arXiv:1501.00273v3 [q-fin.MF] 24 Feb 2018

On the spot-futures no-arbitrage relations in commodity markets^∗

René Aïd^†, Luciano Campi^‡, Delphine Lautier^§

March 30, 2019

Abstract

In commodity markets the convergence of futures towards spot prices, at the expiration of the contract, is usually justified by no-arbitrage arguments. In this article, we propose an alternative approach that relies on the expected profit maximization problem of an agent, producing and storing a commodity while trading in the associated futures contracts. In this framework, the relation between the spot and the futures prices holds through the well-posedness of the maximization problem. We show that the futures price can still be seen as the risk-neutral expectation of the spot price at maturity and we propose an explicit formula for the forward volatility. Moreover, we provide an heuristic analysis of the optimal solution for the production/storage/trading problem, in a Markovian setting. This approach is particularly interesting in the case of energy commodities, like electricity: this framework indeed remains suitable for commodities characterized by storability constraints, when standard no-arbitrage arguments cannot be safely applied.

Keywords: futures contracts; no-arbitrage relation; commodity; production; storage; energy.

JEL Codes: C32; G13; Q4; Q02.

∗This study was supported by the Finance and Sustainable Development Chair sponsored by EDF and CACIB, and hosted by Ecole Polytechnique, Université Paris-Dauphine, PSL Research University and CREST.

†Université Paris-Dauphine, PSL Research University, LEDa.

‡Corresponding author; Statistics Department, London School of Economics. Postal address: Statistics Department, Columbia House, London School of Economics and Political Science, 10 Houghton Street, London WC2A2AE. Email: l.campi@lse.ac.uk

§Université Paris Dauphine, PSL Research University, DRM UMR CNRS 7088, and FiME Lab - Laboratoire de Finance des Marchés d’Energie.

1 Introduction

In this article we aim at explaining, through a parsimonious model, the relation between the spot and the futures prices of a commodity. The prices relation derives from the wellposedness of the optimization problem of an operator involved in the production and (when possible) the storage of a commodity. This producer also trades in the futures market. Such an approach is different from the classical no-arbitrage reasoning usually employed to explain the temporal basis in commodity markets. Interestingly, it remains relevant for non storable commodities, when standard no-arbitrage arguments cannot be safely applied^1.

The traditional no-arbitrage relation, initially developed for investment assets like stocks and bonds, states that the futures price F (t, T ) of a contract written on the investment asset, observed at date t for a delivery at T , is the spot price S_t capitalized at the interest rate r between t and T : F (t, T ) = S_te^{r(T −t)}. The cost of carrying commodities, however, can not be reduced to the interest rate. One need to take into consideration warehousing and/or depreciation costs (see, among others, Fama and French, 1987 [24] or, more recently, Eydeland, 2002 [23], Chap. 4, pp. 140-43).

Introducing storage costs in the analysis is not even sufficient to depict the behavior of the prices spread in commodity markets: in addition, there is a need to explain negative spreads^2 and the simultaneous presence of positive inventories and backwardated prices (see among others, Working 1933 [42]). The no-arbitrage relation can only be preserved by the introduction of an extra variable: the convenience yield (see Kaldor, 1940 [27] or more recently, Lautier, 2009 [30]). The latter represents an implicit revenue. The presence of such a yield, which is associated with the holding of the physical commodity but not with the futures contract, explains that the operators maintain their inventories even in the presence of negative spreads. With the introduction of this variable, the no arbitrage relation is extended to: F (t, T ) = S_te^{(r−y)(T −t)}, where y is the convenience yield net of storage costs.

Financial models explicitly designed for the pricing of commodity derivatives and relying on the concept of convenience yield have been quite extensively built in the literature (see Lautier, 2005 [29] for a review). These models perform well, especially the two-factor model proposed by Schwartz (1997 [40]), where the convenience yield is mean reverting and plays the role of a dividend yield in the drift of the spot price. In this setting, however, the relation between the spot and the futures prices relies on the hypothesis that arbitrage operations are perfect. Consequently, there exists a unique risk-neutral measure, that can be calibrated thanks to market data. Moreover the spot price, in such analysis, is exogenous.

An effort has been undertaken in the economic and financial literature in order to propose structural models that rely on endogenous spot prices to explain the interaction between the spot and futures prices. In such cases, the spot price derives from production, consumption and storage of the commodity. In this setting, the spot price is the result of an equilibrium between production and consumption. The futures price is defined as the expectation of the spot price.

Within this literature, our model is close to those of Brennan (1958 [14]) and Routledge et al (2000 [38]). In these works, the authors develop production-storage models that connect the spot and the futures prices. Nevertheless, the models are mainly developed in order to allow for comparative statics and little information on the conditions under which no-arbitrage

1This does not mean, however, that our framework is relevant only to non-storable commodities, like electricity, nor that it is focused on commodities with storable inputs (Aïd et al, 2009 and 2013 [1, 3]).

2A positive spread (a contango) arises when at date t, the futures price F (t, T ) is higher than the spot price St. A negative spread (a backwardation) is a situation where F (t, T ) < St.

holds is given (this is especially true for the model of Routledge et al (2000 [38]). The development of electricity markets in the last thirty years has introduced new challenges in the literature on commodity prices. More precisely, the idea that the futures price of a commodity is linked to its spot price by a convenience yield has been highly debated, as electricity cannot be stored. Many authors have argued that the convenience yield may not apply in the case of electricity. Still, futures prices of electricity exhibit both contango and backwardation situations (Benth et al, 2013 [11]). Others have also stressed that the no-arbitrage method used in mathematical finance to obtain a risk-neutral measure should be reconsidered (Benth et al, 2003 [7]). Finally, due to the particular nature of the futures contracts negotiated in these markets (which are basically swaps, see Frestad, 2010 [10]), even the convergence of the futures price to the spot price has become an issue (Viehmann, 2011 [41]).

