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Abstract

In this paper, we focus on a class of time-inconsistent stochastic control problems, where the

objective function includes the mean and several higher-order central moments of the terminal value

of state. To tackle the time-inconsistency, we seek both the closed-loop and the open-loop Nash

equilibrium controls as time-consistent solutions. We establish a partial differential equation (PDE)

system for deriving a closed-loop Nash equilibrium control, which does not include the equilibrium

value function and is different from the extended Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equations as in

Björk et al. (Finance Stoch. 21: 331-360, 2017). We show that our PDE system is equivalent to the

extended HJB equations that seems difficult to be solved for our higher-order moment problems. In

deriving an open-loop Nash equilibrium control, due to the non-separable higher-order moments in

the objective function, we make some moment estimates in addition to the standard perturbation

argument for developing a maximum principle. Then, the problem is reduced to solving a flow of

forward-backward stochastic differential equations. In particular, we investigate linear controlled

dynamics and some objective functions affine in the mean. The closed-loop and the open-loop Nash

equilibrium controls are identical, which are independent of the state value, random path and the

preference on the odd-order central moments. By sending the highest order of central moments to

infinity, we obtain the time-consistent solutions to some control problems whose objective functions

include some penalty functions for deviation.

Keywords: stochastic control, higher-order moment, time-consistent, closed-loop Nash equilibrium con-

trol, open-loop Nash equilibrium control
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1 Introduction

Stochastic control theories have been widely studied in the past few decades. It is a quite important

mathematical technic in the field of finance and economics, when a dynamic decision is supposed to

be made in a multi-period problem. Dynamic programming and Bellman principle of optimality, see

(Yong & Zhou, 1999), represent the property of optimal control in a large class of dynamic optimization

problems: An optimal control based on the current information is still optimal in future. However, there

are plenty of “non-standard” problems, for which the dynamic programming method cannot be directly

used. In those problems, an optimal control for some initial epochs may no longer be optimal for some

future epochs in the sense of global maximization/minimization, which may induce the decision makers
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to change their approach and to modify their previous optimal plan at every instant. This phenomenon

is known as “time-inconsistency”.

The studies on time-inconsistent control problems can be traced back to (Strotz, 1955; Pollak, 1968;

Peleg & Yaari, 1973; Goldman, 1980; Laibson, 1997, 1998). In the early years, the research on time-

inconsistent control problems can be almost classified into two main categories:

• the problems whose objective function includes non-exponential discounting factors, like J(t, u) =

E[
∫ T

t
Q(t, s)H(s,Xu

s , us)ds+Q(t, T )F (Xu
T )|Ft];

• and the problems whose objective function includes non-linear functions of the conditional expec-

tation of state, like J(t, u) = G(E[Xu
T |Ft]).

Here u and Xu respectively denote the control process and its corresponding state process. Later, the

non-exponential discounting problem was extended to the initial-state dependence problem, while the

problem with non-linear functions of expectation was extended to the mean-field type control problem.

On the one hand, the initial-state dependence means that some functions for evaluating the future control,

such as the integrand in the objective function, explicitly rely on the current time or the current value

of state. See, e.g., (Björk, Khapko, & Murgoci, 2017, (6.1)). This initial-state dependence in linear-

quadratic (LQ) problems and utility maximization problems has attracted much attention. The related

literature includes, e.g., (Yong, 2011, 2012; Ekeland, Mbodji, & Pirvu, 2012; Zhao, Shen, & Wei, 2014;

Liu, Lin, Yiu, & Wei, 2020; Zhang, Purcal, & Wei, 2021). On the other hand, in many mean-field type

control problems, the conditional expectation E[Xu
T |Ft] also appears in the controlled dynamic equation of

Xu. More generally, researchers incorporate the distribution of Xu
s into the controlled dynamic equation

(known as McKean-Vlasov equation) to make theoretical extensions. In terms of application, the mean-

field type control problems, sometimes combined with LQ problems, have been deeply investigated for

several years, see, e.g., (Hu, Jin, & Zhou, 2012, 2017; Bensoussan, Frehse, & Yam, 2013; Yong, 2017) and

references therein. As the most celebrated application, the mean-variance dynamic portfolio selection,

which can be traced back to (Markowitz, 1952), was pioneered by (Li & Ng, 2000; Zhou & Li, 2000)

and developed by a huge body of literature including (Basak & Chabakauri, 2010; Czichowsky, 2013;

Björk, Murgoci, & Zhou, 2014), etc.

A straightforward extension of mean-variance dynamic portfolio selection is to incorporate higher-

order (central) moments into the objective function. Given that the distribution of the terminal wealth

can be determined by all central/original moments if its moment generating function exists, an objective

function including central/origin moments as many as possible might be regarded as an approximate

quantification for the preferences on the distribution.

Moreover, objective functions with higher-order central moments can also arise from improving the

classical single-period mean-variance model pioneered by (Markowitz, 1952). As is well known, in the

classical model, the investors aim to maximize the expected return when the variance does not exceed a

given level, or to minimize the variance when the expected return does not fall below a given level. By

Pareto efficiency or the effective frontier theory (see also (Yong & Zhou, 1999, Section 6.8) or (Zhou & Li,

2000)), the primal problem can be embedded into a class of unconstrained optimization problems with

“mean-variance utility”, where the utility is increasing with the mean and decreasing with the variance. In

the same manner, for the maximizer of mean-variance-skewness utility, which is increasing with respect

to the mean and decreasing with respect to the variance and the skewness, the investor cannot further

improve the expected return without increasing the variance and the skewness. Notably, when the mean

and the variance are fixed, a larger skewness usually indicates a smaller mode or median, which is
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not preferred by some investors. This coincides with the negative risk premium of skewness found by

(Chabi-Yo, 2012) in the multi-period capital asset pricing model with higher-order moments. However,

a positive skewness usually arises from a long right tail, which may be preferred by some investors. This

implies that it is also rational to assume that the mean-variance-skewness utility is increasing with the

skewness. The above discussion on benefit and drawback of positive skewness is still valid for other

odd-order central moments, since they can also be treated as measures of the symmetry of a return’s

distribution.

Furthermore, we have the following informal expansion for the expected utility of the random return

X (see also (Samuelson, 1970; Jean, 1971; Scott & Horvath, 1980)),

E[Ψ(X)] = Ψ(0) + Ψ′(0)E[X ] +

n
∑

j=2

1

j!
Ψ(j)(E[X ])E

[

(X − E[X ])j
]

+ R̄,

where E denotes the expectation operator, Ψ is a utility function, and R̄ is the residual. The mean and

the higher-order central moments are included in the expansion. From stochastic dominance theories

(see, e.g., (Ekern, 1980)), (−1)j+1Ψ(j) for every j is supposed to be positive, which provides appropriate

assumptions for the monotonicity of the utility with respect to the central moments.

Besides, in the objective function, the combination of higher-order central moments can act as a

penalty function for the deviation X − E[X ], or can generate a utility function of the random return X

net of the endogenous reference level E[X ]. For example, for the objective function

J = E[X ]−
∞
∑

j=2

(−c)j
j!

E
[

(X − E[X ])j
]

= E[X ]− E
[

e−c(X−E[X])]+ 1, c > 0, (1)

the function S(x) = exp(−cx) − 1 provides a relatively small reward (resp. large penalty) for positive

(resp. negative) deviation from the expected return. Also, the abovementioned objective function J

can be regarded as a weighted average of the mean E[X ] for a risk-neutral preference on X , and the

constant absolute risk aversion (CARA) utility function of X −E[X ], whose CARA coefficient is c. The

inspiration about endogenous reference level can be also found in the study on, e.g., consumer’s habit

formation in behavioral finance (see also (Liu et al., 2020)). The related results for the abovementioned

objective function can be found in Section 5.3.1 in this paper.

In the last few decades, there have been several studies devoted to the portfolio selection problems

with higher-order moments. Researchers proceeded with static (namely, single-period) mean-variance-

skewness problem. (Konno & Suzuki, 1995) found that the “efficient frontier” for the mean-variance-

skewness problem is non-concave (see Figure 1 for its 3D image and Figure 2 for its 2D section, therein),

which may lead to a significant increase in the complexity of further analysis. At first, the 3D ef-

ficient frontier has a flat area and many kinks, where the solution switches from a corner point to

an interior point or vice versa. When drawing a “capital market surface” as an analog to capital

market line, which should be a ruled surface tangent to the 3D efficient frontier, one can find that

the intersection of the 3D efficient frontier and the capital market surface is sometimes discontinuous.

Furthermore, it is difficult to derive an explicit solution for mean-variance-skewness utility maximiza-

tion over the capital market surface, since the indifference surface of utility is not necessarily convex.

(De Athayde & Flôres, 2004) considered the variance minimization problem with mean-skewness con-

straints to determine the efficient frontier. The result is not always the same as that of the skew-

ness maximization problem with mean-variance constraints or the mean maximization problem with

variance-skewness constraints. This also indicates the non-concavity of the efficient frontier. To handle

the non-concavity, many researchers have tried to obtain the optimal solution by specifying the objec-
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tive function, by considering some multi-object problems, or by designing some numerical algorithms.

See, e.g., (Lai, 1991; Konno, Shirakawa, & Yamazaki, 1993; Joro & Na, 2006; Briec, Kerstens, & Jokung,

2007; Harvey, Liechty, Liechty, & Müller, 2010; Boissaux & Schiltz, 2013; Landsman, Makov, & Shushi,

2020; Mehlawat, Gupta, & Khan, 2021; Zhen & Chen, 2022).

For dynamic maximization problems in multi-period or continuous-time models, the non-concavity

of efficient frontier, or the non-convexity of optimization problem, makes it difficult to derive the value

function from the associated Hamilton-Bellman-Jacobi (HJB) equation. The stochastic maximum prin-

ciple has also been considered (see (Boissaux & Schiltz, 2010)), but it is still quite hard to derive an

explicit expression of the maximizer/minimizer. We should note that unlike the systematic skewness

and co-skewness of yield rates of all assets emphasized in (Kraus & Litzenberger, 1976), it is the total

skewness of terminal wealth that the objective function of a dynamic optimization problem includes.

In fact, the geometric Brownian motion, or the Brownian drift-diffusion model in general, has already

provided the multivariate distribution of the long-term yield rates of those assets.

Rather than a maximizer/minimizer for the objective function, we consider time-consistent solutions

for our higher-order moment problems. Notably, the model studied in this paper is fairly general, although

it arises from the portfolio problems. On the one hand, following the definition as in (Björk & Murgoci,

2014; Björk et al., 2017; Wang & Zheng, 2021), we try to seek an optimal feedback control only against

some spike variations in form of feedback function, which is known as the closed-loop Nash equilibrium

control, or namely, the Nash equilibrium control law. The problem is reduced to solving an extended

HJB system, which contains a Bellman equation for the equilibrium value function and some partial

differential equations (PDEs) known as the Feynman-Kac formula for original moments. On the other

hand, referring to (Hu et al., 2012, 2017), we try to seek an open-loop Nash equilibrium control, which is

optimal against some spike variations in form of stochastic process. A standard perturbation argument

from (Yong & Zhou, 1999, Chapter 3) is adopted to develop a sufficient maximum principle. And then

the solution can be derived from a flow of forward-backward stochastic differential equations (FBSDEs).

The main contributions of this paper are as follows. Firstly, we establish a PDE system for deriving

a closed-loop Nash equilibrium control. The PDE system does not include the so-called equilibrium

value function and is different from the well-known extended HJB equations as in (Björk et al., 2017).

After using a sequence of multipliers to connect the PDEs arising from the Feynman-Kac formula for

original moments, we establish a verification theorem to show the sufficiency of a feedback control to the

optimality. Our innovative methodology is similar to that in (Wang & Zheng, 2021), where a generalized

equilibrium value function is introduced which reduces to the classical equilibrium value function in a

diagonal manner. However, using the system given by (Wang & Zheng, 2021) is not appropriate to solve

our problem, where the terminal value of the state and its mean and higher-order moments are not

separable. For our approach, when handling the problems whose objective function can be re-expressed

as a linear combination of mean and higher-order central moments, it is not necessary to solve any

Bellman equation or PDE to arrive at the time-consistent solution. Secondly, we derive a sufficient

maximum principle with a flow of FBSDEs in seeking open-loop Nash equilibrium controls. For a linear

control model, the maximum principle can be further simplified. Notably, compared with the classical

cases, e.g., in (Peng, 1990; Yong & Zhou, 1999; Buckdahn, Djehiche, & Li, 2011; Hu et al., 2012), the

estimation of more expansion terms needs to be investigated in the perturbation argument, due to the

non-separable higher-order moments in the objective function. Thirdly, we consider a particular case

with a linear control model, where the objective function is affine in the mean. Both categories of

time-consistent solutions, closed-loop and open-loop, are derived. It is interesting to find that they are

identical, and they are independent of both the state and random path. Moreover, the preference on

odd-order central moments does not affect the solution. Finally, we consider several limiting cases where
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the objective functions are linear combinations of mean and central moments and the highest order of

the central moments tends to infinity. The closed-form solution in each case is derived from solving an

algebraic equation rather than a differential equation. Moreover, by a heuristic approach with the use of

Fourier cosine transform, we obtain a candidate time-consistent solution for a fairly general even penalty

function.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the problem with higher-

order central moments in a general formulation. In Section 3, an extended HJB system with a verification

theorem for closed-loop Nash equilibrium control is studied. In Section 4, we derive a sufficient maximum

principle for open-loop Nash equilibrium control, and we reduce the problem to solving a flow of FBSDEs.

