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A note on bequest preferences in utility
maximisation for modern tontines

Thomas Bernhardt”

Abstract

In this short note, we address two issues in the literature about modern ton-
tines with bequest and utility maximisation: how to verify optimal controls
and the decreasing allocation of funds in the tontine. We want to raise aware-
ness in the actuarial community about the dual approach to solve optimal
control problems when working with power utilities. Additionally, we point
out that bequest preferences should be time-dependent or otherwise yield un-
realistic investment strategies. We base our attempt at modelling bequest
preferences on common sense rules like 100% payback upon death at the start
that vanishes over time. Our modelling shows that the resulting investment
strategy almost linearly adjusts the allocation in the tontine from 0% to 100%

over time.
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1 Introduction

Tontines are cost-efficient and sustainable alternatives to guaranteed pensions and annu-
ities. They have no risk margin and do not rely on the accuracy of initial best estimates
in theory. They mitigate any risk of providing a lifelong income by adjusting the income
in line with experienced outcomes. They transfer systematic risks directly to the in-
come while mitigating unsystematic risks by redistributing funds. Tontines are promising

candidates to organise retirement in an ageing society with DC pension pots.
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The lack of guarantees allowing tontines to adjust members’ income gives them freedom
in their design. For example, tontines could invest freely in the financial market in contrast
to pensions and annuities, which are heavily regulated. The design flexibility extends to
issues unrelated to tontines but are considered issues with pensions and annuities like
bequests.

In this paper, we model bequest preferences for a tontine that invests in a financial mar-
ket. We point out why the previous modelling appears inadequate and solve a previously
observed technical problem that helps with the preferences.

Papers modelling tontines with bequest include Bernhardt & Donnelly (2019)), Dag-
punar (2021) and Chen & Rach (2022). Even though the settings differ, all authors
report a low fund allocation towards bequest for reasonable parameters. Bernhardt &
Donnelly (2019)) pay a fixed proportion of remaining funds as bequest; that proportion
ranges from 0 to 20%. Dagpunar (2021)) pays a variable proportion of remaining funds
as bequest; that ranges initially from 0 to 20%. Chen & Rach (2022) split the funds
between a tontine and a life insurance product; 5.5% go to life insurance. Additionally,
if investors can directly control allocation or payout, they would increase the allocation
towards or payout from bequest over time for reasonable parameters. To be clear, Chen
& Rach (2022) mention that the bequest payout can be constant, decreasing or increasing
over time depending on the interplay between interest rate and subjective discount rate.
However, the subjective discount rate is not a free parameter when we model utility from
discounted wealth, which sets the subjective discount rate so that the bequest payout will
increase in that setting. One can say that the literature suggests that investors initially
allocate a small fraction to bequeath but would increase that fraction or payout over time.

The findings from the literature appear counterintuitive because we would expect that
modelling a bequest motive leads to a significant allocation of funds to it. Davidoff et al.
(2005) already suggested that something is wrong with our modelling in the context of
the annuity puzzle. Here, only a small proportion of funds is set aside as bequest while
the maturity of funds is annuitised unless we assume extreme situations similar to before.
The underlying problem is dying at an early age is unlikelier than dying at an advanced
age. Thus, maximising income and bequest favours bequest at an advanced age when
dying is likelier than at an early age when it is unlikely.

A bequest motive should model the fear of losing savings upon an unexpected death
rather than maximising its output. We think of countering unexpected events rather than
capitalising on the most likely events. For example, it is unacceptable to invest in a pension
and lose all savings in the next moment because of sudden death. But it is acceptable to
live off savings and not bequeath when living longer than expected. In particular, bequest
preferences should be strong at the start and weaken over time in retirement, yielding a
large proportion of remaining funds in the beginning and a decreasing proportion over
time, i.e. the exact opposite of the findings in the recent literature.

It is worth mentioning the Riccati tontine by Milevsky & Salisbury (2024). Members



who pass away during the investment period receive their initial investment (but not the
shared investment returns) on average back. The proportion (called surrender charge
schedule) from total investments paid to the deceased has the properties we want, de-
creasing over time with a payback guarantee at the start. However, the properties are an
artefact of a fixed average payout and above-inflation returns from the financial market.
For example, there would be no decrease or sharing without the financial market.