Since in the case of electricity the pricing of derivatives cannot rely on the concept of a convenience yield - at least in its restricted initial definition, where the yield comes from the holding of inventories - this non-storable commodity has fostered research on how to restore a relation between the spot and the futures prices. The first approaches relied on two-date equilibrium models (Anderson and Hu, 2008 [5], Bessembinder and Lemmon, 2002 [12], Aid et al, 2011 [2]), where the risk-neutral measure was extracted from the risk aversion parameters of the agents. A more complex approach consists in the extension of the market beyond the underlying asset, to include or production factors (Aïd et al, 2009 and 2013 [1, 3]), production constraints (Bouchard and Nguyen Huu, 2013 [13]) or gas storage levels (Douglas and Popova, 2008 [22]).

In this article, we propose an analysis where the futures prices can be related to the spot price by arbitrage arguments, independently of the storability properties of the underlying asset. This does not mean, however, that the model is especially designed for non-storable commodities, as done, for example, in Benth et al (2007 [8] and 2008 [9]), Meyers-Brandis and Tankov (2008 [32]), and Hess (2013 [25]), among others.

Our framework could be applied to any commodity, would it be storable or not. This can be useful for a large range of industrial companies operating in commodity futures markets, such as energy utilities, airline companies, producers and processors of metals or of agricultural products. The profit maximization of such companies relies on the spot prices as well as on the futures prices. Within our framework, once a spot price model and the market price of demand risk are chosen, there is only one futures price model that would be consistent with their optimization process.

The remaining of the article is organized as follows. First, we first propose a simple model of production, storage and trading, where an operator maximizes his expected utility. This operator has no impact on the spot price. The storage costs and the production function are supposed to be convex. The storage capacity is bounded. The same is true for the instantaneous storage and withdrawal. Moreover, the operator has access to a derivative market where a futures written on the commodity is traded. The contract is negociated on one maturity only and the liquidity of the futures market is supposed to be unlimited. Naturally, the operator has no impact on the futures price.

Second, we show that the existence of a risk-neutral measure is the consequence of the finiteness of the operator’s value function. This result is linked with previous results established in, e.g., Rogers (1994, [37]) and Ankirchner and Impeller (2005 [6]) for a pure trader. This result means that if there were no risk-neutral measures, the operator could take advantage of his production capacity or storage facilities to get an infinite utility. In the same section, we also prove that the futures price always converges to the spot price, regardless of the storability properties of the commodity. This result is important, especially for the analysis of electricity markets. It has been indeed pointed out that the electricity futures prices predict realized spot prices rather poorly (Prevot et al, 2004 [35]). This study was however done on monthly contracts while the convergence issue concerns only maturities close to zero. For instance, day-ahead futures contracts quoted on the German electricity market exhibit lower discrepancy with the realized spot prices (see Viehmann, 2011 [41]).

We finally discuss the trading-production problem faced by the operator, with a specification of the demand dynamics. We obtain an explicit formula for the volatility of the futures contract and we relate it to the volatility of the underlying conditional demand for the commodity. Moreover we argue that, in a Markovian setting and for an agent having a power type utility function, the optimal command for the management of storage is of a bang-bang type. Not surprisingly, the decision to store or to withdraw the commodity is based on the comparison between the spot price and the ratio between the marginal utility of one unit of storage and the marginal utility of the wealth of the operator. Lastly, in this setting the optimal trading strategy on the futures market is such that the operator holds a long position when the futures prices exhibit a positive trend.

2 The model for the individual producer

In this section we provide the full description of a simple model of production, storage and trading. This model will be used and investigated throughout the whole article. For the sake of readability, the proofs are all gathered in the Appendix.

Let (Ω, (F_t)_{t∈[0,T ]}, P) be a filtered probability space satisfying the usual conditions, i.e. (F_t) is a P-completed and right-continuous filtration. Moreover, for mathematical convenience, we assume that F_{T −} = F_T . This property is satisfied, e.g., when (F_t) is the natural filtration generated by a multivariate Brownian motion. All processes considered in this article are assumed to be defined in this space and adapted to this filtration.

Our agent is the producer of a commodity. He also trades in the associated derivative market. This producer is a price taker. On the physical market, he has the possibility to sell the whole quantity he produced at a specific date, or less (he then stores a part of the production), or more (he then reduces his stocks). On the derivative market, he has the possibility to buy or to sell a certain amount of a unique futures contract. His choices depend on the price conditions he faces, both on the physical and on the derivative markets. In what follows, we will first focus on the physical market. Then we will expose the trading activity on the derivative market.

2.1 The profit on the physical market

On the physical market, the agent has the possibility to decide how much he produces and to manage his stocks dynamically. His instantaneous profit π_t can be written as follows:

π_t = (q_t − u_t)S_t − c(q_t) − k(X_t) (2.1)

where:

• q_t is the production of the agent,

• u_t is the amount stored (u_t > 0) or withdrawn (u_t < 0),

• S_t is the spot price of the commodity,

• c : R_+ → R is the production function, with c(0) = 0, • k : R_+ → R is the storage function, with k(0) = 0, • X_t is the storage level at time t.

Assumption 1. We assume that both functions c and k are differentiable, strictly increasing, strictly convex and nonnegative.

Moreover, we will always work under the following assumption on the dynamics of the spot price:

Assumption 2. Let (S_t) be a bounded continuous process.

The producer faces several constraints on the physical market. They can be summarized as follows:

• the agent’s production cannot exceed his capacity q : q_t ∈ [0, q] for some q > 0; • instantaneous storage and withdrawal are bounded, with u_t ∈ [u, u] for given thresholds u < 0 < u; • the storage capacity itself is bounded by some X ≥ 0, so that adding the positivity constraint on the inventories we have X_t ∈ [0, X] a.s. for all t ∈ [0, T ];

• the storage dynamics is: dX_t = u_tdt, with X_0 = u_0 > 0.

To simplify, we assume that there is no uncertainty on the production of the commodity. The only source of uncertainty comes from the demand side, which is reasonable for a large number of commodities.

