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On consistency of optimal portfolio choice for state-dependent

exponential utilities

Edoardo Berton∗ Marzia De Donno† Marco Maggis‡

Abstract

In an arbitrage-free simple market, we demonstrate that for a class of state-dependent ex-
ponential utilities, there exists a unique prediction of the random risk aversion that ensures the
consistency of optimal strategies across any time horizon. Our solution aligns with the theory of
forward performances, with the added distinction of identifying, among the infinite possible solu-
tions, the one for which the profile remains optimal at all times for the market-adjusted system
of preferences adopted.

Keywords:time consistency, state-dependent utility, portfolio choice, forward performance, expo-
nential utility, market price of risk

1 Introduction

The problem of optimal portfolio choice stands out as one of the most significant streams of literature
related to decision making under uncertainty (see [7] for an introduction to the theory of decisions). In
this framework, an agent aims at maximizing her utility by investing in a financial market. Numerous
approaches to optimal investment have been proposed since the seminal contributions of Samuleson
[18] and Merton [13], which extended this theory beyond Markowitz [12] one-period model.

In a multi-period setting, an optimal strategy is an investment plan that ensures the agent to
maximize a function of her terminal wealth resulting from trading in the market. Ideally, such
a strategy is determined at the beginning of the trading period and is intended to be followed
“consistently” until the specified terminal date. However, the optimization problem may be time-
inconsistent, meaning that the strategy currently considered optimal may not remain optimal in
subsequent periods. Consequently, it is not universally clear what optimality should signify in such
contexts.

The literature has addressed time inconsistency through two primary approaches. The first,
known as the precommitment approach, resolves inter-temporal inconsistency by committing to a
strategy evaluated as optimal at inception, regardless of future deviations. This approach has been
extensively studied in works such as [11, 20, 9]. The second approach adopts a game-theoretic
perspective, treating future incentives to deviate as constraints on optimization. This perspective,
pioneered by [6] and further developed by [1], [5], and [4], often addresses time inconsistency arising
from mean-variance utility formulations.

Classical studies, such as the Merton problem, focus on maximizing the expected utility ErupVtqs
at a terminal time t by deriving optimal strategies through backward induction. In contrast, more
recent research [14, 15, 16, 8] introduces an alternative, maturity-independent framework. In this
setting, the utility function evolves stochastically and forwardly over time. Known as forward perfor-
mance theory, this framework substitutes the classical indirect utility function with a forward utility

∗Università Cattolica del Sacro Cuore, Milano, edoardo.berton@unicatt.it
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criterion derived from the financial market. The stochastic utility is deduced in order to satisfy
specific (super)martingale conditions to recover the Dynamic Programming Principle.
In this paper, we approach portfolio choice in a simple market model from a “forward” perspective,
focusing primarily on the issue of consistency. Unlike forward performance theory, our approach
centers on deriving optimal strategies that can be consistently extended beyond a fixed terminal
date in a self-financing manner. Building on the seminal definition in [10, p. 475], we adapt and
refine their notion of consistency to our setup (see Definition 2.1). A policy α˚ is consistent if, “for
any time period t, it optimizes the objective functional, taking as given previous decisions and that
future policy decisions are similarly selected”.
In Proposition 2.4, we demonstrate that inconsistency may arise in the classical Merton problem
when the market price of risk exhibits sufficient stochasticity. However, this drawback is mitigated
when uncertainty about the agent’s future risk aversion is introduced. Our main result, stated in
Theorem 3.2, establishes that consistency for exponential-type utilities is achieved if and only if the
agent’s risk aversion evolves according to a unique dynamic, matching in this way the form obtained
in [21, Theorem 4.4]. Similarly to our paper, [21] focuses on random fields with an exponential struc-
ture and provides necessary and sufficient conditions for the self-generation of preferences over time.
However, Proposition 3.3 demonstrates that, even within a simplified market model, an infinite class
of forward performances can be readily constructed. Nonetheless, only the ut derived in Theorem
3.2 guarantees a strategy α˚ that remains optimal at all times t for the objective functional Erutp¨qs.
Thus, consistency emerges as a crucial criterion for inferring the agent’s preferences “adjusted” to
the temporal evolution of market information.

2 Preliminaries and problem formulation

The probability space pΩ,F ,Pq is fixed throughout the paper and we shall denote by L0pΩ,F ,Pq the
space of F measurable random variables that are P a.s. finite. Similarly L1pΩ,F ,Pq will denote the
space of integrable random variables. In this paper a filtration pFtqtě0 will describe the information
available to an economic agent at any time t P r0,8q and we shall always assume that the filtered
probability space pΩ,F , pFtqtě0,Pq, satisfies the usual conditions.
A decision maker aims at maximizing her utility by investing her initial endowment x P R in a market
composed by a risky asset pStqtě0 and a bond pBtqtě0 whose dynamics are as follows

dSt “ St pµtdt` σtdWtq , dBt “ rBtdt

with S0 ą 0, B0 “ 1, W being a 1-dimensional Brownian motion and µt, σt progressively measurable
processes. The market is assumed to be complete, which is the case if the filtration is the completion
of the natural filtration generated by W . Moreover, we impose that the process

Zt “ exp

"

´
1

2

ż t

0

θ2sds`

ż t

0

θsdWs

*

where θt “ ´

ˆ

µt ´ r

σt

˙

is a martingale. This property holds whenever an opportune Novikov condition is adopted. However,
for the sake of the exposition of this decision problem, it is simpler to assume that

P

ˆ

θt ‰ 0 and sup
0ďuďt

|θu| ă Kt

˙

“ 1 for any t ą 0 and some Kt P r0,8q, (1)

so that at any t ą 0 the probability measure Qt, with Zt “ dQt

dP
, defines a martingale measure for

the discounted price process pe´ruSuquPr0,ts. We observe that, for any choice of t, s such that t ą s,
the restriction of Qt to Fs coincides with Qs. Hence, to avoid burdensome notation, we omit the
subscript and denote by Q the family of measures induced by the process pZtqtě0.

