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ON THE CONTROL OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TWO BROWNIAN
MOTIONS: A DYNAMIC COPULA APPROACH

THOMAS DESCHATRE

ABSTRACT. We propose new copulae to model the dependence between two Brownian motions
and to control the distribution of their difference. Our approach is based on the copula between
the Brownian motion and its reflection. We show that the class of admissible copulae for the
Brownian motions are not limited to the class of Gaussian copulae and that it also contains
asymmetric copulae. These copulae allow for the survival function of the difference between two
Brownian motions to have higher value in the right tail than in the Gaussian copula case. We
derive two models based on the structure of the Reflection Brownian Copula which present two
states of correlation ; one is directly based on the reflection of the Brownian motion and the
other is a local correlation model. These models can be used for risk management and option
pricing in commodity energy markets.

Mathematics Subject Classification (2010): 60J25, 60J60, 60J65, 60J70, 60H10, 62H99.
Keywords: Brownian motion, Copula, Asymmetric, Difference, Coupling, Barrier, Local cor-
relation, Energy, Commodities, Risk.

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. Motivation. Modeling dependence between risks has become an important problem in insur-
ance and finance. An important application in risk management for commodity energy markets is
the pricing of multi-asset options, and in particular the pricing of spread options. Spread options
are used to model the returns of a plant, such as coal plant. A review on the spread options and
on the pricing and hedging models is done by Carmona [4]. The simplest model used for deriv-
ative pricing and hedging on several underlying is the multivariate Black and Scholes model [5].
Each price is modeled by a geometric Brownian motion and the dependence between the different
Brownian motions is modeled by a constant correlation matrix. The copula between the Brownian
motions when they are linked by correlation is called a Gaussian copula. Copulae have many
applications in finance and insurance, especially in credit derivative modeling. For instance, Li [20]
used the Gaussian copula to model the dependence between time until default of different financial
instruments. For more information on the use of copulae in finance, the reader can refer to [7].

Let X; be the price of electricity at time ¢, Y; the price of coal and H the heat rate (conversion
factor) between the two. The income of the coal plant at time ¢ can be modeled by (X;— HY; —K)*
where K is a constant and corresponds to a fixed cost (we have neglected the price of carbon
emissions). Coal is a combustible used to produce electricity and HY; is the cost of one unit of
coal used to produce one unit of electricity. Thus we expect to have X; > HY}, i.e. the price of
electricity greater than the price of the unit of coal used to produce it, with a probability greater
than % Let us consider that the two commodities are modeled by an arithmetic Brownian motion
with a zero drift under a risk neutral probability P: X; = 0X B} and HY; = 0¥ B? and we suppose
that (dB',dB?); = pdt. The dependence between the two Brownian motions is modeled by a
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correlation, i.e a Gaussian copula. For z € R, we have
P(X;—HY; >z)=P(X;— HY; < —z).
and then, if z > 0,
P(Xt—Hngx)S%

The distribution of the difference between the two prices is symmetric and moreover, the value of
its survival function is limited to % in the right tail. We would like to have higher values for this
probability in order to enrich our modeling. The modeling of the dependence with a correlation
does not allow to capture the asymmetry in the distribution of the difference of the prices and
limits the values that can be achieved by its survival function. Today, it is common practice to use
a factorial model [1] to model prices of commodities which is based on Brownian motions. Marginal
models, i.e. when we consider only one commodity at the time, are enough performant for risk
management. However, the dependence between them is modeled by a Gaussian copula, which
is not enough to capture the asymmetry and the values taken by the survival function of their
difference. Sklar’s Theorem [27] states that the structure of dependence can be separated from the
modeling of the marginals with the copula. Studying the impact of the structure of dependence
on the modeling is equivalent to studying the impact of the copula.

Whereas copulae are very useful in a static framework where random variables are modeled,
modeling with copulae is much more difficult in a dynamic framework, that is when processes are
involved. In a discrete time framework, Patton [24] introduces the conditional copula which is a
copula at time t defined conditionally on the information at time ¢ — 1. Fermanian and Wegkamp
[13] generalize the concept of conditional copula. In a continuous time framework, Darsow et al.
[9] consider the modeling of the time dependence by a copula. They give sufficient and necessary
conditions for a copula to be the copula of a Markov process X = (X;),-, between times ¢ and s,
i.e. the copula of (X;, X;), using the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation. We are more interested in
the space dependence, that is the dependence between two different processes at a given time t.
The question is studied by Jaworski and Krzywda [17]. They consider two Brownian motions and
they are interested in copulae that make the bivariate process self-similar. They find necessary and
sufficient conditions for the copula to be suitable for the Brownian motions deriving the Kolmogorov
forward equation. The copula is linked by a local correlation function into a partial derivative
equation. Further work have been done in the thesis of Bosc [3] where there are no constraints of
self-similarity and it is not only limited to Brownian motions ; a more general partial derivative
equation is found. More details about their work are given in Section 2.2. However, conditions for
the copula to be suitable for the Brownian motions are very restrictive. An equivalent approach to
the copula one is the coupling approach. A coupling of two stochastic processes is a bi-dimensional
measure on the product space such that the marginal measures correspond to the ones of the
stochastic processes. For more information on coupling, the reader can refer to [6]. One of the
most important coupling is the coupling by reflection [21], based on the reflection of the Brownian
motion which has some importance in this article.

1.2. Objectives and results. The objective of this article is to control the distribution of the
difference between two Brownian motions at a given time ¢. The distribution of the difference
between two Brownian motions B! and B? can be described by x +— P (Bt1 - B > x), z € R,
t > 0. If B} — B? has a continuous cumulative distribution function, this function is the survival
function of B} — B? at point . In particular, we want to find asymmetric distributions for B! — B2
with more weight in the positive part than in the Gaussian copula case, i.e. P (Bt1 - B2 > 77) greater
than % for a given 7 > 0. Since marginals of B} and B} are known, we control this distribution
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with the copula of (B}, B). One of the main issue is to work in a dynamical framework ; we then
first need to extend the definition of copulae to Markovian diffusions. If we denote by Cp the set of
admissible copulae for Brownian motions, which is properly defined in Section 2.2, our main goal
is to study the range of the function

Sn,t : CB — [071}
C o Po(Bl- B =)

denoted by Ran (S;,:) with Pc the probability measure associated to (Bl, Bz) when C € Cp and
with 7 > 0 and ¢ > 0 given.

Considering the set of Gaussian copulae, it is easy to prove that {0, P (2_—\}7{” C Ran (Sy,+) by

controlling the correlation between the two Brownian motions with ® the cumulative distribution
function of a standard normal random variable. Furthermore, if we consider the restriction of Sy ¢

to the set of Gaussian copulae Sy, ¢ ‘Cg, we have Ran (SW ‘Cé) = [0, P (2_—\}72)}7 see Proposition 14
(i) below.

Our major contribution is to construct a family of dynamic copulae in Cp that can achieve all
the values between 0 and the supremum of S, ; on Cg. We first prove that

—-N
sup S, (C) = 2@(—)
CeCp K ( 2\/%
in Proposition 14 (ii), implying that the Gaussian copulae can not describe all the values that
can be achieved by S, ;. This supremum is achieved with the copula of the Brownian motion and
its reflection, which we call the Reflection Brownian Copula, and which a closed formula is given
in Proposition 2. Deriving a new family of copulae that is described in Proposition 5 from the

Reflection Brownian Copula, it is possible to achieve all the value between 0 and 2@(%), which
means that

-
Ran (Sy+) [072(5(2\/%)}’
this is the result of Proposition 14 (iii). Copulae used to achieve values in Ran (S, ;) present two
states depending on the value of B} — BZ: one of positive correlation and one of negative one. These
copulae are asymmetric and to our knowledge, these are the only asymmetric copulae suitable for
Brownian motions available in the literature.

The structure of dependence of these copulae are too strong in the sense that the Brownian
motions have a correlation of 1 in an infinite horizon. We derive one model based on the reflection
of the Brownian motion where the dependence is relaxed: it is our multi-barrier correlation model.
We define two barriers v and n with v < 1. We consider two independent Brownian motions X
and BY, and we construct the Brownian motion Y™ that is correlated to X™:

Y™ = pX" ++/1— p2BY,
with X™ the Brownian motion equal to —X at the beginning and reflecting when X — Y™ hits a
two-state barrier equal to i before the first reflection and switching from 7 to v or from v to 7 at
each reflection. The number of reflections is limited to n. We prove in Proposition 19 that X —Y™
converges in law as n — oo and in Corollary 18 that P (X, — Y;* > ) increases for x € [v,n] when
n increases if p > 0. We then consider the limit process which is of the form X (p) — YV (p) with

N a counting process, and X (p) and YV (p) two Brownian motions. When X — Y/ is greater
(resp. lower) than 1 (resp. v), the correlation between X and YV is positive (resp. negative) and
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equal to p (resp. —p). The structure of dependence is then similar to the one of the Reflection
Brownian Copula but relaxed. In Proposition 20, we prove that for 0 < z < 7,

2_—\2) +¢(%)},3p6 ~1,1] :IP’(Xt (p) — YN (p) Zz) — 2.

Our model allows for S, ; to achieve all the values in {0, @(2;\/2%) + <I><Z27\/2g’)} which is strictly

included in Ran (S,,) but closed to it when z is closed to 7. It allows to achieve higher values for
S.+ and more asymmetry than in the Gaussian dependence case.

Vi € [0,@(

This model can be transposed to a local correlation model:
{ dX; = dBX

dY, = p(X; = Yy) dBf + /1 p (X, - Y1)dBY

with p (z) = py if x < v and p(x) = po if ¢ > n, which seems to be equivalent to the multi-barrier
model when the two barriers have close values and ps = —p; = p.

