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Abstract

This paper studies optimal consumption, investment, and healthcare spending under Epstein-
Zin preferences. Given consumption and healthcare spending plans, Epstein-Zin utilities are
defined over an agent’s random lifetime, partially controllable by the agent as healthcare re-
duces mortality growth. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first time Epstein-Zin utilities
are formulated on a controllable random horizon, via an infinite-horizon backward stochastic
differential equation with superlinear growth. A new comparison result is established for the
uniqueness of associated utility value processes. In a Black-Scholes market, the stochastic control
problem is solved through the related Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation. The verifica-
tion argument features a delicate containment of the growth of the controlled morality process,
which is unique to our framework, relying on a combination of probabilistic arguments and anal-
ysis of the HJB equation. In contrast to prior work under time-separable utilities, Epstein-Zin
preferences facilitate calibration. The model-generated mortality closely approximates actual
mortality data in the US and UK; moreover, the efficacy of healthcare can be calibrated and
compared between the two countries.
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1 Introduction

Mortality, the probability that someone alive today dies next year, exhibits an approximate ex-
ponential growth with age, as observed by Gompertz [I3] in 1825. Despite the steady decline of
mortality at all age groups across different generations, the exponential growth of mortality within
each generation has remained remarkably stable, which is called the Gompertz law. Figure [I] dis-
plays this clearly: in the US, mortality of the cohort born in 1900 and that of the cohort born in
1940 grew exponentially at a similar rate; the latter is essentially shifted down from the former.
At the intuitive level, this “shift down” of mortality across generations can be ascribed to
continuous improvement of healthcare and accumulation of wealth. Understanding precisely how
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Figure 1: Mortality rates (log scale) at adults’ ages for the cohorts born in 1900 and 1940 in the US. The
dots are actual data (Berkeley Human Mortality Database) and the lines are model-implied mortality curves.

this “shift down” materializes demands careful modeling in which wealth evolution, healthcare
choices, and the resulting mortality are all endogenous. Standard models of consumption and
investment do not seem to serve the purpose: the majority, e.g. [35], [25], [26], and [30], consider
no more than exogenous mortality, leaving no room for healthcare

Recently, Guasoni and Huang [15] directly modeled the effect of healthcare on mortality: health-
care reduces Gompertz’ natural growth rate of mortality, through an efficacy function that char-
acterizes the effect of healthcare spending in a society. Healthcare, as a result, indirectly increases
utility from consumption accumulated over a longer lifetime. Under the constant relative risk
aversion (CRRA) utility function U(x) = ""f;: , 0 < v < 1, an optimal strategy of consumption,
investment, and healthcare spending is derived in [15], where the constraint 0 < v < 1 is justified by
interpreting 1/ as an agent’s elasticity of intertemporal substitution (EIS). Specifically, to model
mortality endogenously, we need to be cautious of potential preference for death over life. To avoid
this, [I5] assumes that an agent can leave a fraction ¢ € (0, 1], not necessarily all, of his wealth
at death to beneficiaries, reflecting the effect of inheritance and estate taxes. It is shown in [15]
that the optimization problem is ill-posed for v > 1. Indeed, with v > 1, or EIS less than one,
the income effect of future loss of wealth at death is so substantial that the agent reduces current
consumption to zero, leading to the ill-posedness; see below [15, Proposition 3.2] for details.

Despite the progress in [I5], the artificial relation that EIS is the reciprocal of relative risk
aversion, forced by CRRA utility functions, significantly restricts its applications. Although a
preliminary calibration was carried out in [I5, Section 5], it was not based on the full-fledged model
in [I5], but a simplified version without any risky asset. Indeed, once a risky asset is considered, it
is unclear whether « should be calibrated to relative risk aversion or EIS. More crucially, empirical
studies largely reject relative risk aversion and EIS being reciprocals to each other: it is widely
accepted that EIS is larger than one (see e.g. [3], [2], [6], and [5]), while numerous estimates of
relative risk aversion are also larger than one (see e.g. [32], [3], and [17]).

In this paper, we investigate optimal consumption, investment, and healthcare spending under

1 As an exception, the literature on health capital, initiated by [14], considers endogenous healthcare. Despite its
development towards more realistic models, e.g. [11], [10], [36], [18], [16], the Gompertz law remains largely absent.



preferences of Epstein-Zin type, which disentangle relative risk aversion (denoted by 0 < v # 1)
and EIS (denoted by ¢ > 0). In particular, we impose throughout the paper

Assumption 1. ) > 1 and v > 1/4.

This specification implies a preference for early resolution of uncertainty (as explained in [31]), and
conforms to empirical estimations mentioned above.

Our Epstein-Zin utility process has several distinctive features. First, it is defined on a random
horizon 7, the death time of an agent. Prior studies on Epstein-Zin utilities focus on a fixed-time
horizon; see e.g. [8], 28], [23], [29], [22], and [34]. To the best our knowledge, random-horizon
Epstein-Zin utilities are developed for the first time in Aurand and Huang [1], where the horizon
is assumed to be a stopping time adapted to the market filtration. Our studies complement [I], by
allowing for a stopping time (i.e. the death time) that need not depend on the financial market.
Second, the random horizon 7 is controllable: one slows the growth of mortality via healthcare
spending, which in turn changes the distribution of 7. Note that a controllable random horizon was
considered in a few prior studies, e.g. [2I] and [9], but all under time-separable utilities. Third,
to formulate our Epstein-Zin utilities, we need not only a given consumption stream ¢ (as in the
literature), but also a specified healthcare spending process h. Given the pair (c, h), the Epstein-Zin
utility is defined as the right-continuous process V" that satisfies a random-horizon dynamics (i.e.
below), with a jump at time 7. Thanks to techniques of filtration expansion, we decompose
Vel as a function of 7 and a process V" that solves an infinite-horizon backward stochastic
differential equation (BSDE) under solely the market filtration; see Proposition That is, the
randomness from death and from the market can be dealt with separately. By deriving a comparison
result for this infinite-horizon BSDE (Proposition , we are able to uniquely determine the
Epstein-Zin utility V" for any k-admissible strategy (¢, h) (Definition ; see Theorem

In a Black-Scholes financial market, we maximize the time-0 Epstein-Zin utility 1700’h over per-
missible strategies (¢, 7, h) of consumption, investment, and healthcare spending (Definition .
First, we derive the associated Hamilton-Jacobi-Bellman (HJB) equation, from which a candidate
optimal strategy (¢*,7*, h*) is deduced. Taking advantage of a scaling property of the HJB equa-
tion, we reduce it to a nonlinear ordinary differential equation (ODE), for which a unique classical
solution exists on strength of the Perron method construction in [15]. This, together with a general
verification theorem (Theorem [3.1)), yields the optimality of (¢*, 7*, h*); see Theorem

Compared with classical Epstein-Zin utility maximization, the additional controlled mortality
process M" in our case adds nontrivial complexity. In deriving the comparison result Proposi-
tion standard Gronwall’s inequality cannot be applied due to the inclusion of M™. As shown
in Appendix a transformation of processes, as well as the use of both forward and backward
Gronwall’s inequalities, are required to circumvent this issue. On the other hand, in carrying out
verification arguments, we need to contain the growth of M" to ensure that the Epstein-Zin utility
is well-defined. This is done through a combination of probabilistic arguments and analysis of the
aforementioned nonlinear ODE; see Appendix [A.4] for details.

Our model is calibrated to mortality data in the US and UK. Under the simplifying assumption
that the cohort born in 1900 had no healthcare and the cohort born in 1940 had full access to
healthcare, we generate an endogenous mortality curve for the 1940 cohort. Figure [1| shows that
the model-implied mortality (red line) closely reproduces actual data in the US (red dots). Our
model performs well also for the UK data; see Figure [2. We also compute the optimal healthcare
spending across different ages (Figure and calibrate the efficacy of healthcare in these two
countries (Figure [3b)).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section [2] establishes Epstein-Zin utilities over
one’s random lifetime, with healthcare spending incorporated. Section 3| introduces the problem



of optimal consumption, investment, and healthcare spending under Epstein-Zin preferences, and
derives the related HJB equation and a general verification theorem. Section[d]characterizes optimal
consumption, investment, and healthcare spending in three different settings of aging and access
to healthcare. Section [5| calibrates our model to mortality data in the US and UK. Most proofs are
collected in Appendix [A]

2 Epstein-Zin Preferences with Healthcare Spending

Let (2, F,P) be a probability space equipped with a filtration F = (F})¢>0 that satisfies the usual
conditions. Consider another probability space (€', F',P') supporting a random variable Z that
has an exponential law

P(Z>z)=e7? 2z>0. (2.1)

We denote by (€, F,P) the product probability space (Q x ', F x F/,P x P’). The expectations
taken under P, P, and P will be denoted by E, E’, and E, respectively.