Throughout this paper, all the financial quantities of interest are to be considered in discounted
terms. Hence, V α denotes the discounted value of a self-financing portfolio and αt represents the
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proportion of V α
t invested in the risky asset at time t. The dynamics of V α

t are given by

dV α
t “ V α

t rpµt ´ rqαtdt` σtαtdWts . (2)

For a fixed time horizon t P p0,`8q, the agent is endowed with a preference relation ľ
t that

admits a numerical representation through a state-dependent utility ut : Ωˆ R Ñ R Y t´8u and the
subjective probability of the agent coincides with the reference1 measure P. With an abuse of notation
we shall always denote by utpXq the random variable ω ÞÑ utpω,Xpωqq for any X P L0pΩ,Ft,Pq.
Given X,Y P L0pΩ,Ft,Pq such that utpXq, utpY q P L1pΩ,Ft,Pq, the preference ordering is given by

X ľ
t Y if and only if EP rutpXqs ě EP rutpY qs . (3)

[19] proved that this representation holds if the preference ľ
t is monotone, pointwise continuous,

and satisfies the Sure Thing principle. Furthermore, [2] showed in addition that ut can be chosen to
be Ft b BR measurable2 with utpω, ¨q strictly increasing and continuous for every ω P Ω.
In the decision framework just depicted, the classical utility maximization problem thus takes the
form

maximize EP rutpV
α
t qs constrained to V α

0 “ x, (4)

where α belongs to a suitable family A of admissible controls and x P R represents the initial wealth
of the agent. In particular, we will always suppose that any admissible control α P A guarantees the
existence and uniqueness of a (weak) solution of (2). We shall denote by pα˚

uquPr0,ts the strategy that

maximizes the expected utility of the agent in the time interval r0, ts and, therefore, V α˚

t denotes the
maximizer of the objective functional EP rutp¨qs.

As illustrated in the introduction, we shall adopt throughout the paper the following notion of
consistency, which rephrases the seminal notion in [10].

Definition 2.1. An optimization problem is consistent with respect to any time horizon if, for any
s ă t and given V α˚

s the maximizer of EP rusp¨qs and V α˚

t the maximizer of EP rutp¨qs both selected

by solving (4)3, then EQ

”

V α˚

t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

“ V α˚

s .

This type of consistency naturally leads to strategies which are not affected by a fixed time
horizon, which is the basis of the well known theory of forward performances, which we now recall,
as it will play a crucial role in the discussion.

Definition 2.2. Given u0 : R Ñ R a concave and increasing function, an Ft-adapted process putqtě0

with ut : Ω ˆ R Ñ R is a forward performance if

• the mapping x ÞÑ utpω, xq is increasing and concave for each ω P Ω and t ě 0;

• it satisfies u0pω, xq “ u0pxq;

• for all t, s P r0,8q such that t ą s and for any α P A it holds EP rutpV
α
t qq|Fss ď uspV α

s q;

• for all t, s P r0,8q such that t ą s there exists α˚ P A such that EP

”

utpV
α˚

t q
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

“ uspV
α˚

s q.

1This can be assumed without loss of generality if the subjective probability is equivalent to the reference measure,
as the function ut is unique up to a change of measure, (see [19])

2BR is the Borel sigma algebra on the real line.
3We make an abuse of notation, as a priori the strategies pα˚

uquPr0,ss, pα˚
uquPr0,ts which define V

α˚

s , V
α˚

t might
be different. Nevertheless, in the chosen market model, and assuming consistency holds, they must coincide over the
common time interval.
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Remark 2.3. Observe that Definition 2.1 is concerned with a notion of consistency which can be
effectively interpreted as a self-financing constraint for the optimal portfolio, in order to guarantee
optimality at any date t for a time dependent preference structure. Conversely, the concept of con-
sistency that motivates Definition 2.2 pertains a natural martingale condition that is analogous to
that of the Dynamic Programming Principle. In this case, given a solution pα˚

t , utqtě0, the value V α˚

t

might not be optimal for the objective functional EP rutp¨qs. Indeed Proposition 3.3 will point out that
the two notions differ significantly: in fact, among the infinite choices of forward performances, only
the one obtained in Theorem 3.2 has the desired optimality property.

2.1 On consistency for Von Neumann-Morgenstern type preferences

Consistency may fail already in classical optimization problems, when utilities are not state depen-
dent, as described in the following proposition. In complete markets, the classical Merton problem
can be solved by computing explicitly at time t the optimal discounted wealth ξ˚

t and then deriving
backwardly optimal strategies via a perfect hedging procedure, which intrinsically links them to the
terminal date. It seems therefore appropriate to discuss this simple motivating example before pro-
ceeding to our main result. In fact the proposition implies that if the market price of risk fails to be
deterministic, an agent with classical preferences may not be able to devise consistent optimal plans
at all.

Proposition 2.4. Assume that (1) holds true for θt “ ´
´

µt´r
σt

¯

. For

upxq “ ´
1

γ
e´γx, γ ą 0 (5)

problem (4) is consistent if and only if the function t ÞÑ θ2t is deterministic.

Remark 2.5. The issue of inconsistency arises not only for utilities of the exponential type. Simple
inspections show that the Merton problem is always consistent for upxq “ lnpxq, but for power utilities
upxq “ xγ

γ
with γ P p0, 1q problem (4) is consistent if and only if t ÞÑ θ2t is a deterministic function

(see the Appendix B.1 for the proof), in analogy with the case treated in Proposition 2.4.

Remark 2.6 (What if consistency fails?). If we consider two times s ă t, the respective optima

V α˚

s and V α˚

t and the risk neutral price Πs :“ EQ

”

V α˚

t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

(i.e. the hedging price at time s of the

optimum V α˚

t ), situations where P
´

Πs ‰ V α˚

s

¯

ą 0 may arise if consistency does not hold true.

This issue is of little relevance whenever the agent cannot change her initially specified investment
horizon t. We stress that often in practice an agent chooses to optimize up to time t with the option
of reconsidering her initially set horizon, either with t1 ă t or t2 ą t. Usually short time horizons
are considered and after that (and depending on the performance of the portfolio), the agent decides
either to quit investing or to extend the final date. In this situation once the optimum is found, then
the agent performs the strategy α˚ up to time s reaching the output V α˚

s . However, as the event
A “ tV α˚

s ă Πsu P Fs may have positive probability, if A occurs the agent will not be able to roll
over her strategy from s to t in order to achieve the time t optimum V α˚

t .