1.3. Structure of the paper. In Section 2, we define the notion of dynamic copulae for Markov-
ian diffusion processes and in particular for the case of two Brownian motions. We show that our
definition includes several model of dependence present in the literature such as stochastic corre-
lation models. In Section 3, we compute a copula called the Reflection Brownian Copula based
on the dependence between a Brownian motion and its reflection and we derive new families of
asymmetric copulae based on this copula. In Section 4, after showing the limitations of modeling
the dependence between two random variables with symmetric copulae, we establish the results on
the range of the function S, ;, first in a static framework and then in a dynamical framework with
Brownian motions. In Section 5 and Section 6, we construct models based on the structure of the
Reflection Brownian Copula. The first one is the multi-barrier correlation model and is directly
based on the reflection of the Brownian motion, the second one is a local correlation model. Section
4 and Section 5 are our major contributions. In Section 7, we apply our results to the modeling of
the dependence between the price of two commodities which are electricity and coal. Proofs are
given in Section 8.

2. MARKOV DIFFUSION COPULAE

In finance and insurance, modeling of two dimensional processes is usually based on a 2 di-
mensional Brownian motion, that is when the structure of dependence between two 1 dimensional
Brownian motions is modeled by a correlation. The copula of the two Brownian motions at a given
time then belongs to the class of Gaussian copulae.

Let us recall that a function C : [0,1]* + [0,1] is a copula if:
(i) Cis 2-increasing, i.e. C (ug,v2)—C (u1,v2)+C (u1,v1)—C (ug,v1) > 0 for ug > uy,ve > vy
and wuy, ug,v1,vs € [0,1],
(ii) C(u,0)=C(0,v) =0, u,v € [0,1],
(iii) C (u,1) = u,C (1,u) = u, u € [0, 1].
We denote by C the set of copulae and by Cg the set of Gaussian copulae. Cg = {C € C: Jp €
[-1,1],C = Cg,,} where Cg,, denote the Gaussian copula with parameter p. We have

CG,p(ua 'U) = (I)p(@_l(u)v (I)_l(v))
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with ® the cumulative distribution function of a standard normal random variable and ®, the
cumulative distribution function of a bivariate normal random variable with correlation p:

P, (2, y) :/y /x ;e_ﬁ
—00 J —00 2’/T\/ ]. — p2

In this section, we want to generalize the concept of copula which is adapted for random variables
to a dynamical framework. We want to define the notion of copula for Markov diffusions in Section
2.1. In particular, we are interested in copulae suitable for Brownian motions in Section 2.2.

(u?4v2 —2puv)

dudv.

2.1. Definition. In order to work in a dynamical framework, we need to extend the concept of
copula to Markovian diffusions. Our definition is based on the work of Bielecki et al. [2] and gives
a more general definition.

We recall that if P = (P;),-, is a Markovian diffusion solution of the stochastic differential
equation B
dPt Z/.L(Pt)dt—FO'(Pt)th,

with W = (W,),~, a standard Brownian motion, the infinitesimal generator £ of P is the operator

defined by

Lf () = 50 () £ () + 1 (2) ' (2)

for f in a suitable space of functions including C?.

Definition 1 (Admissible copula for Markovian diffusions). We say that a collection of copula
C = (Ot)tzo is an admissible copula for the n real valued Markovian diffusions, n > 2, (Xi)1<i<n
defined on a common probability space (0, F,P) if there exists a R™ Markovian diffusion Z =

(Zi>1§i§m’ m > n, defined on a probability extension of (Q, F,P) such that

L(Z") =L (X)), 1<i<n,
Zh=X§,1<i<n,

fort >0, the copula of (Z}) is Cy.

1<i<n

The strongest constraint to be admissible is that Z has to be a Markovian diffusion. Without
this constraint, all the copulae are admissible. Sempi [26] studies the Brownian motions linked by a
copula without this constraint. Definition 1 is consistent with the approach of [17] or [3] consisting
of modeling dependence by a local correlation function. However, our approach is totally different.

2.2. Brownian motion case. From now on, we work in a 2 dimensional framework and we denote
by Cp the set of admissible copulae for Brownian motions, that is when X' and X2 are Brownian
motions. The only well known suitable copulae for Brownian motion are the Gaussian copulae.

We can extend the definition of Cg to a dynamical framework by defining
CL ={(Ct)es0 : Ipt)t0, ¥t €ERT Oy = Cg p, and p; € [-1,1]} N Cp.

It is necessary to take the intersection with Cp because we do not know if conditions are needed
on (p¢)i>o for the copula to be admissible. We are not interested in this question in this paper.
However, we know this intersection is not empty because {(Ct)t>o : Ip € [—1,1], Vt € RT C; =
Ca,p} C Cp. One of our objective is to find copulae that are admissible for Brownian motion but
that are not Gaussian copulae.
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Jaworski and Marcin [17] prove that the set of admissible copulae for Brownian motions was
not reduced to the Gaussian copulae. By linking local correlation and copula with the Kolmogorov
backward equation, they find that a sufficient condition to be admissible is

2 2
1 qu(u)?;qu(uﬁ 3U7UC (u, v) 1eq>*1(u)2;1>*1(v)2 31)71)0 (u, v)

2= o ta ZveZ 20 oy (e RF x [0.112
2" 52,C(w) 2 5Oy <1 we) ERTX0]

(1)
when the copula does not depend on time. In particular, they prove that the extension of the FGM
copula CFEM (y, v) = wv (1 +a (1l —u) (1 —v)),a € [~1,1] in a dynamical framework defined by
Cy (u,v) = CFEM (y v), t > 0, is an admissible copula for Brownian motions. Bosc [3] has also
found admissible copulae.

Let us consider two independent Brownian motions B! and Z defined on a common probability
space (€, F,P). Definition 1 includes several models for Brownian motions used in the literature.

Deterministic correlation. Let us consider a function t — p (¢) defined on R* with values in [—1, 1].

Let B? = [, p(s)dBL + [} \/1— p(s)*dZ,.

B? is a Brownian motion and the dynamic copula defined at each time t by the copula of
(Bt, B?) is in Cp.
Local correlation. Let us consider a function (z,y) — p(x,y) defined on RT with values in [—1,1]
and measurable. If the stochastic differential equation

dB? = p (B}, B}) dB! +\/1 - p(B}, B})*dZ,

has a strong solution, the dynamic copula defined at each time ¢ by the copula of (Btl, Bf) is in
Cp by the Lévy characterization of Brownian motion.

Stochastic correlation. Let us consider a Markovian diffusion p = (ps),~ independent of (Bl, A )
locally square integrable and with values in [—1, 1].

We can extend the probability space and the filtration generated by (Bl, Z ) The stochastic

process B? defined by B? = f; p(s) dB;—i—fot \/1 = p(s)*dZ, is a Brownian motion and the dynamic
copula defined at each time ¢ by the copula of (Btl, Bf) isin Cp.

We can also consider a correlation diffusion driven by B!, Z and an independent Brownian
motion. If the system of stochastic differential equations has a strong solution, the copula is still
in C B-

Contrary to the approaches of Jaworski and Macin [17], Bosc [3] or Bielecki et al. [2], Definition
1 includes stochastic correlation models. However, we need for the stochastic correlation to be a
Markovian diffusion which is not needed in a general case ; the stochastic correlation has only to
be progressively measurable.

3. REFLECTION BROWNIAN COPULA

In this section, our objective is to construct Markov Diffusion Copulae defined in Section 2.
We construct a new copula based on the reflection of the Brownian motion. We show that the
copula between the Brownian motion and its reflection is adapted to a dynamical framework and
is a suitable copula for Brownian motions. Furthermore, we give a closed formula of this copula
in Section 3.1. To our knowledge, this copula has not been studied in detail and it is the new
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copula suitable for Brownian motions. We also construct new families of copulae by extension of
the Reflection Brownian Copula in Section 3.2.

3.1. Closed formula for the copula. In this section, we study the copula between the Brownian
motion and its reflection. Since its reflection is also a Brownian motion, the copula is a good
candidate for being in Cp.

Let us consider a filtered probability space (2, F, (F¢),~, P) with (F3),~ satisfying the usual
hypothesis (right continuity and completion) and B = (B;),~, a Brownian motion adapted to
(Fi)y»o- We denote by B the Brownian motion reflection of B on z = h with h € R, ie.
Bl = —B; 4+ 2(B; — Byn)1y5,» with 7 = inf{t > 0 : B, = h}. Thus, B* is a F Brownian motion
according to the reflection principle (see [18, Theorem 3.1.1.2, p. 137]). Proposition 2 gives the
copula of (B, B").

We denote by M (u,v) = min (u,v) and W (u,v) = max (u+ v —1,0), u,v € [0,1] the upper
and lower Frechet copulae. We recall that ® denotes the cumulative distribution function of a
standard normal random variable.

Proposition 2. Let h > 0. The copula of (B, B"), (C:ef’h) o is defined by
>0

v if @7 (u) - @7 (v) = 2L
ref,h w.v) = Vit
@ G (o) { W () + @ (B (M (w1 = 0)) = 28)if &7 (u) ~ B (0) < 2

and (C’tmf’h) - € Cp. We call this copula the Reflection Brownian Copula.
t>

3.2. Extensions. In this section, we give methods to construct new admissible copulae for Brow-
nian motions from the Reflection Brownian Copula.

Proposition 3 and its proof gives an approach to construct different admissible copulae for
Brownian motions based on the Reflection Brownian Copula considering a correlated Brownian
motion to the reflection of the Brownian motion.

Proposition 3. Let h > 0 and p € (0,1). The copula

0, (@71 (u), &7 (v) + %) + v - @@ (v) + 22) if u>o(L)
Cy(u,v) = @_p(qu (u), ! (v)) + @p(qu (u) = 22,1 (1 - v) - %)+
o, (<I>‘1 (u) — 2 o (v)) - q>(<1>—1 (u) — Lf;) if u< ‘I’(%)

is in CEB.

