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Appendix A Modelling Equations

This appendix summarises the principles that we follow and data that we use to build our

modelling equations.

A.1 Functional Forms

The functional form of each modelling equation is chosen depending on (a) the type of variable

that we model (continuous quantity vs. indicator) and (b) the format in which the parameter

estimate is reported (e.g. coefficient estimates from a linear regression, odds ratios from a

logistic regression, percentage changes, etc.).

A.1.1 Modelling A Continuous Quantity

Literature on continuous quantities (e.g. earnings, IQ scores, age at death) most often report

parameter estimates in the form of beta coefficients from a linear regression, that represent

either (i) absolute change in the independent variable (Y) as a result of a unit change in the

dependent variable (X); or (ii) relative (or percentage) change in Y, as a result of a unit change

in X. Following this, we model the effects on Y either as absolute or relative changes.

Absolute Change. Assume that we want to model βearningscog – the linear effect of individ-

ual cognitive ability at age 18 (denoted cogi,18) on individual earnings at age 19 (denoted

earningsi,19). The linear specification is:

earningsi,19 = αi,19 + βearningscog cogi,18 + errori,19 (1)

where αi,19 captures the constant, as well as the effects of other observable and unobservable

variables not explicitly specified in equation (1)); errori,19 is random noise with a zero mean.

Equation (1) does not explicitly account for all the possible variables which may drive the term

αi,19, for example, it does not explicitly model economic conditions, social network and many

other characteristics of the modelled individual i. To overcome this problem, we assume that

the modelled individual i is ‘average’ in terms of all of the outcomes that we do not explicitly

account for, i.e. for all i = 1, ..N it holds that αi,19 = 1
N

∑N
i=1 αi,19 ≡ α[19], where N is the

number of 19 year-old individuals in the representative population. The term α[19] can also be

expressed from an averaged equation (1) as α[19] = earnings[19] − βearningscog cog[18] and then
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substituted for αi,19 in equation (1), to get:

earningsi,19 = earnings[19] + βearningscog (cogi,18 − cog[18]) + errori,19 (2)

We approximate the average values, such as earnings[age], cog[age] by averages of survey data

representative of the cohort that we model (i.e. what we call ‘target data’, see Section 3.3 in

the main paper and Table 2 in this Appendix).

Relative Change. Assume that a standard deviation increase in the cognitive skills at age

14 is estimated to cause an k% increase in the earnings at age 19. It can be shown that in this

case using the procedure described above will yield:

earningsi,19 = earnings[19] exp

(
(1 +

k

100
) (cogi,19 − cog[14]) + errori,19

)
(3)

A.1.2 Modelling A Discrete Event

Sometimes we wish to model a discrete event – e.g. whether a person obtains a degree, smokes

or not, is employed or not, etc. In this case, we first model the individual age-specific probability

of event occurring, and then – determine whether the event actually occurs by comparing the

modelled probability with a random draw from a uniform distribution over a closed interval

from zero to one. Literature researching discrete events most often reports estimates from

a probabilistic regression, that represent either (i) average absolute change (percentage-point

change) in the probability of the event occurring as a result of a unit change in the dependent

variable; or (ii) odds ratio.

Percentage Point Change. Assume that we wish to model the effect of cognitive ability

at age 18 (denoted cogi,18) on whether an individual obtains university degree (denoted edui).

Also, assume that it is known that a standard deviation change in the cognitive ability at age 18

increases the probability of obtaining a degree by g percentage points. For example, Goodman

et al. (2015) reports such estimates as average marginal effects from a probit regression model.1

1It should be noted that the average marginal effect is not always a good approximation of the true effect,
as the actual individual marginal effect is not constant across individuals. So this method is a crude way of
modelling the effect.

2
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In a crude way, we can model the probability of obtaining a degree (pr.edui) as:

pr.edui = edu[sex] +
g

100
(cogi,18 − cog[18, sex]) + errori,19 (4)

Odds-Ratio. When the effect estimates are obtained from a logistic probability regression

model, they are often reported as odds ratios. For example, to assess the effect of depression

on smoking, literature may report estimates of the following equation:

ln

(
pr.smokesi,age

1− pr.smokesi,age

)
= αi,age + βpr.smokesdepressed depressedi,age + error (5)

where depressedi,age is an indicator of individual-depression; βpr.smokesdepressed is the natural logarithm

of the reported odds ratio. Again, we can average equation (5), and as long as ln
(

pr.smokes[..]

1−pr.smokes[..]

