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Abstract

Automated investment managers, or robo-advisors, have emerged as an alternative to traditional
financial advisors. The viability of robo-advisors crucially depends on their ability to offer personalized
financial advice. We introduce a novel human-machine interaction framework, in which the robo-advisor
solves an adaptive mean-variance portfolio optimization problem. The risk-return tradeoff dynamically
adapts to the client’s risk profile, which depends on idiosyncratic characteristics as well as on market
performance and varying economic conditions. We characterize the optimal level of personalization in
terms of a tradeoff faced by the robo-advisor between receiving client information in a timely manner
and mitigating the effect of behavioral biases in the risk profile communicated by the client. We argue
that the optimal portfolio’s Sharpe ratio and return distribution improve if the robo-advisor counters
the client’s tendency to reduce portfolio risk during economic contractions, when the market risk-return

tradeoff is more favorable.

1 Introduction

Automated investment managers, commonly referred to as robo-advisors, have gained widespread popularity
in recent years. The value of assets under management by robo-advisors is the highest in the United States,
exceeding $600 billion in 2019. Major robo-advising firms include Vanguard Personal Advisor Services, with
about $140 billion of assets under management, Schwab Intelligent Portfolios ($40bn), Wealthfront ($20bn),
and Betterment ($18bn). Robo-advisors are also on the rise in other parts of the world, managing over $100
billion in Europe, and exhibiting rapid growth in Asia, with assets under management exceeding $75 billion

solely in China (Statista [2020]).
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The first robo-advisors were launched in 2008, in the wake of the financial crisis and the ensuing loss
of trust in established financial services institutions. This included the two pioneering robo-advising firms,
Betterment and Wealthfront, which began offering services formerly considered exclusive to the general
public, including individuals who did meet the investment minima of traditional financial advisors. In the
years that followed, industry incumbents - such as Vanguard and Charles Schwab - followed suit and began
offering their own robo-advising services, taking advantage of their existing customer bases to quickly gain a
large market share. With the focus of most robo-advisors being on passive long-term portfolio management,
the rise of robo-advising since the financial crisis has also been compounded by the seismic shift towards

passive investing and low cost exchange-traded funds.'

Robo-advising is a term that encompasses various forms of digital financial advice for investment man-
agement and trading. A recent survey paper by D’Acunto and Rossi [2020] distinguishes between digital
tools and services that aid in active, short-term trading, with the client actively involved in the strategy
implementation, and robo-advisors that focus on long-term passive investing, involving a higher level of
delegation. The framework proposed in this paper belongs to the latter category, with the robo-advisor truly
performing automated portfolio management, using quantitative methods and algorithms to construct and

rebalance the client’s portfolio.

The objective of the robo-advisor is to construct and manage a portfolio that is tailored to the dynamic
risk profile of the client. The robo-advisor interacts repeatedly with the client to avoid making decisions
based on stale information, and thus exposing itself to the risk of not acting in the client’s best interest.?
This stands in contrast to the approaches of existing robo-advising systems, which usually employ static
portfolio optimization, with the portfolio reoptimized every time a change is made to the client’s risk profile.

In our framework, the robo-advisor allocates the client’s wealth between a risk-free asset, and a single
risky asset which is representative of the overall stock market. The asset returns are assumed to follow a
regime switching model (Hamilton [1989]), i.e., the dynamics of the market securities are modulated by an
observable state process which captures the current state of the economy, and is assumed to be a finite state
Markov chain. The market risk-return tradeoff, as measured by the market Sharpe ratio, depends on the
economic state. Since the seminal work of Fama and French [1989], it has been extensively documented that

the market risk-return tradeoff is countercyclical, i.e., higher at business cycle troughs than peaks.

The robo-advisor adopts a multi-period mean-variance investment criterion with a finite investment

horizon. We remark that most robo-advising systems employ asset allocation methods based on mean-

1See https://www.cnbc.com/2018/09/14/the-trillion-dollar-etf-boom-triggered-by-the-financial-crisis.html
2Robo-advisors are fiduciaries under the Investment Advisers Act of 1940, and as such are subject to the duty of acting in
the client’s best interest.



variance analysis, primarily because of its tractability and the intuitive interpretation of the risk-return
tradeoff (see, for instance, Beketov et al. [2018]). A central element in our optimization problem is a
stochastic risk-return tradeoff coeflicient, specifically designed by the robo-advisor to match the dynamic
risk preferences of the client. This is in stark contrast to many other risk averse optimization problems,
traditionally considered in the literature, where the risk-return tradeoff is assumed to be constant throughout

the entire investment horizon.

The client’s risk preferences are modelled via a risk aversion process, whose dynamics depend on sev-
eral factors. First, we allow for a temporal component accounting for age effects, consistent with empirical
research that has identified a positive and potentially nonlinear trend in risk aversion as a function of age
(see, e.g., Brooks et al. [2018] and Hallahan et al. [2004]). Second, the client’s risk aversion is impacted by
idiosyncratic events such as a change in the client’s disposable income, or an increase in her educational level
or financial literacy (see, e.g, Hallahan et al. [2004] and Allgood and Walstad [2016]). These idiosyncratic
shocks can also capture changes in unobservable factors driving the client’s risk aversion, consistent with em-
pirical studies that have shown a substantial variation in idiosyncratic risk preferences which is unexplained
by consumer attributes and demographic characteristics (see, e.g., Guiso and Paiella [2008], Sahm [2012],
and Van de Venter et al. [2012]). Third, and most importantly, the client’s risk aversion may depend on
realized market returns and changes in economic conditions. Indeed, it is well established that risk aversion
varies with the business cycle. Specifically, risk aversion is countercyclical, just like the market Sharpe ratio.

This implies that at times when the reward per unit risk is high, the client’s risk aversion is also high.

The robo-advisor constructs its own model of the client’s risk aversion process and uses it as the risk-
return tradeoff coefficient in the mean-variance optimization problem. The construction of this process
depends on two sources of information. First, the robo-advisor observes both realized market returns and
changes in the state of the economy, and continuously updates its model of the client’s risk aversion based on
this information. Second, at interaction times, the robo-advisor receives information about the idiosyncratic
component of the client’s risk aversion.* As a result, interaction with the client determines the information

set of the robo-advisor and plays a key role in portfolio personalization.

We study the portfolio optimization problem solved by the robo-advisor and how it depends on the

dynamics of the risk-return tradeoff coefficient. At any time, the optimal risky asset allocation has two

30n the theoretical side, the seminal work of Campbell and Cochrane [1999] provides an asset pricing framework that
rationalizes these phenomena. See Lettau and Ludvigson [2010] for a survey of the literature and extensive empirical evidence.
Recent empirical and experimental evidence on the countercyclical nature of risk aversion has been provided by Bucciol and
Miniaci [2018], Cohn et al. [2015], and Guiso et al. [2018], among others.

4The majority of robo-advisors elicit the risk preferences of clients by means of online questionnaires (Beketov et al. [2018]).
The client is presented with questions regarding, e.g., demographics, investment goals, education and financial literacy, and
potential reactions to hypothetical gambles and market events. We refer to Charness et al. [2013] for an outline of the pros and
cons of different methods used to assess risk preferences, and Cox and Harrion [2008] for a more comprehensive overview.



components. The first component depends on economic conditions and the risk-return tradeoff coefficient at
the current time, which incorporates all available information about past market returns, economic states,
as well as information communicated by the client. This component parallels the strategy of a myopic
investor optimizing a single-period objective function. The second component adjusts this myopic strategy
by effectively averaging over future paths of both economic conditions and the risk-return tradeoff coefficient

implied by the robo-advisor’s model.

We study the implications of interaction on portfolio personalization, which reveals the existence of two
conflicting forces. First, if the client and the robo-advisor do not interact at all times, then the robo-advisor
does not always have access to up-to-date information about the client’s risk preferences. Second, because
retail investors are subject to behavioral biases, the information communicated by the client at interaction
times may not be representative of the client’s true risk preferences. Specifically, if recent market returns
have exceeded expectations, the client may feel overly exuberant and communicate a risk aversion value
that is lower than her real risk aversion. Vice versa, following a market underperformance, the client may
feel overly pessimistic and communicate a risk aversion value that is too high. These fluctuations in the
risk aversion communicated by the client are representative of common behavioral biases, such as trend-
chasing behavioral patterns (see Kahneman and Riepe [1998] for a discussion of such biases and strategies
to overcome them). In our framework, the impact of portfolio losses on the risk aversion level communicated
by the client is greater than the effect of portfolio gains, and a lower interaction frequency mitigates the
effect of the client’s biases because, over longer time periods, the average market return becomes closer to its
expectation. These behavioral patterns are consistent with the notion of myopic loss aversion, introduced

in Benartzi and Thaler [1995].

We introduce a measure of portfolio personalization to analyze the aforementioned tradeoff between
higher and lower interaction frequencies. This measure is defined in terms of the difference between the
client’s actual risk aversion and the robo-advisor’s model of it. We show that it is minimized by a uniquely
determined interaction frequency, which strikes a balance between obtaining information about the client
in a timely manner and ensuring that the communicated information is not too affected by recent market
fluctuations. Our result is consistent with existing practices, as robo-advising firms encourage clients to
refrain from making frequent changes to their risk aversion profiles, and even limit their ability to do so.?

We also show that the optimal interaction frequency is decreasing in the level of the behavioral biases, i.e.,

in the client’s sensitivity to abnormal market returns, and increasing in the rate at which the idiosyncratic

5For instance, Wealthfront provides the following guidelines on its website: “Our software limits our clients to one risk-score
change per month. We encourage people who attempt more than three risk-score changes over the course of a year to try
another investment manager.”



component of the client’s risk aversion changes.® Therefore, a higher level of personalization is achieved for

clients with limited behavioral biases and clients with stable risk preferences.

We analyze the implications on the investment strategy of economic state transitions and the associated
changes in the client’s risk aversion. With the risky asset modeling a broad stock market index, we consider an
economy consisting of two states, one corresponding to times of economic growth and the other corresponding
to times of recessions.” Such a choice is supported by the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER),
whose methodology splits business cycles into periods of economic expansions and periods of economic
contractions.® We compare analytically the Sharpe ratios of strategies that invest the same fixed proportion
of wealth in the risky asset during times of economic growth, but differ in their risky asset allocation in a
state of recession. Because both the client’s risk aversion and the market Sharpe ratio are countercyclical,
the client is inclined to shift wealth away from the risky asset in a state of recession, i.e., at times when the

risk-return tradeoff is favorable and the benefit of investing is greater.

We establish that the Sharpe ratio of the portfolio in general increases if a greater proportion of wealth
is allocated to the stock market when the risk-return tradeoff is high. However, we also find that the Sharpe
ratio is concave in the change in allocations when the economy moves to a state of recession. In other
words, the Sharpe ratio drops more if the allocation is reduced, compared to how much it increases in
the opposite scenario. Hence, we observe that by simply rebalancing the portfolio to maintain prespecified

weights throughout the business cycle, the portfolio’s Sharpe ratio is satisfactory.

The robo-advising framework proposed herein is built on an interaction system between a human (the
client) and a machine (the robo-advisor). The analysis of this human-machine interaction system presents
a novel methodological contribution, as it gives rise to a new and quite nontrivial adaptive control problem
in which the controlled system always maintains the same dynamics, but the optimality criterion changes
in real time in response to data generated by the system. Specifically, it is the dynamics of the risk-return
tradeoff coefficient that continuously adapts to incoming information. This contrasts with existing literature
in adaptive control (see, for instance, Astrom and Wittenmark [1989]), where the optimality criterion remains
the same while the system dynamics adapt to changes in the environment. To the best of our knowledge,

this is the first time that such an adaptive control problem has been considered.

In our framework, the interaction times effectively divide the time interval from initiation and until the

terminal date into subperiods, triggering a new optimization problem at the beginning of each subperiod.

6We do not account for noise in the information communicated by the client. As the level of noise is expected to increase with
the interaction frequency, this would have the effect of further increasing the optimal time between consecutive interactions.

"For univariate stock market returns, two economic regimes are commonly identified. See, e.g., Guidolin and Timmermann
[2006], who also show that modeling of the joint distribution of multiple asset classes may require a greater number of regimes.

8The work of Chauvet and Hamilton [2006] shows that a Markov switching model successfully identifies NBER’s business
cycle turning points.



