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Abstract
It is well known that mean-variance portfolio selection is a time-inconsistent optimal
control problem in the sense that it does not satisfy Bellman’s optimality principle
and therefore the usual dynamic programming approach fails. We develop a time-
consistent formulation of this problem, which is based on a local notion of optimality
called local mean-variance efficiency, in a general semimartingale setting. We start
in discrete time, where the formulation is straightforward, and then find the natural
extension to continuous time. This complements and generalises the formulation by
Basak and Chabakauri (2010) and the corresponding example in Bjork and Mur-
goci (2010), where the treatment and the notion of optimality rely on an underlying
Markovian framework. We justify the continuous-time formulation by showing that
it coincides with the continuous-time limit of the discrete-time formulation. The
proof of this convergence is based on a global description of the locally optimal strat-
egy in terms of the structure condition and the Follmer—Schweizer decomposition of
the mean-variance tradeoff. As a byproduct, this also gives new convergence results
for the Follmer—Schweizer decomposition, i.e. for locally risk minimising strategies.
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1 Introduction

In his seminal paper “Portfolio selection” [34], Harry Markowitz gave to the common wis-
dom that investors try to maximise return and minimise risk a quantitative description by
saying that the return should be measured by the expectation and the risk by the variance.
In a one-period financial market, mean-variance portfolio selection then simply consists of
finding the self-financing portfolio whose one-period terminal wealth has maximal mean
and minimal variance. Since the mean-variance criterion is quadratic with respect to the
strategy, one can calculate the solution, the so-called mean-variance efficient strategy,
directly and explicitly. Apart from the appealing and immediate interpretation of the
optimisation criterion this probably explains its popularity.

Although one can obtain explicit formulas in one period, a multiperiod or continuous-
time treatment is considerably more delicate; this has already been observed by Mossin in
[36]. The reason is the well-known fact that the mean-variance criterion does not satisfy
Bellman’s optimality principle.

One way to deal with this issue is to treat mean-variance portfolio selection as in the
Markowitz problem considered by Richardson [42], Schweizer [44] and Li and Ng [32]. It
consists of simply plugging in the multiperiod or continuous-time terminal wealth into
the one period criterion and to maximise that with respect to the strategy over the entire
time interval. Although this formulation fails to produce a time-consistent solution in the
sense that it is optimal for the conditional criterion at a later time, this is nevertheless a
common way to avoid dealing with time inconsistency of the mean-variance criterion used
in the literature. There it is sometimes referred to as mean-variance portfolio selection
under precommitment, as the investor commits to follow the strategy which is optimal at
time zero even though it is not (conditionally) optimal later on.

Alternatively, one can optimise the conditional mean-variance criterion myopically in
each step over the gains in the next period as in Section 2.1.1 of [§] in discrete time for
example. Due to the myopic way of optimisation we call this strategy myopically mean-
variance efficient in this paper. For a continuous-time formulation of this one has then to
pass to a limit in an appropriate way. Under the name local utility maximisation such a
limit formulation has been developed in [2§] and [29] by Kallsen for utility maximisation
problems.

In this paper, we approach the time inconsistency of the mean-variance criterion in a
different way. We try to find a solution which is in some reasonable way optimal for the
conditional mean-variance criterion and time-consistent in the sense that if it is optimal
at time zero, it is also optimal on any remaining time interval. In a Markovian framework,
such a time-consistent formulation has been introduced by Basak and Chabakauri in [2].
However, to find a time-consistent formulation in general is an open problem as pointed
out by Schweizer at the end of the survey article [48]. As the failure of Bellman’s opti-
mality principle indicates, we have to use a different notion of optimality for the dynamic
criterion than the classical one used in dynamic programming. As in [2], we follow Robert
Strotz who suggested in [49] (for a different time-inconsistent deterministic optimisation
problem) to maximise not over all possible future strategies, but only those one is actually



going to follow. In discrete time, this leads to determining the optimal strategy by a back-
ward recursion starting from the terminal date. For a continuous-time formulation one
has to combine this recursive approach to time inconsistency with a limit argument. In a
Markovian framework, for optimal consumption problems with non-exponential discount-
ing this has recently been studied by Ekeland and Lazrak in [20] and [19] and Ekeland and
Pirvu in [2I] and [22] and for mean-variance portfolio selection problems by Basak and
Chabakauri [2] and Bjork, Murgoci and Zhou [4]. These authors give the definition of the
time-consistent solution via a backward recursion the interpretation of a Nash subgame
perfect equilibrium strategy for an intrapersonal game. Building on these specific cases,
Bjork and Murgoci developed in [3] a “general theory of Markovian time inconsistent
stochastic control problems” for various forms of time inconsistency in a Markovian set-
ting. In all these problems, however, one exploits that the underlying Markovian structure
turns all quantities of interest into deterministic functions. Then recursive optimality can
be characterised by a system of partial differential equations (PDEs), so-called extended
Hamilton—Jacobi-Bellman equations, and one can provide verification theorems which
allow to deduce that if one has a smooth solution to the PDE, this gives the solution to
the optimal control problem.

Although it is known how to formulate and handle time-inconsistent optimal control
problems in a Markovian framework, it is an open question how to do this in a more
general setting and how to apply martingale techniques to these kind of problems (see
for example page 54 in [3]). For the problem of mean-variance portfolio selection, we
show how one can answer these questions in this paper. Note, however, that we ex-
ploit the underlying linear-quadratic structure of the problem for this and only consider
mean-variance portfolio selection here. In discrete time, obtaining the time-consistent
solution by recursive optimisation is straightforward. To find the natural extension of
this formulation to continuous time, we introduce a local notion of optimality called local
mean-variance efficiency; this is a first main result and gives a mathematically precise
formulation in a general semimartingale framework. In continuous time, the definition
of local mean-variance efficiency is inspired by the concept of continuous-time local risk
minimisation introduced by Schweizer in [43]. As we shall see, our formulation in discrete
as well as in continuous time embeds time-consistent mean-variance portfolio selection in
a natural way into the already existing quadratic optimisation problems in mathematical
finance, i.e. the Markowitz problem, mean-variance hedging, and local risk minimisation;
see [40] and [48]. Moreover, we provide an alternative characterisation of the optimal
strategy in terms of the structure condition and the Foéllmer—Schweizer decomposition of
the mean-variance tradeoff. This is a second main result and gives necessary and sufficient
conditions for the existence of a solution. Besides this, we obtain an intuitive interpre-
tation of the optimal strategy. On the one hand the investor maximises the conditional
mean-variance criterion in a myopic way one step ahead by choosing the myopically mean-
variance efficient strategy. This generates a risk represented by the mean-variance tradeoff
which he then minimises by local risk minimisation on the other hand. Using the alter-
native characterisation of the optimal strategy allows us to justify the continuous-time
formulation by showing that it coincides with the continuous-time limit of the discrete-



time formulation. This underlines that our reasoning in discrete time, where the solution
is determined by a backward recursion, is consistent with the way of defining optimality
in continuous time and is our third main result. On the technical side, the link to the
Follmer—Schweizer decomposition and local risk minimisation allows us to exploit and
extend known results.

Time consistency also plays a central role in the formulation of forward dynamic
utilities by Musiela and Zariphopoulou; see [38] and [37] for example. There it is used
to characterise the dynamic evolution of utility random fields by the optimal portfolios
via the martingale optimality principle. Conversely these optimal portfolios then satisty
Bellman’s optimality principle for the corresponding forward dynamic utility by definition.
In contrast to their approach we do not propose a conceptual way to generate time-
consistent dynamic utility functions here but rather how to determine a time-consistent
optimal strategy by means of local optimisation for the underlying conditional mean-
variance preferences that are not time consistent.

Recently Cui et al. proposed in [I2] an alternative way to deal with the time incon-
sistency of the mean-variance criterion. Relaxing the self-financing condition by allowing
the withdrawal of money out of the market, they obtain a strategy which dominates the
solution for the Markowitz problem in the sense that while both strategies achieve the
same mean-variance pair for the terminal wealth their optimal strategy enables the in-
vestor to receive a free cash flow stream during the investment process. Compared to our
study their reasoning and techniques are different. In particular, their solution is not time
consistent in our sense.

The remainder of the article is organised as follows. In the next section we explain
the basic problem and the issue of time inconsistency of the mean-variance criterion and
introduce the required notation for this. To establish the time-consistent formulation,
we start in Section [3] in discrete time and then find the natural extension of that to
continuous time in Section 4l The convergence of the solutions obtained in discretisations
of a continuous-time model to the solution in continuous time is shown in the last section.

2 Formulation of the problem and preliminaries

Let (2, F, P) be a probability space with a filtration F = (F;)o<:<r satisfying the usual
conditions of completeness and right-continuity, where 7' € (0,00) is a fixed and finite
time horizon. For all unexplained notation concerning stochastic integration we refer to
the book of Dellacherie and Meyer [18]. Our presentation of the basic problem here builds
upon that in Basak and Chabakauri [2] and Schweizer [4§].

We consider a financial market consisting of one riskless asset whose price is 1 and
d risky assets described by an R?%valued semimartingale S. As set of trading strate-
gies we choose © = Og = {9 € L(S) | [¥dS € H*(P)} where L(S) is the space
of all R%-valued, S-integrable, predictable processes and H2(P) the space of all square-
integrable semimartingales, i.e. special semimartingales X with canonical decomposition



X = Xy + MX + AX such that
HX||H2(P) = ||X0||L2(P) + H ([MXv MX]T)QHLQ(P) + H foT |dA§|HL?(P) < F00.

The wealth generated by using the self-financing trading strategy ¢ € © up to time
t € [0,7] and starting from initial capital z € R is given by

Vi(2,9) i= 2+ [} 0,dS, =+ S,

Note that we use the notation above also for the stochastic integral in discrete time. Since
we work with Og, we can always find representative square-integrable portfolios for the
financial market (S, ©g) as explained in the appendix. These are portfolios ¢' € Og for
it = 1,...,d such that the financial market (g, Og) with St = o e Sfori=1,...,d
satisfies S € H2(P) and which are representative in the sense that (S, Og) generates

the same wealth processes as (5,0g), i.e. Og+ S =055 We can and do therefore
assume without loss of generality that S is in H?(P) and hence special with canonical
decomposition S = Sy + M + A, where M is an R%valued square-integrable martingale
null at zero, i.e. M € M3(P), and A is an R%valued predictable RCLL process, i.e. right
continuous with left limits (RCLL), null at zero with square-integrable variation. Besides
simplifying the presentation this allows to refer directly to the standard literature on
quadratic optimisation in mathematical finance which usually assumes (local) square-
integrability of S. Conversely, this change of parameterisation of the financial market can
be used to generalise local risk minimisation and quadratic hedging to the case where
S is a general semimartingale and not necessarily locally square-integrable; this will be
explained in more detail in future work.

In the one-period case, where T = 1, 9 + S} = 9] (S; — Sy) =: 9] AS; and ¥, is an
Fo-measurable R%-valued random vector, mean-variance portfolio selection (MVPS) with
risk aversion 7 > 0 can be formulated as the problem to

maximise E[x + 9] AS;] — %Var[x + 9] AS] over all Fy-measurable ;. (2.1)
The solution, the so-called mean-variance efficient strategy, is then
~ 1 —~
’191 = 5 COV[A51|F0]_1E[A51|F0] = ’191 (22)

which is given by an explicit formula in terms of the risk aversion and the conditional
mean and variance of the stock price changes. Note that Cov[AS;|Fy]~! denotes the
Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse (see [1] for example) and therefore the solution exists if and
only if E[AS;|Fo] is in the range of Cov|[AS;|Fy.

