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Abstract

Kreps—Porteus preferences constitute a widely used alternative to time separability. We show
in this paper that with these preferences utility maximization does not impose any observable
restrictions on a household’s savings decisions or on choices in good markets over time. The
additional assumption of a weakly separable aggregator is needed to ensure that the assumption of
utility maximization restricts intertemporal choices. Under this assumption, choices in spot markets
are characterized by a strong axiom of revealed preferences (SSARP).

Under uncertainty Kreps—Porteus preferences impose observable restrictions on portfolio choice
if one observes the last period of an individual’s planning horizon. Otherwise there are no
restrictions.
© 2003 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

There is a large literature on testing individual demand data for consistency with utility
maximization (see, e.dAfriat, 1967, Varian, 1982 Chiappori and Rochet, 1987n this
literature, it is assumed that one observes how an individual's choices vary as prices and his
income vary. However, data of this sort can only be obtained through experiments. If one
actually records an individual's actions in markets over time, these classical tests of demand
theory might be useless because they neglect the fact that an agent’s choices today may be
affected by his choice set tomorrow or his savings from previous periods. Tests of demand
theory which use market data must be tests of intertemporal choice models. If one assumes
that all agents maximize time-separable and time-invariant utility and if one only observes
their choices in spot markets (i.e. saving decisions or incomes are unobservable) the analysis
in Chiappori and Rochet (1987&mains valid and a strong version of the strong axiom of
revealed preferences (SSARP, §deappori and Rochet, 19816 necessary and sufficient
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for data to be consistent with utility maximization. However, time separability is a very
strong restriction on preferences which holds only if one assumes that preference orderings
on consumption streams from= 1, ..., s are independent of an agent’s expectations on
his consumptions for the periods from- 1 onwards.

While it seems intuitively reasonable to argue that history independence and time con-
sistency together with some form of stationarity is enough to ensure that an agent’s choice
behavior is restricted by the assumption of utility maximization, we show that this intuition
is wrong and that the assumption of Kreps—Porteus preferekcegq and Porteus, 19Y8
does not impose any restriction on observed choices. It follows from our analysis that such
widely used concepts as time consistency or pay-off history independence are not testable if
one does not use experimental data but is confined to data on individual behavior in markets.

Uncertainty adds an additional dimension to the agent’s choice problem. Risk aversion
will generally impose restrictions on portfolio selection when continuation utilities are
identical across all possible next period states. The question then arises to what extend
these restrictions are observable. If one observes the last period of an individual’'s planning
horizon, these restrictions are reflected in the individual’s portfolio holdings coming into
this last period. However, if we assume that the last period is not observable, the assumption
of Kreps—Porteus preferences imposes no restrictions on portfolio selection even when all
off sample path choices as well as all probabilities are observable.

These negative results raise the questions under which conditions utility maximization
does impose restrictions on intertemporal choices. We derive a sufficient (additional) con-
dition on the aggregator function, which ensures that the model is testable. If the aggregator
function is weakly separable then choices on spot markets must satisfy SSARP. If asset
prices are unobservable, SSARP is also sufficient for the choices to be rationalizable by
a time-separable utility function and the two specifications are therefore observationally
equivalent.

We develop our arguments for a finite horizon choice problem.

Without stationarity assumptions, as long as the number of observed choices is finite, one
cannot refute the conjecture that the agent maximizes a Kreps—Porteus style utility function
over an infinite horizon consumption program. However, it seems natural to impose a
Markov structure on the infinite horizon problem and to confine attention to recursive
utility of the Epstein—Zin typeHEpstein and Zin, 1989An extension of these results to the
infinite horizon problem is subject to future research.

The paper is organized as follows Section 2ve introduce the model and some notation.
Section 3proves the main result and discusses its implications for a finite horizon choice
problems, both under certainty and under uncertainty.

2. The model

We consider an individual’s choice problem over+ 1 periods,t = 0, ..., T with
uncertainty resolving each period. We take as given an evenEtreih nodest € Z. Let
&p be the root node, i.e. the unique node without a predecessor. For all other noglebdet
the unique predecessor of nagd-or all nodes € &, let 3(§) be the set of its immediate
successors. Nodes without successorsj{&.is empty, are called terminal nodes. Finally,
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we collect all nodes which are possible at some petimda setN; and we denote biy
the total number of nodes in the event tree. We assumémthafinite. For simplicity, we
assume that there are no terminal nodes infspfor t < 7.

