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Abstract

Portfolio turnpikes state that, as the investment horizon increases,
optimal portfolios for generic utilities converge to those of isoe-
lastic utilities. This paper proves three kinds of turnpikes. The
abstract turnpike, valid in a general semimartingale setting, states
that final payoffs and portfolios converge under their myopic prob-
abilities. Diffusion models with several assets and a single state
variable lead to the classic turnpike, in which optimal portfolios
converge under the physical probability, and to the explicit turn-
pike, which identifies the limit of optimal portfolios in terms of the
solution of an ergodic HJB equation.

(thispagestyle|empty)

1 Introduction

In the theory of portfolio choice, ruled by particular and complicated results,
turnpike theorems are the happy exception — general and simple. Loosely
defined, these theorems state that, when the investment horizon is distant,
the optimal portfolio of any investor approaches that of an investor with
isoelastic utility, suggesting that for long-term investments, only isoelastic
utilities matter.

This paper proves turnpike theorems in a general framework, which includes
discrete and continuous time, and nests diffusion models with several assets,
stochastic drifts, volatilities, and interest rates. The paper departs from the
existing literature, in which either asset returns are independent over time,
or markets are complete. It is precisely when both these assumptions fail
that portfolio choice becomes most challenging — and turnpike theorems
most useful.

Our results have three broad implications. First, turnpike theorems are a
powerful tool in portfolio choice, because they apply not only when optimal
portfolios are myopic, but also when the intertemporal hedging component is



present. Finding this component is the central problem of portfolio choice,
and the only tractable but non trivial analysis is based on isoelastic utili-
ties, combined with long horizon asymptotics. Turnpike theorems make this
analysis relevant for a large class of utility functions, and for large but finite
horizons.

Second, we clarify the roles of preferences and market structure for turnpike
results. Under regularity conditions on utility functions, we show that an
abstract turnpike theorem holds regardless of market structure, as long as
utility maximization is well posed, and longer horizons lead to higher payoffs.
This abstract turnpike yields the convergence of optimal portfolios to their
isoelastic limit under the myopic probability P7, which changes with the
horizon. Market structure becomes crucial to pass from from the abstract to
the classic turnpike theorem, in which convergence holds under the physical
probability P.

Third, in addition to the classical version, we prove a new kind of result,
the explicit turnpike, in which the limit portfolio is identified as the long-
run optimal portfolio, that is the solution to an ergodic Hamilton Jacobi
Bellman equation. This result offers the first theoretical basis to the long-
standing practice of interpreting solutions of ergodic HJB equations as long-
run limits of utility maximization problems!. We show that this intuition is
indeed correct for a large class of diffusion models, and that its scope includes
a broader class of utility functions.

Portfolio turnpikes start with the work of (7) on affine risk tolerance (—
U'(x) /U"(x) =ax+b), which envisions many of the later developments.
In his concluding remarks, he writes: “Do any of these results carry over to
arbitrary utility functions? They seem reasonable enough, but the general-
1zation does not appear easy to make. As one usually characterizes those
problems one hasn’t been able to solve oneself: this is a promising area for
future research”.

(?7) coins the expression portfolio turnpike, extending Mossin’s result to
larger classes of utilities, followed by (7) and (7). (7) prove a necessary
and sufficient condition for the turnpike property. As in the previous lit-
erature, they consider discrete time models with independent returns. (7)
prove the first turnpike theorem in continuous time, using contingent claim
methods. (7) extends their results to include consumption, and (?7) obtain
similar results using viscosity solutions. (7) dispose of the assumption of
independent returns, proving a turnpike theorem for complete markets based
on the Brownian filtration.

1. This interpretation underpins the literature on risk-sensitive control, introduced by

(?7), and applied to optimal portfolio choice by (citeyearpar | MR1802598 MR1910647),
<Citeyearpar ‘ MR1790132,MR ]8822{)7), <Citeyearpar ‘ MR1890061,MR 188229 ]) among
others.



In summary, the literature either exploits independent returns, which make
dynamic programming attractive, or complete markets, which make mar-
tingale methods convenient. Since market completeness and independence
of returns have a tenuous relation, neither of these concepts appears to be
central to turnpike theorems. We confirm this intuition, by relaxing both
assumptions in this paper.

The main results are in section 2, which is divided into two parts. The
first part shows the conditions leading to the abstract turnpike, whereby
final payoffs and portfolios converge under the myopic probabilities P7.
Regarding preferences (Assumption 1), we require a marginal utility that is
asymptotically isoelastic as wealth increases (1), and that does not stray from
its reference at low wealth levels ((1) and (1)). Market structure remains
irrelevant, beyond the basic conditions that utility maximization is well-
posed (Assumption 3), and that wealth processes can be freely compounded
(Assumption 2).

The second part of section 2 states the classic and explicit turnpike theorems
for a class of diffusion models with several assets, but with a single state vari-
able driving expected returns, volatilities and interest rates. Under further
well-posedness assumptions, we show a classic turnpike theorem, in which
optimal portfolios of generic utility functions converge to their isoelastic
counterparts. The same machinery leads to the explicit turnpike, in which
optimal portfolios for a generic utility and a finite horizon converge to the
long-run optimal portfolio, that is the solution of an ergodic HJB equation.
The examples in Section 3 show the significance and the limits of these
results, and in particular the relevance of the assumptions made to obtain
them.

Section 4 contains the proofs of the abstract turnpike, while the classic
and the explicit turnpike for diffusions are proved in section 5. Section
4 is divided into three parts. The first part proves for log utility a pre-
liminary turnpike property, that is the convergence of the ratio of final
payoffs. The second part of section 4 proves the same result for power utility,
and is independent of the first part. In the third part, the convergence of
wealth processes is derived from the convergence of payoff ratios. Section 5
is divided into three parts, the first one proving the necessary verification
results, the second one obtaining the convergence of conditional densities
that underlies the classic and explicit turnpikes, then these turnpike results
are proved in the third part.

In conclusion, this paper shows that turnpike theorems are an useful tool
to make portfolio choice tractable, even in the most intractable setting
of incomplete markets combined with stochastic investment opportunities.
Still, these results are likely to admit extensions to more general settings,
like diffusions with multiple state variables, and processes with jumps. As
Mossin put it gracefully, this is a promising area for future research.



2 Main Results

This section contains the statements of the main results and their implica-
tions. The first subsection states an abstract version of the turnpike theorem,
which focuses on payoff spaces and wealth processes, without explicit refer-
ence to the structure of the underlying market. In this setting, asymptotic
conditions on the utility functions and on wealth growth imply that, as the
horizon increases, optimal wealths and optimal portfolios converge to their
isoelastic counterparts.

The defining feature of the abstract turnpike is that convergence takes
place under a family of myopic probability measures that change with the
horizon. By contrast, in the classic turnpike the convergence of these quan-
tities holds under the physical probability measure. Thus, passing from
the abstract to the classic turnpike theorem requires the convergence of
the myopic probabilities, which in turn commands additional assumptions.
The second subsection achieves this task for a class of diffusion models
with several risky assets, and with a single state variable driving investment
opportunities. This class nests several models in the literature, and allows
for return predictability, stochastic volatility, and stochastic interest rates.

The explicit turnpike — stated at the end of the second subsection — holds
for the same class of diffusion models. While in the abstract and classical
turnpikes the benchmark is the optimal portfolio for a isoelastic utility,
but with the same finite horizon, in the explicit turnpike the benchmark is
the long-run optimal portfolio, that is the optimal portfolio for asymptotic
expected utility.

2.1 The Abstract Turnpike

Consider two investors. One of them has Constant Relative Risk Aversion
(henceforth CRRA) equal to 1 — p, which corresponds to either power utility
2P /p (0# p < 1), or to logarithmic utility logx (p=0). The other investor
has a generic utility function U: R4 — R. The marginal utility ratio RR(z)
measures how close U is to the reference utility:

Assumption 1. The utility function U: Ry — R is continuously differen-
tiable, strictly increasing, strictly concave, and satisfies the Inada conditions
U'(0) =00 and U’(c0) =0. The marginal utility ratio satisfies:

lim R(x) =1,

zToo

0< liniionfi)‘{(x), for 0#£p<1,

limsupR(z) <oo, for p<l.
x |0



Condition (1) entails that, when investors are rich, their marginal utilities
are very close. Put differently, good outcomes have a similar impact for the
two investors. Such a condition is typical of turnpike results (cf. (?) and

(7))-

Conditions (1) and (1) require that, when investors are poor, their marginal
utilities are not too far apart, in that their ratio is bounded within a positive
interval. Because these conditions involve the behavior of the utility near
zero, they seem less relevant for turnpike results. Yet, their importance stems
from the potentially large impact of bad outcomes with small probability.
Unless bad outcomes, in addition to good ones, have a comparable effect for
both investors, their portfolios may remain far apart, even for long horizons.

Both investors choose from the same set X7 of wealth processes. Given
a filtered probability space (€2, (F¢)cqo, ), F, P), the set XT satisfies the
following:

Assumption 2. For each T € Ry, X7 is a set of nonnegative semimartin-
gales such that:

1. Xo=1 for all X € X7;
2. XT contains some strictly positive X (i.e. inf;cjo,7) X¢ >0 P-a.s.);

3. XTis convex: (1—a) X +aX’)eXT for any X, X' € XT and a €0,
1];

4. X7 is stable under compounding: if X, X' € X7 with X' strictly pos-
itive and T is a [0, T|-valued stopping time, then XT contains the
process X" that compounds X with X' at 7:

X" = Xl[[O’T[[ + X' %1[{777«]] =
{ Xi(w), ifte0,7(w)]
(Xr(w)/ X7 (W) Xe (W), ifte[r(w),T]

The existence of a strictly positive wealth is a non-degeneracy condition,
and is trivial in the presence of a safe asset. Convexity and compounding
mean that wealth processes are stable under portfolio formation, across
payoffs and over time. Using the index 0 for the CRRA investor, and 1 for
the generic investor, their maximization problems are:

W7 = sup BFXR/pl,  ubT— sup EP[U(Xq)]. W
XexT Xext



The next assumption requires that these problems are well-posed:
Assumption 3. For all T>0 and i=0,1, —oco <u™T <00 and there exist

an optimal X®7T.