)

is a good approximation of 1
NΣN

i {ln
(

pr.smokesi,age
1−pr.smokesi,age

)
}, we can assume that ln

(
pr.smokes[..]

1−pr.smokes[..]

)
=

α[age, sex]+βpr.smokesdepressed depressed[..], where pr.smokes[..] ≡ pr.smokes[age, sex], and depressed[..] ≡

depressed[age, sex]. We can express α[age, sex] from this expression, and again assume that

αage,i = α[age, sex] and substitute α[age, sex] in (5), then rearrange to get:

pr.smokesi,age =

=


 1

pr.smokes[..]

1−pr.smokes[..] exp
(
βpr.smokesdepressed

(
depressedi,age − depressed[..]

)) + 1



−1

(6)

A.2 Parameter Sources

Table A.1 explains the notation that we use to specify the modelling equations throughout the

rest of the Appendix; Table A.2 lists the literature sources of the parameter estimates used

in parameterising the modelling equations; Table A.3 summarises what other variables these

literature sources control for. We then provide full detailed specifications of the modelling

equations to model each of the lifecourse outcomes, as well as full details on modelling taxes,

cash benefits and costs associated with costly outcomes, in the next subsection.

3
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Table A.1: Notation

Notation Explanation

Simulated variables
rec Recipient for the parent-training programme (indicator);
cp Conduct problem measure;
ip Impact of problems;
cd Childhood conduct disorder (indicator);
cog Cognitive skills;
edu University degree (indicator);
sm Smokes (indicator);
dep Mental illness (indicator);
chd Coronary heart disease (CHD) (indicator);
dead Dead (indicator);
pris In prison (indicator);
care In residential care (indicator);
empl Employed (indicator);
earn Annual earnings, £;
wealth Lifetime accumulated wealth;
cons Annual consumption level, £;
pov In poverty (indicator);
tax Annual amount of taxes paid;
benef Annual amount of benefits received;
sav Savings rate;
min.cons Minimum consumption level, which government subsidises if it cannot be sus-

tained by an individual;
sex Male (indicator);
sep Socio-economic position (quintile group);
sdq.cp.MCSj SDQ conduct problem score reported in MCS sweep j (j = 2, 3, 4, 5, 6);
sdq.ip.MCSj SDQ impact score reported in MCS sweep j;
cog.MCSj Extracted factor using principal component analysis based on cognitive skills

tests reported in MCS sweep j, standardised with a mean of 1.00 and standard
deviation of 0.15 following Jones and Schoon (2008);

Other notation
prefix pr. Probability, i.e. pr.smokes denotes probability of smoking;

line over variable ( ) Mean calculated from a target dataset, i.e. smokes[age, sex] is proportion of
people smoking in a particular age and sex group;

prefix trend. Modelled time trend, i.e. the mean increase in variable over time, estimated
from a target dataset, i.e. during working years expected earnings increase as
people get past their youth, as they gain work experience, climb the career
ladder, etc.;

prefix sd. Modelled variation in some variable, i.e. standard deviation in the variable,
estimated from a target dataset;

βyx Parameter representing the effect of some outcome x on some outcome y,
i.e.βpr.chdsm denotes the effect of smoking on CHD risk. Depending on the con-
text, we use it to represent coefficients from a linear regression, odds-ratios,
etc. See full list of parameters, and their sources in Table A.2;

SMRx Standard mortality ratio given condition x, i.e. the probability of dying from
condition x divided by the probability of dying in the general population.

Note: MCS – Millennium Cohort Study.

4
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Table A.2: Parameters

Parameter Value Source Notes

SMRdep 3.21 among 15-44
year olds, 1.75 –
45-64 year olds
and 1.18 for 65+

Chang et al. (2010) Age standardised mortality ratios in south-
east London 2007-2009, for people with de-
pressive episode against the general popula-
tion of England and Wales in 2008;

βpr.deadchd See Table A.4 Health survey for
England (2006); the
20th Century Mor-
tality Files, ONS;
Mid-year popula-
tion estimates for
England and Wales,
ONS

Estimated probability of dying from CHD
among those who have a CHD, in England
and Wales, 2008 using CHD prevalence rates
of 2006;

βearnsdq.cond ln 1.004 /SDsoc Goodman et al.
(2015)

0.4% increase in gross wage with standard
deviation increase in externalising subscale
(conduct+peer); SDsoc – standard deviation
of SDQ conduct problem score in the relevant
age-sex subgroup of our simulation.

