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CONSUMPTION DECISION, PORTFOLIO CHOICE AND HEALTHCARE
IRREVERSIBLE INVESTMENT

GIORGIO FERRARI AND SHIHAO ZHU

ABSTRACT. We propose a tractable dynamic framework for the joint determination of optimal con-
sumption, portfolio choice, and healthcare irreversible investment. Our model is based on a Merton’s
portfolio and consumption problem, where, in addition, the agent can choose the time at which un-
dertaking a costly lump sum health investment decision. Health depreciates with age and directly
affects the agent’s mortality force, so that investment into healthcare reduces the agent’s mortality
risk. The resulting optimization problem is formulated as a stochastic control-stopping problem with
a random time-horizon and state-variables given by the agent’s wealth and health capital. We trans-
form this problem into its dual version, which is now a two-dimensional optimal stopping problem
with interconnected dynamics and finite time-horizon. Regularity of the optimal stopping value func-
tion is derived and the related free boundary surface is proved to be Lipschitz continuous and it is
characterized as the unique solution to a nonlinear integral equation. In the original coordinates,
the agent thus invests into healthcare whenever her wealth exceeds an age- and health-dependent
transformed version of the optimal stopping boundary.

Keywords: Optimal timing of health investment; Optimal consumption; Optimal portfolio choice;
Duality; Optimal stopping; Free boundary; Stochastic control.

MSC Classification: 91B70, 93E20, 60G40.
JEL Classification: G11, E21, 113.

1. INTRODUCTION

It has been recognized that expenditures on medical services, annual physical exams, and exercise
can be viewed as investments in health capital and analyzed using the tools of capital theory. This
approach has enabled economists to derive propositions about the pattern of healthcare spending over
an individual’s lifetime and to describe the behavior of health capital over the life cycle. For example,
a demand-for-health model developed by [Grossman, 1972] extended the human capital theory by
explicitly incorporating health and recognizing that there are both consumption and investment
motives for investing in health. The basic features of the model are (1) that health can be viewed
as a durable capital stock that produces an output of healthy time, (2) that individuals inherit an
initial stock of health that depreciates with age, (3) that the stock of health can be increased by
investment, and (4) that the individual demands health (a) for its utility enhancing effects (the
consumption motive), and (b) for its effect on the amount of healthy time (the investments motive).

Based on aforementioned standard model assumptions, various health economists have enhanced
the Grossman’s dynamic health investment model. These enhancements address, for example, the
introduction of uncertainty into the theoretical model (see, e.g., [Cropper, 1977], [Ehrlich, 2000] and
[Bolin and Caputo, 2020]) or the distribution of health within the family (see [Jacobson, 2000] and
[Bolin et al., 2001], among many others).

Empirical evidence suggests that health crucially influences an agent’s financial decisions (see,
e.g., [Rosen and Wu, 2004]; [Smith, 2009]; [Atella et al., 2012]). In particular, literature reveals that
health status is positively correlated with income, consumption asset holdings, and negatively cor-
related with health expenditures. To account for this fact, [Hugonnier et al., 2013] proposed a
dynamic framework for the joint determination of optimal consumption, portfolio holdings, and
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health investment. They solve for the optimal rules in closed form and provide estimates of the
parameters that confirm the relevance of all the main characteristics of the model. More recently,
[Guasoni and Huang, 2019] focuses on a representative household that makes consumption, invest-
ment and healthcare spending decisions in order to maximise welfare under time-separable utilities.
In [Guasoni and Huang, 2019], the Gompertz law of mortality is taken as state variable, in addition
to wealth, and the resulting optimal stochastic control problem is reduced to the study of a nonlin-
ear ordinary differential equation. This is shown to have a unique solution, which has an explicit
expression in the old-age limit. Further, [Aurand and Huang, 2021] studies optimal consumption,
investment, and healthcare spending under Epstein—Zin preferences.

As in [Hugonnier et al., 2013, also in this paper, we combine two well-accepted frameworks from
the Financial and Health Economics literature within a unified setup. However, differently to
[Hugonnier et al., 2013], health-related decisions are approached from a different viewpoint. Specifi-
cally, we start from a [Merton, 1971)’s portfolio and consumption choice problem and append to this
model the determination of the time of health investment (e.g., buying a preventive health insurance).
Meanwhile, the above essential features of [Grossman, 1972]’s canonical model are retained.

In what follows, a distinction is made and maintained between curative and precautionary health
investments. This distinction is an important one since the two types of investment may behave
quite differently over the life cycle. Specifically, curative health investments are defined to have
direct effects on the stock of health or the rate of depreciation of health, or both, and are produced
using medical-care goods and services. As a result, curative health investments are not among an
individual’s choice variables. In contrast, precautionary health investments are defined as those
that are under the control of an agent and indirectly affect the rate of depreciation of a stock of
health by directly affecting the stock of health itself. That is, the current stock of health, which
is directly influenced by precautionary health investments, determines the rate of depreciation of
health. The view that precautionary health investments indirectly affect the rate of depreciation of
health in the aforementioned manner is consistent with ample medical evidence. Therefore, we focus
on precautionary health investments in our model (see (2.4) in Section 2).

The introduction of the option to choose the time for a health precautionary investment raises
several questions. First, if an individual is faced with the choice of when buying preventive health
insurance, how should she optimally behave? In particular, a non-trivial trade-off arises: If the
agent invests into healthcare too early, then she reduces her wealth, thus affecting consumption and
portfolio choice; if she invests in health too late, then this will negatively impact on the utility and
the survival probability. Second, how do optimal consumption and investment strategies react to the
introduction of health factors?

The answers to these questions, which are collected in Section 5, are somewhat intuitively con-
vincing. We show that it is optimal to invest in health when the agent’s wealth first reaches an
endogenously determined boundary surface, which depends on the agent’s age and health status.
Intuitively, if the agent is sufficiently rich (her wealth exceeds the corresponding boundary), then
health investments should be performed immediately; otherwise, it is optimal to wait for an increase
of the wealth.

1.1. Overview of the mathematical analysis. From a mathematical point of view, our model
leads to a random time-horizon, two-dimensional stochastic control problem with discretionary stop-
ping. The time-horizon is given as the minimum between the agent’s random time of death, 7, and
the maximal expected biological longevity 7" < ool. We assume that 7 does not need to depend on
the financial market. In other words, we do not assume that 7 is a stopping time of the filtration FF
generated by the asset prices. The conditional distribution function of 7 is assumed to depend on
the agent’s health status and by means of health investment the agent slows the rate of mortality,
which in turn changes the distribution of 7.

IThis can be also thought of as the maximal age at which insurance companies enable to enter a preventive health-
care program.
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The two coordinates of the state process are the wealth process X and the health capital process
H. The agent chooses the consumption rate ¢ and the portfolio 7, as well as the time 7 at which
undertaking a lump sum investment into health. At time 7 the dynamics of H and X change, since
the health capital is increased through the investment (so that the mortality rate is decreased), while
the agent’s wealth reduces. The aim is then to maximize the intertemporal utility from consumption
and health status, up to the random time n AT

Problems with a similar structure arise, for instance, in retirement time choice models, where
the agent has to consume and invest in risky assets, and to decide when to retire (see, e.g.,
[Jin Choi and Shim, 2006], [Yang and Koo, 2018]). Combined stochastic control/optimal stopping
problems also arise in Mathematical Finance, namely, in the context of pricing American contingent
claims under constraints and utility maximization problem with discretionary stopping; see, e.g.,
[Karatzas and Kou, 1998] and [Karatzas and Wang, 2000]. In order to tame the intricate mathemat-
ical structure of our problem, where the consumption and portfolio choice nontrivially interact with
the investment decision, we combine a duality and a free-boundary approach, and proceed in our
analysis as it follows.

Step 1. First, we conduct successive transformations (see Section 3) and formulate the orig-
inal stochastic control-stopping problem (with value function V') in terms of its dual problem by
martingale and duality methods (similar to [Karatzas and Wang, 2000] or [Yang and Koo, 2018]).

Step 2. We study the dual problem (with value function J), which is a finite time-horizon, two-
dimensional optimal stopping problem with interconnected dynamics. The dual variable Z (Lagrange
multiplier) evolves as a geometric Brownian motion, whose drift depends on the health capital process
H. Moreover, H affects the mortality rate and thus the exponential discount factor appearing in the
stopping functional. The coupling between the two components of the state process makes the study
of the optimal stopping problem quite intricate.

It is also worth pointing out that the health capital process H does not possess any diffusive term,
which leads to a novel analysis of the regularity of J. As a matter of fact, the process (Z, H) is
a degenerate diffusion process (in the sense that the differential operator of (Z, H) is a degenerate
parabolic operator) so that the study of the regularity of J in the interior of its continuation region
cannot hinge on classical analytic existence results for parabolic PDEs (notice that the differential
operator in our case does not even satisfy the Hérmander condition required in [Peskir, 2022]).

Additional technical difficulties arise when trying to infer properties of the optimal stopping bound-
ary b. In fact, due to the generic time and health dependence of the mortality force, we were unable
to establish any monotonicity for the mapping (¢,h) — b(t, h). It is well known in optimal stopping
and free-boundary theory that monotonicity of b is the key to a rigorous study of the regularity of the
boundary (e.g. continuity) and of the value function (e.g. continuous differentiability). The interested
reader may consult the introduction in [De Angelis and Stabile, 2019a] for a deeper discussion.

We overcome these major technical hurdles by proving that the optimal boundary is in fact a locally
Lipschitz-continuous function of time ¢ and health capital h, without employing neither monotonicity
of the boundary nor classical results on interior regularity for parabolic PDEs. In order to achieve this
goal, we rely only upon probabilistic methods which are specifically designed to tackle our problem.

As a matter of fact, we first prove that J (given by the difference of J and the smooth payoff of
immediate stopping; see (4.1)) is locally Lipschitz continuous and obtain probabilistic representations
of its weak-derivatives (cf. [De Angelis and Stabile, 2019a]). Then, through a suitable application
of the method developed in [De Angelis and Stabile, 2019b], by means of a version of the implicit
function theorem for Lipschitz mappings (cf. [Papi, 2005]), we can show that the free boundary surface
(t,h) — b(t, h) is locally-Lipschitz continuous. This enables us to prove that the optimal stopping
time (¢, z,h) — 7%(t, 2z, h) is continuous, which in turn gives that Jis a continuously differentiable
functions of its three variables. Being that the dual process Z is the only diffusive one, the C'-
property of J implies that J.. admits a continuous extension to the closure of the continuation
region. Notice that it is in fact this regularity that could had not been derived from standard results
on PDEs nor from [Peskir, 2022], and it is in fact this regularity that allows (via an application of
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a weak version of Dynkin’s formula) to derive an integral equation which is uniquely solved by the
free boundary.

Step 3. After proving the strict convexity of J through techniques that employ stability results
for viscosity solutions (cf. Proposition 5.1), we can come back to the original coordinates’ system
and via the duality relations obtain the optimal consumption and portfolio policies, as well as the
optimal investment time, in terms of the optimal stopping boundary and value function (cf. Section
5).

In summary, our contribution is at least twofold. On the one hand, we contribute to the liter-
ature concerning health investment problems in the consumption-portfolio framework. To the best
of our knowledge, our paper is the first that integrates timing decisions for irreversible investment
into health within the portfolio-consumption literature. From a mathematical point of view, even
though the literature on stochastic control with discretionary stopping problems is extensive (in
different contexts), our study on a finite time-horizon two-dimensional optimal stopping problem
with interconnected dynamics and non monotone boundary constitutes a novelty. Very recently,
[Cai et al., 2022] study the pricing of American put options in the Black-Scholes market with a sto-
chastic interest rate and finite-time maturity, which results into a finite time-horizon two-dimensional
optimal stopping problem. However, in [Cai et al., 2022] monotonicity of the free boundary can be
obtained due to the problem’s mathematical structure.

1.2. Plan of the paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce the
model. We transform the original stochastic control-stopping problem into a pure stopping problem
in Section 3, while in Section 4 we study the dual optimal stopping problem. In Section 5, we provide
the optimal health investment boundary, optimal consumption plan and optimal portfolio in primal
variables, and in Section 6 we conclude. Appendix A contains technical estimates, Appendix B
collects the proofs of some results of Section 4, whereas Appendix C provides some auxiliary results
needed in the paper.

2. SETTING AND PROBLEM FORMULATION

2.1. Setting. Let T < oo be a fixed time-horizon, representing either the maximal biological longevity
from the initial time ¢ € [0, 7] or the maximal age at which a preventive health-care insurance pro-
gram can be stipulated. Also, let (€2, F,P) be a complete probability space, endowed with a filtration
F:={Fs,t < s < T} satisfying the usual conditions. We assume that there exists a random variable
©, constructed on (€2, F), independent of Fr and such that

PO >v]=¢€e"", v>0.

