the expression (4.29) allows
Y to have some extra stochasticity apart from the linear dependency on the state.
Furthermore, the terminal condition in (4.30) guarantees that Y satisfies its terminal
condition.

An application of It6’s formula to the ansatz (4.29) yields

dy, =[r'(t)(X; — X;) + ()b} — &) + ¥ — Y ddt + @' ()X, + 7()ba) + ¥r)dt

+ @0 Vol +¢!aw, + (w0 Bey + ¢f)dB,.
4.31)
If we match the two dynamics of ¥ in Egs. (4.28) and (4.31), and then replace Y with
its ansatz (4.29) and o* with its feedback form (4.27), we get the following system of
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equations:

7' )(X, — X)) + )b — HY )7 (t)o " — HB(r>n<z)aB) QONG!
AT (X, = X) + TG — o) + HY 0@ —¢)") + HE 1) (@ — )]
+V =Y = B(X; — X))+ () () (X, — Xz)‘f‘ft — &)

7ZOX, + 7O — HY 7 @t)oV — HB(t)n(t)aB) NA@ +T7@)X, +TE,
+0) + HY )¢ + HE0)@P1+ ¥ = EX, + DOFROX, + &) + ¥

7B =nt)yoVa + ¢
zV =rt)oBaf +¢P.

(4.32)
Finally, exploiting the fact that:

b (1 —HY () (1)e "V — HB(t)n(l)aB)_l — b, (4.33)

we find the equations that the coefficients (, 7, v, ¢W, ¢B) in the ansatz for Y should
solve in order to provide a fixed point of the best response map:

7' (1) = E4+ Q0 (1) +w()P(1) + 7w ()R (1), 7(T) =0,
7Tt =8+ 0T +TODW) +7T(@E)RT (1), 7(T) =0,
g = Yydt + ¢ dW, + ¢ dBy. &1 = 31(pp, yoe) T,
Vi =V — U+ = (TOR+ 00) & — &)+ FOR+ 1) & + W,
(4.34)

—2/k, O

0 —2/k.
(4.32) into the best response given by Equations (4.27) provides an equilibrium strategy
a* in feedback form which is computed in details in the next step.

where R = ) . In fact, inserting (Y, Z) from the ansatz and Equation

Remark 4.6 To obtain explicit expressions for «* and Z, we have used Assumption
(A2) in Theorem 3.1. Indeed, such a condition is needed for the invertibility of the
matrices D(t) := (I — HY () (t)oW — HB(t)m(t)oB), t € [0, T], that appear in

Y=o +7)0Va), 7z =¢F +rn@t)oBa}, (4.35)
where

af = D) (AW +Tr) (X, — X,) + (AQ@)
+T7)X, + T+ HY (08" + HE )¢ +0(1)].

4.6 Fourth Step: Nash Equilibrium Strategies

In order to complete the proof of the main theorem, we are left with showing that the
system (4.34) has a unique solution over the finite time interval [0, T']. The equations
associated to t — (7 (¢), 77 (¢)) are non-symmetric matrix Riccati equations for which
there is no general condition ensuring the global existence of solutions. Nevertheless,
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the regularity of the coefficients and the Picard-Lindelof Theorem ensure the local
existence and uniqueness of solutions over a compact interval [0, Tinax]?. Thus, we
recover the existence and uniqueness condition in Assumption (A1) of Theorem 3.1
choosing a time horizon T small enough, namely T < Tj,,.. Then, for a given (7, 7),
the process (¢, ¥, ", ¢B) evolves according to the following linear mean field BSDE:

1
d¢ = ydt + ¢V dW, + ¢2dB,, ¢ = 30, yoe) T,
Y=V — Y+ U = @OR+ Q)& — &) + @OR 4+ D)L, + V.