In Section 5, we apply our results to solve several particular linear control problems, and show their

state/path-independent solutions. In Section 6, we make some concluding remarks.

2 Model and problem formulation

Let T denote a fixed finite time-horizon, (Ω,F ,P) denote a complete probability space, on which

a one-dimensional standard Brownian motion W := {Wt}t∈[0,T ] is defined, and E be the expectation

operator. Let F := {Ft}t∈[0,T ] be the right-continuous, completed natural filtration generated by W ,

and Et[·] := E[·|Ft] for short. For the sake of brevity, in this paper we usually omit the statement P-a.s.

(namely, almost surely with respect to P) for equalities and inequalities involving conditional expectations

or Itô integrals, unless otherwise noted. We suppose that the dynamics of the real-valued state process

{Xt}t∈[0,T ] evolve as the following fairly general controlled stochastic differential equation (SDE),

dXs = b(s,Xs, us)ds+ σ(s,Xs, us)dWs, X0 = x0, (2)

and the primal object is to maximize

J(0, x0, u) = E

[

Ψ
(

0, x0, XT ,E[XT ],E
[

(XT − E[XT ])
2], . . . ,E

[

(XT − E[XT ])
n])
]

for a fixed integer n ≥ 2. When the time goes to t and the state moves to x, or namely, for the initial

pair (t, x), it is supposed to maximize the objective function

J(t, x, u) := Et

[

Ψ
(

t, x,Xt,x,u
T ,Et[X

t,x,u
T ],Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])2

]

,

. . . ,Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])n

])

]

,
(3)

where {Xt,x,u
s }s∈[t,T ] is given by the following controlled SDE:

dXt,x,u
s = b(s,Xt,x,u

s , us)ds+ σ(s,Xt,x,u
s , us)dWs, Xt,x,u

t = x. (4)

To reduce the complexity of derivation, the following basic assumptions are adopted:

1. {ut}t∈[0,T ] is valued in R, a subspace of some Euclidean space.

2. The initial condition X0 = x0 ∈ R and the functions b, σ : [0, T ]×R×R → R and Ψ : [0, T ]×R×
R× R

n → R are given a priori.

3. b(t, x, u) and σ(t, x, u) are uniformly continuous, and twice differentiable in x. Moreover, (b, σ) and

their partial derivatives (bx, bxx, σx, σxx) are Lipschitz continuous in (x, u), for which the Lipschitz
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continuity parameters are uniformly bounded for all t ∈ [0, T ]; and |b(·, 0, ·)| and |σ(·, 0, ·)| are

uniformly bounded.

4. Ψ(t, x, y, ~z) is continuously differentiable in ~z := (z1, . . . , zn) and twice differentiable in y. Moreover,

the functions (Ψ,Ψy,Ψyy,Ψz1
, . . . ,Ψzn

) are Lipschitz continuous in (y, ~z), for which the Lipschitz

continuity parameters are uniformly bounded for all (t, x); and |Ψ(·, ·, 0,~0)| is uniformly bounded.

Definition 2.1. A stochastic process u = {ut}t∈[0,T ] is named an “admissible control”, if it is R-valued

and F-adapted, and the corresponding controlled SDE (2) admits a unique F-adapted strong solution such

that E[|XT |2n−2+ǫ] < ∞ for some ǫ > 0. Furthermore, a deterministic function û : [0, T ] × R → R is

named an “admissible feedback control”, if u given by ut = û(t,X
0,x0,u
t ) is an admissible control.

Remark 2.2. The additional condition E[|XT |2n−2+ǫ] < ∞ is employed for the case Ψyzn
6= 0 in

Section 4. If Ψyzm
≡ 0 for all m ≥ n/2, then E[|XT |2n−2+ǫ] <∞ can be weakened to E[|XT |n] <∞.

Let U0 denote the set of all the admissible controls and U denote the set of all the admissible feedback

controls. With a slight abuse of notation, corresponding to û ∈ U , we let {Xt,x,û
s }s∈[t,T ] and J(t, x, û)

be the state process and the objective function, respectively. In addition, for the sake of brevity, we let

z0 := 1, ∂x := ∂
∂x , f~z := (fz1 , . . . , fzn) for any f continuously differentiable in ~z, f~z~z denote the Hessian

matrix of f with respect to ~z for any f twice differentiable in ~z, and 〈·, ·〉 denote the scalar product (or

namely, inner product) of two row vectors; and employ the infinitesimal operator Dζ by

Dζf(t, x) := ft(t, x) + fx(t, x)b(t, x, ζ) +
1

2
fxx(t, x)

(

σ(t, x, ζ)
)2

for ζ ∈ R and any bivariate function f continuously differentiable in the first argument and twice

differentiable in the second argument.

It is well-known that the dynamic maximization problems, maximizing (3) subject to (4) over all

admissible controls u (or all û ∈ U) for all initial pairs (t, x), are usually time-inconsistent, due to the

fairly general initial-pair-dependent function Ψ(t, x, ·, ·) and the central moments in the objective function.

In other words, any maximizer u for some initial pair (t, x) may not realize the maximization of (3) for

the initial pair (s,Xt,x,u
s ). To overcome the time-inconsistency, researchers formulate the problem as a

game between the agent and her/his future selves, pioneered by (Strotz, 1955). A subgame perfect Nash

equilibrium point for this game is regarded as a time-consistent solution, since any deviation from it at

any time instant will be worse off and each of the future selves has no incentive to change the equilibrium

strategy. In this paper, we take this game-theoretic perspective and seek a closed-loop Nash equilibrium

control (see also (Björk et al., 2017)) and an open-loop Nash equilibrium control (see also (Hu et al.,

2012, 2017)), which are defined as follows.

Definition 2.3. ũ ∈ U is a closed-loop Nash equilibrium control (CNEC), if

0 ≤ lim inf
ε↓0

1

ε

(

J(t, X̃t, ũ)− J(t, X̃t, ũ
t,ε,ζ)

)

, P− a.s., a.e. t ∈ [0, T ), (5)

for X̃ := X0,x0,ũ and any constant ζ ∈ R satisfying ũt,ε,ζ ∈ U , where ũt,ε,ζ is a spike variation of ũ

given by ũt,ε,ζ(s, ·) = ũ(s, ·)1{s/∈[t,t+ε)} + ζ1{s∈[t,t+ε)}. Moreover, corresponding to any fixed CNEC ũ,

V (t, x) := J(t, x, ũ) is called an equilibrium value function (EVF).

Remark 2.4. Our Definition 2.3 for CNEC is a bit weaker than that in (Björk et al., 2017), while

(Björk et al., 2017) used an arbitrary function to make the perturbation (namely, ζ = ζ(s, y)). In fact,

our modification is due to the use of Dynkin’s formula for, e.g., (16), where the feedback control should
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be continuous in time. In other words, replacing the constant ζ by the function ζ(t, x) continuous in t,

as well as replacing Dζ by Dζ(t,x), does not affect the validness of results in this work. Apart from that,

our Definition 2.3 for CNEC is also much weaker than the strong equilibrium strategy in (Huang & Zhou,

2021; He & Jiang, 2021). Although the weak equilibrium strategy might correspond to a stationary point

rather than a maximum as mentioned in (Björk et al., 2017, Remark 3.5), the coming sufficient condition

guarantees that J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ)−J(t, X̄t, ū), even if positive, is at most o(ε) (see the proof for Theorem 3.2).

Notably, (He & Jiang, 2021) has shown that many classical time-inconsistent control problems, including

the mean-variance problem in (Basak & Chabakauri, 2010), have no proper strong equilibrium strategy, if

the perturbation ζ could be a smooth function. Therefore, we do not intend to find the strong equilibrium

strategy for our problem, but leave this work to our future research.

Definition 2.5. ū ∈ U0 is an open-loop Nash equilibrium control (ONEC), if

0 ≤ lim inf
ε↓0

1

ε

(

J(t, X̄t, ū)− J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ)

)

, P− a.s., a.e. t ∈ [0, T ), (6)

for X̄ := X0,x0,ū and any Ft-measurable random variable ζ satisfying ūt,ε,ζ ∈ U0, where ūt,ε,ζ is a spike

variation of ū given by ūt,ε,ζs = ūs + ζ1{s∈[t,t+ε)}.

Remark 2.6. Distinct from the substitution used in the spike variation for CNEC, the spike variation

for ONEC uses the addition of a perturbation. This modification helps limit the differences, such as

σ(s, X̄s, ūs+ζ)−σ(s, X̄s, ūs) in the proof for Lemma 4.1, by a multiple of |ζ|, given that the admissibility

of u does not ensure the boundedness of every us. In other words, if we had adopted some adequate

assumptions for the growth or boundedness of (b, σ) and the integrability of u, the spike variation for

ONEC could have been generalized as ūt,ε,ζs = ūs1{s/∈[t,t+ε)} + ζs1{s∈[t,t+ε)}. See, e.g., (Peng, 1990;

Buckdahn et al., 2011; Alia, 2019).

Remark 2.7. There is a recent work (Liang, Xia, & Yuan, 2023) that characterized open-loop equi-

libria for dynamic portfolio problem with a fairly general objective function g(Pt
XT

) named non-linear

law-dependent preference, where P
t
XT

denotes the regular conditional distribution of XT given Ft. The

problem therein reduces to maximizing an expected utility (resp. a mean-variance objective function),

when the Fréchet derivative ∇g(Pt
XT
, ·) is a P

t
XT

-independent utility function (resp. an affine function

of XT −Et[XT ]). So many celebrated studies are covered in (Liang et al., 2023). However, (Liang et al.,

2023, Assumption 3.1) imposed the concavity assumption on ∇g(µ, ·), which is not valid for our prob-

lems. For instance, to apply the results in (Liang et al., 2023) to Ψ(Et[(XT − Et[XT ])
3]), we shall

let g(µ) = Ψ(
∫

R
x3µ(dx) − 3

∫

R
x2µ(dx) ×

∫

R
xµ(dx) + 2(

∫

R
xµ(dx))3). Then, ∇g(µ, x) = Ψ′ × (x3 −

3x2
∫

R
yµ(dy)−3x

∫

R
y2µ(dy)+6x(

∫

R
yµ(dy))2), which is not necessarily concave in x. For another exam-

ple, for g(Pt
XT

) = κEt[XT ]−Et[S(XT−Et[XT ])] with continuously differentiable S : R → R, as the unified

form of the limiting cases we investigate in Section 5.3, we shall let g(µ) =
∫

R
(κx−S(x−

∫

R
yµ(dy)))µ(dx).

Then, ∇g(µ, x) = κx−S(x−
∫

R
yµ(dy)) + x

∫

R
S′(z−

∫

R
yµ(dy))µ(dz), which is concave in x if and only

if S is concave. In particular, ∇g(µ, ·) is concave for the mean-exponential utility (1) (see also Sec-

tion 5.3.1), while it is not concave for S(x) = (1 − cos(cx))/c (see Section 5.3.3). Due to the presence

of non-concavity in our objective functions as well as the generality of our model, we employ the spike

variation method for which the second-order variational equation and its adjoint equation are involved

(see (20) and (25)), rather than refer to the spirit of convex variation method for which only the first

adjoint duality analysis is considered as in (Liang et al., 2023). Conversely, by our Theorem 4.5, some

verification results in (Liang et al., 2023) are recovered. Interested readers can refer to Example 4.6 for

detailed discussions.

7



3 Sufficient condition for CNEC: extended HJB-PDE

In this section, we introduce an extended HJB system with several integrality and smoothness con-

ditions for deriving a CNEC. For any û ∈ U , let mû
j (t, x) := Et[(X

t,x,û
T )j ] and ~mû := (mû

1 , . . . ,m
û
n).

Without loss of generality, we consider the following fairly general objective function with higher-order

original moments,

J(t, x, û) = Et

[

Φ
(

t, x,Xt,x,û
T , ~mû(t, x)

)]

, (7)

where Φ has the same properties as of Ψ, e.g. Φ(t, x, y, ~z) is continuously differentiable in ~z and twice

differentiable in y. Obviously, in terms of our problem with higher-order central moments,

Φ(t, x, y, ~z) = Ψ

(

t, x, y, z1, z2 − z21 , z3 − 3z1z2 + 2z31 , . . . ,
n
∑

j=0

(

n

j

)

(−1)jzj1zn−j

)

. (8)

In particular, we have

Φ(t, x, y, z, z2, . . . , zn) = Ψ(t, x, y, z, 0, . . . , 0).

For the (F,P)-martingales {mû
j (v,X

t,x,û
v ) = Ev[(X

t,x,û
T )j ]}v∈[t,T ] and {Ev[Φ(s, y,X

t,x,û
T , ~z)]}v∈[t,T ] for

any (t, x), (s, y, ~z) and appropriate û, Feynman-Kac formula gives their PDE representation (see, e.g.,

(Yong & Zhou, 1999, Theorem 7.4.1, p. 373)). As an analogue, for any ũ ∈ U , applying Itô’s rule to

m(j)(v,Xt,x,ũ
v ) and Us,y,~z(v,Xt,x,ũ

v ) produces the following lemma. The proof is straightforward, so we

omit it due to the page limit.

