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Abstract

This paper investigates infinite-dimensional portfolio selection problem under a general dis-
tribution of the risk aversion parameter. We provide a complete characterization of all determin-
istic equilibrium investment strategies. Our results reveal that the solution structure depends
critically on the distribution of risk aversion: the equilibrium is unique whenever it exists in the
case of finite expected risk aversion, whereas an infinite expectation can lead to infinitely many
equilibria or to a unique trivial one (& = 0). To address this multiplicity, we introduce three
optimality criteria—optimal, uniformly optimal, and uniformly strictly optimal—and explic-
itly characterize the existence and uniqueness of the corresponding equilibria. Under the same
necessary and sufficient condition, the optimal and uniformly optimal equilibria exist uniquely
and coincide. Furthermore, by additionally assuming that the market price of risk is non-zero
near the terminal time, we show that the optimal (and hence uniformly optimal) equilibrium
is also uniformly strictly optimal. Finally, we perform comparative statics to demonstrate that
a risk aversion distribution dominating another in the reverse hazard rate order leads to a less
aggressive equilibrium strategy.

Keywords: Random Risk Aversion; Time-Inconsistency; Portfolio Selection; Intra-Personal

Equilibrium; Multiple Equilibria; Comparative Statics

1 Introduction

The classical framework for portfolio selection, pioneered by Merton (1969, 1975) and Samuelson
(1969), is based on the assumption that an investor’s risk aversion can be captured by a single

known constant. In practice, however, this coefficient is very difficult for an agent to specify with
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certainty, and a growing body of empirical evidence suggests that it varies dynamically with market
conditions, often increasing during financial crises and bear markets, as shown in studies by Gordon
and St-Amour (2000); Chetty (2006) and Guiso et al. (2018). These challenges have motivated
a move towards models that incorporate random risk aversion. Within this paradigm, a more
economically coherent approach, as advanced by Desmettre and Steffensen (2023), is to aggregate
certainty equivalents over the distribution of the risk aversion parameter. While the random risk
aversion in Desmettre and Steffensen (2023) provides a consistent performance measure in monetary
units, it introduces a nonlinearity in expectation that naturally leads to the time inconsistency of
the preference.

The first systematic treatment of time inconsistency was given by Strotz (1955), who proposed
the notion of consistent planning, laying the foundation for the intra-personal game-theoretic equi-
librium framework. Building on this idea, Ekeland and Lazrak (2006) later developed a rigorous
continuous-time formalization, which in turn inspired extensive research on continuous-time con-
trol with time-inconsistent preferences. For example, Bjork and Murgoci (2010) (published version
Bjork et al. (2017)) established a general theoretical framework by deriving an extended HJB equa-
tion and Hu, Jin, and Zhou (2012, 2017) investigated a time-inconsistent stochastic linear—quadratic
control problem. For further discussions and related developments, see Yan and Yong (2019), He
and Jiang (2021), Herndndez and Possamai (2023), and the references therein.

Within the Black-Scholes market model, Desmettre and Steffensen (2023) provide a verification
theorem on the intra-personal equilibrium strategies for a CRRA utility function with a general
random risk aversion and, in the case of a binomial random risk aversion, characterize the equilib-
rium by a three-dimensional ODE system without establishing the existence and uniqueness of the
solution.! This technical gap is fulfilled by Liang, Wang, and Xia (2025). For a general random
risk aversion, Liang, Wang, and Xia (2025) characterize the intra-personal equilibrium strategies
by an integral equation. They establish the existence and uniqueness of the solution to the integral
equation under the assumptions that the variance of the random risk aversion is finite and that the
function h defined in (2.6) below is bounded.

This paper aims to offer more insight into the portfolio selection problem with random risk
aversion within the simplest model, in line with Desmettre and Steffensen (2023) and Liang, Wang,

and Xia (2025). Our main contributions are summarized as follows:

e Complete characterization under general random risk aversion. We relax the as-
sumptions in the existing literature and derive a full characterization of all deterministic

equilibrium strategies. An important finding is that equilibria may be multiple when the

!This work has spurred further research extending the model to more complex settings. For example, Chen, Guan,
and Liang (2025) incorporate a regime-switching framework in which market dynamics and preferences co-evolve;
Wang and Jia (2025) study the management of the DC pension plan, providing semi-explicit solutions for a CRRA
utility with a binomial random risk aversion; He, Jiang, and Xia (2025) establish the existence and uniqueness of the
solution to an infinite-dimensional Ricatti equation which characterizes the equilibrium strategies under Heston’s SV
model for a CRRA or CARA utility function with a general bounded random risk aversion. For an investigation on

the corresponding pre-commitment problem, see Xia (2024).



expectation of the random risk aversion is infinite.

¢ Resolution of equilibrium multiplicity via three optimality criteria. To address the
non-uniqueness issue, we introduce three optimality notions—optimal, uniformly optimal, and
uniformly strictly optimal. We give the necessary and sufficient condition for the existence
of optimal equilibria and observe that the optimal equilibrium, if exists, is unique and is also
uniformly optimal. Moreover, if the market price of risk remains non-zero near the terminal

time, the optimal equilibrium is also uniformly strictly optimal.?

e Comparative statics on equilibrium strategies. We examine how the distribution of the
random risk aversion influences the equilibrium strategies. In analogy with the comparative
statics under the standard expected utility maximization (see Xia (2011) for example), we
show that a “larger” random risk aversion—in the sense of reverse hazard rate dominance—

leads to a strictly less aggressive equilibrium allocation to the risky assets.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the model and derives the integral equa-
tion characterizing the equilibrium. Section 3 analyzes both the finite and infinite expectation
cases, providing a complete characterization of all equilibria. Section 4 introduces three optimality
criteria for equilibrium selection and establishes the necessary and sufficient conditions for their
existence and uniqueness. Section 5 performs comparative statics to investigate the impact of risk
aversion distributions on equilibrium strategies, establishing monotonicity under the reverse haz-
ard rate order, and provides numerical illustrations that verify the theoretical results and present

a counterexample under first-order stochastic dominance.

2 Time-inconsistent portfolio selection with random risk aversion

Let T' > 0 be a finite time horizon and (2, F,F,P) be a complete filtered probability space, where
F = {F,0 <t < T} is the augmented natural filtration generated by a standard d-dimensional
Brownian motion {B(t),0 <t < T} and F = Fr. The market consists of one risk-free asset (bond)
and d risky assets (stocks). For simplicity, we assume that the interest rate of the bond is zero.