3 Main results

Motivated by the previous discussion, we are now ready to illustrate the main contribution of this
paper. We consider an agent who plans to invest on the market which has a stochastic market

price of risk pθtqtě0 (see Assumption (A*) below). The agent faces uncertainty on her future risk
aversion and may be willing to adjust the terminal date of the investment over time. We assume that
the preferences of the agent are represented by a state-dependent utility function of the exponential

4



type ut : Ω ˆ R Ñ R for t P r0,8q, such that utpω, xq “ ´ 1

γtpωqe
´γtpωqx. The uncertain risk aversion

is modeled through a general adapted process
`

1

γt

˘

tě0
, satisfying the following SDE:

#

d
´

1

γt

¯

“ 1

γt
pηtdt` βtdW

Q
t q,

γ0 ą 0,

where dWQ
t “ dWt ´ θtdt is a Brownian motion under Q. We will be working with the following set

of assumptions in addition to (1):

Assumption (A). The processes pηtqtě0, pβtqtě0 are progressively measurable and for any t ą 0 there
exists a constant Kt ą 0 such that

P

ˆ

sup
0ďuďt

|ηu| ă Kt, sup
0ďuďt

|βu| ă Kt

˙

“ 1.

Assumption (A*). Assumption (A) is in force and for any t ą 0 we have Varpθ2t q ‰ 0.

Remark 3.1. Assumption (A*) restricts the financial market model to the case of a stochastic
market price of risk. However, Proposition 3.4 below addresses the complementary scenario of a
deterministic market price of risk with stochastic risk aversion, thereby providing a comprehensive
perspective on the problem.
Assumption (A) is needed to formally justify a few technical steps in the proofs, although the reader
will notice that the boundedness conditions imposed on pηtqtě0 and pβtqtě0 are not too restrictive in
light of the results of the following theorem (i.e. ηt “ 0 and βt “ ´ θt

2
).

Theorem 3.2. Suppose Assumption (A*) holds and consider utpω, xq “ ´ 1

γtpωqe
´γtpωqx, with pγtqtě0

which solves

d

ˆ

1

γt

˙

“
1

γt
pηtdt` βtdW

Q
t q, γ0 ą 0.

Problem (4) is consistent if and only if ηt “ 0 and βt “ ´ θt
2
.

Moreover, for this choice of ηt and βt, the following hold:

• The optimal wealth process is given by

ξ˚
t “

1

γt
pγ0x´ lnpZtqq,

• The optimal strategy α˚
t is given by

α˚
t “ ´

1

γtσtξ
˚
t

ˆ

θt `
θt

2
γtξ

˚
t

˙

,

• for all t, s P r0,8q such that t ą s

EP

”

utpV
α˚

t q
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

“ uspV α‹

s q.

We defer the proof of Theorem 3.2 to the appendix. Theorem 3.2 points out that, whenever the
market price of risk pθtqtě0 is stochastic, there is a unique choice of pγtqtě0 that ensures the consistency
of the problem is recovered. In particular, we find that

`

1

γt

˘

tě0
is a Q-martingale and hence we can

interpret γt as the “most rational” prediction of the real risk aversion γ8 P L0pΩ,F ,Pq, through

the relation 1

γt
“ EQ

”

1

γ8
|Ft

ı

. Intuitively, one can think of γ8 as defining the agent’s unknown true

preferences pu,Pq with upω, xq “ ´ 1

γ8pωqe
´γ8pωqx. Therefore, in devising her investment strategy, the

agent is adopting a consistent estimate of her true risk aversion given the information available on
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the market.
The novelty of this approach lies in the fact that the longer the agent engages with the market, the
more she becomes aware of her true risk aversion. This leads to a strong interplay between the time
evolution of the agent’s strategy and the updating of her preference order. Moreover the results

perfectly fits into the theory of forward performances, as the martingale property of
´

utpV
α˚

t q
¯

tě0

is recovered, and in Proposition 3.3 we shall also prove that for any strategy α P A, putpV
α
t qqtě0

is
a supermartingale. This result is extremely interesting in view of the existence of infinitely many
forward performances with shape utpω, xq “ ´ 1

γtpωqe
´γtpωqx, since the solution proposed in Theorem

3.2 is the unique that guarantees the optimality of the strategy α˚.

Proposition 3.3. Suppose Assumption (A) holds and let d
´

1

γt

¯

“ 1

γt
pηtdt ` βtdW

Q
t q, γ0 ą 0 with

u0pxq “ ´ 1

γ0
e´γ0x. Consider the process pηtqtě0 defined by

ηt “
θtpθt ` 2βtq

2pγtV
˚
t ` 1q

. (6)

where

dV ˚
t “

pγtV
˚
t βt ´ θtq

γtσt
ppµt ´ rqdt` σtdWtq

Then for every arbitrary pβtqtě0 the stochastic utility function utpω, xq “ ´ 1

γtpωqe
´γtpωqx is a forward

performance and for α˚
t “

pγtV
˚
t βt´θtq

γtV
˚
t σt

the process utpV
α˚

t q is a P-martingale.

In particular, for the choice of pηtqtě0, pβtqtě0 in Theorem 3.2 and setting 1

γ0
“ EQ

”

1

γt

ı

, putqtě0 is a

forward performance.

In Proposition 3.4, we complete Theorem 3.2 by highlighting the following somewhat counter-
intuitive result: whenever an agent endowed with a utility function with stochastic risk aversion
(analogous to that in Theorem 3.2) invests in a financial market with deterministic market price of
risk, the problem is consistent regardless of the choice of pβtqtě0, as long as it is a deterministic func-
tion. Nevertheless, the unique parametrization of pβtqtě0 that makes utpω, xq a forward performance
is the one resulting from Theorem 3.2.

Proposition 3.4. Suppose Assumption (A) holds, let the function t ÞÑ θt be deterministic and
consider utpω, xq “ ´ 1

γtpωqe
´γtpωqx, with pγtqtě0 which solves

d

ˆ

1

γt

˙

“
1

γt
pηtdt` βtdW

Q
t q, γ0 ą 0.

Problem (4) is consistent if and only if ηt “ 0 and βt “ fptq for some deterministic function
f : r0,8q Ñ R. Moreover putqtě0 is a forward performance if and only if βt “ ´ θt

2
.

Example (Multiplicative stochastic noise): We conclude by mentioning an alternative class of
stochastic utilities, where a deterministic utility is perturbed by a multiplicative martingale noise.
While the expected utility of the agent on deterministic quantities is unaffected (and so are her pref-
erences), the randomness of the market interacts with the martingale noise, distorting the agent’s
perceived utility from a portfolio. We find, however, that the problem is consistent only if the
parameter of the noise process suitably counterbalances the randomness of the market. A further
unappealing feature is that the consistency condition by itself is not enough to pin down a unique
choice of parametrization of the noise, and additionally requiring that utpω, xq be a forward perfor-
mance results in the agent not investing at all in the risky asset.