Contrary to the Reflection Brownian Copula, this copula is non degenerated in the sense that
we have two distinct sources of randomness. Indeed, in the Reflection Brownian Copula case, if
we know the trajectory of the Brownian motion, we also know the one of its reflection.

Remark 4. In the case p = 0, we still have a copula which is the independent copula and then
that is in Cp.
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An other way to construct admissible copulae is to consider a random barrier. By enlarging
the filtration, the copula of the two processes is an admissible copula and it can be computed by
integrating the copula of the Reflection Brownian motion according to the law of the barrier. The
result is given in Proposition 5.

Proposition 5. Let £ be a positive random variable with law having a density and Fg its survival
function. The copula

N (M(1-uw)) —w?
C’E(uv):v_/ e F vi
LA — 0 V2T

is in CB.
Example 6 below gives a copula with closed formula built with the method of Proposition 5.

Example 6. Let & Zh + X with h € R and X a random variable following an exponential law

1 if x<h

) =€,
with parameter X > 0. We have F~ (z) = { e i oS and the copula

(3) CePMA (yv) = W (u,v) + min {CI)(CD_l (M (1 —u,v)) — %),M (u, 1 — v)}

2h )\\/i A2t AT g—1
_ ; -1 _ _ 2" 1 _ _ AV PN b+ + ®7 (M(u,1—v))
<I>(m1n {fl) (M (1 —u,v)) \/Z7(I) (M (u,1 v))} 5 )6 T2

s in Cp.

The methods of Proposition 3 and 5 could be used simultaneously to construct new classes of
admissible copulae. Figure 1 represents the Reflection Brownian Copula and some of its extensions.

FIGURE 1. The Reflection Brownian Copula CT¢F" and some of its extensions
at time t = 1 with h = 2. Figure 1a is the Reflection Brownian Copula. Figure 1
is the extension considering a Brownian motion correlated to the reflection of the
first Brownian with a correlation p = 0.95, which is the copula of Proposition 3.
Figure 1c is the extension in the case of a random barrier following an exponential
law with parameter A = 2, which is the copula of Example 3.
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4. CONTROL OF THE DISTRIBUTION OF THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TWO BROWNIAN MOTIONS

Let B! and B? be two standard Brownian motions defined on a common filtered probability
space (Q, F, (Ft);>, Pc) with (F}),s, satisfying the usual hypothesis and where P¢ is the
probability measure associated to (Bl, BQ) and C = (Cy),~o € Cp is the copula of (Bl, BQ). In
this section, we are interested in the distribution of the difference between B' and B2, i.e. the
function & — P (B} — Bf > z) for t > 0 and in particular in the right tail of this distribution,
i.e. when = > 0. Since the marginal of B! and B? are known, this function is entirely determined
by the copula of (Bl, Bg). Our goal is to find the range of values that can be achieved by this
function at a given x > 0. Given 1 > 0 and ¢ > 0, we define the function
(4) Sn,t : CB — [0, 1}

C ~ Pc(Bf—B}=>n).

Vit
forxz,y € R. However, C' does not describe entirely Pc. Indeed, C describe the dependence between

B} and B? at a given time t but not between Bl and B? with s # t for instance.

Remark 7. P¢ is a probability measure that verifies Pc (Bt1 <uz,B? < y) =C ((I> (L> , O (%))

Our objective is to control the value of this function at a given time ¢ by controlling the de-
pendence between the two Brownian motions. For this, we first study the range of this function
Ran (S,,t). We show that the Reflection Brownian Copula defined in Section 3 and its extensions
allow us to control S, ; and to achieve all the values in Ran (S, +). After showing the limitations
of symmetric copulae for the control of S, + in Section 4.1, we give a result about Ran (S, ) in a
static case in Section 4.2, i.e. in the case of two Gaussian random variables. Most of results of
Section 4.1 and Section 4.2 are classic for the sum of random variables ; we adapt them to the
difference case. Finally, we give the main result concerning the range of S in Section 4.3.

4.1. Impact of symmetry on S, ;. In this section, we show that modeling the dependence
between two random variables with symmetric copulae limits the values that can be taken by the
distribution of the difference between two random variables. It imposes some constraints on this
distribution. Using asymmetric copulae is then necessary to control S, :. We also show that we
can find asymmetric copulae suitable for Brownian motions.

Definition 8. A copula C is symmetric if C (u,v) = C (v,u), u,v € [0,1]. We denote by Cs the
set of symmetric copulae.

Note that Cog C C, with Cg the set of Gaussian copulae.

If X and Y are two random variables with continuous cumulative distribution functions, we
denote by C*Y the copula of (X,Y). Sklar’s Theorem [27] guarantees the existence and the
unicity of C*'Y. Proposition 9 gives properties on the distribution the difference of two random
variables if their copula is symmetric.

Proposition 9. Let X and Y be two real valued random variables defined on the same probability
space (2, F, P) with copula CXY and with continuous marginal distribution functions FX and
FY. IfFX = FY and CXY €C, thenP(X - Y < —2) =P (X - Y > ).

We can extend the definition of symmetry and asymmetry to Markov Diffusion Copulae: we
denote by C¢ = {(Cy)s>0 : Vt > 0,C; € Cs} the set of symmetric Markov Diffusion Copulae and by
C4 = {(Cy)i>0 : V¥t > 0,C; € C\ Cs} the set of asymmetric Markov Diffusion Copulae.
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Corollary 10. Forn >0 andt > 0, we have:

Ran <Sn,t\cg> = {0’ %]

with S"’]vt‘c‘? the restriction of Sy ¢ to Cgl.

Proof If we consider two Brownian motions B! and B? with dynamic copula C' € C¢, we have
according to Proposition 9: P (B} — Bf > z) = P (B} — B} < —x). However, P (B} — B} > z) +
P (Bt1 — Bt2 < —w) < 1if £ > 0. Then we have the constraint P (Btl — Bt2 > x) < % [l

In particular, since the Gaussian copula is symmetric, it is not possible to obtain asymmetry in
the distribution of B} — B? at each time ¢ when the dependence between two Brownian motions is
given by a correlation structure. Limiting the modeling of the dependence to the Gaussian copula
or to symmetric copulae makes the distribution of their difference symmetric and limits the value
of ST],t'

Modeling the dependence by an asymmetric copula is then necessary to have higher values than

% for S, We have
CznCd#0.

Indeed, the Reflection Brownian Copula defined in Equation (2) is in Cp and is asymmetric. The
set of admissible copulae for Brownian motion is not reduced to the set of Gaussian copulae and
furthermore it contains an asymmetric copula which is the Reflection Brownian Copula. Jaworski
and Marcin [17] and Bosc [3] have proven the existence of symmetric suitable copulae for Brownian
motions. However, they did not find asymmetric copulae suitable for Brownian motions. We can
also show that extensions of the Brownian Reflection Copula defined in Section 3.2 are asymmetric.
To our knowledge, these copulae are the only asymmetric copulae suitable for Brownian motions
in the literature.

Remark 11. Copulae constructed in Section 3.2 can also be used as a method to construct asym-
metric copulae, which is not always evident.

4.2. The Gaussian Random Variables Case. Let us consider two standard normal random

variables X and Y defined on a common probability space (2, F, Pc) where P is the probability

measure associated to the copula C of (X,Y). Since the laws of the marginals of X and Y are

fixed, the probability measure only depends on the copula of (X,Y"), which justifies the notation

Pc. In this section, we study the control of the distribution of the difference Po (X —Y > n) for

a given 7. We need to adapt the definition of S, for the static case, i.e. when the copula are not

dynamic. We define the function
Sy + C — [0,1]

C

for a given n > 0.

Remark 12. P¢ is defined by Po (X < 2,Y <y)=C(® (z),® (y)) for z,y € R.

In particular, we look for an upper bound of S’n. Lower bound is trivial and is achieved by the
copula M (u,v) = min (u,v). Note that this copula is equivalent to having correlation 1 between
the two random variables and corresponds to a case of comonotonicity. The problem is similar to
the one consisting in finding bounds on the distribution of the sum. Makarov [22] finds bounds on
the cumulative distribution function of the sum of two random variables at a given point given the



CONTROL THE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN TWO BROWNIAN MOTIONS WITH DYNAMIC COPULAE 11

marginals. Riischendorf [25] proves this result using optimal transport theory. Frank et al. [15]
prove the same result using copulae and find a copula that achieves the bound. Furthermore, the
results are extended to dimensions greater than 2 and to the cumulative distribution function of
L(X,Y) where L is a non decreasing continuous function in X and ¥ with X and Y two random
variables. Finding these bounds have several applications in finance and insurance such as finding
bounds on value-at-risk [12].

In Proposition 13, we study the range of values taken by Sn- In particular, we look for an upper
bound when the copula is taken among the set of Gaussian copulae then among all the copulae.
We also find the range of 5’77. In order to maximize gn (C) over all the copulae, we use the approach
of Frank et al. [15] with copulae.

Proposition 13. Let n > 0.

Let
M@u—=14rv) if(u,v) €[l —r1]x]0,r],

cns {W(u, v) i (u,0) € [0.1° ([ = 1] x [0,7])

with r = 2® (S2).
We have:
(i) Ran (5’7,‘ ) =[0,® (32)] with S’n‘cc the restriction of S, to Ca,

(ii) sup S, (C) = 2® (5) and the supremum is achieved with C",
cecC

(iii) Ran( ) 02@(_")]

If we only consider the set of Gaussian copulae, 5'77 can only achieve the values in [07 P (_7")]
If we consider all the copulae, values in [<I> (_7") ,29 (_7’7)} can also be achieved. Indeed, we can
use the family of copulae constructed in Proposition 13 to achieve these values. It has a particular
structure: it is divided in two parts according to the value of the first random variable. One state
corresponds to a positive correlation and the upper bound is achieved in the comonotonic case.
The other state corresponds to the countermonotonic case.