At each nodé there are) short-lived assets with asggpayingd;(¢) € R at all nodes
¢ € J(%), its price being denoted ly;(£).

At each node€ € &, the individual receives an exogenous incoi@® € R (either
from selling endowments or from transfers) and he is active in spot and asset markets. He
faces pricep (&) € Ri -+ and chooses a consumption bundlg) e Ri.

The agent's consumption decisions must be supported by portfolio cli6i€Bsc =, (%)
e R’. All consumptions and portfolio choicés(é), 0(&))ecz must lie in the individual's
budget set which we define as

B((p&), q(&),d®), 1(&)zes) = {(c(&),0(8)eez : p(&)c(&) +q(©)B(E) < I1(§)
+0(6_)d(§),c(§) > 0 forall &€ € &}

where we normalizé(&p_) := 0.

The agent attaches a positive probability to each node. Given amned and a direct
successoE € J(&), we denote by (¢) the (unconditional) probability of nodeand by
n(&[¢) the conditional probability of givenc¢.

We say that an agent’s utility functian : RtM — R is of the Kreps—Porteus type if
u((c(€)eez) = veo, Wherevg, utility at node ist recursively defined by

ve(c(§) = W(c(§), u(é)
with

né) = Z 7(¢|&)ve(c(¢)) forallnon-terminakk
¢eI®

We will assume throughout that the aggregator Ri xR — R, istwice continuously
differentiable, strictly increasing and strictly concave. We normaliz@, 0) = 0 and hence
imposeu (&) = 0 for terminal node§.

We also impose two regularity conditions on the aggregator which are often needed to
extend the preference specification to infinite horizon problems (se&ampmans (1960)
or Epstein and Zin (1989)

LS1: The function(-, -) is bounded, i.e.

sup W(x,y) < oo
xeRﬂ;,yzO

LS2: The second partial derivative bi(-, -) is bounded above by one, i.e.
dWx,y) <1 forallx e R, y>0

In a slight abuse of notation we will refer to utility functions which satisfy all of the above
assumptions as ‘Kreps—Porteus utility’.
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2.1. Observations

In order to make our main argument, we assume that we observe choices, prices and
incomes at periods = 0,..., 7 < T. Under uncertainty, we assume that we observe
these variables and all dividends all nodes N;,t = 0, ..., T as well as all relevant
probabilities (which might be known when we assume objective laws of motion). In order to
present our main argument as strong as possible, we assume that all last period continuation
utilities w (&) for all & € Nt are known (which might justified because they are all zero and
it is the last period of the individual’s planning horizon, ife= T). When we discuss our
result below, we will assess how realistic these assumptions are. We gefing”_,\; to
be the set of all observable nodes in the event tree. An extended observation is then given

by
O = ((c(8),08),d(&), q(&), p§), 1(§))ecs, (L(E))eeny)

The question is whether there are restrictions on this observations imposed by the as-
sumption of Kreps—Porteus ultility. It is important to note that if one does not observe an
agent’s choices over his entire planning horizon (i.&. i T) one is free to choose choices
as well as prices, dividends and incomes at all nodes which are fbtwe therefore have
the following definition.

Definition 1. An extended observation

O = ((c(8),0(8), d(8), q(8), p(§), (&) e, ((E))seny)

is said to be rationalizable by Kreps—Porteus utility if there eg{s}, 6(¢), p(¢), q(&),
1(§), d&) for all ¢ € E, & ¢ 2 and if there exists a Kreps—Porteus utility functiof)
which is consistent with the probabiliti€s(¢))zc, and the last period continuation utilities
w(€), & € Nt such that

(c(8),0(8)cez € @rg  max  u(c)

ceR';_M L0eRM

such that
(c(8),0(8)ecz € B((p(&), (q(8), (d(&), (I(§))eecr)

It is well known that the absence of arbitrage is a necessary condition for the agent’s
choice problem to have a finite solution

Definition 2. Prices and dividendeép(é), ¢(£), d(£))ec= preclude arbitrage if there is no
trading strategyd(£))ecz with 6p— = 0 such that if we define

D (&) = 6(E_)d(E) — 0(&)q(&)
DY) >0 forallé e &andD? £0

We will assume throughout that the observed prices preclude arbitrage and that the ob-
served choices lie in the agent’s budget set. We also assume that we never observe zero
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consumption, i.e. that(§) # O for all ¢ € £2 (although consumption of a given com-
modity might sometimes be zero, it cannot be the case that the agent chooses to consume
nothing at all) and that the agent does not trade assets in the last period of his planning
horizon,0(§) = 0 for all ¢ € Nj. Finally, we assume that(§) = O for terminal nodes

& € Nj. These restrictions on observed choices are trivial restrictions and follow directly
from monotonicity.