(4.36)

Exploiting once more [29, Theorem 2.1], we have a unique solution (¢, (;SW, ¢B ) €
S2(2 x [0, T1,R?) x LZ(Q x [0, T], R?)2. Furthermore, we notice that the drift
in the system (4.36) does not depend on ¢" and ¢® and all the coefficients involved
in the second line of (4.36) are deterministic. Moreover, the terminal condition is
also deterministic. Thus, the unique solution (¢, ", $?) to this system is given by
(h, 0,0), where s : [0, T] — RZ%isthe unique (deterministic) solution to the following
backward linear ODE:

{ dh(t) = {[ROR + O] h(t) + ¥} dt, (4.37)

W(T) = $r(pp, vpeo) T

So, the system of ODEs and SDE:s in (4.34) reduces to the one made up of Equations
(3.5) and (3.6).

We write the Nash equilibrium strategies o* = ((a*F), (@*)T = (w*,z%)7,
(v*, y) T explicitly as

«f = DO AW) +Tr) (X, — X)) + D)~ (A@)
+TR@)X, + D)"Y (Ch(t) + O(1)), (4.38)

that is

2 Despite it is not possible in general to obtain an explicit characterization of 7,4y, We notice that we
did not observe any explosion for all typical values of the parameters we have considered in the numerical
experiments (ref. Sect. 5).
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uf = = [(Kp@) 4+ m1(0)) (g — G1) + 72 (e — &) + (Ap(D)
p
+711()) g + T2()¢; + hi ()],
Z*(t) — O’p@p

£y —2(Kp(t) + mi1 (1)’

2
v = . LK) + ma ) (e — &) + m21(1)(gr — g1) + (Ac(r)

C
+722 ()¢t + 21 (1) + ha()],
ol

YO = IR ) + )

where K ), K¢, Ap, Acaredefinedin (3.1) and 7, 7 and h are respectively the solutions
to the systems (3.5), (3.6).
Finally, we derive the corresponding equilibrium dynamics for the state

2z 2
dXF{(,cp(Kp(erl(t)) Emi) )(x,—f(,)

Frn)  F(Ke(0) + (1)
2 = 2 = 2
L (RO FR@) £ R0 %4 (5MO } "
. m21(0) i (Ac(t) + 722(1)) o ha ()

oplp 0
+ | &2&, O+ @) dW,+< ool )dB,, telo,T],
0 L2(K (D)7 (1)

which is a linear mean-field SDE, hence admitting a unique solution.

5 Numerics

We consider the following parameters setting I’ = 1, k, = k. = 5, 0, = 0. = 10,
qo = co = 100, 5o = 50, pp, =yp =05and y = 12,8 =5, po = 250 + V6,
and p; = y — 1. With this parametrisation, the players are symmetric in the sense
that they have the same absolute effect on the price and they share the same costs of
average production rate or consumption rate. Moreover, if they shared the same risk
aversion parameters (7, = 1) and the same costs of volatility control (£, = £.),
then the strategies of the producer (1*, z*) and of the consumer (v*, y*) would be
identical. The initial conditions have been chosen to be close to a long-run stationary
equilibrium that we observe when we take large T, which allows avoiding potential
transitory effects.

In the next sub-sections, we illustrate first the effect of the risk aversion parameters
on the forward agreement indifference price when every other parameter is fixed.
Second, we show how different combinations of risk aversions and volatility control
costs can lead to the same forward agreement indifference price and volume.
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(b)

Fig.1 (a)and (b) £, = €. =5,(c)and (d) £ = £c = 0.7

5.1 The Effect of Risk Aversion

Figure 1 presents the unitary forward agreement indifference price f* * := /A
and the volume that the players agreed upon when the costs of volatility control are
high (Fig. 1a and b) and when they are low (Fig. 1c and d). We find that f Mok s higher
(resp. lower) than the expected spot price when the producer is more (resp. less) risk-
averse than the consumer, which is consistent with both the economic intuition and
the hedging pressure theory, once recalled that in our model players act as speculators
on the forward market. In hedging pressure theory (see [14, 15]), the risk premium is
determined by the relations between risk aversions of producers, consumers, storers
and speculators. It extends Keynes’s normal backwardation theory which claims that
in commodity markets, the forward price should be lower than the expected spot price
because the producer would be ready to pay a premium to avoid being exposed to
price risk on his production. In our case, the most risk-averse speculator obtains the
appropriate premium to enter into the agreement. This property holds whatever the
level of volatility control costs. We see on Fig. 1 that the producer is requiring a
positive premium to accept the risk coming from his financial position. Regarding the
exchanged volume, we observe that it can be both nonincreasing or nondecreasing in
the risk aversion parameters of the players, depending on the costs of volatility control.
When the volatility manipulation costs are high for both players, there is a low trading
volume even when both players have a high risk aversion. On the other side, when the
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Fig. 2 Level lines of (a) the forward agreement price F. f*, (b) the traded quantity A*, (c) the per unit
agreement price f}‘*'* = F}. /A%, (d) the value of the producer’s equilibrium payoff J; (A%, F}%)