Having obtained the formulation and the explicit form of the solution in one period,
we ask how the two extend to multiperiod or continuous time. An immediate extension of
the formulation is simply to plug in the multiperiod or continuous-time terminal wealth



into the one-period criterion. This corresponds to considering mean-variance portfolio
selection (MVPS) as the problem to

maximise E[Vr(z,v)] — %Var[VT(:c,ﬁ)] over all ¥ € ©. (2.3)

The latter is an alternative formulation of the classical Markowitz problem to

minimise Var[Vy(z,9)] = E[|Vr(z,9)]?] — m?
subject to E[Vr(z,9)] =m >z and ¥ € O. (2.4)

In this set-up, MVPS is a static optimisation problem as one determines the optimal
strategy ¢ for (Z3) over the entire time interval with respect to the criterion evaluated
at time 0. To obtain the solutions to (2.3) and (2.4) it can be shown by elementary
Hilbert space arguments (see for example [50]) that these are related to the solution of
an auxiliary problem: If 1 — @« Sy #£ 0 and E[p » Sy] # 0, the solutions ¥ and 9@m to

23) and ([2.4]) are given by

~ 1 1 . ~ m—x - E[l1—¢-«Sr]~
19 = ———— and ﬂ(m,w) = —< ={m—- N—ﬁ, 25
VET-5-51" Bpes” T sy 0 #Y
where ¢ is the solution to the auxiliary problem to
minimise E[|Vy(—1,9)]*] = E[|1 =9« Sy|*] over all ¥ € ©. (2.6)

Since (2.6)) is a standard stochastic optimal control problem, it can be solved by dynamic
programming and the dynamic structure of ¢ can be described more explicitly, which via
([@3) then gives a dynamic description of ¥ (and ¥™®) as well. For this one considers
instead of the single static problem (2.6]) the corresponding dynamic optimisation problem
given by the conditional problems to

minimise E[|Vy(—1,9)*|F] = E[|1 — 0« S¢|*|F] over all ¥ € ©,() (2.7)

where ©,(1)) := {¥ € © | V1o = 1oy} denotes the set of all strategies ¥ € O that
agree up to time t with a given ¢ € ©. The family of conditional problems ([2.7)) is time
consistent in the sense that it satisfies Bellman’s optimality principle: If ¢ is the solution
to (2.0, then it is for any ¢ € [0,7] also optimal for the conditional criterion (Z7)) with
1 = @ on the remaining time interval (¢,7]. This time consistency gives a dynamic
characterisation of optimality of the solution ¢ for the auxiliary problem (2.6) via the
dynamic optimisation problem (2.7)) and is a conceptual aspect of the problem (2.6]). Since
the time consistency of the conditional problems (27)) allows to compute the solution @
recursively by dynamic programming, this indeed allows to describe ¢ and hence also
Y via (2.H) as dynamic processes on [0, 7] more explicitly; see [4§] for references and a
survey as well as [13] for recent results obtained in a general semimartingale framework
in this direction. For the solution ¥ to the static MVPS problem (2.3]), however, this is
so far only a computational aspect.



To study ([2.3) as a dynamic optimisation problem, a natural formulation is to consider
in analogy to (Z7)) the conditional problems to

maximise U,(9) := E[Vi(x, 9)|F)] — %Var[VT(a?, 9)|F over all 9 € ©,().  (2.8)

However, plugging in the optimal strategy J to Z3) for ¢ yields that, in contrast to
(270), this family of conditional problem is no longer time consistent and that Bellman’s
optimality principle fails: If we use the solution J to 23) on [0, ] and then determine the
corresponding conditionally optimal strategy by maximising in (2.8)) over all ¥ € @t(ﬁ),
then this strategy is different from J on (t,T]. This time inconsistency leads us to the basic
question how to obtain a time-consistent dynamic formulation of MVPS. That is to find a
dynamic formulation that gives a solution ¥/ which is in some reasonable sense optimal for
the time-inconsistent conditional mean-variance criterion Uy(-) at time ¢ for each t € [0, T').
This is a conceptual problem. We remark that it depends of course on the preferences
of the investor whether he would like to have a (so-called pre-commitment) strategy
which involves dynamic trading and is optimal for the static mean-variance criterion (2.3))
evaluated at time 0, or a strategy U which is optimal for the conditional mean-variance
criterion in a dynamic and time-consistent sense. The reason for the time inconsistency
of the (conditional) mean-variance criterion in (2.8)) is the conditional variance term. As
explained in [2], we see that due to the total variance formula

Var[Vie(z, )| F)] = E[ Var[Vi(z, 0)| Fon]| ] + Var [E [, 0S| Fin] + Vign(z, 0) )ft] ,

the objective function at time t is given by the conditional expectation of the objective
function at time ¢ + h and some adjustment term, i.e.

UL(0) = E[Unn(@)|F] = 3 Var [E[[}, 94S| Fora] + Vin(e,0)| 7] 29)

for all ¥ € ©. As this adjustment term does not only depend on the strategy via its
behaviour on (¢,t + h] but also on (t + h,T], it causes “an incentive for the investor to
deviate from his optimal strategy at a later time” as explained in [2]. Mathematically, the
adjustment term cannot be interpreted as a running cost term, and therefore the objective
function is not of the “standard form” which is crucial for the dynamic programming
approach to work; see for instance [3], or [24] for a textbook account. The economic
explanation for the time-inconsistent behaviour of the investor is as follows. At time t,
the investor uses the strategy on (t+ h, 7’| not only to maximise the time (£ + h) objective
function Upip(¥), but also to minimise the second term. This means that he tries to
minimise some of the risk coming from the strategy used on (t,¢ 4+ h]. At time ¢ + h,
the outcome of the trading on (¢,t + h] is already known and there remains no risk to be
minimised. Therefore the investor at time ¢ 4 h chooses the trading strategy on (¢ + h, T
only to maximise U, (1), and so his objective and hence his choice will be in general
different from that at time t.



An alternative explanation for the failure of the time consistency of the dynamic
formulation (2.8]) is of course that already the underlying mean-variance preferences are
time inconsistent due to their non-monotonicity; see for example [33].

Loosely speaking, the reason for the inconsistency of the formulation (2.8]) is that we
are optimising over too many strategies, as we are also considering strategies which we are
not going to use later on. To overcome this, we follow the recursive approach to time in-
consistency “...to choose the best [strategy] not among all available strategies, but among
those one is actually going to follow.” proposed by Strotz in [49] (for the deterministic
optimal consumption problem with non-exponential discounting). The same reasoning
also appears in the context of local risk minimisation introduced by Schweizer in [43] to
deal with the time inconsistency of the formulation of global risk minimisation. For a
dynamic formulation of MVPS, this suggests that we have to weaken our optimality crite-
rion and to optimise in (2.8]) not globally on (¢, 7], but only “locally on an infinitesimally
small time interval (¢, +dt|” going backwards from 7" and using the “optimal strategy on
(t +dt,T)”. Since the investor following this rule chooses for any ¢ € [0,7] “the strategy
on (t,t + dt]” that he has to determine at time ¢ optimally for his criterion U;(-) at time
t, he has no reason to deviate from this “locally mean-variance optimal” strategy for the
dynamic optimisation problem, which therefore leads to a time-consistent behaviour. “In
some sense this formulation interpolates between dynamic optimisation for a fixed time
horizon and step-by-step one period optimisation” (as has been formulated by one of the
referees). This way to address the time inconsistency of the mean-variance criterion has
been developed by Basak and Chabakauri in [2] in a Markovian setting by using partial
differential equations which are available in this framework. Since the concept of local
optimisation in a general set-up is more intuitive and conceptually easier to understand
in discrete time, we consider this case in the next section first before proceeding with the
more delicate situation in continuous time.

3 Discrete Time

In this section, we develop a time-consistent formulation for the mean-variance portfolio
selection problem in discrete time and derive the general structure of the solution. As this
mainly serves for the motivation of the continuous-time case, we restrict our presentation
here for simplicity to the one dimensional case d = 1.

Let T € N and assume that trading only takes place at fixed times £ = 0,1,...,T,
where we choose at time k the number of shares ;.1 to be held over the time period
(k, k+1]. In this setting, we obtain an optimal strategy by recursively optimising starting
from 7', which is equivalent to optimality with respect to local perturbations. This is then
a time-consistent solution to MVPS in the recursively optimal sense introduced by Strotz
in [49]. Since we are optimising the conditional criterion of the entire remaining time
interval only with respect to the strategy used in the next time step as in the concept
of local risk minimisation (see [43] for example), we call this notion of optimality local
mean-variance efficiency due to the local nature of optimisation. Mathematically, this is



then formulated as follows.

Definition 3.1. Let ) € © be a strategy and k € {1,...,T}. A local perturbation of v
at time k is any strategy ¥ € © with ¥; = v; for all j # k. We call a trading strategy

J € © locally mean-variance efficient (LMVE) f

~

Uk—1(9) > U_1(9) P-a.s. (3.1)
forallk=1,...,T and any local perturbation ¥ € © ofa at time k or, equivalently,
Up1(0) > Up 1 (0 4 61p)  P-aus. (3.2)
forallk=1,...,T and any § € ©.

Note that since Uy () = Vi(2,9) 4+ Up(Ly V) =: Vi(z,9) + Uy(V), the structure of
mean-variance preferences implies that conditions (B1) and (8:2)) do not depend for fixed
k on the strategy used on {0,...,k — 1}. This allows us to derive the following recursive
formula for the LMVE strategy 5, which underlines the time-consistency of the solution
and also implies its uniqueness. This formula already appeared in a Markovian framework
in Proposition 5 in [2] and in a discrete-time setting in an unpublished Master thesis by

Sigrid Kallblad.
Lemma 3.2. A strategy Y €0 is LMVE if and only if it satisfies

~ 1 E[ASk|Fp-1] Cov ASk>ZiT:k+1 ﬁiASi|Fk—1]
"7 Var [ASy| Fe_i] Var [ASg| Fr_1]

fork=1,....T.
Proof. Plugging 9 and 9 + 01y into (2.9), we obtain that (3.2) is equivalent to

Fr-1

—Op, <E[A5k|fk—1] — Cov

T
ASk > 0AS,
i=k

) + %Var [0 ASHFer] >0 (3.4)

forall K = 1,...,7 and any 0 € O. Since Var[0yASk|Fr_1] > 0 for all k = 1,....T
and any 6 € O, it follows immediately that ¥ satisfies B2) if (33) holds. For the
converse, we argue by backward induction; so assume that ([3.3) holds for j = k+1,...,T.
Because the conditional covariance term in (3.4 vanishes on {Var[ASy|Fi_1] = 0}, we
set € = E[ASk|-Fk—1]]]-{Var[ASk|Fk,1}:0} and

_ (1 E[AS|F—a]  Cov [ASK, L1 DiAS| Fie] a1
77\ Y Var [AS [ Fi ] Var [AS,[Fr_1] b | SVl A8l 503

Then ChOOSiIlg 0= 5]]-{E[(5A5k)2|]—'k,1}§n}]]-{k} €O and = @I{E[(wASk)QI}'k,l]Sn}]]-{k} € O for
each n € N implies that ¢ = 0 and ¢ = 0, as we could otherwise derive a contradiction
to (B4). By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality and since € = 0, the right-hand side of (B.3))
is always well defined by setting 8 = 0, and equal to ¥ since ¢ = 0. This completes the
proof. O




To simplify (3.3), we use the canonical decomposition of S = Sy + M + A into a
martingale M and a predictable process A, which is in discrete time given by the Doob
decomposition, i.e. My := 0 =: Ay, AA, = E[ASk|Fr_1] and AM; = ASy, — E[ASk|Fr_1]
for k=1,...,T. Then (33) can be written as

S1 o oaa Cov [AMy, Sy DA i
YV E[(AM?Fia] E[(AM)?| Fii]

(3.5)

for k=1,...,T. From this it follows by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality that the existence
of a LMVE strategy 9 implies that S satisfies the structure condition (SC), i.e. there exists
a predictable process A given by

AA E[ASy|Fi_1]
PVIRES = fork=1,....,T
F E [(AMk)2|]:k_1] Var [ASk|fk_1]
such that the mean-variance tradeoff (MV'T) process
k k
E[AS;|Fi- 1]) )
2 VarAS‘E 1]_§ N E [(AM,)*|Fi] = § NAA;  fork=0,...,T

i=1

is finite-valued. This is not surprising, as these quantities also appear naturally in other
quadratic optimisation problems in mathematical finance; see [46]. For each ¥ € O, we
define the process of expected future gains Z (1) and the square integrable martingale Y (1)
of its canonical decomposition by

T
Z 9, AA; | Fo

i=k+1

k
— ) A4
i=1

T
Zx(0) :=FE Z Ui AS;| Fy

Li=k+1

T
Li=1

k
— Z 0, AA;
=1

for k = 0,1,...,7. Note that for the LMVE strategy 1?, the process Z(@) has al-
ready been introduced in a discrete-time setting in Sigrid Kéllblad’s Master thesis and in
the Markovian framework in [2] in discrete and continuous time, where it is a function
Zt(g) = f(Wy, Sy, X4, t) of time ¢ and the underlying state variables, i.e. current wealth
W, stock price S; and hidden Markov factor X;. Using the Galtchouk—Kunita—Watanabe
(GKW) decomposition

Fi

T

D AA = Yo(9) + Y GW)AM; + L(9)

i=1 i=1

10



of Y (1) with a square-integrable martingale L(#}) strongly orthogonal to M, we can rewrite
Z(19) as

Zp(9) = Yi(0) = > 0:AA; = Yo(0) + > &GWO)AM; + Li(9) = Y 0:AA;  (3.6)

for k = 0,1,...,T. Inserting the last expression into (B.0), we can reformulate Lemma
by combining the above as follows.