The central objects in the abstract turnpike theorem are the ratio of optimal
wealth processes, and their stochastic logarithms:

1,T u T
r{;:Xu , Hf;:/ d;v, for u € [0, 7).
0

Ty—

These objects are well-defined (cf. Corollary 22 and Remark 23 below).
Moreover rd =1 since both investors have the same initial capital. Define
also the myopic probabilities 7> by:

dPT _ (XpT)

BRG] ?

The above densities are well-defined and strictly positive (again by
Remark 23), and P =P in the logarithmic case p=0. These myopic prob-
abilities are interpreted as follows: an investor with relative risk aversion
1 — p under the probability P selects the same optimal payoff as another
investor under the probability IP”, but with logarithmic utility, that is with
unit risk aversion?.

Finally, the next assumption prescribes that, as the horizon increases, payoff
spaces include arbitrary large elements, in the following sense:

Assumption 4. There exists a family (XT)r>o such that XT € X7 and:

lim PT(X? >N)=1 for any N > 0. (3)

T—oo

This assumption is central to turnpike results, and is readily checked in
applications. It is satisfied, in particular, if the market includes a safe rate r
bounded from below by a constant r > 0, therefore the payoff space contains
XT>erT In fact, Assumption 4 is satisfied even in certain markets with no
safe asset, or with a zero safe rate (cf. Example 18 below).

With the above definitions, the abstract version of the turnpike theorem
reads as follows:

2. These probabilities already appear in the work of (citeyearpar | Kramkov-Sirbu-

06a,Kramkov-Sirbu-06b, Kramkov-Sirbu-07) under the name of R.



Theorem 5. [Abstract Turnpike] Let Assumptions 1 — 4 hold. Then, for
any € >0,

1. limT_,OO]PT(supue[O,T] |rl —1|>¢)=0,

2. limp_ o PT([T, 11T)7 >€) =0, where [-,-] denotes the square bracket
of semimartingales.

Remark 6.

1. Since PT =P for p=0, convergence holds under P in the case of
logarithmic utility. In addition, the logarithmic case does not require
the condition (1).

2. For a market with asset prices d Sy /Sy = py du+ 0, dW,,, with u. €
R?, and a R%-valued Brownian motion W, the wealth processes satisfy

xiT ; w .
defT = WZ’T% for i=0,1. Thus, [UT,1IT] measures the square
distance between the portfolios T and 7% 7:

7, 07). = / lo (w2 = 2%T)|P? du.

3. The theorem implies that both optimal wealth processes and portfolios
are close in any time window [0,t] for any fized t >0, under the
probability PT. Indeed, for any e, t>0:

lim IPT< sup |rl — 1| > e) =0 and lim PT (17, 1), >

T—o0 wel0,t] T—o0

€)=0.

Except for logarithmic utility, Theorem 5 is not a classic turnpike the-
orem, in that convergence holds under the probabilities IP”, which change
with the horizon T. However, since the events {sup,efo,4|ra — 1| > €} and
{07, 117], > €} are Fi-measurable, and any such event A satisfies PT(A) =

]EP[lAddL;PT - }, the relation between PT(A) and IP(A) depends on the den-
sity: '

E]P XO,T P
_ [( T ) . (4)

F EP[XET)

dPT
dPpP

Understanding the convergence of these densities is the crucial step to bridge
the gap from the abstract to the classic version of the turnpike theorem.



In fact, the densities in (4) become trivial under two additional assumptions:
that the optimal CRRA strategy is myopic, and that its wealth process
has independent returns. Under these assumptions, which hold in all the
turnpike literature, with the exception of (?), the density dPPT /dP|z, is
independent of T', and the classic turnpike theorem follows:

Corollary 7. [IID Myopic Turnpike/ If, in addition to Assumptions 1 — 4:
1. X?’T:X?’SE X a.s. for all t <S,T (myopic optimality);
2. X,/ X and F; are independent for all t < s (independent returns).
then, for any e, t>0:
1. limy . o P(supyepo,q ra — 1| > €) =0,

2. limp— o P([IT, 117]; > €) = 0.

In practice, if asset prices have independent returns, the optimal strategy
for a CRRA investor entails a myopic portfolio with independent returns,
and both conditions above hold. This is the case, for example, if asset prices
follow exponential Lévy processes, as in (, 7). Note however, that a myopic
CRRA portfolio is not sufficient to ensure that P7" is independent of 7' (cf.
Example 19 below).

Thus, the abstract turnpike readily yields a classic turnpike theorem under
the additional assumption of independent returns, which is common in the
literature. However, such an additional assumption excludes the models in
which portfolio choice is least tractable — and turnpike results are needed
the most. This topic is discussed next in the context of diffusions.

2.2 A Turnpike for Diffusions

This subsection states the classic turnpike theorem for a class of diffusion
models, in which a single state variable drives investment opportunities. The
state variable takes values in some interval E = («a, 5) CR, with —oo <a <
B < oo, and has the dynamics:

Y, =b(Y;) dt+a(Y,) dW,. (5)

The market includes a safe rate r(Y;) and d risky assets, with prices S}

satisfying:

%:r(iﬁ) dt+dRi 1<i<d,
t



where the cumulative excess return process R= (R, -, R%)’ is defined as:

d
dRi= (V) dt+Y_ oy(Y) dZ], 1<i<d. (6)

j=1

Here W and Z = (Z1,---, Z%)' are multivariate Wiener processes with instan-
taneous correlation p= (p!,---, p?)’, i.e. d(Z!, W)= pi(Y;) dt for 1<i<d,
and the prime sign is for matrix transposition. Denote by ¥ =oco’, A=
a?, and T =0 pa. The model’s coefficients are assumed regular and non-
degenerate, in the following sense:

Assumption 8. r€C7(E,R), be C*(E,R), pneCH(E,RY), AcC*7(E,
R), X € C%V(E,R¥>Y), and Y € C*7(E,RY) for some v € (0,1]. For all
y € E, X is strictly positive definite and A is strictly positive.

These regularity conditions imply the local existence and uniqueness of a
solution to the joint dynamics of the state variable and asset prices. To
ensure the existence of a unique global solution, a further assumption is
needed, along with some more notation. Let €2 be the space of continuous
maps w: Ry — R and (B,):>0 be the filtration generated by the coor-
dinate process E defined by Ey(w) =w; for w € Q. Let F =0 (54, ¢ >0) and
Fi =By Setting ¢ =(z,y) € R x E, the infinitesimal generator of (R,Y)
is given by:

1 dr! ~ 82 ~ 5‘ )
L:§i;1 Aij(f)er ; b"(@agi’ A<

(1)

Definition 9. A family of probability measures (P%)¢craxp on (Q,F) is a
solution of the martingale problem for L on R®* x E if, for each ¢ €R?* x E:
i):PE(Ee=€) =1, ii): PE(E € REx BVt >0) =1, and i1): (£(Ze) — £(Zo) —
fOtL f(E) du; By) is a PE martingale for all f € C§ (R x E).

Assumption 10. The martingale problem for L is well posed, in that it
has a unique solution.?

3. A solution to the martingale problem for L is equivalent to a weak solution to the
SDEs for (R,Y) in (5) and (6) (, 7, Chapter V). In particular, under Assumptions 8 and
10, for any ¢ € R? x E, there exists a probability measure Q¢ on (£2, F) and independent
(RS, (Fr)t>0) Wiener processes B and W, with respective dimensions d and 1, such
that ((R,Y), (B, W), (Q,F, (F)i>0, QF)) is a weak solution to (5) and (6) with (R,
Yo) = €. Here, we have set Z = pW + p B where p is the positive square root of 14— pp’.
Because of this correspondence, solutions to martingale problems and weak solutions of
the associated SDEs are used interchangeably.



This assumption is merely technical, in that it requires that the original
market is well defined. By contrast, the next assumption places some restric-
tions on market dynamics.

Assumption 11. p’ p is constant (i.e. it does not depend on y), and
supyepc(y) < oo, where

=5 pr—LW s W), ek, (5)

; __P — 1
with e and ¢ : T
Assumption 11 is straightforward to check, and holds when p <0 for virtually
all models in the literature, with the exception of correlation risk (cf. (7)).

Recall that an admissible portfolio is an (Fi)i>0 adapted, R-integrable
process (71,5)% ;‘)Sd, representing the proportions of wealth invested in each
risky asset, such that its corresponding wealth process (X{);>0, starting

with initial capital Xg=x >0, satisfies the relation:

dXT

— =r(Y;) dt+ 7 dR;. (9)
Xi

The value function for the horizon T' € R is given by:

ul(t,z,y)= sup EF[(XF)?/p| Xi==,Y;=y], forte[0,T]. (10)

madmissible

These utility maximization problems are well posed at all horizons under
the following assumption:

Assumption 12. There exist (0, )\.) such that 6 € C*(E), 0 >0, and solves
the equation:

Lyv+cv=Av, y€eE, (11)

where L := % A 5',3y +B 9, and B:=b—qY' S . Also, the following

conditions are satisfied:

Yo 1 y B 1 y
L ZAm(y) YT /yOﬁQAm(y) =



where, for some yg € E:

m(y)::ﬁexp <A52ji§)dz>. (12)

This assumption is understood as follows. Equation (11) is the ergodic
HJB equation, which controls the long-run limit of the utility maximization
problem (cf. (?) Theorem 7 and Section 2.2.1). Its solution ¢ approxi-
mates the finite-horizon value functions u?, for large T, by u”(x, y,0) ~
(zP/p) (e*T5(y))? (see (), Propositions 39 and 41 below for details). Thus,
assuming that (11) has a solution guarantees that the long-run optimiza-
tion problem is well posed. Note that the value of § reflects the power
transformation of (, 7), which allows to write the ergodic HIJB equation
in the linear form (11).