Consider an agent who obtains utility from consumption, partially determines his lifespan
through healthcare spending, and has bequest motives to leave his wealth at death to beneficiaries.
Specifically, we assume that the mortality rate process M of the agent evolves as

AM, = (B — g(hy))M,dt, My =m > 0, (2.2)

where h = (h¢):>0, a nonnegative F-progressively measurable process, represents the proportion
of wealth spent on healthcare at each time ¢, while g : Ry — Ry is the efficacy function that
prescribes how much the natural growth rate of mortality § > 0 is reduced by healthcare spending
hy. For any @ = (w,w’) € Q, the random lifetime of the agent is formulated as

¢
7(w) := inf {t >0: / MMw)ds > Z(w/)} . (2.3)
0
The information available to the agent is then defined as G = (G;)>0 with
Gi:=FVHy, where Hy:=0 (Lr<yy,uel0,1]). (2.4)

That is, at any time ¢, the agent knows the information contained in /; and whether he is still
alive (i.e. whether 7 > ¢ holds); he has no further information of 7, as the random variable Z is
inaccessible to him. Finally, we assume that the agent can leave a fraction ¢ € (0, 1], not necessarily
all, of his wealth at death to beneficiaries, reflecting the effect of inheritance and estate taxes.

Remark 2.1. As a modeling simplification mainly for the purpose of tractability, the controlled
mortality (2.2)) (borrowed from [15]) assumes that healthcare expenses relative to wealth, rather than
in absolute terms, affect mortality growth.

Now, let us define a non-standard Epstein-Zin utility process that incorporates healthcare spend-
ing. First, recall the Epstein-Zin aggregator f : Ry x R — R given by
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where v and 1 represent the agent’s relative risk aversion and EIS, respectively, as stated in
Section Given a consumption stream ¢ = (¢¢)¢>0, assumed to be nonnegative F-progressively
measurable, and a healthcare spending process h = (ht)¢>0 introduced below , we define the
Epstein-Zin utility on the random horizon T to be a G-adapted semimartingale (ﬁc’h)tzo satisfying

. B TNAT - - .
Vot = E, { / Fles, VEMds + WV ey + Vi " Lo |, forall 0<t < T <00,  (2.6)
t

AT

where we use the notation E; [-] = E[-|G¢]. In (2.6]), we assert that the loss of wealth at death results
in a decreased bequest utility, by a factor of (!=7. This assertion will be made clear and justified
in Section {4 where a ﬁnanmal model is in place; see Remark [£.4] particularly.

Before solving (2.6)) for ( Vt )t>[), we introduce a general definition of infinite-horizon BSDEs.

Definition 2.1. Let V' be an F-progressively measurable process satisfying E[supsc(o4 [Vs]] < oo for
allt > 0. For any G: QA xRy xR —= R, we say V is a solution to the infinite-horizon BSDE

if the following conditions hold: (i) (G(-,t, V}(-)))t>0 is F-progressively measurable, and (ii) for any
T > 0 there exists an F-martingale (M) ieo,m) such that [2.7) holds for 0 <t < T.

Remark 2.2. Without a terminal condition, can have infinitely many solutions. Indeed, as
long as G admits proper monotonicity, there are solutions to that satisfy “limy_oo Vz = € for
F-measurable random variable £ or “limy_o0 E [e”'V;] — 0 for p > 07; see [7] and [12]. We will
address this non-uniqueness issue by enforcing appropriate “terminal behavior”; see Remark 2.0

The next result shows that the G-adapted V in (2.6) can be expressed as a function of 7 and
an F-adapted process V' that satisfies an infinite-horizon BSDE.

Proposition 2.1. Le_t ¢, h be nonnegative F-progressively measurable. Then, Vs a G-adapted
semimartingale, with E[supscjo o |Vs|] < oo for all t > 0, that satisfies (2.6) if and only if

Vi=Vilgery + ¢Vl lysy V220, (2.8)

where V' is an F-adapted semimartingale, with E[supscpo 4 |Vs|] < oo for all t > 0, that satisfies the
infinite-horizon BSDE
dV, = —F(cy, MI', V,)ds + d.4,, (2.9)

with F': Ry xRy x R — R defined by
F(c,m,v) := f(c,v) — (1 =¢)mo. (2.10)
Proof. See Section O

Remark 2.3. Proposition nactually holds more generally beyond the speczﬁc driver f in 1)
and the boundary condition “Vy = (! V7 for T > 7 encoded in Specifically, in ,
if we allow for a general Borel driver f and replace '~ 7VT_ therem by H(V ) for a geneml
continuous function H that grows at most linearly, the arguments in the proof of Proposition
(see Sectz’on still hold, leading to an upgraded version of Pmposition with (YYV._ in
and (1™ in replaced by H(V;_) and H(v), respectively.



In view of Proposition to uniquely determine the Epstein-Zin utility process ‘7, we need to
find a suitable class of stochastic processes among which there exists a unique solution to (2.9)). To
this end, we start with imposing appropriate integrability and transversality conditions.

Definition 2.2. For any k € R, define A := 60+(1—0)k. Then, for any nonnegative F-progressively
measurable h, we denote by 5,? the set of all F-adapted semimartingales Y that satisfy the following
integrability and transversality conditions:

1-¢t=y
E[ sup |Ys|] <oo Vt>0 and lim e ME|e YW VTS

o
Jo Mzds |y, | = (2.11)
s€[0,t] t—00

Remark 2.4. Condition is similar to [27, (2.3)], but the controlled mortality M" in our case
complicates the transversality condition: unlike [2]), (2.3)], the exponential term no longer contains
a constant rate, but a stochastic one involving M". This adds nontrivial complexity to deriving a
comparison result (Proposition and the use of verification arqguments (Theorem |4.1]).

Remark 2.5. The constant A := 00 + (1 — )k in (2.11)) can be negative, even when k > 0 (as will
be assumed in Section . In such a case, [2.11)) stipulates that M" must increase fast enough to
neutralize the growth of e, such that the transversality condition can be satisfied.

We now introduce the appropriate collection of strategies (¢, h) we will focus on.

Definition 2.3. Let ¢, h be nonnegative F-progressively measurable. For any k € R, we say (¢, h)
18 k-admissible if there exists V € El? satisfying and

1—- -0 1-y
WMQ) L vs>o. (2.12)
L=y L=y
Remark 2.6. Condition is the key to a comparison result for , as shown in Proposi-
tion below. In a sense, — 1s the enforced “terminal behavior”, under which a solution
to can be uniquely identified. Technically, is similar to typical conditions imposed for
infinite-horizon BSDEs, such as [, (H1’)] and the one in [12, Theorem 5.1]: all of them require
the solution to be bounded from above by a tractable process. Moreover, for classical Epstein-Zin
utilities (without healthcare), a similar condition was imposed in [2], (2.5)]. In fact, Definition[2.5
is in line with [2]], Definition 2.1], but adapted to include the controlled mortality M".

%Séerww—U

A comparison result for BSDE ([2.9) can now be established.

Proposition 2.2. Let k € R and ¢, h be nonnegative F-progressively measurable processes. Suppose
that V! € & is a solution to [2.9) and V? € EN is a solution to 2-7). If V! satisfies (2:12) and
F(ey, My, V2) < G(t,V2) dP x dt-a.e., then V;} < V2 fort >0 P-a.s.

Proof. See Section [A.2] O
The next result is a direct consequence of Propositions [2.1] and

Theorem 2.1. Fiz k € R. For any k-adimissible (c, h), there exists a unique solution yeh e E,ff to
[2.9) that satisfies (2.12)). Hence, the Epstein-Zin utility VS can be uniquely determined via (2.8)).

Remark 2.7. Results in this section in fact hold true more generally, for certain specifications
of (1,7) that do not fulfill Assumption . For instance, for the cases “p € (0,1), v > i” and

“b,v € (0,1)”7, Theorem can be similarly established by suitably adjusting (2.11)-(2.12)). This
will allow the main result of this paper, Theorem[{.1] below, to be generalized to these cases.



3 Problem Formulation

Let B = (Bt)t>0 be an F-adapted standard Brownian motion. Consider a financial market with a
riskfree rate r > 0 and a risky asset S; given by

dS; = (/L—FT)Stdt—i-O'StdBt, (31)

where 4 € R and o > 0 are given constants. Given initial wealth x > 0, at each time ¢ > 0, an
agent chooses a consumption rate ¢, invests a fraction m; of his wealth on the risky asset, and
spends another fraction h; on healthcare. The resulting dynamics of the wealth process X is

dX; = X, (7“ + pmy — ht) dt — cdt + XyomdBy, Xg=x. (32)

Definition 3.1. For all k € R, let Hy, be the set of strategies (¢, m, h) such that (¢, h) is k-admissible
(Definition , 7 is F-progressively measurable, and a unique solution X¢™" to (3.2)) ewists.