The dynamics of the stock price processes S;, ¢ = 1,...,d, are given by
dSi(t) = Si(t)[pi(t)dt + oi(t)dB(t)], t € [0,T],

where the market coefficients p : [0,7] — R? and o : [0,7] — R¥? are right-continuous and

deterministic (each o; denotes the i-th row of o). We always assume that

T d T ,
/0 o + 3 /O o(t) 2t < o0

and o(t) is invertible for every ¢ € [0, T]. Let A(t) = (o(t))~'u(t) be the market price of risk. We
also assume that A € L2((0,7),R%).

2Wei, Xia, and Zhao (2024) also observed the non-uniqueness of the equilibrium strategies for rank dependent

utilities and discussed the optimal and the uniform optimal equilibria.



For any m > 1 and S ¢ R™, LO(F,S) is the space of S-valued, F-progressively measurable
processes. For each ¢t € [0,T], p € [1,00], LP(F,S) is the set of all LP-integrable, S-valued, and
Fi-measurable random variables.

A trading strategy is a process m = {m;,t € [0,T)} € L°(F,R%) such that

T T
/ ] pu(t)|dt —|—/ lo T (t)m2dt < o0 aus.,
0 0

where m; represents the vector of portfolio weights determining the investment of wealth into the
stocks at time t. The self-financing wealth process {W/,0 < ¢t < T'} associated with a trading
strategy 7 satisfies the following stochastic differential equation (SDE):

{quf:IVwaMuyu4-w?wja@yuﬂﬂ, 21

Wg=w0>0.

The performance of a trading strategy m at time ¢ is evaluated by the functional J (¢, ), defined

as the expectation of certainty equivalents

Lmﬁzﬁmﬁml@{wggﬂ>aw, (2.2)

where u” are the constant relative risk aversion (CRRA) utility functions given by

zl=
W (z) = 177
logz, v=1,2>0,

¥>0,v#1,2>0,

and T is a distribution function on (0, 00) corresponding to a random variable R defined on another
independent probability space (Q,]:" , I@’) For notational convenience, expectations with respect to
R will also be denoted by E instead of E.

A trading strategy m is called admissible if

Wﬂ'
E; Hzﬂ (W—Z;>H < o0 a.s., Vte[0,T)and Vv € (0,00),
7 (& [ ()]
f(o,oo) ‘(u ) <Et [u <ng dI'(y) < o a.s., Vtel0,T).
Let II denote the set of all admissible strategies.

Hereafter, we consider a fixed @ € II, which is a candidate equilibrium strategy. For any
t€[0,T), e € (0,T—t) and k € L=(F;, R?), define 7% by

TN s+ k, s€ltt+e),
S
Ts) s¢[t,t+e).

The strategy 7%F serves as a perturbation of 7. Following Hu, Jin, and Zhou (2012, 2017) and

Yan and Yong (2019), we introduce the definition of equilibrium strategies as follows.



Definition 2.1. A strategy 7 is called an equilibrium strategy if for any t € [0,T) and k €
L= (F,RY), whenever ntF € 11 for all sufficiently small € > 0, we have for any positive sequence
{en,n > 1} satisfying lim e, =0 that
n—oo
J(t,whenky — J(t, 7
lim sup (t,m ) (¢, ) <0, a.s. (2.3)

n—00 En

Remark 2.2. In the literature, the inequality is usually

J(t, 7bsF) — J(t,7) <0 as

lim sup
el0 €

However, the left-hand side of the inequality might not be measurable. To ensure measurability, we
have modified the definition of equilibrium accordingly.

In our analysis, we follow the approach of Liang et al. (2025) and focus on the equilibrium

T)~La, where a is deterministic, right-continuous, and belongs to the L?

N

strategies given by 7 = (o

space. Let ITI; C II denote the set of all such strategies. For any 7 = (¢! ) 'a € Iz, we introduce

the following notations for ease of analysis:

T T
va(t)é/t la(s)|*ds, ya(t)é/t a' (s)\(s)ds.

Since the strategy is deterministic, the conditional distribution of the wealth ratio depends only on

the deterministic quantities v,(t) and y4(t) and we have
J(t,7) =E [e—%@’a(t)—?ya(ﬂ)} . (2.4)
Before stating the necessary and sufficient condition for the strategy @ = (') ~'a € II; to be
an equilibrium, we first show that 7 = 0 is an equilibrium if E[R] = oco.
Theorem 2.3. If E[R] = oo, then T = 0 is an equilibrium.
Proof. Let @ = 0. For any t € [0,7), ¢ € (0,7 —t), and k € L>=(F;,R?), we have J(t,7) = 1 and

J(t, bRy = el nT (ks /(O ) TR () 2 g(e) x 1h(e).
Noting that
im PO = L Tk [ e 3 T @RRs g
e—0 g 2 e—0 (0700)

1
— Tk [ qdre),
(0,00)

where the first equality uses the mean value theorem and the second the monotone convergence

theorem. Thus, for any positive sequence {e,,n > 1} satisfying li_}m en = 0, we have
n oo

tien,k) _ = _ _ _
Lttt Jm) L seb(e) =1 (9len) = (e +ib(en) =1
n—00 En n—00 €n n—00 En
1
=Tk = Sl @k [ ydre),
2 (0.50)
Therefore, 0 is an equilibrium if E[R] = oc. O



We now present the theorem that provides the necessary and sufficient condition for

T)*la eIl

7= (o
to be an equilibrium.

N~la € Iy is an equilibrium if and only if

a(t) = h(va(t))A(t) (2.5)

Theorem 2.4. 7= (o

for any t € [0,T), where®
L2 - - z€(0,00). (2.6)

Proof. Tt suffices to show that for any ¢ € [0,7T), (2.3) holds if and only if (2.5) holds.

When E[R] < oo, we have h(0) = ﬁ € (0,00) and h € C([0,00)). In this case, similar to the
proof of (Liang et al., 2025, Theorem 3.4 ), we know that for any ¢ € [0,7"), (2.3) holds if and only
if (2.5) holds.

When E[R] = oo, we have h(0) = 0. In this case, (2.3) and (2.5) are equivalent for ¢ € [0,Tp),

where
Ty £ inf{t € [0,T)] : va(t) = 0}. (2.7)
Moreover, they are satisfied automatically for ¢ € [Ty, T'), by Theorem 2.3 and h(0) = 0. O
The function h(-) defined in (2.6) plays a central role in our analysis. Here, we simply present
two examples in which h(-) can be computed explicitly.
Example 2.5. Let [ : [0,00) — (0,00) be defined as I(y) = Ele ®]. Consider the following two
distributions for the risk aversion parameter R.
(1) Suppose R follows a Poisson distribution with parameter § > 0. Then I(y) = Ele Y] =
=1 According to (2.6), we obtain

ey — L&) _

~(3)

(2) Suppose R follows a Gamma distribution with shape parameter o > 0 and scale parameter
B >0, i.e., with density

®
(NI

| =

a—1,—%
fa(r) = W, r>0.
In this case, 1(y) = Ele ] = (1 + By) ™%, which gives
_ i3 1 B
h(z) = i B <1 + 2w> .