Lemma 3.1. Fix ũ ∈ U and (s, y, ~z) ∈ [0, T )× R× R
n. Assume that Us,y,~z and ~m := (m(1), . . . ,m(n))

are the classical solutions of the following PDEs on [0, T ]× R:

0 = Dũ(t,x)U
s,y,~z(t, x), s.t. Us,y,~z(T, x) = Φ(s, y, x, ~z); (9)

0 = Dũ(t,x)m
(j)(t, x), s.t. m(j)(T, x) = xj , ∀j = 1, 2, . . . , n, (10)

respectively; and for any (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× R,

E

[
∫ T

t

∣

∣Us,y,~z
x (v,Xt,x,ũ

v )σ
(

v,Xt,x,ũ
v , ũ(v,Xt,x,ũ

v )
)∣

∣

2
dv

]

<∞; (11)

E

[
∫ T

t

∣

∣m(j)
x (v,Xt,x,ũ

v )σ
(

v,Xt,x,ũ
v , ũ(v,Xt,x,ũ

v )
)∣

∣

2
dv

]

<∞, ∀j = 1, 2, . . . , n. (12)

Then, Us,y,~z(t, x) = Et[Φ(s, y,X
t,x,ũ
T , ~z)] and ~m(t, x) = ~mũ(t, x). Furthermore, if ũ is a CNEC, then

V (t, x) = U t,x,~m(t,x)(t, x) is an EVF.

Similarly, for fixed ũ ∈ U and (s, y) ∈ [0, T )× R, if ~λs,y is the classical solution of

0 = Dũ(t,x)
~λs,y(t, x), s.t. ~λs,y(T, x) = Φ~z

(

s, y, x, ~m(s, y)
)

, (13)

E

[
∫ T

t

〈~λs,yx (v,Xt,x,ũ
v ), ~λs,yx (v,Xt,x,ũ

v )〉
∣

∣σ
(

v,Xt,x,ũ
v , ũ(v,Xt,x,ũ

v )
)
∣

∣

2
dv

]

<∞, (14)

then ~λs,y(t, x) = Et[Φ~z(s, y,X
t,x,ũ
T , ~m(s, y))]. For the sake of notational brevity, we omit the statement

of the dependence of ũ for (~m,Us,y,~z, ~λs,y) in what follows, unless otherwise mentioned. As a main result,

the following theorem shows that a CNEC can be derived from a system including the abovementioned

PDEs and square-integrability conditions with an optimality condition.

Theorem 3.2. For a fixed ũ ∈ U and any (s, y, ~z) ∈ [0, T )× R × R
n, assume that (~m,Us,y,~z, ~λs,y) are

8



the classical solution of the PDEs (9), (10) and (13) with the optimality condition

ũ(t, x) ∈ argmax
ζ∈R

{DζU
t,x,~m(t,x)(t, x) + 〈~λt,x(t, x),Dζ ~m(t, x)〉} (15)

and the square-integrability conditions (11), (12) and (14). Then, ũ is a CNEC.

Proof. Write Xt,X̃t,ζ := Xt,X̃t,û(·,·) with û(·, ·) ≡ ζ ∈ R for short. This slight abuse of notation

is used throughout the rest of this paper, unless otherwise stated. Based on the previous results for

(~m,Us,y,~z, ~λs,y), let us proceed with

mũ
t,ε,ζ

j (t, x) = Et[m
ũ
j (t+ ε,Xt,x,ζ

t+ε )] = mũ
j (t, x) +Dζm

ũ
j (t, x)ε+ o(ε), (16)

where the first equality follows from the definition of mû
j (·, ·) and the tower property (or namely, iterated

conditioning) and the last equality is a straightforward application of Dynkin’s formula. Applying the

tower property and Dynkin’s formula again yields

Et[Φ(s, y,X
t+ε,X

t,x,ζ
t+ε ,ũ

T , ~z)] = Us,y,~z(t, x) +DζU
s,y,~z(t, x)ε+ o(ε).

Then, given the smoothness of Φ(t, x, ·, ·), we have

J(t, x, ũt,ε,ζ) = Et

[

Φ
(

t, x,X
t+ε,X

t,x,ζ
t+ε ,ũ

T ,Et[~m
ũ(t+ ε,Xt,x,ζ

t+ε )]
)]

= J(t, x, ũ) +
(

DζU
t,x,~m(t,x)(t, x) + 〈~λt,x(t, x),Dζ ~m(t, x)〉

)

ε+ o(ε)

≤ J(t, x, ũ) + o(ε),

where the last inequality follows from (15) with the linear combination of the PDEs in (9) and (10),

that is, 0 = Dũ(t,x)U
t,x,~m(t,x)(t, x) + 〈~λt,x(t, x),Dũ(t,x) ~m(t, x)〉. Consequently, lim infε↓0

1
ε [J(t, x, ũ) −

J(t, x, ũt,ε,ζ)] ≥ 0, and hence, ũ is a CNEC. �

In addition to the previous smoothness condition for (Ψ,Φ), we now assume that Φ = Φ(t, x, y, ~z) is

differentiable in t and twice differentiable in (x, ~z). Then, we are able to establish a Bellman equation

for the EVF.

Theorem 3.3 (Verification theorem). Assume that the following properties hold:

1. For a fixed ũ ∈ U and any (s, y, ~z) ∈ [0, T ) × R × R
n, (~m,Us,y,~z, ~λs,y) fulfill the PDEs (9), (10)

and (13) with the square-integrability condition (11), (12) and (14).

2. Us,y,~z(t, x) is continuously differentiable in s and twice differentiable in (y, ~z).

3. For Ũ(t, x) := U t,x,~m(t,x)(t, x), V is a classical solution of

0 = max
ζ∈R

{

DζV (t, x)−DζŨ(t, x)

+DζU
t,x,~m(t,x)(t, x) + 〈~λt,x(t, x),Dζ ~m(t, x)〉

}

,
(17)

whereby ũ(t, x) realizes the maximum, with the terminal condition

V (T, x) = Φ(T, x, x, x, x2, . . . , xn) ≡ Ψ(T, x, x, x, 0, . . . , 0). (18)
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4. For any (t, x) ∈ [0, T )× R and f = Vx, Ũx,

E

[
∫ T

t

∣

∣

∣
f(v,Xt,x,ũ

v )σ
(

v,Xt,x,ũ
v , ũ(v,Xt,x,ũ

v )
)

∣

∣

∣

2

dv

]

<∞.

Then, ũ is a CNEC, and V (t, x) = J(t, x, ũ); that is, V is an EVF.

Proof. Plugging the maximizer ũ(t, x) with the PDEs in (9) and (10) into the right-hand side of (17)

yields Dũ(t,x)V (t, x) = Dũ(t,x)Ũ(t, x). Given the square-integrability conditions for (Vx, Ũx), and that

V (T, x) = Ũ(T, x) follows from (18) and the terminal conditions in (9) and (10), we can show V ≡ Ũ by

applying Itô’s rule to V (v,Xt,x,ũ
v ) − Ũ(v,Xt,x,ũ

v ). Consequently, (17) gives (15), and then we conclude

that ũ is a CNEC according to Theorem 3.2. Moreover, due to Lemma 3.1, V (t, x) = Ũ(t, x) = J(t, x, ũ)

is an EVF. �

Collecting (9), (10), (13), (17) and (18), we obtain an extended HJB system, which can be regarded

as an extension of that in (Björk et al., 2017, Definition 4.1). Thanks to Theorem 3.2, it is not necessary

to solve the Bellman equation (17) for deriving a CNEC in our approach. To end this section, we

consider the special case with Φ(·, ·, y, ~z) ≡ Φ̃(y, ~z); that is, Φ(t, x, y, ~z) is independent of the initial pair

(t, x). The results are used to investigate some particular problems in Section 5. In this case, with

~m(t, x) = ~mũ(t, x) corresponding to the CNEC ũ, the row vector ~λs,y(t, x) = Et[Φ̃~z(X
t,x,ũ
T , ~m(s, y))]

and the matrix µs,y(t, x) := Et[Φ̃~z~z(X
t,x,ũ
T , ~m(s, y))], plugging the result of applying the chain rule to

DζŨ(t, x) into the right-hand side of (17) yields the Bellman equation

0 = max
ζ∈R

{

DζV (t, x)− 〈~λt,xx (t, x), ~mx(t, x)〉
(

σ(t, x, ζ)
)2

+
1

2
〈~mx(t, x)µ

t,x(t, x), ~mx(t, x)〉
(

σ(t, x, ζ)
)2
}

,

(19)

whereby ũ(t, x) realizes the maximum on the right-hand side.

4 Sufficient condition for ONEC: maximum principle

In this section, we refer to the spike variation method in (Yong & Zhou, 1999, pp. 124–140) to

develop a sufficient maximum principle for our problem. To verify that ū ∈ U0 is an ONEC, it suffices

to prove that J(t, X̄t, ū) − J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ) ≥ o(ε) for any t and any spike variation ūt,ε,ζ ∈ U0 of ū.

We fix t ∈ [0, T ) and suppose that the values of the Ft-measurable random variables (X̄t, ζ) are given

conditioned on Ft, and then write Xε := Xt,X̄t,ū
t,ε,ζ

for short. In addition, for the sake of brevity, we

write f̄(s) := f(s, X̄s, ūs) and δf(s) := f(s, X̄s, ūs + ζ) − f̄(s) for f = b, bx, bxx, σ, σx, σxx. To derive an

expansion of J(t, X̄t, ū) − J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ) with respect to ε, let us proceed with the first-order and the

second-order variational equations























dyεs = b̄x(s)y
ε
sds+

(

σ̄x(s)y
ε
s + 1{s∈[t,t+ε)}δσ(s)

)

dWs, yεt = 0;

dzεs =
(

b̄x(s)z
ε
s +

1

2
b̄xx(s)(y

ε
s)

2 + 1{s∈[t,t+ε)}δb(s)
)

ds

+
(

σ̄x(s)z
ε
s +

1

2
σ̄xx(s)(y

ε
s)

2 + 1{s∈[t,t+ε)}δσx(s)y
ε
s

)

dWs, zεt = 0.

(20)
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Following the same line of proof as for (Yong & Zhou, 1999, Theorem 4.4, p. 128), we can show that for

any positive integer k,































sup
s∈[t,T ]

Et[|Xε
s − X̄s|2k] = O(εk), sup

s∈[t,T ]

Et[|yεs|2k] = O(εk),

sup
s∈[t,T ]

Et[|zεs|2k] = O(ε2k), sup
s∈[t,T ]

Et[|Xε
s − X̄s − yεs|2k] = O(ε2k),

sup
s∈[t,T ]

Et[|Xε
s − X̄s − yεs − zεs |2k] = o(ε2k),

(21)

and hence, for i = 0, 1, . . . , n,

Et[(X
ε
T )

i] = Et[(X̄T )
i] + iEt[(X̄T )

i−1(yεT + zεT )] +

(

i

2

)

Et[(X̄T )
i−2(yεT )

2] + o(ε). (22)

From (21), we have sups∈[t,T ] |Et[y
ε
s]|2 ≤ sups∈[t,T ] Et[|yεs |2] = O(ε), which implies that Et[y

ε
s] and

√
ε

might be infinitesimals of the same order. As a consequence, the terms in the form of Et[Ay
ε
T ]Et[By

ε
T ] in

the expansion of J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ) − J(t, X̄t, ū) would seriously interfere with the establishment of adjoint

equations. Fortunately, the following lemma ensures that the abovementioned dilemma does not occur.

Lemma 4.1. Fix τ ∈ (t, T ]. Suppose that ξ is an (ε, ζ)-independent Fτ -measurable random variable,

and E[|ξ|2+̺] <∞ for some ̺ > 0. Then, |Et[ξy
ε
τ ]|2 = o(ε), and supτ∈[t,T ] |Et[y

ε
τ ]|2 = o(ε).

Proof. Inspired by the proof for (Buckdahn et al., 2011, Proposition 3.1), we introduce the factor

Es := exp

(

1

2

∫ s

t

(

σ̄x(v)
)2
dv −

∫ s

t

σ̄x(v)dWv −
∫ s

t

b̄x(v)dv

)

,

which solves the SDE dEs = Es(σ̄x(s))2ds− Es(b̄x(s)ds+ σ̄x(s)dWs) and results in

Eτyετ =

∫ τ

t

1{s∈[t,t+ε)}Esδσ(s)
(

dWs − σ̄x(s)ds
)

=

∫ τ∧ε

t

Esδσ(s)
(

dWs − σ̄x(s)ds
)

.

By Doob’s maximal inequality, for any p > 1, we obtain

E

[

sup
s∈[t,T ]

|Es|p
]

≤ epT sup |bx|+pT sup |σx|
2

E

[

sup
s∈[t,T ]

∣

∣

∣
e
∫ s

t
b̄x(v)dv−

∫ s

t
(σ̄x(v))

2
dvEs

∣

∣

∣

p
]

≤
( p

p− 1

)p

epT sup |bx|+
1
2
(p

2
+p)T sup |σx|

2

.

In the same manner, we can show that

E

[

sup
s∈[t,T ]

|Es|−p

]

≤
( p

p− 1

)p

epT sup |b̄x|+
1
2
(p

2
−p)T sup |σ̄x|

2

, ∀p > 1;

E

[

sup
s∈[t,T ]

∣

∣

∣

Es
Eτ

∣

∣

∣

p
]

≤
( |p|
|p| − 1

)|p|

e|p|T sup |b̄x|+
1
2
(|p|

2
+|p|)T sup |σ̄x|

2

, ∀τ ∈ [t, T ], |p| > 1.