This yields a time-inconsistent sequence of problems that are interlinked, because they all share the same
terminal date, and because the initial condition of each problem is determined by the state of the system
at the end of the previous subperiod. Notably, at each time, the optimal control depends on the future
evolution of the risk-return tradeoff coefficient, until the terminal date, which in turn depends on the system

dynamics and the frequency of interaction between the human and the machine.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we briefly review related literature. In Section
3, we introduce the main components of our modeling framework. In Section 4, we present the solution to the
optimal investment problem. In Section 5, we introduce and study performance metrics for the interaction
system formed by the client and the robo-advisor. Section 6 offers concluding remarks. Appendix A and
Appendix B contain proofs related to the results in Sections 4 and 5, respectively. Appendix C discusses the

computational complexity of the algorithm used to compute the optimal investment strategy.

2 Literature Review

From a methodological perspective, our work contributes to the literature on time-inconsistent stochastic
control (Bjork and Murgoci [2013]). Other related works include Li and Ng [2010] who solve a multi-period
version of the classical Markowitz problem, and Basak and Chabakauri [2010] who solve a continuous-time
version of the same problem. Bjork et al. [2014] solve the dynamic mean-variance problem in continuous
time, with the mean-variance utility function applied to the return on the client’s wealth, consistent with the
original single-period mean-variance analysis. A recent study of Dai et al. [2019] further develops a dynamic
mean-variance framework based on log-returns, with the aim of generating investing policies conforming
with conventional investment wisdom. In all of these works, the risk-return tradeoff is assumed to be
constant throughout the investment horizon. By contrast, in our model, the risk-return tradeoff coefficient
is stochastic, with explicitly modeled dynamics that can be used to generate investment policies tailored to

the client’s risk profile.

Our work is also related to the literature on portfolio optimization problems where the price dynamics
are driven by a stochastic factor (see, for instance, Liu [2007]). Under this setup, the market is incomplete,
because trading in the stock and the risk-free asset cannot perfectly hedge changes in the stochastic invest-
ment opportunity set. In our work, the stochastic factor is uncorrelated to the stock market dynamics, so
the optimal stock allocation does not contain an intertemporal hedging term. However, in our study, the
stochastic risk factor also impacts the dynamics of the investor’s risk aversion, which in turn affects the

optimal stock allocation. It is well established that risk aversion varies with the business cycle, along with



the market risk-return tradeoff, as measured by the market Sharpe ratio (Lettau and Ludvigson [2010]).
This modeling feature is of particular importance for robo-advisors, which face significant challenges when

it comes to keeping clients invested in the stock market during economic downturns.

Our study also contributes to the growing literature on robo-advising. D’Acunto and Rossi [2020] de-
scribe the main components of robo-advising systems, and propose a classification in terms of four features:
(i) portfolio personalization, (ii) client involvement, (iii) client discretion, and (iv) human interaction. We
offer a quantitative robo-advising framework that aligns with this classification. In summary, our framework
is consistent with that of the most prominent stand-alone robo-advising firms, which aim for high portfo-
lio personalization, low client involvement, low and indirect investor discretion, and limited or no human

interaction. We proceed to briefly describe each of the four features and how they fit into our framework.

(i) Portfolio personalization refers to the robo-advisor’s ability to offer financial advice tailored to the
client’s needs. A common criticism of robo-advising is the lack of customization, with risk profiling based on
information that is too limited.® In our framework, portfolio personalization is achieved through interacting
with the client, but we do not model explicitly the transfer of information between the client and the
robo-advisor. Hence, our framework and measure of portfolio personalization are not restricted to the
relatively simple risk profiling of online questionnaires. Our results on the frequency of interaction can also
be conjectured to extend to a setting where client-data is continuously collected from multiple sources, where

there exists an optimal data-processing frequency that maximizes a signal-to-noise ratio.

(ii) Client involvement refers to the client’s participation in the design of the investment strategy. At one
end of the spectrum, we have robo-advisors that require the client to approve every single trading decision.
In this case, the client is actively involved and the term robo-advisor is descriptive, because the client decides
in what way to follow the advice provided. Our model lies at the other end of the spectrum, where the robo-
advisor automatically manages the portfolio on the client’s behalf and for which the term robo-manager is

more descriptive.

(iii) Client discretion is related to client involvement, and measures the client’s ability to override the
robo-advisor’s recommendation. In our framework, the client’s behavioral biases can be viewed as the client
overriding the robo-advisor’s recommendations. This is considered a low level of discretion, and is consistent
with the operations of robo-advisors focusing on long-term investing, where the client is allowed to adjust

the level of portfolio risk, but has no control over which parts of the investment portfolio are modified.

91n principle, risk profiling is infinitely customizable. Barron’s 2019 annual ranking of robo-advisors (available at https:
//webreprints.djreprints.com/4642511400002.pdf) reports the latest growth in robo-advising to be in cash management,
with robo-advisors aiming to become everyday money managers of their clients, in addition to long-term investment planners.
Robo-advising firms already offer services such as direct deposits of paychecks, automatic bill payments, and FDIC-insured
checking and savings accounts. Such access to data on savings and spending behavior, and asset and liabilities, can be used by
robo-advisors to improve investment recommendations.



(iv) Human interaction refers to the degree of interaction between the client and a human-advisor. In
our framework there is no human contact, which is also the case for automated robo-advisors that strive to

minimize operating costs.

The above classification is qualitative in nature, but the technical components of our framework are
also constructed to resemble the operations of actual robo-advisors. Beketov et al. [2018] provide industry
statistics and an industry overview based on the analysis of over 200 robo-advisors globally. Their study
shows that a large majority of robo-advisors use an asset allocation framework based on mean-variance
analysis, with the asset universe consisting of low cost exchange-traded funds. They also show that risk

profiling of clients is primarily implemented via online questionnaires.

Rossi and Utkus [2019] conduct an extensive survey to study the “needs and wants” of individuals when
they hire financial advisors. Their results lend support to the theoretical model of Gennaioli and Vishny
[2015], indicating that traditionally advised individuals hire financial advisors largely to satisfy various needs
other than portfolio return maximization. Namely, they argue that clients choose a traditional financial
advisor primarily for the ability to interact with and receive financial advice from a human, emphasizing the
role of trust in client-advisor relationships. They also show that for traditionally-advised clients, algorithm
aversion and the inability to interact with a human are the main obstacles for switching to robo-advising,
while robo-advised clients do not have the same need for trust and access to expert opinion. Our model
lends theoretical support to the notion that robo-advisors are less suited to be the investment managers of
algorithm averse client. The robo-advisor can improve the portfolio performance by going against the wishes
of the client, i.e., investing in a way that may seem counterintuitive to the client. Doing so is more challenging
for a robo-advisor than for a human-advisor, because market returns are random, and an algorithm averse

client will be less forgiving to the robo-advisor in the event of adverse market returns.

3 Modeling Framework

The robo-advising framework consists of four main components: (i) a market model for the available in-
vestment securities, (ii) a mechanism of interaction between the client and the robo-advisor, (iii) a dynamic
model for the client’s risk preferences, and (iv) an optimal investment criterion. In the following sections,
we describe each of these components in full generality, and then present a specific model fitting into this

framework.



3.1 Market and Wealth Dynamics

The market consists of a risk-free money market account, (By)n>0, and a risky asset, (S,)n>0, satisfying
Bpi1 =1 +1r(Yn))By, Spt+1 = (1 + Zn41(Yn))Sn.

The above dynamics are modulated by an observable state process, (Y,),>0, which captures macroeconomic
conditions affecting interest rates and stock market returns. We assume (Y},),>0 to be a time-homogeneous

Markov chain with transition matrix P, taking values in a finite set ) := {1,2,..., M}, for some M > 1.

Conditioned on Y,, = y € Y, the risk-free interest rate r(y) > 0 is constant, while the risky asset’s return,
Zn+1(y), admits a probability density function fz|, which depends only on the current economic state y,

and has mean pu(y) > r(y) and variance 0 < 02(y) < oco.

For notational simplicity, we omit the dependence on the economic state. Hence, we use Z,; in place
of Z,4+1(Y,), and denote its state-dependent mean and variance by j,11 := p(Y,) and 02, = o2(Y,),
respectively. Similarly, we use r,11 in place of r(Y,). We denote by Zn+1 ‘= Zn4+1 — Tn4+1 the excess
return of the risky asset over the risk-free rate, which has state-dependent mean and variance given by
fnt1 = Wnt1 — Tne1 and JZH, respectively.

We denote by X,, the wealth of the client at time n, allocated between the risky asset and the money
market account, and use 7, to denote the amount invested in the risky asset. For a given self-financing

trading strategy m := (7, )n>0, the wealth process (X7 ),>o follows the dynamics
nl = (I +7041) X5 + (Zngr — ng1)Tn = Ry X5 + ZnJrlﬂ'n' (3.1)

The initial state of the economy, Yp, is assumed to be non-random. The random variables (Y},),>1 and
(Zy)n>o are defined on a probability space (€2, F,P), which additionally supports a sequence (e),>1 of
independent real-valued random variables. This source of randomness captures idiosyncratic changes to the
client’s risk preferences and is independent of the variables (Yy,),>0 and (Z,,)n>1. We use (Fy,)p>0 to denote

the filtration generated by the three stochastic processes in our model:
Fr =0y, Zn), €n))s (3.2)

where Y,y := (Yo,...,Yn), Zn) = (Z1,...,Zn), and €@, := (€1,...,€,). We will use analogous notation to

denote the paths of other stochastic processes throughout the paper.



3.2 Interaction between Client and Robo-Advisor

A key component of the proposed framework is the dynamic interaction between the client and the robo-
advisor. Following an initial interaction at the beginning of the investment process, the client and the

robo-advisor interact repeatedly throughout the investment period.

At each interaction time, the client communicates her current risk preferences to the robo-advisor, which
translates them into a numerical value, herein referred to as the client’s risk aversion parameter. We abstract
from the construction of such a mapping, effectively assuming that the client communicates directly a single
risk aversion parameter to the robo-advisor. Note that between consecutive interaction times, the robo-

advisor receives no input from the client.

The interaction schedule, denoted by (T%)r>0, is an increasing sequence of stopping times with respect
to the filtration (F,,)n>0, defined in (3.2). That is, Ty = 0, Ty < Tg+1, and {Ty < n} € F,, for any n > 0.
Hence, the interaction can be triggered by any combination of client-specific events, changes in the state of

the economy, or market events, such as a cascade of negative market returns.

The rule used to determine the interaction schedule (T} )r>0 is decided at the beginning of the investment
process, and used throughout it. For future reference, we also define the process (7,,)n>0, where 7, := sup{7} :

Ty, < n} is the last interaction time occurring up to and including time n.

3.3 Client’s Risk Aversion Process

The client’s risk aversion process, (v& Jn>0, 1S an Rg -valued stochastic process adapted to the filtration
(Fn)n>o defined in (3.2), with a fixed initial value, 7§. At time n, the client’s risk aversion may have shifted
away from its initial value due to changes in economic regimes Y/, and realized market returns Z,), as well

as because of idiosyncratic shocks to the client’s risk aversion, €(,).

The client’s risk aversion process is only partially observed by the robo-advisor. We introduce the
(Fn)n>o-adapted process (&,)n>0, Where &, € Rf{ , to track the risk aversion parameter communicated by
the client at the most recent interaction time, 7,,. Observe that the process (§,,)n>0 depends on the schedule
(Tk) k>0, and, by construction, it is constant between consecutive interaction times, with no new information
coming from the client, i.e., £, =&;,,.

The robo-advisor constructs its own model of the client’s risk aversion process, denoted by (75)n>0, and
uses it to solve the optimal investment problem. There are two main reasons for why the processes (7¢ Jn>0
and (v, )n>0 do not necessarily always coincide. First, the client and the robo-advisor may not interact at

all times, so the robo-advisor does not always have access to up-to-date information about the client’s risk

10



preferences. Second, information communicated by the client at interaction times may not be representative

of the client’s true risk preferences, due to the client’s behavioral biases (see Section 3.5 for details).

The robo-advisor filtration, (F),>¢, is generated by the random variables (D,,),>0, defined as
Dy = Yy Zn)s Ty Emy) € Dy Dy = YMH xR x N™HL 5 (R (3.3)

The risk aversion process (n)n>0 is & Rar -valued stochastic process adapted to the robo-advisor filtration

(FB),>0. At time n, it may thus be written as
Yo = Yn(Dy) € FE, (3.4)

for a measurable function 7, : D,, — R

Remark 3.1. The random variable D,, in (3.3) can be decomposed as D, = (M,,I,), where M, :=
(Yn), Z(ny), and I, := (7(n),&(n)). This shows that the robo-advisor filtration (FR

n>o0 has two sources of

information. First, the robo-advisor has the ability to process all available information about the market and
the economy, so M,, € .7-'5'. Second, the process (I,,),>0 captures the interaction with the client, and contains
both the history of interaction times, and the communicated risk aversion values. Under mild conditions,
the robo-advisor filtration grows with the frequency of interaction, and, if interaction occurs at all times,

(F),,>0 becomes equal to the filtration (F,),>0.1° O

3.4 Investment Criterion

The robo-advisor’s objective is to optimally invest the client’s wealth, taking into account the stochastic
nature of the client’s risk preferences. For this purpose, we develop a dynamic version of the standard
Markowitz [1952] mean-variance problem that adapts to the client’s changing risk preferences. We proceed

to introduce this criterion, which we refer to as an adaptive mean-variance criterion.