3For the convenience of the analysis that follows, we introduce a slightly different definition from Liang et al. (2025),

where the function h corresponds to h(z?) in our setting. Nevertheless, the relevant functional properties—such as

boundedness—remain equivalent under the two formulations.



Based on Example 3.4 in Section 3, explicit equilibrium strategies can be obtained in both cases
under certain conditions. Moreover, since h(x) — 0o as x — oo in these two examples, some
assumptions in prior literature—Desmettre and Steffensen (2023), which is restricted to a two-
point distribution, and Liang, Wang, and Xia (2025), which assumes h is bounded—may be overly
restrictive for standard distributions. This motivates our consideration of general distributions in

the subsequent analysts.

According to Theorem 2.4, the equilibrium strategies in II; are given by the solutions to the

integral equation (2.5) on [0,T"), which will be explored in the next section.

3 Equilibrium Analysis and Characterization of Solutions

To analyze the existence and uniqueness of the solution to (2.5), we transform it into an ordinary
differential equation (ODE) for wv,(t). Specifically, by differentiating wvq (¢ ft la(s)|?ds with

respect to ¢ and substituting a(¢) from (2.5), we obtain

va(t) = =P (va(B))IA@®)?, €0, T),
ve(T) = 0.

(3.1)

Note that the ODE (3.1) is an equation for v, that no longer depends on a. For simplicity, we will
therefore omit the subscript in the discussion below.

We then transform the ODE (3.1) into an autonomous equation. To this end, we first define

T
w)é/t IA(s)|%ds, te[0,T).

In the sequel, we assume ¥(0) > 0. Indeed, the condition ¥(0) = 0 would imply A(t) =0 on [0,T)
and, in view of (2.5), lead to a unique equilibrium 7 = 0. This is a trivial case and will therefore

be excluded. For ¢ € [0, ¥(0)], we also define the following two mappings:
O(f) £ max{¢ € [0,T] | T(¢) =t}, (f) £ min{¢ € [0,T] | ¥(¢) =1}.
By continuity of ¥, we have
(®(1)) =V (pt) =t, Vtel0,¥(0)]. (3.2)
Now define, for such ¢,
V(D) £ o(®(D). (33

For the same ¢, it holds that

() o
/® IA(s)PPds = W(p(t)) - U(@(F) =T~ £ =0.



Since [A(s)|? > 0 and A(t) is right-continuous, we deduce that |A(s)|> = 0 on [p(f), ®(f)). Define
f(-) & h2(-). It then follows that

V(t) = —f®)AOF =0 on [p(), ®(D).

Since v(t) is absolutely continuous and v'(t) = 0 on [p(t), ®()), v(t) must be constant on [p(t), ®(1)].

Therefore, we obtain
o () = v(®(D)). (3.4)
and
v(t) =Y (¥(t)), telo,T). (3.5)
We now characterize the differentiability of Y'(-), we have the following result.

Lemma 3.1. For any t € [0, ¥(0)], the derivative Y'(t) exists and satisfies

Y'(t) = f(Y (D),

where endpoint derivatives are understood in the one-sided sense.

Proof. First, we substitute (2.5) into v(t ft la(s)|?ds. Noting that d¥(s) = —|\(s)|?ds, we can

rewrite v(t) as

T
ot) = —/ B2(0(s)) A (s).

t

Using (3.5) and applying the change of variables formula*, we transform the integral variable from
stos=W(s):

_ v o
V(0(t) = / B2(Y (5))d5.
0
Letting = ¥(t) and recalling f(-) = h%(-), this equation becomes Y (f) = fot_f(Y(E))dE. Since f is
continuous, differentiating with respect to ¢ yields Y'(£) = f(Y (?)). O
Lemma 3.1 shows that any solution v(t) to (3.1) generates a solution Y (£) to

Y'(t) = f(Y(2), te[0,¥(0)],

Y (0) = 0.
Conversely, assume Y (%) is a solution to (3.6). Differentiating (3.5) yields

V(1) =Y (P()V(1) = —f () IAB.

Hence, v(t) satisfies (3.1). Therefore, ODE (3.1) and ODE (3.6) are equivalent in the sense that

their solution sets are in one-to-one correspondence: each v(t) uniquely determines a corresponding
Y (t), and vice versa. Consequently, it suffices to analyze the solutions of (3.6), for which we obtain

the following theorem.

“See Proposition 0.4.10 in Revuz and Yor (2013).



Theorem 3.2. Define F(-) £ IN ﬁds. Then the following assertions hold.
(1) IfE[R] < o0, then the ODE (3.6) has a unique solution if and only if F(co) > ¥(0);

(2) IfE[R] = o0 and F(e) < oo for all ¢ > 0, then the ODE (3.6) has infinitely many solutions
defined by

)

IN
Sl
IN

3

YO (7) = (3.7)

3 o
AN
Sl
IA
S

F=1(t—n)

where n € A2 [0,¥(0)] N (¥(0) — F(co0), ¥(0)].

(0),

(3) IfE[R] = oo and there exists an € > 0 such that F(g) = oo, then the ODE (3.6) has a unique

solution y = 0.

2
Proof. (1) Assume that E[R] < co. As f(0) = (ﬁ) > 0, it follows that F'(0) = 0 and F(-) €
C1 ([0, +00)) is strictly increasing. Thus, the inverse function F~! is well-defined, continuous, and

strictly increasing on [0, ¥(7)), where

T2 inf{t € [0,T): F(co) > U(t)} .

Consider the function F (Y (t)) on t € [0, ¥ (7)),

1
FY(®)
hence F(Y (f)) = t+ C, where C'is a constant. Using Y (0) = 0 and F(0) = 0, we have C = 0, thus
F(Y(t)) =t,and Y () = F~(f). Therefore, the equation (3.6) has a unique solution Y (¢) = F~1(f)
ont e [0,¥(r)).

A global solution on [0, ¥(0)] exists only if the domain of F'~!, which is [0, F(c0)), is sufficiently
large. If F(0o0) < ¥(0), the solution Y (+) diverges to infinity at W(7) > 0. As a result, the interval
[0, ¥(7)) is the maximal interval of existence for the solution Y (f), because the solution blows up
at ().