Consider an agent whose lifespan is determined through health capital. In the spirit of
[Hugonnier et al., 2013], we model the mortality rate process M := {MH t < s < T} as

(2.1) ME =m® +mlH",

for some non-negative constants m° m!, and x > 0. Here, H := {H,,t < s < T} is the F-
adapted health capital process. Notice that in (2.1) the endogenous part of the mortality process is
a function of the agent’s current health status rather than of her current health investment (see, e.g.,
[Guasoni and Huang, 2019]). This assumption excludes the possibility of freely altering the mortality
rate by health investment.

We define the random death time of the agent 7 as?

n::inf{szt:/ Mfduze)},

t
which is such that {n > s} = { [> M du < ©}, where we have assumed that fOT MHEdu < 0o as.

2Notice that 7 is not an F-stopping time. It is instead a G-stopping time, where Gs := Fs V o(lp<uy;t < u < 5),
for s > 0. This is the enlarged filtration generated by the underlying filtration F and the process {1{,<u},t < u < s}.
The filtration G is the smallest one which contains F and such that 7 is a G-stopping time (see, e.g., Chapter 7 in

[Jeanblanc et al., 2009]).
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The conditional distribution function of 7 is such that (see, e.g., Lemma 7.3.2.1 in
[Jeanblanc et al., 2009]),

(2.2) Pln > s|Fy] = exp{ —/ Mfdu}, s >s>t
t

In particular, Pln > s|F,] = exp (— [” M du).
Let 7 be an F-stopping time representing the time at which the agent invests in health. Before
investing in health, the agent’s health status H' := {H},t < s < 7} evolves as

(2.3) dH! = —6Hlds, for all s € (t,7], H} =h >0,

where & > 0 represents the decay rate of the health. After investing in healthcare a positive amount
I, the agent’s health status H? := {H?2,s > 7} increases by the deterministic positive amount f(I),
so that

(2.4) dH? = (—6H? + f(I))ds, for all s > 7, H2 = he %%,
From (2.3) and (2.4) one then has that the overall health capital H evolves as
dHy = (—=6Hs + f(I)1{ssry)ds, for all s € (t,T], Hy =h > 0.

Remark 2.1. (1) The fact that health investment is positive is a standard requirement in Health
Economics. Health investment is irreversible in the sense that the agent cannot reduce her health
through negative expenditure. Irreversibility of investment is a key economic feature that makes
health fundamentally different from financial assets or housing (see, e.g., [Yogo, 2016]).

(2) The state equation (2.4) is similar to [Bolin and Caputo, 2020]. In (2.4), f(-) is a health
production function, mapping precautionary health investment into the gross rate of change of the
health stock. In [Bolin and Caputo, 2020] it is assumed that f(-) € C? and f'(I) > 0; that is, the
marginal product of health investment is positive. The health production function therefore captures
the direct influence of precautionary health investment on the health stock, a defining feature of such
tnvestment as it is discussed in the Introduction.

(8) A classical model for force of mortality is the so-called Gompertz-Makeham law (see for instance
[Makeham, 1860] ), which corresponds to

M, =AY 10 s>t M, =C.

Here, A is known as the baseline mortality, the term B can be thought of as the ‘actuarial aging
rate’, in that its magnitude determines how fast the rate of dying will increase with the addition of
extra years, while C is a constant representing age-independent mortality. As a matter of fact, before
health investment, our choice of the mortality rate reads as MH = m° +mlhredn(s—t) (cf. (2.1) and
(2.3)), which has a structure compatible to the Gompertz-Makeham law.

We assume that the agent also invests in a financial market with two assets. One of them is a
risk-free bond, whose price S? := {59 ¢ < s < T} evolves as

ds? =rS%s, SY =s">0,

where r > 0 is a constant risk-free rate. The second one is a stock, whose price is denoted by
S :={Ss,t <s < T} and it satisfies the stochastic differential equation

dSs = pSsdt + 0SsdBs, S¢ =5 >0,

where € R and o > 0 are given constants. Here, B := {B;,,t < s < T} is an F-adapted standard
Brownian motion under P.

The agent also consumes from her wealth, while investing in the financial market. Denoting by
the amount of wealth invested in the stock at time s, the agent then chooses 74 as well as the rate of
spending in consumption cs at time s. Therefore, the agent’s wealth X := {X¢"™7 s € [t,T]} evolves
as

(2.5) dX$™T = [ms(p —7) + 1 X$™T — ¢s — [ yg>rylds + me0dBs, X" =2 > 0.
5



In the following, we shall simply write X to denote X%™7 where needed.

2.2. The optimization problem. Here and in the sequel, we set O := [0,T] x Ri with Ry :=
(0,00), we denote by S; s the class of F-stopping times 7: Q — [t,s] for t <s < T, and let S := S 7.
Then we introduce the class of admissible strategies as it follows.

Definition 2.1. Let (t,x,h) € O be given and fized. The triplet of choices (c,m,T) is called an
admissible strategy for (t,x,h), and we write (¢,m,7) € A(t,z,h), if it satisfies the following
conditions:

(i) ¢ and w are progressively measurable with respect to F, 7 € S;
(i1) cs >0 for all s € [t,T] and j;T(cs + |ms|?)ds < oo P-a.s.;

(i) X$™7 > g(s)lysspy for all s € [t,T], where g(s) = %(1 — e "(T=9)),

The function ¢g in Condition (iii) is the present value of the future health payment of the agent.
Due to (iii) above the agent is able to consume and invest as long as her wealth level is above g(s) at
time s > 7. Before health investment, she should keep her wealth positive for further consumption
or financial investment.

From the perspective of time ¢, the agent’s aim is then to maximize the expected utility

nA\T
(2.6) E[/ e P (e, Hy)ds
t

7]
over all (c,m,7) € A(t,x,h). In (2.6), p is a positive discount rate and u(c,h) = c*h!~% where

0 < a < 1. Thanks to Fubini’s Theorem and the tower property, we can disentangle the market risk
and the mortality risk and write
ft]

nA\T
]E[/ e P Dy(c,, Hy)ds
t

T
E[/ e_p(s_t)u(cs, Hs)ﬂ{5<n}d5 f"t:|
t
T

E e_p(s_t)u(cs, Hs)]l{s<77}

.Ft:| ds

t

.-
/ E E[e*P(S*%(cS,Hs)n{m,}‘fs}
t L

T

./_"t:| ds

E| e~ (c,, H)E {]1{807} ‘f}

./—"t:| ds
t

T
- E[/ e_fts(’)*Mg)d“u(cs,Hs)ds
¢

ft:| )
where (2.2) has been also employed. Hence, given the Markovian setting, the agent aims at deter-
mining
T . .
(2.7) V(t,z,h):= sup Etz.n [/ e~ Ji (P M )d“u(cs,Hs)ds],
(e,m,m)EA(t,z,h) t

where [, , 5, denote the expectation under P, (-) := P(:|X; = , H; = h). In the rest of the paper,
we shall focus on (2.7).

3. FROM CONTROL-STOPPING TO PURE STOPPING

3.1. The static budget constraint. We define the market price of risk 6 := £°. For 7 € S, an

o

application of It6’s formula to the process {e_T“_GB“_%Q%(Xu = g(Wlgy>ry),u € [t,s]}, leads on
6



{s>71}n{r =1t} to

s
ersGBSQHQS(XS_g(S))_i_/ efrufGBuféezucudu
t

(3.1) = e OB g (1) + / e 0B 0% <7ru0 —0(Xu — g(U)))dBu,
t
and on {s < 7} to

s
—pg— _1p2 o — _1p2
e TS 0B 29 SXS+/ e T 0B, 29 uCudU
t

(3.2) = Tt 0Bi— 30ty /S e_T“_QB“_%G%(ﬂ'UJ —0X,)dB,.
t
Since X — g(s)1{s>73 > 0 for any s € [t, T], we can deduce that X; > g(7) > 0. For an admissible
plan (¢, 7, 7) € A(t, x, h), the left-hand side of (3.2) is nonnegative for s < 7, and so the It6’s integral
on the right-hand side is not only a continuous P-local martingale, but also a supermartingale by
Fatou’s Lemma. Thus, letting v, := ef’”(sft)fo(BS*Bt)f%92(87”, the optional sampling theorem
implies the so-called budget constraint:

S
(3.3) Eton Vs Xs] + Eron [/ vu,tcudu] <z, if0<t<s<T
t

By similar arguments on (3.1) we also have
S
(3'4) IEt,ac,h [VS,t(Xs - g(S))] + Et,a:,h |:/ Vu,tcudu:| <z-— g(t), if0<t=7<s<T.
t

3.2. The agent’s optimization problem after health investment. In this subsection we will
consider the agent’s optimization problem after health investment, and over this time period only
consumption and portfolio choice have to be determined. Formally, the model in the previous section
accommodates to this case if we let 7 = ¢, where ¢ is the fixed starting time, and the mortality rate is
set to be MH* u > t. Then, letting A(t,z, h) := {(¢,7) : (¢, 7, t) € A(t,z,h)}, where the subscript ¢
indicates that the investment time into health 7 is equal to t, the agent’s value function after health
investment is

~ T s 2
(3.5) V(t,xz, h) = sup Et’z7h[/ e It (P M )d“u(cs,Hf)ds ,
(e,m)EA:(t,x,h) t

with H? as defined in (2.4).

From the budget constraint (3.4), recalling that vs; = el
(c,m) € Ai(t,z, h) with a Lagrange multiplier z > 0, we have

T 5
Et,x,h |:/ e_ft (p+MH )duU(CS,HSQ)dS]
t

s=1)=0(Bs=B1)=30%(s=1) and for any pair

- T . ) T
<Eizn / e~ I (oM )d“u(cs, Hf)ds} — 2By p, {/ fyS,tcst] + z(z — g(t))
L Jt t

CoT ) T )
= Et,w,h / e S (oM )duU(CSa Hg)d5:| - Et,:c,h |:/ e Ji oM )duZPsz(h)cst + Z(-T - g(t))

LJt t
- AT . )
= Et,a},h / e ft (P"'MI{I )du (u(csa H52) - ZP?(}L)CS> d5:| + Z(l’ - g(t))
LJt
(3.6)

ST )
<Etupn / o= S (Ml >d“a(zP3(h),H§)ds} + z(x — g(t)),
LJt

7



where

s 2
(3.7) P2(h) := ’ys,teft (Pt M )du and u(z, h) = suplu(c, h) — cz].
c>0

Let then Z?2 := zP2(h). By Itd’s formula, we obtain that the dual variable Z2 satisfies
dZ% = (p—r+ M) 7%ds — 02%dB,, 72 =z,

and we set

T . )
Wt 2, ) = Epop [ / o F oM g 72 )|
t

with E; . ;, being the expectation under P conditioned on Z% =z and H? = h. Hence,

t
for z > 0 and (¢t,z,h) € O.

Proposition 3.1. One has W € CH2Y(O). Moreover, W satisfies
(3.8) —LW =7, on [0,T) x R%, and W(T,z,h) =0,

where

(3.9)
P 1
LW i= Wy + S0°2Wee £ (p =7+ m® 4 m'h™)2W, + (=0h + f(D)Wh = (p+m° + m'h=)W.

T s 2
Et,x,h |:/ eij; (erMf )duu(cS’ HSZ)dS:| < W(ta Z, h) + Z(‘T - g(t))a

Proof. First, we compute the convex dual of u(c, h) = ¢*h'=% in (3.7); that is,

(3.10) Uz, h) = (1 —a)(g)%h.
From (2.4) and the boundary condition H2 = H? = h (recall that 7 = t this subsection), we have
(3.11) H? = he 0670 4 fgl)u — e ) s > ¢,

Therefore, by (3.10) and (3.11) we rewrite W (¢, z, h) as follows

T )
Wt 2 h) = Eyon [ [ e otz H?)ds]
t

T s 2 a a
t

T 9 N

= (1-a)aTazad / e~ Je (M) du (P2 ()32 <he_5(5_t) + f(;)u - e—5<s—t>)>ds
t

(3.12)

T s H2 0 ps ((a(—r—16%) 2,2

= (1 — a)aﬁz% eft (p+aN711{ ) Bft ( aflj +% (Zfl)Q)du (he_a(s_t) + fESI)(l _ 6—5(8—15))>d87
t

where we have used the definition of P2(h) as in (3.7) and the fact that

o =

s o s 2 @
E[(P2(h))52T] = E[(y, et (HMEduy 2] = paty S (oM )dug, a1y

_ 6% fts(p+M£12)duE[(e—r(s—t)—G(Bs—Bz)_%92(3—15))ﬁ]

s 2 12y, 1 622
— eft (a(il(p+Mu 77'759 )+§ (a:Ji)Z)du.