Proposition 3.5. Let utpω, xq “ upxq ¨ Xtpωq where u : R Ñ R is a utility function of the type of
Eq. (5) and Xt a solution of dXt “ XtβtdWt, X0 “ 1 with pβtqtě0 a progressively measurable process

6



such that for any t ą 0 there exists a constant Kt ą 0 such that P
`

sup0ďuďt |βu| ă Kt

˘

“ 1.

Problem (4) is consistent if and only if pθt ´ βtq
2 “ kptq with k : r0,8q Ñ R an arbitrary deterministic

function. The optimal strategy is given by

α˚
t “

kptq

γσξ˚
t

.

Furthermore, putqtě0 is a forward performance if and only if kptq “ 0 @t ě 0, in which case α˚
t “ 0.

Remark 3.6. Similarly to what we pointed out in Remark 2.5, it is possible to prove an analogous
result assuming a power utility upxq “ xγ

γ
, with γ P p0, 1q.

Remark 3.7. The results described so far naturally lead to the question of whether an optimal
random time exists to exit the investment plan. We now present a heuristic argument to illustrate
why consistency offers the advantage of ensuring no regret, regardless of the exit time chosen by the
agent.
Consider the family T of P almost surely finite stopping times τ : Ω ÞÑ p0,`8q, then the process ξ˚

t^τ

is a Q-martingale for every τ P T and it optimizes EP rut^τ p¨qs. Under some technical assumption it
is possible to infer that the agent is indifferent among all the possible terminal dates, as the expected
reward of optimizing over all possible stopping rules does not exceed the one obtained without stopping,
i.e.

sup
τPT

EP ruτ pξ˚
τ qs “ EP rutpξ

˚
t qs @ t ą 0.

Furthermore, one can find that ξ˚
τ maximizes EP ruτ p¨qs over all the Fτ -measurable random variables

ξ such that EP r|uτ pξq|s ă 8 and EQ rξs “ x.

A Proofs

This appendix is entirely devoted to the proofs of previous section. The proof of Theorem 3.1 builds
on the extension to state-dependent utilities of a well-known result on the characterization of the
maximizer of an optimization problem. The detailed statement and proof of this result are provided
in Appendix B. In addition, we prove an auxiliary lemma that will contribute to the proof of the main
result. The proof of Proposition 3.3 complements that of Theorem 3.2 and shows that the utility
function we derived previously is actually a forward performance. We then conclude the section with
the proofs of Propositions 3.4 and 3.5, which are at this point merely an application of the previous
results.

A.1 Proof of Proposition 2.4

Consider t ą 0 fixed. Since the market is assumed to be complete, we can recast Problem (4) as the
following infinite dimensional problem

sup
 

EP rupξqs | ξ P L1pΩ,Ft,Qq and EQ rξs “ x
(

. (7)

The application of Lemma B.1 then yields the optimum

ξ˚
t “ x`

1

γ
EQ rlnpZtqs ´

1

γ
lnpZtq,

with Pp|ξ˚
t | ă kq “ 1 for some k P R, as a consequence of (1). Considering some time s ă t and

mimicking the argument in [3], Proposition 20.11, we find

EQ rξ˚
t |Fss “ x`

1

γ

“

Et
0 ´ Es ´ lnpZsq

‰

,

7



where Et
0 “ EQ

”

1

2

şt

0
θ2udu

ı

and Es “ EQ

”

1

2

şt

s
θ2udu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

. In order to ensure the problem is time

consistent we require EQ rξ˚
t |Fss “ ξ˚

s , i.e.

x `
1

γ

“

Et
0 ´ Es ´ lnpZsq

‰

“ x `
1

γ
EQ rlnpZsqs ´

1

γ
lnpZsq, (8)

where the dynamics of process lnpZtq under Q is given by d lnpZtq “ 1

2
θ2t dt` θtdW

Q
t . Observing that

Et
0 “ EQ

„

1

2

ż t

0

θ2udu



“ EQ

„

1

2

ż s

0

θ2udu



loooooooomoooooooon

EQrlnpZsqs

`EQ

„

1

2

ż t

s

θ2udu



,

Eq. (8) boils down to

EQ

„

1

2

ż t

s

θ2udu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



“ EQ

„

1

2

ż t

s

θ2udu



. (9)

Because the choice of s is arbitrary, condition (9) must hold for all s ă t. Whenever t ÞÑ θ2t is
deterministic the latter is clearly satisfied. We conclude by showing the converse implication. First,
applying Fubini-Tonelli Theorem we can rewrite (9) as

1

2

ż t

s

EQ

“

θ2u
ˇ

ˇFs

‰

du “
1

2

ż t

s

EQ

“

θ2u
‰

du,

which in turn implies that EQ

“

θ2u
ˇ

ˇFs

‰

“ EQ

“

θ2u
‰

for almost every u P ps, tq. Furthermore, for u ă t

fixed we also have that EQ

“

θ2u
ˇ

ˇFs

‰

“ EQ

“

θ2u
‰

for almost every 0 ď s ă u. Define the stochastic
process Ipsq :“ EQ

“

θ2u
ˇ

ˇFs

‰

for 0 ď s ă u. Since (1) holds true, θ2u P L1pΩ,Fu,Qq, then Ipsq is a

martingale that admits a representation of the form Ipsq “ I0`
şs

0
ψtdW

Q
t for a suitable ψt and I0 P R.

Without loss of generality we consider the continuous version of Ipsq and hence, letting s Ñ u we
obtain Ipsq Ñ Ipuq “ EQ

“

θ2u
ˇ

ˇFu

‰

“ θ2u. Recalling that EQ

“

θ2u
ˇ

ˇFs

‰

“ EQ

“

θ2u
‰

for all s ă u we conclude
that EQ

“

θ2u
‰

“ θ2u and, since the choice of u P ps, tq was arbitrary, the function t ÞÑ θ2t must be a
deterministic function.

A.2 Proof of Theorem 3.2

Before proving the main result we need the following auxiliary lemma.

Lemma A.1. Suppose that (1) and Assumption (A) hold. Consider utpω, xq “ ´ 1

γtpωqe
´γtpωqx with

pγtqtě0 being the solution of the SDE

d

ˆ

1

γt

˙

“
1

γt
βtdW

Q
t , γ0 ą 0, (10)

then problem (4) is consistent if and only if one of the following is verified:

• βt “ fptq and θt “ gptq with f, g deterministic functions of time;

• βt “ ´ θt
2
.

Proof of Lemma A.1. Let t ą 0 be fixed, and observe that since the market is assumed to be com-
plete, Problem (4) is equivalent to the following infinite dimensional problem

sup
 

EP rutpξqs | ξ P L1pΩ,Ft,Qq and EQ rξs “ x
(

.