3. Observablerestrictions

For our non-parametric analysis we need to derive Afriat inequalifdsaf, 1967).
These non-linear inequalities completely characterize choices which are consistent with the
maximization of a Kreps—Porteus utility function.

Lemmal. An extended observation

O = ((c(8), 0(8), d(8), q(8), p(§), (&) e, ((E))gent)

with all c(§) € IREFJr is rationalizable by a Kreps—Porteus utility function if and only if
there exist positive numbeksgé), n(&), y(&), W(é))zen With y(§) < 1for all & € £2, with
n(€) = w(&) for all £ € N7 and with

nE =Y aEWQ)
¢TI
forall £ e N}, t < T, such that
o forallE e N, t < T,

r(&)q (&) = y() Z (oA for j=1,....J (U1)
¢€T©)
o forall &, ¢ e 2,
W(&) — W(Q) = A p©)(c(§) — c(D) + v(O (&) — n(&)) (U2)
the inequality holds strict if(&) # c(¢) or if n(§) # n(%).
If for some nodé& € £2, the observed consumptioe(§), lies on the boundary d&_ﬁ the
conditions remain sufficient but are no longer necessary

Proof. Forthe necessity part, consider the agent’s first-order condition (which are necessary
and sufficient for optimality of interior choices):
At any nodet € &,

A W(c(€), u®) —r&p& =0
and

néq;é) = Z n(©)d;) for j=1,...,J andforallnon-terminat € &
¢e3®
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wherei(§o) = n(&p) and where for alk # & € &,

n()
m(&lE—)nE—)0, W(c(E—), n(E—))

Defining y(§) = 9,W(c(é), u(®)), these first-order condition, together with the
assumption tha¥\(-, -) is concave and the usual characterization of concave functions
proves necessity: (U1l) stems from the second set of first-order conditions and inequal-
ity (U2) characterizes strict concavity &f(-), where the first optimality condition is
used to substitute fod. W. The assumption that(&) < 1 for all £ € £ follows from
condition LS2.

For the sufficiency part, assume that the unknown numbers exist and satisfy the in-
equalities. We can then construct a piecewise linear aggregator function folldaiizmn
(1982)

Define

_ A (&) pé)c p&)c(®)
W(c, u) = min{ UE) + -
§en y(é) u n()

The resulting function is clearly concave and strictly increasing and the function rational-
izes the observatio®. Furthermore, the approach@hiappori and Rochet (198¢an be
used to construct a strictly concave and smooth aggregator function. Their argument goes
through without any modification.

Sincey(¢) < 1 for all ¢ it follows immediately that LS2 must hold. LS1 follows from
the fact that all constructed numbers are finite.

WhenT < T, we can construct future dividends, prices and consumptions such that they
are consistent with period portfolio holdings and perio@ continuation utilities. The key
is to observe that for all possible observed continuation utiljtiés, &€ € A7 and for all
last period portfolio®)(¢), ¢ € N7 there will exist unobserved next period dividends to
rationalize them. O

A(E) = A(E-)

We now use this characterization to show that the assumption of Kreps—Porteus utility
is in general not testable using only market data since it imposes very few restrictions on
observed choices.

Theorem 1. Any possible extended observatiOnfor which (&) # w(¢) for all nodes
& # ¢ € Nt can be rationalized by a Kreps—Porteus utility function

The following lemma is crucial for the proof of the theorem. While the lemma appears
simple its proof turns out to be quite tedious.

Lemma 2. For any finite event tre€2, probabilities ((£))sc and positive numberg(§)
for all terminal & € £2 with (&) # n(¢) for all & # ¢ there exist & > 0, (W(§), y(§))ecn,
1> p(&) > yandW(&) > Oforall & € £2 as well as a numbet > 0 such that

W(©Q) — W) + () —n(@) > forall & e £2 @
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with

nE = Y m&W(E) forallnonterminalé e 2
¢eI©)

Proof. We construct these number recursively. Tedenote the number of periods {2,
let m denote the number of nodes$hand fix some: < 1/(m + 2). Fix § to ensure that
O<d<e.

