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Abstract 
 

This paper solves the problem faced by a pension fund manager in determining the optimal selection 
strategies involving four different assets comprising of one risk free asset and three risky assets whose 
prices are modelled by geometric Brownian motion. Also, a clause mandating the fund managers to return 
the accumulations with predetermined interest to members who lost their life during the accumulation 
period is considered. A stochastic optimal control model is formulated comprising of member’s monthly 
contributions, invested funds and the returned contributions. Also, an optimization problem from the 
extended Hamilton Jacobi Bellman (HJB) equation is established using the game theoretic approach. The 
explicit solutions of the optimal selection strategies and the efficient frontier are obtained by solving the 
extended HJB equation using the mean variance utility and separation of variable technique. Furthermore, 
a sensitivity analysis of the effect of some parameters on the optimal selection strategies is carried out 
numerically.  
 

 
Keywords:  DC pension fund; extended HJB equation; optimal investment strategies; game theoretic 

approach; return clause; Geometric Brownian motion. 
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1 Introduction 
 
In our present days, the concept of investment is a very crucial component in managing funds for any 
financial institution such as banks, pension fund system, insurance company, etc... The study of the optimal 
selection strategies for pension schemes has drawn attention in the field of optimization theory. In pension, 
numerous researchers such as Cairns, Blake and Dowd [1], and Giacinto, Gozzi and Federico [2] have tried 
solving optimization problems for the optimal investment strategies for a pension member with diverse 
portfolios. There are two major types of pension system; these include the ‘‘Defined Benefit’’ (DB) pension 
plan and the ‘‘Defined Contribution’’ (DC) pension plan. In the first plan, member’s benefits are fixed in 
advance by their employers while the contributions at the initial stage are set and afterwards adjusted to 
stabilize the fund. Different from the DB plan, a DC plan mandate members of the scheme to remit a fix 
proportion of their income into their ‘‘Retirement Savings Account’’ (RSA). In this plan, members are 
engaged in investment process and their retirement benefits depend upon the returns of the investments made 
during the accumulation phase and the expected return can be determined by some factors which include 
mortality risk, inflation, investment efficiency, government policy etc. Although the DC plan is very 
transparent, attractive and reliable compared to the DB plan, there is need for members to get acquainted 
with the financial market on how investments in different assets are carried out. This has led to the study of 
optimal investment strategies by several authors. 
 
Deelstra, Grasselli and Koehl [3], presented a martingale method to study the related DC plan. Giacinto, 
Gozzi and Federico [2] and Cairns, Blake and Dowd [1], studied the optimal control strategies during the 
accumulation phase of the DC plan with diverse utility functions using stochastic optimal control method. 
Han and Hung [4], investigated the DC pension fund management problem with the inflation risk. Sun, Li 
and Zeng [5], discussed the optimization problem for the DC plan under a jump-diffusion model. Gao [6], 
applied the Legendre transform and dual theory to study the DC plan for a pension member’s whole life 
under the CEV model. Guan and Liang [7], considered the optimal management of the DC plan in a 
stochastic interest rate and Heston SV model framework. Akpanibah and Samaila [8], studied stochastic 
strategies of optimal investment for DC pension fund with multiple contributors where they considered the 
rate of contribution to be stochastic. According to Sheng and Rong [9], the Mean-variance condition was 
first developed by Markowitz to investigate portfolio selection problem but the optimal investment policies 
under mean-variance criterion are not time consistent, because the mean-variance condition does not have 
the iterated expectation property hence the Bellman’s principle of optimality does not hold. It was shown 
that time consistency of strategies is a major requirement for realistic decision makers. Björk and Murgoci 
[10], studied the general theory of Markovian time inconsistent stochastic control problems. Bjork, Murgoci 
and Xunyu [11], studied the portfolio optimization with state-dependent risk aversion in the mean-variance 
framework. 
 