Applying Lemma B.1 we can show that the optimal profile is

ξ˚
t “

1

γt

"

c

ˆ

x ` EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

˙

´ lnpZtq

*

, (11)
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where c “ 1

EQr1{γts (which does not depend on t by assumption) and Zt “ dQ
dP

. Notice that ξ˚
t P

L1pΩ,F ,Qq since lnZt is bounded from (1) and 1

γt
“ exp

´

´1

2

şt

0
β2udu `

şt

0
βudW

Q
u

¯

is in L1pΩ,F ,Qq

from Assumption (A).
By definition p1{γtqt is a strictly positive martingale in the filtration defined by the Q-Brownian

motion dWQ
t “ dWt ´ θtdt. Recalling that d lnpZtq “ 1

2
θ2t dt ` θtdW

Q
t and given the dynamics of 1

γt
in (10) we have

d

ˆ

1

γt
lnpZtq

˙

“
θt

γt

ˆ

θt

2
` βt

˙

dt`
1

γt
pθt ` βt lnpZtqq dWQ

t ,

and hence the conditional expectation with respect to Fs reads

EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



“
1

γs
lnpZsq ` EQ

„
ż t

s

θu

γu

ˆ

θu

2
` βu

˙

du

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



.

We now move to the consistency condition EQ rξ˚
t |Fss “ ξ˚

s and collecting previous computations we
obtain that it is in fact equivalent to

c

ˆ

x` EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

˙

EQ

„

1

γt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



´ EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



“ c

ˆ

x` EQ

„

1

γs
lnpZsq

˙

1

γs
´

1

γs
lnpZsq

and a few calculations then yield

c

γs

ˆ

EQ

„
ż t

s

θu

γu

ˆ

θu

2
` βu

˙

du

˙

“ EQ

„
ż t

s

θu

γu

ˆ

θu

2
` βu

˙

du

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



. (12)

We define Lt :“
c
γt

and observe it is a positive martingale with EQ rLts “ 1 and hence we can

specify a new measure QL through Lt “ dQL

dQ
. Let us denote κu :“ θu

`

θu
2

` βu
˘

, then Eq. (12) can
be rewritten as

EQL

„

1

Lt

ż t

s

Luκudu



“ EQL

„

1

Lt

ż t

s

Luκudu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



. (13)

The linearity of the expectation allows to rearrange the above equation as follows

EQL

„

1

Lt

ż t

0

Luκudu



´ EQL

„

1

Ls

ż s

0

Luκudu



“ EQL

„

1

Lt

ż t

0

Luκudu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



´
1

Ls

ż s

0

Luκudu. (14)

We notice that

d

ˆ

1

Lt

ż t

0

Luκudu

˙

“

ż t

0

Luκudu ¨ d

ˆ

1

Lt

˙

loooooooooooomoooooooooooon

“:dMt

`
1

Lt

Ltκtdt,

where Mt is a QL-martingale. In integral notation the latter reads

1

Lt

ż t

0

Luκudu “ Mt `

ż t

0

κudu,

and substitution into (14) yields

EQL

„
ż t

s

κudu



“ EQL

„
ż t

s

κudu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



. (15)

We point out that the above is trivially verified whenever κt is a deterministic function. In turn,
this holds when either:
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• βt “ fptq and θt “ gptq with f, g deterministic functions of time, or

• βt “ ´ θt
2
.

We now prove the converse implication. Consider the process

Yt :“

ż t

0

κudu ´ EQL

„
ż t

0

κudu



,

computing its conditional expectation and using (15) we find that it is a QL-martingale. Simple
inspections show that Yt is of finite variation and hence, by [?, ]Proposition IV.1.2]RY99, we conclude
Yt is constant and therefore θu

`

θu
2

` βu
˘

must be a deterministic function of time. This occurs when

both θt, βt are deterministic, or when βt “ ´ θt
2
.

Proof of Theorem 3.2. Fix t ą 0, and consider Problem (4) for the state-dependent utility function
utpω, xq “ ´ 1

γtpωqe
´γtpωqx. We reformulate the maximization problem as

sup
 

EP rutpξqs | ξ P L1pΩ,Ft,Qq and EQ rξs “ x
(

.

Applying Lemma B.1 to utpω, xq yields the t-optimal discounted profile

ξ˚
t “ ´

1

γt
ln pλZtq . (16)

One can then recover λ by plugging (16) into the budget constraint EQ rξ˚
t s “ x

lnpλq “
1

EQ r1{γts

ˆ

´x´ EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

˙

.

Substituting in (16) and setting ct “ 1

EQr1{γts we finally obtain

ξ˚
t “

1

γt

"

ct

ˆ

x` EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

˙

´ lnpZtq

*

. (17)

Notice that ξ˚
t P L1pΩ,F ,Qq since lnpZtq is bounded from (1) and 1

γt
“ exp

´

şt

0
pηu ´ 1

2
β2uqdu`

şt

0
βudW

Q
u

¯

is in L1pΩ,F ,Qq from Assumption (A). Consider now some s ă t and denote by ξ˚
s the optimal

discounted profile for the investment horizon s, the problem is consistent whenever the condition
ξ˚
s “ EQ rξ˚

t |Fss is verified.

By assumption d
´

1

γt

¯

“ 1

γt
pηtdt`βtdW

Q
t q for ηt, βt adapted processes and withWQ

t a Q-Brownian

motion defined by dWQ
t “ dWt ´ θtdt. Observing that d lnpZtq “ 1

2
θ2t dt` θtdW

Q
t , stochastic Leibniz

rule yields

d

ˆ

1

γt
lnpZtq

˙

“
1

γt

ˆ

θ2t
2

` ηt lnpZtq ` θtβt

˙

dt`
1

γt
pθt ` βt lnpZtqq dWQ

t . (18)

Recall that θ, η, β satisfy the boundedness conditions in Assumption (A). Then in particular we can
rewrite the latter in integral form and take the expectation conditional on Fs to obtain

EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



“
1

γs
lnpZsq ` EQ

„
ż t

s

1

γu

ˆ

θ2u
2

` ηu lnpZuq ` θuβu

˙

du

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



. (19)

Plugging (17) into the time consistency condition we obtain

ct

ˆ

x` EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

˙

EQ

„

1

γt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



´ EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



(20)

“ cs

ˆ

x` EQ

„

1

γs
lnpZsq

˙

1

γs
´

1

γs
lnpZsq.