βearncog ln 1.072 /SDcog Goodman et al.
(2015)

7.2% increase in gross wage with standard
deviation increase in IQ score; SDcog – stan-
dard deviation of cognitive skills in the rele-
vant age-sex subgroup of our simulation.

βearnedu ln 1.17 if male;
ln 1.37 if female

Blundell et al. (2000) 17% increase in hourly wage from having un-
dergraduate degree for males, 37% for fe-
males;

βpr.educog 0.12/SDcog(19) Goodman et al.
(2015)

standard deviation increase in cognitive abil-
ity associated with 12% point increase in
prob. obtaining a degree;

βpr.edusdq.cond 0.02/SDsoc(19) Goodman et al.
(2015)

standard deviation decrease in Rutter exter-
nalising score associated with 2.2% point in-
crease in prob. obtaining a degree;

βpr.edudep -0.04 Goodman et al.
(2015); Fletcher
(2010); Farahati,
Marcotte and
Wilcox-Gök (2003)

Goodman et al. (2015) Fletcher (2010) find
no statistically significant effect; but Fletcher
(2010) finds that being depressed increases
the probability of dropping out of high school
by around 2.4% points, and decreases the
probability of college enrolment by 2.7–7.2
percentage points. Farahati, Marcotte and
Wilcox-Gök (2003) find that parent’s depres-
sion increases child’s probability of dropout
by over 3% points for females. In the light
of these findings, the current model specifi-
cation sets the parameter at 4% points;

βpr.smteen.sm ln 3.38 if male;
ln 3.68 if female

Jefferis et al. (2003) Estimates obtained using logistic regression;

βpr.smpov ln 1.91 if male;
ln 1.81 if female

Jefferis et al. (2003) Estimates obtained using logistic regression;

βpr.smedu ln 3.32 if male;
ln 3.26 if female

Jefferis et al. (2003) Estimates obtained using logistic regression;

Table continues on the next page.
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Table A3: Parameters (Continued)

Parameter Value Source Notes

βpr.smdep ln 2.7 Lasser et al. (2000) Estimates obtained using logistic regression;

βpr.smpris 0.07 if male and
0.06 if female

Singleton, Farrell
and Meltzer (2003)

Calculated using the prevalence rates in a
population before and after imprisonment,
does not take into account the contribution
of this increase because of mental illness,
poverty and potentially other variables;

βpr.depcd ln 3.63 Luby et al. (2014) Including the effect that occurs via non-
supportive parenting (see discussion below);
estimated using logistic regression;

βpr.depunemploy ln 2.05 if male;
ln 1.72 if female

Thomas, Benzeval
and Stansfeld (2005)

Estimated using logistic regression; the effect
on psychological problems measured by gen-
eral health questionnaire;

βpr.depemploy ln 0.87 if male;
ln 0.79 if female

Thomas, Benzeval
and Stansfeld (2005)

Estimated using logistic regression; the effect
on psychological problems measured by gen-
eral health questionnaire;

βpr.deppov ln 1.24 Weich and Lewis
(1998)

Estimated using logistic regression; the effect
on psychological problems measured by gen-
eral health questionnaire;

βpr.chdpov ln 1.49 if male;
ln 1.18 if female

Marmot et al. (1997) Calculated using logistic regression control-
ling for age and CHD risk factors (incl. smok-
ing), social support and job control. Using
the parameters depends on assuming poverty
correlates with low employment grade;

βpr.chdsm ln 2 Bazzano et al.
(2003), Critchley
and Capewell (2003)

Based on estimates of odds ratios reported in
the cited sources (see discussion below);

βpr.priscd 0.18 Fergusson,
John Horwood and
Ridder (2005)

Estimated using rates of arrests/convictions
among people with different levels of conduct
problems;

βpr.prisondep 0.015 Anderson, Cesur
and Tekin (2015)

βpr.caredep 0.18 McDougall et al.
(2007); Stewart
et al. (2014)

Calculated using depression prevalence rates;

βpr.employsdq.cond 0.016β1/SDsoc Goodman et al.
(2015)

Standard deviation increase in externalising
subscale of SDQ raises probability being em-
ployed by 1.6%; SDsoc – standard deviation
of SDQ conduct problem score in the relevant
age-sex subgroup of our simulation;

βpr.employcog 0.021β1/SDcog Goodman et al.
(2015)

Standard deviation increase in IQ test score
raises probability being employed by 2.1%;
SDcog – standard deviation of the cognitive
skills measure in the relevant age-sex sub-
group of our simulation.