The agent aims at maximizing his lifetime Epstein-Zin utility %C’h by choosing (¢, 7, h) in a
suitable collection of strategies P, i.e.

sup %C’h: sup Voc’h’, (3.3)
(e,m,h)EP (e,m,h)EP

where the equality follows from (2.8). In this section, we only require P to satisfy

P C Hy for some k € R. (3.4)
Our focus is to establish a versatile verification theorem under merely (3.4). A more precise
definition of P, depending on specification of 3, 7, and ¢, will be introduced in Definition 4.2
3.1 A General Verification Theorem

Under the current Markovian setting (i.e. (3.1) and (3.2))), we take

v(z,m) = sup VO (3.5)
(c,m,h)eP

i.e. the optimal value should be a function of the current wealth and mortality. The relation (A.10)),
derived from ([2.6)), suggests the following dynamic programming principle: With the shorthand
notation p = (¢, m, h) and ps = (cs, 75, hs) for s > 0, for any T > 0,

v(x,m) =

T
supE[/ e I3 M ( ey w(XD, M) + T MPu(XD ME) ) ds + e B M08 M) | (3.6)
peP 0

By applying It6’s formula to e~ Jo M2 dSv(X,gJ , M), assuming enough regularity of v, we get
Ty b
e Jo Mide(XE, M) — v(w,m)

T T
:/ (£Pe [l (XF, Mft) = Mo(XE, MP) ) dt + / e~ o M g X, (XP, MI')dB,,
0 0

where the operator L»*?[] is defined by

La’b’d[ﬁ](iv, m) = ((T‘ + ,U’b _ d)ﬂ? — CL) :‘ix(fﬁ, m) + (6 — g(d))mﬂm(a:,m) + %0‘2[)21‘2%30:0(33,771)7 (37)



for any x € C?1(R4 x R;). We can then rewrite (3.6) as

0=supE

T )
/ e—fos M}t (f(CS,U(XE,ML?)) + (Cl—'Y _ 1)M£U(X§,Msh) + LPS[U](XgaML?)) d8:| .
peP

0

The HJB equation associated with v(z,m) is then

0= sup {f(c,w(x,m)) — cwz(x,m)} + sup {—g(h)mwy,(x,m) — hxw,(x,m)}

C€R+ h€R+
1
+ sup < prawg(z,m) + =0’ r e we, (z,m) (3.8)
TeR 2

+ rawg (z,m) + Bmawm(z,m) + (177 — Dmw(z,m), V(z,m) € R2.
Equivalently, this can be written in the more compact form

sup {LC’”’h[w](x,m) + f(e,w(z, m))} + (77 = Dmw(z,m) =0, Y(z,m)eRi. (3.9)
c,heR 4, meR

Theorem 3.1. Let w € C*Y (R, xRy) be a solution to (3.8) and P satisfy (3.4]). Suppose for any
(¢,m, h) € P, the process w(Xtc’ﬂ’h, M), t >0, belongs to EF (with k € R specified by (3.4)) and

E[ sup wng’”’hwx(Xg’“’h,Mf)] < oo, Vt>0. (3.10)
s€[0,t]
Then, the following holds.

(i) w(x,m)>v(z,m) on Ry x Ry.

(ii) Suppose further that there exist Borel measurable functions ¢, 7, h : Ri — R such that é(x, m),
7(x,m), and h(x,m) are mazimizers of

1
sup {f(c,w(x,m)) — cwz(x,m)}, sup {;mxwx(:c, m) + ~o?m? 2w, (w, m)} , (3.11)
ceR4 SN 2

sup {—g(h)mwy,(x,m) — haw,(z,m)}, (3.12)
heR,

respectively, for all (x,m) € R2. If (¢*,7*, h*) defined by
cfi=¢e(Xy, My), 7fi=7(Xy, My), Ry = h(Xy, M), t>0, (3.13)

belongs to P and W} := w(Xf*’W*’h*,Mth*) satisfies (2.12)) (with V', ¢, h replaced by W*, ¢*,
h*), then (c¢*,7*, h*) optimizes (3.5)) and w(z,m) =v(x,m) on Ry x R;.

Proof. (i) Fix (z,m) € R%. Consider an arbitrary p = (c,m,h) € P. For any T > 0 and t € [0, 7],
by applying It6’s formula to w(XE, M), we get

T T

WO M) = w(X M) + [ Ll M ds + [ om X2, (X0, MY)aB,
t t

where the operator L»*?[-] is defined in (3.7). Thanks to B.10), u — [," omsXEw,(XE, M])dB;

is a true martingale. Hence, the above equality shows that W, := w(X}, M) is a solution to
BSDE [2.7), with G(w, s,v) := —LPs@)[w](XE(w), M(w)). On the other hand, (3.4) implies that



(c,h) is k-admissible, so that there exists a unique solution V" € ' to (2.9) that satisfies (2.12)
(Theorem [2.1)). Since w is a solution to (3.8), and equivalently to (3.9)), we have

F(cg, MI' W) = fles, We) + (¢F77 = 1) MW, < —LPs [w](X?, M. (3.14)

We then conclude from Propositionthat Wy > Vtc’h for all ¢ > 0. In particular, w(z,m) = Wy >
Voc’h. By the arbitrariness of (c, 7, h) € P, w(x,m) > Sup(. r p)ep Voc’h = v(z,m), as desired.

(ii) Fix (z,m) € R3. If (¢*,7*,h*) € P, we can repeat the arguments in part (a), obtaining
with the inequality replaced by equality. This shows that Wy = w(Xf ™ " M}") e &
is a solution to . Also, implies that (¢*,h*) is k-admissible, so that there is a unique
solution V<" ¢ 8,?* to satisfying (Theorem. As W* also satisfies , we have

Wi =V forall t > 0; particularly, w(z,m) = W = V& ™. With w(z, m) > SUD (¢, r n)eP Vot =
v(x,m) in part (a), we conclude w(x, m) = v(x,m) and (c¢*,7*,h*) € P is an optimal control. [
3.2 Reduction to an Ordinary Differential Equation

If we assume heuristically that w,, < 0, w, < 0, g is differentiable, and the inverse of ¢ is

well-defined, then the optimizers stated in Theorem (ii) can be uniquely determined as

[(1 — y)w(z,m)] )
Wy (z,m)¥

hem) = @) (-

B wx(xvm)
02 2wy (x,m)’ (3.15)

&(x,m) = 6% , 7(w,m) =

Plugging these into (3.8)) yields

[ =)oz, m)] P 1 ()2 vz, m)?
0= - o (2, m) -1 — 00v(x,m) — 3 (;) P + ravg(z, m) + fmuy, (x, m)
_ hxv,(z,m)
+ (Cl A 1)mv<x7m) — mvm(a}', m) hseuléi {g(h) —+ 'rn/U,rn(x”)’n)} . (316)

- _e .
Using the ansatz w(z,m) = 5911—Wu(m) ¥, the above equation reduces to

1—
0 = u(m)? — &(m)u(m) — ma’ (m) + mu'(m) sup {g(h) — (¢ — 1)u(/7(n))h} , m>0, (3.17)
heR 4 mu (m
where
5 () (¢ = 1m 12
&o(m) = 1/15—1—(1—1/1)(1_74-7"4-27 (5) ) (3.18)
Moreover, the maximizers in now become
c = zu(m ﬁ:L h(m) = (¢')! — u(m)
clam) = autm). 7= L i) = () (0= ) (3.19)

These maximizers indeed characterize optimal consumption, investment, and healthcare spending,
as will be shown in the next section.



4 The Main Results

Let us now formulate the set P of permissible strategies (¢, , h) in the optimization problem ([3.3)).
First, take k € R in Definition [2.2] to be

Kt ::5¢+(1—¢)<r+217(’;)2>, (4.1)

so that A € R in Definition becomes

1 2
AN =80+ (1—-0)k" =5+ (1 —y) <7" + % (g) > . (4.2)
Definition 4.1. Let P the set of strategies (c,, h) such that (¢, m,h) € Hpr, (XM=Y satisfies
(211)) (with A € R therein taken to be A*) as well as E[sup,¢ 0.4 Ws(Xg’W’h)lfv] < oo fort > 0.
Let Py be defined as Py, except that the second part of (2.11)) is replaced by
1—¢l—7

N B _ t
lim e~ AR | MWD T5 o Mshds(Xtc’ﬂ’h)l_'y} =0, forsomene (1-— %, 1). (4.3)

t—o00

Definition 4.2. The set of permissible strategies (¢, m, h), denoted by P, is defined as follows.
(i) For the case 5 =0 and g =0 (i.e. with neither aging nor healthcare), P := P1;
(ii) For the case >0 (i.e. with aging),

P .= P, ifWG(iJ) or (=1,
: Py, ify>1and ¢ € (0,1),

Remark 4.1. When there is aging (B8 > 0), for the case v > 1 and ¢ € (0,1), we need (X&™")1=7
to satisfy the slightly stronger condition (4.3|) (than the transversality condition in (2.11))), so that
the general verification Theorem[3.1] can be applied; see Appendiz[A.7) for details.

The rest of the section presents main results in three different settings of aging and access to
healthcare, in order of complexity.