10



Let us set kt “ ct

´

x` EQ

”

1

γt
lnpZtq

ı¯

and observing that

EQ

„

1

γt

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



“
1

γs
` EQ

„
ż t

s

1

γu
ηudu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



,

Eq. (20) boils down to

EQ

„

1

γt
lnpZtq

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



´
1

γs
lnpZsq “ pkt ´ ksq

1

γs
` ktEQ

„
ż t

s

1

γu
ηudu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



.

Substituting (19) in the latter we find

EQ

„
ż t

s

1

γu

ˆ

θ2u
2

` ηu lnpZuq ` θuβu

˙

du

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



“ pkt ´ ksq
1

γs
` ktEQ

„
ż t

s

1

γu
ηudu

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



,

and a simple algebraic rearrangement then provides

kt ´ ks

γs
“ EQ

„
ż t

s

1

γu

ˆ

θ2u
2

` ηu lnpZuq ` θuβu ´ ktηu

˙

du

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



, (21)

which has to hold for any couple s, t P r0,8q such that s ă t.

Observe that, setting ηt “ 0 and βt “ ´ θt
2

for all t ě 0 we have kt “ ks “ x ¨ γ0 with 1{γ0 “
EQ r1{γts and therefore Eq. (21) is trivially verified.

We now show the reverse implication. For s ă t we define the following Q-martingale:

Ms :“ EQ

„
ż t

0

1

γu

ˆ

θ2u
2

` ηu lnpZuq ` θuβu ´ ktηu

˙

du

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



.

In light of Eq. (21) we may write

Ms “

ż s

0

1

γu

ˆ

θ2u
2

` ηu lnpZuq ` θuβu ´ ktηu

˙

du `
kt ´ ks

γs
. (22)

Observe that

d

ˆ

kt ´ ks

γs

˙

“ pkt ´ ksq

ˆ

1

γs
pηsds` βsdW

Q
s q

˙

´
1

γs
dks,

with

dks “

ˆ

x` EQ

„

1

γs
lnpZsq

˙ˆ

´c2sEQ

„

ηs

γs

˙

ds` csdEQ

„

1

γs
lnpZsq



and

dEQ

„

1

γs
lnpZsq



“ EQ

„

1

γs

ˆ

θ2s
2

` ηs lnpZsq ` βsθs

˙

ds.

Since Ms is a martingale it has null drift and volatility pkt´ksqβs

γs
. Therefore we can write Ms as

M0 `

ż s

0

pkt ´ kuqβu
γu

dWQ
u ,

with M0 “ EQ rMss. Letting s Ñ t one would get

M0 `

ż t

0

pkt ´ kuqβu
γu

dWQ
u “

ż t

0

1

γu

ˆ

θ2u
2

` ηu lnpZuq ` θuβu ´ ktηu

˙

du, (23)

Let Br0,8q denote the Borel σ-algebra of r0,8q and Leb the Lebesgue measure on Br0,8q. Eq. (23)
holds true if and only if both the left- and right-hand sides are null. This occurs if and only if

P

˜

pkt ´ kuqβu “ 0 and ηu “
´ θ2u

2
´ θuβu

lnpZuq ´ kt

¸

“ 1 for every u P r0,8qzA with LebpAq “ 0.
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Indeed, up to a modification of the processes, we can assume that the previous property holds for
every u P r0,8q. On the other hand the choice of t P r0,8q is arbitrary and the definition of the
process η cannot depend on t. This implies that kt “ k for every t P r0,8q. Since k “ kt “

ct

´

x` EQ

”

1

γt
lnZt

ı¯

, this implies

0 “ pct ´ csqx ` ctEQ

„

1

γt
lnZt



´ csEQ

„

1

γs
lnZs



@x P R.

The previous identity leads necessarily to ct “ γ0 and EQ

”

1

γt
lnZt

ı

“ 0, for every t P r0,8q. Given

the dynamics d
´

1

γt

¯

“ 1

γt
pηtdt ` βtdW

Q
t q, this is the case if and only if Ppηt “ 0q “ 1 for every

t P r0,8q (again up to a modification of the process). By Lemma A.1 jointly with the assumption
that Varpθ2t q ‰ 0 we have that βt “ ´ θt

2
.

In order to compute the optimal wealth ξ˚
t , we first notice that for ηt “ 0 and βt “ ´ θt

2
, Eq. (18)

collapses to

d

ˆ

1

γt
lnpZtq

˙

“
1

γt

ˆ

θt ´
θt

2
lnpZtq

˙

dW
Q
t ,

so that EQ

”

1

γt
lnpZtq

ı

“ 0. Furthermore, 1

γt
is a Q-martingale, with EQ

”

1

γt

ı

“ 1

γ0
and in particular

ct “ γ0. Substituting these latter results into (17) yields

ξ˚
t “

1

γt
pγ0x ´ lnpZtqq .

Finally, since the market is complete by assumption, the optimal strategy α˚ is the hedging strategy
for the above t-claim. The stochastic differential of ξ˚

t reads

dξ˚
t “ ´

ˆ

θt

2
ξ˚
t `

θt

γt

˙

dW
Q
t .

Equating the coefficient above with the diffusion coefficient in the portfolio dynamics (2) yields the
optimal strategy

α˚
t “ ´

1

γtσtξ
˚
t

ˆ

θt `
θt

2
γtξ

˚
t

˙

.

We conclude the proof by showing that for this choice of pηt, βtq and the optimal strategy α˚ the
process utpV

α˚

t q is a P-martingale. Firstly, as V α˚

t is the replicating portfolio for ξ˚
t we have that

P-a.s. V α˚

t “ ξ˚
t , therefore we plug ξ˚

t into ut and we obtain

utpξ
˚
t q “ ´

1

γt
Zte

´γ0x. (24)

The process 1

γt
has P-dynamics d

´

1

γt

¯

“ 1

γt

´

θ2t
2
dt´ θt

2
dWt

¯

and consequently the stochastic differ-

ential of (24) is

d putpξ
˚
t qq “ ´

1

γt
Zt
θt

2
dWt,

which in turn implies utpV
α˚

t q is a martingale under the reference probability measure P.