Thus, it is easy to see that W € C1%1(0). Hence, it satisfies (3.8) by the well-known Feynman-Kac
formula (see, e.g., Chapter 4 in [Karatzas and Shreve, 1998al). O

It is possible to relate VitoW through the following duality relation.
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Theorem 3.1. The following dual relations hold:

V(t,o.h) = inf [W(t,2.h) +2(x = g(t)], W(t,zh) = sup [V(t,2,h) —z(z — g(t))]

# x>g(t)
Proof. Since (¢,m) € Au(t,z,h) is arbitrary, taking the supremum over (¢,7) € A(t,z,h) on the
left-hand side of (3.6) and recalling (3.5), we get, for any z > 0,

~ T s 2
(3.13) Vit < Boop| [ e OG22 2)08] + 20 - gt0)
t

and thus
Wt z,h) > sup [V(t,a,h) - 2(z — g(t))]
z>g(t)

Further, from (3.13) we have

~

V(t,z,h) < ;I;%[W(t, z,h) + z(z — g(t))].

For the reverse inequalities, observe that the equality in (3.6) holds if and only if

(3.14) cs = I"(Z2, H),
and
T
(3.15) Et zn [ / 73,tcsd5} =z —g(t),
t

where we denote by Z" the inverse of the marginal utility function wu.(-, h).
Then, assuming (3.15) (we will prove its validity later), we define

T T s 5
X(t,2,h) :—Et,z,h[ / vs,tI%ZE,Hs)ds] Y(t,a,h) :—Em,h[ [ e e, aas).
t t

and notice that (3.6), (3.14) and (3.15) yield
Y(t,g(t) + X(t,z,h), h) = W(t,z,h) + 2(g(t) + X (£, 2, h) — g(t))
=W(t,z,h) + 2X(t,2,h) < V(t,z,h),

where the last inequality is due to Y(¢,g(t) + X(t,z,h), h) < 17(15, x,h). The last display inequality
thus provides
W(t7 2, h) < sup [‘7(757 €, h‘) - Z(.CE - g(t))] and V(tv €, h) > inf [W(ta 2y h) + Z(I’ - g(t))]
x>g(t) z>0

It thus remains only to show that equality (3.15) indeed holds. As a matter of fact, Lemma C.1
guarantees the existence of a candidate optimal portfolio process 7* such that (c¢*,7*) € A(¢t,x, h)
and (3.15) holds, where ¢t = T%(Z2, H?) is candidate optimal consumption process. By Theorem
3.6.3 in [Karatzas and Shreve, 1998b] or Lemma 6.2 in [Karatzas and Wang, 2000], one can then

show that (¢*,7*) is optimal for the optimization problem V.
O

3.3. The dual optimal stopping problem. From the agent’s problem in (2.7), by the dynamic
programming principle we can deduce that for any (¢,x,h) € O,

(3.16)
T s 1 - 1 ~
V(t,x,h) = sup Et.zn [/ e~ Ji (et ] iy (g, HY)ds + €™ S oM Ay (r, X HY |
(¢,m,m)EA(t,2,h) t

In the sequel, whenever necessary, we write X% to show the dependency on the initial datum
(similarly, H" denotes the process H' with initial state h). Now, for any (t,z,h) € O and Lagrange
9



MmE"

multiplier z > 0, from the budget constraint (3.3) and (3.16), letting P} (h) := s e/t ("HMa")dw and
MsHl,h _ mo + m1(H81,h)—n with Hsl as in (23), we have

T
Et,m,h |:/ e ft (P+M§)duu(087 Hs)d8:|

t

T S 1 T 1 ~
< sup Et,a:,h|:/ e S et MMy (o HY)ds + e I MDY (2 X )
(e,m,m)EA(t,z,h) t

.
— 2E¢ 2. [’Yr,tXT + / ’ys,tcsds} + zx
t

T s 1
= sup Em,h{ / e I (ot >d“<u(cs,H§)—zPJ(h)cs>ds
(e,m,m)EA(t,x,h) t

+e f[(p+Mfl)du‘7(T, X HY — e ftT(p+Mfl)duZPT1(h)XT] + zx

T s 1
= sup E¢zn {/ e~ Ji (M )du <u(cs, HD) — zPsl(h)cs> ds
(e,m,m)EA(t,z,h) t

+e S oM <‘7(T, X, HY — 2PY(n) X, + 2P (h)g(T) — sz(h)g(ﬂ)} + zx
(3.17)

T R 1 i L
<supE;.pn [/ e~ Ji (et ] Jugi(zt, H ds + ¢ Jr (p+ M )du <W(T, VAN R Zig(T))} + zz,
TES t

where we recall that @(z, h) = sup.solu(c, h) — cz], and we have defined Z! := zP}(h) such that
(3.18) dZ) = (p—r+ MPYZlds — 021dB,, s € (t,7], Z} =2z>0.

With a slight abuse in the notation, and when no confusion arise, we also write E; , ; to indicate the
expectation under Py , 5, (-) := P(-|Z} = 2, H} = h). Hence, defining the value function J(t, 2, h) as
(3.19)

T s 1 - 1
J(t, 2, h) = SugEt,z,h[ / e P Mgy 71, Y ds + e D0 (v (7, Zi,Hi)Zig(ﬂ)},
TE t

we have a finite-horizon, two-dimensional optimal stopping problem, with interconnected dynamics
(Z1, H') as in (3.18) and (2.3).

In the following sections, we perform a detailed probabilistic study of (3.19). Before doing that,
we have the following theorem that establishes a dual relation between the original problem (2.7)
and the optimal stopping problem (3.19).

Theorem 3.2. The following duality relations hold:

V(t,z,h) = iI;%[J(t, z,h) + zx], J(t,z,h) =sup[V(t,x, h) — zz].
z x>0

Proof. Since (c,m,7) € A(t,z,h) is arbitrary, taking the supremum over (¢, ,7) € A(t,z, h) on the
left-hand side of (3.17), we get, for any z > 0,z > 0,

V(t,z,h) < J(t,z,h) + 2z,

so that V(t,z,h) <inf,-o[J(t, 2, h) + zz] and J(t, 2z, h) > sup,o[V (¢, z, h) — zx].
For the inverse inequality, observe that equality holds in (3.17) if and only if
co=T"(ZL,HY), Wi(tzh)= sup [V(tz,h) -2z - g(t))],
z>g(t)
10



and
(320) ]Et,x,h |:77',tXT +/ 7s,tcsd5:| =7z,
t

where we recall that Z" denotes the inverse of the marginal utility function u.(-, ). From Lemma
C.2, we know that there exists a portfolio process 7* such that (3.20) holds. From Theorem 3.1, we

~

also know that W (t, 2z, h) = sup, [V (t,z,h) — z(z — g(t))].
Next we define

T
X(t,2,h) =By [ / VL (23, H;)ds} o 2(@) = EranyreXs),
t

and

_ T s 1 - 1 R

Y(t,z,h) :=Epon [/ e I M)y (o HYYds + e~ ST PHMIDT (2 x gL

t
Then by (3.17) and (3.20) we have
V(t, X(t,z,h) + Z(x),h) = J(t,z,h) + 2(X(t, 2, h) + Z(z)) < V(t,z, h),
where the last inequality is due to Y(t, X(t, 2, h) + Z(x),h) < V(t,z,h). This in turn gives
V(t,z,h) > igg[J(t, z,h) + zx],

which completes the proof. ([

4. STUDY OF THE DUAL OPTIMAL STOPPING PROBLEM

4.1. Preliminary properties of the value function. To study the optimal stopping problem
(3.19), we find it convenient to introduce the function

~ o~

(4.1) J(t,z,h) = J(t, z,h) — W(t,z,h)
with
(4.2) W(t, z,h) =W (t, z,h) — zg(t).

s 1
Applying It6’s formula to {e~ /i (PHMIdu[yy (s 71 HY) — Zlg(s)],s € [t, 7]}, and taking conditional
expectations we have

- 1
Eyon [ e M (W, 2L 1)) = Z1g(n)) | = Wt 2 h) — 2g(t)+

T s 1
Emh[ / e~ S Mg (v (s, 71 L) — Zslg(s))ds],
t

where, for any F' € C1%1(0O), the second order differential operator £ is such that
1
(4.3) LF :=F,+ 502,22]*—;2 +(p—7r+ m® + mlhf””)ze — 0hFp — (p+ m® + mlff”)F.
Combining (3.19), (4.1) and (4.2), we have

~ T s 1
J(t7 z, h) = sup Et,z,h |:/ e~ Ji (p+MH )dua(ZSl’ Hsl)ds
t<r<T t

+/ - [2 (M )du <£(W(s, Zsl,Hsl) — Zig(s))) ds}

t

T s 1
= Sup Et,z,h[/ e_ft (oM, )du(ZslIf(I)Wh(‘SaZslaHsl)>dS:|

t<r<T t

T T s 1
(4.4) = sup Et,z,h[/ z'y&tlds—/ o= J (p M )d“f(I)Wh(s,Zsl,HSl)ds}7
t

t<r<T t
11



where we have used the fact that (cf. (3.8))
LW (s,z,h) —zg(s)) = LW (s,z,h) — L(zg(s))
= LW (s,2,h) — fF(I)Wh(s,2,h) — L(2g(s))
= —u(z,h) — f(I)Wh(s,z,h) + Iz,

with LF = LF — f(I)W, (cf. (3.9)), for any F € C121(0).
Notice now that the process (Z!, H') is time-homogeneous, so that

Law[(u, Z2, H ) ust|Z} = 2, HY = h] = Law[(t + s, Z}, HY)s>0|Z) = 2, H} = h).

Let E, , be the expectation under P, 5(-) := P(:|Z} = 2z, H} = h). Hence, from (4.4),

—~ T S 1
‘](tv 2, h) = sup Ez,h |:/ e fo (P+M§ Jdu <Zsl‘[ - f(I)Wh(t + s, Zsl’ Hsl)>d8:|

0<r<T—t 0
T T s 1
(4.5) = sup Ez,h[/ zerseBS%GQSIds—/ e~ Jo (et ] )duf(I)Wh(t+S,Z;,Hsl)d8:|,
0<7<T—t 0 0

with (cf. also (3.18))
s 1
(4.6) Zi = 2’73,0€f0 (P M )du g H! = he .

In the following, when needed, we shall write Z* as the solution to (3.18) such that Z{ = z > 0.
As a matter of fact, the state process in (4.5) is the time-space Markov process (Y;)e[o,7—y defined
by Yo = (t,z,h) and Y, := (t + s, Z}, H}).

As usual in optimal stopping theory, we let

~ ~

(4.7) W:={(t,z,h) € O: J(t,z,h) >0}, Z:={(t,z,h)€O:J(t zh)=0}
be the so-called continuation (waiting) and stopping (investing) regions, respectively. We denote by
OV the boundary of the set W.
s 1

Since, for any stopping time 7, the mapping (z,h) — ]Ez,h[f[; e Jo (p+ M )du <ZSII — fF(OWh(t+
s, ZL H g))ds} is continuous, then J is lower semicontinuous on O. Hence, W is open, Z is closed,
and introducing the stopping time

T*(t,z,h) ;==1inf{s > 0: (t+s,ZL, H) € Iy AN (T —t), P, —a.s.,

~

with inf() = +oo, one has that 7*(¢,z,h) is optimal for J(¢,2,h) (see, e.g., Corollary 1.2.9 in
[Peskir and Shiryaev, 2006]).

Proposition 4.1. The function J is such that 0 < j(t, z,h) < %(1 — e T for all (t,z,h) € O.

Proof. From (4.5) it is clear that J is nonnegative. Moreover, again from (4.5), and since Wp,(t, z, h) >
0 (cf. Lemma A.1), we find that

T T s 1
sup Ez,h[ [ e ieras - [ B w4, 22, 1 ds

0<T<T—t 0 0
T—t
<E.; [/ ze_”_eBs_éwslds] = Ij(l — e_r(T_t)%
0 r
which implies the claim. O

The next lemma shows that Z as in (4.7) is nonempty.

Lemma 4.1. One has T # ().
12



Proof. Suppose that Z = (), then for all (¢,2,h) € O we have

~

T—t T—t s 1,h
0<J(t,z,h)= E[/ ze TS 0Bs—30%s g / e~ Jo (oM )duf(I)Wh(t +5,747, H;’h)ds .
0 0

However, taking z | 0, the right-hand side above converges to —oco due to lim,_,o Wj(¢, z,h) = oo (as
shown in Lemma A.1), which is a contradiction. O

Since Wh(t,-,h) is strictly decreasing (cf. (A.1) in Lemma A.1 in the Appendix A), the next
monotonicity of J follows.

