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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report investigates the relationships between rural poverty, risk, and development.
Over their lifetime, all men and women are subject to risk. Some external shocks affect their
well being in the most direct manner: iliness, accident, death. Other shocks affect their ability
to support and feed themselves, either temporarily -- unemployment, crop failure, loss of pro-
perty -- or permanently -- disability, skill obsolescence. The purpose of this report is to sum-
marize what we know and do not know about the sources of risk faced by the rural poor and
the coping strategies they have developed to deal with shocks. We also examine how risk and
risk coping strategies impact the rural poor’'s capacity to develop. So doing, a better handle
can be gained on how governments and international organizations can assist the rural poor to
better deal with risk and overcome their poverty.

The paper starts with a brief overview of the issues surrounding poverty and risk in
underveloped rural areas. Not only is risk higher in poor rural economies, but poor people are
also less able to deal with risk. Apart from localized efforts, they are largely left to their own
devices as far as socialized care is concerned. Low assets also make it difficult to absorb
shocks. Poverty is thus not only associated with higher ambiant risk; it also reduces people’s
capacity to absorb shocks.

In response, the rural poor have developed a variety of strategies for coping with risk.
These multi-faceted strategies include: settling relatively safe areas; breeding plants and
species that survive in difficult environments; diversifying sources of income; preserving
flexibility and keeping options open; accumulating precautionary saving; forming strong and
large households; seeking the protection of the rich and powerful; and sharing risk with a
large network of friends and relatives.

These strategies are subject to serious technological, environmental, and economic con-
straints that limit their effectiveness. Commitment failure, in particular, seriously limits
society’s capacity to share risk. This may explain the formation of long-term solidarity rela-
tionships with networks of friends and relatives. Moral norms and village ideologies can simi-
larly be seen as attempts to mitigate the perverse effects that self-interest and information
asymmetries have on mutual insurance.

The relationship between risk, poverty, and economic development is complex but our
understanding has progressed dramatically with recent theoretical and empirical advances.
Chronic rural poverty, by itself, is unlikely to raise net fertility. It also seldom leads to starva-
tion -- except in cases of extreme destitution. Rather, it negatively impact welfare by raising
vulnerability to adverse shocks. The effects of these shocks manifest themselves not only in
terms of short-term reduction in consumption but also in terms of reduced ability to deal with
subsequent shocks. In this sense, risk is fundamental to the reproduction of poverty over
time.

Next, we examine discussed the relationship between rural poverty, risk, and technologi-
cal innovation. We revisit the traditional risk aversion explanation and discuss many of its
shortcomings. We also discuss the relationship between poverty, risk, and experimentation
with new technologies and we identify the non-divisibility of technology and its learning pro-
cess as a major stumbling block on the road to adoption by poor farmers. We argue that the
variance of output is, by itself, unimportant, except inasmuch as it raises fears of bankruptcy.
The main factors that hinders technology adoption by poor risk averse farmers are likely to
be: large cash outlays, loss of diversification after adoption, and large risk during experimen-
tation and learning.
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We then turn toward credit constraints and saving and show that poor individuals with a
precautionary motive for saving find it very hard to save enough to finance a large lumpy
investment. The link between poverty and low investment apparent in these results is reminis-
cent of 'vicious circle’ and 'big push’ theories of development propounded decades ago.

In the final part of this report, we discuss the relationship between risk sharing and risk
taking. Communities subject to lots of external shocks might fear the concentration of wealth
that would naturally arise, were asset and credit markets allowed to freely develop. In order
to ensure long-term social cohesion, these communities might institute egalitarian norms that
prohibit certain transactions and require the redistribution of material wealth. We then inves-
tigate whether egalitarian norms of redistribution dilute incentives to invest. Social
stratification based on patronage is likely to be inimical to large scale industrialization but to
favor the accumulation of social capital, an essential ingredient in trade.

Although we have learned a lot about risk and rural poverty, there remains a lot to be
learned. Little is known, for instance, about geographical patterns of rural settlement and
resettlement. Yet many areas where the rural poor currently live are unsustainable. In the
long run and we need to know what will motivate them to move out of these areas. More
research needs to be done on financial saving by the poor and the retailing of safe savings
instruments to rural areas. The household formation process plays a key role in how individu-
als cope with risk; unfortunately, we know precious little about what brings individuals
together to form household units and how resources are allocated within these units. The for-
mation and maintainance of social networks alse deserves further study, as well as the rela-
tionship between risk and power. The effect of poverty on development is also not fully
understood, with many ideas being proposed but few scrutinized rigorously.

In conclusion, we make a series of specific suggestions regarding policy action by
governments and international organizations. These recommentations focus on settlement
patterns, disease prevention, savings instruments, divisible technology, and support to exist-
ing informal institutions. International organizations must continue to serve its role of insurer
of last resort in times of crisis, with as little of a political agenda as possible. They should
also support efforts where cross-country externalities are large and returns to scale important,
such as in the eradication of diseases and pests, the development of vaccines, and agricultural
research. They can also assist poor countries gain access to European and US markets for the
agricultural products and crafts that the rural poor can produce, such as sugar, vegetable oils,
livestock, and feed crops.



INTRODUCTION

This report investigates the relationships between rural poverty, risk, and development.
Building upon the author’s work in the area, it summarizes the contributions of recent theoret-
ical and empirical work to our understanding of rural poverty and risk in developing coun-
tries.

Over their lifetime, all men and women are subject to a wide variety of risks. Some of
these risks affect their well being in the most direct manner: iliness, accident, death. Others
affect their ability to support and feed themselves, either temporarily -- unemployment, crop
failure, loss of property -- or permanently -- disability, business failure, skill obsolescence. In
addition to risk, the human life-cycle is such that all men and women, at some time in their
life, are incapable of taking care of themselves even in the best of times. This is certainly true
of infants and small children; it is also true of many of the elderly.

All human societies have developed ways of mitigating the effects of risk on the welfare
of their members. Certain societies are better at it than others, however. Moreover, the extent,
frequency, and severity of risk varies with environmental and economic circumstances. The
purpose of this report is to summarize what we know and do not know about risk and risk
coping strategies among poor rural societies of the world today. So doing, it is hoped that a
better handle can be gained on what governments and international organizations can do to
assist the rural poor to better deal with risk. The paper starts with a brief overview of the
issues surrounding poverty and risk in underveloped rural areas. It continues with a review of
the strategies the poor have developed to deal with risk. Next the limits to these strategies are
examined. It then focuses on the relationship between rural poverty, risk, and economic
development and examine how risk reduces the poor’'s capacity to accumulate, innovate, and
develop. Finally of the lessons learned and their policy implications are discussed.



CHAPTER 1. RISK AND POVERTY

Section 1. Life and Risk

Life is subject to all kinds of fluctuations. Some of these fluctuations are predictable: the
absence of rain in the dry season, the utter helplessness of the newborn, the declining strength
of the old. Others occur in a haphazard fashion that cannot be predicted, at least not precisely.
These fluctuations constitute the rythm of life. They must be dealt with, in one way or
another, otherwise life can become highly unpleasant. Taking care of these fluctuations con-
stitutes risk coping strategies. The main concern is with the strategies people use to minimize
the impact of these fluctuations on their welfare. Thus, the definition of risk factors encom-
passes both predictable and unpredictable variations in income and health.

In a recent review of informal insurance mechanisms, Morduch (1997) proposes three
conceptual distinctions that are useful to characterize risk factors in general: high and low
frequency risks; autocorrelated and non-autocorrelated risks; and collective and idiosyncratic
risks. These distinctions are followed here and a fourth one is added: between utility and
income risks.

High and low frequency riskRisk is, by definition, a process that unfolds over time.
Certain risk factors such as minor illnesses occur very frequently; others such as locust
attacks are fortunately quite rare. As a first approximation, of individual risk factors can be
thought of as being realizations of a Poisson process in which the number of occurrences
Z;(t) of a particular shock over a time intervat follow:

—Vj t VJ Z tz
Prob [Z;(t) = Z] = — (1)

where parametev; denotes the mean rate of occurence of sho@kg., Mood, Graybill and
Boes (1974), p.95). High frequency risk factors are those with highow frequency risk
factors with a low;. Other things being equal, high frequency risks are more dangerous than
low frequency risks.

Low intensity and high intensity risk3p judge how serious a risk factgrs, however,
one must also know its intensity: obviously, high frequency risk factors that only have a
minor incidence on someone’s welfare -- e.g., an insect bite -- are less serious than low fre-
quency risk that have dramatic consequences -- e.g., cancer. If we aggregate risk factors of
different frequencies and intensities together, we can represent the risk faced by individual
at timet by a single risk vectory, = - 3z sji, with an associated probability distribution

j
derived from those of theg's ands;’s. By convention, we shall think of low values of; as
representing unfavorable events -- bad health, low income -- and high values as representing
good events.

Autocorrelated and non-stationary riskhe Poisson process discussed above assumes
that shock realizations are independently distributed over time. This need not be the case.
Malnutrition, for instance, reduces the resistance of the organism to common diseases. Expo-
sure to one type of risk -- e.g., crop failure -- may lead to malnutrition which, in turn, raises
vulnerability to other risk factors. In this case, the distributionrpfis autocorrelated over
time. Risk may also be non-stationary. Certain shocks indeed have a permanent effect on
people’s health or capacity to generate income. Perhaps the most dramatic example of non-
stationarity is simply death: this shock is quite permanent. Catching an incurable disease,
becoming permanently disabled, or losing productive assets are other examples of sources of



non-stationarity.

Collective and idiosyncratic riskShocks not only vary over time; they also vary across
individuals. The literature on risk customarily distinguishes between collective risk factors
that affect a group, such as droughts, epidemics, and warfare, and idiosyncratic risk factors
that affect isolated individuals, such as illness, unemployment, or accident. This definition,
however, is not sufficiently precise to be workable. For instance, what percentage of farmers
must be affected by crop failure or disease before one calls it a drought or an epidemic? To
obtain a more precise definition, let the risk faced by the collection of individualsl be
defined as:

1
My N > T (2)
iON

Idiosyncratic riskb;; then is:

Bt =1 — Iy 3)
The central limit theorem implies that, if individual riskig are independent among individu-
als and if the group is large, then collective ridkis approximatively O for alt. The extent
of collective risk therefore depends on the size of the group and the extent to whichmfisks

are correlated across individuals: the smaller the group and the higher the correlation between
thetg’s, the higher collective risk is.

Utility and income risk:So far, we have treated risk as if it were an undifferenciated
quantity. There is, however, a drastic difference between those risk factors that affect indivi-
dual welfare or utility directly, and those that affect income and wealth only. We shall call the
former utility risk and the latter income risk. In practice, however, the boundary between the
two might be blurred. Disease and disability, for instance, affect welfare directly and in this
sense are a form of utility risk. But they may also have an effect on income if they strike
workers. In contrast, unemployment and crop failure affect income directly and in this sense
are a form of income risk. But they may also have an indirect effect on self-esteem and qual-
ity of life, which would be a form of utility risk. The classification of particular sources of
risk as utility or income risk is thus a matter of degree. The distinction is nevertheless useful
because analyses of risk coping strategies often ignore utility risk and focus exclusively on
income risk, e.g., as when they evaluate the economic impact of diseases in terms of income
loss, not in terms of pain and suffering.

If not adequately dealt with, income risk creates unwanted fluctuations in consumption.
In this context, agents’ ability to deal with risk can be measured by their capacity to smooth
consumption expenditures over time and across states of nature. In contrast, utility risk
induces voluntary fluctuations in consumption because, in their effort to mitigate the effect of
utility risk on their welfare, individuals typically incur additional consumption expenditures,
such as purchasing drugs and medical services. This distinction is important and has not
received enough attention in the literatdré/e shall get back to it later in this report.

Ritual risk: There is yet another type of risk that does not fit easily in either the utility or
the income risk category. In many societies, social customs dictate that customary expendi-
tures be incurred to mark particular events. Some of these events are fairly predictable; others
are not. These customary expenditures serve many purposes, one of which is to rythm the life

1 Many authors, for instance, implicitly assimilate risk coping to consumption smoothing (e.g., Mace (1991),
Cochrane (1991), Townsend (1994), Morduch (1991)).
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of a group and demonstrate its cohesiveness. For instance, the party that parents feel obliged
to organize to celebrate the birth of a new son or the death of a close parent fall into this
category. Other ritual expenditures include the consumption of sheep at TAbiskl, pay-

ments to the paramount chief, family reunions at seasonal holidays, and the like. The risk that
is induced by ritual obligations is different from other sources of risk in that it results from
social pressure more than physical need. It is people’s desire to live up to social expectations
and to ascertain their continued membership to a group that induces them to abide by its
social norms. To capture these differences, this category is called ritugl @alen the lack

of economic work in this area (see, however, Fafchamps and Lund (1999)), ritual risk will not
receive further attention here. Evidence nevertheless suggests that efforts to meet excessive
social obligations -- wedding ceremory, dowry payment -- are an important engine of poverty
as household enter into debt to meet them. This issue deserves further inquiry.

Section 2. Risk in Poor Rural Economies

The general categories of risk discussed so far apply to all societies. The precise sources
of risk to which are exposed rural inhabitants of poor countries are quite different from those
observed elsewhere, however (see for instance Binswanger and Rosenzweig (1986),
Binswanger and Mclintire (1987), Bromley and Chavas (1989) for a discussion). Certain types
of risk affect developed economies but are essentially non-existent in poor rural economies,
such as trade cycle fluctuations, stock market plunges, technological obsolescence, and pro-
duct cycles. But in general, risk is more prevalent in rural areas of the Third World than in
developed economies.

For one thing, poor rural economies are characterized by a much higher incidence of
diseases and environmental hazards. Infectious diseases such as measles, tetanus, and tuber-
culosis, to name but a few, are much more prevalent than in the developed world. Parasitic
infections carried by water or insects are common place and they take a tremendous toll on
people and animals alike. Malaria alone -- an endemic disease in many parts of the Third
World -- kills millions of people every year. Pests and weeds abound that affect trees and
crops. The combined dammages caused to crops in the field and in storage by insects, birds,
monkeys, rats, and other wildlife are enormous. People also suffer from proximity to wild
animals. It is, for instance, not uncommon for children living in the Third World today to be
gobled up by crocodiles or trampled by elephants. In fact, the range of health hazards one is
exposed to by living in rural poor areas is so daunting that people fortunate enough to live
elsewhere often simply refuse to go there at all. It is therefore not surprising that every year
millions of Third World inhabitants leave the countryside for the relative safety of the city.

Business risk is a second important risk factor. This follows from the fact that the large
majority of households living in poor rural economies have at least one -- and possibly
several -- businesses: a farm, an artisanal workshop, a trading activity, or a service operation.
This stands in sharp contrast with the employment structure of developed economies where
most people work for a wage and are thereby relatively immune to business risk, except
through unemployment. The rudimentary technology of these production activities, especially

2 A muslim holiday.

3 Strictly speaking, one could argue that ritual and utility risks are one and the same. One’s inability to buy
drugs for a sick child or to consume a sheep at Tabaski leads to a loss of welfare. Both thus induce people to
incur certain expenditures to smooth their utility. Economists, however, have traditionally paid a lot of attention
to utility risk, but, unlike anthropologists, they have largely ignored ritual risk. This legacy of neglect militates
in favor of making the distinction.
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farming, offers little protection against natural events. In addition, most of the businesses
found in poor rural areas are small, undercapitalized, and underequipped, and thus very
vulnerable to shocks (e.g., Daniels (1994)). Rural wage employment, when it exists, is typi-
cally casual, not permanefhtUnemployment risk is thus quite high as well. The frequency
with which rural dwellers move in and out of a job or business is thus very high, and so is the
potential for income instability.

The extent of business risk is magnified by the high dependence of poor economies on
the export of a few primary products (e.g., The World Bank (1989), Deaton and Miller
(1996)). Fluctuations in the price or output of these primary products represent massive
macroeconomic shocks that ripple through the entire economy and affect rural dwellers in
various ways, such as through the prices of agricultural outputs and inputs, the value of rural
assets, access to off-farm job opportunities, and remittances from migrants (e.g., Fafchamps
and Gavian (1997)). Large collective shocks such as droughts and warfare also have deleteri-
ous effects on the demand for farm and non-farm products, and thus on business and wage
incomes. Sen (1981), for instance, in his account of the Ethiopian famine of 1973 points out
that the categories of households worst hit by the famine were not farmers but artisans and
domestic workers: the collapse in the demand for their goods and services resulted in an enti-
tlement failure.

The vulnerability of rural businesses to idiosyncratic and sectoral technology shocks
also leads to poor levels of contractual compliance. Business risk thus tends to ripple through
the rural economy. Moreover, shocks are so frequent that it is easy for opportunists to falsely
claim being unable to comply with their contractual obligations due to circumstances beyond
their control. True business risk is thus compounded by opportunistic risk. The anthropology
and rural sociology literatures abound with horror stories about unfulfilled orders, labor
absenteism, broken contracts, and low quality of service (e.g., Poewe (1989)). In some
instances, the fear of breach of contract is so severe that markets are totally inexistent. For
example, the absence of an active rental market for bullocks and oxen in India or Ethiopia has
been blamed on owners’ fear that renters will mistreat the animals. The literature on share-
cropping and agrarian structure in developing countries similarly emphasizes moral hazard
and the high cost of supervising workers (e.g., Eswaran and Kotwal (1985), Feder (1985)).
Although contractual risk has been little studied empiricalipere is sufficient circumstan-
cial evidence to suspect that it constitutes a non-negligible addition to the risk faced by rural
dwellers.

Risk factors inherent to the presence of environmental and health hazards, the impor-
tance of self-employment and casual labor contracts, and the fragility of the macro-economy
are further compounded by the relative isolation of many poor rural communities. Imperfect
spatial integration of markets for agricultural outputs, labor, assets, and the like implies that
the geographical pooling of market risk is not fully achieved (e.g., Ravallion (1986), Baulch
(1997), Fafchamps and Gavian (1996)). At first glance, it might seem that market integration,
even if imperfect, is preferable to complete isolation (e.g., Fafchamps (1992)). This need not
be the case, however, as suggested by two papers devoted to Sahelian livestock markets by
Fafchamps and Gavian (1996), Fafchamps and Gavian (1997). The authors show that

4 E.g., Bardhan (1984), Reardon (1997), Foster and Rosenzweig ((forthcoming)), Foster and Rosenzweig
(1993). There are some exceptions (e.g., Dutta, Ray and Sengupta (1989), Schaffner (1995)).

5 See, however, Hart (1988), Fafchamps (1996), Fafchamps (1997), Fafchamps, Gunning and Oostendorp
(1997) for evidence of contractual risk in urban areas.
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livestock markets in Niger are sufficiently integrated to make prices respond to large aggre-
gate shocks, but not enough to smooth out local price variations. This outcome can be under-
stood as a consequence of transactions costs: erratic fluctuations in local livestock supply and
demand do not necessarily trigger arbitrage because of transport costs; but large aggregate
demand or supply shocks affect prices whenever animals are traded over space. Although lim-
ited market integration has enabled Nigerien livestock producers to partake to the fruits of
commodity booms in Niger and Nigeria, in terms of risk the result appears worse than com-
plete isolation or perfect market integration. A similar situation is likely to prevail for labor
and rural commodities.

In addition to having poor transport infrastructure, poor economies also have fragile or
inexistent social programs. Although governments vary in their willingness to provide a
minimum level of social services to their population (e.g., The World Bank (1989)), low pro-
vision is largely a consequence of the fact that poor economies cannot afford such programs.
With the exception of a handful of well documented exceptions (e.g., Kerala, Cuba until the
late 1980's), the delivery of health services, for instance, is problematic in most rural areas of
the Third World. Hospitals and clinics are seldom available and, when they are, drugs and
staff are often lacking (e.g., The World Bank (1989)). Insufficient health services naturally
thwart efforts of individuals to mitigate the effect of utility risk on their welfare (e.g., Leonard
(1996)). Socialized care for orphan children, the old, the disabled, or the mentally handi-
capped is similarly absent or insufficient. Whether public or private, retirement insurance is
usually limited to formal employment in cities and the public sector. Finally, the funding of
social programs, when they exist, are dependent on macro-economic conditions: comes a
commodity price or structural adjustment crunch, funding disappears and existing programs
become empty shells. Apart from localized efforts by churches, NGO’s, and occasional
government programs, poor rural areas are largely left to their own devices as far as social-
ized care is concerned.

Not only is risk higher in poor rural economies, but poor people are also less able to deal
with risk. For instance, it is highly likely that malnutrition increases the body’s susceptibility
to debilitating diseases. Hence it contributes to both the incidence, the morbidity, and the
mortality from common diseases such as diarrhea and bronchitis. People with low incomes
and wealth find it harder to buy food and shelter or to pay for health and veterinary care,
when it is available. Low financial assets also make it difficult to absorb business and employ-
ment shocks at both the individual and the collective level. Poverty thus not only raises ambi-
ant risk; it also reduces people’s capacity to absorb shocks.

These circumstances lead us to suspect that poor rural societies have developed various
ways of mitigating the effect of risk on their livelihoods. Anyone interested in assisting the
poor better deal with risk must first understand what these strategies are, how they work, and
when they fail. This is the purpose of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER II. THE RISK COPING STRATEGIES OF THE RURAL POOR

This chapter presents a conceptual summary of risk coping strategies, together with a
review of the existing evidence regarding the respective roles they play in various cir-
cumstances. We divide these strategies into three categories: those that epeaateand
reduce the magnitude of the shocks themselves and hence exposure to risk; those that rely on
the accumulation of assets as buffer stock; and those that explicitly share risk with others. We
also examine ways in which households allocate scarce resources among their members and
how this allocation affect the intra-household distribution of welfare.

Section 1. Reducing Exposure to Shocks

One way to deal with risk is simply to reduce risk itself. What Morduch (1995) calls
'income smoothing’ belongs to this category. Reducing risk can be achieved in a variety of
ways, all of which imply altering production choices.

1.1 Selecting and modifying the environment

One way poor societies can reduce risk is by locating themselves in areas where parasite
infestation is low. Patterns of settlement in Sub-Saharan Africa and Latin America, for
instance, reflect these concerns. It is probably not an accident that the East African highlands
are more densely populated than other parts of Africa: malaria risk is lower at high altitudes.
This is so much true that Ethiopian populations severely affected by the 1984 famine
vigorously resisted their relocation from the drought prone northern highlands to wet southern
lowlands. Personal accounts from students and NGO’s who assisted the Ethiopian resettle-
ment effort indicate that many resettled people fled -- at the risk of their life -- to escape expo-
sure to malaria and other diseases. Morbidity and mortality among those who stayed was
high8

By contrast to highland areas, population density in the dense tropical forest is typically
very low; they are also the areas where parasitic diseases are most prevalent. Whenever peo-
ple move into a tropical forest area, it is customary for them to remove much of the forest
cover, at least in the immediate surroundings of their settlement, and often in the entire settled
area. One of the reasons for doing so is undoubtedly to reduce exposure to disease carrying
insects and to depradations from wildlife. Concerns with disease may also help explain why
irrigated schemes fail to raise much popular support in Sub-Saharan Africa.

Patterns of settlement also reflect the incidence of particular human and livestock
illnesses. Trypanosomiasis, a livestock disease carried by the tse-tse fly, makes it difficult if
not impossible to keep domestic animals in much of the humid and semi-humid lowlands of
Africa. This undoubtedly contributed to the higher concentration of African livestock in
semi-arid areas where livestock could be raised -- at least until the turn of the century.
Increased population density in the former forest zone of Nigeria has led to a reduction in
forest cover and to a concommitant decrease of tse-tse infestation, hence shifting the lives-
tock raising boundary hundreds of kilometers southward. Onchocercosis -- also called river
blindness -- is another case in point. Repeated exposure to the disease, carried by a small fly
living along river beds, leads to blindness. Eradication of the fly from most of West Africa has

6 This is hardly surprising given that many of the resettled people were weakened by malnutrition and that a
cholera epidemic was rampant among them. It is estimated that, of the one million people forcibly relocated in
the wake of the 1984 Ethiopian famine, between 50,000 and 100,000 died within a year.

7 Irrigation dams and canals often increase the risk of malaria and other parasitic diseases.
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generated dramatic movements of population to settle previously unoccupied river valleys.
As a byproduct, these movements have resulted in the loss of much of the remaining wildlife
habitat in West Africa.

The threat imposed by proximity to wildlife can also be tackled directly. Hunting is
undertaken not only to collect bush meat but also to get rid of pests. Poaching -- and the pro-
tection granted to poachers by villagers -- can be understood in the same light. Certain tradi-
tional practices, such as burning field vegetation and pastures, can similarly be understood as
ways of controlling rodents and snakes. Even when they do not actively campaign to get rid
of wildlife, people protect themselves, their crops, and their animals from it. Most East Afri-
can pastoralists, for instance, carry guns as protection agains lions and other predators. Farm-
ers often keep their livestock inside the house at night for fear of hyenas, and they camp on
their fields to chase away birds and monkeys.

Having illustrated various methods by which poor societies seek to select and modify
their environment, it should be emphasized that the end result is still characterized by high
risk. In spite of their best efforts, the rural poor face a high degree of risk from their environ-
ment, such as climatic variability, pests, and diseases. This is because the capacity of poor,
non-technological societies to effectively choose and affect their enviroment is quite limited.
Other risk coping strategies must therefore be found. To these we now turn.

1.2 Specialization

Another way to reduce exposure to risk is for individuals to adopt production techniques
that are resistant to pests, droughts, and other environmental risk factors. Pearl millet, an
extremely sturdy cereal grown in West Africa, is perhaps the best example of such a strategy.
Millet is so perfectly adapted to the peculiar conditions of the Sahel -- extreme evapotran-
spiration, poor sandy soils, short rainy season, erratic torrential rains -- that it has enabled
human settlement in areas previously reserved to livestock radidimghose areas, millet is
the only cultivated plant apart from small garden crops. In areas too dry to support millet,
itinerant livestock herding becomes the only production activity. In these two examples, spe-
cialization in a single, robust production technique is the main income smoothing technique.

1.3 Diversification

In other situations, risk coping is achieved via portfolio diversification instead of spe-
cialization. Rural inhabitants often seek to minimize their exposure to risk by diversifying
their portfolio of income generating activities. In areas with less extreme climatic conditions,
for instance, farmers often plant different crops, or several varieties of the same crop to obtain
a more stable output. Intercropping, that is, planting several crops in the same field is often
partially justified by risk considerations as well. Similarly, livestock producers typically com-
bine different species of animals into a single herd to take advantage of differences in their
resistance to diseases and drought. Herders also split their livestock holdings into spatially
distinct herds to hedge against spatial differences in rainfall. Diversification is also achieved
by combining farm and non-farm activities within a single household. Reardon (1997), for
instance, notes that 45% of Sub-Saharan incomes come from non-farm work. Percentages are
even higher in Asia (e.g., Fafchamps and Lund (1999), Fafchamps and Quisumbing (1997)).
Temporary migration to nearby cities, mines, and plantations can also be seen as part of a

8 See, for instance, Eddy (1979), Comité Ad Hoc Chargé de I'Elaboration d'un Code Rural (1989) for
evidence of a steady northward movement of sedentary settlement in Niger since the turn of the century.



diversification strategy.

The conditions under which specialization or diversification are the appropriate
response to risk can easily be illustrated using the concept of stochastic dominance. Consider
a set of risky production activitieswith net returng; and risk factorr;. Production ofj is an
increasing function of the total amount of inputs -- e.g, land, labor, capital, intermediate
inputs -- allocated to it. Risk affects returns multiplicatively wiH] = 1. Assume that
inputs are chosen prior to observingat pricesw.? The cost function corresponding to a par-
ticular level of expected output can be writtgnwhere the dependence @nis ignored for
notational simplicity. Net returns can thus be written:

q = ljm (4)

Let F;(m) denote the cumulative distribution function of activityActivity k is said to sto-
chastically dominate activityif:

Fi(m) < F;(6) forall © (5)

with strict inequality for someats. This definition means that the probability that the unit
return is at leastt is larger with activityk than with activity j for any 11, in other words,j
yields uniformly lower returns thak. If this is the case, any agent should cho&saver j.

This, however, ignores the fact that portfolios of activities may be found that stochastically
dominate activityk undertaken in isolatioh® The unit return to a portfolio is the weighted
sum of individual unit returns, i.e.,:

_ 219

2]
for somef{l;} vector, with corresponding cumulative distribution functieR(m). If activity k
stochastically dominate all possible portfolios, i.e.Fit(m) > F(0) for all Tt and allFP(.),

then full specialization is optimal for all agents. If one portfolio exists that stochastically
dominate, then diversification is optimal for all agents.

The same reasoning can be extended to situations in which no activity stochastically
dominate all the others provided that we assume that agents are expected utility maximizers.
Let the utility that ageni derives from consuming be denotedU;j(c) and focus on the
optimal allocation of a fixed total production expenditure Individual i will optimally
choose activityk over activityj if:

EU; (liTy) > EU;(1;6;) (6)
By analogy with the previous example, if there exist a portfolio of activities such that:
2 lij T
EUi(lim) < EUi(——) (7)
|
with 3'I;; = I;, then diversification is preferred to complete specialization by individukl

j
no such portfolio exists, then complete specialization is optimal for individugiom the

9 If certain inputs are chosen after observirg, then we redefing); as being the return to activity net of
optimally choserex postinputs. If production is subject to constant returns to scale, the optimal factor mix does
not depend on the scale of production and the unit cost of production is constant. In thilﬁ désgEoportional
to the amount of any of the factors used in producing gjpod

10 Assuming, for the time being, that the agent cannot issue securities, that is, buy insurance.
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above we see that if no activity or portfolio stochastically dominates all the others, then spe-
cialization and diversification will vary among agents, depending on their resdyaed on

the shape of their utility functiot;(.), that is, on their degree of risk aversion. The complete
specialization of an entire region in the production of a single activity or portfolio -- e.g., mil-
let -- is thus an indication that this activity or portfolio stochastically dominate all others.

One should not assume that risk averse people always act in a cautious manner. When-
ever their survival is at stake, they may opt for very risky strategies as the ones that maximize
their chance of survival. Perhaps the most striking example of such a strategy is that of
Sahelian villagers who responded to the 1984 drought by switching to gold digging -- hardly
a riskless activity, but certainly better than nothfdgd more commonly observed situation is
the mass exodus of adult males in search of jobs and of women and children in search of food
that accompanies famines and warfare (e.g., Sen (1981)): throwing oneself at the mercy of
rogue soldiers, bandits, pirates, and other calamities is hardly a safe choice, but it may be the
only one leftl2

Desperate strategies can easily be integrated into the expected utility framework by
assuming that utility falls to a minimum constant lev& whenever consumption is below a
given levelc:

U(c)=-K forallcsc (8)

c can be interpreted as the starvation level of consumption. It is easy to see that someone
offered two strategies with equal expected consumpﬁisﬂg but different variance will opt

for the high variance alternative: so doing takes advantage of the longer tail of the high vari-
ance distribution and thus maximizes the probability of survival. A formally similar
phenomenon affects firms on the verge of bankruptcWhether people ‘choose’ desperate
measures or are forced into them by circumstances is, to a large extent, a semantic issue. The
important fact to recognize is that, when pushed into a corner, the rural poor will often take
actions that increase their chance of surviving while on average making their situation worse.
Running away from home when a famine strikes is a good, though dire, example (e.g., Sen
(1981)).

1.4 Self-sufficiency

Another important dimension of risk is food security. Like anyone, rural households
worry about being able to feed themselves. When markets are absent or not reliable, it
becomes optimal for them to grow their own food (e.g., Singh, Squire and Strauss (1986)).
Self-sufficiency then becomes the natural route toward food security. It has been shown else-
where (i.e., Fafchamps (1992)) that even when food markets exist, imperfect market integra-
tion may nevertheless generate enough food price volatility so as to incite households to pro-
duce their own food. This can be shown with the following example. Consider an agent who
can produce either foods or cashg; but consumes only food. Suppose for simplicity that
output is non-stochastic but the price of fgmds. Production of food is preferable to produc-
tion of cash whenever:

EU(ar) > EUi(—) (9)
Pt

11 |CRISAT Burkina Faso data.

12 pirates’ attacks on boat people fleeing war and persecution in South East Asia during the 1980’s have been
well documented in the press.

13 Think of the U.S. Savings and Loans scandal, for instance.
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Provided thaty; is not too much higher thag, risk averse agents will opt for food produc-

tion as a mean of increasing food security. There is plenty of descriptive evidence that poor
households produce much of their food but rigorous tests are rare. Fafchamps and Kurosaki
(1997) estimate a structural model of joint production and consumption choices using data
from five Pakistani villages. They uniformly reject the hypothesis that consumption prefer-
ences do not affect production choices, thus providing rigorous empirical support for the food
security model.

The self-sufficiency motive need not be limited to food. Fafchamps and Kurosaki (1997),
for instance, show that, in addition to food security considerations, concerns about fodder
price volatility incited Punjabi farmers in Pakistan to grow their own fodder. In the absence of
perfect labor markets, concerns for self-sufficiency in labor during peak periods of the year
(e.g., Delgado (1979), Fafchamps (1993)) may similarly induce households to hoard man-
power in the form of numerous children, visitors, and dependent adults.

One should not, however, regard food self-sufficiency as the unique or even most impor-
tant strategy through which poor rural households ensure their food security. There are many
rural households for whom food self-sufficiency is an unattainable objective, either because
they live in areas that are inherently unsuitable for agriculture, or because they do not have
sufficient production assets to produce food themselves. Barrett (1997), for instance, shows
that most rural inhabitants of Madagascar are, in fact, deficit producers. A similar observation
is made in Matlon (1977) for Northern Nigeria. For these people, food security is sought
through alternative strategies, many of which are discussed here.

1.5 Flexibility

Another way of reducing exposure to risk is to remain flexible and deal with shocks as
they unfold. To show this formally, let the return to activitpe a function of two successive
exogenous shocks;; andm,; and one actiora with opportunity cosw. If action a must be
decided before observing either of the shocks, the decision problem can be written:

M:lx JU[lj(a)m;my;1dF (T, o)) —aw (10)
The solution to the above, denoted, is not a function ofmy; or 1. If, in contrast,a is
decided after observinm,;, the decision problem is:

M:lx JU[lj(a)m;my]1dF () | Ty;) —aw (11)
and the optimah, denotedaP, is a function ofmy;. By comparing the two optimization prob-
lems, we see that, by application of the Le Chatelier principle, the expected utility of the deci-
sion maker is higher witlaP than witha®:14 optimization problem (10) is but a constrained
version of optimization problem (11) where all valuesaoére required to be the same, no
matter what valuem; takes. Flexibility thus has an option value. An immediate corollary is
that individuals are likely to resist changes that reduce their choices, and to spend resources
expanding the alternatives open to them.

14 Formally, this is but an application of the general principle that open loop optimization is inferior to
closed loop.
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Replanting is a good example of the role of flexibility in coping with risk. In semi-arid
tropics, rainfall at the onset of the rainy season is particularly erratic. It is not uncommon for
rains to begin only to stop abruptly and restart several weeks later. In such circumstances,
seeds planted after the early rains fail to grow. Farmers have to replant. To do so, they must
have varieties that can be planted over an extended period of time and are not highly sensitive
to the length of day?® Another example of how concerns for flexibility affects production
choices can also be found in semi-arid areas with purely rainfed agriculture. There, weeding
is the most time-consuming agricultural task and crop performance is largely a function of the
care and timeliness with which weeding was conducted. Weeding, however, is performed
half-way through the rainy season, after farmers have gained valuable information about
annual rainfall. Elsewhere (i.e., Fafchamps (1993)) a model has been constructed of the
weeding decision of Burkinabe farmers and the model parameters were estimated using struc-
tural estimation. It is shown that it is optimal for farmers to plant more than they can perfectly
weed because, if rains are bad, they can compensate for low expected output by weeding
more carefully. Since less rain also mean fewer weeds, farmers can smooth part of the
fluctuation in output by adjusting their weeding effort. A consequence of this strategy is that,
in a wet year, fields are not weeded properly, a feature that has long puzzled agronomists
working in Africa.

Concerns for flexibility similarly explain why rural artisans are reluctant to use sophisti-
cated equipment (it cannot be fixed easily); why many rural households keep their cash sav-
ings at home instead of in the bank (it is instantly available if needed); why they resist tech-
nological innovations that demand a strict respect of planting and harvesting dates (it reduces
their capacity to adjust to external events with limited manpower); etc. The desire for flexibil-
ity also adds another motive for diversification: if one activity does not perform well, more
emphasis can be put on another one. For instance, farmers who are also migrant laborers may
have the necessary contacts to rapidly find a wage job and feed their family in spite of crop
failure. Similarly, if a high yielding but more demanding crop fails due to lack of rain, more
attention can be diverted to a drought-resistant one. Anticipating this, farmers may find it
optimal to plant both.

Section 2. Saving and Liquidating Assets

So far we have discussed ways by which individuals can deal with risk by reducing risk
itself. Clearly, these strategies cannot eliminate risk altogether: populations may settle in less
dangerous areas, they are still subject to disease; they may diversify risk or opt for activities
with a stable income stream, they cannot eliminate all risk; they may remain as flexible as
possible, they cannot compensate for all the shocks -- or doing so would be prohibitively
expensive. Some risk, therefore, remains that must be dealewigostthat is, after shocks
have been realized.

15 Many plants adapt to seasons by developing what agronomists call photo-sensitivity: their maturation is
sensitive to the duration of the day. Consequently, their output performance depends on the time of the year at
which they are planted: if they flower too early or too late, they will not yield as much grain. As a result, photo-
sensitive varieties have a narrower planting window and non photo-sensitive varieties.

15 Matlon and Fafchamps (1989), for instance, report that 73% of non-harvest crop labor on millet goes to
weeding. Similar percentage are reported for other crops. The importance of weeding is a consequence of the
switch from long to short bush fallows: the disparition of forest and savannah cover favors the proliferation of
parasitic weeds such atriga, thereby imposing an externality on farmers. See, for instance, Boserup (1965),
Pingali, Bigot and Binswanger (1987) for a discussion.
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2.1 Liquidating productive assets

For an individual hit by an unsurmountable shock, one obvious way to handle the situa-
tion is to liquidate productive assets in order to buy food, pay the rent, or take a child to the
doctor. Asset liquidation, however, is likely to have a negative impact on future earnings.
Households forced to sell their land, for instance, are likely to experience a permanent fall in
income. Distress sale of productive assets are but a way to buy time in the hope that things
will improve: with luck, future shocks will be better and the household will be able to pur-
chase its assets back. This is, however, largely wishful thinking: on average, there is no rea-
son for things to improve. Households who sell productive assets are more likely to face
difficulties meeting their consumption needs in the future, and thus more likely to sell assets
again.

The deleterious effects of land distress sales on long term income distribution have been
studied by Zimmerman (1993). Using simulation analysis, the author shows that, indepen-
dently from the initial distribution of land, the process of distress sales naturally leads to an
unequal distribution of land and income. The driving force behind the conclusion is that indi-
viduals desperate enough to sell their land receive a lower price for it than what they must
pay to buy it back. One common way of thinking about this problem is to assume that produc-
tive assets catch a lower price because they are less liquid. Zimmerman (1993)’s contribution
is to show that, even if productive assets were perfectly liquid, general equilibrium effects
induce a negative correlation between asset prices and shocks. This correlation explains why
the price of distressed assets is, on average, lower than average.

Many societies recognize this problem and discourage land sales, either directly by
declaring all land transactions illegal, or indirectly by defining agricultural land as publicly or
communally owned (e.g., Atwood (1990), Platteau (1992)). To the extent that it is individu-
ally rational for the poor to sell land in very bad times -- and for the rich to buy it -- land sales
take place anyway (e.g., Pinckney and Kimuyu (1994)). The inequalizing process of distress
sales and land accumulation by a few often frustrates well-meant efforts to redistribute land
more equally. It has indeed been noted that, after a land reform, land inequality often goes
back to its pre-reform level within a decade or two, thus frustrating the efforts of government
to permanently affect rural inequality (e.g., Bardhan (1984), Melmed-Sanjak and Carter
(1991)). For this reason, many land reform programs stipulate that redistributed land is
inalienable (e.g., de Janvry (1981)), a provision that, for reasons mentioned above, is hard to
enforce. In practice, land redistribution is sustainable only if the income level of poor farmers
can be stabilized to remain permanently above the level at which distress land sales become
optimal. Ironically, this may require imposing a minimum farm size, themddyactoexclud-
ing a large proportion of the population from land ownership. Stability in land distribution is
then achieved by keeping part of the population landless -- an outcome that defeats the initial
redistributive purpose of the reform.

Land is not the only productive asset that desperate households may wish to liquidate.
Other potential candidates for liquidation include livestock, oxen, bullocks, farm tools, artisa-
nal equipment, vehicles, and farm buildings (e.g., Rosenzweig and Wolpin (1993)). Desperate
enough households may also consider liquidating their own manpower or that of their depen-
dents. Although such practices may be relatively infrequent, they have attracted renewed
attention with the public attention recently devoted to child labor. The most outrageous cases
of child and immigrant labor documented in the press indeed revert around labor bonding and
debt peonage. A good example is the recent case of young Chinese immigrants brought to
Guam to work in sweat shops. Other forms of labor bonding and debt peonage persist the
world over, even if in less obvious forms. For these reasons, and because labor bonding
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epitomizes the distress sale of productive assets, we devote some more discussion to it.

2.2 Labor bonding and debt peonage

Historically, voluntary enslavement or labor bonding has taken a variety of forms:
indentured labor, debt peonage, serfdom, etc. Of course, to the extent that it is imposed upon
dependents, e.g., children, it can hardly be called voluntary, but the process is the same.
Although governments typically refuse to admit it, labor bonding remains a reality in many
poor countries, despite being illegal virtually everywhere. Think of child carpet makers, pros-
titutes, migrant workers in sweat shops, and the like.

The logic of labor bonding is the same as that of distress land sales: faced with the
choice between immediate starvation or slavery, it is rational to choose slavery (e.g., Sriniva-
san (1989)}6 The puzzle is elsewhere, namely, on the demand side. Labor bonding is based
on the fundamental assumption that the bonded laborer will be fed by his or her master. Short
of that, there is no difference between immediate starvation and labor bonding. Thus for labor
bonding to become reality, the marginal value of labor must be above the marginal cost of
food. If not, bonded laborers will not find any takers. The only option left to them may be des-
titution.

To show this formally, let be the survival level of food intak®” if workers consume
less thanc, they cannot produce and die. Clearly, the wage rate cannot fall below the
efficiency wagec. Let output of individual be a function of harvest labdri.e., f(l) T with
f’i(.) = 0 andf(0) = 0. The marginal return to harvest labor on farm f';(I) T, whererty; is
determined by past rainfall, etc. At the minimum possible wagthe labor demanded by
household is the level ofl; that satisfies:

fii) m=c (12)
In case no such can be found, sdt = 0. For a low enough shock, there is nothing to harvest
andl; = 0:1; is thus an increasing function of;. We can think of; as the number of workers

whose survival can be supported by farmdret the total number of workers in the commun-
ity be N. Clearly, if

N
5 i <N (13)
i=1

some workers will not find employment at the efficiency wage.

Now suppose that workers can credibly commit to deliver their labor power forever at
Wageg.18 Definei’s expected discounted utility from refusing the offer\§¢F;) whereV} ()
solves the following Belman equation:

Vi(F,m) =  Max  U(yFi+ f(lgm — i c - Fre1) +

It > O, Ft+l >

16 Unvoluntary slavery -- e.g., slave raids -- is a distinct phenomenon that is ignored here. We also abstract
from the fact that powerful people may use their monopoly power as food suppliers or employers of last resort
to artificially rise food prices and lower wages in bad times, thereby inciting more people to voluntary propose
themselves as bonded laborers.

17 In practice, the survival level of food intake may be below that required for someone to work. This
complication is ignored here.

18 The argument can be extended to finite time bonded labor, but assuming an infinite contract simplifies the
notation. Historically, indenture contracts for U.S. and Canadian immigrants were of finite duration. The
discussion of whether labor bonding is credible or not, is postponed until Chapter 1.
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00 00

BJ [ Vi(F+1)d®(m)dG(w) (14)
C —©
where ®(.) andG(.) denote the cumulative distribution of shoaksand wageswv;, respec-
tively.19 Similarly, definei’s expected discounted utility from accepting the offer\&.)
with:

V(R Tg) = | Max U(yFi+ f(s+ l)m —sc—lic—Fiq) +
t=Y N+l =

00 00

BJ [ Vi(F+1)d®(m)dG(w) (15)
C —©
wheres stands for bonded labor, assumed constant and inalief@Ble.employer with food
stockF; finds a bonded labor contract appealing if:

VE(F) > Vi(F) (16)

It is easy to see that?(F;) — V| (F;) is an increasing function d¥; and: farmers with no

stock and little to harvest find it more costly to support workers today in exchange for future
labor. Condition (16) will thus be satisfied if future wages and shocks are expected to be
much higher than current ones andrifis sufficiently high so that supportirgworkers today

does not drastically reduciés current consumption. Famines can be thus thought of as
episodes during which the society as a whole cannot support its entire population: there is not
enough food to go around so that the more fortunate do not find it profitable to support the
less fortunate in exchange for their future labor.