We want to find preferences that yield large bequests at the start that decrease over
time. Previous research modelled the balance between income and bequest to heirs with
a fixed parameter. If we want a strong bequest motive at the start that weakens over
time, we need time-dependent preferences. However, establishing the optimal allocation
and investment strategies is a problem in Dagpunar (2021} p.264) with fixed preferences.

Candidate controls follow from an HJB approach, but a verification step is needed to
show their optimality. A PDE that describes the problem locally implies the candidate
controls. Because of the random nature of investments, the definition of global optimality
uses an expectation. The problem is that connecting the PDE to the objective yields a
limit of expectations with potentially irregular asymptotic. It is well-known that Fatou’s
lemma can deal with that limit when maximising a non-negative objective. However,
Fatou’s lemma does not apply to maximising objectives with negative numbers like power
utility with a negative exponent, i.e. the case of risk-averse investors.

The case of risk-averse investors was a thorny issue even in Merton’s portfolio problem
until Pliska (1986) with his dual approach. In a nutshell, Fatou’s lemma does not apply
to the original problem but a related one. However, it relies on a concave utility function.
Biagini (2010)) gives an abstract overview of the approach without a concrete example.
Rogers (2013) discusses many generalised versions of the original Merton problem where
the method solved the problem; see Chapter 1.2 in particular. See Herdegen et al. (2021))
for a recent take on the problem and alternative approaches. It is worth noting most
authors omit Fatou’s lemma and choose to state that a positive local martingale is a
supermartingale. We use the dual approach to verify the solution by Dagpunar (2021,
p.264) and generalise it to the case of time-dependent preferences.

We use the setting of Dagpunar (2021)) but with a time-dependent deterministic func-
tion that models the relative importance between income and potential bequest payout in
the rest of the paper. More precisely, we look at an idealised tontine with infinitely many
members and known mortality distribution, i.e. there are no discretisation issues with the
redistribution of funds. The investors choose the proportion of funds used for redistribu-
tion upon death and, at the same time, determine how much they receive from the tontine
in return when alive. The tontine pays the remaining funds blocked from redistribution as
a bequest upon the investors’ death. It is worth noting that the investors’ bequest grows
as income does from redistribution. The investors control their investment in a Black-
Scholes market and income from their remaining funds. For mathematical tractability,

we assume that investors seek to maximise the lifetime utility of their consumption and



bequest using constant relative risk aversion.

In section 2, after introducing our setting mathematically, we state the candidate con-
trols of our optimisation problem and verify the optimality with the dual approach.

In section 3, we choose parameters and perform a modelling exercise based on common
sense ideas related to bequest in retirement. For example, instead of exploiting the like-
lihood of events, we avoid situations where an investor loses a large proportion of their
funds before receiving an income for many years. Our modelling exercise shows that hav-
ing a full refund at the start and a declining bequest reaching zero in the following years
leads to an almost linear allocation of funds in the tontine.

We finish the paper with a summary of our results in section 4.

2 Mathematical description and explicit solution

We consider an investor with initial wealth X; > 0 and a deterministic force of mortality
A; > 0 for ¢ > 0. In particular, the survival probability is given by S, = exp(— fg A, du).

We consider a financial market with a stock and a bank account. The bank account
has a constant continuous interest rate r € R and the stock price follows a geometric
Brownian motion with constant drift x4 > r and constant volatility ¢ > 0.

The investor can dynamically decide on the proportion of wealth m, to invest in the
stock, the proportion to consume ¢, > 0, and the proportion in the tontine o, < 1. The
proportion in the tontine yields an additional stream of funds to the investor’s wealth
through the redistribution of wealth from recently deceased members in the tontine. All
controls might be random as long as they depend on the available information.

We neglect any transaction costs and assume no borrowing or short-selling constraints.
We neglect any discretisation problems by assuming an infinitely large pool, i.e. the local
rate of the number of recently deceased is \,. In particular, the dynamics of the investor’s

wealth process X; is
dXt/Xt — (T + (M - T)?Tt - Ct + atAt)dt + O-ﬂ-tde

Xy = Xpexp (/tTﬂL(M—T)Wu—cu—I—auAudu) 5t</a7ruqu>, @
0 0

in which W, is a Brownian motion and & stands for the stochastic exponential.

To make mathematical sense out of , we assume that there is an underlying prob-
ability space (€2, F,P) with filtration (F,),;> for the Brownian motion and the controls.
In particular, we assume that the controls 7, ¢;, o, are admissible, i.e. adapted to (F;);>o
and [ 7o du, [ |e,|du, [)|a,|du < oo for all ¢ >0 and outcomes from €.