To understand the meaning of (11) and (11), define the operator:

d+1 d+1 - +(5Tﬁ
b 1 i 82 h a b 1_ <M j )
L= 3 AyOgme+ Y b€y b=| 1PN )
2,54 98 0¢;  ~— & B4 aly
0

(13)

where A is the same as in (7). Condition (11) in Assumption 12 implies that
the martingale problem for £ on R? x E has a unique solution (1155) CERIXE

(see Lemma 36 below), the long-run probability. IP¢ is equivalent to IP¢
(Lemma 36, part 74)), and the stochastic differential equation associated to

the operator £ has a unique weak solution starting at ¢:

thL@Mr”—?)(m dt+0(¥) d 2,
1—p 0
dY,= <B+A%>(Yt) dt+a(Y:) dW;,

(14)

On the other hand, condition (11) implies that Y is positively recurrent
under P¢ for any ¢ € R x E (cf. Corollary 5.1.11 in (, ?)). This property is

T
also key to understand the long-run asymptotics of %| £,- A simple criterion
to check Assumption 12 is the following:

11



Proposition 13. Let Assumptions 8, 10 and 11 hold. If c in (8) and m
in (12) satisfy:

B8
/m(y)dy<oo,
lim ¢(y) = lim ¢(y) = —c0.
lim () lim (v)

Then, Assumption 12 holds.

Remark 14. If the interest rate r is bounded from below, and p <0, (13)
states that, the squared norm of the vector of risk premia oc~' p goes to oo
at the boundary of the state space E.

A major advantage of Assumption 12 is to guarantee (see Proposition 39

below) that at all finite horizons T', the value functions u” in (10) can be
P

represented via u® (¢, z, ) :%(UT(t, y))® for (t,z,y)€[0,T] x Ry x E, where

vT is a strictly positive classical solution to the linear parabolic PDE:

v+ Lv+cv=0, (t,y)€(0,T)xE,
o(T,y)=1, yek.
(15)

Moreover, the optimal portfolio for the horizon T is (all functions are eval-
uated at (¢,Y;)):

T 1 ~1 vy

Thus, the wealth process corresponding to this portfolio leads to the the
optimal terminal wealth X%T, which in turn defines the probability? P7:¥
by (7). Understanding the convergence of diiPT?y| F, is key to go beyond the
abstract version of the turnpike. To this end, observe from (14) that the

portfolio:

1 0
p=——— %1 srt 17
TR CATEy an)
is optimal for logarithmic utility under the probability IPY. This fact suggests
that the conditional densitigs of PY are natural candidates for the limits of
the conditional densities %| £,- Combined with the positive recurrence of
Y under (PY),cx (implied by (11)), the next result follows:

4. Since Ryg=0 by assumption, IP¢ with ¢ = (0, y) is denoted as IPY. The same convention
applies to Pe.

12



Lemma 15. Let Assumptions 8, 10, 11, and 12 hold. Then, for allye E
and t>0:
- dPTv
Yo _
PY- lim B |lz=1. (18)

T — o0

This result essentially allows to replace IP7+¥ in Theorem 5 with probabilities

IPY. Then the classic turnpike follows from the equivalence of P¥ and P¥
(cf. Lemma 36, part (ii)):

Theorem 16. [Classic Turnpike] Let Assumptions 1 — 4, 8, and 10 —
12 hold. Then, for ally€e E, 0#p<1 and €,t >0:

1. lim7 oo PY (supyeo, ] vl —1| >€)=0,

2. limp_ o PY([I7, 117]; > €) = 0.

Abstract and classic turnpikes compare the finite-horizon optimal portfolio
of a generic utility to that of its CRRA benchmark at the same finite horizon.
By contrast, the explicit turnpike, discussed next, uses as benchmark the
long horizon limit of the optimal CRRA portfolio.

This result has two main implications: first, and most importantly, it shows
that the two approximations of replacing a generic utility with a power, and
a finite horizon problem with its long-run limit, lead to small errors as the
horizon becomes large. Second, this theorem has a nontrivial statement even
for U of CRRA type: in this case, it states that the optimal finite-horizon
portfolio converges to the long-run optimal portfolio, identified as a solution
to the ergodic HJB equation (11).

To state the explicit turnpike, define the ratio of optimal wealth processes
relative to the long-run benchmark, and their stochastic logarithms as:

~ b)
T

1, T . w g T
T X H{;:/ ™ for we[0,1],
0

where X is the wealth process of the long-run portfolio 7. The explicit
turnpike then reads as:

Theorem 17. [Explicit Turnpike] Under the assumptions of Theorem 16,
foranyy€eE, e,t>0 and 0£p<1:

1. lim7 oo PY (supyeo, ¢ |77 —1]>€) =0,

13



2. limgp_ o PY([II7,1I7], > €) =0.

IfUis of CRRA type, Assumption 4 is not needed for the above convergence.

3 Examples

The examples in this section show the relevance of the assumptions made
in the statements of the main results. The first example is a simple Black-
Scholes market with a zero safe rate. Its message is twofold: first, it shows
that Assumption 4 may hold even without a positive rate. Second, it shows
that replacing the myopic probabilities IPT with the physical probability P
does not yield an equivalent condition, even in the simplest model.

Example 18. Consider the Black-Scholes market, where the interest rate is

zero and a single risky asset S satisfies dSSt =p dt+o dW, for some con-
t
stants p and o >0. The optimal portfolio for power utility P/ p is W:Tz)ﬁ

see (, 7)). Hence, the optimal wealth process satisfies dXe — 1 (N2qdt+
Xt 1—p
A dW,), where A= /o is the Sharpe ratio. Then:

1 A2 A
_ _ >0.
Xr xexp((l 2(1—p)>1—pT+1—pWT)’ for any T >0

It then follows from (?) that

dPT P
dp _g<1—P/\W>T)

where £(-) denotes the stochastic exponential. Under PT, the optimal wealth
process reads as:

)\2
2(1-p

A -
Xr= T T>
T xexp( 2 + > WT), for any T >0,

where Vf/}: Wy— A\ 151) t is a Brownian motion under PT. As a result, the
optimal wealth process X satisfies (1), as long as u#+0. By contrast, note

that limp_, oo X7 =0 under P forp>1/2.

Next, consider a market in which returns have constant volatility, but their
drift is an independent Ornstein-Uhlenbeck process. Such independence
entails that optimal CRRA portfolios are myopic, as in assumption ¢) of
Corollary 7. By contrast, the time-varying drift makes returns dependent
over time, hence assumption i) of the same corollary does not hold.

14



T
In this example, the conditional myopic densities dd%| £, change with T, even
though the optimal CRRA portfolio is myopic. As a result, the proof of

Corollary 7 fails, because it requires that %ﬂ £, is constant with respect to
T, which in turn requires the independence of returns. Yet, both the classic
and the explicit turnpikes hold in this model, in that Theorems 16 and 17
do apply. Of course, these results depend on the ergodicity of the diffusion Y.

Example 19. Consider the following special case of diffusion models in
Section 2.2:

dR; =Y, dt+dZ, and dY,=-Y.dt+dW,

where the correlation between Z and W is p=0 and the safe rate r >0. The

optimal portfolio for a CRRA investor is a myopic portfolio W?:%" see
T

(16). However, the conditional density %V} depends on the horizon T.

Indeed, it follows from Proposition 38 below that

dpPT vy (s,Ys) :
W|F15</mdMQAKdZS ,

t

where v7 satisfies the HIB equation O, v + % 02,0 —yOyv+(rp— % yH)v=0
with v(T,y) =1. The above conditional density is independent of T only if

T
gl (t,y):= Zigz; is independent of T for any fized (t,y). It is easy to check

that g7 satisfies 8tg+%8§yg+ (9—9)0yg—g—qy=0 with g(T,y)=0. If
g" was independent of T, 0 should be a solution to the previous equation.
However, this is clearly not the case for ¢+ 0

The last example of this section shows a model in which the log optimal
portfolio is optimal — at least at integer-valued horizons — for any utility
function. By contrast, (7) prove that in discrete time, and with independent
returns, the classic turnpike holds if and only if the utility function satisfies
a regular variation assumption. This is the only necessary and sufficient
condition in the turnpike literature, and the natural question is whether a
similar result holds when returns are dependent. The next example provides
a negative answer, because the turnpike property holds, in a rather trivial
sense, regardless of regular variation conditions.

Example 20. Consider a Black-Scholes model with zero interest rate and
dSi/Si=pdt+odWy, with u,0+0. Wealth processes are defined as usual,
starting from unit capital. In this model, the log-optimal wealth process X
satisfies log X; = (A2 /2)t+ AW, fort e R, where A= /0. Define a sequence
of random horizons (Tp)nenN setting T,=inf{t e Ry | X;=n}. It is clear
that (7, <o0)=1 for alln € N, and that P(limy,_ oo 7 =00) = 1.
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By the numéraire property of the log-optimal portfolio, any wealth process £
with £o=1 satisfies B[, / X, ] <1 or, equivalently, EF[&,, ] <n. Therefore,
for an investor with any concave and increasing utility function U, Jensen’s
inequality gives EF[U(&,)] <U(EF[E,]) <U(n) = EF[U(X,,)]. In other
words, for every time-horizon T,, n € N, every investor’s optimal wealth
s the same.

The previous construction can be adapted to become a sequence of determin-
istic times via a time-change. To wit, set L =log X and consider the strictly
increasing, adapted process A given by:

n— L,

t
Atzn—eXp<—/ ﬁd@b)’ﬂﬂ"te[%—la Tn)-

We claim that, P-a.s, A., =n holds for alln € N. Indeed, for all n €N, the
process X" defined via Xy =n — L. A+ for t € Ry is a Brownian motion with
X6 =1, drift rate —)\?/2 and volatility \, stopped when it reaches zero, the
latter happening at time 7,. Since

t 1 A2 [t 1
log (xi') :/ _'dXZ_T/ Wdu holds for t € [Ty,—1, Tn)

n
n,1Xu u

(note that xT. _ =1), on the event = one would have x7 >0; in view of
P[xr =0]=1, P[A,,=n]=1 for alln€N has to hold. Continuing, define C
as the inverse of A, that is Cy=inf{ue Ry | A, >t} fort€Ry. Note that
C is strictly increasing, Cp, =T, for alln € N, and each Cy is a stopping time.
Consider now a new price process S adapted to the filtration F= (}:t)teR+;
where Sy = Sc, and Fi =Fc, for all t € R4. In this setting, the log-optimal
portfolio X satisfies X;= Xc, fort e Ry ; in particular, X, = Xe,=X;,=n
for all n € N. Again, for every time-horizon n € N, the log optimal wealth
process remains optimal for any investor with an integer horizon n.