6
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Table A.3: Modelled Variables and Controls

Y Effect
parameter

Method Parameter
reported

Explanatory variables (X) in the modelling equation

C
on

d.
pr

ob
.

C
D

C
og

.
sk

ill
s

Edu
ca

tio
n

Sm
ok

in
g

Tee
n.

sm
ok

in
g

D
ep

re
ss

io
n

C
H
D

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t

Pris
on

R
es

.
ca

re

Pov
er

ty

In
co

m
e

A
ge

Se
x

SOCIAL

E
d
u
ca

ti
on Cond. prob. Probit; AME; 5 ( )( ) ( )

Cog. skills Probit; AME; 5 ( )( ) ( )

Depression Probit; AME; 5 ( )( )( )( )

U
n
em

p
lo

y
m

en
t Cond. prob. Probit; AME; 5 ( )( ) ( )

Cog. skills Probit; AME; 5 ( )( ) ( )

P
ri

so
n

CD Compare
prevalence
rates across
subgroups,
test the
significance of
relationships
using logit;

Average rates
of being ar-
rested/convicted
among the
different
subgroups;

( ) ( ) 5 ( ) ( )

Depression OLS
(robustness
checks with
probit and
logit yield
similar
results);

Regression coefficient; (control for
drug, alcohol
and marijuana
use, ADHD,
bad temper
and anxiety
during
adolescence)

( ) ( ) ( ) ( )( )( )( )

R
es

.
ca

re Depression Compare
prevalence
rates across
subgroups;

Age and sex
adjusted
difference
between
subgroups;

( )( )

Table continues on the next page.
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Table A4: Modelled Variables and Controls (Continued)

Y Effect
parameter

Method Parameter
reported

Explanatory variables (X) in the modelling equation

C
on

d.
pr

ob
.

C
D

C
og

.
sk

ill
s

Edu
ca

tio
n

Sm
ok

in
g

Tee
n.

sm
ok

in
g

D
ep

re
ss

io
n

C
H
D

Em
pl

oy
m

en
t

Pris
on

R
es

.
ca

re

Pov
er

ty

In
co

m
e

A
ge

Se
x

HEALTH

S
m

o
ke

s

Education Logit; OR; 5 5 5 ( )

Teen. smoking Logit; OR; 5 5 5 (manual
social class)

( )

Poverty Logit; OR; 5 5 5 ( )

Depression Logit; OR; 5 5 5 5 ( )( )

Prison Comparison of
smoking
status pre and
post
imprisonment;

Increase in
smoking rate
post
imprisonment;

5 5 5 5 ( )

D
ep

re
ss

ed

CD Logit; OR; (family
income-to-
needs ratio)

( )

Unemployment Logit; OR; 5 (prior
mental
illness)

5 ( )( )

Poverty Logit; OR; 5 ( ) ( )( )( )

C
H

D

Smoking Logit; OR; 5 ( )( )

Poverty Logit; OR; (low em-
ployment
grade)

( )( )

M
or

ta
li
ty

Depression Estimation of
standardised
mortality
ratios;

Age
standardised
mortality
ratio;

5 ( )( )

CHD Estimation of
dying
probability
from CHD;

Probability of
dying from
CHD;

5 ( )( )

ECONOMIC

E
ar

n
in

gs

Cond. prob. Probit; AME; 5 ( ) ( ) ( )

Cog. skills Probit; AME; 5 ( ) ( ) ( )

Education Regression
based linear
matching;

Regression
coefficient;

5 5 ( )

Note: – variable X is included in the modelling equation for Y, as well as was controlled for in
the literature; ( ) – variable X is not included in the modelling equation for Y, but indirectly
influences Y through the other LifeSim equations, as well as was controlled for in the literature;
5– variable X is included in the modelling equation for Y, but was not controlled for in the
literature; AME – average marginal effects; OLS – ordinary least squares. Other abbreviations:
AME – average marginal effects, OR – odds ratio, cond. prob. – conduct problems, CD- conduct
disorder, teen. smoking – teenage smoking, CHD – coronary heart disease, res. care – residential
care.
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A.3 Specification

We present the full specification of the modelling equations which follows the structure outlines

in Table 3 in the main text. This material should be used together with Table A.1, which clarifies

the notation, as well as Table 2 in the main text, which specifies the target data sources, and

Table A.2 and Table A.3, which specify the parameters, and details about their sources.