Recently, He and Liang [12], studied optimal investment strategy for a defined contribution pension scheme 
with the return of premiums clause under mean-variance utility function; they considered investment in one 
risk free asset and a risky asset. Li, Rong, Zhao and Yi [13], studied equilibrium investment strategy for DC 
pension plan with default risk and return of premiums clauses under (CEV) model; they took into 
consideration investment in one risk free asset ant two risky assets. The optimal time-consistent investment 
strategy for a DC pension with the return of premiums clauses and annuity contracts was studied by Sheng 
and Rong [9]. They invested in a risk free asset and a risky asset (stock) and assumed the stock market price 
to follow Heston volatility model. Osu, Akpanibah and Olunkwa [14], studied optimization problem with 
return of premium in a DC pension with multiple contributors; they considered a case where the fund 
manager deals with more than one contributor per time and also investment in two asset where the price of 
the risky asset followed CEV model. DC pension plan with the return of premium clauses under inflation 
risk and volatility risk was studied by Wang, Fan and Chang [15]; in their work, they assume investment in a 
risk free asset, the inflation index bond and the stock whose price is modelled by Heston volatility. Also, 
Akpanibah, Osu and Ihedioha [16], studied portfolio selection for a DC pension fund with return clauses of 
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premium with predetermined interest rate under mean-variance utility; they considered investment in a risk 
free and a risky asset and assume the return contributions are predetermined. The optimal asset allocation 
strategy for a defined contribution pension system with refund clause of premium with predetermined 
interest under Heston’s volatility model was studied by Akpanibah and Osu [17]. 
 
Throughout the literatures and to the best of our knowledge no work has been recorded on the optimal 
selection strategies with return clause that considers investment in four assets comprising of one risk free 
asset and three risky assets such that the return contributions are with predetermined interest. This forms the 
basis of this paper.  
 

2 Wealth Formulations 
 
Let us consider a market that is less fractioned, complete and is open continuously for a fixed interval � ∈ 
[0, �] , where � is defined as the time frame of the accumulation phase. Let  (Ω, �, �)  be a complete 
probability space where Ω is a real space and � a probability measure, � is the filtration and represent the 
information generated by the Brownian motions {ℬ�(�), ℬ�(�), ℬ�(�), ℬ�(�), ℬ�(�), ℬ�(�)}  such that the 
Brownian motions are orthogonal.   
 
Let the following functions ��(�), ��(�), ��(�) and ��(�) represent the price of the risk-free asset and the 
three risky assets, and their models are given as follows: 
                                                     

���(�)

��(�)
= ���,                 (2.1)

  
 
���(�)

��(�)
= (� + ��)�� + ���ℬ�(�).               (2.2) 

 
���(�)

��(�)
= (� + ��)�� + ���ℬ�(�) + ���ℬ�(�)             (2.3) 

 
���(�)

��(�)
= (� + ��)�� + ή

�
�ℬ�(�) + ή

�
�ℬ�(�) + ή

�
�ℬ�(�)            (2.4) 

 
See Muller [18] 
 
�, ��, ��, ��, ��, ��, ��, ή�, ή�, ή� are constant and � is the risk-free interest rate, (� + ��), (� + ��) and 
(� + ��) are the expected instantaneous rate of return of the three risky assets and �� , �� , �� , ή�, ή�, 
ή� are the instantaneous volatility of the risky assets. let � be the contribution paid to the members’ (RSA) at 
a given time, �� the initial age of accumulation phase and �� + � is the end age,  �Ϋ���� is the mortality 

rate from time � to � + �, �� is the premium accumulated at time t, ���Ϋ���� is the  returned premium to the 

death member’s family. 
 
Let ��, ��, and �� represent the proportion of the members pension wealth invested in the three risky assets 
such that �� = 1 − �� − �� − �� is proportion invested in the risk free asset.  
 
Since the surviving members will want to maximize the fund size and at the same time minimize the 
volatility of the accumulated wealth. There is need for the pension fund managers to formulate an optimal 
investment problem under the mean-variance criterion as follows:  
 

sup����,���(�) − ����,���(�)�              (2.5) 
 
Considering the time interval [�, � + �] , the differential form associated with the fund size when the 
remaining wealth is equally shared among the remaining members is given as:  
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�(� + �) = �
�(�) ���

��(���)

��(�)
+ ��

��(���)

��(�)
+ ��

��(���)

��(�)
+ ��

��(���)

��(�)
�

+ �� − ���Ϋ���� − ���(�)
��(���)

��(�)
�Ϋ����

�
�

���Ϋ����
          (2.6) 

 

�(� + �) =

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

�(�)

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

1 + (1 − �� − �� − ��) �
��(���)���(�)

��(�)
� (1 − �Ϋ����)

+ �� �
��(���)���(�)

��(�)
� + �� �

��(���)���(�)

��(�)
�

+ �� �
��(���)���(�)

��(�)
�

−(1 − �� − �� − ��)�(�)�Ϋ���� ⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

+ �� − ���Ϋ���� ⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

�1 +
�Ϋ����

���Ϋ����
�          (2.7) 