4 Proof of the Abstract Turnpike

This section contains the results leading to the abstract version of the turn-
pike theorem. The proof proceeds through three main steps:

1. Derive the first order condition for optimal payoffs;

2. Show that optimal payoffs for the generic utility converge to their
CRRA counterparts;

3. Obtain from the convergence of optimal payoffs the convergence of
wealth processes.

16



The first subsection studies the first order condition and its implications.
The second subsection derives the convergence of optimal payoffs, and is
divided into two parts. The first part treats logarithmic utility, which is tech-
nically simpler, and leads to a slightly stronger result. The second part deals
with power utility. These two subsections make no reference to market struc-
ture, and can be thought of as results on sequences of one-period models. By
contrast, the identification of payoffs as terminal values of wealth processes
is the main topic in the third subsection.

4.1 The First Order Condition

The first order condition is commonly used in the literature as an assump-
tion, or as an ansatz to find a candidate optimal payoff. By contrast, the
first order condition in this paper is derived under well-posedness of the
finite horizon problem, and under the assumption that the utility function
is close to a member of the CRRA class.

Since the marginal utility ratio 2R is continuous on R4, (1) and (1) imply
that:

R :=supR(x) < oo; (19)
x>0

Similarly, (1) and (1) imply that:

R := inf R(x) > 0. (20)
>0

Denote by CT={X7: X € X} the set of final payoffs of the class of wealth
processes X7 Note that CT CILY. is convex, and, setting L), ={ f € L}|P(f >
0)=1},CTNILY, #0 for all T >0. The first order condition reads as follows:

Lemma 21. Let (19) hold and, if p#0 let also (20) hold. If Assumption 3
holds, then EF[(f1T)?] < oo, where f17:= X737, and:

EF[U () (I <ERU (AT <oo,  for any feCT. (21)

Proof. In this proof, all expectations are under IP and the superscript
1 is omitted. For any f e C7, fix e € (0,1/2). By the convexity of CT,
ff4+e(f— fF)ec”. The optimality of f7 implies that:

B| {0 (f7+e(f - fT) - UM | <0

17



There exists an integrable random variable g such that [U (f7+e(f — fT)) —
U(fT)]/e> g for any e € (0,1/2). Indeed, the concavity of U implies that:

U e(f = D)= UGV (T e (f = D) (f = ST
A Fpe(f fT i
_m(f + (f f )) (fT‘i’e(f*fT))lipl)
(22

where fT+e(f — f7)>0 when 0< f < fT. Now, note that:

(fT+€JE;f;T))1p > —(1—e)P Y fT)? for any fsuch that 0 < f <

fr. (23)

Indeed, define F(x):= WW for x € [-f1,0). Next, estimate the

numerator of its derivative F'(x) :%.
is clearly nonnegative for x € [~ f7,0). For 0<p<1, fT+pex> fT -
pe fT'>0 because 1 — pe > 0. Therefore, as an increasing function on [—
fT,0), F attains its minimum at —f7 on [~ f7,0). Hence the claim fol-

lows. Now, combining (22), (23), and € € (0,1/2), it follows that:

For p <0, the numerator

U T e (f = fT) U] 2 -2 PR () =g

The above inequality also holds when f7 =0. In the next paragraph, we
shall show that g is integrable for different values of p.

It suffices to show that (f7)P is integrable. This is trivial for p=0. For
0<p<1, (20) implies that U'(x) > RaP~! for x € Ry,. Integrating this
inequality on (., z) for some fixed constant z, gives

(U(z) = U(z.)) > — (2P — z3).

|§3|>—l
S| =

Therefore on the set { f7 > z.},

(ST <al+ U = Uaa).
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Taking expectation on both sides, and recalling with the assumption
E[U(fT)] < 00, it follows that E[( fT)P1] < co. On the other hand, E[(fT)P1] <
2 for 0 < p <1. Hence the claim E[(f7)?] < oo follows. For p <0, a sim-
ilar argument applies, while integrating (20) on (z,x.).

Now (19) and E[(fT)?] < oo combined implies that
E[U’(fT) f1<RE[(f)?] < co. (24)

On the other hand, the lower bound g yields:

tiainfE| LU (77 + ¢ (7 = 7)) - <timintE| LU (74 € (7 - 1) -

U] - g] U] g}

ZE[hgionf %[U (ff+e(f—rf") -

() g}
“EU(/T) (f — £T) — g,

in which the inequality follows from Fatou’s lemma. Then adding E[g] on
both sides of previous inequality, noting that —co < E[g] < 00, it follows that
E[U'(fT)(f — fT)] <0. Therefore (24) and the previous inequality combined
implies (21). O

As a consequence of the first order condition, the optimizer f17 is strictly
positive P-a.s.

Corollary 22. Under the assumptions of Lemma 21, f1'7 >0, P-a.s..

Proof. By contradiction, suppose that P(f1'7 =0)> 0. Then, for any f €
LY NC7, it would follow that:

co=EF[U/(f17) f] S EFIU'(f1T) 7] < oo,

in which the first equality follows from U’(0) = oo, the rest inequalities hold
thanks to Lemma 21. (|

Remark 23. Using the same reasoning, Lemma 21 and Corollary 22 also
hold for CRRA utility 2P/ p and its optimal payoff 7.
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4.2 Logarithmic Utility

This section derives the convergence of terminal payoffs, in the case of a
reference investor with logarithmic utility, corresponding to p=0. Then, ‘R
is the ratio between the marginal utility of U and that of logarithmic utility.
Recall that PT =P for p=0, (4) is equivalent to the following assumption:

There exists a sequence (hT)r>q, with AT € CT, such that P — lim hT =
- T— o0

00. (25)

The existence of such an unbounded sequence of payoffs implies that the
sequence of optimal payoffs (f*7)r >0 is also unbounded:

Lemma 24. Let (19) and (25) hold. Then P — limy_, o fT' =00 fori=0,
1.

Proof. Only ¢ =1 case is proved here, i =0 case follows similarly. Choosing
fin (21) as AT in (25), it follows that EF[U'(f5T) KT <EF[U'(f1T) f17].
Here the right-hand-side of the last inequality is bounded from above by SR
thanks to (19). Asaresult, P — limp_ o U'(f+1) =0, if P — limy_,ohT =00.
Since U'(z) >0 for x € R4+ and limgjo, U'(z) =0, it follows that P —
limz o0 f57 = 0. (]

Even though both f%7 and f7 are unbounded as T'— oo, the following

T.: T fl’T

main result of this subsection shows that their ratio r T = o con-

verges.
Theorem 25. Assume that (1), (1), and (25) are satisfied. Then

lim EFP[|rT —1]]=0. (26)

T— o0
The proof of this result depends on the following lemma.
Lemma 26. Let (19) hold. Then

o7 -n(1- 2L ] <omFenn -1 (21)

]E]P
r

In addition, if (1), (1), and (25) are satisfied, then

(TT1)<1%;T>)HO. (28)

lim IE]P{
T— o0
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Proof. All expectations are taken under P in this proof. Applying the first
order condition to logx and U respectively®, it follows that:

R

E[r"—1]<0 and ]E[ T (1—rT)}§O, for any 7> 0.

The first inequality is known as the numéraire property of f%7. The sum
of these inequalities yields

IE[(TTI)(lM;T))]gO. (29)

r

Observe that (rf —1)(1 —R(f4T) /rT) is negative, if and only if 1 <rT <
R(FET) or R(fHT) <rT < 1. In either cases, setting _ = max (0, —z) and
x4+ =max (0, z):

(07-n(1-2L2)) <@rn -2 (30)

On the other hand, it follows from (29) that

(07 252) Jeel (oo 25) ]

E[R(f1) - 1)7. (31)

As a result, the first statement follows from (31).

Combining (1) and Lemma 24, we have P — limz_, o R(f1T) =1. Note that
R(fH7T) is bounded from above thanks to (19). The second statement follows
from applying the bounded convergence theorem to the right-hand-side of
(27). O

Proof. (Proof of Theorem 25) All expectations are taken under P in
this proof. It suffices to prove

P— limr7=1. (32)

T—o0

Indeed, note that 7 — 1> —1, Fatou’s lemma implies that

0 =E[liminf r7 — 1] <liminfE[rT — 1] <0,

T—o00 T— o0

5. (19) is required for the first order condition.
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in which the first equality follows from (32) and the second inequality holds
by the numéraire property of f%7. As a result of the last sequence of inequal-
ities, limy_ E[rT] = 1, which leads to (26) after appealing to Scheffé’s
lemma.

To prove (32), observe that (1) and Lemma 24 imply
Tlim P(R(f4T)—1]>6)=0, for any 6 >0. (33)
— 00

On the other hand, for fixed ¢ >0 and T > 0, consider the set
DT =.

Next, derive a lower bound for |1 —R(f1T)/rT| on DT. If rT>1+¢, then
RFUT) /rT <(14+€)72 <1, hence 1 —R(fE7) /rT>1— (1 +¢)"V2>0.
If 77 <1 —¢, then R(fHT)/rT > (1 —€)"/2> 1, hence 1 —R(f1T) /rT <
1—(1—¢)""/2<0. Denoting n=min {1 — (14+¢€)"Y/2 (1—¢)"/2 -1} >0,
from the previous two cases we conclude that

‘1 R

T
T >n on D*.

This implies

r

HED ]2 yrom.

7

Combining previous estimate with (28), it follows that limr_,,P(DT) =0.
Now note that

(rT1)<1%(

P(rf —1]>¢) <P(DT) + P(R(fH7) -1/ =),

where ¢ :=min {(1 —|—e)1/2 -1,1—-(1- 6)1/2}. Sending T — oo, it follows that
limr_, oo P(JrT — 1| > €) =0 from (33) and limz_, P(D?) =0. O

4.3 Power utility case

This subsection presents a version of Theorem 25 for power utility. Here R
is the ratio between marginal utilities of U and P /p with 0#£ p < 1.

Recall the probability measure PT defined in (7). The optimizer f%7 has
the numéraire property under PT, ic., EP'[f/ f%T] <1 for any feCT.
This claim follows by the inequality E]P[(fO’T)p(fo—]iT - 1)] <0, obtained

by applying the first order condition to the utility 2P /p, and switching the
expectation from P to P7.
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Thus, the power utility case is linked to the logarithmic case under the
sequence of measures 7>¢. In this setting, Assumption 4 takes the following
form:

There exists r>osuch that A7 € CTand lim PT(hT > N)=1for any N >0.