A.3.1 Skills Outcomes

Conduct Problems. Modelled using SDQ conduct problems scale data from the MCS.





cpi,age = sdq.cond.MCS2i if age ≤ 4;

cpi,age = sdq.cond.MCS3i if age ∈ [5, 6];

cpi,age = sdq.cond.MCS4i if age ∈ [7, 10];

cpi,age = sdq.cond.MCS5i if age ∈ [11, 13];

cpi,age = sdq.cond.MCS6i if age ∈ [14, 18];

cpi,age = n/a if age ≥ 19.

(7)

Impact of Problems. Modelled using SDQ impact supplement data from the MCS.





ipi,age = sdq.ip.MCS2i if age ≤ 4;

ipi,age = sdq.ip.MCS3i if age ∈ [5, 6];

ipi,age = sdq.ip.MCS4i if age ∈ [7, 18];

ipi,age = n/a if age ≥ 19.

(8)

Cognitive Skills. Modelled using principal component analysis to extract a common factor

from the various cognitive skills measures disseminated by the MCS, following Jones and Schoon

9
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(2008) standardised with a mean of 1.00 and standard deviation of 0.15.





cogi,age = cog.MCS2i if age ≤ 4;

cogi,age = cog.MCS3i if age ∈ [5, 6];

cogi,age = cog.MCS4i if age ∈ [7, 10];

cogi,age = cog.MCS5i if age ∈ [11, 13];

cogi,age = cog.MCS6i if age ∈ [14, 18];

cogi,age = n/a if age ≥ 19.

(9)

A.3.2 Social Outcomes

Childhood Conduct Disorder. Modelled using the predictive algorithm by Goodman et al.

(2003); Goodman, Renfrew and Mullick (2000).





pr.cdi,age = 0.61 if age ∈ [5, 18] & cpi,age ≥ 5 & ipi,age ≥ 2

pr.cdi,age = 0.31 if age ∈ [5, 18] & cpi,age ≥ 4;

pr.cdi,age = 0.06 if age ∈ [5, 18] & cpi,age < 4;

pr.cdi,age = n/a if age ∈ [0, 4] or age > 18.

(10)

Education (University Degree). We model the probability of obtaining a university degree

at age 19:2





pr.edui,age = max[0,min[1, edu[.] + βpr.educog (cogi,age−1 − cog[.]) +

+βpr.educp (10− cpi,age−1 + cp[.]) +

+βpr.edudep

(
depi,age−1 − dep[.]

)
] ] if age = 19;

pr.edui,age = n/a if age 6= 19.

(11)

where edu[..] ≡ edu[agei, sexi], cog[.] ≡ cog[agei − 1, sexi],cp[.] ≡ cp[agei − 1, sex], dep[.] ≡

dep[agei − 1, sex]

2We assume that whether an individual obtains a university degree is determined at age 19.

10
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Unemployment/Employment. During ‘working years’ we model the individual probability

of being employed; if individual is in prison, he/she is not employed by definition and this

probability is zero.





pr.empli,age = n/a if age ∈ [0, 18] or age ≥ 70;

pr.empli,age = 0 if prisi,age = 1;

pr.empli,age = max[0, min[1, empl[.]+

+βpr.employcp (cpi,age−1 − cp[.]) +

+βpr.emplcog (cogi,age−1 − cog[.]) ] ] if age = 19;

pr.empli,age = max[0,min[1, pr.empli,age−1 + trend.empl[.] ]]

if age ∈ [20, 69].

(12)

where empl[.] ≡ empl[agei, sexi] ,cp[.] ≡ cp[agei − 1, sex], cog[.] ≡ cog[agei − 1, sexi].

Poverty. We model poverty as an indicator when individual consumption level falls below the

absolute poverty line, 60% median equivalised household income in the UK in year 2011, which

we set at £14,637 (Office for National Statistics).

Prison. During ‘working years’, individuals can go to prison, so we model the probability of

being in prison. Imprisoned individuals are assumed to be unemployed and do not receive any

salary; they are assumed to consume at a level equivalent to the state-subsidised minimum,

which is subsidised by their own wealth (if sufficiently wealthy) or the state.





pr.prisi,age = n/a if age ∈ [0, 18] or age ≥ 70;

pr.prisi,age = max[0,min[1, pris[.]+

+βpr.priscd

(
cdi,age−1 − cd[.]

)
+ βpr.prisdep

(
depi,age−1 − dep[.]

)
]]

if age = 19;

pr.prisi,age = max[0,min[1,

pr.prisi,age−1 + βpr.prisdep 4 depi,age−1]] if age ∈ [20, 69].