Once this is understood, it is easy to see how bonded labor can perdure: as long as
bonded laborers cannot survive on their own, it is optimal for them to remain bonded. This
may explain why labor bonding perdures in certain countries in spite of being ifégaie
same logic applies to other forms of self-imposed long-term dependency, such as debt
peonage and indentures. To the extent that these forms of dependency could easily be
qualified as 'exploitative’, we see that there is a close relationship between exploitative social
structures, risk, and poverty. To put it differently, the fact that certain people may voluntarily
put themselves entirely at the mercy of others in exchange for survival -- or, in the case of
migrant workers, in exchange for the promise of a better future for themselves or their pro-
geny -- calls for serious concern. We shall get back to these issues when we discuss patron-
client relationships.

2.3 Reducing consumption to keep productive assets

As is clear from the above discussion, liquidating manpower and productive assets to
deal with shocks can be extremely damaging to one’s long run welfare. Consequently, it is
perhaps not too surprising to find that poor rural dwellers often prefer to reduce their con-
sumption rather than liquidating productive assets. Fafchamps, Udry and Czukas (1996), for
instance, show that Burkinabe households held onto their livestock even at the height of the
1984 Sahelian drought. In contrast to Rosenzweig and Wolpin (1993) who argue that Indian

19 The example can easily be extended to the case where shocks and wages follow a Markov process.

20 setting up a market for bonded laborers -- i.e., introducing slavery -- raises the expected value from
bonded labor since it introduces an additional option. This issue is ignored here.

21 Mauritania is a case in point: it has had no less than three successive legal reforms declaring slavery
illegal.
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households smooth consumption through purchases and sales of bullocks, Lim and Townsend
(1994) use the same Indian data to show that livestock transactions raise income volatility
instead of reducing it.

Using results from livestock price analysis conducted by Fafchamps and Gavian (1996,
1997), Fafchamps, Udry and Czukas (1996) speculate that the reason why farmers are reluc-
tant to liquidate their livestock is because livestock prices are much lower during a drought
than they normally are. Similar observations can be found in the anthropological and socio-
logical literatures on pastoralists (e.g., Sandford (1983), Monod (1975), Oba and Lusigi
(1987)). The price drop during a drought implies that the returns from holding livestock are
higher than normal immediately after a drought. Fafchamps (1993) shows that the variation in
prices is further magnified by externalities in pasture management and by institutional failure.
Another reason why results from Burkina Faso are in contrast with results from India is that
in the former, land sales are not feasible while in the latter they are. This leads to a more
unequal distribution of land ownership in India than in Burkina Faso and, hence, to a more
egalitarian distribution of wealth in the latter. As a result, the sale of productive assets might
be less of a necessity in Burkina Faso. Differences in land markets may also account for the
fact that, based on casual observation and social science literature, cases of labor bonding and
debt peonage are less frequent in Africa than in Asia. This issue requires additional research.

Household’s desire to protect their assets is not, however, always possible if households
do not have access to other ways of sharing risk. As the work of Zimmerman (1993) demon-
strates, distress sales will occur even if households correctly anticipate that they will not be
able to buy their assets back because of the negative correlation between shocks and asset
prices. This is because survival, even at a lower level of utility, is always better than starva-
tion.

2.4 Precautionary saving

Saving is one way by which households can protect themselves against the damaging
consequences of distress sales to productive assets without having to reduce consumption: in
anticipation of future shocks, households may build up liquid reserves that can be sold or con-
sumed in times of need. In the literature this practice is commonly referred to as precaution-
ary saving. The liquid assets that are accumulated in this manner by poor rural dwellers
include food stocks, gold and jewelry, cash, and, provided a bank is closeby, deposits on sav-
ings and checking accounts (e.g., Lim and Townsend (1994), Behrman, Foster and
Rosenzweig (1997)).

Hall (1978) was among the first to formalize the idea that savings can be used by house-
holds to smooth consumption. Hall considers a household with a random wage incaine
can save in a riskless asggtwith constant returm. The household’s intertemporal optimiza-
tion problem can be written:

MaxE % 1+t U(c) (17)
fcd =1
subject to the following budget constraint:
Acr1 = (Ac)(1+r) + g (18)
and debt repayment constraint:
Ar-cr=0 (19)
Variable A; denotes the household’s stock of liquid assets at tindile T represents wage
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income. ParameterF is the household’s horizon, possibly infinite. Constraint (19) guarantees
that the household pays all its debts. If utility is quadratic &rid «, it can be shown (e.g.,
Zeldes (1989)) that:

r

CoEQt = T4y (A + Hy) (20)
where:
Hi=E 3 (14r)" Thyq (21)
=1

VariableH; can thus be interpreted as the agent’s human capital from which a wage return of
Th.+; iS oObtained in every periof Equation (20) implies that households consume the
annuity value of their combined liquid wealth and human capital. The sensitivity of consump-
tion to current income then is:

dCceqt _ r 2 ¢ OB Thuq
dm - 11 150 (1+r) —}6 - (22)
If wage incomert, is uncorrelated over time, equation (22) boils down to:
d Cceqt r
—= 23
d 1 1+r (23)

Equation (23) shows that, with quadratic preferences, the sensitivity of consumption to tem-
porary variations in income is quite small -- of the order—lqrfr—. The propensity to save out

of temporary variations in income is predicted to be very high, i.e., of the ord?%re%@ 1.

Paxson (1992) tests the certainty equivalent model using savings and consumption data
from Thailand. Her estimate of the propensity to save out of temporary income reverts around
0.73/0.83; she cannot reject the hypothesis that the true value is 1 (see also Paxson (1993),
Chaudhuri and Paxson (1994)). She nevertheless finds that households save a portion of their
permanent income as well, a finding that she interprets as circumstantial evidence in favor of
credit constraints. It can also be interpreted as evidence of life cycle and bequest motives for
saving (e.g., Horioka and Watanabe (1997)). Fafchamps, Udry and Czukas (1996) use a simi-
lar approach to test whether the pattern of sales and purchases of livestock by West African
farmers is consistent with the use of livestock as a buffer against risk. Their results indicate
that livestock is used less as a hedge against crop income risk than is commonly believed.
Their finding is in line with households’ willingness to incur fluctuations in consumption in
order to protect productive investments (see supra). Lim and Townsend (1994) reconstruct the
cash balances of poor Indian households and conclude that cash holdings play a major role in
smoothing consumption. They also compute the variance of income and the variance of
income plus livestock sales and purchases. If households liquidate livestock to absorb income
shocks, than the second should be smaller than the former; they find the opposite, again sug-
gesting that livestock is a productive asset that households seek to protect, not a buffer stock.
Fafchamps and Lund (1999) similarly find that Filipino rural households make little use of
pigs and chicken as hedges against unemployment and 'ritual’ shocks (i.e., the need to finance

22 For simplicity, human capital is here taken as given and unchanged over time. The model can be
generalized to allow for human capital accumulation as well; see for instance Sawada (1997) and Jacoby and
Skoufias (1995).
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funerals and sickness ceremonies). All these results go against the conventional wisdom that
livestock, particular small stock, play an important role in dealing with risk. More research is
needed to ascertain the exact role that livestock plays in dealing with shocks.

In the certainty equivalence model, the variance of income has no influence on how
much households save -- hence the ’certainty equivalence’ phrase to describe the model.
Intuitively, however, one would expect households facing a more risky environment to save
more as a precaution against risk. Kimball (1990) provides a rigorous treatment of the precau-
tionary motive for saving. By analogy with the Arrow-Pratt measures of risk aversion, Kim-
ball defines a coefficient of absolute prudemcas:

rrr

=-- (24)
whereV (x) is the household’s value function defined over cash in hambsolute prudence
measures the strength of the precautionary saving motive in the sense that a household faced
with a mean-preserving increase in income risk increases saving proportiongl&A tgim-
ball also shows that, if absolute risk aversion is decreasing, a household who purchases full
insurance at a price equal to its maximum willingness to pay increases consumption and
reduces savings. An immediate corollary is that any voluntary purchase of full insurance
reduces savings, another way of saying that precautionary saving is an insurance substitute.

By defining precautionary savings on the basis of the local curvature of the utility func-
tion, Kimball's approach obscures the fact that a precautionary motive for saving can arise
from global properties of the utility function. To see why, let us delve for an instant into the
literature on inventory stockout risk (e.g., Tsiang (1969), Krane (1994), Kahn (1987)). A sim-
ple model of stock-out risk can be found, for instance, in Fafchamps, Gunning and Oosten-
dorp (1997). The authors construct a simple model in which firms’ profits are linear in stocks,
except for a sharp penalty when the firm runs out of inventories. They show that an increase
in the variance of risk raises the probability that the firm runs out of stock for any given level
of stock, and hence raises the inventories that the firm hexdante.The same logic can
easily be applied to rural households: if running out of food stocks means starvation, agents
will minimize the probability of starvation by holding stock$More risk will lead them to
hold more stocks.

There is little empirical work on the relationship between the variance of income shocks
and saving among the rural po®tFafchamps, Gunning and Oostendorp (1997) show that
contractual risk and to a lesser extent market risk help explain the accumulation of inven-
tories and liquidity reserves among African manufaturers.

2.5 Borrowing

We have seen that asset accumulation can serve to smooth consumption. Faced with a
sufficiently long series of bad income and utility shocks, individuals will nevertheless run out
of assets and will no longer be able to absorb shocks by liquidating assets. One conceivable
way out of this quandary is to let households’ asset position become negative, that is, to let
households borrow® As Carroll (1992) has shown, however, credit constraints are

23 Although this result does not appear as such in Kimball’'s analysis, it follows immediately from his work.
24 A similar argument can be found in Roumasset (1976).

25 see, however, Paxson (1993), Chaudhuri and Paxson (1994), Carter (1991).

26 |n fact, the ability to borrow without limit is implicit in the certainty equivalent model, e.g., Hall (1978).
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unavoidable if credit contracts are strict, that is, if creditors insist on repayment under any cir-
cumstance. To see why, suppose that the lowest value taken by ingasm, and consider

an individual reaching the end of his life at tinfieWe assume that consumption cannot be
negative and that the interest raites constant over time. Since debt contracts must be repaid
no matter what, the maximum amount the individual can borrow at fimé is 1; any
amount in excess afly cannot be repaid with absolute certainty. Going back one period, by
the same argument, we see that the maximum amount that can be borroWve#d ahd be

repaid with absolute certainty is equal g + 1Tior . By successive backward induction, we

see that the absolute maximum that a household can bOI’I’OTV?—iSStI’iCt credit contracts

naturally generate credit constraints without any need for asymmetric information or enforce-
ment problem. Ifiy = 0 -- a reasonable assumption in most cases -- individuals can never
hold negative wealtR’ For credit to exist, credit contracts must allow for conditional default,
that is, must mix an element of insurance with pure credit. We shall get back to this issue
later.

Zeldes (1989) examines the saving behavior of a household facing an implicit credit
constrain8 He shows that, for sufficiently large cash in hand, the consumption behavior of
the household is adequately approximated by the certainty equivalence model: the propensity
to consume out of temporary income is approximately equal to the annuity value of the
income shock (see supra, equation (24)). At low levels of wealth, however, consumption
becomes much more sensitive to current income. At the limit, when wealth tends to zero, the
propensity to consume out of current income tends to one: households who have run out of
assets simply consume their current income.

Deaton (1991) extents Zeldes (1989) model to cases wigere0 but households can-
not hold negative wealth. In this case, the credit constraint can be binding. Deaton shows that
there exist a level of cash in hand below which households consume all their current
income. Only when cash in hand rises abavedo households accumulate precautionary bal-
ances. Zeldes (1989) proposes a simple test of the credit constraint hypothesis. Following
Deaton (1991), he notes that if the credit constraint is not binding, household consumption
must satisfy the usual Euler condition:

“—run(cim)] (25)

U'i(ct) = E 143

If, in contrast, the credit constraint is binding, then:

1+r .
— U i(Cit+1)] + A

U'i(ct) = E 143

1+r

= mu'i(ciHl) + A+ & (26)

where); is the Lagrange multiplier associated with the credit constraint. If the constraint is

27 They can, however, borrow against non-divisible productive assets such as land or buildings. Banks’
insistence on collateral is consistent with the idea that households cannot hold negative wealth.

28 Although a credit constraint is not explicitly imposed on the model, the requirements that consumption be
non-negative and that all debt contracts be paid with certainty ensure that the agent cannot hold negative net
worth.
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binding, A; > 0; otherwise, it is 0. If utility takes the usual constant relative risk aversion
form, equation (26) can be rewritten in terms gﬁi consumption and\;. SinceA; is

decreasing in income, the presence of credit constraint can be tested by regressing the growth
rate of consumption on household characteristics mn#lorduch (1990) applies such a test

to Indian data and concludes that the presence of a credit constraint cannot be rejected among
poor and middle income farmers. Only among wealthy households can the credit constraint
hypothesis be rejected -- a result entirely in line with Deaton (1991)’s analysis.

In another article, Deaton (1990) shows that, in the presence of credit constraints, the
time path of consumption is characterized by infrequent but dramatic drops in consumption
that he compares to famines. The rest of the time, consumption is fairly smooth in spite of
large fluctuations in income. Deaton’s analysis demonstrates that asset accumulation can
drastically reduce fluctuations in consumption but cannot fully prevent famines. He also
shows that famines only arise when households are affected by a series of successive bad
shocks, a feature that has long been noted in the descriptive literature on famines (e.g., Sen
(1981)).

Deaton’s analysis also brings to light the fact that impatient households save even when
the return on their assets is negative (e.g., Deaton (1992)). This stands in sharp contrast with a
world of certainty in which households would never save when the rate of inteiesinaller
than the rate of time preferen@ This theoretical prediction is consistent with the fact that
poor households the world over save partly in the form of grain stocks or cash. Although
grain stocks often have a positive intra-year return thanks to seasonal variations in prices,
their inter-year real return is in general negative: stocks depreciate due to pests and dessica-
tion. Similarly, cash and bank deposits typically have negative returns due to inflation. Yet
poor people often hold much of their liquid wealth in the form of grain and é8dPark
(1995), for instance, shows that grain stocks in northern China are equivalent to several years
of harvest. Lim and Townsend (1994) similarly argue that, among Indian households, grain
and cash represent the major forms of precautionary saving.

Section 3. Risk Sharing

So far we have discussed risk coping strategies that either seek to smooth income
directly or rely on the accumulation and liquidation of assets. Our entire discussion was
focused on the individual. We now turn to a more aggregate approach and consider risk shar-
ing in a general equilibrium context. Let denote the state of the world at timend be
drawn from a finite set of possible ever@swith probability Prob(s;). Consider a rural com-
munity constituted oN members, each with a stream of stochastic incog(s;) and a utility
Ui(cit (s)). Pareto efficiency in the sharing of risk requires that, for any set of welfare weights
wj;, individual consumption satisfies the following social planner problem:

Max 3@y 3 (1+8) 3 Prob(s) Ui(c(s) (27)
{ee 21 =1 sOS
subject to the feasibility constraint
N N
Ci(s) = 3 Gir(s) = 3 me(s) =Mi(s) (28)
i=1 i=1

29 The reader will note a close similarity between precautionary saving and Keynes’ liquidity motive for
holding money.
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and a set of non-negativity constraints

Cit(s) 2 0 (29)
for all s and allt. The set of all efficient risk sharing allocations can be traced by varying the
welfare weightsw;.

This social planner model can easily be extended to allow for accumulation. Given the
existence of a riskless as#etwith constant returm, the feasibility constraint becomes:

N N
Ci(s) = X cit(s) = X (Me(s) + A) =Xi(s) (30)
i=1 i=1
whereX;(s) denotes aggregate cash in hand.

Let A(s) be the Lagrange multiplier associated with ghéeasibility constraint. Assum-
ing that none of zero consumption constraints are binding, efficient risk sharing requires that:

wi (1+8)™ Prob(s;) U%i(Cit(s) = Ms) (31)

SinceA(s;) depends only on aggregate incomig(s) (with no accumulation) or aggregate
cash in han;(s) (with accumulation), equation (31) implies that in a Pareto efficient alloca-
tion individual consumption can only depend df(s;) or X;(s), not on individual income.

The Pareto efficiency conditions for an interior solution can be rewritten:
U'i(ci(s))  UGici(st) o
Ujci(s))  UTj(ce(s)  w
From equation (32), it is easy to see that if welfare weights and utility functions are the same
for two agents andj, then:

(32)

Cit (St) = Cjt(st) (33)
for all t ands. In this case, risk sharing is equivalent to pooling incomes and sharing them

equally. If the welfare weight of individualis higher than that of, i’'s consumption is larger
thanj’s.

The pooling of risk does not, however, require that agents mutually insure each other. To
see why, suppose that one agent, kaig risk neutral;k's marginal utility of consumption is
thus constant. Equation (32) then implies an equalization of the consumption of all other
agents across all states of the world, i.e.:

Cit () = Cit(S™) (34)

for all i and alls, st 0 §. The risk neutral agent provides perfect insurance to all other
agents; he or she plays the role of an insurance company. Equation (34), however, holds only
along interior equilibria. For large enough shocks encountered by other agents, indk/idual
may not have sufficient income or wealth to guarantee himself or herself a non-negative con-
sumption. In that case, the consumption of other agents is not smoothed and the equilibrium
allocation resembles one in which the 'insurance company’ goes bankrupt.

Although the setup presented above has been used mainly to examine situations in
which agents face both collective and idiosyncratic risk and share the latter, the presence of
idiosyncratic risk is not required for insurance to take place. First, agents can find some pro-
tection from collective risk whenever attitudes toward risk differ across agents. In the pres-
ence of a risk neutral agent, for instance, agents manage to smooth their consumption per-
fectly provided the risk neutral agent who serves the role of insurance company has
sufficiently deep pockets never to fail. Second, insurance against collective risk is even
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possible among agents with the same utility function and perfectly correlated incomes when-
ever income levels vary among agents. If agents have decreasing absolute risk aversion, for
instance, it is mutually welfare increasing for agents with high average incomes to partially
insure poorer agents against bad collective shocks in exchange for transfers in good states of
the world. The reason is that poor agents can gain much by reducing the risk of starvation and
can thus compensate rich agents for the welfare loss they incur from increased consumption
volatility. Having said this, it is important to recognize that the presence of idiosyncratic risk
dramatically raises the welfare gains that can be reaped through risk sharing.

The sociological and anthropological literatures abound with descriptions of insurance
arrangements that ressemble the kind of protection that a risk neutral agent would provide.
These arrangements are often called patron-client relationships (e.g., Scott (1976), Platteau
(1995a, 1995hb)) and described as implicit contracts whereby a wealthy individual provides to
poorer agents protection against both idiosyncratic and collective shocks. Transfers from the
poor to the rich take a variety of forms, ranging from labor services to political support. We
shall discuss these arrangements more in detail below.

Equation (31) has been extensively used as a basis for testing efficient risk sharing as
follows. Posit a functional form fotJ;(.), e.g., constant absolute risk aversion (e.g., Mace
(1991), Cochrane (1991)):

Ui(e) = =€) @)

whereb;; is an individual-specific shifter that captures household characteristics and utility
shocks such as disease or rituals. Equation (34) can be rewritten:

As)(1+3)' o oo ~B)

Prob(s) (36)
Taking logs and summing over all community members, we obtain:
1 1
Git(S) = [y Ct(8) + (logoy = logeoa) + bje = by (37)

N
wherew, = % > logw; andby is the averagdy; in the community. Equation (37) indicates

i=1
that consumption of individual should be equal to average consumption, plus the difference
between the log ofs welfare weight and the average log welfare weight, plus the difference
betweeni’s utility shifter and the average shifter. In other words, with constant absolute risk
aversion individual consumption should respond to aggregate income and utility shocks and
fully compensate for utility shockb;;. A similar equation in logs instead of levels can be
derived using constant relative risk aversion instead. First-differencing equation (37) elim-
inates unobservable welfare weights. If risk is shared efficiently, regressing changes in indivi-
dual consumption on changes in aggregate consumption and individual income should thus
yield a zero coefficient on individual income.

Following the application of this approach to U.S. data by Altonji, Hayashi and Kotlikoff
(1992), Mace (1991), and Cochrane (19384kquation (37) has been used by a number of
authors to test whether rural communities share risk efficiently. Townsend (1994) and

30 Cochrane (1991) tests whether illness results in lower aggregate consumption. He concludes that short
illnesses are fully insured while long illnesses are not. Stangely, however, Cochrane fails to account for the
possibility that sick individuals may requieglditional consumption expenditures to deal with health care costs.
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Morduch (1991) apply this approach to rural household data from India. They conclude that,
although there is plenty of evidence that idiosyncratic variations in income are largely
smoothed out, full Pareto efficiency is rejected in general. According to Morduch (1991),
however, efficient risk sharing cannot be ruled out within sub-groups such as castes, or for
food consumption alone. Using data from Pakistan, Fafchamps and Kurosaki (1997) fail to
reject efficient risk sharing among villagers but find evidence that much of the variation in
incomes across villages is not shared efficiently.

These tests, however, do not provide any information as to how risk is shared. Risk shar-
ing can be explicit, as when agents trade Arrow-Debreu securities; it can be implicit, as when
they trade fiat money to equalize their consumption over states of nature. Evidence of risk
pooling such as that reported by Townsend (1994), Morduch (1991), Fafchamps and Kurosaki
(1997), does not in any way constitute evidence that members of a community actively insure
each other, a point that is not always made clear in the literature. We first consider implicit
risk sharing, and then turn to explicit risk sharing mechanisms.

3.1 Implicit risk sharing

To see how implicit risk sharing is possible, consider an economy a la Akerlof (1985) in
which each agent has an exclusive claim on the fruits falling from a coconut tree. Further-
more, suppose that agents can trade with each other using fiat currency, as in Sargent (1987),
Chapter 3. Assume no credit market. As discussed in the previous section, agents can use
their accumulated currency assets to smooth consumption: agents with few coconuts buy
coconuts from luckier agents in exchange for fiat currency. Coconuts thus flow from high
coconut agents to low coconut agents and risk is being shared without anyone explicitly
recognizing that trade in coconut serves to share risk (e.g., Lucas (1978), Lucas (1992),
Townsend (1988), Townsend (1989)).

This coconut example sounds unrealistic, but just replace ‘coconut’ with 'grain’ and ‘fiat
currency’ with ’livestock’ and you may have a good description of an African or Indian vil-
lage. The point is that, by exchanging among themselves non-consumable assets such as
livestocldl against consumable assets such as grain, villagers implicitly share risk among
themselves. Similarly, by exchanging assets non-consumable for consumable assets with the
rest of the world, villagers share risk with the rest of the world.

The sharing of risk via accumulation requires that markets be present for agents to trade
non-consumables for consumables. Suppose, for instance, that villagers liquidate their lives-
tock and buy grain during bad times. The extent to which this strategy enables villagers to
share risk among themselves and with the rest of world depends critically on whether grain
and livestock can be exchanged on the market. If they cannot, the only way villagers can pro-
tect themselves is by accumulating consumables such as grain.

In practice, market limitations are particularly serious regarding rural communities’ abil-
ity to share risk with the rest of the world and thus to smooth consumption against collective
shocks. If trade in grain and livestock is possible, for instance, then livestock accumulation
can serve as hedge against collective shocks. How efficiently risk is shared in this manner
depends critically on the efficiency of market institutions: if the relative price of grain with

31 poor rural dwellers are, in general, extremely reluctant to consume their animals in bad times; they might
seek to sell them instead, as the calorie price of meat nearly always exceeds that of grain (see above). This is
particularly true for large animals, perhaps less so for small stock such as goats, pigs, and chicken. See Sen
(1981) and Fafchamps (1993) for a discussion.
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respect to livestock is constant and the return to livestock is higher than the return to grain

storage, then livestock is an effective hedge against drought risk. If, however, this relative

price rises dramatically during droughts, as is often the case in Sub-Saharan Africa (e.qg.,
Sandford (1983), Fafchamps and Gavian (1996)), then the sharing of risk across communal or
regional boundaries is seriously impaired. As a result, reliance on markets may increase the
degree of risk a poor household faces by exposing it to a greater likelihood of entitlement

failre in case of drought or famine (Dreze and Sen, 1990). In this case, poor households may
hide away from the market and seek self-sufficiency in food instead (Fafchamps, 1992).

Numerous studies have shown that grain and livestock markets in poor economies of the
Third World are far from being efficient: prices in different locations often fail to co-move
(e.g., Dercon (1995), Shively (1996), Fafchamps and Gavian (1996)), and price differentials
often exceed measurable arbitrage costs (e.g., Baulch (1997), Arnould (1985), Fafchamps and
Gavian (1996)). The reason for this state of affairs has much to do with the thinness of rural
markets, which is itself related to the low productivity of agriculture (little to sell), the large
number of producers (lots of transactions), and the information and enforcement problems
inherent in any market. These problems are often compounded by ill-advised government
interventions in rural markets. High transactions cdst$actoisolate rural communities: they
lead to insufficient arbitrage and thus to high covariance between local prices and local aggre-
gate shocks.

3.2 Explicit risk sharing

As we have seen in our discussion of precautionary saving, individual accumulation may
fail to achieve perfect consumption smoothing. First, agents may run out of assets, in which
case they cannot smooth; a community’s capacity to share risk among its members via indivi-
dual asset accumulation thus depends on the amount and distribution of wealth among its
members. The poorer the community and the more unequal the distribution of wealth, the less
efficient implicit risk sharing is, and thus the higher the efficiency gain from explicit risk shar-
ing. Second, even when agents have plenty of assets, they nevertheless consume the annuity
value of the income shock (e.g., Zeldes (1989)): even in a certainty equivalent world, con-
sumption varies with current income, and there are gains from explicit risk sharing.

There are various ways in which rural communities can organize the explicit sharing of
risk. To illustrate this idea, we construct a stylized model of risk sharing inspired from
models of village economies developed by Townsend (1993) and Udry (1994). Consider a
group of individuals indexed by Let the main staple crop, e.qg., rice, be the numeraire and let
each individual be endowed with a production functi¢t{.) such that crop output ., at the
beginning of period +1 is:

Qi+1 = Hi(al, bl, g41) (38)

wherea; is crop laborb; stands for cash inputs, amg, ; is a vector of all the random shocks
affecting the group and its membeisWe assume that the group cannot formally share risk
with the rest of the world. Individuals have three types of assets at their disposal: grain
storages}, saving on a savings accoun, and currencyM.. ThroughL} andM! and trade in
grain with the rest of the world, the village as a whole can implicitly pool risk with other vil-
lages (see above). Returns on storage are assumed to take the form:

32 Certain of these shocks such as individual sickness may not affect crop output directly but to keep notation
compact we le€; stand for all the shocks affecting the village and its members.
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(1-8)st g' (&r+1) (39)

whered is a stock depreciation rate agde; ;) expresses the dependence of storage returns
on exogenous shocks. ;. The nominal rates of return on cash and savings accounts are O
andr|, respectively.

To the extent that members of the group trade all goods and labor efficiently among
themselves, shadow prices of all commodities are determined endogenously through market
equilibrium. These commodity prices are subject to aggregate shocks in supply and demand;
idiosyncratic shocks, that is, shocks that cancel out in the aggregate do not affect market
prices. This idea can formally be expressed by letting the prices on any traded comknodity
depend on a vector of aggregate shagks.e.:

pt = p“(t. no)
wheren) is a subset of;.

Maximizing the weighted sum of individual discounted utilities subject to a group-level
budget constraint yields a Pareto efficient allocation. dyestand for an arbitrary set of wel-
fare weights. Partition the shocg&sinto aggregate shockg and idiosyncratic shockg con-
ditional onny; by construction,Prob(g;) = Prob(n;) Prob(g |n;).33 All group-level Pareto
efficient allocations can be found by varying the welfare weights the following program:

Max Foy 3B 3 Prob(n;) 3 Prob(@ [n)U'(ct, It)
it N ¢

subject to
Z[pﬂ(nt)Ci + pP(ny)bt + pR(ny)al] = (budget constraint)
|

PEM)T(ME) + (L-8F(N0) — Se1 + ZPAMA(TE - 11) +
Pt Z[(1+r )Lt = Lisa + Mi = Miq]

whereq:(ny) = Zqit(et) denotes total group output asgn;) = ZS{gi(et) denotes total grain

i i
stocks. It immediately follows from the budget constraint that money is a dominated asset and
that it should not be used as a savings instrument.

Associate Lagrange multipliey; with each budget constraint and Lagrange multigier
with each the credit constraint.

Pareto efficiency and hence efficient risk sharing requires that:
' B'Prob(e)Ut(ci(ey), 1i(e) = Ai(e)pfi(ny) (40)
w'B'Prob(e)Uj (ci(er), 1i(&0) = Ae(eo)pi(ny) (41)

Since the budget constraint and credit constraints are the same for all the possible realizations
of @'s that correspond to a particular realization mf it is easy to verify that the\(ny
satisfies:

(&) = Prob(e | n)A(ne)

33 To keep the notation simple, we assume that the distribution of shocks is i.i.d. over time. It can be shown
that results are unchanged if shocks are correlated over time.
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As a result, the conditions for Pareto efficiency can be rewritten:
' B'Prob(n)UL(ct(e: INo). 1(e: INy) = Ac(n)pf(ne) (42)
' B'Prob(no Ui (ci(e: Ine). 1i(ec INo) = Ad(o)pt(ne) (43)
for all & |n;. Equations (42) and (43) establish that, if risk is shared efficiently within the
group, individual consumption is only function of aggregate shogks
By the same reasoning, it follows that production choices depend only on aggregate risk:

0 Gf+1(Ner1)
ANY) PPN = SProb(Ne+ 1) ANer1) Py (Me+1) *a . .
n t
for all bl. The less concave, i.e., the flatde(n;.1) is as a function of);. 1, the more indivi-
dual production choices ressemble those made by a risk neutral agent maximizing expected
profit. Efficient risk sharing among members of the group thus enables agents to take more
risk in crop production and, by extension, in any risk-taking enterprise.

There are various ways by which efficient allocations can be supported. One approach is
to integrate the group into a single entity that pools resources and solves the above social wel-
fare problem. Efficiency can also be supported through markets for credit and insurance.

(44)

3.3 Households and groups

Perhaps the most universal institution for pooling resources and sharing risk is the
household (e.g., Dercon and Krishnan (1997)). After all, one of the major motives behind
household formation even in developed societies is to provide care and nurturing for the most
defenceless among us: children. As all parents know, children are prone to disease and
accidents and they require more or less constant attention. Single parents usually find it taxing
to combine a job, let alone a carreer, with responsible parenting. Sharing child care with oth-
ers by forming a household is the preferred method for raising children the world over. When
child care is particularly time consuming, for instance because kids are many, it may even be
optimal for one household member to specialize in parenting and to rely on other household
members for sustenance (e.g., Becker (1981)). This typically results in gender-casting, that is,
on sets of social norms and ethical values that emphasize the special responsability of women
as mothers. In poor rural communities, households are also the institution within which care is
taken of the sick, the disabled, and the old. Retirement homes, mental institutions, and con-
valescence clinics are unheard of. It is within the household that people find solace when they
are hit by disease and where they seek moral support when bad luck strikes.

Given the importance of households in the sharing of risk, it is not surprising that poor
rural societies put a lot of emphasis on household formation in their ethical values and social
practices. As anthropologists have documented in all human societies, the creation and disso-
lution of households are important social events that call for well attended rituals (e.g., birth,
marriage, death). Much of family law, whether traditional or modern, can be seen as an effort
to ensure that household members have a strong interest in preserving the stability of the
household and in working as a team to handle shocks. In many societies, this is accomplished
by providing incentives for women to specialize in taking care of vulnerable members of the
household -- for instance by making it difficult or impossible for women to work outside the
home (e.g., Fafchamps (1998), Fafchamps and Quisumbing (1998)). One may object to such
practices on the ground that they are both inefficient and inequitable: by denying women the
freedom to express their full economic potential, gender casting prevents an optimal alloca-
tion of individual talents among alternative activities. The fact remains that many societies
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choose to forego these allocative efficiency gains and prefer to emphasize gender casting
instead. One possible explanation is that these societies attach a lot of importance to risk shar-
ing and seek to protect those in need of assistance by casting women in the role of mothers
and care givers and by nurturing among women values that emphasize compassion for chil-
dren, the weak, the sick, and the old.

Legal or customary rules governing the devolution of assets upon household dissolution
can similarly be seen as an effort to provide for its most vulnerable members, i.e., children
and, to a lesser extent, wivé$In developed urban societies, these concerns are expressed in
the form of child care and alimony payments following divorce, for instance. Poor rural
societies often have similar concerns, but express them differently. Since very few people
receive regular wages from long term employment, the payment of fixed regular transfers is
highly impractical. They are replaced by endowments of land or livestock that serve as a
source of income through self-employment or, occasionally, through the rental of factors of
production. In some cases, human capital investment replaces transfers of physical capital, as
shown for instance by Quisumbing (1997) in the Philippines.

Given the importance of households in the explicit sharing of risk, it is not surprising to
discover that the size and composition of households partly reflects the risk environment sur-
rounding them. As Binswanger and Mclintire (1987) pointed out, it is common for households
in poor rural areas to span several generations and to include several nuclear households, i.e.,
several sets of parents with their children. Combined with high fertility rates, this implies that
households in poor rural areas are often large -- e.g., from five to eight members on average.
It is not uncommon to encounter households with as many as thirty or more members; in con-
trast, single households are rare. The structure and organization of these large households can
be quite complex and each member or nuclear unit is often granted quite a bit of autonomy in
managing their own affairs provided their fulfill their obligations to the common good of the
household (e.g., von Braun and Webb (1989)). While a detailed discussion of the internal
organization of large rural households is beyond the scope of this study, certain features
deserve to be mentioned. First, large households often keep a single ldfchkis. enables
them to capture returns to scale in food preparation but also ensures that food is shared among
all members. Second, large household normally keep a single granary, implying the sharing of
yield risk among members. Third, members take care of each other in bad times: the sick, the
disabled and the old are looked after, and the unemployed are provided with food and shelter.
Finally, even though members of large households often manage certain activities individu-
ally, institutional mechanisms are present that ensure the pooling of labor resources for vital
household chores such as food production. One such mechanism is the head of household’s
power to call upon each household member to contribute labor to the common field (e.g.,
von Braun and Webb (1989 All these features point toward the role of households as risk
sharing institutions.

34 The fact that, in many societies, wives are perceived as economically vulnerable is largely a consequence
of gender casting: encouraging women to specialize in the provision of care within the household implies that
they develop skills that have little market value (e.g., Becker (1981)). To ensure that women find the provision
of household care in their long-term interest, they need to be compensated for specializing in non-market skills
when the household break down.

35 In fact, eating from the same pot’ is the most commonly used defining feature of a household unit.

36 The allocation of labor within the household can lead to conflicts of interest among members and result in
inefficiencies; see for instance Udry (1996), Jones (1986).
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The paramount role of households in risk sharing can also beisedisentiaby noting
that the poorest members of society often are isolated individuals: old men and women with
nobody to look after them, runaway children, physically or mentally disabled individuals who
have been discarded by their family, etc. Poverty is often associated with dysfunctional fami-
lies and household separation generally leads to a lowering of standards of living. This occurs
in part because returns to scale in the provision of common household goods (a home, a car, a
kitchen) are lost, but also because the reduction in risk sharing opportunities forces a less
efficient allocation of resources.

Explicit pooling of resources may also take place, albeit in a weaker form, within larger
groups. For instance, common property resources are often used partly as an asset upon which
community members may draw in case of need. Swidden cultivation in East and South-East
Asia, for instance, often serves as source of food when the main rice harvest fails. Wild grains
and roots similarly serve as foods of last resort.

3.4 Explicit insurance

Short of pooling resources, individuals may also pool risk explicitly through mutual
insurance contracts. One form that such insurance contracts may take is that of contingent
claims and obligations. For instance, suppose that in state of the ssqrlidhck has 200 kg of
rice while Jill has none. Assume that Pareto efficiency requires that both consume 100 kg. A
mutual insurance contract simply stipulates that when Jack has 200 kg of rice when Jill has
not, Jack gives 100 kg of rice to Jill. Similarly, in state of the wajdvhen Jack has nothing
when Jill has a lot, Jill gives something to Jack. Promises by Jack and Jill to give each other
rice in states of the world; ands, can theoretically be traded between Jack and Jill at the
beginning of time, in which case they formally ressemble what general equilibrium theory
calls Arrow-Debreu securities. Alternatively, Jack and Jill may agree upon a mutual
insurance contract that stipulates the quantities to be given by one to the other in each state of
the world. The same idea can be extended to an arbitrary number of members.

One problem with the kind of mutual insurance schemes described above is the difficulty
of stipulating beforehand the obligations of each member in each state of the world. When the
group is very large and idiosyncratic shocks are not correlated, aggregate shocks may be so
small as to be ignored. In this case, a simple contract can be written that stipulates a flat and
constant fee, and compensation rules that are constant over time and depend only on indivi-
dual shocks. In case shocks are moderately correlated or if the group is not large, aggregate
shocks do not vanish. One possibility is to make the payout rate of the mutual insurance
scheme contingent on aggregate resources, but this is likely to complicate the contract.
Another, simpler approach is to endow the mutual insurance scheme with an initial amount of
money sufficient to ensure that the scheme does not run out of n¥éMégny social welfare
programs in developed economies closely approximate this kind of mutual insurance con-
tracts: health and unemployment insurance, uncapitalized pension schemes, etc. In fact, many
of these programs were initially organized as voluntary mutual insurance funds.

Some examples of explicit mutual insurance contracts and institutions can be found in
poor rural societies. For instance, it is not uncommon for Sahelian villages to cultivate certain
fields in common and use the harvest as a village welfare fund administered by the chief. The
explicit pooling of risk is also very common among groups of fishermen (e.g., Platteau,
Murickan and Delbar (1985), Platteau and Abraham (1987)). Sahelian farmers often form

37 Or, at least, nearly never.
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groups of three or four individuals who pool their labor resources and jointly cultivate each
other’s fields. In this fashion, if one of them is sick or must absent himself from work, the oth-
ers can take care of his fields. Many African rural communities also have institutions whereby
sick farmers can call upon others to come and harvest their farm (e.g., Fafchamps (1992)).
Although these explicit risk sharing arrangements and institutions have been documented in a
variety of societies and environments, they appear to be both fairly infrequent and diminish-
ing in importance over time. Does this mean that explicit risk sharing across households is
absent? Not necessarily.

Other mechanisms indeed exist that can also, at least theoretically, support Pareto
efficiency. One possibility is to organize a spot market for contingent claims among village
members. LeR(g; +1) denote a payment d® units of the numeraire if state of the wordds
realized at timet+1. Suppose that promises to p&(s;+1) are perfectly and costlessly
enforceable and that they are traded in a competitive market among village members. Conse-
quently, the price at which promises are traded at tinmamly reflects current and future
aggregate conditions. Formally, denote the price of a promise of one unit of numeraire in
state of the world+1 by p(n¢, Nt+1). Rank states of the world such that loywcorrespond
to low aggregate endowments, and highto high aggregate endowments. Using equations
(42) and (43), and the Euler equation of from an individual capable of buying and selling
promises, it can be shown that their price must be such that (e.g., Townsend (1993), Udry
(1992)):

q
0N, Nes1) = Prob(n) A(Nt+1) Pre1 (Nt+1) (45)
A(Me) pelea (Ne)

A: denotes the marginal utility of consumption weighted over all group members. To the
extent that individuals are risk averse, that grain storage is costly, and that the group is subject
to aggregate shocka; is decreasing im;. From equation (45), we then see that, if there is
currently a lot of grain in the economy, and thhi§);) is low, a promise of giving grain
tomorrow can be exchanged for a lot of grain todajs increasing im;. Similarly, a promise
of giving grain in a bad aggregate state of the world tomorrow can be exchanged for a lot of
grain today: whem). is low, convexity of the utility function implies that(n;+) is high,
and thus thap is decreasing im; 1.

The usefulness of the above construction comes from the fact that contingent promises
can be bundled together into what can be referred as credit contracts with state-contingent
repayment (e.g., Townsend (1993), Udry (1992)). To see why, define leBgiag the price
paid for an entire bundle of contingent repayment promises:

B" = S Prob(ni+1) pP(N, Ne+1) 3 Prob(@ 1 INe+1)R (Ner1, Ge1) (46)
Nt+1 (O]

Equation (46) indicates that the rate of interest on a promise to pay one unit of grain in all

states of the world is equal tg 1
2 P(Nt: Ne+1)
Nt+1

Full insurance of idiosyncratic risk follows from equation (46). To see why, suppose that,

givenn;+1, there are only two possible realizations, one good fond one bad for, each of
which has equal probability. From equation (46), it is clear that a promise to pay one unit of
grain in statesp .; |[N¢+1 Sells for the same price as a promise to pay two units of grain only
in the good state for. price p depends only on; .1, not ong ;1. Since any risk averse indivi-
dual would prefer the second option to the first, it is clear that optimal contingent credit

=it is increasing im; and decreasing in;+1.
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repayment of this kind can serve to efficiently pool idiosyncratic risk.

Evidence in favor of the contingent credit hypothesis can be found in the works of Udry
(1990), Udry (1994), Townsend (1995), Platteau and Abraham (1987), and Fafchamps and
Lund (1999). Other studies such as that by Rosenzweig (1988), Christensen (1987) further
confirm that credit among villagers in poor rural communities plays an important insurance
role. Contingent informal credit can also be found among urban entrepreneurs (e.g.,
Fafchamps, Pender and Robinson (1995), Fafchamps et al. (1994)). Several characteristics of
informal credit contracts do not, however, appear consistent with the hypothesis of perfect
markets for contingent contracts. For one thing, the documented magnitude of the effect of
contingencies on debt repayment appears too small relative to the risks faced by debtor and
creditor. Second, informal credit contracts often stipulate zero interest, irrespective of current
conditions. This feature is in contradiction with the predicted dependence of expected interest
on n;. Finally, access to contingent credit appears restricted, a feature inconsistent with the
assumed market clearing property of contingent prigég, n:+1). We shall revisit these
issues in the next chapter.

3.5 Interlinking and patronage

The weaving of insurance-type provisions into other contracts is another form of risk
sharing that has attracted a lot of attention in the development economics literature. Con-
tingent credit, which we just discussed, is but one example of such interlinking. Since
Stiglitz’'s (1974) seminal article on sharecropping as a risk sharing device, the theoretical
literature on land and labor markets has explored these issues in great detail (e.g., Braverman
and Stiglitz (1982), Bardhan (1984), Datta et al. (1988), Bell (1988)). Much of this literature
follows from the same simple observation. Suppose two agents enter into a contractual
arrangement in which one set of contractual obligations is delayed. Examples of such con-
tracts include not only lending and borrowing but also land rentals, labor contracts, forward
sale of agricultural output, supplier credit, and warranty provisions. In addition, suppose that
one party to the contract is more risk averse than the other and that perfect insurance is not
available through any other source. It is then in the interest of the parties to incorporate an
element of risk sharing into their contract. Since the risk averse party is willing to pay for
insurance, the risk neutral party can raise the expected price of the product or service they
offer by sharing risk with the other party. Although much of the literature on interlinking
assumes some amount of asymmetric information, the rationale for including risk sharing pro-
visions into other transactions does not require it. The role of asymmetric information is
rather to explain why parties would choose to share risk in an inefficient manner, e.g., through
sharecropping instead of insurance.

There is only weak evidence in favor of interlinking as an explicit risk sharing device
used in poor rural areas. Empirical studies of sharecropping, for instance, suggest that share-
cropping is efficient (e.g., Sadoulet, Fukui and de Janvry (1994)). This result is in contradic-
tion with models in which sharing crop output is a way of trading off inefficient insurance
against inefficient effort (e.g., Stiglitz (1974)). Evidence of explicit interlinking of insurance
with other contracts is even more tenuous. In constrast, explicit interlinking it has been docu-
mented in urban areas. Fafchamps (1996), Fafchamps et al. (1994), Fafchamps, Pender and
Robinson (1995), for instance, provide ample evidence of interlinking of commodity sales
and credit among African manufacturers. Contractual performance in manufacturing con-
tracts is often contingent upon shocks affecting the parties (e.g., Lorenz (1988), Fafchamps
(1996)). In developed economies, explicit interlinking appears even more common. For
example, most manufacturers, retailers, and even credit card companies offer extended
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warranty on consumer items; supplier credit is the norm in relations between firms and also,
thanks to credit cards, between firms and consumers; and labor contracts of managers and
even workers customarily include participation in the firm's profits. If anything, explicit inter-
linking appears less common in developing than in developed countries and in rural than in
urban areas.