The investor looks at the average sum of lifetime utility from consumption and be-
quest to decide on the controls 7, ¢, o,. More precisely, we use power utility and try to

maximise

o [k b0



in which 7 is the random remaining lifetime of the investor, p is the constant subjective
discount rate, v € (—o0, 1)\ 0 is the investor’s constant relative risk aversion, and b, > 0
is a deterministic function that quantifies the investor’s preference towards consumption
or bequest. Note that and ¢, > 0 and o, <1 imply that the income rate ¢, X, > 0
and the bequest (1—ay)X, >0, i.e. (¢, X,)" and ((1—«,)X,)” are well-defined with the
convention that 07 is either 0 or co depending on the sign of ~.

We assume that the remaining lifetime 7 is independent of the financial market so that
we can assume that 7 is independent of (F;);>¢, see Bernhardt & Donnelly (2019, Lemma
A.1) for more details. Now, we can remove 7 from the average sum of consumption and

bequest, i.e. our objective function is

E[/Oooe_p“Su (cuXu)7/7 +e SN, ((1— au)Xu)W/v du]. (2)

o . o —r 1 —7r\2
Proposition 2.1. Let =7+ == — §ﬁ(“g )°. Assume

o0 o
/ e P8, (14+bi A,) du < 0.
0

Then the optimal controls of the objective are
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Proof: We compare an arbitrary state process X corresponding to controls 7, ¢, & with the
process X* corresponding to the explicit candidate controls 7*, ¢, @* from Proposition

2.1 We use the concavity of the utility function, more precisely, since 0 # v < 1,
2V )y <y'/y+y" Nz —y) forall >0 and y > 0. (3)

Let us begin by estimating the objective function of X with the objective function of X*,
E| /0 Te S, (X)) fy + e S b (1 = an)X.) "y dul]
<E[ /0 ooe—f’“Su(c;Xj;)” /v +e S Nb, (1 —ay) X)) /7y dul
+E[ /0 ooe—ﬂ“su(czxz)”*l(cuxu — ¢, X3 du]
LE| /0 Te b (1= al) X)L = @)Xy — (1 — al)X3) du].

Note that there is an integrability issue in the above inequality and that the above in-

equality only holds if the sum of the last two summands is bounded. Also, note that the



times when 1 — «a; = 0 is not an issue with equation because 1 — a; = 0 if and only
if b, =0.

It is enough to show that the sum of the last two summands in is negative and
bounded to conclude that holds and that the objective function of any controls is

smaller than the objective function of the candidate controls. Let

P = St/<0:>l—v’ (5)
then )
¢ = (St/épt)m,

. 1
1L—ay = (S/p) (b)),
thus the last two summands in simplify to

(6)

E[/ e_pu(pu<XZ)7_1 (CuXu + ﬂbu>0>‘u(1 - au)Xu - CZX: - ﬂbu>0)‘u(1 - a;)Xu) du} .
0

Moreover, we can assume that 1 — a, = 0 whenever b, = 0 without loss of generality
because those two terms appear in the original objective function together. Thus, the

last two summands in can be expressed as
E[/ e—pu(pu<X;<)’y—l (CuXu + /\u(l - au)Xu - CZX; - /\u(l - aZ)Xu) du] (7)
0

We investigate the factor ¢, = ¢ *¢,(X;)""" in the above integrand. It is called the
state-price density process in the optimal control literature. It is linked to the value

function through its first partial derivative with respect to the state. First, we derive an

ODE for ¢. From and @, we get
pr/pr = (1 =7)(B—ci +aih) = N\,
©; = Py €Xp ((1 -7) /t/B —cp +aph, du — /t/\udu).
Combining ([]), with 3, 7 from Prooposition yields O

G =X = g M exp (- /0 B du) & - E=Lw),

g

(8)

" (9)
d¢, /¢ = —(r+ A)dt — MTdWr

Now, we are ready to showcase the main argument of the verification. We define and
derive the SDE of the following process using and @,

t
Y, = GX, + / ColeaXn + (1 — ) X, du,
0

dY; = (dX, + X, d¢, + d[(, X]; + (e Xy + A (1 — o) X, )dt
=(r+ (u—r)m — ¢ + )X, dt + local martingale
— (r + A\ X dt + local martingale (10)
— (o —r)m(, X, dt
+ (e Xy + N(1 — ay) X,)dt

= local martingale.