(13)

where pris[.] ≡ pris[agei, sexi], cd[.] ≡ cd[agei − 1, sexi] and dep[.] ≡ dep[agei − 1, sexi].

11
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Residential Care. During ‘retirement’, individuals can live in residential care home, so we

model the probability of living in a care home. We assume that individuals cover their care home

cost (denoted care.cost, see Table A.5), if they have sufficient resources to do so; otherwise, the

state subsidises their care home cost.





pr.carei,age = n/a if age ≤ 69;

pr.carei,age = max[0,min[1, care[.]+

+βpr.caredep

(
depi,age − dep[.]

)
]] if age = 70;

pr.carei,age = max[0,min[1, pr.carei,age−1 + βpr.caredep 4depi,age]]

if age > 70.

(14)

where care[.] ≡ care[agei, sexi] and dep[.] ≡ dep[agei, sexi].

A.3.3 Health Outcomes

Smoking.





pr.smi,age = n/a if age ∈ [0, 18];

pr.smi,age = max[0,min[1,

((
sm[.]

(1−sm[.]) exp Φ
)−1

+ 1

)−1
+

+βpr.smpris

(
prisi,age − pris[.]

)
] ] if age = 19 ;

pr.smi,age = max[0,min[1,
(

1
pr.smi,age−1

(1−pr.smi,age−1)
exp(βpr.smpov 4povi,age+βpr.smdep 4depi,age)

+ 1

)−1
+

+βpr.smpris 4prisi,age + trend.sm[.] ] ] if age ∈ [19, 69];

pr.smi,age = max[0,min[1,
(

1
pr.smi,age−1

(1−pr.smi,age−1)
exp(βpr.smpov 4povi,age+βpr.smdep 4depi,age)

+ 1

)−1
+

+trend.sm[.]]]

if age ≥ 70.

(15)

where Φ = βpr.smteen.sm (smi,14 − sm[14, sex]) + βpr.smpov (povi,age−1 − pov[.]) +

+ βpr.smedu

(
edui,age − edu[.]

)
+ βpr.smdep

(
depi,age−1 − dep[.]

)
, and

sm[.] ≡ sm[age, sex], pris[.] ≡ pris[age, sex], pov[.] ≡ pov[age − 1, sex], edu[.] ≡ edu[age, sex],

12



APPENDIX A MODELLING EQUATIONS

dep[.] ≡ dep[age− 1, sex]

Depression.





pr.depi,age = n/a if age ≤ 4;

pr.depi,age = max[0,min[1,
(

1
dep[age,sex]

1−dep[age,sex] exp
(
βpr.depcd (cdi,age−1−cd[age−1,sex])

) + 1

)−1
]]

if age = 5;

pr.depi,age = max[0,min[1,
(

1
pr.depi,age−1

1−pr.depi,age−1
βpr.depcd exp

(
βpr.depcd 4cdi,age−1

) + 1

)−1
+ trend.dep[age, sex]]]

if age ∈ [6, 18];

pr.depi,age = max[0,min[1,
(

1
pr.depi,age−1

1−pr.depi,age−1
exp
(
−βpr.depunempl4empli,age−1+β

pr.dep
pov 4povi,age−1

) + 1

)−1
+

+trend.dep[age, sex]]]

if age ∈ [19, 69]

pr.depi,age = pr.depi,age−1 if age ≥ 70.

(16)

Coronary Heart Disease.





pr.chdi,age = n/a if age ∈ [0, 18];

pr.chdi,age = max[0, min[1,
(

1
chd[.]

1−chd[.]
exp

(
β
pr.chd
sm (smi,age−1−sm[.])+βpr.chd

pov (povi,age−1−pov[.])
) + 1

)−1

]]

if age = 19;

pr.chdi,age = max[0, min[1,

 1

pr.chdi,age−1
1−pr.chdi,age−1

exp
(
β
pr.chd
sm 4smi,age+β

pr.chd
pov 4povi,age

) + 1



−1

]]+

+trend.chd[.] if age ≥ 20.

(17)

where chd[.] ≡ chd[agei, sexi] ,sm[.] ≡ sm[agei − 1, sex], pov[.] ≡ pov[agei − 1, sexi]
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Mortality.





pr.deadi,age = dead[.] if age ∈ [0, 4];

pr.deadi,age = max[0,min[1, dead[.] (1 + (smrdep − 1)depi,age)]]

if age ∈ [5, 18];

pr.deadi,age = max[0,min[1, dead[.] (1 + (smrdep − 1)depi,age) +

+βpr.deadchd

(
chdi,age − chd[.]