Applying the martingale representation theorem to {Es[ξ/Eτ ]}s∈[t,τ ], we conclude that there exists a

square-integrable F-predictable process {γs,τ}s∈[t,τ ] such that ξ/Eτ = Et[ξ/Eτ ] +
∫ τ

t
γs,τdWs. Conse-

quently,

Et[ξy
ε
τ ] = Et

[

ξ

Eτ
(Eτyετ )

]

= Et

[
∫ τ∧ε

t

γs,τEsδσ(s)ds−
∫ τ∧ε

t

ξ
Es
Eτ
δσ(s)σ̄x(s)ds

]

,

for which we have the following moment estimates with some appropriate constants (K1,K2,K3,K4)
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independent of τ :

∣

∣

∣

∣

Et

[
∫ τ∧ε

t

γs,τEsδσ(s)ds
]∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ K1Et

[
∫ τ∧ε

t

|Es|2ds
]

Et

[
∫ τ∧ε

t

|γs,τ |2ds
]

≤ K2εEt

[
∫ τ∧ε

t

|γs,τ |2ds
]

,

∣

∣

∣

∣

Et

[
∫ τ∧ε

t

ξ
Es
Eτ
δσ(s)σ̄x(s)ds

]
∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ K3Et

[
∫ τ∧ε

t

∣

∣

∣

Es
Eτ

∣

∣

∣

2

ds

]

Et

[
∫ τ∧ε

t

ξ2ds

]

≤ K4ε
2.

Hence, |Et[ξy
ε
τ ]|2 ≤ 2(K2 ∨ K4)(εEt[

∫ τ∧ε

t
|γs,τ |2ds] + ε2) = o(ε). Furthermore, setting ξ = b̄x(τ) yields

|Et[y
ε
τ b̄x(τ)]|2 ≤ K5(εEt[

∫ τ∧ε

t |γs,τ |2ds] + ε2) for some constant K5 independent of τ . Consequently,

∫ T

t

|Et[y
ε
s b̄x(s)]|2ds ≤ K5

(

ε

∫ T

t

∫ τ∧ε

t

Et[|γs,τ |2]dsdτ + Tε2
)

= o(ε),

where the last equality follows from the dominated convergence theorem with

∫ τ

t

Et[|γs,τ |2]ds = Et

[

∣

∣

∣

b̄x(τ)

Eτ
− Et

[ b̄x(τ)

Eτ

]∣

∣

∣

2
]

≤ 4(sup |bx|)2Et

[

sup
s∈[t,T ]

|Es|−2

]

.

Finally, by (20) and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, we obtain

sup
τ∈[t,T ]

|Et[y
ε
τ ]|2 = sup

τ∈[t,T ]

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫ τ

t

Et[y
ε
s b̄x(s)]ds

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

≤ T

∫ T

t

|Et[y
ε
s b̄x(s)]|2ds = o(ε),

and thus, this proof is complete. �

Remark 4.2. In comparison, (Buckdahn et al., 2011, Lemma 3.2) for proving Proposition 3.1 therein

has used L
p-integrability for all p ≥ 1, which is much stronger than our condition. Lemma 4.1 shows that

the condition slightly stronger than square-integrability is sufficient to derive the first-order expansion of

J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ)− J(t, X̄t, ū) for our problem. By Lemma 4.1, one can further obtain the estimates

|Et[ξy
ε
τ ]Et[z

ε
τ ]| ≤

1

2
(Et[ξy

ε
τ ])

2 +
1

2
Et[|zετ |2] = o(ε),

|Et[y
ε
τ ]Et[ξz

ε
τ ]| ≤

1

2
(Et[y

ε
τ ])

2 +
1

2
Et[ξ

2]Et[|zετ |2] = o(ε), etc.

As a result, many terms in the expansion of J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ)− J(t, X̄t, ū) can be shown to be higher order

infinitesimals of ε.

For the sake of brevity, we let Mu
j (t, x) := Et[(X

t,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])j ] for the j-th conditional central

moment, and ~Mu(t, x) := (Et[X
t,x,u
T ],Mu

2 (t, x), . . . ,M
u
n (t, x)). In addition, for f = Ψ,Ψy,Ψyy,Ψyzj

,Ψzj
,

Ψzizj
, we write f̄ := f(t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M

ū(t, X̄t)).

Lemma 4.3. For an arbitrarily fixed ū ∈ U0, any t ∈ [0, T ), a sufficiently small ε ∈ (0, T − t] and an

Ft-measurable random variable ζ such that ūt,ε,ζ ∈ U0, we have

J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ) = J(t, X̄t, ū) + Et

[

Ψ̄y(y
ε
T + zεT ) +

1

2
Ψ̄yy(y

ε
T )

2
]

+ Et[Ψ̄z1
]Et[y

ε
T + zεT ]

+

n
∑

j=2

jEt[Ψ̄zj
]Et

[(

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−1 −M ū

j−1(t, x)
)

(yεT + zεT )
]

(23)

+

n
∑

j=2

(

j

2

)

Et[Ψ̄zj
]Et

[

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−2(yεT )

2]+ o(ε).
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Proof. It follows from (22) and Lemma 4.1 that

(Et[X
ε
T ])

j−i
Et[(X

ε
T )

i]− (Et[X̄T ])
j−i

Et[(X̄T )
i]

= (j − i)1{i≤j−1}(Et[X̄T ])
j−i−1

Et[(X̄T )
i]Et[y

ε
T + zεT ]

+ 1{i≥1}i(Et[X̄T ])
j−i

Et[(X̄T )
i−1(yεT + zεT )]

+ 1{i≥2}

(

i

2

)

(Et[X̄T ])
j−i

Et[(X̄T )
i−2(yεT )

2] + o(ε),

which leads to

M ū
t,ε,ζ

j (t, X̄t) =M ū
j (t, X̄t) + jEt

[

(

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−1 −M ū

j−1(t, X̄t)
)

(yεT + zεT )
]

+

(

j

2

)

Et

[

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−2(yεT )

2]+ o(ε), j ≥ 2. (24)

On the one hand, in the same line of proof as for (Yong & Zhou, 1999, (4.31), p. 128), one can obtain

Et

[

Ψ
(

t, X̄t, X
ε
T , ~M

ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)]

− Et

[

Ψ
(

t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M
ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)]

= Et

[

Ψy

(

t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M
ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)

(yεT + zεT )

]

+
1

2
Et

[

Ψyy

(

t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M
ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)

(yεT )
2

]

+ o(ε).

By (21), (24), Lemma 4.1 and the Lipschitz continuity of (Φ,Φy), we obtain

Et

[

Ψy

(

t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M
ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)

yεT
]

− Et[Ψ̄yy
ε
T

]

= o(ε),

Et

[

Ψy

(

t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M
ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)

zεT
]

− Et[Ψ̄yz
ε
T ] = o(ε),

Et

[

Ψyy

(

t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M
ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)

(yεT )
2]− Et[Ψ̄yy(y

ε
T )

2] = o(ε).

On the other hand, by Taylor’s expansion with the use of (21), (24) and Lemma 4.1, we can show that

Et

[

Ψ
(

t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M
ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)]

− Et[Ψ̄]− Et[Ψ̄z1
]Et[y

ε
T + zεT ]

=
n
∑

j=2

jEt[Ψ̄zj
]Et

[(

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−1 −M ū

j−1(t, X̄t)
)

(yεT + zεT )
]

+

n
∑

j=2

j(j − 1)

2
Et[Ψ̄zj

]Et

[

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−2(yεT )

2]+ o(ε).

Therefore, plugging the abovementioned expansions into the decomposition

J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ)− J(t, X̄t, ū)

=
(

Et

[

Ψ
(

t, X̄t, X
ε
T , ~M

ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)]

− Et

[

Ψ
(

t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M
ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)]

)

+
(

Et

[

Ψ
(

t, X̄t, X̄T , ~M
ū
t,ε,ζ

(t, X̄t)
)]

− Et[Ψ̄]
)

immediately yields the desired result. �

Now we are able to state the maximum principles for our control problems.

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that corresponding to ū ∈ U0, the following FBSDE admits a square-integrable
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solution (X̄, Y t,Yt, Zt,Zt) for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ):











































































dX̄s = b̄(s)ds+ σ̄(s)dWs, ∀s ∈ [0, T ], X̄0 = x0;

dY t
s = −

(

Y t
s b̄x(s) + Yt

sσ̄x(s)
)

ds+ Yt
sdWs, ∀s ∈ [t, T ],

Y t
T = Ψ̄y + Et[Ψ̄z1

] +

n
∑

j=2

jEt[Ψ̄zj
]
(

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−1 −M ū

j−1(t, X̄t)
)

;

dZt
s = −

(

2Zt
sb̄x(s) + Zt

s|σ̄x(s)|2 + 2Zt
sσ̄x(s) + Y t

s b̄xx(s) + Yt
sσ̄xx(s)

)

ds

+ Zt
sdWs, ∀s ∈ [t, T ],

Zt
T = Ψ̄yy +

n
∑

j=2

j(j − 1)Et[Ψ̄zj
](X̄T − Et[X̄T ])

j−2,

(25)

such that

lim sup
s↓t

Et

[

1

2
Zt
s

(

|σ(s, X̄s, ūs + ζ)|2 − |σ̄(s)|2
)

+ Y t
s δb(s) +

(

Yt
s − Zt

sσ̄(s)
)

δσ(s)

]

≤ 0

for any Ft-measurable random variable ζ satisfying ūt,ε,ζ ∈ U0. Then, ū is an ONEC.

Proof. According to the FBSDE (25), (23) can be re-expressed as

J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ)− J(t, X̄t, ū) = Et[Y

t
T (y

ε
T + zεT )] +

1

2
Et[Z

t
T (y

ε
T )

2] + o(ε).

In the same line of duality analysis as in (Yong & Zhou, 1999, Section 3.4.3, pp. 134-137), we obtain

J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ)− J(t, X̄t, ū)

= Et

[
∫ t+ε

t

(

Y t
s δb(s) + Yt

sδσ(s) +
1

2
Zt
s|δσ(s)|2

)

ds

]

+ o(ε)

= Et

[
∫ t+ε

t

(1

2
Zt
s

(

|σ(s, X̄s, ūs + ζ)|2 − |σ̄(s)|2
)

+ Y t
s δb(s) +

(

Yt
s − Zt

sσ̄(s)
)

δσ(s)
)

ds

]

+ o(ε) ≤ o(ε),

(26)

which implies that ū is an ONEC. �

Theorem 4.5. Suppose that b(t, x, u) and σ(t, x, u) are both affine in u. Then, ū ∈ U0 is an ONEC, if

for a.e. t ∈ [0, T ), the FBSDE (25) admits a square-integrable solution (X̄, Y t,Yt, Zt,Zt) such that

lim
s↓t

Et[Y
t
s bu(s, X̄s, u) + Yt

sσu(s, X̄s, u)] = 0, lim
s↓t

Et[Z
t
s] ≤ 0, P− a.s. (27)

Proof. Given that lims↓t Et[Z
t
s] ≤ 0, from the first equality in (26) we have

lim
ε↓0

1

ε

(

J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ)− J(t, X̄t, ū)

)

≤ lim
ε↓0

ζ

ε

∫ t+ε

t

Et[Y
t
s bu(s, X̄s, u) + Yt

sσu(s, X̄s, u)]ds.

Due to the square-integrability of (Y t,Yt) and the Lipschitz continuity of b(t, x, ·) and σ(t, x, ·), we obtain

Et

∫ T

t
|Y t

s bu(s, X̄s, u) + Yt
sσu(s, X̄s, u)|ds <∞. Hence,

lim
ε↓0

1

ε

(

J(t, X̄t, ū
t,ε,ζ)− J(t, X̄t, ū)

)

≤ ζ lim
s↓t

Et[Y
t
s bu(s, X̄s, u) + Yt

sσu(s, X̄s, u)] = 0,

which implies that ū is an ONEC. �
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Example 4.6. As mentioned in Remark 2.7, we now consider Ψ(~z) = g(pt(·, ~z)), where pt(·, ~z) is a

~z-indexed regular conditional law given Ft under P. This setting captures some non-linear law-dependent

preferences as in (Liang et al., 2023), as pt(·, ~Mu(t, x)) could be the conditional law of Xt,x,u
T character-

ized by its conditional expectation and higher-order central moments. Let B(R) be the Borel σ-algebra

generated by all open intervals in R, P be the Banach space of all finite signed measures on (R,B(R)),
the non-empty convex set P0 ⊆ P be the domain of the fairly general functional g, and L(S1,S2) be the

collection of all continuous linear functions from S1 to S2. In addition to the basic assumptions for Ψ

in Section 2, we shall introduces the following assumptions that can be viewed as continuous Gâteaux

differentiability:

1. There exists ∇g : P0 × R → R such that for any p, q ∈ P0,

lim
ε↓0

g(p+ ε(q − p))− g(p)

ε
=: dg(p, q − p) =

∫

R

∇g(p, x)
(

q(dx)− p(dx)
)

,

∫

R
|∇g(p, x)|q(dx) <∞, and p 7→ dg(p, ·) ∈ L(P ,R) is continuous.

2. For any p ∈ P0, there exists p~z : B(R)× R
n → R

n such that for any ~z,~h ∈ R
n,

lim
ε↓0

p(B,~z + ε~h)− p(B,~z)

ε
= 〈p~z(B,~z),~h〉, ∀B ∈ B(R),

and ~z 7→
∫

R
∇g(q, x)〈p~z(dx, ~z), ·〉 ∈ L(Rn,Rn) is continuous for any q ∈ P0.