2.2 The trading activity on the derivative market On the derivative market there is only one futures contract available, for a given maturity T > 0. The price of this contract at t is F_t = F (t, T ). We assume that the futures price process (F_t) is a continuous semi-martingale, adapted to the filtration (F_t), and that the interest rate is zero. The value of the trading portfolio on this contract is given by:

V^θ_T =

�_T 0 θ_tdF_t (2.2) where θ is any real-valued predictable (F_t)-integrable process such that θ_{T −} := lim_{t↑T} θ_t exists a.s. We consider that the futures market is liquid, which is standard in this context. On the empirical point of view, this is the case for a very large spectrum of commodities, especially on the short-term maturities. This is however less obvious, at least up to now, for electricity markets (Aïd, 2015 [4], Chap. 2, Sect. 2.2.3).

2.3 The production-trading problem As a commodity producer, the agent acts so as to maximize the expected utility of his terminal wealth. His utility function U : R_+ → [−∞, ∞[ satisfies Inada conditions and is such that U(x) → ∞ whenever x → ∞. Moreover, we assume Reasonable Asymptotic Elasticity (RAE: see Kramkov and Schachermayer, 1999 [28]):

AE(U) := lim sup_{x→∞} xU^′(x) U(x) < 1

In this setting, we propose the following production-trading problem:

v(r_0) := sup_{u,q,θ} E [ U ( r_0 +

�_T 0 π_tdt + V^θ_T + θ_{T −}(F_T − S_T ) )] (2.3)

where:

• r_0 > 0 is the initial wealth of the operator, • π_t is the instantaneous profit on the physical market, expressed as a function of the quantities produced and stored, given by Equation (2.1), • V^θ_T is the value of the trading portfolio in the futures market as given by Equation (2.2), • the term θ_{T −}(F_T − S_T ) can be explained by the delivery conditions of the futures contract at expiration (see the heuristic discussion for the discrete time case, which follows).

The controls (u, q, θ) have to satisfy the following additional constraints:

• constraint on the wealth of the agent to prevent infinite borrowing: R^{r0,u,q,θ} t := r_0 +

�_t 0 π_sds + V^θ_t + θ_{T −}(F_T − S_T )1_{(t=T )} ≥ −a, t ∈ [0, T ], (2.4) for some threshold a > 0, • the production-storage controls (u_t, q_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} are predictable processes with respect to the filtration (F_t) and they satisfy the constraints previously described in Paragraph 2.1.

Discrete-time heuristics. Let us now provide some heuristics in discrete-time, in order to better explain the form of the continuous-time problem (2.3). The terminal total wealth for a trader-producer who produces, e.g., energy from fuels, and trades in futures contracts on energy over the finite time grid {0, 1, . . . , T } with T ∈ N can be written as follows:

R_T = T −1∑

t=0 [(q_t − u_t)S_t − c(q_t) − k(X_t)] + T −1∑

t=0 θ_t(F_{t+1} − F_t) + θ_{T −1}F_{T −1} − h_T S_T − c(q_T ) − k(X_T ) where h_T is the quantity bought or sold at terminal date in order to fulfill the commitment taken on the futures market at the expiration of the contract, i.e. h_T is such that:

θ_{T −1} = h_T + q_T − u_T so that the terminal total wealth becomes:

R_T = T∑ t=0 [(q_t − u_t)S_t − c(q_t) − k(X_t)] + T −2∑

t=0 θ_t(F_{t+1} − F_t) + θ_{T −1}(F_T − S_T )

= T∑ t=0 [(q_t − u_t)S_t − c(q_t) − k(X_t)] + T −1∑

t=0 θ_t(F_{t+1} − F_t) + θ_{T −1}(F_{T −1} − S_T ) (2.5)

which constitutes the discrete-time analogue of the total wealth appearing inside the utility function in Equation (2.3). Notice that we assumed that F is continuous in time, so that in particular F_{T −} = F_T a.s.

In what follows, we prove that a necessary condition for the problem (2.3) to be well-posed is the equality F_T = S_T , so that the third summand vanishes in Equation (2.4). Our first objective is to deduce, from the well-posedness of the problem described by Equation (2.3), the no-arbitrage condition that would link spot and futures prices, i.e. to prove that there exists some equivalent probability measure Q such that

F_t = E_Q [S_T |F_t] , t ∈ [0, T ]

and to compute this futures price explicitly.

3 Existence of the optimum and spot-futures no-arbitrage relations

In this section we derive the existence and the uniqueness of an optimal solution (q^∗, u^∗, θ^∗) for the optimization problem (2.3). Meanwhile, we obtain no-arbitrage relations between the spot and futures prices, as well as the convergence of the futures prices to the spot prices when the time-to-maturity goes to zero. Moreover, we show that the optimal production q^∗ can be computed explicitly even in this general framework. For expository reasons, the explicit expressions for the other optimal quantities (storage and trading activity (u^∗, θ^∗)) will be given in the next section. We remind the reader that all the proofs can be found in the appendix.

Assumption 3. Let v(r_0) < ∞ for some initial wealth r_0 > 0.

Convergence of the futures to the spot prices and no-arbitrage relation. Our first result states that, as long as our optimization problem is well-posed, one must have a convergence of the futures price towards the spot price when the time-to-maturity tends to zero. This is true even when the underlying commodity of the contract is non storable.

Proposition 4. Under Assumption 3, we have F_T = S_T .

Before proving the existence of a solution to our optimization problem, we deduce the noarbitrage property for the futures contracts from the finiteness of v(r_0). This is the content of the next proposition, which adapts arguments from Proposition 1.2 in Ankirchner and Imkeller (2005 [6]), where No Free Lunch with Vanishing Risk (henceforth NFLVR) for simple trading strategies is deduced from the well-posedness of an optimal pure investment problem. We refer to Delbaen and Schachermayer’s article (1994, [20]) for the definition of NFLVR as well as the proof of their celebrated version of the fundamental theorem of asset pricing. In this article, we deduce something stronger, namely a variant of NFLVR not only for (simple) trading portfolios but also for production and storage. To be more precise, let us redefine the NFLVR condition for our setting. We recall that a simple trading strategy θ is any linear combination of strategies of the form α1_{]τ1,τ2]} where α is a bounded F_{τ1} - measurable random variable and τ_1 and τ_2 are [0, T ]-valued stopping times for the filtration (F_t).