T—oo

The analogue of Theorem 25 for power utility reads as follows:

Theorem 27. Assume that (1), (1), (1), and (4.3) are satisfied. Then

lim EF"[|rT — 1] =0.

T—oo

As in the previous subsection, the proof of this theorem requires some similar
preliminary lemmas. The following one is the analogue of Lemma 24.

Lemma 28. Let (19), (20), and (4.3) hold. Then

lim PT(f%T>N)=1, for any N >0. (34)

T— o0

Proof. It suffices to prove limsupz_.o.PT(f%7 < N)=0 for each fixed N.
To this end, the numéraire property implies that:

1>]E]PT{h—T]>]E]PT[h—T1]>EN]PT(f07T<N hT > N)
< 70T | = 0T | =N =AY,

for any positive constant N. As a result, PT(f%7T < N,hT > N)<N/N.
Combining the last inequality with (4.3), we have

limsupP?'(fO7 < N) < limsupP”(f*7 < N, T > N) + lim PT(hT < N) <

T—o0 T—o0 T—oo

N

e

Then, the statement follows since N is chosen arbitrarily. O

At this point, introducing the analogue of Lemma 26 requires some notation.
Define:

I(y):=U")"Yy) fory>0 and H(x):=I(zP~1) forx>0.
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Lemma 29. Let (1) and (1) hold. Then

limmzl and  $:=sup

@1’ < . (35)

Proof. Note that H(z)/z is positive and continuous on R;. The
second statement follows from the claim limsup,ieo H(z)/2 < 0o and
limsup, 1o H(x) /2 < 0o, which is proved in the next two paragraphs.

Denote y=2P~!, and observe that:

H@) I(y) _(I(y)r~' )T
B y_<U’Z(JI(y))> '

If 2 7 00, due to p< 1 and the Inada conditions, we have y | 0, hence I(y) T co.
As a result,
. H(z) . (I(y)p1 )Pl
lim =lim | —— =1,
cioo @ ylo\U'(I(y))

in which the second equality follows from (1).

When z is close to zero, denote by z=U’(x). Then (19) implies that

2 (I(2))' 7P <8R, Whelnce I(z) < (%)E since p < 1. As a result, A :=
1(z)

limsup, 1 oo —32 < R'-7, which yields
limsup H(z) = limsup L%) =A<o0.
z]0 z yloo ,p—1
)
This concludes the proof. O

This is the analogue of Lemma 26.

Lemma 30. Assume that (19) and (20) are satisfied. Then

]E]PT[ <1 — %ﬂ)‘ P — 1@ < ZEPT{(l — m(vaT))(l ~

o) )] (36)

fO,T

Moreover, if (1), (1), (1), and (4.3) are satisfied, then

lim EPTH<1M)

T— o0 (TT)l_p

|7"T1|} =0. (37)
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Proof. Applying the first order condition to utilities 2 /p and U respec-

tively, and summing the resulting inequalities, it follows that IE]P[ (f OVT)p< 1-—
v
inequality reads

)(rT — 1)} < 0. After changing to the measure IP7, the previous

Observe that (1 —([J{(:Ff—;)i)l)(rT —1)<0ifand only if fOT < fLT<H(fOT)

or H(fOT) < f4T < fOT. Thus, the following estimate, similar to (30),
follows:

Note that the right-hand-side of this inequality is nonnegative because
U'(fO7) < (fOT)P=1if and only if fO7 > H(f%T). Now (36) follows from
the same argument after (30).

The second statement follows once we prove that

lim ]E]PT[(l - %(vaT))<1 _wﬂ =0.

T— oo fO,T

In view of (35), for any € >0, there exists a sufficiently large N, such that

‘1 - @ <€ for any = > N.. Then we estimate

_H(T)

SEPT[H%UO’T” ‘1 T

1] +9(14+R)PT(fOT <N
<e (1+R) +H(1+R)PT(fO7 < No),
in which the first inequality holds due to (35). Now, sending T'— oo,

limsupIE]PT{(l _ m(f0~T))<1 _ %OTT))} <e(1+ R+ 501+

T— o

R) limsupPT (T < N.) =€ (1 +R),

T— o0

in which the last equality follows from (34). Since the choice of € is arbitrary,
the claim then follows. (|
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As a corollary of the above result, 77 is bounded away from both 0 and co
in the limit 7"— oo.

Corollary 31. Let (1), (1), (1), and (4.3) hold. Then there exists a
sufficiently large N such that

lim IPT<%S7“T§N>:1. (38)

T— oo

_ 1 1
Proof. Choose N >%R'~»VR»~'V1. We will show in this paragraph that
limTHOOIP (rT>N)=0. Since N >1 and RN?~1<1 (note p < 1), then

R  RNP-1<1 on the set {rT> N}. It then follows that

(rT)i-»
T 1|1]

~1)PT(rT > N).

R

Gl

D

—Pp

]E]PT{ 1

|rT — 1|] z]E]PT[

(TP

R
n
>(1-RNP-1) (N

Combining the last estimate with (37), it follows that limy_, ., PT(rT > N)=
0.

To prove lim7_ o ,PT(rT <1/ N)=0, observe that on {r’ <1/N},

R

(rT)I=P

R
(rT)I=p

> (RN~ p1)< N)IPT(r <1/N),

]E]PT{ 1

- 1|] z]E]PT[ 1—

|7~T—1|1}

in which the second inequality follows from (20) and RN*~P? > 1. Combining
the last estimate with with (37), it follows that limr_, o, PT(rT <1/N)=0
This concludes the proof. O

Combining Lemma 28 and Corollary 31, it follows that:

lim PT(f%T>N)=1, for sufficiently large N. (39)

T—oo

Indeed, observe that PT(f47 > N)>PT(rT >1/N; f47 > N?), then (39)
follows from (34) and (7).

In what follows, we will show that 7 converges to 1 under P7 as T — oc.
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Proposition 32. Let (1), (1), (1), and (4.3) hold. Then

Tlim PT(jrT —1|>¢€)=0, for all e >0. (40)

Proof. First note that, from (1) and (39):

Tlim PT(IR(fT) —1|>8) =0, for any § > 0. (41)

Indeed, for any § >0, due to (1), there exists a sufficiently large N5 such that
|R(z) — 1| <6 for any = > Ns. As aresult, PT(|R(f1T) —1|>46, f1T> N;) =
0. Combining this with lim7_,PT(f1'7T < N5) =0 from (39), we confirm
the claim.

Now take € € (0,1) and consider the set
DT =.

RT)

TT)lfp

on DT for

In the followmg, we will estlmate the lower bound of ‘1 —
the cases 7T > 1+ ¢ and r7 < 1 — € separately.

For r' > 1+ ¢, we have R(fLT)(rT)P~ 1< (1+ e)% <1 on DT whence

= EIREEREL

p—1
For r' <1 —¢, we have R(fLT)(rT)P~1>(1—¢€) 2 >1 on DT whence

17%§1—(1—e)%1<0.
Denote n=min. In either of the above cases, ’1 — ?i(Tf)ifp therefore
EPT[ 1- (T(ng TZ, "~ ll] >e nPT(DT).
Combining the previous inequality with (37), it follows that
lim PT(DT)=0. (42)

T— o0

Now, combining (7), (41) and (42), and choosing 6 <min in (41), we con-
clude the proof. [l
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Now we have done all the preparation work for proving Theorem 27.

Proof. (Proof of Theorem 27) The proof consists of the following two
steps, whose combination confirms the claim.

Step 1: Show that

lim EF"[|r7 —1|A (N —1)] =0, (43)
T—oo

where NN is the constant appearing in (7). To this end, for a sufficiently small
€ >0, we have

EF(|r” =1/ A (N = 1)]
=EP"[|rT —1|A (N = D1+ EF [|rT — 1| A (N —1)1]
+EPrT —1|A (N —1)1]
<ePT(rT<N,|rT—1|<e)+ (N -1 PT(|rT —1|>€) + (N - 1) PT (T >
N).
As T 7 oo in the previous inequalities, (43) follows from (7), (7), and the
arbitrary choice of e.

Step 2: Show that

lim EF"[|rT —1]1]=0. (44)
T— o0
Note that (rT)!=7> N'=P on . Recall that RNP~! <1, thus

L RUMT)

(- A=) B -1y <5 1 L)

|rT — 1|]
Now sending 7' 1 oo, (44) follows from (37). O

4.4 Convergence of Wealth Processes

Now we switch from the convergence of optimal payoffs to the convergence
of corresponding wealth processes. The following lemma bridges this tran-
sition.

Lemma 33. Consider a sequence Tcr, of cadlag processes and a sequence
TeRr., of probability measures, such that:

1. ForeachTER,, V' =1 and Y, >0 for alltc Ry, PT-a.s..
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2. Each YT is a PT-supermartingale.

3. limr_ o EF YA —1]]=0.

1. limy— o PT (supuepo, 7 V.l —1|>€)=0, for any ¢>0.

2. Define L™ :fo(l/Y;T_) dYT, i.e., LT is the stochastic logarithm of
YT, for each T € Ry. Then limy_ o PT([LT, LT|r >€) =0, for any
€>0, where [-,-]r is the square bracket on [0,T].

Proof. This result follows from Theorem 2.5 and Remark 2.6 in (, 7). (Note
that Theorem 2.5 in (, ?) is stated under a fixed probability IP and on a fixed
time interval [0, T], but its proof remains valid for a sequence of probability
measures r7er, and a family of time intervals {[0,T]}rer, ) O

The next Lemma shows that once wealth reaches zero, it must stay at zero.

Lemma 34. Let Assumptions 2 and 3 hold. Then P(X;=0,X;>0)=0 for
al 0<s<t<Tand X e XT.