The family of copulae constructed in Proposition 13 are patchwork copulae [11]. Given a copula
C, a patchwork copula is constructed by changing the value of C in a subrectangle of the unit
square and replacing it with an other copula. In our case, we consider the countermonotonic
copula and we change its values in the rectangle [1 — r, 1] x [0, r], replacing it by a Gaussian copula
with parameter p. The copula achieving the bound corresponds to p = 1 and in this particular
case, the copula is called a shuffle of M copula [23]. Figure 2 shows illustration of the copulae
family constructed in Proposition 13 with a correlation of 1 and a correlation of —0.95.

If we consider two Brownian motions B! and B2, B} and B? at a given time t are Gaussian
random variables with variance t. Proposition 13 can be applied with 77/ = % Modeling the
dependence of Brownian motions with a Gaussian copula then limits us in terms of values taken
by S,,. In particular, it is not possible to have probabilities greater than % which was already

proven with the symmetry property of Gaussian copulae.

In this section, we showed the limits of the Gaussian copulae and that it was possible to achieve
new values for S, or to put asymmetry in the distribution of the difference with the use of different
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(A) p=1 (B) p=0.95

FIGURE 2. Patchwork copula C"(u,v) presenting two states depending on the
value of u: the first one corresponds to the Gaussian copula with correlation equal
to -1, the second one to the Gaussian copula with correlation equal to p, with p =1
or p=10.95. 7 is equal to 2® () with n = 0.2.

types of copulae. However, the copulae were used to model the dependence between the two
Gaussian variables, i.e. two Brownian motions at given time ¢. We do not know if the copulae are
suitable to model the dependence between (B} );>o and (B?);>0, that is in a dynamical framework.

4.3. The Brownian Motion Case. Proposition 14 gives a time dynamical version of Proposition
13.

Proposition 14. Let n > 0 and t > 0. We have:
(i) Ran (Sn,t\cg) = [O, ) <2;\;]E)} with Sﬁﬂf\cg the restriction of Sy to C&,
(ii) sup Sy (C) =2 (2_—\;’{) and the supremum is achieved with C"¢%>3 which is the Reflection
CeCp

Brownian Copula defined by Equation (2),
(iii) Ran (S,.) = [o,2<1> (2*7"{)}
We have found a copula which maximizes S, at each time ¢ which is admissible for Brownian

motions. This copula is also a solution to the problem sup S (C ) and give an alternative solution

.
cec V'
of the supremum copula of Proposition 13. We also notice than Ran (S,:) = Ran (5’%) The
t
constraint to be in Cp does not change the solution of our problem, values that can be achieved
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are the same but the copula are not the same. As in the copula of Proposition 13, the copula has
two states: one of comonotonicity and one of countermonotonicity, depending here on the value of
the B} — B?. Figure 3 represents the Reflection Brownian Copula at time ¢t = 1 with a reflection
at 4 = 0.1. We can see that the structure is the same than the copula of Figure 2a. However, in
Figure 2a the two lines are in separated parts of the square and in Figure 3, there is a part of the
square where they are both present. This is due to the fact that B, is not a deterministic function

of B; but a deterministic function of B; and sup Bs.
s<t

1.0

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

T | | 1
00 02 04 06 08 1.0

u

n
FIGURE 3. Reflection Brownian Copula C’:ef’ 2 at timet =1 with n = 0.2

Part (iii) of Proposition 14 gives us a way to control S, ;. Furthermore, when the copula is the
Reflection Brownian one, the probability for B} — B? to have strictly higher value than 7 is equal
to 0 and there is a discontinuity at 7 ; copulae of part (iii) allow us to solve this issue. The copulae
become suboptimal but still achieves higher values than in the Gaussian copula case.

Result of Proposition 14 (ii) can be interpreted with coupling. Let X be a stochastic process.
Let X and X° be processes with the dynamic of X such that X§ = a and X} = b. A coupling
is said successful if T = inf{t > 0 : X# = X?} < oo almost surely. 7T is called the coupling time.

~ N
In our situation, the two Brownian motions start at 0 and are coupled when B; = B2 + 1 which
is equivalent to consider one Brownian starting at 0 and the other starting at n. We have the
coupling inequality:

() 1Qa (t) = Qb (1) [| < 2P (T > 1)

with ||| the total variation norm and Q,(t) the distribution of X (same for Q,(¢) and X}). In

case of equality for (5), the coupling is said to be optimal [16]. The coupling by reflection [21],

consisting of taking the reflection of the Brownian motion according to the hyperplane z = “T'H’,
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is optimal for Brownian motion. Hsu and Sturm [16] prove that in the case of Brownian motions,
it is the only optimal Markovian coupling (definition 15).

Definition 15. [16] Let X = (X1, X5) be a coupling of Brownian motions. Let FX be the filtration
generated by X. We say that X is a Markovian coupling if for each s > 0, conditional on F2X, the
shifted process {(X1(t+ ), Xa(t+s)),t > 0} is still a coupling of Brownian motions (now starting
from (X1(s), Xa(s))).

In the optimal case, P (T > t) is minimal. The coupling by reflection can then be interpreted as
the fastest way for the two processes to be equal. In our case, it is the fastest way for the B! — B2
to be greater than 7.

We found an admissible copula for Brownian motions which has the property to be asymmetric
and to achieve upper bound for S, ;. We have also constructed new families of asymmetric copulae
allowing us to control the value of S, ;. To our knowledge, no other asymmetric copulae admissible
for Brownian motions has been found.

5. MULTI-BARRIER CORRELATION MODEL

In Section 4, we have found dynamic copulae that allows us to control .S, ; defined by Equation
(4). However, the dependence between the two Brownian motions when it is modeled by these
copulae is degenerated in the sense that the difference between the two Brownian motions becomes
constant in an infinite horizon. In this section, we construct a model based on the reflection of the
Brownian motion which does not present this degeneracy but which allows higher values for S, ;
than in the Gaussian copula case. As seen in Section 3, the Reflection Brownian Copula contains
two states depending on the value of the difference between the two Brownian motions: one of
comonotonicity and one of countermonotonicity, that is correlation equal to 1 and -1.

We relax this strong dependence by diminishing the correlation in absolute value. Thus, we
want to have two Brownian motions X and Y with the following correlation structure: if the value
of X —Y is under a certain level that we denote by v, X and Y have a negative correlation —p
and if it is over an other level denoted by 7, their correlation is positive and equal to p. One
way to obtain this structure is to start with two Brownian motions having a negative correlation.
When the difference between them reaches the barrier n, Y reflects and the correlation becomes
positive. If the correlation is positive (resp. negative) and X — Y reaches v (resp. 7)), Y reflects
and the correlation becomes negative (resp. positive). The number of reflection that can happen
is a parameter of our model denoted by n. Y is then correlated to a reflection of X reflecting each
time the difference between the two reaches one of the two barriers. Figure 4 gives an illustration
of our model.

5.1. Model. Let BX and BY be two independent Brownian motions defined on a common filtered
probability space (2, F, (Ft);5¢, P) with ()5, satisfying the usual properties. We will denote
indifferently BX by X.
Let n >0, v <nand p € [—1,1].

0if k=0
Let ap =< nif k odd

vif keven, k#0
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FIGURE 4. One trajectory of X, Y™, X — Y™ in the multi-barrier correlation
model with v =0, n=0.5, p=0.9 and n = .

Let (Bk)kzo’ (Yk)kzo and (7). be defined by
T0 = 0
BO — _BX

9

Y'tO _ pBO +./1 _pQBY

Te=inf{t > 1 : BX -Vl =y} k>1

BF =R(B¥Y 1) k>1

Y* =pBF +\/1—p2BY k>1,
where R(B, 1) is the reflection Brownian motion of B with the reflection happening at time 7 and
T a stopping time, i.e. R(B,7); = —B; +2(By — By )1i>-.

Proposition 16. (i) (Yk>k>0 is a sequence of (), Brownian motions and (Tx)k>0 is a sequence
of (Fi)y>o stopping times.

(i) Fort >0,

(6)

 y (14 (1) (BY = BX) = V1= 07 (BY = BY) +on, i St <7, 0 k<
t— Iy =

(I+(=1)"p) (BtX - Bile) —V1=p? (Bty - BEZH) + g1, Tagp1 <1
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(iii) We have

(7) T 4 inf{t >0: By = uy}
where
ug = 0
(8) _ (n—v) (5] 153
U= aay Ve (ﬁ* ﬁ) k=1

with B a standard Brownian motion and |.| the floor function.

5.2. Results on the distribution of the difference between the two Brownian motions.

Proposition 17. Let t > 0 and v € R. The sequence p,(t,z) = P (X — Y," > x) verifies

©) ot ) = ¥ —mrmes).

1+p)t
(10)
o= 7 R ) ity ) e <o
R o

with the sequence uy defined by Equation (8).

Corollary 18. Lett > 0. For x € [v,n)], the sequence p, (t,x) = P(X; — Y,® > x) is increasing
when p > 0 and decreasing when p < 0. When p =0, p,(t, ) is constant for all x € R.

Proof. Let x € [v,n] and let assume p > 0. If n is even,

pn-i-l(tvx)_pn(t,ﬂf):q)( | _un+1>_¢)< T _Un+1>>0.

V2(+p)t Vi V2 -p)t Vi

If n is odd,
x—vV Un+1 r—v un+1
Pn 1t7ﬁf — Pn t,fE ( ) ( >>0
Then p, (¢, x) is increasing. The proof is the same for p < 0. g

It is then possible to increase the value of P (X; — Y;* > z) between v and 7 by choosing a positive
p and by increasing the number of reflections with this model. Let us study the convergence of the
process X — Y™ in Proposition 19.