)
] ] if age > 18.

(18)

where dead[.] ≡ dead[agei, sexi, sepi] and chd[.] ≡ chd[agei, sexi, sepi].

Table A.4: Mortality from Coronary Heart Disease

Sex Age band

16-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64 65-74 75+

Mortality, male 0.19 1.24 2.81 1.83 1.61 2.07 5.31
% female 0.06 0.49 1.26 1.13 1.43 1.95 8.82

Note: Estimated mortality from coronary heart disease (CHD) among people diagnosed with

CHD. These estimates are used to model the parameter βpr.deadchd in equation (18) and Table A.2.

A.3.4 Economic Outcomes

Earnings from Employment. We model the gross annual salary for people who are em-

ployed. 



earni,age = n/a if age ∈ [0, 18] or age ≥ 70;

earni,age = 0 if age ∈ [19, 70] & empli,age = 0 ;

earni,19 = max[0,

(earn[.] + sd.earn[.]) exp(βearncp (10− cpi,age−1 + cp[.])+

+βearncog (cogi,age−1 − cog[.]) + βearnedu (edui,age − edu[.])) ]

if age = 19 & employi,19 = 1;

earni,age = max[0, earni,age−h + trend.earn[.] ]

if age ∈ [20, 69] & empli,age = 1.

(19)

where ‘h’ is years since individual i was last employed, or age − 19, if individual was never

employed (in this case we use the value of individual’s potential earnings at 19); earn[.] ≡

14
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earn[agei, sexi], cp[.] ≡ cp[agei−1, sexi], cog[.] ≡ cog[agei−1, sexi] and edu[.] ≡ edu[agei, sexi].

Earnings from Interest (Interest). See details in the section below on modelling “Wealth”.

Pension. Individuals are assumed to receive equivalent to the new basic UK state pension, if

they have been employed for at least 10 years.3.

Savings. During ‘working-years’, some individuals save part of their annual net income (i.e.

earnings from employment and interest, net of tax). It is assumed that individuals save as much

as they can, given that (a) they can sustain at least the previous year’s consumption level and

(b) their total annual savings do not exceed 16% of their annual net income.4 This means that

individuals who experience a negative income shock, reduce their savings relative to previous

year to sustain their consumption level; individuals who experience a positive income shock and

can afford to consume at least the level of government subsidised minimum ‘min.cons’5 – save

a positive amount up to 16% net income; finally, individuals who experience a high positive

income shock, and who could potentially afford saving above 16% while still sustaining previous

year’s consumption – consume anything excess of 16% of their net disposable income (instead

of saving it).





savi,age = 0 if age ∈ [0, 18] or age ≥ 70;

savi,age = max[0,min[ 0.16× (earni,age + inti,age − taxi,age),

earni,age + inti,age − taxi,age − consi,age−1 ] ]

if age ∈ [19, 69].

(20)

Family Wealth. At the age 19, individuals are assumed to inherit wealth from parents.

Wealth generates annual interest, i.e. inti,age = wealthi,age−1 × (1 + r), where r is the annual

interest rate, which we set at 1%. During their ‘working years’ individuals accumulate additional

wealth by saving, if they can afford to save. If individuals experience a negative income shock,

3See details on UK new State Pension at https://www.gov.uk/new-state-pension
4This threshold is chosen as a maximum, informing from historical UK households savings ratios reported by

ONS: https://www.ons.gov.uk/economy/grossdomesticproductgdp/timeseries/dgd8/ukea.
5See the paragraph below about “Consumption” in Section A.3.5.
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they use their wealth to subsidise their consumption.





wealthi,age = max[0, par.wealthi,age−1 + inti,age+

+ min[0, par.inci − consi,age]] if age ≤ 18;

wealthi,age = max[0, wealthi,age−1+

+ min[savi,age, earni,age + inti,age − taxi,age − consi,age]]

if age ∈ [19, 69];

wealthi,age = max[0, wealthi,age−1 + inti,age + pensi,age−

−consi,age − taxi,age − carei,age × care.cost]

if age ≥ 70.

(21)

where par.wealth – parental wealth and par.inc – parental income, as given in the childhood

dataset.

Taxes. Individuals pay annual taxes on their income, i.e. earnings from employment and

interest, as well as pension. The individual tax rate is set according to the corresponding UK

tax bracket.6

Benefits. Individuals receive benefits subsidised by the public budget (benefi,age) to sustain

the minimum consumption level of £10,000, whenever they cannot afford it from their own

net income (parental income and interest during ‘pre-school years’ and ‘school years’, salary

and interest during ‘working years’, and pension and interest during ‘retirement’) and wealth.