(2) Assume that E[R] = oo and F(g) < oo for all € > 0. This condition ensures that the
function F'(y) is well-defined for all y > 0. As in the analysis of assertion (1), we have F'(0) = 0
and F(:) € C°([0,4+oc]) N C((0,+00)), and F is strictly increasing. Therefore, a continuous and
strictly increasing inverse function F~! exists, satisfying F~1(0) = 0.

Assume that Y (-) is a solution to (3.6). Define n = sup{t € [0, ¥(0)] : Y(f) = 0}. For s > ), we
must have Y'(s) > 0 and

(FY (1) =F'(Y()Y'() = fY @) =1,

V'(s) = f(T(s)V () = —ole = 1. (3.8)

Integrating (3.8) from 7 to t and using F(0) = 0, we obtain F(Y (f)) =t — . Thus, for £ > 7, the
solution must satisfy Y () = F~1(f—n), which shows that any solution necessarily takes the form of

(3.7). For F~1(- —n) to be well defined on [, ¥(0)], it is required that ¥(0) —n < F(occ0). Together



with the constraints inherent in the definition of 7, we conclude that n € A. By an argument
analogous to the verification in assertion (1), one sees that any function of the form (3.7) indeed
solves the equation. Consequently, every solution must take the form (3.7), uniquely determined
by the parameter 7.

(3) Assume that E[R] = oo and F(¢) = oo for some € > 0. Clearly, Y = 0 is a solution. Suppose,
to the contrary, that there exists another solution Y (£) and some #; > 0 such that Y (1) > 0. By
continuity, there exists #2 € [0,#;) such that Y (f3) = 0 and Y (£) > 0 for all £ € (2,%1]. On [t2, %],
we have Y'(f) = f(Y(£)). As such

i i1 Y/(j - Y (#1) 1 . o
[ﬁz ta fY (})dt B /Y(t2) f(s)d =F (Y(tl)) .

However, by assumption, F (Y (£;)) = oo, while f{i 'dt = t; — to < 00, a contradiction. Therefore,

the equation admits the unique solution ¥ = 0. 0

Below, we use Theorem 3.2 to characterize all solutions to the ODE (3.1), and thereby identify

all equilibrium strategies in I1,.

Theorem 3.3. The following assertions hold:
(1) IfE[R] < o0, the ODE (3.1) admits a unique solution if and only if F(c0) > W(0). Under this

condition, the unique solution of (3.1) is given by v(t) = F~1(¥(t)) and the corresponding
unique equilibrium in Ty is (o7 (-)) " h(v(-))A(:).

(2) IfE[R] = o0 and F(g) < oo for all e > 0, the ODE (3.1) admits infinitely many solutions of
the form

Fl (LTO ]A(s)\2d3> L 0<t<T,
0, To <t<T,

o0 (1) = (3.9)

where Ty € B = {p(n) | n € A}. The set of all equilibrium strategies in Iy is therefore
7= {x() = (T () @O Ty € B).

(3) If E[R] = co and there exists an € > 0 such that F(g) = oo, the ODE (3.1) admits a unique

solution v =0, and m = 0 is the unique equilibrium in Il,.

Proof. We focus on assertion (2), as the other two assertions are straightforward. Recalling the
relationship in (3.5), for each n € A, define

oM @) =Y (W(t)), telo,T)]. (3.10)

From (3.7), we know that

nzsup{tE[O v(0)]: Y (5)_0}

10



Using the definition of Tj in (2.7), we obtain
To = inf{t € [0,T] : v(t) =0} = inf{t € [0,T] : Y(¥(¢)) = 0}
=inf{t € [0,T]: U(¢t) = n}
= ().

Since ¢ is strictly decreasing on A, it induces a bijection between € A and Ty € B £ ¢(A). Hence

we may relabel the solution v as v(70)

, which allows the equilibrium strategies to be characterized
directly in terms of the parameter T € B.

Furthermore, by the definition of ¥, we have n = U(Tj). Substituting this equality into (3.7)
yields v(T0) () in the form given in (3.9). Finally, the conclusion regarding the equilibrium strategies

follows directly, since we have (2.5). O

It is worth noting that previous studies, such as Desmettre and Steffensen (2023) and Liang,
Wang, and Xia (2025), primarily focus on the specific cases covered by Theorem 3.3 (1), under
the additional assumptions that h(-) is bounded and R is square-integrable. To illustrate the
broader applicability of our results, we present three examples below. These examples consider
distributions for which: (i) E[R?] < oo with unbounded h(-), (ii) E[R?] = oo, and (iii) E[R] = oo
with unbounded h(-). They serve to examine the properties of the corresponding equilibria and

verify the conclusions of Theorem 3.3.

Example 3.4. This example derives the explicit equilibrium strategies for the two distributions
discussed in Example 2.5.

1 e
1) Poisson distribution: Recall that h(x) = —e2. Computing F(y) yields
0

vo1
F = _— ey 2 1 — -y
)= [ Gargds = A=),
with F(co) = 2. If the condition W(0) < 62 holds, solving v(t) = F~1(¥(t)) gives v(t) = —In(1 —
v(t)

). Substituting this back, the equilibrium strategy is explicitly given by

92
710 = @70 a0 = (o) h(etepac) = CEE20, e o)
(2) Gamma distribution: Recall that h(z) = 041,8(1 + gx) Then, F(y) is derived as
F(y) :/yaQBst=2a2,3 P
0 (1+73s)? 1+5y)
with F(0o) = 2a283. Provided that ¥(0) < 2023, we obtain v(t) = 2 1-— LORI — 1. There-
- ’ 3 2028 '
fore, the equilibrium strategy is
70 = (1) a = 2O o1y

af — 5!

11



Example 3.5. This example shows that in Theorem 3.3 (1), when E[R] < oo, F(c0) may be finite.
Consider a random variable R ~ F(m,n) with parameters m > 0 and 2 < n < 4. Its probability

density function is given by

m
m\ 2
— T

1
fR(T):B(T;,g)<n

wf3
L
~
—_
+
E
<
N—
|
»
<
Vv
o

In this case, the expectation of R is finite, given by E[R] = -2 < co.

n—2
We are interested in the convergence of F(oco), where

'F@)::Ayﬁiﬁds:*{ég<§é§>2d&
U(y)

Since lim,_,o+ ) — —E[R] is finite, y = 0 is not a singular point. Next, we analyze the behavior

of ll/((—;’)) as y — oo. It is straightforward to see that fr(r) ~ Crz=' as r — 0. According to
Watson’s Lemma Watson (1918)°, the asymptotic behavior of l(y) is determined by the behavior of
fr(r) near the origin. Applying the lemma, we obtain

m
2

as y — 0o.