Let T > 1 be a fixed investment horizon. For each n € {0,1,...,T — 1}, z € R, d € D,,, and a control

law 7 := (7, )n>0, We consider the mean-variance functional

Yn(d)
2

Jo(x,dym) =By, alry ] — Vary «.alry rl; (3.5)

10For example, assume the interaction times to be given by T}, = k¢, for some ¢ > 1. If the sum of idiosyncratic shocks,
" €1)n>0 is measurable with respect to the robo-advisor’s filtration, then (F),,>¢ increases to (Fn)n>0, as 1.
k=1 2 n 2 2

11



where 77 7 is the simple return obtained by following the control law until the terminal date 7',

rhp = ———. (3.6)

The initial condition in (3.5) is given by X,, = x and D,, = d, and both the expectation and the variance
are computed with respect to the probability measure P, 4 4(-) := P(-|X,, = z,D,, = d). The objective
functionals in (3.5) and the risk aversion process (3.4) define a family of sequentially adaptive optimization
problems, in the sense that, at each time, a new problem arises with properties that depend on realized market
returns, economic state changes, and client-communicated information, but with the same initially specified
terminal date. Moreover, observe that it is the robo-advisor that solves the optimization problem, and the
initial condition fixes the value of the stochastic process that generates the filtration of the robo-advisor and

the value of the client’s wealth process.

The control law 7 in (3.5), also referred to as a strategy or allocation, is such that for each n, the control

m, is a measurable real-valued function of the state variables X,, and D,,. Additionally, admissible control

laws are assumed to be self-financing, which results in the wealth dynamics in (3.1), and to satisfy the
T—1 o

square-integrability condition E { > m ] < 00.

n=0 "n

Remark 3.2. We assume the investment horizon T to be fixed, but a stochastic terminal date can be
captured through the client’s risk aversion process (v, )n>0. For example, the possibility of the client dying
can be modeled by introducing a time-dependent probability p,, of the risk aversion parameter v, 1 becoming
“infinite”. The probability p, would be increasing in n, and infinity would be an absorbing state reached
only in the event of the client dying. In the death-state, the client’s portfolio is liquidated in the sense that it
shifts entirely to the risk-free asset. In the optimization problem of Section 3.4, a nonzero value of p,, would
have the effect of tilting the risky asset allocation upward, to account for the possibility of death where no

more investing is possible.

In the same vein, one can incorporate other rule-based portfolio constraints to account for the client’s
preferences and goals. For example, a constraint can be built into the risk aversion process so that the client’s
portfolio is liquidated (i.e., it becomes risk-free), if a given level of wealth is reached before the horizon T,

or if a stop-loss threshold is exceeded. O

Through the wealth dynamics (3.1), the mean-variance functional J, depends on the control law
restricted to the time points {n,n+1,...,7 — 1}, and the robo-advisor chooses the control m,, given future

control decisions mp+1.7 := {Tn+1, Tnta, ..., Tr—1 . Any candidate optimal control law 7* is therefore such
+ +1> +25 ) y p
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that for each n € {0,1,...,T =1}, 2z € R, and d € D,,,

sup Jp(z,d;m) = Jp(z,d;7"), (3.7)
TEAT L
where Ay | := {7 : Tpy1.r = 7 1.1} is the set of control laws that coincide with 7* after time n. If a

control law 7* satisfying (3.7) exists, we define the corresponding value function at time n as

Vi(z,d) := Jp(z,d; 7). (3.8)

The risk-return tradeoff at time m, in the mean-variance criterion (3.5), is given by the robo-advisor’s
model of the client’s risk aversion, +y,. If the process (y,)n>0 is constant, then (3.5) reduces to the classical
mean-variance criterion. Herein, we allow for a richer structure to incorporate the dynamic nature of the

client’s risk preferences, and the effect of interaction between the client and the robo-advisor.

Observe that the risk-return tradeoff does not depend on the client’s wealth. There are important reasons
behind this assumption. First, this is the only choice that guarantees both the mean and variance terms
to be unitless, and thus directly comparable. Second, this ensures that for the case of a single investment
period, the original single-period mean-variance criterion is recovered, which was formulated in terms of
returns with a constant risk aversion. Third, as we will see in Section 4, the optimal investment strategy
turns out to be consistent with an investor with risk preferences exhibiting constant relative risk aversion

(CRRA), i.e., an investor who chooses the same asset allocation at all levels of wealth.!!

Remark 3.3. At time n, any optimal control 7 depends on the dynamics of the risk-return coefficient
throughout the investment horizon, {vn, ¥n+1,--.,Yr—1}, with only the current value 7,, being known. The
expected value E,, , 4[] averages over the distribution of this process. Specifically, at the initial time, the robo-
advisor constructs a model for the future evolution of the client’s risk aversion, throughout the investment
horizon. This model is given by the process (v, )o<n<7, Which depends on the client’s initially communicated
risk aversion, and the rule used to determine future times of interaction with the client. When seeking an
optimal control 7, the robo-advisor averages over future risk aversion paths implied by this model. At each
subsequent time, the robo-advisor updates its model for the future evolution of the client’s risk aversion.
At non-interaction times, this update is based only on new information about market returns and economic

states, while at times of interaction it also accounts for information received from the client. O

M Empirical evidence suggests that CRRA is a good description of microeconomic behavior (see, e.g., extensive panel data
studies carried out in Brunnermeier and Nagel [2008], Chiappori and Paiella [2011], and Sahm [2012]). However, the evidence is
not universal. For instance, Calvet and Sodini [2014] and Guiso and Paiella [2008] reject CRRA in favor of decreasing relative
risk aversion.
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3.5 A Robo-Advising Model

In this section, we present a model that fits into the robo-advising framework introduced in Sections 3.1-3.4.

Market Dynamics. The risky asset has conditionally Gaussian returns. That is, given the economic state

Y, = y at time n, the return Z, 1 has a Gaussian distribution with mean yu(y) and variance o2(y).

Interaction Schedule. The sequence of interaction times is deterministic and equally spaced. The in-
teraction schedule (T%)r>o is then characterized by a fixed integer parameter ¢ > 1, with T} = k¢. One
extreme is ¢ = 1, i.e., risk preferences communicated at all times. For a fixed investment horizon T" > 1, the

other extreme is ¢ > T, i.e., risk preferences communicated at the outset and never after that.

Client’s Risk Aversion. The client’s risk aversion process, (75)n>0, is of the form

c o id, Y
Tn =€V Y s (3.9)
where (e"),>0 is a temporal component of the form e’ = e~ (T=1-1) for some a > 0. The parameter a

determines the rate of increase in the client’s risk aversion due to aging.

Remark 3.4. A risk aversion process of the form 4 = e”" is consistent with the structure of so-called Target
Date Funds (TDFs), which are age-based retirement portfolios that reduce equity risk as the client gets closer
to retirement. This is similar to what was offered by the first generation of robo-advisors, which constructed
“set-and-forget” portfolio strategies, with the allocation and risk tolerance changing over time based on the
client’s age. While TDFs have virtually stayed the same since their inception over a quarter century ago and

offer no customization, the technology-driven personalized advice of robo-advisors has continued to evolve.

The second component, (fyfld)nzo, depends on the client’s personal circumstances, and has dynamics

2
) ) oW, —Z=, w.p. pe,
7:1(1 = P)/;de_leen7 €n = { o 2 ‘
0, w.p. 1 — D,

where 0 < p. <1, 0. > 0, and (W,),>1 is an 1.i.d. sequence of standard Gaussian random variables. This
component captures idiosyncratic shocks to the client’s risk aversion, that are unrelated to market dynamics.
The multiplicative innovation terms (e ),,>o are independent and with unit mean, making (v:¢),,>¢ a mar-

tingale, devoid of a predictable component. Observe that due to the convexity of the exponential function,
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an upward idiosyncratic shock (i.e., €, > 0) has a greater impact on risk aversion than a downward shock

(i.e., €, < 0) of equal size.
The third component, (7Y ),>0, is given by

72: = Z W(y)l{yn:y}v
yey

where 5 : Y +— ]Rar is a risk aversion coefficient that depends on the current economic conditions. Con-
sistent with empirical evidence, which has shown both risk aversion and the market Sharpe ratio to be

countercyclical, the function 4 needs to satisfy the following relation

implies  J(y) > 7(y'),

for any 3,7’ € Y. Under this condition, the client’s risk aversion is higher precisely when the benefit of

investing in the risky asset is higher, as measured by the expected reward per unit risk.
Robo-Advisor’s Model of Client’s Risk Aversion. The risk aversion process (v )n>0 is of the form

Y
— 771
Vn = é‘nenn Nrn —~ (310)

Tn

The first component, &,, is the risk aversion parameter communicated by the client to the robo-advisor at

the most recent interaction time, 7,,. It is of the form
Tn—1
& = ’ng%i, = ’Ygeiﬁ(% Zk:m7<,>(Zlc+1*mc-¢—1))7 (3.11)

where, for a fixed 8 > 0, the factor fyTZn inflates or deflates the risk aversion value communicated to the
robo-advisor at time 7, relative to the client’s actual risk aversion, 'yf; . This factor depends on recent
market returns, and the sum in the exponent is the cumulative excess return of the risky asset over its
expected value, in the time interval between the two most recent interaction times, 7,, — ¢ and 7,. Because
previous market returns have no predictive value for future market returns, given the state of the economy,
this is representative of common behavioral biases and the coefficient 5 > 0 determines the magnitude
of this effect. We emphasize two important properties of the component ’yTZn. First, the convexity of the
exponential function allows us to capture loss aversion: the client’s risk aversion increases more following
a market underperformance, compared to its decrease when the market exceeds expectations by the same

o2
amount (Tversky and Kahneman [1979]). Second, in a model with a single economic state, E[yZ ] = 6527,
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which shows that the average effect of behavioral biases decreases as the time between consecutive interactions

increases (Benartzi and Thaler [1995]).12

The component &, in (3.10), communicated by the client at time 7, stays constant until the following
time of interaction, 7,, + ¢. However, the risk aversion is adjusted for the passage of time through the factor

e~ and for changes in the state of the economy through the ratio v / ’y}./n .

Remark 3.5. The component vZ in (3.11) can also be viewed as the result of the client overriding the
robo-advisor’s decisions. That is, at an interaction time n, the robo-advisor proposes a portfolio tailored
to the client’s characteristics, 7$', but the client makes changes to the proposed allocation based on recent
market returns, resulting in a portfolio allocation consistent with a risk aversion coefficient v5vZ. The
effect of this override, which is driven by the client’s behavioral biases, prevails until the subsequent time

of interaction, n + ¢, when the client again adjusts the portfolio allocation proposed by the robo-advisor.

However, this time the adjustment is based on market returns realized in the time interval [n,n + ¢]. O

4 Optimal Investment with Client Interaction

In this section, we study the optimal investment problem solved by the robo-advisor. Section 4.1 analyzes the
optimization problem defined by the objective functionals (J,)o<n<7r in (3.5) and the optimality criterion in
(3.7). Section 4.2 plots patterns of dependence of the optimal investment strategy on features of the client’s

risk aversion.

4.1 Optimal Investment Strategy

In this section, we derive an extended Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) system of equations satisfied by the
value function of the optimization problem, and then develop a recursive representation for the solution of
this system. It is well known that, even if the risk-return tradeoff (v, ),>0 is constant through time, the
family of optimization problems defined by (3.5) is time-inconsistent in the sense that the Bellman optimality
principle does not hold. This means that if, at time n, the control law 7* maximizes the objective functional
Jn, then, at time n+1, the restriction of 7* to the time points {n+1,n+2,...,T—1} may not maximize J, 1.
We refer to Bjork and Murgoci [2013] and references therein for a general framework of time-inconsistent

stochastic control in discrete time.