4.1 Neither Aging nor Healthcare

When the natural growth rate of mortality is zero (5 = 0) and healthcare is unavailable (g = 0), the
mortality process is constant, i.e. M; = m. Consequently, in the HJB equation , all derivatives
in m should vanish; also, as v(x, m) is nondecreasing in z by definition, the second supremum in
(3.8) should be zero. Corresponding to this largely simplified HJB equation, reduces to

0 = u(m)? — é(m)u(m),
which directly implies u(m) = é(m). The problem can then be solved explicitly.
Proposition 4.1. Assume 8 =0 and g =0. For any m > 0, if ¢o(m) > 0 in (3.18), then
=
L—x
and hf := 0, fort > 0, form an optimal control for .

co(m)_% for x > 0.

v(z,m) = 6’
Furthermore, cf = éo(m)Xy, mf =

— K
,\/0.27
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Proof. See Section [A:3] O

Proposition [4.1] shows that without aging and healthcare, optimal investment follows classical
Merton’s proportion, while the optimal consumption rate is the constant ¢o(m), dictated by the
fixed mortality m. By , for the case ( = 1, éy(m) = ¥d + (1 — ) (7‘ + % (5)2) no longer
depends on m. Indeed, with no loss of wealth (and thus utility) at death, dying sooner or later
does not make a difference to one who maximizes lifetime utility plus bequest utility.

As C =l c0for¢ <land0< v # 1, we observe from ) that a larger mortality rate m
induces a larger consumption rate due to EIS 1 > 1. This can be explamed by the usual income and
substitution effects in response to negative wealth shocks. A larger mortality rate makes the loss of
wealth at death more pressing and imminent. This reduces the total income generated by saving
up to the death time, leading to the income effect that reduces consumption in the current period.
On the other hand, as saving is now less effective in generating future income, the opportunity
cost of consumption in the current period decreases. This brings about the substitution effect that
increases current consumption. As is known in the literature, when EIS v > 1, the substitution
effect prevails, encouraging the agent to consume more.

4.2 Aging without Healthcare

When the natural growth of mortality is positive (8 > 0) but healthcare is unavailable (g = 0),
mortality grows exponentially, i.e. M; = me®t. As g = 0 and v(z,m) is nondecreasing in z by
definition, the second supremum in (3.8)) vanishes. It follows that (3.17)) reduces to

0 = u(m)? — é(m)u(m) — Bmau’(m), m > 0. (4.4)
This type of differential equations can be solved explicitly.

Lemma 4.1. Fiz ¢ > 0, and define the function up : Ry — Ry by
-1

1 [ o=t (v qym C(14E
ug(m) = <£/0 ef(wlflﬂ(cl b Y(y+1) <1+k‘)dy> . (4.5)

If k* > 0 in , then wuy is the unique solution to the ordinary differential equation
0 = u?(m) — & (m)u(m) — bmu'(m), V¥m >0, (4.6)
such that limy_,og ug(m) = ¢o(m). Moreover, uy satisfies
u(0) = ¢(0) = k7 >0, lim_[ug(m) — (Go(m) + £)] =
éo(m) < ug(m) < éo(m) + £, Ym > 0. (4.7)
Proof. Similarly to (A.8) in [15], admits the general solution

0o —1
u(m) = bede (€' =Dm <05m5 +/ eé@“””m”v(”'ﬁ)dv> ., with C € R.
1

To ensure limy_,o u(m) = ¢y(m), we need C = 0, which identifies the corresponding solution as

] -1
ug(m) = pede(C T =1m (/ ee}@(Cl_Wl)m”v(ng)dv> .
1

A straightforward change of variable then gives the formula Now, replacing the positive

constants ‘H(Wil, B, and 1_471_ in [I5] Lemma A.1] by k*, ¢, and w ((1 — 1) in our setting,
we immediately obtain the remaining assertions. O
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Proposition 4.2. Assume >0 and g =0. If k* > 0 in (4.1)), then

0
ug(m)™v,  (z,m) € R,

where ug : Ry — Ry is defined as in ([L.5)), with £ = B. Furthermore, cf := ug(me®) Xy, 7} := ,Y’f?,
and hy := 0, for t >0, form an optimal control for (3.5)).

Proof. See Section O

Observe from (3.18) and (4.1]) that
(1= ¢ )m

fm) = K+ (0 =

(4.8)

1—
This, together with ug > ég ((4.7) with ¢ = f8), shows that £* > 0 in Propositionis essentially a

well-posedness condition, ensuring that the optimal consumption rate u5(meﬁt) is strictly positive
for all ¢ > 0. Moreover, with £ = j3, stipulates that aging enlarges consumption rate, but the
increase does not exceed the growth of aging 8 > 0; note that the increase in consumption results
from the same substitution effect as discussed below Proposition

As 1 > 1 and I_C:V > 0 for all 0 < v # 1, the condition k* > 0 ensures ¢yo(m) > 0 for all m > 0.

4.3 Aging and Healthcare

For the general case where the natural growth of mortality is positive (5 > 0) and healthcare is
available (g # 0), we need to deal with the equation (3.17) in its full complexity.

Assumption 2. Let g : Ry — Ry be twice differentiable with g(0) = 0, ¢’(h) > 0 and ¢g"(h) <0
for h > 0, and satisfies the Inada condition

g (0+) =00 and g¢'(c0) =0, (4.9)

as well as
g(I(—1)< B with I:=(g)" (4.10)
Condition (4.10) was first introduced in [15]. Its purpose will be made clear after the optimal
healthcare spending strategy h* is introduced in Theorem see Remark

Lemma 4.2. Suppose Assumption @ holds. If k* > 0 in (4.1)), there exists a unique nonnegative,
strictly increasing, strictly concave, classical solution u* : Ry — Ry to (3.17)). Furthermore, define

B =B —sup{g(h) — (¥ = 1)h} € (0, 5).

h>0

Then, limp, o0 [u*(m) — (¢o(m) + B)] =0 and

ug(m) < u*(m) < min{ug(m), éo(m) + B} Vm > 0. (4.11)
Proof. By replacing positive constants %, 5+(1W_7)T, and ksﬂ in [I5, Appendix A.3] (particularly

Theorems 3.1 and 3.2) by ¥ —1, k*, and —%(Cl_"’—l) in our setting, we get the desired results. [

Remark 4.2. The tractable lower and upper bounds for u* in (4.11)) will play a crucial role in
verification arguments in the proof of Theorem [{.1] below, as well as calibration in Section [3]
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Theorem 4.1. Suppose Assumption@ holds. If k* > 0 in (4.1), then

w*(m)"F, (z,m) € RZ, (4.12)

where u* @ Ry — Ry is the unique nonnegative, strictly increasing, strictly concave, classical

solution to (3.17)). Furthermore, (c*,7*, h*) defined by

_ u* (M,
e R (U bl Y

is an optimal control for (3.5)).
Proof. See Section [A.4] O

Theorem identifies the marginal efficacy of optimal healthcare spending, ¢'(h}), to be in-
versely proportional to %)n;()m), the elasticity of consumption with respect to mortality, where
the constant of proportionality depends on EIS . Note that a larger EIS implies less healthcare
spending, as (¢’)~! is strictly decreasing. In a sense, healthcare spending is like saving: it crowds
out current consumption, but potentially enlarges future consumption by extending one’s lifetime.
Since a larger EIS means a stronger substitution effect (as discussed below Proposition , one
substitutes more consumption for saving-like healthcare spending with a larger 1.

u*(m)

Remark 4.3. As the same argument in [15, Lemma A.2] implies e (m

7y >1 form >0,

o) =9 (1 (=05 o800 ) ) < gtrw - 1) < (4.1

where the last inequality is due to (4.10)). In other words, (4.10|) stipulates that optimizing healthcare

spending can only reduce, but not reverse, the growth of mortality.

Remark 4.4. Since the transferred wealth at death is CX:EW*’h*, (4.12) indicates that

Xc*,ﬂ*7h* 1— X
50(C I_ry) U*(Mf,)i

<l

_ * * h* *
= ¢T(XTT M),

i.e. the loss of wealth at death reduces utility by a factor of (17, confirming the setup in (2.6]).
Remark 4.5. For the case v = 1/vy > 1, Pmposz'tions and Theorem reduce to results

in [15] under time-separable utilities; see Propositions 3.1, 3.2, and Theorems 3.4, 4.1 therein.

5 Calibration: A Preliminary View

In this section, we calibrate the model in Section to actual mortality data. We take as given
r=1%, 6 = 3%, v = 1.5, v = 2, ( = 50%, u = 5.2%, and o = 15.4%. A safe rate r = 1%
approximates the long-term average real rate on Treasury bills in [4], and the time preference
d = 3% is also consistent with estimates therein; ) = 1.5 is estimated in [3]; v = 2 follows the
specification in [22] and [34]; 4 = 5.2% and o = 15.4% are taken from the long-term study [19];
¢ = 50% is a rough estimate of inheritance and estate taxes in developed countries. These values
ensure k* > 0 in . In addition, we take the efficacy function g : Ry — R4 to be

g(z) =a-(2%/q), witha>0andqe€ (0,1). (5.1)
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The equation then becomes
u?(m) — o(m)u(m) — B (m) + (1 — q)/@)a™3 (4 — Du(m)) =7 (mad(m)) ™7 =0, (5.2)

. =1
and the optimal healthcare spending process is now hf = (ail(w - 1)%) 1-¢ where u* is
the unique solution to (5.2]). The endogenous mortality is then

B B }aﬁ B u* (M) = —m
dM; = M, (ﬂ ; <(¢ 1)Mt(u*),(Mt)> ) dt, Mo =mo > 0. (5.3)

We calibrate 5 > 0, a > 0, ¢ € (0,1), and mp > 0 to mortality data in the US and UK. For
each country, the natural growth rate of mortality 8 > 0 is estimated from mortality data for the
cohort born in 1900, assuming no healthcare available. Given this estimated S > 0, healthcare
parameters ¢ > 0 and ¢ € (0,1) in , as well as initial mortality mg > 0, are calibrated by
matching the endogenous mortality curve with mortality data for the cohort born in 1940,
through minimizing the mean squared error (MSE). Essentially, we work under the assumption
that the 1900 cohort had no access to healthcare (whence its mortality grew exponentially with the
Gompertz law) and the 1940 cohort had full access to healthcare. This is a crude simplification,
but conforms to several realistic constraints; see [I5, Section 5.2].