) = /0 e fp(r) dr ~ g

m
2

Similarly, for I'(y) = — " e "Vrfr(r)dr, the integrand behaves as rfr(r) ~ Crz asr — 0F.

Applying Watson’s Lemma again yields
I'(y) ~ —yf(%ﬂ) as y — oo.

oAy 2
Consequently, (38;) ~y 2 asy — oco. Since floo y~2dy converges, we conclude that F(00) < oo.

Example 3.6. This example is provided to verify the conclusion in Theorem 3.3 (2) and (3).
For a € (0,1), let Ry ~ Gy, where G,, denote the distribution function whose Laplace transform
satisfies ©
o0 «
/ e dGy(z)=e"", v>0.
0
Note that E[R,] = oo for a € (0,1). Moreover, h is given by h(z) = 1 (%)l_a. For simplicity,
we assume that A # 0 is a constant in R. By direct calculation, the solution to the ODE (3.1) for
a € (0.5,1) takes the form
1
M41@ DA (Tq t)ﬂj t €[0,Tp)
9 il _ _
o) () = o2 0 ; ,1o),
0 t € [To,T],

where Ty € [0,T]. For a € (0,0.5], direct calculation shows that the ODE admits only the trivial

solution v = 0.

®Watson’s Lemma states that for a Laplace integral of the form I(y) = IS e p(r) dr, if ¢(r) ~ Ar® as r — 07

with a > —1, then the asymptotic behavior is given by I(y) ~ AT'(a + 1)y7(°‘+1)

5See Pollard (1946) and (Feller, 1971, Section XIIL6).

as y — o0.
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Below, we recover the above result using Theorem 3.3. Specifically, for any a € (0.5,1), we

have F(g) < oo for all e > 0. As a result, the ODE (3.1) admits infinitely many solutions.
1 200—2

Furthermore, because F(co) = [~ o 28 ds = oo, the parameter n in Theorem 3.2 (2) can

take any value in [0, \2T), and Ty in Theorem 3.3 (2) can take any value in [0, T). Moreover, since
1

F(y) = O‘Zizjfa y?*~1 we obtain its inverse F~1(z) = (%z) *=1 Using (3.9), we then

precisely recover the form of vT)(t). For a € (0,0.5], we have F(¢) = co for every € > 0, and

therefore the ODE (3.1) admits the unique solution v = 0. These results are fully consistent with

those obtained by direct calculation.

4 Optimal Equilibrium Selection

According to the discussion in Theorem 3.3 (2), if E[R] = oo and F(e) < oo for all € > 0, then
the set IlI; contains infinitely many equilibria, whose collection is denoted by J. This multiplicity
of equilibria naturally raises the question: which equilibrium should the agent choose? In this
section, we introduce several criteria for selecting an optimal equilibrium. These criteria compare
the functional J(t,7), either at the initial time ¢t = 0 or at any arbitrary time ¢ € [0,7]. We begin

by presenting three definitions of optimal equilibrium.

Definition 4.1. (1) 7 € J is called optimal if

J(0,7) > J(0, 7)), vrT) ¢ 7.

(2) € J is called uniformly optimal if

J(t,7) > J(t, 7)), v e 7 andt € [0,T).

(3) € J is called uniformly strictly optimal if
J(t,7) > J(t, 7T, vi £ 7T e 7 andt €[0,T).

Theorem 4.2. The optimal strategy exists if and only if F'(c0) > W(0). When it exists, it is unique
and given by 7O () = (a7 () Th(vPO) ()A(). Furthermore, 7?0 is also uniformly optimal.
It is uniformly strictly optimal if and only if both F(co) > W(0) and W(t) > 0 for allt € [0,T) hold,
in which case p(0) =T.

Proof. We first establish a lemma to compare the magnitude relations between different solutions
to ODE (3.6).

Lemma 4.3. In the setting of Theorem 3.2 (2), where ODE (3.6) admits infinitely many solutions,
Y ) (t) is non-increasing inn € A for anyt € [0, 9(0)]. Furthermore, if F(co) > W(0) and ¥(t) > 0
for all t € [0,T) hold, then the strict inequality YO (U (t)) > Y (U(t)) holds for any n € A\ {0}
and any t € [0,T).

13



Proof. Let n1,m2 € A with 11 < 12, we compare Y ) (£) and Y () ().

For 0 <t <, YOW(#) = YR)(#) = 0. For gy <t < mo, Y2)(£) = 0 < Y)(#). For
no <t < W(0), Y)(8) = F~1 (f — ;) ,i=1,2. Since 11 < 1, we have  —n; > £ —1ny, and because
F~1is strictly increasing, F~' (£ — 1) > F~! (£ — n2), hence Y1) () > Y (2)(#).

Finally, assume F'(oo0) > ¥(0) and ¥(¢) > 0 for all ¢t € [0,T) hold. For any n € A\ {0} and
t €[0,T), we have

YO(t) = FH(W(1) > F~' (max(0, ¥(1) —n)) = Y (¥(1)),
where the inequality follows from the strict monotonicity of F~1. O

From the above lemma, we see that for any ¢t € [0,77], (") (¢) in (3.9) is non-decreasing with

respect to Ty € B. We now proceed to prove the main result. For all 7(70) € 7. we have

T T
y ™) (0) = /O (al™)T A(s)ds = /0 B0 ()| A(s) Pds,
therefore

—(Ro"(0) — 247(0)) = —Ro™)(0) +2/0T h(v')(5))|A(s) Pds

(Ty) O
= —Ro™)(0 +2/ —_dy,
©) 0 h(y) Y

where the second equahty arises from y = oo )( ), dy = —h2(v(T0) (5))|A(s)|?ds.
Furthermore, since F'(t fo h2 ds < oo for any ¢t > 0, and by the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality,
fo st is well-defined for any t > 0. Thus, we have

»(To) T
J(O’,H_(To)) _ efo To (0) ﬁd'yl (7}(02)(0)> ,

where [ : [0,00) — (0,00) is defined by I(z) £ E[e®*]. Let £(2) : [0,00) — [0,00) be defined by
fo o)l dy+lnl( ) Then

a1 1]E[R€_%RZ}_ L o vaeo
%_h(z)_iE[e_%Ry] oy o AT

Hence, £ is strictly increasing in z, and J(0, 7(70)) attains its maximum where v(")(0) is maximal.
Noting that v(T0)(0) is non-decreasing in Tp, it suffices to find a maximal parameter Ty within B.
Since ¢ is strictly decreasing, the existence of a maximal element in B is equivalent to the existence
of a minimal element in A.