volatility manipulation costs are low, there is a low trading volume when only one of
the player has a high risk aversion but the trading volume is huge when both players
have a high risk aversion. This could be explained by the fact that in the latter case the
players can act on their volatilities (almost costlessly) to stabilize the spot price and
hence they would be willing to trade more.

5.2 Joint Effect of Risk Aversion and Volatility Control Cost

We freeze now the risk aversion parameter and the cost for controlling the volatility
of the consumer at . = 0.01 and £, = 5, and observe the agreement price, the traded
volume, the per unit agreement indifference price and the equilibrium payoff at the
agreement of the producer. Results are provided in Fig. 2, when the producer’s risk
aversion parameter 7, and his volatility manipulation cost £,, vary. The vertical and
horizontal lines in each graph are set to the values of £, and 1.

We observe a sort of “substitution effect” between 1, and £, in the sense that for a
producer with a given combination of risk aversion and volatility control cost, we can
find another producer trading at the same agreement price with a higher risk aversion
and a low volatility control cost (Fig. 2a). We observe that this phenomenon occurs
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also for the traded quantity (Fig. 2b). This substitution makes sense in our model where
volatility represents a cost for the producer that can be mitigated either by requiring a
payment to bear this volatility or by paying the cost to reduce it. We note that for a fixed
value of 7, the lower the value of £, the larger the forward agreement price and the
traded volume. The Fig. 2c gives the resulting unitary agreement forward price. The
volatility control cost has little effect on the per unit forward price compared to the risk
aversion parameter. This figure is a way of showing that when the volatility control
costs are high, the producer has little alternative than asking for a premium to enter in
forward agreement, and thus, the price is basically determined by his risk-aversion.

To conclude, we note that the producer’s equilibrium payoff is independent of the
value of n,, (Fig. 2d) because, by definition of the agreement forward price, itis always
equal to J ; (0, 0), which is independent of 7.
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A: Proof of Theorem 4.2 (Verification Theorem)
Foranya” € A(resp.foranya¢ € A),themap[0, T] > t > ]E[S,p’ap ] (resp. E[Sf’“(])
is well-defined (it does not explode in finite time), because of the condition (4.12) and

the linear structure of the SDEs for the state variables (4.1).
Assumptions 1) and ii) yields that: for any «” € AP,

- p ii) p T c
Em&%4m=EMWﬁzEwVﬁ=ED%W+/ ﬁmﬁﬁm&ﬁﬂﬁmﬁkﬁmﬂ
0
. T
iE%M#ﬂM#%J>+/ nmﬁﬂmﬁﬁﬂ&mﬂkﬁmﬂ=ﬂmmﬁ>
0

= Tr@”; B°).

Then, the arbitrariness of «” € Aimplies that E[w{ (0, G0)] > supyrc 4 J ; (aP; cfy =
V3(BO).

@ Springer


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

40 Page300f37 Applied Mathematics & Optimization (2022) 86:40

Performmg the same computations with o”* instead of «”, by condition iii), we
get: IE[w0 (90, q0)] = J*(al’ * BO). Then we have showed that «”* = B, (8°) is the
best response to S¢. The fact that «“* = B.(B?) is the best response to ﬂf’ is proved
analogously.

Now, take a? € A to be another best response to 8. We have

EIS; ™) = Elwf (qo. do)) = V; (6) = T, @". p) = EIS; ™).

al, . . oy s
Then, we conclude that the map [0, 7] > t +— E[Stp “"1 is constant, since it is
nonincreasing and it takes the same value at its extremal points. This reasoning, with
a few modifications, can be replicated for a¢, hence concluding the proof.