As standard in this literature, we view the optimization problem in (3.7) as a multi-player game, where

the player at each time n € {0,1,...,T — 1} is thought of as a future self of the client. Player n then wishes

Bo?(y)

2In a setup with multiple economic states, conditionally on Y,, _4 =y € V we have IE['yTZn} =e 20 +0(1-— Piy)~
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to maximize the objective functional .J,,, but decides only the strategy =, at time n, while m,11,..., 701

*

are determined by her future selves. The resulting optimal control strategy, 7*, is the subgame perfect
equilibrium of this game, and can be computed using backward induction. At time n = T —1, the equilibrium
control m7._; is obtained by maximizing Jr_; over mr_;, which is a standard single-period optimization
problem. For n < T — 1, the equilibrium control 7, is then obtained by letting player n choose m, to
maximize J,, given that player n’ will use 7*,, forn’ =n+1,n+2,...,7 — 1.

Recall the return variables R, 1 and Zn+1 defined in Section 3.1. The following result formulates the

optimal investment strategy for an interaction schedule (T%)r>0 and a risk aversion process (v,)n>o0 of the

general form introduced in Sections 3.2 and 3.3.

Proposition 4.1. The optimization problem (3.7) is solved by the control law

(2, d) = 7 (D)an, 0<n<T, (4.1)

where, for x € R and d € D,,, the optimal proportion of wealth allocated to the risky asset is given by

22 (d) = 1 (@) = Ry (i’ () — iy (D (d))

- 4.2
" W) — (e ()2 2
Setting Py, q(-) := P(:|D,, = d), the coefficients above are given by
pa(d) = En,d[an+l(Dn+l)L peF(d) = En,d[an+l(Dn+1)Zn+l]v (4.3)
Ng(d) = ]En,d[bn+l(Dn+l)]7 M?f(d) = En,d[bn+1(Dn+l)Zn+l]a N?zzz (d) = En,d[bn+1(Dn+l)Zy2z+1]-
The sequences (an(d))o<n<t and (bn(d))o<n<r Ssatisfy the recursions
an(d) = En,d[(Rn+1 + ZnJrlﬁ':;(d))anJrl(DnJrl)L (4.4)

bn(d) = En,a[(Rnt1 + Zn+17~r:(d))2bn+l(Dn+l)]a
with ap(d) = br(d) = 1, for all d € Dr.

The quantities a,(d) and b, (d) in Proposition 4.1 are the first and second moments of the future value

of one dollar invested optimally between time n and the terminal date T, given that D,, = d. That is,
an(d) =Enall +r77],  bald) = Enal(1+77 7)),

with the simple return r;ro defined in (3.6). Because these values are independent of the wealth amount z,
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it then follows from (3.8) that the value function at time n is also independent of z, and given by

Vi(2,d) = Va(d) := an(d) — 1 —

Furthermore, Proposition 4.1 shows that the optimal proportion of wealth allocated to the risky asset, 7},
is independent of the wealth variable.

The expected values in (4.3) admit integral representations. In the lemma below, we provide such a
representation for p2*(d), both in the general case, and in the specific case of the risk aversion model

described in Section 3.5.

Lemma 4.2. (a) Assume that given D,, = d, the random variable €., 1) admits a generalized probability

density function, fe(nﬂ)‘d. Then,

pi(d) =) Py / - / s 1 Prt ) 21y, () ey al€) 02

y' ey

where 2 = 2" — ji(yn), and Dyy1 = (Ying1)s Zint1)s Tnt1)s En1)) € Dnr is such that Y, 11y = (y,9),
Zint1) = (2,2'), Tty = (T, Tny1), and Egpry = (§,6n41). The value of 7,41 is determined by the
triplet (Yn41ys Z(nt1)> €nt1)) - If Tng1 = Tn, then §p1 = &n, while if 7,01 = n+1, 11 is determined

by (Yin41)s Zint1), €(nt1))-

(b) For the risk aversion model in Section 3.5, we have

a2 () = { >oyey Puny | @n1(Dns1)Z fz)y, (2')d, Tot1 <n+1, (45)

Hn
Zy’ey Py |oer Joer nt1(Dni1)Z [z, (') €(¢)(6/)dz/d€/7 Tat+1 =n+1,

where fz),, is the density of a Gaussian distribution with mean p(y,) and variance a%(yn), f€(¢) is the

¢-fold convolution of the generalized density function of the i.i.d. sequence (€n)n>1, and™®

D - { ((y’ y/)v (Z, Z/)a (fa&t))) Tn+1 <n+1,
n+l1 —

((yay/)a(zazl)a (£a§n+1))7 Tntl =N+ L.
If Thy1 = n+ 1, then &,41 is given by an explicit function of ((y,y'), (2,2'),&n, €).

Equation (4.5) shows that there are two distinct cases, depending on whether or not the client’s risk

preferences are solicited. In all cases, the computation of p%*(d) involves integrating over the distribution

13With a deterministic interaction schedule, we omit the interaction times 7, from the state variable D,,.
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of the market return 7,1, and the economic state Y, ;. Additionally, if 7,41 = n + 1, the client’s risk
preferences are solicited at time n + 1, and up%*(d) also involves integrating over the distribution of the
cumulative idiosyncratic risk aversion shock Y ;_ 11— Eht1- Hence, the probability distributions fz, ..,
P,.., and f€(¢), link the optimal allocation at time n, in state d, to the optimal allocations at time n + 1
in the random state D,y;. Observe that if 7,41 < n + 1, the dynamics are only based on incoming
market and economic information, Z, .1 and Y, 11, while in the case 7,41 = n + 1 they also depend on
information received from the client, >, _, 41-¢ €k+1- In Appendix C, we further discuss the computation

of the optimal investment strategy, and the computational complexity associated with the dimensionality of

the state variable D,,.
We next consider a special case of the model in Section 3.5, for which the optimal allocation strategy
admits a more explicit expression. Specifically, we set § = 0, i.e., assume no behavioral biases, so that the

risk aversion process is of the form
Yy = e~ T=1=m it cig(y,). (4.6)

Proposition 4.3. Assume a deterministic interaction schedule (Ty)k>0 given by Ty, = k¢, for some ¢ > 1,
and that (yn)n>o0 is of the form (4.6). The optimization problem (3.7) is then solved by the control law

1 ~n - - {iln nNn b - o 2
W;(l‘,d) — ﬁ;(d)xn — 7:“ +1p“n(d) R +1Yn +1(:u’n(d) (:un(d)) )xn; 0<n< T,

oo gy +on )i (d) = (finga g (d))?

for each z € R and d € D,,, and

tn(d) = En,alant1(Dnt1)], /‘lr)z(d) =Ky a[bnt1(Dn+1)]-
The sequences (an(d))o<n<t and (bn(d))o<n<T satisfy the recursions

an(d) = (Rny1 + fin175,(d)) iy, (),

bu(d) = (Rat1 + fins17 (d))? + (004177, (d))*) i, (d),
with ap(d) = br(d) =1, for all d € Dr.

The simplification of the formulas in the previous proposition are due to the expected values in (4.3)
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factoring into products. For example, u%%(d) becomes equal to p&(d)fin+1, with

1 (d) = Zy/ey Pym’y'a’ﬂJrl(DnJrl)’ Tny1 <N+ 1,
Zy’ey Pymy’ ¢ €R an+1(Dn+1)fe(¢)(€')d6/7 Tn+1 =n+ 1.

Observe that the optimal allocation in the proposition can be rewritten as'

p(d) = i1 H5(d) = Ruryn (1 (d) — (u5r(d))?) .
MR b (@) 1 (%) (ub(d) — (ne(d))?)

(4.7)

This shows that the optimal investment strategy is proportional to fi,1/(vn02 +1), which is the optimal
allocation of a myopic investor with a single period objective function (see Eq. (4.8)). This fraction depends
on the current economic conditions, and the client’s current risk aversion. The proportionality factor in (4.7)
depends on the future return of the investment strategy, between times n+1 and 7', which in turn depends on
both future economic conditions and the client’s future risk aversion dynamics. Consistently with intuition,
this factor is increasing in 2 (d), the first moment of the future value of one dollar invested under the optimal
strategy, and decreasing in its second moment, u (d). In the final time period, the proportionality factor is

equal to one, and the optimal allocation is given explicitly by

~ p
Tr_1(d) = ﬁa (4.8)
—107

which coincides with the standard single-period Markowitz investment strategy.

4.2 Comparative Statics for the Optimal Investment Strategy

In this section, we consider the risk aversion model in Section 3.5 and visualize how the optimal allocation
strategy depends on the probability of idiosyncratic shocks to the client’s risk aversion (p.), the client’s

behavioral biases (), and the probability of economic state transitions (P).

The left panel of Figure 1 shows the impact of idiosyncratic shocks on the optimal risky asset allocation.
The parameter p. determines the intensity of such shocks, and it is clear from the figure that if the client’s
idiosyncratic risk preferences are less stable, i.e. if p. is larger, then the optimal allocation to the risky asset
deviates more from the case where there are no idiosyncratic shocks. The right panel of the figure shows the
effect of the client’s behavioral biases. Observe that the impact on the optimal allocation of negative market

returns (yZ > 1) is larger than that of positive market returns (2 < 1). This is consistent with the notion

14 An extension of formula (4.7) can be derived for the general model considered in Proposition 4.1 (see Appendix A).
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Figure 1: We consider the risk aversion model in Section 3.5 with a single economic state. The solid lines
show the optimal allocations when a@ = p. = § = 0 (i.e., constant risk aversion process). In the left panel,
we set p. € {0.05,0.10} and o, = 0.64. In the right panel, we set 3 = 4 and vZ € {0.76,1.30}, yielding a
cumulative market return at an interaction time which is 1.3 standard deviations above/below its expected
value. The annualized market parameters are » = 0, p = 0.10, and ¢ = 0.20. The investment horizon is
T = 36 months, the time between interactions is ¢ = 3 months. We show the allocations one year into the
investment horizon, i.e., at n = 13.

of loss aversion.

Figure 2 shows how economic state transitions affect the optimal allocation in a two-state economy. If
the economy is in the state with a lower market Sharpe ratio, then the amount invested in the risky asset
is smaller if there is a positive probability that the economy will transit to the state with a higher market
Sharpe ratio. Vice versa, if the economy is in the state with a higher market Sharpe ratio, the allocation to
the risky asset is larger if there is a positive probability that the economy will transit to the state with a
lower market Sharpe ratio. In other words, for a fixed risk aversion parameter, the optimal allocation adapts

to the prevailing economic conditions, investing more (less) when the market Sharpe ratio is high (low).

5 Performance of the Robo-Advising System

We study the performance of the robo-advising model presented in Section 3.5. In Section 5.1, we study the
effect of interaction on portfolio personalization, and show that a fundamental tradeoff arises between the
rate of information arrival from the client and the client’s level of behavioral biases. In Section 5.2, we study
how the optimal investment strategy is affected by transitions between economic states and the resulting
changes in the client’s risk aversion. We also discuss how the robo-advisor can interfere to mitigate the effect

of the client’s behavioral biases.
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Figure 2: We consider the risk aversion model in Section 3.5, with two economic states and a state-
independent risk aversion parameter (o« = p. = 8 = 0, ¥ = 1). The solid lines show the optimal allocations
when the probability of transitioning between states is zero. The dashed lines correspond to transition prob-
abilities Pjo = P21 = 0.1. The first state (y = 1, left panel) has the same market parameters as in Figure 1.
For the second state (y = 2, right panel), we set 7(2) = 0, u(2) = 2u(1) and o(2) = v/20(1). The investment
horizon is T' = 36 months. We graph the allocations one year into the investment horizon, i.e., at n = 13.

5.1 Interaction and Optimal Personalization

In our framework, the client and robo-advisor do not interact at all times, and the robo-advisor is therefore
not always immediately aware of changes that have occurred to the client’s risk profile. While a higher
interaction frequency is the only way to reduce this information asymmetry, it also increases the effect of
the client’s behavioral biases in the communicated information. The goal of this section is to analyze this

tradeoff quantitatively.

We start by defining a measure of portfolio personalization. This measure depends on the relation between
the client’s risk aversion process, (75 )n>0, given by (3.9), and the robo-advisor’s view of the client’s risk
aversion, (vn)n>0, given by (3.10). These two processes coincide if and only if 8 =0 and ¢ = 1, i.e., if there

are no behavioral biases, and the client and the robo-advisor interact at all times.