~

Proposition 4.2. z — J(t,z,h) is non-decreasing for all (t,h) € [0,T) x R4.

~

On the other hand, we notice that it is hard to determine whether h — J(¢, z, h) is monotonic or
s 1
not, since it is not clear if b — e~ Jo (PHM.! VA f (DY Wy(t+ s, ZL, HY) in (4.5) is monotonic. Similarly,

~

we cannot conclude that t — J(¢, z, h) is monotonic.

The next technical result states properties of J that will be useful in the study of the regularity
of the boundary OW.

Proposition 4.3. The function J is locally Lipschitz continuous on O and for a.e. (t,z,h) we have
the following probabilistic representation formulas

*

~ T s 1
Jh(t7 2, h) = _f(I)Ez,h |:/ e fo (p+ M )du [Whh(t + s, Z;7 H;)eiés

0
1 ml 5
(48) +mWh(t+S,Zsl,Hsl)Th_H_l(€ ks _ ].)i|d8:|,
(4.9) T(t,2,h) =B, [ / eI ([ f( Wit + 5, 22, Hi))ds] :
0
and
~ T* s 1
(4.10) Jult, 21 h) = —f(DE-, [ [ e i g5, 22, Hi)ds] |
0

where 7" := 7*(t, z, h) is the optimal stopping time for the problem with initial data (t,z,h).
Proof. The proof is given in Appendix B.1. O

We conclude with asymptotic limits of J.

Proposition 4.4. lim, j(t, z,h) =0, lim,_, j(t, z,h) = oo for all (t,h) € [0,T) x R4.
Proof. The proof is given in Appendix B.2. O

4.2. Properties of the free boundary. In this section, we show that the boundary oW can be

represented by a function b(¢,h). We establish connectedness of the sets W and Z with respect to

the z-variable and finally prove (local) Lipshitz-continuity of b with respect to both its variables.
First, we provide the shape of the continuation and stopping regions. Defining I'(¢, h) as

a T—t o 1 02025 s 75_12,h N
F(ta h) = (1 - Oé)am |:/ em(rs+§925)+2<a7n2 efo (%)dux
0

(4.11)

1

" [m K (/05 (he_éu 4 fESI)(l _ e—au))—n—le_audu> (he—és i fgj)(l _ 6—53)) n 6_6S}d8:|,

l1—a

for all (¢,h) € [0,T] x Ry, the following result holds.
13



Lemma 4.2. There exists a free boundary
b:[0,T] x Ry — [0,00)
such that
Z=A{(t,z,h) € O:0<z<b(th)}.
Moreover, setting g(t,h) := (%)‘klf(t, h)'=%, one has b(t,h) < g(t,h) for all (t,h) € [0,T] x Ry,
where I'(t, h) is defined in (4.11).

Proof. Since z — j(t, z,h) is nondecreasing by Proposition 4.2, we can define b(¢, h) := sup{z > 0 :
J(t,z,h) < 0} (with the convention sup @ = 0), so that Z = {(t,2,h) € O : 0 < z < b(t, h)}. Notice
that b > 0 on [0,T) x Ry since Z # () by Lemma 4.1.

Next we show b(t, h) < g(t, h). Noticing that, due to (4.5),

R :={(t,z,h) € O:zl — f(I)Wy(t,z,h) >0} CW,
we have
(4.12) RE = {(t,z,h) € O : z2I — f(I)Wy(t,z,h) <0} D T.

Recalling Wj(t, z,h) as in (A.1), and using (4.11), we then write Wp,(t, z, h) = zﬁf(t, h), so that

oI — F(D)Wi(t, 2, h) <0< 251 f(I)D(t, h) > I for all (t,h) € [0,T] xR But then, since 0 < a < 1,
we have

N eRC s I N\ (TN
whAer =< () = (7m) Ten
Because Z = {(t,2,h) € O : 0 < z <b(t,h)}, by (4.12) we find

(4.13) b(t, h) < g(t,h) = fé)f_lr(t, pyi-o
O

The first main result of this paper shows that the optimal boundary is locally Lipschitz-continuous
on [0, 7] x Ry. The local Lipschitz-continuity of the boundary has important consequences regarding

the regularity of the value function J. , as we will see in Proposition 4.6 below.
Theorem 4.1. The free boundary b is locally Lipschitz-continuous on [0,T] x R.

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix B.3.
O

4.3. Characterization of the free boundary and of the value function. Given that b is locally
Lipschitz, the law of the iterated logarithm allows to prove the following result.

Lemma 4.3. Let (t,z,h) € O and set
7(t,z,h) ;== inf{s > 0: ZL* < b(t + s, HY")} A (T —1).
Then 7(t,z,h) = 7(t, 2, h) a.s., where 7*(t,z,h) = inf{s > 0 : zh7 < b(t + s,Hg’h)} A (T —t).

Proof. The proof is given in Appendix B.4.
O

The previous lemma in turn yields the following continuity property of 7%, which will then be
fundamental in the proof of Proposition 4.6 below.

Proposition 4.5. One has that O 5 (t,z,h) — 7*(t,2,h) € [0,T —t] is continuous.

Proof. The proof exploits arguments as in the proof of Proposition 5.2 in
[De Angelis and Ekstrom, 2017]. O
14



Proposition 4.6. The value function J € CY11(O) N CY2L(W) and solves the boundary value
problem

LJI(t, 2 h) = —Iz+f( YWhi(t,z,h), (t,z,h) €W,
J(t,z,h) =0, (t,z,h) € TN{t<T},

J(T,z,h) =0, (2 h) € R%,

Ju(t,z,h) = J.(t,z,h) = Ju(t, z,h) =0 on OW N {t < T}.

Moreover, for all € > 0, J.. admits a continuous extension to the closure of WN{t <T —e}.

Proof. First we show that the function J is continuously differentiable over . From the rep-
resentations of Jh,Jt and J, in Proposition 4.3, and the continuity of (¢,z,h) — 7*(t,2z,h) (cf.
Proposition 4.5), we conclude that those weak derivatives are in fact continuous and therefore that
Jectlw)n CYLY(T), where T denotes the interior of Z. In particular, Jy=J,=J.=0onZ.
It thus remains to analyze the regularity of J across OW.

Fix a point (o, 20, ho) € OWN{t < T'} and take a sequence (ty, zn, hn)n>1 € W with (¢, 2, hp) —
(to, z0, ho) as n — oo. Continuity of (¢, z, h) — 7*(t, z, h) implies that 7%(t,, zn, hn) — 7%(t0, 20, ho) =
0, IP’ a.s. as n — 0o. Again, from Proposition 4.3, dominated convergence yields that Jh(tn, Zny hn) —
0, J (tn, 2n, hn) — 0 and Jt(tn,zn,hn) — 0. Since (to, 20, ho) and the sequence (t,zn, h,) were
arbitrary, we get J € CL11(0).

On the other hand, by Corollary 6 in [Peskir, 2022], J solves in the sense of distributions

(4.14) LI(t,z,h) = —Iz+ f(D)Wh(t, z,h), (t,2,h) € W,
and it is such that
J(t,z,h) =0, (t,z,h) e TN{t < T},
J(T,z,h) =0, (z,h) € RZ.
However, J € CLLY0), so that J,, € C°(W), upon recalling the definition of £ as in (4.3) and
that W), € C°(0). Then, taking any (to, 20, ho) € OW N {t < T} and making limits in (4.14) as

(t,z,h) = (to, 20, ho) with (¢, 2,h) € W, we also find

922

hm Tt 2 h) = —Iz + F(D)Wa(to, 20, ho),
T ( ) = o+ f(I)Wh(to, 20, ho)

upon using j(t(],Z(), ho) = jh(to, 20, ho) = jz(tg,zo, ho) = jt(to,zo,hg) = 0. This shows, as claimed,
that J,, admits a continuous extension to the closure of W N {t < T — €}, for all € > 0. O

Corollary 4.1. Recall (4.1). The function J € CY>1(W)NCLYL(O) and solves the boundary value
problem

LJI(t,z,h) = —u(z,h), (t,z,h) €W,
J(t,z,h) = W(t z,h), (t,z,h) e IN{t <T},
J(T,z,h) = W(T 2,h) =0, (2,h) € R2,
Ji(t, z,h) = Wi(t, z,h), J.(t, 2, h) = W.(t,z,h), Ju(t,z,h) = Wa(t,z,h) on OV N {t < T}.

Remark 4.1. It is worth noting that standard PDE arguments could not be directly applied in the
proof of Proposition 4.6 due to the fully degenerate diffusion process (Z', H'). Therefore, we had to
hinge on a novel series of intermediate results. First, we find the locally Lipschitz continuity of J (cf.
Proposition 4.3) and then establish the locally Lipschitz continuity of free boundary without relying
upon continuity of Jz, Jh and Jt (cf. Theorem 4.1). Finally, we upgrade the reqularity ofJ using the

continuity of the optimal stopping time (cf. Propositions 4.5 and 4.6).
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We are now in the conditions of determining a nonlinear integral equation that characterizes
uniquely the free boundary. As a byproduct, such a characterization will result also into an integral
representation for the value function J. This is accomplished by the next theorem, which exploits
the regularity properties of J proved so far.

Theorem 4.2. For all (t,z,h) € O, jfrom (4.5) has the representation
(4.15)

T—t , Lh
~ _ Ej H*Y
I 2,h) = IE[/o e i <IZ81’Z — F(Wi(t + s, 2,7, Hy)) ]l{zi’z>b(t+s,H§’h)}d8] '
Moreover, the optimal boundary b is the unique continuous solution to the following nonlinear integral

equation: For all (t,h) € [0,T] x Ry,
(4.16)

T—t
0=E [ / o= Ji (oM (IZi’b(t’h) — D)W (t + 5, ZL0ER) Hi’h))
0

with limgr b(t, h) = 0 and such that 0 < b(t,h) < g(t,h) (cf. Lemma 4.2).
Proof. Step 1. We start by deriving (4.15). Let (¢,2,h) € O be given and fixed, let (K,,)m>0 be a
sequence of compact sets increasing to [0, 7] x Rﬁ_ and define

Tm o= inf{s > 0: (t+ s, Z2* HM) ¢ K3 A (T —t).
Since J € CHL(0), J.. € L2(O), and P[(t + s, Z2%, HY") € W] = 0 for all s € [0,T — t), we

loc
can apply a weak version of Dynkin’s formula (see, e.g., [Bensoussan and Lions, 1982], Lemma 8.1

and Th. 8.5, pp. 183-186) so to obtain

]l{Z;,b@vh)>b(t+s,H§’h)}dS] ’

~ m Lh ~ Tm s 1,h ~
J(t,z h) = E[e_fo (p+M [ T (44 1, Zi;j,HTlf) _/ e~ Jo (p+M] g Tt + s, Zst,H;h)dS].
0

Therefore, using (4.14), we also find

-~ ™m Lhy oo
J(t,z,h) = }E[e_ Jo™ (2! )duJ(t + Tm,Zi;f,HTl,’nh)

Tmo HLA
+/0 o~ Jo (0 M >dU<IZSLZ—f(I)Wh(tJrs,Z;’Z,H;’h)>1{Z;,z>b(t+sﬂ;,h)}ds],

where we have used again that P[(¢ + s, Zo”*, Hi™) € OW] = 0.

Finally, we take m 1 oo, apply the dominated convergence theorem, and use that 7,,, 1 (T'—t) and
J(T,z,h) =0 (cf. Proposition 4.6) to obtain (4.15).

Step 2. Next, we find the limit value of b(¢t,h) when ¢t — T. Firstly, the limit b(T'—,h) :=
lim;_,7 b(t, h) exists, since b is locally Lipschitz on [0,7] x Ry. Noticing that b(¢, h) < g(t, h) for all
(t,h) € [0,T] x Ry by Lemma 4.2, we find 0 < b(T'—, h) < ¢g(T,h) = 0 due to (4.13), which proves
the claim.

Step 3. Given that (4.15) holds for any (¢,z,h) € O, we can take z = b(t,h) in (4.15), which
leads to (4.16), upon using that j(t, b(t,h),h) = 0 (cf. Proposition 4.6). The fact that b is the unique
continuous solution to (4.16) can be proved by following the four-step procedure from the proof
of uniqueness provided in Theorem 3.1 of [Peskir, 2005]. Since the present setting does not create
additional difficulties we omit further details.