One possible explanation is that, in poor rural areas, explicit interlinking is replaced by
long-term patronage relationships. Patronage is defined as a situation in which a wealthier
member of the village provides factors of production and/or insurance to poorer villagers in
exchange for a regular stream of miscellaneous services, mostly labor (e.g., Platteau (1995a,
1995b)). The long-term multifaceted relationship that bonds a patron to his or her clients
enable parties to condition actions in one aspect of their relationship upon the other party’s
action in another aspect -- what Basu (1986) calls triadic relations. Although the spirit of the
resulting interaction ressembles that of interlinking, each transaction between the parties need
not contain any explicit insurance. Rather, it is often the continuation of the relationship itself
-- and the access to credit and factors of production that it guarantees -- that constitutes risk
sharing.

One extreme version of patronage is labor bonding, discussed earlier. Another example
is debt peonage (e.g., de Janvry (1981), Geertz (1963), Crow and Murshid (1990)); it works a
follows. An individual in difficulty borrows from a wealthier member of the community --
e.g., alandlord, moneylender, or merchant. If all goes well, the debt is repaid and the debtor is
off the hook. If the debt cannot be repaid, repayment is postponed but interest keeps accruing,
possibly compounded by late interest charges. Comes a time when the nominal amount of the
debt exceeds what the debtor can ever hope to repay. The debtor then becomes what is called
a debt peor$® Formally, letU represent the expected utility to which the creditor can credi-
bly keep a defaulting debtor. The creditor can force the debtor to accept any repayment that
satisfies:

U -b-R)=U (47)
whereTg is the debtor’s current cash-in-hand andstands for unanticipated consumption
needs, such as illness and ritual shocks. Equation (47) indicates that, as long as the utility of
the debtor after repayment does not fall belowvoluntary repayment oR; is in his or her
interest. SincaJ’(.) is positive, equation (47) also implies that is increasing inrg — b.
Consequently, since; — by depends on the shocks affecting the debtor, it is in the interest of
the creditor to modulate repaymeRt according to the current situation of the debtor. The

repayment rule that maximizes total discounted repaym@ntR; is one in which
t=0
R = % — by - RwhereRis such that:

UR)=U or R=UU) (48)

As long as the creditor is (approximatively) risk neutral and maximizes expected discounted
repayments, it is optimal for him or her to perfectly smooth the debtor's welfare. Debt
peonage is thus a form of insuranteUnder certain circumstances, it may even be optimal
for the creditor to provide net flows of funds to a debt peon -- i.e., to extend new loans --

38 The exact meaning of the spanish term ’peon’ appears to lie somewhat between that of 'peasant’ and

39 Formal models of debt peonage as described here can be found in the literature on sovereign debt, e.g.,
Eaton and Gersovitz (1981), Kletzer (1984), Grossman and Van Huyck (1988).
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whenTg — by is particularly low. To see why, suppose thais the welfare level that barely
guarantees survival of the debtor and his or her family. If welfare falls b&lowhe debtor

disappears. Provided th3l R; > 0, itis then in the interest to keep the debtor alive by easing
t=1 _

the debtor’'s temporary difficulties and raising his or her welfare.to

Equation (48) indicates th& decreases with decreasinglin the more the creditor can
punish the debtor, the higher repayment is. In practice, the levdl afepends on the
creditor’s capacity to foreclose on the debtor's meager a48dts,ban the debtor from
employment on the creditor's farm or business, or to prohibit the debtor from purchasing
goods from the creditor’s store. To be effective, these threats must be credible, that is, punish-
ment must be in thex postinterest of the creditor. Punishments such as a ban from employ-
ment on the creditor’s farm or from purchase from the creditor's shop may not satisfy this
requirement: after all, it in against an employer’s interest to refuse workers (this may raise
wages or search costs for other workers) and against a shopkeeper’s interest to turn down cus-
tomers (this is likely to reduce profits). Even if punishmengxspostcostly for the creditor,
however, it may still be in his or her interest to punish a faulty debtor if this serves to maintain
a reputation for toughness and thus helps discipline other debtors (see Kreps et al. (1982) for
a formalization of this idea). By the same reasoning, a creditor with numerous debtors may
further lower theirU by hiring thugs and using strong-armed tactics (e.g., Crow and Murshid
(1990)).

In order to for debt peonage to persist over time, the nominal value of theDdebtist
be sufficiently high to ensure that what is owed to the creditor always exceeds
- b - UL(V), i.e., that:

D 2 Supf(s) - bi(st) ~U™(U)} =D (49)
If equation (49) is not satisfied at dll the debt will eventually be repaid with probability
one?! Sincem - by is stochastic, equation (49) implies that nominal debt is higher than
expected repayment, i.€; > E,_;[R].#2 The fastest way for creditors to raifg aboveD is
by charging a high interest rate and, if possible, late payment charges and fee$Orase
been raised above, the creditor can credibly extract all the surplus abbveithout further
raisingDy; once permanent debt peonage is achieved, the creditor may even afford the luxury
of appearing magnanimous by forgiving the part of the debt that exd2eds

As is clear from the above, allowing usury in an environment characterized by
widespread poverty and risk is bound to lead to debt peonage and thus the virtual enslave-
ment of many. Societies may be fearful of the social tensions and resentment thus created and
may seek to avoid the polarization of society implied by debt peonage. The historical prohibi-
tion of usury both by the catholic church and Islam should probably be interpreted in this
light. Such prohibitions, however, are inherently difficult to enforce. To see why, note that the
maximum amounR that an individual can borrow is an increasing function of the nominal
interest rater charged by the creditor -- at least up to the point wherg JR = D. For any

41 This results from the law of martingales.

42 The situation in which the nominal amount of the debt does not represent what creditors expects to receive
formally ressembles what, in the sovereign debt literature, is called debt overhang. Data on secondary markets
for sovereign debt provide ample evidence of discrepancy between the face value of a debt and its valuation by
creditors (e.g., Cohen (1990), Kyle and Sachs (1984)). See Fafchamps (1996) for a detailed discussion of the
determinants of this discrepancy.
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interest rate < D/R- 1, expected repayment is beld@v there are some advantageous states
of nature under which the debtor does not repay all the difference betweeh, andR. Let
the functionR(r) denote this relationship, witR(r) < R.

Now suppose that an individual is faced with a large shock suchitmt— b;) < U: his
or her survival is a stake. Le}, denote the socially acceptable (non usury) rate of interest. If:

U@, - by + R(rp)) < U (50)
but
U -b+ R =U (51)

the individual will voluntarily accept a usurious loan contract. In this case, debtors willingly
borrow at usurious interest rates and the socially acceptable rate of interest cannot be
enforced. This examples illustrates that the prohibition of usury must be accompanied by
social insurance programs to be viable.

3.6 Sharing risk across village boundaries

So far we have discussed arrangements by which risk can be explicitly shared within the
boundaries of the rural community. There also exist institutions that enable villagers to share
risk with the rest of the world. One such strategy is seek the patronage of village residents
who are connected to the rest of the world, such as merchants, aristocrats, or civil servants
temporarily posted in the village. Udry (1990), for instance, points out that much quasi-credit
in the villages he studied in Northern Nigeria is given out by Hausa merchants who use their
outside contacts to raise funds. Similar mechanisms are described in Watts (1983) and Crow
and Murshid (1990). These individuals can then be seen as intermediaries in the sharing of
risk across village boundaries. The provision of such risk intermediation services can be a
important source of social clout and political power.

Another strategy to share risk over space is simply to send village members away and
ask them to help support their friends and relatives who remain in the village. Temporary and
permanent labor migrations out of poor rural areas of the Third World are an extremely com-
mon and persistent phenomenon. Migrant workers go mostly to cities, mines, and plantations.
Some of them move across international boundaries as well. Discussing labor migrations in
detail is beyond the scope of this report but it is important to acknowledge that, in many poor
rural communities, remittances from migrant workers constitute an essential part of rural
incomes (e.g., Alderman and Garcia (1993), Adams and He (1995), Stark and Lucas (1988),
Lucas and Stark (1985)). Rosenzweig and Stark (1989) have argued that marriages follow a
pattern similar to that of labor migrations and that the geographical matching of brides and
grooms is partly motivated by income diversification motives.

Whether remittances explicitly serve the role of insurance remains an unresolved issue.
Although in some cases remittances respond to shocks affecting the recipient family (e.g.,
Lucas and Stark (1985)), in other cases they do not (e.g., Fafchamps and Lund (1999)).
Whether or not remittances are modulated in response to shocks should not, however, distract
from the fact that remittance transfers are often essential to the survival of the recipient fam-
ily. Given the cost of communicating with migrants and the difficulties and risks of transfering
money across space in most Third World countries, it may be more efficient for recipients to
leave the timing of remittances to the discretion of migrants and to invest at least part of the
remittance money in precautionary forms of saving (e.g., Alderman and Garcia (1993)). Pen-
sions paid to retired workers, soldiers, and war veterans belong essentially to the same
category as remittances, except that they are delayed wage payments that may last long after
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the migrant has returned to the village. In South Africa, survival in many of the former so-
called bantoustans revolved primarily around remittances and pensions.

The provision of modern health services is another important form of insurance that typ-
ically involves risk sharing across village boundaries. By itself, the delivery of modern medi-
cal services to rural areas is a form of insurance since it reduces fluctuations in welfare. To
see why, let utility be writterJ (1, hy) where g is monetary income ant; is the health
status of the household, itself function of random health shocks. Normializech that O
stands for good health. Definh,) as the equivalent variation associated with health status
h,i.e.,:

U(tg - b(hy), 0)= U(Tg, hy) (52)
Functionb (h;) represents the household’s willingness to pay to avoid imperfect hgalth

Suppose that, thanks to technological innovation in medecine, the health status of the
household can be protected at coét;). If c(h;) < b(h,), itis in the interest of the household
to incur the health cost and preserve its good health status. We have:

U (1, 0)2 U(m - c(hy), 0)> U (T, hy) (53)

Equation (53) shows that purchasing the health service raises the household’s utility and
reduces the incidence of health risk on its welfakecontrario, if c(h;) > b(h;), the cost of
the cure is too high to justify the expense. On average, therefore, we have:

EU (1% - Min[c(hy), b(h)]) =2 EU(T, - b(hy)) (54)

Voluntary purchase of health services raises welfare by reducing the incidence of health risk.
Together with equation (53), equation (54) indicates that the reduction in the effect of health
risk on welfare achieved via health services is a decreasing function of healtb(bgstAt

the limit, if health cost is O for alh;, then expected utility i€U (pi;, 0): health risk is elim-
inated.

In many countries, the provision of modern health services often seek to provide health
cost insurance and to redistribute welfare in addition to the health service itself. Health cost
insurance can easily be added to our framework as follows. Consider a full coverage
insurance scheme and let be a constant premium such that the health insurance scheme
breaks even on average, i.e., such that Ec(h;). Clearly:

EU(T, — m, 0)= EU(Tg — c(hy), 0) (55)

with strict inequality if the functiorlJ is concave, i.e., if the household is risk averse. Health
cost insurance raises welfare. In practice, it may not be optimal -- or even feasible -- to elim-
inate health risk altogether. Among poor rural populations, expensive treatments such as
AZT, cat scans, and the like are seldom cost effective in the sense (tRat> b (h;). Given

the choice among various insurance contracts, the rural poor are therefore likely to opt for
cheaper plans that do not cover expensive treatments. These concerns are reflected in the
health cost insurance plans put in place in many developing countries (e.g., Gertler, Locay
and Sanderson (1987)): instead of the uncapped health insurance plans with deductibles that
are encountered in most developed countries, many poor countries have opted for insurance
schemes that fully pay for health care up to a certain amount, beyond which coverage stops.
This approach can be a cost-effective way of providing health insurance to the poor.

Health insurance schemes often include a redistributive dimension as well, in the sense
that the premium paid by some individualgs smaller than their anticipated use of the ser-
vice, i.e., thatm; < Ec(h; ;). Of course, to break even, a redistributive scheme must collect
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higher premia from other individuals. In practice, evaluating the redistributive effect of health
insurance schemes is complicated by the fact that many public schemes are financed by taxes,
and that effective redistribution depends on the geographical distribution of health facilities
and on the allocation of public funds among different types of health services (e.g., Gertler
and Strum (1997)). These issues are beyond the scope of this study.

Another important form of insurance available to poor rural communities is assistance
from national governments and the international community. National relief organizations
and NGO'’s have long sought to minimize the incidence of catastrophic risk such as earth-
quakes, hurricanes, avalanches, floods, droughts, locusts, and refugee crises. International
assistance is also often provided to help governments deal with particularly accute crises -- or
to substitute for governments when their action in impeded by warfare or lack of funds.
Prevention and protection against certain aspects of catastrophic risk are part of the mandates
of several United Nations agencies, such as the UNHCR and the FAO.

However important these organizations are, evidence suggests that their effect on target
populations remains small and that assistance does not always reach the neediest. For
instance, Reardon, Matlon and Delgado (1988), Reardon, Delgado and Matlon (1992) show
that during the 1984 drought in Burkina Faso, international aid accounted for a very small
proportion of the total transfers received by surveyed households. Furthermore, the geograph-
ical distribution of aid did not correspond to the welfare incidence of the drought: of six sur-
veyed villages, the two that were worst hit received less aid than two others which were less
affected. The difficulties inherent in identifying households most in need of assistance are
further compounded by logistical problems. Delivering international aid to those in need is
indeed often problematic because local infrastructures are not geated up to chanelling large
amounts of food to remote rural areas. Delivery can also be hindered by warfare and compli-
cated by erratic movements of refugee populations. These problems are well known and need
not be discussed in detail here.

Section 4. Allocation of Scarce Resources Within the Household

Whenever the risk-coping strategies discussed thus far do not shelter households from
the effect of risk, unpleasant choices must be made regarding the allocation of scarce
resources among household members. These choices are but a reflection of the absence of
better options.

4.1 Extreme deprivation and selective mortality

When resources are extremely scarce in the sense that the survival of all household
members cannot be achieved, equitable division of resources among members is inefficient.
To see why, suppose that the resourgesf a household witiM members are smaller than
M c wherec is the minimum level of consumption to ensure survival. Equal distribution of

Th , o
resources means that all members would starve, smect c. In this case, it is clearly

optimal to concentrate the available resources on certain members. As a result, one would
expect mortality to be selective whenever households are subject to extreme deprivation.

Efficiency further dictates that the members of the household selected for survival
should be those whose income generating potential is highest. Doing so maximizes the
chances that, once the crisis that led to extreme deprivation is over, the household will be able
to sustain itself. Straight application of this principle implies higher mortality among those
that are otherwise unable to feed or provide for themselves. For instance, it makes little sense
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for a famine-striken family to feed small children and starve adults: surviving small children
could not taken care of themselves once their parents are dead. By the same token, the sick,
the elderly, and the disabled are low priorities for survival if resources are extremely scarce.
These cruel principles are largely in line with evidence of higher mortality among young chil-
dren and old people during famines (e.g., Sen (1981)). These harsh realities often leave their
mark on culture and traditiof®

4.2 Gender and nutrition gap

Efficiency considerations may similarly dictate an allocation of scarce nutrition and
health resources that favors certain members of the household. For instance, it is customary in
many rural societies for male adults to eat f¥tNutrition data similarly suggest the
widespread existence of a nutrition gap in favor of males among poor communities (e.g.,
Strauss and al. (1993)). More recently, Dercon and Krishnan (1997) show that anthropologi-
cal data from rural Ethiopia are inconsistent with perfect risk sharing among household
members.

One possible interpretation for the priority given to adult males is that it reflects the trad-
itional dichotomy between the productive roles of men and the reproductive roles of women.
Suppose children are regarded by poor households as investments in the future. The reproduc-
tive role of women implies that female nutrition is an input in the production of children:
better fed women are more likely to have healthy babies and to breastfeed them effectively
(e.g., Thomas, Strauss and Henriques (1990)). Negative income shocks lower the household’s
willingness to invest, and hence the need to invest in female nutrition. A similar result is
obtained if, at extremely low levels of income, children are regarded as luxury consumption
goods. In both cases, very low entitlements result in neglected child nutrition and health and a
simultaneous decrease in female nutrition.

4.3 School drop-outs

If low incomes can lead households to neglect child nutrition, then certainly it can
induce them to withdraw kids from school in hard times. Jacoby and Skoufias (1995) and,
more recently, Sawada (1997) have shown that rural households are more likely to withdraw
children from school not only when they are chronically poor but also when they are hit by a
negative transitory income shock. The effect is particularly marked for girls. They are simi-
larly less likely to enroll children in school. The magnitude of the transitory income shock
effect is inconsistent with the certainty equivalence model, suggesting that households with-
draw children from school because they are unable to smooth shocks by liquidating assets or
borrowing from other villagers. Imperfect insurance thus lowers investment in human capital
and has effects on long-term income distribution and on a country’s capacity to innovate and
modernize. These issues are revisited in Chapter IV.

43 |n Ethiopia, for instance, it is customary not to name a child until it has attained two years of age.

44 This is true, for instance, in Northern Ethiopia where children eat after their parents. Not so long ago, in
much of rural Europe the head of the household would be served first and other members next; the wife would
serve the meal and eat later.
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CHAPTER IIl. THE LIMITS TO RISK COPING

We have reviewed in great detail a variety of individual and collective strategies on
which poor rural households rely to cope with risk. These strategies do not always work, how-
ever. In this chapter we examine some of the factors that render particular strategies
ineffective. Evidence regarding the most serious constraints is also discussed.

Section 1. The Limits to Self-Protection

1.1 Technological and environmental constraints

Technological and environmental constraints put limits on households’ ability to reduce
their exposure to risk. Income diversification may be impractical either because returns to
alternative activities are too low to warrant investing in them, or because increasing returns
call for specialization. Millet in the Sahel is a good example of a case in which environmental
constraints limit the options open to rural households. After centuries of informal breeding by
Sahelian farmers, millet has developed into an incredibly sturdy plant capable of growing
extremely fast on precious little moisture and soil nutrients. Thanks to millet, African farmers
have pushed the limits of cultivation further into the Sahara desert than was thought possible.
The corollary of this success, however, is that no other plant can compete with millet, let
alone beat it. As a result, the monoculture of millet is the norm in much of the Sahel (e.qg.,
Matlon and Fafchamps (1989)). Similar reasoning explains why drought or trypanosiomiasis
resistant livestock breeds are the only ones encountered in drought or trypanosiomiasis-prone
areas.

Pastoralism is a good illustration of a situation in which income diversification is traded
off for returns to specialization. Pastoralism refers to specialized livestock raising based on
long-range migrations of animals and herders. It is encountered in many semi-arid areas of
the world (e.g., Sandford (1983), Monod (1975), Nugent and Sanchez (1989), Nugent and
Sanchez (1990)). Erratic rainfall both over time and over space means that animals must be
moved over extremely large areas for livestock production to be feasible, let alone profitable.
The need to be constantly on the move precludes most other activities or, at least, renders
them costly. In practice, the thirst for income diversification is often so compelling that many
pastoralists engage in some form of cultivation in spite of the high costs involved, namely, the
separation of families over long periods of time (e.g., Sandford (1983), Monod (1975)).

Flexibility is another risk reducing strategy that is subject to technological and environ-
mental limitations. For instance, to grow grain, seeds must be planted. Once planted, they can
no longer be eaten, even if rains fail and yield is zero. The extent to which precious resources
must be sunk before income can be generated limits households’ willingness to risk these
resources. This issue is formalized in Fafchamps (1993) who shows that flexibility is lowest in
dry areas because of the extremely short nature of the rainy season precludes crop
diversification and reduces the scope for replanting. Such concerns often are behind farmers’
reluctance to adopt technologies and crop varieties that lock them into strict patterns and limit
their capacity to adjust to shocks as they unfold.

By the same token, activities that require a large up-front investment reduce households’
capacity to deal with shockex postthrough asset liquidation, even though they may reduce
risk itself. This issue is examined in detail by Fafchamps and Pender (1997) who show that
Indian households’ desire to keep some liquidities reduces their willingness to invest in non-
divisible risk-reducing irrigation technology. To show this formally, ¥t denote cash in
hand, i.e. X; = W; + y;(W,;) whereW, is the agent’s liquid wealth at the beginning of pertod
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andy;(W,) is the agent’s realized income, which includes return to liquid wealth. Agents have
access to two i.i.d. income streams with probability distributibiig; tg) andF (y; 11) with

the second stochastically dominating the first; any risk averse agent prefers the second distri-
bution. However, moving for the first income distribution to the second requires a sunk
investmenk. The Belman equation after the investment has been made is:

Vi(X) = I\\//IvaxU (X = Wie1) + B[ ViWis1 + Yea1(We1))dF (V415 T1) (56)
t+1 0
whereU (.) is the agent’s instantaneous utility function ang.) is the agent’s value function
after having undertaken the irreversible investmknBefore making the investment, the
agent’s Belman equation is:

Vo(X) = Max{Vg (%), VG (%)} (57)
whereV§ (X,) is the value of investing:

VB (X) = MaxU (X, =K = Wes1) + B[ Vi(Wesg + Veo1(Wer1))dF (Feen; T1)  (58)
t+1 0

andV3(X,) is the value of not investing:

VB (%) = MaxU (X = Wee1) + B [ Vo(Wira + Jos1 (Wi 1))dF (i1 To) (59)
t+1 0

The agent invests ¥ = V3.

Fafchamps and Pender (1997) show that agents with a precautionary motive for saving
may want to hold liquid balances immediately after the investment is made. In other words,
they may not want to spend all their liquid assets, which they keep in part to deal with emer-
gencies, to cover the sunk cost of even a profitable investment. The rationale behind this
result is easy to understand: an agent who has frozen all his assets into a single irreversible
investment cannot self-insure against life’s contingencies.

1.2 Property rights and asset markets

In the preceding chapter we argued that individuals may liquidate assets in order to deal
with shocks. For this approach to be feasible, individuals must have well defined and ade-
quately protected property rights on these assets. This need not be the case. In much of Sub-
Saharan Africa, for instance, land tenure systems provide fairly secure usufruct rights to
farmers but prohibit land sales (e.g., Atwood (1990), Platteau (1992)). As a result, farming
households cannot liquidate land to deal with shocks. In India, although a land market exists,
very few transations take place and creditors hesitate before foreclosing on farmers’ land.
Although the absence of fully individualized land rights have been accused of resulting in
inefficient allocation of resources (e.g., Gavian and Fafchamps (1996), Feder (1987)), it may
be understood as an effort to minimize the long-term divergence in incomes that Zimmerman
(1993) have shown is associated with fully active land markets. In other words, laws and cus-
toms restricting land sales probably illustrate a society’s effort to maintain social cohesion and
preserve equality in the long run. They may also result from a desire to bar outsiders from
acquiring land in the community. Restrictions on land sales need not imply less capacity to
cope with risk if risk sharing institutions are provided that substitute for individual accumula-
tion.
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For similar reasons, societies may discourage labor bonding through the interdiction of
slavery. Refusing to recognize and protect the property rights of slave owners significantly
lowers their expected gain from labor bonding. Consider, for instance, the fate of an indivi-
dual who discounts the future with discount factor delta and has voluntary entered into an
indenture contract. The contract stipulates a constant but low level of consuneptoon
ever?®> The bonded laborer’s expected discounted utility is t(s)/(1-9).

Now suppose that if the bonded laborer were to renege on the contract, he or she would
get an incomat, that evolves over time according to the following process:

Thr1 = PTE + €41 (60)

wheree is an i.i.d. shock. When the property rights of slave owners are protected by law,
there is a good chance that runaway slaves will eventually be returned to their owners, prob-
ably after a good beating. In this case, running away is unlikely to be an attractive option. If
slavery is illegal, however, labor bonding must be entirely self-enforcing. This in general
lowers the value of bonded laborers. To see why, assume for notational simplicity that a runa-
way bonded laborer consumgseverty period; his or her discounted expected future utility

is thus:

W(re) =B [T 8° U(Ths)] (61)
s=1
It is clear that, as long ag >0, W(1g) is an increasing function of current incormg high
income today is correlated with high income tomorrow, and thus with high expected
discounted future income.

A laborer voluntarily abides by the indenture contract as long as
U (%) + W(t) < U (c)/(1-9), that is, as long as the expected utility the laborer can get on his
or her own is lower than what is guaranteed by the contract. If, however,
U(T[t)+W(T[t)> U (c)/(1-9), it is in the interest of the laborer to renege on the contract. Let
€ (T4—1) be the level o, such that:

U(pTy—1 + &) + W(PT-1 + &) = U(c)/(1-9) (62)
For anyg; larger thare” (15— -1), the bonded laborer reneges on the contract. The probability of
breach of contracB; is thus J’ dF (). Sincee” is a decreasing function af_;, this pro-

€ (T4y)
bability is increasing ing _;. It is clear that the probability of losing runaway slaves reduces

the value of the labor bonding contract to the slave owner relative to a situation in which their
property rights over slaves are externally enforced. This probability is highest when the exter-
nal options of candidate bonded laborers are attractive, that is, mhems high, and when

the chance is high that a bonded laborer will experience a shock high enough to induce
breach, that is, when the variancegpis high. Voluntary labor bonding is thus more likely to
arise when the labor market is characterized by significant monopsony power and self-
employment is unattractive.

A similar reasoning indicates that debt peonage is less attractive for lenders if usurious
interest rates are prohibited by law. Indeed, it implies that it takes longer for debt to build up
and thus that lenders cannot as easily enlist the assistance of the courts to seize the assets of a

45 At the cost of additional but straightforward notation, the same argument can be extended to finite
duration indenture contracts.
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debtor who seeks to escape debt slavery. Usurious interest rates may still be practiced, but
they must then be self-enforcing: debt peons will service their debt as long as the minimum
stable consumption that is guaranteed to them by the patron/lender provides them with an
expected discounted utility higher th&h(tg) + W(1g). Otherwise, it is optimal for them to
breach the contract. An immediate corollary is that lenders will lend less if usurious interest
rates are outlawed.

We shall revisit these issues when we discuss self-enforcing risk sharing contracts and
quasi-credit. What we wish to emphasize here is that the liquidation of productive assets to
deal with shocks is an option that requires the existence of alienable property rights on these
assets. This is not saying that allowing usury or slavery would be better for society because
they result in more efficient risk sharing. It goes without saying that a minimum level of
equality is in the social welfare function of many societies -- as well as that of the interna-
tional community -- and that allocations of resources which involve slavery, usury, and high
levels of land concentration are undesirable. Many societeegactodiscourage distress
sales of land and future labor, undoubtedly to minimize their negative social consequences.
The point of this discussion is rather that, if equity objectives are to be achieved in a sustain-
able manner, one must take into account the natural tendency for desperate enough people to
propose their future labor and earnings as guarantee against distress borrowing. Similarly, to
achieve an equitable distribution of land, it is not sufficient to redistribute it; one must also
ensure that land concentation does not reemergers as a result of distress sales. Without proper
safety net for the poor, laudable efforts to eliminate particularly scandalous symptoms of des-
titution are likely to fail.

1.3 The difficulties of precautionary saving

Households’ efforts to insulate themselves against risk by accumulating assets on which
they have well defined property rights are also subject to numerous constraints. The paucity
of savings instruments makes it difficult and costly for them to accumulate precautionary bal-
ances. Consider, for instance, poor impatient households for whom precautionary saving is an
essential risk coping strategy. As Deaton (1991) has shown, these households will save even
if the return to liquid assets is negative. The reason is that their motive for saving is not to
take advantage of financial opportunities but rather to set up a buffer stock that helps them
smooth consumption and deal with emergencies. If the only available liquid asset has a nega-
tive return, poor households may choose to hold it anyway as a hedge against risk.

The willingness of the poor to hold assets with low or negative returns open the door to
numerous abuse. When cash balances constitute an essential part of the poor’s liquid assets, as
suggested by Lim and Townsend (1994), inflation is a major tax on their meagre savings. This
has potentially devastating effects on the poor’s capacity to save and hedge against risk (e.g.,
McKinnon (1973)). Rural populations fortunate enough to be located close to a bank have
been shown to make an intensive use of savings and deposit accounts (e.g., Behrman, Foster
and Rosenzweig (1997)). Rates of return offered on financial savings instruments accessible
to the poor are very low in most developing countries -- as well as in many developed coun-
tries. Fafchamps, Pender and Robinson (1995), for instance, indicates for Zimbabwe that rates
of return in 1994 were around 18% for savings account and around 36% for money market
accounts; during the same period, annual inflation reverted around 25%. The example shows
that small investors were receiving a negative real return on their savings while large inves-
tors with access to the money market were receiving a positive real return.
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In response to the paucity of savings instruments for the poor, alternative institutions
have emerged that serve their savings needs. Some of these institutions, such as rotating and
savings associations (ROSCA's) have attracted a lot of attention in the recent literature (e.g.,
Besley, Coate and Loury (1993), Besley and Levenson (1996), van den Brink and Chavas
(1997)). In their simplest form, ROSCAs are financial contracts by which a group of people
pledge to periodically contribute a fixed amount to a rotating fund which is allocated to each
member in turn. As Besley and Levenson (1996) has shown, this arrangement enables patrtici-
pants to save faster, on average, than they could on their own. Furthermore, the obligation to
contribute periodically to the fund imposes a discipline on small investors that they find hard
to impose to themselves. It also helps them shelter funds from competing demands by friends
and relatives. ROSCAs have the added advantage of reducing the incidence of the inflation
tax that investors must bear: since cash balances are not held by the group but allocated to
one member and spent immediately, the group does not hold cash balances for any length of
time 46 More complicated arrangements enable participants to bid for the collected fund,
thereby introducing an interest rate element into the contract.

In spite of the attention they have received, ROSCAs are probably less important for the
rural poor than is often assumed. The obligation to make fixed periodic payments is ill-suited
to households whose income is highly seasonal and subject to the vagaries of the weather.
ROSCA's seem most popular among market traders, for whom it is a way of protecting work-
ing capital from competing consumption demands, and among salaried workers, for whom it
is a way of speeding up consumer durable expenditures. ROSCA'’s are also rare among urban
enterprises, except perhaps among small trade firms (e.g., Fafchamps et al. (1994),
Fafchamps, Pender and Robinson (1995)).

There are many other institutions catering to the savings needs of the poor. Many of
them are discussed in Steel et al. (1997). Savings contract offered, for instance, by Ghanaian
susucollectors ressemble ROSCA'’s in that fixed periodic payments are stipulated, to be
returned in bulk to the client at the end of a set number of payments. The only difference is
that the contract is passed with an individual who takes a commission, instead of a group.
Savings cooperatives are another type of institution catering to the saving needs of the poor,
albeit in a somewhat more formal manner. Participants to savings cooperatives can often bor-
row on their own funds and those of their friends, thereby enhancing the self-insurance role
of such funds. Unfortunately, prudential regulations in many developing countries are either
too lax or go unenforced. As a result, many savings cooperatives turn into pyramid schemes
that defraud small investors (e.g., Steel et al. (1997)). In general there remains a dearth of
safe and convenient savings instruments for the poor.

Whenever saving in formal or informal financial institutions is unfeasible, the rural poor
must save in real assets. Saving in real instead of financial assets is subject to a substantial
price risk that is compounded by the poor integration of agricultural markets. Fafchamps and
Gavian (1996), for instance, shows that livestock markets in Niger are poorly integrated over
space. The same is true for many grain markets (e.g., Dercon (1995), Baulch (1997), Raval-
lion (1986)). As a result, farmers are less able than often thought to use real assets to smooth
large income shocks such as droughts. Fafchamps, Udry and Czukas (1996), for instance,

46 |nflation incidence within the group, however, varies between those who receive the money early and
those that receive it late. Even in the absence of inflation, ROSCAs reduce the amount of money held in the
economy and thus the amount of seignorage paid by agents. Although ignored in the current literature, these
issues are probably important, as evidenced by the fact that, as a rule, poor economies often are cash-poor.
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show that Burkinabe households that were badly hit by the 1984 drought managed to absorb
less than 20% of their income shortfall through livestock sales. This occured in spite of the
fact that the large majority of surveyed households still held livestock after the drought.
Results such as these cast serious doubt on the effectiveness of asset accumulation to deal
with large weather shocks.

Section 2. Risk Sharing, Self-Interest, and Commitment Failure

We have seen that income diversification and precautionary saving are fraught with
problems. Risk sharing is not devoid of difficulties either. The main reason is commitment
failure. To see why, note that mutual insurance is Pareto improving whenever agents are risk
averse and risk is at least partly idiosyncratic. Consequently, there exist mutual insurance
contracts to which agents would voluntarily ageseanteIn other words, ifU;(.) is concave
andTs (s;) varies across individuals, then there exist a set of contingent prom{sgssuch
that:

EUi (15, (s) = bit(s) + Ti(s)) 2 EVi(T i(s0) — bie(s))  forall i (63)
with 3 T1i(s) = 0 for all t and 5. Although agreeing to contraat(s;) is always individual

|
optimalex ante, it is never in agents’ short-tesalf-interest to respect the contract whenever
Ti() < 0, that is, when they are asked to assist others. Of course, if nobody ever helps others
ex post,there is commitment failure: mutual insurance is not achieved and the outcome is
socially suboptimal. The question then is: what mechanism can be used to ensure that com-
mitment failure is avoided and Pareto gains are achieved? We review three types of systems
that can potentially overcome commitment failure: social insurance; family values; and long-
term relationships.

2.1 Social insurance

Mutual insurance agreements can in principle be enforced by an external agency such as
a system of laws and courts. External enforcement is indeed the rule for the multitude of
mutual insurance programs that constitute the welfare system of advanced countries. In fact,
many of these countries have opted for compulsory insurance systems whereby agents’ con-
tributions are collected in the form of taxes instead of voluntary purchase of insurance con-
tracts. A compulsory system offers the advantage of avoiding the adverse selection problem
common to all insurance: agents who face a lower risk may find it cheaper to self-insure,
thereby undermining the financial viability of the mutual insurance arrangement.

Poor rural communities often have compulsory arrangements as well. They mostly take
the form of forced labor contributions to the provision of public goods and the constitution of
welfare funds managed by the village chief or the community elders. As any form of taxation,
forced labor contributions atorvée laborcan be diverted by powerful individuals to serve
their individual interests. Accusations of abuse, whether justified or not, tend to undermine
the legitimacy of corvée labor and other social insurance institutions, and hence to raise
popular resistance to taxation.

Although it is difficult to calculate how effective social insurance institutions are,
impressions from the field suggest that traditional social insurance systems are moribund in
many rural areas of the Third World (e.g., Platteau (1991)). Household surveys, for instance,
hardly ever report any significant activity associated with explicit social insurance systems,
such as corvée labor (e.g., Cleave (1974)). Other forms of labor assistance appear similarly
obsolete. Using detailed labor data from Burkina Faso, Matlon and Fafchamps (1989), for
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instance, show that invitation labor and labor gangs, two institutions that partly serve the role
of labor assistance, account only for minute amounts of labor provided by rural households.
Rural sociologists and anthropologists similarly report that, in much of the Third World,
social institutions meant to explictly share risk are essentially either inexistent or devoid of
content (e.g., Scott (1976), Popkin (1979), Poewe (1989)).

An alternative form of semi-formal social insurance is the reliance on charity to support
the poor. Although charity can, in principle, be based on humanism and altruistic feelings
towards fellow men, in practice it is often based on religious obligation. Religious taxes such
aszakatare examples of such obligations. For social obligations originating in formal institu-
tions and contracts, the legal use of force offers an ultimate recourse against recalcitrant indi-
viduals and thus serves as enforcement mechanism. Religious obligations are seldom
enforced in this manner. Social pressure and individual guilt are used instead. Guilt is itself
nurtured through religious and family education. Although these enforcement processes are
hardly formal in nature, they are activated by formally organized groups and they serve to
fund social programs that are controled by these same groups, at least partially.

Not all religions are equally active on the social insurance ff§whatever the reason
for the progression of different religions among Third World populations, the fact remains
that churches have taken over many social responsibilities. The emphasis on social insurance
is strongest among certain Muslim brotherhoods and among evangelical churches, a factor
that appears behind their recent success in making new Sub-Saharan and Latin American
converts?® Poewe (1989), for instance, views evangelical churches in rural Zambia as a way
for households to recreate traditional institutions of social insurance that had fallen in disre-
gard. She argues that the rise of evangelical churches further undermines traditional values as
new converts opt out of traditional sharing mechanisms and turn to their new ’family
insteacP® Geertz, Geertz and Rosen (1979) and Cohen (1969) give similar examples of the
role of Muslim religious authorities in enforcing cooperation among traders.

Just like traditional institutions, religious organizations can be perverted to serve the
interests of a few. Ellsworth (1989), for instance, tells the fascinating story of a Muslim holy
man living in a Burkinabe village. Ellsworth traces all the gifts and transfers taking place

47 Although some social scientists argue that these social institutions have gone out of fashion due to the rise
of capitalism and individualism (e.g., Scott (1976)), it is unclear whether they ever were truly effective (e.g.,
Popkin (1979), Fafchamps (1992)). Accounts of the past workings of social institutions are indeed subject to
memory and age bias and to the idealization of the past.

48 Animist beliefs, for instance, aim at putting people in communion with their immediate physical
environment; consequently, they create a strong identification with a particular geographical setting. As a result,
animists may not share a sense of community with humanity as a whole and feel no charitable inclination
toward people outside their immediate kin group. In contrast, religions such as Budhism, Christianity, and
Islam are open to all men and women and strive to build a sense of community that bypasses geographical
distinctions. In fact, one may argue that large religions developed precisely as a response to the need for a
cement to keep larger communities together. This need is strongest in urban areas where animist references
become meaningless and lead to unhealthy cleavages among people. The penetration of outside religions such
as Islam and Christianity into Sub-Saharan Africa through cities is in line with this observation. These
observations are essentially speculative, however. Rigorous evidence on the relationship between religion and
risk sharing is largely inexistent.

49 The emphasis on social programs also seems to have been instrumental in the political clout gained by
Islam fundamentalist movements such as the Palestinian Hamas, the Algerian Islamic Salvation Front, and the
Lebanese Hezbollah.

50 For a model of this process, see for instance the one developed by Hoff (1996) to deal with mutual
insurance. We discuss Hoffs model more in detail below.
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among villagers and notices that the holy man is at the center of a dense network of gifts.
Many of these gifts are presented by villagers as charitable contributions to the holy man’s
social programs. Ellsworth then notes that, although the holy man himself has very few assets,
redistribute all he gets, and ostentatiously lives in a very poor house, his brother with whom
he spends most of his time is quite rich and is a main recipient of the holy man's largesse.
Although the brothers retain only a small portion of the money collected and quite a bit of
redistribution takes place through them, the story nevertheless serves as a cautionary tale
against putting too much faith in organized social insurance in a Third World rural setting.

2.2 Family values

Another way for individuals to commit to sharing risk with others is by teaming up with
them (e.g., Ben-Porath (1980)). Marriage is such a commitment mechanism. In all societies,
marriage creates an extremely strong set of contractual obligations between two people, argu-
ably stronger than any other contract. In Western Law, for instance, husband and wife owe
each other help and assistance. The obligation to support a spouse in need extends beyond the
dissolution of marriage, as evidenced by the practice of alimony payments. Many poor rural
societies replace alimony by asset transfers but the rationale is the same: by marrying each
other, two individuals incur mutual assistance obligations from which they cannot escape
even upon dissolution of their union. In many cases, these obligations even carry over after
death: the estate of the deceased is often obligated to assist the surviving spouse. Unless their
nuptial agreement stipulates otherwise, husband and wife also often share upside risk through
common property of assets and inheritance laws. Given the extraordinary nature of marriage
obligations, it is no surprise that weddings are highly ritualized and widely celebrated affairs
the world over?!

Parenthood is another source of mutual assistance obligation that is legally binding: in
many societies, children are legally entitled to receive support from their legal parents.
Although there are variations across human societies, e.g., relative hereditary rights of male
and female children, it is a generally recognizedal principle that parents must take care of
their progeny. Like marriage, parenthood obligations carry over after death or upon separa-
tion. For instance, in many legal systems it is unlawful for parents to fully desinherit their
children. In Western Law, children are entitled to child support from parents who have not
been granted custody or even visitation rights. Similar principles can be found elsewhere.

Granting legal protection to mutual obligations within the family does not, however,
guarantee that these obligations are always respected. For instance, there are circumstances
such as warfare and civil strife in which legal institutions cease to function. In these cases,
legal protection cannot be granted to abandoned spouses and children. Even if legal institu-
tions are functioning, legally forcing individuals to take care of their dependents is not an
easy feat. For instance, people may move to escape their obligations. Many poor countries
lack an efficient individual identification system such as an identity card, so that it is
extremely difficult to trace someone who has skipped town. Even if the person can be found,
forcing them to pay is itself problematic. Poor rural dwellers have few assets that could possi-
bly be seized, and seizing them may be counterproductive: taking away a weaver’s loom will
not help the weaver meet his family obligations in the future. Unlike in developed economies,
the rural poor are mostly self-employed, and if they work for a wage, it is as casual workers.

51 The fact that marriage laws may be unwritten and enforced through traditional courts using traditional
procedures does not subtract from their legal nature.
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Consequently, child and spouse support payments cannot be collected directly from
employers. Finally, even if the person can be traced and legal obligations enforced, the pro-
tection offered by the law is not instantaneous.

Given these limitations on the legal enforcement of contracts, it is hardly surprising that
family obligations are not always met. Descriptions of famines are replete with accounts of
split families and abandoned children. Greenough (1982), pp.215-225, for instance cites
examples of nuclear households breaking up during famines. Similar evidence is reported by
Alamgir (1980), pp.133-135 and 179. The 1984 Ethiopian famine, for instance, generated
100,000 'orphans’, many of whom were in fact separated from their parents. Similar develop-
ments could be observed in the wake of the Rwandan refugee crisis. It would be unfair to
treat all separation as voluntary. After all, as Sen (1981) demonstrated, emergency work
migration by able bodied males is a common risk coping strategy. The extent to which fami-
lies become separated during famines is, however, a cause for concern. It shows that, when
households are subjected to inordinate stress, they often fail to perform their risk sharing
function.

Households also fail and separate for reasons that have nothing to do with famines, war-
fare, and other collective crises: e.g., death, infertility, and incompatibility. When households
split, the ability of their former members to deal with risk is often greatly diminished. Less
able to deal with shocks, they also tend to be poorer. Studies of homeless populations, for
instance, often indicate a strong correlation between dysfunctional families, risk, and destitu-
tion. Similar patterns can be found in poor rural areas. Household surveys, for example, often
show that women living alone, because their husband is either dead or has left them, are sys-
tematically poorer than households in which both husband and wife are present. These exam-
ples confirmjn absentiathe important role of family in dealing with risk.

2.3 Informal risk sharing arrangements

There are ways to minimize commitment failure other than recourse to social institutions
or the legal system. One is for individuals to enter into long term informal relationships with
each other. To the extent that such relationships contain an implicit obligations to reciprocate
-- e.g., 'l am willing to help you today because | expect you to help me later’ -- the desire to
preserve the relationship becomes its own enforcement mechanism (e.g., Posner (1980), Plat-
teau (1991)}. Such relationship-based informal risk sharing arrangements or IRSA's are the
focus of the rest of this section.

IRSAs were first formalized by Kimball (1988) and Coate and Ravallion (1993). Both
use repeated games to demonstrate that an implicit agreement to share risk can be sustained
through repeated interaction and thus that promises to assist others can be self-enforcing.
Their argument can be generalized as follows. Consider an exchange economy in which out-
put cannot be stored, assets cannot be accumulated, and there is no borrowing and lending
from the rest of the world. People derive utility from what they consliiy(es), and at least
some people are risk averse, ild.;; < 0 for somei’s. Let d [1 (0,1) be a common discount
factor and lefQ denote a sequence of action profilegpath of the economy. Definey (Q) as
agenti’s discounted expected payoff along that path, i.e.:

0 (Q) = 5 8'EUI (- 154(Q))
t=0

where theTis,t(Q) refer to actual transfers at the end of each petiatictated by action
profilesQ.
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Following Abreu (1988)N + 1 strategy profiles are sufficient to span the complete set of
equilibrium payoffs of this economy: one cooperative risk sharing strategy profile denoted
Q°, and one punishment strategy prof for each of thek [0 {1,... N} agents. Agents play
according taQ° as long as nobody deviates, and switcl{afollowing a defection by agerit
either to the initial pattQ® or to any of the punishment pat¥. Abreu (1988) showed that,
provided punishment®“ are the harshest that can be credibly inflicted on deviant agents,
adding other more complex strategies cannot expand the set of equilibrium payoffs -- and thus
the extent of risk sharing. Voluntary participation to informal risk sharing implies that agents
cannot be maintained below the expected payoff they could guarantee themselves by exiting
the risk sharing group. Since autarky is the Nash equilibrium of the one-shot game, autarky
payoffs serve as maximum punishmepds:

EU(T5)
13 for kO{1,...N}

Along the equilibrium pattQ®, net transfers between agents depend not only on their
own realized income but also on that of all other agents. This imposes high informational
requirements as agents must monitor each other’s income to spot defections (e.g., Fafchamps
(1992), Ligon (1996). One therefore expects IRSAs to be more prevalent among tightly knit
communities where information circulates freely, e.g., fishing communities where the catch
of the day is commonly observed, and farming communities where yields can be visually
estimated by all (e.g., Platteau and Baland (1989), Platteau (1991)).