Recall from Section 4 that at time n = T — 1, the optimal risky asset allocation is proportional to the
client’s risk tolerance, 1/7y,, and approximately proportional to 1/, for n < T —1 (see (4.2) and (4.8)). We
therefore choose to define personalization in terms of the difference between the risk tolerance parameters

1/7, and 1/75, and for ¢ > 1 and B > 0 we define the measure

1 T—1 _1 1(1
7 ‘W” 7 (5.1)

n=0 s

R(¢,B) :=E

which is the expected relative distance of 1/, from 1/4¢, averaged throughout the investment horizon. A

lower value of R(¢,8) implies a higher level of portfolio personalization. Although the notation does not

22



explicitly highlight it, the value of R(¢,3) also depends on the parameters p. € [0,1] and o, > 0, which

govern the distribution of idiosyncratic risk aversion shocks.

For a given value of 3, our objective is to study how the measure R depends on the value of ¢, and
to that end we consider an approximation R that is analytically more tractable than R. In the following
proposition, we characterize this approximation and show that it is minimized by a unique value of ¢. Figure

3 shows graphically that R and R are close, for various interaction frequencies and levels of behavioral bias.

Proposition 5.1. Set og := o(Y)).

(i) The measure R(¢, 3) satisfies the relation

R(4,B) = R(¢, B) + O(p2o? + B%) + O(1 — PL L), (5.2)
where
~ _ 2.2 _

(i) For B and p. such that B+ p. > 0, there exists a unique value of ¢ > 1 that minimizes ﬁ(ﬂ, P)15:

1, B =0,
argglnnﬁ(qs, B)=9q ¢o€l,c0), B>0,pe>0,
- oo, Pe = 07
where ¢g satisfies
8(;50 a¢0 a(bO 8(;50
55> 0, T, 0, e < 0, 90, < 0. (5.3)

The error term O(1 — PF-1) in the approximation (5.2) comes from fixing the state of the economy
throughout the investment horizon. Thus, the above result approximates the optimal interaction frequency
for fixed economic conditions. Typically, transitions between economic states are infrequent (see Eq. (5.5)
in Section 5.2), and the error term vanishes if the model consists of a single economic state. From the
signs of the derivatives given in (5.3), it can be seen that if the economy transits to a state with a higher

return volatility, i.e., o9 goes up, the optimal time elapsing between consecutive interactions increases. This

is because the client’s behavioral biases are based on market return fluctuations, which are magnified if

5For B = pe = 0, the values R(¢, 8) and ﬁ(¢, B) are independent of ¢.
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Figure 3: The graphs plot the personalization measure R (¢, 3) and its approximation 7€(¢7 B) as a function of
the time between interactions ¢. Each panel corresponds to a different value of the parameter 5. We consider
a model consisting of a single economic state. The annualized market parameters are r = 0, u = 0.10, and
o = 0.20. Each time step corresponds to one month, and the risk aversion parameters are a = 0, p. = 0.05
and o, = 0.64.

volatility is higher.

The above proposition confirms two intuitive claims. First, in the absence of behavioral biases, i.e., 8 = 0,
it is optimal for the robo-advisor to interact with the client at all times. Second, if there are no idiosyncratic
risk aversion shocks, i.e., p. = 0, then it is optimal to never interact. Most interestingly, if 8 > 0 and p. > 0,
then it may be suboptimal to interact at all times. This is because a higher frequency of interaction comes
at the expense of increased behavioral bias in the communicated risk aversion parameter. Furthermore, the
signs of the derivatives in (5.3) show that a larger value of 8 increases the optimal time between interactions,

while larger values of p. and o, indicating a greater variance of idiosyncratic risk aversion shocks, push
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down the optimal time between interactions. In the proof of the proposition, we show that

PeOc <1 — aR(vaB)

Boo Do lg=1 <0

which gives a sufficient condition for the optimal time between interactions to be greater than one.'® In the
above inequality, we compare the magnitude of the idiosyncratic component, measured by the product of
the probability and volatility of the idiosyncratic risk aversion shocks, p.oe, with the amount of behavioral
bias, measured by the product of the client’s sensitivity to abnormal returns and the volatility of returns,
Bog. If the latter is greater, then the derivative of R at ¢ = 1 is negative, implying that it is suboptimal to

interact at all times.

The robo-advisor’s mean-variance criterion in (3.5) is parameterized by the risk aversion process (7Vp,)n>0-
To ensure high personalization, the robo-advisor needs to construct a process (v,)n>0 which is as close as
possible to the client’s actual risk aversion process (7¢),>0. The outcome of the mean-variance optimization
is an investment strategy, and a related measure of personalization is the proximity of the investment
strategies corresponding to (vy)n>0 and (¢ Jn>0. The latter is the benchmark strategy corresponding to full
personalization, and is only attained if interaction happens at all times and there are no behavioral biases,

in which case the two risk aversion processes also coincide.

Denote by (7 (7n))o<n<t and (7 (7$))o<n<r the optimal allocations corresponding to (v, )o<n<r and

(v$)o<n<t, respectively. In line with the definition of R(¢, 8) in (5.1), we then define

*

B 1 It 7% () — 72 (7S)
S(¢.8):=E |+ 7;) ‘ 75 (<) H ’

as a measure of the difference between (7 (y,))o<n<t and (7% (7$))o<n<r. A smaller value of S(¢, 8) implies
a higher level of personalization, while S(¢, 8) is equal to zero if and only if ¢ = 1 and 8 = 0. In general, the
difference between 7 (7,,) and 7 (7S) is a nonlinear and rather complex function of the difference between

v, and 7¢. Nevertheless, in Appendix B we show that

) 52 0.2
8(6,8) = R(6,8) + O((6 ~ Dpeo?) +0( 7). (5.4)
Hence, a small difference between (v, )o<n<7 and (75 )o<n<7 translates into a small difference between the

corresponding investment strategies. In the above equation, the first error term is due to the idiosyncratic

component of the client’s risk aversion, and it vanishes if ¢ = 1. The second error term is due to the client’s

161t is also close to being a necessary condition. See Eq. (B.1) in Appendix B.
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behavioral biases, and it is maximized at ¢ = 1.

Figure 4 indicates that the value of ¢ that minimizes R(¢, 3) gives a lower bound for the value of ¢
that minimizes S(¢, ). In other words, minimizing R(¢, 5) provides a conservative estimate for the time
between interactions that minimizes the allocation difference S(¢, 8). This is because R(¢, ) underestimates
the impact of the client’s behavior biases. Specifically, R(¢, 8) is equal to the average relative difference
between (7$)n>0 and (v,,)n>0 in a single time interval between two consecutive interactions, and its value
is the same for all such intervals. Instead, the optimal allocation at any given time depends on all future
allocations, and thus on the future path of the risk aversion process. As a result, the behavioral bias in
investment decisions made at future interaction times feeds into the allocation decisions at earlier times, and

the measure S(¢, ) accounts for this effect.

Remark 5.2. A uniform interaction schedule yields a conservative estimate for the optimal interaction
frequency. If the client were allowed to interact with the robo-advisor at times triggered by market conditions,
then she is more likely to do so following a period of extreme returns. The client would either be overly
exuberant following a period of positive returns, or overly pessimistic after a period of negative returns.
This magnifies the impact of the client’s behavioral bias on the investment decisions relative to a uniform

schedule, and would result in a larger value for the optimal period ¢ between consecutive interactions. [

5.2 Impact of Economic Transitions on Risk Aversion and Sharpe Ratios

In this section, we study how the optimal investment strategy is affected by transitions between economic
states and by the associated shifts in the client’s risk aversion. We consider an economy consisting of two
states, one corresponding to times of economic growth, and the other corresponding to times of recession.
This choice is supported by the methodology of the National Bureau of Economic Research (NBER), which
splits business cycles into periods of economic expansions and periods of economic contractions. Assuming

each period to last one month, we set the transition matrix of (¥,),>0 to

Py Prio

l 0.95 0.05 ]
= , (5.5)

Py Py 0.10 0.90

and use y = 1 to denote the state of economic growth, and y = 2 to denote the state of recession.!'” We

use values in accordance with Tang and Whitelaw [2011] for the state-dependent return parameters. They

17These transition probabilities are based on empirical values reported in Chauvet and Hamilton [2006], who also show that
a regime switching model captures well what is being described by NBER’s business cycle chronology. These values show that,
on average, economic expansions last longer than contractions.
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Figure 4: The graphs plot the measures S(¢, 3) (left y-axis) and R(¢, 3) (right y-axis) as a function of the
time between interactions ¢. Each panel corresponds to a different value of the parameter 5. The market
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27



report historical averages for changes in the mean and volatility of stock market returns, as well as changes
in the market Sharpe ratio, between the peak of the business cycle and the subsequent trough. Specifically,

we set the annual risk-free rate and the mean and volatility of market returns to
r = (0.015,0), w = (0.081,0.137), o = (0.155,0.173). (5.6)

We also set i :== u — r, and define the parameters a := [i(2)/ii(1) and b := ¢(2)/0(1), which quantify the
relative change in the excess return moments between states.

To focus exclusively on the implications of economic transitions on investment decisions, we make the
client’s risk aversion depend only on the current economic state. Specifically, we assume a = 0, p. = 0 and
B =0, i.e., no temporal component, idiosyncratic risk aversion shocks, or behavioral biases. The risk aversion
function at time n then takes the form ~, = ¥(Y,), where 7 : Y Rar is a state-dependent risk aversion
coefficient. We allow for a slightly more general functional form, where 7 is allowed to be time-dependent,
and calibrated so that the resulting optimal allocation (7 )o<n<r is time-homogeneous, given the current
economic state. Specifically, in Appendix B (see Proposition B.1) we show that for a given # > 0 and § > —1,

there exists a unique risk aversion process such that the corresponding optimal allocation is given by

. T, y=1,
Ta(y) = (5.7)
7(1496), y=2.

That is, in times of growth, the client’s risky asset allocation is equal to 7,'® and when the economy transits
to the recessionary regime, the allocation becomes 7(1 + ), where the value of § determines the allocation
change. A negative value of ¢ captures a client who shifts wealth away from the risky asset in a state of
recession, when the risk-return tradeoff is favorable. As discussed in Section 3.5, this behavior is typical of
retail investors. A positive value of § means that the client invests more in the risky asset when the return

per unit risk is high. Finally, if § = 0, the client holds the same portfolio in both states of the economy.
The Sharpe ratio achieved by this investment strategy, defined as its expected excess return over the
volatility of its excess returns, can be computed explicitly (see Appendix B) and is given by

. 1

S (5) = \/02(1) 1—)\+)\b2(1+5)2 1—)\+Aa2(1+5)2 1
() TFAGF)-1)° T TFA @@ F)-1)°

: (5.8)

where ) is the stationary probability of the recessionary state.!?

8For instance, ¥ = 0.60 corresponds to the classical 60/40 portfolio composition. This strategy was popularized by Jack
Bogle, the founder of Vanguard, and is commonly used as a benchmark in portfolio allocation.
19The Markov chain (Yy)n>0 has a unique stationary distribution. For the transition matrix in (5.5), the stationary distri-
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Figure 5 indicates that for a fixed value of §, the Sharpe ratio (5.8) is increasing in A, i.e., the long-run
average time spent in the recessionary state. It is also increasing in a, which is the relative change in mean
excess returns between the two states, and decreasing in b, i.e., in the relative change in the return volatility.
These monotonicity properties turn out to hold under mild conditions, which are given in Lemma B.2 of

Appendix B.

Note that a higher value of ¢ implies a larger proportion of wealth allocated to the risky asset when the
market Sharpe ratio is high. Figure 5 shows that the portfolio’s Sharpe ratio is, in general, increasing in 9,
but as the third panel shows, a positive value of § may result in a smaller Sharpe ratio than if § = 0. In
Appendix B, we show that

b2a%(1)

957" (5) o*(1) a(l n W%l))(l +4), (5.9)

55 >0 <= 1+ﬂ2(1)

which, for § = 0, provides a condition for when the portfolio’s Sharpe ratio increases by shifting the constant
portfolio weights towards the risky asset, at times when the market Sharpe ratio is high. Whether or not
this inequality is satisfied depends on the values of a and b, which determine the difference in market Sharpe
ratios between the two economic states. In particular, for 6 = 0 and a fixed b > 1, the condition shows that
there exists a threshold a*(b) > 1 that the parameter a needs to exceed for the condition to be satisfied. We
also observe that the right-hand side of the inequality is increasing in §. Hence, for § > 0 a threshold larger

than a*(b) is required for the condition to be satisfied, while a smaller threshold is sufficient for § < 0.