O

5. OPTIMAL SOLUTION IN TERMS OF THE PRIMAL VARIABLES

In the previous section, we studied the properties of the dual value function J(t, z,h) and used
(t,z,h), where t denotes time, z denotes marginal utility and h denotes health capital, as the coordi-
nate system for the study. In this section, we will come back to study of the value function V (¢, x, h)
in the original coordinate system (t,x,h), where x denotes the wealth of the agent.
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Proposition 5.1. The function J in (3.19) is strictly convex with respect to z.

Proof. By the duality relation in Theorem 3.2, we see that z — J(¢,z,h) is convex on R;. From

—

Corollary 4.1, we know that J(t,z,h) = W(t,z,h) for all (¢t,z,h) € Z. Since W is strictly convex
with respect to z (cf. (3.12)), and recalling that W=Ww- zg(t), we conclude that J is strictly convex
with respect to z for (t,z,h) € Z.

To prove strict convexity of J on W, our argument is inspired by Lemma A.7 in [Federico et al., 2017].
By Corollary 4.1, J satisfies in the classical sense on W the linear PDE

1
(5.1) Ji + 592z2JZZ +(p—r+m®+m'h)zd, — ShJy — (p+m® +mh™F)J = ~(z, h).

Fix now (to, 20,ho) € W and let Bg(to, 20,ho) be the open ball of radius R > 0 centered in
(to, 20, ho), such that Br(to, z0, ho) C W. Then, for (¢, z, h) € Bg(to, 20, ho),

(5.2) J+ %9222122 +(p—r+m®+mh)zd, — 5hJy — (p+m°® +mhTF)J + (2, h) =0,
and, for € > 0 small enough,

Ji(t,z + e, h) + %92z2Jzz(t, z+e,h)+(p—r+m®+mh )2, (t, 2 + €, h)

— ShJu(t,z +e,h) — (p+m® +m'h ") J(t, 2 + €, h) + (2 + € h)
(5.3) + %9262&2(7&, 2+ e h) +0%zed,(tz+ e, h) + (p—r+m® +mh")ed,(t,z + ¢, h) = 0.

Hence, setting

Tt 2 h) = J(t,z+¢€,h) —J(t,z,h)’

€

we find from (5.2) and (5.3)

Uz + €, h) — a(z, h)
€

1
Ji + 50222J§Z +(p—r+m®+mh ™) 2JS — ShJ — (p+m® +m h )T+
1
+ 5926Jzz(t, z4eh)+ 0220t z+eh)+ (p—r+m® +mh ) J,(t,z + € h) = 0.

Since J is continuously differentiable over [0,T) x R% (cf. Corollary 4.1), then J¢ — .J, locally
uniformly over [0,7") x Ri. On the other hand, by continuity of J, and J,,, we have that J,(¢, z +
e,h) — J.(t,z,h) and J..(t,z + €,h) — J..(t,z,h). Hence, by Proposition 5.9 in Chapter 4 of
[Yong and Zhou, 1999] we have that v := J, is a viscosity solution to

1
v + 592z2vzz +(p—r+m®+mh™" +6?)2v, — Shuy, — rv + 1, = 0, on Bg(to, 20, ho)
with boundary condition v(t, z,h) = J,(t, z,h) on OBRr(to, 20, ho) and v(T, z,h) = 0.
Let us now repeat the argument, and define

V(2 h) = v(t,z+€,h) —o(t, z, h)’
€

which, due again to Corollary 4.1, converges uniformly over compacts of W to v,, i.e. J,,. Also, v¢
is a viscosity solution to

az('z + € h) — ﬁz(z’ h)
€

1
vy + 502221); + (p— 7 +m® +m'h™F + 6%)20¢ — Shof, — v +

1
- 50261)Zz(t, 2+ e h)+ 0220t 2+ 6 h) + (p—1+m +mhT" + 0%, (t, 2 + €, h) = 0.
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Applying once more Proposition 5.9 in Chapter 4 of [Yong and Zhou, 1999] we have that w := v,
solves in the viscosity sense on Bg(to, 20, ho)

(5.4)

1
wy + 5922211)% +(p—7r+ m® +m'h ™" + 292)zwz — dhwp + (p—2r + m® +mh™r + 92)w + U, =0,

with the boundary condition w(t, z,h) = J,.(t, z, h) on dBg(to, 20, ho) and w(T, z,h) = 0. Actually,
since J,, is continuous on W, the boundary problem associated to Equation (5.4) admits a unique
viscosity solution (cf. Corollary 8.1 in Chapter V of [Fleming and Soner, 2006]).

Define now the second-order differential operator LF = F+ 192 2P+ (202 +p—r+md+
mh=F)zF, — 5hFh + (p+m® +m'h™F + 6% — 2r)F and let 7 := inf{s > 0: (t + s, Z5* HEM) ¢
Br(to, 20, ho)} A (T — t), where Z is the process such that (¢ + s, Zs, H) has infinitesimal generator
L. Then, introducmg

m(t,z, h) = Ezyh[/ Re*fos(f%M Jugy (71, Hl)ds—i-e*fo p+Mfl)duJZZ(t+TR7Z1 H )|,

0

TR’

we see that m(¢,z,h) > 0 since J,, > 0 on O by convexity and u,, > 0 (cf. (3.10)). However, m is
a viscosity solution to (5.4) and therefore, by uniqueness, m = J,,. It thus follows that J,, > 0 on
Br(to, 20, ho) and we then conclude by arbitrariness of (¢, 20, ho) € W and of R > 0.

O

From Theorem 3.2, for any (¢,z,h) € O, we know that V(¢,2z,h) = inf,~[J(¢, 2, h) + zz]. Since
z +— J(t,z,h) + zz is strictly convex (cf. Proposition 5.1), then there exists an unique solution
2*(t,z,h) > 0 such that

(5.5) V(t,x,h) = J(t,z*(t,z,h),h) +xz*(t, z, h),

where 2*(t,z,h) := I7(t,—x,h) and Z” is the inverse function of .J,. Moreover, z* € C(O), and for
any (t,h) € [0,T] x Ry, 2*(t,z, h) is strictly decreasing with respect to z, which is a bijection form.
Hence, for any (t,h) € [0,T] x R4, 2*(t, -, h) has an inverse function z*(¢, -, h), which is continuous,
strictly decreasing, and maps R} to R;.

Proposition 5.2. One has V € CY1(0) and Vi, € LS, (O).
Proof. From (5.5), using that J,(t,2*(¢,z,h), h) = —x, one has

Vi = Ju(t, 2% (t,z,h), h) + J.(t, 2" (t,x, h), h) 2} (t,x, h) + xz; (¢, 2, h) = Je(t, 2" (¢, 2, h), h),
Vi = Jp(t, 2% (t, 2, h), h) + J. (¢, 2% (¢, 2, h), h)zp (¢, 2, h) + x25 (¢, 2, h) = Jy(t, 2% (¢, z, h), h),

Ve = J(t, 2" (t,z, h), h) 2 (t, x, h) + 2" (t, z, h) + x5 (t,x,h) = 2* (¢, 2, h),
1
(5.6)  Vip = 25(t,x,h) = AT NAL in the a.e. sense.
The proof is then completed due to Theorem 4.6. O

Let us now define
(5.7) Wy i= {(t.a,h) € O s (t,2*(t,, ), h) € W},
) e O:(t,z"(t,x,h),h) € T}.
Then, by Lemma 4.2 we have
(5.8) Wy :={(t,z,h) € O:0<x <3(t,h)}, Iy =A{(t,z,h) € O : x Zg(t, h)},

so that we can express the optimal investment time into health in terms of the initial coordinates as:
T*(t,x,h) = inf{s > 0: XT >b(t + s, HF")} A (T — t).
18



Recalling that J > W on O by (3.19), we notice that if J(t,2*(¢t,z,h),h) = /W(t, 2*(t,x, h), h),
then the function z — (J — W)(t, z, h) attains its minimum value 0 at (¢, z*(¢,x,h), h). Hence,
J.(t, 25 (t, 2, h), h) = W (t, 2*(t, 2, h), h) = —z.

This means that z*(¢,x, h) is a stationary point of the convex function z +— /W(t, z,h) + zx, so that

W(t,2*(t,x,h), h) + z2*(t, 2, h) = mZm(W(t, 2.h) + zz) = min[W (¢, 2, h) - 2(z - g(t))] = V(t,x,h),

by (4.2) and Theorem 3.1. Together with (5.5), we obtain V (¢, z,h) = V(t,z, h).

~

On the other hand, if V(t,x,h) = V (t,x,h), then by (5.5), Theorem 3.1 and (4.2)
(5.9)  J(t, 2*(t,x, h), k) + z2*(t, 2, h) = inf(W (L, 2, h) + z2) < W (L, 2*(t, 2, h), h) + x2*(t, 2, h).

Hence, since J > W on O, J(t,z*(t,z,h),h) = W(t, 2*(t,x,h), h).
Combining these two arguments we have that

~ —

{(t,z,h) € O :V(t,x,h) =V (t,z,h)} ={(t,x,h) € O : J(t,z"(t,x,h),h) = W(t, z*(t,x,h),h)}.
This, together with (5.8), leads to express the optimal investment time in the original coordinates as
- {T*(t, z,h) =inf{s > 0: X% >Db(t + s, H"")} /l(T — 1)

—inf{s >0:V(t+s XS HN) =V(t+s X5 H"} AT 1),

Due to the regularity of V' and the dual relations between V and J (cf. Proposition 5.2), from
Corollary 4.1 we can deduce that V is a solution in the a.e. sense to the HJB equation

(5.11)
~ 1
0 = max {V — V,sup [V} + 5027r2Vm + (m(p— 1) + 12— c)Vi +ulc, h) — ShVy, — (p +m° + mlhf”)V} }

Then a standard verification argument leads to the following result.

Theorem 5.1. Let (t,x,h) € O and recall that I"(-,h) denotes the inverse of uc(-,h). Then
c*(t,x,h) == I%(Vy(t,x,h),h) and 7*(t,z,h) = —% (a.e. on O) define the optimal feed-
back maps, while 7* = inf{s > 0: V(t + s,Xf,Hg’h) < ‘7(t + s,Xf,Hg’h)} A (T —t) is the optimal
investment time. Hence, ¢ = c*(s, X5, Hy), 75 = 7°(s, Xs, Hs) and 7%,y ; p-a.s., provide an optimal
control triple.

Thanks to (5.7) and Proposition 5.2 we can finally express the optimal health investment threshold

b and the optimal portfolio 7 in terms of b and z*, respectively.

Proposition 5.3. One has that b(t,h) = —W.(t,b(t, h), k) + g(t), for any (t,h) € [0,T] x R, and
m*(t,x,h) = gz*(t,x,h)Jzz(t,z*(t,x, h),h) for almost all (t,x,h) € O.
Proof. We know that E(t, h) = x*(t,b(t, h), h), where z*(t,-, h) is the inverse function of z*(¢,-, h).
Since J,(t, z*(t,x,h), h) = —x, by taking x = z*(¢, z, h), computations show that
Jo(t,z,h) = J(t, 2" (t,x*(t,2,h),h), h) = —x*(t, z, h).

Hence, from Corollary 4.1 and (4.2) we have

b(t,h) = 2*(t,b(t,h), h) = —J.(t,b(t, h), h) = —W.(¢,b(t, h), h)

= _Wz(ta b(ta h)7 h) + g(t)'
To prove the second statement, we notice that V,(¢t,z,h) = z*(t,x,h), Var(t,z,h) = 2i(t,x,h) =
L (cf. (5.6)), which then yield

T .. (t,z*,h)
OVilt,a,h) 6

7 (t,z,h) = m = gz*(t,x,h),]zz(t, 2*(t,z,h),h), a.e. on O.
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6. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we study a consumption/portfolio problem in which the agent can also choose the
time at which making an irreversible precautionary investment into health, thus facing a trade-off
between a costly health investment and the reduction of her mortality rate. The optimization problem
is formulated as a stochastic control-stopping problem over a random time horizon, which contains
two state variables: wealth and health capital.

We first transform by martingale and duality methods the original problem into its dual problem,
which is a finite time-horizon two-dimensional optimal stopping problem. We then study the optimal
stopping problem by probabilistic arguments. Due to the lack of monotonicity of the optimal stopping
boundary, we prove the boundary’s Lipschitz-continuity in order to deduce regularity properties of the
optimal stopping problem’s value function. Furthermore, we provide an integral equation uniquely
characterizing of optimal boundary. Finally, we obtain the optimal strategies in terms of the primal
variables and show that the agent invests in health optimally whenever her wealth reaches a boundary
surface, which depends on the agent’s age and health capital.