 

The conditional death probability �� � = 1 − �� � = 1 − �� ∫ �(������)��
�

� , where �(�) is the force function 
of the mortality at time �, and for � → 0, 
 

�Ϋ���� = 1 − exp {− � �(�� + � + �)��}
�

�

≈ �(�� + �)� + �� 

 
�Ϋ����

���Ϋ����
=  

����� {� ∫ �(������)��}
�

�

��� {� ∫ �(������)��}
�

�

= exp {∫ �(�� + � + �)��}
�

�
− 1 ≈ �(�� + �)� = ��   

� → 0 , 
�Ϋ����

���Ϋ����
= �(�� + �)�� , �Ϋ���� = �(�� + �)��   �� → ��� , 

��(���)���(�)

��(�)
→

���(�)

��(�)
,  

��(���)���(�)

��(�)
→

���(�)

��(�)
, 

��(���)���(�)

��(�)
→

���(�)

��(�)
 , 

��(���)���(�)

��(�)
→

���(�)

��(�)
                         (2.8) 

 
Substituting (2.8) into (2.7) we have 
 

�(� + �) =

⎝

⎜⎜
⎛�(�) �

1 + (1 − �� − �� − ��)(1 − �(�� + �)��)
���(�)

��(�)

+ ��
���(�)

��(�)
+ ��

���(�)

��(�)
+ ��

���(�)

��(�)

�

+ ��� − ���(�� + �)��

−(1 − �� − �� − ��)�(�)�(�� + �)�� ⎠

⎟⎟
⎞

(1 + �(�� + �)��)     (2.9)  

 

��(�) =

⎩
⎪
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎪
⎧

⎝

⎜
⎛�(�) �

� + ��(�� +
�

������
) + ��(�� +

�

������
)

+ ��(�� +
�

������
)

�

+ � �
�������

������
�

⎠

⎟
⎞

��

+ �(�) �
�����ℬ�(�) + ������ℬ�(�) + ���ℬ�(�)�

+ ���ή��ℬ�(�) + ή��ℬ�(�) + ή��ℬ�(�)�
�

⎭
⎪
⎪
⎬

⎪
⎪
⎫

 �(0) = ��       (2.10) 

 
Where �(�) is the force function and � is the maximal age of the life table and are related as follows 

 

�(�) =
�

���
  0 ≤ � < �              (2.11) 

 

 

3 M-V Utility and Extended HJB equation 
 
In this section, we observed that the mean-variance (MV) control problem in (2.5) is equivalent to the 
following Markovian time inconsistent stochastic optimal control problem with value function �(�, �). So 
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we employ the game theoretic method cited in Björk and Murgoci [10], to establish the extended Hamilton 
Jacobi Bellman equation which is a system of non linear PDE.   
 

�

�(�, �, �) = ��,�[��(�)] −
�

�
����,�[��(�)]

 �(�, �, �)  = ��,�[��(�)] −
�

�
���,�[��(�)�� − (��,�[��(�)])�)

�(�, �)  = sup� �(�, �, �)

�          (3.1) 

 

Following Björk and Murgoci’s [10] procedure, the optimal investment strategy �∗ satisfies: 
 

�(�, �) = sup� �(�, �, �)                             (3.2) 
 

� is a constant representing risk aversion coefficient of the members.  
 

Let  ��(�, �) = ��,�[��(�)], ��(�, �) = ��,�[��(�)�] then 
 

�(�, �)     = sup� ℓ ��, �, ��(�, �), ��(�, �)�       

 
Where,  
 

ℓ(�, �, �, �) = � −
�

�
(� − ��)               (3.3) 

 
Theorem 3.1 (verification theorem). If there exist three real functions ℒ, ℳ, �   [0,T]× � → � satisfying 
the following extended Hamilton Jacobi Bellman equation: 
  

⎩
⎪
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎪
⎧

sup
�

⎩
⎪⎪
⎨

⎪⎪
⎧

ℒ� − ℓ� + (ℒ� − ℓ� )

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡

�

⎝

⎜
⎛

� + ��(�� +
�

������
)

+ ��(�� +
�

������
)

+ ��(�� +
�

������
)

⎠

⎟
⎞

+ � �
�������

������
�

⎦
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

+
�

�
(ℒ�� − ���)(��

���
� + ��

�(��
� + ��

�) + ��
�(ή�

� + ή�
� + ή�

�)) ⎭
⎪⎪
⎬

⎪⎪
⎫

ℒ(�, �) =  ℓ(�, �, �, ��)