If F(c0) > ¥(0), then A = [0, ¥(0)] includes its minimum at 0, so a maximal strategy exists.
Conversely, if F'(oc0) < ¥(0), then A = (¥(0) — F(c0), ¥(0)] is left-open and admits no minimum.
Thus, B has a maximal element if and only if F(co) > ¥(0). This establishes that the optimal
strategy exists if and only if F'(c0) > ¥(0), and when it exists, it is given by 7(#(0),

14



Next, we turn to the uniformly optimal equilibrium. In light of the preceding proof, we restrict
attention to the case F'(co) > ¥(0). Analogous to the derivation at ¢ = 0, for any fixed ¢t € [0,77],
we have J(t, 7(T0)) = exp (E(U(TO)(t))). Since £(z) is strictly increasing in z and v(70)(¢) is non-
decreasing in Tp, we conclude that J(t, ﬂ'(TO)) is non-decreasing with respect to Tp. Consequently,
it also suffices to find a maximal parameter Ty within B. Since B admits a unique maximal element
©(0), we immediately obtain that the optimal equilibrium 7(#(®) is also uniformly optimal.

Finally, we consider the uniformly strictly optimal equilibrium. If ¥(¢) = 0 for some ¢ € [0,7),
then v(70)(t) = 0 for any Ty € B, which implies J(t, 7(70)) = exp(£(0)) = 1 for all #(T0) ¢ 7.
Hence, no uniformly strictly optimal equilibrium exists in this case. Conversely, assume ¥(¢) > 0
for all t € [0,T) and F(oco) > ¥(0). Recalling the definition ¢(0) = min{t € [0,7] : ¥(¢) = 0},
the condition that W(¢) > 0 for all ¢ < T implies that ¢(0) = T. Let Ty € B\ {T'}, then we have
n:=W¥(Ty) > 0= ¥(T). By Lemma 4.3, for any ¢ € [0,7'), it holds that

oM@y = YO @) > YD (B(t)) = 0T (2).

Since £(z) is strictly increasing in z, we obtain J(t,7(T)) > J(t, 7("0)). Therefore, 7(#(0) = 7(T) is

the unique uniformly strictly optimal equilibrium. O

5 Comparative Statics of Equilibrium Strategies

In the previous sections, we fully characterized the equilibrium strategies associated with a given
distribution of risk aversion R and discussed how to select the optimal equilibrium. We now turn
to comparative statics and ask a natural economic question: How does a shift in the distribution
of risk aversion affect the resulting equilibrium investment behavior?

To formalize such comparisons, we begin by recalling the notion of first-order stochastic domi-

nance, which provides a standard criterion for ranking risk aversion distributions.

Definition 5.1. Let Ry and Rz be two random wvariables. We say that Ry dominates Ra in the

sense of first-order stochastic dominance, denoted as Ry =1 Ra, if
P(Ry >z)> P(R2 > x), VYxeR.

Intuitively, one might expect that if Investor 1 is “more risk-averse” than Investor 2 in the sense
of first-order stochastic dominance, then Investor 1 should take a smaller position in the risky asset

at every point in time. Surprisingly, this intuition turns out to be false.
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Comparative evolution of a;(t) under first-order stochastic dominance

— la(t)]
== |ax(t)]

0.35 - TN Reversal Region (|a1| > |a2|)

0.30

0.20 A

0.15 A

Figure 1: Comparative evolution of a;(t) under first-order stochastic dominance. The red solid line
corresponds to the more risk-averse Investor 1 with distribution P(R; = 1) = 0.5, P(R; = 5) = 0.5,
and the blue dashed line to the less risk-averse Investor 2 with P(Ry = 1) = 0.5, P(Ry = 2) = 0.5.
The orange shaded region indicates where |a;i(t)| > |aa(t)|. Parameters: A\ = 0.4, horizon T" = 40.

Figure 1 illustrates the comparative evolution of |a;|, i = 1,27 for two investors whose risk
aversion distributions are given by P(R; = 1) = 0.5, P(R; = 5) = 0.5 and P(Ry = 1) = 0.5,
P(Ry = 2) = 0.5. It is straightforward to verify that R; =1 Ry. The orange-shaded Reversal
Region highlights that the more risk-averse Investor 1 adopts a strictly more aggressive position
than Investor 2 when the time to maturity is sufficiently long. This counterexample shows that
even under first-order stochastic dominance, the magnitudes of equilibrium investment strategies
need not exhibit monotonicity.

The appearance of this counterexample (Figure 1) may suggest that the search for a general
comparative result under first-order stochastic dominance is fundamentally obstructed. In fact, the
observed reversal is not an artifact of a particular parameter choice. We show below that such
a reversal in investment magnitudes is unavoidable when the investment horizon T is sufficiently
large, provided that the risk-aversion distributions satisfy the conditions stated in the following
proposition.

In the following proposition, for convenience, we extend the market to an infinite horizon and
assume that the market price of risk A is defined on [0,00). For every fixed T > 0, we require
v (0,7) = fOT IA(s)]2ds < co. In addition, we assume that limy_, ¥(0,7) = oo and A(0) # 0.

As discussed in the preceding sections, for each fixed T we can define the equilibrium strategy

"Since 7 = (¢ ) "'a, in the one-dimensional case the comparison of |a;(t)| is equivalent to that of |r];.
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{mi(t,T) : t € [0,T)} associated with the distribution R; (as used in the proposition below). The
proposition shows that, as long as the distributions R; satisfy certain conditions, the magnitudes

|7;(0,T)| must exhibit a strict and deterministic ordering when the horizon T is sufficiently large.

Proposition 5.2. Let Ry and Ry be two non-negative random variables with finite expectations

(i.e., E[R;] < 00). Assume the following conditions are satisfied:

(1) Let rg = essinf Ry = essinf Ry > 0. There exists a positive probability mass at ro, meaning
that p; = P(R; = rg) € (0,1) fori=1,2.

(2) Define the infimum of the first support point of R; strictly greater than ro as 7; = inf{r €
supp(Ry;) : v > ro} and let §; = 7; — 1o satisfies 61 > do > 0.

Under these conditions, for a sufficiently large T', we have
|71(0,T)| > |m2(0,T)].
Proof. See Appendix A. O

It is important to note that the conditions in Proposition 5.2 are compatible with first-order
stochastic dominance. One can construct risk aversion distributions such that R; =1 Rs holds
while the conditions in Proposition 5.2 are simultaneously satisfied. For instance, the parameters in
Figure 1 satisfy these conditions with rg = 1, §; = 4 and 2 = 1. Consequently, first-order stochastic
dominance fails to rule out the reversal of investment magnitudes characterized by |m1(0,7)| >
|m2(0,T)| for a sufficiently large T'.