There are many directions towards this work can be generalized and further investigated. By
performing a thorough probabilistic analysis on the regularity of the free boundary, we are able
to provide a complete characterization of the optimal timing of health investment through a non-
linear integral equation. A survey of numerical methods for equations of this kind may be found
in [Atkinson, 1992] (see also classical textbook like [Delves and Mohamed, 1988]). These methods
could be employed (and further generalized) to solve our Equation (4.16). However, since they are
certainly nontrivial, we believe that such numerical computation falls outside the scopes of our work.
The numerical study will also shed light on the sensitivity of the free boundary with respect to
the model’s parameters, as well as on the economic and actuarial insights of the optimal solution.
This analysis is also left for future research. A further immediate question regards the possibility of
studying not only when it is optimal to invest into health, but also how much. Like in consumption
choices (see [Hindy and Huang, 1993] and [Bank and Riedel, 2001]), the agent can invest in health
at “gulps” at any moment, as well as at finite rates over intervals. Therefore, we can model the
health investment I[;—representing the cumulative amount of health investment paid from time zero
up to t—as a singular control and study the corresponding optimal health investment strategy under
a stochastic regular-singular control framework. We leave this fascinating and challenging research
question for future research.

APPENDIX A. TECHNICAL ESTIMATES

mlh—r—1 fay
Lemma A.1. Let Cy(h) := %e‘”ﬁ +1and c; = 3(12%)% + 12 (r + 36%) > 0. Then
o o eclT
0 < Wy(t,z,h) < zo-1(1 — a)aT==Cy(h) o Y(t,z,h) € O.
1

Moreover,

lim Wy(t,z,h) =0 and liII[l) Whi(t,z,h) =00 for (t,h) €[0,T) x R4.
zZ—>

Z—00

Proof. From (3.12) we compute the partial derivative with respect to h,

192 02025 s (p+M7512’h<h))
0%s)+ fo 7dux

T—t o 1
Wh(t7 2, h) — Zﬁ(l — a)am |:/ em(rs"f‘z 2(a—1)2 e Py
0

(A1) X Hnlﬁ (/s(he_&‘ + fESI)(l — 6_5“))_“_16_6“du> (he_és + fEsI)(l — 6_55)) + 6_65}618}
—a\J

with
(A.2) MHQ’h(h) =m0 4+ m(H2) ™ = m® + mb(he %" + fESI)(l —e )7, u>0.

u
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Since a < 1, then Wj,(t,2,h) > 0 for any (t,2,h) € O. On the other hand, since he™% < he % +
@(1 —e ) < h+ @, then (he 0% 4 @(1 — e 0u)) TRl < o le(ktl)ds  Therefore, from (A.1)
we have

1

m-K (/Os(h€5u + fE;I)(l B eféu))fnflefziudu)(hefés + f(él)(l _ 665)) + 6765

l—«
1
< MR /8 hr et D)oug=du gy, (h + L(I)) +e7% < Cy(h).
T 1« 0 d N
Combining the above inequality with (A.1), we have
o o 601T
Wh(ta Z, h) < zﬁ(l —OZ)OéECO(h) ’
C1
where we have used the fact that
T—t o2s s 2k T—t T
(A3) / em(rs+%gzs)+2f2_i)2 i (p+M§I_1 (h))duds - / s gs < cc1 |
0 0 C1

2,h
s (pME T ()
upon using that elo ( a—1 )du <1, since o < 1.

Finally, it is easy to see that lim, oo Wy(¢,2,h) = 0 and lim,_,o W} (¢, 2, h) = oo from (A.1). O

APPENDIX B. PROOFS FROM SECTION 4

B.1. Poof of Proposition 4.3.
Proof. From (4.5) one has

* *
~

T T s 1
J(t,z,h) = Ez,h[/ 2o Tsm0Bs—30%s 1 _/ e~ Jo (et MI)du ¢ (W (£ 4 5, Z1, HD)ds| .
0 0

~

Here we show that J(t, z,-) is locally Lipschitz and (4.8) holds for a.e. h € R4 and each given
(t,z) € [0,T] x Ry (with the null set where J(t, z,-) is not differentiable being a priori dependent on
(t,z)). Similar arguments, that we omit for brevity, also show that J is locally Lipschitz in ¢ and z.

First we obtain bounds for the left and right derivatives of f(t, z,+). Fix (t,z,h) € O, pick € > 0,
and notice that 7* is suboptimal in J (t,z,h + ¢) (and independent of €). Then, denoting by Z1#<
the solution to (3.18), where H! is such that H} = h + ¢, we obtain

J(t,z,h+€) — J(t, 2, h)

®

Hl,h+e

> —f(I)E|:/ e fOS(P+Mu )duWh(t + S,Z;’Z’E,H;’h+e)
0

e oM gy 4y 71, H;»h)ds]

*

T s 1,h+e s 1,h
=—f()E [/o (e— Jo oMy du o= [ (oM )du> Wit + s, Zy>, Hypt o)
s 1h
+e fO (p—}—Mi{{ )du (Wh(t + s, ZSLZ,E’ Hsl,h-f-E) _ Wh(t + s, ZSLZ’ H517h)> d5:|

T

s 1,h+ p 1,k
(ef;wa Y [ (M L)du)

Wi(t + s, Zp™, HP)

] |

0 €
(Wh(t + 5, Z05 HYM) — Wit + 5, 227, Hsl’h)>

ds}
€
21

1,h
+e” fos(p"'Mz{{ )du




*

T s 1,he S H&’h
= —f(I)EE[/ e~ fo (p+MEH )du</ mlﬁ(H&,he)fnfla ’h . du> Wh(t + s, Z;,z,e:’ Hsl,thE)
0 0 —Ne

oh
(B.1)

1,h
o= Ji e (3Hs

Oh

821,2,}1,
T Wanltr s 2 B+ Wisliok s, 20 0 2] ai)

h=he

for some h. € (h,h + €), where the last step has used the mean value theorem. Dividing (B.1) by €
and taking limits as € | 0 gives

~ ~

J(t,z,h+¢€)— J(t,z,h)

lim inf
e—0 €
c s 1Lh s OH LM
> _f([)E[/O e Jo (o] )du[(/o mlm(H&,h)—n—lwdu>Wh(t+S,ZSI,Z’HSI,h)
oH" 1 1,h 1 1 027
(B2) + Oh Whh(t+SaZs’ZaHs’ )_{'I/th(t_i'572572("}Is7 )8h:|d8:|

~ ~

Since symmetric arguments applied to J(t, z, h) — J(t,z,h — €) lead to the reverse inequality, we
obtain

o~ ~

J(t,z,h) — J(t,z,h —¢€)

lim sup

e—0 €
T* s 1,h S 17h

S—f(I)E[ [t >du[( [ttty T ) W e+ 5,22 1
0 0

8H1’h 8ZLZ
+ a; Whh(t+s,Zsl’Z,H81’h)+th(t+s,Zsl’Z,H§’h)a;} ds].

~

It now remains to show that J(¢,z,-) is locally Lipschitz, so that a.e. h € R4 is a point of
differentiability. With the same notation as above, let 7 := 7*(t, z, h +¢€) be optimal for the problem
with initial data (¢, z, h + €). By arguments analogous to those used previously we find

~ ~

J(t,z,h+¢€)— J(t,z,h)

T s Jhte s h

< _f([)E[/ e~ Jo (p—&-Mfl + )d“Wh(t + S7Z5172'757H;7h+6) — e~ Jo (,0+M£{1 )d“Wh(t + S7Z517Z,H817h)d$:|
0

(B.3)

*

Te s 1,h
<—f<I>E[ / o S tor Mt >du(wh(t+s,Z;’ZﬁH;””‘“)—Wh<t+s,Z;»Z,H;»h>>ds},
0

s 1,h s 1,h+e
due to e~ Jo (M )du < o= [§ (oM )du qnq W > 0 (cf. Lemma A.1). Then, by the Hélder
inequality, we can write from (B.3)

~ ~

J(t,z,h+¢€) — J(t,z,h)
1

(B.4)
T R glh 3 T 2 2
< E[ / F(I)2e Jo 2ot M, )d"ds} E[ / ds]
0 0

s 1,h
Clearly, since p + Mfl’h > 0, E[fOT o2 Jo (p+M] )duds} < T, and because Wp,(t, -, -) is continuously

differentiable (cf. (A.1)), there exists a positive function (¢, z, h) such that, for all (z1, h1) and (z2, hs),
|Wh(t7 2 hl) - Wh(ta Z, h2)| + |Wh(t> 22, h) - Wh(ta 21, h)| < C(ta 2, h)(|22 - Z1| + |h1 - h2|)
Therefore, from (B.4) we have

Wi(t + s, Zb¢ HEVE) — Wy (t + 5, 2%, HD?)

~ o~

J(t,z,h+€) — J(t,z,h) < c(t,z, h)e.
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The estimate in (B.3) and (B.2) imply |J(¢, 2, h+¢€) — J(t, 2, h)| < &(t, z, h)e, for some other constant
¢(t,z,h) > 0 which can be taken uniform over compact sets. Symmetric arguments allow to prove
also that |J(t, z, h) — J(t, z, h—€)| < &(t, z, h)e. Therefore, J(t, z, ) is locally Lipschitz and for almost
all (t,z,h) € O

~ T* s h s 1,h
Jh(t7z,h):_f([)1@[/ o= Jo (oMl )du[(/ m e (H LY 1ﬁf;h du)Wh(t-l-S AN
0 0

(B.5)

oh :") oh
To simplify (B.5), we need to compute Wy, Wy, and Wy, firstly. From (A.1) we have

T—(t+s H?
o [/ ( )eﬁ(rs—s—%@Zs)—i—iQ?a“Sz s (p+My "t ))d
0

th Z,
9 (b4 s, 25 HYY £ Wi (t + 5, 202, im) 0% ]ds}

Wi(t+ s, 257 HMY) = 212551 (1 — a)aTe b

1

X [ m'K (/S(H&’he—ﬁu + M(l — e—M))—H—le—éudu) (Hsl,he—és + M(l _ 6—63)) + 6_58}d5:|
0

1—« 6 6
_a_ o T—(t+s) 9 (st 192s) 4 0%a%s s (p+1\452’h(H1))d
=23 (1 ajart | [ ere e A ol
0

(B.6)
1

X [1771_/; (/Os(he_%“ + f((sj)(l — e_gu))_“_le_‘s“d@ (he_%s + fESI)(l - 6’_65)) + 8_65} ds} ;

where we have used the fact that H! = he™®* in (4.6) and from (A.2)

(B.7) MP"(HYY = m® + m!(he 2 4 fgl)(l )

Furthermore, by (A.1) we have

Wis(t + 5, 1%, HM) = —z1251 o 0s UT_(HS) (T (st g% R g WWX
0
(B.8)
mls ) —20u f(I) —du\\—k—1_—du —28s f(I) —ds —ds
><[1—04</0(]w oy (o) e du><h€ +o5 (e )>+e ]ds].

From (4.6) we observe that

aZSLZ 1,z ° 1 1,h\—k—1 _—du 1,z ° 1,.7—k—1 _dku
= -7y /0 m-k(H,") e Mdu = -2y /0 m-kh e’ du,
which, combined with (B.8), gives
0Zy*
th(t+s,Zsl’z,H§’h)TZ = Wi(t+s, 257 HI ; a/ mirh ™My,

Y i

S
mlli/ R OR U, (t + s, Z5% HYY) + Wi (t + s, 257, HP) 3
0

Wi (t + s, Z57 g mip—r—1
(B.9) _ Wl +15’ o By ) m 5 (e~ 1),
—

Therefore, combining (B.2) and (B.9), we have

*

o~ T S 1
Jn(t,z,h) = —f(I)IEZJL{/ e~ Jo (p+ M )du [Whh(t+s,Z;,H;)e—58
0

1
b Wi(t+s, 2L HY
11—«

: h—n Le 553_1)}%]’
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which completes the proof. U
B.2. Proof of Proposition 4.4.

~ s 1,h
Proof. Since J(t,z,h) > E[f(;‘r—t 2o Ts0Bs—50%s g OT_t e Jo (o] Jdu £ (1YW (¢4, Zsl’Z,Hsl’h)ds]

(cf. (4.5)), and by Lemma A.1 we know that lim,_,o, W} (t,2,h) = 0, we can conclude that lim,_,

J(t,z,h) = co. The fact that lim, o f(t, z,h) = 0 directly follows from the bounds of J in Proposi-
tion 4.1. U

B.3. Proof of Theorem 4.1.

Proof. The proof is organized in five steps.

Step 1. For € > 0, define the function

~

Fe(t,z,h) := J(t,z,h) — €.