It is worth noting that solving directly for u* is challenging. To the best of our knowledge,
the mainstream solvers (e.g. in Mathematica and Matlab) crucially require that the first derivative
u/(m) in a first-order ODE be expressed as a function of u(m) and m. Such an expression is not
available to because of the nonlinearity induced by ¢g(z) = az?/q. In an attempt to circumvent
this, we follow [22] Algorithm 8.1] to approximate u* in a recursive manner. The algorithm, however,
converges for some specifications of (a,q) and diverges otherwiseE] This makes it inappropriate for
the purpose of calibration, where we need to solve for a wide range of (a,q) and select the
best specification that brings the model-implied mortality closest to data.

In view of this, we settle ourselves with a fairly simple approximate of u*, i.e.

w(m) := 5 (us(m) + min{us(m), éo(m) + B} (5.4)
which is the average of the upper and lower bounds of u* in . By Lemmas and

sup |[u*(m) —a(m)| < /2 and lim |u*(m) —u(m)| = lim |u*(m) —a(m)| = 0.
m>0 - ml0 mToo
As w(m) has an explicit formula for any specification of (a,q), thanks to the formulas (3.18) and
(4.5), it facilitates the calibration significantly. The results are listed in Table

Table 1 Calibration Results

Country ‘ B (%) ‘ mo x 10 ‘ a ‘ q ‘ Model MSE x 106 ‘ MSE %109
United States (US) 7.24069 | 1.34995 | 0.19 | 0.61 0.0436896 0.128984
United Kingdom (UK) | 7.79605 | 0.843827 | 0.19 | 0.60 0.0249924 0.12755

We stress that the calibration performed in this section, based on u in , is only prelimi-
nary. A more sophisticated approximation of u* is certainly needed for an in-depth, full-fledged
calibration. The purpose of our preliminary study is to demonstrate the potential of our model
and possibly draw more attention to this problem for further developments.

2[22, Algorithm 8.1] converges desirably for a typical Epstein-Zin utility maximization problem without the con-
sideration of healthcare. When healthcare is considered, the convergence breaks down due to the added efficacy
function g(z) = az?/q.
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5.1 Results

In Figure [1} the blue line is obtained by linearly regressing mortality data of the 1900 cohort (blue
dots), while the red line is the model-implied mortality curve calibrated to mortality data of the
1940 cohort (red dots). Clearly, our model reproduces declines in mortality that are very close to
ones observed historically. When compared with [15, Figure 5.2], Figure [1| provides a much better
fit. This improvement can be attributed to the use of Epstein-Zin utilities (so that v and ¢ can
both take empirically relevant values), the inclusion of risky assets, and modifications of calibration
methods. Figure [2] shows that our model also performs well for the UK data.

We also compare our model performance with linear regression. Indeed, without any idea of
healthcare, one can model mortality data of the 1940 cohort by linear regression (as we did for the
1900 cohort). Our model outperforms linear regression: the sixth column of Table (1| reports MSEs
under our model, significantly smaller than those under linear regression in the seventh column.

10—

o)

Mortality (%

— 1900 cohort without healthcare

—— 1940 cohort with healthcare

L L L L L L L
40 45 50 556 60 65 70

Age (years)

Figure 2: Mortality rates (log scale) at adults’ ages for the cohorts born in 1900 and 1940 in the UK. The
dots are actual data (Berkeley Human Mortality Database) and the lines are model-implied mortality curves.

Figure displays the model-implied optimal healthcare spending. In both countries, the
proportion of wealth spent on healthcare is negligible at age 40, but increases to 0.5-1% at age 80.
Figure [3b| presents the calibrated efficacy function g(h) = a% for the two countries. It particularly
indicates that healthcare is more effective (in reducing mortality growth) in the UK than in the US.
Along with Figure we find that lower efficacy of healthcare is compensated by larger healthcare
spending relative to wealth. That is, with enhanced efficacy, our model stipulates less healthcare
spending, instead of more to exploit the reduced marginal cost to curtail mortality growth.

While Figure[3D hints at the potential of our model as a new analytic tool for healthcare efficacy,
we stress that a more in-depth statistical and economic analysis is required here. First, one needs to
find the confidence intervals for the estimated (a, ¢), so as to test the hypothesis that the parameter
differences across countries are statistically significant. Second, the economic interpretation of ¢
demands further investigation. While a higher a unambiguously raises efficacy, the effect of ¢ is
subtle: The efficacy increases faster with a lower ¢ when h is small, but with a larger ¢ when h is
large. A careful analysis of these issues is well-warranted but beyond the scope of this paper, and
we will leave it for future research.
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(a) Healthcare-wealth ratio (log scale) at adult ages. (b) Efficacy g(h) given healthcare-wealth ratio h.

Figure 3: Calibrated healthcare-wealth ratio and efficacy of healthcare in the US and UK.

A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Proposition 2.1

First, we assume that V is a G-adapted semimartingale, with I_E[supse[(]’t] IVa|]] < oo for all ¢ > 0,

that satisfies (2.6). Our goal is to show that V must be of the form (2.8). In view of (2.3) and
([2.1), for any 0 < t < s, it holds for P-a.e. @ = (w,w’) € Q that

Pr> 0] FoVH) @) = e F MI@dug (@), w<i<s, (A1)

Also, since Visa G-adapted semimartingale, it follows from (2.4]) that there exists an F-adapted
semimartingale V' such that

Vi=V, Pas. on{t<r},  Vi>O0. (A.2)

Indeed, for any fixed w € Q, consider Ay(w) == {w' € & : ¢t < 7(w,w)} for all t > 0. As V
is G-adapted, implies %(w,w’) is constant P’-a.s. on Ai(w). By defining V;(w) = Vi(w,w'),
with w’ € Ay(w), for all t > 0, V is an F-adapted semimartingale satisfying . Also note that
E[supgefo, [Vsl] < 00, as Elsup,ejo [V.|] < oo, for all t > 0. Now, observe that

B TAT _
E [ [ fteaveas
t

AT

T o~
gt] _& [ /t Lyery fles, VE)ds

Fi V Ht}

T r ~
= / E ]l{s<7.}f(cs,‘/;c’h) ) .Ft V Ht] ds
¢ L

E :I‘E[n{m} Flea, VEmY | Fo v -] ‘ Fv Ht} ds

/
T _
:/ B [ £(co, VEM) B[Lgaary | Fo v Hi) ’]—‘t\/Ht] ds
Ll
/

B [ £(co, VO Lgpapye™ I Midu

EVHJ@

T
= I_E |:/ ]l{t<7'}67ft Mﬁduf(cw Vvsc’h)ds
t

Qt} , (A.3)

where the second and last equalities follow from Fubini’s theorem for conditional expectations (see
[27, Theorem 27.17]), the third equality is due to the tower property of conditional expectations and
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(A.2), the fourth equality results from c¢; € F5 and veh e Fs, and the fifth equality holds thanks
to (A.1)). Next, for P-a.e. fixed @ = (w,w’) € Q, consider the cumulative distribution function of 7
given the information Fr V Hy, i.e.

F(s)=P(r <s|FrVH) (@), s>0.
Thanks to (A1), F(s) =1—e" e Mﬁ(“)d“]l{TN} (w) for t < s <T. This implies
n(s) == F'(s) = MP(w)e™ [P Mi@duy (@), fort <s<T, (A.4)
which is the density function of 7 given the information Fr V H;. It follows that
E [17:’_}‘]1{7@} ‘ Qt} =E [Vf’_h]l{TgT} ‘ Qt} li<y +E [Vf’_h]l{TgT} ‘ Qt: Lirsty

= VTCLh]l{TSt} + E |:]E [V:;h]l{t<T§T} | FrV Ht] ’ Fi: V Ht]

T
=Vf’_h1{7gt}+ﬁ[ / Loy Mlte™ 0 Miduyehs Qt], (A.5)
t

where the first line results from V,_ = V,_ (by (A.2)), the second line follows from the tower
property of conditional expectations, and the third line is due to the density formula (A.4]). Since

V is right-continuous, it has at most countably many jumps on [t, T'], so that we may use V; (instead
of V5_) in the last term of (A.5)). Finally,