Notably, ∇g is not unique due to
∫

R
(q(dx) − p(dx)) = 0 for probability measures (p, q). By the chain

rule, Ψ~z(~z) =
∫

R
∇g(pt(·, ~z), x)pt~z(dx) follows. Then, according to Theorems 4.4 and 4.5, the ONEC for

Ψ( ~Mu(t, x)) = g(pt(·, ~Mu(t, x))) can be characterized by (25) with















Y t
T =

∫

R

∇g
(

pt
(

·, ~M ū(t, x)
)

, x
)

〈

pt~z
(

dx, ~M ū(t, x)
)

, ~Q
(

X̄T , ~M
ū(t, x)

)〉

,

Zt
T =

∫

R

∇g
(

pt
(

·, ~M ū(t, x)
)

, x
)

〈

pt~z
(

dx, ~M ū(t, x)
)

, ~Qx

(

X̄T , ~M
ū(t, x)

)〉

,

(28)

where ~Q(x, ~z) := (Q1(x, ~z), . . . , Qn(x, ~z)) for Q1(x, ~z) := 1, Q2(x, ~z) := 2(x − z1) and other Qj(x, ~z) :=

j(x − z1)
j−1 − jzj−1, and ~Qx(x, ~z) := ∂x ~Q(x, ~z). On the other hand, we write ~M t

X := (Et[X ],Et[(X −
Et[X ])2], . . . ,Et[(X − Et[X ])n]) analogous to ~Mu(t,Xt), and then obtain

lim
ε→0

1

ε

∥

∥

∥

∥

~M t
X+ε∆ − ~M t

X − Et

[
∫ X+ε∆

X

~Q(v, ~M t
X)〉dv

]∥

∥

∥

∥

= 0,

where ‖ · ‖ is the Euclidean norm, from

Et[(X + ε∆− Et[X + ε∆])j ]− Et[(X − Et[X ])j ] = Et

[
∫ X+ε∆

X

Qj(v, ~MX)dv

]

+ o(ε).

Consequently, for an arbitrarily fixed c ∈ R,

g
(

pt(·, ~M t
X+ε∆)

)

− g
(

pt(·, ~M t
X)
)

= Et

[
∫ X+ε∆

X

dv

∫

R

∇g
(

pt(·, ~M t
X), x

)

〈pt~z(dx, ~M t
X), ~Q(v, ~M t

X)〉
]

+ o(ε)

=

∫

R

(
∫ s

c

∫

R

∇g
(

pt(·, ~M t
X), x

)

〈pt~z(dx, ~M t
X), ~Q(v, ~M t

X)〉dv
)

(

P
t
X+ε∆(ds)− P

t
X(ds)

)
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+ o(ε)

where P
t
X denotes the regular conditional law of X given Ft under P. This implies that if fixing pt and

writing G(Pt
X) = g(pt(·, ~M t

X)), then one can choose

∇G(Pt
X , x) =

∫ x

c

∫

R

∇g
(

pt(·, ~M t
X), s

)

〈pt~z(ds, ~M t
X), ~Q(v, ~M t

X)〉dv, ∀c ∈ R,

so that (28) can be re-expressed as

Y t
T = ∂x∇G(Pt

X̄T
, x)|x=X̄T

, Zt
T = ∂2x∇G(Pt

X̄T
, x)|x=X̄T

.

Furthermore, if pt(·, ~M t
X̄T

) = P
t
X̄T

, then G ≡ g, and the corresponding verification result in (Liang et al.,

2023) gets recovered to some extent. Notably, taking advantage of the second-order adjoint equation for

Zt, we do not need to impose the concavity condition on ∇g(Pt
X̄T
, ·) as in (Liang et al., 2023, Assumption

3.1). For instance, if the functions (b, σ) are affine in each of (x, u) as in (Liang et al., 2023), then it

follows from (25) that

Zt
s = Es

[

Zt
T e

2
∫ T

s
σ̄x(v)dWv−

∫ T

s
|σ̄x(v)|

2
dv+2

∫ T

s
b̄x(v)dv

]

,

which automatically satisfies that lims↓t Et[Z
t
s] ≤ 0 under the concavity assumption of ∇g(Pt

X̄T
, ·).

5 Particular cases with linear controlled SDE

Let R = R, b(t, x, u) = Atx + Btu + Ct and σ(t, x, u) = Dtu + Ft, where A,B,C,D, F : [0, T ] → R

are deterministic continuous functions with |Dt| > 0 for every t, and the constant κ ≥ 0. Suppose that

Ψ(t, x,XT , ~z) is independent of x and XT and affine in z1, and write it as κz1 +ψ(t, z2, . . . , zn). That is,

the objective function is

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ] + ψ

(

t,Mu
2 (t, x), . . . ,M

u
n (t, x)

)

, (29)

and the dynamics of Xt,x,u evolve as the linear controlled SDE:

dXt,x,u
s = (AsX

t,x,u
s +Bsus + Cs)ds+ (Dsus + Fs)dWs, Xt,x,u

t = x. (30)

In addition, for the sake of brevity, we let ~Mu
−1(t, x) := (Mu

2 (t, x), . . . ,M
u
n (t, x)), α0(·) = 1, α1(·) = 0,

~α(y) := (α2(y), . . . , αn(y)) for αj(y) := 1{j∈2N}(j − 1)!!yj/2, yβt :=
∫ T

t
|Dsβs|2ds,

θt :=

∫ T

t

∣

∣

∣

Bs

Ds

∣

∣

∣

2

ds, and Θ(t, x) := xe
∫ T

t
Avdv +

∫ T

t

e
∫ T

s
Avdv

(

Cs −
Bs

Ds

Fs

)

ds.

Remark 5.1. The objective function (29) arises from the theory of efficient frontier. See also (Li & Ng,

2000; Zhou & Li, 2000). Generally, the investors try to make trade-offs between the mean and the

combination of higher-order central moments, which respectively stand for reward and risk. To see an

economic insight, one can let the state X be the household/individual wealth, and u be the investment

amount on share, with the interest rate A, the volatility rate D, the market price of risk B/D, the income

rate C and the white noise coefficient F . Notably, in the coming Theorem 5.2, the CNEC is not only

independent of the wealth level X, but also independent of the income rate C.
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5.1 Closed-loop Nash equilibrium control

According to (8),

Φ(t, ·, ·, ~z) ≡ φ(t, ~z) := κz1 + ψ

(

t, z2 − z21 , . . . ,

n
∑

j=0

(

n

j

)

(−1)jzj1zn−j

)

. (31)

Then, we conclude that Us,·,~z(·, ·) ≡ φ(s, ~z) and ~λs,y(·, ·) ≡ φ~z(s, ~m
ũ(s, y)) for Theorem 3.2. Therefore,

to determine a CNEC, it suffices to find a solution for























Dũ(t,x) ~m(t, x) = 0, s.t. ~m(T, x) = (x, x2, . . . , xn);

ũ(t, x) = − Bt

|Dt|2

〈

φ~z
(

t, ~m(t, x)
)

, ~mx(t, x)
〉

〈

φ~z
(

t, ~m(t, x)
)

, ~mxx(t, x)
〉 − Ft

Dt

;

0 >
〈

φ~z
(

t, ~m(t, x)
)

, ~mxx(t, x)
〉

.

(32)

Theorem 5.2. Let {βt}t∈[0,T ] fulfill the integral equation

κBt

|Dt|2
+ βt

∑

1≤j≤ n
2

2j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

= 0, (33)

and satisfy the condition
∑

1≤j≤ n
2

j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

< 0. (34)

Then, (ũ, ~mũ) determined by

ũ(t, x) = βte
−

∫ T

t
Avdv − Ft

Dt

(35)

solves the PDE system (32), and hence, ũ is a CNEC for the control problem with the objective function

(29) and the controlled SDE (30).

Proof. Plugging (35) into the SDE in (30) yields

dXt,x,ũ
s =

(

AsX
t,x,ũ
s +Bsβse

−
∫ T

s
Avdv + Cs −

Bs

Ds

Fs

)

ds+Dsβse
−

∫ T

s
AvdvdWs,

which leads to Xt,x,ũ
T = Θ(t, x) +

∫ T

t Bsβsds +
∫ T

t DsβsdWs. Since ∂xX
t,x,ũ
T = exp(

∫ T

t Avdv) is deter-

ministic, then







∂xm
ũ
j (t, x) = jEt[(X

t,x,ũ
T )j−1]∂xX

t,x,ũ
T = jmũ

j−1(t, x)e
∫ T

t
Avdv,

∂2xm
ũ
j (t, x) = j∂xm

ũ
j−1(t, x)e

∫ T

t
Avdv = j(j − 1)mũ

j−2(t, x)e
2
∫ T

t
Avdv.

(36)

Since Xt,x,ũ
T − Et[X

t,x,ũ
T ] ∼ N(0, yβt ), we can show that

i
∑

j=0

(

i

j

)

(−1)i−j(mũ
1 (t, x)

)i−j
mũ

j (t, x) ≡M ũ
i (t, x) = αi(y

β
t ), ∀i ∈ N. (37)

Consequently, φ
(

t, ~mũ(t, x)
)

= κmũ
1 (t, x) + ψ

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

follows from (29), and hence,

〈

φ~z
(

t, ~mũ(t, x)
)

, ~mũ
x(t, x)

〉

= ∂xφ
(

t, ~mũ(t, x)
)

= κ∂xm
ũ
1 (t, x) = κe

∫ T

t
Avdv,
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while it follows from (31), (36) and (37) that

〈

φ~z
(

t, ~mũ(t, x)
)

, ~mũ
xx(t, x)

〉

=

n
∑

j=2

n
∑

i=j

(

i

j

)

(

−mũ
1 (t, x)

)i−j
ψzi

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

∂2xm
ũ
j (t, x)

= e2
∫ T

t
Avdv

n
∑

i=2

i(i− 1)αi−2(y
β
t )ψzi

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

= e2
∫ T

t
Avdv

∑

1≤j≤ n
2

2j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

.

Therefore, 〈φ~z(t, ~m(t, x)), ~mũ
xx(t, x)〉 < 0 immediately arises from the condition (34). On the other hand,

it follows from the equation (33) that

− Bt

|Dt|2

〈

φ~z
(

t, ~m(t, x)
)

, ~mx(t, x)
〉

〈

φ~z
(

t, ~m(t, x)
)

, ~mxx(t, x)
〉 = βte

−
∫ T

t
Avdv.

Hence, (ũ, ~mũ) determined by (35) solves the PDE system (32). �

Remark 5.3. In view of (33) and (34), one can find that corresponding to the CNEC ũ given by (35),

Xt,x,ũ
T is normally distributed, and hence all of its (2j +1)-th conditional central moment αi(y

β
t ) vanish.

Consequently, ũ does not vary as the preferences on those odd-order central moments change. In other

words, if ũ given by (33)–(35) is a CNEC for the objective function (29), then it is also a CNEC for

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ] + ψ

(

t,Mu
2 (t, x), 0,M

u
4 (t, x), 0, . . . , 1{n∈2N}M

u
n (t, x)

)

,

Furthermore, for any odd polynomial function P (t, ·), ũ is also a CNEC for

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ] + ψ

(

t, ~Mu
−1(t, x)

)

+ Et

[

P (t,Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])

]

.

Intuitively speaking, the independence of the preferences on the odd-order central moments for the CNEC

ũ meets the risk attitude that a positive odd-order central moment has both benefits (e.g., a long right

tail) and drawbacks (e.g., a small mode or median), as we have mentioned in Section 1. As far as results

are concerned, the CNEC does not only sacrifice those benefits, but also avoids those drawbacks, so that

agents with different risk attitudes towards odd-order central moments can get the same time-consistent

strategy. However, this explanation strongly relies on the artificial structure of our objective function

(29), and is likely to fail for more general problems. For instance, if we only change the constant κ

therein to some function κ(x), then the proof of Theorem 5.2 no longer holds, and one may obtain an

x-dependent ũ(t, x) distinct from (35). Thus, this leads to a loss of the independence of the preferences

on the odd-order central moments for the CNEC ũ. Summing up, for the sake of rigor, we prefer to think

of this independence as a mathematical consequence, rather than a necessary result for some intuitive

characteristics.

If κ = 0, then β ≡ 0 solves (33). Moreover, if ψz2
(t,~0) < 0 arising from (34) holds for every t, then

ũ(t, x) = −Ft/Dt gives a CNEC such that the corresponding XT is deterministic. The case with κ > 0

is slightly more complicated. The following theorem provides a sufficient condition for the existence and

uniqueness of solution for (33) with κ > 0.

Theorem 5.4. Suppose that

f(t, y) := −
(

∑

1≤j≤n
2

2j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y)ψz2j

(

t, ~α(y)
)

)−1
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is strictly positive and uniformly bounded over [0, T ] × [0,∞). Then, (33) with κ > 0 admits a unique

classical solution β.

Proof. (33) can be re-expressed as |Dt|2βt = κBtf(t, y
β
t ). If β solves it, then

0 ≤ βt = κBt|Dt|−2f(t, yβt ) ≤ κBt|Dt|−2 sup
y≥0

f(t, y) <∞,

0 ≤ yβt ≤
∫ T

0

|Dsβs|2ds ≤ Tκ2(inf D)−2(sup |B|2)(sup |f |2) <∞,

and y = yβ solves y′t + |κBt|2|Dt|−2|f(t, yt)|2 = 0. Conversely, we conclude that |f(t, ·)|2 is Lipschitz

continuous on [0, Tκ2(inf D)−2(sup |B|2)(sup |f |2)], since

∣

∣

(

f(t, y)
)2 −

(

f(t, z)
)2∣
∣ = |f(t, y)f(t, z)||f(t, y) + f(t, z)|

∣

∣

∣

1

f(t, y)
− 1

f(t, z)

∣

∣

∣
, ∀y, z ≥ 0.