Let now (t,z,h) € W, X, L{, L5 > 0 (possibly depending on (t, z,h)), and, for v € R, denote by
Bs(u) :={u € R: |u' —u| <}, > 0. Since F€ is locally Lipschitz continuous in O (cf. Proposition
4.3), if the following conditions are satisfied

(i) Fe(t,2,h) = 0;
(i) [[FE(t, 2 W) < A
(i) [|F£(Bs(t) x Bs(=) x Bs(h))lloo < L§ and || FE(Bs(t) x Bs(2) x Bs(h))lle < LS,

then a version of the implicit function theorem (see, e.g., the Corollary at p.256 in [Clarke, 1990]
or Theorem 3.1 in [Papi, 2005]) implies that, for suitable ¢’ > 0, there exists a unique continuous
function be(t,h) : (t — 0, t+ ) x (A=, h+ ) — (2 —&,2+ ) such that

~

J(t,be(t,h),h) =€ in (t—06,t+6)x (h—58,h+).
Also, the following inequalities hold true:

|be(t1,h) — be(to, h)| < XNL{|ty — ta|, YV t1,ta € (t =&, t+ ),

B.10
( ) |be(t, hy) — be(t, ha)| < X L§|hy — ha|, ¥V hi,he € (h— &, h + ).

According to Proposition 4.3, we have jz(t, z,h) > 0 for a.e. z inside W due to Wp,(t,z,h) < 0 in
(B.8). Then, by Propositions 4.2 and 4.4 it clearly follows that such a b. above indeed exists, and
also be(t,h) > b(t, h) > 0.

Moreover, the family (b)e>o decreases as e — 0, so that its limit by exists. Such a limit is such that
the mapping (¢, h) — bo(t, h), is upper semicontinuous, as decreasing limit of continuous functions,

and bo(t,h) > b(t,h). Since J(t,bc(t,h),h) = €, it is clear that taking limits as e — 0, we get
J(t,bo(h,t),h) = 0 by continuity of J (cf. Proposition 4.3), and therefore by(¢,h) < b(t, h) due to the
definition of the stopping region Z in Lemma 4.2. Hence,

(B.11) lim b (¢, h) = b(t,h), for all (t,h) € [0,T] x Ry.

e—0

Step 2. We here prove that bc(t,h) is bounded uniformly in e. Clearly, we can restrict the
attention to € € (0, €p) for some ¢y > 0. From Lemma 4.2 we know that b(t, h) < g(¢,h). Since now
lime_0be(t,h) = b(t, h) (cf. (B.11)), we thus have that 0 < b.(¢t,h) < 1+ g(t,h),Ve € (0,€p), which
provides the desired uniform bound.

Step 3. According to Step 1, we need to verify conditions (ii) and (iii).
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Step 3-(a). We here determine an upper bound for |Jy,(t,be(t, h), h)|. Recalling J,(t, z, h) as in
Proposition 4.3, we have

*

~ T s 1
In(t,bc(t, h), h) = = F(DEp, (1), [ / e Jo (oM )du [Whh@ + 5,2}, Hy)e "+
0
1 1 1 ml —k—1/7 _0ks
mWh(t—FS,ZS,HS)Th (6 —1)]d8 .

Since Wy(t, z,h) > 0 for all (¢,z,h) € [0,T) x R% (cf. (A.1)), we have
~ T R 1
b1, )] < POy [ e |
0

1 1
+ Wit + 5,28, B et

— : (95 — 1)}@].

To proceed further, we determine Py, ) p-a.s. upper bounds for Wj,(t + s, ZL HY) and [Wh(t +
s, Z1 HY)|. Firstly, we give the upper bound of Wj(t + s, Z!, H!). From (B.6) we have

Win(t+ s, 21, HD|e ™%
(B.12)

T—(t+s) 192 02a2 mi "
_a _a o (pgtlp2g)y 07a%s  es (pt My (H7))
Wit + 5,23, Hy) = Z, 27 (1 — a)at-a [/ N R T
0

(B.13)

mllﬁ

d
11—«

(As(he26u + fESI)(l _ 6—5u))7571676udu> <h67255 + f(él)(l _ 6765)> +e 55] ds},
where Mf“ (h) is defined in (A.2).

Since h67255 < h6726s+$(1_6755) < h—‘r@, then (h6725u+@(1_676u))7n71 < h*lﬁ7162(1€+1)5s_
Therefore, from (B.13) we have
1

P o Lo

I
e—éu))—m—le—éudu)(he—%s + f((s )(1 - 6—58)> + 6—58
1 s
< T </ h"lez("‘*l)é“eé“du) (h—i— f(I)> + 7%

l—«o 0

5
mlh_n_lﬁ(h-F f(I))
< 5 ) (2kt1)6T _. .
S Ta—aertr1)s ¢ 1= Gih)

Combining the above inequality with (B.13), we have Py_¢ 5 5-a.s.
(B.14)

Wi(t + 5,28, HY) < ZLT (1 — a)a™s Gy (W)N(t + 5, ),
where (cf. (A.3))

T—(t+s) _a 2,2, . g2h 4
(B15) N(t + s, h) = |:/ eﬁ(TS—i-%@%)-FQ?QT)Qe ; (oM (1))
0

T
el

a—1 du g < —.

C1

We continue by obtaining an upper bound for Wy (¢t + s, ZL, H})|. From (A.1) we compute

_a_ _a_ =t et fe (p+M£{2’h(h))du mlk
Whn(t,z,h) = zo-1(1 — a)aT-« 1o T LS
0

T o K/S(Hg)_”_le_éuquX
( m'r 0

: H2) + 2¢79% / (H2)~r~te=0udy — H? / (k + 1)(Hg)_“_2e_25“du} ds}
-« 0 0
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so that we have Py_¢; ) n-a.s.

|Whh(t + s, Zslv Hs})|

T—t—s H2h 1 1
et Os (p+M1fkl HD) gy MK
11—«

< Z;ﬁ(l —a)aTe [
1

X [(/Os(he%u + fES)(l — @5u))nleéudu>2(m(h626s 4 f(;)(l B 6768)))

l—«

(B.16) + (he 2% 4 @(1 ) /s(n + 1) (he 2" 4+ fg)(l — 6_5“))_”_26_25“du} ds] .
0

Since he—20s < h6726s+@(1_6755) < h—‘r@, then (h672§u+@(1_675u))7n71 < h—r—1p2(k+1)0u

and

5 I 2 1 T
</ (h€—26u + M(l _ e—ﬁu))—n—le—éudu) (M(he—%s + f( )(1 . 6_68)))
0 d 5
—2Kk— I
R e U )
~ (26 +1)262 1—a
( )

)

s I) 2h—f§—le(2f€+l)6T
9 —ds h —20u f( 1 — —du\\—k—1 —5ud <
‘ /0 (he * 5 (1=¢) °© o= (2k+1)6

<h€—26s + fESI)(l _ 6—55)> /OS(H+ 1)(h6—25u + fEsI)(l _ 6—5u))—ﬁ—26—26udu

< %hfli*Q(h + f((SI) )6(2K+2)5T'

By using the latter inequality in (B.16) we obtain Py, (; ) p-a.s.

N o T—(t+s) s (emEP" )
(Whn(t+s, 25, H)| < Zi* T (1 — a)aT= [/ et le T Aoy (hyds
0

(B.17) = 715 1(1 - @)aTa Ca(h)N(s + t, h),

where N (s +t,h) is defined in (B.15) and

ok ; e
o 2(2,-;+1)5Tm1’€(h+¥) oh—k—1(2641)T

(26 + 1)252° 1-a (26 + 1)0

+ %h—n—Q(h + f(I) )6(2H+2)6T.

Cz(h) = )

Then, (B.12), (B.14) and (B.17) yield
[Tn(t, be(t, h), )

*

T s 1 _a a
< DB [ IR ZIE (- )T G+ 5,1
0

ml

+ ZIET 0 (BaTSa N (t + 5, h)Th*HeW} ds]

*

T s 1 = 2,
< f(I)Cg(h)Ebe(nh)ﬁ {/ e fo (P+Mf )dqul ale(t + s, h)(l + eénT)d8:|
0

" s 1 _a_
_ f(I)C?)(h)(l+€6HT)EbE(t,h),h|:/ e_fo (p+MH )duzsl a—1 N(t+8,h)d8:|
0
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(B.18)
T* 1
< f)Cs5(h) (1 + € T)(1 +g<t,h>>Ebe<t,h),h[ / e~ (rs+0B:430%) ZLET N (4 5, h)ds | = L(t, ),
0

where Cs(h) := max{(l—a)aﬁC’g(h), Clvlfg)aﬁ mTlh*’**l} and we have used the fact that be(t, h) <
g(t,h) + 1 in Step 2.

Step 3-(b). We here determine a lower bound for J.(t,b(t, k), k). From (4.9), we have

*
~

(Blg) Jz(t, be(t,h),h,) = Ebe(t,h),h |:/ 6_7"8—935—%925 (I _ f(I)th(t + s, Z;,H§)>d8:|,
0

and from (B.8) we have Py, ) p-a.s.

2 2 2,h
62425 efos (p+MH (Hl))du

T—(t+s) 1

1 1 _o +1p26)4+

Wi (t+ s, Z;’ H;) — —Z; a—1nT-a [/ el,a(rs 56%s) 2a1)? -
0

(B.20)
y [ m'k (/Os(he%“ N f(;)(l B 675U))7n716*5“du> (he*%s + f(;)(l - e"ss)> + e";s] ds].

l—«

Silzlce}?e_?s < he_%s—l—@(l—e_as) < h+ @, then (he_%“—l-@(l—e_(su))_“_l > (h+ @)_”_17
and therefore

e A0 eyt (e A ) 4

- mlr(h + @)_”_1 1—e%
11—« )

h67263 + 6755 > 6765 > efﬁT

Hence, from (B.20) we can write P (; ) p-a.s.

1 T—(t+s) o 1 02625 s ( M{j2’h(H1))
Wis(t + 5,2}, HY) < ~Z11a7s [/ era I o ’”cx—ld"eéTdS}
0
1 1
=zl Ta=ae T N(t + s, h),
where N is defined in (B.15), so that from (B.19) we obtain

(B.21)

~ " 1
To(t,be(t,h), h) > F(DeTaTa By (g1 [ / e~ H0BA30%) ZITIN (8 + 5, h)ds] =:
0

A§(t, h)

From (B.10) (with A\ = A{), (B.18) and (B.21) we conclude that the family of weak derivatives
(|Onbe(t, h)|)e>0 is uniformly bounded; i.e.,

Sup [Onbe(t, h)| < sup(AS (¢, h) L5 (2, 1)

€20 €20

(B.22) = C3(h)(1 + T yaa1e7T (1 + g(t, h)).

Step 4. We here show that b, is locally-Lipschitz continuous in .
27



Step 4-(a). We here find an upper bound for |J;(t, bc(t, k), h)|. Recalling Wy, (t, z, h) as in (A.1),
we have Py_; p) p-a.s.

H2M 1
T—t (p+M (H ))du

Wie(t + s, 2}, HY) = 21571 (1 — a)aT™s [601<T—t>+fo =

1 T—(t+s)
% [ m-r (/ ((he—%u + fESI) (1 N e—&u))—n—le—éudu> (h6—556—5(T—(t+5))
0

l—«o

(B.23) i f((SI)(l _ e—a(T—t—s))) n e—é(T—t—s)H'

~ * s 1
Also, since Ji(t,z,h) = — f(I)EZJL[ J7 e o (p M )uyy (¢ + s,Zsl,Hsl)ds] by (4.10), (B.23) im-
plies that

*

~ T s !l _o _a
. t\by Vell, p — Q)i S, S,
B20) 17001 < FE ] [ e BOEINZIE (1 @)ar 500 + 1)

0
where
1 T—(t+s)
. c1(T t)+fT twif(}ll))du m-K / —26u f(I) _ _—du\\—k—1_—bu
Ot + s,h) := 1 [71—04(0 ((he + e e du)x
(B.25)
« (hefésefé(Tf(tJrs)) n fESI)(l _ efé(Tftfs))> n efé(Tftfs)}_

In order to obtain an upper bound for (B.25), we use he 2% < he™2% + @(1 —e %) < h+ @,
which gives (he™20% + %])(1 — e 70uw))hl <y L2t )ou and thus

1 (t+s)
mk (/ (h6—26u + f(I) (1 - 6—5u>)—n—1€—6udu)(h€—6se—6(T—(t+s))
0

l-a o
+ f(éj) (1 - efé(Tftfs))) + efé(Tftfs)

mls [T7i=s n f() mlr(h + M)_"’”_1
< —k—1_(2k+2)6u ,—du 1< ] (2r+1)0T 1 =: )
_1_a/0 e ) 1S e +1=: Cy(h)

J

Therefore, from (B.7) and (B.25) we have

ml

H2h
(p+ME™ (m1))
(B26) O(t+8 h) < C4(h) c1(T— t)+fT t (p+ T du < C4(h)661T,

where ¢ = (r + $6?) 1% + %(O‘—e) > 0. Then by (B.24) and (B.26) we know
~ T* R 1 o N
| Ji(t, be(t, h), h)| < f(1)Ey, th)h[/ e~ Jo oM Ndug1aT (1 oz)ozlaC4(h)e‘31Tds}
0
@ T s 1 o
= f(I)C4(h)601T(1 — O‘)O‘mEbe(t,h),h |:/ e~ Jo (p+MH )dqul a—1 d8:|
0
= f(I)C4(h)eC1T(1 _ a)aﬁ(bg(t, h))ﬁEbe(t,h),h / e f()S(T+GBu+592)duP51(h)ailds:|
LJO

a [e% [ @ 1
= F(D)Ca(h)e T (1 — a)aT=a (be(t, h))a"TEy ;p) / e(rst0Bs+36%) 125 (pst[§ MU duy g —1ds}
LJO

*

< FIDCHR)ET (1 — a)a™s (be(t, )T By, (1 / Q(MMQQM“}
LJO
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(B.27)
— DG M)ET (1 = a)ats (b (t, h»;aE[ /0 E e“‘S”Bﬁ%"Qs)f’ads] — LS (1, ),

where 77 := 7*(t, be(t, h), h).