If n, = N, denotes the number of nodes at peripdie can define a functiof (i) by

n(& D) < n(&(Q2) < --- < n&(ny)). Since by assumption(&) # n(¢) forall & ¢ € N,
this function exists for = 7.
For T we can choose the associagd) such that

l-—e=yEr(D) =yér@) +e=---=ylrnr)) + (nr — De
Now chooseW(é7(1)) > n(ér(nt)) and definefoi =2, ..., ny
WEr@) = Wér(i — 1) + yEri — D)(nEr@) —nér@i —1)) -6

Given(W(§), y(§))een;, We can construaty(§), W(§), y(§)) for & € N;_1 as follows: For
all &€ € NV;_1, compute the new(&) = Zcej(g)n(ag) W(¢). One can chooskto ensure that
n(€) # n(¢) for all €, ¢ € N;_1 and that the functiog,_, is well defined. Then define

Y(Ei—1(1) = y(&:i(ny)) — €
and
YE—1) = yE-1(i—1) —e fori=2,...,n1
Also define
W(i-1(1) = W(&(n1) + v(&:(n))(n(§-1(D) — (& (ny))) — 8
and
W(&—1() = W(-1( — 1) + y(&-1(G — 1))
x ((&-1D) —n—1G—1)) -8 fori=2,...,n-1

We can repeat the construction upWéo), y(£o). Since there are finitely many nodes
sufficiently smalls, e can be found to ensure that for aland allg, ¢ € N;, ne # n;.
Furthermore, sincé/-) is constructed as a piecewise linear increasing and concave function
inequalities (1) must hold. O

With this lemma, the proof of the theorem is very short.
Proof of Theorem 1. For anye>0 andy > O, if for all £ € £, y(§) > ¥, one can find

(A(8))ec Which solve (U1) and which satisfy @ A(§) < e. This follows from the absence
of arbitrage and the fact that we can choa¢g) without any restrictions. Therefore, for
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anyé$ > 0 and any observation on spot prices and consumptions one cax(§)nahich
satisfy (U1) and for which

Sup (A (&) p)(c(§) —c(D))] <8

£tref2

But now,Lemma 2implies that inequalities (U2) must hold as well since inequalities (1)
hold. O

3.1. Interpretation of the main theorem

We want to argue thatheorem limplies that the assumption of Kreps—Porteus utility
imposes no restriction on individual choice behavior.

The point is easiest to illustrate in a model with no uncertainty. In this case, we can
assume that one observes the behavior of an individual throughout his lifetime and that
there is a unique terminal node. There is a unique J(&) for all non-terminalé € &,

(&) = Landu (&) = v(¢). The assumption thai(&) is observable is justified if we assume
that this terminal node denotes the last period of the individual’s planning horizon. In this
case, we know that(¢§) = 0 andTheorem limmediately implies that the assumption of
Kreps—Porteus utility imposes no restrictions on individual choices in markets.

3.1.1. Time consistency

Following Strotz (1956)there have been various attempts to formalize ‘dynamic incon-
sistency of preferences’, the human tendency to prefer immediate rewards to later rewards
in a way that our ‘long-run selves’ do not appreciate (see@ujand Pesendorfer (2001)
and the references therein).

Many papers studying time-inconsistent preferences have also searched for empirical
proof that people have such preferences. It follows frbineorem 1that it is impossi-
ble to find such empirical proof from observing individuals’ choices in mark&ice
Kreps—Porteus utility is time consistent by construction, this immediately implies that the
assumption of time consistency imposes no restriction on choices in markets. For any
present-biased preference specification and any resulting observation of choices there ex-
ists a Kreps—Porteus utility function which yields exactly the same choices.

3.1.2. Uncertainty

In a model with uncertaintf,emma limposes a non-trivial restriction on an extended
observationTheorem 1is not applicable to all situation since it requires that at different
terminal nodes the continuation utilities are different. If the last period of the model is
interpreted as the end of an agent’s planning horizon, it makes sense to assunié)that
w(¢) = 0forall terminal node$ andz. An example now shows that under this assumption
portfolio choices are restricted by the assumption of Kreps—Porteus utility.

Example 1. Consider a two-period model with two possible states in the second period.
The states are numbered 0 (today), 1, 2 and the probabilitieg ater, = 1/2. Assume

1 The existence of external commitment devices and experimental evidence might offer a different perspective.
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for simplicity that there is only one good and that the price of this good is one at each node.
Assume that there are two arrow securities, one paying one unit in state 1, the other paying
one unit in state 2 and that > ¢2. Suppose that; > ¢» and that the portfolio choice
satisfie®); > 0,.

The observed portfolio choice is inconsistent wittimma 1 Sincec1 > ¢, by (U2),
A2 > A1. However, by (U1) this implies thaty < go—a contradiction.