B: Computations of the Best Response Maps

As we have done in Sect. 4.3 (Sub-step 1.2), we develop here only the computa-
tions for the best response of the producer. The best response of the consumer is
obtained following very similar computations. In this section we show that, setting
wl(q.§) = Kp()(q — > + Ap()G* +2Y g + R,(1), with (K, Ap, YP, R,) €
L®([0, T, R_)? x SI%(Q x [0, T], R) x L>®([0, T, R), once S”*" is defined as in
the Verification Theorem in Theorem 4.2, we have

d ol , , ~
B  = E[(Kpm + 0p)(q — Elg:)* + (A, () + Qp + 0,)Elg,]?

200+ Mg + R0 + T + 1 @),
where, for all ¢+ € [0, T'], we have set

X @) = @) TS, el )
+2[U,(1)(qr — Elgi]) + Vp(gs + &7 + & + 0,01
Sp(t) := Ny + 2K p(t)ey
Up(t) := Kp(t)e
V(1) := A, (t)er (B.1)
0,(t) == Hy, + e,E[Y?] + ;B[ 27" ]
%’, = H, -I—e]Y +62Zp W
E = H, + e E[Y/1+ B[]V,

First of all, we notice

dE[SP*"]

d ]7 a[) ap
T ZE[EE[w{’(q?‘ Elg®" D1+ fpt, ¢ Elg?" 1, af \Elal']; ¢ )}

(B.2)
The dynamics of the state variable controlled by the producer is rewritten as

dg®" =elalar, (B.3)

@ Springer



Applied Mathematics & Optimization (2022) 86:40 Page310f37 40

dq® —q*"y = e (@ —alydt + e] ol dW,, (B.4)

From now on, we write g; for q;"p to simplify the notation. Applying It6’s formula to
w;?(qlﬂ E[CII]), we get

dw, (g, Elg:])

= K, (g — g0°dt + Kp(O12(gr — §)d(qr — G1) + (e3 o )2dt] + A}, (1)(§1) dr
+2A,(0GdG; + 2q:dYP +2YPdg, + 27V e] ol di + R, ", (1)dt

= K, (g — §)°dt + K, (){2(q: — G)le] (f —&)dt + ey ol dW,] + (e of )*d1t}
+ AL (0@t + 28, (0OGee] & dr +2,(YF dr + ZPY aw, + zBdB,)
+2v) (el ofdt + el af dW,) + z["V e] al dt + R, (1)dr

=K, (0 — §)* + 2K, (1)(qr — Gey (@f — &)+ K (D) (eg af ) + A, (1)(@0)*
+20,0Ge] & +2Y g +2vF el of +220"Ve] ol + R, (1)1
+2AK, (1) (g — Ges af + 20" +vPe] ol 1aw, + 22" aB,

Then, taking its expected value, we obtain

Elw{ (gr, G1)]

p
A BOD) gl 1 1)1 30 + 2K 0 — @0e] (@] —af)

+ K, (t)(ey ot,p) + A (t)(q,) +2A (t)q,el at + 2Ytp q: + 2Ype1 at

d
dt

+ Ry (1) +22"e] a{’]
—E_K’ _ iV 42K —avela? + K Ta”)2 4 A - \2
= p (@ —q)" +2Kp(0)(g: — ey o + Kp(t)(ep o)+ A, (1)(qr)
+20,(0Gie] af +2YF g+ 27 el o + R, () +220"Y ] a,”]

= E:K;m(qt =3 + A, 0@) + 2V g + Ry (6) + K () (eg o )?