As is well known, the set of subgame perfect equilibria of a repeated game is very large
(e.g., Fudenberg and Maskin (1986)). IRSAs are no exception. Kimball (1988) and Coate and
Ravallion (1993) get rid of the multiplicity of equilibria by positing that a social planner picks
the allocation that maximizes the unweighted sum of individual utilities subject to participa-
tion constraints. In practice, the choice of an equilibrium is likely to depend on bargaining
within the risk sharing group. Bargaining power probably depends on the threat point of each
member but also on their negotiating skills, ethical considerations, past experience, altruism,
and ideology, as well as on the group’s polity. The interplay of these factors makes the out-
come hard to predict. There is no reason to believe all bargaining processes converge to the
allocation picked by Kimball and Coate and Ravallion’s social planner. Much can neverthe-
less be said about IRSAs by looking at thetof equilibria itself and studying how its boun-
dary evolve as conditions change. This is the approach adopted here.

The set of equilibrium payoffs are comprised between the Pareto efficient frontier and a
set of voluntary participation (VP) constraints which must be satisfied along any equilibrium
pathafter the realization o:

Ui(ms o) = Ui(Tts ¢ = T4 (Q")) < 83 (QY) - 3w (Q') + A (64)
for all s’00Sand allk=0, 1, , N. Participation constraints require that, for any realization
of the state of nature’, the short run gain from deviatiob; (Tts ;) — U; (T[s - Ty t(Qk))

must be smaller than the discounted long-run gain from cooperé(wir(Q ) w; (Q' )) Itis
clear from equation (2) that VP constraints are never binding ngeth ) < 0. Voluntary

w(Q¥) =

52 This does not mean that permanent exclusion is the only possible form of punishment. The expected
discounted payoff of a punished agent cannot fall below his or her expected discounted autarky payoff,
otherwise the agent would defect from the punishment path. But punishments can be front-loaded (e.g., Abreu
(1986): the payoff of the punished agent can temporarily be brought below the autarky payoff provided that the
punishment phase is limited in time.
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participation is problematic only whe@ requires an agent to help others.

Many social scientists have argued that reciprocity is often reinforced by an ideology or
culture that emphasizes the right to subsistence and the corresponding moral obligation to
assist someone in need (e.g., Scott (1976), Keyes (1983), Brocheux (1983), Feeny (1983)). To
reflect this view, we have added the teAn> 0 to capture the subjective satisfaction agents
may derive from 'doing the right thing'. Alternativelyd; can represent the guilt people may
feel for reneging on their promises. Social sanctions other than exclusion from risk sharing --
e.g., exclusion from other forms of social interaction, shunning -- are includad in

The emphasis that most traditional Third World cultures puts on solidarity has led some
to believe that participants to mutual insurance arrangements are solely motivated by altruis-
tic feelings and ethical principles. This view has been severely criticized by Popkin (1979)
and others as much too naive. There is plenty of evidence that self-interest motivates behavior
in traditional as well as modern societies (for particularly colorful examples, see, for instance,
Poewe’s (1989) account of kinship in Zambia). Ethics and well understood self-interest need
not be conflictual, however (Posner (1980)). As equation (64) illustrates, they are largely
complementary: VP constraints are indeed easier to satisfy and more efficiency in risk sharing
can be achieved whefy is large, that is, when agents are altruistic or feel guilty for letting
others down. This can easily be shown formally. KKA) be the set of subgame perfect
equilibrium payoffs corresponding to a particular valueddgor all i [0 N. Then we have:

Proposition I11.1; SupposeA! < A%, ThenQ(Al) O Q(A?).

Since affection is the primary source of altruism, proposition 1 implies that risk sharing
is expected to be strongest among members of the same family or lineage and among friends
and neighbors (e.g., Ben-Porath (1980), Foster and Rosenzweig (1995)). Religious fervor also
creates strong bonds between groups of converts and can serve as the basis for much mutual
insurance and charity. Furthermore, the altruistic desire to help others and the ability to feel
guilty for failing to do so can be cultivated through education and enhanced through personal
interaction (e.g., Platteau (1994), Platteau (1994)). For all these reasons, it is not surprising
that Third World communities often describe IRSAs in emotional or moralistic terms.
Altruism alone, however, may be insufficient to support much risk sharing. In the remainder
of this section we seek to understand when altruism and ethics are most put to the test by
studying the extend to which self-interest can, on its own, support risk sharing.

2.4 Gifts and risk sharing

We begin our analysis of commitment failure in long term relationships by focusing on
gifts. Formally, this means that we temporarily restrict our attention to 'stationary’ strategies,
that is, to strategies that depend only upon the current state of reutuoé on past transfers.
Strategies are affected by the past history of play only inasmuch as defection and punishments
are concerned. In this case, VP constraints take a simpler form:

Ui(rt) = Uit = 1) € o[V (s = 18) — Uy )] + A (69

VP constraints (65) impose serious restrictions on IRSAs that can account for a number
of stylized facts about gifts and risk sharing that cannot easily be accounted for in models
exclusively based on altruism (e.g., Becker (1981), Ravallion and Dearden (1988)). First of
all, self-interested risk sharing cannot be supported when agents are impatient or when they
do not expect to interact for long, that is, whéns low. This is a well known property of
repeated games (e.g., Fudenberg and Maskin (1986)). An implication is that risk sharing
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based on long-term relationships is more difficult to sustain among highly mobile populations,
such as urban migrants (see, for instance, Hart (1988) for evidence in Ghana). The shape of
the equilibrium payoff set for various values &is shown in Figure I11.223 The figure illus-

trates the well known result that the set of equilibria of a repeated game shrinks as agents get
more impatient.

By pooling the resources of agents with different income streams, risk sharing can in
principle redistribute incomes from agents with high average incomes to those with a low
average income. Such redistribution is achieved by granting to the poor a larger share of the
welfare gains from risk sharing. In this case, solidarity not only reduces temporary poverty; it
also palliates chronic poverty. Self-interest, however, puts limits on redistribution that are
particularly stringent if agents are impatient:

Proposition I11.2: As & decreases, gains from risk sharing must be shared more equally.

Proposition 111.2, which is illustrated in Figure 1ll.1, implies that a redistribution of wel-
fare is harder to achieve in communities with a short time horizon because all participants,
rich and poor, then insist on receiving an equal share of the welfare gain from mutual
insurance.

It has been observed that IRSAs occasionally 'break down’ during famines in the sense
that people most in need fail to receive assistance. Sen (1981), for instance, notes that during
the Ethiopian famine of 1974 many domestic servants were laid off by their employer even
though it was clear that they would starve. The absence of risk sharing in bad times is difficult
to reconcile with altruism but it can be explained by self-interest considerations. As Coate
and Ravallion (1993) have shown, the discount factor required to induce an agent to share
risk goes up as the income of others goes down: the lower the income of others, the harder it
is to ensure voluntary income pooling. If the limited contribution that a relatively fortunate
agent is willing to make is insufficient to keep others from severe hardship, then the IRSA will
appear to break down.

Efficiency gains from risk sharing increase with risk and with aversion toward risk (e.qg.,
Arrow (1971)). One would therefore expect risk sharing to be more prominent when incomes
are more variable and agents are more risk averse. Kimball (1988) and Coate and Ravallion
(1993) indeed present simulation results in which risk sharing increases with risk and aver-
sion toward risk. It is, however, possible to come up with examples in which the reverse is
true, as illustrated in the following proposition:

Proposition 111.3: Take any stationary IRSA in which some efficiency gains from risk sharing
are realized (Al). Suppose that there exist at least one binding participation constraint for one
agent, say agemt Then:

(1) Provided certain technical assumptions are satisfied (see proof), there exists a concave
transformation of the utility function of agentsuch that the participation constraint is
violated.

(2) LetN be the number of participants to the IRSA and3dte the number of possible states
of the world. Then, ifS=2N + 2, there exists a mean preserving spread in risk such that
agenti’s participation constraint is violated.

53 Figure 1I1.1 was constructed by computer simulation, using stationary strategies and assumig tat
N =2 andU;(y) =log (y)
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The proof of proposition 3, given in Appendix, is built on the realization that two oppo-
site forces are at work in any IRSA: an increase in risk or risk aversion raises the gains from
risk sharing, thereby raising the right hand side of the VP constraints (3). But it may also
increase the subjective cost of sharing ri$kTty ) — U;(Tty  — 15 (QP)), particularly if
helping others entails one’s immediate starvafibmepending on the net effect of these two
forces, the set of sustainable equilibria may shrink or expand. Proposition 111.3 thus helps
explain why risk sharing often appears limited or inexistent among the extremely poor and
the destitute. It also suggests that a reduction in average group income and an increase in
income variability, e.g., because of increased population pressure or of environmental degra-
dation, may undermine an existing IRSA.

2.5 Exclusion and renegotiation

So far we have assumed that the IRSA is supported by the threat of exclusion: an agent
who refuses to cooperate is excluded from the sharing risk group. This threat is not entirely
credible, however, because, refusing to share risk with a deviant agent penalizes the group as
well. This is most easily seen in a two-person relationshig lifreaches’s trust, B should
punishA by refusing to share risk withA, but doing so hurt8 as well. ConsequenthA could
convinceB to show forgiveness. This prospect weakens the penalty for cheaters and under-
mines cooperation (see Farrell and Maskin (1989), Pearce (1987), Abreu, Pearce and Stac-
chetti (1993) for a discussion).

IRSASs can surviveex postrenegotiation provided that some limits are placed on the
gains that excluded agents can achieve through renegotiation. This is, for instance, the case if
we require that strategies be weakly renegotiation-proof in the sense of Farrell and Maskin
(1989). According to this definition, a strategy is weakly renegotiation-proof if, among its
possible continuation equilibria, none strictly Pareto dominates another. This requirement
ensures that non-deviant agents are not penalized along punishmerftaths.

A simple example of weakly renegotiation-proof equilibrium is one in which deviant
agents continue to share risk with the group but have to pay a (possibly contingent) fine for
periods. To illustrate how such an equilibrium can be constructeg Istand for a vector of
contingent punishment transfers that follow a defection by agéxibngi’s punishment path,
the transfer rule. is followed for T, periods, after which agents revert to the cooperative sta-
tionary ruletg. Then we have:

Proposition 1Il.4: The strategy profilet,, pd, -« ,pY) is subgame perfect and weakly
renegotiation-proof if there exigy such that, for all O Nand alls S

Ui () - Ui (my + 15 < EatE[ui(n‘s +15) - Ui (s + pl)] (66)
t=1

Ui(Ty) - Uj (s + pli) < 8" E[U; (s + 1) — U; (1 + pl)] (67)

Ui () - Ui (my + pd) < §6‘E[ui(n‘s+ 5) - Ui (1t + pd)] (68)
t=1

54 Unless starvation is already certain, in which case sharing does not make any difference.

55 Continuation payoffs need no be (constrained) Pareto efficient, however: they may be dominated by
continuation payoffs of paths other th@?. Deviant agents are thus assumed unable to challenge the status quo
and propose a new equilibrium path. In the case of IRSAs, this seems a reasonable restriction given that the
equilibrium strategy often is a social norm: renegotiation out of it is likely to prove difficult (e.g., Abreu, Pearce
and Stacchetti (1993), DeMarzo (1988)).
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E[Ui (s + pl) - Uy + 5] 2 0 (69)

The set of weakly renegotiation-proof equilibria is illustrated in Figure AP2.
Renegotiation-proofness shrinks the set of equilibrium payoffs but does not eliminate the pos-
sibility of risk sharing if agents are sufficiently patient. Asking that an IRSA be renegotiation
proof thus adds an element of realism: punishments never rely on complete exclusion and
they must remain limited in time. Punished agents are requested to pay a fine that itself is con-
tingent upon the state of nature. In practice, fines may take the form of additional requests for
gifts and loans from the group. Other members of the group may also invite themselves to the
table of the deviant agent, a simple but effective way of penalizing misbehavior.

Section 3. Sharing and Power

IRSAs are often perceived as being fundamentally egalitarian. The idea that pre-
capitalist societies are fair and equal goes back to Rousseau’s 'good savage’ parable. Radical
thinkers have sometimes pushed this idea so far as to suggest that, thanks to IRSAs, Third
World rural communities behave like village communes. The romanticized portrayal of
IRSAS, especially when it is used to justify radical political options, is what motivated Popkin
(1979) to expose opportunistic behavior among Third World rural communities. The model
presented here throws light on this debate.

On the side of the idealists, IRSAs have redistributive power. First, risk sharing is by
definition redistributive: it takes away from those who currently have and gives to those who
currently have not. Second, gifts are a non-market allocation mechanism. This has led some
to believe that IRSAs are not bound by the initial distribution of endowments -- i.e., income
streams. Third, IRSAs cultivate a solidarity ethic that can be interpreted as a favorable dispo-
sition toward redistribution. Provided that ethics and ideology are strong enough, IRSAs can
potentially support Pareto efficient allocations that are more egalitarian than the initial distri-
bution of income streams.

On the side of the sceptics, participation to IRSAs is voluntary. Even after accounting
for ethics and ideology, individuals are unlikely to willingly part with a large proportion of
their hard earned income without receiving something in exchange. This places considerable
restrictions on the amount of redistribution that can be achieved through IRSAs. These res-
trictions are the focus of the following pages. We first demonstrate that risk sharing among
poor and rich agents naturally takes the form of a patron-client relationship. We then illustrate
how certain individuals may derive bargaining power from unusual risk characteristics, and
hence capture welfare gains from risk sharing.

3.1 Patron-client relationships

It has long been documented that the sharing of risk between unequal agents takes a
peculier form that has often been described as a patron-client relationship: a wealthy agent
provides protection to a poor agent in exchange for repeated gifts and labor séfvides.
question we ask here is whether such protection is redistributive or exploitative, that is,
whether it raises or lowers the average consumption of the poor.

56 Figure 111.2 was constructed using a numerical simulation based on the equations for Proposition 111.4 for
a two-person IRSA.

57 See, for instance, Scott (1976), Platteau (1988, 1995a, 1995b), and Greenough (1982), pp.207-215.
Ellsworth (1989) presents numerical evidence that members of the village establishment receive net transfers
from poorer members of the community.
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Let us define an IRSATL} as actuarially fair for ageritiff > 1L = 0 for that agent. An
sOS
actuarially fair IRSA has no effect on average consumption and thus is neither redistributive

nor exploitative. Decompose incorm into average incomg and an income shoak, with
E[es] = O for all i. Then we can show that risk sharing between rich and poor is likely to be
exploitative:

Proposition 111.5: Assume that absolute risk aversion is decreasing (A4) and tends to 0 as
X —» X <o (A5). Then, unlessk = 0 for all s, there exists & such that, for alk' = x", an
actuarialy fairtg violates at least one of ageirg participation constraint.

The intuition behind proposition 5 is that, because of decreasing absolute risk aversion,
the willingness to pay for insurance -- and thus the value of any IRSA -- decreases with aver-
age income. As a result, agents that are rich enough cannot be convinced to voluntarily par-
ticipate to an IRSA unless they are compensated in a way other than insurance itself. Instead
of being redistributive, the IRSA must become ’exploitative’: on average, it takes away from
the poor and gives to the rich. Inequality in incomes is not eliminated by informal risk shar-
ing, it is reinforced.

In practice, the poor are typically unable to make large payments to the rich. They can
nevertheless buy protection in exchange for small but frequent services such as small gifts,
prompt labor services (at the landlord’s 'beck and call’), transfer of useful information, and
provision of political support (e.g., Platteau (1988, 1995a, 1995h)). Asymmetry in incomes
thus translates into a patron-client relationship. Studies of peasant revolts indicates that
‘exploitation’ remains reluctantly accepted as long as landlords and rural elites continue to
provide insurance and protection. Revolts arise when the rural rich move to cities and main-
tain the machinery of exploitation but withdraw their patronage (Scott (1976), Watts (1983)).

Ironically for the idealist view of IRSAs, participation constraints generate more ine-
quality than would result from market transactions, not less. To see why, suppose that a
market for insurance did exist, that is, that risk sharing contracts were perfectly enforceable
and did not have to be self-enforcing. Rich agents would accept any insurance contract that
would guarantee them at least as much utility as they could get on their own. Agents rich
enough to be (approximatively) risk neutral with respect to small risks would accept any
mutual insurance contract that yields a non-negative profit, i.e., such that:

Eti<0 (70)
By contrast, the VP constraint for a risk neutral agent requires that:
Etk<- 155 Tl (71)

Comparing equations (71) and (72), the rich require less compensation to share risk with the
poor in the presence of perfect insurance markets than if risk sharing is achieved infor-
mally.®8 The reason is that IRSAs must be self-enforcing: the rich must accept to part with
their moneyafter the state of nature is known. To do so, they must see their future participa-
tion in the IRSA at least as beneficial as the money they have to give away today. In contrast,
market exchange only requires that parties find it in their advantage to tramsaatte,
before the state of nature is known. Since, by definition, market transactions pexvpost
defection, extra incentive need not be provided to ensure compliance.

58 Given our sign convention, agents receive a compensation w'glémnegative.



-52 -

Equation (72) indicates that the expected size of future transfers is what determines the
rich’'s immediate willingness to help the poor. If what the poor can pay on average is negligi-
ble, little insurance is provided. Individuals with a limited ability to generate income -- e.g.,
the disabled, the old, the permanently sick, orphans, widows -- may thus find it difficult to get
insurance through an IRSA. They may have to rely solely on altruism and ethics and live off
charity. In this respect, IRSAs are fundamentally different from market economies. In both
cases private incentives fail to promote social protection for vulnerable segments of society.
But agents in a market economy can protect themselves agains disease, disability, old age, or
loss of a spouse by purchasing individual insurance beforehand. This option is not open to
IRSA participants. They must rely either on others’ altruism, or on their capacity to recipro-
cate in the future. VP constraints thus illustrate the difficulty IRSA participants may face in
buying implicit insurance against, say, permanent disability through pure gift giving.

An immediate corollary of the above discussion is that if, for ideological or ethical rea-
sons, society rejects patronage, then the rich will choose to opt out of the system and refuse to
insure others. Hoff (1996) examines this situation in detail and shows that, when risk sharing
is required to be actuarially fair, the size of the risk sharing group shrinks as income inequal-
ity increases. Platteau (1996) takes this approach one step further and argues that, in many
cases, the rich cannot escape the risk sharing group and its redistributive logic. Individuals
who dare to invest, take risk, and innovate do not, therefore, collect the full return to their
investment. As a result, Platteau argues, the risk sharing ethics stiffles investment and
entrepreneurship. We shall revisit these issues in the next chapter.

3.2 Power and coalitions

So far we have only considered individual participation constraints. We now explore
what happens if agents can form coalitions and threaten to split from the group and create
their own IRSA (e.g., Bernheim, Peleg and Whinston (1987), Bernheim and Peleg (1987)).
Let us assume, for the sake of argument, that IRSA participants are free to form any coalition
they want. Coalitions of agents can credibly oppose equilibria that grant their members a
payoff vector strictly inferior to what they could get by forming a separate IRSA. To prevent
the formation of blocking coalitions, IRSA participants must therefore be guaranteed a payoff
vector that is at least as good as what they could get by splitting from the group and forming
their separate IRSA. An equilibrium path that has this property is called coalition-ptoof.

Coalition-proof equilibria are illustrated in Figures 111.3 and IIl.4 in a three-person
IRSA. Consider Figure II1.3 first. The set of equilibrium payoffs for each of the two-person
IRSAs are presented in each quadrant. Their Pareto frontiers are given by se§Bebi3
and EF respectively for agents 1 and 2, 1 and 3, and 2 and 3. Form the closed convex set
OPABQOby projecting the extremum points of the Pareto efficient frontiers to the axes in the
first quadrant. Repeat the same operation in the other quadrants to get the closed convex sets
ORCDSQandOTEFUQ A three-person payoff vector is coalition-proof if it lies outside and
weakly above the three convex s&IRABQQ ORCDSQandOTEFUQ Points strictly inside
any of these sets are not coalition-proof: a coalition of two players could achieve a better
allocation on its own and can thus credibly oppos&ifor instance, is coalition-proof, bt
is not. The same process can be applied recursively to construct the set of coalition-proof

59 Requiring that equilibria of repeated games be robust with respect to any coalition of agents is akin to
requesting that it belong to the core or the stable set of feasible cooperative outcomes. By construction, perfect
equilibria are robust with respect to 'coalitions’ of a single agent since they satisfy VP constraints.
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equilibria to aN-person IRSA.

Figure 111.4 illustrates one of the implications of coalition-proofness for risk sharing.
Again, there are three agemtsB, andC. The income of ager€ is negatively correlated with
that of A andB but the latter two have an identical distribution of income, i®#.= i€ for all
s[JS The scope for risk sharing betwe@randB is thus nil. If coalitions of two agents are not
allowed, equilibria need only satisfy the participation constraints of each of the three agents.
A point such adM, for instance, satisfies these requirements. Now let agents form coalitions
and oppose allocations that fail to guarantee them what they could achieve by forming a
separate IRSA. Any poinhsidethe constrained Pareto frontier can be opposed by a coalition
of agents. In this special case, most poaitsngthe Pareto frontiers can also be opposed by a
coalition of C and one of the two agents. Take poRtfor instance. AtR, risk is shared
efficiently betweerC andB butA is at his autarky payoffA, however, can improve his lot by
'bribing’ C to form anA—C coalition that guaranteeS a payoff higher thafR andA a payoff
higher than autarkyB can, in turn, retaliate by bribin@ even more, etc. Repeating this pro-
cess until convergence, we see that the set of coalition-proof equilibria of this game is the
dashed line running fronX to Y and fromZ to Y. Along this line the expected utility of is
constant. It is the maximum thator B in isolation could credibly promis€ in order to lure
her into forming anA—C or B—C coalition. The set of coalition-proof equilibria is non-empty
even though it occurs where participation constraints are birfifing.

When coalitions are allowed, the mere presence of an agent may confer rents to others.

To see why, consider a small alteration to the preceding example and suppase thaf +

€ for all s S As long asC'’s payoff is greater than the maximum pay#@ffcould credibly
promise her, she prefers to remain wighSinceB’s income is marginally higher than that of

A, B can top any offeA can credibly make. Coalition-proof equilibria are thus those at which

B andC form a risk sharing coalition andis left in autarky.A does not derive any gain from

the game, yef's willingness to form a coalition witl€ significantly increase€’s bargaining

power and allows her to extract froBimost of the Pareto efficiency gains from risk sharing.

These examples illustrate that allowing coalitions may confer considerable bargaining
power to some agents, particularly those whose income stream is different from the rest of the
group. In his study of Nigerian villages, for instance, Udry (1990) indicates that traders are
able to establish patron-client relationships with local farmers because they have an income
that is less sensitive to local climatic conditions (see also Watts (1983)). The same thing can
often be said of government employees, pension recipients, and households receiving large
migrant remittances in farming communities (e.g., Ellsworth (1989)).

Allowing the free formation of coalitions may also result in poor agents not receiving
any insurance. The reason is that forming coalitions opens new avenues for the expression of
self-interest. As a result, privileged members of the group can more easily oppose the egali-
tarian redistribution of consumption through risk sharing. Allowing coalitions, however, may
promote efficiency. When coalitions are not allowed, only individuals can challenge a partic-
ular equilibrium path. Perfect equilibria can be very inefficient. By threatening to form a
separate, better risk sharing group, coalitions can police IRSAs and eliminate sub-optimal
outcomes. Because they bring the equilibrium path closer to the core, they also bring it closer
to the allocation that would result from a perfect competitive equilibrium. The larger the risk
sharing group and the more coalitions they may form, the closer coalition-proof equilibria

60 It is easy to verify that the core of the corresponding market economy is a single point at@igets all
the gains from trade.
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must lie to the perfect competitive outcome and the less they can correct inequality in endow-
ments. Achieving redistribution may therefore require that certain coalitions be combatted,
possibly at the risk of reducing efficiency. More generally, the degree of equity or inequity
achievable via an IRSA can be manipulated through the polity by allowing certain coalitions
and preventing others.

Section 4. Risk Sharing, Credit, and Information

In practice, gifts and transfers seldom are the dominant form of consumption smoothing
in the Third World; consumption credit is typically a more important avenue for sharing risk
within the community (e.g., Rosenzweig (1988), Townsend (1994), Alamgir (1980), p.156-
157). The resemblance between such consumption credit and market transactions is, however,
largely superficial. The amounts transacted often are too small to justify court action; con-
tracts must be self-enforcirf}. Moreover, as recent evidence has shown, consumption credit
is often implicitly combined with some form of insurance: debts can be forgiven, repayments
can be postponed, and actual contractual performance typically depends on the lender’s and
the borrower’s situation at the time of repayment (e.g., Udry (1990), Platteau and Abraham
(1987)). We now show that quasi-credit can be understood as a non-stationary strategy equili-
brium of a long term, implicit risk sharing arrangement (see also Kocherlakota (1996), Ligon,
Thomas and Worrall (1997)).

4.1 Quasi-credit

So far we have focused on stationary strategies, that is, on strategies in which transfers
depend only on the current state of nature. These strategies alone can support cooperation but
less restricted strategies can achieve more. We investigate a special class of non-stationary
strategies, one in which agents are individually rewarded for contributing to the group. As it
turns out, this class of strategies establishes a formal link between risk sharing and credit
practices.

Formally, consider strategies in which the consumption of agesthe sum of three

terms: realized incomas, net transfergg, and a rewardv; that, for the time being, we shall
call brownie points:

Cht = Ty — Tt + Wi (73)
Brownie pointsw} can be thought of as the net wealth or goodwill capital of individu
They are not function of the current state of nature.

Let 1y, andw; be the vectors of individual incomes and brownie points, respectively.
Transfersts; map from the cross-product of realized incomes and brownie points att time
into the real line, i.e.:

Thy = M (T, W) (74)

Transfers depend on past history throwgh Brownie points reward positive transfers to oth-
ers, but since transfers are themselves function of realized incomes and brownie points, we
can write the law of motion ofv; in the following reduced form:

61 In that, consumption credit formally resembles the way sovereign debt contracts have been modelled in
the literature (e.g., Eaton and Gersovitz (1981), Kletzer (1984), Grossman and Van Huyck (1988)).

62 wi need not be expressed in monetary terms. Irhdnesystem of exchange discussed by Sahlins (1972),
for instance, goodwill takes a purely symbolical form.
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Wi = W (T, Wi-1) (75)
Brownie points are normalized so th3t w} = 0 for allt.
i ON
With these new assumptions, participation constraints can be rewritten:
. . g . 6 .
Ui(riy) - Ui(cy ) < ¥ B'EUi(cs,) = T EV(m) + A (76)
u=1

In this new notation, stationary strategies correspond to restricted transfer functions in which
M(y, wg) = M(y, wy) for all y, wg, andw. Since non-stationary strategies are less restrictive
than as pure gift giving, they should allow more risk sharing. This intuition is confirmed by
the following proposition:

Proposition 111.6: Let A be the set of perfect equilibria supported by the stationary strategies
and letB be the set of perfect equilibria supported by non-stationary strategies defined above.
ThenA O B.

To illustrate thatB can be strictly larger thaA, consider the following simple example.
Suppose there are two agents with the following concave utility function:

Consumption 1 15 2 25 3 35
Utility -2 1 2 25 275 3

There are three equally likely states of the world, numbered 1 to 3. Corresponding income
vectors of agents 1 and 2 are (1, 2), (2, 1), and (3, 3). Altruism is ignoredAi.e,A, = 0.

We compare two risk sharing schemes. The first one, which is stationary, stipulates transfers
from agent 1 to agent 2 of -0.5, 0.5, and 0 in states of the world 1, 2 and 3, respectively. The
second scheme is like the first in states of the world 1 and 2. But in state 3, it stipulates that an
agent receives a payment of 0.5 if the previous state of the world was 1 or 2 and he or she
gave a transfer to the other agent. This payment can be thought of as contingent credit repay-
ment. We show that the second scheme can be supported for a lower discount factor than the
first.

Consider the first scheme. Given the symmetry of the game, there is only one participa-
tion constraint to consider, that when one of the agents must give 0.5 to the other. Expected
utilities from cooperation and autarky are, respectively:

EU;(cL,) = %U (3) + %U (1.5)

EU () = SU@)+ U@+ SUQ)

The difference between the two is 2/3. The gain from defectidn(®) - U (1.5)= 1. The VP
constraint is satisfied fay> 0.6.

Now consider the second scheme. There are two participation constraints to satisfy. The
first one, as in the stationary scheme, ensures that payment is made in states of the world 1
and 2. The expected utility from autarky and the gain from defection are unchanged, but the
expected utility from cooperation has increased because of the reward in state 3. It is now:
3 2
1-6 3
The minimumd at which the participation constraint is satisfied is now 0.588. The second
participation constraint makes sure that payment of 0.5 in state 3 is self-enforcing. The

6[%U (3.5)+ %u (1.5)]+ U(L.5)+ %u (3.5)+ %u (2.5)
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minimumd at which voluntary payment is made is 0.364. The second scheme can thus sup-
ports risk sharing in bad times even whér 0.6. More general examples can be found in
Ligon, Thomas and Worrall (1996).

As the above example suggests, quasi-credit belongs to the class of non-stationary stra-
tegies that we just discussed. To see why, let us spjiinto two parts: a loarh and a pure
transfert. Let the interest rate bre Then:

Proposition 111.7: For any interest rate, and any function\Ni (y, w) and N'(y, w), there
exist a loan function'(y, w) and pure transfer functiori(y, w) such that:

Chy = Tty — 1 (T, W) + Wi — T (T, W) (77)
Wi = =(L+r )1 (T g1, Wi-1) (78)

Proposition 1ll.7 establishes the formal resemblance between quasi-credit and a non-
stationary strategy equilibrium of a repeated risk sharing game. Quasi-credit can thus be con-
sidered as a form of insurance. Proposition IIl.6 also teaches us that, in the absence of
enforcement problems, efficient risk sharing could be achieved through gifts alone. It is
enforcement problems that are the reason for the existence of quasi-credit: by establishing a
direct link between what agents give today and what they expect to receive tomorrow, quasi-
credit rewards giving over and above what pure gift giving can achieve. As a result, it is able
to overcome some of the limitations imposed by participation constraints and thus raise
efficiency (see also Ligon, Thomas and Worrall (1996)).

Many of the features of quasi-credit that have been noted by observers of rural Third
World societies (e.g., Scott (1976), Popkin (1979), Platteau (1991), Basu (1986), Gluckman
(1955)) are puzzling when guasi-credit is looked at as a regular market transaction. Treating
quasi-credit as the equilibrium of a repeated risk sharing game helps explain many of them.
First, there is no sense in which the interest rate on quasi-credit contracts clears the market: as
Proposition 11.7 demonstrates, the interest rate is indeterminate. This helps explain why so
many Third World consumption loans between equals carry no explicit interest (e.g, Town-
send (1994), Fafchamps and Lund (1999)) and why interest rates sometimes vary wildly
between transactions in the same village and time period (e.g., Udry (1990)). Second, loan
repayment is conditional on subsequent shocks; default and postponement are anticipated and
implicitly accepted beforehand. This stands in constrast with regular credit contracts which
are expected to be repaid in most if not all circumstances. Taacksdo credit is the means
by which mutual insurance is organized. Loans are therefore rationed: in order to get a loan,
one must show sufficient need (e.g., Fafchamps and Lund (1999)). Quasi-credit at zero
interest rate is not meant to be used for investment purposes. Townsend (1993), for instance,
provides evidence that investment loans in Thai villages do carry an interest and are treated
differently from consumption loans. Fafchamps and Lund (1999) provide similar evidence for
the Philippines. Fourth, because repayment is only guaranteed by continued participation to
the IRSA, quasi-credit loans are unlikely to be made to someone whose expected future con-
tribution to or gain from risk sharing is low. Transactions are thus not anonymous but entirely
personalized: thadtgot a loan from does not mean th&tcan get a loan fron.

Many of the transfers that appear in Proposition 111.7 serve to offset credit obligations.
Does it matter how these transfers take place? As Proposition 111.8 demonstrates, the answer
is yes: more efficiency in risk sharing can be achieved if debt can be postponed and not sim-
ply forgiven. LetA andB be as in Proposition II.7. LeE stand for the set of subgame perfect
equilibria that can be achieved when debt cannot be rescheduled, that is, when
W(y, wg) = W(y, w,) for all y, wg andw, (A6). Then we can show that:
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Proposition 111.8: A0 C O B.

That A may [ C is illustrated by the example given above, in which debt could not be
postponed. The example can easily be expanded to show that debt rescheduling increases the
reward for giving and thus reduces the discount rate required for the participation constraint
to be satisfied, in which case we would hawe] B as well. This is left as an exercise for the
reader. Proposition 111.8 thus provides a possible explanation for why debt repayments often
are postponed and rolled over instead of being simply forgiven (e.g., Udry (1990), Fafchamps
and Lund (1999)).

Although many consumption credit transactions remain informal, some, like loans from
money-lenders for instance, are somewhat more formal and often include a credible threat to
seek external enforcement. Since the respect of debt repayment obligations is more easily
verifiable by an outside party than the state of nature on which transfelespend, there are
good reasons to suspect credit contracts to be enforceable even when mutual insurance obli-
gations are not. We now show that the possibility of external enforcement, even if imperfect,
helps risk sharing. The reason is that the effectiveness of quasi-credit is limited by the require-
ment that credit obligations/; be self-enforcing: the more debt an agent accumulates, the
more tempting it is for him or her to defect from the IRSA. These limitations are reduced if
credit contracts can be externally enforced.

Assume that a credible external enforcement technology exists for credit contracts. If a
debtor defaults on a loan, penalties can be inflicted. Let the expected discounted utility cost of
these penalties be an non-decreasing funcBd@w;). Let us also assume that penalties are
finite, i.e., thatlim P(w) = P < o, The participation constraint for risk sharing can then be

W - 0

rewritten:

Ui(y) - Ui(cs ) < 3 3'E[V(csu)] - E () = P(wp) + A (79)
u=1
The only difference with equation (78) B(w}): the use of credit contracts inflicts heavier
penalties on agents who defect on their risk sharing obligationsDU= the set of perfect
equilibria supported by externally enforceable credit contracts as defined in equation (79).
Since harsher punishments support more risk sharing, we get:

Proposition 111.9: B 0O D.

External enforcement can only improve efficiency if explicit, enforceable contracts are
combined with implicit risk sharing arrangements. Pure credit alone would not achieve the
same result. Furthermore, external enforcement helps only if if the penalty for defaglis
finite. If contractual default is never allowed, individuals never borrow more than the annuity
value of their minimum income. If their minimum possible income is zero, they never become
net borrowers, however small the probability of a zero income is (e.g., Zeldes (1989), Carroll
(1992), Fafchamps and Pender (1993)n this case, consumption smoothing can only be
achieved through pure gift giving. Zame (1993) demonstrates that even contingent contracts
cannot, in general, be efficient unless penalties for default are not too high, that is, unless con-
tract repudiation is tolerated in certain circumstances. Allowing debt obligations not to be met
in certain cases makes credit contracts resemble quasi-creditdéh&actomix credit with
insurance. Proposition 111.9 complements these earlier results by showing that insurance can

63 The only exception is when an agent’s utility without the loan is alreadyDesperation can lead agents
to borrow under threats of extreme punishment if they do not repay.



- 58 -

in turn be made more efficient by externally imposing penalties for the non-respect of credit
contracts.

Proposition 111.9 opens a large gray area between non-market transactions -- the income
pooling arrangements discussed in Chapter | -- and pure market transactions -- contracts that
are enforced exclusively through(w;). Most real world transactions probably stand some-
where in between. There often is an implicit arrangement between parties to renegotiate the
terms of the explicit contract, either by forgiving part of the debt or by postponing contractual
compliance (e.g., Kranton (1996), Fafchamps (1996), Fafchamps (1996)). In this gray area,
transactions share some of the characteristics of quasi-credit: rationing according to need; a
certain indeterminacy in interest rates, solved either through individual variation in interest
rate or by fixation around a focal poindg factoconditional loan repayment; and personal-
ized, repeated transactions. They also may display characteristics that are associated with
well functioning markets: limits on the individual variation of interest rates; mobility between
sources of finance; free access to credit within a certain range. Although contract enforce-
ment issues naturally raise a host of information asymmetries problem, Proposition 111.9 sug-
gests that enforcement alone can account for many observed features of credit markets (e.g.,
Stiglitz and Weiss (1981)) even in the presence of perfect information (see Fafchamps (1996),
Fafchamps (1996)) for illustrations).

4.2 Information asymmetries

For long-term relationships to mitigate commitment failure, shocks affecting members of
the risk sharing group must be observable by others. If not, members may be able to file false
'insurance claims’ and abuse the system. Fafchamps (1992) discusses how informal risk shar-
ing might be affected by information asymmetries. He argues that the observability of income
and wealth are essential for risk sharing to operate efficiently. Short of that, parties to an
informal risk sharing arrangement must rely on imperfect signals and blunt sanctions. Efforts
by poor rural societies to minimize the efficiency loss from imperfect information include:

- the lack of privacy, so that consumption can easily be observed;

- the moral condemnation of greed, that is, the dissimulation of wealth;

- the redistribution of productive assets (e.g., land) instead of consumption to minimize
shirking.

- the provision of partial or catastrophic insurance only to minimize moral hazard

These features are by and large in line with observations (see Fafchamps (1992) for details).

The organization of risk sharing as networks of friends and relatives can similarly be
understood as a way to economize on monitoring by decentralizing the system. Using original
data from the Philippines, Fafchamps and Lund (1999) show that efficient risk sharing is not
achieved at the village level and that networks play an important role in the sharing of risk.
Further evidence on the role of friends and relatives in coping with risk can be found in the
sociological and anthropological literatures, as well as in the literature on remittances (e.g.,
Lucas and Stark (1985)). Rosenzweig and Stark (1989) shows that marriages in part responds
to households’ desire to form risk sharing bonds with other families in distant villages, hence
suggesting that the formation of networks is itself endogenous to the risk coping process.
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CHAPTER IV. RISK AND DEVELOPMENT

So far we have discussed how the rural poor deal with risk. We now focus on the rela-
tionship between rural poverty, risk, and economic development. The poor’s inability to deal
with risk does not only have welfare effects. It also reduces a society’s capacity to accumu-
late, innovate, and develop. Risk thus contributes to creating a vicious circle of poverty. A
proper understanding of the interaction between risk and poverty is essential to identify the
obstacles to growth and development in poor rural societies. This chapter discusses several
mechanisms through which poverty and vulnerability hurt growth.

Section 1. Nutrition and Human Capital

It has long been recognized that poverty is detrimental to the accumulation of human
capital, and in particular to health, nutrition, and education. It is hardly novel to point out that
the poor are malnourished. In fact, malnutrition is often used as an indicator of poverty, if not
synonymous with it, and the provision of adequate nutrition is at the core of many efforts to
combat poverty (e.g., The (1986)). In this section we revisit some of these issues and reinter-
pret them in relation to risk and risk coping strategies. Given the voluminous literature on
these issues, we limit ourselves to a brief survey of the salient themes.

1.1 Fertility and infant mortality

In Chapter | we stressed that health risk is one of the major risk factors faced by the
rural poor and that it disproportionately affects children. As a result, child mortality is high in
most rural areas of the Third World, although it has been steadily declining thanks to vaccina-
tion campaigns and the provision of simple health care. Because the poor rely on their chil-
dren for old age support, it has been argued that the poor compensate for high infant mortality
by having more children in order to ensure a minimum number of surviving offspring (e.g.,
Nugent (1985), Nugent (1990), Datta and Nugent (1984), Rosenzweig and Wolpin (1985) as
well as Chakrabarti, Lord and Rangazas (1993) and the references cited therein). High fertil-
ity, in turn, raises population pressure both within the household and in society at large, lead-
ing to a Malthusian trap both at the individual and the aggregate level.

There are several problems with this line of argument. First the logic of the story is
partly defective. If people have children to ensure old age support, then the main driving
force behind increased demographic pressure ought to be adult mortality, not child mortality.
The reason is that, while adult mortality cannot be ‘correcedpostmost infant and child
mortality can® To see why, consider the following hypothetical example. Suppose that adult
mortality is zero but child mortality is 250/1000, i.e., a child has 25% chance of dying before
the age of 5. A couple has calculated that, by the time they reach old age, they need two sur-
viving offspring, no more, to take care of them. Clearly, the optimal strategy is for the couple
to have two children at the outset and to wait to see what happens. Only if one of the kids dies
before the age of 5 is it optimal for the couple to have another child, and so on until two chil-
dren reach the age of 5. Except for some possible overshooting if menopause is reached
before two surviving kids have been obtaif®dthis strategy will result in two surviving chil-
dren. Of course, in this stylized example the realized fertility rate of the couple depends on

64 Infant mortality is traditionally defined as the proportion of children who die before the age of one; child
mortality is the proportion of children who do not attain the age of 5.

65 As the couple approaches menopause without two children aged 5 or above, the possibility arises that all
or one of the two children might die after they can be replaced. In this case, the couple might choose to
overshoot whenever it approaches menopause without two offspring aged 5 or above. As a result of
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child mortality: any child death is matched by an additional birth (e.g., Bongaarts and Cain
(1981)). But the number of surviving children -- and thus population pressure -- is not sensi-
tive to the child mortality rat€% Only an increase iadult mortality would induce risk averse
parents concerned with old age support to compensate by having more children, resulting in
an average number of surviving adults greater than two, and thus in an increase in population
pressure. As this example illustrates, infant and child mortality are very unlikely to lead to a
Malthusian trap; adult mortality, however, can.

Second, the empirical evidence on Malthusian traps is largely inconclusive (e.g., Dasg-
upta (1995) and the references cited therein). For one thing, currently developed countries
managed to dramatically expand their population while growing rapidly. In contrast, there are
several examples of developing countries or regions that drastically reduced fertility rates and
population growth without noticeable impact on growth (e.g., Kerala, Sri Lanka). Recent
work by demographers suggest that fertility behavior might best be understood in terms of net
fertility, that is, in terms of the number of surviving children per women. There is indeed
ample historical evidence that net fertility is responsive to perceived income opportunities:
when they abound, as was the case historically in the Americas, net fertility rises; when they
are stationary, net fertility is by and large just sufficient to ensure a constant population (e.g.,
Lee (1987)). If this interpretation is correct, increases in net fertility should be seen mostly as
a response to perceived increases in income opportunities such as those generated by the
opening of a land frontier or by urbanization and industrialization (e.g., Wilson (1995)). This
issue deserves more investigation.

Third, the micro evidence on the relationship between poverty and fertility is also
largely inconclusive (e.g., Dasgupta (1995)). Empirical evidence suggests that in poor vil-
lages the relationship might well run in a direction opposite to what is normally assumed,
wealthier households having more children not less. This appears to be the case whenever
children are an important source of labor for cultivation and livestock herding: household
with more abundant resources are induced to have more offspring because the children can
participate to farm work and are more easily provided for (e.g., Grootaert and Kanbur (1995),
Basu and Van (1996)). Only when opportunities arise to significantly raise the expected earn-
ings of children through better education and nutrition does a trade-off arise between the
quantity and quality of the children a couple might optimally have. If the returns to human
capital are sufficiently higland adult mortality sufficiently low, investing in a small number
of highly educated and well nourished children becomes optimal (e.g., Becker, Murphy and
Tamura (1990)). The high cost of schooling might, however, preclude the poor from investing
in child quality, leaving them the only option of investing in quantity -- at least as long as they
have enough land and livestock to provide for them. This might lead to a two-tiered situation,
in which wealthy, urban based, market oriented parents invest in a few well educated kids,
rural based, subsistence oriented invest in many uneducated kids, and low income households
invest in children hardly at all. We revisit these issues below when we discuss human capital.
For the time being, let us simply point out that the micro evidence on the relationship between
poverty and fertility does not support a general monotonic relationship between rural poverty
and high fertility.

overshooting, the average number of surviving offspring might slightly exceed two, but not by much because the
overwhelming majority of couples would have two surviving offspring by the time they reach menopause.

66 Except just before menopause, when couple without two surviving children may optimally choose to
overshoot.
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Finally, many rural societies have invented institutional response to the need for old age
support. Although it is possible to find in poor villages elderly people without descendents
who live in deep poverty, it is erroneous to assume that old age support is only ever provided
by direct descendents. In many cases, the extended family is involved as well. Individuals
without descendents can anticipate their need for old age support by cultivating the goodwill
of other relatives. In other words, the extended family provides a framework within which
replacements for missing offspring can be found. Many societies formalize offspring replace-
ment through the practice of adoption, thereby strengthening the bonds between a childless
couple and its adopted offspring. The very existence of these institutions -- extended family
and formal adoption -- suggest that poor rural societies have devised insurance mechanisms
against the loss of offspring, thereby reducing the need for excess fertility.