Then, due to the existence and uniqueness theorem for first-order ordinary differential equation, there ex-

ists a unique {yt}t∈[0,T ] such that |Dt|2y′t+ |κBtf(t, yt)|2 = 0 with yT = 0. Hence, βt = κBt|Dt|−2f(t, yt)

gives the unique solution to (33). �

Apart from the result given by Theorem 5.2, according to Lemma 3.1 and Theorem 3.3, seeking a

CNEC can be reduced to solving the following Bellman equation:

0 = max
ζ∈R

{

Vt(t, x) + Vx(t, x)(Atx+Btu+ Ct) +
1

2
Vxx(t, x)(Dtζ + Ft)

2

− φt
(

t, ~mũ(t, x)
)

− 1

2
(Dtζ + Ft)

2〈~mũ
x(t, x)φ~z~z

(

t, ~mũ(t, x)
)

, ~mũ
x(t, x)

〉

}

, (38)

subject to the terminal condition V (T, x) = κx+ ψ(T,~0).

Theorem 5.5. Suppose that the integral equation (33) admits the solution β such that (34) holds,
∫ T

t
Bsβsds <∞ and yβt ≡

∫ T

t
|Dsβs|2ds <∞. Then,

V (t, x) = κΘ(t, x) + κ

∫ T

t

Bsβsds+ ψ
(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

(39)

fulfills (38), and (35) realizes the maximum on the right-hand side of (38).

Proof. For twice differentiable functions H(~z) and h(~z) with

H(~z) = h

(

z1, z2 − z21 , z3 − 3z2z1 + 2z31 , . . . ,

n
∑

j=0

(

n

j

)

(−1)jzj1zn−j

)

,

by straightforward calculation, one can obtain

n
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=1

ijHzizj
(~z)zi−1zj−1 = hz1z1 −

n
∑

k=2

k(k − 1)hzk

k−2
∑

i=0

(

k − 2

i

)

(−1)k−2−izk−2−i
1 zi,

where hz1z1 = hz1z1(z1, z2 − z21 , . . . ,
∑n

j=0

(

n
j

)

(−1)jzj1zn−j) and so on for brevity. Applying this differen-

tiation result to (31), with the first identity in (36), we have

〈

~mũ
x(t, x)φ~z~z

(

t, ~mũ(t, x)
)

, ~mũ
x(t, x)

〉
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= e2
∫ T

t
Avdv

n
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=1

ijφzizj
(

t, ~mũ(t, x)
)

mũ
i−1(t, x)m

ũ
j−1(t, x)

= −e2
∫ T

t
Avdv

n
∑

k=2

k(k − 1)M ũ
k−2(t, x)ψzk

(

t, ~M ũ
−1(t, x)

)

= −e2
∫ T

t
Avdv

∑

1≤j≤n
2

2j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

.

Then, plugging the above result with φt(t, ~m
ũ(t, x)) = ψt(t, ~M

ũ
−1(t, x)) = ψt(t, ~α(y

β
t )),

1
2κBtβt =

∂tψ
(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

− ψt

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

arising from (33) and the EVF candidate (39) into the Bellman equation

(38), yields

0 = max
ζ∈R

{

e
∫ T

t
Avdv

(

ζ +
Ft

Dt

)

κBt −
1

2
κBtβt

+
1

2
e2

∫ T

t
Avdv

(

ζ +
Ft

Dt

)2

|Dt|2
∑

1≤j≤ n
2

2j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

}

. (40)

Notably, the rest of this proof is to show the validness of (40) and that ũ(t, x) given by (35) realizes the

maximum on the right-hand side of (40). Since (34) holds, the maximization condition for (40) can be

re-expressed as

0 =
κBt

|Dt|2
+
(

ζ∗ +
Ft

Dt

)

e
∫ T

t
Avdv

∑

1≤j≤n
2

2j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

,

where ζ∗ represents the maximizer. In comparison with (33), ζ∗ = ũ(t, x) follows. Then, substituting

the maximizer ζ∗ = ũ(t, x) back into (40), by using (33) again, one can find that the right-hand side of

(40) vanishes. So we complete this proof. �

Example 5.6. For the following objective functions arising from mean-variance-skewness problems with

arbitrarily fixed κ2 > 0 and κ3 (which degenerates to a mean-variance objective function when κ3 = 0),

J3(t, x, u) = Et[X
t,x,u
T ] +

3
∑

j=2

(−1)j+1 κj
j!
Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])j

]

,

Theorem 5.2 provides a (κ3, x)-independent CNEC, as the following:

ũMV (t, x) =
Bt

κ2|Dt|2
e−

∫ T

t
Avdv − Ft

Dt

,

which due to Remark 5.3 is also a CNEC for

JMV S(t, x, u) = Et[X
t,x,u
T ]− κ2

2
Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])2

]

+
κ3
6

Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])3

]

(

Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])2

])
3
2

.

For the objective function related to mean-variance-skewness-kurtosis problems,

J4(t, x, u) = Et[X
t,x,u
T ] +

4
∑

j=2

(−1)j+1 κj
j!
Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])j

]

,
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where κ2, κ4 ≥ 0 with |κ2|+ |κ4| > 0, the CNEC given by Theorem 5.2 is

ũ4(t, x) =
(

κ32 +
3

2
κ4θt

)− 1
3 Bt

|Dt|2
e−

∫ T

t
Avdv − Ft

Dt

,

which is also (κ3, x)-independent. In fact, according to Theorem 5.2 and the definition of (θt, y
β
t ), we are

supposed to solve θ′t = y′t(κ2 +
1
2κ4yt)

2 for yt. Integrating the both sides over [t, T ] with rearranging the

terms yields κ2 +
1
2κ4yt = (κ32 +

3
2κ4θt)

1/3, which leads to the desired result by differentiating the both

sides w.r.t. t. More generally, for the objective function

Jn(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ] +

n
∑

j=2

(−1)j+1 κj
j!
Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])j

]

, (41)

as a linear combination of mean and central moments, where all κ2j ≥ 0 and at least one κ2j > 0,

Theorem 5.2 suggests that seeking a CNEC can be reduced to solving

0 =
∣

∣

∣

κBt

Dt

∣

∣

∣

2

+ y′t

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

1≤j≤n
2

κ2j
(yt)

j−1

(2j − 2)!!

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

as well as the integral equation yt = yβt . Integrating the both sides of the above differential equation over

[t, T ] yields the algebraic equation

κ2θt =

∫ yt

0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

0≤j≤ n
2
−1

κ2j+2

zj

(2j)!!

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

dz ≡ 2

∫ 1
2
yt

0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∑

0≤j≤n
2
−1

κ2j+2

zj

j!

∣

∣

∣

∣

2

dz. (42)

If κ = 0, then (42) has the unique solution y ≡ 0, which leads to β ≡ 0. Otherwise, the unique solution yt

of (42) is decreasing and continuously differentiable. Then, (35) with βt = (Dt)
−1
√

−y′t gives the CNEC.

Example 5.7. Interested readers may focus on the mean-variance-standardized moments objective func-

tion

JMV SM (t, x, u) = Et[X
t,x,u
T ]− κ2

2
Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])2

]

+

n
∑

j=3

(−1)j+1κj
j!

Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])j

]

(

Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])2

])

j
2

;

that is, all higher-order central moments except the variance in (41) are replaced by standardized moments

of the corresponding order. For this situation, we let

ψ(t, z2, . . . , zn) = −κ2
2
z2 +

n
∑

j=3

(−1)j+1κj
j!

zj

|z2|
j
2

.

Consequently, the left-hand side of (33) equals to Bt|Dt|−2−κ2βt. Therefore, ũMV in the last Example 5.6

is also a CNEC for JMV SM , if κ2 > 0.
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5.2 Open-loop Nash equilibrium control

Now we show that the state-independent CNEC given by (35) is exactly a path-independent ONEC.

According to Theorem 4.5, seeking an ONEC can be reduced to solving the linear FBSDE































































dX̄s = (AsX̄s +Bsūs + Cs)ds+ (Dsūs + Fs)dWs, ∀s ∈ [0, T ], X̄0 = x0;

dY t
s = −AsY

t
s ds+ Yt

sdWs, ∀s ∈ [t, T ],

Y t
T = κ+

n
∑

j=2

jψzj

(

t, ~M ū
−1(t, X̄t)

)(

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−1 −M ū

j−1(t, X̄t)
)

;

dZt
s = −2AsZ

t
sds+ Zt

sdWs, ∀s ∈ [t, T ],

Zt
T =

n
∑

j=2

j(j − 1)ψzj

(

t, ~M ū
−1(t, X̄t)

)

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−2,

(43)

with the following optimality condition:

lim
s↓t

Et[BsY
t
s +DsYt

s] = 0, lim
s↓t

Et[Z
t
s] ≤ 0, P− a.s., a.e. t ∈ [0, T ). (44)

Lemma 5.8. Suppose that ūt = βt exp(−
∫ T

t Avdv)−Ft/Dt, where β is an arbitrarily fixed deterministic

continuous function. Then, (43) admits the unique solution











































































































X̄s = x0e
∫ s

0
Avdv +

∫ s

0

e
∫ s

τ
Avdv

(

Cτ − Bτ

Dτ

Fτ

)

dτ

+ e−
∫ T

s
Avdv

(
∫ s

0

Bτβτdτ +

∫ s

0

DτβτdWτ

)

,

Y t
s = e

∫ T

s
Avdv

(

κ+

n
∑

j=2

jψzj

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

(

Es

[

(

∫ T

t

DτβτdWτ

)j−1
]

− αj−1(y
β
t )

)

)

,

Yt
s = e

∫ T

s
AvdvDsβs

n
∑

j=2

j(j − 1)ψzj

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

Es

[

(

∫ T

t

DτβτdWτ

)j−2
]

,

Zt
s = e2

∫ T

s
Avdv

n
∑

j=2

j(j − 1)ψzj

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

Es

[

(

∫ T

t

DτβτdWτ

)j−2
]

,

Zt
s = e2

∫ T

s
AvdvDsβs

n
∑

j=3

j(j − 1)(j − 2)ψzj

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

Es

[

(

∫ T

t

DτβτdWτ

)j−3
]

.

Proof. The explicit expression of X̄ arises from the SDE

dX̄s =
(

AsX̄s +Bsβse
−

∫ T

s
Avdv + Cs −

Bs

Ds

Fs

)

ds+Dsβse
−

∫ T

s
AvdvdWs.

Then, we have X̄T = Et[X̄T ] +
∫ T

t DsβsdWs, and hence ~M ū
−1(t, X̄t) = ~α(yβt ). See also the proof for

Theorem 5.2. Consequently, by the Lipschitz continuity of ψ(t, ·), we conclude that Y t
T and Zt

T are square-

integrable. Due to (Yong & Zhou, 1999, Theorem 7.2.2, p. 349), each backward stochastic differential

equation (BSDE) in (43) admits a unique square-integrable F-predictable solution. Furthermore, from

the BSDEs in (43) one can obtain

Y t
s = e

∫ T

s
AvdvEs[Y

t
T ], Zt

s = e2
∫ T

s
AvdvEs[Z

t
T ],

which lead to the desired explicit expression of (Y t, Zt). In order to derive the explicit expression of Yt
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from Y t
s exp(−

∫ T

s
Avdv) = Es[Y

t
T ], we differentiate the both sides of

∞
∑

j=0

zj

j!
Es

[

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j] = Es

[

ez
∫ T

t
DvβvdWv

]

= ez
∫ s

t
DvβvdWv+

1
2
z
2
y
β
s .

with respect to s to show that dEs[(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j ] = jEs[(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])

j−1]DsβsdWs. Consequently,

d
(

Y t
s e

−
∫ T

s
Avdv

)

=

n
∑

j=2

j(j − 1)ψzj

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

Es

[

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−2]DsβsdWs.

By comparing d(Y t
s exp(−

∫ T

s Avdv)) = exp(−
∫ T

s Avdv)Yt
sdWs from(43) with the abovementioned result,

we obtain the desired expression of Yt according to the existence and uniqueness of Yt. In the same

manner, comparing

d
(

Zt
se

−2
∫ T

s
Avdv

)

=

n
∑

j=3

j(j − 1)(j − 2)ψzj

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

Es

[

(X̄T − Et[X̄T ])
j−3]DsβsdWs

with d(Zt
s exp(−2

∫ T

s Avdv)) = exp(−2
∫ T

s Avdv)Zt
sdWs from (43) yields the desired expression of Zt. �

Theorem 5.9. Let β fulfill (33) and (34). Then, for the objective function (29) and the controlled SDE

(30), {βt exp(−
∫ T

t
Avdv)− Ft/Dt}t∈[0,T ] is an ONEC.

Proof. From Lemma 5.8, we obtain lims↓t Et[BsY
t
s + DsYt

s] = BtY
t
t + DtYt

t and lims↓t Et[Z
t
s] = Zt

t ,

where


































Y t
t = κe

∫ T

t
Avdv,

Yt
t = e

∫ T

t
AvdvDtβt

∑

1≤j≤ n
2

2j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

,

Zt
t = e2

∫ T

t
Avdv

∑

1≤j≤ n
2

2j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

.