E [{775]1]1{7>T} ‘ Qt} =E [E [V:,E’h]l{T>T} | FrV My ‘ F V Ht}
=B [V E[Lrary | Fr v Hi] \ FiVHy| =B |Lyapye I Myt \ G|, (A6

where the first equality follows from the tower property of conditional expectations and (A.2)),
the second equality is due to V@ € Fr, and the third equality is a consequence of (A.1). Now,

combining (A.3)), (A.5), and (A.6)), we obtain from (2.6) and V,_ = V,_ that

v = [/t el (Fess VEr) + CTIMEVED ) ds - e I M dSVf’h] Liter)
+ VM sy, forall 0<t < T < oo, (A7)

where we use the notation E, [] = E [-|F]. This, together with (A.2), particularly implies
Vi) L rery () = Vi@, ) Lparywe) = Bor(@)Lgcry @), (A.8)

where

T
Er(w) = E, [ /t e S ey, VER) 4+ (CTIMBVE) ds 4 e B MEBVER (o),

For any w € (2, since there exists w' € ' such that 1. )y = 1 (in view of (2.3) and (2.1))), we
conclude from (A.8) that Vi(w) = E;7(w). We can then simplify (A.7) as

‘7;5 = V;f]l{t<7'} + Cl_’y‘/;'*]l{tZT}v (Ag)

where V satisfies

T
v, = E, U o= Ji Mtdr (f(cs,Vs) + gHMs’lv;) ds+e i Myl o <t<T<oo (A10)
t
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Now, note that the above equation directly implies

t
‘/t, = e f(f MTthW — '%t, _/ e Is Mhdr (f(c&‘/s) + Cl_,yM;l‘/s) ds,
0

where .
M =K, [/ e~ Jo Mrdr (f(cs, Vi) + Cl_"’MShVS) ds + e_foTMgdsVT]
0
is an F-martingale on [0, 7], thanks to (A.10)). Applying generalized It6’s formula for semimartin-
gales (see [20, Theorem 1.4.57]) to V; = elo Mrary gives dV, = —F(cy, M, V) +elo Mdrq 41 Since
0 < M} < mePt by definition (by ([2.2)), .#; = fot elo Mﬁd”d.///; is again an F-martingale. Hence,
V' is a solution to BSDE ({2.9). This, together with (A.9), yields the desired result.
Next, we prove the converse, i.e. a process V_given by (2.8) has the three properties: (i)
it is a G-adapted semimartingale; (ii) E[supscjoq |Vs|]] < oo for all ¢ > 0; (iii) it satisfies (2.6).
By the construction in (2.8)), properties (i) and (ii) follow directly from V being an F-adapted
semimartingale with E[SUPse[O,t] |Vs|] < oo for all t > 0. Now, by applying generalized Itd’s formula
for semimartingales (see [20, Theorem 1.4.57]) to e~ I MPdsy e see that V satisfies (A.10). This,
together with the same arguments in (A.3), (A.5)), and (A.6]), shows that V in (2.8]) satisfies ([2.6)).

A.2 Derivation of Proposition

Lemma A.1. Letc,h,V and W be F-progressively measurable processes with Wy < Vg for all s > 0.
If there exists k € R such that V satisfies (2.12)), then

F(cs, M!,Vy) — F(cs, M, We) < —T(A, M) (Vs — W), (A.11)
where F is given in ([2.10), A := 660 + (1 — 0)k (as in Definition[2.9), and T is defined by

—1
T\ m) = A+ 7(11/’_7)(1 — (). (A.12)
Proof. As in the proof of [24, Lemma B.1], (A.11)) holds by the mean value theorem provided that
Fy(cs, MI u) < —T'(A, MP) for all u € [W;, Vi]. To this end, note that

1—v 1/6
Fylcs, MM u) = — (60 + (1 — 1) MP + 51— ) —=— .
e M) == (09 4+ (1= 0t 00— )
Thanks to Assumption a direct calculation shows F,(cs, M. f, u) > 0,ie. Fy(cs, M f, u) is increas-
ing in u. This, together with V satisfying (2.12)), implies that for all u € [Wy, Vi, Fy(cs, M, u) <

Fy(cs, MI', 4), where 4 := 6% (k — %(ql—v — 1)M?) . By direct calculation,

I-y

Fy(es, My, ) = — (59 + (1= M+ (1-0) (k - f_‘i(@” - 1>M£) )

S (A + Mu — (1‘7)M§‘> = —D(A, MD),

where the second equality follows from the definition of A and 8 = 1:7 7 O

To prove Proposition we intend to follow the idea in the proof of [24, Theorem 2.2]. The
involvement of the controlled mortality M" in , as well as the possibility that A therein can
be negative (Remark , result in additional technicalities. The proof below combines arguments
in [24] Theorem 2.2] and [12, Theorem 2.1], adapted to weaker regularity of processes.
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Proof of Proposition[2.3. Recall the function I' in (A.12). Fix 0 <ty < T, define

fjo r(0,M")ds (

Api=e Vi =V?), telt,T), (A.13)

and consider the stopping time 6 := inf {3 >to: VI < Vf} Applying generalized Itd’s formula
(see [20, Theorem 1.4.57]) to e~ Jo F(O’M;L)dﬂ/ti, i =1,2, yields

( — fir(o,MmP) dsV ) o= Jo T(O.MP)ds [F(O, Msh)vtl +F(Ct7Mth;V;51)} dt + e~ N r(o,Msh)dsd//lt1’

( — [ir(o,m} dsVQ) — _e—JoT(O.M])ds [F(O,Mf)Vf T, ‘/}2)} dt + e JoTOM! s g2,

where .41, .#? are some F-martingales on [0,T]. As 0 < T'(0, M}) < 7 ( —¢7)meP by the
definition of M™ in , T fto e~ Jo T(OM) dsd///t’ is a true martmgale for i =1,2. Hence,

T s
Ay =Ey [/ Lis<oy [(F(Cs, Mshv Vsl) - G(s, Vs2)) +I'(0, Msh) (Vsl - VsZ)} e Juo Fm?Mﬁ)drdS + ATA6:| .
t

Observe that
Lacoy (Fleo MEVY) = G(5,V2)) = Lacoy (Ples ME,VY) = Fleg, ML, V)
+ Lis<oy (F(687 MPEVE) = G(s, Vf))
< Uacoy (Flew M V) = Fes, MEV2))

< ooy (—TC0, ME) (V2= V),

where the first inequality follows from F(cs, M, V2) < G(s,V2), and the second is due to Lemma
which is applicable here as V! > V2 for s € [t,6). Thanks to the above inequality,

T S
A <E [ / Lacoy [-D(A, M) + (0, MD)] (V2 = V2) e I TOMDT g Am]
t
T
= E; |:—/ 1{S<9}AAsd8 =+ ATA9:| R (A.14)
t

where the second line follows from T'(A, M) = A + T'(0, M?) and (A-13)). Multiplying both sides
by 1<y yields

T T
At]l{t<9} < E; |:—/ AA31{8<9}d8 + AT/\Q:H.{t<9}:| < E; |:—/ AAS]l{s<9}dS + AT]l{T<9}
t t
where the second inequality follows from the right continuity of V! and V2. Indeed, the right
continuity implies V;} < V2, so that Ay = Aplig<ry + Arlircgy < Arlizogy. Set Af =

A¢lyi<y, and write the previous inequality as Af <Ey [ — ftT AAtds + A;] Taking expectations
on both sides and using Fubini’s theorem give

T
- / A®,ds + Or, (A.15)
t
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where ©; := E [Af] > 0 is well-defined as I'(0, M) > 0 and E[supte[oﬂ [V{|] < oo, thanks to
Vie 5,? (Definition , for i = 1,2. Now, if A > 0, by writing O > O; + ftT AB,ds, we apply

Ads

T
standard Gronwall’s inequality to get O > Oyelt , or equivalently

O, < Ope i A ¢ e [t T]. (A.16)

If A < 0, applying backward Gronwall’s inequality (see [33, Proposition 2]) to (A.15) also gives
(A16). By (A1), (A.13), and (A.12), we obtain

T T
@to < @Teifto Ads <E |:6 fto I'(A,Ms)ds (’V’_'[l" 4 ’V%’):| . (Al?)
Since T' > 0 is arbitrary, the transversality condition in (2.11)) for V;! and V;? immediately implies

T

0< 0y < lim E [efto PGS (L) va?y)] = 0. (A.18)
T—o00

That is, O = E [(V;t — Vi2) 1i5<ey] = 0. This entails § = to, and thus V;} < V;2. Since tg > 0 is

arbitrary, we conclude that V;! < V;? for all ¢t > 0. O

A.3 Proof of Proposition 4.1

For any fixed m > 0 such that éy(m) > 0, define w(z) := 59%60(771)7% for x > 0. In order to
apply Theorem (3.1, we need to verify all its conditions. It can be checked directly that w, as a
one-variable function, solves in a trivial way, with all derivatives in m being zero. For any
(c,m,h) € P = Py, since (X™")1=7 satisfies ([2.11)) (with A* in place of A), so does w(Xf’W’h),
ie. w(Xf™") e L. By the definitions of P and w, P = P; C Hy+ and is satisfied. As
éo(m) > 0, w, > 0 and wy, < 0 by definition. It follows that ¢(x, m) := xéyg(m) and 7(x, m) := %%
are unique maximizers of the supremums in , respectively. The supremum in is zero, as
g = 0and w, > 0. Hence, h(x,m) := 0 trivially maximizes (3-12)). The only condition that remains
to be checked is “(¢*,7*, h*) in belongs to P and W;" := w(XtC*’ﬂ*’h*) satisfies (2.12)”.
Observe that a unique solution X* = X" to exists as a geometric Brownian motion