1.2 Nutrition, health, and vulnerability to shocks

Without doubt the most dreadful consequence of poverty is that income and health
shocks often lead to early death. This is true for children, as discussed in the above sub-
section, but also for adults and the elderly. Early demise may follow from someone’s inability
to command sufficient food, clothing, and shelter for day-to-day survival, or from someone’s
incapacity to receive proper medical care to deal with a treatable disease. Famines are exam-
ples of shocks that affect an entire group’s capacity to provide for itself. In practice today,
famines and other emergency situations often result or are seriously aggravated by warfare
and civil unrest, as the example of the 1984 Ethiopian and Sudanese famines illustrate. Epi-
demics such as malaria, measles, or tuberculosis -- the worst killer diseases in Sub-Saharan
Africa -- are examples of health shocks that affect many individuals in the same population.

There are long lasting effects of shocks other than death. Stunting, a serious deficit in
height, is the result of improper nutrition during childhood. Children who are raised in house-
holds subject to severe even if temporary shocks, and who consequently receive insufficient
food, may suffer permanent consequences in the form of reduced height. In addition, stunting
is generally believed to be correlated with poor health and to raise the risk of complication
during pregnancies (see, however, Payne and Lipton (1994) for a dissenting opinion). Even if
stunting is not associated with poor health, it nevertheless reduces an individual’s body size
and strength. Indeed, short size has empirically been associated with lower productivity in
farming and livestock activities (e.g., Foster and Rosenzweig (1993), Foster and Rosenzweig
(1996), Fafchamps and Quisumbing (1998), Fafchamps and Quisumbing (1998)). Disease can
similarly reduce someone’s ability to cope with subsequent health shocks, especially if left
untreated. Consequently, inability to cope with health risk at a moment in time leads to
increase vulnerability in the future.

Poor populations subject to repeated shocks have a high incidence of stunting and high
physical vulnerability to diseases (e.g., Payne and Lipton (1994)). These deficiencies reduce
the population’s capacity to produce and accumulate (e.g., Fogel (1990)), hence making it
difficult to get itself out of poverty. Although one should be careful not to fall victim to
economic determinism -- after all, all countries were once poor, including the rich of today --
poverty makes development difficult in ways that are hard to anticipate for well fed, healthy
development experts in the field and project managers in their offices.

By increasing the vulnerability of individuals or groups to health and income shocks,
poverty leads to higher morbidity and mortality and a higher incidence of stunting, chronic
poor health, famines, and destitution. These undoubtedly have an adverse effect on the stock
of human capital and talent in a given society. They also disrupt families and make it difficult
for children to receive the nutrition and schooling they need. None of these observations are
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new, but they serve to emphasize that poverty by itself seldom leads to death or disease.
Except in cases of extreme destitution, the proximate cause of death or poor health is always
an identifiable income or health shock. It is not poverty that kills or incapacitates, but the vul-
nerability to shocks that is generated by poverty.

From this realization, it follows that welfare can be improved dramatically by decou-
pling poverty from vulnerability. This is important because eradicating poverty is a difficult
and lengthy task. Realizing that the most visible and least desirable consequences of poverty
can be eliminated or at least minimized without eliminating poverty itself opens new avenues
for intervention.

1.3 School attendance and risk

Since the seminal work of Schultz (1961), the role that human capital, and especially
education, play in the development process has received a lot of attention (e.g., Mankiw,
Romer and Weil (1992), Barro and Sala-i-Martin (1992)). Microeconomic empirical work
suggests that, in poor rural areas, the returns to education are highest in non-farm activities
(e.g., Yang (1997), Fafchamps and Quisumbing (1998), Jolliffe (1996)). Some evidence indi-
cates that it might also be significant in farming, especially when new technologies are intro-
duced (e.g., Lockheed, Jamison and Lau (1980), Phillips (1987)). The poor's capacity to
invest in schooling is thus an important factor of long-term success in the development of
rural areas of the Third World.

Yet, not only do poor rural households find it hard to stay well nourished and healthy,
they also have to struggle to put their children in school. Money for school fees, books, and
uniforms is hard to come by. Furthermore, children’s time is valuable because they often con-
tribute to household work, participating to livestock and farm activities as well as to house-
hold chores (e.g., Grootaert and Kanbur (1995), Fafchamps and Quisumbing (1998)). Since
borrowing on future income is difficult if not impossible in virtually all economies -- but espe-
cially in those where adult mortality is high -- poor parents cannot always afford to send their
children to school. This depresses the human capital of their offspring and tends to replicate
their own poverty across generations.

Recent empirical work has refined the above picture by bringing out the role that shocks
play in school attendance. Jacoby and Skoufias (1995) and Sawada (1997) have indeed shown
that children’s propensity to join school and to drop out of school responds not only to chronic
poverty but also to transient shocks. The evidence provided by Sawada (1997) even indicates
that the effect of transitory income shocks on school entry and drop out rates is higher than
that of permanent income. This result suggests that households’ incapacity to handle tem-
porary shocks in income is a more important determinant of school attendance than poverty
itself. Again, this finding has important policy implications. It suggests that programs aimed
at helping poor parents handle emergencies may be more cost effective in keeping poor chil-
dren in school than program aiming either at reducing poverty itself or at reducing school
costs for the poor as a whole. It might be more cost effective to reduce school fees selectively
for those parents who face temporary difficulties.

Section 2. Risk and Technological Innovation

We have seen that one of the ways by which the rural poor cope with risk is by choosing
activities and techniques of production that keep income variations to a minimum. One poten-
tial consequence of such a strategy is that the poor will resist technological innovations that
raise the mean and variability of income at the same time. This simple observation has
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received a lot of attention and resistance to risk taking has been blamed for many of the
failures to induce poor villagers to adopt technologies developed for them (e.g., Feder, Just
and Zilberman (1985), Eicher and Baker (1982))

This section revisits these issues and briefly summarizes the implications of risk aversion
for technology adoption and extends it to market risk. It also reviews the available evidence
for and against risk aversion as an impediment to innovation and market participation. We
begin with a discussion of risk aversion and production choices. We continue with a review of
the trade-off between specialization and diversification. Next, we debate commercial farming
and the reliance on the market in poor rural areas. We conclude with a brief discussion of
technological uncertainty and learning.

2.1 Production choices and risk

We have seen in Chapter Il that one way for poor farmers reduce the income risk they
face is to make production choices that reduce the variance of their net income. As Sandmo
(1971) elegantly demonstrated, one effect of risk aversion on production choices is to reduce
effort. To see why, consider a producer with indirect utiNtyy, p) wherep is a vector of
consumption prices that, for the moment, we assume constant. The value of output is stochas-
tic and is writtend x where8 is a combination of multiplicative yield risk and output price
risk. The producer faces a cost functiGr{x) which is increasing irx and concave, i.e., with
decreasing returns to scale (as would be the case if there is a fixed factor). Assuming that no
insurance is available and that sufficient funds are available to finance production, the deci-
sion problem of the producer can be written:

Max E [V(y, p)] (80)
subject to
y=8x-C(x)+ U (81)

whereU denotes unearned income (e.g., remittances, pension, rental income). The first order
condition is:

E[V B-C(x)]=0 (82)

If the producer is risk neutral, utility is linear in income, which implies tNatis constant.
The first order condition then boils down to:

C'(x)=n (83)

where P is shorthand forE[8]. In this case, optimality requires that marginal cost equal
expected marginal revenue. A similar result is obtained if the producer is risk averse but com-
plete insurance is available, so that production decisions are decoupled from producer prefer-
ences (see Chapter II, Explicit Risk Sharifg).

However, if the producer is risk averse, then expected outpwill be lower than it
would be if complete insurance were available or if the producer was risk neutral. To see
why, note that, sinceV(y,p) is concave iny when the producer is risk averse,

67 Note that even if perfect insurance markets exist, complete insurance need not exist: the economy might
be subject to collective shocks it cannot insure against. In this case, residual risk remains and producers are
predicted to behave in a risk averse manner even though insurance markets are perfect (e.g., Fafchamps and
Kurosaki (1997)).
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V' (y,p) <V’ (E[y],p) whenevem > i, and vice versa. Consequently,

V' (y,p)(B-1) < V'(E[y],p)(B-1) (84)

for all 8. If inequality (84) is true for alB, then we can take expectations of both sides and
write:

E[V'(y.p) -] <V (ElyLp) E[(B-p]=0 (85)

where the right hand side of the inequality is zero since, by definitieaE [8]. Now, from
the first order conditiofE [V’ (y,p) p] = E[V'(y,p) C (x)], we can write:

EIV'(y.p)(P-1) = E[V'(y,p) (C"(x)-W)] (86)
Combining equation (86) with inequality (85) we get:
CX)su (87)

Since the cost function is concave, the value tiat satisfies inequality (87) must be smaller

than the value ok that satisfies the equalit¢”(x) = p. Consequently average outpuis

smaller without complete insurance than with it. Sandmo (1971)’s result implies that produc-
ers without perfect insurance will underproduce, and hence underinvest in production and
underpurchase inputs relative to what would be dictated by the maximization of expected
profit. The poorer producers are and the less access they have to insurance, the more concave
V(y,p) will be, and the lowex will, in general, b8

Sandmo (1971)’s contribution has been widely received among economists working on
technology adoption by poor farmers as a convincing story to explain resistance to technolog-
ical innovation and underinvestment in production enhancement. If one abstracts from the
purchase of new technologies and investment in durable productive resources, the evidence
does not, however, strongly support Sandmo (1971)’s conclusion: poor rural household do not
appear to systematically underproduce given their productive resources and the absorptive
capacity of the market for agricultural products (e.g., Walker and Ryan (1990)). This should
not be surprising. After all, at some fundamental level, Sandma’s result is counterintuitive: if
people are poor and are concerned about survival, the solution is clearly not to underproduce.
So what is it about Sandmao’s result that is misleading?

One issue is the assumption that consumption prices are constant. We get back to it
below, but it is not central to our critique of the common interpretation of Sandmo’s result.
More important is Sandmao’s assumptions about how output is produced and how production is
financed. The model presented above makes two fundamental -- though hidden -- assump-
tions. First it assumes that all inputs are marketed so that only their market value, summarized
in C(x), matters. If, in contrast, output is produced primarily with labor and that a complete
labor market does not exist, then Sandmao’s model is inappropriate. If the choice facing farm-
ers is enjoy leisure now and starve later, or produce now and survive, then most farmers will
choose to produce. Furthermore, the higher the risk they face, the harder they are likely to
work. This can be formalized by rewriting the above model as is Fafchamps (1993):

MWEWWPJH (88)

subject to

68 Although this statement is intuitively appealing, more stringent conditions about the curvature of the
utility function are in fact needed for it to be true. See for instance Diamond and Stiglitz (1974), Dreze and
Modigliani (1972), Dardanoni (1988).
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y=8(T-D+U-C (89)

wherel stands for leisureT for total time endowment, an@ for minimum consumption. We

have assumed for simplicity that output is linear in labor. The utility functigp, p, |) can

be understood as the result of a two-step optimization process: in the first period the producer
chooses how much to work -- and thus how much leiguteconsume; in the second period

the producer chooses how to spend earned and unearned income on consumption. Solving for
the second period optimization process yields the conditional indirect utility function
V(y, p, |) (see Epstein (1978), Epstein (1980) for details).

The first order condition of the above optimization problem is:
E[V, 8] = E[V] (90)
From equation (90), straightforward comparative statics yields:
dl _ E[Vyl] - E[Vyy é]
dC SOC

Since the second order condition is necessarily negative at an interior optimum an¥,gince

is negative whenever the producer is risk averse, we see that a sufficient condition for leisure
consumption to decrease as the minimum consumption require@encreases is that

Vy1 2 0, i.e., that the marginal utility of leisure is non-decreasing in non-leisure consunyption

-- a natural assumption if leisure is a normal good. In fact, it is even possible for the marginal
utility of leisure to be decreasing yand still have leisure decreasing@provided that the
producer is sufficiently risk averse. Translated in english, this result implies that poor villagers
will produce more, not less, if they face a higher risk of starvation.

A second hidden assumption in Sandmo’'s model is that input costs can be financed with
output: Sandmo’s model indeed contains no additional liquidity or credit constraint requiring
that:

(91)

C(x)<B (92)

whereB is the amount of cash the producer has access to. This is akin to assuming either that
credit is available to finance all input purchases, or that producers are sufficiently wealthy to
finance these costs from their own pocket. When inputs are not purchased but provided
directly by the household, such as owned land, family labor, manure from own livestock, and
draft power from own animals, constraint (92) is unlikely to be binding. But when farmers are
presented with new technologies for which up front cash outlays are required, such as fertil-
izer, improved seeds, animal traction equipment, irrigation pumps, and the like, these condi-
tions are unlikely to be satisfied and constrdiis likely to bind for poor farmers. Conse-
quently, poverty coupled with credit market imperfections constitutes a working hypothesis
for why poor farmers do not adopt new technology that is more intellectually appealing than
aversion toward risk.

There is, however, another modification of Sandmo's model that is quite relevant in
practice, namely, one emphasizing bankruptcy risk. Sandmao's model implicitly assumes that
production costs can always be financed out of output or out of wealth/unearned ikkome
Indeed, for Sandmo’s model to be rigorously correct, one must assume either that consump-
tion can become negative -- an impossibility -- or that income drate alwayssufficient to
coverC(x), i.e., that the producer never goes bankrupt. These conditions are seldom satisfied
in the case of poor farmers considering spending cash on a new agricultural technology. Even
assuming that credit is available to finance input purchases, poverty still means that there is
little wealth or unearned income to pay the debt in case of crop failure. What happens to a
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producer without enough assets to pay the debt then determines its willingness to borrow
money to purchase inputs.

To begin with, if lenders insist on full payment under all circumstances, they will refuse
to lend to a producer who does not already have enough assets to purchase the inputs. In other
words, if lenders refuse to bear any default risk, poor borrowersdeiflactobe rationed out:
since they cannot promise to repay for certain, they cannot enter into a contract that requires
full repayment in all circumstances. Only producers who already have assets can borrow; bor-
rowers can never hold a negative net wealth (e.g., Carroll (1992)). Notice that rationing arises
without any imperfect information; it is simply a consequence of the fact that producers can-
not give what they do not have.

Next, suppose that default is allowed but that lenders insist on recouping as much of the
amount borrowed as possible. In this case, when the value of crop output falls below the value
of the debt, the producer is forced to consume notfftio capture the fact that consuming
nothing or close to nothing is a very unpleasant occurrence, let the utility of zero consumption
be a large negative number, sali. 1 et the cumulative distribution of random incoréde
written F (y) and let the support of be [0,y] with y possibly+o. The producer’s optimiza-
tion problem now is:

Max —H Prob(y < C(x)) + E[V(y,p) |y > C(X)] (93)
subject to
y=8f(x)-C(x) (94)

For notational simplicity we have assumed that the interest rate is 0, so that debt repayment
equalC (x). To focus on debt repayment, unearned incdsris assumed to be 0.

The above model is not very different from Sandmo’s. All it does is to bring into the
open the probability of bankruptcy =H Prob(y < C(x)). The first order condition becomes:

0 Prob(y ,= C(x))
d X

Note that if f (0)=y > 0, that is, survival can be attained without purchased ixpthen
only if C(x) = 0 does the first term -- the effect of input expenditures on the probability of
bankruptcy -- disappedf This is different from Sandmo’'s model because it implies that even
if the producer is risk neutral, i.e., Y (y,p) is linear iny, the producer still behaves in a risk
averse manner, i.e., refrains from using the amount of ingutisat maximizes expected
profits. The reason is that the producer fears bankruptcy. In fael] # —oo, it is optimal for

the producer not to purchase any input all even iflenders are willing to lend.

The difference between Sandmo’'s general result that risk averse producers purchase less
inputs and our conclusion that producers who fear bankruptcy purchase less inputs might
appear minute. In fact, however, it is crucial for policy design. In our model, what producers
are worried about is not so much variations in income but the probability that realized income
may be so low as to endanger the survival of the household. If this is a fair characterization of
poor producers’ fears about purchased inputs, it implies that if a mechanisms can be found
that provides credit AND eliminates the risk of bankruptcy, poor producers will be willing to

~HC(x)

+E[V(y.p)@-C(x) |y>C(x)]=0 (95)

69 Or close to nothing if, as is often the case by law, creditors cannot foreclose on everything the debtor has.

70 To be fully rigorous, we need another technical assumption, namely that the distribufibhasfnot mass
point at 0.
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purchase cash inputs. Such mechanisms in fact exist. Here are three examples.

The first example is that of sharecropping. In many sharecropping contracts it is com-
mon for the landlord to provide some of the cash inputs and to take part of the output as com-
pensation (e.g., Braverman and Stiglitz (1986), Shaban (1987), Krishnan (1996)). This con-
tractual arrangement does not eliminate risk for the producer, but it provides credit: the inputs
are given at the beginning of the cropping season, they are repaid at harvest. Furthermore, it
eliminates bankruptcy risk: if crops fail, nothing is pdttin spite of initial fears regarding
landlords’ willingness to invest in new technology (e.g., Bhaduri (1973)), the bulk of the evi-
dence now indicates that sharecropping is an effective way of delivering input credit to pro-
ducers (e.g., Braverman and Stiglitz (1986), Gavian and Teklu (1996)).

The second example is taken from the input delivery practices of agricultural marketing
boards during and after the colonial period in Sub-Saharan Afdidawas common practice
for agricultural marketing board to provide farmers with agricultural inputs at the beginning
of the season and to recoup the cost of these inputs at harvest time. Since many of these mark-
eting boards had a monopsony on the cash crop they were responsible for, producers could
not abscond from the credit they had received by selling to someoné3el$ss method of
recouping input creditle factomeant that farmers were responsible for input costs only up to
the value of their cash crop output. The method by which this was accomplished varied
(sometimes input costs were simply deducted from a pan-territorial output price, sometimes
villagers as a group were held collectively responsible for the payment of inputs used in their
village) but the end result was the same: in case of crop failure, producers paid nothing. The
simple fact that producers complained bitterly any time this principle was violated serves to
stress its important.

The third example comes from contract farming. In many ways, contract farming resem-
bles what agricultural marketing boards do: they provide affiliated growers with seeds and
inputs and promise to purchase all or part of their output, at which time inputs are paid. The
crop itself serves as collateral for the inputs and the contractor often has the right to harvest
the crop to recoup the cost of the inptfsAlthough in theory contractors could seek to
recover all input costs on growers’ assets in case of crop failure, they hesitate to do so not to
antagonize their growers. Ste facto,growers pay nothing in case of crop failure.

These three input delivery schemes have two features in common: payment at harvest,
and no payment in case of crop failure. Otherwise the details of input repayment vary a lot
from one example to the next -- in the sharecropping example, costs are paid as a share of
harvest; in the agricultural marketing board example, costs are deducted from the output price
or paid jointly by villagers; in contract farming, costs are deducted from the value of the har-
vested crop. That much variation suggests that these contractual details are less important
than the two principles listed above. Similar principles can be successfully applied to other
technology delivery schemes, such as animal traction equipfient.

71 |n fact, there is evidence that even when harvest is poor although not zero, tenants are also dispensed to
share output with the landlord (e.g., Singh (1989), Dutta, Ray and Sengupta (1989)).

72 Cotton marketing boards in West Africa are a good illustration of these practices (e.g., Roberts (1996)).

73 Although some invariably tried, especially nearby porous borders like that between Senegal and Gambia.

74 |n fact, certain contracts stipulate that harvesting is done by the contractor itself.

75 In this case, repayment of the equipment is spread over several years and producers get a repayment
holiday if they can show they were hit by an adverse shock (e.g., ILO (1984)).
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2.2 Diversification and specialization

In the preceding sub-section we have argued that aversion toward risk and a desire to
smooth consumption are not, by themselves, a convincing explanation for poor farmers reluc-
tance to purchase new inputs. Credit constraints and concerns about bankruptcy are probably
a more accurate way of thinking about the obstacles poor farmers face when adopting agri-
cultural practices that require the use of purchased inputs. In this section, we argue that risk
aversion is an excellent explanation for another often observed feature of technology adop-
tion by poor farmers, namely, partial adoptith.

The attractiveness of partial adoption follows from the portfolio argument discussed in
Chapter II: if the incomes generated by different technologies are only imperfectly correlated,
producers can reduce the total variation of their aggregate income by combining several
crops and technologies on their farm. In fact, if crops and techniques of production are
characterized by constant returns to scale, the portfolio argument would dictate that any risk
averse farmer ought to plant all the crops and varieties and use all the techniques of produc-
tion that are not stochastically dominated by oth&rFhus, if new technologies are disivible,
farmers’ desire to smooth consumption should make them more willing to awogEnew
technologies than if they were risk neutral. Put differently, poor farmers’ desire to smooth
consumption favors -- not hinders -- the adoption, albeit partial, of new technologies as long
as they are divisible. In contrast, risk neutral producers would concentrate on the single crop
or technology, whether new or old, which has the highest expected return. Based on this rea-
soning, and abstracting from the issue of purchased inputs discussed in the previous sub-
section, if consumption smoothing is the main determinant of technology choice, risk averse
farmers should adopt any new technology that comes along provided its risk profile differs
from what they currently cultivate. On the other hand, risk neutral farmers should only adopt
the new technologies that yield a higher return. Unless one is willing to assume that the new
technologies proposed to Third World farmers are always superior to what they currently
grow -- a proposition that is doubtful given the quality of what often comes out of agronomic
research stations in poor countries -- one would expect risk averse farmers to be on average
more receptive than risk neutral farmers, not less, to new technology. Put different, the proba-
bility that a producer would adopt an arbitrary new technology on at least part of its fields is
higher for risk averse than risk neutral farmers as long as the new technology does not require
large cash expenditures up front.

Of course, this conclusion holds only if the new technology is divisible, that is, if it does
not benefit from returns to scale. In case the technological innovation has fixed costs (e.g.,
tractors) or requires a reorganization of production that is not favorable to diversification
(e.g., large irrigated scheme), then the desire to smooth consumption clearly operates against
adoption. The reason is that the desire to diversify dilutes some of the gains from adoption.
By the same token, even if adoption takes place, poor farmers diversification strategy still
works against full specialization, hence implying that the full gains from innovation are not
captured. Partial adoption is the rule, which dilutes the gains not only from innovation but

76 By partial adoption we mean adoption of a crop or technology over only a portion of the farm or for some
of the time. We do not mean the adoption by farmers of only certain parts of a package that is proposed to them.
Debundling by farmers of ready-made technological packages is a sign of experimentation and should be
encouraged.

77 More precisely, if N moments are required to fully characterize crops’ distribution function and no
crop/technique is stochastically dominated by other crops or combination of other crops/technique, then farmers
ought to plantN crops/useN techniques.
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also from learning about the new technology. The same can be said of income diversification
strategies that encompass multiple farm and non-farm activities: by spreading their attention
too thin, households fail to capture all the gains from specialization in a single activity. This is
the price society pays for portfolio diversification.

To summarize, risk averse farmers’ desire to diversify their portfolio of crops and activi-
ties has two opposite effects on technology adoption. On one hand it makes them more recep-
tive to new technologies that have a different risk profile, hence favoring adoption. On the
other hand, it makes them less willing to specialize in a single activity or crop, even if it gen-
erates a higher income on average. Reluctance to specialize, in turn, reduces the gains from
adoption and hinders it, particularly if the new technology benefits from increasing returns to
scale. One should thus not blame the desire to smooth consumption for non-adoption of
divisible technologies; risk aversion should only be blamed for partial adoption. An immedi-
ate corollary is that if a divisible technological innovation, such as an improved seed or
chemical fertilizer, is not adopted at all by poor farmers, one should first look towards credit
constraints and fear of bankruptcy as likely explanations, not toward a desire to diversify.

2.3 Technological uncertainty and learning

There is another type of uncertainty that is generated by new technology, namely, uncer-
tainty regarding its income distribution. When a technical innovation is introduced in a new
environment, it is typically unclear how it will perform and interact with local conditions.
Experimentation is required to assess the probability distribution of the new technology.
Some experimentation is typically undertaken by research organizations who then dissem-
inate the results via extension agents. But in practice, farmers often feel the need for addi-
tional experimentation to investigate how the new technology interacts with their other activi-
ties and whether it performs in local conditions as advertised by extension agents. They also
need to learn how to use the new technique.

This process of learning and experimentation is costly and time consuming. The ques-
tion then arises of who is more likely to undertake this process, and whether poverty and risk
aversion hinder it. It has been argued that poor risk averse farmers are unlikely to experiment
because of the risk associated with it. The arguments presented in the previous sub-section
indicate that this intuition is partly misleading. The desire to diversify ought to make poor risk
averse farmers quite willing to experiment on a small scale. The first reason is that, since risk
averse farmers are more likely to adopt a new technology (see above), they are also more
likely to find experimentation attractive. The second reason is that experimentation itself is a
form of risk diversification, and thus ought to be perceived as attractive as long as it can be
undertaken on a small scale and does not raise any serious financial concerns. One would
therefore expect even the poorest of farmers to experiment with new seeds on tiny parcels. If
this does not take place, other explanations must be sought, as for instance mistrust in the
information provided by extension agents and the widespread belief that extension agents
promote ill-adapted technologies and agronomic practices.

There are, however, circumstances in which learning and experimentation are non-
divisible. Migration to the city is an example of an experimentation process which is difficult
to undertake on a small scale manner (unless it is sufficiently close to allow an easy commute)
and thus may discourage very poor farmers. Only for sufficiently large households with good
connections in the city do migration prospects become attractive -- unless of course the local
situation has deteriorated so much that survival is a stake. These predictions are, by and large,
consistent with observation.



-70 -

The switch to animal traction is also largely non-divisible because draft animals have to
be bought and trained and equipment has to be purchased before experimentation can begin.
In these circumstances it is conceivable that a technology that is suitable ends up not being
adopted because the learning process itself is too risky. This problem has typically been dealt
with in two different ways. One approach has been to subsidize an otherwise comprehensive
and rigid package. Success has been limited and debt recovery disappointing, hence preclud-
ing replication (e.g., Sargent et al. (1981), Eicher and Baker (1982)). A second approach,
which seems to have worked better, has been to focus on very small-scale animal traction,
e.g., using a single donkey instead of a pair of oxen, and to allow farmers to adopt only parts
of the package, e.g., a cart or a weeder (e.g., Sargent et al. (1981), Jaeger (1986)). The argu-
ments presented here suggest that the success of the second approach is probably due to the
fact that it breaks the innovation into smaller components and brings experimentation within
the reach of poor farmers.

Given the risk and potential benefits of large scale experimentation, one may wonder
whether poor farming communities have found institutional ways of disseminating informa-
tion about technology. After all, the results of experimentation and learning are at least par-
tially non-rival in nature: once someone has figured out how to grow a particular crop in a
particular environment, others can copy the technique without subtracting from the
innovator’s welfare’8 Extension programs which have focused their technology dissemina-
tion efforts on large, more receptive farmers, have often justified their approach by implicitly
assuming the existence of village institutions for the sharing of knowledge. If successful,
early adopters, it was argued, would trigger copycats and the technology would trickle down
to the entire community (e.g., Eicher and Baker (1982), Griliches (1988), Norman (1978),
Foster and Rosenzweig (1995)). Recent work, however, casts some doubt on the existence of
efficient channels for the dissemination of new technologies at the community level (e.g.,
Udry (1997) and personal communication from David Widawski, IRRI). Poor farmers seem
to know much less about each others’ production techniques than is often assumed and are
often quite individualistic in their approach to farming. If technology information circulates
at all among farmers, it appears to be in processed form and along networks of friends and
relatives rather than in an efficient community-based manner. There findings, although prel-
iminary, caution us not to put too much faith in the idea that non-divisibilities during learning
and experimentation are irrelevant because the knowledge acquired by innovators circulates
efficiently within the community.

Section 3. Commercial Crops vs. Subsistence Farming

In many cases, farmers cannot make full use of the technologies that are proposed to
them without shifting, at least partially, to commercial crops and moving away from sub-
sistence farming, if only to be able to pay for purchased inputs. Yet, agricultural censuses and
household surveys often show that cash crops are grown principally by large fdfhéris.
section investigates the relationship between poverty, risk, and self-subsistence. A proper
understanding of this relationship is indeed essential if the rural poor are to leave their cocoon
and integrate the global economy.

78 Except for the possible reduction in purchase price, a problem which can, at least in theory, be solved by
compensating -- the village equivalent of patents.

79 See, however, Matlon (1977) for a counter example.
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Several explanations have been proposed for the positive relationship between cash crop
orientation and farm size. Some argue that farmers differ in their ability to sustain risk and
that crop choices are but the consequence of differences in income risk aversion (e.g,
Binswanger (1980), Shahabuddin, Mestelman and Feeny (1986)). Others invoke the presence
of credit constraints, lumpy investments, technological differences, and differentials in rela-
tive factor costs across farms (e.g., Feder (1980), Feder (1985), Eswaran and Kotwal (1986)).
These explanations contain elements of truth but they are not based on the fundamental
difference between food crops and cash crops, namely that food crops can be consumed while
cash crops cannot. A third explanation takes this difference as starting point and notes that in
the absence of food markets, Third World farmers have to be self-sufficient in basic staples
(e.g. de Janvry, Fafchamps and Sadoulet (1991)). In that case, farmers allocate land to cash
crops only if their food security is guaranteed (Chapter II). This explains why large farmers
are more cash crop oriented than are small ones.

The trouble with the latter explanation is that, in most poor villages today, food markets
do exist. Yet it can be shown that, even when food markets are present, only wealthier farm-
ers are likely to grow cash crops (e.g., Fafchamps (1992)). The starting point is that, because
of high transport costs and low agricultural productivity, rural food markets are thin and iso-
lated (e.g., Timmer (1986), Dercon (1995), Barrett (1997), Shively (1996)). Consequently,
farmers are confronted with food prices that are volatile and highly correlated with their own
agricultural output. Since basic staples constitute a large share of total consumption and have
low income elasticity, farmers are adamant to protect themselves against food price risk. In
most cases, this is optimally achieved by emphasizing food self-sufficiency. Wealthier farm-
ers, however, spend proportionally less on food. By the same reasoning, they also prefer to
allocate proportionally less of their land to food crops.

To show this formally, let the producer’s maximization problem be written:

Max, EV(y, p) (96)
subject to
N _ N _
y= >l ,0<Lj<L foralli and Y Lj=1L (97)
i=1 i=1

where, as beforey(y , p) is the indirect utility functiony is agricultural income, ang the
vector of consumption pricest = p;q; is the revenue per acre of cropL is the producer’s
endowment of the fixed factor of production, abdis the amount of the fixed factor allo-
cated to crod. Combining first order conditions for an interior optimum, one gets the usual
series of equationg[V, 5] = E[V,1y] for all i and].80

Consider a first order expansion of the marginal utility of income around average
incomey and prices:

— M _—_ _
vy By + kglvm (P — D) + V(Y = %) (98)

— A%
whereM is the set of consumed goods avid stands forV,(y , p). Let W equal—z_y—y, the
Vy

80 Corner solutions are ignored. The reason is that conditions leading to an increase (decrease) in level of an
interior L; are the same as those making it more (less) likely for alputh become positive or for an interidg
to become equal th. Thus, any conclusion reached for interlgis quite naturally extends to non-interior ones.
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coefficient of relative risk aversion with respect to income variabilityyatfg) (e.g., Newbery
and Stiglitz (1981)). Totally differentiating Roy’s identity, we get:

= M_ Nk Y —, V¥

Vy B[l - 5 G(—— )~ ) — — (v — ) (99)
k=1 Y y y

whereq; andn); are respectively quantity consumed and income elasticity of consumption at

(y , p). Multiplying by 1 and taking expectations, the above expression becomes:

_ M

E[VyTi] BV{E[T] - ¥ sc(nk — W)E[TE (gk— - 1)] - WE[m (L - 1)) (100)
k=1 P y

wheres, stands for the consumption share of gdoat average prices and incompgqgi/y. In

order to simplify the above expression, let the expected revenue per acre of one of the crops,

say E[m,], serve as numeraire. Plugging equation (100) into first order condition

E[Vy(m — )] = O, dividing byV, and by numerairé[1,], and definingm;, asE[Tg]/E[TT,],

the following equation is derived:

(m -m)d+Y¥) (P)
M
2 1 CVo (M Pryp, CViry = Miprp, CVr)sc(Ni — W) Q)
_qJE[(Tﬁ - T15)y] Ho )
YE[T]

whereCV stands for coefficient of variation amdfor coefficient of correlation. This equation
must hold for all interiori and j. It is dimension-free and therefore homogeneous of degree
zero in all prices and revenues.

The final step is to obtain an explicit expression for crop portfolio choicesl; lstand

for L; /L. The farm income per acre can then be erttenzli;kn]( Manipulating expression
k=1

(X) in the above equation and multiplying through @/Ikmk, a system oN -1 independent
k=1

linear equations wittN unknownsly is obtained. The system is identified by adding the con-

straint that crop shares sum to one.

When there are only two crops, say 0 and 1, the optimal crop portfolio can be solved
explicitly as:

-P+Q)+¥S
(m-1)P + Q) -wr”
wherel stands foll ; andmfor m,. E[1] serves as numerair@.andSstand respectively for:
CVZ + m?CV4 + (1-m)? - 2mpy n CVi CVyy , andmpp , CVy CVpp - CVZA +m - 1.

Except for an approximation error, the optimal crop portfolio has thus been expressed as
a function only of parameters that have an intuitive content: expenditure shares, income elas-
ticities, relative risk aversion, ratio of expected returns, coefficient of variation of prices and
revenues, and the correlation between prices and revenues.

1* EMin (1, Max (0,

(101)

3.1 Effect of consumption preferences on crop choices

The relationship between crop choices and consumption preferences is now analyzed in
detail when two crops are produced. Crop revenues are assumed independent of the price of
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non-produced consumption goods. In order to further simplify notation, write
CVp, (Pryp, CVi, = MPr,p, CViy ) @sA; fori =0, 1.

First, consider how crop portfolid” changes with consumption shares. Totally
differentiating the first order condition, the sign df /ds is the same as the sign of
Ai(n; —W¥). Four cases are possible, depending on whe#hes positive or negative and
whether income elasticity; is larger or smaller than the coefficient of income relative risk
aversion.

The sign ofA; depends on whetharov(T , p;) is greater or smaller thacov(Ts , ;).
Generally the covariance between the price of one crop and the revenue of the other is
smaller than the covariance between price and revenue of the same crop (see infra). Conse-
quently, the usual situation is that:

%>(<)o ffon<E)W

Income relative risk aversion is often believed to lie between one and, say, four (e.g,
Newbery and Stiglitz (1981), Binswanger (1980), Binswanger and Sillers (1983)). Suppose
that cropi is a staple food and that the other crop is not consumed, i.e. is a cash crop. In that
case, the income elasticity of crofs unlikely to be greater than one. Therefore, in the most
usual situation, and other things being equal, a risk averse farmer whose share of food in total
expenditure is large will produce proportionally more food than a similarly risk averse farmer
whose share of food in total expenditure is small. Only farmers with a low share of food in
total expendituresvill devote a significant amount of resources to cash crop produciibe.

result is reversed when the coefficient of relative income risk aversion is smaller than the
income elasticity of food, a condition satisfied for instance by risk neutral farmers for whom
food is a normal good.

Next consider the effect that the income elasticity of demand has on crop portfolio.
Using the same argument as above, it follows that:

di;
Eli_< (>) 0 iff cov(m , p;)> (<) cov(T , py) (102)
Thus whencov(T, , p;) > cov(T , p;), the producer reduces production of a crop for which

his income elasticity is large. The reason is that when consumption prices and crop output are
correlated positively, growing a particular crop serves as insurance against consumption price
uncertainty. But high income elasticity leads to a high expected ugjhiy from price varia-

bility (e.g., Turnovsky, Shalit and Schmitz (1980)). Consequently, a producer with high
income elasticity for a particular crop will find it in his interest to leesinsured and there-

fore to grow less of that crop.

The effect of income risk aversion on crop portfolio can similarly be approximated. The
sign ofd | / d W is the same as the sign of:

S-IT
-ApSop—A1S1+m-1- 1+ [(m-1)
which is the combination of two effects: a direct portfolio effect captured by
S-IT  _ cov(y,Tp—Th) :
m-1- = —and a consumption effect captured by tAgs
1+I(m-1) VE[T,]

terms.
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The sign of the consumption effect again reflects the fact that growing a crop whose
revenue is positively correlated with consumption prices is a form of insurance. Conse-
quently, more risk averse farmers will seek to insure themselves against consumption price
risk by increasing the production of consumed crops, provided that the covariance condition
is satisfied and that the direct portfolio effect is not too strong.

The balance between the direct portfolio effect and consumption effect in general
depends on the model parameters. It is worth pointing out, however, that the consumption
effect may lead to the "perverse"” result tllamore risk averse person chooses to produce
more of the risky cropWhether or not such a situation arises depends critically on the share
of the risky crop in consumption and on the covariance between price and revenue from that
crop: the larger the share and the larger the covariance, the more likely a more risk averse
producer is to shift production toward the risky crop.

Finally the three comparative static experiments can be combined to look at the effect
that a rise in land assets, wealth, or expected income has on crop portfolio. Because of the
assumption of constant returns to scale, differences in farm size have no effect on expected
yields. They only affect portfolio decisions via their incidence on consumption shares,
demand elasticities, and risk aversion.

Consider the case of interest in which farmers grow a food and a cash crop, income rela-
tive risk aversion is constant, and changes in income elasticities are small and can be ignored.
Letting subscript stand for food, the effect of an increase in wealth or expected income has

A
the same sign as;—sf(r]f - —W).

What is the most likely sign of the above expression? As has already been argued, the
covariance condition necessary fégs; to be positive is likely to hold for staple foods
because of their low price elasticity. The income elasticity for staple food can be large for
poor households, but it is likely to remain below unity; that is, richer households are likely to
spend a smaller fraction of their income on staple food. Finally, poor rural households facing
various sources of risk, but with little insurance mechanisms to rely on, are likely to be risk
averse. Thus, the most likely relationship between wealth (i.e. farm size) and cash crop
emphasis ipositive.This is also the most commonly observed situation.

Possible - but unlikely - configurations of parameters exist in which small farmers are
more cash crop oriented. One is when risk aversion is lw: ns < 1, a condition unlikely
to hold among Third World small farmers. Another is when the self-consumed good is a lux-
ury: 1< n¢ < W. This may occur in special circumstances, for instance when farmers produce
a cash crop as well as a "noble" cereal such as rice or wheat but consume partly a purchased,
inferior cereal such as sorghum or millet. Then poor farmers may indeed choose to produce
more cash crop in order to purchase the inferior céte@ther possible candidates as high-
income-elasticity agricultural products are fruits and vegetables, meat, dairy, oilseeds, and
spices, at least over some income range. Their share of total expenditures, however, is likely
to remain small and the consumption effect on crop portfolio limited.

81 Sjtuations where this may be the case are irrigated perimeters along the Niger, Gambia (e.g, Kargbo
(1985)), or Senegal rivers (e.g., Morris and Newman (1989)). Whether reversals are actually observed deserves
more research. In Matlon (1977)’s study of Northern Nigeria, small farmers produce proportionally more cash
crop and less food than middle size farmers. Unfortunately, the evidence required to show that this unusual
pattern could be explained by consumption risk alone is not available.
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3.2 Market integration and food self-sufficiency

The main reason why food prices in poor rural areas are highly variable is because rural
food markets are thin and isolated (e.g., Baulch (1997), Baulch (1997), Dercon (1995), Bar-
rett and Dorosh (1996), Shively (1996), Timmer (1986), Minten (1995)). They are thin
because of low agricultural productivity and, hence, low marketed surpluses; they are isolated
because of poor infrastructure and high transportation costs. This process is compounded by
the fact that the very thinness of markets induces rural households and communities to aim
for self-sufficiency, thereby further reducing interaction with the rest of the world. Food price
volatility is thus an essential ingredient to a vicious circle of rural poverty that runs from low
productivity to low marketed surplus to thin markets to volatile food prices to no specializa-
tion in high value cash crops to low productivity. To illustrate how this essential process
operates, we simulate the effect of changes in market environment on crop portfolio using the
model developed above. We begin by specifying the stochastic market structure and then
present simulation results.

3.3 Modelling correlation between prices, revenues and output

To simulate the effect of market integration on crop choices, we first need to specify the
relationship between supply and demand. We assume a fixed market demand from the rest of
the world, with a constant price elasticity and we ignore possible general equilibrium effects.
Given these assumptions, we can express prices and revenues as functions of both the random
production shocks and the underlying demand characteristics. Assunt@, tthet aggregate
market supply, and, individual output, are imperfectly correlated. et aQ ™ denote the
price corresponding to the average quantity supp@ed is notin general equal to the aver-
age price. Parameter is the inverse of the price elasticity of demand. Using Taylor expan-
sions (e.g, Mood, Graybill and Boes (1974), p. 181), one gets:

E[pi] = E[aQ %] Bp(1 + %k(k + 1)CV3) (102)
V[pi] = V[aQ™] Bp*k’CV3 (102)

Mean and variance of revenue, and correlation between price and revenue, can similarly
be approximated as:

E[r] = E[aQ*q] Bpa(L + %k(k + 1)CVE — KpaqCVoCVy) (103)
V] Bp?g°(CV2 + k2CV3 - 2(paqCVoCVy) (104)
~2— 2 2
k?>CV3 — KPogCVoCV,
o B P q(K“CVG ~ KpogCVoCVy) (105)
OnOp

Examination of equation (105) indicates that, for most values of the demand elasticity
and the correlation between individual output and aggregate supply, correlation between
price and revenue is positive. Only when demand is very elastic and individual output very
highly correlated with aggregate output does the correlation between price and revenue
become negative. Those two conditions are unlikely to be met simultaneously, particularly in
poor rural areas. Consequently, the covariance condition necessary for many results of the
previous sub-section is met in most cases. Equation (100) combined with equations (104) to
(105) forms the basis of the simulations presented below.
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3.4 Simulation results

Having formalized the market structure, we are ready to simulate the integration of the
producer into a larger market, either via trade liberalization (e.g. removal of restrictions to
trade such as check points and road blocks), or by the integration of the village economy into
a larger regional or national market (e.g. via better transportation facilities or an improved
marketing system). Market integration confronts the producer with entirely new market
demand schedules for his crops and affects average price, price elasticity, price variance, and
the correlation between prices and revenues. For agricultural products, one expects the price
elasticity of market demand to be higher in large integrated markets than in small isolated
markets. The reason is that markets covering a lot of geographical and sectoral diversity offer
more substitution possibilities. The variance of prices, on the other hand, is likely to decline
with market integration. Indeed, the major cause of yield variability is weather, and in a large
geographical market aggregate supply will blend local disturbances that are partly uncorre-
lated. Finally, correlation between individual weather conditions on separate farms is likely
to decrease with the distance separating them. Consequently the correlation between indivi-
dual and aggregate output is also likely to decrease with market integration, thereby reducing
the price and revenue correlation.

Numerical simulations examine the effect of changes in (relative) output prices; vari-
ance of aggregate food output; correlation between revenue and price; elasticities of aggre-
gate demand; and correlations between crop revenues. Parameters used for the simulations
are chosen to represent a typical Third World farming household (e.g., Fafchamps (1985),
Fafchamps (1986), Matlon (1977), Binswanger (1980)): high variance of individual as well as
aggregate output (coefficient of variation = 0.6), high correlation between individual and
aggregate output (0.7), and low price elasticity of demand (0.5).

Households have the choice between growing a food crop (good 0) and a non-consumed
cash crop (good 1). For simplicity, cash crop revenue is assumed independent from food
price. Three hypothetical households are considered: the first does not consume any of its
production and consumes food produced (or industrially processed) elsewhere; the second
spends a moderate share (30%) of its income on locally produced food; and the third allocates
a major share (80%) of its income to self-produced food. All households are assumed
moderately risk averse.

The first household represents a fully commercialized farmer. The second is partially
commercialized but not entirely reliant on the market for its food consumption. The third is a
household that hardly grows any cash crop at the initial parameter values, is essentially self-
sufficient in food, and sells any food surplus on the market in order to satisfy minimal non
food needs. Given their consumption pattern, farmer 1 is likely to be richer and larger, and
farmer 3 to be poorer and smaller. The simulations may also be thought of as contrasting crop
portfolio behaviors predicted by univariate (household 1) and multivariate (household 2 and
3) expected utility models.

Results show that a change in the cash crop’s average price has the expected supply
response effect. There is a difference between the three households, however, in that poor
households are less prone to produce the cash crop to start with. Therefore, richer households
may respond to a price increase by allocating significantly more resources to cash crop pro-
duction while poorer households remain entirely concentrated on the food crop. In other
words, larger farms have a higher elasticity of cash crop supply response.

Higher food prices induce poor producers to revert to self-subsistence much faster than
do fully commercialized farmers. Smaller farms thus have a higher price elasticity of food
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production.