Proof. By contradiction, suppose there exist 0 <s <t <T and £ € XT such
that the event B(macro| := ){&=0,&; >0} is not P-null. Let ( € X7 be
strictly positive and set £"=(1/(n+1)) (+ (n/(n+1)) ¢ for all n e N;
of course, £" is strictly positive and belongs to X7 for all n € N. Now, let
A=D2B and define 7 =514+ T1g\ 4. Then, P(A) >0 and 7 is a stopping
time, so that A={r <T}. Following ¢ until 7, then switching to " at 7,
and switching back to ¢ at time ¢, construct g € X7 such that

gt = CT<1Q\A+%§_§1A> = CT<1Q\A+%—g:iZZ 1A) Zn§t%1Ba

where the last inequality follows from B C A and &,14 =0. Now, suppose
that f € X7 maximizes expected power utility, and set f"=(1—1/y/n) f +
(1/4/n) g" for n € N. Since EF[U (a f)] > —oc holds for all a € (0,1] (recall
that U is a power utility and EF[U(f)] > —c0), and the inequality f >
(1-=1/y/n) f++/n& (Cr/ ()1 is valid, where the right-hand side in a
nondecreasing sequence in n € N, EF[U(f")] <EF[U(f)] for all n € N holds
only if P(B)=0. This results contradicts the existence of £ € X7 such that
P(&=0,& >0) >0, completing the proof. O

Combining the previous lemmas with Theorems 25 and 27, Theorem 5 is

proved as follows.
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Proof. (Proof of Theorem 5) The statements follow from Lemma 33
directly, once we check that the assumptions of Lemma 33 are satisfied.
First, 74 =1 since both investors have the same initial capital. Second,
assuming 7! being a IP7-supermartingale for a moment, then r{ >0, P7-a.s.,
for any ¢t < T, because 1 >0, PT-a.s. (see Corollary 22 and Remark 23).
Third, limr_ . EF" [|7F —1]] =0 follows from Theorems 25 and 27. Hence

it remains to show that 77 is a P7-supermartingale.

Combining Assumption 2 and the numeéraire property, it follows that
EF'[ X7/ X%T] <1 for any wealth process X such that X7 e C”. Then
for any s <t <T, it remains to show that:

EF' (X, / X7 F) < X/ X2 (45)
Both denominators in above inequality are nonzero, since X%’T >0 and

{XOT =0} c{X>T =0} for any s <t. To prove (7), fix any A € F,, and
construct the wealth process X via

x27, u€el0,s)
Xu
. Xf»TX La+ X2 1o\ a, u€[s,t)
e S 0T '
XSO’T& Xu 1A+X3’T19\A, u e [t,T]

X XtO’T

The compounding property in Assumption 2 implies that X € CT. Noting
that

Xr X2 X,
X{]Oﬂ,Ti X XtO’T

1a+1a\ 4,

the claim follows from ]E]PT[XT/X%T} <1 and the arbitrary choice of A. [J

Proof. (Proof of Corollary 7) First, note that (E#JTEO is a constant

P
sequence. Indeed, for any ¢t <T <5,

"] EF [(X7°)(X5™ / X3%)7)
7] EP[(X7*)(X5 ) Xp5)7]




Here, the third equality follows from the assumption that X%S and Xg,s /
X%S are independent; the fourth equality holds since Xg,s /X%S is inde-
pendent of F;; and the fifth equality holds thanks to the myopic optimality
XpT=x95.

Second, note that % is a strictly positive martingale; see the discussion
after (7), it then induces a probability measure P, which is equivalent to IP
on F;. As aresult, the rest statements follows from Theorem 5 and Remark 6
part iii) directly. O

5 Proof of the Turnpike for Diffusions

This section proves the turnpike theorem for diffusions and the explicit
turnpike. First, vT is constructed and its associated verification result is
proved in Section 5.1. Next, for a fixed ¢t >0 and y € F, the limiting behavior

dPT-y
of P
shows that the family of densities (

|7, as T — oo is studied in SectiTon 5.2 . The proof of Proposition 15
apT-v
ey dpv

density Z5|7, when the coordinate process of

|7,)T>0 converges to the long-run

(]@y)ye E is positive recurrent. Finally, Theorems 16 and 17 are proved in
Section 5.3.

Remark 35. To ease notation, denote in the sequel:

S S
5</H dW) :exp(/ H, qu—%/ | Hy|? du) for any integrand
t,s t t

Handt<s

and by E([H dW);=E([H dW)o.

5.1 Construction of vT

Ac(Tf') D

As a solution to (15), v is constructed via its long-run analogue e 0.

Let us first construct the long-run measure (I@E)EeRdX g introduced after
Assumption 12.

Lemma 36. Let Assumptions 8 and 12 hold®. Then:

(i). There exists a unique solution (I@g)geRde to the martingale problem
for £ on R¢ x E;

6. Condition (11) is not needed for this Lemma.
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(i3). Pé~TP¢ for any E€RYx E.

Proof. Let QF be the space of continuous maps from [0, c0) into R¥, and
BF its Borel sigma algebra. Note that (2, B) = (Q**+1 B**1). According to
(, 7, Theorem 5.1.1), Assumption 12 part (11) ensures a solution (Py),cr €
M;(Q', BY) to the martingale problem for £%:9= L+ A% on E, such that the
coordinate process Y is recurrent in E. In particular P¥(Y; € E,Vt >0)=1,
for any y € E. Therefore, with (Q%),cpre denoting Wiener measure on (¢,
B%), it follows that (]Péy =Q7xP{)
for L3 3 on R? x E, where:

fERIXE solves the martingale problem

1 & sy 0? & sy, 0 : g 0
X :_E: _o }: B, BY _
EB,Y 2 5 A’L] (é)aglagj + L bz (5)851, A ( 0 A )a
. 0
pBY = &,
B+A7y

Set Fy =B, for t >0. Since ABY g non-degenerate and A satisfies Assump-

tion 8, it follows that under ]Pg v there exist independent Wiener processes
W and B such that (B, W) is a d+ 1 dimensional Wiener process with

respect to (Fi)¢>0. Defining Z=pW + pB and

t A

+ ~
Rt:=z+/L(u+5T”_;y)(z)ds+/ (Y, d 2,
ol—p v 0

it follows that ((R,Y), (Z,W),(Q,F, (ft)tzo,]Pg Y)) solves (14). Moreover,
it follows from Assumption 8 and P{(Y; € E,Vt >0) =1 that ]Pg_y((Rt,
;) ERIx E,Vt>0)=1 for any £ € RY x E. ’

Since weak solutions induce solutions to the martingale problem via Ito’s
formula, it follows that if ¢ € M;(€, F) is defined by P¢(A) =P (R,
Y)e A) with A€ F, then (]lsf)geRde solves the martingale problem,for L.
Hence, the SDE (14) holds for the coordinate process (R,Y’) under PE.

The statement in part (ii) follows from (, 7, Remark 2.6). Note that the
assumption in (, 7) is satisfied because of our Assumption 8, ¢ >0 and
% € C%(F) in Assumption 12, and the fact that PS((Ry, Y;) € R4 x E, Vt >
0)=P¢((Ry,Y;) e R% x E,Vt >0) =1 for any £ e R x E. 0

This is the proof for a sufficient condition for Assumption 12.
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Proof. (Proof of Proposition 13) By Theorem 18 in (, 7)Guasoni-
Robertson, under Assumptions 8, 10, and 11, (13) yields the existence of
a function ¢ which satisfies (11), (11), along with the first inequality in
(11). By Holder’s inequality, (13) ensures that the second inequality in
(11) holds as well, proving the assertion. O

Recall that IP¢ is denoted by PY for £=(0,y). Now, to construct the solution
v to (15), introduce the auxiliary function h”, defined as:

W (t,y):=EP"[(0(Yr—) "], for (t,y)€[0,T] x E. (46)
Then, the candidate reduced value function v” is:
VTt y) =T 6(y) KT (¢, ). (47)

Thus, k7 is the ratio between vT and its long-run analogue e*(T =) 4. The
verification result Proposition 39 below confirms that v” is a strictly positive
classical solution to (15) and the relation u”'(¢,z,y) :%J('UT(t, y))° holds for
(t,z,y)€[0,T] x Ry x E.

The next Proposition characterizes the function h™. Clearly, hT(t,y) >0 for
(t,y) € [0,T) x B.

Proposition 37. Let Assumptions 8, 10, 11 and 12 hold”. Then h'(t,
y)<oo for all (t,y)€[0,T]x E, h1(t,y) € CY2((0,T) x E), and h™ satisfies

OhT+ LW =0, (t,y)€(0,T)xE,

W(T,y) =

1
— , ceFr,
iy Y

where L£7>0 ::£+A%Oy.

Proof. To see that h”(t,y) < co for all (t,y) €[0,T] x E, note that by (13)
the generator for Y under P is £99=£ + A=£9,. Tt follows from (11) that

L£99((6)" Y = (c— A)(9)~'  on E. (49)

7. Condition (11) is not needed for this Proposition.
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Combining the previous equation with supyegc(y) < oo in Assumption 11,
we can find K >0 such that

(O + [a,o)<%) <0 on[0,T]xE.

Thus, using the strict positivity of 0, Assumption 8 and Fatou’s lemma, it
follows that:

K (T—1)

Wt ) =P ((000) Y= y) < 5

< o0. (50)

It is next shown that kT € C12 ((0,T) x E) satisfies (48). To this end, the
classical version of the Feynman-Kac formula (see e.g. Theorem 5.3 in (, ?)
pp. 148) does not apply directly because a) the operator £%-° is not assumed
to be uniformly elliptic on E, and b) (4) ~! may grow faster than polynomial
near the boundary of E. Rather, the statement is proved using Theorem 1
in (, 7), which yields that h” is a classical solution of (48).

To check that the assumptions of Theorem 1 in (, ?) are satisfied, note
that, since A is locally Lipschitz on F due to Assumption 8, Lemma 1.1
in (, ?) pp. 128 implies that a is also locally Lipschitz on E. On the other
hand, the local Lipschitz continuity of B + AU—Uy is ensured by Assumption 8
and 9 € C?(E). Hence (A1) in (, ?) is satisfied. Second, (A2) in (, ?) holds
thanks to the well-posedness of the martingale problem (If)), in particular
the coordinate process Y does not hit the boundary of E under IP. Third,
(A3%) in (, 7), (A3a’)-(A3d’) are clearly satisfied under our assumptions.

In order to check (A3e’), it suffices to show that A’ is continuous in any
compact sub-domain of (0,7) x E. To this end, recall that the domain is
E=(a, ) for —oo<a < 3<oo. Let {am} and {B} two sequences such that
Qm < Bm for all m, «a,, strictly decreases to «, and [, strictly increases to
B. Set Eyp, = (am, Bm). For each m there exists a function 9,,(y) € C*(E)
such that a) ¥, (y) <1,b) ¥m(y)=1o0n E,,, and ¢) ¢¥n(y)=0o0n ENE;, 1.