- Lorpyg o e
dXt = Xt <T’ + ; (E) co(m)> dt + Xt ’yo’dBt, (Alg)
This implies that

(Xt*)1*7 - q:1*Wexp <(1 —7) <7’ + i <ﬁ)2 — &o(m) — (1—7) (”>2> t+ (1_'7),“Bt> . (A.20)

2y \o 272 \o yo

which is again a geometric Brownian motion that satisfies the dynamics

dY; 1 2 1-—
L =1-9) <r + — <H) - éo(m)> dt + det, Yo =77,
yo

Y; 2y \o
Consequently,
At [e—w(w—nlfj Tt X;)l_q _ gl C-A) (A.21)
where . ) 1_ Cl_v
0= 1= (14 o ()~ atm)) =20 - 1
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Remarkably, by the definitions of éy(m) and A* in (3.18) and (4.2)), a direct calculation shows that
C — A* = —¢p(m) < 0, where the inequality follows from ¢y(m) > 0. It follows from (A.21)) that

_el=
lim e 'R [67(w1)1 i mt(X:)lq =0. (A.22)

t—ro0
On the other hand, we can rewrite (A.20]) as

(X7)'™ = 2 Vexp <(1 — ) (7“ + 217 (1) - Eo(m)) t> 7, (A.23)

g

where Z is a geometric Brownian motion with the dynamics dZ; = Zt(l;ig)“dBt, Zog=1. As Z is
a martingale, we can apply the Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality to get

( /0 t ngs) 1/2] , (A.24)

for some constant K > 0. By Jensen’s inequality and Fubini’s theorem,

t 1/2 t 1/2 t (1-9)2 2S 1/2 (1—)2 2 1/2
([ )« () "= () = )
0 0 0 1 —[p

We then conclude from the above two inequalities that

2 C J—
E[ i <Xé‘>1‘”} < K11l (8) o) L=l
s€[0,t] oo

IE[ sup (X;)IW] < oo, Vt>0. (A.25)
s€[0,t]

By (A.22) and (A.25), (X*)!~7 satisfies (2.11)) (with A* in place of A), and so does the process

6 *\1— *
Wi =w(Xy) = 8% (m)~ v (XL); 7, ie. W*e 6‘]’;* . By applying It6’s formula to W} and noting
IE[ sup W;(X;k)l_q < oo forallt>0, (A.26)
s€[0,t]

a consequence of (A.25) and 7} = %‘7, we argue as in the proof of Theorem that W} is a
solution to (2.9). Moreover,

X * 1—v
Wy = 8%y~ E 1t) — ()L
-7
By (4.8]), this shows that W* satisfies (2.12)) with & = k*. Hence, (c¢*, h*) is k*-admissible, so that
we can conclude (¢*, 7%, h*) € P. Theorem [3.1]is then applicable, asserting that w(z, m) = v(z,m)
and (¢*,7*, h*) optimizes (3.5)).

A.4 Proof of Theorem [4.1]

_ 6
Define w(z,m) := 69:‘11_—,:u*(m)_5 for (z,m) € R2. To apply Theorem we need to verify all

its conditions. It can be checked, as in —, that w € C*1(R; x R, ) solves . By the

definitions of P and w, P C Hj+ and is satisfied for any (¢, 7,h) € P. As wy > 0, wy, < 0,

and ¢ satisfies Assumption |2, ¢ 7, and h in are unique maximizers of the supermums in

and (3.12)). It remain to show (i) for any (c,7,h) € P, w(Xtc’W’h,Mth) € &N (i) (¢, 7", h*),

defined using ¢, 7, and h as in (3.13), belongs to P and W} := w(XE ™M MP) satisfies [2.12).
(i) Take any p = (¢, 7, h) € P, and set W := w(X}, M}") for t > 0. We will prove W € &R
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e Case (i)-1: v € (i, 1). In view of (4.11)), (3.18]), and (4.1]), we have u*(m) > éo(m) > ¢(0) =
k*>0. As 0 > 0 when ~ € (i, 1), this implies

XP1—

0<w, =X,
L—ny

Since (XP)!177 satisfies ([2.11)) (as p € P = P1), the above implies that W also satisfies (2.11)).

e Case (i)-2: y>1land ( < 1. Asp € P = P, there exists n € (1 — %, 1) such that (4.3) holds.
Consider

-1 -1
om0 pyso e o)XYV sy s0, (A2m)
1—7 1—7
_e t
F, = (uB(Mth)> Y exp <O// Mshd5> for t > 0. (A.28)
0
First, we claim that the process F' is bounded from above; more specifically,
—0/¢
sup Fy <wug | — < 0. A.29
< s (<50 (2.2

Observe that

dF; 6 dMh
ditt = <0/Mth + J“B(Mth)_lulﬁ(Mth) dtt ) Fi
. (a’Mf #2050~ gt [us (M)~ 50(Mth)]> A, (A.30)

where the second equality follows as ug solves (4.6) with £ = 3. For each w € Q, consider

50 = o) M)~ 2o (01) ) |

We deduce from (A.30) that local maximizers of ¢ — Fi(w) must belong to S(w), i.e.

()= {12 0: M) =

if t > 0 satisfies Fy(w) =  max  Fg(w) for some € > 0, then ¢ € S(w). (A.31)
s€[(t—e)t t+e]

Also, by g > 0 and (4.7)),

—0 0
Lu(w) 1= (8 = () (us (M) = 20(M{)) (@) € ~ A, ¥ >0, (A.32)
This particularly implies that
MMw) = Li(w) < _aibﬁ’ for each t € S(w). (A.33)

Now, there are three distinct possibilities: 1) There exists t* > 0 such that M} (w) < Li(w)
for all t > t*. Then, S(w) C [0,#*] and (A.32) implies M} (w) < —aipﬁ for all t > t*. It then
follows from ({A.31)) and (A.28|) that

—0/¢
sup Fy(w) = sup Fi(w) < sup ug (Mth(w))_% < ug <— b ﬂ) , (A.34)
t<t* teS(w) teS(w)
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where the last inequality follows from (A.33)). Moreover,

) —0/y

i.e. (A229) holds. 2) There exists t* > 0 such that M/'(w) > Ly(w) for all ¢ > t*. By (A:30),
Fy(w) is strictly decreasmg for ¢ > t*. Thus, sup;>q Fr(w) = supy<p Fr(w) = supyeg() Fi(w).
By the estimate in (A.34), (A.29) holds. 3) Neither 1) nor 2) above holds. This entails
sup{t > 0:t¢€ S(w)} = 00. Hence, Supy>o Fi(w) = supseg) Fi(w), so that holds by
the estimate in (A.34). Now, since u* < ug (by (4.11))), —0/¢ >0, and 1 — v < 0,

e
sup Fi(w) < sup ug (Mh v < ug (
t>t* t>t*

)

_ _ Py1—
0> ¢ T T fg Mldsyy S 50 (U,B(Mt )> 010 2 (o) ff Mlds ()1(1;) !
-7

p1- _ =0/ py1—
_ (SGF e_o‘fo Mhds (X ) 7 > 59“,8 66 e—ozfotMShds (Xt) 7
I—~ o' 1—v

where the equality follows from (A.28) and (A.27), and the last inequality is due to (A.29).
Recalling that p € P = Ps, we conclude from (4.3]) and the above inequality that

il

lim e e 1-v

t—o00

_A*tE|: 2D (c1-v_1) [t ! dsWt:l _

On the other hand, since Mth < mePt,

0
E[ sup |Wt|} d uB(meBt)_e/wE[ sup (XE)I_V] <oo, Vt>0.
s€0,t] ’1 ’ s€0,t]

where the finiteness is a direct consequence of p € P.

e Case (i)-3: v > 1 and ¢ = 1. In view of (4.5)), ug = k* > 0 for any ¢ > 0. It then follows from
(4.11) that u* = k* > 0. The required properties then follow directly from p € P = P;.