Lemma 3.3. The LMVE strategy 9 exists if and only if we have both
1) S satisfies (SC) with X\ € L*(M), i.e. Kr € L'(P).
2) There exists b € © such that

~

Y= —A £(), (3.7)

where f(@g) is the integrand in the GKW decomposition of Z;szl ’lZJ\iAAi.

In that case, 9= 12

Proof. By Lemma the existence of a LMVE strategy J and a strategy satisfying (3.5))
are equivalent. As already explained, (1) implies by the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality
that S satisfies (SC). Since we obtain

T
AMy, > U:AA;

1=k+1

Cov

]-"k_ll — Cov [AMk, Zk(ﬁ)‘fk_l} = &(0)E [(AM)?| Fis ]

by simply plugging into (B.5]) the deﬁmtlon of Z(v ) and (3.6)), it follows that J satisfies
B1) and, conversely, that each strategy w € @5 satlsfymg B1) is LMVE. Moreover,
since ¥ € © = L2(M) N L2(A), we have that Y7 (J) = S0 | §;AA; € L2(P) and therefore

that (1) € L2(M) by construction. Rewriting (377), this implies that A = 0 + £(9) is
in L*(M) and K7 € L'(P), which completes the proof. O

Integrating both sides of ([B.7) with ¥ = 9 with respect to M and plugging in the
GKW decomposition then gives

T N 1 T T N
> ViAM; = - Z NAM,; — Z &(0)AM,
i=1 i ]

:—ZAAM +Yo(9) + Lyp(d

=1

~

19
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After rearranging terms and adding lKT = ZT ANAA; on both sides we arrive at
1 1 ~ ~
;KT_YO +Z< by —19) AM,; +Z (5&-—19,) AA; + Lr(9), (3.8)
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which means that the terminal value of the MVT process K1 admits a decomposition

T
Ky =Ko+ Y &AS:+ Ly (3.9)

1=1

into a square-integrable Fy-measurable random variable K 0, the terminal value ZT 1 EZAS
of a stochastic integral with respect to the price process, and the terminal value of a
square-integrable martingale L which is strongly P-orthogonal to M. If the integrand f
is in © and one replaces the left-hand side by any H € L?(Q, F, P), a decomposition of
the form

T
H=Hy+Y &fAS;+ LY

i=1
is called the Fdéllmer—Schweizer (FS) decomposition of H, and the integrand E\H yields
the so-called locally risk minimising strategy for the contingent claim H; see e.g. [46]
and [47]. However, it turns out that §A = \— 7@ is in general not in © and therefore
[B9) does not necessarily coincide with the F'S decomposition of Krp; see Corollary
below for a sufficient condition. But nevertheless, ([B.9]) gives an intuitive explanation of
the LMVE strategy. On the one hand, the LMVE investor is optimising the conditional
mean-variance criterion of the gains in the next period only by choosing the myopically
mean-variance efficient strategy (MMVE) ¢ € © given by @y := %)\k }/% for
k=1,...,T. This strategy solves the problem to

maximise Uk_l(’l?]l{k}) = E[ﬁkASk|fk_1] - %Var[z?kASk|}"k_1] over all ¥ € © (310)

forall k =1,...,T. The latter follows immediately as in the one-period case; see (2.1]) and
(22) and also Proposition .10l later. Considering the MMVE strategy in the multiperiod
setting the LMVE investor takes by (Z9) also the fluctuations of the expected future gains
into account. The risk resulting from these is due to the stochastic investment opportunity
set and can be represented by %KT. In addition to holding the MMVE strategy the LMVE
investor then minimises the risk resulting from this by local risk minimisation on the other
hand which leads to the additional intertemporal hedging demand %5 = £(9) in the LMVE
strategy. As a matter of fact, the intertemporal hedging demand is zero and the LMVE
and the MMVE strategy coincide, if the investment opportunity set or more generally the
terminal value of the MV'T process is deterministic; see Corollary [A.17] below.

Besides this interpretation the above also gives an alternative, in some sense global,
characterisation of the LMVE strategy in terms of the structure condition and the MVT
process, which is summarised in the next lemma.

Lemma 3.4. There ezists a LMVE strategy O if and only if S satisfies (SC) and (the
terminal value of ) the MV'T process Kt is in L*(P) and can be written as

T
Kr =Ko+ &AS;+ Ly (3.11)

i=1

12



with Ky € L2(Q, Fo, P), € € L2(M) such that € — X € L*(A), and L € M2(P) strongly

~

orthogonal to M. In that case, 9 is given by ) = %()\ — @

If Kp is in L*(P) and admits a decomposition 3I1), the integrand & is in © and (311)
coincides with the Follmer—Schweizer decomposition of Kr.

Proof. By plugging (87) into (B.8)) and comparing this with ([33), we obtain that £ =
A —710 = v£(¥) and therefore the first assertion. If K7 isin L?(P), this gives that A € Og,
which implies that £ € © and completes the proof. O

4 Continuous Time

In continuous time, we should like to obtain the time-consistent solution in analogy to dis-
crete time by optimising the mean-variance criterion with respect to local perturbations.
For a precise formulation of this we need a local description of the underlying quantities
and a limit argument. To that end, let us fix some terminology first.

Recall from Section I that we can and do assume that S is square-integrable with
canonical decomposition S = Sy + M + A, where M is an R%valued square-integrable
martingale null at zero, i.e. M € MZ2(P), and A is an R%-valued predictable finite variation
RCLL process null at zero. By Propositions 11.2.9 and 11.2.29 in [27], there exist an
increasing, integrable, predictable RCLL process B, an R%valued predictable process a
and a predictable R¥“4-valued process ¢ whose values are positive semidefinite symmetric
matrices such that

VeA=(0"a)*B and (e My="cMY) B for all ¥ € ©. (4.1)

By adding t to B, we can assume that B is strictly increasing. Set Pg := P ® B. There
exist many processes B, a and ¢V satisfying (1), but our results do not depend on the
specific choice we make. Using the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse (¢) ™! of ¢ (see [1]) or
the arguments preceding Theorem 2.3 in [16], we define a predictable process A := (¢*)~la
which gives a decomposition

a=c"\+n (4.2)

such that 7 is valued in Ker(c™). Then S satisfies the structure condition (SC) if and
only if n = 0 and A\ € L} (M), i.e. the mean-variance tradeoff (MVT) process K given
by K; = f(f A d{(M) N\, = (X M), for t € [0,T] is P-a.s. finite. In continuous time, the
process of expected future gains Z (1) and the square-integrable martingale Y () of its

canonical decomposition are given by

T
ft} =L [/ U, dA,
0

for t € [0,7] and each strategy ¥ € ©. Using the (continuous-time) GKW decomposition

t t
]-"t} - / BudA, = Yi(0) — / IudA,

0 0

Z.(9) = E UT 9udS,

13



of Y (1), we can rewrite Z (1) as

t t t
20) =Yi) - [ 0.da,=¥o)+ [ &M+ L) - [0udd, (43
0 0 0

for t € [0,77, exactly as in discrete time.

A partition of [0,T] is a finite set 7 = {tg,t1,... .t} With 0 =tg <ty <+ <t =T,
and its mesh size is |T| := maxy, e\ (1} (tiy1 — ti). A sequence of partitions (7,)pen is in-
creasing if 7, C 7,41 for all n; it tends to the identity if lim, . |7,| = 0. For later use,
we associate to each partition 7 the o-field

P i=o({Fo x {0}, F; x (t;, ti]|t: € T\ {T}, Fy € Fo, Fy, € Fi, })

on 2 x [0,T]. Note for any sequence of partitions (7,)nen tending to the identity that

0( U PT”> is equal to the predictable o-field P and that P™ increases to P if (7,,)nen
neN
is in addition increasing. The optimality with respect to local perturbations can then

be formulated in continuous time as follows. Recall the notations Uy(¢) from (2.8) and
Ut(ﬁ) - Ut(]]-]]t,T]]ﬁ)-

Definition 4.1. For 9, € © and a partition 7 of [0,T], we set

() = Un (9 + L
Z Utl( ) Utl( + (tl’tl+1})1(ti,ti+l} (44)

[V, 8] =

te\{T} i+l ¢

- Z Uti () — Uti (0 + 6]]'(ti7ti+1]) 1
E[Bi,, — By |F,) Utk

t,ieT\{T} i+l ¢

A strategy J € © is called locally mean-variance efficient (in continuous time) if

liminfu™[J,0] >0 Pg-a.e. (4.5)

n—o0
for any increasing sequence (T, )nen of partitions tending to the identity and any § € ©.

Intuitively, ™[0, §] measures the change in the tradeoff between mean and variance of
the gains over the remaining time interval when we perturb o locally by ¢ along 7. Condi-
tion (3] then says that perturbing the optimal stratetgy ¢ locally should always decrease
this tradeoff, at least asymptotically. The appropriate “time scale” for this asymptotic
is given by the process B which is sometimes also referred to as operational time in the
literature. In analogy to discrete time, finding the time-consistent solution by recursive
optimisation is captured by comparing at time ¢; strategies which differ only on (¢;, ;1]
but are equal on (¢;41,7]. Passing to the limit then takes this recursive optimisation to
continuous time. By the usual embedding of the discrete-time case into the continuous-
time setting (as for example explained in Section L.1f in [27]) it is straightforward to see
that the continuous-time formulation (4.3) coincides with that in discrete time (3.2)), since
we can choose B; = Z;‘::l L{r<s in this situation (see Section IL.3 in [27]).

14



The definition of local mean-variance efficiency above as well as the subsequent treat-
ment are inspired by the concept of local risk minimisation in continuous time introduced
by Schweizer in [43]; see also [46] and [47]. To obtain a characterisation of the LMVE

strategy ¥ we need to derive the asymptotics of ([LH). As in [47], the first ingredient for
this is a decomposition of u” into three terms A7, A7 and A} for which we can control
the asymptotics of each one separately. This follows by using the same arguments as in
[47] which we give here for completeness.