� = 0         (3.4)           

 
Where, 
 

��� = ℓ�� + 2ℓ���� + 2ℓ���� + ℓ����
� + 2ℓ������ + ℓ����

� = ���
�  

 

 

⎩
⎪
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎪
⎧

⎩
⎪⎪
⎨

⎪⎪
⎧

ℳ� + ℳ�

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡

�

⎝

⎜
⎛

� + ��(�� +
�

������
)

+ ��(�� +
�

������
)

+ ��(�� +
�

������
)

⎠

⎟
⎞

+ � �
�������

������
�

⎦
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

+
�

�
ℳ��(��

���
� + ��

�(��
� + ��

�) + ��
�(ή�

� + ή�
� + ή�

�))⎭
⎪⎪
⎬

⎪⎪
⎫

= 0

ℳ(�, �) =  �

�                         (3.5) 

 

⎩
⎪
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎪
⎧

⎩
⎪⎪
⎨

⎪⎪
⎧

�� + ��

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡

�

⎝

⎜
⎛

� + ��(�� +
�

������
)

+ ��(�� +
�

������
)

+ ��(�� +
�

������
)

⎠

⎟
⎞

+ � �
�������

������
�

⎦
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

+
�

�
���(��

���
� + ��

�(��
� + ��

�) + ��
�(ή�

� + ή�
� + ή�

�))⎭
⎪⎪
⎬

⎪⎪
⎫

= 0

�(�, �) =  ��

�          (3.6) 
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Then �(�, �) = ℒ(�, �), ��∗
= ℳ(�, �), ��∗

= �(�, �)for the optimal selection strategy �∗ 
 
Proof: 
 
The details of the proof can be found in He and Liang [19], Liang and Huang [20] and Li and Zeng [21]. 
 

4. The Optimal Selection Strategies and Efficient Frontier 
 
In this section we used the mean variance utility function (3.3) and separation of variable technique to obtain 
the optimal selection strategies for the four assets and also the efficient frontier by solving (3.4), (3.5) and 
(3.6). 
 

Recall thatℓ(�, �, �, �) = � −
�

�
(� − ��) 

 

ℓ� = ℓ� = ℓ��=ℓ�� = ℓ�� = ℓ�� = ℓ�� = 0, ℓ� = 1 + ��, ℓ�� = �, and  ℓ� = −
�

�
            (4.1) 

 
Substituting (4.1) into (3.4) and differentiating (3.4) with respect to ��, �� and �� and solving for ��, �� 
and ��, we have 
 

��
∗ = − �

(���
�

������
)ℒ�

�ℒ����ℳ�
� ����

�               (4.2) 

 

��
∗ = − �

(���
�

������
)ℒ�

�ℒ����ℳ�
� ����)

�              (4.3) 

 

��
∗ = − �

(���
�

������
)ℒ�

�ℒ����ℳ�
� ����

�               (4.4) 

 
Where �� = ��

�, �� = ��
� + ��

� , and �� = ή�
� + ή�

� + ή�
� 

 
Substituting (4.2), (4.3) and (4.4) into (3.4) we have 
 

ℒ� + ℒ� ��� + � �
�������

������
�� −

ℒ�
�

��ℒ����ℳ�
� �

�
(���

�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
� = 0         (4.5) 

 

ℳ� + ℳ� ��� + � �
�������

������
�� −

ℒ�ℳ�

�ℒ����ℳ�
� �

�
(���

�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
� +

ℳ��

�
�

ℒ�
�

�ℒ����ℳ�
� �

�
(���

�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
�� = 0                                       (4.6) 

 
Proposition 4.1 
 
The optimal investment policy for the three assets are given as 
 

��
∗ = 1 − ��

∗ − ��
∗ − ��

∗              (4.7) 
 

��
∗ =

�

����
��� +

�

������
� ���(���)              (4.8) 

 

��
∗ =

�

����
��� +

�

������
� ���(���)             (4.9) 
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��
∗ =

�

����
��� +

�

������
� ���(���)            (4.10) 

 
Proof 
 
We assume a solution for ℒ(�, �) and ℳ(�, �) as follows: 
 

⎩
⎪
⎨

⎪
⎧ ℒ(�, �) = �(�)� +

�(�)

�
    �(�) = 1, �(�) = 0

ℳ(�, �) = �(�)� +
�(�)

�
      �(�) = 1, �(�) = 0

ℒ� = ���(�) +
��(�)