Definition 5. A Free Lunch with Vanishing Risk with simple trading strategies, production and storage is a sequence of admissible plans (q^n_t , u^n_t , θ^n_t ), n ≥ 1, such that:

(i) each θ^n is a simple trading strategy, (ii) R^{0,n}_T := R^{0,qn,un,θn} T converges a.s. towards some nonnegative r.v. R^0_T satisfying P(R^0_T > 0) > 0 and

(iii) ‖(R^n_T )^−‖_∞ → 0 as n → ∞.

We will say that NFLVR with simple trading strategies, production and storage is satisfied if there are no such admissible plans in the model.

Notice that since the production and storage controls are bounded, there exists a constant M > 0 such that |

�_T 0 π_tdt| ≤ M for any admissible (q, u) giving the instantaneous profit π_t.

This fact will be used in the proof of the following result.

Proposition 6. Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3 and for all r_0 > M we have that v(r_0) < ∞ implies NFLVR with simple trading strategies, production and storage. In particular, NFLVR with simple trading strategies and for futures prices (F_t) also holds.

Notice that the previous result does not necessarily imply the existence of a (local) martingale measure Q for the futures prices (F_t) and hence the well-known formula F_t = E_Q [S_T | F_t]. Indeed to have the existence of such a measure, our model should satisfy the classical No- Arbitrage (NA) condition^1 too (see, e.g. Theorem 9.7.6 in [20]). This is something that would need to be imposed later in this paper.

Existence and separation principle. An immediate consequence of the previous convergence result is the following separation principle, stating that solving our optimization problem is equivalent to maximize first with respect to the production control q and then with respect to the storage and trading controls (u, θ). On the other hand, maximizing the production can also be performed in two steps. Let us denote:

v(r_0) = sup_{u,q,θ} E [ U ( r_0 + Y^q_T + Z^u_T + V^θ_T )]

where we set

Y^q_T :=

�_T 0 (q_tS_t − c(q_t))dt, Z^u_T := − �_T 0 (u_tS_t + k(X_t))dt

We can solve our problem in two separate steps. First we solve v(r_0) with respect to the production control q (for given u, θ); second, we solve with respect to the controls (u, θ). Let us start from the production side.

Proposition 7. Under Assumptions 1, 2, 3, for any given admissible investment strategy θ and storage policy u, the optimal production control q^∗ is given by

q^∗_t = (c^′)^{−1}(S_t) ∨ q̄, t ∈ [0, T ] (3.1)

1See Definition 9.2.8 in [20].

Let us denote

Y^∗_T := Y^{q∗}_T =

�_T 0 (q^∗_t S_t − c(q^∗_t ))dt where q^∗_t is given by (3.1). Now, let us consider the optimal storage/trading problem

v(r_0) := sup_{u,θ} E [ U ( r_0 + Y^∗_T + Z^u_T + V^θ_T )] (3.2)

The next result establishes existence of a unique optimal storage/trading policy (u^∗, θ^∗).

Proposition 8. Under Assumptions 1, 2 and 3, there exists a unique solution (u^∗, θ^∗) to the problem (3.2).

The fact that the trading-production problem above can be solved in successive steps does not mean that the optimal controls are independent. Only the production control q can be deduced independently from u and θ. Indeed, since the producer has no impact on the spot price, his optimal strategy is simply to equal his marginal cost of production with the spot price. Thus, no matter whether there exists a futures market or not, one would observe the same production level q. This is not the case for the optimal storage policy u and the optimal trading strategy θ: they are not independent. This fact has two consequences. First, the introduction of a futures market modifies the way storage capacities are managed. This point may be of interest for the econometric analysis of the relations between the level of the inventories and the prices. Second, as soon as the industrial process includes storage activities, the trading cannot be separated from the storage without a loss of value. This should be taken into account for the organization of the trading activities in industrial companies.

4 The optimal production-trading problem

In this section we illustrate, in a simple setting, how the approach developed in the previous sections can lead to a consistent model for futures prices.

We discuss the trading-production problem faced by the operator with a specification of the demand dynamics. Then we determine the volatility of the futures contract and we relate it to the volatility of the underlying conditional demand.

4.1 The dynamics of the demand for the commodity

In order to illustrate the previous approach, we use a simple dynamics for the demand. In particular, since our goal is not to propose a model that would match all stylized facts, we do not include features such as seasonality and jumps.

In commodity markets, the spot price S_t results from the availability of the raw material on the physical market. In our model, this availability is measured through the confrontation of the total capacities of the market and the demand for the commodity, in the following way:

S_t = b · g(C̄ − D_t) · f(D_t) (4.1)

with b a constant of normalization for dimension purposes, C̄ > 0 the maximum available production and storage capacities of the market (supposed constant), D_t the total exogenous demand for the commodity (which is an (F_t)-adapted continuous process) and f(D) the marginal cost of production and storage for a demand level D.

As there is a non negativity constraint on inventories, the spot price can jump to very high levels when the total capacities are not sufficient to fully satisfy the demand. This behavior is captured by the scarcity function g: g(x) = 1_{x>0} · min(1/x, 1/ϵ) + 1_{x<0}1/ϵ

The effect of scarcity on commodity prices is clearly illustrated for the case of oil in Buyukşahin et al (2008 [15] p. 56, fig. 10). The specific form of g above has been successfully implemented in the case of electricity spot prices in Aïd et al (2013 [3]).

Since the production optimization problem has been solved in Proposition (7), it remains to treat:

v(x) = sup_{u,θ} E [ U ( x + Y^∗_T + Z^u_T + V^θ_T )]

where

Y^∗_T =

�_T 0 (q^∗_t S_t − c(q^∗_t ))dt, t ∈ [0, T ]. with q^∗_t as in (3.1). We recall that Z^u_T = u_0 +

�_T 0 u_tdt is the cumulated storage and that V^θ_T =

�_T 0 θ_tdF_t is the portfolio traded over the period [0, T ].

We assume that the futures price process (F_t) is an Itô process. More precisely: Assumption 9. 1. Let the demand for energy D_t be mean reverting, with a long-run mean set to zero: dD_t = aD_tdt + σdW_t (4.2) where a, σ are constants and W is a standard Brownian motion. We denote by (F_t) the natural filtration generated by W and completed with the P-null sets.