Proposition 4.2. For all strategies ¥,6 € © and every partition T of [0,T], we have
u'[d, 0] = A + Aj + A3,
where
-
Al =FEp {(7(5(19) + 19) —A— %5) M+ 5Tn‘737}

Var [fti“ ddA

7

5
AT = — ]]_(tiyti ]
T2 ti€ma\{T} E[By,, — B | Fi] o
Cov [Ltm (9) — Ly, (9) + [ (£W) + 9 + 8)dM, [ 6dA }"tl}
AT = ’}/ ’ ‘ ]]. i ti .
’ ti€mn \{T'} E[By,., — By | Fi] (ttia]

Proof. Plugging ¥ and 9 + 1,
Uti (79) - Uti (79 + 6]]'(ti7ti+1])

tita T 1 [t tit1
=-F {/ 0,dS, fti} + 7 Cov / U, dS, + 5/ 5udSu,/ 0,dS,,
t; 0 t; t;

Using S = Sy + M + A and the definition of Y () we can write

T T
/ 9,dS, — F {/ 9,dS,
0 0
which gives

T 1 ti+1 ti+1
Cov / ﬁudSu+—/ 6ud5u,/ 0,dS,,
0 2 t; t;

into the definition of U(-) gives that

Jtit]

]-"ti] . (4.6)

T
f} = Vo)=Y + [ Db,
t;

7]

tit1 1 tit1
t; t;
tit1 tit1
+ Cov | Yo(9) — Y, (9) + / (9, + 6.) M, / 5udAu|
ti t;

1 tit1
+ — Var [ / 0udA,

Ft} . (4.7)
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Since Y () and [ 9dM are martingales, the second term on the right-hand side above
equals

Cov ‘Fti . (48)

ti+1 ti+1
Vi) =¥+ [ ks it [ dda,
t t;

i

With an analogous argument and inserting the Galtchouk—Kunita—Watanabe decomposi-
tion Y (¥) = Yo(9) + [&(9)dM + L(¥¥), we obtain
-]

tit1 1 [ti+ tit1
_ Cov / (€0) + Du)dMy+ Ly, (9) — L (9) + 5 / 5.dM,, / 5. dM,
t; t; t

Cov

T 1 ti+1 ti+1
Yr(9) — Y, () + / PudM, + 5 / S, dM,, / S, dM,
t; t; t

f]

Fi | - (4.9)

_E /_W a( [ (£(9) + 9+ 16) M, [ 6anr) ]-"t]

tit1
—E / (E(@)y + V0 + 18,) " M5,dB,
t;

By the martingale property of [ ddM and using a = ¢\ + 7 we have

tit1
E { / 0, dSy,
t;

Combining ({6)-(@I0) we conclude that
Uti (79) - Uti (79 +9

tit1
t;

]-"tl} . (4.10)

(ts ,ti+1])

tit1
/ + ((v(&(ﬁ)u +94) = A+ 28,) " M6, — 5Jnu) dB,
t

‘l"}/COV fti

tit1 tit1
Vi) = Y@+ [ @), [ .,
t; t;

7y tit1
+ — Var [ / 0udA,
2 ti

After dividing by E[By,,, — By, |F,], multiplying by 1, ¢,.,] and summing over t; € 7\{T'},
we obtain u”[, §] on the left-hand side and A7, A7 and A7 on the right-hand side, as

E [ Jie ((v(f(ﬁ)u +9,) — A+ 28,) Mo, — o7 nu) B,

]—"tl.]

1 tists
tieg\:{T} E[Bti+1 — By, f},z] (titisva]
Sl so-ssiy s -

which completes the proof. -
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Since A7 is of the same form as the corresponding term in Proposition 2.2 in [47],
we obtain its asymptotic behaviour by the same argument as in Lemma 3.1 in [47]. The
additional term 67 is not relevant for this.

Lemma 4.3. Let (7,,)nen be an increasing sequence of partitions tending to the identity.
Then

lim AT = (7(5(19) +9) — A+ ld)T Ms—6Tp Pg-a.e. (4.11)
n—oo 2

Proof. We observe that (v(£(J) +9) — A+ %5)T cM§—§"n € LY (Pp), since ¥ and 4 are in
©, and recall that (P™),cn increases to the predictable o-field P, since (7,,)nen is increas-
ing and tending to the identity. As AT = Ep [(7 (5(19) + 19) — A+ %5)TCM5 — 5T77}73T"}
by definition, (A]"),en is a uniformly integrable Pg-martingale and (.I1]) follows from
the martingale convergence theorem, since (7(5 (9) + 19) — A+ %5)T My — 5Ty is pre-
dictable. 0

To show that the term AJ" is asymptotically negligible, we establish the following
general convergence result. For this we argue with the predictable measurability of X and
need not assume continuity of X as in Proposition 3.5 in [47]. Applying our techniques to
local risk minimisation enables us to generalise this concept and some related results to a
general semimartingale setting as well. In particular, we are able to drop the continuity
of A and (SC) in Theorem 1.6 and Proposition 5.2 in [47]; this will be explained in more
detail in future work.

Lemma 4.4. Let (7,)nen be an increasing sequence of partitions of [0,T] tending to the
identity and X € H?*(P) a predictable finite variation process such that X = [ adB for
a € L°(B). Then

i ¥

> Lem\ {0}

Var [Xy, — Xi_ [P, ]
E[Btl - Bti71|fti71]

]]'(ti—l,ti} =0 PB—CZ.E. (412)

Proof. We first decompose

Z Var [th - Xtifl |‘F.ti71i|

ti—1,t;
tiema \{0} BBy = B[P o

2
o Z E [(th - Xti—1)2|fti—1i| 1 Z (E[th - Xti71|‘F.ti71]) 1
N timvsti) ti—1,ti]
E[Bti - Bti—1|‘F.ti71] (it E[Bti - Bti—1|fti—1] (it

t;emn \{0} t;emn \{0}

For the proof of (AI2) we then only need to show that both sums on the right-hand
side converge to the same limit «AX. To that end, set t™ = inf{s € 7, | s > ¢} and
t~ =sup{s € 7, | s < t} for each ¢t € [0,7], and X" (w,t) = (X¢n — Xyrm-)(w) and
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X™(w, t) = B[X]|Firn-](w) for all (w,t) € Q x [0,T]. Using X = [ adB we can write

Z E[(X:, — Xt¢71)2|j_-;i71] .
E[B, - By, ,|F,_] "

tiem \{0}
E[(th - Xtifl) tt-i 1 audBu|‘Fti71]
— = ]]. ti1,t; - EB[XnOCWDTn]

and

(E[th - Xtifl |‘Fti,1])2 )
E[By, — By, |Fy,_\] (tim1,ti]

2.

t;€mn\{0}
B[ audB | ]
E[Bti - Bti—l |‘Fti—1]

= Z E[Xti — X, |‘F.ti71] ]l(ti—l,ti] = XHEB [a|PTn]

t;emn \{0}

By estimating sup,,cy | X"a| < 2|a|supgc,or | Xs| and supge,op | X < fOT |dX.,|, we ob-
tain that sup,cy | X"a| € L'(Pg) as [ (i [dX,])|e|dB, = ([ |dX,])* € L'(P). Since
X is RCLL and t™ N\, t and t™~ "t as n — 00, it follows that X™ converges pointwise
to AX. Combining this with the integrability of sup,cy |X"«| gives that Eg[X"a|P™]
tends to «AX Pg-a.e. by Hunt’s lemma (see [I§], V.45), since P™ increases to P and
aAX is predictable. As the Pg-a.e. convergence of Eg|a|P™] to « already follows by the
martingale convergence theorem, it remains to show that Xn converges to AX Pg-a.e. for
the convergence of the second sum. Since sup,,cy | X¢mn — Xpra—| < 2 fOT |dX,| € L*(P) for
all £ € [0,7] and X™ converges pointwise to AX, it follows by Hunt’s lemma that

X' — E[AX,|Fi_] P-as. for each t € [0, 7. (4.13)

By Theorem IIL5 in [4I] the limit coincides with AX;, as AX is predictable. Since
{lim,, 0o X" # AX} € F® B([0,7]), we obtain that X™ converges to AX Pg-a.e. from
(@I3) by Fubini’s theorem. This completes the proof. O

With this we have now everything in place to derive the asymptotics of u”[¥, d].

Lemma 4.5. Let (7,)nen be an increasing sequence of partitions of [0,T] tending to the
identity. Then

i T Y\ oM T
hmu”[ﬁ,é]:(7(5(19)+19)—>\+§5) M§ 5Ty Pp-ae.

for all 9,0 € O.
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Proof. The proof follows immediately by combining Proposition .2l and Lemma 3] after
we have shown that AJ* and A3" converge to 0 Pg-a.e. To that end, we estimate

tit1
]:t,} Var [/ 0,dA,
t;

2

tit1 tit1
‘Cov {th(ﬁ) — Y, (9) + / (9 + 6) dM,, / SudA,
t; t;

tit1

< Var [th(ﬁ) - Y, (9) + / (0 + dy) dM, }
t;

ti:|

by using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and X := <Y + [(9 + §)dM > Again by the
Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we obtain from the above that

tit1
— B[X,.., - X,..,|F.] Var { / TS dA,
t;

(SIS

E[Xtiﬂ z+1 }}—f ] 1
E[Bt — B, -Ft] (tistiga]

i

Arl < v DO

tiemn \{T}

i

41

Var [ fti”l d.dA,

X Loyt
tiemn \{T} E[BtiJrl - Btz'|]:ti] (it
1
dPx Z
= V2 (E Pm) (43")2, (4.14)
where Py := P® X and dP i _— Etiem\ () L;[[);:ﬁ_‘;fz‘lgz}]]l(t tia]- 1t is straightforward

to verify that (‘jl% an)n oy 1 a Pp-martingale by simply checking the definition; see

: . dPy
Lemma 3.4 in [47]. Since g5
dPy

pr, 1S DODN-egative, it follows directly by the martingale

convergence theorem that ( T an)n oy 18 Pp-a.e. convergent and hence Ppg-a.e. bounded
in n. (Moreover, the limit coincides with the Radon—Nikodym derivative of the absolutely
continuous part of Py with respect to Pg.) Since [ 6dA = [§"adB, applying Lemma (7]
with a = §"a yields that lim,, o, A} = 0 Pp-a.e. and therefore also that lim,, ., A7* =0
Pg-a.e. by (41I4]). This completes the proof. O

Having the representation of our criterion above, we can now describe the solution.
Theorem 4.6. There exists a LMVE strategy J if and only if we have both
1) S satisfies (SC) with X\ € L*(M), i.e. Kr € L'(P).
2) There exists ¥ € © such that
o= —A £(9), (4.15)

where 5(@) is the integrand in the GKW decomposition of fOT VudA,.
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In that case, 9= 12

Proof. Using Lemma it follows by definition that ¥ is LMVE if and only if

(7(5(3) + @ — A+ %5>T M§—6"p>0  Pgae. (4.16)

for all § € ©. If 1) and 2) hold, ([@I0) reduces to 26" ¢Md > 0 for 9= = %)\—f(@) and
all 0 € ©, which immediately gives that this strategy ¥ is LMVE. For the converse, we
first observe that since ¢*n = 0, choosing § = N1y, Taj<ny for each n € N gives that 6 € ©

and —§'§ > 0 in ([EIG). This implies that n = 0 Pg-a.e. and therefore that S satisfies
(SC). Set ¢ = %)\ — (f(@) + 1% Then plugging 6 = @l Mpi(,Ta<ny € O into ([EIE) for
each n € N yields that —2¢"c¢Mp > 0 Pg-a.e. so that ¢ = 0 in L?(M), which gives that
A= 7(5(1/9\) + ) € L*(M). This completes the proof. O

As in discrete time, we say that a random variable H € L*(Q2, Fp, P) admits a Follmer—
Schweizer decomposition if it can be written as

T
H:H0+/ enas, + LI (4.17)
0

where Hy € L*(0, Fo, P), € € © and L¥ € M2(P) is strongly P-orthogonal to M.
However, unlike the discrete-time case a F'S decomposition in continuous time is no longer
unique in general; see Remark 1.4 in [I0] and Example 14 below. Using this notion we
can then give the following alternative characterisation of the LMVE. Note that in contrast
to the notion of optimality this alternative description is in some sense global.

Theorem 4.7. There exists a LMVE strategy 9 if and only if S satisfies (SC) and (the
terminal value of ) the MV'T process Kr is in L*(P) and can be written as

T
Kr = Ko +/ £dS + Ly (4.18)
0

with Ko € L*(Q, Fo, P), € € LA(M) such that € — X € L2(A), and L € M2(P) strongly
P-orthogonal to M. In that case, ¥ is given by 9 = %()\ — @, EW) = %5,

—~ 1/ ~ N ~
0

(4.20)

and

t
Utw):w/ (m%f) d5+%(Ko+Lt—%E K~ Kot (D), — (D),
0
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with canonical decomposition

U(ﬁ)_x+7(Ko+/0AdM+Lt—§E[KT+<L>T‘ftD+2—(Kt+<L>>. (4.21)

If Ky is in L2(P) and admits a decomposition [EIR), the integrand € is in © and (EIR)
coincides with the Follmer—Schweizer decomposition of Kr.