We observe that condition (5.9) is satisfied for parameter values observed in practice. For example, it
is satisfied by the parameter values given in (5.6) if § = 0. That is, in general, the portfolio’s Sharpe ratio
increases if one allocates more to the risky asset when the market Sharpe ratio is high. However, Figure 5
indicates that the gain is modest, and that the Sharpe ratio decreases more when the allocation to the risky
asset is decreased, compared to how much it increases when the allocation to the risky asset is increased by
the same amount. We show in Appendix B that s™" (9) is concave in a neighborhood of 6 = 0, i.e.,

925 (5)
962

)

0 (a2 +b202(1)>>\+0()\2), (5.10)
=0

(1)

hence confirming that, for the Sharpe ratio of the portfolio to be satisfactory, it is more important not to
reduce the risky asset allocation in a state of recession, than it is to increase it.
The portfolio’s Sharpe ratio is determined by the first two moments of the portfolio returns, which may

not characterize the return distribution. Comparing portfolios in terms of their Sharpe ratios therefore leaves

bution is (P21, P12)/(Pi2 + P21) = (2/3,1/3).
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Figure 5: Annualized Sharpe ratios of the strategy given in Eq. (5.7), for # = 0.6 and different values of 4.
The market parameters are given in (5.5)-(5.6), and the portfolio is rebalanced monthly. These parameters
imply A=1/3,a=2.1,and b= 1.1.

out the effect of higher return moments. In a model with multiple economic states, the unconditional return
distribution is leptokurtic and skewed, and we use simulation to compare the terminal distribution of the

client’s wealth, for different values of the parameter § (see Remark 5.3).

Figure 6 shows the simulated distribution of the terminal return of the optimal investment strategy, and
the corresponding annualized rate of return. It is clear from the figure that the skewness and kurtosis are
higher when the risky asset allocation is maintained or increased in a state of recession, and that in those
cases, the return upside is considerably higher, with a limited additional downside risk. The same can be
observed from the summary statistics of the simulations, reported in Table 1. Interestingly, the sample mean
divided by the sample standard deviation is the lowest for the strategy corresponding to é > 0, even though
the sample mean return is the highest. This is because the strategy corresponding to § > 0 also has a higher

standard deviation, which penalizes equally for upside and downside volatility.

Remark 5.3. The return distributions in Figure 6 are estimated using simulation, because the distribution
of rfLTT does not admit an explicit expression. Equation (4.4) shows how the first two moments of 1 + TETT
(m

can be computed recursively and, in the same way, the m-th finite moment, )= E,.q[(1+ TZ{,*T)m], can

be computed using the recursion
ﬂgzm) =K, [(Rn+1 + Z7L+17~T:L(d))mﬂgﬂ)1]

Under mild conditions, a probability distribution with finite moments of all orders is uniquely determined
by its moments (see Billingsley [1995], Sect. 30). In that case, an alternative to simulation is to recover the
distribution of TZTT from a finite set of moments uﬁf), e ,M%M), for some M > 1 (see John et al. [2007] for

an overview of different reconstruction approaches). O
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We note that modifying the portfolio allocation based on economic conditions, i.e., § # 0, is a form of
active management, and robo-advising firms which focus on long-term investing in general do not engage
in such market timing.2® Rather, they urge clients to stay the course through changing market conditions,
in order to reap the benefits of long-term investing. This corresponds to setting § = 0, and the return
distributions in Table 1 and Figure 6 highlight that there are significant benefits of doing that, compared to

reducing the risky asset allocation in recessions which corresponds to § < 0.

Even though the benefits are even greater if the risky asset allocation is increased during recessions, the
question arises of how far the robo-advisor can reach “against the will” of the client. While higher returns
will be obtained in the long run, the client may suffer from adverse market moves in the short run, and may
not have an understanding of the long-term benefits. In a state of recession, with worsening economic outlook
and risk aversion rising, the client may be particularly sensitive to what can be perceived as an investment
mistake of the robo-advisor. The importance of this dilemma faced by robo-advisors is also emphasized by
Rossi and Utkus [2019], who show empirically that algorithm aversion, i.e., the tendency of individuals to
prefer a human forecaster over an algorithm, and to more quickly lose confidence in an algorithm than in a
human after observing them make the same mistake (Dietvorst et al. [2015]), is one of the main obstacles

for switching to robo-advising.

The above discussion indicates that a good middle ground for the robo-advisor is to encourage the client
to simply maintain a fixed portfolio composition, which is consistent with the long-term investing principle
of riding out business cycles. To that end, statistics such as those in Table 1 and Figure 6 can be presented
to the client, showing that over time, higher returns can be earned with limited additional risk. While this
may entail additional risk for the client, empirical research has found that retail investors are indeed willing
to take above average risk in order to earn above average returns (Guiso et al. [2018]). Related to that,
we remark that even though a “buy-and-hold” portfolio has constant relative allocations, it does imply a
fluctuating level of risk, as measured by, e.g., the portfolio returns volatility. Specifically, the risk tends to be
higher when the market Sharpe ratio is high, i.e., when the reward per unit risk is high, because of increased

stock market volatility.?!

200ne of the claimed benefits of robo-advising is that by managing the portfolio on the client’s behalf, the client is helped to
resist the temptation of attempting to time the market. The robo-advising firms Betterment and Wealthfront also cite empirical
work, such as Dalbar’s annual Quantitative Analysis of Investors report, which shows that investors that try to time the market
tend to do much worse than a buy-and-hold investor, and that the average investor significantly underperforms a broad stock
market index. Betterment additionally argues that due to short-term capital gains taxes, a market timing investor needs to
substantially beat the stock market index, just to break even.

21Higher market Sharpe ratio during recessions is associated with both a higher market risk premium and higher return
volatility, with the former effect dominating (see Guo and Whitelaw [2006] and Tang and Whitelaw [2011]).
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Figure 6: Simulated distributions of the return on one dollar invested in the optimal strategy between time
0 and time T (top panels), and the corresponding annualized rate of return (bottom panels). The market
parameters are given in (5.5)-(5.6), the initial economic state is Yy = 1, and the investment horizon is
T = 120 months. The risky asset allocation is given by (5.7) with 7 = 0.6 and 6 = —0.3, 6 =0, and § = 0.3.
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Mean | SD | Mean/SD | Skewness | Kurtosis | 90% VaR | 95% VaR | 99% VaR
0 <01 0.740 | 0.485 1.526 0.838 4.257 -0.179 -0.067 0.117
0=010.881 | 0.589 1.495 0.970 4.712 -0.213 -0.085 0.118
0>0] 1.036 | 0.735 1.409 1.231 5.934 -0.233 -0.091 0.134
0 <01 0.063 | 0.029 1.849 0.066 3.011 -0.017 -0.006 0.012
0=010.061 | 0.032 1.871 0.092 3.016 -0.019 -0.008 0.012
0 >0 0.068 | 0.037 1.833 0.162 3.089 -0.021 -0.009 0.014

Table 1: Summary statistics for the simulated return distributions in Figure 6. The top half of the table
reports the statistics for the return on one dollar invested in the strategy throughout the investment horizon.
The bottom half of the table gives the statistics for the annualized rate of return.

6 Concluding Remarks

The past decade has witnessed the emergence of robo-advisors, which are investment platforms through
which clients interact directly with an investment algorithm, with limited or no human intervention. Recent
literature has provided empirical evidence on the characteristics of those investors that are more likely to

switch to robo-advising, and how robo-advising tools affect the composition of investors’ portfolios.

In this work, we build a novel framework that incorporates important features of modern robo-advising
systems. This framework is in the form of a human-machine interaction system, where the robo-advisor
(i.e., the machine) has the task of optimally investing the client’s (i.e., the human’s) wealth. The client
has a risk profile that varies with time and to which the robo-advisor’s investment performance criterion
dynamically adapts. We derive and analyze optimal investment strategies, with the client’s risk profile

changing in response to market returns, economic conditions, and idiosyncratic events.

The frequency of human-machine interaction determines the level of portfolio personalization, which is
defined in terms of how accurately the robo-advisor is able to model the client’s risk profile. We show that
there exists an optimal interaction frequency, which maximizes portfolio personalization by striking a balance
between receiving information from the client in a timely manner, and mitigating the effect of the client’s
behavioral biases. We quantify how the Sharpe ratio of the optimal investment strategy depends on the
allocation of wealth within economic regimes. We study the impact on portfolio performance resulting from
the robo-advisor increasing the client’s stock market allocation during periods of high market risk-return
tradeoff. If left unassisted, the client is inclined to do the exact opposite due to the countercyclical nature
of both risk aversion and the market risk-return tradeoff. We show that by simply rebalancing the portfolio
to maintain constant weights throughout the business cycle, the portfolio’s Sharpe ratio is near optimal and

the portfolio return distribution significantly improved.

Our model can be extended along several directions, and aligned to the practices of operational robo-
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advising systems. First, the optimal allocation formula is based on a continuous range of risk aversion values.
However, in practice, robo-advising firms manage a finite number of portfolios, grouping clients with similar
risk profiles into risk categories (for instance, Wealthfront constructs a composite Risk Score ranging from
0.5, i.e., most risk averse, to 10.0, i.e., most risk tolerant, in increments of 0.5). To meet this requirement,
the risk aversion process in our model can be structured to take values in a finite subset of the positive real
numbers. Second, the market model can be extended to include multiple tradable assets and the portfolio
rebalancing times can be allowed to be random. For instance, rebalancing could be triggered by the portfolio
weights having drifted significantly from the target weights, due to moves in the prices of the underlying
securities. Robo-advisors generally use such threshold updating rules to rebalance their portfolios (Beketov
et al. [2018]), while also monitoring for rebalancing opportunities in order to minimize expense ratios and

maximize tax efficiency.

The regime switching model can be extended to make the economic state factor hidden, in line with the
fact that economic conditions are typically not directly observable. With multiple asset classes, empirical
work has also shown that more than two economic regimes are needed to capture the joint distribution of
asset returns (Guidolin and Timmermann [2006]). With a hidden factor, market timing based on economic
conditions can only be done probabilistically, opening the door for misclassification of the prevailing economic
conditions, and the robo-advisor acting against the client’s best interests. This implies that in a hidden

Markov model, there may be a stronger case for the buy-and-hold portfolio strategy.

Additionally, in the current setting, market returns are assumed to be conditionally independent of eco-
nomic state transitions, but such transitions are commonly associated with large market moves, in particular
when entering a recession.?? This kind of market moves would effectively result in the client buying high
and selling low, exacerbating the adverse effect of the client’s risk aversion being positively correlated to the
market Sharpe ratio, and making a market timing client even less likely to reach her investment goals. At
the same time, asset dynamics of this nature would provide a further incentive for attempting to quickly
detect changes in economic conditions. For example, if a market drop was likely to happen after a change
in economic conditions, the portfolio’s market exposure could be adjusted to account for the probability of

a near term market drop.?3

22This is also the case in the consumption-based asset pricing frameworks capable of providing countercyclical variation in
risk aversion, such as Campbell and Cochrane [1999]. In their framework, worsening economic outlook leads to an increase in
risk aversion, and investors requesting a higher reward for carrying risk, which leads to stock prices falling.

23Portfolio allocation under regime switching is widely studied. Related to our work, Tang and Whitelaw [2011] show how
simple market timing strategies can exploit the fact that Sharpe ratios are countercyclical, and Coudert and Gex [2008] show
that risk aversion indices published by financial institutions are good leading indicators of stock market crises. Kritzman et al.
[2012] show how a Markov switching model can be used to avoid large portfolio losses related to “event regimes” where asset
price start deviating from their past dynamics, and during which market risk premium is low.
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A Proofs of Results Related to Section 4

We start by proving a lemma that will be used in the proof of Proposition 4.1.

Lemma A.1. Let 7 = (m,)n>0 be an admissible control law of the form
(2, d) = T, (d)x, (A1)

for any x € R, and d € D,,. Then,

s

X7] _ X7V _
Busa[ | = anl@. Bua () ] = 0uto
where the functions a,(d) and b,(d) do not depend on x, and satisfy the recursions (4.4).
Proof of Lemma A.1: For n =T — 1, it follows from the wealth dynamics (3.1) that
XT < L
En,w,d |:7:| - En,w,d[RT + ZTﬂ-n(d)] - RT + HTTrn(d) = an(d)-

Next, let n € {0,1,...,T — 2} and assume that the result holds for n +1,n+2,...,7 — 1. Then,

T—1
X7 ~ ~
Enea| =L | = B[ (Bus1 + ZosiFuld) T[T (Brss + Zesa7n(Dy))]
x k=n-+1
= Epoa|(Bns1 + Zo1Fuld)Ens1 xz, 00 | [ Riss + Zena@n(D0))]|
k=n-+1
- En,x7d[(Rn+1 + Zn—&-lﬁ-n(d))an-i-l (Dn-&-l)]
= En,d[(Rn+1 + Zn—&-lﬁn(d))an-&-l(Dn-&-l)]
=: an(d).
The assertion for the b,-sequence is shown in the same way. O

Next, we derive in the following proposition the extended HJB system of equations necessarily satisfied
by an optimal control law for the optimization problem defined by (3.5)-(3.7). To simplify notation, we

introduce for each n the random variable

D, = (X, Dp) € Dpyy =R x D,,.
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Furthermore, we write
T _ T
Dn+1 - (Xn+1’ DnJrl)a

where X, is obtained by applying the control law 7 to the wealth x at time n.