To construct such 1, let &, :%min {Bm+1— Bm,@m — qm41} and then take

wm(y) = Ney * 1{am—£m,6m+8m}(y)’

where 7)., is the standard mollifier and * is the convolution operator. Define
the functions f,, and hT"™ by

_ '(/)m(y) an T,m — HY
fm(y) = ﬁ(y) d h (ta y) EF [fm(YT—t)]'

By construction, for all y € E, Tlimy, 100 frm(y) = (6(y)) L. It then follows
from the monotone convergence theorem and (7) that lim, 00 KT ™ (¢, y) =
W (t, y).
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Since 9 € C%(E) and 4 > 0, each f,,(y) € C*(E) is bounded. It then follows

from the Feller property for PY (see Theorem 1.13.1 in (, 7)) that hT-™ is
continuous in y. On the other hand, by construction of f,, and (49), there
exists a constant K, >0 such that

alfml <Ky |L9fin| <Ky, on E. (51)

Moreover, Ito’s formula gives that, for any 0<s <t <T,

t t . .
F) = a0+ [ £700(V) dut [ afu(i) diE.
S s
Combining the previous equation with estimates in (51), it follows that:

sup [EP"[fon(Ve) = frn(Ya)]| < Ko (£ — 5).

yeE

Therefore, h7>™ is uniformly continuous in t. Combining with the continuity
of hT>™ in y, we conclude that h™"™ is jointly continuous in (¢, %) on [0,
T x E.

Note that the operator £%° is uniformly elliptic in the parabolic domain
(0, T) x Ey,. It then follows from a straightforward calculation that hT-™
satisfies the differential equation:

Oy hTom 4 LO.0pT m =0 (t,y)€(0,T) x Ep,.

Note that (hT"’”)mZO is uniformly bounded from above by h”, which is
finite on [0, 7] X E,,. Appealing to the interior Schauder estimate (see e.g.
Theorem 15 in (, ?) pp. 80), there exists a subsequence (h7>™'),,, which
converges to h’ uniformly in (0,7) x D for any compact sub-domain D
of E,,. Since each hT-™" is continuous and the convergence is uniform, we
confirm that A” is continuous in (0,7") x D. Since the choice of D is arbitrary

in E,,, (A3¢e’) in (, 7) is satisfied. O
We prepare for the verification result in Proposition 39 by introducing some

notation. Let Assumption 8 and 10 hold. For any w(¢,y): [0,T] x E which
is strictly positive and in C12((0,T) x E), define the process

D,@“:E(/(qT’E_lp+A%)/%dWq/(E_lqu

-1 ﬂ ro_
IR w) deB)t, (52)
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where (B, W) is a d+ 1 dimensional (PY, (F;);>0) Wiener process. For
t <s <T define Dy’; as in Remark 35. Set the portfolio

ﬂwlelpz_l(M-l—(ST%> (53)

evaluated at (¢,Y;) and let X™" denote the wealth process. Set 7% = 5%
and define the process M"" via

M = eﬂf’“””g(/(—T’ S+ (A-T/'271T) nwy%dw - /(2—1 [+

ElTn“’)’JﬁdB> . (54)
t

The following Proposition plays a central role to verify the optimality of
both finite horizon and long-run optimal portfolios as well as comparing
their terminal wealths. A similar statement for the long-run limit is proved
in (, 7, Theorem 7).

Proposition 38. Let Assumptions 8 and 10 hold. Assume there exists
a function w:[0,T] x E— R and a constant A € R, such that w e C*2((0,
T) x E,R) is strictly positive and satisfies the differential expression

hw+Lw+(c—Nw=0, (t,y)€(0,T)xE.
Then the following conclusions hold:

1. For all admissible portfolios ™ and all y € E, the process X™ M"" is
a non-negative supermartingale under PY where M"" is given in (7).

2. For allt <s<T and y € E the processes X™" and M"" satisfy the PV
almost sure identities

(XT")P =(X7")P (w(t,Yy) =) D cw(s, Ys) 79,
5 S5

(M) =(M]")9 (w(t, Yo) X9 =7 D w(s, Yo) 77,

S

36



where 7, M"" and D are as in (), (?) and (?) respectively.

Proof. Given upon w, it is clear, using stochastic integration by parts, that
for i=1,...,d the process M"" S* is a non-negative supermartingale under
PY for any y € E. Thus, part (i) follows.

It remains the show the almost-sure identities. To this end fix t <s <T. By
(9) it follows that

(X

— ° ! w _2 w)/ w ° w\/
(X?w)p—exp<l (pu ™ +pr 2(7r I3 )dr—i—p/t (m )adZT>,

:lefrd‘rg</(_T/Z1M+(A_T/Z1T)nw)/%dw_/(zlu+

"\ q q
(M;w) E_lan)laﬁdB .
(Mt )q t,s

(56)

To prove the first equality, it suffices to show, by taking logarithms and
expanding Z =pW + p B that

s S S
/(pu’ﬂw+p7“—g(ﬂw)’ﬂﬂw)dﬂrp/ (ﬂ“’)’adeTer/ (7)o pd By

¢ ¢ ¢
=0logw(t,Y;) +0A(s—t)+log Dy — dlogw(s,Y;).

Multidimensional notation makes calculations more transparent. Set w:=
dlogw. Then w solves the semi-linear differential expression

Dot Lot VW (A= g X S 0) Varkd(e-N)=0, (1) €(0.T)x E,

because § 1 A=A —¢gY'E71Y. Since L= é Adyy+ (b—qY' S p) oy,
Ito’s formula implies that under PY (see (5)), and expanding c:% (pr—

Fan' S p):

dlogw(s,Y;) —dlogw(t,Y;) =
/ <qu’ElTVw%Vw’(AqT’ElT)Vw+5/\ <pr
t

%qu’Elu))dT+/ Vw adW;.
t
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Again, using 6~ ' A=A — ¢T'E 7T and noting that § = =w,, after some
simplifications it follows that:

logD,’f‘js:/ (—qu’E*1T+Vw’(A7qT’E’lT))%dW
¢
—q/ (WX 14+ VwY'S HopdB
¢

+/ (—%(fu'g_lu—i-q(l—q) M’Z_lTVw—%Vw'(A—(Qq—
t
q?) T’ElT)Vw>dT.

(57)

Lastly, plugging in for 7% yields

/ﬁ(pwﬂw+pr—§0”9?hﬂvd7+p/a@”Yapdﬂé+p/ahwyaﬁd37
t t t

s 1 ~ ~ 1
=/1<pT—'§Q(1+'@l/E tp- @ YT Y Ve - 5g(g-
t
1)Vw'T’Z_1TVw)dT

S

*q/ (u’+Vw’T’)E*10dequ/ (W +Vw' YY) opdB,.
t ¢
(58)

Now, using (7), (7) and (7), the equality in (?) follows by matching the
respective d 7, dW and d B terms.

The proof for the second identity in (55) is similar. Given (56), it suffices
to show that, by taking logarithms

/ rdT+10g5</(T’Elu+(AT’EIT) n“’)%de/(Eflqu
t

E_lan)ade>

t,s

logw(t,Yt)+%)\(s—t)+logDﬁ’s— log w(s, Y;).

1—p I-p
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The equality in (7) (multiplied by ﬁ), combined with that in (7) yield an
expression for the right hand side of the above equation in terms of integrals

from stot of d7,dW and d B. As for the left hand side, a lengthy calculation
shows that

/ qrdT—l—qlogS(/(—T’Z_lu—i—(A—T’E_lT)n'“’)’%dW—/(E_lu-i-
t

E_lan)'ade)
t,s

:/ (qr%qﬂ’E—lu%qu’(AT’E_lT)Vw>dT
t

S

+q/ (—M’E_lT—i—Vw’(A—T'Z_lT))%dVVT

~

2
—q/ (WX 14+ V' T'E YopdB;.
t

(59)

Thus, using (7), () and (7), the equality in (58) follows by matching d T,
dW and d B terms. O

Now we are ready to state the verification result for the finite horizon
problem.

Proposition 39. Let Assumptions 8, 10, 11 and Assumption 12 holdS.
Then:

1. v7T has the stochastic representation:

(e = e ([ ev as)vi=u] for )€ 0.1
E. (60)

2. vI'>0, v eCH2((0,T) x E), and it solves (15).

8. Condition (11) is not needed for this Proposition.
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3. ul(t,z,y) :%p(vT(t, y))® on [0,T] x Ry x E and 77 in (16) is the

optimal portfolio.

Remark 40. The representation (?) has been shown in Remark 3.4 of
(, ?). We provide a novel proof which ties to the h-transform (, ¢, Chapter
4) of L+c.

Proof. Items (i) and (ii) are proved first. Given that hT solves (48), long but
straightforward calculations using (11) show that vT solves (15). Moreover,
v e C12((0,T) x E) because 9 € C*(E) and hT € C12((0,T) x E).

To prove the stochastic representation in (7), define the operator:
LO:=L0 4\,

where £7:0 is the same as in Proposition 37. It is the h-transform of £+ ¢

with h=14 (, 7, Chapter 4.2). Following the notation in (, 7, Chapter 4.0),

define the transition measure p (t,y,d z) of L? on E by

p(s,y, B):=EF"[e**1p], for any measurable B C E; (61)

and the transition measure p (¢, y, d z) for the operator £+ c on E by

p(s,y,B):IE]Py[exp</ c(Ys)ds) 13}, for any measurable BCE, (62)
0

where ¢(y) is from Assumption 11. These two transition measures are related
by the following identity (, 7, Theorem 4.1.1):

o(y) P (s, y,dZ)ﬁ(lz) =p(s,y,dz), foranys>0,y,z€FE. (63)

Thus, choosing s=T —t in (63) and integrating both sides on E, the Markov
property implies that:

Wy, t) =T 5(y) EH”[w(YT))-lm:y]=EPy[exp( / Tc(i@)ds) Yi

t

Yyl

where the first identity follows from (?) and the definition of v in (7). This
proves (7). Given (7) the strict positivity of v” follows immediately.
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It remains to show the verification result in item (i44). By applying Propo-
sition 38 to w=vT, A=0 it follows by evaluating (55) at t =t,s="T that for

the portfolio in (16) and the process M7 from (7

BP0

P v
Xt:l‘,Y;:y:| :?(’UT(Z‘:,Q))SEHMJ[ t§1|Xt:I,Y2:y]7 (64)

since vT(T, y)=1. In a similar manner

p T 1— p
%EW[(M;Z )|Xi=zvi=y] " = 20T (t, ) B} | X, =, Vi =
It

Therefore, thanks to duality results for power utility between payoffs and
stochastic discount factors (, 7, Lemma 5), the claims in part (¢i¢) of Propo-
sition 39 will follow if it can be shown that DV is a P¥ martingale for all
yekb.