(ii) Now, we show that (¢*,7*, h*) € P and W; := w(X{ ™ ", M) satisfies ([2-12). Observe
that a unique solution M* = M"" to exists. As h* by definition only depends on u*, g, and
the current mortality rate, M™* is a deterministic process. Thanks to , t — M} is strictly
increasing. Also, a unique solution X* = X< ™" to exists, which admits the formula

(XY = 21V exp </0t(1 ) <7~ + ;Y (ﬁ>2 —u* (M) — hg — 12;27 (Z)2> ds+ (17:)’:&)).
A.35

e Case (ii)-1: v € (i, 1). As M is strictly increasing, u*(M;") > u*(m) > é(m), where the
second inequality follows from and . With this and hj > 0, we deduce from
that holds with “=" therein replaced by “<”. As k* > 0 entails ¢(m) > 0 (see (4.8)),
the same arguments in Proposition can be applied to to show that (X*)!~7 satisfies .
With this, we can argue as in Case ( )-1 to show that W := w(X;, M;) belongs to EIX .

e Case (ii)-2: v > 1 and ¢ < 1. As u* solves ([3.17) and h* maximizes the supremum in (3.17]),
My (u”)' (M)

u*(My) = co(M;) — (¢ — 1)hy = v (M) (6 —9g(ht)) >0 ¥t >0,
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where the inequality follows from (4.13]). This gives h} < —( (M]) — éo(M)), so that

1 1
W)+ < St OF) = @) < TP us(0) - T a08),  (A.30)

where the last inequality follows from w*(m) < ug(m) (see (4.11))). For any n € (1 — %, 1),
consider a, @ > 0 defined as in (A.27). Observe that ug(m) can be written as

o maE (- 7)( (-l v)) W/E
f( gvmeg(l_gl ))

where T is the upper incomplete gamma function I'(s, z) := f *t5~le~tdt. Similarly to the

argument in [I5, (A.6)-(A.7)], by using the fact lim,_, o % =1,

ug(m) = 3

e 8 o (S ) Kt Wl (St et V IR o (Sl
m—oo (7*1)U6(m) ) (¢f1)(cl—771) 7/1(<177f1)

where the inequality follows from the definition of  and n > 1 — ; This, together with M™*
being a strictly increasing deterministic process, implies the existence of s* > 0 such that

Y(y—1)
v—1

>1, (A.37)

(a+ (7Y — 1) M > ug(M?) for s> s (A.38)

a+(¢ 1)

1 M} < oo. In view of

Consider the constant 0 < K := max;c|y ] {%UB(M:) -

(A39), cand G(m) = k* + (1 — )= m (see [I3)),

e—angs*dS(X;)l—'y

t Ly Ky at (-1
< 1— o i e - AL S A ¥ £ .
<z exp(/o (1—7) (T+2’y (a) —|—¢_1 ¢_1u5(MS) T Ms>ds> Zy
< xl—ve(l—v)(T+%(§)2+%—K>S*e(l—v)(T+%(§)2+ kjl)(t_s*)Zt,

where Z is the driftless geometric Brownian motion defined below (A.23)), and the second
inequality follows from ([A.38]). It follows that

) |:e—a JEMzds (Xt*)l—q/:|

< 21 (0 (435 (5) 425 -K) =0)s" (=) (35 (5) 4357 ) -4 =)
_ x1—7€<(1—7)(r+%(5)2+£1_K>_A*)S*e_(7+l;—i)k*(t_s*) — 0 ast— oo,

where the equality follows from a direct calculation using the definition of A* in (4.2]), and the
convergence is due to k* > 0. Namely, X* satisfies (4.3). On the other hand, by (A.36) and
M; < meP, we obtain from (A.35) that

oy <o e ([ (v (B) = S puatme™ ) ds) - 2
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where Z is again the driftless geometric Brownian motion defined below (A.23)). By the
Burkholder-Davis-Gundy inequality, we obtain the estimate in (A.24) with —éy(m) therein

replaced by %fuﬁ(meﬂt). This then implies E[supse[(),t] (X})'7] < oo, by the inequality

preceding (A.25). Finally, under E[supse[oﬂ (X )1_'7] < oo and (4.3]), the same argument as
in Case (i)-2 shows that W} := w(X;, M;) belongs to X .

e Case (ii)-3: v > 1 and ¢ = 1. By (4.9), ug(m) = k* > 0. As M/ is strictly increasing,
co(M;) > ¢(0) = k*. The estimate (A.36)) then becomes u*(M;) +h* < %k* — ﬁk* = k*,
so that we can deduce from ({A.35]) that

(X7)17 < ' exp ( / W) ( TS R € el (uf) ds + “‘WBt) |

2v \o 292 \o ~No

The arguments in Proposition can then be applied to show that (X*)'~7 satisfies (2.11]).
Then, we may argue as in Case (i)-3 to show that W} := w(X}, M;") belongs to £ .

Finally, by applying It6’s formula to W;* and using (A.26]), a consequence of (A.25)) and 7} = #,
we argue as in the proof of Theorem that W} is a solution to (2.9). Also,

)\ 1—ry *\1—ry *\1—
Wt* _ 59u*<Mt*)0+(1’Y)()1(t_)’7 — 59u*(Mt*)79 (Ct) < 59&0(Mt*)70 (ct) (A.39)

1—v 11—~

where the inequality follows from u* > &y (by and ) and the fact that § > 0if v €
and 8 < 0if v > 1. By , this shows that W* satisfies with £ = k*. Hence, (c*,
k*-admissible, and we can now conclude (¢*, 7*, h*) € P. By Theorem v(x,m) = w(x,m) and
(c*,7*, h*) optimizes (3.5)).

A.5 Proof of Proposition 4.2

Define w(x,m) := ¢’ CCII:J ug(m)fg for (z,m) € R2. To apply Theorem We need to verify all
its conditions. It can be checked directly that w € C*! (R4 x R.) solves (3.8)), as ug is a solution
to (4.4) (Lemma [4.1). By the definitions of P and w, P C Hy+ and (3.10) is satisfied for any
(c,m,h) € P. Following part (i) of the proof of Theorem we get w(X™", MP) € ER. for any
(c,m, h) € P; the proof is much simpler here, as Mth = me”" in the current setting. As w, > 0,
Wee < 0, ¢(x,m) := zug(m) and 7(x,m) := %% are unique maximizers of the supremums in (3.11)),
respectively. The supremum in is zero, as g = 0 and w, > 0. Hence, h(x,m) := 0 trivially
maximizes . It remains to show that (c*,7*, h*), defined using ¢, 7, and h as in , belongs
to P and Wy := w(X{ ™ ", M}") satisfies ([2.12).

Observe that M} = me®* as h* = 0, and a unique solution X* = X< "" to exists,
which satisfies the dynamics with é(m) replaced by ug(me®). This implies

(X' = 2" Vexp </Ot(1 —) <7" + 217 (5)2 — ug(me’) — (12;27) (g)2> ds+ W(BZZ(;)

e Case 1: v ¢ (i,l). As 1 —~ > 0 and ug(m) > é(m) (see (4.7))), we deduce from (A.40))
that (A.20]) holds with “=” therein replaced by “<”. As k* > 0 entails éy(m) > 0, the same

arguments in Proposition can be applied to show that (X*)'~7 satisfies (2.11)). With this,
we can argue as in Case (i)-1 of the proof of Theorem [4.1|to obtain Wy 1= w(X}, M;) € .
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e Case 2: v > land ¢ # 1. For any n € (1 — %, 1), consider the constant a > 0 defined in

(A.27). Similarly to (A.37]), using the fact that lim,_, efﬁi;")l =1 yields

e G — G- A

where the inequality follows from the definition of & and > 1 — % This implies that there
exists some s* > 0 such that

ame’® > (v — 1)u(me?®) for all s > s*. (A.42)

Consider 0 < K := max¢[g ¢+ {ﬂ(meﬁt) - %elﬁt} < 00. Now, by M; = me®* and (A.40) ,

t 2 Bs
—« fot Msds l—y _ 11— o i B _ Bsy _ % .
e (X' =2V exp </0 (1—7) <r+ 2 <0) ug(me’®) 1= 7)> ds> Zy

<t B R)s A (5)7) ) ,

where Z; is the driftless geometric Brownian motion defined below (A.23)), and the inequality
follows from (A.42)). It follows that

A

MR |:67af0t MSdS(Xt*)l—y] < x177€((1—~/)(r+%( )2_]()—1\*)5*6((1—7)(7"-1—%(&)2)_1\*)(1?—3*)

afs

_ () A) es

, ast— oo,
where the second line follows from a direct calculation using the definition of A* in (4.2)), and
the convergence is due to k* > 0. On the other hand, similarly to (A.23|), we rewrite (A.40)) as

(X:)17 = 1 Vexp (/Otu — ) (r + 217 (5)2 - uﬁ(m655)> ds> 7,

where Z is again the driftless geometric Brownian motion defined below . By Burkholder-
Davis-Gundy’s inequality, we obtain the estimate in with —ép(m) therein replaced by
ug(mePt). This implies E[supse[oﬂ (X2)'7] < oo, by the inequality preceding (A.2F)). Under
E[supse[()?t (X))77] < oo and (4.3), the same argument as in Case (i)-2 of the proof of
Theorem shows that W} := w(X}, M}) belongs to &L .

e Case 3: v > 1and ( =1. By {.5)), ug(m) = k* > 0. Then, in view of (A.40), we can apply
the same arguments as in Proposition to show that (X*)!~7 satisfies (2.11)). With this, we
may argue as in Case (i)-3 in the proof of Theorem [4.1] to obtain W;* := w(X;, M) € .

Finally, by applying It6’s formula to W} and using , a consequence of and m; = #,
we argue as in the proof of Theorem that W} is a solution to . Also, the same calculation
as in , with u* therein replaced by ug, can be carried out, thanks to ug > ¢y by . This
shows that W* satisfies with & = k*. Hence, (¢*,h*) is k*-admissible, and we can conclude
(¢*,m*,h*) € P. By Theorem [3.1], v(z,m) = w(z,m) and (c*,7*, h*) optimizes (3.5).
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