Proposition A.2. Assume that an optimal control law 7 for the optimization problem (3.5)-(3.7) exists.

Then, the value function (3.8) satisfies the recursive equation

Va(d) = SlTlrp {En,J[VnH(DZH)] - (En,J[fﬂ+1,n+1(E:Lr+1; 5Z+1)] - ]En,(i[fnﬂ,n(ﬁZH? d)]) (A.2)

B (EM[%H(DnH) (gnﬂ(DLl))Q] ~ wl(d) (]E ~{gn+1(Dz+1):|>2}’

2 Xr,, 2\ x

for0<n<T andd= (x,d) € D,,, with the terminal condition

Herein, for any fited k = 0,1,...,T and d' = (z',d') € Dy, the function sequence (frr(; J,))OSHST’ where

Frr(s J’) : D,y R, is determined by the recursion

fak(did) =B, jlfos16(Diy;d)], deD, 0<n<T,

_ T Yk(d') (ﬂ
x/

2 .
) s de DT7
and the function sequence (gn)o<n<t, Where gy, : 5n — R, is determined by the recursion

gn(d) = En,j[gn+1(Dszr*+1)]7 de Dy, 0<n<T,

gr(d) =z, deDr.

Furthermore, the function sequences admit the probabilistic representations

- X d) (X7 \2 . .
fan(did) =E, ;| =2 P )( L ) } gn(d) = Ep a[XT ].

x’ 2 x!

Proof of Proposition A.2: We write the objective functions at time n as

Tn(d; ) = E, jlFa(d, XF)] + Gn(d, E, 4[XF)),

36



where, for d € 57“ and y € R,

Fo(d,y) = % 1 7"2(‘1) (%)2 Go(dy) = 2t )(9)2. (A.3)

The proof now consists of two parts. First, we derive the recursive equation satisfied by the sequence of
objective functions for any admissible control law 7. Then, we derive the system of equations that an optimal

control law 7* must satisfy.

Step 1: Recursion for Jn(ci; 7). For a given admissible control law 7, and fixed 0 < k < T and d e 25k7 we

define the function sequences

’ N (A.4)
gn(d) =K, ;[XT], deD,, 0<n<T,
and note that, by the law of iterated expectations, we have
:,1:(52; CZ/) = En,(i[f:-l-l,k(ﬁz—&-l; d’)], QZ(J) = ]En,d*[ng(f?Ll)]- (A.5)

For Dy, 11 € D1, the objective function at time n + 1 can then be written as

Tnt1(Dng1; ) =E, 1 5 [Far1(Dogt, XP)] + Gia(Dust, B, 5 [XF])

= fot1m41(Dnt13 Dny1) + Grg1(Dnt1, gpgy (D).

Taking expectations with respect to IP, 7, and applying the control law 7 at time n yields

En,g[JnJrl(D:{H%W)] = En,ci[ 77;+1,n+1(DrT;+1; Dri)l+ En,J[Gn+1(D7T;+1’g77;+1(D7T;+1)]'

Adding and subtracting Jn(ci; ) gives

E, glJor1(DE i m)] = Ju(d;m) + By G5y nia(DEyy: DRy — By, glFa(d, XT)]

+E, g[Gnr1(D] 41,9711 (DF4 )] = Gld, E,, g[XT]).
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Using (A.4)-(A.5), we then obtain

In(ds 7) = By gln 21D m)] = (B gl s (Dins D)) = By gl (D D))

(A.6)
~ (Bp dlGns1(Df 11, 9741 (D)] = Guld. B, 4lg7 1 (D7) ).

Step 2: Recursion for Vi, (d). Assume that there exists an optimal strategy 7* and consider a strategy 7 that
coincides with 7* after time n, i.e., Wk(cZ’) = 71';;((5/)7 forany k=n+1,...,T—1 and d € Dy. By definition,

we then have

For the optimal strategy 7*, we recall the definition of the function sequences in (A.4), and let

Fap(did) = fTi(did), gal(d) := gy (d). (A7)

Since m and 7* coincide after time n, for any 5n+1 S 25n+1 we have that

Jni1(Dny1;7) = Vo1 (Dng1), - farrk(Dng1sd) = i1 1 (Dnga;d),  gni1(Dng1) = gy (D)

In turn, using the recursion (A.6) for J,(d; ), we may write for d € D,

Vi(d) = sup {En,J[VnH(f):{H)] - (En,d[fn+1,n+1(l~)g+1§ 5Z+1)] - En,d"[fwrl,n(f);rl? Cm)

™

~ (B, alGns1 (DL, gnst (D7) = Gald.E, glgns1 (D410 ) |,

with the terminal condition VT(J) =0, for d € Dr. The recursions and probabilistic representations of

(frk(5d"))o<n<r and (gn)o<n<r then follow from (A.3)-(A.5), and (A.7). O

Proof of Proposition 4.1: Assuming the existence of an optimal control law 7*, the value function at

time n + 1 satisfies

~ 2

~ ~ ~ n Dn n Dn

Vn+1(Dn+1) = fn+1,n+1(Dn+1§D"+1) + ! +1(2 +1) (g +)1(( 1+1)>
n+
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Plugging the above expression into the HJB equation (A.2) gives

Vn(CZ) = sup {]En,gi[fn-ﬁ-l,n(EZ—H; d~)] + ’YnQ(d) <En,é[gn+;(D77{+1)]> } (AS)

Next, we look for a candidate optimal control law that is of the form (A.1), i.e., m,(d) = T, (d)z. It then
follows from Lemma A.1, along with (A.3), (A.4), and (A.7) that, for this candidate optimal law,
s - x Y (d) x\2
fartan( & d) = ania (@) = 1= 220 (@) (5)

:Z:/

In+1(d) = ap1(d)z.

Plugging the above expression into (A.8), using the wealth dynamics (3.1), and, for brevity, writing R for

Rn+17 ﬁ'n for 7~Tn(d)7 Ap41 for an+1(Dn+1), and bn+1 for bn+1(Dn+1), giVGS

0 <o {5y o St 1 (K] 2D 5, K]

r = L d = n(d = . 2
= sup {E, j[ani1(R+ Zyiafin) — 1 - 7”2( Vs (R + Znsr®a)?] + 7”2( ) (B, dlans s (R+ Zoa ) |
. E Bl 5~ Yn(d) 2 ~ 7 ~2 752
=supiE, jlant1(R+ Znpafp) — 1 — 5 bni1(R* + 2R7p, Zyyr + 7 Z5yq)
+ 22D (R o 2 4 9RFAE dan]E. dlanisZ 2B fani1Zni1])?
D) n,d an—i—l] Tn md[an—&-l} md[an—&-l n+1} + 7, n,d[an—&-l n+1] .
Taking the derivative with respect to 7,, yields the optimal allocation (4.1) and we easily conclude. O

Proof of Lemma 4.2: The formulas for p2%(d) follow directly from (4.3)-(4.4) and the definition of the
random variable Dy, 1. In part (a), the value of 7,11 is determined by (Y(n41); Z(nt1), €(nt1)), because the
interaction schedule (Tj)r>0 is adapted to the filtration (F,)n>o in (3.2). Conditionally on 7,41 = n + 1,
the value of &, is determined by (Y(41); Z(n41), €(nt1)) for the same reason. In part (b), (3.9) and (3.11)
yield that if 7,41 =n +1,

Z = A _
En-l—l = £T7L e(n+1_7n)a€€/ Ln+1 77(Yn+1) ¢aezz=7n Cht1 Tntl 'Y(Yn—&-l)

= = nt1-g€ = ,
fy‘l'Zn V(YTn) 75_’_1_(75 Y Yn+1—¢)

where 'VEH and 75—&-1—45 depend on {Y,41-2¢,...,Yn} and {Zni2-24,...,Zpns1}, and we used that the

interaction time prior ton+ 1 was n+ 1 — ¢. O
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Proof of (4.7): The optimal allocation in Proposition 4.1 can be written as

7 (d) = fing1 7 (d) = Roy1yn(d) (57 (d) — p (d) i (d))
DT )+ () @) - G @)

On+1

b

where

s 1157 (d) bs (17 (d) _ps? 1157 (d)
fi (d) i= = ; b2 (d) = =, i (d) o= ==
Hn41 Hn+1 Hnt1 T Onga

The above formula reduces to (4.7) if ay,+1(Dpt1) is independent of Z,11, because, in that case,

~az Zn a
57 (0) = B [ans1 (Do) 522 | = B alania (D) = i (@)
with analogous results for i%*(d) and fi?*" (d). O

B Proofs of Results Related to Section 5

Proof of Proposition 5.1: From the definitions of v, and v¢, it follows that

1 T-1 ,Yid
ron -3 Eelige )

Let Yy = g9, and extend the probability space (£, F,P) to include an independent sequence of random
variables (Z,)n<0, such that Z, ~ N (jii(yo),o%(yo)). On the event A :={Y, _, =--- =Y, _1 =y}, the

economic state variable is fixed, and we have

E[ VZ# . 1” - EHeﬂ(i PO SR INE) D /g SE 1],4} +0(1- Py 1y,

where P;;;OI = (PT"’l)yO’yO is the probability of staying in state yo from time zero to time 7,, — 1. For the

first term appearing in the exponent, we have

5(% kiz_; Zk41 — ,Uk+1) ‘A ~ N((), ﬂi;g )
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For the second term, we define the random variable J := [{7, < k <n—1: €41 # 0} ~ Bin(n — 7, pc),

which is equal to the number of idiosyncratic risk aversion jumps between times 7,, and n, so

n—1 0_2 )
Z 6k+1‘{<]:j} NN(fjjev‘]O—e)
k=T,

For Z ~ N(0,1), a € R, and b > 0, we have E[|e?T?Z — 1|] = bE[|Z|] + O(|a| + b?). Hence, by conditioning

on the value of J and using the absolute Gaussian moment formula, we have

E[e

2
l_pe n Tn\/7M+HPE pe)n Tn_l\/; B(b +0’2+O(p202+52)

ﬂ(i Z;l;ifd, Zk+1*#k+1)+zz;in €pt1 1‘[4}

Then, assuming 7' is a multiple of ¢,

21 /B0y <= 3203 = -

R(¢,6>=\ET(\@;<1—M" ™t °+U2an€1—pe)” ") 4 O(pEo? + B%) + O(1 — P4
:\F;(%nz_:o 1—p)" \/mzm (1—p )™~ 1)+O(p€05+ﬁ2)+0(1—PyT0£ D)
_\/5;(%1 (1—po)? \/Wllps“’sb(lps) 1e>+0(p606+52>+0(1_p£$1
-2ty Bt ot o0

where the last equality uses a third-order Taylor approximation for (1 —p.)? and that P} ~¢~! is increasing

in ¢ > 1. Next, define the function

_ 2 52 _
(o) := f/og(l — %pé) + 5;0 +0€2%p6.

Observe that f > 0 and that if p. = 0 and g = 0, then f = 0. If p. = 0 and 8 > 0, then f is strictly
decreasing for ¢ > 1, and converges to zero as ¢ — oco. If 8 =0 and p. > 0, then f is strictly increasing for

¢ > 1, and equal to zero for ¢ = 1. The derivative of f is

1o 1600 _9—1 Baop 1 ﬁ202 -1 B0 Pe

2

_ % Voo 1)+ ({14 o5 —1)9%?) = LLLOO)

B3

_ }5%2%(_ Vo 1(1

2 ¢? pe 2
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and it follows that the derivative at ¢ = 1 satisfies

o2 1

1 PeO,
f’l:fﬁaope< 14 J¢ —1—f)zo — < >94 -
=3 B3 De B2ag Pe
Observe that, since the value p. is in general small, we have
2
€ 1 eYe
P9¢ ~ o4 2 s POy A op a1, (B.1)

ﬁ20_8 o Pe ﬂUO

which shows that p.o./(Bog) > 1 is approximately a sufficient and necessary condition for f/(1) < 0.