However, we demonstrate that the desired monotonicity can be restored under a stronger
stochastic order. Specifically, we introduce the concept of reverse hazard rate order and show
that if Ry dominates R in this order, the intuition holds, i.e., |m1(¢)| < |ma(t)].

Definition 5.3. Let R; and Rs be two random wvariables with cumulative distribution functions
Fr, and Fr,, respectively. We say that R1 dominates Ry in the reverse hazard rate order, denoted
as Ry =, Ra, if the ratio

FR2 (1‘)

FRl ((L‘)

is non-increasing in x for all x in the union of the supports of Ry and Ra where Fr,(x) > 0.

The next two lemmas, adapted from Capéraa (1988) and Wang and Lehrer (2024), characterize
the reverse hazard rate order via expectation ratios and establish its connection to first-order

stochastic dominance under weighted measures..

Lemma 5.4. Let Ry and Rs be two random variables. Then Ry =, Ro if and only if

Efu(Ri)w(R)]  Elu(Rz)w(Rs)]
Efw(R1)] —  Ew(Rg)]

for all functions u and w for which the expectations exist, such that w is positive, continuous, and

decreasing, and u is continuous and strictly increasing.
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Lemma 5.5. Let Ry and R2 be two random variables with cumulative distribution functions Fr,
and Fr,, respectively. Assume that Ry =, Ra. Let w(:) be a positive, continuous, and strictly
decreasing function. Define the weighted probability measures F, associated with R; fori=1,2 by

- w(z)dFR,

AR (@) = oyt (5.1)

Then, Ry dominates Ro under the weighted measures in the sense of first-order stochastic domi-

nance, 1i.e.,
Fy =1 F3.

Equipped with this characterization, we are now ready to establish the monotonicity of the
function h defined in (2.6) with respect to the risk aversion distribution in the sense of the reverse

hazard rate order.

Proposition 5.6. Given the function h defined in (2.6). We know that h(x) is strictly increasing
in . Moreover, fizing x, h(x) is strictly decreasing with respect to R in the sense of the reverse
hazard rate order and distinct distributions. For notational simplicity, in the sequel, let h;(-) and
F;(-) denote the function h(-) and the function defined in Theorem 3.2 corresponding to the random

variable R; for i = 1,2, respectively.

Proof. Fix x > 0. Let Ry and R2 be two non-negative random variables such that R; >=,, Ra
and their distributions are distinct. According to Lemma 5.4, let u(r) = r and w(r) = exp(—3rz).
Note that u(r) is a strictly increasing function, and for v > 0, w(r) is a positive, continuous, and

strictly decreasing function of r. Substituting them into this inequality, we have

E[R; exp(f%R;w)] S E[R2 exp(f%sz)]
E[exp(—%Rlx)] - E[exp(—%Rgaj)] '

Moreover, assume that the equality holds. Define the weighted probability measures F} for i = 1,2
by (5.1). The given condition is equivalent to Ez [R1] = Ez [Rq]. From Lemma 5.5, we have
Fy =1 Fy and consequently, dF}(r) = dFy(r). Given that w(r) is positive, this implies WI}Q)] =
]E[uc}l(i%z)}. Integrating both sides over the entire support and using the property [ dFZ(x) =1, we
obtain 1 = %EEE;H , which implies E [w(R1)] = E [w(Rz2)]. Substituting this back yields dFg, (r) =
dFR,(r), confirming that Fgr, (r) = Fr,(r). This contradicts the different distributions of Ry and
Ry. Thus, we have

E[Rq exp(— 3 R17)] - E[R exp(—3 Rax)]
Elexp(—3Ryz)] Elexp(—3Raz)]

)

and equivalently,

hl (l’) < hg (:L’)
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The following proposition compares the equilibrium strategies of two investors ranked by the

reverse hazard rate order.

Proposition 5.7. Let R; and Rz be two non-negative random wvariables with E[R;] < 400
(i = 1,2), such that Ry >=,, Ra and their distributions are distinct. Let m;(t) = (o) ta;(t)
be the corresponding deterministic equilibrium strategies. For any t € [0,T), the magnitude of a;(t)

satisfies

a1 (8)] < laa(t)]-

Moreover, if \(t) # 0, the inequality is strict. As a result, the investor with higher risk aversion

adopts a less aggressive equilibrium strategy. i.e., |m1(t)| < |ma(t)].

Proof. Since hi(z) < ha(x) for all positive s, it follows that Fi(y) > Fy(y) for all y > 0. This
implies that the inverse functions satisfy F7Y(2) < Fy(2) for all z > 0. From Theorem 3.2 (1), we
have v;(t) = F; '(¥(t)), where W(t ft IA(s)|>ds and v;(t) ft la;(s)|?ds. Consequently, mono-
tonicity of the inverse functions 1mphes v1(t) < wa(t). By (2.5), we have |a;(t)] = h(vi(t), R;)|A(t)].
From Proposition 5.6, we know that hi(vi(t)) < ha(vi1(f)). Since vi(t) < wva(t), it holds that
ho(vi(t)) < ha(ve(t)). Combining these relations yields hi(vi(t)) < ha(v2(t)). Multiplying by
[A(2)], we obtain |a;(t)] < |az(t)|. If A(t) # 0, the strict inequality |a1(t)| < |az(t)| is preserved. [

For the case where the expected risk aversion is infinite, assume that the optimal equilibria exist
for both R; and Ry. Let a;(t) denote the deterministic coefficient corresponding to the optimal
equilibrium strategy for R; (i = 1,2). Note that ¢(0) = min{t € [0,7] | ¥(t) = 0} is determined
solely by the market parameters and is therefore identical for both investors. Consequently, we
can establish the comparative result by examining the magnitudes of a;(¢) on the intervals [0, ¢(0))
and [p(0),T] separately. Specifically, on the interval [0, ¢(0)), the analysis parallels the finite ex-
pectation case derived in Proposition 5.7, and thus the monotonicity of the equilibrium strategies
is preserved. On the interval [p(0),T], the definition of ¢(0) implies that A(¢) = 0 almost every-
where. Consequently, the equilibrium strategies for both investors vanish, trivially satisfying the

comparison inequality. Based on this decomposition, we have the following corollary.

Corollary 5.8. Let R; and Ry be two non-negative random variables with E[R;] = oo (i = 1,2),
such that Ry =, Re and their distributions are distinct. Assume that the optimal equilibria exist
for both investors (i.e., Fi(co) > W(0), i = 1,2). Let m;(t) be the corresponding deterministic
optimal equilibrium strategies. Then, for any t € [0,T'), the magnitude of m;(t) satisfies

[T ()] < |m2(t)]-

Moreover, if A(t) # 0, the inequality is strict.