While the example only shows that there are restrictions on portfolio choices at time
T — 1, there might also exist restrictions at other nodes. Consider for example an economy
with identical consumptions at all last period nodes. This implies;th&ias to be identical
for all £ € Nr_1, i.e. in the second to last period aBstample 1can be extended to this
case.

However, in general, observed consumption will be different at all terminal nodes, leading
to different continuation utilities at different nodes7at- 1. Theorem 1then implies that
Kreps—Porteus utility only imposes restrictions on consumptiofiat portfolio choices
atT — 1 but on no other variables.

Moreover, it is clear that when peridds not the last period in the individual's planning
horizon and it is impossible to obseru€t) for & € Ay there are no restrictions whatsoever
on behavior.

Apart from the special case where last period’s choices are restricted, the assumption
of Kreps—Porteus utility therefore imposes no restrictions on intertemporal choice under
uncertainty.

3.1.3. Observability

If one observes a household’s choices throughout time it is unlikely that the weak restric-
tions on last period choices are actually observable. While under certainty it is conceivable
that choices and prices are observable at every period, under uncertainty, one can only
observe one sample path of an underlying stochastic process. One has to make stationar-
ity assumptions on the underlying stochastic processes for prices and incomes to imbue
the model with empirical content. Under a stationarity assumption, one can estimate the
processes and one therefore knows prices, dividends and incomes at all nodes of the event
tree. However, while prices, dividends and incomes might be stationary, the life cycle as-
pect of the agent’s finite horizon maximization problem implies that choices are in general
not stationary. Although given a finite data set, it is always possible to construct an event
tree and a stationary process for prices, dividends and endowments such that the observed
variables form a sample path and the assumption of stationarity of the exogenous variables
cannot be refuted, it is implausible that all variables jointly follow a first-order Markov
chain. Kreps—Porteus utility only imposes restrictions on last period choices under these
additional stationarity assumptions.

We also assume throughout that the agent evaluates uncertain income streams according
to the true (known) probabilities. While this might seem like a very strong assumption, it
is standard in the applied literature and it is clear that without any assumption an agent’s
beliefs,Theorem 1will become trivial. In this case the agent could put zero probability on
all but one sample path. If this happens to be the observed sample path, the model is the
same as under certainty.
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3.2. Assumptions on the aggregator

In order to obtain restrictions one has to make additional assumptions on the aggregator
functionW(., -). One possibility is to require that the agents’ indifference curves over current
consumption are identical at all nodes. For this, we assumé&ithatz) can be written as
F(w(x), z), whereF : R, x Ry — R is assumed to be increasing and concave and where
w Ri — R is the concave and increasing utility function for spot consumption. We call
this aggregator function weakly separable. The assumption of weak separability ensures
that marginal rates of substitution between different spot commaodities are not affected by
different future utilities. If there is only one good, i.k. = 1 this assumption does not
guarantee refutability. The assumption imbues the model with empirical conteht for
1 because it restricts possible choices on spot markets. There are many utility functions
satisfying this assumption—for example, any nesting of concave CES-utility functions will
give rise to a weakly separable aggregator.

The model is now testable. In fact, choices on spot markets together with prices for
commoditieg p(§), c(£))scz Must satisfy the strong version of the strong axiom of revealed
preferences.

Definition 3 (Chiappori and Rochet, 1987(p(£), c(£))ecs satisfies SSARP if for all se-
quencesis, ..., in} C 2

Pi1Ciy = Pi1Cip»> PinCip = PinCigs « - s Piy_1Cin_1 = Pin_1Cip
implies
Ci, = Ciy, or DPi, (Cil — C,’n) >0

and if for all&, ¢ € 2p(§) # p(¢) impliesc(§) # c¢().

Chiappori and Rochet (1983how that in the context of static choice SSARP is necessary
and sufficient for the data to be rationalizable by a smooth, strictly concave and strictly
increasing utility function. In the intertemporal context, SSARP implies that choices are
rationalizable by a separable (time invariant) expected utility function if asset prices or
portfolio choices are unobservable.

We say that a utility function(-) is time separable if it is Kreps—Porteus and if there
exists a8 € [0, 1] such that the aggregator can be written as

W(x, y) = w(x) + By

The following theorem is the main result of this section.