- T
+ 2K, (00 = @)+ 8,07 + Yrer +220 2] of ],
) (B.5)

pt where we have used the following semplifications: E[2A p(t)ele;” q:] =
E[2A,()gre @f'] and E[2K ,(t)e{ & (g — §1)] = 2K, (1)e] & Elg; — g1 = 0.
Moreover, since

ELfp(t, g, Gl @ls PO = ELQ (g — @) + (Qp + 03>
+2M] g + () Npal +2H, af + 171, (B.6)
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by adding up (B.5) and (B.6), we get

dE[S"]
dt

d ¢
=K [EE[U);D(Q& a0l + fp(qs qr» of al; c? )]
= E[(K;m + 0@ — )7+ (A0 + Qp + 0p) (@) + 20 + MP(0))g;

+ R0+ TP @) + 1/ @],
B.7)
where we have set

.
X (@f) = Ky(t)(eg o) + { [Kp () (g — G + Ap()G; + Y/er + 220" } of
+ @) Nyl +2H, of
.
= 21K, 0@ — @) + Ay 03 + Y1, +220Ver + 21, of
+ @) (Np + e2Kp(t)e) ol
=2[U,(1)(q: — Elg ) + V()i + & + &+ 0,01 )
+ @) S, (0af,
with
Sp(t) :== Np + exKp(t)ey
Up(t) := Kp(t)e
V(1) := Ap(t)er
0,(t) == H, + e;E[Y?] + B[ 27" ]
‘i:t = H, +e1YP —i—ezZp W
EV .= H, + e\E[Y/] + B[ 2]V ].

C: Computations of the Equilibrium Payoffs

In this section we perform some computations to get a more explicit formula for the
objective functionals at the equilibrium in Theorem 3.1. In particular, we find explicit
expressions for R,(0) and R.(0). In all the following computations we are using
the optimal strategies but we are suppressing the stars in the notation for the sake
readability (e.g. we write u, instead of u} and so on). For the same reason we are
suppressing the dependency on time when clear from the context.

Proposition C.1 [t holds that

T2 (nll(u)Zu + M)Z
RWo:/ SR = npaty2plv 2 du — Ay per,
» (0 A [(¥)HA Np p:Vic,] + 0, — 2K, @) u — AypCr

@ Springer



Applied Mathematics & Optimization (2022) 86:40 Page330f37 40

Leoe

T2 2(m2 () yu + )2
RM (0 :/ ZEI(YEH = ner?p2 Vgl + ———— 2 7\ du — Ap,qr,
(0 & ner”p, Vg . — 2K.(0) ppqr

where

2

de, = k_[ A +7122 ¢+ m1q: +h2]
(4
2

k—[mzc, + A +7T11)4t + hl]
P

4 =2 c.a
dEIc]] = — | (K +m2) (BLe) = &) + 71 (Eleiqi] - )

c

o+ [Ac + R0)e? + Radads + hade |dr + ¥,
dElq;] = %[ (Kp + 1) (Elg71 = 47) + 72 (Elergi] = 61d:)
+ (Ap +701)G2 + R1oéidi + hlc},]dt + 22dr,
aBleran) = [ (Ky + m) Bleran) - 6) + m(Ele]] - )
+ (Ap + 711)érde + Riad> + hlé,]dt
+ k%[(l(c + 722) (Eleigi] — 6:q:) + 71 (Elg?] — 6?;2)
+ (Ae + 7o) + 7nG + hzc}t]dt,
dE[(Y/)’] = —2{%S0Y,p + %ych[Yf’ct] + ppypenpd? (BIY ] = ¥/'é)

2 - -
+ = [KELN? = AD?]+ A, (7] far
p
+ (nfizf + iyt )i,

po+ p1so —y(so+9) ;.

dE[(Y()?] = —2[ > ‘
(y — p1) Y<q
+ 2 ZPUp yeq,) + ppyoeneh’ (BIY 4] — Y )

2
2 - .

il [KCE[(Y;)2 — 9+ AC(Y,‘)Z] }dt + (th2 + nhy?)dt,
(e

with

Y/ =71G + 76 +hy, Y =T01G, + Taaé + ha,
E(Y/ e/l = 711 (Bleigi] — &dr) + m12(EleH] — &) + R116:Gs + 71267 + hiér,
E[Y q] = 721 (Elg2) — 7) + 722 (Blgeci] — &Gr) + 72137 + 7226:Gs + hoy,
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and terminal conditions