DtYt
t = −BtY

t
t follows from (33), while Zt

t < 0 follows from (34). Thus, for β given by (33) and (34),

the optimality condition (44) holds. According to Theorem 4.5, ū is an ONEC. �

5.3 Limiting cases

In the previous subsections, we have shown that the univariate time function given by (33)–(35) is

a CNEC and an ONEC for the control problem with the objective function (29) and the controlled

SDE (30). In particular, for the objective function (41) as a linear combination of mean and central

moments that researchers may be more concerned about, deriving the state-independent CNEC or the

path-independent ONEC is reduced to solving the algebraic equation (42). However, the celebrated

Abel-Ruffini Theorem and Galois Theory indicate that there is no solution in radicals to (42) of finite

degree n ≥ 6 with arbitrary coefficients κ2j . In this subsection, we let n tend to infinity. As a result, we

provide a heuristic approach to find state-independent CNEC, as well as path-independent ONEC, for

several artificial objective functions. Notably, the theories in Sections 3 and 4 are only suitable for the

problem with finitely many higher-order moments, so we also provide verification procedures by applying

those theories to Ψ(t, x, y, ~z) ≡ Φ(y, z1) (i.e. without any higher-order moment) for the sake of rigor.
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5.3.1 Limiting case I: mean-exponential utility function

Let us consider the objective function

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ] +

∞
∑

j=2

(−c)j−1

j!
Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])j

]

(45)

for fixed κ ≥ 0 and c > 0, or equivalently,

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ]− 1

c
Et

[

e−c(X
t,x,u

T −Et[X
t,x,u

T ])]+
1

c
. (46)

Notably, (46) can be regarded as a weighted average of the expectation Et[X
t,x,u
T ] and the expected

exponential utility for Xt,x,u
T −Et[X

t,x,u
T ], for which c represents the CARA coefficient. By Theorems 5.2

and 5.9, to determine a CNEC and an ONEC for (45), it suffices to solve κ2θt = exp(c2yt) − 1 arising

from (41) and (42). As a result, yt = c−2 ln(1+κ2θt), and hence, βt = κc−1Bt|Dt|−2(1+κ2θt)
−1/2 solves

yβt = yt. Moreover, (34) for n = ∞ holds, since

∞
∑

j=1

j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

= − c

2

∞
∑

j=1

(c2yβt )
j−1

(2j − 2)!!
= − c

2
e

1
2
c
2
y
β
t < 0.

Hence, for the CNEC ũ, the ONEC ū and the EVF, we have

ũ(t, x) = ūt =
κBte

−
∫ T

t
Avdv

c|Dt|2
√

1 + κ2θt

− Ft

Dt

, (47)

V (t, x) = J(t, x, ũ) = κΘ(t, x) +

√

1 + κ2θt − 1

c
. (48)

The rest of this subsection is to show that ũ (resp. ū) is exactly a CNEC (resp. an ONEC) for (46).

We may refer to the total of the following steps as a “verification procedure”. On the one hand, we let

Φ(t, x, y, ~z) ≡ Φ(y, z1) = κy − c−1e−c(y−z1) + c−1 for (46). According to (19), the Bellman equation for

deriving a CNEC is

0 = max
ζ∈R

{

Vt(t, x) + Vx(t, x)(Atx+ Btζ + Ct) +
1

2
Vxx(t, x)(Dtζ + Ft)

2

−
(

λt,xx (t, x)∂xm
ũ
1 (t, x) +

1

2
µt,x(t, x)

(

∂xm
ũ
1 (t, x)

)2
)

(Dtζ + Ft)
2

}

,

(49)

where






λs,y(t, x) = Et

[

Φz1

(

Xt,x,ũ
T ,mũ

1 (s, y)
)]

= −Et

[

e−c(X
t,x,ũ

T −m
ũ
1 (s,y))

]

,

µs,y(t, x) = Et

[

Φz1z1

(

Xt,x,ũ
T ,mũ

1 (s, y)
)]

= cλs,y(t, x).
(50)

Now we show that V given by (48) fulfills (49), whereby ũ given by (47) realizes the maximum. Corre-

sponding to ũ given by (47), we have

λs,yx (t, x) = ce
∫ T

t
AvdvEt

[

e−c(X
t,x,ũ
T −m

ũ
1 (s,y))

]

= −ce
∫ T

t
Avdvλs,y(t, x)

and λt,x(t, x) = −Et[exp(−c
∫ T

t DsβsdWs)] = −
√

1 + κ2θt. It follows from(48) with the abovementioned
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results that the right-hand side of (49) is equal to

max
ζ∈R

{

− κ2|Bt|2

2c|Dt|2
√

1 + κ2θt

+ κe
∫ T

t
AvdvBt

Dt

(Dtζ + Ft)

− c

2

√

1 + κ2θte
2
∫ T

t
Avdv(Dtζ + Ft)

2

}

= 0,

for which ζ∗ = ũ(t, x) given by (47) satisfies the first-order derivative condition:

0 = κe
∫ T

t
AvdvBt − c

√

1 + κ2θte
2
∫ T

t
AvdvDt(Dtζ

∗ + Ft).

So we are done. On the other hand, to show that ū given by (47) is an ONEC for (46), it suffices to show

the validity of (44) with (Y t,Yt, Zt) given by the BSDEs































dY t
s = −AsY

t
s ds+ Yt

sdWs, ∀s ∈ [t, T ],

Y t
T = Ψy(X̄T ,Et[X̄T ]) + Et

[

Ψz1
(X̄T ,Et[X̄T ])

]

= κ+ e−c
∫ T

t
DvβvdWv − e

1
2
c
2
y
β
t ;

dZt
s = −2AsZ

t
sds+ Zt

sdWs, ∀s ∈ [t, T ],

Zt
T = Ψyy(X̄T ,Et[X̄T ]) = −ce−c

∫ T

t
DvβvdWv ,

according to Theorem 4.5 with X̄T − Et[X̄T ] =
∫ T

t DsβsdWs. From







Y t
s e

−
∫ T

s
Avdv = κ+ Es

[

e−c
∫ T

t
DvβvdWv

]

− e
1
2
c
2
y
β
t ,

d
(

Y t
s e

−
∫ T

s
Avdv

)

= e−
∫ T

s
AvdvYt

sdWs,

we obtain Yt
s = −c exp(

∫ T

s Avdv +
1
2 c

2yβt − c
∫ s

t DvβvdWv)Dsβs. In the same manner, we can show that

Zt
s = −c exp(2

∫ T

s
Avdv)Es[exp(−c

∫ T

t
DvβvdWv)]. Consequently,

lim
s↓t

Et[BsY
t
s +DsYt

s] = BtY
t
t +DtYt

t = 0, lim
s↓t

Et[Z
t
s] = Zt

t < 0.

Therefore, (44) holds, and hence ū given by (47) is an ONEC for (46).

5.3.2 Limiting case II: hyperbolic cosine penalty function

For arbitrarily fixed κ ≥ 0 and c > 0, we consider the objective function

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ]− 1

c
Et

[

cosh
(

c(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])

)]

+
1

c
, (51)

where the hyperbolic cosine function is the penalty function for the deviationXt,x,u
T −Et[X

t,x,u
T ]. Roughly

speaking, (51) is an analogue to the conventional mean-variance objective function, but it replaces the

quadratic function for variance with a hyperbolic cosine function. Notably, (51) can be re-expressed as

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ]−

∞
∑

j=1

c2j−1

(2j)!
Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])2j

]

, (52)

which is the result of removing all odd-order central moments from (45). This implies that ũ (resp. ū)

given by (47) is a CNEC (resp. an ONEC) for (52), and V given by (48) is the EVF. Interested readers

can follow our verification procedure as in the previous Section 5.3.1 to see that ũ (resp. ū) is exactly a
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CNEC (resp. an ONEC) for (51). Here we omit the statement due to the page limit.

5.3.3 Limiting case III: cosine penalty function

In this subsection, we employ an irrational penalty function S(x) = (1 − cos(cx))/c with c > 0; that

is,

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ] +

1

c
Et

[

cos
(

c(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])

)]

− 1

c
. (53)

Some results in the following are parallel to those in Section 5.3.2, because of the link between cos(·)
and cosh(·). In addition, for technic reasons we assume that κ2θ0 < 1, so that the marginal reward from

Et[X
t,x,u
T ] and the penalty for the deviation Xt,x,u

T −Et[X
t,x,u
T ] are both bounded. Let us rewrite (53) as

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ]−

∞
∑

j=1

(−1)j−1c2j−1

(2j)!
Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])2j

]

. (54)

Following the same line as deriving (47) and (48), we obtain yβt = −c−2 ln(1 − κ2θt), which solves

κ2θt = 1− exp(−c2yt). Then, βt = κc−1Bt|Dt|−2(1− κ2θt)
−1/2 and

∞
∑

j=1

j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

= − c

2

∞
∑

j=1

(−c2yβt )j−1

(2j − 2)!!
= − c

2
e−

1
2
c
2
y
β
t < 0.

Therefore, for the CNEC ũ, the ONEC ū and the EVF V , we have

ũ(t, x) = ūt =
κBte

−
∫ T

t
Avdv

c|Dt|2
√

1− κ2θt

− Ft

Dt

, V (t, x) = κΘ(t, x) +
1−

√

1− κ2θt

c
.

Here we omit the statement for the verification procedure due to the page limit, and encourage interested

readers to try it on their own. In fact, the verification procedure for a more general case will be provided

in the coming Section 5.3.4.

5.3.4 Limiting case IV: ambiguous cosine penalty function

Let H be an F-independent random variable whose all original moments of positive integer order exist,

and S(x) = 1− E[cos(Hx)] be the penalty function for

J(t, x, u) = κEt[X
t,x,u
T ] + Et

[

cos
(

H(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])

)]

− 1

= κEt[X
t,x,u
T ]−

∞
∑

j=1

(−1)j−1

(2j)!
E[H2j ]Et

[

(Xt,x,u
T − Et[X

t,x,u
T ])2j

]

.
(55)

In fact, when the agent cannot specify an exact penalty function Sh(x) = 1 − cos(hx) because she/he

cannot have complete information about the principal or the environment, it might be an appropriate

choice to try the expected penalty function S(x) = E[SH(x)] = 1−E[cos(Hx)] with a given distribution

of H . Since

∞
∑

j=1

j(2j − 1)α2j−2(y
β
t )ψz2j

(

t, ~α(yβt )
)

= −1

2

∞
∑

j=1

(−yβt )j−1

(2j − 2)!!
E[H2j ] = −1

2
E
[

H2e−
1
2
H

2
y
β
t
]

,

the condition (34) for n = ∞ holds. Then, for a CNEC/ONEC candidate in the form of (35), due to (41)

and (42), it is supposed to solve κ2θt =
∫ yt

0

(

E
[

H2e−
1
2
H

2
z])2dz for the unique solution yβt . As a result,
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βt = κBt|Dt|−2/E[H2 exp(−H2yβt /2)].

Now we are going to show that for (55),

ũ(t, x) = ūt = e−
∫ T

t
Avdv κBt

|Dt|2
(

E
[

H2e−
1
2
H

2
y
β
t
])−1 − Ft

Dt

(56)

exactly gives a CNEC and an ONEC, and the corresponding EVF is

V (t, x) = κΘ(t, x) + 1− E
[

e−
1
2
H

2
y
β
t
]

. (57)

On the one hand, let Φ(y, z1) = κy − S(y − z1) and

{

λs,y(t, x) = Et

[

Φz1

(

Xt,x,ũ
T ,mũ

1 (s, y)
)]

= Et

[

S′(Xt,x,ũ
T −mũ

1 (s, y)
)]

,

µs,y(t, x) = Et

[

Φz1z1

(

Xt,x,ũ
T ,mũ

1 (s, y)
)]

= −Et

[

S′′(Xt,x,ũ
T −mũ

1 (s, y)
)]

,

which leads to λs,yx (t, x) = − exp(
∫ T

t
Avdv)µ

s,y(t, x) and

µt,x(t, x) = −Et

[

H2 cos

(

H

∫ T

t

DvβvdWv

)]

= −E
[

H2e−
1
2
H

2
y
β
t
]

.

Then, for (57), the right-hand side of (49) is equal to

max
ζ∈R

{

− κ2|Bt|2

2|Dt|2E
[

H2e−
1
2
H

2
y
β
t
]

+ κe
∫ T

t
AvdvBt

Dt

(Dtζ + Ft)

−1

2
E
[

H2e−
1
2
H

2
y
β
t
]

e2
∫ T

t
Avdv(Dtζ + Ft)

2

}

= 0,

whereby (56) realizes the maximum. Hence, we obtain the desired conclusion for (ũ, V ). On the other

hand, since the following BSDE arising from (43),











dY t
s = −AsY

t
s ds+ Yt

sdWs, ∀s ∈ [t, T ],

Y t
T = κ− ET

[

H sin

(

H

∫ T

t

DvβvdWv

)]

,

admits the solution















Y t
s e

−
∫ T

s
Avdv = κ− Es

[

H sin

(

H

∫ s

t

DvβvdWv

)

e−
1
2
H

2
y
β
s

]

,

Yt
se

−
∫ T

s
Avdv = −Es

[

H2 cos

(

H

∫ s

t

DvβvdWv

)

e−
1
2
h
2
y
β
s

]

Dsβs,

we obtain lims↓t Et[BsY
t
s +DsYt

s] = BtY
t
t +DtYt

t = 0. Moreover, given that dZt
s = −2AsZ

t
sds+Zt

sdWs

and Zt
T = −ET [H

2 cos(H
∫ T

t DvβvdWv)] from(43), we obtain lims↓t Z
t
s = Zt

t = −Et[H
2 exp(− 1

2H
2yβt )] <

0. Hence, we obtain the desired conclusion for ū. So we are done.

Remark 5.10. Let i be the imaginary unit for (generalized) Fourier transform. For a fairly general

even penalty function S(x), its Fourier (cosine) transform

Ŝ(h) :=

∫ +∞

−∞

S(x)e−ihxdx =

∫ +∞

−∞

S(x) cos(hx)dx
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is also an even real-valued function. By inverse Fourier (cosine) transform,

S(x) =
1

2π

∫ +∞

−∞

Ŝ(h) cos(hx)dh =

∞
∑

j=0

(−1)jx2j

2π(2j)!

∫ +∞

−∞

Ŝ(h)h2jdh.