2. Assume that the futures price F is an Itô process fulfilling dF_t = α_tdt + β_tdW_t where α, β are some (F_t)-predictable real-valued processes such that a.s.

�_T 0 |α_t|dt + E [�_T 0 β^2_t dt ] < ∞ The integrability assumption on the volatility is here only to have the (true) martingale property of F_t and consequently the very useful formula F_t = E^Q [S_T | F_t].

4.2 Equivalent martingale measures and forward volatility

First of all, we notice that Assumption 9 together with F_T = S_T (ref. Proposition 4) implies that

F_t = E^Q [S_T | F_t], t ∈ [0, T ] where Q is an equivalent martingale measure for the futures process (F_t), which means that Q must satisfy:

L^λ_t := dQ dP |_{Ft} = exp { − �_t 0 λ_sdW_s − 1 2 �_t 0 λ^2_sds }

where λ is a (F_t)-adapted process (viewed as “market price of demand risk”) such that

• α_t − λ_tβ_t = 0 a.e. dP ⊗ dt, • �_T 0 λ^2_sds < ∞, • E[L^λ_T ] = 1.

At this point, in order to specify completely the dynamics of the futures price under P, we need to assume a particular and tractable form for the market price of demand risk λ_t.

Assumption 10. Let us assume that λ_t = λ_0(t) + λ_1(t)D_t, t ∈ [0, T ], where λ_0, λ_1 : [0, T ] → R are deterministic functions such that the last three properties above are satisfied.

A consequence of this assumption is that the drift α_t of the futures price takes the form α_t = (λ_0(t) + λ_1(t)D_t)β_t, which is completely determined up to the volatility β_t. We will see in what follows that the special form of the production function defining the spot price S_T in (4.1) implies a particular functional form for the volatility of the futures price process (F_t).

Let Q be the equivalent martingale measure corresponding to the market price of demand risk λ_t as in Assumption 10. Under such a measure, the demand has a dynamics characterized as follows:

dD_t = ((a + λ_1(t)σ)D_t + λ_0(t)σ)dt + σdW^Q_t

where W^Q is a standard Q-BM. Thus, the conditional distribution of D_T given D_t under Q is Gaussian with conditional mean m^Q_{t,T} and variance Σ^2_{t,T} given by

m^Q_{t,T} = e �_T t (a+λ_1(s)σ)ds ( D_t +

�_T t e^− �_s 0 (a+λ_1(u)σ)duλ 0(s)σds ) , (4.3)

Σ^2_{t,T} = σ^2

�_T t e^{−2} �_s t (a+λ_1 (u)σ)duds. (4.4)

To complete the description of our model, we set a specific shape for the marginal cost of production.

Assumption 11. Let the marginal cost of production f be equal to

f(d) = d^α1_{(0≤d≤M)} + M^α1_{(d≥M)}, d ∈ R

for some exponent α ∈ (0, 1) and some upper bound M > 0 such that our conditions on f are fulfilled. Moreover, let M ≥ C̄ − ϵ.

Under all these assumptions, we can express the spot price S_t as a function of the demand S_t = ψ(D_t), where the function ψ is given as follows: ψ(d) = b · ( d^α ϵ 1_{(0≤d<}¯_{C−ϵ)} + d^α C̄ − d1^{(C̄−ϵ≤d<M)} + M C̄ − d1^{(d≥M)} ) (4.5)

Notice that the spot price S_t is always nonnegative.

The futures price at time t computed under the above measure Q is given by

F_t = E^Q_t [ψ(D_T )], t ∈ [0, T ] where E^Q_t denotes the conditional Q-expectation given F_t = F^D_t . We denote by h_{T,Dt} (y) the conditional density of D_T given D_t, that is: h_{T,Dt} (y) = 1 Σ_{t,T} √ 2π exp ( − (y − m^Q_{t,T} )^2 2Σ^2_{t,T} )

where the mean m^Q_{t,T} and the variance Σ^2_{t,T} are given in, respectively, (4.3) and (4.4). We recall that the variance does not depend on D_t.

We can express the futures price F_t as a function of the demand at time t, D_t, as:

F_t = φ(t, D_t) = � R ψ(y)h_{T,Dt} (y)dy A simple application of Itô’s formula together with the martingale property of the futures price F_t under Q gives that the volatility of the futures price, β(t, D_t), is given by:

β_t = β^T_t = σ ∂φ ∂d (t, D_t) If we compute explicitly the first and second derivatives of the futures price, φ(t, D_t), with respect to the demand, we obtain the following result giving a complete specification of the parameters of the forward dynamics.

Proposition 12. Under Assumptions 9, 10 and 11, the well-posedness of the optimal productiontrading problem (2.3) implies that dF_t = α_tdt + β_tdW_t where

α_t = α̃(t, D_t) = (λ_0(t) + λ_1(t)D_t)β_t

β_t = β̃(t, D_t) = σ � R ψ(y) y − m^Q_{t,T} Σ^2_{t,T} e �_T t (a+λ_1(u)σ)duh T,D_t (y)dy for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Moreover, the forward volatility β̃(t, D_t) is increasing in the demand.

4.3 The production-trading optimization problem in a Markovian setting

Let us now provide, for the sake of completeness, an informal discussion of the optimal solutions within the Markovian model determined in the previous proposition. Let us assume that the preferences of the agent are of power type, i.e. U(x) = x^γ , x > 0, where γ ∈ (0, 1). Recall that the problem we want to solve is the following: v(x) := sup_{(u,q,θ)∈A} E [( r_0 +

�_T 0 π_tdt + V^θ_T )_γ ] (4.6)

where r_0 > 0 is the initial wealth. Recall that π_t is the profit rate given by:

π_t = (q_t − u_t)S_t − c(q_t) − k(X_t), X_t = u_0 +

�_t 0 u_sds while V^θ_T =

�_T 0 θ_tdF_t is the gain from the self-financing portfolio traded on the futures market.