To this end, note that for w =1 the process of (7) is precisely the stochastic
exponential which changes the dynamics from PY to those for PY. It follows
from part (ii) of Lemma 36 and the backward martingale theorem (, 7,

Remark 2.3.2) that D? is a (]lsy, (Fi)t>0) martingale. Therefore, it follows
that

dPY

mb—‘t:Df- (65)

Furthermore, the Brownian motions B, W from (14) are related to B, W by

B :B—l—qﬁa’E_lu—i—qA'a%,

W=W +qpo'S ' p—al,
v

where A =q0d p’ p. The dynamics of Y under PY are given in (14). Using
the differential expression for h in (48), Ito’s formula implies for all ¢ that

T T
M:g< Z_dW> (60
t
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Now, using (67), D" specifies to

\’ 1
_ _ /oy—1 Uy 1 _ -1
(/( g Y% M+AUT> — W q/<2 uo+
T, 'UT '
DS Y ) opd B
t
b T\ 1
5</<—qT'2—1u+A<%+h—§>> EdW—q/(E_lu—i-
A
2—1T5<ﬁ+h—5>> adB>
o TRt P
t
I by ) 1 Syt Oy
£ —qY'y ,u—i—AT EdW—q XThpu+X2 T(S?ap dB
t
T T
o [afharii- [afhavas)
t
T T
Dfe</az—;dm/az—gwdé>.

t

(68)

The second to last equality follows from the identity for any processes a,b
and Wiener process W that

8(/(a5+bs)de):8</asdm>€</bsdﬂfs—/bsasds).

It follows from Proposition 37 that 0 < Epy[hT(T, Y7)]=hT(0,y) < co. Then
the right hand side of (7) is a strictly positive PY martingale on [0, 7).
r{‘he continuity assurnptioAns upon A, AT imply fOtA (h JhT)2(t,Yy) dt < oo,
PY —a.s. Thus, since Y, B are independent we can apply Lemma 4.8 in (, ?)

to conclude that
hL . [ AR
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is also a strictly positive PY martingale on [0, T]. Therefore, using (7) it

follows that ]E]Py[DfT] =1 and hence D?" is a strictly positive PY martingale.
This finishes the proof. (]

5.2 Convergence of conditional densities and wealth
processes

Before proving Proposition 15, it is necessary to relate the terminal wealths
resulting from using the finite horizon optimal strategies 77 of (16) and the
long-run optimal strategy 7 of (17).

Set DT := D", Proposition 39 implies that, for w =vT and A =0 the
hypotheses of Proposition 38 hold. Therefore, (55) implies that for 77 as
in (16) and any 0 <t <T, under PY the corresponding wealth X,ZFT sat-

isfies (recall that P¥ and PY are equivalent on ;)

o p O\ _ o D) hT(0,) \°
G R € ) B

where we have used (7). In a similar manner, Assumption 12 implies that,
for w =19 and A=\, the hypothesis of Proposition 38 hold. Therefore, with
D:=D? it follows by (55) that under IPY, for the long-run optimal strategy
7 defined in (17), the corresponding wealth process satisfies for any 0 <t <T

(i =ar Do 20 )6. (70)

By (7) and (?) it follows that

DI AWT(t,Y3) hy .
St el [ aZuANdB . 1
D, 0. ¢ /a e , .

Therefore, (69), (70) and (71) imply
XP (D_?y“’(h%m )‘W - (e
X7 D, h*(0, y) h*(0, y)

hT \7
aAh—§ dB | . (72)
t

where the last equality uses (71).

The proof of Proposition 39 showed D7 is a
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PY martingale for each y € E. Thus, (64) and (69) in conjunction with

o . T dPTHv dpPT»v
() lmphes that D = —apv_ Wb"t

Therefore, equations (71) and (72) will be used to study the long horizon

|, Similarly, as shown in (65), D; =

(T — o0) behavior of the ratios between wealth processes X{ " and XF of
the finite horizon and long run optimal portfolios, and their corresponding

density processes dPT /dP|#, and dP?/dP|z,.

In order to prove Theorem 15, in light of (71) it is important to understand
limit of AT as T'— oco. Under (11), an ergodic argument yields the existence
of a strictly positive constant K such that:

lim hT(t,y)=K, forall (t,y)eR;xE.

T—oo

Developing this argument requires some terminology from ergodic theory.
Consider a second order elliptic operator L = % aij afj +b; 0; on D CR™
Let L* denote its adjoint operator (if it exists). Suppose the martingale
problem for the operator L is well posed on D, and denote its solution by
(P*)ep, with coordinate process Z. In the language of ergodic theory, =
is recurrent, if P*(7(e,y) <oo) =1 for any (z,y) € D? and € >0, where 7(e,
y)=inf. If Z is recurrent, Theorem 4.3.3 (i) in (, ?) implies that L is critical;
see the Definition in pp. 145 of (, 7). Then there exists a unique solution
® (up to a constant multiple) of L ¢ =0. This solution is called the ground
state of L; see the Definition in pp. 149 of (, 7). For the L given above, its
ground state is ¢ =1. On the other hand, Theorem 4.3.3 (v) in (, 7) shows
that L is critical if and only if L* is critical. Then, denote the ground state
of L* by ¢*. Now if = is recurrent, it is positive recurrent, or ergodic, if
fpcp*(y) dy < 0o, and null recurrent otherwise.

Now we are ready the show the limiting behavior of h” as T T .

Proposition 41. Let Assumptions 8 and 12 hold. Then:

B~
d
lim AT(t,y) :w:: K, forany (t,y)€R4y X E.
T—oo Jo 02 m(y) dy

Proof. Consider the second order operator £ from Proposition 37. As
shown in Lemma 36, (11) in Assumption 12 ensures that the martingale
problem for £ on E is well-posed, and Y denotes its coordinate process.
It then follows from Corollary 5.1.11 in (, ?) that Y is positive recurrent if
and only if the first integral inequality in (11) holds. Then £%0 is critical
and 1 is its ground state. On the other hand, thanks to Assumption 8 and
© € C%(E), the adjoint operator (£%:°)* exists and its ground state is 52 m(y);
see Theorem 5.1.10 in (, 7).
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Now let p°(s, y,z) be the density associated to £7; see (2.4) in (, ?) for its
construction. It follows that

hT(t,y):/[)O(T—t,y,z) 13(12) dz.

E

Then the statement follows from Corollary 5.2 in (, 7). In this corollary, we
choose kAT =%, f=(0)7', =1, and ¢*=92>m(y). Then this corollary is
applicable given the second integral inequality in (11) holds, which ensures
the numerator K is finite. That K > 0 follows because both ¢ and m are
strictly positive, and ff’&2 m(y) dy < oo. O

With these results, Lemma 15 and Theorems 16 and 17 are now proved.

Proof. (Proof of Lemma 15) The proof of Proposition 39 show that for

all ye E DT and D are (PY, (F,);>0) martingales and that < d]Py | =D?,
Z£y| =D;. Recalling (71), the limit in (18) holds provided that:
PY- lim Mé’ - aAthB (73)
T— o0 hT( y) hT .
To prove this identity, it follows from Proposition 41 that, PYa.s.,
T
limT_,oo };LT((t(:) };t)) . Recall from (7) that }szT((iJ’;t)) T where LT :=&( f

a— d W) Then 730 is a sequence of positive I@y—local martingales such
that P —hr{iT_,oo LT = 1. As a result, it follows from Fatou’s lemma that 1>
lirnT_,oo]EPy[LT] > ]E]Py[liminfT_,oo LT]=1, which implies limT_,OO]E]PyHLT
1|]]=0 due to Scheffé’s lemma. Now Lemma 33 yields PY-limp_, o {fa L AW,
faﬁ } =0, where fa 5 dW is the stochastic logarithm of LT.
Observing that ||A]|? is a constant (due to Assumption 11), the previous

identity implies that IPy lim7_, o0 [faA dB JaATx hy dB] =0. This gives
PV-limy o [ya A% d B=0, which implies P*limr & [a A1k dB) =

1, i.e., the second term on the left-hand-side of (73) also converges to 1.
This concludes the proof of (73). O

5.3 Proof of main results in Section 2.2

Proof. (Proof of Theorem 16) Let St be either {sup,e[o,|ra —1|>€} or
{[I7,T17]; > €}; both of them are F;-measurable. It follows from Theorem 5
and Remark 6 part iii) that

dPT-v
dpY

T — o0

lim Ef’y{

. 154 —0. (74)
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On the other hand, (18) and Scheffé’s lemma combined imply that

. py[|dpPT-v
hmT_,ooE |: W h !
with (7), it follows that limr_, . PY(St) =0. Now, recall that PY ~P on
F: from Proposition 38, we conclude that

P 1H = 0. Hence, combining the previous identity
t

lim P¥(Sy)= lim EF’

T—o00 T — o0

[d]Py
dP?

154 =0,
Fi

where the last equality follows from the dominated convergence theorem. [J

Proof. (Proof of Theorem 17) First, following a similar argument as that
in the proof of Proposition 15 and using (72), we have PY-limp_, XtO’T/
X7 =1. On the other hand, Theorem 16 part a), combined with the equiva-

lence between P and PY, implies PY-limz . o X;*7 / X>" =1. Hence the last

two identities combined gives PYlimp o0 77 =1. Now recall that 7 is the
optimal portfolio for the logarithmic investor under IP?, it then follows from
the numéraire property of # that 77 is a PY-supermartingale. This induces

limTHOOIEHSny’tT —1|] =0, thanks to Fatou’s lemma and Scheffé’s lemma. As
a result, the statements follow from applying Lemma 33 under probability
PY and switching back to the probability PY at last. O
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