Proof. The equivalence between the existence of the LMVE strategy V and the decompo-
sition (AI8)) follows from Theorem by the same arguments as in discrete time given
in the proof of Lemma B4 and before. Indeed by comparing (8.8) and (3.9), the inte-
grability properties can be ticked off from the corresponding parts in the decomposition,
since Kp = fOT A\ d{(M), A, is in L*(P) or L*(P), respectively. This also yields (£I9) by
simply plugging Y = %()\ — E) and the parts of (LI8)) into (43). For the proof of (A21]),
we observe that the square-integrable martingale R(ﬁ) given by Rt( =EB| fo J,dS,, }.7-}}

for t € [0,7] is equal to %([A(O + A+ M+ L). Inserting this into the definition of Ut(ﬁ)
gives

UL(9) = x + Ry(9) — —E[(RT(ﬁ) R(D))’

7

/\

- x+Rt<@> - —E [<R ), —

i

(A e Myr — (X M), + (L)r — (L),

’_|

]

1

and therefore (£2I]). Since Rt fo 9,dS, + 1 (IA(O + f(f £,dS, + L, — Kt> by (419),
we then obtain (L.20) from (M), which completes the proof. O

In specific Markovian frameworks, relations like in Theorem [.7 have been obtained in
[2] and [3] by arguments using the Feynman-Kac formula, which are available there. The
link between the LMVE strategy U and the FS decomposition now allows us to exploit
known results on the F'S decomposition to give a sufficient condition for the existence and
uniqueness of ¥ as well as an example where it is not unique below. To formulate this,
we first need to introduce some of the terminology used in [9]. Since the existence of ¥
implies that S satisfies (SC) with A € L*(M), we have that —\ « M is a square-integrable
martingale. For any stopping time o we denote “E(—X * M) = £(— (ALjo/ry) * M). Since
—A+ M is RCLL, it has P-a.s. at most a countable number of jumps with A(—=A+ M) =
—1, and so we can define an increasing sequence of stopping times T, by Ty = 0 and
Tn+1 inf{t > T, | "&(=X+ M), = 0} A T.

Definition 4.8. We call E(—X « M) regular if for any n, Tng(—A * M) is a martingale.

Definition 4.9. We say that E(—X « M) satisfies the reverse Holder inequality Ry(P),
if there exists a constant ¢ > 1 such that for any t,

E[I'"€(=x+ M)7]’|F] <c
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Definition 4.10. We say that an RCLL process X is an E(—\ « M )-martingale, if for
any n € N, )
El|Xs, ME(=A+ M)z || <400

and (Lyz, 77 * X) Tng(=X* M) is a martingale.

Definition 4.11. A local martingale N € M3 _(P) is in bmoy, if there exists a constant
¢ such that
E[(N)r = (N)|F] < ¢

for allt € [0,T]. The smallest such constant c is denoted by || N||pmos-

With the definitions above we can give the following sufficient condition for the exis-
tence of the LMVE strategy.

Corollary 4.12. Suppose that S satisfies (SC) and that E(—X\ * M) is reqular and satisfies
Ry(P). Then the LMVE strategy 0 exists, is unique and given by ¥ = %()\ — @, where

Ee © s the unique integrand in the FS decomposition of Kr € L*(P), and

2:3) = ZE[E( = (M) » M), (Kr ~ Ko)| 7] (4.22)
fort €[0,T7].

Proof. By Proposition 3.10 in [9], we have that —\ ¢ M is in bmos and therefore that Kr =
(X » M)r is in L*(P) because £(—X « M) is regular and satisfies Ry(P). Moreover, by
Theorem 5.5 in [9], S admits an F'S decomposition (in the stronger sense of Definition 5.4
in [9]), which implies in particular that every H € L?*(P) has a unique FS decomposition,
if and only if £(—X ¢ M) is regular and satisfies Ry(P). Combining this with Theorem
4.7 we obtain that the LMVE strategy U exists and can be represented as above in terms
of the F'S decomposition of Kr. Since a random variable admits an FS decomposition
if and only if it is the terminal value of an £-martingale in H?(P,F) (see the discussion
preceding Theorem 5.5 in [9]), we obtain that

t
E[E(— (Ayry) * M) Kr|F] = Ko+ / £.dS, + L
0

by Proposition 3.12.i) in [9] and therefore (£.22)) via (£I9]), which completes the proof. [

Remark 4.13. 1) If £(—\ « M) is strictly positive in addition to the assumptions
above, then it is the density process of an equivalent martingale measure for S,
the so-called minimal martingale measure (MMM) P; see [25]. In this case, (4.22)
can be written as Z,(J) = %E [Kr — K;|F;]. This relation has been obtained in [2]
and [3] in the specific Markovian frameworks used there by arguments using the
Feynman-Kac formula.
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2)

3)

4)

5)

If the MMM exists and its density process satisfies Ry(P) and S is continuous, then
the F'S decomposition coincides with the GKW decomposition under 13; see [10]. In
the case, where S is discontinuous, the relation between the two decompositions is
more complicated and has recently been established in [11].

Applying the previous results allows us to obtain the LMVE strategy in concrete
models in the following way. First, we check if S satisfies (SC) by using its canonical
decomposition. If this is true, we obtain A and therefore K and £(—\ « M) directly
and explicitly from the canonical decomposition of S. If E(—\ ¢« M) is regular and
satisfies Ro(P), we can try to obtain the F'S decomposition of K via Theorem 4.3 in
[T1], which gives the LMVE strategy by Theorem 7l Moreover, if £(—X « M), the
candidate for the density process of the MMM, is strictly positive in addition to the
previous assumptions, the MMM exists and we can derive the F'S decomposition as
explained in the previous remark from the GKW decomposition of K¢ under P. In
the case that £(—\ « M) does not satisfy Ro(P) and is (as in Example A.14] below)
not even regular, the procedure above can still be used to derive a candidate for the
LMVE strategy that might be verified directly to be square-integrable and hence to
yield the optimal strategy.

Since one can obtain the ingredients A\, K and £(—\ ¢ M) directly and explicitly from
the canonical decomposition of S, obtaining (a candidate for) the LMVE strategy as
explained in 3) is more explicit than solving the static but multiperiod or continuous-
time Markowitz problem via finding the variance-optimal martingale measure; see
[47] and Section 1.3 and 2 of [2] for a comparison of both strategies in a complete
market and a discussion.

If one cannot determine the LMVE strategy along the steps in part 3) explicitly,
one can still try to compute it numerically. For this, one observes that the FS
decomposition ([ALIT) is the solution to a linear backward stochastic differential
equation (BSDE). If the required conditions are satisfied, one can apply the numer-
ical schemes that have been developed for Markovian Lipschitz BSDEs to solve the
BSDE numerically; see [3] for an overview as well as the references therein. As the
BSDE is linear, these algorithms simplify to calculating conditional expectations
and integrands in martingale representations numerically. This has already been
observed in [2], where it has been suggested to do this with Monte Carlo simulation
and Malliavin derivatives.

The following example illustrates how one can calculate a LMVE strategy explicitly

and shows that it might not be unique in general. The example uses the same idea as

that for the non-uniqueness of the FS decomposition in [10].

Example 4.14. There exists a price process S € H?(P) such that S satisfies (SC), the

terminal value of the MVT process admits a FS decomposition and hence the LMVE
strategy exists. However, the integrand in the FS decomposition and the LMVE strategy
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are not unique. Moreover, the solution to the static MVPS problem (2.3]) fails to exist,
as the price process does not admit an (equivalent) martingale measure.

For convenience we give the construction on the infinite time interval [0, 400). The
corresponding example on the finite interval [0,77] can be easily obtained from that by
using the time change h : [0,400) — [0,T) given by h(t) = T(1 — exp(—t)) and then
considering Sy, instead of S;.

Let W = (W})>0 be a Brownian motion on [0, 4+00) and set

=inf{t > 0] E(-W), =3} =inf{t > 0| W, + 1t =log2}

and S; := W,p +0 At. Since [M®] = o and [;° |[dA}| = o, the square-integrability of S
follows from the existence of the first and second moment of the stopping time o. These
are given by F[o] = 2log2 and E[0?] = (2log2)? 4+ 8log2, which can be calculated by
using the derivatives of the Laplace transform

g(a) = Elexp(—aogy)] = exp(ab — |a|vV2a + b?)  for a > 0 (4.23)

of the stopping times o, := inf{t > 0 | W, +at = b} at o« = 0 for a = ; and b = log 2.

Then A =1and K; = o /\t and 1 admlts (at least) two FS decompositions 1 = 1 with
gh=0¢ @ and 1=2+ 25( W) = 1+ 3&(5) with & = $E(S), where $€(S) € O, as

1E(S) = 7) < 1 by deﬁmtlon of o and therefore

3
E H [E(S) * MS}OO] =F H /005(5)3@] < Elo],
E (/OOO ‘%5(5% u|)2 _ B (/0 %5(S)udu)2 < Elo?

The linearity of the FS decomposition then implies that no FS decomposition is unique
in this market and it therefore only remains to construct a FS decomposition of K.,. To
that end, we define

E[E(-W),0F) _1 Elo|F)
g(_W)J/\t 2 ( )rﬂ\t

1
= 0l{p<yy + §E[U\-7:t] (Nilio<ty = 0lio<sy + (S, t) Lio<ny

Nt =

where f(s,t) := %(E }b log 2 (s—1¢) +1t) exp(s — 5t) = (log2— (s —1t)) exp(s — 3¢) due
to the stationary and mdependent increments of Brownian motion. By Theorem 9 in [45]
and Ito’s formula the so-called generalised F'S decomposition of K, is then given by

7of
o Os

:10g2—|—/ (log2 —1— (S, —u))exp <Su — %u) ds,,
0

Ko :f(0> 0) + (Sw u)dS
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which coincides with the (classical) FS decomposition, since EK“’ = %(Su,u) € 6. To
see the latter, we estimate

(/Ooo \Efﬂd\Aﬂ)z s :(/Oa‘logQ— - <su_u>\du)2]

<E (/00 (log2—1+ \Wul)du)2]

<2F {(log2 — 1)202 + sup \Wu|202}

0<u<o

< 2((log 2 — 1*E[0?] + cE[o”| E[o"])

E

and

E[/Ow(é?foo)zdws]u} :E[/Oo(logz—1— (S, — ) du}
<2E UOU ((log2 —1)*+ du}

<2FE [(log2—1) o+ sup |[W,|? }

0<u<o

< 2((log2 — 1)*E[o] 4 cE[0%]|E[0”]

where we combined the Holder with the BDG inequality in the last step of each estimate.
The moment E[c?] can again be computed by differentiating the Laplace transform (Z23).

Since the strategy £(S) € O satisfies £(5) ¢ Soo = E(5) — 1 = 1, the solution to the
auxiliary problem (2.6]) is given by ¢ = £(S) € © and 1 € G(0) :={J » Sr | ¥ € O}.
The latter of course implies that the financial market does not even satisfy the weak no-
arbitrage condition of no approzimate profits in L? that 1 ¢ G7(©), where  denotes the
closure in L?*(P); see Section 4 in [46]. Plugging a&(S) in into U(-) with a > 0, we obtain

U(aE(S)) = Elz + (a€(S)) * Sx] — %Var[:): + (aE(S)) * Sx] = 7 +a.

Therefore the solution to the static MVPS problem (Z3]) does not exits, as the investor
would like to buy more and more stocks exploiting this arbitrage opportunity by sending
a to infinity. The solution to the classical Markowitz problem in the formulation (2.4]),
however, exists and is given by 9™ = (m — 2)&(S). This completes the example.

By Theorem [ the LMVE strategy has (in continuous time) the decomposition into
the myopically mean-variance efficient (MMVE) strategy and an intertemporal hedging
demand consisting of a locally risk minimising strategy as in discrete time, where the
MMVE (in continuous time) is defined as follows.
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Definition 4.15. For ¢, € © and a partition T of [0, T], we set

Ut(SO]]-(t t: }) — Ut(ﬁ]]-(t t: ])
u/\'r[(p’ /19] = i isbi41 7 isbi+1 ]]_ thti ] (424)
tieTZ\{T} E[Bti+1 — By, ‘Fti] o
. Z Uti(go:l]'(tiyti+l]) _Uti(ﬁ]l(ti,tiﬂ}) toton]
- — istit1]”
tier\{T} E[Bti+1 Bti ‘th]

A strategy @ € O is called myopically mean-variance efficient (in continuous time) if

liminfu™[p,J] >0 Pg-a.e. (4.25)

n—oo
for any increasing sequence (T, )nen of partitions tending to the identity and any ¥ € ©.