A denotes the set of all admissible controls (u, q, θ). More precisely, we will say that a triplet (u, q, θ) is an admissible control if:

• q = (q_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} and u = (u_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} are adapted processes with values, respectively, in [0, q̄] and [u, u] ;

• θ = (θ_t)_{t∈[0,T ]} is any predictable real-valued F -integrable process such that the resulting wealth is a.s. nonnegative at any time, i.e.

r_0 +

�_t 0 π_sds + V^θ_t ≥ 0, t ∈ [0, T ] The relevant state variable of the problem is Z = (R, X, D) where R is the wealth of the agent, i.e. R_t = r_0 +

�_t 0 π_sds + V^θ_t , t ∈ [0, T ] The dynamics of the state variable is given by: dR_t = [(q_t − u_t)ψ(D_t) − c(q_t) − k(X_t) + α(t, D_t)θ_t] dt + β(t, D_t)θ_tdW_t dX_t = u_tdt dD_t = aD_tdt + σdW_t Let us introduce the value function of the optimization problem as v(t, r, x, d) = sup_{(u,q,θ)∈At} E [(R_T )^γ |Z_t = (r, x, d)] where A_t denotes the set of all admissible controls starting at time t. The corresponding Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman equation (hereafter HJB equation) is given by

−v_t − sup (u,q,θ)∈A Lv = 0, with A := [u, u] × [0, q̄] × R (4.7)

with terminal condition v(T, r, x, d) = r^γ (4.8) and where Lv = uv_x + adv_d + [(q − u)ψ(d) − c(q) − k(x) + α(t, d)θ] v_r + 1 2 σ^2v_{dd} + 1 2 β(t, d)^2θ^2v_{rr} The HJB equation may be rewritten as 0 = −v_t − adv_d + k(x)v_r − 1 2 σ^2v_{dd} − sup (u,q,θ)∈A { uv_x + [(q − u)ψ(d) − c(q) + α(t, d)θ] v_r + 1 2 β(t, d)^2θ^2v_{rr} }

Rearranging the terms gives 0 = −v_t − adv_d + k(x)v_r − 1 2 σ^2v_{dd} − sup (u,q,θ)∈A { (v_x − ψ(d)v_r)u − (c(q) − qψ(d))v_r + α(t, d)θv_r + 1 2 β(t, d)^2θ^2v_{rr} }

(4.9)

We notice immediately from the above HJB equation that the optimal candidate rule for the storage management is u^∗_t = u1_{(ψ(Dt)vr >vx)} + u1_{(ψ(Dt )vr ≤vx)} (4.10) where, to simplify the notation, we dropped the arguments (t, R_t, X_t, D_t) from the derivatives of the value functions v_r and v_x. Depending on the ratio η = v_x/ψ(d) between the marginal utility of one unit of storage and the spot price, it is optimal either to buy and store at maximum capacity or to withdraw and sell at maximum capacity. One may have thought that this ratio should simply be compared to one. This is not the case as it has to be compared to the marginal utility of one unit of wealth, v_r. As pointed at the end of the preceding section, we see that the storage control depends on the wealth and hence on the trading activities.

Furthermore, the heuristic computation above confirms the fact that the optimal control for production is to produce until the marginal cost of production equals the spot price, i.e. Equation (3.1).

Finally, solving the maximisation problem in (4.9) gives the optimal control for the trading portfolio as

θ^∗_t = − α(t, D_t) β(t, D_t)^2 v_r v_{rr} (t, R_t, X_t, D_t) (4.11)

Since it is likely that v_{rr} is negative because U is concave, one recovers the expected result that the agent holds a long position if futures prices are exhibiting a positive trend. Moreover, θ^∗ is similar to the Sharpe ratio, a tradeoff between the expected trend of the futures prices compared to their volatility.

Notice that, to rigorously solve the optimization problem, one should prove that the Cauchy problem (4.7, 4.8) admits a unique solution with the required regularity together with a verification theorem. This could be achieved using the techniques developed in, e.g., Pham (2002 [33]) for quite a large class of multidimensional stochastic volatility models. Adapting such a method to our setting would however go far beyond the scope of the present article.

5 Conclusion

In this article, we develop a parsimonious structural model of commodity prices that can explain the relation between the spot and the futures prices by arbitrage arguments. This result is obtained for every underlying asset, would it be storable or not. We show that the existence of a risk-neutral measure is the consequence of the finiteness of the operator’s value function, and that the futures price converges to the spot price, regardless of the storability properties of the commodity. Finally, we discuss the solution of the trading-production problem faced by the agent, with a specification of the demand dynamics. We show how the different controls can be separated. In particular, the optimal storage policy is impacted by the possibility of trading on the futures market.

References

[1] Aïd, R., Campi, L., Nguyen Huu, A. and Touzi, N. A structural risk neutral model of electricity prices. Int. Jour. of Theoretical and Applied Finance, 2009, 12(7), 925–947.

[2] Aïd, R., Chemla, G., Porchet, A. and Touzi, N., Hedging and vertical integration in electricity markets. Management Science, 2011, 57(8),1438–1452.

[3] Aïd, R., Campi, L. and Langrené, N., A structural risk neutral model for pricing and hedging power derivatives. Mathematical Finance, 2013, 23(3), 387–438.

[4] Aïd, R., Electricity derivatives, 2015, (SpringerBriefs in Quantitative Finance).

[5] Anderson, E.J. and Hu, X., Forward contracts and market power in an electricity market.

Int. J. of Industrial Organization, 2008, 26, 679–694.

[6] Ankirchner, S. and P. Imkeller, P., Finite utility on financial markets with asymmetric information and structure properties of the price dynamics. Annals of Henri Poincaré Institute, 2005, 41, 479–503.

[7] Benth, F.E., Ekeland, L., Hauge, R. and Nielsen B.F., A note on arbitrage-free pricing of forward contracts in energy markets. Applied Mathematical Finance, 2003, 10(4), 325–336.

[8] Benth, F.E., Kallsen, J., Meyer-Brandis, T. , A non-Gaussian Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process for electricity spot price modeling and derivative pricing. Applied Mathematical Finance, 2007, 14(2), 153–169.