�
, ℒ� = �(�), ℒ�� = 0,  ℳ� = ���(�) +

��(�)

�
, ℳ� = �(�), ℳ�� = 0

�       (4.11) 

 
Substituting (4.11) into (4.5), (4.6) 
 

�

��(�) + ��(�) = 0

��(�) + �(�)�� �
�������

������
� +

��(�)

���(�)
�

(���
�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
�  = 0

�       (4.12) 

 

�

��(�) + ��(�) = 0

��(�) + �(�)�� �
�������

������
� +

�(�)

�(�)
�

(���
�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
+

(���
�

������
)�

��
�  = 0

�       (4.13) 

 
Solving (4.12) and (4.13), we have 
 

�(�) = ��(���)               (4.14) 
 
�(�) = ��(���)               (4.15) 

 

�(�) = �� ∫
�� �(���) 

������
�� +

��

�
���(���) − 1�

�

�
+

�

�

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡ �

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
� (� − �) +

�
��

��
+

��

��
+

��

��
� �� �

������

������
�

�

+

�
�

��
+

�

��
+

�

��
� �

���

(������)(������)
�⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

                (4.16) 

 
 

�(�) = �� ∫
�� �(���) 

������
�� +

��

�
���(���) − 1�

�

�
+

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡ �

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
� (� − �) +

�
��

��
+

��

��
+

��

��
� �� �

������

������
�

�

+

�
�

��
+

�

��
+

�

��
� �

���

(������)(������)
�⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

                (4.17) 

 

ℒ(�, �) =

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

� ∫
�� �(���) 

������
�� +

�

�
���(���) − 1�

�

�
+ ���(���)

+
�

��

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡ �

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
� (� − �) +

�
��

��
+

��

��
+

��

��
� �� �

������

������
�

�

+

�
�

��
+

�

��
+

�

��
� �

���

(������)(������)
�⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

                      (4.18) 
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ℳ(�, �) =

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

� ∫
���(���) 

������
�� +

�

�
���(���) − 1�

�

�
+ ���(���)

+
�

�

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡ �

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
� (� − �) +

�
��

��
+

��

��
+

��

��
� �� �

������

������
�

�

+

�
�

��
+

�

��
+

�

��
� �

���

(������)(������)
�⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

         (4.19) 

 
From (4.11), we have  
 

ℒ� = ��(���), ℒ�� = 0, ℳ� = ��(���)                                                                                (4.20) 
 

Substituting (4.20) into (4.8), (4.9) and (4.10), we have 
 

��
∗ = 1 − ��

∗ − ��
∗ − ��

∗  
 

��
∗ =

�

����
��� +

�

������
� ���(���)  

 

��
∗ =

�

����
��� +

�

������
� ���(���)  

 

��
∗ =

�

����
��� +

�

������
� ���(���)  

 
Proposition 4.2 
 
The efficient frontier of the pension fund is given as 
 

��,�[��∗
(�)] =

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

� ∫
�� �(���) 

������
�� +

�

�
���(���) − 1�

�

�
+ ���(���)

+

⎷
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
�

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡ �

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
� (� − �) +

�
��

��
+

��

��
+

��

��
� �� �

������

������
�

�

+

�
�

��
+

�

��
+

�

��
� �

���

(������)(������)
�⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

�����,�[��∗(�)]�

⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

       (4.21) 

 

Proof  
 

Recall that  
 

����,�[��∗
(�)] = ��,�[� �∗

(�)�] − (��,�[� �∗
(�)])�  

 

����,�[��∗
(�)] =

�

�
(ℳ(�, �) − ℒ(�, �))             (4.22) 

 
Substituting (4.18) and (4.19) into (4.22), we have 
 

����,�[��∗
(�)] =

�

��

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡ �

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
� (� − �) +

�
��

��
+

��

��
+

��

��
� �� �

������

������
�

�

+

�
�

��
+

�

��
+

�

��
� �

���

(������)(������)
�⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

          (4.23) 
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�

�
=

⎷
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
⃓⃓

�⃓ ����,�[��∗
(�)]]

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡ �

��
�

��
�

��
�

��
�

��
�

��
�(���)�

�
��
��

�
��
��

�
��
��

����
������

������
�

�
�

�
�

��
�

�

��
�

�

��
��

���
(������)(������)

�⎦
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤
             (4.24) 

 

��,�[��∗
(�)] =  ℳ(�, �)               (4.25) 

 

Substituting (4.19) into (4.25), we have 
 

��,�[��∗
(�) =

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

� ∫
�� �(���) 