Note that (, X, as well as (; (¢, X;+\(1—ay)X,) are positive. Thus, Y is a supermartingale

because it is a positive local martingale, and furthermore

t
—00 0

t—o00

> lim infE[/tgu(cuXu + (1 — o) X,,) du] (11)
0

= IE[/OOOCH(CUXU + A (1 — ) X,) du}.

Next, we show that the above inequalities are equalities for X*. Reexamining

yields
AV = GAX] + X7dG, + [, XN, + G (X7 + A1 — af) X7)de

* * */’L
= Xyom dW, — (X,
w—=r

,
dW, (12)

= (tX; (UW:

)dW,.
Reexamining and @D yields

gxp=%xﬁm(—/Qxanu—ammoa(/mﬁ—“‘Tﬂn)
0 0

o

. . . * * * « e .
in particular, using a”, ¢", " deterministic,

iG] = Xy (- [ A —ad) ), (13)

E[(¢,X])*] < (poXo)? eXp(/ﬂt(awZ— 1t

Combining with and noting that u,r, o, 7" are constants shows that the local

martingale Y™ has an integrable quadratic variation, i.e. Y™ is a martingale and the first

_T)Qdu) (14)

g

inequality in is an equality for X ™. Furthermore, let
_ Bt =
fi=eS5(1+b"N)
then using o, ¢* and the constraint fooo fudu < oo from Proposition yields

/Othr)\ /f fu ds—log/ fudu—log/ . du )

tToo

Combining and shows that the second inequality in is an equality for X™.
Overall, holds with equality for X™*, thus

0= Y- Y,
zEp/iu%xm+Mu—awxom4—Ep/ﬂuqxx+au—amxmdﬂ
0 0

= E[/ e_pugou(X:)’y_l (CuXu + )‘u<1 - au>Xu - CZXZ - )\u<1 - aZ>Xu) duL
0



which implies that @ is negative. Moreover, @ is bounded because both terms in the
above difference are positive and the subtrahend is the finite value Y. Thus, the sum of
the last two summands in (4)) is negative and bounded. Thus, yields

]E[/ e ™S, (cuXu)V/v + efp“Su)\ubu((l — au)Xu)v/y du}

0

<E[ [ oS, (@X) e S (L - al)X0) fydal,
0

i.e. any control has a lower utility than the candidate controls from Proposition 2.1 which

means that the candidate controls are optimal. ]

3 Numerical experiments

Choosing parameter values

We choose = 10%, o0 = 20% and r = 3%, which roughly coincide with historical values
for S&P 500 and inflation in Western countries according to Investopedia (2024). We
chose that particular index because it is the de facto industry-standard benchmark for
equities.

We determine the level of risk aversion ~ by matching 7" from Proposition with the
equity allocation of pension portfolios. We pick a range of parameters because there is
no industry consensus about the right equity level in retirement. For example, Pension
Times (2022) states a range of 20% to 40%; while governmental institutions like the
Chilean Pensions Supervisor (2003, Table No IV.2) that adopted drawdown in retirement
go as low as 5%, see Fuentes et al. (2024) for an overview of the Chilean Pension System
and adopting tontines. We include risk aversions exceeding equity levels of over 100%,
even if they violate potential borrowing constraints, to showcase the implications of utility
maximisation. We choose v to be 0.5, —1,—3,—5, —8 and —11 corresponding to equity
allocations of 350%, 87.50%, 43.75%, 29.17%, 19.4% and 14.6%.

We link p to inflation rather than seeing it as a subjective discount rate. We discount
our wealth to evaluate the purchasing power with the utility function over time. Note
that purchasing power changes with inflation but our preferences = +— /v are fixed.
More precisely, to interpret our results in terms of purchasing power, we need to look at

the objective function
B[ [ Su(e7 e, X,) "7+ Suhbu(e (1 - a,)X,) 1y dal,
0
which coincides with our objective function (2)) when we assume

p=ry.

We use the UK period life table for both sexes between ages 65 and 110 from the Human
Mortality Database (2019) as the basis for our mortality distribution. We fit a continuous



distribution to our discrete data because we need a force of mortality A. More precisely,

we use the Gompertz-Makeham distribution with a force of mortality of
\ = ae” +a; for years t > 0 after age 65

and constants a;, as, a3 > 0. Minimising the squared distance between our data’s annual
survival probabilities and the theoretical probabilities of our continuous distribution yields
a; = 0.00584, a, = 0.12150 and a3 = 0.0024117.