An increase in food price variance, keeping average price constant, has a non-
monotonic effect on output (Figure IV.1). All three households initially increase food produc-
tion as a result of a small increase in variance of food prices, but their reaction to further
increases in that variance is different. As food prices continue becoming more volatile,
market oriented households finally revert to cash crop production because higher variance
increases expected revenue. The volatility of food prices increasingly hurts poor households,
however, and induces them to maintain a high level of food self-sufficiency. Less correlation
between individual and aggregate food output has a small positive effect on cash crop produc-
tion among commercialized farmers, but only a small and ambiguous impact on poor farmers.

Changes in the price elasticity of market demand faced by producers affects crop
choices in a nonlinear way via their impact on expected revenues and the covariance matrix
between prices and revenues. Results show that a large increase in demand elasticity for the
cash crop (Figure IV.2) does not eliminate the difference in crop emphasis between the three
households. Since, from the point of view of the producer, a fixed price is similar to an
infinitely elastic demand, this suggests that fixing the price of a cash crop need not be
sufficient to induce small farmers to grow it. On the other hand, fixing the price offoti
crop (Figure 1V.3) is a very effective way of dramatically reducing differences between farms
as well as of increasing the cash crop production of small farmers. Finally, a decrease in
correlation between crop revenues has no impact on crop choices in the absence of consump-
tion effects (household 1), but encourages slightly more emphasis on cash crops when con-
sumption effects are important (Figure 1V.4).

To summarize, these results suggest that market integration progressively diminishes the
need for food self-sufficiency. As better roads and transportation equalize price movements
across a larger regional or international market, food prices ought to become increasingly dis-
sociated from local supply and demand conditions. All the effects of market integration - a
lower variance in food prices, less covariance between individual output and aggregate sup-
ply, a more elastic demand because of substitution and international trade possibilities -
reduce an individual’s rationale for food self-sufficiency.

3.5 Policy Implications

In many developing countries, cash crops are by definition already integrated in interna-
tional markets while food markets remain local in nature. Food market integration would thus
reduce price variance and the correlation between individual and aggregate output. It is also
likely to increase the market price elasticity of food demand and to decrease the correlation
between crop revenues. Results presented in the previous sub-section suggest that these
effects combine to decrease small farmers’ need to rely on their own food production. Pro-
moting food market integration by investing in roads and transportation, and removing institu-
tions or policies impeding domestic trade, are therefore essential in order to allow crop spe-
cialization. Agricultural resources freed from staple food production may possibly be used
more efficiently producing cash crops. Less concern for food self-sufficiency would also
increase farmers’ supply response to cash crop price incentives.

The analysis presented above also suggests that a similar outcome may be achieved or
strengthened by selling food at controlled prices in villages. The Indian government, for
instance, has used state-owned retail outlets to pursue a cheap food policy in rural areas. It
would be worthwhile reviewing the effect of that policy in light of the ideas presented here.
To summarize,food market integration via reduced trade restrictions, better roads and
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transportation, and/or government food shops can be a powerful tool to boost cash crop pro-
duction and to increase responsiveness of small farmers to price incentives. For many Third
World countries with debt service problems, this may be an effective way of generating badly
needed foreign exchange.

The analysis presented here also has a number of policy implications regarding techno-
logical change. The effect of successful technological innovations through farmers’ incomes
has already been explored in detail in Section 2, where it was concluded that producers with
higher incomes are likely to put more emphasis on cash crop production. Hence, other things
equal, technological change should boost cash crop production by raising incomes.

Technological change in agriculture, however, is often crop-specific. The model
presented here throws new light on the issue of crop bias in agricultural research. Improving
cash crop productivity, as many African countries have done (e.g., Eicher and Baker (1982)),
will fail to reach the many farmers who, for food security reasons, are unable to allocate a
significant amount of resources to cash crop production. Besides, it would favor only better-
off farmers who are in a position to grow cash crops.

At the same time, however, improving food crop productivity has limited potential for
agricultural growth if food markets are not better integrated. Indeed, as long as food markets
remain isolated by government policies, difficult transportation, and high marketing costs,
households will prefer to allocate the freed resources to cash crop production as soon as food
security is satisfied. This may lead to the paradoxical situation in which improved food pro-
duction technology ends up favoring cash crop production.

The latter problem has several consequences. First, limiting technological improvements
to cash crops is counterproductive. Even if a country’s only objective is to increase cash crop
production, a certain amount of resource-saving innovation is required to alleviate food secu-
rity concerns of poor households with loosely integrated food markets. Consequently, even in
countries that rely heavily on cash crops for foreign exchange generation, and which typically
seek to maximize cash crop production, productivity increases should be sought in both cash
and food crop production.

Second, at least in some countries, food crops also have the potential to become cash
crops given the proper market environment and infrastructure (e.g. Kenya or Zimbabwe). The
model presented here suggests that combining food market integration with increased food
crop productivity has a good chance of success. Indeed, it would directly address farmers’
food security concerns, and at the same time promote a global increase in agricultural output.
Whether such an option is feasible depends in part on the national and international market
for the specific types of food that a country or region is able to produce. For instance, semi-
arid regions that can only produce coarse cereals with low income elasticities probably must
wait for the emergence of a sufficiently large local market for animal feed.

Section 4. Precautionary Saving and Investment Constraints

It has often been claimed that risk averse producers unable to insure themselves against
income shocks tend to shy away from risky activities (e.g., Arrow (1971), Pratt (1964),
Sandmo (1971)). This idea has been used to explain why poor producers find it difficult to
invest in production enhancing technologies. However, as argued earlier, this apparently sim-
ple and straightforward explanation evaporates once subjected to intense scrutiny -- at least in
the way it is customarily described and modeled. The main reason is that it ignores the fact
that the poor have developed ways of dealing with risk. In the presence of complete or incom-
plete insurance, aversion toward risk is not the appropriate concept.
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An alternative explanation for the poor’s difficulty to invest has been the existence of
credit constraints. This approach similarly ignores the time dimension: when faced with a
profitable investment opportunity, the poor may be unable to invest today but they can in
principle save to undertake the investment at a later date. Popertge thus fails to explain
why investment does not take place in the long run. In this section we propose an alternative
approach that combines the risk aversion and the credit constraint ideas into a single dynamic
model. We investigate the extent to which poor households are discouraged from making
highly profitable but non-divisible investments and we show that poverty, credit, saving, and
risk are closely related.

The intuition behind our approach can be summarized as follows. Poor farm households
have at least two motives for saving: to insure against income shortfalls, and to self-finance
profitable investments when credit is not available. If returns to savings are low, they may
find it difficult to accumulate enough wealth to finance a large non-divisible investment, even
if it is highly profitable. They remain trapped in poverty (e.g, Lewis (1954), Nurkse (1953)).
Investment irreversibility may also serve as an additional deterrent to investment. A reversi-
ble investment can be turned into liquidities should the household face an external shock
beyond what can be handled with other accumulated wealth. An irreversible investment, on
the other hand, detracts permanently from the household’s liquid wealth and thus impinges on
its ability to self-insure. A household with a precautionary motive for holding wealth may
thus treat irreversible and reversible investments differently. In particular, the wealth thres-
hold at which it is willing to make a reversible investment may be below that at which it
makes an irreversible investment. To illustrate these concepts, we construct and simulate a
stochastic dynamic programming model of savings and investment. The model shows the role
that non-divisibility and irreversibility plays in investment decisions.

It has long been recognized that poor farmers in the Third World find it hard to finance
large, lumpy investments (e.g., McKinnon (1973)). Credit constraints are commonly regarded
as the major explanation for this state of affairs and much emphasis has been put in the litera-
ture on the role that credit constraints play in farm size distribution and investment patterns
(e.g., Carter (1988), Eswaran and Kotwal (1986), Feder (1985), Igbal (1986)). Credit con-
straints may result from interest rate restrictions (e.g., Gonzalez-Vega (1984), McKinnon
(1973), Shaw (1973)), from asymmetric information (e.g., Stiglitz and Weiss (1981)), or from
enforcement considerations (e.g., Bell (1988), Pender (1996)). In addition, in a risky environ-
ment farmers may choose to avoid credit if the penalties for default are sufficiently severe.
Regardless of the reason, farmers in developing countries must thus often self-finance a large
share of the investments they make. Trying to determine what impact this has on their ability
to make a highly profitable but non-divisible and irreversible investment is the object of this
section.

A key question is why poor farmers who lack access or willingness to use credit do not
choose to save in order to self-finance highly profitable investments. One possible explana-
tion is that they find it hard to save. Often contributing to the difficulty are government
interest rate restrictions and other policies that keep the returns to savings low (e.g., McKin-
non (1973)). Such policies were in place in India during the 1970’s and 1980’s, the period of
the present study (e.g., Pender (1992)). Being constantly faced with life-threatening situations
for which poor farmers must liquidate their meager assets, the argument goes, they can never
accumulate enough to finance a large investment. We investigate this possibility directly by
examining the saving and investment behavior predicted by models of precautionary saving.
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A second possible explanation is that the irreversibility of well construction operates as
a disincentive to invest. As Epstein (1978) stressed early on, flexibility, that is, the capacity to
revise certain decisions assumes an important role in a multi-period setting. Fafchamps
(1993), for instance, estimates a three-period structural model of labor allocation decision in
semi-arid farming and demonstrates that flexibility differently affects farmers’ decision to
plant and weed. Dixit (1989) and Dixit and Pindyck (1994) have shown that it may be optimal
for an investor faced with a (partly or totally) irreversible investment to wait until more infor-
mation is available on the investment’s profitability. By investing now, the investor indeed
loses the option to collect more information and make a better decision later.

The situation we are interested in is different in that little or no new information is
gained over time about the profitability of the investment. Investment irreversibility may
nevertheless affect the investor’s decision if the investor has a precautionary motive for sav-
ing. By waiting, the agent is better able to use liquid wealth to cope with income shortfalls.
Tying all her money into an illiquid asset may generate an unbearable risk. The trade-off
between a higher return on wealth and better consumption smoothing may thus generate a
liquidity premium, that is, a level of precautionary savings deemed comfortable enough for
the investment to take place. The liquidity premium might, however, be zero if the investment
itself reduces risk, as is typically the case for irrigation.

Hints that irreversibility matters can be found in Rosenzweig and Wolpin (1993). Using
household survey data from semi-arid India, the authors show that poor farmers are less likely
to invest in irrigation equipment than in bullocks despite the fact that the return on the former
is higher than that on the latter. The reason is, they argue, that bullocks can be sold when the
need arises while pumps cannot. We revisit this issue and attempt to quantify the effect that
irreversibility and credit constraints have on farmers’ willingness to undertake a large, non-
divisible investment.

4.1 Investment and precautionary saving

We begin by developing a model of self-financed, non-divisible investment. The model
combines a continuous decision -- how much to save -- with a discrete choice -- whether to
invest in a well or not. The possible effect of irreversibility is explicitly taken into account.
We consider an agent who faces two possible i.i.d. income streams with probability distribu-
tionsF (y; 1g) andF (y; 11). By building a well at cosk, the agent can exchange an income
streamF (y; Tp) against the income streaf(y; 1,). Parameter vectong andt, thus charac-
terize the shape of the income distribution without and with a well, respectively. Income is
restricted to the positive orthant, i.g.00 [0, ). We consider two cases, one in which the
agent cannot recoup investment cksind revert toF (y; 1g) -- the irreversible case -- and
one in which she can -- the reversible case. We begin with the irreversible case.

4.2 A model of irreversible non-divisible investment
Let X; stand for the agent’s cash on hand at tiryiee.,

X = W + Y (W)

whereW; is the agent’s accumulated wealth at the beginning of yeady; is her realized

net income from all sources at the end of ygawhich is a function of liquid wealth at the
beginning of the period. After the investment, the optimization problem facing the agent is
summarized by the following Belman equation:

Vi(X) = I\\//IvaxU (X = Wis1) + Bf Vi(Wes1 + Yea1(We1))dF (Va1; T1) 1)
t+1 0
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Instantaneous utilityJ (.) is continuous and concave and exhibits decreasing absolute risk
aversion: the agent thus has a precautionary motive for saving (e.g., Kimball (1990)).

We further assume théat (c) > — for all ¢ = 0 -- but is— or not defined forc < 0: the

agent cannot have negative consumption. This implies that, as Zeldes (1989) and Carroll
(1992) have shown, the agent optimally decides never to borrow beyond the annuity value of
her minimum possible income. We further assume that, under both income streams, the
minimum possible income is 0. Then, along the optimal path the agent never is a net bor-
rower: if creditors insist on being paid under any circumstance, then an agent with a minimum
income of zero will not be able to become a net debtor and net borrowing can not be used to
smooth consumption. An alternative interpretation is to postulate that there is a penalty for
breach of contract and that the penalty is so severe that the agent chooses not to incur debt.
(The same argument applies to strictly enforceable contingent contracts -- Zame (1993).)
Whether the agent is refused credit because she cannot repay in all possible states of the
world, or fears the possible consequences of default, the result is the same. Of course, if
default is allowed, credit can be used to provide insurance (e.g., Eaton and Gersovitz (1981),
Grossman and Van Huyck (1988), Kletzer (1984)).

Let d be the agent’s rate of time preference, irf%z B. If we further assume thatis

greater than the return on liquid wealth, the agent is a natural dissaver: she saves for the sole
purpose of smoothing consumption (e.g., Deaton (1991), Kimball (1990)). As argued in Dea-
ton (1990), Deaton (1992), Deaton (1992)), countless poor consumers, particularly in Third
World countries, find themselves exactly in this predicament. Now consider the agent’s deci-
sion before the investment has taken place. Formally, the agent computes her expected utility
under two alternative scenarios: invest now, or wait until later. In case she invests now, her
expected utility is:

VH (%) = I\\//IvaxU (X =k =Weeq) + Bf ViWie1 + Vee1(We+1))dF (Vi1 T1)  (106)
t+1 0

In case she chooses to wait, her expected utility is:

VB (%) = MaxU (X = Wee1) + Bf Vo(Wes1 + $1r1(Wes1))dF (Bra1i To) - (107)
t+1 0

The agent chooses to investdf (X;) > V3 (X;). The value functionV(X) corresponding to
the no-investment situation can thus be found by solving the following Belman equation:

Vo(X) = Max{V§ (X,), Vb (X))} (108)
It can be shown that the option to invest in the future is valuable even though, unlike in Dixit
and Pindyck (1994), no new information is gained about the investment’s profitability:
Proposition IV.1:

(1) If the return to the investment is such that there exists a level of wealth at which the agent
would want to invest, then the option to invest raises the agertanteutility

(2) An agent given the option to wait may defer investment compared to an agent who must
invest now or never

In Proposition 1V.1 we assume that a sufficiently wealthy individual would want to
invest. But, depending on the parameters of the model, it may be optimal for her never to
invest. If, for instanceF(y;1p) stochastically dominaté=(y;t;), then investing is not
optimal since it would reduce the agent’s expected utility for any initial level of cash on hand.
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The converse is not true, however: eveif {fy ; 11) stochastically dominaté (y; 1g), invest-

ment will not take place if the agent has insufficient wealth, i.eX & k. Sufficient (but not
necessary) conditions for investment to be a valuable option are, first, that the investment is
profitable, that is, yields a positive expected return:

JydrF(y; 1) - [dF(y; 1) >rk (A1)
0 0

wherer is the expected return on liquid weaN#. The second condition is that the agent is
asymptotically risk neutral, i.e.:

. c U (c)
lim ——>*=0 A2
C > © U (C) ( )
If these two conditions are satisfied, then the existence of a level of cash on hand is
guaranteed above which the agent invests and one (possibly the same) below which she

refrains from investing:
Proposition IV.2:
(1) Given (A1-2), there exist at least ore such thatvd(x") = V1 (x" k).

(2) If x* is unique, for allx > x*, the agent invest, and for all< x", the agent does not
invest.

(3) If x is not unique, lek andx be the largest and smallest, respectively. Then, for all
X>X ,the agent invest, and for all< x , the agent does not invest

In the remainder of this section, we focus our attention to the simple case in which there
is a level of wealth at which investing is optimal. L&t be the minimum level of cash in
hand at which the investment takes place -- that is, suchM@@t”) = V,(X" - k). We then
define theliquidity premium Pas the amount of liquid wealth that the agent wishes to hold
immediately after the investment:

P =argMaxU (x" —k = W) + BI Vi(Wee + Ver1(Wee1))dF (Fee1; Ta)
t+1
The liquidity premium acts as a deterrent to investment because the agent must accumulate
not only the cost of the investment itself but also the amount of liquid wealth he/she wishes to
hold as precautionary saving.

4.3 Precautionary saving and reversible investment

The cost of irreversibility can be found by considering the reversible case. Formally, the
latter case can be seen as an extension of the irreversible case. In each period, the agent can
be in one of two states: with or without the investment. Each of these states has its own value
function. The value functions, in turn, reflect the fact that, before deciding on consumption,
the agent may invest and pé&yor liquidate the investment and receikelntermediate cases
in which divestment is possible but at a cost can be analyzed in a similar manner. We thus get
a system of two Bellman equations:

Vo(x) = Max{V (X)), Vo (X} (109)
V(%) = Max{Vi (%), V3 (%)} (110)
where;

Vo (%) = MaxU (X; = W+1) + Bf VoWes1 + Sis1(Whe1))dF (e1i To)  (111)

t+1
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V5 (%) = MaxU (X = k = Weeq) + Bf ViWer1 + Yea1(Wes1))IF Gra; 1) (112)
t+1 0

VI(X) = MaxU (X = Wee1) + Bf Vi(Wers *+ JoaW))dF Gens ) (113)
t+1 0

VR06) = MaxU (% + k= Wes1) + Bf VoWees + $rs(Wer))dF Gieai To) - (114)
t+1 0
As before,\_/é (%) = \_/1(Xt -k) and \_/8 (%) = \_/O(Xt + k). This system can be solved simul-
taneously by backward induction. The liquidity premium for a reversible investment can simi-
larly be defined as:

P = arg MaxU (X" —K=Wa) + [3{ ViWee + Vesn(Wern))dF (e 1) (12)
t+1

P — P represents the option cost of irreversibility. It is clear that, if the return on the non-
divisible investment is certain and investors face credit constraints, the cost of irreversibility
P — P > 0. When the return to investment is variable, howe¥enged not be 0. To see why,
note that when the investment is reversildet k is the level of precautionary saving. As
Dreze and Modigliani (1972) and Kimball (1990) have shown, this level is an increasing
function of the variance of income when absolute risk aversion is decreasing. Thus, the higher
the variance of income after investment, the higReFor a sufficiently high variance of the
post investment income process, thereféte; 0. A contrario, if undertaking the investment
reduces the variance of income and the investor is credit constrained? thag be zero. In
that caseP alone constitutes a good indicator of the cost of irreversibility. Fin&lgannot
exceedP: irreversibility can only raise the liquidity premium in the presence of credit con-
straints and a precautionary motive for saving? i 0, thenP = 0 as well.

Reversibility does not imply that the savings behavior of the agent is unaffected by the
presence of a non-divisible, high return investment. As Pender (1992) has shown in the cer-
tainty case, in the presence of credit constraint the agent’s willingness to save increases in the
vicinity of the threshold level of wealtlk -- even if it means momentarily accumulating
wealth at a rate of return inferior . The reason is that the agent anticipates the benefits
from higher returns and strives to reap them. Pender (1992) shows that a low return on saving
may have a perverse disincentive effect on investment because it makes it difficult for a credit
constrained agent to accumulate enough to undertake the investment (e.g., McKinnon
(1973)). The presence of a liquidity premium reinforces this argument: not only do agents
have to accumulate enough to invest, they must also build up a sufficient buffer stock of liquid
wealth. A low return on liquid wealth thus has a disincentive effect of on an agents’ willing-
ness to accumulate and invest that is compounded by the presence of a liquidity premium.

4.4 Poverty, shocks, and investment

Using the ICRISAT data from India, Fafchamps and Pender (1997) econometrically esti-
mate a model of irreversible investment in wells. Investments in individual wells for irrigation
offer a perfect opportunity to study the effect of non-divisibility and irreversibility on invest-
ment behavior. The ICRISAT data have been widely used to study issues relative to consump-
tion smoothing and wealth accumulation patterns (e.g., Morduch (1990), Morduch (1991),
Pender (1996), Rosenzweig (1988), Rosenzweig (1988), Rosenzweig and Wolpin (1993),
Townsend (1994)). They are particularly well suited for our purpose because most of the
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assumptions made by our model are satisfied: villagers are known to be risk averse (e.g.,
Binswanger (1980)) and impatient (e.g., Pender (1996)); they are poor and face a lot of risk
(e.g., Walker and Ryan (1990)); they are unable to fully insure through mutual insurance and
credit arrangements (e.g., Morduch (1991), Townsend (1994)); they are unable to fully

finance the cost of well construction through credit (e.g., Pender (1992)); and they buy and
sell assets to smooth consumption (e.g., Lim and Townsend (1994), Rosenzweig and Wolpin
(1993)).

Estimation results by Fafchamps and Pender (1997) yield estimates of an intertemporal
discount rate of 18% and estimates of relative risk aversion reverting around 1.8-3.1, some-
what high but not altogether implausible given the low income levels in the area (e.g, Walker
and Ryan (1990)). The model fits observed behavior fairly well, given the panel nature of the
data. Using an Euler equation approach and assuming a constant relative risk aversion
coefficient as we do here, Morduch (1990) estimated the coefficient of relative risk aversion in
the same village to be 1.39. Discount rate estimates are all well above 5% and vary between
17% to 29%. These values are lower but of the same order of magnitude as the median
discount rates measured by Pender (1996) using experimental games in two of the ICRISAT
villages. Discount rates are not a direct measure of the pure rate of time preféreimze
they are affected by consumption smoothing motives as well. But if we account for seasonal
effects and income shocks, the existence of high discount rates in semi-arid India (median
values between 50% and 60% in most experiments) is consistent with a rate of time prefer-
ence as high as estimated here.

4.5 Credit constraints and poverty trap

Armed with estimates of risk aversion and discount rate, we are now in a position to
ascertain whether the precautionary motive for saving plays a significant role in surveyed
households’ reluctance or inability to invest in well construction. Using the parameters
estimated by Fafchamps and Pender (1997), we simulated the threshold cash-on-hand and
liquidity premium at which a poor household invests in a large irreversible investment such as
an irrigation well. The threshold cash-on-hand is found iteratively a¥Xthat which the fol-
lowing equation is satisfied:

(o]

I\\//IvaxU (X7 =k =We1) + Bf ViWes1 + Yee1(Wer1))dF (Vra1; T1) = (115)
t+1 0

Max U (X" = Wesa) + Bf Vo(W 1 + Vers(W t41))dF (B4 To)
t+1 0

The liquidity premium is simply\; 1 at the solution of equation (115).

Results show that for a highly profitable investment such as an irrigation well in the
ICRISAT villages, the liquidity premium is positive but small: once they reach the required
threshold cash on hand, households are predicted to invest almost all their wealth in digging
the well. For most households, irreversibility constitutes a relatively minor impediment to
investment. This is not the case, however, for less profitable investments. Simulation results
then show that some households may never invest in the well. For those who invest, the
liquidity premium can amounts to a large proportion of the investment cost and the threshold
cash in hand goes up by a significant percentage. In this case, irreversibility clearly deters
investment, the reason being that poor investors do not want to freeze all their liquid wealth
in a fixed asset.
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For sufficiently poor households, the combination of the indivisible nature of the invest-
ment and the desire to retain some liquid wealth after the investment has been undertaken
makes it extremely difficult to accumulate the threshold wealth necessary for investment. In
simulations based on the parameters estimated by Fafchamps and Pender (1997), the thres-
hold cash on hand at which households without well would consider investing is equivalent to
more than three times their average pre-investment income, and is over twice their average
cash on hand after harvest. Many households thus fail to undertake the investment in irriga-
tion simply because they are unable to accumulate enough wealth to cover the investment
cost. To verify this possibility, the income and saving patterns of a household with the aver-
age characteristics of Fafchamps and Pender (1997)'s sample were simulated. One hundred
simulations were conducted, each of them fifty years long. Results indicated that in none of
these one hundred simulations does the household accumulate enough to invest in the well.
Households appear trapped -- in a probabilistic sense -- in poverty: because their income is
low, they are too concerned about their immediate survival to accumulate much, they never
manage to have enough to undertake an indivisible but highly profitable investments, and
they remain poor.

Simulation results nevertheless indicate that poor households attempt to save for the
well. The liquid savings for households facing the option to invest in the well were simulated
and compared with those of hypothetical households without that option. On average, house-
holds with the option to construct a well save 40% more than identical households without it.
These results are consistent with theoretical propositions derived by Pender (1992): the poor
attempt to save for the well, but accumulating enough is simply too hard for most of them.

To test whether credit can help households out of poverty, the simulations were redone
assuming that the household can borrow part of the value of the investment at a low interest
rate. Debt repayment is assumed forgiven in bad y&aResults show that in almost all the
simulations, investment takes place. The waiting time to investment is long, however: 19
years on average for investing households. The reason is that, with borrowing, the threshold
cash on hand is less half of what it is without borrowing. This puts the investment within the
range of what households can afford with moderate savings after a good cropping season.

To check whether subsidizing credit plays an important role, the simulations were
redone assuming that borrowed funds carry a higher (real) interest rate. Results indicate a
reduction in investment, but the rate charged on borrowed funds must be raised substantially
before all investment disappears. From this we conclude that what matters is not so much the
cost of credit but rather its availability. To successfully promote well construction, credit must
bring investment within the reach of poor households. These results are in line with the suc-
cess of programs such as the Grameen Bank (e.g., Pitt and Khandker (1996)).

McKinnon (1973) Pender (1992) argue that higher returns on liquid wealth can make
investment possible by encouraging household to save. To investigate this possibility, the
model is simulated with higher returns to liquid wealth, as could be achieved, for instance by
a deregulation of interest rates on savings account. Simulation results confirm McKinnon and
Pender’s theoretical intuitions but they also indicate that, in this particular case, a sizeable
increase in returns to liquid wealth is required for a noticeable rise in investment materializes.

82 This assumption is essential, otherwise agents optimally decide not to incur debt (see supra).
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4.6 Poverty, investment, and non-divisibility

In this section we investigated whether poor farmers are discouraged from making
highly profitable investments which non-divisible and irreversible. We constructed a model of
irreversible investment by an agent with a precautionary motive for saving. Simulations con-
ducted with estimated parameters suggest that many poor farmers may find themselves
trapped in poverty due to their inability to accumulate enough wealth to self-finance the con-
struction of an irrigation well. Risk aversigrer sedoes not explain the reluctance to invest:
farm incomes with a well stochastically dominate incomes without. Irreversibility constitutes
a small additional deterrent to investment.

These results demonstrate empirically the magnitude of the inefficiency and inequity
caused by poor households’ inability to finance profitable but non-divisible investments. An
investment yielding a high real rate of return was forgone by most households who were, in
effect, forced to accept a lower return on divisible liquid wealth. In the context of financial
repression common in many developing countries, such outcome is consistent with concerns
raised by McKinnon (1973), Shaw (1973) and others in the 1970’s. They also suggest the
importance for poor farmers of having access to remunerative savings opportunities (e.g.,
McKinnon (1973), Pender (1992)).

This section presents the advantage of integrating the theory of precautionary saving
with that of credit constraints and irreversible investment under risk. A similar approach can
be applied to other investments in which non-divisibility may serve to deter investment by
poor households, e.g., human capital accumulation, or firm creation and expansion. Irreversi-
bility is a feature common to many economic decisions. Investment in schooling, human fer-
tility, and the construction of a production unit, for instance, are all situations in which deci-
sions cannot be reversed. Partial irreversibility is even more widespread as many decisions
can only be reversed at a cost: e.g., migration, purchase of durables, purchase of equipment.
This section has shown that agents with a precautionary motive may refrain from incurring
any of these irreversible investments.

Section 5. Risk Sharing and Risk Taking

The poor are not only less able to take risk because they do not have the financial and
human capital required to invest; they are also less willing to bear additional risk. Mutual
insurance with other villagers may reduce some of these inhibitions and encourage risk tak-
ing. The sharing of risk, however, also dilutes incentives for risk taking, especially if the egal-
itarian social norms on which solidarity is founded force the redistribution of success as well
as failure. Allowing less egalitarian forms of risk sharing, such as patronage, eliminate this
problem but creates other difficulties, the most important one being the tendency for the poor
to further impoverish themselves. The net effect of mutual insurance on risk taking is thus
ambiguous. This section delves into these issues more in detail.

5.1 Norms of risk sharing in rural communities

It has been argued that norms of risk sharing that are prevalent in poor rural communi-
ties operate as wealth redistribution mechanisms and, as such, discourage the rural poor from
saving and investing. In a couple of recent papers, Platteau and Hayami (1996) and Platteau
(1996) revisit these issues and go as far as proposing a division of pre-industrial agrarian
societies into two groups. The authors argue that Asian-type societies are those in which
norms of risk sharing do not impose an excessive tax on returns to effort, individual accumu-
lation is allowed and encouraged, and development takes place. In contrast, African-type
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societies have norms of risk sharing that impose an excessive tax on returns to effort, thereby
discouraging individual accumulation and holding back developf&fia explain why this

might be the case, Platteau and Hayami (1996) bring to the fore geographical and technologi-
cal factors that have shaped rural societies. Platteau (1996) adopts a Boserup (1965) style
argument and notes that population density determines techniques of production such as irri-
gation. By reducing crop risk, Platteau argues, irrigation means that returns to effort are more
easily identifiable. Consequently, the cultural representations of societies with irrigation
recognize more clearly a link between effort and outcomes.

Although there is probably an element of truth in the idea that risk sharing discourages
accumulation, the claim that this process might account for the relative performance of entire
continents is, | believe, unreasonable. The truth is more complex and requires that we disen-
tangle the sharing of income and consumption risk from the redistribution of wealth. To
address these issues, we first discuss the circumstantial evidence regarding individualism and
accumulation in poor societies in general and in Africa in particular. Next, we revisit some of
the conceptual underpinnings of the relationship between risk sharing, risk taking, and invest-
ment. We continue with a detailed discussion of asymmetric forms of risk sharing, also called
patronage, and their relationship with investment and development.

5.2 Circumstantial evidence on individualism

Let us begin by saying that there is little doubt that most people in poor rural societies
anywhere, including Sub-Saharan Africa, recognize that individual effort raises income. If
they did not, it is hard to see why they would work at all. Fafchamps and Minten (1998)
indeed show that, if anything, poor traders are more individualistic and less inclined to share
risk with others than large traders. The claim that the rural poor in certain parts of the world
do not work hard because they do not see a relationship between effort and income is too far
fetched -- at least stated in these general terms.

Second, it is difficult to believe that people’s desire to accumulate wealth and power is
less strong in some parts of the world than in other parts of the world because of social norms
emphasizing redistribution. There is indeed plenty of circumstantial evidence that poor rural
areas are not immune to individualism and opportunism (e.g., Popkin (1979), Poewe (1989)).
The history of Africa, just like any other part of the world, provides ample -- and often unsa-
vory -- evidence of accumulation and greed, including a long history of slavery (e.g., Watts
(1983), Bayart (1989), Hopkins (1973), Shillington (1989)). In areas with a low population
density and shifting cultivation is practiced, individual land property rights are costly to
enforce (e.g., Binswanger and Mclintire (198%§)Accumulation then historically takes a
different form, i.e., the control over 'bodies’ through slavery, labor bonding, and polygamy. In
contrast, where labor is plentiful power comes from the accumulation of other means of pro-
duction such as land and cash. The fact that accumulation in low population density/high
enforcement costs areas takes a different form from other areas may have been misinterpreted
as a sign that accumulation is less important. This is probably erroneous, although it is impor-
tant to recognize that the accumulation of control over bodies is not achieved by the same

83 Some of the same arguments have already been used to explain the relative performance in South-East
Asian countries. See, for instance, the largely inconclusive controversy between Scott (1976) and Popkin
(1979).

84 Latin America is an exception to this rule: historically, land has been plentiful but the state has protected
the property rights of large landowners, thereby creating a class of landless peasants in spite of land abundance.
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means as the accumulation of land and financial wealth. This may have implications regard-
ing investment and development that we discuss below.

5.3 Risk sharing, investment, and saving

Platteau and Hayami (1996) argue that risk sharing decreases investment because it
taxes success. This is forgetting that risk sharing also reduces the cost of failure. As we have
discussed earlier, poor producers might be deterred from investing in new technologies and
market opportunities because they are concerned about downside risk, that is, the possibility
that they might not survive a bad shock. By protecting producers from the worst conse-
quences of shocks and ensuring their survival, risk sharing ought to favor investment and risk
taking for the same reasons that formal insurance, venture capital, derivative markets, and
portfolio diversification favor investment in developed economies. In other words, we should
expect the insurance dimension of risk sharing to favor investment and risk taking, not
discourage them. Even if risk sharing mechanisms tax success, their net effect on develop-
ment could thus be positive.

Risk sharing might, however, reduce the need for precautionary saving and thus lower
aggregate saving (see Chapter Il). Although this is probably true, one should keep in mind
that precautionary balances must be kept in liquid form to serve their purpose. This implies
that what the rural poor save to deal with risk is in general kept in grain stocks, small lives-
tock, cash, jewelry, and deposit accounts (see Chapter Il). The need for liquidity means that
the poor will be willing to save in instruments that have a low or even negative return, such as
grain stocks carried over from year to year, and cash in inflationary economies. Such forms of
investment are hardly efficient from society’s perspective, so that reducing precautionary sav-
ing might improve allocative efficiency.

Furthermore, as we have argued earlier, precautionary balances are unlikely to finance
the purchase of large, non-divisible investments. For the same reason, they are unlikely to be
invested in highly risky projects. Consequently, the reduction in precautionary saving that
one would expect to result from better sharing of risk need not subtract from investment and
risk taking. A fall in precautionary saving might seriously hurt investment only if financial
institutions exist that permit the poor to keep their wealth in liquid form while channeling the
mobilized resources to high risk, high return investments. Such financial intermediaries are
typically lacking in poor rural areas and when they are present they do not always protect
small depositors against aggregate financial risk.

In addition, risk sharing may decrease precautionary savings against idiosyncratic risk
but accumulation is still required to deal with collective risk: when a drought hits a region,
pooling risk with neighbors and friends does not make more food available locally. In these
circumstances, it would be foolish for rural communities to set up risk sharing arrangements
that discourage any type of accumulation. In fact, such a community would not survive very
long in the harsh conditions faced by most poor rural communities of the world today.

Communities might, however, restrict accumulation by some and favor accumulation by
others. Too much accumulation by the lower echelons of rural society might indeed challenge
the established social order in ways that are deemed undesirable by the higher echelons of
society or even by society at large, if they fear the social and political unrest that would fol-
low an erosion of, say, the power of village chiefs. To prevent this from happening, the rural
establishment may seek to expropriate successful individuals from the fruits of their success.
This process, however, is distinct from the idea of risk shap@gseand it must be analyzed
separately. To this we now turn. We begin with a discussion of patronage.
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5.4 Patronage and inequality

Risk sharing between individuals of different income potential need not lead to an equal-
ization of theirex postconsumption levels. In fact, one would expect the rich to refuse shar-
ing risk in ways that reduce their expected utility. It can even be shown (see Chapter Il) that a
sufficiently risk neutral individual will always oppose even a balanced (i.e., non redistribu-
tive) mutual insurance scheme. A fortiori, such an individual would reject a scheme that calls
for net expected transfers from the rich to the poor (see also Hoff (1996)). Risk sharing can,
however, be organized in such a way as to compensate the rich for insuring the poor. This
arrangement is called patronage and was already discussed in Chapter Il (see also Platteau
(1995a, 1995h)).

In patronage, the rich collect the equivalent of an insurance premium from the poor, usu-
ally in the form of frequent small payments and services. Extreme forms of patronage include
debt peonage and labor bonding, but patronage can also take a more benign, paternalistic
form. Irrespective of the form it takes, however, patronage naturally reinforces inequality in
society (see also Carter and Zimmerman (1996)). It is thus false to argue that risk sharing
inhibits risk taking and accumulation: patronage as a form of risk sharing in fact favors the
accumulation of wealth by a few who then patronize less fortunate members of society. The
key issue is thus whether societies may fear the concentration of wealth and power that is
likely to result from the unchecked development of patronage.

5.5 Egalitarian norms

As discussed in Part I, unchecked accumulation of factors of production in societies with
a lot of risk can totally modify the social structure and rapidly lead to a highly differentiated
and highly conflictual society. In anticipation, societies may try to prevent the excesses of
factor accumulation by imposing egalitarian norms. One way is to institute rituals that period-
ically waste all wealth, such as thpotlachrituals among Northeast native American tribes
and other rituals that call for the massive consumption of food, beer, and livestock at regular
intervals. This works well in static societies; but of course it is no good in a growing society
where capital must be accumulated. Another way to do so is to prevent transactions on factors
of production through, for instance: the prohibition of slavery, indentures, and labor bonding;
the prohibition of usury, to reduce debt peonage (see Chapter Il); and the prohibition of land
sales to people from outside or even inside the community, as is common in much of Africa
(e.g., Platteau (1992), Atwood (1990), Gavian and Fafchamps (1996)). These issues were dis-
cussed in detail in Chapters Il and 111

Yet another way to discourage the accumulation of assets is to encourage patronage -- of
the arts, of the church, and of the poor (e.g., Ellsworth (1989)). So doing, the physical wealth
of the rich gets redistributed periodically. In practice, however, patronage is seldom an ave-
nue to egalitarianism. Giving away one’s wealth often amounts to investing in a relationship
that can become a source of additional wealth in the long term. Unless one recognizes the
long term benefits the rich derive from patronage, it might be erroneously concluded that it is
a tax imposed on the wealthy.

In societies where patronage is the dominant avenue to upward social mobility, wealth is
often seen as return to help and networks, not return to effort and risk taking. A wealthy per-
son is someone who has helped many, can help them again, and can count on their grateful-
ness. Fafchamps and Minten (1998), Fafchamps and Minten (1998), for instance, show that
relationships and social capital are essential to success in grain trade because it gives access
to trade credit and regular supplies and facilitates the conduct of business. Similar examples
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can be found in the political economy literature under the name of prebendalism (e.g., Bayart
(1989)). The reason why patronage is an avenue to individual prosperity is that giving obli-
gates the other party to reciprocate, and that what is reciprocated is more valuable to the
patron than what is given away. Whenever these conditions are satisfied, giving is nothing but
an investment in social capital and it becomes the surest route to power.

5.6 Social structure and patronage

That patronage is encouraged need not imply that it is encouraged for everyone: certain
individuals may not be recognized the right to become a patron. This is hardly surprising
since patronage is a source of power. Those in power will probably resent any intrusion on
their territory and seek to protect their dominant position. To that effect, norms of social
stratification are likely to be invented that make it difficult to challenge power -- such as
castes, nobility, hereditary chiefdom, etc. Current patrons may also attempt to undermine
challengers by syphoning off, in the name of risk sharing and egalitarianism, any extra wealth
that could potentially be used to create a concurrent network of clientelistic relationships.

If successful, these attempts undoubtedly tax risk takers and innovators who are not
member of the rural elite. But it would be ill-advised to blame risk sharing for this state of
affairs: self-preservation of power is the reason. Besides, even in the absence of risk sharing
institutions and egalitarian norms, the rich and powerful are likely to protect their power by
whatever ways are available to them, e.g., by restricting access to land, credit, and labor and
by imposing an extra corruption burden on outsiders. These are manifestations of power
struggle, not of risk sharing.

5.7 Patronage, accumulation, and returns to scale

It should be clear that patronager seneed not work against accumulation by society at
large. Abstracting for a moment from social capital, patronage reduces the concentration of
individual wealth since it forces the redistribution of material goods from those who have to
those who have not (see, however, Ellsworth (1989)). But redistribution by itself does not
eliminate wealth. The question then is, does the existence of norms of redistribution of
material wealth serve as a disincentive to accumulation by individuals?

We have already discussed the favorable role that the insurance provided by risk sharing
should have on investment. We now focus on the role of accumulation as a source of prosper-
ity. Since the redistribution of material wealth implied by patronage and norms of redistribu-
tion operates as a tax on economic success, it appears that the existence of patronage ought to
reduce incentives to accumulate. Incentives to accumulate thus appear smaller than they
would be in an idealized capitalist society. This is forgetting that patronage gives access to
power and enables individuals to accumulate social capital. The prestige and connections
acquired through gift giving require that material wealth be generated, if only to be redistri-
buted. It is thus far from clear that a patronage system creates less incentive to produce and
invest than a more individualistic system where economic agents consume the material
wealth they generate. A patron cannot succeed without 'stuff to give away and, to the extent
that giving is the source of power, patronage is probably as potent a stimulant for output than
capitalism.

The problem created by patronage is elsewhere. In a society with norms of redistribution
of material wealth, it is difficult for single individuals to accumulate large quantities of inve-
stable funds. In the absence of returns to scale, this is not problematic: financial capital gets
redistributed and facilitates the creation of myriads of small enterprises -- what is commonly
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known as the informal sector (e.g., Fafchamps (1994)). If returns to scale are decreasing, the
redistribution of financial capital is even efficiency enhancing from a social welfare point of
view. However, the dilution of capital brought about by patronage makes it difficult to take
advantage of investment opportunities that benefit from large economies of scale, such as
automobile manufacturing or steel mills. The reason is that no single individual is able to
accumulate enough money to make large-scale, non-divisible investments. Incrementalism is
the rule®® Consequently, one would expect societies where patronage is strong to experience
difficulties forming a domestic capitalist class and financing large-scale investments with
local private funds. A natural response to this state of affairs is likely to be increased state
intervention. Many poor countries, in Sub-Saharan African and elsewhere (e.g., Indonesia),
fit this description fairly well, except that they often have a ethnically foreign business class
(e.g., Fafchamps (1998)). Prebendalism and political networks of clientelism can thus be seen
as efforts by patronage-based societies to enlist the help of the state to mobilize large-scale
resources and capture economies of scale. Whether these efforts are ultimately successful in
bringing about sustainable growth in large-scale business remains a hotly debated question
(e.g., The World Bank (1993), The World Bank (1981)).

There is, however, a form of capital the accumulation of which is facilitated by
patronage and risk sharing, namely, social capital in the form of networks. Returns to social
capital are highest in information intensive activities such as trade (e.g., Fafchamps and Min-
ten (1998), Fafchamps and Minten (1998)), but the available evidence suggests that they are
also present in manufacturing (e.g., Barr (1997), Fafchamps (1998)). An immediate corollary
is that societies in which patronage and thus social capital (networks, trust) is strong should
prosper in activities that are intensive in social capital such as trade. The available evidence
indeed suggests that merchant networks are strong even in countries with little or no large-
scale manufacturing, such as most Sub-Saharan African countries (e.g., Meillassoux (1971),
Bauer (1954), Jones (1959), Staatz (1979), Amselle (1977), Cohen (1969)). Similar forces
operated in the ancient world (e.g., Braudel (1986), Putnam, Leonardi and Nanetti (1993),
Greif (1993), Greif (1994)) and are at work in other parts of the world as well, as evidenced
by the success of ethnic Chinese communities throughout East and South-East Asia.

Whether or not patronage and norms of redistribution are detrimental to accumulation
and growth thus depends on the relative roles of financial and social capital in the develop-
ment process: if finance is the key constraint, then patronage is detrimental to growth; if,
however, social capital is ultimately more important, then patronage can potentially play an
important role in linking up key economic actors and building up essential economic net-
works. Experience suggests that large scale investments are not a foolproof recipe for growth,
as the Stalinist experiment in Russa and Korea’s recent problems have shown. Good interna-
tional contacts and to capacity to build local networks are as well if not more important (e.g.,
Piore and Sabel (1984), Putnam, Leonardi and Nanetti (1993)). Given time, patronage-based
societies might build the international links that are essential for access to information and
markets in developed countries. When they do, they will undoubtedly surprise us.

85 A good illustration of incrementalism is the mass of unfinished houses that dot the landscape of most
developing countries.
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CONCLUSIONS

We now take stock of what we have learned about the relationship between risk, rural
poverty, and economic development We also make suggestions regarding future work and
policy intervention. A special emphasis is put on identifying current gaps of knowledge and
areas where empirical work is most needed to support or vindicate recent theoretical develop-
ments.

Section 1. What We Have Learned

We have learned that risk affects the rural poor in numerous and profound ways. The
magnitude and range of shocks that affect rural populations of the Third World is without
comparison in developed economies. Perhaps the only way to describe it to people who have
never been there is to compare it to a war economy: death strikes at random a large propor-
tion of the population, espacially children; the provision of health services is either inexistent
or insufficient; trade with the rest of the world is difficult so that many commodities are
rationed or unavailable and local prices are erratic; food is at times very scarce; and steady
wage employment is inexistent so that people must make a living from self-employment in lit-
tle jobs. To deal with such a harsh environment, people are equipped with very little in terms
of advanced technology and accumulated assets. Financial institutions are either absent or
inefficient and expensive, and in many places, inflation is rife so that the cost of hoarding
money is high.