This is a generalization of the form S(x) = 1 − E[cos(Hx)]. Roughly speaking, one can treat Ŝ/2π

as a “probability density function”, or replace the probability measure with Ŝ(h)dh/2π in our previous

derivation. For example, for S(x) = 1− exp(− 1
2x

2),

1

2π
Ŝ(h) = δ(h)− 1

2π

∫ +∞

−∞

e−ihx− x
2

2 dx = δ(h)− 1√
2π
e−

h
2

2 ,

where δ(·) is Dirac delta function. In terms of determining β for the CNEC/ONEC in the form of (35),

according to (42), it is supposed to solve

κ2θt =

∫ y
β
t

0

(
∫ +∞

−∞

Ŝ(h)

2π
h2e−

1
2
h
2
zdh

)2

dz.

As a result, if
∫ +∞

−∞ Ŝ(h)h2 exp(−h2yβt /2)dh > 0, interested readers can arrive at the CNEC/ONEC and

its corresponding EVF, as the following:

ũ(t, x) = ūt = e−
∫ T

t
Avdv κBt

|Dt|2
(
∫ +∞

−∞

Ŝ(h)

2π
h2e−

1
2
h
2
y
β
t dh

)−1

− Ft

Dt

,

V (t, x) = κΘ(t, x) + 1−
∫ +∞

−∞

Ŝ(h)

2π
e−

1
2
h
2
y
β
t dh.

Notably, any real function S defined on an interval symmetric about the origin has the decomposition

S(x) = (S(x) + S(−x))/2 + (S(x) − S(−x))/2, where the first part is even and the second part is odd.

According to Remark 5.3, the state-independent CNEC and the path-independent ONEC for a fairly

general penalty function S(x) might be the same as those for (S(x) + S(−x))/2, for which the above

Fourier cosine transform method can be used.

6 Concluding remark

We have studied the time-consistent stochastic control problems with higher-order central moments of

the terminal value of state process. On the one hand, seeking a closed-loop Nash equilibrium control is

reduced to solving a PDE system, where the so-called equilibrium value function as well as its Bellman

equation is not necessary. On the other hand, referring to a standard perturbation argument for spike

variation, we derive a sufficient maximum principle with a flow of FBSDEs for open-loop Nash equilibrium

control. After the necessary theory is established, we consider the linear control problems, where the

objective functional is affine in the mean. In many cases, the closed-loop and the open-loop Nash

equilibrium controls are identical and independent of the state, random path and the preference on

odd-order central moments.

Acknowledgments

The research of the first author is supported by National Natural Science Foundation of China under

Grant 12401611 and CTBU Research Projects Grant 2355010. The research of the second author is

28



supported by Major Program of the Key Research Institute on Humanities and Social Science of China

Ministry of Education under Grant 22JJD790091. The third author acknowledges the funding support

from NSF-DMS Grant 2204795. The fourth author acknowledges the funding support from the Research

Grants Council of the Hong Kong Special Administrative Region Grant PolyU15223419.

References

Alia, I. (2019). A non-exponential discounting time-inconsistent stochastic optimal control problem for

jump-diffusion. Math. Control Relat. Fields , 9 (3), 541-570. doi: 10.3934/mcrf.2019025

Basak, S., & Chabakauri, G. (2010). Dynamic mean-variance asset allocation. Rev. Financ. Stud., 23 (8),

2970-3016. doi: 10.1093/rfs/hhq028

Bensoussan, A., Frehse, J., & Yam, P. (2013). Mean field games and mean field type control theory. New

York: Springer-Verlag. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4614-8508-7

Björk, T., Khapko, M., & Murgoci, A. (2017). On time-inconsistent stochastic control in continuous

time. Finance Stoch., 21 (2), 331-360. doi: 10.1007/s00780-017-0327-5

Björk, T., & Murgoci, A. (2014). A theory of Markovian time-inconsistent stochastic control in discrete

time. Finance Stoch., 18 (3), 545-592. doi: 10.1007/s00780-014-0234-y

Björk, T., Murgoci, A., & Zhou, X. Y. (2014). Mean variance portfolio optimization with state dependent

risk aversion. Math. Finance, 24 (1), 1-24. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-9965.2011.00515.x

Boissaux, M., & Schiltz, J. (2010). An optimal control approach to portfolio optimization with con-

ditioning information. Luxembourg School of Finance Working Paper , 57 (19), 2519-2526. doi:

10.1080/00268976.2010.508052

Boissaux, M., & Schiltz, J. (2013). Conditioned higher-moment portfolio: Optimization using optimal

control. in: Terraza v., razafitombo h. (eds) understanding investment funds. London: Palgrave

Macmillan. doi: 10.1057/9781137273611_6

Briec, W., Kerstens, K., & Jokung, O. (2007). Mean-variance-skewness portfolio performance gauging:

A general shortage function and dual approach. Management Sci., 53 (1), 135-149. doi: 10.1287/

mnsc.1060.0596

Buckdahn, R., Djehiche, B., & Li, J. (2011). A general stochastic maximum principle for SDEs of

mean-field type. Appl. Math. Optim., 64 (2), 197-216. doi: 10.1007/s00245-011-9136-y

Chabi-Yo, F. (2012). Pricing kernels with stochastic skewness and volatility risk. Management Sci.,

58 (3), 624-640. doi: 10.1287/mnsc.1110.1424

Czichowsky, C. (2013). Time-consistent mean-variance portfolio selection in discrete and continuous

time. Finance Stoch., 17 (2), 227-271. doi: 10.1007/s00780-012-0189-9

De Athayde, G. M., & Flôres, R. G. (2004). Finding a maximum skewness portfolio - a general solution

to three-moments portfolio choice. J. Econom. Dynam. Control , 28 (7), 1335-1352. doi: 10.1016/

s0165-1889(02)00084-2

Ekeland, I., Mbodji, O., & Pirvu, T. A. (2012). Time-consistent portfolio management. SIAM J. Finan.

Math., 3 (1), 1-32. doi: 10.1137/100810034

Ekern, S. (1980). Increasing Nth degree risk. Econom. Lett., 6 (4), 329-333. doi: 10.1016/0165-1765(80)

90005-1

Goldman, S. M. (1980). Consistent plans. Rev. Econ. Stud., 47 (3), 533-537. doi: 10.2307/2297304

Harvey, C. R., Liechty, J. C., Liechty, M. W., & Müller, P. (2010). Portfolio selection with higher

moments. Quant. Finance, 10 (5), 469-485. doi: 10.1080/14697681003756877

He, X. D., & Jiang, Z. L. (2021). On the equilibrium strategies for time-inconsistent problems in

continuous time. SIAM J. Control Optim., 59 (5), 3860-3886. doi: 10.1137/20M1382106

29



Hu, Y., Jin, H. Q., & Zhou, X. Y. (2012). Time-inconsistent stochastic linear-quadratic control. SIAM

J. Control Optim., 50 (3), 1548-1572. doi: 10.1137/110853960

Hu, Y., Jin, H. Q., & Zhou, X. Y. (2017). Time-inconsistent stochastic linear-quadratic control: Char-

acterization and uniqueness of equilibrium. SIAM J. Control Optim., 52 (2), 1261-1279. doi:

10.1137/15M1019040

Huang, Y. J., & Zhou, Z. (2021). Strong and weak equilibria for time-inconsistent stochastic control in

continuous time. Math. Oper. Res., 46 (2), 428-451. doi: 10.1287/moor.2020.1066

Jean, W. H. (1971). The extension of portfolio analysis to three or more parameters. J. Financ. Quant.

Anal., 6 (1), 505-515. doi: 10.2307/2330125

Joro, T., & Na, P. (2006). Portfolio performance evaluation in a mean-variance-skewness framework.

European J. Oper. Res., 175 (1), 446-461. doi: 10.1016/j.ejor.2005.05.006

Konno, H., Shirakawa, H., & Yamazaki, H. (1993). A mean-absolute deviation-skewness portfolio

optimization model. Ann. Oper. Res., 45 (1), 205-220. doi: 10.1007/bf02282050

Konno, H., & Suzuki, K. (1995). A mean-variance-skewness portfolio optimization model. J. Oper. Res.

Soc. Japan, 38 (2), 173-187. doi: 10.15807/jorsj.38.173

Kraus, A., & Litzenberger, R. H. (1976). Skewness preference and the valuation of risk assets. J. Finance,

31 (4), 1085-1100. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6261.1976.tb01961.x

Lai, T. Y. (1991). Portfolio selection with skewness: A multiple-objective approach. Rev. Quant. Finance

Account., 1 (3), 293-305. doi: 10.1007/bf02408382

Laibson, D. (1997). Golden eggs and hyperbolic discounting. Quart. J. of Econom., 112 (2), 443-477.

doi: 10.1162/003355397555253

Laibson, D. (1998). Life-cycle consumption and hyperbolic discount functions. European Econom. Rev.,

42 (3-5), 861-871. doi: 10.1016/S0014-2921(97)00132-3

Landsman, Z., Makov, U., & Shushi, T. (2020). Analytic solution to the portfolio optimization problem in

a mean-variance-skewness model. European J. Finance, 26 (2-3), 165-178. doi: 10.1080/1351847X

.2019.1618363

Li, D., & Ng, W. (2000). Optimal dynamic portfolio selection: Multi-period mean-variance formulation.

Math. Finance, 10 (3), 387-406. doi: 10.1111/1467-9965.00100

Liang, Z. X., Xia, J. M., & Yuan, F. Y. (2023). Dynamic portfolio selection for nonlinear law-dependent

preferences. arXiv:2311.06745v2 , 1-36. doi: 10.48550/arXiv.2311.06745

Liu, J. Z., Lin, L. Y., Yiu, K. F. C., & Wei, J. Q. (2020). Non-exponential discounting portfolio

management with habit formation. Math. Control Relat. Fields , 10 (4), 761-783. doi: 10.3934/

mcrf.2020019

Markowitz, H. (1952). Portfolio selection. J. Finance, 7 (1), 77-91. doi: 10.2307/2975974

Mehlawat, M. K., Gupta, P., & Khan, A. Z. (2021). Portfolio optimization using higher moments in an

uncertain random environment. Inform. Sci., 567 , 348-374. doi: 10.1016/j.ins.2021.03.019

Peleg, B., & Yaari, M. E. (1973). On the existence of a consistent course of action when tastes are

changing. Rev. Econ. Stud., 40 (3), 391-401. doi: 10.2307/2296458

Peng, S. G. (1990). A general stochastic maximum principle for optimal control problems. SIAM J.

Control Optim., 28 (4), 966-979. doi: 10.1137/0328054

Pollak, R. A. (1968). Consistent planning. Rev. Econ. Stud., 35 (2), 201-208. doi: 10.2307/2296548

Samuelson, P. A. (1970). The fundamental approximation theorem of portfolio analysis in terms of

means, variances and higher moments. Rev. Econ. Stud., 37 (4), 537-542. doi: 10.2307/2296483

Scott, R. C., & Horvath, P. A. (1980). On the direction of preference for moments of higher order than

the variance. J. Finance, 35 (4), 915-919. doi: 10.1111/j.1540-6261.1980.tb03509.x

Strotz, R. H. (1955). Myopia and inconsistency in dynamic utility maximization. Rev. Econ. Stud.,

23 (3), 165-180. doi: 10.1007/978-1-349-15492-0_10

30



Wang, T. X., & Zheng, H. (2021). Closed-loop equilibrium strategies for general time-inconsistent

optimal control problems. SIAM J. Control Optim., 59 (5), 3152-3178. doi: 10.1137/20M1377242

Yong, J. M. (2011). A deterministic linear quadratic time-inconsistent optimal control problem. Math.

Control Relat. Fields , 1 (1), 83-118. doi: 10.3934/mcrf.2011.1.83

Yong, J. M. (2012). Time-inconsistent optimal control problems and the equilibrium HJB equation.

Math. Control Relat. Fields , 2 (3), 271-329. doi: 10.3934/mcrf.2012.2.271

Yong, J. M. (2017). Linear-quadratic optimal control problems for mean-field stochastic differential

equations – time-consistent solutions. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc., 369 (8), 5467-5523. doi: 10.1090/

tran/6502

Yong, J. M., & Zhou, X. Y. (1999). Stochastic controls: Hamiltonian systems and HJB equations

(Vol. 43). New York: Springer-Verlag. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4612-1466-3

Zhang, J. H., Purcal, S., & Wei, J. Q. (2021). Optimal life insurance and annuity demand under

hyperbolic discounting when bequests are luxury goods. Insurance Math. Econom., 101 , 80-90.

doi: 10.1016/j.insmatheco.2020.07.003

Zhao, Q., Shen, Y., & Wei, J. Q. (2014). Consumption-investment strategies with non-exponential

discounting and logarithmic utility. European J. Oper. Res., 238 (3), 824-835. doi: 10.1016/j.ejor

.2014.04.034

Zhen, F., & Chen, J. N. (2022). A closed-form mean-variance-skewness portfolio strategy. Finance Res.

Lett., 47 (2), 102933. doi: 10.1016/j.frl.2022.102933

Zhou, X. Y., & Li, D. (2000). Continuous-time mean-variance portfolio selection: a stochastic LQ

framework. Appl. Math. Optim., 42 (1), 19-33. doi: 10.1007/s002450010003

31


	Introduction
	Model and problem formulation
	Sufficient condition for CNEC: extended HJB-PDE
	Sufficient condition for ONEC: maximum principle
	Particular cases with linear controlled SDE
	Closed-loop Nash equilibrium control
	Open-loop Nash equilibrium control
	Limiting cases
	Limiting case I: mean-exponential utility function
	Limiting case II: hyperbolic cosine penalty function
	Limiting case III: cosine penalty function
	Limiting case IV: ambiguous cosine penalty function


	Concluding remark
	References