Proposition 19. Lett > 0 and N, = Zle 1, <:. We have:

(i) Ny is a (]:t)t>0 counting process,

(if) Ny < oo almost surely,

(iii) Vn > N, X; — Y = X, — Y/,
) P

(iv ( —yM Zx) = lim p, (t,z), x € R, £t >0,
n—00
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Proof (i) Since (7x),>( is a sequence of (F;),~, stopping times, N is a (F),~, counting process.
(i) {NVy =n} = {7 <t,Tp41 > t} and then we have

E(N) =Y nP(ry <t, 71 >1) <> nP(r, <t)
n=1

n=1

According to Proposition 16 (iii), P (7, < t) = 2 [2° ©2dy = 20 (7) Since lim uy, = 0o and
Vi t n—00

—uq 1 1

Prn<= o ()= o ()=,9.(s)

Then nP (7, <t)= O (-%) and E(N;) < oo by comparison theorem of positive series, implying
n—oo

N; < oo almost surely.
(iii) If n > Ny, the number of reflections of X — Y™ between time 0 and time ¢ is equal to N; and
X =Y =X — YtNt almost surely.
(iv) Since for n > N, X, — Y7* = X; — Y™, X, — Y, is the limit in law of X, — ¥;".
O

In proposition 20, we study the range of values that can be achieved by P (Xt — YtN t> z)

Proposition 20. Lett > 0. We denote by X (p)—Y ™ (p) the process X — YN when the correlation
of the model is equal to p and the upper barrier ton. Let n > z > 0. We have

Vo e [o,@(;—\;) +<I>(Z2_\/2¥’7)},3p €11 P (X (0) =V (0) 2 2) =

Contrary to Proposition 14, it is not possible to control P (Xt — YtN t > z) between its bounds

; we can only achieve ® (272) +d (22—\/2;’> and not 2® (2_\2) It would be true if z could be equal

to n. The problem comes from a discontinuity when p = 1 and z = 1. As z gets closer to 7, the
bound grows but we can not reach z = n. However, the values that we can achieve in this model

are still better than in a Gaussian copula case where the supremum is equal to ® (ﬁ) In this

model, the distribution of the difference between the two Brownian motions is less degenerated
than the one of Proposition 14 in the sense that there exists two distinct sources of randomness at
all time.

5.3. Numerical illustrations. Results of Proposition 18 are illustrated in Figure 5a.

The case n = 0 corresponds to the Gaussian case. We can see that in [v, 7], the survival function
is increasing with n. In Figure 5a, the curves for n = 5, n = 10 and n = 50 are the same. At
time ¢ = 1, the probability to cross more than 5 barrier is very weak then the Brownian reflection
reflects less than 5 times with a high probability. The convergence in n at small time is fast. In
Figure 5b, we can observe the difference between the cases n = 5, n = 10 and n = 50 at time
t = 20. The survival function continues to grow.

The results are confirmed with Figure 6. The higher the number of reflections is, more X — Y™
is concentrated in the region [v,7]. However, in the positive part of the plan, X — Y™ take lower
values than in the Gaussian case. We also remark that the symmetry present in the case n = 0
disappears when n is higher.
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Sundval function, time =1 Sunival function, time =20

FIGURE 5. Survival function of X — Y™ in the multi-barrier model at time t with
parameters v = 0, n = 0.5 and p = 0.9 for different values of n

This asymmetry can be also observed in the copula of (X, Y;") illustrated in Figure 7.

As for the Reflection Brownian Copula, we observe two states. First one is under the diagonal
and corresponds to a dependence close to the comonotonic case. The other one is over the diagonal
and seems to be closer to an independent copula than to the countermonotonic case, except in the
upper left corner where there is a strong dependence. We also observe a strong dependence in the
upper right and lower left corners.

6. LOCAL CORRELATION MODEL

As in Section 5, we develop a model based on the two states structure of the Reflection Brownian
Copula. However, we use a totally different approach where the reflection of the Brownian motion
does not appear. Our model is a local correlation model, where the correlation depend on the
value of the difference between the two Brownian motions and has two states, one if the difference
is under a certain value and one if it is over an other value. Between the two, the correlation is
taken such as the local correlation function is continuous and monotone.

The concept of local correlation is directly derived from the one of local volatility. In a Black and
Scholes framework, the volatility is constant with the maturity and strikes which is not coherent
with the implied volatilities from call and put option prices. Dupire introduce the local volatility in
order to have a price model which is compatible with the volatility smiles and which is a complete
market model [10]. Langnau introduces local correlation model which is the generalization of local
volatility for a multi-dimensional framework [19].

6.1. Model. Let BX and BY be two independent Brownian motions defined on a filtered proba-
bility space (2, F, (Ft);>q: P)-
Let n,v, p1 and py be real numbers with n > v, | p1 |[< 1, | p2 [< 1.

Let p(x) be a continuous and monotone function such that p(x) = p; for x < v et p(x) = po for
T > .
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Simulation of spread, n=0 Simulation of spread,n=5

(A)yn=0 B)n=>5

Simulation of spread,n=10 Simulation of spread,n =50

v
.m*w

(D) n =50

FIGURE 6. 50 simulations of X — Y™ in the multi-barrier model between time 0
and 20 with parameters v = 0, n = 0.5 and p = 0.9 and a time step of 0.001 for
different values of n

Let us consider the following system of stochastic differential equations:
dX; = dBj
(11) o X 2 Y
dYy = p(Xy = Yy)dB{* + /1= p (X, — Yi) dB;
with Xy =0 and Yy = 0.

Proposition 21. The system of stochastic differential equations (11) has an unique strong solution
and the two components of the solution are Brownian motions.

1 0
Proof As p(z) and /1 — p(z)® are Lipschitz on R, (z,y) — 5| is
plz—y) y1-plx—y)
Lipschitz on R?, which is a sufficient condition for the system to have a strong solution.

X is clearly a Brownian motion. By the Lévy characterization of the Brownian motion, Y is a
Brownian motion. g
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Copula of (XY forn = sttime t =20 Copulaof (£, forn=5 ot time =20

(A)yn=0 B)n=>5

Copulaof [¥,¥]forn =10t time t =20 Copula of [%,Y] forn =50t time t =20

(c) n=10 (D) n =50

FIGURE 7. Empirical copula of (X,Y) in the multi-barrier model at time t = 20
with parameters v = 0, n = 0.5 and p = 0.9 and a time step of 0.001 for different
values of n done with 1000 simulations

Remark 22. Contrary to the model of Section 5, the process (X,Y) is Markovian. Indeed, in
Section 5, we notice that X —Y is not Markovian.

6.2. Numerical results. In Figure 8, we compute the survival function of the X; — Y; in the
local correlation model at time t = 1 and ¢ = 20. We use equivalent parameters to the numerical
illustrations of the multi-barrier model. The local correlation function is chosen linear between v
and 7.

As for the multi-barrier model, we have an asymmetric distribution. Between v and 7, the
survival function is over % (Gaussian copula case). The survival function increases at the right of
v between time t = 1 and ¢ = 20. Values are closed to the ones of the multi-barrier model.

As for the multi-barrier model, we observe that X —Y is more concentrated in the region [v, 1]
(Figure 9).

Figure 10 represents the copula of (X;,Y;) at time ¢ = 20. It is similar to the one of the
multi-barrier model.
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FIGURE 8. FEmpirical survival function of X; — Y; in the local correlation model
at time t with parameters v = 0, n = 0.5, p1 = —0.9 and p2 = 0.9 with interval
confidence bounds at 99% and estimated with 1000 simulations and a step time of
0.001

FIGURE 9. 50 simulations of X —Y in the correlation local model between time
t =0 and t = 20 with parameters v = 0, n = 0.5, p1 = —0.9 and ps = —0.9 and a
time step of 0.001

7. AN APPLICATION FOR JOINT MODELING OF COMMODITY PRICES ON ENERGY MARKET

In this section, we apply the multi-barrier model and the local correlation model to model
jointly the price of two commodities, electricity and coal. Coal is a combustible used to produce
electricity which implies an asymmetry in the distribution of the difference between the two prices
; it is more likely that price of coal is lower than price of electricity (in the same unit). Modeling
the dependence with a Gaussian copula is then not adapted. An advantage of our models is that
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Copula of (XY sk timet=20
0 g0

FIGURE 10. Empirical copula of (X, Y:) in the local correlation model at time
t = 20 with parameters v = 0, n = 0.5, p1 = —0.9 and p2 = 0.9 and a time step
of 0.001 with 1000 simulations

it contains asymmetry in the distribution of the difference between the two prices. Furthermore,
it allows not to change the marginal models.

7.1. Model. Let us consider a two-factor model for both electricity and coal. For more information
on the two-factor model, we refer to the study of Benth and Koekebakker [1].

Let f¥(t,T) (resp. f€(t,T)) the forward price of the electricity (resp. coal) at time ¢ with
maturity 7', that is the product that delivers electricity (resp. coal) at maturity 7' during one day.
Stochastic differential equation (12) gives dynamic of these products.

dfE (t, T)=fE (t,T) (0o T-DgBF* 4 sEqBE"

12
(12) dfe (t, T)=fC (t,T) (6Ce= " T-DdBS* + 6CdBE

where BF» BFl BCs BC! are standard Brownian motions defined on a common probability
space (0, F,P).

In the dynamic of each commodity, there is one factor corresponding to the short term factor
with a volatility Uge_az(T_t),i = FE, C decreasing with time to maturity. This short term factor
is used to model the Samuelson effect. The other factor is the long term factor with a constant
volatility of,i = E, C.