With the definition above the MMVE strategy is then given by %)\ as in discrete time.

Proposition 4.16. There exists a MMVE strategy ¢ if and only if S satisfies (SC) and
the terminal value of the MVT process Kr is in L?*(P). In that case, § is unique and
given by @ = %)\.

Proof. Since u"[p, V] = u”[0, 9] —u"[0, @], it follows from Lemma LT that a strategy ¢ € ©
is MMVE if and only if

lim @[, 9] = 3T (MA+1) — 23TMG— 0T (MA+1n) + %ﬁTcMﬁ >0 Pgae. (4.26)

n—oo 2

for any increasing sequence (7, ),en of partitions tending to the identity and any ¢ € ©.
Now suppose that S satisfies (SC) and the terminal value of the MVT process K7 is
in L?(P) first. Then the square-integrability of K7 implies that %)\ €0, as

T T
KT:/ Achy}\udBu:/ N a,|dB,.
0 0

Choosing p = %)\ in (Z20) and completing squares gives that 2 (J — P) MW —-3) >0
Pg-a.e. for all ¥ € © and therefore that @ = %)\ is MMVE.

Conversely, assume that there exists a MMVE strategy @. Then plugging in the
strategies ¥ = $ + nlp, € © with Dy = {|nTa| < k} and ¥ = %)\]le € © with
Dy, = {INTMAT + |\Ta| < k} for k € N into (#26) gives that —n'n > 0 Pg-a.e. and
%(%)\ — Q/O\)TCM(%)\ — ) > 0 Pg-a.e. on Dy. Therefore choosing k sufficiently large implies
that S satisfies (SC), i.e. n = 0, and that @ = %)\, as we would otherwise derive a

contradiction. Since @ € O, we also obtain the square-integrability of K7 from the latter
by Kr = nyT o a,dB, € L*(P), which completes the proof. O

Instead of optimising the conditional mean-variance criterion as the MMVE investor
in each step separately the LMVE investor seeks to invest more sustainably by taking
also the investment horizon T into account. So the difference between the LMVE and
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MMVE strategy is that the LMVE investor hedges in addition to holding the MMVE
strategy the risk coming from considering this strategy not only over the next period but
on the entire remaining time interval. The risk induced by this is driven by the stochastic
investment opportunity set and can be represented by 1KT using the MVT. This risk
is then minimised by the LMVE investor in the sense of local risk minimisation which
yields the additional intertemporal hedging demand 1§ =¢ ( ) in the LMVE strategy.
In fact the LMVE and the MMVE strategy coincide and the relations in Theorem [£.7]
simplify, if the investment opportunity set or more generally the terminal value of the
MVT process Kr is deterministic. Note, however, that the optimal strategy ¢ for the
static MVPS problem (2.3)) is still different. The price processes S has a deterministic
investment opportunity set, if it has independent increments, which is for example the
case if S'is a Lévy process or the exponential of one. A discussion and comparison between
the LMVE/MMVE strategy and the solution to the static MVPS problem (Z3)) in the
Black-Scholes model is given in Section 1.4 in [2].

Corollary 4.17. Suppose that S satisfies (SC) and that the terminal value of the MVT
process Kr is deterministic. Then: Suppose that S satisfies (SC) and that the terminal
value of the MV'T process Kr is deterministic. Then:

1) The FS-decomposition of Kt reduces to KT = Ko, the LMVE strategy 9 exists and
coincides with the MMVE, ie. U = § = 1>\ and the equations in Theorem [{.7]

simplify to Zt(g) = %(KT — K;) and

~ . b1 1
Ut(ﬁ):Ut(go)::ch/ LS + L (K + K,
o 7 2y

2) If S is in addition continuous or the entire MVT process K is deterministic, the
optimal strateqy O for the static MVPS problem (23) is given by

J=1_L g 3.93
VE(—K)r
where X = A and K, = [} +—dK,, and
5= Lo ieg ECRr (1 Lo 5.g), (1 £
0~ o592 (1 e, - £))

Proof. 1) Since Ky € L®(P), we have that £(—\ « M) is regular and satisfies Ry(P).
Therefore the F'S decomposition of Kp exists, is unique and given by K = I?o. The as-
sertions on the LMVE and MMVE strategy follow then from Corollary [£12], Theorem [£.7]
and Proposition

2) Under these assumptions the solution ¢ to (2.6]) is given by ¢ = E(—=X + S)_\ by
Theorem 7 and 8 in [45]. The formulas for U and U(V) then follow by (3 and direct
computations. This completes the proof. O
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The optlmahty condition (LIH) basically tells us that the locally mean-variance effi-
cient strategy ¥ is a fixed point of the mapping J:0 -6 given by

7(9) = %A _E(). (4.27)

Exploiting again the relation to the F'S decomposition, we can show that this fixed point
can be obtained by an iteration. Since the iteration algorithm reduces to a backward
recursion in discrete time, this can be seen as a continuous-time analogue of the recursive
derivation of the LMVE strategy in Lemma in discrete time. Moreover, the character-
isation of the LMVE strategy as a fixed point illustrates the game-theoretic interpretation
of the optimal strategy as an equilibrium of an intrapersonal game.

Lemma 4.18. If the mean-variance tradeoff process K is bounded and continuous, the
mapping J(9¥) = %)\ — &(V) is a contraction on (O, ||.||s.0) with modulus of contraction
€ (0,1) where

o }
||?9||6,oo = H (/0 mﬁIﬂMﬂﬁu)

In particular, the locally mean-variance efficient strategy 9 is unique and given as the
limat

L*(P)

J = lim 9"
in (0, ]| g.0e), where 971 = J(I™) for n > 1, for any starting value 9° = ¥ € ©.

Proof. Integrating both sides of (.27]) with respect to M and using the definition of &(¢)
we obtain

T T T
/ 7.(9)dM, — / LM, + Yo(8) + L(9) — / J,dA,
0 o 7 0

and from this

LR - /0 ' (lxu - ﬂu) dA, = Yo(d) + /O ) (EAU - @(ﬁ)) dM, + Lr(9)

v v v

after rearranging terms and inserting the zero term %KT — % fOT AudA,. Comparing the
last equation with the definition of the mapping J in the proof of Corollary 5 in [40]
gives that J() = %A —J (%A — 19), as L(V) is strongly orthogonal to M and therefore
the right-hand side is the GKW decomposition of the left-hand side. If K is bounded
and continuous, it follows from the arguments in the proof of Corollary 5 in [40] that
J (0, lg.00) = (O, ]-]|g,00), and hence also J, is a contraction with modulus of contrac-

tion ¢ € (0,1), which immediately implies that the sequence (") converges to 3 for any
starting value ¥° = 9 € © by Banach’s fixed point theorem. O
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Remark 4.19. 1) Note that this proves that in our setting, the LMVE strategy ¥ can
indeed be obtained by the iteration procedure suggested in [3].

2) If the jumps of K are uniformly bounded by some constant b € (0, 1), it follows from
the remark following Corollary 5 in [40] that J and therefore J are still contractions
on (0, ].|g.00) with modulus of contraction ¢ € (0, 1); see also Lemma [5.0] later.

3) Using the “salami technique” in [35], one can show that the iterations still con-
verge if K is only bounded, even though the modulus of contraction ¢ is then not
necessarily in (0, 1).

5 Convergence of solutions

To establish a link between the intuitive situation in discrete time, where the time-
consistent optimal strategy is found by a backward recursion, and the continuous-time
formulation given by a limit, we show that the solutions obtained in discretisations of a
continuous-time model converge to the solution in continuous time. This underlines that
our formulation in continuous time is indeed the natural extension of that in discrete time.
For this result, however, we need to discretise in an appropriate sense.

Let (7,,)nen be an increasing sequence of partitions of [0,77] such that |7,| — 0 and
assume for simplicity that S is one dimensional, i.e. d = 1. Then we choose B = (M) and
set Pp = Py which we deliberately denote by P, in this section. Moreover, we denote
by S™ the RCLL discretisation of S with respect to the partition 7,, which is given by
Sy =Sy, for all t; € 7, and constant on [t;,¢;11), and by F" = (F}")o<i<r the filtration
given by F' = F, for t € [t;,t;4+1). This discretisation corresponds to the situation that
we only trade at a finite number of given trading dates t; € 7,,. Under the assumption
that S = Sy + M + A is square-integrable, all S™ are square-integrable semimartingales
on (Q, F,F", P) with Doob decompositions S™ = Sy + M™ + A" in F" as constructed in
Section Since the processes M™ and A™ are a priori only defined on 7,, we extend
them to piecewise constant right-continuous processes on [0,7] by taking M = Mt"
and A} = /_lg for t € [t;,t;+1) and t; € 7,, which is consistent with the Doob—Meyer
decomposition of the semimartingale S™ with respect to the filtration F". This will be
the usual embedding we use to include the discrete-time case into the continuous-time
framework (as for example explained in Sections I.1f and I.4g in [27]). Note that M™ and
A" are not obtained by discretising the continuous-time processes M and A in the same
way as we obtain S™ from S; this explains the choice of notation, and it is the source
of the difficulties in proving our result. For later references we denote by M3(P,F") the
space of all square-integrable F"-martingales null at zero and by H?(P,F") = H?*(F") the
space of all special F"-semimartingales with finite H?(F")-norm.

To ensure the existence of a solution in the continuous-time setting, we assume the
conditions of Corollary .12l These also yield the existence of solutions in all discretised
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settings, in which we have

AN

N\ — ~ Lit1 1, .
Z E[(AM" )2|Ez:| (titita]

tiv1 €T \{T} tit1

and _
n

Ky = L NAY
LS E[(AME, 2R

tis1 € \{T} tit1

Since we are changing our optimisation criterion each time we increase the partition,
we cannot use the elegant approximation techniques for standard utility maximisation
problems as in [3I] to obtain the convergence of the solutions. Instead, we have to work

directly with the structure of the solution. We exploit that we have 9" = %()\" — &) and

J = %(A — é\) as global descriptions in discrete as well as in continuous time, where E" is
the integrand in the discrete-time Follmer—Schweizer decomposition of K7 with respect
to S™ and (2, F,F™, P), i.e.

T
K;:Kg+/ guasy+ Ly =Ky + > GAS+ L
0 tier,\{0}

for n € N, and E is the integrand in the continuous-time Follmer—Schweizer decomposition
of K with respect to S, i.e.

T
Kr = Ky+ / §udSy + L.
0

~ ~

~ 2 o~
For the proof of the convergence 9" = L(A" — £n) D5 — %()\ — &) we then show that

8!
2
PG U C (5.1)
and ,
" —="87=¢ (5.2)
separately. For the latter we also need to establish that
2
Ko ) ke = K (5.3)

The main difficulty is that the canonical decomposition is not stable under discretisa-
tion in the following sense. As already pointed out, M™ and A™ are not simply obtained by
discretising M and A to M}* := M,;, and A} := A,, for t € [t;,t;11). From the discrete-time
Doob decomposition, they are rather given by the processes M = M + MgA ™ where
MM = (DAL — E[AAL|F, ), and A7 = Y, BIAAL|F, ] for t € [t fipr).
Note that we deliberately set (M™) := (M™F" (M") := (M™)F" and (MA") := (MA™)F"
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to simplify notation. For the F"-martingale M“", which represents the “discretisation
error” in the canonical decomposition, we already know from Lemma 4] that

. d<MA’n> ) Val” |:At — At.71 |.Ft.71j|
lim ———* = lim ‘ : !
I nm ML 2 B, —ah

Var |:Atz - Ati71|fti71:| < E[(Atz - Ati71)2‘fti71:|
ti—1 2
([ vatan.) f]
t;
ti1 ti—1
<E [( / Aid<M>u) ( / d<M>u)
t; t;

< [ @iV * My, B Mtl d(M)u| F,_ ] (5.4)

by applying Jensen’s inequality and the definition of the bmos-norm, which gives

i

n ]:ﬂ'(ti—lyti] =0 PM-a.e.
ti€mn \{0}

Moreover, if A « M € bmos, we have

=F

‘Fti1:|

S Sup H(]]'(tiflvti})\) * MHirrLOQ S H)\ ) MHirrLOQ' (55)
Lo(Py) i€t \{0}

However, to obtain the convergences (B.I)—(5.3) above, we shall finally need to use that
dﬁl?/[A 7>L> — 0 in L>®(P)y), and we also need a tight control in L>(P,s) on the K7 and on

(AK™)} = supgc,p |[AK?| in L>(P), for an arbitrary increasing sequence of partitions
tending to the identity. A sufficient condition for this is given in the following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Assume that K = [ p®dt and that p** is uniformly bounded in w and t by
some constant ¢, > 0. Then:

n> LOO(P]\/[)

1.