A.3 Proof of Proposition 3.3

Observe that, given the dynamics of 1

γt
under the martingale measure Q and recalling that dWQ

t “
dWt ´ θtdt, we can write

#

d
´

1

γt

¯

“ 1

γt
rpηt ´ θtβtqdt ` βtdWts

γ0 ą 0
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and consequently we have that dγt “ ´γt
“

pηt ´ θtβt ´ β2t qdt ` βtdWt

‰

. Let the portfolio process V α
t

be as in Eq. (2) and observe that

d p´γtV
α
t q “ γtV

α
t

 

pθtσtαt ` ηt ´ θtβt ´ β2t ` βtσtαtqdt ´ pσtαt ´ βtqdWt

‰

.

Applying Ito’s formula to expp´γtV
α
t q then yields

d
`

e´γtV
α
t
˘

“ e´γtV
α
t γtV

α
t

"„

pσtαt ´ βtq

ˆ

θt ` βt `
1

2
γtV

α
t pσtαt ´ βtq

˙

` ηt



dt ´ pσtαt ´ βtqdWt

*

Collecting the results above, the stochastic differential of utpV
α
t q “ ´ 1

γt
e´γtV

α
t reads

d putpV
α
t qq “ ´

1

γt
e´γtV

α
t

"„

γtV
α
t pσtαt ´ βtq

ˆ

θt `
1

2
γtV

α
t pσtαt ´ βtq

˙

` ηtpγtV
α
t ` 1q ´ θtβt



dt`

` rβt ´ γtV
α
t pσtαt ´ βtqs dWt

*

.

(25)

To show that utpω, xq is a forward performance, we need to impose conditions on pηt, βtq to ensure
that utpω, V

α
t q is a supermartingale for all α P A. Considering that ´ 1

γt
e´γtV

α
t ă 0 for any α, the

latter condition is equivalent to requiring

α2
t

ˆ

1

2
pγtV

α
t q2σ2t

˙

`αt

`

γtV
α
t θtσt ´ pγtV

α
t q2σtβt

˘

`
1

2
pγtV

α
t q2β2t ´γtV

α
t θtβt `ηtpγtV

α
t `1q ´θtβt ě 0.

(26)
We consider the parabola x ÞÑ fpx, y, ηtq defined as

fpx, y, ηtq “ x2
ˆ

1

2
pγtyq2σ2t

˙

` x
`

γtyθtσt ´ pγtyq2σtβt
˘

`
1

2
pγtyq2β2t ´ γtyθtβt ` ηtpγty ` 1q ´ θtβt.

If we compute the x-coordinate of the vertex of the parabola we have that αy
t “ pγtyβt´θtq

γtyσt
. Imposing

that the vertex lies on the x-axis leads to the condition

ηtpyq “
θtpθt ` 2βtq

2pγty ` 1q
.

Indeed for any fixed y P R we have fpx, y, ηtpyqq ě 0 for all x P R and fpαy
t , y, ηtpyqq “ 0, which in

particular implies fpα˚
t , V

˚
t , η

˚
t q “ 0 for

α˚
t “

pγtV
˚
t βt ´ θtq

γtV
˚
t σt

η˚
t “

θtpθt ` 2βtq

2pγtV ˚
t ` 1q

and V ˚
t satisfying

dV ˚
t “

pγtV
˚
t βt ´ θtq

γtσt
ppµt ´ rqdt` σtdWtq .

Moreover, for every other strategy α P A we have the inequality fpαt, V
˚
t , η

˚
t q ě 0. By setting

utpω, xq “ ´ 1

γtpωqe
´γtpωqx with βt arbitrary and ηt “ η˚

t defined as above, then necessarily utpω, V
α˚

t q

is a P-martingale and for any other strategy pαtq we have utpω, V
α
t q is a P-supermartingale. In fact

once chosen ηt as η
˚
t the quantity in (26) is necessarily positive for every α and therefore the drift in

(25) is negative, and annihilates only for the choice α “ α˚.

In order to show that the choice ηt “ 0, βt “ ´ θt
2
results in utpω, xq being a forward performance,

it suffices to plug βt “ ´ θt
2
into θtpθt`2βtq

2pγtV
˚
t `1q

and observe that the couple satisfies the supermartingality

condition. Moreover, setting the left-hand side of (26) equal to 0, substituting ηt “ 0, βt “ ´ θt
2
and

solving for αt yields the optimal strategy

α˚
t “ ´

1

γtσtV
˚
t

ˆ

θt `
θt

2
γtV

˚
t

˙

.
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A.4 Proof of Proposition 3.4

If θt “ gptq for some function g : r0,8q Ñ R, imposing ηt “ 0 and βt “ fptq for some deterministic
function f : r0,8q Ñ R then applying Lemma A.1 we have that Problem 4 is consistent.

Viceversa, by repeating the same argument as that of Theorem 3.2, we can obtain the relation in
Eq. (21), which we report below for simplicity

kt ´ ks

γs
“ EQ

„
ż t

s

1

γu

ˆ

θ2u
2

` ηu lnpZuq ` θuβu ´ ktηu

˙

du

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



. (27)

An identical argument to that in the proof of Theorem 3.2 shows that Eq. (27) implies ηt “ 0 for
all t ě 0. Subsequently, by Lemma A.1 together with the assumption that θt is deterministic we
conclude that βt “ fptq for some deterministic function f : r0,8q Ñ R.

A.5 Proof of Proposition 3.5

First, we observe that the process Xt, defined as a solution to dXt “ XtβtdWt, X0 “ 1, defines a
new probability measure P˚ such that Xt “ dP˚

dP
. Consequently, fixing some investment horizon t ą 0

and considering utpω, vq “ upvq ¨Xtpωq we have that

sup
αPA
V α
0

“x

EP rutpV
α
t qs “ sup

αPA
V α
0

“x

E˚ rupV α
t qs , (28)

where the expectation on the right-hand side is taken with respect to the new probability measure
P˚. Similarly to the previous proofs, the problem above can be dealt with from the perspective of
an infinite dimensional maximization problem. We then rewrite (28) as

sup
 

E˚ rupξqs | ξ P L1pΩ,Ft,Qq and EQ rξs “ x
(

.