Appendix A Proof of Proposition 5.2

We first establish a technical lemma.
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Lemma A.1. Let R; and Ry be two non-negative random variables satisfying the conditions in
1
_ E[Xie 3%

Proposition 5.2. Let X; = R; — ro and define Q;(s) = 7@ Fxo Then, the following properties
e” 278
hold:

(1) As s — o0, Qi(s) — 0. Specifically, for sufficiently large s, Q;(s) < Mi(f%‘sis for some

constant M;.

(2) The integral fooo(h-_g(s) —r8)ds converges to a finite constant K;.

(2

Q1(s1) Chez01s1
QQ(SQ) - 026*%(52+5)32

(3) For any s1, s2 and € > 0, the ratio Q;(s;) satisfies , where C1 and

Cy are constants.

Proof. We first analyze the asymptotic bounds of @Q;(s). According to (2) in Proposition 5.2, X; has

a probability mass p; at 0. Using the Dominated Convergence Theorem, the denominator satisfies

limg o0 E[e_%X'iS] = p;. Thus, there exists an S > 0 such that for all s > S, the denominator is

bounded below by &. For the numerator, by (3) in Proposition 5.2, the support of X; on (0, 00) is

contained in [d;, 00). Thus, we derive the upper bound

_lx. *® 1 _1s. > ; —Ls.
E[X;e™ 2] :/ xe 2%dFx,(z) <e 2 ’5/ xdFx,(z) = Cje 2%
61‘ 61’

where C! = E[X;l{x,>5,3] < oo under the assumption of finite expectation. Combining these, for

1
Cle~ 3%
s> 8, we have Q;(s) < ———— 2 M;e~2%%. This proves the first property.
2

Next, we verify the convergence of the integral. We know h; %(s) — 18 = 2roQ;(s) +Q?(s). Using

the bound derived above, we have
2r0Qi(s) + Q% (s) < 2T0Mie_%6is + Mfe_‘sis.

Since §; > 0, the exponential functions are integrable on [S,00). Furthermore, since Q;(s) is
continuous on the finite interval [0, 5], the total integral over [0,00) converges. We denote this

finite integral by K.

Q1(s1)
Q2(s2)’
arbitrary small € > 0, by definition of the support, p. 2 = P(J2 < X2 < d2 +¢) > 0. Restricting the

we need a lower bound for the numerator of (J2. For an

Finally, to compare the ratio

integration to this interval yields
1 d2te 1 1
E[Xge_EXQS] > / xe 2%dFx,(x) > (526_5(62+E)5p572.
02
Using the upper bound for 1 and this lower bound for ()2, we have
Ql(Sl) _ 0167%6131
Q2(82) - 026_%(62+6)827

where C7 and Cy are constants. O
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Now we return to prove Proposition 5.2.
Initially, by noting that h;(s) = (ro + Q;(s)) ™! and applying the limit from Lemma A.1 (1), we
establish the asymptotic behavior limg_, o h;(s) = %. Since rg > 0, this implies that the integrand

h;2(s)ds diverges, confirming

h:2(s) converges to a positive constant r3. Therefore, the integral fooo ;

(2

Fi(o0) = oo. Consequently, Theorem 3.3 (1) guarantees the existence of a unique equilibrium ;
for R;.

Based on m; = (o
hi(vi(0,T))|A(0)|. To prove |a1(0,T")] > |az(0,T)|, we must establish the asymptotic behavior of
v;(0,T) and then compare the values of h;(v;(0,7)) based on the distribution properties of R;.

Based on Lemma A.1, we proceed in two steps.

T)~1a;, we only need to compare a;. According to (2.5), we have |a;(0,T)| =

First, we establish the asymptotic relationship between the state variables v1(0,7") and v2(0, 7).
We have the integral equation [; vi(0.T) h %(s)ds = ¥(0). Rewrite this as

v;(0,T) v;(0,T")
/0 (rg + (h;2(8) — T(Q)))ds = T(Q)UZ‘(O,T) —i—/() (h;Z(s) — r%)ds =v(0,7), (A.1)

and using Lemma A.1 (2), we note that the integral [;°(h; %(s) —r2)ds = K; converges. We define

the tail integral R;(y) = fyoo(h;2(s) — r)ds, which satisfies lim,_,oc R;(y) = 0. (A.1) becomes

U(0,7) = r5vi(0,T) + K; — R;(v;(0,T)). (A.2)
Moreover, since v;(0,T) = F; 1(¥(0,T)), Fi(c0) = oo and limp_, ¥(0,T) = oo, it follows that
limr_,0 vi(0,T) = co. Equating (A.2) for ¢ = 1 and ¢ = 2, we obtain
Ky — K1 | Rp(v2(0,7T)) — Ra(v1(0,7))

U1 (O,T) = U2(OvT) + D) + P)
0 0
Ky — K T)) — T
Let AK = 71 and &(T) = Ra(v2(0, 7)) 2R1(vl<0’ )) Since v;(0,T) — o0 as T — oo, the
o o
tail difference term £(7") tends to 0. Thus, we have the exact relationship v1(0,7") = v2(0,7) +
AK +&(T).

Second, we compare h1(v1(0,7)) and ha(v2(0,7)). Since h;(s) = (ro + Q;(s)) ™!, this reduces
to comparing Q1(v1(0,7")) and Q2(v2(0,7T)). Using the bounds established in Lemma A.1 (3), we
have

Qi(v1(0,7)) _ Cre 301 07)
Q2(U2(07T)) Che2(2+e)2(0T)
Substituting v1(0,7) = v2(0,T) + AK + £(T') into the exponent, we have

Q1(v1(0,7)) < Ol 16/(AK+E(T)) | = b (1-d2-2)a (0.T)

Q2(02 (07 T)) 02
Since lim7 00 &£(T) = 0, the first exponential term converges to a finite positive constant. As
shown in the Lemma A.1, we can strictly choose € such that é; — do — e > 0. Consequently, as
v2(0,T") — o0, the second term tends to 0 and we have % — 0.
This implies for sufficiently large T', Q1(v1(0,T)) < Q2(v2(0,T)). Since h;(z) = (ro+Q;(z)) "t is
strictly decreasing in Q;, we have hy(v1(0,7")) > ha(v2(0,T)). Consequently, |a1(0,7)| > |a2(0,T)]
since \(0) # 0, and equivalently, |71(0,7)| > |m2(0,T)|.
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