1) d(MAmy L (PM

AT 0, which implies M) Loo(—P>M) 1 and jé%

d(M™)

2) There exist ng € N and b € (0,1) such that sup,s,, ||[K}||zep) is finite and
SUP,, 5 [|[(AK™) || Lo (py < b, and moreover (AK™)} — 0 in L=(P).

Proof. 1) This immediately follows from (B.5]) above and observing that
[ ) * Ml < 500 B[ — KulFullime) < cult — 5).

s<u<t
From dfl%;;’? bz 0 we then obtain that ”i o<>(—P>M) 1 by using M™ = M™+ M*" and
the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality. The latter convergence also implies that dgz\gni FE®B
2) Since Z%Z; gy 1, we can choose ng € N such that sup,,,, Hd HLOO(PM) < c for

some ¢ > 0. By the Cauchy—Schwarz inequality we can estimate

JE[ [ aq),

tit1 i+l

(A4 )2 = (B[ [ (),

J) <o

1
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which gives for n > ng that

AK; | M)
Leo(P) = sup
T e ey BIAME, PIFR]| L
d(M" oo
< (M) sup  E[K, ., — K, |F.] < cuelm] =300.
d Mn i+1 1 1 14
< > L>(Pyr) tit1€m \{T'} L2 (P)

By the same arguments we obtain HAKIZ‘+1 | oo(p) < cuc(tivn —t;) for n > ng and therefore
SUP,,>p, | K7 | ooy < cucT after summing up. This completes the proof. O
3%2 Loo(—P>M) 1 implies the existence of some ny € N and ¢ > 0 such that

Supn>n() H dg ; HL°° P]W)

Because

< ¢, we can already prove (B.I) via the next lemma.

Lemma 5.2. Let A € L*(M) and assume that

d(M™)
a(Mmy

< ¢ for some ¢ > 0. Then
L (Par)

2
L)

A" A

Proof. Using (SC), we can write

>

tit1 GTn\{T}

B[ \d(M).|F,] E(AM],)?|F]

fw Vol Fi] EIAM, )| F]

Loy = Ex[A| P ] 4270

Listiy1]

Since the o-fields P™ increase to the predictable o-field P and A € L?(Pyy) is predictable,
(Em[A|P™ ])neN is a square-integrable martingale on (Qx [0, 7], P, (P™)nen, Pyr) which
converges to A Py-a.e. and in L?(Py;) by the martingale convergence theorem. To con-
clude the assertion, we use the following simple fact with X" = \", Y" = Z%ii and
P = Py. Let (X™) and (Y™) be two sequences of random variables such that X™ — X
P-as. and in L*(P), Y" — Y P-as. and [|[Y"||py < ¢ and ||Y||p=p) < ¢ for some
¢ >0. Then X"Y" — XY P-a.s. and in L?(P). Due to the estimate

[ XY = XY 12p) < [[(X™ = X)Y || L2(p) + [ XY™ = Y) |2
< ef| X" = Xlz2py 4 2¢/| X L2

this can be seen by using that X"Y"™ — XY P-a.s. and Lebesgue’s dominated convergence
with majorant 2¢|X| € L?*(P), which completes the proof. O

For the proof of (53) we establish the following result which is slightly more general
than we actually need.
Lemma 5.3. Let A« M € bmoy and assume that £" — (
for each n € N. Then &+ AL — &« Ap in L*(P).

f and that £" is P™-measurable
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Proof. As each £™ is piecewise constant along 7,,, we obtain
- 2
Bl A —c-ar)’| =B || 3 aads-aa)+@ -9 A

tiemn \{0}
r 2

=E || Y -gAM" (-8 Ar

tiemn \{0}

oo -0

and therefore that

n AN 2 n n n

Bl(¢"+ A — €+ Ar)°| S2B[(€)7 - (M) +2)¢" — €ll3ey (56)
by Itd’s isometry, since " « MA" € MZ(P,F"). Replacing (M*4") by dc%j:y « (M™) and

using that £ € L?(M) and dﬁl?ﬁ:;) are piecewise constant along 7,,, we can write

(i)’ (A
d{MAnr d{MAnr

E n\2 MA,n —FE n [\ ] (M — E n [\ ]

Moreover, ( é?ﬁn?) . is bounded in L>(Py) due to (BH). Applying again the simple
ne

dAr) g

fact from the proof of the previous lemma, this time with X" = ¢, Y" = D)

d(Mmy
we observe that the second term on the right-hand side of (5.6]) also vanishes, since we
n . 2 . .
have ||£" — £||%2(A) <8I+ M ||y, ||€™ — §HL2(M) by Theorem 3.3 in [I5]. By combining
Jensen’s inequality with the definition of the bmos-norm as in the last line of (5.4, we
can replace the constant 8 actually by 1. O

P = Py, we obtain that <§" d<MA’n>> converges to 0 in L?(Py). To complete the proof

Now (&3] follows immediately by combining the two previous lemmas.

Corollary 5.4. Let A - M € bmos, and assume that H% < ¢ for some ¢ > 0.

)LOO(P]\/[)
2
Then K2 %) Ky,
To conclude the convergence of the LMVE strategies, it then remains to show (B.2]).
For this we establish the convergence of the discrete Follmer—Schweizer decompositions

obtained in a sequence of discretisations of a financial market as the partitions tend to
the identity. More precisely, we want to prove the following result.
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Theorem 5.5. Suppose that K is bounded, d]g;n’;) o (PM 0 and that there exist ng € N

and b € (0,1) such that sup,s,, || K}z < 00 and sup,,s,,, [[(AK")}||repy < b. Let
H" H € L*(P) be contingent claims and (T,)nen an increasing sequence of partitions of
0,T]. Write the Féllmer—Schweizer decompositions of H™ and H with respect to S™ on
(Q, F,F", P) and S on (Q, F,F, P) as

H" = Hj + / sy +Lp=Hy+ > §ASt+Lh (5.7)
tiemn\{0}
and
A~ T A~ ~
H = Hy + / £udS, + Lr. (5.8)
0

Then £ converges to & in L*(Py), if H* — H in L*(P) and |7,| — 0.

For the rest of the section, we always work under the assumptions of Theorem
To simplify notation we set H>* := H, 5% := 5, §°° = 5, M>® = M>* = M, A® = A
K> := K etc. Note that M4 = 0. As we deal with GKW decompositions with
respect to different martingales, we denote the GKW decomposition of a random variable
H € L*(P) with respect to X € M3(P,F") for some n € N := NU {+o00} by

T
H = BUH|F) + [ 6(XH)AX, + Le(X. H),
0

if we need to clarify the dependence on H and X. If n € N, i.e. in discrete time, we have

E[HAX,,|F, ]
E [(AXM)2 “F.tifl]

&(X, H) =

for t € [t;,t;11). The first step in the proof of Theorem is then to observe that the
Follmer—Schweizer decomposition can be obtained under our assumptions by a fixed point
iteration, as is shown in Lemma below. This is basically the proof of Corollary 5 in
[40] and the remark following that. However, as we are interested in the convergence of
different Follmer—Schweizer decompositions, we need to establish that several constants
are independent of n. This allows us to adapt the method of proof of [6] and [7] to our
situation. That method is used there to show the convergence of solutions to discretisa-
tions of a continuous-time BSDE to the solution in continuous time. Denoting by §™* the
p-th step of the fixed point iteration leading to f" for n € N, (where £* = ¢) gives the
decomposition

§—E= (@ - )+ (7 =)+ (€27 =),

To establish the convergence of the F'S decompositions, it then remains to show that §™”
converges to £" in L*(M) for sufficiently large n uniformly in n as p — oo, and that P
converges to €7 in L*(M) for each p € Ny as n — oo, which will be done in Propositions

1 and B.8.
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Lemma 5.6. Under the assumptions of Theorem 2.4 there exist ng € N and b € (0,1)
such that the following hold for alln € Ns,,, :={n € N | n > ng}:

1) Ogn = L2(M™), and

900 = H [l

defines a norm on ©gn which is equivalent to ||.||p2(ymy for any 8 € (0,3), where
the equivalence constant k can be chosen independent of n, e.g.
L“(P)) ‘

8 " !
k = max <exp (1 — 5 S ||KT||L°°<P>) ) Hm
n>no T

2) The mapping J" : Ogn — Ogn which maps ¥ € Ogn into the integrand

T
g(M",H" — / ﬁudﬁz)
0

of M™ in the GKW decomposition of H™(1)) := fo 9, dA”, ie.

L2(P)

T
H'(0) = B @)F) + [ 600" H" )3 + Ly, H'(0)),
0
is a contraction on (Ogn, ||.||g.n) with a modulus of contraction ¢ € (0,1) that can be
chosen independent of n, for any B € (1, %)

3) The integrand E" in the Follmer—Schweizer decomposition is given as the limit

£ = €M = lim £

p—ro0
in (Ogn, ||.|lg.n), where E° =0 and P = J*(™P~1) for all p € N.
Proof. 1) Under the assumptions of Theorem [5.5] there exists ny € N with

sup || K7l e (p) < 00
"ENZnO

and therefore

1
[9ll2) < [9llown < (L4 sup IEFN2 o) 192

TLGNZnO
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which implies that ©g.» = L?(M™") for all n € N,,,. Moreover, since there exists b € (0,1)
such that supn>n0 | (AK™)7|| Lo (py < b, the process 7 s increasing

1 . 1
E(BE™)  Tlpese (1-BAKT

such that W > 1 and
1
sup |- b < |lexp —Blog(1 — BAKY)
0<s<1 | E(=BEK™)s L (P) <0<zs£T

Loe(P)

5
< exp (12 sup 1w ) <o
n>ng

for all n > ng and any 5 € (0, %) Since K is of finite variation, both parts of the

decomposition K = > AK*> + (K> — > AK) exist. Therefore we obtain by the esti-
1 1 T B IIEE oo ; ;
mates 1 < ECAR™) = E(CFS AR BR=_SAR=)) < e(l 55+ B)IKF oo () that the increasing

m is uniformly bounded and

process

1
2 9llc2army < M19llgn < El9]] 22 (xim)

holds with £ = max (exp <1_L%b SUDy,>p, HK?HL‘X’(P)) g

for all n € N5, .

2) Following the remark after the proof of Corollary 5 in [40], we apply Proposition
1in [40] with 8 > p? > 1, 9 = 9 — 9%, o = J*(9') — J(9?), Vo = HF(9') — HF(9?),
L=1L"(M" H")) - L"(M",H(v?)) and C = which gives that

1
WTHLOO(P)) for all ¥ € @Sn’

1
E(=BK™)

1770 = = B[ [ %%d(]\?%ws}

:2 U ST BK" Dy "m]

1
—2||191 P[50

1

and therefore that J" is a contraction on (Ogn, ||.[[s,n) With ¢ := -5 as modulus of con-

traction for all n € Ns,,,.
3) This is an immediate consequence of 2) and Banach’s fixed point theorem. O

By part 3) of Lemma each Follmer—Schweizer decomposition can be obtained for
sufficiently large n by a fixed point iteration in p. Then the next proposition says that
these fixed point iterations converge for p — oo even uniformly in n.