Step 4-(b). In this step we perform two changes of probability measures through a Girsanov argu-
ment in order to take care of the expectation on the very right-hand side of (B.27). We define the
probability measure Q on (€2, Fr) as

dQ Lo
— = —0Br — —6“T ».
dP eXp{ T3 }

By Girsanov’s Theorem, the process BY := {B; + 0s,s € [0,T]} is a standard Brownian motion
under the new measure Q.

From the expectation on the very right-hand side of (B.27) we then have

* *

Te a 1 Te o 1 o
]E[/ 6M(rs+6Bs+2925)dS:| :E@[/ 6la(rs+2925)6M@BseeBer;e?sds]
0 0
T _ra_g _—0% s 0 pQ
(B28) :EQ / el-a’e2(l-) el-as dg]|.
0

Next, we define another auxiliary probability measure @ on (2, Fr) such that

dQ 6 o 1 6
T _ LY o S a—
dQ eXp{l—a T 31— a)
By Girsanov’s Theorem, we obtain the process B = {BY — 25,5 € [0,T]}, which is a standard

Brownian motion under the new measure Q.

From (B.28) finally find

T ra g =02 o pgo e, 62 0 po _1_62 16
EQ|:/ 617‘1862(1_0‘)861*‘133 ds :EQ / 61,a5€2(1_a)3€170‘336 2(1_0‘)2562(1_‘1)28d$
0 0
*

7—5* ra 0%as Te
(B.29) :E@[ /0 ei-a’e2(i-a)? ds] < cQE@[ /0 ds} = Eg[],

92aT
T T
where ¢y := eT-a" e201-a)Z

Step 4-(c). We here determine another lower bound for jz From Proposition 4.3, we have

*
~

Tt 0, 1) = By [ 0B (1 F( Wit +5, 21, 1)),
0

which, due to Wy (¢, 2,h) <0 for all (¢,2,h) € [0,T) x R2 (cf. (B.8)), yields

~ e 102 1
J(t,be(t, h), h) > I]E[ / e rsT0Bs =50 Sds] = e .
0 )\2(t7h)

Recalling the measure Q from Step 4-(b) above, we change measure from P to Q in the right-hand
side of the inequality above and obtain

j\z(t, be(t, h),h) > IE|:/ € 6_7‘5—933—;023d8:| _ IEQ |:/ € 6_rsd5:|
0 0
. 2 e ‘ s| = 6—7’ 7_* )
B.30 I TT]EQ d I T]EQ >
0
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E~ *
Step 4-(d). Our aim here is to bound of %, uniformly with respect to e. This term arises from
the ratio of the two expectations in (B.29) and (B.30).

Since the dynamics of Z¢ under P are
dZ¢ = (p—r+ M) Z¢ds — 025dB,,  Z§ = be(h, 1),
those become under Q (remember that BY := {B, + 0s,s € [0,7T]})
dZ¢ = (p—r + MM +6%)Z¢ds — 025dB2,  Z§ = be(h, 1),

while they are

62 Q
dZg=(p—r+ MsHl +6° — E)ngs - HngB;Q, Z5 = be(h, ),

under @ (here recall that BY .= {BY - tL5,5€[0,T]}).
Now, if on (2, F,Q) we define

2

- 0= > =
dZ=(p—r+M" +0° — =) Zids — 0Z:dBE,  Z = be(h.t).

—
and 7 := inf{s € [0, — ] : (t + s, Z, H!) € T}, then we see that
Law(Z¢|Q) = Law(Z¢|Q), Law(7|Q) = Law(7|Q),

where 77 1= inf{s € [0,T —t] : (t+ s, Z¢, H!) € T}. Moreover by the comparison principles for SDEs

we have that Z$ > Z¢, Q-a.s., for all s € [0,T —t] since a < 1, and therefore, we have 7 > 7, Q-a.s.,
and

(B.31) Eglre] = Eq[7e] < Eqlre].

Step 4-(e). Combining (B.10) (with A\ = \5), (B.27), (B.28), (B.29), (B.30) and (B.31) we have

sup |Opbe(t, h)| < sup(A5(t, h)Li(t, h))
€20 €20

o

FINC(R)T(1 = a)aTs (be(t, h)) s TE| [ eTs+0B+30%9)7%5 g

< su
=50 Te~"TEqg[77]

F(DCs(h)e T (1 — a)a™a (be(t, h))a—T B [17]
< sup Q
T 0 Te="TEq[ry]

_ FIDC DT (1 = a)aTE (b1, )T ey
- Te—T .

(B.32)

Step 5. Combining the findings of the previous steps, by (B.10) we have that b, is locally-
Lipschitz continuous, with Lipschitz constants that are independent of € (see (B.18), (B.21) and
(B.32)). Furthermore, the family (b¢), is also uniformly bounded (cf. Step 2).

Hence, by Ascoli-Arzela theorem we can extract a subsequence (¢;);en such that b, — g uniformly,
with g being Lipschitz continuous with the same Lipschitz constant of b.. However, b, converges to
b (cf. Step 1), which, by uniqueness of the limit, is then locally Lipschitz continuous.

U
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B.4. Proof of Lemma 4.3.

Proof. The claim is trivial for (¢, z, h) such that z < b(¢, h), hence we fix (¢,z,h) € O with z > b(t, h)
in the subsequent proof. It is easy to check that 7(¢,z,h) > 7*(¢, 2z, h) by their definitions. In order
to show the reverse inequality, the rest of the proof is organized in two steps.

Step 1. We claim that
72(1:7 b(ta h)7 h) - O, P—a.s.

due to the Lipschitz continuity of b(¢, h) and the law of the iterated logarithm of Brownian motion. As
a matter of fact, we fix a point (to, z0, ho) € OW N {t < T'} and take a sequence (ty, zn, hn)neny €W
with (tn, 2n, hn) — (to, 20, ho) as n — oo. We also fix w € Qp, with P(Qy) > 0, and assume that
limsup,, o 7(tn, 2n, hn)(w) =: A > 0. Hence,

A
Z45(@) 2 blta + 5, H™), Vn €N, ¥s € [0, 5],

Upon using that (¢, h) — b(t, + s, Hsl’h”) is Lipschitz continuous (cf. Theorem 4.1), we let n — oo
and obtain
ZSI’ZO(OJ) > b(to, ho) + b(to + S,Hsl’ho) — b(to, Hsl’ho) + b(to, Hsl’ho) — b(to, ho)

s hoe 9%
(B.33) = b(to, ho) + / Ob(to + u, Hsl’ho)du + / Onb(to, u)du.
0 h

0

However, from (B.22) and (B.32) we have
Onb(to, u) > —R1C3(u)(1 + g(to,u)),
8tb(t0 + u, Hsl’ho) > —RQC4(h0€765)b<t0 + u, hoefés)ﬁ,

F(De1T(1—a)aT-a

1 _
where 71 := (1 + eT)eTaa-1 and Ry := 1T

22 which used in (B.33) give

s o hoe= 9%
Z3%0(w) > b(to, ho) — / RaCy(hoe™°%)b(to + u, hoe %) a=T du — / 71C3(u) (1 + g(to, u))du
0 h

0
ho

= b(to, ho) — / R2Cy(hoe)b(to + u, hoe *%) a1 du + / 71C03(u) (1 + g(to, u))du
0 h

06—65
> b(to, ho) — / RaCy(hoe%)b(to + u, hoe %) a1 du
0
> b(to, ho) — k3(s)s,

where k3(s) := koCy(hg) max, c (o A][b(to + u, hoe*‘ss)ﬁ]. Since b(to, ho) = 2o, then we have
2

(B.34) zoe(pfrfé(ﬂ)ﬁfos My du o —0Bs(w) > 20 — k3(s) - s.

By the law of the iterated logarithm (cf. Theorem 9.23 in [Karatzas and Shreve, 1998a]), for all € > 0
we have (along a sequence of times converging to zero)

1
(B.35) By(w) > (1 - )y /2slog(log()),
which combined with (B.34) yields
(p—r—%@Q)s—l-fOs Mfduefe(lfe) 2310g(10g(§)) > 20 — Z}g(S)

zZp€e - 8.

On the other hand, since e® = 1 + z + O(2?) when x ~ 0, the last display equation implies (for s
small enough) that

1 1 s _
20 [1 —0(1 —€)y/2slog(log(=))+ (p—7r — 592)5 +/ Mfdu} > 20 — k3(s) - s,
§ 0
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which simplified gives
1 1, S _
(B.36) 200(1 — €)1/ 2slog(log(=)) — zo(p — 1 — 50 )s—zo [ M, du < ks(s)-s.
5 0
Then dividing by s and letting s | 0, we obtain that the left hand side of the inequality in (B.36) is
oo (since 1/2slog(log(1))/s — oo for s | 0), but the right hand side of the inequality in (B.36) is the

s

constant k3(0). Thus, we reach a contradiction and 7(t,b(t, h), h) = 0, P-a.s.

Step 2. In order to prove that 7(t,z,h) < 7%(t,z,h), one can use arguments as in the proof of
Lemma 5.1 in [De Angelis and Ekstrom, 2017].

0

APPENDIX C. SOME AUXILIARY RESULTS

Lemma C.1. Let x > g(t) be given, let ¢ > 0 be a consumption process satisfying

T
Et,x,h |:/ Vs,tcsd5:| =T — g(t)
t
Then, there exists a portfolio process m such that the pair (c,7) is admissible and
Xo™T > g(s), fors>T.
Proof. Let us define L := _/;s Yu,tCudu and consider the nonnegative martingale
Ms :=E[Lp|Fs], t <s<T.

According to the martingale representation theorem, there is an F-adapted process ¢ satisfying
ftT ||du||?du < oo almost surely and

MS—Mt+/ qSudBu—x—g(t)—i—/ GudBy, t < s<T.
t t

Define then the nonnegative process X by
1 T
X, = E[/ Yu,tCudut
’Ys,t s
so that X; =z, My = x — g(t). Itd’s rule implies
de " Xs) = —cse” *ds — Ie "*ds + e "*mws0dBs,

1
Yo [Ms — L] + g(s),
s,

fs] +9(s) =

where 74 1= ﬁ[qﬁs + (M5 — Lg)0]. It is easy to check that 7 satisfies ftT |7s]2ds < oo a.s. (see, e.g.,
Theorem 3.3.5 in [Karatzas and Shreve, 1998b]). We thus conclude that Xy = Xg™" when s > T,
by comparison with (2.5). Finally, since X5 > g¢(s) for s > 7, the pair (¢, 7) is admissible, and
X5™T > g(s), for s > 1.

]

Lemma C.2. For any 7 € S, let x > 0 be given, let ¢ > 0 be a consumption process. For any
Fr-measurable random variable ¢ with Pl¢ > 0] =1 such that

-
Et,z,h |:'77-,t¢+/ ’Ys,tcsds:| =z,
t
there exists a portfolio process w such that the pair (c,7) is admissible and
XgﬂT,T >0, fOT’ s<T, d) — X?Tl'n'.

Proof. The proof is similar to Lemma 6.3 in [Karatzas and Wang, 2000], and we thus omit details.
O
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