������
�� +

�

�
���(���) − 1�

�

�
+ ���(���)

+
�

�

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡ �

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
� (� − �) +

�
��

��
+

��

��
+

��

��
� �� �

������

������
�

�

+

�
�

��
+

�

��
+

�

��
� �

���

(������)(������)
�⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

         (4.26) 

 

Substitute (4.24) in (4.26), we have: 
 

��,�[��∗
��,�[��∗

(�)] =

⎝

⎜
⎜
⎜
⎜
⎛

� ∫
���(���) 

������
�� +

�

�
���(���) − 1�

�

�
+ ���(���)

+

⎷
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
⃓⃓
�

⎣
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎢
⎡ �

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
+

��
�

��
� (� − �) +

�
��

��
+

��

��
+

��

��
� �� �

������

������
�

�

+

�
�

��
+

�

��
+

�

��
� �

���

(������)(������)
�⎦

⎥
⎥
⎥
⎥
⎤

�����,�[��∗(�)]�

⎠

⎟
⎟
⎟
⎟
⎞

  

  

5. Sensitivity Analysis 
 
In this section we present numerical simulations of the optimal investment policy with respect to time using 

the following parameters. � = 100; �� = 20;� = 0.05; � = 0.02; � = 1; �� = 0.035;�� 

= 0.045; �� = 0.055;�� = 0.85 ; �� = 1; ��= 0.60; ��= 1.15, ��= 0.75; ��= 0.40; 

�= �(�); �� = 1; � = 40;; � = 0:5:20. Unless otherwise stated  
 

 
 

Fig. 1. Time Evolution of  ��
∗, ��

∗,��
∗& ��

∗ 
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Fig.  2. Evolution of ��
∗ with different � 

 

 
 

Fig. 3. Evolution of ��
∗ with different � 

 

 
 

Fig. 4. Evolution of ��
∗ with different risk averse � 
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Fig. 5. Evolution of ��
∗ with different � 

 

 
 

Fig. 6. Evolution of ��
∗ with different risk averse � 

 

 
 

Fig. 7. Evolution of ��
∗ with different rate � 
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Fig. 8. Evolution of ��
∗ with different risk averse � 

 

 
 

Fig. 9. Evolution of ��
∗ with different � 

 

 
 

Fig. 10. Time evolution of the expectation with variance 
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6 Discussion 
 
In Fig. 1, the graph of optimal selection strategies for the four assets with respect to time is presented. It was 
observed that the optimal selection strategies for the risk free asset increase continuously while that of the 
risky assets decreases continuously. This is because the optimal fund size was used at the early stage of the 
investment and as retirement age gets closer, the pension plan manager will want to invest more in risk free 
asset rather than investing more in the four risky assets. We observed from Figs. 2 and 3, that the optimal 
selection strategies of the risk free asset increases with risk aversion coefficient of the pension fund member 
and decreases with the interest rate of the risk free asset. The reason being that members with high risk 
aversion coefficient are scared of taking risk hence prefer to invest more in risk free assets unlike members 
with less risk aversion coefficient who prefer taking risk hence a decrease in the fraction invested in risk free 
asset. Contrarily, when the risk free interest rate is more, members will like to invest where there is more 
interest and little or no risk hence an increase in investment in risk free asset and a decrease in investment in 
the risky assets. 
 
From Figs. 4, 6 and 8, we observed that an investor with high risk aversion coefficient will invest less in the 
three risky assets as retirement age draws closer. In Figs. 5, 7 and 9, we observed that as the predetermined 
interest rate increases, investment in the three risky assets decreases. Fig. 10, shows that there is a linear 
relationship between the expectation and the variance; this implies that when more risk is taken by a 
member, he or she is expecting more returns at the time of retirement and vice versa. 
 

7 Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, the optimal selection strategies for four different assets comprising of one risk free asset and 
three risky assets whose prices are modelled by geometric Brownian motion was studied when there is a 
clause mandating the fund managers to return the accumulations with predetermined interest to members 
who lost their life during the accumulation period. A stochastic optimal control problem was formulated 
with the help of the actuarial symbol consisting of the invested fund, member’s monthly contributions and 
the returned funds. Next, we established an optimization problem from the extended Hamilton Jacobi 
Bellman equations and solved the optimization problem for the optimal selection strategies of the four assets 
and the efficient frontier of the pension members. Furthermore, we present a sensitivity analysis of the 
optimal selection strategies of the four assets with respect to time.  
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