Products traded on the market have a delivery period, except for the spot. We denote by
fi(t,T,0),i= E,C the price of the product at time t that delivers i at time T’ during a period 6.
By absence of arbitrage opportunities, we have

T+6

FT,0) = % / £ (4, u) du.

T
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In the following, we will only consider n Month Ahead (RMAH), n > 1, which are products with a
delivery period of one month and a delivery date which is the 15¢ of the n'" following month from
today.

Equation (13) gives the solutions of (12).

Nl= ol

(13) FE (£, T)=fF (0,T) elo oFe 5 T0BE =4 [§(oF) e T dotof BP! -
O (1, T)=fC (0,T) s 7€ T=0aBE—§ [ (o) 208 " dstof B~
) )

The spot price of electricity is given by SE = f¥(t,t) and the one of coal by S& = f¢(t,1).
Then we have

14 GF—E (0,1) ol #FeF BB (o Ve E 0 s P B (0P )
( ) Sc—fc (0 t) efot Ufe_ag(t_s)dBf’sf%fot(05)26_2&g(t_5)d8+0103?’17%(olc)2t
t ’

We model the dependence as follow:

BP# and BP' are independent,

B¢* and B¢} are independent,

B®»* and B%* are independent,

BE! and BY! are constructed following the multi-barrier correlation model defined in
Section 5.

Usually, a constant correlation matrix is used to model the dependence between the 4 Brownian
motions.

7.2. Parameters. We consider the parameters of the marginal laws given in Table 1. Units are
taken according to the year. We use the forward prices on electricity and on coal during 2014 in
France to estimate these parameters. The method used for estimation is the first one of [14].

Parameters | Electricity Coal
oy 10.2555% | 9.2602%
Os 97.2925% | 11.2134%
Qs 17.0363 2.07832

TABLE 1. Parameters of the two-factor model for electricity and coal

Parameters for the multi-barrier correlation model used to model the dependence between B
and B! are chosen arbitrarily ; we choose v =0, n = 0.5, p = 0.9, n = co.

In the benchmark model where dependence between Bt and B¢ is modeled by a constant
correlation, the correlation is equal to 0.275546. The other correlation are equals to 0.

We assume that f¥(0,7) — Hf¢ (0,T) = 0 and f¥(0,7) = 100 for all T (which does not
represent the reality because we do not take into account the seasonality of the prices of electricity
and coal)
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(A) Multi-barrier correlation model (B) Benchmark model

FIGURE 11. Empirical survival function of the difference between the price of
electricity and the price of coal at time t = 335 days estimated with 10000 sim-
ulations with a time step of i days for different products (Spot, IMAH, 3MAH,
6MAH) in the multi-barrier correlation model and in the benchmark model

7.3. Numerical results. We are interested in the difference between fZ (¢,T) and Hf¢ (¢,T).
We only are interested in the multi-barrier correlation model ; results are the same for the local
correlation model.

Figure 11 represents the survival function of the difference between spot, IMAH, 3MAH, and
6MAH prices. In the multi-barrier correlation model, the probability for the difference between
the two spot prices to be non negative is close to 50%, which is the same value than in the
benchmark model. However, we have good results if we consider long term products as 1IMAH,
3MAH and 6MAH: we have probabilities closed to 60% for the IMAH, and 70% for the 3MAH and
6MAH in the multi-barrier correlation model whereas we have probabilities closed to 50% in the
benchmark model. The probability increases with the time to maturity. In the case of spot prices,
the volatilities of the prices of the commodities is dominated by the short term factor, which we
do not control ; in the other cases, these volatilities are small and the long term factor which we
control dominates. This explains that we do not increase a lot the probability for the difference
between the spot prices to be non negative. We also observed that in the multi-barrier correlation
model, the survival function decreases faster than in the benchmark model and probability of being
superior to 20 is closed to 0, which is not the case in the benchmark model.

Figure 12 represents one trajectory of the different products. In the case of the spot prices, since
electricity has a high volatility, it is difficult to control the difference between the two processes.
For the other products, as the short term volatility decreases, we see that there is a control between
the two processes.
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FIGURE 12. One year trajectory of electricity and coal products in the multi-
barrier model with a time step of ﬁ days
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FI1GURE 13. Empirical survival function of the difference between the price of
electricity and the price of coal at time t = 335 days estimated with 10000 sim-
ulations with a time step of i days for different products (Spot, IMAH, SMAH,
6MAH) in the multi-barrier correlation model and in the benchmark model if the
difference is equal to -20 at time t =0
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Results are sensitive to initial conditions. If we choose f¥ (0,T) — Hf¢ (0,T) = —20 for in-
stance, we will have a distribution that is concentrated around -20, because the difference between
the price is a martingale. The probability to be greater than -20 is higher in the multi-barrier
correlation model than in the benchmark model but the probability to be positive is lower than in
the benchmark model: it is closed to 0 in the multi-barrier correlation model whereas it is closed to
10% in the benchmark model. Figure 13 represents the survival function of the difference between
prices of electricity and coal for different products with ¥ = 0 and n = 0.5. As we choose a barrier
near 0, the survival function will be maximized around -20.

One way to improve the value of the survival function around 0 is to choose a higher 1. The idea
in our model is that we want B to go over BF"! +1), using correlation of -1 when the two prices are
equals at time t = 0. We want for the price of the coal to go over the price of electricity, that happens

E
when fE(t,T) = HfC (t,T), i.e. when UlEBf’l - alCBtC’l = log (1}}0(7(()62)) if we neglect the short
E
term factors. We have o ~ 0¢ ~ o = 0.1 year~ 1. Then, we want BtE’l —Btc’l ~ Llog (1}}0(7?(2))
In the case with the same initial conditions, the right hand side term is equal to 0 and we choose
/ E

a barrier of n. Heuristically, we then choose a barrier of n = n + %log (%0(7((](2)) ~ 170.5
and v = 170. Figure 14 gives the survival function of the different products in the multi-barrier
correlation model with barriers v = 170 and n = 170.5.

Spaot
— IMaH
— 3MaH
- BMaH
=10

Survival function

-ED -0 -2n 20 40 [}
*

FIGURE 14. Empirical survival function of the difference between the price of
electricity and the price of coal at time t = 335 days estimated with 10000 sim-
ulations with a time step of i days for different products (Spot, IMAH, 3MAH,
6MAH) in the multi-barrier correlation model if the difference is equal to -20 at
time t = 0 and with barriers v =170 and n = 170.5

We can see that around 0, the values of the survival function are much better than in the
benchmark model: around 20% in the multi-barrier model and around 10% in the benchmark
model. However, the values are still low. Indeed, even in the maximal case where the second
Brownian motion is the reflection of the first one and the volatilities are equals, the probability for
the difference between the Brownian motions to be positive knowing that one starts at —z, = > 0

and the other at 0 is equal to 2® (;—\%) which decreases with z.
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8. PROOFS

8.1. Preliminary results. We start with well known results that will be useful for the proofs of
propositions.

Lemma 23. Let B = (Bt)tzo be a standard Brownian motion on a filtered probability space
(Qafv (’Ft)tZO ,]P)) . We have:
(i) fory >0,
B(L)-d(Z2) if z<y
P(Btgx,suszgy) - (\/f) < ) ’
ss 29 (%) if z>y
(i) fory <0,
‘I’(%) if w<y

P(Bt < z,inf B, < y) =
s<t

() () o oo

Proof The reader can refer to [18, Theorem 3.1.1.2, p. 137] for the proof of (i) and to Section 3.1.5
page 142 of [18, Section 3.1.5, p. 142] for the proof of (ii). O

Lemma 24. Let B! = (Btl)t>0 and B% = (Btz)t>0
defined on a common filtered probability space (Q,]—'7 (]:t)tzo ,]P’) with (Ft),> having all the good
properties. Let h >0 and ™" =inf{t > 0: B? = h}. We have:

P(Bl - Bh <a,7" <t) = ‘I’(x_\/gh)laxo + (cb(x:/;h) - 2@(\%) +1)Lozo.

be two independent standard Brownian motion

Proof Conditional on {t > 7"}, B} — B!, is a Brownian motion independent to F,». Then

xr
IP’(Btl _BL <z rh< t) :E(@(iﬁp h).
™S = i) e

The same argument can be used to prove that

x
P(BE — B72_h S :E,Th S t) = E(q) <m) 1t27h>'
Then we have
]P’(Btl - Bl <=7 < t) = ]P(Bf - B <7< t)

= IP’(Bt2 <z + h,supB? > h).

s<t

We can conclude using Lemma 23. O
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8.2. Proof of Proposition 2. We have:
(15) P(Bt < m,Bth < y) = ]P’(Bt < :me < y,sup B, < h) —i—IP’(Bt < x,Bth <y,sup B, > h).

s<t s<t

We compute the first term of Equation (15):
P(Bi <, Bl <y,suwp B, <h) =P(Bi < w,~B, < y,sup B, < h)

s<t s<t

]P’( y < B, < x,sup B; <h)
s<t

(}P’(Bt < z,sup By < h) — P(Bt < —y,sup Bs < h))1$+y>o

s<t s<t
() A o) () 0 o=
) R
20( L) —1+o( L) —e(H2) i w>h
0 ozt/hir;i];e

by application of Lemma 23. In the same way, we compute the second term of Equation (15):

IP’(Bt Sx,Bf < y,sup B 2h> :IP’(Bt <z, B <y+ 2h,sup Bs > h)

s<t s<t
= ]P’(Bt < min (z,y + 2h),sup Bs > h)
s<t
@(%ﬁ%)‘%) if min(z,y+2h) <h
] 20 14 @ Rn@yE2) i in (2, y + 2h) > h
xf Vit
Combining the last two equations, we obtain
mln(a: y+2h)— 2h> if 249<0 B
~ ML,y Th)—oh y<Oor (y<—h,x+y>0)
P (Bt <@ By < y) +2h) v 2h
mmz,u ) @(%)—k@(%) if y>—h, z+y>0
(%) if x—y>2h
16 z=2h if z—y<2hax+y<0
Vvt
% ygh +q>(% if r—y<2hzty>0
@(%) if oz—y>2h
: z—2h —y—2h :
max —&—(P(\/) 1,0)+m1n<<1><7),<1>( yﬁ )) if z—y<2h
We conclude using C} /" (Bf < VIO (u), Bl < Vt0! (v))

8.3. Proof of Proposition 3. Recall that ®, denotes the bivariate cumulative distribution func-
tion of two standard normal variables correlated with p € [—1,1]. We start with a technical
lemma.