Ang

4

W2y

, Y(,‘2=
(Yr) )

y)? =

Proof For the terms ¢; = E[q;] and ¢; = E[cr] we have

2 s~ =
d‘?t:ﬁtdt:F[(Ap+ﬂ1])qt+ﬂ120t+h]:|dts
P
o 2 ~ N o~ =
de; = Tyt = = (Ac +72) +Fudy + ho Jdo,
C

so we have a 2-dimensional ODE giving ¢7 and gr.
For the terms V[g,] and V[¢;], we have

Vel = E[c2] — &2, dE[c?] = (2E[c,vi] + (v)?)dt,
Vig] = Elg}1— G, dElg?] = (2Elgiu] + (z/)?)dt,

because z; and y; are deterministic. Further,

2
Elciu] = | (Ke+m2) (Blef] = &) + 71 (Elergs] - 1di)

C
+ (AC + ;1\22)512 + 218 qr + /’125[],
4 _ _
k_[ (K¢ + 72) (Elc] — &) + 721 (Eleiqi] — €1
C

+ [Ac + T2]E; + F216Gs + h25z]dl +y7dt,

dE[c?] =

2
Elg;us] = k—[ (Kp + 7T11) (E[qtz] — cjtz) + ﬂlz(E[tht] — EZét)
14
+ (Ap + R00)GE + Fioéeds + di ],
2 4 2 -2 I
dE[qt 1= k—[ (Kp + 71’11) (E[qt 1— q; ) + 7T12(E[ctq,] — Ct‘]t)
P

+ (Ap + R00)GE + Fio@eds + i |dr + 22,
and we have for E[c;q;], that dE[c;q;] = E(c,u, + qtv,)dt, so that

2
dEleiqi) = [ (Kp +m1) (Eleigi] = 6di) + mia(Elef) - &)
p
+ (Ap + 711)Ede + T26; + hIEt]

2
+ FI:(KC + 72) (Eleiqi] — &Gr) + 721 (ElgF] — G7)
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(A +72)ad, + 77 +hadi |
For the term V[Y/], we have V[Y/]+ E[Y/1? = E[(Y/)?], where

Y/ =mi(q — qi) + mialer — &) + 711G + 726 + hi(6), Y =701G + ®i2é + ha,
E[Y/ ¢, = 711 (Elerqe] — 6Gr) + w12 (Bl ] — &) + 7118Gr + 71282 + hiéy,

| - 1 =p=
dEI(Y))] = =2 35087 + SvpEIY el + ppyocn 22 (ELY e] - /&)
2 - -
+ = [KoEL? = D]+ A, (D Yt + (whi2? + whay?) s,
p

1
(¥7)? = 120},

where we have exploited the representation of Y” in Equation (4.23). Analogously,
exploiting the representation of Y¢ in Equation (4.24), we get

Y =m01(q — i) + woaler — &) + To1Gr + T +ho(t),  YE = 701Gr + 7228 + o,

2 (KB = T + AT Jar,

ke

E[Y{q:] = m21(Elg2] — G7) + 722 (Elgeci] — &) + 721G7 + R2280Gs + hadr,

po + p1so — y(so +6) ey pp(y — p1)
2 4 2

+ ppvoencd (BIY gl — Y(qr)

2 . - =
+ = [KE[0)? = FD2) + 2] fdt + (w27 + 7P,
C

dE((Y))?) = 2| ElY{q:]

I
Y72 = 2%yt

Summing up, we have obtained a backward ODE for E[(Y,p )2] and E[(th)z]. Finally,
we have

zPY =iz, vizP"1=0. Bzl =10z
and
z¢P =y, VIZEP1=0, EIZ0P) = may.

Recalling that

T
2
R (1) = —hypcEler] + / [— nphy2piVie + — (VIYS 1+ ELYP)
t P

2 p.W pW £pop ?
L KW (V[Z“ ]+<E[Z“ I+ >)]du’
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and analogously

T 2
RW@=—wﬂMﬂ+/[—mﬁdw%ﬂf{WﬁHﬂmﬁ)
t c

2 teoe\?
ZC,B E ZC’B cc d
+&—2&W)V[“]+<[”]+ 2> ]m

the results follow. O
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