Observe that, whenever the function u : R Ñ R Y t´8u is of exponential form, as in Eq. (5), the
above problem is analogous to the one of Proposition 2.4. In particular, defining the P˚-martingale
ϕt :“

Zt

Xt
which has dynamics dϕt “ ϕtpθt ´βtqdW

˚
t , we can directly apply the results of Proposition

2.4 to obtain that the optimization problem is consistent if and only if pθt ´ βtq
2 “ kptq, where

k : R Ñ R is some deterministic function.
Lastly, assuming upvq “ ´ 1

γ
e´γv, we show that utpω, vq “ upvq ¨Xtpωq with initial datum u0pvq “

´ 1

γ
e´γv is a forward performance if and only if kptq “ 0. Observe that, given the dynamics of V α

t in
(2) we have that

d pupV α
t qq “ V α

t e
´γV α

t

„ˆ

pµt ´ rqαt ´
1

2
γV α

t σ
2
t α

2
t

˙

dt` σtαtdWt



and hence the stochastic differential of utpV
α
t q “ upV α

t q ¨ Xt is given by

dutpV
α
t q “ Xte

´γV α
t

„ˆ

´
1

2
γpV α

t σtαtq
2 ´ V α

t pθt ´ βtq

˙

dt`

ˆ

Vtσtαt ´
1

γ
βt

˙

dWt



. (29)

Notice that the drift coefficient of the latter describes a downward parabola. In particular, requiring
that the drift be non-positive for all α P A is equivalent to imposing that the y-coordinate of the
vertex of the parabola be 0. This latter condition then implies that pθt ´ βtq

2 “ kptq “ 0.
Finally, for this choice of kptq a simple inspection of (29) shows that the unique strategy α˚ P A

such that
´

utpV
α˚

t q
¯

tě0

is a P-martingale is α˚
t “ 0.
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B Additional material

Lemma B.1. Let u : Ω ˆ R Ñ R Y t´8u, be F ˆ BR-measurable, with upω, ¨q strictly increasing
and strictly concave for any ω P Ω. If for any ω P Ω, upω, ¨q is differentiable and its derivative is
invertible, then for Q „ P the problem

sup

"
ż

Ω

upω, ξpωqqdP | ξ P L1pΩ,Ft,Qq and EQ rξs “ x0

*

.

has a unique solution ξ˚pωq “ F pω, λ˚Y pωqq where Y “ dQ
dP

, F pω, yq “ pu1q´1pω, yq and λ˚ solves the
equation EQ rξ˚s “ x0.

Proof. The Lagrangian function associated to the optimization problem reads
ż

Ω

upξqdP ´ λ

ˆ
ż

Ω

ξdQ ´ x0

˙

.

and by a can change of probability measure we obtain
ż

Ω

pupξq ´ λ ¨ Y pξ ´ x0qq dP.

Indeed the pointwise first order condition with respect to ξ becomes

u1pω, ξq ´ λY pωq “ 0,

so that the candidate for the optimum is F pω, λY pωqq. Simple inspections show that for any ξ P L1pQq
with EQ rξs “ x0 we have

ż

Ω

upξqdP ď

ż

Ω

upF p¨, λY qqdP ´ λ

ˆ
ż

Ω

F p¨, λY qdQ ´ x0

˙

and therefore if λ˚ solves the equation EQ rF p¨, λ˚Y qs “ x0 then F pω, λ˚Y pωqq is optimal. Uniqueness
follows from strict monotonicity and concavity.

B.1 Proof of Remark 2.5

Fix t ą 0. Analogously to the previous proof we reformulate Problem (4) as its infinite dimensional
counterpart as in Eq. (7). Considering a power utility function, the optimal profile ξ˚

t takes the form

ξ˚
t “

x ¨ Zβ
t

EQ

”

Z
β
t

ı ,

where β “ ´ 1

1´γ
and Zt “ dQ

dP
. Following a standard argument (see e.g. [3]) let us define

Z0
t :“ exp

"

´
1

2

ż t

0

θ2upβ ` 1q2du`

ż t

0

θupβ ` 1qdWu

*

and observe that Zβ`1

t “ Z0
t exp

!

1

2

şt

0
θ2uβ

2γdu
)

. Denote by Q0 the probability measure induced by

Z0
t “ dQ0

dP
and by

Ht “ EQ

”

Z
β
t

ı

“ E0

„

exp

"

1

2

ż t

0

θ2uβ
2γdu

*

.

For some time s ă t let Πs denote the discounted no-arbitrage price of the optimum ξ˚
t . The problem

is thus time-consistent whenever Πs “ ξ˚
s that is, whenever

x

Ht

EQ

”

Z
β
t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

“
x ¨ Zβ

s

Hs

. (30)
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On the left hand side of (30) we have that

EQ

”

Z
β
t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

“
EP

”

Z
β`1

t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

EP rZt|Fss
“

EP

”

Z
β`1

t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

Zs
,

Moreover simple computations leads to

EP

”

Z
β`1

t

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

“ Z0
s exp

"

1

2

ż s

0

θ2uβ
2γdu

*

loooooooooooooomoooooooooooooon

Z
β`1

s

E0

„

exp

"

1

2

ż t

s

θ2uβ
2γdu

*ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



,

and therefore (30) becomes

Ht

Hs
“ E0

„

exp

"

1

2

ż t

s

θ2uβ
2γdu

*ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

Fs



. (31)

We define the following process

Mt :“
exp

!

1

2

şt

0
θ2uβ

2γdu
)

E0

”

exp
!

1

2

şt

0
θ2uβ

2γdu
)ı

and observe that

E0 rMt|Fss “
E0

”

exp
!

1

2

şt

0
θ2uβ

2γdu
)ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

E0

”

exp
!

1

2

şt

0
θ2uβ

2γdu
)ı

“
E0

”

exp
!

1

2

şt

s
θ2uβ

2γdu
)ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

exp
 

1

2

şs

0
θ2uβ

2γdu
(

E0

”

exp
 

1

2

şs

0
θ2uβ

2γdu
(

E0

”

exp
!

1

2

şt

s
θ2uβ

2γdu
)ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ıı .

Assuming Eq. (31) holds we have that E0

”

exp
!

1

2

şt

s
θ2uβ

2γdu
)ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
Fs

ı

P R and hence we can take it out

of the expectation to obtain

E0 rMt|Fss “
exp

 

1

2

şs

0
θ2uβ

2γdu
(

E0

“

exp
 

1

2

şs

0
θ2uβ

2γdu
(‰ “ Ms

and we conclude Mt is a Q0-martingale. A simple inspection show that Mt is of finite variation and
by [?, ]Proposition IV.1.2]RY99 it follows that it must be constant. In particular then Mt “ M0 “ 1
which entails

exp

"

1

2

ż t

0

θ2uβ
2γdu

*

“ E0

„

exp

"

1

2

ż t

0

θ2uβ
2γdu

*

,

for any t P r0,8q. Observing that we can differentiate with respect of time t under the expectation
operator, taking the derivative on both sides we find that

E0

“

θ2t
‰

“ θ2t

and since the above holds for any t P r0,8q, we conclude that t ÞÑ θ2t is a deterministic function.
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