Modelling time preferences

In the last subsection, we specified all our model parameters except for the function b.
Here, we use common sense arguments to determine a reasonable form for b and then
tweak its shape to avoid obvious strange behaviour.

We focus on individuals who are considering investing in a tontine. First, we consider
an opportunistic individual who recognises that dying is unlikely early in retirement and
likely at an advanced age. Thus, to maximise their benefits, they would have a weaker
bequest motive early on than at an advanced age, i.e. aligning their motive with the
likelihood of dying. We interpret such an opportunistic individual as risk-tolerant because
they ignore cases when they enter the tontine, die early, and get neither the benefit of
many payments nor a bequest. Because we can interpret tolerance to risk in terms of ~,
we can say that v > 0 yields preferences like A, over time ¢ > 0.

Now, consider a conservative individual who is afraid of losing money. Losing money
for no return early in retirement is a bigger problem for such a person than the inability
to bequeath after using/living off their funds in retirement. Since the force of mortality
is increasing, we can make a similar statement as for the opportunistic individual, i.e. we
can say that v < 0 yields preferences like 1/, over time ¢ > 0.

Because v changes smoothly from one type of preference to the other, the preference is
reasonably given by

b, = (\)" for t>0. (16)

It is worth noting that such preferences fulfil the integrability constraint of Proposition
2.1l To see this, recall that we model the mortality with a Gompertz-Makeham, which
has an exponentially increasing force of mortality, i.e. u— e ?*“(1+X707D)\) is at most
exponentially increasing, but S, = exp(— [;' A, ds) decreases faster than any exponen-
tial decay. In particular, the product of the above two terms decreases faster than any

exponential decay and is, therefore, integrable over the positive half-line.
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Figure 3.1: Proportion of wealth allocated to the tontine when the force of mortality

directly influences preferences.

Figure shows the changing proportion of funds in the tontine over time when we
use the preferences . The curves roughly correspond to our common sense arguments,
i.e. opportunistic individuals (high v) have a decreasing proportion over time while con-
servative individuals (low ) have an increasing one. Focusing on ages 65 to 95, we might
see a curve exhibiting an up-and-down movement for some ~ like —1, but we only see a
monotone increase for any v < —3 corresponding to industry standard levels of equity
below 43.75% for post-retirement funds.

However, there are two issues with Figure|3.1 First, the initial proportion in the tontine
is negative for v < —3. The proportion starts being positive at some age after 75. We
could interpret that as tontines being unattractive until age 75, but that would enforce
preferences upon an individual willing to invest in a tontine at 65. One way to rectify
the situation is to recognise that we only used relative preferences instead of absolute ones

in our argumentations. Thus, we can introduce a constant scaling parameter x > 0, i.e.
b, = k(\)" for t>0. (17)

That parameter is not free because we know that the individual begins to consider invest-
ing in a tontine at age 65, i.e. k should be chosen such that ag = 0. As it turns out, this
is only possible when v < 0, which coincides with our understanding that v > 0 corre-

sponds to an opportunistic individual with an initial allocation of 100% in the tontine.

Proposition 3.2. Let p =7y and Ay < A, for u > 0. Then, there is £ > 0 such that
b, = k(\)? yields agy =0 in Proposition [2.1]if and only if v < 0.

2 1
Proof: o =0 with x> 0 is equivalent to Ay~ — [ e S ™ du > 0. Let

L o0 1
fy)=A"7 - / e S A7 du
0

10



be the left-hand side of the inequality. Note that g depends on 7, see Proposition [2.1].
Using p=rvy and Ay < A, for u > 0 yields

FO)=1-— /OOOSU)\udu =1-5(0) =0,

log()\p)

fv) < f(V)W-

Applying Gronwall’s lemma gives
f(0)exp(fy lgg()“)) du) =0 for v>0
>f(0)exp(f0%du):() for v <0

7 (1-7)

Overall, /\éj — fooo e’ “S, e " du > 0 if and only if v < 0, which is equivalent to the

existence of x > 0 such that «y = 0. [

The plummeting proportion in the tontine around age 115 is the second issue with
Figure (3.1). The fall is a numerical artefact originating from imposing a limiting age
of 115 to deal with unbounded integrals. Extending the limiting age would remove the
fall from 115 but reveal other hard-to-explain behaviour at extreme ages. For example,
we can already observe two inflexion points in the curve of v = 0.5 in Figure .
Generally speaking, our objective function tends to give us answers that do not follow
common sense at extreme ages. Bernhardt & Donnelly (2019, p.174) encountered such a
problem already and circumvented it by introducing a limiting age for their setup with
a fixed proportion in the tontine, which creates numerical issues in our case. As before,
we rectify the situation by adjusting our preferences. More precisely, we remove extreme

ages from the bequest motive, e.g.