Lemma 25. Let a, b and x € R. We have:
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(i)

2
xT —u- b
D (au+b du=® _.
/_Oo ( )\/27T \/2+1( a?+1 )
(i)
) (z )7@()@(w>+¢(x),¢<x 93*71*!’2?/) ryeER. p>0
\/ﬁ YY) = ) 0 P ) 0 y LY s P

(iil)
(I)P(xay) :(b(y) _(I)*P(_w7y)7 .’E,yER

Proof (i) Let X and Y two independent Gaussian random variables defined on the same probability
space. We have:

P(X <aY +b,Y <z)=E(ly<,P(X <a¥ +b|Y))
=E (1y<T (CLY + b))

/ (au +b) \/;du

and

IP’(XgaYer,Ygx)p(f/(1+a;§\/1ia2,ygx)(I)a(b7x>_

(ii) Let a < 0, b, z € R. We have:

b z ez
® W (——,2) = P (au+b du
VaZi1 (\/a2 +1 ) _/_Oo ( ) V2

—(au+b>2
=P(az+b)P —a/ ———®(u)du
Nors
:<I>(az+b)(I>(z)+/+oo 6%@(“_1))@
az+b V2T a
b b

: _ _—» — 2, y=b
Weconcludebytakmga—\/ﬁJJ—x\/l—&—a , 2=

(iii) Let X and Y two Gaussian random variables correlated with a correlation of p defined on the
same probability space. We have:

P(X<z,Y<y)=P(-X>-2,Y<y=PY <y -P(-X<—-2,Y <y).

O
We can now prove Proposition 3. Let X = B and ¥V = th ++/1—p2Z where B and Z are
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two independent Brownian motions. X and Y are Brownian motions and we have
- —\1-p%Z
p
- —\1-p%*Z
—E[P(B, <a Bl < L 7).
p

Since B is independent from Z, using Equation (16), we find that P (X; < z,Y; <y) is the sum of
the three following terms:

(i)
oV ]
(if)
E[q’(x_\gl)lzd(i/h%;wlz >&%}>
(i)
El(3(7) -+ () (et

The first term (i) is equal to:

Blo(L Y14 W)} ~Efe(tY % Wf%)l

p\/{: Z4 <P(2h 7‘)+U:|

1—p2

Furthermore, using Lemma 25, we have

p(2h—a)ty —u?
1= p2Z — /1= p2Vtuye 2

E{q)(y P t)1Z<p(2h IM /\/(71 , (I)<y p \fu)e 'y
pV't pV't V2r

_ 3 (i p(2h*w)+y)
VIEP\WVE =)
sfe(“07)] = o)

We compute terms (ii) and (iii) using the same method and we find:

and

P <ot ) =8( ) -0 (A s (2 pmin )

—@\/1 . <y+2hp pmin(?h_mvx)'*‘y)+(I>(i)q)(pmin(2h—x,x)+y)

Vi /=) Vi - )t
() ) ()
After some algebra, we find using Lemma 25:
P(X, <u,Y<y) = o, (1t ) + (%) - (M if @>h

0o (o) + o (25 ) 0 (e ”ﬂh) o) i e
and the copula is equal to P (X; < Vi@~ (u),Y; < V0! (v)).
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8.4. Proof of Proposition 5. Let f¢ be the density of £&. Let B be a Brownian motion indepen-
dent from . We enlarge the filtration of B to take into account . We consider the reflection of
the Brownian motion B¢. We have:

(1) P (B < Vie (u), Bf < Vie~ (v)) =E [P (B, < Ve~ (u), Bf < VieTl (v) | ).
Since B is independent from &, we have according to Proposition 2:
- 513 - —
P (B, < Vio~! (u), Bf < Vie~' (v) |€) =Ly gm0y 25+ W (0,0) Lo _pma(ye s

2\,
ﬁ) 1 (u) B (0)<

Thus, the right hand side of Equation (17) is the sum of the three following terms:

+ <I>(<1>*1 (M (u,1 — v)) —

E[vlé,l(u),é,l(v)z%} _ vFg(\/%(b—l () s o1 (v))’

E[W (u,v) 1@_1(u)_@_1(v)<%} — W (u,0) F (\/Zq)*l (u) — @1 (v))’

IE[(I) (<I>_1 (M (4,1 —v)) — %)1¢,l(u),¢,l(v)<%},

that we denote by I.

We have:
e 2h
I= (D1 (M(u.1—0v))— 2)fE
/\/511<u>211<v) ( (M (u, 1 —v)) \/%)f (h) dh
1 a1
:M(l—u,v)F£<\/Zq> (u)2<I> (v))
2 +m 7 B _ %

\/i \/{<I>_1(u,);d>_1(v)
Adding the three terms of Equation (17), since M (1 — u,v) + W (u,v) = v, we obtain:
2 [T / 2h
o @ (@7 (M (w1 =) -
\/i \/ch l(u);@ 1(/,1) \/i
:U_/tbl(M(l—u,v)) , 7£<\/£

— 00

C8 (u,v) = v — )FE (h) dh

a2
with & (z) = e\/; , which achieves the proof.

8.5. Proof of Proposition 9. [8, Proposition 2.1] states that
1
(18) P(X+Y <a)= / 8,0 (u FY (x —(FX) (u))) du,z € R.
0

The existence of 9,C (u, FY (:E - (FX)_1 (u))) for u € [0, 1] is assured by [8, Lemma 2.1].
We also have

(19) F7Y(y)=1-F"(~y), y € R and,
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(20) CxY (u,v) =u—C(u,1—v), (u,v) €[0,1],

with C*~Y the copula of (X, -Y).
Equation (18) is also valid for (X,—Y"). Using Equation (19) and Equation (20), we have

(21) P(X-Y <a)= /1 {1 —9,C (u,FY ((FX)‘1 () fx)>] du,z € R
0
and
(22) P(X-Y >a)= /1 8,C (u FY ((FX)’1 (u) — x)) du,z € R.
0

Let us suppose that C¥'X € C, and that X and Y have the same continous marginal distribution

function F. Let CY"X be the copula of (Y, X). We have CVX (u,v) = CXY (v,u). However,
CXY (v,u) = C*Y (u,v) then CYX (u,v) = CXY (u,v) and

PX-Y>2)=PY -X<—x)
_ /01 [1 - 0,07 (uw,F ((F)™ () +2))] du
= [} oo (wr (07 @ +2))]

=P(X-Y < —2)

using Equation (21).

8.6. Proof of Proposition 13. (i) Let p € [~1,1]. We have S, (Cq,) = @(\/2_;7;)) This
—p

function is decreasing in p and then the extremum are achieved for p = 1 and p = —1 and are
equal to 0 and @ (S1).

(ii) This is a direct application of the results of [15] where superior and inferior bounds on
P(X +Y < n) are found and where X and Y are two random variables with known marginals. As

1) supPe (X —Y >n)=1—infPc (X -Y <n),
cec cec
2) =Y and Y have the same law,
the bound is equal to
1_Cl,féfCPC(X+Y<’7)-
The copula achieving the bound is defined by the transformation

CXY (u,v) =u—C57Y (u, 1 —v).
(iii) We want to prove that for all z in [0,2® (52)], there exists C' in C such that S, (C) = z.
2
Ifx e [0, ) (_77’)], we use a Gaussian copula with p =1 — 2% (ﬁ) )

Let us suppose that x € [<I> (_T”) , 20 (_7”)] We use the copula C” to construct a new class

of copulae. As for C", we separate the square [0, 1]2 in two parts and to define a copula in each
part of the square. We use the concept of patchwork copula defined by Durante et al. [11]. Let
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H=[1-r1]x[0,7], H =[0,1>\ H and p € (—1,1). Let CP (u,v) the patchwork copula defined
by Cp in H and W in H*:

CF (u,v) = pw (([0,u] x [0,v]) N H®) + TCG)p(% max (u+r —1,0), % min (v,r))

1
= (W (u,v) = W (u,7)) 1p>r + TCG,p<; max (u+r —1,0) ,min(%, 1))

where py is the measure induced by the copula W.
If we consider two standard normal random variables with copula C%, the survival function of
their difference at point z is equal, according to Equation (22), to

1 1
/ aqu,’ (’LL, d (q)_l (u) - {E)) du = / (1u>¢>(§) — 1u217r> 1uzq>(¢—1(T)+w)du
0 0 -
1 —1( s (RPN (w)—7) &1 (utr—1
_|_/ (I)(q) (mln( T ’1)) p(I) ( T )>du
1—7r 1-— p2

T
= (1 —r—& (5)) 1w§2<1>—1(1—7-)

1 q)_l(min(<1><<1>*17§u>fz>,1)) — o (u+:—1)
+ /14 <I>( 2 )du

which is continuous at = 5. Thus, S, (C?) is equal to the survival function of their difference at
point n, which is:

y 1 S (min (L@@ =m) 1)) _ pp—1 (utr=1
s - [ oL ),
1-r 1_p2

Using the previous equation and dominated convergence theorem, we can prove that p — 5',7 (C’g’)
is continuous on (—1,1).
We have C? = C™ and C*; = W. Furthermore, we can show after some algebra that
~ —"7 - ~ D
Sy (CF) s 2‘1><7> =5y (CY)
and

Su(Cp) — @(F) =5 (Ch).

p——1 2

Then p — Sn (C}j) is continuous on [—1, 1], which achieves the proof.