During ‘retirement’, individuals also receive benefits when in care to cover the care home costs,

when they do not have sufficient own resources to cover them.

A.3.5 Wellbeing Outcomes

Consumption. It is assumed that government subsidises consumption level of at least ‘min.cons’

(the state-subsidised minimum), in the case when individual cannot afford it given their income

or wealth. We set min.cons = £10, 000.

Up to age 18, individuals are assumed to consume the level of their household equivalised income

6See UK income tax rates at https://www.gov.uk/income-tax-rates. We use the year 2018/19 rates, con-
verted to year 2015/16 prices.
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(par.inc) as given in the childhood dataset, or the state-subsidised minimum.

During ‘working years’ individuals consume what is left of their income from employment and

interest after tax and savings, or an amount equal to the state-subsidised minimum (this may

be subsidised by state or own wealth, depending on whether individual has positive wealth).

For more details, read about the savings equation above.

During ‘retirement’, individuals try to sustain their previous year’s consumption level if they

can afford it given their resources (i.e. net income from interest, state pension, their wealth and

minus residential care home cost, if in care); if individuals cannot afford sustaining previous

year’s consumption level, then they consume the maximum amount that they can afford given

their resources, or the state-subsidised minimum.





consi,age = max[min.cons, par.inci] if age ≤ 18;

consi,age = max[min.cons, earni,age + inti,age − taxi,age−

−savi,age] if age ∈ [19, 69];

consi,age = max[min.cons,min[consi,age−1, wealthi,age−1+

+inti,age − taxi,age + pensi,age − carei,age × care.cost] ]

if age ≥ 70.

(22)

Health Quality. Health quality depends on the two health outcomes that we model – mental

illness (depression) and physical illness (CHD) – as well as the aggregate health quality in

England. More specifically, healthi,age = h(chdi,age, depi,age), where h(.) is a function decreasing

in negative health experiences, and with a maximum of 1 when individual is in full health and

anchored at 0 when individual is dead or in a health state as bad as death. More specifically,

we assume h(..) = min[1,max[0, health[age, sex, sep]− (d(chd)× chdi,age + d(dep)× depi,age)]],

where health[age, sex, sep] is the average health quality in England by age, sex and English

IMD quintile group (Love-Koh et al., 2015), d(x) represents the excess reduced health quality

from the health condition x (we use data for health quality with affective disorders and coronary

atherosclerosis from Sullivan et al. (2011)).

17
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A.3.6 Public Costs and Revenues

We model the costs associated with different outcomes, as summarised in table A.5. We assume

that the following outcomes incur costs to the public service: CHD, depression, other healthcare,

conduct disorder, prison, residential care.

Table A.5: Public Service Costs

Cost type Components of the cost Annual cost per person, £ Source

Healthcare: Coronary
heart disease7

Direct health care cost; 840; Liu et al. (2002);

Informal care cost; 1,173;

Healthcare: Depression Costs to the National
Health Service, the
Accident and Emergency
department, other support
services (average);

5,260; McCrone et al. (2008);

Other healthcare Average English National
Health Service healthcare
spending in the financial
year 2011/12 by age, sex
and English
neighbourhood
deprivation quintile group;

see Asaria (2017); Asaria (2017);

Conduct disorder Cost to the National
Health Service;

1,243 (age 5-10), 113 (age
11+);

Edwards et al. (2007); Scott et al.
(2001), cited by Bonin et al. (2011);

Cost to the Social Services
Department;

175 (age 5-10), 70 (age 11+); Edwards et al. (2007); Romeo,
Knapp and Scott (2006), cited by
Bonin et al. (2011);

Cost to the Department
for Education;

985 (age 5-10), 1,3402 (age
11-16), 0 (age 17+);

Edwards et al. (2007); Scott et al.
(2001), cited by Bonin et al. (2011);

Cost to the voluntary
Sector;

26; Edwards et al. (2007), cited by
Bonin et al. (2011);

Prison Unit annual costs of
custody (per year);

31,925;

Unit costs of police (per
record crime);

553; Dubourg et al. (2005);

Unit costs of courts (per
court event);

7,103;

Residential care Cost of residential home; 29,934; Curtis and Burns (2017).

Note: We uprate all the costs to year 2015/16 prices.
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