Theorem 2. The following statements are equivalent
(a) An extended observation

O = ((c(§), 0(5), d(8), q(8), p(§), m(E))ze2» ((E))eeny)

which satisfieg.(&) # w(¢) forallnodest # ¢ € N7 andc(é) € Ri+ forall &§ € 2is
rationalizable by a KrepsPorteus utility function with weakly separable aggregator
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(b) There are &), U(§) € Ry, A(§) € Ry andy(§) € IR{_ZH for all £ € £2 such that
(1) Forall £ € £2,& ¢ N,

qEOME) = y28) Y dOTEIEMQ) @)
7€J®)

p@ =Y m¢lHUQ)
¢eT(®)

(2) Forall £ £ ¢ € £,

1 V(E) > V(©) )
U < U©) + - 3
© = U© (yz) [(ma (M@) ®

as well as

V() = V(©©) + %p@) (c(§) — () (4)
The inequality holds strict wheneve() # c(¢).
(c) The prices and spot market choio@g$), c(§))zep satisfy SSARP
(d) There existasset pricég(é))zcq, incomes!(£))ses and portfolio hoIdmgs{@(f;‘))geg
such that the observatio@(§), 6(¢), d(§), I1(§), g(&), p(§), w(§))zes can be rational-
ized by a time-separable utility function

Proof. The proof ofLemma labove implies that (a) is equivalent to (b). The additional
requirement of weak separability gives rise to the set of inequalities (3) and (4).

The crucial part of the proof is to show that (b) is equivalent to (c): According to Afriat’s
Theorem (se&hiappori and Rochet (19875SARP is necessary and sufficient for the
existence of numberd/(£)), a(§)zce, @(£§) > 0 which satisfy

V(&) = V(§) = a(Op(D)(c(E) —c(0) ®)

for all &£ # ¢ € £2, with the inequality holding strict foe(§) # c(¢).

To show that (b) implies (c), we defing&) = A(&)/y1(€) inequality (4) then implies
inequality (5).

For sufficiency, assume that there exist numb@r&)), o (§)zcp, a(§) > 0 which
satisfy (5).

We can then choosg (§)):c small enough to ensure thatinequality (3) has a solution—
this follows from the same argument as in the prodflaéorem 1We take th&/(&) as given
and construcy>(&) analogous to the numbe(£) in the previous proof. Since we do not
impose restrictions om1(¢) except bounding them from above, it is easy to ensure that
A (&)/(1(5) = a(é) by choosingr(€) sufficiently small. Equality (2) can be satisfied
because all these inequalities are homogeneows(§)ec; and impose no lower bound
on infecoA ().

Finally, we have to show that (c) is equivalent to (d): The Afriat inequalities for time-
separable utility are particularly easy. Inequalities (4) must holdwith) = 1.Eq. (2)must
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hold with y2(&) = B. Therefore, the observation can be rationalized by a time-separable
utility function if and only if in addition to inequality (5) we also have

«(®)q®) =B Y «(On(¢|§d(Q)
¢eT®)

Since we are free to choose tlg4)), this can always be satisfied as long as there is no
arbitrage. Portfolio choice&(¢) and incomeg (&) must then be chosen to ensure that the
budget constraints are satisfied. O

Itis important to point out that weakly separable Kreps—Porteus utility is not observation-
ally equivalent with time-separable utility if portfolio choices are observable. In this case,
time separability puts restrictions on portfolio holdings—weakly separable Kreps—Porteus
utility does not.

4. Conclusion

Assuming the existence of utility functions to explain the behavior of consumers is
standard in economics. In order to imbue models which use utility functions with empirical
content one would hope that by watching the behavior of individuals throughout their life,
one can test the hypothesis that these individuals maximize utility. However, we show in
this paper that this is only possible under additional assumptions on the utility function.
Kreps—Porteus utility with a weakly separable aggregator is one class of utility functions
which imposes restrictions on individual behavior. These restrictions can be formulated in
a tractable way one can test a large data set for consistency with utility maximization (see
Varian (1982)for such tests). Without this additional assumption there are no restrictions
and the theory cannot be tested by observing the choices of a single individual. In this case,
one needs to use panel data and assume that similar individuals have identical preferences.

The situation is more complicated when there is no data on individual choices and when
one has examine restrictions on aggregate @atavn and Matzkin (19963how that there
exist observable restrictions for the case where one can observe how aggregate consump-
tion varies as prices and the income distribution vary. The criticism in this paper against
traditional tests of utility maximization which use individual data applies to the analysis
in Brown and Matzkin (which uses aggregate data) as weKuhler (2003) we extend
their analysis to a multi-period model where the observations consist of a time series on
aggregate data.
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