[9] Benth, F.E., Saltyte-Benth, J., Koekebakker, S. , Stochastic Modeling of Electricity and Related Markets. World Scientific, 2008.

[10] Frestad, D., Benth, F.E. and Koekebakker S., Modeling term structure dynamics in the Nordic electricity swap market. The Energy Journal, 2010, 31(2), 53–86.

[11] Benth, F.E., Biegler-König, R. and Kiesel R., An empirical study of the information premium on electricity markets. Energy Economics, 2013, 36, 55 – 77.

[12] Bessembinder, H. and Lemmon, M.L., Equilibrium pricing and optimal hedging in electricity forward markets. Journal of Finance, 2002, 23, 1347–82.

[13] Bouchard, B. and Nguyen Huu, A., No marginal arbitrage of the second kind for high production regimes in discrete time production-investment models with proportional transaction costs. Mathematical Finance, 2013, 23(2), 366-386.

[14] Brennan M.J., The supply of storage. The American Economic Review, 1958, 48(1), 50–72.

[15] Buyukşahin, B., Haigh, M.S., Harris, J.H., Overdahl, J.A. and Robe, M.A., Fundamentals, trader activity and derivative pricing, 2008, available at SSRN: http://ssrn.com/abstract=966692.

[16] Chambers, M.J. and Bailey, R.E., A theory of commodity price fluctuations. Journal of Political Economy, 1996, 104(5), 924 – 957.

[17] Danthine, J.P., Martingale, market efficiency and commodity prices. European Economic Review, 1977, 10(1), 1 – 17.

[18] Deaton, A. and Laroque, G., On the behaviour of commodity prices. Review of Economic Studies, 1992, 59(1), 1 – 23.

[19] Deaton, A. and Laroque, G., Competitive storage and commodity price dynamics.

Journal of Political Economy, 1996, 104(5), 896 – 923.

[20] Delbaen, F. and Schachermayer, W., A general version of the fundamental theorem of asset pricing. Mathematische Annalen, 1994, 300(1), 463 – 520.

[21] Delbaen, F. and Schachermayer, W., The mathematics of arbitrage, 2006, Springer Science & Business Media, 2006.

[22] Douglas, S. and Popova, J., Storage and the electricity forward premium. Energy Economics, 2008, 30(4), 1712 – 1727.

[23] Eydeland, A. and Wolyniec, K., Energy and Power Risk Management: New Developments in Modeling, Pricing and Hedging, 2002, (Wiley).

[24] Fama, E. and French, K., Commodity Futures Prices: Some evidence on Forecast Power, Premiums, and the Theory of Storage. Journal of Business, 1987, 60(1), 55 – 73.

[25] Hess, M., Pricing Electricity Derivatives under Future Information. Working Paper, 2013.

[26] Kabanov, Y., and Safarian, M., Markets with transaction costs: Mathematical Theory, 2009, (Springer).

[27] Kaldor, N., A note on the theory of the forward market. Review of Economic Studies, 1940, 7(3), 196–201.

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

[29] Lautier, D., Term structure models of commodity prices: a review, The Journal of Alternative Investments, 2005, 42–64.

[30] Lautier, D., Convenience yield and commodity markets, Bankers, Markets and Investors, 2009, 102, 59–66.

[31] Liu, P. and Tang, K., No-arbitrage conditions for storable commodities and the modeling of futures term structures. Journal of Banking & Finance, 2010, 34(7), 1675 – 1687.

[32] Meyer-Brandis, T. and Tankov, P., Multi-factor jump-diffusion models of electricity prices. International Journal of Theoretical and Applied Finance, 2008, 11(5), 503–528.

[33] Pham, H., Smooth solutions to optimal investment models with stochastic volatilities and portfolio constraints. Applied Mathematics and Optimization, 2002, 46(1), 55–78.

[34] Pham, H., Continuous-time stochastic control and optimization with financial applications, 2009, Vol. 1., (Berlin: Springer).

[35] Prevot, H., de Juvigny, B., Lehmann, F., Louvot, M. and Izart, C., Rapport d’enquête sur les prix de l’électricité, 2004, Document, French Ministry of Economy, Finance and Industry, October.

[36] Protter, P.E., Stochastic Integration and Differential Equations: Version 2.1, 2004, Vol.

21, (Springer).

[37] Rogers, L. C. G. Equivalent martingale measures and no-arbitrage. Stochastics: An International Journal of Probability and Stochastic Processes, 1994, 51.1-2, 41–49.

[38] Routledge, B.R., Seppi, D.J. and Spatt, C.S., Equilibrium forward curves for commodities. Journal of Finance, 2000, 55(3), 1297–1338.

[39] Scheinkman, J.A. and Schechtman, J., A simple competitive model with production and storage. Review of Economic Studies, 1983, 50(162), 427.

[40] Schwartz, E., The stochastic behavior of commodity prices: Implications for valuation and hedging. Journal of Finance, 1997, 52(3), 923–973.

[41] Viehmann, J., Risk premiums in the German day-ahead electricity market. Energy Policy, 2011, 39(1), 386 – 394.

[42] Working, H., Price relations between July and September wheat futures at Chicago since 1885. Wheat Studies of the Food Research Institute, 1933, 9(6), 187–238.

[43] Working, H., The Theory of Price of Storage. American Economic Review, 1949, 39(6), 1254–1262.

A Proofs

A.1 Proposition on convergence

Proof of Proposition 4. Assume that P(F_T ≠ S_T ) > 0 and let A = {F_T > S_T } and B = {F_T < S_T }. Consider the following sequence of trading-production strategies: for n ≥ 1,

q = u = 0, θ^n_t := ( αP ( A | F_{T −} 1_n ) − βP ( B | F_{T −} 1_n )) 1(_{T −} 1_{n ≤t≤T} ), where α and β are arbitrary positive numbers. Since A and B are F_{T −}-measurable (S_t and F_t are both continuous processes), each θ^n is a predictable and (F_t)-integrable trading strategy. Moreover the left-limit θ_{T −} exists for all n ≥ 1. Pursuing such a sequence of strategies yields a limiting terminal wealth as n → ∞ given by r_0 + α(F_T − S_T )1_A + β(S_T − F_T )1_B .