1
by = <ﬁ)7 for ¢t € [0,20], and 0 otherwise. (18)

)‘t >‘20

We specifically have a person in mind who has a bequest motive early in retirement but
realises they need their funds for themselves when they have not died prematurely. This
description matches our conservative individual best. Thus, the preferences are such
that the bequest motive changes continuously from a finite value to zero after a fixed time,
here 20 years, when v < 0. To some degree, the preferences are also reasonable for an
opportunistic person whose preferences align with an increasing A. Their bequest motive
is the largest when the likelihood of dying is the largest; hence the bequest will be the
largest right before it becomes unavailable. Thus, it makes sense that is infinity when
a bequest becomes unavailable for v > 0. However, even though the preferences yield
well-defined controls, they do not fulfil the integrability constraint of Proposition for
v > 0.
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Figure 3.3: Proportion of wealth allocated to the tontine when initial allocation has to
be 0 at initial age 65 (left) and when bequest motive vanishes continuously after 20 years
(right).

Figure |3.3| shows the changing fund allocation in the tontine over time when we use the
preferences on the left and the preferences on the right. We removed v = 0.5
from the left picture because there is no scale x > 0 yielding ag = 0 in this case. We see
on the left that requiring ag = 0 yields proportions that are all positive. In addition, note
that the curves are fairly close together when v < —3, indicating some robustness. And,
we see on the right that excluding advanced ages from bequest motives yields consistently
monotone increasing proportions. Indeed, both adjustments and remove the
strange behaviour observed in Figure [3.1]
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Figure 3.4: Proportion of wealth allocated to the tontine when initial allocation has to be

0 at initial age 65 in addition to a vanishing bequest motive after 20 years.

Figure shows the changing fund allocation in the tontine when we combine the two

previous adjustments, i.e. it depicts the proportion based on our most reasonable bequest
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preferences, which are

1
b, = m(ﬁ)v for ¢ € [0,20], and 0 otherwise, (19)

with x > 0 such that the initial allocation in the tontine is 0, i.e. ¢y = 0 and v < 0.
In addition to seeing no issues like in Figure |3.1) we see an almost linear change in the
tontine allocation for v < —3 corresponding to industry standard levels of equity. We
would expect a linear adjustment in practice compared to an alternative complicated
one. Even though we cannot find examples because modern tontines do not exist in the
industry yet to our knowledge, we can find pension products with bequest benefits that
linearly adjust bequest benefits over time like Challenger Life Company Limited (2022,
pp.7-8); note that a linear adjustment in the tontine allocation yields a complementary

linear adjustment in the bequest benefit according to our objective .

Sanity check

Previously, we focused exclusively on the fund allocation in the tontine. We tweaked
the unknown bequest preference b until the proportion o followed some rules. However,
that might have resulted in nonsensical changes in the other controls, especially ¢* (the
control * is independent of b). We look at discounted average income rate ¢ — e "c; X}
because we try to optimise purchasing power and it coincides with annual income up to

some discretisation error. For simplicity, we take the expectation
t Ele ;X for t >0

because volatility would obscure the picture.
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Figure 3.5: Annual income of a person aged 65 with an initial investment of £100k with
preferences that yield an initial allocation of 0 in the tontine and continuously shift to 1

after 20 years.
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Figure shows the annual income based on the preferences . The most impor-
tant detail is the initial value between £4480 to £4786, which fits the annual income
between £4540 to £4756 of available annuities escalating at retail price index on the mar-
ket according to Retirement Line (2024)). In particular, our chosen preferences have kept
consumption at reasonable levels.

It is (actually) surprising that the income levels between our tontines and annuities
match up so tightly. The numbers line up perfectly to balance out the bequest benefit of
the tontines with the fees for annuities yielding equal income levels. That the preferences
(19) remove the bequest benefit after 20 years is essential here. If we preferred bequest
during the whole lifetime like with , we would see similar shaped curves as in Figure
but with a significantly lower initial consumption between £2872 to £3833 for v < —3.
Given that different retirement products compete on the market and people avoid trade-
offs, we imagine that preferences tend to match the income levels of available retirement
products. More precisely, we imagine that the time frame of bequest benefits, 20 years in
, would be used in practice to match the income of other retirement products.