Proposition 5.7. Under the assumptions of Theorem[2.d, there exists ng € N such that
sup [|€"7 = €7 2 (ary) =5 0.
"ENZHO
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Proof. Using that there exist ng € N and b € (0,1) by Lemma such that the J" are
contractions on (Ogn, [[.||5,,) With a common modulus of contraction ¢ € (0, 1) independent
of n, for any g € (1, %), and that ¢ = 0 for each n € N5,,,, we obtain that

sup [|€7F = & oy, <k sup [JE7 =7,

neNZnO neNZnO
<k sup [, <K swp ([ gy (59)
TLGNznO nENznO

To get an estimate for the right-hand side of (5.9]), we are going to use the continu-
ity of the Follmer—Schweizer decomposition and results on the equivalence of norms for
&-local martingales. To that end, we view each S™ on (Q,F,F", P). There we have
that S™ = Sp + M" + A"« (M") is an £(—A" « M")-martingale (recall Definition [L.10) by
Corollary 3.17 in [9], and E(—A" « M™) is regular and satisfies Ry(P) with the same con-
stant exp (supn€N>nO | K7 || oo p)) for each n € Ns,,, by Proposition 3.7 in [9]. Therefore
S™ admits a Follmer—Schweizer decomposition by and in the sense of Theorem 5.5 in [9],
which implies that ||" « S| 2py < ||[H"||r2(p) for all n € Ns,, . As the constant in Ry(P)
is the same for all n € N5, an inspection of the proof of Theorem 4.9 in [9] yields that

€7 = S |aqemy < ll€” = S7l o

also holds with the same constant ¢ > 0 for all n € N5,,,, which implies

neNE”o TLGNznO nENETLo
d(M™)

Moreover, as aonm 1 in L*°(Py) by our assumptions and part 1) of Lemma [B.] there
exists a constant ¢ > 0 such that

1 -
E||19HL2(M") < |9 zeary < €19 2

for all ¥ € Ogn = L2(M™) and all n € Ns,,, by possibly enlarging ny. Combining this

with (0.9) and (G.I0) gives that

p (€77 = |y < K" sup || H”

TLENZ”O WENZnO

p—o0

HLQ(P) — 0,

since sup,,w. 1| . (p) 18 bounded because H™ — H in L*(P). This completes the

proof. O

Before we can conclude the proof of Theorem [R5 we need to establish not only the
convergence of the fixed point iterations as the number of iterations p tends to infinity,
but also at each step as the mesh of the partitions goes to 0.
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Proposition 5.8. Under the assumptions of Theorem [5.],

n—oo

1§77 — &P 2ary — 0 (5.11)
for each p € Ny.

Proof. We prove this by induction on p € Ny. To that end, we observe that (5.11]) is clearly
true for p = 0, as we have ™9 = ¢*0 = (), and so we assume as induction hypothesis that
(E10)) holds for p € Ny. By Lemma [5.2] this implies that

T T
H'™ .= H" — / EMPAAT —s HP .= H — / EPdA,
0 0

in L?(P) as n — oo. For each n > ng we can write

E[H" AMp|Fi, ]

E[(AMgP|F ]

~ (E[H"AM]|F, ]  E[H"WAMM|F, ] E[AMM|F, ]\ A0,
- ( BlamppPlr.] (@M 2[R, ] BlaMRlF. ] >A<M">n

(o (D) (85) o

for t € [t;, t;11) by plugging in M™ = M"™ + M“" and the definition of the discrete-time
GKW decomposition. Since

|E(M™, H™P) — E(M™, HP) || p2any < |[H™P — H®P|| p2(py — 0 as n — 0o
by the orthogonality of the terms in the GKW decomposition and
E(M™, HP) — (M, H®P) = £*Pth asn — o0
in L?(M) by Theorem 3.1 in [26], we obtain that

n,p+1

P = g (NI, HY) =

SM™, H™P) = €770 asn — o0 o1
in L?(M). Moreover,
d<MAyn> " d(MAﬂ”L)
E(MA™ Hm) < €@ H )| o agany |\ gazms
~ (M ,n) n
| e ZoN
. d<MA,n>
< E™ ] o 0T —0 (5.14)
L2 (Pyr)

as n — oo by our assumptions. Since these also give via part 1) of Lemma [.1] that
22— 1in L%(Pyy), combining (512)-(d) implies that

grptl __y gooptl as n — 0o

in L?(M), which completes the proof. O
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Now we have everything in place to finish the proof of Theorem

Proof of Theorem[2.J. The only remaining point is to show that we can control each of
the terms in the decomposition

§ =@ —) (7€) + (€7 =)

in a sufficient way. To that end, fix an arbitrary € > 0. Then we choose ny and p in N
such that R R
sup [[€"F — " ||z <& and  [[€°F — |2y S €

n>ng

by Lemma and Proposition .71 By possibly enlarging ng, Proposition (.8 allows us
to obtain that
1€ — &P |2y < €

for all n > ng and therefore that

1€" = &llzzary < sup [|€™7 — & || L2any + €™ — EP || L2any + €777 — €l 22 ar) < 3e,

n>ngo
which completes the proof. O

Combining the previous results then gives the convergence of the LMVE strategies.

Theorem 5.9. Suppose that K is bounded, d]\;\[;;;) L(—P]>w 0 and that there exist ng € N

and b € (0,1) such that sup,s,, ||[K}||zep) < 00 and sup,,s,,, [[(AK")}||Ler) < b. Let
(Tn)nen be an increasing sequence of partitions of [0,T] and 9" be the LMVE strateqy with
respect to S™on (Q, F,F" P) and 9 the LMVE strategy with respect to S on (Q, F,F, P).
Then 0" converges to ¥ in L2(M) as |r,| — 0.

Proof. Since K™ = (A" « M™)¥" and K = (X « M) are bounded, £(A" « M™) and E(\ « M)
satisfy Ro(P) and are regular with respect to F” and IF, respectively, by Proposition 3.7 in
[9]. By Corollary @12 this implies that 9™ and 9 exist and are given by 9" = %()\"—g ™) and
) = %()\—g ), where §A ™ and §A denote the integrand of the Follmer—Schweizer decomposition
of K7 and K. Since K = (X » M) is bounded and hence A « M is in bmos, the convergence

of U™ to ¥ in L*(M) follows by combining Lemma [5.2, Corollary 5.4 and Theorem [5.5]
which completes the proof. O

A Representative square-integrable portfolios

In this appendix we show the existence of representative square-integrable portfolios as
announced in Section @ As stated in Lemma [A.1] below, these are strategies ¢ € Og
for i = 1,...,d, which are representative in the sense that the financial market (S,0g)
with St := peSfori=1,....d generates the same wealth processes as the financial
market (5, 0g), i.e. Og+S = 0Oz S. For this we use the notion of o-square-integrability:
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A semimartingale X is o-square-integrable, which we denote by X € H2(P), if there
exists an increasing sequence (D,) of predictable sets such that D,, T € x [0,7] and
1p, * X € H*(P) for each n; see [30] for the concept of o-localisation. If there exists a
sequence of stopping times (o,,) such that we can choose D,, = [0, 0,] for each n € N,
the concept of o-square-integrability coincides with the classical notion of local square-
integrability. The latter is for example always the case, if S is continuous. The basic
idea for the proof is then the following. Even though square-integrability is a global
property of the strategy it implies that ¢ is o-square-integrable, i.e. ¥ « S € H2(P),
which can be characterised (w, t)-pointwise. Since there exists a one-to-one correspondence
between o-square-integrable and square-integrable integrands by Proposition 2 in [23] (see
below), the (w,t)-pointwise characterisation of o-square-integrability is sufficient to find
the representative square-integrable portfolios. To derive this characterisation we need to
work with the notion of predictable characteristics which we introduce next.
As in [27], Theorem I1.2.34, each semimartingale S has the canonical representation

S=Sy+ 5+ A+ [T Lqjej<ay] * (1 — V) + [2Lgzsny] * p

with the jump measure p of S and its predictable compensator v. Then the quadruple
(b, ¢, F, B) of predictable characteristics of S consists of a predictable R%-valued process
b, a predictable nonnegative-definite symmetric matrix-valued process ¢, a predictable
process F' with values in the set of Lévy measures and a predictable non-decreasing
process B null at zero such that

A=b-D, (S¢S =c+B and v=F-«+B. (A.1)

Using this local description of the semimartingale S we can prove the existence of repre-
sentative square-integrable portfolios.

Lemma A.1l. There exist strategies @' € Og for i = 1,...,d such that the financial
markets (S,0g) and (S,0z) with S* = ¢' + S fori =1,...,d admit the same wealth
processes, i.e. Og+ S =0gz+S.

Proof. By Proposition 2 in [23] (and the paragraph preceding that), o-square-integrablity
of a semimartingale X is equivalent to the existence of a strictly positive, bounded
predictable process 1 such that ¢ « X € H?*(P). As 1 is bounded and strictly posi-
tive, we can therefore always switch back and forth between o-square-integrable X and
square-integrable semimartingales Y by using the associativity of the stochastic integral,
ie.Y =49 « X and X = i c(peX)= i * Y. Moreover, this also allows to reduce our
problem to o-square-integrability, which we consider first. Like any semimartingale, a
stochastic integral ¢ « S of an S-integrable process ¥ is o-square-integrable if and only if
the sum of its squared jumps, Z := Zo<5<.(195TASs)2a is o-integrable, i.e. there exists an
increasing sequence (D,,) of predictable sets such that D,, T Q x [0,7] and Z" := 1p, * Z
has integrable total variation fOT |dZ?| for each n. By Theorem II.1.8 in [27], the lat-
ter condition is equivalent to [j [o. (9] 2)*Fy(dz)dB, being o-integrable, which holds if
and only if [o,(0] x)?F,(dr) < 400 Pg-a.e. If S is one dimensional, i.e. d = 1, we can
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write 92 [o, 2°F = Joa(W!2)?F,(dx) < +00 Pp-a.c., which basically tells us that we
must have 9 = O PB a.e. on the set D¢ = { [pa 2*F( d:c) +00} € P. Therefore setting

= 11 p, where v is the integrand from Proposition 2 in [23] for the o-square-integrable
semimartingale 1p ¢ S, gives the desired strategy.

In the multidimensional case, the situation is more involved due to the linear depen-
dence between the different components of S. To deal with this issue, we use similar
techniques as in [I4], where we also refer the reader to for more explanations on problems
arising from this. For the rest of the proof, we consider integrands ¢ € L(S) as elements
of LY(Q2 x [0,T], P, Pg;R?%) and define the linear subspace V' by

V= {19 c L°(Q x [0,T],P, Pg; R?) ‘ / (W7 2)*F(dr) < 400 PB—a.e.} :
Rd

By definition, V satisfies the stability property that 911, +9?1p. € V for all 91,9 € V
and D € P, and it is closed with respect to convergence in Pg-measure by Fatou’s lemma.
So there exist by Lemma 6.2.1 in [I7] (see also Lemma 5.2 in [14]) v € V fori=1,...,d
such that

1) {v""£0}C{v' #£0}fori=1,...,d—1,

2) [v'(w,t)] =1or p'(w,t)| =0,

3) (v))Tov* =0 fori #k,

4) ¥ € V if and only if ¥ = S0 (0T v')v! Pp-a.e.

Since v" is in V' and bounded by 2), v* € L(S) and v' » S is o-square-integrable for
i =1,...,d. By Proposition 2 in [23], there exist strictly positive, bounded predictable
processes W such that (¢%?) « S € H2(P) for i = 1,...,d, and we set ¢' = 1’0" and

St =i« S. Since we can write each ¥ € Og C V as 19 ZZ LTt = Zle (N?’i)cpi

wz
. . Tyl T d v T
Pg-a.e. by 4), thlsglvesﬁ:(ﬁw1 )""’wwd))_ U € Og, where ¥ := <w11 ,w—j>

is an R%?-valued predictable process, and that VS = JeS by the assomatwlty of the
stochastic mtegral Conversely, we have for each Je Og that ¥ = Z Pl = P € Og

withd s S=9+9 , where ¢ := ( ) ) is an RdXd—Valued predlctable process, which
allows us to conclude that ©g+ S = ©gz+ S and completes the proof. O

Remark A.2. SAs an alternative to the proof above one can introduce a predictable
correspondence C' by

C(w,t) = {y c R¢

/R (@) F(d) < +oo}

for all (w,t) € Q2 x [0,7]. Then the condition ¥ € V' can be formulated as the pointwise
constraint that ¥(w,t) € C(w,t) Pg-a.e. As the values of C' are linear subspaces, one can
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deduce the existence of representative o-square-integrable portfolios by using (the argu-
ments in the proof of) Theorem B.3 in Nutz [39]. The correspondence of the transformed
constraints C' is then of course equal to R for all (w, t) € 2 x [0, 7] and the representative
o-square-integrable portfolios are the representative portfolios.
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