In response to these extremely difficult conditions, rural societies have developed
sophisticated ways to cope with risk. These multi-faceted strategies include: settling rela-
tively safe areas; breeding plants and species that survive in difficult environments; diversify-
ing sources of income; preserving flexibility and keeping options open; accumulating precau-
tionary saving; forming strong and large households; seeking the protection of the rich and
powerful; and sharing risk with a large network of friends and relatives. These strategies are
subject to serious technological, environmental, and economic constraints that limit their
effectiveness. Furthermore, rural societies often prohibit individually rational options such as
distress land sales, labor bonding, and debt peonage, because they would generate unaccept-
able inequality and social tension in the long run.

Commitment failure seriously limit society’s capacity to share risk. Institutions have
developed that provide partial solutions to this problem. Corvée labor can be used by tradi-
tional chiefs to set up a village welfare fund. How effective such efforts are ultimately
depends on the leadership and integrity of the chiefs themselves. A similar comment can be
made about the social programs of numerous churches and NGO’s. Family law, whether
modern or traditional, establishes a strong bond between spouses and between parents and
children and penalizes those who seek to avoid their family responsibilities. Family values are
a key element of the rural poor’s strategy to deal with risk; loyalty to the family is seen as a
fundamental civic virtue. The failure to abide by these values often results in personal disas-
ter.

Commitment failure is also mitigated by forming long-term relationships with networks
of friends and relatives. These relationships, however important in helping the poor deal with
risk, are not perfect: self-interest motives introduce distorsions that preclude a fully efficient
sharing of risk. Widespread reliance on quasi-credit contracts instead of income pooling or
contingent transfers is a sign that self-interest and commitment failure shape the form taken
by mutual insurance. Efforts to minimize incentive problems induced by information asym-
metries also reduce the effectiveness of mutual insurance, for instance by limiting coverage to
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observable events or providing partial insurance to limit moral hazard. Moral norms and vil-
lage ideologies can be seen as attempts to penalize inefficient opportunistic behavior and to
induce truthful information revelation and, hence, to mitigate the perverse effects that self-
interest and information asymmetries have on mutual insurance.

We have also learned that the relationship between risk, poverty, and economic develop-
ment is complex but that our understanding of the underlying processes has progressed
dramatically with recent theoretical and empirical advances. We saw that rural poverty by
itself is unlikely to raise net fertility, that is, the number of surviving children per woman. We
argued that chronic poverty, by itself, seldom leads to starvation -- except in cases of extreme
destitution. Its negative impact on welfare comes mostly from the fact that it dramatically
raises the vulnerability of individuals and households to adverse shocks. The effects of these
shocks manifest themselves not only in terms of short-term and long-term nutritional status
but also in terms of morbidity and mortality rates. The evidence further suggests that popula-
tions that are ill and poorly fed cannot operate effectively and fail to reach their full potential.
We also reported recent evidence indicating that the poor find it difficult to keep their children
in school. As in the case of nutrition and health, the role of income shocks was also brought
into light in the sense that a single negative income shock appears to have as much negative
effect on schooling as permanent poverty (e.g., Sawada (1997)).

Next, we discussed the relationship between rural poverty, risk, and technological inno-
vation. We argued that Sandmo (1971)’s traditional explanation for the poor’s reluctance to
invest in risky technologies -- namely, their aversion to risk -- does not survive close scrutiny.
In its stead, we propose a distinction between several distinct processes. First, we argue that if
inputs are provided by the producer himself or herself, such as land, labor, and livestock
manure, Sandma’s reasoning no longer applies: faced with the choice between enjoying lei-
sure now and starving later or investing time in a risky activity such as crop production, risk
averse households naturally choose to take risks and produce. Second, if production requires
purchased inputs such as improved seeds, fertilizer, or pesticides, poor households might
refrain from producing not because they are risk averse but more simply because they do not
have sufficient funds. Furthermore, even if they have access to credit for these inputs, they
might still refrain from purchasing because they fear bankruptcy. In this case, it is not so
much the variance of outpyter sethat is an issue but rather the fact that output might be
insufficient to cover input costs. We provided three examples of mechanisms that provide
credit for modern inputs and eliminate the risk of bankruptcy without eliminating production
risk. These mechanisms have been successfully used for input delivery in different contexts,
suggesting that bankruptcy risk might be a more useful concept to understand technology
adoption than risk aversion.

Next, we turned to the diversification argument and noted that the poor’s desire to diver-
sify ought to favor adoption of new technologies. In fact, based on the diversification argu-
ment alone, we argued that risk averse farmers should be more -- not less -- likely to adopt
new technologies that are divisible and do not require massive cash outlays. Only when the
new technology is non-divisible (e.g., tractor, animal traction) does risk aversion operate
against adoption. The desire to diversify was also seen to operate against full specialization in
a single technology, whether old or new. As a result, diversification reduces the gain from
technological innovation. One should therefore not blame risk avepmorsefor the non-
adoption of divisible technologies such as fertilizer and improved seeds.

We then discussed the relationship between poverty, risk, and experimentation with new
technologies. We noted that, by the diversification argument, poor farmers ought to be quite
willing to experiment with new techniques of production as long as this can be done on a
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small scale. The reason is that new technologies provide new avenues for diversification and
that diversification has more value for risk aversion producers. However, when experimenta-
tion and learning are non-divisible, they conflict with the poor's desire to diversify, which
singularly reduces their appeal. To summarize, we identified the non-divisibility of technol-
ogy and its learning process as a major stumbling block on the road to adoption by poor farm-
ers. The variance of output appears, by itself, unimportant, except inasmuch as it raises fears
of bankruptcy. The main factors that hinders technology adoption by poor risk averse farmers
thus appear to be: large cash outlays, loss of diversification after adoption, and large risk dur-
ing experimentation and learning.

Next we focused on the observed regularity that larger farmers in the Third World are
more cash crop oriented and smaller farmers more food crop oriented. Using a simple model
of crop portfolio decision with income and consumption price risk, we showed that conditions
prevailing in rural communities of the Third World tend to reproduce the observed relation-
ship between farm size and cash crop cultivation. The intuition behind the approach was sim-
ple: rural food markets in poor countries are thin and isolated, leading to a high variance in
food prices and a high covariance between individual and market supply. Staple consump-
tion, on the other hand, is essential for survival. Consequently, staple food expenditures have
a low income elasticity. The combination of both elements leads to a situation in which food
security at the household level is best achieved by a high degree of $eticsufficiency.

Large farmers differ from small farmers not only in better access to credit and their better
ability to sustain risk, but also in the lower share that staple foods represent in their total con-
sumption expenditures. The model presented in Chapter IV suggested that this alone can
account for the observed regularity between farm size and cash crop cultivation.

We then proceeded to illustrate how market integration progressively diminishes the
need for food self-sufficiency. As better roads and transportation equalize price movements
across a larger regional or international market, food prices become increasingly dissociated
from local supply and demand conditions. All the effects of market integration - a lower vari-
ance in food prices, less covariance between individual output and aggregate supply, a more
elastic demand because of substitution and international trade possibilities - were shown to
reduce an individual’s rationale for food self-sufficiency. Our analysis also predicted that
large farmers would have a higher price elasticity of cash crop supply, and that small farmers
would have a higher price elasticity of food crop production. The integration of food markets
thus appears an essential ingredient to agricultural modernization.

We then turned toward credit constraints and precautionary saving. What motivated our
analysis was the simple observation that, although the poor might not afford a non-divisible
investment today, by saving enough they ought to afford it tomorrow. Consequently, credit
constraints ought to constitute only a temporary obstacle to investment. We argued that this
observation is correct but very misleading. To that effect, we showed that, when the poor use
their limited liquid wealth to smooth consumption and deal with consumption shocks, they
might resist investing all of it in an irreversible investment. We showed that this was the case
even if investing results in an income stream that stochastically dominates the original distri-
bution of their income. In other words, resistance to investment had nothing to do with risk
aversion as normally defined: in a Sandmo (1971) setup (see above), any risk averse indivi-
dual would choose the income stream that stochastically dominate the others; this is not the
case when the investment is irreversible and the poor save for precautionary reasons.

Using parameters estimated from samples of investments in wells by Indian farmers, we
showed that poor individuals with a precautionary motive for saving find it very hard to save
enough to finance a large lumpy investment. The reason is that income and consumption
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shocks nearly always hit them before they have had the time to accumulate enough for the
investment. This is true even though the poor respond to the presence of an investment oppor-
tunity by saving more. As a result, the probability of investing is very low and the average
time to investment extremely long. To summarize, although the law of martingales implies
that eventually everyone invests, 'eventually’ can be an awfully long time -- much too long to
wait for.

The link between poverty and low investment apparent in these results is reminiscent of
'vicious circle’ and 'big push’ theories of development propounded decades ago by Nurkse
(1953), Lewis (1954), Nelson (1956), and others. Modern versions of these theories can be
found in Gaylor and Ryder (1989), Murphy, Shleifer and Vishny (1989), Fafchamps and
Helms (1996) and Barro and Sala-I-Martin (1995). These issues deserve more empirical
research at the village and household level.

In the final part of Chapter IV, we discussed the relationship between risk sharing and
risk taking. In Chapters Il and Ill we saw that the sharing of risk among members of a rural
community is an important way by which the poor deal with external shocks. The end of
Chapter IV examined whether the sharing of risk serves as a disincentive to invest, as some
have recently argued. We first pointed out that the insurance component of risk sharing ought
to favor investment, not deter it, for the simple reason that better insured investors are less
vulnerable to unfavorable investment outcomes and thus are more prone to invest. Risk shar-
ing is, however, likely to reduce the need for precautionary saving. Consequently, members
of risk sharing networks ought to lower their holdings of liquid wealth. We nevertheless
pointed out that liquid assets are still necessary to deal with collective shocks, and thus that
precautionary saving would still be required. In addition, we know that precautionary saving
is often kept in a form that is both highly liquid and not very productive. Unless the poor save
mostly at the bank and financial intermediation is efficiently organized, a lowering of precau-
tionary saving is unlikely to significantly reduce productive investment.

Next we discussed how norms of redistribution of material wealth coupled with the need
to share risk with others leads to patronage systems in which the better off protect the weaker
members of society against adverse shocks. We noted that communities subject to lots of
external shocks might fear the concentration of wealth that would naturally arise, were asset
and credit markets allowed to freely develop. We pointed out that, in order to ensure long-
term social cohesion, these communities might come up with egalitarian norms that prohibit
certain types of transactions and require the redistribution of material wealth. We argued,
however, that these norms need not preclude the accumulation of social capital in the form of
networks of reciprocal obligations and debts of gratitude.

We then investigated whether egalitarian norms of redistribution dilute incentives to
invest. We noted that generating material wealth is essential to build up social networks of
patronage through redistribution. Consequently, incentive to invest and create wealth exist as
long as patronage as a form of social upward mobility is an option open to everyone. It
remains unclear, however, whether these incentives are as strong as those that exist when
individual consumption of material wealth is the primary objective of success. Incentives to
invest may nevertheless be lowered if certain individuals are not allowed to rise socially. In
this case, ’'taxation’ by society in the form of forced redistribution, theft, and pilferage
becomes a potent disincentive to accumulation and risk taking. That this might be an issue in
many poor rural areas of the Third World is implied by the fact that ambitious young men and
women often leave the countryside and go to the city where there are fewer obstacles to indi-
vidual success. The rigidity of social structure might thus be an obstacle to risk taking, espe-
cially by young individuals more open to modern techniques of production. In this sense,
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progress might indeed be held back.

We concluded Section 4 by noting that patronage as a system of social stratification
makes it difficult for single individuals to accumulate large sums of money. Consequently,
large investments are not undertaken. If returns to investment are decreasing or constant, this
is not a problem: redistribution of material wealth facilitates the creation of myriads of
microenterprises, which is precisely what we observe in many poor countries. However, the
dilution of capital brought about by patronage makes it difficult to take advantage of invest-
ment opportunities that benefit from economies of scale. Social stratification based on
patronage is thus likely to be inimical to large scale industrialization. In contrast, patronage
favors the accumulation of social capital, an essential ingredient in trade. Patronage-based
societies might thus constitute a favorable breeding ground for trade-based activities, pro-
vided the right kinds of contacts can be established with the outside world.

Section 2. What We Do Not Know

We have learned a great deal about risk coping by the poor but there is still a lot we do
not know. Casual observation tells us that patterns of settlement partly match the relative
safety of specific environments in terms of human and livestock health. Migration studies
show that the poor move out of unwelcoming areas in large numbers and travel far and wide
in search of better living conditions. We also know, simply by watching television, that
drought, warfare, and other natural catastrophes throw scores of people on the roads in search
of safety. Yet itis not fully understood what makes people live where they live.

It is more and more obvious that, in due time, large areas of the earth that are currently
populated will eventually be depopulated, in particular wide tracks of inhospitable mountain,
desert, marshes, and rainforest. Eventually, people will move, as they should, away from fra-
gile, marginal areas toward lands suitable for urban settlement and intensive agriculture. This
movement should be understood in order to be facilitated. It is where people are not moving
that pockets of rural poverty will remain the longest. Efforts to stabilize poor populations on
fragile lands are ill advised as they contribute to the perpetuation of rural poverty.

The recent abundance of theoretical and empirical work on precautionary savings has
brought to light the role of asset accumulation as a hedge against risk. It has shown that the
poor are willing to save, even at negative interest rates, and thus that they are penalized by
inflation and by financial repression that keeps returns on savings accounts artificially low.
Although there has been a lot of work on credit markets in poor rural areas, there is a
dramatic dearth of work on savings and on the use of financial instruments by the rural poor.
The few empirical studies that exist, however, show that the provision of financial institutions
in rural areas help the poor save. Reconstruction of cash balances of rural households,
although highly speculative, indicate that money may be a more important savings instrument
than is often recognized. Precious little is known on how the rural poor use money and other
financial instruments. More work is needed so that adequate savings instrument can be pro-
vided.

Economists are only beginning to recognize the paramount importance that the house-
hold formation process has on poverty. In this study, it has been argued that one of the pri-
mary functions of households is to form teams of people who can deal with shocks together
and help each other in difficult times. It has also been hypothesized that households can be
broken by traumatic events and that the dissolution of households almost always has negative
repercussions on its former members. Yet very little is known on how households form and,
even more importantly, how they break apart. Rural household surveys typically follow
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existing households and ignore isolated individuals who eke a living at the margin of rural
communities or join the ranks of a highly mobile urban proletariat. Households that break
apart are often dropped from survey rosters and no information is collected on the fate of its
former members. As a result of these biases, we know very little about the effect of household
dissolution on poverty and risk coping. The little bit that we know, however, is troubling:
female headed households in rural areas are nearly always worse off than households where
both spouses are present. More work is needed to understand the factors that favor stable and
successful households in spite of external shocks.

We also need to better understand how resources are allocated within households them-
selves. The evidence suggests that households deal with shocks by reallocating scarce
resources to its productive members. Women seem to pay the price of such a strategy because
their traditional function is reproduction, and investment in children is a low priority when a
household can barely feed its current members. More research is needed to confirm that this
interpretation is correct and that it can account for the often observed nutrition deficit of poor
rural women. In particular, we may wish to find out whether these nutrition and health out-
comes are optimal and desirable from the point of view of women themselves.

Recent work has shown that networks of long-term relationships help mitigate commit-
ment failure not only in risk sharing, but also in other forms of exchange. The importance of
networks has long been recognized in other social sciences but the time has now come for
economists to examine the role that networks play in the sharing of risk. More needs to be
known on how networks are formed and how they fall apart. It is indeed becoming increas-
ingly clear that individuals with few friends are at a disadvantage in a rural world fraught to
danger. Social network capital should thus be viewed as a crucial factor affecting and being
affected by poverty and shocks.

Much recent work on risk coping by the poor has been extremely naive regarding the
role of inequality and power. Yet observers of poor rural societies consistently warn us that
desperate people will do anything to buy time, including mortgaging their own future sur-
vival. We have seen that the sharing of risk between the rich and the poor has a natural ten-
dency to become exploitative and to foster inequality. We need to take a harder look at the
interplay between power and risk. Judging by the legal prohibitions many rural societies have
come up with to discourage distress sale of productive assets such as land and labor, these
issues are important to the people involved and they deserve empirical enquiry.

Finally, although we have made much progress in our understanding of individual risk
coping strategies, we still know very little about how they interact with each other. One issue
that has received some attention is that of the relationship between individual asset accumula-
tion and explicit risk sharing. We have seen that much pooling of risk can be achieved when
individuals hold precautionary savings and can trade their assets for consumption goods in
perfectly competitive markets. We have also argued that self-interest may discourage indivi-
duals from participating in risk sharing arrangements if the expected gains they make from
sharing risk are not commensurate to what they are asked to contribute. Intuitively, this
creates a tension between risk sharing and precautionary saving: if the latter is easy and
cheap, this lowers the expected gain from explicit risk sharing, and thus the contributions
individuals are willing to make to help others. One may therefore fear that introducing better
precautionary savings instruments can undermine existing risk sharing arrangements. This
issue deserves more theoretical and empirical investigation.

Regarding the effect of risk and rural poverty on economic development, we have cast
doubt on the idea that the poor's concerns for old age security increases fertility rates net of
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infant and child mortality. Efforts to ensure the old age security of the poor, although favor-
able to their welfare, are unlikely to have a significant effect on demographic pressure. This
issue deserves further investigation.

Recent research indicates that temporary income shocks are as damaging for school
attendance as chronic poverty. This suggests that school drop-out rates could be dramatically
curtailed by helping the poor deal with temporary shocks. Future research should seek to
assess the best way to achieve this purpose in a financially sustainable manner.

We have demonstrated that the idea that the poor resist innovation simply because they
are risk averse is far too simplistic. A better understanding of the available theory and empiri-
cal evidence suggests instead that the poor worry about not so much about the variation of
incomeper se,but rather about keeping a sufficient buffer of liquid assets to deal with emer-
gencies. Consequently, they are unlikely to invest whatever assets they have in inputs and
equipment that must be paid up front. Our analysis suggests that successful dissemination of
purchased inputs requires a combination of credit and insurance. Further investigation is
needed to identify input delivery systems that are well adapted to the needs of poor produc-
ers.

We have argued that the poor’s desire to diversify ought to make them quite receptive to
divisible technologies such as seeds, fertilizer, and pesticides. Instead of encouraging the
adoption of combined packages on a whole farm, the analysis presented here suggests that
experimentation with small quantities on small plots is a better way of getting poor producers
interested in new technology. This issue requires empirical confirmation. We have also shown
that food price volatility raises poor farmers’ concerns for food self-sufficiency. More
research is needed to measure how strong these concerns are and how much they distort pro-
duction choices.

Finally, in Chapter IV, we argued that societies which impose norms of material wealth
redistribution favor patronage as a mode of social differentiation. We further indicated that, if
this is the case, norms of redistribution ought not to be perceived as obstacles to saving and
investment because generating material wealth is necessary to build one’s social network.
Whether this is true in practice requires serious empirical investigation. More work is also
required to identify the types of social capital that is most necessary for growth.

Section 3. What Local Governments Can Do

Keeping in mind that there are still many unresolved issues regarding risk coping by the
poor, what we already know or strongly suspect suggest a number of policy interventions. We
discuss them briefly here.

1 It is important that government do not stop natural migration and resettlement out of
marginal areas. In the past, governments have often been tempted to fixate populations
in what is perceived to be their traditional habitat. Scarce national resources would be
better spent developing high potential areas and encouraging people to move there. This
means draining marshes, clearing forests, setting up irrigation infrastructure, and build-
ing roads into areas with a high agricultural potential. Inciting people to relocate into
such areas also requires vigorous efforts to eradicate malaria, trypanosomiasis, and other
parasitic human and livestock diseases.

2 By the same token, government should stop trying to move rural populations to marginal
zones in ill-advised "relocation schemes", such as the development of the Amazon, the
new economic zones in Vietnam, or forced resettlement in Ethiopia.



3

10

11

-99 -

In countries where high agricultural potential areas are inexistent or already overcrowed,
such as some of the Sahelian countries or the Rwanda-Burundi region of Africa, agricul-
ture may be unable to absorb population growth. In this case, government may want to
consider either helping their surplus population to emigrate abroad, or anticipating the
growth of the urban periphery and the need to provide poor urban migrants with decent
public services.

We saw that, under conditions of extreme duress, the poor may adopt risky or even sulici-
dal strategies. One such example is the chaotic movements of famine-striken people in
search of food along roads and across country boundaries. These movements often are
dangerous, as they separate families and put them at the mercy of bandits and rogue
armies. Relief efforts should try to anticipate these movements by distributing aid before
panic sets in and households leave their village. This requires, for instance, the contin-
ued presence of famine early warning sytems and the existence of well defined pro-
cedures and relief agencies equipped and trained to deal with emergencies on short
notice.

Governments should move away from an exclusive emphasis on rural credit and turn to
rural savings. This is particularly relevant given evidence that the rural poor rely less on

livestock sales to deal with risk than was previously believed. Adequate savings instru-

ments should thus be made available to the poor. This requires setting up clear and rigid
prudential guidelines for rural savings and loan associations, and penalizing those who
profit by establishing pyramid schemes that defraud the poor.

Governments should renounce to using the inflation tax to finance their deficit. Financial
repression is counterproductive in that it lowers the return that the poor get on their pre-
cautionary saving.

Governments should favor the geographical integration of grain and livestock markets.

Barriers to trade across regional and international boundaries should be removed and
road blocks should be dismantled. Veterinary services should be provided to herders in a
cost-effective manner.

Governments should focus the provision of health services on prevention and the
delivery of cost-effective health services. They should also favor the provision of safe
drinking water. Expensive treatments such as those required by AIDS patients are
beyond the reach of most poor countries. Until a cheap treatment of AIDS becomes
available, scarce resources are better used for the prevention and treatment of curable
tropical diseases, such as malaria, measles, bronchitis, tetanus, gastro-intestinal infec-
tions, and the like.

Governments should launch campaigns to eradicate malaria and other parasitic diseases.
Due to the public good nature of eradication, only a massive coordinated campaign can
succeed.

Wild animals and their habitat are reservoirs of dangerous diseases and parasites.
Elephants, wild buffaloes, and crocodiles are also notorious for trampling crops and kil-
ling children every year. Governments should ensure that efforts to protect wildlife do
not impose too high a cost on neighboring communities.

Governments should provide a safety net for those who have fallen outside the protec-
tion of village-level, relationship-based risk sharing arrangements. This includes
orphans, abandonned, and runaway children; old people without relatives to care for
them; permanently disabled individuals rejected by their family; and victims of domestic
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violence. These programs must be designed in such a way that they do not generate per-
verse incentives and undermine family solidarity.

Governments should pursue agricultural intensification and seek new products and new
international markets for their products. In the long run, rural poverty can only be eradi-
cated by economic development.

Policy instruments such as relief fellowship programs should be developed and tested
that help the poor bring and keep their children in school in spite of temporary exo-
genous shocks. School-based feeding programs may also assist in keeping children in
school in spite of consumption shortages, thereby opening an important way for govern-
ments to provide insurance to the poor while improving human capital.

Governments should seek to eliminate exploitative forms of relationships between rich
and poor. Child labor in sweat shops and child prostitution are examples of such prac-
tices that have attracted a lot of public attention lately. Eradicating these practices is
complicated by the fact that the poor may willingly accept exploitation as the only way
to survive. In the case of child labor, poor parents may effectively 'sell some of their
children to feed the rest of the family or finance their way out of poverty. In these cir-
cumstances, repression alone is unlikely to work, and may even make things worse.
What is needed is a comprehensive effort to help victims overcome the circumstances
that led to exploitation in the first place.

The suspicion that women bear the brunt of food shortages at the household level has
implications for food targetting, especially during famines, but also on a more regular
basis. For instance, governments should open food-for-work and other public works
schemes to the participation of women.

Delivery systems for purchased inputs should include two essential components: a credit
component, so that the liquid wealth of the poor remains at their disposal to deal with
income and consumption shocks; and a contingent default clause, so that nothing has to
be paid if output is zero. Methods should be investigated that achieve these objectives
without generating too much opportunistic default.

The dissemination of divisible inputs such as improved seeds and fertilizer ought to
encourage small scale experimentation by the poor instead of pushing large comprehen-
sive packages.

The integration of food markets should be pursued through better roads and transporta-
tion and the removal of policies and institutions impeding domestic trade such as road
blocks and cross-regional trade barriers. Government sponsored shops providing cheap
food may also provide a partial answer to small farmers’ food self-sufficiency concerns.

Because of their concern for food security, technological change in cash crops alone will
fail to attract small farmers. Agricultural research should concentrate on promising food
crops as well as cash crops.

Credit is the principal avenue through which the poor can invest in large non-divisible
assets such as irrigation equipment. Credit need not cover the entirety of the investment
cost, nor does it require a subsidized interest rate. What appears more important is that
debt relief be made available when adverse shocks occur, and that access to credit be as
predictable and widespread as possible, so that the minute the poor have accumulated
enough liquid assets, credit is granted without delay and the investment is undertaken.
Otherwise, liquid wealth will dissipate due to exogenous shocks.
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21 Investment can be facilitated by putting better saving instruments at the disposal of the
rural poor. Although the poor are typically willing hold onto liquid wealth in spite of
negative returns, low returns on the poor’s savings makes it harder for them to accumu-
late enough to invest and is thus detrimental to growth.

22 Government should seek to bring credit closer to the poor by experimenting with various
forms of contingent or insured credit. How this can be achieved is still unclear at this
point, but it may involve a combination of flexibility in debt repayment, innovative use
of collateral, and group lending.

23 Efforts should be made to ensure that the rural structure is willing to accept the success
of entrepreneurs and innovators. Oppression by the old and the powerful is not condu-
cive to rural investment and entrepreneurship.

24 Efforts to dismantle patronage networks and favor western-style individualism are prob-
ably futile as they undermine risk sharing institutions that are deemed important by the
societies concerned. One should instead strive to invest in the kind of social capital that
is most needed for growth.

Section 4. What the International Community Can Do

The role of the international community is twofold. First it serves a redistributive role by
assisting governments of poor countries take care of the poorest and most vulnerable seg-
ments of their population. In performing this role, the international community should strive
not to let the domestic political debates of rich countries dictate what kind of assistance is
given to poor countries. Laudable concerns for the fashionable moral principles of the day too
often lead developed countries to patronize their weaker southern neighbors and impose upon
them whatever political agenda is most in vogue at home. For instance, scandals about the
funding of political organizations in developed countries spills over into condemnation of
corruption abroad. Concerns for women and the environment translate into gender and
environmental conditionality. This conditionality is often embraced by recipient countries --
and imposed by donors -- with a great deal of hypocrisy. Such patronizing behavior is
unbecoming of international relations between sovereign countries. Besides, the lesson givers
seem to forget that, not long ago, they were themselves corrupt, kept women in a state of
dependence, and pillaged their environment for profit. The international community should
learn not to let the domestic political agenda of rich countries get in the way of assistance to
the poor.

The international community serves a second, more important role: the provision of
international public goods. Here are some examples of practical ways in which it can help the
rural poor:

1 The international community should continue to serve its role of planet-wide risk sharing
and help governments deal with massive crises trigerred by natural and man-made catas-
trophes: droughts, warfare, genocide, floods, earthquakes, etc. The effectiveness of these
efforts could be improved if the collaboration of local governments can be secured
beforehand, that is, via the establishment of local relief agencies with the right expertise
in targetting and delivery. This requires long term collaboration with local authorities.

2 Relief efforts of the international community often are jeopardized by military conflict
on the ground. It might be worth exploring the idea of penalizing the hindrance of relief
operations and the diversion of relief aid for political or military gain. Indeed, interfer-
ing with relief efforts often results in unnecessary death and suffering, sometimes more
so than warfare itself (e.g., Biafra, Ethiopia in 1984, Southern Sudan). Making it a crime
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to divert or prevent the distribution of food aid would pave the way for the newly
created International War Crime Tribunal to seize itself of such cases. This would rein-
force the protection that are already imparted by treaty to international bodies such as
the International Red Cross and HCR.

More funds should be chanelled into research for a malaria vaccine. It is a scandal that
malaria resistance to new prophylactic drugs spreads so quickly even though these drugs
are in practice only used by a tiny proportion of the population. It is as if nobody cared
as long as a new generation of drugs can be found in time to protect expatriates. Clearly,
the rural poor will be protected from malaria only when a suitable vaccine is discovered
and produced in large enough quantities to reduce production costs.

Research on an AIDS vaccine is also a top priority. HIV has become a Third World
disease and current treatment is outside the reach of the rural poor. Only a cheap vaccine
can improve the situation of millions of villagers in Uganda, Tanzania, Zaire, and else-
where.

A massive international campaign to eradicate malaria by the year 2050 should be
launched. This effort could be the single most important contribution to reducing the risk
faced by the rural poor in Sub-Saharan Africa.

A similar effort should aim at eradicating trypanosomiasis (a livestock disease) from
West Africa.

Locust control efforts should be continued and revitalized.

Peace keeping efforts should be pursued more vigorously. The international community
should condemn and stigmatize practices of powerful nations whereby they arm factions
and groups in poor countries to serve their geopolitical interests.

More funds should be go to research on high potential tropical crops such as maize, rice,
and cassava. Fewer resources should be wasted on breeding millet and other crops that
only grow in marginal areas. In the long run, millet and sorghum will only be used as
livestock feed.

The international community should assist the efforts of governments of developing
countries to gain free access to developed countries for their agricultural products. It is
contradictory for developed countries to ask poor countries to increase their agricultural
exports while at the same time protecting their domestic markets from what the rural
poor could credibly export, that is, grain, meat, sugar, vegetable oils, animal feed, fruits,
and vegetables.

The international community should help poor countries steer away from inflationary
policies that hurt the poor by reducing the value of their meager savings. One avenue to
explore is the establishment or expansion of currency agreements such as the CFA Franc
zone, or the 'dollarization’ of developing countries, such as the one proposed by Chile.
This, of course, assumes that the problems inherent to such agreements can be dealt with
satisfactorily.
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APPENDIX: PROOFS OF PROPOSITIONS

Proof of Proposition Ill.1:Each point on the boundary of the equilibrium set can be found by
maximizing one agent’s expected utilitpi subject to satisfying all participation constraints and
maintaining other agents at a given expected utility level. By varying the expected utility of
other agents and by repeating the process for all agents, we can span the whole boundary of
the equilibrium set. Now, participation constraints with are a restricted version of partici-
pation constraints witi2. Therefore, by Le Chatelier principle, the maximum expected util-

ity with A? lies weakly above what can be achieved wAthfor all expected utility levels of

other agents. Every point on the boundanf¢A1) thus lies weakly below every point on the
boundary ofQ(A?). This proves the proposition. Strict inclusion occurs whenévand Al

are low enough for some participation constraints to be binding. A strictly higRehen is

sure to release the binding participation constraints somewhat and to strictly enlarge the set of
equilibriad

Proof of Proposition 111.2:For any given IRSAg, the right hand side of the voluntary patrtici-
pation constraint VP decreases w@hConsider an arbitrary agenand state of nature Let

o fall to the point where the VP constraint is binding for thaénds. In order to further
decrease while still ensuring payment afs, agenti has to be compensated in other states of
natures”. Compensation by other agents is possible as long as some of their participation con-
straints are not binding. A lowerthus forces agents who contributed little and whose partici-
pation constraints were therefore less binding, to contribute modedibps further, eventu-

ally no agent is left without binding participation constrdint.

Proof of Proposition 111.3:We dropi subscripts for simplicity of exposition.

Part 1: (Case 1)If Uj(y) > — for all y > —o0, assume that there exist a binding participation
constraint for that agent at which he or she does not get his or her highest possible income
(A2). (Case 2)If limy,  y Uj(y) = —o for y" > —o0, assume that agenprefers the probabil-

ity of a —co utility tomorrow than a—co utility today (A3). If utility is undefined below a par-
ticular value ofy, set it equal to-o. Lety denote the realized income of agemit the binding
participation constraint. LeX stand for the right hand side of the participation constraint
V(y) - V(y - T). Since the constraint is binding and there is risk sharing (A1), the right hand
side of the participation constraint is strictly positive a0d 0. Construct a concave transfor-
mation ofV(y) as follows: for ally >y, leaseV(y) unchanged; for aly <y, rotate agent's

utility by a factork > 1, i.e.,i’s utility becomeskV(y) — (k=1)V (y).

Case 1: With this new utility function, the right hand side of the participation constraint
becomekX: the utility loss of complying with IRSA obligations has been stretched by a fac-
tor k. The right hand side of the participation constraint after the transformatid{(ygfcan

be decomposed into three parts:

y y
(k=LVO)[Pry <y) - Priy-m<y)] + k[ [V(y -9 = V(y)lds+ [ [V(y-T) - V(y)]ds
y y
Let the three terms of the above sum be dendtdd, andC. The right hand side of the parti-
cipation constraint before the transformation was sintply C. By (A2), C # 0. The partici-
pation constrainst after the transformation is violatediff kB + C < kB + kC = kX, that is,
iff K> A/C — 1. SinceA andC are constants that do not dependkpeuch & always exists.

Case 2: If lim, _ y» V(y) = —o for y" > -, then as one increas&sagenti’s utility may fall
to —oo for income realizations in the support of, or for possible consumption realizations
T—Ts. When this happeniss expected utility falls to-c and the construction that we used in



- 104 -

case 1 no longer works. It is still possible, however, to pidklarge enough that the utility
agenti derives from contributingit is —. Then, by (A3), the participation constraint is
violatedd

Part 2: Let wg stand for the probability that the realized state of the workllis{1, 2, ..., S}.

By assumption, > w> O for all s. Lets” be the state of the world when the participation con-
straint is binding and letZ; be the value of the binding participation constraint
V(pis') = V(Ty — T5). Introduce the following notation:

Ais, =V (pis—Ts) — V(pis)

. 1S .
W=352 W
s=1
. 1S . .
ol = 53 ok~ pl)?
s=1
Furthermore, 1eQ be the vector of probability weightsog, o, ..., ws), B' be the vector
(B}, ..., BY), ® be the vector of income meang!( ..., uV), = be the vector of income vari-
ances ¢*, ..., a"), 1 be a vector of ones, arifland¥ stand for theS x N matrices of incomes
and squared deviations from income mean.

We know that

QB =7
Q==
QY=y3
Q1=1

We want to show that it is possible to find another set of probability weightsuch that each

agent faces the same expected income, the variance of each agent’s individual income has
increased, and ageri$ participation constraint is violated. Formally we want to find a vector

Q such that

QOB =Z +¢
Q==
QW=3+T
Q1=1

wheree > 0 is a scalar anfl is a vector of strictly positive numbers. The above can be rewrit-
ten:

QB ZW1=[Z +& &, 5+, 1] (A1)
Let p be the rank of the matrixH = W]. Clearly, p cannot exceed N+ 2. Thus if
S= 2N + 2, there exists at least one set of probability weights (several if the inequality is
strict) such that equation (6) is satisfied for any arbitraandl". Since by assumption the ini-

tial probability weightswg are all strictly positive, the linearity of equation (A1) implies that
there exists a set of numberandl™ such that equation (Al) is satisfied ang> 0
Proof of Proposition Ill.4:Equation (4) guarantees that punishments dexepostdefection

from the cooperative patty. Equation (5) ensures that punishments are self-enforcing for the
punished agent. Equation (6) ensures that each agem is deterred from defecting on the
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punishment of another ageptz i. Equation (7) guarantees that punishments are not dom-
inated by other paths and thus are weakly renegotiation-proof. Other participation constraints
are never binding and can be ignored.

Proof of Proposition I11.5:We dropi subscripts for simplicity of exposition. Defirg as the
scalar that satisfies

VK + £5) = V(X + £ = P = ToREIVX + £—T5) = V(X + )] ™

ps is the willingness to pay for the reduction in risk generated by the IRSA, that willingness to
pay depends on the realized state of the warlBecause of decreasing absolute risk aver-
sion,ps decreases witk for all s (Pratt (1964)).

In the limit, when absolute risk aversion is 0, equation (7) boils down to:

0
= ——FT1 8
Ps 15 s (8)
which is O if the IRSA is actuarially fair. Thus lin, ., ps= 0. Now consider a particular
Ts > 0. By assumptiontg satisfiesi’s participation constraint wher = X. As X — o, how-
ever, it does not since willingness to pay has dropped to 0. Therefore, by the continuity of

equation (7), there must exist an such that:

VIC + 2 VX + 5= T9) = oSEIVIX + £0—16) = V(X + &)

This establishes the proaf.
Proof of Proposition I11.6:Similar to that of Proposition I11.13
Proof of Proposition I11.7:Set

1 (10, We) = —1/(L41 )W (i, W)
T (T, W) = m (T, W) = |i(TTs,t, wy)O

Proof of Proposition 111.8:Apply Le Chatelier principle as in Proposition 111(6.

Proof of Proposition 111.9:Equation (14) is a restricted version of equation (15). Apply Le
Chatelier principle as in proposition®.

Proof of Proposition IV.1:

To see why Part (1) holds, I&tyo(x) denote the agent’s value function if the investment
were not allowedEx ante,having the option to invest cannot make the agent worse off than
Voo(X). The agent’s expected utility if she were to invest today§$x) which, by construc-
tion, is equal tov,(x—k). We have shown that the agent cannot or does not want to borrow.
Consequently, fox <k, V1(x—k) is not defined or-o. If the investment is profitable enough,
V1 (x—k) must eventually crosg€qo(x). These concepts are illustrated in Figure IV.5.

Suppose that the agent was made a once and for all offer to invest ¥Wday-k) is the
value of using the optior/yo(X) is the value of not investing. N1 (x—k) andVg(X) cross,
say atx, then the agent investsxf> x~ and does not invest ¥ < x . Now suppose that the
agent can invest either today or tomorrow. If she invests today, she gets the same utility from
investmentV,(x—k) as before. Suppose she decides to wait and chooses an optimal level of
W +1, glven that she will have the option to invest tomorrow. Let the value of that choice be
denoted\/o (x). Since she still has the option to invest tomorrow, the utility she will get from a
given level of cash on harxtomorrow is theSupof Vyo(x) andV(x—k). Denote that utility
Vo. Clearly EVq is larger than EVyy. By equation (3), it therefore must be that
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\_/8 (X) = Vgo(x) for all x: tomorrow’s option to invest raises the agent’s utility.

Prolonging the time during which the agent may decide to invest can only further
increase heex anteutility. To see why, suppose the agent is given three periods during which
investment is possible. Consider the first period. Her payoff if she invests immediately is
unchanged; it i%;(x k). If she waits, her utility tomorrow is:

Vo(x) = Max {V§(x), V1 (x—k)}

It is clear thatVy(x) = Vo(X) which was itself= Vo(x). We can thus apply the same argu-
ment as before: by equation (114), the utility of waiting has increased further. Applying the
same logic recursively, it is clear that the option to invest raises the agent’s utility above
Voo(X) even when the investment is not undertaken. It cannot, however, raise the agent’s util-
ity above what it would get by investing immediately.

Part (2) immediately follows from the following argument. Consider an agent who can
invest either tod_aa/ or tomorrow. In the proof of proposition 1, we sawwgzﬁx) = Vo (X).
This means thaVg(x) cutsV;(x-k) abovex” -- say atx" . There is therefore a range of
values of cash on hand for which an agent without the option to wait would invest while an
agent who can wait would prefer to (see also Figure IV.5). By the proof of proposition 1,
V3 (x) can only be raised further when more options are added. Adding options can therefore
only increase the range of cash on hand values over which it is preferable G wait.

Proof of Proposition IV.1:

Let Voo(.) be, as before, the value function when the investment is not allowed. For
X = 0,V1(x—k) is —c0. Given (A2), forx — o, V1(x—-k) andVqo(x) are approximately linear.
Therefore, by (A1)V1(x-K) is then greater thaWgo(x). Given that instantaneous utility is
continuous and concave, both, and Vg are continuous (and concave). Then they must
intersect at least once. Using the same backward induction argument used in proposition V.1,
it is possible to show that; (x—k) andV§ (x) must also intersect. This proves the first part. If
they intersect only once, sayxt, thenV(x—k) > V3 (x) for all x > x" and vice versa for all
X < X . This proves the second part. The last part follows because, as was shown above, for a
large enough V4 (x-k) > V3 (x), and vice versa for a low enougt



Figure lll.1. Risk-sharing and impatience

Expected Utility of B

Expected Utility of A



Expectec Utility of B

Figure Ill.2. Renegotiation-proof equilibria
Set of Subgame Perfect Equilibria

Set of Weakly
Renegotiation-
Proof Equilibria

Expected Utility of A



. 45°

Figure II1.3. Coalition-proof equilibria




EV

Figure lIl.4. Coalitions and asymmetry

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

o g5e




Share of resourcesin cash crop

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.3

0.2

0.1

Figure IV.1. Effect of the variance of the food price

0.4 X

I I I I I I

household 1

household 2

B f\_o_ugs(_ehold

1 1

0.1

0.2 0.3 04 0.5 0.6 0.7

Coefficient of variation of aggregate food supply

0.8



Share of resourcesin cash crop

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2F

0.1-

Figure IV .2. Effect of the market price elasticity of the cash crop

I I I I I I I I I

household 1

household 2

household 3

|

|

|

|

|

0.2

04

0.6 0.8 1

Market price elasticity of cash crop demand

1.2

1.4

1.6

|

1.8




Share of resourcesin cash crop

0.9

0.8

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

Figure IV .3. Effect of the market price elasticity of the food crop

I

I

I I I I I I

household 1

hous?hold 2

|

I

I

0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4

Market price elasticity of food demand




Share of resourcesin cash crop

Figure IV .4. Effect of the correlation between crop revenues

0.9+

0.6+

0.5

I

I I I I

I

household 1

I

0.1-

04 __

T ~ household 3

1 1

|

~

e household 2

N

-1

-0.8

-0.6

-0.4 -0.2 0 0.2

Correlation between crop revenues

04

0.6




Expected discounted utility

Figure IV.5. Value of Investment Option

— Vi Voo Vo

Cash-in-hand




- 116 -

REFERENCES

Abreu, D., “Extremal Equilibria in Oligopolistic Supergames]ournal of Economic Theoyy
39: 191-225, 1986.

Abreu, D., “On the Theory of Infinitely Repeated Games with Discountingg¢bnometrica
56: 383-396, 1988.

Abreu, D., Pearce, D., and Stacchetti, E., “Renegotiation and Symmetry in Repeated
Games,”J. Econ. Theory60(2): 217-240, August 1993.

Adams, R. H. and He, J. JSources of Income Inequality and Poverty in Rural Pakistan
Research Report 102, IFPRI, Washington D.C., 1995.

Akerlof, G. A., “Discriminatory, Status-based Wages Among Tradition-Oriented,
Stochastically Trading Coconut Producerd, Polit. Econ, 93(2): 265-276, 1985.

Alamgir, M., Famine in South Asia: Political Economy of Mass StarvatiOelgeschlager,
Gunn and Hain Publ., Cambridge, Mass., 1980.

Alderman, H. and Garcia, MPoverty, Household Food Security, and Nutrition in Rural
Pakistan International Food Policy Research Institute, Research Report Vol. 96,
Washington, D.C., 1993.

Altoniji, J. G., Hayashi, F., and Kotlikoff, L. J., “Is the Extended Family Altruistically Linked?
Direct Tests Using Micro Data,”Americal Economic Review82(5): 1177-1198,
December 1992.

Amselle, J.L.es Négociants de la Savanrsditions Anthropos, Paris, 1977.

Arnould, E. J., “Evaluating Regional Economic Development: Results of a Marketing
Systems Analysis in Zinder Province, Niger Republid,”Developing Aregsl9: 209-
244, January 1985.

Arrow, K. J.,Essays in the Theory of Risk Bearjmgarkham Publ. Co, Chicago, 1971.

Atwood, D. A., “Land Registration in Africa: The Impact on Agricultural Production,”
World Developmentl8, no.5: 659-671, 1990.

Bardhan, P.l.and, Labor and Rural PoverfyColumbia U.P., New York, 1984.

Barr, A. M., Social Capital and Technical Information Flows in the Ghanaian Manufacturing
Sector Center for the Study of African Economies, Oxford University, Oxford, May
1997. (mimeograph).

Barrett, C. B. and Dorosh, P. A., “Farmers’ Welfare and Changing Food Prices:
Nonparametric Evidence from Rice in Madagascakiherican Journal of Agricultural
Economics78: 656-669, August 1996.

Barrett, C. B., “Liberalization and Food Price Distributions: ARCH-M Evidence from
Madagascar,’Food Policy 22(2): 155-173, 1997.

Barrett, C. B., “Food Marketing Liberalization and Trader Entry: Evidence from
Madagascar,’"World Developmen5(5): 763-777, May 1997.



-117 -

Barro, R. J. and Sala-i-Martin, X., “Convergence]. Polit. Econ, 100: 223-251, 1992.
Barro, R. J. and Sala-I-Martin, Xgconomic GrowthMcGraw Hill, New York, 1995.
Basu, K., “One Kind of Power,"Oxford Econ. Papers38: 259-282, 1986.

Basu, K. and Van, P. HThe Economics of Child Labpbepartment of Economics, Cornell
University, Ithaca, March 1996. (mimeograph).