Hence, letting α → ∞ and β = 0, if P(A) > 0 or β → ∞ and α = 0 if P(B) > 0 we get v(x) = ∞ (recall that U(x) → ∞ when x → ∞), which contradicts the well-posedness of our maximization problem. Thus, we can conclude that a.s. F_T = S_T .

For any family X of random variables, conv(X ) will denote the set of all convex linear combinations of elements in X .

A.2 Proposition on v(r_0)

Proof of Proposition 6. First notice that for all r_0 > M we have

∞ > v(r_0) = sup_{u,q,θ} E[U (R^{r0 ,u,q,θ}_T )] ≤ sup_θ E [U(r_0 + V^θ_T )] ≤ sup_θ E [U(M + V^θ_T )] =: v_I (M),

where v_I denotes the value function for the pure investment optimization problem. Now, suppose that NFLVR with simple trading strategies, production and storage is violated, so that we can find a sequence of terminal payoffs R^n_T =

�_T 0 π^n_t dt+ �_T 0 θ^n_t dF_t such that R^n_T → R^0_T for some nonnegative random variable R^0_T with P(R^0_T > 0) > 0 and ‖(R^n_T )^−‖_∞ → 0 as n → ∞. Here π^n denotes the instantaneous profit coming from a production q^n and a storage u^n. Hence, we have R^n_T − M ≤ V^n_T ≤ R^n_T + M, where we denote V^n := V^{θn} . By Theorem 15.4.10 in [21] there exists a sequence Ṽ^n_T ∈ conv(V^n_T , V^{n+1}_T , . . .) which converges a.s. to some random variable Ṽ^0_T , which takes values in [R^0_T − M, R^0_T + M] a.s. Therefore Ṽ^0_T ≥ R^0_T − M ≥ −M and P(Ṽ^0_T > −M) > 0. Moreover, since ‖(Ṽ^n_T + M)^−‖_∞ ≤ ‖(R^n_T )^−‖_∞ → 0 and the latter converges to zero as n → ∞, we also have ‖(Ṽ^n_T + M)^−‖ → 0. Hence, using Proposition 1.2 in [6], we obtain that v_I (M) = ∞ implying v(r_0) = ∞.

A.3 Proposition on the optimal production q^∗

Proof of Proposition 7. It suffices to maximize ω-wise inside the integral in the term Y^q_T containing the production controls. Differentiating with respect to q_t for a fixed t gives S_t − c^′(q_t) = 0 so that, taking into account the constraint q_t ∈ [0, q] and since c is strictly convex, we have (3.1).

A.4 Proposition on the optimal storage and trading portfolio (u^∗, θ^∗)

Proof of Proposition 8. First of all, if one admits the existence of a solution, its uniqueness follows at once from the strict concavity of the utility function U. Let (u^n, θ^n) be a maximizing admissible sequence for the problem (3.2), i.e. E [U (r_0 + Y^∗_T + Z^n_T + V^n_T )] → v(r_0) as n → ∞, where we denoted

Z^n_T := −

�_T 0 (u^n_t S_t + k(X^n_t ))dt, X^n_t := u_0 +

�_t 0 u^n_s ds, V^n_T := �_T 0 θ^ndF_t.

We prove the compactness property of the sequences u^n and θ^n separately. For the sequence of storage strategies u^n, we use the Komlós theorem, stating that for any sequence of r.v.’s (ξ^n) bounded in L^1, one can extract a subsequence (ξ^{nk} ) converging a.s. in Cesaro sense to a random variable ξ^0 ∈ L^1 (see, e.g., Theorem 5.2 in Kabanov and Safarian, 2009 [26]). We apply this theorem to the sequence of processes u^n, that can be viewed as random variables defined on the product space (Ω×[0, T ], P, dPdt) where P is the predictable σ-field. The sequence u^n is clearly in L^1 since it takes values in the interval [−u, u]. Thus, there exists a predictable process u^0 taking values in the same interval, such that the Cesaro mean sequence ũ^n := (1/n) ∑_n j=1 u^j converges a.e. towards u^0. Indeed it is immediate to check that the sequence ũ^n takes values in [−u, u] as well. Moreover, the cumulated storage process along the new sequence, X̃^n_t :=

�_t 0 ũ^n_s ds, is well-defined since each ũ^n is bounded and it takes values in [0, X]. By Lebesgue dominated convergence we have X̃^n_t → X^0_t :=

�_t 0 u^0_sds a.s. for all t ∈ [0, T ]. Since the function k is continuous, we have k(X̃^n_t ) → k(X^0_t ) a.s. for all t. Finally, thanks once more to the boundedness of the controls and to the continuity of k, we have |Z̃^n_T | ≤ C| �_T 0 S_tdt|, which is bounded (since S_t is bounded uniformly in t). Therefore, applying the dominated convergence theorem again, we get Z̃^n_T → Z^0_T a.s. as n → ∞. As for the compactness of the sequence of trading strategies θ^n, we can work with the corresponding wealth process Cesaro mean sequence, that we denote by Ṽ^n_T . The admissibility property and the uniform boundedness of Z̃^n_T yields that this sequence is uniformly bounded from below by some constant. Therefore, we can apply Theorem 15.4.10 in [21], implying that there exists a convex combination ^V^n_T ∈ conv(Ṽ^n_T , Ṽ^{n+1}_T , . . .), which converges a.s. and whose limit is dominated by some V^0_T :=

�_T 0 θ^0_t dF_t for some admissible θ^0. Moreover, applying this procedure to the Cesaro means of storage strategies ũ^n one gets another sequence of admissible storage strategies ^u^n converging a.s. to the same process u^0 as ũ^n before.

To conclude the proof, we need to show that:

v(r_0) ≤ E[U(x + Y^∗_T + V^0_T + Z^0_T )]

To do so, it suffices to use the assumption that U satisfies RAE by proceeding as in the proof of, e.g., Theorem 7.3.4 in Pham (2000 [34]). Repeating his arguments gives us the inequality above getting that (u^0, θ^0) is the optimal storage control (u^∗, θ^∗). The proof of existence is now completed.