Furthermore,
g’(¢)——;¢pt/2+[l(1—1)\/$(¢—1)]/+3( 1+ 032—1)¢1/2+ ! LAWY

o2 2 o2 2452

%df”z( — pie + ( 1+ ﬁifjg - 1)¢) > —¢729(1).

v

It follows that if g(1) > 0, then ¢'(¢) > 0 for all ¢ > 1. Hence, f'(¢) >0 for all ¢ > 1, and f is minimized
for ¢ = 1. If g(1) < 0, and thus f’(1) < 0, then it can be shown that g is strictly convex and g(¢) — oo, as
¢ — oco. Hence, there exists a unique point where g(¢) = 0, and where f is minimized. Finally, from the
form of the function f, it is easy to see the sign of the derivatives of the optimal value of ¢ with respect to

/8a0-07p6a and Oc- O

Proof of (5.4): We denote the coefficient ;% (D,,) in (4.3) by p2(v,) and p2(vS), for the two investment

strategies, and show inductively that

c 5 /82 0.2
Ellug () = 05 = O((6 = Dpea?) + 0(Z5-).
Analogous identities can be obtained for u®, 2%, ,uffz, and %%, One may then inductively show that

C
7n) = 257 + 06 = Dpea?) + O

n

202
5¢2 )

and the result follows. O

The following proposition shows that there exists a one-to-one relation between risk aversion processes
and investment strategies that depend only on time and the economic state. That is, for a given (7, )o<n<,

where 7, (y) is the risky asset allocation at time n in economic state y € ), there exists a unique state- and
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time-dependent risk aversion process such that the corresponding optimal strategy is given by (7)o<n<7-

The proof shows how this risk aversion process can be constructed using backward induction.

Proposition B.1. Fiz a sequence (7n)o<n<t, With Tp : YV — Rg, Then, there exists a unique risk aversion

process (Yn)n>0, With vn : Y +— RT, and such that (7,)o<n<r 45 the optimal allocation corresponding to

(7”)0§n<T'

Proof of Proposition B.1: We construct the process (7, )o<n<r using backward induction. First, for

n =T — 1, we have v,(y) = u(y)/(7n(y)o*(y)). For n < T — 1, consider the function

1 Iz Ay) p — A+ r@)e(e, — (g)?) -
hi (0 ) (<Fa(y)io0), hlx) = Z 20— Fon(y)
,R ) ) 2 )
(y) (1) zo?(y) b+ (UE ) (ub — (u2)?)
where p? and p® are determined by 7,41,...,77—1. The value of 7, (y) is the unique root of h, which is

strictly decreasing on its domain. Using Proposition 4.3 and (4.7), it is simple to check that (7, )o<n<r is

the optimal allocation corresponding to the constructed process (v, )o<n<T- O]

Proof of (5.8): The Sharpe ratio is defined as

*
o

s o=t (B.2)

* )
O-Tr

where ji” and ¢ are the mean and volatility of the excess return achieved by the strategy 7*. Recall that

rr

n.n+1 is the return of 7* and that ry, 1, is the risk-free rate. Using that 7, is independent of the investment

horizon T and that Y,, converges in distribution to a random variable with distribution X\, we have

T-1
o 1 .
pto= qlgI;OE{ G 7"n+1)} = lim B[y, 1 — raga] = Elrg 1 — 1Yo ~ A,
n=0
T-1
(7 = i E[ 2 (s =Tt =) 2| = lim B0 — magn = 7)) = BI(50)2Y0 ~ A - ()%

Let A be the stationary probability of the state y = 2. We then have

™= (1= a7 + Aaii(DF(1+6) = ()7 (1 + Aa(1 +6) — 1)),

(0™ ) = (1= N(E2(1) + o> (D)7 + (@i (1) + Po>(1)7> (1 +0)* = ()7 (1 + Ma(1 + ) — 1))*

— 72 (,12(1)(1 A+ Aa2(146)2 = (14 Ma(1 +0) — 1))%) +02(1) (1 = A+ \2(1 + 5)2)),

and (5.8) follows by plugging these values into (B.2) and viewing the Sharpe ratio as a function of 4. O
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Lemma B.2. Leta,b>1,0<A<1,d> -1, and u:= (c(1)/fi(1))%. We have the following characteriza-

tions for the sensitivities of the Sharpe ratio s™ (8) defined in (5.8):

ds™ (0) 1+u A 9
9a >0 <<= a<1+5+1_)\ub(1+§),

5™ (5)
7 <0 <= b>1,

95" (6) (a2 + ub?)(1+6)2 — (1 +u)(2a(1 + ) — 1)
a0 T A e - )@ )+ - ()

Furthermore,

alLH;O s (0) = \/Za blifilo s (5) =0, 5" (5)|)\:0 = 58;7 SW*((S)‘A:1 - Zggll)).

Discussion of parameter conditions: The conditions for the parameters ¢ and A in the previous lemma,
are not restrictive. For instance, let us consider the values of the derivatives in the case § = 0, which

corresponds to equal market allocation in both states. We then have

*

as™ (0 A
5™ (9) >0 <= a<l4u+ ub® < 1+u,
da  |s_g 1—A

which is trivially satisfied for realistic parameter values. For example, for the parameter values in (5.6),

a = 2.1 and u ~ 5.5.2* For the parameter )\, we consider two cases,

*

9s™ (9) 0 s s a? +ub® — (1+u)(2a— 1) _ ﬁ’ b=s
IN (@ —1)(a? 4+ ub? — (1 +u)) a—(1+u)
- 0= Ve

p=0

First, if b = a > 1, the market Sharpe ratio is the same in both states, and for the portfolio’s Sharpe ratio
to increase, the stationary probability A needs to be large enough. Intuitively, if little time is spent in the
state, the higher volatility reduces the portfolio’s Sharpe ratio. On the other hand, if sufficient time is spent
in the state, then the effect of the higher returns dominates. The case b = /a corresponds to a higher
market Sharpe ratio in the recessionary state, which is consistent with empirical evidence. In this case,
the portfolio’s Sharpe ratio is increasing in A for 0 < A < 1, because, as mentioned above, the condition
a < 14 u is in general satisfied. Note that for the parameter values in (5.6), b ~ a®'® < a'/?, and the

portfolio’s Sharpe ratio is increasing for 0 < A < 1.

24These values are based on annual returns. The value of u corresponding to monthly returns is approximately obtained by
multiplying by 12, while the value of a corresponding to monthly returns is approximately the same.
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Proof of Lemma B.2: The limit as a — oo follows directly from the formula for s™ (§) in (5.8). Let

h(a) = (1 =XM1 +u) +Aa?+ub®)(1+6)2 (1 —=N)(1+u)+Mub?(1+6)% + Xa?(140)>  co+cra?
o (1+ Xa(1 +9) —1))2 N (1 =X+ Aa(l +9))2 "~ (do + dya)?’

and note that s™ () is increasing in a if and only if h(a) is decreasing. We have

h'(a) _ 201a(d0 + dla)2 — 2(d0 + dla)dl (CO + cla2) _ 2c1a(d0 + dla) — 2d; (CO + C1a2)
(do —+ dla)4 (do =+ dla)3 ’

and the a-inequality is obtained by solving h'(a) < 0 for a. The result for A is obtained in the same way by

noting that s™ (§) is increasing in A if and only if

h(\) = (1= +uw) + A0 +ub®)(1+6)* (1= N1 +u)+AMa® +ub®)(1 +6)
- (1+Ma(l+0)—1))2 B (1+Ma(1+0)—1))2

is decreasing. The results for b follow directly from the formula for s™ (8) in (5.8). O

Proof of (5.9): Let u:= (o(1)/i(1))? and

_ (=N Fw) + A0 + D) (1 +6)*

h9) = L+ Ma(l+06) - 1)) L
Then,
oh(o) (@ + b%u)(1 4+ 8) — a(1 +u)
T A TR Y s g

The left-hand side of (5.9) is equivalent to the derivative of h being negative, and since 1+ A(a(1+6)—1) > 0
for § > —1, the right-hand side of (5.9) follows directly. O

Proof of (5.10): Let u:= (0(1)/fi*(1))%. The Sharpe ratio formula (5.8) can be rewritten as

§ (5) _ 1+ Ma— 1) + Aaé _. do + di6 .
\/(/\ Fu)(1 = A) + Aa2(1 = ) +ub2)(1+6)2 + 20A(A— 1)(1+06) Ve +al+0)+e(l+0)?

Let k(8) := /co + c1(1 +68) + c2(1 + )2 Then,

057 (8)  dir(8) — (do +di6) 2HEEEED ,12(5) — L(dy + drd)(er + 2¢5(1+ 6))
a5 k2(9) N k3(9) ’
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and

8257 (6)  (diler + 2¢a(1+6)) — L(cr + 2¢a(1 + 8)) — caldo + di6))K3(5)

952 K5(3)
B 3(d1k%(8) — (do + d16)(c1 + 2c2(1 +6))) (1 + 2¢2(1 + 8))k(5)
Q)
. (do + dl(S) (62H2(5) — %(Cl + 262(1 + 5))2) + d1(01 + 202(1 + 5))/12((;)
o ) |

For 6 = 0, we have

925 (8 3
7; ) = —do(coc2 — 5§ — 2c103 — 263) — di(c1 + 2¢2)(co + €1 + ¢2)
o)) 5—0 4
_ s7(0)\° 2 2 2 2
_(To) ( (a*u + b*u)A + O(A )),
and the result follows. O

C Computational Complexity of the Optimal Investment Strategy

The optimal investment strategy in Proposition 4.1 is computed using backward induction, which requires
discretization of the state variable D,,. This variable is high-dimensional, containing the history of economic
states and market returns, the history of interaction times, and the communicated risk aversion parameters.
However, the dimensionality of the state variable needed to compute the optimal investment strategy depends

on the complexity of the risk aversion process, (V,)n>0, and the interaction schedule, (T%)k>o0-

For instance, assuming a single economic state, the state variable needed for the risk aversion model in

Section 3.5 has three components:2°

Tnh—1 n—1
Dn = (f’n) Z Z/H—la Z Zk+1) € RS_ X R2'
k=Tpn—¢ k=Tpn

That is, 571 consists of the most recently communicated risk aversion parameter, the cumulative market
return in the previous updating interval, and the running cumulative market return in the current updating
interval. With step size A7y used in the discretization of the risk aversion parameter, step size Az used

for each of the return variables, and allowing for |Y| > 1 economic states, the number of points in the

25The functional J, in (3.5) depends on d € Dy, with the risk-return tradeoff given by v, (d). In this example, the risk
aversion 7y, is measurable w.r.t. o(Dy,), which is a sub-c-algebra of o(D;,). That is, for a fixed d € Rg x R2, the value of Jy, is
the same for any d € D,, such that D, = d.
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discretization grid is of order

TV (

AvAz\A Lig>1y + 1{e= 1})

Each point requires a numerical integration to compute each of the expected values in (4.3) and a double

integration at interaction times.

The model in Section 3.5 has a deterministic interaction schedule, but a stochastic interaction schedule
can add to the dimensionality of the discretization grid. For instance, if interaction is triggered by a market
drawdown exceeding a certain threshold, then the state variable needs to include information about the

cumulative return since the previous time of interaction.

One may use properties of the risk aversion process to reduce the computational complexity. For example,
in the computation of p%* in Lemma 4.2, the numerical integration can be avoided by evaluating Z,; at

its expected value, p,4+1. This leads to the approximation

p (d) = En,d[an+1(Dn+1)Zn+1]
T-1

= Ep.altni1(Dns1)Zns1|Zns1 = pini1) + O(( > E[(F(nw) - 7?}2(’)’12))2])1/2).
k=n+1

In the above error term, (7*(v}));_,.., are the future optimal allocations corresponding to (v} )}_ which

k=n+ k= n+17

is the risk aversion process resulting from setting Z, 11 = pn4+1. In particular, if future risk aversion values
are independent of Z, 1, then (v})i_! il = = (y)iz) ni1s and the error term vanishes. In general, the effect of
a single market return on the future risk aversion path is limited - either temporary, or quickly diluted by
the effect of future returns. For instance, in the risk aversion model of Section 3.5, the return Z,, 1 impacts

the risk aversion process only in a single interaction interval.

The computational complexity can also be reduced by using properties of the economic state transition
matrix. In particular, for a single time step, the transition probability out of the current state is generally

small (see (5.5)). In the computation of pu%*(d), this leads to the approximation

pe(d) = Ep alans1(Dni1) Zng1) = Y Py Enaani1(Dng1) Zna[Yoa =o' + 0(1 - yy)
y'eY y'EY

where Y C V. For instance, Y = {y,} conditions on staying in the current economic state, while J =

{Yn — 1, yn, yn + 1} conditions on staying in the current state or transitioning to neighboring states.
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