It is worth noting that g > r is the reason for the monotone increase in consumption
in Figure [3.5] We like to see constant consumption, but only specific combinations of
~ and p yield that for all g — r. Those combinations are v = 2/3 or 7 = —oo when
p = rv, i.e. 525% or 0% in equity respectively, which makes no sense. Most notably,
we cannot find preferences b that yield constant annual average discounted consumption
because the precise condition depends only on externally given parameters and p—1r # 0.

More precisely:

Proposition 3.6. In the context of Proposition 2.1,

—Bt (u—r)n"t
—rt _* yrx e ¢
E[e T‘tct Xt ] - Y

1
J72e ™S, (1 + by 7 \,) du

which is constant if and only if (u—r)7" — 3 = 0.
Proof: Let
_1
ft — e_ﬁtSt(l + b;iv )\t) fOI‘ t 2 0
Similar to (17]), combining with the definitions of 7", ¢", @™ from Proposition and

noting that 7" is constant, i.e. &( fo om,dW,) is a martingale, yields

o Btaln—r)m"t eXp(fg —fu . du)

E —rt *X* — f;ofsd
[e Ct t] Loofu du
_ e Ptelp—r)m"t exp (log(j;oofu du) — log(fooofu du)) _ e Bt
[ fudu I3 fudu
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4 Conclusion

We have studied the optimal allocation of funds in a modern tontine with bequest. We
verified that the candidate allocation from a corresponding HJB approach is optimal, a
mathematical issue raised by Dagpunar (2021, p.264) and left for future research. We have
discussed why some aspects of the allocation violate common sense and have suggested
solutions.

We have used duality methods from stochastic optimal control theory to verify the
candidate controls in our utility maximisation problem. Those tools are particularly well-
suited when dealing with the power utility. We hope the paper raises awareness of those
tools in the actuarial community. For example, we can verify the candidate controls in
related publications like He et al. (2024)) and Ng & Nguyen (2024) instead of assuming
hard-to-check integrability constraints.

It is clear that investing in a tontine and then losing everything because of sudden
death is an unacceptable circumstance, similar to why bequest is a reason for the annuity
puzzle. But, nobody sharing their funds means a low income for everyone. As a result,
we argued that the initial investment in the tontine should increase from 0 to 1 in a fixed
time interval. We have found preferences that model those two constraints in a power
utility set-up. Those preferences yield almost linear allocation in the tontine for sensible
ranges of risk aversion, i.e. one of the simplest ways to allocate funds to the tontine is

likely the most preferred and practical one.

References

Bernhardt, T. & Donnelly, C. (2019). Modern tontine with bequest: Innovation in pooled
annuity products. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 86, pp. 168-188. DOI: 10.
1016/j.1insmatheco.2019.03.002.

Biagini, S. (2010). Expected utility maximization: Duality methods. In: Encyclopedia
of Quantitative Finance. John Wiley & Sons, Ltd. DoI1: [10.1002/9780470061602 .
eqf04009.

Challenger Life Company Limited (2022). Challenger Lifetime Annuity (Liquid Life-
time): Product disclosure statement. Superannuation Product Identification Number
CHGO005AU. Accessed 07/10/2024. URL: https ://www . challenger . com. au/ -
/media/aol/documents/pds/challenger-pds/ga_11_pds.pdf.

Chen, A. & Rach, M. (2022). Bequest-Embedded Annuities and Tontines. Asia-Pacific
Journal of Risk and Insurance, 16(1), pp. 1-46. DOI:|doi:10.1515/apjri-2020-0031.

Chilean Pensions Supervisor (2003). The Chilean Pension System (fourth edition),
Chapter IV. Accessed 16/09/2024. URL: https://www . spensiones . cl/portal/
institucional/594/w3-article-3523.html.