Bauer, P. T.West African Trade: A Study of Competition, Oligopoly and Monopoly in a
Changing EconomyCambridge U.P., Cambridge, 1954.

Baulch, B., “Testing for Food Market Integration Revisited,Journal of Development
Studies33(4): 512-534, April 1997.

Baulch, B., “Transfer Costs, Spatial Arbitrage, and Testing for Food Market Integration,”
American Journal of Agricultural Economic89(2): 477-487, May 1997.

Bayart, J.|'Etat en Afrique: La Politique du Ventré-ayard, Paris, 1989.
Becker, G. S.A Treatise on the Famil\Harvard U.P., Cambridge, Mass., 1981.

Becker, G. S., Murphy, K. M., and Tamura, R., “Capital, Fertility, and Economic Growdh,”
Polit. Econ, 98: S12-S37, 1990.

Behrman, J. R., Foster, A., and Rosenzweig, M. R., “Dynamic Savings Decisions in
Agricultural Environments with Incomplete Markets,J. Business and Economic
Statistics 15(2): 282-292, April 1997.

Bell, C., “Credit Markets and Interlinked TransactionsHandbook of Development
Economics Hollis Chenery and T.N. Srinivasan (eds.), North Holland, Amsterdam,
1988.

Ben-Porath, Y., “The F-Connection: Families, Friends, and Firms and the Organization of
Exchange,”Population and Development Reviedv(1): 1-30, March 1980.

Bernheim, B. D., Peleg, B., and Whinston, M. D., “Coalition-Proof Nash Equilibria: 1.
Concepts,”JET, 42: 1-12, 1987.

Bernheim, B. D. and Peleg, B., “Coalition-Proof Nash Equilibria: Il. Application3ET, 42:
13-29, 1987.

Besley, T., Coate, S., and Loury, G., “The Economics of Rotating Savings and Credit
Associations,”’Amer. Econ. Rey83(4): 792-810, September 1993.

Besley, T. and Levenson, A. R., “The Role of Informal Finance in Household Capital
Accumulation: Evidence from TaiwanEcon. J, 106(434): 39-59, January 1996.

Bhaduri, A., “A Study of Agricultural Backwardness under Semi-FeudalisfBgonomic
Journal 83: 120-137, 1973.

Binswanger, H. P., “Attitudes Towards Risk: Experimental Measurement Evidence in Rural
India,” Amer. J. Agric. Econ62(3): 395-407, Aug. 1980.

Binswanger, H. P. and Rosenzweig, M. R., “Behavioral and Material Determinants of
Production Relations in Agriculture,Journal of Development Studie®2, no. 3: 503-
539, April 1986.



- 118 -

Binswanger, H. P. and Sillers, D. A., “Risk Aversion and Credit Constraints in Farmers’
Decision-Making: A Reinterpretation,’Journal of Development Studie20: 5-21,
December 1983.

Binswanger, H. P. and Mclintire, J., “Behavioral and Material Determinants of Production
Relations in Land-Abundant Tropical Agriculture Econ. Dev. Cult. Change36(1):
73-99, Oct. 1987.

Bongaarts, J. and Cain, MQemographic Responses to Famif®opulation Council, New
York, 1981.

Boserup, E.,The Conditions of Agricultural GrowthAldine Publishing Company, Chicago,
1965.

Braudel, F.Civilization and CapitalismHarper and Row, New York, 1986.

Braverman, A. and Stiglitz, J., “Cost-Sharing Arrangements under Sharecropping: Moral
Hazard, Incentive Flexibility, and Risk,Americal Journal of Agricultural Economics
68(3): 642-652, 1986.

Braverman, A. and Stiglitz, J., “Sharecropping and the Interlinking of the Agrarian
Markets,” AER 72: 695-715, 1982.

Brocheux, P., “Moral Economy or Political Economy? The Peasants are Always Rational,”
J. Asian Stud.42 (4): 791-803, August 1983.

Bromley, D. W. and Chavas, J., “On Risk, Transactions, and Economic Development in the
Semiarid Tropics,”Economic Development and Cultural Chan@&(4): 719-736, July
1989.

Carroll, C. D., “The Buffer-Stock Theory of Saving: Some Macroeconomic Evidence,”
Brookings Papers on Econ. Activjt®: 61-156, 1992.

Carter, M. R.,Risk, Reciprocity and Conditional Self-Insurance in the Sahel: Measurement
and Implications for the Trajectory of Agricultural Development in West Africa
University of Wisconsin-Madison, Staff Paper Series, No. 333, Madison, December
1991.

Carter, M. R., “Equilibrium Credit Rationing of Small Farm Agriculture,Journal of
Development Economic28: 83-103, 1988.

Carter, M. R. and Zimmerman, F.nequality and Growth in Latin America: A
Microeconomic AnalysjsFood Research Institute, Stanford University, Stanford, July
1996. (mimeograph).

Chakrabarti, S., Lord, W., and Rangazas, P., “Uncertain Altruism and Investment in
Children,” American Economic Revig®3(4): 994-1002, September 1993.

Chaudhuri, S. and Paxson, GCpnsumption Smoothing and Income Seasonality in Rural
India, Princeton University, April 1994. (mimeograph).

Christensen, GThe Influence of Agro-Climatic Conditions on Rural Credit: Evidence from
Burkina Fasq Cornell University, Ithaca, May 1987. (mimeograph).

Cleave, J.African Farmers: Labor Use in the Development of Smallholder Agricujture
Praeger, 1974.



- 119 -

Cochrane, J. H., “A Simple Test of Consumption Insuranc,Polit. Econ, 99(5): 957-976,
1991.

Cohen, A.Custom and Politics in Urban Africa: a Study of Hausa Migrants in Yoruba Tpwns
University of California Press, Berkeley, 1969.

Cohen, D., “Debt Relief: Implications of Secondary Market Discounts and Debt
Overhangs,World Bank Econ. Review (1): 43-53, 1990.

Comité Ad Hoc Chargé de I'Elaboration d’'un Code RuralPlaquette Code Rural
Ministere de I'Agriculture et de 'Environnement, Niamey, Niger, July 1989. (version
provisoire).

Crow, B.,The Finance of Forced and Free Markets: Merchants’ Capital in Bangladesh Grain
Markets December 1990. Paper for joint American Economic Association-Union for
Radical Political Economics session on ’'Reassessing the role of finance in
development’, ASSA meetings, Washington, 29th December 1990.

Daniels, L.,Changes in the Small-Scale Enterprise Sector from 1991 to 1993: Results from a
Second Nationwide Survey in Zimbahw&emini Technical Report No. 71, Gemini,
Bethesda, Maryland, March 1994.

Dardanoni, V., “Optimal Choices Under Uncertainty: The Case of Two-Argument Utility
Functions,”Economic JournalJune 1988.

Dasgupta, P., “The Population Problem: Theory and Evidenc#&urnal of Economic
Literature, 33: 1879-1902, December 1995.

Datta, S. K. and Nugent, J. B., “Are Old-Age Security and the Utility of Children in Rural
India Really Unimportant?,’Population Studies38: 507-509, 1984.

Datta, S. K., Nugent, J. B., Tishler, A., and Wang, J., “Seasonality, Differential Access and
Interlinking of Labour and Credit,'J. Devel. Studie4 (3): 379-393, April 1988.

de Janvry, A.,The Agrarian Question and Reformism in Latin Ameridahn Hopkins
University Press, Baltimore, 1981.

de Janvry, A., Fafchamps, M., and Sadoulet, E., “Peasant Household Behavior with Missing
Markets: Some Paradoxes ExplainedEconomic Journal 101(409): 1400-1417,
November 1991.

Deaton, A., “Household Saving in LDCs: Credit Markets, Insurance and Welfé8edhd. J.
Econ, 94(2): 253-273, 1992.

Deaton, A., “Saving in Developing Countries: Theory and RevieWbrld Bank Econ. Rey.
Proceedings of the World Bank Annual Conference on Development Economics 1989:
61-96, 1990.

Deaton, A., “Saving and Liquidity Constraints,"Econometrica 59(5): 1221-1248,
September 1991.

Deaton, A., “Saving and Income Smoothing in Cote d’lvoirel.’ African Economigsl(1):
1-24, March 1992.

Deaton, A. and Miller, R., “International Commodity Prices, Macroeconomic Performance,
and Politics in Sub-Saharan Africa,Journal of African Economigs5(3): 99-191,



- 120 -

October 1996. Supplement Part I.

Delgado, C. L.Livestock Versus Foodgrain Production in Southeast Upper Volta: A Resource
Allocation AnalysisUniv. of Michigan, 1979. Livestock Production and Marketing in
the Entente States of West Africa, Monograph No. 1.

DeMarzo, P. M., “Coalitions and Sustainable Social Norms in Repeated Garestihical
Report No. 529, Institute for Mathematical Studies in the Social Sciences, Stanford
University, May 1988.

Dercon, S., “On Market Integration and Liberalisation: Method and Application to
Ethiopia,” Journal of Development Studijed2(1): 112-143, October 1995.

Dercon, S. and Krishnan, PRisk-Sharing within Households in Rural Ethiopi@xford
University, Oxford, April 1997. (mimeograph).

Diamond, P. A. and Stiglitz, J. E., “Increases in Risk and in Risk Aversiaigurnal of
Economic Theory8: 337-360, 1974.

Dixit, A., “Entry and Exit Decisions Under Uncertainty,J. Polit. Econ, 97(3): 620-638,
June 1989.

Dixit, A. K. and Pindyck, R. S.|nvestment Under Uncertaintyrinceton University Press,
Princeton, N.J., 1994.

Dreze, J. H. and Modigliani, F., “Consumption Decisions Under Uncertainty,’Econ.
Theory 5: 308-335, 1972.

Dutta, B., Ray, D., and Sengupta, K., “Contracts With Eviction in Infinitely Repeated
Principal-Agents Relationships,The Economic Theory of Agrarian InstitutignB.
Bardhan (ed.), Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1989.

Eaton, J. and Gersovitz, M., “Debt with Potential Repudiation: Theoretical and Empirical
Analysis,” Review Econ. StudigXLVIIIl: 289-309, 1981 .

Eddy, E.,Labor and Land Use on Mixed Farms in the Pastoral Zone of Nigkrversity of
Michigan, 1979. Livestock Production and Marketing in the Entente States of West
Africa, Monograph No. 3.

Eicher, C. and Baker, D., “Research on Agricultural Development in sub-Saharan Africa: A
Critical Survey,” MSU International Development Paper No, Michigan State
University, 1982.

Ellsworth, L., Mutual Insurance and Non-Market Transactions Among Farmers in Burkina
Fasq University of Wisconsin, 1989. Unpublished Ph.D. thesis.

Epstein, L. G., “Production Flexibility and the Behavior of the Competitive Firm Under Price
Uncertainty,” Review of Economic Studiest0(2): 251-262, 1978.

Epstein, L. G., “Decision Making and the Temporal Resolution of Uncertainty,”
International Economic Review1(2): 269-283, June 1980.

Eswaran, M. and Kotwal, A., “A Theory of Contractual Structure in Agriculturéiner.
Econ. Rev.75 (3): 352-67, June 1985.

Eswaran, M. and Kotwal, A., “Access to Capital and Agrarian Production Organization,”
Economic Journgl96(382): 482-498, June 1986.



-121 -

Fafchamps, M.,Labor Use and Productivity and Technological Change in African
Smallholder Agriculture: A Case Study of Sudaobs and Skills Programme for Africa,
International Labor Organization, Addis Ababa, 1985.

Fafchamps, M.,Labor Use and Productivity and Technological Change in African
Smallholder Agriculture: Synthesis Repodobs and Skills Programme for Africa,
International Labor Organization, Addis Ababa, 1986.

Fafchamps, M., “Cash Crop Production, Food Price Volatility and Rural Market Integration
in the Third World,” Amer. J. Agric. Econ.74(1): 90-99, February 1992.

Fafchamps, M., “Solidarity Networks in Pre-Industrial Societies: Rational Peasants with a
Moral Economy,”Econ. Devel. Cult. Changd1(1): 147-174, October 1992.

Fafchamps, M., “Sequential Labor Decisions Under Uncertainty: An Estimable Household
Model of West-African Farmers,Econometrica61(5): 1173-1197, September 1993.

Fafchamps, M., “Industrial Structure and Microenterprises in Africd,’'Developing Areas
29(1): 1-30, October 1994.

Fafchamps, M.Market Emergence, Trust and Reputatiddtanford University, Stanford,
February 1996. (mimeograph).

Fafchamps, M., “The Enforcement of Commercial Contracts in Ghan&yorld
Development24(3): 427-448, March 1996.

Fafchamps, M., “Sovereign Debt, Structural Adjustment, and ConditionalilyDev. Econ.
50: 313-335, November 1996.

Fafchamps, M., “Trade Credit in Zimbabwean Manufacturingyorld Development25(3):
795-815, 1997.

Fafchamps, M.Efficiency in Intrahousehold Resource Allocati@epartment of Economics,
Stanford University, Stanford, March 1998. (mimeograph).

Fafchamps, M., “The Tragedy of the Commons, Cycles and Sustainabiliigyirnal of
African Economies/(3): 384-423, October 1998.

Fafchamps, M., “Ethnicity and Credit in African ManufacturingJournal of Development
EconomicsFall 1999. (forthcoming).

Fafchamps, M., Biggs, T., Conning, J., and Srivastava,ERterprise Finance in Kenya
Regional Program on Enterprise Development, Africa Region, The World Bank,
Washington, D.C., June 1994,

Fafchamps, M., Pender, J., and Robinson,BEhterprise Finance in ZimbabweRegional
Program for Enterprise Development, Africa Division, The World Bank, Washington,
D.C., April 1995.

Fafchamps, M., Udry, C., and Czukas, K., “Drought and Saving in West Africa: Are
Livestock a Buffer Stock?,”Journal of Development Economjc&\pril 1996.
(forthcoming).

Fafchamps, M. and Gavian, S., “The Spatial Integration of Livestock Markets in Niger,”
Journal of African Economie$(3): 366-405, October 1996.



-122 -

Fafchamps, M. and Gavian, SThe Determinants of Livestock Prices in Nigdournal of
African Economies, 1997.

Fafchamps, M. and Helms, B., “Local Demand, Investment Multipliers, and Industrialization:
Theory and Application to the Guatemalan Highlands,’Devel. Econ.49: 61-92,
February 1996.

Fafchamps, M. and Kurosaki, Tnsurance Market Efficiency and Crop Choices in Pakistan
Department of Economics, Stanford University, Stanford, March 1997. (mimeograph).

Fafchamps, M. and Pender, J., “Precautionary Saving, Credit Constraints, and Irreversible
Investment: Theory and Evidence from Semi-Arid Indial.’ Business and Economic
Statistics 15(2): 180-194, April 1997.

Fafchamps, M., Gunning, J. W., and Oostendorp, Ryentory and Risk in African
Manufacturing Department of Economics, Stanford University, Stanford, August 1999.
(mimeograph).

Fafchamps, M. and Quisumbing, A., “Human Capital, Productivity, and Labor Allocation in
Rural Pakistan,”Journal of Human ResourceSpring 1998.

Fafchamps, M. and Quisumbing, A. FBgocial Roles, Human Capital, and the Intrahousehold
Division of Labor: Evidence from PakistarDepartment of Economics, Stanford
University, Stanford, April 1998. (mimeograph).

Fafchamps, M. and Minten, B., “Relationships and Traders in Madagasckmn/tnal of
Development Studiedugust 1999. (forthcoming).

Fafchamps, M. and Minten, BReturns to Social Capital Among Agricultural Traders:
Evidence from MadagascabDepartment of Economics, Stanford University, Stanford,
June 1998. (mimeograph).

Farrell, J. and Maskin, E., “Renegotiation in Repeated Gamésdmes and Economic
Behavior 1: 327-360, 1989.

Feder, G., “Farm Size, Risk Aversion and the Adoption of New Technologies Under
Uncertainty,” Oxford Economic Paper82(2): 263-283, 1980.

Feder, G., Just, R., and Zilberman, D., “Adoption of Agricultural Innovations in Developing
Countries: A Survey, Economic Development and Cultural Chandan. 1985.

Feder, G., “The Relation Between Farm Size and Farm Productivitygurnal of
Development Economic$8 (2-3): 297-314, August 1985.

Feder, G., “Land Ownership Security and Farm Productivity: Evidence from Thailahd,”
Development Studig24(1): 16-30, 1987.

Feeny, D., “The Moral or the Rational Peasant? Competing Hypotheses of Collective
Action,” J. Asian Stud.42 (4): 769-789, August 1983.

Fogel, R. W.,The Conquest of High Mortality and Hunger in Europe and America: Timing
and Mechanismd\ational Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA, 1990.

Foster, A. and Rosenzweig, M., “Learning by Doing and Learning from Others: Human
Capital and Technical Change in AgricultureJournal of Political Economy103(6):
1176-1209, December 1995.



-123 -

Foster, A. D. and Rosenzweig, M. R., “Information, Learning, and Wage Rates in Low-
Income Rural Areas,’Journal of Human Resource?8 (4): 759-790, 1993.

Foster, A. D. and Rosenzweig, M. R., “Comparative Advantage, Information and the
Allocation of Workers to Tasks: Evidence from an Agricultural Labor MarkeRév.
Econ. Studies3(3): 347-374, July 1996.

Foster, A. D. and Rosenzweig, M. Rmperfect Commitment, Altruism and the Family:
Evidence from Transfer Behavior in Low-Income Rural Are&epartment of
Economics, University of Pennsylvania, Philadelphia, October 1995. (mimeograph).

Fudenberg, D. and Maskin, E., “The Folk Theorem in Repeated Games with Discounting or
with Incomplete Information,”Econometrica54: 533-554, 1986.

Gavian, S. and Fafchamps, M., “Land Tenure and Allocative Efficiency in Nig&nierican
Journal of Agricultural Economics/8: 460-471, May 1996.

Gavian, S. and Teklu, ALand Tenure and Farming Practices: The Case of Tiyo Wereda,
Arsi, Ethiopig International Livestock Research Institute, Addis Ababa, June 1996.
(mimeograph).

Gaylor, O. and Ryder, H. E., “Existence, Uniqueness, and Stability of Equilibrium in an
Overlapping-Generations Model with Productive Capitall” Econ. Theory 49(2):
360-375, December 1989.

Geertz, C.,Peddlers and Princes: Social Change and Economic Modernization in Two
Indonesindonesian Towndniversity of Chicago Press, Chicago, 1963.

Geertz, C., Geertz, H., and Rosen, Meaning and Order in Moroccan Societg€ambridge
U. P., Cambridge, 1979.

Gertler, P., Locay, L., and Sanderson, W., “Are User Fees Regressive? The Welfare
Implications of Health Care Financing Proposals in Perdgurnal of Econometrigs
36(1/2): 67-88, 1987.

Gertler, P. and Strum, R., “Private Health Insurance and Public Expenditures in Jamaica,”
Journal of Econometrigsr7(1): 237-257, March 1997.

Gluckman, M. Custom and Conflict in AfricdBasil Blackwell, Oxford, 1955.

Gonzalez-Vega, C., “Credit Rationing Behavior of Agricultural Lenders: The Iron Law of
Interest Rate Restrictions,Undermining Rural Development With Cheap Cre@itw.
Adams, D.H. Graham, and J.D. Von Pischke, Westview Press, Boulder, 1984.

Greenough, P. RThe Famine of 1943-194®xford University Press, New York, 1982.

Greif, A., “Contract Enforceability and Economic Institutions in Early Trade: The Maghribi
Traders’ Coalition,”Amer. Econ. Rey83(3): 525-548, June 1993.

Greif, A., “Cultural Beliefs and the Organization of Society: A Historical and Theoretical
Reflection on Collectivist and Individualist Societies].’ Polit. Econ, 102(5): 912-950,
1994.

Griliches, Z., “Productivity Puzzles and R & D: Another Non-Explanation]’ Econ.
Perspectives2(4), 1988.



- 124 -

Grootaert, C. and Kanbur, R., “Child Labour: An Economic Perspectivieitérnational
Labour Review143(2), 1995.

Grossman, H. I. and Van Huyck, J. B., “Sovereign Debt as a Contingent Claim: Excusable
Default, Repudiation, and Reputatiorkimer. Econ. Review 8 (5): 1088-1097, 1988.

Hall, R. E., “Stochastic Implications of the Life Cycle-Permanent Income Hypothesis:
Theory and Evidence,J. Polit. Econ, 86(6): 461-81, December 1978.

Hart, K., “Kinship, Contract, and Trust: the Economic Organization of Migrants in an
African City Slum,” Trust: Making and Breaking Cooperative Relatipis Gambetta
(ed.), Basil Blackwell, New York, 1988.

Hoff, K., The Emergence of Organization in Informal InsuranBepartment of Economics,
University of Maryland, Baltimore, August 1996. (mimeograph).

Hopkins, A. G.,An Economic History of West Africhkongman Group Ltd, London, 1973.

Horioka, C. Y. and Watanabe, W., “Why Do People Save? A Micro-Analysis of Motives for
Household Saving in JapanEconomic Journall07(442): 537-552, May 1997.

ILO, Emploi d’Abord au BéninJASPA, International Labour Organization, Addis Ababa,
1984.

Igbal, F., “The Demand and Supply of Funds Among Agricultural Households in India,”
Agricultural Household Mode|sThe World Bank, Washington, D.C., 1986.

Jacoby, H. and Skoufias, ERjsk, Financial Markets, and Human Capital in a Developing
Country, Department of Economics, University of Rochester, Rochester, July 1995.

Jaeger, W. K.New YorkWestview, 1986.

Jolliffe, D., The Impact of Education in Rural Ghana: Examining Productivity and Labor
Allocation Effects Princeton University and The World Bank, July 1996.
(mimeograph).

Jones, W. O Manioc in Africa Stanford University Press, Stanford, 1959.

Jones, C. W., “Intra-Household Bargaining in Response to the Introduction of New Crops: A
Case Study from North CameroonUnderstanding Africa’'s Rural Households and
Farming Systemsloyce L. Moock (ed.), Westview Press, Boulder and London, 1986.

Kahn, J. A., “Inventories and the Volatility of Production American Economic Review
77(4): 667-679, September 1987.

Kargbo, A.,Labor Use and Productivity and Technological Change in African Smallholder
Agriculture: A Case Study of The GampiaO/JASPA, Addis Ababa, 1985.

Keyes, C. F., “Peasant Strategies in Asian Societies: Moral and Rational Economic
Approaches - A Symposium: IntroductionJJ. Asian Stud.42 (4): 753-768, August
1983.

Kimball, M. S., “Precautionary Savings in the Small and in the Largeg¢bnometrica58(1):
53-73, January 1990.

Kletzer, K. M., “Asymmetries of Information and LDC Borrowing with Sovereign Risk,”
Econ. J, 94: 287-307, June 1984.



- 125 -

Kocherlakota, N. R., “Implications of Efficient Risk Sharing Without CommitmenRgv.
Econ. Stud.63(4): 595-609, October 1996.

Krane, S. D., “The Distinction Between Inventory Holding and Stockout Costs: Implications
for Target Inventories, Asymmetric Adjustment, and the Effect of Aggregation on
Production Smoothing,”’International Economic Review35(1): 117-136, February
1994.

Kranton, R. E., “Reciprocal Exchange: A Self-Sustaining SysteAxier. Econ. Rey86(4):
830-851, September 1996.

Kreps, D., Milgrom, P., Roberts, J., and Wilson, R., “Rational Cooperation in the Finitely
Repeated Prisoner’s DilemmaJournal of Economic Theor@7: 245-252, 1982.

Krishnan, P.The Sharecropping Contract After Land Refo@enter for the Study of African
Economies, Oxford, July 1996. (mimeograph).

Kyle, S. C. and Sachs, J. DQeveloping Country Debt and the Market Value of Large
Commercial BanksNational Bureau of Economic Research Working Paper No. 1470,
1984.

Lee, R. D., “Population Dynamics of Humans and Other AnimalBg&mography 24(4):
443-465, November 1987.

Leonard, K. L., Contractual Structure of Health Care Programs in Rural Cameroun:
Structural Estimation of Production Teams with Unobservable Efiodpartment of
Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of California, Berkeley, November
1996. (mimeograph).

Lewis, W. A., “Economic Development with Unlimited Supplies of LabourThe
Manchester SchopKXIlI(2): 139-191, May 1954.

Ligon, E., Risk Sharing and Information: Theory and Measurement in Village Econpmies
Department of Agricultural and Resource Economics, University of California,
Berkeley, Berkeley, October 1996. (mimeograph).

Ligon, E., Thomas, J. P., and Worrall, Tinformal Insurance Arrangements in Village
Economies Department of Economics, University of Warwick, Coventry, England,
January 1997. (mimeograph).

Lim, Y. and Townsend, R. MCurrency, Transaction Patterns, and Consumption Smoothing:
Theory and Measurement in ICRISAT Villagdsniversity of Chicago, Chicago,
December 1994. (mimeograph).

Lockheed, M. E., Jamison, D. T., and Lau, L. J., “Farmer Education and Farm Efficiency: A
Survey,” Economic Development and Cultural Changé (1): 37-76, October 1980.

Lorenz, E. H., “Neither Friends nor Strangers: Informal Networks of Subcontracting in
French Industry,” Trust: Making and Breaking Cooperative Relatipri3. Gambetta
(ed.), Basil Blackwell, New York, 1988.

Lucas, R. E., “Asset Prices in an Exchange Econonygonometrica46: 1426-1446, 1978.
Lucas, R. E., “On Efficiency and Distribution,Econ. J, 102: 233-247, March 1992.



- 126 -

Lucas, R. E. and Stark, O., “Motivations to Remit: Evidence from BotswagdaPolit. Econ,
93 (5): 901-918, October 1985.

Fafchamps, M. and Lund, SRisk Sharing Networks in Rural PhilippineBepartment of
Economics, Stanford University, Stanford, April 1999. (mimeograph).

Mace, B. J., “Full Insurance in the Presence of Aggregate Uncertainly,Polit. Econ,
99(5): 928-956, 1991.

Mankiw, N. G., Romer, D., and Weil, D. N., “A Contribution to the Empirics of Economic
Growth,” Quarterly J. Econ.CVII: 407-437, 1992.

Matlon, P. J.,Income Generation in Three Villages of Northern NigeridJniversity of
Cornell, 1977. Unpublished Ph.D thesis.

Matlon, P. J. and Fafchamps, MCrop Budgets in Three Agro-Climatic Zones of Burkina
Fasq ICRISAT Progress Report, Hyderabad, 1989.

McKinnon, R. I.,Money and Capital in Economic Developmemfhe Brookings Institution,
Washington D.C., 1973.

Meillassoux, C.,The Development of Indigenous Trade and Markets in West Afdigéord
University Press, Oxford, 1971.

Melmed-Sanjak, J. S. and Carter, M. R., “The Economic Viability and Stability of
Capitalised Family Farming: An Analysis of Agricultural Decollectivisation in Peru,”
Journal of Development Studie&7(2): 190-210, January 1991.

Minten, B., Price Transmission and Transaction Cost in a Liberalized Food Marketing
System: The Case of ZajrBepartment of Agricultural Economics, Cornell University,
Ithaca, 1995. Unpublished Ph.D. thesis.

Monod, T., “Introduction,” Pastoralism in Tropical AfricaOxford University Press, London,
1975.

Mood, A., Graybill, F., and Boes, DIntroduction to the Theory of StatisticMcGraw Hill,
1963, 1974.

Morduch, J.,Risk, Production and Savings: Theory and Evidence from Indian Households
Harvard University, November 1990. (mimeo).

Morduch, J.,Consumption Smoothing Across Space: Tests for Village-Level Responses to
Risk Harvard University, September 1991. (mimeo).

Morduch, J., “Income Smoothing and Consumption Smoothirly,Econ. Perspective9(3):
103-114, Summer 1995.

Morduch, J.,Between Market and State: Can Informal Insurance Patch the Safety, Net?
Hoover Institution, Stanford and Department of Economics, Harvard University,
Stanford, October 1997. (mimeograph).

Morris, M. L. and Newman, M. D., “Official and Parallel Cereals Markets in Senegal:
Empirical Evidence,”World Developmentl7, no.12: 1895-1906, 1989.

Murphy, K. M., Shleifer, A., and Vishny, R. W., “Industrialization and the Big Push,”
Polit. Econ, 97(5), 1989.



-127 -

Nelson, R., “A Theory of the Low-Level Equilibrium Trap in Underdeveloped Economies,”
Amer. Econ. Reviewt6: 894-908, 1956.

Newbery, D. and Stiglitz, JThe Theory of Commodity Price Stabilization: A Study in the
Economics of RislOxford UP, 1981.

Norman, D. W., “Farming Systems Research to Improve the Livelihood of Small Farmers,”
Americal Journal of Agricultural Economic60(5): 813-818, Dec. 1978.

Nugent, J. B., “The Old-Age Security Motive for Fertility,Population and Development
Review 11 (1): 75-97, March 1985.

Nugent, J. B., “Old Age Security and the Defense of Social Norms,'Cross-Cultural
Gerontology 5: 243-254, 1990.

Nugent, J. B. and Sanchez, N., “The Efficiency of the Mesta: A Paraliieplorations in
Economic History26: 261-284, 1989.

Nugent, J. B. and Sanchez, Ngng Distance Transhumance in the Middle East and Africa: A
Comparative Institutional Analysid990. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Middle East Economic Association in Washington, D.C., December 27-30, 1990.

Nurkse, R.Problems of Capital Formation in Underdeveloped Countri@gford University
Press, New York, 1953.

Oba, G. and Lusigi, W. JAn Overview of Drought Strategies and Land Use in African
Pastoral System#$astoral Development Network, March 1987.

Park, A.,Household Grain Management and Precautionary Saving in China’s Poor Areas
Food Research Institute, Stanford University, Stanford, November 1995.
(mimeograph).

Paxson, C., “Consumption and Income Seasonality in ThailaddPolit. Econ, 101(1): 39-
72,1993.

Paxson, C. H., “Using Weather Variability to Estimate the Response of Savings to Transitory
Income in Thailand,”Amer. Econ. Rey82(1): 15-33, March 1992.

Payne, P. and Lipton, M., “How Third World Rural Households Adapt to Dietary Energy
Stress: The Evidence and the IssueBgod Policy Review134, International Foof
Policy Research Institute, Washington, D.C., 1994.

Pearce, D.,Renegotiation-Proof Equilibria: Collective Rationality and Intertemporal
Coopetation (mimeo), 1987.

Pender, J. L.Credit Rationing and Farmers’ Irrigation Investments in South India: Theory
and Evidence Food Research Institute, Stanford University, Stanford, Aug. 1992.
Unpublished Ph.D. thesis.

Pender, J. L., “Discount Rates and Credit Markets: Theory and Evidence from Rural India,”
Journal of Development Econom|j&f(2): 257-296, August 1996.

Phillips, J. M., “A Comment on Farmer Education and Farm Efficiency: A Survdsgon.
Development & Cult. Chang&5(3): 637-644, April 1987.

Pingali, P. L., Bigot, Y., and Binswanger, H. Rgricultural Mechanization and the Evolution
of Farming Systems in sub-Saharan Afridahns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore,



-128 -

1987. Published for the World Bank.

Pinckney, T. C. and Kimuyu, P. K., “Land Tenure Reform in East Africa: Good, Bad, or
Unimportant?,”Journal of African Economie8(1): 1-28, April 1994,

Piore, M. J. and Sabel, C. H.he Second Industrial Divide: Possibilities for ProsperBasic
Books, New York, 1984.

Pitt, M. M. and Khandker, S. RHousehold and Intrahousehold Impact of the Grameen Bank
and Similar Targeted Credit Programs in BangladeBliscussion Paper, No. 320, The
World Bank, Washington, D.C., 1996.

Platteau, J., Murickan, J., and Delbar, Eechnology, Credit and Indebtedness in Marine
Fishing Hindustan Publishing Corporation, Delhi, India, 1985.

Platteau, J. and Abraham, A., “An Inquiry into Quasi-Credit Contracts: The Role of
Reciprocal Credit and Interlinked Deals in Small-scale Fishing CommunitiedDev.
Stud, 23 (4): 461-490, July 1987.

Platteau, J. and Baland, J., “Income-Sharing Through Work-Spreading Arrangements: An
Economic Analysis With Special Reference to Small-Scale Fishirigghiers de la
Faculté des Sciences Economiques et Sociales de NarRaoultés Universitaires
Notre-Dame de la Paix, Namur, June 1989.

Platteau, J., “Traditional Systems of Social Security and Hunger Insurance: Past
Achievements and Modern ChallengesSocial Security in Developing CountrieE.
Ahmad, J. Dreze, J. Hills, and A. Sen (eds.), Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1991.

Platteau, J., “Formalization and Privatization of Land Rights in Sub-Saharan Africa: A
Critique of Current Orthodoxies and Structural Adjustment Programmédyé
Development Economics Research Program@#® London School of Economics,
London, January 1992.

Platteau, J., “Behind the Market Stage Where Real Societies Exist: Part | - The Role of
Public and Private Order Institutions,J. Development Studie80(3): 533-577, April
1994.

Platteau, J., “Behind the Market Stage Where Real Societies Exist: Part 1l - The Role of
Moral Norms,” J. Development Studig30(4): 753-815, July 1994.

Platteau, J., “A Framework for the Analysis of Evolving Patron-Client Ties in Agrarian
Economies,”World Development23(5): 767-786, May 1995a.

Platteau, J., “An Indian Model of Aristocratic Patronagé)kford Econ. Paperst7(4): 636-
662, October 1995b.

Platteau, J.,Traditional Sharing Norms as an Obstacle to Economic Growth in Tribal
Societies CRED, Facult(e’s Universitaires Note-Dame de la Paix, Namur, Belgium,
June 1996. Cahiers No. 173.

Platteau, J. and Hayami, YResource Endowments and Agricultural Development: Africa vs.
Asia University of Namur and Aoyama Gakuin University, Tokyo, Namur, December
1996. Paper presented at the IEA Round Table Conference "The Institutional
Foundation of Economic Development in East Asia", Tokyo, 16-19 December 1996..



- 129 -

Poewe, K. Religion, Kinship, and Economy in Luapula, Zambide Edwin Mellen Press,
Lewinston, 1989.

Popkin, S. L.,The Rational Peasant: The Political Economy of Rural Society in Vietnam
University of California Press, Berkeley, 1979.

Posner, R. A., “A Theory of Primitive Society, with Special Reference to Law,'6f Law
and EconomicsxXXIll: 1-53, April 1980.

Pratt, J., “Risk Aversion in the Small and in the Larg&s¢onometrica32: 122-136, 1964.

Putnam, R. D., Leonardi, R., and Nanetti, R. Making Democracy Work: Civic Institutions
in Modern Italy, Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1993.

Quisumbing, A.,Better Rich or Better There? Grandparent Wealth, Coresidence, and
Intrahousehold Allocationinternational Food Policy Research Institute, Washington,
D.C., January 1997. Discussion Paper No.23.

Ravallion, M., “Testing Market Integration,Amer. J. Agric. Econ68(1): 102-109, 1986.

Ravallion, M. and Dearden, L., “Social Security in a "Moral Economy': An Empirical
Analysis for Java,”"Rev. Econ. and Sta70: 36-44, 1988.

Reardon, T., Matlon, P., and Delgado, C., “Coping With Household Level Food Insecurity in
Drought-Affected Areas of Burkina FasoyWorld Developmentl6, No. 9, 1988.

Reardon, T., Delgado, C., and Matlon, P., “Determinants and Effects of Income
Diversification Amongst Farm Households in Burkina Fasd, Devel. Studigslanuary
1992.

Reardon, T., “Using Evidence of Household Income Diversification to Inform Study of the
Rural Nonfarm Labor Market in Africa,”"World Development25(5): 735-747, May
1997.

Roberts, R. L.Two Worlds of Cotton: Colonialism and the Regional Economy in the French
Soudan, 1800-1946&tanford University Press, Stanford, 1996.

Rosenzweig, M. R. and Wolpin, K. I., “Specific Experience, Household Structure, and
Intergenerational Transfers: Farm Family Land and Labor Arrangements in Developing
Countries,”Quarterly J. Econ.100, Supplement: 961-987, 1985.

Rosenzweig, M. R., “Risk, Private Information, and the Familjierican Econ. Review8
(2): 245-250, May 1988.

Rosenzweig, M. R., “Risk, Implicit Contracts and the Family in Rural Areas of Low-Income
Countries,”Econ. J, 98: 1148-1170, December 1988.

Rosenzweig, M. R. and Wolpin, K. I., “Credit Market Constraints, Consumption Smoothing,
and the Accumulation of Durable Production Assets in Low-Income Countries:
Investments in Bullocks in India,J. Polit. Econ, 101(2): 223-244, 1993.

Rosenzweig, M. R. and Stark, O., “Consumption Smoothing, Migration, and Marriage:
Evidence from Rural India,’J. Polit. Econ, 97 (4): 905-926, August 1989.

Roumasset, JRice and Risk: Decision Making Among Low-Income Farmidmsth Holland,
Amsterdam, 1976.



- 130 -

Sadoulet, E., Fukui, S., and de Janvry, A., “Efficient Share Tenancy Contracts under Risk:
The Case of Two Rice-Growing Villages in ThailandJournal of Development
Economics45(2): 225-243, December 1994.

Sahlins, M. Stone Age Economigcaldine-Atherton, Inc., Chicago, 1972.

Sandford, S.Management of Pastoral Development in the Third Warahn Wiley and Sons,
New York, 1983.

Sandmo, A., “On the Theory of the Competitive Firm Under Price Uncertain#ifier.
Econ. Rev.61(1): 65-73, 1971.

Sargent, T.Dynamic Macroeconomic Theqridarvard University Press, Cambridge, Mass.,
1987.

Sargent, M., Lichte, J., Matlon, P., and Bloom, R., “An Assessment of Animal Traction in
Francophone West-Africa,’African rural economy working paper No. 3Michigan
State University, 1981.

Sawada, Y.,Income Risks, Gender, and Human Capital Investment in Rural Pakistan
Department of Economics, Stanford University, Stanford, July 1997. (mimeograph).

Schaffner, J. A., “Attached Farm Labor, Limited Horizons, and Servilityddurnal of
Development Economic47(2): 241-270, August 1995.

Schultz, T. W., “Investment in Human CapitalAmer. Econ. ReyLI(1): 1-17, March 1961.

Scott, J. C..The Moral Economy of Peasant: Rebellion and Subsistence in South-East Asia
Yale University Press, New Haven, 1976.

Sen, A. Poverty and Famine<Llarendon Press, Oxford, 1981.

Shaban, R., “Testing Between Competing Models of Sharecroppidgutrnal of Political
Economy95(5): 893-920, 1987.

Shahabuddin, Q., Mestelman, S., and Feeny, D., “Peasant Behaviour Towards Risk and
Socio-Economic and Structural Characteristics of Farm Households in Bangladesh,”
Oxford Economic Paper88: 122-130, 1986.

Shaw, E. S.Financial Deepening in Economic Developme@iford University Press, New
York, 1973.

Shillington, K.,History of Africa St. Martin’s Press, New York, 1989.

Shively, G. E., “Food Price Variability and Economic Reform: An ARCH Approach for
Ghana,” American Journal of Agricultural Economicg8(1): 126-136, February 1996.

Singh, N., “Theories of Sharecropping,The Economic Theory of Agrarian Institutiqr3.
Bardhan (ed.), Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1989.

Singh, I., Squire, L., and Strauss, Agricultural Household Models: Extensions, Applications
and Policy World Bank, Washington, D.C., 1986.

Srinivasan, T., “On Choice Among Creditors and Bonded Labour Contradisg’ Economic
Theory of Agrarian InstitutiondPranab Bardhan (ed.), Clarendon Press, Oxford, 1989.

Staatz, J. M.The Economics of Cattle and Meat Marketing in the Ivory Codsiversity of
Michigan, 1979. Livestock Production and Marketing in the Entente States of West



-131 -

Africa.

Stark, O. and Lucas, R. E., “Migration, Remittances, and the FamBp)CC, 36, no.3: 465-
481, Apr. 1988.

Steel, W. F., Aryeetey, E., Hettige, H., and Nissanke, M., “Informal Financial Markets Under
Liberalization in Four African Countries,World Development25(5): 817-830, May
1997.

Stiglitz, J. E., “Incentives and Risk Sharing in SharecroppinBgv. Econ. Stud41(2): 219-
55, 1974.

Stiglitz, J. E. and Weiss, A., “Credit Rationing in Markets With Imperfect Information,”
Amer. Econ. Rey71(3): 393-410, June 1981.

Strauss, J. and al., e., “Gender and Life-Cycle Differentials in the Patterns and Determinants
of Adult Health,” Journal of Human Resource23(4): 791-837, Fall 1993.

The World Bank,Accelerated Development in sub-Saharan Africa: An Agenda for Action
The World Bank, Washington, D.C., 1981.

The World Bank,Poverty and Hunger: Issues and Options for Food Security in Developing
Countries A World Bank Food Policy Study, The World Bank, Washington, D.C., 1986.

The World Bank,The East Asian Miracle: Economic Growth and Public Pali€xford
University Press, New York, 1993.

The World Bank, Sub-Saharan Africa: From Crisis to Sustainable GrowtWashington
D.C., 1989.

Thomas, D., Strauss, J., and Henriques, M., “Child Survival, Height for Age and Household
Characteristics in Brazil,"Journal of Development Economj@&3(2): 197-234, October
1990.

Timmer, C. P.,Getting Prices Right: The Scope and Limits of Agricultural Price Policy
Cornell University Press, Ithaca, 1986.

Townsend, R. M., “Models as EconomiesZcon. J, 98: 1-24, 1988.

Townsend, R. M., “Currency and Credit in a Private Information Econondy,Polit. Econ,
97(6): 1321-44, 1989.

Townsend, R. M.Financial Systems in Northern Thai Villagd3epartment of Economics,
University of Chicago, Chicago, 1993. (mimeograph).

Townsend, R. M., “Risk and Insurance in Village IndiaEconometrica 62(3): 539-591,
May 1994.

Townsend, R. M., “Financial Systems in Northern Thai Village®uarterly Journal of
Economics110(4): 1011-1046, November 1995.

Tsiang, S. C., “The Precautionary Demand for Money: An Inventory Theoretical Analysis,”
Journal of Political Economy77(1): 99-117, January 1969.

Turnovsky, S. J., Shalit, H., and Schmitz, A., “Consumer’s Surplus, Price Instability, and
Consumer Welfare,’Econometrica48(1): 135-152, January 1980.



-132 -

Udry, C., “Rural Credit in Northern Nigeria: Credit as Insurance in a Rural Economy,”
World Bank Econ. Rey4(3): 251-269, September 1990.

Udry, C., A Competitive Analysis of Rural Credit: State-Contingent Loans in Northern
Nigeria, Department of Economics, Northwestern University, Evanston, January 1992.
(mimeo).

Udry, C., “Risk and Insurance in a Rural Credit Market: An Empirical Investigation in
Northern Nigeria,”’Rev. Econ. Stud61(3): 495-526, July 1994.

Udry, C., “Gender, Agricultural Production and the Theory of the Househaolatirnal of
Political Economy104(5): 1010-1046, October 1996.

Udry, C.,Innovation and Information Flow: Testing for Social Learning in Southern Ghana
Department of Economics, Northwestern University, Evanston, June 1997.
(mimeograph).

van den Brink, R. and Chavas, J., “The Microeconomics of an Indigenous African
Institution: The Rotating Savings and Credit AssociatioB¢onomic Development and
Cultural Change45(4): 745-772, July 1997.

von Braun, J. and Webb, P. J., “The Impact of New Crop Technology on the Agricultural
Division of Labor in a West African Setting,EDCC, 37, no.3: 513-534, Apr. 1989.

Walker, T. S. and Ryan, Jillage and Household Economics in India’s Semi-Arid Tropics
John Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, 1990.

Watts, M.,Silent violenceUniversity of California Press, Berkeley, 1983.

Wilson, C.,The Implications of Homeostratic Patterns in Historical Populations for Theories
of Fertility Transition The Aurtralian National University, Canberra, July 1995.
(mimeograph).

Yang, D. T., “Education and Off-Farm Work,Economic Development and Cultural Change
45 (3): 613-632, 1997.

Zame, W. R., “Efficiency and the Role of Default When Security Markets are Incomplete,”
Amer. Econ. Rey83(5): 1142-1164, December 1993.

Zeldes, S. P., “Consumption and Liquidity Constraints: An Empirical InvestigatidnpPolit.
Econ, 97(2): 305-343, 1989.

Zeldes, S. P., “Optimal Consumption With Stochastic Income: Deviations from Certainty
Equivalence,”Quarterly J. Econ.104(2): 275-298, May 1989.

Zimmerman, F.,Structural Evolution under Imperfect Markets in Developing Country
Agriculture: A Dynamic Programming SimulatiorDepartment of Economics and
Global Studies Research Program, University of Wisconsin, Madison, November 1993.
(mimeograph).