8.7. Proof of Proposition 14. (i) As the copulae of C& are of the form (C¢ p,),s, the demon-
stration of this part of the proposition is similar to the one of the static framework.
(ii) Let (B!, B?) be two Brownian motion with copula C7¢/:3. B? is then the reflection of B!
according to the stopping time 7 = inf{t > 0: Bf = 2} = inf{t > 0: B} — B =n}. For t < 7,
B} — B? <nand for t > 7, B} — B =n. Thus, we have:

St (C'r'ef,%) =P g (t27) =Py (sup B! > g) - 2@(%)

s<t

according to Lemma 23.
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If C € Cp, the copula C} is in C and then according to Proposition 13

Py (B! — B2 > 1) < sup Po (B! — B > 72¢( )
sip Fo (BimBrzn) < qpFe (B Bizm =205

which concludes this part of the proof.
(iii) We want to prove that for all z in [0,2® (52)], there exists C' in C such that S, (C) = z. Let

€ [0.22 (5%) |

2
Ifze {0 P (2\/” we consider the Gaussian dynamic copula with (ps),5o =1— 5; ( 1(1))
which is in [—1, 1] and we have S, ; (Cg ,) = .

Ifz e [<I> (2\F> 29 ( \[)}7 we consider the copula C**P":* defined by Equation (3). After
some algebra, we find that

2@(2;;5)‘3—**#%—@ =z AN g >0

e
PCem NP Bl - 32 Z Tr) = =
P ( t t ) <I><; +(I)(x271{h) _(I)(x74h _%) AT G g < 2

Then,

_q)(_n_/\\/i> e%Jr%

Sy (CPEN) =20 _”)
”’t( ) (2\/12 Wi 2
As we have:

1) A= Sy (Cew”%’)‘) is continuous on [0, c0),

n

2) S0 (C72Y) o (52).

A—0
8) Sy (CooP i) — 20 (52,

A— 00

we can conclude.

8.8. Proof of Proposition 16. (i) This part of the proof can be done by induction.
(i) For o =0 <t <7, X; — Y = (1 +p) B — /1 — p2B} . The equality holds for k = 0.
Let us suppose that the property true at rank k < n + 1, that is

X =¥ = (14 (=1 p) (BY = BY) V1= (BY = BY) +a, 7 <t <7,
If 7p <t <7pp1, Y = pBF + /1 — p2B) then
(23) —pBf = VT=2BY = (14 (-1 p) (BY = BY) = V1= 2 (BY - BY) + a,.

As Bf does not change after time 741, this relationship remains true for all time greater than .
At time 741, we have the equation

(24) aper = (14 (=" p) (BX,, - BX) = V1= 72 (BL,, - BY) + .

Taking the difference between Equation (23) and Equation (24), we have

B~ /1—p BY_<1+ )p) (BX Ble)—\/l—pQ(BY Béﬂ)—l—akﬂ.
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Let 7,41 <t < Tpqo. If k = n, the proof is over because Y” = pB” + /1= p2BY for 7,41.
Otherwise, Y;* = pBF*! + /T — p2BY with BF! =R (Bf,mﬂ) —2B%  — BF and
Xt 7Y7tn :Xt 7pr?+1 — \/17[)232/
= X, — pBf —\/1—p?B} + p(Bf — Bf™")
= Xi — pBf —\/1—p?BY +2p(Bf — BE,))
k Y .
= (1+(_1) ,0) (BtX BTXk+1) —V1=p? (B B"i+1> + Q1+ 2p (Bk Bfkﬂ)'
Let s,t > 71, we have
Bf —BY = -By~' + 2B + BF! — 2Bk
——(ﬁ“fé“ﬁ:«nﬂﬁféb

Dk k _ k+1 x
Then 2p (B Bm+1) =2p(—1) (B -B7 ., ) and we find that the property holds at rank
k + 1, which achieves the proof.
(iii) The property holds for k = 1.

Let us suppose that the property holds for k = 2p +1. X;, — Y =n and 741 is the first time
greater than 7, when X; — Y;" goes to v. According to Equation (6),

P (141 <) :P( inf (1-p) (Bf—BTXk) — /1= p? (BZ*B}.;) +n < l/,tZTk>.

T <s<t

If t > 7, (B —B;) and (B} — BY ) are Brownian motions independent of F,,. Then using
Lemma 23 and Lemma 24, we have

P (741 <1) = E(2<I>( = i;)’zt - Tk))ltm)

= 2P (1= p) (BX = BX) V1= (BY = BY) <v-nt=n)
v—rn
—oa( X ).
( 21— )t )

This is the law of the stopping time 7 = inf{t > 0 : By = ux + \/%} and the property holds
-p

for k + 1. The proof is similar for k = 2p.
8.9. Proof of Proposition 17.

Lemma 26. Fort >0, x € R,

P(X; — Y <a,t>7,) = ‘I’(m‘“ﬁ) s
and
() e

P(Xi— ¥ St > Tugr) =

T—Qnt1 Un41 ) _ Un41 1
V20t (—1)7p) + ﬁ) 2(I)(f)+1 if w2 ang
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Proof We have:
]P(Xt—Yt”Sx,tZTn):P(ﬂJr(—l)np) (Bff—Bjj)—\/1—p2(Bgf—BXn)+angx,tzTn)

- E(Q)(ﬁ (1+ gﬁl) (t— m)l@")'

However, according to Equation (7), 77 ~ 7/ = inf{t > 0 : By = u,)} where B, is a standard

Brownian motion. Then we have, using Lemma 24,

P <o) B0 ) )
(A Vi)

+ (@(m f %) — 2 <1\‘/"%> + 1)1952%.

The proof is the same for P(X; — Y)" < z,t > 75 41).

We can now prove Proposition 17. We have:
Prt1(t, ) = pu(t,z) =P(X; Y <2) =P (X; - V"' <z
=P(X;— Y <2741 < t) =P (X — YT <2141 < t)
+P(X - Y <2, 71 2t) P (X =V <21 <)
For 7,41 > t, X;y — Y," and X; — Y;"'H are equals then
PX—Y"<a,7p1 >2t) =P (X, - V" <z,701 >1).
then we have
Pt (t, ) = pa(t,2) = P(X; = Y <@, Tppn < 1) =P (X = V"™ < 2,100 < 1)
and we can conclude using Lemma 26.

8.10. Proof of Proposition 20. Let p € (—1,1) and p, (p,t,x) be the value of p, (¢, x) when the
correlation of the model is equal to p. We also denote u,(p) the value of w,.

According to Equation (9) and Equation (10),

n
Po(pt,2) =Y ax (pt,)
k=1

with
- = — U] -z _m=2m \
a (p,t,z) = q)(\/2(1—p)t \/2(1+p)t> + ‘1><\/m) + @(\/m) if z<n
s Uy ¢ - ) |
¢ V2(-p)t  \2(14p)t if z>n
and
q)( — - "}’)) - q>( smap u\/(g)) i ow <
_1\k—1 t —\k :
ai (p,t,x) = V(DR ) V2(1H(=1)k )t

T—Qg uk(p) _ T—oo Uk(p) .
q)(\/z(“r(*l;k*lp)t—i_ Vi ) (I)(\/2(1+(711)’“p)t+ Vit ) it x> o
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for k > 2.

First, we want to show that P (Xt (p) — YN (p) > m) = D .51 0n (pst,7) is continuous on
(—1,1).

Let z € R and p € (—1,1). Since ® () =1 — & (—x), we have ay (p,t,x) = @(% -

i) oy o ui(p)
kT:) - q><\/2(1+(k,1)k_1p)t - f/gp ) for x > «ay and k > 2. Then, for k£ > 2, we have
lax (p,t, )| < 2@(_ [z —ox]  w (p))

V2t Vi
of |7 —agl ur (p)
<2 (Lt )

< Q@C(M)

Vit
with ®°(z) =1 — ® (z) = ® (—x). Furthermore, for k > 2, we find after some algebra that
—v)(k—1
up (p) > —v)(k—1)
22 (1 p2)
—v)(k— =n2
Then, |ax (p,z,t)| < 2@6(%). Furthermore, for h > 0, ®¢(h) < \/217}16 2 < \/%hg

Then we obtain

32 ( 1 p2)
(25) |ak (P, t, $)| < ﬁ(n . V)3 (k _ 1)3

and in particular, |ag (p, t, z)| < W Then }_, -, an (p,t, ) normally converges on each
compact of (—1,1) and since p — ay, (p,t,x) is continuous on (—1,1), p — P(Xt (p) =Yt (p) > x)
is continous on (—1,1) for all z € R.

According to Equation (25),

/N
—
|
i)
[3&]
~—
w0
—

32
;Wn (p:t,2)] < o

Thus, anz an (p, t, ) pj:l;l 0 and we have:

2

and P(X, (p) = ;" (p) = @) P (@(2;\2) + @(%))lm@ + @(2;\;7%)1z:,7.

Furthermore, YV (—1) = X and Y¥ (1) is the reflection of BX, then:

1
P(Xe(p) =¥ (0) 2 ) 2 Tacot 5lemn
p——1

P (X (-1) =¥ (1) 2 2) = Laco

and ]P’(Xt 1) - YN (1) > m) - (@(2_—\2) + @(x;\/?n))lxgn.
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Thus, p — P (Xt (p) — YN (p) > a:) is continuous at p = —1 for all z # 0 and at p = 1 for all

TEN p> P(Xt (p) = YN (p) > x) is continuous on [—1,1] for all  # 0 and = # n which allows
us to conclude.
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