15


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.insmatheco.2019.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.insmatheco.2019.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470061602.eqf04009
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470061602.eqf04009
https://www.challenger.com.au/-/media/aol/documents/pds/challenger-pds/ga_ll_pds.pdf
https://www.challenger.com.au/-/media/aol/documents/pds/challenger-pds/ga_ll_pds.pdf
https://doi.org/doi:10.1515/apjri-2020-0031
https://www.spensiones.cl/portal/institucional/594/w3-article-3523.html
https://www.spensiones.cl/portal/institucional/594/w3-article-3523.html

Dagpunar, J. (2021). Closed-form solutions for an explicit modern ideal tontine with
bequest motive. Insurance: Mathematics and Economics, 100, pp. 261-273. DOI: 10.
1016/]j.1insmatheco.2021.05.008.

Davidoff, T. & Brown, J. & Diamond, P. (2005). Annuities and Individual Welfare. Amer-
ican Economic Review, 95(5), pp. 1573-1590. DOI: 10.1257/000282805775014281.

Fuentes, O. & Fullmer, R. & Garcia-Huitron, M. (2024). A sustainable, variable lifetime
retirement income solution for the Chilean pension system. The Geneva Papers on
Risk and Insurance - Issues and Practice, 49(2), pp. 234-258. DOI: [10.1057/s41288-
024-00315-2.

He, L. & Liang, Z. & Ren, Z. (2024). Optimal consumption and investment in pooled an-
nuity funds with and without fund managers. Scandinavian Actuarial Journal, pp. 1—
38. DOI: 110.1080/03461238.2024.2390087.

Herdegen, M. & Hobson, D. & Jerome, J. (2021). An elementary approach to the Merton
problem. Mathematical Finance, 31(4), pp. 1218-1239. pOI: 10.1111/mafi. 12311,

Human Mortality Database (2019). U.K., life tables (period 1x1), total (both sexes).
Accessed 13/09/2024. URL: https://www.mortality.org/File/GetDocument/hmd.
v6/GBR_NP/STATS/bltper_1x1.txt.

Investopedia (2024). S&P 500 Average Return and Historical Performance. Accessed
13/09/2024. URL: https://www. investopedia.com/ask/answers/042415/what-
average-annual-return-sp-500.asp.

Milevsky, M. & Salisbury, T. (2024). The Riccati tontine: how to satisfy regulators on
average. The Geneva Risk and Insurance Review. DOI: |10.1057/s10713-024-00105-
9.

Ng, T. W. & Nguyen, T. (2024). Individual survivor fund account: The impact of bequest
motives on tontine participation. Preprint. DOI: [10.2139/ssrn.4853823.

Pension Times (2022). What should my asset allocation be at my age? Accessed
16/09/2024. URL: https : //www . pensiontimes . co . uk / investments / stock -
trading/what-should-my-asset-allocation-be-at-my-age.

Pliska, S. R. (1986). A stochastic calculus model of continuous trading: optimal portfolios.
Mathematics of Operations Research, 11(2), pp. 371-382. DOI: [10. 1287 /moor.11.2.
371.

Retirement Line (2024). What are the latest UK annuity rates? October 2024. Accessed
07/10/2024. URL: https : //www . retirementline . co.uk/annuities/annuity-
rates/.

Rogers, L. C. G. (2013). Optimal investment. Springer Berlin, Heidelberg. DO1: 10.1007/
978-3-642-35202-7|

16


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.insmatheco.2021.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.insmatheco.2021.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1257/000282805775014281
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41288-024-00315-2
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41288-024-00315-2
https://doi.org/10.1080/03461238.2024.2390087
https://doi.org/10.1111/mafi.12311
https://www.mortality.org/File/GetDocument/hmd.v6/GBR_NP/STATS/bltper_1x1.txt
https://www.mortality.org/File/GetDocument/hmd.v6/GBR_NP/STATS/bltper_1x1.txt
https://www.investopedia.com/ask/answers/042415/what-average-annual-return-sp-500.asp
https://www.investopedia.com/ask/answers/042415/what-average-annual-return-sp-500.asp
https://doi.org/10.1057/s10713-024-00105-9
https://doi.org/10.1057/s10713-024-00105-9
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4853823
https://www.pensiontimes.co.uk/investments/stock-trading/what-should-my-asset-allocation-be-at-my-age
https://www.pensiontimes.co.uk/investments/stock-trading/what-should-my-asset-allocation-be-at-my-age
https://doi.org/10.1287/moor.11.2.371
https://doi.org/10.1287/moor.11.2.371
https://www.retirementline.co.uk/annuities/annuity-rates/
https://www.retirementline.co.uk/annuities/annuity-rates/
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-35202-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-35202-7

	Introduction
	Mathematical description and explicit solution
	Numerical experiments
	Conclusion

